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SENATE—Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable 
KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND, a Senator from 
the State of New York. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Lord God of the nations, Your word 
declares: ‘‘Righteousness exalts a na- 
tion but sin is a reproach to any peo- 
ple.” May our lawmakers and the citi- 
zens of this great land strive to please 
You through right living and submis- 
sion to Your will. Help us to flee from 
the dead end path of transgression that 
leads to national ruin. Enable us to 
turn from thoughts, words, and deeds 
that violate Your precepts and com- 
mands. 

Lord, fill our Senators with a hunger 
for holiness and a hatred of evil. En- 
large their influence and use them for 
Your glory. Reinforce them by the con- 
stant assurance of Your presence. 

We pray in Your great Name. Amen. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI- 
BRAND led the Pledge of Allegiance, as 
follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EEE 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, March 2, 2011. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI- 
BRAND, a Senator from the State of New 
York, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 


Mrs. GILLIBRAND thereupon as- 
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


анаша 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


—ŘĖ 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. REID. Madam President, fol- 
lowing any leader remarks, the Senate 
will proceed to a period of morning 
business until 11 a.m. today. During 
that time, Senators will be permitted 
to speak for up to 10 minutes each. The 
Republicans will control the first 30 
minutes, the majority will control the 
next 30 minutes, and the remaining 
time until 11 a.m. will be equally di- 
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the ma- 
jority controlling the final half. 

At 11 a.m., the Senate will proceed to 
vote on passage of the 2-week con- 
tinuing resolution. Upon disposition of 
that matter, the Senate will resume 
consideration of the America Invents 
Act. Additional rollcall votes in rela- 
tion to amendments to the America In- 
vents Act are expected to occur 
throughout the day. 


BUDGETING AND JOBS 


Mr. REID. Madam President, we have 
worked for weeks now in moving for- 
ward on this funding measure for the 
country. What Democrats have said for 
weeks now is that we are committed to 
working with all sides to find a middle 
ground that helps us move forward and 
move toward a fiscally responsible 
budget for the rest of the year. 

Yesterday the House acted and soon 
the Senate will act as well. Our prior- 
ities are twofold: One, keeping the 
country running so essential services 
do not get interrupted—and certainly 
they should not be interrupted—at a 
time we can least afford it. 

We have 2 more weeks to do this. We 
have heard today in the news that JOHN 


MCCAIN’s economic adviser said if the 
Republicans continue going on the 
route they have talked about, it will 
eliminate 700,000 jobs in this struggling 
economy. Goldman Sachs issued a 
study yesterday indicating it would 
hurt the gross national product by up 
to 2 percent, and that is devastating. 

So our priorities are twofold: One, 
keeping the country running so essen- 
tial services do not get interrupted at a 
time we can least afford it; and, two, 
equally as important, we need to lay 
the groundwork with a budget that in- 
vests in what works and cuts what 
doesn’t. We have to begin to bring 
down the deficit without forfeiting our 
future. 

This has not been an easy process. 
But we need to set aside partisan moti- 
vations and remember we work for the 
American people, not our political par- 
ties. Iam pleased the Republicans have 
agreed with the President’s suggested 
cuts and dropped all those riders—pro- 
visions meant only to send messages, 
only to create unnecessary hurdles, 
and kill progress. 

We are going to keep working toward 
a solution. This time around, it may 
not include everything Democrats 
want or everything Republicans want. 
But we need to have a compromise 
which will be part of an ongoing con- 
versation. Just like our overarching 
priority when we budget—that we must 
live within our means—this next step 
recognizes that we must do the best 
with what we have. 

Today we will also work toward fin- 
ishing the patent reform bill. It is 
called the America Invests Act, a jobs 
bill. It is a priority. We have to finish 
this matter. This matter, this patent 
legislation, is important in returning 
America’s economy to a position of 
strength. 

As we speak, there are 750,000 patent 
applications that are stuck in the Pat- 
ent Office because they do not have 
enough people to do the work. It is true 
to Democrats’ agenda from day one: 
creating jobs and ensuring America can 
compete in the 21st century’s global 
economy. 

Now, Madam President, I see my 
friend from Oklahoma on the Senate 
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floor. A couple of things he has done in 
recent days have been extremely im- 
portant: first of all, the money that is 
collected in the Patent Office should be 
used in the Patent Office. I also think 
it is important people recognize we 
have an entity around here called the 
General Accounting Office, which is 
the watchdog of Congress. It is an im- 
portant entity. It is available to both 
Democrats and Republicans. 

My friend from Oklahoma wrote a 
letter, as he has a right to do, about a 
couple different areas finding where 
there was duplication of services. They 
studied this and came back with what 
I think are some matters to which we 
need to direct our attention. 

Duplication in different entities 
around here has become untoward. So I 
commend and applaud my friend from 
Oklahoma in helping us go down this 
path that I think is going to be ex- 
tremely important for us to work our 
way out of the problems we have. 

I know we have a lot of work to do, 
and it is important we do that work. 
We are going to get this spending mat- 
ter out of the way today. Then we will 
have, as I have indicated, a little over 
2 weeks to work something out on a 
long-term basis. The President has said 
he would like a longer period of time. 
We could not work that out with our 
friends on the Republican side. I hope, 
I hope they do not need a government 
shutdown—and I am not referring to 
my friends in the Senate but the 
House. I hope they do not need a gov- 
ernment shutdown to do what is nec- 
essary for this country. I think we 
should avoid that shutdown, and we 
can avoid that shutdown and still rec- 
ognize that there are costs that need to 
be cut from government spending. It 
cannot all come from our domestic dis- 
cretionary side of the ledger. There are 
Pentagon moneys that can be saved. 
There are other programs that have 
been untouchable in past years that we 
need to look at for a long-term solu- 
tion to the country’s problems. 


EES 


AUTHORIZING EXPENDITURES BY 
COMMITTEES OF THE SENATE 


Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Cal- 
endar No. 15, S. Res. 81. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report the resolu- 
tion by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 81) authorizing ex- 
penditures by committees of the Senate for 
the periods March 1, 2011, through September 
30, 2011, and October 1, 2011, through Sep- 
tember 30, 2012, and October 1, 2012, through 
February 28, 2013. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
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be agreed to, the motion to reconsider 
be laid on the table, with no inter- 
vening action or debate, and any state- 
ments related to this resolution be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 81) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

S. RES. 81 

Resolved, 

SECTION 1. AGGREGATE AUTHORIZATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of carrying 
out the powers, duties, and functions under 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, and under 
the appropriate authorizing resolutions of 
the Senate there is authorized for the period 
March 1, 2011, through September 30, 2011, in 
the aggregate of $70,790,674, for the period 
October 1, 2011, through September 30, 2012, 
in the aggregate of $121,355,435, and for the 
period October 1, 2012, through February 28, 
2013, in the aggregate of $50,564,763, in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of this resolu- 
tion, for standing committees of the Senate, 
the Special Committee on Aging, the Select 
Committee on Intelligence, and the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

(b) AGENCY CONTRIBUTIONS.—There are au- 
thorized such sums as may be necessary for 
agency contributions related to the com- 
pensation of employees of the committees 
for the period March 1, 2011, through Sep- 
tember 30, 2011, for the period October 1, 2011, 
through September 30, 2012, and for the pe- 
riod October 1, 2012, through February 28, 
2013, to be paid from the appropriations ac- 
count for ‘Expenses of Inquiries and Inves- 
tigations” of the Senate. 

SEC. 2. COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRI- 
TION, AND FORESTRY. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry is authorized from March 1, 
2011, through February 28, 2013, in its discre- 
tion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—Тһе expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $2,800,079, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $40,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$4,800,136, of which amount— 
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(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(1) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $40,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $2,000,057, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $40,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 3. COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Armed Services is author- 
ized from March 1, 2011, through February 28, 
2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $4,749,869, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $30,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$8,142,634, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $80,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(1) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $30,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $3,392,765, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 
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(2) not to exceed $30,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 4. COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs is authorized from March 1, 
2011, through February 28, 2013, in its discre- 
tion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $4,304,188, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $11,667, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $700, may be expended for 
the training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$7,378,606, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(1) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $1,200, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $3,074,419, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $8,333, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $500, may be expended for 
the training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 5. COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on the Budget is authorized 
from March 1, 2011, through February 28, 
2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 
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(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $4,489,241, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $35,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $21,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$7,695,840, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $60,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $36,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $3,206,599, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $15,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 6. COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, 
AND TRANSPORTATION. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation is authorized from March 1, 
2011, through February 28, 2013, in its discre- 
tion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $4,636,483, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 
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(2) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$7,948,171, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(1) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $3,311,738, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 7. COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources is authorized from March 1, 2011, 
through February 28, 2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $3,924,299. 

(с) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$6,727,369. 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $2,803,070. 

SEC. 8. COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUB- 
LIC WORKS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works is authorized from March 1, 2011, 
through February 28, 2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 
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(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $3,612,391, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $4,667, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $1,167, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(с) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$6,192,669, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $8,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(1) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $2,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $2,580,278, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $3,333, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $833, may be expended for 
the training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 9. COMMITTEE ON FINANCE. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Finance is authorized 
from March 1, 2011, through February 28, 
2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $5,333,808, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $17,500, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $5,833, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
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such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$9,148,671, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $30,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—Еог the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $3,809,862, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $12,500, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $4,166, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 10. COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Foreign Relations is au- 
thorized from March 1, 2011, through Feb- 
ruary 28, 2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $4,393,404, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $100,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$7,531,549, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $100,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013—For the period October 1, 2012, 
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through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $3,188,145, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $100,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 11. COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
LABOR, AND PENSIONS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions is authorized from March 1, 
2011, through February 28, 2013, in its discre- 
tion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $6,115,313, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(с) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$10,483,398, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(1) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $4,368,081, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 12. COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY 
AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
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with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules and S. Res. 445, agreed to October 9, 
2004 (108th Congress), including holding hear- 
ings, reporting such hearings, and making 
investigations as authorized by paragraphs 1 
and 8 of rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate, the Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity and Governmental Affairs is author- 
ized from March 1, 2011, through February 28, 
2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $6,902,759, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$11,833,302, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(1) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $4,930,548, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(е) INVESTIGATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The committee, or any 
duly authorized subcommittee of the com- 
mittee, is authorized to study or inves- 
tigate— 

(A) the efficiency and economy of oper- 
ations of all branches of the Government in- 
cluding the possible existence of fraud, mis- 
feasance, malfeasance, collusion, mis- 
management, incompetence, corruption, or 
unethical practices, waste, extravagance, 
conflicts of interest, and the improper ex- 
penditure of Government funds in trans- 
actions, contracts, and activities of the Gov- 
ernment or of Government officials and em- 
ployees and any and all such improper prac- 
tices between Government personnel and 
corporations, individuals, companies, or per- 
sons affiliated therewith, doing business 
with the Government; and the compliance or 
noncompliance of such corporations, compa- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


nies, or individuals or other entities with the 
rules, regulations, and laws governing the 
various governmental agencies and its rela- 
tionships with the public; 

(B) the extent to which criminal or other 
improper practices or activities are, or have 
been, engaged in the field of labor-manage- 
ment relations or in groups or organizations 
of employees or employers, to the detriment 
of interests of the public, employers, or em- 
ployees, and to determine whether any 
changes are required in the laws of the 
United States in order to protect such inter- 
ests against the occurrence of such practices 
or activities; 

(C) organized criminal activity which may 
operate in or otherwise utilize the facilities 
of interstate or international commerce in 
furtherance of any transactions and the 
manner and extent to which, and the iden- 
tity of the persons, firms, or corporations, or 
other entities by whom such utilization is 
being made, and further, to study and inves- 
tigate the manner in which and the extent to 
which persons engaged in organized criminal 
activity have infiltrated lawful business en- 
terprise, and to study the adequacy of Fed- 
eral laws to prevent the operations of orga- 
nized crime in interstate or international 
commerce; and to determine whether any 
changes are required in the laws of the 
United States in order to protect the public 
against such practices or activities; 

(D) all other aspects of crime and lawless- 
ness within the United States which have an 
impact upon or affect the national health, 
welfare, and safety; including but not lim- 
ited to investment fraud schemes, com- 
modity and security fraud, computer fraud, 
and the use of offshore banking and cor- 
porate facilities to carry out criminal objec- 
tives; 

(E) the efficiency and economy of oper- 
ations of all branches and functions of the 
Government with particular reference to— 

(i) the effectiveness of present national se- 
curity methods, staffing, and processes as 
tested against the requirements imposed by 
the rapidly mounting complexity of national 
security problems; 

(ii) the capacity of present national secu- 
rity staffing, methods, and processes to 
make full use of the Nation’s resources of 
knowledge and talents; 

(iii) the adequacy of present intergovern- 
mental relations between the United States 
and international organizations principally 
concerned with national security of which 
the United States is a member; and 

(iv) legislative and other proposals to im- 
prove these methods, processes, and relation- 
ships; 

(F) the efficiency, economy, and effective- 
ness of all agencies and departments of the 
Government involved in the control and 
management of energy shortages including, 
but not limited to, their performance with 
respect to— 

(i) the collection and dissemination of ac- 
curate statistics on fuel demand and supply; 

(ii) the implementation of effective energy 
conservation measures; 

(iii) the pricing of energy in all forms; 

(iv) coordination of energy programs with 
State and local government; 

(v) control of exports of scarce fuels; 

(vi) the management of tax, import, pric- 
ing, and other policies affecting energy sup- 
plies; 

(vii) maintenance of the independent sec- 
tor of the petroleum industry as a strong 
competitive force; 

(viii) the allocation of fuels in short supply 
by public and private entities; 
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(ix) the management of energy supplies 
owned or controlled by the Government; 

(x) relations with other oil producing and 
consuming countries; 

(xi) the monitoring of compliance by gov- 
ernments, corporations, or individuals with 
the laws and regulations governing the allo- 
cation, conservation, or pricing of energy 
supplies; and 

(xii) research into the discovery and devel- 
opment of alternative energy supplies; and 

(G) the efficiency and economy of all 
branches and functions of Government with 
particular references to the operations and 
management of Federal regulatory policies 
and programs. 

(2) EXTENT OF INQUIRIES.—In carrying out 
the duties provided in paragraph (1), the in- 
quiries of this committee or any sub- 
committee of the committee shall not be 
construed to be limited to the records, func- 
tions, and operations of any particular 
branch of the Government and may extend 
to the records and activities of any persons, 
corporation, or other entity. 

(3) SPECIAL COMMITTEE AUTHORITY.—For 
the purposes of this subsection, the com- 
mittee, or any duly authorized sub- 
committee of the committee, or its chair- 
man, or any other member of the committee 
or subcommittee designated by the chair- 
man, from March 1, 2011, through February 
28, 2018, is authorized, in its, his, hers, or 
their discretion— 

(A) to require by subpoena or otherwise the 
attendance of witnesses and production of 
correspondence, books, papers, and docu- 
ments; 

(B) to hold hearings; 

(C) to sit and act at any time or place dur- 
ing the sessions, recess, and adjournment pe- 
riods of the Senate; 

(D) to administer oaths; and 

(E) to take testimony, either orally or by 
sworn statement, or, in the case of staff 
members of the Committee and the Perma- 
nent Subcommittee on Investigations, by 
deposition in accordance with the Com- 
mittee Rules of Procedure. 

(4) AUTHORITY OF OTHER COMMITTEES.— 
Nothing contained in this subsection shall 
affect or impair the exercise of any other 
standing committee of the Senate of any 
power, or the discharge by such committee 
of any duty, conferred or imposed upon it by 
the Standing Rules of the Senate or by the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. 

(5) SUBPOENA AUTHORITY.—AI] subpoenas 
and related legal processes of the committee 
and its subcommittee authorized under S. 
Res. 73, agreed to March 10, 2009 (111th Con- 
gress) are authorized to continue. 


SEC. 13. COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. 


(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on the Judiciary is author- 
ized from March 1, 2011, through February 28, 
2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 
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(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $6,684,239, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(с) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$11,458,695, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(1) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $4,774,457, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 14. COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINIS- 
TRATION. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Rules and Administration 
is authorized from March 1, 2011, through 
February 28, 2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $1,840,717, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $48,750, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $7,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
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2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,155,515, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $12,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $1,314,798, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $31,250, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $5,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 15. COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Small Business and Entre- 
preneurship is authorized from March 1, 2011, 
through February 28, 2018, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $1,732,860, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,970,617, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(1) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $1,237,755, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $25,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
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vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 16. COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs is au- 
thorized from March 1, 2011, through Feb- 
ruary 28, 2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $1,602,238, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $59,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $12,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(с) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,746,693, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $100,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(1) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $1,144,455, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $42,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $8,334, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 17. SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions imposed by 
section 104 of S. Res. 4, agreed to February 4, 
1977 (95th Congress), and in exercising the 
authority conferred on it by such section, 
the Special Committee on Aging is author- 
ized from March 1, 2011, through February 28, 
2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
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(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $1,937,114, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $117,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,320,767, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $200,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(1) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $15,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $1,383,653, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $85,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $5,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 18. SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under S. 
Res. 400, agreed to May 19, 1976 (94th Con- 
gress), as amended by S. Res. 445, agreed to 
October 9, 2004 (108th Congress), in accord- 
ance with its jurisdiction under sections 3(a) 
and 17 of such S. Res. 400, including holding 
hearings, reporting such hearings, and mak- 
ing investigations as authorized by section 5 
of such S. Res. 400, the Select Committee on 
Intelligence is authorized from March 1, 2011, 
through February 28, 2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $4,249,113, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $37,917, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $1,167, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 
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(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$7,284,194, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $65,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $4,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $3,035,081, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $27,083, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $4,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 19. COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions imposed by 
section 105 of S. Res. 4, agreed to February 4, 
1977 (95th Congress), and in exercising the 
authority conferred on it by that section, 
the Committee on Indian Affairs is author- 
ized from March 1, 2011, through February 28, 
2013, in its discretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin- 
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 

(3) with the prior consent of the Govern- 
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs- 
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING SEP- 
TEMBER 30, 2011.—The expenses of the com- 
mittee for the period March 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2011, under this section shall 
not exceed $1,482,609, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(1) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for training consultants of the professional 
staff of such committee (under procedures 
specified by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 PE- 
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 2011, through September 30, 
2012, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,541,614, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for training consultants of the professional 
staff of such committee (under procedures 
specified by section 202(j) of that Act). 

(d) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY 
28, 2013.—For the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex- 
ceed $1,059,007, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi- 
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 
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(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for training consultants of the professional 
staff of such committee (under procedures 
specified by section 202(j) of that Act). 

SEC. 20. SPECIAL RESERVE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Within the funds in 
the account ‘“‘Expenses of Inquiries and In- 
vestigations” appropriated by the legislative 
branch appropriation Acts for fiscal years 
2011, 2012, and 2018, there is authorized to be 
established a special reserve to be available 
to any committee funded by this resolution 
as provided in subsection (b) of which— 

(1) an amount not to exceed $4,375,000, shall 
be available for the period March 1, 2011, 
through September 30, 2011; and 

(2) an amount not to exceed $7,500,000, shall 
be available for the period October 1, 2011, 
through September 30, 2012; and 

(3) an amount not to exceed $3,125,000, shall 
be available for the period October 1, 2012, 
through February 28, 2013. 

(b) AVAILABILITY.—The special reserve au- 
thorized in subsection (a) shall be available 
to any committee— 

(1) on the basis of special need to meet un- 
paid obligations incurred by that committee 
during the periods referred to in paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (8) of subsection (a); and 

(2) at the request of a Chairman and Rank- 
ing Member of that committee subject to the 
approval of the Chairman and Ranking Mem- 
ber of the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republican leader is recog- 
nized. 


—— кс 


CONTINUING RESOLUTION 


Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I wish to start this morning by ac- 
knowledging the progress that has been 
made this week. Senator REID’s pre- 
diction that the Senate will follow the 
House in approving a $4 billion cut for 
the current fiscal year is a small step, 
but it is indeed a step in the right di- 
rection. This is a long-awaited ac- 
knowledgment by Democrats in Con- 
gress that we have a spending problem 
around here. It is hard to believe when 
we are spending $1.6 trillion more than 
we are taking in in a single year that 
it would take this long to cut a penny 
in spending, but it is progress nonethe- 
less. It was also encouraging to hear 
the White House say yesterday that 
they would be supportive of a 4-week 
CR with $8 billion in cuts. So it is en- 
couraging that the White House and 
congressional Democrats now agree 
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that the status quo won’t work and 
that the bills we pass must include 
spending reductions. 

Beyond that, the GAO report which 
Senator COBURN requested and which 
we all saw yesterday makes it pretty 
clear—to me, at least—that there are a 
lot of very obvious targets for addi- 
tional cuts. I wish to thank Senator 
COBURN for requesting the report, first 
of all. I don’t think most Americans 
are surprised to hear that Washington 
is wasting so much money. I do think 
some people might be surprised at how 
rampant it is and, frankly, the sheer 
idiocy—the sheer idiocy—of some of 
the waste we have been tolerating 
around here. 

I can’t imagine anyone in the Senate 
voting against a bill that would return 
to taxpayers money we are wasting on 
the bloated and duplicative programs 
outlined in this report, programs 
which, as ABC put it, are chewing up 
billions of dollars in funding every 
year. It would be an embarrassment 
and a double indictment of Congress to 
not act. The report is damning, but it 
comes at a good time. Right when we 
are looking to make cuts on which 
both parties can agree, we learn that 
we have a roadmap showing more than 
100 programs dealing with surface 
transportation issues, 82 programs 
monitoring teacher quality, 80 pro- 
grams for economic development, 47 
programs for job training, and 17 dif- 
ferent programs for disaster prepared- 
ness. Here is my favorite: 56 programs 
to help people understand finances. 
How do you like that? There are 56 pro- 
grams to help people understand fi- 
nances. If that isn’t an emblem of gov- 
ernment waste, I don’t know what is. 
We are going to be $1.6 trillion in the 
red this year alone. Not only do we 
think we are in a position to teach 
other people about financial literacy, 
we have 56 overlapping programs to do 
it. If we are going to create the condi- 
tions for private sector job growth in 
this country, this is a good place to 
start. 

We have to stop spending money we 
don’t have on more government and 
calling that progress. Democrats have 
tried that. They have borrowed $3 tril- 
lion over the past 2 years to expand the 
size and scope of government. And 
what has it gotten us? It has gotten us 
3 million more lost jobs. 

We have made some progress this 
week—a very small step, perhaps, but 
one in the right direction. At the same 
time, the White House took another 
step backward this week by failing to 
fulfill another responsibility. Accord- 
ing to the 2003 Medicare Modernization 
Act, the President is required to sub- 
mit a reform proposal for Medicare if 
more than 45 percent of the program’s 
finances are being drawn from the gov- 
ernment’s general revenue fund instead 
of a fund specifically set aside for 
Medicare for 2 years in a row. As of 
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today, that is the situation. As of 
today, that is the situation. The Presi- 
dent is supposed to have taken care of 
this, but he hasn’t. He is punting on 
this responsibility just as he punted on 
other reforms in the 10-year budget 
plan he released last month. 

Washington’s unsustainable spending 
on entitlements such as Medicare and 
Medicaid and Social Security must be 
addressed now—now—and we will never 
be able to ensure the stability and sol- 
vency of any of them without Presi- 
dential leadership. In this case, that is 
not just my opinion; the law actually 
requires it. 

Now, just one more word on the con- 
tinuing resolution. Once we pass this 
stopgap spending measure, we will be 
right back at it again 2 weeks from 
now unless we can reach an agreement 
on a long-term measure before then. 

The House has sent us a bill that will 
keep the government funded through 
the end of the year. At the moment 
this next continuing resolution expires, 
we will be nearly halfway through the 
fiscal year. The House bill contains a 
much needed defense spending bill for 
the rest of the year. Many important 
programs have been delayed, and Sec- 
retary Gates has made clear that fur- 
ther delay will harm combat readiness. 
So there are many compelling reasons 
for us to reach agreement on a longer 
term bill. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 


EE 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


EEE 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business until 11 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time equally di- 
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the Re- 
publicans controlling the first 30 min- 
utes, the majority controlling the next 
30 minutes, and the remaining time 
until 11 a.m. equally divided and con- 
trolled between the two leaders or 
their designees, with the majority con- 
trolling the final half. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak in 
morning business for up to 20 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. COBURN. I also ask the Chair to 
advise me when I have consumed 15 
minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Chair will do so. 
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GAO REPORT 


Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I 
thank the majority leader and the mi- 
nority leader both for their comments 
on this report. It is important for the 
American people to know that this is 
the first of three reports we are going 
to receive. This report just covers what 
the GAO has looked at in the last 4 to 
5 years. It truly only covers about one- 
third of the Federal Government, and I 
am talking discretionary programs, 
not mandatory programs such as So- 
cial Security and Medicare and Med- 
icaid. 

The GAO report shows at least $100 
billion in savings if we could do our 
job. We are going to have a large de- 
bate over the next 2 weeks focused on 
funding the government for the next 6 
months of this fiscal year and what the 
funding is going to be like in the next 
year. If I were sitting at home as a reg- 
ular American looking at Congress, 
having read this report, the question I 
would ask is, Why will there be any de- 
bate at all? The GAO has given us a 
roadmap. They have said: Here is where 
$100 billion—those are my numbers, not 
theirs—of savings can come on an 
annualized basis on the first third of 
the discretionary side of the Federal 
Government. The discretionary pro- 
grams of this government are 24 per- 
cent greater now than they were 2 
years ago. 

The challenge we face before us as a 
nation is a far greater challenge than 
anything we have ever faced. That 
sounds like a gigantic overstatement, 
but when the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, who is head of all of our 
military, reporting to our civilian offi- 
cials, says the greatest threat to this 
country is our debt, we ought to wake 
up and pay attention to it. The average 
American—75 percent of Americans— 
across this land wants the size of the 
Federal Government and its spending 
reduced, and that includes Democrats, 
Republicans, and Independents. What is 
lacking today is the leadership to de- 
fine the problem for the American peo- 
ple so that we can come together as a 
nation and solve this greatest of all 
challenges before us. 

Let me spend a minute talking about 
what is going to happen if we don’t 
solve it. We heard the minority leader, 
the Senator from Kentucky, talk about 
the $1.65 trillion deficit this year. 
Today, the United States is borrowing 
money, on average, for everything we 
have borrowed, for about 2 percent. The 
historical average at which we borrow 
money is around 6 percent. Over the 
next 2 years, we are going to add, if we 
don’t change things drastically—and I 
am talking drastically—another $3.5 
trillion to the debt, to bring us to al- 
most $18 trillion worth of debt. If we 
apply our historical interest rate to 
the debt—which we will be at in 2 or 3 
years, there is no question about that— 
of 6 percent to $18 trillion, what we get 
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is $1.08 trillion a year in interest costs. 
Think about that. We spent $127 billion 
this last year on interest, and we are 
going to take $1 trillion. 

What happens if that happens? What 
that means is there is no discretionary 
budget. That means there is no money 
for the military; there is no money for 
education; there is no money for any or 
all of the programs other than Medi- 
care, Medicaid, and Social Security. 
That is the only thing that is left. And 
if that happens, our ability to borrow 
money in the international market will 
markedly decline, and the likelihood is 
that interest rates will go even higher 
than our historical average of 6 per- 
cent. 

So the time to call us together, the 
time for shared sacrifice—not for sac- 
rifice’s sake but so we can restore the 
hope of prosperity for our Nation—is 
now. It is not tomorrow, it is now. 

We are going to have a small bill on 
the floor that over the next 2 weeks 
will eliminate $4 billion by advancing 
terminations of programs both Presi- 
dent Bush and President Obama want 
to terminate and eliminate $2.7 billion 
worth of earmarks that are inappro- 
priate. So that is $4 billion over 2 
weeks. Our interest cost today and 
what we are borrowing is $3 billion. 
That is what we are borrowing a day 
that we don’t have. Every day, we go 
into the markets and borrow $3 billion. 
So over these 2 weeks, 14 days—14 
days—we are going to borrow $42 bil- 
lion, and we are only going to save $4 
billion. Do my colleagues see the mag- 
nitude of the problem? We cannot con- 
tinue to go in this direction. 

The bill the House sent us is a step in 
the right direction but far less than 
what is needed based on the reality of 
what is in front of us. Every dollar this 
government spends, we borrow 40 cents 
of it—40 cents. What do we think a 20- 
year-old individual out there is going 
to see 20 years from now as a con- 
sequence of us going down the drain in 
terms of the interest costs and the 
debt? 

Necessity is the mother of invention. 
We have a need now as a nation—not as 
Republicans and Democrats but as a 
Nation—to come together and make 
the decisions that will put us on a 
course that guarantees the future for 
our kids and grandkids. The easiest 
way I know right now to take some of 
the sting out of the parochialism and 
partisanship is for every Member of 
this body and those in the House to be- 
come acutely aware of what this report 
says. 

The minority leader listed a few of 
the programs. Let me go through 
these. Sitting at home or sitting in 
your office, think about if any of this 
makes sense. 

There are 82 separate teacher train- 
ing programs run by the Federal Gov- 
ernment—82 separate sets of bureauc- 
racies and sets of Federal employees. 
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None of these teacher training pro- 
grams, by the way, have a metric on 
them to evaluate whether they are suc- 
cessful. So when we are not success- 
ful—and I question whether it is even 
the role of the Federal Government to 
be involved in teacher training. I 
couldn’t find it in the Constitution. 
Thomas Jefferson couldn’t find it in 
the Constitution. Roosevelt couldn’t 
find it in the Constitution. Johnson 
couldn’t find it in the Constitution. 
They all said so. We have quotes on 
that. Yet we have 82 programs, none of 
which do we know whether they are 
working. 

We have 47 job training programs, 44 
of which overlap one another—some to 
the degree of 100 percent, some 60 per- 
cent. We spend $18 billion a year on it, 
and not one of them has a measure- 
ment of whether it is effective. We 
have a great need in our country today 
to retrain people to available jobs. Yet 
we don’t have any idea whether these 
will work. If you are trying to figure 
out how to get through these programs, 
you need another government program 
to help you figure out how to get 
through them. 

We have 20 offices with programs for 
homeless people—20 different pro- 
grams—at the Federal level. Again, if 
you read the Constitution and the enu- 
merated powers, you find a real dif- 
ficulty in saying whether that is a Fed- 
eral responsibility versus a State re- 
sponsibility. Yet we have 20 separate 
programs for homeless people. How 
about one that works—if, in fact, it is 
a responsibility of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

We run 80 separate economic develop- 
ment programs—80 of them. That is in 
four different Cabinet agencies. We 
spend $6.5 billion a year, and what the 
GAO says is you cannot say whether 
there is any economic development 
that has come out of this $6.5 billion. 

The Department of Transportation 
spends $58 billion on 100 separate pro- 
grams run by 5 different agencies with 
6,000 employees, with no idea whether 
that is the most efficient or effective 
way to do it because nobody has ever 
put a metric on it. 

We have 30 separate programs on food 
safety, run by 15 different Federal 
agencies. We just added a whole bunch 
more with the last food safety bill— 
none of which had a metric on it, none 
of which perfected the food safety in 
terms of interstate transport, which is 
undoubtedly a Federal responsibility. 
How about an efficient and effective 
way to do that. How about 1 agency 
being responsible for food safety in- 
stead of 15. 

We have 18 domestic food and nutri- 
tion programs—we spend $62.5 billion— 
11 of which we have no idea whether 
they are performing effectively. 

The first question you might ask is, 
How in the world did we get all these 
programs? We got all these programs 
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because somebody saw a need and 
thought that would solve that need. 
They did so without the benefit of one 
of the No. 1 obligations of Congress, 
which is the oversight of the bureauc- 
racy. We have all these complaints by 
those who favor the earmarking proc- 
ess that if we don’t earmark it, then 
the Federal agencies will spend the 
money where they are. They forget one 
little clue in terms of the Congress. We 
have absolute power to oversee every 
branch of the Federal Government in 
terms of their effectiveness and their 
efficiency. 

Yet we have not done it. The Con- 
gress has that. Whether it is run by Re- 
publicans or Democrats, it is not done. 
It is not a partisan issue. It is laziness 
on our part. It is far easier to write a 
new bill that solves the same problem 
and not oversee the others. Con- 
sequently, we answer the humani- 
tarian, compassionate call to fix some- 
thing we have done by treating symp- 
toms rather than the disease. 

We have a real disease in our country 
today. The disease is a cancer that will 
take away our freedom. If you look 
back in history, all republics have fall- 
en. The average age of a republic is 206 
years. How did they fail? What caused 
them to fail? If you read the history 
books and look at all of them, you will 
find that even though they might have 
been overrun by an enemy, the key fac- 
tor that caused them to fail was fiscal 
every time. They lived beyond their 
means. Look at what is happening to 
us in the world today. The scope of our 
power militarily is being limited by 
our economic power because we are ex- 
tremely far in debt. When you go to the 
lead economists, such as Ken Rogoff 
and Carmen Reinhart—the book they 
have written is “This Time is Dif- 
ferent.” The economists tell us our 
debt right now—not what is coming 
this next year but right now—with the 
interest costs we have today, is costing 
1 percent of GDP. We are only going to 
grow about 3.5 percent this year. If we 
didn’t have the debt, it would be 4.5 
percent. That means 1 million more 
people would have great-paying jobs 
this year if we didn’t have this debt. So 
there is a clarion call out there coming 
from America—not inside Wash- 
ington—to fix the real problems. 

As a physician, what I know is this: 
If I treat the symptoms of a disease 
and do not treat the real disease, I ulti- 
mately make the disease much worse. I 
cover up the signs and symptoms of the 
disease. The disease we have is a dis- 
ease of not recognizing the very crit- 
ical nature that you cannot—never— 
you can never live above and beyond 
your means without ultimately paying 
a greater price. The difference between 
the Federal Government, most of the 
State governments, and every family is 
when you have maxed out the credit 
card, it is maxed. You are not going to 
get another credit card company to 
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give you more. You will either have to 
start paying or you will default on it. 

The question comes, Will we honor 
our true commitments? Will we make 
the hard decisions that are required to 
put us on a path for renewed pros- 
perity? Will we take real information— 
and I have offered 70 amendments on 
this over the past 6 years, which have 
been voted down—and will we start 
paying attention now because, ulti- 
mately, if we don’t make decisions 
today that will control and set us on a 
path of prosperity, we are going to be 
in a position where our debtholders 
will make our decisions for us. That is 
when liberty declines. That is when 
American exceptionalism dies. That is 
when our destiny is taken from our 
hands. It should not be that way. 

I, again, call on the President to lead 
this Nation to define the problem, the 
real threat to our freedom, and come 
forward and pull us together and let’s 
solve this problem, with everyone rec- 
ognizing that everyone is going to sac- 
rifice, but the sacrifice will create a fu- 
ture benefit that will be rewarded in 
the lives of our children and grand- 
children. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. KIRK. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EEE 
GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Mr. KIRK. Madam President, I rise to 
support this continuing resolution. As 
we know, the Senate is set to pass a 
short-term funding bill, while negotia- 
tions continue on a longer term fund- 
ing bill for the rest of the year. 

The administration has presented us 
with a request also to fund the govern- 
ment next year and is expected to ask 
for an increase in the Federal debt ceil- 
ing. This legislation cuts about $4 bil- 
lion. Up against our annual deficit or 
the total debt, it is but a microdrop in 
the budget. 

The Federal Government is on track 
to spend about $3.7 trillion this fiscal 
year, while taking in only $2.2 trillion 
in revenue. If we compared this to a 
middle-class example, it would be as if 
someone was spending $37,000 a year, 
with an income of only $22,000. 

Replace “thousand”? for ‘‘trillion’’ 
and you get a good idea of how fiscally 
irresponsible the Federal Government 
has become. We have a $14 trillion debt 
and, as we all know now, we are bor- 
rowing 40 cents of every $1 we spend. 
Clearly, there is a growing danger in 
the country from tremendous debt and 
runaway spending. It is this resolution 
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that will help in a very small way to 
put us on a better track. 

I encourage us to use a multipronged 
approach as we move forward. We need 
to reverse the current spending trend 
of the Congress. We need to address 
long-term obligations and put statu- 
tory backstops into place to make sure 
it will be very difficult for future Con- 
gresses to do what past Congresses 
have done. 

As a very new member of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, I will be 
asking Federal agencies to identify fur- 
ther programs and ways to reduce Fed- 
eral spending. The administration has 
been on the right track in several key 
areas. They have proposed to cut or 
terminate almost 150 discretionary pro- 
grams that would save about $21 billion 
and defense programs that would save 
about $25 billion. But that savings 
should be put to reducing our total 
need to borrow and not bumped back 
into additional spending by the govern- 
ment. 

Additionally, we need to incorporate 
what we just learned from the Govern- 
ment Accountability Office about inef- 
ficient and duplicative areas of the 
Federal budget. GAO’s recommenda- 
tions for consolidations and elimi- 
nating programs should be fully re- 
viewed and, in many places, imple- 
mented for next year’s budget. 

Treasury Secretary Geithner will 
soon ask the Congress to increase the 
allowable Federal debt a fourth time 
for the last 2 years. In my judgment, 
Congress should say no unless such an 
increase is coupled with new and dra- 
matic antispending reforms that would 
make any future additions to our debt 
nearly impossible. 

While defaulting on U.S. bonds is not 
an option, Congress must tie future 
debt limit extensions to reforms that 
produce much smaller and smarter gov- 
ernment. As Indiana’s Governor Dan- 
iels has said: “You will never know 
how much government you won’t 
miss.” 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EEE 
DEALING WITH THE DEFICIT 


Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, we 
face as a nation some of the most dif- 
ficult circumstances this country has 
faced since the Great Depression. Two 
of the major issues we are facing is the 
collapse of the middle class and, simul- 
taneously, while poverty increases and 
the middle class in this country dis- 
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appears, we also find ourselves with a 
$14 trillion national debt and a $1.6 tril- 
lion deficit. 

At this momentous time in American 
history, the question arises as to how 
we, in fact, will deal with the deficit. 
Will we deal with it in a way that is 
fair and just or will we, at a time when 
the gap between the very wealthy and 
everybody else is growing wider, in 
fact, try to balance the budget on the 
backs of the middle class, on the backs 
of the poor, on the backs of the elderly, 
the sick, the children? 

That is the question we have to ad- 
dress right now. 

Yes, the deficit is a serious problem. 
Yes, we have to go forward in deficit 
reduction. But, no, in the midst of a 
major recession, it is morally wrong 
and economically bad policy to balance 
the budget on the backs of those people 
who are already hurting. 

I find it interesting that some of the 
loudest voices who come before us 
every day talking about the serious 
problem of the deficit are precisely 
those people who have voted time after 
time after time to raise the deficit, 
raise the national debt. Yet now they 
come forward and say we have to cut 
programs for the elderly, the poor, and 
the children in order to balance the 
budget. 

I suppose it turns out that now I and 
a few others are the real deficit hawks 
in the Senate. When it came to the war 
in Iraq—which will end up costing us 
some $3 trillion—I didn’t hear a whole 
lot of discussion about how that war 
was going to be paid for. I voted 
against that war. 

When it came to giving huge tax 
breaks to the wealthiest people in this 
country, I didn’t hear my Republican 
friends say: Oh, gee, we can’t do that 
because it is going to drive up the def- 
icit. I voted against tax breaks for the 
wealthy. 

When it came to passing an unfunded 
$4 billion Medicare Part D prescription 
drug program—written by the insur- 
ance companies and the drug compa- 
nies—I didn’t hear my Republican 
friends say our kids and grandchildren 
are going to have to pay for that. I 
voted against that. 

Madam President, you will recall 
that after the crooks on Wall Street 
drove this Nation into a recession and 
they needed a bailout from the Amer- 
ican people, you didn’t hear too many 
of our friends who voted for that bail- 
out say: Oh, we can’t do that; it is un- 
paid for. It is going to drive up the def- 
icit and the national debt. You didn’t 
hear that. 

But now, suddenly we have people 
who have great concern about the na- 
tional debt and the deficit, and they in- 
tend to balance that budget on the 
backs of working people, the elderly, 
the sick, the poor, and the children. 
Among other things, which is incom- 
prehensible to me, at a time when ap- 
proximately 16 percent of our people 
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are truly unemployed—way above the 
official levels, the official numbers, be- 
cause the official numbers do not in- 
clude those people who have given up 
looking for work, those people working 
part-time when they want to work full- 
time—the Republicans come up with a 
deficit reduction package which will 
cost us some 700,000 jobs. 

Now, I don’t know how or why in the 
middle of a severe recession, when un- 
employment is so high, they would 
come up with a proposal that costs 
700,000 jobs. 

Madam President, you well know 
that we do an abysmal job in this coun- 
try in terms of taking care of our chil- 
dren. We have the highest rate of child- 
hood poverty in the industrialized 
world. We have a totally inadequate 
early childhood education program in 
this country. Head Start, to the degree 
that it is funded adequately, does a 
good job. But in the midst of the crisis 
in early childhood education and 
childcare, the Republican proposal 
would cut Head Start—Head Start—one 
of the most important programs in 
America, giving low-income kids a 
chance to maybe get into school in the 
first grade, in kindergarten, on par 
with the other kids. They want to cut 
that program by 20 percent from fiscal 
year 2010, depriving over 200,000 little 
kids the opportunity not only to re- 
ceive early childhood education but 
health care benefits and nutrition ben- 
efits from this important program. 

I worked very hard to expand com- 
munity health centers in America be- 
cause maybe—just maybe—it is a bad 
idea that 45,000 Americans are going to 
die this year because they do not get to 
a doctor. Pick up the papers all over 
America. Tens of thousands of people 
are going to be thrown off Medicaid. 
What do you do if you don’t have 
health insurance and you are 40 or 50 
years of age and you get sick? What do 
you do? Yet the Republican proposal 
would cut community health centers 
by $1.3 billion, denying 11 million pa- 
tients access to quality primary health 
care. In the midst of a major health 
care crisis, when millions of people are 
uninsured—50 million uninsured and 
people being thrown off Medicaid—you 
don’t shut down community health 
centers and deny people access to 
health care. 

In Vermont—and I am sure in New 
York State—young people are finding 
it very difficult to afford a college edu- 
cation. They are coming out of college 
deeply in debt. In some cases, they 
can’t go to college. We are falling be- 
hind other countries in terms of the 
percentage of our young people grad- 
uating from college. Yet the Repub- 
lican proposal would reduce by 17 per- 
cent the average Pell grant, and 9.4 
million low-income college students 
would lose some or all of their Pell 
grant. 

At this moment in American history 
where we are involved in an inter- 
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national, global economy, with so 
much pressure from abroad, we have to 
invest more in education, more in high- 
er education, not less. 

In the State of Vermont, the Commu- 
nity Services Block Grant Program 
provides vital services to low-income 
people who are in need of emergency 
food, emergency housing—emergency 
services. They do a great job. The Re- 
publican proposal would cut the Com- 
munity Services Block Grant Program 
by $405 million, which would harm 20 
million low-income people, including 
millions of seniors. 

Lastly—not lastly because there is a 
long list of these cuts which make no 
sense to me—I want to mention a cut 
of $1.3 billion to the Social Security 
Administration. Our Republican 
friends say we are not cutting Social 
Security, but they are proposing a $1.3 
billion cut to the Social Security Ad- 
ministration—the people who admin- 
ister the program. What does that 
mean? 

Right now, there is а significant 
delay if you are looking for disability 
benefits—a huge delay. People are call- 
ing my office all the time saying they 
can’t find anybody to process their 
claims. Yet the Republicans would pro- 
pose a $1.3 billion cut, which would 
delay Social Security benefits to about 
500,000 Americans. 

The issue is pretty clear: The top 1 
percent in America earns 23 percent of 
all income, more than the bottom 50 
percent. The wealthiest people in this 
country over the last 20 years have 
seen a reduction—a reduction—in the 
tax rates they pay. Today, at 16 per- 
cent, the wealthiest people in this 
country are paying the lowest tax rates 
that the rich have paid in many dec- 
ades. 

This is not a complicated issue. This 
issue is, do we move forward to balance 
the budget on the backs of people who 
are on Social Security, on the backs of 
little children who need Head Start, on 
the backs of seniors in the State of 
Vermont who depend upon heating as- 
sistance? Do we balance the budget on 
the backs of the weak, the vulnerable, 
the elderly or the poor or do we say: 
When we have an increasingly unequal 
distribution of income—the rich are 
doing very well—do we ask the wealthi- 
est people to start paying their fair 
share of taxes? 

The American people are pretty clear 
on this matter. They think it is wrong 
to balance the budget on the backs of 
those people who are already hurting 
in a recession. Let’s ask the people on 
top to start paying their fair share so 
we can see some shared sacrifice in the 
midst of this recession. 

Madam President, with that, I yield 
the floor, and I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 
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Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. DURBIN. What is the pending 
business before the Senate? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senate is in morning busi- 
ness. 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask consent to speak 
in morning business for a few minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
THOUGHTFUL BUDGETING 


Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, in a 
few minutes the Senate will gather 
here to vote on the continuing resolu- 
tion which funds our Federal Govern- 
ment, in this case for 2 weeks. It is 
hard to believe we have reached that 
point in Washington where we are 
going to fund our government 2 weeks 
at a time. Critics may look at us and 
say that certainly the men and women 
who serve in the House and Senate 
ought to be able to gather together, to 
sit down like adults, Democrats and 
Republicans, and really plot the spend- 
ing and budget for our government for 
at least the remaining 7 months of this 
year. It does not seem like an unrea- 
sonable request. Instead, we appear to 
be lurching from 1 month to 2 weeks, 
and I don’t know what is next. 

What is at issue is how much money 
will be spent in the remainder of this 
year and whether we will follow the 
House lead in a bill known as H.R. 1, 
the House budget bill, which made $100 
billion in cuts for the remainder of this 
year. The Senate has already made 
some $41 billion in cuts in an effort to 
use these spending cuts to reduce the 
deficit, but the House wants to move 
that to a higher level. 

I just returned this past week from a 
visit to my State when we had a week 
of recess and went from one end of the 
State to the other to measure the 
House budget cuts and their impact on 
my State of Illinois. What I found is, in 
community after community, many of 
the cuts that were made by the House 
were not done in a thoughtful manner. 

I was a member of the deficit com- 
mission. I acknowledge we have to deal 
with this deficit in a timely and seri- 
ous way. I was 1 of the 11 who voted for 
the commission report, and I stand by 
the commission report, at least in its 
goal to bring all of our spending on the 
table and to look at it seriously so we 
bring this deficit down and not saddle 
our children and grandchildren with 
this obligation to pay off our debt. But 
we took a measured, thoughtful ap- 
proach and engaged all levels of gov- 
ernment spending to reach our goal. 

The House took 14 percent of the 
Federal budget, the so-called domestic 
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discretionary section, and made all the 
cuts there—all of them. As a result, 
they went too far. Let me give an ex- 
ample of how they went too far. 

My last visit was to the Argonne Na- 
tional Laboratory outside of Chicago. I 
had representatives there from the 
Fermilab, a national accelerator lab- 
oratory in the same region. The result- 
ing cuts from the House budget will re- 
duce the amount of money available 
for those two key national laboratories 
by 20 percent. That sounds painful but 
not crippling; yet it is because it is a 
cut that has to take place in 7 months. 

In the Argonne National Laboratory, 
they will have to lay off one-third of 
their scientists and support staff and 
cut back their research by 40 to 50 per- 
cent for the remainder of this year. 
Well, so what. What difference would it 
make? Here is the difference. Right 
now, the Argonne National Laboratory 
is doing critical research and work in 
areas of innovation. Where is the fast- 
est computer in the world today? Good 
old USA, right? No. The fastest com- 
puter in the world today is in China. 
We have been doing research to make 
sure we develop the next ‘‘fastest com- 
puter.” It is not just bragging rights 
either; it is developing the technology 
that helps us develop our economy and 
develop our businesses and create jobs. 

Part of this laboratory, the Advanced 
Photon Source, brings in pharma- 
ceutical companies from all over the 
United States that test drugs that cure 
disease. They do it right there, Ar- 
gonne National Laboratory. 

I asked the person from Eli Lily what 
happens if they close down for the next 
6 months. 

He said: I don’t know where we will 
go. We may have to go overseas. 

I said: Where? 

Well, Europe, 
India or China. 

Time and again, there is a recurring 
theme here. When we back off of an in- 
vestment in America, our competitors 
have an advantage and an opportunity. 
That is why the House budget was so 
shortsighted to cut back in research 
and innovation. 

The day before, I had gone to the 
Northwestern University Cancer Re- 
search Center and met with 50 or 60 
medical doctors and researchers who 
said the cuts in the House budget 
would force them to lay off medical re- 
searchers for the remainder of this 
year. Is there anyone among us who 
has not had a moment in life when 
someone sick in their family needs 
help? You look for the best doctor and 
best hospital and ask that question we 
all would ask: Doctor, is there any- 
thing going on? Is there a drug we can 
turn to? Is there some experimental op- 
portunity here? 

The clinical trials that are part of 
the National Institutes of Health will 
be cut back by 20 percent during the re- 
mainder of this year. The oncologist at 


he said, or perhaps 
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the Southern Illinois University School 
of Medicine said: I have 100 people suf- 
fering from cancer who are gravely ill, 
and unfortunately I can only put 80 of 
them in a clinical trial because of 
these budget cutbacks. Senator, which 
ones should I turn away? 

That is why the decisions on cutting 
money should require more than just 
bragging rights of how much you cut. 
We should be thoughtful. We should 
not cut education and training; that is 
tomorrow’s workforce. The Pell grants 
that are denied today stop children, 
young people from low-income fami- 
lies, from going to school and getting 
an education and being prepared for 
the workforce. The cutback in innova- 
tion and research we have seen here 
with this House budget goes too far. 
The idea that we cannot invest in basic 
infrastructure for America so our econ- 
omy moves forward is so shortsighted. 

Today, we are likely, by a strong bi- 
partisan vote, to extend the budget of 
the U.S. Government for 2 weeks. In 
the meantime, we have to sit down and 
be honest, honest about reducing the 
deficit in a thoughtful way that does 
not cripple our economy, that does not 
kill basic research, that does not stop 
the job training and education we need 
for the workforce of the 2156 century 
because, I will tell you this, if we don’t 
think about it carefully, our competi- 
tors around the world, particularly the 
No. 2 economy in the world today— 
China—will have an opportunity for a 
toehold and an opportunity to move 
forward at the expense of American 
businesses and American workers. 

In this recession, with 15 million 
Americans out of work, we cannot af- 
ford to make the wrong decision on our 
budget. We have to sit down and make 
the right decision, carefully cutting 
waste and inefficiency—and there is 
plenty of it—but not cutting the essen- 
tial services of our government that 
will build our economy and give us a 
chance to succeed in the future. 

Mark Zandi, who is with Moody’s, 
has said that H.R. 1, the House budget, 
will literally kill 700,000 jobs in Amer- 
ica. With 15 million Americans out of 
work, is that the best Congress can do? 
I don’t think so. Let’s be thoughtful 
about what we are going to do. Let’s 
make sure we get this economy moving 
forward and creating good-paying jobs 
for Americans so we can walk into a 
store someday, pick up a product, flip 
it over, and smile when we read ‘‘Made 
in the U.S.A.” Wouldn’t that be a great 
thing to prepare for by spending our 
money, investing our resources today 
for the workforces and businesses of to- 
morrow? 


i 
THE CONTINUING RESOLUTION 
Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, this 
is the fifth time this fiscal year that I 


have urged the Senate to support a 
continuing resolution to keep the Fed- 
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eral Government running. CRs are inef- 
ficient and hamstring our agencies and 
departments, especially the Depart- 
ment of Defense in a time of war. A CR 
funds programs that should be termi- 
nated and does not fund programs that 
need to be initiated. There is only one 
advantage to a CR—it is better than 
the alternative, a government shut- 
down. 

The House has proposed a 2-week 
continuing resolution, which would 
keep the government operating 
through March 18. The proposal in- 
cludes $4 billion in cuts, many of which 
were recommended by the President in 
his fiscal year 2012 budget request. 
Clearly, the 2-week extension in this 
CR does not provide sufficient time to 
hammer out a final agreement. At this 
point, however, it would appear that 
the only alternative is a government 
shutdown. This is an unacceptable out- 
come—the consequences for our econ- 
omy and the American people would be 
severe. AS a result, I have come to the 
reluctant conclusion that we should 
pass this extension quickly and send it 
to the President for his signature. 

As things stand today, I believe that 
we will find ourselves in the same place 
2 weeks from now. I am not optimistic 
that there will be sufficient time to 
work out a final deal that will pass the 
House and Senate prior to March 18. I 
hope I am wrong, but the reality is 
that the two Houses remain far apart 
and the negotiations will be long and 
intense. By accepting this extension, 
Senate Democrats have demonstrated a 
good faith effort to work with our 
House and Senate Republican counter- 
parts on a reasonable compromise that 
will end the current budget stalemate. 
Let us hope that our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle are willing to 
meet us half way as we move forward 
with these critical negotiations in the 
weeks to come. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, let us 
be clear about where we are. The legis- 
lation before us is designed to avoid a 
shutdown of the Federal Government. 
It would provide funding for a 2-week 
period while we continue to debate and 
negotiate funding levels for the rest of 
fiscal year 2011. The price its sup- 
porters want to exact for that 2-week 
respite is our agreement to major cuts 
in spending, without any attempt to 
address our deficit by closing tax loop- 
holes. 

I do not believe we should pay that 
price. Let me offer one example why. 
Under this continuing resolution, the 
Army Corps of Engineers’ investiga- 
tions budget—the funding for Army 
Corps studies of possible projects— 
would be reduced by 35 percent, for the 
whole year, not just this 2-week period. 
The Corps’ construction budget would 
be reduced by 17 percent. What does 
that mean? It means that the Army 
Corps of Engineers, which already faces 
a huge backlog of necessary projects, 
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would be deprived of a big chunk of the 
funding it needs to do its vital work, 
funding that was included in the Presi- 
dent’s budget for 2011. 

This legislation exacts other big 
cuts. It reduces funding for surface 
transportation projects by $293 million. 
We will not build needed roads and 
bridges—and we will not gain the jobs 
those projects would create—under 
those cuts. We will also cut tens of mil- 
lions of dollars from energy research 
projects at the very moment our Na- 
tion faces the urgent task of liberating 
ourselves from dependence on foreign 
oil. These cuts will damage our econ- 
omy today, and they will damage our 
competitiveness tomorrow. They will 
do our country harm. 

The new House Republican majority 
sent us those spending cuts while con- 
tinuing big tax cuts for upper income 
taxpayers. Last year, when we ap- 
proved the extension of those tax cuts, 
I opposed them. I did so because I 
feared that they would create such 
strain in the budget that some would 
argue for massive, damaging cuts in 
spending levels. The legislation before 
us is confirmation that those fears 
were justified. The cuts it would im- 
pose would do very little to reduce our 
budget deficit, while doing much to 
harm working Americans, and leave 
untouched one large cause of deficits, 
the unfair and unnecessary tax cuts for 
upper bracket Americans. In fact, the 
price of those tax cuts for upper brack- 
et taxpayers, about $30 billion a year, 
far exceeds the $4 billion in spending 
cuts included in this bill. In other 
words, we could avoid draconian spend- 
ing cuts if we do not continue the Bush 
tax cuts for the roughly one in 50 U.S. 
households with incomes above $250,000 
a year, households that have done very 
well in the last 10 years while the mid- 
dle class has lost ground. 

That is not a fair approach. I cannot 
agree to it, and I will vote against this 
continuing resolution. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab- 
sence a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

e ——- 
CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Morning business is closed. 

a 
MAKING FURTHER CONTINUING 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2011 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
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Senate will proceed to the consider- 
ation of H.J. Res. 44, which the clerk 
will report by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 44) making 
further continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 

The joint resolution was ordered to a 
third reading and was read the third 
time. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Madam 
President, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 

The question is on passage of the 
joint resolution. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 91, 
nays 9, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 29 Leg.] 


YEAS—91 
Akaka Enzi Mikulski 
Alexander Feinstein Moran 
Ayotte Franken Murkowski 
Barrasso Gillibrand Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Graham Nelson (FL) 
Begich Grassley Portman 
Bennet Hagan Pryor 
Bingaman Hoeven Reed 
Blumenthal Hutchison Rei 
eid 

Blunt Inhofe 

Roberts 
Boozman Inouye 
Boxer Isakson Roc кеѓеПег 
Brown (МА) Johanns Rubio 
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Sc! numer: 
Burr Johnson (WI) Sessions 
Cantwell Kerry Shaheen 
Cardin Kirk Shelby 
Carper Klobuchar Snowe 
Casey Kohl Stabenow 
Chambliss Kyl Tester 
Coats Landrieu Thune 
Coburn Lautenberg Toomey 
Cochran Leahy Udall (CO) 
Collins Lieberman Udall (NM) 
Conrad Lugar Vitter 
Coons Manchin Warner 
Corker McCain Web 
Cornyn McCaskill Whitehouse 
DeMint McConnell р 
Durbin Menendez Wicker 
Ensign Merkley Wyden 

NAYS—9 

Crapo Lee Pau 
Harkin Levin Risch 
Hatch Murray Sanders 


The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 44) 
was passed. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the 
vote and I move to lay that motion on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 


EEE 
PATENT REFORM ACT OF 2011 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of S. 
23, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 23) to amend title 35, United 
States Code, to provide for patent reform. 

Pending: 

Leahy amendment No. 114, to improve the 
bill. 

Bennet amendment No. 116, to reduce the 
fee amounts paid by small entities request- 
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ing prioritized examination under Three- 
Track Examination. 

Bennet amendment No. 117, to establish 
additional USPTO satellite offices. 

Lee amendment No. 115, to express the 
sense of the Senate in support of a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitution. 

Kirk-Pryor amendment No. 123, to provide 
a fast lane for small businesses within the 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office to receive 
information and support regarding patent 
filing issues. 

Menendez amendment No. 124, to provide 
for prioritized examination for technologies 
important to American competitiveness. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Texas. 

(The remarks of Mrs. HUTCHISON are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
“Morning Business.’’) 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, yes- 
terday, we were finally able to make 
progress when the Senate proceeded to 
a vote on the managers’ amendment, 
the Leahy-Grassley-Kyl amendment, to 
the America Invents Act. That was a 
very important amendment, with con- 
tributions from many Senators from 
both sides of the aisle. It should ensure 
our moving forward to make the 
changes needed to unleash American 
innovation and create jobs without 
spending a single dollar of taxpayer 
money. In fact, according to the Con- 
gressional Budget Office, enactment of 
the bill will save millions of dollars. 

I also thank those Senators who have 
stayed focused on our legislative effort, 
and who joined in tabling those amend- 
ments that have nothing to do with the 
subject of the America Invents Act. Ex- 
traneous amendments that have noth- 
ing to do with the important issue of 
reforming our out-of-date patent sys- 
tem so that American innovators can 
win the global competition for the fu- 
ture have no place in this important 
bill. They should not be used to slow 
its consideration and passage. If Amer- 
ica is to win the global economic com- 
petition, we need the improvements in 
our patent system that this bill can 
bring. 

I continue to believe, as I have said 
all week, that we can finish this bill 
today, and show the American people 
that the Senate can function in a bi- 
partisan manner. We have not been as 
efficient as I would have liked. We have 
been delayed for hours at a time, and 
forced into extended quorum calls rath- 
er than being allowed to consider rel- 
evant amendments to this bill. None- 
theless, we are on the brink of dis- 
posing of the final amendments and 
passing this important legislation. 

Today we should be able to adopt the 
Bennet amendment on satellite offices 
and the Kirk-Pryor amendment regard- 
ing the creation of an ombudsman for 
patents relating to small businesses. I 
hope that we can adopt the Menendez 
amendment on expediting patents for 
important areas of economic growth, 
like energy and the environment, as 
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well. I am prepared to agree to short 
time agreements for additional debate, 
if needed, and votes on those amend- 
ments. 

The remaining issue for the Senate 
to decide will be posed by an amend- 
ment that Senator FEINSTEIN has filed 
to turn back the advancement toward a 
first-inventor-to-file system. 

I want to take a moment to talk 
about an important component of the 
America Invents Act, the transition of 
the American patent system to a first- 
inventor-to-file system. I said yester- 
day that the administration strongly 
supports this effort. The administra- 
tion’s Statement of Administration 
Policy notes that the reform to a first- 
inventor-to-file system ‘‘simplifies the 
process of acquiring rights’? and de- 
scribes it as an ‘‘essential provision 
[to] reduce legal costs, improve fair- 
ness and support U.S. innovators seek- 
ing to market their products and serv- 
ices in a global marketplace.” I agree, 
and believe it should help small and 
independent inventors. 

This reform has broad support from a 
diverse set of interests across the pat- 
ent community, from life science and 
high-tech companies to universities 
and independent inventors. Despite the 
very recent efforts of a vocal minority, 
there can be no doubt that there is 
wide-ranging support for a move to a 
first-inventor-to-file patent system. A 
transition to first-inventor-to-file is 
necessary to fulfill the promises of 
higher quality patents and increased 
certainty that are the goals of the 
America Invents Act. 

This improvement is backed by 
broad-based groups such as the Na- 
tional Association of Manufacturers, 
the American Intellectual Property 
Law Association, the Intellectual Prop- 
erty Owners Association, the American 
Bar Association, the Association for 
Competitive Technology, the Business 
Software Alliance, and the Coalition 
for 21st Century Patent Reform, among 
others. All of them agree that 
transitioning our outdated patent sys- 
tem to a first-inventor-to-file system is 
a crucial component to modernizing 
our patent system. I also commend the 
assistant Republican leader for his re- 
marks yesterday strongly in favor of 
the first-inventor-to-file provisions. 

A transition to a first-inventor-to- 
file system is needed to keep America 
at the pinnacle of innovation by ensur- 
ing efficiency and certainty in the pat- 
ent system. This transition is also nec- 
essary to better equip the Patent and 
Trademark Office, PTO, to work 
through its current backlog of more 
than 700,000 unexamined patent appli- 
cations through work-sharing agree- 
ments with other patent-granting of- 
fices. 

The Director of the PTO often says 
that the next great invention that will 
drive our economic growth may be sit- 
ting in its backlog of applications. The 
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time consuming ‘‘interference pro- 
ceedings” that are commonplace in our 
current, outdated system are wasting 
valuable resources that contribute to 


this delay, and unfairly advantage 
large companies with greater re- 
sources. 


A transition to a first-inventor-to- 
file system was recommended in the 
2004 Report by the National Academy 
of Sciences. The transition has been a 
part of this bill since its introduction 
four Congresses ago. This legislation is 
the product of eight Senate hearings 
and three markups spanning weeks of 
consideration and many amendments. 
Until very recently, first-inventor-to- 
file had never been the subject of even 
a single amendment in committee. 

Senator FEINSTEIN has worked with 
me on this bill, has cosponsored it in 
the past and has voted for it. 

I urge Senators who support the 
goals of the America Invents Act to 
vote against this amendment to strike 
the bill’s important reform represented 
by the first-inventor-to-file provision. 
Every industrialized nation other than 
the United States uses a patent pri- 
ority system commonly referred to as a 
‘“first-to-file’’ system. In a first-inven- 
tor-to-file system, the priority of a 
right to a patent is based on the earlier 
filed application. This adds simplicity 
and objectivity into a very complex 
system. By contrast, our current, out- 
dated method for determining the pri- 
ority right to a patent is extraor- 
dinarily complex, subjective, time-in- 
tensive, and expensive. The old system 
almost always favors the larger cor- 
poration and the deep pockets over the 
small, independent inventor. 

The transition to a first-inventor-to- 
file system will benefit the patent com- 
munity in several ways. It will simplify 
the patent application system and pro- 
vide increased certainty to businesses 
that they can commercialize a patent 
that has been granted. Once a patent is 
granted, an inventor can rely on its fil- 
ing date on the face of the patent. This 
certainty is necessary to raise capital, 
grow businesses, and create jobs. 

The first-inventor-to-file system will 
also reduce costs to patent applicants 
and the Patent Office. This, too, should 
help the small, independent inventor. 
In the outdated, current system, when 
more than one application claiming 
the same invention is filed, the priority 
of a right to a patent is decided 
through an ‘‘interference’’ proceeding 
to determine which applicant can be 
declared to have invented the claimed 
invention first. This process is lengthy, 
complex, and can cost hundreds of 
thousands of dollars. Small inventors 
rarely, if ever, win interference pro- 
ceedings. In a first-inventor-to-file sys- 
tem, however, the filing date of the ap- 
plication is objective and easy to deter- 
mine, resulting in a streamlined and 
less costly process. 

Importantly, a first-inventor-to-file 
system will increase the global com- 
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petitiveness of American companies 
and American inventors. As business 
and competition are increasingly glob- 
al in scope, inventors must frequently 
file patent applications in both the 
United States and other countries for 
protection of their inventions. Since 
America’s current, outdated system 
differs from the first-inventor-to-file 
system used in other patent-issuing ju- 
risdictions, it causes confusion and in- 
efficiencies for American companies 
and innovators. Harmonization will 
benefit American inventors. 

Finally, the first-inventor-to-file pro- 
visions that are included in the Amer- 
ica Invents Act were drafted with care- 
ful attention to needs of universities 
and small inventors. That is why the 
bill includes a 1-year grace period to 
ensure that an inventor’s own publica- 
tion or disclosure cannot be used 
against him as prior art, but will act as 
prior art against another patent appli- 
cation. This will encourage early dis- 
closure of new inventions, regardless of 
whether the inventor ends up trying to 
patent the invention. 

For these reasons among others, the 
transition is supported by the over- 
whelming majority of the patent com- 
munity and American industry, as well 
as the administration and the experts 
at the Patent and Trademark Office. 

This past weekend, the Washington 
Post editorial board endorsed the tran- 
sition, calling the first-inventor-to-file 
standard a ‘‘bright line,” and stating 
that it would bring ‘‘certainty to the 
process.” The editorial also recognizes 
the ‘“‘protections for academics who 
share their ideas with outside col- 
leagues or preview them in public sem- 
inars” that are included in the bill. 

The Small Business & Entrepreneur- 
ship Council has expressed its strong 
support for the first-inventor-to-file 
system, writing that ‘‘small firms will 
in no way be disadvantaged, while op- 
portunities in the international mar- 
kets will expand.” 

The Intellectual Property Owners As- 
sociation calls the first-inventor-to-file 
system ‘‘central to modernization and 
simplification of patent law” and ‘‘very 
widely supported by U.S. companies.” 

Independent inventor Louis Foreman 
has said the first-inventor-to-file tran- 
sition will help ‘‘independent inventors 
across the country by strengthening 
the current system for entrepreneurs 
and small businesses.” 

And, in urging the transition to the 
first-to-file system, the Association for 
Competitive Technology, which rep- 
resents small and mid-size IT firms, 
has said the current first-to-invent sys- 
tem “negatively impacts entre- 
preneurs”’ and puts American inventors 
“at a disadvantage with competitors 
abroad who can implement first inven- 
tor to file standards.” 

If we are to maintain our position at 
the forefront of the world’s economy, if 
we are to continue to lead the globe in 
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innovation and production, if we are to 
win the future through American inge- 
nuity and innovation, then we must 
have a patent system that is stream- 
lined and efficient. The America In- 
vents Act, and a transition to a first- 
inventor-to-file system in particular, 
are crucial to fulfilling this promise. 

Madam President, in summary, as I 
said, yesterday we were finally able to 
make progress when the Senate pro- 
ceeded to a vote on the managers’ 
amendment, the Leahy-Grassley-Kyl 
amendment, to the America Invents 
Act. It was a very important amend- 
ment, with contributions from many 
Senators from both sides of the aisle. 

I think it was a little bit frustrating 
for the public to watch. They saw us 
several hours in quorum calls and then 
having an amendment that passed 97 to 
2. I would hope we might, in doing the 
Nation’s business, move with a little 
bit more speed. But I do thank those 
Senators who supported it. 

The Leahy-Grassley-Kyl amendment 
should ensure our moving forward to 
make the changes needed to unleash 
American innovation and create jobs 
without spending a single dollar of tax- 
payer money. In fact, according to the 
Congressional Budget Office, enact- 
ment of the bill will save millions of 
dollars. These are not bumper slogan 
ideas of saving money. These are actu- 
ally doing the hard work necessary to 
save money. 

I thank those Senators who have 
stayed focused on our legislative effort 
and who joined in tabling nongermane 
amendments that had nothing to do 
with the subject of the America In- 
vents Act. 

Extraneous amendments that have 
nothing to do with the important issue 
of reforming our out-of-date patent 
system so American innovators can 
win the global competition for the fu- 
ture have no place in this important 
bill. 

We are at a time when China and Eu- 
rope and the rest of Asia are moving 
ahead of us. We need the tools to keep 
up. We should not waste time with a 
lot of sloganeering amendments that 
would stop the bill. What we ought to 
focus on is making America good and 
making sure we can compete with the 
rest of the world. We should not have 
amendments used to slow this bill’s 
consideration and passage. If America 
is going to win the global economic 
competition, we need the improve- 
ments in our patent system this bill 
can bring. 

I continue to believe, as I have said 
all week, we can finish the bill—we ac- 
tually could have finished it yesterday, 
when you consider all the time wasted 
in quorum calls—but I believe we can 
finish it today and show the American 
people the Senate can function in a bi- 
partisan manner. 

We have not been as efficient as I 
would have liked. We have been de- 
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layed for hours at a time and forced 
into extended quorum calls rather than 
being allowed to consider relevant 
amendments to the bill. But we are on 
the brink of disposing of the final 
amendments and passing this impor- 
tant legislation. 

We should be able to adopt the Ben- 
net amendment on satellite offices ei- 
ther by a voice vote or a rollcall, I 
would hope in the next few minutes, 
and the Kirk-Pryor amendment regard- 
ing the creation of an ombudsman for 
patents relating to small businesses. 

I hope we can adopt the Menendez 
amendment on expediting patents for 
important areas of economic growth, 
such as energy and the environment, as 
well. I am prepared to agree to very 
short time agreements for additional 
debate, if needed. If a rollcall is called 
for, Iam happy to have those. 

The remaining issue for the Senate 
to decide will be posed by an amend- 
ment Senator FEINSTEIN filed to turn 
back the advancement toward a first- 
inventor-to-file system. 

I wish to take a moment to talk 
about an important component of the 
America Invents Act, the transition of 
the American patent system to a first- 
inventor-to-file system. This is strong- 
ly supported by the administration and 
by the managers of this package. The 
administration’s Statement of Admin- 
istration Policy notes that the reform 
to a first-inventor-to-file system ‘‘sim- 
plifies the process of acquiring rights,”’ 
and it describes it as an ‘‘essential pro- 
vision [to] reduce legal costs, improve 
fairness and support U.S. innovators 
seeking to market their products and 
services in a global marketplace.” I 
agree. I also believe it should help 
small and independent inventors. 

This reform has broad support from a 
diverse set of interests across the pat- 
ent community, from life science and 
high-tech companies to universities 
and independent inventors. Despite the 
very recent efforts—and they were very 
recent efforts; after all, we have been 
working on this bill for years—of a 
vocal minority, there can be no doubt 
that there is wide-ranging support for a 
move to a first-inventor-to-file patent 
system. 

A transition to first-inventor-to-file 
system is necessary to fulfill the prom- 
ises of higher quality patents and in- 
creased certainty that are the goals of 
the America Invents Act. This im- 
provement is backed by broad-based 
groups such as the National Associa- 
tion of Manufacturers, the American 
Intellectual Property Law Association, 
the Intellectual Property Owners Asso- 
ciation, the American Bar Association, 
the Association for Competitive Tech- 
nology, the Business Software Alli- 
ance, and the Coalition for 21856 Cen- 
tury Patent Reform, among others. All 
of them agree that transitioning our 
outdated patent system to a first-in- 
ventor-to-file system is a crucial com- 
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ponent to modernizing our patent sys- 
tem. 


I commend the assistant Republican 
leader for his remarks yesterday 
strongly in favor of the first-inventor- 
to-file provisions. It actually allows us 
to put America at the pinnacle of inno- 
vation by ensuring efficiency and cer- 
tainty in the patent system. 


This transition is also necessary to 
better equip the Patent and Trademark 
Office to work through its current 
backlog. That backlog has more than 
700,000 unexamined patent applications. 


A transition to a first-inventor-to- 
file system will benefit the patent com- 
munity in several ways. It will simplify 
the patent application system and pro- 
vide increased certainty to businesses 
that they can commercialize a patent 
that has been granted. 


The first-inventor-to-file system will 
also reduce costs to patent applicants 
and the Patent Office. Importantly, a 
first-inventor-to-file system will in- 
crease the global competitiveness of 
American companies and American in- 
ventors. Also, the first-inventor-to-file 
provisions that are included in the 
America Invents Act were drafted with 
careful attention to needs of univer- 
sities and small inventors. For these 
reasons, among others, this transition 
is supported by the overwhelming ma- 
jority of the patent community and 
American industry, as well as the ad- 
ministration and experts at the Patent 
and Trademark Office. 


At this time I wish to have printed in 
the RECORD a few letters of support for 
the transition to first-to-file. 


The Small Business & Entrepreneur- 
ship Council says that ‘‘by moving to a 
first-inventor-to-file system, small 
firms will in no way be disadvantaged, 
while opportunities in international 
markets will expand.” 


The Intellectual Property Owners As- 
sociation says the transition to first- 
inventor-to-file ‘‘is central to mod- 
ernization and simplification of patent 
law and is very widely supported by 
U.S. companies.” 


BASF says the first-to-file system 
will ‘‘enhance the patent system in 
ways that would benefit all sectors of 
the U.S. economy.” 


And the American Bar Association 
refutes claims that the first-to-file sys- 
tem would disadvantage small and 
independent inventors, saying that the 
legislation ‘‘makes it clear that the 
award goes to the first inventor to file 
and not merely to the first person to 
file.” 


I ask unanimous consent that copies 
of these letters be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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SMALL BUSINESS 
& ENTREPRENEURSHIP COUNCIL, 
Oakton, VA, February 28, 2011. 
Hon. PATRICK LEAHY, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: The Small Business 
& Entrepreneurship Council (SBE Council) 
and its members across the nation have been 
strong advocates for patent reform. We are 
pleased that you have introduced the Patent 
Reform Act (S. 23), and we strongly endorse 
this important piece of legislation. 

An effective and efficient patent system is 
critical to small business and our overall 
economy. After all, the U.S. leads the globe 
in entrepreneurship, and innovation and in- 
vention are central to our entrepreneurial 
successes. Indeed, intellectual property— 
most certainly including patents—is a key 
driver to U.S. economic growth. Patent re- 
form is needed to clarify and simplify the 
system; to properly protect legitimate pat- 
ents; and to reduce costs in the system, in- 
cluding when it comes to litigation and the 
international marketplace. 

Make no mistake, this is especially impor- 
tant for small businesses. As the Congres- 
sional Research Service has reported: ‘‘Sev- 
eral studies commissioned by U.S. federal 
agencies have concluded that individuals and 
small entities constitute a significant source 
of innovative products and services. Studies 
have also indicated that entrepreneurs and 
small, innovative firms rely more heavily 
upon the patent system than larger enter- 
prises.” 

The Patent Reform Act works to improve 
the patent system in key ways, including, 
for example, by lowering fees for micro-enti- 
ties, and by shortening time periods for pat- 
ent reviews by making the system more pre- 
dictable. 

During the debate over this legislation, it 
is expected that two important areas of re- 
form will come under attack. 

First, the U.S. patent system is out of step 
with the rest of the world. The U.S. grants 
patents on a first-to-invent basis, rather 
than the first-inventor-to-file system that 
the rest of the world follows. First-to-invent 
is inherently ambiguous and costly, and 
that’s bad news for small businesses and in- 
dividual inventors. 

In a 2004 report from the National Re- 
search Council of the National Academies 
(titled “А Patent System for the 2156 Cen- 
tury”), it was pointed out: ‘‘For those sub- 
ject to challenge under first-to-invent, the 
proceeding is costly and often very pro- 
tracted; frequently it moves from a USPTO 
administrative proceeding to full court liti- 
gation. In both venues it is not only evidence 
of who first reduced the invention to prac- 
tice that is at issue but also questions of 
proof of conception, diligence, abandonment, 
suppression, and concealment, some of them 
requiring inquiry into what an inventor 
thought and when the inventor thought 1%.” 
The costs of this entire process fall more 
heavily on small businesses and individual 
inventors. 

As for the international marketplace, pat- 
ent harmonization among nations will make 
it easier, including less costly, for small 
firms and inventors to gain patent protec- 
tion in other nations, which is critical to 
being able to compete internationally. By 
moving to a first-inventor-to-file system, 
small firms will in no way be disadvantaged, 
while opportunities in international markets 
will expand. 

Second, as for improving the performance 
of the USPTO, it is critical that reform pro- 
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tect the office against being a ‘‘profit cen- 
ter”? for the federal budget. That is, the 
USPTO fees should not be raided to aid Con- 
gress in spending more taxpayer dollars or to 
subsidize nonrelated programs. Instead, 
those fees should be used to make for a 
quicker, more predictable patent process. 
Thank you for your leadership Senator 
Leahy. Please feel free to contact SBE Coun- 
cil if we can be of assistance on this impor- 
tant issue for small businesses. 
Sincerely, 
KAREN KERRIGAN, 
President & CEO. 
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, February 25, 2011. 
Re Amendments to S. 23, the ‘‘Patent Re- 
form Act of 2011.” 


Honorable ___, 

U.S. Senate, 

____ Senate Office Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR ___: Intellectual Property 


Owners Association (IPO) is pleased that the 
Senate is planning to proceed with consider- 
ation of S. 23, the “Patent Reform Act of 
2011.” 

IPO is one of the largest and most diverse 
trade associations devoted to intellectual 
property rights. Our 200 corporate members 
cover a broad spectrum of U.S. companies in 
industries ranging from information tech- 
nology to consumer products to pharma- 
ceuticals and biotechnology. 

We wish to give you our advice on amend- 
ments that we understand might be offered 
during consideration of S. 23: 

Vote AGAINST any amendment to delete 
the ‘‘first-inventor-to-file’’? and related pro- 
visions in section 2 of the bill. First-inven- 
tor-to-file, explained in a 1-раѕе attachment 
to this letter, is central to modernization 
and simplification of patent law and is very 
widely supported by U.S. companies. 

Vote FOR any amendment guaranteeing 
the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office access 
to all user fees paid to the agency by patent 
and trademark owners and applicants. Cur- 
rent delays in processing patent applications 
are totally unacceptable and the result of an 
underfunded Patent and Trademark Office. 

Vote AGAINST any amendment that 
would interpose substantial barriers to en- 
forcement of validly-granted ‘‘business 
method”? patents. IPO supports business 
method patents that were upheld by the U.S. 
Supreme Court in the recent Bilski decision. 

For more information, please call IPO at 
202-507-4500. 

Sincerely, 
DOUGLAS K. NORMAN, 
President. 
FIRST-INVENTOR-TO-FILE IN б. 23, THE 
“PATENT REFORM ACT OF 2011” 

Section 2 of S. 23 simplifies and modernizes 
U.S. patent law by awarding the patent to 
the first of two competing inventors to file 
in the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
(PTO), a change from the traditional system 
of awarding the patent, in theory, to the 
first inventor to invent. First-inventor-to- 
file in S. 23 has these advantages: 


Eliminates costly and slow patent inter- 
ferences proceedings conducted in the PTO 
and the courts to determine which inventor 
was the first to invent. 

Creates legal certainty about rights in all 
patents, the vast majority of which never be- 
come entangled in interference proceedings 
in the first place, but which are still subject 
to the possibility under current law that an- 
other inventor might come forward and seek 
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to invalidate the patent on the ground that 
this other inventor, who never applied for a 
patent, was the first to invent. 


Encourages both large and small patent 
applicants to file more quickly in order to 
establish an early filing date. Early filing 
leads to early disclosure of technology to the 
public, enabling other parties to build on and 
improve the technology. (Applicants who 
plan to file afterward in other countries al- 
ready have the incentive to file quickly in 
the U.S.) 


Makes feasible the introduction of post- 
grant opposition proceedings to improve the 
quality of patents, by reducing the issues 
that could be raised in a post-grant pro- 
ceeding, thereby limiting costs and delay. 


Follows up on changes already made by 
Congress that (1) established inexpensive and 
easy-to-file provisional patent applications 
and, (2) in order to comply with treaty obli- 
gations, allowed foreign inventors to partici- 
pate in U.S. patent interference proceedings. 


BASF, 
Florham Park, NJ, February 28, 2011. 
Hon. FRANK LAUTENBERG, 
Hon. BOB MENENDEZ, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 


DEAR SENATORS LAUTENBERG AND MENEN- 
DEZ: On behalf of BASF’s North American 
headquarters located in Florham Park, New 
Jersey, Iam writing to urge your support for 
S. 23, the Patent Reform Act of 2011. 


At BASF, We Create Chemistry, and we 
pride ourselves on creating technological ad- 
vances through innovation. We recognize 
that America’s patent system is crucial to 
furthering this innovation and that the sys- 
tem is in need of modernization and reform. 
The United States desperately needs to en- 
hance the efficiency, objectivity, predict- 
ability, and transparency of its patent sys- 
tem. 


BASF likes S. 23 because we feel it will 
preserve the incentives necessary to sustain 
America’s global innovation and spur the 
creation of high-wage, high-value jobs in our 
nation’s economy. In particular, the shift to 
а ‘‘first to file” system, an appropriate role 
for the court in establishing patent damages, 
and improved mechanisms for challenging 
granted patents enhance the patent system 
in ways that would benefit all sectors of the 
U.S. economy. 


I want to stress that BASF supports S. 23 
in the form recently passed out of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee via a bipartisan 15-0 
vote. This bill represents a great deal of 
work and hard fought consensus. We ask that 
you reject amendments on the floor that 
would substantively alter the bill, including 
one that would reportedly strike the ‘‘first 
to file” provision. 

Please note, however, that BASF does sup- 
port a planned amendment that would end 
the practice of diverting funds from the U.S. 
Patent and Trademark Office to other agen- 
cies. This amendment is necessary, since the 
USPTO is funded entirely by user fees and 
does not get any taxpayer money. 


Our patent system has helped foster U.S. 
innovation and protect the intellectual prop- 
erty rights of inventors for more than 200 
years, and it can continue to do so if it is up- 
dated to make sure it meets the challenges 
facing today’s innovators, investors, and 
manufacturers. I urge you to work with your 
colleagues in the Senate to pass S. 23 with- 
out substantive amendment to the patent 
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provisions and with language that would pre- 
vent diversion of USPTO funds. 
Sincerely, 
STEVEN J. GOLDBERG, 
Vice President, 
Regulatory Law & Government Affairs 
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, 
Chicago, IL, February 28, 2011. 

DEAR SENATOR: This week the Senate will 
be considering S. 23, the ‘‘Patent Reform Act 
of 2011.” I am writing to express the support 
of the Section of Intellectual Property Law 
of the American Bar Association for Senate 
approval of б. 23, and our opposition to any 
amendment that may be offered to strike the 
“first-inventor-to-file’’ provisions of the bill. 
These views have not been considered by the 
American Bar Association’s House of Dele- 
gates or Board of Governors and should not 
be considered to be views of the American 
Bar Association. 

S. 23 is a bi-partisan product of six years of 
study and development within the Judiciary 
Committee. By necessity, it contains a num- 
ber of provisions that are the result of nego- 
tiation and compromise and it is unlikely 
that all of the Judiciary Committee co-spon- 
sors favor each and every provision. We too 
would have addressed some issues dif- 
ferently. However, the perfect should not be 
the enemy of the good and we believe that 
this is a good bill. S. 23 and S. 515, its close 
predecessor in the 111th Congress, are the 
only bills that we have endorsed in the six 
years that we have been following this legis- 
lation. The enactment of S. 23 would sub- 
stantially improve the patent system of the 
United States and we support that enact- 
ment. 

At the same time, we want to express our 
strong opposition to an amendment that 
may be offered to strike the provisions of S. 
23 that would switch the U.S. patent system 
to one that awards a patent to the first in- 
ventor who discloses his invention and ap- 
plies for a patent (‘‘first-inventor-to-file’’), 
rather than awarding a patent based on win- 
ning the contest to show the earliest date of 
conception or reduction to practice of the in- 
vention (‘‘first-to-invent’’). 

The United States is alone in the world in 
retaining the first-to-invent system. While a 
first-inventor-to-file system encourages in- 
ventors to file for a patent and disclose their 
inventions at an early date, the first-to-in- 
vent standard increases opportunity for com- 
peting claims to the same invention, and fa- 
cilitates protracted legal battles in adminis- 
trative and court proceedings, which are ex- 
tremely costly, in both time and money. 

Some have long thought that small and 
independent inventors would be disadvan- 
taged in a first-inventor-to-file environment 
and that competitors with more resources 
might learn of their inventions and get to 
the U.S. Patent Office first with an applica- 
tion. This current legislation, however, 
makes it clear that the award goes to the 
first inventor to file and not merely to the 
first person to file. 

Equally important, recent studies show 
that, under the present U.S. patent system, 
small and independent inventors who are 
second to file but who attempt in the U.S. 
Patent Office and court proceedings to estab- 
lish that they were the first to invent, actu- 
ally lose more patents than they would ob- 
tain had the United States simply awarded 
patents to the first inventor to file. 

Moreover, since 1996, an inventor based in 
the United States faces a much more dif- 
ficult task of ever obtaining a patent. For in- 
ventions made after 1996, the U.S. patent 
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system has been open to proofs of inventions 
made outside the United States—creating for 
many U.S.-based inventors a new and poten- 
tially even more expensive obstacle to ob- 
taining a patent under the current first-to- 
invent rule. 

Finally, U.S. inventors more and more are 
facing the need to file patent applications 
both at home and abroad to remain competi- 
tive in our global economy. Requiring com- 
pliance with two fundamentally different 
systems places undue additional burdens on 
our U.S. inventors and puts them at a com- 
petitive disadvantage in this global econ- 
omy. 

We urge you to support enactment of S. 23 
and to oppose any amendment to strike the 
“first-inventor-to-file’’ provisions. 

Sincerely, 
MARYLEE JENKINS, 
Chairperson, 
Section of Intellectual Property Law. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, we 
are now ready to go forward on the 
Bennet and Kirk-Pryor amendments. I 
am prepared to call them up for a vote 
in the next few minutes if we could get 
somebody on the floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 117, AS MODIFIED 

I understand there is a modification 
at the desk of Bennet amendment No. 
117. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the amend- 
ment is so modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 104, between lines 22 and 23, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 18. SATELLITE OFFICES. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Subject to available 
resources, the Director may establish 3 or 
more satellite offices in the United States to 
carry out the responsibilities of the Patent 
and Trademark Office. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the satellite 
offices established under subsection (a) are 
to— 

(1) increase outreach activities to better 
connect patent filers and innovators with 
the Patent and Trademark Office; 

(2) enhance patent examiner retention; 

(3) improve recruitment of patent exam- 
iners; and 

(4) decrease the number of patent applica- 
tions waiting for examination and improve 
the quality of patent examination. 

(c) REQUIRED CONSIDERATIONS.—In select- 
ing the locale of each satellite office to be 
established under subsection (a), the Direc- 
tor— 

(1) shall ensure geographic diversity among 
the offices, including by ensuring that such 
offices are established in different States and 
regions throughout the Nation; and 

(2) may rely upon any previous evaluations 
by the Patent and Trademark Office of po- 
tential locales for satellite offices, including 
any evaluations prepared as part of the Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office’s Nationwide 
Workforce Program that resulted in the 2010 
selection of Detroit, Michigan as the first 
ever satellite office of the Patent and Trade- 
mark Office. 

(3) Nothing in the preceding paragraph 
shall constrain the Patent and Trademark 
Office to only consider its prior work from 
2010. The process for site selection shall be 
open. 

(d) PHASE-IN.—The Director shall satisfy 
the requirements of subsection (a) over the 3- 
year period beginning on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 
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(е) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
the end of the first fiscal year that occurs 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and each fiscal year thereafter, the Director 
shall submit a report to Congress on— 

(1) the rationale of the Director in select- 
ing the locale of any satellite office required 
under subsection (a); 

(2) the progress of the Director in estab- 
lishing all such satellite offices; and 

(3) whether the operation of existing sat- 
ellite offices is achieving the purposes re- 
quired under subsection (b). 

(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions shall apply: 

(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office. 

(2) PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE.—The 
term ‘‘Patent and Trademark Office” means 
the United States Patent and Trademark Of- 
fice. 

On page 104, line 23, strike “SEC. 18.” and 
insert “ЅЕС. 19.’’. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 117, AS MODIFIED, AND 123 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re- 
sume consideration of Bennet amend- 
ment No. 117, as modified, with the 
changes at the desk and Kirk amend- 
ment No. 123 en bloc; further, that the 
amendments be agreed to en bloc and 
the motions to reconsider be consid- 
ered made and laid upon the table, with 
no intervening action or debate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
reserving the right to object, and I will 
not object, I wish to say as manager of 
my side of the aisle that we support 
this. We think both of these amend- 
ments are good amendments and that 
we ought to move forward. I appreciate 
very much the majority working with 
us to accomplish this goal. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments, Nos. 117, as modi- 
fied, and 123, were agreed to en bloc. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I am 
ready to go to third reading unless 
there are others who are otherwise tied 
up who knows where, but I wish they 
would take the time to drop by if they 
have amendments. Senator GRASSLEY 
and I spent hours on the floor yester- 
day just waiting for people to bring up 
amendments. We went through a num- 
ber of quorum calls. We are talking 
about something that is going to be a 
tremendous boost to businesses and in- 
ventors. Those who are watching are 
wondering probably why we have spent 
years getting this far. So much time is 
being wasted. 

I just want everybody to know the 
two of us are ready to vote. Yesterday 
we took hours of delay to vote on the 
Leahy-Grassley, et al. amendment, and 
then it passed 97 to 2. 

So I would urge Senators who have 
amendments to come to the floor. As 
the gospel says, ‘‘Many are called, but 
few are chosen.” It may be the same 
thing on some of the amendments, but 
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ultimately we will conclude. Before my 
voice is totally gone, unless the Sen- 
ator from Iowa has something to say, I 
yield to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
supporting what the chairman has just 
said, outside of the fact that there 
might be one or two controversial non- 
germane amendments to this legisla- 
tion, we have to look at the underlying 
product. The underlying product is 
very bipartisan. Most economic inter- 
ests within our country are supporting 
this patent reform legislation. Every- 
body agrees it is something that prob- 
ably should have been passed a Con- 
gress ago. 

I join my Democratic manager and 
the chairman of the committee in urg- 
ing Senators on my side of the aisle 
who have either germane amendments 
or nongermane amendments to come to 
the floor and offer them so the under- 
lying piece of legislation can be passed 
and sent on to the House of Represent- 
atives. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I also 
wish to associate myself with the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Iowa. 
He has worked very hard to help us get 
to the floor. Considering the enormous 
amount of time that has been spent by 
both sides of the aisle on this bill, the 
amount of time that has been spent 
working out problems, I wish we could 
complete it. I understand there are a 
couple Senators who may have amend- 
ments. I am not sure where they are, 
but I am sure they will show up at 
some point. In the meantime, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico). Without objec- 
tion, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 133 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
call up amendment No. 183, and I ask 
unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN], for herself, Mr. RISCH, Mr. REID, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. ENSIGN, proposes 
an amendment numbered 133. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 2, line 1, strike “FIRST INVEN- 
TOR TO FILE.” and insert “FALSE MARK- 
ING.” 

On page 2, strike line 2 and all that follows 
through page 16, line 4. 

On page 16, line 5, strike ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
” and insert ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—” and move 2 
ems to the left. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


On page 16, line 7, strike “(А)” and insert 
“(1)”? and move 2 ems to the left. 

On page 16, line 11, strike ‘(В)’ and insert 
“(2)”? and move 2 ems to the left. 

On page 16, line 18, strike ‘‘(2) EFFECTIVE 
DATE.—’’ and insert ‘‘(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—’’ 
and move 2 ems to the left. 

On page 16, line 19, strike ‘‘subsection’’ and 
insert ‘‘section’’. 

On page 16, strike line 22 and all that fol- 
lows through page 28, line 2. 

On page 23, strike line 3 and all that fol- 
lows through page 31, line 15, and renumber 
sections accordingly. 

On page 64, strike line 18 and all that fol- 
lows through page 65, line 17. 

On page 69, line 10, strike ‘‘derivation’’ and 
insert ‘“‘interference’’. 

On page 69, line 14, strike ‘‘derivation’’ and 
insert ‘“‘interference’’. 

On page 71, line 9, strike ‘‘DERIVATION’’ and 
insert ‘“‘INTERFERENCE’’. 

On page 71, lines 9 and 10, strike ‘‘deriva- 
tion” and insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 71, line 14, strike ‘‘derivation’’ and 
insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 72, line 3, strike ‘‘derivation’’ and 
insert ‘“‘interference’’. 

On page 72, line 8, strike ‘‘derivation’’ and 
insert ‘“‘interference’’. 

On page 73, line 1, strike ‘‘derivation’’ and 
insert ‘“‘interference’’. 

On page 73, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Sections 41, 
134, 145, 146, 154, 305, and 314 of title 35, 
United States Code, are each amended by 
striking ‘‘Board of Patent Appeals and Inter- 
ferences” each place that term appears and 
inserting ‘‘Patent Trial and Appeal Board’’. 

On page 73, line 6, strike ‘‘(d)’’ and insert 
“(e)”. 

On page 93, strike lines 6 through 8, and in- 
sert the following: by inserting ‘‘(other than 
the requirement to disclose the best mode)” 
after ‘‘section 112 of this title”. 

On page 98, strike lines 20 and 21, and in- 
sert the following: 

“SEC. 17. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided 

On page 99, strike lines 1 through 14. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that at the 
conclusion of my remarks the amend- 
ment be set aside and the Senate re- 
turn to the previously pending busi- 
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 
much. 

I rise today to offer an amendment to 
strike the first-to-file provisions of 
this bill. I am joined in this effort by 
my cosponsors, Senator RISCH, Major- 
ity Leader REID, and Senators CRAPO 
and BOXER. I also ask unanimous con- 
sent that Senator ENSIGN be added as a 
cosponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I know the bill has 
contained these provisions for some 
time now, and I acknowledge I have 
voted for different versions of it that 
contain these provisions. However, I 
have heard more and more in the past 
2 years from small inventors, startup 
companies, small businesses, venture 
capitalists, and, yes, even large compa- 
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nies from all around our country, but 
especially in my State of California, 
that this proposed transition from our 
first-to-invent system to a first-to-file 
system would be severely harmful to 
innovation, and especially burdensome 
on small inventors, startups, and small 
businesses. And I have become con- 
vinced it is the wrong thing to do. 

For the benefit of my colleagues who 
have not been so embroiled in this 
rather technical issue, let me provide a 
little background. For over a century, 
our country has awarded patents to the 
first inventor to come up with an idea, 
even if somebody else beat them to the 
Patent Office—a first-to-invent sys- 
tem. And we have done very well under 
the first-to-invent system. This bill 
would change that, so that the first 
person to file an application for a pat- 
ent for a particular invention would be 
entitled to that patent, even if another 
person actually created the invention 
first. This is what is known as the 
first-to-file system. 

Now, the argument that is made for 
transitioning to first-to-file is that the 
rest of the world follows first-to-file, 
and that will harmonize our system 
with theirs. This is supported by big 
companies that have already made it, 
that have an international presence. 
Therefore, I understand their support 
for first-to-file. But under first-to-in- 
vent, we have been the world’s leader 
in innovation, and the first-to-file 
countries have been playing catchup 
with our technological advances. So 
with all due respect, I wouldn’t trade 
America’s record of innovation for that 
of virtually any other country or cer- 
tainly any first-to-file country. 

The genius of America is inventions 
in small garages and labs, in great 
ideas that come from inspiration and 
perspiration in such settings and then 
take off. So many of America’s leading 
companies—Hewlett Packard, Apple, 
Google, even AT&T arising from Alex- 
ander Graham Bell’s lab, for example— 
started in such settings and grew spec- 
tacularly, creating jobs for millions of 
Americans and lifting our economy and 
standard of living. 

A coalition of affected small business 
groups, including the National Small 
Business Association and others, re- 
cently said first-to-file ‘‘disrupts the 
unique American start-up ecosystem 
that has led to America’s standing as 
the global innovation leader .. .”’ 

I believe it is critical that we con- 
tinue to protect and nurture this cul- 
ture of innovation, and preserving the 
first-to-invent system that has helped 
foster it is essential to do this. 

Moreover, this bill would not actu- 
ally harmonize our patent priority sys- 
tem with that of the rest of the world. 
Many first-to-file countries allow more 
extensive use of prior art to defeat a 
patent application and provide for 
greater prior user rights than this bill 
would provide. Europe does not provide 
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even the limited 1-уеаг publication 
grace period this bill does. 

An important part of this debate is 
the change the bill makes to the so- 
called grace period that inventors have 
under U.S. current law. Presently, a 
person’s right to their invention is also 
protected for 1 year from any of the 
following: No. 1, describing their inven- 
tion in a printed publication; No. 2, 
making a public use of the invention; 
or, No. 3, offering the invention for 
sale. This is called the grace period, 
and it is critical to small inventors. 

Mr. President, 108 startups and small 
businesses wrote last year that: 

U.S. patent law has long allowed inventors 
a l-year ‘‘grace period,” so that they can de- 
velop, vet, and perfect their invention, begin 
commercialization, advance sales, seek in- 
ventors and business partners, and obtain 
sufficient funds to prosecute the patent ap- 
plication. During the grace period, many in- 
ventors learn about starting a technology- 
based business for the first time. They must 
obtain investment capital and must learn 
from outside patent counsel (at considerable 
expense) about patenting and related dead- 
lines and how to set up confidentiality agree- 
ments. Many startups or small businesses 
are in a race against insolvency during this 
early stage. The grace period protects them 
during this period from loss of patent rights 
due to any activities, information leaks or 
inadvertent unprotected disclosures prior to 
filing their patent applications. 

S. 23 eliminates this grace period 
from offering an invention for sale or 
making a public use of it, leaving only 
a grace period from ‘‘disclosure’’ of the 
invention. 

There are two problems with this. 
First, ‘‘disclosure’’ is not defined in the 
bill. This will generate litigation while 
the courts flesh out that term’s mean- 
ing. While this plays out in the courts, 
there will be uncertainty about wheth- 
er many inventions are patentable. 
This uncertainty will, in turn, chill in- 
vestment, as venture capitalists will be 
reluctant to invest until they are con- 
fident that the inventor will be able to 
patent and own their invention. 

Secondly, because of this lack of defi- 
nition, some patent lawyers interpret 
“disclosure” to mean a disclosure that 
is sufficiently detailed to enable a per- 
son of ordinary skill in the particular 
art to make the invented item. In prac- 
tical terms, this means a patent appli- 
cation or a printed publication. 

Now, this does provide some protec- 
tion to universities, it is true. They 
often publish about their inventions. 
However, it is scant protection for the 
small inventor. They don’t publish 
about their inventions, until they file a 
patent application. As the 108 small 
businesses put it, “по business will- 
ingly publishes complete technical dis- 
closures that will tip-off all competi- 
tors to a company’s technological di- 
rection. . . . Confidentiality is crucial 
to small companies.”’ 

The grace period from offering for 
sale or public use is critical for their 
protection; eliminating it will have the 
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effect, in the words of these small busi- 
nesses, of “practically gutting the 
American 1-уеаг grace period.” The 
National Small Business Association 
wrote recently: 

The American first-to-invent grace period 
patent system has been a major mechanism 
for the dynamism of small business innova- 
tion. ... It is clear that the weak or (en- 
tirely absent) [sic] grace periods used in the 
rest of the world’s first-to-file patent system 
throttles small-business innovation and job 
creation. 

Our amendment would preserve 
America’s world-leading system. 

I am also very concerned that first- 
to-file would proportionately disadvan- 
tage small companies and startups 
with limited resources. I have become 
convinced that this change would im- 
pede innovation and economic growth 
in our country, particularly harming 
the small, early-stage businesses that 
generate job growth. 

Obviously, the process of innovation 
starts with the generation of ideas. 
Small California companies and inven- 
tors have described to me how most of 
these ideas ultimately do not pan out; 
either testing or development proves 
they are not feasible technologically, 
or they prove not to be viable economi- 
cally. 

Unfortunately, first-to-file incenti- 
vizes inventors to ‘‘race to the Patent 
Office,” to protect as many of their 
ideas аз soon as possible so they are 
not beaten to the punch by a rival. 
Thus, first-to-file will likely result in 
significant overfiling of these ‘‘dead 
end”? inventions, unnecessarily bur- 
dening both the Patent and Trademark 
Office and inventors. As Paul Michel, 
former chief judge of the Court of Ap- 
peals for the Federal Circuit, and Greg- 
ory Junemann, president of the Inter- 
national Federation of Professional 
and Technical Engineers, put it in a re- 
cent letter to the committee: 

As Canada recently experienced, a shift to 
a first-to-file system can stimulate mass fil- 
ing of premature applications as inventors 
rush to beat the effective date of the shift or 
later, filings by competitors. 

This presents a particular hardship 
for independent inventors, for startups, 
and for small businesses, which do not 
have the resources and volume to em- 
ploy in-house counsel but must instead 
rely on more-costly outside counsel to 
file their patents. This added cost and 
time directed to filing for ideas that 
are not productive will drain resources 
away from the viable ideas that can 
build a patent portfolio—and a busi- 
ness. 

At a time when the Patent and 
Trademark Office has a dramatic back- 
log of over 700,000 patents waiting to be 
examined and a pendency time of some 
3 years, Congress should be careful to 
ensure that any legislative changes 
will not increase patent filings that are 
unfruitful. 

The counter-argument is made that a 
small inventor could file a cheap ‘‘pro- 
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visional patent application,’’ and that 
is sufficient protection. However, pat- 
ent lawyers who work with small cli- 
ents have said that they advise their 
clients not to treat a provisional appli- 
cation any less seriously than a full 
patent application. If there is part of 
an invention that is left out of the pro- 
visional application, that will not be 
protected. And the parts that are in- 
cluded in the provisional application 
will be vulnerable too, under an attack 
that the inventor failed to disclose the 
“best mode” of the invention by leav- 
ing out necessary information. 

The argument is made that first to 
file will establish a simple, clear pri- 
ority of competing patent applications. 
Proponents of first to file argue that it 
will eliminate costly, burdensome pro- 
ceedings to determine who actually 
was the first to invent, which are 
known as ‘‘interference proceedings.” 

However, the reality is that this is 
not a significant problem under our 
current system. There are only about 
50 “interference proceedings” a year to 
resolve who made an invention first. 
This is out of about 480,000 patent ap- 
plications that are submitted each 
year—in other words, one-one hun- 
dredth of 1 percent of patent applica- 
tions. 

Another problem with the bill’s first 
to file system is the difficulty of prov- 
ing that someone copied your inven- 
tion. 

The bill’s proponents assert that it 
protects against one person copying 
another person’s invention by allowing 
the first inventor to prove that ‘‘such 
other patent was derived from the in- 
ventor of the invention... .’’. 

Currently, you as a first inventor can 
prove that you were first by presenting 
evidence that is in your control—your 
own records contemporaneously docu- 
menting the development of your in- 
vention. But to prove that somebody 
else’s patent application came from 
you under the bill, was ‘‘derived’’ from 
you, you would have to submit docu- 
ments showing this copying. Only if 
there was a direct relationship between 
the two parties will the first inventor 
have such documents. 

If there was only an indirect rela- 
tionship, or an intermediary—for ex- 
ample, the first inventor described his 
invention at an angel investor presen- 
tation where he didn’t know the identi- 
ties of many in attendance—the docu- 
ments that would show ‘‘derivation’’— 
copying—are not going to be in the 
first inventor’s possession; they would 
be in the second party’s possession. 
You would have to find out who they 
talked to, e-mailed with, et cetera to 
trace it back to your original disclo- 
sure. But the bill doesn’t provide for 
any discovery in these ‘‘derivation pro- 
ceedings,” so the first inventor can’t 
prove their claim. 

For these reasons, and many others, 
the first to invent system, which I be- 
lieve has made our Nation the leader in 
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the world, which our amendment would 
preserve, is supported by numerous 
people and businesses around the coun- 
try, including the National Small Busi- 
ness Association; Coalition for Patent 
Fairness, a coalition of large high-tech 
companies; IEEE, Institute of Elec- 
trical and Electronics Engineers, which 
has 395,000 members; the International 
Federation of Professional and Techno- 
logical Engineers, AFL-CIO; the Uni- 
versity of California System; the Uni- 
versity of Kentucky; Paul Michel— 
Former Chief Judge of the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, 
which plays the critical role of hearing 
appeals in patent cases; the U.S. Busi- 
ness and Industry Council; American 
Innovators for Patent Reform; Na- 
tional Association of Patent Practi- 
tioners; Professional Inventors Alli- 
ance USA; CONNECT, a trade associa- 
tion for small technology and life 
science businesses; and many small in- 
ventors, as represented, for instance, in 
a letter signed by 108 startups and 
small businesses from all over the 
country. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a copy of this letter be print- 
ed in the RECORD following my re- 
marks. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


(See exhibit 1.) 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
don’t often agree with the organization 
Gun Owners of America, a group that 
thinks the National Rifle Association 
is too liberal. But I do agree with them 
on this issue. They are part of a coali- 
tion of 23 conservative organizations 
that wrote to the leaders about this, 
arguing: ‘‘Our competitors should have 
to ‘harmonize up’ to our superior intel- 
lectual property regime, rather than 
our having to weaken our patent sys- 
tem and ‘harmonize down’ to their lev- 
els.” Other signatories on this letter 
include Phyllis Schlafly of the Eagle 
Forum; Edwin Meese III, former Attor- 
ney General under President Reagan; 
the American Conservative Union; and 
the Christian Coalition. 


I think this is really a battle between 
the small inventors beginning in the 
garage, like those who developed the 
Apple computer that was nowhere, and 
who, through the first-to-invent sys- 
tem, were able to create one of the 
greatest companies in the world. Amer- 
ica’s great strength is the cutting-edge 
of innovation. The first-to-invent sys- 
tem has served us well. If it is not 
broke, don’t fix it. I don’t really be- 
lieve it is broke. 

Iam delighted to see that my cospon- 
sor, the distinguished Senator from 
California, is also on the floor on this 
matter, and I welcome her support. 


I yield the floor. 
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EXHIBIT 1 


JUNE 1, 2010. 
Re Effective repeal of the one-year ‘‘grace 
period” under б. 515, the Patent Reform 
Act of 2010. 


Hon. HARRY REID, 

Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS, on behalf of the under- 
signed companies and organizations whose 
survival and new job creations depend on 
patent protection, we are writing regarding 
the patent reform legislation, S. 515. We 
write today to draw renewed attention to a 
proposed rewrite of 35 U.S.C. $102, which ef- 
fectively eliminates the American one-year 
grace period during which current law per- 
mits an inventor to test and vet an inven- 
tion, publically demonstrate it to obtain ad- 
vance sales revenue and seek investors be- 
fore filing the patent application. No rep- 
resentatives of small business were called to 
testify during five years of Senate hearings 
on patent legislation. This issue has been 
overshadowed by the debate on other provi- 
sions of S. 515, but it is no less disruptive to 
the technology investments fostered by the 
patent system. The proposed sweeping 
changes in §102 is another issue where some 
large, incumbent firms are seeking a change 
to the detriment of small companies, new en- 
trants, startup innovators, independent in- 
ventors, and future businesses. 

U.S. patent law has long allowed inventors 
a one-year ‘“‘grace period,” so that they can 
develop, vet, and perfect their invention, 
begin commercialization, advance sales, seek 
investors and business partners, and obtain 
sufficient funds to prosecute the patent ap- 
plication. During the grace period, many in- 
ventors learn about starting a technology- 
based business for the first time. They must 
obtain investment capital and often must 
learn from outside patent counsel (at consid- 
erable expense) about patenting and related 
deadlines and how to set up confidentiality 
agreements. Many startups or small busi- 
nesses are in a race against insolvency dur- 
ing this early stage. The grace period pro- 
tects them during this period from loss of 
patent rights due to any activities, informa- 
tion leaks or inadvertent unprotected disclo- 
sures prior to filing their patent applica- 
tions. 

Small businesses and startups are signifi- 
cantly more exposed than large firms in this 
regard because they must rely on far greater 
and earlier private disclosure of the inven- 
tion to outside parties. This is often required 
for raising investment capital and for estab- 
lishing strategic marketing partnerships, li- 
censing and distribution channels. In con- 
trast, large established firms have substan- 
tial patenting experience, often have in- 
house patent attorneys and often use inter- 
nal R&D investment funds. They can also 
use their own marketing, sales and distribu- 
tion chains. Therefore, they seldom need 
early disclosure of their inventions to out- 
side parties. 

S. 515 amends §102 to confer the patent 
right to the first-inventor-to-file as opposed 
to the first-to-invent as provided under cur- 
rent law. This change is purportedly made 
for the purpose of eliminating costly con- 
tests among near-simultaneous inventors 
claiming the same subject matter, called 
“interferences.” The goal of eliminating 
interferences is achievable by simple amend- 
ment of only §102(g) to a first-inventor-to- 
file criterion. However, under the heading of 
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First-Inventor-To-File, S. 515 does far more, 
it changes all of §102, redefining the prior art 
and practically gutting the American one- 
year grace period. 

Without the grace period, the patent sys- 
tem would become far more expensive and 
less effective for small companies. It would 
create the need to “гасе to the patent office” 
more frequently and at great expense before 
every new idea is fully developed or vetted. 
The pressure for more filings will affect all 
American inventors—not only a few that end 
up in interferences under current law. Be- 
cause filing decisions must be made based on 
information that will be preliminary and im- 
mature, the bill forces poor patenting deci- 
sions. Applicants will skip patent protection 
for some ultimately valuable inventions, and 
will bear great costs for applications for in- 
ventions that (with the additional informa- 
tion that is developed during the grace pe- 
riod year of current law) prove to be useless, 
and subsequently abandoned. The evidence 
for this high abandonment trend under sys- 
tems having no grace period is readily avail- 
able from European application statistics. 

The proponents of S. 515 suggest that the 
harm of the weak grace period of proposed 
§102(b) can be overcome if an inventor pub- 
lishes a description of the invention, allow- 
ing filing within a year following such publi- 
cation. Underlying this suggestion are two 
errors. First, no business willingly publishes 
complete technical disclosures that will tip 
off all competitors to a company’s techno- 
logical direction. We generally do not, and 
will not, publish our inventions right when 
we make them, some 2.5 years before the 18- 
month publication or 5-7 years before the 
patent grant. Confidentiality is crucial to 
small companies. 

Second, even if we were to avail ourselves 
of such conditional grace period by pub- 
lishing first before filing, we would instantly 
forfeit all foreign patent rights because such 
publication would be deemed prior art under 
foreign patent law. No patent attorney will 
advise their client to publish every good idea 
they conceive in order to gain the grace pe- 
riod of S. 515. The publication-conditioned 
“grace period”? in S. 515 is a useless con- 
struct proposed by parties intent on compel- 
ling American inventors to “harmonize” de 
facto with national patent systems that lack 
grace periods. S. 515 forces U.S. inventors to 
make the ‘‘Hobson’s Choice” of losing their 
foreign patent rights or losing the American 
grace period. It should be clear that the only 
way for American inventors to continue to 
benefit from a grace period and be able to ob- 
tain foreign patent rights, is to keep intact 
the current secret grace period that relies on 
invention date and a diligent reduction to 
practice. 

The American grace period of current law 
ensures that new inventions originating in 
American small companies and startups—the 
sector of the economy that creates the larg- 
est number of new jobs—receive patent pro- 
tection essential for survival and that Amer- 
ican small businesses’ access to foreign mar- 
kets is not destroyed. We urge you to amend 
S. 515 so that §102 remains intact in order to 
preserve the American grace period in its 
full scope and force. 

Thank you for your consideration of our 
views and concerns. 

Sincerely, 
(SIGNED BY 108 COMPANIES). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from California be permitted to speak, 
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and then I ask that the remaining time 
be granted to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, will the 
Chair cut me off at 1 minute? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator HATCH so much. I thank my 
friend and colleague, Senator FEN- 
STEIN, for this critical amendment. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by my dear friend 
and colleague, Senator FEINSTEIN. 

The amendment would strike the 
first-to-file provision in the patent re- 
form bill. 

I was pleased to work with my col- 
league, Dr. COBURN, in support of his 
amendment to allow the patent office 
to keep its user fees, which was accept- 
ed into the managers’ amendment that 
passed yesterday. 

To me, that was one of the most im- 
portant reforms we could enact in this 
legislation—giving the PTO the re- 
sources it needs to serve the public. 

I support efforts to improve our pat- 
ent system. And there are some good 
things in this bill, including efforts to 
help small businesses navigate the 
PTO. 

But I strongly disagree with chang- 
ing the core principle of our patent sys- 
tem—awarding a patent to the true in- 
ventor—for the sake of perceived ad- 
ministrative ease. 

Unlike other countries, our patent 
system is rooted in our Constitution. 
We are the only country in the world 
whose Constitution specifically men- 
tions ‘‘inventor.’’ 

Article I, section 8 states ‘‘The Con- 
gress shall have the power... To pro- 
mote the progress of science and useful 
arts, by securing for limited times to 
authors and inventors the exclusive 
right to their respective writings and 
discoveries.” 

Our system recognizes the complete 
process of invention—from conception 
to completion. 

The United States is still the heart of 
innovation in the world, and its patent 
system is its soul. 

Despite our rich history, the bill be- 
fore us today seeks to erase over 200 
years of invention and achievement, 
and replace it with a weaker system. 

Let’s talk about those changes. 

Section 2 of the bill awards a patent 
to the first person to file, regardless of 
whether that person was the true in- 
ventor—the one who first conceived 
and developed the invention to comple- 
tion. 

That goes directly against the ex- 
press language of the Constitution, 
which awards patents to the inventor, 
not the fastest to the PTO. 

Section 2 of the bill also provides a 
weaker grace period than current law. 
This is a big change that will have a 
significant economic effect on 
startups, entrepreneurs and individual 
inventors. 
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I believe it is a change that we can- 
not afford, especially in these tough 
economic times when we need our 
small businesses to create new jobs. 

Current law allows an inventor to ob- 
tain a patent if an application is filed 
within a year of a public use, sale or 
publication of information about the 
invention. 

That year is called the grace period, 
during which an inventor’s right to 
apply is protected from disclosures or 
applications by others related to his in- 
vention. 

The grace period is important be- 
cause it allows smaller entities, like 
startups or individual inventors, time 
to set up their businesses, seek fund- 
ing, offer their inventions for sale or li- 
cense, and prepare a thorough patent 
application. 

Put another way, the grace period is 
an integral part of the formation of a 
small business. 

The grace period has been a part of 
our patent system since 1839, and it 
was implemented to encourage inven- 
tors to engage in commercial activity, 
such as demonstrations and sales nego- 
tiations, without fear of being beaten 
to the patent office by someone with 
more resources. 

The new grace period in the bill, how- 
ever, would no longer cover important 
commercial activities such as sales or 
licensing negotiations. 

The new provision also contains 
vague, undefined terms that will inject 
more uncertainty into the system at a 
time when inventors and investors 
need more certainty. 

Proponents of first-to-file will argue 
that there have been studies or reports 
that show that a first-to-file system 
does not harm small entities. For ex- 
ample, they often mention the report 
of the National Academies of Science 
that reached that conclusion. 

However, those studies and reports 
only analyzed the rare cases where two 
parties claimed to be the first inventor. 

Do you know how rare those cases 
are? Last year, there were 52 cases out 
of over 450,000 applications filed—.01 
percent of all applications ended up in 
a contest. 

I do not think we should change over 
170 years of protection for small enti- 
ties based on cases that happen with 
the frequency of a hole in one in golf— 
1 out of 12,500, or .01 percent. 

Listen to the conclusion of a report 
analyzing the business effects of Can- 
ada’s switch to a first-to-file system: 

The divergence between small entities and 
large corporations in patenting after the Re- 
forms supports the idea that a switch to a 
first-to-file system will result in relatively 
less inventive activity being carried out by 
independent inventors as well as small busi- 
nesses, and more being channeled through 
large corporations instead. 

In closing, I believe there are things 
we can do to improve our patent sys- 
tem. 

But I also believe that the foundation 
of our Constitution-based system—a 
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patent is awarded to the inventor—has 
worked well for over 220 years, and we 
should not change that core. 

It has produced inventors such as 
Thomas Edison, the Wright Brothers, 
and George Washington Carver. 

We should not change the core of our 
system, and I urge my colleagues to 
vote for the Feinstein amendment. 

Mr. President, I will conclude in this 
way. The Feinstein amendment is nec- 
essary. It is necessary because the first 
person to invent should get the protec- 
tion from the Patent Office. We believe 
that if this amendment does not pass, 
it goes against the express language of 
the Constitution which awards patents 
to the inventor, not the fastest one to 
run down to the Patent Office. Senator 
FEINSTEIN has explained why this is a 
matter of fairness and is better for con- 
sumers. I am hopeful that the amend- 
ment passes. 

I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have 
been following the debate on the patent 
bill closely. I wish to again voice my 
strong support for passage of this very 
important legislation. 

We have been working on this bill for 
a number of years and it is satisfying 
to finally see the full Senate consider 
it now. As I have said before, the pat- 
ent reform bill is about moving our Na- 
tion toward the future. It will equip 
America’s inventors with an improved 
patent system that will enable them to 
better compete in today’s global econ- 
omy. Toward that end, I would like to 
discuss some of the key provisions of 
this bill and what they will do to im- 
prove and modernize our patent sys- 
tem. 

There are some misconceptions about 
the proposed first-inventor-to-file pro- 
vision. Some have questioned why we 
cannot maintain the current first-to- 
invent system, in which priority is es- 
tablished by determining which appli- 
cant actually invented the claimed in- 
vention first. Under this system, if 
there is a dispute, it costs applicants 
an average of $500,000 in legal fees to 
prove they were the first-to-invent. 
This amount does not include extra ex- 
penses that can follow if the decision is 
appealed. Unfortunately, many small 
businesses and independent inventors 
do not have the resources to engage in 
the process we have now. 

Conversely, moving to a first-inven- 
tor-to-file system would provide inven- 
tors a cost-effective and certain path 
to protect one’s invention through the 
filing of a provisional application, at a 
much more reasonable cost of about 
$100. 

The purpose of the proposed transi- 
tion is certainly not to hurt small busi- 
nesses or independent inventors. Quite 
the contrary. These innovators are too 
important to our Nation’s economic 
health. But let’s consider some facts: 
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in the past 7 years, more than 3,000,000 
applications have been filed, and only 
25 patents were granted to small enti- 
ties that were the second inventor to 
file, but later proved that they were 
first to invent. Of those 25, only one 
patent was granted to an individual in- 
ventor who was the second to file. 
Thus, in the last 7 years, only one in- 
ventor in over 3,000,000 patent filings 
would have gotten a different outcome 
if we, like the rest of world, used a 
first-inventor-to-file patent system. I 
assure you that I do not want to mini- 
mize the reluctance that some have 
with changing to this new system; 
however, the facts speak for them- 
selves. Simply put, moving to a first- 
inventor-to-file system does not appear 
to have the level of risk some have 
feared. 

Additionally, the American Bar Asso- 
ciation’s Section of Intellectual Prop- 
erty Law recently confirmed the im- 
portance of the proposed transition by 
stating: 

For inventions made after 1996, the U.S. 
patent system has been open to proofs of in- 
ventions made outside the United States— 
creating for many U.S.-based inventors a 
new and potentially even more expensive ob- 
stacle to obtaining a patent under the cur- 
rent first-to-invent rule. Finally, U.S. inven- 
tors more and more are facing the need to 
file patent applications both at home and 
abroad to remain competitive in our global 
economy. Requiring compliance with two 
fundamentally different systems places 
undue additional burdens on U.S. inventors 
and puts them at a competitive disadvantage 
in this global economy. 

Indeed, the transition to the first-in- 
ventor-to-file system is long overdue 
and will help our U.S. companies and 
inventors out-compete their global 
challengers. 

The proposed legislation would also 
give the USPTO rulemaking authority 
to set or adjust its own fees, without 
requiring a statutory change every 
time an adjustment is needed. Pro- 
viding the USPTO the ability to adjust 
its own fees will give the agency great- 
er flexibility and control, which, in the 
long run, will benefit inventors and 
businesses. 

Speaking of greater fiscal flexibility 
for the USPTO, let me take a moment 
to discuss the importance of ensuring 
full access to the fees the agency col- 
lects. 

American inventors, who create jobs 
and keep our economic engine running, 
should not have to wait for years after 
they have paid their fees to have their 
patent applications processed. This is 
tantamount to a tax on innovation and 
it creates disincentives for inventors 
and entrepreneurs. 

A fully funded USPTO, with fiscal 
flexibility, would—at the very least— 
mean more and better trained patent 
examiners, greater deployment of mod- 
ern information technologies to ad- 
dress the agency’s growing needs, and 
better access to complete libraries of 
prior art. 
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Over the years, fee diversion has 
forced a vicious cycle of abrupt starts 
and stops in the hiring, training, and 
retention of qualified office personnel. 
To make matters worse, under current 
conditions, outdated computer systems 
are not keeping pace with the volume 
of work before the agency. It is clear to 
most that the USPTO has yet to re- 
cover from the negative impact of di- 
verting close to a billion dollars from 
its coffers, for its own use. That has 
not only been wrong, it is obscene. 

I agree with what has been said that 
there cannot be true patent reform 
without full access to collected fees 
from the USPTO. We owe it to our in- 
ventor community to do this. We all 
have a vested interest in ensuring that 
our country’s unique spirit of inge- 
nuity and innovation continues to 
thrive and flourish. Last night, an 
overwhelming majority of the Senate 
voted to finally put an end to fee diver- 
sion from the USPTO. It was a historic 
moment, and I hope our House col- 
leagues will maintain this momentum. 
I understand some people on the Appro- 
priations Committee do not like it. 
They do not like it because they like to 
be able to play with that money. But it 
is disastrous to not have that money 
stay with the USPTO so we can move 
forward faster, better and get a lot 
more done and still be the leading in- 
novative nation in the world. 

The legislation also enables 
patentholders to request a supple- 
mental examination of a patent if new 
information arises after the initial ex- 
amination. By establishing this new 
process, the USPTO would be asked to 
consider, reconsider or correct infor- 
mation believed to be relevant to the 
patent. The request must be made be- 
fore litigation commences. Therefore, 
supplemental examination cannot be 
used to remedy flaws first brought to 
light in the course of litigation, nor 
does it interfere with the court’s abil- 
ity to address inequitable conduct. 
That is an important point. Further, 
this provision does not limit the 
USPTO’s authority to investigate mis- 
conduct or to sanction bad actors. 

In a nutshell, the supplemental ex- 
amination provision satisfies a long- 
felt need in the patent community to 
be able to identify whether a patent 
would be deemed flawed if it ever went 
to litigation and enables patentees to 
take corrective action. This process en- 
hances the quality of patents, thereby 
promoting greater certainty for pat- 
entees and the public. 

The America Invents Act also creates 
a mechanism for third parties to sub- 
mit relevant information during the 
patent examination process. This pro- 
vision would provide the USPTO with 
better information about the tech- 
nology and claimed invention by 
leveraging the knowledge of the public. 
This will also help the agency increase 
the efficiency of examination and the 
quality of patents. 


March 2, 2011 


The pending legislation also provides 
a new postgrant review opposition pro- 
ceeding to enable early challenges to 
the validity of patents. This new but 
time-limited postgrant review proce- 
dure will help to enhance patent qual- 
ity and restore confidence in the pre- 
sumption of validity that comes with 
issued patents. 

Finally, this bipartisan patent bill 
provides many improvements to our 
patent system which include, among 
other provisions, just some of the fol- 
lowing: 

Changes to the best mode disclosure 
requirement, increased incentives for 
government laboratories to commer- 
cialize inventions, restrictions on false 
marking claims, removal of restric- 
tions on the residency of Federal cir- 
cuit judges, clarification of tax strat- 
egy patents, providing assistance to 
small businesses through a patent om- 
budsman program, establishing addi- 
tional USPTO satellite offices, and cre- 
ation of a transitional postgrant pro- 
ceeding specific to business method 
patents. 

AS we can see, this bipartisan bill 
represents significant changes to our 
patent laws. They will enable our great 
country to more effectively compete in 
the 21st century global economy. I en- 
courage my colleagues to take action 
and vote in favor of this bill. We can- 
not afford to allow this opportunity to 
pass us by. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Utah for his 
strong statement of support for the 
America Invents Act, a bill that is, at 
its heart, all about moving our econ- 
omy forward. When we think about the 
brass tacks of our country, we think 
about ideas, we think about inventions. 
It was our inventors who developed the 
light bulb, the assembly line, the Inter- 
net, the iPod, and, of course, my 15- 
year-old daughter’s favorite invention, 
Facebook. This all came from our great 
country. 

I wish to comment, briefly—I know 
Senator ROCKEFELLER has an impor- 
tant issue to talk about, the issue we 
have just been discussing. 

First of all, we have heard from 
stakeholders from across the spec- 
trum—from high tech and life sciences 
to universities and small inventors—in 
support of the transition to the first- 
to-file system. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a list of sup- 
porters of the transition to the first-to- 
file system that is contained in the 
America Invents Act. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SUPPORTERS OF THE FIRST-TO-FILE 
TRANSITION 

AdvaMed; American Ваг Association; 

American Council on Education; American 


March 2, 2011 


Intellectual Property Law Association; Asso- 
ciation of American Medical Colleges; Asso- 
ciation for Competitive Technology; Associa- 
tion of American Universities; Association of 
Public and Land-grant Universities; Associa- 
tion of University Technology Managers; 
BASF, the Chemical Company; Bio- 
technology Industry Organization; Business 
Software Alliance; Caterpillar; Coalition for 
21st Century Patent Reform; Council on Gov- 
ernmental Relations; Gary Michelson, Inde- 
pendent Inventor; Genentech; Intellectual 
Property Owners Association; Louis J. Fore- 
man, Enventys, independent inventor; Na- 
tional Association of Manufacturers; Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship Council; and 
Software & Information Industry Associa- 
tion. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, we 
have heard also on the floor that there 
is, as Senator HATCH mentioned, strong 
support throughout the Senate for this 
change. In fact, Commerce Secretary 
Locke emphasizes that support in a 
column appearing in the Hill news- 
paper today. He states: 

[P]atent reform adopts the ‘‘first-inventor- 
to-file’’ standard as opposed to the current 
‘“first-to-invent”’ standard. First inventor to 
file is used by the rest of the world 
and would be good for U.S. businesses, pro- 
viding a more transparent and cost-effective 
process that puts them on a level playing 
field... . 

I could not agree more. Small busi- 
nesses, independent investors, and 
stakeholders across the spectrum sup- 
port this important transition. 

I wish to mention one other aspect of 
this system. With the current first-to- 
invent system, when two patents are 
filed around the same time for the 
same invention, it also creates prob- 
lems. It means the applicants must go 
through an arduous and expensive 
process called an interference to deter- 
mine which applicant will be awarded 
the patent. 

Small inventors rarely, if ever, win 
interference proceedings because the 
rules for interferences are often 
stacked in favor of companies that can 
spend more money. We believe this 
needs to change. There was a recent ar- 
ticle about this in the Washington Post 
in which David Kappos, the Director of 
the Patent Office and Under Secretary 
for Intellectual Property, described the 
current system is similar to parking 
your car in a metered space and having 
someone else come up and say they had 
priority for that space and then having 
your car towed. Instead, we need a sys- 
tem in which, if you are the first to 
pull in and pay your fee, you can park 
there and no one else can claim it is 
their space. 

The America Invents Act would cre- 
ate that system. It transitions our pat- 
ent system from a first-to-invent sys- 
tem to a first-inventor-to-file system. 
By simply using the file date of an ap- 
plication to determine the true inven- 
tor, the bill increases the speed of a 
patent application process, while also 
rewarding novel, cutting-edge inven- 
tions. 
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A first-to-file system creates more 
certainty for inventors looking to see 
if an idea has already been patented. 
At the same time, the bill still provides 
a safe harbor of 1 year for inventors to 
go out and market their inventions be- 
fore having to file for their patent. 
This grace period is one of the reasons 
our Nation’s top research universities, 
such as the University of Minnesota, 
support the bill. The grace period pro- 
tects professors who discuss their in- 
ventions with colleagues or publish 
them in journals before filing their 
patent application. 

Mr. President, I know Senator 
ROCKEFELLER is here to discuss a very 
important issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment so I may call up 
amendment No. 134. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have to 
object on behalf of the manager of the 
bill who is not here right now. If the 
Senator can at least wait until Senator 
GRASSLEY returns to make his request. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I know the Sen- 
ator from Utah, and I remind him he 
was the lead author of the Hatch-Wax- 
man Act, creating the 180-day period 
for generics. 

Mr. HATCH. I object right now, but 
as soon as Senator GRASSLEY gets 
back—— 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Will the Sen- 
ator from Utah object if I talk about 
it? 

Mr. HATCH. No. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An objec- 
tion has been heard. 

The Senator from West Virginia is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 134 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
my amendment is based on legislation 
I introduced earlier this year, obvi- 
ously quite recently. The cosponsors of 
that bill, which is called the Fair Pre- 
scription Drug Competition Act, are 
Senator SHAHEEN, Senator LEAHY, who 
chairs the Judiciary Committee, Sen- 
ator INOUYE, Senator STABENOW, and 
Senator SCHUMER, who is on the Judici- 
ary Committee. 

I wish to acknowledge that the man- 
agers of this bill, Chairman LEAHY and 
Senator GRASSLEY, have been steadfast 
partners in pushing the Federal Trade 
Commission to investigate further con- 
sumer access to generic drugs, which is 
a huge problem. We do a lot of talking 
about the health care bill and a lot of 
other things about saving money and 
saving consumers money. This is a bill 
which would do this, if I were allowed 
to actually proceed to it. 

This amendment eliminates one of 
the most widely abused loopholes that 
brand-name drug companies use to ex- 
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tend their shelf life, their monopoly, 
and limit consumer access to lower 
cost generic drugs which are just as 
good and just the same, but they have 
a system to work on that. It ends the 
marketing of so-called authorized ge- 
neric drugs during the 180-day mar- 
keting exclusivity period that Congress 
designed to give real low-cost generics 
a major incentive to enter the market. 

What was happening was the brand- 
name drug companies had their 18 
years of exclusivity. That is a monop- 
oly time unrivaled. Then somebody 
else would come in with a cheaper way 
of doing the same thing, an FDA-ap- 
proved drug, but it would be a generic 
drug. It would be the same drug, have 
the same effect, but it would be much 
cheaper. Since millions of people buy 
these drugs, that would seem to be a 
good thing in a budget-conscious era 
for American families, as well as for 
the government. 

As I say, this amendment ends the 
so-called authorized generic drugs dur- 
ing the 180-day marketing exclusivity 
period Congress designated to give real 
low-cost generics a major incentive to 
enter the market. You have to be able 
to enter the market to compete and to 
get your lower priced, equally good 
drugs out there. They do that by chal- 
lenging a brand-name patent. That is 
the only way they can do it. 

An authorized generic drug is a 
brand-name prescription drug produced 
by the same brand manufacturer yet 
repackaged as a generic. That is clever, 
but it is also a little devious. Many 
brand-name drug manufacturers are re- 
packaging their drugs as generics for 
the purpose of extending their market 
shares after their patents expire. They 
have a little subsidiary which produces 
something which they shift over to 
them. 

Unfortunately, this often eliminates 
the incentive for an independent ge- 
neric to enter the marketplace. There- 
fore, the price of drugs remains much 
higher, and that would seem to be not 
in the interest of the American people. 

In 1984, Congress passed the Hatch- 
Waxman Act to provide consumer ac- 
cess to lower cost generic drugs. Under 
the law which the Senator from Utah 
led, if a true generic firm successfully 
challenges a brand-name patent, the 
generic firm is provided a 180-day pe- 
riod for that drug to exclusively enter 
the market. This is a crucial incentive 
for generic drug companies to enter 
that market and make prescription 
drugs more affordable for consumers. It 
would seem to me this would be a very 
laudable pursuit. 

Every American agrees on the need 
to reduce health care costs. Generic 
drugs save consumers an estimated 
total of $8 billion to $10 billion a year— 
$8 billion to $10 billion-a-year savings 
for the same quality of drug. Of course, 
they get that at the retail pharmacies 
where the prescription is handed out. 
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For working families, these savings 
can make a huge difference, particu- 
larly during very tough economic 
times, which we are going through. 

This amendment would restore the 
main incentive generic drug companies 
have to challenge a brand-name patent 
and enter the market. We give them 
the incentive to challenge the brand- 
name prescriber. 

That is what this amendment is 
about. It is profoundly important. It 
has been before this body many times. 
I guess it is a question of do we want to 
help people who have to take a lot of 
prescriptions and older people—any 
kind of people. Do we want to help 
them pay less? I guess it divides into if 
you do or if you don’t. I am in the 
camp of, yes, I want to have people pay 
less. So I would just say that. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor for 
the time being. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for approximately 20 
minutes, and I probably will not use all 
of that time and will yield back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
is recognized. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the Chair. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER ON REGULATIONS 

Mr. President, I rise today to speak 
again about President Obama’s Janu- 
ary 18 Executive order that directed all 
Federal agencies within the adminis- 
tration to review or repeal those sig- 
nificant regulatory actions that are du- 
plicative, overly burdensome, or would 
have a significant economic impact on 
ordinary Americans. 

The President went on to say—I am 
paraphrasing from his words—they are 
costly, they are duplicative, in many 
cases they aren’t necessary, we need to 
review them, and in some cases, actu- 
ally, they are stupid. That is a direct 
quote from the President. I am para- 
phrasing, but he did say the word ‘‘stu- 
pid.” 

Probably ‘“‘stupid? would be the 
word, or maybe ‘‘egregious”’ ог ‘‘fed 
up” that almost any group or any orga- 
nization back home would use when 
you visit with them. I know Senators, 
on their past break or our work period, 
if you will, probably spoke to a lot of 
groups. I will tell you what happened 
to me. 

I would walk into a group—any orga- 
nization, be it farmers, ranchers, edu- 
cators, health care, whatever—and 
they would say: PAT, what on Earth are 
you doing back there, passing all these 
regulations, a wave of regulations that 
do not make common sense and do not 
fit the yardstick, if you will, of cost 
and benefit? We can’t even wake up 
any morning without some new regula- 
tion popping up across the desk, and we 
just don’t have the people to do this. 
You are about to put us out of busi- 
ness. 
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The first thing I say is, I am not a 
“vou guy,” lam an “‘us guy.” And I am 
very much aware of these regulations. 
We have to do something about it. I 
brought up the fact the President him- 
self recognized these problems. 

But I have to say that while I ap- 
plauded this decision by the President, 
I noted there were some loopholes in 
his Executive order, and they are 
roughly these—if I could sort of sum- 
marize them: No. 1, if you are doing 
something for the public good—and, ob- 
viously, the secretary of any agency is 
going to say: Sure, we are doing some- 
thing for the public good—well, then, 
you are exempt. That is a pretty big 
loophole to drive the truck through. 

Secondly, it was if you are an inde- 
pendent agency. Well, let’s try the IRS. 
I think more people than most would 
say: Yes, we have some regulatory 
problems with the IRS. 

Several more, and I won’t go into 
those. Then you have this paragraph, 
which I am going to read, that agencies 
can apply to their decision as to wheth- 
er they are going to review the regula- 
tions they have on the books and regu- 
lations coming down the pike. They 
can apply this to see if they are ex- 
empt, and this is within the Executive 
order. 

In applying these principles, each agency is 
directed to use the best available techniques 
to quantify anticipated present and future 
benefits and costs as accurately as possible. 

I can’t imagine anybody being op- 
posed to that. 

Where appropriate and permitted by law, 
each agency may consider and discuss quali- 
tatively values that are difficult or impos- 
sible to quantify— 

I don’t know how you do that— 
including equity, human dignity, fairness 
and distributive impacts. 

That is about as amorphous as any 
language that I could possibly put to- 
gether. If any secretary, or anybody in 
any agency who promulgates all the 
regulations they think they are forced 
to under some congressional act or per- 
haps an Executive order they are try- 
ing to issue applies this language, of 
course, they are exempt. 

So there are loopholes, again, that 
you can drive trucks through in re- 
gards to the fact that this Executive 
order is basically not going to be ad- 
hered to because everybody will stand 
up and say: We are exempt. We are 
doing public good. We are doing this 
language—whatever that means. 

So while I applaud the decision by 
the President, I decided last week I 
would introduce legislation to 
strengthen and codify his Executive 
order. All that means is, when I say we 
codify it, we say: OK, the Executive 
order stands but, sorry, no exemptions. 

What a day that would bring to 
Washington, with all the Federal agen- 
cies saying: Whoa, stop. We are going 
to take a look at all the regulations we 
have out there now, and we are going 
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to take a look at all the ones we are 
promulgating—which are hundreds of 
them. And, I might just note, there 
were 44 major regulatory decisions that 
cost the American business community 
$27 billion just last year, according to 
one study. We are finding more and 
more people coming to Washington 
who have an agenda in regards to these 
regulations, but the folks out there 
who are being impacted seem to be 
overlooked. 

I have 30, 32, 35 cosponsors on this 
bill. I asked on both sides of the aisle 
for cosponsors. I think it is a good bill. 
It would be a brandnew day in Wash- 
ington if every Federal agency had to 
stop and say: Whoa, wait a minute. 
Let’s apply a cost-benefit yardstick. 
The Executive order sort of goes into 
what that would mean. They have one 
individual who is supposed to be doing 
all of this, so they could report to him, 
although that would be quite a load. 
My goodness, if all the Federal agen- 
cies stopped their regulatory process, 
there would be a cheer out in the hin- 
terland in regards to every business I 
can think of. 

Well, as the administration moves 
forward with this review, I am going to 
have something to say in several areas: 
health care, energy, and financing, to 
people who are lending agencies and 
the effect of the regulatory reform. But 
today I want to talk about agriculture. 
Today I want to talk about the EPA 
and what is going on in regards to what 
I think is regulatory overkill for sure. 

I am privileged to be the ranking Re- 
publican and to serve with the Senator 
from Michigan, our chairwoman of the 
committee, Senator STABENOW. Basi- 
cally, as the administration moves for- 
ward with its review, I recommend the 
President and his advisers pay particu- 
larly close attention to the activities 
of three specific agencies when they 
are determining which proposed regula- 
tions will place the greatest burden on 
agriculture—a key component of our 
Nation’s economy and the ability to 
feed this country and a troubled and 
hungry world—the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, the Department of Ag- 
riculture, and the Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission. 

Since fiscal year 2010, 10 new regula- 
tions promulgated—that is a fancy 
word in Washington which means 
issued—by the EPA have accounted for 
over $23 billion in new cost to the 
American taxpayer. Now, that is out- 
rageous, and they are just getting 
started. The EPA has several new pro- 
posals, many of which will have imme- 
diate negative impacts on the ability 
of America’s farmers and ranchers to 
continue to produce enough food to 
feed our communities, our States, our 
country, and, yes, the world. Think of 
how valuable that is as we look down 
the road with about a 9.3 billion in- 
crease in population compared to 6 bil- 
lion today. We are going to have to 
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double agriculture production, and I 
will talk about that a little later. 

Why on Earth would we want to do 
anything to the farmer and rancher 
whose job it is to do that? That is be- 
yond me. I will highlight two such pro- 
posals that many producers have 
brought to my attention. I just ad- 
dressed the Commodity Classic in Kan- 
sas, in Great Bend, of about 200 farm- 
ers. Guess what their No. 1 concern 
was. Overregulation, regulation that 
could put them out of business. They 
are concerned about the farm bill and 
they are concerned about lending and 
they are concerned about debt. But 
first, in only 7 short weeks, the EPA 
will require farmers—who are applying 
pesticide to kill pests so they can save 
the crop—to obtain a permit under the 
Clean Water Act, even though that ac- 
tivity is already highly regulated 
under the Federal pesticide law. The 
President said we don’t need regula- 
tions that are duplicative. We don’t 
need two agencies having a different 
agreement on one regulation. We prob- 
ably don’t even need that regulation 
because we have very strong regula- 
tions under the FIFRA act that we 
have right now. 

Farmers and other pesticide applica- 
tors, under this regulatory impact, 
would not be facing these requirements 
if the administration had chosen to 
vigorously defend its longstanding pol- 
icy that protections under the Federal 
pesticide law were sufficient to protect 
the environment. 

Excuse me, Mr. President. That was 
probably a phone call from some farm- 
er listening to this and saying: Go 
ahead and give them you know what, 
PAT. 

Unfortunately, the administration 
chose a different path and now esti- 
mates suggest this duplicative regula- 
tion will require 365,000 individuals to 
get a Clean Water Act permit—365,000 
individuals—a requirement that will 
cost $50 million and require 1 million 
hours per year to implement. Bottom 
line, it will not add any environmental 
protection. 

This layer of redtape will place a 
huge financial burden on the shoulders 
of farm families all across the country, 
as well as State governments respon- 
sible for enforcement while at the same 
time facing dire budget situations. 
Last month, John Salazar, a former 
Member of the House of Representa- 
tives and newly appointed Colorado 
Commissioner of Agriculture stated in 
his testimony before the House: 

It is no secret that States across the coun- 
try face dire budget situations and many 
have had to close State parks, cancel trans- 
portation projects and cut funding to higher 
education. It is very difficult to justify di- 
verting even more resources to manage pa- 
perwork for a permit that is duplicative of 
other regulatory programs and has no appre- 
ciable environmental benefits. However, if 
Colorado’s estimates are reflective of the sit- 
uation in other States, the true cost to 
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States will quickly outstrip EPA’s esti- 
mates. More than 365,000 individuals, $50 mil- 
lion, and 1 million hours per year to imple- 
ment on the backs of our farmers and ranch- 
ers. 

Mr. President, these expenses are not 
just limited to the cost of compliance 
and enforcement. The April 9 effective 
date is near. There is still significant 
confusion and uncertainty about what 
pesticide applications will fall under 
these new regulations. This means 
farmers and other pesticide applicators 
may very well find themselves subject 
to massive penalties. On top of the fact 
that they shouldn’t be filling out the 
paperwork in the first place, if they do 
not, they could be held responsible for 
massive penalties for minor paperwork 
violations to the tune of—get this— 
$37,500 per day per violation. Unbeliev- 
able. 

Beyond agency enforcement, they 
will also now be exposed to the threat 
of litigation under the clean water 
law’s citizen suit provisions. With the 
volatile nature of agricultural markets 
and increased demand, these sort of 
risks and resulting costs are something 
that producers and the hungry mouths 
who depend on them simply cannot af- 
ford. 

Next, EPA is undertaking an effort 
to control particulate matter—this is a 
favorite of mine—otherwise known as 
dust. They call it rural fugitive dust. 
This is a dust-off of the old 1970s effort 
to control rural fugitive dust. I remem- 
ber that. Somebody must have pulled it 
from the file. This is part of the EPA’s 
review of the PM standard under the 
Clean Air Act. 

The agency is currently considering 
the most stringent regulations on farm 
dust that have ever been proposed. I fi- 
nally reached the person who, when 
they first proposed this, was in charge 
of promoting it, or she was going to 
promulgate these regulations on rural 
fugitive dust. Before I could get a word 
in—I finally reached the person in 
charge; it took me 3 days—finally, be- 
fore I could get a word in, she said: Did 
you realize—at that point I was a Con- 
gressman, and she said: Do you realize, 
Mr. ROBERTS, you have a lot of dust in 
your part of the country? 

I said: I think I know that. That is 
why we had the Great Plains Conserva- 
tion Program. Each farmer has to have 
a conservation program if they are 
going to apply or for it to be applicable 
to the farm bill. We have a Conserva- 
tion Reserve Program. We are doing ev- 
erything we can to control dust, rest 
assured. Nobody likes that. 

I said: What would you have us do to 
comply with rural fugitive dust rules? 

She said: You know the grain trucks 
at harvest go up and down gravel roads, 
and they cause a lot of dust. 

No kidding. 

I said: What would you have us do? 

She said: Why don’t you send out 
water trucks at 10 o’clock in the morn- 
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ing and 2 in the afternoon to every 
community in Kansas that has those 
gravel roads where you harvest wheat. 

I said: Great idea. That would be 
marvelous. Maybe we could get a 
grant. Today, that would be a stimulus 
grant to small communities in regard 
to rural areas where we are doing the 
wheat harvest to, No. 1, buy the trucks 
and, No. 2, find the water. 

That is just how ridiculous this is 
with rural fugitive dust. To put it sim- 
ply, this defies common sense, whether 
it is cattle kicking up dust in a feedlot 
in Dodge City, KS, or Larned, KS, or 
anywhere in Kansas during harvest on 
a hot afternoon on the high plains in 
June. Dust is a naturally occurring 
event. Standards beyond the current 
limit would be impossible to meet, par- 
ticularly in the western portion of the 
Nation where rainfall is often scarce. I 
don’t even know why I am taking this 
seriously in regard to that kind of reg- 
ulation. 

In a bipartisan June letter, 23 Mem- 
bers of this body wrote a letter to ex- 
press these concerns to Administrator 
Jackson stating: 

Considering the Administration’s focus on 
rural America and rural economic develop- 
ment, a proposal such as this could have a 
negative effect on those very goals. . . Com- 
mon sense requires the EPA to acknowledge 
that the wind blows and so does dust. 

As we think about EPA’s actions im- 
pacting agriculture, it is critical to 
recognize that no one cares more about 
maintaining a clean environment than 
the American farmer and rancher. Pro- 
ducers across the country manage their 
operations responsibly because of their 
desire to keep farming and to one day 
pass along that ranch or field to their 
sons, daughters and grandchildren if 
they can. They know firsthand that 
clean air and water and healthy soil go 
hand-in-hand with a healthy economy. 
Our producers deserve respect and ap- 
preciation from the EPA, not costly 
and redundant and yes, even ridiculous 
regulation. 

Shifting departments now, the De- 
partment of Agriculture’s Grain In- 
spection, Packers and Stockyards Ad- 
ministration—GIPSA—released a pro- 
posed rule that would dramatically in- 
crease the redtape governing the busi- 
ness relationships surrounding produc- 
tion and marketing of livestock in the 
United States. The rule was initially 
proposed last summer without the ben- 
efit of a meaningful cost-benefit anal- 
ysis—something we have been trying to 
get and something the administration 
should have included. 

However, the proposal has since re- 
ceived significant criticism from 
ranchers, industry and members of 
Congress alike and is now being further 
evaluated by USDA officials. 

As written, the proposal would dra- 
matically reduce consumer choice and 
increase costs. The proposal exposes 
packers to liability for use of alter- 
native marketing arrangements and 
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other innovative procurement meth- 
ods, thereby ultimately depressing the 
prices received for America’s most effi- 
cient and successful producers while 
potentially reducing the quality avail- 
able to consumers. 

Further, the proposed rule would ac- 
tually increase concentration in the 
sector as businesses are forced to 
change their current organizational 
structure—exacerbating the very issue 
the rule is allegedly designed to ad- 
dress. For example, in Kansas, we have 
a highly successful rancher-owned 
company made up of individual pro- 
ducers who own both cattle and shares 
in the company’s processing infrastruc- 
ture. Under this proposal, many of the 
individual members of the company 
may now be prohibited from selling 
cattle directly to other processors, cre- 
ating the need for a middleman that 
would then lower the price the pro- 
ducer actually receives. 

If implemented, the GIPSA rule poses 
a substantial threat to the continued 
viability of the domestic livestock sec- 
tor. In Kansas, this industry contrib- 
utes over $9.5 billion to our economy. 
With an economic footprint of this 
magnitude, the GIPSA regulation is a 
burden that Kansas and many other 
rural States and many of the livestock 
producers simply cannot afford. 

Another agency falling through the 
President’s Executive order loophole is 
the Commodity Futures Trading Com- 
mission. As a result of the Dodd-Frank 
Act, the CFTC is charged with devel- 
oping dozens of new regulations im- 
pacting participants up and down the 
swaps and futures chain. 

Shouldn’t these regulations be held 
to the same standard of cost-effective- 
ness and undue burden as others? Yes— 
but no. I talked to Chairman Gensler in 
my office just a couple of days ago. He 
is a very nice man, very pleasant. He 
believes very strongly that the CFTC is 
exempt from the President’s Executive 
order because the President said it was 
exempt. I indicated that I didn’t think 
so, especially since the CFTC is pres- 
ently pushing 40-plus rules out the door 
in 1 year with little or no priority. 

We were told the intent of Dodd- 
Frank was to reduce systemic risk in 
the financial marketplace. However, 
several of CFTC’s proposals appear to 
increase risk management costs on 
those who do not pose a systemic 
threat. The CFTC must be mindful that 
increased costs through high margin 
and capital requirements on certain 
segments of the marketplace may de- 
crease a user’s ability to use appro- 
priate risk management tools. 

A rigorous cost-benefit analysis is 
tailor-made for the CFTC’s current sit- 
uation: dozens of economically signifi- 
cant rules; the potential to negatively 
impact risk management costs of 
American businesses; and a simple 
question needing to be answered—do 
the benefits of this proposed regula- 
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tion—we are talking about anywhere 
from 40 to 60 now—in the form of lower 
systemic risk in our financial system 
outweigh the increased costs on busi- 
nesses? 

Let me say something. In talking 
with Chairman Gensler—again, I really 
appreciate him coming by the office 
and talking. It became obvious to me 
that with all these regulations, maybe 
the first one ought to be a definition 
regulation. What is a swap? Who is a 
dealer? It has not been done yet. So we 
are going to propose 39 more regula- 
tions and we have not even defined 
whom the regulations will affect and 
what the subject matter is that they 
are going to regulate. That is really 
unbelievable. 

We are going to have a hearing to- 
morrow in the Senate Agriculture 
Committee. Chairman Gensler will at- 
tend and give his testimony. We are 
going to be very welcoming to him in 
regard to the committee, but that is 
something I am going to ask him. Why 
on Earth are you going ahead with 40 
regulations and you can’t even define 
whom you are going to regulate or 
what you are going to regulate? There 
is no definition. That, to me, is pretty 
bad. You have the cart before the horse 
there. 

In closing, I wish to make two points. 
First, in many rural areas of Kansas 
and the rest of the country, agriculture 
is the cornerstone of the economy. Sec- 
ond, in the coming decades we will be 
even more reliant on America’s farm- 
ers and ranchers to feed an ever-grow- 
ing world population. I said that be- 
fore. 

We must truly commit to a real and 
robust—here is a good Senate word— 
robust review and revocation of any 
and all unduly burdensome regulations 
that could inhibit American agri- 
culture’s ability to produce the safest, 
most abundant, and affordable food, 
feed, and fiber supply in the world. 
What are we talking about? We are 
talking about 9.3 billion people. What 
are we talking about? The ability for 
our agriculture—for everybody in agri- 
culture to double our production, all 
the farmers and ranchers. Why on 
Earth would we want this whole busi- 
ness of regulatory impact—most of 
which is highly questionable, none of 
which fits the President’s Executive 
order to take a look at the cost-ben- 
efit—why on Earth would we do this to 
the very person whose job it is to feed 
this country and the hungry world? 

Look at the Mideast—in turmoil. I 
remember one interview on ТУ where 
somebody stuck a microphone in and 
asked one of the protesters in Libya: 
What are you protesting for? Democ- 
racy? 

He said: No, a loaf of bread. 

Where people are hungry and mal- 
nourished, you have no economic op- 
portunity. Where you have people who 
are hungry, they will go and join ex- 
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tremist groups, even on over into ter- 
rorism groups. 

I had the privilege of being the chair- 
man of the Intelligence Committee 
here in the Senate. That was one of the 
big considerations we had in whole 
areas of the world where people do not 
have the ability to feed themselves, 
where they are in a food-deficient area. 
It really poses problems for the future 
of that part of the world. Yet here we 
ask our farmers and ranchers to double 
our ag production in a couple of dec- 
ades. I don’t know how we are going to 
do this with this regulatory nightmare. 

Let’s hope we wake up soon. I hope 
everybody will take a look at my bill 
to codify the President’s Executive 
order—I give him credit for doing 
that—but not with all these loopholes 
that are going to drive us nuts out 
there in rural, smalltown America. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous 
consent to speak as in morning busi- 
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SECOND OPINION 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor today as someone 
who has practiced medicine in Wyo- 
ming, taken care of families there for a 
quarter of a century, working with peo- 
ple all across our great State, as a phy- 
sician who has also served in our State 
senate. 

Both in my practice, as well as in my 
service in the State senate, I have 
dealt with the issue of Medicaid, a pro- 
gram that was set up to help low-in- 
come Americans obtain health care. So 
I came today with a doctor’s second 
opinion about recent developments and 
findings with regard to the health care 
law because, day after day, we see news 
reports showing States all across the 
country facing extreme financial budg- 
et pressures, even bankruptcy. One of 
the key factors exacerbating State fis- 
cal troubles is the Medicaid Program. 
Over the next 10 years, Washington will 
spend about $4.4 trillion on Medicaid. 
At the State level, Medicaid spending 
now consumes roughly one-quarter of 
the budgets of each of the States. 

Increases in Medicaid costs often 
force Governors and State legislators 
to make drastic cuts to local priorities, 
such as education, law enforcement, 
public safety. As I mentioned, I did 
serve in the Wyoming State Legisla- 
ture—5 years in the Wyoming State 
Senate—and was there last week to ad- 
dress the legislatures, the Wyoming 
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State Senate and House, to talk with 
them, listen to them about their con- 
cerns. 

In the State of Wyoming, we are re- 
quired, on an annual basis, to balance 
our budget. We do it every year. So I 
know from a firsthand experience that 
tough choices need to be made. That is 
why I can tell you this current health 
care law, President Obama’s health 
care law, is not going to make it any 
easier for our States to close the budg- 
et gaps they are facing, and, as a mat- 
ter of fact, it is going to make the situ- 
ation worse. 

The President’s health care law cre- 
ated the biggest Medicaid expansion in 
history. The law says every State must 
provide Medicaid for every one of their 
citizens who earns up to 133 percent of 
the Federal poverty limit. This does 
not work for the States, and it does not 
work for the people who will be forced 
onto Medicaid. 

The health care law does not provide 
additional resources to States that are 
already strapped for cash in order to 
try to deal with paying for this incred- 
ible expansion of Medicaid, and it cer- 
tainly does not give States additional 
financial help so they can pay health 
care providers enough to participate in 
Medicaid—because about 40 percent of 
physicians across the country refuse to 
see Medicaid patients. My partners and 
I took care of everyone in Wyoming 
who would call or come to our office, 
regardless of ability to pay, but across 
the country about 40 percent of physi- 
cians refuse to see Medicaid patients. 

So I have said, over and over 
throughout this health care reform de- 
bate over the last year or so, that hav- 
ing a health care government insur- 
ance card does not mean someone will 
automatically have access to medical 
care. The President frequently talks 
about making sure people have cov- 
erage, but that does not necessarily 
mean they will have access to care. 

So I wish to be very clear. The 
States, especially my home State of 
Wyoming, do an incredible job of run- 
ning the Medicaid programs. They do it 
with limited resources. But a weak 
economy, combined with a high unem- 
ployment rate, drove Medicaid enroll- 
ment to record levels. So it is not a 
surprise that Medicaid is quickly con- 
suming greater and greater portions of 
State budgets, cutting into money that 
is being used to pay for teachers, for 
police, and for firefighters. 

Former Governor Phil Bredesen of 
Tennessee, a Democrat, said it best 
when he called the health care law’s 
Medicaid expansion ‘‘the mother of all 
unfunded mandates.” Governor 
Bredesen went on to say that ‘‘Med- 
icaid is a poor vehicle for expanding 
coverage.” Let me repeat that. Med- 
icaid, which the President has used as 
the approach to expand coverage, the 
Governor, the Democratic Governor, 
says Medicaid is a poor vehicle for ex- 
panding coverage. He want to say: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


It’s a 45-year-old system originally de- 
signed for poor women and their children. 
It’s not health care reform to dump more 
money into Medicaid. 

Well, the former Governor of Ten- 
nessee is not alone. On November 9, 
2010, Governor Brian Schweitzer, of my 
neighboring State of Montana, also a 
Democrat, met with his State’s health 
industry leaders to talk about Med- 
icaid, the challenges they are facing. 

What he said was: “Ав the manager 
of Montana’s budget, I am worried be- 
cause there are only three states that 
will increase the number of people on 
Medicaid at a faster rate than Mon- 
tana, thanks to the new health care 
bill.” 

He said: “Му job is to try and find 
ways to go forward that Montana can 
continue to fund Medicaid and not be 
like 48 other States. . . broke.” 

So, in January, 33 Governors and 
Governors-elect sent a letter to Presi- 
dent Obama, to Congressional leader- 
ship, and to Health and Human Serv- 
ices Secretary Sebelius. What did they 
say? Well, the letter asks Federal law- 
makers to lift the constraints placed 
on them by the health care law’s man- 
dates. The Governors are begging Con- 
gress for help. 

They each have very unique Medicaid 
Programs across the country, the dif- 
ferent States, and they want, they 
asked, they need the flexibility to 
manage their programs, their indi- 
vidual programs as effectively and effi- 
ciently as possible. 

Well, they all need to make tough 
but necessary budget decisions, and 
they cannot do it when Washington bu- 
reaucrats and the enduring wisdom of 
those in Washington will not allow it. 
You want to add insult to injury? This 
week, the President claimed, as he was 
addressing Governors at the National 
Governors Association, that the health 
care law offers States flexibility to cre- 
ate their own health care plans. 

This was Monday in an address to the 
National Governors Association. The 
President made an announcement. He 
announced: “ТЇ your state can create a 
plan that covers as many people as 
affordably and comprehensively as the 
Affordable Care Act does—without in- 
creasing the deficit—you can imple- 
ment that plan.” 

Well, that is quite a tall and almost 
impossible order. The American people 
and certainly the Governors who were 
listening to him in the audience on 
Monday saw right through the Presi- 
dent’s PR stunt. The President’s plan 
requires States to create health care 
plans that imitate his health care law, 
rather than actually offering States 
true freedom to innovate better solu- 
tions. There are better solutions out 
there than what this body and the 
House of Representatives passed and 
the President signed into law almost 1 
year ago. 

It seems to me the President wants 
to have his cake and eat it too. He tells 
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the States they already have the abil- 
ity to craft a different health care 
plan, but, of course, there is a catch. 
What the President does not say, what 
he would not tell the Governors, is that 
States can only design different health 
care plans if—if, and only if—they meet 
the health care law’s litany of Wash- 
ington mandates. 

States still must pass legislation 
mandating all its citizens buy health 
insurance. States must still provide 
Washington-approved insurance cov- 
erage—Washington levels, Washington 
approved—limiting use of innovative 
health care products such as health 
savings accounts. Oh, no, that is not al- 
lowed by the President. States are still 
locked into the law’s Medicaid expan- 
sion spending requirements. During 
these tough economic times, the States 
need certainty, they need consistency, 
not more Washington doublespeak. 

Last month, I introduced, along with 
Senator LINDSEY GRAHAM, a bill giving 
the States exactly what they need: 
flexibility, freedom, and choice. The 
bill is called the State Health Care 
Choice Act. This legislation is simple, 
it is straightforward, and it protects 
States rights by allowing them to vol- 
untarily opt out of portions of the 
health care law. 

Specifically, our bill offers States the 
chance to opt out of the law’s indi- 
vidual mandate, to opt out of the law’s 
employer mandate and penalties, to 
opt out of the Medicaid expansion, and 
to opt out of the insurance benefit 
mandates. 

Why should the Federal Government, 
why should Washington, force the 
States to adopt а one-size-fits-all 
health care plan? States can decide 
what works best for them. They need 
to be able to act on those decisions. 
They do not need Washington to tell 
them what to do. 

Well, some of the most innovative 
health care policy ideas truly do origi- 
nate at the State and local levels. Gov- 
ernors, State legislators, State insur- 
ance commissioners, each have much 
greater insight into what works for 
their citizens and what does not. 
States are feeling trapped by the new 
health care law’s mandates. 

My bill, the one along with Senator 
GRAHAM, gives the States the sov- 
ereignty to pursue their own reform 
ideas and approaches. Hach State de- 
serves the right—let me repeat that: 
each State deserves the right—to pur- 
sue health care reforms they think ac- 
tually help the citizens of their State. 

The States have always been the lab- 
oratories of democracy, the labora- 
tories to test good ideas. Unfortu- 
nately, this health care law locks them 
into a one-size-fits-all approach. The 
States want their freedom. The States 
deserve their freedom. Our bill gives it 
to them, offering the flexibility needed 
to generate better health care reform 
solutions, solutions that do not require 


2992 


the States to follow a Washington plan 
that may ultimately leave them broke. 

In writing the State Health Care 
Choice Act, I started with the assump- 
tion that people generally can be trust- 
ed to do the right thing, and society 
prospers when government has less to 
say about how people run their lives. 
Others, many in this body, start by as- 
suming Washington knows best and 
should take more authority over every- 
one else. 

Well, the States, the American peo- 
ple are telling us they want health care 
reform. But they are telling us loudly 
and clearly that they do not want this 
health care law. So it is time to give 
the States the autonomy to create 
health care systems that work best for 
them, and we do not have to dismantle 
the Nation’s current health care sys- 
tem, build it up in the image of big 
government, shift costs to the States, 
add billions to our national debt, and 
then try to sell it as reform. 

There are better ideas, and I have put 
forward mine. I ask all Senators to join 
me in cosponsoring the State Health 
Care Choice Act. 

I yield the floor. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MERKLEY). The Senator from Mary- 
land. 


Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN 
EUROPE 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, we have 
all watched in awe during the past 
weeks as the unquenchable desire for 
liberty and human dignity has inspired 
the people of the Middle East to lift 
themselves from oppression and move 
their country toward a new dawn. 

Sadly, we now also watch in horror 
the brutality of Colonel Qadhafi, who 
murders his own people as he clings to 
power. I join President Obama in call- 
ing for Colonel Qadhafi to leave Libya 
immediately and support our efforts, in 
concert with the international commu- 
nity, to help the Libyan people. 

What happens next? No one knows. I 
certainly do not have the answer. I 
pray that peace and stability comes 
quickly to Libya and hope the people of 
Egypt and Tunisia make a swift and 
concrete progress in establishing demo- 
cratic institutions and the rule of law. 

While each country in the region 
must find its own path in this journey, 
I would suggest the international com- 
munity currently has a process in place 
that can serve as a way forward for the 
countries in the Middle East and North 
Africa in establishing a more demo- 
cratic process, that guarantees free 
elections and free speech. 

Iam referring to the Organization for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe, 
the OSCE. The OSCE traces its origins 
to the signing of the Helsinki Accords 
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in 1975, and for more than 35 years has 
helped bridge the chasm between East- 
ern and Western Europe and Central 
Asia, by ensuring both military secu- 
rity for member countries and the in- 
alienable human rights of its citizens. 

There are three baskets in OSCE. One 
basket deals with human rights be- 
cause it is critically important that 
the countries respect the rights of 
their citizens. Another basket deals 
with security because you cannot have 
human rights unless you have a se- 
cured country that protects the secu- 
rity of its people. The third basket 
deals with economics and environment 
because you cannot have a secure coun- 
try and you cannot have human rights 
unless there is economic opportunity 
for your citizens and you respect the 
environment in which we live. The 
three baskets are brought together. 

In the United States, the Congress 
passed the U.S. Helsinki Commission 
that monitors and encourages compli- 
ance by the member states in the 
OSCE. 

Iam privileged to serve as the Senate 
chairman of the U.S. Helsinki Commis- 
sion, and I represent our Commission 
on most, on these issues. Today Egypt 
and Tunisia, along with Algeria, Israel, 
Jordan, and Morocco, are active Medi- 
terranean partners within the OSCE 
and have made a commitment to work 
toward the principles of the organiza- 
tion. 

In 1975, the Helsinki Final Act recog- 
nized that security in Europe is closely 
linked with security in the Mediterra- 
nean and created this special partner- 
ship between the signatory states and 
the countries in the Mediterranean as a 
way to improve relations and work to- 
ward peace in the region. Libya was an 
original partner in this endeavor but, 
regrettably—and, in my view, to its 
detriment—ultimately, turned its back 
on the organization. 

More recently, the U.S. Helsinki 
Commission has made the Mediterra- 
nean partnership a priority on our 
agenda. Parliamentary assembly meet- 
ings have taken place in which all of 
the member states were present, in- 
cluding our partners, and we have had 
sidebar events to encourage the 
strengthening of the relationship be- 
tween our Mediterranean partners for 
more cooperation to deal with human 
rights issues, to deal with free and fair 
elections, to deal with their economic 
and environmental needs, including 
trade among the Mediterranean part- 
ners and, yes, to deal with security 
issues to make sure the countries and 
the people who live there are safe. 

A Helsinki-like process for the Mid- 
dle East could provide a pathway for 
establishing human rights, peace, and 
stability in Egypt, Tunisia, and other 
countries in the Middle East. As a 
member of the Helsinki Commission 
since 1993, I have discussed the possi- 
bility of a Helsinki-like process for the 
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region with Middle Eastern leaders, a 
process that could result in a more 
open, democratic society with a free 
press and fair elections. The Helsinki 
process, now embodied in the Organiza- 
tion for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, bases relations between coun- 
tries on the core principles of security, 
cooperation, and respect for human 
rights. These principles are imple- 
mented by procedures that establish 
equality among all the member states 
through a consensus-based decision- 
making process, open dialog, regular 
review of commitments, and engage- 
ment with civil society. 

We have seen the Helsinki process 
work before in a region that has gone 
through generations without personal 
freedom or human rights. Countries 
that had been repressed under the to- 
talitarian regime of the Soviet Union 
are now global leaders in democracy, 
human rights, and freedom. One need 
only look as far as the thriving Baltic 
countries to see what the Middle East 
could aspire to. Lithuania now chairs 
both the OSCE and the Community of 
Democracies. Estonia has just joined 
the Unified European common cur- 
rency, and Latvia has shown a commit- 
ment to shared values as a strong new 
member of the NATO alliance. 

Enshrined among the Helskini Ac- 
cord’s 10 guiding principles is a com- 
mitment to respect human rights and 
fundamental freedoms, including free 
speech and peaceful assembly. The Hel- 
sinki process is committed to the full 
participation of civil society. These as- 
pects of the Helsinki process—political 
dialog and public participation—are 
critical in the Middle East, and we 
have watched these principles in action 
today in Egypt and Tunisia. 

The principles contained in the Hel- 
sinki Accords have proven their worth 
over three decades. These principles 
take on increasing importance as the 
people of the Middle East demand ac- 
countability from their leaders. Wheth- 
er the countries of the region choose to 
create their own conference for secu- 
rity and cooperation or, аз some have 
suggested, the current OSCE Medi- 
terranean partners and their neighbors 
seek full membership in the OSCH, I 
believe such an endeavor could offer a 
path for governments in the region to 
establish human rights, establish a free 
press, and institute fair elections. 

Finally, as the citizens of both Tuni- 
sia and Egypt demand more freedom, I 
urge both countries to permit domestic 
and international observers to partici- 
pate in any electoral process. The 
OSCE and its parliamentary assembly 
have extensive experience in assessing 
and monitoring elections and could 
serve as an impartial observer as both 
countries work to meet the demands of 
openness and freedom of their citizens. 

The election monitoring which takes 
place within the OSCE states is a com- 
mon occurrence. During our midterm 
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elections, there were OSCE observers 
in the United States. So they are 
present in most of the OSCE states be- 
cause we find this a helpful way to 
make sure we are doing everything we 
can to have an open and fair election 
system. Free and fair elections are 
critical, but they must be built upon 
the strengthening of democratic insti- 
tutions and the rule of law. I believe 
the principles contained in the Hel- 
sinki Accords have a proven track 
record and could help guide this proc- 
ess. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

AMENDMENT NO. 133 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I wish to get 
back to the underlying patent legisla- 
tion to talk on a particular amend- 
ment. I am talking about the America 
Invents Act, legislation that would 
modernize our patent laws, legislation 
which I believe will have very strong 
support as soon as we are able to bring 
our debate to a close and have a vote. 

There is one amendment that would 
be very troublesome if adopted. It is of- 
fered by my friend from California, 
Senator FEINSTEIN. It would strike the 
bill’s first-to-file provisions. This 
would not be a good idea. In fact, it 
would be a very bad idea. I wish to de- 
scribe why. 

First-to-file, which is just a concept, 
the filing date of the patent dates to 
the time one files it, is not new. The 
question is whether we would codify 
that. It has been a subject of debate 
now for about 20 years. But at this 
point it has been thoroughly explored 
by hearings before the House and Sen- 
ate Judiciary Committees. We consid- 
ered this at the outset of the drafting 
of our patent reform legislation, and it 
has been in every version of the bill 
since 2005. 

Importantly, this provision we have 
in the bill that would be taken out by 
the Feinstein amendment is supported 
by all three of the major patent law or- 
ganizations that represent all indus- 
tries across the board. It has the sup- 
port of the American Bar Association’s 
Intellectual Property Law section. It is 
supported by Intellectual Property 
Owners, which is a trade group or asso- 
ciation of companies which own pat- 
ents and cuts across all industrial sec- 
tors. And, very importantly, our lan- 
guage also has the support of inde- 
pendent inventors, many of whom have 
signed letters to the Senate in support 
of the codification of the first-to-file 
rule embedded in the Leahy bill. 

The bottom line is there is a strong 
consensus to finally codify what is the 
practice everywhere else in the world; 
namely, that patents are dated by 
when they were filed, which obviously 
makes sense. 

Let me respond to a couple argu- 
ments raised in favor of the Feinstein 
amendment. One argument is that the 
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current first-to-invent system is better 
for the little guy, the small inde- 
pendent inventor. It turns out that is 
actually not only not true but the op- 
posite is the case. 

Under the first-to-invent system, if 
the big company tries to claim the 
same innovation that a small inno- 
vator made, that innovator would pre- 
vail if he could prove that he actually 
invented first, even if he filed last. But 
to prove he invented first, the inde- 
pendent inventor would need to prevail 
in what is called an interference pro- 
ceeding. These are proceedings before 
the Patent and Trade Office in which 
there is a determination by the PTO of 
who actually invented first. The PTO 
looks at all the parties’ notebooks and 
other documents to determine issues 
such as conception of the idea and re- 
duction to practice, the elements of a 
workable patent. 

Yesterday I quoted from commentary 
published on Sunday, February 27, by 
Mr. Gene Quinn, a patent lawyer who 
writes for the IP Watchdog Web site. I 
quoted his commentary noting that 
only one independent inventor has ac- 
tually prevailed in an interference pro- 
ceeding in the last 7 years. In other 
words, if the idea is that we need to 
preserve something that is used by 
small inventors, by independent inven- 
tors, it just isn’t the case that first-to- 
invent actually does that. 

In his column, Mr. Quinn does a very 
good job of explaining why the inter- 
ference proceeding is largely an illu- 
sory remedy for small or independent 
inventors. I will quote from what he 
said: 

[T]he independent inventors and small en- 
tities, those typically viewed as benefiting 
from the current first to invent system, real- 
istically could never benefit from such a sys- 
tem. To prevail as the first to invent and 
second to file, you must prevail in an Inter- 
ference proceeding, and according to 2005 
data from the AIPLA, the average cost 
through an interference is over $600,000. So 
let’s not kid ourselves, the first to invent 
system cannot be used by independent inven- 
tors in any real, logical or intellectually 
honest way, as supported by the reality of 
the numbers above... . [F]irst to invent is 
largely a ‘‘feel good” approach to patents 
where the underdog at least has a chance, if 
they happen to have $600,000 in disposable in- 
come to invest on the crap-shoot that is an 
Interference proceeding. 

Obviously, the parties that are likely 
to take advantage of a system that 
costs more than $% million to utilize 
are not likely to be small and inde- 
pendent inventors. Indeed, it is typi- 
cally major corporations that invoke 
and prevail in interference proceedings. 
The very cost of the proceeding alone 
effectively ensures that it is these larg- 
er parties that can benefit from this 
system. In many cases, small inventors 
such as startups and universities sim- 
ply cannot afford to participate in an 
interference, and they surrender their 
rights once a well-funded party starts 
such a proceeding. 
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I think that first argument is unas- 
sailable. Since only one small inventor 
in the last 7 years has prevailed in such 
a proceeding, it doesn’t seem it is 
something that favors the small or 
independent inventor. 

Mr. Quinn’s article also responded to 
critics who allege that the present bill 
eliminates the grace period for patent 
applications. The grace period is the 1- 
year period prior to filing when the in- 
ventor may disclose his invention with- 
out giving up his right to patent. Mr. 
Quinn quotes the very language of the 
bill and draws the obvious conclusion: 

Regardless of the disinformation that is 
widespread, the currently proposed S. 23 
does, in fact, have a grace period. The grace 
period would be quite different than what we 
have now and would not extend to all third 
party activities, but many of the horror sto- 
ries say that if someone learns of your inven- 
tion from you and beats you to the Patent 
Office, they will get the patent. That is sim- 
ply flat wrong. 

He, of course, is referring to the bill’s 
proposed section 102(b). Under para- 
graph (1)(A) of that section, disclosures 
made by the inventor or someone who 
got the information from the inventor 
less than one year before the applica- 
tion is filed do not count as prior art. 
Under paragraph (1)(B), during the 1- 
year period before the application is 
filed, if the inventor publicly discloses 
his invention, no subsequently dis- 
closed prior art, regardless of whether 
it is derived from the inventor, can 
count as prior art and invalidate the 
patent. 

This effectively creates a _ first-to- 
publish rule that protects those inven- 
tors who choose to disclose their inven- 
tion. An inventor who publishes his in- 
vention or discloses it at a trade show 
or academic conference, for example, 
or otherwise makes it publicly avail- 
able has an absolute right to priority if 
he files an application within 1 year of 
his disclosure. No application effec- 
tively filed after his disclosure and no 
prior art disclosed after his disclosure 
can defeat his application for the pat- 
ent. 

These rules are highly protective of 
inventors, especially those who share 
their inventions with the interested 
public but still file a patent applica- 
tion within 1 year. 

These rules are also clear, objective, 
and transparent. That is what we are 
trying to achieve with this legislation, 
so that there is uniformity, clarity, 
and it is much easier to defend what 
one has done. In effect, the rules under 
the legislation create unambiguous 
guidelines for inventors. A return to 
the proposal of Senator FEINSTEIN 
would create the ambiguity we are try- 
ing to get away from. 

The bottom line is, an inventor who 
wishes to keep his invention secret 
must file an application promptly be- 
fore another person discloses the inven- 
tion to the public or files a patent for 
it. An inventor can also share his in- 
vention with others. If his activities 
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make the invention publicly available, 
he must file an application within a 
year, but his disclosure also prevents 
any subsequently disclosed prior art 
from taking away his right to patent. 

The bill’s proposed section 102 also 
creates clear guidelines for those who 
practice in a technology. To figure out 
if a patent is valid against prior art, all 
a manufacturer needs to do is look at 
the patent’s filing date and figure out 
whether the inventor publicly disclosed 
the invention. If prior art disclosed the 
invention to the public before the fil- 
ing date, or if the inventor disclosed 
the invention within a year of filing 
but the prior art predates that disclo- 
sure, then the invention is invalid. If 
not, then the patent is valid against a 
prior art challenge. 

Some critics of the first-to-file sys- 
tem also argue that it will be expensive 
for inventors because they will be 
forced to rush to file a completed appli- 
cation rather than being able to rely 
on their invention date and take their 
time to complete an application. But 
these critics ignore the possibility of 
filing a provisional application which 
requires only a written description of 
the invention and how to make it. 

Once a provisional application is 
filed, the inventor has a year to file the 
completed application. Currently, fil- 
ing a provisional application only costs 
$220 for a large entity and $110 for a 
small entity. 

So this is easily accomplished and 
quite affordable. 

In fact, one of Mr. Quinn’s earlier 
columns, on November 7, 2009, effec- 
tively rebuts the notion that relying 
on invention dates offers inventors any 
substantial advantage over simply fil- 
ing a provisional application. Here is 
what he says: 

If you rely on first to invent and are oper- 
ating at all responsibly you are keeping an 
invention notebook that will meet evi- 
dentiary burdens if and when it is necessary 
to demonstrate conception prior to the con- 
ception of the party who was first to file... 

[YJour invention notebook or invention 
record will detail, describe, identify and date 
conception so that others skilled in the art 
will be able to look at the notebook/record 
and understand what you did, what you 
knew, and come to believe that you did in 
fact appreciate what you had. If you have 
this, you have provable conception. If you 
have provable and identifiable conception, 
you also have a disclosure that informs and 
supports the invention. ... [And] [i]f the 
notebook provably demonstrates conception, 
then it can be filed as a provisional patent 
application... . 

In other words, what you would ordi- 
narily have in any event can be used as 
the provisional application. 

In other words, the showing that an 
inventor must make in a provisional 
application is effectively the same 
showing that he would have to make to 
prove his invention date under the 
first-to-invent system. A small inven- 
tor operating under the first-to-invent 
rules already must keep independently 
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validated notebooks that show when he 
conceived of his invention. Under first- 
to-file rules, the only additional steps 
the same inventor must take are writ- 
ing down the same things his note- 
books are supposed to prove, filing that 
writing with the Patent Office, and 
paying a $110 fee. 

Once the possibility of filing a provi- 
sional application is considered, along 
with the bill’s enhanced grace period, 
it should be clear that the first-to-file 
system will not be at all onerous for 
small inventors. Once one considers the 
bill’s clean, clear rules for prior art and 
priority dates, its elimination of sub- 
jective elements in patent law, its new 
proceeding to correct patents, and its 
elimination of current patent-for- 
feiture pitfalls that trap legally 
unweary inventors, it is clear this bill 
will benefit inventors both large and 
small. 

So because this issue has been con- 
sidered from the inception of the de- 
bate about the legislation, in all of the 
testimony and markups in every 
version of the bill since 2005, is sup- 
ported by all the industry groups who 
believe patent reform is necessary, 
conforms to the rules of all other coun- 
tries in the world, and provides clear 
and easily demonstrable evidence of 
your patent, we believe the first-to-file 
rule is the best rule—date it from the 
date you filed your patent rather than 
this rather confusing notion of first-to- 
invent, which has not worked espe- 
cially well, and certainly has not 
worked well for the small inventor, 
which is the point, I gather, of the 
amendment proposed by Senator FEIN- 
STEIN. 

I urge my colleagues, if there are 
questions or confusion about this, 
those of us who have been involved in 
this will be happy to try to answer 
them. I will be happy to be on the Sen- 
ate floor to discuss it further. But at 
such time as we have a vote, I hope my 
colleagues would go along with what 
the committee did and what all of the 
versions of the bill have written in the 
past and support the bill as written and 
not approve this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Arizona for his 
very strong comments and also for his 
support for this important bill. As you 
know, this has come through the Judi- 
ciary Committee. Senator KYL is a 
member of that committee, as I am, as 
well. We appreciate Senator LEAHY’s 
leadership on this bill, as well as all 
the other Senators who have worked so 
hard on a difficult bill where there are 
so many interests. But in the end, what 
guided us to get this America Invents 
Act on this floor was the fact that in- 
novation is so important to our econ- 
omy, that the protection of ideas in 
America is what built our economy 
over the years. So I want to thank Sen- 
ator KYL. 
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Before we hear from Senator BINGA- 
MAN, who is here on another matter, I 
just want to support Senator KYL’s 
statements about the need to transi- 
tion to the first-inventor-to-file sys- 
tem. As I noted before, we have heard 
from many small inventors and entre- 
preneurs who support this transition. 
Independent inventor Louis Foreman 
has said the first-to-file system will 
strengthen the current system for en- 
trepreneurs and small businesses. We 
have heard from nearly 50 small inven- 
tors in more than 20 States who share 
Mr. Foreman’s view. 

I ask unanimous consent that a list 
of those supporters, as well as Mr. 
Foreman’s letter to the Judiciary Com- 
mittee in support of the America In- 
vents Act, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


The following independent inventors post- 
ed support for S. 23 on EdisonNation.com: 

Krissie Shields, Palm Coast, Florida 32164; 
Sarkis Derbedrosian, Glendale, CA 91206; 
Frank White, Randleman, North Carolina; 
Ken Joyner, Pasadena, CA 91109; Charlie 
Lumsden, Kula, HI 96790; Timothy J. Mont- 
gomery, Altoona, PA 16601; Katherine Hardt, 
Escanaba, MI 49829; Toni Rey, Houston, TX 
77095; Shawn Head, Delaware, OH 48015; 
Emily Minix, Niceville, Florida; Betsy Kauf- 
man, Houston, Texas; Eric Huber, San Juan 
Capistrano, CA 92675; Perry Watkins, Dun- 
edin, FL; Jim Hacsi, Pueblo, Colorado; Brian 
Neil Smith, Orlando, FL; Clint Baldwin, 
Roseburg, Oregon 97471; Paul Wightman, 
Cedar City, Utah 84721; Shalon Cox, Beverly 
Hills, CA 90209; Darwin Roth, Jacksonville, 
Florida 32256; Dorinda Splant, Eatonton, GA 
31024. 

Don Francis, Vista, CA 92083; Greg Bruce, 
Galveston, Texas; Sandra McCoy, Longwood, 
FL 32750; Jerry Bradley, Joliet, IL 60435; 
Phillip L. Avery, Bethlehem, PA 18015; Julie 
Brown, Yuma, AZ 85367; Eduardo Negron, 
Beach Park, IL 60083; Betty Stamps, Greens- 
boro, NC 27407; Victor Hall, Compton, CA; 
Todd Bouton, Janesville, WI 53548; Denise 
Sees, Canal Fulton, OH; Kevin McCarty, An- 
tioch, IL 60002; Jerry Vanderheiden, Aurora 
NE 68818; Sherri English, Savannah, TX; 
Amy Oh, Portland, OR; Mark Stark, St. 
Louis, MO 63123; Toni LaCava, Melbourne, 
Florida 32935; Luis J. Rodriguez, South Or- 
ange, NJ 07079; Michael Pierre, Newark, New 
Jersey; Patricia Herzog-Mesrobian, Mil- 
waukee, Wisconsin. 

Derrick L. James, Beloit, WI 53511; Richard 
J. Yost, Newman Lake, Washington; Ken 
Espenschied, Cleveland, OH; Roger Brown, 
North Augusta, SC 29861; Jared Joyce, Boze- 
man, MT; Jane Jenkins, Clayton, Ohio; 
Tammy Turner, McDonough, GA; Diane 
Desilets, North Attleboro, MA; John 
Nauman, Hollywood, Florida 33020. 

FEBRUARY 14, 2011. 

Hon. PATRICK J. LEAHY, 

Chairman, 

Hon. CHUCK GRASSLEY, 

Ranking Member, U.S. Senate, Committee on 
the Judiciary, Dirksen Senate Office Build- 
ing, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN LEAHY AND RANKING MEM- 
BER GRASSLEY: First, please accept my con- 
gratulations on the overwhelming, bipar- 
tisan Judiciary Committee vote on com- 
promise patent reform legislation. I strongly 
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urge you to continue your efforts toward 
comprehensive reform by pushing for a vote 
on the Senate floor at the first available op- 
portunity. 

Your bill will make independent inventors, 
such as myself, more competitive in today’s 
global marketplace. America’s economic fu- 
ture rests on our ability to innovate new 
technologies that change the way people 
work, live and play. Yet, as you know, to- 
day’s patent system hinders this process, 
rather than cultivating entrepreneurship and 
the new ideas needed to create more jobs and 
foster economic growth. 

As executive producer of the Emmy Award- 
winning series, ‘‘Everyday Edisons,” and 
publisher of Inventors Digest, a long-stand- 
ing publication serving the independent-in- 
ventor community, I am continually in con- 
tact with individuals across the country 
dedicating their lives in search of the next 
big idea. Some of these efforts bear fruit, 
while others falter. However, what ensures 
the continuity of their efforts, are the legal 
protections afforded under U.S. patent law. 

I started my first business as a sophomore 
in college and twenty years later, I can point 
to 8 successful start-ups, along with being an 
integral part of twenty additional ventures. 
As a result, I have registered ten U.S. pat- 
ents and my firm has helped develop and file 
another 400 patents. These experiences have 
shaped my views on how the current system 
functions at a practical level for those at- 
tempting to translate their inventions into a 
profitable business endeavor. Let me begin 
by commending the USPTO for its tireless 
efforts to make the current system work in 
an efficient manner. Unfortunately, the 
USPTO is hampered by a system that is in 
dire need of reform. 

From my perspective, the Judiciary Com- 
mittee-passed bill helps independent inven- 
tors across the country by strengthening the 
current system for entrepreneurs and small 
businesses by including the following: 

Lower fees for micro-entities; 

Shorter times for patent prosecution cre- 
ating a more predictable system; 

First-Inventor-to-File protections to har- 
monize U.S. law with our competitors abroad 
while providing independent inventors with 
certainty; 

Stronger patent quality and reliability by 
incorporating ‘‘best practices”? into patent 
application examination and review, making 
it easier for independent inventors to attract 
start-up capital; and 

Resources for the USPTO to reduce the 
current patent backlog of 700,000 patents. 

Your efforts in the Committee represent a 
critical milestone for passage of comprehen- 
sive reform and highlight an opportunity for 
progress. I also hope that Committee action 
paves the way for vigorous bicameral discus- 
sions on enacting legislation in the near fu- 
ture. 

We cannot afford to wait. The need for 
these types of common sense reforms dates 
back to 1966 when the President’s Commis- 
sion to the Patent System issued thirty-five 
recommendations to improve the system. 
Some of these measures have been enacted 
over the years, but the economic challenges 
inherent in today’s global market neces- 
sitate a broader modernization of the patent 
system. The 2004 National Research Council 
of the National Academy of Sciences report 
echoed this sentiment pointing to how eco- 
nomic and legal changes were putting new 
strains on the system. 

America’s economic strength has always 
rested on our ability to innovate. While a 
number of positive economic indicators pro- 
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vide hope for the future, the environment for 
small businesses remains mixed. Patent 
modernization is a tangible way to help 
America’s small entrepreneurs in a fledgling 
economy. Not only will these reforms help 
create new jobs and industries, but they will 
help ensure our economic leadership for 
years to come. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I 
can be of any assistance in helping expedite 
passage of this critical legislation. 

Sincerely, 
LOUIS J. FOREMAN, 
Chief Executive Officer. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
know Senator BINGAMAN is here to 
speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I appreciate the 
chance to speak as in morning busi- 
ness. 

WORLD OIL SUPPLIES 

Mr. President, I want to take a few 
minutes to discuss the increasing oil 
prices that we are observing each day 
and the evolving situation in the Mid- 
dle East and North Africa. 

From an oil market perspective, the 
turmoil in the Middle East changed 
course just over a week ago, and it 
changed course when Libya joined the 
group of countries that are witnessing 
historic popular uprisings. Libya is the 
first major energy exporter in the re- 
gion to experience such an uprising. 

At the moment, as much as 1 million 
barrels per day of Libya’s total 1.8 mil- 
lion barrels per day of oil production is 
offline, with continued political turbu- 
lence threatening to take even more 
oil offline before order is restored. 

It appears that international oil com- 
panies, which are responsible for over 
40 percent of Libyan oil production, 
have removed their personnel from the 
country, and that has led to shutdowns 
of most fields operated by those inter- 
national companies. 

For the moment, it appears that the 
Libyan national oil companies them- 
selves are mostly continuing to 
produce and export oil, although there 
might be some limited production 
losses in national oil company produc- 
tion as well. 

There is reason to be concerned that 
the situation in Libya and throughout 
the region could become worse before 
it improves. I do not know that it is 
useful to try to predict the most likely 
outcome for what is occurring in the 
country, but the reality is that many 
of the potential scenarios that have 
been thought of are not good for the 
stability of world oil flows. 

Fortunately, Saudi Arabia is widely 
believed to have enough spare oil pro- 
duction capacity to offset any losses in 
Libyan oil production. The Saudis have 
already publicly committed to compen- 
sating for any Libyan shortfall and 
very likely have already ramped up 
production to make good on that prom- 
ise. 

However, the additional Saudi crude 
oil will not be of the same quality as 
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the lost Libyan barrels of oil, which 
are light sweet crude. About three- 
quarters of Libyan exports go to West- 
ern Europe, and the refineries in West- 
ern Europe generally cannot manage 
the heavier and sour crudes that come 
out of the Persian Gulf region. There 
will be some crude oil dislocation, as 
higher quality crudes are rerouted to 
Europe, and incremental Saudi barrels 
of oil head for refineries that are able 
to handle the lower grade oil they 
produce. 

Between the lost production in 
Libya, the crude oil dislocation associ- 
ated with additional Saudi production, 
and the prospect of further turmoil in 
the region, we are now unquestionably 
facing a physical oil supply disruption 
that is at risk of getting worse before 
it gets better. 

For this reason, I believe it would be 
appropriate for the President to be 
ready to consider a release of oil from 
our Strategic Petroleum Reserve if the 
situation in Libya deteriorates further. 
Any additional oil market disturb- 
ance—such as turmoil spreading from 
Libya to Algeria, or from Bahrain to 
Saudi Arabia—would clearly put us 
into a situation where there would be a 
very strong argument in favor of a sale 
from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

While I do not think high oil prices 
alone are sufficient justification for 
tapping the Strategic Petroleum Re- 
serve, I do believe the announcement of 
a Strategic Petroleum Reserve sale 
would help to moderate escalating 
prices. 

My recommendation that we stand 
ready to release oil from the SPR is 
squarely in the traditional policy we 
have had in our government for SPR 
use, going back to the Reagan adminis- 
tration in the 1980s. In testimony be- 
fore the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources on January 30, 1984, 
President Reagan’s Secretary of En- 
ergy Donald Hodel stated that the ad- 
ministration’s SPR policy in the event 
of an oil supply disruption was to “ео 
for an early and immediate draw- 
down.” The SPR would be used to send 
a signal, a strong signal, to oil markets 
that the United States would not allow 
a physical oil shortage to develop. 

The SPR policy carried out during 
the 1990-1991 Desert Storm operation 
offers an example of this ‘‘early and in 
large volumes” policy in action. 

On January 16, 1991, President George 
H.W. Bush announced that the allied 
military attack against Iraq had 
begun. Simultaneously, he announced 
that the United States would begin re- 
leasing SPR stocks as part of an inter- 
national effort to minimize world oil 
market disruptions. Less than 12 hours 
after President Bush’s authorization, 
the Department of Energy released an 
SPR crude oil sales notice, and on Jan- 
uary 28, 1991, 26 companies submitted 
offers. 

Then-Secretary of Energy Watkins 
noted: 
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We have sent an important message to the 
American people that their $20 billion in- 
vestment in an emergency supply of crude 
oil has produced a system that can respond 
rapidly and effectively to the threat of an 
energy disruption. 

According to an analysis posted on 
the Department of Energy’s Web site 
during the George W. Bush administra- 
tion: 

The rapid decision to release crude oil 
from government-controlled stocks in the 
United States and other OECD countries 
helped calm the global oil market, and prices 
began to moderate. ... World oil markets 
remained remarkably calm throughout most 
of the war, due largely to the swift release of 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve oil. 

In recent years, the policy signals 
surrounding SPR use have not been as 
clear. Some SPR sales were criticized 
as efforts to manipulate oil prices. The 
SPR was then ignored during other oil 
supply disruptions—including simulta- 
neous oil supply disruptions due to a 
strike in Venezuela, political turmoil 
in Nigeria, and the initiation of the 
current war in Iraq. 

I believe the Reagan administration 
set the correct course for SPR deci- 
sionmaking. The current administra- 
tion would be well served in consid- 
ering that example and should be 
ready, in my view, to make a decision 
to calm world oil markets should the 
threat to world oil supplies increase in 
the coming days and weeks. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the Sen- 
ate as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. GRASSLEY per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 454 are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. LEE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 115 

Mr. LEE. Madam President, I am on 
the floor to speak again in support of 
amendment No. 115, which I propose in 
connection with the patent reform bill, 
a bill I support and a bill I intend to 
vote for and a bill that is going to be 
used as a vehicle for this amendment 
that calls for the sense of the Senate 
on support for the need of a balanced 
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budget amendment. I am grateful to 
have the support of my good friend, the 
former Governor of West Virginia, now 
the junior Senator from West Virginia, 
JOE MANCHIN, who is cosponsoring this 
amendment with me. 

Here is what it does. It calls on us as 
Senators to come forward and vote on 
whether we think we should amend the 
Constitution and submit that to the 
States for ratification to restrict our 
power to engage in perpetual deficit 
spending. 

We, as Members of Congress, are au- 
thorized, pursuant to article I, section 
8, clause 2 to incur debt in the name of 
the United States. This power has been 
abused over time to such a degree that 
we are now almost $15 trillion in debt. 
By the end of the decade, we will have 
amassed annual interest payments that 
will be approaching $1 trillion. This 
threatens every government program 
under the Sun. Whether you most want 
to protect Social Security or national 
defense or any other government pro- 
gram, you should be concerned about 
this practice that will threaten the 
livelihood of so many Americans who 
depend on these programs one way or 
another, whether it is to fund their 
day-to-day existence or fund programs 
that provide for our safety and security 
as a nation. 

We do have an increased reason to be 
optimistic about this for a few reasons. 
First, we have recent polling data 
showing Americans overwhelmingly 
support the idea of a balanced budget 
amendment. Secondly, a recent GAO 
report shows we could find at least $100 
billion annually in wasteful govern- 
ment spending. This is the type of 
wasteful Washington spending we 
ought to have eliminated a long time 
ago, that we could eliminate and would 
be forced to eliminate if we, in fact, 
had a balanced budget amendment. 

It would also require us to address 
issues that will confront our children 
and grandchildren. As a proud and 
happy father of three, I can tell you, as 
difficult as the choices we will have to 
make may be, I am unwilling, as a fa- 
ther, to pass these problems on to my 
children and my grandchildren who are 
yet unborn. I am unwilling to pass 
along to them a system that mortgages 
the future of coming generations for 
the simple purpose of perpetuating gov- 
ernment largess and wasteful Wash- 
ington spending. 

All this amendment does is call on 
Members of the Senate to come for- 
ward and say they support the idea. By 
voting in favor of this amendment, 
they do not have to embrace any par- 
ticular balanced budget amendment 
proposal. But what they do say is that 
they want the wasteful Washington 
spending to stop, they want the per- 
petual deficit spending practice to 
stop, and they want us to stop the 
practice of mortgaging the future of 
coming generations. This is immoral, 
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it is unwise, and it ought to be illegal. 
Soon it will be. With this amendment, 
we will set in motion a sequence of 
events that will lead to just that. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I 
rise this afternoon to express my very 
strong support for Senator LEE’s 
amendment and the underlying con- 
stitutional amendment I hope this 
body will take up at some point soon. 
I commend Senator LEE for his leader- 
ship on this issue, for offering this 
amendment now. 

I feel a tremendous sense of urgency. 
I do not think we have time to waste, 
time to wait, time to kick this can 
down the road anymore. We have done 
that too long. 

The fact is, a balanced budget amend- 
ment to our Constitution would pro- 
vide the kind of fiscal straitjacket this 
government clearly needs. If we oper- 
ated the way many States did, if we op- 
erated the way all businesses did, if we 
operated the way families did and we 
lived within our means, then maybe 
this would not be necessary. But it has 
become obvious to anybody that we are 
not living within our means—not even 
close. 

We are running a budget deficit this 
year of $1.6 trillion. That is 10 percent 
of the size of our entire economy—just 
this year alone. Last year, it was $1.5 
trillion. If we do not do something very 
serious about this now—not soon, not 
in the next few years but now—if we do 
not do something about this now, this 
is already at unsustainable levels. 

In 1988, the total debt as a percentage 
of our economy was about 40 percent. 
In 2008, the total debt as a percentage 
of our economy was about 40 percent. 
Today it is at about 63 percent, and by 
October it will be 72 percent. These 
numbers are staggering, and they are 
not sustainable. It is already costing us 
jobs because this huge level of debt and 
the ever-increasing debt from the ongo- 
ing deficits raise real doubts in the 
minds of investors and entrepreneurs 
and small business owners what kind of 
financial future is in store for us. The 
threat of serious inflation, high inter- 
est rates, even a financial disruption 
grows dramatically as we keep piling 
on this debt. This is not just specula- 
tion or theory. We have seen this with 
other countries that have gone down 
this road. 

The good news is it is not quite too 
late; we can do this; we can get our 
spending under control. And I am abso- 
lutely convinced we can have tremen- 
dous prosperity and a tremendously ro- 
bust recovery and the job creation we 
need if we follow some basic funda- 
mental principles that have always led 
to prosperity wherever they have been 
tried. 

There are several—I will not go 
through all of them—but one of the 
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fundamental ones is a government that 
lives within its means. I would define 
“means” as keeping a budget that is 
balanced. This amendment today, of 
course, only expresses the will of the 
Senate that we ought to do this. I 
strongly hope all our colleagues will 
join Senator LEE in this very construc- 
tive amendment. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I 
know personally the extraordinary ef- 
forts made by the chairman of the Sen- 
ate Judiciary Committee to bring this 
patent reform bill to the floor. I have 
worked with him in the past, and it has 
not been an easy task. I know that 
many times he felt he was close to hav- 
ing the right bill at the right moment, 
and then it slipped away. But his deter- 
mination and his capacity to bring peo- 
ple together has resulted in this mo- 
ment where the bill is before us. And it 
is important that it is, not just because 
of his hard work but because of what it 
means for this country. 

I don’t know whether it has formally 
been done, but this bill is being re- 
characterized as the America Invents 
Act instead of the Patent Reform Act 
because those few words tell a much 
bigger story. We are talking about the 
kind of innovation and research in 
America that will create successful 
companies and good American jobs, 
and that is why this bill is important. 

It has been a long time—going back 
to our origins as a nation—since we 
recognized the right for those who in- 
vent things to have some proprietary 
personal interest in those inventions, 
and we set up the Patent and Trade- 
mark Office for that purpose. Unfortu- 
nately, that office of the Federal Gov- 
ernment isn’t keeping pace with the 
creativity of our country, and that is 
why Senator LEAHY has brought this 
bill to the floor. 

This is bipartisan legislation. I com- 
mend him for his work on it, and I 
commend my Republican colleagues for 
joining him. Senators GRASSLEY, KYL, 
SESSIONS, and HATCH have also worked 
diligently on this. 

This may not be the simplest area of 
the law. I can remember that when I 
was in law school here in town, there 
was one student—he was the only Afri- 
can-American student in my class, and 
that goes back to the days of George- 
town Law, Senator LEAHY, when there 
were few minorities and few women. He 
was African American. He wore a white 
shirt and tie to class every day. 
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I went up to him one day and said: So 
tell me your background. 

He said: Well, I am an engineer, and 
I want to be a patent lawyer. 

And I quickly moved to another table 
because I realized there wasn’t any- 
thing we could talk about. I knew 
nothing about his world. But it is a 
specialized world, and one in which I 
am sure he was very successful. Patent 
law is something that is very hard to 
explain, and I think that is part of the 
reason this bill has taken some time to 
come here. 

But economic growth is driven by in- 
novation, and if you have a good idea 
for a new product in America, you can 
get a patent and turn that idea into a 
business. Millions of good American 
jobs are created this way. The list is 
endless. 

Patents have been the source of great 
American stories. Joseph Glidden, a 
farmer from DeKalb, IL, patented 
barbed wire fence in 1874. It dramati- 
cally changed the way ranchers and 
cattlemen and others were able to do 
their business as they settled the fron- 
tier in America. I might add that the 
DeKalb High School nickname is ‘‘The 
Barbs”? as a consequence of this one 
discovery. Glidden’s invention made 
him a wealthy man, but his legacy in- 
cluded granting the land for what be- 
came Northern Illinois University in 
DeKalb. Ives McGaffey of Chicago in- 
vented and patented one of the first 
vacuum cleaners in 1869. Josephine 
Cochran of Shelbyville, IL, once said, 
“If nobody else is going to invent a 
dishwashing machine, ГП do it my- 
self.” In 1886, she did it and got a pat- 
ent for it. The company she created is 
now known as Whirlpool. 

Our patent laws set the rules of the 
road for American innovation. By giv- 
ing inventors exclusive rights over 
their inventions for a term of 20 years, 
patents provide great incentive for in- 
vestment. Patents enable inventions to 
be shared with the public so new inno- 
vations can be based upon them. 

It has been a long time since we have 
looked at our patent laws and really 
updated them. Just think about this, 
putting it into perspective. It has been 
over 50 years. And I commend Senator 
LEAHY for tackling this. It has not 
been easy. The pace and volume of in- 
novation has quickened a great deal 
since we looked at this law over 50 
years ago, and the Patent and Trade- 
mark Office has struggled to keep up. 

Over the last few years, Congress has 
debated how best to modernize our pat- 
ent law. It has been a tough issue. We 
have one set of patent laws governing 
the incredibly diverse range of inven- 
tions and industries. In trying to up- 
date our laws, we have to be careful 
not to make changes that benefit some 
industries but undermine innovation in 
others. The bill before us strikes the 
right balance. That is why I voted for 
it in Committee and support it. It isa 
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product of years of bipartisan negotia- 
tion. It is a good compromise. It is con- 
sensus legislation passed out of the Ju- 
diciary Committee a few weeks ago 
with a unanimous 15-to-0 vote. 

The bill is supported by the Obama 
administration and his Cabinet officers 
and a broad and diverse group of stake- 
holders, all the way from the American 
Bar Association, to the AFL-CIO, to 
the Biotechnology Industry Organiza- 
tion. The list is very long. 

In my own home State, I went to the 
major manufacturing companies and 
said: You look at it because these in- 
ventions are your future. You have to 
be confident that what we do to the 
law is consistent with new inventions, 
new innovations, and new jobs not just 
at your company but at other places. 

I am happy to say that those sup- 
porting it include the Illinois Tool 
Works, Caterpillar—the largest manu- 
facturer in my State—Motorola, Mon- 
santo, Abbott, IBM, and PepsiCo. 

The bill will improve the ability of 
the Patent and Trademark Office to 
award high-quality patents. Right now, 
there is a backlog of over 700,000 patent 
applications, which they are struggling 
to clear. Think about that—700,000 in- 
ventions and ideas that are waiting to 
be legally recognized so that they can 
go forward in production. This bill will 
streamline the operations and adjust 
the user fees to make sure the agency 
clears the backlog. 

The bill takes steps to improve sub- 
mission of information to the PTO 
about pending patent applications. I 
would note that it keeps user fees low 
for small startups and individual inves- 
tors. 

In past years, there were some parts 
of the bill that generated controversy, 
including provisions relating to dam- 
ages and venue in patent infringement 
lawsuits. The good efforts in this bill 
that have been negotiated have re- 
sulted in these provisions no longer 
being a subject of controversy. 

I know we will have some amend- 
ments offered on the bill, and I expect 
we will have a good debate on them. At 
the end of the day, I expect we will 
have a strong bipartisan vote in pass- 
ing this bill. Senator LEAHY is now try- 
ing to get this train into the station. 
There are a lot of people bringing cars 
here who want to hook on because they 
know this is an important bill and like- 
ly to pass. 

There are some areas, I might add, 
which we did not discuss in committee 
and which I considered raising in an 
amendment on the floor but held back. 
One of them relates to the controver- 
sial issue of gene patenting, which I 
have been learning about recently. It is 
my considered opinion this is now 
working its way through the courts 
and to try to intervene on the floor 
here would be premature. The courts 
have to decide whether people can pat- 
ent genes. 
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There was a recent story I saw on ‘‘60 
Minutes” where a company known as 
Myriad had patented the gene for 
breast cancer. They have now created a 
test, incidentally, to determine wheth- 
er a woman has this gene. The test is in 
the range of $4,000 to $5,000. The actual 
cost of the test should be much lower, 
and the obvious question the courts are 
deciding is, How can you claim owner- 
ship of a gene that occurs in nature in 
human bodies you didn’t create? That 
is the question before the courts. We 
could have debated it here for a long 
time and maybe never resolved it, but 
depending on how the courts come out 
on the issue, we may visit it again. 

I hope the House will take this bill 
up quickly. I know they want to look it 
over from their perspective, but we 
need to pass this. If we are talking 
about creating jobs in successful, thriv- 
ing businesses in America, this bill 
needs to pass. 

I thank Chairman LEAHY for his lead- 
ership and for his hard work on this 
issue. I am honored to serve with him 
on the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Illinois, 
who has been an invaluable member of 
the Judiciary Committee all the time I 
have been there. This has been very 
helpful. I appreciate what he said. I 
found interesting the list of patents 
from his home State of Illinois, and I 
think each one of us can point to some 
of those with pride. If we are going to 
stay competitive with the rest of the 
world, we have to get this bill passed. 
It has been more than 60 years since we 
updated our patent law. We are way be- 
hind the rest of the world. We have to 
be able to compete, so I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

FURTHER MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT 121, AS 
MODIFIED 

Madam President, I have cleared this 
with the Senator from Iowa. Notwith- 
standing the adoption of the Leahy- 
Grassley amendment No. 121, as modi- 
fied, I ask unanimous consent the 
amendment be modified further with 
the changes that are at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The further modification is as fol- 
lows: 

On page 3 of the amendment, delete lines 8 
through 17. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, we 
are down to very few things. I hate to 
put in another quorum call and then 
hear from Senators calling they want 
some time to speak about amendments. 
I know sometimes we follow the ‘‘Drac- 
Ша” rule, being that we do not legis- 
late until it is dark and Dracula comes 
out. Maybe, since the days are getting 
longer, we could do some things during 
daytime hours. I send out a call, a 
pleading call: If people want their 
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amendments, come forward, let’s have 
a vote up or down on them and be done 
with it. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 115 

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I rise 
in strong support of the Lee amend- 
ment, which is a sense of the Senate 
that this body and the House should 
pass a constitutional amendment re- 
quiring a balanced budget. Clearly, I 
think in the mind of every American, 
our top domestic challenge is to get 
hold of our fiscal situation to move us 
to a sustainable path, to tighten the 
belt of the Federal Government just 
like every American family has been 
doing for many years in this recession. 

We are making a start, a real but 
modest start, in terms of this year’s 
budget. I was happy the Senate fol- 
lowed the lead of the House and passed 
a 2-week CR today that has substantial 
cuts, the exact level of cuts as the 
House passed for the rest of the fiscal 
year. I support that important start in 
terms of this year’s budget. Of course, 
we need to finish the job by passing a 
spending bill for the entire rest of the 
fiscal year with that level of cuts or 
more. 

That is a start, but it is only a start. 
The other thing I think we need to do 
is create reform, a structure that de- 
mands that Congress stay on that path 
to a balanced budget until we get 
there. I believe the most important 
thing we can create to demand that is 
a straitjacket for Congress, if you will, 
a balanced budget constitutional 
amendment. Unfortunately, I think 
Congress, time and time again over 
years and decades, has proved we need 
to put Congress in that straitjacket if 
we are ever going to get to a sustain- 
able fiscal situation, a balanced budg- 
et. 

This is not some academic debate. 
This is about the future of our kids, 
our grandkids, and our immediate fu- 
ture because we could be put into eco- 
nomic chaos at any time because of our 
untenable fiscal situation. Forty cents 
of every $1 the Federal Government is 
spending is borrowed money—so much 
of that money borrowed from the Chi- 
nese. This is about whether we are 
going to remain the most free, most 
prosperous country in human history. 
This is about if we are going to remain 
our own masters or if we are going to 
have to look to the folks who are lend- 
ing us all this money, including the 
Chinese, for consent in terms of how we 
map our future. 

Is that the future we want to hand to 
our kids? It is certainly not the future 
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I want to hand to my kids. That is 
what it is all about. Again, it is not far 
off in the distance. This is an imme- 
diate challenge. 

This could lead to an immediate eco- 
nomic crisis unless we get ourselves on 
the path to a balanced budget quickly. 
Again, step 1 is cuts this year, a budget 
that is going back to 2008 levels, 
prestimulus, pre-Obama budget, this 
year. That is step 1. 

But step 2 is some sort of important 
structural reform such as a balanced 
budget constitutional amendment that 
puts a straitjacket on Congress, that 
demands that we get there in a reason- 
able period of time. 

The huge majority of States operate 
under exactly this type of constitu- 
tional amendment. The huge majority 
of municipalities, towns, cities, other 
jurisdictions, operate under this sort of 
constraint. It is hard sometimes. It de- 
mands tough choices. In times such as 
these, in a recession, it demands real 
cuts. 

But guess what. Just like a family 
does sitting around their kitchen table 
making their family budget fit reality, 
States do that, cities do that, towns do 
that, and Congress should have to do 
that for the Federal Government. Con- 
gress should have to tighten its belt, 
like families do reacting to their budg- 
et reality sitting around the kitchen 
table. 

I think it is perfectly clear we are 
not going to get there, unless and until 
we are made to through some sort of 
mechanism such as the balanced budg- 
et constitutional amendment. 

Even beyond the deadline imposed by 
the expiration of the current or any 
other CR spending bill, we have an- 
other looming deadline, which is, 
whenever the United States Federal 
Government hits up on the current 
debt ceiling. That is going to happen 
sometime between late March and May 
is the projection. 

I firmly believe it would be enor- 
mously irresponsible to address that 
issue until and unless we put ourselves 
on this road to reform, until and unless 
we pass something like a meaningful 
balanced budget constitutional amend- 
ment. So this sense of the Senate is 
meant as a first step. I applaud Senator 
LEE for putting it before us as that 
first step. Let’s say yes. Let’s say we 
are going to do it. 

Then, of course, most important, 
let’s do it. Let’s do it now. The clock is 
ticking. Let’s do it now, well before we 
reach any crisis point such as coming 
up on the debt limit I spoke about. 

Let’s act responsibly, which means 
acting now. Let’s take up the Nation’s 
important business, which is spending 
and debt. Let’s avoid the economic ca- 
lamity that is threatened if we stay on 
the current path, which is completely, 
utterly unsustainable. It is not just me 
saying that, it is everybody knowing 
it, including Ben Bernanke, Chairman 
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of the Federal Reserve Board. He testi- 
fied before us at the Banking Com- 
mittee yesterday and said exactly the 
same thing. 

Ben Bernanke is not some ideologue. 
He is not some tea party conservative. 
But he said yesterday, very clearly, 
three important things. First of all, 
the greatest medium and long-term 
challenge we face as a country is our 
fiscal posture. Secondly, the fiscal path 
we are on is completely and utterly 
unsustainable. Third, while that is a 
long-term challenge, it poses short- 
term, immediate consequences. 

If we do not get on a sustainable path 
now, immediately in the short term, 
we could have immediate short-term 
consequences, even economic crisis. 
Let’s avoid that. Let’s do right by our 
children. Let’s tighten our belt, as 
American families have been for sev- 
eral years in this recession, and let’s 
demand that we keep on that path with 
a balanced budget constitutional 
amendment. 

I yield the floor. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE.) The Senator from 
Vermont. 


Mr. LEAHY. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that an article written for The 
Hill by the distinguished Secretary of 
Commerce Gary Locke, dated March 2 
of this year, be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, it is in- 
teresting, I do not want to embarrass 
the person whom I wanted to speak 
about at all, but I was interested in lis- 
tening to my dear friend, Senator DUR- 
BIN, speak about his time at George- 
town Law School. Both he and I grad- 
uated from the Georgetown Law 
School. He talked about a classmate of 
his who was in patent law, and he real- 
ized this was a complex subject, one 
that is not the sort of law that he, Sen- 
ator DURBIN, was going to go into, any 
more than I would have. 

But I also think of another graduate 
of Georgetown Law Center who was an 
engineer, had a degree in engineering, 
studied patent law, and became one of 
the most distinguished patent lawyers, 
litigators in this country, and is now a 
member of the Federal circuit court of 
appeals and that is Judge Richard 
Linn. 

It was interesting hearing the Sen- 
ator from Illinois, himself one of the 
finest lawyers in this body. My wife 
Marcella and I had the honor of being 
out in Chicago with Judge Linn and his 
wife Patty for a meeting of the Richard 
Linn American Inn of Court in Chi- 
cago. He serves with great distinction. 
In fact, a major part of this legislation 
reflects an opinion he wrote. 

But I digress. I ask unanimous con- 
sent the Senate resume consideration 
of the Lee amendment No. 115, with the 
time until 5:15 equally divided between 
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the two leaders or their designees; that 
upon the use or yielding back of time, 
the Senate proceed to vote in relation 
to the Lee amendment No. 115; that the 
Lee amendment be subject to a 60-vote 
threshold; that upon disposition of the 
Lee amendment, the Senate resume 
consideration of the Menendez amend- 
ment No. 124; that Senator MENENDEZ 
be recognized to modify his amend- 
ment with the changes at the desk and 
the amendment, as modified, be agreed 
to; that the motions to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de- 
bate; and there be no amendments in 
order to the amendments prior to the 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the superb staff 
for writing that out because I am not 
quite sure I could have done that on 
my own. 

I had hoped as we began debate on 
this important bill to modernize Amer- 
ica’s patent system that the Senate 
would focus specifically on this meas- 
ure designed to help create jobs, ener- 
gize the economy and encourage inno- 
vation. 

I had hoped that we would consider 
relevant amendments, and pass the 
bill. The America Invents Act is a key 
part of any jobs agenda. We can help 
unleash innovation and promote Amer- 
ican invention, all without adding a 
penny to the deficit. 

This is commonsense, bipartisan leg- 
islation. I said at the outset that I 
hoped the Senate would come together 
to pass this needed legislation and do 
so in the finest tradition of the Senate. 
I thank the Republican manager of the 
bill and the assistant Republican lead- 
er for their support and efforts on this 
bill. 

Unfortunately, we have become 
bogged down with nongermane, nonrel- 
evant, extraneous discussions and 
amendments. 

Earlier this week, Senators who were 
focused on our legislative effort and re- 
sponsibilities joined in tabling an 
amendment that has nothing to do 
with the subject matter of the America 
Invents Act. 

Extraneous amendments that have 
nothing to do with the important 
issues of reforming our out-of-date pat- 
ent system 50 that American 
innovators can win the global competi- 
tion for the future have no place on 
this important bill. They should not be 
slowing its consideration and passage. 

If America is to win the global eco- 
nomic competition, we need the im- 
provements in our patent system that 
this bill can bring. 

We must now dispose of another such 
amendment so that we may proceed to 
final passage of the America Invents 
Act and help inventors, American busi- 
nesses and our economic recovery. 

I take proposals to amend the Con- 
stitution of the United States seri- 


2999 


ously. I take seriously my oath as a 
Senator to support and defend the Con- 
stitution and to bear true faith and al- 
legiance to it. 

Over the years I have become more 
and more skeptical of recent efforts to 
amend the design that established the 
fundamental liberties and protections 
for all Americans. I believe the Found- 
ers did a pretty good job designing our 
fundamental charter. 

I likewise take seriously the stand- 
ard set in article V of the Constitution 
that the Congress propose amendments 
only when a supermajority of the Con- 
gress deem it ‘‘necessary.’’ While there 
have been hundreds of constitutional 
amendments proposed during my serv- 
ice in the Senate, and a number voted 
upon during the last 20 years, I have 
been steadfast in my defense of the 
Constitution. 

The matter of a so-called balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitution 
is not new to the Senate. Indeed, I be- 
lieve the first matter Senator HATCH 
moved through the Judiciary Com- 
mittee when he chaired it and I served 
as the ranking member was his pro- 
posed constitutional amendment to 
balance the budget. 

I strongly opposed it, but I cooper- 
ated with him in his effort to have the 
committee consider it promptly and 
vote. 

I wish others would show the man- 
agers of this bill that courtesy and co- 
operation and not seek to use this bill 
as a vehicle for messages on other mat- 
ters. 

The Judiciary Committee has consid- 
ered so-called balanced budget amend- 
ments to the Constitution at least nine 
times over the last 20 years. The Sen- 
ate has been called upon to debate 
those amendments several times, as 
well, in 1982, 1986, 1992, 1994, 1995 and 
1997. Despite the persistent and ex- 
traordinary efforts of the senior Sen- 
ator from Utah, they have not been 
adopted by the Congress. 

The only time the Senate agreed to 
the proposed constitutional amend- 
ment was in 1982. On that occasion, the 
House of Representatives thought the 
better of it. On the subsequent five oc- 
casions, as Senators came to under- 
stand how the proposed amendment un- 
dercut the Constitution, it was de- 
feated. 

Now another Senator has adopted 
this cause. 

He has proposed a different, even 
more complicated proposed constitu- 
tional amendment. That will require 
study in order to be understood. It will 
require working with the chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee Sub- 
committee on the Constitution, Civil 
Rights and Human Rights. 

While the new Senator from Utah is 
a member of the Judiciary Committee 
and a member of the Constitution sub- 
committee, he has not consulted with 
me about his proposal, nor, as far as I 
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know, with the chairman of the sub- 
committee, the senior Senator from Il- 
linois. 

Instead, he preemptively seeks to 
raise the matter on this important bill, 
which is designed to create jobs, en- 
courage American innovation and 
strengthen our economy. 

For the last 20 years, the so-called 
balanced budget amendment has been a 
favorite slogan for some. For some oth- 
ers of us, we have done the hard work 
to actually produce a balanced budget 
and, indeed, a surplus. 

Rather than defile the Constitution, 
we have worked and voted to create a 
balanced budget and a budget surplus. 
In 1998, without a single Republican 
vote to help us, Democrats in the Con- 
gress passed a budget that led to a bal- 
anced budget and, indeed, to a budget 
surplus of billions of dollars by the end 
of the Clinton administration. 

That surplus was squandered by the 
next administration on tax breaks for 
the wealthy and an unnecessary war 
that cost trillions but went unpaid for. 
Those misjudgments were compounded 
by financial fraud and greed that led to 
the worst economic recession since the 
Great Depression. That is what we 
have been seeking to dig out from 
under since 2008. 

At this time, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter received from American Federa- 
tion of State, County and Municipal 
Employees, AFSCME, in opposition to 
the Lee amendment. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AFSCME, 
Washington, DC, March 2, 2011. 

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the 1.6 million 
members of the American Federation of 
State, County and Municipal Employees, I 
am writing to urge you to oppose Senator 
Lee’s amendment to б. 23, providing that it 
is the sense of the Senate that Congress 
should pass and the states should agree to an 
amendment to the Constitution requiring a 
Federal balanced budget. 

A constitutional balanced budget amend- 
ment is a simplistic answer to a complicated 
issue and would serve only to further weaken 
our economy and move us away from fiscal 
responsibility at a time of much economic 
uncertainty. It would require large, indis- 
criminate spending cuts during economic 
downturns, precisely the opposite of what is 
needed to stabilize the economy and avert 
recessions. 

The immediate result of a balanced budget 
amendment would be devastating cuts in 
education, homeland security, public safety, 
health care and research, transportation and 
other vital services. Any cuts made to ac- 
commodate a mandated balanced budget 
would fall most heavily on domestic discre- 
tionary programs, but ultimately, there 
would be no way to achieve a balanced budg- 
et without cuts in Social Security and other 
entitlement programs as well. A balanced 
budget amendment would likely dispropor- 
tionately affect unemployed and low-income 
Americans. 

There are also serious concerns about the 
implementation of such an amendment and 
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how it would involve the courts in matters 
more appropriately resolved by the legisla- 
tive and executive branches of government. 
Budgetary decisions should be made by offi- 
cials elected by the people, not by unelected 
court officials with no economic or budget 
expertise. 

I urge you to oppose the Lee amendment 
and to oppose any effort to adopt an amend- 
ment to the Constitution requiring a bal- 
anced budget. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES M. LOVELESS, 
Director of Legislation. 


Mr. LEAHY. We have stabilized the 
economic freefall and begun to revive 
the economy. 

Everyone knows that economic 
growth is the path toward budget bal- 
ance. Economic growth and winning 
the future through American innova- 
tion is what the bipartisan American 
Invents Act is all about. 

Accordingly, for all these reasons as 
well as the reasons for which I opposed 
the efforts to amend the Constitution 
in 1982, 1986, 1992, 1994, 1995 and 1997, I 
oppose amendment No. 115. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Hill, Mar. 2, 2011] 


DELIVERING INNOVATION AND JOBS THROUGH 
PATENT REFORM 


(By Commerce Secretary, Gary Locke) 


Today, there аге more than 700,000 
unexamined patent applications log-jammed 
at the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
(USPTO).Many of them represent inventions 
that will come to market and launch new 
businesses and create new, high-paying jobs. 

But without a patent, securing the funds 
needed to get a business or innovation off 
the ground is nearly impossible, for both 
small and large inventors alike. 

Patent reform legislation the Senate is 
considering this week can change that. 

And it can build on the progress USPTO 
Director David Kappos has already made in 
reducing the time it takes to process the av- 
erage patent—currently nearly 3 years. 

New programs have been introduced to 
fast-track promising technologies, reforms 
have been made to help examiners more 
quickly process applications, and the Patent 
Office recently announced a plan to give in- 
ventors more control over when their patent 
is examined. 

The result? The backlog of patents is de- 
creasing for the first time in years, even as 
new applications have actually increased 7 
percent. 

But if the USPTO is to speed the move- 
ment of job-creating ideas to the market- 
place, it will take more than internal, ad- 
ministrative reforms alone. That’s where the 
patent reform legislation comes in. 

Here’s what it promises to do: First, it al- 
lows the USPTO to set its own fees—a major 
part of ensuring that the agency has reliable 
funding. This will enable the USPTO to hire 
more examiners and bring its IT system into 
the 215% century so it can process applica- 
tions more quickly and produce better pat- 
ents that are less likely to be subject to a 
court challenge. 

Second, it decreases the likelihood of ex- 
pensive litigation because it creates a less 
costly, in-house administrative alternative 
to review patent validity claims. 

Also, the pending legislation would add 
certainty to court damages awards, helping 
to avoid excessive awards in minor infringe- 


March 2, 2011 


ment cases, a phenomenon that essentially 
serves as a tax on innovation and an impedi- 
ment to business development. 

Finally, patent reform adopts the ‘‘first-in- 
ventor-to-file’’ standard as opposed to the 
current ‘‘first-to-invent”’ standard. First in- 
ventor to file is used by the rest of the world, 
and would be good for U.S. businesses, pro- 
viding a more transparent and cost-effective 
process that puts them on a level playing 
field with their competitors around the 
world. 

There is some concern among some small, 
independent inventors, who feel like the cur- 
rent system is better for them, but it’s our 
strong opinion that the opposite is true. 

Here’s why: The cost of proving that one 
was first to invent is prohibitive and re- 
quires detailed and complex documentation 
of the invention process. In cases where 
there’s a dispute about who the actual inven- 
tor is, it typically costs at least $400,000 in 
legal fees, and even more if the case is ap- 
pealed. By comparison, establishing a filing 
date through a provisional application and 
establishing priority of invention costs just 
$110. The 125,000 provisional applications cur- 
rently filed each year prove that early filing 
dates protect the rights of small inventors. 

In the past seven years, of almost 3 million 
applications filed, only 2 patents were grant- 
ed to small entities that were the second in- 
ventor to file but were able to prove they 
were first to invent. Of those 25, only one 
patent was granted to an individual inventor 
who was the second to file. Thus, in the last 
seven years, only one independent inventor 
in nearly 3 million patent filings would have 
gotten a different outcome under the ‘‘first- 
inventor-to-file’’ system. 

Many proposals in this legislation have 
been debated for a decade, but we now have 
core provisions with broad support that will 
undoubtedly add more certainty around the 
validity of patents; enable greater work 
sharing between the USPTO and other coun- 
tries; and help the agency continue with 
operational changes needed to accelerate in- 
novation, support entrepreneurship and busi- 
ness development, and drive job creation and 
economic prosperity. 

And thanks to the leadership of Senate and 
House Judiciary Committee Chairmen, Pat- 
rick Leahyl and Lamar Smith, getting this 
bipartisan jobs legislation passed is a top 
priority. 

There’s a clear case for it. As President 
Obama said in his State of the Union ad- 
dress, ‘‘The first step in winning the future is 
encouraging American innovation.” 

Reforming our patent system is a critical 
part of that first step. 

Speeding the transformation of an idea 
into a market-making product will drive the 
jobs and industries of the future and 
strengthen America’s economic competitive- 
ness. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, all time has now ex- 
pired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
Lee amendment No. 115. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, even 
though I oppose this amendment and 
would simply allow it to go for a voice 
vote because the proponent of the 
amendment is not even on the floor, I 
will, to protect his right and notwith- 
standing his not following the normal 
policy, ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. CON- 
RAD), and the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) would vote “по.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 58, 
nays 40, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 30 Leg.] 


YEAS—58 
Alexander Ensign McConnell 
Ayotte Enzi Moran 
Barrasso Graham Murkowski 
Begich Grassley Nelson (NE) 
Bennet Hatch Nelson (FL) 
Blunt Hoeven Paul 
а Ее еи Portman 
rown nhofe М 
Brown (OH) Isakson Я 
Burr Johanns Rubio 
Carper Johnson (WI) g 
Chambliss Kirk Sessions 
Coats Kohl Shelby 
Coburn Kyl Snowe 
Cochran Lee Thune 
Collins Lieberman Toomey 
Corker Lugar Udall (CO) 
Cornyn Manchin Vitter 
Crapo McCain Wicker 
DeMint McCaskill 
NAYS—40 
Akaka Harkin Rei 
Baucus Inouye Rockefeller 
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Sanders 
Blumenthal Kerry Schumer 
Boxer Klobuchar Shaheen 
Cantwell Lautenberg Stabenow 
Cardin Leahy Tester 
Casey Levin 
Coons Menendez a ee 
Durbin Merkley Webb 
Feinstein Mikulski 4 
Franken Murray Whitehouse 
Gillibrand Pryor Wyden 
Hagan Reed 
NOT VOTING—2 
Conrad Landrieu 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 58, the nays are 40. 
Under the previous order requiring 60 
votes for the adoption of this amend- 
ment, the amendment is rejected. 

Under the previous order, the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 124, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, pur- 
suant to the previous order, I ask that 
my amendment be modified with the 
changes that are at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the amendment is 
so modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 104, strike line 23, and insert the 
following: 

SEC. 18. PRIORITY EXAMINATION FOR TECH- 


NOLOGIES IMPORTANT TO AMER- 
ICAN COMPETITIVENESS. 


Section 2(b)(2) of title 35, United States 
Code, is amended— 
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(1) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘; апа” 
and inserting a semicolon; 

(2) in subparagraph (F), by striking the 
semicolon and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(G) may, subject to any conditions pre- 
scribed by the Director and at the request of 
the patent applicant, provide for 
prioritization of examination of applications 
for products, processes, or technologies that 
are important to the national economy or 
national competitiveness without recovering 
the aggregate extra cost of providing such 
prioritization, notwithstanding section 41 or 
any other provision of law;”’’. 

SEC. 19. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, this 
modified amendment, cosponsored by 
Senator BENNET, would allow the Pat- 
ent Office Director to prioritize patents 
that are important to the national 
economy or national competitiveness. 
The amendment will ensure that pat- 
ents that are vital to our national in- 
terests do not languish in any backlog 
at the Patent Office and that they ulti- 
mately promote the national economy 
and national competitiveness. 

My understanding is that by previous 
agreement the amendment, as modi- 
fied, is agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. Under the previous order, the 
amendment, as modified, is agreed to. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

With that, I yield the floor and sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant editor of the Daily Di- 
gest proceeded to call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Without objection, the motions to re- 
consider on the two previous amend- 
ments are laid upon the table. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
to explain my vote against the man- 
agers’ amendment to S. 23, the Amer- 
ica Invents Act. 

I agree wholeheartedly with the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
that we must enable our inventors to 
out innovate and produce the products 
and jobs of the future. 

However, a provision in the man- 
agers’ amendment would take the Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office, PTO, off- 
budget. I cannot support this provision 
for three reasons. 

First, the provision is unnecessary. 
Proponents argue that it will prevent 
the diversion of PTO’s fees. However, 
since fiscal year 2005, the Appropria- 
tions Committee has rejected the prac- 
tice of diverting PTO fees for other 
purposes and instead has consistently 
recommended that PTO retain every 
dollar it collects from inventors. In 
fact, the Appropriations Committee 
has on several occasions approved bills 
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to allow PTO to spend up to $100 mil- 
lion in excess of PTO’s appropriation if 
fee revenue is higher than the appro- 
priations level. 

Second, the amendment would reduce 
oversight. Rather than being subject to 
the annual appropriations process, this 
agency—with a budget of more than $2 
billion—would be on autopilot. The un- 
derlying bill seeks to reduce the back- 
log of pending patent applications. Cur- 
rently, it takes PTO nearly 3 years to 
process a patent application. The back- 
log of applications stands at over 
700,000. Some progress has been made 
in this area, thanks to the annual over- 
sight provided in appropriations bills 
which has succeeded in forcing man- 
agement reforms that have slowed the 
growth of PTO’s backlog. 

The amendment requires PTO to sub- 
mit annual budget requests and spend- 
ing plans to Congress. However, this 
approach eliminates the requirement 
for an annual legislative vehicle to 
closely examine and approve expendi- 
tures of taxpayer dollars and fee rev- 
enue. Instead the amendment would re- 
strict accountability for an agency 
that struggles to keep up. While our in- 
ventors are standing in line for pat- 
ents, their ideas can be stolen to fuel 
another country’s economy. I am very 
encouraged by Director Kappos’ new 
leadership at PTO, but much more 
progress and greater management over- 
sight are still necessary to give Amer- 
ican inventors the protections they de- 
serve. 

Finally, the amendment may hamper 
PTO operations in the future. PTO has 
adequate fee revenue now, but that has 
not always been the case. As recently 
as fiscal year 2009, PTO experienced a 
revenue shortfall due to lower than ex- 
pected fee collections. To keep PTO’s 
operations whole and to help tackle the 
patent backlog, we gave PTO a direct 
appropriation to bridge their financial 
gap when fees weren’t enough. In fact, 
PTO fee collections have fallen short of 
appropriations levels by more than $250 
million since fiscal year 2005. Unfortu- 
nately, should such a gap occur in fu- 
ture years, the Appropriations Com- 
mittee would not be poised to step in if 
PTO’s fee collections are not adequate 
to cover operations. 

Again, I applaud the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, under Chairman LEAHY’s lead- 
ership, for pushing PTO to continue its 
progress as part of our Nation’s innova- 
tion engine. Unfortunately, this 
amendment will only send PTO drifting 
on autopilot with little congressional 
accountability. 

AMENDMENT NO. 133 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I support 
Senator Feinstein’s amendment to re- 
store the grace period under current 
law and eliminate the so-called first- 
inventor-to-file provisions of the legis- 
lation. This is the No. 1 outstanding 
issue of concern my constituents have 
raised with me, particularly small and 
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independent inventors. It is a technical 
and complex issue, one about which ex- 
perts in patent law have strong dis- 
agreements. But I think the bill would 
be much better without these provi- 
sions. 

For shorthand, a lot of people talk 
about this issue as first-inventor-to-file 
versus ‘‘first-to-invent.’’ But, іп my 
view, this terminology just confuses 
the issue. My constituents are most 
concerned about the loss of the uncon- 
ditional 1-year grace period under cur- 
rent law. Both a first-to-invent and a 
first-inventor-to-file system could have 
the grace period; there is no inherent 
inconsistency. I am not sure why the 
two issues have been merged. Frankly, 
people who talk about priority fights 
and interferences are completely miss- 
ing the point. The concerns are all 
about the grace period. 

My constituents tell me that the cur- 
rent law grace period is crucial to 
small and independent inventors, for 
numerous reasons. First, it comports 
with the reality of the inventive proc- 
ess. An idea goes through many trials, 
errors, and iterations before it becomes 
a patent-worthy invention. Small in- 
ventors in Nevada tell me that some- 
times they may have conceived an idea 
as an improvement to the apple; and it 
turns out to be a new type of orange. 
The grace period allows inventors the 
time to refine their inventions, test 
them, talk issues through with others, 
all without worry of losing their rights 
if these activities result in an acci- 
dental disclosure or the development of 
new ‘‘prior art.” 

Second, the grace period comports 
with the reality of small entity financ- 
ing through friends, family, possible 
patent licensees, and venture capital- 
ists. The grace period allows small in- 
ventors to have conversations about 
their invention and to line up funding, 
before going to the considerable ex- 
pense of filing a patent application. 

In fact, in many ways, the 1-уеаг 
grace period helps improve patent 
quality—inventors find out which ideas 
can attract capital, and focus their ef- 
forts on those ideas, dropping along the 
way other ideas and inventions that 
don’t attract similar interest and may 
not therefore be commercially mean- 
ingful. 

These inventors therefore believe 
that the effective elimination of the 
grace period in the law is therefore a 
serious blow. They tell me that now 
they will have to try to file many more 
applications, earlier in the process. 
They tell me that the balm of ‘‘cheap 
provisionals”? is snake oil, because a 
provisional still has to meet certain 
legal standards, meaning that you still 
have to spend a lot for patent counsel, 
which is the biggest single expense of 
filing an application. Because they 
can’t afford to file that many applica- 
tions, regular or provisional, they will 
have to give up on some inventions al- 
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together. If that is so, it wouldn’t just 
be bad for them, it would be bad for the 
creation of innovation in America. 

They also are concerned that it will 
be harder to get VC funding because 
they will have filed applications on in- 
ventions that weren’t quite the right 
ones. The added risk about whether 
they can ensure that the provisional 
application will be adequate to provide 
protection to this slightly modified but 
commercially more meaningful inven- 
tion will be enough to scare off already 
difficult to obtain venture capital 
funding. 

The legislation doesn’t turn a blind 
eye to these problems. It provides a 
type of grace period, triggered by in- 
ventor disclosures. Will this new, sig- 
nificantly more scaled back grace pe- 
riod work? Maybe. I don’t know. I can 
tell you that the independent inventors 
in Nevada swear by a code of secrecy 
and nondisclosure until they are far 
enough along to get patent protection. 
It would require a sea change in cul- 
ture to be able to benefit from this 
very limited inventor’s disclosure-trig- 
gered grace period. 

Further, there are legitimate ques- 
tions about how this new disclosure 
provision would work—for instance, 
what happens when an invention that 
is disclosed leads to other, different 
ideas and disclosures that update the 
state of the art before the application 
has been filed? How is an inventor 
going to be able to prove that changes 
in an ‘‘ecosystem of technology” were 
necessarily derived from her disclo- 
sure? 

I would also note that I appreciate 
that PTO Director Kappos has been 
doing great work in terms of reaching 
out to small inventors, trying to make 
things cheaper and more efficient for 
them; trying to demystify the PTO for 
them. If any PTO Director could make 
this work, I feel confident he is the one 
who can do it. 

But, you know what, if it ain’t broke, 
don’t fix it. Our current system has 
helped make America the most innova- 
tive country in the world; I will ven- 
ture to say the most innovative society 
in world history. Our innovation sys- 
tem is the envy of the world. We don’t 
need to harmonize with them; they are 
trying to figure out how we do it. This 
is one area where nothing is broken, 
and I am very worried about unin- 
tended consequence, especially when a 
lot of the folks arguing about this issue 
are not even talking about the thing 
that matters—the grace period. 

Accordingly, I support the Feinstein 
amendment. And I encourage my col- 
leagues to support it too. I am not 
making this argument as the Senate 
majority leader, but as the Senator 
from Nevada—if the current grace pe- 
riod isn’t broke, then we absolutely 
shouldn’t fix it with something that 
my constituents tell me, with alarm, 
may make it harder for them to patent 
their innovations. 
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Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized as 
in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NET). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

RISK RETENTION 


Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I come 
at the end of a long day for all of us to 
talk about a subject that is off the sub- 
ject from the bill on the floor but is 
one of tremendous importance to the 
United States and the recovery of our 
economy. 

I want to also point out for the 
record—and hopefully also for the right 
people—that we are at a critical point 
in terms of housing in America, with 
Dodd-Frank having been passed and 
newly promulgated rules. It is essential 
that we don’t make the mistakes that 
led us to the last collapse that caused 
the tragedy in the housing market in 
2007, 2008, and 2009. 

In the Dodd-Frank bill, there was an 
amendment called the qualified resi- 
dential mortgage, which was offered by 
Senators LANDRIEU, HAGAN, and myself 
to ensure that the risk retention provi- 
sions of Dodd-Frank would not apply to 
a  well-underwritten, well-qualified 
loan. Risk retention, as the Chair re- 
members, is the 5-percent retention re- 
quirement of any lender who made a 
residential mortgage that was not 
qualified, but they were not specific in 
their definition of what a qualified 
mortgage would be. So we took the 
point to take the historical under- 
writing standards that have proven to 
work so well in this country and write 
them into the Dodd-Frank bill, which 
were that a mortgage that may be ex- 
empted from a risk retention would 
have to have 20 percent down, and if 
there was more than 80 percent loan to 
value, that amount above 80 percent 
would have to be covered by private 
mortgage insurance. We required third- 
party verification of bank deposits, 
third-party verification of employ- 
ment, third-party verification of an in- 
dividual’s ability to make the pay- 
ments and service the debt, credit 
records, and all the underwriting 
standards. As the Chair remembers, 
what got us into so much trouble from 
2000 to 2007 is that we made subprime 
loans, used stated income, didn’t do 
debt checks or anything else we should 
have done. We made bad mortgages. 

My point is this. There is a com- 
mittee that has been formed—made up 
of very distinguished Americans—that 
is promulgating the rules to carry out 
the intent of Dodd-Frank. That com- 
mittee includes Sean Donovan from 
HUD; Ben Bernanke; Edward DeMarco, 
Acting Director of the Federal Housing 
Finance Agency; John Walsh, Acting 
Comptroller of the Currency; Mary 
Shapiro, head of the SEC; and Sheila 
Bair, head of FDIC. That is a very au- 
gust group. They are in the process of 
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promulgating rules to carry out the in- 
tent of Dodd-Frank. The rumors com- 
ing out of those negotiations—and I 
say rumors because I cannot verify it 
because I am not there. But I know the 
articles I have read in the papers in the 
last couple of days send a troubling sig- 
nal to me. 

Just for a few minutes, I wish to 
make the points that I think are so 
critical. 

No. 1, it is my understanding they 
are considering memorializing 80 per- 
cent as the maximum amount of loan 
to value for a loan that would fall as a 
qualified residential mortgage and do 
not address private mortgage insurance 
for coverage above 80 percent. 

Without getting technical, what that 
would mean is the only qualified resi- 
dential mortgage that could be made 
and not require risk retention would 
have to have a minimum of a 20-per- 
cent downpayment. In the olden days 
of standard lending in the eighties, sev- 
enties, and sixties, when you borrowed 
more than 80 percent but not over 95 
percent, you had private mortgage in- 
surance to insure the top 30 percent of 
the loan made so the investors had the 
insurance of knowing, if there was a 
default, the top portion of that loan, 
which was the most in terms of loan to 
value, would be insured and would be 
paid. 

If it is, in fact, correct that this com- 
mittee is going to recommend a quali- 
fied residential mortgage require a 20- 
percent downpayment and not make 
provisions for PMI, we will be making 
a serious mistake because two things 
will happen. One, very few people will 
be able to get a home loan in the entry- 
level market or even in the move-up 
market because a 20-percent downpay- 
ment is significant. Second, by not uti- 
lizing PMI, we will be turning our back 
on 50 years of history in America, 
where PMI has been used to satisfac- 
torily insure risk and insure qualified 
lending. 

We must remember what happened in 
terms of the collapse of Freddie Mac 
and Fannie Mae. What happened was 
Congress directed they buy a certain 
percentage of their portfolio in what 
were called affordable loans, which be- 
came subprime securities, which be- 
came 18 percent of their portfolio, 
which brought them down when 
subprime securities collapsed. If we all 
of a sudden, through fiat, decide to 
pass regulations to define a qualified 
residential mortgage that is so prohibi- 
tive we run everybody to FHA, which is 
exempt, then we will be putting a bur- 
den on FHA that is unsustainable and 
create a situation of another collapse 
or another inability of the United 
States to meet housing needs through 
the private sector and through well un- 
derwritten loans. 

My reason for coming to the floor to- 
night is, hopefully, to send a message, 
before the decisions are made, to be 
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thoughtful in determining what the pa- 
rameters will be on a qualified residen- 
tial mortgage. Yes, I do think an 80- 
percent or less loan should be qualified 
and avoid risk retention. But a well- 
paid, well-verified, well-credit-evalu- 
ated individual who borrows more than 
80 percent but less than 75 should be 
able to do so and be excluded from the 
risk retention as long as they have pri- 
vate mortgage insurance covering that 
top 30 percent of the debt created by 
that loan. 

If you do that, you protect the equity 
provisions, you protect the investor, 
you make the qualified loan, you do 
not put the country at risk, but most 
important of all, you do not force ev- 
erybody to FHA. That is what we are 
about to do because FHA is, by defini- 
tion under Dodd-Frank, exempt from 
risk retention. All other loans are not, 
except those that will fall under the 
QRM, qualified residential mortgage. It 
would be a disaster for the recovery of 
American housing to force Americans 
to only one source of money to finance 
their home and put so much stress on 
the Federal Housing Administration 
that it collapses under the burden. 

We need to be pragmatic when we 
look at issues facing housing. We need 
to be practical in taking Dodd-Frank 
and making it work for the American 
people. We need to recognize the value 
of private mortgage insurance, the 
value of good, solid underwriting and 
not put a risk retention in that is so 
high that we take most American 
mortgage lenders out of the business, 
isolated only for a few who dictate and 
write the parameters they want to 
write for housing. We are at a critical 
time in our recovery. Housing has hit 
the bottom, and it has bounced along 
the bottom, but it is showing some 
signs of coming back. Now would be 
the worst time to send a signal that 
mortgage money is going to be harder 
to get, the banks are going to have to 
hold 5 percent risk retention on even 
the best of loans and, worst of all, it 
would give the American people only 
one alternative for lending; that is, the 
Federal Housing Administration which, 
in and of itself, is already under a bur- 
den and stressed. 

I appreciate the time tonight to 
bring this message to the floor that as 
we write the rules to promulgate the 
intent of the Dodd-Frank bill in terms 
of residential housing and finance, we 
be sure we do so in such a way that we 
meet the demands of a vibrant market- 
place rather than restricting it, put- 
ting a burden on FHA, and protracting 
what has already been a long and dif- 
ficult housing recession. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that we proceed to a pe- 
riod of morning business with Senators 
allowed to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— SSE 


TEXAS INDEPENDENCE DAY AND 
THE LETTER FROM COLONEL 
WILLIAM BARRET TRAVIS 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
rise to read the letter from COL Wil- 
liam Barret Travis from the Alamo, 
something I have done every year since 
Senator Phil Gramm retired. He read 
the letter on Texas Independence Day 
every year after Senator Tower left of- 
fice. So we have a tradition every 
Texas Independence Day of a Texas 
Senator reading the very moving 
speech from William Barret Travis. 

Today is the 175th anniversary of our 
independence from Mexico. 

This past Sunday, I had the honor of 
participating in the Washington-on- 
the-Brazos’ 175th anniversary celebra- 
tion of the Texas Declaration of Inde- 
pendence signing. It was a special occa- 
sion that brought together almost all 
the 59 signers’ descendants. Thousands 
of proud Texans came to commemorate 
this most pivotal event in Texas’s leg- 
acy of freedom and patriotism. 

My great-great-grandfather, Charles 
S. Taylor, was willing to sign the docu- 
ment that declared Texas free from 
Mexico. I am humbled to occupy the 
Senate seat from Texas that was first 
held by Thomas Jefferson Rusk, who 
was another signer of the Texas Dec- 
laration of Independence. 

Those 59 brave men did not just come 
in and sign a paper. They took great 
risk. They put their lives, their treas- 
ures, and the lives of their families on 
the line to do this. One hundred sev- 
enty-five years later, sometimes you do 
not think of how hard it was for them 
to declare this separation from Mexico 
and know that there was going to be a 
war fought over it because the Mexican 
Army was in San Antonio at the 
Alamo, getting ready to take the 
Alamo from William Barret Travis and 
the roughly 180 men who were there 
who were trying to defend that for- 
tress. 

The accounts of the revolution have 
been some of our most dramatic stories 
of patriotism in both Texas and Amer- 
ica. 

We remember the sacrifice of William 
Barret Travis, Davy Crockett, Jim 
Bowie, and the others who died bravely 
defending the Alamo against Santa 
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Anna and his thousands of trained 
Mexican troops. 

They were outnumbered by more 
than 10 to 1. For 18 days of glory, the 
Alamo defenders bought critical time 
for GEN Sam Houston, knowing they 
would probably never leave the mission 
alive. 

The late Senator John Tower started 
the tradition of reading a stirring ac- 
count by Alamo commander William 
Barret Travis, and Senator Gramm and 
now I have continued that tradition. 

From within the walls of the Alamo, 
under siege by Santa Anna’s Mexican 
Army of 6,000 trained soldiers, Colonel 
Travis wrote this letter to the people 
of Texas and all Americans: 

Fellow Citizens and Compatriots: I am be- 
sieged with a thousand or more of the Mexi- 
cans under Santa Anna. I have sustained a 
continual Bombardment and cannonade for 
24 hours and have not lost a man. The enemy 
has demanded surrender at discretion, other- 
wise, the garrison is to be put to the sword, 
if the fort is taken. I have answered the de- 
mand with a cannon shot, and our flag still 
waves proudly over the wall. I shall never 
surrender our retreat. 

Then I call on you in the name of Liberty, 
of patriotism, of everything dear to the 
American character, to come to our aid with 
all dispatch. The enemy is receiving rein- 
forcements daily and will no doubt increase 
to three or four thousand in four or five 
days. If this call is neglected I am deter- 
mined to sustain myself as long as possible 
and die like a soldier who never forgets what 
is due his honor and that of his country— 
Victory or Death. 

—William Barrett Travis, Lt. Col. 
Commander. 

Steadfast to the end and independent 
to the core, that is the essence of 
Texas. 

Had Colonel Travis and his men not 
laid down their lives in the Battle of 
the Alamo, Sam Houston’s victory at 
San Jacinto just 2 months later would 
never have been possible. Texas’s free- 
dom might not have been won. 

It is important that every generation 
of Texas pause to remember the patri- 
ots of the Texas revolution: each sol- 
dier who gave his life at the Alamo, 
Goliad, and San Jacinto; the 59 men 
who met at Washington-on-the-Brazos, 
putting their lives in danger by signing 
that Declaration of Independence and 
becoming heroes for a cause; and the 
bravery of the women who gave up an 
easier life in the East to join the strug- 
gle to make Texas the marvelous place 
it is today. 

My great-great-grandmother was one 
of those brave women. She took her 
four children in what was called the 
Runaway Scrape, trying to flee east- 
ward from Nacogdoches, where they 
lived, to try to escape the advancing 
Mexican Army and the Indian raids 
that were happening all over east 
Texas. 

My great-great-grandmother lost all 
four of her living children during that 
sad and hard time for Texas. But that 
was not the last chapter in the revolu- 
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tion. She came back to Nacogdoches, 
met my great-great-grandfather, who 
was there signing the Texas Declara- 
tion of Independence, and had nine 
more children. 

So the women also were heroes and 
heroines of this time. 

It is my honor to memorialize the 
Texas legacy of freedom and patriotism 
in this way. 

I ask unanimous consent that my 
speech at the Washington-on-the-Braz- 
os celebration this past weekend be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WASHINGTON-ON-THE-BRAZOS CELEBRATION 

REMARKS 
(Delivered February 27, 2011 at Washington- 
on-the-Brazos Historic Site) 

Thank you so much. What a great rep- 
resentative Lois Kolkhorst is for this area 
and so fitting to have someone who loves the 
history. Thank you, Lois, and thank you for 
that lovely introduction and thank you for 
this welcome. 

I wanted to say especially thank you to the 
Washington-on-the-Brazos Association and 
all of the associations that keep our Texas 
history alive. Thank you from the bottom of 
our hearts because we are passing it through 
the generations because of you. Thank you 
all. 

You know it is so special that you have 
honored all of us, the descendants, on the 
175th anniversary, because those 59 brave 
men did not just come in and sign a paper. 

They took great risk. They put their lives, 
their treasures, and the lives of their fami- 
lies on the line to do it. And sometimes, 175 
years later, sometimes we don’t think about 
the risk that they were willing to take. 

They were actually elected as delegates by 
their peers in the little towns throughout 
Texas because every one of those people 
wanted to govern themselves. 

In Texas, independence is not merely a 
state of being free from tyranny; it is a spirit 
instilled within us, anchored in our knowl- 
edge that we are part of something truly 
unique. 

Across the nation, Texans have earned the 
reputation for being exceptionally proud—a 
little too much, some people think! But Tex- 
ans earned it; they earned it 175 years ago, 
and we have passed it from generation to 
generation. 

We are the only state that came in to our 
nation as a nation, and with that distinction 
comes a vivid history and a storied past un- 
like any other. 

What some interpret as a brazen stubborn- 
ness—we know to be a fierce and steadfast 
will to live in freedom. 

When that will was tested, Texans rose up 
and rebelled against oppression. 

In the time leading up to the Texas Revo- 
lution, colonists were living under the cen- 
tralized power of the Mexican government. 
Its steel grip on trade, religion, and heavy 
taxation, conflicted with the yearning for 
independence that drew the early American 
settlers to Texas. 

The accounts of our revolution have be- 
come some of the most dramatic stories of 
patriotism in both Texas and American his- 
tory. 

We remember the sacrifice of Colonel Wil- 
liam Barret Travis, Davy Crockett, Jim 
Bowie, and the 189 men who died bravely de- 
fending the Alamo against Santa Anna and 
his thousands of trained Mexican troops. 
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Outnumbered by more than 10 to one, for 13 
days of glory, the Alamo defenders bought 
critical time for General Sam Houston, 
knowing they would never leave the mission 
alive. 

Had they not laid down their lives in that 
seminal battle, Sam Houston’s victory at 
San Jacinto just two months later would 
never have been possible. Texas’ freedom 
might not have been won. 

Those who signed the Texas Declaration of 
Independence, where we stand today, were 
akin to those who signed the American Dec- 
laration of Independence in 1776. They were 
the leaders of this area. They risked their 
lives and those of their family when they put 
pen to paper. 

And the 59 Texans who are so ably rep- 
resented here today were considered traitors 
to Mexico as they used their voices, their 
professions, and positions of influence to 
wage critical battles in the revolution. 

My great-great-grandfather, Charles Tay- 
lor, was one of these patriots whose prin- 
ciples and will to survive were tested. 

In 1836, he was land commissioner in East 
Texas, responsible for issuing titles and col- 
lecting taxes. He served as alcalde, essen- 
tially the mayor, of Nacogdoches Territory. 

This position of course made him a rep- 
resentative of the government of Mexico, but 
he was witnessing firsthand the widening rift 
between Texans and Mexico’s emerging au- 
tocracy. 

As the movement for independence from 
Mexico began to grow, he sided, of course, 
with Texas in the dispute with the central 
government over taxation. 

Secretary of War Thomas Rusk asked Tay- 
lor to allow the fees entrusted to him to be 
used to purchase weapons for the Texas 
army. 

He was technically obligated to pass the 
money to Mexico, so Rusk’s request pre- 
sented him with an ethical dilemma. 

But Taylor ultimately agreed, believing 
that the people who paid the taxes wanted 
and deserved freedom to govern themselves. 

With this money and every penny they 
could collect all over Texas from the towns 
everywhere, they were armed for the battle. 
But remember they had no money for uni- 
forms, they were not formally trained. What 
they did have was the will to fight for some- 
thing greater than themselves. 

As he prepared his men for the final stand 
in the fight for freedom at San Jacinto, 
these were Sam Houston’s words, ‘‘We view 
ourselves on the eve of battle. We are nerved 
for the contest, and must conquer or perish. 
It is vain to look for present aid: for it is not 
there. We must now act or abandon all hope! 
Rally to the standard, and be no longer the 
scoff of mercenary tongues! Be men, be free 
men, that your children may bless their fa- 
ther’s name.” 

After the victory at the battle of San 
Jacinto and Santa Anna’s surrender, Sec- 
retary of War Rusk wrote the report. I love 
these words. His description: 

“The sun was sinking in the horizon as the 
battle commenced; but at the close of the 
conflict, the sun of liberty and independence 
rose in Texas, never, it is hoped, to be ob- 
scured by the clouds of despotism ... The 
unerring aim and irresistible energy of the 
Texas army could not be withstood. It was 
freemen fighting against the minions of tyr- 
anny and the results proved the inequality of 
such a contest.” 

I now want to bring attention to another 
contingent of brave Texans whose involve- 
ment in the revolution was significant, but 
sometimes overlooked: the women. They 
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struggled to keep their families together, or 
even alive. 

One of our state’s first historians, Mary 
Austin Holley, who was the cousin of Ste- 
phen F. Austin, chronicled the daring, enter- 
prising nature of Texas’ women settlers. 

She wrote that these hardy women hunted 
with their husbands and rode long distances 
on horseback to attend social events with 
their ball gowns stuffed in their saddlebags. 

During the Texas Revolution, their vigor 
and free-spiritedness translated to steadfast 
courage and unshakeable resolve to survive 
and protect their families in the face of ex- 
treme trial. 

Thomas Rusk himself wrote, ‘‘The men of 
Texas deserved much credit, but more was 
due the women. Armed men facing a foe 
could not but be brave; but the women, with 
their little children around them, without 
means of defense or power to resist, faced 
danger and death with unflinching courage.” 

The Runaway Scrape of 1836 swept every 
family in Central and East Texas. My great- 
great-grandmother, Anna Maria Taylor, was 
one of the thousands of refugees fleeing east- 
ward from the Mexican advance and the 
threat of Indian raids. 

With her husband, Charles Taylor, attend- 
ing the convention of delegates right here, 
Anna Maria, like many of your great-great- 
grandmothers struggled to escape on foot. 

Anna Maria fought to feed her four chil- 
dren. Despite widespread food shortages, she 
did everything she could to shield them from 
seasonal rains and disease. 

Tragically, like so many mothers of the 
time, she lost every one of her four children. 

But the trials of the revolution were not 
the final chapters in their lives. 

After the War of Independence ended, Anna 
Maria and Charles went right back to 
Nacogdoches, and she bore nine more chil- 
dren. 

The families of all of you here today, as de- 
scendents, recovered and rebuilt their lives 
after independence was won, and they start- 
ed building Texas at the same time. 

I inherited Thomas Rusk’s world atlas 
dated 1850 which is now in my office recep- 
tion room in Washington, DC. 

According to the atlas, in 1850, Texas had 
just over 212,500 people. And we learned just 
last week that our state’s population today 
is over 25 million. 

I think the 59 signers of the Declaration of 
Independence would be awestruck by this 
staggering figure. Oh, how far we’ve come! 

When I finish my term, I will bring Thom- 
as Rusk’s world atlas back to its rightful 
home in Texas, to Stephen F. Austin Univer- 
sity, which is built on land he owned. There 
it will be on display for future generations to 
see. 

In order to secure our bright future, we 
must preserve our rich history. 

Each year on March 2, I read William Bar- 
ret Travis’ letter from the Alamo, because it 
is so stirring and so amazingly brave. 

The late Senator John Tower started the 
tradition of reading it every single year. 
Senator Phil Gramm continued it, and I took 
it when Phil retired. 

Colonel Travis wrote in that letter, “1 
shall never surrender or retreat.” And dis- 
playing the ultimate courage in the face of 
certain demise, he wrote, “І am determined 
to sustain myself as long as possible and die 
like a soldier who never forgets what is due 
to his own honor and that of his country— 
Victory or Death.” 

Steadfast to the end and independent to 
the core—that is the essence of Texas. 

Finally ... the cliff notes to my speech 
today are: 
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That we, the descendents of these great 59 
men and their wives and all of those who fol- 
lowed, and all of those in these associations 
who have no descendents but know that 
Texas is special, it is important that every 
generation of Texas pause to remember the 
patriots of the Texas revolution: 

Each soldier who gave his life at the 
Alamo, Goliad, and San Jacinto; 

The 59 men who met at Washington-on-the- 
Brazos, putting their lives in danger by sign- 
ing that Declaration of Independence and be- 
coming heroes for a cause; 

And the bravery of the women who gave up 
an easier life in the East to join the struggle 
to make Texas the marvelous place that it is 
today. 

It is our challenge to pass their spirit to 
our children and our grandchildren. This 
gathering today and the annual celebration 
that we have of Texas Independence Day do 
just that. 

Thank you! And God bless Texas! 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. I yield the floor. 


EE 
REMEMBERING KATE IRELAND 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to honor the life, legacy and 
extraordinary accomplishments of Ms. 
Kate Ireland, who passed away peace- 
fully at her home at Foshalee Planta- 
tion in northern Florida on February 
15, 2011. She was 80. Kate was a prime 
example of a woman who gave back to 
her community through her passion for 
public service, conservation efforts, 
and volunteerism. Her tenacious spirit 
and determination made her one of the 
most inspiring and hardworking people 
I have ever had the privilege of know- 
ing, and I am honored to have called 
her my friend. 

Coming from a successful family 
with a rich tradition of philanthropy 
and public service, Kate’s interest in 
volunteerism and conservation began 
at an early age. Her parents, the late 
Robert and Margaret Ireland, were also 
avid philanthropists and conservation- 
ists who taught Kate to admire and ap- 
preciate the beauty of life around her. 
It was this sense of appreciation that 
inspired her to hold a lifelong dedica- 
tion to philanthropy of the arts, edu- 
cation, and health care. 

After graduating from St. Timothy’s 
in Baltimore and attending Vassar Col- 
lege for a year, Kate realized that she 
had another calling in life to fulfill. So, 
20-year-old Kate packed her bags and 
moved to the Commonwealth to volun- 
teer at the Frontier School of Mid- 
wifery and Family Nursing, a nursing 
service to the underserved families of 
the remote regions around the south- 
eastern Kentucky town of Hyden. Con- 
tinuing the work of her grandmother 
and sister, who also volunteered there, 
Kate served as a courier by looking 
after the horses and jeeps used by the 
nurse midwives, tending to the milk 
cows and pigs that were kept by Fron- 
tier, and packing supplies for the 
nurses for their rounds. 

Even early on, Kate’s fearless leader- 
ship was recognized by her Frontier 
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mentors, ав many people looked to her 
to make sure things got done and done 
correctly. This ‘‘dogged determina- 
tion,” as many who knew her described 
it, is what moved her to volunteer for 
the position of director of volunteers 
for 14 years. Kate’s no-nonsense, pro- 
fessional demeanor eventually led her 
to collect numerous other titles, such 
as chairman of the Development Com- 
mittee, vice chairman of the board, and 
ultimately the title of national chair- 
man of the Board of Governors in 1975, 
a position she held for 17 years. Re- 
spectfully, Kate remains the board’s 
honorary chairman. 

Although Kate was an avid traveler 
with residences in Georgia, Maine and 
Florida, she remained a guiding force 
in the Commonwealth for advance- 
ments in education and health care for 
nearly six decades. Kate lent her exper- 
tise, advice, hard work and financial 
support to FNS as well as Hyden Citi- 
zens Bank, the Kentucky River Area 
Development District in which she was 
chairman, and Berea College, where she 
was also chairman and trustee. 

Kate once said that going to Ken- 
tucky had always been in the cards for 
her. Well, she couldn’t have been more 
right. Because of her generosity and 
dedication, countless Kentuckians have 
benefited from education and training 
programs that she loyally supported 
and established, such as the Commu- 
nity-Based Nurse-Midwifery Education 
Program, The Mary Breckinridge Chair 
to support the faculty of Frontier, and 
the Kate Ireland and Kitty Ernst 
Scholarships which are awarded to stu- 
dents annually. She was an upstanding 
woman who dedicated most of her life 
to serving others. Her impressive ac- 
complishments and pleasant manner 
left a wide-reaching legacy that forever 
changed her community, and there is 
no doubt that the Commonwealth is 
poorer for her loss. My thoughts go out 
to her sister, Louise; her dear friend 
Anne Cundle; and many other friends 
and family. The Leslie County News re- 
cently published an article about Kate 
and the legacy she left behind. I ask 
unanimous consent that the full article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

A LIFETIME SUPPORTER OF FRONTIER, KATE 

IRELAND LEAVES A LASTING LEGACY 

Miss Kate Ireland, a lifelong philanthropist 
and a guiding force of the Frontier Nursing 
Service, passed away on Feb. 15, 2011, at her 
home in northern Florida. Miss Ireland de- 
voted her life to public service, and her wide- 
reaching legacy includes her work on behalf 
of the Frontier Nursing Service and the 
Frontier School of Midwifery and Family 
Nursing in Hyden. 

Miss Ireland was born in Cleveland, Ohio, 
in 1930 into a family with a tradition of sup- 
porting the vision of Mary Breckinridge. Her 
grandmother was a donor from the beginning 
of the City Committees established to sup- 
port the demonstration of Frontier’s nursing 
service to the underserved families living in 
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the remote regions of Southeastern Ken- 
tucky. Her mother was Chairman of the 
Cleveland Committee. Kate’s sister served as 
a courier in 1938. 

Miss Ireland served as courier during the 
summers of 1951-1954 and as a part-time cou- 
rier from 1959-1960. In her role as a courier, 
Kate looked after the horses and jeeps used 
by the FNS nurse-midwives. She also tended 
to milk cows and pigs kept by FNS and 
packed supplies for the nurses for their 
rounds. Mrs. Breckinridge recognized Kate as 
a leader, and many people looked to her to 
get things done. She volunteered as Director 
of Volunteers for FNS from 1961-1975. For 
nearly six decades, Miss Ireland lent her ex- 
pertise, advice, hard work and financial sup- 
port to help FNS provide healthcare in Les- 
lie County and educate nurse-midwives and 
nurse practitioners across the globe. In Miss 
Ireland’s biography by David Treadwell, 
“Full Speed Ahead: with a Twinkle in Her 
Eye,” Kate says of her calling to Frontier 
that ‘‘going to Kentucky had always been in 
the cards for me.” 

She was well-known in the Leslie County 
community. Miss Ireland, a prominent mem- 
ber of Cleveland society, felt passionately 
about her work in Leslie County. Upon re- 
turning there in the early ’60s, Miss Ireland 
built a beautiful home called Willow Bend 
overlooking Hurricane Creek and the Middle 
Fork. Although a world traveler with resi- 
dences in Georgia and Maine, while serving 
the people of Leslie County, Miss Ireland pri- 
marily resided at her home in the commu- 
nity of Wendover with her lifelong friend and 
companion, Anne Cundle, a former FNS 
nurse-midwife. 

While living in Kentucky, Miss Ireland be- 
came involved in local interests such as the 
LKLP and Hyden Citizens Bank and served 
as Chairman of the Kentucky River Area De- 
velopment District and Trustee and Chair- 
man of Berea College. 

In 1968, in recognition of her strong leader- 
ship skills, Miss Ireland was elected to the 
FNS Board of Governors and served in var- 
ious capacities on the Board until her death. 
She was Chairman of the Development Com- 
mittee in 1967; Vice Chairman of the Board 
in 1968; and National Chairman of the Board 
of Governors in 1975, a post she held until 
1992. In 1997 she was named National Hon- 
orary Chairman. 

“She was a great mentor and a very deter- 
mined and forceful woman who had the gift 
of convincing others to agree to support her 
in whatever project she was interested in,” 
said Jane Leigh Powell, Chairman of the 
FNS Board of Governors and a friend of Miss 
Ireland’s for nearly 50 years. “She main- 
tained her interest in Leslie County after 
moving to Florida and continued to be a very 
loyal supporter of the FNS.”’ 

One example of Kate Ireland’s ability to 
see the potential for Mary Breckinridge’s vi- 
sion for nursing and midwifery was her sup- 
port for the creation of the Community- 
Based Nurse-Midwifery Education Program 
(СМЕР). “We clearly would not have the suc- 
cessful, distance education programs that we 
have today without the support of Kate Ire- 
land,’’ reports Susan Stone, President and 
Dean of the Frontier School of Midwifery 
and Family Nursing. 

Miss Ireland was better able than many to 
see that such a program could take the Fron- 
tier model of care out to the ‘‘wide neighbor- 
hoods” of mankind, which it is successfully 
doing as it prepares thousands of nurse-mid- 
wives and nurse practitioners to care for 
families in rural and underserved areas 
across the United States and abroad. Her 
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support of distance education continued 
when, with Mary Breckinridge’s cousin, 
Marvin Breckinridge Patterson, she estab- 
lished the first endowed Chair of Midwifery 
in the United States, The Mary Breckinridge 
Chair, to support faculty at the Frontier 
School. For support of students, she estab- 
lished and endowed the Kate Ireland and 
Kitty Ernst Scholarships to be awarded to 
students annually. Her footprints on the fu- 
ture of Frontier School continue to make a 
lasting impact on faculty and students alike. 

In lieu of flowers, Miss Ireland requested 
donations be made to one of several named 
organizations or to a charity of your choice. 
There are several ways to give to Frontier in 
honor of Miss Ireland: 


—— 


ESSENTIAL AIR SERVICE 
PROGRAM 


Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I strongly oppose a provision in- 
cluded in the FAA Air Transportation 
Modernization and Safety Improve- 
ment Act that would eliminate the Es- 
sential Air Service Program at those 
airports boarding 10 passengers or less 
per day. Essential Air Service, EAS, 
truly is essential to the communities 
of Alliance, Chadron and McCook in 
my home State of Nebraska being im- 
pacted by this provision. In all, there 
are 40 rural airports in several States 
across the country which would no 
longer be a part of the EAS Program if 
this provision is included in any piece 
of legislation signed into law. 

The adoption of this amendment to 
the FAA bill is bad for Nebraska and 
bad for rural America. The commu- 
nities and surrounding areas being 
served by these airports use them as 
economic development tools and rely 
on having commercial air service in 
order to stay connected to our Nation’s 
transportation network. The many Ne- 
braskans who have contacted me about 
this attempt to cut off EAS funding for 
their rural airports have expressed 
great concern about how losing EAS 
support would be devastating to their 
communities’ ability to attract em- 
ployers and create jobs. During a time 
when our country is starting to see 
glimpses of economic recovery, cutting 
off EAS support for these airports is 
not the answer. 

As a supporter of the EAS Program 
and someone who always considers the 
impact any legislation will have on 
rural Nebraska, I once again express 
my opposition to this provision and 
will work to see that it is not included 
in any final legislation authorizing our 
Nation’s aviation programs. 


EEE 
PAY PROHIBITION 


Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I rise to 
voice my concerns regarding б. 388, a 
bill to prohibit Members of Congress 
and the President from receiving pay 
during government shutdowns. While I 
believe it is important we in Congress 
lead by example, I am concerned this 
bill does not go far enough. Every bill 
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that Senate moves this Congress 
should send a clear message to the 
American taxpayer that we are serious 
about our Nation’s finances, the eco- 
nomic struggles being faced by our fel- 
low citizens across the country, and 
the future of this great country. 

If we are going to prohibit pay for 
Members of Congress and the Presi- 
dent, we must also include members of 
the President’s Cabinet, for example. 

The bill prohibits retroactive pay for 
Members of Congress and the President 
who would not be paid during a govern- 
ment shutdown. This prohibition on 
retroactive pay should also apply to 
nonessential Federal Government em- 
ployees who would be furloughed dur- 
ing a government shutdown. It is un- 
fair to force hard-working Americans 
to pay the salaries of politicians who 
have failed to do their jobs or govern- 
ment employees who did not have to 
report to work because they are non- 
essential. 

It is also my opinion that this legis- 
lation encourages Members of Congress 
to raise the debt ceiling. Clearly Con- 
gress does not need any more incentive 
to borrow and spend money or raise the 
debt ceiling. Since March of 1996 Con- 
gress has raised the debt limit 12 times. 
In 1995, the gross Federal debt was $4.92 
trillion. Today, the national debt ex- 
ceeds $14 trillion. We should not be 
passing legislation incentivizing more 
borrowing and debt. If anything, this 
bill should reduce Members’ pay if they 
increase the debt limit, not the other 
way around. 

I am also concerned with the timing 
and need for this bill. Prior to the 
Presidents Day recess, the House of 
Representatives passed a bill funding 
the operations of the Federal Govern- 
ment through the remainder of the fis- 
cal year that included over $60 billion 
in spending reductions. Unfortunately, 
the Senate, which has not passed a sin- 
gle appropriations bill for fiscal year 
2011, once again failed to act on this 
bill. And just today, the House passed a 
2-week continuing resolution that the 
Senate will pass. It is about time for 
the Senate to do its most basic job—en- 
suring the continued operations of the 
Federal Government in a fiscally re- 
sponsible manner. 

With government spending at 
unsustainable levels, it is imperative 
that every Member of Congress make 
hard choices regarding Federal spend- 
ing and cut waste, fraud, abuse, and du- 
plication at every level of government. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO MICHAEL SHEPARD 


ө Мг. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, today 
I recognize Michael Shepard for his 
achievement of being named the Na- 
tional Assistant Principal of the Year 
for his work at Har-Ber High School in 
Springdale, AR. 
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In his fourth year as an assistant 
principal at Har-Ber, Michael is con- 
tinuously looking for ways to improve 
educating students. His efforts as the 
advanced placement coordinator helped 
secure funding for lead AP instructors 
for math, English and science. Since 
taking on the role of AP coordinator 
the number of students taking AP 
courses has more than doubled and mi- 
nority participation has increased tre- 
mendously. Going above and beyond, 
Michael found funds to expand Har- 
Ber’s technological capabilities, allow- 
ing students the use of laptops, wire- 
less Internet access, and projection 
units. 

Michael is committed to educating 
our youth and continues improving his 
skills to help meet the needs of Spring- 
dale students. He recently earned a li- 
censure endorsement in English as a 
second language to help meet the needs 
of the district’s 8,000 English language 
learners. 

It is the efforts of educators like Mi- 
chael Shepard that will enable our fu- 
ture generations to reach their full po- 
tential and I am proud of his commit- 
ment to education and his efforts to 
improve the lives of students in Arkan- 
sas. National Assistant Principal of the 
Year is a well-deserved honor and I 
congratulate Michael on this recogni- 
tion.e 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO COLBY QUALLS 


ө Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, today 
I wish to recognize Colby Qualls from 
Monette, AR, for being selected for par- 
ticipation in the annual U.S. Senate 
Youth Program. 

Created in 1962, the U.S. Senate 
Youth Program was organized to en- 
courage an understanding of our gov- 
ernment with an emphasis of how its 
three branches work and how elected 
officials work for their constituents 
and create policies that impact our Na- 
tion and the world. The weeklong visit 
to Washington, DC, allows students to 
meet and interact with lawmakers, ap- 
pointed officials and staff who are in- 
volved in crafting legislation and mak- 
ing decisions that influence our laws. 

This program brings together some of 
our Nation’s top youth leaders, like 
Colby, who show a commitment to pub- 
lic service. An outstanding student at 
Buffalo Island Central High School, 
Colby excels both in and out of the 
classroom. 

He previously served as student coun- 
cil vice president and treasurer, in ad- 
dition to his activities with the Future 
Business Leaders of America as vice 
president and national convention rep- 
resentative. Colby is captain of Quiz 
Bowl and all-region MVP; he is presi- 
dent of the 4H Club and a member of 
the Buffalo Island Youth Council and 
the Arkansas Teen Leadership Council. 
In addition, he participates in many 
community volunteer activities. Colby 
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plans to attend a top university and as- 
pires to hold public office one day. 
Colby is very deserving of this honor. 
I congratulate him for his determina- 
tion, dedication, and service and en- 
courage his growth as а leader.e@ 


EE 


RECOGNIZING MARSHALL 
UNIVERSITY 


ө Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, today 
I recognize Marshall University, which 
this week celebrates its 50th year as a 
designated ‘‘university.’’ Founded in 
1837, Marshall is the oldest public insti- 
tution of higher education in the State 
of West Virginia. However, the grant- 
ing of university status to the school 
formerly known as Marshall College 
did not occur until March 2, 1961. 

The change from ‘‘college”’ to ‘‘uni- 
versity” was far more than a shift in 
nomenclature. Marshall’s greatest 
champions—including Dr. Stewart H. 
Smith, president of Marshall from 1946 
to 1968; State legislators and the local 
community—had to overcome en- 
trenched beliefs that West Virginia did 
not need another large university. 

Marshall’s supporters made a strong 
case for the school, which was growing 
in enrollment as well as offering many 
academic programs and advanced de- 
grees. The institution earned ‘‘univer- 
sity status,” which recognized its role 
as an advanced institution of higher 
learning in the state, and all of West 
Virginia has benefited as a result. 

Marshall University now educates 
more than 14,000 students at campus lo- 
cations in Huntington, Point Pleasant, 
South Charleston, Beckley, Logan and 
Gilbert, offering degrees at the asso- 
ciate, baccalaureate, master’s and doc- 
toral levels. The school boasts 90,000 
proud alumni around the world. 

For every dollar the State of West 
Virginia invests in Marshall Univer- 
sity, the school generates more than 
$20 in economic impact, resulting in 
the generation of $1.5 billion per year 
in economic impact. This figure has 
tripled since 2005. 

Marshall offers 159 majors and 105 de- 
grees through its 12 colleges. The 
school has earned a national reputa- 
tion for its research in biotechnology, 
forensic science, and medicine, and is 
currently launching a new School of 
Pharmacy, which will create good-pay- 
ing jobs and generate an estimated $150 
million economic impact. The Robert 
C. Byrd Institute for Advanced Flexible 
Manufacturing is providing services to 
all 55 State counties and expertise to 
5,250 small and medium-sized manufac- 
turers that employ more than 81,000 in- 
dividuals across West Virginia. Mar- 
shall University’s medical and health 
science schools and departments train 
hundreds of West Virginians to serve as 
doctors, nurses, therapists and health 
technicians each year. 

As your U.S. Senator, it is truly my 
honor to extend my most sincere con- 
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gratulations to Marshall on its 50th an- 
niversary of becoming a university.e 


EE 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mrs. Neiman, one of his 
secretaries. 


EEE 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


EE 


CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY ORIGINALLY DE- 
CLARED IN EXECUTIVE ORDER 
13288 ON MARCH 6, 2003, WITH RE- 
SPECT TO THE ACTIONS AND 
POLICIES OF CERTAIN MEMBERS 
OF THE GOVERNMENT OF 
ZIMBABWE AND OTHER PERSONS 
TO UNDERMINE ZIMBABWE’S 
DEMOCRATIC PROCESSES OR IN- 
STITUTIONS—PM 6 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, prior to the 
anniversary date of its declaration, the 
President publishes in the Federal Reg- 
ister and transmits to the Congress a 
notice stating that the emergency is to 
continue in effect beyond the anniver- 
sary date. In accordance with this pro- 
vision, I have sent to the Federal Reg- 
ister for publication the enclosed notice 
stating that the national emergency 
with respect to the actions and policies 
of certain members of the Government 
of Zimbabwe and other persons to un- 
dermine Zimbabwe’s democratic proc- 
esses or institutions is to continue in 
effect beyond March 6, 2011. 

The crisis constituted by the actions 
and policies of certain members of the 
Government of Zimbabwe and other 
persons to undermine Zimbabwe’s 
democratic processes or institutions 
has not been resolved. While some ad- 
vances have been made in Zimbabwe, 
particularly on economic stabilization, 
since the signing of the power-sharing 
agreement, the absence of progress on 
the most fundamental reforms needed 
to ensure rule of law and democratic 
governance leaves Zimbabweans vul- 
nerable to ongoing repression and pre- 
sents a continuing threat to peace and 
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security in the region and the foreign 
policy of the United States. Politically 
motivated violence and intimidation, 
and the undermining of the power-shar- 
ing agreement by elements of the 
Zimbabwe African National Union-Pa- 
triotic Front party, continue to be of 
grave concern. For these reasons, I 
have determined that it is necessary to 
continue this national emergency and 
to maintain in force the sanctions to 
respond to this threat. 

The United States welcomes the op- 
portunity to modify the targeted sanc- 
tions regime when blocked persons 
demonstrate a clear commitment to re- 
spect the rule of law, democracy, and 
human rights. The United States has 
committed to continue its review of 
the targeted sanctions list for 
Zimbabwe to ensure it remains current 
and addresses the concerns for which it 
was created. We hope that events on 
the ground will allow us to take addi- 
tional action to recognize progress in 
Zimbabwe in the future. The goal of a 
peaceful, democratic Zimbabwe re- 
mains foremost in our consideration of 
any action. 

BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 2, 2011. 


— 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

At 12:51 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled joint resolution: 

H.J. Res. 44. Joint resolution making fur- 
ther continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 

The enrolled joint resolution was 
subsequently signed by the President 
pro tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 


At 5:27 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 662. An act to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, motor 
carrier safety, transit, and other programs 
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund pend- 
ing enactment of a multiyear law reauthor- 
izing such programs. 


EEE 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC-747. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report entitled ‘‘Commodity Futures Trad- 
ing Commission Strategic Plan Fiscal Years 
2011-2015”; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-748. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Board of Governors, Federal Re- 
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serve System, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the Board’s semiannual Monetary Policy Re- 
port to Congress; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-749. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Financial Crimes Enforcement Network, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Amendment to the Bank Secrecy Act Regu- 
lations—Reports of Foreign Financial Ac- 
counts” (RIN1506-AB08) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Feb- 
ruary 28, 2011; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-750. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Section 911 (d)(4)— 
2011 Update” (Rev. Proc. 2011-20) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 1, 2011; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-751. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled “Тах Consequences 
of Participation in the Housing Finance 
Agency (HFA) Hardest Hit Fund and the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment’s (HUD) Emergency Homeowners’ Loan 
Program (EHLP)’’ (Notice 2011-14) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 1, 2011; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

EC-752. A communication from the United 
States Trade Representative, Executive Of- 
fice of the President, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the 2011 Trade Policy Agenda and 2010 
Annual Report of the President of the United 
States on the Trade Agreements Program; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

ЕС-753. A communication from the Inspec- 
tor General, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘‘Review of Medicare 
Contractor Information Security Program 
Evaluations for Fiscal Year 2008”; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC-754. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti- 
tled ‘‘Hart-Scott-Rodino Annual Report: Fis- 
cal Year 2010”; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

EC-755. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Attorney General, Office of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of Justice, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, a report on the activi- 
ties of the Community Relations Service for 
Fiscal Year 2010; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC-756. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to the status of Data 
Mining Activity in the Department of State; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-757. A communication from the Rules 
Administrator, Office of General Counsel, 
Federal Bureau of Prisons, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Inmate Furloughs’’ (RIN1120-AB44) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Feb- 
ruary 18, 2011; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

EC-758. A communication from the Rules 
Administrator, Office of General Counsel, 
Federal Bureau of Prisons, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Use of Less-Than-Lethal Force: Delega- 
tion”? (RIN1120-AB46) received during ad- 
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
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President of the Senate on February 18, 2011; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-759. A communication from the Deputy 
Associate Director for Management and Ad- 
ministration, Office of National Drug Con- 
trol Policy, Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
relative to the vacancy in the position of 
Deputy Director for Supply Reduction, re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
February 23, 2011; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

ЕС-760. A communication from the Chief 
Human Capital Officer, Small Business Ad- 
ministration, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report relative to a vacancy announcement 
in the position of Chief Counsel For Advo- 
cacy, received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on February 25, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Small Business and Entrepreneur- 
ship. 

ЕС-761. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legis- 
lative Affairs, Department of Justice, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
“Uniformed Services Employment and Re- 
employment Rights Act of 1994 (USERRA) 
Quarterly Report to Congress; First Quarter 
of Fiscal Year 2011”; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

ЕС-762. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulations Management Office of 
the General Counsel, Veterans Benefits Ad- 
ministration, Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Hospital and Out- 
patient Care for Veterans released from In- 
carceration to Transitional Housing” 
(RIN2900-AN41) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 1, 2011; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

EC-763. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi- 
ness), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port on Reserve component equipment and 
military construction requirements; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-764. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Defense Procurement and Acquisition 
Policy, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Defense Federal Acquisition Regula- 
tion Supplement; Government Support Con- 
tractor Access to Technical Data” (DFARS 
Case 2009-D031) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 2, 2011; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

ЕС-765. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Tech- 
nology and Logistics), transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a report relative to pursuing a 
Joint Service Multi-Year Procurement con- 
tract for 352 UH/HH-60M, 140 MH-60R and 62 
MH-60S aircraft in the fiscal years 2012 
through 2016; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

ЕС-766. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standards of Per- 
formance for New Stationary Sources and 
Emission Guidelines for Existing Sources: 
Sewage Sludge Incineration Units” (FRL No. 
9272-9) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on February 28, 2011; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

ЕС-767. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
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report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standards of Per- 
formance for New Stationary Sources and 
Emission Guidelines for Existing Sources: 
Commercial and Industrial Solid Waste In- 
cineration Units” (FRL No. 9273-4) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on February 28, 2011; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC-768. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans; Texas; Revisions to Control Volatile 
Organic Compound Emissions From Con- 
sumer Related Sources” (FRL No. 9269-9) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on February 17, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

ЕС-769. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of the Air Quality Implementa- 
tion Plans; Maryland; Control of Volatile Or- 
ganic Compound Emissions from Industrial 
Solvent Cleaning Operations” (FRL No. 9268- 
1) received in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on February 17, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

ЕС-770. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans; Illinois” (FRL No . 9267-8) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
February 17, 2011; to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works. 

EC-771. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Designation, Re- 
portable Quantities, and Notification; Notifi- 
cation Requirements” (FRL No. 9268-8) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on February 17, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-772. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans; District of Columbia; Update to Mate- 
rials Incorporated by Reference” (FRL No. 
9267-6) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on February 17, 2011; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-773. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans; Maryland; Amendment to the Defini- 
tion of Fuel-Burning Equipment” (FRL No. 
9268-2) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on February 17, 2011; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-774. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of Implementation Plans; Kansas: 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration; 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Permitting Authority 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


and Tailoring Rule Revision; Withdrawal of 
Federal GHG Implementation Plan for Kan- 
ваз” (FRL No. 9268-7) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on February 
17, 2011; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-775. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Delegation of Au- 
thority to the States of Iowa; Kansas; Mis- 
souri; Nebraska; Lincoln-Lancaster County, 
NE; and City of Omaha, NE, for New Source 
Performance Standards....’ (FRL Мо. 
9271-6) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on February 25, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-776. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for 
Major Sources: Industrial, Commercial, and 
Institutional Boilers and Process Heat- 
ers... .” (FRL No. 9272-7) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on February 25, 
2011; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC-777. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Legislative Affairs, Office of the Direc- 
tor of National Intelligence, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to a va- 
cancy in the position of Principal Deputy Di- 
rector of National Intelligence; to the Select 
Committee on Intelligence. 


Ee 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. 
LEAHY): 

б. 430. A bill to modify the naturalization 
requirements related to physical presence in 
the United States for alien translators 
granted special immigrant status, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr. 
BOOZMAN): 

S. 431. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora- 
tion of the 225th anniversary of the estab- 
lishment of the Nation’s first Federal law en- 
forcement agency, the United States Mar- 
shals Service; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
REID, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. ENSIGN): 

S. 432. A bill to provide for environmental 
restoration activities and forest manage- 
ment activities in the Lake Tahoe Basin, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En- 
vironment and Public Works. 

By Mr. SESSIONS: 

S. 433. A bill to extend certain trade pref- 
erence programs, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself and Ms. 


MIKULSKI): 
S. 484. A bill to improve and expand geo- 
graphic literacy among kindergarten 


through grade 12 students in the United 
States by improving professional develop- 
ment programs for kindergarten through 
grade 12 teachers offered through institu- 
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tions of higher education; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 
By Mr. BURR (for himself, Mr. 
JOHANNS, and Mrs. GILLIBRAND): 

S. 485. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to increase the exclusion 
for employer-provided dependent care assist- 
ance; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND): 

S. 436. A bill to ensure that all individuals 
who should be prohibited from buying a fire- 
arm are listed in the national instant crimi- 
nal background check system and require a 
background check for every firearm sale; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida (for himself 
and Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts): 

S. 487. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to provide each individual tax- 
payer a receipt for an income tax payment 
which itemizes the portion of the payment 
which is allocable to various Government 
spending categories; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Ms. STABENOW (for herself, Ms. 
MURKOWSKI, and Ms. COLLINS): 

S. 438. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to improve women’s health by 
prevention, diagnosis, and treatment of 
heart disease, stroke, and other cardio- 
vascular diseases in women; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. KIRK, Mr. CHAMBLISS, 
Mr. JOHANNS, and Mr. PORTMAN): 

S. 439. A bill to provide for comprehensive 
budget reform in order to increase trans- 
parency and reduce the deficit; to the Com- 
mittee on the Budget. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 440. A bill for the relief of Jose Buendia 
Balderas, Alicia Aranda De Buendia, and Ana 
Laura Buendia Aranda; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 441. A bill for the relief of Еѕійгопіо 
Arreola-Saucedo, Maria Elna Cobain 
Arreola, Nayely Arreola Carlos, and Cindy 
Jael Arreola; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 442. A bill for the relief of Robert Liang 
and Alice Liang; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

б. 448. A bill for the relief of Javier Lopez- 
Urenda and Maria Leticia Arenas; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 444. A Dill for the relief of Shirley 
Constantino Tan; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 445. A bill for the relief of Jorge Rojas 
Gutierrez, Olivia Gonzalez Gonzalez, and 
Jorge Rojas Gonzalez; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 446. A bill for the relief of Ruben 
Mkoian, Asmik Karapetian, and Arthur 
Mkoyan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 447. A bill for the relief of Jose Alberto 
Martinez Moreno, Micaela Lopez Martinez, 
and Adilene Martinez; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 448. A bill for the relief of Shina Ma 
“Steve” Li; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 449. A bill for the relief of Joseph Gabra 
and Sharon Kamel; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
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By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 450. A bill for the relief of Jacqueline W. 

Coats; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 451. A bill for the relief of Claudia 
Marquez Rico; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 452. A bill for the relief of Alfredo 
Plascencia Lopez and Maria Del Refugio 
Plascencia; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself 
and Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 453. A bill to improve the safety of 
motorcoaches, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY: 

S. 454. A bill to amend titles XVIII and XTX 
of the Social Security Act to prevent fraud, 
waste, and abuse under Medicare, Medicaid, 
and CHIP, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Mr. 
KERRY): 

б. 455. A bill to promote development and 
opportunity with regards to spectrum occu- 
pancy and use, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND: 

S. 456. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946 to require monthly re- 
porting to the Secretary of Agriculture of 
items contained in the cold storage survey 
and the dairy products survey of the Na- 
tional Agriculture Statistics; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For- 
estry. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND: 

S. 457. A bill to allow modified bloc voting 
by cooperative associations of milk pro- 
ducers in connection with a referendum on 
Federal milk marketing order reform; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND: 

S. 458. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to establish and en- 
force a maximum somatic cell count require- 
ment for fluid milk; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND: 

S. 459. A bill to amend the Food, Conserva- 
tion, and Energy Act of 2008 to preserve cer- 
tain rates for the milk income loss contract 
program; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. RISCH (for himself, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. LEE, and 
Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin): 

S. 460. A bill to prohibit the Secretary of 
Education from promulgating or enforcing 
regulations or guidance regarding gainful 
employment; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. WHITE- 
HOUSE, Mr. CARDIN, and Mr. 
MERKLEY): 

S. 461. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend financing of the 
Superfund; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. CASEY, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
Mr. NELSON of Florida, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
and Mr. BROWN of Ohio): 

S. 462. A bill to better protect, serve, and 
advance the rights of victims of elder abuse 
and exploitation by establishing a program 
to encourage States and other qualified enti- 
ties to create jobs designed to hold offenders 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


accountable, enhance the capacity of the jus- 
tice system to investigate, pursue, and pros- 
ecute elder abuse cases, identify existing re- 
sources to leverage to the extent possible, 
and assure data collection, research, and 
evaluation to promote the efficacy and effi- 
ciency of the activities described in this Act; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BEGICH (for himself, Mr. CAR- 

PER, and Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 463. A bill to amend part B of title II of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 to promote effective STEM teach- 
ing and learning; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. CASEY, 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Mr. BROWN of 
Ohio): 

S. 464. A bill to establish a grant program 
to enhance training and services to prevent 
abuse in later life; to the Committee on the 


Judiciary. 
By Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself and 
Mr. KOHL): 

S. 465. A bill to prevent mail, tele- 


marketing, and Internet fraud targeting sen- 
iors in the United States, to promote efforts 
to increase public awareness of the enormous 
impact that mail, telemarketing, and Inter- 
net fraud have on seniors, to educate the 
public, seniors, and their families, and their 
caregivers about how to identify and combat 
fraudulent activity, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. NELSON of Florida: 

S. 466. A bill to provide for the restoration 
of legal rights for claimants under holo- 
caust-era insurance policies; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


EE 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself and Mr. 
WICKER): 

S. Con. Res. 9. A concurrent resolution sup- 
porting the goals and ideals of the designa- 
tion of the year of 2011 as the International 
Year for People of African Descent; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


—— ——— 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8.3 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor of 
б. 8, a bill to promote fiscal responsi- 
bility and control spending. 

8.17 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 17, a bill to repeal the job-killing tax 
on medical devices to ensure continued 
access to life-saving medical devices 
for patients and maintain the standing 
of United States as the world leader in 
medical device innovation. 

8. 21 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor of 
б. 21, a bill to secure the United States 
against cyber attack, to enhance 
American competitiveness and create 
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jobs in the information technology in- 
dustry, and to protect the identities 
and sensitive information of American 
citizens and businesses. 
8. 22 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Con- 
necticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 22, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
permanently extend and expand the ad- 
ditional standard deduction for real 
property taxes for nonitemizers. 
S. 89 
At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 89, a bill to repeal the imposi- 
tion of withholding on certain pay- 
ments made to vendors by government 
entities. 
S. 163 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of б. 
163, a bill to require that the Govern- 
ment prioritize all obligations on the 
debt held by the public in the event 
that the debt limit is reached. 
S. 228 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CHAMBLISS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 228, a bill to preempt regulation of, 
action relating to, or consideration of 
greenhouse gases under Federal and 
common law on enactment of a Federal 
policy to mitigate climate change. 
S. 239 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 239, a bill to support inno- 
vation, and for other purposes. 
8. 248 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 248, a bill to allow an ear- 
lier start for State health care cov- 
erage innovation waivers under the Pa- 
tient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act. 
8. 274 
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of б. 
274, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to expand access to 
medication therapy management serv- 
ices under the Medicare prescription 
drug program. 
S. 328 
At the request of Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
the names of the Senator from Mary- 
land (Mr. CARDIN), the Senator from 
Connecticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL) and the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 328, a 
bill to amend title VII of the Tariff Act 
of 1980 to clarify that countervailing 
duties may be imposed to address sub- 
sidies relating to fundamentally under- 
valued currency of any foreign coun- 
try. 
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S. 359 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. CoATS) and the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. COCHRAN) were added as 
cosponsors of б. 359, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal 
the expansion of information reporting 
requirements to payments made to cor- 
porations, payments for property and 
other gross proceeds, and rental prop- 
erty expense payments, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 398 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH), the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. KERRY) and the Senator from 
Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 398, a bill to amend 
the Energy Policy and Conservation 
Act to improve energy efficiency of 
certain appliances and equipment, and 
for other purposes. 
8. 425 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the name of the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN) was added 
as a cosponsor of б. 425, a bill to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to pro- 
vide for the establishment of perma- 
nent national surveillance systems for 
multiple sclerosis, Parkinson’s disease, 
and other neurological diseases and 
disorders. 
S.J. RES. 3 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S.J. Res. 3, a joint resolution 
proposing an amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States relative 
to balancing the budget. 
S.J. RES. 5 
At the request of Mr. LEE, the name 
of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASS- 
LEY) was added as a cosponsor of S.J. 
Res. 5, a joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States requiring that the Fed- 
eral budget be balanced. 
S. CON. RES. 4 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 4, a concurrent 
resolution expressing the sense of Con- 
gress that an appropriate site on Chap- 
lains Hill in Arlington National Ceme- 
tery should be provided for a memorial 
marker to honor the memory of the 
Jewish chaplains who died while on ac- 
tive duty in the Armed Forces of the 
United States. 
S. CON. RES. 7 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN), the Senator from Con- 
necticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN), the Senator 
from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) and the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER) were 
added as cosponsors of б. Con. Res. 7, a 
concurrent resolution supporting the 
Local Radio Freedom Act. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 115 
At the request of Mr. LEE, the name 
of the Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
MANCHIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 115 proposed to 8. 23, a 
bill to amend title 35, United States 
Code, to provide for patent reform. 
AMENDMENT NO. 124 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. BENNET) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 124 proposed to S. 23, 
a bill to amend title 35, United States 
Code, to provide for patent reform. 
AMENDMENT NO. 129 
At the request of Mr. RISCH, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 129 intended to be 
proposed to S. 23, a bill to amend title 
35, United States Code, to provide for 
patent reform. 
AMENDMENT NO. 130 
At the request of Mr. RISCH, the 
names of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. UDALL) and the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) were added as co- 
sponsors of amendment No. 130 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 23, a bill to 
amend title 35, United States Code, to 
provide for patent reform. 


EE 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, 
Mr. REID, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. 
ENSIGN): 

S. 482. A bill to provide for environ- 
mental restoration activities and for- 
est management activities in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to discuss the need to re- 
store and protect Lake Tahoe. Lake 
Tahoe is a national treasure. Her al- 
pine beauty has drawn and inspired 
people for centuries: artists and poets, 
John Muir and Mark Twain, and mil- 
lions of visitors from around the world. 

As a girl, I went to Lake Tahoe to 
ride horses through the woods, bike 
around the magnificent Basin and 
swim in the clear blue waters. 

Today, I am proud to work with rep- 
resentatives from different ends of the 
political spectrum to restore Lake 
Tahoe to that pristine State. For 14 
years, we have come together to Keep 
Tahoe Blue. 

That is why today I am reintroducing 
the Lake Tahoe Restoration Act of 
2011, which is cosponsored by Senators 
HARRY REID, JOHN ENSIGN and BARBARA 
BOXER. 

It would authorize $415 million over 
10 years to improve water clarity, re- 
duce risk of catastrophic wildfire, and 
restore the environment. 

Specifically, it would provide $248 
million over 10 years for the highest 
priority restoration projects, as estab- 
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lished using scientific data. The legis- 
lation authorizes at least $72 million 
for stormwater management and wa- 
tershed restoration projects scientif- 
ically determined to be the most effec- 
tive ways to improve water clarity. 

This bill also requires prioritized 
ranking of environmental restoration 
projects and authorizes $136 million for 
State and local agencies to implement 
these projects. 

Now, and this is an important point, 
this legislation would direct invest- 
ment to where it is needed most. 

For example, today we know the 
major sources of stormwater runoff 
that send sedimentation into the lake, 
degrading water clarity. 

So the monies would go to specific 
projects addressing California state 
roads, source of 23 percent of urban 
particle loads; the city of South Lake 
Tahoe, Calif., 22 percent; Washoe Coun- 
ty, Nevada, 17 percent; and so forth. 

In this bill, these stormwater 
projects are targeted to the areas of 
greatest concern. Priority projects will 
improve water quality, forest health, 
air quality and fish and wildlife habitat 
around Lake Tahoe. In addition, 
projects that benefit low-income neigh- 
borhoods are encouraged. 

The bill authorizes $136 million over 
10 years to reduce the threat of wildfire 
around Lake Tahoe. This would finance 
hazardous fuels reduction projects, at 
$17 million per year, including grants 
to local fire agencies. 

It provides the Forest Service up to 
$10 million for fuels projects that have 
multiple environmental benefits, with 
an emphasis in restoring Stream Envi- 
ronment Zones. 

This is critical because, again, these 
streams feed into the lake and form a 
critical link in the ecosystem. We need 
to pay attention to these stream zones 
if we hope to restore water clarity. 

The bill protects Lake Tahoe from 
the threat of quagga mussels and other 
invasive aquatic species. Quagga mus- 
sels pose a very serious threat to Lake 
Tahoe, a threat made more intractable 
because these mussels have been shown 
to survive in cold waters. A few years 
ago University of California scientists 
reported that they found up to 3,000 
Asian clams per square meter at spots 
between Zephyr Point and Elk Point in 
Lake Tahoe. The spreading Asian clam 
population could put sharp shells and 
rotting algae on the Lake’s beaches 
and contribute to the spread other 
invasive species such as quagga mus- 
sels. 

The bill would authorize $20.5 million 
for watercraft inspections and removal 
of existing invasive species. It would 
require all watercraft to be inspected 
and decontaminated. 

One quagga or zebra mussel can lay 1 
million eggs in a year. This means that 
a single boat carrying quagga could 
devastate the lake’s biology, local in- 
frastructure, and the local economy. 
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The damage that could be inflicted at 
Lake Tahoe by a quagga infestation 
has been estimated at tens of millions 
of dollars annually. The threat to Lake 
Tahoe cannot be overstated. There 
were no quagga mussels in Lake Mead 
4 years ago. Today there are more than 
3 trillion. The infestation is probably 
irreversible. 

But there is some good news. Last 
summer, scientists placed long rubber 
mats across the bottom of Lake Tahoe 
to cut off the oxygen to the Asian 
clams. Early research suggests these 
mats were very effective at killing the 
clams. And scientists have also discov- 
ered how to decontaminate boats and 
kill quagga mussels. 

We can fight off these invaders. But 
it will require drive and imagination— 
and the help authorized within this 
bill. 

The bill supports reintroduction of 
the Lahontan Cutthroat Trout. The 
legislation authorizes $20 million over 
10 years for the Lahontan Cutthroat 
Trout Recovery Plan. The Lahontan 
Cutthroat Trout is an iconic species 
that has an important legacy in Lake 
Tahoe. 

When John C. Fremont first explored 
the Truckee River in January of 1844, 
he called it the Salmon Trout River be- 
cause he found the Pyramid Lake 
Lahontan Cutthroat Trout. The trout 
relied on the Truckee River and its 
tributaries for their spawning runs in 
spring, traveling up the entire river’s 
length as far as Lake Tahoe and 
Donner Lake, where they used the cool, 
pristine waters and clean gravel beds 
to lay their eggs. But dams, pollution 
and overfishing caused the demise of 
the Lahontan Cutthroat Trout. 

Lake Tahoe is one of 11 historic lakes 
where Lahontan Cutthroat Trout flour- 
ished in the past, and it’s a critical 
part of the strategy to recover the spe- 
cies. 

The bills funds scientific research. 
The legislation authorizes $30 million 
over 10 years for scientific programs 
and research which will produce infor- 
mation on long-term trends in the 
Basin and inform the most cost-effec- 
tive projects. 

The bill prohibiting mining oper- 
ations in the Tahoe Basin. The legisla- 
tion would prohibit new mining oper- 
ations in the Basin, ensuring that the 
fragile watershed, and Lake Tahoe’s 
water clarity, are not threatened by 
pollution from mining operations. 

The bill increases accountability and 
oversight. Every project funded by this 
legislation will have monitoring and 
assessment to determine the most cost- 
effective projects and best manage- 
ment practices for future projects. 

The legislation also requires the 
Chair of the Federal Partnership to 
work with the Forest Service, Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, Fish and 
Wildlife Service and regional and state 
agencies, to prepare an annual report 
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to Congress detailing the status of all 
projects undertaken, including project 
scope, budget and justification and 
overall expenditures and accomplish- 
ments. 

This will ensure that Congress can 
have oversight on the progress of envi- 
ronmental restoration in Lake Tahoe. 

The bill provides for public outreach 
and education. The Forest Service, En- 
vironmental Protection Agency, Fish 
and Wildlife Service and Tahoe Re- 
gional Planning Agency will imple- 
ment new public outreach and edu- 
cation programs including: encour- 
aging Basin residents and visitors to 
implement defensible space, con- 
ducting best management practices for 
water quality, and preventing the in- 
troduction and proliferation of invasive 
species. 

In addition, the legislation requires 
signage on federally financed projects 
to improve public awareness of restora- 
tion efforts. 

The bill allows for increased effi- 
ciency in the management of public 
land. Under this legislation, the Forest 
Service would have increased flexi- 
bility to exchange land with state 
agencies which will allow for more 
cost-efficient management of public 
land. There is currently a checkerboard 
pattern of ownership in some areas of 
the Basin. 

Under this new authority, the Forest 
Service could exchange land with the 
California Tahoe Conservancy of ap- 
proximately equal value without going 
through a lengthy process to assess the 
land. 

For example, if there are several 
plots of Forest Service land that sur- 
round or are adjacent to Tahoe Conser- 
vancy land, the Tahoe Conservancy 
could transfer that land to the Forest 
Service so that it can be managed more 
efficiently. 

This legislation is needed because the 
“Jewel of the Sierra” is in big trouble. 
If we don’t act now, we could lose Lake 
Tahoe—and lose it with stunning 
speed—as climate change increases in 
severity. 

The effects of climate change on 
Lake Tahoe are already visible. It is 
making the basin dry and tinder-hot, 
increasing the risks of catastrophic 
wildfire. Daily air temperatures have 
increased 4 degrees since 1911. Snowfall 
has declined from an average of 52 per- 
cent of overall precipitation in 1910 to 
just 34 percent in recent years. 

Climate change has raised Lake 
Tahoe’s water temperature 1.5 degrees 
in 38 years. That means the cyclical 
deep-water mixing of the lake’s waters 


will occur less frequently, and this 
could significantly disrupt Lake 
Tahoe’s ecosystem. 

Anyone doubting that climate 


change poses a considerable threat to 
Lake Tahoe should read an alarming 
recent report by the UC Davis Tahoe 
Environmental Research Center. 
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It was written for the U.S. Forest 
Service by scientists who have devoted 
their professional careers to studying 
Lake Tahoe. And it paints a distinctly 
bleak picture of the future for the 
“Jewel of the Sierra.” 

Among its findings: The Tahoe Ba- 
sin’s regional snowpack could decline 
by as much as 60 percent in the next 
century, with increased floods likely 
by 2050 and prolonged droughts by 2100. 

Even ‘‘under the most optimistic pro- 
jections,’’ average snowpack in the Si- 
erra Nevada around Tahoe will decline 
by 40 to 60 percent by 2100, according to 
the report. 

This would bankrupt Tahoe’s ski in- 
dustry, threaten the water supply of 
Reno and other communities, and de- 
grade the lake’s fabled water clarity. It 
would be devastating. 

Pollution and sedimentation have 
threatened Lake Tahoe’s water clarity 
for years. In 1968, the first year UC 
Davis scientists measured clarity, the 
lake had an average depth of 102.4 feet. 
Clarity declined over the next 3 dec- 
ades, hitting a low of 64 feet in 1997. 

There has been some improvement 
this decade. This year scientists re- 
corded average clarity at 69.6 feet— 
roughly within the range of the past 
eight years. But it is a fragile gain. 

The University of California Davis 
report has determined that an all-out 
attack on pollution and sedimentation 
is the lake’s last hope. 

Geoff Schladow, director of the UC 
Davis Tahoe Environmental Research 
Center and one of the report’s authors, 
has highlighted the need to restore 
short-term water quality in Lake 
Tahoe—while there’s still time to do it. 

According to the report, “reducing 
the load of external nutrients entering 
the lake in the coming decades may be 
the only possible mitigation measure 
to reduce the impact of climate change 
on lake clarity.” In other words, the 
sediment and runoff entering the lake 
could fuel algal growth, creating a 
downward spiral in water quality and 
clarity. 

The Lake Tahoe Restoration Act of 
2011 would directly fund efforts to ad- 
dress water clarity issues and impacts 
from climate change. 

Last year, the Lake Tahoe Restora- 
tion Act of 2010 passed the Senate En- 
vironment and Public Works Com- 
mittee unanimously, but there was not 
enough time for a floor vote. It is my 
hope that this legislation can be passed 
early in the legislative session. 

A lot of good work has been done. 
But there’s a lot more work to do, and 
time is running out. 

Mark Twain called Lake Tahoe ‘‘the 
fairest picture the whole world af- 
fords.” We must not be the generation 
who lets this picture fall into ruin. We 
must rise to the challenge, and do all 
we can to preserve this ‘‘noble sheet of 
water.” 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 432 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Lake Tahoe 
Restoration Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

The Lake Tahoe Restoration Act (Public 
Law 106-506; 114 Stat. 2351) is amended by 
striking section 2 and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

“(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 

“(1) Lake Tahoe— 

(А) is 1 of the largest, deepest, and clear- 
est lakes in the world; 

“(В) has a cobalt blue color, a biologically 
diverse alpine setting, and remarkable water 
clarity; and 

“(C) is recognized nationally and world- 
wide as a natural resource of special signifi- 
cance; 

“(2) in addition to being a scenic and eco- 
logical treasure, the Lake Tahoe Basin is 1 of 
the outstanding recreational resources of the 
United States, which— 

(А) offers skiing, water sports, biking, 
camping, and hiking to millions of visitors 
each year; and 

“(В) contributes significantly to the econo- 
mies of California, Nevada, and the United 
States; 

“(3) the economy in the Lake Tahoe Basin 
is dependent on the protection and restora- 
tion of the natural beauty and recreation op- 
portunities in the area; 

“(4) the Lake Tahoe Basin continues to be 
threatened by the impacts of land use and 
transportation patterns developed in the last 
century that damage the fragile watershed of 
the Basin; 

“(5) the water clarity of Lake Tahoe de- 
clined from a visibility level of 105 feet in 
1967 to only 70 feet in 2008; 

“(6) the rate of decline in water clarity of 
Lake Tahoe has decreased in recent years; 

“(7) a stable water clarity level for Lake 
Tahoe could be achieved through feasible 
control measures for very fine sediment par- 
ticles and nutrients; 

“(8) fine sediments that cloud Lake Tahoe, 
and key nutrients such as phosphorus and ni- 
trogen that support the growth of algae and 
invasive plants, continue to flow into the 
lake from stormwater runoff from developed 
areas, roads, turf, other disturbed land, and 
streams; 

“(9) the destruction and alteration of wet- 
land, wet meadows, and stream zone habitat 
have compromised the natural capacity of 
the watershed to filter sediment, nutrients, 
and pollutants before reaching Lake Tahoe; 

(10) approximately 25 percent of the trees 
in the Lake Tahoe Basin are either dead or 
dying; 

“(11) forests іп the Tahoe Basin suffer from 
over a century of fire suppression and peri- 
odic drought, which have resulted in— 

“(A) high tree density and mortality; 

“(В) the loss of biological diversity; and 

“(С) a large quantity of combustible forest 
fuels, which significantly increases the 
threat of catastrophic fire and insect infesta- 
tion; 

(12) the establishment of several aquatic 
and terrestrial invasive species (including 
bass, milfoil, and Asian clam) threatens the 
ecosystem of the Lake Tahoe Basin; 

“(13) there is an ongoing threat to the 
Lake Tahoe Basin of the introduction and es- 
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tablishment of other invasive species (such 
as the zebra mussel, New Zealand mud snail, 
and quagga mussel); 

“(14) the report prepared by the University 
of California, Davis, entitled the ‘State of 
the Lake Report’, found that conditions in 
the Lake Tahoe Basin had changed, includ- 
ing— 

“(А) the average surface water tempera- 
ture of Lake Tahoe has risen by more than 
1.5 degrees Fahrenheit in the past 37 years; 
and 

“(В) since 1910, the percent of precipitation 
that has fallen as snow in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin decreased from 52 percent to 34 per- 
cent; 

“(15) 75 percent of the land in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin is owned by the Federal Govern- 
ment, which makes it a Federal responsi- 
bility to restore environmental health to the 
Basin; 

“(16) the Federal Government has a long 
history of environmental preservation at 
Lake Tahoe, including— 

“(A) congressional consent to the estab- 
lishment of the Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency with— 

“(1) the enactment in 1969 of Public Law 
91-148 (83 Stat. 360); and 

“Gi) the enactment in 1980 of Public Law 
96-551 (94 Stat. 3233); 

“(В) the establishment of the Lake Tahoe 
Basin Management Unit in 1973; 

“(С) the enactment of Public Law 96-586 (94 
Stat. 3381) in 1980 to provide for the acquisi- 
tion of environmentally sensitive land and 
erosion control grants in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin; 

“(D) the enactment of sections 341 and 342 
of the Department of the Interior and Re- 
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 2004 
(Public Law 108-108; 117 Stat. 1317), which 
amended the Southern Nevada Public Land 
Management Act of 1998 (Public Law 105-263; 
112 Stat. 2346) to provide payments for the 
environmental restoration projects under 
this Act; and 

“(Е) the enactment of section 382 of the 
Tax Relief and Health Care Act of 2006 (Pub- 
lic Law 109-432; 120 Stat. 3045), which amend- 
ed the Southern Nevada Public Land Man- 
agement Act of 1998 (Public Law 105-263; 112 
Stat. 2346) to authorize development and im- 
plementation of a comprehensive 10-year 
hazardous fuels and fire prevention plan for 
the Lake Tahoe Basin; 

(17) the Assistant Secretary of the Army 
for Civil Works was an original signatory in 
1997 to the Agreement of Federal Depart- 
ments on Protection of the Environment and 
Economic Health of the Lake Tahoe Basin; 

“(18) the Chief of Engineers, under direc- 
tion from the Assistant Secretary of the 
Army for Civil Works, has continued to be a 
significant contributor to Lake Tahoe Basin 
restoration, including— 

“(A) stream and wetland restoration; 

“(В) urban stormwater conveyance and 
treatment; and 

“(C) programmatic technical assistance; 

“(19) at the Lake Tahoe Presidential 
Forum in 1997, the President renewed the 
commitment of the Federal Government to 
Lake Tahoe by— 

“(А) committing to increased Federal re- 
sources for environmental restoration at 
Lake Tahoe; and 

“(В) establishing the Federal Interagency 
Partnership and Federal Advisory Com- 
mittee to consult on natural resources issues 
concerning the Lake Tahoe Basin; 

(20) at the 2008 and 2009 Lake Tahoe Fo- 
rums, Senator Reid, Senator Feinstein, Sen- 
ator Ensign, and Governor Gibbons— 
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“(А) renewed their commitment to Lake 
Tahoe; and 

(В) expressed their desire to fund the Fed- 
eral share of the Environmental Improve- 
ment Program through 2018; 

*(21) since 1997, the Federal Government, 
the States of California and Nevada, units of 
local government, and the private sector 
have contributed more than $1,430,000,000 to 
the Lake Tahoe Basin, including— 

(А) $424,000,000 from the Federal Govern- 
ment; 

‘(B) $612,000,000 from the State of Cali- 
fornia; 

(С) $87,000,000 from the State of Nevada; 

“(D) $59,000,000 from units of local govern- 
ment; and 

(Е) $249,000,000 from private interests; 

“(22) significant additional investment 
from Federal, State, local, and private 
sources is necessary— 

“(A) to restore and sustain the environ- 
mental health of the Lake Tahoe Basin; 

(В) to adapt to the impacts of changing 
climatic conditions; and 

(С) to protect the Lake Tahoe Basin from 
the introduction and establishment of 
invasive species; and 

*(23) the Secretary has indicated that the 
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit has the 
capacity for at least $10,000,000 and up to 
$20,000,000 annually for the Fire Risk Reduc- 
tion and Forest Management Program. 

“() PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

“(1) to enable the Chief of the Forest Serv- 
ice, the Director of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency, in 
cooperation with the Planning Agency and 
the States of California and Nevada, to fund, 
plan, and implement significant new envi- 
ronmental restoration activities and forest 
management activities to address in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin the issues described in 
paragraphs (4) through (14) of subsection (a); 

“(2) to ensure that Federal, State, local, 
regional, tribal, and private entities con- 
tinue to work together to manage land in 
the Lake Tahoe Basin and to coordinate on 
other activities in a manner that supports 
achievement and maintenance of— 

“(A) the environmental threshold carrying 
capacities for the region; and 

(В) other applicable environmental stand- 
ards and objectives; 

(3) to support local governments in efforts 
related to environmental restoration, 
stormwater pollution control, fire risk re- 
duction, and forest management activities; 
and 

“(4) to ensure that agency and science 
community representatives in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin work together— 

(А) to develop and implement a plan for 
integrated monitoring, assessment, and ap- 
plied research to evaluate the effectiveness 
of the Environmental Improvement Pro- 
gram; and 

“(В) to provide objective information as a 
basis for ongoing decisionmaking, with an 
emphasis on decisionmaking relating to pub- 
lic and private land use and resource man- 
agement іп the Basin.’’. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

The Lake Tahoe Restoration Act (Public 
Law 106-506; 114 Stat. 2351) is amended by 
striking section 3 and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

“In this Act: 

“(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘Adminis- 
trator’ means the Administrator of the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency. 
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(2) ASSISTANT SECRETARY.—The term ‘As- 
sistant Secretary’ means the Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Army for Civil Works. 

(3) CHAIR.—The term ‘Chair’ means the 
Chair of the Federal Partnership. 

(4) COMPACT.—The term ‘Compact’ means 
the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact in- 
cluded in the first section of Public Law 96- 
551 (94 Stat. 3233). 

“(5) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘Director’ means 
the Director of the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

‘(6) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT PRO- 
GRAM.—The term ‘Environmental Improve- 
ment Program’ means— 

“(A) the Environmental Improvement Pro- 
gram adopted by the Planning Agency; and 

“(В) any amendments to the Program. 

‘(7) ENVIRONMENTAL THRESHOLD CARRYING 
CAPACITY.—The term ‘environmental thresh- 
old carrying capacity’ has the meaning given 
the term in article II of the compact. 

‘(8) FEDERAL PARTNERSHIP.—The term 
‘Federal Partnership’ means the Lake Tahoe 
Federal Interagency Partnership established 
by Executive Order 13957 (62 Fed. Reg. 41249) 
(or a successor Executive order). 

‘(9) FOREST MANAGEMENT ACTIVITY.—The 
term ‘forest management activity’ in- 
cludes— 

(А) prescribed burning for ecosystem 
health and hazardous fuels reduction; 

“(В) mechanical and minimum tool treat- 
ment; 

“(C) road decommissioning or reconstruc- 
tion; 

“(D) stream environment zone restoration 
and other watershed and wildlife habitat en- 
hancements; 

“(E) nonnative invasive species manage- 
ment; and 

“(F) other activities consistent with For- 
est Service practices, as the Secretary deter- 
mines to be appropriate. 

‘(10) NATIONAL WILDLAND FIRE CODE.—The 
term ‘national wildland fire code’ means— 

(А) the most recent publication of the Na- 
tional Fire Protection Association codes 
numbered 1141, 1142, 1148, and 1144; 

“(В) the most recent publication of the 
International Wildland-Urban Interface Code 
of the International Code Council; or 

“(С) any other code that the Secretary de- 
termines provides the same, or better, stand- 
ards for protection against wildland fire as a 
code described in subparagraph (A) or (B). 

“(11) PLANNING AGENCY.—The term ‘Plan- 
ning Agency’ means the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency established under Public 
Law 91-148 (83 Stat. 360) and Public Law 96- 
551 (94 Stat. 3233). 

“(12) PRIORITY LIST.—The term ‘Priority 
List’ means the environmental restoration 
priority list developed under section 8. 

“(13) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Chief of the Forest Service. 

(14) TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD.—The 
term ‘total maximum daily load’ means the 
total maximum daily load allocations adopt- 
ed under section 303(d) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (83 U.S.C. 1813(d)). 

(15) STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONE.—The 
term ‘Stream Environment Zone’ means an 
area that generally owes the biological and 
physical characteristics of the area to the 
presence of surface water or groundwater. 

(16) WATERCRAFT.—The term ‘watercraft’ 
means motorized and non-motorized 
watercraft, including boats, personal 
watercraft, kayaks, and canoes.’’. 
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SEC. 4. ADMINISTRATION OF THE LAKE TAHOE 
BASIN MANAGEMENT UNIT. 

Section 4 of the Lake Tahoe Restoration 
Act (Public Law 106-506; 114 Stat. 2353) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(3), by striking ‘‘basin’’ 
and inserting ‘‘Basin’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(с) TRANSIT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Lake Tahoe Basin 
Management Unit shall, consistent with the 
regional transportation plan adopted by the 
Planning Agency, manage vehicular parking 
and traffic in the Lake Tahoe Basin Manage- 
ment Unit, with priority given— 

“(А) to improving public access to the 
Lake Tahoe Basin, including the 
prioritization of alternatives to the private 
automobile, consistent with the require- 
ments of the Compact; 

“(В) to coordinating with the Nevada De- 
partment of Transportation, Caltrans, State 
parks, and other entities along Nevada High- 
way 28 and California Highway 89; and 

“(С) to providing support and assistance to 
local public transit systems in the manage- 
ment and operations of activities under this 
subsection. 

©(2) NATIONAL FOREST TRANSIT PROGRAM.— 
Consistent with the support and assistance 
provided under paragraph (1)(C), the Sec- 
retary, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Transportation, may enter into a contract, 
cooperative agreement, interagency agree- 
ment, or other agreement with the Depart- 
ment of Transportation to secure operating 
and capital funds from the National Forest 
Transit Program. 

(а) FOREST MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES.— 

“(1) COORDINATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In conducting forest 
management activities in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin Management Unit, the Secretary shall, 
as appropriate, coordinate with the Adminis- 
trator and State and local agencies and orga- 
nizations, including local fire departments 
and volunteer groups. 

“(В) GOALS.—The coordination of activi- 
ties under subparagraph (A) should aim to 
increase efficiencies and maximize the com- 
patibility of management practices across 
public property boundaries. 

(02) MULTIPLE BENEFITS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In conducting forest 
management activities in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin Management Unit, the Secretary shall 
conduct the activities in a manner that— 

(1) except as provided in subparagraph (B), 
attains multiple ecosystem benefits, includ- 
ing— 

“(Т) reducing forest fuels; 

“(ID) maintaining or restoring biological 
diversity; 

“(ПІ) improving wetland and water qual- 
ity, including in Stream Environment Zones; 
and 

“(ТУ) increasing resilience to changing cli- 
matic conditions; and 

“Gi) helps achieve and maintain the envi- 
ronmental threshold carrying capacities es- 
tablished by the Planning Agency. 

“(В) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding clause 
(A)(i), the attainment of multiple ecosystem 
benefits shall not be required if the Sec- 
retary determines that management for mul- 
tiple ecosystem benefits would excessively 
increase the cost of a project in relation to 
the additional ecosystem benefits gained 
from the management activity. 

“(3) GROUND DISTURBANCE.—Consistent 
with applicable Federal law and Lake Tahoe 
Basin Management Unit land and resource 
management plan direction, the Secretary 
shall— 
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“(A) establish post-project ground condi- 
tion criteria for ground disturbance caused 
by forest management activities; and 

(В) provide for monitoring to ascertain 
the attainment of the post-project condi- 
tions. 

(е) WITHDRAWAL OF FEDERAL LAND.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to valid existing 
rights and paragraphs (2) and (3), the Federal 
land located in the Lake Tahoe Basin Man- 
agement Unit is withdrawn from— 

“(A) all forms of entry, appropriation, or 
disposal under the public land laws; 

(В) location, entry, and patent under the 
mining laws; and 

(С) disposition under all laws relating to 
mineral and geothermal leasing. 

(2) DETERMINATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The withdrawal under 
paragraph (1) shall be in effect until the date 
on which the Secretary, after conducting a 
review of all Federal land in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin Management Unit and receiving public 
input, has made a determination on which 
parcels of Federal land should remain with- 
drawn. 

“(В) REQUIREMENTS.—The determination of 
the Secretary under subparagraph (A)— 

“(i) shall be effective beginning on the date 
on which the determination is issued; 

“(ii) may be altered by the Secretary as 
the Secretary determines to be necessary; 
and 

“(iii) shall not be subject to administrative 
renewal. 

*(3) EXCEPTIONS.—A land exchange shall be 
exempt from withdrawal under this sub- 
section if carried out under— 

“(A) the Lake Tahoe Restoration Act (Pub- 
lic Law 106-506; 114 Stat. 2351); or 

“(В) the Santini-Burton Act (Public Law 
96-586; 94 Stat. 3381). 

“(f) ENVIRONMENTAL THRESHOLD CARRYING 
CAPACITY.—The Lake Tahoe Basin Manage- 
ment Unit shall support the attainment of 
the environmental threshold carrying capac- 
ities. 

*(р) COOPERATIVE AUTHORITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—During the 4 fiscal years 
following the date of enactment of the Lake 
Tahoe Restoration Act of 2011, the Sec- 
retary, in conjunction with land adjustment 
projects or programs, may enter into con- 
tracts and cooperative agreements with 
States, units of local government, and other 
public and private entities to provide for fuel 
reduction, erosion control, reforestation, 
Stream Environment Zone restoration, and 
similar management activities on Federal 
land and non-Federal land within the 
projects or programs. 

(2) REPORT ON LAND STATUS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of the Lake 
Tahoe Restoration Act of 2011, the Secretary 
shall submit to Congress a report regarding 
the management of land in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin Management Unit Urban Lots Pro- 
gram, including— 

“(i) a description of future plans and re- 
cent actions for land consolidation and ad- 
justment; and 

“(ii) the identification of any obstacles to 
desired conveyances or interchanges. 

(В) INCLUSIONS.—The report submitted 
under subparagraph (A) may contain rec- 
ommendations for additional legislative au- 
thority. 

(С) EFFECT.—Nothing in this paragraph 
delays the conveyance of parcels under— 

“(i) the authority of this Act; or 

“(ii) any other authority available to the 
Secretary. 

(8) SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY.—The au- 
thority of this subsection is supplemental to 
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all other cooperative authorities of the Sec- 
retary.’’. 
SEC. 5. CONSULTATION. 

The Lake Tahoe Restoration Act (Public 
Law 106-506; 114 Stat. 2351) is amended by 
striking section 5 and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 5. CONSULTATION. 

“In carrying out this Act, the Secretary, 
the Administrator, and the Director shall, as 
appropriate and in a timely manner, consult 
with the heads of the Washoe Tribe, applica- 
ble Federal, State, regional, and local gov- 
ernmental agencies, and the Lake Tahoe 
Federal Advisory Committee.’’. 

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZED PROJECTS. 

The Lake Tahoe Restoration Act (Public 
Law 106-506; 114 Stat. 2351) is amended by 
striking section 6 and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 6. AUTHORIZED PROJECTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, the Di- 
rector, and the Administrator, in coordina- 
tion with the Planning Agency and the 
States of California and Nevada, may carry 
out or provide financial assistance to any 
project or program described in subsection 
(c) or included in the Priority List under sec- 
tion 8 to further the purposes of the Environ- 
mental Improvement Program if the project 
has been subject to environmental review 
and approval, respectively, as required under 
Federal law, article 7 of the Compact, and 
State law, as applicable. The Administrator 
shall use no more than 8 percent of the funds 
provided for administering the projects or 
programs described in subsection (c) (1) and 
(2). 

(р) MONITORING AND ASSESSMENT.—AI1 
projects authorized under subsection (c) and 
section 8 shall— 

“(1) include funds for monitoring and as- 
sessment of the results and effectiveness at 
the project and program level consistent 
with the program developed under section 11; 
and 

“(2) use the integrated multiagency per- 
formance measures established under that 
section. 

“(с) DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES.— 

“(1) STORMWATER MANAGEMENT, EROSION 
CONTROL, AND TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD IM- 
PLEMENTATION.—Of the amounts made avail- 
able under section 18(a), $40,000,000 shall be 
made available for grants by the Adminis- 
trator for the Federal share of the following 
projects: 

(А) Bijou Stormwater Improvement 
Project in the City of South Lake Tahoe, 
California. 

“(В) Christmas Valley Stormwater Im- 
provement Project in El Dorado County, 
California. 

“(С) Kings Beach Watershed Improvement 
Project in Placer County, California. 

“(D) Lake Forest Stormwater and Water- 
shed Improvement Project in Placer County, 
California. 

(Е) Crystal Bay Stormwater Improvement 
Project in Washoe County, Nevada. 

(Е) Washoe County Stormwater Improve- 
ment Projects 4, 5, and 6 in Washoe County, 
Nevada. 

‘(G) Upper and Lower Kingsbury Project 
in Douglas County, Nevada. 

“(Н) Lake Village Drive-Phase II 
Stormwater Improvement in Douglas Coun- 
ty, Nevada. 

“(D State Route 28 Spooner to Sand Har- 
bor Stormwater Improvement, Washoe Coun- 
ty, Nevada. 

‘“(J) State Route 431 Stormwater Improve- 
ment, Washoe County, Nevada. 
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“(2) STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONE AND WATER- 
SHED RESTORATION.—Of the amounts made 
available under section 18(a), $32,000,000 shall 
be made available for grants by the Adminis- 
trator for the Federal share of the following 
projects: 

“(А) Upper Truckee River and Marsh Res- 
toration Project. 

“(В) Upper Truckee River Mosher, Reaches 
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“(С) Upper Truckee River Sunset Stables. 

“(D) Lower Blackwood Creek Restoration 
Project. 

“(Е) Ward Creek. 

“(F) Third Creek/Incline Creek Watershed 
Restoration. 

“(G) Rosewood Creek Restoration Project. 

‘(3) FIRE RISK REDUCTION AND FOREST MAN- 
AGEMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made 
available under section 18(a), $136,000,000 
shall be made available for assistance by the 
Secretary for the following projects: 

““(i) Projects identified as part of the Lake 
Tahoe Basin Multi-Jurisdictional Fuel Re- 
duction and Wildfire Prevention Strategy 10- 
Year Plan. 

“Gi) Competitive grants for fuels work to 
be awarded by the Secretary to communities 
that have adopted national wildland fire 
codes to implement the applicable portion of 
the 10-year plan described in clause (i). 

“Gii) Biomass projects, including feasi- 
bility assessments and transportation of ma- 
terials. 

“(iv) Angora Fire Restoration projects 
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary. 

“(у) Washoe Tribe projects on tribal lands 
within the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

“(В) MULTIPLE BENEFIT FUELS PROJECTS.— 
Consistent with the requirements of section 
4(4)(2), not more than $10,000,000 of the 
amounts made available to carry out sub- 
paragraph (A) shall be available to the Sec- 
retary for the planning and implementation 
of multiple benefit fuels projects with an em- 
phasis on restoration projects in Stream En- 
vironment Zones. 

“(С) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the 
amounts made available to carry out sub- 
paragraph (A), at least $80,000,000 shall be 
made available to the Secretary for projects 
under subparagraph (А)(1). 

“(р) PRIORITY.—Units of local government 
that have dedicated funding for inspections 
and enforcement of defensible space regula- 
tions shall be given priority for amounts pro- 
vided under this paragraph. 

‘(E) COST-SHARING REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—As a condition on the re- 
ceipt of funds, communities or local fire dis- 
tricts that receive funds under this para- 
graph shall provide a 25 percent match. 

(11) FORM OF NON-FEDERAL SHARE.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—The non-Federal share 
required under clause (i) may be in the form 
of cash contributions or in-kind contribu- 
tions, including providing labor, equipment, 
supplies, space, and other operational needs. 

“(JI) CREDIT FOR CERTAIN DEDICATED FUND- 
InG.—There shall be credited toward the non- 
Federal share required under clause (i) any 
dedicated funding of the communities or 
local fire districts for a fuels reduction man- 
agement program, defensible space inspec- 
tions, or dooryard chipping. 

“(ПІ) DOCUMENTATION.—Communities and 
local fire districts shall— 

“(aa) maintain a record of in-kind con- 
tributions that describes— 

(АА) the monetary value of the in-kind 
contributions; and 

“(ВВ) the manner in which the in-kind 
contributions assist in accomplishing project 
goals and objectives; and 
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‘“(bb) document in all requests for Federal 
funding, and include in the total project 
budget, evidence of the commitment to pro- 
vide the non-Federal share through in-kind 
contributions. 

(4) INVASIVE SPECIES MANAGEMENT.—Of the 
amounts to be made available under section 
18(a), $20,500,000 shall be made available to 
the Director for the Aquatic Invasive Species 
Program and the watercraft inspections de- 
scribed in section 9. 

“(Б) SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES MANAGE- 
MENT.—Of the amounts to be made available 
under section 18(a), $20,000,000 shall be made 
available to the Director for the Lahontan 
Cutthroat Trout Recovery Program. 

‘(6) LAKE TAHOE BASIN PROGRAM.—Of the 
amounts to be made available under section 
18(a), $30,000,000 shall be used to develop and 
implement the Lake Tahoe Basin Program 
developed under section 11. 

“(д USE OF REMAINING FUNDS.—Any 
amounts made available under section 18(a) 
that remain available after projects de- 
scribed in subsection (c) have been funded 
shall be made available for projects included 
in the Priority List under section 8.’’. 

SEC. 7. ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PRI- 
ORITY LIST. 

The Lake Tahoe Restoration Act (Public 
Law 106-506; 114 Stat. 2351) is amended— 

(1) by striking sections 8 and 9; 

(2) by redesignating sections 10, 11, and 12 
as sections 16, 17, and 18, respectively; and 

(3) by inserting after section 7 the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 8. ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 
ORITY LIST. 

(а) FUNDING.—Subject to section 6(d), of 
the amounts to be made available under sec- 
tion 18(a), at least $136,000,000 shall be made 
available for projects identified on the Pri- 
ority List. 

“(b) DEADLINE.—Not later than February 15 
of the year after the date of enactment of 
the Lake Tahoe Restoration Act of 2011, the 
Chair, in consultation with the Secretary, 
the Administrator, the Director, the Plan- 
ning Agency, the States of California and 
Nevada, the Federal Partnership, the Washoe 
Tribe, the Lake Tahoe Federal Advisory 
Committee, and the Tahoe Science Consor- 
tium shall submit to Congress a prioritized 
list of all Environmental Improvement Pro- 
gram projects for the Lake Tahoe Basin, re- 
gardless of program category. 

(с) CRITERIA.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The priority of projects 
included in the Priority List shall be based 
on the best available science and the fol- 
lowing criteria: 

“(А) The 5-year threshold carrying capac- 
ity evaluation. 

‘(B) The ability to measure progress or 
success of the project. 

(С) The potential to significantly con- 
tribute to the achievement and maintenance 
of the environmental threshold carrying ca- 
pacities identified in the Compact for— 

“(i) air quality; 

“(ii) fisheries; 

“(iii) noise; 

(іу) recreation; 

“(v) scenic resources; 

(уі) soil conservation; 

“(vii) forest health; 

“(viii) water quality; and 

“(ix) wildlife. 

‘(D) The ability of a project to provide 
multiple benefits. 

“(E) The ability of a project to leverage 
non-Federal contributions. 

(Е) Stakeholder support for the project. 

(о) The justification of Federal interest. 
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(Н) Agency priority. 

“(D Agency capacity. 

“(Ј) Cost-effectiveness. 

“(K) Federal funding history. 

“(2) SECONDARY FACTORS.—In addition to 
the criteria under paragraph (1), the Chair 
shall, as the Chair determines to be appro- 
priate, give preference to projects in the Pri- 
ority List that benefit existing neighbor- 
hoods in the Basin that are at or below re- 
gional median income levels, based on the 
most recent census data available. 

(3) EROSION CONTROL PROJECTS.—For pur- 
poses of the Priority List and section 6(c)(1), 
erosion control projects shall be considered 
part of the stormwater management and 
total maximum daily load program of the 
Environmental Improvement Program. The 
Administrator shall coordinate with the Sec- 
retary on such projects. 

(а) REVISIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Priority List sub- 
mitted under subsection (b) shall be re- 
vised— 

“(A) every 4 years; or 

“(В) on a finding of compelling need under 
paragraph (2). 

(2) FINDING OF COMPELLING NEED.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary, the Ad- 
ministrator, or the Director makes a finding 
of compelling need justifying a priority shift 
and the finding is approved by the Secretary, 
the Executive Director of the Planning 
Agency, the California Natural Resources 
Secretary, and the Director of the Nevada 
Department of Conservation, the Priority 
List shall be revised in accordance with this 
subsection. 

(В) INCLUSIONS.—A finding of compelling 
need includes— 

“(i) major scientific findings; 

“(ii) results from the threshold evaluation 
of the Planning Agency; 

“(iii) emerging environmental threats; and 

“(iv) rare opportunities for land acquisi- 
tion. 

“SEC. 9. AQUATIC INVASIVE SPECIES PREVEN- 
TION. 

(а) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of the Lake 
Tahoe Restoration Act of 2011, the Director, 
in coordination with the Planning Agency, 
the California Department of Fish and Game, 
and the Nevada Department of Wildlife, shall 
deploy strategies that meet or exceed the 
criteria described in subsection (b) for pre- 
venting the introduction of aquatic invasive 
species into the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

“(0) CRITERIA.—The strategies referred to 
in subsection (a) shall provide that— 

“(1) combined inspection and decontamina- 
tion stations be established and operated at 
not less than 2 locations in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin; 

“(2) watercraft not be allowed to launch in 
waters of the Lake Tahoe Basin if the 
watercraft— 

(А) has been in waters infested by quagga 
or zebra mussels; 

(В) shows evidence of invasive species 
that the Director has determined would be 
detrimental to the Lake Tahoe ecosystem; 
and 

“(C) cannot be reliably decontaminated in 
accordance with paragraph (3); 

(3) subject to paragraph (4), all watercraft 
surfaces and appurtenance (such as anchors 
and fenders) that contact with water shall be 
reliably decontaminated, based on standards 
developed by the Director using the best 
available science; 

“(4) watercraft bearing positive 
verification of having last launched within 
the Lake Tahoe Basin may be exempted from 
decontamination under paragraph (3); and 
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“(5) while in the Lake Tahoe Basin, all 
watercraft maintain documentation of com- 
pliance with the strategies deployed under 
this section. 

“ (с) CERTIFICATION.—The Director may cer- 
tify State agencies to perform the decon- 
tamination activities described in subsection 
(b)(8) at locations outside the Lake Tahoe 
Basin if standards at the sites meet or ex- 
ceed standards for similar sites in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin established under this section. 

“(d) APPLICABILITY.—The strategies and 
criteria developed under this section shall 
apply to all watercraft to be launched on 
water within the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

“(е) FEES.—The Director may collect and 
spend fees for decontamination only at a 
level sufficient to cover the costs of oper- 
ation of inspection and decontamination sta- 
tions under this section. 

“(f) CIVIL PENALTIES.— 

“(1) IN  GENERAL.—Any person that 
launches, attempts to launch, or facilitates 
launching of watercraft not in compliance 
with strategies deployed under this section 
shall be liable for a civil penalty in an 
amount not to exceed $1,000 per violation. 

*(2) OTHER AUTHORITIES.—Any penalties as- 
sessed under this subsection shall be sepa- 
rate from penalties assessed under any other 
authority. 

‘“(g) LIMITATION.—The strategies and cri- 
teria under subsections (a) and (b), respec- 
tively, may be modified if the Secretary of 
the Interior, in a nondelegable capacity and 
in consultation with the Planning Agency 
and State governments, issues a determina- 
tion that alternative measures will be no 
less effective at preventing introduction of 
aquatic invasive species into Lake Tahoe 
than the strategies and criteria. 

‘“(h) FUNDING.—Of the amounts made avail- 
able under section 6(c)(4), not more than 
$500,000 shall be made available to the Direc- 
tor, in coordination with the Planning Agen- 
cy and State governments— 

“(1) to evaluate the feasibility, cost, and 
potential effectiveness of further efforts that 
could be undertaken by the Federal Govern- 
ment, State and local governments, or pri- 
vate entities to guard against introduction 
of aquatic invasive species into Lake Tahoe, 
including the potential establishment of in- 
spection and decontamination stations on 
major transitways entering the Lake Tahoe 
Basin; and 

“(2) to evaluate and identify options for 
ensuring that all waters connected to Lake 
Tahoe are protected from quagga and zebra 
mussels and other aquatic invasive species. 

(1) SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY.—The au- 
thority under this section is supplemental to 
all actions taken by non-Federal regulatory 
authorities. 

““(j) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this title 
shall be construed as restricting, affecting, 
or amending any other law or the authority 
of any department, instrumentality, or agen- 
cy of the United States, or any State or po- 
litical subdivision thereof, respecting the 
control of invasive species. 

“SEC. 10. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS; INTER- 
AGENCY AGREEMENTS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Assistant Secretary 
may enter into interagency agreements with 
non-Federal interests in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin to use Lake Tahoe Partnership-Mis- 
cellaneous General Investigations funds to 
provide programmatic technical assistance 
for the Environmental Improvement Pro- 
gram. 

“(b) LOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Before providing tech- 
nical assistance under this section, the As- 


March 2, 2011 


sistant Secretary shall enter into a local co- 
operation agreement with a non-Federal in- 
terest to provide for the technical assist- 
ance. 

*(2) COMPONENTS.—The agreement entered 
into under paragraph (1) shall— 

“(A) describe the nature of the technical 
assistance; 

“(В) describe any legal and institutional 
structures necessary to ensure the effective 
long-term viability of the end products by 
the non-Federal interest; and 

(С) include cost-sharing provisions in ac- 
cordance with paragraph (3). 

(8) FEDERAL SHARE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal share of 
project costs under each local cooperation 
agreement under this subsection shall be 65 
percent. 

“(В) FoRM.—The Federal share may be in 
the form of reimbursements of project costs. 

“(C) CREDIT.—The non-Federal interest 
may receive credit toward the non-Federal 
share for the reasonable costs of related 
technical activities completed by the non- 
Federal interest before entering into a local 
cooperation agreement with the Assistant 
Secretary under this subsection. 


“SEC. 11. LAKE TAHOE BASIN PROGRAM. 


“The Administrator, in cooperation with 
the Secretary, the Planning Agency, the 
States of California and Nevada, and the 
Tahoe Science Consortium, shall develop and 
implement the Lake Tahoe Basin Program 
that— 

“(1) develops and regularly updates an in- 
tegrated multiagency programmatic assess- 
ment and monitoring plan— 

“(A) to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
Environmental Improvement Program; 

“(В) to evaluate the status and trends of 
indicators related to environmental thresh- 
old carrying capacities; and 

“(С) to assess the impacts and risks of 
changing climatic conditions and invasive 
species; 

(2) develops a comprehensive set of per- 
formance measures for Environmental Im- 
provement Program assessment; 

(3) coordinates the development of the an- 
nual report described in section 13; 

(4) produces and synthesizes scientific in- 
formation necessary for— 

“(A) the identification and refinement of 
environmental indicators for the Lake Tahoe 
Basin; and 


“(В) the evaluation of standards and 
benchmarks; 
“(5) conducts applied research, pro- 


grammatic technical assessments, scientific 
data management, analysis, and reporting 
related to key management questions; 

(6) develops new tools and information to 
support objective assessments of land use 
and resource conditions; 

(7) provides scientific and technical sup- 
port to the Federal Government and State 
and local governments in— 

(А) reducing stormwater runoff, air depo- 
sition, and other pollutants that contribute 
to the loss of lake clarity; and 

“(В) the development and implementation 
of an integrated stormwater monitoring and 
assessment program; 

(8) establishes and maintains independent 
peer review processes— 

“(A) to evaluate the Environmental Im- 
provement Program; and 

(В) to assess the technical adequacy and 
scientific consistency of central environ- 
mental documents, such as the 5-year 
threshold review; and 


March 2, 2011 


(09) provides scientific and technical sup- 
port for the development of appropriate man- 
agement strategies to accommodate chang- 
ing climatic conditions in the Lake Tahoe 
Basin. 

“SEC. 12. PUBLIC OUTREACH AND EDUCATION. 

(а) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, Adminis- 
trator, and Director will coordinate with the 
Planning Agency to conduct public edu- 
cation and outreach programs, including en- 
couraging— 

“(1) owners of land and residences in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin— 

(А) to implement defensible space; and 

“(В) to conduct best management practices 
for water quality; and 

“(2) owners of land and residences in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin and visitors to the Lake 
Tahoe Basin, to help prevent the introduc- 
tion and proliferation of invasive species as 
part of the private share investment in the 
Environmental Improvement Program. 

“(®) REQUIRED COORDINATION.—Public out- 
reach and education programs for aquatic 
invasive species under this section shall— 

“(1) be coordinated with Lake Tahoe Basin 
tourism and business organizations; and 

(2) include provisions for the programs to 
extend outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin. 
“SEC. 13. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

“Not later than February 15 of each year, 
the Administrator, in cooperation with the 
Chair, the Secretary, the Director, the Plan- 
ning Agency, and the States of California 
and Nevada, consistent with section 6(c)(6) 
and section 11, shall submit to Congress a re- 
port that describes— 

“(1) the status of all Federal, State, local, 
and private projects authorized under this 
Act, including to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, for projects that will receive Federal 
funds under this Act during the current or 
subsequent fiscal year— 

(А) the project scope; 

“(В) the budget for the project; and 

“(С) the justification for the project, con- 
sistent with the criteria established in sec- 
tion 8(c)(1); 

“(2) Federal, State, local, and private ex- 
penditures in the preceding fiscal year to im- 
plement the Environmental Improvement 
Program and projects otherwise authorized 
under this Act; 

(3) accomplishments in the preceding fis- 
cal year in implementing this Act in accord- 
ance with the performance measures and 
other monitoring and assessment activities; 
and 

(4) public education and outreach efforts 
undertaken to implement programs and 
projects authorized under this Act. 

“SEC. 14. ANNUAL BUDGET PLAN. 

“As part of the annual budget of the Presi- 
dent, the President shall submit information 
regarding each Federal agency involved in 
the Environmental Improvement Program 
(including the Forest Service, the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, and the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service), includ- 
ing— 

“(1) an interagency crosscut budget that 
displays the proposed budget for use by each 
Federal agency in carrying out restoration 
activities relating to the Environmental Im- 
provement Program for the following fiscal 
year; 

“(2) a detailed accounting of all amounts 
received and obligated by Federal agencies 
to achieve the goals of the Environmental 
Improvement Program during the preceding 
fiscal year; and 

(3) a description of the Federal role іп the 
Environmental Improvement Program, in- 
cluding the specific role of each agency in- 
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volved in the restoration of the Lake Tahoe 
Basin. 
“SEC. 15. GRANT FOR WATERSHED STRATEGY. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts to be 
made available under section 18(a), the Ad- 
ministrator shall use not more than $500,000 
to provide a grant, on a competitive basis, to 
States, federally recognized Indian tribes, 
interstate agencies, other public or nonprofit 
agencies and institutions, or institutions of 
higher education to develop a Lake Tahoe 
Basin watershed strategy in coordination 
with the Planning Agency, the States of 
California and Nevada, and the Secretary. 

‘“(b) COMMENT.—In developing the water- 
shed strategy under subsection (a), the grant 
recipients shall provide an opportunity for 
public review and comment. 

(с) COMPONENTS.—The watershed strategy 
developed under subsection (a) shall in- 
clude— 

“(1) a classification system, inventory, and 
assessment of stream environment zones; 

“(2) comprehensive watershed character- 
ization and restoration priorities consistent 
with— 

“(A) the Lake Tahoe total maximum daily 
load; and 

“(В) the environmental threshold carrying 
capacities of Lake Tahoe; 

(3) a monitoring and assessment program 
consistent with section 11; and 

(4) an adaptive management system— 

“(А) to measure and evaluate progress; and 

“(В) to adjust the program. 

“(4 DEADLINE.—The watershed strategy 
developed under subsection (a) shall be com- 
pleted by the date that is 2 years after the 
date on which funds are made available to 
carry out this section.’’. 

SEC. 8. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS. 

Section 17 of The Lake Tahoe Restoration 
Act (Public Law 106-506; 114 Stat. 2358) (as re- 
designated by section 7(2)) is amended by in- 
serting ‘‘, Director, or Administrator” after 
“Secretary”. 

SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

The Lake Tahoe Restoration Act (Public 
Law 106-506; 114 Stat. 2351) is amended by 
striking section 18 (as redesignated by sec- 
tion 7(2)) and inserting the following: 

“SEC. 18. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(а) FUNDING.— 

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this Act $415,000,000 for a period of 
10 fiscal years beginning the first fiscal year 
after the date of enactment of the Lake 
Tahoe Restoration Act of 2011. 

“(2) USE OF FUNDS.—As of the date of en- 
actment of the Lake Tahoe Restoration Act 
of 2011, of the funds authorized to be appro- 
priated to be used to carry out sections 6 and 
7, the Secretary may use such sums as are 
necessary to implement projects on the Pri- 
ority List, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

‘“(b) EFFECT ON OTHER FUNDS.—Amounts 
authorized under this section and any 
amendments made by this Act— 

“(1) shall be in addition to any other 
amounts made available to the Secretary, 
Administrator, or Director for expenditure 
in the Lake Tahoe Basin; and 

‘“(2) shall not reduce allocations for other 
Regions of the Forest Service, Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, or United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

(с) COST-SHARING REQUIREMENT.—Except 
as provided in subsection (d) and section 
6(с)(3)(Е), the States of California and Ne- 
vada shall pay 50 percent of the aggregate 
costs of restoration activities in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin funded under section 6 or 8. 
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(а) RELOCATION CostTs.—Notwithstanding 
subsection (c), the Secretary shall provide to 
local utility districts \2/3\ the costs of relo- 
cating facilities in connection with— 

(1) environmental restoration projects 
under sections 6 and 8; and 

(2) erosion control projects under section 
2 of Public Law 96-586 (94 Stat. 3381). 

“(e) SIGNAGE.—To the maximum extent 
practicable, a project provided assistance 
under this Act shall include appropriate 
signage at the project site that— 

“(1) provides information to the public 
on— 

“(A) the amount of Federal funds being 
provided to the project; and 

“(В) this Act; and 

“(2) displays the visual identity mark of 
the Environmental Improvement Program.’’. 
SEC. 10. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) ADMINISTRATION OF ACQUIRED LAND.— 
Section 3(b) of Public Law 96-586 (94 Stat. 
3384) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(b) Lands” and inserting 
the following: 

(0) ADMINISTRATION OF ACQUIRED LAND.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Land’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(2) INTERCHANGE.— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para- 
graph (1), the Secretary of Agriculture (act- 
ing through the Chief of the Forest Service) 
(referred to in this paragraph as the ‘Sec- 
retary’) may interchange (as defined in the 
first section of Public Law 97-465 (16 U.S.C. 
521c)) any land or interest in land within the 
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B) with appropriate 
units of State government. 

“(B) ELIGIBLE LAND.—The land or interest 
in land referred to in subparagraph (A) is 
land or an interest in land that the Sec- 
retary determines is not subject to efficient 
administration by the Secretary because of 
the location or size of the land. 

“(C) CONSIDERATION.—In any interchange 
under this paragraph, the Secretary shall ac- 
cept land within the Lake Tahoe Basin Man- 
agement Unit of approximately equal value 
(as defined in accordance with section 6(2) of 
Public Law 97-465 (16 U.S.C. 521h)). 

‘(D) ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS.—For the 
purposes of any environmental analysis of an 
interchange under this paragraph, the Sec- 
retary shall— 

“(i) assume the maintenance of the envi- 
ronmental status quo; and 

“(ii) not be required to individually assess 
each parcel that is managed under the Lake 
Tahoe Basin Management Unit Urban Lots 
Program. 

“(Е) USE OF LAND ACQUIRED BY STATE GOV- 
ERNMENT.—In any interchange under this 
paragraph, the Secretary shall— 

“(i) insert in the applicable deed such 
terms, covenants, conditions, and reserva- 
tions as the Secretary determines to be nec- 
essary to ensure— 

“(I) protection of the public interest, in- 
cluding protection of the ecological, scenic, 
wildlife, and recreational values of the Na- 
tional Forest System; and 

“(П) the provision for appropriate access 
to, and use of, land within the National For- 
est System; 

“(Ш) that land subject to exchange is 
monitored for compliance with subclauses (I) 
and (II); and 

(ТУ) if the land conveyed under this para- 
graph is used in a manner that is incon- 
sistent with this section, the land shall, at 
the discretion of the Secretary, revert to the 
United States; or 

“(ii) reserve a conservation easement to 
ensure that the land conveyed is managed in 
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accordance with subclauses (I) through (IV) 
of clause (i). 

‘(F) DELEGATION OF MONITORING AND EN- 
FORCEMENT BY TRANSFER OF CONSERVATION 
EASEMENT.— 

“(i) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In 
this subparagraph, the term ‘eligible entity’ 
means— 

“(I) a conservation agency of a local gov- 
ernment or an Indian tribe; 

“(ID) the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency; 
or 

“(ПІ) an organization that— 

(аа) is organized for, and at all times 
since the formation of the organization, has 
been operated principally for 1 or more of the 
conservation purposes specified in clause (i), 
(ii), (iii), or (iv) of section 170(h)(4)(A) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986; 

“(bb) is an organization described in sec- 
tion 501(с)(3) of that Code that is exempt 
from taxation under section 501(а) of that 
Code; 

(сс) is described in paragraph (1) or (2) of 
section 509(a) of that Code; or 

‘“(dd)(AA) is described in section 509(а)(3) 
of that Code; and 

“(ВВ) is controlled by an organization de- 
scribed in section 509(a)(2) of that Code. 

011) DELEGATION.—Subject to clause (iii), 
the Secretary may delegate to an eligible en- 
tity any monitoring and enforcement duties 
relating to a conservation easement under 
this paragraph by transferring title of own- 
ership to an easement to an eligible entity to 
hold and enforce. 

“(iii) RESTRICTION.—The Secretary may 
delegate monitoring or enforcement duties 
under clause (ii) if— 

“(I) the Secretary retains the right to con- 
duct periodic inspections and enforce the 
easement; 

“(ID the Secretary determines that the 
transfer will promote protection of ecologi- 
cal, scenic, wildlife, and recreational values; 

“(Шр the eligible entity assumes the costs 
incurred in administering and enforcing the 
easement; 

“(ТУ) the Secretary determines that the el- 
igible entity has the resources necessary to 
carry out monitoring and enforcement ac- 
tivities; and 

“(V) all delegated monitoring and enforce- 
ment duties revert to the Secretary if the el- 
igible entity cannot perform the delegated 
duties, at the discretion of the Secretary. 

(С) TRANSFER OF LAND ACQUIRED BY UNITS 
OF STATE GOVERNMENT.—Any unit of State 
government that receives National Forest 
System land through an interchange under 
this paragraph shall not convey the land to 
any person or entity other than the Federal 
Government ог a State government.’’. 

(b) INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT FUNDING.— 
Section 108(g) of title I of division C of the 
Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2005 (Pub- 
lic Law 108-447; 118 Stat. 2942) is amended by 
striking ‘*$25,000,000’’ and inserting 
“*$75,000,000’’. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today I join 
Senator FEINSTEIN in introducing the 
Lake Tahoe Restoration Act of 2011 
along with Senator ENSIGN and Senator 
BOXER. Our bill protects Lake Tahoe by 
helping federal agencies work more 
collaboratively with local governments 
to manage federal lands, preventing 
catastrophic wildfires, keeping 
invasive species out of the lake, using 
sound science to prioritize projects, 
and leveraging state and local funding. 
Senator FEINSTEIN has done a lot of 
work to improve this legislation while 
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maintaining a broad coalition of sup- 
port and I want to thank her for her 
good work. 

Lake Tahoe is a place of incredible 
beauty. When Mark Twain first saw 
Lake Tahoe in 1861, he described it as 
“a noble sheet of blue water lifted 6,300 
feet above the level of the sea, and 
walled in by a rim of snow-clad moun- 
tain peaks that towered aloft full three 
thousand feet higher still” He went on 
to proclaim the view in front of him as 
surely ‘һе fairest picture the whole 
earth affords.” I could not agree more. 

But for all its beauty, Lake Tahoe 
Basin is in peril. The famed clarity of 
the lake declined by over a third dur- 
ing the last 50 years; it is estimated 
that 25 percent of the trees in the basin 
are dead or dying; the prized Lahontan 
cutthroat trout sport fish that once 
grew to more than 40 pounds are no 
longer present; and many of the basin’s 
natural marshes and wetlands have 
been altered or drained. This perilous 
decline jeopardizes the 23,000 jobs and 
$1.8 billion in annual revenues that 
Lake Tahoe contributes to the Nevada 
and California economies. 

It became clear to me in the 1990s 
that a major commitment and coordi- 
nated efforts were necessary to turn 
things around for the health and future 
of Lake Tahoe and the Lake Tahoe 
Basin. In 1996, I called then-President 
Clinton and Vice President Gore and 
asked if they would come to Lake 
Tahoe with me so that they could see 
both the incredible beauty of the place 
and many threats facing it. When we 
convened in July 1997, the President 
and Vice President brought four cabi- 
net secretaries with them and we had a 
multi-day session on the future of Lake 
Tahoe. President Clinton promised to 
make Lake Tahoe a priority—for the 
people of Nevada, for the people of 
California, and for the whole country. 
An executive order and the subsequent 
Lake Tahoe Restoration Act of 2000 
were the result of that commitment. 

It would have been difficult to imag- 
ine at that first summit how much 
progress we would be able to make in 
the last 14 years. The clarity of the 
lake now appears to have stabilized, 
thousands of acres of forest lands have 
been restored, roads and highways 
across the basin have been improved to 
limit runoff, and the natural function 
of many miles of stream zones and ri- 
parian areas has been restored. But 
there is a great deal yet to be done. We 
offer the Lake Tahoe Restoration Act 
of 2011 as the next step. 

Our bill focuses federal attention on 
the areas where we can be most effec- 
tive and it builds on the lessons we 
have learned since 1997. The basic sum- 
mary of the bill is that it authorizes 
$415 million over 10 years to improve 
water clarity, reduce the threat of fire, 
and restore the environment. 

I would like to make a very impor- 
tant point about the federal role in 


March 2, 2011 


protecting Lake Tahoe. The U.S. For- 
est Service manages 75 percent of the 
land surrounding the lake and it is im- 
possible to make real progress in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin without providing 
the Forest Service with the tools they 
need to manage that land. With that in 
mind, we call on the Forest Service to 
support the thresholds put forth by the 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, we 
provide encouragement and funding to 
work on the restoration of stream envi- 
ronment zones, and we withdraw all 
Forest Service in the Basin lands from 
mineral entry in order to minimize soil 
disturbance. The Forest Service is also 
granted increased flexibility to ex- 
change land with the states of Nevada 
and California which will allow for 
more cost-efficient management of the 
over 8,000 publicly owned urban parcels 
spread throughout the Basin. Cur- 
rently, the Forest Service owns over 
3,280 of these urban parcels and there 
are questions about whether it is in the 
public interest for the Forest Service 
to manage these urban lands or wheth- 
er it would be better to pass them to 
other responsible entities that could 
provide more efficient management. 
We have asked the Forest Service to 
report to Congress on their plans for 
improving this part of their program, 
including any suggestions for how Con- 
gress might be able to help. Along with 
these new authorities and direction for 
forest management, the bill authorizes 
$186 million to reduce the threat of 
wildfire. This includes work on Forest 
Service lands as well as work done by 
local fire agencies. Local communities 
and fire districts that receive grants 
from this generous program will pro- 
vide a 25 percent cash match. 

Lake Tahoe is uniquely beautiful and 
it’s worth fighting to protect it. It is 
my sincere hope that my grandchildren 
will see the day when the lake’s clarity 
is restored to 100 feet or more, when 
Tahoe’s giant native trout are once 
again plentiful, and when nearby for- 
ests are diverse and healthy. Mark 
Twain saw something amazing when he 
crested into the Lake Tahoe Basin. We 
owe it to ourselves and to subsequent 
generations to restore as much of that 
splendor as we can. This bill is the next 
step in that journey. 


By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself 
and Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 484. A bill to improve and expand 
geographic literacy among kinder- 
garten through grade 12 students in the 
United States by improving profes- 
sional development programs for kin- 
dergarten through grade 12 teachers of- 
fered through institutions of higher 
education; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen- 
sions. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing the Teaching Geog- 
raphy is Fundamental Act. I am 
pleased to be joined as a cosponsor by 


March 2, 2011 


my friend, the distinguished Senator 
from Maryland, Ms. MIKULSKI. The pur- 
pose of this bill is to improve geo- 
graphic literacy among K through 12 
students by supporting professional de- 
velopment programs for their teachers 
that are administered in institutions of 
higher learning. The bill also assists 
States in measuring the impact of edu- 
cation in geography. 

Ensuring geographic literacy pre- 
pares students to be good citizens of 
both our Nation and the world. John 
Fahey, who is Chairman and CEO of 
the National Geographic Society, once 
stated that, ‘‘Geographic illiteracy im- 
pacts our economic well-being, our re- 
lationships with other nations and the 
environment, and isolates us from the 
world.” When students understand 
their own environment, they can better 
understand the differences in other 
places, and the people who live in 
them. Knowledge of the diverse cul- 
tures, environment, and distances be- 
tween states and countries helps our 
students to understand national and 
international policies, economies, soci- 
eties and political structures on a glob- 
al scale. 

To expect that Americans will be 
able to work successfully with other 
people around the world, we need to be 
able to communicate and understand 
each other. It is a fact that we have a 
global marketplace, and we need to be 
preparing our younger generation for 
competition in the international econ- 
omy. А strong base of geography 
knowledge improves these opportuni- 
ties. 

The U.S. Bureau of Economic Anal- 
ysis reports that in 2010, the overall 
volume of international trade, as the 
sum of imports and exports, was over 
$4.3 trillion. Geographic knowledge is 
increasingly needed for U.S. businesses 
in international markets to understand 
such factors as physical distance, time 
zones, language differences and cul- 
tural diversity. 

Geospatial technology is an emerging 
career that is now available to people 
with an extensive background in geog- 
raphy education. Professionals in 
geospatial technology are employed in 
federal government agencies, and in 
the private and non-profit sectors in 
areas such as agriculture, archeology, 
ecology, land appraisal, and urban 
planning and development. It is impor- 
tant to improve and expand geography 
education so that students in the 
United States can attain the necessary 
expertise to fill and retain the esti- 
mated 70,000 new jobs that are becom- 
ing available each year їп the 
geospatial technology industry. 

Former Secretary of State Colin 
Powell once said, ‘‘To solve most of the 
major problems facing our country 
today—from wiping out terrorism, to 
minimizing global environmental prob- 
lems, to eliminating the scourge of 
AIDS—will require every young person 
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to learn more about other regions, cul- 
tures, and languages.” It is clear to me 
that we need to do more to ensure that 
the teachers responsible for the edu- 
cation of our students, from kinder- 
garten through high school graduation, 
are prepared and trained to teach the 
skills necessary to solve these prob- 
lems. 

Over the last 15 years, the National 
Geographic Society has awarded more 
than $100 million in grants to edu- 
cators, universities, geography alli- 
ances, and others for the purposes of 
advancing and improving the teaching 
of geography. Their models are success- 
ful, and research shows that students 
who have benefitted from this teaching 
outperform other students. State geog- 
raphy alliances exist in 26 states and 
the District of Columbia endowed by 
grants from the Society. But, their ef- 
forts alone are not enough. 

In my home state of Mississippi, 
teachers and university professors are 
making progress to increase geography 
education in schools through addi- 
tional professional training. Based at 
the University of Mississippi, hundreds 
of geography teachers are members of 
the Mississippi Geography Alliance. 
This Alliance conducts regular work- 
shops for graduate and undergraduate 
students who are preparing to be cer- 
tified to teach elementary and high 
school-level geography in our State. 
These workshops have provided oppor- 
tunities for model teaching sessions 
and discussion of best practices in the 
classroom. 

The bill I am introducing establishes 
a Federal commitment to enhance the 
education of our teachers, focuses on 
geography education research, and de- 
velops reliable and advanced tech- 
nology based classroom materials. I 
hope the Senate will consider the seri- 
ousness of the need to make this en- 
hanced investment in geography. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 440. A bill for the relief of Jose 
Buendia Balderas, Alicia Aranda De 
Buendia, and Ana Laura Buendia 
Aranda; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
am reintroducing a private relief bill 
on behalf of the Buendias, a family who 
has lived in the Fresno area of Cali- 
fornia for more than 20 years. The 
beneficiaries of this bill include Jose 
Buendia Balderas, his wife, Alicia 
Aranda de Buendia, and their daughter, 
Ana Laura Buendia Aranda. I believe 
this family merits Congress’ special 
consideration. 

I would like to start with the story of 
Jose Buendia, a remarkable father and 
husband who has embraced the hard 
work ethic of this country. Many years 
ago, Jose’s father worked as an agricul- 
tural worker on the Bracero program. 

In 1981, he brought his son to the 
United States. Jose worked hard, pro- 
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viding financial support to his family 
in Mexico and working his way up 
through jobs in landscaping and con- 
struction. 

Today, Jose is a valuable employee 
with Bone Construction, Inc. He has 
worked with this California-based com- 
pany for nearly 10 years, developing 
skills and experience and now serving 
as a lead foreman. Timothy Bone, the 
owner of the company, calls Jose a ‘ге- 
liable, hardworking and conscientious” 
worker. 

Jose is married to Alicia, who goes to 
work season after season in Califor- 
nia’s labor-intensive agriculture indus- 
try. She currently works for a fruit 
packing company in Reedley, Cali- 
fornia. Jose and Alicia have raised two 
outstanding children, Ana Laura, age 
22, and Alex, age 20, who have both al- 
ways excelled in school. 

Ana Laura earned a 4.0 GPA at 
Reedley High School, and was offered 
an academic scholarship at the Univer- 
sity of California, Berkeley. Unfortu- 
nately, she could not accept the schol- 
arship because of her undocumented 
status. 

Ana Laura nonetheless persisted. She 
enrolled at the University of Cali- 
fornia, Irvine and is on track to grad- 
uate this spring with a major in Chi- 
cano Studies and Art. 

Ana Laura’s younger brother, Alex, is 
a United States citizen. He graduated 
high school with a 3.85 GPA and now 
studies engineering at the University 
of California, Merced. Last spring, he 
graduated with honors and a scholar- 
ship from Reedley College with an As- 
sociate of Science degree in Engineer- 
ing. 

Remarkably, the Buendias should 
have been able to correct their immi- 
gration status years ago. Jose should 
have qualified for legalization pursuant 
to the Immigration and Reform Con- 
trol Act of 1986; however, his applica- 
tion was never acted upon because his 
attorney was convicted of fraudulently 
submitting legalization and Special 
Agricultural Worker applications, 
tainting all of his clients. 

The Immigration and Naturalization 
Service took nearly 7 years to deter- 
mine that Jose’s application contained 
no fraudulent information, but at that 
point it was too late. Jose was no 
longer eligible for relief due to changes 
in U.S. immigration law. 

Still, the Buendia family continued 
to seek legal status through other 
means. In 1999, it appeared they had 
succeeded when an Immigration Judge 
granted the family cancellation of re- 
moval based on the hardship their son, 
Alex, would face if deported to Mexico. 
However, the decision was appealed and 
ultimately overturned. At this point, 
the Buendias have exhausted their op- 
tions to remain together as a family 
here in the United States. 

In the more than 20 years of living in 
California, the Buendias have shown 
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that they are committed to working to 
achieve the American dream. They 
have a strong connection to their local 
community, as active members of the 
Parent Teachers Association and their 
church. They pay their taxes every 
year, paid off their mortgage, and re- 
main free of debt. They have shown 
that they are responsible, maintaining 
health insurance, savings accounts, 
and retirement accounts. 

Moreover, the Buendia children are 
excellent students pursuing higher edu- 
cation here in the United States. With- 
out this private bill, these young 
adults will be separated from their 
family or forced to relocate to a coun- 
try they simply do not know. I do not 
believe it is in the Nation’s best inter- 
est to prevent talented youth raised 
here in the United States, who have 
good moral character and outstanding 
academic records, from realizing their 
future. 

I respectfully ask my colleagues for 
their support of the Buendia family. I 
hope the Senate will consider this pri- 
vate relief legislation in the 112th Con- 
gress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 


There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 440 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR 
JOSE BUENDIA BALDERAS, ALICIA 
ARANDA DE BUENDIA, AND ANA 
LAURA BUENDIA ARANDA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
sections (a) and (b) of section 201 of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1151), Jose Buendia Balderas, Alicia Aranda 
De Buendia, and Ana Laura Buendia Aranda 
shall each be eligible for issuance of an im- 
migrant visa or for adjustment of status to 
that of an alien lawfully admitted for perma- 
nent residence upon filing an application for 
issuance of an immigrant visa under section 
204 of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1154) or for adjust- 
ment of status to lawful permanent resident. 

(0) ADJUSTMENT OF STaATUS.—If Jose 
Buendia Balderas, Alicia Aranda De Buendia, 
or Ana Laura Buendia Aranda enter the 
United States before the filing deadline spec- 
ified in subsection (с), Jose Buendia 
Balderas, Alicia Aranda De Buendia, or Ana 
Laura Buendia Aranda, as appropriate, shall 
be considered to have entered and remained 
lawfully in the United States and shall be el- 
igible for adjustment of status under section 
245 of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
(8 U.S.C. 1255) as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(c) APPLICATION AND PAYMENT OF FEES.— 
Subsections (a) and (b) shall apply only if the 
application for the issuance of an immigrant 
visa or the application for adjustment of sta- 
tus is filed with appropriate fees not later 
than 2 years after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(4) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BERS.—Upon the granting of an immigrant 
visa or permanent residence to Jose Buendia 
Balderas, Alicia Aranda De Buendia, and Ana 
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Laura Buendia Aranda, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper officer to re- 
duce by 8, during the current or next fol- 
lowing fiscal year— 

(1) the total number of immigrant visas 
that are made available to natives of the 
country of birth of Jose Buendia Balderas, 
Alicia Aranda De Buendia, and Ana Laura 
Buendia Aranda under section 203(a) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1158(a)); or 

(2) if applicable, the total number of immi- 
grant visas that are made available to na- 
tives of the country of birth of Jose Buendia 
Balderas, Alicia Aranda De Buendia, and Ana 
Laura Buendia Aranda under section 202(e) of 
such Act (8 U.S.C. 1152(e)). 

(e) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 441. A bill for the relief of 
Esidronio Arreola-Saucedo, Maria Elna 
Cobain Arreola, Nayely Arreola Carlos, 
and Cindy Jael Arreola; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today, I offer private immigration re- 
lief legislation to provide lawful per- 
manent resident status to EHsidronio 
Arreola-Saucedo, Maria Elena Cobian 
Arreola, Nayely Arreola Carlos, and 
Cindy Jael Arreola. The Arreolas are 
Mexican nationals living in the Fresno 
area of California. 

Esidronio and Maria Elena have lived 
in the United States for over 20 years. 
Two of their five children, Nayely, age 
25, and Cindy, age 20, also stand to ben- 
efit from this legislation. 

The other three Arreola children, 
Robert, age 19, Daniel, age 15, and 
Saray, age 14, are United States citi- 
zens. Today, Esidronio and Maria Elena 
and their two eldest children face de- 
portation. 

The story of the Arreola family is 
compelling and I believe they merit 
Congress’ special consideration for 
such an extraordinary form of relief as 
a private bill. 

The Arreolas are facing deportation 
in part because of grievous errors com- 
mitted by their previous counsel, who 
has since been disbarred. In fact, the 
attorney’s conduct was so egregious 
that it compelled an immigration 
judge to write the Executive Office of 
Immigration Review seeking the attor- 
ney’s disbarment for his actions in his 
client’s immigration cases. 

Esidronio came to the United States 
in 1986 and was an agricultural migrant 
worker in the fields of California for 
several years. AS a migrant worker at 
that time, he would have been eligible 
for permanent residence through the 
Seasonal Agricultural Workers SAW, 
program, had he known about it. 

Maria Elena was living in the United 
States at the time she became preg- 
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nant with her daughter Cindy. She re- 
turned to Mexico to give birth because 
she wanted to avoid any problems with 
the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service. 

Because of the length of time that 
the Arreolas were in the United States, 
it is likely that they would have quali- 
fied for suspension of deportation, 
which would have allowed them to re- 
main in the United States legally. 
However, their poor legal representa- 
tion foreclosed this opportunity. 

One of the most compelling reasons 
for my introduction of this private bill 
is the devastating impact the deporta- 
tion of Esidronio and Maria Elena 
would have on their children—three of 
whom are American citizens—and the 
other two who have lived in the United 
States since they were toddlers. For 
these children, this country is the only 
country they really know. 

Nayely, the oldest, was the first in 
her family to graduate from high 
school and the first to graduate col- 
lege. She attended Fresno Pacific Uni- 
versity, a regionally ranked university, 
on a full tuition scholarship package 
and worked part-time in the admis- 
sions office. She graduated from Fresno 
Pacific University with a degree in 
Business Administration and is work- 
ing on her graduate degree. Nayely re- 
cently got married. 

At a young age, Nayely demonstrated 
a strong commitment to the ideals of 
citizenship in her adopted country. She 
worked hard to achieve her full poten- 
tial both through her academic endeav- 
ors and community service. As the As- 
sociate Dean of Enrollment Services at 
Fresno Pacific University states in a 
letter of support, ‘‘[TJhe leaders of 
Fresno Pacific University saw in 
Nayely, a young person who will be- 
come exemplary of all that is good in 
the American dream.” 

In high school, Nayely was a member 
of Advancement Via Individual Deter- 
mination, AVID, college preparatory 
program in which students commit to 
determining their own futures through 
achieving a college degree. Nayely was 
also President of the Key Club, a com- 
munity service organization. Perhaps 
the greatest hardship to this family, if 
forced to return to Mexico, will be her 
lost opportunity to realize her dreams 
and further contribute to her commu- 
nity and to this country. 

Nayely’s sister, Cindy, also recently 
married and has a one-year-old daugh- 
ter. Neither Nayely nor Cindy are eligi- 
ble to adjust their status based on 
their marriages because they grew up 
in the United States undocumented. 

The Arreolas also have other family 
who are United States citizens or law- 
ful permanent residents of this coun- 
try. Maria Elena has three brothers 
who are American citizens, and 
Esidronio has a sister who is an Amer- 
ican citizen. It is also my under- 
standing that they have no immediate 
family in Mexico. 
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According to immigration authori- 
ties, this family has never had any 
problems with law enforcement. I am 
told that they have filed their taxes for 
every year from 1990 to the present. 
They have always worked hard to sup- 
port themselves. 

As I previously mentioned, Esidronio 
was previously employed as a farm 
worker, but now has his own business 
in California repairing electronics. His 
business has been successful enough to 
enable him to purchase a home for his 
family. He and his wife are active in 
their church community and in their 
children’s education. 

It is clear to me that this family has 
embraced the American dream. Enact- 
ment of the legislation I have reintro- 
duced today will enable the Arreolas to 
continue to make significant contribu- 
tions to their community as well as the 
United States. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
private bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 441 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law or any order, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.), Esidronio Arreola- 
Saucedo, Maria Elna Cobian Arreola, Nayely 
Arreola Carlos, and Cindy Jael Arreola shall 
be deemed to have been lawfully admitted 
to, and remained in, the United States, and 
shall be eligible for issuance of an immigrant 
visa or for adjustment of status under sec- 
tion 245 of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1255). 

(b) APPLICATION AND PAYMENT OF FEES.— 
Subsection (a) shall apply only if the appli- 
cations for issuance of immigrant visas or 
the applications for adjustment of status are 
filed with appropriate fees not later than 2 
years after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(c) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BERS.—Upon the granting of immigrant visas 
to Esidronio Arreola-Saucedo, Maria Elna 
Cobian Arreola, Nayely Arreola Carlos, and 
Cindy Jael Arreola, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper officer to reduce by 
4, during the current or subsequent fiscal 
year, the total number of immigrant visas 
that are made available to natives of the 
country of birth of Esidronio Arreola- 
Saucedo, Marina Elna Cobian Arreola, 
Nayely Arreola Carlos, and Cindy Jael 
Arreola under section 203(a) of the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1153(a)) or, 
if applicable, the total number of immigrant 
visas that are made available to natives of 
the country of birth of Esidronio Arreola- 
Saucedo, Maria Elna Cobian Arreola, Nayely 
Arreola Carlos, and Cindy Jael Arreola under 
section 202(e) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1152(c)). 

(d) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
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PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 442. A bill for the relief of Robert 
Liang and Alice Liang; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to reintroduce private relief legis- 
lation for Robert Kuan Liang and his 
wife, Chun-Mei, ‘‘Alice’’, Hsu-Liang. 

I first introduced a private bill for 
Robert and Alice in 2003. Since then 
this family has only further dem- 
onstrated their hard work ethic and 
commitment to realizing the American 
dream. I continue to believe that Rob- 
ert and Alice merit Congress’ special 
consideration and the extraordinary re- 
lief provided by private legislation. 

Robert and Alice have been living in 
San Bruno, California, for the last 27 
years. Robert is a national and refugee 
from Laos, and Alice is originally from 
Taiwan. They have three children who 
are all United States citizens. I am 
concerned that forcing Robert and 
Alice to return to their home countries 
would tear this family apart and cause 
immense and unwarranted hardship to 
them and their children. 

Robert and Alice have called Cali- 
fornia their home since they first en- 
tered the United States in 1983. They 
came here legally on tourist visas. 
They face deportation today because 
they remained in the United States 
past the terms of their visas, and be- 
cause their attorney failed to handle 
their immigration case on a timely 
basis before federal immigration laws 
changed in 1996. 

In many ways, the Liang family rep- 
resents a uniquely American success 
story. Robert was born in Laos, but 
fled the country as a teenager after his 
mother was killed by Communists. He 
witnessed many traumatic experiences 
in his youth, including the attack that 
killed his mother and frequent episodes 
of wartime violence. He routinely wit- 
nessed the brutal persecution and 
deaths of others in his village in Laos. 
In 1975, he was granted refugee status 
in Taiwan. 

Robert and his wife risked everything 
to come to the United States. Despite 
the challenges of their past, they built 
a family in California and established a 
place for themselves in the local com- 
munity. They are homeowners. They 
own a successful business, Fong Yong 
Restaurant. They file annual income 
taxes and are financially stable. 

Robert and Alice support their three 
children, Wesley, Bruce, and Eva, who 
are all American citizens. Wesley is 
now 18 years old and studying at City 
College of San Francisco. The younger 
children, Bruce and Eva, attend schools 
in the San Bruno area and continue to 
do well in their classes. 

There are many reasons to believe 
that deporting Robert and Alice would 
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have a harmful impact on the children, 
who have all of their ties to the United 
States. Deportation would either break 
this family apart or force them to relo- 
cate to a country entirely foreign to 
the one they know to be home. 

The Immigration Judge who presided 
over Robert and Alice’s case in 1997 
also concluded that Robert and Alice’s 
deportation would adversely impact 
the Liang children. 

Moreover, Robert would face signifi- 
cant hurdles if deported, having fled 
Laos as a refugee more than 27 years 
ago. The emotional impact of the war- 
time violence Robert experienced at a 
young age was traumatic and con- 
tinues to strain him. He battles severe 
clinical depression here in the United 
States. Robert fears that if he is de- 
ported and moves to his wife’s home 
country, Taiwan, he will face discrimi- 
nation on account of his nationality. 
Robert does not speak Taiwanese, and 
he worries about how he would pursue 
mental health treatment in a foreign 
country. 

Robert and Alice have worked since 
1993 to resolve their immigration sta- 
tus. They filed for relief from deporta- 
tion; however, it took nearly five years 
for the Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion Service, INS, to act on the case. 
By the time their case went through in 
1997, the immigration laws had changed 
and the Liangs were no longer eligible 
for relief. I supported these changes, 
set forth in the Illegal Immigration Re- 
form and Immigrant Responsibility 
Act of 1996. But, I also believe there 
may be situations worthy of special 
consideration. 

Robert and Alice Liang represent one 
such example. They are long-term resi- 
dents of the United States. Their chil- 
dren are all U.S. citizens. The Immi- 
gration Judge that presided over the 
appeal of this case determined that 
Robert and Alice would have qualified 
for relief from deportation, in light of 
these positive factors, had the INS 
given their case timely consideration. 
Unfortunately, their immigration case 
took nearly five years to move forward. 

A private bill is the only way for 
both Robert and Alice to remain in the 
United States together with their fam- 
ily. They have worked extraordinarily 
hard to make the United States their 
home. I believe Robert and Alice de- 
serve the relief provided by a private 
bill. 

I respectfully ask my colleagues to 
support this private relief bill on behalf 
of the Liangs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 442 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law or any order, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.), Robert Liang and 
Alice Liang shall be deemed to have been 
lawfully admitted to, and remained in, the 
United States, and shall be eligible for 
issuance of an immigrant visa or for adjust- 
ment of status under section 245 of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1255). 

(b) APPLICATION AND PAYMENT OF FEES.— 
Subsection (a) shall apply only if the appli- 
cations for issuance of immigrant visas or 
the applications for adjustment of status are 
filed with appropriate fees not later than 2 
years after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(c) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BERS.—Upon the granting of immigrant visas 
to Robert Liang and Alice Liang, the Sec- 
retary of State shall instruct the proper offi- 
cer to reduce by 2, during the current or sub- 
sequent fiscal year, the total number of im- 
migrant visas that are made available to na- 
tives of the country of birth of Robert Liang 
and Alice Liang under section 203(a) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1153(a)), or, if applicable, the total number of 
immigrant visas that are made available to 
natives of the country of birth of Robert 
Liang and Alice Liang under section 202(e) of 
that Act (8 U.S.C. 1152(e)). 

(d) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage.— 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 443. A bill for the relief of Javier 

Lopez-Urenda and Maria Leticia Are- 
nas; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to reintroduce a private re- 
lief bill on behalf of Javier Lopez- 
Urenda and Maria Leticia Arenas. 
Javier and Leticia, originally from 
Mexico, are the parents of three U.S. 
citizen children, Bryan, age 17, Ashley, 
age 18, and Nancy, age 7. This family 
lives in Fremont, California. 

I first introduced a bill for Javier and 
Leticia in 2009, and I continue to be- 
lieve they deserve Congress’ special 
consideration for such an extraor- 
dinary form of relief as a private bill. 
Javier and Leticia are outstanding par- 
ents, volunteers, workers, and leaders 
in their community. Javier and Leticia 
came to the United States after each 
suffered the loss of a parent. 

Leticia left Mexico at age 17 after her 
mother died from cancer. Javier came 
to the United States in 1990, at age 23, 
several years after the murder of his 
father in Michoacan, Mexico. 

Javier had been living and working 
in the United States for over 25 years 
when I first learned about this case. He 
originally entered the country looking 
for work to support his extended fam- 
ily. Today, Javier is a Manager at Full 
Bloom Baking Company in San Mateo, 
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California, where he has been an em- 
ployee for over 18 years. In fact, Javier 
was the second employee hired at Full 
Bloom when the company first began. 

Javier’s fellow co-workers at Full 
Bloom have written compelling letters 
to me about Javier’s hard work ethic 
and valuable contributions. The com- 
pany owners assert that with his help, 
the company grew to be one of the 
largest commercial bakeries in the Bay 
Area, today employing approximately 
385 people. 

They write that Javier is a mentor to 
others and maintains a ‘‘tremendous 
amount of ‘institutional knowledge’ 
that can never be replaced.” One of his 
co-workers wrote, ‘Without Javier at 
the bakery, the lives of hundreds of 
people will change.”’ 

Javier made attempts to legalize his 
status in the United States. At one 
point, he received an approved labor 
certification. However, his case could 
not be finalized due to poor timing and 
a lengthy immigration process. It took 
three years, for example, for his labor 
certification to be approved. By that 
time, Javier was already in removal 
proceedings and his case is now closed. 

During consideration of Javier’s case, 
the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals ac- 
knowledged the difficult situation 
Javier faces. The Court wrote, ‘‘We are 
not unmindful of the unique and ex- 
tremely sympathetic circumstances of 
this case. By all accounts, Petitioner 
has been an exemplary father, em- 
ployee, and member of his local com- 
munity. If he were to be deported, he 
would be separated from his wife, three 
U.S. citizen children, and the life he 
has worked so hard to build over the 
past 17 years. In light of the unfortu- 
nate sequence of events leading up this 
juncture and Petitioner’s positive con- 
tributions to society, Petitioner may 
very well be deserving of prosecutorial 
grace.” 

Unfortunately, the Court ultimately 
denied the case. Javier and his wife 
have no additional avenues for adjust- 
ing their status. A private bill is the 
only way for them to remain in the 
United States. 

I believe it is important to consider 
the potentially harmful impact on 
Javier and Maria Leticia’s three U.S. 
citizen children, Bryan, Ashley, and 
Nancy, should their parents be de- 
ported. Bryan, Ashley, and Nancy are 
all in school in California. Javier owns 
their home in Fremont. He is the sole 
financial provider for his wife and chil- 
dren, while also providing some finan- 
cial support to extended family mem- 
bers in Mexico. Javier and Leticia are 
good parents and play active roles in 
their children’s lives. The Principal of 
Patterson Elementary School de- 
scribed Javier and Leticia as ‘‘two lov- 
ing and supportive parents who are 
committed to their children’s success.” 

All too often, deportation separates 
U.S. citizen children from their par- 
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ents. In 2009, the Inspector General of 
the Department of Homeland Security 
found that, in the last ten years, at 
least 108,484 immigrant parents of 
American citizen children were re- 
moved from this country. Other reports 
show that deporting a parent causes 
trauma and long-lasting harm to chil- 
dren. 

Moreover, the deportation of Javier 
and Leticia would be a significant loss 
to the community. Leticia is currently 
volunteering and training for a job 
with Bay Area Women Against Rape in 
Oakland, which provides services to 
survivors of sexual assault. She is also 
a certified health promoter and volun- 
teer at Vazquez Health Center in Fre- 
mont. 

Javier’s community involvement is 
just as impressive. He has volunteered 
with the Women’s Foundation of Cali- 
fornia, Lance Armstrong’s Livestrong 
Foundation, the Saint Patrick Proto 
Cathedral Parish, the American Red 
Cross, and the California AIDS Ride. 

Patricia W. Chang, a long-time com- 
munity leader in California and cur- 
rent CEO of Feed the Hunger, writes: 
“Asking Mr. Urenda to leave the 
United States would deprive his chil- 
dren of their father, an upstanding 
resident of the country. It would de- 
prive the community of an active par- 
ticipant, leader, and volunteer.” 

Judy Patrick, President/CEO of the 
Women’s Foundation of California, 
states that Javier ‘‘is a model partici- 
pant in this society.”’ 

Clearly, Javier and Leticia have 
earned the admiration of their commu- 
nity here in the United States. They 
are the loving parents of three Amer- 
ican children. Javier is a valued em- 
ployee at Full Bloom Baking Company. 
This family shows great potential, and 
I believe it is in our Nation’s best in- 
terest to allow them to remain here 
with their children and to continue 
making significant contributions to 
California and the Nation as a whole. 

I respectfully ask my colleagues to 
support this private relief bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 443 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR 
JAVIER LOPEZ-URENDA AND MARIA 
LETICIA ARENAS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
sections (a) and (b) of section 201 of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1151), Javier Lopez-Urenda and Maria Leticia 
Arenas shall each be eligible for issuance of 
an immigrant visa or for adjustment of sta- 
tus to that of an alien lawfully admitted for 
permanent residence upon filing an applica- 
tion for issuance of an immigrant visa under 
section 204 of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1154) or for 
adjustment of status to lawful permanent 
resident. 
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(0) ADJUSTMENT OF STaTUS.—If Javier 
Lopez-Urenda or Maria Leticia Arenas enter 
the United States before the filing deadline 
specified in subsection (c), that alien shall be 
considered to have entered and remained 
lawfully and shall, if otherwise eligible, be 
eligible for adjustment of status under sec- 
tion 245 of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1255) as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(с) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION AND PAY- 
MENT OF FEES.—Subsections (a) and (b) shall 
apply only to an application for issuance of 
an immigrant visa or an application for ad- 
justment of status that is filed, with appro- 
priate fees, within 2 years after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(d) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BER.—Upon the granting of an immigrant 
visa or permanent residence to Javier Lopez- 
Urenda and Maria Leticia Arenas, the Sec- 
retary of State shall instruct the proper offi- 
cer to reduce by two, during the current or 
next following fiscal year, the total number 
of immigrant visas that are made available 
to natives of the country of the aliens’ birth 
under section 203(a) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1153(a)) or, if appli- 
cable, the total number of immigrant visas 
that are made available to natives of the 
country of the aliens’ birth under section 
202(e) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1152(e)). 

(e) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 444. A bill for the relief of Shirley 
Constantino Tan; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today, I am introducing a bill for the 
private relief of Shirley Constantino 
Tan. Shirley is a Filipina national liv- 
ing in Pacifica, California. She is the 
proud mother of 14-year-old U.S. cit- 
izen twin boys, Jashley and Joreine, 
and the spouse of Jay Mercado, a natu- 
ralized U.S. citizen. 

I believe Shirley merits Congress’ 
special consideration for this extraor- 
dinary form of relief because I believe 
her removal from the United States 
would cause undue hardship for her and 
her family. Shirley faces deportation 
to the Philippines, which would sepa- 
rate her from her family and jeopardize 
her safety. 

Shirley experienced horrific violence 
in the Philippines before she left to 
come to the United States. When Shir- 
ley was only 14 years old, her cousin 
murdered her mother and her sister 
and shot Shirley in the head. While the 
cousin who committed the murders was 
eventually prosecuted, he received a 
short jail sentence. Fearing for her 
safety, Shirley fled the Philippines just 
before her cousin was due to be re- 
leased from jail. She entered the 
United States legally on a visitor’s visa 
in 1989. 

Shirley’s current deportation order is 
the result of negligent counsel. Shirley 
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applied for asylum in 1995. While her 
case appeal was pending at the Board 
of Immigration Appeals, her attorney 
failed to submit a brief to support her 
case. AS a result, the case was dis- 
missed, and the Board of Immigration 
Appeals granted Shirley voluntary de- 
parture from the United States. 

Shirley never received notice that 
the Board of Immigration Appeals 
granted her voluntary departure. Shir- 
ley’s attorney moved offices, did not 
receive the order, and ultimately never 
informed her of the order. As a result, 
Shirley did not depart the United 
States and the grant of voluntary de- 
parture automatically became a depor- 
tation order. Shirley learned about the 
deportation order for the first time on 
January 28, 2009, when Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement agents took 
her into immigration custody. 

Because of her attorney’s negligent 
actions, Shirley was denied the oppor- 
tunity to present her case in U.S. im- 
migration proceedings. Shirley later 
filed a complaint with the State Bar of 
California against her former attorney. 
She is not the first person to file such 
а complaint against this attorney. 

In addition to the hardship that 
would come to Shirley if she is de- 
ported, Shirley’s deportation would be 
a serious hardship to her two United 
States citizen children, Jashley and 
Joreine, who are minors. 

Jashley and Joreine are currently at- 
tending Terra Nova High School in 
Pacifica, California, where they con- 
tinue to be excellent students on the 
honor roll. The children are involved in 
their school’s music program, playing 
the clarinet and the flute. The chil- 
dren’s teacher wrote a letter to me in 
which she described Shirley’s involve- 
ment in Jashley and Joreine’s lives, re- 
ferring to Shirley as a ‘‘model’’ parent 
and describing her active role in the 
school community. In addition to car- 
ing for her two children, Shirley is the 
primary caregiver for her elderly 
mother-in-law. 

If Shirley were forced to leave the 
United States, her family has expressed 
that they would go with Shirley to the 
Philippines or try and find a third 
country where the entire family could 
relocate. This would mean that Jashley 
and Joreine would have to leave behind 
their education and the only home 
they know in the United States. 

While Shirley and Jay are legally 
married under California law at this 
time, Shirley cannot legally adjust her 
immigration status through the reg- 
ular family-based immigration proce- 
dures. 

I do not believe it is in our Nation’s 
best interest to force this family, with 
two United States citizen children, to 
make the choice between being sepa- 
rated and relocating to a country 
where they may face safety concerns or 
other serious hardships. 

Shirley and her family are involved 
in their community in Pacifica and 
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own their own home. The family at- 
tends Good Shepherd Catholic Church, 
volunteering for the church and the 
Mother Theresa of Calcutta’s Daugh- 
ters of Charity. Shirley has the support 
of dozens of members of her commu- 
nity who shared with me the family’s 
spirit of commitment to their commu- 
nity. 

Enactment of the legislation I am in- 
troducing on behalf of Shirley today 
will enable this entire family to con- 
tinue their lives in California and 
make positive contributions to their 
community. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
private bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 444 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR 
SHIRLEY CONSTANTINO TAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
sections (a) and (b) of section 201 of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1151), Shirley Constantino Tan shall be eligi- 
ble for issuance of an immigrant visa or for 
adjustment of status to that of an alien law- 
fully admitted for permanent residence upon 
filing an application for issuance of an immi- 
grant visa under section 204 of such Act (8 
U.S.C. 1154) or for adjustment of status to 
lawful permanent resident. 

(0) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—If Shirley 
Constantino Tan enters the United States 
before the filing deadline specified in sub- 
section (c), she shall be considered to have 
entered and remained lawfully and shall, if 
otherwise eligible, be eligible for adjustment 
of status under section 245 of the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1255) as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(с) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION AND PAY- 
MENT OF FEES.—Subsections (a) and (b) shall 
apply only if the application for issuance of 
an immigrant visa or the application for ad- 
justment of status is filed with appropriate 
fees within 2 years after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act. 

(4) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BER.—Upon the granting of an immigrant 
visa or permanent residence to Shirley 
Constantino Tan, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper officer to reduce by 
one, during the current or next following fis- 
cal year, the total number of immigrant 
visas that are made available to natives of 
the country of the alien’s birth under section 
203(a) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1153(а)) or, if applicable, the 
total number of immigrant visas that are 
made available to natives of the country of 
the alien’s birth under section 202(e) of such 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1152(e)). 

(e) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 
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By Mrs, FEINSTEIN: 

S. 445. A bill for the relief of Jorge 
Rojas Gutierrez, Oliva Gonzalez Gon- 
zalez, and Jorge Rojas Gonzalez; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today I am reintroducing a private re- 
lief bill on behalf of Jorge Rojas 
Gutierrez, his wife, Oliva Gonzalez 
Gonzalez, and their son, Jorge Rojas 
Gonzalez. The Rojas family, originally 
from Mexico, is living in the San Jose 
area of California. 

The story of the Rojas family is com- 
pelling, and I believe they merit Con- 
gress’ special consideration for such an 
extraordinary form of relief as a pri- 
vate bill. 

Jorge and his wife, Oliva, originally 
came to the United States in 1990 when 
their son Jorge Rojas, Jr. was just 2 
years old. In 1995, they left the country 
to attend a funeral, and then re-en- 
tered the United States on visitor’s 
visas. 

The family has since expanded to in- 
clude two sons, Alexis Rojas, now 18 
years old, Matias, now a year old, a 
daughter Tania Rojas, now age 16, and 
a granddaughter, Mina Rojas, who is 
less than a year old. 

The Rojas family first attempted to 
legalize their status in the United 
States when an unscrupulous immigra- 
tion consultant, who was not an attor- 
ney, advised them to apply for asylum. 
Unfortunately, without proper legal 
guidance, this family did not realize at 
the time that they lacked a valid basis 
for asylum. The asylum claim was de- 
nied in 2008, leaving the Rojas family 
with no further options to legalize 
their status. 

Since their arrival in the United 
States more than 20 years ago, the 
Rojas family has demonstrated a ro- 
bust work ethic and a strong commit- 
ment to their community in California. 
They have paid their taxes and worked 
hard to contribute to this country. 

Jorge is a hard-working individual 
who has been employed by Valley Crest 
Landscape Maintenance in San Jose, 
California, for the past 16 years. Cur- 
rently, he works on commercial land- 
scaping projects. Jorge is well-re- 
spected by his supervisor and his peers. 

In addition to supporting his family, 
Jorge has volunteered his time to pro- 
vide modern green landscaping and 
building projects at his children’s 
school in California. He is active in his 
neighborhood association, working 
with his neighbors to open a library 
and community center in their commu- 
nity. 

Oliva, in addition to raising her three 
children, has also been very active in 
the local community. She works to 
help other immigrants assimilate to 
American life by acting as a translator 
and a tutor for immigrant children in 
local schools and after school programs 
in Northern California. 

Before her youngest son was born, 
Oliva volunteered with the People Act- 
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ing in Community Together, РАСТ, or- 

ganization, where she worked to pre- 

vent crime, gangs and drug dealing in 

San Jose neighborhoods and schools. 

Both Jorge and Oliva are active vol- 
unteers with the Second Harvest Food 
Bank, assisting in distributing food to 
the needy at a community center. 

Perhaps one of the most compelling 
reasons for permitting the Rojas fam- 
ily to remain in the United States is 
the impact that their deportation 
would have on their three children. 
Two of the Rojas children, Alexis and 
Tania, are American citizens. Jorge 
Rojas, Jr. has lived in the United 
States since he was a toddler. 

For Alexis, Tania, and Jorge, this 
country is the only country they really 
know. 

Jorge Rojas, Jr., who entered the 
United States as an infant with his 
parents, recently became a father. He 
is now 22 years old and working at a 
job that allows him to support his 
daughter, Mina. Jorge graduated from 
Del Mar High School in 2007 and is tak- 
ing classes at San Jose City College. 

Alexis, age 18, graduated from Del 
Mar High School and is now a student 
at West Valley College in Saratoga, 
California. He is interested in studying 
linguistics. Tania, age 16, still attends 
Del Mar High School and plans to grad- 
uate next year. Their teachers describe 
them as ‘‘fantastic, wonderful and gift- 
ed” students. 

It seems so clear to me that this fam- 
ily has embraced the American dream 
and their continued presence in our 
country would do so much to enhance 
the values we hold dear. 

When I first introduced this bill, I re- 
ceived dozens of letters from the com- 
munity in Northern California in sup- 
port of this family. Enactment of the 
legislation I have reintroduced today 
will enable the Rojas family to con- 
tinue to make significant contribu- 
tions to their community as well as the 
United States. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
private bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 445 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR 
JORGE ROJAS GUTIERREZ, OLIVA 
GONZALEZ GONZALEZ, AND JORGE 
ROJAS GONZALEZ. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
sections (a) and (b) of section 201 of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1151), Jorge Rojas Gutierrez, Oliva Gonzalez 
Gonzalez, and Jorge Rojas Gonzalez shall 
each be eligible for the issuance of an immi- 
grant visa or for adjustment of status to that 
of an alien lawfully admitted for permanent 
residence upon filing an application for 
issuance of an immigrant visa under section 
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204 of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1154) or for adjust- 
ment of status to lawful permanent resident. 

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—If Jorge Rojas 
Gutierrez, Oliva Gonzalez Gonzalez, or Jorge 
Rojas Gonzalez enters the United States be- 
fore the filing deadline specified in sub- 
section (c), Jorge Rojas Gutierrez, Oliva 
Gonzalez Gonzalez, or Jorge Rojas Gonzalez, 
as appropriate, shall be considered to have 
entered and remained lawfully in the United 
States and shall be eligible for adjustment of 
status under section 245 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1255) as of the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION AND PAY- 
MENT OF FEES.—Subsections (a) and (b) shall 
apply only if the application for the issuance 
of an immigrant visa or the application for 
adjustment of status is filed with appro- 
priate fees not later than 2 years after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(d) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BERS.—Upon granting an immigrant visa or 
permanent residence to Jorge Rojas Gutier- 
rez, Oliva Gonzalez Gonzalez, and Jorge 
Rojas Gonzalez, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper officer to reduce by 3, 
during the current or subsequent fiscal year, 
the total number of immigrant visas that are 
made available to natives of the country of 
birth of Jorge Rojas Gutierrez, Oliva Gon- 
zalez Gonzalez, and Jorge Rojas Gonzalez 
under section 203(a) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1153(a)) or, if appli- 
cable, the total number of immigrant visas 
that are made available to natives of the 
country of birth of Jorge Rojas Gutierrez, 
Oliva Gonzalez Gonzalez, and Jorge Rojas 
Gonzalez under section 202(e) of such Act (8 
U.S.C. 1152(e)). 

(e) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 446. A bill for the relief of Ruben 
Mkoian, Asmik Karapetian, and Arthur 
Mkoyan; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to reintroduce private relief legis- 
lation in the 112th Congress on behalf 
of Ruben Mkoian, Asmik Karapetian, 
and their son, Arthur Mkoyan. The 
Mkoian family has been living in Fres- 
no, California, for over 15 years. I con- 
tinue to believe this family deserves 
Congress’ special consideration for 
such an extraordinary form of relief as 
a private bill. 

The Mkoian family is originally from 
Armenia. They decided to leave Arme- 
nia for the United States in the early 
1990s, following several incidents in 
which the family experienced van- 
dalism and threats to their well-being. 

In Armenia, Ruben worked as a po- 
lice sergeant on vehicle licensing. At 
one point, he was offered a bribe to reg- 
ister stolen vehicles, which he refused 
and reported to his superior, the police 
chief. He later learned that a co-worker 
had gone ahead and registered the vehi- 
cles at the request of the chief. 
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Several disturbing incidents occurred 
after Ruben reported the bribe offer to 
illegally register vehicles. Ruben’s 
store was vandalized; after he said he 
would call the police, he received 
threatening phone calls telling him to 
keep quiet. At one point, the Mkoians 
suffered the loss of their home when a 
bottle of gasoline was thrown into 
their residence, burning it to the 
ground. In April 1992, several men en- 
tered the family store and assaulted 
Ruben, hospitalizing him for 22 days. 

Ruben, Asmik, and their three-year- 
old son, Arthur, left Armenia soon 
thereafter and entered the United 
States on visitor visas. They applied 
for political asylum in 1992 on the 
grounds that they would be subject to 
physical attacks if returned to Arme- 
nia. It took 16 years for their case to be 
finalized, and the Ninth Circuit Court 
of Appeals denied their asylum case in 
January 2008. 

At this time, Ruben, Asmik, and Ar- 
thur have exhausted every option to re- 
main legally in the United States. 

The Mkoians have worked hard to 
build a place for their family in Cali- 
fornia. Ruben works as a truck driver 
for a California trucking company. He 
has been described as ‘‘trustworthy,”’ 
“knowledgeable,” and an asset to the 
company. Asmik has completed train- 
ing at a local community college and is 
now a full-time medical assistant with 
Fresno Shields Medical Group. 

The Mkoians attend St. Paul Arme- 
nian Apostolic Church in Fresno. They 
do charity work to send medical equip- 
ment to Armenia. Asmik also teaches 
Armenian School on Saturdays at the 
church. 

I would particularly like to highlight 
the achievements of the Ruben and 
Asmik’s two children, Arthur and 
Arsen, who were raised in California 
and have been recognized publicly for 
their scholastic achievements. 

I first introduced a private bill for 
this family on Arthur’s high school 
graduation day. Despite being undocu- 
mented, Arthur maintained a 4.0 grade 
point average in high school and was a 
valedictorian for the class of 2008. Ar- 
thur, now 20 years old, is in his third 
year at the University of California, 
Davis. He is studying biochemistry, 
maintains excellent grades, and was on 
the Dean’s Merit List again this past 
quarter. 

Arthur’s brother, Arsen, is 14 years 
old and a United States citizen. He is 
currently a freshman at Bullard High 
School in Fresno, where he does well in 
his classes, maintaining a 3.9 grade 
point average. 

I believe Arthur and Arsen are two 
young individuals with great potential 
here in the United States. Like their 
parents, they have demonstrated their 
commitment to working hard—and 
they are succeeding. They clearly as- 
pire to do great things here in the 
United States. 
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It has been more than 18 years since 
Ruben, Asmik, and Arthur left Arme- 
nia. This family has few family mem- 
bers and virtually no supporting con- 
tacts in Armenia. They invested their 
time, resources, and effort in order to 
remain in the United States legally, to 
no avail. A private relief bill is the 
only means to prevent them from being 
forced to return to a country that long 
ago became a closed chapter of their 
past. 

When I first introduced a bill on be- 
half of the Mkoian family in 2008, I re- 
ceived written endorsements from Rep- 
resentatives George Radanovich, R-CA, 
and JIM CosTA, D-CA, in strong support 
of the family. I also received more than 
200 letters of support and dozens of 
calls of support from friends and com- 
munity members, attesting to the posi- 
tive impact that this family has had in 
Fresno California. 

I believe that this case warrants our 
compassion and our extraordinary con- 
sideration. I respectfully ask my col- 
leagues to support this private legisla- 
tion on behalf of the Mkoian family. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 446 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR 


RUBEN MKOIAN, ASMIK 
KARAPETIAN, AND ARTHUR 
MKOYAN. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
sections (a) and (b) of section 201 of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1151), Ruben Mkoian, Asmik Karapetian, and 
Arthur Mkoyan shall each be eligible for the 
issuance of an immigrant visa or for adjust- 
ment of status to that of an alien lawfully 
admitted for permanent residence upon fil- 
ing an application for issuance of an immi- 
grant visa under section 204 of such Act (8 
U.S.C. 1154) or for adjustment of status to 
lawful permanent resident. 

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—If Ruben 
Mkoian, Asmik Karapetian, or Arthur 
Mkoyan enters the United States before the 
filing deadline specified in subsection (c), 
Ruben Mkoian, Asmik Karapetian, or Arthur 
Mkoyan, as appropriate, shall be considered 
to have entered and remained lawfully in the 
United States and shall be eligible for ad- 
justment of status under section 245 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1255) as of the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(c) APPLICATION AND PAYMENT OF FEES.— 
Subsections (a) and (b) shall apply only if the 
application for the issuance of an immigrant 
visa or the application for adjustment of sta- 
tus is filed with appropriate fees not later 
than 2 years after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(d) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BERS.—Upon granting an immigrant visa or 
permanent resident status to Ruben Mkoian, 
Asmik Karapetian, and Arthur Mkoyan, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
officer to reduce by 3, during the current or 
subsequent fiscal year, the total number of 
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immigrant visas that are made available to 
natives of the country of birth of Ruben 
Mkoian, Asmik Karapetian, and Arthur 
Mkoyan under section 203(a) of the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1153(a)) or, 
if applicable, the total number of immigrant 
visas that are made available to natives of 
the country of birth of Ruben Mkoian, 
Asmik Karapetian, and Arthur Mkoyan 
under section 202(e) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 
1152(e)). 

(e) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 447. A bill for the relief of Jose 
Alberto Martinez Moreno, Micaela 
Lopez Martinez, and Adilene Martinez; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today I am reintroducing private im- 
migration relief legislation to provide 
lawful permanent resident status to 
Jose Alberto Martinez Moreno, Micaela 
Lopez Martinez, and their daughter, 
Adilene Martinez. This family is origi- 
nally from Mexico but has been living 
in California for twenty years. I believe 
they merit Congress’ special consider- 
ation for this extraordinary form of re- 
lief. 

When Jose came to the United States 
from Mexico, he began working as a 
busboy in restaurants in San Fran- 
cisco, California. In 1990, he started 
working as a cook at Palio D’Asti, an 
award-winning Italian restaurant in 
San Francisco. 

Jose worked his way through the 
ranks, eventually becoming Palio’s 
sous chef. His colleagues describe him 
as a reliable and cool-headed coworker, 
and as “ап exemplary employee” who 
not only is ‘‘good at his job but is also 
a great boss to his subordinates.” 

He and his wife, Micaela, call San 
Francisco home. Micaela works as a 
housekeeper. They have three daugh- 
ters, two of whom are United States 
citizens. Their oldest child Adilene, age 
22, is undocumented. Adilene graduated 
from the Immaculate Conception Acad- 
emy and attended San Francisco City 
College. She is now studying nursing at 
Los Medranos College. 

The Martinez’s second daughter, 
Jazmin, is a senior at Leadership High 
School and has applied to attend sev- 
eral Universities in California. Jazmin 
is a United States citizen and has been 
diagnosed with asthma. According to 
her doctor, if the family returns to 
Mexico, the high altitude and air pollu- 
tion in Mexico City could be fatal to 
Jazmin. 

The Martinez family attempted to le- 
galize their status through several 
channels. 

In 2001, Jose’s sister, who has legal 
status, petitioned for Jose to get a 
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green card. However, the current green 
card backlog for siblings from Mexico 
is long, and it will be many years be- 
fore Jose will be eligible to legalize his 
status though his sister. 

In 2002, the Martinez family applied 
for political asylum. Their application 
was denied. An immigration judge de- 
nied their subsequent application for 
cancellation of removal because he 
could not find the ‘‘requisite hardship” 
required for this form of immigration 
relief. Ironically, the immigration 
judge who reviewed their case found 
that Jose’s culinary ability was a nega- 
tive factor weighing against keeping 
the family in the United States, find- 
ing that Jose’s skills indicated that he 
could find a job in Mexico. 

Finally, Daniel Scherotter, the exec- 
utive chef and owner of Palio D’Asti, 
petitioned for legal status for Jose 
based upon Jose’s unique skills as a 
chef. Even though U.S. Citizenship and 
Immigration Services approved Jose’s 
work petition, there is a backlog for 
employment based visas and it may be 
many years before Jose can get a visa. 
Until then, he and his family remain 
subject to deportation. 

Jose, Micaela, and their daughter, 
Adilene, have no other administrative 
options to legalize their status. If they 
are deported, they will face a several- 
year ban from returning to the United 
States. Jose and Micaela will be sepa- 
rated from their American citizen-chil- 
dren and their community. 

The Martinez family has become an 
integral part of their community in 
California. They are active in their 
faith community and their children’s 
schools. They volunteer with commu- 
nity-based organizations and are, in 
turn, supported by their community. 
When I first introduced this bill, I re- 
ceived dozens of letters of support from 
their fellow parishioners, teachers, and 
members of their community. 

The Martinez family truly embraces 
the American dream. Jose worked his 
way through the restaurant industry to 
become a chef and an indispensable em- 
ployee at a renowned restaurant. 
Adelene worked hard in high school 
and is now attending college. 

I believe the Martinez family’s pres- 
ence in the United States allows them 
to continue making significant con- 
tributions to their community in Cali- 
fornia. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
private bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 447 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, for the purposes of 
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the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101 et seq.), Jose Alberto Martinez 
Moreno, Micaela Lopez Martinez, and 
Adilene Martinez shall each be deemed to 
have been lawfully admitted to, and re- 
mained in, the United States, and shall be el- 
igible for adjustment of status to that of an 
alien lawfully admitted for permanent resi- 
dence under section 245 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1255) upon fil- 
ing an application for such adjustment of 
status. 

(b) APPLICATION AND PAYMENT OF FEES.— 
Subsection (a) shall apply only if the appli- 
cation for adjustment of status is filed with 
appropriate fees not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BERS.—Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dent status to Jose Alberto Martinez 
Moreno, Micaela Lopez Martinez, and 
Adilene Martinez, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper officer to reduce by 
3, during the current or subsequent fiscal 
year, the total number of immigrant visas 
that are made available to natives of the 
country of the birth of Jose Alberto Mar- 
tinez Moreno, Micaela Lopez Martinez, and 
Adilene Martinez under section 202(e) or 
203(a) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1152(e) and 1153(a)), as applica- 
ble. 

(d) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 448. A bill for the relief of Shing 
Ma ‘‘Steve’’ Li; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing a private relief 
bill on behalf of Shing Ma ‘‘Steve’’ Li. 
Steve is a Peruvian national who lives 
in San Francisco, California. He was 
brought to the United States as a child 
and is now a student at City College of 
San Francisco hoping to become a 
nurse. 

I decided to introduce a private bill 
on Steve’s behalf because I believe that 
Steve would suffer undue hardship if he 
were removed to Peru. Without this 
legislation, Steve would be separated 
from his family and his community, 
and returned to a country he does not 
know. 

Steve was only 12 years old when his 
parents brought him to the United 
States. Steve’s parents are Chinese na- 
tionals who originally fled China to es- 
cape economic oppression and the Chi- 
nese government’s policies on repro- 
ductive rights. From China, his parents 
went to Peru, where Steve was born. 

The family then sought asylum in 
the United States, which was denied. 
Steve was ordered removed to Peru, 
where he was born, while his parents 
were ordered removed to China, the 
country of their nationality. Steve’s 
parents would not be able to accom- 
pany their son to Peru. 
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Steve’s parents never told him about 
the asylum denial or the removal or- 
ders. Steve did not know that he was in 
the United States illegally, and he 
went through all of his teenage years 
in the United States believing he was 
legally allowed to be here. He did not 
learn about his deportation order until 
one morning this past September when 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
agents arrived at his home and took 
him into custody. 

All too often, youngsters like Steve 
are put in the position of being re- 
turned to a country they do not know. 
These young people did not make the 
choice to come to the United States 
but were brought to this country by 
their parents. Many of these young 
people grew up in America and have 
little or no memory of the countries 
they came from. They are hard work- 
ing young people dedicated to their 
education. They have stayed out of 
trouble. Some are valedictorians and 
honor roll students. Many are commu- 
nity leaders and have an unwavering 
commitment to serving the United 
States. 

I hoped that the Senate would pass 
the DREAM Act last year to provide 
qualified young people the opportunity 
to contribute to this country and their 
communities. Unfortunately, the bill 
fell short of the 60 votes it needed to 
move forward. I hope the Senate will 
one day pass the DREAM Act. The leg- 
islation I am introducing today will 
provide one of these youngsters the op- 
portunity give back to the country he 
calls home. 

Steve attended George Washington 
High School in San Francisco, Cali- 
fornia. While there, he was enrolled in 
the Honor’s Program and became very 
involved in his high school community. 
Steve was an athlete on the cross coun- 
try and track team. He worked for the 
school newspaper as a reporter, editor, 
and cameraman. Demonstrating his de- 
sire to educate his community on 
health issues, Steve also provided pres- 
entations to other students through his 
high school’s wellness program on the 
risks of drinking and driving and sexu- 
ally transmitted diseases. 

Steve graduated high school in 2008 
and enrolled at City College of San 
Francisco to pursue a career in nurs- 
ing. City College of San Francisco 
awarded Steve the Goldman Scholar- 
ship to cover the cost of his tuition. 
Steve has continued his active involve- 
ment in his community, joining the 
Asian American Student Success Cen- 
ter, as well as the Science, Technology, 
Engineering and Mathematics Pro- 
gram, which is a 2-year outreach and 
educational support program. 

Steve continued his commitment to 
academic achievement when he at- 
tended the San Francisco State Univer- 
sity Summer Science Institute, which 
provided a year-long internship to pre- 
pare him for a career in health care 
upon his graduation from college. 
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Educators working with Steve high- 
light his potential for giving back to 
the United States, while Steve’s friends 
and other community members have 
contacted me about the impact his 
compassion and helpfulness has had on 
the community. Steve’s teachers call 
him a “great student,” ‘Shard work- 
ing,’ “ап exceptional student,” and 
“goal directed.” 

This private bill is an opportunity for 
Steve to finish his education and re- 
main in the country he considers his 
only home. If he were forced to relo- 
cate to Peru, his education would be 
cut short, and Steve would be sent to a 
place where he knows no one. I believe 
that, by staying in California, Steve 
will only continue to serve his commu- 
nity and serve this country as a health 
care professional. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
private bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 448 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR 
SHING MA “STEVE” LI. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law or any order, for pur- 
poses of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.), Shing Ma ‘“‘Steve” 
Li shall be— 

(1) deemed to have been lawfully admitted 
to, and remained in, the United States; and 

(2) eligible for issuance of an immigrant 
visa or for adjustment of status under sec- 
tion 245 of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1255). 

(b) APPLICATION AND PAYMENT OF FEES.— 
Subsection (a) shall apply only if the appli- 
cations for issuance of an immigrant visa or 
for adjustment of status are filed, with ap- 
propriate fees, not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BERS.—Upon the granting of an immigrant 
visa to Shing Ma ‘‘Steve’’ Li, the Secretary 
of State shall instruct the proper officer to 
reduce by 1, during the current or next fol- 
lowing fiscal year, the total number of immi- 
grant visas that are made available to na- 
tives of the country of the birth of Shing Ma 
“Steve” Li under— 

(1) section 203(a) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1158(а)); or 

(2) section 202(e) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 
1152(e)), if applicable. 

(d) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 449. A bill for the relief of Joseph 
Gabra and Sharon Kamel; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today, Iam reintroducing private relief 
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legislation on behalf of Joseph Gabra 
and Sharon Kamel, a couple living with 
their family in Camarillo, California. 

Joseph and Sharon are nationals of 
Egypt who fled their home country 
over twelve years ago after being tar- 
geted for their religious involvement in 
the Christian Coptic Church in Egypt. 
They became involved with this church 
during the 1990s, Joseph as an account- 
ant and project coordinator helping to 
build community facilities and Sharon 
as the church’s training director in 
human resources. 

Unfortunately, Joseph and Sharon 
were also subjected to threats and 
abuse. Joseph was jailed repeatedly be- 
cause of his involvement with the 
church. Sharon’s family members were 
violently targeted, including her cous- 
in who was murdered and her brother 
whose business was firebombed. When 
Sharon became pregnant with her first 
child, she was threatened by a member 
of a different religious organization 
against raising her child in a non-Mus- 
lim faith. 

Joseph and Sharon came to the 
United States legally seeking refuge in 
November 1998. They immediately noti- 
fied authorities of their intent to seek 
protection in the United States, filing 
for political asylum in May 1999. 

However, Joseph, who has a speech 
impediment, had difficulty commu- 
nicating why he was afraid to return to 
Egypt, and one year later their asylum 
application was denied because they 
could not adequately establish that 
they were victims of persecution. Jo- 
seph and Sharon pursued the appro- 
priate means for appealing this deci- 
sion, to no avail. 

It should be noted that sometime 
later Sharon’s brother applied for asy- 
lum in the United States. He, too, ap- 
plied on the basis of persecution he and 
his family faced in Egypt, but his ap- 
plication was approved and he was 
granted this status in the United 
States. 

There are no other avenues for Jo- 
seph and Sharon to pursue relief here 
in the United States. If they are de- 
ported, they will be forced back to a 
country where they sincerely fear for 
their safety. 

Since arriving in the United States 
more than twelve years ago, Joseph 
and Sharon have built a family here, 
including four children who are United 
States citizens: Jessica, age 12, Re- 
becca, age 11, Rafael, age 10, and 
Veronica, age 6. Jessica, Rebecca, and 
Rafael attend school in California and 
maintain good grades. Veronica is at- 
tending kindergarten at Camarillo 
Heights Elementary School. 

Joseph and Sharon worked hard to 
achieve financial security for their 
children, and they created a meaning- 
ful place for their family in California. 
Both earned college degrees in Egypt. 
Joseph, who has his Certified Public 
Accountant license, has been working 
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in the accounting department for a 
technology company in California. 

Joseph also volunteers for his son’s 
Boy Scout Troop, and has expressed in- 
terest in pursuing opportunities as an 
Arabic language expert here in the 
United States. Joseph and Sharon 
carry strong support from friends, co- 
workers, members of their local 
church, and other Californians who at- 
test to their good character and com- 
munity contributions. 

І am concerned that the entire fam- 
ily would face serious and unwarranted 
hardships if forced to relocate to 
Egypt. For Jessica, Rebecca, Rafael, 
and Veronica, the only home they 
know is in the United States. It is 
quite possible these four American 
children would face discrimination or 
worse in Egypt on account of their reli- 
gion, aS was the experience of many of 
their family members. 

Joseph and Sharon have made a com- 
pelling plea to remain in the United 
States. These parents emphasize their 
commitment to supporting their chil- 
dren and making a healthy and produc- 
tive place for them to grow up in Cali- 
fornia. I believe this family deserves 
that opportunity. 

I respectfully ask my colleagues to 
support this private relief bill on behalf 
of Joseph Gabra and Sharon Kamel. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 449 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for the purposes of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101 et seq.), Joseph Gabra and Sharon 
Kamel shall each be deemed to have been 
lawfully admitted to, and remained in, the 
United States, and shall be eligible for ad- 
justment of status to that of an alien law- 
fully admitted for permanent residence 
under section 245 of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1255) upon filing an 
application for such adjustment of status. 

(b) APPLICATION AND PAYMENT OF FEES.— 
Subsection (a) shall apply only if the appli- 
cation for adjustment of status is filed with 
appropriate fees not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BERS.—Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dent status to Joseph Gabra and Sharon 
Kamel, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper officer to reduce by 2, during the 
current or subsequent fiscal year, the total 
number of immigrant visas that are made 
available to natives of the country of birth 
of Joseph Gabra and Sharon Kamel under 
section 203(a) of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1153(a)), or, if applica- 
ble, the total number of immigrant visas 
that are made available to natives to the 
country of birth of Joseph Gabra and Sharon 
Kamel under section 202(e) of that Act (8 
U.S.C. 1152(e)). 

(d) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
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Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

б. 450. A bill for the relief of Jac- 
queline W. Coats; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor to reintroduce pri- 
vate relief legislation on behalf of Jac- 
queline Coats, a widow living in the 
San Francisco Bay Area. I rise today to 
ask my colleagues to support this leg- 
islation in the 112th Congress, which 
would provide Jacqueline with the ex- 
traordinary relief I believe she de- 
serves. 

Jacqueline came to the United States 
from Kenya in 2001 on a student visa to 
study Mass Communications at San 
Jose State University. In January 2002, 
based on the advice she received from a 
college advisor, Jacqueline attempted 
to transfer to City College of San Fran- 
cisco, which required her to file for re- 
instatement. However, the request for 
reinstatement was denied in October 
2002, and Jacqueline’s immigration sta- 
tus lapsed the following year. 

Jacqueline married Marlin Coats, an 
American citizen, on April 17, 2006, at 
San Francisco City Hall. But not even 
a month after the marriage, on May 13, 
2006, Jacqueline’s husband died while 
heroically attempting to save two boys 
from drowning at Ocean Beach in San 
Francisco. The two children survived 
with the help of a rescue crew, but Mr. 
Coats was caught in a riptide and died. 
The sudden and unexpected loss of her 
husband devastated Jacqueline. 

Unfortunately, a loophole in U.S. im- 
migration laws meant that 
Jacqueline’s status in the United 
States was suddenly in jeopardy due to 
the death of her husband. Jacqueline 
and her husband had prepared and 
signed an application for a green card 
at their attorney’s office just four days 
before Mr. Coats died. However, the pe- 
tition did not get filed until after his 
death, meaning it could no longer be 
considered valid. 

Jacqueline very likely would have re- 
ceived permanent residence in the 
United States were it not for the ab- 
rupt death of Mr. Coats. At the time, 
Jacqueline received a medal honoring 
her husband’s heroic actions. The San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors, the 
San Francisco Police Department, and 
the San Francisco chapter of the 
NAACP all passed resolutions in sup- 
port of her remaining in the United 
States. 

In 2009, I co-sponsored legislation 
known as the Fairness to Surviving 
Spouses Act to address this hole in 
U.S. immigration laws that creates un- 
necessary hardship for foreign-born 
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men and women—like Jacqueline— 
whose immigration status is at risk 
when the sponsoring U.S. citizen 
spouse dies. I do not believe our immi- 
gration system should penalize individ- 
uals whose earnest efforts to become 
permanent legal residents of this coun- 
try are cut short when their sponsoring 
spouse dies. 

I was pleased that the President 
signed the Fairness to Surviving 
Spouses Act into law as part of a De- 
partment of Homeland Security appro- 
priations bill on October 28, 2009. U.S. 
Citizenship and Immigration Services 
is now implementing this law, which 
allows widows of American citizens to 
continue to petition for permanent 
residency as long as they can prove 
that they entered into their marriage 
in good faith. Jacqueline may be eligi- 
ble for this form of relief; however, I 
believe that a private bill remains nec- 
essary until this process can be final- 
ized. 

Jacqueline has been a hard-working 
employee for a transit company in 
Oakland, California, since 2004. She is 
taking three classes at St. Mary’s Col- 
lege, and she remains close with the 
family of her late husband. For Jac- 
queline, the Coats family here in the 
United States has become her own. 

Ramona Burton, one of Mr. Coats’ 
siblings, wrote in a letter to me: ‘‘She 
spent her first American Christmas 
with us, her first American Thanks- 
giving I can’t imagine looking 
around and not seeing her there. She 
needs to be there.” Another concerned 
California constituent wrote to me 
that common fairness, morality and 
decency” should be the standards by 
which we view this case. I agree. De- 
spite the tragedy of losing her husband, 
Jacqueline continues to work hard, 
take classes, and integrate herself 
within her community. 

Without some form of relief, Jac- 
queline will be deported to Kenya, a 
country she has not lived in since she 
was 21 years old. This is never what her 
late husband, a citizen of the United 
States, intended. 

I believe Congress should honor this 
family by granting Jacqueline perma- 
nent residency in the United States. I 
urge my colleagues to give consider- 
ation to Jacqueline and to support this 
private relief immigration bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 450 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR 
JACQUELINE W. COATS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
sections (a) and (b) of section 201 of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1151), Jacqueline W. Coats shall be eligible 
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for issuance of an immigrant visa or for ad- 
justment of status to that of an alien law- 
fully admitted for permanent residence upon 
filing an application for issuance of an immi- 
grant visa under section 204 of that Act (8 
U.S.C. 1154) or for adjustment of status to 
lawful permanent resident. 

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—If Jacqueline 
W. Coats enters the United States before the 
filing deadline specified in subsection (c), 
Jacqueline W. Coats shall be considered to 
have entered and remained lawfully in the 
United States and shall be eligible for ad- 
justment of status under section 245 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1255) as of the date of enactment of this Act. 

(c) APPLICATION AND PAYMENT OF FEES.— 
Subsections (a) and (b) shall apply only if the 
application for issuance of an immigrant 
visa or the application for adjustment of sta- 
tus is filed with appropriate fees not later 
than 2 years after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(d) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BERS.—Upon the granting of an immigrant 
visa or permanent residence to Jacqueline 
W. Coats, the Secretary of State shall in- 
struct the proper officer to reduce by 1, dur- 
ing the current or subsequent fiscal year, the 
total number of immigrant visas that are 
made available to natives of the country of 
birth of Jacqueline W. Coats under section 
203(a) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1153(а)) or, if applicable, the 
total number of immigrant visas that are 
made available to natives of the country of 
birth of Jacqueline W. Coats under section 
202(e) of that Act (8 U.S.C. 1152(e)). 

(e) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

б. 451. A bill for the relief of Claudia 
Marquez Rico; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor today to reintroduce 
private relief legislation for Claudia 
Marquez Rico. I first introduced a pri- 
vate bill for Claudia back in 2006. This 
young woman has lived in California 
for most of her life. She suffered tre- 
mendous hardship after the sudden 
death of her parents more than ten 
years ago. I believe she deserves the 
special relief granted by a private bill. 

Claudia was born in Jalisco, Mexico. 
She was only 6 years old when her par- 
ents brought her, and her two younger 
brothers, to the United States. 

Ten years ago, tragedy struck this 
family. Early in the morning on Octo- 
ber 4, 2000, while driving to work, 
Claudia’s parents were killed in a hor- 
rific car accident when their vehicle 
collided with a truck on a rural road. 

Suddenly orphaned, Claudia and her 
siblings were fortunate enough to have 
a place to go. They were welcomed into 
the loving home of their aunt, 
Hortencia, and uncle, Patricio, who are 
both United States citizens. Hortencia 
and Patricio are active at Buen Pastor 
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Catholic Church. Patricio is a youth 
soccer coach. This couple raised the 
Marquez children as their own, coun- 
seling them through the loss of their 
parents and helping them with their 
school work. They became the legal 
guardians of the Marquez children in 
2001. 

Claudia likely would have resolved 
her immigration status, were it not for 
poor legal representation. The death of 
the Marquez parents meant that Clau- 
dia and her siblings should have quali- 
fied for special immigrant juvenile sta- 
tus. Congress created this special im- 
migrant status to protect children 
under extraordinary circumstances and 
spare them the hardship of deportation 
when a state court deems the children 
to be dependents as a result of abuse, 
abandonment, or neglect. In fact, 
Claudia’s younger brother, Omar, was 
granted this special immigrant juve- 
nile status, providing him legal perma- 
nent residency. 

However, the lawyer for the Marquez 
children failed to secure this relief for 
Claudia. She has now reached the age 
of majority without having resolved 
her immigration status, making her in- 
eligible for this special relief. 

It is important to take note that the 
lawyer who handled this case currently 
faces charges on numerous counts of 
professional incompetence and moral 
turpitude for mishandling immigration 
cases. The California State Bar accused 
him of a ‘‘despicable and far-reaching 
pattern of misconduct.” The Bar 
sought to disbar the attorney before he 
resigned with pending charges. 

Claudia deserved a fair chance at re- 
solving her immigration status, but 
her attorney’s egregious behavior 
stripped her of this opportunity. 

Claudia, nonetheless, finished school 
despite these adverse circumstances. 
She secured a job in Redwood City, 
California, and she currently lives with 
her younger sister, Maribel, in Menlo 
Park, where they care for their grand- 
father. Claudia also provides financial 
support to her two brothers, Jose and 
Omar, whenever necessary. She is still 
active in the local community, attend- 
ing San Clemente Catholic Church in 
Hayward. 

It would be an injustice to add to the 
Marquez family’s misfortune by tear- 
ing these siblings apart. Claudia and 
her siblings have come to rely on each 
other in the absence of their deceased 
parents, and Claudia is clearly a cen- 
tral support of this family. Moreover, 
Claudia has never visited Mexico and 
has no close relatives in the country. 
She was so young when her parents 
brought her to the United States that 
she has no memories of Mexico. 

I am reintroducing a private relief 
bill on Claudia’s behalf because I be- 
lieve her removal from the United 
States would go against our standard 
of fairness and would only cause addi- 
tional hardship on a family that al- 
ready endured so much. 
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I respectfully ask my colleagues to 
support this private relief legislation 
on behalf of Claudia Marquez Rico. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 451 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR 
CLAUDIA MARQUEZ RICO. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
sections (a) and (b) of section 201 of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1151), Claudia Marquez Rico shall be eligible 
for issuance of an immigrant visa or for ad- 
justment of status to that of an alien law- 
fully admitted for permanent residence upon 
filing an application for issuance of an immi- 
grant visa under section 204 of such Act (8 
U.S.C. 1154) or for adjustment of status to 
lawful permanent resident. 

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—If Claudia 
Marquez Rico enters the United States be- 
fore the filing deadline specified in sub- 
section (c), she shall be considered to have 
entered and remained lawfully and, if other- 
wise eligible, shall be eligible for adjustment 
of status under section 245 of the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1255) as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) APPLICATION AND PAYMENT OF FEES.— 
Subsections (a) and (b) shall apply only if the 
application for issuance of an immigrant 
visa or the application for adjustment of sta- 
tus is filed with appropriate fees not later 
than 2 years after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(d) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BER.—Upon the granting of an immigrant 
visa or permanent residence to Claudia 
Marquez Rico, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper officer to reduce by 1, 
during the current or subsequent fiscal year, 
the total number of immigrant visas that are 
made available to natives of the country of 
birth of Claudia Marquez Rico under section 
203(a) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1153(a)) or, if applicable, the 
total number of immigrant visas that are 
made available to natives of the country of 
birth of Claudia Marquez Rico under section 
202(e) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1152(e)). 

(е) DENIAL OF PREFERENTIAL IMMIGRATION 
TREATMENT FOR CERTAIN RELATIVES.—The 
natural parents, brothers, and sisters of 
Claudia Marquez Rico shall not, by virtue of 
such relationship, be accorded any right, 
privilege, or status under the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.). 

(f) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 452. A bill for the relief of Alfredo 
Plascencia Lopez and Maria Del 
Refugio Plascencia; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer legislation to pro- 
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vide lawful permanent residence status 
to Alfredo Plascencia Lopez and his 
wife, Maria del Refugio Plascencia, 
Mexican nationals who live in the San 
Bruno area of California. 

I have decided to offer legislation on 
their behalf because I believe that, 
without it, this hardworking couple 
and their five children, all United 
States citizens, would face extreme 
hardship. Their children would either 
face separation from their parents or 
be forced to leave the only country 
they know and give up on their edu- 
cation in the United States. 

The Plascencias have been in the 
United States for over 20 years. They 
worked for years to adjust their status 
through appropriate legal channels, 
but poor legal representation ruined 
their opportunities. The Plascencias’ 
lawyer refused to return their calls or 
otherwise communicate with them in 
any way. He also failed to forward cru- 
cial immigration documents, or even 
notify the Plascencias that he had 
them. Because of the poor representa- 
tion they received, Alfredo and Maria 
only became aware that they had been 
ordered to leave the United States fif- 
teen days prior to their scheduled de- 
portation. 

The Plascencias were shocked to 
learn of their attorney’s malfeasance, 
but they acted quickly to secure legiti- 
mate counsel and to file the appro- 
priate paperwork to delay their depor- 
tation to determine if any other legal 
action could be taken. 

Since arriving in the United States 
in 1988, Alfredo and Maria have proven 
themselves a civic-minded couple who 
share our American values of hard 
work, dedication to family, and devo- 
tion to community. 

For over 15 years, Alfredo has been 
gainfully employed at Vince’s Shell- 
fish, where his dedication and willing- 
ness to learn have propelled him from 
part-time work to a managerial posi- 
tion. He now oversees the market’s en- 
tire packing operation and several em- 
ployees. 

The president of the market, in one 
of the several dozen letters I received 
in support of Alfredo, referred to him 
as “а valuable and respected em- 
ployee” who ‘‘handles himself in a very 
professional manner” and serves as “а 
role model” to other employees. Others 
who have written to me praising 
Alfredo’s job performance refer to him 
as ‘“‘gifted,’’ ‘‘trusted,’’ “honest” and 
“reliable.” 

Maria has distinguished herself as a 
medical assistant at a Kaiser 
Permanente hospital in the Bay Area. 
Not satisfied with working as a maid at 
a local hotel, she went to school, 
earned her high school equivalency de- 
gree, and improved her skills to be- 
come a medical assistant. She is now in 
a program to become a Licensed Voca- 
tional Nurse. She plans to graduate 
next year and start a nursing program 
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with Kaiser to become a registered 
nurse. 

Several Californians who wrote to me 
in support of Maria describe her as ‘‘re- 
sponsible,” ‘‘efficient,’? and ‘‘compas- 
sionate.’’ Kaiser Permanente’s Director 
of Internal Medicine wrote to say that 
Maria is ‘‘an asset to the community 
and exemplifies the virtues we Ameri- 
cans extol: hardworking, devoted to 
her family, trustworthy and loyal, 
[and] involved in her community. She 
and her family are a solid example of 
the type of immigrant that America 
should welcome wholeheartedly.” 

Together, Alfredo and Maria have 
used their professional successes to re- 
alize many of the goals dreamed of by 
all Americans. They saved up and 
bought a home. They own a car. They 
have good health care benefits, and 
they each have begun saving for retire- 
ment. They are sending their daughter, 
Christina, age 19, to college and plan to 
send the rest of their children to col- 
lege as well. 

Allowing the Plascencias to remain 
in the United States would preserve 
their achievements and ensure that 
they will be able to make substantive 
contributions to the community in the 
future. 

In addition, this bill will have a posi- 
tive impact on the couple’s United 
States citizen children, who are dedi- 
cated to pursuing their educations and 
becoming productive members of their 
community. 

Christina is the Plascencias’ oldest 
child. She is 20 years old, working and 
taking classes at Skyline Community 
College and the College of San Mateo. 
She would like to be a paralegal. Erika, 
age 16, attends Peninsula High School 
in San Bruno and was recently named 
Student of the Month. Erika’s teachers 
praise her abilities and have referred to 
her as a ‘‘bright spot”? in the class- 
room. 

Alfredo and Maria also have three 
young children: Alfredo, Jr., age 14, 
Daisy, age 9, and Juan-Pablo, age 5. 

Removing Alfredo and Maria from 
the United States would be tragic for 
their children. The Plascencia children 
were born in America and through no 
fault of their own have been thrust 
into a situation that has the potential 
to dramatically alter their lives. 

It would be especially tragic if Erika, 
Alfredo, and Daisy have to leave the 
United States. They are old enough to 
understand that they are leaving their 
schools, their teachers, their friends, 
and their home. They would leave ev- 
erything that is familiar to them. 

The Plascencia family would then be 
in Mexico without a means for sup- 
porting themselves and with no place 
to live. The children would have to ac- 
climate to a different culture, lan- 
guage, and way of life. 

The only other option would be for 
Alfredo and Maria to leave their chil- 
dren here with relatives. This separa- 
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tion is a choice which no parents 
should have to make. 

I am reintroducing this legislation 
because I believe that the Plascencias 
will continue to make positive con- 
tributions to their community in Cali- 
fornia and this country. The Plascencia 
children should be given the oppor- 
tunity to realize their full potential in 
the United States, with their family in- 
tact. 

I respectfully ask my colleagues to 
support this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 452 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR 
ALFREDO PLASCENCIA LOPEZ AND 
MARIA DEL REFUGIO PLASCENCIA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
sections (a) and (b) of section 201 of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1151), Alfredo Plascencia Lopez and Maria 
Del Refugio Plascencia shall each be eligible 
for the issuance of an immigrant visa or for 
adjustment of status to that of an alien law- 
fully admitted for permanent residence upon 
filing an application for issuance of an immi- 
grant visa under section 204 of that Act (8 
U.S.C. 1154) or for adjustment of status to 
lawful permanent resident. 

(0) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—If Alfredo 
Plascencia Lopez or Maria Del Refugio 
Plascencia enter the United States before 
the filing deadline specified in subsection (c), 
Alfredo Plascencia Lopez or Maria Del 
Refugio Plascencia, as appropriate, shall be 
considered to have entered and remained 
lawfully and shall be eligible for adjustment 
of status under section 245 of the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1255) as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) APPLICATION AND PAYMENT OF FEES.— 
Subsections (a) and (b) shall apply only if the 
application for issuance of immigrant visas 
or the application for adjustment of status 
are filed with appropriate fees within 2 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(d) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM- 
BERS.—Upon the granting of immigrant visas 
or permanent residence to Alfredo 
Plascencia Lopez and Maria Del Refugio 
Plascencia, the Secretary of State shall in- 
struct the proper officer to reduce by 2, dur- 
ing the current or subsequent fiscal year, the 
total number of immigrant visas that are 
made available to natives of the country of 
birth of Alfredo Plascencia Lopez and Maria 
Del Refugio Plascencia under section 203(a) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1153(а)) or, if applicable, the total 
number of immigrant visas that are made 
available to natives of the country of birth 
of Alfredo Plascencia Lopez and Maria Del 
Refugio Plascencia under section 202(e) of 
that Act (8 U.S.C. 1152(e)). 

(e) PAYGO.—The budgetary effects of this 
Act, for the purpose of complying with the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall 
be determined by reference to the latest 
statement titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of 
PAYGO Legislation” for this Act, submitted 
for printing in the Congressional Record by 
the Chairman of the Senate Budget Com- 
mittee, provided that such statement has 
been submitted prior to the vote on passage. 
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By Mr. GRASSLEY: 

S. 454. A bill to amend titles XVIII 
and XIX of the Social Security Act to 
prevent fraud, waste, and abuse under 
Medicare, Medicaid and CHIP, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, ear- 
lier today the Finance Committee held 
a hearing to discuss the serious prob- 
lems of fraud in Medicare and Med- 
icaid. Over the last 9 years, the Fi- 
nance Committee has held more than 
20 oversight hearings dealing with 
Medicare and Medicaid fraud. These 
hearings highlighted the flaws in how 
the Federal Government administers 
Medicare and Medicaid. They also 
stress the need to create disincentives 
for those who seek to defraud these 
vital programs. 

Every dollar lost to Medicare or Med- 
icaid fraud is a dollar that is not avail- 
able for beneficiaries. Of course, we 
ought to be very cognizant of that con- 
sidering the impending bankruptcy of 
Medicare. In 2009, the Federal Govern- 
ment spent $502 billion on Medicare 
and $379 billion on Medicaid. It is esti- 
mated that between $40 billion and $70 
billion was lost to fraud that year. 
However, officials from the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services 
and the Department of Justice an- 
nounced last month that their health 
care fraud prevention and enforcement 
efforts recovered $4 billion in fraud. So 
compare that $4 billion with the $44 bil- 
lion to $70 billion, and it means we still 
have a very long way to go. 

When it comes to public programs 
such as Medicare and Medicaid, it is 
clear the Federal Government needs to 
be more effective in combating waste, 
fraud, and abuse. The Federal Govern- 
ment has simply made it too easy for 
bad actors to steal from each of these 
programs. It says a lot when we hear 
that organized crime has moved into 
health care fraud because it is more lu- 
crative than organized crime. Medicare 
and Medicaid also attract more crimi- 
nals because the profits of fraud great- 
ly outweigh the consequences if you 
get caught. Then there are those who 
don’t even get caught. 

Taxpayer dollars should only go to 
bona fide providers and medical sup- 
pliers. But the reimbursement system 
is set up so that the Federal Govern- 
ment pays first and asks questions 
later. In other words, the system is 
based on a program we call the pay- 
and-chase system. 

Over the years, Congress has given 
the executive branch more authority to 
improve enforcement of fraud, waste, 
and abuse laws. During health care re- 
form, Senator BAUCUS and I developed 
a bipartisan set of legislative proposals 
to combat fraud, waste, and abuse. 
Many of these proposals are in the bill 
I introduced in the last Congress, S. 
2964, the Strengthening Program Integ- 
rity and Accountability in Health Care 
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Act, and many were even included in 
the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act. These provisions did not 
draw opposition from either side of the 
aisle. 

Tackling fraud, waste, and abuse in 
health care is one of the areas where 
there is widespread agreement. But our 
work does not end with the passage of 
legislation. Congress needs to keep the 
pressure on Federal officials to do ev- 
erything possible to prevent and stop 
fraud. 

There is also more Congress must do 
in ways of reform to enhance the gov- 
ernment’s ability to fight this fraud. 
We need to ensure that phantom doc- 
tors, pharmacies, and durable medical 
equipment suppliers cannot simply bill 
Medicare millions of dollars in just a 
few months and then get out of town 
scot-free. Health and Human Services 
and the Center for Medicare and Med- 
icaid Services need to use the tools al- 
ready available to them to make sure 
claims are legitimate before they are 
paid. 

But even with all of that, we must re- 
main vigilant in our oversight efforts, 
which is the constitutional responsi- 
bility of the legislative branch of gov- 
ernment, because tomorrow’s criminals 
will find ways to get around the laws 
and regulations we put in place today. 
That is why I am introducing the 
Strengthening Program Integrity and 
Accountability in Health Care Act of 
2011. This bill contains the remaining 
proposals from б. 2964 that are nec- 
essary to enhance the government’s 
ability to combat Medicare and Med- 
icaid fraud. It builds on reforms we 
made in the last Congress. 

The bill would require the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to issue 
regulations to make Medicare claims 
and payment data available to the pub- 
lic similar to other Federal spending 
disclosed through www.USAspending 
.gov. This Web site lists almost all Fed- 
eral spending, but it doesn’t include 
Medicare payments made to physi- 
cians. That means virtually every 
other government program, including 
even some defense spending, is more 
transparent, or responds to the citi- 
zens’ right to know, than spending by 
the Medicare Program. So that dif- 
ferential between defense spending and 
most other government programs and 
what we allow the public to know 
about the Medicare tax dollars being 
spent is too big of a gap and one we 
should not tolerate anymore because a 
taxpayer dollar spent on Medicare isn’t 
any different from the public’s right to 
know about a taxpayer dollar spent on 
defense programs. Let’s say even for 
this Senator, with my background in 
farming and participating in a family 
farm operation, the public can read in 
the newspapers of Iowa, as they can for 
every State, the amount of money a 
certain Senator—or I shouldn’t say 
Senator—a certain farmer gets from 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


the farm program. It is all taxpayers’ 
dollars. 

In addition, this bill also goes on to 
create a national clearinghouse of in- 
formation so that we can better detect, 
prevent, and thereby deter medical 
identity theft. This is about the Fed- 
eral Government sharing information 
it already has in ways that protect the 
taxpayer and work against those de- 
frauding the system. 

The bill would also change Federal 
laws that require Medicare to pay pro- 
viders quickly regardless of the risks of 
fraud, waste, and abuse. Under current 
law, the government is required to 
make payments for what is called a 
clean claim within 14 to 30 days before 
interest accrues on the claim. That is 
not enough time for the limited num- 
ber of Medicare auditors to determine 
if a claim is legitimate before a pay- 
ment has to be made. The result is that 
this what we call prompt-payment rule 
requires that Medicare pay bad actors 
first and ask questions later, which 
leads to that pay-and-chase system I 
previously mentioned. 

So this bill would add to the tools 
Congress provided to the executive 
branch last year to prevent fraudulent 
payment on the front end. It would ex- 
tend the time payments must be made 
if the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services determines there is a likeli- 
hood of fraud, waste, and abuse. 

In addition, the bill would expand the 
Health and Human Services inspector 
general’s authority to exclude an indi- 
vidual from participating in the Fed- 
eral health care program. I wish to give 
an example. The inspector general 
would be able to exclude an individual 
if the individual had ownership or con- 
trol interests in an entity at the time 
the entity engaged in misconduct such 
as health care fraud. Now, I know that 
is common sense to the taxpayers of 
America, but it is not something the 
inspector general can do today. 

I still have other areas my bill ad- 
dresses, and one is in the area of ille- 
gal, unapproved drugs. Just last week, 
the Los Angeles Times reported that 
the Food and Drug Administration is 
struggling to keep unapproved drugs 
off the market. It reported that ‘іп 
many cases, the agency doesn’t even 
know what the drugs are or where they 
are.” This is another example of how 
the Federal reimbursement system cre- 
ates an incentive for bad actors to get 
around the rules. 

In this case, those rules are the Food 
and Drug Administration requirements 
for putting a drug on the market. 

Medicaid pays until the Food and 
Drug Administration identifies a drug 
or class of drugs as not approved for 
marketing and then takes formal ac- 
tion. 

Under such circumstances, the Fed- 
eral Government doesn’t even have the 
option to chase after the previous pay- 
ments. 
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My bill would stop such payments, 
unless the State Medicaid Programs 
first verify with the Food and Drug Ad- 
ministration that the drug is being le- 
gally marketed. 

Again, that may sound like common 
sense, but it is something that can’t be 
done without a change in the law. 

The changes I am proposing would go 
a long way to deter those who would 
defraud our health care system. It also 
would provide greater protections to 
the taxpayers. 

Fighting fraud, waste, and abuse in 
Medicare and Medicaid is vital to the 
sustainability of each program. My bill 
will help add to the reforms we passed 
last year. It will fix some of the bla- 
tant problems that incentivize and re- 
ward waste, fraud, and abuse. Over 100 
million Americans rely on Medicare 
and Medicaid for health insurance. 

Right now, these programs, as we all 
know—every Member of the Senate 
knows and most of the public knows— 
these programs are on ап unsus- 
tainable path. My bill takes necessary 
steps to move these programs toward 
sustainability. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation and help me by cospon- 
soring it. 


By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and 
Mr. KERRY): 

S. 455. A bill to promote development 
and opportunity with regards to spec- 
trum occupancy and use, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today, along with Senator KERRY, to 
re-introduce comprehensive spectrum 
reform legislation to modernize our na- 
tion’s radio spectrum planning, man- 
agement, and coordination activities. 
Taking this corrective action will 
allow us to meet the future tele- 
communications needs of all spectrum 
users. For consumers, these fixes will 
lead to additional choices, greater in- 
novation, lower prices, and more reli- 
able services. 

Over the past year, there has been 
growing concern about a looming radio 
spectrum crisis. It is not without rea- 
son—growth and innovation within 
spectrum-based services have exploded 
over the past decade. In particular, the 
cellular industry has been a prominent 
driver of this expansion. Currently, 
there are more than 290 million wire- 
less subscribers in the U.S., and Amer- 
ican consumers use more than 6.4 bil- 
lion minutes of air time per day. 

While the foundation for wireless 
services has been voice communica- 
tion, more subscribers are utilizing it 
for broadband through the use of 
smartphones and  netbooks—smart- 
phones actually outsold personal com- 
puters in the last quarter of 2010. Ac- 
cording to the Pew Research Center, 56 
percent of adult Americans have 
accessed the Internet via a wireless de- 
vice. ABI Research forecasts there will 
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be 150 million mobile broadband sub- 
scribers by 2014—a 2,900 percent in- 
crease from 2007. Spectrum is so impor- 
tant that both the Federal Commu- 
nications Commission and the Presi- 
dent have made it a priority to find ad- 
ditional spectrum for wireless 
broadband so providers have the nec- 
essary capacity to meet the growing 
demand of consumers and businesses 
alike. 

There are constraints however, spec- 
trum is a finite resource, and we can- 
not manufacture new spectrum. Mak- 
ing matters worse, the government’s 
current spectrum management frame- 
work is inefficient and has not kept up 
with technological advancements. As 
evidence, the Government Account- 
ability Office, in a series of reports, 
concluded ‘‘the current structure and 
management of spectrum use in the 
U.S. does not encourage the develop- 
ment and use of some spectrum effi- 
cient technologies.”’ 

The legislation we are re-introducing 
today fixes the fundamental defi- 
ciencies that exist in spectrum man- 
agement and promotes efforts to im- 
prove spectrum efficiency. Specifically, 
the Reforming Airwaves by Developing 
Incentives and Opportunistic Sharing, 
RADIOS, Act tasks the FCC and the 
National Telecommunications and In- 
formation Administration, NTIA, to 
conduct the fundamental first step of a 
comprehensive inventory of radio spec- 
trum and to perform much-needed 
spectrum measurements to determine 
actual usage and occupancy rates. This 
data would provide decision makers at 
the FCC, NTIA, and Congress a clearer, 
more detailed, and up-to-date under- 
standing of how spectrum is currently 
being used and by whom—data essen- 
tial to sound policy decisions and spec- 
trum management. 

The bill also requires a cost-benefit 
analysis of spectrum relocation oppor- 
tunities to move certain incumbent 
users and services to more efficient 
spectrum bands. Many legacy wireless 
services could employ newer tech- 
nologies to provide more efficient use 
of spectrum. The legislation would also 
establish Wi-Fi hot-spots and allow the 
installation of wireless antenna sys- 
tems and base stations, such as 
femtocells, in all publicly accessible 
Federal buildings as well as streamline 
Federal rights-of-way and wireless 
tower sitings on Federal buildings. 
Such efforts would improve wireless 
and broadband coverage for Americans 
and also result in lower costs to tax- 
payers since spectrum would be uti- 
lized more effectively by Federal agen- 
cies. 

In addition, my bill requires greater 
collaboration between the FCC and 
NTIA on spectrum policy and manage- 
ment related issues, implementation of 
spectrum sharing and reuse programs, 
as well as more market-based incen- 
tives to promote efficient spectrum 
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use. It also sets a deadline for the cre- 
ation of the National Strategic Spec- 
trum Plan, which will provide a long- 
term vision for domestic spectrum use 
and strategies to meet those needs. 
While the National Broadband Plan 
touches on several of these areas, this 
legislation will provide greater assist- 
ance in developing the 2156 Century 
comprehensive spectrum policy nec- 
essary to meet the future spectrum 
needs of all users. 

It should be noted the RADIOS Act is 
intended to complement the National 
Broadband Plan and the recently an- 
nounced Presidential Wireless Initia- 
tive in promoting more efficient use of 
spectrum and ensuring that the proper 
framework is in place to meet Amer- 
ica’s future telecommunications needs. 
But it also encourages greater focus on 
other areas outside the Plan and the 
Initiative by promoting technological 
innovation and more robust spectrum 
management. 

Senator KERRY and I envision this 
legislation to be a supplement to other 
legislative efforts related to spectrum. 
And we look forward to working with 
our colleagues in the Senate and with 
all stakeholders to advance com- 
prehensive 21st Century spectrum pol- 
icy necessary to meet the future spec- 
trum needs of all users. 

Our Nation’s competitiveness, econ- 
omy, and national security demand 
that we allocate the necessary atten- 
tion to this policy shortcoming—it is 
the only way we will be able to avert a 
looming spectrum crisis and continue 
to realize the boundless benefits of 
spectrum-based services. That is why I 
sincerely hope that my colleagues will 
join Senator KERRY and me in sup- 
porting this critical legislation. 


By Mr. RISCH (for himself, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. LEE, 
and Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin): 

S. 460. A bill to prohibit the Sec- 
retary of Education from promulgating 
or enforcing regulations or guidance 
regarding gainful employment; to the 


Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 
Mr. RISCH. Mr. President, I am 


pleased to be joined by my colleagues, 
Senators COBURN, DEMINT, JOHNSON 
and LEE, in introducing the Education 
for All Act. This important piece of 
legislation would preserve educational 
and economic opportunities for all 
Americans. 

The U.S. Department of Education is 
proposing new ‘“‘gainful employment” 
rules that would deny federal financial 
aid to students who attend proprietary 
colleges and vocational certificate pro- 
grams. These rules would disqualify 
students from receiving federal edu- 
cation loans if their chosen programs 
do not meet a complex formula com- 
paring student debt to future earning 
potential. Why should students be dis- 
couraged from attending a school they 
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want or a profession they chose be- 
cause of Washington bureaucrats? 

The bill I am introducing today 
would prohibit these regulations from 
going into effect. 

The “gainful employment” rules 
could deny hundreds of thousands of 
students access to the training and 
skills development they need to secure 
a job in today’s troubled economy. 
There is high demand in some sectors 
for highly skilled workers and pro- 
priety schools are uniquely qualified to 
meet the training needs of these em- 
ployers. It is simply irresponsible for 
the government to throw roadblocks in 
front of students and institutions at a 
time when job creation in America 
should be the administration’s number 
one priority. 

Further, the ‘‘gainful employment” 
rules will disproportionately harm low- 
income and minority students. These 
students often depend more heavily on 
education loans regardless of the type 
of institution they attend and take 
longer to repay. 

The rules would also significantly 
impact health care programs. Nearly 
half of all health care workers are 
trained at proprietary schools. With an 
aging baby boom population, demand 
for trained health care providers is al- 
ready critical and will only get worse. 
President Obama’s health care law 
adds to this burden as well. We ought 
to be expanding educational capacity 
for health care workers, not enacting 
regulations that threaten access. 

In short, this legislation will pre- 
serve educational and economic oppor- 
tunities for all Americans. I urge all of 
my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 460 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Education 
for All Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. GAINFUL EMPLOYMENT. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of Education may not use 
any Federal funds to— 

(1) implement, administer, or enforce the 
final regulations on “Program Integrity: 
Gainful Employment—New Programs” pub- 
lished by the Department of Education in 
the Federal Register on October 29, 2010 (75 
Fed. Reg. 66665 et seq.); 

(2) issue a final rule or otherwise imple- 
ment the proposed rule on “Program Integ- 
rity: Gainful Employment” published by the 
Department of Education on July 26, 2010 (75 
Fed. Reg. 43616 et seq.); 

(3) implement, administer, or enforce sec- 
tion 668.6 of title 34, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions, (relating to gainful employment), as 
amended by the final regulations published 
by the Department of Education in the Fed- 
eral Register on October 29, 2010 (75 Fed Reg. 
66832 et seq.); or 
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(4) promulgate or enforce any new regula- 
tion or rule with respect to the definition or 
application of the term ‘‘gainful employ- 
ment” under the Higher Education Act of 
1965 on or after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 


By Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. 
CASEY, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. NELSON of 
Florida, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio): 

S. 462. A bill to better protect, serve, 
and advance the rights of victims of 
elder abuse and exploitation by estab- 
lishing a program to encourage States 
and other qualified entities to create 
jobs designed to hold offenders ac- 
countable, enhance the capacity of the 
justice system to investigate, pursue, 
and prosecute elder abuse cases, iden- 
tify existing resources to leverage to 
the extent possible, and assure data 
collection, research, and evaluation to 
promote the efficacy and efficiency of 
the activities described in this Act; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today with Senators BLUMENTHAL, 
SHERROD BROWN, CASEY, GILLIBRAND, 
MIKULSKI and BILL NELSON to intro- 
duce the Elder Abuse Victims Act of 
2011. This legislation creates in the De- 
partment of Justice an Office of Elder 
Justice, OEJ, that will protect Amer- 
ica’s seniors by strengthening law en- 
forcement’s response to elder abuse. 
The ОЕЈ will provide leadership, train- 
ing materials and other needed infor- 
mation to prosecutors, law enforce- 
ment, adult protective services and 
others, in order to build a robust infra- 
structure to effectively address elder 
abuse. Additionally, the bill will en- 
courage states to set up multidisci- 
plinary teams where information and 
resources are shared in order to better 
serve the victims of elder abuse. 

The plight of vulnerable seniors is a 
subject of great concern. Elder abuse is 
often hidden from sight by the victims 
themselves. Even so, experts conserv- 
atively estimate that as many as two 
million Americans age 65 and older 
have been injured, exploited, or other- 
wise mistreated by someone on whom 
they depend for care or protection. 

As Federal policymakers, it is time 
that we step forward and tackle this 
challenge with dedicated efforts and 
more vigorous programs that will 
make fighting elder abuse as important 
a priority as ongoing efforts to counter 
child abuse. 

We need to provide assistance to our 
courts, which would benefit from hav- 
ing access to designated staff that has 
particular knowledge and expertise in 
elder abuse. Specialized protocols may 
be required where victims are unable to 
testify on their own behalf, due to cog- 
nitive impairments or poor physical 
health. And there is a great need for 
specialized knowledge that will support 
successful prosecutions and enhance 
the development of case law. Today, 
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many state elder abuse statutes lack 
adequate provisions to encourage wide 
reporting of abuse and exploitation, 
more thorough investigations, and 
greater prosecution of abuse cases. 

For the victims of elder abuse, many 
of whom are physically frail and very 
frightened, we must do much more. 
First and foremost, we must be more 
responsive. Not too long ago, it was dif- 
ficult to even get an abuse case inves- 
tigated. While that is starting to 
change, we have much more work to 
do. Sometimes, for example, emer- 
gency interventions may be needed, 
particularly if the older person is being 
harmed at the hands of family mem- 
bers or trusted ‘‘friends.’’ It may be 
necessary to remove the older adult 
from his or her home to a temporary 
safe haven. To do this, we must build a 
much more robust infrastructure. 

This legislation, strongly supported 
by the Elder Justice Coalition, will go 
a long way toward improving the abil- 
ity of law enforcement, prosecutors 
and other government agencies to re- 
spond to abuse of older Americans. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 462 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Elder Abuse 
Victims Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 


In this Act— 
(1) the terms ‘“‘abuse’’, ‘‘elder’’, ‘‘elder jus- 
tice”, ‘‘exploitation’’, and ‘‘neglect’’ have 


the meanings given those terms in section 
2011 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
18971); 

(2) the term ‘‘elder abuse” includes neglect 
and exploitation; 

(8) the term ‘‘Director’’ means the Director 
of the Office appointed under section 3(b); 

(4) the term “Office” means the Office of 
Elder Justice established under section 3(a); 

(5) the term “State” means each of the 
several States of the United States, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, and any other territory of pos- 
session of the United States; and 

(6) the term ‘‘task force” means a multi- 
disciplinary task force on elder justice estab- 
lished or designated under section 5(c)(1). 
SEC. 3. OFFICE OF ELDER JUSTICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established with- 
in the Department of Justice a office to be 
known as the Office of Elder Justice, which 
shall address issues relating to elder abuse. 

(b) DIRECTOR.—The Office shall be headed 
by a Director who shall— 

(1) be appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
from among individuals with experience and 
expertise in elder abuse; and 

(2) serve as counsel to the Attorney Gen- 
eral on elder justice and elder abuse. 

(c) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Director shall— 

(1) create, compile, evaluate, and dissemi- 
nate materials and information, and provide 
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the necessary training and technical assist- 
ance, to assist States and units of local gov- 
ernment in— 

(A) investigating, prosecuting, pursuing, 
preventing, understanding, and mitigating 
the impact of— 

(1) physical, 
abuse of elders; 

(ii) exploitation of elders, including finan- 
cial abuse and scams targeting elders; and 

(iii) neglect of elders; and 

(B) assessing, addressing, and mitigating 
the physical and psychological trauma to 
victims of elder abuse; 

(2) collect data and perform an evidence- 
based evaluation to— 

(A) assure the efficacy of measures and 
methods intended to prevent, detect, respond 
to, or redress elder abuse; and 

(B) evaluate the number of victims of elder 
abuse in each State and the extent to which 
the needs of the victims are served by crime 
victim services, programs, and sources of 
funding; 

(3) publish a report, on an annual basis, 
that describes the results of the evaluations 
conducted under paragraphs (1) and (2), and 
submit the report to each Federal agency, 
each State, and the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary and the Special Committee on Aging of 
the Senate and the Committee on the Judici- 
ary of the House of Representatives; 

(4) evaluate training models to determine 
best practices, create replication guides, cre- 
ate training materials, if necessary, for law 
enforcement officers, prosecutors, judges, 
emergency responders, individuals working 
in victim services, adult protective services, 
social services, and public safety, medical 
personnel, mental health personnel, finan- 
cial services personnel, and any other indi- 
viduals whose work may bring them in con- 
tact with elder abuse regarding how to— 

(A) conduct investigations in elder abuse 
cases; 

(B) address evidentiary issues and other 
legal issues; and 

(C) appropriately assess, respond to, and 
interact with victims and witnesses in elder 
abuse cases, including in administrative, 
civil, and criminal judicial proceedings; 

(5) conduct, and update on a regular basis, 
a study of laws and practices relating to 
elder abuse, neglect, and exploitation, in- 
cluding— 

(A) a comprehensive description of State 
laws and practices; 

(B) an analysis of the effectiveness of State 
laws and practices, including— 

(i) whether the State laws are enforced; 
and 

(ii) if enforced— 

(I) how the State laws are enforced; and 

(II) how enforcement of the State laws has 
effected elder abuse within the State; 

(C) a review of State definitions of the 
terms ‘abuse’, ‘‘neglect’’, and ‘‘exploi- 
tation” in the context of elder abuse cases; 

(D) a review of State laws that mandate re- 
porting of elder abuse, including adult pro- 
tective services laws, laws that require the 
reporting of nursing home deaths or sus- 
picious deaths of elders to coroners or med- 
ical examiners, and other pertinent report- 
ing laws, that analyzes— 

(i) the impact and efficacy of the State 
laws; 

(ii) whether the State laws are enforced; 

(iii) the levels of compliance with the 
State laws; and 

(iv) the response to, and actions taken as a 
result of, reports made under the State laws; 

(Е) a review of State evidentiary, proce- 
dural, sentencing, choice of remedies, and 


sexual, and psychological 
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data retention issues relating to elder abuse, 
neglect, and exploitation; 

(F) a review of State fiduciary laws, in- 
cluding law relating to guardianship, con- 
servatorship, and power of attorney; 

(G) a review of State laws that permit or 
encourage employees of depository institu- 
tions (as defined in section 3(c)(1) of the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 
1813(с)(1)) and State credit unions (as defined 
in section 101 of the Federal Credit Union 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1752)) to prevent and report 
suspected elder abuse, neglect, and exploi- 
tation; 

(H) a review of State laws used in civil 
court proceedings to prevent and address 
elder abuse; 

(I) a review of State laws relating to fraud 
and related activities in connection with 
mail, telemarketing, the Internet, or health 
care; 

(J) a review of State laws that create pro- 
grams, offices, entities, or other programs 
that address or respond to elder abuse; and 

(K) an analysis of any other State laws re- 
lating to elder abuse; and 

(6) carry out such other duties as the At- 
torney General determines necessary in con- 
nection with enhancing the understanding, 
prevention, detection, and response to elder 
abuse. 

SEC. 4. DATA COLLECTION. 

The Attorney General, in consultation 
with the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, shall, on an annual basis— 

(1) collect from Federal, State, and local 
law enforcement agencies and prosecutor of- 
fices statistical data relating to the inci- 
dence of elder abuse, including data relating 
to— 

(A) the number of elder abuse cases re- 
ferred to law enforcement agencies, adult 
protective services, or any other State enti- 
ty tasked with addressing elder abuse; 

(B) the number and types of cases filed in 
Federal, State, and local courts; and 

(C) the outcomes of the cases described in 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) and the reasons 
for such outcomes; 

(2) identify common data points among 
Federal, State, and local law enforcement 
agencies and prosecutor offices that would 
allow for the collection of uniform national 
data; 

(3) publish a summary of the data collected 
under paragraphs (1) and (2); 

(4) identify— 

(A) the types of data relevant to elder 
abuse that should be collected; and 

(B) what entity is most capable of col- 
lecting the data described in subparagraph 
(A); and 

(5) develop recommendations for collecting 
additional data relating to elder abuse. 

SEC. 5. ELDER VICTIMS GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director may make 
grants and provide technical assistance to 
not more than 15 States to assist the States 
in developing, establishing, and operating 
programs designed to improve— 

(1) the response to cases of elder abuse in 
a manner that limits additional trauma to 
the elder victims; and 

(2) the investigation and prosecution of 
cases of elder abuse. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY.—A State is eligible to re- 
ceive a grant under this section if the 
State— 

(1) has a crime victims compensation pro- 
gram that meets the criteria described in 
section 1403(b) of the Victims of Crime Act of 
1984 (42 U.S.C. 10602(b)); and 

(2) is in compliance with subsection (c). 

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF TASK FORCE.— 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to be eligible to 
receive a grant under this section, a State 
shall establish or, subject to paragraph (5), 
designate a multidisciplinary task force on 
elder justice that is composed of profes- 
sionals with knowledge and experience relat- 
ing to the criminal justice system and issues 
of elder abuse. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP REQUIREMENT.—Except as 
provided in paragraph (6), a task force shall 
include— 

(A) representatives from law enforcement 
agencies, such as police officers, sheriffs and 
deputy sheriffs, detectives, public safety offi- 
cers, corrections officers, investigators and 
victims’ service personnel; 

(B) a representative from the crime victim 
compensation program of the State; 

(C) judicial and legal officers, including in- 
dividuals who work on cases of elder abuse; 

(D) elder justice and elder law advocates, 
including local agencies on aging and local 
public and private agencies and entities re- 
lating to elder abuse and other crimes 
against elders; 

(E) health and mental health professionals; 

(F) representatives from social services 
agencies in the State; 

(G) representatives from adult protective 
services; and 

(H) family members of victims of elder 
abuse. 

(3) REVIEW AND EVALUATION.—A task force 
shall— 

(A) review and evaluate the investigative, 
administrative, and judicial responses to 
cases of elder abuse in the State; 

(B) make recommendations to the State 
based on the review and evaluation con- 
ducted under subparagraph (A), including 
recommendations relating to— 

(i) modifying the investigative, adminis- 
trative, and judicial response to cases of 
elder abuse, in a manner that— 

(I) reduces the additional trauma to the 
elder victim; and 

(II) ensures procedural fairness to the indi- 
vidual accused of elder abuse; and 

(ii) experimental, model, and demonstra- 
tion programs for testing innovative ap- 
proaches and techniques that may improve 
the rate of successful prosecution or enhance 
the effectiveness of judicial and administra- 
tive action in elder abuse cases, and which 
ensure procedural fairness to the accused, in- 
cluding a determination of which programs 
are most effective; and 

(C) submit the recommendations described 
in subparagraph (B) to the Office. 

(4) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after a 
State receives grant funds under this sec- 
tion, the State shall submit to the Director 
a report that includes— 

(A) an evaluation of the effectiveness of 
the grant program; 

(B) a list of all laws of the State relating 
to elder abuse; and 

(C) any other information the Director 
may require. 

(5) TASK FORCE ALTERNATIVE.—If deter- 
mined appropriate by the Director, a State 
may designate a commission or task force 
established by a State before January 1, 2011, 
with membership and functions comparable 
to those described in paragraphs (2) and (3), 
as a task force for the purposes of this sub- 
section. 

(6) TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP WAIVER.—The 
Director may waive, in part, the task force 
membership requirements under paragraph 
(2) for a State that demonstrates a need for 
the waiver. 

(d) USE OF FUNDS.—Grant funds awarded 
under this section may be used to support— 
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(1) State and local prosecutor offices and 
courts in elder abuse matters, including— 

(A) hiring or paying salary and benefits for 
employees and establishing or implementing 
units designated to work on elder justice 
issues in State prosecutors’ offices and State 
courts; and 

(B) hiring or paying salary and benefits for 
an employee to coordinate elder justice-re- 
lated cases, training, technical assistance, 
and policy development for State and local 
prosecutors and courts; 

(2) State and local law enforcement agen- 
cies investigating cases of elder abuse; and 

(3) adult protective services. 

(e) EVALUATION AND REPORT.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date on which the Di- 
rector makes available the final funds 
awarded under a grant under this section, 
the Director shall— 

(1) evaluate the grant program established 
under this section; and 

(2) submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees a report on the evaluation con- 
ducted under paragraph (1), including rec- 
ommendations on whether the grant pro- 
gram should be continued. 

SEC. 6. ELDER JUSTICE COORDINATING COUN- 
CIL. 


Section 2021(b)(1)(B) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1897k(b)(1)(B)) is amended by 
striking “(ог the Attorney General’s des- 
ignee)’’ and inserting “(ог the Director of the 
Office of Elder Justice)’’. 


SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 


There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this Act $20,000,000 for each of fis- 
cal years 2012 through 2014. 


By Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. 
CASEY, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio): 

б. 464. A bill to establish a grant pro- 
gram to enhance training and services 
to prevent abuse in later life; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today with Senators BLUMENTHAL, 
SHERROD BROWN, and CASEY to intro- 
duce the End Abuse in Later Life Act 
of 2011. This legislation improves the 
provisions in the existing Violence 
Against Women Act dealing with abuse 
in later life by enhancing direct serv- 
ices for victims and increasing the 
kinds of experts who participate in 
multidisciplinary training programs. 

Abuse in later life is a sad and grow- 
ing problem in our society. Experts 
conservatively estimate that 14.1 per- 
cent of older Americans have been in- 
jured, exploited, or otherwise mis- 
treated by someone on whom they de- 
pend for care or protection each year. 
This type of abuse is especially dis- 
turbing because the victims are often 
physically frail, defenseless, and very 
frightened. 

It is time that we take action on the 
Federal level to protect older Ameri- 
cans who fall victim to physical, finan- 
cial, sexual and emotional abuse. We 
can do this by training law enforce- 
ment, prosecutors, governmental agen- 
cies, victim advocates, and relevant 
court officers to recognize and address 
instances of abuse in later life. This 
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legislation also encourages cross-train- 
ing of these groups and multidisci- 
plinary collaborative community ef- 
forts in order to better serve victims. 

By passing this legislation, we will 
ensure that abuse later in life is given 
the serious consideration it deserves 
and make great strides to protect one 
of the most vulnerable populations in 
America. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port this important legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 464 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘End Abuse 
in Later Life Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. ENHANCED TRAINING AND SERVICES TO 
END ABUSE IN LATER LIFE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle H of the Vio- 
lence Against Women Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 
14041 et seq.) is amended to read as follows: 


“Subtitle H—Enhanced Training and Services 
to End Abuse Later in Life 
“SEC. 40801. ENHANCED TRAINING AND SERVICES 
TO END ABUSE IN LATER LIFE. 

(а) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this sec- 
tion are to— 

“(1) provide training, consultation, and in- 
formation on abuse in later life, including 
domestic violence, dating violence, sexual 
assault, stalking, exploitation, and neglect; 

“(2) create or enhance direct services to 
victims of abuse in later life, including do- 
mestic violence, dating violence, sexual as- 
sault, stalking, exploitation, and neglect; 
and 

(3) create or support coordinated commu- 
nity response to abuse in later life, including 
domestic violence, dating violence, sexual 
assault, stalking, exploitation, and neglect. 

“(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

“(1) the term ‘exploitation’ has the mean- 
ing given the term in the section 2011 of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1397j); 

(2) the term ‘later life’, relating to an in- 
dividual, means the individual is 50 years of 
age or older; and 

“(3) the term ‘neglect’ means the failure of 
a caregiver or fiduciary to provide the goods 
or services that are necessary to maintain 
the health or safety of an individual in later 
life. 

(с) GRANT PROGRAM.— 

“(1) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The Attorney 
General, through the Director of the Office 
on Violence Against Women, may make 
grants to eligible entities to carry out the 
activities described in paragraph (2). 

‘(2) MANDATORY AND PERMISSIBLE ACTIVI- 
TIES.— 

“(А) MANDATORY ACTIVITIES.—An eligible 
entity receiving a grant under this section 
shall use the funds received under the grant 
to— 

“(i) provide training programs to assist 
law enforcement agencies, prosecutors, agen- 
cies of States or units of local government, 
population-specific organizations, victims 
service providers, victim advocates, and rel- 
evant officers in Federal, Tribal, State, Ter- 
ritorial, and local courts in recognizing and 
addressing instances of abuse in later life, in- 
cluding domestic violence, dating violence, 
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sexual assault, stalking, exploitation, and 
neglect; 

“(i) provide or enhance services for vic- 
tims of abuse in later life, including domes- 
tic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, 
stalking, exploitation, and neglect; 

(111) establish or support multidisci- 
plinary collaborative community responses 
to victims of abuse in later life, including 
domestic violence, dating violence, sexual 
assault, stalking, exploitation, and neglect; 
and 

“(1у) conduct cross-training for law en- 
forcement agencies, prosecutors, agencies of 
States or units of local government, attor- 
neys, health care providers, population-spe- 
cific organizations, faith-based advocates, 
victims service providers, and courts to bet- 
ter serve victims of abuse in later life, do- 
mestic violence, dating violence, sexual as- 
sault, stalking, exploitation, and neglect. 

“(В) PERMISSIBLE ACTIVITIES.—An eligible 
entity receiving a grant under this section 
may use the funds received under the grant 
to— 

““(i) provide training programs to assist at- 
torneys, health care providers, faith-based 
leaders, or other community-based organiza- 
tions in recognizing and addressing instances 
of abuse in later life, including domestic vio- 
lence, dating violence, sexual assault, stalk- 
ing, exploitation, and neglect; and 

“(11) conducting outreach activities and 
public awareness campaigns to ensure that 
victims of abuse in later life (including do- 
mestic violence, dating violence, sexual as- 
sault, stalking, exploitation, and neglect) re- 
ceive appropriate assistance. 

“(С) LIMITATION.—An eligible entity re- 
ceiving a grant under this section may use 
not more than 10 percent of the total funds 
received under the grant for an activity de- 
scribed in subparagraph (B)(ii). 

“(8) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—An entity shall be 
eligible to receive a grant under this section 
if— 

“(А) the entity is— 

“(i)a State; 

“(ii) a unit of local government; 

“(111) an Indian Tribal government or Trib- 
al organization; 

“(iv) a population-specific organization 
with demonstrated experience in assisting 
individuals over 50 years of age; 

“(у) a victim service provider with dem- 
onstrated experience in addressing domestic 
violence, dating violence, sexual assault, and 
stalking; or 

“(vi) a State, Tribal, or Territorial domes- 
tic violence or sexual assault coalition; and 

“(В) the entity demonstrates that the enti- 
ty is a part of a multidisciplinary partner- 
ship that includes, at a minimum— 

(1) а law enforcement agency; 

(11) a prosecutor’s office; 

“Gii) a victim service provider; and 

“(iv) a nonprofit program or government 
agency with demonstrated experience in as- 
sisting individuals in later life. 

(4) UNDERSERVED POPULATIONS.—In mak- 
ing grants under this section, the Attorney 
General shall give priority to proposals pro- 
viding population-specific services to racial 
and ethnic minorities and other underserved 
populations. 

‘‘(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this subsection 
$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2012 
through 2016. 

“(В) REQUIREMENT.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to subparagraph (A) shall remain 
available until expended and may only be 
used for the activities described in this sub- 
section. 
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(С) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.— 

(1) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Of the amount 
appropriated pursuant to subparagraph (A) 
in each fiscal year, the Attorney General 
may use not more than 2.5 percent for ad- 
ministration and monitoring of grants made 
under this subsection. 

(11) EVALUATION.—Of the amount appro- 
priated pursuant to subparagraph (A) in each 
fiscal year the Attorney General may use 
not more than 5 percent for contracts or co- 
operative agreements with entities with 
demonstrated expertise in program evalua- 
tion, to evaluate programs under this sub- 
section. 

“(а) RESEARCH.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, shall conduct research 
to promote understanding of, prevention of, 
and response to abuse in later life, including 
domestic violence, sexual abuse, dating vio- 
lence, stalking, exploitation, and neglect. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out paragraph (1) $3,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2012 through 2016.’’. 

(b) DEFINITION.—Section 40002(a) of the Vi- 
olence Against Women Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 
13925(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (9); 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(8) as paragraphs (2) through (9), respec- 
tively; and 

(3) by inserting before paragraph (2), as re- 
designated, the following: 

“(1) ABUSE IN LATER LIFE.—The term ‘abuse 
in later life’ means any action against a per- 
son who is 50 years of age or older that con- 
stitutes the willful— 

(А) infliction of injury, unreasonable con- 
finement, intimidation, or cruel punishment 
with resulting physical harm, pain, or men- 
tal anguish; or 

(В) deprivation by a person, including a 
caregiver, of goods or services with intent to 
cause physical harm, mental anguish, or 
mental illness.’’. 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING CORREC- 
TION.—The table of contents in section 2 of 
the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforce- 
ment Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-322; 108 
Stat. 1796) is amended in the table of con- 
tents by inserting after the item relating to 
section 40703 the following: 


“Subtitle H — Enhanced Training and 
Services to End Abuse Later in Life 
“бес. 40801. Enhance training and services 

to end abuse later in life.’’. 


EE 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU- 
TION 9—SUPPORTING THE GOALS 
AND IDEALS OF THE DESIGNA- 
TION OF THE YEAR OF 2011 AS 
THE INTERNATIONAL YEAR FOR 
PEOPLE OF AFRICAN DESCENT 


Mr. CARDIN (for himself and Mr. 
WICKER) submitted the following reso- 
lution; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary: 

S. CON RES. 9 

Whereas United Nations Resolution 64/169, 
adopted by the General Assembly on Decem- 
ber 18, 2009, designates the year 2011 as the 
“International Year for People of African 
Descent”; 

Whereas the African Diaspora is expansive, 
spanning across the globe from Latin Amer- 
ica and the Caribbean to Asia, with persons 
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of African descent living on every continent, 
including Europe; 

Whereas the historical bonds and shared 
experiences that tie the African continent 
with the world must be recalled; 

Whereas the global contributions of people 
of African descent must be recognized as a 
means of preserving that heritage; 

Whereas the General Assembly of the 
United Nations adopted Resolution 64/169 
with a view to strengthening national ac- 
tions and regional and international co- 
operation for the benefit of people of African 
descent in relation to— 

(1) the full enjoyment of economic, cul- 
tural, social, civil, and political rights for 
people of African descent; 

(2) the participation and integration of 
people of African descent in all political, 
economic, social, and cultural aspects of so- 
ciety; and 

(3) the promotion of greater knowledge of, 
and respect for, the diverse heritage and cul- 
ture of people of African descent; and 

Whereas the Helsinki Final Act resulting 
from the Conference on Security and Co- 
operation in Europe іп 1975 states that ‘‘par- 
ticipating States will respect human rights 
and fundamental freedoms (. . .) for all with- 
out distinction as to race, sex, language, or 
religion;’’: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That Congress— 

(1) supports the goals and ideals of the des- 
ignation of the year of 2011 as the Inter- 
national Year for People of African Descent; 

(2) encourages the recognition and celebra- 
tion of the collective history and achieve- 
ments made by people of African descent; 

(3) reaffirms the importance of inclusion 
and the full and equal participation of people 
of African descent around the world in all as- 
pects of political, economic, social, and cul- 
tural life; 

(4) continues to support bilateral and mul- 
tilateral efforts to promote democracy, 
human rights, the rule of law, and the eradi- 
cation of poverty, hunger, inequality, and so- 
cial exclusion; and 

(5) reaffirms the commitment of Congress 
to address racism, discrimination, and intol- 
erance in the United States and around the 
globe. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today at the close of Black History 
Month to introduce this concurrent 
resolution that supports the continued 
recognition of persons of African de- 
scent throughout the year both here 
and abroad. This resolution commemo- 
rates the United Nations designation of 
2011 as the International Year for Peo- 
ple of African Descent such that we can 
continue to honor and recognize the 
contributions of African-Americans 
and others to our societies beyond 
Black History Month. 

On December 10, 2010, Secretary Gen- 
eral Ban Ki-moon launched the Inter- 
national Year for People of African De- 
scent to ‘promote greater awareness of 
and respect for the diverse heritage and 
culture of people of African descent.” 

We should view this year not only as 
an opportunity to celebrate the diver- 
sity of our societies, but also to honor 
the vast contributions persons of Afri- 
can descent make every day to the eco- 
nomic, social and political fabric of our 
communities—be they in Africa, Latin 
America, Europe, or right here at home 
in the United States. 
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It is also necessary that we recognize 
the global impact of the slave trade. As 
Secretary Hillary Clinton noted in her 
recognition of this year, “‘[this is a 
time] to remember our hemisphere’s 
shameful history of slavery and to reaf- 
firm our commitment to eradicate rac- 
ism and reduce inequality wherever it 
lingers.” 

All too often, persons of African de- 
scent in this country and abroad face 
discrimination and disadvantage. We 
must not only do more at home, but 
also partner with others around the 
globe to address these problems. 

In the Senate, I have led efforts to 
strengthen the civil rights of African- 
Americans and others from hate crimes 
prevention to voting rights. As Co- 
Chairman of the Helsinki Commission, 
I have worked to support the ideals en- 
shrined in the 1975 Helsinki Final Act 
to “respect human rights and funda- 
mental freedoms for all without 
distinction as to race, sex, language, or 
religion.” 

This has included supporting efforts 
to raise awareness of the specific situa- 
tion of the estimated seven to nine mil- 
lion persons of African descent in Eu- 
rope following increased incidents of 
hate crimes, racial profiling, and other 
forms of discrimination amidst eco- 
nomic crisis, national security, and im- 
migration concerns. 

As we mark the International Year 
for People of African Descent, I ask 
that you join me in my work pro- 
moting equality, opportunity, under- 
standing, and respect at home and 
around the world. 


Ee 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 133. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
ВІСН, Mr. REID of Nevada, Mr. CRAPO, Mrs. 
BOXER, and Mr. ENSIGN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, United 
States Code, to provide for patent reform. 

SA 134. Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Ms. STABENOW) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 23, supra; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 135. Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mr. 
ALEXANDER) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 23, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 186. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 23, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 187. Ms. LANDRIKU (for herself and Mr. 
CARDIN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed to amendment SA 117 pro- 
posed by Mr. BENNET (for himself and Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado) to the bill S. 28, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 138. Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself 
and Mr. Coons) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
23, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 139. Mrs. MCCASKILL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 23, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 
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SA 140. Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill S. 23, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 


EE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 133. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, 
Mr. RISCH, Mr. REID of Nevada, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. ENSIGN) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by her to the bill S. 23, to 
amend title 35, United States Code, to 
provide for patent reform; as follows: 


On page 2, line 1, strike “FIRST INVEN- 
TOR TO FILE.” and insert “FALSE MARK- 
ING.” 

On page 2, strike line 2 and all that follows 
through page 16, line 4. 

On page 16, line 5, strike ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
” and insert ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ and move 2 
ems to the left. 

On page 16, line 7, strike “(А)” and insert 
“(1)” and move 2 ems to the left. 

On page 16, line 11, strike “(В)” and insert 
“(2)” and move 2 ems to the left. 

On page 16, line 18, strike ‘‘(2) EFFECTIVE 
DATE.—’’ and insert ‘‘(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—”’ 
and move 2 ems to the left. 

On page 16, line 19, strike ‘“‘subsection’’ and 
insert ‘“‘section’’. 

On page 16, strike line 22 and all that fol- 
lows through page 28, line 2. 

On page 23, strike line 3 and all that fol- 
lows through page 31, line 15, and renumber 
sections accordingly. 

On page 64, strike line 18 and all that fol- 
lows through page 65, line 17. 

On page 69, line 10, strike ‘‘derivation’’ and 
insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 69, line 14, strike ‘‘derivation’’ and 
insert ‘“‘interference’’. 

On page 71, line 9, strike ‘‘DERIVATION’’ and 
insert ‘INTERFERENCE’. 

On page 71, lines 9 and 10, strike ‘‘deriva- 
tion” and insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 71, line 14, strike ‘‘derivation’’ and 
insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 72, line 3, strike ‘‘derivation’”’ and 
insert ‘“‘interference’’. 

On page 72, line 8, strike ‘‘derivation”’ and 
insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 78, line 1, strike ‘‘derivation’”’ and 
insert ‘“‘interference’’. 

On page 73, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Sections 41, 
134, 145, 146, 154, 305, and 314 of title 35, 
United States Code, are each amended by 
striking ‘‘Board of Patent Appeals and Inter- 
ferences” each place that term appears and 
inserting ‘‘Patent Trial and Appeal Board’’. 

On page 73, line 6, strike “(d)” and insert 
“(e)”. 

On page 93, strike lines 6 through 8, and in- 
sert the following: by inserting ‘‘(other than 
the requirement to disclose the best mode)” 
after ‘‘section 112 of this title” 

On page 98, strike lines 20 and 21, and in- 
sert the following: 

SEC. 17. EFFECTIVE DATE. 
Except as otherwise provided 
On page 99, strike lines 1 through 14. 


SA 134. Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for him- 
self, Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Ms. STABENOW) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 23, to 
amend title 35, United States Code, to 
provide for patent reform; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 
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After section 17, insert the following: 

SEC. 18. PROHIBITION OF AUTHORIZED 
GENERICS. 

(a) PROHIBITION OF AUTHORIZED GENERICS.— 
Section 505 of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

(уу) PROHIBITION OF AUTHORIZED GENERIC 
DRUGS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, no holder of a 
new drug application approved under sub- 
section (c) shall manufacture, market, sell, 
or distribute an authorized generic drug, di- 
rectly or indirectly, or authorize any other 
person to manufacture, market, sell, or dis- 
tribute an authorized generic drug. 

(2) AUTHORIZED GENERIC DRUG.—For pur- 
poses of this subsection, the term ‘author- 
ized generic drug’— 

(А) means any version of a listed drug (as 
such term is used in subsection (j)) that the 
holder of the new drug application approved 
under subsection (c) for that listed drug 
seeks to commence marketing, selling, or 
distributing, directly or indirectly, after re- 
ceipt of a notice sent pursuant to subsection 
(j)(2)(B) with respect to that listed drug; and 

“(В) does not include any drug to be mar- 
keted, sold, or distributed— 

“(i) by an entity eligible for 180-day exclu- 
sivity with respect to such drug under sub- 
section (j)(5)(B)(iv); or 

“(11) after expiration or forfeiture of any 
180-day exclusivity with respect to such drug 
under such subsection (j)(5)(B)(iv).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
505(t)(3) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos- 
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 355(t)(8)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘In this section” and inserting ‘‘In 
this subsection’’. 


SA 135. Ms. COLLINS (for herself and 
Mr. ALEXANDER) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by her to 
the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, United 
States Code, to provide for patent re- 
form; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. _. REFERENCES. 

Except as expressly provided otherwise, 
any reference to “this Act” contained in di- 
vision A of this Act shall be treated as refer- 
ring only to the provisions of that division. 

DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011 

The following sums are appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2011, for military functions ad- 
ministered by the Department of Defense 
and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ- 
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Army on active duty, (except 
members of reserve components provided for 
elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets; for 
members of the Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps; and for payments pursuant to section 
156 of Public Law 97-877, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$41,042,653,000. 
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MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ- 
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Navy on active duty (except 
members of the Reserve provided for else- 
where), midshipmen, and aviation cadets; for 
members of the Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps; and for payments pursuant to section 
156 of Public Law 97-877, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$25,912,449,000. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ- 
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Marine Corps on active duty 
(except members of the Reserve provided for 
elsewhere); and for payments pursuant to 
section 156 of Public Law 97-877, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$13,210,161,000. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ- 
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Air Force on active duty (ex- 
cept members of reserve components pro- 
vided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation ca- 
dets; for members of the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps; and for payments pursuant 
to section 156 of Public Law 97-377, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 402 note), and to the De- 
partment of Defense Military Retirement 
Fund, $27,105,755,000. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Army Reserve on active 
duty under sections 10211, 10302, and 3038 of 
title 10, United States Code, or while serving 
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title 
10, United States Code, in connection with 
performing duty specified in section 12310(a) 
of title 10, United States Code, or while un- 
dergoing reserve training, or while per- 
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili- 
tary Retirement Fund, $4,333,165,000. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty 
under section 10211 of title 10, United States 
Code, or while serving on active duty under 
section 12301(d) of title 10, United States 
Code, in connection with performing duty 
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, or while undergoing reserve 
training, or while performing drills or equiv- 
alent duty, and expenses authorized by sec- 
tion 16131 of title 10, United States Code; and 
for payments to the Department of Defense 
Military Retirement Fund, $1,940,191,000. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Marine Corps Reserve on ac- 
tive duty under section 10211 of title 10, 
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United States Code, or while serving on ac- 
tive duty under section 12301(d) of title 10, 
United States Code, in connection with per- 
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, or while under- 
going reserve training, or while performing 
drills or equivalent duty, and for members of 
the Marine Corps platoon leaders class, and 
expenses authorized by section 16131 of title 
10, United States Code; and for payments to 
the Department of Defense Military Retire- 
ment Fund, $612,191,000. 


RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 


For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Air Force Reserve on active 
duty under sections 10211, 10305, and 8038 of 
title 10, United States Code, or while serving 
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title 
10, United States Code, in connection with 
performing duty specified in section 12310(a) 
of title 10, United States Code, or while un- 
dergoing reserve training, or while per- 
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili- 
tary Retirement Fund, $1,650,797,000. 


NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 


For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Army National Guard while 
on duty under section 10211, 10302, or 12402 of 
title 10 or section 708 of title 32, United 
States Code, or while serving on duty under 
section 12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of 
title 32, United States Code, in connection 
with performing duty specified in section 
12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, or 
while undergoing training, or while per- 
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili- 
tary Retirement Fund, $7,511,296,000. 


NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 


For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Air National Guard on duty 
under section 10211, 10305, or 12402 of title 10 
or section 708 of title 32, United States Code, 
or while serving on duty under section 
12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of title 32, 
United States Code, in connection with per- 
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, or while under- 
going training, or while performing drills or 
equivalent duty or other duty, and expenses 
authorized by section 16181 of title 10, United 
States Code; and for payments to the Depart- 
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$3,060,098,000. 

TITLE II 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Army, as authorized by law; and not 
to exceed $12,478,000 can be used for emer- 
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex- 
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Army, and payments may 
be made on his certificate of necessity for 
confidential military purposes, 
$33,306,117,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, as author- 
ized by law; and not to exceed $14,804,000 can 
be used for emergencies and extraordinary 
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expenses, to be expended on the approval or 
authority of the Secretary of the Navy, and 
payments may be made on his certificate of 
necessity for confidential military purposes, 
$37,809,239,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Marine Corps, as authorized by law, 
$5,539,740,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Air Force, as authorized by law; and 
not to exceed $7,699,000 can be used for emer- 
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex- 
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Air Force, and payments 
may be made on his certificate of necessity 
for confidential military purposes, 
$36,062,989,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of activities and agencies of the Department 
of Defense (other than the military depart- 
ments), as authorized by law, $30,210,810,000: 
Provided, That not more than $50,000,000 may 
be used for the Combatant Commander Ini- 
tiative Fund authorized under section 166a of 
title 10, United States Code: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $36,000,000 can be used for 
emergencies and extraordinary expenses, to 
be expended on the approval or authority of 
the Secretary of Defense, and payments may 
be made on his certificate of necessity for 
confidential military purposes: Provided fur- 
ther, That of the funds provided under this 
heading, not less than $31,659,000 shall be 
made available for the Procurement Tech- 
nical Assistance Cooperative Agreement 
Program, of which not less than $3,600,000 
shall be available for centers defined in 10 
U.S.C. 2411(1)(D): Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available by this Act may be used to plan or 
implement the consolidation of a budget or 
appropriations liaison office of the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, the office of the 
Secretary of a military department, or the 
service headquarters of one of the Armed 
Forces into a legislative affairs or legislative 
liaison office: Provided further, That 
$8,251,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, is available only for expenses relat- 
ing to certain classified activities, and may 
be transferred as necessary by the Secretary 
of Defense to operation and maintenance ap- 
propriations or research, development, test 
and evaluation appropriations, to be merged 
with and to be available for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans- 
ferred: Provided further, That any ceiling on 
the investment item unit cost of items that 
may be purchased with operation and main- 
tenance funds shall not apply to the funds 
described in the preceding proviso: Provided 
further, That the transfer authority provided 
under this heading is in addition to any 
other transfer authority provided elsewhere 
in this Act. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair 
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; travel and transportation; 
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of 
services, supplies, and equipment; and com- 
munications, $2,840,427,000. 
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Navy Reserve; repair 
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; travel and transportation; 
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of 
services, supplies, and equipment; and com- 
munications, $1,344,264,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 
RESERVE 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Marine Corps Reserve; 
repair of facilities and equipment; hire of 
passenger motor vehicles; travel and trans- 
portation; care of the dead; recruiting; pro- 
curement of services, supplies, and equip- 
ment; and communications, $275,484,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
RESERVE 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Air Force Reserve; re- 
pair of facilities and equipment; hire of pas- 
senger motor vehicles; travel and transpor- 
tation; care of the dead; recruiting; procure- 
ment of services, supplies, and equipment; 
and communications, $3,291,027,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 
For expenses of training, organizing, and 
administering the Army National Guard, in- 
cluding medical and hospital treatment and 
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals; 
maintenance, operation, and repairs to 
structures and facilities; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; personnel services in the Na- 
tional Guard Bureau; travel expenses (other 
than mileage), as authorized by law for 
Army personnel on active duty, for Army 
National Guard division, regimental, and 
battalion commanders while inspecting units 
in compliance with National Guard Bureau 
regulations when specifically authorized by 
the Chief, National Guard Bureau; supplying 
and equipping the Army National Guard as 
authorized by law; and expenses of repair, 
modification, maintenance, and issue of sup- 
plies and equipment (including aircraft), 
$6,454 ,624,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 
GUARD 
For expenses of training, organizing, and 
administering the Air National Guard, in- 
cluding medical and hospital treatment and 
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals; 
maintenance, operation, and repairs to 
structures and facilities; transportation of 
things, hire of passenger motor vehicles; sup- 
plying and equipping the Air National 
Guard, as authorized by law; expenses for re- 
pair, modification, maintenance, and issue of 
supplies and equipment, including those fur- 
nished from stocks under the control of 
agencies of the Department of Defense; trav- 
el expenses (other than mileage) on the same 
basis as authorized by law for Air National 
Guard personnel on active Federal duty, for 
Air National Guard commanders while in- 
specting units in compliance with National 
Guard Bureau regulations when specifically 
authorized by the Chief, National Guard Bu- 
reau, $5,963,839,000. 
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE 
ARMED FORCES 
For salaries and expenses necessary for the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
Armed Forces, $14,068,000, of which not to ex- 
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ceed $5,000 may be used for official represen- 
tation purposes. 


ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, ARMY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the Department of the Army, 
$464,581,000, to remain available until trans- 
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res- 
toration, reduction and recycling of haz- 
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Army, 
or for similar purposes, transfer the funds 
made available by this appropriation to 
other appropriations made available to the 
Department of the Army, to be merged with 
and to be available for the same purposes 
and for the same time period as the appro- 
priations to which transferred: Provided fur- 
ther, That upon a determination that all or 
part of the funds transferred from this appro- 
priation are not necessary for the purposes 
provided herein, such amounts may be trans- 
ferred back to this appropriation: Provided 
further, That the transfer authority provided 
under this heading is in addition to any 
other transfer authority provided elsewhere 
in this Act. 


ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, NAVY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the Department of the Navy, 
$304,867,000, to remain available until trans- 
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Navy shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res- 
toration, reduction and recycling of haz- 
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Navy, or 
for similar purposes, transfer the funds made 
available by this appropriation to other ap- 
propriations made available to the Depart- 
ment of the Navy, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same purposes and for 
the same time period as the appropriations 
to which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here- 
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head- 
ing is in addition to any other transfer au- 
thority provided elsewhere in this Act. 


ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, AIR FORCE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the Department of the Air Force, 
$502,653,000, to remain available until trans- 
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Air Force shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res- 
toration, reduction and recycling of haz- 
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Air 
Force, or for similar purposes, transfer the 
funds made available by this appropriation 
to other appropriations made available to 
the Department of the Air Force, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes and for the same time period as the 
appropriations to which transferred: Provided 
further, That upon a determination that all 
or part of the funds transferred from this ap- 
propriation are not necessary for the pur- 
poses provided herein, such amounts may be 
transferred back to this appropriation: Pro- 
vided further, That the transfer authority 
provided under this heading is in addition to 
any other transfer authority provided else- 
where in this Act. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of Defense, $10,744,000, 
to remain available until transferred: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of Defense shall, 
upon determining that such funds are re- 
quired for environmental restoration, reduc- 
tion and recycling of hazardous waste, re- 
moval of unsafe buildings and debris of the 
Department of Defense, or for similar pur- 
poses, transfer the funds made available by 
this appropriation to other appropriations 
made available to the Department of De- 
fense, to be merged with and to be available 
for the same purposes and for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans- 
ferred: Provided further, That upon a deter- 
mination that all or part of the funds trans- 
ferred from this appropriation are not nec- 
essary for the purposes provided herein, such 
amounts may be transferred back to this ap- 
propriation: Provided further, That the trans- 
fer authority provided under this heading is 
in addition to any other transfer authority 
provided elsewhere in this Act. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, FORMERLY 

USED DEFENSE SITES 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the Department of the Army, 
$316,546,000, to remain available until trans- 
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res- 
toration, reduction and recycling of haz- 
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris at sites formerly used by the De- 
partment of Defense, transfer the funds made 
available by this appropriation to other ap- 
propriations made available to the Depart- 
ment of the Army, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same purposes and for 
the same time period as the appropriations 
to which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here- 
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head- 
ing is in addition to any other transfer au- 
thority provided elsewhere in this Act. 

OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND 

CIVIC AID 


For expenses relating to the Overseas Hu- 
manitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid pro- 
grams of the Department of Defense (con- 
sisting of the programs provided under sec- 
tions 401, 402, 404, 407, 2557, and 2561 of title 
10, United States Code), $108,032,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2012. 

COOPERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION ACCOUNT 


For assistance to the republics of the 
former Soviet Union and, with appropriate 
authorization by the Department of Defense 
and Department of State, to countries out- 
side of the former Soviet Union, including 
assistance provided by contract or by grants, 
for facilitating the elimination and the safe 
and secure transportation and storage of nu- 
clear, chemical and other weapons; for estab- 
lishing programs to prevent the proliferation 
of weapons, weapons components, and weap- 
on-related technology and expertise; for pro- 
grams relating to the training and support of 
defense and military personnel for demili- 
tarization and protection of weapons, weap- 
ons components and weapons technology and 
expertise, and for defense and military con- 
tacts, $522,512,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2018: Provided, That of the 
amounts provided under this heading, not 
less than $13,500,000 shall be available only to 
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support the dismantling and disposal of nu- 
clear submarines, submarine reactor compo- 
nents, and security enhancements for trans- 
port and storage of nuclear warheads in the 
Russian Far East and North. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ACQUISITION 
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT FUND 


For the Department of Defense Acquisition 
Workforce Development Fund, $217,561,000. 


TITLE Ш 
PROCUREMENT 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, modification, and modernization of air- 
craft, equipment, including ordnance, ground 
handling equipment, spare parts, and acces- 
sories therefor; specialized equipment and 
training devices; expansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $5,254,791,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2018. 


MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, modification, and modernization of 
missiles, equipment, including ordnance, 
ground handling equipment, spare parts, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,570,108,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2018. 


PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of weapons and 
tracked combat vehicles, equipment, includ- 
ing ordnance, spare parts, and accessories 
therefor; specialized equipment and training 
devices; expansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary there- 
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such 
lands and interests therein, may be acquired, 
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to 
approval of title; and procurement and in- 
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma- 
chine tools in public and private plants; re- 
serve plant and Government and contractor- 
owned equipment layaway; and other ex- 
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes, 
$1,461,086,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2013. 


PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili- 
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
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and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,847,066,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2013. 
OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of vehicles, including 
tactical, support, and non-tracked combat 
vehicles; the purchase of passenger motor ve- 
hicles for replacement only; communications 
and electronic equipment; other support 
equipment; spare parts, ordnance, and acces- 
sories therefor; specialized equipment and 
training devices; expansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $8,145,665,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2013: Pro- 
vided, That of the funds made available in 
this paragraph, $15,000,000 shall be made 
available to procure equipment, not other- 
wise provided for, and may be transferred to 
other procurement accounts available to the 
Department of the Army, and that funds so 
transferred shall be available for the same 
purposes and the same time period as the ac- 
count to which transferred. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, modification, and modernization of air- 
craft, equipment, including ordnance, spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; specialized 
equipment; expansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary there- 
for, and such lands and interests therein, 
may be acquired, and construction pros- 
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and 
procurement and installation of equipment, 
appliances, and machine tools in public and 
private plants; reserve plant and Govern- 
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay- 
away, $16,170,868,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2013. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, modification, and modernization of 
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, and re- 
lated support equipment including spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; expansion of 
public and private plants, including the land 
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter- 
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc- 
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title; and procurement and installation of 
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in 
public and private plants; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip- 
ment layaway, $3,221,957,000, to remain avail- 
able for obligation until September 30, 2013. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND 

MARINE CORPS 

For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili- 
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 


3040 


prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $790,527,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2013. 
SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 


For expenses necessary for the construc- 
tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels as 
authorized by law, including armor and ar- 
mament thereof, plant equipment, appli- 
ances, and machine tools and installation 
thereof in public and private plants; reserve 
plant and Government and contractor-owned 
equipment layaway; procurement of critical, 
long lead time components and designs for 
vessels to be constructed or converted in the 
future; and expansion of public and private 
plants, including land necessary therefor, 
and such lands and interests therein, may be 
acquired, and construction prosecuted there- 
on prior to approval of title, as follows: 


Carrier Replacement Program, 
$1,721,969,000. 
Carrier Replacement Program (AP), 


$908,313,000. 

NSSN, $3,430,343,000. 

NSSN (AP), $1,691,236,000. 

CVN Refueling, $1,248,999,000. 

CVN Refuelings (AP), $408,037,000. 

DDG-—1000 Program, $77,512,000. 

DDG-51 Destroyer, $2,868,454,000. 

DDG-51 Destroyer (AP), $47,984,000. 

Littoral Combat Ship, $1,168,984,000. 

Littoral Combat Ship (AP), $190,351,000. 

LHA-R, $942,837,000. 

Joint High Speed Vessel, $180,703,000. 

Oceanographic Ships, $88,561,000. 

LCAC Service Life Extension Program, 
$83,035,000. 

Service Craft, $13,770,000. 

For outfitting, post delivery, conversions, 
and first destination transportation, 
$295,570,000. 

In all: $15,366,658,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2015: Pro- 
vided, That additional obligations may be in- 
curred after September 30, 2015, for engineer- 
ing services, tests, evaluations, and other 
such budgeted work that must be performed 
in the final stage of ship construction: Pro- 
vided further, That none of the funds provided 
under this heading for the construction or 
conversion of any naval vessel to be con- 
structed in shipyards in the United States 
shall be expended in foreign facilities for the 
construction of major components of such 
vessel: Provided further, That none of the 
funds provided under this heading shall be 
used for the construction of any naval vessel 
in foreign shipyards. 


OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAvy 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For procurement, production, and mod- 
ernization of support equipment and mate- 
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord- 
nance (except ordnance for new aircraft, new 
ships, and ships authorized for conversion); 
the purchase of passenger motor vehicles for 
replacement only, and the purchase of seven 
vehicles required for physical security of 
personnel, notwithstanding price limitations 
applicable to passenger vehicles but not to 
exceed $250,000 per vehicle; expansion of pub- 
lic and private plants, including the land 
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter- 
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc- 
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title; and procurement and installation of 
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in 
public and private plants; reserve plant and 
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Government and contractor-owned equip- 
ment layaway, $5,804,963,000, to remain avail- 
able for obligation until September 30, 2013: 
Provided, That of the funds made available in 
this paragraph, $15,000,000 shall be made 
available to procure equipment, not other- 
wise provided for, and may be transferred to 
other procurement accounts available to the 
Department of the Navy, and that funds so 
transferred shall be available for the same 
purposes and the same time period as the ac- 
count to which transferred. 
PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 

For expenses necessary for the procure- 
ment, manufacture, and modification of mis- 
siles, armament, military equipment, spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; plant equip- 
ment, appliances, and machine tools, and in- 
stallation thereof in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; vehi- 
cles for the Marine Corps, including the pur- 
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only; and expansion of public and 
private plants, including land necessary 
therefor, and such lands and interests there- 
in, may be acquired, and construction pros- 
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title, 
$1,236,436,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2013. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, and modi- 
fication of aircraft and equipment, including 
armor and armament, specialized ground 
handling equipment, and training devices, 
spare parts, and accessories therefor; special- 
ized equipment; expansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, Government-owned equipment 
and installation thereof in such plants, erec- 
tion of structures, and acquisition of land, 
for the foregoing purposes, and such lands 
and interests therein, may be acquired, and 
construction prosecuted thereon prior to ap- 
proval of title; reserve plant and Govern- 
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay- 
away; and other expenses necessary for the 
foregoing purposes including rents and trans- 
portation of things, $13,483,739,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2013: Provided, That none of the funds pro- 
vided in this Act for modification of C-17 air- 
craft, Global Hawk Unmanned Aerial Vehicle 
and F-22 aircraft may be obligated until all 
C-17, Global Hawk and F-22 contracts funded 
with prior year ‘Aircraft Procurement, Air 
Force” appropriated funds are definitized un- 
less the Secretary of the Air Force certifies 
in writing to the congressional defense com- 
mittees that each such obligation is nec- 
essary to meet the needs of a warfighting re- 
quirement or prevents increased costs to the 
taxpayer, and provides the reasons for failing 
to definitize the prior year contracts along 
with the prospective contract definitization 
schedule: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary of the Air Force shall expand the cur- 
rent HH-60 Operational Loss Replacement 
program to meet the approved HH-60 Recapi- 
talization program requirements. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, and modi- 
fication of missiles, spacecraft, rockets, and 
related equipment, including spare parts and 
accessories therefor, ground handling equip- 
ment, and training devices; expansion of pub- 
lic and private plants, Government-owned 
equipment and installation thereof in such 
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi- 
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip- 
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ment layaway; and other expenses necessary 
for the foregoing purposes including rents 
and transportation of things, $5,424,764,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep- 
tember 30, 2013. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili- 
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $731,487,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2013. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For procurement and modification of 
equipment (including ground guidance and 
electronic control equipment, and ground 
electronic and communication equipment), 
and supplies, materials, and spare parts 
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur- 
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only, and the purchase of two ve- 
hicles required for physical security of per- 
sonnel, notwithstanding price limitations 
applicable to passenger vehicles but not to 
exceed $250,000 per vehicle; lease of passenger 
motor vehicles; and expansion of public and 
private plants, Government-owned equip- 
ment and installation thereof in such plants, 
erection of structures, and acquisition of 
land, for the foregoing purposes, and such 
lands and interests therein, may be acquired, 
and construction prosecuted thereon, prior 
to approval of title; reserve plant and Gov- 
ernment and contractor-owned equipment 
layaway, $17,568,091,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2013: Pro- 
vided, That of the funds made available in 
this paragraph, $15,000,000 shall be made 
available to procure equipment, not other- 
wise provided for, and may be transferred to 
other procurement accounts available to the 
Department of the Air Force, and that funds 
so transferred shall be available for the same 
purposes and the same time period as the ac- 
count to which transferred. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses of activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments) necessary for procure- 
ment, production, and modification of equip- 
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts 
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur- 
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only; expansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, equipment, and installation 
thereof in such plants, erection of struc- 
tures, and acquisition of land for the fore- 
going purposes, and such lands and interests 
therein, may be acquired, and construction 
prosecuted thereon prior to approval of title; 
reserve plant and Government and con- 
tractor-owned equipment layaway, 
$4,009,321,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2018: Provided, That 
of the funds made available in this para- 
graph, $15,000,000 shall be made available to 
procure equipment, not otherwise provided 
for, and may be transferred to other procure- 
ment accounts available to the Department 
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of Defense, and that funds so transferred 
shall be available for the same purposes and 
the same time period as the account to 
which transferred. 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES 


For activities by the Department of De- 
fense pursuant to sections 108, 301, 302, and 
303 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 
U.S.C. App. 2078, 2091, 2092, and 2093), 
$34,346,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 


TITLE IV 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 


For expenses necessary for basic and ap- 
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re- 
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili- 
ties and equipment, $9,710,998,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2012. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 


For expenses necessary for basic and ap- 
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re- 
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili- 
ties and equipment, $17,961,303,000 (reduced 
by $225,000,000), to remain available for obli- 
gation until September 30, 2012: Provided, 
That funds appropriated in this paragraph 
which are available for the У-22 may be used 
to meet unique operational requirements of 
the Special Operations Forces: Provided fur- 
ther, That funds appropriated in this para- 
graph shall be available for the Cobra Judy 
program. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 


For expenses necessary for basic and ap- 
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re- 
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili- 
ties and equipment, $26,742,405,000 (reduced 
by $225,000,000), to remain available for obli- 
gation until September 30, 2012. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 


For expenses of activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments), necessary for basic 
and applied scientific research, development, 
test and evaluation; advanced research 
projects as may be designated and deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Defense, pursuant 
to law; maintenance, rehabilitation, lease, 
and operation of facilities and equipment, 
$20,797,412,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2012: Provided, That 
of the funds made available in this para- 
graph, $3,200,000 shall only be available for 
program management and oversight of inno- 
vative research and development. 


OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION, 
DEFENSE 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the independent activities of 
the Director, Operational Test and Evalua- 
tion, in the direction and supervision of 
operational test and evaluation, including 
initial operational test and evaluation which 
is conducted prior to, and in support of, pro- 
duction decisions; joint operational testing 
and evaluation; and administrative expenses 
in connection therewith, $194,910,000, to re- 
main available for obligation until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012. 
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TITLE V 
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 
DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS 


For the Defense Working Capital Funds, 

$1,434,536,000. 
NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND 

For National Defense Sealift Fund pro- 
grams, projects, and activities, and for ex- 
penses of the National Defense Reserve 
Fleet, as established by section 11 of the 
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 1744), and for the necessary expenses to 
maintain and preserve a U.S.-flag merchant 
fleet to serve the national security needs of 
the United States, $1,474,866,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That 
none of the funds provided in this paragraph 
shall be used to award a new contract that 
provides for the acquisition of any of the fol- 
lowing major components unless such com- 
ponents are manufactured in the United 


States: auxiliary equipment, including 
pumps, for all shipboard services; propulsion 
system components (engines, reduction 


gears, and propellers); shipboard cranes; and 
spreaders for shipboard cranes: Provided fur- 
ther, That the exercise of an option in a con- 
tract awarded through the obligation of pre- 
viously appropriated funds shall not be con- 
sidered to be the award of a new contract: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of the 
military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive the restrictions in 
the first proviso on a case-by-case basis by 
certifying in writing to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate that adequate domestic 
supplies are not available to meet Depart- 
ment of Defense requirements on a timely 
basis and that such an acquisition must be 
made in order to acquire capability for na- 
tional security purposes. 
TITLE VI 
OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
PROGRAMS 


DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
for medical and health care programs of the 
Department of Defense as authorized by law, 
$31,382,198,000; of which $29,671,764,000 shall be 
for operation and maintenance, of which not 
to exceed 1 percent shall remain available 
until September 30, 2012, and of which up to 
$16,212,121,000 may be available for contracts 
entered into under the TRICARE program; of 
which $534,921,000, to remain available for ob- 
ligation until September 30, 2013, shall be for 
procurement; and of which $1,175,513,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012, shall be for research, devel- 
opment, test and evaluation: Provided, That, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
of the amount made available under this 
heading for research, development, test and 
evaluation, not less than $10,000,000 shall be 
available for HIV prevention educational ac- 
tivities undertaken in connection with 
United States military training, exercises, 
and humanitarian assistance activities con- 
ducted primarily in African nations. 

CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS 
DESTRUCTION, DEFENSE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the destruction of the United 
States stockpile of lethal chemical agents 
and munitions, to include construction of fa- 
cilities, in accordance with the provisions of 
section 1412 of the Department of Defense 
Authorization Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C. 1521), and 
for the destruction of other chemical warfare 
materials that are not in the chemical weap- 
on stockpile, $1,467,307,000, of which 
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$1,067,364,000 shall be for operation and main- 
tenance, of which no less than $111,178,000, 
shall be for the Chemical Stockpile Emer- 
gency Preparedness Program, consisting of 
$35,130,000 for activities on military installa- 
tions and $76,048,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2012, to assist State and 
local governments; $7,132,000 shall be for pro- 
curement, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2013; and $392,811,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2012, shall be 
for research, development, test and evalua- 
tion, of which $385,868,000 shall only be for 
the Assembled Chemical Weapons Alter- 
natives (ACWA) program. 
DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG 
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For drug interdiction and counter-drug ac- 
tivities of the Department of Defense, for 
transfer to appropriations available to the 
Department of Defense for military per- 
sonnel of the reserve components serving 
under the provisions of title 10 and title 32, 
United States Code; for operation and main- 
tenance; for procurement; and for research, 
development, test and evaluation, 
$1,156,957,000: Provided, That the funds appro- 
priated under this heading shall be available 
for obligation for the same time period and 
for the same purpose as the appropriation to 
which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here- 
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head- 
ing is in addition to any other transfer au- 
thority contained elsewhere in this Act. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 


For expenses and activities of the Office of 
the Inspector General in carrying out the 
provisions of the Inspector General Act of 
1978, as amended, $306,794,000, of which 
$305,794,000 shall be for operation and main- 
tenance, of which not to exceed $700,000 is 
available for emergencies and extraordinary 
expenses to be expended on the approval or 
authority of the Inspector General, and pay- 
ments may be made on the Inspector Gen- 
eral’s certificate of necessity for confidential 
military purposes; and of which $1,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2013, 
shall be for procurement. 

TITLE VII 
RELATED AGENCIES 


CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY RETIREMENT 
AND DISABILITY SYSTEM FUND 

For payment to the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability System 
Fund, to maintain the proper funding level 
for continuing the operation of the Central 
Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis- 
ability System, $292,000,000. 

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT 


ACCOUNT 
For necessary expenses of the Intelligence 
Community Management Account, 
$649,732,000. 
TITLE VIII 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Src. 8001. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall be used for pub- 
licity or propaganda purposes not authorized 
by the Congress. 

SEC. 8002. During the current fiscal year, 
provisions of law prohibiting the payment of 
compensation to, or employment of, any per- 
son not a citizen of the United States shall 
not apply to personnel of the Department of 
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Defense: Provided, That salary increases 
granted to direct and indirect hire foreign 
national employees of the Department of De- 
fense funded by this Act shall not be at a 
rate in excess of the percentage increase au- 
thorized by law for civilian employees of the 
Department of Defense whose pay is com- 
puted under the provisions of section 5332 of 
title 5, United States Code, or at a rate in ex- 
cess of the percentage increase provided by 
the appropriate host nation to its own em- 
ployees, whichever is higher: Provided fur- 
ther, That, in the case of a host nation that 
does not provide salary increases on an an- 
nual basis, any increase granted by that na- 
tion shall be annualized for the purpose of 
applying the preceding proviso: Provided fur- 
ther, That this section shall not apply to De- 
partment of Defense foreign service national 
employees serving at United States diplo- 
matic missions whose pay is set by the De- 
partment of State under the Foreign Service 
Act of 1980: Provided further, That the limita- 
tions of this provision shall not apply to for- 
eign national employees of the Department 
of Defense in the Republic of Turkey. 

Sec. 8003. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall remain available 
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year, 
unless expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 8004. No more than 20 percent of the 
appropriations in this Act which are limited 
for obligation during the current fiscal year 
shall be obligated during the last 2 months of 
the fiscal year: Provided, That this section 
shall not apply to obligations for support of 
active duty training of reserve components 
or summer camp training of the Reserve Of- 
ficers’ Training Corps. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8005. Upon determination by the Sec- 
retary of Defense that such action is nec- 
essary in the national interest, he may, with 
the approval of the Office of Management 
and Budget, transfer not to exceed 
$4,000,000,000 of working capital funds of the 
Department of Defense or funds made avail- 
able in this Act to the Department of De- 
fense for military functions (except military 
construction) between such appropriations 
or funds or any subdivision thereof, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes, and for the same time period, as 
the appropriation or fund to which trans- 
ferred: Provided, That such authority to 
transfer may not be used unless for higher 
priority items, based on unforeseen military 
requirements, than those for which origi- 
nally appropriated and in no case where the 
item for which funds are requested has been 
denied by the Congress: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of Defense shall notify 
the Congress promptly of all transfers made 
pursuant to this authority or any other au- 
thority in this Act: Provided further, That no 
part of the funds in this Act shall be avail- 
able to prepare or present a request to the 
Committees on Appropriations for re- 
programming of funds, unless for higher pri- 
ority items, based on unforeseen military re- 
quirements, than those for which originally 
appropriated and in no case where the item 
for which reprogramming is requested has 
been denied by the Congress: Provided fur- 
ther, That а request for multiple 
reprogrammings of funds using authority 
provided in this section shall be made prior 
to June 30, 2011: Provided further, That trans- 
fers among military personnel appropria- 
tions shall not be taken into account for pur- 
poses of the limitation on the amount of 
funds that may be transferred under this sec- 
tion. 

SEC. 8006. (a) With regard to the list of spe- 
cific programs, projects, and activities (and 
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the dollar amounts and adjustments to budg- 
et activities corresponding to such programs, 
projects, and activities) contained in the ta- 
bles titled ‘‘Explanation of Project Level Ad- 
justments”’ in the explanatory statement re- 
garding this Act, the obligation and expendi- 
ture of amounts appropriated or otherwise 
made available in this Act for those pro- 
grams, projects, and activities for which the 
amounts appropriated exceed the amounts 
requested are hereby required by law to be 
carried out in the manner provided by such 
tables to the same extent as if the tables 
were included in the text of this Act. 

(b) Amounts specified in the referenced ta- 
bles described in subsection (a) shall not be 
treated as subdivisions of appropriations for 
purposes of section 8005 of this Act: Provided, 
That section 8005 shall apply when transfers 
of the amounts described in subsection (a) 
occur between appropriation accounts. 

SEC. 8007. (a) Not later than 60 days after 
enactment of this Act, the Department of 
Defense shall submit a report to the congres- 
sional defense committees to establish the 
baseline for application of reprogramming 
and transfer authorities for fiscal year 2011: 
Provided, That the report shall include— 

(1) a table for each appropriation with a 
separate column to display the President’s 
budget request, adjustments made by Con- 
gress, adjustments due to enacted rescis- 
sions, if appropriate, and the fiscal year en- 
acted level; 

(2) a delineation in the table for each ap- 
propriation both by budget activity and pro- 
gram, project, and activity as detailed in the 
Budget Appendix; and 

(3) an identification of items of special 
congressional interest. 

(b) Notwithstanding section 8005 of this 
Act, none of the funds provided in this Act 
shall be available for reprogramming or 
transfer until the report identified in sub- 
section (a) is submitted to the congressional 
defense committees, unless the Secretary of 
Defense certifies in writing to the congres- 
sional defense committees that such re- 
programming or transfer is necessary as an 
emergency requirement. 

SEc. 8008. The Secretaries of the Air Force 
and the Army are authorized, using funds 
available under the headings ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Air Еогсе” and ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army’’, to complete facility 
conversions and phased repair projects which 
may include upgrades and additions to Alas- 
kan range infrastructure and training areas, 
and improved access to these ranges. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Sec. 8009. During the current fiscal year, 
cash balances in working capital funds of the 
Department of Defense established pursuant 
to section 2208 of title 10, United States 
Code, may be maintained in only such 
amounts as are necessary at any time for 
cash disbursements to be made from such 
funds: Provided, That transfers may be made 
between such funds: Provided further, That 
transfers may be made between working cap- 
ital funds and the ‘‘Foreign Currency Fluc- 
tuations, Defense” appropriation and the 
“Operation and Maintenance” appropriation 
accounts in such amounts as may be deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Defense, with the 
approval of the Office of Management and 
Budget, except that such transfers may not 
be made unless the Secretary of Defense has 
notified the Congress of the proposed trans- 
fer. Except in amounts equal to the amounts 
appropriated to working capital funds in this 
Act, no obligations may be made against a 
working capital fund to procure or increase 
the value of war reserve material inventory, 
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unless the Secretary of Defense has notified 
the Congress prior to any such obligation. 

SEC. 8010. Funds appropriated by this Act 
may not be used to initiate a special access 
program without prior notification 30 cal- 
endar days in advance to the congressional 
defense committees. 

Src. 8011. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available to initiate: (1) a 
multiyear contract that employs economic 
order quantity procurement in excess of 
$20,000,000 in any one year of the contract or 
that includes an unfunded contingent liabil- 
ity in excess of $20,000,000; or (2) a contract 
for advance procurement leading to a 
multiyear contract that employs economic 
order quantity procurement in excess of 
$20,000,000 in any one year, unless the con- 
gressional defense committees have been no- 
tified at least 30 days in advance of the pro- 
posed contract award: Provided, That no part 
of any appropriation contained in this Act 
shall be available to initiate a multiyear 
contract for which the economic order quan- 
tity advance procurement is not funded at 
least to the limits of the Government’s li- 
ability: Provided further, That no part of any 
appropriation contained in this Act shall be 
available to initiate multiyear procurement 
contracts for any systems or component 
thereof if the value of the multiyear con- 
tract would exceed $500,000,000 unless specifi- 
cally provided in this Act: Provided further, 
That no multiyear procurement contract can 
be terminated without 10-day prior notifica- 
tion to the congressional defense commit- 
tees: Provided further, That the execution of 
multiyear authority shall require the use of 
a present value analysis to determine lowest 
cost compared to an annual procurement: 
Provided further, That none of the funds pro- 
vided in this Act may be used for a 
multiyear contract executed after the date 
of the enactment of this Act unless in the 
case of any such contract— 

(1) the Secretary of Defense has submitted 
to Congress a budget request for full funding 
of units to be procured through the contract 
and, in the case of a contract for procure- 
ment of aircraft, that includes, for any air- 
craft unit to be procured through the con- 
tract for which procurement funds are re- 
quested in that budget request for produc- 
tion beyond advance procurement activities 
in the fiscal year covered by the budget, full 
funding of procurement of such unit in that 
fiscal year; 

(2) cancellation provisions in the contract 
do not include consideration of recurring 
manufacturing costs of the contractor asso- 
ciated with the production of unfunded units 
to be delivered under the contract; 

(3) the contract provides that payments to 
the contractor under the contract shall not 
be made in advance of incurred costs on 
funded units; and 

(4) the contract does not provide for a price 
adjustment based on a failure to award a fol- 
low-on contract. 

Funds appropriated in title III of this Act 
may be used for a multiyear procurement 
contract as follows: 

Navy MH-60R/S Helicopter Systems. 

Src. 8012. Within the funds appropriated 
for the operation and maintenance of the 
Armed Forces, funds are hereby appropriated 
pursuant to section 401 of title 10, United 
States Code, for humanitarian and civic as- 
sistance costs under chapter 20 of title 10, 
United States Code. Such funds may also be 
obligated for humanitarian and civic assist- 
ance costs incidental to authorized oper- 
ations and pursuant to authority granted in 
section 401 of chapter 20 of title 10, United 
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States Code, and these obligations shall be 
reported as required by section 401(d) of title 
10, United States Code: Provided, That funds 
available for operation and maintenance 
shall be available for providing humani- 
tarian and similar assistance by using Civic 
Action Teams in the Trust Territories of the 
Pacific Islands and freely associated states 
of Micronesia, pursuant to the Compact of 
Free Association as authorized by Public 
Law 99-239: Provided further, That upon a de- 
termination by the Secretary of the Army 
that such action is beneficial for graduate 
medical education programs conducted at 
Army medical facilities located in Hawaii, 
the Secretary of the Army may authorize 
the provision of medical services at such fa- 
cilities and transportation to such facilities, 
on a nonreimbursable basis, for civilian pa- 
tients from American Samoa, the Common- 
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the 
Marshall Islands, the Federated States of Mi- 
cronesia, Palau, and Guam. 

SEC. 8018. (a) During fiscal year 2011, the ci- 
vilian personnel of the Department of De- 
fense may not be managed on the basis of 
any end-strength, and the management of 
such personnel during that fiscal year shall 
not be subject to any constraint or limita- 
tion (known as an end-strength) on the num- 
ber of such personnel who may be employed 
on the last day of such fiscal year. 

(b) The fiscal year 2012 budget request for 
the Department of Defense as well as all jus- 
tification material and other documentation 
supporting the fiscal year 2012 Department of 
Defense budget request shall be prepared and 
submitted to the Congress as if subsections 
(a) and (b) of this provision were effective 
with regard to fiscal year 2012. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to apply to military (civilian) techni- 
cians. 

SEC. 8014. None of the funds made available 
by this Act shall be used in any way, directly 
or indirectly, to influence congressional ac- 
tion on any legislation or appropriation mat- 
ters pending before the Congress. 

SEC. 8015. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available for the basic 
pay and allowances of any member of the 
Army participating as a full-time student 
and receiving benefits paid by the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs from the Department of 
Defense Education Benefits Fund when time 
spent as a full-time student is credited to- 
ward completion of a service commitment: 
Provided, That this section shall not apply to 
those members who have reenlisted with this 
option prior to October 1, 1987: Provided fur- 
ther, That this section applies only to active 
components of the Army. 

SEC. 8016. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated by this Act shall be available to con- 
vert to contractor performance an activity 
or function of the Department of Defense 
that, on or after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, is performed by Department of De- 
fense civilian employees unless— 

(1) the conversion is based on the result of 
a public-private competition that includes a 
most efficient and cost effective organiza- 
tion plan developed by such activity or func- 
tion; 

(2) the Competitive Sourcing Official deter- 
mines that, over all performance periods 
stated in the solicitation of offers for per- 
formance of the activity or function, the 
cost of performance of the activity or func- 
tion by a contractor would be less costly to 
the Department of Defense by an amount 
that equals or exceeds the lesser of— 

(A) 10 percent of the most efficient organi- 
zation’s personnel-related costs for perform- 
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ance of that activity or function by Federal 
employees; or 

(B) $10,000,000; and 

(3) the contractor does not receive an ad- 
vantage for a proposal that would reduce 
costs for the Department of Defense by— 

(A) not making an employer-sponsored 
health insurance plan available to the work- 
ers who are to be employed in the perform- 
ance of that activity or function under the 
contract; or 

(B) offering to such workers an employer- 
sponsored health benefits plan that requires 
the employer to contribute less towards the 
premium or subscription share than the 
amount that is paid by the Department of 
Defense for health benefits for civilian em- 
ployees under chapter 89 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b)(1) The Department of Defense, without 
regard to subsection (a) of this section or 
subsection (a), (b), or (c) of section 2461 of 
title 10, United States Code, and notwith- 
standing any administrative regulation, re- 
quirement, or policy to the contrary shall 
have full authority to enter into a contract 
for the performance of any commercial or in- 
dustrial type function of the Department of 
Defense that— 

(A) is included on the procurement list es- 
tablished pursuant to section 2 of the Javits- 
Wagner-O’Day Act (section 8503 of title 41, 
United States Code); 

(B) is planned to be converted to perform- 
ance by a qualified nonprofit agency for the 
blind or by a qualified nonprofit agency for 
other severely handicapped individuals in ac- 
cordance with that Act; or 

(C) is planned to be converted to perform- 
ance by a qualified firm under at least 51 per- 
cent ownership by an Indian tribe, as defined 
in section 4(e) of the Indian Self-Determina- 
tion and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450b(e)), or a Native Hawaiian Organization, 
as defined in section 8(a)(15) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(а)(15)). 

(2) This section shall not apply to depot 
contracts or contracts for depot mainte- 
nance as provided in sections 2469 and 2474 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

(c) The conversion of any activity or func- 
tion of the Department of Defense under the 
authority provided by this section shall be 
credited toward any competitive or out- 
sourcing goal, target, or measurement that 
may be established by statute, regulation, or 
policy and is deemed to be awarded under the 
authority of, and in compliance with, sub- 
section (h) of section 2304 of title 10, United 
States Code, for the competition or out- 
sourcing of commercial activities. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8017. Funds appropriated in title III of 
this Act for the Department of Defense Pilot 
Mentor-Protege Program may be transferred 
to any other appropriation contained in this 
Act solely for the purpose of implementing a 
Mentor-Protege Program developmental as- 
sistance agreement pursuant to section 831 
of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101-510; 10 
U.S.C. 2302 note), as amended, under the au- 
thority of this provision or any other trans- 
fer authority contained in this Act. 

SEC. 8018. None of the funds in this Act 
may be available for the purchase by the De- 
partment of Defense (and its departments 
and agencies) of welded shipboard anchor and 
mooring chain 4 inches in diameter and 
under unless the anchor and mooring chain 
are manufactured in the United States from 
components which are substantially manu- 
factured in the United States: Provided, That 
for the purpose of this section, the term 
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“manufactured’’ shall include cutting, heat 
treating, quality control, testing of chain 
and welding (including the forging and shot 
blasting process): Provided further, That for 
the purpose of this section substantially all 
of the components of anchor and mooring 
chain shall be considered to be produced or 
manufactured in the United States if the ag- 
gregate cost of the components produced or 
manufactured in the United States exceeds 
the aggregate cost of the components pro- 
duced or manufactured outside the United 
States: Provided further, That when adequate 
domestic supplies are not available to meet 
Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis, the Secretary of the service re- 
sponsible for the procurement may waive 
this restriction on a case-by-case basis by 
certifying in writing to the Committees on 
Appropriations that such an acquisition 
must be made in order to acquire capability 
for national security purposes. 

SEC. 8019. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense may be used to 
demilitarize or dispose of M-1 Carbines, М-1 
Garand rifles, M-14 rifles, .22 caliber rifles, 
.30 caliber rifles, or М-1911 pistols, ог to de- 
militarize or destroy small arms ammuni- 
tion or ammunition components that are not 
otherwise prohibited from commercial sale 
under Federal law, unless the small arms 
ammunition or ammunition components are 
certified by the Secretary of the Army or 
designee as unserviceable or unsafe for fur- 
ther use. 

SEC. 8020. No more than $500,000 of the 
funds appropriated or made available in this 
Act shall be used during a single fiscal year 
for any single relocation of an organization, 
unit, activity or function of the Department 
of Defense into or within the National Cap- 
ital Region: Provided, That the Secretary of 
Defense may waive this restriction on a case- 
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the 
congressional defense committees that such 
a relocation is required in the best interest 
of the Government. 

SEC. 8021. In addition to the funds provided 
elsewhere in this Act, $15,000,000 is appro- 
priated only for incentive payments author- 
ized by section 504 of the Indian Financing 
Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1544): Provided, That a 
prime contractor or a subcontractor at any 
tier that makes a subcontract award to any 
subcontractor or supplier as defined in sec- 
tion 1544 of title 25, United States Code, or a 
small business owned and controlled by an 
individual or individuals defined under sec- 
tion 4221(9) of title 25, United States Code, 
shall be considered a contractor for the pur- 
poses of being allowed additional compensa- 
tion under section 504 of the Indian Financ- 
ing Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1544) whenever the 
prime contract or subcontract amount is 
over $500,000 and involves the expenditure of 
funds appropriated by an Act making Appro- 
priations for the Department of Defense with 
respect to any fiscal year: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding section 430 of title 41, 
United States Code, this section shall be ap- 
plicable to any Department of Defense acqui- 
sition of supplies or services, including any 
contract and any subcontract at any tier for 
acquisition of commercial items produced or 
manufactured, in whole or in part by any 
subcontractor or supplier defined in section 
1544 of title 25, United States Code, or a 
small business owned and controlled by an 
individual or individuals defined under sec- 
tion 4221(9) of title 25, United States Code. 

SEC. 8022. Funds appropriated by this Act 
for the Defense Media Activity shall not be 
used for any national or international polit- 
ical or psychological activities. 
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SEC. 8023. During the current fiscal year, 
the Department of Defense is authorized to 
incur obligations of not to exceed $350,000,000 
for purposes specified in section 2350j(c) of 
title 10, United States Code, in anticipation 
of receipt of contributions, only from the 
Government of Kuwait, under that section: 
Provided, That upon receipt, such contribu- 
tions from the Government of Kuwait shall 
be credited to the appropriations or fund 
which incurred such obligations. 

SEC. 8024. (a) Of the funds made available 
in this Act, not less than $30,374,000 shall be 
available for the Civil Air Patrol Corpora- 
tion, of which— 

(1) $27,048,000 shall be available from ‘‘Op- 
eration and Maintenance, Air Еогсе” to sup- 
port Civil Air Patrol Corporation operation 
and maintenance, readiness, counterdrug ac- 
tivities, and drug demand reduction activi- 
ties involving youth programs; 

(2) $2,424,000 shall be available from ‘‘Air- 
craft Procurement, Air Force’’; and 

(3) $902,000 shall be available from ‘‘Other 
Procurement, Air Force’’ for vehicle pro- 
curement. 

(b) The Secretary of the Air Force should 
waive reimbursement for any funds used by 
the Civil Air Patrol for counter-drug activi- 
ties in support of Federal, State, and local 
government agencies. 

SEC. 8025. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated in this Act are available to establish 
a new Department of Defense (department) 
federally funded research and development 
center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or as 
a separate entity administrated by an orga- 
nization managing another FFRDC, or as a 
nonprofit membership corporation con- 
sisting of a consortium of other FFRDCs and 
other nonprofit entities. 

(b) No member of a Board of Directors, 
Trustees, Overseers, Advisory Group, Special 
Issues Panel, Visiting Committee, or any 
similar entity of a defense FFRDC, and no 
paid consultant to any defense FFRDC, ex- 
cept when acting in a technical advisory ca- 
pacity, may be compensated for his or her 
services as a member of such entity, or as a 
paid consultant by more than one FFRDC in 
a fiscal year: Provided, That a member of any 
such entity referred to previously in this 
subsection shall be allowed travel expenses 
and per diem as authorized under the Federal 
Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in 
the performance of membership duties. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, none of the funds available to the de- 
partment from any source during fiscal year 
2011 may be used by a defense FFRDC, 
through a fee or other payment mechanism, 
for construction of new buildings, for pay- 
ment of cost sharing for projects funded by 
Government grants, for absorption of con- 
tract overruns, or for certain charitable con- 
tributions, not to include employee partici- 
pation in community service and/or develop- 
ment. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the funds available to the department 
during fiscal year 2011, not more than 5,750 
staff years of technical effort (staff years) 
may be funded for defense FFRDCs: Provided, 
That of the specific amount referred to pre- 
viously in this subsection, not more than 
1,125 staff years may be funded for the de- 
fense studies and analysis FFRDCs: Provided 
further, That this subsection shall not apply 
to staff years funded in the National Intel- 
ligence Program (NIP) and the Military In- 
telligence Program (MIP). 

(e) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the 
submission of the department’s fiscal year 
2012 budget request, submit a report pre- 
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senting the specific amounts of staff years of 
technical effort to be allocated for each de- 
fense FFRDC during that fiscal year and the 
associated budget estimates. 

(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the total amount appropriated in 
this Act for FFRDCs is hereby reduced by 
$125,000,000. 

SEC. 8026. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act shall be used to 
procure carbon, alloy or armor steel plate for 
use in any Government-owned facility or 
property under the control of the Depart- 
ment of Defense which were not melted and 
rolled in the United States or Canada: Pro- 
vided, That these procurement restrictions 
shall apply to any and all Federal Supply 
Class 9515, American Society of Testing and 
Materials (ASTM) or American Iron and 
Steel Institute (AISI) specifications of car- 
bon, alloy or armor steel plate: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Secretary of the military de- 
partment responsible for the procurement 
may waive this restriction on a case-by-case 
basis by certifying in writing to the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Senate that adequate 
domestic supplies are not available to meet 
Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis and that such an acquisition 
must be made in order to acquire capability 
for national security purposes: Provided fur- 
ther, That these restrictions shall not apply 
to contracts which are in being as of the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

SEc. 8027. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term ‘‘congressional defense committees” 
means the Armed Services Committee of the 
House of Representatives, the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee of the Senate, the Sub- 
committee on Defense of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate, and the Sub- 
committee on Defense of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

бес. 8028. During the current fiscal year, 
the Department of Defense may acquire the 
modification, depot maintenance and repair 
of aircraft, vehicles and vessels as well as the 
production of components and other Defense- 
related articles, through competition be- 
tween Department of Defense depot mainte- 
nance activities and private firms: Provided, 
That the Senior Acquisition Executive of the 
military department or Defense Agency con- 
cerned, with power of delegation, shall cer- 
tify that successful bids include comparable 
estimates of all direct and indirect costs for 
both public and private bids: Provided further, 
That Office of Management and Budget Cir- 
cular А76 shall not apply to competitions 
conducted under this section. 

SEC. 8029. (a)(1) If the Secretary of Defense, 
after consultation with the United States 
Trade Representative, determines that a for- 
eign country which is party to an agreement 
described in paragraph (2) has violated the 
terms of the agreement by discriminating 
against certain types of products produced in 
the United States that are covered by the 
agreement, the Secretary of Defense shall re- 
scind the Secretary’s blanket waiver of the 
Buy American Act with respect to such 
types of products produced in that foreign 
country. 

(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph 
(1) is any reciprocal defense procurement 
memorandum of understanding, between the 
United States and a foreign country pursu- 
ant to which the Secretary of Defense has 
prospectively waived the Buy American Act 
for certain products in that country. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Congress a report on the amount of 
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Department of Defense purchases from for- 
eign entities in fiscal year 2011. Such report 
shall separately indicate the dollar value of 
items for which the Buy American Act was 
waived pursuant to any agreement described 
in subsection (a)(2), the Trade Agreement 
Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), or any 
international agreement to which the United 
States is a party. 

(c) For purposes of this section, the term 
“Buy American Act”? means chapter 83 of 
title 41, United States Code. 

SEC. 8030. During the current fiscal year, 
amounts contained in the Department of De- 
fense Overseas Military Facility Investment 
Recovery Account established by section 
2921(c)(1) of the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act of 1991 (Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 
2687 note) shall be available until expended 
for the payments specified by section 
2921(c)(2) of that Act. 

SEC. 8031. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of the Air 
Force may convey at no cost to the Air 
Force, without consideration, to Indian 
tribes located in the States of Nevada, Idaho, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, Or- 
egon, Minnesota, and Washington 
relocatable military housing units located at 
Grand Forks Air Force Base, Malmstrom Air 
Force Base, Mountain Home Air Force Base, 
Ellsworth Air Force Base, and Minot Air 
Force Base that are excess to the needs of 
the Air Force. 

(b) The Secretary of the Air Force shall 
convey, at no cost to the Air Force, military 
housing units under subsection (a) in accord- 
ance with the request for such units that are 
submitted to the Secretary by the Operation 
Walking Shield Program on behalf of Indian 
tribes located in the States of Nevada, Idaho, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, Or- 
egon, Minnesota, and Washington. Any such 
conveyance shall be subject to the condition 
that the housing units shall be removed 
within a reasonable period of time, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(c) The Operation Walking Shield Program 
shall resolve any conflicts among requests of 
Indian tribes for housing units under sub- 
section (a) before submitting requests to the 
Secretary of the Air Force under subsection 
(b). 
(d) In this section, the term ‘‘Indian tribe’’ 
means any recognized Indian tribe included 
on the current list published by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior under section 104 of the 
Federally Recognized Indian Tribe Act of 
1994 (Public Law 103-454; 108 Stat. 4792; 25 
U.S.C. 479a-1). 

SEC. 8032. During the current fiscal year, 
appropriations which are available to the De- 
partment of Defense for operation and main- 
tenance may be used to purchase items hav- 
ing an investment item unit cost of not more 
than $250,000. 

SEC. 8033. (a) During the current fiscal 
year, none of the appropriations or funds 
available to the Department of Defense 
Working Capital Funds shall be used for the 
purchase of an investment item for the pur- 
pose of acquiring a new inventory item for 
sale or anticipated sale during the current 
fiscal year or a subsequent fiscal year to cus- 
tomers of the Department of Defense Work- 
ing Capital Funds if such an item would not 
have been chargeable to the Department of 
Defense Business Operations Fund during fis- 
cal year 1994 and if the purchase of such an 
investment item would be chargeable during 
the current fiscal year to appropriations 
made to the Department of Defense for pro- 
curement. 

(b) The fiscal year 2012 budget request for 
the Department of Defense as well as all jus- 
tification material and other documentation 
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supporting the fiscal year 2012 Department of 
Defense budget shall be prepared and sub- 
mitted to the Congress on the basis that any 
equipment which was classified as an end 
item and funded in a procurement appropria- 
tion contained in this Act shall be budgeted 
for in a proposed fiscal year 2012 procure- 
ment appropriation and not in the supply 
management business area or any other area 
or category of the Department of Defense 
Working Capital Funds. 

SEC. 8034. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act for programs of the Central In- 
telligence Agency shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year, ex- 
cept for funds appropriated for the Reserve 
for Contingencies, which shall remain avail- 
able until September 30, 2012: Provided, That 
funds appropriated, transferred, or otherwise 
credited to the Central Intelligence Agency 
Central Services Working Capital Fund dur- 
ing this or any prior or subsequent fiscal 
year shall remain available until expended: 
Provided further, That any funds appropriated 
or transferred to the Central Intelligence 
Agency for advanced research and develop- 
ment acquisition, for agent operations, and 
for covert action programs authorized by the 
President under section 503 of the National 
Security Act of 1947, as amended, shall re- 
main available until September 30, 2012. 

SEC. 8035. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, funds made available in this 
Act for the Defense Intelligence Agency may 
be used for the design, development, and de- 
ployment of General Defense Intelligence 
Program intelligence communications and 
intelligence information systems for the 
Services, the Unified and Specified Com- 
mands, and the component commands. 

SEC. 8036. Of the funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense under the heading 
“Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide’’, not less than $12,000,000 shall be made 
available only for the mitigation of environ- 
mental impacts, including training and tech- 
nical assistance to tribes, related adminis- 
trative support, the gathering of informa- 
tion, documenting of environmental damage, 
and developing a system for prioritization of 
mitigation and cost to complete estimates 
for mitigation, on Indian lands resulting 
from Department of Defense activities. 

SEC. 8037. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated in this Act may be expended by an 
entity of the Department of Defense unless 
the entity, in expending the funds, complies 
with the Buy American Act. For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘‘Buy American 
Act’? means chapter 83 of title 41, United 
States Code. 

(b) If the Secretary of Defense determines 
that a person has been convicted of inten- 
tionally affixing a label bearing a ‘‘Made in 
America” inscription to any product sold in 
or shipped to the United States that is not 
made in America, the Secretary shall deter- 
mine, in accordance with section 2410f of 
title 10, United States Code, whether the per- 
son should be debarred from contracting 
with the Department of Defense. 

(c) In the case of any equipment or prod- 
ucts purchased with appropriations provided 
under this Act, it is the sense of the Congress 
that any entity of the Department of De- 
fense, in expending the appropriation, pur- 
chase only American-made equipment and 
products, provided that American-made 
equipment and products are cost-competi- 
tive, quality competitive, and available in a 
timely fashion. 

SEC. 8038. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available for a contract 
for studies, analysis, or consulting services 
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entered into without competition on the 
basis of an unsolicited proposal unless the 
head of the activity responsible for the pro- 
curement determines— 

(1) as a result of thorough technical eval- 
uation, only one source is found fully quali- 
fied to perform the proposed work; 

(2) the purpose of the contract is to explore 
an unsolicited proposal which offers signifi- 
cant scientific or technological promise, rep- 
resents the product of original thinking, and 
was submitted in confidence by one source; 
or 

(8) the purpose of the contract is to take 
advantage of unique and significant indus- 
trial accomplishment by a specific concern, 
or to insure that a new product or idea of a 
specific concern is given financial support: 
Provided, That this limitation shall not 
apply to contracts in an amount of less than 
$25,000, contracts related to improvements of 
equipment that is in development or produc- 
tion, or contracts as to which a civilian offi- 
cial of the Department of Defense, who has 
been confirmed by the Senate, determines 
that the award of such contract is in the in- 
terest of the national defense. 

бес. 8039. (a) Except as provided in sub- 
sections (b) and (c), none of the funds made 
available by this Act may be used— 

(1) to establish a field operating agency; or 

(2) to pay the basic pay of a member of the 
Armed Forces or civilian employee of the de- 
partment who is transferred or reassigned 
from a headquarters activity if the member 
or employee’s place of duty remains at the 
location of that headquarters. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense or Secretary 
of a military department may waive the lim- 
itations in subsection (a), on a case-by-case 
basis, if the Secretary determines, and cer- 
tifies to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and Senate 
that the granting of the waiver will reduce 
the personnel requirements or the financial 
requirements of the department. 

(c) This section does not apply to— 

(1) field operating agencies funded within 
the National Intelligence Program; 

(2) an Army field operating agency estab- 
lished to eliminate, mitigate, or counter the 
effects of improvised explosive devices, and, 
as determined by the Secretary of the Army, 
other similar threats; or 

(3) an Army field operating agency estab- 
lished to improve the effectiveness and effi- 
ciencies of biometric activities and to inte- 
grate common biometric technologies 
throughout the Department of Defense. 

бес. 8040. The Secretary of Defense, not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, act- 
ing through the Office of Economic Adjust- 
ment of the Department of Defense, may use 
funds made available in this Act under the 
heading ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, De- 
fense-Wide’’ to make grants and supplement 
other Federal funds in accordance with the 
guidance provided in the explanatory state- 
ment regarding this Act. 

(RESCISSIONS) 

SEC. 8041. Of the funds appropriated in De- 
partment of Defense Appropriations Acts, 
the following funds are hereby rescinded 
from the following accounts and programs in 
the specified amounts: 

“Procurement of Weapons and Tracked 


Combat Vehicles, Army, 2009/2011”, 
$86,300,000. 
“Other Procurement, Army, 2009/2011”, 
$147,600,000. 
“Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 2009/2011”, 


$26,100,000. 
“Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 
2011”, $116,900,000. 


2009/ 
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“Aircraft Procurement, Army, 2010/2012”, 
$14,000,000. 
“Procurement of Weapons and Tracked 


Combat Vehicles, Army, 2010/2012”, 
$36,000,000. 

“Missile Procurement, Army, 2010/2012”, 
$9,171,000. 

“Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 2010/2012”, 
$184,847 ,000. 

“Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and 


Marine Corps, 2010/2012”, $11,576,000. 

Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 2010/2014’’: DDG-51 Destroyer, 
$22,000,000. 

“Other 
$9,042,000. 

“Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 
2012”, $151,300,000. 

“Other Procurement, Air Force, 2010/2012”, 
$36,600,000. 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Army, 2010/2011”, $53,500,000. 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Air Force, 2010/2011”, $198,600,000. 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Defense-Wide, 2010/2011’’, $10,000,000. 

SEC. 8042. None of the funds available in 
this Act may be used to reduce the author- 
ized positions for military (civilian) techni- 
cians of the Army National Guard, Air Na- 
tional Guard, Army Reserve and Air Force 
Reserve for the purpose of applying any ad- 
ministratively imposed civilian personnel 
ceiling, freeze, or reduction on military (ci- 
vilian) technicians, unless such reductions 
are a direct result of a reduction in military 
force structure. 

SEC. 8043. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available in this Act may 
be obligated or expended for assistance to 
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
unless specifically appropriated for that pur- 
pose. 

SEC. 8044. Funds appropriated in this Act 
for operation and maintenance of the Mili- 
tary Departments, Combatant Commands 
and Defense Agencies shall be available for 
reimbursement of pay, allowances and other 
expenses which would otherwise be incurred 
against appropriations for the National 
Guard and Reserve when members of the Na- 
tional Guard and Reserve provide intel- 
ligence or counterintelligence support to 
Combatant Commands, Defense Agencies and 
Joint Intelligence Activities, including the 
activities and programs included within the 
National Intelligence Program and the Mili- 
tary Intelligence Program: Provided, That 
nothing in this section authorizes deviation 
from established Reserve and National Guard 
personnel and training procedures. 

SEC. 8045. During the current fiscal year, 
none of the funds appropriated in this Act 
may be used to reduce the civilian medical 
and medical support personnel assigned to 
military treatment facilities below the Sep- 
tember 30, 2003, level: Provided, That the 
Service Surgeons General may waive this 
section by certifying to the congressional de- 
fense committees that the beneficiary popu- 
lation is declining in some catchment areas 
and civilian strength reductions may be con- 
sistent with responsible resource steward- 
ship and capitation-based budgeting. 

SEC. 8046. (a) None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense for any fiscal 
year for drug interdiction or counter-drug 
activities may be transferred to any other 
department or agency of the United States 
except as specifically provided in an appro- 
priations law. 

(b) None of the funds available to the Cen- 
tral Intelligence Agency for any fiscal year 


Procurement, Navy, 2010/2012”, 
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for drug interdiction and counter-drug ac- 
tivities may be transferred to any other de- 
partment or agency of the United States ex- 
cept as specifically provided in an appropria- 
tions law. 

SEC. 8047. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be used for the procurement 
of ball and roller bearings other than those 
produced by a domestic source and of domes- 
tic origin: Provided, That the Secretary of 
the military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive this restriction on a 
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate, 
that adequate domestic supplies are not 
available to meet Department of Defense re- 
quirements on a timely basis and that such 
an acquisition must be made in order to ac- 
quire capability for national security pur- 
poses: Provided further, That this restriction 
shall not apply to the purchase of ‘‘commer- 
cial items’’, as defined by section 4(12) of the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act, 
except that the restriction shall apply to 
ball or roller bearings purchased as end 
items. 

SEC. 8048. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used to purchase any supercomputer 
which is not manufactured in the United 
States, unless the Secretary of Defense cer- 
tifies to the congressional defense commit- 
tees that such an acquisition must be made 
in order to acquire capability for national se- 
curity purposes that is not available from 
United States manufacturers. 

SEC. 8049. None of the funds made available 
in this or any other Act may be used to pay 
the salary of any officer or employee of the 
Department of Defense who approves or im- 
plements the transfer of administrative re- 
sponsibilities or budgetary resources of any 
program, project, or activity financed by 
this Act to the jurisdiction of another Fed- 
eral agency not financed by this Act without 
the express authorization of Congress: Pro- 
vided, That this limitation shall not apply to 
transfers of funds expressly provided for in 
Defense Appropriations Acts, or provisions of 
Acts providing supplemental appropriations 
for the Department of Defense. 

SEC. 8050. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, none of the funds available 
to the Department of Defense for the current 
fiscal year may be obligated or expended to 
transfer to another nation or an inter- 
national organization any defense articles or 
services (other than intelligence services) for 
use in the activities described in subsection 
(b) unless the congressional defense commit- 
tees, the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives, and the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
are notified 15 days in advance of such trans- 
fer. 

(b) This section applies to— 

(1) any international peacekeeping or 
peace-enforcement operation under the au- 
thority of chapter VI or chapter VII of the 
United Nations Charter under the authority 
of a United Nations Security Council resolu- 
tion; and 

(2) any other international peacekeeping, 
peace-enforcement, or humanitarian assist- 
ance operation. 

(c) A notice under subsection (a) shall in- 
clude the following: 

(1) A description of the equipment, sup- 
plies, or services to be transferred. 

(2) A statement of the value of the equip- 
ment, supplies, or services to be transferred. 

(3) In the case of a proposed transfer of 
equipment or supplies— 

(A) a statement of whether the inventory 
requirements of all elements of the Armed 
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Forces (including the reserve components) 
for the type of equipment or supplies to be 
transferred have been met; and 

(B) a statement of whether the items pro- 
posed to be transferred will have to be re- 
placed and, if so, how the President proposes 
to provide funds for such replacement. 

SEC. 8051. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense under this Act 
shall be obligated or expended to pay a con- 
tractor under a contract with the Depart- 
ment of Defense for costs of any amount paid 
by the contractor to an employee when— 

(1) such costs are for a bonus or otherwise 
in excess of the normal salary paid by the 
contractor to the employee; and 

(2) such bonus is part of restructuring costs 
associated with a business combination. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

бес. 8052. During the current fiscal year, 
no more than $30,000,000 of appropriations 
made in this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’ may 
be transferred to appropriations available for 
the pay of military personnel, to be merged 
with, and to be available for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans- 
ferred, to be used in support of such per- 
sonnel in connection with support and serv- 
ices for eligible organizations and activities 
outside the Department of Defense pursuant 
to section 2012 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

SEC. 8053. During the current fiscal year, in 
the case of an appropriation account of the 
Department of Defense for which the period 
of availability for obligation has expired or 
which has closed under the provisions of sec- 
tion 1552 of title 31, United States Code, and 
which has a negative unliquidated or unex- 
pended balance, an obligation or an adjust- 
ment of an obligation may be charged to any 
current appropriation account for the same 
purpose as the expired or closed account if— 

(1) the obligation would have been properly 
chargeable (except as to amount) to the ex- 
pired or closed account before the end of the 
period of availability or closing of that ac- 
count; 

(2) the obligation is not otherwise properly 
chargeable to any current appropriation ac- 
count of the Department of Defense; and 

(3) in the case of an expired account, the 
obligation is not chargeable to a current ap- 
propriation of the Department of Defense 
under the provisions of section 1405(b)(8) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1991, Public Law 101-510, as 
amended (31 U.S.C. 1551 note): Provided, That 
in the case of an expired account, if subse- 
quent review or investigation discloses that 
there was not in fact a negative unliquidated 
or unexpended balance in the account, any 
charge to a current account under the au- 
thority of this section shall be reversed and 
recorded against the expired account: Pro- 
vided further, That the total amount charged 
to a current appropriation under this section 
may not exceed an amount equal to 1 percent 
of the total appropriation for that account. 

бес. 8054. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau may permit the use of equip- 
ment of the National Guard Distance Learn- 
ing Project by any person or entity on a 
space-available, reimbursable basis. The 
Chief of the National Guard Bureau shall es- 
tablish the amount of reimbursement for 
such use on a case-by-case basis. 

(b) Amounts collected under subsection (a) 
shall be credited to funds available for the 
National Guard Distance Learning Project 
and be available to defray the costs associ- 
ated with the use of equipment of the project 
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under that subsection. Such funds shall be 
available for such purposes without fiscal 
year limitation. 

SEC. 8055. Using funds made available by 
this Act or any other Act, the Secretary of 
the Air Force, pursuant to a determination 
under section 2690 of title 10, United States 
Code, may implement cost-effective agree- 
ments for required heating facility mod- 
ernization in the Kaiserslautern Military 
Community in the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many: Provided, That in the City of 
Kaiserslautern and at the Rhine Ordnance 
Barracks area, such agreements will include 
the use of United States anthracite as the 
base load energy for municipal district heat 
to the United States Defense installations: 
Provided further, That at Landstuhl Army 
Regional Medical Center and Ramstein Air 
Base, furnished heat may be obtained from 
private, regional or municipal services, if 
provisions are included for the consideration 
of United States coal as an energy source. 

SEC. 8056. None of the funds appropriated in 
title IV of this Act may be used to procure 
end-items for delivery to military forces for 
operational training, operational use or in- 
ventory requirements: Provided, That this re- 
striction does not apply to end-items used in 
development, prototyping, and test activi- 
ties preceding and leading to acceptance for 
operational use: Provided further, That this 
restriction does not apply to programs fund- 
ed within the National Intelligence Program: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De- 
fense may waive this restriction on a case- 
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate that it is 
in the national security interest to do so. 

SEC. 8057. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to approve or license 
the sale of the F-22A advanced tactical fight- 
er to any foreign government: Provided, That 
the Department of Defense may conduct or 
participate in studies, research, design and 
other activities to define and develop a fu- 
ture export version of the F-22A that pro- 
tects classified and sensitive information, 
technologies and U.S. warfighting capabili- 
ties. 

SEC. 8058. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
may, on a case-by-case basis, waive with re- 
spect to a foreign country each limitation on 
the procurement of defense items from for- 
eign sources provided in law if the Secretary 
determines that the application of the limi- 
tation with respect to that country would in- 
validate cooperative programs entered into 
between the Department of Defense and the 
foreign country, or would invalidate recip- 
rocal trade agreements for the procurement 
of defense items entered into under section 
2531 of title 10, United States Code, and the 
country does not discriminate against the 
same or similar defense items produced in 
the United States for that country. 

(b) Subsection (a) applies with respect to— 

(1) contracts and subcontracts entered into 
on or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act; and 

(2) options for the procurement of items 
that are exercised after such date under con- 
tracts that are entered into before such date 
if the option prices are adjusted for any rea- 
son other than the application of a waiver 
granted under subsection (a). 

(c) Subsection (a) does not apply to a limi- 
tation regarding construction of public ves- 
sels, ball and roller bearings, food, and cloth- 
ing or textile materials as defined by section 
11 (chapters 50-65) of the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule and products classified under head- 
ings 4010, 4202, 4203, 6401 through 6406, 6505, 
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7019, 7218 through 17229, 7304.41 through 
7304.49, 7306.40, 7502 through 7508, 8105, 8108, 
8109, 8211, 8215, and 9404. 

SEc. 8059. (a) None of the funds made avail- 
able by this Act may be used to support any 
training program involving a unit of the se- 
curity forces or police of a foreign country if 
the Secretary of Defense has received cred- 
ible information from the Department of 
State that the unit has committed a gross 
violation of human rights, unless all nec- 
essary corrective steps have been taken. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense, in consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of State, shall en- 
sure that prior to a decision to conduct any 
training program referred to in subsection 
(a), full consideration is given to all credible 
information available to the Department of 
State relating to human rights violations by 
foreign security forces. 

(c) The Secretary of Defense, after con- 
sultation with the Secretary of State, may 
waive the prohibition in subsection (a) if he 
determines that such waiver is required by 
extraordinary circumstances. 

(d) Not more than 15 days after the exer- 
cise of any waiver under subsection (c), the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit a report to 
the congressional defense committees de- 
scribing the extraordinary circumstances, 
the purpose and duration of the training pro- 
gram, the United States forces and the for- 
eign security forces involved in the training 
program, and the information relating to 
human rights violations that necessitates 
the waiver. 

SEC. 8060. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act to the Depart- 
ment of the Navy shall be used to develop, 
lease or procure the Т-АКЕ class of ships un- 
less the main propulsion diesel engines and 
propulsors are manufactured in the United 
States by a domestically operated entity: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may 
waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis 
by certifying in writing to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House of Represent- 
atives and the Senate that adequate domes- 
tic supplies are not available to meet De- 
partment of Defense requirements on a time- 
ly basis and that such an acquisition must be 
made in order to acquire capability for na- 
tional security purposes or there exists a sig- 
nificant cost or quality difference. 

SEC. 8061. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this or other 
Department of Defense Appropriations Acts 
may be obligated or expended for the purpose 
of performing repairs or maintenance to 
military family housing units of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, including areas in such 
military family housing units that may be 
used for the purpose of conducting official 
Department of Defense business. 

SEC. 8062. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, funds appropriated in this Act 
under the heading ‘‘Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide”’ for any 
new start advanced concept technology dem- 
onstration project or joint capability dem- 
onstration project may only be obligated 30 
days after a report, including a description 
of the project, the planned acquisition and 
transition strategy and its estimated annual 
and total cost, has been provided in writing 
to the congressional defense committees: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may 
waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis 
by certifying to the congressional defense 
committees that it is in the national inter- 
est to do so. 

SEC. 8063. The Secretary of Defense shall 
provide a classified quarterly report begin- 
ning 30 days after enactment of this Act, to 
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the House and Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittees, Subcommittees on Defense on cer- 
tain matters as directed in the classified 
annex accompanying this Act. 

Sec. 8064. During the current fiscal year, 
none of the funds available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense may be used to provide sup- 
port to another department or agency of the 
United States if such department or agency 
is more than 90 days in arrears in making 
payment to the Department of Defense for 
goods or services previously provided to such 
department or agency on a reimbursable 
basis: Provided, That this restriction shall 
not apply if the department is authorized by 
law to provide support to such department or 
agency on a nonreimbursable basis, and is 
providing the requested support pursuant to 
such authority: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of Defense may waive this restric- 
tion on a case-by-case basis by certifying in 
writing to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate that it is in the national security 
interest to do so. 

бес. 8065. Notwithstanding section 12310(b) 
of title 10, United States Code, a Reserve 
who is a member of the National Guard serv- 
ing on full-time National Guard duty under 
section 502(f) of title 32, United States Code, 
may perform duties in support of the ground- 
based elements of the National Ballistic Mis- 
sile Defense System. 

SEC. 8066. None of the funds provided in 
this Act may be used to transfer to any non- 
governmental entity ammunition held by 
the Department of Defense that has a center- 
fire cartridge and a United States military 
nomenclature designation of ‘‘armor pene- 
trator’, ‘‘armor piercing (AP)’’, ‘‘armor 
piercing incendiary (API)’’, or ‘‘armor-pierc- 
ing incendiary tracer (API-T)’’, except to an 
entity performing demilitarization services 
for the Department of Defense under a con- 
tract that requires the entity to dem- 
onstrate to the satisfaction of the Depart- 
ment of Defense that armor piercing projec- 
tiles are either: (1) rendered incapable of 
reuse by the demilitarization process; or (2) 
used to manufacture ammunition pursuant 
to a contract with the Department of De- 
fense or the manufacture of ammunition for 
export pursuant to a License for Permanent 
Export of Unclassified Military Articles 
issued by the Department of State. 

бес. 8067. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau, or his designee, may waive 
payment of all or part of the consideration 
that otherwise would be required under sec- 
tion 2667 of title 10, United States Code, in 
the case of a lease of personal property for a 
period not in excess of 1 year to any organi- 
zation specified in section 508(d) of title 32, 
United States Code, or any other youth, so- 
cial, or fraternal nonprofit organization as 
may be approved by the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau, or his designee, on a case-by- 
case basis. 

SEC. 8068. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be used for the support of 
any nonappropriated funds activity of the 
Department of Defense that procures malt 
beverages and wine with nonappropriated 
funds for resale (including such alcoholic 
beverages sold by the drink) on a military 
installation located in the United States un- 
less such malt beverages and wine are pro- 
cured within that State, or in the case of the 
District of Columbia, within the District of 
Columbia, in which the military installation 
is located: Provided, That in a case in which 
the military installation is located in more 
than one State, purchases may be made in 
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any State in which the installation is lo- 
cated: Provided further, That such local pro- 
curement requirements for malt beverages 
and wine shall apply to all alcoholic bev- 
erages only for military installations in 
States which are not contiguous with an- 
other State: Provided further, That alcoholic 
beverages other than wine and malt bev- 
erages, in contiguous States and the District 
of Columbia shall be procured from the most 
competitive source, price and other factors 
considered. 

бес. 8069. Funds available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense for the Global Positioning 
System during the current fiscal year, and 
hereafter, may be used to fund civil require- 
ments associated with the satellite and 
ground control segments of such system’s 
modernization program. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8070. Of the amounts appropriated in 
this Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army”, $147,258,300 shall re- 
main available until expended: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of Defense is authorized 
to transfer such funds to other activities of 
the Federal Government: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of Defense is authorized 
to enter into and carry out contracts for the 
acquisition of real property, construction, 
personal services, and operations related to 
projects carrying out the purposes of this 
section: Provided further, That contracts en- 
tered into under the authority of this section 
may provide for such indemnification as the 
Secretary determines to be necessary: Pro- 
vided further, That projects authorized by 
this section shall comply with applicable 
Federal, State, and local law to the max- 
imum extent consistent with the national se- 
curity, as determined by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

SEC. 8071. Section 8106 of the Department 
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1997 (titles I 
through VIII of the matter under subsection 
101(b) of Public Law 104-208; 110 Stat. 3009- 
111; 10 U.S.C. 118 note) shall continue in ef- 
fect to apply to disbursements that are made 
by the Department of Defense in fiscal year 
2011. 

SEC. 8072. In addition to amounts provided 
elsewhere in this Act, $4,000,000 is hereby ap- 
propriated to the Department of Defense, to 
remain available for obligation until ex- 
pended: Provided, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, these funds shall be 
available only for a grant to the Fisher 
House Foundation, Inc., only for the con- 
struction and furnishing of additional Fisher 
Houses to meet the needs of military family 
members when confronted with the illness or 
hospitalization of an eligible military bene- 
ficiary. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8073. Of the amounts appropriated in 
this Act under the headings ‘‘Procurement, 
Defense-Wide”’ and ‘‘Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide”’, 
$415,115,000 shall be for the Israeli Coopera- 
tive Programs: Provided, That of this 
amount, $205,000,000 shall be for the Sec- 
retary of Defense to provide to the Govern- 
ment of Israel for the procurement of the 
Iron Dome defense system to counter short- 
range rocket threats, $84,722,000 shall be for 
the Short Range Ballistic Missile Defense 
(SRBMD) program, including cruise missile 
defense research and development under the 
SRBMD program, $58,966,000 shall be avail- 
able for an upper-tier component to the 
Israeli Missile Defense Architecture, and 
$66,427,000 shall be for the Arrow System Im- 
provement Program including development 
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of a long range, ground and airborne, detec- 
tion suite, of which $12,000,000 shall be for 
producing Arrow missile components in the 
United States and Arrow missile components 
in Israel to meet Israel’s defense require- 
ments, consistent with each nation’s laws, 
regulations and procedures: Provided further, 
That funds made available under this provi- 
sion for production of missiles and missile 
components may be transferred to appropria- 
tions available for the procurement of weap- 
ons and equipment, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same time period and the 
same purposes as the appropriation to which 
transferred: Provided further, That the trans- 
fer authority provided under this provision is 
in addition to any other transfer authority 
contained in this Act. 

SEC. 8074. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense may be obligated 
to modify command and control relation- 
ships to give Fleet Forces Command admin- 
istrative and operational control of U.S. 
Navy forces assigned to the Pacific fleet: 
Provided, That the command and control re- 
lationships which existed on October 1, 2004, 
shall remain in force unless changes are spe- 
cifically authorized in a subsequent Act. 

SEC. 8075. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law or regulation, the Secretary of 
Defense may exercise the provisions of sec- 
tion 7403(g) of title 38, United States Code, 
for occupations listed in section 7403(a)(2) of 
title 38, United States Code, as well as the 
following: 

Pharmacists, Audiologists, Psychologists, 
Social Workers, Othotists/Prosthetists, Oc- 
cupational Therapists, Physical Therapists, 
Rehabilitation Therapists, Respiratory 
Therapists, Speech Pathologists, Dietitian/ 
Nutritionists, Industrial Hygienists, Psy- 
chology Technicians, Social Service Assist- 
ants, Practical Nurses, Nursing Assistants, 
and Dental Hygienists: 

(A) The requirements of section 
7403(¢)(1)(A) of title 38, United States Code, 
shall apply. 

(B) The limitations of section 7403(g)(1)(B) 
of title 38, United States Code, shall not 
apply. 

SEC. 8076. Funds appropriated by this Act, 
or made available by the transfer of funds in 
this Act, for intelligence activities are 
deemed to be specifically authorized by the 
Congress for purposes of section 504 of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414) 
during fiscal year 2011 until the enactment of 
the Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2011. 

SEC. 8077. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available for obligation or 
expenditure through a reprogramming of 
funds that creates or initiates a new pro- 
gram, project, or activity unless such pro- 
gram, project, or activity must be under- 
taken immediately in the interest of na- 
tional security and only after written prior 
notification to the congressional defense 
committees. 

SEC. 8078. The budget of the President for 
fiscal year 2012 submitted to the Congress 
pursuant to section 1105 of title 31, United 
States Code, shall include separate budget 
justification documents for costs of United 
States Armed Forces’ participation in con- 
tingency operations for the Military Per- 
sonnel accounts, the Operation and Mainte- 
nance accounts, and the Procurement ac- 
counts: Provided, That these documents shall 
include a description of the funding re- 
quested for each contingency operation, for 
each military service, to include all Active 
and Reserve components, and for each appro- 
priations account: Provided further, That 
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these documents shall include estimated 
costs for each element of expense or object 
class, a reconciliation of increases and de- 
creases for each contingency operation, and 
programmatic data including, but not lim- 
ited to, troop strength for each Active and 
Reserve component, and estimates of the 
major weapons systems deployed in support 
of each contingency: Provided further, That 
these documents shall include budget exhib- 
its OP-5 and OP-82 (as defined in the Depart- 
ment of Defense Financial Management Reg- 
ulation) for all contingency operations for 
the budget year and the two preceding fiscal 
years. 

SEC. 8079. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used for research, development, test, 
evaluation, procurement or deployment of 
nuclear armed interceptors of a missile de- 
fense system. 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


SEC. 8080. In addition to the amounts ap- 
propriated or otherwise made available else- 
where in this Act, $65,200,000 is hereby appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of Defense shall 
make grants in the amounts specified as fol- 
lows: $20,000,000 to the United Service Orga- 
nizations; $24,000,000 to the Red Cross; 
$1,200,000 to the Special Olympics; and 
$20,000,000 to the Youth Mentoring Grants 
Program: Provided further, That funds avail- 
able in this section for the Youth Mentoring 
Grants Program may be available for trans- 
fer to the Department of Justice Youth Men- 
toring Grants Program. 

SEC. 8081. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act shall be used to 
reduce or disestablish the operation of the 
53rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron of 
the Air Force Reserve, if such action would 
reduce the WC-130 Weather Reconnaissance 
mission below the levels funded in this Act: 
Provided, That the Air Force shall allow the 
53rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron to 
perform other missions in support of na- 
tional defense requirements during the non- 
hurricane season. 

SEC. 8082. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available for integration of 
foreign intelligence information unless the 
information has been lawfully collected and 
processed during the conduct of authorized 
foreign intelligence activities: Provided, That 
information pertaining to United States per- 
sons shall only be handled in accordance 
with protections provided in the Fourth 
Amendment of the United States Constitu- 
tion as implemented through Executive 
Order No. 12333. 

SEC. 8083. (a) At the time members of re- 
serve components of the Armed Forces are 
called or ordered to active duty under sec- 
tion 12302(a) of title 10, United States Code, 
each member shall be notified in writing of 
the expected period during which the mem- 
ber will be mobilized. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the requirements of subsection (a) in any 
case in which the Secretary determines that 
it is necessary to do so to respond to a na- 
tional security emergency or to meet dire 
operational requirements of the Armed 
Forces. 
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SEC. 8084. The Secretary of Defense may 
transfer funds from any available Depart- 
ment of the Navy appropriation to any avail- 
able Navy ship construction appropriation 
for the purpose of liquidating necessary 
changes resulting from inflation, market 
fluctuations, or rate adjustments for any 
ship construction program appropriated in 
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law: Provided, That the Secretary may trans- 
fer not to exceed $100,000,000 under the au- 
thority provided by this section: Provided 
further, That the Secretary may not transfer 
any funds until 30 days after the proposed 
transfer has been reported to the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Senate, unless a re- 
sponse from the Committees is received 
sooner: Provided further, That any funds 
transferred pursuant to this section shall re- 
tain the same period of availability as when 
originally appropriated: Provided further, 
That the transfer authority provided by this 
section is in addition to any other transfer 
authority contained elsewhere in this Act. 

SEC. 8085. For purposes of section 7108 of 
title 41, United States Code, any subdivision 
of appropriations made under the heading 
“Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy” that is 
not closed at the time reimbursement is 
made shall be available to reimburse the 
Judgment Fund and shall be considered for 
the same purposes as any subdivision under 
the heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, 
Navy” appropriations in the current fiscal 
year or any prior fiscal year. 

SEC. 8086. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated by this Act may be used to transfer 
research and development, acquisition, or 
other program authority relating to current 
tactical unmanned aerial vehicles (TUAVs) 
from the Army. 

(b) The Army shall retain responsibility 
for and operational control of the MQ-1C 
Sky Warrior Unmanned Aerial Vehicle 
(UAV) in order to support the Secretary of 
Defense in matters relating to the employ- 
ment of unmanned aerial vehicles. 

SEC. 8087. Of the funds provided in this Act, 
$7,080,000 shall be available for the oper- 
ations and development of training and tech- 
nology for the Joint Interagency Training 
and Education Center and the affiliated Cen- 
ter for National Response at the Memorial 
Tunnel and for providing homeland defense/ 
security and traditional warfighting training 
to the Department of Defense, other Federal 
agencies, and State and local first responder 
personnel at the Joint Interagency Training 
and Education Center. 

SEC. 8088. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law or regulation, during the cur- 
rent fiscal year and hereafter, the Secretary 
of Defense may adjust wage rates for civilian 
employees hired for certain health care occu- 
pations as authorized for the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs by section 7455 of title 38, 
United States Code. 

SEC. 8089. Up to $15,000,000 of the funds ap- 
propriated under the heading ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Navy” may be made available 
for the Asia Pacific Regional Initiative Pro- 
gram for the purpose of enabling the Pacific 
Command to execute Theater Security Co- 
operation activities such as humanitarian 
assistance, and payment of incremental and 
personnel costs of training and exercising 
with foreign security forces: Provided, That 
funds made available for this purpose may be 
used, notwithstanding any other funding au- 
thorities for humanitarian assistance, secu- 
rity assistance or combined exercise ex- 
penses: Provided further, That funds may not 
be obligated to provide assistance to any for- 
eign country that is otherwise prohibited 
from receiving such type of assistance under 
any other provision of law. 

SEC. 8090. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act for programs of the Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence shall re- 
main available for obligation beyond the 
current fiscal year, except for funds appro- 
priated for research and technology, which 
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shall remain available until September 30, 
2012. 

SEC. 8091. For purposes of section 1553(b) of 
title 31, United States Code, any subdivision 
of appropriations made in this Act under the 
heading ‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, 
Navy” shall be considered to be for the same 
purpose as any subdivision under the heading 
“Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy” appro- 
priations in any prior fiscal year, and the 1 
percent limitation shall apply to the total 
amount of the appropriation. 

SEC. 8092. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, not more than 35 percent of 
funds provided in this Act for environmental 
remediation may be obligated under indefi- 
nite delivery/indefinite quantity contracts 
with a total contract value of $130,000,000 or 
higher. 

SEC. 8093. The Director of National Intel- 
ligence shall include the budget exhibits 
identified in paragraphs (1) and (2) as de- 
scribed in the Department of Defense Finan- 
cial Management Regulation with the con- 
gressional budget justification books: 

(1) For procurement programs requesting 
more than $20,000,000 in any fiscal year, the 
P-1, Procurement Program; P-5, Cost Anal- 
ysis; P-5a, Procurement History and Plan- 
ning; P-21, Production Schedule; and Р-40, 
Budget Item Justification. 

(2) For research, development, test and 
evaluation projects requesting more than 
$10,000,000 in any fiscal year, the R-1, RDT&E 
Program; R-2, RDT&E Budget Item Jus- 
tification; R-8, RDT&E Project Cost Anal- 
ysis; and R-4, RDT&E Program Schedule 
Profile. 

SEC. 8094. The Secretary of Defense shall 
create a major force program category for 
space for each future-years defense program 
of the Department of Defense submitted to 
Congress under section 221 of title 10, United 
States Code, during fiscal year 2011. The Sec- 
retary of Defense shall designate an official 
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense to 
provide overall supervision of the prepara- 
tion and justification of program rec- 
ommendations and budget proposals to be in- 
cluded in such major force program cat- 
egory. 

SEC. 8095. (a) Not later than 60 days after 
enactment of this Act, the Office of the Di- 
rector of National Intelligence shall submit 
a report to the congressional intelligence 
committees to establish the baseline for ap- 
plication of reprogramming and transfer au- 
thorities for fiscal year 2011: Provided, That 
the report shall include— 

(1) a table for each appropriation with a 
separate column to display the President’s 
budget request, adjustments made by Con- 
gress, adjustments due to enacted rescis- 
sions, if appropriate, and the fiscal year en- 
acted level; 

(2) a delineation in the table for each ap- 
propriation by Expenditure Center and 
project; and 

(3) an identification of items of special 
congressional interest. 

(b) None of the funds provided for the Na- 
tional Intelligence Program in this Act shall 
be available for reprogramming or transfer 
until the report identified in subsection (a) is 
submitted to the congressional intelligence 
committees, unless the Director of National 
Intelligence certifies in writing to the con- 
gressional intelligence committees that such 
reprogramming or transfer is necessary as an 
emergency requirement. 

SEC. 8096. The Director of National Intel- 
ligence shall submit to Congress each year, 
at or about the time that the President’s 
budget is submitted to Congress that year 
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under section 1105(a) of title 31, United 
States Code, a future-years intelligence pro- 
gram (including associated annexes) reflect- 
ing the estimated expenditures and proposed 
appropriations included in that budget. Any 
such future-years intelligence program shall 
cover the fiscal year with respect to which 
the budget is submitted and at least the four 
succeeding fiscal years. 

SEC. 8097. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term ‘‘congressional intelligence commit- 
tees” means the Permanent Select Com- 
mittee on Intelligence of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, the Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence of the Senate, the Subcommittee on 
Defense of the Committee on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives, and the 
Subcommittee on Defense of the Committee 
on Appropriations of the Senate. 

SEc. 8098. The Department of Defense shall 
continue to report incremental contingency 
operations costs for Operation New Dawn 
and Operation Enduring Freedom on a 
monthly basis in the Cost of War Execution 
Report as prescribed in the Department of 
Defense Financial Management Regulation 
Department of Defense Instruction 7000.14, 
Volume 12, Chapter 23 ‘‘Contingency Oper- 
ations’’, Annex 1, dated September 2005. 

SEC. 8099. The amounts appropriated in 
title II of this Act are hereby reduced by 
$1,983,000,000 to reflect excess cash balances 
in Department of Defense Working Capital 
Funds, as follows: (1) From ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army’’, $700,000,000; and (2) 
From ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide”, $1,283,000,000. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


Sec. 8100. During the current fiscal year, 
not to exceed $11,000,000 from each of the ap- 
propriations made in title II of this Act for 
“Operation and Maintenance, Army”, ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Navy’’, and ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Air Force” may be 
transferred by the military department con- 
cerned to its central fund established for 
Fisher Houses and Suites pursuant to section 
2493(d) of title 10, United States Code. 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


SEC. 8101. Of the funds appropriated in the 
Intelligence Community Management Ac- 
count for the Program Manager for the In- 
formation Sharing Environment, $24,000,000 
is available for transfer by the Director of 
National Intelligence to other departments 
and agencies for purposes of Government- 
wide information sharing activities: Pro- 
vided, That funds transferred under this pro- 
vision are to be merged with and available 
for the same purposes and time period as the 
appropriation to which transferred: Provided 
further, That the Office of Management and 
Budget must approve any transfers made 
under this provision. 

SEC. 8102. Funds appropriated by this Act 
for operation and maintenance may be avail- 
able for the purpose of making remittances 
to the Defense Acquisition Workforce Devel- 
opment Fund in accordance with the require- 
ments of section 1705 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

бес. 8103. (a) Any agency receiving funds 
made available in this Act, shall, subject to 
subsections (b) and (c), post on the public 
website of that agency any report required 
to be submitted by the Congress in this or 
any other Act, upon the determination by 
the head of the agency that it shall serve the 
national interest. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to a re- 
port if— 

(1) the public posting of the report com- 
promises national security; or 
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(2) the report contains proprietary infor- 
mation. 

(c) The head of the agency posting such re- 
port shall do so only after such report has 
been made available to the requesting Com- 
mittee or Committees of Congress for no less 
than 45 days. 

SEC. 8104. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated or otherwise made available by this 
Act may be expended for any Federal con- 
tract for an amount in excess of $1,000,000 un- 
less the contractor agrees not to— 

(1) enter into any agreement with any of 
its employees or independent contractors 
that requires, as a condition of employment, 
that the employee or independent contractor 
agree to resolve through arbitration any 
claim under title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 or any tort related to or arising out 
of sexual assault or harassment, including 
assault and battery, intentional infliction of 
emotional distress, false imprisonment, or 
negligent hiring, supervision, or retention; 
or 

(2) take any action to enforce any provi- 
sion of an existing agreement with an em- 
ployee or independent contractor that man- 
dates that the employee or independent con- 
tractor resolve through arbitration any 
claim under title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 or any tort related to or arising out 
of sexual assault or harassment, including 
assault and battery, intentional infliction of 
emotional distress, false imprisonment, or 
negligent hiring, supervision, or retention. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated or oth- 
erwise made available by this Act may be ex- 
pended for any Federal contract unless the 
contractor certifies that it requires each 
covered subcontractor to agree not to enter 
into, and not to take any action to enforce 
any provision of, any agreement as described 
in paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a), 
with respect to any employee or independent 
contractor performing work related to such 
subcontract. For purposes of this subsection, 
a ‘“‘covered subcontractor” is an entity that 
has a subcontract in excess of $1,000,000 on a 
contract subject to subsection (a). 

(c) The prohibitions in this section do not 
apply with respect to a contractor’s or sub- 
contractor’s agreements with employees or 
independent contractors that may not be en- 
forced in a court of the United States. 

(d) The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the application of subsection (a) or (b) to a 
particular contractor or subcontractor for 
the purposes of a particular contract or sub- 
contract if the Secretary or the Deputy Sec- 
retary personally determines that the waiver 
is necessary to avoid harm to national secu- 
rity interests of the United States, and that 
the term of the contract or subcontract is 
not longer than necessary to avoid such 
harm. The determination shall set forth with 
specificity the grounds for the waiver and for 
the contract or subcontract term selected, 
and shall state any alternatives considered 
in lieu of a waiver and the reasons each such 
alternative would not avoid harm to na- 
tional security interests of the United 
States. The Secretary of Defense shall trans- 
mit to Congress, and simultaneously make 
public, any determination under this sub- 
section not less than 15 business days before 
the contract or subcontract addressed in the 
determination may be awarded. 

(e) By March 1, 2011, or within 60 days after 
enactment of this Act, whichever is later, 
the Government Accountability Office shall 
submit a report to the Congress evaluating 
the effect that the requirements of this sec- 
tion have had on national security, including 
recommendations, if any, for changes to 
these requirements. 
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SEC. 8105. (a) PROHIBITION ON CONVERSION 
OF FUNCTIONS PERFORMED BY FEDERAL EM- 
PLOYEES TO CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE.— 
None of the funds appropriated by this Act or 
otherwise available to the Department of De- 
fense may be used to begin or announce the 
competition to award to a contractor or con- 
vert to performance by a contractor any 
functions performed by Federal employees 
pursuant to a study conducted under Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
A-76. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition in sub- 
section (a) shall not apply to the award of a 
function to a contractor or the conversion of 
a function to performance by a contractor 
pursuant to a study conducted under Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
A-76 once all reporting and certifications re- 
quired by section 325 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Pub- 
lic Law 111-84) have been satisfactorily com- 
pleted. 

SEC. 8106. (а)(1) No National Intelligence 
Program funds appropriated in this Act may 
be used for a mission critical or mission es- 
sential business management information 
technology system that is not registered 
with the Director of National Intelligence. A 
system shall be considered to be registered 
with that officer upon the furnishing notice 
of the system, together with such informa- 
tion concerning the system as the Director 
of the Business Transformation Office may 
prescribe. 

(2) During the current fiscal year no funds 
may be obligated or expended for a financial 
management automated information system, 
a mixed information system supporting fi- 
nancial and non-financial systems, or a busi- 
ness system improvement of more than 
$3,000,000, within the Intelligence Commu- 
nity without the approval of the Business 
Transformation Office, and the designated 
Intelligence Community functional lead ele- 
ment. 

(b) The Director of the Business Trans- 
formation Office shall provide the congres- 
sional intelligence committees a semi-an- 
nual report of approvals under paragraph (1) 
no later than March 30 and September 30 of 
each year. The report shall include the re- 
sults of the Business Transformation Invest- 
ment Review Board’s semi-annual activities, 
and each report shall certify that the fol- 
lowing steps have been taken for systems ap- 
proved under paragraph (1): 

(1) Business process reengineering. 

(2) An analysis of alternatives and an eco- 
nomic analysis that includes a calculation of 
the return on investment. 

(3) Assurance the system is compatible 
with the enterprise-wide business architec- 
ture. 

(4) Performance measures. 

(5) An information assurance strategy con- 
sistent with the Chief Information Officer of 
the Intelligence Community. 

(c) This section shall not apply to any pro- 
grammatic or analytic systems or pro- 
grammatic or analytic system improve- 
ments. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8107. Of the funds appropriated in this 
Act for the Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence, $50,000,000, may be transferred 
to appropriations available to the Central In- 
telligence Agency, the National Security 
Agency, and the National Geospatial Intel- 
ligence Agency, the Defense Intelligence 
Agency and the National Reconnaissance Of- 
fice for the Business Transformation Trans- 
fer Funds, to be merged with and to be avail- 
able for the same time period and the same 
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purposes as the appropriation to which 
transferred: Provided, That the transfer au- 
thority provided under this provision is in 
addition to any other transfer authority con- 
tained in this Act. 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


SEC. 8108. In addition to funds made avail- 
able elsewhere in this Act, there is hereby 
appropriated $538,875,000, to remain available 
until transferred: Provided, That these funds 
are appropriated to the ‘“‘Tanker Replace- 
ment Transfer Fund’’ (referred to as ‘‘the 
Fund” elsewhere in this section): Provided 
further, That the Secretary of the Air Force 
may transfer amounts in the Fund to ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Air Force”, ‘‘Air- 
craft Procurement, Air Force’’, and ‘‘Re- 
search, Development, Test and Evaluation, 
Air Force’’, only for the purposes of pro- 
ceeding with a tanker acquisition program: 
Provided further, That funds transferred shall 
be merged with and be available for the same 
purposes and for the same time period as the 
appropriations or fund to which transferred: 
Provided further, That this transfer authority 
is in addition to any other transfer authority 
available to the Department of Defense: Pro- 
vided further, That the Secretary of the Air 
Force shall, not fewer than 15 days prior to 
making transfers using funds provided in 
this section, notify the congressional defense 
committees in writing of the details of any 
such transfer: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary shall submit a report no later than 30 
days after the end of each fiscal quarter to 
the congressional defense committees sum- 
marizing the details of the transfer of funds 
from this appropriation. 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


SEC. 8109. From within the funds appro- 
priated for operation and maintenance for 
the Defense Health Program in this Act, up 
to $132,200,000, shall be available for transfer 
to the Joint Department of Defense-Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Facility 
Demonstration Fund in accordance with the 
provisions of section 1704 of the National De- 
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010, 
Public Law 111-84: Provided, That for pur- 
poses of section 1704(b), the facility oper- 
ations funded are operations of the inte- 
grated Captain James A. Lovell Federal 
Health Care Center, consisting of the North 
Chicago Veterans Affairs Medical Center, the 
Navy Ambulatory Care Center, and sup- 
porting facilities designated as a combined 
Federal medical facility as described by sec- 
tion 706 of Public Law 110-417: Provided fur- 
ther, That additional funds may be trans- 
ferred from funds appropriated for operation 
and maintenance for the Defense Health Pro- 
gram to the Joint Department of Defense- 
Department of Veterans Affairs Medical Fa- 
cility Demonstration Fund upon written no- 
tification by the Secretary of Defense to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate. 

SEC. 8110. (a) Of the amounts made avail- 
able in this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Navy’’, not less than 
$2,000,000, shall be made available for 
leveraging the Army’s Contractor Manpower 
Reporting Application, modified as appro- 
priate for Service-specific requirements, for 
documenting the number of full-time con- 
tractor employees (or its equivalent) pursu- 
ant to United States Code title 10, section 
2330a(c) and meeting the requirements of 
United States Code title 10, section 2330a(e) 
and United States Code title 10, section 235. 

(b) Of the amounts made available in this 
Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and Main- 
tenance, Air Force’’, not less than $2,000,000 
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shall be made available for leveraging the 
Army’s Contractor Manpower Reporting Ap- 
plication, modified as appropriate for Serv- 
ice-specific requirements, for documenting 
the number of full-time contractor employ- 
ees (or its equivalent) pursuant to United 
States Code title 10 section 2330a(c) and 
meeting the requirements of United States 
Code title 10, section 2330a(e) and United 
States Code title 10, section 235. 

(c) The Secretaries of the Army, Navy, Air 
Force, and the Directors of the Defense 
Agencies and Field Activities (in coordina- 
tion with the appropriate Principal Staff As- 
sistant), in coordination with the Under Sec- 
retary of Defense for Personnel and Readi- 
ness, shall report to the congressional de- 
fense committees within 60 days of enact- 
ment of this Act their plan for documenting 
the number of full-time contractor employ- 
ees (or its equivalent), as required by United 
States Code title 10, section 2330a. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEc. 8111. In addition to amounts provided 
elsewhere in this Act, there is appropriated 
$250,000,000, for an additional amount for 
“Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide’’, to be available until expended: Pro- 
vided, That such funds shall only be available 
to the Secretary of Defense, acting through 
the Office of Economic Adjustment of the 
Department of Defense, or for transfer to the 
Secretary of Education, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to make grants, con- 
clude cooperative agreements, or supplement 
other Federal funds to construct, renovate, 
repair, or expand elementary and secondary 
public schools on military installations in 
order to address capacity or facility condi- 
tion deficiencies at such schools: Provided 
further, That in making such funds available, 
the Office of Economic Adjustment or the 
Secretary of Education shall give priority 
consideration to those military installations 
with schools having the most serious capac- 
ity or facility condition deficiencies as de- 
termined by the Secretary of Defense. 

SEc. 8112. In addition to amounts provided 
elsewhere in this Act, there is appropriated 
$300,000,000, for an additional amount for 
“Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide’’, to remain available until expended. 
Such funds may be available for the Office of 
Economic Adjustment, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for transportation in- 
frastructure improvements associated with 
medical facilities related to recommenda- 
tions of the Defense Base Closure and Re- 
alignment Commission. 

SEc. 8113. Section 310(b) of the Supple- 
mental Appropriations Act, 2009 (Public Law 
111-32; 124 Stat. 1871) is amended by striking 
“1 year” both places it appears and inserting 
“2 years’’. 

SEC. 8114. The Office of the Director of Na- 
tional Intelligence shall not employ more 
Senior Executive employees than are speci- 
fied in the classified annex: Provided, That 
not later than 90 days after enactment of 
this Act, the Director of National Intel- 
ligence shall certify that the Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence selects in- 
dividuals for Senior Executive positions in a 
manner consistent with statutes, regula- 
tions, and the requirements of other Federal 
agencies in making such appointments and 
will submit its policies and procedures re- 
lated to the appointment of personnel to 
Senior Executive positions to the congres- 
sional intelligence oversight committees. 

SEC. 8115. For all major defense acquisition 
programs for which the Department of De- 
fense plans to proceed to source selection 
during the current fiscal year, the Secretary 
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of Defense shall perform an assessment of 
the winning bidder to determine whether or 
not the proposed costs are realistic and rea- 
sonable with respect to proposed develop- 
ment and production costs. The Secretary of 
Defense shall provide a report of these as- 
sessments, to specifically include whether 
any cost assessments determined that such 
proposed costs were unreasonable or unreal- 
istic, to the congressional defense commit- 
tees not later than 60 days after enactment 
of this Act and on a quarterly basis there- 
after. 

SEC. 8116. (a) The Deputy Under Secretary 
of Defense for Installations and Environ- 
ment, in collaboration with the Secretary of 
Energy, shall conduct energy security pilot 


projects at facilities of the Department of 
Defense. 
(b) In addition to the amounts provided 


elsewhere in this Act, $20,000,000, is appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense for 
“Operation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’ 
for energy security pilot projects under sub- 
section (a). 

SEC. 8117. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be obligated or expended to pay a retired 
general or flag officer to serve as a senior 
mentor advising the Department of Defense 
unless such retired officer files a Standard 
Form 278 (or successor form concerning pub- 
lic financial disclosure under part 2634 of 
title 5, Code of Federal Regulations) to the 
Office of Government Ethics. 

SEC. 8118. Not later than 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of Defense, the Chief of the Air Force 
Reserve, and the Director of the National 
Guard Bureau, in collaboration with the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of 
the Interior, shall submit to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House and Senate, 
the House Committee on Agriculture, the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition 
and Forestry, the House Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources, and the Senate Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources a report of 
firefighting aviation assets. The report re- 
quired under this section shall include each 
of the following: 

(1) A description of the programming de- 
tails necessary to obtain an appropriate mix 
of fixed wing and rotor wing firefighting as- 
sets needed to produce an effective aviation 
resource base to support the wildland fire 
management program into the future. Such 
programming details shall include the acqui- 
sition and contracting needs of the mix of 
aviation resources fleet, including the acqui- 
sition of up to 24 C-130Js equipped with the 
Mobile Airborne Fire Fighting System II (in 
this section referred to as ‘‘MAFFS’’), to be 
acquired over several fiscal years starting in 
fiscal year 2012. 

(2) The costs associated with acquisition 
and contracting of the aviation assets de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

(3) A description of the costs of the oper- 
ation, maintenance, and sustainment of a 
fixed and rotor wing aviation fleet, including 
а C-130J/MAFFS II in an Air National Guard 
tactical airlift unit construct of 4, 6, or 8 C- 
130Js per unit starting in fiscal year 2012, 
projected out through fiscal year 2020. Such 
description shall include the projected costs 
associated with each of the following 
through fiscal year 2020: 

(A) Crew ratio based on 4, 6, or 8 C-130J Air 
National Guard unit construct and require- 
ment for full-time equivalent crews. 

(B) Associated maintenance and other sup- 
port personnel and requirement for full-time 
equivalent positions. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


(C) Yearly flying hour model and the cost 
for use of a fixed and rotor wing aviation 
fleet, including C-130J in its MAFFS capac- 
ity supporting the United States Forest 
Service. 

(D) Yearly flying hour model and cost for 
use of a C-130J in its capacity supporting Air 
National Guard tactical airlift training. 

(E) Any other costs required to conduct 
both the airlift and firefighting missions, in- 
cluding the Air National Guard unit con- 
struct for C-130Js. 

(4) Proposed program management, utiliza- 
tion, and cost share arrangements for the 
aircraft described in paragraph (1) for pri- 
mary support of the Forest Service and sec- 
ondary support, on an as available basis, for 
the Department of Defense, together with 
any proposed statutory language needed to 
authorize and effectuate the same. 

(5) An integrated plan for the Forest Serv- 
ice and the Department of the Interior 
wildland fire management programs to oper- 
ate the fire fighting air tanker assets re- 
ferred to in this section. 

TITLE IX 
OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Army”, $11,468,033,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Navy”, $1,308,719,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of Н. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Marine Corps’’, $732,920,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Air Force’’, $2,060,442,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Army”, $268,031,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
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Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Navy’’, $48,912,000: Provided, That 
each amount in this paragraph is designated 
as being for contingency operations directly 
related to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Marine Corps’’, $45,437,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Air Force’’, $27,002,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘National 
Guard Personnel, Army”, $853,022,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘National 
Guard Personnel, Air Force’’, $16,860,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army”, $59,212,782,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Navy”, $8,970,724,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Marine Corps”, 
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$4,008,022,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Air Force’’, $12,989,643,000: 
Provided, That each amount in this para- 
graph is designated as being for contingency 
operations directly related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, 
$9,276,990,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this section is designated as being for contin- 
gency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(а) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010: Provided further, That of the 
funds provided under this heading: 

(1) Not to exceed $12,500,000 for the Com- 
batant Commander Initiative Fund, to be 
used in support of Operation New Dawn and 
Operation Enduring Freedom. 

(2) Not to exceed $1,600,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, for payments to re- 
imburse key cooperating nations for 
logistical, military, and other support, in- 
cluding access provided to United States 
military operations in support of Operation 
New Dawn and Operation Enduring Freedom, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law: 
Provided, That such reimbursement pay- 
ments may be made in such amounts as the 
Secretary of Defense, with the concurrence 
of the Secretary of State, and in consulta- 
tion with the Director of the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget, may determine, in his 
discretion, based on documentation deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Defense to ade- 
quately account for the support provided, 
and such determination is final and conclu- 
sive upon the accounting officers of the 
United States, and 15 days following notifi- 
cation to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees: Provided further, That the require- 
ment to provide notification shall not apply 
with respect to a reimbursement for access 
based on an international agreement: Pro- 
vided further, That these funds may be used 
for the purpose of providing specialized 
training and procuring supplies and special- 
ized equipment and providing such supplies 
and loaning such equipment on a non-reim- 
bursable basis to coalition forces supporting 
United States military operations in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, and 15 days following noti- 
fication to the appropriate congressional 
committees: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary of Defense shall provide quarterly re- 
ports to the congressional defense commit- 
tees on the use of funds provided in this 


paragraph. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
RESERVE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army Reserve”, 


$206,784,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
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global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Navy Reserve”, $93,559,000: 
Provided, That each amount in this para- 
graph is designated as being for contingency 
operations directly related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

RESERVE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve’’, 
$29,685,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

RESERVE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Air Force Reserve”, 
$203,807,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army National Guard’’, 
$497,849,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 
GUARD 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Air National Guard’’, 
$417,983,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

AFGHANISTAN INFRASTRUCTURE FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

There is hereby established in the Treas- 
ury of the United States the ‘‘Afghanistan 
Infrastructure Fund’’. For the ‘‘Afghanistan 
Infrastructure Fund’’, $400,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2012: Provided, 
That such sums shall be available for infra- 
structure projects in Afghanistan, notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, which 
shall be undertaken by the Secretary of 
State, unless the Secretary of State and the 
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Secretary of Defense jointly decide that a 
specific project will be undertaken by the 
Department of Defense: Provided further, 
That the infrastructure referred to in the 
preceding proviso is in support of the coun- 
terinsurgency strategy, requiring funding for 
facility and infrastructure projects, includ- 
ing, but not limited to, water, power, and 
transportation projects and related mainte- 
nance and sustainment costs: Provided fur- 
ther, That the authority to undertake such 
infrastructure projects is in addition to any 
other authority to provide assistance to for- 
eign nations: Provided further, That any 
projects funded by this appropriation shall 
be jointly formulated and concurred in by 
the Secretary of State and Secretary of De- 
fense: Provided further, That funds may be 
transferred to the Department of State for 
purposes of undertaking projects, which 
funds shall be considered to be economic as- 
sistance under the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 for purposes of making available the ad- 
ministrative authorities contained in that 
Act: Provided further, That the transfer au- 
thority in the preceding proviso is in addi- 
tion to any other authority available to the 
Department of Defense to transfer funds: 
Provided further, That any unexpended funds 
transferred to the Secretary of State under 
this authority shall be returned to the Af- 
ghanistan Infrastructure Fund if the Sec- 
retary of State, in coordination with the 
Secretary of Defense, determines that the 
project cannot be implemented for any rea- 
son, or that the project no longer supports 
the counterinsurgency strategy in Afghani- 
stan: Provided further, That any funds re- 
turned to the Secretary of Defense under the 
previous proviso shall be available for use 
under this appropriation and shall be treated 
in the same manner as funds not transferred 
to the Secretary of State: Provided further, 
That contributions of funds for the purposes 
provided herein to the Secretary of State in 
accordance with section 635(d) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act from any person, foreign gov- 
ernment, or international organization may 
be credited to this Fund, to remain available 
until expended, and used for such purposes: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De- 
fense shall, not fewer than 15 days prior to 
making transfers to or from, or obligations 
from the Fund, notify the appropriate com- 
mittees of Congress in writing of the details 
of any such transfer: Provided further, That 
the ‘‘appropriate committees of Congress” 
are the Committees on Armed Services, For- 
eign Relations and Appropriations of the 
Senate and the Committees on Armed Serv- 
ices, Foreign Affairs and Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives: Provided fur- 
ther, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
AFGHANISTAN SECURITY FORCES FUND 

For the ‘Afghanistan Security Forces 
Fund’’, $11,619,283,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2012: Provided, That such 
funds shall be available to the Secretary of 
Defense, notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, for the purpose of allowing the 
Commander, Combined Security Transition 
Command—Afghanistan, or the Secretary’s 
designee, to provide assistance, with the con- 
currence of the Secretary of State, to the se- 
curity forces of Afghanistan, including the 
provision of equipment, supplies, services, 
training, facility and infrastructure repair, 
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renovation, and construction, and funding: 
Provided further, That the authority to pro- 
vide assistance under this heading is in addi- 
tion to any other authority to provide assist- 
ance to foreign nations: Provided further, 
That up to $15,000,000 of these funds may be 
available for coalition police trainer life sup- 
port costs: Provided further, That contribu- 
tions of funds for the purposes provided here- 
in from any person, foreign government, or 
international organization may be credited 
to this Fund and used for such purposes: Pro- 
vided further, That the Secretary of Defense 
shall notify the congressional defense com- 
mittees in writing upon the receipt and upon 
the obligation of any contribution, delin- 
eating the sources and amounts of the funds 
received and the specific use of such con- 
tributions: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary of Defense shall, not fewer than 15 
days prior to obligating from this appropria- 
tion account, notify the congressional de- 
fense committees in writing of the details of 
any such obligation: Provided further, That 
the Secretary of Defense shall notify the 
congressional defense committees of any 
proposed new projects or transfer of funds 
between budget sub-activity groups in excess 
of $20,000,000: Provided further, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
IRAQ SECURITY FORCES FUND 

For the “Iraq Security Forces Fund”, 
$1,500,000,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012: Provided, That such funds 
shall be available to the Secretary of De- 
fense, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, for the purpose of allowing the Com- 
mander, United States Forces-Iraq, or the 
Secretary’s designee, to provide assistance, 
with the concurrence of the Secretary of 
State, to the security forces of Iraq, includ- 
ing the provision of equipment, supplies, 
services, training, facility and infrastructure 
repair, and renovation: Provided further, That 
the authority to provide assistance under 
this heading is in addition to any other au- 
thority to provide assistance to foreign na- 
tions: Provided further, That contributions of 
funds for the purposes provided herein from 
any person, foreign government, or inter- 
national organization may be credited to 
this Fund and used for such purposes: Pro- 
vided further, That the Secretary shall notify 
the congressional defense committees in 
writing upon the receipt and upon the obli- 
gation of any contribution, delineating the 
sources and amounts of the funds received 
and the specific use of such contributions: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De- 
fense shall, not fewer than 15 days prior to 
obligating from this appropriation account, 
notify the congressional defense committees 
in writing of the details of any such obliga- 
tion: Provided further, That the Secretary of 
Defense shall notify the congressional de- 
fense committees of any proposed new 
projects or transfer of funds between budget 
sub-activity groups in excess of $20,000,000: 
Provided further, That each amount in this 
paragraph is designated as being for contin- 
gency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 
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PROCUREMENT 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Aircraft 
Procurement, Army”, $2,720,138,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2013: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Missile Pro- 
curement, Army”, $348,828,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2018: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 

COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehi- 
cles, Army”, $896,996,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2013: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment of Ammunition, Army’’, $369,885,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2013: 
Provided, That each amount in this para- 
graph is designated as being for contingency 
operations directly related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro- 
curement, Army”, $6,423,832,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Aircraft 
Procurement, Navy”, $1,269,549,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Weapons 
Procurement, Navy”, $90,502,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
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directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND 
MARINE CORPS 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment of Ammunition, Navy and Marine 
Corps’’, $558,024,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2013: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 


For an additional amount for ‘“‘Other Pro- 
curement, Navy”, $316,835,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment, Marine Corps’’, $1,589,119,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2018: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 


For an additional amount for ‘Aircraft 
Procurement, Air Force’’, $1,991,955,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2013: 
Provided, That each amount in this para- 
graph is designated as being for contingency 
operations directly related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Missile Pro- 
curement, Air Force’’, $56,621,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2018: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment of Ammunition, Air Force”, 
$292,959,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2013: Provided, That each amount 
in this paragraph is designated as being for 
contingency operations directly related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec- 
tion 3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Con- 
gress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2010. 
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OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 


For an additional amount for ‘“‘Other Pro- 
curement, Air Force’’, $2,868,593,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2013: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment, Defense-Wide’’, $1,262,499,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2018: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 


For procurement of aircraft, missiles, 
tracked combat vehicles, ammunition, other 
weapons and other procurement for the re- 
serve components of the Armed Forces, 
$850,000,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2013, of which 
$250,000,000 shall be available only for the 
Army National Guard: Provided, That the 
Chiefs of National Guard and Reserve compo- 
nents shall, not later than 30 days after the 
enactment of this Act, individually submit 
to the congressional defense committees the 
modernization priority assessment for their 
respective National Guard or Reserve compo- 
nent: Provided further, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 


MINE RESISTANT AMBUSH PROTECTED VEHICLE 
FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Mine Resistant Ambush Protected 
Vehicle Fund, $3,415,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until September 30, 2012: Provided, That 
such funds shall be available to the Sec- 
retary of Defense, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, to procure, sustain, trans- 
port, and field Mine Resistant Ambush Pro- 
tected vehicles: Provided further, That the 
Secretary shall transfer such funds only to 
appropriations made available in this or any 
other Act for operation and maintenance; 
procurement; research, development, test 
and evaluation; and defense working capital 
funds to accomplish the purpose provided 
herein: Provided further, That such trans- 
ferred funds shall be merged with and be 
available for the same purposes and the same 
time period as the appropriation to which 
transferred: Provided further, That this trans- 
fer authority is in addition to any other 
transfer authority available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense: Provided further, That the 
Secretary shall, not fewer than 10 days prior 
to making transfers from this appropriation, 
notify the congressional defense committees 
in writing of the details of any such transfer: 
Provided further, That each amount in this 
paragraph is designated as being for contin- 
gency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
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emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Army”, 
$143,234,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012: Provided, That each amount 
in this paragraph is designated as being for 
contingency operations directly related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec- 
tion 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 403(a) of б. Con. Res. 13 (111th Con- 
gress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2010. 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy”, 
$104,781,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012: Provided, That each amount 
in this paragraph is designated as being for 
contingency operations directly related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec- 
tion 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 18 (111th Con- 
gress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2010. 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Air 
Force’’, $484,382,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2012: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense- 
Wide’’, $222,616,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2012: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 
DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense 
Working Capital Funds’’, $485,384,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
PROGRAMS 


DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense 
Health Program”, $1,422,092,000, of which 
$1,398,092,000 shall be for operation and main- 
tenance, to remain available until Sep- 
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tember 30, 2011, and of which $24,000,000 shall 
be for research, development, test and eval- 
uation, to remain available until September 
30, 2012: Provided, That each amount in this 
paragraph is designated as being for contin- 
gency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(а) of S. Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 


DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG 
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Drug Inter- 
diction and Counter-Drug Activities, De- 
fense’’, $440,510,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2012: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


JOINT IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE DEFEAT 
FUND 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the ‘‘Joint Improvised Explosive De- 
vice Defeat Fund’’, $2,793,768,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That such funds shall be available to the 
Secretary of Defense, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for the purpose of al- 
lowing the Director of the Joint Improvised 
Explosive Device Defeat Organization to in- 
vestigate, develop and provide equipment, 
supplies, services, training, facilities, per- 
sonnel and funds to assist United States 
forces in the defeat of improvised explosive 
devices: Provided further, That the Secretary 
of Defense may transfer funds provided here- 
in to appropriations for military personnel; 
operation and maintenance; procurement; 
research, development, test and evaluation; 
and defense working capital funds to accom- 
plish the purpose provided herein: Provided 
further, That this transfer authority is in ad- 
dition to any other transfer authority avail- 
able to the Department of Defense: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of Defense shall, 
not fewer than 15 days prior to making 
transfers from this appropriation, notify the 
congressional defense committees in writing 
of the details of any such transfer: Provided 
further, That each amount in this paragraph 
is designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 


For an additional amount for the ‘‘Office of 
the Inspector General’’, $10,529,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS TITLE 


SEC. 9001. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, funds made available in this 
title are in addition to amounts appropriated 
or otherwise made available for the Depart- 
ment of Defense for fiscal year 2011. 
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(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 9002. Upon the determination of the 
Secretary of Defense that such action is nec- 
essary in the national interest, the Sec- 
retary may, with the approval of the Office 
of Management and Budget, transfer up to 
$4,000,000,000 between the appropriations or 
funds made available to the Department of 
Defense in this title: Provided, That the Sec- 
retary shall notify the Congress promptly of 
each transfer made pursuant to the author- 
ity in this section: Provided further, That the 
authority provided in this section is in addi- 
tion to any other transfer authority avail- 
able to the Department of Defense and is 
subject to the same terms and conditions as 
the authority provided in the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 2011. 

SEC. 9003. Supervision and administration 
costs associated with a construction project 
funded with appropriations available for op- 
eration and maintenance or the ‘‘Afghani- 
stan Security Forces Fund” provided in this 
Act and executed in direct support of over- 
seas contingency operations in Afghanistan, 
may be obligated at the time a construction 
contract is awarded: Provided, That for the 
purpose of this section, supervision and ad- 
ministration costs include all in-house Gov- 
ernment costs. 

Src. 9004. From funds made available in 
this title, the Secretary of Defense may pur- 
chase for use by military and civilian em- 
ployees of the Department of Defense in Iraq 
and Afghanistan: (a) passenger motor vehi- 
cles up to a limit of $75,000 per vehicle; and 
(b) heavy and light armored vehicles for the 
physical security of personnel or for force 
protection purposes up to a limit of $250,000 
per vehicle, notwithstanding price or other 
limitations applicable to the purchase of 
passenger carrying vehicles. 

SEC. 9005. Not to exceed $500,000,000 of the 
amount appropriated in this title under the 
heading “Operation and Maintenance, 
Army” may be used, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to fund the Com- 
mander’s Emergency Response Program 
(CERP), for the purpose of enabling military 
commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan to re- 
spond to urgent, small scale, humanitarian 
relief and reconstruction requirements with- 
in their areas of responsibility: Provided, 
That projects (including any ancillary or re- 
lated elements in connection with such 
project) executed under this authority shall 
not exceed $20,000,000: Provided further, That 
not later than 45 days after the end of each 
fiscal year quarter, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees a report regarding the source of 
funds and the allocation and use of funds 
during that quarter that were made avail- 
able pursuant to the authority provided in 
this section or under any other provision of 
law for the purposes described herein: Pro- 
vided further, That, not later than 30 days 
after the end of each month, the Army shall 
submit to the congressional defense commit- 
tees monthly commitment, obligation, and 
expenditure data for the Commander’s Emer- 
gency Response Program in Iraq and Afghan- 
istan: Provided further, That not less than 15 
days before making funds available pursuant 
to the authority provided in this section or 
under any other provision of law for the pur- 
poses described herein for a project with a 
total anticipated cost for completion of 
$5,000,000 or more, the Secretary shall submit 
to the congressional defense committees a 
written notice containing each of the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) The location, nature and purpose of the 
proposed project, including how the project 
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is intended to advance the military cam- 
paign plan for the country in which it is to 
be carried out. 

(2) The budget, implementation timeline 
with milestones, and completion date for the 
proposed project, including any other CERP 
funding that has been or is anticipated to be 
contributed to the completion of the project. 

(3) A plan for the sustainment of the pro- 
posed project, including the agreement with 
either the host nation, a non-Department of 
Defense agency of the United States Govern- 
ment or a third party contributor to finance 
the sustainment of the activities and main- 
tenance of any equipment or facilities to be 
provided through the proposed project. 

SEC. 9006. Funds available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense for operation and mainte- 
nance may be used, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to provide supplies, 
services, transportation, including airlift 
and sealift, and other logistical support to 
coalition forces supporting military and sta- 
bility operations in Iraq and Afghanistan: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense shall 
provide quarterly reports to the congres- 
sional defense committees regarding support 
provided under this section. 

SEC. 9007. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this or any 
other Act shall be obligated or expended by 
the United States Government for a purpose 
as follows: 

(1) To establish any military installation 
or base for the purpose of providing for the 
permanent stationing of United States 
Armed Forces in Iraq. 

(2) To exercise United States control over 
any oil resource of Iraq. 

(3) To establish any military installation 
or base for the purpose of providing for the 
permanent stationing of United States 
Armed Forces in Afghanistan. 

SEC. 9008. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used in contravention of 
the following laws enacted or regulations 
promulgated to implement the United Na- 
tions Convention Against Torture and Other 
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or 
Punishment (done at New York on December 
10, 1984): 

(1) Section 2340A of title 18, United States 
Code. 

(2) Section 2242 of the Foreign Affairs Re- 
form and Restructuring Act of 1998 (division 
G of Public Law 105-277; 112 Stat. 2681-822; 8 
U.S.C. 1231 note) and regulations prescribed 
thereto, including regulations under part 208 
of title 8, Code of Federal Regulations, and 
part 95 of title 22, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions. 

(3) Sections 1002 and 1003 of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations to Address Hurricanes in the 
Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic Influenza Act, 
2006 (Public Law 109-148). 

бес. 9009. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees not later than 45 days after the 
end of each fiscal quarter a report on the 
proposed use of all funds appropriated by 
this or any prior Act under each of the head- 
ings Iraq Security Forces Fund, Afghanistan 
Security Forces Fund, Afghanistan Infra- 
structure Fund, and Pakistan Counterinsur- 
gency Fund on a project-by-project basis, for 
which the obligation of funds is anticipated 
during the 3-month period from such date, 
including estimates for the accounts referred 
to in this section of the costs required to 
complete each such project. 

(b) The report required by this subsection 
shall include the following: 

(1) The use of all funds on a project-by- 
project basis for which funds appropriated 
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under the headings referred to in subsection 
(a) were obligated prior to the submission of 
the report, including estimates for the ac- 
counts referred to in subsection (a) of the 
costs to complete each project. 

(2) The use of all funds on a project-by- 
project basis for which funds were appro- 
priated under the headings referred to in 
subsection (a) in prior appropriations Acts, 
or for which funds were made available by 
transfer, reprogramming, or allocation from 
other headings in prior appropriations Acts, 
including estimates for the accounts referred 
to in subsection (a) of the costs to complete 
each project. 

(3) An estimated total cost to train and 
equip the Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan 
security forces, disaggregated by major pro- 
gram and sub-elements by force, arrayed by 
fiscal year. 

Src. 9010. Funds made available in this 
title to the Department of Defense for oper- 
ation and maintenance may be used to pur- 
chase items having an investment unit cost 
of not more than $250,000: Provided, That, 
upon determination by the Secretary of De- 
fense that such action is necessary to meet 
the operational requirements of a Com- 
mander of a Combatant Command engaged 
in contingency operations overseas, such 
funds may be used to purchase items having 
an investment item unit cost of not more 
than $500,000. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 9011. Of the funds appropriated by this 
Act for the Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence, $3,375,000 is available, as speci- 
fied in the classified annex, for transfer to 
other departments and agencies of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

SEC. 9012. (a) The Task Force for Business 
and Stability Operations in Afghanistan 
may, subject to the direction and control of 
the Secretary of Defense and with the con- 
currence of the Secretary of State, carry out 
projects in fiscal year 2011 to assist the com- 
mander of the United States Central Com- 
mand in developing a link between United 
States military operations in Afghanistan 
under Operation Enduring Freedom and the 
economic elements of United States national 
power in order to reduce violence, enhance 
stability, and restore economic normalcy in 
Afghanistan through strategic business and 
economic opportunities. 

(b) The projects carried out under para- 
graph (a) may include projects that facili- 
tate private investment, industrial develop- 
ment, banking and financial system develop- 
ment, agricultural diversification and revi- 
talization, and energy development in and 
with respect to Afghanistan. 

(c) The Secretary may use up to $150,000,000 
of the funds available for overseas contin- 
gency operations in “Operation and Mainte- 
nance, Army” for additional activities to 
carry out projects under paragraph (a). 

SEC. 9013. (a) Not more than 85 percent of 
the funds provided in this title for Operation 
and Maintenance may be available for obli- 
gation or expenditure until the date on 
which the Secretary of Defense submits the 
report under subsection (b). 

(b) Not later than 120 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to the congressional de- 
fense committees a report on contractor em- 
ployees in the United States Central Com- 
mand, including— 

(1) the number of employees of a con- 
tractor awarded a contract by the Depart- 
ment of Defense (including subcontractor 
employees) who are employed at the time of 
the report in the area of operations of the 
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United States Central Command, including a 
list of the number of such employees in each 
of Iraq, Afghanistan, and all other areas of 
operations of the United States Central Com- 
mand; and 

(2) for each fiscal year quarter beginning 
on the date of the report and ending on Sep- 
tember 30, 2012— 

(A) the number of such employees planned 
by the Secretary to be employed during each 
such period in each of Iraq, Afghanistan, and 
all other areas of operations of the United 
States Central Command; and 

(B) an explanation of how the number of 
such employees listed under subparagraph 
(A) relates to the planned number of mili- 
tary personnel in such locations. 

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Depart- 
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 2011”. 


SA 136. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide for pat- 
ent reform; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 21, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$200,000 to carry out this subsection. 


SA 137. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself 
and Mr. CARDIN) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 117 proposed by Mr. 
BENNET (for himself and Mr. UDALL of 
Colorado) to the bill S. 23, to amend 
title 35, United States Code, to provide 
for patent reform; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 2, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 

(3) consider whether the potential locale 
for the satellite office is in a rural area (as 
defined in section 343(a) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1991(a))); and 

(4) consider whether the potential locale 
for the satellite office would provide service 
to an underserved portion of potential patent 
applicants, such as an area with a high con- 
centration of minority-owned businesses, 
women-owned businesses, or small business 
concerns (as defined under section 3 of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632)). 


SA 138. Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for him- 
self and Mr. Coons) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to б. 23, to amend title 35, United 
States Code, to provide for patent re- 
form; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
SEC. 19. GAO STUDY ON JOB CREATION. 

Not later than 2 years after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Comptroller General 
of the United States shall examine the ef- 
fects of patent rights on job creation and 
savings in the United States’ manufacturing 
sector, including patents granted to inven- 
tions arising out of government-supported 
research. 


SA 139. Mrs. McCASKILL submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 23, to amend title 
35, United States Code, to provide for 
patent reform; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 
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On page 17, line 15, strike ‘о all cases” 
and all that follows through ‘‘on or after’’ on 
line 16, and insert the following: “бо cases 
commenced after”. 


SA 140. Mrs. BOXER (for herself and 
Mr. UDALL of Colorado) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 28, to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide for pat- 
ent reform; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 42, line 19, strike ‘‘more than 6” 
and all that follows through the period on 
line 22, and insert the following: ‘‘either 
after the period for discovery to be com- 
pleted in a patent infringement action has 
ended or after the date set for filing of sum- 
mary judgement actions in a patent infringe- 
ment action, whichever comes first.’’. 


ES 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 2, 2011, at 10 a.m. in room 253 of 
the Russell Senate Office Building. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on March 2, 
2011, at 10 a.m., in room 366 of the Dirk- 
sen Senate Office Building. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes- 
day, March 2, 2011, at 2:30 p.m. in SD- 
406. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on March 2, 2011, at 10 a.m., in 215 Dirk- 
sen Senate Office Building, to conduct 
a hearing entitled ‘‘Preventing Health 
Care Fraud: New Tools and Approaches 
to Combat Old Challenges.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 2, 2011, at 9:30 a.m., to 
hold a hearing entitled, ‘‘National Se- 
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curity & Foreign Policy Priorities in 

the FY 2012 International Affairs Budg- 

et.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 

AND PENSIONS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet, 
during the session of the Senate, to 
conduct a hearing entitled ‘Improving 

Employment Opportunities for People 

with Intellectual Disabilities” on 

March 2, 2011, at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on March 2, 2011, at 10 a.m. to conduct 

a hearing entitled ‘‘Eliminating the 

Bottlenecks: Streamlining the Nomi- 

nation Process.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on March 2, 2011, at 10 a.m. in room 

SD-226 of the Dirksen Office Building, 

to conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Helping 

Law Enforcement Find Missing Chil- 

dren.”’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on March 2, 2011, at 2:45 p.m. in 
room SD-226 of the Dirksen Office 

Building, to conduct a hearing entitled 

“Judicial Nominations.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS AFFAIRS 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Veterans Affairs be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 

Senate on March 2, 2011. The Com- 

mittee will meet in room 418 of the 

Russell Senate Office Building begin- 

ning at 10:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL MAN- 
AGEMENT, GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, FED- 
ERAL SERVICES, AND INTERNATIONAL SECU- 
RITY 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com- 

mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs Subcommittee on 
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Federal Financial Management, Gov- 
ernment Information, Federal Serv- 
ices, and International Security be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on March 2, 2011, at 2:30 
p.m. to conduct a hearing entitled, 
“Preventing Abuse of the Military’s 
Tuition Assistance Program.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Special 
Committee on Aging be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on March 2, 2011, from 2-5 p.m. in Dirk- 
sen 106. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


a 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to executive session to consider the fol- 
lowing nominations: Calendar Nos. 18, 
14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 
26, 27, 28, 29, and 30 and all nominations 
placed on the Secretary’s desk in the 
Air Force, Army, Foreign Service, Ma- 
rine Corps, Navy, and Public Health 
Service; that the nominations be con- 
firmed en bloc, and the motions to re- 
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table, with no intervening ac- 
tion or debate; that no further motions 
be in order to any of the nominations; 
that any statements related to the 
nominations be printed in the RECORD; 
that President Obama be immediately 
notified of the Senate’s action, and the 
Senate then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con- 
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. Eric E. Fiel 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
624: 

To be brigadier general 
Col. Howard D. Stendahl 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C. section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Ellen M. Pawlikowski 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Michael J. Basla 
IN THE ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. Dennis L. Via 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. Mark P. Hertling 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Susan S. Lawrence 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. John M. Bednarek 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Francis J. Wiercinski 

The following Army National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 and 
12211: 

To be major general 
Brig. Gen. Renaldo Rivera 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the Reserve of the Army to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
12203: 

To be major general 
Brig. Gen. William M. Buckler, Jr. 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the Reserve of the Army to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
12203: 

To be major general 
Brig. Gen. Mark J. MacCarley 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the Reserve of the Army to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
12203: 

To be brigadier general 
Col. Arlen R. Royalty 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Rhett A. Hernandez 

The following Army National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 and 
12211: 

To be brigadier general 


Col. Johnny M. Sellers 
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The following Army National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., sections 12203 and 
12211: 

To be brigadier general 
Col. Janson D. Boyles 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Vincent K. Brooks 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 


The following named officers for appoint- 
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 624: 

To be major general 


Brigadier General Juan G. Ayala 
Brigadier General David H. Berger 
Brigadier General William D. Beydler 
Brigadier General Mark A. Brilakis 
Brigadier General Mark A. Clark 
Brigadier General Charles L. Hudson 
Brigadier General Thomas M. Murray 
Brigadier General Lawrence D. Nicholson 
Brigadier General Andrew W. O’Donnell, Jr. 
Brigadier General Robert R. Ruark 
Brigadier General Glenn M. Walters 
NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY’S 
DESK 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


PN171 AIR FORCE nominations (3) begin- 
ning ERWIN RADER BENDER, JR., and end- 
ing CATHERINE A. HALLETT, which nomi- 
nations were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 2, 2011. 

PN172 AIR FORCE nominations (6) begin- 
ning DAVID M. CRAWFORD, and ending 
JAMES H. WALSH, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN173 AIR FORCE nominations (175) begin- 
ning RICHARD T. ALDRIDGE, and ending 
VICKY J. ZIMMERMAN, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN216 AIR FORCE nominations (3) begin- 
ning STEPHEN L. BUSE, and ending AN- 
GELA P. PETTIS, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 3, 2011. 

PN217 AIR FORCE nominations (3) begin- 
ning THOMAS J. COLLINS, and ending 
LINDA A. STOKESCROWE, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 3, 2011. 

PN218 AIR FORCE nominations (4) begin- 
ning PHILLIP M. ARMSTRONG, and ending 
RICHARD E. SPEARMAN, JR., which nomi- 
nations were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 3, 2011. 

PN219 AIR FORCE nominations (5) begin- 
ning LLOYD H. ANSETH, and ending KARL 
B. ROSS, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of February 8, 2011. 

PN220 AIR FORCE nominations (7) begin- 
ning KATHLEEN M. FLARITY, and ending 
JENNETTE L. ZMAEFF, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 3, 2011. 

PN221 AIR FORCE nominations (7) begin- 
ning MELINA T. DOAN, and ending FELIPE 
D. VILLENA, JR., which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 3, 2011. 
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PN223 AIR FORCE nominations (12) begin- 
ning VILLA L. GUILLORY, and ending 
DANNY K. WONG, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 3, 2011. 

PN224 AIR FORCE nominations (14) begin- 
ning ALFRED P. BOWLES II, and ending 
HERMINIGILDO V. VALLE, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 3, 2011. 

PN225 AIR FORCE nominations (49) begin- 
ning BRIAN F. AGEE, and ending ANITA JO 
ANNE WINKLER, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 3, 2011. 

PN226 AIR FORCE nominations (100) begin- 
ning EARL В. ALAMEIDA, JR., and ending 
DANIEL б. YENCHESKY, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 3, 2011. 

PN242 AIR FORCE nominations (7) begin- 
ning STEVEN L. ARGIRIOU, and ending 
ADAM E. TOREM, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 3, 2011. 

PN243 AIR FORCE nominations (2) begin- 
ning RICHARD C. ALES, and ending DEREK 
C. UNDERHILL, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 3, 2011. 

IN THE ARMY 


PN150 ARMY nominations (8) beginning 
MARC T. ARELLANO, and ending HOWARD 
E. WHEELER, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of January 26, 2011. 

PN151 ARMY nominations (6) beginning 
GREGREY C. BACON, and ending DONNIE J. 
QUINTANA, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of January 26, 2011. 

PN174 ARMY nomination of Sebastian A. 
Edwards, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
February 2, 2011. 

PN175 ARMY nomination of Gregory R. 
Ebner, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 2, 2011. 

PN176 ARMY nominations (10) beginning 
CURTIS О. BOHLMAN, JR., and ending ROB- 
ERT C. SMOTHERS, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN227 ARMY nomination of Edward J. 
Benz III, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
February 8, 2011. 

PN228 ARMY nomination of Charles E. 
Lynde, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 8, 2011. 

PN229 ARMY nominations (4) beginning 
OZREN T. BUNTAK, and ending RUTH NEL- 
SON, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of February 8, 2011. 

PN230 ARMY nominations (3) beginning 
MARCIA A. BRIMM, and ending HEATHER 
V. SOUTHBY, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 3, 2011. 

PN231 ARMY nominations (8) beginning 
DUSTIN C. FRAZIER, and ending JAN I. 
MABY, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of February 8, 2011. 

PN232 ARMY nominations (8) beginning 
ROBERT L. BIERENGA, and ending 
JOHNNIE M. TOBY, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 3, 2011. 
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PN233 ARMY nominations (12) beginning 
DON A. CAMPBELL, and ending KEVIN T. 
WILKINSON, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 8, 2011. 

IN THE FOREIGN SERVICE 

PN159 FOREIGN SERVICE nominations 
(103) beginning Irene Arino de la Rubia, and 
ending Robert Joseph Faucher, which nomi- 
nations were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 2, 2011. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

PN178 MARINE CORPS nomination of 
Timothy E. Lemaster, which was received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN180 MARINE CORPS nominations (2) be- 
ginning DAX HAMMERS, and ending DAVID 
STEVENS, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN181 MARINE CORPS nominations (2) be- 
ginning RICHARD MARTINEZ, and ending 
JAMES P. STOCKWELL, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN182 MARINE CORPS nominations (4) be- 
ginning WILLIAM FRAZIER, JR., and end- 
ing MICHAEL A. NOLAN, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 2, 2011. 

PN183 MARINE CORPS nominations (4) be- 
ginning DOUGLAS R. CUNNINGHAM, and 
ending DARREN R. JESTER, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 2, 2011. 

PN184 MARINE CORPS nominations (4) be- 
ginning JAMES E. HARDY, JR., and ending 
JAMES C. ROSE, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN185 MARINE CORPS nominations (5) be- 
ginning CONRAD G. ALSTON, and ending 
LEWIS E. SHEMERY, III, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 2, 2011. 

PN186 MARINE CORPS nominations (5) be- 
ginning DAVID M. ADAMS, and ending MI- 
CHAEL C. ROGERS, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN187 MARINE CORPS nominations (6) be- 
ginning STEFAN R. BROWNING, and ending 
STEVE R. TRASK, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN188 MARINE CORPS nominations (7) be- 
ginning JOEL Т. CARPENTER, and ending 
RANDAL J. PARKAN, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN189 MARINE CORPS nomination of 
Roger N. Rudd, which was received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN190 MARINE CORPS nomination of 
Lowell W. Schweickart, Jr., which was re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN191 MARINE CORPS nomination of 
Katrina Gaskill, which was received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN193 MARINE CORPS nominations (2) be- 
ginning SEAN J. COLLINS, and ending 
JOHN L. MYRKA, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN195 MARINE CORPS nominations (3) be- 
ginning WILLIAM H. BARLOW, and ending 
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DANNY R. MORALES, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN197 MARINE CORPS nomination of 
James H. Glass, which was received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN206 MARINE CORPS nominations (3) be- 
ginning TIMOTHY M. CALLAHAN, and end- 
ing JAMES N. SHELSTAD, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 2, 2011. 

PN234 MARINE CORPS nominations (7) be- 
ginning ERNEST L. ACKISS, III, and ending 
THEODORE SILVESTER, III, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 3, 2011. 

PN235 MARINE CORPS nominations (74) 
beginning PHILIP Q. APPLEGATE, and end- 
ing JAMES D. WILMOTT, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 8, 2011. 

IN THE NAVY 


PN153 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
John G. Brown, and ending William A. Mix, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of January 26, 2011. 

PN198 NAVY nomination of Richelle L. 
Kay, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 2, 2011. 

PN201 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
CHRIS W. CZAPLAK, and ending ANGELA 
J. TANG, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN202 NAVY nomination of Scott D. 
Scherer, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
February 2, 2011. 

PN203 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
CARLOS E. MOREYRA, and ending WIL- 
LIAM N. BRASSWELL, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN204 NAVY nominations (30) beginning 
DAVID Q. BAUGHIER, and ending JOHN C. 
WIEDMANN, III, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN238 NAVY nomination of Jeffrey К. 
Hayhurst, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
February 8, 2011. 

PN239 NAVY nomination of Steven D. 
Elias, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 8, 2011. 

PN241 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
Amy R. Gavril, and ending GRANT A. KIDD, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of February 8, 2011. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

PN162 PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE nomi- 
nations (232) beginning Eric P. Goosby, and 
ending Jeffrey L. Sumter, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 2, 2011. 


a 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
turn to legislative session. 


EE 


APPOINTMENT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
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pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276d-276g, as 
amended, appoints the following Sen- 
ator as Chairman of the Senate Delega- 
tion to the Canada-U.S. Inter- 
parliamentary Group conference during 
the 112th Congress: the Honorable AMY 
KLOBUCHAR of Minnesota. 


-Á 


ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MARCH 
3, 2011 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until 10 a.m. tomorrow, Thurs- 
day, March 3; that following the prayer 
and pledge, the Journal of proceedings 
be approved to date, the morning hour 
be deemed expired, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day; that following any leader 
remarks there be a period of morning 
business until 11 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each, with the time equally divided and 
controlled between the two leaders or 
their designees, with the Republicans 
controlling the first half and the ma- 
jority controlling the final half; fur- 
ther, at 11 a.m., the Senate resume 
consideration of S. 23, the America In- 
vents Act; finally, there be a period of 
morning business from 2 to 4 p.m., with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each, with the ma- 
jority controlling the first hour and 
the Republicans controlling the next 
hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
PROGRAM 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senators 
should expect rollcall votes in relation 
to amendments to the America Invents 
Act to occur throughout the day to- 
morrow. 


ee 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate stand in adjournment under 
the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:45 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
March 8, 2011, at 10 a.m. 


ee 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 
RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 


WALTER A. BARROWS, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD FOR A TERM EX- 
PIRING AUGUST 28, 2014, VICE VIRGIL М. SPEAKMAN, JR., 
RESIGNED. 


THE JUDICIARY 


NANNETTE JOLIVETTE BROWN, OF LOUISIANA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN 
DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA, VICE STANWOOD R. DUVAL, JR., 
RETIRED. 

WILMA ANTOINETTE LEWIS, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA, TO BE JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


VIRGIN ISLANDS FOR A TERM OF TEN YEARS, VICE RAY- 
MOND L. FINCH, RETIRED. 

NANCY TORRESEN, OF MAINE, TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF MAINE, VICE D. 
BROCK HORNBY, RETIRED. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


S. AMANDA MARSHALL, OF OREGON, TO BE UNITED 
STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF OREGON FOR 
THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE KARIN J. IMMERGUT, 
TERM EXPIRED. 

THOMAS GRAY WALKER, OF NORTH CAROLINA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF NORTH CAROLINA FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, 
VICE GEORGE E. B. HOLDING. 

FELICIA C. ADAMS, OF MISSISSIPPI, TO BE UNITED 
STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF 
MISSISSIPPI FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE 
JAMES MING GREENLEE, TERM EXPIRED. 

CLAYTON D. JOHNSON, OF OKLAHOMA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES MARSHAL FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF 
OKLAHOMA FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE TIM- 
OTHY DEWAYNE WELCH, TERM EXPIRED. 

ALFRED COOPER LOMAX, OF MISSOURI, TO BE UNITED 
STATES MARSHAL FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF MIS- 
SOURI FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE CHARLES M. 
SHEER, TERM EXPIRED. 

CHARLES F. SALINA, OF NEW YORK, TO BE UNITED 
STATES MARSHAL FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW 
YORK FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE PETER A. 
LAWRENCE, TERM EXPIRED. 


STATE JUSTICE INSTITUTE 


DAVID V. BREWER, OF OREGON, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE STATE JUSTICE IN- 
STITUTE FOR A TERM EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 17, 2013, 
VICE FLORENCE K. MURRAY, TERM EXPIRED. 


NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 
ADMINISTRATION 


SUBJECT TO QUALIFICATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW, THE 
FOLLOWING FOR PERMANENT APPOINTMENT TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED IN THE NATIONAL OCEANIC AND AT- 
MOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION. 


To be ensign 


BRIAN J. ADORNATO 
SCOTT E. BROO 

BART О. BUESSELER 
MICHAEL E. DOIG 
BRIAN E. ELLIOT 
JUSTIN E. ELLIS 
GILLIAN L. FAUSTINE 
PHILIP J. О. KLAVON 
DAMIAN C. MANDA 
JESSE P. MILTON 
GAYLORD C. NOBLITT IV 
LINDSEY L. NORMAN 
JENNIFER L. WEGENER 
ERIC G. YOUNKIN 


EE 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate, Wednesday, March 2, 2011: 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 


To be lieutenant general 


LT. GEN. ERIC Е. FIEL 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. HOWARD D. STENDAHL 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. ELLEN M. PAWLIKOWSKI 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. MICHAEL J. BASLA 
IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
LT. GEN. DENNIS L. VIA 
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THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


LT. GEN. MARK P. HERTLING 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


МАЈ. GEN. SUSAN 8. LAWRENCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. JOHN М. BEDNAREK 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. FRANCIS J. WIERCINSKI 

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE- 
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 


To be major general 


BRIG. GEN. RENALDO RIVERA 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be major general 


BRIG. GEN. WILLIAM M. BUCKLER, JR. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be major general 


BRIG. GEN. MARK J. MACCARLEY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. ARLEN R. ROYALTY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 


MAJ. GEN. RHETT A. HERNANDEZ 


THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE- 
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. JOHNNY M. SELLERS 


THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE- 
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. JANSON р. BOYLES 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. VINCENT K. BROOKS 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be major general 


BRIGADIER GENERAL JUAN G. AYALA 
BRIGADIER GENERAL DAVID H. BERGER 
BRIGADIER GENERAL WILLIAM D. BEYDLER 
BRIGADIER GENERAL MARK A. BRILAKIS 
BRIGADIER GENERAL MARK A. CLARK 
BRIGADIER GENERAL CHARLES L. HUDSON 
BRIGADIER GENERAL THOMAS M. MURRAY 
BRIGADIER GENERAL LAWRENCE D. NICHOLSON 
BRIGADIER GENERAL ANDREW W. O’DONNELL, JR. 
BRIGADIER GENERAL ROBERT R. RUARK 
BRIGADIER GENERAL GLENN M. WALTERS 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ERWIN 
RADER BENDER, JR. AND ENDING WITH CATHERINE A. 
HALLETT, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 
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SENATE AND APPEARED 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DAVID M. 
CRAWFORD AND ENDING WITH JAMES H. WALSH, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
2, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH RICHARD T. 
ALDRIDGE AND ENDING WITH VICKY J. ZIMMERMAN, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH STEPHEN 
L. BUSE AND ENDING WITH ANGELA P. PETTIS, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
3, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH THOMAS J. 
COLLINS AND ENDING WITH LINDA A. STOKESCROWE, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 3, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH PHILLIP M. 
ARMSTRONG AND ENDING WITH RICHARD E. SPEARMAN, 
JR., WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SEN- 
ATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
ON FEBRUARY 3, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH LLOYD H. 
ANSETH AND ENDING WITH KARL B. ROSS, WHICH NOMI- 
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
3, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH KATHLEEN 
M. FLARITY AND ENDING WITH JENNETTE L. ZMAEFF, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 3, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MELINA T. 
DOAN AND ENDING WITH FELIPE D. VILLENA, JR., WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
3, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH VILLA L. 
GUILLORY AND ENDING WITH DANNY K. WONG, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
3, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ALFRED P. 
BOWLES II AND ENDING WITH HERMINIGILDO V. VALLE, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 3, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRIAN F. 
AGEE AND ENDING WITH ANITA JO ANNE WINKLER, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 3, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH EARL R. 
ALAMEIDA, ЈЕ. AND ENDING WITH DANIEL 8. 
YENCHESKY, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY 
THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 8, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH STEVEN L. 
ARGIRIOU AND ENDING WITH ADAM E. TOREM, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
3, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH RICHARD C. 
ALES AND ENDING WITH DEREK C. UNDERHILL, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
3, 2011. 


IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 


IN THE ARMY 


ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MARC T. 
ARELLANO AND ENDING WITH HOWARD E. WHEELER, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
JANUARY 26, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH GREGREY C. 
BACON AND ENDING WITH DONNIE J. QUINTANA, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 
26, 2011. 
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ARMY NOMINATION OF SEBASTIAN A. EDWARDS, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF GREGORY R. EBNER, TO BE 
COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH CURTIS О. 
BOHLMAN, JR. AND ENDING WITH ROBERT C. SMOTHERS, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF EDWARD J. BENZ III, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF CHARLES E. LYNDE, TO BE 
COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH OZREN T. 
BUNTAK AND ENDING WITH RUTH NELSON, WHICH NOMI- 
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
3, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MARCIA A. 
BRIMM AND ENDING WITH HEATHER V. SOUTHBY, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
3, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DUSTIN C. 
FRAZIER AND ENDING WITH JAN I. MABY, WHICH NOMI- 
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
3, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ROBERT L. 
BIERENGA AND ENDING WITH JOHNNIE M. TOBY, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
3, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DON A. CAMP- 
BELL AND ENDING WITH KEVIN T. WILKINSON, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
3, 2011. 


IN THE MARINE CORPS 


MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF TIMOTHY E. 
LEMASTER, TO BE MAJOR. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DAX 
HAMMERS AND ENDING WITH DAVID STEVENS, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
2, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH RICH- 
ARD MARTINEZ AND ENDING WITH JAMES P. STOCK- 
WELL, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH WIL- 
LIAM FRAZIER, JR. AND ENDING WITH MICHAEL A. 
NOLAN, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DOUG- 
LAS R. CUNNINGHAM AND ENDING WITH DARREN R. 
JESTER, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JAMES 
E. HARDY, JR. AND ENDING WITH JAMES C. ROSE, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
2, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH CON- 
RAD G. ALSTON AND ENDING WITH LEWIS E. SHEMERY 
ПІ, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SEN- 
ATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
ON FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DAVID 
M. ADAMS AND ENDING WITH MICHAEL C. ROGERS, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH STE- 
FAN R. BROWNING AND ENDING WITH STEVE R. TRASK, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JOEL 
Т. CARPENTER AND ENDING WITH RANDAL J. PARKAN, 
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WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF ROGER N. RUDD, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF LOWELL W. 
SCHWEICKART, JR., TO BE LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF KATRINA GASKILL, TO 
BE LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH SEAN 
J. COLLINS AND ENDING WITH JOHN L. MYRKA, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
2, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH WIL- 
LIAM H. BARLOW AND ENDING WITH DANNY R. MORALES, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF JAMES H. GLASS, TO 
BE MAJOR. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH TIM- 
OTHY M. CALLAHAN AND ENDING WITH JAMES N. 
SHELSTAD, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY 
THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ER- 
NEST L. ACKISS Ш AND ENDING WITH THEODORE 
SILVESTER III, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY 
THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 3, 2011. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH PHILIP 
Q. APPLEGATE AND ENDING WITH JAMES D. WILMOTT, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 3, 2011. 


IN THE NAVY 


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JOHN G. BROWN 
AND ENDING WITH WILLIAM A. MIX, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY 26, 2011. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF RICHELLE L. KAY, TO BE CAP- 
TAIN. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH CHRIS W. 
CZAPLAK AND ENDING WITH ANGELA J. TANG, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
2, 2011. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF SCOTT D. SCHERER, TO BE LIEU- 
TENANT COMMANDER. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH CARLOS E. 
MOREYRA AND ENDING WITH WILLIAM N. BRASSWELL, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DAVID Q. 
BAUGHIER AND ENDING WITH JOHN C. WIEDMANN III, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF JEFFREY K. HAYHURST, TO BE 
CAPTAIN. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF STEVEN D. ELIAS, TO BE LIEU- 
TENANT COMMANDER. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH AMY R. GAVRIL 
AND ENDING WITH GRANT A. KIDD, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 8, 2011. 


FOREIGN SERVICE 


FOREIGN SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH 
IRENE ARINO DE LA RUBIA AND ENDING WITH ROBERT 
JOSEPH FAUCHER, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RE- 
CEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING 
WITH ERIC P. GOOSBY AND ENDING WITH JEFFREY L. 
SUMTER, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. YODER). 


ee 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 2, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable KEVIN 
YODER to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


Ee 
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 5, 2011, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall 
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


ES 


THE “MORAL THREAT” IN 
AFGHANISTAN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WooLSEY) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. In a speech this past 
weekend to our religious broadcasters, 
the Speaker of the House called the 
Federal debt “а moral threat”? to our 
Nation. It’s an interesting choice of 
words from the leader of the House ma- 
jority, who has been a cheerleader for 
the Nation’s most morally objection- 
able policy of all—the disastrous, des- 
picable war in Afghanistan. 

For some reason, their moral sen- 
sibilities are not offended by a military 
conflict that has cost us hundreds of 
billions of dollars and 1,500 of our brav- 
est, bravest people without advancing 
national security objectives or truly 
diminishing the terrorist threat at the 
same time. 

So how are my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle resolving their 
moral dilemma? By asking corporate 
special interests to give up handouts 
and tax breaks? By asking the wealthi- 
est Americans to give back more to the 
Nation that has given them so much 
opportunity? 


Nope. By their moral calculations, 
the answer is to demand sacrifice from 
the very Americans who are bearing 
the brunt of this recession—from the 
people and communities who depend 
upon public investment. Their moral 
compass tells them to cut vital pro- 
grams to the bone or eliminate them 
altogether: food safety, family plan- 
ning, health research, public housing, 
transportation infrastructure, college 
aid, and on and on. 

There was an article in my home 
newspaper over the weekend about how 
local health clinics could be devastated 
by these cuts. California alone stands 
to lose nearly $13 million in homeland 
security grants needed to train and 
equip first responders. The Republican 
budget cuts also, according to one 
study, would destroy 700,000 jobs—but 
that’s not keeping the Speaker up at 
night. He sees Americans out of work, 
and instead of saying this is a moral 
threat, he says, ‘‘So be it.” 

In what moral universe, I ask you, 
Mr. Speaker, does it make sense to de- 
stroy jobs at home but send more 
Americans to die in a senseless war 
abroad? 

Programs like COPS and Head Start, 
which the majority wants slashed, save 
lives. The war in Afghanistan, which 
isn’t even on the table in this budget 
debate, has ended nearly 1,500 Amer- 
ican lives. Our surviving servicemen 
and -women are coming home with dev- 
astating physical and psychological 
wounds. Yet the majority party, so en- 
thusiastic in its support for Afghani- 
stan spending, wants to eliminate a 
homeless veterans initiative. 

That’s their version of morality: 
Send young Americans halfway around 
the world to be chewed up and trauma- 
tized. Then pull the plug on the sup- 
port they need when they get home. 
That’s what they call supporting the 
troops. 

The majority could kill the prover- 
bial two birds with one stone if they 
wanted. They could just about solve 
their debt crisis by bringing our troops 
home and ending the moral stain on 
our Nation—that is the Afghanistan 
war. 

Somehow, I’m not holding my 
breath. Until the Speaker and my Re- 
publican colleagues are prepared to 
show moral courage on Afghanistan, I 
refuse to take their moral outrage 
about the deficit seriously. 


EEE 
DAUGHTERS OF THE AMERICAN 
REVOLUTION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


Georgia (Mr. 
minutes. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Speaker, 
in October of 1890, four women, linked 
by their common lineage to heroes in 
the American Revolution, joined 18 
others to organize the Daughters of the 
American Revolution. These founders 
began a campaign to serve the country 
through the preservation of American 
history. Since its founding, the Daugh- 
ters of the American Revolution has 
expanded to nearly 3,000 chapters and 
over 850,000 members around the world. 

In the middle of an era ripe with in- 
equality for women, this organization 
flourished on a strong foundation of 
pride for the men and women who 
fought to gain American independence. 
Theirs is a rich history, filled with pa- 
triotism, self-sacrifice, and a dedica- 
tion to education. For decades, the 
Daughters of the American Revolution 
has sponsored scholarships and sup- 
ported schools for the underprivileged. 
Their support has aided construction 
and the preservation of dozens of now 
historic locations around the country. 
Their scholarships have provided thou- 
sands with the opportunity to attend 
institutes of higher education. Their 
outreach programs recognize and en- 
courage service to their country and to 
their communities; and on March 15, 
the John Houstoun chapter of the Na- 
tional Society of Daughters of the 
American Revolution will observe its 
100th anniversary in the city of 
Thomaston, Georgia. 

Mr. Speaker, I come to the House 
floor today to celebrate, with the 
Houstoun chapter, 100 years of service 
to the great State of Georgia. 

For a group devoted to the promotion 
of American history, it is with great 
pleasure that I am able to honor the 
years of education, historic preserva- 
tion, patriotism, and service that the 
Daughters of the American Revolution 
has selflessly given to this great coun- 
try. 

They trace their heritage back to the 
very men and women who fought for 
American independence from British 
tyranny. Each member must prove 
blood relation to a Revolution Patriot, 
and throughout the years, a vast col- 
lection of family histories has been 
compiled and preserved for our chil- 
dren and our grandchildren to appre- 
ciate. With the motto ‘‘God, home, and 
country,” this nonprofit and nonpoliti- 
cally aligned organization has posi- 
tively impacted hundreds of thousands 
of lives. 

I am very proud to represent several 
National Society of Daughters of the 
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American Revolution chapters in the 
Third Congressional District of Geor- 
gia. I know Thomaston, Georgia, is es- 
pecially grateful for the Houstoun 
chapter’s presence in their community, 
and so am I. 


— 


HUMAN RIGHTS CRISIS IN PUERTO 
RICO: FIRST AMENDMENT UNDER 
SIEGE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, 2 
weeks ago, I spoke about a serious 
problem in Puerto Rico. The problem is 
the systematic effort by the ruling 
party to deny the right of the people to 
speak freely, to criticize their govern- 
ment openly, and to make their voices 
heard. 

I talked about student protests that 
have been met with resistance by the 
Puerto Rico police. I talked about 
closed meetings of the legislature and 
about the efforts to silence and destroy 
the local bar association. 

I was not the first to speak about it, 
and I could have said much more. This 
report, entitled ‘‘Human Rights Crisis 
in Puerto Rico: First Amendment 
Under Siege” is searing. 


1010 


It details the complaints of students, 
legislators, the press and the general 
public who were beaten, and pepper- 
sprayed by police; female students who 
were treated with gross disrespect; and 
the government’s overreaction to dem- 
onstrations at the university and at 
the capitol over budget cuts and lay- 
offs. 

This next picture, this is the capitol 
in San Juan, Puerto Rico, surrounded 
by riot police as people attempted to 
gain entrance to the same assembly as 
this one here today, and this is how 
they were met by the police. This is 
how the police dealt with protesters. 

The images of police tactics and be- 
havior in these photos explain why our 
Department of Justice is investigating 
the Puerto Rican police for excessive 
force and unconstitutional searches as 
we speak today. How could you see 
these images and not speak out? I was 
hardly the first to speak out about 
these matters, and I probably won’t be 
the last. Here it is, the Daily Sun in 
Puerto Rico, ‘‘Sticks versus speech.” 

As a Member of Congress, it is more 
than my right, it is my obligation to 
speak out when fundamental freedoms 
are attacked. And what was the re- 
sponse to my free speech defending the 
right of the Puerto Rican people to be 
heard? It was to challenge my right to 
be heard here in the halls of Congress. 
The Resident Commissioner of Puerto 
Rico said in this very body that he is 
the only one authorized to speak about 
Puerto Rico at any time. 

This week, the Puerto Rican Legisla- 
ture debated a resolution of censure— 
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yes, censure—condemning me for 
speaking out against these very abuses. 
A leading member of the ruling party 
even said, GUTIERREZ wasn’t born in 
Puerto Rico, his kids weren’t born in 
Puerto Rico. GUTIERREZ doesn’t plan to 
die and be buried in Puerto Rico, so 
GUTIERREZ doesn’t have the right to 
speak about Puerto Rico. 

Well, let me tell you something, if 
you see injustice anywhere, it is not 
only your right but your duty to speak 
about it. We don’t speak about injus- 
tice or apartheid or human rights 
abuses or the denial of rights of women 
in places around the world because we 
ourselves were born there. That would 
be silly. Where we see injustice we 
speak out because it is the right thing 
to do. 

Ironically, by questioning my right 
to speak out on behalf of free speech, 
they have made my point crystal clear. 
By challenging my free speech, they 
have amplified the words of my 5- 
minute speech more than if I had spo- 
ken for 5 hours. 

And it is their right, my critics have 
the right of free speech even as they 
deny the same right to others, but I 
want them to understand this: Your ef- 
forts to silence me—just as your efforts 
to silence so many in Puerto Rico who 
disagree with your government—will 
fail, just as every effort to blockade 
progress only makes the march toward 
justice more powerful and swift. 

I may not be Puerto Rican enough 
for some people, but I know this: No- 
where on Earth will you find a people 
harder to silence than Puerto Ricans. 
You won’t locate my love for Puerto 
Rico on my birth certificate or on my 
driver’s license or on my children’s 
birth certificate or any other piece of 
paper. My love for Puerto Rico is right 
here in my heart, a heart that beats 
with our history and our language and 
our heroes, a place where, when I 
moved there as a teenager, people 
talked and argued and debated because 
we care deeply about our island and its 
future. That is still true today. That 
freedom is still beating in the hearts of 
university students, working men and 
women, labor leaders, lawyers and en- 
vironmentalists, and every person who 
believes in free speech. You will not si- 
lence them, and you will not silence 
me. 

Abraham Lincoln, a leader who val- 
ued freedom above all else, said, 
“Those who deny freedom to others de- 
serve it not for themselves.” It’s good 
advice, and I hope the leaders of Puerto 
Rico take it. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to enter 
the ACLU report titled ‘‘Human Rights 
Crisis in Puerto Rico: First Amend- 
ment Under Siege” into the RECORD, as 
well as a statement by the president of 
the Service Employees International 
Union and the essay, ‘‘Exposing the 
Shadows of Civil Rights in Puerto 
Rico” by the National Puerto Rican 
Coalition. 
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HUMAN RIGHTS CRISIS IN PUERTO RICO; FIRST 
AMENDMENT UNDER SIEGE 


(By the American Civil Liberties Union of 
Puerto Rico National Chapter) 

While the world celebrates the democratic 
revolution in Egypt, major violations of 
basic human rights are occurring in our own 
backyard. Since Governor of Puerto Rico 
Luis Fortuno came into power two years 
ago, free speech has been under all out as- 
sault. The following events have taken place 
recently: 

Thousands of public workers have been laid 
off and had their union contracts termi- 
nated, leading to tens of thousands of people 
peacefully protesting over the past year. One 
event turned out over 100,000 peaceful 
protestors and while in NYC hundreds 
marched on May Day, in Puerto Rico May 
Day turned out an estimated 30,000 citizens. 

At a protest at the steps of the Capital 
Building over the closing of access to legisla- 
tive sessions, access that is constitutionally 
mandated, protesters were beaten merci- 
lessly, pepper sprayed and shot at by Puerto 
Rico Police. The same has occurred at other 
locations. 

At most events young women are the first 
to be targeted for police violence. At the 
University of Puerto Rico, female students, 
many of whom were beaten, were also sexu- 
ally harassed, groped and assaulted (touched) 
by police. Students have been mercilessly 
beaten, maced and shot at with rubber bul- 
lets. Citizens have accused, which images 
captured confirm, police of applying torture 
techniques on immobilized student pro- 
testers. In the past two years, there have 
been several riots at protests in and around 
the University of Puerto Rico. Many pro- 
testers have accused the police of causing 
the riots, which some videos also seem to 
confirm. 

Since taking the oath of office, the current 
administration, which owns all three 
branches of government, has set out to quash 
Freedom of Expression. In Puerto Rico, Ex- 
pression has been in the form of protests 
against government policies, such as the fir- 
ing of approximately 26,000 workers in total, 
privatizing government, closing off access to 
public information and legislative sessions, 
attempting to close down the university FM 
radio station during periods of civil unrest 
and going after the Puerto Rico Bar Associa- 
tion, which was a mandatory integrated Bar 
and is Puerto Rico’s oldest institution. The 
171 year old Puerto Rico Bar Association 
(Colegio de Abogados de Puerto Rico) has 
historically been a known focal point for lib- 
eral dissent against government policies. 

Puerto Rico Governor Fortuno, who is con- 
sidered a rising star in the Republic Party, 
has publicly committed to not allowing what 
he calls ‘‘extreme left” protests and expres- 
sion. On Friday, February 11, 2011, Governor 
Fortuno spoke about his administration’s 
policies while speaking at a Conservative Po- 
litical Action Conference of the American 
Conservative Union (ACU) in Washington, 
DC, an activity attended by members of the 
National Rifle Association, the Tea Party 
and the John Birch Society. 

At the University of Puerto Rico all forms 
of expression have been prohibited, through 
a Resolution issued by UPR Chancellor Ana 
Guadalupe; a resolution which Governor Luis 
Fortuno ordered armed police officers to en- 
force. On Wednesday, February 9, 2011, a 
group of students participated in civil dis- 
obedience on campus, consisting of a paint- 
in. During the paint-in, students peacefully 
and without interrupting the educational 
process painted messages of protest in a lim- 
ited area of the street at the front of the 
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main library, in defiance of the Chancellor’s 
absolute prohibition on any form of protest. 
Students immediately came under extreme 
physical and violent attack by members of 
the police force’s elite and heavily armed 
SWAT and Riot Squad teams. 

While the ACLU is looking to file charges 
on Human Rights violations and evaluating 
other legal options, the Puerto Rico Daily 
Sun, a conservative English language news- 
paper, published a damming editorial in 
which it called for the resignation of the uni- 
versity’s president, chancellors апа the 
Board of Trustees. On Friday, February 11, 
2011, President Ramon De la Torres’ resigna- 
tion was unanimously accepted by the Board 
of Trustees. However, the Board Chairperson, 
Yeri Rivera, immediately stated that she 
will not be removing armed Puerto Rico Po- 
lice officers from the University of Puerto 
Rico campus. 

In its editorial, the Puerto Rico Daily Sun, 
stated that ‘‘[t]he indiscriminate aggression 
of police riot squads against students, who 
are exercising their constitutional rights in 
public areas without interfering with any 
academic or administrative activity, is a 
gross violation of their rights and an act 
comparable only to the acts of the dictator- 
ships we all denounce and reject”. The Daily 
Sun added that ‘‘[w]e do not want this new 
order, neither for our university, the Capitol, 
La Fortaleza or our neighborhoods. We reject 
it with all our might, Exercising our freedom 
of speech, or freedom of association, is not a 
crime”. 

As we say in Puerto Rico, ‘‘mas claro no 
canta un gallo” (it could not have been more 
clearly stated). 

On Sunday, February 12, 2011, just four 
days after students were mercilessly beaten 
by Puerto Rico Police agents, over 10,000 
alumnus, parents, grandparents, family 
members and other citizens took to the 
streets and marched over to reclaim the UPR 
campus, demanding that the PRPD be imme- 
diately ordered off campus. 

See news video: http://www.primer 
ahora.com/milesseunencontralacuotayla 
invasionpoliciacaenlaupr-474118 html. 

In addition to the debacle and related vio- 
lence at the University of Puerto Rico, in 
the past two years legislation has been 
passed that would prohibit protests at con- 
struction sites and most recently at any gov- 
ernment building that renders educational 
services and other locations rendering gov- 
ernment services, under penalty of criminal 
prosecution. 

The Puerto Rico Bar Association was re- 
cently de-certified through legislation which 
the governor signed into law, which all but 
shut down operations. Several lawyers 
aligned with the views of the current admin- 
istration pushed for de-certification and had 
previously sued the Bar Association in fed- 
eral court alleging that the Bar was forcing 
them to purchase an unwanted insurance 
policy; its $78.00 per year cost was paid from 
Bar Association dues. Bar members were 
never informed of the particulars of the law- 
suit and Federal Judge José Antonio Fusté 
issued a GAG order prohibiting the disclo- 
sure of important aspects of the case to Bar 
class members. 

The Puerto Rico Bar Association is not 
being allowed to inform and counsel Bar 
members about their right to opt out of the 
lawsuit. Thousands of lawyers are not even 
sure why they are a part of this lawsuit. It 
is believed that an English language notice 
on the right to opt out of the lawsuit may 
not be sufficient guarantee that Bar mem- 
bers will fully understand the ramifications 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


of their actions. Many members of the Bar 
have limited English skills, particularly law- 
yers in the smaller and rural towns. 

The newly elected President of the now 
voluntary Puerto Rico Bar Association 
(Colegio de Abogados de Puerto Rico), 
Osvaldo Toledo, was jailed on Friday, Feb- 
ruary 11, 2011, at a federal detention center 
in Puerto Rico, where he remains on con- 
tempt of a court charges for refusing to pay 
a $10,000 fine imposed on him for having 
counseled Bar members who insist that they 
have a right to know the particulars of the 
suit and procedure for opting out. . 

Federal Judge Jose Antonio Fuste’s GAG 
order extends not only to the President of 
the Puerto Rico Bar Association, but also 
board members, administrators, agents and 
servants. The Executive Director of the 
American Civil Liberties Union in Puerto 
Rico, William Ramirez, had previously been 
warned by the Bar that he may not be able 
to speak out against what is held to be an in- 
justice and First Amendment infringement. 
Speaking out in defiance of the federal court 
order may result in the arrest of anyone cov- 
ered by the court’s GAG order and further 
fines imposed against the Puerto Rico Bar 
Association. 

After studying the court’s order, we at the 
ACLU do not, at this time, believe that the 
federal court order reaches class members or 
other members of the Bar, including the staff 
and cooperating attorneys of the ACLU in 
Puerto Rico. However, we do believe the 
order to be unjust and believe it should be 
set aside. 

The ACLU will continue to fight for the 
right to free speech and peaceful assembly in 
Puerto Rico and fully intends to take on any 
challenges that it may face. 


SEIU CALLS FOR CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGA- 
TION OF PUERTO RICO RIOT POLICE ACTION 
WASHINGTON, DC.—Mary Kay Henry, Presi- 

dent of the Service Employees International 

Union (SEIU), issued this statement today 

concerning the actions of the Puerto Rico 

Riot Squad in response to a non-violent pro- 

test led by university students at Puerto 

Rico’s Capitol in San Juan on Wednesday, 

June 30. 

“The right of individuals to openly and 
freely voice their dissent forms the founda- 
tion of a responsive, vibrant democracy. As 
working men and women throughout the is- 
land of Puerto Rico have shared their first- 
hand reports of the events that took place at 
the Capitol this week, we are deeply con- 
cerned that the actions of the police, and of 
the Puerto Rican government, were driven to 
stifle and repress the voices of these univer- 
sity students and citizens. 

“What is even more troubling—the govern- 
ment’s questionable use of force and the in- 
timidation of citizens appear to be esca- 
lating on the island and no one is immune: 
journalists, gay men and women, our union 
brothers and sisters, and activists from 
every field who seek to make their voices 
heard and improve their lives and their com- 
munities. 

“Т am certain that many members of the 
U.S. media and many leaders in Washington 
are completely unaware of the disturbing 
events that took place Wednesday. I pledge 
that the more than 2.2 million members of 
SEIU, many of whom live in or were born in 
Puerto Rico, will change this by speaking 
out on behalf of the rights of the citizens of 
this island and calling upon their elected 
representative in Congress to fully inves- 
tigate the events of June 30. 

‘“‘When the lives and livelihoods of the peo- 
ple of Vieques were threatened by U.S. Naval 
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bombing, SEIU members throughout Puerto 
Rico, the U.S. and Canada helped share their 
struggle to the international community. 
Today, we stand ready to do this once again 
and join our hearts and voices in service to 
the people of Puerto Rico. 

“To the university students and their fam- 
ilies, and to all who are fighting for democ- 
racy and equality for all the citizens of Puer- 
to Rico, know that we stand with you, and 
you are not alone.” 


[From Capital Wire PR, Mar. 1, 2011] 
ОР ED: EXPOSING THE SHADOWS OF CIVIL 
RIGHTS IN PUERTO RICO 
(By Rafael A. Fantauzzi) 

WASHINGTON, DC.—I find it peculiar how we 
Puerto Ricans continuously complain about 
our lack of voice and power in Congress, but 
when any Island issue is discussed on the 
floor someone always jumps at the oppor- 
tunity to cry foul. As a collective, we all 
should praise the efforts by any Member of 
Congress to elevate our issues in the halls of 
democracy. Freedom of speech is paramount 
to our democracy, but the approach that if 
you are not one hundred percent with me 
then you are against me has destroyed our 
ability to collaborate and improve the eco- 
nomic and social stability of our people. 

I assume that in a moment of frustration 
and courage on February 16th Congressman 
Luis Gutierrez (D-Illinois) answered the call 
to leadership by denouncing the most recent 
civil rights violations that occurred at the 
University of Puerto Rico and the abuse of 
power by federal Judge Fusté in helping dis- 
mantle the Puerto Rican Bar Association. I 
have not spoken with Congressman Gutierrez 
about his action or intentions, but anytime 
a Member of Congress brings to the floor the 
issues of my people, I see a glimmer of hope. 
Unfortunately, his delivery generated an 
overreaction by supporters of the local gov- 
ernment which in response spun his decry by 
engaging in cultural divisiveness and the al- 
ways dynamic political rhetoric. I believe 
that Congressman Gutierrez had the right to 
denounce the violations for the following 
three reasons: (a) anyone of Puerto Rican de- 
scent or with family alive or deceased on the 
Island should care about their people; (b) 
given the fact that around 46 percent of the 
population depends on federal assistance, 
any American that pays federal taxes is a 
shareholder for the well-being of the people 
of the territories; (c) lastly, any member of 
the human race has the right to denounce 
negligent human treatment, as we are doing 
for Libya. 

It is disappointing when politically biased 
commentaries like the ones made by Mr. 
Rafael Rodriguez on his recent op-ed calling 
Congressman Gutierrez “a paradoxical ob- 
structionist’’ аге made. I believe Congress- 
man Gutierrez was trying to shed some light 
on the dark shadows of social deterioration 
that our people are facing. This social dete- 
rioration is the result of desperation and fear 
that plagues our people. It is said that in 
Puerto Rico you cannot live, you can only 
survive (unless you are part of an elite that 
controls the political and economic chan- 
nels). It is this elite that believe they have 
the right to dictate what the people want or 
need. It is this elite that hide behind the face 
of congressional processes to manipulate the 
political outlook of the Island. It is this elite 
that engage in manipulating the information 
instead of exposing the truth and generating 
trust. It is this elite that continues to en- 
large the gap between Puerto Ricans on the 
mainland and those that remain on the Is- 
land. It is this elite that call those who are 
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trying to defend the true elements of democ- 
racy and human respect obstructionist. 

The issues of the Americans in Puerto Rico 
and the territories are continuously over- 
looked by the congressional collective. Even 
Presidents neglect to mention the people of 
the territories in their State of the Union 
speeches. So we are very hypersensitive 
about our place in the world, which in turn 
fuels the political philosophy frenzy that has 
become our white whale, the status of the Is- 
land. Although I have my own personal phi- 
losophy for the Island, I’m bound to protect 
the neutral integrity of the organization 
that represents the voice of the entire com- 
munity inside the beltway. It is our mission 
to enhance the social and economic well- 
being of our 8 million plus constituents and 
nothing is more divisive than the status 
issues. We are in favor of a fair and execut- 
able process for self determination, and we 
also believe that for that process to be legiti- 
mate we have a principled responsibility to 
act civilized and respect all views. Change 
can only be accomplished when trust is at 
the core. 

As the future of our Island we call on all 
students, educators, and administrators to 
hold each other to a higher standard. Re- 
spect those that want to express their frus- 
trations and protect those that want to exer- 
cise their right to an education. To all local 
government institutions, we encourage dia- 
logue, tolerance, professionalism, апа per- 
sonal restraint; for it is your duty to protect 
a functioning society. To our elected offi- 
cials, engage in integrative processes for the 
benefit of your constituents and not for per- 
sonal political gain. Only then will we be 
able to call ourselves both American citizens 
and responsible citizens of the world. 


EE 


HONORING KARMA GAETANO 
HADJIMICHALAKIS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Washington (Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS) 
for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. McCMORRIS RODGERS. Мг. 
Speaker, I rise this morning to recog- 
nize Karma Hadjimichalakis. 

Up until recently, Karma was the 
principal lecturer in business econom- 
ics and finance at the University of 
Washington Foster School of Business. 
She was the faculty director of the Pa- 
cific Rim Bankers Program, and she 
was the Evert McCabe Faculty Fellow. 
She was also my professor while I was 
earning my Executive MBA. 

Last Monday, February 21, Karma 
passed away after a long illness, and as 
her student, I wanted to acknowledge 
her incredible accomplishments, both 
professional and personal, over the 
course of an extraordinary life. 

Born on January 21, 1944 in Utica, 
New York, Karma was educated at 
nearby Elmira College and earned mas- 
ter’s and doctorate degrees at the Uni- 
versity of Rochester. She joined the 
faculty at the University of Wash- 
ington in 1970, initially in the depart- 
ment of economics, and then at the 
Foster School of Business. 

The turning point in her career was a 
2-year stint as Visiting Economist at 
the Federal Reserve Board from 1980 to 
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1982. In her work with the banking sec- 
tion of the Fed’s Division of Research 
and Statistics, Karma developed the 
ability to provide penetrating analysis 
that paints an accurate assessment of 
the current economic situation. In 
other words, she learned to find mean- 
ing in the disparate data. 

Karma’s time at the Fed also led her 
to realize that teaching was her true 
calling. She returned to the University 
of Washington with a new insider’s ex- 
pertise in the inner workings of the 
Federal Reserve System and monetary 
policy, and she spent the next 3 years 
applying her economic knowledge with 
wonderful results. 

Karma won more than 45 major 
teaching awards at the Foster School, 
including the first PACCAR Award for 
Excellence in Teaching, the school’s 
highest faculty honor. Her twice-an- 
nual economic forecast lectures be- 
came a standing-room-only tradition. 
And her 1995 textbook, ‘‘Contemporary 
Money, Banking and Financial Mar- 
kets: Theory and Practice,” co-au- 
thored with her husband, Michael 
Hadjimichalakis, became an influential 
classic. 

Former students universally spoke of 
themselves as “privileged” and 
“blessed” to have had the opportunity 
to study under Karma. They told of her 
ability to decipher data with real-life 
examples to make macroeconomics fas- 
cinating, even fun. They spoke of her 
profound impact on their lives. As one 
of Karma’s students, class of 2002, I 
wanted to add my own testimony to 
her impact. 

When I was a student, learning under 
an experienced and dedicated professor 
such as Karma was one of the best 
parts of the University of Washington’s 
eMBA program. In all of her classes, 
Karma went above and beyond the call 
of duty, not just to present the course 
material, but to make herself available 
to us outside of the classroom, to an- 
swer our questions and ensure our un- 
derstanding and application of the 
course work. She challenged my study 
of economics and how to craft success- 
ful public policies in a free market 
economy. Quite simply, they don’t 
come any better. 

I ask my colleagues to join me today 
in recognizing Karma Hadjimichalakis 
for her four decades of excellent teach- 
ing, communicating knowledge with 
absolute generosity, boundless energy, 
and endearing warmth. Karma’s impact 
on thousands of students will endure 
for decades and in ways we will never 
completely know. And she will always 
have a special place in my heart. 


EE 


ATTACK ON MIDDLE CLASS 
AMERICANS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) for 5 
minutes. 
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Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to highlight a 
very serious and dangerous attack on 
middle class Americans being waged by 
the Republicans in the Congress and in 
Statehouses across the country. 

The Wisconsin Governor’s assault on 
public employees is getting most of the 
media attention, but it is just one of 
the fronts of the extreme right wing 
and anti-worker agenda trying to be 
carried out in this country. In fact, 
there is a well-financed and coordi- 
nated national attack against working 
families and the unions that they may 
belong to, the goal of which is to take 
away power from the middle class and 
give it to the wealthy special interests 
that have backed Republicans in their 
elections. 

Here is how it is playing out: The Re- 
publicans are taking a real problem, a 
serious problem—budget deficits and 
long-term debt in this country—and 
they are assigning to it a fake cause. 
Under the guise of cutting deficits they 
say that working people’s union rights 
and workplace protections must be 
eliminated. In fact, this attack against 
working people is designed to remove 
the vital check on special interest cor- 
porate power from overrunning our de- 
mocracy. 

This is an extreme agenda that they 
have always pursued, but they are now 
using their newfound political power to 
relaunch the attacks, to attack the 
guarantee to a decent wage, to attack 
the rights to ensure a safe workplace 
so when the workers leave home in the 
morning they know they will return 
safely at night. 
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They attack the rights to have access 
to affordable health care and secure re- 
tirement. And yes, they’re even attack- 
ing the rights of working people to join 
together to bargain for a better life and 
better conditions in the workplace. 

So at the same time that the Gov- 
ernors of Wisconsin, Ohio, Indiana, and 
New Jersey are demanding more public 
and private union employee sacrifices, 
Republicans in Washington are using 
the budget fight to roll back the rights 
and protections of American workers. 

Their spending priorities in their so- 
called continuing resolution of last 
week show their hand. They voted to 
take away workers’ ability to repeal 
unjust and unfair and illegal actions in 
the workplace by getting rid of the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board. They 
voted to undermine the wages of con- 
struction workers on Federal projects. 
They voted to roll back workplace 
health and safety protections guaran- 
teed by Federal law. 

While protecting subsidies for cor- 
porate interests, they have sought to 
cut education funding and critical sup- 
port for workers in need of job train- 
ing, and yes, even kids in Head Start. 

These rights and services helped to 
build and sustain our Nation’s middle 


March 2, 2011 


class in the last century making the 
United States the greatest economic 
power in the history of the world. We 
have the greatest workers in the world 
because of these rights. But now the 
rights and economic strength of Amer- 
ica’s middle class are at risk. It’s under 
a systematic assault in the statehouses 
controlled by Republican legislatures 
and Republican Governors and in this 
House of Representatives controlled by 
the Republicans—a systematic assault 
that goes beyond after the unions, 
after the workers have agreed to 
givebacks, to furlough days, to give 
back health care benefits, pension ben- 
efits. They want more. They want their 
union. They want their rights in the 
workplace to be terminated. It’s un- 
American. 

There’s a reason that we have collec- 
tive bargaining in this country, be- 
cause we know that workers should 
have a right to bond together to im- 
prove the workplace, to improve their 
working conditions. And when they do, 
those rights flow to the rest of middle 
class working families in this country. 
In even the non-union workplaces, 
those rights are there. That’s how we 
achieved an 8-hour day, that’s how we 
achieved vacation time, that’s how we 
achieved health care, that’s how we 
achieved overtime whether you’re in 
the union or not. 

But now they want to take away the 
rights of unions to organize in the 
workplace, the rights of workers to or- 
ganize. 

But the Republicans have asked for 
no sacrifices. In all these cuts, they 
have asked for no sacrifices of the well- 
off and the well-connected. In fact, 
these cuts are being made in the name 
of the well-off and the well-connected 
so that they will be able to push for 
lower wages, for lower benefits, for 
lower health care for our workers, for 
lower take-home pay. And what does 
that do to the economy? It makes 
America poor. 

How do you build a strong middle 
class community on the back of low- 
wage earners? You can’t do it. It’s 
never been done. 

But the fact is, many years ago 
America decided we wanted a strong 
and a vibrant middle class, and we did 
that by forming a union and by giving 
people the right to have a say at work. 
We know study after study where 
workers have a say in the workplace, 
they work harder, they’re more produc- 
tive, they’re more innovative, they’re 
more open to new ideas. 

But what do we say to workers with 
the Governors of Wisconsin and Ohio 
and Indiana? Do what we tell you to do, 
do it for less pay, do it for less benefits, 
and do it because we told you so. That 
doesn’t sound like America to me. It 
doesn’t sound like a powerful country 
that has the best and most productive 
workers in the history in the world. 
That sounds like something that we’re 
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not familiar with in this country. That 
sounds like an autocratic system that 
just demands and takes but never 
gives. 


EE 


EPA “DUST” POLICE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. POE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
“Houses were shut tight, and cloth 
wedged around doors and windows, but 
the dust came in so thinly that it could 
not be seen in the air, and it settled 
like pollen on the chairs and tables, on 
the dishes.”’ 

Ma and Pa Joad did everything they 
could to save their farm from slipping 
away into the dust bowl, but ulti- 
mately they lost to a force far greater 
than any effort they could muster. 

Mr. Speaker, though this is just one 
line ripped from the pages of ‘‘The 
Grapes of Wrath,’’ farmers and ranch- 
ers today are facing a modern day dust 
storm—the wrath of the EPA. Just 
when you think you’ve heard it all, bu- 
reaucrats in Washington, D.C. come up 
with some hair-brained idea that leaves 
you scratching your head in wonder- 
ment. 

The Environmental Protection Agen- 
cy has apparently run out of things to 
regulate and tax so they are consid- 
ering new guidelines for regulating 
“particulate matter emissions’’—more 
commonly known to you and me as 
“dust.” 

Now, I know what you are thinking, 
this just cannot be true. What kind of 
crazy scheme is this? 

Well, the EPA “Dust Police” would 
specifically regulate farm dust. Farm- 
ers would be required to have dust col- 
lectors on their harvesters, planters, 
combines, and haying equipment. 

But my personal favorite is the 
crackdown on dust created from driv- 
ing a pickup truck down a dirt or grav- 
el road. I am not making this up. The 
Federal Government is considering 
farm dust regulations that are caused 
from driving on a dirt road. 

So I thought, well, maybe this is just 
some backdoor attempt to rid America 
of our majestic four-wheel-drive 
pickups that liberals loathe so much 
and find some way to force these bat- 
tery-operated toy cars on the rest of 
us. 

But the new proposals don’t just 
apply to dust created from driving. No, 
they are fair and they are balanced in 
their overreaching authority. Farmers 
and ranchers are going to have to 
somehow limit the dust created by 
livestock on their property as well. 

So, say Bessie the cow kicks up too 
much dust running over to your pickup 
truck at feeding time. The EPA is 
going to fine you for Bessie’s mis- 
conduct. You need to move your cattle 
to another pasture during the daytime? 
Well, don’t do it on a dry day because 
they may kick up too much dust. 
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The Dust Police solution is to man- 
age dusty dirt roads with water, or— 
get this—pave them with asphalt. Now, 
this is another can of worms. 

Every farmer and rancher will have 
the ‘‘Water Police” raining down on 
them by the time the first drop hits 
the dirt. I would think EPA would be 
aware of the fact that we already have 
a shortage of water on ranches and 
farms in our country. But make no 
matter to them, they still want you to 
control it. 

And what about this paving the as- 
phalt over these roads? Really, they 
can’t be serious. Aside from the sheer 
magnitude of this undertaking, the 
idea is completely unfeasible and it’s 
cost prohibitive. 

The absurdity of these types of Fed- 
eral regulations is what makes normal 
Americans all across our country frus- 
trated with Washington, D.C. 

I will say there is a little good news 
on the horizon. We’re not all out of 
touch here in Congress. My colleague, 
Representative KRISTI NOEM from 
South Dakota, filed an amendment to 
the continuing resolution last week to 
eliminate funding to the EPA to en- 
force the dust regulations. I’m proud to 
say that this passed the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and it’s now down the 
hallway with the Senate. Let’s see 
what they do. 

This type of Federal meddling is ex- 
actly what causes businesses to go out 
of business, lay off workers, and in 
many cases fail. These types of expen- 
sive regulations will finally shut the 
barn door on the American rancher and 
farmer for good. 

I understand that dust may seem like 
a serious threat to someone who has 
never been outside the EPA’s marble 
Potomac palaces or elite castles of aca- 
demia. But let’s use some common 
sense here. Farmers and ranchers are 
the best environmentalists in our coun- 
try. No one respects the land or ani- 
mals more than those who actually live 
on it and depend on it for a living. 

Instead of burying us in ridiculous 
regulations that do nothing to improve 
the quality of life or the environment, 
the government should look for incen- 
tives to encourage farmers and ranch- 
ers to produce more, not less. We don’t 
need the EPA-inflicted dust bowl to 
devastate the American heartland. 

The EPA should just head on down 
the road and leave this regulation in 
the dust. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


EE 


TEXAS INDEPENDENCE DAY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. GENE GREEN) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Thank 
you, Mr. Speaker. 

Today, March 2, 2011, marks Texas 
Independence Day. A hundred and sev- 
enty-five years ago, the Texas Declara- 
tion of Independence was ratified by 
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the Convention of 1836 on Washington- 
on-the-Brazos in Texas. This is an im- 
portant day for Texas, and patriotic 
Texans observe this occasion with 
great pride. 

In 1824, a military dictatorship took 
over in Mexico abolishing the Mexican 
constitution. The new military dicta- 
torship refused to provide trial by jury, 
freedom of religion, public education 
for their citizens, and allowed for the 
confiscation of firearms—this last one 
particularly intolerable, particularly 
for Texans. 

The Texas Declaration of Independ- 
ence states that Texas’ government 
had been ‘‘forcibly changed, without 
their consent, from a restricted federa- 
tive republic, composed of sovereign 
states, to a consolidated central mili- 
tary despotism.” It stated that because 
of the injustice of Santa Anna’s tyran- 
nical government, Texans were sev- 
ering their connection with the Mexi- 
can nation and declaring themselves ‘‘a 
free, sovereign, and independent repub- 
lic fully invested with all the rights 
and attributes”? that belong to inde- 
pendent nations; and a declaration that 
they ‘‘fiercely and confidently” com- 
mitted their decision to ‘‘the Supreme 
Arbiter of the destinies of Nations.”’ 
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The Texas Declaration of Independ- 
ence was needed because this military 
dictatorship had ceased to protect the 
lives, liberty, and property of the peo- 
ple of Texas. Failure to provide these 
basic rights violated the sacred con- 
tract between a government and the 
people, and Texans at that time, and 
want to still today, stand up for their 
rights. In response, the Mexican army 
marched to Texas, waging a war on the 
land and the people, enforcing the de- 
crees of the military dictatorship with 
brute force and without any demo- 
cratic legitimacy. 

Today, 175 years later, Texas Presi- 
dent and Governor of Texas, Sam Hous- 
ton, and other delegates signed the 
Texas Declaration of Independence. 
General Santa Anna’s army besieged 
the independence forces at the Alamo 
in San Antonio. Four days after the 
signing of this Declaration of Independ- 
ence, the Alamo fell with her com- 
mander, Lieutenant Colonel William 
Barret Travis, and former Tennessee 
Congressman Davy Crockett and ap- 
proximately 200 other Texas defenders. 
All these men were killed in action in 
a heroic sacrifice for Texas freedom. 

If this tragedy were not enough, 
weeks later Santa Anna’s Army mas- 
sacred 300 unarmed Texans at Goliad 
on March 27 of 1836. In a dramatic turn- 
around, Texans achieved their inde- 
pendence several weeks later on April 
21, 1836. Roughly 900 members of the 
Texan army overpowered a much larger 
Mexican army in a surprise attack at 
the Battle of San Jacinto in Harris 
County, Texas. This battle is memori- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


alized along the San Jacinto River 
with the San Jacinto Monument in our 
congressional district. The monu- 
ment’s larger than the monument here 
in Washington, the Washington Monu- 
ment. Sam Houston High School, 
which we have a lot of schools in our 
district named for Sam Houston, actu- 
ally received a Texas historical marker 
about 8 weeks ago. 

Today we give thanks to the many 
Texans that sacrificed for the freedom 
we enjoy today. God bless Texas and 
God bless America. 


EE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 32 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess until noon. 


EE 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. WOMACK) at noon. 


EE 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Lord God of the Universe, Our Hope 
in times of testing, Our Consolation 
and Strength always, while this Cham- 
ber goes about its work to establish se- 
curity and good order for the Nation, 
breathe forth a new Spirit of creativity 
and learning in the hearts of Your peo- 
ple and guide the course of world 
events. 

By drawing closer to Your Holy Will 
and revealed Word, may the hidden 
treasures of lasting freedom empower 
Your people to seek the truth and do 
what is right in conscience so we may 
witness to Your presence in our midst 
both now and forever. 

Amen. 


EE 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


ee 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CARNA- 
HAN) come forward and lead the House 
in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. CARNAHAN led the Pledge of Al- 
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


March 2, 2011 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has agreed to without 
amendment a Joint Resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

H.J. Res. 44. Joint resolution making fur- 
ther continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed a bill of the fol- 
lowing title in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 388. An act to prohibit Members of Con- 
gress and the President from receiving pay 
during Government shutdowns. 


EE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to 15 requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 


EEE 


GAO REPORT ON WASTEFUL 
SPENDING 


(Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday the Government Account- 
ability Office released a report detail- 
ing billions of dollars of waste in the 
Federal Government. Redundant and 
ineffective programs infect the govern- 
ment like a plague. For too long, Con- 
gress has punted on its responsibility 
to rein in wasteful spending. And when 
I read this report, I had the same feel- 
ing as my constituents did. I hated it. 

According to the report, there are 15 
agencies implementing Federal laws on 
food safety. There are 80 different pro- 
grams and numerous agencies that 
work on economic development, 24 
Federal agencies for information tech- 
nology, and 82 programs dealing with 
teacher quality across multiple agen- 
cies. What is this costing us? Billions. 
Who’s paying for it? You guessed it, 
the American taxpayer. 

The American taxpayers’ dollars are 
being wasted by keeping these redun- 
dant programs on the books. We should 
immediately begin looking at ways to 
eliminate redundancy, stop wasting 
billions of tax dollars, and allow hard- 
working Americans to keep more of 
what they earn. 


EE 
SPENDING CUTS 


(Ms. SCHWARTZ asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SCHWARTZ. I rise today to offer 
some truth on the Republican spending 
bill. Over 300 economists believe the 
Republican bill to cut $61 billion in 
midyear would eliminate 700,000 Amer- 
ican jobs and shrink economic growth 
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by 2 percent just this year. These are 
shortsighted cuts that could threaten 
our economy and our economic com- 
petitiveness. Our goal should be job 
creation, not job destruction. 

Our Republican colleagues only care 
about cutting, without regard to where 
the cuts come from, how they nega- 
tively affect American families, or how 
detrimental they could be for our econ- 
omy. This is not governing. Spending 
cuts should not be politically moti- 
vated or economically harmful. 

We do need to cut spending to reduce 
our deficit, but these cuts must be tar- 
geted, and they must be responsible. 
They shouldn’t cut into our core obli- 
gations to our seniors, to our safety, or 
to our future. Our Nation’s economy 
and our economic growth depends on 
investing in education, infrastructure, 
and innovation, all critical to private 
sector competitiveness. Balancing 
spending cuts with sound investments 
is the only way to ensure job growth 
and new jobs. It’s time for the Repub- 
licans to move beyond political rhet- 
oric to actions that really work to 
grow our economy. 


Ee н 


MEDICAID COSTS 


(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, in the com- 
ing years the Commonwealth of Penn- 
sylvania will have to find $2 billion ad- 
ditional to pay for ObamaCare’s man- 
dated Medicaid increases. There is lit- 
tle flexibility in State budgets this 
year, and Pennsylvania, like many 
States, will have to make up a signifi- 
cant budget gap this year. The entire 
State budget is only $29 billion. Adding 
$2 billion more means significant cuts 
in services or significant tax increases. 

Pennsylvania is not alone. According 
to a new report released yesterday, this 
expansion will cost States $118 billion 
additional. That is twice what was just 
recently estimated by CBO. We want to 
provide good health care, but we also 
want to educate our children, keep citi- 
zens safe, and maintain our rails and 
roads. Our State governments must be 
more than just health care providers. 
We must provide governors with the 
flexibility to determine the needs of 
their States. 

Under ObamaCare, Medicaid is more 
rigid and more expensive, and an even 
greater burden on States struggling to 
balance their budgets. 


_—Ыө— 
NO GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN 


(Mr. CARNAHAN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, yes- 
terday I voted for a 2-week compromise 
to keep our government’s most vital 
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programs running while we negotiate 
an agreement to cut the deficit with- 
out hurting our fragile economic recov- 
ery. Why? Because a government shut- 
down would profoundly hurt all Ameri- 
cans, and we need time to work to- 
gether to avoid that. 

Fifteen years ago, a hyperpartisan 
Congress shut down our national gov- 
ernment for ideological reasons and 
furloughed over 8,500 jobs in my home- 
town of St. Louis. And just this morn- 
ing, the St. Louis Post Dispatch re- 
ported that a shutdown could put as 
many as 38,000 people out of work in 
our region. 

Let’s have a serious and spirited de- 
bate about cutting redtape and duplica- 
tion and finding common sense solu- 
tions. Let’s focus on the priorities of 
the American people: creating jobs and 
cutting the deficit. We should do so by 
looking at three principles. Will it cre- 
ate jobs? Will it help the middle class 
and working Americans and our retir- 
ees? And finally, will it lower the def- 
icit? 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
passing a funding resolution that 
meets these essential goals. Our con- 
stituents deserve no less. 


SEE 


REPEAL THE 1099 REPORTING 
REQUIREMENT 


(Mr. GIBSON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to fight for the job creators in 
my district. Small businesses and fam- 
ily farms in upstate New York are al- 
ready struggling to survive in these 
tough economic times. We in the Con- 
gress can help by attacking the impedi- 
ments to their profitability: high 
taxes, onerous regulations, and spi- 
raling health care and energy costs. 

Today I rise in support of the repeal 
of the 1099 reporting requirement that 
was included in the government-centric 
health care bill passed last year. This 
new government mandate is set to re- 
quire our small businesses to issue de- 
tailed tax information for each vendor 
with whom they do business beyond 
$600. Some of our small business own- 
ers have hundreds of these vendors, and 
this new onerous requirement is abso- 
lutely unnecessary and would add more 
burden to an already stressed bottom 
line. 

I look forward to standing with the 
small businesses and farms in my dis- 
trict tomorrow by casting a vote to re- 
peal the 1099 provision. 


Ee 


1210 
SUPPORT PUBLIC WORKERS 


(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, this l-minute is from the 
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heart, and it disturbs me and baffles 
me for a country that I love. I don’t be- 
lieve there is anything more precious 
than for Members to stand up and 
pledge allegiance to this great Nation 
and to be taught as children about the 
American Dream. 

That’s why Democrats have focused 
their life journey on creating jobs for 
Americans. That’s why we don’t want 
to engage in frivolous budgeting that 
causes us to lose jobs. 

But why are Governor Walker of Wis- 
consin, Governor Kasich of Ohio and 
Governor Daniels of Indiana demoniz- 
ing the American Dream, demonizing 
workers, teachers, transit workers, po- 
lice and firefighters? Does anyone 
know that Wisconsin public workers of- 
fered $100 million last year to be able 
to help the State and have already 
committed to helping them this year? 
But, no, union busting is not union 
busting. It is quashing the American 
Dream, making it a crime to organize 
workers. 

What is America? I beg of them to 
stand against this kind of dastardly 
act. Democrats are fighting for jobs. 
Where is the American Dream? 


EE 


NATIONAL FRAGILE X 
FOUNDATION ADVOCACY DAY 


(Mr. HARPER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HARPER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
thrilled today to welcome over 125 ad- 
vocates from 40 States with the Na- 
tional Fragile X Foundation to Capitol 
Hill. 

Today the fragile X community will 
visit their Members to promote aware- 
ness, improved research and more effi- 
cient treatments for fragile X-associ- 
ated disorders. This disorder is linked 
to a mutation on the X chromosome 
and is the most commonly inherited 
form of intellectual disabilities. 

Mr. Speaker, as you may know, this 
is a very personal and emotional issue 
for my family, as my 21-year-old son, 
Livingston, has fragile X syndrome. I 
am honored to have Livingston with 
me today in Washington to help me 
share our family’s story about this 
condition. 

While we understand the challenges 
facing Congress, we ask you to con- 
tinue to support Federal investments 
in fragile X-specific research, discovery 
and public health priorities. 


a 


CONTINUING RESOLUTION AND 
JOB LOSS 


(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, Republicans 
have been in charge for 8 weeks, and 
this Chamber has taken 154 votes, yet 
we still see no signs of job creation or 
a jobs plan. 
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With 14 million Americans still look- 
ing for work, I ask my colleagues on 
the other side, Where are the jobs? 
Where is the plan? In this House we 
have talked about repealing health 
care reform and instructing commit- 
tees, but nothing about a jobs plan. 

And, now, аз we approach the dead- 
line for government funding and the 
looming threat of a crippling govern- 
ment shutdown, House Republicans are 
focusing on irresponsible budget plans 
than actually threaten job creation. In 
fact, the Republicans’ proposed long- 
term CR not only fails to create jobs or 
spur the economy, it would actually 
cause more job losses and depress eco- 
nomic growth. 

Economists have discovered that 
their plan would destroy around 700,000 
jobs through 2012. Mr. Speaker, as the 
impending funding deadline ap- 
proaches, my Republican colleagues 
should negotiate in good faith and fund 
the government in ways to support job 
creation and economic growth, not 
cause greater job loss or economic 
damage. 


EEE 
RED TAPE 


(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
here to talk today about red tape, spe- 
cifically the 1099 form. 

It’s a relatively short, seemingly 
harmless form. Yet when we require 
every business in this country to file a 
1099 form for every business trans- 
action over $600, it is far from harm- 
less. In reality, this requirement is an 
enormous burden that takes time, en- 
ergy, resources away from growing 
their businesses. 

The 1099 provision is one of the many 
backbreaking regulations included in 
the Democrat’s health care overhaul 
that I opposed when it passed the 
House in 2010. Repealing this require- 
ment would be a victory for America’s 
small businesses, families, and individ- 
uals. 

Florida’s businesses deserve eco- 
nomic solutions that will let them 
keep more of what they earn so that 
they can innovate and grow. I urge my 
colleagues to support H.R. 4 and repeal 
this 1099 provision. 


EE 
BREATHE CLEAN AIR 


(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, one thing 
we share on a bipartisan basis is Re- 
publicans and Democrats like to 
breathe clean air. We don’t want to see 
our kids exposed to aggravated asthma 
problems. 

That’s why it’s very disappointing 
that the Republicans are trying to 
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threaten a government shutdown if 
they don’t get to pass their dirty air 
act. Now, their dirty air act is a bill 
that they want to pass, and I am not 
making this up. They want to pass a 
bill that would make it illegal for the 
Environmental Protection Agency to 
enforce the provisions of the Clean Air 
Act that will reduce air pollution. 

This is amazing to me. You want to 
shut down government, if you don’t 
shut down government in enforcing 
pollution. Now, I always thought that 
the American people thought that that 
was a really bad idea. 

I want to share my colleagues’ proof 
of this. In polls done in 19 congres- 
sional districts recently, including the 
Speaker’s own district in Ohio, 68 per- 
cent of Americans said that we should 
move forward with the EPA in this; 6 
out of 10 said the Republicans’ dirty air 
act is a really bad idea. 

We need to keep the government to 
keep this clean air. Reject the Repub- 
licans’ threat of a government shut- 
down. 


—— 


HONORING THE MEADOWS OF 
NORTH SMITHFIELD, RHODE IS- 
LAND 


(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor The Meadows, an af- 
fordable senior housing community in 
my congressional district located in 
North Smithfield, Rhode Island. 

The Meadows excels as an elderly 
community by providing individual liv- 
ing with enhanced social services and 
high-quality care to approximately 100 
Rhode Island seniors. The Meadows was 
built using a smart combination of 
Federal, State, local, and private fund- 
ing. It has a green design which in- 
cludes geothermal heating, Energy 
Star appliances, and energy-efficient 
lighting. 

For the commitment to providing 
our seniors a quality standard of liv- 
ing, I congratulate the Meadows. I 
proudly join the National Affordable 
Housing Management Association in 
honoring The Meadows as a ‘‘commu- 
nity of quality” for exemplary develop- 
ment for our seniors. 

Thank you for your work. Congratu- 
lations on your achievements, and 
thank you for your commitment to 
Rhode Island’s seniors. 


ES 


TAX HIKES FOR WORKING MIDDLE 
CLASS AMERICANS 


(Mr. CROWLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, in 2010 
the Republicans promised smaller gov- 
ernment and fewer taxes. They even 
signed a pledge, a pledge not to raise 
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taxes. Yet here we are, 56 days after as- 
suming control of the Congress, and 
Republicans are proposing to do ex- 
actly that, tax hikes for working mid- 
dle class Americans. 

Their bill, H.R. 4, would repeal the 
onerous reporting provisions on small 
businesses, but on the backs of hard- 
working middle class American fami- 
lies. Those watching the debate are 
probably thinking “вау it ain’t so, 
Joe,” but despite Republicans’ claims 
that it isn’t a tax increase, it is a tax 
increase. 

If it isn’t, why did the Joint Com- 
mittee on Taxation say it is? If it isn’t, 
why do Republicans block a vote on my 
amendment that would prohibit any 
section of H.R. 4 from kicking in if it 
did, indeed, raise taxes on middle-class 
families? 

It took only 56 days to break their 
pledge. Republicans are raising taxes 
on working people. Say it ain’t so, 
GOP. Say it ain’t so. 


SE л 


BLAME FOR OUR NATION’S FISCAL 
PROBLEMS 


(Mrs. DAVIS of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, it’s hard not to get angry when 
watching the news or reading the news- 
paper about Wisconsin. 

We are trying to recover from the 
biggest financial crisis since the De- 
pression, and who is getting the blame 
for our Nation’s fiscal problems? 
Teachers. Teachers certainly aren’t the 
people who caused the Great Recession. 
It was a group of Wall Street execu- 
tives who brought about the financial 
crisis which led to the budget short- 
falls in the States. 

Blaming teachers or cutting their 
pay is wrong. Working to strip them of 
the basic American right to collec- 
tively bargain because some greedy 
Wall Street executives made huge mis- 
takes and went too far, well, that’s ab- 
solutely also wrong. Of course, Wall 
Street executives have gone back to 
collecting big bonuses while teachers 
and public workers are collecting the 
ridicule. 

It’s time to quit blaming hard- 
working and dedicated teachers and let 
them get back to focusing on their stu- 
dents. 


EE 
1220 
OUR NATIONAL DEBT 


(Mr. COSTA asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, our na- 
tional debt, as we all know, is ap- 
proaching $14 trillion, with a capital 
“Т.” It’s clear that we can no longer 
afford to continue the partisan bick- 
ering and short-term thinking that too 
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long has consumed our Nation’s cap- 
ital. While kicking this can down the 
road may have been in vogue at one 
time, it can no longer be afforded by 
our Nation. 

The staggering debt was not created 
in a day, and we can’t dig ourselves out 
of this hole overnight, but we must 
stop digging. In order to tackle our 
debt, we must cut spending, agree to a 
stable source of revenue, and hold 
these commitments over the long term 
on a bipartisan basis. Partisan rhetoric 
will not get the job done. The Congress 
now has to deal with the reality of this 
budget mess. 

The longer-term continuing resolu- 
tion the House passed 2 weeks ago, 
though, won’t grow our economy and it 
won’t create jobs in the San Joaquin 
Valley. And, in fact, two reports by re- 
spected economists have indicated that 
it will provide careless cuts and mean 
hundreds of thousands of jobs lost 
throughout the Nation. 

We can cut spending and we can grow 
our economy, but it will require shared 
sacrifice across the Nation by Demo- 
crats and Republicans coming to- 
gether. Our Nation’s fiscal health de- 
pends on it. 


a — 


COMPREHENSIVE IMMIGRATION 
REFORM 


(Mr. POLIS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. POLIS. One of the most critical 
issues to my constituents and Ameri- 
cans across the country, there is crying 
out for Congress to take action with 
regard to illegal immigration. 

This Nation has over 15 million peo- 
ple who are here illegally, and yet I 
don’t hear one word about comprehen- 
sive immigration reform. Comprehen- 
sive immigration reform has strong 
majority support in polls from Repub- 
lican voters, from Independent voters, 
and from Democratic voters. Com- 
prehensive immigration reform would 
finally establish real border security, 
real employment verification, and re- 
quire that people that are here ille- 
gally register, pay a fine and get right 
with the law. It is common sense for 
America, and it’s time for Congress to 
take action on this critical issue. 

Lately I’ve heard that we might be 
discussing mandatory E-Verify. That 
would make the problem worse. E- 
Verify encourages a black market in 
Social Security numbers. We need real 
employment verification with finger- 
prints or eye IDs so we can identify 
who’s there and don’t simply con- 
tribute to a black market in Social Se- 
curity numbers which can be bought 
and sold, only increasing crime in this 
country. 

My constituents are calling on Con- 
gress to take action on comprehensive 
immigration reform. I urge my col- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


leagues to bring this important issue 
forward. 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4, COMPREHENSIVE 1099 
TAXPAYER PROTECTION AND 
REPAYMENT OF EXCHANGE SUB- 
SIDY OVERPAYMENTS ACT OF 
2011 


Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com- 
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso- 
lution 129 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 129 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 4) to repeal the ex- 
pansion of information reporting require- 
ments for payments of $600 or more to cor- 
porations, and for other purposes. All points 
of order against consideration of the bill are 
waived. An amendment in the nature of a 
substitute consisting of the text of the 
amendment recommended by the Committee 
on Ways and Means now printed in H.R. 705 
shall be considered as adopted. The bill, as 
amended, shall be considered as read. All 
points of order against provisions in the bill, 
as amended, are waived. The previous ques- 
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill, as amended, to final passage without in- 
tervening motion except: (1) two hours and 
30 minutes of debate equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means; and (2) one motion to recommit with 
or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from South Carolina is recog- 
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, for the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
POLIS), pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. During 
consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de- 
bate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have 5 legislative days to 
revise and extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, House Resolution 129 provides 
for consideration of H.R. 4, the Small 
Business Paperwork Mandate Elimi- 
nation Act of 2011. 

If you are looking for a prime exam- 
ple of government regulation which, 
first, is an unnecessary intrusion on 
small businesses, second, enlarges gov- 
ernment bureaucracy at the expense of 
taxpayers and entrepreneurs, and, fi- 
nally, creates a mountain of mind- 
numbing paperwork which has the net 
effect of killing jobs, then look no fur- 
ther. 
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Section 9006 of the health reform bill 
does all of that by requiring businesses 
to report every expense that they incur 
over $600; not just wages to their em- 
ployees, but even for payments to 
other businesses and for merchandise. 

Imagine, if you will, a small business 
that picks up a couple of dozen dough- 
nuts from Krispy Kreme on a weekly 
basis. At the end of the year, they must 
send a 1099 to Krispy Kreme. Think 
about a small business owner, as I have 
been for the last 14 years, who buys 
stamps from the post office, and now 
you have to send a 1099 to the U.S. Post 
Office. What about if you buy a printer 
for your office or blinds for your office? 
Here comes more, another mountain of 
new paperwork. So now you’re spend- 
ing tax time preparing 1099s for Krispy 
Kreme, Office Depot, Walmart, Costco, 
Starbucks, and the list goes on and on. 

It’s one thing for a large corporation 
with an in-house tax department. It’s 
another thing completely for a small 
business which spends an average of $74 
an hour—that’s $74 an hour—on tax 
compliance, the most expensive paper- 
work burden that the Federal Govern- 
ment imposes on all small businesses. 

Then, to make matters worse, last 
year the President signed the Small 
Business Jobs Act, which expanded this 
onerous 1099 requirement to anyone 
who rents out property. How did this 
happen? Well, after the bill has been 
passed, we are learning more about it. 
We had a Congress that passed a bill 
through backroom deals shielded from 
the public view without reading them. 

The American people have seen 
what’s in this bill, and they don’t like 
it. They don’t like it one bit. That’s 
why they sent all of us to Congress, to 
repeal, to defund, and to dismantle the 
health care reform. My Republican col- 
leagues voted to repeal this bill 245-189, 
with a 49-vote greater margin than the 
original vote to pass it. That is also 
why two Federal judges have already 
ruled that national health care reform 
is unconstitutional. 

And I am proud to be handling this 
rule on the House floor. H.R. 4 will re- 
move an unnecessary burden from 
small businesses, so that instead of cre- 
ating 1099s for their expenditures, they 
can create W-4s when they hire new 
employees. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, today the Republicans 
are breaking a promise that they made 
to the American people, a promise not 
to raise taxes. The new majority came 
in promising a growth agenda. Instead, 
under the guise of giving administra- 
tive relief to small businesses—relief 
that we all agree is necessary and the 
majority of this body last session voted 
to provide with a different way of pay- 
ing for it—the Republicans are now in- 
creasing taxes on middle class Ameri- 
cans and punishing workers. 
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Mr. Speaker, my colleagues have also 
broken their promise to this body. The 
people’s House was promised an open 
legislative process. Over and over, the 
leadership has told the American peo- 
ple they want to create an open proc- 
ess, create jobs, and lower taxes. Yet 
here we are debating the second closed 
rule of the week on a bill that calls out 
for new and better ideas, a bill that in 
its current form will increase taxes and 
punish employees. 

We all agree that the 1099 reporting 
provision of the Affordable Care Act 
needs to be fixed. Just last Congress, 
we brought a bill to the floor to do 
that. H.R. 5982 would have repealed the 
1099 requirements. But the measure 
failed because our Republican friends 
did not believe that ending incentives 
for companies to outsource jobs over- 
seas, which is the way we paid for fix- 
ing this administrative burden at the 
time, would protect American jobs and 
wouldn’t raise taxes on individuals. 
They didn’t believe that that was the 
correct way to offset the legislation. 
Instead, in this Congress, they are 
seeking a tax increase on middle class 
families as somehow preferable as a 
way of paying for something we all 
agree is important rather than ending 
incentives to shift American jobs over- 
seas. 

Now, we won’t get into an argument 
about semantics. There will be those 
who somehow argue that this is not a 
tax increase. Well, if it looks and 
smells like a tax increase, it is a tax 
increase. A tax increase by any other 
name would smell as bitter. 

Indeed, under this bill, hundreds of 
thousands of American families will re- 
ceive an extra bill from the IRS to the 
tune of $3,000, $5,000, particularly mid- 
dle class families, families earning 
$80,000 a year and $90,000 a year. The 
heart of what makes up the American 
middle class face the largest tax in- 
creases under this bill. 
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This bill would raise taxes, harming 
workers that should be protected. As 
the Joint Committee on Taxation 
points out, the Republican proposal 
would increase taxes for a family of 
four by an average of $3,000 a year. 
And, yes, that is a bill from the IRS. 
That is taxes. T-A-X-E-S is what the 
Republicans are seeking to increase 
under this bill. 

Let me give another real-life exam- 
ple. One of the issues we want to cor- 
rect with regard to the 1099 bill and 
work with our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle to find a good way to 
pay for, is that currently people who 
have rental property are going to be 
classified as being in the business of 
renting property, and being subject to 
additional paperwork under the 1099 
provision. So this could be a family of 
four earning maybe $60,000 a year in 
salary; they earn another $20,000, 
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$25,000 from a rental property. They 
work hard. They keep up that property. 
Maybe it was formerly a family home, 
or maybe they saved up over 10 or 15 
years to buy it. 

With the 1099 paperwork problem, we 
are saying hey, you put a new refrig- 
erator for $600 in that rental home, you 
have to fill out additional government 
paperwork that makes you responsible 
for taxes on that, okay? That’s what 
we want to save people from, Repub- 
licans and Democrats. We’re saying: 
You know what, we don’t want to bur- 
den that family. You make $60,000 a 
year, you’re getting $20,000 from a rent- 
al property, we don’t want you to jump 
through hoops to put a new refrig- 
erator in your rental property. 

But you know what? To that family, 
they say we don’t want to do that extra 
paperwork, but if it’s between that pa- 
perwork and paying a $5,000 bill to the 
IRS, ГИ do the darn paperwork. ГІ do 
the darn paperwork. 

Who are we trying to help here? Who 
are we talking about helping? If they 
don’t want the help, if this is actually 
harmful, who are we talking about 
helping? 

According to Families USA, House 
Republicans wish to decimate what re- 
mains of the safe harbor that protects 
individuals and families from substan- 
tial tax penalties. The Affordable Care 
Act provides built-in flexibility to con- 
sumers and protects them by capping 
the tax penalty if the monthly pre- 
mium credit received during the year 
exceeds the amount of credit due based 
on unexpected income or family status. 

So again, how can unexpected or un- 
planned for income or family status 
change? It could be a bonus, it could be 
a raise at work, it could be a divorce, 
or it could be a marriage. There are a 
number of ways these things change 
and put people in a higher category 
where the IRS will be sending them, 
because of this bill, $3,000 to pay, $5,000 
to pay. That’s what American families 
are going to be on the line for. 

These provisions of the Affordable 
Care Act recognize that forcing middle 
income individuals to repay the entire 
amount would dampen their willing- 
ness to sign up for insurance in the 
first place. It would penalize them if 
they found a new job, or penalize them 
if they received a raise. This process of 
reconciling the actual income versus 
tax credits is often called a true up. 

Now, last December, as part our bill 
to prevent the SGR payment cuts from 
going into effect, we changed the true- 
up policy for the better. We converted 
it to a graduated income approach to 
protect those with middle income lev- 
els and enable us to ease away from the 
cliff that people face when they reach 
the 400 percent level. 

Now, let’s talk briefly about health 
care reform. I know there is a lot in 
health care reform that my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle don’t 
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agree with, but I like to think there is 
some they do agree with as well. 

One of the most important provisions 
of health care reform from a market 
perspective is the incentive it gave 
middle class families to work and get 
off of government health care. Let me 
explain. 

Before this House and the country 
took up health care reform, there were 
many families that were right at the 
cutoff point for Medicaid, okay. Let’s 
say they are earning $10 an hour. If 
they got a raise to $10.50 an hour, they 
might lose thousands of dollars in gov- 
ernment benefits. And I’ve met con- 
stituents who’ve said this. They’ve 
said: Look, I’m earning $9.50 an hour. I 
can’t even take a raise at my job. I 
can’t work another 20 hours a week at 
a side job because I actually lose 
money. So the government was telling 
them they couldn’t work harder. The 
government was telling them we’re 
going to trap you into a cycle of de- 
pendency. The government was telling 
them if you earn any more money, 
we’re cutting off your health саге. 

We replace that in the Affordable 
Care Act with something that I like to 
think has support from both sides of 
the aisles, and that is a sliding scale of 
reductions. So there is an actual incen- 
tive to get off of government health 
care, to get off of Medicaid, to better 
yourself and take that 50 cent raise, re- 
alizing you may not keep all 50 cents, 
you might lose a little bit. But, you 
know what, we’re going to let you keep 
30 cents of that, and 20 cents will go to 
decreasing your government benefits. 
And eventually you’ve weaned yourself 
off of government aid entirely and 
you’re able to support health care. 
That is another misconception. It’s not 
that people want to receive Medicaid 
or government health care; what they 
want is to be able to afford, to earn 
enough money to afford to have private 
insurance. That’s the goal here. The 
Affordable Care Act helps them get 
there. 

This would strip that provision back 
and provide a disincentive for families 
making $75,000, $80,000 a year, depend- 
ing on the size of the family, to work 
harder. 

America was built on a strong work 
ethic. We all, on both sides of the aisle, 
have a strong awareness of the market- 
based system we live in and the power 
of incentives. We should provide an in- 
centive for middle class families to 
earn more, not earn less. Why do we pe- 
nalize those who succeed? Why are the 
Republicans seeking to raise taxes on 
middle class families who are seeking 
to do a little bit better? We should en- 
courage them to get that second home 
and make some rental income, to work 
another 10- or 20-hour-a-week job so 
they can send their kids to a good col- 
lege. That’s what this body should be 
discussing. Yet instead, we’re about to 
present to the middle class in this 
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country an enormous tax hike. Now to 
fund something we all agree, and that 
is why if this was an open process, as 
Republican leadership has repeatedly 
promised, we could come together 
around better ways to pay for it. Okay, 
you didn’t like the way the Democrats 
proposed paying for it last year. And 
you know what, by the way, a lot of 
those pay-fors wound up in statute 
anyway paying for other bills, but let’s 
work together to do that. Consistent 
with the cut-go proposal, let’s make 
cuts in government expenditures some- 
where to pay for closing this 1099 loop- 
hole. Let’s not put it on the backs of 
middle class families earning $80,000, 
$90,000 a year, those who are least able 
to pay for a tax increase. 

You know, I was proud to support the 
continuation for 2 years of the Bush 
tax cuts at the end of last year, and let 
me tell you why. I think it would be 
unthinkable to raise taxes on families 
making under $250,000 a year. Now, I 
supported letting them expire for fami- 
lies making over $250,000 a year. You 
don’t take pleasure in that, but it was 
because I felt we needed to do that to 
close the deficit. We couldn’t leave 
that revenue on the table. But I felt it 
was so important to make sure that 
families making $80,000, $90,000, $100,000 
a year didn’t get a tax increase that I 
was willing to support no tax increase 
for millionaires as well as part of the 
package. 

And yet here we are in the third 
month of the Republican Congress with 
an enormous tax increase on those 
Americans who can least afford it, the 
very families who are making $80,000, 
$90,000 a year who form the backbone of 
the American middle class, facing a 
$3,000, $4,000, $5,000 tax increase because 
of the way the Republican majority has 
chosen to pay for what we all agree is 
a worthy cause: reducing paperwork for 
small businesses and home renters. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. NUGENT). 

Mr. NUGENT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of H. Res. 129 and the underlying legis- 
lation, H.R. 4. 

Last year’s health care law was 
rammed through without the oppor- 
tunity for the American public to let 
their voices be heard. At the time, 
then-Speaker PELOSI said Congress had 
to pass the bill to know what is in it. 
Now we know. Even Democrats are re- 
alizing how many problems there are in 
this bill. 

One such example is the 1099 report- 
ing requirement. This requirement 
forces businesses to report nearly all 
expenses exceeding $600 to the IRS. 
This results in a new, onerous burden 
on small businesses. The requirement 
means 10 to 20 times more paperwork 
for small businesses. The U.S. Small 
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Business Administration estimates the 
1099 tax compliance will cost small 
businesses $800 per employee annually. 

Small businesses are the economic 
backbone, and the 1099 requirement is 
breaking their back. My colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle will tell you 
H.R. 4 is a Republican tax increase on 
middle America. That couldn’t be fur- 
ther from the truth. 

The offset we are using here today 
prevents individuals from receiving 
health care subsidies that they aren’t 
entitled to. We are preventing people 
from defrauding the Federal Govern- 
ment. We aren’t taking money away 
from people; we are protecting tax- 
payer dollars by ensuring they’re being 
used the way they’re meant to be used. 

Moreover, the subsidies we’re talking 
about today don’t even take place until 
2014, which gives taxpayers ample time 
to know the facts. The 1099 require- 
ment is affecting small businesses 
today. Anybody who calls this rule an 
attack on the middle class isn’t telling 
you the truth, Mr. Speaker. 

We are here today because the Re- 
publican majority is committed to jobs 
and protecting and creating jobs for 
the American people. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. I yield 
the gentleman an additional 30 sec- 
onds. 

Mr. NUGENT. The Democrat-passed 
1099 reporting requirement is a job kill- 
er. We want to make sure that small 
businesses can use their hard-earned 
profits to expand their businesses, open 
new storefronts, and bring on new em- 
ployees, not spend their time reporting 
to the IRS. 

If we’re going to create jobs, we need 
to create an environment where small 
businesses can succeed. H.R. 4 is an im- 
portant step in fostering that environ- 
ment. With that, Mr. Speaker, I en- 
courage my colleagues to support this 
rule and support H.R. 4. 
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Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 30 seconds. 

This is not, as my colleague from 
Florida indicated, about fraud. The law 
has strong penalties for fraud already. 

Now, there’s agreement to close this 
extra paperwork on the 1099. What we 
are supporting is an open process that 
would allow the majority to work with 
the minority to find a way to pay for 
solving this increased administrative 
overhead without raising taxes on 
American families. 

With that, I would like to yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE). 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, my col- 
league from Florida who just spoke 
said that the Democrats were going to 
attack this proposal or the pay-for for 
this proposal by saying that it’s an as- 
sault on the middle class, and that’s 
exactly what I intend to say. 
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Unless I misunderstood my colleague 
from Florida, he seemed to suggest 
that the health care subsidies, that 
people who are in this $80,000 or $90,000 
income bracket was something that 
they were not entitled to; I suppose be- 
cause he thinks that somehow they’re 
too rich. Well, let me tell you, if you 
have a family of four and you’re mak- 
ing $80,000 to $90,000 a year or some- 
thing like that, certainly in my State 
of New Jersey but in a lot of parts of 
the country, it’s very difficult for you 
with a family of four to be able to buy 
health insurance, to pay your pre- 
mium, without some help. And that’s 
exactly what we’re talking about when 
we talk about people who are middle 
class. People who are middle class 
could be making $25,000 a year, $40,000, 
$50,000, $80,000, $90,000, $100,000 a year. 
It’s not easy to be able to afford your 
health premiums if you have a family 
of four and you’re in that income 
bracket. 

I regret what’s happening here today, 
because the bottom line is there was 
bipartisan agreement on the main goal 
of repealing this 1099 reporting. Doing 
away with it is something that the 
Democrats actually put on the House 
floor and voted on last session. But 
what we had during the 111th Congress 
is a repeal bill that basically was paid 
for by closing tax loopholes for compa- 
nies that ship jobs overseas, and we 
weren’t able to get that passed because 
it was on suspension and only two Re- 
publicans joined with us. It was actu- 
ally endorsed, the pay-for and the bill, 
by the National Federation of Inde- 
pendent Business, but the Republicans 
wouldn’t support it. There’s no ques- 
tion here that we want to repeal the 
1099 reporting requirement, but we 
don’t want to pay for it on the backs of 
the middle class. We should pay for it 
by closing these loopholes for taxes for 
companies that take jobs overseas so 
that we can create more jobs here at 
home. 

I just can’t believe what the Repub- 
licans are saying. They have this offset 
that would essentially eliminate pro- 
tections for middle class families and 
cost them about $6,000 or more in pay- 
ments to the IRS. So the average mid- 
dle class family is either going to have 
to pay more to the IRS in order to get 
some kind of benefit on their premium 
or just decide to go uninsured. The 
whole point of the Affordable Care Act 
was to try to deal with those middle 
class families that can’t afford health 
insurance. If you’re very poor now, you 
get Medicaid. If you’re over 65, you get 
Medicare. But if you’re a working per- 
son, you can’t afford your health insur- 
ance a lot of times because what hap- 
pens is you have to go and buy it on 
the individual market because your 
employer simply doesn’t provide it. 
That’s these middle class people that 
were trying to help with the Afford- 
able Care Act, those that need a little 
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help so that they can afford their pre- 
mium. And these are the very ones 
that you’re saying, ‘‘No, it’s too bad 
now. We’re not going to help you.” 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. LUNGREN). 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. I appreciate the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that we 
are bringing H.R. 4 to the floor. This is 
a bill that I introduced in its original 
form last April 26 when we looked at 
the health care bill that had passed and 
saw that this, which has absolutely 
nothing to do with health care, this 
new burden on businesses, this double- 
edged sword against small business, 
was put in that bill supposedly to pay 
for part of the health care bill. 

Now, we have our Democratic friends 
talking about the pay-for here. I hap- 
pen to think that we don’t even need a 
pay-for because I think there is a game 
that is played in this place, which is we 
will put something in the health care 
bill that virtually nobody knows is in 
there. I bet you 99 percent of the Mem- 
bers of the House and the Senate who 
voted on that bill didn’t even know 
this provision was in there. We then 
have it scored as somehow gaining $19 
billion for the Federal Government 
over the next 10 years, which I happen 
to think is made out of whole cloth be- 
cause you have to assume that vir- 
tually everybody cheats in order for 
you to come to that conclusion. And 
then if we say we now want to get rid 
of this unnecessary burden, which, by 
the way, when I introduced this last 
April, I couldn’t get a single Democrat 
to join me on. I was told by Democrats 
that the leadership had said, Don’t get 
on that bill; don’t dare do anything 
like that because that will be the first 
repeal of the health care bill. After a 
while I finally got some to join me and 
now there are 38 Members, I believe, on 
the other side that have joined so that 
we now have a total of 278 Members, I 
believe, that have cosponsored my bill, 
H.R. 4. 

But the point is, we bring this new 
obligation in, this new paperwork obli- 
gation, we claim it’s going to gain us 
$19 billion, and then what’s the joke on 
the American people? If we dare repeal 
it, we’re responsible for somehow com- 
ing up with $19 billion in additional 
taxes. 

Now I know what the Ways and 
Means Committee has done. They’ve 
added this to the bill, a pay-for, and I 
understand the justification for it. But 
frankly the rules are such that they’re 
gamed against the average American 
citizen. You come up out of whole cloth 
to create this new obligation in your 
bill, and then once you do and see what 
the actual implication is and small 
business said this is a job killer, you 
say, “Okay, we’ll allow you to bring it 
to the floor but only if you pay for it 
with new taxes in some way.” 
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Well, our side has looked at it and 
said, instead of that, why not say those 
things that are not to be given to folks 
under this bill ought not to be given to 
folks under this bill? That is, overpay- 
ments ought not to be allowed. As Sec- 
retary Sebelius said when your side 
brought up a very similar provision 
last year, she said, basically, this is a 
way to recapture funds. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. I yield 
the gentleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. And so I would just like to get 
away from the confusion that is being 
displayed on the floor today and just 
get back to the essence of this bill. It 
is to repeal a provision that was put in 
the health care bill that virtually no 
one knew about, that is a job killer, 
that is recognized as being a job killer, 
that the other side with the majority 
could have at any time last year gotten 
rid of, which finally the President rec- 
ognized in his State of the Union ad- 
dress is an excess in this health care 
bill, and let’s not make it a political 
football now and say, well, now it’s a 
tax, or now it’s this, or now it’s that. 
Frankly it is an attempt to try and re- 
peal a section of the health care bill 
that never should have been there in 
the first place, that has erroneous 
premises on which it was developed, a 
suggestion that somehow most Ameri- 
cans involved in business cheat. That’s 
the only way you can justify $19 billion 
coming back to the Federal Treasury. 
If you believe that the average Amer- 
ican businessman and businesswoman, 
particularly small businessmen and 
small businesswomen, are cheaters, I 
never have accepted that. I won’t ac- 
cept that today. And, frankly, we 
ought not to allow this kind of debate 
to stop the repeal of this provision of 
the health care bill. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself a minute 
to respond to my good friend, the gen- 
tleman from California. 

I agree with much of what you said, 
particularly when you said we don’t 
need a pay-for. I agree with you that to 
a certain extent the gains are illusory. 
Yes, they’re used as a pay-for; yes, 
there’s a shell game; yes, on paper it 
looks like so much money. There’s 
times that you and I might both dis- 
agree with the CBO, for instance, and 
this might very well be one of those. 
But the answer, and I hope my friend 
from California agrees, is not instead 
of doing no pay-for or perhaps allowing 
an amendment under this rule that 
would allow us to eliminate the pay- 
for, the answer is not to raise taxes on 
the middle class. 

With that, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. CROW- 
LEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS) for 
yielding me this time. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to this rule, because hidden deep 
in this bill is language that indeed will 
increase income taxes on middle class 
American families by thousands of dol- 
lars a year. 
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My Republican colleagues claim the 
bill is not a tax increase on the middle 
class. They argue that Grover Norquist 
says it’s not a tax increase. They say 
Democrats have, and I quote, ‘‘decided 
to dance the Washington two-step,” 
claiming this bill contains a new in- 
come tax on working families. 

In hearing all that, I have one simple 
question: 

If the Republican plan is not that of 
a massive, new income tax increase, 
then why did the Republican majority 
refuse to allow a vote on the amend- 
ment which I offered? 

My amendment simply said that no 
section of this bill would take effect if 
it raised taxes on any American family 
of four earning less than $110,250 a 
year. That’s all it said. It just makes it 
clear you can’t raise taxes on the mid- 
dle class. That’s all it said. It is a 
straightforward and simple amend- 
ment. If the Republicans actually be- 
lieved their own rhetoric of cutting 
taxes, they would have accepted my 
amendment and allowed a vote on that 
amendment on the floor. 

We took JOE CROWLEY’s amendment 
and accepted it because we believe this 
bill will not raise taxes on the middle 
class. 

That’s what my colleagues could 
have said. 

The Republicans refuse to allow a 
vote on my amendment. They refuse to 
debate it. They refuse to even discuss 
it. Why? Because they know their bill 
raises taxes on the middle class by 
thousands of dollars. It’s not just me 
saying it. The Committee on Joint Tax 
states that this bill will raise $25 bil- 
lion in new revenue, which is short- 
hand for taxes. It doesn’t come out of 
the sky. You just can’t take that $25 
billion out of the air. Somebody has to 
pay that, and that entity is the middle 
class of our country. 

Even Grover Norquist at Americans 
for Tax Reform has written, and I 
quote, ‘‘Americans for Tax Reform has 
always followed the Committee on 
Joint Tax’s methodology.” 

He follows the Joint Tax method- 
ology. So, if Joint Tax says it’s a tax, 
Grover Norquist has to agree it is a 
tax. The best example, though, is a 
real-life example on how this bill will 
raise taxes on middle class families. By 
the ‘‘middle class,’’ I mean families 
with children, earning no more than 
$110,250 a year, not the millionaires the 
Republicans were trying to protect 
when they held these same taxpayers 
hostage in December while demanding 
tax cuts for the richest 1 percent of 
Americans, those earning over $1 mil- 
lion a year. 
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Here is how this bill will raise taxes 
on middle class families: 

If you’re a family of four, earning 
$88,000 a year, which is approximately 
398 percent of the Federal poverty line, 
the Democratic health care law caps 
the amount of health care premiums 
you will be forced to pay annually at 
no more than 9.5 percent of one’s in- 
come. In this example, that is $8,360 a 
year on a typical family policy valued 
at $13,000. 

So the family receiving private 
health care insurance would pay $8,360 
in annual premiums, and the Federal 
Government would provide a tax credit 
valued at $4,640, with these funds going 
directly to the insurance carrier, from 
Treasury to the insurance carrier. The 
money does not go to the family. The 
family doesn’t touch it. The husband 
and wife, they don’t touch that money. 
It goes right to the Treasury. 

If this family were to get a $250 bonus 
at the end of the year, say in Decem- 
ber, and if the boss asks the husband or 
the wife or whoever the bread earner in 
the family is—maybe it’s both—to 
come іп and he says, “You know what? 
You’re doing such a great job that we 
think you have management potential, 
and we want to give you a bonus’’—and 
you’re like thinking “а bonus’’— 
“Were going to give you a $250 bonus. 
Go out and buy the family a little din- 
ner for the holidays,” that $250 bonus 
will bounce up that family to 401 per- 
cent of the Federal poverty level. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield 1 additional 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Under the Repub- 
lican bill being debated now, this fam- 
ily would be required to refund the gov- 
ernment the entire $4,640. Talk about 
making work pay. Talk about getting a 
bonus for doing hard work and making 
work pay: Oh, here’s 250 bucks. Please 
give us 4,640 bucks back. 

Let’s remember that the $4,640 in tax 
credits never actually goes to the fam- 
ily. The Treasury cuts a check to the 
insurance companies, so the insurance 
companies are fine. They keep the 
money. It’s the poor schlep—the middle 
class man or woman—who has to pay 
that money back. 

So in essence, this bill, H.R. 4, is 
charging families, families who play by 
the rules—not tax cheats, not people 
who are trying to scam the system but 
those who play by the rules—thousands 
of dollars in new taxes. These are not 
families getting so-called new taxes. 
These are not families getting so-called 
“overpayment checks” or cash from 
the government. These are honest, 
hardworking families who are just try- 
ing to get ahead. 

The adoption of my amendment 
would have stopped the Republican tax 
increase on middle class families. It 
would still allow for the repeal of the 
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onerous 1099 reporting requirements on 
owners of small businesses. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield an additional 30 
seconds to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Democrats want to 
enact the repeal of the 1099 reporting 
requirements. We passed a bill in July 
of 2010 that didn’t raise taxes on any- 
one. Instead, it closed loopholes that 
allowed for the exporting of U.S. jobs 
overseas. 

Guess what happened to that bill? 
Your side blocked it. The Republicans 
blocked it. 

That wasn’t the only time Democrats 
did this responsibly. Recently, the Sen- 
ate passed a bipartisan, deficit-neutral 
repeal of the onerous 1099 business re- 
porting requirements. Let me make it 
clear: Democrats are ready to repeal 
1099 reporting requirements, but we 
will not do it on the backs of hard- 
working middle class Americans. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen- 
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr. 
GUINTA). 

Mr. GUINTA. I thank the gentleman 
from South Carolina for yielding this 
time. 

I rise to add my voice to those call- 
ing for the repeal of the 1099 provision. 

H.R. 4, very simply put, Mr. Speaker, 
is about protecting small business own- 
ers, job creators in New Hampshire and 
across our Nation, from onerous paper- 
work burdens. Simple as that. Nothing 
more. Nothing less. 

Currently, this piece of legislation, a 
component of the health care legisla- 
tion, requires those small business 
owners to comply with the Federal 
Government every time they spend $600 
with an individual vendor over the 
course of a calendar year. I’ve talked 
to many small business owners in my 
home State of New Hampshire, who 
have told me specifically how this 
would hurt their small businesses. 

We should be here to encourage small 
business owners to innovate, to expand. 
We should make sure that we give 
them the predictability of this House 
through public policy that will allow 
them to create jobs. The heart of New 
Hampshire’s economy is the small busi- 
ness owner as 80 percent of our econ- 
omy is reliant on them. 

I ask that my colleagues join me in 
repealing the 1099 provision. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
LANGEVIN). 

Mr. LANGEVIN. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I have always looked 
for opportunities and ways to support 
our Nation’s small businesses. We all 
know that they are the real job cre- 
ators in our country. 

Today, I strongly support repealing 
the enhanced 1099 tax reporting re- 


3073 


quirement established under the Af- 
fordable Care Act. Businesses across 
my home State of Rhode Island and the 
country have made it crystal clear that 
this is a highly problematic require- 
ment that will result іп serious 
logistical and financial burdens if it is 
not addressed before next year’s imple- 
mentation. 

We passed the Affordable Care Act, in 
part, to ease the burdens of health care 
costs on small businesses, not to re- 
place them with onerous tax provi- 
sions. This is an opportunity for law- 
makers, regardless of party affiliation, 
to come together and fix a problem in 
the health care reform act that will 
protect businesses of all sizes. 

Now, I was proud to vote for the re- 
peal of this provision last year, and 
was equally disappointed that it did 
not garner enough votes to pass in ei- 
ther the House or the Senate. It is my 
sincere hope that Democrats and Re- 
publicans will take this opportunity to 
set aside their differences and agree to 
repeal this provision in both a fiscally 
and socially responsible way. 

As currently drafted, this repeal 
would be paid for by raising taxes on 
middle class families, making it harder 
for them to afford private health insur- 
ance when the Affordable Care Act goes 
into effect in 2014. This is unaccept- 
able. Surely, we can find a better way 
to pay for a bill that lessens the tax 
burden on businesses than by increas- 
ing the tax burden on middle class and 
low-income families. 
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To that end, I ask my colleagues to 
support this measure, but to consider 
an alternative way to pay for this bill 
when the House resolves its differences 
with the Senate. Businesses every- 
where are counting on us to come 
through for them, as is the middle 
class; and we can’t afford to let them 
down. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Georgia, my cousin, Mr. 
SCOTT. 

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. I 
would like to thank the gentleman 
from South Carolina. I’m looking for- 
ward to visiting the family at Christ- 
mas. 

Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of 
this House and this great country, as I 
traveled to cities like Covington, War- 
ner Robins and Tifton, Georgia this 
past week, the main issue I heard from 
constituents was their growing fear of 
the size of government’s regulatory 
burden on their business and their way 
of life. 

Now, I find it laughable that today 
Democrats say that they didn’t know 
this 1099 provision was in this bill. The 
fact is this 1099 provision was part of a 
continuous assault by the Democratic 
Party on small businesses across this 
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country. Now, eliminating this provi- 
sion will further reduce the govern- 
ment’s burden placed on these busi- 
nesses. 

As a small business owner myself, I 
know from personal experience that 
passing this resolution will allow em- 
ployers the time necessary to focus on 
creating jobs rather than dealing with 
the burden of government paperwork. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my fellow col- 
leagues to vote in favor of repealing 
this overbearing, burdensome, job-kill- 
ing 1099 provision that the Democrats 
put into that bill. And as Thomas Jef- 
ferson once said: ‘‘When the people fear 
their government, there is tyranny; 
when the government fears the people 
there is liberty.” 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to liberate 
our people, our small businesses from 
the burdens of this 1099 provision. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his inquiry. 

Mr. POLIS. Does section 4 of H.R. 4 
violate the rules of the House by pro- 
posing a tax increase? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman asking about the underlying 
bill or the pending resolution? 

Mr. POLIS. The inquiry is regarding 
the underlying bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill 
is not yet pending. In any case, the 
gentleman is asking for an advisory 
opinion. The Chair will not issue such 
an opinion. 

Mr. POLIS. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time 
as І may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I think this is a ques- 
tion of how cleverly—or perhaps devi- 
ously—the majority party constructed 
the rules of the House with regard to a 
test as to whether presenting a family 
earning $80,000 a year with a bill for 
$3,000 from the IRS is a tax increase or 
not. It would take some pretty fancy 
tap dancing to say that a $3,000 or 
$4,000 bill from the IRS to a middle 
class family is not a tax increase. If it 
looks like a tax increase, if it smells 
like a tax increase, it is a tax increase. 
And it is contrary to the rules of the 
House to allow a tax increase in this 
kind of bill. 

Now, I understand there’s some fancy 
dancing and semantics around it, but I 
think the American people and the vot- 
ers of this country have a great deal of 
common sense with regard to this mat- 
ter. When you get a $3,000 bill from the 
IRS that you have to pay—and if you 
don’t pay, as my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle liked to point 
out during the debate on the health 
care bill, you could face going to pris- 
on—that’s a tax increase. That’s a tax 
increase. 

What this bill does is tell hundreds of 
thousands of middle class families, par- 
ticularly right on that cusp—we talk 
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about this 400 percent of poverty rate, 
again, that’s an arbitrary level, but it’s 
a real level for families; it’s X dollars. 
Now it depends on the size of the fam- 
ily and it depends on the State, but 
we’re talking $80,000, $90,000 a year, 
right in that range. You earn, as my 
friend from New York pointed out, 250 
bucks more, the IRS sends you a bill, 
$3,000, $4,000, $5,000; and if you don’t 
pay it, you face going to prison. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

I was attempting to ask the gen- 
tleman from Georgia to yield so I could 
ask him a question: What part of what 
I said about the family of four earning 
$88,000 and getting a bonus of $250, and 
their exposure then to $4,460 in taxes 
was untrue? He was on a diatribe of his 
talking points about small businesses. 

We understand small businesses, the 
burden that was placed there. We are 
trying to remove that from them, but 
not to place it on the backs of the mid- 
dle class. I understand he wanted to re- 
move the burden from small business, 
but to place it on the backs of the mid- 
dle class, that was the question I’ve 
asked. 

And by the way, I haven’t heard one 
colleague from the other side of the 
aisle refute what I said about that fam- 
ily of four. Not one person has stood up 
and said, you’re wrong, Mr. CROWLEY. 
That will not take place; that potential 
will not take place if this bill passes. 
The silence is deafening from the other 
side. They know it’s a tax increase on 
the middle class, Mr. POLIS. 

Mr. POLIS. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois (Mr. KINZINGER). 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. I thank 
my colleague from South Carolina for 
yielding. 

This is great. You know, it’s very in- 
teresting to listen to this concern. 
When I was actually out on the cam- 
paign trail, I talked to a lot of small 
business owners. These small business 
owners were fired up. This is exactly 
what they’re saying is wrong with 
Washington—more and more govern- 
ment regulation, more and more paper- 
work—and this is exactly what we have 
to clean up now after 4 years of what 
we've been dealing with. 

Mr. Speaker, as a new Member I was 
not in the body when the previous 
Democrat majority passed this job-de- 
stroying regulation, taxes on every sec- 
tor of our economy. But as I did go 
around, I heard from businesses like 
Mussman’s Back Acres in Kankakee 
County in my district, and I heard 
about the illogical burden that this 
would place on them, the people they 
would have to hire just to take care of 
this requirement—one of the most il- 
logical requirements I can say of the 
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health care bill. It doesn’t make a heck 
of a lot of sense. 

The 1099 requirement impacts small 
businesses disproportionately by re- 
quiring them to file and collect 1099 tax 
forms for any business transaction— 
any one—over $600 or more per year, 
these new requirements at a time when 
businesses can’t afford it. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Actually, 
if you would allow me to keep speak- 
ing, I would appreciate that. 

I am proud to be a cosponsor of this 
legislation to strip the 1099 require- 
ment on business. This body will con- 
tinue to remove the undue burden on 
small businesses, the undue burden on 
society in general that was placed out 
of this body for the last 4 years. 

It is high time that the Republican 
majority, and, frankly, with many col- 
leagues on the other side that have 
said it’s time to make small business 
work again—it’s time to give them the 
freedom to hire people back. It’s time 
to take our country back, get people 
back to work, rein in government 
spending, and put government where it 
should be: limited, effective and effi- 
cient. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 20 
seconds to my friend from New York 
(Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. Once again I asked 
the gentleman to yield. He refused to 
yield because he has no answer. But 
I’m correct. The example that I gave of 
a family of four making $88,000 would 
have a huge tax increase because of 
this bill of $4,460. 

You refused to yield because you 
know you cannot refute what I’m stat- 
ing here on the floor. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HULTGREN). 

Mr. HULTGREN. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Today, I rise in support of H.R. 4. 
This bill will repeal one of the most 
egregious and anti-jobs, anti-growth 
provisions contained in last year’s 
health care law. This 1099 provision 
threatens our small business owners 
with an avalanche of paperwork and 
bureaucracy when Congress should in- 
stead be doing everything in our power 
to help employers create jobs. 

My constituents have told me loud 
and clear what this means to them. 
One small business owner in my dis- 
trict told me that just last year alone 
she had more than 500 transactions 
that she would have had to report 
under this provision, the expense and 
enormous regulatory burden on her and 
her employees. She called it ridiculous, 
and I think she is understating things. 

I hope Congress will overwhelmingly 
pass this bill. Let’s liberate our small 
business owners from the mountain of 
paperwork and instead let them get 
back to work, creating jobs and moving 
our economy forward. 
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Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen- 
tleman from Nevada, Dr. HECK. 
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Mr. HECK. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, today I also rise in sup- 
port of H.R. 4, the Small Business Pa- 
perwork Mandate Elimination Act of 
2011. There is no doubt this job-killing 
1099 hidden tax deserves repeal. 

Nevada’s unemployment rate is a Na- 
tion-high 14.5 percent. We need to cre- 
ate jobs. Eighty percent of Nevada’s 
employees work for small businesses. 
So I asked small business owners what 
the government should do to create 


jobs. 
Paul Beehler, a small business owner, 
operates Midas shops throughout 


southern Nevada, buys multiple auto 
parts from multiple venders, said regu- 
lations and hidden taxes, like the 1099 
hidden tax, keep him from hiring new 
workers. 

You know what? More than 170 small 
business organizations Nationwide 
agree with Paul and have called for the 
1099 hidden tax’s repeal. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HECK. No, Mr. Speaker, I shall 
not yield. 

Washington said it wants to hear job- 
creating ideas from the business com- 
munity. Here is one that they are 
screaming about. 

Nevada’s families are hurting. Amer- 
ican families are hurting. It’s time to 
end the job-killing 1099 hidden tax and 
get Nevadans back to work. 

Mr. POLIS. Since the gentleman 
from New York has been unable to 
enter into a colloquy with the several 
gentlemen he has sought to, I yield 45 
seconds to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. I appreciate the time 
from the gentleman from Colorado. 

I’ve attempted so far again to ask 
two more gentlemen from the other 
side of the aisle to yield for the pur- 
poses of answering a question. I’ve no- 
ticed that not a single one as of yet has 
refuted the example that I gave of a 
family of four earning $88,000 a year 
getting a $250 bonus being pumped up 
over the 401 percentile of the Federal 
poverty level and being exposed to a 
$4,460 tax. 

I wonder when the gentlemen were 
out campaigning last year and talking 
to small businesses, did you talk to the 
middle class about the increase in the 
tax that you would propose when you 
came to the floor of the House? One of 
the first bills, number four, the fourth 
bill to increase taxes on the middle 
class. Did you talk to those folks? Did 
you let them know what you were 
doing to them? I suspect not. You have 
two more speakers to refute what I’ve 
said. I’m waiting. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. RIGELL). 

Mr. RIGELL. I thank my friend and 
the gentleman from South Carolina for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, as a business owner for 
more than 20 years, I know firsthand 
that excessive tax paperwork and com- 
pliance matters are already major ex- 
penses to our small businesses. And the 
new reporting requirements included in 
the health care law will substantially 
increase those costs. These new re- 
quirements impose yet another burden 
on small businesses forcing them to de- 
vote more resources to filing taxes in- 
stead of going out and doing what they 
do best, which is to create jobs. 

You know, in Virginia alone, small 
businesses make up nearly 98 percent 
of all business establishments and ac- 
count for—— 

Mr. CROWLEY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RIGELL. No, I will not. The gen- 
tleman’s question that he is persistent 
with is not germane. 

And account for more than 75 percent 
of new job growth. And according to a 
study by the Small Business Adminis- 
tration, the cost of complying with the 
Tax Code is 66 percent higher for small 
businesses as compared to large busi- 
nesses. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Virginia controls his 
time. The gentleman apparently re- 
fuses to yield. 

Mr. RIGELL. You know, these re- 
porting requirements are a classic ex- 
ample of laws that are passed by people 
who have no clue what it means to go 
out and create a job and that put pre- 
cious capital at risk. They’re created, 
these laws, by people who have never 
met with a banker and have been told 
by a banker, ‘‘No, I can’t help you.” 

So this bill, H.R. 4, is a step in the 
right direction to help our small busi- 
ness owners. I strongly urge my col- 
leagues to stand with me in voting in 
favor of it. 

Mr. POLIS. After continuing to be 
amazed that the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia somehow said that a tax increase 
is not a tax increase and is not ger- 
mane, I am happy to yield 15 seconds to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Not germane. That’s 
the answer. A $4,460 tax increase is not 
germane to this debate we’re having 
right now. What is? The $25 billion 
doesn’t fall out of the sky, out of the 
air. It has to come from somewhere. It 
is a tax increase on the middle class. 

You know it. We all know it. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Maryland, Dr. ANDY HARRIS. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, as if busi- 
nesses weren’t struggling enough with 
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the worst recession since the Great De- 
pression, some Washington bureaucrat 
decided it was a good idea to distract 
the real job creators of our country 
from doing what they do best—create 
jobs. 

To the gentleman from New York, 
that’s what this debate is about, 
whether that hypothetical family actu- 
ally has a job. But whether they should 
be distracted from creating jobs by re- 
quiring them to fill out mountains of 
1099 paperwork. Obviously, the indi- 
vidual who came up with this brilliant 
idea has never had to meet a payroll or 
deal with the day-to-day operations of 
a small business. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Maryland controls the 
time. The gentleman, by his silence, is 
not willing to yield. 

Mr. HARRIS. Small business owners 
all over my district have told me that 
the 1099 provision would hurt their 
business. Trish Date, who co-owns Rit- 
tenhouse Fuel Services with her hus- 
band and Perry Hall, said it would be 
“an administrative nightmare that 
would cost me thousands of dollars to 
implement.” 

Last year, she used over 250 indi- 
vidual vendors that will now require 
1099 forms to be printed, copied, 
mailed, completed, and sent to the 
venders and the IRS. Her small family- 
owned business simply does not have 
the resources or capacity to handle 
this onerous regulation. 

Another business owner, Karen 
Oertel, whose family owns and operates 
the Harris Crab House on the eastern 
shore, said this 1099 mandate would be 
“overwhelmingly burdensome on my 
family business.” 

Mr. Speaker, the 1099 provision is 
simply a job-destroying regulation that 
wastes precious time, labor, and 
money. If we want to create jobs to- 
morrow, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in repealing this awful provision 
now by supporting H.R. 4. 

Mr. POLIS. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, the chairman of the Rules Com- 
mittee, Mr. DREIER. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
first say that we all know why we’re 
here. There is a bipartisan consensus 
that the 1099 provision in this bill is 
flawed. It’s a mistake. And what it 
says to me is that the health care bill 
is badly flawed. 

And we all recall the very famous 
statement that was made, ‘‘We have to 
pass this bill before we can understand 
what’s in it.” Pm trying to remember 
who said that. Somebody said that. 
Somebody very prominent said that. 

So here we have a measure that is 
badly flawed. There is bipartisan con- 
sensus—278 cosponsors of Mr. LUN- 
GREN’s bill. And as Mr. LUNGREN said at 
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the outset, Democrats were discour- 
aged from cosponsoring it because by 
cosponsoring the measure they admit- 
ted that this outrageous health care 
bill was flawed. 

Well, it got to the point where the 
President of the United States in his 
news conference right after the elec- 
tion said the bill needs to be fixed, the 
1099 provision needs to be fixed. So he 
was acknowledging right there that it 
was flawed. Now, we have this big de- 
bate on CutGo and how we’re paying 
for this. 

And I would be happy to yield to my 
friend who has been requesting time to 
ask the question that I know he’s going 
to ask me because I’ve heard it a mil- 
lion times over the last few minutes. 

I yield to my friend from New York 
(Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. No. The last time, 
Mr. Speaker, was for the purpose of a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. DREIER. I’m yielding to my 
friend. The Speaker doesn’t need to 
yield. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you. 

Mr. Speaker, the reason for my ask- 
ing for my colleagues to yield was to 
inquire as to the procedures of the 
House. 

Mr. DREIER. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, I yielded to the gen- 
tleman to ask me a question. 

Mr. CROWLEY. I will ask that as 
well. 

What of the example I gave you of a 
family of four earning $88,000 a year 
who gets a bonus—how many here have 
heard of a bonus of $250? They get a 
bonus because they worked hard. They 
get that bonus and they are in the 401 
percentile of the Federal poverty level. 
They get a bill from the IRS for $4,460. 
What part of that is not a tax increase? 

Mr. DREIER. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, I will answer my friend 
by saying the following: It is a subsidy 
that has provided that opportunity for 
that taxpayer. It is a subsidy. 

This is scored by the Congressional 
Budget Office. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DREIER. Could I finish the an- 
swer to the question? Because I know 
the gentleman has been interrupting, 
repeatedly, Members, and I, usually, as 
I ask people to yield, try not to do it 
more than three times. And the gen- 
tleman has asked three, four, five 
times. Some of our Members yield 
when they’re doing 1-minute speeches. 

So let me just say that this is scored 
by the Congressional Budget Office, 
Mr. Speaker. 
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It is scored not as a tax increase; it is 
scored as a spending cut. And I know 
what the Joint Committee on Taxation 
has said, but they rely on the Congres- 
sional Budget Office as they look to 
this. And so the fact is what this comes 
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down to is returning an improper gov- 
ernment subsidy. And that is not a tax 
increase. 

So if I could complete my statement, 
Mr. Speaker, now that I have answered 
the question posed by the gentleman, 
this bill itself is in fact a badly flawed 
measure, the Obama health care bill. 
And for that reason, it is absolutely es- 
sential that we provide the kind of re- 
lief that every small business in this 
country deserves. And so we are in a 
position where we have done this in, I 
believe, the most proper way. 

The gentleman’s amendment doesn’t 
comply with the CutGo provision that 
we have. So for that reason, Mr. Speak- 
er, I am going to encourage my col- 
leagues to support this rule. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself such time 
as І may consume. 

Look, in a climate of a fragile eco- 
nomic recovery, the last thing we want 
do is punish people for getting a raise 
or earning a few extra dollars by work- 
ing an extra job. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, this bill is in- 
tended to help small businesses, and 
that’s something we all agree with. I 
ran a small business before I was elect- 
ed to Congress, and there is great sup- 
port from both sides of the aisle to 
making sure that we reduce the 1099 re- 
porting requirements for small busi- 
nesses and people who happen to have a 
rental home. 

But this is a situation of thanks, but 
no thanks. Thanks for saying I don’t 
have to fill out an extra form because 
I bought a $600 refrigerator for my 
rental property, but no thanks because 
you are giving me a $5,000 bill from the 
IRS. 

This Republican proposal undoes a 
bipartisan agreement that passed over- 
whelmingly last Congress. Under this 
Republican pay-for, an average middle 
class family could find out in January 
that they have to come up with $12,000 
by April to send to the IRS with their 
tax return, or they could face going to 
prison. An extra $100 in overtime here 
and a $500 holiday bonus there could 
send a working family towards tax 
court. 

During the last Congress, the Repub- 
lican Party complained of being left 
out of the process; and while we didn’t 
always have an open rule, every major 
piece of legislation came to the floor 
under a structured rule. Members of 
both parties come to the Rules Com- 
mittee and have their amendments vet- 
ted. Now, why aren’t we through this 
rule offering the good idea that the 
gentleman from California (Mr. DANIEL 
E. LUNGREN) offered? He said why don’t 
we remove the pay-for from this bill 
and simply disagree with CBO and see 
if we can pass it on that ground? Why 
are we not allowing the amendment 
from my friend from New York, who of- 
fered an amendment that would repeal 
the middle class tax increase proposed 
in this Republican bill? The Crowley 
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amendment would protect the middle 
class and maintain the bipartisan 
agreement that we had last year. 

Mr. Speaker, we all agree that the 
1099 provisions in the Affordable Care 
Act need to be addressed. There has 
been excellent points made in that re- 
gard from Members from both sides of 
the aisle, but this is not the way to do 
it, not on the backs of the middle class, 
not with a tax hike during a recession. 

Republicans are proposing a substan- 
tial tax hike for the middle class. Not 
only is that bad policy, but it’s also a 
violation of the pledge that many of 
them signed committing to oppose all 
tax increases. A tax increase is a tax 
increase. When you get a $38,000, or 
$4,000, or $5,000 bill from the IRS that 
you have to pay the IRS, it’s called a 
tax increase. A tax increase. There is 
nothing else to call it. 

No fancy dancing, no fancy words can 
change the fact that a bill from the 
IRS is a tax increase. And families 
making $80,000, $90,000 a year will re- 
ceive substantial tax increases under 
the Republican version of paying for 
this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre- 
vious question, I will offer an amend- 
ment to the rule to make in order Mr. 
CROWLEY’s amendment to the bill. That 
amendment simply says that nothing 
in the bill will apply if it would result 
in a tax increase on anyone whose in- 
come is less than 500 percent of the 
Federal poverty line. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert the text of the amend- 
ment in the RECORD, along with extra- 
neous material, immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POLIS. I urge a “по” vote on the 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, we have heard a lot today 
about the cost and about taxes, about 
tax increases. We must be working 
from very different mathematical sys- 
tems. They keep saying that we are 
raising taxes, and there is nothing fur- 
ther from the truth than the state- 
ments I have heard from the left. 

You have consistently posed a ques- 
tion that all of America needs an an- 
swer to: Is this in fact a tax increase? 
Well, according to the Joint Com- 
mittee on Taxation, this is in fact a 
net tax cut of over $20 billion over the 
next 10 years, and it will reduce the 
deficit by $166 million over the same 
period of time. Let’s also keep in mind 
that these cost savings come from the 
government recouping money that the 
recipients should not have gotten in 
the first place. 

That is not a tax increase. Let me 
say it one more time: that is not a tax 
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increase. If we were looking for the 
way to actually get rid of this problem, 
there is a simple way to do that: let’s 
repeal the entire health care law. Be- 
cause the problem that we see today 
comes in the package of the health 
care law itself. So consistent with re- 
ality is the fact that the Democrats 
have put us in this position. So we are 
working in а bipartisan fashion 
through the 1099 repeal to eliminate 
this problem. 

Finally, we should all bear in mind 
that while this resolution is a closed 
rule, the opposition was offered an op- 
portunity to submit a substitute bill. 
They declined. We have also expanded 
debate to 2% hours. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. POLIS is as follows: 


AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 129 OFFERED BY 
MR. POLIS OF COLORADO 

(1) Strike ‘һе previous question” and all 
that follows and insert the following: 

The previous question shall be considered 
as ordered on the bill, as amended, and on 
any amendment thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except: (1) two 
hours and 30 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided and controlled by the chair and rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means; (2) the amendment printed 
in section 2, if offered by Representative 
Crowley of New York or his designee, which 
shall be in order without intervention of any 
point of order, shall be considered as read, 
and shall be separately debatable for 10 min- 
utes equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent; and (3) one mo- 
tion to recommit with or without instruc- 
tions. 

(2) At the end of the resolution, add the 
following: 

SEC. 2. The amendment referred to in the 
first section of this resolution is as follows: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
SEC. | PROHIBITION OF TAX INCREASE ON 

AMERICA’S MIDDLE CLASS. 

Any amendment made by this Act shall 
not apply to any taxable year beginning dur- 
ing any calendar year if such application of 
such amendment would result in an increase 
in the tax imposed by chapter 1 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 for any taxpayer 
whose household income is less than 500 per- 
cent of the poverty line for the size of the 
family involved for a taxable year of the tax- 
payer beginning in such calendar year (com- 
pared to the tax which would be imposed 
under such chapter for such taxable year de- 
termined without regard to such amend- 
ment). 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by the Republican Minority on mul- 
tiple occasions throughout the 110th and 
111th Congresses.) 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or- 
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de- 
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de- 
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
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the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.” To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be- 
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de- 
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition” 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of- 
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph С. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
“The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.” 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution ... [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im- 
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub- 
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al- 
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con- 
trolling the time will not yield for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, the same re- 
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre- 
vious question on the rule. ... When the 
motion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre- 
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend- 
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.” 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
“Amending Special Rules” states: “а refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend- 
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec- 
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re- 
jection of the motion for the previous ques- 
tion on a resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem- 
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de- 
bate thereon.”’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli- 
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major- 
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter- 
native views the opportunity to offer an al- 
ternative plan. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res- 
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


——— EE 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 


OF H.R. 662, SURFACE TRANS- 
PORTATION EXTENSION ACT OF 
2011 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 128 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. RES. 128 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 662) to provide an ex- 
tension of Federal-aid highway, highway 
safety, motor carrier safety, transit, and 
other programs funded out of the Highway 
Trust Fund pending enactment of a 
multiyear law reauthorizing such programs. 
All points of order against consideration of 
the bill are waived. The bill shall be consid- 
ered as read. All points of order against pro- 
visions in the bill are waived. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and any amendment thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except: 
(1) one hour of debate equally divided and 
controlled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure; (2) the amendment print- 
ed in the report of the Committee on Rules 
accompanying this resolution, if offered by 
Representative Mica of Florida or his des- 
ignee, which shall be in order without inter- 
vention of any point of order, shall be con- 
sidered as read, shall be separately debatable 
for 10 minutes equally divided and controlled 
by the proponent and an opponent, and shall 
not be subject to a demand for a division of 
the question; and (3) one motion to recommit 
with or without instructions. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to my friend, the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. HAs- 
TINGS), pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. During 
consideration of this resolution, all 
time is yielded for the purpose of de- 
bate only. 


GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, House 
Resolution 128 provides for a struc- 
tured rule for consideration of H.R. 662. 
This rule provides for ample debate and 
opportunities for Members on both 
sides of the aisle, the majority and mi- 
nority, to make sure that they have 
ample time to participate, come to the 
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floor, and express their ideas, which is 
what this new Republican majority is 
enabling Members to do. 

I rise today in support of this rule 
and the underlying bill. The underlying 
legislation is a simple extension of 
service transportation programs 
through September 30 of this year. 

This legislation was introduced by 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, Chairman MICA, on Feb- 
ruary 11, 2011, with Ranking Member 
RAHALL as an original cosponsor. It 
was reported out of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure by a 
voice vote on February 28, 2011. This 
legislation went through regular order 
with bipartisan support. 

This is a clean, straight extension of 
current law, providing a hard freeze at 
2009 spending levels through the end of 
this fiscal year. Without this legisla- 
tion, the spending levels would expire 
on Friday, March 4, 2011. 

In an effort to provide more trans- 
parency and accountability of how this 
body has been run, which is different 
than how this body has been run for 
the past 4 years, the Republican Con- 
ference adopted a policy that would no 
longer permit extensions of programs 
on a continuing resolution or any other 
appropriations bills. This allows Mem- 
bers a straight up or down vote on an 
issue at hand and, in this case, it is 
surface transportation. 

The Surface Transportation Exten- 
sion Act of 2011 continues the author- 
ization of Federal highway, transit, 
and highway safety programs through 
the end of this fiscal year at the same 
program funding levels established for 
fiscal year 2009. This authorization is 
essential to allow funds that had been 
included in transportation appropria- 
tions legislation to flow to States and 
local transit agencies. We are not try- 
ing to get in the way of decisions that 
need to be made locally; we are simply 
trying to make sure that they are le- 
gally executed. 

Should this straight extension of 
transportation funding not be signed 
into law before the March 4 deadline, 
the impact would be severe and imme- 
diate. A shutdown would result in im- 
mediate furloughs and suspension of 
payments to States, which would ham- 
per the Federal Highway Administra- 
tion’s ability to pay contractors. This 
would jeopardize the States’ transpor- 
tation funding to a tune of $154 million 
a day, killing ongoing projects, things 
which had been agreed on and are being 
done locally. 

This level of funding was extended by 
the previous Congress six times start- 
ing in October of 2009. Continuing this 
funding at 2009 levels allows for the ap- 
propriate funding for States to com- 
plete and manage their transportation 
projects. With an extension through 
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the fiscal year, it will allow the new 
chairman of the Transportation Com- 
mittee, my dear friend, the favorite son 
and gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) 
the appropriate time to hold necessary 
hearings to review and re-estimate the 
funding essential for States to carry on 
their transportation projects. 

The Congressional Budget Office, 
which is also known as the CBO, has 
concluded that the underlying bill 
today does not affect direct spending or 
revenues. Further, the CBO determined 
that, ‘‘the nontax provisions of H.R. 662 
contain no intergovernmental or pri- 
vate sector mandates as defined in the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act and 
would impose no costs on State, local, 
or tribal governments.” 

Additionally, according to the De- 
partment of Transportation, surface 
transportation allows for international 
trade, which helps sustain and create 
jobs that support our national econ- 
omy. 

The data reported in the past 10 
years says that U.S. surface transpor- 
tation trade between the United 
States, Canada, and Mexico, has in- 
creased 48.6 percent, a 18.8 percent in- 
crease in the past year alone. In De- 
cember 2010, imports were up 41.9 per- 
cent compared to December 2000, while 
exports were up 57.7 percent. 

Currently, this trade is valued at 
$66.5 billion annually. In an ever in- 
creasing global market, the United 
States needs to ensure that our surface 
infrastructure can sustain the tremen- 
dous growth rate of trade so that we 
can maintain international competi- 
tiveness, create jobs and encourage 
economic growth in the United States 
of America. 

Once again, Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this rule and the underlying 
legislation. I applaud the Republican 
leadership for following regular order 
for the bipartisan nature of this bill, 
for Republicans and Democrats work- 
ing together through the entire proc- 
ess, and up to and including the gen- 
tleman, Mr. DREIER, the chairman of 
the Rules Committee, extending an un- 
usual amount of time so that every sin- 
gle Member has an opportunity to 
come to this body and not only voice 
what they believe is important to them 
but also the time where they can come 
down and speak to important matters 
of this Congress. 

The chairman and ranking member 
continue to work together to provide a 
necessary extension that will get us 
through the rest of the year, and I look 
forward to an open and transparent 
process for the reauthorization for next 
year’s funding also. I have confidence 
in not only Chairman МІСА, but also 
JOHN BOEHNER and ERIC CANTOR, as 
they lead this House of Representatives 
on transportation issues, to do what’s 
right for a beautiful country that ex- 
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pects Congress to have an open and 

transparent process that is good for all 

Members. 

I encourage my colleagues to vote 
“yes” on the rule and “уез” on the un- 
derlying bill. 

DECEMBER 2010 SURFACE TRADE WITH CANADA 
AND MEXICO ROSE 13.8 PERCENT FROM DE- 
CEMBER 2009 (STATE RANKINGS IN TABLES 5 
AND 7) 


Trade using surface transportation be- 
tween the United States and its North Amer- 
ican Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) part- 
ners Canada and Mexico was 13.8 percent 
higher in December 2010 than in December 
2009, reaching $66.5 billion, according to the 
Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS) of 
the U.S. Department of Transportation 
(Table 1). 

BTS, a part of the Research and Innovative 
Technology Administration, reported that 
the value of U.S. surface transportation 
trade with Canada and Mexico fell 2.2 per- 
cent in December 2010 from November 2010 
(Table 2). Month-to-month changes can be af- 
fected by seasonal variations and other fac- 
tors. 

Surface transportation consists largely of 
freight movements by truck, rail and pipe- 
line. In December, 84.8 percent of U.S. trade 
by value with Canada and Mexico moved on 
land. 

The value of U.S. surface transportation 
trade with Canada and Mexico in December 
was up 12.6 percent compared to December 
2005, and up 48.6 percent compared to Decem- 
ber 2000, a period of 10 years. Imports in De- 
cember were up 41.9 percent compared to De- 
cember 2000, while exports were up 57.7 per- 
cent (Table 8). 


U.S. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION TRADE WITH 
CANADA 


U.S.-Canada surface transportation trade 
totaled $39.8 billion in December, up 12.2 per- 
cent compared to December 2009. The value 
of imports carried by truck was 17.7 percent 
higher in December 2010 compared to Decem- 
ber 2009, while the value of exports carried 
by truck was 10.4 percent higher during this 
period (Table 4). 

Michigan led all states in surface trade 
with Canada in December with $4.7 billion 
(Table 5). 


U.S. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION TRADE WITH 
MEXICO 


U.S.-Mexico surface transportation trade 
totaled $26.8 billion in December, up 16.3 per- 
cent compared to December 2009. The value 
of imports carried by truck was 16.3 percent 
higher in December 2010 than December 2009 
while the value of exports carried by truck 
was 18.7 percent higher (Table 6). 

Texas led all states in surface trade with 
Mexico in December with $9.5 billion (Table 
7). 

The TransBorder Freight Data are a 
unique subset of official U.S. foreign trade 
statistics released by the U.S. Census Bu- 
reau. New data are tabulated monthly and 
historical data are not adjusted for inflation. 
December TransBorder numbers include data 
received by BTS as of Feb. 16. 

The news release and summary tables can 
be found at http://www.bts.gov. More infor- 
mation on TransBorder Freight Data and 
data from previous months are posted on the 
BTS website at http://www.bts.gov/programs/ 
international/transborder/. BTS will release 
January TransBorder numbers on March 29. 
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TABLE 1—VALUE OF MONTHLY U.S. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION TRADE WITH CANADA AND MEXICO 


[In millions of dollars] 


Percent change Percent change 


Month 2008 2009 2010 


2008-2009 2009-2010 
January .. 65,160 47,459 56,697 —21.2 19.5 
February . 69,406 47,938 59,492 — 30.9 24.1 
70,787 51,055 69,943 —27.9 37.0 
74,317 49,729 65,831 —33.1 324 
74,128 47,881 66,805 —354 39.5 
74,139 50,753 69,859 $315 37.6 
71,628 51,545 61,260 — 28.0 18.8 
72,254 54,254 67,964 — 24.9 25.3 
Л 71,801 57,294 68,324 = 20.2 19.3 
October .. 72,683 61,400 70,565 = 15,5 14.9 
November 60,661 58,922 68,060 —2.9 15.5 
December ... 52,910 58,465 66,530 10.5 13.8 
ТТЕР д йыгы ына ена наты чины Айына йар Sve ЕТЕР РОЗЕ ИОРЕЕА 829,875 636,695 791,329 —23.3 24.3 
Note: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding. Percent changes based on numbers prior to rounding. 
Source: BTS TransBorder Freight Data, http://www.bts.aov/programs/international/transborder/. 
TABLE 2.—U.S. SURFACE TRADE WITH CANADA AND MEXICO BY MODE OF TRANSPORTATION 
[In millions of dollars] 
Percent Percent 
Mode December 2009 November December wane change 
2010 2010 December 
December 2009-2010 
2010 w 
All Surface Modes: 
т 32,030 ... 36,544 36,345 —0.5 3.5 
Ex 26,435 ... 31,516 30,185 —42 4.2 
58,465 68,060 66,530 —22 3.8 
Truck: 
m 19,223 in 23,761 22,480 —54 6.9 
Ех 20,600 ... 24,660 23,390 —5.1 3.5 
Rail: 
m 6,451. 7,222 7,106 —16 0.2 
Ех 3,317 . 3,912 3,785 3.2 4.1 
Pipeline: 
mports . 5,125 . 4,413 5,157 16.9 0.6 
Exports . 373.8. 482 549 13.9 47.2 
Notes: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding. Percent changes based on numbers prior to rounding. The value of trade for all surface modes is not equal to the sum of truck, rail and pipeline modes, it also includes ship- 


ments made by mail, foreign trade zones, and other transportation. For additional detail refer to the “Data Fields” Section of the TransBorder web page: http://www.bts.gov/programs/international/transborder/TBDR _DataFields.html. 
Source: BTS TransBorder Freight Data, http://www.bts.gov/programs/international/transborder/. 


TABLE 3.—DECEMBER 2010 SURFACE TRADE WITH CANADA AND MEXICO COMPARED WITH DECEMBER OF PRIOR YEARS 


Percent change 
Compared to December 
| ЖУЗ" 


Total surface 


Imports Exports 


trade 
2009 .. 13.5 14.2 13.8 
2008 .. 25.7 25.8 25.7 
2007 .. 5.4 14.3 9.2 
2006 .. 7.2 20.1 12.7 
2005 .. 5.3 22.8 12.6 
2004 .. 22.5 34.8 27.8 
2003 .. 40.1 54.9 46.5 
2002 .. 54.0 75.6 63.1 
2001 .. 66.7 83.5 74.0 
2000 .. 41.9 57.7 48.6 
Source: BTS TransBorder Freight Data, http://www.bts.gov/programs/international/transborder/. 
TABLE 4.—U.S. MERCHANDISE TRADE WITH CANADA BY SURFACE MODES OF TRANSPORTATION 
[In millions of dollars] 
БШ Регсепї 
Mode December November December November— change 
2009 2010 2010 D December 
ecember 2009-2010 
2010 
18,926 20,461 21,432 47 13.2 
16,521 19,012 18,330 —3.6 10.9 
35,447 39,472 39,762 0.7 12.2 
8,836 10,373 10,399 0.3 17.7 
12,776 14,667 14,106 —38 10.4 
4,121 4,893 4,707 —38 14.2 
1,825 2,133 2,095 ~18 14.8 
5,107 4,398 5,142 16.9 0.7 
251 306 227 — 26.0 —98 
Notes: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding. Percent changes based on numbers prior to rounding. The value of trade for all surface modes is not equal to the sum of truck, rail and pipeline modes, it also includes ship- 
ments made by mail, foreign trade zones, and other transportation. For additional detail refer to the “Data Fields” Section of the TransBorder web page: http://www.bts.gov/programs/international/transborder/TBDR__DataFields.html. 
Source: BTS TransBorder Freight Data, http://www.bts.gov/programs/intemational/transborder/. 


TABLE 5.—TOP 10 STATES TRADING WITH CANADA BY SURFACE MODES OF TRANSPORTATION, RANKED BY DECEMBER 2010 SURFACE TRADE VALUE 


[In millions of dollars] 


December 

Rank State 2010 
1 Michigan .. 4,672 
2 Illinois .. 3,824 
3 New York . 3,276 
4 California . 2,462 
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TABLE 5.—TOP 10 STATES TRADING WITH CANADA BY SURFACE MODES OF TRANSPORTATION, RANKED BY DECEMBER 2010 SURFACE TRADE VALUE—Continued 


[In millions of dollars] 


Rank 


December 


State 2010 


СТЕ 2 Ohio ........ 2,394 
6 Texas . 2,300 
7 Washington .. 1,551 
8 Pennsylvania 1,486 
9 Minnesota 1,288 
10.. Indiana ... 1,202 
Source: BTS TransBorder Freight Data, http://www.bts.gov/programs/intemational/transborder/. 
TABLE 6.—U.S. MERCHANDISE TRADE WITH MEXICO BY SURFACE MODES OF TRANSPORTATION 
[In millions of dollars] 
Percent 
Percent 
Mode December November December change No change De- 
2009 2010 0 cember cember 
2010 2009-2010 
13,104 16,083 14,913 -73 3.8 
9,914 12,504 11,855 —52 9.6 
23,018 28,587 26,768 = 6.4 6.3 
10,387 13,389 12,081 — 9.8 6.3 
7,824 9,993 9,284 —1.1 8.7 
2,330 2,328 2,399 3.0 2.9 
1,491 1,780 1,690 —5.0 3.3 
18 15 15 40 —13.1 
Exports .... 122 175 322 83.8 165.0 
Notes: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding. Percent changes based on numbers prior to rounding. The value of trade for all surface modes is not equal to the sum of truck, rail and pipeline modes, it also includes ship- 


ments made by mail, foreign trade zones, and other transportation. For additional detail refer to the “Data Fields” Section of the TransBorder web page: http://www.bts.gov/programs/international/transborder/TBDR _DataFields.html 
Source: BTS TransBorder Freight Data, http://www.bts.gov/programs/international/transborder/. 


TABLE 7.—TOP 10 STATES TRADING WITH MEXICO BY SURFACE MODES OF TRANSPORTATION RANKED BY DECEMBER 2010 SURFACE TRADE VALUE 


[In millions of dollars] 


Rank 


December 


State 2010 


ке «о оо ы сэ ол > сомо юн 


0.. 


Texas . 
Californ 
Michigan . 
Arizona ..... 
Illinois 
Ohio ... 
Tennessee 
Indiana ... 
Georgia ... 


North Carolina ... 


Source: BTS TransBorder Freight Data, http://www.bts.gov/programs/international/transborder/. 


I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I thank 
my good friend from Texas for yielding 
the time. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 662, the Surface 
Transportation Extension Act of 2011, 
prevents our Nation’s highway, transit, 
and safety programs from expiring 
ahead of the upcoming construction 
season by extending them at fiscal year 
2010 funding levels through September 
30 of this year. 

My friend from Texas referenced the 
fact that it would be bad if we did not 
do this before March 4, and I agree with 
him thoroughly. I am hopeful that he 
has the same attitude with reference to 
the overall aspect of any kind of shut- 
down of the government. A shutdown 
would be bad in any of its particulars, 
and not just as he referenced it, that I 
agree with, in the area of transpor- 
tation and infrastructure. 

This extension allows States to con- 
tinue signing contracts, managing 
planning and construction, and paying 
for vital transportation and infrastruc- 
ture projects while we finalize a 
multiyear authorization to update our 
network. As all of us know, our inter- 
state highways, roads, and bridges are 
in desperate need of repairs and im- 
provements. All you have to do is drive 
around Washington to prove that. 


According to the American Society 
of Civil Engineers in their 2009 report 
card, which rates the operational con- 
dition and future capacity of dams, lev- 
ees, railways, roads, bridges, and tran- 
sit by letter grade, our Nation’s surface 
infrastructure is rated at a “D.” 
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This is deplorable and, frankly, it’s 
embarrassing—embarrassing for sev- 
eral reasons. I came here in 1992. We 
were advocating on both sides of the 
aisle that we should be about the busi- 
ness of repairing bridges in this coun- 
try, and the multiples are enormous 
from that time. We were talking 14,000 
bridges. 

More than 26 percent of our Nation’s 
bridges today are either ‘‘structurally 
deficient or functionally obsolete,” 
with the number of such bridges in 
urban areas on the rise. And we have 
seen what disasters can occur when a 
bridge collapses. 

Existing rail capacity is inadequate 
to handle future freight and passenger 
rail growth without significant invest- 
ment. Last year, I took the Amtrak to 
New York, and when returning to 
Washington, I looked at the rail 
underbed. I grew up near a railroad in 
Altamonte Springs, Florida. And the 
railbed in that time where I grew up in 


the 40s was 100 percent better than the 
railbed just outside of this city on the 
Amtrak line. That’s ridiculous. 

Our interstate highway program has 
changed little since it was created in 
the 1950s by the distinguished Presi- 
dent, Dwight Eisenhower’s vision. With 
ever-increasing congestion—and we see 
it right around here—and improvement 
costs, our Nation’s roads were even 
poorer at a D-minus in 2009. One-third 
of America’s roads are in poor or medi- 
ocre condition, and 45 percent of major 
urban highways are congested. 

Just last January, the main road in 
and out of one of the cities that I’m 
privileged to represent, the city of 
Pahokee, was closed for 17 days be- 
cause of sunken asphalt. Now, that 
may not sound like much, a little old 
town like Pahokee being cut off. But a 
collapsed culvert had created a 2-inch 
dip measuring 252 square feet in size on 
the northbound lane of State Road 715. 
This resulted in hours-long detours for 
commuters and trucks, stymied local 
and regional business, and regrettably 
reduced access to Glades General Hos- 
pital and Pahokee Airport. 

Similar stories can be found through- 
out my home State of Florida and in- 
deed in communities across this Na- 
tion. We can, and we must, do better. 
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Just as routine and preventive health 
care costs much less than a trip to the 
emergency room, regular maintenance 
and improvements cost less than major 
overhauls and replacement. According 
to Transportation for America, for 
every dollar that we spend today on 
maintenance, we avoid $14 in future 
costs. 

H.R. 662 obligates up to $42.5 billion 
for Federal-aid highway programs and 
$639 million for the equity bonus pro- 
grams to ensure that States receive in 
Federal highway funds a certain por- 
tion of the gasoline taxes that they 
contribute. 

Investing in our Nation’s roads is 
about more than getting from point A 
to point B faster, which would be, in 
many respects, reason enough for many 
commuters. It’s about having more 
time, about having more money, and 
about having more opportunities to 
work, play, live, and enjoy life. Ameri- 
cans spend 4.2 billion hours a year 
stuck in traffic at a cost to the econ- 
omy of $78.2 billion. That averages to 
$710 per motorist. Furthermore, poor 
conditions cost motorists $67 billion a 
year in repairs and operating costs. 

One way to ease congestion is getting 
more people to use public transit. In 
fact, transit use increased 25 percent 
between 1995 and 2005, faster than any 
other mode of transportation. However, 
nearly half of American households do 
not have access to bus or rail transit, 
and only 25 percent have what they 
consider to be a good alternative. 

On that note, increasing the capacity 
of our transportation and infrastruc- 
ture network means nothing if our 
roads are not safe. Each year, thou- 
sands of people die in road crashes in 
the United States, and millions more 
are injured or disabled. As cochair of 
the Congressional Caucus on Global 
Road Safety, I recognize that road 
crash fatalities and disabilities rep- 
resent a serious public health concern. 
This extension authorizes $742 billion 
in highway-safety programs adminis- 
tered by the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration, as well as $597 
million for truck-safety activities of 
the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Ad- 
ministration, in order to help save 
lives and minimize crash-related inju- 
ries. 

Safe, dependable, and efficient trans- 
portation is essential to our economic 
recovery and our Nation’s competitive- 
ness. At a time when unemployment in 
the construction industry is double the 
national rate, this extension provides 
much-needed market stability to cre- 
ate and sustain thousands of jobs. 

The transportation sector has played 
a crucial role in rebuilding the U.S. 
economy, most recently through the 
Recovery Act, which provided $27.5 bil- 
lion in new funding for surface trans- 
portation programs through the exist- 
ing Federal-aid highway program and 
$8.4 billion for transit. In addition, $1.5 
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billion and $600 million were made 
available in two rounds, respectively, 
by the discretionary grant program 
known as TIGER, the Transportation 
Investments Generating Economic Re- 
covery. 

Extending these highway, transit, 
and other surface transportation pro- 
grams is not only essential to our Na- 
tion’s continued economic recovery, 
but also to our long-term prosperity 
and future. Today, we find ourselves on 
the cusp of a great opportunity, the op- 
portunity to make meaningful invest- 
ments in the future of this country, 
improve our quality of life and cut fu- 
ture debt. We need a truly inter- 
connected, multi-modal system that ef- 
fectively utilizes high-speed rail, light 
rail, streetcars, van pools, motor car- 
riers by water, efficient buses, cars and 
bikes. We need a system that helps en- 
sure that lower-income workers can 
also get to and hold down jobs, a sys- 
tem that gets people where they need 
to go, increases our energy independ- 
ence through new sources and innova- 
tive technologies, improves air quality, 
reduces traffic deaths and injuries, and 
creates jobs by supporting America’s 
hard-hit construction and manufac- 
turing sectors. 

It is imperative that we not only ex- 
tend the surface transportation pro- 
grams through the end of the current 
fiscal year, but also pass a multi-year— 
yes, multi-year, аз many as a 6-year— 
reauthorization as soon as possible. A 
new multi-year surface transportation 
authorization will create even more 
jobs and ensure that we can meet our 
growing transportation needs in the 
21st century in a way that is afford- 


able, efficient, innovative, resilient, 
sustainable, and accountable. 
In this country, highways, roads, 


bridges and transit are neither Demo- 
cratic nor Republican. They serve all 
Americans and help bring us closer to- 
gether, literally. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Carlsbad, California (Mr. 
BILBRAY), a member of the Energy and 
Commerce Committee. 


1350 


Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule, and I would just 
like to say, Mr. Speaker, I think this is 
an opportunity for all of us, both 
Democrats and Republicans, to talk 
openly and frankly about the fact that 
we are at a point in our history where 
we need to not only spend money, but 
we have to be smarter, too. I think too 
often in Washington we are thinking 
that our degree of efficiency or com- 
passion is based on how much we spend 
and not how well we accomplish our 
goals. 

I would only ask my colleague who 
just addressed us to join with some of 
us who say that we need to be smarter. 
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As a former member of the Air Re- 
sources Board in California, I can show 
you studies that have been done by 
very noted research people that point 
out—one study alone that says we 
could reduce fuel and emission prob- 
lems by 22.6 percent. But to do that, we 
not only have to address what is the 
private sector doing in Detroit in 
pbuilding cars, but what is the govern- 
ment sector doing in controlling those 
cars when they are on the road. 

One of the biggest problems we have 
is Washington sends money out for 
projects, but we do not hold those 
projects to a standard that has been 
upgraded to 21856 century standards. An 
example: There are studies that have 
shown that 97 percent of all stop signs 
that you and I stop for every day, Mr. 
Speaker, don’t have to be stop signs. 
Those could be yield signs. Now grant- 
ed, there are those sites with sight-dis- 
tance problems where you have to have 
stops. But when you and I go drive 
down out of our home tomorrow morn- 
ing, think about when you stop, why 
are you stopping? It’s not for safety. 
Lord forbid, it’s not for fuel consump- 
tion or for environmental conserva- 
tion; it is because the law says you 
have to stop, even though there is a 
cost in environmental and economic 
impact. The safety factor is not the 
factor being determined. It is easier for 
a local government to give you a ticket 
on a stop sign, or at least that percep- 
tion is there, when a yield sign is just 
as enforceable. 

A good example is why is a four-way 
stop always the easiest and the cheap- 
est way for a government to be able to 
control an intersection when every- 
body knows that a roundabout has been 
proven to be a major source of safety 
and environmental and economic ben- 
efit. 

The fact is that communities that 
have been brave enough to try new 
traffic control, like the new computer- 
engineered roundabouts and traffic cir- 
cles, have not only proven that it re- 
duces congestion by a huge amount be- 
cause it stops the queuing approach; it 
also eliminates that pollution that 
stop signs cause by five times more 
polluting than allowing somebody to 
drive through an intersection at low 
speed, that roundabouts do. But it also 
eliminates, as the gentleman who just 
spoke brought up, the safety factor. A 
roundabout eliminates the T-boning 
where fatalities occur. Actually, by 
going to the next generation of traffic 
control, we can not only address fuel 
consumption and pollution, but we can 
make our roads safer. 

So I really call on my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle, let’s look at 
making sure that when we send this 
money over to the States and the cities 
and the counties—and I was a mayor. I 
ran a transit system, the San Diego 
trolley system. We helped build that 
system. We need to make sure that we 
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are doing the right thing in govern- 
ment. And one of the things that we 
are not doing in government that we 
can do and lead through example, if we 
truly care about public safety, environ- 
mental protection and fuel efficiency, 
if we really want to lead, let’s not man- 
date on the private sector that they 
have to do something if we’re not will- 
ing to look at our colleagues here in 
government and say: We have to re- 
form ourselves. 

I call on my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle, let’s work together. 
Let’s start saying, look, local govern- 
ments, counties and cities; the environ- 
mental, economic, and safety impacts 
of you not upgrading your traffic con- 
trol to an efficient system is costing 
our economy 22.6 percent more than it 
should. It is costing our environment 
22.6 percent that it shouldn’t. And the 
fact is, we don’t know how many lives 
we can save until we are willing to do 
that. 

I call on both sides, let’s get together 
and work on this and set an example 
for the rest of the world. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I say to 
my colleague and my friend from Cali- 
fornia, sign me up. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I am very 
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the dis- 
tinguished gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. BROWN), the ranking member of 
the Railroad Subcommittee and my 
classmate. We came here together. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I thank my 
classmate for giving me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak on the 
rule. I would like to begin by dis- 
cussing the importance of reauthor- 
izing the surface transportation bill. It 
has been a long time since we had a 
bill; since 2005, in fact. I cannot over- 
emphasize the importance of com- 
pleting this bill as soon as possible, not 
only to rebuild our Nation’s infrastruc- 
ture but for the desperately needed 
jobs it will create. 

Transportation projects are a natural 
economic development tool. The De- 
partment of Transportation has indi- 
cated for every $1 billion invested in 
transportation, it creates 42,000 perma- 
nent jobs and $2.1 billion in economic 
activity. It also saves the lives of 1,400 
people. You can’t argue with those 
numbers. 

Transportation funding is a win/win 
for everyone involved. States get to 
improve their transportation infra- 
structure, which creates economic de- 
velopment, puts people back to work, 
enhances safety, and improves local 
communities. 

Yet in delaying the passage of this 
much-needed legislation any further, 
we are doing a disservice to the driving 
population, and the Nation as a whole. 
The States who are battling red ink 
want to see this bill passed. The con- 
struction companies who are laying off 
employees want to see this bill passed. 
And the citizens waiting in traffic 
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jams, like my constituents on the 144 
corridor in central Florida, want to see 
this bill passed. If this Congress fails to 
pass a real transportation funding bill, 
our Nation’s transportation infrastruc- 
ture, and the citizens who use it, will 
suffer for years to come. 

There are numerous studies that 
have come out in the last few months 
documenting the current state of af- 
fairs. The American Society of Civil 
Engineers has found that this country’s 
infrastructure ranked ‘‘D’’—barely 
passing, certainly not acceptable for a 
superpower like the United States. 

So we need to really pass this bill 
and really pass a full 6-year reauthor- 
ization bill so the States can plan and 
the communities can plan for their 
transportation needs. 

I have to take a moment to talk 
about high-speed rail because come 
Friday—it is a very sad state of affairs 
for the people of Florida. The Governor 
of Florida, Rick Scott, has indicated 
that he is going to turn down $2.5 bil- 
lion for Federal high-speed rail fund- 
ing. That is very sad for the people of 
Florida because we have worked for a 
number of years across the aisle. Mr. 
MICA and I have worked. And, in fact, 
when I was first elected, for every dol- 
lar we sent to Washington, we were re- 
ceiving 77 cents in Florida transpor- 
tation dollars. I worked to change that 
formula, and now we get 92 cents, and 
that is $5 billion. 

Well, for once Florida has an oppor- 
tunity to get some of their gasoline tax 
dollars back and to put Floridians to 
work. We have 12 percent unemploy- 
ment. With the 90 percent funding from 
the Federal Government and the 10 per- 
cent private, that would generate over 
60,000 jobs. But it is so sad, and it is 
really a no-brainer for the Governor. 
He indicated he spent over $100 million 
to be the Governor of the State of Flor- 
ida, and he indicated that he wanted to 
put Floridians to work. 

Well, Mr. Governor, how are you 
going to put them to work? What are 
you going to work them on besides 
talk? What really puts people to work 
is transportation and infrastructure, 
and it is a no-brainer, the high-speed 
rail project. The communities have 
worked on it. In fact, in 1980 Bob Gra- 
ham, being the Governor, appointed me 
to a committee to work on high-speed 
rail. Let me just say, when there is no 
vision, the people perish. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield the 
gentlelady 1 additional minute. 

And I would also take this oppor- 
tunity, if she would yield to me, to ask 
her a question. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. The pre- 
vious SAFETEA-LU measure provided 
some funding for a high-speed rail cor- 
ridor. This particular provision does 
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not. Am I correct that if we were to do 
the high-speed rail project, that the 
lowest estimate is it would provide 
30,000 jobs? 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Sir, that is 
the lowest; but it would provide 60,000 
jobs because you’re not just looking at 
the construction, but everywhere you 
build a station is economic develop- 
ment, and it is jobs. 

Let me say, this is public-private. In 
other words, we would be contracting 
the jobs out. Companies, private com- 
panies, would be building these sta- 
tions. In fact, over eight different com- 
panies have indicated that they want 
to be partners with this. It is sort of 
the way we build airports. The Federal 
Government goes in and puts the major 
infrastructure down, and then there 
are private operators. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield the 
gentlewoman an additional 30 seconds. 
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Ms. BROWN of Florida. All I’ve got 
to say is that I have been elected for 30 
years and this is in my opinion the 
worst politics I have ever seen. The 
Bible says, ‘‘Without vision, the people 
perish.” The people of Florida are 
going to suffer. We have a roughly 12 
percent unemployment rate. That’s 
over 2 million people that’s unem- 
ployed. This is an opportunity to put 
60,000 people to work. That translates 
not just in jobs, but if you have a job, 
you can pay your mortgage until the 
foreclosure goes down. It goes on and 
on. I want to thank the President, the 
Vice President, the mayors and all of 
the communities who have worked to- 
gether for this project. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I enjoy my col- 
leagues coming to the floor and talking 
about us being without a vision and 
that the people will perish. People are 
perishing all across our country be- 
cause of the excessive spending that 
this administration and the previous 
two Congresses have placed upon the 
people. Excessive debt. This year, the 
President has estimated we will have a 
$1.650 trillion debt. And as best I can 
tell you, some sense of reality and dose 
of discipline must be invoked upon this 
Congress. That’s what we’re attempt- 
ing to do not only by this bill today 
but by also following regular order, by 
allowing Members of Congress to come 
and speak very clearly on the floor, by 
allowing an open process, things which 
were never allowed in the previous two 
Congresses. 

I appreciate Members coming to the 
floor and talking about what’s in the 
best interests of the country. Madam 
Speaker, the bottom line is that the 
Republican majority is going to do 
something about jobs. We’re going to 
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do something about spending. We will 
bring discipline, authority, responsi- 
bility and actions directly to the floor 
of the House of Representatives as op- 
posed to spending which was out of 
control, ideas which ran amok, and a 
lack of vision and clarity for our fu- 
ture. I’m very proud of what we're 
doing here today. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Madam Speaker, when the gentle- 
woman from Florida was speaking 
about the light rail program that may 
expire on Friday, and I am hopeful that 
our Governor will understand that, a 
retort came from my friend from Texas 
about her saying about a lack of vision 
is what causes these kinds of matters. 
The gentlewoman from Florida was 
talking about light rail. I don’t recall 
my friend from Texas being upset when 
we did light rail in Houston, and I was 
for that. I might add all of us know 
that we need to move people as best we 
can in other methodologies, as I have 
described earlier. 

Madam Speaker, Democrats and Re- 
publicans must work together to invest 
more in our Nation’s aging transpor- 
tation infrastructure network; invest 
more, not less. We have a vision for 
America’s future transportation infra- 
structure. Now we need the leadership 
to make it a reality. I shudder to think 
what would have happened to this Na- 
tion’s overall national security had 
Dwight Eisenhower not had the vision 
and those Congresspersons who were 
here and the American people did not 
agree that we would have an interstate 
highway system. I understand that it 
takes money to do these things. 

Let’s look at Minnesota as an exam- 
ple. When the bridge collapsed in Min- 
neapolis, tragically, lives were lost and 
a system that was a city’s lifeblood had 
to be repaired. It has been repaired. 
But wouldn’t it have been so much bet- 
ter, not just to avoid the tragedy, 
that’s obvious, but could we not have 
as we do see in some of these situa- 
tions, that these bridges need repair, 
these levees need repair. The 
Congresspersons from Louisiana were 
talking about the levees that were 
blown away during Katrina 10 years be- 
fore that happened. I stand here today 
and talk about a levee in the Ever- 
glades that unless it’s repaired, it is 
going to cause a disaster. You either 
pay me now on these things or you pay 
a whole lot later. We’re not talking 
about not spending, not investing. 
We're talking about doing it wisely and 
with accountability. 

While I support the underlying bill, I 
would like to express my disappoint- 
ment at the closed process. My col- 
league comes down here and talks 
about all the Members are going to get 
a chance to come down here and 
they’re going to get a chance to ex- 
press their ideas. Well, there may be 
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some Members that may have had an 
amendment that might innovate some- 
thing or might improve our transpor- 
tation system. My friend from Texas 
will claim that this is technically not a 
closed rule, and it’s true that the rule 
did allow one—one—amendment by 
Chairman MICA, who wrote the under- 
lying bill that I support. You heard 
that correctly. The only Member who 
is allowed to offer an amendment is the 
same Member who wrote the bill. 

On January 5, the distinguished 
Speaker of this House for whom I have 
great respect, and he is a friend of 
mine, stated the following: 

“Above all else, we will welcome the 
battle of ideas, encourage it, and en- 
gage in it—openly, honestly, and re- 
spectfully. As the Chamber closest to 
the people, the House works best when 
it is allowed to work its will.” 

My colleague from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MCGOVERN) offered a motion for 
an open rule, so these important mat- 
ters could be debated openly on the 
House floor. But this amendment was 
defeated last night, or yesterday, in a 
party-line vote. In addition, I also 
made a motion to amend the rule and 
make in order an amendment by Dele- 
gate HOLMES NORTON of Washington, 
D.C. and cosponsored by Mr. MORAN of 
Virginia which would simply have per- 
mitted the District of Columbia to 
spend its own money after March 4—in 
other words, this coming Friday—in 
the event of a government shutdown. 
That was defeated on a party-line vote. 

I ask you, Madam Speaker, does this 
sound like an open process to you? I 
urge my colleagues to vote “по” on 
this rule and instead pass this much- 
needed extension through a truly open 
process that allows all Members to 
offer amendments. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I 
will say that this process that we have 
had as opposed to having it just mixed 
in a resolution allows for a motion to 
recommit for the gentleman and his 
party, and it is my hope that they will 
take up that open process that we 
talked about where we’ll see what their 
ideas are. In a few minutes we’ll find 
out when they make that choice. 

Madam Speaker, we’ve heard a lot of 
things during this debate, up to and in- 
cluding about thoughts and ideas about 
shutting down the government, that 
that looms ahead of us. Not one Repub- 
lican, not one Republican, is talking 
about shutting down the government. 
It is an issue that Republican leader- 
ship, including the gentleman Mr. 
BOEHNER, the Speaker of this House, 
has openly talked about that we will do 
every single thing that we can do to 
avoid a government shutdown. 

So it’s my hope that this body would 
recognize, we’re not offering that as a 
threat to the American people. We’re 
open for doing business. We’re trying 
to make sure we not only address this 
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issue weeks ahead of time but that 
we’re forthright about how we would go 
about giving options, opportunities, 
how we would work with the President 
and the Senate to make sure that we 
avoid this from happening. 

Secondly, we heard about a vision 
statement, a vision statement that evi- 
dently is lacking now from Repub- 
licans. Well, the facts of the case are 
very simple and, that is, the vision 
that our country sees ahead right now 
is diminishment of jobs, of a free enter- 
prise system that is overburdened by 
rules and regulations, a policy that 
comes from this administration that is 
about destroying jobs, whether it be 
from the Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Securities and Exchange 
Commission or, government-wide, an 
assault on the free enterprise system 
and upon employers. 
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So what we are trying to do is to 
offer some reassurance today that we 
will go ahead and reauthorize the Sur- 
face Transportation bill and that there 
will be the understanding that the gen- 
tleman—the fabulous chairman of the 
committee, JOHN MICA from Florida— 
will, in fact, lead in a bipartisan effort 
with Ranking Member RAHALL to pro- 
vide the opportunity to make sure that 
there is public involvement, that open 
hearings are held, that we in com- 
mittee talk about this, and that every 
Member is given a chance to partici- 
pate. 

That is what Republicans are now 
willing to do: regular order, open proc- 
esses, and a chance to make sure, as 
they find their way here to the floor, 
that every single bill we want, where 
possible, allows for a Democrat motion 
to recommit. 

Madam Speaker, you heard me say 
earlier today that my Republican col- 
leagues and I are committed to an open 
process and to far, far more account- 
ability, transparency, and an open 
process than what our friends have 
ever allowed us for the last 4 years. 

Today’s legislation is a step in the 
right direction. The underlying bill has 
bipartisan support, even up at the 
Rules Committee, where Republicans 
and Democrats support this underlying 
legislation. It went through regular 
order, which is a structure which 
worked, and open debate on the floor. 
This is just the first step in the nec- 
essary transportation funding—an open 
dialogue with the American people, cit- 
ies, States, counties—and it is essen- 
tial that the Transportation and Infra- 
structure Committee takes the time to 
review where it is and to come up with 
the recommendations in allowing for a 
future that will be even brighter and 
better. 

Allowing this funding gives the 
States the tools that they need. We are 
working, as Chairman MICA is, with 
counties, cities, States, and with elect- 
ed officials all across the country. The 
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hard work that he is doing pays off 
again today. I will predict that we will 
pass this rule and this bill on a bipar- 
tisan basis because of the way our 
Speaker, JOHN BOEHNER, our majority 
leader, ERIC CANTOR, and also the great 
chairman, JOHN MICA, insist on making 
sure that the floor is run with openness 
for the body. I look forward to working 
with Chairman MICA and the rest of the 
committee on that endeavor. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time, and I move the pre- 
vious question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The question is on the reso- 
lution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule ХХ, this 15- 
minute vote on adopting House Resolu- 
tion 128 will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on ordering the previous question 
on House Resolution 129; and adopting 
House Resolution 129, if ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 256, nays 
169, not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 155] 


YEAS—256 
Adams Conaway Griffin (AR) 
Aderholt Cravaack Griffith (VA) 
Akin Crawford Grimm 
Alexander Crenshaw Guinta 
Altmire Cuellar Guthrie 
Amash Culberson Hall 
Austria Davis (KY) Harper 
Bachmann DeFazio Harris 
Bachus Denham Hartzler 
Barletta Dent Hastings (WA) 
Bartlett DesJarlais Hayworth 
Barton (TX) Diaz-Balart Heck 
Bass (NH) Dold Heller 
Benishek Donnelly (IN) Hensarling 
Berg Dreier Herger 
Biggert Duffy Herrera Beutler 
Bilbray Duncan (SC) Huelskamp 
Bilirakis Duncan (TN) Huizenga (MI) 
Bishop (UT) Ellison Hultgren 
Black Ellmers Hunter 
Blackburn Emerson Hurt 
Bonner Farenthold Issa 
Bono Mack Fincher Jenkins 
Boren Fitzpatrick Johnson (IL) 
Boustany Flake Johnson (OH) 
Brady (TX) Fleischmann Johnson, Sam 
Brooks Fleming Jones 
Broun (GA) Flores Jordan 
Buchanan Forbes Kelly 
Bucshon Fortenberry King (IA) 
Buerkle Foxx King (NY) 
Burgess Franks (AZ) Kingston 
Burton (IN) Frelinghuysen Kinzinger (IL) 
Calvert Gallegly Kissell 
Camp Gardner Kline 
Campbell Garrett Labrador 
Canseco Gerlach Lamborn 
Cantor Gibbs Lance 
Capito Gibson Landry 
Carter Gingrey (GA) Lankford 
Cassidy Gohmert Latham 
Chabot Goodlatte LaTourette 
Chaffetz Gosar Latta 
Chandler Gowdy Lewis (CA) 
Coble Granger LoBiondo 
Coffman (CO) Graves (GA) Long 
Cole Graves (MO) Lucas 


Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCau 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 


Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 

Pitts 
Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 


NAYS—169 


Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
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Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
Ta 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
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Wasserman Waxman Woolsey 
Schultz Weiner Wu 
Waters Welch Yarmuth 
Watt Wilson (FL) 
NOT VOTING—7 
Carney Hinojosa Simpson 
Giffords Honda 
Hanna Pelosi 
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Messrs. OWENS, FRANK of Massa- 
chusetts, and GUTIERREZ changed 
their vote from “yea” to “пау.” 

Mr. DEFAZIO changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Mr. CARNEY. Madam Speaker, оп rollcall 
No. 155, had | been present, | would have 
voted “yea.” 

Stated against: 

Mr. ELLISON. Madam Speaker, on March 2, 
2011, | inadvertently voted “yea” on rollcall 
No. 155. | intended to vote “no.” 


EE 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4, COMPREHENSIVE 1099 
TAXPAYER PROTECTION AND 
REPAYMENT OF EXCHANGE SUB- 
SIDY OVERPAYMENTS ACT OF 
2011 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on order- 
ing the previous question on the reso- 
lution (H. Res. 129) providing for con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4) to repeal 
the expansion of information reporting 
requirements for payments of $600 or 
more to corporations, and for other 
purposes, on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 243, nays 
185, not voting 4, as follows: 

[Roll No. 156] 


YEAS—243 
Adams Boren Conaway 
Aderholt Boustany Cravaack 
Akin Brady (TX) Crawford 
Alexander Brooks Crenshaw 
Altmire Broun (GA) Culberson 
Amash Buchanan Davis (KY) 
Austria Bucshon Denham 
Bachmann Buerkle Dent 
Bachus Burgess DesJarlais 
Barletta Burton (IN) Diaz-Balart 
Bartlett Calvert Dold 
Barton (TX) Camp Dreier 
Bass (NH) Campbell Duffy 
Benishek Canseco Duncan (SC) 
Berg Cantor Duncan (TN) 
Biggert Capito Ellmers 
Bilbray Carter Emerson 
Bilirakis Cassidy Farenthold 
Bishop (UT) Chabot Fincher 
Black Chaffetz Fitzpatrick 
Blackburn Coble Flake 
Bonner Coffman (CO) Fleischmann 
Bono Mack Cole Fleming 
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Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hal 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Jordan 

Kelly 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 

Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 

Landry 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (ТА) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 


Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 


NAYS—185 


Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
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Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 


Lujan Perlmutter Sherman 
Lynch Peters Shuler 
Maloney Peterson Sires 
Markey Pingree (ME) Slaughter 
Matheson Polis Smith (WA) 
Matsui Price (NC) Speier 
McCarthy (NY) Quigley Stark 
McCollum Rahall Sutton 
ee к Thompson (CA) 
cGovern eyes 
McIntyre Richardson prone ra (Ms) 
Н ‘ierney 
McNerney Richmond Tonko 
Meeks Ross (AR) Towns 
Michaud Rothman (NJ) T 
Miller (NC) Roybal-Allard pongas 
Miller, George Ruppersberger Van Hollen 
Moore Rush Velazquez 
Moran Ryan (OH) Visclosky 
Murphy (CT) Sánchez, Linda Walz (MN) 
Nadler T. Wasserman 
Napolitano Sanchez, Loretta Schultz 
Neal Sarbanes Waters 
Olver Schakowsky Watt 
Owens Schiff Waxman 
Pallone Schwartz Weiner 
Pascrell Scott (VA) Welch 
Pastor (AZ) Scott, David Woolsey 
Payne Serrano Wu 
Pelosi Sewell Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—4 
Giffords Hinojosa 
Hanna Wilson (FL) 
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So the previous question was ordered. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Madam Speaker, 
on rollcall No. 156, had | been present, | 
would have voted “nay.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 
5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 252, nays 
175, not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 157] 


The 


YEAS—252 
Adams Buerkle Duffy 
Aderholt Burgess Duncan (SC) 
Akin Burton (IN) Duncan (TN) 
Alexander Calvert Ellmers 
Altmire Camp Emerson 
Amash Campbell Farenthold 
Austria Canseco Fincher 
Bachmann Cantor Fitzpatrick 
Bachus Capito Flake 
Barletta Carney Fleischmann 
Bartlett Carter Fleming 
Barton (TX) Cassidy Flores 
Bass (NH) Chabot Forbes 
Benishek Chaffetz Fortenberry 
Berg Chandler Foxx 
Biggert Coble Franks (AZ) 
Bilbray Coffman (CO) Frelinghuysen 
Bilirakis Cole Gallegly 
Bishop (UT) Conaway Gardner 
Black Cravaack Garrett 
Blackburn Crawford Gerlach 
Bonner Crenshaw Gibbs 
Bono Mack Culberson Gibson 
Boren Davis (KY) Gingrey (GA) 
Boustany Denham Gohmert. 
Brady (TX) Dent Goodlatte 
Brooks DesJarlais Gosar 
Broun (GA) Diaz-Balart Gowdy 
Buchanan Dold Granger 
Bucshon Dreier Graves (GA) 


Graves (MO) 

Griffin (AR) 

Griffith (VA) 

Grimm 

Guinta 

Guthrie 

Harper 

Harris 

Hartzler 

Hastings (WA) 

Hayworth 

Heck 

Heller 

Hensarling 

Herger 

Herrera Beutler 

Holden 

Huelskamp 

Huizenga (MI) 

Hultgren 

Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 

Johnson (IL) 

Johnson (OH) 

Johnson, Sam 

Jones 

Jordan 

Kelly 

King (IA) 

King (NY) 

Kingston 

Kinzinger (IL) 

Kissell 

Kline 

Labrador 

Lamborn 

Lance 

Landry 

Lankford 

Latham 

LaTourette 

Latta 

Lewis (CA) 

LoBiondo 

Long 

Lucas 

Luetkemeyer 

Lummis 

Lungren, Daniel 
E. 

Mack 

Manzullo 

Marchant 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (ТА) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 


Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 


NAYS—175 


Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holt 

Honda 
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Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
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Moran Ruppersberger Thompson (MS) 
Murphy (CT) Rush Tierney 
Nadler Ryan (OH) Tonko 
Napolitano Sanchez, Linda Towns 
Neal T. Tsongas 
Olver Sanchez, Loretta van Hollen 
Owens Sarbanes Velazquez 
Pallone Schakowsky А 

Pascrell Schiff ЖЫМ 
Раупе Schwartz Wassarman 
Pelosi Scott (VA) 

Perlmutter Scott, David Schultz 
Pingree (ME) Serrano Waters 
Polis Sewell Watt 

Price (NC) Sherman Waxman 
Quigley Sires Weiner 
Rangel Slaughter Welch 
Reyes Smith (WA) Wilson (FL) 
Richardson Speier Woolsey 
Richmond Stark Wu 
Rothman (NJ) Sutton Yarmuth 


Roybal-Allard Thompson (CA) 


NOT VOTING—5 


Hanna 
Hinojosa 


1451 


So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


Giffords 
Hall 


Pastor (AZ) 


EE 
HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 
Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam 


Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the House adjourns today, it ad- 
journ to meet at 10 a.m. tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 


EE 
COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR OF 
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPOR- 


TATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Chair of the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure; which was read and, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations: 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC, March 2, 2011. 
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 

The Capitol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: On February 16, 2011, 
pursuant to the provisions of 40 U.S.C. 3307, 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure met in open session to consider a 
resolution related to the General Services 
Administration’s (GSA) FY2011 Capital In- 
vestment and Leasing Program. The resolu- 
tion authorizes the consolidation of the oper- 
ations of the National Gallery of Art and the 
Federal Trade Commission that will result in 
savings to the federal government. The Com- 
mittee adopted the resolution by voice vote 
with a quorum present. 

Enclosed is a copy of the resolution adopt- 
ed by the Committee on February 16, 2011. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN L. Mica, 
Chairman. 
Enclosure. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC. 
COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION/NATIONAL 
GALLERY OF ART CONSOLIDATION 

Whereas, the General Services Administra- 
tion proposed in Lease Prospectus PDC-14— 
WAI11 to the U.S. House Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure a request 
to lease up to 427,000 square feet for the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission in addition to the 
306,000 square feet of space in the Apex build- 
ing currently housing part of the Federal 
Trade Commission operations; 

Whereas, a proposed alternate plan to con- 
solidate space currently leased or occupied 
by the Federal Trade Commission and Na- 
tional Gallery of Art can save taxpayers 
nearly 1/3 billion dollars and meet both agen- 
cies’ current and future space requirements; 

Whereas, the National Gallery of Art cur- 
rently leases 60,000 square feet of space and 
will require an additional 150,000 square feet 
of space for future use; 

Whereas, the Federal Trade Commission 
currently uses only 160,000 square feet of the 
306,000 gross square foot building located at 
600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, to house ap- 
proximately 450 federal employees, resulting 
in an inefficient use of the building, creating 
waste and costing the taxpayer; 

Whereas, only 3% of the space in the build- 
ing located at 600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
is designated as actual hearing space for 
Federal Trade Commission operations; 

Whereas, the Federal Trade Commission 
also leases two additional locations in the 
District of Columbia totaling 220,000 square 
feet and 56,000 square feet, respectively; 

Whereas, on May 13, 2010, the General Serv- 
ices Administration submitted a prospectus 
number PDC-14-WA11 to the Committee оп 
Transportation and Infrastructure for an ad- 
ditional 150,000 square feet of leased space for 
the Federal Trade Commission; 

Whereas, President Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
in laying the cornerstone for the building at 
600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, did so to con- 
solidate government operations out of scat- 
tered space into consolidated space ‘‘to save 
the taxpayers’ money”’; 

Whereas, President Barack Obama’s Presi- 
dential Memorandum of June 10, 2010, in ac- 
cordance with Executive Order 13327 issued 
by President George W. Bush, requires fed- 
eral agencies to maximize the utilization 
and efficiency of space; 

Whereas, the management of federal real 
property was placed on the Government Ac- 
countability Office’s “Ніећ Risk” list in 2003 
where it remains today; 

Whereas, the Government Accountability 
Office concluded, regarding the use of aging 
buildings that ‘‘[mJany of these assets and 
organizational structures are no longer need- 
ed; others are not effectively aligned with, or 
responsive to, agencies’ changing missions. 
At the same time, technological advances 
have changed workplace needs, and many of 
the older buildings are not configured to ac- 
commodate new technologies”; 

Whereas, it is in the national interest to 
maximize use of federal space and save tax- 
payer dollars through the more efficient use 
of space consistent with federal policies; 

Whereas, the National Gallery of Art was 
created in 1937 for the people of the United 
States by Congress as an independent ‘‘bu- 
reau” of the Smithsonian Institution as 
codified in 20 United States Code §72; 

Whereas, the National Gallery of Art is a 
federal government-owned organization; 
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Whereas, Congress provides funds to main- 
tain the National Gallery of Art to ensure it 
remains open to the general public free of 
charge as codified in 20 United States Code 
$74; 

Whereas, the National Gallery of Art ге- 
ceives 80% of its funding through Federal ap- 
propriations; 

Whereas, 75% of National Gallery of Art 
employees are federal employees; 

Whereas, the 30-year net present value of 
the savings to the taxpayer realized from 
consolidating the National Gallery of Art’s 
leased space into government owned space is 
$145 million; 

Whereas, the building located at 600 Penn- 
sylvania Avenue, NW would require more 
than $137 million in taxpayer funded renova- 
tions for continued use by the Federal Trade 
Commission as office space; 

Whereas, the National Gallery of Art has 
authority to and shall raise and use private 
funds to renovate the building at 600 Penn- 
sylvania Avenue, NW for the benefit of the 
American people; 

Whereas, renovating the building at 600 
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW will preserve a 
historic building and maximize its use by the 
American people; 

Whereas, the space in the building located 
at 600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW would be 
optimally located and adjacent to the Na- 
tional Gallery of Art West and East wings 
providing additional space consistent with 
the mission of the National Gallery of Art as 
codified in law; 

Whereas, such use of the 600 Pennsylvania 
Avenue, NW building would complete the 
cultural triangle in the District of Columbia; 

Whereas, relocating the Federal Trade 
Commission into lower maintenance and 
more energy efficient space will further save 
taxpayer dollars; 

Whereas, there are significant savings in 
consolidations of operations—employee shut- 
tle, child care, communications and oper- 
ational efficiencies. 

Therefore, be it resolved by the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the U.S. 
House of Representatives, that, pursuant to 
title 40 U.S.C. §3307(a), the Administrator of 
General Services shall transfer administra- 
tive jurisdiction and custody and control of 
the building located at 600 Pennsylvania Av- 
enue, NW, Washington, D.C. to the National 
Gallery of Art and relocate the Federal 
Trade Commission, currently located at 600 
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, D.C. 
to (1) up to 200,000 usable square feet of space 
located in Federal Office Building Number 8, 
Southwest, District of Columbia; (2) 1800 F 
Street, NW, District of Columbia; or (8) such 
other building in the District of Columbia 
owned by the Government that the Adminis- 
trator of General Services considers appro- 
priate. 

It is further resolved, that the Adminis- 
trator of General Services is authorized to 
consolidate Federal Trade Commission oper- 
ations in the District of Columbia into effi- 
cient, modern government-owned space. 

Provided, that no appropriated funds shall 
be used for the initial renovation, remod- 
eling, or reconstruction of the building at 600 
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, D.C. 

Provided further, that terms and conditions, 
including rental rate, applied to the Federal 
Trade Commission by the Administrator of 
General Services, for use of the building lo- 
cated at 600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, 
Washington, D.C. shall apply to replacement 
space provided by the Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services pursuant to this resolution for 
no more than ten (10) years after the reloca- 
tion of the Federal Trade Commission. 
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Provided further, that the General Services 
Administration shall not delegate to any 
other agency the authority granted by this 
resolution. 

Adopted: February 16, 2011. 

JOHN L. Mica, M.C., 
Chairman. 


There was no objection. 


EE 


SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
EXTENSION ACT OF 2011 


Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 128, I call up the 
bill (H.R. 662) to provide an extension 
of Federal-aid highway, highway safe- 
ty, motor carrier safety, transit, and 
other programs funded out of the High- 
way Trust Fund pending enactment of 
a multiyear law reauthorizing such 
programs, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 128, the bill is 
considered read. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 662 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; RECONCILIATION OF 
FUNDS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘Surface Transportation Extension Act 
of 2011”. 
(b) RECONCILIATION OF FUNDS.—The Sec- 
retary of Transportation shall reduce the 
amount apportioned or allocated for a pro- 
gram, project, or activity under this Act in 
fiscal year 2011 by amounts apportioned or 
allocated pursuant to the Surface Transpor- 
tation Extension Act of 2010 and the Surface 
Transportation Extension Act of 2010, Part II 
for the period beginning on October 1, 2010, 
and ending on March 4, 2011. 
(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.— 
Sec. 1. Short title; reconciliation of funds. 
TITLE I—FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 
Sec. 101. Extension of Federal-aid highway 
programs. 
TITLE II—EXTENSION OF HIGHWAY 
SAFETY PROGRAMS 

Sec. 201. Extension of National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration 
highway safety programs. 

Sec. 202. Extension of Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration pro- 


grams. 
Sec. 203. Additional programs. 
TITLE III—PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
PROGRAMS 


Allocation of funds for planning 
programs. 

Special rule for urbanized area for- 
mula grants. 

Allocating amounts for capital in- 
vestment grants. 

Apportionment of formula grants 
for other than urbanized areas. 

Apportionment based оп fixed 
guideway factors. 

Authorizations for public transpor- 
tation. 

Sec. 307. Amendments to SAFETEA-LU. 

Sec. 308. Level of obligation limitations. 

TITLE IV—EXTENSION OF EXPENDITURE 

AUTHORITY 


Sec. 401. Extension of expenditure author- 
ity. 


Sec. 301. 


Sec. 302. 


Sec. 303. 


Sec. 304. 


Sec. 305. 


Sec. 306. 
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TITLE I—FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS 
SEC. 101. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY 
PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 411 of the Surface 
Transportation Extension Act of 2010 (Public 
Law 111-147; 124 Stat. 78) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘the period beginning on 
October 1, 2010, and ending on March 4, 2011” 
each place it appears (except in subsection 
(c)(2)) and inserting ‘‘fiscal year 2011”; and 

(2) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘March 4, 
2011” and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2011”. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 411(b)(2) of the Surface Transpor- 
tation Extension Act of 2010 (124 Stat. 79) is 
amended by striking ‘155865 of”. 

(с) USE OF FUNDS.—Section 411(с) of the 
Surface Transportation Extension Act of 2010 
(124 Stat. 79) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking ‘155565 of”; and 

(B) by striking ‘һе period beginning on 
October 1, 2010, and ending on March 4, 2011,” 
and inserting ‘‘fiscal year 2011”; 

(2) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)(ii) by striking “, 
except that during such period obligations 
subject to such limitation shall not exceed 
155465 of the limitation on obligations in- 
cluded in an Act making appropriations for 
fiscal year 2011”; and 

(В) in subparagraph (В)(11)(11) by striking 
‘*$271,356,164’’ and inserting ‘‘$639,000,000’’; 
and 

(8) by striking paragraph (5); 

(d) EXTENSION AND FLEXIBILITY FOR CER- 
TAIN ALLOCATED PROGRAMS.—Section 411(d) 
of the Surface Transportation Extension Act 
of 2010 (124 Stat. 80) is amended— 

(1) by striking 155565 of’? each place it ap- 
pears; and 

(2) in paragraph (4)(A) by striking ‘‘2009”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2010’’. 

(e) EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATIONS UNDER 
TITLE V OF SAFETEA-LU.—Section 411(е) of 
the Surface Transportation Extension Act of 
2010 (124 Stat. 82) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(B) by striking ‘‘155%es’’; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (3)(А) by striking ‘‘2009”’ 
and inserting ‘‘2010’’. 

(f) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Section 
412(a)(2) of the Surface Transportation Ex- 
tension Act of 2010 (Public Law 111-147; 124 
Stat. 83) is amended to read as follows: 

(2) $422,425,000 for fiscal year 2011.”’. 

TITLE II—EXTENSION OF HIGHWAY 
SAFETY PROGRAMS 
SEC. 201. EXTENSION OF NATIONAL HIGHWAY 
TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 
HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS. 

(a) CHAPTER 4 HIGHWAY SAFETY PRO- 
GRAMS.—Section 2001(a)(1) of SAFETEA-LU 
(119 Stat. 1519) is amended by striking ‘‘and 
$99,795,000 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2010, and ending on March 4, 2011.” and 
inserting ‘‘and $235,000,000 for fiscal year 
2011.’’. 

(b) HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND DEVEL- 
OPMENT.—Section 2001(a)(2) of SAFETEA-LU 
(119 Stat. 1519) is amended by striking ‘‘and 
$45,967,000 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2010, and ending on March 4, 2011.” and 


inserting “апа $108,244,000 for fiscal year 
2011.’’. 
(c) OCCUPANT PROTECTION INCENTIVE 


GRANTS.—Section 2001(а)(3) of SAFETEA-LU 
(119 Stat. 1519) is amended by striking ‘‘and 
$10,616,000 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2010, and ending on March 4, 2011.” and 
inserting ‘‘and $25,000,000 for fiscal year 
2011.”. 

(а) SAFETY BELT PERFORMANCE GRANTS.— 
Section 2001(a)(4) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 
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1519) is amended by striking ‘‘and $52,870,000 
for the period beginning on October 1, 2010, 
and ending on March 4, 2011.” and inserting 
“апа $124,500,000 for fiscal year 2011.”’. 

(e) STATE TRAFFIC SAFETY INFORMATION 
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS.—Section 2001(a)(5) of 
SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1519) is amended by 
striking ‘‘and $14,651,000 for the period begin- 
ning on October 1, 2010, and ending on March 
4, 2011.” and inserting ‘‘and $34,500,000 for fis- 
cal year 2011.’’. 

(Т) ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED DRIVING COUNTER- 
MEASURES INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM.—Sec- 
tion 2001(a)(6) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 
1519) is amended by striking ‘‘and $59,027,000 
for the period beginning on October 1, 2010, 
and ending on March 4, 2011.” and inserting 
“апа $139,000,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

(g) NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER.—Section 
2001(a)(7) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1520) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and $1,748,000 for the 
period beginning on October 1, 2010, and end- 
ing on March 4, 2011.’’ and inserting ‘‘and 
$4,116,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

(h) HIGH VISIBILITY ENFORCEMENT PRO- 
GRAM.—Section 2001(a)(8) of SAFETEA-LU 
(119 Stat. 1520) is amended by striking ‘‘and 
$12,315,000 for the period beginning on Octo- 
ber 1, 2010, and ending on March 4, 2011.” and 


inserting ‘‘and $29,000,000 for fiscal year 
2011.’’. 
(i) MOTORCYCLIST SAFETY.—Section 


2001(a)(9) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1520) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and $2,973,000 for the 
period beginning on October 1, 2010, and end- 
ing on March 4, 2011.” and inserting “апа 
$7,000,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

(j) CHILD SAFETY AND CHILD BOOSTER SEAT 
SAFETY INCENTIVE GRANTS.—Section 
2001(a)(10) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1520) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and $2,973,000 for the 
period beginning on October 1, 2010, and end- 
ing on March 4, 2011.’’ and inserting ‘‘and 
$7,000,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

(k) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Section 
2001(a)(11) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1520) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and $10,756,000 for the 
period beginning on October 1, 2010, and end- 
ing on March 4, 2011.” and inserting “апа 
$25,328,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

SEC. 202. EXTENSION OF FEDERAL MOTOR CAR- 
RIER SAFETY ADMINISTRATION PRO- 
GRAMS. 

(a) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS.—Sec- 
tion 31104(a)(7) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

07) $209,000,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Section 
31104(i)(1)(G) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

(С) $244,144,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

(с) GRANT PROGRAMS.—Section 4101(с) of 
SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1715) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘2009”’ and 
all that follows before the period and insert- 
ing ‘‘2011”’; 
(2) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘, 2007” and 
all that follows before the period and insert- 
ing “through 2011”; 
(3) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘, 2007” and 
all that follows before the period and insert- 
ing “through 2011”; 
(4) in paragraph (4) by striking ‘‘2009’’ and 
all that follows before the period and insert- 
ing “2011”; and 
(5) in paragraph (5) by striking ‘‘2009’’ and 
all that follows before the period and insert- 
ing “2011”. 

(da) HIGH-PRIORITY ACTIVITIES.—Section 
31104(k)(2) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘through 2010 and 
$6,370,000 for the period beginning October 1, 
2010, and ending on March 4, 2011” and insert- 
ing “through 2011”. 
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(e) NEW ENTRANT AUDITS.—Section 
31144(¢)(5)(B) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘(and up to $12,315,000 
for the period beginning October 1, 2010, and 
ending on March 4, 2011)”. 

(f) COMMERCIAL DRIVER’S LICENSE INFORMA- 
TION SYSTEM MODERNIZATION.—Section 
4123(d)(6) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1736) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(6) $8,000,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

(g) OUTREACH AND EDUCATION.—Section 
4127(e) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1741) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2010,”’ and all that fol- 
lows before ‘бо carry out”? and inserting 
‘2010, and 2011”. 

(h) GRANT PROGRAM FOR COMMERCIAL 
MOTOR VEHICLE OPERATORS.—Section 4134(c) 
of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1744) is amended 
by striking ‘2009’ and all that follows before 
“to carry out” and inserting ‘‘2011’’. 

(i) MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ADVISORY COM- 
MITTEE.—Section 4144(d) of SAFETEA-LU 
(119 Stat. 1748) is amended by striking 
“March 4, 2011” and inserting ‘‘September 30, 
2011”. 

(j) WORKING GROUP FOR DEVELOPMENT OF 
PRACTICES AND PROCEDURES TO ENHANCE FED- 
ERAL-STATE RELATIONS.—Section 4218(1) of 
SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 14710 note; 119 Stat. 
1759) is amended by striking ‘‘March 4, 2011” 
and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2011”. 

SEC. 203. ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS. 

(a) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RESEARCH 
PROJECTS.—Section 7131(c) of SAFETHA-LU 
(119 Stat. 1910) is amended by striking 
“through 2010 and $531,000 for the period be- 
ginning on October 1, 2010, and ending on 
March 4, 2011” and inserting ‘‘through 2011”. 

(b) DINGELL-JOHNSON SPORT FISH RESTORA- 
TION ACT.—Section 4 of the Dingell-Johnson 
Sport Fish Restoration Act (16 U.S.C. 777c) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘through 
2010, and for the period beginning on October 
1, 2010, and ending on March 4, 2011,” and in- 
serting ‘‘through 2011,’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(1)(A) by striking 
“through 2010, and for the period beginning 
on October 1, 2010, and ending on March 4, 
2011,” and inserting ‘‘through 2011”. 

TITLE III—PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

PROGRAMS 
SEC. 301. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR PLANNING 
PROGRAMS. 

Section 53805(g¢) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘2010, and for 
the period beginning October 1, 2010, and end- 
ing March 4, 2011,” and inserting ‘‘2011”’. 

SEC. 302. SPECIAL RULE FOR URBANIZED AREA 
FORMULA GRANTS. 

Section 5307(b)(2) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking the paragraph heading and 
inserting ‘“‘“SPECIAL RULE FOR FISCAL YEARS 
2005 THROUGH 2011.—’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘2010, 
and the period beginning October 1, 2010, and 
ending March 4, 2011,” and inserting ‘‘2011,’’; 
and 

(3) in subparagraph (Е)— 

(A) by striking the subparagraph heading 
and inserting ‘‘MAXIMUM AMOUNTS IN FISCAL 
YEARS 2008 THROUGH 2011.—’’; and 

(B) in the matter preceding clause (i) by 
striking ‘‘In fiscal years 2008 through 2010, 
and during the period beginning October 1, 
2010, and ending March 4, 2011,” and inserting 
“Та each of fiscal years 2008 through 2011”. 
SEC. 303. ALLOCATING AMOUNTS FOR CAPITAL 

INVESTMENT GRANTS. 

Section 5309(m) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 
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(A) by striking the paragraph heading and 
inserting ‘“‘FISCAL YEARS 2006 THROUGH 2011.— 
э”. 


(В) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by striking ‘‘2010, and during the period 
beginning October 1, 2010, and ending March 
4, 2011,” and inserting ‘‘2011’’; and 

(С) in subparagraph (А)(1) by striking 
“2010, and $84,931,000 for the period beginning 
October 1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” 
and inserting ‘‘2011’’; 

(2) in paragraph (6)— 

(A) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘2010, 
and $6,369,000 shall be available for the period 
beginning October 1, 2010 and ending March 
4, 2011,” and inserting ‘‘2011’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘2010, 
and $2,123,000 shall be available for the period 
beginning October 1, 2010 and ending March 
4, 2011,” and inserting ‘‘2011’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (7)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 

(i) by striking (А) FERRY BOAT SYSTEMS.— 
” and all that follows through ‘‘(i) FISCAL 
YEARS 2006 THROUGH 2010.—$10,000,000 shall be 
available in each of fiscal years 2006 through 
2010” and inserting the following: 

“(A) FERRY BOAT SYSTEMS.—$10,000,000 
shall be available in each of fiscal years 2006 
through 2011”; 

(ii) by striking clause (ii); 

(111) by redesignating subclauses (I) 
through (VIII) as clauses (i) through (viii), 
respectively, and moving the text of such 
clauses 2 ems to the left; and 

(iv) by inserting a period at the end of 
clause (iv) (as so redesignated); 

(B) in subparagraph (B)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘for the period beginning 
October 1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011”; 
and 

(ii) by adding after clause (v) the following: 

(уі) $13,500,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’; 

(C) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘, and 
during the period beginning October 1, 2010 
and ending March 4, 2011,”’; 

(D) in subparagraph (D) by striking ‘‘, and 
not less than $14,863,000 shall be available for 
the period beginning October 1, 2010 and end- 
ing March 4, 2011,’’; and 

(E) in subparagraph (E) by striking ‘‘, and 
$1,273,000 shall be available for the period be- 
ginning October 1, 2010 and ending March 4, 
2011,’’. 
SEC. 304. APPORTIONMENT OF FORMULA 
GRANTS FOR OTHER THAN URBAN- 
IZED AREAS. 

Section 53811(c)(1)(F) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(Е) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

SEC. 305. APPORTIONMENT BASED ON FIXED 
GUIDEWAY FACTORS. 

Section 5337 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2010’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2011’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (g). 

SEC. 306. AUTHORIZATIONS FOR PUBLIC TRANS- 
PORTATION. 

(a) FORMULA AND BUS GRANTS.—Section 
53838(b) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (1)(F) and insert- 
ing the following: 

“(Е) $8,360,565,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking 
“$48,198,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$1138,500,000 for fiscal year 2011”; 

(B) in subparagraph (В) by striking 
“*$1,766,730,000 for the period beginning Octo- 
ber 1, 2010, and ending March 4, 2011,’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘$4,160,365,000 for fiscal year 2011”; 
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(С) in subparagraph (C) by striking 
‘*$21,869,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$51,500,000 for fiscal year 2011”; 

(D) in subparagraph (D) by striking 
‘*$707,691,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$1,666,500,000 for fiscal year 2011”; 

(Е) in subparagraph (E) by striking 
‘*$417,863,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$984,000,000 for fiscal year 2011”; 

(F) in subparagraph (F) by striking 
‘*$56,691,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$133,500,000 for fiscal year 2011”; 

(б) in subparagraph (б) by striking 
‘*$197,465,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$465,000,000 for fiscal year 2011”; 

(Н) in subparagraph (Н) by striking 
‘*$69,856,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$164,500,000 for fiscal year 2011”’; 

(I) in subparagraph (I) by striking 
‘*$39,280,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$92,500,000 for fiscal year 2011”; 

(J) in subparagraph (J) by striking 
‘*$11,423,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$26,900,000 for fiscal year 2011”; 

(K) in subparagraph (K) by striking 
‘*$1,486,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$3,500,000 for fiscal year 2011”; 

(L) in subparagraph (L) by striking 
‘*$10,616,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$25,000,000 for fiscal year 2011”; 

(M) in subparagraph (М) by striking 
‘*$197,465,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$465,000,000 for fiscal year 2011”; and 

(N) in subparagraph (N) by striking 
‘$3,736,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 2010 and ending March 4, 2011,” and insert- 
ing ‘‘$8,800,000 for fiscal year 2011”. 

(b) CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS.—Section 
5338(c)(6) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

(6) $2,000,000,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

(c) RESEARCH AND UNIVERSITY RESEARCH 
CENTERS.—Section 5338(4) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by striking ‘‘$29,619,000 for the period be- 
ginning October 1, 2010 and ending March 4, 
2011,” and inserting ‘‘$69,750,000 for fiscal 
year 2011”; and 

(B) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘fiscal 
year 2009” and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal years 
2009, 2010, and 2011’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A)— 

(A) in clauses (1), (11), and (iii) by striking 
‘2009” and inserting “2011”; and 

(B) in clauses (v), (vi), (vii), and (viii) by 
striking “апа 2009” and inserting ‘‘through 
2011”; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following: 

(3) FUNDING.—If the Secretary determines 
that a project or activity described in para- 
graph (2) received sufficient funds in fiscal 
year 2010, or a previous fiscal year, to carry 
out the purpose for which the project or ac- 
tivity was authorized, the Secretary may not 
allocate any amounts under paragraph (2) for 
the project or activity for fiscal year 2011, or 
any subsequent fiscal year.’’. 

(а) ADMINISTRATION.—Section 5838(e)(6) of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 
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(6) $98,911,000 for fiscal year 2011.”’. 
SEC. 307. AMENDMENTS TO SAFETEA-LU. 


(a) CONTRACTED PARATRANSIT PILOT.—Sec- 
tion 3009(1)(1) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 
1572) is amended by striking ‘‘2010, and for 
the period beginning October 1, 2010, and end- 
ing March 4, 2011” and inserting ‘‘2011’’. 

(b) PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP PILOT 
PROGRAM.—Section 3011 of SAFETEA-LU (49 
U.S.C. 5309 note; 119 Stat. 1588) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(5) by striking ‘‘2010 
and the period beginning October 1, 2010, and 
ending March 4, 2011” and inserting ‘‘2011’’; 
and 

(2) in subsection (d) by striking ‘‘2010, and 
for the period beginning October 1, 2010, and 
ending March 4, 2011” and inserting ‘‘2011’’. 

(с) ELDERLY INDIVIDUALS AND INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DISABILITIES PILOT PROGRAM.—Section 
3012(b)(8) of SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 5310 
note; 119 Stat. 1593) is amended by striking 
“March 4, 2011” and inserting ‘‘September 30, 
2011”. 

(d) OBLIGATION CEILING.—Section 3040(7) of 
SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1639) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(7) $10,507,752,000 for fiscal year 2011, of 
which not more than $8,360,565,000 shall be 
from the Mass Transit Account.’’. 


(e) PROJECT AUTHORIZATIONS FOR NEW 
FIXED GUIDEWAY CAPITAL PROJECTS.—Sec- 
tion 3043 of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1640) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2010, and 
for the period beginning October 1, 2010, and 
ending March 4, 2011,” and inserting ‘‘2011’’; 
and 

(2) in subsection (c), in the matter pre- 
ceding paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2010, and 
for the period beginning October 1, 2010, and 
ending March 4, 2011,” and inserting ‘‘2011’’. 


(£) ALLOCATIONS FOR NATIONAL RESEARCH 
AND TECHNOLOGY PROGRAMS.—Section 3046 of 
SAFETEA-LU (49 U.S.C. 5338 note; 119 Stat. 
1706) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b) by striking ‘‘or pe- 
riod’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (c) and inserting 
the following: 

(с) ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS.—The 
Secretary shall allocate amounts appro- 
priated pursuant to section 5338(d) of title 49, 
United States Code, for national research 
and technology programs under sections 
5312, 5314, and 5322 of such title for fiscal 
years 2010 and 2011, in amounts equal to the 
amounts allocated for fiscal year 2009 under 
each of paragraphs (2), (3), (5), and (8) 
through (25) of subsection (a).’’. 


SEC. 308. LEVEL OF OBLIGATION LIMITATIONS. 


(a) HIGHWAY CATEGORY.—Section 8003(a) of 
SAFETEA-LU (2 U.S.C. 901 note; 119 Stat. 
1917) is amended— 

(1) by striking “апа” at the end of para- 
graph (5); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (6) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (7) and inserting 
the following: 

“(Т) for fiscal year 2011, $42,469,970,178.’’. 

(b) MASS TRANSIT CATEGORY.—Section 
8003(b) of SAFETEA-LU (2 U.S.C. 901 note; 
119 Stat. 1917) is amended— 

(1) by striking “апа” at the end of para- 
graph (5); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (6) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (7) and inserting 
the following: 

“(Т) for fiscal year 2011, $10,338,065,000.’’. 
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TITLE IV—EXTENSION OF EXPENDITURE 
AUTHORITY 
SEC. 401. EXTENSION OF EXPENDITURE AUTHOR- 
ITY. 

(a) HIGHWAY TRUST FUND.—Section 9503 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking ‘‘March 5, 2011” in sub- 
sections (b)(6)(B) and (c)(1) and inserting 
“October 1, 2011”, 

(2) by striking ‘һе Surface Transpor- 
tation Extension Act of 2010, Part IT” in sub- 
sections (с)(1) and (е)(3) and inserting ‘һе 
Surface Transportation Extension Act of 
2011”, and 

(3) by striking ‘‘March 5, 2011” in sub- 
section (е)(3) and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2011”. 

(b) SPORT FISH RESTORATION AND BOATING 
TRUST FUND.—Section 9504 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Surface Transportation 
Extension Act of 2010, Part IT” each place it 
appears in subsection (b)(2) and inserting 
“Surface Transportation Extension Act of 
2011”, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘March 5, 2011” in sub- 
section (d)(2) and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2011”. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on 
March 4, 2011. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 1 
hour of debate on the bill, it shall be in 
order to consider the amendment print- 
ed in House Report 112-20, if offered by 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) 
or his designee, which shall be consid- 
ered read, and shall be separately de- 
batable for 10 minutes equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an 
opponent. 

The gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MICA) and the gentleman from West 
Virginia (Mr. RAHALL) each will con- 
trol 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous mate- 
rials on H.R. 662. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I come to the floor today to pass the 
extension of our major surface trans- 
portation legislation, that’s H.R. 662. 

I would like to first lead off by in- 
forming Members and the Speaker that 
this extension is a spending freeze at 
2010 levels through September 30. 

We find ourself in a situation where 
the major transportation legislation 
that authorizes all of the policies, the 
various projects, all the funding levels 
and all of the activities that are so im- 
portant to job creation, to building the 
Nation’s infrastructure, that legisla- 
tion expired September 30, 2009. 

In the past Congress, since that time, 
we have passed a number of short-term 
extensions. We are now on the sixth ex- 
tension of that legislation. 
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What happens when the Congress 
does this is we end up sending the 
worst message and the worst policy 
possible across the Nation, across the 
land, to our States and our localities 
that are trying to build the Nation’s 
infrastructure and trying to determine 
what Federal policy, what their part- 
nership and funding relationship will 
be with the Federal Government. 

Right now, in a time in which across 
this Nation we are experiencing some 
of the worst unemployment, in my dis- 
trict I have some areas with 17 percent 
unemployment. And where is that un- 
employment? That’s in the construc- 
tion industry. 

So it’s critical that we pass an exten- 
sion of the current legislation and ex- 
tension that we are on, the sixth exten- 
sion that we are on, and we do that be- 
fore Friday. Friday is when the current 
extension expires. 

Again, this is important for jobs. 
Why? Our State transportation depart- 
ments have only been able to do small 
projects. Now, they have done some 
sidewalks, and they have done some re- 
paving, and they have done some minor 
construction projects. But because 
they don’t have a dependable Federal 
partner and the hiccup manner in 
which we have provided policy judg- 
ment funding direction as far as our 
Federal law for major transportation 
projects, because it’s been done in such 
a helter-skelter fashion, people are not 
employed. Projects do not move for- 
ward. This is the worst time that this 
could happen. I am determined that 
that won’t happen again. 

Now, I might like to do a short-term 
extension, and some people have said 
we should do that. But the responsible 
thing for us to do now is to pass 
through the fiscal year—and this ex- 
tension takes us to September 30—so 
States can plan, so people can get back 
to work, so we have some semblance of 
policy regarding building the Nation’s 
infrastructure in place now. People are 
crying out for jobs across this country, 
and we may not pass any other piece of 
legislation this year but our transpor- 
tation and infrastructure legislation. 

This, and the FAA reauthorization, 
in addition to highway and surface and 
all the other modes, our FAA exten- 
sions have become almost the saddest 
commentary you could have on build- 
ing, again, the Nation’s important in- 
frastructure. We have done 17 exten- 
sions of the FAA legislation, so our air- 
ports and others can’t plan. Now, we 
are not going to let that happen under 
our watch. We are going to set policy 
today and extend until the end of this 
fiscal year in a responsible manner. 

Some people on the conservative side 
of the aisle, and I will match my cre- 
dentials with any of them, want to 
know about the money that’s being 
spent. 
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This is not money that’s general rev- 
enue. This is entirely within the trust 
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fund, the Federal Highway and Transit 
Trust Fund. 

When we came here, we also said we 
were going to force the Congress to 
spend more money in general revenue 
than we had in that fund, and this ex- 
tension adheres to the policy that we 
won’t be reckless in spending and we 
won’t spend beyond what we have in 
the fund. This extension only expends 
funds from within that trust fund. So I 
want my conservative friends—and I 
consider myself in the conservative fis- 
cal corner, the responsible corner in 
spending—to know that that is the way 
this is crafted. So, again, I think we 
have an obligation to move forward. 
We are doing it on a sound basis. We 
are freezing at the 2010 levels. And we 
will be able, at least until September, 
to get people to work. 

Now, I know sometimes I can move 
legislation along in this body, and I 
work hard sometimes to do that. But I 
can tell you I cannot pass a full au- 
thorization bill by this Friday. We just 
took over, again, some of these respon- 
sibilities a few weeks ago. We’ve had 
six extensions. I don’t want to get to, 
again, into a situation where we are 
doing these short-term, job-killing ex- 
tensions. 

So that’s the reason that we’re here. 
That’s the responsibility that we have 
as a Congress in moving forward and 
again setting that policy and setting a 
timeframe in which our States and oth- 
ers who actually do these projects can 
operate. And again, it’s being done 
within the responsible parameters that 
this new Congress and the House of 
Representatives has set forward. 

I do want to say, finally, that I thank 
my colleague, Mr. RAHALL, who is the 
ranking member, for his interest in 
moving forward with a long-term bill. 
In reaching out, we held the first of our 
hearings, and we’re doing these around 
the country. We’ve done more than a 
dozen from the Atlantic to the Pacific. 
We started in Beckley, West Virginia, a 
little over a week ago, in the home- 
town of the ranking member because 
we want our permanent legislation to 
be long term, a 6-year bill, to have in 
place sound policy. We want it done on 
a bipartisan basis. And to ensure also 
that it was done on a bicameral basis, 
we did almost an unprecedented hear- 
ing with Senator BOXER, the gentlelady 
from California, who chairs the Envi- 
ronment and Public Works Committee 
of the United States Senate. We did a 
joint bicameral, bipartisan hearing in 
Los Angeles last week to kick off our 
larger effort to, again, have in place 
the very best policy regarding our in- 
frastructure for the Nation. 

So with those comments, again, I 
want to thank folks that we have an 
agreement here to move forward. We 
need to do that. We need to get people 
working in this country and do it ina 
responsible fashion. And I believe that 
H.R. 662 will do that. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 
Washington, DC, February 28, 2011. 
Hon. JOHN MICA, 
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN MICA: I am writing con- 
cerning H.R. 662, the ‘‘Surface Transpor- 
tation Extension Act of 2011,” which is 
scheduled for floor consideration this week. 

As you know, the Committee on Ways and 
Means has jurisdiction over the Internal 
Revenue Code. Title IV of this bill amends 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, and thus 
falls within the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. However, in 
order to expedite this legislation for floor 
consideration, the Committee will forgo ac- 
tion on this bill. This is being done with the 
understanding that it does not in any way 
prejudice the Committee with respect to the 
appointment of conferees or its jurisdic- 
tional prerogatives on this or similar legisla- 
tion. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter, confirming this understanding with 
respect to H.R. 662, and would ask that a 
copy of our exchange of letters on this mat- 
ter be included in the Congressional Record 
during floor consideration. 

Sincerely, 
DAVE CAMP, 
Chairman. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 
Washington, DC, March 1, 2011. 
Hon. DAVE CAMP, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter regarding H.R. 662, the ‘‘Surface 
Transportation Extension Act of 2011.” The 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure recognizes that the Committee on 
Ways and Means has a jurisdictional interest 
in H.R. 662, and I appreciate your effort to fa- 
cilitate consideration of this bill. 

I also concur with you that forgoing action 
on this bill does not in any way prejudice the 
Committee on Ways and Means with respect 
to its jurisdictional prerogatives on this bill 
or similar legislation in the future, and I 
would support your effort to seek appoint- 
ment of an appropriate number of conferees 
to any House-Senate conference involving 
this legislation. 

I will include our letters on H.R. 662 in the 
Congressional Record during floor consider- 
ation of the bill. Again, I appreciate your co- 
operation regarding this legislation and I 
look forward to working with the Committee 
on Ways and Means as the bill moves 
through the legislative process. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN L. MICA, 
Chairman. 


I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 662, the Surface Transportation 
Extension Act of 2011. As my chairman 
has said, this legislation extends the 
Federal-aid highway, public transit, 
and highway and motor carrier safety 
programs through the end of the fiscal 
year September 30, 2011. 

I commend the chairman of the com- 
mittee, Mr. Mica, for his bringing this 
bill before us today. I also associate 
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myself with the remarks that he has 
just said in support thereof. I commend 
him for the listening tour that he has 
embarked around the country, as well 
as a few formal hearings thrown in his 
listening tour. This gives the country 
and new Members of this body an op- 
portunity to learn a great deal about 
what reauthorization of our surface 
transportation programs really means 
when it comes to jobs and when it 
comes to infrastructure, particularly 
within each Member of Congress’ con- 
gressional district. 

Extending these programs is abso- 
lutely critical to keep our economy on 
the road to recovery, and I strongly 
support this bill—as did my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle—when we 
passed it out of the Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee 2 weeks ago 
by unanimous consent. I also want to 
support and commend our ranking 
member on the Highways and Transit 
Subcommittee, Mr. DEFAZIO, for his 
tremendous work in previous years and 
on bringing the current bill before us 
as well, and we will hear from him in a 
moment. 

While I do strongly support this bill, 
Madam Speaker, what I cannot support 
are Republican attempts to gut invest- 
ments that grow our economy. The Re- 
publican spending bill that passed 2 
weeks ago will destroy over 300,000 
good-paying transportation jobs—jobs 
lost in every State of this great coun- 
try. What I cannot support is dan- 
gerous and draconian cuts across the 
board to investments in America’s fu- 
ture. And these cuts are coming just at 
a time that our economy is turning the 
corner. And what I cannot support is 
cutting the job-creating muscle of our 
budget, which investment in our infra- 
structure is, when we should be focus- 
ing on trimming the fat. In order to 
keep pace with India, China, and other 
international competitors, we need to 
invest more, not less, in America’s in- 
frastructure. If we stop investing in the 
future, there’s simply no way we can 
retire the debt of the past. 

The bill before us today is identical 
to legislation that the House passed 
last fall. Regrettably, at that time, Re- 
publicans objected to it, and the Sen- 
ate Republican leadership insisted that 
the surface transportation programs 
expire on March 4, 2011. I’m glad that 
my Republican colleagues have now 
come around and recognized the need 
to extend these vital programs through 
the fiscal year. I hope all Members will 
vote for this bipartisan extension to 
keep America’s economy moving. 

If Congress does not extend the sur- 
face transportation programs, the U.S. 
Department of Transportation will 
stop reimbursing States for expendi- 
tures on approved projects, and thou- 
sands of construction projects across 
the Nation could come to a screeching 
halt. According to DOT, a delay in en- 
actment of this bill will shut down 
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more than $800 million next week in 
highway reimbursements and transit 
grants to States and urban areas, en- 
dangering more than 28,000 jobs and 
multimillion dollar construction 
projects across the country. 

This bill provides a certainty that 
the construction industry needs to con- 
tinue the slow climb back from the 
greatest recession since World War II. 
It also enables Congress the necessary 
time to work toward passage of a long- 
term surface transportation authoriza- 
tion bill later this year. Enactment of 
this extension act will enable us to re- 
direct our focus to developing a long- 
term bill that begins to address the Na- 
tion’s enormous infrastructure needs 
and will create millions of family-wage 
jobs. 

I also today call upon the adminis- 
tration to join us in this effort to get 
behind this reauthorization bill and 
give it the necessary support from the 
executive branch that it needs. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in supporting 
H.R. 662. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee, who is one of 
the primary leaders in the Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure Committee, 
the chair of the Highways and Transit 
Subcommittee, Mr. DUNCAN. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Madam Speaker, H.R. 662, the Sur- 
face Transportation Extension Act of 
2011, extends the highway, transit, and 
highway safety programs through the 
end of the fiscal year at the 2010 fund- 
ing levels. It does not make any pro- 
grammatic or policy changes but in- 
stead only continues what is currently 
in law. 

I’m proud to be an original cosponsor 
of this bill with the chairman, my sub- 
committee vice chair, Mr. HANNA, 
Ranking Member RAHALL, and Sub- 
committee Ranking Member DEFAZIO. 
I want to commend Chairman MICA for 
his hearings and listening sessions that 
he’s done all over this country. I had 
the privilege of attending several of 
those, and we heard from local and 
State officials all over this Nation 
about their needs. 

Without this extension, these pro- 
grams are set to expire on Friday. This 
extension will allow the highway and 
transit programs to continue to oper- 
ate as the spring construction season 
kicks off. With unemployment in the 
construction industry at an all-time 
high, it is imperative that we extend 
the surface transportation programs 
through the end of the fiscal year. 

A front page story in USA Today last 
week said that gas would soon go to $5 
a gallon or higher. We need more do- 
mestic oil production in this country. 
We simply cannot allow or let environ- 
mental radicals drive the price of gas 
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to $5 or higher. This will hurt many 
poor and lower income and working 
people and stop our recovery in its 
tracks. 
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This bill is important to our econ- 
omy. Additionally, this extension will 
provide a level of predictability for 
State DOT's and local transit agencies 
to embark on major construction 
projects that will create jobs; and as I 
said, it will certainly stimulate the 
economy. 

I support the passage of this legisla- 
tion, and I urge my colleagues to do 
the same. 

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO), the ranking 
member of the Highways and Transit 
Subcommittee. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the ranking 
member and the chairman of the full 
committee and subcommittee and oth- 
ers who support this essential legisla- 
tion. 

It is kind of sad that we are actually 
in this position. We are looking at the 
seventh extension of the surface trans- 
portation reauthorization. Because of 
events in the last Congress, lack of 
support from the administration, oppo- 
sition from others, and basically no ac- 
tion to the Senate side, we ground to a 
halt in reauthorizing this vital legisla- 
tion. That is too bad. 

Had we taken a fraction of the money 
spent on the so-called stimulus and in- 
stead invested it in fully funding a 6- 
year surface transportation authoriza- 
tion, we could have created millions of 
jobs, and not just construction jobs— 
engineering jobs, manufacturing jobs, 
high-tech jobs—because we have the 
most effective buy America require- 
ments on our transportation acquisi- 
tions in this country. 

So, for instance, Oregon Iron Works 
is building the first made in America 
streetcar in 70 years. All of the compo- 
nents that go into that are being made 
here in the United States of America. 
They are very skilled workers, a very 
sophisticated product. You buy a bus 
made in America, the tires, everything 
has to be made in America. You build 
a bridge, the steel has to come from 
America except for a few loopholes in 
the law that we have to plug. 

If we begin to deal honestly with our 
backlog, 150,000 bridges on the national 
highway system are substandard and in 
need of either significant repair or re- 
placement. That is a lot of steel. That 
is a lot of work. That is also a lot of de- 
tours for trucks and others trying to 
use the national highway system. 

Then you can look at the surface of 
our national highway system itself, not 
just the bridges; 40 percent of the pave- 
ment is in fair to poor condition. 
You’ve all experienced that—potholes 
blowing out tires, breaking axles, caus- 
ing higher fuel consumption, accidents, 
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all sorts of problems. That needs to be 
taken care of. 

And then we have our transit sys- 
tems. Actually right here in Wash- 
ington, D.C., they are killing people on 
Metro because they haven’t the money 
to make the capital investments they 
need to have a modern light rail sys- 
tem in this country, and they are run- 
ning cars that shouldn’t be on the 
tracks any more. 

So we are really at a crisis point. I 
had taken to giving speeches when I 
chaired the committee about how we 
were falling to Third World status for 
infrastructure. And my colleague, the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER), came up to me after a 
speech once and said that is insulting 
and it’s wrong. 

I said, not really, EARL. You know 
the problems. 

He said, no, to say that we’re Third 
World. Most Third World countries are 
investing a much greater percentage in 
their gross domestic product in trans- 
portation and infrastructure than we 
are in the United States of America. 

So I have taken to calling us fourth 
world; formerly First World, vaulting 
over to the back of the line to have the 
worst infrastructure of any modern na- 
tion on Earth. It’s not right. It doesn’t 
serve our businesses or our commu- 
nities well. 

The Obama administration did not 
take up this campaign adequately in 
the last Congress. I tried valiantly. 
They got hung up on the idea that we 
need to invest more money. We do need 
to invest more money. We had two 
commissions that were constituted 
when the Republicans controlled the 
House, the Senate and the White 
House. Both commissions came to the 
same conclusion: we are spending 
somewhere around 3040 percent of 
what we need on an annual basis to 
have a 21st-century transportation sys- 
tem. We are spending about 30 percent 
less than we need to maintain the cur- 
rent deteriorated rate of infrastructure 
in this country. We’re not even main- 
taining the Eisenhower legacy. Come 
on, let’s get real. 

Now, unfortunately, on the Repub- 
lican side of the aisle, they have adopt- 
ed an arbitrary rule: no new revenues 
for anything. Now, they ought to 
rethink that. Let’s think about capital 
budgets. If you build a bridge, it lasts 
100 years. We could justify borrowing 
money for that. Maybe we could justify 
raising some revenues to pay for that— 
perhaps from the oil companies, who 
knows, and put a lot of people to work 
and improve our infrastructure; but 
that is a nonstarter so far. I hope that 
changes. 

If we look at this as a way to put 
America back to work to make us more 
competitive in the international econ- 
omy, we should be talking about re- 
building our infrastructure. It is the 
last place we should cut. And, unfortu- 
nately, some cuts have already been 
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proposed and made in transportation. 
That’s not where we should be cutting, 
and those who would advocate further 
cuts are wrong. This is a trust funded 
program. The program itself, 96 percent 
of the funding in this extension comes 
from the gas taxes every American has 
paid, the diesel taxes every trucker has 
paid, and the money paid in other mis- 
cellaneous taxes. 

We need this bill today. It is a start- 
ing point for a robust reauthorization 
later this year. I look forward to work- 
ing with the chairman and the new 
chairman of the subcommittee on that 
robust reauthorization. 

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHU- 
STER), another leader of the Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure Committee, 
the chair of the Rail Subcommittee. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank my friend for 
yielding. 

Here we are again, a seventh time for 
an extension. I agree with my friend 
from Oregon who pointed out that this 
administration stopped us from passing 
a transportation bill under Chairman 
Oberstar. Mr. MICA was the ranking 
member. So here we are again, a sev- 
enth extension on the highway bill. 

As the chairman pointed out, this 
freezes the authorizing funds at FY 
2010 levels, and it will go until Sep- 
tember 30 to give us the time necessary 
to craft a new transportation bill. 

I want to point out that this is a 
clean extension. It is what is in current 
law. There are no policy or program 
changes, and this does not continue 
any stimulus funding. This extension, 
coupled with the CR, is going to reduce 
spending by about a billion dollars. We 
are going to make a reduction in tran- 
sit new starts by over $400 million, dis- 
continue highway appropriation ear- 
marks by $900 million, eliminate unau- 
thorized transit programs by over $200 
million, and unauthorized TIGER 
grants by $600 million. So there are 
some significant reductions; and, 
again, this current extension has to be 
passed by Friday. 

If we don’t move this forward, we will 
feel this throughout the economy, 
throughout this Nation. Today, this 
week, in the past couple of weeks, 
State DOTs have been letting con- 
tracts, putting bids out to get contrac- 
tors in place to be able to start the 
spring, summer, and fall contracting 
season. If we shut down this program, 
there will be immediate furloughs and 
suspension of payments to States. 

Again, I would like to remind my col- 
leagues, especially on my side of the 
aisle, this is money that is being reim- 
bursed to the States for work that has 
already been completed to the tune of 
about $150 million a day, is going out 
to States to be able to pay those con- 
tractors to keep them working and 
pbuilding bridges and roads around this 
country. 
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So we are in an extremely difficult 
time to put these payments in jeop- 
ardy. Again, this gives us the time to 
craft a transportation bill by Sep- 
tember 30, to put out there. 

When we do that, we are going to go 
through this transportation bill and 
cut and reform and change. Some of 
you may have seen the GAO report. I 
haven’t looked at it completely, but I 
know there are many, many programs 
in the Department of Transportation 
across the government that duplicate 
effort that, quite frankly, we don’t 
know where the money is going. And 
some of these programs, we are not 
even sure who is watching the spending 
of it. They can’t account for it. 

So this transportation bill we’ll move 
in September is going to do all of those 
types of things to improve what we do 
here in Washington and be a good part- 
ner to the States when it comes to 
building and maintaining a national 
transportation system. 

So I urge all of my colleagues to sup- 
port this extension. 

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Мг. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, 
I come to the floor to support this ex- 
tension. I appreciated the comments 
from Chair МІСА talking about the in- 
volvement with the Senate and the 
House working together and the listen- 
ing sessions that are taking place 
around the country. I am absolutely 
convinced that my friend, Mr. MICA, is 
sincere in his interest in infrastruc- 
ture. I have had the pleasure of work- 
ing with Mr. RAHALL, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. 
DEFAZIO. There is a team in place, peo- 
ple who are interested in moving this 
forward. 
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It’s absolutely imperative that we ex- 
tend the reauthorization through this 
construction cycle. And making the de- 
cision now, setting it to work, so peo- 
ple can plan and act. It’s not as good as 
a reauthorization by any stretch of the 
imagination, but it gets us through 
this construction cycle and it avoids 
another unfortunate situation. 

We are 7% years into a 6-year reau- 
thorization. No one is happy about 
that. It’s sort of the tenor of the times, 
however, because I was on the com- 
mittee when we were struggling with 12 
extensions in the last reauthorization. 
We need to do better. I am all for look- 
ing at squeezing out any inefficiency, 
examining programs to focus them, 
make them work better. But the sim- 
ple fact is we need to spend more on in- 
frastructure, not less. 

Those commissions, the nonpartisan 
independent commissions that my 
friend from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) ref- 
erenced with business leaders, environ- 
mentalists, government leaders at 
other levels, organized labor, are very 
focused on this. They documented the 
need to do more. 
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The fact is that the American public 
is already paying a huge cost in addi- 
tion to their road fees by wasting their 
time in damage to their vehicles and 
interrupting the flow of commerce. 
We're already paying the price. My per- 
sonal goal as a member of the Budget 
and Ways and Means Committees is to 
work with the authorizing committee 
so they have the resources. We have 
people from the Chamber of Commerce, 
organized labor, local governments, 
AAA, truckers, bicyclists, the Women’s 
Federated Garden Club of America, all 
coming together to provide support for 
the resources. We need to work this 
dance out between the House, the Sen- 
ate and the administration to be able 
to have the resources so that the com- 
mittee can put forth a robust bill for 
our future. 

It’s true we’re not going to reauthor- 
ize this bill in this week. We’re not 
going to reauthorize it this spring. It 
will be a stretch to reauthorize it be- 
fore this extension expires. But the 
time to get busy is now. I appreciate 
the approach that’s being taken by the 
committee, bringing people together. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. RAHALL. I yield the gentleman 1 
additional minute. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you. 

I am hopeful that instead of cutting 
transportation, which is envisioned in 
the CR, that would cost us 200,000 or 
300,000 jobs at precisely the time that 
we need economic activity, that we can 
have a truce on the budget wars. Let’s 
acknowledge that we will have a tight 
and focused reauthorization meeting 
the wide range of transportation needs, 
deal with how we build and renew 
America, get the economy started 
again, strengthen the quality of life in 
our communities, and make our fami- 
lies safer, healthier and more economi- 
cally secure. It starts by approving this 
extension today. 

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2% minutes to another 
outstanding member and a new mem- 
ber of our committee who has great 
local government experience as a 
former mayor, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. BARLETTA). 

Mr. BARLETTA. I thank the chair- 
man for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today to urge 
the passage of H.R. 662, the Surface 
Transportation Extension Act of 2011. 

As I heard from my friends and 
neighbors back home, job creation and 
rebuilding our economy is the most im- 
portant issue facing us. Transportation 
funding means not only construction 
jobs but also for surveyors, heavy ma- 
chinists, asphalt companies, grocers, 
hotels and restaurants. 

Historically, studies have shown that 
for every dollar spent on investments 
in transportation and infrastructure, 
the gross domestic product grows by 
$1.59, and for every $1 million spent on 
highways, 47 jobs are created. 
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Poor roads and congestion are cost- 
ing my constituents. The American As- 
sociation of State Highway and Trans- 
portation Officials estimates that poor 
road conditions cost this country $355 
billion annually. H.R. 662 is a clean ex- 
tension that would fund ongoing oper- 
ations through September 30, 2011. 

Failing to extend this bill would hurt 
my district in terms of jobs, safety and 
costs to my constituents in wasted fuel 
and lost productivity. 

The 2011 construction season is just 
getting under way. Any disruption in 
funding will delay the construction in- 
dustry’s ability to create jobs and com- 
plete much-needed improvement 
projects. With unemployment in the 
construction sector at a staggering 22.5 
percent, we must pass the extension 
and put more hardworking Americans 
back to work. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, I 
look forward to working with my col- 
leagues to pass long-term legislation 
that will meet our future transpor- 
tation needs. This extension gives Con- 
gress the time and ability to produce a 
smart, fiscally responsible bill. 

I urge support of H.R. 662. 

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. COHEN). 

Mr. COHEN. I want to thank Ranking 
Member RAHALL for the time. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 662, the Surface Transportation 
Authorization Act of 2011. Last Friday, 
I was in Millington, Tennessee and I 
joined with Chairman MICA and Mr. 
FINCHER on a transportation bill listen- 
ing session. Chairman MICA went all 
across the country listening to folks on 
the needs of transportation. We heard 
from all kinds of folks saying how im- 
portant this is for the future of our 
country, getting goods to market, and 
improving our infrastructure. The lis- 
tening session focused on those needs 
of a new surface transportation author- 
ization. And while this legislation is 
just another extension of SAFETEA- 
LU, it is important that we act quickly 
and extend the surface transportation 
authorization before it expires on Fri- 
day. 

My hope is that H.R. 662 will be the 
final short-term extension Congress 
uses to extend SAFETEA-LU because 
this country needs a comprehensive, 
long-term surface transportation au- 
thorization. Chairman MICA has prom- 
ised everybody on the tour that we’re 
not going to have more extensions, 
that we’re going to pass a bill just like 
we did with the FAA reauthorization. 
Seven extensions was enough. We need 
to move this country forward and get 
those programs started. 

By continuing to extend SAFETEA-— 
LU and not passing a new authoriza- 
tion, Congress has created uncertainty 
in the transportation sector which has 
limited the ability to invest in a crum- 
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bling infrastructure network. The im- 
portance of immediate passage cannot 
be emphasized enough. Not only will 
reauthorization create millions of 
quality jobs—jobs that are needed by 
Americans now and that have been ne- 
glected thus far in Congress—and pro- 
vide States and MPOs a known, dedi- 
cated funding stream, but it will also 
address the dire need for investment in 
the Nation’s transportation system. 

In the 2012 Department of Transpor- 
tation budget proposal, President 
Obama lays out a bold vision for a sur- 
face transportation authorization. The 
President understands the United 
States will not maintain its mantle as 
the greatest Nation in the world with- 
out an intermodal transportation sys- 
tem that enables America to compete 
in the 21st century global economy. 

To that end, the President has called 
for a $556 billion, 6-year surface trans- 
portation authorization that includes a 
$50 billion ‘‘up front” economic boost 
to jump-start job creation. Jobs. 

As the President said in his State of 
the Union, now is not the time to stand 
pat. This is why I believe we need to 
pass a surface transportation bill that 
increases revenue, makes a significant 
investment in maintaining existing in- 
frastructure, and spurs development of 
innovative infrastructure networks 
such as high-speed rail and aerotropolis 
transportation systems. 

I appreciate Chairman МІСА includ- 
ing aerotropolis language in the FAA 
reauthorization bill and look forward 
to seeing that same language included 
in the surface transportation reauthor- 
ization act which was discussed in 
Memphis. 

As New York Times columnist Paul 
Krugman said, ‘‘We must win the fu- 
ture, not eat it.” I look forward to 
working with Chairman MICA, Sub- 
committee Chairman DUNCAN, and 
Ranking Members RAHALL and DEFA- 
710 in seeing that we pass a comprehen- 
sive surface transportation authoriza- 
tion that strengthens our infrastruc- 
ture, spurs innovation, creates jobs, en- 
sures safety and wins the future. We 
are winners. 
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Mr. MICA. I would like to inquire as 
to the balance of time on each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Florida has 15 minutes re- 
maining, and the gentleman from West 
Virginia has 14 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MICA. I continue to reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to a valued member of 
our committee, the distinguished gen- 
tlelady from California (Ms. RICHARD- 
SON). 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Madam Speaker, 
I rise today in support of H.R. 662, the 
Surface Transportation Extension Act. 
I am hopeful that passing this exten- 
sion will give us the adequate time we 
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all need on the committee to pass a full 
6-year reauthorization. 

Last year, the committee initiated a 
very good start. In fact, we suggested 
spending a minimum of $500 billion of 
investment, and the administration re- 
cently released budget calls for ap- 
proximately that same amount, of $556 
billion, over the next 6 years. This in- 
cludes an extra $50 billion boost next 
year to provide for an immediate eco- 
nomic stimulus, which we all know we 
need. 

I heard one of my colleagues on the 
other side reference unemployment in 
construction. In my district, it’s over 
40 percent, so this has got to be done, 
and it has got to be done now. 

While the President’s budget calls for 
a significant increase in our spending, 
we should all remember that it still 
falls well short of the $225 billion per 
year investment that is really required 
from all sources, recommended by the 
Transportation Policy and Revenue 
Study Commission, a bipartisan com- 
mission that was created by Congress 
to study this very issue. 

Our infrastructure is in a state of dis- 
repair, and congestion costs us more 
than $78 billion per year. The quality of 
our transportation system is deterio- 
rating. Almost 61,000 miles—87 per- 
cent—of our roads are in poor or fair 
condition. More than 152,000 bridges—25 
percent—are structurally deficient. So, 
when we talk about cutting, we are all 
mindful of the need to make adjust- 
ments and to be good stewards of these 
dollars, but we shouldn’t cut just for 
the sake of cutting. That is the wrong 
approach and the wrong thing to do. 

In my district—home to four major 
highways, a transit system, three air- 
ports, and more than 40 percent of our 
entire Nation’s cargo going through 
it—these congested roads and crum- 
bling bridges are in dire need, and we 
need help now. A robust surface trans- 
portation bill will help the people in 
my district and across this country get 
where they need to go; it will improve 
safety; and it will help put people back 
to work. 

I was talking to some of my col- 
leagues, and they were telling me that 
Mr. SHUSTER, when he was the chair of 
this committee, worked on both sides 
of the aisle. I was told, when we had 
that very difficult vote, he worked 
with this side, and we moved forward a 
very successful bill. In that spirit, 
when Mr. MICA mentioned that he was 
going to have his listening tours, I 
took him at his word. I’ve attended 
two, and I intend upon attending one 
more. 

Out of those listening tours, we’ve 
heard a lot of things from people. One 
of the things I’d like to suggest we con- 
tinue is really that of open discussion— 
an open discussion about HMT, an open 
discussion about TIFIA, an open dis- 
cussion about really implementing a 
true national goods movement strat- 
egy—all of which my staff and I have 
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worked on in order to bring forward 
very thoughtful legislation that I hope 
will be sincerely considered. The gas 
tax alone will not work, so I urge Mr. 
MICA to please work with us as we are 
working with you today. 

Many people asked me today, You’re 
going to vote for this rule? I said, Yes, 
because I’m willing to work across the 
aisle with Mr. МІСА to get this done 
and with Mr. SHUSTER as well. We are 
going to have to consider new ideas to 
be able to help institute this public- 
private partnership that we all know 
needs to be a part of this discussion. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
662, which should really be the building 
block of our 6-year reauthorization. It 
deserves the bipartisan support of this 
Congress and of the American people. 

Mr. RAHALL, I appreciate all of the 
efforts that you have made so far. I 
know you are very committed to get- 
ting this done. There is hard work 
ahead, and I look forward to working 
with your new leadership as well as 
with our ranking member, Mr. DEFA- 
ZIO. 

Mr. MICA. I have no further requests 
for time, and I continue to reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. RAHALL. I yield myself the bal- 
ance of my time to close. 

Madam Speaker, once again, I do ap- 
preciate the work of Chairman MICA in 
his bringing this extension to the floor 
of the House—as he has already noted, 
the sixth extension of SAFETEA-LU. 
This will take us to the end of the fis- 
cal year. It will give us the spring and 
the summer to continue to work to- 
gether in the bipartisan spirit with 
which Chairman MICA has started his 
tenure as chairman of our committee, 
and I do look forward to continuing to 
work with him. 

I, once again, call upon the adminis- 
tration to work with us as well under 
the very capable leadership of Sec- 
retary LaHood. I am sure that the ad- 
ministration will work with us if it 
will just give us some proposals and 
will put some concrete ideas upon the 
table with which we can work in a bi- 
partisan and bicameral measure. 

This is a job-saving piece of legisla- 
tion. Although a permanent reauthor- 
ization would provide a much greater 
degree of certainty, it helps provide 
some degree of certainty to our con- 
struction industry so that it can plan 
and invest in what are not short-term 
jobs but, rather, good, long paying, 
family wage jobs for our people. That’s 
what we’re talking about when we talk 
about investments in infrastructure. 
That’s what we’re talking about in this 
legislation; so I urge my colleagues, as 
I conclude, to support this in a bipar- 
tisan fashion. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MICA. I yield myself the balance 
of my time. 

Each of us who is sent to Congress, 
Madam Speaker, has certain respon- 
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sibilities. First, we have responsibil- 
ities to our constituents in our dis- 
tricts. Then we are sent here, and by 
the grace of the good Lord, on our side 
the steering committee, the approval 
of leadership and our colleagues, we get 
to do certain tasks. 

Mine is now to try to shepherd for- 
ward transportation policy for our 
country. That’s an important responsi- 
bility, again, because we have millions 
of Americans who don’t have jobs. 
Probably the hardest thing that I face 
when I go home or when I talk to folks 
across the country and in my district 
are the people who have lost their 
homes, who can’t make their mortgage 
payments or who are struggling. They 
want to go to work, most of them I’ve 
talked to, and they don’t have the op- 
portunity. 

Now, I know a new Congress has 
come, and that new Congress has been 
sent a very clear message about spend- 
ing, about conserving assets and re- 
sources here. I think that Congress 
gets it and that the American people 
have mandated that approach. We can 
also many times be here, doing things 
that might prove a political point; but 
from time to time, we have to step 
back, and we have to do something for 
the very good of the country. I think 
this is one of those times that we have 
an important obligation. 

What will happen on Friday, if we 
don’t act accordingly today and pass 
H.R. 662, is literally a disaster because 
we will shut down all of the transpor- 
tation projects across the land, those 
projects that have any connection to 
the Federal Government. 

Now, we have also said that we can’t 
pass in continuing resolutions the au- 
thorization for legislation, so that’s 
the situation we find ourselves in 
today. We have a bipartisan agreement 
to move forward. We have an oppor- 
tunity to actually expand and define 
the time in which we can accomplish 
the important work of government. 

Some people say, oh, these are just 
transportation projects. Yet, if you go 
back to the very beginning of the Na- 
tion, they came together first for na- 
tional security; but then the Founding 
Fathers—Washington, Jefferson—were 
pretty smart. They also wanted to be 
able to do infrastructure projects that 
transcended arbitrary political bound- 
aries. I love to read about Washington 
and his vision to open the canals and 
the post roads. Some of the first work 
of the Congress was to authorize trans- 
portation and infrastructure projects 
for the Nation, through the vision of 
people like Lincoln, to connect the 
continent. So that kind of leadership 
has come from people in the past, and 
we have that responsibility today to 
move forward. 

So I think that people can go home 
after they vote for this and say, I did 
something positive. We acted in a fis- 
cally responsible way. We’re dealing 
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with the trust fund money that people 
have paid in. When they put gallons of 
gasoline in their cars, they paid 18.4 
cents, which went into the trust fund. 
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We didn’t spend recklessly, but we 
did act responsibly and we’re getting 
people working again. And we did it in 
a period of time, not the hiccup and the 
sporadic six passed extensions, in a 
timeframe in which we can actually 
get major infrastructure projects, peo- 
ple working again. So I think we can 
all take heart in a bipartisan effort 
that we’ve had here that Congress can 
work and the people’s work can get 
done by people coming together. 

I know we still have disagreements 
on policy, and I’ve pledged to work on 
both sides. I even offered to buy the 
beer and pizza when we finish the lis- 
tening tours. And with Senator BOXER, 
she wanted, I think, fruit drinks, and 
ГІ even throw those іп, too, if we can 
come together and establish sound pol- 
icy for the Nation so infrastructure can 
move forward. And we can do it. I real- 
ly think we can do it. 

So we have 6 months of definition. 
We have 6 months to get the rest of the 
job done. But I’m confident that every- 
body here today can join and we can 
make a difference, a difference for 
those people wanting us to be respon- 
sible and do what they sent us here for. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, | rise today in support of H.R. 662 
the Surface Transportation Extension Act. This 
legislation would provide a necessary short 
term extension of surface transportation pro- 
grams through September 20, 2011. | strongly 
prefer more comprehensive, multi-year appro- 
priations legislation that more adequately 
funds the transportation and infrastructure 
projects that we as Members have identified in 
our districts as crucial to our economic recov- 
ery. The bridges, highways, rail systems nec- 
essary to our economic recovery and sus- 
tained economic growth and global competi- 
tiveness are not built in a year. 

However, | cannot support letting the sun 
set on necessary funding of critical surface 
transportation and infrastructure projects while 
we pursue longer term solutions in the face of 
a misplaced focus on spending cuts. | will not 
allow this on my watch. My colleagues here in 
Congress must not allow this to occur either. 
We must work together to forge a bipartisan 
long-term solution to our nation’s transpor- 
tation and infrastructure needs. 

Economic experts universally agree that 
funding the critical and necessary infrastruc- 
ture projects nationwide creates jobs for Amer- 
ica and increases our level of global competi- 
tiveness. There is an intense competition be- 
tween fiscal responsibility and investment in 
job growth and infrastructure. We must make 
investments in job creating infrastructure 
projects in order to grow the U.S. economy. 
We must be winners in contest for economic 
change now and for our children’s future. We 
cannot be the losers. We must catch the wave 
of economic growth or be crushed by it. 
China, India and Europe understand this be- 
cause they have committed to greater invest- 
ments in their infrastructure. 
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As | think of my home District, the 18th 
Congressional District in Houston, Texas and 
its busy port, much like the other ports around 
this great nation, | am compelled to urge my 
colleagues to consider the pressing national 
necessity of decongesting the surface trans- 
portation, both rail and highway, that moves 
the goods in and out of those ports. We must 
improve this surface transportation system in 
order to accommodate national economic 
health, global competitiveness, and to avoid 
harm to agriculture industry, maritime jobs and 
manufacturing jobs. Maritime jobs апа con- 
struction jobs for infrastructure provide a good 
middle class wage, allow workers to get edu- 
cations at night, and lower crime rates in our 
cities. 

We must invest in High Speed Rail. We 
have about 500 miles of high speed rail in 
process, but China has about 10,000 miles 
being built. We need to have a domestic talent 
pool with the required knowledge, skills and 
trained workers to do projects like high speed 
rail or we will be paying for skilled Chinese 
companies to do it for us. 

Infrastructure Investment is a Non-Partisan 
Issue: If the AFL-CIO and U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce have teamed up to promote infra- 
structure investment, then surely the Demo- 
crats and Republicans in this Congress can do 
the same. Moreover, now is the time for us to 
consider the creation of a long overdue Na- 
tional Infrastructure Bank and Public-Private 
partnerships to shift our infrastructure improve- 
ment into full gear. We should not shy away 
from this issue when a nation is waiting for us 
to do our part to restore our economy through 
fortification of our infrastructure. It is time for 
another large, bold, national forward thinking 
infrastructure project like interstate highway 
system. 

Governors and Mayors at ground level 
around this nation will quickly confirm that In- 
frastructure investments create jobs, help bal- 
ance budgets, and grow both state and na- 
tional economies. We must listen to our local 
elected officials who must fix the potholes, re- 
pair the crumbling bridges and tunnels or be 
held directly accountable by their constituents 
on every street corner. Our local elected offi- 
cials will quickly tell us that infrastructure in- 
vestment creates jobs, because it attracts 
business. 

The American Association of Civil Engineers 
(ASCE) gives U.S. Infrastructure the Grade of 
“D” in its 2009 Report Card. Infrastructure In- 
vestment equals Jobs. But, the U.S. is falling 
behind its competitors in infrastructure devel- 
opment (especially China, India and Europe). 
The bottom line is that Transportation and In- 
frastructure Investment is needed for a Strong 
Economy. 

So, | say to my colleagues that we must 
pass H.R. 662. A delay in enactment of this 
extension will shut down more than $800 mil- 
lion next week in highway reimbursements 
and transit grants to States and urban areas, 
endangering more than 28,000 jobs and multi- 
million dollar construction projects across the 
country. 

| must say that | am very disturbed that we 
cannot get our colleagues to cooperate in a bi- 
partisan manner to pass essential appropria- 
tions bills and must instead resort to short- 
term measures. However, for the good people 
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of the 18th Congressional District of Texas, 
the State of Texas, and our national well 
being, | cannot let time expire on critical trans- 
portation and infrastructure funding. It is im- 
perative that we pass H.R. 662 to continue to 
fund transportation and infrastructure pro- 
grams without interruption. We must keep this 
nation moving forward toward progress. 

| would also urge my colleagues in the 
House and the Senate chambers to reconsider 
the local transportation and infrastructure ex- 
penditures that Members have identified in the 
111th Congress and in the 112th Congress for 
inclusion in appropriations measures. Mem- 
bers of Congress are in a front line position to 
identify useful and necessary projects in their 
districts that require funding. These projects 
create jobs, rebuild our infrastructure and ben- 
efit our districts, our states and our country, as 
well. Though, | recommended funding for crit- 
ical transportation and infrastructure projects 
in Houston, Texas, during the 111th Congress, 
this funding was excluded from the Continuing 
Resolution passed in December 2010 and an 
opportunity to improve our national economy 
was lost. 

As we move forward, it is my hope that both 
chambers in the House and Senate will take 
a bipartisan approach to moving vitally impor- 
tant appropriations legislation which includes 
useful, necessary, job creating and economy- 
building projects from our districts. This is the 
fiscally responsibly course and grows and 
strengthens our economy in the long run. 

In summation, | urge my colleagues to vote 
in favor of this H.R. 662 as we continue the 
work of funding our nation’s critical transpor- 
tation and infrastructure projects. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Madam Speaker, | 
rise today in support of extending surface 
transportation funding for the remainder of the 
2011 fiscal year before the authorization ex- 
pires at the end of this week, on March 4th. 
| support the highway program; it is a critical 
part of an efficient and effective 21st century 
transportation infrastructure in the United 
States. However, | want to highlight a concern 
| have with an extraneous provision that is in- 
cluded in the language of this extension. 

Section 308 of this bill attempts to extend 
the budget “firewalls” in Section 8003 of 
SAFETEA-LU for highway and transit cat- 
egories to protect those programs from having 
to compete for funding against all other discre- 
tionary programs should Congress put in place 
overall discretionary spending caps. More spe- 
cifically, Section 8003 amends Section 251(b) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def- 
icit Control Act of 1985 that expired on Sep- 
tember 30, 2002—a law that is squarely within 
the jurisdiction of the House Budget Com- 
mittee. 

Section 308 of this extension has no sub- 
stantive effect not only because there are no 
overall spending caps for FY 2011, but be- 
cause Clause 3 of Rule ХХ! in the new House 
Rules for the 112th Congress eliminated the 
requirement to uphold such firewalls. 

However, if the intention is that this provi- 
sion should have a substantive effect, it is pre- 
mature. 

There are many tough choices ahead given 
the fiscal realities we face. We clearly need to 
set caps on spending. Funding guarantees 
that protect a certain category of spending 
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prevent lawmakers from having the flexibility 
to balance other needs within an overall dis- 
cretionary spending cap. Given the nation’s 
trillion dollar deficits and $14 trillion in debt, 
Congress should be working to remove, not 
continue, spending floors in statute. 

Furthermore, these highway and transit fire- 
walls were originally established to protect the 
user-pays/user benefits principle. Unfortu- 
nately, the opposite has happened. The High- 
way Trust Fund is insolvent and has required 
$35 billion in bailouts since 2008. The Con- 
gressional Budget Office projects shortfalls of 
$140 billion over the next ten years. 

These spending guarantees have pushed 
the Highway Trust Fund deeper into insol- 
vency and have forced it to rely more and 
more on borrowed money. | ат concerned 
that continuing even the appearance of fire- 
walls for these categories in this extension 
suggests that spending on these programs is 
a higher priority than getting deficits under 
control. It also suggests that surface transpor- 
tation should get first claim on the Treasury 
over other priorities for discretionary spending 
such as Veterans medical care or funding for 
our troops. 

Congress may decide that ultimately high- 
ways and transit have such a high priority that 
we should continue to run high deficits to pay 
for them, but we should do that as part of the 
budget process and not part of a short-term 
highway extension that must be passed quick- 
ly or the entire program shuts down. 

Ms. HIRONO. Madam Speaker, | rise today 
in support of the legislation before us, which 
will extend funding for our federal transpor- 
tation programs through the end of this fiscal 
year in September. 

This will be the seventh short-term exten- 
sion we have passed—hopefully this will be 
the last. | commend Chairmen MICA and DUN- 
CAN, and Ranking Members RAHALL and 
DEFAZIO, for their work on crafting this meas- 
ure, and look forward to working with each of 
them as the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee continues its work on a long-term 
surface transportation bill. 

Madam Speaker, this so-called “clean ex- 
tension” of our nation’s transportation pro- 
grams is vitally important for the travelling 
public. Not only does it continue federal con- 
struction projects that we know create jobs— 
it also extends programs that keep our fami- 
lies safe on the road. 

This extension gives our states and commu- 
nities certainty, at least until the end of this fis- 
cal year, with regard to critical infrastructure 
projects. It will also provide a level of stability 
for those working to improve our roads and 
bridges and build new transit and commercial 
systems—and the families that are dependent 
on their income. 

While members of both sides of the aisle 
have spoken of the importance of infrastruc- 
ture, to date, we have not been able to come 
up with a forward-looking transportation bill. 
We all should share a sense of urgency about 
getting this done. Meanwhile, without con- 
tinuing the authority for the programs under 
this bill, more than $800 million in highway re- 
imbursements and transit grants to states and 
urban areas would not be dispersed. This in- 
action would endanger more than 28,000 jobs 
nationwide. 
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And so, for the second time this week, we 
have averted catastrophe—which begs the 
question, is this how we will continue on for 
the next two years? 

This is a legitimate question, one which was 
raised at the American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials’ annual 
meeting earlier today. These are the people 
who have to figure out how to complete long- 
term projects—and plan new ones—while we 
lurch forward in short increments. They live in 
a world where they have to think in months 
and years, not weeks or news cycles. 

In response to a question about getting a 
long-term bill done, all Secretary of Transpor- 
tation Ray LaHood could say was: “If we don’t 
get something significant done this year | think 
it will be very difficult.” ld say that is ап un- 
derstatement. 

Certainly, the irresponsible, indiscriminate, 
and short-sighted 24 percent cut to transpor- 
tation funding contained in H.R. 1 did not in- 
spire a great confidence. We need to do bet- 
ter. 

Every community has transportation needs 
for which federal help is vital. For example, in 
Hawaii, we are using federal funds to expand 
the capacity of our ports, and to build new rail 
transit for our citizens. These are projects that 
are putting people to work now, and will pay 
significant dividends for our economy for years 
to come. These projects will help to connect 
people with businesses, and businesses with 
workers. They will help to get cars off our 
streets, and expand the amount of commerce 
that can move in and out of our islands. 

Again, | hope that my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle will now come together on 
a long-term transportation bill. This is our op- 
portunity to show that we can do something 
that will be a game-changer for our economy 
in the 21st century. Over the few months that 
this bill gives us, we can spend our time wise- 
ly debating how best to direct federal dollars 
to help our states and cities. | hope that this 
is a bipartisan effort, and look forward to work- 
ing with my colleagues on the Committee to 
make this happen. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam Speaker, 
| rise today in support of H.R. 662—The Sur- 
face Transportation Extension Act of 2011. 
This bill provides much needed funding to 
keep the transportation projects in our nation 
going and provides assurance to State Depart- 
ments of Transportation that vital infrastructure 
projects can continue without delay. Addition- 
ally, this bill buys the House time to put to- 
gether a comprehensive, longer term surface 
transportation bill that can adequately address 
the needs and challenges facing this nation. 

| look forward to working on a new surface 
transportation bill with Highways and Transit 
Subcommittee Chairman DUNCAN and with 
Chairman Mica’s leadership along with our 
colleagues on the full Committee. 

| am confident that our Committee will put 
together a bill that will meet the serious chal- 
lenges we face in maintaining and improving 
our infrastructure. | am also confident that we 
will have the appropriate focus on what we 
must do to help move our economy forward 
and the elimination of earmarks will allow us 
to develop strong legislation that focuses more 
on need instead of narrow interests. 

Throughout history economic growth has fol- 
lowed our transportation grid. Whether it was 
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sea routes, canals, wagon trains, rail, roads 
and airlinks, growth in our economy has al- 
ways been dependent on our transportation in- 
frastructure. 

| believe this will help to ensure that the 
most needed projects get funding and help to 
eliminate any unnecessary projects. 

Madam Speaker, it is critical that we make 
sure that spending stays in line with revenues, 
and one way in which to do this is to prevent 
the use of “donor states,” or states that give 
more to the Highway Trust Fund than they re- 
ceive. My home state of Michigan is such a 
donor state, and we and other donor states 
have for too long been at the short end of 
funding for projects. 

My state of Michigan has been ground zero 
for this difficult economy. We have had among 
the highest unemployment rates for many 
years and it is simply unacceptable that hard- 
working Michigan taxpayers are asked to sub- 
sidize transportation funding for states that 
have not been nearly as hard hit. 

This extension is our first step in the proc- 
ess and | urge all of my colleagues to support 
this legislation so that we can continue our im- 
portant work to develop the best transportation 
network in the world. 

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MICA 

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 12, line 4, strike ‘‘through 2011” and 
insert ‘‘through 2011,’’. 

Page 15, line 4, strike ‘‘for the period” and 
insert ‘‘$5,732,000 for the period’’. 

Page 15, line 12, strike ‘‘October 1, 2010” 
and insert ‘‘October 1, 2010,’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 128, the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, again, 
this is a purely technical amendment 
and reviewed by both sides of the aisle 
in both bodies. We found three tech- 
nical changes to correct drafting errors 
in H.R. 662. We want this to go to the 
President. We want it signed, and we 
want to make certain that it has all 
the technical provisions necessary and 
clear language. 

So the amendment adds two commas 
to the bill on page 12 and also another 
on 15. And on page 15, it also strikes an 
authorization in the current extension 
that H.R. 662 failed to strike. So it’s 
purely technical in nature, but we do 
want it correct. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Speaker, I rise 
to claim the time in opposition, though 
Iam not opposed to the amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from West 
Virginia is recognized for 5 minutes. 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in support of the manager’s amend- 
ment. The chairman has adequately ex- 
plained it, and I fully concur and urge 
its adoption. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MICA). 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 422, nays 0, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 158] 


YEAS—422 

Ackerman Chabot Forbes 
Adams Chaffetz Fortenberry 
Aderholt Chandler Foxx 
Akin Chu Frank (MA) 
Alexander Cicilline Franks (AZ) 
Altmire Clarke (MI) Frelinghuysen 
Amash Clarke (NY) Fudge 
Andrews Clay Gallegly 
Austria Cleaver Garamendi 
Baca Clyburn Gardner 
Bachmann Coble Garrett 
Bachus Coffman (CO) Gerlach 
Baldwin Cohen Gibbs 
Barletta Cole Gibson 
Barrow Conaway Gohmert 
Bartlett Connolly (VA) Gonzalez 
EOSS Ant Goodlatte 

ass ostello 
Bass (NH) Courtney gosar 

y 

Becerra Cravaack Granger 
Benishek Crawford Graves (GA) 
Berg Crenshaw Graves (MO) 
Berkley Critz 
Berman Crowley Green, Al 

E Green, Gene 
Biggert Cuellar Griffin (AR) 
Bilbray Culberson тз 

кА А Е Griffith (VA) 
Bilirakis Cummings Grijalva 
Bishop (GA) Davis (CA) Grimm 
Bishop (NY) Davis (IL) Сіпа 
Bishop (UT) Davis (KY) Guthrie 
Black DeFazio : 
Воппег DeGette Gutierrez 
Bono Mack DeLauro Hall 
Boren Denham Hanabusa 
Boswell Dent Harper 
Boustany Deutch Harris 
Brady (PA) Diaz-Balart Har tzler 
Brady (TX) Dicks Hastings (FL) 
Braley (IA) Dingell Hastings (WA) 
Brooks Doggett Hayworth 
Broun (GA) Dold Heck | 
Brown (FL) Donnelly (IN) Heinrich 
Buchanan Doyle Heller — 
Bucshon Dreier Hensarling 
Buerkle Duffy Herger 
Burgess Duncan (SC) Herrera Beutler 
Burton (IN) Duncan (TN) Higgins 
Butterfield Edwards Himes 
Calvert Ellison Hinchey 
Camp Ellmers Hirono 
Campbell Emerson Holden 
Canseco Engel Holt 
Cantor Eshoo Honda 
Capito Farenthold Hoyer 
Capps Farr Huelskamp 
Capuano Fattah Huizenga (MI) 
Cardoza Filner Hultgren 
Carnahan Fincher Hunter 
Carney Fitzpatrick Hurt 
Carson (IN) Flake Inslee 
Carter Fleischmann Israel 
Cassidy Fleming Issa 
Castor (FL) Flores Jackson (IL) 


March 2, 2011 


Jackson Lee Miller, George Schakowsky 

(TX) Moore Schiff 
Jenkins Moran Schilling 
Johnson (GA) Mulvaney Schmidt 
Johnson (IL) Murphy (CT) Schock 
Johnson (OH) Murphy (PA) Schrader 
Johnson, E. B. Myrick Schwartz 
Johnson, Sam Nadler Schweikert 
Jones Napolitano Scott (SC) 
Jordan Neal Scott (VA) 
Keating Neugebauer Scott, Austin 
Kelly Noem Scott, David 
күнө ee Sensenbrenner 

ini unes Serrano 
King (ТА) Nunnelee Sessions 
ae Жы, оте Sewell 

ingston ver Sherman 
Kinzinger (IL) Owens Shimkus 
Kissell Palazzo Shuler 
Kline Pallone Shuster 
Kucinich Pascrell Simpson 
Labrador Pastor (AZ) Sires 
Lamborn Paul Slaughter 
Lance Paulsen Smith (NE) 
Landry Payne Smith (NJ) 
Langevin Pearce Smith (TX) 
Lankford Pelosi A 
Larsen (WA) Pence Se a 
Larson (CT) Perlmutter Speier 
Latham Peters Stark 
LaTourette Peterson Stearns 
Datta Fe 1! Stivers 
Lee (CA) Pingree (ME) Stutzman 
Levin Pitts Sullivan 
Lewis (CA) Platts Sutton 
Lewis (GA) Poe (TX) Terry 
Lipinski Polis pa 
LoBiondo Pompeo Thompson (CA) 
Loebsack Posey hompson (MS) 

к Thompson (PA) 

Lofgren, Zoe Price (GA) кез р 
Long Price (NC) Thornberry 
Lowey Quayle рө 
Lucas Quigley 191995 
Luetkemeyer Rahall Tipton: 
Lujan Rangel Tonko 
Lummis Reed owns 
Lungren, Daniel Rehberg сопВав 

Е. Reichert urner: 
Lynch Renacci Upton 
Mack Reyes Van Hollen 
Maloney Ribble Velazquez 
Manzullo Richardson Visclosky 
Marchant Richmond Walberg 
Marino Rigell Walden 
Markey Rivera Walsh (IL) 
Matheson Roby Walz (MN) 
Matsui Roe (TN) Wasserman 
McCarthy (CA) Rogers (AL) Schultz 
McCarthy (NY) Rogers (KY) Waters 
McCaul Rogers (MI) Watt 
McClintock Rohrabacher Waxman 
McCollum Rokita Webster 
McCotter Rooney Weiner 
McDermott Ros-Lehtinen Welch 
McGovern Roskam West 
McHenry Ross (AR) Westmoreland 
McIntyre Ross (FL) Whitfield 
McKeon Rothman (NJ) Wilson (FL) 
McKinley Roybal-Allard Wilson (SC) 
McMorris Royce Wittman 

Rodgers Runyan Wolf 
McNerney Ruppersberger Womack 
Meehan Rush Woodall 
Meeks Ryan (OH) Woolsey 
Mica Ryan (WI) Wu 
Michaud Sánchez, Linda Yarmuth 
Miller (FL) НА Yoder 
Miller (MI) Sanchez, Loretta Young (AK) 
Miller (NC) Sarbanes Young (FL) 
Miller, Gary Scalise Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—10 
Blackburn DesJarlais Hinojosa 
Blumenauer Giffords Kaptur 
Cooper Gingrey (GA) 
Costa Hanna 
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So the amendment was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
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Mr. DESJARLAIS. Mr. Speaker, оп rollcall 
No. 158, | was unavoidably detained. Had | 
been present, | would have voted “yea.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CHAFFETZ). Pursuant to House Resolu- 
tion 128, the previous question is or- 
dered on the bill. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
motion to recommit at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. POLIS. I am opposed in its cur- 
rent form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Polis moves to recommit the bill H.R. 
662 to the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure with instructions to report 
the same back to the House forthwith with 
the following amendment: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
(and conform the table of contents accord- 
ingly): 

TITLE V—GRAVINA ISLAND BRIDGE AND 

KNIK ARM BRIDGE RESCISSIONS 
SEC. 501. RESCISSION OF GRAVINA ISLAND AND 
KNIK ARM BRIDGE EARMARKS. 

There are hereby rescinded all unobligated 
balances, remaining available as of March 2, 
2011, of contract authority provided or re- 
served for planning, design, or construction 
of the Gravina Island bridge, Alaska, or the 
Knik Arm bridge, Alaska, under the fol- 
lowing provisions of law: 

(1) Section 144(f)(1)(A)(ii) of title 23, United 
States Code. 

(2) Item number 14 of the table contained 
in section 1302(е) of SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 
1205). 

(3) Item numbers 406, 2465, 3323, and 3677 of 
the table contained in section 1702 of 
SAFETEA-LU (119 Stat. 1256). 

(4) Item numbers 2 and 10 of the table con- 
tained in section 1934(c) of SAFETEA-LU 
(119 Stat. 1485). 


SEC. 502. PROHIBITION ON FUNDING OF GRAVINA 
ISLAND AND KNIK ARM BRIDGES. 


None of the funds made available by this 
Act may be used to plan, design, or construct 
the Gravina Island bridge, Alaska, or the 
Knik Arm bridge, Alaska. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Colorado is recognized for 5 minutes in 
support of his motion. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, usually 
when something is killed, it stays dead. 
But just like in a bad zombie movie, 
some bad earmarks refuse to die and 
return to life time and time again as 
wasteful spending. That’s what’s hap- 
pened with this bill and what this 
amendment corrects. 

There isn’t an American taxpayer 
out there who hasn’t heard of the 
Bridge to Nowhere. The Bridge to No- 
where has become synonymous with 
government waste. 

What Americans may be shocked to 
find out is a significant portion of the 
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$454 million that Congress provided 
through eight separate earmarks in 
SAFETEA-LU is still available in Alas- 
ka to build these bridges. We fix that 
with this amendment and eliminate 
these return-from-the-dead earmarks 
with this amendment to save taxpayers 
money and restore credibility to Con- 
gress. 

Although Congress has tried to stop 
these bridges to nowhere by giving 
Alaska the authority to use its ear- 
marked funds on other transportation 
projects, Alaska has still used $71 mil- 
lion of Federal funds provided under 
SAFETEA-LU to continue work on two 
bridges to nowhere. Sadly, Alaska’s 
earmarked bridges to nowhere, like 
zombies eating the brains of taxpayers, 
refuse to die. 

Frankly, like most Americans I 
thought Federal funding for the bridges 
to nowhere was a thing of the past. 
ABC News reported in 2007 the Bridge 
to Nowhere is gone. This bridge had 
collapsed even before it was built after 
an onslaught of angry editorials, furi- 
ous anti-pork citizen groups, and caus- 
tic jokes on late-night TV. 

But, unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, this 
zombie has climbed from its grave and 
is terrorizing American taxpayers to 
the tune of $180 million in deficit 
spending to build two bridges, one of 
which is a bridge that from an engi- 
neering perspective is comparable to 
the Golden Gate Bridge to an island 
with 50 people. 

Now, but wait, we are not calling it 
an earmark because we have abolished 
earmarks in this Congress. So, instead, 
we are taking Republican earmarks 
from previous sessions of Congress and 
calling them something else. 

Is that the new spending plan? Is that 
how we are going to balance the budg- 
et? Now, many Republicans in this 
body have used the bridges to nowhere 
as an example of wasteful spending. 

My colleague and friend from Texas 
(Mr. NEUGEBAUER) stated that ‘‘while 
some earmarks fund worthy projects, 
there are some, such as the infamous 
‘Bridge to Nowhere’ that are wasteful 
uses of taxpayer money.”’ 

My friend from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) 
said, ‘‘All spending bills passed in 2007 
included some 11,000 earmarks. Those 
earmarks included wasteful spending 
for items such as a $20 million ferry are 
in Alaska benefiting just 40 people. 
That, of course, followed the infamous 
Bridge to Nowhere earmark from the 
2005 highway bill.” 

So here we have a wasteful expendi- 
ture that not only had its origin as an 
earmark but has been used by fiscal 
hawks from both sides of the aisle as 
the very example of a wasteful ear- 
mark. 

If Alaska wants to build a bridge to 
nowhere or a road to nowhere or a road 
to somewhere, bridge to somewhere, go 
ahead and do it, just do it without Fed- 
eral tax dollars. 
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My colleague from Michigan (Mr. 
WALBERG) said: ‘“‘Taxpayers are tired of 
their hard-earned money paying for 
things like a Bridge to Nowhere in 
Alaska, fruit fly research in France 
and a hippie museum in New York.” 

Well, this bill doesn’t fund a fruit fly 
museum in France or a hippie museum; 
but unless we act by passing this 
amendment, it will allow $183 million 
of taxpayer money to be spent for 
bridges for nowhere, wasteful spending 
we can’t afford. 

Despite claims that the Bridge to No- 
where earmarks were eliminated, Alas- 
ka spent over $71 million of Federal 
money. You know, in 2006, when the 
Republicans lost their majority and en- 
tered the minority, Mr. CANTOR, the 
leader, said Republicans have become 
“a party of the Bridge to Nowhere.” 
Well, Mr. Speaker, it looks like too lit- 
tle has changed. 

Unless this amendment passes, the 
Republicans once again will become a 
party lost on the Bridge to Nowhere. 
This motion rescinds all remaining 
funds, about $183 million provided for 
the planning, design and construction 
of the two bridges under SAFETEA-— 
LU. In addition, the amendment pro- 
hibits the use of funds to finance these 
bridge projects. 

This is a very simple choice. There is 
no politics in this. We are not changing 
other parts of the bill, trying to catch 
people up. We are not putting up a vote 
to trap people for 30-second spots to 
say they are for pornography, like has 
been done in previous sessions while 
the bill is gutted elsewhere. What we 
are simply providing is a clean vote on 
the Bridge to Nowhere. 

According to the CBO, this motion 
will reduce the deficit by $160 million 
by eliminating funding for these two 
bridges, nothing else. Listen, for us to 
have the credibility as a Congress to 
make the tough cuts we need to bal- 
ance the budget, to work together to 
pass a CR that cuts spending, to reduce 
spending in future years, Congress 
must have moral standing. Continuing 
to provide funding to be used for these 
bridges, the infamous Alaska bridges to 
nowhere, which most Americans like 
me thought were already dead, is not 
the way for Congress to build trust 
with the American people. 

So we have a choice today. We can 
vote to continue these most egregious 
earmarks; or we can stand by our 
words, our vows, and our values and 
vote for this amendment and finally 
put an end to wasteful spending and 
pet projects. 

Let me close with some words of wis- 
dom from my colleague from West Vir- 
ginia, Congresswoman SHELLEY MOORE 
CAPITO: “Тһе days of members slipping 
in ’the bridge to nowhere’ in the dead 
of night are over.” I urge my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
shine the light of day on this insidious 
example of pork, remove it from the 
bill and pass the House amendment. 
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SUMMARY 

In 2005, the Safe, Accountable, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (SAFETEA-LU) (P.L. 109-59) provided 
a total of $454 million for the construction of 
two bridges in Alaska—the Gravina Island 
bridge and the Knik Arm bridge—through 
eight separate earmarks in the law. Since 
2005, the public, media, and Members of Con- 
gress have questioned the merits of these 
projects and condemned the use of scarce 
Federal surface transportation funds to fi- 
nance these projects, commonly referred to 
as the ‘‘Bridges to Nowhere.” 

SAFETEA-LU provides $223 million of Fed- 
eral-aid highway funds for the Gravina Is- 
land bridge. The $304 million bridge under 
consideration, which rivals the Golden Gate 
Bridge in size and scope, would serve an is- 
land of 50 people, who can access Ketchikan, 
Alaska, via a five-minute ferry ride. 

In addition, the act provides $231 million of 
Federal-aid highway funds for the Knik Arm 
Crossing project. The Knik Arm bridge is a 
project to build a 1.6-mile long bridge, 790- 
foot tunnel, and 18 miles of connecting roads 
at a cost of approximately $1.6 billion, in- 
cluding approximately $740 million for phase 
1 of the project. 

Despite claims that the ‘‘Bridges to No- 
where” earmarks were eliminated, Alaska 
has spent more than $71 million of Federal 
SAFETEA-LU funds to proceed with these 
bridge projects and accompanying access 
roads over the past six years. 

The Motion to Recommit rescinds all re- 
maining funds—approximately $183 million— 
provided for planning, design, and construc- 
tion of the Gravina Island and Knik Arm 
bridges under SAFETEA-LU. In addition, 
the motion prohibits the use of any funds 
provided under the Surface Transportation 
Extension Act of 2011 to finance these bridge 
projects. 

According to the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice, the Motion to Recommit will reduce the 
Federal deficit by approximately $160 million 
over the next 10 years. 

These earmarks also contribute to Alas- 
ka’s high rate of return for its gas tax con- 
tributions. Over the six-year period of 
SAFETEA-LU (FY 2004 through FY 2009), 
Alaska received an average $5.20 for each dol- 
lar that the State contributed to the High- 
way Trust Fund. 

GRAVINA ISLAND BRIDGE 


Gravina Island is a small land mass (21 
miles long and 9.5 miles wide) located in 
Ketchikan Gateway, Alaska. According to 
the latest Census data, the island has a popu- 
lation of 50 people. Ketchikan International 
Airport is located on the island. The island 
can be accessed by a five-minute ferry ride 
across Tongass Narrows from Ketchikan, and 
an average of 10,000 vehicles per month use 
the ferry crossing. A ferry arrives and de- 
parts every 15 to 30 minutes. 

Alaska received a total of $223 million in 
SAFETEA-LU to finance the construction of 
the Gravina Island bridge and accompanying 
access roads. Although Congress expanded 
the eligible uses of the earmarked funds in 
legislation subsequent to SAFETEA-LU, 
Alaska continues to be able to use these 
funds on the bridge and access road projects. 
In 2008, Alaska completed construction of 
the Gravina Island Highway to provide ac- 
cess to the proposed bridge. Alaska used $37.6 
million of Federal funds provided under 
SAFETEA-LU for the project. Given that the 
bridge does not exist at this point, the road 
currently leads nowhere. 

According to the Alaska State Legislature 
Budget and Audit Committee, Alaska has 
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specifically reserved $75.9 million of the re- 
maining SAFETEA-LU funds to improve ac- 
cess to Gravina Island and is currently con- 
ducting a supplemental environmental im- 
pact statement that includes construction of 
a $304 million bridge as an alternative. 

According to the Federal Highway Admin- 
istration, $125.8 million remains available for 
expenditure from the amounts provided in 
SAFETEA-LU for the Gravina Island bridge. 

KNIK ARM BRIDGE 

The Knik Arm Bridge project proposes the 
construction of a 1.6-mile bridge across Knik 
Arm connecting Anchorage with the borough 
of Mat-Su, along with 18 miles of access 
roads to the bridge, at a cost of approxi- 
mately $1.6 billion, including $740 million for 
construction of the bridge in phase 1 of the 
project. In 2003, Alaska established the Knik 
Arm Bridge and Toll Authority to construct 
the bridge. On December 15, 2010, the Federal 
Highway Administration approved the Envi- 
ronmental Impact Statement Record of De- 
cision to construct the 8,200-foot bridge, 790- 
foot tunnel, and 18 miles of access roads. 

Alaska received a total of $231 million in 
SAFETEA-LU to finance the planning, de- 
sign, and construction of the Knik Arm 
bridge and accompanying access roads. Al- 
though Congress expanded the eligible uses 
of the earmarked funds in legislation subse- 
quent to SAFETEA-LU, Alaska has used 
$45.4 million of Federal funds provided under 
SAFETEA-LU for the project. 

According to the Federal Highway Admin- 
istration, $57.4 million remains available for 
expenditure from the amounts provided in 
SAFETEA-LU for the Knik Arm bridge. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op- 
position to the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Florida is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MICA. Well, congratulations my 
colleagues. Welcome to the era of 
smoke and mirrors, and that’s exactly 
what this motion to recommit is; and I 
urge its defeat. 

You heard the gentleman describing 
bridges. He, again, is trying to mislead 
the entire House on this particular mo- 
tion to recommit. It is smoke and mir- 
rors. 

I urge the defeat of the motion to re- 
commit. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for electronic vote on the ques- 
tion of passage. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 181, noes 246, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 2, not voting 3, as 
follows: 
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Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (ТА) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 


[Roll No. 159] 


AYES—181 


Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 


NOES—246 


Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
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Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 


Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 


Goodlatte Lummis Rogers (MI) 
Gosar Lungren, Daniel Rohrabacher 
Gowdy E. Rokita 
Granger Mack Rooney 
Graves (GA) Manzullo Ros-Lehtinen 
Graves (MO) Marchant Roskam 
Griffin (AR) Marino Ross (FL) 
Griffith (VA) McCarthy (CA) Royce 
Grimm McCaul Runyan 
Guinta McClintock Ryan (WI) 
Guthrie McCotter Scalise 
Hall McHenry Schilling 
Harper AER Gon Schmidt 
arris cKinley 
Hartzler McMorris Е ert 
Hastings (WA) Rodgers Scott (80) 
Hayworth Meehan 8 г 
Heck Mica cott, Austin 
Я Sensenbrenner 
Heller Miller (FL) Sessions 
Hensarling Miller (MI) Н 
Herger Miller, Gary Shimkus 
Shuler 
Herrera Beutler Mulvaney Shuster 
Huelskamp Murphy (PA) т 
Huizenga (MI) Myrick у 
Hultgren Neugebauer Н 
Hunter Noem Smith (NJ) 
Hurt Nugent Smith (TX) 
Issa Nunes Southerland 
Jenkins Nunnelee Stearns 
Johnson (IL) Olson Stivers 
Johnson (OH) Palazzo Stutzman 
Johnson, E. B. Paul Sullivan 
Johnson, Sam Paulsen Terry 
Jones Pearce Thompson (PA) 
Jordan Pence Thornberry 
Kelly Peterson Tiberi 
King (IA) Petri Tipton 
King (NY) Pitts Turner 
Kingston Platts Upton 
Kinzinger (IL) Poe (TX) Walberg 
Kline Pompeo Walden 
Kucinich Posey Walsh (IL) 
Labrador Price (GA) Webster 
Lamborn Quayle West 
Lance Reed Westmoreland 
Landry Rehberg Whitfield 
Lankford Reichert Wilson (SC) 
Latham Renacci Wittman 
LaTourette Ribble Wolf 
Latta Rigell Womack 
Lewis (CA) Rivera Woodall 
LoBiondo Roby Yoder 
Long Roe (TN) Young (AK) 
Lucas Rogers (AL) Young (FL) 
Luetkemeyer Rogers (KY) Young (IN) 


ANSWERED “PRESENT” —2 


DeFazio Schrader 
NOT VOTING—3 
Giffords Hanna Hinojosa 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). One minute is remaining in 
this vote. 
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Ms. BROWN of Florida changed her 
vote from “по” to “ауе.” 

So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 421, noes 4, 
not voting 7, as follows: 


This 


Ackerman 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 

Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 


[Roll No. 160] 
AYES—421 


Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 

Fattah 
Filner 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holden 

Holt 

Honda 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 


3099 


Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
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Napolitano Rogers (MI) Speier 
Neal Rohrabacher Stark 
Neugebauer Rokita Stivers 
Noem Rooney Stutzman 
Nugent Ros-Lehtinen Sullivan 
Nunes Roskam Sutton 
Nunnelee Ross (AR) Terry 
Olson Ross (FL) Thompson (CA) 
Olver Rothman (NJ) Thompson (MS) 
Owens Roybal-Allard Thompson (PA) 
Palazzo Royce Thornberry 
Pallone Runyan Tiberi 
Pascrell Ruppersberger Tierney 
Pastor (AZ) Rush Tipton 
Paulsen Ryan (OH) Tonko 
Payne Ryan (WI) Towns 
Pearce Sanchez, Linda Tsongas 
Pelosi Т. Turner 
Pence Sanchez, Loretta Upton 
Perlmutter Sarbanes Van Hollen 
Peters Scalise Velazquez 
Peterson Schakowsky Visclosky 
Petri Schiff Walberg 
Pingree (ME) Schilling Walden 
Pitts Schmidt Walsh (IL) 
Platts Schock Walz (MN) 
Poe (TX) Schrader Wasserman 
Pompeo Schwartz Schultz 
Posey Schweikert Waters 
Price (GA) Scott (SC) Watt 
Price (NC) Scott (VA) Waxman 
Quayle Scott, Austin Webster 
Quigley Scott, David Weiner 
Rahall Sensenbrenner Welch 
Rangel Serrano West 
Reed Sessions Westmoreland 
Rehberg Sewell Wilson (FL) 
Reichert Sherman Wilson (SC) 
Renacci Shimkus Wittman 
Reyes Shuler Wolf 
Ribble Shuster Womack 
Richardson Simpson Woodall 
Richmond Sires Woolsey 
Rigell Slaughter Wu 
Rivera Smith (NE) Yarmuth 
Roby Smith (NJ) Yoder 
Roe (TN) Smith (TX) Young (AK) 
Rogers (AL) Smith (WA) Young (FL) 
Rogers (KY) Southerland Young (IN) 
NOES—4 

Amash Polis 
Flake Stearns 

NOT VOTING—7 
Berg Hanna Whitfield 
Frelinghuysen Hinojosa 
Giffords Paul 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). One minute remains in this 
vote. 
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So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Mr. BERG. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 160 
| was inadvertently detained. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
aye.” 


CONGRATULATING WOMEN OF TO- 
MORROW ON ITS 10TH ANNIVER- 
SARY GALA 


(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to recognize a great South Florida 
organization: Women of Tomorrow. 
This month, Women of Tomorrow will 
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hold its annual gala, celebrating 10 
years of making a difference in the 
lives of young women. 

Women of Tomorrow was founded in 
1997 by South Florida journalist Jen- 
nifer Valoppi and Telemundo President 
Don Browne. Their goal was to help at- 
risk young women live up to their full 
potential. The result has been a truly 
unique organization that pairs accom- 
plished professional women with small 
groups of at-risk teenage girls in high 
schools. The mentors come from varied 
backgrounds: lawyers, doctors, entre- 
preneurs and public servants. They 
show their mentees that anything is 
possible and nothing is out of their 
reach. 

Congratulations, Women of Tomor- 
row, on 10 amazing years, and I know 
that the next 10 will be even better. 


EE 
PUBLIC BROADCASTING 


(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
there is a lot of rhetoric one hears in 
the House about what the American 
public wants or what the American 
public thinks. 

Well, this week survey research came 
out commissioned by the Public Broad- 
casting System and conducted by a bi- 
partisan survey research team from 
Hart Research and American View- 
point that is powerful evidence that 
while Americans are concerned about 
the budget and budget deficits, public 
broadcasting is a higher priority. 

Support for public broadcasting tran- 
scends party affiliation. More than 
two-thirds of all voters oppose elimi- 
nation of Federal funding for public 
broadcasting as approved by my Repub- 
lican friends. What is most interesting, 
nearly eight in 10 voters believe that 
PBS should receive the same amount of 
government funding or more than it 
currently receives. 

It’s not just Democrats. Ninety-two 
percent favor the same amount or 
more. It’s not just Independents. Sev- 
enty-five percent favor the same 
amount or more. Two-thirds of Repub- 
licans favor the same or more money 
for public broadcasting. 

There’s still time to climb off the 
ledge. The Senate should stand tall and 
the House should reverse itself. 


EEE 
THE DEBT 


(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. My 
constituents are perplexed with Wash- 
ington, Mr. Speaker. Economists have 
warned and the public demands Wash- 
ington tighten its belt. Despite this 
year’s $1.6 trillion deficit, the Presi- 
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dent still refuses to change course and 
reduce spending. 

President Obama created the bipar- 
tisan National Commission on Fiscal 
Responsibility and Reform by execu- 
tive order. The commission’s mission, 
according to the executive order was, 
quote, to identify policies to improve 
the fiscal situation in the medium 
term and to achieve fiscal sustain- 
ability over the long run. 

Unfortunately, the President’s FY 
2012 budget ignores every essential ob- 
servation and proposal advanced by the 
commission and doubles debt held by 
the public by the end of his term while 
adding on $13 trillion in new debt. 

Erskine Bowles, the Democratic 
chairman of the fiscal commission 
stated: the White House budget request 
goes ‘‘nowhere near where they will 
have to go to resolve our fiscal night- 
mare.” 

Mr. Speaker, my constituents and I 
agree. Despite the need to rein in our 
runaway debt, the President’s budget is 
more of the same. It’s time we take the 
economists and our constituents seri- 
ously and get serious on the debt. I ask 
my colleagues to join me in heeding 
their call. 


RISING GAS PRICES 


(Mr. TONKO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to shed light on a very serious 
problem—skyrocketing gasoline prices. 

In the capital district of New York, 
prices at the pump today average about 
$3.50 per gallon. Nationally, the aver- 
age price is $3.38 per gallon, and it con- 
tinues to rise. Due to the continued 
conflict in North Africa and the Middle 
East, oil is over $100 per barrel. There 
appears to be no end in sight. 

For every $10 per barrel rise in the 
price of oil, America sends an addi- 
tional $40 billion overseas, yearly. How 
can we expect to turn around our econ- 
omy and create jobs when we are send- 
ing this much money to our enemies? 

Plain and simple, we must start 
thinking outside the barrel—to create 
jobs and protect our national security. 
We as Americans are better than the 
ancient fuel that we put into our vehi- 
cles. 

Using 19th and 20th century oil sub- 
sidies in this 218% century is outdated 
and foolish. We are literally giving 
away hard-earned taxpayer money to 
big oil companies that are setting 
record profits. What do we get in re- 
turn? Sticker shock at the pump. 

Mr. Speaker, this is unfair to hard- 
working Americans that play by the 
rules. We deserve better. Let’s stop this 
sticker shock. 
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BABY KILLER FLEES 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, last 
Thursday was just a normal day in 
Houston, Texas. Seven families left 
their babies at Jackie’s Childcare, and 
went along to work just as they did 
every day. 

A daycare is supposed to be a place 
where parents trust caregivers with the 
safety of their kids. After all, that is 
what they are supposed to do—keep 
children safe. The owner, however, Jes- 
sica Tata, left the children by them- 
selves and carelessly drove off to Tar- 
get. Meanwhile, the pot of oil she had 
left on the electric stove caught fire, 
and those seven babies burned in a 
massive fire. 

Elizabeth Kojah, Kendyll Stradford, 
Elias Castillo, and Shomari Dickerson 
all burned to death. They were all 
under the age of 3. 

It took several days for the authori- 
ties to get their act together to file 
charges. Meanwhile, Tata was able to 
flee to Nigeria. As the Good Book says: 
“The guilty fleeth when no опе 
pursueth.’’ 

There should be no question in any 
person’s mind that Jessica Tata should 
be held responsible for this crime. So 
the long arm of the law needs to cap- 
ture her and return her to Texas and 
let a jury decide what to do with that 
baby killer—because justice is what we 
do. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


EE 


LOSING THE WAR OF COMMON 
SENSE 


(Mr. PALAZZO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, while most of us were working 
from our districts, a newspaper article 
entitled, “Combat Troops To Get Gay 
Sensitivity Training,’’ was published. 
The article explains how our combat 
forces on the front lines in Afghanistan 
will soon be required to take a time- 
out from their mission and be forced to 
participate in the Pentagon’s homo- 
sexual sensitivity training regimen. 

I still maintain the repeal of Don’t 
Ask, Don’t Tell will harm recruitment, 
retention and readiness; but regardless 
of your opinion on that issue, it is re- 
markable that the courageous men and 
women who have voluntarily put them- 
selves in harm’s way are being sub- 
jected to such insane distractions while 
the war wages on around them. 

Our Nation is at war against an 
enemy that wants nothing more than 
the complete destruction of our way of 
life. For the President and the Pen- 
tagon to dangerously distract the at- 
tention of our troops in forward oper- 
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ating bases away from the enemy and 
toward homosexual sensitivity training 
is outrageous. 

To the men and women in the U.S. 
Armed Forces, I pray to God that you 
all return home safe and sound to your 
families. I, for one, believe in your mis- 
sion and want to win the war on terror 
because we have certainly lost the war 
of common sense. 


EEE 


ENERGY INDEPENDENCE 


(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
glad my colleague came up to talk 
about high energy prices. We have con- 
sistently tried on this side of the aisle 
to talk about an all-of-the-above en- 
ergy strategy. We are independent on 
electricity generation, but we are held 
captive to imported crude oil. 

So what does that mean? 

That means we are stuck with a one- 
fuel technology. In an all-of-the-above 
energy strategy, we envision a world 
where you go to a filling station, and 
you have fuel competing. You have 
coal-to-liquid technologies; you have 
liquid fuel by natural gas; you have re- 
newable fuel by biomass. You have all 
of these issues to help decrease our re- 
liance on imported crude oil. We have 
the operability for an oil-sand pipeline 
from Canada. 

We really can be independent on our 
energy needs based upon North Amer- 
ican energy resources. We have to be 
about that. For the administration to 
celebrate opening up one permit on the 
gulf coast is a joke. We ought to get 
our drilling rigs back and operating. 


EE 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Ms. Evans, one 
of his secretaries. 


ee 


THE CONGRESSIONAL BLACK 
CAUCUS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GUINTA). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands 
(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor- 
ity leader. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

I want to thank the Democratic lead- 
ership for giving the Congressional 
Black Caucus this time to stand in sol- 
idarity with our sisters and brothers in 
Wisconsin, in Ohio, as well as those in 
Indiana, and anywhere the rights of 
workers are being trampled upon. The 
similarities in what is going on here in 
the Nation’s Capital and in the Wis- 
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consin capital are not only striking, 
but it’s the kind of coordinated attack 
against working men and women that 
we have become accustomed to seeing 
from Republican legislators and Gov- 
ernors. 

I don’t understand why Governor 
Walker can’t take “yes” for an answer. 
The unions have agreed to most, if not 
all, of the concessions he asked for; but 
rightly, they will not—and should 
not—give up their right to collective 
bargaining. 

No one knows better than the Afri- 
can American community what unions 
have done to lift people out of poverty, 
to ensure them decent jobs with decent 
wages and protections in the work- 
place. Not only African Americans, but 
all Americans have benefited from the 
work of our labor unions. 

What Governor Walker is doing is not 
about balancing a budget or reducing a 
deficit any more than the cuts in 
spending are up here. It’s about busting 
unions, thus making it possible for 
companies to run roughshod over work- 
ers’ rights—a place no one in this coun- 
try should ever allow us to go back to. 

For the life of me, I can’t understand 
what Republicans have against chil- 
dren—or is it just poor and middle 
class children? The Governor and his 
allies in the State legislature would 
rather take teachers out of the class- 
room—killing jobs—and jeopardize the 
education of Wisconsin’s children than 
raise property taxes just a little bit to 
help cover the cost of providing a qual- 
ity education even after the teachers 
have agreed to give up some of their 
health and pension benefits negotiated 
in their contracts. 

In fact, it is my understanding that, 
just like the Republicans here insisted 
on tax cuts for the wealthy, who did 
not need them, before anything could 
be done to help struggling families, 
Governor Walker also enacted tax cuts 
as soon as he came into office. The 
spending cuts, as I understand it, 
would not have been necessary in Wis- 
consin if those tax cuts had not been 
enacted, just as the devastating cuts in 
health care, education, community 
economic development, and job cre- 
ation programs in homeland security 
and public safety would not have been 
needed here if we had not given the 
wealthy a tax giveaway in December. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as she might consume to the 
former chair of the Congressional 
Black Caucus, who is always here, 
standing for the rights of workers, for 
the rights of children, for the rights of 
people everywhere, Congresswoman 
BARBARA LEE of California. 

Ms. LEE. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Let me thank the gentlelady from 
the Virgin Islands for, once again, com- 
ing to the floor and organizing us to 
make sure that we sound the alarm, to 
make sure that we put out the facts 
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about what is taking place. Tonight, of 
course, we are talking about the union- 
busting efforts of Governor Walker in 
Wisconsin. 

So thank you, Congresswoman 
CHRISTENSEN, for your leadership and 
for your tireless work. 

I am pleased to participate in this 
Special Order tonight as we provide 
some perspective about the importance 
of preserving and respecting the proc- 
ess of collective bargaining and of sup- 
porting the rights of public employees 
to protect union benefits won by virtue 
of the blood, sweat, and tears of union- 
ized workers. 

We are talking about the implica- 
tions of the union-busting efforts un- 
dertaken by Wisconsin Governor Walk- 
er; but the reality is there is a sweep- 
ing antiunion sentiment overtaking 
our Nation, and public employees who 
are union workers are being used as 
scapegoats to balance State budgets. 
This practice is not only wrong; it is 
cruel and is calculated. Let’s take a 
look at the facts. 

In Wisconsin, for example, Governor 
Walker is attempting to ram through 
legislation that cuts State employee 
benefits and strips unions of their col- 
lective bargaining rights by allowing 
them to bargain only on wages, keep- 
ing benefits and other issues off the 
table, severely limiting union say on 
hiring, firing, assignments, and other 
work rules. The Governor appears 
ready to rush through radical changes 
that would take away rights from 
workers without making any effort— 
any effort—to talk to those workers, 
much less negotiate a fair agreement 
with them. 

Governor Walker is calling employee 
unions unreasonable, but his adminis- 
tration has made absolutely no effort 
to work with or to even contact any of 
the unions he is attacking. He is de- 
monizing public employees who are 
protesting at the capital. That’s why 74 
percent of Wisconsin residents oppose 
this and the Republicans’ bill to take 
away these rights from the struggling 
middle-income/middle class residents 
of Wisconsin. 

His proposals are an affront to all 
workers. When he says that State em- 
ployees should contribute more, all he 
is really saying is that they should ac- 
cept massive cuts in salary without 
being offered a seat at the negotiating 
table. 
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And we’re not talking about huge 
salaries here. 

This is not about budgeting; this is 
about union busting. And it is the kind 
of policy that will only hurt workers in 
the State and across the country, but 
it only leads to stalled economic 
growth and the slashing of jobs. 

The process of collective bargaining 
has led to the rise of the middle class. 
It is a fair process that allows employ- 
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ers to sit at the table and craft an 
agreement that serves both parties. It’s 
a fundamentally American process. It’s 
a democratic process. Yet Governor 
Walker is bent on undermining decades 
of hard-earned concessions won by or- 
ganized labor and its membership. If 
the Governor is successful in his union- 
busting efforts, we will see further as- 
saults around the country on union 
workers and in other States that are 
really experiencing budgetary woes. 

So in response to Governor Walker’s 
action, elected officials—and we are 
very proud of and stand in solidarity 
with the elected officials in Wis- 
consin—decided to protest against his 
actions. 

Public employees have shown that 
they are serious about balancing the 
budget by agreeing to Governor Walk- 
er’s pension and health care requests, 
concessions that the Governor himself 
says will solve the budget challenge, 
but still it seems like this is not 
enough. The Governor’s efforts are de- 
nying the rights of tax-paying nurses, 
educators, emergency response work- 
ers—all people who probably are our 
next-door neighbors. We all know pub- 
lic employees who this will hurt. These 
are union workers who need and should 
have a voice. 

At the same time, he is pressing for 
a bill that will do nothing to fix the 
budget. This bill will shatter relation- 
ships among educators and school lead- 
ers, undermining current innovations 
around teacher compensation, evalua- 
tion and improvement. It will really 
have a chilling effect on teacher re- 
cruitment and sends a terrible message 
about the value of public service. 

Mr. Speaker, there are ominous signs 
on the horizon that reflect a growing 
sentiment by Governors who seem bent 
on union-busting, anti-democratic ini- 
tiatives to really undo longstanding 
collective bargaining agreements. 
Union workers and public employees 
are being used as scapegoats to balance 
the budget. Teachers, nurses, police, 
firemen and others who perform their 
jobs dutifully are being treated shab- 
bily by this Governor and those who 
share his union-busting and anti-col- 
lective bargaining philosophy. I hope 
that cooler heads prevail, and I urge 
the Governor to pull the State back 
from this radical governmental over- 
reach. 

I see my colleague from Wisconsin, 
Congresswoman GWEN MOORE, will be 
with us. And I just want to say to Con- 
gresswoman MOORE that my constitu- 
ents in the Ninth Congressional Dis- 
trict stand in solidarity with you and 
with all of those bold and brave leaders 
who have left the State, and also on be- 
half of all of the union workers and all 
of those who have come to the Capitol 
to say enough is enough. So thank you, 
Congresswoman МООВЕ, for your lead- 
ership. 

Thank 
CHRISTENSEN. 


you, Congresswoman 
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Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Thank you, 
Congresswoman LEE, and thank you for 
your leadership. 

We have a number of women leaders 
here, and I would like to now yield to 
the gentlelady from Maryland who has 
been a leader on many issues, including 
during the health care reform debate to 
make sure that those who were insured 
were protected, Congresswoman DONNA 
EDWARDS. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Thank you, Con- 
gresswoman CHRISTENSEN. 

I’m here today because I look at the 
fight and the struggle of the workers in 
Wisconsin, the public sector workers, 
as connected, the dots connected to the 
struggles of workers across this coun- 
try. 

For 20 years we’ve seen an erosion of 
the organized labor force, the organized 
workforce. And it isn’t just the private 
sector workers who have lost over 
these 20 years. It’s also our public sec- 
tor workers. And this is the fight in 
which we’re engaged now, Mr. Speaker. 

The union movement and collective 
bargaining have brought us minimum 
wages, not for our organized workers, 
but for those of us who are not orga- 
nized, have brought us decent work- 
places, safe working conditions, health 
care insurance, disability, vacation, 
family and medical leave, and the list 
goes on and on. 

And so I want to step back in our his- 
tory a little bit, Mr. Speaker, and take 
a look at what has happened to the or- 
ganized workforce—jobs shipped out- 
side this country for private sector 
workers, a depletion of the organized 
workforce. We’ve also seen а cir- 
cumstance where our State and munic- 
ipal employees have done everything 
that we’ve asked them to do even ina 
tough economy in saying that they will 
make concessions, as all workers have 
in this economy, because they believe 
in holding the line for all of their 
workers so that people will not have to 
lose jobs. But they’ve taken furloughs, 
they’ve taken pay freezes, they’ve 
taken cuts in benefits. And even in 
Wisconsin, we know that the workforce 
there, the public sector workers have 
given on all of those money issues. 

And so we have to ask ourselves, Mr. 
Speaker, what is at the bottom of this. 
And what’s at the bottom of this, in 
my view, Mr. Speaker, is that this is 
about busting up unions. We started 
with the private sector workers. We’ve 
put a kibosh on the ability of all of our 
workers to organize and to bargain for 
themselves, and now we’re with public 
sector workers. 

So I think that this is a race to the 
bottom, Mr. Speaker. It’s a race to the 
bottom for the American worker, and 
so the struggle for workers in Wis- 
consin is a struggle for all workers. 

When a worker is asked to give up $50 
a month in contributions to a pension 
plan or $100 a month, let’s think about 
what that means for that family. That 
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$50 or $100 is the difference between 
having oatmeal and cereal and milk 
and eggs and paying the utilities every 
month. That’s what $50 or $100 means. 
It’s not something that’s just thrown 
away. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, I stand here 
with my colleagues in deep solidarity 
with the workers, the public sector 
workers of Wisconsin, because I know 
that as sure as their struggle goes, the 
struggle with all workers goes across 
the country. And we have to link those 
fights. We have to end this decades- 
long race to the bottom, Mr. Speaker. 

We’re being asked to look at trade 
agreements where we trade away pri- 
vate sector jobs, our public sector 
workers, our teachers, our firefighters, 
our law enforcement, people who take 
care of our children on a day-to-day 
basis. We’re saying to them, you’re not 
valued; you’re not worth enough even 
in this economy. I don’t think that 
that is the message that the American 
people want to send. 

And, Mr. Speaker, clearly the polls 
show that across this country a vast 
majority, an overwhelming majority— 
upwards of 60 percent—of the American 
public believes in the right to bargain 
collectively. And what is collective 
bargaining? Collective bargaining is 
sitting around a table, having a fair 
shake, getting a fair deal, and dealing 
as equal partners. 

Let’s look at what’s happened in Wis- 
consin and across this country. Con- 
tracts were struck. Now, if a contract 
were made in the private sector and 
one of the parties wanted to renege on 
that contract, the other party would 
probably take them to court. They 
would be in litigation. 

Yet here in Wisconsin and across this 
country, workers are being asked every 
day, they’re being told every day that 
the person who is on the other side of 
an equal-bargaining table is going to 
renege on a contract. There is some- 
thing deeply anti-democratic about 
that. 

So I’m here, Mr. Speaker, because 
public sector workers in Wisconsin de- 
serve our solidarity. As a member of 
the Congressional Black Caucus, we 
know deeply of the struggle for free- 
dom and for justice, and we know an 
injustice when we see it; And we are 
witnessing what looks to be an injus- 
tice in Wisconsin and Ohio and Indiana 
and perpetrated all across this country 
when it comes to the rights of workers 
and the ability to organize and the 
ability to bargain collectively for a de- 
cent workplace, for decent wages, and 
for the ability to take care of one’s 
family and oneself. 
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We stand toe-to-toe, shoulder-to- 
shoulder, and union card-to-union card 
with our public sector workers and 
with all workers across this country 
who deserve not a race to the bottom, 
Mr. Speaker, but a race to the top. 
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Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Thank you, 
Congresswoman EDWARDS, and thank 
you for those really strong words to en- 
courage our union members in Wis- 
consin and Ohio and Indiana and wher- 
ever else unions are under attack. We 
appreciate your being here with us this 
evening and for reassuring those work- 
ers that you and the Congressional 
Black Caucus are standing firmly with 
them. 

At this time I would like to yield 
such time as she might consume to the 
gentlelady from Ohio, a former mayor, 
also a strong fighter for children, for 
the poor, and for the underserved, Con- 
gresswoman MARCIA FUDGE. 

Ms. FUDGE. Thank you so very 
much. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express 
my strong opposition to attempts by 
the Republican Governor of Wisconsin 
and the Republican Governor of the 
State of Ohio, from which I hail, to un- 
dermine collective bargaining for pub- 
lic employees. 

In my State, Ohio Senate Bill 5 is a 
measure currently under consideration 
by the Ohio General Assembly that 
would strip State workers of their col- 
lective bargaining rights. Today, this 
bill was approved by the Senate’s In- 
surance, Commerce and Labor Com- 
mittee. It now moves to the State Sen- 
ate floor for a final vote, which could 
begin as early as today. 

This vote comes after Ohio State and 
local union workers gathered in protest 
yesterday at the statehouse. Just yes- 
terday, more than 8,500 people sur- 
rounded the statehouse to express their 
disapproval. 

I firmly support the right of public 
employees to collectively negotiate. 
Who are we as a Nation when we tell 
our firefighters, our police officers, and 
other public protectors that they don’t 
deserve a say in their working condi- 
tions? Does a teacher’s experience or 
education have no economic value? 

Ohio’s proposed legislation is less 
about fiscal responsibility than it is an 
overt political attack on public work- 
ers who speak with a collective voice. 

As labor battles erupt in State cap- 
itals across this country, a majority of 
Americans say they oppose efforts to 
weaken the collective bargaining 
rights of public employees. 

I want to join with my colleagues 
today to just talk a bit about what is 
happening not just in Wisconsin—al- 
though we are here today because of all 
that has gone on in Wisconsin. 

And I would now yield back to our 
chair so that we may discuss this in an- 
other form. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Certainly. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. And before we 
begin that, Га like to just ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re- 
vise and extend their remarks and to 
enter extraneous material on the mat- 
ter under discussion this evening. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from the Virgin Islands? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. And to begin 
this dialogue, Га like to turn now to 
the gentlelady from Wisconsin who 


feels it and who knows it, GWEN 
MOORE. 
Ms. MOORE. Well, thank you so 


much for yielding, and thank you, Mr. 
Speaker, during this hour. 

I want to thank the Congressional 
Black Caucus members and the women 
of the Congressional Black Caucus for 
joining me here today. The Congres- 
sional Black Caucus has always been 
known as the conscience of the Con- 
gress because we understand budgets, 
and these initiatives to break the col- 
lective bargaining agreements аге 
being presented to us in the context of 
a budget. And we all know that budgets 
are not about numbers, and this is 
proof of that. It’s about values. And 
where you place your money is where 
you place your heart. 

And so I’d like to talk about the situ- 
ation in Wisconsin. 

You know, there are a few things 
that have been misinformation, just let 
me say that, around this budget. And I 
appreciate the fact that we have a phy- 
sician here with us this evening who is 
an expert on the Medicaid program. We 
have an attorney here with the gentle- 
lady from Ohio. And we have the gen- 
tlelady from Maryland who is an expert 
on all kinds of programs that deal with 
family issues. 

So I need you to help me sort out 
some of the things that have been mis- 
information and disinformation in this 
campaign. 

Let me say that I once served on the 
Joint Committee on Finance and put 
the budget together as a State senator 
in the Wisconsin Legislature. So I 
know that the opening balance to the 
budget was a $121 million surplus. Now, 
that’s not a lot of money when you 
consider that $65 million is required for 
a statutory minimum balance in the 
account. But it left a cushion of $54 
million in those accounts. Nothing like 
the $3.6 billion deficit that the Gov- 
ernor likes to present as his raison- 
d’etre for these draconian cuts in col- 
lective bargaining. 

Now, what is a structural deficit? A 
structural deficit simply is the dif- 
ference between what the agencies of 
the government request and what the 
Governor provides. And so when is the 
last time the agencies have gotten 
every dime that they’ve asked for? 
Never. So it’s a phony structural def- 
icit. But given the fact that our Gov- 
ernor, just like any Governor, has 
budget challenges, I respect the fact 
that, you know, sometimes you have to 
make unpleasant cuts. 

So what the Governor proposed to do 
was to realize savings by requiring that 
State employees, except for the police 
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and fire and State troopers, pay 5.8 per- 
cent of their pension funds and a little 
over 12 percent of their health care 
funds, and to make those contribu- 
tions, generating $725 million in sav- 
ings. Miraculously, the unions agreed 
to do that. 

But the Governor said, No. No, I do 
not want to negotiate with you. I want 
to strip you of your rights to collective 
bargain. And the exact words of the bill 
were that they were prohibited from 
bargaining about anything related to 
their conditions of employment. 

So I was wondering if I could yield to 
the gentlelady from Ohio and talk 
about that kind of legal jargon, that 
they are unable to negotiate on any 
conditions of employment except for 
the 1 percent wage within the con- 
sumer price index. 

Ms. FUDGE. Let me just say to you— 
and I thank you for yielding and allow- 
ing me this time—as mayor of a city, I 
balanced budgets for 9 years. I under- 
stand what it takes to balance a budg- 
et. 

But let me just suggest to you that 
Wisconsin, being very similar to Ohio, 
when you look at the fact that wages 
and benefits for public employees in 
the State of Ohio account for only 9 
percent of the budget, so Ohio is say- 
ing, as you are, that they’ve got this 
huge, huge deficit. They’re saying 
we’ve got an $8 billion deficit. Well, 
just like in Ohio, if we were to fire 
every single public employee in the 
State of Ohio, we would save about $2 
billion this year. They would still have 
a $6 billion deficit. So public employees 
are not the problem. 

And for them to suggest that the 
only thing they can talk about is 
wages is ridiculous. It is nothing more 
than a smokescreen. They are basically 
saying: We are taking all of your 
rights. And that is what it boils down 
to legally is that they really have no 
rights at all. There is no collective 
voice. There is nothing that they can 
do to protect themselves. They have 
taken away their seniority, their secu- 
rity. It is just, to me, the most bar- 
baric thing I’ve seen in a long time. 

Ms. MOORE. Will the gentlelady 
yield? 

Ms. FUDGE. I will yield. 

Ms. MOORE. There are some things 
that I don’t understand. 

Now, another myth and an untruth 
that has abounded in this debate is 
that somehow these public sector em- 
ployees who are very well educated—I 
mean, some of them are nurses, school 
teachers, career executives in State 
government. Well-educated people 
make less, it is true, they make less 
than their peers in the private sector 
because as part of their compensation 
they have accepted less in wages so 
that they could have a pension, so that 
they could have health care benefits. 
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And so the misinformation, the effort 
to gin up antagonism against public 
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employees is totally faulty. Because 
the pensions, and I want you to share 
this with me as a lawyer and as a 
former chief executive, the pensions 
are obligations because people have al- 
ready earned that money in lieu of the 
salary they may have received in the 
private sector. 

Ms. FUDGE. My colleague, who also 
is a lawyer, was talking about that ear- 
lier in her remarks today. 

Ms. EDWARDS. If the gentlewoman 
would yield, I think that we have to be 
really clear here that this is not a valid 
substantive debate. I think that we 
tend to want to address substantive ar- 
guments to refute the misinformation 
that you describe. This is an ideolog- 
ical debate that is about one thing 
only, and it is about busting up the 
union. It’s an ideological debate. It’s 
about privatizing a pension system. It’s 
an ideological debate that says that 
services can be provided better in the 
private sector. So I think we have to be 
very clear here that if this were a valid 
substantive debate, then I think that 
the workers of Wisconsin would win on 
that. This is an ideological battle. 

It’s an ideological battle that’s root- 
ed in tearing apart, slashing and burn- 
ing public sector workers under the 
ruse, under the guise of balancing a 
budget. 

Ms. 
yield? 

Ms. EDWARDS. I will. 

Ms. MOORE. It is very interesting 
that you should raise that, because in 
fact the governor of our State, in his 
previous capacity as the Milwaukee 
county executive, hired private secu- 
rity guards for the county jail. And a 
court just this past January ordered 
Milwaukee County to restore those 
public servants to their jobs. And in 
fact, they are required to do that. And 
it was all presented as a budgetary cri- 
sis. The Court found that the county 
exec, now our governor, had overstated 
the savings that would be realized by 
privatizing those county prison guards. 
And it’s been the same tactic. 

Indeed, the police and firefighters 
and State troopers were excluded from 
the collective bargaining prohibitions 
and the prison guards were not. And as 
a State legislator, and I served with 
our current governor, he did introduce 
a bill to privatize our prison system. 
So that’s a very important insight. 

Ms. FUDGE. I would say just to take 
a step further what my colleague has 
said, there is an assault on working 
people all over this country and in this 
House as well. As these communities 
and these States have become Repub- 
lican controlled, we now hear as we 
talk about our own budget and our own 
CR that we have to deal with entitle- 
ment programs. And they continue to 
throw in there Social Security. It is 
not an entitlement program. It is fund- 
ed by payroll taxes and taxes on em- 
ployers. It is not an entitlement pro- 
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gram. But we still today hear them 
talking about wanting to privatize it. 

They want to take away the rights of 
workers across this country. It’s not 
going to stop in Wisconsin, or Ohio, or 
in Indiana, or in Florida. It is a plan. 
And we need to realize it now, because 
all workers, and those as you talked 
about who are retired, are going to feel 
the effects of this as we go forward. So 
this is just the tip of the iceberg. This 
is a battle we have to win. 

Ms. EDWARDS. If the gentlewoman 
would yield, we have just gone through 
an exercise and continue to go through 
a budget exercise here in this Congress 
with respect to Federal workers. So I 
have said to some Federal workers 
your struggle as a Federal worker is 
connected to the struggles of private 
sector workers, is connected to the 
struggles of public sector workers at 
the State and municipal level. And let 
me tell you about that. 

First, we have Federal workers who 
are facing a 2-year pay freeze. And they 
have accepted that because they are 
good public servants. Then they face 
the mythology of people who say that 
Federal workers are greatly overpaid 
when it comes to the private sector. 
But just as in Wisconsin, when you ex- 
amine deeply the work that the work- 
ers do, you examine their job skills 
compared to the private sector job 
skills, and what you find is in fact they 
are greatly underpaid in the same job 
categories requiring the same skills 
and education as their private sector 
counterparts. 

Now, I don’t want to suggest, Mr. 
Speaker, that in fact private sector 
workers have made out like bandits 
over the last 20 years, because what we 
know is that private sector workers, 
including the organized workforce, 
have faced stagnant wages and benefits 
over the course of the last two decades. 
And that’s why I think it’s really im- 
portant for us to connect the dots with 
workers, because I think that oppo- 
nents out there who would like to pri- 
vatize the public workforce, opponents 
out there who would like to 
delegitimize and disaggregate unions, 
who would like to bust them up, also 
want to suggest that in fact it’s the 
public sector workers fighting against 
the private sector workers fighting 
against the Federal workers. 

No, this is an entire workforce, as my 
colleague from Ohio has pointed out, 
across the board, across this country 
that has suffered massive, massive as- 
saults on working people, on middle 
class people when it comes to wages 
and benefits. And Wisconsin serves the 
purpose of highlighting for us the 
transparency and the meanness of what 
it takes to go after working families. 

Ms. MOORE. Reclaiming my time, 
you know, I will tell you there are a 
couple of other myths I want to bust 
before I turn to the gentlelady, the 
doctor, physician in our caucus, to talk 
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about Medicaid a little bit, because 
that links in with this union-busting 
effort. You know, Congresswoman from 
Maryland, you talk about trying to pit 
private sector workers against public 
workers, I am happy to say that those 
unions in the private sector in Wis- 
consin have stood firm with the public 
sector employees. 

I am happy to report to you that the 
firefighters and the police, those 
unions that were exempted from this 
collective bargaining fiasco, stand firm 
with public employees. Why? Because 
they get it. They get it that the gains 
made by organized labor inure to all 
workers. 

In Wisconsin in the 19th century, 
May 5, 1886, five people in my district, 
in Bay View in Wisconsin, were killed, 
and four were wounded, attacked by 
troops called on, sicced on them by the 
then-Governor Jeremiah Rusk, fighting 
for the 8-hour workday. 

Workers in unions have won the 
weekend, safety conditions in the 
workplace. Workers have won these 
benefits, and they have inured to the 
private sector. And those people who 
are in the private sector need to re- 
spect the sacrifice, the blood and the 
tears. 

You know, Wisconsin was a State 
where the first workers comp law 
passed, the first State to have unem- 
ployment compensation. It was the 
birthplace of AFSCME. This has been a 
progressive State. 

We have 14 very brave State Senators 
who have left the State so that they 
would not have to vote on these draco- 
nian union provisions. And the gov- 
ernor has said that because they are 
leaving that there are going to be mas- 
sive layoffs and firings, and it will be 
their fault. 
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Well, I just wanted to point one thing 
out. He revealed his budget just yester- 
day afternoon, and he has reduced 
State aid. He has reduced shared rev- 
enue to all of the counties, villages, 
cities, and municipalities to the tune 
of $6.9 million. He has reduced aid to 
schools, kindergarten through 12th 
grade and technical colleges, to the 
tune of a billion dollars. 

So these local communities, school 
districts, will have to lay off snow 
shovelers and teachers. Teachers will 
find themselves in classrooms with, 
they predicted, as many as 60 kids in 
them. 

They are cutting Medicaid in this 
State, and I will get back to that later, 
because they are draconian cuts. 

In the meantime, we are providing 
$7.6 billion for roads. That’s local 
money and Federal money together. 
We are providing a total, 100 percent 
tax relief for capital gains taxes for 
businesses that locate in the commu- 
nity for up to 5 years. We are pro- 
viding, his special sessions bill pro- 
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vided at least $200 million worth of tax 
breaks at the same time we are reduc- 
ing school aid by a billion dollars. 

I see that the gentlewoman from 
Washington D.C., also a very esteemed 
attorney, has come to join us here. We 
are talking about the loss of the collec- 
tive bargaining agreements in Wis- 
consin, something that has no fiscal 
impact, but that the governor insists 
must be a part of his budget. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). 

Ms. NORTON. I am in solidarity with 
the gentlewoman from Wisconsin and 
with my friend from the Virgin Islands 
as well, those who have come down, 
and in special solidarity with the work- 
ers in Wisconsin, in Ohio, in Indiana, 
who are fighting for their collective 
bargaining rights. Now, unlike the gen- 
tlewoman from Wisconsin, I don’t 
know whether paying 5.8 percent into 
their retirement benefit is good or not, 
or whether paying 12 percent of their 
health care costs, I know it’s double or 
triple the amount. I don’t know about 
any of that. 

I do know that when you have health 

care and retirement systems, there is 
usually a quid pro quo. You take less 
pay. 
But I don’t know the answer to that. 
All I know is that in a democratic soci- 
ety, where people have won collective 
bargaining rights, those matters are 
bargained at the table. 

Iam here to reinforce the importance 
of collective bargaining rights that are 
now on the table of the country, begin- 
ning in Wisconsin, spreading rapidly 
and, watch out, they could come, this 
insidious movement against collective 
bargaining could even come to the Con- 
gress of the United States. We have to 
stop it in its tracks in the Midwest. 

In any free society, there are four or 
five rights that everybody will cite, the 
right to free speech, the right to reli- 
gion and, guess what, the right to bar- 
gain collectively. Once you have estab- 
lished that the workers have elected a 
union, it is one of those fundamental 
rights. 

I want to say to the gentlewoman 
from Wisconsin, if one of the devel- 
oping countries that we always com- 
plain are not democratic enough, were 
to take away the collective bargaining 
rights of some of its workers, well, you 
would have to fight people at the well 
in order to quell the stampede of people 
saying you have violated а funda- 
mental right of a free society. 

I have just come from a hearing on 
the Postal Service. It was amazing to 
hear management and the private sec- 
tor say that the reason you have a post 
office today and that it hasn’t gone 
down the drain is because the workers 
across the table from management 
have helped them to manage the 
downsizing of the Postal Service. 

The best thing that you can have 
when there is downsizing to be done is, 
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indeed, to have a union. Because when 
people know that the downsizing, that 
the rights they hope they had that 
they don’t have have been bargained 
for, they will accept those rights in a 
way they would not if management 
came in and just pulled them himself. 
That is what Governor Walker is try- 
ing to do right now. 

Ms. MOORE. You know, you have 
made a very good point. If you going to 
downsize and if you are going to make 
those sacrifices, number one, our work- 
ers have said we will negotiate that. 
We will try to help our State. 

But if you are going to downsize at 
least you ought to think that you are 
doing it for the public good. You don’t 
want to think that you are doing it so 
that could give $200 million in tax cuts 
so that you could privatize the nuclear 
power plants in the State. You would 
think that if you are going to pay 12.8 
percent of your own health care that 
that would mean that at least the Gov- 
ernor was going to protect the most 
vulnerable who are on Medicaid. 

But I am sorry, it’s sad to be able to 
share with you, Dr. CHRISTENSEN, that 
in his budget he is limiting a family 
care program, it’s a Medicaid program 
to pay for in-home services for seniors 
and people with disabilities, to only 
those who are currently enrolled; all 
the 2,000 people on the waiting list, no 
services. He is going to seek permission 
from the Federal Government to cut 
eligibility standards, to cut off certain 
categories of nonpregnant ог non- 
disabled adults or lower eligibility, and 
he is not a fan of Planned Parenthood. 
He wants to cut off family planning 
services for men. 

He is expecting—right now, they are 
forced to continue their maintenance 
effort, at least until July, when the en- 
hanced FMAP runs out. But he is again 
seeking those waivers so that he can 
cut off categories of people. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. If I could just 
say for a moment it sounds very much 
like what’s happening here. 

As the gentlewoman has said and our 
other colleagues have said, this is not 
just an issue for Wisconsin, Ohio, and 
Indiana; this is an issue for our coun- 
try. And the same thing that’s being 
done in Wisconsin is what is being done 
here. 

Tax giveaways to the wealthy and to 
business while we cut health care pro- 
grams, education programs, commu- 
nity, economic development programs 
for people across America who need 
them. 

And that’s why we have decided 
today, as a caucus, to come here and to 
voice our support and to give encour- 
agement to the workers and to your 
legislators who have had to leave Wis- 
consin to prevent these devastating 
cuts that will further damage the 
health of—and I am sure your State is 
no different from other States, where 
the poor people of color, women, are 
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not getting the kind of health care 
that they need. 

What we need is to make sure that 
the benefits that we passed last year in 
the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act are implemented in Wisconsin 
and everywhere. What your governor is 
doing is going backwards instead of 
forward. 

Ms. MOORE. Backwards instead of 
forward, $900 million from our school 
system, $250 million in State aid for 
the University of Wisconsin system, 
$71.6 million from the technical college 
system, low-income children and fami- 
lies requiring women who receive 
TANF, temporary assistance, they are 
cutting them by $20 a month, 3 percent 
of the TANF check. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. And the check 
is not that big to begin with. 

Ms. MOORE. The check is small. 
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There is some talk of requiring them 
to move from 28 hours of work a week 
to 30 hours of work a week and reduc- 
ing the amount of child care that they 
can get. 

Again, the theme for this budget, our 
Governor’s budget, is that Wisconsin is 
open for business. Well, no State can be 
open for business by slamming the 
doors of educational opportunity and 
denying babies, poor people, and sen- 
iors health care. It is more a case that 
we’re selling our State to business in- 
terests. 

I would yield to the gentlelady from 
D.C. 

Ms. NORTON. I thank the gentlelady 
for yielding because I want to bring 
this right home to what is happening 
on the floor of this Congress as we 
speak. There is too little recognition of 
what you have indicated that when you 
cut agencies, you strangle services. 
That goes for the Federal sector as 
well. And I think we have to be very 
wary that this could come to the Fed- 
eral sector. Federal workers have been 
targeted. They’ve got a great big bull’s 
eye on their backs. They are among the 
best educated workers in the United 
States. 

Bear in mind, I say to the gentlelady, 
because this will particularly be impor- 
tant in your State, the deadly deficit 
commission warned that no cutting 
should be done in this year, 2011, small 
cuts perhaps in 2012 and no real pro- 
grammatic cuts until 2013. And they 
gave as a reason—this is the deficit 
commission—they gave as a reason 
that you would strangle the recovery. 
It’s a fragile recovery. Mr. Bernanke 
spoke. I don’t know if anyone men- 
tioned that. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. We haven’t 
mentioned it yet. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Bernanke spoke. 
I’m not on that committee, but I heard 
what he said. He has said, as well, don’t 
harm the recovery. You don’t, in the 
midst of a bear recovery, start acting 
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as though you had a full-fledged econ- 
omy. Everybody has been talking 
about a double dip. They are going to 
find out what a double dip is. If we had 
what independent observers say, 700,000 
jobs gone because of these cuts, gone in 
Wisconsin, gone from the Federal Gov- 
ernment, there is no way for us to re- 
cover. We cannot kick workers to the 
curb without having an effect on the 
recovery itself. 

Watch out, Wisconsin. And particu- 
larly I say to my Republican col- 
leagues, watch out that you don’t bring 
it here and don’t mess with collective 
bargaining of our Federal employees 
the way you’re doing in Wisconsin. 
This is not Wisconsin. 

Ms. MOORE. In January, our econ- 
omy nationwide gained 36,000 jobs, 
hardly anything to brag about. But I 
can tell you this: this Wisconsin State 
budget fires 21,600 State employees 
alone. And when you consider the cuts 
to municipalities, cities, villages and 
counties, there are thousands more 
that are going to lose their jobs. So 
you talk about hurting the recovery, 
how can you recover when people don’t 
have jobs to consume and those who do 
have jobs find their income cut by 6 
and 7 percent because of these 
givebacks in their pensions and for 
their health care? 

Not only that, they’re balancing the 
budget on the backs of children and on 
the backs of seniors, but they’re also 
penny wise and pound foolish. I live on 
a Great Lake. Twenty percent of the 
Earth’s fresh water is in those Great 
Lakes. And what does this budget do? 
It reduces the “burden” that munici- 
palities have in cleaning the water. It 
reduces standards for water cleanli- 
ness. It ends the recycling program. So 
it is penny wise and is probably going 
to destroy the environment, reduce 
educational opportunity and reduce 
health care to the most indigent and 
vulnerable in our population. 

But we’re giving tax breaks to the 
wealthiest Wisconsinites to encourage 
them to invest, 100 percent forgiveness 
of capital gains taxes, $7.6 billion for 
roads, and we are going to privatize the 
nuclear power plant. One of the great 
contributors to the Governor’s cam- 
paign happens to be in the nuclear 
power plant business. And we’re all 
doing this in the name of balancing a 
budget. 

I hope that the people in Wisconsin 
don’t fall for this trick. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Гю вше 
they’re not because people across 
America are not falling for it. The New 
York Times/CBS did a poll. They 
showed that the majority of Ameri- 
cans—and I’m sure in the States that 
are facing these issues—oppose efforts 
to weaken collective bargaining rights 
of public employee unions and are 
against cutting the pay or benefits of 
public workers to reduce State budget 
deficits. They oppose weakening collec- 
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tive bargaining by 60 percent, including 
large numbers, and not just Democrats 
but independents, they oppose cutting 
pay and benefits. The majority of 
Americans, over 56 percent, oppose cut- 
ting pay and benefits. And most of 
those who were surveyed are not union 
members and don’t have union mem- 
bers in their family. So the American 
people get it. They don’t like what 
they are seeing. 

Ms. NORTON. Will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Surely. 

Ms. NORTON. This is very important 
because it means that Americans un- 
derstand a fundamental right when 
they see one. And they are saying, and 
they know best of all, we’re willing to 
take these cuts, don’t go into people’s 
fundamental rights, in fact, don’t cut 
as much as you were doing. 

Look, this majority rode into town 
on the promise of jobs. Where is the 
jobs bill? Instead, they proceeded forth- 
with to cut jobs. They cut jobs first in 
the health care bill. Now they are cut- 
ting hundreds of thousands of jobs on 
the floor with their own version of def- 
icit reduction. All we’re asking for is 
balance. 

The workers in Wisconsin are willing 
to take cuts. They said so. Look, we’ll 
take your cuts, Governor. Don’t take 
away our collective bargaining. Every- 
body is willing to share. The Governor 
wants it all. Collective bargaining is 
about sharing. They need collective 
bargaining to get a fair deal for all con- 
cerned in Wisconsin. 

And I compliment the gentlelady 
from Wisconsin for reinforcing her 
workers and reinforcing what the gen- 
tlewoman from the Virgin Islands has 
told you is the view of the majority of 
the American people. 

Ms. MOORE. I thank you so much, 
gentlelady from the Virgin Islands, for 
pulling this hour together. 

Ав my aunt used to always say, the 
truth will set you free. And I hope that 
those who have watched this debate 
will try to see through some of the par- 
tisan bickering that has gone on. 

Just to reinforce a few points that 
we’ve made, the effort to take away 
the ability for union members to not 
only collective bargain for themselves, 
but when they win those rights, so- 
called freeloaders, the people who are 
not in the union, benefit from those 
gains. That has nothing to do with 
budget issues. It has nothing to do with 
money. Those rights are things that 
have something to do with your condi- 
tions of employment, your ability to 
relate to your employer and to nego- 
tiate with him on non-economic issues 
as well economic issues. 

This budget crisis is a creation of 
this Governor. We started out with a 
surplus budget in Wisconsin, and the 
first thing he did when he came into of- 
fice was to provide at least $300 million 
in tax benefits to the very wealthiest 
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and then declare that we now have an 
emergency. 

I would yield back to the gentlelady 
for closing. 
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Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. So you did say 
that the emergency was sort of cre- 
ated? 

Ms. MOORE. Exactly. That is the 
same reason that the Governor, then- 
county executive, lost his case by fir- 
ing those 26 guards because he is cre- 
ating, once again, the same pattern, 
creating a false emergency. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Do you see the 
same thing happening here in this Con- 
gress? 

Ms. MOORE. Exactly. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Thank you. 

I want to thank all of my colleagues 
for joining us this evening to talk 
about this issue. Again, this is not 
about budgeting. It is about union 
busting, and it is the kind of policy 
that will not only hurt workers in the 
State and across the country, but it 
only leads to stalled economic growth 
and the slashing of jobs. It is the kind 
of policy that hurts our Nation. 

We want to make sure that our work- 
ers in Ohio and Wisconsin and Indiana 
and everywhere know that the Con- 
gressional Black Caucus stands with 
you. We want to let our country’s labor 
leaders, the union leadership know 
that we stand with them and support 
them, and that we have the highest re- 
spect and support for the Democratic 
legislators who have drawn the line 
and did what had to be done to stop the 
egregious attacks on the middle class 
and the poor. 
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CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO 
ZIMBABWE—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 112-12) 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and ordered to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 
Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, prior to the 
anniversary date of its declaration, the 
President publishes in the Federal Reg- 
ister and transmits to the Congress a 
notice stating that the emergency is to 
continue in effect beyond the anniver- 
sary date. In accordance with this pro- 
vision, I have sent to the Federal Reg- 
ister for publication the enclosed notice 
stating that the national emergency 
with respect to the actions and policies 
of certain members of the Government 
of Zimbabwe and other persons to un- 
dermine Zimbabwe’s democratic proc- 
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esses or institutions is to continue in 
effect beyond March 6, 2011. 

The crisis constituted by the actions 
and policies of certain members of the 
Government of Zimbabwe and other 
persons to undermine Zimbabwe’s 
democratic processes or institutions 
has not been resolved. While some ad- 
vances have been made in Zimbabwe, 
particularly on economic stabilization, 
since the signing of the power-sharing 
agreement, the absence of progress on 
the most fundamental reforms needed 
to ensure rule of law and democratic 
governance leaves Zimbabweans vul- 
nerable to ongoing repression and pre- 
sents a continuing threat to peace and 
security in the region and the foreign 
policy of the United States. Politically 
motivated violence and intimidation, 
and the undermining of the power-shar- 
ing agreement by elements of the 
Zimbabwe African National Union-Pa- 
triotic Front party, continue to be of 
grave concern. For these reasons, I 
have determined that it is necessary to 
continue this national emergency and 
to maintain in force the sanctions to 
respond to this threat. 

The United States welcomes the op- 
portunity to modify the targeted sanc- 
tions regime when blocked persons 
demonstrate a clear commitment to re- 
spect the rule of law, democracy, and 
human rights. The United States has 
committed to continue its review of 
the targeted sanctions list for 
Zimbabwe to ensure it remains current 
and addresses the concerns for which it 
was created. We hope that events on 
the ground will allow us to take addi- 
tional action to recognize progress in 
Zimbabwe in the future. The goal of a 
peaceful, democratic Zimbabwe re- 
mains foremost in our consideration of 
any action. 

BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 2, 2011. 
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CRISIS FACING AMERICA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Mis- 
souri (Mr. AKIN) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major- 
ity leader. 

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, it is a treat 
to be able to join you tonight, my col- 
leagues and friends, and to talk about 
a great crisis that our Nation is facing. 
It is becoming increasingly apparent to 
Americans not only that we have a 
problem with unemployment and jobs, 
but we have a problem with the Fed- 
eral budget and the deficit and the 
spending and the taxing—all of those 
things that go into an economy. 

These problems are far more signifi- 
cant than I think many Americans are 
aware. I would like to talk about that 
tonight and to keep it fairly simple, 
and to let people know, as President 
Reagan said, while the solution is sim- 
ple, it is not easy. It requires a great 
deal of courage. 
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I am going to start tonight in per- 
haps an odd way. I am going to ask 
you, please, to picture that you are ei- 
ther a Senator or a Congressman in 
1850 in America. In 1850, you would 
have noted that there was increasing 
discussion as the new territories be- 
came available, whether they would be 
allowed to come into our Nation either 
as a free State or a slave State. It cre- 
ated a lot of political tension between 
the different Representatives rep- 
resenting different points of view on 
that subject. 

By 1852, the book ‘‘Uncle Tom’s 
Cabin” was written. It became a very 
popular book, and it tended to further 
inflame the issue, the great question of 
the day. The question was slavery; 
what would America do with that ques- 
tion. 

By 1857, the Supreme Court, deciding 
to legislate from the bench, which has 
always turned out to be a bad idea and 
beyond their constitutional authority, 
came up with a decision that came 
from my State, the State of Missouri. 
It was called the Dred Scott decision. 
It said essentially that black people 
were not people; they were property. 
But beyond that, it also said to the 
Congress and to the Senate that they 
could not make any kinds of deals as to 
which State would be slave or free be- 
cause each State could do whatever 
they wanted. 

And so the stage was set as the ten- 
sions grew for Abraham Lincoln to be 
elected to be President. And as he was 
on the train approaching the capital, 
leaving Illinois, a number of Southern 
States seceded from the Union. And al- 
most as though in slow motion, a great 
locomotive drove off the edge of the 
cliff pulling the train with it, and 
America was immersed in a terrible, 
terrible Civil War. It was a war that 
was ultimately to claim 600,000 lives. 
That is more than all the people who 
are Americans who have been killed in 
all of the rest of the wars we have 
fought in our Nation’s history. Of 
course, a statistic like 600,000 may 
seem to make your eyes glaze over, but 
then you start to hear the individual 
and personal stories of people who were 
horribly touched and families that 
were destroyed by the horror of the 
war, and you recall the words of the 
second inaugural address of Abraham 
Lincoln and he talked about the fact 
that the war had been far, far worse 
than anybody had ever imagined was 
possible. 

That great tragedy, that terrible cost 
that was paid by our Nation, was a re- 
sult of a failure of leadership, a failure 
to deal with a massive fundamental 
question that everybody knew was 
there all through the 1850s—the ques- 
tion of slavery. And the failure was not 
just in the Congress, in the Senate, but 
it was in the people of the States for 
being too disengaged and unwilling to 
take that question head on. 
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The parallel today, I think, is a little 
bit frighteningly similar. Today, just 
as there was in 1850, there is a gorilla 
in our tent, and that is the problem 
with the Federal Government spending 
too much money. So what I want to do 
is put that in very simple terms not so 
your eyes will glaze over, but so we get 
some sort of a sense of balance as to 
what is going on; because my propo- 
sition is that we are spending too much 
money, the government is spending too 
much money, and it is unsustainable. 

Now, this is something that many 
thoughtful liberals, as well as conserv- 
atives, agree is true. There is disagree- 
ment as to what to do about it. But the 
numbers are the numbers. There is 
something about mathematics that is 
that way. And that is what we are 
going to talk about: the simple view of 
what the numbers are today and why. 
This is a crisis that we must address. 
We cannot ignore the gorilla in the 
tent. This is something that all Ameri- 
cans must become aware of and must 
be participants in solving the problem. 

As we do that, the jobs will return. 
America will hold her head high again; 
and almost, as a ship with a big wave 
breaking across the deck, the ship will 
shake loose the water that threatens to 
push it to the bottom and lift its bow 
in pride and sail further on. 

So what I am going to do is just take 
a look at some stuff that sometimes 
politicians talk about in gobbledygook- 
speak and try to make it simple. 
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We have here a picture of all the 
things that the Federal Government is 
spending money on. It’s your old clas- 
sic pie chart. And I have over here So- 
cial Security, Medicare and Medicaid. 
You can see that’s a pretty big piece of 
the chart. These things are called enti- 
tlements by politicians. An entitle- 
ment—I’m an unfortunate engineer 
that ended up in politics—is sort of 
like a little machine that’s created by 
law. The machine might have been cre- 
ated 30 years ago and it’s a little bit 
like the machine in the bathroom 
which you put your hand in front of it 
and it spits out paper towels, except 
this machine spits out dollar bills. The 
entitlement is like a little machine. 
It’s put on a track and off it goes spit- 
ting out dollar bills. So anybody who 
qualifies gets money. These programs— 
Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid—if 
you qualify, you just get money. 

There are other entitlements as well. 
In addition to other entitlements, 
there is something that acts an awful 
lot like an entitlement and that’s the 
interest on our debt. When we sell a 
Treasury bill, the person that bought it 
expects to be paid interest, and so the 
Treasury bill acts like a little ma- 
chine. It spits out dollar bills at the ap- 
propriate intervals. 

The point is that if you add these en- 
titlements here, the other entitle- 
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ments, and you take the net interest 
on our debt and you put that together, 
it comes up to $2.2 trillion. What does 
that mean, anyway? $2.2 trillion is big- 
ger than I can understand, but we can 
compare it to something else, and that 
is the revenue of the Federal Govern- 
ment. That is, when everybody in 
America pays their taxes, the money 
comes into Washington, D.C., that’s 
our revenue. The revenue is $2.2 tril- 
lion. So the entitlements and debt 
service at $2.2 trillion is the same thing 
as our revenue. 

Well, what’s left over to pay for na- 
tional defense? And what’s left over to 
pay for the rest of the running of the 
government? This other non-defense 
discretionary would be things like the 
Congress and the Senate buildings, 
would be the Federal prisons, the Fed- 
eral parks, Departments of Energy and 
Commerce and Justice and Education, 
all those different things. Those are 
this non-defense. 

In other words, what I’m saying is 
this. If you zero out defense, so there’s 
not a soldier left, not a rifle, not a 
ship, not a plane left and zero out ev- 
erything else in the Federal Govern- 
ment, when you zero those out, you 
now have a balanced budget. Because 
entitlements and debt service are tak- 
ing every last penny we get in revenue. 
That is a serious problem. 

I am joined by a very good friend of 
mine from Louisiana, a man who is 
growing in stature and feared, loved 
and respected, my good friend STEVE 
SCALISE from the great State of Lou- 
isiana. 

Please join us, STEVE. 

Mr. САШЕ. I thank my good 
friend from Missouri. When we talk 
about feared and loved, I’m not sure 
where we fit in, but I do think it’s im- 
portant—— 

Mr. AKIN. The feared is because of 
the people who want to whitewash 
what was going on with that big oil 
spill and the fact that you got on it and 
told people the truth; and I respect 
that. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. SCALISE. Thank you. 

That’s the beauty of the people’s 
House. I think what you’re doing, you 
hold this weekly town hall forum, as 
we call it, to talk to the American peo- 
ple about what really is happening here 
in the people’s House, in the Congress, 
and how it affects people all across this 
country. Of course, I had three town 
hall meetings last week when I was 
back in my district, when Congress had 
finished dealing with one part of this 
budget problem. 

I think when you talk about what’s 
wrong with the spending, how out of 
control spending is in Washington, we 
had taken some action 2 weeks ago to 
say it’s finally time to start righting 
the ship. Speaker PELOSI had the reins 
of the House of Representatives for 4 
years. Of course during that 4 years 
that Speaker PELOSI was running the 
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House, we saw unbridled runaway 
spending and record deficits, to the 
point where we now have a $1.5 trillion 
deficit. 

One thing that she left behind that 
we’re dealing with is the fact that 
Speaker PELOSI didn’t even bring a 
budget to the House floor last year so 
there was not even a budget, when fam- 
ilies across this country had their own 
family budgets and families and small 
businesses are dealing with their crises 
and shortfalls by cutting spending. 

Mr. AKIN. Let me interrupt for just a 
second, gentleman, because you’re 
bringing up a whole lot of additional 
facts and things. Let me try and put 
this in perspective. 

In 1974, we came up with a budget 
act, and every year since 1974, there 
was a budget here in this House. You 
might have liked it, you might not 
have liked it, but there was a budget, 
anyway, for what’s going to go on in 
terms of Federal spending. Last year, 
under Speaker PELOSI, there was just 
no budget. None. And so what a lot of 
people see us dealing with now, and I 
think you’re getting to this point, and 
that is the fact that we’re doing what 
you do in the Federal Government 
when you don’t have a budget and it’s 
called a continuing resolution. I think 
maybe you were going down that direc- 
tion. 

I yield to my friend. 

Mr. SCALISE. You’re exactly right, 
because when we're talking about 
where we are today, it’s important to 
look at how we got into this mess and 
the mess that we’re trying to clean up, 
but the fact that historically last year 
Speaker PELOSI failed to even bring a 
budget to the floor when she was 
Speaker and so there was no budget 
that was passed. 

What that means is, like I said, while 
families are putting together their own 
budgets and families and businesses are 
dealing with the problems in the econ- 
omy and shortfalls and they’re cutting 
back and doing more with less, the 
Congress didn’t even pass a budget. 
And so under Speaker BOEHNER now as 
we’ve got this new Republican major- 
ity here, we came up with a plan to 
fund the government for the rest of the 
year, but to fund it in a way that actu- 
ally started cutting spending. I think 
one of the big problems that’s been out 
there for a long time, things that you 
and I want to deal with, we want to cut 
spending and start putting our country 
back on a path to a balanced budget. 

And so we had this debate 2 weeks 
ago in the House where we said, okay, 
we want to be responsible about fund- 
ing government, but that means we’ve 
got to start making real cuts. You 
can’t just keep spending at the rate 
you’re spending with the deficits that 
go along with it. We’ve got to start 
cutting so that this pie that you 
showed actually starts getting ad- 
dressed and shrunk in a way that the 
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Federal spending starts getting closer 
to matching the amount of revenue 
that’s coming in. 

Mr. AKIN. If I could piggy-back in 
and jump to what you’re saying. 

A couple of weeks ago, we had basi- 
cally a budget on the floor of the 
House. But the budget, interestingly 
enough, is what’s called the discre- 
tionary side. So the budget was for this 
green, the defense, and this—what is 
that?—tomato soup. Maybe it’s Camp- 
bell’s tomato soup. This is the non-de- 
fense discretionary. So the budget only 
dealt with this section and we were 
making cuts to that section. 

What, of course, you have to ask 
yourself is, how about all this other 
stuff? Of course, this wasn’t touched. 

So proceed, please, because I think 
it’s a good story. People need to under- 
stand what we’re working on was the 
first thing we had to work on which 
was the fact there wasn’t any budget 
that we’re running on, and so we’re 
trying to put a budget together for be- 
tween now and October 1, if I recall, 
sir. 

Mr. SCALISE. And so finally, to ad- 
dress the real problem in the country 
with this runaway spending, what we 
said under both Speaker BOEHNER and 
then chairman of Appropriations Com- 
mittee Hal Rogers is that we’ve got to 
stop the bleeding. We’ve got to start 
cutting spending. And we brought a bill 
to the floor that allowed for $100 billion 
in cuts. That’s billion with a B. Real 
cuts to spending at the Federal level to 
finally start that process. By no means 
is this the finished product, but it was 
the first start of the process of finally 
getting spending under control. 

That bill came to the floor. We had a 
lot of debate. An open process. Any 
Member could bring an amendment to 
that bill. I brought an amendment to 
get rid of a bunch of these czars, these 
czars that are killing jobs in our coun- 
try, that are getting paid millions of 
dollars to go out there and try to im- 
plement radical policies that run jobs 
to China and India and other places. 
That amendment passed. A lot of good 
amendments passed to cut spending, 
but ultimately we set a new tone. We 
said, number one, we’re going to put 
our money where our mouth is. We 
promised that if we get the reins of 
power in the House, that we would ac- 
tually really start cutting spending. So 
we cut $100 billion. We sent that to the 
Senate. And we’re almost at 2 weeks 
past the point where we sent that bill 
over to the Senate. They still haven’t 
had one ounce, one minute, of hearings 
or debate on our bill that we sent to 
them to cut $100 billion in spending. 

Mr. AKIN. Why do you think it was 
that they didn’t want to take a look at 
the bill? They could have brought a bill 
up the same way. They could have gone 
through it and said, Well, we don’t 
think they should have cut this much. 
They should have done this or this or 
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this. They could have made changes on 
it and gone back and forth, and then we 
would have a budget for between now 
and October 1 and we could get on with 
what should be done this year instead 
of what should have been done last fall, 
or actually last year before the fall. 

Proceed, please. 

Mr. SCALISE. I think it became very 
clear very quickly just what is at stake 
here. There was a battle line that was 
drawn. In fact, аз we were debating 
that bill to cut $100 billion and, as I 
said, with a $1.5 trillion deficit this 
year, $100 billion is just a start. Well, 
President Obama comes out and actu- 
ally starts criticizing us for cutting 
$100 billion. He said $100 billion is too 
much. Senate majority leader, HARRY 
REID, said $100 billion is too much to 
cut. Again, we’re saying $100 billion is 
just the beginning. We’ve got to cut 
more than $100 billion. And so you 
quickly saw a divide. There is a divide 
right now in Washington. I don’t think 
there’s a divide in this country. I think 
most people, people I talk to when I go 
back home to south Louisiana, my col- 
leagues that I talk to that are going 
back home and having town hall meet- 
ings, meeting with their constituents, 
families and small businesses are say- 
ing, it’s about time that we’re finally 
seeing real cuts coming out of Wash- 
ington, but yet the President and the 
Senate leader that were saying $100 bil- 
lion is too much to cut. And so we’ve 
sent them $100 billion, but what’s at 
stake here, it’s not just getting spend- 
ing under control, it’s getting jobs cre- 
ated again in America. 
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One of the reasons we are seeing such 
stagnant job growth in this country is 
due to the uncertainty that is created 
by the runaway spending. These are 
interlinked issues—the spending prob- 
lem in Washington and the problem 
with the slow economic recovery—be- 
cause people are afraid to create jobs. 
Our job creators are under attack by 
Federal bureaucrats, who are bringing 
out all these regulations every single 
day to kill jobs. 

We are seeing in my home State, in 
south Louisiana, where the administra- 
tion doesn’t even want to explore for 
energy in America. They’ve only issued 
one permit in 10 months to drill. In 
fact, now we’re looking at the Middle 
East. We’re putting more dependence 
in this country on Middle Eastern oil, 
under the Obama administration, at a 
time when the Middle East has never 
been in more disarray, which is why 
people are seeing over $3.20 or so a gal- 
lon at the pump. It’s because of the 
President’s own policies. This is killing 
jobs. It’s not only running more jobs 
overseas, but it’s also raising the prices 
of energy and gasoline for families. 

Mr. AKIN. You’re getting this down 
to the place where we really need to be 
talking this evening, and that’s about 


3109 


jobs, because Americans are wanting to 
know: Hey, where are the jobs? So let’s 
take this thing straight head on. 

The fact of the matter is, first of all, 
if you allow this monkey business to go 
on here, this is just silly. There is no 
way you can excuse kicking the can 
down the street and ignoring this huge 
problem, and this huge problem really 
is connected to jobs. Specifically, there 
are things you do to kill jobs. We had 
a forum back in my district of St. 
Charles, Missouri. We had a whole 
bunch of businessmen come in, and we 
asked them: What do you have to do to 
create jobs, and what do you have to do 
to kill jobs? The thing that you do to 
kill jobs is exactly what we’re doing. 

So what are those things? 

First of all, we’re going to tax the 
owners of businesses—that’s the first 
thing—because if you tax the owners of 
businesses, they can’t expand their 
businesses, and they can’t invest in 
their businesses, so the businesses just 
sit there. In fact, as you tax them 
more, they take money out of the busi- 
nesses to pay the taxes, and they start 
laying people off because they can’t 
run their businesses. So the first thing 
is: If you want to kill jobs, raise the 
taxes on the people who own busi- 
nesses. 

The second thing you do is bury the 
business in redtape. Now, we’ve got an 
EPA that feels like they can run red- 
tape without Congress even passing a 
bill, so they’re going to try and pass 
cap-and-tax and all these kinds of ri- 
diculous regulations that cost a whole 
lot of money. It’s not like a tax, but it 
ends up costing people business. 

One of those very interesting actions 
on the part of the EPA, just to illus- 
trate redtape, is the idea of requiring 
cleanup in case you spill milk. Usually, 
on farms, the cats lick up the milk. 

We have with us a genuine hero in 
the U.S. Congress, Congresswoman 
BLACK from Tennessee, who won a cov- 
eted award just earlier this day. It’s 
the Golden Turkey Award. It’s for the 
silliest, dumbest regulation that you 
could find. Now, I know the competi- 
tion is going to be fierce in this cat- 
egory, but Congresswoman BLACK won 
it by plenty of extra as she got her 
award. We’re going to recognize her to- 
night for this award that she got, 
which ties right into our subject of 
jobs, and that is: If you want to kill 
jobs, raise taxes on business owners, 
and bury them in redtape. 

Congresswoman BLACK from Ten- 
nessee. 

Mrs. BLACK. Thank you. I am so 
honored to unveil this new initiative 
from our Republican Study Committee. 

This right here is the Golden Turkey 
Award. Each month, the RSC will be 
bestowing this dubious award to high- 
light the most absurd, the most ridicu- 
lous and obscure regulation that tax- 
payers foot the bill to enforce and have 
to live by. This month’s Golden Turkey 
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Award goes to a regulation that I have 
been talking about in my district and 
here also in Congress for the past 
month. The March 2011 Golden Turkey 
Award goes to the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency. 

Mr. AKIN. The EPA. 

Mrs. BLACK. The EPA. The EPA re- 
cently discovered that milk contains 
fat. Can you believe that? It’s also con- 
sidered an oil. So what did the EPA do? 
It decided to regulate milk spills. 

Well, the EPA is currently devel- 
oping a rule that will subject dairy 
farmers to the Spill Prevention, Con- 
trol, and Countermeasure Program— 
that’s sort of a long name—which was 
created for oil contamination in water- 
ways, and now they’re applying it to 
dairy farmers. So, when Nellie kicks 
over the bucket, our farmers will have 
to build berms around the area where 
they milk. They will have to have an 
emergency responder’s plan so, in case 
milk is spilled, all of their employees 
will be trained in the containment of 
this spilled milk. 

Mr. AKIN. Now, if you had some cats 
around in a cage and could open the 
cage, do you think that would work or 
do you think the EPA is going to want 
something more expensive than that? 

Mrs. BLACK. That’s an excellent 
question because, when I talked to the 
dairy farmers back in my district and 
when I told them about this great idea 
the EPA has for them, one of my farm- 
ers told me he already has this plan in 
place. When asked, he said he has a 
barn with about 15 stray cats, and he’s 
going to open the doors and yell, 
“Here, kitty, kitty,” and that will take 
care of the emergency spill. 

Mr. AKIN. How many millions of dol- 
lars do you think it’s going to take to 
get this tremendous hazard of spilled 
milk under control? I’m glad that our 
Federal Government is really dealing 
with tough issues like this. 

Mrs. BLACK. It’s good that you 
asked, because the rule requires that 
these emergency protocols be in place 
by November 10 of this year. The U.S. 
Department of Agriculture has already 
initiated a $3 million pilot program 
through the Natural Resources Con- 
servation Service to help the farmers 
and the ranchers comply with the on- 
farm oil spill regulation. So already we 
see $3 million that’s going to be wasted 
in just getting the farmers up to speed 
on how they have to do these plans. 

When I was in my district last week 
and spoke to people about this, they 
were absolutely speechless. It has been 
told to me by many of the businesses in 
my district that what they really want 
is just for the government to get out of 
their way, to let them do their jobs, to 
stop overtaxing them, and to stop over- 
regulating them so that they can actu- 
ally grow their businesses. They have 
the capital to do so, and if we would 
just leave them alone, they could grow 
their businesses. 
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So that’s why the inaugural Golden 
Turkey Award is being presented to the 
EPA and to its proposed overregulation 
of dairy farmers with spilled milk. I 
am going to work as hard as I possibly 
can to make sure that this does not get 
initiated and that our farmers will be 
freed from this onerous regulation. 

Mr. AKIN. I have to wonder, particu- 
larly of the people out in my State of 
Missouri, what they’ll be thinking 
when they find out that $3 million of 
their money is being used to come up 
with a program to take care of spilled 
milk. 

I don’t know how you found this 
treasure out. I heard there was another 
one that was similar. I think it was an 
EPA requirement that you couldn’t 
have rogue dust. So, if you’re a farmer, 
you can’t farm with rogue dust, which 
is dust that comes off your property 
and goes over onto somebody else’s 
property. 

It makes me think that whoever is 
writing these regulations lives in one 
of these office buildings downtown 
here. If there happens to be anybody 
who is working on the rogue dust pro- 
gram, I’m sure that’s another $3 mil- 
lion wonder—or maybe worse—just to 
go out on a combine in the good old 
State of Missouri and just run down a 
couple of rows of corn and see what 
happens when that old, dusty corn hits 
the combine and how they’re supposed 
to keep all that dust right over their 
own properties. So that’s another one 
of these examples. 

I think Ronald Reagan talked about 
the fact that we’re buying too much 


government, and that’s what we’ve 
been doing these last number of 
months. 


The point of the matter is, when you 
start cutting a lot of this government 
trash, you’re going to create jobs in a 
couple of ways. The first thing is: You 
don’t put us in debt so much, but you 
start cutting that redtape, which is 
overhead that our businesspeople have; 
and if they’re not having to pay for all 
that overhead, they can hire people and 
get the economy going. 

Hats off to Congresswoman BLACK 
from Tennessee for winning this pres- 
tigious Golden Turkey Award. Actu- 
ally, I suppose the one who technically 
won it was the EPA; is that right? 

Mrs. BLACK. That’s right. The EPA 
has won. 

Mr. AKIN. Isn’t there actually like a 
bowling trophy with a big golden tur- 
key on the top of it or something? 

Mrs. BLACK. You’re so right, and it’s 
proudly displayed on my desk. It is a 
trophy that stands about 12-inches 
high, and it is golden and has a golden 
turkey on the top of it. I’m challenging 
all of my colleagues to find places that 
we’re having overregulation, killing 
our businesses, stifling the growth of 
our economy, and stifling job growth. 

Mr. AKIN. Who says we can’t have 
fun in cutting the wasteful spending 
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out of the government and at least do 
it with a little twinkle in our eyes? 

It is noteworthy that a freshman 
Congresswoman could walk away with 
this kind of a prize. Certainly, there 
will be competition to have that Gold- 
en Turkey passed around. 
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I appreciate you joining us tonight. 

We have some other distinguished 
guests. My good friend, Congressman 
WALBERG, I’m going to ask if you’d like 
to join us. We’re talking a little bit, 
first of all, a big picture about how 
much money there is in the entitle- 
ments, the trouble with trying to bal- 
ance a budget. And also we’ve talked 
about jobs and how much jobs relate to 
a government that’s out of control, has 
forgotten they’re supposed to be serv- 
ants and are just running mad, making 
redtape, which again is excess overhead 
for the businesses and kills jobs. But 
please join us with your unique per- 
spective. 

Mr. WALBERG. Well, I appreciate 
my colleague from Missouri. I appre- 
ciate you holding this time this 
evening as we can talk about those 
things that impact our whole way of 
life in the United States. 

We, I’m sure, understand here on the 
floor this evening the impact of what 
our Framers and Founders had in mind 
of a limited government, a government 
that believed very clearly that free 
people, with the opportunity to be cre- 
ative and use the resources that they 
have, could indeed make a life that was 
filled with happiness in their pursuit 
that involved property and all that 
went with it. 

As the subcommittee chairman for 
Workforce Protection, I had the oppor- 
tunity to look at some things that are 
coming up right now that are being 
proposed as workplace safety stand- 
ards. And this goes into cost issues 
that are huge regulatory costs, but also 
costs that ultimately reduce jobs and 
opportunity. One such regulatory issue 
is related to the noise regulation being 
proposed by OSHA. Now fortunately 
that has been pulled for the time being. 
It was pulled a couple days after we in- 
troduced the fact that we’re going to 
hold hearings on it, continue to hold 
hearings. We found out in the process 
that noise standards—and all of us here 
would say that a worker ought to be 
safe, reasonably speaking, in their 
workplace. 

I worked at U.S. Steel South Works 
shortly after high school, worked in 
the furnace division. I worked on a 
mole platform. I worked in a hooker 
shaft, which was lifting and holding pig 
iron and a number of other things. And 
I had reasonable expectation to be safe, 
including using hearing protection that 
involved either earmuffs or earplugs. 
What this new standard would have re- 
quired would not have been simply put- 
ting earplugs into employees that 
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would meet the standard, or earmuffs, 
but would require businesses to pur- 
chase machines that weren’t only 
guarded or shrouded safely for hearing 
protection, but machines that would be 
reduced in the noise standard to a 
point that, as we looked at it more 
carefully, most likely weren’t even ma- 
chines made yet. They hadn’t been pro- 
duced. So we're talking about busi- 
nesses that want to employ people that 
increase the economy—because you 
and I both know that the economy is 
produced in the private sector, not in 
the public sector, that the private sec- 
tor entrepreneur, the taker of risk, 
produces an idea, comes up with it, ul- 
timately hires employees to carry out 
the job, and then we put reasonable 
regulations to make sure that those 
employees are safe, that the hearing is 
protected as well. But we don’t say to 
the employer you must buy a machine 
that isn’t even produced yet, that isn’t 
made yet in order to protect— 

Mr. AKIN. You know, I really appre- 
ciate your example. And that’s the 
trouble with these things. It’s not that 
maybe there shouldn’t be some work- 
place safety rules, but these things 
have just gone beyond the realm of 
what even makes sense. 

I have even greater respect for you 
now. I also worked in a steel mill. And 
the noisy place at our steel mill was 
the pipe shop where they’re loading the 
pipe. And you take a whole big bundle 
of pipe and drop it or hit it against 
something, and boy does it make a 
racket. So they always had ear protec- 
tion and things in the pipe mill there. 
And certainly businesses know that 
that’s necessary to do that. But when 
you start loading that kind of extreme 
redtape and regulations on a business, 
the business has to use their money to 
pay for all that, and they can’t hire 
employees. So taxes, redtape, those are 
job killers. 

As I recall, I think there was a gen- 
tleman last week that shared, some- 
body that had a drycleaning facility, 
and they found something like a spoon- 
ful of some water underneath a con- 
crete slab that had a small amount of 
cleaning fluid—I guess carbon tetra- 
chloride—in the water or something. 
They had to do like a $60,000 remedi- 
ation, which for a simple dry cleaner 
just about took every penny that the 
owners had out of their bank, because 
of one teaspoonful of some water that 
had a little bit of the cleaning fluid 
they use on people’s clothes. And that’s 
what we’re talking about. This is just 
bizarre kinds of stuff. 

We have Dr. BOUSTANY from Lou- 
isiana here, and I think he was going to 
share with us for a minute. And Con- 
gressman WALBERG, we’ll come back to 
you. Congressman WALBERG is from 
Michigan and a great Member of the 
caucus. And doctor, please. 

Mr. BOUSTANY. I thank my friend 
from Missouri for giving me time to 
speak here. 
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As we talk about American competi- 
tiveness and growing jobs, private sec- 
tor jobs in this country, coming off the 
heels of this recession where we still 
have high unemployment, there are 
two aspects to it: One is cutting back 
on government spending, as you’ve al- 
ready suggested with the pie chart you 
have there. We have to get our debt 
under control. This is imperative be- 
cause it’s going to strangle private in- 
vestment in the form of higher taxes 
on the American people. 

But the other side of this is the 
growth side of the equation, stimu- 
lating economic growth. And if you 
look at how to do that, we want eco- 
nomic growth in the private sector 
which will help spur job growth. The 
way we have to do that is we have to 
look at an energy strategy for the 
United States because so much of what 
we do depends on cheap, affordable en- 
ergy to fuel our plants, our factories, 
transportation, you name it. So it’s 
critical that we have an energy strat- 
egy for the country, which we don’t 
have, and we never have had one. In 
fact, what you’re seeing now, instead of 
the lack of an energy strategy, we’re 
actually seeing energy proposals that 
are detrimental to the country that are 
being proposed by this administration. 
Let me list what’s going on. 

First of all, the moratorium on drill- 
ing for American energy in the Gulf of 
Mexico has been in place since May. 
This is killing jobs back home in Lou- 
isiana, along the gulf coast, but it’s 
also hurting our energy security in this 
country. As we lose these jobs—these 
are highly skilled workers, as they 
leave this industry and go find other 
jobs and move, you cannot turn that 
light switch back on and get that kind 
of skill back on these platforms. That’s 
number one. 

Mr. AKIN. Now wait just a minute. 
Just on the surface of what you’re say- 
ing, if somebody were really to listen 
to what you’re saying, it sounds like 
insanity. Because here’s what my 
thinking would be: You’re saying that 
we’ve got all this unrest in the Middle 
East, which threatens the oil produc- 
tion there, which increases the cost of 
Middle Eastern oil. бо we pay even 
more to countries that don’t like us 
and use the money for advancing ter- 
rorist kinds of causes—— 

Mr. BOUSTANY. That’s 
right. 

Mr. AKIN. And we have oil right 
under our feet and we’re saying no, you 
can’t drill for that stuff. And gasoline 
is $3-something a gallon, and we’re not 
even drilling for the silly oil that we’ve 
got. 

Now let me add one thing that gets 
me even more fired up, and that is, you 
go north, north of Louisiana where it’s 
cold—we’re talking out in the ocean 
outside Alaska. You’ve got foreign 
countries that are drilling on what is 
basically our coastal plain and they’re 
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drilling for oil. And here we are paying 
$3-something, and we’re not drilling for 
any of this stuff. I mean, isn’t this 
weird? 

Mr. BOUSTANY. We have basically 
shut down our production in the Gulf of 
Mexico, and it’s a boneheaded policy to 
do that. But not only that, the admin- 
istration in its budget proposal is now 
proposing nearly $50 billion in new 
taxes on small, independent oil- and 
gas-producing companies. Now that’s 
going to put a lot of these guys out of 
business; they can’t cash flow. And 
they do a lot of the work on the Conti- 
nental Shelf in shallow water areas, 
and also our onshore production in oil 
and gas. And there’s a distinction be- 
tween oil and gas 

Mr. AKIN. So here we are again. Be- 
cause I started just a little while ago, 
we talked about if you want to kill 
jobs, first of all tax small businesses, 
tax them so much they can’t run their 
business, or at least chase people out of 
them so there goes the jobs. The second 
thing you do is bury them in redtape. 
Now we’re coming back to what you’re 
saying—the very people we should 
want to be working and drilling for oil 
for us, we’re going to tax them out of 
existence. Isn’t that ridiculous? 

Mr. BOUSTANY. It’s ridiculous. And 
these taxes are indiscriminate; they hit 
oil companies, those drilling for oil, 
but also natural gas. 
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And there are many—even our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
will admit that natural gas usage is a 
very important transition strategy as 
we look at our energy needs going into 
the future whether for transportation 
fuel, electricity generation. Those 
taxes proposed by the administration 
will put a lot of these gas companies 
out of business. And keep in mind, 97 
percent of the natural gas used in this 
country is produced here in this coun- 
try by these small companies. 

A given rig will employ 65 people on 
one rig. So, if a company that has— 
let’s say they have to cut back 50 rigs. 
Do the math. You’re talking 3,000-plus 
jobs. 

Mr. AKIN. The very jobs that we 
should be encouraging because we’re so 
dependent on foreign oil. 

Mr. BOUSTANY. These are private- 
sector jobs. They’re good-paying jobs, 
and they help promote U.S. energy se- 
curity. It’s critical. 

So what we have is an administration 
that is proposing policies counter to 
what American interests are with re- 
gard to our energy security, and I 
would submit to you it hurts our na- 
tional security as well. 

And I’m really worried about the sit- 
uation in the country of Oman, for in- 
stance. It’s right across the Strait of 
Hormuz from Iran. That strait is very 
narrow. Forty percent of the world’s 
oil crosses through that strait, and if it 
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were to shut down because of unrest in 
Oman and Iranian mischief, we would 
see oil prices spike up to $400 a barrel, 
and we’ll pay a lot at the pump. 

It will hurt our farmers. Rice farmers 
back home are trying to export rice 
and grow rice for domestic consump- 
tion. It will hurt our chemical manu- 
facturing. 

And speaking of the natural gas 
piece—— 

Mr. AKIN. Maybe I could just stop. I 
want to hit you with a ‘‘gee-whiz’’ sta- 
tistic because I’m kind of an old geezer. 
I’ve been here for a while, and I’ve 
watched voting patterns, and here’s 
something that might be interesting to 
you. And I tell this to some of my con- 
stituents back home. 

If I were to say that the Republicans 
and Democrats in the House are di- 
vided on the abortion issue, people 
would go, Well, no big surprise. What I 
think’s interesting is if you look back 
over the years, at least the 10 years 
I’ve been here, the two parties are 
more divided on developing American 
energy than they are on the abortion 
subject. And I find that just amazing to 
me because it seems so obvious that 
we’re still using gasoline in cars. Until 
we get away from that, we need to be 
trying to produce our own gasoline. 

We have very large reserves of oil 
that we could be drilling. And my un- 
derstanding is on many, many of those 
locations where we could drill and hope 
to find oil, there are environmental 
lawsuits blocking drilling in all of 
these different locations where we 
could legally drill—not mentioning 
ANWR, which is off bounds to us right 
now—and now the regulations in the 
gulf which, again, I don’t have any 
problem with people wanting to say, 
hey, we need to see what went wrong 
with the oil spill. How do we make sure 
that we get a very deep high-pressure 
situation, that we’ve got the proper de- 
vices to stop that up if we need to. But 
just to basically shut down and then 
tax everybody, this is just bizarre. 

Mr. BOUSTANY. Well, it is bizarre. 

And again, Americans want to com- 
pete. And we know, if given the oppor- 
tunity to compete, we can win in the 
global economy. And we’ve got to have 
energy production in this country to 
allow our companies to compete. 

Now, let me point out something. 
One of the biggest areas of exports for 
the United States is chemicals, petro- 
chemicals and other chemicals, fer- 
tilizer, that are produced here, manu- 
factured here in the United States. 

Mr. AKIN. Manufactured with? 

Mr. BOUSTANY. Natural gas and pe- 
troleum products. 

And if you shut down our natural gas 
production, then our companies, which 
have a price—on a basis of price, we 
can compete because we have cheap 
natural gas here in this country com- 
pared to around the world. Our compa- 
nies are competitive. 
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Mr. AKIN. Now, you haven’t even 
mentioned the massive new supplies of 
natural gas they’re finding, particu- 
larly under Pennsylvania. That’s an in- 
credible find. 

Mr. BOUSTANY. Yes. 

We know we have the world’s largest 
reserves in coal. We have potentially 
the largest reserves in the world in 
natural gas here in the United States. 
And some argue that the estimates of 
oil are vastly underestimated because 
of two things: one, the shale oil that’s 
available that currently is off limits 
because of administration policy and 
environmental policies; and, secondly, 
on the east coast and west coast, Outer 
Continental Shelf area, we don’t have 
accurate seismic information. So when 
they say we only have 3 percent of the 
world’s reserves, that’s an inaccurate 
figure. That’s not been thoroughly 
looked at with modern seismic activ- 
ity. 

But our companies that manufacture 
these chemicals and fertilizer have a 
competitive advantage because of the 
low price of natural gas in this coun- 
try. If we tax it, as this administration 
is proposing, it will actually make us 
less competitive. Our exports will go 
down, and it will be counter to what 
the President wants to do by expanding 
exports. It makes no sense whatsoever. 

Mr. AKIN. Well, I think what you’re 
getting into, Doctor, is something that 
I wanted to talk to a little bit tonight. 
And that is the assumption that you 
can just go taxing and taxing and al- 
ways talk about the rich guy and, oh, 
we’re going to talk about the rich guy 
and think you can get away with that 
without consequences. 

Because it seems to me that there is 
a disconnect with the current adminis- 
tration and the Democrats as well 
policywise because they talk about the 
fact they want jobs, but then they de- 
stroy the companies that create the 
jobs. And you can’t kill the company if 
you want jobs because the company is 
the one that hires people. And they 
seem to miss that connection there. 

га like to go back to my good friend 
from Michigan—I had to check to make 
sure, Congressman WALBERG—and I 
wanted to give you a chance to jump in 
to our discussion. 

But Га like to start going—talk a lit- 
tle bit in the direction about taxes, 
what happens with taxes and how it is 
that we can deal with some of the 
tough problems budgetwise here, and 
at least one piece of that is the proper 
tax policy. 

Mr. WALBERG. I appreciate my good 
friend from Missouri again holding this 
conversation tonight. 

And I think you’re leading into the 
key point here. Because bottom line, 
when you talk about entitlement 
spending, those entitlement programs 
that we’ve come to expect in the 
United States, whether it be Medicaid, 
Medicare, Social Security—and most of 
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us, at least in this room tonight, have 
paid into Social Security a long time. 

Mr. AKIN. Now, let’s not get personal 
about age here now. 

Mr. WALBERG. It’s not a voluntary 
tax. And in just a couple of short years, 
I will be capable of receiving that my- 
self. I’ve not had a choice to do that. 

And yet the only way that we can see 
those entitlement programs continue, 
at least if we did it right, is have an 
economy that’s growing, have people 
that are employed, that are paying 
into the entitlement programs, the 
taxes that are there. Even if we don’t 
talk about any alternative way for 
younger employees coming down the 
road in the future, we still have to 
have the ability to put dollars in. That 
comes from having a job. 

So when we go back to what Dr. Bou- 
STANY was talking about on the issue 
of energy, when we talk about the reg- 
ulatory concerns that I expressed that 
are destroying jobs, I go back to my 
own home State of Michigan, my own 
district, Seventh District. Michigan, 
who led the Nation for 4 straight years 
on unemployment. A State that was 
known for its manufacturing, its auto 
industry, always having jobs, high 
standard of living. 

And yet, as a result of government 
growing too large, too strong, too in- 
trusive, and spending too much and 
taxing too much, we’ve destroyed the 
economy in Michigan. And now the 
new administration comes in and has 
to go through almost insurmountable 
odds to try to restore an economy that 
has jobs so they can pay in to this. 

Mr. AKIN. Let me just ask you 
whether this gets under your skin, be- 
cause I’m on the Budget Committee. 
But I hear all the time that my Demo- 
crat colleagues are saying the recovery 
is fragile; therefore, don’t you go cut- 
ting any of this government spending. 
And I’m just thinking, wow. I totally 
don’t see it that way at all. 

When you have a government that’s 
busy spending money trying to regu- 
late a milk spill in a barn, you have a 
government that’s wanting to talk 
about rogue dust that comes off of a 
farm when you’re basically running a 
combine through a row of corn, and 
you’ve got a government with duplica- 
tion after duplication—and we’re talk- 
ing about let’s cut just some of the 
edge of this stuff—and they’re saying, 
careful, don’t destroy a fragile econ- 
omy, hey, the economy is fragile be- 
cause they’re doing everything wrong 
to it. 

Mr. WALBERG. Everything wrong. 
Everything to destroy it. 

Mr. AKIN. And the main thing that’s 
wrong is, as Ronald Reagan said, we’re 
buying too much government. 

Mr. WALBERG. Right. 

Mr. AKIN. Please, go ahead. 

Mr. WALBERG. I assumed I would 
get you into a rant on that because I 
know you’re passionate about that. It’s 
absolutely true. 
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I can show you from experience in 
Michigan as we went through this type 
of downturn back in the 1980s: too- 
large government, increased taxation, 
increased spending for all sorts of pro- 
grams. 
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We ran businesses out of the State. 
We turned that around in the nineties, 
and we cut taxes 26 times. We right- 
sized government. We put Workfare 
and Edufare in in place of welfare. We 
encouraged businesses to thrive and 
grow. What happened? By reducing 
taxes, cutting spending, the economy 
grew. More revenue came in, and then 
government had to control itself from 
spending those revenues from less 
taxes, but still increased revenue be- 
cause people were working, they were 
spending, they were saving, they were 
investing, they were taking care of 
themselves. 

Lo and behold, the American people 
with their own intellect, their own in- 
telligence, their own creativity began 
to grow an economy that made things 
right for themselves. And then they 
had choice. They had opportunity. 
They could be creative. They could 
build new machines. They could build 
machines that met the noise standards 
that were presently available, as op- 
posed to saying we’re going to create 
jobs by saying you can’t have this 
noise standard here and you can’t take 
care of it with an ear plug or an ear 
muff; you are going to have to produce 
a machine that isn’t there. So look 
what we’re doing. 

And my good colleague, I have a let- 
ter from OSHA that says that was part 
of an economic development plan, to 
encourage the development of new ma- 
chines that would meet these noise 
standards so that then you would have 
new jobs. Well, wait a second. The peo- 
ple that would produce those, and more 
importantly the people that would buy 
those machines, could not do that be- 
cause they couldn’t afford it. So here’s 
Big Government again with its own 
ideas that ultimately destroys an econ- 
omy. 

Mr. AKIN. Let’s take a look at you 
just talked about an example from the 
great State of Michigan. And just hear- 
ing you talk about it just made me feel 
good. It’s America on the move again. 
It’s individual citizens taking risks, 
going out there working hard, making 
a good living; and then because of the 
things they’ve done, other people get 
better jobs and they make a better liv- 
ing, and everybody does better. 

I mean, you cannot ignore the fact 
that the standard of living that we 
enjoy in America is because a whole lot 
of people could be free, free to succeed 
or free to fail. 

Mr. WALBERG. Right. 

Mr. AKIN. But it’s called free enter- 
prise. Now, let me give you another ex- 
ample that occurred when I was a Con- 
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gressman here, and I think the begin- 
ning of when you were, and that was 
that the second Bush, G.W. Bush, cop- 
ied the example of JFK and Ronald 
Reagan. And both of those Presidents 
understood that when the government 
cuts taxes in the right way, it actually 
gets the economy going. In fact, what 
happens when you cut taxes the right 
way, the government actually gets 
more revenue. 

Now, that sounds weird. Let me just 
try and explain. I have done this a cou- 
ple times before, but tell me if you 
think it makes sense. How is it that 
the government can cut taxes and get 
more revenue in? Well, think about it. 
Let’s say you’re king for a whole year. 
And the only thing you can tax is a 
loaf of bread, and so you start thinking 
if I put a penny tax on that loaf of 
bread, I can figure out how much bread 
people are eating and figure out how 
much to get for tax revenue. Then you 
think, hey, how about I put $10 tax on 
every loaf of bread. Then you think 
maybe people wouldn’t buy any bread. 
So you start to think there is probably 
an optimum point where you can put 
some tax on the bread, people will still 
be eating bread, but you will get your 
most revenue. That’s what goes on. 

Here is an example. May of 2003, were 
you here then, Congressman? 

Mr. WALBERG. I was not. 

Mr. AKIN. Okay. You were thinking 
about it, though, perhaps. 

Mr. WALBERG. I was thinking about 
it. 

Mr. AKIN. Good for you. Anyway, 
May of 2003 we cut three taxes, not 
popular, because everybody, oh, the 
Democrats, that’s all rich-guy stuff. It 
was capital gains, dividends, and death 
tax. Now, I don’t know if you’re a rich 
guy if you’re dead, but anyway we’re 
going to tax death. We tax everything 
else, so why not that. 

So we cut capital gains, dividends, 
and death taxes at this time right here. 
Now, I have got three charts that show 
what happened. This is job creation be- 
fore and after the tax relief. This is 
some of the taxes we extended into this 
year. Okay. The lines that go down are 
job loss by month and the lines that go 
up are job gain. 

And so what you have right here is 
that’s the tax relief goes into effect. 
And take a look at the jobs, the more 
lines coming up over here. I mean, 
that’s really pretty substantial and 
pretty interesting, whereas these you 
are losing. So this tax appears to have 
had a good effect. Let’s check it on not 
just job creation, lets check it 
against—— 

Mr. WALBERG. You meant the tax 
cuts, the tax relief. 

Mr. AKIN. The tax cuts, yeah. 

Mr. WALBERG. It gave incentive. 

Mr. AKIN. So the tax cuts go into ef- 
fect same place here, this line, this is 
the GDP, this is actually losing GDP or 
gaining; you can see the average here 


3113 


is about 1.1 percent; but after those tax 
cuts, it jumps to 3.5. You can see these 
are a lot stronger economy. So the 
economy seems to do better when you 
allow business people to take the 
money, put it in their business, create 
jobs. There is more people working, 
more tax revenue comes in. 

Well, wait a minute. You cut taxes, 
that means your revenue’s going to go 
down? Well, let’s see what happened to 
revenue. Here’s the story. Here’s the 
tax cut right here. The revenue has 
been going down. They cut the taxes, 
and 4 straight years of increase in rev- 
enue. So what’s happening there is that 
actually if you do the right kind of tax 
cut, just as you say you get the free en- 
terprise system working, and you can 
turn the economy around. JFK under- 
stood that. He did it. It worked for 
him. Ronald Reagan did it. They said, 
oh, trickle down economics and all this 
kind of stuff, but it worked. 

In fact, here is another chart. This is 
the tax rate on the most wealthy peo- 
ple. This is this red line. It started at 
90 percent; it’s come down. You notice 
as the tax on the wealthy people comes 
down, the amount of Federal revenues 
goes up. Now, that’s weird. Why would 
that be? It’s the same principle. You 
can overtax and basically run the econ- 
omy into the dirt. 

Mr. WALBERG. Isn’t it the simple 
principle that what you give incentive 
you get more of, and what you discour- 
age you get less of? 

Mr. AKIN. Yeah, you are absolutely 
right. 

Mr. WALBERG. You give incentive 
to people to use their own resources 
with American exceptionalism and let 
the market forces work, everybody 
benefits. 

Mr. AKIN. And we started out to- 
night talking about the overall fiscal 
problem we have in America, and the 
fact that it’s really unique. This is a 
pretty scary situation that America’s 
in. And the solution, as Ronald Reagan 
said, the solution is simple, but it’s not 
easy. And the solution really comes in 
two sides. The first is we have to be 
cutting all of what the government is 
spending. We have to do some cuts. But 
on the other hand, what we have to do 
is to selectively do the tax cuts to 
allow the economy to really get back 
in a strong recovery. 

The one thing I agree with that the 
Democrats are saying is that the recov- 
ery is fragile. I think they picked that 
up from Bernanke, the Secretary. But I 
think it is. I think it’s fragile because 
of the fact we’ve still got the problem 
of excessive taxes, excessive red tape, 
and a whole lot of uncertainty in the 
markets. 

Mr. WALBERG. And a lot of spend- 
ing. 

Mr. AKIN. If we can do those, that’s 
going to help. So the first thing is 
we’ve got to cut taxes, but we tremen- 
dously have to cut the overhead. And 
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the thing here, and I think the public 
is becoming aware of this fact, we can’t 
make it by cutting defense and non-de- 
fense discretionary. That was the budg- 
et we were doing 2 weeks ago on the 
floor. We cut $100 billion out of that. If 
you know what the real problem is, as 
we talked about earlier, the total of 
these entitlements plus debt service is 
$2.2 trillion. The Federal revenue is $2.2 
trillion. You can zero this and this out, 
and you just barely have a balanced 
budget; and that’s not talking about 
the out-years, when it gets worse. 

So these areas must be dealt with. 
Now, supposedly if you talk about 
changing anything with Social Secu- 
rity, Medicare, or Medicaid, lightning 
will fall and you’ll be struck dead po- 
litically. But the fact of the matter is 
we must deal with these. How we deal 
with them is one of those things that 
we need to have a conversation on it. 

But to do what the President did and 
submit the 2012 budget and not deal 
with these at all is being disingenuous. 
It’s kicking the can down the road and 
ignoring this massive problem, which 
is a little bit like that gorilla in the 
tent. 

I started, my dear friend from Michi- 
gan, I started by talking about—and 
it’s sort of sometimes I think about 
this: What would it be like to be in the 
year 1850 and be a Congressman or Sen- 
ator and you have this huge issue of 
slavery and we didn’t deal with it? We 
just ignored it, and then we got 
slammed by the Civil War. 

And my question is, are we as Ameri- 
cans going to deal with the fact that 
our entitlements and debt service is 
using up the entire revenue of the 
country? I mean, that’s not just a little 
bit of a budget problem; that says we 
have a fiscal crisis on our hands and 
we’re responsible. And our American 
citizens that elected us here expect us 
to deal with this problem. And the first 
way to deal with it is to at least ac- 
knowledge that we got the problem. 

Mr. WALBERG. And I believe that 
more and more people, even those that 
are using the entitlements, the Social 
Security, Medicare, understand that 
and are growing in their fear that un- 
less we do something, they indeed will 
be hurt. But I think that you and I to- 
gether, and many who are of like mind, 
understand that we must do some- 
thing, but we can do something that’s 
better. 
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We can do something that assures 
people that they will have what they 
expect. 

Mr. AKIN. That’s exactly the point. 

Mr. WALBERG. And we can do it the 
right way without the Big Government 
issues and getting down to that Amer- 
ican exceptionalism that says we can 
trust people to do for themselves, if 
given the incentive and opportunity, 
better than what Big Government can 
do. 
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Mr. AKIN. You see the point of the 
matter is is there are people who are 
dependent upon these programs, older 
people. They are going to be in trouble 
if the wheels fall off this thing. So 
what we need to do is craft a solution 
that allows the older people that are on 
these programs to stay there, and as 
people become younger, give them al- 
ternatives and to have a transition so 
that you can get these costs under con- 
trol. 

That is the way to manage a solu- 
tion. Everybody has got to suffer a lit- 
tle bit. But at least we are not allowing 
the whole thing literally to crash like 
some sort of a train off the edge of a 
cliff. 

Mr. WALBERG. Well, I think, not 
necessarily the suffering idea, I think 
in doing something that’s credible and 
the right thing to do, it gives people 
optimism that the answer is here. It 
will take some tough decisions but ul- 
timately the people who are in need 
will be taken care of. 

The other people with the great cre- 
ativity, the American exceptionalism 
that’s there will find ways to do it and 
do it better, and ultimately a greater 
opportunity for the future, and that’s 
optimism. 

Mr. AKIN. You know, and I think 
that is a thing that’s so exciting, be- 
cause I don’t think you are being a Pol- 
lyanna by saying what you just said. 

Mr. WALBERG. Not at all. 

Mr. AKIN. The reason I say that is 
because we have been through, as 
Americans, a lot of dicey situations. 

Our own parents, known аз the 
Greatest Generation, as they would say 
it, did their bit. My father was with 
Patton in Europe, and they fought 
World War II. And then there were the 
days when Ronald Reagan came to a 
discouraged Nation, and he said Amer- 
ica’s got brighter days ahead. With 
that twinkle in his eye, and he had 
such a way of putting it, you know the 
solution is simple but it’s not easy. 

We have come to another one of 
those pivotal times in history where it 
is our responsibility to deal with a 
massive problem and not to ignore and 
try to pretend it doesn’t exist and just 
try to lie to people and let the govern- 
ment run a little longer until we are 
gone, and then everything comes down 
in a big heap. That’s not what the 
American public wanted of their lead- 
ership. 

As long as you and I are kicking, my 
friend, we are going to stay here. We 
are going to talk about this. We are 
going to talk about the great days 
ahead for America and some of the 
things that could possibly be. 

You know, we take a look at some of 
these medical costs. They are really, 
really busting the budget. Maybe one 
of the things we need to do is to say, 
hey—I think it was 1950, somebody cal- 
culated the cost of polio that had cost 
us a trillion dollars a year in America 
today, the polio costs. 
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They forgot something. We figured 
out a cure for polio. Maybe it’s time for 
us to target the most expensive dis- 
eases, things like diabetes or Alz- 
heimer’s, things that are very, very 
big-ticket items. Maybe that’s part of 
that American exceptionalism to leave 
the world a better place, to leave our 
kids freer, not taxed into the dirt, to 
leave our economy the strongest of any 
in the world, that America could be a 
shining city on the hill, a light to the 
people around the world. 

That was the vision of our fore- 
fathers. Why don’t we grab ahold of 
that have and say, hey, we have got 
way too much government that we 
could afford. Let’s turn loose the 
American people and let’s not trust so 
much in government. I think that’s the 
big question coming up. Do we really 
want more government, more taxes, 
more spending, more debt, and less 
freedom, or do we want more freedom 
and a whole lot less government, and 
the government that’s there to really 
be a servant to the people and not have 
the attitude that they know better 
than everybody else. Don’t you think 
that’s where we are? 

Mr. WALBERG. And I think the peo- 
ple spoke in November. I think that 
speech they gave to us, my good friend, 
is that we must take this opportunity. 
This is our point in time. This is our 
date with destiny, as it were. If we 
back off from tackling the big things, 
we will not only lose there, but all of 
those little special things will be taken 
away as well. 

Mr. AKIN. Congressman WALBERG, 
with you and the other great people at 
work down here and the American pub- 
lic, I believe we can do it. It’s time for 
us to roll up our sleeves. Let’s get busy 
cutting, let’s do things the right way. 
Design programs that work and not 
threaten people, and let’s move for- 
ward, because there are brighter days 
ahead. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WOODALL). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. JACKSON) 
is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Let me ex- 
press my appreciation to you and to 
the leadership of this Congress for al- 
lowing me 30 minutes to speak to my 
constituents, but also to speak to the 
American people about the central 
issue that confronts our Nation and 
this economic crisis. 

Mr. Speaker, the central issue that 
has confronted every Congress that re- 
mains unaddressed, for which I want to 
talk about tonight, is unemployment. 

The unemployment rate in our coun- 
try is too high. The Democratic mes- 
sage, job creation and create jobs, I re- 
spect that message. 
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Republicans believe in tax cuts and 
tax breaks and pro-business perspec- 
tive, which many Democrats support as 
well, and I believe that, clearly, eco- 
nomic growth is the path to job cre- 
ation. But for the unemployed in our 
Nation, a very, very different category, 
the debate, led by Democrats and led 
by Republicans in the Congress of the 
United States, all too often ignores 
people who are unemployed. 

Unemployment is a very special cat- 
egory. Every Member of Congress 
knows the numbers, but it’s the Amer- 
ican people who are feeling them. 
About 9 percent of the country is ‘‘un- 
employed” based on the definition of 
unemployed that the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics uses. 

But in communities like mine, it’s 
around 15 percent, and that’s conserv- 
ative. Some communities have as high 
as 30 percent unemployment. 

So when Democrats come to the floor 
of the Congress and talk about job cre- 
ation, for African Americans, for mi- 
norities and for women, when we hear 
that language, because we are usually 
the last hired and the first fired, job 
creation isn’t a message that touches 
my constituents. It’s not a message 
that touches the long-term unem- 
ployed who find themselves in the 
barrios, the ghettos, and the trailer 
parks of our Nation. 

So the question is why Democrats 
and Republicans in Congress, both pro- 
moting growth, Republicans promoting 
tax breaks and tax cuts and limited 
government as a way to stimulate the 
economy, Democrats focusing on job 
creation as a way to separate the econ- 
omy, which might include reasonable 
spending and deficit reduction meas- 
ures, why, in the midst of our con- 
versation, led by Republicans in the 
majority and Democrats, unemployed 
Americans continue to grow. There is 
this huge category that Democrats are 
not speaking to and Republicans are 
not speaking to but needs to be ad- 
dressed in order to strengthen our 
economy and change the present direc- 
tion. 

You see, Mr. Speaker, if we can pro- 
vide a job for every American, if we can 
eliminate unemployment just like we 
eliminated slavery, if we can eliminate 
unemployment just like as a Nation we 
are trying to eliminate discrimination 
against women and against the dis- 
abled and against the gays and lesbians 
of our Nation, if we can eliminate un- 
employment—the way our system is 
actually set up, if every American is 
working they pay into the system. And 
if they are paying into the system, it 
pays for future generations of Ameri- 
cans to take advantage of the entitle- 
ment programs that my colleagues who 
just left the floor were talking about. 
But if there is high unemployment in 
any given generation, it profoundly im- 
pacts the kinds of resources that are 
available for the Federal Government 
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and local governments to handle basic 
programs that keep our Nation strong 
in every succeeding generation for 
every American. 

Mr. Speaker, many Americans have 
been out of work. For many months 
they have stopped looking for work. So 
even though they have no jobs, they 
are not counted as unemployed. 

Over the last few months, I have 
called on unemployed, underemployed, 
and economically insecure Americans 
to send me their resumes and their sto- 
ries so that I can keep unemployment 
front and center before our govern- 
ment. 

Unemployment. I did not say job cre- 
ation. I did not say deficit reduction or 
tax reductions to corporations. I said 
unemployment, that thing that Presi- 
dent Roosevelt talked about when he 
said, “Ме have nothing to fear but fear 
itself.” 

President Roosevelt wasn’t talking 
about the Russian bear. He wasn’t talk- 
ing about Nazis in Germany. He wasn’t 
talking about fascism in Italy under 
Mussolini. He was talking about the 
deterioration of our national fiber and 
fabric from within, unemployment. 
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And at the time that he was deliv- 
ering that speech, Mr. Speaker—I know 
that my chart here is probably inad- 
equate for the C-SPAN cameras—but 
the largest spike in our Nation’s his- 
tory for unemployment, between 1930 
and 1945, was during President Roo- 
sevelt’s administration. Now one would 
think that the goal would be in order 
to keep men content and women con- 
tent in their homes, in their jobs, and 
actually believing in our country, that 
we would be working collectively as 
Democrats and Republicans to elimi- 
nate the idea of unemployment as a po- 
tential factor in the life of the Amer- 
ican people. 

But no. We’re talking about job cre- 
ation, we’re talking about deficit re- 
duction, and somehow we believe that 
by moving the interest rates and the 
levers of our economy that somehow 
corporations that have chosen to leave 
the United States and locate in foreign 
countries abroad, that somehow 
they’re going to come back to America 
and provide us with enough work for 
millions of Americans who find them- 
selves unemployed, underemployed, 
and out of work. 

So, Mr. Speaker, to demonstrate this 
shameful condition, I have called on 
unemployed, underemployed, and eco- 
nomically insecure Americans to send 
me their resumes so that I can tell 
their story and so that I can keep un- 
employment front and center. Thou- 
sands of people responded and sent 
their resumes to me at 
ResumesforAmerica@mail.house.gov. 
And so tonight, I want to share a few of 
the emails that I received. And Mr. 
Speaker, I hope these stories will com- 
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pel this Congress to make ending un- 
employment once and for all a national 
priority. If we can end unemployment 
once and for all, we can save Social Se- 
curity without any cuts to Social Secu- 
rity. If we can end unemployment once 
and for all, we can take the entitle- 
ment programs off of the table. 

But there is very little focus on end- 
ing unemployment. Congress is focused 
on job creation. However, Congress’ ef- 
forts, historically, at job creation have 
gotten it probably at least about a C- 
minus in terms of what most econo- 
mists actually believe Congress has the 
power to create jobs. Congress doesn’t 
create jobs. The private sector creates 
jobs. Congress can offer incentives for 
the private sector to create jobs, but 
Congress cannot create jobs unless 
Congress is going to hire everybody, 
which, Mr. Speaker, is not necessarily 
a bad idea of Congress hiring every- 
body. But that’s another Special Order. 

I want to talk tonight, Mr. Speaker, 
about these Americans who have been 
left behind, and at the conclusion of 
my remarks hopefully offer some in- 
sight in what I think could serve as a 
constructive part of a conversation 
about ending long-term unemployment 
for all Americans. 

First, I want to start with Linda Sta- 
bile. Linda wrote a letter to Speaker 
BOEHNER. She said, “I'm a 63-year-old 
woman who has been laid off from my 
job I loved in mid-June of 2009.” She 
got laid off from her job she loved. 
“Since then, I have spent every day 
looking for work unsuccessfully. I am a 
four-time breast cancer survivor and in 
December underwent my second mas- 
tectomy in 3 years. I have a small 
condo with a modest mortgage, but 
sold my car last August to help me 
make ends meet. Unless I’m able to 
find even a part-time job, in a few 
months I will join the ranks of the 
99ers with an uncertain future. Should 
I lose my home, I have nowhere to go. 

“There are many Americans who face 
the same frightening prospect, I know, 
and I’m sure you receive many commu- 
nications such as mine. But I do hope 
that you will lend your support to ex- 
tending benefits for the long-term un- 
employed. 

“The emotional, physical, and psy- 
chological stress of day-to-day job 
hunting is painful, and it’s damaging 
beyond words. I begin each day with a 
hopeful outlook, but at the end of the 
day, restorative sleep is beyond my 
reach. Iam talented. I have good skills. 
But time is running out. Please, won’t 
you make jobs a priority? Respectfully, 
Linda Stabile.” 

Linda, I believe that we should make 
jobs a priority, and ending the shame- 
ful condition of unemployment ought 
to be a priority of this Congress. 

LINDA M. STABILE 
SKILLS SUMMARY 

Highly organized and energetic adminis- 

trative professional with wide experience in 
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managing multi-faceted projects, along with 
day-to-day support of an office or executive, 
with emphasis on sales. 

Proven skills in writing, editing, inter- 
personal communication, and attention to 
detail. 

Excellent computer skills—Microsoft Of- 
fice Suite: Word, Outlook, PowerPoint and 
Excel. 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 


WTTW Channel 11/98.7 WFMT-FM, Chicago, 
IL 1999-2009 

Sales and Marketing Support 

Supported Television and Radio Adver- 
tising Sales Executive Level staff by cre- 
ating color one-sheets and PowerPoint bound 
and on-screen presentations to attract po- 
tential advertisers. 

Consulted with Research Director and Di- 
rector of Business Affairs/Sales Planning to 
extract ratings, demographics, and pricing 
details. 

Developed and maintained first-ever Pro- 
gram Fact Book to provide Sales Depart- 
ment with detailed programming informa- 
tion in a single, comprehensive reference 
source. Interfaced with various PBS stations 
and their public relations firms to obtain in- 
formation vital to the sales process, often 
under tight deadline pressure. 

Updated media kits on quarterly or as- 
needed basis, enabling Sales Staffs to keep 
up-to-date on regularly or frequently chang- 
ing specifics. 

Designed invitations for Sales events and 
coordinated arrangements with other depart- 
ments. 

Recruited American Indian volunteers to 
work themed WTTW Pledge night, resulting 
in $30,000 Pledge total. 

WTTW Channel 11, Chicago IL 1992-1998 

General Administrative 

Provided phone support to Vice President, 
Sales and Marketing—WTTW, scheduled 
meetings, processed travel and entertain- 
ment expenses, tracked invoices, generated 
contracts and high quality reports. 

OTHER EXPERIENCE 


Fairmont Hotel, Chicago, IL [temporary posi- 
tion] 
General Administrative 
Provided secretarial and extensive client 
service support to the Executive Assistant 
Manager and Front Office Manager. 


Inter-Continental Hotels Corporation Chicago 
and Houston 


Sales and Marketing Support—Assistant to 
National Director, Incentive Sales, 
Chicago 

Edited copy for incentive travel programs 

and finalized with head office. 

Compiled incentive sales training manual 

for U.S. Sales Force. 


Inside Sales Manager, Houston National 
Group Sales Center 

Solicited and managed corporate, associa- 
tion, tour and travel accounts for worldwide 
hotel chain. 

EDUCATION 

Northwestern University, Downtown Chi- 
cago campus—Communications/Advertising 
coursework. 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

Chicago Women in Hospitality—Founded 
and promoted professional women’s organi- 
zation. 

Lincoln Park Zoo—Former docent and 
staff volunteer assistant. 

Tree House Humane Society—Development 
Office volunteer (heavy phone contact, data- 
base input). 
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Mitchell Museum of the American Indian— 
Volunteer and docent-in-training. 

From Michael B. Alexander, master 
of science in real estate management, 
master of urban planning, design, and 
development, 

“Hello. I willingly left my job as a 
city planner with the city of Largo, 
Florida, to pursue an MSc degree in 
Sweden in August of 2008. I have been 
looking for work all over the United 
States actively since August 2010, when 
I received my degree. While I had four 
interviews, I’ve easily applied for over 
250 jobs between August and February. 
It is worth noting that I have accrued 
a sizeable amount of debt from all of 
my education over the years, and I’m 
currently unable to make my pay- 
ments. The loans are continuing to ac- 
crue interest and are currently in eco- 
nomic hardship deferment. 

“Please let me know what I have in 
the future. I have had a pretty good life 
for some time now. When I was work- 
ing a few years ago, times were okay, 
but when I returned to the U.S.A. after 
graduate school late last year, I was 
disappointed that I tried to make life 
better by going back to school only to 
regret leaving my previous stable job 
in Florida. I know that my life is not 
bad as some Americans, but I’m now 
starting to feel hopeless. Please keep 
me posted on the status of this cam- 
paign” to collect resumes at 
ResumesforAmerica@mail.house.gov. 

MICHAEL В. ALEXANDER II 
OBJECTIVE 

Seeking employment in financial analysis 
and land use management through which I 
can demonstrate my analytical, organiza- 
tional and problem solving skills. 

SUMMARY OF QUALIFICATIONS 

Proficient in Excel, GIS and SPSS soft- 
ware for the purpose of real estate analysis 

Skilled in performing all aspects of market 
and financial analysis to determine project 
feasibility 

Possesses excellent technical writing and 
public presentation skills 

Experienced in analyzing and interpreting 
state and municipal laws regulating land use 
and development 

Communicates and collaborates well with 
a diverse group of staff, citizens and stake- 
holders 

EDUCATION 

School of Architecture and the Built Envi- 
ronment— 

The Royal Institute of Technology (KTH), 
Stockholm, Sweden 

Master of Science in Real Estate Manage- 
ment, November 2010 

Maxine Goodman-Levin College of Urban 
Affairs, Cleveland State University, Cleve- 
land, Ohio— 

Master of Urban Planning, Design, and De- 
velopment, May 2006 

Paul J. Everson Real Estate Scholarship 
Award 

Graduate Certificate in Real Estate Devel- 
opment and Finance, May 2005 

Bachelor of Arts in Urban Studies, Cum 
Laude, GPA: 3.49, August 2004 

RELATED COURSEWORK 

Contract Theory 

Real Estate Investment Analysis 
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Real Estate Valuation 

Facility Management 

Public Finance and Economics 

Leadership and Management Skills 

Real Estate Market Analysis 

Urban and Regional Economics 
COMPUTER/LANGUAGE SKILLS 


Computer Skills: Microsoft Excel, Word, 
PowerPoint, SPSS (STATA), Mapinfo 7.0 
(GIS) 

Language Skills: Mandarin Chinese, Nov- 
ice 

PROJECTS/RESEARCH 

The Royal Institute of Technology (KTH), 
Stockholm, Sweden— 

MSc Real Estate Management Student, 
August 2008-November 2010 

Created discounted cash-flow models for 
commercial projects and analyzed factors 
such as public subsidies, financing options, 
net present value, and rate of return to de- 
termine project feasibility 

Researched public policies such as tax in- 
centives, grants and Brownfield redevelop- 
ment funds that impact real estate investor 
decision making in Cleveland, Ohio 

Prepared property appraisal reports on 
mixed-use commercial property located in 
Stockholm using different appraisal methods 
to determine value 

Assumed a leadership role to employ ana- 
lytical and cooperative skills to complete re- 
ports and projects on or before deadlines 

Analyzed the design of commercial prop- 
erty sale and lease contracts to determine 
hidden characteristics or hidden action prob- 
lems for acquisition and tenant occupancy 
purposes 

RELATED EXPERIENCE 


City of Largo, Community Development 
Department-Planning Division, Largo, Flor- 
ida— 

City Planner, August 2006-August 2008 

Performed all aspects of site plan review 
from conducting pre-development meetings 
with applicants and city staff to final inspec- 
tion and issuance of the Certificate of Occu- 
pancy 

Worked closely with elected and appointed 
officials, investors, property owners, engi- 
neers, architects, contractors and lawyers to 
complete projects on schedule and in accord- 
ance with City regulations 

Prepared and publicly presented technical 
land use reports and city ordinances to City 
Commission and Planning Board including, 
but not limited to, vacation of easements 
and right-of-ways, land use amendments and 
variances 

Mr. Speaker, what about all of the 
men and women who valiantly and 
bravely serve our Nation in Afghani- 
stan and Iraq? Many of them came 
from communities where the jobless 
rate was high and sought not only an 
opportunity to serve their Nation, 
which they have done valiantly, but 
after having served their Nation, are 
returning to the United States to find 
unprecedented unemployment in our 
country. After having served our Na- 
tion, after having risked their lives and 
after having put the last full measure 
of their devotion on the line to protect 
our freedom, can this Congress, will 
this Congress not stop for a moment to 
guarantee them remunerable work 
worthy of the sacrifice that they made 
for our Nation, or are they, too, to join 
the long list of unemployed Americans? 
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Are they, too, to join the long list of 
Americans who find themselves and 
their homes in foreclosure, who find 
themselves without health care or 
without the necessary benefits to pro- 
vide for their future, for their families 
and their loved ones? Mr. Speaker, this 
Congress can do better. 

“I have been unemployed,” Rep- 
resentative JACKSON, according to 
Sharon Inglima, ‘‘since December of 
2008, with AIG 10 years. I read on the 
Unemployment Examiner that you 
were looking for resumes from the 
99ers. I’ve been on 20 interviews over 
the last 2-plus years, and I have not 
found a job.” 

This is not someone lazy, Mr. Speak- 
er. Sharon Inglima is looking. 

“Гуе looked online, attended job 
fairs and meetings, I’ve contacted busi- 
nesses and personal contacts who are 
constantly looking for positions for 
me. I want and need to get back to 
work and have health care benefits. 
Right now, I’m on Medicaid. I’m ex- 
tremely professional and a hard work- 
er. And like so many, I can’t believe 
this economy. 

“Our Government needs to take us 
seriously and feel our pain. They also 
need to extend our unemployment ben- 
efits. If we can print money for every 
country who needs money from us, why 
does our government leave us out in 
the dust? I am sure I feel as other 99ers 
do, humiliated and depressed. It’s 
tough for us to keep going, but we 
must. 

“Please stand up for us. I wrote Sen- 
ators SCHUMER and GILLIBRAND to sup- 
port the new 99er unemployment bill 
589. We need to pass this, and if Repub- 
licans want it paid for, please find the 
money. My resume is attached. Thank 
you.” Sharon Inglima, who is writing 
concerning her job and the absence 
thereof in our economy. 

SHARON M. INGLIMA 
97 Keiber Court 
Staten Island, New York 10314 
(718) 447-2450 
(917) 327-4612 
singlima@verizon.net 
EXPERIENCE 

American International Group—(2002-2008) 

American International Realty Group, Inc. 

Executive Administrative Assistant 

Administrative Services 

Executive Administrative support for AI Real- 

ty Group President, as well as supervising 
administrative staff. 

Responsibilities include: 

Expense documentation and management, 
including supervising departmental bill/in- 
voice processing 

Supervising overall office services for the 
department, including ordering and man- 
aging supplies, general telephone coverage, 
correspondence, travel arrangements, filing, 
and external and internal presentations 

All senior level confidential communica- 
tions, including managerial payroll, sched- 
uling 

Reporting directly to company President 
with direct management of all travel ar- 
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rangements, meetings, communications, and 
general administrative support to the Presi- 
dent 

Assist in facilitating special operations re- 
porting to the department. This includes, 
Business Continuity, Emergency Critical 
Contact procedures 

American International Group—(1999-2002) 

Executive Department of the Greater New 
York Region 

Executive Administrative Supervisor 


Executive Administrative support for Com- 
pany President. 


Responsibilities include coordinating trav- 
el arrangements, tracking expense and ven- 
dor requisitions, as well as coordinating ex- 
ecutive’s overall schedule, including depart- 
mental, internal and external client meet- 
ings. Additional responsibilities include: co- 
ordinated, formatted, and proofed technical 
and senior management reports, internal and 
external presentations and correspondence, 
through the use of various systems and pro- 
grams. 

American International Group 

Commercial Accounts & Middle Market Di- 
visions 

Executive Administrative Assistant 

Executive Administrative support for Com- 

pany President. 


Responsibilities included coordinating 
travel arrangements, overall scheduling, 
tracking and reporting on expenses and ven- 
dor requisitions. Also, I was directly respon- 
sible for the coordination of all senior level, 
internal and external client meetings. For- 
matted and proofed technical reports, pres- 
entations and correspondence. 

Oppenheimer Funds, Inc.—(1995-1999) 

Corporate Marketing/Business Develop- 
ment 

Executive Assistant 


Executive Assistant to Senior Director of Cor- 

porate Marketing. 

Responsibilities included coordinating all 
scheduling, travel arrangements, assist in 
preparation of all senior level reports, inter- 
nal and external correspondence, as well as 
coordination with all direct reports to the 
Senior Director. Directly responsible for the 
coordination of all client meetings for the 
Senior Director. 

EDUCATION 


Columbia Basin College—1993-1995—Richland 
& Pasco, WA 


Major: Business Administration 


Katharine Gibbs Secretarial School Adult 
Training Program—1980—New York, NY 


Major: Business Administration 


SKILLS 
IBM and Mac Computers 
MS Windows 
MS Outlook 
MS Word 
MS Excel 


MS WordPerfect 

MS PowerPoint 

Typing 65 wpm 

Internal systems include: 

Huntington—attendance 

WAVES—Vendor Billing/Payments 

Concur—Expense (Employee) Reimburse- 
ment 

ESource (Ariba)—Vendor/Supplier equip- 
ment and supply ordering 


So, Mr. Speaker, we are at an im- 
passe here. The President of the United 
States, a close and dear friend of mine, 
came before this Congress most re- 
cently, and I believe he mentioned the 
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words ‘‘job creation” 31 times. He men- 
tioned the word ‘‘innovation”’ I think 
11, maybe 15 times, and never men- 
tioned “unemployment” one time—not 
one time—as if unemployment is not a 
factor in the lives of the American peo- 
ple. 

I come to the House floor and I hear 
Democrats in 1-minute speeches and 5- 
minute speeches. I hear Republicans 
talk about austerity measures and why 
they need to cut the budget and cut 
programs which, by the way, will only 
leave States to cut budgets and pro- 
grams. And guess what? There are tens 
of thousands, hundreds of thousands, 
millions of Americans who are going to 
wake up one of these days, and guess 
what? There’s going to be no federal 
program there for them. There’s going 
to be no State programs there for them 
as States pursue austerity measures. 

Is there anyone concerned about that 
around here, that some Americans are 
going to wake up one morning and 
there won’t be a government for them 
either at the State level or the Federal 
level, because a government that is of 
the people, by the people, and for the 
people is supposed to be caring for the 
people. 

Carol Tomasetti, “Congressman 
Jackson, I’m writing my story to be 
entered into the Congressional Record. 
I’m a 58-year-old, educated with a 
bachelor degree woman who has 
worked her whole life. I have 20 years 
of recruiting and human resources ex- 
perience and have worked my whole 
life. I was laid off from my job at 
Nursefinders due to the economy 
tanking, and here I am 2% years later 
with no job and no prospects. I have 
sent thousands of resumes out, and I 
have tried to network as much as pos- 
sible to help me land something. 
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“T am at the point where I feel like 
my spirit is broken. I live in Rochester, 
New York; need I say more? The econ- 
omy here is so bad that there are no 
opportunities. I have even started to 
redirect my efforts toward administra- 
tive and customer service positions. 
My unemployment ran out last week, 
and my husband and I are in a panic 
mode. 

“My husband worked at Eastman 
Kodak for 30 years and I was downsized 
3% years ago because there is no manu- 
facturing left here. He was out of work 
for all that time and has since gone 
back to work at a job he is much too 
overqualified for and is making half of 
what he was making at Kodak. I am 
ashamed that our standard of living 
has gone down to what it is. We own a 
home, and we do not live above our 
means. We pay our bills, give back to 
the community we live in, tried to save 
for our retirement, and buy what we 
have to and want to support our econ- 
omy. We both have never not worked. 
Now all this is jeopardized because we 
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have only one income and cannot meet 
our bills and commitments. We now 
have no health insurance because we 
cannot afford it since the unemploy- 
ment ran out. The company where my 
husband works does not offer it be- 
cause they cannot afford it. I cannot 
believe at our age we are in this situa- 
tion, and going from bad to worse. I am 
not looking for any handouts. I want to 
get back to work and having a life. I 
need assistance until I can finally find 
a job. 

“When are the politicians in this 
country going to finally start working 
for the American people and not them- 
selves? You all are self-serving. I do 
not believe that you are doing what it 
takes to turn this country around. I 
have no confidence in any of you, and 
I don’t believe anything that is said. 
Who are you to decide how our lives 
will be run and affected? Maybe you 
should stop sending money to every 
other country in the world and start 
worrying about our own backyard. We 
need help now.” 

That is Carol J. Tomasetti from 
Rochester, New York. She sends her re- 
sume hoping, Mr. Speaker, that she 
won’t be ignored by the Congress of the 
United States. 

CAROL J. TOMASETTI 
179 Walzford Rd., Rochester, NY 14622 
(585) 544-5521 (585) 721-1727 
cresso@hotmail.com 
SUMMARY OF QUALIFICATIONS 

Recruiting/Human Resource/Administra- 
tive 

Possess strong commitment to team envi- 
ronment 

Developed/maintained long term relation- 
ships 

Independent accountability 

Excellent organizational skills 

Work well with diverse populations 

Three years of teaching experience 

Ability to multi-task, detail orientated 

Strong time management skills 

Excellent written and verbal skills 
Software/Technical Skills 

Proficient in Word, Excel, and Internet Ex- 
plorer 

Working 
PowerPoint 

Internal/proprietary database management 

Excellent posting and researching skills 
within internet candidate/job posting sites 
Professional History 

Nursefinders—2007-2009 

Rochester, New York 

Nurse Recruiter 

Source, screen, interview and perform ref- 
erence checks on applicants for contract, per 
diem and direct hire positions 

Maintain frequent contact with medical fa- 
cilities via phone and on-site visits 

Promotes Nursefinders at a variety of re- 
cruitment functions such as job fairs, univer- 
sities, career/community events 

Meet with department supervisors to de- 
velop strategies to improve staffing 

Generate tracking reports 

Assist in scheduling applicants for sites 

Negotiate wage rates and other terms and 
conditions of employment with candidates 

Communicate effectively with others to 
create a productive environment 


knowledge of Access’ and 
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Communicate with peers by sharing ‘‘best 
practices” and providing accurate, thorough 
documentation on employees in applicant 
tracking system 

Wilson Commencement Park—2006-2006 

Rochester, New York 


Employment Specialist 


New position created from state grant to 
assist organization service clients 

Interviewed, advised, assessed and guided a 
diverse population of clients to ascertain 
employability 

Determined client’s eligibility for services, 
apprises clients of their rights, benefits, re- 
sponsibilities and obligations under program 
participation 

Evaluated client readiness for job referral, 
classroom training, on-the-job training and/ 
or support services 

Attempted to match clients with available 
employment, training or other opportunities/ 
services 

Assisted clients in resolving barriers to 
employment by identifying needs for serv- 
ices 

Analyzed information obtained from inter- 
views, tests and other sources to develop 
short/long term client goals 

Developed and implemented individual em- 
ployment plans 

Rochester Business Institute—2003-2006 

Rochester, New York 


Externship Coordinator/Adjunct Faculty 


Spearheaded department Medical 
Externship Program 

Exceeded goals by placing 70% of externs 
in permanent positions post graduation 

Coordinated, assigned, tracked, and re- 
ported activities related to the Medical As- 
sisting Externship Program 

Facilitated the student’s transition from 
class work to externship to graduate in prep- 
aration for placement 

Resolved student 
problems 

Maintained contact with local employers, 
visit sites, secure signed affiliation agree- 
ments 

Assisted in graduation ceremonies twice an 
academic year and other responsibilities as 
assigned 

Adjunct instructor for ‘‘Career Skills” 
class Target: last quarter students/ 
externship candidates 

Bishop Kearney High School—2001-2002 

Rochester, New York 


Director of Admissions 


Efforts resulted in raising school enroll- 
ment by 35% within first year 

Conducted all phases of recruitment and 
promotion of the school in a newly-created 
position 

Interviewed and advised parents and pro- 
spective students 

Delivered presentations to incoming stu- 
dents 

Managed open house, freshman orienta- 
tion, registration, as well as other events 
such as: Rhino’s Exhibition week, Honor 
Walk Event, school tours, and shadow visits 

Worked with local parishes to promote 
Catholic education 

Developed tracking reports, 
guidelines 

Involved in development of foreign ex- 
change boarding program for the school 

Bryant & Stratton College—1990-2001 

Rochester, New York 


Senior Admissions Counselor 


Achieved and exceeded goals every semes- 
ter for enrollment, resulting in several ‘‘Top 
Gun” awards within the Eastern Region 


inquiries, issues and 


procedural 
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Recruited traditional and non-traditional 
students, promoted the college in a wide 
range of settings 

Conducted the entire process of admis- 
sions, including appointments, student fol- 
low-up, admission procedural assistance and 
ongoing student consultation 

Interviewed and trained new admissions 
staff as needed 

Interacted regularly with community 
groups and municipal/state agencies 

Participated in student orientation, reg- 
istration, graduation, and other recruitment 
functions 


EDUCATION 


B.S., Bachelor of Science, St. John Fisher 
College, Rochester, New York 
A.A.S., Communications/Journalism, 
Marymount College of Virginia, Arlington, 
Virginia 
AFFILIATIONS 


Irondequoit Youth Bureau Board, Seneca 
Park Zoo Zoobilation Committee (annual 
fundraising), Compeer Volunteer; Learning 
International, Professional Selling Skills 
Certificate, United Way Campaign Coordi- 
nator, Presidential Campaign—involved in 
fund raising, assisted in organizing social 
events in Washington, D.C., Big Sisters Orga- 
nization Community Volunteer 


How about Annie Mosley: “I want to 
thank you so very much for stepping 
up and speaking on behalf of the unem- 
ployed. And not to bore you, in 2006, me 
and my husband moved into a home 
with $1,500. We were both working. And 
in July of 2008, my husband was ar- 
rested for domestic violence and spous- 
al abuse that escalated on July 27. This 
was after my brother committed sui- 
cide and my mother had a severe 
stroke. I took care of my brother’s fu- 
neral expenses with the help of a State 
assistance fund, a wonderful church 
family and beautiful people I’ve met 
along life’s journey with a funeral 
home business. 


“And through it all, in September of 
2008 I brought my mom to live with me 
because I refused to allow her to be in 
a nursing home. I’ve worked in as well 
as visited those homes for low-income, 
destitute people. Then I brought my 
oldest granddaughter to live with me 
because even though we are not middle 
class and have no college fund, she has 
Spelman or Georgia State, majoring in 
pediatric medicine in her future. A 
dream she has had since the age of 4. 


“T filed bankruptcy in January 2009 
to save my home and lost my job in 
September 2009 and was forced out of 
bankruptcy in April of 2010. My home 
was saved again in July of 2010 due to 
the unethical practices of the Bank of 
America who took over Countrywide. 
And by right, I should lose this home 
because I don’t have enough to pay an 
$1,800 mortgage, Mr. Speaker. I am di- 
vorced and unemployed. But God made 
a promise to me about my home and 
taking care of my mom. I am standing 
on those, but here is my resume, and I 
thank you again.”’ 
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ANNIE LUERENDAE MOSLEY 
207 Natchez Road 
Henrico VA 23223 
Contact Numbers: Hm. (804) 322-1033 
Cell (804) 437-9669 
Email; AL 72556@yahoo.com 
OBJECTIVE 


Skilled and dedicated Administrative As- 
sistant, Support Person, Office Manager, Ac- 
counting Clerk with more than 20 years co- 
ordinating, planning, and supporting daily 
operations and administrative, financial 
technology functions. 

Demonstrated capacity to provide com- 
prehensive team support for Executive level 
staff. Proficient in check preparation for 
vendor payment and weekly garnishments, 
semi-monthly royalties. 

Instrumental in introduction of bank scan- 
ning on premises. Trained primary users on 
scanning system. 

Online student at the Liberty University; 
majoring in Psychology, Bachelors of 
Science Degree Program. 


Feb. 09-Sept. 30-09: Accounting Principals (As- 
signment: James River Coal Company, River 
Front Plaza) 

Staffing Coordinator: Jennifer Green 

Position: Accounts Receivable/Payable 
Clerk 

Duties: 

Prepare and cut checks for Vendor Pay- 
ment, Garnishments, Royalties, Pull Roy- 
alty Letters 

Check Run and Batching, Monthly Produc- 
tion Reports, Create Check Vouchers 

Reconciliations, Month End Closings, Ac- 
counts Payables/Receivables 

Research Voucher and Vendor Numbers, 
Run Positive Pay, Bank Deposits, Scanned 
Bank Deposits 

Filing, Faxing, Copying 
Apr. 07-Feb. 09: Land America 

Manager: Jerry Duffey 

Position: Accounts 
Clerk II 

Duties: 

Fax Server Specialist, Processing Invoices 
for payment using PeopleSoft Image Now 6 

Accounts Receivables/Payables 

Preparing written correspondences and re- 
quests for missing information, Research In- 
voices and Missing Images 

Creating Spreadsheets using Excel, Week & 
Month End Calculations, A/P Data Prep 

Copying, Scanning, Faxing, Filing 
Jan. 06-Apr. 07: Accounting Principals (Assign- 

ments: EverDrive, Wachovia Securities, 
Innsbrook) 


Supervisor: Jennifer Green 

Position: Technology & Finance Analyst, 
Accounting Clerk/Accounts Payable Spe- 
cialist 

Duties: 

SR Approvals, Ordering Supplies using 
OSCAR, Filling out Mac Request, Pulling 
and Emailing Hyperion Reports, Re-classing 
and closing RCS, Research using IRIS 

А/Р Account/Vendor reconciliation, A/P 
vendor relations, A/P Data Prep, Data entry 

Reconciliation, Forecasting, Month End 
Closing 

Filing, Faxing, Fax Server, Scanner, Copy- 
ing, Batching 
Mar. 04-Dec. 05: Exclusive Staffing (Assign- 

ments: Bank of America, Phillip Morris, 
Inc., City of Richmond Zoning Department) 

Supervisor: Deseria Creighton 

Position: Administrative Assistant/A/P & 
Verification Specialist/Logistics Analyst/ 
Docs Specialist 


Receivable/Payable 
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Duties: 

Verifications (income, deposits, mortgage/ 
rent), HUD reviewer/Closer 

Printed reports, Master Card Approval 
(Search & Match, Fraud Detection), FedEx 
mailing 

Docs Analyst (requested and filed all docu- 
ments needed for closing loans 

Researched RESPA Premier Accounts 

NDS Function (mailed NDS letters 
(RESPA), pulled internet reports, sorted and 
mailed Deeds PCR (prepare General Ledger 
Credits and Debits), Compliance (cleaned/ 
logged/filed Withdrawn & declined files), 
verification of documents for proper ship- 
ments (import & Export) 

Reconciled and prepared invoices for pay- 
ment, Cataloged files for storage, data entry, 
filing, copying, faxed, answered phones, re- 
routed messages 


Apr. 03—Feb. 04: Sunterra Resorts, INC. 


Supervisor: Cassandra Elliotte 

Position: Administrative Assistant/A/P 
Specialist/Resolution & Courtesy Clerk 

Duties: 

Debit & credit memos, Reconciliation of 
monthly statements & reports, Updated 
credit card logs daily (for 3 properties), 
Tracked & submitted payroll, Application of 
charges, Recorded Minutes 

Dictation, set up interviews, data entry, 
supplies and inventory clerk, scheduled res- 
ervations 

Pulled production & TMA reports, Guest 
relations/customer Service (successful reso- 
lutions of customer’s complaints), obtained 
codes for promotions, filing, copying, faxed, 
answered phones, recorded & rerouted of 


messages 
Aug. 91-Jul. 02: Sixth Baptist Church 

Supervisor: Pastor: Dr. Yvonne Jones 
Bibbs 


Administrator: Ronnie West 

Position: Administrative Assistant/Clerk 
/Accounts Receivable/Payables 

Duties: 

Scheduled appointments/travel arrange- 
ments, filing, answered phones, met with and 
secured venders for services needed, recorded 
and rerouted messages, faxed, copying, 
records/supplies and inventory clerk, pur- 
chaser, A/P (prepared check request from 
statements), data entry (sorted and keyed 
member’s contributions; weekly and yearly 
for a 500 + membership) 

Prepared quarterly and annual tax state- 
ments, updated daily & weekly message 
boards 

Printed and designed weekly and special 
day’s bulletins, typed and printed annual 
Church Yearbook (for distribution to mem- 
bership), typed correspondences, dictation, 
recorded Minutes 

EDUCATION: 


Presently enrolled online at Liberty Uni- 
versity Online 

Major: Psychology—Bachelors of Science 
Degree 

Virginia University of Lynchburg (Rich- 
mond Site) 

Bachelors of Science Degree Program in 
Theological Studies 

Commonwealth College, (now Bryant & 
Stratton) Richmond, Virginia 

Graduate: Diploma (Medical Assistant/Of- 
fice Management) 

Amelia County High School, Amelia Coun- 
ty, Virginia 

Graduate: Diploma 

EXPERIENCE: 


ASP-400, Bank Scanner, Image Now 6, Ora- 
cle PeopleSoft, Fax Archives, Lotus Notes, 
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Access, Excel, Word, Microsoft Outlook, 
Windows XP, WordPerfect 2000, MS Works, 
OSCAR, IRIS, Power Point 

Annie Mosley represents thousands 
of Americans who are taking care of 
their families and loved ones and bring- 
ing their children back home because 
there are no resources available in our 
economy to make sure she gets home. 
While we are sitting around here in 
Congress, passing bills that aren’t 
going anywhere, we have yet to address 
the fundamental issue of unemploy- 
ment that confronts all Americans. 

I want to deviate from the resumes 
for a moment and talk about some- 
thing that I think is at stake here. 

I have been doing a little research, 
Mr. Speaker, as I have been lamenting 
upon and reading the resumes of unem- 
ployed Americans all over our country. 
And it is not just enough to complain 
about what is going wrong here. Some- 
thing has to happen. Something is pro- 
foundly wrong in our democracy, in our 
Republic, that needs to be fixed. 

I heard the previous speakers talk 
about our Founding Fathers and how 
they ultimately outlawed slavery in 
the passage of the 13th Amendment to 
the Constitution after Abraham Lin- 
coln issued the Emancipation Procla- 
mation in 1863. And it occurred to me, 
Mr. Speaker, that from 1619, when the 
first slaves arrived in our country, 
until 1776, the greatest capitalists in 
the history of our world lived. They 
were the colonists and the traders, 
those who took the greatest risks to 
travel across oceans to land here on 
the shores of America. They were cap- 
italists. They believed in trading beans 
and corn and gold and natural re- 
sources, and they were seeking a new 
life when they came to the United 
States of America. Or came to these 
shores, more accurately stated. 

After the Somerset decision of 1774 
and the reaction in the colonies that 
led to the Declaration of Independence 
in 1776 and those famous words “ап 
men are created equal,” the founders of 
this Republic, the founders of this Re- 
public had an opportunity to say “по” 
to government; no need for govern- 
ment. We don’t need a Federal Govern- 
ment. We no longer have the crown 
pursuing us. We are going to win, and 
we won the Revolutionary War. We 
don’t need government. That was their 
choice. 

But instead, Mr. Speaker, you know 
what they did? They chose govern- 
ment. They said that the American en- 
terprise that we have been engaged in 
for a century and a half before the Dec- 
laration of Independence is an enter- 
prise that we need to continue, that 
freedom system, that open system that 
allows bartering and trade, that allows 
activity, that allows potential eco- 
nomic growth. Now, however narrow in 
their thinking, there was full employ- 
ment at that time for white male land- 
owners. If you were a white woman, 
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you couldn’t vote. If you were African 
American, obviously you were in a con- 
dition of slavery. But for the architects 
of the Republic who protected the right 
to vote for white male landowners, 
clearly the white male landowners 
were doing just fine. They had full em- 
ployment. Full employment. 

So the struggle from the founding of 
this country all of the way to the 13th 
Amendment was about amending that 
which they established so that more 
Americans, Mr. Speaker, could partici- 
pate in the American enterprise. 

I asked the Congressional Research 
Service the other day how many jobs 
are tied to the First Amendment, that 
amendment added to the Constitution 
in 1791 by the founders of our Republic. 
You know what they told me? Con- 
gressman, it is impossible to calculate 
how many jobs are tied to the First 
Amendment. 

I said: Impossible to calculate? I said: 
Why? 

He said because to be an American is 
tied to the First Amendment. He said: 
Congressman, you must understand— 
which I did—that all corporate activity 
in America is First Amendment activ- 
ity. 

Look at the jobs that come from the 
First Amendment: Washington Post, 
Washington Times; New York Post, 
New York Times; Chicago Tribune, 
Chicago Sun Times; AM/FM, and all of 
the radio stations, First Amendment. 

ABC, NBC, CBS, C-SPAN, all of the 
jobs, First Amendment. 


Magazines, First Amendment. 
iPods, iPhones, applications, First 
Amendment. 


Time Square, First Amendment ac- 
tivity. Advertising, the Super Bowl, 
First Amendment activity. 

All of these jobs—the original cap- 
italists who came to the conclusion 
that this was worth protecting in our 
Constitution—established in the free- 
dom system, the greatest jobs program 
in our Nation’s history. They called it 
freedom of speech. And in that same 
amendment, they included freedom of 


religion. 
Think about the jobs tied to 
501(с)(3)8, 501(c)(4)s, 501(c)(5)s, all of 


that First Amendment activity. All 
charitable giving, all foundation activ- 
ity, all tied to First Amendment activ- 
ity. 

So the greatest jobs program that 
the Founding Fathers bequeathed to us 
is the First Amendment. Now, tell me 
why, as we reflect upon the conclusion 
of African American History Month, 
and as someone who existentially is in 
Congress today as a result of the Na- 
tion’s struggle to make our country 
better, a unique group of people in the 
Constitution, whose freedom came 
from the Constitution, why we should 
not, with high unemployment, look to 
our Constitution for the answer. 
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Mr. Speaker, I believe that the an- 
swer to long-term unemployment is ac- 
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tually in the Constitution of the 
United States. 

Well, let me say that a little dif- 
ferently. It’s not in the Constitution of 
the United States. It should be in the 
Constitution of the United States, and 
one of these days we’re going to get 
there. 

But I want to bring to the House’s at- 
tention an important speech delivered 
by our President, Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt. President Roosevelt said, on 
January 11, 1944, from that microphone 
and that platform: 

“Tt is our duty now to begin to lay 
the plans and determine the strategy 
for the winning of a lasting peace and 
the establishment of an American 
standard of living higher than ever be- 
fore known. We cannot be content, no 
matter how high that general standard 
of living may be, if some fraction of 
our people—whether it be one-third or 
one-fifth or one-tenth—is ill-fed, ill- 
clothed, ill-housed, and insecure. 

“This Republic had its beginning, 
and grew to its present strength, under 
the protection of certain inalienable 
rights—among them freedom of 
speech’’—even Roosevelt is acknowl- 
edging that 50 percent of all jobs in 1944 
come from freedom of speech—‘‘free- 
dom of worship, trial by jury, freedom 
from unreasonable searches and sei- 
zures. They were our rights to life and 
liberty. 

“As our Nation has grown in size and 
stature, however—as our industrial 
economy expanded—these political 
rights proved inadequate to assure us 
equality in the pursuit of happiness. 

“We have come to a clear realization 
of the fact that true individual freedom 
cannot exist without economic secu- 
rity and independence. Necessitous 
men are not free men. People who are 
hungry and out of a job are the stuff of 
which dictatorships are made. 

“In our day these economic truths 
have become accepted as self-evident. 
We’ve come to accept, so to speak, a 
second Bill of Rights under which a 
new basis of security and prosperity 
can be established for all—regardless of 
station, race, or creed.” 

So what does Roosevelt do? On Janu- 
ary 11, the only President who’s ever 
had to confront unemployment at the 
level that we are confronting it right 
now, Mr. Speaker, he turns to the Con- 
stitution of the United States and he 
says, These are the things we need to 
ask: 

If the First Amendment can guar- 
antee us 51 percent of all jobs and from 
it can come iPod and laptops and the 
Internet and unprecedented economic 
growth, he says, we need to add to the 
Constitution the right to a family to 
have a decent home. What would that 
do for home construction in this na- 
tion? What would that do for millions 
of unemployed people? 

He says, we need to add to the Con- 
stitution the right to medical care. 
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How many doctors would such a right 
create? 

He says, we need to add to the Con- 
stitution of the United States the right 
to a decent education for every Amer- 
ican. How many schools would such a 
right build from Maine to California? 
How many people would be put to work 
building roofs and designing class- 
rooms and providing every student 
with an iPod and a laptop? How many 
ghettos and barrios will actually be 
touched by such an amendment? 

In fact, very little that we pass in the 
Congress of the United States even 
touches the long-term unemployed. 
The only thing that touches them that 
this Congress has access to that can ac- 
tually change their station in life is 
the Constitution of the United States. 

Roosevelt concludes: 

“After this war is won’’—he’s talking 
about World War II—‘‘we must be pre- 
pared to move forward, in the imple- 
mentation of these rights, to new goals 
of happiness and well-being. America’s 
own rightful place in the world depends 
in large part upon how fully these and 
similar rights have been carried into 
practice by our citizens.” 

Well, Mr. Speaker, that’s 50, 60, 70 
years ago. And here we are today try- 
ing to pass legislation talking about 
austerity in government rather than 
taking the advice from the greatest 
capitalist in the history of our world 
who set our freedom system in motion 
in 1776. That freedom system is respon- 
sible for the present America. 

Mr. Speaker, there is an even greater 
America that’s in front of us. It’s the 
America that adds to our founding doc- 
ument these basic rights—not at one 
time, but one at a time. And the way 
out of this economic and fiscal disaster 
that our country confronts isn’t to cut 
the poor and to leave them on the 
streets. It isn’t to ignore unemployed 
people. The way to change this crisis is 
to give the American people one more 
reason to believe in America again, 
that 308 million people can coalesce, 
wipe out unemployment once and for 
all, rebuild our union, strengthen it, 
and change the direction of America 
forever. 

I thank the Speaker and I thank the 
American people for this time. 

I ask unanimous consent to revise 
and extend my remarks and insert ex- 
traneous material into the RECORD on 
the subject of this Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 


EE 
A LESSON FROM THE PAST 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 
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It is an honor and a privilege to ad- 
dress you here on the floor of the 
House. And I would say after listening 
to the presentation of my colleague 
from Illinois, it’s been a little while 
since I’ve heard that; and I’m glad to 
hear the delivery you gave tonight. A 
little more time here on the floor 
would be good for this whole Congress. 
I appreciate the reference to our 
Founding Fathers and the years in the 
earlier foundation of our country, the 
principles that we agree on. 

I’m happy to be here. I came here to 
speak about some subject matter, Mr. 
Speaker, that I think it’s important 
that you turn your ear to and that the 
Members of this Congress turn their 
ear to and that the people in the 
United States do the same thing. 

We are in very dramatic times in the 
history of this country. They encom- 
pass quite a continuum of a ride that 
we’ve been on. To go back and capture 
some of that, to frame the present mo- 
ment that we’re in, I take us back to a 
time, let’s say back to a time in 1995. 
In 1995, shortly after Republicans won 
the majority for the first time in 40 
years in this House of Representatives. 
There was a real test that took place. 
There was a test that took place on the 
determination on the part of the new 
majority after 40 years of wandering in 
the wilderness, so to speak, that had 
determined that they wanted to bring 
this budget under control. They wanted 
to cut spending and put us on a path to 
balancing the budget. That was initi- 
ated in 1995 with a real determination, 
and also with the benefit of having a 
majority to work in cooperation with 
in the United States Senate. 

That determination to balance the 
budget brought about a challenge from 
President Clinton, a number of vetoes 
on the part of President Clinton that 
brought about the shutdown in the 
Federal Government. I remember those 
years. I was not in government at the 
time. I was a full-time owner of the 
construction company that I formed in 
1975 that continues to this day. As I 
watched this in the news and I watched 
the debate on C-SPAN, I was inspired 
by the leaders that we had, the states- 
men that we had, that stood and laid 
out the financial circumstances that 
we were in and the necessity to get 
Federal Government spending under 
control and the plan to bring forth a 
balanced budget. 

While this government was shut 
down because of the vetoes of President 
Clinton, my recollection is that it was 
over a $300 billion proposed cut in 
Medicare that was the crux of this 
matter, where the whole issue pivoted 
on it and a Nation watched as there 
were threats that there were parts of 
the Federal Government that wouldn’t 
be providing services and others were 
scared that they would lose theirs; that 
Social Security checks wouldn’t be 
coming in on time, et cetera, the 
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American public began to roil and boil 
and rise up and push back. And over a 
period of time, and I don’t think at the 
fault of the Members of the House of 
Representatives but by the cir- 
cumstances of the life and time, the 
public began to have a higher level of 
anxiety about what would happen if 
the Federal Government continued 
with the shutdown process that they 
were in. At a certain point there was a 
request made for a unanimous consent 
agreement to go ahead and approve the 
funding in the Senate side. When that 
happened and the Senate passed a 
unanimous consent agreement, 1% 
washed over the House here and the 
majority in the House was compelled 
to accept what had been delivered from 
the Senate on that day. 

It was a sad day for me. Аз a busi- 
nessman and a father and a person that 
was working to make my little part of 
the world as good as I could, I was dis- 
appointed that this Congress couldn’t 
hold the line on spending, couldn’t hold 
the line on this growth in government, 
and I believed that until I understood 
it from this perspective of standing 
here on the floor, Mr. Speaker, that the 
House had let us down. 

Today, I think it’s a little bit dif- 
ferent equation. I think they did as 
much as they could have done and 
under the circumstances because of the 
UC agreement in the Senate, the House 
didn’t have much choice but to concede 
to the push that came from the Senate. 
But here is the point that I’ve learned 
on that day and I stand on at this day, 
Mr. Speaker, and that’s this: There’s 
not a dime that the Federal Govern- 
ment can spend that’s not agreed to by 
the House of Representatives. We start 
the spending, we start the taxes, and if 
we say no, it won’t be spent, which 
means that if we hold our ground here, 
we can shut off the spending to any- 
thing that we choose to shut off. 
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That’s the way it was designed to be 
by the Founding Fathers, as was ref- 
erenced by the gentleman from Illinois 
a little earlier. That’s what the Con- 
stitution says. 

By the way, it’s our obligation be- 
cause we’re the closest to the people. 
Every 2 years, we’re up for election or 
reelection, and if this House is going to 
change hands, it can change hands 
within a 2-year period of time. It’s a 24/ 
24/7 campaign, meaning for 24 months, 
24 hours a day, and 7 days a week, we 
go on in perpetual campaign mode be- 
cause we are always up for reelection. 

That means that the House here is 
more responsive and more sensitive to 
the people than is the Senate, which 
has a 6-year election span of time. 
They could put up a contentious vote, 
one that runs against the will of their 
constituents in the first couple of years 
or 3 or 4 years of their terms and can 
trust that the people might forget 
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about it by the time they’re up for re- 
election. Not so in the House. What we 
do here people are not going to forget 
about, and they should not. I want us 
to be accountable all the time, and I 
want a public that has a long memory, 
one that is very astute and very well 
informed and very well engaged. 

We’ve been watching a populace that 
has been fitting that mold more and 
more. We’ve watched, Mr. Speaker, as 
the tea party groups across the country 
have brought themselves forward and 
filled up the town squares and filled up 
the town hall meetings and surrounded 
this Capitol, have physically sur- 
rounded the United States Capitol, I 
believe, for the first time in the history 
of America. We couldn’t put а heli- 
copter up there and take the picture 
because of air security concerns; but I 
walked around this building, and I saw 
Americans here surrounding the Cap- 
itol—yes, holding hands. It wasn’t just 
a human chain around the Capitol but 
а human doughnut around the Capitol. 
It was six- and eight-people deep all the 
way around the Capitol—no thin spots 
in it—and thousands of people in the 
corners who weren’t part of the human 
doughnut but who were around this 
Capitol. 

They came here to say, Keep your 
hands off of my health care. We reject 
ObamaCare. We want no part of it. 

This went on for days and days. 
There were people who wouldn’t leave 
these Capitol grounds. Finally, on that 
sad day last March, when ObamaCare 
finally passed with all of the legisla- 
tive shenanigans that enabled that to 
happen—and they were considerable 
and they were unprecedented, Mr. 
Speaker—the people around here put 
up a groan, not necessarily of despair 
but of agony, because they’d seen 
American liberty ripped out by its 
roots and taken over—our bodies na- 
tionalized by the Federal Government, 
our health care; the Federal Govern- 
ment taking over our bodies, national- 
izing our bodies and our skin and ev- 
erything inside it and putting a 10 per- 
cent tax on the outside if you go to the 
tanning salon. That’s what happened 
with ObamaCare—a nationalization of 
the second most sovereign thing we 
have. The first most sovereign thing we 
have is our soul. The second most sov- 
ereign thing we have is our body, our 
skin, everything inside it, our health. 

In the United States of America, we 
must have the right to manage our 
health to the maximum of our ability 
and not have the Federal Government 
diminish the options or take away the 
numbers of insurance policies we might 
buy or diminish the health care pro- 
viders that are out there and put this 
into a one-size-fits-all. That’s what 
ObamaCare did, and it’s what it does if 
we let it continue to exist. 

The circumstances of the government 
shutdown in 1995 were within an eco- 
nomic environment that brought us to 
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where we are today, and we should un- 
derstand what that is, Mr. Speaker. 

We should know that, during that pe- 
riod of time, there was a dot-com bub- 
ble. There was this unnatural growth 
in the economy that was brought about 
because we had learned how to store 
and transfer information faster and 
more efficiently and more effectively 
than ever before. So there were mil- 
lions of Americans who were investing 
in these dot-com companies who were 
involved in the technological era, in 
this modern dot-com era. They were in- 
vesting because we could store and 
transfer information more effectively 
than ever before. They were investing 
in our ability to store and transfer but 
were not adjusting it to the necessity 
that that information and information 
transfer and manipulation ability helps 
our economy only to the extent that 
we can use it to provide a good or a 
service more effectively than before to 
provide efficiencies in our economy. 

We found a lot of ways over those 
last 15, 16 years to produce more effi- 
ciencies because of the technology that 
had developed, but a lot of dot-com 
companies went under because they 
didn’t add that substance to add to the 
value of our overall economy. It isn’t 
enough just to be able to store and 
transfer information better than ever 
before. You have to store and transfer 
it and help the efficiencies so that 
companies can provide profitability. 
That was the only thing other than if 
you could market this information for 
recreational purposes. That was the 
other component. Only two. 

So this dot-com bubble grew out of 
an overexuberance, an unnatural exu- 
berance, that came from an optimism 
that we were going to take this econ- 
omy someplace it had never been be- 
fore. That bubble was bound to burst. I 
think it would have burst on its own, 
but there was a lawsuit filed against 
Microsoft which lanced the bubble, and 
the dot-com bubble burst. As it burst, 
it was like a blister on your skin, 
where it settles down into the hollow 
place underneath it. 

There was a dip in the economy, and 
I believe there was a concerted effort 
at that point to fill this hole created 
by the bursting of the dot-com bubble 
with unnaturally low interest rates 
and long-term mortgages that would 
allow people to build or buy houses 
that they otherwise couldn’t have af- 
forded, and it created a housing bubble. 
If you think of the dot-com bubble that 
burst, then when it collapsed, it went 
into a trough, Mr. Speaker, and that 
trough was sought to be filled by an 
unnatural bubble of the housing boom 
which was created. 

It was a housing boom that was in 
the process of unfolding and, I should 
say, of stretching itself to its max 
while President Bush was elected in 
2000. Then the 2001 September 11 at- 
tacks came on our financial centers 
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and this assault on America. That all 
came with this transition of the burst- 
ing of the dot-com bubble, with the 
growth of the unnatural housing bub- 
ble, with the assault on the United 
States on September 11 of 2001 on our 
financial centers, and with the attack 
on the American economy. That was 
coupled with all of the spending we 
needed to do to go to war in Afghani- 
stan and subsequently in Iraq. Then in 
the middle of all of that, we spent bil- 
lions on standing up the Transpor- 
tation Security Administration, the 
TSA, and all of the other security pro- 
visions that we put in place to make 
sure that America could be protected 
from more and more attacks from al 
Qaeda. 

All of this was going against our 
economy. 

Within all of that, there was also the 
passage of No Child Left Behind, which 
took more money, and there were other 
components of the growth in the com- 
passionate conservatism that was driv- 
en by the Bush administration—all of 
this while we were at war. Now, if I add 
this all up, it’s not a very good formula 
for a balanced budget, and we had that 
balanced budget in the late 1990s and 
rolling into the year 2000. 

When I came here to this Congress, 
elected in 2002 and sworn in here in 
January 2003, I came down here and 
said to the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, Where is our balanced 
budget? He said to me, We can’t bal- 
ance the budget. It’s not possible to 
balance the budget, and you’ll not have 
a balanced budget to vote on. 

I went back to my office, Mr. Speak- 
er, and I began to put together a budg- 
et that would balance. My green staff 
was tasked with the job of putting to- 
gether a budget that we could offer 
that would be balanced. We didn’t get 
it completed. At that time, it was 
about a $2.7 trillion budget. To try to 
rewrite that in a balanced fashion as a 
freshman in Congress and with a staff 
that was at that point not yet experi- 
enced was a very, very difficult task. I 
got to the point where I wasn’t con- 
fident enough to offer it. 

I wish now, looking back on it, that 
I would have offered a balanced budget, 
and I wish every year I would have of- 
fered a balanced budget. The red ink 
that we had was getting bigger and big- 
ger and bigger, and the American peo- 
ple have not been informed as to how 
difficult it is to bring this budget to a 
balance. One of the important compo- 
nents of offering a budget that bal- 
ances in this year tells us how big the 
problem is, and it has been getting big- 
ger and bigger and bigger. 

I stood here and sat in this Chamber, 
and listened to the debate engaged in, 
and listened to the 30-Something 
Group. Night after night after night, 
they would come down here on the 
floor and make the argument that, if 
we’d just put them in charge, if they’d 
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just have the gavels, they would fix 
this country. 

So eventually, over time, the Repub- 
licans lost the majority. The Demo- 
crats won the majority in 2006. NANCY 
PELOSI came in as Speaker. Now they 
had what they wanted. They were 
going to fix this country—and they did 
all right. They began to take that rath- 
er minor deficit and turn it into a huge 
deficit. They began to make energy 
more expensive and to take the pros- 
pects of success in America down in- 
stead of up. They were working on 
their vision of America, which is the 
transfer of payments, to tax the rich, 
and to transfer those payments to 
other people who aren’t as fortunate— 
or ГИ just say not as productive. They 
may or may not be as fortunate. 
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While this was going on, the deficit 
was growing, the dependency class was 
growing, and that’s what was going on. 

There was a concerted effort to bor- 
row money from the Chinese and trans- 
fer that money over into the pockets of 
a growing dependency class to create a 
bigger dependency class because that 
was the political base that was sup- 
porting the Democrats—and still does 
in this Congress. And we watched this 
effort to expand the dependency class 
in America take place during the 
Pelosi Congress that began in 2007 
through 2008. In 2008, Barack Obama 
was elected President and now this 
Congress went on steroids because they 
had a President that would sign the 
legislation instead of veto the legisla- 
tion that was sent out of this Congress. 
And what we saw happen was an accel- 
erated debt, and more and more money 
borrowed from the Chinese and the 
Saudis, and that $2.7 trillion or $2.8 
trillion budget raised on up another $1 
trillion. We’ve seen an additional $3 
trillion beyond our means that has 
been spent under this Obama adminis- 
tration, supported by NANCY PELOSI 
and HARRY REID. 

The American people rose up, Mr. 
Speaker. They knew that it was irre- 
sponsible and they filled up the town 
hall meetings. They saw what was hap- 
pening. The summer of, I guess, two or 
three summers ago—and the year 
might come to me and I can be con- 
fident enough to speak it into the 
RECORD—but we had an energy crisis. 
We had gas at $4 a gallon. I believe that 
was the summer of 2008 that gas was at 
$4 a gallon. I went back and did town 
hall meetings that filled up with peo- 
ple. And they saw what was happening. 

And there was an effort in this Con- 
gress to shut down access to energy, a 
belief that if energy costs went up, peo- 
ple would use less. And I remember the 
Speaker, NANCY PELOSI, saying “Г 
trying to save the planet, I’m trying to 
save the planet.” Well, I think she be- 
lieved that she was trying to save the 
planet. And what I saw happening was 
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the actions were driving up the cost of 
energy. That $4 gas issue finally broke 
and it started to spiral back down- 
wards by the time of the election in 
2008. 

But we had, in August of that year, a 
monthlong energy debate taking place 
here on the floor. When we were ready 
to go home for that August we had sev- 
eral Special Orders that were cued up 
for the end of business that day. Demo- 
crats offered a motion to shut the place 
down, which would have shut off the 
Special Orders about energy. Some of 
the Members here decided we’re going 
to keep talking, and so we came one 
after another. Eventually the Speaker 
shut the lights down—not completely 
off—shut the microphones off, shut the 
television cameras off and turned them 
sideways. And still we stood here for 
the month of August all the way into 
Labor Day every day making the case 
that we needed all energy all the time. 
Now that argument diminished when 
gas prices went back down again. It’s 
before us again. And we must do an all- 
energy-all-the-time bill. I want to com- 
pliment Congressman DEVIN NUNES 
from California for all the work that 
he’s done on legislation that I believe 
he’ll introduce tomorrow on all energy 
all the time. 

America needs to have cheap energy. 
We need to have cheap energy in a way 
that—everything that we do costs en- 
ergy. If you move anything, it takes 
energy. If you have any product, it 
takes energy to produce it, energy to 
delivery it, and energy to go pick it up 
and bring it home. And so the cost of 
energy is tied into the cost of every- 
thing that we have and do. America 
cannot be competitive with the rest of 
the world if we have high energy 
prices. And yet, that 2008 year drove 
energy prices up to $4 a gallon gas. We 
saw crude oil prices go way over $100 a 
barrel, and we’re looking at that hap- 
pening again. 

We’ve had the President move to 
shut down drilling offshore by Execu- 
tive order. We’ve seen Democrats, in 
large numbers, oppose opening up 
ANWR for drilling, the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge. I’ve been for drilling 
up there for a long time. I’ve gone up 
there. We drilled the North Slope in 
the early 1970s, and if it did anything 
with the environment it enhanced it, it 
didn’t diminish it. And the strictest en- 
vironmentalist we had couldn’t fly over 
that country and point to a well and 
tell you how it had even defaced the 
landscape or broken up the scenery. 
The wells are submersible, they don’t 
show up. There are not roads to each of 
them. They go out on ice roads in the 
winter time to service them. It’s a good 
place to go and develop oil in the North 
Slope, and we need to go get it. 

We need to drill offshore. We need to 
drill in the Bakken region in North Da- 
kota and Montana, and it spills over 
into Canada. And we need to continue 
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to bring Canadian oil down into the 
United States and refine it here and be 
the best trading partner for the Cana- 
dians that they could possibly ask for. 
If we fail to do so, they will build a 
pipeline to the west, and they will 
pump that oil and the oil stands out to 
tankers that will take that oil over to 
China, Japan, and places in Asia. They 
will do the logical thing. We need to 
make sure the logical thing is here in 
the United States. Mr. Speaker, that’s 
just the energy issue. 

And as this rolls forward, another 
summer we had the issue of health 
care. And as the effort came to pass 
ObamaCare here іп the House of Rep- 
resentatives, the American people 
began to realize what was happening to 
their liberty, and they filled up the 
town hall meetings. We had town hall 
meetings in Iowa that got so big that 
they had to be moved outside because 
there wasn’t room inside the biggest 
rooms we could find for all the people 
that came to, in a constitutional fash- 
ion, petition the government peace- 
fully for redress and grievances. And 
they came, and they were well in- 
formed. Some of them had read the 
whole bill. And with great passion—and 
sometimes with little tact and some- 
times with great deference—they made 
the case to me over and over again, 
they didn’t want ObamaCare. They 
still don’t want ObamaCare. And when 
it was passed here in the House they 
rejected it. And so I spent not quite a 
year of my life fighting the passage of 
ObamaCare. And since that period of 
time I introduced legislation to repeal 
ObamaCare immediately after its pas- 
sage on that late night last March. 
We’re coming up on a little past 11 
months since it’s been passed into law. 
The American people still reject it. 
They want their liberty, they want 
their freedom. They want to manage 
their own bodies, manage their own 
health care. They want a free market 
system. They want a doctor-patient re- 
lationship. And they sent 87 new fresh- 
men here to the House of Representa- 
tives to ensure that ObamaCare would 
be repealed, that the funding to 
ObamaCare would be shut off, and that 
we would see no more implementation 
or enforcement of ObamaCare. 

And what has it brought us, these 87 
new freshmen that stand together on 
that one square? Негеѕ what it 
brought us, Mr. Speaker: H.R. 2, pre- 
sumably the second-highest priority of 
the new Speaker of the House—it 
brought us a new Speaker of the House, 
Speaker JOHN BOEHNER. And he sets 
the priorities, at least by tradition, for 
the first 10 bills that come out of the 
House, H.R. 1 through 10. And H.R. 2, 
the second-highest priority, was the 
bill that repealed ObamaCare. 

The legislation that I introduced al- 
most 1 year ago and teamed up with 
MICHELE BACHMANN of Minnesota and 
others, including CONNIE MACK of Flor- 
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ida and Parker Griffith of Alabama—no 
longer in this Congress—and a number 
of others that were part of this original 
effort to introduce legislation to repeal 
ObamaCare, and many others that 
signed on as cosponsors, and 178 that 
signed the discharge petition to repeal 
ObamaCare—the message was very 
clear. H.R. 2 was debated and passed 
the House of Representatives in the 
early stages here in the 112th Congress 
in January, when it sent it over to the 
United States Senate. That’s an impor- 
tant step. 

Another important step is to do as 
I’ve said since at least the middle of 
last summer: At every appropriations 
bill introduce language in that bill 
that cuts off all funding that would be 
used to implement or enforce 
ObamaCare. That’s an essential part of 
this. I had gone back and read through 
the history of how this Congress shut 
down the funding for the Vietnam War 
and shut off a war that had gone on for 
over a decade. They did so by putting 
language in a continuing resolution 
that shut off the Vietnam War. And it 
was language that said, in 1974—and 
they started some of this in 1978, but in 
1974 they said, Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, none of the 
funds in this continuing resolution for 
appropriations during the Vietnam 
War, notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, none of the funds in this 
act and no funds heretofore appro- 
priated shall be used to carry out offen- 
sive or defensive operations in the air 
over the seas adjacent to or the land of 
Vietnam or its adjacent countries. It’s 
a bit of a paraphrase, but it makes the 
point succinctly, I believe, Mr. Speak- 
er. 
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When I read the debate on that ap- 
propriations bill and when I read the 
language, that ‘‘notwithstanding”’ lan- 
guage that was put into the continuing 
resolution that shut off the funds going 
to Vietnam to the point where bullets 
that were being unloaded on the dock 
at Da Nang presumably were loaded 
back up again. None of the funds could 
be used to carry out offensive or defen- 
sive operations. 

It cut off the supply support for 
South Vietnam’s military. And we 
wondered why was it that they ran in 
the face of the North Vietnamese that 
spring in 1975? They had nothing left to 
fight with, Mr. Speaker. Their muni- 
tions were gone. They were played out. 
They didn’t have heavy weapons; they 
didn’t have light weapons that were 
well supplied. And it brought about the 
collapse of the South Vietnamese self- 
defense. And millions died in the after- 
math—not just in Vietnam. In Cam- 
bodia and other places in Southeast 
Asia. 

I disagreed with the decision that 
this Congress made, but I do agree that 
the language in the continuing resolu- 
tion was effective in shutting off the 
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funding to the Vietnam war; and simi- 
lar language to the language that I’ve 
crafted to go into the appropriation 
bills from this point forward that says, 
essentially, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, none of the funds in 
this act and no funds previously appro- 
priated shall be used to carry out the 
provisions of ObamaCare. 

That’s the language that I sought to 
introduce and asked the Rules Com- 
mittee to grant a waiver for—unsuc- 
cessfully, I might add. That’s the lan- 
guage that I asked be written into H.R. 
1, the continuing resolution. It’s the 
language that I tried to get offered 
here on the floor during H.R. 1 that was 
ruled out of order. And the amend- 
ments that I was able to get passed 
worked in compatibility with DENNY 
REHBERG of Montana and others— 
DENNY REHBERG, who did very, very 
good work on this appropriations bill, 
on H.R. 1. Without his work, we might 
not have had anything that was in 
order. Because of his work, we had 
eight amendments that were in order 
that were voted on. Each of them cut 
off funding to ObamaCare in some 
version or another. I compliment all of 
my colleagues who worked on that. 

But now we’ve reached this point 
where we’ve got to draw a line. H.R. 1 
took the hill. It said none of the funds 
in this bill are going to be used to im- 
plement ObamaCare. No funds аге 
going to go to fund Planned Parent- 
hood. No funds are going to be used to 
fund abortion anywhere in the world 
out of this continuing resolution. 

But that language was not included 
in the continuing resolution that was 
passed night before last here in the 
House—or maybe it perhaps was last 
night. My nights blur together. That 
language was not included. We need 
better language that I’m suggesting 
here included in the next CR. 

This government shuts down March 
18 if we don’t now extend its funding 
again. I’d like to get a solution that 
takes us to the end of the fiscal year. 

But standing on the hill and defend- 
ing the hill to shut off all funding to 
ObamaCare since every Republican in 
the House and the Senate has voted to 
repeal ObamaCare, everybody in the 
House has voted to cut off all funding 
to ObamaCare at every opportunity— 
and that’s eight of them—we have this 
opportunity now to write a new CR and 
to write the language into it that does 
unfund ObamaCare. Not just what’s in 
the CR, but what is automatically ap- 


propriated. 
There are automatic appropriations, 
Mr. Speaker, that are їп the 


ObamaCare legislation—I will say de- 
ceptively written—that appropriate 
funds that go forward whether or not 
this House acts, goes forward in per- 
petuity. Perpetuity. That means for- 
ever, if anybody out there is wondering 
what it is. 

And for a 10-year period of time, 
there are automatic appropriations of 
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$105.5 billion over 10 years that auto- 
matically fund the implementation and 
enforcement of ObamaCare. If this 
House doesn’t act to shut it off, 
ObamaCare is implemented if we do 
nothing. Even if we pass the repeal, 
even if we don’t authorize any new 
funding, $105.5 billion gets spent to im- 
plement it, which means that the roots 
of ObamaCare go deep. The deeper they 
go, the harder they are to rip out. 

And I’ve said it must be ripped out by 
the roots. Let’s rip it out, Mr. Speaker, 
in this next CR. Let’s retake the hill 
that we took with H.R. 1. Let’s hold 
the hill. Let’s stare the President 
down. Let’s stare HARRY REID down. If 
we’re not willing to do that, they will 
get everything that they’re willing to 
fight for. 

This is the time for this new House 
with these new 87 Republican fresh- 
men. Every Republican that’s voted to 
repeal and unfund ObamaCare now 
needs to help us take the hill and hold 
the hill and stare the President down. 

Let’s fund the government so it func- 
tions legitimately, but let’s not cave in 
to a President who may well shut down 
the entire United States Government 
in order to preserve his pet project, 
ObamaCare, which has been rejected by 
the American people and this Congress 
resoundingly. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I thank you 
for your attention and yield back the 
balance of my time. 
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PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE 
RULES AND BUDGETARY MATE- 
RIAL 


RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR THE 112TH CONGRESS 


FEBRUARY 15, 2011. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to clause 2 of 
rule XI, I submit for publication in the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD, the rules of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations for the 112th Con- 
gress, adopted on February 8, 2011. 

Sincerely, 
HAROLD ROGERS, 
Chairman. 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
SEC. 1: POWER TO SIT AND ACT 

(a) For the purpose of carrying out any of 
its functions and duties under Rules X and 
XI of the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the Committee and each of its sub- 
committees is authorized: 

(1) To sit and act at such times and places 
within the United States whether the House 
is in session, has recessed, or has adjourned, 
and to hold such hearings as it deems nec- 
essary; and 

(2) To require, by subpoena or otherwise, 
the attendance and testimony of such wit- 
nesses and the production of such books, re- 
ports, correspondence, memorandums, pa- 
pers, and documents as it deems necessary. 

(b) The Chairman, or any Member des- 
ignated by the Chairman, may administer 
oaths to any witness. 

(c) A subpoena may be authorized and 
issued by the Committee or its subcommit- 
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tees under subsection (a)(2) in the conduct of 
any investigation or activity or series of in- 
vestigations or activities, only when author- 
ized by a majority of the Members of the 
Committee voting, a majority being present. 
The power to authorize and issue subpoenas 
under subsection (a)(2) may be delegated to 
the Chairman pursuant to such rules and 
under such limitations as the Committee 
may prescribe. Authorized subpoenas shall 
be signed by the Chairman or by any Member 
designated by the Committee. 

(d) Compliance with any subpoena issued 
by the Committee or its subcommittees may 
be enforced only as authorized or directed by 
the House. 

SEC. 2: SUBCOMMITTEES 


(a) The Majority Caucus of the Committee 
shall establish the number of subcommittees 
and shall determine the jurisdiction of each 
subcommittee. 

(b) Each subcommittee is authorized to 
meet, hold hearings, receive evidence, and 
report to the Committee all matters referred 
to it. 

(c) All legislation and other matters re- 
ferred to the Committee shall be referred to 
the subcommittee of appropriate jurisdiction 
within two weeks unless, by majority vote of 
the Majority Members of the full Committee, 
consideration is to be by the full Committee. 

(d) The Majority Caucus of the Committee 
shall determine an appropriate ratio of Ma- 
jority to Minority Members for each sub- 
committee. The Chairman is authorized to 
negotiate that ratio with the Minority; Pro- 
vided, however, That party representation in 
each subcommittee, including ex-officio 
members, shall be no less favorable to the 
Majority than the ratio for the full Com- 
mittee. 

(e) The Chairman and Ranking Minority 
Member of the full Committee are each au- 
thorized to sit as a member of all sub- 
committees and to participate, including 
voting, in all of the work of the subcommit- 
tees. 

SEC. 3: STAFFING 


(a) Committee Staff—The Chairman is au- 
thorized to appoint the staff of the Com- 
mittee, and make adjustments in the job ti- 
tles and compensation thereof subject to the 
maximum rates and conditions established 
in Clause 9(c) of Rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. In addition, he is 
authorized, in his discretion, to arrange for 
their specialized training. The Chairman is 
also authorized to employ additional per- 
sonnel as necessary. 

(b) Assistants to Members: 

(1) Each Chairman and Ranking Minority 
Member of a Subcommittee or the Full Com- 
mittee, including a Chairman Emeritus may 
select and designate one staff member who 
shall serve at the pleasure of that Member. 

(2) Notwithstanding, (b)(1) The Chairman 
may prescribe such terms and conditions 
necessary to achieve a reduction in the num- 
ber of Assistants to Members previously des- 
ignated by a Member of the Committee prior 
to the adoption of the Rules of the House es- 
tablishing the Committee for the 112th Con- 
gress. 

(3) Staff members designated under this 
subsection shall be compensated at a rate, 
determined by the Member, not to exceed 75 
per centum of the maximum established in 
Clause 9(c) of Rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. 

(4) Members designating staff members 
under this subsection must specifically cer- 
tify by letter to the Chairman that the em- 
ployees are needed and will be utilized for 
Committee work. 
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SEC. 4: COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


(a) Regular Meeting Day—The regular 
meeting day of the Committee shall be the 
first Wednesday of each month while the 
House is in session, unless the Committee 
has met within the past 30 days or the Chair- 
man considers a specific meeting unneces- 
sary in the light of the requirements of the 
Committee business schedule. 

(b) Additional and Special Meetings: 

(1) The Chairman may call and convene, as 
he considers necessary, additional meetings 
of the Committee for the consideration of 
any bill or resolution pending before the 
Committee or for the conduct of other Com- 
mittee business. The Committee shall meet 
for such purpose pursuant to that call of the 
Chairman. 

(2) If at least three Committee Members 
desire that a special meeting of the Com- 
mittee be called by the Chairman, those 
Members may file in the Committee Offices 
a written request to the Chairman for that 
special meeting. Such request shall specify 
the measure or matter to be considered. 
Upon the filing of the request, the Com- 
mittee Clerk shall notify the Chairman. 

(3) If within three calendar days after the 
filing of the request, the Chairman does not 
call the requested special meeting to be held 
within seven calendar days after the filing of 
the request, a majority of the Committee 
Members may file in the Committee Offices 
their written notice that a special meeting 
will be held, specifying the date and hour of 
such meeting, and the measure or matter to 
be considered. The Committee shall meet on 
that date and hour. 

(4) Immediately upon the filing of the no- 
tice, the Committee Clerk shall notify all 
Committee Members that such special meet- 
ing will be held and inform them of its date 
and hour and the measure or matter to be 
considered. Only the measure or matter spec- 
ified in that notice may be considered at the 
special meeting. 

(c) Vice Chairman To Preside in Absence of 
Chairman—A member of the majority party 
on the Committee or subcommittee thereof 
designated by the Chairman of the full Com- 
mittee shall be vice chairman of the Com- 
mittee or subcommittee, as the case may be, 
and shall preside at any meeting during the 
temporary absence of the chairman. If the 
chairman and vice chairman of the Com- 
mittee or subcommittee are not present at 
any meeting of the Committee ог sub- 
committee, the ranking member of the ma- 
jority party who is present shall preside at 
that meeting. 

(d) Business Meetings: 

(1) Each meeting for the transaction of 
business, including the markup of legisla- 
tion, of the Committee and its subcommit- 
tees shall be open to the public except when 
the Committee or the subcommittee con- 
cerned, in open session and with a majority 
present, determines by roll call vote that all 
or part of the remainder of the meeting on 
that day shall be closed. 

(2) No person other than Committee Mem- 
bers and such congressional staff and depart- 
mental representatives as they may author- 
ize shall be present at any business or mark- 
up session which has been closed. 

(3) The Chairman shall announce the date, 
place, and subject matter of each committee 
meeting for the transaction of business, 
which may not commence earlier than the 
third day on which members have notice 
thereof, unless the Chairman, with the con- 
currence of the Ranking Minority Member, 
or the Committee by majority vote with a 
quorum present for the transaction of busi- 
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ness, determines there is good cause to begin 
the meeting sooner, in which case the Chair- 
man shall make the announcement at the 
earliest possible date. An announcement 
shall be published promptly in the Daily Di- 
gest and made publicly available in elec- 
tronic form. 

(4) At least 24 hours prior to the com- 
mencement of a meeting for the markup of a 
bill or resolution, or at the time an an- 
nouncement is made pursuant to the pre- 
ceding subparagraph within 24 hours before 
such meeting, the Chairman shall cause the 
text of such bill or resolution to be made 
publicly available in electronic form. 

(e) Committee Records: 

(1) The Committee shall keep a complete 
record of all Committee action, including a 
record of the votes on any question on which 
a roll call is demanded. The result of each 
roll call vote shall be available for inspec- 
tion by the public during regular business 
hours in the Committee Offices and also 
made available in electronic form within 48 
hours of such record vote. The information 
made available for public inspection shall in- 
clude a description of the amendment, mo- 
tion, or other proposition, and the name of 
each Member voting for and each Member 
voting against, and the names of those Mem- 
bers present but not voting. 

(2) All hearings, records, data, charts, and 
files of the Committee shall be kept separate 
and distinct from the congressional office 
records of the Chairman of the Committee. 
Such records shall be the property of the 
House, and all Members of the House shall 
have access thereto. 

(3) The records of the Committee at the 
National Archives and Records Administra- 
tion shall be made available in accordance 
with Rule VII of the Rules of the House, ex- 
cept that the Committee authorizes use of 
any record to which Clause 8 (b)(4) of Rule 
VII of the Rules of the House would other- 
wise apply after such record has been in ex- 
istence for 20 years. The Chairman shall no- 
tify the Ranking Minority Member of any 
decision, pursuant to Clause 8 (b)(3) or 
Clause 4 (b) of Rule VII of the Rules of the 
House, to withhold a record otherwise avail- 
able, and the matter shall be presented to 
the Committee for a determination upon the 
written request of any Member of the Com- 
mittee. 

(f) Availability of Amendments Adopted— 
Not later than 24 hours after the adoption of 
amendment to a bill or resolution, the Chair- 
man shall cause the text of any amendment 
adopted thereto to be made publicly avail- 
able in electronic form. 

SEC. 5: COMMITTEE AND SUBCOMMITTEE 
HEARINGS 


(a) Overall Budget Hearings—Overall budg- 
et hearings by the Committee, including the 
hearing required by Section 242 (c) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 and 
Clause 4 (a)(1) of Rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives shall be conducted 
in open session except when the Committee 
in open session and with a majority present, 
determines by roll call vote that the testi- 
mony to be taken at that hearing on that 
day may be related to a matter of national 
security; except that the Committee may by 
the same procedure close one subsequent day 
of hearing. A transcript of all such hearings 
shall be printed and a copy furnished to each 
Member, Delegate, and the Resident Com- 
missioner from Puerto Rico. 

(b) Other Hearings: 

(1) All other hearings conducted by the 
Committee or its subcommittees shall be 
open to the public except when the Com- 
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mittee or subcommittee in open session and 
with a majority present determines by roll 
call vote that all or part of the remainder of 
that hearing on that day shall be closed to 
the public because disclosure of testimony, 
evidence, or other matters to be considered 
would endanger the national security or 
would violate any law or Rule of the House 
of Representatives. Notwithstanding the re- 
quirements of the preceding sentence, a ma- 
jority of those present at a hearing con- 
ducted by the Committee or any of its sub- 
committees, there being in attendance the 
number required under Section 5 (c) of these 
Rules to be present for the purpose of taking 
testimony, (1) may vote to close the hearing 
for the sole purpose of discussing whether 
testimony or evidence to be received would 
endanger the national security or violate 
Clause 2 (k)(5) of Rule XI of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives or (2) may vote to 
close the hearing, as provided in Clause 2 
(k)(5) of such Rule. No Member of the House 
of Representatives may be excluded from 
nonparticipatory attendance at any hearing 
of the Committee or its subcommittees un- 
less the House of Representatives shall by 
majority vote authorize the Committee or 
any of its subcommittees, for purposes of a 
particular series of hearings on a particular 
article of legislation or on a particular sub- 
ject of investigation, to close its hearings to 
Members by the same procedures designated 
in this subsection for closing hearings to the 
public; Provided, however, That the Com- 
mittee or its subcommittees may by the 
same procedure vote to close five subsequent 
days of hearings. 

(2) Subcommittee chairmen shall coordi- 
nate the development of schedules for meet- 
ings or hearings after consultation with the 
Chairman and other subcommittee chairmen 
with a view toward avoiding simultaneous 
scheduling of Committee and subcommittee 
meetings or hearings. 

(3) Each witness who is to appear before 
the Committee or any of its subcommittees 
as the case may be, insofar as is practicable, 
shall file in advance of such appearance, a 
written statement of the proposed testimony 
and shall limit the oral presentation at such 
appearance to a brief summary, except that 
this provision shall not apply to any witness 
appearing before the Committee in the over- 
all budget hearings. 

(4) Each witness appearing in a nongovern- 
mental capacity before the Committee, or 
any of its subcommittees as the case may be, 
shall to the greatest extent practicable, sub- 
mit a written statement including a cur- 
riculum vitae and a disclosure of the amount 
and source (by agency and program) of any 
Federal grant (or subgrant thereof) or con- 
tract (or subcontract thereof) received dur- 
ing the current fiscal year or either of the 
two previous fiscal years by the witness or 
by an entity represented by the witness. 
Such statements, with appropriate 
redactions to protect the privacy of wit- 
nesses, shall be made publicly available in 
electronic form not later than one day after 
the witness appears. 

(c) Quorum for Taking Testimony—The 
number of Members of the Committee which 
shall constitute a quorum for taking testi- 
mony and receiving evidence in any hearing 
of the Committee shall be two. 

(d) Calling and Interrogation of Witnesses: 

(1) The Minority Members of the Com- 
mittee or its subcommittees shall be enti- 
tled, upon request to the Chairman or sub- 
committee chairman, by a majority of them 
before completion of any hearing, to call 
witnesses selected by the Minority to testify 
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with respect to the matter under consider- 
ation during at least one day of hearings 
thereon. 

(2) The Committee and its subcommittees 
shall observe the five-minute rule during the 
interrogation of witnesses until such time as 
each Member of the Committee or sub- 
committee who so desires has had an oppor- 
tunity to question the witness. 

(e) Broadcasting and Photographing of 
Committee Meetings and Hearings—When- 
ever a hearing or meeting conducted by the 
full Committee or any of its subcommittees 
is open to the public, those proceedings shall 
be open to coverage by television, radio, and 
still photography, as provided in Clause (4)(f) 
of Rule XI of the Rules of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. Neither the full Committee 
Chairman or subcommittee chairman shall 
limit the number of television or still cam- 
eras to fewer than two representatives from 
each medium (except for legitimate space or 
safety, in which case pool coverage shall be 
authorized). To the maximum practicable, 
the Committee shall provide audio and video 
coverage of each hearing or meeting for the 
transaction of business in a manner that al- 
lows the public to easily listen to and view 
the proceedings and shall maintain the re- 
cordings of such coverage in a manner that 
is easily accessible to the public. 

(€) Subcommittee Meetings—No sub- 
committee shall sit while the House is read- 
ing an appropriation measure for amendment 
under the five-minute rule or while the Com- 
mittee is in session. 

(g) Public Notice of Committee Hearings— 
The Chairman of the Committee shall make 
public announcement of the date, place, and 
subject matter of any Committee or sub- 
committee hearing at least one week before 
the commencement of the hearing. If the 
Chairman of the Committee ог sub- 
committee, with the concurrence of the 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
or respective subcommittee, determines 
there is good cause to begin the hearing 
sooner, or if the Committee or subcommittee 
so determines by majority vote, a quorum 
being present for the transaction of business, 
the Chairman or subcommittee chairman 
shall make the announcement at the earliest 
possible date. Any announcement made 
under this subsection shall be promptly pub- 
lished in the Daily Digest and made publicly 
available in electronic form. 

SEC. 6: PROCEDURES FOR REPORTING BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

(a) Prompt Reporting Requirement: 

(1) It shall be the duty of the Chairman to 
report, or cause to be reported promptly to 
the House any bill or resolution approved by 
the Committee and to take or cause to be 
taken necessary steps to bring the matter to 
a vote. 

(2) In any event, a report on a bill or reso- 
lution which the Committee has approved 
shall be filed within seven calendar days (ex- 
clusive of days in which the House is not in 
session) after the day on which there has 
been filed with the Committee Clerk a writ- 
ten request, signed by a majority of Com- 
mittee Members, for the reporting of such 
bill or resolution. Upon the filing of any such 
request, the Committee Clerk shall notify 
the Chairman immediately of the filing of 
the request. This subsection does not apply 
to the reporting of a regular appropriation 
bill or to the reporting of a resolution of in- 
quiry addressed to the head of an executive 
department. 

(b) Presence of Committee Majority—No 
measure or recommendation shall be re- 
ported from the Committee unless a major- 
ity of the Committee was actually present. 
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(c) Roll Call Votes—With respect to each 
roll call vote on a motion to report any 
measure or matter of a public character, and 
on any amendment offered to the measure of 
matter, the total number of votes cast for 
and against, and the names of those Mem- 
bers voting for and against, shall be included 
in the Committee report on the measure or 
matter. 

(d) Compliance With Congressional Budget 
Act—A Committee report on a bill or resolu- 
tion which has been approved by the Com- 
mittee shall include the statement required 
by Section 308(a) of the Congressional Budg- 
et Act of 1974, separately set out and clearly 
identified, if the bill or resolution provides 
new budget authority. 

(e) Constitutional Authority Statement— 
Each report of the Committee on a bill or 
joint resolution of a public character shall 
include a statement citing the specific pow- 
ers granted to the Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the law proposed by the bill or 
joint resolution. 

(Ð Changes in Existing Law—Each Com- 
mittee report on a general appropriation bill 
shall contain a concise statement describing 
fully the effect of any provision of the bill 
which directly or indirectly changes the ap- 
plication of existing law. 

(g) Rescissions and Transfers—Each bill or 
resolution reported by the Committee shall 
include separate headings for rescissions and 
transfers of unexpended balances with all 
proposed rescissions and transfers listed 
therein. The report of the Committee accom- 
panying such a bill or resolution shall in- 
clude a separate section with respect to such 
rescissions or transfers. 

(h) Listing of Unauthorized Appropria- 
tions—Each Committee report on a general 
appropriation bill shall contain a list of all 
appropriations contained in the bill for any 
expenditure not currently authorized by law 
for the period concerned (except for classi- 
fied intelligence or national security pro- 
grams, projects, or activities) along with a 
statement of the last year for which such ex- 
penditures were authorized, the level of ex- 
penditures authorized for that year, the ac- 
tual level of expenditures for that year, and 
the level of appropriations in the bill for 
such expenditures. 

(i) Supplemental or Minority Views: 

(1) If, at the time the Committee approves 
any measure or matter, any Committee 
Member gives notice of intention to file sup- 
plemental, minority, or additional views, the 
Member shall be entitled to not less than 
two additional calendar days after the day of 
such notice (excluding Saturdays, Sundays, 
and legal holidays) in which to file such 
views in writing and signed by the Member, 
with the Clerk of the Committee. All such 
views so filed shall be included in and shall 
be a part of the report filed by the Com- 
mittee with respect to that measure or mat- 
ter. 

(2) The Committee report on that measure 
or matter shall be printed in a single volume 
which— 

(i) shall include all supplemental, minor- 
ity, or additional views which have been sub- 
mitted by the time of the filing of the report, 
and 

(ii) shall have on its cover a recital that 
any such supplemental, minority, or addi- 
tional views are included as part of the re- 
port. 

(3) This subsection does not preclude— 

(i) the immediate filing or printing of a 
Committee report unless timely request for 
the opportunity to file supplemental, minor- 
ity, or additional views has been made as 
provided by such subsection; or 
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(ii) the filing by the Committee of a sup- 
plemental report on a measure or matter 
which may be required for correction of any 
technical error in a previous report made by 
the Committee on that measure or matter. 

(4) If, at the time a subcommittee approves 
any measure or matter for recommendation 
to the full Committee, any Member of that 
subcommittee who gives notice of intention 
to offer supplemental, minority, or addi- 
tional views shall be entitled, insofar as is 
practicable and in accordance with the print- 
ing requirements as determined by the sub- 
committee, to include such views in the 
Committee Print with respect to that meas- 
ure or matter. 

(j) Availability of Reports—A copy of each 
bill, resolution, or report shall be made 
available to each Member of the Committee 
at least three calendar days (excluding Sat- 
urdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) in ad- 
vance of the date on which the Committee is 
to consider each bill, resolution, or report; 
Provided, That this subsection may be 
waived by agreement between the Chairman 
and the Ranking Minority Member of the 
full Committee. 

(k) Performance Goals and Objectives— 
Each Committee report shall contain a 
statement of general performance goals and 
objectives, including outcome-related goals 
and objectives, for which the measure au- 
thorizes funding. 

(1) Motion to go to Conference—The Chair- 
man is directed to offer a motion under 
clause 1 of rule XXII of the Rules of the 
House whenever the Chairman considers it 
appropriate. 

SEC. 7: VOTING 


(a) No vote by any Member of the Com- 
mittee or any of its subcommittees with re- 
spect to any measure or matter may be cast 
by proxy. 

(b) The vote on any question before the 
Committee shall be taken by the yeas and 
nays on the demand of one-fifth of the Mem- 
bers present. 

(c) The Chairman of the Committee or the 
chairman of any of its subcommittees may— 

(1) postpone further proceedings when a 
record vote is ordered on the question of ap- 
proving a measure or matter or on adopting 
an amendment; 

(2) resume proceedings on а postponed 
question at any time after reasonable notice. 

When proceedings resume on a postponed 
question, notwithstanding any intervening 
order for the previous question, an under- 
lying proposition shall remain subject to fur- 
ther debate or amendment to the same ex- 
tent as when the question was postponed. 

SEC. 8: STUDIES AND EXAMINATIONS 


The following procedure shall be applicable 
with respect to the conduct of studies and 
examinations of the organization and oper- 
ation of Executive Agencies under authority 
contained in Section 202 (b) of the Legisla- 
tive Reorganization Act of 1946 and in Clause 
(3)(а) of Rule X of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives: 

(a) The Chairman is authorized to appoint 
such staff and, in his discretion, arrange for 
the procurement of temporary services of 
consultants, as from time to time may be re- 
quired. 

(b) Studies and examinations will be initi- 
ated upon the written request of a sub- 
committee which shall be reasonably specific 
and definite in character, and shall be initi- 
ated only by a majority vote of the sub- 
committee, with the chairman of the sub- 
committee and the ranking minority mem- 
ber thereof participating as part of such ma- 
jority vote. When so initiated such request 
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shall be filed with the Clerk of the Com- 
mittee for submission to the Chairman and 
the Ranking Minority Member and their ap- 
proval shall be required to make the same ef- 
fective. Notwithstanding any action taken 
on such request by the chairman and rank- 
ing minority member of the subcommittee, a 
request may be approved by a majority of 
the Committee. 

(c) Any request approved as provided under 
subsection (b) shall be immediately turned 
over to the staff appointed for action. 

(d) Any information obtained by such staff 
shall be reported to the chairman of the sub- 
committee requesting such study and exam- 
ination and to the Chairman and Ranking 
Minority Member, shall be made available to 
the members of the subcommittee con- 
cerned, and shall not be released for publica- 
tion until the subcommittee so determines. 

(e) Any hearings or investigations which 
may be desired, aside from the regular hear- 
ings on appropriation items, when approved 
by the Committee, shall be conducted by the 
subcommittee having jurisdiction over the 
matter. 

SEC. 9: TEMPORARY INVESTIGATIVE TASK 
FORCES 

(a) The Chairman of the Full Committee, 
in consultation with the Ranking Member of 
the Full Committee, may establish and ap- 
point members to serve on task forces of the 
Committee, to examine specific activities for 
a limited period of time in accordance with 
clause 5(b)2(C) of Rule X of the Rules of the 
House. 

(b) The Chairman of the Full Committee 
shall issue a written directive, in consulta- 
tion with the Ranking Member of the Full 
Committee, delineating the specific activi- 
ties to be reviewed by a task force con- 
stituted pursuant to the preceding para- 
graph. 

(c) A task force constituted under this sec- 
tion shall provide a written report of its 
findings and recommendations to the Full 
Committee Chairman and Ranking Member 
and members of the relevant subcommittees 
having jurisdiction over the matters re- 
viewed. Such report shall be approved by a 
majority vote of the task force and shall in- 
clude any supplemental, minority, or addi- 
tional views submitted by a Member of the 
task force or a member of a subcommittee 
having jurisdiction over the matter re- 
viewed. 

(d) Any information obtained during the 
course of such investigation, and any report 
produced by, a task force pursuant to this 
section, shall not be released until the Chair- 
man of the Full Committee has authorized 
such release. 

(e) The Chairman is authorized to appoint 
such staff, and, in his discretion, arrange for 
the procurement of temporary services, as 
from time to time may be required. 

SEC. 10: OFFICIAL TRAVEL 

(a) The chairman of a subcommittee shall 
approve requests for travel by subcommittee 
members and staff for official business with- 
in the jurisdiction of that subcommittee. 
The ranking minority member of a sub- 
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committee shall concur in such travel re- 
quests by minority members of that sub- 
committee and the Ranking Minority Mem- 
ber shall concur in such travel requests for 
Minority Members of the Committee. Re- 
quests in writing covering the purpose, 
itinerary, and dates of proposed travel shall 
be submitted for final approval to the Chair- 
man. Specific approval shall be required for 
each and every trip. 

(b) The Chairman is authorized during the 
recess of the Congress to approve travel au- 
thorizations for Committee Members and 
staff, including travel outside the United 
States. 

(c) AS soon as practicable, the Chairman 
shall direct the head of each Government 
agency concerned not to honor requests of 
subcommittees, individual Members, or staff 
for travel, the direct or indirect expenses of 
which are to be defrayed from an executive 
appropriation, except upon request from the 
Chairman. 

(d) In accordance with Clause 8 of Rule X 
of the Rules of the House of Representatives 
and Section 502(b) of the Mutual Security 
Act of 1954, as amended, local currencies 
owned by the United States shall be avail- 
able to Committee Members and staff en- 
gaged in carrying out their official duties 
outside the United States, its territories, or 
possessions. No Committee Member or staff 
member shall receive or expend local cur- 
rencies for subsistence in any country at a 
rate in excess of the maximum per diem rate 
set forth in applicable Federal law. 

(e) Travel Reports: 

(1) Members or staff shall make a report to 
the Chairman on their travel, covering the 
purpose, results, itinerary, expenses, and 
other pertinent comments. 

(2) With respect to travel outside the 
United States or its territories or posses- 
sions, the report shall include: (1) an 
itemized list showing the dates each country 
was visited, the amount of per diem fur- 
nished, the cost of transportation furnished, 
and any funds expended for any other official 
purpose; and (2) a summary in these cat- 
egories of the total foreign currencies and/or 
appropriated funds expended. All such indi- 
vidual reports on foreign travel shall be filed 
with the Chairman no later than sixty days 
following completion of the travel for use in 
complying with reporting requirements in 
applicable Federal law, and shall be open for 
public inspection. 

(3) Each Member or employee performing 
such travel shall be solely responsible for 
supporting the amounts reported by the 
Member or employee. 

(4) No report or statement as to any trip 
shall be publicized making any recommenda- 
tions in behalf of the Committee without the 
authorization of a majority of the Com- 
mittee. 

(f) Members and staff of the Committee 
performing authorized travel on official busi- 
ness pertaining to the jurisdiction of the 
Committee shall be governed by applicable 
laws or regulations of the House and of the 
Committee on House Administration per- 
taining to such travel, and as promulgated 
from time to time by the Chairman. 
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SEC. 11. ACTIVITIES REPORTS: 


(a) Not later than the 30th day after June 
1 and December 1, the Committee shall sub- 
mit to the House a semiannual report on the 
activities of the Committee. 


(b) After adjournment sine die of a regular 
session of Congress, or after December 15, 
whichever occurs first, the Chairman may 
file the second or fourth semiannual report 
with the Clerk of the House at any time and 
without the approval of the Committee, pro- 
vided that a copy of the report has been 
available to each Member of the Committee 
for at least seven calendar days and the re- 
port includes any supplemental, minority, or 
additional views submitted by a Member of 
the Committee. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET REGARDING: 


REVISIONS TO THE AGGREGATES AND ALLOCA- 
TIONS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2011 BUDGET RESO- 
LUTION RELATED TO LEGISLATION REPORTED 
BY THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 


Mr. Speaker, pursuant to sections 3(d) of 
H. Res. 5, the resolution adopting the rules 
for the One Hundred and Twelfth Congress, I 
hereby submit for printing in the Congres- 
sional Record revisions to the budget alloca- 
tions and aggregates set forth pursuant to 
the budget for fiscal year 2011 as set forth 
under the provisions of that resolution. Ag- 
gregate levels of budget authority, outlays, 
and revenue are revised and the allocation to 
House Committee on Ways and Means is also 
revised, for fiscal year 2011, and the period of 
fiscal years 2011 through 2015. Corresponding 
tables are attached. 


This revision represents an adjustment 
pursuant to sections 302 and 311 of the Con- 
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended 
(Budget Act). For the purposes of the Budget 
Act, these revised aggregates and allocations 
are to be considered as an aggregates and al- 
locations included in the budget resolution, 
pursuant to section 3(d) of H. Res. 5. 


PAUL RYAN, 
Chairman, House Budget Committee. 
BUDGET AGGREGATES 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars] 
Fiscal year 
2011 2011-2015 
Current Aggregates: 
Budget Authority 2,964,850 (1) 
Outlays .. 3,131,363 1 
Revenues a 1,662,481 11,420,669 
Change for the er 
Protection and Repayment of Exchange 
Subsidy Overpayments Act of 2011 
(H.R.704): 
Budget Authority 0 (1) 
Outlays... 0 (4) 
Revenues 0 —7,391 
Revised Aggregates: 
Budget Authority 2,964,850 (1) 
3,131,363 0 
1,662,481 11,413,278 
1 Not applicable because annual appropriations Acts for fiscal years 2011 
through 2015 will not be considered until future sessions of Congress. 


DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—AUTHORIZING COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATIONS FOR RESOLUTION CHANGES 


[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 


House Committee on Ways & Means 


2011 


2011-2015 total 


Budget authority 


Revised Allocation 


1,156,980 


0 
1,156,980 


Outlays Budget authority Outlays 

1,158,913 5,587,569 5,590,239 
0 — 1,880 — 1,880 

1,158,913 5,585,689 5,588,359 
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ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly enrolled a 
joint resolution of the House of the fol- 
lowing title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.J. Res. 44. Joint Resolution making fur- 
ther continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 


ee 


BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reports that on March 2, 2011 she pre- 
sented to the President of the United 
States, for his approval, the following 
bill. 


H.J. Res. 44. Making further continuing ap- 
propriations for fiscal year 2011, and for 
other purposes. 


— лж 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 56 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, March 8, 2011, at 10 a.m. 


ee л —— 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


657. A letter from the Under Secretary, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting a report 
entitled ‘‘Report Regarding Effect on Mili- 
tary Readiness Caused by Undocumented Im- 
migrant Trespassing on Operation Ranges — 
Implementation Update’’; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

658. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a report 
entitled ‘‘Reforming America’s Housing Fi- 
nance Market’’; to the Committee on Finan- 
cial Services. 

659. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Housing Finance Agency, transmit- 
ting the Agency’s final rule — Office of the 
Ombudsman (RIN: 2590-AA20) received Feb- 
ruary 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

660. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — List of Non- 
conforming Vehicles Decided to Be Eligible 
for Importation [Docket No.: NHTSA-2007- 
29271] received February 4, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

661. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — List of Non- 
conforming Vehicles Decided To Be Eligible 
for Importation [Docket No.: NHTSA-2006- 
25686] received February 4, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

662. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
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final rule — List of Approved Spent Fuel 
Storage Casks: NUHOMS(R) HD System Re- 
vision 1 [NRC-2011-0002] (RIN: 3150-AI89) re- 
ceived February 4, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

663. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a six- 
month periodic report on the national emer- 
gency with respect to Iran that was declared 
in Executive Order 12957 of March 15, 1995, 
pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c); to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

664. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad- 
ministrator, Bureau for Legislative and Pub- 
lic Affairs, Agency for International Devel- 
opment, transmitting the Agency’s report on 
the amount of acquisitions made from enti- 
ties that manufacture the articles, mate- 
rials, or supplies outside the United States 
in Fiscal Year 2010; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

665. A letter from the Chief, Branch of Per- 
mits and Regulations, Division of Migratory 
Bird Management, Department of the Inte- 
rior, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Migratory Bird Permits; States Dele- 
gated Falconry Permitting Authority; Tech- 
nical Corrections to the Regulations [FWS- 
R9-MB-2010-0064; 91200-1231-9BPP] (RIN: 1018- 
AX81) received February 14, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

666. A letter from the Chief, Branch of Per- 
mits and Regulations, Division of Migratory 
Bird Management, Department of the Inte- 
rior, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Migratory Bird Permits; Removal of 
Rusty Blackbird and Tamaulipas (Mexican) 
Crow From the Depredation Order for Black- 
birds, Cowbirds, Grackles, Crows, and Mag- 
pies, and Other Changes to the Order [FWS- 
R9-MB-2008-0064; 91200-1231-9BPP] (RIN: 1018- 
AV66) received February 14, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

667. A letter from the Chief, Branch of 
Listing, Department of the Interior, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — En- 
dangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Revised Critical Habitat for the 
Preble’s Meadow Jumping Mouse in Colorado 
[Docket No.: FWS-R6-ES-2009-0013] [MO 
92210-0-0009] (RIN: 1018-AW45) received Feb- 
ruary 14, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

668. A letter from the Acting Chief, Branch 
of Recovery, USFWS, Department of the In- 
terior, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants; Establishment of a Nonessential 
Experimental Populations of Endangered 
Whooping Cranes in Southwestern Louisiana 
[Docket No.: FWS-R4-ES-2010-0057] [92220- 
1113-0000-C3] (RIN: 1018-AX23) received Feb- 


ruary 14, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 


669. A letter from the Chief, Branch of 
Listing, Department of the Interior, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — En- 
dangered and Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants; Final Revised Critical Habitat for 
Brodiaea filifolia (Thread-Leaved Brodiaea) 
[Docket No.: FWS-R8-ES-2009-0073] [MO 
92210-0-0009] (RIN: 1018-AW54) received Feb- 


ruary 14, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 


670. A letter from the Regulatory and Pol- 
icy Specialist, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Indian Trust Management Reform — Imple- 
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mentation of Statutory Changes [Docket ID: 
BIA-2009-0001] (RIN: 1076-AF07) received Feb- 
ruary 7, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

671. A letter from the Chief, Branch of En- 
dangered Species Listing, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife and Plants; Revised Critical Habitat 
for the Arroyo Toad [Docket No.: FWS-R8- 
ES-2009-0069] [MO 92210-0-0009-B4] (RIN: 1018- 
AV89) received February 14, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(а)(1)(А); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

672. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit- 
ting the Department’s report on the activi- 
ties of the Community Relations Service, 
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 2000g-3; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

673. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar- 
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No.: 30768; Amdt. 3413] received Feb- 
ruary 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

674. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar- 
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No.: 30765; Amdt. No. 3410] received 
February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

675. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar- 
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No.: 30766; Amdt. No. 3411] received 
February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

676. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Amendment of Class E Airspace; Sturgis, KY 
[Docket No.: FAA-2010-0992; Airspace Docket 
No. 10-АЅО-36] received February 15, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

677. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab- 
lishment of Low Altitude Area Navigation 
Routes (T-281, T-283, T-285, T-286, and T-288); 
Nebraska and South Dakota [Docket No.: 
FAA-2010-0688; Airspace Docket No. 09-AGL- 
23] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received February 15, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

678. A letter from the Senoir Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air- 
worthiness Directives; Cessna Aircraft Com- 
pany (Type Certificate Previously Held by 
Columbia Aircraft Manufacturing (Pre- 
viously The Lancair Company)) Models LC40- 
550FG, LC41-550FG, and LC42-550FG Air- 
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2009-1186; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2009-CE-065-AD; Amendment 
39-16588; AD 2011-03-04] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re- 
ceived February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 
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679. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air- 
worthiness Directives; Fokker Services B.V. 
Model F.28 Mark 0100, 1000, 2000, 3000, and 
4000 Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2010-1114; 
Directorate Identifier 2010-NM-206-AD; 
Amendment 39-16591; AD 2011-03-07] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received February 15, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

680. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Oper- 
ations Specifications [Docket No.: FAA-2009- 
0140; Amendment No. 45-27, 110-1, 119-14, 121- 
353, 129-49, and 185-124] (RIN: 2120-AJ45) re- 
ceived February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

681. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Short Brothers PLC Model SD3 
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2010-0225; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2009-NM-203-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-16525; AD 2010-24-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

682. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; The Boeing Company Model 727 
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2010-0677; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2010-NM-075-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-16578; AD 2011-02-05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

683. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Procedures, and Take- 
off Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce- 
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket 
No.: 30767; Amdt. No. 3412] received February 
15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

684. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; SOCATA Model TBM 700 Air- 
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2010-0948; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2010-CE-041-AD; Amendment 
39-16575; AD 2011-02-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re- 
ceived February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

685. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Aircraft Industries a.s. Model L 
23 Super Blanik Sailplanes [Docket No.: 
FAA-2011-0053; Directorate Identifier 2010- 
CE-0738-AD; Amendment 39-16581; AD 2011-02- 
08] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received February 15, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

686. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Pratt & Whitney PW4000 Series 
Turbofan Engines [Docket No.: FAA-2010- 
0596; Directorate Identifier 2010-NE-22-AD; 
Amendment 39-16533; AD 2010-24-14] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received February 15, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

687. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
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Directives; The Boeing Company Model MD- 
11 and MD-11F Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 
2010-0228; Directorate Identifier 2009-NM-252- 
AD; Amendment 39-16574; AD 2011-02-01] (RIN: 
2120-А А64) received February 15, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

688. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; The Boeing Company Model 757 
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2008-0295; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2007-NM-298-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-16576; AD 2011-02-03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

689. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; The Boeing Company Model DC- 
9-81 (MD-81), DC-9-82 (MD-82), DC-9-83 (MD- 
83), D-9-87 (MD-87), and MD-88 Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2010-0549; Directorate 
Identifier 2010-NM-109-AD; Amendment 39- 
16573; AD 2011-01-16] (RIN: 2120-А А64) received 
February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

690. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. Models PC- 
6, PC-6-H1, PC-6-H2, PC-6/350, PC-6/350-H1, 
PC-6/350-H2, PC-6/A, PC-6/A-H1, PC-6/A-H2, 
PC-6/B-H2, PC-6/B1-H2, PC-6/B2-H2, PC-6/B2- 
H4, PC-6/C-H2, and PC-6/C1-H2 Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2010-1011; Directorate 
Identifier 2010-CE-047-AD; Amendment 39- 
16571; AD 2011-01-14] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

691. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. Models PC- 
6, PC-6-H1, РС-6-Н2, PC-6/350, PC-6/350-H1, 
PC-6/350-H2, PC-6/A, PC-6/A-H1, PC-6/A-H2, 
PC-6/B-H2, PC-6/B1-H2, PC-6/B2-H2, PC-6/B2- 
H4, PC-6/C-H2, and PC-6/C1-H2 Airplanes 
[Docket No.: FAA-2009-0622; Directorate 
Identifier 2009-СЕ-034-Ар; Amendment 39- 
16570; AD 2009-18-03 R1] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re- 
ceived February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

692. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; M7 Aerospace LP (Type Certifi- 
cate Previously Held by Fairchild Aircraft 
Incorporated) Models SA26-AT, SA26-T, 
SA226-AT, SA226-T, SA226-T(B), SA226-TC, 
SA227-AC (C-26A), SA227-AT, SA227-BC (C- 
26A), SA227-CC, SA227-DC (C-26B), and SA227- 
TT Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2011-0014; Di- 
rectorate Identifier 2010-CE-066-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-16577; AD 2011-02-04] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

698. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Pratt & Whitney JT8D-7, -7A, -7B, 
-9, -9A, -11, -15, -15A, -17, -17A, -17R, and 
-17AR Series Turbofan Engines [Docket No.: 
FAA-2010-0593; Directorate Identifier 98-ANE- 
48-AD; Amendment 39-16584; AD 2011-03-01] 
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received February 15, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 
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694. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; GROB-WERKE GMBH & CO KG 
Models G102 ASTIR CS, G102 CLUB ASTIR 
III, G102 CLUB ASTIR IIIb, and G102 STAND- 
ARD ASTIR III Gliders [Docket No.: FAA- 
2007-28435; Directorate Identifier 2007-CE-054- 
AD; Amendment 39-16556; AD 2011-01-03] (RIN: 
2120-А А64) received February 15, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

695. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; The Boeing Company Model 727, 
727C, 727-100, 727-100C, 727-200, and 727-200Е 
Series Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2010-0646; 
Directorate Identifier 2009-NM-223-AD; 
Amendment 39-16558; AD 2011-01-05] (RIN: 
2120-А А64) received February 15, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

696. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Empresa Brasileira de 
Aeronautica S.A. (EMBRAER) Model EMB- 
185BJ Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2008-1080; 
Directorate Identifier 2008-NM-118-AD; 
Amendment 39-16554; AD 2011-01-01] (RIN: 
2120-А А64) received February 15, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

697. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A300 B4-600, B4- 
600R, and F4-600R Series Airplanes, and 
Model C4-605R Variant F Airplanes (Collec- 
tively Called A300-600 Series Airplanes) 
[Docket No.: FAA-2010-1278; Directorate 
Identifier 2010-NM-260-AD; Amendment 39- 
16567; AD 2011-01-13] (RIN: 2120-А А64) received 
February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

698. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Pratt & Whitney Canada Corp. 
(P&WC) PW305A and PW305B Turbofan En- 
gines [Docket No.: FAA-2010-0829; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2010-NE-23-AD; Amendment 
39-16524; AD 2010-24-05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re- 
ceived February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

699. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; The Boeing Company Model 767- 
300 Series Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2010- 
0796; Directorate Identifier 2010-NM-007-AD; 
Amendment 39-16579; AD 2011-02-06] (RIN: 
2120-А А64) received February 15, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

700. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness 
Directives; Airbus Model A330-200 Series Air- 
planes Model; Model А330-300 Series Air- 
planes; Model A340-200 Series Airplanes; and 
Model A340-300 Series Airplanes [Docket No.: 
FAA-2011-0029; Directorate Identifier 2010- 
NM-279-AD; Amendment 39-16583; AD 2011-02- 
09] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received February 15, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

701. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Revocation 
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and Establishment of Compulsory Reporting 
Points; Alaska [Docket No.: FAA-2010-1191; 
Airspace Docket No. 10-AAL-22] received 
February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

702. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Modification 
of Class E Airspace; Show Low, AZ [Docket 
No.: FAA-2010-0903; Airspace Docket No. 09- 
AWP-16] received February 15, 2011, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

703. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
VOR Federal Airways V-2 and V-12; Hawaii 
[Docket No.: FAA-2010-1263; Airspace Docket 
No. 10-AWP-17] received February 15, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

704. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Jet Route Ј-93; CA [Docket No.: FAA-2010- 
1022; Airspace Docket No. 10-AWP-4] received 
February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

705. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; Lucin, UT [Docket No.: 
FAA-2010-1208; Airspace Docket No. 10-ANM- 
16] received February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

706. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; Port Clarence, AK 
[Docket No.: FAA-2010-0354; Airspace Docket 
No. 10-AAL-10] received February 15, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

707. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Richmond, IN [Docket No.: 
FAA-2010-1033; Airspace Docket No. 10-AGL- 
21] received February 16, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

708. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; New Hampton, IA [Dock- 
et No.: FAA-2010-1035; Airspace Docket No. 
10-ACE-12] received February 16, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

709. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Greensburg, IN [Docket 
No.: FAA-2010-1028; Airspace Docket No. 10- 
AGL-16] received February 16, 2011, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

710. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; La Porte, IN [Docket No.: 
FAA-2010-1030; Airspace Docket No. 10-AGL- 
18] received February 16, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

711. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Lafayette, Purdue Univer- 
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sity Airport, IN [Docket No.: FAA-2010-1029; 
Airspace Docket No. 10-AGL-17] received 
February 16, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

712. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Industry Director’s Directive (IDD) to 
Withdraw a Prior IDD on Foreign Sales Cor- 
poration (FSC) IRC Sec. 921-927 Bundle of 
Rights in Software Issue (IDD dated Novem- 
ber 14, 2003) [LB&I Control No.: LB&I-4-1110- 
032] received February 7, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

713. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Update for Weighted Average Interest 
Rates, Yield Curves, and Segments Rates 
[Notice 2011-13] received February 7, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

714. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Withholding on Wages of Nonresident 
Alien Employees Performing Services Within 
the United States [Notice 2011-12] received 
February 7, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

715. A letter from the Commissioner, So- 
cial Security Administration, transmitting a 
consolidated report of the Administration’s 
processing of continuing disability reviews 
for FY 2009; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

716. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Election Commission, transmitting the Com- 
mission’s FY 2012 budget request, pursuant 
to 2 U.S.C. 4374(4)(1); jointly to the Commit- 
tees on House Administration, Appropria- 
tions, and Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 


EE 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. UPTON: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 525. A bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to enhance and in- 
crease the number of veterinarians trained 
in veterinary public health (Rept. 112-22). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. UPTON: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 528. A bill to require the 
submission of a report to the Congress on 
parasitic disease among poor Americans 
(Rept. 112-23). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. UPTON: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 570. A bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to enhance the 
roles of dentists and allied dental personnel 
in the Nation’s disaster response framework, 
and for other purposes (Rept. 112-24). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 
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By Mrs. LUMMIS: 

H.R. 867. A bill to amend title П of the So- 
cial Security Act to set the retirement bene- 
fits age for today’s four-year-olds at age 70; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Utah (for himself 
and Mr. CHAFFETZ): 

H.R. 868. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to provide for the more accu- 
rate and complete enumeration of certain 
overseas Americans in the decennial census; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

By Mr. DENHAM (for himself, Mr. CAR- 
DOZA, Mr. COSTA, Mr. MCCARTHY of 
California, and Mr. NUNES): 

H.R. 869. A bill to clarify the definition of 
flood control operations for the purposes of 
the operation and maintenance of Project 
No. 2179 on the Lower Merced River; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 

H.R. 870. A bill to establish the National 
Full Employment Trust Fund to create em- 
ployment opportunities for the unemployed; 
to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, and in addition to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. SHULER (for himself, Mr. HUN- 
TER, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia, Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. MCKINLEY, 
and Mr. LIPINSKI): 

H.R. 871. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to make the credit for re- 
search activities permanent and to provide 
an increase in such credit for taxpayers 
whose gross receipts are predominantly from 
domestic production activities; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GIBBS (for himself, Mrs. 
SCHMIDT, Mr. ВАСА, Mr. Mica, Mr. 
Lucas, Mr. PETERSON, Mr. SIMPSON, 
Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. Ross of 
Arkansas, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. ВО8- 
WELL, Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. SABLAN, 
Mr. HERGER, Mr. KISSELL, Mr. SCHIL- 
LING, Mr. Costa, Mr. TIPTON, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. ROONEY, Mr. CARDOZA, 
and Mr. HOLDEN): 

H.R. 872. A bill to amend the Federal Insec- 
ticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act and 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to 
clarify Congressional intent regarding the 
regulation of the use of pesticides in or near 
navigable waters, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure, and in addition to the Committee 
on Agriculture, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia: 

H.R. 873. A bill to improve the safety of 
motorcoaches and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure, and in addition to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. OWENS (for himself, 
COURTNEY, and Mr. HANNA): 

H.R. 874. A bill to amend the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act to expand 
eligibility for Farm Service Agency loans; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana (for him- 
self, Mr. AKIN, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. 


Mr. 
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LAMBORN, Mr. HALL, Mr. JONES, Mr. 
BARTON of Texas, Mr. WILSON of 
South Carolina, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. 
PAUL, Mr. LATTA, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. 
Ross of Florida, and Mr. JORDAN): 

H.R. 875. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to limit Federal court jurisdic- 
tion over questions under the Defense of 
Marriage Act; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mrs. CAPPS (for herself and Mr. 
LATOURETTE): 

H.R. 876. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for patient 
protection by establishing safe nurse staffing 
levels at certain Medicare providers, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. CLAY (for himself and Mrs. 
EMERSON): 

H.R. 877. A bill to express the sense of Con- 
gress that Federal job training programs 
that target older adults should work with 
nonprofit organizations that have a record of 
success in developing and implementing re- 
search-based technology curriculum de- 
signed specifically for older adults; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. DEUTCH: 

H.R. 878. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide a credit to indi- 
viduals for legal expenses paid with respect 
to establishing guardianship of a disabled in- 
dividual; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HELLER (for himself and Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ): 

H.R. 879. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow refunds of Federal 
motor fuel excise taxes on fuels used in mo- 
bile mammography vehicles; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HERGER (for himself, Mr. 
KIND, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. DENT, Mr. 
GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. HARPER, and 
Mr. PAUL): 

H.R. 880. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the de- 
duction for health insurance costs in com- 
puting self-employment taxes; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HUNTER: 

H.R. 881. A bill to amend title III of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 to re- 
quire a plaintiff to provide a defendant with 
an opportunity to correct a violation of such 
title voluntarily before the plaintiff may 
commence a civil action, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois: 

H.R. 882. A bill to require that any local 
currencies used to provide per diems to 
Members and employees of Congress for offi- 
cial foreign travel for a fiscal year be ob- 
tained by Congress and paid for using funds 
appropriated for salaries and expenses of 
Congress for the fiscal year, to enhance the 
disclosure of information on official foreign 
travel of Members, officers, and employees of 
the House of Representatives, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on House Admin- 
istration, and in addition to the Committee 
on Rules, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Ms. LEE of California: 

H.R. 883. A bill to expand and enhance ex- 
isting adult day programs for people with 
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neurological diseases or conditions (such as 
multiple sclerosis, Parkinson’s disease, trau- 
matic brain injury, or other similar diseases 
or conditions) to support and improve access 
to respite services for family caregivers who 
are taking care of such people, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Ms. NORTON (for herself and Mr. 
MORAN): 

H.R. 884. A bill continuing appropriations 
of local funds of the District of Columbia 
during fiscal year 2011; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself, Mr. 
PETRI, and Mr. WALZ of Minnesota): 

H.R. 885. A bill to improve and expand geo- 
graphic literacy among kindergarten 
through grade 12 students in the United 
States by improving professional develop- 
ment programs for kindergarten through 
grade 12 teachers offered through institu- 
tions of higher education; to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. WOMACK (for himself, Mr. 
Ross of Arkansas, Mr. GRIFFIN of Ar- 
kansas, Mr. CRAWFORD, Mrs. BLACK- 
BURN, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. COFFMAN 
of Colorado, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. 
MCKINLEY): 

H.R. 886. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora- 
tion of the 225th anniversary of the estab- 
lishment of the Nation’s first Federal law en- 
forcement agency, the United States Mar- 
shals Service; to the Committee on Finan- 
cial Services. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (for himself 
and Mr. HASTINGS of Washington): 

H.R. 887. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to submit a report on Indian 
land fractionation, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources, and in 
addition to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider- 
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. BORDALLO (for herself, Mr. 


FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. SABLAN, Mr. 
PIERLUISI, Mr. HONDA, and Ms. 
HANABUSA): 


H.R. 888. A bill to amend title VIII of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 to provide financial assistance to local 
educational agencies that educate alien chil- 
dren admitted to the United States as citi- 
zens of one of the Freely Associated States; 
to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas (for herself, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
REYES, Mr. MARKEY, Ms. EDWARDS, 
Ms. FUDGE, Mr. HONDA, Mr. HINOJOSA, 
Mr. TONKO, Mr. HOLT, Mr. Wu, Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. WILSON 
of Florida, Mr. GRIJALVA, and Ms. 
NORTON): 

H.R. 889. A bill to provide for fulfilling the 
potential of women in academic science and 
engineering, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology. 

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself 
and Mr. DEUTCH): 

H.R. 890. A bill to allow for the enforce- 
ment of State disclosure laws and access to 
courts for covered Holocaust-era insurance 
policy claims; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, and in addition to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
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case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. CLAY: 

H. Res. 136. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of National Minority Donor 
Awareness Day; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. GRAVES of Missouri: 

H. Res. 187. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
the United States Postal Service should take 
all appropriate measures to ensure the con- 
tinuation of its 6-day mail delivery service; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

By Ms. LEE of California: 

H. Res. 138. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of Multiple Sclerosis Aware- 
ness Week; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. MANZULLO (for himself, Mr. 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, Mr. 
BRADY of Texas, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, 
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. LAR- 
SEN of Washington, and Mr. SABLAN): 

Н. Res. 139. A resolution expressing condo- 
lences to the people of New Zealand for the 
terrible loss of life and property suffered as 
a result of the deadly earthquake that 
struck on February 22, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 


— 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 


By Mrs. LUMMIS: 

H.R. 867. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

By Mr. BISHOP of Utah: 

H.R. 868. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 2. ‘‘The actual Enumera- 
tion ... within every subsequent Term of 
ten Years, in such Manner as they shall by 
Law direct.” 

By Mr. DENHAM: 

H.R. 869. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. 

Page 311 U.S. 426. 

“In our view, it cannot properly be said 
that the constitutional power of the United 
States over its waters is limited to control 
for navigation. By navigation, respondent 
means no more than operation of boats and 
improvement of the waterway itself. In 
truth, the authority of the United States is 
the regulation of commerce on its waters. 
Navigability, in the sense just stated, is but 
a part of this whole. Flood protection, water- 
shed development, recovery of the cost of 
improvements through utilization of power 
are likewise parts of commerce control.” 

By Mr. CONYERS: 

H.R. 870. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 1 of the United States Con- 
stitution. 
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By Mr. SHULER: 

H.R. 871. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8. Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

By Mr. GIBBS: 

H.R. 872. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia: 

H.R. 873. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I of the 
United States Constitution and its subse- 
quent amendments, and further clarified and 
interpreted by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

By Mr. OWENS: 

H.R. 874. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana: 

H.R. 875. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article III and Amendment X. 

By Mrs. CAPPS: 

H.R. 876. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 
States Constitution. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. CLAY: 

H.R. 877. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 2 of the United States Constitution. 

Legislative Powers. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 2. 

The Congress shall have Power to regulate 
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among 
the several States, and with the Indian 
Tribes. 

By Mr. DEUTCH: 

H.R. 878. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

By Mr. HELLER: 

H.R. 879. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to 
Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
United States Constitution and Amendment 
XVI of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. HERGER: 

H.R. 880. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1. 

By Mr. HUNTER: 

H.R. 881. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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The constitutional authority for the ADA 
Notification Act is: Section 8, Clause 1 of Ar- 
ticle I; Section 8, Clause 18 of Article I. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois: 

H.R. 882. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 9. “Мо Money shall be 
drawn from the Treasury, but in Con- 
sequence of Appropriations made by Law; 
and a regular Statement and Account of the 
Receipts and Expenditures of all public 
Money shall be published from time to 
time.” 

By Ms. LEE of California: 

H.R. 883. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I of the 
United States Constitution and its subse- 
quent amendments, and further clarified and 
interpreted by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

By Ms. NORTON: 

H.R. 884. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 17 of section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN: 

H.R. 885. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to Clause 1 of 
Section 8 of Article I of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. WOMACK: 

H.R. 886. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 5 states ‘‘The 
Congress shall have Power To coin 
Money, regulate the Value thereof, and of 
foreign Coin, and fix the Standard of Weights 
and Measures.” 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 

H.R. 887. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 8. 

By Ms. BORDALLO: 

H.R. 888. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 2 of Section 3 of Article 4. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas: 

H.R. 889. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of 
the United States. 

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN: 

H.R. 890. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule ХП, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 5: Mrs. CAPITO. 

H.R. 11: Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 27: Mrs. BIGGERT. 

H.R. 99: Mr. Ross of Florida. 

H.R. 100: Mr. FLORES, Mr. JONES, and Mr. 
CARTER. 

H.R. 104: Mr. WALDEN. 

H.R. 140: Mr. FLORES. 

H.R. 152: Mr. FLORES. 
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H.R. 153: Mr. YODER. 

H.R. 154: Mr. GARDNER. 

H.R. 205: Mr. BOREN. 

H.R. 217: Mr. PALAZZO. 

H.R. 237: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. REYES, and Mr. 
MURPHY of Connecticut. 

H.R. 283: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. FILNER, and Ms. 
WILSON of Florida. 

H.R. 284: Ms. FUDGE, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. 
MCNERNEY, Ms. WATERS, Mr. LEWIS of Geor- 
gia, Ms. WILSON of Florida, and Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD. 

H.R. 287: Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. HOLT, Mr. 
Towns, Mr. CoNYERS, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, 
and Mr. CARNAHAN. 

H.R. 397: Ms. FOXX. 

. 421: Mr. OLSON. 

. 428: Mr. MCCOTTER. 

. 482: Mr. DEUTCH. 

. 486: Mr. SCHWEIKERT. 

. 459: Mr. LATHAM. 

. 482: Mr. DESJARLAIS. 

. 515: Mr. MCCOTTER. 

. 585: Mr. GRIJALVA and Ms. HIRONO. 
. 584: Mr. DEUTCH. 

H.R. 587: Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 589: Mr. SIRES, Mr. ROTHMAN of New 
Jersey, Ms. CHu, Ms. DELAURO, and Mr. 
WATT. 

H.R. 606: Mr. GUINTA. 

H.R. 658: Mr. GUINTA. 

H.R. 673: Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. REED, and Mr. 
WITTMAN. 

H.R. 679: Mr. LOBIONDO. 

H.R. 690: Mr. GUINTA. 

H.R. 692: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
BARTLETT, Mr. CARTER, and Mr. GRAVES of 
Georgia. 

H.R. 694: Mr. BURGESS. 

H.R. 735: Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. WITTMAN, 
Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. WOLF, and Mr. GUINTA. 

H.R. 750: Mr. JORDAN, Mr. BURTON of Indi- 
ana, Mr. GOHMERT, Mrs. SCHMIDT, and Mr. 
CHABOT. 

H.R. 771: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, Mr. REYES, Mr. DOGGETT, and Mr. 
AL GREEN of Texas. 

H.R. 773: Mr. GRIJALVA. 

H.R. 782: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. 
MCKINLEY, and Mr. FLORES. 

H.R. 800: Mr. Youna of Florida, Mr. 
NUGENT, Mr. LONG, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. COFF- 
MAN of Colorado, and Mr. GINGREY of Geor- 
gia. 

H.R. 808: Mr. Wu. 

H.R. 816: Mr. CARDOZA. 

H.R. 822: Mr. BOREN, Mr. Ross of Arkansas, 
Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mr. 
GIBSON, Mr. HELLER, Mr. OWENS, Mr. COFF- 
MAN of Colorado, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. DUNCAN 
of Tennessee, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. WESTMORE- 
LAND, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. GINGREY 
of Georgia, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mrs. BACH- 
MANN, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. GARRETT, 
Mr. COLE, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. BOSWELL, 
Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. BARTON of Texas, 
Mr. CARTER, and Mr. PENCE. 

H.R. 837: Mr. FARENTHOLD. 

H.R. 838: Mr. PAULSEN. 

H.R. 863: Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. BORDALLO, and 
Mr. SABLAN. 

Н. Con. Res. 23: Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, 
Mr. PASCRELL, and Mr. PLATTS. 

H. Res. 60: Mr. PIERLUISI, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, 
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. Ross of 
Florida, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
QUIGLEY, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. KILDEE. 

H. Res. 95: Mr. MCCOTTER. 

H. Res. 184: Ms. BERKLEY. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


PAT KELLY 
HON. STENY H. HOYER 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
Pat Kelly, one of the longest-serving employ- 
ees in the history of the House of Representa- 
tives. Pat retired yesterday after more than 53 
years of outstanding public service. 

Pat comes from a family that has always 
placed a high premium on public service. Her 
father, Edward, was a New York City Court 
justice; her mother, Edna, was a Member of 
the House of Representatives. Even further 
back, Pat can trace her family’s history of 
service to a grandfather who was appointed 
Postmaster of Brooklyn, New York, by Presi- 
dent Woodrow Wilson. 

In her decades in the House, Pat worked as 
a research assistant, a legislative assistant for 
three Members of Congress and the House 
Rules Committee, and the Editor of the House 
Daily Digest. Pat served in that most recent 
role from 1999 to her retirement. She has 
seen more than half a century of history being 
made first-hand—and more importantly, she 
has helped shaped that history, through her 
diligence, hard work, and deep experience. 
For more than 53 years, Pat Kelly made her- 
self indispensable to the House, and she will 
be greatly missed. 


HONORING EVIE DAVIS 
HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, public service is 
a noble profession when done honestly and 
well. Those who work in government, serving 
the people, do so with pride of accomplish- 
ment in the knowledge that they are helping to 
make life easier for those they serve. 

Evie Davis, the District Manager of the West 
Nyack Social Security office began her career 
with the Social Security Administration 40 
years ago, in October of 1970, at the North- 
eastern Program Service. 

She held a variety of positions of increasing 
responsibility, rising to District Manager of the 
White Plains office in 1990. She served there 
for eleven years before moving across the 
Hudson River to her current position in Rock- 
land County. 

She has served on many committees and 
workshops in furtherance of helping the SSA 
better help its clients, including the workgroup 
on the Limited-English Speaking Population. 
She has also served on the Advisory Com- 
mittee of the Offices for the Aging in both 
Westchester and Rockland Counties. 


She has always prided herself on her serv- 
ice to the Social Security Administration and 
the people it serves, touching the lives of vir- 
tually all of America’s families in one way or 
another. She derived great fulfillment from her 
role in managing and always strove to con- 
tribute to a satisfying work environment. For 
her dedication and her abilities she has re- 
ceived many awards, including the Associate 
Commissioner's Citation. 

Evie and her husband Mark are about to 
celebrate their 35th wedding anniversary. 
They have two sons, Eric and Jarrod and twin 
baby granddaughters. 

| congratulate Evie Davis for her 40 years of 
public service in helping people. She has 
earned our thanks and praise for the good 
work she has done for so many years in mak- 
ing our lives and the lives of those around us 
better and more fulfilling. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE OF EUGENE 
AARON BONACCI 


HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to commemorate the life and service of Eu- 
gene Aaron Bonacci, a decorated veteran of 
the United States Navy, loving son, brother, 
partner, and friend to many. Tragically, Eu- 
gene passed away unexpectedly last month at 
the all too early age of 33. 

Eugene devoted his too short life to his fam- 
ily and country. After graduating from Roslyn 
High School in 1996, he enlisted in the United 
States Navy. The military proved an ideal ca- 
reer choice. His intelligence, patriotism, self- 
lessness, and drive to succeed in all he en- 
deavored were a perfect fit for the Navy. It 
was no surprise to those who knew Eugene 
best that he would be highly decorated for his 
service. Eugene earned the Navy Achieve- 
ment Medal, Blue Jacket Award, National De- 
fense Service Medal, Joint Services Medal, 
Global War on Terrorism Medal, Good Con- 
duct Medal, Navy Pistol Expert Medal, and Ri- 
fleman Marksmanship Ribbon. 

Following his time in the Navy, Eugene en- 
rolled at Pennsylvania State University, where 
he studied security and risk analysis. It was 
Eugene’s difficulty obtaining full-tuition benefits 
for his education under the Post 9/11 G.I. Bill 
that inspired him and his mother, Leslie Blei, 
to become tireless advocates of the Post 9/11 
G.I. Bill Improvements Act. When the bill 
passed and was signed into law by President 
Obama, Eugene, selfless as always, cited his 
mother’s advocacy as a factor for passage of 
the bill. 

Eugene’s professional accomplishments 
were numerous. His personal attributes were 
the most significant though. Eugene was loved 


by his family and loved them in return, includ- 
ing his partner Elizabeth Rockey. His large ex- 
tended family was the source of his strength. 

Eugene’s life was cut short, but as his father 
Eugene Bonacci Il says, Eugene was blessed 
with a meaningful life. In a final act of compas- 
sion that embodied Eugene’s selflessness, he 
donated his organs, which doctors estimated 
could save and improve the lives of numerous 
people. 

For his service to country, advocacy for vet- 
erans, and devotion to his family and friends, 
| ask all of my colleagues in the House of 
Representatives to join me in honoring Eu- 
gene Aaron Bonacci. 


EE 


IN HONOR AND REMEMBRANCE OF 
LINDA ROMANIK 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise to re- 
member Linda Romanik. She was а labor 
leader who was dedicated to her fellow work- 
ers, her family, and her community, and a 
former member of my Congressional Staff. | 
am saddened to report that Linda passed 
away recently after a short illness. 

Linda was born on July 31, 1949, in Cleve- 
land, Ohio. Early in her childhood she moved 
to Wickliffe, Ohio, and graduated from 
Wickliffe High School in 1967. Soon afterward, 
she began her employment with Bailey Con- 
trols in Wickliffe. 

At the time, the workers at Bailey had no 
labor representation. In 1971, Linda helped 
form an organizing committee. As a result of 
her efforts, the workers at Bailey Controls or- 
ganized Local 1741 of the United Auto Work- 
ers (UAW). She served on the Local 1741 
committee from 1985 until 1996 and was the 
committee’s Vice President from 1990 through 
1993. Linda was also active on the UAW’s 
Community Action Program (CAP) for the Ash- 
tabula-Geauga-Lake region from 1976 until 
1981 and was its chair from 1981 through 
1988. 

In 1996, Linda worked tirelessly on my Con- 
gressional campaign. When we won the elec- 
tion that year, | asked Linda to join my staff as 
a caseworker and labor liaison. She served 
the people of Ohio’s 10th Congressional Dis- 
trict with enthusiasm and distinction. She 
helped me set up my District offices and 
worked closely with constituents who needed 
personal help and with local labor leaders who 
needed my attention on many issues. 

Linda resigned from my staff in 1998 to take 
on greater challenges in the labor movement. 
She became the UAW’s CAP coordinator in 
1998 and International Representative for the 
UAW’s Regions 2 and 2B in 2004. She retired 
in 2010 after more than 35 years of service 
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with the UAW. She served on the board of the 
United Labor Agency and was its Recording 
Secretary. She stayed active with Local 1741 
and its successor, Local 70 after the merger of 
the two locals in 2005. Linda was also a long- 
time member of the Lake County Democratic 
Women’s Club. 

Linda was also a caring mother and wife. 
She spent 30 loving years married to her hus- 
band John, for whom she cared dearly. She 
also raised her two children, John and Andrea, 
with warmth and kindness and was the proud 
grandmother of Carter. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in remembering Linda Romanik, an advocate 
for the public good who served this House 
with distinction, who made the workplace a 
better place for workers, and who was dedi- 
cated to her community and family. 


—— 


CELEBRATING TAIWAN’S 20TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF THE STRAIT EX- 
CHANGE FOUNDATION 


HON. CHARLES В. RANGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, in the last two 
and a half years, through Taiwan’s Straits Ex- 
change Foundation (SEF) and Mainland Chi- 
na’s Association for Relations Across the Trait 
Strait (ARATS), Taiwan and Mainland China 
have held several rounds of talks and con- 
cluded many economic and trade agreements, 
most important of which was the Economic 
Cooperation Framework Agreement (ECFA) 
inked last June 29 in Chongqing China. 

ECFA boosts Taiwan’s economy and cre- 
ates tens of thousands of job opportunities. 
Further, the agreement will help Taiwan’s 
economy to benefit from regional integration 
and develop new international markets while 
attracting foreign direct investments in Taiwan. 
In addition to the economic benefits for both 
Taiwan and the Chinese mainland, the signing 
of this agreement has significantly eased ten- 
sions across the Taiwan Strait. The two sides 
are now linked by more than 300 direct flights 
per week. Mainland China is Taiwan’s largest 
trading partner with cross-strait trade totaling 
close to $110 billion in 2009, according to Tai- 
wan statistics. 

Clearly, the Straits Exchange Foundation is 
to be congratulated on its 20th anniversary for 
its good work. SEF has brought prosperity and 
peace to the Taiwan Strait. As we celebrate 
the successes of the SEF, we know much lies 
ahead for the SEF and the ARATS. For in- 
stance, the people in Taiwan and the inter- 
national community continue to have strong 
concerns about China’s military expansion and 
deployments. 

So far, China has yet to renounce the use 
of force regarding Taiwan and China’s military 
build-up across the Taiwan Strait continues 
unabated with more than 1,100 missiles point- 
ed in Taiwan’s direction. Although tensions 
have abated and there seems to be no danger 
of China using force against Taiwan, China’s 
military deployments worry policymakers іп 
both Taipei and Washington. 

While the United States is happy to see rap- 
prochement between the two sides, it is my 
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opinion that to ensure Taiwan’s future, we 
must help Taiwan develop the confidence to 
resist any outside aggression. We should and 
must continue to stand by our commitment to 
provide Taiwan with defense articles and de- 
fense services. Our recent decision to notify 
Congress of the approval of arms sales to Tai- 
wan worth $6.4 billion is an indication of our 
commitment to meet the obligations spelled 
out in the Taiwan Relations Act (TRA). This 
has been a U.S. policy followed by successive 
Administrations for more than 30 years. 

Again, | congratulate the leaders of Tai- 
wan’s SEF, Taiwan’s Mainland Affairs Council 
(MAC) and ROC President Ma Ying-jeou for 
their vision and hard work in improving cross- 
strait relations. Together they have restored 
U.S. trust and reversed the deterioration in 
cross-strait relations that took place prior to 
May 2008. 


HONORING TREVOR BAYNE 
HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, | 
wish today to honor a rising star in motor- 
sports. 

On February 20, 2011, Knoxville native 
Trevor Bayne raced into NASCAR history by 
becoming the youngest driver ever to win the 
Daytona 500. 

It was only his second sprint Cup race ever. 

The night before his victory, Trevor cele- 
brated his twentieth birthday. Little did he 
know that the next day, his childhood dream 
would come true. 

Trevor’s love of racing began when his fa- 
ther bought him a go-kart when he was 5 
years old, and he never looked back. 

As a boy, his hero was NASCAR legend 
Jeff Gordon. Until Sunday, Gordon was the 
youngest driver ever to win the Daytona 500, 
an honor that now belongs to Trevor. 

Just before heading to Victory Lane, Trevor 
said four words that summed up his historic 
feat: “Are you kidding me?” 

Because of his overnight success, Trevor is 
fast becoming one of the most popular young 
drivers in his sport, but he is much more than 
that. 

Trevor is a young man who puts his faith 
before winning and his family ahead of indi- 
vidual accomplishments. 

Mr. Speaker, Knoxville and the State of 
Tennessee are very proud of 2011 Daytona 
500 Champion Trevor Bayne, and | urge my 
Colleagues and other readers of the RECORD 
to join me in recognizing this extraordinary 
young man. 


ee 


COMMENDING THE ELEVENTH 
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF FLORIDA 


HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, | would 
like to commend the Eleventh Judicial Circuit 
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of Florida for 100 years of dedicated service to 
our South Florida community. For a century, it 
has amassed a distinguished history of honor- 
able service to the people of Miami-Dade 
County. | have the great privilege of rep- 
resenting the 18th Congressional District of 
Florida which falls within the boundaries of the 
Eleventh Judicial Circuit. 

The Eleventh Judicial Circuit is the largest 
circuit in the state of Florida and the fourth 
largest trial court in the United States. The cir- 
cuit is one of 20 in the state. The Eleventh Ju- 
dicial Circuit’s jurisdiction consists of Miami- 
Dade County, Florida, and has 123 circuit and 
county court judges presiding and over 14,000 
attorneys serving a county wide population of 
over 2.5 million people. The court’s philosophy 
is written on a placard that appears above the 
bench in each courtroom with the words, “We 
Who Labor Here Seek Only Truth.” 

When Florida entered into statehood in 
1845, the state was served by only four judi- 
cial circuits: North, South, East, and West. 
The Southern Circuit spanned thousands of 
square miles, covering Dade, Monroe, 
Hillsborough, and Benton counties, and was 
served by only one circuit judge. The judge 
had the daunting task of traveling by train, 
boat, or horse across thousands of square 
miles to serve the entire circuit. In 1868, Flor- 
ida’s legislature replaced the four compass 
point circuits with seven numbered circuits. A 
constitutional amendment added an eighth cir- 
cuit in 1902. 

Florida’s growing population soon created a 
need for additional circuits; so in 1910, the 
people of the State of Florida amended their 
constitution to give the legislature the authority 
to create additional judicial circuits as needed. 
After considering several plans to restructure 
the state circuit court system, the legislature 
expanded the system to 11 circuits in 1911. 
The Eleventh Judicial Circuit was one of the 
state’s three new circuits. 

Originally, the Eleventh Judicial Circuit 
served the counties of Dade, Palm Beach, and 
Monroe. At the time, Dade County had a pop- 
ulation of roughly 12,000 people and was 
growing steadily. The first judge of the Elev- 
enth Judicial Circuit was Livingstone Wellesley 
Bethel, a first generation immigrant raised in 
Key West, who spent almost 40 years of his 
life in public service. Judge Bethel served the 
people of Florida in many capacities including 
mayor of Key West, Lieutenant Governor of 
Florida, United States Attorney for the South- 
ern District of Florida, and county and circuit 
judge. 

Our country was built on the foundation that 
all men are created equal and with certain 
unalienable rights: life, liberty, and the pursuit 
of happiness. Our founding fathers took care 
to protect these and other fundamental rights, 
establishing a three branch federal govern- 
ment and state governments. They recognized 
the importance and need for a judicial system 
to provide checks and balances in order to 
protect the rights of citizens, stating in the pre- 
amble of our Constitution, “We the People of 
the United States, in Order to form a more 
perfect Union, establish Justice, insure domes- 
tic Tranquility, provide for the common de- 
fense, promote the general Welfare, and se- 
cure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and 
our Posterity, do ordain and establish this 
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Constitution for-the United States of America.” 
A foundation of our judicial system is “equal 
justice under law.” Our federal апа state 
courts work tirelessly to protect the rights of all 
Americans and are dedicated to carrying out 
the mandates of our Constitution. 

From its modest beginnings in 1911, the 
Eleventh Judicial Circuit has grown to be one 
of our nation’s most highly respected and im- 
portant legal jurisdictions. The Eleventh Judi- 
cial Circuit is celebrating its rich history and 
legacy through centennial celebrations that in- 
clude special artwork, a reenactment of the 
historic 1930 Al Capone perjury trial, and an 
overview of the civil rights movement in the 
Eleventh Judicial Circuit. The Eleventh Judicial 
Circuit is one of busiest and most prestigious 
jurisdictions in our nation, and is recognized 
as a beacon of justice. The circuit fully em- 
bodies the commitment of our nation to pro- 
vide “equal justice under law.” For the last 
100 years, the men and women presiding over 
the Eleventh Judicial Circuit have served the 
people of South Florida with honor and distinc- 
tion. | thank the judges, attorneys, and staff of 
the Eleventh Judicial Circuit for their commit- 
ment to justice and the rule of law. 

The current members of the court are: 
CIRCUIT COURT JUDGES OF THE ELEVENTH JUDICIAL 
CIRCUIT 

Barbara Areces; Antonio Arzola; Jerald 
Bagley; Jennifer D. Bailey; Mary Barzee Flo- 
res; Scott M. Bernstein; Stanford Blake; Beth 
Bloom; Joel H. Brown, Chief Judge; Beatrice 
Butchko; Marcia В. Caballero; Gisela 
Cardonne Ely; Jeri B. Cohen; Yvonne 
Colodny; Jorge E. Cueto; Abby Cynamon; 
Maria Espinosa Dennis; Reemberto Diaz; Amy 
Steele Donner; Ronald Dresnick; Pedro P. Jr. 
Echarte; Spencer Eig; Joseph P. Farina; Ivan 
F. Fernandez; Jose L. Fernandez; Leon M. 
Firtel; Gill S. Freeman; Darrin P. Gayles; Mi- 
chael A. Genden; Mindy S. Glazer; Stacy D. 
Glick; Monica Gordo; Milton Hirsch; Jacqueline 
Hogan Scola; Julio Jimenez; Sandy Karlan; 
Maria M. Korvick; Maxine Cohen Lando; Les- 
ter Langer; Mark King Leban; Cindy S. 
Lederman; Ellen Leesfield; Peter R. Lopez; 
Valerie R. Manno Schurr; Antonio Marin; 
Bronwyn C. Miller; David C. Miller; Celeste H. 
Muir; Dennis J. Murphy; Victoria Platzer; Or- 
lando A. Prescott; Israel Reyes; Jose M. 
Rodriguez; Rosa |. Rodriguez; Jorge Rodri- 
guez-Chomat; Arthur L. Rothenberg; 
Samantha Ruiz-Cohen; Maria |. Sampedro- 
Iglesia; Migna Sanchez-Llorens; George А. 
Sarduy; Nushin G. Sayfie; John Schlesinger; 
Marc Schumacher; Lawrence A. Schwartz; 
Robert N. Jr. Scola; Bernard S. Shapiro; Vic- 
toria S. Sigler; Scott J. Silverman; Bertila Soto; 
William Thomas; John W. Thornton Jr.; Marisa 
Tinkler Mendez; Daryl E. Trawick; Dava J. 
Tunis; Ellen Sue Venzer; and Diane V. Ward. 
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY COURT JUDGES OF THE ELEVENTH 

JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

Victoria R. Brennan; Don S. Cohn; Joseph 
1. Jr. Davis; Victoria del Pino; Robin Faber; 
Rosa C. Figarola; Mary J. Francis; Gloria Gon- 
zalez-Meyer; Michaelle Gonzalez-Paulson; 
Wendell M. Graham; Andrew S. Hague; Eric 
Hendon; Charles K. Johnson; Carroll J. Kelly; 
Lawrence D. King; Shelley J. Kravitz; Luise 
Krieger-Martin; Myriam Lehr; Steve Leifman; 
Norma S. Lindsey; Patricia Marino Pedraza; 
Cristina Miranda; Edward Newman; Maria D. 
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Ortiz; Ana M. Pando; Gladys Perez; Catherine 
M. Pooler; Judith Rubenstein; Nuria Saenz; 
Caryn C. Schwartz; Jacqueline Schwartz; 
Sheldon R. Schwartz; Fred Seraphin; Lourdes 
Simon; Samuel J. Slom; Rodney Smith; Linda 
Singer Stein; Teretha Lundy Thomas; Lisa S. 
Walsh; Deborah White-Labora; and Andrea R. 
Wolfson. 

SENIOR JUDGES OF THE ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

Mercedes Armas Bach; Eli Breger; Philip 
Cook; Robert M. Deehl; Charles D. Edelstein; 
Richard Y. Feder; Eugene J. Fierro; Ronald 
Friedman; Seymour Gelber; Norman S. 
Gerstein; Marvin H. Gillman; William E. Glad- 
stone; Leonard E. Glick; Jon 1. Gordon; Ed- 
ward S. Klein; Judith L. Kreeger; Barbara S. 
Levenson; Richard V. Margolius; Robert H. 
Newman; Thomas K. Petersen; Steven D. 
Robinson; Jeffrey Rosinek; Alan R. Schwartz; 
Martin Shapiro; Roger A. Silver; Stuart M. Si- 
mons; Raphael Steinhardt; Herbert Stettin; 
and David L. Tobin. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF LIEUTENANT 
GENERAL MICHAEL L. OATES 


HON. DUNCAN HUNTER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the service of Lieutenant General 
Michael L. Oates, the Director of the Joint Im- 
provised Explosive Device Defeat Organiza- 
tion (JIEDDO), who will retire from service on 
July 1, 2011. 

LTG Oates has honorably served his coun- 
try for more than three decades. Since grad- 
uating from the United States Military Acad- 
emy at West Point in 1979, LTG Oates has 
commanded troops from Company to Division 
level. He is a veteran of Desert Shield and 
Desert Storm and served three tours in Iraq in 
support of Operation Iraqi Freedom, serving 
as the Chief of Staff to the Deputy and Chief 
Operating Officer, Coalition Provisional Author- 
ity, as the Deputy Commanding General (Op- 
erations) 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault) 
and the Commanding General, 10th Mountain 
Division/Multi-National Division-Center. Among 
his many decorations, LTG Oates has been 
awarded the Distinguished Service Medal, the 
Legion of Merit, and the Bronze Star Medal. 

As a Member of the House Armed Services 
Committee, | have supported LTG Oates’ mis- 
sion to provide the necessary training, equip- 
ment, and analytical capabilities necessary to 
protect our service men and women from the 
threats posed by IEDs. Having served in both 
Iraq and Afghanistan myself, | have experi- 
enced firsthand the dangers that IEDs pose to 
our troops. Under Oates’ leadership, JIEDDO 
has made significant strides to combat those 
dangers by not only reducing the effectiveness 
of the IEDs, but also by helping to eliminate 
the enemy networks that seek to use these 
devices to harm our troops. 

His approach on Capitol Hill brought a high 
degree of candor, integrity, and focus. Few 
missions are as important as JIEDDO’s efforts 
to defeat the IED as a weapon of strategic in- 
fluence and LTG Oates carried out that mis- 
sion superbly, executing our counter-IED (С 
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IED) support to the Afghanistan surge and sig- 
nificantly reducing the effectiveness of IEDs. 
Also under his leadership, JIEDDO improved 
its processes and control measures to reduce 
wasteful spending, improve transparency to 
Congress, and demonstrate a greater level of 
accountability. 

| have gotten to know Lieutenant General 
Michael Oates well during his tenure at 
JIEDDO. He is an inspiring leader, a teacher, 
and a Texan. The philosophy he instilled in his 
staff and demonstrated by example in his daily 
work come from James Р. Owen’s book, 
“Cowboy Values.” As he concludes his mili- 
tary career and rides off to face even tougher 
endeavors, he takes Owen’s “Code of the 
West,” with him: 
Live each day with courage. 
Take pride in your work. 
Always finish what you start. 
Do what has to be done. 
Be tough, but fair. 
When you make a promise, Keep it. 
Ride for the brand. 
Talk less and say more. 
Remember that some things aren’t for sale. 
Know where to draw the line. 

| am proud to share in the celebration of 
LTG Oates’ military career, recognizing both 
his extraordinary leadership of JIEDDO and 
his distinguished military service. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, on 
Monday, February 28, 2011, | was unable to 
be present for recorded votes. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “yes” on rollcall 
vote No. 148 (on the motion to suspend the 
rules and pass H.R. 394, as amended), “yes” 
on rollcall vote No. 149 (on the motion to sus- 
pend the rules and pass H.R. 347, as amend- 
ed), and “yes” on rollcall vote No. 150 (on the 
motion to suspend the rules and pass H.R. 
368, as amended). 


Ee 


CELEBRATING 50 YEARS OF 
MARSHALL UNIVERSITY 


HON. NICK J. RAHALL II 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, while Marshall 
University is the oldest public institution of 
higher education in West Virginia, tracing its 
founding to 1837, it took nearly 125 years of 
sustained growth before the normal school es- 
tablished on a knoll in rural Cabell County 
would truly come of age. 

Compared to the news that seems to grab 
attention nowadays, it is probably difficult for 
today’s students to understand the signifi- 
cance of the granting of university status to 
the former Marshall College. But 50 years 
ago, the designation as a state university 
meant far more than just a name. 

Video footage and still photographs shot on 
Marshalls campus the day the news broke 
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that the West Virginia Legislature had passed 
the university bill depict a student body that 
celebrated as if the football team had won a 
national championship. A special edition of 
The Parthenon hailed, “We are now Marshall 
“О!” Crowds gathered as “College” was sym- 
bolically chipped off one of Marshall’s state 
highway historical markers. Students taped 
over the word “college” on the team 
sweatshirts they proudly wore. Cheering and 
running across campus, they acted as if a war 
had just ended. And, in essence, that is ex- 
actly what had happened. March 2, 1961, 
marked the end of a multi-year battle for Mar- 
shall’s official recognition as an advanced 
higher learning institution in the state of West 
Virginia. 

In his book, “Marshall University: An Institu- 
tion Comes of Age, 1837—1980,” Marshall his- 
torian Dr. Charles H. Moffatt noted that in 
1961, university status would make Marshall 
the first university located in the vast stretches 
of central Appalachia between Lexington, Ken- 
tucky, and Lexington, Virginia, and between 
Athens, Ohio, and Knoxville, Tennessee. At 
the time, many states had only one state uni- 
versity, as was the case here, with West Vir- 
ginia University in Morgantown being the sole 
university among a handful of higher edu- 
cation institutions in the Mountain State. 

Dr. Stewart H. Smith, president of Marshall 
from 1946 to 1968 and for whom Smith Hall 
is named, fought many years for his beloved 
college to earn university status by engaging 
legislators, backed by strong local support, 
and working on a public front to change atti- 
tudes about a second university in West Vir- 
ginia. Many thought the state should support 
only one large university, fearing another 
would drain resources from West Virginia Uni- 
versity. 

Smith argued that Marshall had earned uni- 
versity status because of the number of aca- 
demic programs and advanced degrees of- 
fered, as well as the growth in enrollment. 
Smith, local legislators and area leaders said 
the change in status would not only help Mar- 
shall recruit more students and retain better 
faculty, it also would result in more federal 
funding and private donations, and help to 
bring more businesses to the state. 

By 1960, following the establishment of Mar- 
shall’s College of Applied Sciences, a request 
was made to the state Board of Education to 
accord the institution university status. The 
board approved the request in October 1960, 
and the battle for a change in State Code to 
make it official began. 

Smith had strong support from Huntington- 
area legislators, and he joined them in car- 
rying the fight to lawmakers from across the 
state and to the governor's office. He unified 
the Huntington campus and, along with the 
elected officials and other Marshall supporters, 
they persevered. The so-called Marshall bill 
passed the West Virginia Senate on February 
16, 1961, and cleared the House of Delegates 
shortly after. Governor W.W. Barron signed 
the bill and dedicated a brand-new Gullickson 
Hall at the same time during a ceremony on 
Marshall’s Huntington campus on March 2, 
1961. 

As he put his pen to the paper, Governor 
Barron said, “It is my privilege and pleasure to 
place my signature on legislation to change 
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the name of this splendid educational institu- 
tion from Marshall College to Marshall Univer- 
sity. It is my sincere wish that Marshall’s future 
will be resplendent with new pride and 
progress . . . which | am convinced will aid all 
of West Virginia.” 

The university and city celebrated. It was a 
turning point in the university's history and set 
the stage for what has indeed been a new 
generation of pride and progress as Marshall 
has grown to serve more West Virginians than 
ever. 

Dramatic changes have occurred in the 50 
years since. Enrollment has more than tripled 
and the campus infrastructure has been com- 
pletely transformed. The Marshall community 
experienced unimaginable devastation with the 
plane crash in 1970 and witnessed an incred- 
ible rebirth through the 1990s, a story that was 
retold with a star-studded motion picture in 
2006. 

Marshall now offers 159 majors and 105 de- 
grees through its 12 colleges. The university 
boasts the nation’s finest graduate program in 
forensic science, and a top-ranked School of 
Medicine and transportation research institute. 
Marshall has developed a reputation for bio- 
science research and has in recent years es- 
tablished new programs in engineering, phys- 
ical therapy and health informatics. Marshall 
also is launching a new School of Pharmacy, 
expected to field its first class of students in 
fall 2012. 

The state’s investment in Marshall has more 
than paid off, tripling in the past few years 
under current President Stephen J. Kopp’s 
leadership. The most recent economic impact 
study, completed in 2010, conservatively esti- 
mates that Marshall returns $20 for every 
state dollar invested in the university, and 
helps to create more than 6,000 jobs. 

Kopp has overseen more than $200 million 
in new capital projects and major building ren- 
ovation. Since 2005, Marshall has launched 
10 new high-demand degree majors or pro- 
grams and doubled its research grant funding. 

Marshall’s impact will grow even more, as 
the university expects record enrollment in fall 
2011 and more than $50 million in planned in- 
frastructure improvements and new buildings 
over the next few years. 

This growth would not have been possible 
without the vision and leadership more than 
50 years ago from Dr. Smith and local legisla- 
tors who recognized the need for Marshall to 
become a university. And, while there has 
been tremendous positive change since 1961, 
Marshalls mission will always be to serve the 
people of West Virginia and the entire region. 

A hundred years ago, Professor Walter Ra- 
leigh addressed the meaning of the university. 
He said, “We owe an enormous debt to those 
who went before us; we can pay it, or a part 
of it, only to those who come after us. We 
must pass on our inheritance; and if we really 
can make here and there, as no doubt we 
can, some additions and improvements, to 
compensate the irrecoverable depredations of 
time and mortality, we are happy indeed. Any- 
how, here is work enough for a University, and 
motive enough to urge us on to the work.” 

A hundred, indeed, hundreds of years 
hence, Marshall University will continue pass- 
ing on our inheritance as long as we give it 
the support and encouragement it so nobly 
deserves. 
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FINANCIAL TIMES CRITICIZES RE- 
PUBLICAN ASSAULT ON SEC AND 
CFTC 


HON. BARNEY FRANK 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
in a very thoughtful editorial on February 24th, 
the Financial Times, a widely-respected voice 
of a responsible free market approach to the 
economy, expressed strong criticism of the re- 
ductions in the budget requests that were 
made for the Securities Exchange Commis- 
sion and the Commodities Futures Trading 
Commission. These two agencies were given 
significantly enhanced responsibilities in the 
recently passed financial reform bill, and the 
Republican budget means that, most glaringly 
but not exclusively, derivatives will continue to 
lurk in the shadows of the financial system 
with their great potential for harm when im- 
properly governed. 

The Financial Times, not given to radical 
thought, closed this editorial by noting that “If 
the Republicans want another financial crisis, 
they are going about it the right way.” 

Mr. Speaker, few public policy issues are as 
important to us as avoiding the disaster of an- 
other financial crisis and its consequent plung- 
ing of the economy as a whole into deep re- 
cession and so | ask that his important edi- 
torial from the Financial Times be printed 
here. 

[From the Financial Times, Feb. 24, 2011] 

EDITORIAL: FUNDING REGULATORS 

The Dodd-Frank financial regulation law 
passed in July 2010 was a far-reaching effort 
to promote financial stability. Whether the 
legislation can achieve that goal, though, de- 
pends on how it is implemented. On this, 
there are some worrying signs. The House of 
Representatives has voted to cut funding by 
a third to the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission. It also stripped $25m from the 
Securities and Exchange Commission. 
Squeezing two of the most important regu- 
lators jeopardises the progress made in cre- 
ating a safer financial system. 

Too much regulation did not cause the fi- 
nancial crisis. In the last decade, the SEC 
and CFTC have anyway been stretched. Over 
that time, the industry’s complexity and size 
have grown. Technology has also changed 
the way markets operate, and regulators are 
as yet inadequately equipped with tools to 
monitor that change. 

Even if the remit of these two bodies had 
not expanded, therefor; to cut their budgets 
would be ill-advised. To do so when Dodd- 
Frank has added to their tasks, is irrespon- 
sible. The White House understands this: the 
proposed 2012 budget would nearly double the 
CFTC’s funds and increase the SEC financing 
by a fifth. 

It is imperative that the SEC and CFTC 
are properly resourced. They are already be- 
hind schedule in writing the regulatory de- 
tail. This strain is particularly acute for the 
CFTC, which is taking on a proportionately 
greater burden under Dodd-Frank: pre- 
viously unregulated derivatives fall largely 
under the CFTC’s purview. 

The current funding model is not the only 
option. User fees could be a viable alter- 
native to congressional financing. Some 
other financial regulators already self-fund; 
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the SEC partly does so. The futures industry 
has lobbied against this model for the CFTC. 
What matters most, however, is that regu- 
lators receive enough funding without 
strings attached. 

The pressure to cut the SEC and CFTC 
budgets is part of the Republican war on the 
White House. Dodd-Frank is not perfect, but 
it improves on what came before. It cannot 
work, however, if politicians do not support 
regulators’ efforts. If the Republicans want 
another financial crisis, they are going about 
it the right way. 


HONORING LANCE CORCORAN 
HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. DENHAM. Mr Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the life of Mr. Lance Corcoran. Mr. Cor- 
coran worked for the California Correctional 
Peace Officers Association and was an influ- 
ential individual in California’s state correc- 
tional system. He passed away on Sunday, 
February 27, 2011. Mr. Corcoran is survived 
by his wife Christine and his three sons, lan, 
Michael and Dylan. 

Mr. Corcoran served as the Chief Commu- 
nication Officer for the California Correctional 
Peace Officers Association. He worked for the 
statewide organization representing the 33,000 
men and women who worked in the state’s 
correctional facilities. For over twenty years, 
Mr. Corcoran served as a union officer for the 
California Department of Corrections. Starting 
out as a Correctional Officer at Susanville in 
1986, he was quickly promoted due to his 
commitment to improving the California correc- 
tional facilities and the lives of his fellow 
Peace Officers. 

In 1994, Mr. Corcoran served as the Presi- 
dent of the California Correctional Center 
Chapter within the California Correctional 
Peace Officers Association and also served on 
the Board of Directors. His leadership and de- 
termination not only made the California Cor- 
rectional Peace Officer Association one of the 
largest and most prestigious law enforcement 
associations in the state but also made it high- 
ly influential. He continued to improve the As- 
sociation by serving two terms as the Execu- 
tive Vice President for the California Correc- 
tional Officers Association. 

Mr. Corcoran directed the legislative oper- 
ation of the California Correctional Peace Offi- 
cers Association as the Chief of Governmental 
Affairs in 2005 before taking on the position of 
Chief Communications Officer for the Associa- 
tion. Not only was Mr. Corcoran an advocate 
for the rights of Peace Officers but also for the 
families impacted by crime. Mr. Corcoran was 
an active member of the California Crime Vic- 
tims Coalition and served on the advisory 
board for the Doris Tate Crime Victims Bu- 
reau. 

The passion of Mr. Corcoran to represent 
the California Correctional Peace Officers As- 
sociation was unrelenting. He actively worked 
with determination to protect the rights of the 
men and women who worked for the California 
Department of Corrections. Few people have 
the passion and determination that Mr. Cor- 
coran had. Mr. Corcoran always had a smile 
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on his face and had an unparalleled sense of 
humor. He was not only an advocate for the 
Peace Officers, but was also their friend. He 
worked diligently and with compassion to en- 
sure that all California Corrections Officers 
were treated fairly. Mr. Corcoran has left an 
influential impact on the California Correctional 
Peace Officers Association and on the State 
of California. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today to honor the life of 
Lance Corcoran for his service and dedication 
to the California Department of Corrections 
and to the State of California. | invite my col- 
leagues to join me in honoring Lance Cor- 
coran. 


ee ж 


IN HONOR OF AIRMAN 1ST CLASS 
COREY C. OWENS 


HON. MIKE ROSS 


OF ARKANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. ROSS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor a true patriot who died in serv- 
ice to this great country. On February 17, 
2011, Airman ist Class Corey C. Owens, 
USAF, died of a non-combat related incident 
at Al Asad Air Base in Iraq in support of Oper- 
ation New Dawn. 

Airman 1st Class Owens, 26, of San Anto- 
nio, Texas, was assigned to the 47th Security 
Forces Squadron, Laughlin Air Force Base, 
Texas, and was on his second deployment to 
southwest Asia. His father resides in Story, Ar- 
kansas. 

Although | never had the honor of meeting 
Airman 1st Class Owens, it is clear by the out- 
pouring of praise from his colleagues, friends 
and family that he was well liked and well re- 
spected by all who knew him. In fact, local 
news reported that when Laughlin Air Base 
held a memorial service on February 28, they 
had trouble finding a space large enough. 

Airman 1st Class Owens is survived by his 
current wife, Misty Owens; his two daughters, 
Xiya and Xoe Owens from his first marriage; 
his father, Steve Owens of Story, Ark.; his 
mother, Chris Owens of Springfield, Ill.; two 
sisters, Ann Kusterbeck of Princeton, Tex., 
and Sandra Owens of Springfield, Ill.; two un- 
cles, two aunts, two nieces, one nephew and 
several cousins. 

When we think of true heroes, we think of 
brave Americans like Airman 1st Class Owens 
who risk everything to defend freedom and 
serve this great country. We will always be 
grateful for his selfless sacrifice and he will be 
deeply missed by all who knew him. My 
thoughts and prayers go out to his parents 
and the rest of his family and friends during 
this very difficult time. We are who we are as 
a nation because of patriots like Airman 1st 
Class Owens. 

Today, | ask all Members of Congress to 
join me as we honor the life of Airman 1st 
Class Corey Owens and his legacy, as well as 
each man and woman in our Armed Forces, 
and all of those in harm’s way supporting their 
efforts, who give the ultimate sacrifice in serv- 
ice to this great country. We owe them our 
eternal gratitude. 
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INTRODUCTION OF THE MOTOR- 
COACH ENHANCED SAFETY ACT 


HON. JOHN LEWIS 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to reintroduce the Motorcoach En- 
hanced Safety Act. 

Four years ago, a horrific accident occurred 
in my congressional district when a bus car- 
rying the Bluffton University men’s baseball 
team crashed on Interstate 75 in Atlanta, 
Georgia, en route to a tournament in Florida. 

Twenty-nine people were injured on that ter- 
rible day, but seven others—Zachary Arend, 
David Betts, Scott Harmon, Cody Holp, Tyler 
Williams and Jean and Jerome Niemeyer died 
that terrible day. They were all treated at var- 
ious hospitals—Atlanta Medical Center, Pied- 
mont Hospital, and Grady Memorial Hospital. 

The entire nation was shocked by the trag- 
edy, and | was floored when my office re- 
ceived a phone call from one of the surgeons 
who treated the victims. Dr. Jeffrey Salomone, 
an Associate Professor of Surgery at Emory 
University School of Medicine, and Deputy 
Chief of Surgery at Grady Hospital was out- 
raged. He felt that the injuries would have 
been less severe, and that more lives may 
have been saved had the victims not been 
ejected from the motorcoach bus. It was an 
accident that had been seen time and time 
again in emergency rooms across the country, 
and Dr. Salomone couldn’t understand why 
the government had not acted. 

Well last year, Congress almost did. The 
sponsors of the Senate-companion to this leg- 
islation—Sens. SHERROD BROWN and KAY BAI- 
LEY HUTCHISON—worked tirelessly to move the 
Motorcoach Enhanced Safety Act through the 
Committee process and onto the Floor. In the 
House, the Chairmen of both the Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure Committee and the 
Energy and Commerce Committee expressed 
interest and empathy on this issue. Secretary 
LaHood coordinated discussion groups and 
drafted a preliminary proposal to address mo- 
torcoach safety. 

Simply said, Mr. Speaker, Congress needs 
to act. This bill addresses the most common- 
sense of issues and has always enjoyed bi- 
partisan support. The U.S. used to be a leader 
on safety and standards issues, but now we’re 
falling behind. The proposals laid out in this 
legislation bring our nation’s motorcoach in- 
dustry into the 21st century. | hope that all my 
colleagues will cosponsor this important bill, 
and that the victims and their families will cele- 
brate its signage into law this year. 


EE 


NATIONAL PEACE CORPS WEEK/ 
PEACE CORPS 50TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. BARBARA LEE 
OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, | would 
like to take the opportunity to honor the Peace 
Corps during this National Peace Corps Week. 
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| would also like to thank Congressman 
GARAMENDI, a returned Peace Corps volunteer 
himself, for his leadership in organizing this 
special order on this historic occasion. 

Today, March 1, 2011 the Peace Corps 
celebrates its 50th anniversary. It is with the 
historic contributions of this organization in 
mind, that | proudly acknowledge the impor- 
tant work of more than two hundred thousand 
Peace Corps volunteers since the agency’s in- 
ception in 1961. 

It is not surprising that year in and year out 
Americans are eager to do even more. While 
more than 13,000 Americans apply annually to 
serve their country in Peace Corps, serious 
budget constraints provide placements for 
roughly 30 percent of applicants. 

President Obama has rightly called for dou- 
bling the size of the Peace Corps in order to 
meet this demand, as well as the over- 
whelming need for additional volunteers 
around the globe. 

This is a pledge that we must keep. 

1 am proud to report that California has 
been and continues to be the largest producer 
of Peace Corps volunteers with more than 
1,100 people currently serving abroad. 

My home District, California’s 9th Congres- 
sional District, can be called home by more 
than 20 current volunteers who have com- 
mitted themselves to the Peace Corps mission 
of world peace and friendship through service. 

The University of California, Berkeley lo- 
cated in my district has consistently received 
top or near top honors for producing the most 
Peace Corps Volunteers, producing 92 volun- 
teers in 2010 alone. 

In fact, UC Berkeley has contributed over 
3,400 volunteers to the Peace Corps Program 
since 1961. 

Through volunteer work abroad in fields in- 
cluding health education, food security, local 
business development, education about HIV/ 
AIDS, and agricultural and environmental im- 
provement, the work of the Peace Corps im- 
proves people’s lives. 

At the same time, this vital work enhances 
the credibility of the United States abroad, fos- 
tering the exchange of ideas, and uniting cul- 
tures around values of peace, tolerance, and 
prosperity. 

That is why | have introduced H.R. 384, The 
Peace Stamp for the Peace Corps Act, which 
calls for the introduction of а semi-postal 
Peace Stamp, which will sell at a slightly high- 
er rate than the normal 44 cents, in order to 
create additional revenues for the Peace 
Corps. 

What better time to celebrate the legacy and 
significance of this great organization with a 
semi-postal stamp than on the occasion of the 
Peace Corps’ historic 50th anniversary. 

| encourage my colleagues to join as co- 
sponsors of H.R. 384, which most importantly, 
would generate additional resources for the 
work of the Peace Corps through the gen- 
erous support of the American people. 

There is no denying the impact of U.S. for- 
eign assistance programs around the world, 
and the Peace Corps is a perfect example of 
our nation’s will to promote peaceful relations, 
the exchange of ideas, and to assist and em- 
power those who are most in need. 

Before | finish, it should be noted that the 
Peace Corps enjoys bipartisan support in Con- 
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gress, not the least of which from our four Re- 
turned Peace Corps Volunteers currently serv- 
ing in the House: Reps. GARAMENDI, FARR, 
PETRI, and HONDA. 

| would also like to take a moment to recog- 
nize a man who embodied the Peace Corps’ 
mission of ‘peace and friendship through serv- 
ice’, and that is Sargent Shriver. 

Mr. Shriver, who passed away this January, 
was a true public servant who dedicated his 
life to promoting justice and creating oppor- 
tunity not only in America but throughout the 
world. 

In his work and personal life, and most no- 
tably as the first Director of the Peace Corps, 
Mr. Shriver’s dedication to this cause has 
come to define generations of U.S. volunteers 
working at home and abroad for the better- 
ment of society through the offering of a 
steady, helping hand. 

During National Peace Corps Week we sa- 
lute past and present Volunteers who self- 
lessly serve abroad in support of the Peace 
Corps’ vital mission. 

Today we say happy 50th anniversary to the 
Peace Corps, and should similarly rededicate 
ourselves to supporting and strengthening the 
Peace Corps program for ours and future gen- 
erations. 


IN HONOR OF RICHARD “DICK” 
GODDARD 
HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor and recognition of Richard “Dick” God- 
dard, longtime Cleveland-area meteorologist, 
animal rights advocate, author and cartoonist 
on the occasion of his fiftieth anniversary in 
broadcasting and 80th birthday. 

Born on February 24, 1931, Dick, an Akron, 
Ohio native, graduated from Green High 
School. He first entered the field of meteor- 
ology as a member of the U.S. Air Force, 6th 
Weather Squadron, where he served our 
country during the Korean War. After his re- 
turn to Ohio, he enrolled at Kent State Univer- 
sity, where he graduated in 1960 with a bach- 
elor of arts in drama and broadcasting. 

He began his career in broadcasting with 
Cleveland-area station KYW-TV on May 1, 
1961. After the station moved to Philadelphia, 
Dick remained in Cleveland, becoming the 
chief meteorologist at WJW-TV where he has 
remained for forty-five years. Dick also be- 
came the statistician for the Cleveland 
Browns, a position he still holds. In these 
roles, he has become a community leader and 
local celebrity, hosting public events and 
founding the area’s annual Woollybear Fes- 
tival. 

Dick is one of the Cleveland area’s most fa- 
mous and effective advocates for animal wel- 
fare. For example, to help an animal shelter 
find new homes for its indigent dogs, he fea- 
tures several adoptable dogs during every Fri- 
day evening newscast. He has single- 
handedly raised the level of awareness of ani- 
mal rights and has done Northeast Ohio a 
great service. 
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Mr. Speaker and Colleagues, please join me 
in honor and recognition of Dick Goddard for 
his contributions to the Cleveland area and to 
our nation. The longevity of his public service 
in Cleveland shows a strong commitment to 
the vitality of Northeast Ohio, and his tireless 
work for animal rights has helped to save or 
improve the lives of countless needy animals. 
He has been nothing short of inspirational, 
and he continues to be a leader and role 
model in our community. 


SE 


MAYOR OLIVE STEPHENS—A LIFE- 
LONG COMMITMENT TO SERVICE 


HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
recognize a very special citizen of the 26th 
District of Texas, Olive Stephens. Mrs. Ste- 
phens has enjoyed a long life of public service 
with 10 years as Councilwoman and 38 years 
as the Mayor of Shady Shores whose popu- 
lation is about 2,700. At 94 years of age, 
Mayor Stephens says it’s time to pass the 
torch. 

Olive Stephens has made a remarkable im- 
pact on the town during her reign of service. 
She was there to support the incorporation of 
Shady Shores in 1960. This prevented it’s ab- 
sorption from surrounding cities and since 
then, five separate city landmarks bear her 
name including a street, the city council cham- 
bers, and an elementary school. For many 
years, in an effort to keep from increasing 
taxes for citizens, fundraisers were held to 
help fund the fire department, road mainte- 
nance, and the general fund. Ceramics sales, 
fish frys, bar-b-ques, chili suppers, and yard 
sales are all examples of how Mayor Ste- 
phens led her citizens in ingenuity and re- 
sourcefulness. 

Olive was known for her tenacity and has 
left us with many memorable quotes, but | 
think one of her more recent in regard to her 
stepping down is a relevant one, “Well, I’ve 
left you without any debt and money in the 
bank, so let’s see if we can keep it that way.” 
Her longevity and integrity are not in short 
supply as she will continue participation in the 
community she helped build. She is truly an 
inspirational community leader. | thank Mayor 
Stephens for her lifelong commitment to serv- 
ice. | am proud to represent her in Congress. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF ROBERT 
MORRIS 


HON. PETE SESSIONS 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Mr. Robert Morris, a dedicated com- 
munity and home building industry leader. 

After graduating from San Diego State Uni- 
versity, Mr. Morris became actively involved 
with builders associations—first, serving as a 
volunteer with the Building Industry Associa- 
tion of San Diego and then joining the staff as 
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the Director of Membership and later on as 
the Executive Vice President. Mr. Morris’ 
strong belief in community service was em- 
phasized shortly after his arrival in the great 
State of Texas in 1994. He sought and gained 
opportunities to become involved with various 
civic organizations, serving on boards such as 
the Fannie Mae Dallas Advisory Council and 
the North Central Texas Customer Advisory 
Board. 

With his extensive experience and passion 
for the building industry, Mr. Morris estab- 
lished his presence as the Executive Vice 
President and Chief Executive Officer of the 
Home Builders Association (HBA) of Greater 
Dallas. In this role, Mr. Morris also qualified for 
two home building industry professional des- 
ignations, the Certified Aging in Place Spe- 
cialist (CAPS) and the Certified Green Profes- 
sional (CGP) and continued to expand his 
knowledge by participating in the National As- 
sociation of Homebuilders Officers Council Ex- 
cellence in Learning Program. The HBA and 
the industry greatly benefitted from his vision, 
extensive experience, and wealth of wisdom. 
Mr. Morris has received numerous awards and 
honors, including the prestigious Texas Asso- 
ciation of Builders’ Presidential Service Award 
and the Seldon Hale Lifetime Accomplishment 
Award. 

| know his dedication and leadership will be 
greatly missed at the HBA. | wish Bob and his 
wife, Pam, all the best in their future endeav- 
ors. Mr. Speaker, | ask my esteemed col- 
leagues to join me in congratulating Mr. Morris 
on his retirement and his many achievements 
in the home building industry. 


EE 
HONORING JACK CRISTIL FOR HIS 
STORIED CAREER AT MIS- 


SISSIPPI STATE UNIVERSITY 
HON. GREGG HARPER 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. HARPER. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to 
honor Jack Cristil of Tupelo, Mississippi for his 
contribution to sports radio and television 
broadcasting, and specifically the state of Mis- 
sissippi through his dedicated service as a 
Mississippi State University (MSU) announcer. 
For 58 years, Cristil has been at the micro- 
phone broadcasting across the radio airwaves 
for Mississippi State football and basketball 
games. 

Cristil began his career calling minor league 
baseball games in Tennessee and Alabama 
and later moved to Clarksdale, Mississippi to 
call high school football games. In 1953, Cristil 
was hired by MSU’s Athletic Director С.Н. 
“Dudy” Noble as the voice of the Bulldogs and 
Mississippi State football games. Four years 
later, in 1957, Cristil began to broadcast MSU 
basketball games as well. 

Cristil is a recipient of the Ronald Reagan 
Lifetime Achievement award, the Southeastern 
Conference (SEC) Broadcaster of the Year in 
1988 and a 21-time winner of the Mississippi 
Broadcaster of the Year. Additionally, he was 
a recipient the Chris Shenkel Award in 1997 
by the College Football Hall of Fame as well 
as being a 1991 inductee to the Mississippi 
Sports Hall of Fame. 
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On February 23, 2011, Cristil announced 
that due to urgent health reasons he would 
call his final Mississippi State University bas- 
ketball game the following Saturday. Last 
weekend, millions of sports fans nationwide 
were privileged to listen briefly to Cristil’s final 
broadcast during the Mississippi State versus 
the University of Tennessee basketball game 
when ESPN announcers went silent for a few 
moments allowing Cristil’s live radio feed to 
broadcast over national television. 

Cristil was known for his commitment to 
journalistic professionalism in his broadcasts 
as well as his unique and trademark expres- 
sions such as, “You can wrap this game in 
maroon and white!” and “Welcome to a sun- 
bathed Scott Field at Davis Wade Stadium on 
the beautiful campus of Mississippi State Uni- 
versity!” 

To quote a story from the Jackson, Mis- 
sissippi newspaper, The Clarion-Ledger, the 
following is a great representation of Cristil’s 
attitude and personality: 

“Of a State—Alabama football game when 
Bob Hope was on tour and doing a show that 
night in Tuscaloosa, unbeknownst to Cristil. 
Bear Bryant’s boys, as usual, were beating up 
on State when somebody came by the visitors’ 
radio booth and whispered to Cristil, ‘Hope is 
available at halftime if you want him.’ Re- 
sponded Cristil, ‘Fellow, | need some hope 
right now.’ But Bob Hope did come by and did 
do the interview. ‘One of the best halftime 
guests | ever had,’ Cristil says. ‘Funny and 
smart. ” 

In his career, Cristil has broadcast over 
1,500 basketball games and 636 football 
games, which is nearly 63 percent and 55 per- 
cent, respectively, of all of Mississippi State’s 
games. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in honoring 
Jack Cristil’s broadcasting career and service 
to Mississippi State University by saying as 
Jack Cristil would say: “You can wrap it in ma- 
roon and white!” 
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A TRIBUTE TO FAY DOUGLAS- 
LANE 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Fay Douglas-Lane for her 
service to and excellence in the practice of 
nursing. 

Fay was born in Kingston, Jamaica. Her ex- 
tensive nursing career began at the University 
Hospital of the West Indies’ School of Nursing, 
where she received certification in both med- 
ical and surgical wards. Throughout her life, 
Fay provided critical services to her commu- 
nity as a nurse, mentor and volunteer to those 
in need. 

Fay began her career in 1983, as an Oper- 
ating Room nurse at SUNY Downstate Med- 
ical Center. For nearly nine years she served 
in this capacity. She left Downstate Medical 
Center for a brief period, but returned in 1994. 
When Fay returned, she served in supervisory 
roles until her promotion to Associate Nursing 
Director in 2003. Fay has a unique under- 
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standing of perioperative nursing; her exper- 
tise was instrumental to the healthcare team 
at SUNY. Among her accomplishments, Fay 
championed and facilitated the Team STEPPS 
Program, an evidence based teamwork sys- 
tem designed to improve quality, safety and 
efficiency for perioperative services. Fay re- 
tired from Downstate Medical Center on De- 
cember 31, 2010. 

Fay has always been committed to achiev- 
ing excellence in the practice of nursing. She 
was involved in the Brooklyn Chapter of the 
Association of Operating Room Nurses, in- 
cluding two separate terms as President. She 
also served as mentor to numerous Reg- 
istered Nurses, Operating Room Technicians, 
Nursing Assistants, and Resident Physicians. 

Fay was not consumed by hospital work. 
She devoted time to assisting teachers and 
staff at P.S. 397, a children’s elementary 
school in Brooklyn, NY, and has been actively 
involved in the Parent Teacher Association of 
Erasmus Hall High School in Brooklyn. Fay 
also spent significant time volunteering. In 
1986, she worked with a team of doctors and 
nurses to care for the poor and needy in Ja- 
maica, West Indies. In 1998, she contributed 
her time and service to the People United to 
Save Our Children Community Choir. 

Fay has a strong commitment to her faith. In 
March of 2000, she received a certificate for 
Outstanding Christian Services from Berean 
Baptist Church in Brooklyn. In December 
2010, she was ordained a deacon at Berean 
Baptist Church, where she has been a mem- 
ber for over twenty years. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing Ms. Fay Douglas-Lane. 
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HONORING JACK CRISTIL FOR HIS 
58 YEAR CAREER AS THE VOICE 
OF THE MISSISSIPPI STATE 
BULLDOGS 


HON. ALAN NUNNELEE 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. NUNNELEE. Mr. Speaker, today is a 
memorable night throughout the State of Mis- 
sissippi and indeed throughout the South- 
eastern Conference, when the Mississippi 
State University Bulldogs tip off in Fayetteville, 
Arkansas. The thing that will make this game 
memorable is that Jack Cristil will not be be- 
hind the microphone. 

For the past 58 years, as Mississippi State 
fans tuned in to listen to basketball or football 
games, they heard the distinctive voice of 
Jack Cristil. However, due to declining health, 
Mr. Jack called his last game over the week- 
end. 

He began his career in the golden age of 
radio, and learned to paint a picture with 
words as he recounted the events on the field 
or court, when no other medium was avail- 
able. The first day on the job, Mississippi 
State Atheletic Director Dudy Noble told him, 
“You tell that radio audience what the score is 
and who’s got the ball and how much time is 
left and you cut out the bull.” 

Throughout his 58 years, he never veered 
from that advice. His commitment to profes- 
sionalism and excellence at his craft led him 
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to develop a style that all Mississippians, in- 
cluding those from rival schools, respected. 
Long before Fox News, he was fair and bal- 
anced, and reported the games in that man- 
ner. 

His distinct style has influenced several gen- 
erations of sports fans, as they could expect 
to hear the introduction of a six foot tall sopho- 
more (pronounced with its proper three sylla- 
bles) wearing maroon pants, a white jersey 
with maroon numerals, and maroon headgear. 
He truly was the Voice of the Bulldogs. 

Over the years, he has been recognized by 
numerous organizations including receiving an 
award named after another famous sports- 
caster, the Ronald Reagan Lifetime Achieve- 
ment Award from the National Association of 
Sportscasters and Sportswriters. He also was 
inducted into the Mississippi State University 
Sports Hall of Fame in 2003, named Mis- 
sissippi Sportscaster of the Year 21 times and 
the recipient of the SEC Broadcaster of the 
Year award in 1988. 

Tonight, the game will go on, and the broad- 
cast will be in capable hands, but Mr. Cristil, 
we will miss you. 
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CONGRATULATING INTEL SCIENCE 
TALENT SEARCH FINALIST AND 
SEMIFINALISTS IN NEW YORK’S 
2ND DISTRICT 


HON. STEVE ISRAEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a number of talented and dedicated 
high school students in my district who were 
chosen to be Semifinalists in the Intel Science 
Talent Search (STS) as well as one who was 
named as a Finalist. These students are the 
future of our nation’s research and | am so 
proud to recognize them today. 

Jonathan Aaron Goldman attends Plainview- 
Old Bethpage John F. Kennedy High School 
in Plainview, NY, and Intel has named him a 
STS Finalist for his research project “Evidence 
for Link between Native Reading Language 
апа Internal/External Scanning Processes.” 
Jonathan will come to Washington, D.C. in 
March to participate in a final judging session 
and will compete for the top award of 
$100,000. While in D.C., he will display his 
work to the public as well as meet with nota- 
ble scientists and the other 39 Intel STS Final- 
ists. Being recognized as a Finalist is an ex- 
traordinary honor and | know Jonathan will be 
successful in his future endeavors. 

| also want to recognize the Intel STS 
Semifinalists from my district. Long Island is 
fortunate to have so many quality schools with 
dedicated teachers who guide talented stu- 
dents to success. The following students were 
chosen from among 1,744 entrants to receive 
a $1,000 award for their outstanding research. 
In addition, their schools receive $1,000 to fur- 
ther excellence in scientific education. | am 
impressed not just by their scientific knowl- 
edge but also by their superior commitment to 
the scientific process. These young students 
represent the bright future of American innova- 
tion, science and research and | look forward 
to hearing more from them in the future: 
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Kendra Cornejo, Norman Cao, and Sharon 
Mary Varghese of Brentwood High School; 
Arpon Paul Raksit and Marni Jordyn 
Wasserman of Commack High School; Rachel 
Paula Gerber of Half Hollow Hills High School 
East and Dianna Hu of Half Hollow Hills High 
School West, both in Dix Hills; Jonathan Mi- 
chael Nachman of Plainview who attends 
North Shore Hebrew Academy High School in 
Great Neck; Pamela Anne Wax of Harborfields 
High School in Greenlawn; Ishwarya 
Ananthabhotla of Kings Park High School; 
Adam Joshua Getzler, Jonathan Aaron Gold- 
man, Jonathan Abraham Goldman, and Alex- 
ander Herbert Kusher of Plainview-Old 
Bethpage John F. Kennedy High School; and 
Gary Scott Rosenblatt, Karen Sikka, Harris 
Jacob Weber, and Deanna Ruxi Zhu of 
Syosset High School. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. JAMES A. HIMES 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, | was unable to be 
present to cast my vote on one amendment to 
H.R. 1. | wish the RECORD to reflect my inten- 
tion had | been able to vote. 

Had | been present for rollcall No. 125, | 
would have voted “aye.” 


EE 


HONORING JOHN FEASTER 


HON. DALE E. KILDEE 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to John Alfred Feaster as he cele- 
brates his 80th birthday. A celebration will be 
held in Burton, Michigan on March 19th in 
honor of the occasion. 

John Alfred Feaster graduated from Arkan- 
sas A&M College in 1954 with a degree in ec- 
onomics. He served in the U.S. military during 
the Korean War and was honorably dis- 
charged with the rank of corporal in 1956. A 
year later he married the former Lillian Battle 
in Flint Michigan. Mr. Feaster worked at AC 
Spark Plug retiring in 1991 and he is a mem- 
ber of UAW Local 651. 

As an active member of Quinn Chapel AME 
Church, Mr. Feaster has served as President 
of the Laymen Organization, on the Steward 
Board, on the Trustee Board, in the Men’s Fel- 
lowship, in the Men’s Choir, and the Chancel 
Choir. He was initiated into Alpha Phi Alpha 
Fraternity on December 17, 1952 and is a life- 
time member. He is currently active with the 
Epsilon Upsilon Lambda (Flint Grad) chapter 
of the Fraternity. Mr. Feaster is also a lifetime 
member of the Flint Chapter of the NAACP. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the House of Represent- 
atives to join me in congratulating John Alfred 
Feaster as he celebrates his 80th birthday. | 
would like to extend to him my best wishes for 
a delightful day and may the coming year be 
filled with happiness and good health. 
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“DON’T CUT GLOBAL HEALTH 
CARE” 


HON. JANICE D. SCHAKOWSKY 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, recently 
Dr. Ellen Chadwick, a pediatric infectious dis- 
ease specialist from Wilmette, Illinois, warned 
about the severe consequences that would 
arise from cuts in critical global health initia- 
tives, especially those that protect the lives 
and well-being of children. In her letter to the 
editor, which appeared on February 24 in the 
Chicago Tribune, she lays out the many rea- 
sons why we need to continue our modest 
contributions to the Presidenťs Emergency 
Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) program and 
the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, TB and Ma- 
laria. 

As Dr. Chadwick points out, the United 
States spends less than one quarter of one 
percent of our budget on global health assist- 
ance, but the benefits we obtain are enor- 
mous. She writes that our funding “saves 
lives, preserves families and communities, and 
builds extraordinary good will toward Amer- 
ica.” It is also an investment in global and na- 
tional security, since global health crises such 
as the AIDS epidemic can destabilize entire 
regions. 

Like Dr. Chadwick, | believe that we can 
achieve our fiscal goals without jeopardizing 
the lives of children around the world and 
without creating global insecurity. As a mem- 
ber of the President’s National Commission on 
Fiscal Reform and Responsibility, | put forward 
my own plan to achieve deficit reduction. My 
plan maintains global health funding and pro- 
tects the middle-class and the poor here at 
home. Instead, it reduces the deficit by restor- 
ing economic prosperity, cutting unnecessary 
weapons systems and wasteful spending in 
the Department of Defense, raising revenues 
from those who can afford to pay more, and 
eliminating waste and other inefficiencies in 
government. 

| hope that my colleagues will take a mo- 
ment to read Dr. Chadwick’s letter and, after 
doing so, will reject the harsh cuts to global 
health included in H.R. 1. 

[From the Chicago Tribune, Feb. 24, 2011] 

“DON’T CUT GLOBAL HEALTH CARE” 
(By Dr. Ellen Chadwick) 

As a pediatric infectious diseases spe- 
cialist, Iam gravely concerned about federal 
budget cuts passed by the House that will 
have a devastating impact on a group that 
cannot speak for themselves in the halls of 
Congress—poor children in sub-Saharan Afri- 
ca. The House version of the annual federal 
funding bill ravages global health programs, 
reducing their funding by more than $1 bil- 
lion, with most cuts targeting the Presi- 
dent’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief 
(PEPFAR) program and the Global Fund to 
Fight AIDS, TB and Malaria. Other pro- 
grams that contribute to maternal and child 
health in developing countries are also af- 
fected. Cutting these precious resources will 
be measured in lives lost, as cuts will mean 
fewer HIV-infected pregnant women tested 
and treated for HIV, fewer infants treated to 
prevent HIV and more HIV-infected children 
without access to care, support and edu- 
cation. Finally, these cuts will result in 
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growth of the population of children or- 
phaned by AIDS, already estimated to be 16 
million globally. Meanwhile, these cuts will 
make little difference in our budget deficit. 

The investments Americans make in glob- 
al health see incredible, tangible results 
measured in lives saved. In 2010 alone, the 
PEPFAR program provided more than 600,000 
HIV-positive pregnant women with 
antiretroviral treatment, allowing more 
than 114,000 babies to be born HIV-free. The 
Global Fund has provided this treatment to 
an additional 1 million mothers, and HIV 
treatment to more than 3 million HIV-in- 
fected people around the world. What is 
more, for every dollar we invest in the Glob- 
al Fund, our international neighbors con- 
tribute an additional two, making our lead- 
ership that much more important and re- 
warding. After 30 years of AIDS, we are fi- 
nally beginning to believe in the promise of 
an AIDS free generation in the hardest hit 
regions of the world. 

The House’s proposed funding cuts stand to 
decimate these important programs, with 
deadly consequences. According to PEPFAR 
estimates, 400,000 men, women and children 
would be dropped from lifesaving treatment. 
Another 414,000 supported by the Global 
Fund would be without medicines, represent- 
atives there estimate. More than 32,000 ba- 
bies could be infected with HIV every year 
due to reduction in services to prevent moth- 
er-to-child transmission. Without treatment, 
one-half of these HIV-infected infants will 
not live to see their second birthday. 

Even without these cuts, the unmet need is 
already great. Children in sub-Saharan Afri- 
ca lack the same access to treatment that 
adults get—for example, in Uganda 43 per- 
cent of infected adults have access to medi- 
cation while only 18 percent of infected chil- 
dren have access. Children with HIV are also 
especially vulnerable to tuberculosis, mak- 
ing treatment of both infections particularly 
difficult. 

Over the past several years, I have con- 
ducted clinical research and provided train- 
ing to clinicians in Africa to increase capac- 
ity to care for kids. I have cared for many in- 
fants and children with HIV/AIDS. With 
antiretroviral treatment, I watch these chil- 
dren quickly spring back to life. Even more 
rewarding is the satisfaction of the new 
mother who is told that her child is not HIV- 
infected because treatment from pregnancy 
through the breastfeeding period has pro- 
tected her child. U.S. support for global 
health—only one quarter of 1 percent of our 
federal budget—saves lives, preserves fami- 
lies and communities, and builds extraor- 
dinary good will toward America. 

The House of Representatives will not have 
the final word on cuts to global health. The 
Senate will take up the budget next, and can 
and must refuse to embrace these draconian 
cuts. I hope that Illinois’ two distinguished 
senators will lead the charge in protecting 
the mothers and children in Africa whose 
well-being depends upon their actions. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 2, 2011 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, on 
Friday, February 18, 2011, during consider- 


ation of H.R. 1, the Full Year Continuing Ap- 
propriations Act for Fiscal Year 2011, | re- 
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corded an erroneous vote on amendment 
number 569, offered by Mr. ISSA of California. 
| intended to vote “no” on rollcall vote number 
133. 


Ea 


TRIBUTE TO MRS. CAROLE 
KENDRICK SPIVEY THOMAS 


HON. PAUL C. BROUN 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor a powerful and effective teach- 
er, Mrs. Carole Kendrick Spivey Thomas, of 
Eatonton, Georgia. 

Mrs. Thomas, married to David H. Thomas 
and a mother of four, graduated from Mercer 
University with a degree in English. After grad- 
uation, she began a teaching career at her 
alma mater, Putnam County High School. In 
1971 she moved to Gatewood Schools, where 
she has continued as an excellent educator 
for the past 40 years. She earned a Specialist 
Degree and life teaching certificate in Library 
Education from the University of Georgia and 
has also served as the school librarian. 

Since 1985, Mrs. Thomas has led the mid- 
dle school trip to Washington, D.C., giving stu- 
dents the opportunity to explore the sights of 
our Nation’s capital and learn about the rep- 
resentative democracy in the United States. 
She has made the trip a memorable experi- 
ence for the students, providing them the op- 
portunity to see firsthand the landmarks and 
places they previously had only read about in 
books. 

In Mrs. Thomas’ teaching career, more than 
half a century teaching career, she has con- 
sistently shown her students how much she 
cares about their education and self-improve- 
ment. Whether she is analyzing literature, re- 
viewing projects for her students, or organizing 
literary competitions, Mrs. Thomas’ dedication 
to her students and enthusiasm for her work 
are evident and to be highly commended. 

Mr. Speaker, | am honored to recognize 
Carole Thomas’ service and dedication to the 
students of my district and congratulate her on 
celebrating over 50 years of teaching excel- 
lence. 


ee 


CELEBRATING TEXAS’ 
INDEPENDENCE DAY 


HON. JOE BARTON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in celebration of Texas’ Independence 
Day which occurred 175 years ago and to 
commemorate the occasion | would like to 
share with the House, the Texas Declaration 
of Independence signed on this day in the 
year 1836. 


The Unanimous Declaration of Independence 
made by the Delegates of the People of 
Texas in General Convention at the town 
of Washington on the 2nd day of March 1836 
When a government has ceased to protect 

the lives, liberty and property of the people, 
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from whom its legitimate powers are de- 
rived, and for the advancement of whose hap- 
piness it was instituted, and so far from 
being a guarantee for the enjoyment of those 
inestimable and inalienable rights, becomes 
an instrument in the hands of evil rulers for 
their oppression. 

When the Federal Republican Constitution 
of their country, which they have sworn to 
support, no longer has a substantial exist- 
ence, and the whole nature of their govern- 
ment has been forcibly changed, without 
their consent, from a restricted federative 
republic, composed of sovereign states, to a 
consolidated central military despotism, in 
which every interest is disregarded but that 
of the army and the priesthood, both the 
eternal enemies of civil liberty, the 
everready minions of power, and the usual 
instruments of tyrants. 

When, long after the spirit of the constitu- 
tion has departed, moderation is at length so 
far lost by those in power, that even the sem- 
blance of freedom is removed, and the forms 
themselves of the constitution discontinued, 
and so far from their petitions and 
remonstrances being regarded, the agents 
who bear them are thrown into dungeons, 
and mercenary armies sent forth to force a 
new government upon them at the point of 
the bayonet. 

When, in consequence of such acts of mal- 
feasance and abdication on the part of the 
government, anarchy prevails, and civil soci- 
ety is dissolved into its original elements. In 
such a crisis, the first law of nature, the 
right of self-preservation, the inherent and 
inalienable rights of the people to appeal to 
first principles, and take their political af- 
fairs into their own hands in extreme cases, 
enjoins it as a right towards themselves, and 
a sacred obligation to their posterity, to 
abolish such government, and create another 
in its stead, calculated to rescue them from 
impending dangers, and to secure their fu- 
ture welfare and happiness. 

Nations, as well as individuals, are ame- 
nable for their acts to the public opinion of 
mankind. A statement of a part of our griev- 
ances is therefore submitted to an impartial 
world, in justification of the hazardous but 
unavoidable step now taken, of severing our 
political connection with the Mexican peo- 
ple, and assuming an independent attitude 
among the nations of the earth. 

The Mexican government, by its coloniza- 
tion laws, invited and induced the Anglo- 
American population of Texas to colonize its 
wilderness under the pledged faith of a writ- 
ten constitution, that they should continue 
to enjoy that constitutional liberty and re- 
publican government to which they had been 
habituated in the land of their birth, the 
United States of America. 

In this expectation they have been cruelly 
disappointed, inasmuch as the Mexican na- 
tion has acquiesced in the late changes made 
in the government by General Antonio Lopez 
de Santa Anna, who having overturned the 
constitution of his country, now offers us the 
cruel alternative, either to abandon our 
homes, acquired by so many privations, or 
submit to the most intolerable of all tyr- 
anny, the combined despotism of the sword 
and the priesthood. 

It has sacrificed our welfare to the state of 
Coahuila, by which our interests have been 
continually depressed through a jealous and 
partial course of legislation, carried on at a 
far distant seat of government, by a hostile 
majority, in an unknown tongue, and this 
too, notwithstanding we have petitioned in 
the humblest terms for the establishment of 
a separate state government, and have, in 
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accordance with the provisions of the na- 
tional constitution, presented to the general 
Congress a republican constitution, which 
was, without just cause, contemptuously re- 
jected. 

It incarcerated in a dungeon, for a long 
time, one of our citizens, for no other cause 
but a zealous endeavor to procure the accept- 
ance of our constitution, and the establish- 
ment of a state government. 

It has failed and refused to secure, on a 
firm basis, the right of trial by jury, that 
palladium of civil liberty, and only safe 
guarantee for the life, liberty, and property 
of the citizen. 

It has failed to establish any public system 
of education, although possessed of almost 
boundless resources, (the public domain,) and 
although it is an axiom in political science, 
that unless a people are educated and en- 
lightened, it is idle to expect the continu- 
ance of civil liberty, or the capacity for self 
government. 

It has suffered the military commandants, 
stationed among us, to exercise arbitrary 
acts of oppression and tyrrany, thus tram- 
pling upon the most sacred rights of the citi- 
zens, and rendering the military superior to 
the civil power. 

It has dissolved, by force of arms, the state 
Congress of Coahuila and Texas, and obliged 
our representatives to fly for their lives from 
the seat of government, thus depriving us of 
the fundamental political right of represen- 
tation. 

It has demanded the surrender of a number 
of our citizens, and ordered military detach- 
ments to seize and carry them into the Inte- 
rior for trial, in contempt of the civil au- 
thorities, and in defiance of the laws and the 
constitution. 

It has made piratical attacks upon our 
commerce, by commissioning foreign des- 
peradoes, and authorizing them to seize our 
vessels, and convey the property of our citi- 
zens to far distant ports for confiscation. 

It denies us the right of worshipping the 
Almighty according to the dictates of our 
own conscience, by the support of a national 
religion, calculated to promote the temporal 
interest of its human functionaries, rather 
than the glory of the true and living God. 

It has demanded us to deliver up our arms, 
which are essential to our defence, the right- 
ful property of freemen, and formidable only 
to tyrannical governments. 

It has invaded our country both by sea and 
by land, with intent to lay waste our terri- 
tory, and drive us from our homes; and has 
now a large mercenary army advancing, to 
carry on against us a war of extermination. 

It has, through its emissaries, incited the 
merciless savage, with the tomahawk and 
scalping knife, to massacre the inhabitants 
of our defenseless frontiers. 

It hath been, during the whole time of our 
connection with it, the contemptible sport 
and victim of successive military revolu- 
tions, and hath continually exhibited every 
characteristic of a weak, corrupt, and 
tyrranical government. 

These, and other grievances, were pa- 
tiently borne by the people of Texas, until 
they reached that point at which forbearance 
ceases to be a virtue. We then took up arms 
in defence of the national constitution. We 
appealed to our Mexican brethren for assist- 
ance. Our appeal has been made in vain. 
Though months have elapsed, no sympa- 
thetic response has yet been heard from the 
Interior. We are, therefore, forced to the 
melancholy conclusion, that the Mexican 
people have acquiesced in the destruction of 
their liberty, and the substitution therfor of 
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a military government; that they are unfit 
to be free, and incapable of self government. 

The necessity of self-preservation, there- 
fore, now decrees our eternal political sepa- 
ration. 

We, therefore, the delegates with plenary 
powers of the people of Texas, in solemn con- 
vention assembled, appealing to a candid 
world for the necessities of our condition, do 
hereby resolve and declare, that our political 
connection with the Mexican nation has for- 
ever ended, and that the people of Texas do 
now constitute a free, Sovereign, and inde- 
pendent republic, and are fully invested with 
all the rights and attributes which properly 
belong to independent nations; and, con- 
scious of the rectitude of our intentions, we 
fearlessly and confidently commit the issue 
to the decision of the Supreme arbiter of the 
destinies of nations. 

Signed, 

Richard Ellis, President of the Convention 
and Delegate from Red River. 

Charles B. Stewart, Tho. Barnett, James 
Collinsworth, Edwin Waller, Asa Brigham, 
John S. D. Byrom, Francis Ruis, J. Antonio 
Navarro, Jesse B. Badgett, Wm D. Lacy, Wil- 
liam Menifee, Jn. Fisher, Matthew Caldwell, 
William Motley, Lorenzo de Zavala, Stephen 
H. Everett, George W. Smyth, Elijah Stapp, 
Claiborne West, Wm. B. Scates, M. B. Men- 
ard, A. В. Hardin, J. W. Burton, Thos. J. 
Gazley, R. M. Coleman, Sterling C. Robert- 
son, Geo. C. Childress, Bailey Hardeman, 
Rob. Potter, Thomas Jefferson Rusk, Chas. 
S. Taylor, John S. Roberts, Robert Ham- 
ilton, Collin McKinney, Albert H. Latimer, 
James Power, Sam Houston, David Thomas, 
Edwd. Conrad, Martin Parmer, Edwin O. 
Legrand, Stephen W. Blount, Jms. Gaines, 
Wm. Clark, Jr., Sydney O. Pennington, Wm. 
Carrol Crawford, Jno. Turner, Benj. Briggs 
Goodrich, G. W. Barnett, James G. Swisher, 
Jesse Grimes, S. Rhoads Fisher, John W. 
Moore, John W. Bower, Saml. A. Maverick 
(from Bejar), Sam P. Carson, A. Briscoe, J. 
B. Woods, H. S. Kimble, Secretary. 
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HONORING THE LIVES OF VET- 
ERANS KERRY DUDKEWIC, AR- 
МОО BOCKSEL, AND SEAMUS 
BYRNE 


HON. STEVE ISRAEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the lives of three veterans who passed 
away this past weekend. 

Mr. Kerry Dudkewic of Smithtown, NY, was 
62 years old and a Vietnam veteran and lost 
his battle with cancer on Friday, February 25, 
2011. This past January he was finally given 
confirmation from the VA that his many ail- 
ments were indeed connected to his service 
and were caused by exposure to Agent Or- 
ange. Kerry knew he was very sick and want- 
ed his wife to obtain survivor benefits upon his 
death. Kerry’s commitment to serving others 
was exhibited throughout his life and | am so 
grateful | was able to help him in return before 
his passing. 

Mr. Arnold A. Bocksel of Syosset, NY, was 
a 97-year-old WWII veteran and passed away 
on Sunday, February 27, 2011, of natural 
causes. Arnold survived the Bataan Death 
March and three and a half years in a Japa- 
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nese prison camp. Arnold was awarded sev- 
eral medals, including the Bronze Star and the 
Prisoner of War Medal. Arnold suffered from 
service-related injuries and in 2010 he was 
awarded a check from the VA to make his 
home handicapped-accessible. Arnold was 
truly a hero and | was so proud to help get 
him the support he earned and deserved. 

Finally, Mr. Seamus Byrne of Smithtown, 
NY, was tragically struck by a car and killed 
on Sunday, February 27, 2011, while walking 
home with his wife Michelle after celebrating 
his 33rd birthday with friends. Seamus served 
with the New York Army National Guard Fight- 
ing 69th Infantry Regiment and was awarded 
a Purple Heart for injuries sustained while 
serving in Afghanistan. | am so saddened by 
this, knowing Seamus was finally getting his 
life back in order after his injuries and knowing 
his family was finally getting their husband and 
dad back to normal. Seamus is survived by 
his 10-year-old son Seamus, his 3-year-old 
daughter Ashley, and his wife, who is a nurse 
and tried to save him after he was struck. 

Again, | am honored to have had these 
great men in our community and am grateful 
for the service they provided to our nation. 


HONORING THE STATE OF TEXAS 


HON. JEB HENSARLING 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, today | 
would like to recognize the State of Texas on 
the 175th anniversary of the signing of the 
Declaration of Independence of the Republic 
of Texas. 

Texas Independence Day commemorates 
the adoption of the Texas Declaration of Inde- 
pendence from Mexico on March 2, 1836. 
Sixty delegates from across Texas signed the 
declaration. Its language in many ways par- 
allels our nation’s 1776 Declaration of Inde- 
pendence. 

Only six days before the signing of Texas’ 
declaration, 150 patriots under the command 
of Colonel William Barret Travis made their 
last stand against Santa Anna’s Mexican army 
at the Alamo. Though vastly outnumbered, the 
Alamo patriots were committed to the cause of 
liberty for Texas. On February 24th, Colonel 
Travis dispatched arguably the most historic 
letter in Texas history, calling for reinforce- 
ments. “1 shall never surrender or retreat. 
Then, | call on you in the name of Liberty, of 
patriotism, and everything dear to the Amer- 
ican character, to come to our aid with all dis- 
patch,” pleaded Travis. 

The strength of character and commitment 
to freedom displayed by Colonel Travis and 
his men has endured in the hearts of every 
Texan throughout our 175 years as a Repub- 
lic. It is this spirit that makes Texas great, and 
has allowed us to weather challenging times. 
More than ever, | think we could use a lot 
more of that undeniable Texas spirit and de- 
termination in Washington. 

It is with great pleasure | take the time to 
recognize the great State of Texas on this 
monumental occasion. 
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TEXAS INDEPENDENCE DAY—175 
YEARS AGO 


HON. TED POE 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor the unique history of the great state 
of Texas. 

Today, March 2, marks Texas Independ- 
ence Day. 

On this day, 175 years ago, Texas declared 
its independence from Mexico and its dictator, 
Santa Anna, the 19th century Muammar 
Gadhafi. 

In 1836, in the small farm village of Wash- 
ington-on-the-Brazos, 54 Texians, as they 
called themselves in those days, gathered to 
do something bold and courageous: Sign the 
Texas Declaration of Independence and once 
and for all “declare that the people of Texas 
do now constitute a free, sovereign, and inde- 
pendent republic.” 

As these determined delegates met to de- 
clare independence, Santa Anna and 6,000 
enemy troops were marching on an old beat- 
up Spanish mission that we now call the 
Alamo, where Texas defenders stood defiant, 
stood determined. 

They were led by a 27-year-old lawyer by 
the name of William Barrett Travis. 

The Alamo and its 186 Texans were all that 
stood between the invaders and the people of 
Texas. 

And behind the cold, dark, damp walls of 
that Alamo, Commander William Barrett Travis 
sent the following letter to Texas requesting 
aid. 

Here is what this appeal said in part: “To all 
the people of Texas and Americans through- 
out the world, | am besieged by a thousand or 
more of the enemy under Santa Anna. | have 
sustained a continual bombardment and can- 
non fire for over 24 hours, but | have not lost 
a тап. The enemy has demanded surrender 
at its discretion; otherwise the fort will be put 
to the sword. | have answered that demand 
with a cannon shot, and the flag still waves 
proudly over the wall. | shall never surrender 
or retreat. | call upon you in the name of lib- 
erty and patriotism and everything dear to our 
character to come to our aid with all dispatch. 
If this call is neglected, | am determined to 
sustain myself for as long as possible and die 
like a soldier who never forgets what is due 
his honor and that of his country. Victory or 
death.”—William Barrett Travis, Colonel, 
Texas Army. 

After 13 days of glory at the Alamo, Com- 
mander Travis and his men sacrificed their 
lives on the altar of freedom March 6, 1836. 

However, those lives would not be lost in 
vain. Their determination did pay off, and be- 
cause heroes like Travis, Davy Crockett and 
Jim Bowie held out so long, Santa Anna’s 
forces took such great losses they became 
battered and demoralized. 

As Travis said, “Victory will cost them more 
dearly than defeat.” 

The Alamo defenders were from every State 
and 13 foreign countries. 

They were black, brown, and white. Their 
ages were 16 through 67, and they were all 
volunteers. 
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They were mavericks, revolutionaries, farm- 
ers, shopkeepers, and freedom fighters; and 
they came together to fight for something they 
believed in: freedom and independence. 

General Sam Houston, in turn, had the time 
he needed to devise a strategy to rally other 
Texas volunteers to ultimately defeat Santa 
Anna in the Battle of San Jacinto on April 21, 
1836. 

The rest is Texas history. 

The war was over, and the Lone Star flag 
was visible all across the broad, bold, brazen 
plains of Texas. 

Texas remained a nation for 9 years and 
claimed land that now includes part of New 
Mexico, Oklahoma, Colorado, Kansas, Wyo- 
ming, even up to the Canadian border. 

In 1845, Texas was admitted to the Union 
by only one vote when a Louisiana Senator 
changed his mind. 

By Treaty with the United States, Texas 
may divide into five States, and the Texas flag 
is to fly even with the U.S. flag and not below 
it. 

Freedom has a cost. It always does. It al- 
ways will. 

And as we pause to remember those who 
lost their lives so that Texas could be a free 
Nation, we cannot forget those Americans that 
are currently fighting in lands across the seas 
for the United States’ continued freedom and 
liberty today. 

Texas Independence Day is a day of pride 
and reflection in the Lone Star State. 

It is a day we remember to pay tribute to 
heroes like William Barrett Travis, Jim Bowie, 
Davy Crockett, Jim Bonham, Sam Houston, 
and the rest of the volunteers who fought the 
evil tyrant and terrorist Saint Anna. It was an 
effort to make Texas free, and that effort was 
successful. 

My first grandson is named Barrett Houston 
in honor of William Barrett Travis and General 
Sam Houston. 

So, today, we remember that Texas was a 
glorious nation once and won freedom and 
independence because some fierce volunteers 
fought to the death for liberty over tyranny. 

On this Texas Independence Day, let us not 
forget those brave men and women in our 
military that are fighting to preserve and up- 
hold our freedom from a new world threat of 
terrorism. 

Mr. Speaker, | hope that the Congress and 
the country will join in celebrating this Texas 
Independence Day. 

In Colonel Travis’ final letter and appeal for 
aid, he signed off with three words that | leave 
with you now: “God and Texas.” “God and 
Texas” and the rest, as they say, is Texas his- 
tory. 

And that’s just the way it is, Mr. Speaker. 


EE 


HONORING CORINNE GRAYSON- 
THOMAS 


HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, Corinne Grayson- 
Thomas was born in New York City to William 
and Anna Grayson and attended NYC Public 
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Schools until her family moved to Runyon 
Heights in Yonkers, New York. She was the 
first African American woman to graduate from 
Roosevelt High School, in 1932. She attended 
City College of New York, majoring in History 
and Science, while focusing on_ political 
issues, as well as justice and equality. With 
the war coming, she made the decision to 
leave college after 3 years and go to work. 

She joined Gimbel’s Department Store in 
1944, became the first African-American Sales 
Representative, and she remained there until 
she retired in 1975. She was also the first 
woman of color to become an Avon Rep- 
resentative and worked with the company for 
40 years. Ms. Thomas was very successful as 
a Team Leader, receiving many awards from 
the company and being featured in the 1996 
February Edition of Essence Magazine in the 
Avon Ad “Black Has Never Been More Beau- 
tiful.” 

Corinne joined the Terrace City Chapter #26 
Order Eastern Star under the affiliation of her 
father, Worshipful Master William Grayson. 
After serving as Worthy Matron in 1970, she 
had several appointments from the Grand 
Chapter, which included the Grand Marshall in 
the East and District Deputy Grand Matron. 
She is an honorary member of Poinsettia 
Chapter in Spring Valley and a Past 
Commandress of the Order of Cyrenes. 

She was a member of the Nepperhan Com- 
munity Center for many years and served on 
the Board of Directors and as president for 5 
years (1960—1965). Ms. Thomas was a mem- 
ber of the Social Bridge Club and is an avid 
bowler in the Runyon Heights Seniors League. 
She is also a frequent contributor to the Run- 
yon Heights Community Newsletter. 

She is widowed and has one daughter, 
Jean Ann; 2 grandsons, Jathan and Michael 
and one Great Grand-daughter, Katherine 
Corinne and has 3 siblings, Muriel, Carol and 
Gerald. 

She believes in spreading love and has 
spent her whole life doing just that. Her favor- 
ite Bible Chapter is 1 Corinthians 13, and the 
scripture that echoes this principle is “And 
now these three remain: faith, hope and love. 
But the greatest of these is love.” 

| join the Terrace City Chapter in honoring 
Corinne Grayson-Thomas for her many con- 
tributions to the betterment of her community. 


ee 


RECOGNIZING THE 150TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF COLORADO BECOMING 
A TERRITORY 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to commemorate the 150th Anniver- 
sary of Colorado becoming a territory of the 
United States on February 28th, 2011. 

The territory was organized as a result of 
the Pike’s Peak Gold Rush of 1858 through 
1861. Given its name from the discovery of 
gold in the foothills of the mountain named for 
its explorer, Zebulon Pike, this gold rush re- 
sulted in a large movement of miners and 
prospectors to the area in search of their for- 
tunes. 
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As the initial gold deposits were collected, 
settlers moved westward into the Rocky 
Mountains to search for additional deposits, 
forming camps wherever they were discov- 
ered. Denver became the central supply town 
for these prospectors. More permanent mines 
emerged and settlers understood the vast 
wealth this mineral rich country held, and 
sought to establish a more concrete set of 
laws and government. 

Colorado officially became a territory of the 
United States through the signature of Presi- 
dent James Buchanan on February 28th, 
1861. 

The Colorado Territory was formed amid the 
furor of succession of southern states and ma- 
tured during our Civil War. Our great state is 
now a destination for Americans and foreign 
travelers who come to behold our natural 
beauty and engage in our superior rec- 
reational activities. 


Ee 


RECOGNIZING THE 50TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE PEACE CORPS 


HON. LAURA RICHARDSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today to recognize the 50th Anniversary of the 
Peace Corps and praise the generations of 
volunteers who have passed through the pro- 
gram, sharing American ideals with the world 
and promoting a greater understanding of 
world cultures on the part of Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, there are currently 8,655 
Peace Corps volunteers serving abroad, and 
the largest portion of them, 1,134, come from 
my home state of California. Right now, there 
are 336 volunteers from the Los Angeles-Long 
Beach Metropolitan Area, which encompasses 
my District. In fact, | am proud to say there 
only two metropolitan areas that produce more 
volunteers than my congressional district. 

Since the beginning of the program, Cali- 
fornia has produced over 27,000 Peace Corps 
volunteers, who, driven by the same pio- 
neering spirit for which California is famous, 
selflessly contributed a significant portion of 
their lives to serving others. My alma mater, 
UCLA, has produced 92 volunteers, ranking it 
among the top 10 universities that inspire re- 
cent graduates to join the program. | salute 
them all and thank them for the sacrifices they 
make every day to make the world a better 
place. 

The history of the Peace Corps is tied to its 
founder, John F. Kennedy, when he was then 
a candidate for President. On October 14, 
1960, he gave a speech at the University of 
Michigan and lingered afterwards with a group 
of students, the conversation lasting long into 
the night. During that meeting, they discussed 
the idea of a government program whereby 
young Americans would be sent to developing 
nations to aid in local projects, mostly cen- 
tering on education, health, and agriculture. 
President Kennedy kept this idea and 50 
years ago he signed Executive Order 10924, 
establishing the Peace Corps. It was one of 
his first acts as President. 

Peace Corps volunteers are expected to 
work for 27 months, during which time they 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


live and work in a developing nation with mini- 
mal comforts. After a training period, volun- 
teers are placed іп schools, community 
groups, and with other organizations that lack 
the capacity to acquire professional staff with 
specialized skills. Volunteers live on a small 
stipend and must adapt to the unique chal- 
lenges posed by living in a different place with 
different cultures. 


Volunteers started arriving in five countries 
through 1962. In just under six years under 
the leadership of its first Director, Sargent 
Shriver, the Peace Corps developed programs 
in 55 countries with a volunteer count of more 
than 15,000. As of now, over 200,000 Ameri- 
cans have served in 139 developing countries. 
Whole families have served in the program, 
which leads me to believe that the Peace 
Corps is an American institution, its value 
time-tested and its image recognized on a 
global scale. 


As a Member of Congress dedicated to 
strengthening American security, at home and 
abroad, | can think of no other American pro- 
gram that does better work to promote peace 
and goodwill at the grassroots level among ev- 
eryday people in the world’s developing coun- 
tries. Every Peace Corps volunteer is an am- 
bassador, living simply and building lasting re- 
lationships with their community partners, day 
in and day out. Some of these partners have 
gone on to serve their own countries inter- 
nationally as diplomats. Many more become 
teachers, businesspeople, and local leaders 
who invest in their country, continuing and im- 
proving upon the work inspired by a Peace 
Corps volunteer. In making more friends 
around the globe and helping people take the 
lead in solving their own problems through col- 
laborative means, the Peace Corps makes the 
world safer. 


Mr. Speaker, in addition to building institu- 
tional capacity and promoting a positive model 
of Americans abroad, the Peace Corps has a 
third component: It educates Americans about 
the world beyond our shores and promotes 
long-term cross-cultural understanding. Re- 
turned Peace Corps volunteers will talk about 
their experiences and offer insights into the 
cultures of their host countries for the rest of 
their lives. They will seek out public forums 
and encourage others interested in making the 
journey. They will possess a perspective of 
the world, and of its inhabitants, unattainable 
by any other means. They will also continue to 
serve the public interest. In this way, the 
Peace Corps improves America as it does any 
other country. 


Mr. Speaker, since the age of 6 | have 
wanted to work for others, and though | was 
a little girl at the time, | was touched by the 
energy of President Kennedy and came of age 
as the Peace Corps flourished. The spirit of 
service has never left me. The ideals of the 
Peace Corps fell across a generation, and to 
all those volunteers who heeded the call, | 
thank you for your service. 
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INTRODUCTION OF IMPROVING 
COMPACT-IMPACT ASSISTANCE 
FOR EDUCATION 


HON. MADELEINE 7, BORDALLO 


OF GUAM 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to re-introduce a bill to expand the Federal Im- 
pact Aid Program to reimburse schools for the 
costs of educating students from the Freely 
Associated States (FAS), residing in the 
United States, including the territories. This 
legislation was H.R. 4695 in the 111th Con- 
gress and it enjoyed bipartisan support. Im- 
pact Aid was originally authorized by the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act in 1965 
to compensate local school districts for the 
costs of educating federally connected chil- 
dren. Examples of these kinds of students in- 
clude those whose parents live on military 
bases, live on Indian lands, or are the children 
of accredited foreign diplomats. However, the 
Impact Aid Program does not compensate 
local schools for the costs incurred by edu- 
cating students from the FAS. 

The United States entered into the Com- 
pacts of Free Association with the Republic of 
the Marshall Islands, the Federated States of 
Micronesia, and the Republic of Palau and 
under the Compacts, citizens of these coun- 
tries can enter the United States without a 
visa. Thus, children whose parents are citi- 
zens of the FAS are in schools in the states 
and territories under a special immigration cat- 
egory and are federally connected just as chil- 
dren of military families are similarly federally 
connected. This legislation would provide a 
means for the federal government to provide 
assistance to impacted local education au- 
thorities. 

Mr. Speaker, the economic downturn has 
forced many local school districts to cut edu- 
cation budgets. This is a longstanding issue 
for affected jurisdictions and they need this to 
be redressed now more than ever. | will con- 
tinue to make this, and all unreimbursed com- 
pact-impact funds, a priority in the 112th Con- 
gress. | would like to thank Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. SABLAN, Mr. PIERLUISI, Mr. 
HONDA, and Ms. HANABUSA for their support as 
original co-sponsors. | will work with these co- 
sponsors to pass this bill. 


EE 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 2, 2011 


Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
today our national debt is 
$14,172,957,589,856.62. 

On January 6th, 2009, the start of the 111th 
Congress, the national debt was 
$10,638,425,746,293.80. 

This means the national debt has increased 
by $3,534,531 ,843,562.80 since then. 

This debt and its interest payments we are 
passing to our children and all future Ameri- 
cans. 
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
March 8, 2011 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
MARCH 4 


9:30 a.m. 
Joint Economic Committee 
To hold hearings to examine the employ- 
ment situation for February 2011. 
SH-216 


MARCH 8 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine the Depart- 
ment of the Navy in review of the De- 
fense Authorization request for fiscal 
year 2012 and the Future Years Defense 
Program; with the possibility of a 
closed session in SH-219 following the 
open session. 
SD-G50 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings to examine the 
legislative presentation from Veterans 
of Foreign Wars. 
345, Cannon Building 
10 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of Peter A. Diamond, of Massa- 
chusetts, to be a Member of the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, and Katharine G. Abraham, of 
Iowa, and Carl Shapiro, of California, 
both to be a Member of the Council of 
Economic Advisers, Executive Office of 
the President. 
SD-538 
Budget 
To hold hearings to examine the report 
of the National Commission on Fiscal 
Responsibility and Reform. 
SD-608 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Peter Bruce Lyons, of New Mex- 
ico, to be Assistant Secretary of En- 
ergy for Nuclear Energy. 
50-366 
Еіпапсе 
To hold hearings to examine if the tax 
system supports economic efficiency, 
job creation and broad-based economic 
growth. 
SD-215 
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Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 
Oversight of Government Management, the 
Federal Workforce, and the District of 
Columbia Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine State De- 
partment training, focusing on invest- 
ing in the workforce to address 21st 
century challenges. 
SD-342 
10:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2012. 
SH-216 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Oceans, Atmosphere, Fisheries, and Coast 
Guard Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine implemen- 
tation of the ‘‘Magnuson-Stevens Fish- 
ery Conservation and Management 
Act”. 
SR-253 
2:30 p.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings to examine the Presi- 
dent’s proposed budget request for fis- 
cal year 2012 for the Department of 


Transportation. 
SR-253 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 


To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Heather A. Higginbottom, of 
the District of Columbia, to be Deputy 
Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget, Executive Office of the 
President. 

SD-342 
Intelligence 

To hold closed hearings to examine cer- 
tain intelligence matters. 

SH-219 


MARCH 9 


10 a.m. 
Budget 
To hold hearings to examine distribution 
and efficiency of spending in the tax 
code. 
SD-608 
Finance 
To hold hearings to examine the Presi- 
dent’s 2011 trade agenda. 
SD-215 
Judiciary 
To hold an oversight hearing to examine 
the Department of Homeland Security. 
SD-226 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship 
Business meeting to mark up the Small 
Business Innovation Research (SBIR) 
and Small Business Technology Trans- 
fer (STTR) Reauthorization Act of 2011. 
SR-428A 
2:15 p.m. 
Environment and Public Works 
To hold hearings to examine the Presi- 
dent’s proposed budget request for fis- 
cal year 2012 for the Federal Highway 
Administration. 
50-406 
2:30 р.т. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine the state of 
the housing market. 
50-538 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings to examine realizing 
NASA’s potential, focusing on pro- 
grammatic challenges in the 2186 cen- 
tury. 
SR-253 
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Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 
Federal Financial Management, Govern- 
ment Information, Federal Services, 
and International Security Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine new tools 
for curbing waste and fraud in Medi- 
care and Medicaid. 
SD-342 
3 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Department of the Interior, Environment, 
and Related Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2012 for 
the Department of the Interior. 
SD-124 


MARCH 10 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine on the cur- 
rent and future worldwide threats to 
the national security of the United 
States; with the possibility of a closed 
session in SH-219 following the open 
session. 
SD-G50 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine S. 398, to 
amend the Energy Policy and Con- 
servation Act to improve energy effi- 
ciency of certain appliances and equip- 
ment, and б. 395, to repeal certain 
amendments to the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act with respect to light- 
ing energy efficiency. 
SD-366 
Appropriations 
Transportation and Housing and Urban De- 
velopment, and Related Agencies Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2012 for 
the Department of Transportation. 


SD-138 
10 a.m. 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 


To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Carolyn N. Lerner, of Maryland, 
to be Special Counsel, Office of Special 
Counsel. 

SD-342 
2:30 p.m. 
Intelligence 

To hold closed hearings to examine cer- 

tain intelligence matters. 
SH-219 
3 p.m. 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 

To hold hearings to examine information 
sharing in the era of WikiLeaks, focus- 
ing on balancing security and collabo- 
ration. 

SD-342 


MARCH 15 


10:15 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine the ‘‘Free- 
dom of Information Act’’, focusing on 
ensuring transparency and account- 
ability in the digital age. 
SD-226 


MARCH 16 
9:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings to examine the 
legislative presentations from 
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AMVETS, Jewish War Veterans, Mili- 
tary Officers Association of America, 
Gold Star Wives, Blinded Veterans As- 
sociation, Non Commissioned Officers 
Association, Iraq and Afghanistan Vet- 
erans of America, Fleet Reserve Asso- 
ciation. 

SDG-50 


MARCH 30 
10:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings to examine the 
legislative presentations from Para- 
lyzed Veterans of America, Air Force 
Sergeants Association, Military Order 
of the Purple Heart, National Associa- 
tion of State Directors of Veterans Af- 
fairs, Wounded Warrior Project, Viet- 
nam Veterans of America, The Retired 
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Enlisted Association, American Ex- 
Prisoners of War. 
SD-106 


MARCH 31 
9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine the Depart- 
ment of the Army in review of the De- 
fense Authorization request for fiscal 
year 2012 and the Future Years Defense 

Program. 
SD-G50 


APRIL 5 
9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine U.S. North- 
ern Command and U.S. Southern Com- 
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mand in review of the Defense Author- 
ization request for fiscal year 2012 and 
the Future Years Defense Program; 
with the possibility of a closed session 
in SVC-217 following the open session. 

SD-G50 


APRIL 12 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine U.S. Pacific 
Command and U.S. Forces Korea in re- 
view of the Defense Authorization re- 
quest for fiscal year 2012 and the Fu- 
ture Years Defense Program; with the 
possibility of a closed session іп SH-219 

following the open session. 
SD-106 


March 3, 2011 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, March 3, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. POE of Texas). 


EE 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 3, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable TED POE to 

act as Speaker pro tempore on this day. 
JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


—_ 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Lord God, so caught up in the prob- 
lems and responsibilities of human life 
and the common good of the Nation, 
Congress takes a moment to turn to 
You. 

Our selective memory recalls only 
pieces of the past. With limited vision 
of the future, we glimpse only some of 
the consequences of our actions or our 
failure to act today. 

But in You is found the beginning 
and the end of everything. Be present 
to us in this our day. 

As we try to handle as much as we 
are able, free us by renewed faith in 
Your guidance and goodness. In this 
ever-changing world, help us to place 
our trust in You, Heavenly Father. For 
You manage all natural events and 
human affairs to achieve Your holy 
will for us and all Your children both 
now and forever. 

Amen. 


-m 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


Ee 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
WILSON) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina led 
the Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to 10 requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 


EE 


GAO STUDY: BILLIONS OF 
DOLLARS GOING TO WASTE 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, Damian Paletta of the Wall 
Street Journal reported on the study 
by the Government Accountability Of- 
fice revealing bloated budgets in gov- 
ernment programs. The study exam- 
ined a number of Federal agencies and 
found duplicative overlaps leading to 
wasteful spending of the taxpayers’ 
money. The GAO found inefficiencies 
with 82 Federal programs to improve 
teacher quality, 56 programs to help 
people gain a working knowledge of fi- 
nances, and 47 Federal programs for job 
training and employment. The study 
concluded that the effectiveness of 
many of these programs has not been 
assessed. 

At a time when the President pro- 
poses trillion-dollar deficits, the Fed- 
eral Government cannot afford to be 
throwing away the people’s money on 
wasteful programs. Efficiency should 
be at the forefront of all Federal spend- 
ing to promote small-business job cre- 
ation. І commend the efforts of Senator 
Том COBURN of Oklahoma for being a 
driving force behind the study to un- 
cover the overlapping of these pro- 
grams. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 


EEE 
REPUBLICAN BUDGET 


(Mr. BACA asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, creating 
jobs and strengthening the economy 
must be the number one priority in 
Congress. Unemployment across the 
Nation remains far too high. In my dis- 
trict, unemployment still remains near 
14 percent. Yet instead of focusing on 
creating jobs, the Republican budget 
plan passed last month would cause 
700,000 Americans to lose their jobs. 
They will struggle to put food on the 
table. 

This budget is an assault on middle- 
and low-income families. Thousands of 
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teachers will be laid off, job training 
programs across the country will be 
eliminated, Pell Grants will be slashed 
for low-income college students, and 
investment in education will decrease. 

And now the Republicans are pro- 
posing yet another tax on middle class 
families to pay for the 1099 reporting 
fix. 

I urge my Republican friends to 
stand with the American middle class 
families and break free from the right- 
wing extremists. Let’s work together 
on a real budget that creates jobs and 
responsibly lowers the deficit. 


EEE 


FOREIGN CRIMINALS WON’T GO 
HOME 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, there 
are thousands of foreign criminals in 
the United States prisons. Up to 19 per- 
cent of our jails house criminal aliens. 
These do not include immigration vio- 
lations either. They have been con- 
victed of everything from rape, robbery 
and murder. Then, after they serve 
their sentence, when we try to deport 
them, many of their native countries 
won’t take them back. 

The number of foreign criminals in 
this situation is staggering. There are 
over 140,000 of these outlaws that have 
been sent home but won’t go back. So 
what do we do? By law they get a get- 
out-of-jail-free card to live in the 
United States because we cannot per- 
manently keep these misfits in jail. 

The worst offending countries in- 
clude Cuba, China, India, Jamaica and 
Pakistan. Maybe we should stop for- 
eign aid altogether or refuse to issue 
legal visas to these countries that 
refuse to take back their criminals. 
There must ре unpleasant con- 
sequences for countries that refuse to 
take their convicted nationals back 
home. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


ae 


1010 


THE PATIENCE OF AMERICA IS 
WEARING THIN, AND SO IS MINE 


(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PENCE. Two weeks ago, after 90 
hours of debate, House Republicans in 
this majority passed a long-term fund- 
ing resolution that found more than 
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$100 billion in savings off the Presi- 
dent’s budget. It defunded their govern- 
ment takeover of health care. It even 
denied all Federal funding to Planned 
Parenthood of America. 

But while House Republicans have 
done the people’s business, at this mo- 
ment, Mr. Speaker, the Senate has vir- 
tually done nothing except find a way 
to fund the government for another 2 
weeks, and the White House just ap- 
pointed a few negotiators yesterday— 
just 2 short days before government 
funding would have run out to begin 
with. 

Look, the patience of the American 
people is wearing thin, and so is mine. 

Our Nation is facing a fiscal crisis of 
epic proportions—$1.65 trillion in defi- 
cits this year, $14 trillion national 
debt. The time to put our fiscal house 
in order is now. No more delays. No 
more kicking the cans. 

Let’s have the debate. Let’s hash it 
out. Let’s defund ObamaCare. Let’s 
defund Planned Parenthood, and let’s 
use this moment to have this fight to 
make a downpayment on restoring fis- 
cal sanity to Washington, D.C. 


EEE 
PORT OF SAVANNAH 


(Mr. BARROW asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of America’s ports, es- 
pecially the one in Savannah, Georgia. 

After spending last week touring the 
rural areas of my district, it’s hard to 
overstate the Savannah port’s impor- 
tance, even for areas outside of Savan- 
nah. 

The Port of Savannah—the fastest 
growing port in the Nation and the sec- 
ond largest on the east coast—supports 
more than 295,000 jobs and contributes 
over $15 billion in income to Georgia’s 
economy. It’s also a major economic 
hub for a 26-State region that stretches 
deep into the Midwestern part of the 
country. 

Farmers, manufacturers, and miners 
ship product in and out of the port. 
And for thousands of small businesses 
around the country, the Savannah port 
is their sole access to the rest of the 
world. 

Let’s make sure our goods can reach 
international markets and get America 
back to work. I urge my colleagues to 
invest in our ports so that we can com- 
pete in today’s economy and the econ- 
omy of the future. 


EE 
DEFENSE OF MARRIAGE ACT 


(Mr. FARENTHOLD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, on 
February 23, the Justice Department 
announced it would no longer defend 
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the Defense of Marriage Act. The De- 
fense of Marriage Act was a bipartisan 
effort to preserve the sanctity of mar- 
riage that, among other things, defined 
marriage as a legal union between a 
man and a woman. 

The Attorney General and President 
have independently determined that 
this is unconstitutional. Anyone who’s 
taken a civics class or a government 
course will tell you that’s not the 
President’s or the Justice Depart- 
ment’s job. It’s the Supreme Court’s 
job. This is an express violation of the 
separation of powers principle found in 
the Constitution, and it presents a dan- 
gerous precedent for future administra- 
tions to follow. 

Regardless of where you stand on this 
issue, whether marriage is a biblically 
sanctioned union between a man and a 
woman or otherwise, there could be no 
doubt that this power grab by the 
President and the Justice Department 
is not what our Founding Fathers in- 
tended when they created the checks 
and balances system of our Constitu- 
tion. 

The Obama administration, if it dis- 
agrees with a law passed by Congress 
and signed by a previous President, it 
should use the legislative process to 
change that law—not usurp the power 
of another branch of government. 

This is not a gay rights issue. This is 
a separation of powers issue. 


EE 


HONORING THE NOGALES 
APACHES ON WINNING THE ARI- 
ZONA STATE HIGH SCHOOL DIVI- 
SION 4A-1 BASKETBALL CHAM- 
PIONSHIP 


(Mr. GRIJALVA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate the Nogales 
Apaches on winning the Arizona State 
High School Division 4A-1 basketball 
championship. 

The Apaches’ victory over Scottsdale 
Saguaro to win the title on Saturday 
came after their upset victory of the 
top-ranked Glendale Kellis team on 
Thursday. This win marked the first 
time in 28 years that a Nogales school 
has reached a championship game in 
any sport. So this is a particularly 
gratifying victory. 

Coach Ricardo De La Riva deserves a 
great deal of credit for leading his 
team through the season, through the 
upset victories, and through the long 
process of building a successful and co- 
hesive team. 

This is a group that truly plays with 
heart. It represents the best of the 
community, as shown by the seven bus- 
loads of fans who traveled for several 
hours from Nogales to Glendale for the 
championship game. 

As Coach De La Riva told the Ari- 
zona Daily Star after the game: ‘This 
is a true team. We don’t have stars. We 
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don’t have egos. We just play.” His 
team reminds us of what scholastic 
sport is all about. 

I join with everyone else in congratu- 
lating the school, the team, and the 
community of Nogales in Santa Cruz. 
Congratulations. 


EEE 
WE NEED ENERGY INDEPENDENCE 


(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, we have severe economic problems 
in this country. I think everybody un- 
derstands that. 

But there is an economic problem 
staring us in the face that people may 
not really be aware of yet, and that is 
the cost of energy. We’re not drilling 
here, we’re not drilling in the ANWR, 
off the coast of the Continental Shelf, 
not in the Gulf of Mexico. We’re not 
doing anything to become energy inde- 
pendent. 

And right now in the northern tier of 
Africa and in the Middle East, there’s 
all kinds of conflict. And if the Straits 
of Hormuz, if the Persian Gulf or the 
Suez Canal are blocked in any way, we 
could lose 30 percent or more of our en- 
ergy. The lights in this place, the gaso- 
line that we buy would be maybe dou- 
ble what it is today. And the impact of 
this economy would be unbelievable, 
and yet we’re not doing a thing about 
it. 

The President, in my opinion, Mr. 
Speaker, is being derelict in his respon- 
sibility in making sure that we’re mov- 
ing towards energy independence. They 
talk about windmills and solar and nu- 
clear, and that’s all great; but that’s 
going to take a lot of time. 

We have a tremendous amount of en- 
ergy in this country. We can be energy 
independent within 10 years if we get 
on with it. We’re too dependent on for- 
eign energy. It’s dangerous. 


— 


REPEALING THE 1099 PROVISION’S 
NEGATIVE ECONOMIC CON- 
SEQUENCES 


(Mr. RICHMOND asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Speaker, my 
Republican colleagues came down here 
yesterday, and will do so again today, 
like a well-rehearsed choir singing the 
same song: Repeal the 1099 provision, 
repeal the 1099 provision. They sang it 
in perfect harmony. 

However, they conveniently left out 
two verses. One, last year 239 Demo- 
crats and only two Republicans voted 
to repeal it. Second, they will pay for 
the repeal by reaching into the pockets 
of working Americans and yanking out 
$25 billion. That’s just wrong. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I remind my col- 
leagues that their song has two addi- 
tional verses. Just because they won’t 
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sing about their tax increase doesn’t 
mean the American people won’t feel 
it. I, too, want to repeal the 1099 provi- 
sion, but this is not the way to pay for 
it. 

Mr. Speaker I yield back because I 
will not be a co-conspirator to snatch- 
ing $25 billion out of the bank accounts 
of hardworking Americans. 


EE 
REPUBLICANS’ ‘‘NO-JOB AGENDA” 


(Mr. ELLISON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, we’ve 
now entered about the 55th day when 
the Republican majority has been in 
control of the House, and they’ve yet 
to introduce a single bill to create a 
single job for anyone anywhere. 

The Republican majority has, how- 
ever, introduced cuts to our national 
budget that will take away vital pro- 
grams and cut jobs—cut jobs like cops 
and nurses and teachers and things like 
that. 

The Republican majority doesn’t 
seem to be interested in jobs, and their 
no-job agenda will not escape the view 
of the American people. 

The American people sent us all here 
to make sure that we have a more per- 
fect Union, that we have prosperity in 
our land. We don’t have it because un- 
employment is just too high, and the 
Republican majority is not doing a 
thing about it. 

It’s time to get on with the business 
of creating jobs and get rid of the Re- 
publican no-job agenda. 


EE 
1020 
NO JOBS BILLS 


(Ms. EDWARDS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, well, 
here we are. It’s 8 weeks into the 112th 
Congress and still not a single Repub- 
lican proposal to create jobs and 
strengthen our economy. No jobs pro- 
posals and no jobs. 

Instead, we have a series of reports 
stating really clearly that the Repub- 
licans’ slash-and-burn budgets would 
eliminate jobs, hundreds of thousands 
of them, and send our economy spi- 
raling back into recession. Even Gold- 
man Sachs says that the Republican 
continuing resolution would depress 
economic growth by 2 percent and raise 
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unemployment by 1 percent. Mark 
Zandi, the economist, notes that this 
slash-and-burn idea of spending would 
cost our country 700,000 jobs. 

So here we are again, 8 weeks into 
the new leadership, and all we get is 
negative growth and job loss. 

So, Mr. Speaker, where are my col- 
leagues? They need to get serious 
about creating jobs, strengthening our 
economy, and ensuring long-term 
growth for our children and grand- 
children. 

I would urge us to get together, 
House Democrats, Senate Democrats, 
and Republicans, in a good-faith effort 
to pass a funding bill for the remainder 
of the year that really guarantees our 
future and creates jobs for our econ- 
omy. The American people cannot af- 
ford to see our economy sliding back- 
wards. 


EE 
DON’T CUT NIH FUNDING 


(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, St. Jude 
Children’s Research Hospital is located 
in Memphis, Tennessee. It is, according 
to U.S. News and World Report, the 
world’s greatest children’s and cata- 
strophic illness research hospital. 

The Republican budget that passed 
this House talks about a lot of issues, 
but it cuts $2.5 billion from the Presi- 
dent’s requests for the National Insti- 
tute of Health, $2.5 billion less than the 
President recommends, and a $1.6 bil- 
lion cut from last year. For the chil- 
dren and the adults and everyone who 
has cancer and needs a cure, which 
they are finding with the help of the 
NIH and St. Jude and other research 
hospitals, that’s a death sentence. Peo- 
ple will die. 

If there is a place the Republicans 
should not cut, Mr. Speaker, it’s at 
NIH grants to find cures for cancer, for 
Alzheimer’s, for Parkinson’s, for diabe- 
tes, for heart disease. I ask you for the 
living Americans to not cut grants to 
the National Institute of Health and 
let us have lives that go further than 
they otherwise would because of these 
crippling, catastrophic illnesses. 


EE 


COMPREHENSIVE 1099 TAXPAYER 
PROTECTION AND REPAYMENT 
OF EXCHANGE SUBSIDY OVER- 
PAYMENTS ACT OF 2011 


Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
House Resolution 129, I call up the bill 
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(H.R. 4) to repeal the expansion of in- 
formation reporting requirements for 
payments of $600 or more to corpora- 
tions, and for other purposes, and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOHNSON of Illinois). Pursuant to House 
Resolution 129, the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute consisting of the 
text of the amendment recommended 
by the Committee on House Ways and 
Means printed in H.R. 705 is adopted 
and the bill, as amended, is considered 
read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 


H.R. 4 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 


This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Comprehensive 
1099 Taxpayer Protection and Repayment of Ex- 
change Subsidy Overpayments Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. REPEAL OF EXPANSION OF INFORMATION 
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS TO PAY- 
MENTS MADE TO CORPORATIONS 
AND TO PAYMENTS FOR PROPERTY 
AND OTHER GROSS PROCEEDS. 

(a) APPLICATION TO CORPORATIONS.—Section 
6041 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by striking subsections (i) and (j). 

(b) PAYMENTS FOR PROPERTY AND OTHER 
GROSS PROCEEDS.—Subsection (a) of section 6041 
of such Code is amended— 

(1) by striking “amounts in consideration for 
property,’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘gross proceeds,” both places it 
appears. 

(с) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to payments made 
after December 31, 2011. 

SEC. 3. REPEAL OF EXPANSION OF INFORMATION 
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR 
RENTAL PROPERTY EXPENSE PAY- 
MENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6041 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking 
subsection (h). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by this section shall apply to payments made 
after December 31, 2010. 

SEC. 4. INCREASE IN AMOUNT OF OVERPAYMENT 
OF HEALTH CARE CREDIT WHICH IS 
SUBJECT TO RECAPTURE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
36B(f)(2)(B) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer 
whose household income is less than 400 percent 
of the poverty line for the size of the family in- 
volved for the taxable year, the amount of the 
increase under subparagraph (A) shall in no 
event exceed the applicable dollar amount deter- 
mined in accordance with the following table 
(one-half of such amount in the case of а tax- 
payer whose tax is determined under section 1(c) 
for the taxable year): 


“Tf the household income (expressed as a percent of poverty line) is: 


The applicable dollar amount is: 


Less than 200% 
At least 200% but less than 300% 
At least 300% but less than 400% 


$1,500 
$2,500.’’. 
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(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by this section shall apply to taxable years be- 
ginning after December 31, 2013. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN) each will control 75 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in- 
clude extraneous materials on H.R. 4. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Today the House considers H.R. 4, 
legislation repealing one of the job- 
killing tax increases enacted in the 
Democrats’ health care law last year. 
This legislation provides a pathway to 
achieving a goal that is shared by Re- 
publicans and Democrats in the House 
and Senate alike, and by the Obama 
administration—repealing the form 
1099 reporting requirements enacted 
last year. 

Before I get into the details of H.R. 4, 
I would like to take a moment to rec- 
ognize and commend my colleague and 
friend, Congressman DAN LUNGREN of 
California. He first brought this issue 
to light, and through his hard work we 
are here today to vote on a bill that 
has enjoyed strong bipartisan support. 

We have been here talking about 
1099s before. Some have even gone so 
far as to say there seems to have been 
1,099 votes to repeal 1099s. While we 
have attempted in the past to repeal 
this misguided feature of last year’s 
health overhaul, today we turn a cor- 
ner and move H.R. 4 from the House to 
the Senate, so that it will hopefully 
soon be sent to the President for his 
signature. Only then will small busi- 
nesses and families have certainty that 
they will not be buried under an ava- 
lanche of tax paperwork. 

In 2010, as one of many ways to fi- 
nance a trillion dollar health care law, 
tax information reporting rules were 
expanded. These new rules require busi- 
nesses to issue a form 1099 for any pay- 
ments to corporations rather than just 
individuals, and for any payments for 
property rather than just services or 
investment income that exceeds $600 
over the course of a year. 

This previously little-known provi- 
sion quickly became an item of great 
concern to small business employers 
across the country. The National Fed- 
eration of Independent Business, whose 
350,000 members support H.R. 4, said 
this newly enacted reporting require- 
ment would have a direct negative im- 
pact on small business. 

Also brought forward by Mr. TIBERI 
of Ohio in September of last year, a 
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form 1099 reporting requirement was 
expanded again to help pay for the 
small business lending law. This expan- 
sion treats the recipient of rental in- 
come from real estate as engaging in 
the trade or business of renting prop- 
erty. Unless repealed, families and in- 
dividuals will be forced to fill out pa- 
perwork if they do something as basic 
as replace a refrigerator in an apart- 
ment they rent out. The National Asso- 
ciation of Realtors, which supports 
H.R. 4, called this provision not only 
another paperwork burden but a trap 
for all small landlords. 

Mr. Speaker, neither of these provi- 
sions reflects the wishes or needs of the 
American people. The most important 
issue on their minds is jobs. Let me say 
it again: jobs, jobs, and jobs. But de- 
spite the call for policies that can cre- 
ate a better climate for job creation, 
Congress has enacted policies that 
make this harder. 

H.R. 4 will accomplish three goals. 
First, the legislation repeals the ex- 
panded 1099 reporting requirements on 
small businesses. Second, it repeals the 
new 1099 reporting requirements for 
rental property. 


1030 


Third, it protects taxpayers by recov- 
ering overpayments of taxpayer-funded 
government subsidies. 

What that means, and I know we are 
going to hear a lot about it from the 
other side today, is that if this bill 
passes, anyone earning more than 400 
percent of poverty, nearly $95,000 for a 
family of four in 2014, and who is ineli- 
gible for the exchange subsidies under 
the 2010 health care law will be re- 
quired to pay back all, not just some, 
of the improper payments. I would like 
to note that this is the same level 
Democrats used in the original law en- 
acted last March. 

For those earning less than 400 per- 
cent of poverty, the level of repayment 
of those overpayments is also in- 
creased. This is similar to the path 
taken by Democrats in December when 
they adjusted the repayment amounts 
as a way to finance the so-called ‘‘doc 
fix.” 

Now, I noticed yesterday that there 
was a lot of huffing and puffing on the 
floor about alleged tax increases in 
H.R. 4. I want to be sure to clear up 
any confusion on this point. 

The Joint Committee on Taxation 
says in its score that in addition to a 
$20 billion spending cut, there is a $5 
billion increase in revenue to the gov- 
ernment from this one provision. But 
that doesn’t mean people are nec- 
essarily paying more in taxes. Now, 
how is that possible? Simple. Accord- 
ing to the nonpartisan Joint Com- 
mittee on Taxation, under the better 
enforcement rules of H.R. 4, some peo- 
ple won’t go into the exchange to ac- 
cept a taxpayer-funded subsidy because 
they would be required to pay a larger 
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share or, in some cases, all of the sub- 
sidy back under H.R. 4. Paying back 
money you weren’t entitled to is not a 
tax increase. 

For example, under current law, a 
household making $105,000 might think 
it’s worth understating its income, or 
at least not updating their income in- 
formation, in order to receive a $12,000 
exchange subsidy because they would 
only have to pay back $3,000 if caught; 
but the household is less likely to do so 
under H.R. 4 because it would have to 
pay back the entire subsidy given there 
was no eligibility for the subsidy in the 
first place. 

So let’s be clear here. Voluntarily 
choosing not to enroll in government 
health care and thus foregoing the as- 
sociated tax subsidies that one may 
not be eligible for might result in more 
government revenue, according to the 
Joint Committee on Taxation. But 
that is not a tax increase. 

H.R. 4 is endorsed by more than 225 
organizations, including the American 
Farm Bureau, the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, the American Osteopathic 
Association, and Americans for Tax 
Reform. Grover Norquist of ATR wrote 
he was especially pleased about the re- 
peal of the 1099 provisions and the bill 
is “a net tax cut.” That’s because de- 
spite the claims to the contrary, H.R. 4 
reduces Federal spending by nearly $20 
billion over the next 10 years. It also 
reduces the deficit by $166 million over 
that same time. That’s probably why 
the bill is supported by Americans for 
Prosperity and the National Taxpayers 
Union as well. 

Mr. Speaker, today we have the op- 
portunity to come together and ad- 
vance a bill that is a win for small 
business, a win for families, and a win 
for taxpayers across America. Cast a 
“yes”? vote for H.R. 4 and give them 
that win. 

SUPPORTERS OF 1099 REPEAL (AS OF 3/2/11) 

[COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS] 

Aeronautical Repair Station Association; 
Agricultural Retailers Association; Air Con- 
ditioning Contractors of America; Alabama 
Nursery & Landscape Association; Alliance 
for Affordable Services; Alliance of Inde- 
pendent Store Owners and Professionals; 
American Association for Laboratory Ac- 
creditation; American Bakers Association; 
American Bankers Association; American 
Beekeeping Federation; American Council of 
Engineering Companies; American Council of 
Independent Laboratories; American Farm 
Bureau Federation®; Americans for Pros- 
perity; American Foundry Society; Amer- 
ican Hotel & Lodging Association; American 
Institute of Architects; American Institute 
of Certified Public Accountants; American 
Medical Association; American Mushroom 
Institute. 

American Nursery & Landscape Associa- 


tion; American Osteopathic Association; 
American Petroleum Institute; American 
Physical Therapy Association; American 


Rental Association; American Road & Trans- 
portation Builders Association; American 
Sheep Industry Association; American Soci- 
ety of Association Executives; American So- 
ciety of Interior Designers; American Soy- 
bean Association; American Subcontractors 
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Association, Inc.; American Sugar Alliance; 
American Supply Association; American 
Veterinary Distributors Association; Amer- 
ican Veterinary Medical Association; Ameri- 
cans for Tax Reform; AMT—The Association 
For Manufacturing Technology; Arizona 
Nursery Association; Assisted Living Federa- 
tion of America; Associated Builders and 
Contractors. 

Associated Equipment Distributors; Asso- 
ciated General Contractors of America; Asso- 
ciated Landscape Contractors of Colorado; 
Association of Free Community Papers; As- 
sociation of Ship Brokers & Agents; Associa- 
tion of Small Business Development Centers; 
Automotive Aftermarket Industry Associa- 
tion; Automotive Recyclers Association; 
Bowling Proprietors Association of America; 
California Association of Nurseries and Gar- 
den Centers; California Landscape Contrac- 
tors Association; Commercial Photographers 
International; Community Papers of Florida; 
Community Papers of Michigan; Community 
Papers of Ohio and West Virginia; Com- 
puting Technology Industry Association; 
Connecticut Nursery & Landscape Associa- 
tion; Council of Smaller Enterprises; Direct 
Selling Association; Door and Hardware In- 
stitute. 

Electronic Security Association; Elec- 
tronics Representatives Association (ЕВА); 
Farm Credit Council; Financial Services In- 
stitute, Inc.; Florida Nursery, Growers & 
Landscape Association; Free Community Pa- 
pers of New York; Georgia Green Industry 
Association; Hampton Roads Technology 
Council; Healthcare Distribution Manage- 
ment Association; Hearth, Patio & Barbecue 
Association; Idaho Nursery & Landscape As- 
sociation; Illinois Green Industry Associa- 
tion; Illinois Landscape Contractors Associa- 
tion (ILCA); Illinois Technology Association 
(ITA); Independent Community Bankers of 
America; Independent Electrical Contrac- 
tors, Inc.; Independent Office Products & 
Furniture Dealers Association; Indiana Nurs- 
ery and Landscape Association; Indoor Tan- 
ning Association; Industrial Supply Associa- 
tion. 

Industry Council for Tangible Assets; 
International Association of Refrigerated 
Warehouses; International Foodservice Dis- 
tributors Association; International Fran- 
chise Association; International Housewares 
Association; International Sleep Products 
Association; Kentucky Nursery and Land- 
scape Association; Louisiana Nursery and 
Landscape Association; Maine Landscape 
and Nursery Association; Manufacturers’ 
Agents Association for the Foodservice In- 
dustry; Manufacturers’ Agents National As- 
sociation; Manufacturing Jewelers and Sup- 
pliers of America; Maryland Nursery and 
Landscape Association; Massachusetts Nurs- 
ery & Landscape Association, Inc.; Michigan 
Nursery and Landscape Association; Mid-At- 
lantic Community Papers Association; Mid- 
west Free Community Papers; Minnesota 
Nursery & Landscape Association; Motor & 
Equipment Manufacturers Association; 
NAMM, National Association of Music Mer- 
chants. 

National Apartment Association; National 
Association for Printing Leadership; Na- 
tional Association for the Self-Employed; 
National Association of Federal Credit 
Unions; National Association of Home Build- 
ers; National Association of Manufacturers; 
National Association of Mortgage Brokers; 
National Association of Mutual Insurance 
Companies; National Association of Real- 
tors®; National Association of RV Parks & 
Campgrounds; National Association of State 
Departments of Agriculture; National Asso- 
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ciation of Theatre Owners; National Associa- 
tion of Wheat Growers; National Association 
of Wholesaler-Distributors; National Barley 
Growers Association; National Cattlemen’s 
Beef Association; National Chicken Council; 
National Christmas Tree Association; Na- 
tional Club Association; National Commu- 
nity Pharmacists Association. 

National Corn Growers Association; Na- 
tional Cotton Council; National Council of 
Agricultural Employers; National Council of 
Farmer Cooperatives; National Electrical 
Contractors Association; National Electrical 
Manufacturers Representatives Association; 
National Federation of Independent Busi- 
ness; National Home Furnishings Associa- 
tion; National Lumber and Building Material 
Dealers Association; National Milk Pro- 
ducers Federation; National Multi Housing 
Council; National Newspaper Association; 
National Office Products Alliance; National 
Restaurant Association; National Retail 
Federation; National Roofing Contractors 
Association; National Small Business Asso- 
ciation; National Small Business Network; 
National Sunflower Association; National 
Taxpayers Union. 

National Tooling and Machining Associa- 
tion; National Utility Contractors Associa- 
tion; Nationwide Insurance Independent Con- 
tractors Association; Nebraska Nursery and 
Landscape Association; New Mexico Family 
Business Alliance; New Mexico Nursery & 
Landscape Association; New York State 
Nursery and Landscape Association; North 
American Die Casting Association; North 
Carolina Green Industry Council; North 
Carolina Nursery and Landscape Associa- 
tion; Northeastern Retail Lumber Associa- 
tion; Northwest Dairy Association; NPES 
The Association for Suppliers of Printing, 
Publishing & Converting Technologies; 
OFA—An Association of Floriculture Profes- 
sionals; Office Furniture Dealers Alliance; 
Ohio Nursery and Landscape Association; Or- 
egon Association of Nurseries; Oregon Nurs- 
ery Association; Outdoor Power Equipment 
Institute; Pennsylvania Landscape and Nurs- 
ery Association. 

Pet Industry Distributors Association; Pe- 
troleum Marketers Association of America; 
Plumbing-Heating-Cooling Contractors Asso- 
ciation; Precision Machined Products Asso- 
ciation; Precision Metalforming Association; 
Printing Industries of America; Professional 
Golfers Association of America; Professional 
Landscape Network; Professional Photog- 
raphers of America; Promotional Products 
Association International; Public Lands 
Council; S Corp Association; Safety Equip- 
ment Distributors Association; Saturation 
Mailers Coalition; SBE Council; Secondary 
Materials and Recycled Textiles Association; 
Self-Insurance Institute of America (SIIA); 
Service Station Dealers of America and Al- 
lied Trades; SIGMA, the Society for Inde- 
pendent Gasoline Marketers of America; 
Small Business Council of America. 

Small Business Legislative Council; SMC 
Business Councils; Society of American Flo- 
rists; Society of Independent Gasoline Mar- 
keters of America; Society of Sport & Event 
Photographers; South Carolina Nursery & 
Landscape Association; Southeastern Adver- 
tising Publishers Association; Southeast 
Dairy Farmers Association; Southeast Milk, 
Inc.; Specialty Equipment Market Associa- 
tion; Specialty Tools & Fasteners Distribu- 
tors Association; SPI: The Plastics Industry 
Trade Association; Start Over! Coalition; 
Stock Artists Alliance; TechQuest Pennsyl- 
vania; TechServe Alliance; Tennessee Nurs- 
ery & Landscape Association; Texas Commu- 
nity Newspaper Association; Texas Nursery 
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& Landscape Association; Textile Care Allied 
Trades Association. 

Textile Rental Services Association of 
America; The National Grange of the Order 
of Patrons of Husbandry; Tire Industry Asso- 
ciation; Toy Industry Association, Inc.; 
Turfgrass Producers International; U.S. 
Apple Association; U.S. Canola Association; 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce; United Egg Pro- 
ducers; United Fresh Produce Association; 
United Producers, Inc.; United States Dry 
Bean Council; USA Dry Pea & Lentil Coun- 
cil; USA Rice Federation; Utah Nursery & 
Landscape Association; Virginia Christmas 
Tree Growers Association; Virginia Green In- 
dustry Council; Virginia Nursery & Land- 
scape Association; Virginia Technology Alli- 
ance; Washington State Nursery & Land- 
scape Association; Western Growers Associa- 
tion; Western Peanut Growers Association; 
Western United Dairymen; Window and Door 
Manufacturers Association; Wisconsin Com- 
munity Papers; Wood Machinery Manufac- 
turers of America. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield myself as much 
time as I shall consume. 

Let’s be clear what the issue is 
today. The issue is not repeal of this 
provision, of 1099. We on this side not 
only favor repeal, but all of us who 
were here last session voted for it. We 
voted to repeal it. It failed because 
only two people on the minority, then 
minority side, voted for the bill. They 
didn’t like the pay-for. 

Mr. CAMP mentions the NFIB. They 
supported our effort last year to repeal 
1099. 

So, again, the issue is not repeal. We 
have made that clear in the past, while 
the effort to repeal was blocked on the 
Republican side last session. The rea- 
son they did not vote ‘‘yes,’’ they said, 
was because they did not like the pay- 
for. 

The pay-for closed tax loopholes, 
closed tax loopholes, and they stood up 
and said, no, we can’t vote for the bill 
because of that. Ironically, most of the 
loopholes closed in that effort have 
now become law. So that effort last 
year to block repeal essentially was to 
block the loophole effort that has now 
become the law of this land. That 
should be clear. The issue is not repeal. 
The issue is how you pay for that re- 
peal. 

The Senate has now voted to repeal 
1099 and apparently the now majority 
does not like the pay-for in the Senate 
bill. 

What does this bill provide? Well, in 
very simple terms, in clear terms, in 
unmistakable terms, the pay-for is an 
increase on middle-income families. It 
increases how much they will have to 
pay to the IRS if their income in- 
creases over what was projected when 
they would have obtained health insur- 
ance. 

Let me be very clear, the people were 
playing by the rules once the law be- 
came effective. It wasn’t that they 
were ineligible. They were eligible, pe- 
riod. So no one should say they were 
not eligible, that somehow they misled, 
that somehow they misrepresented. 
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Now, these are middle-income families 
who would have become eligible play- 
ing by the rules. 

So this is a tax increase, if this bill 
becomes effective, on middle-income 
families in future years. Mostly, it will 
be on families with incomes between 
$80,000 and $110,000. These are esti- 
mates. 

It can well be that a small increase 
in income beyond what was anticipated 
can lead to an increase by as much as 
$12,000. That’s the amount that could 
be required in a check from the tax- 
payer to the IRS, and Joint Tax 
projects that the average increase will 
be about $3,000. 

Well, it’s been said, it was said in our 
committee and then before the Rules 
Committee yesterday, that it’s not a 
tax increase. So let me be clear by 
reading the language that’s in the bill: 

If the advance payments to a tax- 
payer exceed the credit allowed by this 
section, the tax imposed by this chap- 
ter for the taxable year shall be in- 
creased. 

It is in clear simple English. So let 
no one stand up here and say it’s nota 
tax increase when it is. 

Let me also, if I might, read from the 
Statement of Administration Policy 
that was issued yesterday. 

“Specifically, H.R. 4 would result in 
tax increases on certain middle class 
families that incur unexpected tax li- 
abilities, in many cases totaling thou- 
sands of dollars, notwithstanding that 
they followed the rules.” 

I want to read it again. 

“Specifically, H.R. 4 would result in 
tax increases on certain middle class 
families that incur unexpected tax li- 
abilities, in many cases totaling thou- 
sands of dollars, notwithstanding that 
they followed the rules.” 

Now, it was said yesterday at the 
Rules Committee that this is not a tax 
increase because it would become effec- 
tive at a later date, 2014, when the sub- 
sidies under the health reform bill be- 
come effective. 
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Well, if you use that logic, we could, 
this year, increase taxes for everybody 
by, say, 5 percent, and that would not 
be a tax increase because it would be 
for a later year. 

In a word, if this bill would become 
law, it would mean a tax increase for 
hundreds of thousands of middle in- 
come taxpayers. 

Also, according to Joint Tax, it 
would have this effect, that about 
266,000 people would not be covered 
with health insurance because of the 
provisions in this bill. 

So, in a few words, what this bill 
would do would be to saddle middle in- 
come taxpayers in future years, pure 
and simple. What we should do is to go 
back and find a responsible way to pay 
for the repeal of 1099. 

And I close by the following para- 
graph from the Statement of Adminis- 
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tration Policy, “Тһе administration 
looks forward to continuing to work 
with the Congress on the repeal of the 
information reporting requirements in 
the course of the legislative process, 
including finding an acceptable offset 
for the cost of the repeal.” 

What this bill would do would be to 
provide an unacceptable offset, one 
that would burden hundreds of thou- 
sands of middle income taxpayers in 
our country. We should not do that, pe- 
riod. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Washington State 
(Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS). 

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 

I rise in strong support of H.R. 4, the 
Small Business Paperwork Reduction 
Mandate Elimination Act of 2011. 
There’s not a single issue that I hear 
more about from Washington State 
businesses than the 1099 requirement 
that made its way into last year’s 
health care law. Not only is this provi- 
sion an administrative nightmare for 
employers, it has the potential to dev- 
astate small businesses. In fact, NFIB 
estimates that the average business 
will have to submit at least 95 forms 
under the new requirement, a costly in- 
crease from the current handful that’s 
required today. 

Even tax consultants have said this 
1099 is more onerous than any tax that 
the IRS could collect from small busi- 
nesses. At a time when our economy is 
struggling, jobs are scarce and unem- 
ployment continues to hover near 10 
percent, the last thing we should do is 
make it more difficult on our employ- 
ers, particularly the small businesses 
that make up the backbone of our 
economy and create most of the jobs in 
America. 

The 1099 is just one in a number of 
policies that have created a climate of 
fear and uncertainty for the private 
sector. Businesses don’t know what 
regulatory hurdles they will have to 
jump through or the increased costs 
they will incur in the short or long 
term. We need to give them certainty. 
We need to have them start expanding 
and grow their businesses again. And a 
first good step is the repeal of the 1099 
requirement. 

I urge support. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield such time as he 
may consume to someone who has been 
leading the effort to repeal 1099 in a re- 
sponsible way for the middle-income 
families of America, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to this bill not because I oppose 
the repealing of the 1099 reporting re- 
quirements. I do. I have a record of 
supporting 1099 repeal and relieving 
America’s small businesses from oner- 
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ous paperwork and onerous regula- 
tions. What I’m opposed to is paying 
for this small business tax bill by in- 
creasing taxes on working middle class 
Americans. And that is exactly what 
this legislation will do. 

Let’s not kid ourselves. Democrats 
offered a different path. Last July, we 
put forward legislation to repeal the 
1099 reporting requirements, and we 
paid for it by eliminating loopholes in 
the Tax Code that reward those export- 
ing U.S. jobs overseas. And, the Senate 
has offered an alternative path as well. 
Last month, they overwhelmingly 
passed a bipartisan repeal of the 1099 
reporting requirement, which did not 
include a tax increase on middle class 
workers. 

But my Republican colleagues in the 
majority here in the House, who have 
continually preached lower taxes, less 
regulation and fiscal discipline, have 
refused either of these alternative ap- 
proaches. Instead, my Republican col- 
leagues are forcing a vote today on 
H.R. 4, a measure that will impose a $25 
billion new tax on middle class fami- 
lies. Yes, you heard that right. It is 
only 59 days since my Republican col- 
leagues have assumed majority control 
of the House of Representatives, and 
they’re already breaking their cam- 
paign pledge of no new taxes, a pledge 
that 234 of 241 sitting Republican Mem- 
bers of the House signed. 

And, no, Republicans are not taxing 
the wealthiest 1 percent to pay for this 
small business relief bill. They are 
raising taxes on middle class workers, 
like firefighters, police officers, nurses 
and teachers, the very American fami- 
lies who work day in and day out to 
make their financial ends meet, the 
very American families under attack 
today in Wisconsin, in Indiana, in Ohio, 
and across the Midwest. 

Now, the Republicans will not admit 
that embedded in H.R. 4 is a tax in- 
crease on the middle class. But the 
facts are the facts. The Joint Com- 
mittee on Taxation says the Repub- 
lican bill is a tax increase, citing how 
it will raise $25 billion in new revenue. 
That is congressional-speak for a tax 
increase. Even Grover Norquist, the au- 
thor of the ‘“‘Taxpayer Protection 
Pledge,” has said, ‘‘Americans for Tax 
Reform has always followed Committee 
on Joint Taxation methodology.” 

Yet, still my Republican friends deny 
and deny and deny. But, my friends, 
read my lips—Republicans are raising 
taxes. Just look at the contents of the 
bill. Under the Democratic health re- 
form law, an American family of four 
earning $88,000 a year is obligated to 
pay no more than 9.5 percent of their 
income on health care premium costs. 
In this example, that is $8,360 that 
comes out of their pocket on a typical 
family policy valued at $13,000. So the 
family would pay, out of their pocket, 
$8,360 in annual premiums for their 
health care coverage, and the Federal 
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Government would provide a tax cred- 
it—not a subsidy, not a subsidy, a tax 
credit—valued at $4,640 to cover the 
rest. These are not subsidies, but tax 
credits to working people. They work 
exactly like the child tax credit or the 
tax credit to make college more afford- 
able. 

How many of all of our constituents 
use those tax credits? Do they believe 
it is welfare, a form of welfare? I don’t 
think so. They understand the dif- 
ference between a subsidy and a tax 
credit. These are not subsidies for the 
middle class. They are tax credits for 
the middle class. These are tax relief 
measures for the middle class. 

The Affordable Care Act also ensures 
that the Federal funding going towards 
a family’s health premium is paid di- 
rectly to the insurance carrier, to the 
insurance company, not to the family. 
In short, the family receiving this tax 
credit will never, ever personally touch 
that money, not a single dime do they 
feel. It never transfers through them. 
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However, under the Republican bill, 
H.R. 4, if that very same family that 
earns $88,000, the breadwinner of the 
family is called into the boss’s office 
and the boss says: You know what, 
you’re on your track to management. 
You’re doing such a great job, we’re 
going to give you a $250 bonus. Take 
the family out to dinner. It’s the holi- 
day season. 

And you’re overjoyed. You go back to 
your family and say, Iam management 
material. I got a $250 bonus. I’m taking 
everybody out to dinner tonight. 

Well, here’s the rub: you would go 
from the 398 percentile of the Federal 
poverty level to the 401 percentile of 
the poverty level. When that happens, 
you would then owe the Federal Gov- 
ernment for that $250. In April of the 
next year the Federal Government 
would say: Not so fast, you owe us 
$4,640 to make up for your having 
accessed those tax credits. 

That’s right, they would have to pay 
back every single dime that went di- 
rectly to that health insurer, to that 
health insurance company when a dime 
never crossed their fingers. Not a sin- 
gle dime crossed their fingers. 

Say it ain’t so, Joe—that’s what fam- 
ilies back home in my district are say- 
ing. But I can’t; it’s true. Republicans 
are raising taxes. 

The 1099 provisions should be re- 
pealed. I agree with that, but not on 
the backs of middle class workers and 
middle class Americans. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

I would just like to say that the ex- 
ample the gentleman from New York 
cited, that if the family or individual 
honestly reported their income without 
this change that we are proposing 
today, they would still have to repay 
the entire amount of the subsidy to the 
government. 
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I submit for the RECORD a letter from 
Americans for Tax Reform that says 
this legislation is not a tax increase 
and is not a violation of the taxpayer 
protection pledge. 


AMERICANS FOR TAX REFORM, 
Washington, DC, February 24, 2011. 
Hon. DAVE CAMP, 
House of Representatives, Committee on Ways 
and Means, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN CAMP: I write today to re- 
iterate the support of Americans for Tax Re- 
form for H.R. 705, the ‘‘Comprehensive 1099 
Taxpayer Protection and Repayment of Ex- 
change Subsidy Overpayments Act of 2011.” I 
also wish to clarify that H.R. 705 is a net tax 
cut, and is therefore not a violation of the 
Taxpayer Protection Pledge. 

Two bills in the last Congress (one of 
which was Obamacare) greatly increased 
‘1099-MISC” information reporting for small 
employers, and introduced this reporting for 
the first time to families renting out real 
property. These requirements are unneces- 
sary, onerous, and would lead to major com- 
pliance issues—as the IRS itself admits. H.R. 
705 repeals these two provisions, which is a 
victory for taxpayers. 

The official score of H.R. 705 from the 
Joint Committee on Taxation (JCX-14-11) 
shows that this bill is a net tax cut. By re- 
pealing the 1099-MISC provisions, taxes are 
cut by a gross amount of $24.7 billion from 
2011-2021. By requiring erroneously-obtained 
Obamacare exchange credit advances to be 
paid back by more recipients, JCT scores a 
dual effect from the bill. Gross taxes would 
increase by $5 billion, and spending (‘‘outlay 
effects,” as shown in footnote 2) would be re- 
duced by $19.9 billion. 

Thus, the gross tax cut effects of repealing 
the 1099-MISC reporting requirements are 
“paid for” by a small gross tax increase and 
а large spending cut. Overall, the bill is a net 
tax cut of $19.7 billion from 2011-2021. 

Because no bill which is a net tax cut can 
possibly be in violation of the Taxpayer Pro- 
tection Pledge, the latter simply does not 
apply in this matter. Americans for Tax Re- 
form has always followed JCT scoring meth- 
odology in this area, including when JCT 
disaggregates between spending and revenue 
effects of tax legislation. Spending cuts 
should never be confused with tax increases, 
and JCT does a good job pointing out when 
spending policy is present in tax bills. Those 
trying to call this bill a net tax hike are sim- 
ply seeking to mislead the public, or cannot 
accurately read a JCT score. 

I encourage all Members of Congress to 
support this tax cut/spending cut bill when it 
is considered by the full House. 

Sincerely, 
GROVER G. NORQUIST. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HERGER), a mem- 
ber of the Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 4. 

Coming from a small business back- 
ground myself, I know personally the 
paperwork burden of misguided govern- 
ment regulations imposed on our Na- 
tion’s entrepreneurs and job creators. 
If the expanded 1099 reporting require- 
ment in the Democrats’ health care 
law takes effect, it will be one of the 
most far-reaching and burdensome un- 
funded mandates ever created. Small 
businesses will be required to fill out 
hundreds, or even thousands, of these 
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forms every year. Yet the revenue sup- 
posedly raised by this reporting 
amounts to less than 1 percent of the 
estimated annual tax gap. 

This 1099 rule is devastating to small 
businesses, and it must be repealed 
now. H.R. 4 addresses the budgetary 
costs of repealing the 1099 requirement 
by cutting wasteful government spend- 
ing. The Democrats’ health law pro- 
vides subsidies for low-income people 
to buy health insurance; but if their in- 
come goes up and they don’t need help 
any more, they still get to keep a large 
portion of the subsidy. Getting rid of 
excess subsidies is not a tax increase. 
It’s simply being responsible with the 
taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
have told us they want two things: 
more jobs and less spending. The bill 
before us advances both of these goals, 
and it deserves the support of every 
Member of this House. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

There has been a reference here to 
taxpayers who did not honestly report 
their income. I must say that’s an 
egregious misstatement. The way this 
works, or will work, is people will re- 
port their income honestly, and they 
do so based on their taxable income of 
a particular year. 

The problem with this bill is if the 
income often unexpectedly goes up ina 
subsequent year, how much will the 
taxpayer be required to pay to the IRS. 
That’s what the issue is. And as Mr. 
CROWLEY said, there are other pro- 
grams where people report their in- 
come. They report it honestly, and 
then there is a change and the question 
is whether they should have to later 
pay some income tax to the IRS and, if 
so, how much. 

What this bill does in its present 
form is to recreate a ‘“‘cliff” which we 
smoothed out in previous legislation, 
and the cliff is 400 percent of poverty. 
And if unexpectedly you go over that 
amount in a subsequent year, essen- 
tially what this provision would say is 
that the middle-income taxpayer would 
have to pay far, far more in taxes in 
that subsequent year. And the burden 
would essentially be on middle-income 
taxpayers. That’s undeniable. It would 
be on income from people who are hon- 
est, who are middle-income taxpayers. 

So I hope no one will use the term 
“ineligible” or use the term ‘‘dis- 
honest.’’ That’s selling short the people 
of this country, the middle-income tax- 
payers. 

And, indeed, the effort of 1099 was to 
make sure that smaller businesses and 
others reported accurately their in- 
come. That was its purpose. Now, it is 
clear that the way it was devised cre- 
ated all kinds of problems in terms of 
management of the small business, and 
so we moved to repeal it. But it is iron- 
ic that if essentially 1099 is now used 
by repealing it, when the effort was to 
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have people honestly report their in- 
come, it would essentially penalize 
people, middle-income taxpayers, who 
honestly reported their income and be- 
came eligible for a tax credit. 

Let me just in that respect read from 
Families USA: ‘‘Unfortunately, H.R. 4 
proposes paying for the repeal of the 
1099 reporting requirement with a pro- 
vision that would disproportionately 
harm middle class Americans. The Af- 
fordable Care Act protects individuals 
and families who run the risk of having 
income that may bump them up over 
the eligibility limits for premium cred- 
its by capping the tax penalty they will 
owe if the monthly premium credit re- 
ceived during the year exceeds the 
amount of credit due based on unex- 
pected changes in income or family 
status. This legislation would elimi- 
nate the safe harbor for middle-income 
families and would increase the cap for 
lower-income families by $500.” 

And it closes, and again I’m quoting: 
“Although we recognize that Congress 
needs to repeal the 1099 reporting re- 
quirement so that it is no longer a dis- 
traction from the way the Affordable 
Care Act benefits millions of small 
businesses, funds intended to help 
America’s middle class families should 
not be used as a piggy bank to mend 
this legislative problem. We urge you 
to find an alternative and more respon- 
sible offset for this legislation that 
does not increase taxes on America’s 
hardworking middle class families.” 

Undeniably, that is what this legisla- 
tion would do. It is middle class fami- 
lies who honestly reported their in- 
come, period. 
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There is a fraud provision in the act, 
which is a very stringent one, that cov- 
ers the case of anybody who is dis- 
honest; but what you’re doing is penal- 
izing middle-income families who were 
honest, honest, honest. 

I yield such time as he may consume 
to the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you, 
LEVIN. 

Iam a bit disturbed as well about the 
description of the individuals we’re 
talking about here, as though everyone 
is trying to scam the system. 

I would just point out, in the bill 
H.R. 4994, which had bipartisan support 
last year—with every Republican but 
one—we passed it to eliminate the cliff 
and to eliminate the possibility of a 
massive increase in taxes on the mid- 
dle class. So we have already addressed 
this. What your bill today will do is 
put that back in place. 

I would just ask my colleague Mr. 
CAMP: 

What is it about the example I gave 
that’s wrong? What is it about the ex- 
ample of a family of four, earning 
$88,000 a year? Based on their prior in- 
come taxes, they’re eligible for the tax 
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credits in the next year, assuming as 
they do, because they live a pretty dull 
life, a pretty hard life, trying to main- 
tain their home, get their kids a qual- 
ity education. Probably, at this point, 
maybe one of their kids is in college al- 
ready; and by the way, they’re prob- 
ably accessing the Child Tax Credit, so 
they’re used to taking tax credits. 

Now this is one other additional tax 
credit that they can avail themselves 
of—to do what? Not to get the $4,460 
and take it and go out and buy a car, 
not to get the $4,460 to go on vacation 
or to scam somehow—but to buy what? 
Health care insurance for their fami- 
lies, health care insurance, which is 
something we all would want to pro- 
vide for our families. 

What is it about this example? When 
they get the $250 bonus and they get 
pushed into the 400 percentile of pov- 
erty, that they now have to pay back 
their $4,460, what is it about my state- 
ment that’s wrong? I haven’t heard 
yet—because it’s not wrong, because 
that family would be exposed to a mas- 
sive tax increase, one that they cannot 
afford. 

So don’t describe these people as dis- 
honest. Don’t describe the middle class 
worker as trying to scam the system. 
Not everyone tries to do that. By the 
way, you might find that in the lowest 
poverty level, and I would dare say the 
top 1 percent try to scam the system, I 
would probably think, all the time. So 
let’s not disparage anymore the middle 
class that we already have by pre- 
senting this bill this morning. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield 2% minutes to a 
distinguished member from the Ways 
and Means Committee, the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak- 
er, I would just like to point out the 
louder one yells and the more one says 
it, as I told my children when they 
were little, doesn’t make it true or cor- 
rect. 

I think that we need to get down to 
the facts in this matter. Saying that 
paying back an overpayment is a tax 
increase is dissembling at best. It is 
the return of money that was not enti- 
tled by a particular individual. 

Democrats were for this before they 
were against it. To say it’s a tax in- 
crease is simply wrong. Democrats cre- 
ated this mess. Democrats made the 
IRS, of all organizations, the arbiter of 
health care. I mean I think we need to 
get down to the truth here and not 
make the mistake of—since we’re in- 
curring issues of values and honor and 
faith here, Isaiah the prophet made the 
comment that beware of those who call 
good ‘еуі!’ and evil ‘‘good’’ or sweet 
“sour” or sour ‘‘sweet.’’ There is a con- 
sequence that comes with that, and the 
American people are entitled to the 
truth. 

Democrats increase taxes. Democrats 
increase costs. Democrats increase 
complexity of government. My friends 
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on the other side of the aisle, frankly, 
misrepresented the facts of this bill at 
best or are completely ignorant of the 
process they set in motion unilater- 
ally. Indeed, to call this a tax increase 
reminds me of the health care debate 
last year when we were told we just 
had to read the bill to find out what 
was in it. 

I don’t think you read the bill under 
any circumstances. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of this Comprehensive 1099 Taxpayer 
Protection and Repayment of Ex- 
change Subsidy Overpayments Act of 
2011. I want to read some correspond- 
ence from the middle class families in 
my district who think this is the right 
thing to do, who believe that people 
aren’t entitled to something that they 
earned under law and that people who 
get paid something don’t believe it 
should be paid back. 

My citizens and my constituents: 

Greg from Independence, Kentucky, 
wrote: ‘‘We don’t need this new 1099 re- 
quirement for small business. Get out 
of the way so we can prosper.” That 
means creating taxpayers, not raising 
taxes. 

Eric from Cynthiana told me: ‘‘Small 
businesses are already being crushed by 
overreaching government mandates 
and undue burdens. I’m personally sick 
of this foolishness.” 

Joann from DeMossville wrote in to 
tell me how she would personally be af- 
fected. She stated: “Му husband is a 
sole proprietorship, and I currently 
complete and submit 1099s for his sub- 
contractors. So, if we spend $600 at 
Home Depot, I now need to send them 
a 1099? Sounds like a good use of my 
time and IRS resources.”’ 

Tom in Burlington may have 
summed up the requirement the best 
when he simply called it ‘‘a nightmare 
for business.” 

Mr. Speaker, we need small busi- 
nesses to focus on what they do best— 
to innovate, grow and hire. This re- 
porting requirement needs to be re- 
moved now. It’s burdensome, and it’s 
going to drive up costs and cost us 
jobs. If allowed to go into effect, it will 
slow job growth and will lead to higher 
prices for consumers. Let our job cre- 
ators create jobs and focus on that. 

I urge support for H.R. 4. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding to me. 

I wonder if my friend from Kentucky 
heard from his middle class taxpayers. 
I know he’s heard from the small busi- 
ness owners. We’ve all heard from 
them. But has he heard from the mid- 
dle class? When they get imposed this 
tax upon them, have they said, ‘‘Don’t 
put this tax on me’’? No, because, quite 
frankly, they don’t know what’s hap- 
pening. They wouldn’t dream that you 
would do this to them. They wouldn’t 
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dream that somehow you might pos- 
sibly inflict and impose upon them a 
$4,460 tax. 

If your constituents earning $88,000 
go over by one penny—one cent—over 
the 400 percentile of poverty—one 
penny—they have to pay back $4,460, 
which they never ever physically 
touched, which they never received. It 
went to the insurance company. The 
insurance companies get taken care of. 
They get their money. They’re fine. By 
one penny over the Federal poverty 
level, your middle class families have 
to pay back $4,460. Does that sound fair 
to you? 

Now, maybe for one penny over, they 
have to give a little something back. 
Maybe for every dollar over, they’ll 
have to give a little something back. 
But to pay back $4,460 so they can pro- 
vide their families with health care? Га 
say to the boss, Do me a favor, don’t 
give me the penny bonus. Don’t give 
me the $250 bonus. Don’t reward hard 
work. Don’t reward me for doing good 
work because if you give me the bonus 
I’m going to have to pay $4,460. 

Does that make any sense to you? 

What about making pay work? What 
about asking Americans to do their 
jobs, to do them well; and if you do it 
well, you’ll get a bonus, and you’ll get 
ahead, and your families will be taken 
care of? 

Under this bill, this is a nightmare 
for the middle class families—a night- 
mare—because they’re not going to be 
able to pay that. It totally subverts the 
intention of what we tried to do in the 
first place, and that is to provide 
health care to the middle class. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

I appreciate that language: to get 
back to what they tried to do in the 
first place. Let’s look at what they did 
in the first place. 

Their bill, their original bill, said 
anyone who earned more than 400 per- 
cent of poverty—that’s $93,800 for a 
family of four—would be required to 
repay the entire amount of the ex- 
change subsidy. That is exactly what 
this bill does. This bill does what the 
original health care legislation did. 
Then they raised it, and said, well, if 
you made up to $117,000 for a family of 
four, you had to repay the entire sub- 
sidy. They had a cliff in their bill, and 
there is a cliff now. What we are saying 
is we need to see that the American 
taxpayer is protected. 

With that, I yield 2 minutes to a dis- 
tinguished member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BRADY). 
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Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to follow on with what Chairman 
CAMP made such an important point of 
here. This new national takeover of 
health care is just a mess in so many 
ways. Two of them we highlight today. 
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One, our Democratic friends heaped a 
huge new pay-for burden on our small 
businesses that none of them frankly 
can comply with. And then they create 
a loophole where some people in Amer- 
ica can get taxpayer subsidies even if 
they don’t qualify for them. 

So let’s be clear. Today we are fixing 
two huge Democratic messes that they 
made, and we’re going to fix them be- 
cause our small businesses can’t take 
more of this burden. Many of them are 
barely hanging on as it is today. Sec- 
ondly, with these huge deficits, we 
can’t afford more fraud and abuse in 
our government system. So we apply a 
pretty simple principle: if you get Fed- 
eral money you don’t qualify for, 
you’re going to have to repay it. Not 
everyone. If you’re moderate income or 
below, we understand you don’t have 
that money. But if you’re making high- 
er than the national average, if you’re 
making $70,000, $80,000, $90,000 a year 
and you got a subsidy from some other 
family that you don’t deserve, you’re 
going to have to give it back. 

That’s what this bill does. It takes a 
huge burden off our small businesses 
they never should have had but our 
Democrat friends put on them, and 
then we’re going to ask people to repay 
money they should never have got that 
our Democrat friends allowed them to 
get. This actually is a bipartisan bill. 
At the end of the day, watch the vote. 
You’ll see so many people in this Con- 
gress saying it’s time to fix this. We’re 
going to fix this mess today. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, before I 
yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin, 
I just want to say three quick things. 

It is such a misstatement for some- 
one to come here and say ‘‘even if they 
did not qualify.” That is not correct. 
They qualified. So don’t come here and 
say they didn’t qualify. Essentially 
what you’re saying is middle income 
taxpayers came and defrauded when 
the truth is they told the truth. And 
indeed there’s a provision relating to 
fraud if someone were guilty of that. It 
allows for full repayment in cases of 
fraud, and there’s a provision that im- 
poses a civil penalty up to $25,000. 

The last thing before I yield, I want 
to make clear, last December, we fixed, 
Mr. CAMP, the cliff. You voted for it. It 
was 409-2. I don’t think you were one of 
the “2.” This resurrects the cliff, pure- 
ly and simply, and catches hundreds of 
thousands of taxpayers in the future, 
middle income taxpayers. 

I now yield 5 minutes to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KIND), an active member of our 
committee. 

Mr. KIND. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m sure my good friend 
and colleague, the previous speaker 
from Texas, also realizes that this 
money that they will owe on this hid- 
den tax is something they never see to 
begin with. This is a tax credit that 
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goes directly to the private health in- 
surance companies. And this bill would 
be better titled the Republican Tax 
Trap of 2014, 2015, 2016, and on and on 
and on, because that’s exactly what’s 
going to happen. There’s this hidden 
tax trap that’s going to affect hundreds 
of thousands of working class, middle 
class families through no fault of their 
own. 

I think my colleague and friend from 
New York explained very succinctly 
what would happen here with the cliff. 
If you’re at 400 percent poverty level, a 
family of four at roughly $88,000 a year, 
and you receive a little bit of extra in- 
come, you receive a little bit of a bonus 
that might put you just over the edge, 
you’re going to be hit with a $4,600 tax 
liability at the end of the year. Now 
they’re not going to be in a position to 
deal with that. So either they’re going 
to have to find a way to come up with 
the money to pay the Republican tax 
that they didn’t expect, or it’s going to 
discourage work and they’re not going 
to try to earn as much income because 
they don’t want to go over that 400 per- 
cent level, or they’re not going to par- 
ticipate in a health insurance exchange 
to begin with. We’ve got a score on 
that as well: that over 266,000 families 
will choose not to participate in a 
health insurance exchange for fear of 
this hidden Republican tax trap that 
we have before us today. 

And what’s ironic about this is this 
insurance exchange that’s part of the 
Affordable Care Act is a bill that I and 
others have worked on for years in a 
bipartisan fashion, called the SHOP 
Act. Republicans were in favor of cre- 
ating these health insurance ex- 
changes, coupled with tax credits, so 
that small businesses, family farmers, 
individuals, finally had a place where 
they could go and shop for affordable 
health care coverage with competing 
private health plans finally competing 
for their business for a change, so that 
they had the same type of leverage 
that large corporations do. This has 
been proven in models апа pilot 
projects throughout the Nation that 
have shown how effective these health 
insurance exchanges work. 

What they’re doing now with this 
legislation, with the offset that they’re 
proposing, hitting the middle class, is 
doing things to undermine, once again, 
the health insurance exchanges and the 
ability for small businesses and indi- 
viduals to go out and obtain affordable 
coverage. That’s unfortunate, but it’s 
consistent with the zeal on the other 
side of doing everything they can to 
undermine the Affordable Care Act, re- 
gardless of who it hurts, regardless of 
the additional tax burden. 

As my friend from Michigan indi- 
cated, we fixed this problem last De- 
cember in a bipartisan fashion, so in- 
stead of creating a cliff, which was a 
mistake in the original bill, there 
would be a gradual phaseout of these 
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tax credits; so it wouldn’t be a hidden 
tax trap aS my Republican colleagues 
are calling for today. 

But at some point we’re going to 
have to come to grips that a lot of 
what’s in the Affordable Care Act is 
necessary and long overdue, not least 
of which, and I think this is going to be 
the key to health care reform and its 
final verdict, is the ability for us to 
change the way we pay for health care 
in this country, changing the fee for 
service that exists in Medicare today 
to a fee for value or a quality-based re- 
imbursement system. We can start by 
doing that with Medicare, and the tools 
are in place under health care reform 
to do that. This will extend then to the 
private health insurance industry. 

This, too, is a bipartisan issue. Newt 
Gingrich has been talking about it; Dr. 
Bill Frist; Tommy Thompson, my 
former Governor and former Secretary 
of HHS, has been talking about chang- 
ing the reimbursement system in 
health care so we reward value and 
quality and outcome of care as opposed 
to the volume-based payments which is 
literally bankrupting our Nation 
today. Health care costs are the largest 
and fastest growing expense that we 
have at all levels, Federal, State and 
local level, and for businesses and fam- 
ilies alike. It’s one of the reasons why 
I’ve got folks in Wisconsin at each oth- 
er’s throats right now talking about 
public employee benefits, and the big- 
gest cost driver in State budgets today 
are rising health care costs. 

So why not embrace the reforms that 
we have in health care reform that will 
lead us to a value-based reimbursement 
system, which many people on a bipar- 
tisan basis have been talking about for 
years. We were finally able to get those 
tools in place under the Affordable 
Care Act. We just can’t do it overnight. 
You don’t change the way you pay for 
one-fifth of the entire U.S. economy 
overnight. 

We’ve got accountable care organiza- 
tions, medical homes, bundling pro- 
grams to incent value-based payments. 
But we also have the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences, the Institute of Medi- 
cine, doing a 2-year study right now to 
change the fee for service under Medi- 
care to a fee for value system and they 
will present an actionable plan to the 
administration to implement it, which 
gives us, I think, the best hope of 
changing the outdated and perverse in- 
centive system that we have in the de- 
livery of health care today. It’s leading 
to overutilization in health care. And 
studies have shown that close to one 
out of every three health care dollars, 
or about $800 billion a year, are going 
to tests and procedures that don’t 
work. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman 2 
additional minutes. 

Mr. KIND. One out of every three 
health care dollars, or $800 billion we’re 
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spending a year that we’re not getting 
a good bang for the buck. It’s going to 
tests and procedures that don’t work. 
And because of the overutilization and 
the overtreatment that some patients 
are receiving, they’re being left worse 
off, rather than better off. 

That’s going to be the game-changer 
when it comes to true fiscal responsi- 
bility in this place. It’s something that 
everyone’s been ducking. For the last 
couple of weeks we’ve been talking 
about this continuing resolution that 
only deals with 12 percent of the Fed- 
eral pie. Unfortunately it goes after 
the most vulnerable people in our soci- 
ety, especially our kids’ education. Yet 
we all know where the big money lies. 
It’s in the health care programs, Medi- 
care and Medicaid. It’s in defense 
spending. If we don’t get serious in 
turning the cost curve around when it 
comes to health care, then we’re just 
fooling ourselves with everything else 
that we’re doing with the budget. 

We’ve addressed that іп the Afford- 
able Care Act with programs that are 
set up now and payment reform that is 
moving forward to change how we pay 
for health care so we can improve the 
quality of care for all Americans but at 
a much better bang for the buck for the 
American taxpayer. That’s what we 
should be coming together on, rather 
than discouraging people from partici- 
pating in an exchange which will cre- 
ate true competition with these private 
insurance companies, which again is 
long overdue, and instead of offering 
this legislation today that sets up this 
Republican tax trap for middle class 
working families who will be surprised 
at the end of the year because they put 
in a little bit more time and they 
earned a little bit more income or they 
got that last-minute bonus from their 
employees, and then suddenly they re- 
alize, oh, my God, we’re going to owe 
$4,600 because of what they’re doing 
here today. 
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It’s outrageous. It’s unfair. There are 
better offsets. 

And here’s an idea. The retired CEO 
of Chevron just this past week said: 
Hey, when oil is above 70 bucks a bar- 
rel, let’s stop the subsidies, let’s stop 
the tax breaks. 

This is a retired CEO of a major oil- 
producing company that’s saying that 
this is nonsense that we’re still wast- 
ing so much money, around 50 billion 
dollars per year by subsidizing Big Oil 
when oil is above 70 bucks a barrel. 
Today, it’s over $100 a barrel. That 
would be a more appropriate offset. 

I’m going to hand off to my friend 
from Oregon to pick it up at that 
point. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished chairman 
of the House Administration Com- 
mittee, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN). 
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Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. I thank the gentleman for yield- 
ing the time. 

My name happens to appear on this 
bill as the original author of this bill, 
H.R. 4. I remember when I introduced 
this last April, Members on that side of 
the aisle were told by their leadership 
don’t dare go on this bill to repeal this 
necessary provision of the Affordable 
Care Act. 

By the way, if it is truly an afford- 
able care act, why has Secretary 
Sebelius granted over 700 waivers to 
companies and unions? Because it’s not 
affordable. Why has virtually every 
member of my constituency who has 
health insurance had an increase in 
their premiums as a direct result of the 
“Affordable Care Act’’? Just a passing 
question because I’m asked that all the 
time by my constituents. 

Why did I introduce this? Because 
provision 9006 of the bill has nothing to 
do with affordable care and has every- 
thing to do with the capacity of our 
friends on the other side to find inge- 
nious ways of impacting business be- 
cause I guess business is considered 
bad. Well, I’ve got an answer for you 
today to the question of who creates 
jobs. This is who creates jobs: small 
business. And this particular section of 
your so-called Affordable Care Act 
kills business, kills small business. 
What does it do? It is based on the as- 
sumption that everybody cheats. Why? 
Because the 1099 form is usually uti- 
lized for the purpose of making sure 
you carry out your obligation to pay 
payroll tax. 

But what did we do in the so-called 
Affordable Care Act? We increased the 
reach of 1099s so that when you have no 
obligation to pay anything, you have 
to report on the person on the other 
side of the business transaction; so 
that they, supposedly, are cheating, 
and therefore we have what’s known as 
the universal snitch act. 

The idea that it’s going to gain $19 
billion, in my judgment, is created out 
of whole cloth. You have to assume 
that almost everybody cheats to get 
your $19 billion. 

And here’s the game here in Wash- 
ington, D.C.: We create a new obliga- 
tion on business that’s never existed 
before. We then secretly put it in a 
bill—virtually no one on this floor 
knew it was in the bill—and then we 
score it for gaining $19 billion to the 
Treasury. And if I dare come to this 
floor to repeal it, I’m obligated to 
come up with $19 billion in new taxes 
or some sort of a spending cut? 

The American people ought to under- 
stand the game that’s played. In secret, 
we pass something like this, which has 
an unbelievably pernicious effect on 
business. Now, how does it have such 
an effect? It requires every single per- 
son involved in business or trade to go 
into accounting to make sure that 
every time they reach that threshold of 
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$600 or more with anybody they pur- 
chase something from they have to file 
a 1099. 

Here’s what someone in my district 
just emailed me, a small business per- 
son, a woman: 

“T have 15 employees. As owner, I am 
the HR department, the bookkeeping 
department, the administration depart- 
ment, and still serve my customers 
while surviving this economic climate. 
It will be a tremendous burden, both in 
time and dollars, to send out 1099s to 
all my vendors—appliance manufactur- 
ers, parts distributors, other suppliers, 
utility companies.” 

It is а job-killer provision. We 
brought this H.R. 4 to the floor to get 
rid of a job-killer provision. 

The other reason why it is a double- 
edged sword on small business is, if you 
want to minimize the number of 1099s 
that you file, you will not go to your 
local hardware store. You will not go 
to your local restaurant. You will go to 
the big box store. You will go to the 
chain restaurant. And we are killing 
small business on this floor. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. So I understand the sincerity of 
the other side of the aisle, of those who 
are concerned about the middle class. 
Who do you think small business is? 
This is the middle class in my district 
and virtually every district across the 
country. These are the people who cre- 
ate jobs. You will put a dagger in their 
side. And now you come up and argue 
against passing this legislation because 
you are concerned about the middle 
class. 

You are killing the middle class with 
the provision in the health care reform 
bill, so-called. What we are trying to do 
is to get rid of that. We are trying help 
the middle class. We are trying to help 
the job creators. We are trying to help 
the people in our districts who don’t 
have jobs. 

Don’t distract the debate on this job- 
killer piece of legislation. Give us some 
relief, which is being called for all 
around the country. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, before I 
yield to Mr. BLUMENAUER, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. I appreciate the com- 
ments of my friend from California, 
and I don’t question his motivation. 
But I would suggest that if the assump- 
tion is that we believe everyone cheats, 
I think that’s wrong. 

What I hear from the other side—not 
from the gentleman from California, 
but generally from the other side—is 
that the belief is the middle class 
cheats; the middle class cheats, and 
that’s why we have to impose this upon 
them. And I would use an example of a 
middle class business man or woman. 
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That business man or woman who files 
an individual fax tax form as a small 
business person no longer will have to 
file the 1099 forms, but if they make 
$88,000 a year and they are 397 per- 
centile of Federal poverty and they 
have an unexpected increase in income, 
they will be subject to the $4,460 middle 
class tax hike. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER), a member of the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you, Mr. 
LEVIN, I appreciate that. 

It’s a little interesting when we hear 
our friends come to the floor with the 
same talking points. My good friend 
from California talks about the govern- 
ment takeover of health care—which of 
course PolitiFact called the 2010 polit- 
ical lie of the year. 

Allowing 33 million additional Amer- 
icans to have access to—— 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Point of order, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. State 
your point. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. The gentleman made a personal 
reference to me, stating that I made a 
statement on the floor, and then called 
that the biggest lie of the year. Is that, 
in fact, an appropriate comment to be 
made on the floor during debate? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California has not stated 
a point of order. 

Would the gentleman proceed to 
state the point. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. I would make a point of order 
that the gentleman has made a per- 
sonal reference to me and then fol- 
lowed that up by saying that what I 
said was a lie. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman demanding that words be 
taken down? 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Not at this time, Mr. Speaker. 
But I would ask that the Speaker ad- 
monish Members not to question the 
motivation of other Members in ref- 
erence to any debate that is taking 
place. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Oregon may proceed. 

Мг. BLUMENAUER.... 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the gen- 
tleman’s words be taken down. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will suspend. The gentleman 
from Oregon will take a seat. 

The Clerk will report the words. 

Мг. BLUMENAURR. I ask unanimous 
consent, Mr. Speaker, to withdraw the 
previous statement. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Oregon may proceed. 


3157 


Мг. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the 
opportunity, because I want to be very 
clear about what I intended, what I 
thought I said and I think a review of 
the tape would reveal. I am not calling 
anybody a liar. 

What I intended to say, and I will ask 
unanimous consent to put in the 
RECORD, is that as we have repeated 
talking points about a government 
takeover of health care, this has been 
judged by an independent journalistic 
undertaking as the political lie of the 
year. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Will the gentleman yield? 

Мг. BLUMENAUER. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. All I just want to make clear in 
the RECORD, I never made a reference 
to the government takeover of health 
care in my speech, and the gentleman 
was errant in making a personal ref- 
erence to what I had just said. 

Мг. BLUMENAUER. I apologize if 
the person who said ‘‘government take- 
over of health care” was not you. It is 
repeated so often by my Republican 
friends, including the Speaker of the 
House, time and time again, that some- 
times I get confused because it is a lit- 
any that is used. It is in fact, and I 
would ask unanimous consent, Mr. 
Speaker, to put in the RECORD the 
PolitiFact article. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Мг. BLUMENAUER. Because those 
words are still echoing in the Chamber. 
It has been said by somebody on the 
other side of the aisle earlier: 

“PolitiFact editors and reporters 
have chosen ‘government takeover of 
health care’ as the 2010 Lie of the Year. 
They chose it as the year’s most sig- 
nificant falsehood by an overwhelming 
margin. The label ‘government take- 
over’ has no basis in reality, but in- 
stead reflects а political dynamic 
where conservatives label any increase 
in government authority in health care 
as a ‘takeover.’ ” 

They point out: ‘‘The law that Con- 
gress passed, parts of which have al- 
ready gone into effect, rely largely on 
the free market. Employers will con- 
tinue to provide health insurance to 
the majority of Americans through pri- 
vate insurance companies. Contrary to 
the claim, more people will get private 
health insurance. The government will 
not seize control of hospitals or nation- 
alize doctors. The law does not include 
a public option. It gives tax credits to 
people who have difficulty affording in- 
surance, so they can buy their coverage 
from private providers. It relies on a 
free market with regulations, not so- 
cialized medicine. We have concluded it 
is inaccurate to call the plan a govern- 
ment takeover because it relies largely 
on the existing health system of cov- 
erage provided by employers.”’ 

Mr. Speaker, part of what we’re see- 
ing here, though, is this drama that is 
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pulled out where talking points are re- 
peated in an effort to obscure the facts 
going forward. The majority knows 
that the Democrats have attempted to 
adjust the 1099. We don’t want it in 
there. We voted for fixes. It will be 
fixed between the House and the Sen- 
ate. 

What’s killing small business is the 
crushing burden of health care, where 
they are trying to provide for their em- 
ployees. What is killing small business 
is that they can’t compete with big 
business. They have a system that has 
provided a downward spiral. What’s 
providing the driving force for the gov- 
ernment deficit is increasing costs of 
providing health care, for example, 
through Medicare. This used to be an 
area of bipartisan cooperation. 

The Health Care Reform Act includes 
every significant area of reducing 
health care costs as either a pilot or a 
demonstration. It points a path to- 
wards saving hundreds of billions of 
dollars. Those used to be bipartisan. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman 2 
additional minutes. 

Мг. BLUMENAURER. Those used to ре 
bipartisan; but instead of working with 
us to refine and accelerate the provi- 
sions, people are trying to put sand in 
the gears. And as my friends from 
Michigan and from New York have 
pointed out, there are going to be 
some—we hope they are unintended 
victims—but there are going to be in- 
nocent victims, people in the middle 
class and the near middle class who 
don’t have the control of billionaire 
hedge funds to control their income. 

There are things that can happen 
that will adjust it up or down. There 
will be a significant penalty. We have 
worked to fix that cliff. We’ve approved 
it. We don’t need to reinstate the cliff, 
the tax on honest mistakes. As has 
been pointed out, there are provisions 
to deal with fraud. 

This is part of the drip, drip, drip to 
try and undermine health care reform, 
not accelerate it. It’s a part of mis- 
representation politically that the 
American public frankly doesn’t de- 
serve. It’s a lost opportunity for us to 
reduce the deficit, improve health care, 
and lower costs. 
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This is very personal to people like 
me. I come from an area of the country 
that provides high-quality health care 
at a low cost. My people are penalized. 
Health care reform is moving to try to 
help people like that as we overall im- 
prove health care around the country 
and protect the deficit. 

I am sorry for any ambiguity or mis- 
understanding from my comments, but 
I am frustrated when I hear the Repub- 
lican side of the aisle continue to re- 
peat this political lie of the year. It 
doesn’t help the debate, it doesn’t help 
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us move forward, and we are going to 
have to move forward to solve the 
problems of this country. 

[From PolitiFact, Dec. 16, 2010] 


POLITIFACT’S LIE OF THE YEAR: ‘A 
GOVERNMENT TAKEOVER OF HEALTH CARE’ 


(By Bill Adair, Angie Drobnic Holan) 


In the spring of 2009, a Republican strate- 
gist settled on a brilliant and powerful at- 
tack line for President Barack Obama’s am- 
bitious plan to overhaul America’s health in- 
surance system. Frank Luntz, a consultant 
famous for his phraseology, urged GOP lead- 
ers to call it a ‘‘government takeover.” 

“Takeovers are like coups,” Luntz wrote 
in a 28-page memo. ‘‘They both lead to dic- 
tators and a loss of freedom.” 

The line stuck. By the time the health care 
bill was headed toward passage in early 2010, 
Obama and congressional Democrats had 
sanded down their program, dropping the 
“public option” concept that was derided as 
too much government intrusion. The law 
passed in March, with new regulations, but 
no government-run plan. 

But as Republicans smelled serious oppor- 
tunity in the midterm elections, they didn’t 
let facts get in the way of a great punchline. 
And few in the press challenged their fre- 
quent assertion that under Obama, the gov- 
ernment was going to take over the health 
care industry. 

PolitiFact editors and reporters have cho- 
sen ‘‘government takeover of health care” as 
the 2010 Lie of the Year. Uttered by dozens of 
politicians and pundits, it played an impor- 
tant role in shaping public opinion about the 
health care plan and was a significant factor 
in the Democrats’ shellacking in the Novem- 
ber elections. 

Readers of PolitiFact, the St. Petersburg 
Times’ independent fact-checking website, 
also chose it as the year’s most significant 
falsehood by an overwhelming margin. 
(Their second-place choice was Rep. Michele 
Bachmann’s claim that Obama was going to 
spend $200 million a day on a trip to India, a 
falsity that still sprouts.) 

By selecting ‘‘government takeover’’ as 
Lie of the Year, PolitiFact is not making a 
judgment on whether the health care law is 
good policy. 

The phrase is simply not true. 

Said Jonathan Oberlander, a professor of 
health policy at the University of North 
Carolina-Chapel Hill: “Тһе label ‘govern- 
ment takeover’ has no basis in reality, but 
instead reflects a political dynamic where 
conservatives label any increase in govern- 
ment authority in health care as a ‘take- 
over.” 

AN INACCURATE CLAIM 


“Government takeover” conjures a Euro- 
pean approach where the government owns 
the hospitals and the doctors are public em- 
ployees. But the law Congress passed, parts 
of which have already gone into effect, relies 
largely on the free market: 

Employers will continue to provide health 
insurance to the majority of Americans 
through private insurance companies. 

Contrary to the claim, more people will get 
private health coverage. The law sets up ‘‘ex- 
changes”? where private insurers will com- 
pete to provide coverage to people who don’t 
have it. 

The government will not seize control of 
hospitals or nationalize doctors. 

The law does not include the public option. 
a government-run insurance plan that would 
have competed with private insurers. 

The law gives tax credits to people who 
have difficulty affording insurance, so they 
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can buy their coverage from private pro- 
viders on the exchange. But here too, the ap- 
proach relies on a free market with regula- 
tions, not socialized medicine. 

PolitiFact reporters have studied the 906- 
page bill and interviewed independent health 
care experts. We have concluded it is inac- 
curate to call the plan a government take- 
over because it relies largely on the existing 
system of health coverage provided by em- 
ployers. 

It’s true that the law does significantly in- 
crease government regulation of health in- 
surers. But it is, at its heart, a system that 
relies on private companies and the free 
market. 

Republicans who maintain the Democratic 
plan is a government takeover say that char- 
acterization is justified because the plan in- 
creases federal regulation and will require 
Americans to buy health insurance. 

But while those provisions are real, the 
majority of Americans will continue to get 
coverage from private insurers. And it will 
bring new business for the insurance indus- 
try: People who don’t currently have cov- 
erage will get it, for the most part, from pri- 
vate insurance companies. 

Consider some analogies about strict gov- 
ernment regulation. The Federal Aviation 
Administration imposes detailed rules on 
airlines. State laws require drivers to have 
car insurance. Regulators tell electric utili- 
ties what they can charge. Yet that heavy 
regulation is not described as a government 
takeover. 

This year, PolitiFact analyzed five claims 
of a “government takeover of health care.” 
Three were rated Pants on Fire, two were 
rated False. 

CAN’T DO IT IN FOUR WORDS 

Other news organizations have also said 
the claim is false. 

Slate said ‘е proposed health care re- 
form does not take over the system in any 
sense.” In a New York Times economics 
blog, Princeton University professor Uwe 
Reinhardt, an expert in health care econom- 
ics, said, ‘‘Yes, there would be a substantial 
government-mandated reorganization of this 
relatively small corner of the private health 
insurance market (that serves people who 
have been buying individual policies). But 
that hardly constitutes a government take- 
over of American health care.”’ 

FactCheck.org, an independent fact-check- 
ing group run by the University of Pennsyl- 
vania, has debunked it several times, calling 
it one of the ‘‘whoppers’”’ about health care 
and saying the reform plan is neither ‘‘gov- 
ernment-run”’ nor a ‘‘government takeover.” 

We asked incoming House Speaker John 
Boehner’s office why Republican leaders re- 
peat the phrase when it has repeatedly been 
shown to be incorrect. Michael Steel, 
Boehner’s spokesman, replied, ‘‘We believe 
that the job-killing ObamaCare law will re- 
sult in a government takeover of health 
care. That’s why we have pledged to repeal 
it, and replace it with common-sense reforms 
that actually lower costs.” 

Analysts say health care reform is such a 
complicated topic that it often cannot be 
summarized in snappy talking points. 

“If you’re going to tell the truth about 
something as complicated as health care and 
health care reform, you probably need at 
least four sentences,” said Maggie Mahar, 
author of Money-Driven Medicine: The Real 
Reason Health Care Costs So Much. ‘‘You 
can’t do it in four words.” 

Mahar said the GOP simplification dis- 
torted the truth about the plan. ‘‘Doctors 
will not be working for the government. Hos- 
pitals will not be owned by the government,”’ 
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she said. “That’s what a government take- 
over of health care would mean, and that’s 
not at all what we’re doing.” 

HOW THE LINE WAS USED 


If you followed the health care debate or 
the midterm election—even casually—it’s 
likely you heard ‘‘government takeover” 
many times. 

PolitiFact sought to count how often the 
phrase was used in 2010 but found an accu- 
rate tally was unfeasible because it had been 
repeated so frequently in so many places. It 
was used hundreds of times during the de- 
bate over the bill and then revived during 
the fall campaign. A few numbers: 

The phrase appears more than 90 times on 
Boehner’s website, GOPLeader.gov. 

It was mentioned eight times in the 48- 
page Republican campaign platform “А 
Pledge to America” as part of their plan to 
“repeal and replace the government take- 
over of health care.” 

The Republican National Committee’s 
website mentions a government takeover of 
health care more than 200 times. 

Conservative groups and tea party organi- 
zations joined the chorus. It was used by 
FreedomWorks, the Heritage Foundation and 
the Cato Institute. 

The phrase proliferated in the media even 
after Democrats dropped the public option. 
In 2010 alone, ‘‘government takeover” was 
mentioned 28 times in the Washington Post, 
77 times in Politico and 79 times on CNN. A 
review of TV transcripts showed ‘‘govern- 
ment takeover” was primarily used as а 
catchy sound bite, not for discussions of pol- 
icy details. 

In most transcripts we examined, Repub- 
lican leaders used the phrase without being 
challenged by interviewers. For example, 
during Boehner’s Jan. 31 appearance on Meet 
the Press, Boehner said it five times. But not 
once was he challenged about it. 

In rare cases when the point was ques- 
tioned, the GOP leader would recite various 
regulations found in the bill and insist that 
they constituted a takeover. But such 
followups were rare. 


AN EFFECTIVE PHRASE 


Politicians and officials in the health care 
industry have been warning about a ‘‘govern- 
ment takeover” for decades. 

The phrase became widely used in the 
early 1990s when President Bill Clinton was 
trying to pass health care legislation. Then, 
as today, Democrats tried to debunk the pop- 
ular Republican refrain. 

When Obama proposed his health plan in 
the spring of 2009, Luntz, a Republican strat- 
egist famous for his research on effective 
phrases, met with focus groups to determine 
which messages would work best for the Re- 
publicans. He did not respond to calls and e- 
mails from PolitiFact asking him to discuss 
the phrase. 

The 28-page memo he wrote after those ses- 
sions, “Тһе Language of Healthcare 2009,” 
provides a rare glimpse into the art of find- 
ing words and phrases that strike a respon- 
sive chord with voters. 

The memo begins with “Тһе 10 Rules for 
Stopping the ‘Washington Takeover’ of 
Healthcare.” Rule No. 4 says people “аге 
deathly afraid that a government takeover 
will lower their quality of care—so they are 
extremely receptive to the anti-Washington 
approach. It’s not an economic issue. It’s a 
bureaucratic issue.”’ 

The memo is about salesmanship, not sub- 
stance. It doesn’t address whether the lines 
are accurate. It just says they are effective 
and that Republicans should use them. In- 
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deed, facing a Democratic plan that actually 
relied on the free market to try to bring 
down costs, Luntz recommended sidestepping 
that inconvenient fact: 

“The arguments against the Democrats” 
healthcare plan must center around politi- 
cians, bureaucrats and Washington . . . not 
the free market, tax incentives or competi- 
tion.” 

Democrats tried to combat the barrage of 
charges about a government takeover. The 
White House and House Speaker Nancy 
Pelosi repeatedly put out statements, but 
they were drowned out by a disciplined GOP 
that used the phrase over and over. 

Democrats could never agree on their own 
phrases and were all over the map in their 
responses, said Howard Dean, former head of 
the Democratic National Committee. 

“It was uncoordinated. Everyone had their 
own idea,” Dean said in an interview with 
PolitiFact. 

The Democrats are atrocious at mes- 
saging,’ he said. ‘‘They’ve gotten worse 
since I left, not better. It’s just appalling. 
First of all, you don’t play defense when 
you’re doing messaging, you play offense. 
The Republicans have learned this well.” 

Dean grudgingly admires the Republican 
wordsmith. “Frank Luntz has it right, he 
just works for the wrong side. You give very 
simple catch phrases that encapsulate the 
philosophy of the bill.” 

A RESPONSIVE CHORD 

By March of this year, when Obama signed 
the bill into law, 53 percent of respondents in 
a Bloomberg Poll said they agreed that ‘‘the 
current proposal to overhaul health care 
amounts to a government takeover.” 

Exit polls showed the economy was the top 
issue for voters in the November election, 
but analysts said the drumbeat about the 
“government takeover” during the campaign 
helped cement the advantage for the Repub- 
licans. 

Rep. Earl Blumenauer, an Oregon Demo- 
crat whose provision for Medicare end-of-life 
care was distorted into the charge of “death 
panels” (last year’s Lie of the Year), said the 
Republicans” success with the phrase was a 
matter of repetition. 

“There was a uniformity of Republican 
messaging that was disconnected from 
facts,” Blumenauer said. “The sheer dis- 
cipline ... was breathtaking.” 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to a distinguished member of 
the Ways and Means Committee, the 
gentleman from Louisiana, Dr. Bou- 
STANY. 

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, the 
time to act on this provision is now. 
Why? It’s very, very simple. It’s about 
jobs. It’s about removing an onerous 
provision, a burdensome provision on 
small businesses that create jobs. If we 
wonder why we have a high unemploy- 
ment rate, it is because of provisions 
like this. 

This 1099 provision was bad legisla- 
tion from day one. The American peo- 
ple have made it clear they want this 
law repealed. 

The President thinks it’s bad, Demo- 
crats think it’s bad, Republicans think 
it’s bad, even the Senate thinks it’s 
bad. It has taken long enough to move 
on this. Let’s do it. Let’s get it done. 
Further delay is unacceptable. 

Look, if we don’t repeal this now, 
businesses are going to assume more 
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expenses. If we repeal it later, we con- 
tinue to delay this. 

They will incur expenses that, once it 
is repealed, they wouldn’t have had to 
incur from the beginning. I am already 
hearing from many, many Louisiana 
businesses right now that want to 
grow, want to hire; and they are wor- 
ried about this. They are already 
spending money to prepare for this. 

That’s why we need to take care of it 
now. We want to create jobs, repeal 
this provision now and let’s move for- 
ward. The American people want to see 
action on this from this Congress, and 
they want to see it now. It’s important 
now to do it. 

Americans are growing impatient. 
Small business owners are growing im- 
patient. I ask that we repeal this provi- 
sion today. Repeal it now. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield myself 15 seconds. 

The gentleman who just spoke voted 
“по” on repeal last July, as did the 
gentleman from California who spoke 
before him. You both had a chance to 
vote “по,” and you failed to do so. You 
didn’t like a pay-for that closed a tax 
loophole. 

I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. NEAL), a dis- 
tinguished member of the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

Mr. NEAL. I thank Mr. 
yielding the time. 

Mr. Speaker, this provision came 
over from the Senate. As Mr. LEVIN has 
correctly noted, Members on this side 
of the aisle have already cast a vote to 
repeal this measure. The difficulty 
that’s in front of us today is the man- 
ner in which this has been presented to 
all of us. 

Now, we are going to hear a lot of 
conflicting opinions today about the 
new taxes in this bill. Like everybody 
else here in this Chamber, I am opposed 
to raising taxes on the middle class. 
Hardly is that a leap of faith into un- 
chartered waters. We all share that 
common belief. 

But the problem with the provision 
that’s offered today is the disguised na- 
ture of raising taxes on the middle 
class. Let’s get to the heart of this bill. 
It repeals a new reporting requirement 
on small businesses. 

This provision expanded a type of re- 
porting that already goes on where 
businesses report to the Internal Rev- 
enue Service on large payments sent to 
contractors. This type of third-party 
reporting is meant to ensure those con- 
tractors report honestly to the IRS on 
the income they earn. 

A reminder, it is estimated that 
there is up to $300 billion a year of un- 
reported income in the United States. 
And before we get to some of the cuts 
that have been proposed in this institu- 
tion, we ought to be focusing our at- 
tention on how we might collect that 
unreported and underreported income 
that is such an important part of the 
underground economy in the United 
States. 


LEVIN for 
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You would think that that oppor- 
tunity would avail itself based upon 
the mindless process that took place 
here a couple of weeks ago where we 
began with a series of 2-minute votes 
over 2 days to cut very important ini- 
tiatives that the American people have 
come to rely on. And I would suggest 
to my friends on the other side of the 
aisle that they take note of that Wall 
Street Journal poll this morning as to 
what these cuts mean and how they are 
going down with the American people. 

In our committee markup, there was 
a great deal of discussion about the 
burden on small businesses that this 
new reporting requirement imposes, 
and I think that for the most part we 
are all in agreement that the burden 
here may well outweigh the benefit. 

But let’s not ignore what we have 
found out about tax evasion at our 
markup. I asked Tom Barthold from 
the Joint Committee on Taxation 
about his estimate that the reporting 
requirement would raise $22 billion in 
revenue. Now, Tom Barthold is not a 
Democrat; he is not a Republican. He is 
an economist who likes to give unjaded 
information to those of us who then 
implement policy. 

I asked him how much of this was tax 
evasion, contractors underreporting in- 
come and how much was the penalties 
on those innocent third parties who got 
tripped up on the rules. He told us that 
almost all of it was due to tax avoid- 
ance, tax evasion. 

So without any hearings or debate 
about how to best capture that $22 bil- 
lion, we eliminated this reporting re- 
quirement and would raise taxes on 
middle-income families. 

I want to urge my friends on the 
other side, before we travel down this 
path of cutting very important initia- 
tives for the American family—and I 
can’t wait till we have the first vote in 
this institution up or down on Social 
Security to see if the rhetoric really 
matches the reality. Then I am hopeful 
that if we move to the discussion and 
debate on Medicare, we will see if the 
rhetoric matches the reality. 

But I would hope that before we 
move on this mindless trail of these 
proposed cuts that have taken place 
over the last 3 weeks, that we might 
consider what to do about the whole 
notion of tax evasion. I hope that those 
on the other side of the aisle would join 
me in my efforts to ferret out tax 
abuse. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 1 additional 
minute to the gentleman. 

Mr. NEAL. I have been on this issue 
for a career of what to do about Amer- 
ican companies that change their ad- 
dress so that they become a citizen of 
Bermuda to avoid American income 
taxes, while there are hundreds of 
thousands of American soldiers over- 
seas, why our VA hospitals are going to 
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be necessary for the 31,000 that have 
been wounded in honorable service to 
this country, and why, before we pro- 
pose the cuts that we have proposed, 
we are not after tax evasion the way 
that we should be. That ought to be 
something that men and women of 
good will in this institution all ought 
to be able to agree upon. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to a distinguished member of 
the Ways and Means Committee, the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, I truly believe that the best thing 
that this Congress can do is focus on 
jobs, making sure that someone might 
have access to health care through a 
job. But increasing the cost of doing 
business certainly does not contribute 
to our effort to help create jobs. 

I rise in support of H.R. 4. Repealing 
the 1099 mandate would only help, and 
certainly in my district, family farm- 
ers, ranchers, small businesses. 

Let me tell you briefly about a res- 
taurant owner, a small operation. 
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He will go from four 1099s to over 200 
1099s, and that’s after spending $7,000 in 
new software, Mr. Speaker. That cer- 
tainly provides opportunities for a mis- 
placed digit in an identification num- 
ber that will lead to the wrong person 
being audited, Mr. Speaker. 

And when we look at all the informa- 
tion given here, certainly it makes 
sense to recapture an overpayment of a 
subsidy so that we can return to the 
people the opportunity to go out, cre- 
ate jobs and, in the end, ultimately 
provide more health care for the Amer- 
ican people. 

Mr. LEVIN. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to a distinguished member of 
the Ways and Means Committee, the 
gentlewoman from Kansas (Ms. JEN- 
KINS). 

Ms. JENKINS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

According to the President’s health 
care law, starting next year any busi- 
ness that purchases more than $600 
worth of goods or services from an- 
other business is required to submit a 
1099 tax form to the Internal Revenue 
Service. Pm a strong supporter of job 
creation. However, I do not think 
building more bureaucratic barriers for 
small business and creating additional 
positions at the IRS is the kind of job 
growth this country needs. As Alan 
Meyers, an electrician in my district, 
stated in a letter to my office: ‘This is 
absurd. The small business men of this 
country have more paperwork than 
they can get done now.” 

While we have disagreed about the 
full repeal of the health overhaul law, 
the administration and many of my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
have recently decided they strongly 
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agree with Republican Members in 
Congress that the 1099 reporting provi- 
sions should be repealed. However, a 
few weeks ago, we received the Presi- 
dent’s budget which would only repeal 
the 1099 requirement for goods but keep 
it for services—a glaring contradiction 
to the President’s stated strong sup- 
port for the full repeal of this harmful 
provision. 

So I’m pleased that the House has 
chosen to move forward with the full 
repeal of this unprecedented burden on 
small business. Furthermore, if my col- 
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
are truly serious about reducing waste, 
fraud, and abuse in our health care sys- 
tem, then they, too, can support this 
measure with full voice, since it is paid 
for by reducing overpayments of ex- 
change subsidies. 

In this economic environment, Con- 
gress needs to be working to remove 
the barriers to job creation and finding 
ways to rein in the cost of health care, 
not imposing new government man- 
dates to squeeze every dollar out of 
small businesses. 

While we await action from the Sen- 
ate on H.R. 2, the full repeal of this 
health care overhaul, I urge my col- 
leagues to vote in support of H.R. 4 
today to fix one of the many flaws in 
the President’s health care law. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX- 
MAN), the ranking member of the En- 
ergy and Commerce Committee. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, 
there is widespread bipartisan agree- 
ment that the 1099 reporting rules need 
revision. In fact, the agreement is so 
widespread that I’m mystified why 
we’re having this debate. The Senate 
passed a repeal of this policy earlier 
this year on a bipartisan basis. The 
House, last year, failed to pass a repeal 
of the provision only because of Repub- 
lican opposition. But now we all agree, 
let’s repeal it. 

What’s the hang-up? The hang-up is 
the Republicans want to pay for this 
business tax cut on the backs of lower- 
and middle-income families. This bill 
would increase taxes by $25 billion in 
total on families earning less than 
$110,000. Families with incomes around 
$90,000 per year could see increases in 
taxes of $3,000, according to the Joint 
Committee on Taxation. 

This is a remarkable piece of legisla- 
tion because it unwinds a near-unani- 
mous agreement that we had last year. 
This policy wouldn’t just increase 
taxes. It would discourage enrollment 
in health plans in health exchanges. 

Under the Republican proposal, peo- 
ple who are eligible for tax credits 
would have to think very hard as to 
whether they were estimating their in- 
come accurately. They are estimating 
this income in the beginning of the 
year, but later in the year, they may 
get a raise, they may get a promotion. 
They may even get a job. And then 
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they could be hit with a huge repay- 
ment penalty for a simple mistake: a 
promotion or a new job. 

The Joint Committee on Taxation es- 
timates that this deterrent effect 
would increase the number of unin- 
sured by 266,000 people. Let’s withdraw 
this pay-for and let’s get something 
more reasonable. And under these cir- 
cumstances, I cannot support the bill 
in its present form today, although I 
certainly support the changes in the 
1099 reporting rules. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield 2 minutes to a dis- 
tinguished member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. PAULSEN). 

Mr. PAULSEN. I thank the chair- 
man. 

Madam Speaker, I also rise in strong 
support of the legislation here today 
that would repeal this burdensome 1099 
tax requirement contained in the new 
health care law. Failure to eliminate 
this provision would result in vast 
amounts of new paperwork and addi- 
tional accounting burdens for 30 mil- 
lion businesses that are still struggling 
in a very downbeat economy. 

Now, while having gone virtually un- 
noticed in the context of the entire 
health care debate, this provision has 
created quite a bit of concern for com- 
panies who are already facing increased 
regulatory compliance costs as they 
get ready for this new provision to 
take effect. 

Madam Speaker, almost every week I 
get a chance to visit with a small busi- 
ness back in Minnesota in my district; 
and nearly every one of them has asked 
me in bewilderment and in complete 
disbelief why they would be required to 
have to do this because of the amount 
of time and the amount of energy it 
will take to comply with this new re- 
quirement. So now, if there’s a small 
business owner and they want to go 
into a Target store and they purchase 
$600 worth of office supplies annually, 
they are now going to be required to 
file a new 1099 form—not only with the 
IRS, but with the Target Corporation. 
It’s a waste of time, and time is money. 

We need to be thinking about how we 
can help our Nation’s small businesses 
get back on track by growing jobs and 
helping our economy move forward. 
It’s not the way to do it by increasing 
more burdensome paperwork and bu- 
reaucratic paperwork. We need to let 
them be productive, to unleash their 
productivity, rather than filling out 
unnecessary forms. 

Madam Speaker, I know, with the 
elimination of this onerous reporting 
requirement, small businesses are now 
going to be able to focus where they 
should focus their resources: on grow- 
ing jobs and creating a better economy 
instead of processing additional paper- 
work and navigating bureaucratic red 
tape. 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to a distinguished member of 
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the Ways and Means Committee, the 
gentleman from Nevada (Mr. HELLER). 

Mr. HELLER. I thank the chairman 
for yielding time. 

I’m an original cosponsor of H.R. 4 
and proudly voted for this measure in 
the House Ways and Means Committee 
last month. 

Madam Speaker, today’s debate 
marks the second time, over the course 
of 3 months, that the House has taken 
the opportunity to discuss the disas- 
trous consequences the health care bill 
has and will continue to have on our 
economy. 

The House passed H.R. 2, which re- 
pealed the health care bill, with bipar- 
tisan support in January. Today we 
consider one of the many provisions of 
the bill that suppress economic recov- 
ery and job creation. The 1099 reporting 
mandate will impose substantial paper- 
work and reporting burdens on an esti- 
mated 40 million entities, including 
governments, nonprofits, and small 
businesses. Instead of fostering job cre- 
ation in the private sector—which is 
what our economy needs—the previous 
Congress has passed a provision that 
would direct precious time and re- 
sources to collecting volumes of infor- 
mation and filling out mounds of new 
paperwork for businesses all through- 
out this country. 

Once the economic engine of this Na- 
tion, small businesses are now buckling 
under the weight of onerous mandates 
and high taxes from a Federal Govern- 
ment that spends too much, taxes too 
much, and borrows too much. As a re- 
sult, unemployment in Nevada has 
reached record highs that currently 
stand at nearly 15 percent. 

Efforts to repeal the 1099 provision 
enjoy bipartisan, bicameral support. 

I am pleased the House will pass H.R. 
4 as part of our commitment to allevi- 
ate the burden the previous Congress 
placed on small businesses and Amer- 
ican taxpayers. I remain committed to 
overturn the health care bill in its en- 
tirety. I support targeted legislation 
such as H.R. 4 to provide economic re- 
lief as soon as possible. 
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Mr. LEVIN. It is now my pleasure to 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN- 
GEL). 

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Speaker, I 
would have hoped that today we would 
have taken advantage of the fact that 
all of us want to get rid of a part of the 
President’s affordable health bill that 
we believe has not reached the objec- 
tive that we wanted. Everybody, in- 
cluding the President of the United 
States, believes that 1099 in the present 
form should not be there. Republicans 
and Democrats have voted to make cer- 
tain that it not be there. The last time 
we attempted to correct it, we felt that 
because of the billions of dollars that 
would be lost by trying to get rid of it, 
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we passed a law and it was rejected be- 
cause the majority party didn’t like 
what we call the pay-for. Since that 
time, the pay-for has been passed into 
law, it has been accepted, and now we 
are trying to find a new one. 

I don’t know why in God’s heavens as 
to why we couldn’t have sat down to 
find one, as long as we certainly want- 
ed to avoid fraud on the taxpayer, and 
work out something that is fair. I can’t 
believe that the majority doesn’t be- 
lieve that what we are trying to do is 
to avoid having an unintended tax on 
hardworking people. 

And so if this is going to hold it up 
and cause us now to throw the baby out 
with the bath water, to have us reject- 
ing what we want to do, and that is to 
get rid of 1099 in its present form, I 
think it is unfortunate. 

Now, I do recognize, Mr. Chairman 
and members of our distinguished com- 
mittee, that political promises were 
made before the election. The question 
now has to be that even though there 
have been commitments by certain 
parties in the majority, that they have 
to provide savings through cutting, 
those two things should be somehow 
related. Every cut that we have in the 
budget, whether it is the continuing 
resolution or the budget of 2011 or 2010, 
doesn’t mean that there is a savings. 

So telling the voters and our con- 
stituents that we have slashed some- 
thing out of the budget, it really goes 
beyond politics because never in the 
discussions that I have had in the Ways 
and Means Committee with the major- 
ity or with the Democratic Caucus 
have we ever said: Are those people 
who are going to be helped or hurt 
Democrats? Are those people Repub- 
licans? Or did we not say that we were 
sincerely trying to help all Americans 
to make certain they have affordable 
health care. 

For the majority not to want to cor- 
rect whatever they think is wrong, but 
to make a campaign commitment they 
are going to eliminate the bill, elimi- 
nate the President, and just make cer- 
tain they have $100 billion in cuts, I 
think is really unfair to present these 
political problems to the American 
people. 

So I do hope that after we reject this, 
not because the goal is not one that is 
bipartisan and with the support of the 
administration, but because how it is 
paid for is detrimental to the taxpayer, 
whether he or she be Republican or 
Democrat. 

Mr. CAMP. At this time I yield 2 
minutes to a distinguished member of 
the Ways and Means Committee, the 
gentlewoman from Tennessee (Mrs. 
BLACK). 

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today enthusiastically supporting H.R. 
4, the 1099 repeal bill. This piece of leg- 
islation is a victory for common sense. 
It is proof that the House is dedicated 
to getting the government off of the 
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backs of American small businesses 
and working for the people again. 

This bill does three things: it reduces 
the deficit; it protects our taxpayers 
from waste; and it eases the burdens on 
small businesses who too often have to 
deal with government breathing down 
their necks and stifling their growth. If 
this provision were left untouched in 
the President’s health care law, small 
businesses across the country would be 
buried in paperwork. Instead of grow- 
ing their businesses, advertising their 
services and selling their products and 
hiring workers and growing our econ- 
omy, business owners would be stuck 
behind a desk filling out IRS forms. 

Just this morning in the Wall Street 
Journal, it was reported by a survey 
that the small business owners are 
finding it more and more difficult to 
file their tax forms because of the oner- 
ous paperwork. It is unconscionable 
that the Democrat Congress paid for 
their massive spending on their health 
care bill on the backs of American 
small businesses; but today we’re going 
to fix that. 

As a member of Ways and Means, I 
am extremely proud to have seen this 
repeal bill take shape in our com- 
mittee. Iam proud that we pay for this 
bill by protecting taxpayers instead of 
demanding more money of them. By re- 
ducing waste, fraud, and abuse in the 
Democrats’ health care law, we pay for 
this 1099 repeal, which reduces the def- 
icit by $166 million in the first 10 years, 
and by billions of dollars over the long 
run, while reducing the Federal spend- 
ing by nearly $200 billion over 10 years. 

This is a huge victory, but it marks 
the beginning of a new way that we are 
doing business here in Washington. 
This new House majority will continue 
to enact commonsense policy that does 
not add to the debt or hide their true 
costs with accounting gimmicks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The time of the gentle- 
woman has expired. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield the gentlewoman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mrs. BLACK. We can get government 
working for the American people 
today, and this is a good start. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAS- 
CRELL), an active member of our com- 
mittee. 

Mr. PASCRELL. Madam Speaker, 
you know, there is an old western song: 
“Im looking for love in all the wrong 
places.” Remember that song? It’s not 
too old. Not too old. 

We’re looking for revenue in all the 
wrong places; not only in reference to 
what we did in cutting indiscrimi- 
nately $60 billion which mostly affects 
the middle class, and I think very dan- 
gerously. So this provision was in the 
health care bill which deals with bu- 
reaucracy at its worst, I would agree. 
But in July of 2010, we voted with I 
think only, correct me if I’m wrong, 
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two Republicans. We had a shot at this 
in the very beginning of mankind, 
right, last summer, to vote against it. 
I believe every Democrat voted against 
this provision, and two Republicans 
joined us, the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana on the opposition side—the hon- 
orable opposition side—who is no 
longer with us, and I don’t know if he 
lost because he voted with us, and an- 
other gentleman from North Carolina 
who voted with us. We had a shot at 
this. We could have taken care of this 
last year, and you chose not to. So let’s 
set the record straight. 

So here we are with this 1099 form. 
It’s going to take some time to fill it 
out. We don’t like that bureaucracy. 
The thing comes down to, as Mr. WAX- 
MAN said, as Mr. NEAL said, how do you 
pay for it? 

Now beware, the distinguished chair- 
man for the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, a Wall Street poll today, not 
the New York Times, not the Village 
Voice, not fill in the blanks, that poll 
shows that over 74 percent, I think, of 
the American people, that’s us, believe 
that we should eliminate tax credits 
for big oil and gas companies. 

So I’m sure now that the loyal oppo- 
sition sees that poll in that newspaper, 
that you will join us in putting to rest 
forever those folks who least need any 
help from the government getting help 
from the government. 

This is going to cost us $22 billion. 
Both sides agree that one of the great 
benefits of this country is economic 
mobility. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 2 minutes. 


1220 


Mr. PASCRELL. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

This bill punishes those who get 
ahead by raising the tax liabilities on 
families who have worked hard and 
who may have gotten raises or pro- 
motions. 

For a family of four in my district, 
the Highth District of New Jersey— 
please visit us. We would love to have 
you, Mr. Chairman—who makes $80,000 
a year, it will mean the family will get 
a 50 percent reduction on their pre- 
miums if they purchase health insur- 
ance in the marketplace—from the pri- 
vate sector, I might add. There is no 
government operation here. If they get 
a raise, however, and move above the 
threshold, they pay back a reasonable 
amount now; but in this legislation, 
under this bill, if they work a little 
harder and receive a financial benefit, 
the family will be punished. They’ll ре 
forced to repay the tax credit. 

There is no answer to that question. 
It’s a fact of life. 

This means that the family which 
I’m talking about now will be hit with 
a surprise—get this, Madam Speaker— 
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of an $11,200 tax bill. It’s a $20,000 pre- 
mium. They make $80,000. It’s quite a 
hefty fee, I might add. Everything is 
wonderful with health care in the 
United States right now, but you’re 
going to have added on—because you 
made a few bucks more—$11,200. Unin- 
tended consequences. Looking for love 
in all the wrong places. So let us be 
perfectly clear to the Members voting 
on this legislation: 

It’s not a subsidy. There is not only 
a definitional difference but a substan- 
tial difference between a subsidy and a 
tax credit. When you take away that 
tax credit from a middle class Amer- 
ican who uses it when purchasing in- 
surance, plain and simple, his taxes go 


up. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield 3 minutes to a dis- 
tinguished member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. TIBERI). 

Mr. TIBERI. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
the underlying bill today, which goes a 
long way toward job creation. 

Jobs, jobs, jobs. We heard about that 
in the November election. We heard 
about the fact that small business own- 
ers, in particular, were going to be 
hampered by a provision, by actually 
two provisions: one provision in the 
health care bill that appears that ev- 
eryone now seems to be opposed to but 
that the majority voted for; and then 
another provision that appeared in a 
bill in September of 2010 that even 
went further than the underlying pro- 
vision in the health care bill, which ap- 
plied to folks who own rental property 
or to someone who has a vacation 
home or to somebody who has retail 
property that he’s leasing out or to 
somebody who is leasing out a room in 
his home. Suddenly, now we’re going to 
require them to 1099 folks as well. 

What an amazing provision that 
passed in September of 2010. The bill 
corrects that. The bill corrects both as- 


pects. 

I heard this over and over during my 
campaign. Think about this: Bob 
Roach, an independent insurance 


agent, goes out to Staples and buys 
paper. He’s going to have to 1099 Sta- 
ples. He goes to a hardware store to fix 
something in his office. He’s going to 
have to 1099 the hardware store. It goes 
on and on and on. When a law-abiding 
small business owner—maybe a sole 
proprietor—now is being made the per- 
son who has to go out and be an exten- 
sion of the IRS, it is truly amazing. 

Then the pay-for is requiring people 
who get more than they’re entitled to 
to pay it back—what a novel concept— 
with no penalties, no interest. Just pay 
back something that they’re not enti- 
tled to. 

Now, I was talking to my immigrant 
dad and immigrant mom about this. 
My dad has a sixth grade education, 
and my mom has an eighth grade edu- 
cation. They were, first of all, quite 
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surprised by the fact that a family of 
four, making $88,000 a year, would get a 
subsidy. My mom and dad dreamed of 
making $88,000. They never came close 
to it—but they’re middle class, and 
they’re not looking for a subsidy, and 
they certainly would pay it back if 
they got more than they were entitled 
to. 

Madam Speaker, this is about fair- 
ness. This is about jobs. This is about 
equity. This is about moving our econ- 
omy forward. This is about law-abiding 
citizens not becoming extensions of the 
IRS. You’re either for them or against 
them. I urge support of the bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield myself 15 seconds. 

The gentleman from Ohio mentioned 
jobs, jobs, jobs. In a colloquial sense, 
this bill would do a ‘‘job’’ on middle-in- 
come taxpayers. 

I now yield 3 minutes to a member of 
our committee, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT). 

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

I voted previously to repeal these 
1099 reporting requirements. But for 
broad Republican opposition, these re- 
quirements would have been repealed a 
long time ago. 

I was a little amused to hear one of 
our Republican colleagues actually say 
this morning that he is bewildered as 
to why there are all these requirements 
on small businesses around the country 
as a result of this provision. I can cure 
your bewilderment: Get a mirror out 
and look at the mirror. You will see 
the Republicans who voted against re- 
pealing this provision last year. 

No, this is not about repealing 1099. 
It is about shifting the burden onto 
working families while at the same 
time protecting insurance monopolies. 

Despite the vigorous, determined ef- 
forts of these Republicans to under- 
mine every aspect of health insurance 
reform, under current law, working 
families will receive an opportunity to 
access health insurance. Each year, the 
government will match some of what 
workers pay for their health insurance. 
The precise amount of the match is de- 
termined by how low a worker’s salary 
is. A minimum-wage worker would get 
a little more assistance than someone 
who is at a little higher level. This bill 
ensures that the health insurance com- 
panies will get to keep all of that Fed- 
eral match, but it treats the working 
families considerably differently. 

If you have an employee who really 
shows ability and who may have a fair- 
ly menial or mundane job but who does 
it and does it with pride and does it 
well and if that employee excels and if 
the employer rewards him with a bonus 
and recognizes that that employee is 
really trying hard and then decides 
we’re going to give you a little pro- 
motion and that you’ll get a little 
more pay or, perhaps, as with so many 
families around this country, that em- 
ployee decides “ГІІ never make it for 
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my family on this. I’m going to moon- 
light. I’m going to take an extra job,” 
then under any of these developments 
for the enterprising worker, the Repub- 
licans today propose a penalty, a tax 
on success. 

At the end of that year, after those 
law-abiding employees have properly 
estimated their income from those 12 
months earlier, if their pay has gone up 
a dollar over the level, they’ll get a 
steep penalty. They may have to pay 
literally thousands of dollars back even 
though they only got a bonus of a few 
hundred dollars. They would owe the 
value, perhaps, of the entire credit to 
the IRS. 

What type of people are we talking 
about? 

If the law had been fully effective, as 
I wish it had been this year, and if 
workers who were earning $43,560 got a 
bonus that took them up to $48,600, 
they would have owed the full amount 
of the credit at the end of the year. 
$1,000 or perhaps $3,000 or $4,000 to a 
family as a penalty—as a tax on suc- 
cess—is a big amount to that family. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Understand the di- 
mensions of how big the burden is that 
they want to shift to working families: 
According to their own report on this 
bill, the total is almost $25 billion over 
the next decade. We’re not talking 
about a small amount of money. We’re 
talking about a significant amount of 
money in this Republican penalty on 
success. 

Why haven’t they been out here re- 
sponding to this penalty on success? 
They want to refer to these people as 
“cheats.” 

These people aren’t cheats. They’re 
people who are the best of America, 
who are striving and working to get 
ahead, who then get penalized for their 
success. 
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They have no answer because there is 
no answer. We should have passed this 
bill last year and passed it by paying 
for it by closing international cor- 
porate tax loopholes. Naturally they 
resist that just as they resist any at- 
tempt to control insurance monopolies. 

Vote “по” on this penalty for success 
that would be imposed on our working 
families. Vote against this piece of leg- 
islation. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield 2 minutes to a dis- 
tinguished member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, the gentleman from 
North Dakota (Mr. BERG). 

Mr. BERG. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in firm support of eliminating 
the 1099 requirement that burdens so 
many of our small businesses and costs 
jobs. 

Madam Speaker, if Congress is seri- 
ous about getting Americans back to 
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work and our economy back on track, 
the choice is clear. We need to repeal 
this mandate. This law forces Amer- 
ican businesses deeper and deeper into 
the bureaucratic Washington night- 
mare for small business. And it takes 
away from their core mission, which is 
to grow their business and create jobs. 

Small business is the core of North 
Dakota’s economy. Farmers, ranchers 
and small businessmen, they’re all bur- 
dened by this mandate. And another 
regulation is another expense that 
makes it even more difficult for them 
to do business. 

This is commonsense legislation. 
With national unemployment still hov- 
ering around 9 percent, the decision to 
repeal this mandate should be easy. We 
desperately need economic renewal, we 
need private sector job growth, and we 
need to eliminate the small business 
paperwork that’s in this mandate. It’s 
time to eliminate this onerous man- 
date and allow business to get back to 
doing what they do best, and that’s cre- 
ate American jobs. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, it is 
now my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
RICHMOND). 

Mr. RICHMOND. Thank you, Rank- 
ing Member LEVIN. 

Madam Speaker, I agree with the Re- 
publican chorus that we’ve been hear- 
ing now for 2 days, which is let’s repeal 
this onerous provision of the 1099 re- 
quirement. 

However, even as a freshman member 
of the Democratic Party, let me say, 
welcome to the party. The Democratic 
Party started this July 30 of last year 
to try to repeal this onerous provision 
and only 2 Republicans voted for it. 
Two hundred thirty-nine Democrats 
said, let’s do away with this. You’re 
right. It’s putting a massive burden on 
our small businesses. 

But not only did you get to the party 
7 months late, you got it wrong. You 
decided to dance with Big Oil and cor- 
porations that you didn’t want to close 
the tax loophole. So what’s the pay- 
for? Well, the pay-for is to reach in the 
pockets of working class Americans 
and take $25 billion. Right now, there 
are people that are at work, and we’re 
here in D.C. and we’re going to take $25 
billion out of their pocket. We should 
be ashamed of ourselves. 

I join with my colleagues and my 
good friend from New York (Mr. CROW- 
LEY) who on yesterday tried to have a 
discourse about is there a better way 
to pay for it. No one would yield. No 
one would take amendments. So I 
would just say as a new Member, what 
the American people want, when we 
agree on an idea, let’s repeal the 1099 
provision, they want us to get together 
and figure out how to do it. They want 
us to see if we can’t find some amend- 
ments, find some common ground, so 
that we don’t have to penalize working 
families. 


3164 


And I would say what they don’t 
want is for us to reach in their pocket, 
penalize them for success and take $25 
billion, when there are other ways to 
do it. But what we should do is get to- 
gether and figure out a way to do it so 
that we can start moving this country 
forward. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
BUERKLE). 

Ms. BUERKLE. Thank you, 
Chairman. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 4, the Small Business Paperwork 
Elimination Act. Too often, Congress 
and the Federal Government pass and 
institute regulations without counting 
the cost to America’s businesses, the 
lifeblood of our economic success. 

The Patient Protection and Afford- 
able Care Act’s 1099 reporting require- 
ment for small businesses will be, in 
the words of Nathan Andrews, vice 
president of Morse Manufacturing, an 
88-year-old company in East Syracuse, 
“a paperwork nightmare.” He further 
adds that the requirement will hamper 
the ability of his company ‘‘to func- 
tion, grow, and create jobs.” 

This mandate is really indicative of a 
larger problem—the stranglehold that 
regulations have on our country. And 
while regulations are sometimes nec- 
essary and often well-intentioned, they 
have been increasingly becoming an 
obstacle to our success as a Nation. By 
success, I mean creating an environ- 
ment where businesses can flourish, 
providing jobs so that the American 
people can obtain health insurance 
while still benefiting from the best 
health care system in the world. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, 
much time is there on each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) has 
10 minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) has 37 min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr. LEVIN. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CAMP. At this time I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. NUNNELEE). 

Mr. NUNNELEER. Thank you, Мг. 
Chairman. 

Madam Speaker, in a day when 
America has been suffering for nearly 2 
years from significant unemployment, 
when nearly one in 10 of our neighbors 
is unemployed, it is our duty to do ev- 
erything we can to allow these employ- 
ers to focus on job creation. 

Today, we will vote to repeal the bur- 
densome 1099 provision included in 
ObamaCare. As pledged to the Amer- 
ican people, we will work to get this 
unpopular job-destroying law off the 
books. We voted to repeal it outright, 
we voted to defund it, and today we 
begin the process of repealing it piece 
by piece. 

In order to comply with this 1099 
mandate, businesses would have to 
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spend countless hours generating and 
receiving needless amounts of paper- 
work. Now I started a small business, 
and I know the rewards and challenges 
of entrepreneurship. And I can tell you 
those challenges don’t need to involve 
filing needless paperwork. 

Last summer, when I visited Trisha’s 
Day Spa in Grenada, Mississippi, and I 
explained to Trisha Shankle the 1099 
requirements in ObamaCare, she said 
that such a requirement would be dev- 
astating to her business. That’s been 
the conclusion reached in small busi- 
nesses around America. 

Today, a huge burden will be lifted 
from the shoulders of small businesses, 
and for that I am grateful. That’s why 
I’m proud to cosponsor this legislation 
and why I will vote to repeal it. 

Mr. LEVIN. I continue to reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. GARD- 
NER). 

Mr. GARDNER. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 4, which 
would eliminate the 1099 mandate in- 
stituted by the President’s health care 
bill. Гуе spoken with countless con- 
stituents around the Fourth Congres- 
sional District of Colorado, not as Re- 
publicans, not as Democrats, but as 
business owners, as people who have 
worked to build up their companies 
from scratch into successful opportuni- 
ties for themselves and their families. 
They oppose the 1099 provisions of the 
health care bill, not because they’re 
Republicans, not because they’re 
Democrats, but because they know it 
would cause grave impact on their 
businesses and their ability to continue 
to thrive and grow and hire new people. 

Madam Speaker, they are speaking 
as the voice of this country’s busi- 
nesses, the backbone of our economy. If 
we are going to create jobs in this 
country to move our country forward, 
then we have got to do it starting by 
the repealing of the 1099 provisions. 

A bill passed last Congress in the 
111th Congress, it doesn’t matter the 
day or the time, but what passed was a 
bill where people said, ‘‘We need to 
pass the bill to know what’s in the 
bill.” People read the bill. They know 
what’s in the bill. 

In Weld County a businessman is 
going to spend 40 hours a month to 
comply with these provisions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. GARDNER. In Larimer County, a 
manufacturing company is going to 
have to hire new people to comply with 
the provisions of this act. Is that the 
kind of job creation this body is look- 
ing for? 


The 
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Let’s create penalties on business 
and hope that it drives the economy? 
That’s not right. 
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Madam Speaker, today I urge the 
passage of H.R. 4, with both Repub- 
licans and Democrats standing up to 
fight for businesses in this country to 
get our economy moving forward 
again. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. WEST). 

Mr. WEST. Madam Speaker, I stand 
here to support H.R. 4 for the repeal of 
the 1099 bill. 

At a time when business owners are 
trying to survive in a sea of economic 
turmoil, our government has thrown 
them an anchor instead of a life pre- 
server. Democrats have borrowed and 
spent $1 trillion of their stimulus pro- 
gram, and the unemployment rate has 
remained stuck at or above 9 percent 
for nearly 2 years. Our focus must be 
on measures that will actually help 
American workers and allow employers 
to focus on job creation. H.R. 4 will 
protect small businesses, their work- 
ers, and American taxpayers. 

H.R. 4 repeals the onerous tax report- 
ing provisions Democrats enacted last 
year to help pay for both their health 
care law and the TARP 8 legislation. It 
also protects taxpayers by reducing 
waste, fraud and abuse in the Demo- 
crats’ health care law. 

Finally, this bill will reduce the def- 
icit by $166 million in the first 10 years 
and by billions of dollars over the long 
run, while reducing Federal spending 
by nearly $20 billion over the next 10 
years. 

During a time when the unemploy- 
ment rate is at or above 9 percent, ad- 
ditional government mandates on 
small businesses is, from the stand- 
point of economic policy, nothing short 
of idiotic. We should be looking for 
ways to free small businesses and com- 
panies from unnecessary burdens. We 
should be looking for ways to encour- 
age entrepreneurship. Instead, we have 
mandates that impose new obstacles 
for companies. We should be seeking 
ways to restart the engine of job 
growth. 

Let me be clear that I accept the 
proposition that every person and 
every business entity has both a moral 
and legal obligation to fully report 
their taxable income. The fundamental 
problem with the new 1099 reporting re- 
quirement is that they are imposed on 
a broad universe of small business tax- 
payers that annually conduct more 
than $600 of transactions with other 
vendors. 

The new filing requirements are both 
burdensome as well as overinclusive. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. WEST. Madam Speaker, let us 
remember that even during the State 
of the Union Address, the President 
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gave his support to repeal this onerous, 
burdensome, and misguided mandate. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I con- 
tinue to reserve my time. 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Washington (Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER). 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Madam 
Speaker, today I come to the floor in 
support of this legislation because 
business owners in southwest Wash- 
ington sent me here to clear the run- 
way for them to start growing and hir- 
ing more people. 

In my district, I know a restaurant 
owner in Vancouver and a doctor who 
runs a small practice in Tumwater who 
simply don’t have the resources to 
comply with the expanded 1099 man- 
date. I would rather have them focus- 
ing on opening a new franchise or offer- 
ing services to patients—basically 
being successful entrepreneurs—than 
spending time reacting to the moun- 
tains of new paperwork they’re going 
to owe the IRS. 

My entire region in southwest Wash- 
ington has been suffering under double- 
digit unemployment for multiple 
years. In my district’s largest county, 
Clark County, the jobless rate hovers 
between 13 and 14 percent—and that’s 
reported, there are a lot of people who 
have stopped reporting. I know we’re 
not unique. The entire country is de- 
pending on Congress to make job cre- 
ation a serious priority. And by passing 
this bill today, we’re showing the peo- 
ple of southwest Washington and 
across America that we’re taking them 
very seriously. 

As I meet with small business owners 
in my district, they express two major 
sentiments to me over and over again: 
Fear and uncertainty. They’re afraid 
and uncertain about what this govern- 
ment is going to do to them next. What 
I would like to do today is eliminate 
the uncertainty around this 1099 man- 
date. Small businesses from across my 
district continue to ask me for more 
predictability from their government 
when it comes to regulations and 
taxes. Instead of fear, increased bu- 
reaucracy or higher costs, Pm com- 
mitted to providing them with that 
predictability. 

By voting to repeal the 1099 paper- 
work mandate today we do two things: 
First, we take an immediate step that 
will provide regulatory relief to the 
clinic in Tumwater and the restaurant 
in Vancouver. Second, we send a signal 
to America that Congress is changing 
the way it views small businesses. 
They aren’t piggybanks, allowed to 
exist only to foot the bill on terribly 
ill-conceived and unaffordable govern- 
ment programs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. CAMP. I yield the gentlewoman 1 
additional minute. 

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Today 
this new Congress lets small businesses 
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know that we see them as the heart 
and soul of what makes this country 
great, as entrepreneurs that can grow 
and thrive and succeed as far as their 
hard work can take them. That’s the 
job creation plan that has worked for 
this country for the last two centuries, 
and I’m confident it’s the plan that 
will put folks in southwest Washington 
and across our country back to work. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

One of the speakers on the majority 
side said that this was an effort to re- 
peal health care piece by piece. That is 
clearly their misguided motivation. 
Here what they’re trying to do is on 
the backs of the middle class of Amer- 
ica. They don’t defend the pay-for ex- 
cept by misrepresentation. 

A tax increase is a tax increase is a 
tax increase on the middle class, on the 
middle class, on the middle class. 

I now yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
CROWLEY). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from New York is recognized 
for up to 9 minutes. 

Mr. CROWLEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Michigan for his yielding 
me the balance of the time. 

I want to thank all my colleagues for 
coming to the floor today to defend the 
middle class of this country. We all be- 
lieve—and I think both Democrats and 
Republicans, it’s been evident here 
today, all believe—that the 1099 provi- 
sions need to be repealed. We recognize 
that. 

We, too, want to help small business. 
We recognize that small business is the 
backbone of employment opportunity 
in our country. And that effort has 
been bipartisan, it has been bipartisan 
in the Senate, but not here. It’s be- 
cause we don’t like the pay-for provi- 
sion that my Republican colleagues are 
proposing and putting forward in this 
legislation because we believe that 
they switch the burden from the small 
business man and woman and they 
place it on the backs of the working 
class in this country. 

We want to work in a bipartisan way. 
We believe we can work together and 
come up with a solution. Now I have to 
be honest, no one on the other side has 
asked me for a compromise solution, it 
hasn’t happened. We passed this bill 
out of committee about 112 weeks ago, 
almost 2 weeks ago, and still no one 
has said JOE, do you have an idea? We 
have a couple of good ideas over here 
га be willing to share with my col- 
leagues on the other side, but that 
hasn’t happened as of yet. Pm sorry 
this hasn’t happened because I thought 
with this new Congress we would have 
more bipartisanship, and unfortunately 
that hasn’t developed as of yet, at least 
as it pertains to this bill. 

Га also like to note that we’re going 
on our third month here in the House 
of Representatives, and quite frankly I 
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can’t see much of what we’ve done. I 
can’t say we’ve done much of anything, 
quite frankly. I can say that if you add 
up the total, we’ve imposed upon the 
American people an additional $80 bil- 
lion in taxes in different various ways, 
the latest of which will be this $25 bil- 
lion that we’re going to impose upon 
the middle class if this bill passes 
today and somehow becomes law. This 
bill, if enacted, will be a massive in- 
crease of tax on the middle class. 

I gave an example earlier today—it 
must have been about 2 hours ago—of a 
family of four earning $88,000, approxi- 
mately 397 percent of the Federal pov- 
erty level. 
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And I mentioned if the breadwinner 
of the family, if the husband or his wife 
or either of the spouses is the bread- 
winner in that family, and they get a 
bonus of $250, I said before that they’ve 
done great work. They’re management 
material. It’s kind of laughable. 
“Here’s $250. Go out and buy the family 
a steak dinner.” 

That $250 would bump them up to 
$88,250 which would place them at 401 
percentile of the Federal poverty level, 
and it would expose that middle class 
family because of their $250 bonus to 
$4,460. 

Not one, not a single Member of the 
majority—and we’ve had over 19 Mem- 
bers of the majority testify or give re- 
marks on the floor this morning and 
this afternoon—not a single one has re- 
futed or in any way questioned the ex- 
ample I’ve given. You have not refuted 
that example, which can only bring one 
to conclude that the example I have 
given is indeed correct. I don’t want it 
to be correct, but indeed it is correct. 
And if it is correct, it means a tax, a 
tax on the middle class—one that they 
cannot afford, especially during these 
difficult times. We don’t know when 
these tough times—when they will ever 
end for the middle class. 

And I think it’s shameful the way in 
which the middle class has been char- 
acterized on the floor, That somehow 
they are the folks that cheat the sys- 
tem, that they’re the ones that can’t be 
trusted. We’re not talking about the 
rich. We can trust the rich. We know 
that. 

And I don’t like class warfare, but 
you know what? The truth is we’ve let 
the people at the highest percent get 
off with no shared sacrifice whatsoever. 
No sacrifice. Go on living your lives. 
We’ll have two wars, you know, we’ll 
increase the deficit. But don’t worry. 
You all go on living your lives in man- 
sions and don’t worry about the rest of 
the country because it really won’t af- 
fect you in the end. You’ll always sur- 
vive. You can always hire a police force 
to protect you. If you need health care, 
you can buy a doctor. If you need the 
garbage picked up, well, you know, 
sanitation won’t pick it up anymore, 
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but you can pay someone and they will 
cart it away. They’re living in a glass 
house. 

But the middle class, who are strug- 
gling so much, who are looking for 
some breaks, looking for an oppor- 
tunity to afford health care for them- 
selves and for their families—health 
care. They just want to be on an even 
plane somewhat of everyone else if 
they can afford health care. 

And the Federal Government is not 
giving a handout. This is not a subsidy. 
This is not welfare. These are tax cred- 
its, like the college tax credit that 
many of our constituents afford them- 
selves of. Like the child tax credit that 
many of our constituents afford them- 
selves of. It’s a tax credit to help them 
afford health insurance for their fami- 
lies. And they never touch the money. 

It would be one thing if you said to 
me they got $5,000 in vouchers and they 
took the money and they went off and 
they bought plane tickets to Hawaii for 
the family for that year, or they took 
the money and they bought a new car, 
or they took the money and they 
bought furniture for their house. You 
know, that’s scamming the system. 
That is wrong. That we don’t promote. 

But they never touch the money. The 
money goes to the insurance company. 
You know, the insurance companies 
who desperately need that money, they 
get the money. They're covered. 
They’re fine. We don’t ask them to be 
the watchdogs. We don’t ask them to 
make sure the families are in compli- 
ance, make sure they’re not going to 
go over their income levels. They get 
the money. They walk away. Wipe 
their hands of it. They’re taken care of. 

But it’s the poor family that inad- 
vertently, unbeknownst to themselves, 
goes over the limit, and they go over 
the cliff. And when they go over the 
cliff, it’s at the tune of nearly $5,000 
that they would have to repay. 

Instead of rewarding success—which I 
hear from my Republican colleagues 
all the time, “We need to reward suc- 
cess’’—we’re not doing it in this in- 
stance. What we are doing is we are 
taxing success, as my friend from Wis- 
consin pointed out. We are taxing suc- 
cess. 

Often I hear about from my friends 
on the other side we need to encourage 
people to work hard, work harder, 
don’t worry about the clock. Don’t 
worry about the clock. Work harder, 
get ahead. And we should not be stop- 
ping that. 

But here is a perfect example—and 
it’s not coming from this side of the 
aisle; it’s coming from that side of the 
aisle—of we’re saying, you know what? 
Maybe you shouldn’t work so hard. 
Maybe you should pay attention to the 
clock. Maybe you should make sure 
that when you file you’re not tripping 
yourself up and unfortunately discour- 
aging that family from getting health 
insurance because they’re afraid they’ll 
owe a new tax of nearly $5,000. 
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And I agree with my friend from Wis- 
consin again, this is nothing more than 
a Republican tax trap. It is a trap to 
the middle class. It’s a trap to them. 
It’s disparaging. And it’s unfortunate 
that my colleagues have placed it in 
this light that somehow we’re reducing 
or eliminating the burden for one 
group of workers and placing them on 
the backs of the middle class worker. 

I don’t begrudge the small business- 
men and women. I was one myself be- 
fore I came to Congress. I know the 
burdens. I understand the bills. I un- 
derstand what comes in. But please 
don’t remove the burden from the 
small businessman and woman and 
place that on the backs of middle class 
taxpayers. That’s what you’re doing. 

If you vote for this bill, you will vote 
to increase taxes on the middle class. 
Don’t kid yourselves. A tax on the mid- 
dle class. 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. I can 
assure the Speaker that I will not be 
using all of the balance of my time. 

There has been a lot of rhetoric 
today, and as this debate winds down 
and as we prepare to vote on this legis- 
lation, I urge my colleagues to look at 
the facts. 

I think many of the arguments we’ve 
heard from the other side ignore re- 
ality. It ignores the reality of their 
own legislation—legislation that 
they’ve passed. It ignores the reality of 
their own votes. 

Under the health care bill, you put 
cliffs in the bill, if we want to talk 
about cliffs. There are levels where 
people need to pay back the entire 
amount of the subsidy they receive. In 
the original bill, that was at 400 per- 
cent of poverty. That is the level that 
is no legislation we see today. Later in 
December, when you wanted to address 
the doctor fix, you just moved that 
level up to 500 percent of poverty. 
There is still a cliff in the bill. There 
was a cliff in the original bill. There is 
a cliff now. 

Also, this idea that repaying a sub- 
sidy to which one is not entitled is 
somehow a new concept was in the 
original health care legislation. It still 
is in the original health care legisla- 
tion. We just believe we need to take 
further steps to protect the taxpayers. 

And I would also say that if you look 
at the legislation, there is on page 123 
a subpart (b) eligibility determination 
where applicants apply for the subsidy, 
and they’re required to report certain 
things. But they’re also required under 
this section to report changes in cir- 
cumstances. That obligation is on the 
taxpayer, on the person seeking the 
subsidy. And that is in their legisla- 
tion, and we think that’s an important 
concept to protect. 

Let’s stick with the facts. The fact is 
the increased tax reporting require- 
ments enacted last year will hurt our 
ability to create jobs. The 1099 provi- 
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sion hurts our ability to create jobs in 
this country. 

Fact, the unemployment rate has 
been stuck at or above 9 percent for 
nearly 2 years, and this Congress owes 
it to the American people to do every- 
thing it can to help small businesses, 
job creators, and workers get back on 
their feet. 

Fact, repealing the 1099 provision is a 
top priority of small businesses, and 
that’s why we have over 225 organiza- 
tions supporting this legislation, in- 
cluding the Nation’s largest small busi- 
ness organization, the NFIB. 

And, fact, this bill is a tax cut anda 
spending cut, and that’s why it has the 
support of groups like the Americans 
for Tax Reform, the National Taxpayer 
Union and Americans for Prosperity. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col- 
leagues to vote for this bill so small 
business can get back to what they do 
best: creating jobs. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, | rise in opposi- 
tion to H.R. 4, the Small Business Paperwork 
Mandate Elimination Act of 2011. 

| regret that the authors of this legislation 
have taken such a thoughtless approach. We 
could have had before us today a bill that 
would repeal any unnecessary and burden- 
some paperwork that is at issue here and we 
could have done it without putting burden on 
ordinary families. 

This bill would repeal a reporting require- 
ment that would require business owners to 
provide an IRS form 1099 to all vendors with 
whom they pay $600 or more annually for 
their services. 

| agree that this reporting requirement 
should be repealed. In fact, | voted to repeal 
this requirement last year. Unfortunately, the 
bill attracted only two Republican votes and 
failed to pass the House on July 30, 2010. 
This Congress, | am a cosponsor of the Small 
Business Tax Relief Act of 2011, which would 
repeal the 1099 reporting requirement. 

H.R. 4 would change the subsidies and re- 
payment obligations of the tax credits avail- 
able for people with incomes below 400 per- 
cent of poverty to assist with the cost of ob- 
taining affordable health insurance. This would 
be a massive tax increase on the middle 
class. 

These tax credits will help low and middle 
income individuals and families pay insurance 
premiums. The credits are available for those 
individuals and families—up to 400 percent of 
the poverty line and cap the family’s share of 
health insurance premiums at 9.5 percent of 
adjusted gross income. 

This bill would force people to pay back bil- 
lions of dollars in tax credits they received to 
obtain affordable health insurance. Since the 
tax credits go directly to the health insurance 
company, individuals and families who had 
small fluctuations in their income would have 
to pay back money that they never received. 
For example, under this legislation a family of 
four earning $88,000 a year would have to 
pay $4,640 that they never received if the 
family got an unexpected $250 year-end 
bonus. 

In a time where we want to create jobs, this 
bill would penalize individuals who found a 
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new job or got promoted. This bill harms aver- 
age working Americans who cannot obtain in- 
surance through their employers—the exact 
people we should be helping. 

| agree that this reporting requirement 
should be repealed. That is why | am а co- 
sponsor of the Small Business Tax Relief Act 
of 2011. That bill would repeal the 1099 re- 
porting requirement, but does not increase 
taxes on the middle class. 

Today, we have a chance to vote against in- 
creasing taxes for hard working Americans. | 
urge my colleagues to vote no on this piece of 
legislation. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam Speaker, | 
rise today in support of the Small Business 
Paperwork Mandate Elimination Act, as | be- 
lieve it serves as a critical step in the ongoing 
process of preventing last year’s health care 
law from destroying American jobs. We cannot 
ignore the cries from businesses around the 
country that the 1099 reporting requirement is 
an unnecessary burden that will cost jobs. 

In a time when our economy is struggling to 
emerge from one of the worst recessions in 
generations, we must work to free small busi- 
nesses from onerous regulatory burdens. We 
cannot afford to promote policies that use 
needless paperwork as a means to strangle 
growth and prosperity. The 1099 reporting re- 
quirement on transactions greater than $600 
was included in the health care overhaul with- 
out consideration of the individuals, families, 
and small businesses that would suffer as a 
result. By devoting more resources to comply 
with this new requirement, we are preventing 
businesses from doing what is essential: cre- 
ating jobs. 

But the disregard for small businesses did 
not stop there. Last fall, the 1099 reporting re- 
quirement was expanded to include rental 
property expense payments. Instead of recog- 
nizing the disastrous effect of this new require- 
ment, there were those in the last Congress 
who decided it was a good idea to expand it. 
Now we are left with even more taxpayers 
who will suffer the consequences of an al- 
ready misguided regulation. 

Today we have the opportunity to correct 
the mistakes of the past. H.R. 4 allows this 
Congress to stand up for small businesses 
and hard-working taxpayers by eliminating 
what is obviously a job destroying regulation. 
By removing the 1099 reporting requirement, 
we will free businesses from time-consuming 
paperwork so that they may grow and help our 
economy recover. We all hear from our con- 
stituents, “Where are the jobs?” By supporting 
this legislation, we can show the American 
people that we are serious about creating a 
business environment that promotes job 
growth and prosperity. 

| applaud the gentleman from California for 
recognizing early on the negative impact this 
regulation will have on small businesses. | en- 
courage my colleagues in the Senate to con- 
sider this legislation quickly so we can bring 
certainty to American businesses and avoid 
the obvious complications that the 1099 re- 
porting requirement presents. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, as | 
have done before, | rise today in strong sup- 
port of eliminating the 1099 paperwork re- 
quirement on small businesses. In fact, | 
would remind my colleagues on the other side 
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of the aisle that the only reason we are here 
today—the main reason this is still an issue at 
all—is because House Republicans opposed 
eliminating this provision when the Small Busi- 
ness Tax Relief Act of 2010 was brought to 
the floor of the House in July of last year. 

So this issue isn’t new, and it really isn’t a 
question of whether there is bipartisan agree- 
ment to repeal this onerous requirement. 
There is. The question is how you pay for it. 
And that’s where today’s bill goes astray. We 
can and should repeal the 1099 reporting re- 
quirement. But we should not do it on the 
backs of middle class Americans buying 
health insurance for their families who are 
playing by the rules and complying with the 
law. And | would point out that the law they’re 
complying with received a near unanimous 
vote of 409-2 this past December. 

| stand ready and willing to work with my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to find an 
acceptable way to pay for this repeal before 
the requirement takes effect in 2012. But | 
strongly believe that effort should focus on 
ending any of the myriad loopholes and un- 
justified subsidies in current law before impos- 
ing an effective tax increase on the middle 
class. 

Ms. HAYWORTH. Madam Speaker, yester- 
day morning | received a letter from a con- 
stituent, Seth Arluck of New Hampton, NY. 

Seth’s three-generation family business was 
hit hard by the housing market crash. The 
1099 rule in the Affordable Care Act, Seth 
says, “would place a disproportionate burden 
on my very small lumber yard. . .| do not 
need an additional and unnecessary expense 
that serves no apparent purpose.” 

He adds that the penalty for 1099 non-com- 
pliance, to fund small-business lending, adds 
insult to injury: “How clever, fine the heck out 
of me, and loan me the money to pay fines.” 

Madam Speaker, this is no way to treat the 
engine of growth for America. Instead of in- 
vesting in adapting to his clients’ needs in 
changing times, Seth Arluck will now have to 
spend precious time and money on paper- 
work. 

The bill we must pass today is an important 
step toward curing the ill effects of the Afford- 
able Care Act. The Senate has already acted 
and | call on President Obama not to delay 
helping Seth, and so many other of our Na- 
tion’s job creators put Americans back to 
work. 

MARCH 2, 2011. 
Hon. NAN HAYWORTH, 
LHOB, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR DR. HAYWORTH: I am very concerned 
about the 1099 reporting provision in the 
healthcare bill passed in the 111th Congress. 
This requirement, to issue a 1099 for each 
business to business expenditure over $600, 
would place a disproportionate burden on my 
very small business. I am the third genera- 
tion of my family to operate this retail lum- 
ber yard in Orange County. Our sales and 
revenues, so dependent on the housing and 
home improvement sectors, have seriously 
declined since 2008. We have gone from seven 
to four employees including myself and my 
brother; our part time bookkeeper was one of 
the staff reductions. 

Last year we wrote 600 checks for pur- 
chases other than payroll. We have about 150 
vendors in our accounts payable. Although 
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many of our purchases are with recurring 
vendors, there are many one time purchases 
which exceed $600: repairs to vehicles and 
equipment, replacement of computer and of- 
fice equipment, one time advertising ex- 
penses, dues to business organizations, an- 
nual insurance premiums, and sundry ex- 
penses. How many 1099’s would I have to 
produce? 50, 75, 100? I know that it would ex- 
ceed the three that are done now for interest 
and rent. I am now the bookkeeper; do I at- 
tempt this challenge or pay my accountant 
or another outsource. I have forgone many 
paychecks in the last two years, I do not 
need an additional and unnecessary expense 
that serves no apparent purpose. 

Another aspect of this requirement is the 
need to obtain each vendor’s Federal I.D. or 
Social Security number in order to legally 
comply with 1099 reporting. That means that 
if a business has any chance of cumulatively 
exceeding the $600 threshold, the SSN or EIN 
has to be asked for in advance. In these 
times of rampant identity theft, there will 
be many refusals to furnish these ID num- 
bers. Failure to correctly report a 1099 re- 
sults in fines. As if that was not daunting 
enough, the previous Congress passed HR 
5297 last September, The Small Business 
Jobs Act, which increased the penalty for 
1099 non-compliance from $50 to $250 per vio- 
lation. The increase in fines was to help fund 
small business lending. How clever, fine the 
heck out of me, and loan me the money to 
pay fines. Thank you 111th Congress. 

And what justifies this new layer of regula- 
tion? The apparent belief that business is in- 
herently untrustworthy and cheating the 
U.S. Government of it’s rightful tax reve- 
nues? Is it the need to find any alleged rev- 
enue source, no matter how unsavory, to 
fund Obamacare? No thank you. 

Please repeal the 1099 provision now. 

Sincerely, 
SETH N. ARLUCK, 
President, 
New Hampton Lumber Co. Inc., 
New Hampton, NY. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker, | rise 
in opposition to H.R. 4, the Small Business 
Paperwork Mandate Elimination Act of 2011. 

We all agree that the 1099 reporting re- 
quirements added by the Senate to the Afford- 
able Care Act need to go. That is not in ques- 
tion. None of us wants to burden small busi- 
ness men and women with unreasonable re- 
porting burdens. All of us are committed to 
eliminating this requirement. 

In fact, we could have and should have 
solved this problem last year, when the House 
voted on H.R. 5982, the Small Business Tax 
Relief Act. Unfortunately, all but two Repub- 
licans voted against that bill. That bill, like to- 
day’s bill, would eliminate the 1099 provision. 
Unlike today’s bill, however, it paid for the 
$24.9 billion cost of repeal in a very, very dif- 
ferent manner. 

H.R. 5982, the Democratic approach, would 
have paid for reform by eliminating tax loop- 
holes that allow corporations to ship jobs over- 
seas. It would have solved the problem while 
also eliminating incentives to locate operations 
overseas. Creating American jobs should be 
our number one priority, and H.R. 5982 would 
have helped us do that. 

H.R. 4, the Republican approach, doesn’t 
close corporate offshoring loopholes. Instead, 
it puts the $24.9 billion cost of repealing the 
1099 reporting requirements squarely on the 
backs of middle-class families. It undermines 
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the entire approach of the Affordable Care 
Act—to help individuals and families obtain af- 
fordable, quality health care—by imposing 
taxes on those who receive assistance to help 
pay premiums and cost-sharing requirements. 

Under the Republican bill, individuals and 
families who are eligible to get assistance at 
the beginning of the year are subject to tax- 
ation if they are fortunate enough to get a 
raise or a better job by the end of the year. 
Even if they are a few dollars over the eligi- 
bility limit, the Joint Committee on Taxation 
estimates that they could be subject to taxes 
up to $6,000 under H.R. 4. The assistance, by 
the way, is given directly to the insurance 
company but the tax penalty would come di- 
rectly out of the pockets of families. 

The Republican bill not only would impose 
harsh penalties on middle-class families, it 
would also undermine the second principle of 
the Affordable Care Act: to expand coverage. 
Again according to the Joint Committee on 
Taxation, it would take away coverage from 
266,000 Americans who would no longer take 
insurance because of concerns that they could 
potentially be required to pay substantial taxes 
the following year. 

| wish | could vote today to repeal the 1099 
reporting requirements, just as | voted to re- 
peal them last year. | cannot, however, solve 
the burden on small businesses by imposing a 
burden on middle-class families, particularly 
when we have so many better choices to pay 
for repeal. 

Mr. REED. Madam Speaker, | rise today to 
support H.R. 4, the Small Business Paperwork 
Mandate Elimination Act of 2011. The ex- 
panded reporting requirements to the Internal 
Revenue Service are mandated by the health 
care reform act of 2010 on any purchase 
made $600 or more. This provision would di- 
rectly impede economic growth in the 29th 
District of New York. At a time of great uncer- 
tainty, the economic recovery in the 29th Dis- 
trict continues to lag behind the rest of the na- 
tion. This burdensome mandate must be elimi- 
nated and | proudly support the repeal for the 
sake of our small businesses and farmers. 

Further, we must act to ensure that “red- 
tape” measures and over-reaching regulations 
do not continue. If we are going to reduce 
government spending, it starts with repealing 
unnecessary requirements, such as the 1099 
requirement. This provision of the health care 
reform law contributes to the bloating of the 
Federal Government and must be repealed. 
As we move forward towards returning fiscal 
prosperity to our nation, | will remain com- 
mitted to the interests of small businesses and 
farmers, protecting them from burdens which 
restrict their growth. | urge all of my col- 
leagues to vote in favor of repealing the ex- 
panded 1099 requirement. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Madam Speaker, | voted against the H.R. 4, 
the “Small Business Paperwork Mandate 
Elimination Act of 2011” commonly known as 
“the 1099 provision’. | would like to submit a 
statement for the RECORD to clarify my posi- 
tion on this issue. 

Forms 1099 have been used by the IRS for 
decades to better track income. The rules 
would have required businesses to file Form 
1099 with the IRS to report payments made to 
corporations for goods and certain services to 
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help the IRS collect taxes that are legally 
owed, and in turn, keep taxes lower for all tax- 
payers. 

Although | support the measure in principle, 
| do believe this type of reporting keeps track 
of what businesses owe the federal govern- 
ment in taxes and close any loopholes for any 
misreporting. In fact, during the 111th Con- 
gress, a repeal bill was approved by the 
Democratic House that would close tax loop- 
holes for companies that ship jobs overseas 
and protected people from any tax increases 
with incomes below 400 percent of the federal 
poverty level (approximately $88,000 for a 
family of four) from having to pay back the 
IRS their tax credit if they saw a change in in- 
come. 

The Republican 1099 repeal removes this 
protection. So, if a family earning $88,000 a 
year gets a $250 Christmas bonus, and be- 
cause of it, are bumped up to 401 percent of 
the federal poverty level, this family would be 
required to refund to the IRS the entire tax 
credit of $4,640—out of their own pockets. 

As a Senior Member of Congress who 
proudly represents a vibrant small business 
sector, | know firsthand the value of small 
businesses in north Texas. | remain committed 
to improving tax administration and enhancing 
voluntary tax compliance without making the 
middle class pay. 

| look forward to working collaboratively with 
the small business community to improve the 
ability of small businesses to meet their tax 
obligations. 

Mr. STARK. Madam Speaker, the debate 
we're having today has nothing to do with re- 
pealing the 1099 provision. Like every Demo- 
crat here who was in Congress last year, I’ve 
already voted to do that. 

We brought forth a bill last year to repeal 
the 1099 provision and paid for it by closing 
tax loopholes that encourage businesses to 
move jobs overseas and other loopholes that 
promote tax avoidance. Even though that bill 
was endorsed by NFIB, all but two of our Re- 
publican colleagues voted no because they 
preferred to protect big business over small 
businesses. 

Because of Republican opposition last year, 
we’re here again considering legislation to re- 
peal the 1099 provision. Unfortunately, our 
Republican colleagues have taken an area of 
agreement and rejected bipartisanship by 
choosing to tax middle class families. That’s 
right, this Republican bill is a $25 billion mid- 
dle class tax increase. 

The Affordable Care Act provides tax credits 
to make health coverage affordable to those 
with lower and middle incomes. These tax 
credits are provided in advance and then are 
reconciled at the end of the year. In this bill 
today, Republicans are trying to raise $25 bil- 
lion by putting middle class families on the 
hook for massive tax increases when they rec- 
oncile those payments. The Joint Committee 
on Taxation estimates that this Republican bill 
will raise taxes on middle class families in this 
income category by an average of $3,000. 
Many families would be liable for much higher 
tax increases. 

The President has announced his strong op- 
position to this financing mechanism. Con- 
sumer Advocates have also spoken out in op- 
position. These groups include Families USA, 
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Community Catalyst, SEIU and the Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities. 

All of us want to resolve this 1099 problem. 
But to do so on the backs of middle income 
working Americans is flat out wrong. | urge my 
colleagues to join me in voting no on this bill 
today so that we can come together and find 
a way to finance 1099 repeal that doesn’t 
gouge the middle class. 

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, last Novem- 
ber, Americans sent a clear message of defi- 
ance to the status quo. They saw that govern- 
ment was spending taxpayer money recklessly 
and making it harder for our job creators to 
put Americans back to work—and they voted 
for something better. 

House Republicans have responded by 
doing everything in our power to foster an en- 
vironment where businesses can expand, in- 
vestors can invest, and hard work can be re- 
warded. That means cutting excessive spend- 
ing and burdensome regulations and growing 
private-sector jobs and the economy. 

Today we are cleaning up the mess result- 
ing from oppressive new 1099 requirements. 

Tucked into Obamacare and a so-called 
small business bill last year, these regulations 
threaten to wreak havoc upon small busi- 
nesses. They have become a symbol of the 
unanticipated pitfalls of big government and 
partisan legislative procedure. 

In this challenging climate, businesses 
should be able to focus on staying profitable 
and looking for opportunities to grow. Instead 
they are being asked to divert precious time 
and resources to satisfy yet another layer of 
red tape from Washington. 

By repealing these ill-conceived require- 
ments, we take a big step toward putting 
America back on a growth footing. We reaffirm 
that this Congress will no longer finance the 
expansion of government on the backs of our 
small businesses, America’s economic engine. 

The United States is the creative capital of 
the world. We have the most innovative entre- 
preneurs and the most determined and resil- 
ient workforce. 

Our businesses and our people have proven 
that they can out-innovate and out-compete 
any country in the world. But they can’t do it 
if Washington keeps making it harder for 
them. And they can’t do it if they are plagued 
by fears of excessive regulation, higher taxes 
and inflation. 

Our job as legislators is to create oppor- 
tunity—to restore the principle that everyone in 
America has a fair shot. 

That’s why it is imperative that we cut need- 
less regulation and bring spending down to 
sustainable levels. And that’s why it is incum- 
bent upon us to support this legislation to 
make sure small businesses aren’t bogged 
down in needless paperwork so that they can 
grow and create jobs. | urge my colleagues to 
support H.R. 4. 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Madam Speaker, 
our nation’s small businesses create 7 of 
every ten 10 new jobs. They represent 99.7 
percent of all employer firms, and employ 97.5 
percent of all identifiable exporters. They are 
the entrepreneurs that can lead us out of the 
economic downturn. We are depending on 
them to reinvigorate our economy. But the fact 
is, Washington has not provided them with an 
environment in which they can thrive. 
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At House Small Business Committee hear- 
ings, owners of small firms have told us week 
after week that they want Washington to get 
out of the way so they can do what they do 
best: create jobs and help move our economy 
forward. But Washington keeps piling on man- 
dates that hold them back. The expanded 
1099 information reporting requirement is a 
perfect example. 

At one of our recent hearings, a small man- 
ufacturer from North Carolina said, “The ex- 
panded 1099 reporting requirement included in 
the healthcare law is a good example of the 
kind of misguided policy that works against the 
interest of small businesses. Tax filing is never 
a task small business owners look forward to, 
but making filing more burdensome only 
drains resources from already struggling com- 
panies.” Few industries have been as affected 
by the economic downturn as home builders. 
A small home builder from Kentucky said, 
“. . . [T]here will be significant costs involved 
to track, aggregate and report required trans- 
actions.” 

Madam Speaker, at a time when we should 
be making it easier to create jobs and promote 
economic growth, small businesses don’t need 
another costly and burdensome mandate. | 
thank Chairman САМР for his work in advanc- 
ing this important legislation to the House 
Floor, and recognize Chairman LUNGREN for 
his leadership on this issue. | ask my col- 
leagues to support H.R. 4. 

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, | rise in op- 
position to H.R. 4, the Small Business Paper- 
work Mandate Elimination Act. | want to say 
on record, however, that | support repeal of 
the Affordable Care Act’s 1099 mandate. This 
onerous paperwork requirement was included 
in the act at the insistence of our colleagues 
in the other body, and not by us in the House. 

The 1099 mandate should be repealed, but 
it must be done in a fiscally responsible man- 
ner than does not harm working families, who 
struggle every day to cope with the effects of 
the current recession. The bill we are pres- 
ently considering passes the cost of the 1099 
repeal on to middle class Americans by ensur- 
ing that more of them will be subject to in- 
creased taxes. Moreover, H.R. 4 will reduce 
the number of Americans with health coverage 
by over a quarter-million, according to the 
Joint Committee on Taxation. 

Madam Speaker, H.R. 4 is a poor com- 
promise, reminiscent of the legislative travesty 
foisted on the American people last December 
when Senate Republicans insisted unemploy- 
ment benefits come at the price of tax cuts for 
the rich. І call on my colleagues to oppose this 
bill and instead work to find more responsible 
ways to pay for the repeal of the 1099 man- 
date, such as closing foreign tax loopholes 
and eliminating tax breaks for oil companies. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, | rise today in opposition to H.R. 4, 
the Small Business Paperwork Elimination Act 
of 2011. The stated purpose of this is to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code to repeal a 
provision added by the Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act that extends to corpora- 
tions that are not tax-exempt, the requirement 
to report payments of $600 or more. 

However, | must say that while | strongly 
support providing relief to America’s small 
businesses and | absolutely support the land- 
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mark Patient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act, | deeply regret that yet again we have 
had a closed rule regarding the full consider- 
ation and making of useful, meaningful 
amendments to H.R. 4. When the Republican 
majority came into this Congress they prom- 
ised an open and transparent process. This is 
not open and transparent. It does not provide 
the assistance to America’s small businesses 
that my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle would like us to believe and in fact, fur- 
ther burdens small businesses. 

If we had a truly open process, we could 
have all worked together in a bi-partisan man- 
ner to provide real relief to America’s middle 
class and small businesses instead of the tax 
increase we are being asked to heap onto 
their backs today. 

The simple fact is that H.R. 4 Would In- 
crease Taxes on Middle Class and Raises the 
Number of Uninsured. 

It is not good for the people of the 18th con- 
gressional district of Texas, it is not good for 
the State of Texas, and it is not good for the 
United States of America. 

H.R. 4 Increases Taxes on the Middle 
Class. H.R. 4 would force many middle-in- 
come Americans to pay higher taxes. Simply 
by accepting a better job, picking up extra 
shifts or receiving a holiday bonus, these fami- 
lies would have to pay the IRS the value of 
their health premium tax credits, jeopardizing 
their financial security. 

H.R. 4 Creates a Steep Cliff that will Penal- 
ize the Middle Class. It would eliminate protec- 
tions for families with income between 400 
and 500 percent of poverty ($88,000 to 
$110,000 for a family of four). That means if 
a family’s actual annual income was even one 
dollar above 400 percent of poverty, they 
could have to pay the IRS the entire value of 
their health insurance premium tax credits. Ac- 
cording to the Joint Committee on Taxation, 
the average payment for a family between 400 
and 450 percent of poverty will go up by 
$3,000 due to the Republican policy, for a 
total of $6,000 or more in payments to the 
IRS. 

H.R. 4 Undoes the Bipartisan Agreement on 
Health Care. While there has been conten- 
tious disagreement about health reform, the 
structure of the repayment caps is one of the 
few health reform issues with strong bipartisan 
agreement. The House fixed the problem of a 
steep cliff if one’s income increased to 400 
percent of poverty by a bipartisan vote of 409— 
2 last December—and it was signed into law. 
H.R. 4 undoes that bipartisan agreement so 
that Republicans can increase taxes on the 
middle class—those between 400 and 500 
percent of poverty—by $25 billion. 

H.R. 4 Leads to an Increase in the Number 
of Uninsured. According to the Joint Com- 
mittee on Taxation, the Republican proposal 
will cause an increase in the uninsured of 
266,000. Over a quarter of a million individuals 
will no longer receive health insurance out of 
fear that they will be forced to pay substantial 
amounts to the IRS at tax time. 

H.R. 4 Disproportionately Hurts Families Liv- 
ing in High Premium Areas. Families who 
have to pay the IRS the value of their health 
premium tax credits will have to pay even 
more if they live in parts of the country that 
have higher premiums due to circumstances in 
the local market. 
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So, | urge my colleagues to join me in op- 
posing this bill and supporting true bipartisan 
relief for America’s middle class and small 
businesses. 

Mr. MARINO. Madam Speaker, | rise today 
in strong support of H.R. 4, the Small Busi- 
ness Paperwork Mandate Elimination Act of 
2011. This legislation would repeal one of 
many burdensome requirements being im- 
posed on Americans, especially the job cre- 
ators, by the health care law passed last year. 
This 1099 mandate highlights the problem with 
ignoring the voice of the American people and 
passing a “bill so you can find out what is in 
it.” 

Small business owners from Northeastern 
Pennsylvania have found out what was in the 
health care bill and they are not happy: 

Small business owner, Arthur Borden of 
Lewisburg, states, “It's hard to believe that 
elected representatives of our people could be 
so irresponsible to allow such a ridiculous pro- 
vision as the 1099 mandate included in the re- 
cently passed health care law. As the owner 
of a small business which is already overbur- 
dened by rules, regulations, and rolls of red 
tape, | am appalled and frightened by the 
prospects of what such an ill conceived law 
will do.” 

Small business owner, Bruce Brown of 
Clarks Summit, states, “Businesses are al- 
ready overburdened with tax paperwork and 
reporting requirements, so the additional re- 
quirements included in the РРАСА will only in- 
crease the cost and complexity of complying 
with the tax code.” 

Small business owner, Thomas Musser of 
Mifflinburg, simply states, “1 do not support the 
1099 tax reporting requirement.” 

The Pennsylvania based business net- 
working organization, SMC Business Councils, 
released a survey of its member businesses 
which found that their members file roughly 10 
forms per year; under the new requirement 
from the health care law, the members esti- 
mated that would jump to more than 200 a 
year. The new costs associated with com- 
plying with this mandate would cripple small 
businesses across my district and the Com- 
monwealth. 

| join with my constituents and all small 
business owners throughout the nation in sup- 
port of repealing the onerous 1099 reporting 
requirement. Furthermore, this debate is yet 
another reminder as to why we need to repeal 
the jobs-destroying health care bill and begin 
the process of methodically and thoughtfully 
reforming the health care system in an open 
and transparent manner, taking into account 
viewpoints from both sides of the aisle. Most 
importantly though, we must take into account 
the voice of the American people. This was 
omitted from the process a year ago, and 
today we begin process of cleaning up the 
mess that occurs when this omission happens. 

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Madam Speaker, | 
have heard complaints from farmers and small 
business owners across the 2nd congressional 
district who believe that having to file this on- 
erous 1099 form for any payment greater than 
$600 is an unnecessary bureaucratic night- 
mare that needs to be repealed. Small busi- 
nesses are the engines that drive our nation’s 
economy, and they should focus on creating 
jobs, not filling out paperwork. Now is the time 
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to reduce the obstacles for small business 
growth, not increase them, and repealing this 
provision would help accomplish that goal. 

If action is not taken, the 1099 reporting re- 
quirements set to be enacted in 2012 will bury 
our country’s farmers and small businesses 
owners in excessive paperwork. It ultimately 
will raise the cost of doing business and cre- 
ate an economic burden through increased 
prices for goods and services. Meanwhile, the 
IRS will be swamped in 1099 Forms while 
other vital enforcement activities are not met. 

It is undisputed that these requirements are 
unacceptable. There is nearly unanimous 
agreement in Congress around repealing this 
onerous provision. Already the Senate has 
taken action and approved bipartisan legisla- 
tion that would fix this problem. Nevertheless, 
the House Majority has decided to poison the 
legislation at hand with an offset containing a 
severe tax increase aimed squarely at middle 
income Americans. It would raise taxes on 
middle-income families who simply get a new 
job, work extra shifts, or receive a bonus for 
good performance. It is insensitive and even 
more onerous due to the fact it would place a 
greater burden on working families trying to 
purchase health care. 

While | support repealing the overly burden- 
some 1099 requirements—and while | will re- 
luctantly vote for this legislation—I find the 
choice that the Majority has put in front of us 
to be truly objectionable. The current offset will 
raise taxes and will hurt Americans’ access to 
health care. This choice is unacceptable, and 
| look forward to working with the Senate and 
the Administration to ensure that this divisive 
and unnecessary attack on middle-income 
Americans is taken out of the final legislation 
and that a more suitable offset is found. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 129, the pre- 
vious question is ordered on the bill, as 
amended. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. MCNERNEY. Madam Speaker, I 
have a motion to recommit at the 
desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Мг. McNERNEY. I am opposed in its 
current form. 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I reserve 
a point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point 
of order is reserved. 

The Clerk will report the motion to 
recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. McNerney moves to recommit the bill 
H.R. 4 to the Committee on Ways and Means 
with instructions to report the same back to 
the House forthwith with the following 
amendment: 


Add at the end of the bill the following new 
sections: 
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SEC. 5. NONREFUNDABLE PERSONAL CREDIT 
FOR TAXPAYERS SUBJECT TO A TAX 
INCREASE UNDER THE SMALL BUSI- 
NESS PAPERWORK MANDATE ELIMI- 
NATION ACT OF 2011. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part IV of 
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting 
after section 25D the following new section: 
“SEC. 25E. CREDIT FOR TAXPAYERS SUBJECT TO 

A TAX INCREASE UNDER THE SMALL 
BUSINESS PAPERWORK MANDATE 
ELIMINATION ACT OF 2011. 

*“(а) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi- 
vidual, there shall be allowed as a credit 
against the tax imposed by this chapter for 
the taxable year an amount equal to the ex- 
cess (if any) of— 

“(1) the regular tax liability of the tax- 
payer for the taxable year, over 

(2) the regular tax liability of the tax- 
payer for the taxable year, determined by ap- 
plying section 36B(f)(2) (as in effect on the 
day before the date of the enactment of this 
section) in lieu of section 36B(f)(2) (as in ef- 
fect on the day after the date of the enact- 
ment of this section). 

“(b) CARRYFORWARD OF UNUSED CREDIT.— 

“(1) RULE FOR YEARS IN WHICH ALL PER- 
SONAL CREDITS ALLOWED AGAINST REGULAR 
AND ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX.—In the case 
of a taxable year to which section 26(a)(2) ap- 
plies, if the credit allowable under sub- 
section (a) exceeds the limitation imposed by 
section 26(a)(2) for such taxable year reduced 
by the sum of the credits allowable under 
this subpart (other than this section), such 
excess shall be carried to the succeeding tax- 
able year and added to the credit allowable 
under subsection (a) for such succeeding tax- 
able year. 

‘*(2) RULE FOR OTHER YEARS.—In the case of 
a taxable year to which section 26(a)(2) does 
not apply, if the credit allowable under sub- 
section (a) exceeds the limitation imposed by 
section 26(a)(1) for such taxable year reduced 
by the sum of the credits allowable under 
this subpart (other than this section), such 
excess shall be carried to the succeeding tax- 
able year and added to the credit allowable 
under subsection (a) for such succeeding tax- 
able year.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 24(b)(3)(B) of such Code is 
amended by inserting ‘‘25H,’’ after ‘‘25D,’’. 

(2) Section 25(е)(1)(С) of such Code is 
amended by inserting “258, after ‘‘25D,’’ 
both places it appears. 

(8) Section 25А(1)(5)(В) of such Code is 
amended by inserting ‘‘25H,’’ after ‘‘25D,’’. 

(4) Section 25B(g)(2) of such Code is amend- 
ed by inserting ‘258,’ after ‘‘25D,’’. 

(5) Sections 25D(c)(1)(B) and 25D(c)(2)(A) of 
such Code are both amended by inserting 
“апа section 25E” after ‘‘this section”. 

(6) Section 26(a)(1) of such Code is amended 
by inserting “258, after ‘‘25D,’’. 

(7) Section 30(с)(2)(В)(11) of such Code is 
amended by inserting ‘‘25H,’’ after ‘‘25D,’’. 

(8) Section 30B(g)(2)(B)Gi) of such Code is 
amended by inserting ‘‘25H,’’ after ‘‘25D,’’. 

(9) Section 300(с)(2)(В)(11) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘sections 28 and 25D” 
and inserting ‘‘sections 28, 25D, and 25E’’. 

(10) Section 1400C(d) of such Code is amend- 
ed by inserting “258, after ‘‘25D,’’ both 
places it appears. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart A of part IV of sub- 
chapter A of chapter 1 of such Code is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 25D the following new item: 

“Sec. 25E. Credit for taxpayers subject to a 
tax increase under the Small 
Business Paperwork Mandate 
Elimination Act of 2011.’’. 
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(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2013. 

SEC. 6. INCOME ATTRIBUTABLE TO DOMESTIC 
PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec- 
tion 199(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by striking “апа” at the end 
of clause (ii), by striking the period at the 
end of clause (iii) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and 
by inserting after clause (iii) the following 
new clause: 

“(iv) in the case of a major integrated oil 
company (as defined in section 167(h)(5)), the 
production, refining, processing, transpor- 
tation, or distribution of oil, gas, or any pri- 
mary product thereof.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2014. 

SEC. 7. MAJOR INTEGRATED OIL COMPANIES IN- 
ELIGIBLE FOR LAST-IN, FIRST-OUT 
METHOD OF INVENTORY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 471 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by re- 
designating subsection (c) as subsection (d) 
and by inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

(с) MAJOR INTEGRATED OIL COMPANIES IN- 
ELIGIBLE FOR LAST-IN, FIRST-OUT METHOD.— 
In the case of a major integrated oil com- 
pany (as defined in section 167(h)(5)(B))— 

“(1) the last-in, first-out method of deter- 
mining inventories shall in no event be 
treated as clearly reflecting income, and 

(2) sections 472 and 473 shall not apply.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this section shall apply to taxable years be- 
ginning after December 31, 2014. 

(2) CHANGE IN METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—In 
the case of any taxpayer required by the 
amendments made by this section to change 
its method of accounting for its first taxable 
year beginning after December 31, 2014— 

(A) such change shall be treated as initi- 
ated by the taxpayer, 

(B) such change shall be treated as made 
with the consent of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and 

(C) if the net amount of the adjustments 
required to be taken into account by the tax- 
payer under section 481 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 is positive, such amount 
shall be taken into account over a period of 
8 years beginning with such first taxable 
year. 

Mr. MCNERNEY (during the reading). 
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to dispense with the reading. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

Mr. CAMP. I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Clerk will continue to read. 

Mr. MCNERNEY (during the reading). 
Madam Speaker, once again I ask 
unanimous consent to dispense with 
the reading. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

Mr. CAMP. I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

The Clerk will continue to read. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I insist 

on my point of order. 
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I make a point of order against the 
motion because it violates clause 10 of 
rule XXI, as it has the net effect of in- 
creasing mandatory spending within 
the time period set forth in the rule. 

I ask for a ruling of the Chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
any Member wish to be heard on the 
point of order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McNERNEY. Madam Speaker, 
everyone knows that times are tough 
and that individuals, families, and 
small businesses are having a difficult 
time making ends meet. That’s why 
it’s so important that we provide small 
businesses, which are the backbone of 
our economy, with the tools to suc- 
ceed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman wish to address the point of 
order? 

Mr. McNERNEY. Yes, the gentleman 
wishes to address the point of order. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will hear the gentleman. 

Mr. McNERNEY. With rising prices 
of gasoline, and unemployment that re- 
mains far too high, helping small busi- 
nesses is more important than ever. 
Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, the gen- 
tleman is not addressing the point of 
order. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from California wish to ad- 
dress the specific point of order? 

Does any other Member wish to ad- 
dress the point of order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from California was addressing 
the point of order. I think he should be 
allowed to do so. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California may be heard 
only on the point of order and may 
continue if he is speaking directly to 
the point of order. 

Mr. McNERNEY. Madam Speaker, 
this directly addresses the tax provi- 
sion in the Republican bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California may proceed. 
Mr. MCNERNEY. This motion to re- 
commit addresses the pay-for in the 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California may proceed. 
Mr. MCNERNEY. Madam Speaker, I 
am a former small business owner, and 
while I strongly supported our efforts 
to reform the health care—— 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, regular 
order. The gentleman is not addressing 
the point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will hear the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. LEVIN. I urge the gentleman 
from Michigan to let him—— 

Mr. CAMP. Regular order, 
Speaker. 


Madam 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem- 
bers will suspend. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. MCNERNEY. We have a paid-for 
tax cut that’s germane and included in 
the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman may proceed, but the Chair will 
hear argument from all Members on 
the point of order only. 

The gentleman from California con- 
tinues to be recognized. 

Mr. McNERNEY. While I strongly 
supported our efforts to reform the 
health care system, I also supported re- 
pealing the 1099 reporting requirement. 
This requirement will negatively affect 
small businesses’ ability to operate 
smoothly and efficiently. There is a 
broad bipartisan consensus on this 
point, and I have received many 
emails, phone calls and letters from 
constituents in my district who oppose 
the 1099 reporting requirement. 

I support repealing the 1099 provi- 
sion—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will suspend. 

Remarks must be confined to the 
procedural issue at hand. 

Mr. MCNERNEY. We have a paid for 
tax cut that is in order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
any other Member wish to be heard on 
the point of order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. The gentleman wishes to 
proceed. The gentleman from Cali- 
fornia wishes to proceed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman must speak to the specific pro- 
cedural question. 

Mr. LEVIN. And he says he is doing 
so. He is saying he is doing so. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There 
seems to be some question of that. 

The gentleman from California may 
proceed. 

Mr. MCNERNEY. I stand here to offer 
a better alternative. It’s paid for. In- 
stead of simply agreeing to the major- 
ity’s bill, the motion to recommit 
would repeal the 1099 requirement and 
provide a new tax cut to the middle- 
class paid for by closing tax loopholes 
exploited by large oil companies. It’s 
paid for and it’s germane. 

Oil companies have earned record 
profits over the last few years, and it’s 
just unacceptable for them to take ad- 
vantage of the special loopholes when 
the middle class is struggling. 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, the gen- 
tleman is not addressing the point of 
order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California has not spoken 
directly to the procedural question of 
order. The Chair will now recognize 
other Members. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you for allow- 
ing me to address the point of order. 
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Madam Speaker, the rules of the 
House give a modicum of support to 
the minority to offer motions to ad- 
dress a different point of view on legis- 
lation, albeit in the form of a motion 
to recommit. The rules of the House, 
Madam Speaker, allow for the minor- 
ity to express that point through the 
motion. 

In this motion to recommit, as has 
been placed forward by the gentleman 
from California, it is a simple choice 
between the oil companies and the 
middle class: Side with the oil compa- 
nies or side with the middle class. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will suspend. The gentleman is 
not addressing the procedural issues 
raised by the point of order. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, if I 
can, I am addressing the rules of the 
House that allow for the minority to 
have an opportunity to make a motion 
to recommit. It may not be in 
agreeance with the majority. We un- 
derstand that. They may not like the 
motion to recommit. We understand 
that. They may not like the motion to 
recommit under the rule because it 
touches onto an area that they are not 
comfortable with, that is, taxing oil 
companies. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman is not addressing the proce- 
dural issue. 

Mr. CROWLEY. I am addressing the 
rules of the House, Madam Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman is not sticking to the precise 
procedural question at hand, which is 
clause 10 of rule XXI. 

Mr. CAMP. I would ask the Chair to 
rule, Madam Speaker. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I wish 
to be heard. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
any Member in the body wish to be 
heard on the point of order under 
clause 10 of rule XXI specifically? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes, I do. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, the 
rules of the House, as crafted by the 
majority, do make it difficult for us to 
craft motions to recommit that are 
germane. 

I submit this is, and I think you 
should listen to us before you make a 
ruling. You are the Speaker of the 
House, acting in that capacity. 

This motion would cut taxes, would 
end oil subsidies, and ensure more 
Americans have health insurance. It is 
germane. The Republicans should not 
try to gag us. 

I urge that the Speaker rule this in 
order. 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I would 
ask the Chair to rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has heard enough and is prepared 
to rule at this time. 

Mr. WEINER. Madam Chair, point of 
order. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from York have a point of 
order? 

Mr. WEINER. Madam Speaker, Mem- 
bers should have an opportunity to be 
heard on the point of order. Just be- 
cause one person you might feel didn’t 
address it doesn’t mean all of us should 
be prejudiced in our opportunity to 
speak. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Argu- 
ment is at the discretion of the Chair, 
to edify her judgment. 

The Chair finds that it is time to now 
rule on the point of order. 

The gentleman from Michigan makes 
a point of order that the motion offered 
by the gentleman from California vio- 
lates clause 10 of rule XXI by proposing 
an increase in mandatory spending 
over a relevant period of time. 

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XXI and 
clause 4 of rule XXIX, the Chair is au- 
thoritatively guided by estimates from 
the chair of the Committee on the 
Budget that the net effect of the provi- 
sions in the amendment would increase 
mandatory spending over a relevant pe- 
riod as compared to the bill. 

Accordingly, the point of order is 
sustained and the motion is not in 
order. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I appeal 
the ruling of the Chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the decision of the 
Chair stand as the judgment of the 
House? 

MOTION TO TABLE 


Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I move 
to lay the appeal on the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
question is on the motion to table. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote on the motion to table 
will be followed by a 5-minute vote on 
passage of the bill, if arising without 
further proceedings in recommittal. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 243, nays 
181, not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 161] 


The 


YEAS—243 
Adams Bilirakis Camp 
Aderholt Bishop (UT) Campbell 
Akin Black Canseco 
Alexander Blackburn Cantor 
Altmire Bonner Capito 
Amash Bono Mack Carter 
Austria Boren Cassidy 
Bachmann Boustany Chabot 
Bachus Brady (TX) Chaffetz 
Barletta Brooks Coble 
Bartlett Broun (GA) Coffman (CO) 
Barton (TX) Buchanan Cole 
Bass (NH) Bucshon Conaway 
Benishek Buerkle Cravaack 
Berg Burgess Crawford 
Biggert Burton (IN) Crenshaw 
Bilbray Calvert Cuellar 


Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 

Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 

Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 


Jones 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
Е. 
Маск 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 


NAYS—181 


Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
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Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Rigell 

Rivera 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross (FL) 
Royce 

Runyan 

Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 

Tipton 

Turner 

Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 

Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
Weiner 

Wes 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 

Wol 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
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Kaptur Moran Schrader 
Keating Murphy (CT) Schwartz 
Kildee Nadler Scott (VA) 
Kind Napolitano Scott, David 
Kissell Neal Serrano 
Kucinich Olver Sewell 
Langevin Owens Sherman 
Larsen (WA) Pallone Shuler 
Larson (CT) Pascrell Sires 
Lee (CA) Pastor (AZ) Slaughter 
Levin Payne Smith (WA) 
Lewis (GA) Pelosi Stark 
Lipinski Perlmutter Sutton 
Loebsack Peters Thompson (CA) 
Lofgren, Zoe Pingree (ME) Thompson (MS) 
Lowey Polis Tierney 
Lujan Price (NC) Tonko 
Lynch Quigley Towns 
Maloney Rahall Tsongas 
Markey Rangel Van Hollen 
Matheson Reyes Velazquez 
Matsui Richardson Visclosky 
McCarthy (NY) Richmond Walz (MN) 
McCollum Ross (AR) Wasserman 
McDermott Rothman (NJ) Schultz 
McGovern Roybal-Allard Waters 
McIntyre Ruppersberger Watt 
McNerney Rush Waxman 
Meeks Ryan (OH) Welch 
Michaud Sanchez, Loretta Wilson (FL) 
Miller (NC) Sarbanes Woolsey 
Miller, George Schakowsky Wu 
Moore Schiff Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—8 
Becerra Hinojosa Sanchez, Linda 
Giffords Hoyer T. 
Hanna Jordan Speier 
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Mr. LYNCH, Ms. PINGREE of Maine, 
Messrs. DeFAZIO, ELLISON, WAX- 
MAN, and Ms. BERKLEY changed their 
vote from “yea” to “пау.” 

Messrs. ALTMIRE, HUIZENGA of 
Michigan, and MARCHANT changed 
their vote from “nay” to “yea.” 

So the motion to table was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated against: 

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, earlier 
today | was unavoidably detained and missed 
rolicall vote 161. If present, | would have voted 
“no” on rollcall vote 161. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem- 
bers should be aware that debate on a 
point of order is solely to edify the 
judgment of the presiding officer. As 
such, argument on a point of order 
must be confined to the question of 
order and may not range to an under- 
lying substantive question. The Chair 
endeavors to hear such arguments as 
may tend to edify her judgment, but 
when she is prepared to rule, she may 
decline to hear more. 

The optimal accommodation of Mem- 
bers’ desires to argue on a point of 
order can be achieved only when, first, 
those seeking recognition for that pur- 
pose properly confine themselves to the 
question of order; and, second, those 
who believe they have heard enough 
leave it to the presiding officer to de- 
cide when she has heard enough. 

The Chair enlists the understanding 
and cooperation of all Members in 
these matters. 

The question is on the passage of the 
bill. 
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The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. WEINER. Madam Speaker, I rise 
to a point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his point of order. 

Mr. WEINER. Madam Speaker, the 
voice vote we just took violates clause 
5(0) of rule XXI, and this vote shall be 
taken with a three-fifths required for 
passage. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
any Member wish to speak to the point 
of order? 

Mr. WEINER. Madam Speaker, I do. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from New York is recognized to 
speak on the point of order. 

Mr. WEINER. Thank you. 

Madam Speaker, as we all know here, 
we have a special rule in the House. As 
I just referenced, it is clause 5(b) of 
rule XXI, which was put into the rules 
of the House to make it extraordinarily 
difficult for us to change tax rates. The 
reason we did that was out of a bipar- 
tisan consideration that we wanted to 
make sure that legislation we did here 
didn’t have the effect, under the ruse of 
some other action, of changing effec- 
tive tax rates for people. So this rule 
was put into place which said, if you’re 
going to do that, you need to have a 
three-fifths majority. This bill that we 
are considering now is, by its action, 
changing people’s effective tax rates. 

ГІ try to be brief. It’s just that I 
know many Members hadn’t been 
tuned into the debate, and I want to 
explain this point. 

What the bill would do if it were to 
be passed would be to say, if someone 
had a marginal increase in their in- 
come that took them up into the next 
bracket, they would lose, not only the 
subsidy provided under the health care 
act to buy insurance, but in its en- 
tirety a $200 increase above the bracket 
would essentially put them into a dif- 
ferent tax bracket. This is exactly 
what this rule was intended to pre- 
vent—our taking an action that unwit- 
tingly changes where people’s tax rates 
are without our actually having to 
stand up and do it. 

This rule puts a pretty strong level of 
test into place for us. It says we need a 
three-fifths majority. It is very dif- 
ficult for the Chair to rule about a 
three-fifths, A, on a voice vote. Sec- 
ondly, I want to be sure that if we go 
to what is certainly going to be a re- 
corded vote that—— 

Mr. TERRY. Objection. The gen- 
tleman from New York is not speaking 
to the point of order. 

Mr. WEINER. First of all, I can be ac- 
cused of a lot of things. Not speaking 
to the point of order isn’t one of them. 

Madam Speaker, this point of order 
is specifically whether or not the rule 
that we have that says that the move- 
ment within tax brackets is subject to 
a higher order. 
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Let me also make this argument in 
support of the point of order. 

Mr. TERRY. Objection. The gen- 
tleman from New York is not speaking 
to the point of order. 

Mr. WEINER. The gentleman from 
Nebraska does not control the time. 

Point of order. I am on my feet to a 
point of order. I cannot be taken off my 
feet by anyone except the Chair. I 
would urge the respect of the gen- 
tleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will continue to hear the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. WEINER. The reason this is so 
important and that we enforce it now 
is, just as we all have in our rules the 
annotations of when this rule has been 
bent and broken, we don’t want at the 
beginning of this Congress one of the 
earliest actions we do to be to bend and 
break and leave in shatters the three- 
fifths requirement. 

You might believe it’s a good thing 
to do. I just think there should be at 
least three-fifths of us, under the rules 
that we agreed upon, to raise the tax 
bracket, particularly since it’s on mid- 
dle class Americans. When you’re mak- 
ing 80-some-odd thousand dollars a 
year and you make an extra $200 in in- 
come, they want to increase your tax 
bracket. If we’re going to do that, let’s 
make sure it’s with a three-fifths ma- 
jority. 

I urge that the point of order be 
upheld and that we have to vote on this 
by three-fifths. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. CROW- 
LEY) wish to be heard on the point of 
order? 

Mr. CROWLEY. On the point of 
order, Madam Speaker, specifically, let 
me just clarify for my friends on the 
other side, and for those on our side of 
the aisle as well—for all Members of 
the House—that clause 5(b) of rule XXI 
states that passage, again, of a tax in- 
crease needs a three-fifths majority of 
those present for passage if we are 
changing the tax rates or the brackets 
of individuals. 
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I know it’s not, again, comfortable, 
but as the example I laid out in the de- 
bate, which was not refuted by anyone, 
if an individual earning $88,000 from a 
family of four receives a $250 bonus, 
that would require them to pay $4,460 
in tax. That is, indeed, a new tax; and, 
therefore, it should be subject to this 
rule that we would require three-fifths. 

I know it’s hard, because that’s the 
difficulty of this in changing the tax 
rates. It should be difficult. That’s the 
rule to make this bipartisan. We do 
this together, a three-fifths vote. 

And, Madam Speaker, we are chang- 
ing the tax rates. We are changing the 
brackets; and, therefore, this rule 
ought to be imposed. 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I wish to 
be heard. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, I would 
refer the Members of the House to the 
committee report in this area, and in 
that committee report it states: The 
committee has carefully reviewed the 
provisions of the bill and states that 
the provisions of this bill do not in- 
volve any Federal income tax rate in- 
creases within the meaning of the rule. 

I would say that the rules of the 
House in this area refer to specific sec- 
tions of the Internal Revenue Code. 
Also, the rules of the House—and I 
would say my friends are not going far 
enough in their reading of the rules— 
define exactly what an income tax in- 
crease is. This bill does not amend 
those specific sections of the Code that 
are referred to in the rules. Accord- 
ingly, a point of order does not lie. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I would 
like to be heard. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. I just want to read from 
the bill: 

“Tf the advance payments to a tax- 
payer exceed the credit allowed by this 
section, the tax imposed by this chap- 
ter for the taxable year shall be in- 
creased.” 

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, I 
wish to be heard on the point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, the 
point of order began with the words 
“whether ог поё.” No point of order 
can begin with the words ‘‘whether or 
not.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
Chair is prepared to rule. 

Mr. WEINER. Madam Speaker, may I 
be heard further on the gentleman 
from Michigan’s point? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. WEINER. Let me just say very 
briefly, the gentleman from Michigan 
is correct. We don’t directly do what is 
described in the rule, but the effect is 
that it is indisputable that someone 
who is in one tax bracket after this bill 
will move into another one. 

The purpose of this rule, and clearer 
from the annotations—we’re trying to 
look at the purpose of this rule, and 
the reason we have the Speaker inter- 
preting the rule is to prevent that from 
happening. And if it’s good for the 
goose, it’s good for the gander. 

You’re going to see it happening a lot 
this term. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to be heard. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
New York for a brief moment. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Does the committee 
report get to waive the House rules? 
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The committee report? That’s the evi- 
dence to waive the House rules? That’s 
a new low standard. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
Chair is prepared to rule. 

Since the 105th Congress, the require- 
ment in clause 5(b) of rule XXI for a 
three-fifths vote on certain tax meas- 
ures has comprised the three elements 
described by Speaker pro tempore 
Baldwin in the ruling of January 18, 
2007. 

The first element of the requirement 
is that the measure amends one of the 
subsections of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 that are cited in the rule. 
The second element is that the meas- 
ure does so by imposing a new percent- 
age as a rate of tax. The third element 
is that in doing so the measure in- 
creases the amount of tax imposed by 
any of those cited subsections of the 
Code. 

The Chair is unable to find a provi- 
sion in the pending bill—H.R. 4, as per- 
fected—that fulfills even the first ele- 
ment of the requirement. 

A bill that does not meet any one of 
the three elements required by clause 
5(0) of rule XXI does not carry а Fed- 
eral income tax rate increase within 
the meaning of that rule. 

Accordingly, the Chair holds that a 
majority vote is sufficient to pass the 
pending bill, and the Chair properly an- 
nounced а majority-based result on the 
voice vote on passage. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CAMP. Madam Speaker, 
mand a recorded vote. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A re- 
corded vote is requested on passage of 
the bill. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 314, noes 112, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 162] 


The 


I de- 


AYES—314 
Adams Brady (TX) Cooper 
Aderholt Braley (ТА) Costa 
Akin Brooks Costello 
Alexander Broun (GA) Courtney 
Altmire Buchanan Cravaack 
Amash Bucshon Crawford 
Andrews Buerkle Crenshaw 
Austria Burgess Critz 
Baca Burton (IN) Cuellar 
Bachmann Butterfield Culberson 
Bachus Calvert Davis (CA) 
Barletta Camp Davis (KY) 
Barrow Campbell DeFazio 
Bartlett Canseco Denham 
Barton (TX) Cantor Dent 
Bass (NH) Capito DesJarlais 
Benishek Cardoza Diaz-Balart 
Berg Carnahan Dold 
Berkley Carney Donnelly (IN) 
Biggert Carter Dreier 
Bilbray Cassidy Duffy 
Bilirakis Castor (FL) Duncan (SC) 
Bishop (GA) Chabot Duncan (TN) 
Bishop (NY) Chaffetz Ellmers 
Bishop (UT) Chandler Emerson 
Black Cicilline Farenthold 
Blackburn Coble Fincher 
Bonner Coffman (CO) Fitzpatrick 
Bono Mack Cohen Flake 
Boren Cole Fleischmann 
Boswell Conaway Fleming 
Boustany Connolly (VA) Flores 


Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 

Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Inslee 

Israel 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Keating 
Kelly 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 

Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 

Lewis (CA) 


Ackerman 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carson (IN) 
Chu 

Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Crowley 


Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
Е. 
Маск 
Ма1опеу 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 


NOES—112 


Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
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Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Scalise 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
Welch 

West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 

Wu 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Larson (CT) 
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Lee (CA) Nadler Serrano 
Levin Napolitano Sherman 
Lewis (GA) Neal Stark 
Lofgren, Zoe Olver Sutton 
Lowey Pallone Thompson (CA) 
Lujan Pascrell Thompson (MS) 
Lynch Payne Tierney 
Markey Pelosi Tonko 
Matsui Polis Towns 
McCollum Rangel Tsongas 
McDermott Richmond Van Hollen 
McGovern Rothman (NJ) Wasserman 
Meeks Roybal-Allard Schultz 
Michaud Rush Waters 
Miller (NC) Ryan (OH) Watt 
Miller, George Sarbanes Waxman 
Moore Schakowsky Weiner 
Moran Schwartz Wilson (FL) 
Murphy (CT) Scott (VA) Woolsey 
NOT VOTING—6 
Giffords Jordan Speier 
Hanna Sanchez, Linda 
Hinojosa Т. 
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So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my friend, the majority leader, to ask 
about the schedule for the coming 
week. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the Demo- 
cratic whip, the gentleman from Mary- 
land, for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday the House 
will meet at 2 p.m. for morning hour 
and 4 p.m. for legislative business. On 
Wednesday, the House will meet at 10 
a.m. for legislative business, and recess 
immediately. The House will reconvene 
at approximately 11 a.m. for the pur- 
pose of receiving, in a joint meeting 
with the Senate, the Honorable Julia 
Gillard, Prime Minister of Australia. 
On Thursday, the House will meet at 10 
a.m. for morning hour and noon for leg- 
islative business. On Friday, the House 
will meet at 9 a.m. for legislative busi- 
ness, with last votes expected by 3 p.m. 

The House will consider a few bills 
under suspension of the rules on Tues- 
day and possibly Wednesday, which 
will be announced by the close of busi- 
ness tomorrow. The House will also 
consider two bills that were marked up 
by the Financial Services Committee 
today: H.R. 886, the Emergency Mort- 
gage Relief Program Termination Act, 
and H.R. 830, the FHA Refinance Pro- 
gram Termination Act. These bills will 
eliminate two ineffective mandatory 
programs that, without congressional 
action, will continue spending on auto- 
pilot. 

The House has already had a robust 
debate on the discretionary side of Fed- 
eral spending, Mr. Speaker, and will 
continue to do so, but it’s time we turn 
our attention also to the mandatory 
side of government spending. I expect 


March 3, 2011 


further debate on mandatory spending 
throughout the month of March. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for that information. He mentions that 
we will be considering some bills under 
suspension, as is normal, and two bills, 
H.R. 836 and H.R. 830, presumably 
under a rule. 

I ask the gentleman, will those be 
open rules? And before I yield to him 
for his response, I want to say that I 
want to congratulate the gentleman on 
the process that we considered H.R. 1. 
While those of us on this side did not 
ultimately support H.R. 1, I know that 
the Speaker and the leader are both 
pleased with the openness and trans- 
parency of the process. There was a 
preprinting requirement, of course, so 
it wasn’t a totally open rule in that 
sense. But does the gentleman expect 
there to be open rules on H.R. 836 and 
H.R. 830? 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. And to the gentleman’s 
specific question about next week, I 
would respond to the gentleman that 
we are working with the Rules Com- 
mittee and its chairman, Chairman 
DREIER, to be able to announce an open 
process for the consideration of next 
week’s bills. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
Can I inquire is an open process, is that 
somewhat of a nuance of an open rule? 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman 
also indicated in his remarks the 
preprinting requirement in the CR of 
H.R. 1 provided for it to be a modified 
rule. And it is in that spirit that I 
think the Speaker initially began this 
session, that we are committed to an 
open process, to have the ventilation of 
ideas, to have the participation of as 
many Members as possible in debate of 
measures coming to the floor. We con- 
tinue to want to go in that direction, 
as we have thus far. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
Let me say to the gentleman in terms 
of a constructive discussion that we 
might have, and I happen to believe 
that the preprinting requirement is a 
positive requirement in that it gives 
notice to people. One of the things, as 
we know, that it requires, however, is 
the printing of amendments prior to 
the time you know the status of the 
bill at the time you might offer the 
amendment. I suggest that perhaps we 
have discussions about how to take 
into consideration the process where 
you preprint an amendment, prior to 
getting to your amendment something 
is changed by a previous amendment 
that might require a modification of 
your amendment in terms of an under- 
standing on both sides that perhaps we 
would accommodate, either by unani- 
mous consent or some other process, 
that change. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman 
for raising the point that did come up 
during the debate of H.R. 1. I would say 
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back to the gentleman that it is prob- 
ably a very good discussion to take 
place within the context of the Rules 
Committee. And we look forward to 
having that discussion with the gen- 
tleman as well. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 

The current CR, as the gentleman 
knows, expires March 18 that we passed 
earlier this week, the Senate passed, 
the President has now signed. Can I 
ask the gentleman his thoughts on 
going forward what we might be ex- 
pecting with respect to funding govern- 
ment from March 19 through Sep- 
tember 30 for the balance of the fiscal 
year? 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 
And as the gentleman has already 
pointed out, the House, Mr. Speaker, 
has produced its position in H.R. 1. The 
difficulty is the Senate has failed to 
produce a Senate position. So there 
really is very little foundation upon 
which to engage in any discussion as to 
how we are going to get through the re- 
mainder of the fiscal year. I know that 
the minority leader was recently today 
out saying that the position on the 
part, I guess, of the Senate, and per- 
haps your caucus, is that there is a de- 
sire to bring about $41 billion of cuts. 

I would say to the gentleman, Mr. 
Speaker, $40 billion is not a cut. That’s 
the status quo. And that’s been our po- 
sition all along, is we want to make 
sure we change the status quo, that we 
actually do what most Americans are 
having to do, which is tighten the belt 
and to cut spending in order to get this 
economy going. 

So I am saying to the gentleman we 
would encourage the Senate and Lead- 
er REID to act so that we can move for- 
ward. And until then, Mr. Speaker, I 
would say to my friend from Maryland 
that I would expect the House to con- 
tinue its process of cutting $2 billion 
per week until we can see where the 
gentleman’s caucus and Шеп the 
Democratic leader in the Senate is. 
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Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his response. I might want to pur- 
sue that response just a little bit, how- 
ever. 

The Pledge to America, as I under- 
stand it, said that you were going to 
cut $100 billion; is that accurate? 

Mr. CANTOR. I would say to the gen- 
tleman that the Pledge to America said 
that we were desirous of reducing dis- 
cretionary spending, non-security 
spending, to ’08 levels. 

Mr. HOYER. And H.R. 1, as I under- 
stand it, is scored at $102 billion or 
thereabouts; is that accurate? 

Mr. CANTOR. I would say back to the 
gentleman, as he knows, the figure of 
$100 billion was taken from the dif- 
ference between the President’s FY11 
request and the ’08 levels, which is how 
that figure has become. 

So I would say to the gentleman, if 
he is trying to make the point about 
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100 versus 61, the gentleman is accurate 
when he says that the $100 billion of 
cuts off the 2011 request by the Presi- 
dent is the same as $61 billion of cuts 
against the current level of spending at 
FY10 levels. 

So if I could make the gentleman’s 
point for him, which is exactly why I 
say that insistence upon $41 billion or 
$40 billion in cuts is nothing but de- 
fense of the status quo. That’s what I 
would say to the gentleman. That’s un- 
acceptable to our side. It’s unaccept- 
able to the American people. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for explaining my proposition, but if I 
might clarify a little more, what the 
gentleman has said, the way you get to 
$100 billion is counting that $41 billion 
that you say is the status quo and add- 
ing $60 billion, or $61 billion to it, to 
get to $102 billion, or a little short of 
that. My point clearly is that the gen- 
tleman and his side of the aisle have 
clearly counted the $41 billion that he 
says is the status quo. 

The reason he has done so is because, 
he said, during the course of the cam- 
paign, and others said during the 
course of the campaign, they were to 
cut $100 billion. In fact, as I recall, the 
Speaker and yourself and other leaders 
made the point during the course of 
your initial consideration and the offer 
that was initially made to your con- 
ference, that, in fact, the $41 billion 
was, in fact, a cut from the President’s 
request of $41 billion. 

We agree with that, but we now be- 
lieve that your side is saying, oh, no, 
that doesn’t count, notwithstanding 
the fact it is $41 billion less than the 
President requested and you counted 
that $41 billion less as part of the $100 
billion you represented was part of the 
cuts that you had said you were going 
to make and that you, in fact, made. 

So my point is, as the gentleman has 
pointed out, that your $60 billion, by 
your side’s argument of cutting $100 
billion, only gets to $100 billion because 
you are counting the $41 billion, which 
we have cut. Now I say that for this 
reason: You made the $100 billion 
pledge prior to December. You made it 
prior to the election. Then we, in fact, 
cut from the figure you were using as 
the base, the 2011 base of the Presi- 
dent’s request, we cut $41 billion by 
freezing at 2010 levels. 

Now, very frankly, my point to you 
is, as Iam sure you know, that we have 
already come $41 billion, which means 
41 percent of the way to where you 
wanted to get. We continue to want to 
discuss this matter. Hopefully we can 
move together and come to a com- 
promise figure. 

I know the gentleman has not served 
on the Appropriations Committee. He 
serves on the tax writing committee. 
But in the Appropriations Committee, 
we found an ability to come together 
and make agreement. I am hopeful that 
we can do the same. But I think it un- 
fair and incorrect, frankly, not to 
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count $41 billion because we are now 
starting at 2010 levels as opposed to the 
level that you started at and we start- 
ed at, which was the President’s 2011 
request, and both of us have come that 
$41 billion, and the issue is how much 
further we are going to go. 

Mr. CANTOR. I would respond to the 
gentleman that we have already dis- 
cussed the math here. The problem is 
the American people are waiting for us 
to act. If the gentleman knows the po- 
sition of Senator REID and where he 
would like to go, other than maintain 
the status quo, then that’s what we are 
looking for. The House has made its po- 
sition known. 

Its position, again, is $100 billion off 
the 2011 request or $61 billion off the 
2010 levels of current spending. We have 
maintained that position all along, Mr. 
Speaker, that freezing spending at to- 
day’s level is unacceptable. It will 
bankrupt us if we continue to spend at 
these levels. We have got to begin to 
show some fiscal restraint so we can 
get people back to work in this coun- 
try. 

I am delighted to hear the gentleman 
say we need to cut more, and I am 
hopeful that we can continue to see 
progress on that front. But thus far, 
the gentleman’s colleagues and all of 
our colleagues on the other side of the 
Capitol, Senator REID, has not indi- 
cated where his position is. That’s 
what we need to know to move for- 
ward. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments. 

I ask the gentleman, might I advise 
the leader on the other side of the Cap- 
itol that there is, in fact, a willingness 
on your side to compromise between 
zero and 100? 

I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CANTOR. I would ask the gen- 
tleman, Mr. Speaker, does the gen- 
tleman know of any position having 
been taken, any vote that has been 
taken in the Senate to indicate where 
they are and whether they have come 
off their position of defending the sta- 
tus quo? 

Again, I would say to the gentleman, 
his leader, the minority leader, earlier 
today was in the press indicating that 
that is her position. She wants to de- 
fend the status quo, $41 billion in cuts. 
There is not a cut on the current level 
of spending. 

Mr. HOYER. If that’s the status quo, 
then I suggest to the gentleman he is 
not going to get to $100 billion, which 
he represented and his side represents 
they want to get to. We will see wheth- 
er or not they are prepared to do that. 
But I will tell my friend, if that’s the 
position, then I think we will not be 
able to reach agreement because there 
appears to be no ability to compromise 
in that context. 

The gentleman counted the $41 bil- 
lion during the course of the campaign. 
The gentleman counted that $41 billion 
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when he made a representation to his 
caucus as to why you were offering a 
$32 billion cut because, together, given 
the fact that it was halfway through 
the year, that that would, in fact, be 
tantamount to. But again, in each one 
of those instances, the gentleman 
counted the $41 billion. He is now say- 
ing, oh, no, that is the status quo. 

Does the gentleman know of any 
budget that President Bush signed in 
701, ’02, 03, ’04, °05, and ’06 that main- 
tained either the status quo or cut 
below the so-called status quo, when 
your side was in charge of both the 
House and the Senate and the Presi- 
dency? 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman and I have had similar con- 
versations over the last couple of 
years. I really think it is best for all of 
us to see how we are going forward, not 
looking back. I know the gentleman 
would make the suggestion we could 
learn from past history. I am all about 
that. 

But what I could say, Mr. Speaker, is 
we need a position by the other side in 
order to go forward so we can actually 
do what the American people want, 
which is to cut spending from current 
levels. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 

I would simply suggest to the gen- 
tleman and hope that we can work to- 
gether, as the gentleman suggests, 
come to resolution for the balance of 
the fiscal year. 

The gentleman has made a number of 
comments in the past, with which I 
agree, that uncertainty undermines the 
economy. A quote that the gentleman 
said on the floor last year: Working 
families and businesses remain gripped 
by economic uncertainty, and to this 
day Washington has only made the 
problem worse. If we want to cut into 
the 9.8 percent unemployment, Mr. 
Chairman, we have to instill con- 
fidence in the economy and begin to 
foster an environment for job creation. 

I suggest to the gentleman we will 
not do that until we come to an agree- 
ment. Both sides need to work toward 
that end. I agree with the gentleman 
on that. I am hopeful that the Senate 
will, in fact, make a suggestion in the 
near term; I mean, hopefully, in hours 
and a few days rather than weeks. 

The 18th will be on us, as you know, 
very soon. If we don’t reach an agree- 
ment by next Thursday, in my opinion, 
we will not be able to get the paper- 
work done to get a bill ready to pass by 
Friday the 18th, 2 weeks from tomor- 
row. 
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I think that will be unfortunate and 
will lead to uncertainty and disruption, 
both in the public sector and in the pri- 
vate sector. 

Let me ask you one more question on 
the issue of compromises. Assuming 
the Senate makes an offer and assum- 
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ing it passes an offer or reaches an 
agreement, when it comes back, will 
there be any hearings on the proposed 
cuts and the ramifications of those 
cuts? 

I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CANTOR. I would say to the gen- 
tleman, first of all, as to his suggestion 
about our adding to uncertainty and 
perhaps facilitating a government 
shutdown, we have said all along we do 
not want to shut down the government. 
We want to cut spending. And as I’ve 
said before to the gentleman, it is our 
intention to continue to go forward re- 
ducing spending at the rate of $2 billion 
a week until we can see some signal 
from the Senate that they’re serious 
about wanting to cut spending. 

As for the gentleman’s inquiry about 
hearings on specific cuts, as to a poten- 
tial bill that will govern the route for- 
ward for the rest of the fiscal year, I 
would bring the gentleman’s attention 
to ongoing hearings now as we proceed 
throughout this fiscal year about the 
2012 budget and spending that we 
should be about anyway. 

And let us not forget the reason why 
we find ourselves where we are is be- 
cause the majority from the 111th Con- 
gress did not finish the business of this 
fiscal year, which, again, is why we 
find ourselves in the position of these 
expiring short-term CRs. 

We are dedicated to the notion of 
open process, as the gentleman knows, 
and I know he shares that goal as well, 
and we will continue to operate in that 
manner. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for that answer. 

The reason I ask that question, how- 
ever, I don’t Know whether the gen- 
tleman had an opportunity to read a 
column in The New York Times by 
David Brooks, a relatively conservative 
columnist in The New York Times, as 
the gentleman knows, in which he 
wrote a column called, ‘‘The New Nor- 
mal,” and in paragraph 4 in which he 
stated, ‘“‘In Washington, the Repub- 
licans who designed the cuts’’—which 
are included in H.R. 1—‘‘for this fiscal 
year seemed to have done no serious 
policy evaluation.” 

He goes on about four paragraphs 
later to say, referring to his austerity 
principle—there are three austerity 
principles that he propounds. He said, 
“Never cut without an evaluation proc- 
ess.” 

I think that we need cuts. I’ve said 
that. The gentleman said that. We are 
proceeding. In fact, we have done some 
of those and we have agreement on 
some of those, as the gentleman knows. 
But there were no hearings. That’s why 
Mr. Brooks says that they seem to 
have done no serious policy evaluation 
of those cuts. That’s why I asked that 
question. But I understand the gentle- 
man’s answer. 

I will bring this to a close. We have 
some concerns by the fact that a num- 
ber of economists, a large number of 
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economists, have expressed concern 
about the economic ramifications of 
some of the cuts and the magnitude of 
the cuts that are included. 

As you know, Ben Bernanke indi- 
cated that this spending plan could 
cost a couple of hundred thousand jobs, 
a number he called “поё trivial.” And 
according to Goldman Sachs, we might 
adversely affect GDP by 1.5 to 2 per- 
centage points in the second and third 
quarters compared with current law or 
as the gentleman refers to, the status 
quo. 

I ask the gentleman: Is that of con- 
cern to you or do you believe that 
those evaluations are incorrect? 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

I would say I am always mindful of 
opinion makers, commentators, and 
economists and their view as to what’s 
going on here in Washington. But I 
would say to the gentleman, I think 
we’ve been down the road that the gen- 
tleman suggests is preferable before. 
We, on this floor, passed a nearly $800 
billion stimulus bill, at least on the 
gentleman’s side passed it, and we saw 
the effects of spending that kind of 
money did not produce the kind of job 
creation that was desired or was prom- 
ised. And if I recall, some of the econo- 
mists that the gentleman refers to 
probably were ones that supported the 
notion that the stimulus bill would 
make sure that unemployment didn’t 
exceed 8 percent if we went ahead and 
spent that money. I think we’ve tried 
that before. 

The gentleman also knows that we 
are borrowing nearly 40 cents out of 
every dollar we are spending. That is 
unsustainable. And so if the gentle- 
man’s focus is to spend more money 
from Washington to create jobs, then 
essentially we are creating jobs and 
paying people we can’t afford to pay. 

So what the position is from our side 
of the aisle, Mr. Speaker, is we want to 
be honest with the people. We want to 
look for long-term solutions that get 
this economy going again. 

We all know that most jobs are cre- 
ated in the private sector. We all know 
that most jobs come from the entrepre- 
neurial aspirations of the people of this 
country. It is they who continue to 
point to Washington as the problem. It 
is they who say that government’s ex- 
plosive growth, government’s contin- 
ued and increasing appetite for capital 
is making it so we can’t see investment 
occur here in this country. And if you 
want to fix the economy, deal with the 
deficit. That’s what we’re trying to do, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his comment. 

And certainly, I agree with him that 
we need to deal with the deficit. As the 
gentleman knows, I’ve been pretty 
vocal about that and indicated that we 
need to look at the whole spectrum of 
spending. Focusing on 14 percent of the 
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budget will not get us there. I think 
the gentleman probably agrees with 
that proposition. I know the chairman 
of the Budget Committee agrees with 
that proposition. I may not agree with 
the chairman of the Budget Committee 
on how he wants to get there, but I 
think we do agree that we have to look 
at all of the spending that we do, and 
that bringing down the deficit is of 
critical consequence. 

Let me say to the gentleman, how- 
ever, when he speaks about jobs, as he 
knows, we lost 3.8 million jobs in 2008, 
the last year of the Bush administra- 
tion. The last year of the Obama ad- 
ministration, the last 12 months, we 
have gained 1.1 million private sector 
jobs. So when the gentleman says that 
the Recovery Act did not have the ef- 
fect that the administration hoped for, 
he is correct. We went up above the 8 
percent unemployment. But the gen- 
tleman, I’m sure, knows that during 
the last 12 months we have gained jobs 
on an average of 569,000 over the last 5 
months, so half a million jobs. 

Is that enough? It’s not. Frankly, we 
are going to have to be at 300,000 or 
400,000 per month to overcome the 
number of jobs that were lost prior to 
or during the recession which started, 
of course, in 2007. 

So I want to agree with the gen- 
tleman and hope that we can work to- 
gether on looking at the entire chal- 
lenge that confronts us in bringing this 
deficit down. But I tell my friend to 
continually focus, as the gentleman 
has been doing in this colloquy and in 
other colloquies, on simply the discre- 
tionary spending, non-defense and non- 
security spending, while we certainly 
need to cut fraud, waste, and abuse, cut 
duplication and make government sim- 
pler and more accessible and more cost 
effective for the American people, we 
also need to be, аз you said, honest 
with the American people that if you 
cut out every penny of the portion of 
the budget at which you are looking, 
we will not solve the deficit problem. 

So I say to my friend, I will look for- 
ward to working with him. Our side 
looks forward to working with him and 
his side. I have had discussions—I see 
Mr. DREIER on the floor. We need to 
work together on this issue because the 
gentleman is correct; it is a critical 
area. 

Unless the gentleman wants more 
time, I will yield back. 

I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CANTOR. I would just say to the 
gentleman—and thank you for the 
courtesy of yielding—that is exactly 
why we are turning to mandatory 
spending next week. As the gentleman 
knows, we’ll be fast on the discussion 
of the budget as well. As the gentleman 
knows and can expect that our budget 
will approach the issue of entitlements, 
and we feel it very necessary for us to 
begin that discussion. And, frankly, 
we’re dismayed by the fact that the 
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White House did not include any men- 
tion or discussion or did not deal with 
entitlements in its budget proposal. 

So we hope, and I know the gen- 
tleman is earnest in his desire to want 
to try and deal with the deficit both on 
the discretionary and the mandatory 
side. I look forward to working with 
him toward that end. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 

Just in concluding on that, the ad- 
ministration did, of course, appoint a 
commission, Mr. Bowles and Senator 
Simpson, which did, in fact, look at the 
spectrum of spending and made some 
very substantive recommendations. 
The administration has commended 
those recommendations to us for con- 
sideration. 
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But the administration also said that 
we need to make sure that we invest in 
growing our economy if we expect to 
bring the deficit down, investing in the 
education of our children, investing in 
our infrastructure, investing in innova- 
tion and invention. I agree with the ad- 
ministration on that. I think we need 
to be very careful that we pay atten- 
tion to both the investments and to the 
reduction of the deficits. 


———— с 


HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 


Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 2 p.m. tomorrow; when the 
House adjourns on that day, it adjourn 
to meet on Tuesday, March 8, 2011, 
when it shall convene at 2 p.m. for 
morning-hour debate and 4 p.m. for leg- 
islative business; and when the House 
adjourns on that day, it adjourn to 
meet at 10 a.m. on Wednesday, March 9. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB- 
SON). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 


EE 
PASS FREE TRADE AGREEMENTS 


(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I didn’t 
want to prolong the colloquy, but I 
have to say that both my friends, Mr. 
HOYER and Mr. CANTOR, were talking 
about the imperative for job creation 
and economic growth. 

There is a bipartisan consensus in 
this institution; we all want to see pri- 
vate sector jobs created. We have an 
opportunity to work together in a bi- 
partisan way to do something that 
President Obama addressed in his State 
of the Union message here in this 
Chamber. He talked about the need for 
us to pass first the U.S.-Korea free 
trade agreement; and he also included, 
I am happy to say, the Colombia and 
Panama agreements. 
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All of those agreements have been 
pending. The Colombia and Panama 
agreements actually preceded the Ko- 
rean agreement; and we know if we 
were to pass all three of these pending 
trade agreements, we could create good 
union and nonunion jobs here in this 
country in the manufacturing sectors 
of our economy. 

If you look at companies like Cater- 
pillar, John Deere, Whirlpool, other 
manufacturing companies right here in 
the United States, creating an oppor- 
tunity for those union and non-work- 
ing union members to sell their prod- 
ucts into Latin America is very impor- 
tant. Let’s create jobs; let’s pass all 
three of these agreements. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE OF JOE 
SILVERSMITH 


(Mr. LUJAN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) Й 

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Marine Cor- 
poral Joe Silversmith, who passed 
away earlier this week at the age of 86. 
As a Navajo code talker, Corporal Sil- 
versmith earned the Silver Congres- 
sional Medal of Honor for his service 
during World War II when he answered 
the call of duty and served his country 
in the South Pacific from 1943 to 1946. 

Corporal Silversmith was part of an 
invaluable group of Navajo men who 
transmitted secret communications 
during the war that contributed to vic- 
tory for the Allied forces. 

As we take this moment to remember 
the contributions of Corporal Silver- 
smith, we are reminded of the brave 
service of all Navajo code talkers. Cor- 
poral Silversmith and his brothers in 
arms were nothing short of heroes for 
their efforts during the war. Joe Silver- 
smith went on to become a minister 
after returning home from the war and 
a well-respected member of the com- 
munity, always supporting those he 
ministered to. He will be missed. 

AS we mourn the passing of Joe Sil- 
versmith and celebrate his life, my 
thoughts and prayers are with his wife, 
Ramona, and their two daughters dur- 
ing this sad time. 


ee 


EARLY EDUCATION VITAL FOR 
CHILDREN 


(Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 
Speaker, on Monday, I met with par- 
ents of young children in Davie, Flor- 
ida, in my district who attend early 
childhood education classes at Crayons 
Child Care. We spoke about how vital 
early education is in the development 
of young children; how early education 
increases high school graduation rates; 
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how 50 years of solid research has 
shown that early childhood education 
reduces crimes and delinquency and 
yields up to a $7 return on every dollar 
invested. 

Unfortunately, though, with the pas- 
sage of H.R. 1 just over a week ago, this 
body made the largest cut to education 
in our Nation’s history. Now, we all un- 
derstand that our Nation needs to cut 
spending; but the society that balances 
its budgets on the back of its children 
should not be surprised when the spine 
of its future is broken. These children 
are 2, 3, and 4 years old, but the re- 
sponse from Republicans in the House 
of Representatives is that they would 
pay for it. That just doesn’t make 
sense. It is morally wrong. 


EE 
SAFETY OF TRAVELING PUBLIC 


(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, today 
President Obama and the Mexican 
President announced in short order 
Mexico will begin to reduce its extor- 
tionate tariffs on U.S. goods, many 
from my district and my State. That is 
good news. But we shouldn’t accept a 
bad deal with Mexico that jeopardizes 
the safety of the traveling public on 
our highways; that further jeopardizes 
our security on the border of Mexico; 
and, finally, that puts at risk hundreds 
of thousands of American jobs. 

Just think about it: What American 
trucking company is going to send 
their trucks south of the border into 
the lawless zones with the extortion 
and the kidnapping and everything else 
going on down there? No. If we give 
Mexico free license to drive north into 
the upper 48 States of the United 
States, we will lose hundreds of thou- 
sands of jobs. 

So it is good news they are address- 
ing the tariffs, but we are going to be 
scrutinizing the details of any deal 
that this President reaches with the 
President of Mexico to protect the 
safety of our traveling public, the secu- 
rity of our borders, and American jobs. 


Ee 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the earlier request of the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. JACKSON) 
to insert extraneous material in the 
RECORD is granted. 

There was no objection. 


——— EEE 


JOB DISCRIMINATION IS AS PRO- 
FOUND AS RACIAL DISCRIMINA- 
TION 


(Mr. JACKSON of Illinois asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, unemployment rates are too high in 
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our Nation: around 9 percent nation- 
ally, and within our minority popu- 
lations, that rate is even higher. 

Finding a job is already difficult for 
hundreds of thousands of Americans, 
yet a growing number of employers are 
excluding jobless applicants from con- 
sideration—making the job search 
nearly impossible for those who are un- 
employed. 

Companies have begun to post de- 
scriptions of vacancies including state- 
ments like ‘‘unemployed applicants 
will not be considered”? or ‘‘must be 
currently employed,” leaving those in 
the most dire need of a job high and 
dry. It’s a practice that I utterly op- 
pose. Congress must put an end to it. 

It reminds me of when blacks, 
women, and Asians were told they need 
not apply. Mr. Speaker, how on Earth 
can an unemployed person find a job if 
he or she is barred from applying? 

Unemployment discrimination is as 
profound as racial discrimination. This 
is an appalling form of discrimination 
that deeply harms all Americans, 
hinders companies from finding the 
best workers, and further disables our 
economy. It should not be tolerated in 
America or anywhere else. 

I again call on those plagued by un- 
employment and joblessness to send me 
their resumes and their stories to 
ResumesForAmerica@mail.House.gov. 

AMERICARESUMESFOR 
From: Joseph Drake [j.fdrake@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2011 2:19 PM 
To: americaresumesfor 
Subject: My Resume and Story 

DEAR CONGRESS: I am 60 years old, too 
young to be retired, too old to be unem- 
ployed. In the current economy and at my 
age and health my chances of re-employment 
diminish. I wasn’t planning to retire early, 
but rather late, because of my small amount 
of savings. Now, when I do get a job again, I 
will have to postpone retirement even 
longer. I had almost no contacts about em- 
ployment in spite of applying for about 6 to 
12 jobs a week since I lost my job. My eco- 
nomic circumstances had gradually eroded 
so that I had to start living in a rooming 
house. 

Since I returned to Seattle, in 1993, I have 
largely worked in either retail or parking 
and had worked for Ampco Parking for 13 
years. I haven’t had even 72 hours of work 
since I lost my job last September, and am 
almost completely dependent on my unem- 
ployment check. My bills are piling up. Iam 
planning to start selling my book collection 
and some of my Videos and DVD’s. I am 
planning to discount my landline and depend 
solely on my cell phone. 

I have lived a diverse and interesting life. 
Like Obama, I was once a community orga- 
nizer. I organised A Tenants Union in Santa 
Cruz, CA once, and then worked in orga- 
nizing low income workers and neighbor- 
hoods, helping their causes and providing 
services. I have always been someone to vol- 
unteer, stating in high school or get in- 
volved, and to think of the needs of others. 
I volunteer at my church on movie nights, as 
an usher, and on the Peace and Justice Com- 
mittee. 

I have also been a journalist in the past. 
Now write two blogs and do other online 
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writing. One of the blogs is about my unem- 
ployment and life in the margins of America, 
drawing perspective from the Catholic Work- 
er movement and the social teachings of the 
church and the bible. My other blog is about 
the arts. Although I have my own political 
and religious bias expressed in my blogs, I 
have my non-Catholic, even non-religious 
friends, and many conservative friends. In 
fact some of my blog followers are conserv- 
atives to disagree with my solutions, my 
way of interpreting the social teachings of 
the church, but admire my concern for the 
poor and sympathize with my situation. I 
will probably post a copy of this email for 
them to read and put a link from my 
Facebook page to the blog post. 

Now I am one of those in need, going to 
food banks, getting my coffee at Jack in the 
Box for 55 cents by asking for the senior dis- 
count, cutting every corner and buying only 
what I absolutely need. I hang out in lines 
with desperate looking characters. 

I am uninsured, as Cobra was too expensive 
for me when I lost my job and I have what 
was supposed to be a sprain to the finger, but 
which was probably X-Rayed from the wrong 
angle, and seems like a permanent injury 
and deformation. While I can work and use 
my hand, I can’t type with my small finger, 
or close it completely. Short of going back 
to the ER and getting more unpayable bills, 
without benefits I have no means to treat it. 

Iam hanging in their with the support and 
prayers of a great church community, my 
family and friends, my Facebook friends and 
blog readers. I try to be thankful to God 
every day for each little thing he provides 
me and to focus on the bigger issues—like 
the struggles of the Egyptian people, our na- 
tions problems, everyone else who is poor or 
unemployed. I am hoping, that like the 
198078, we will end the decade as a less self- 
ish, more cooperative, more optimistic na- 
tion that when we entered these hard times. 
I will pray for our nations leaders tonight, 
that all of you get granted the wisdom to 
help our suffering people. 

I have attached, saved in SkyDrive, my 
general purpose resume. I have of course 
have other resumes, but my general one tells 
my story. 

God Bless you and God Bless all the 
poor and unemployed, 
JOSEPH DRAKE. 
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From: Heidi 
[hbur910410@hotmail.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2011 2:23 PM 

To: americaresumesfor 

HELLO: My family and I are Jamaican im- 
migrants and we worked very hard to have 
the American dream. This means going to 
school, working 2 jobs and just doing any- 
thing that’s legal to survive. 

I was laid off June 2009 from a big law firm 
in NYC as a tax accountant making $70,000 a 
year. I applied to every job out there, even 
jobs that were half of my salary. I love the 
work I do, but companies are afraid to hire 
me for a 35-50k job. Гуе been out of work for 
2 years June 2011. I was babysitting, until 
those parents lost their job. I’ve done other 
day jobs when they are available. It’s very 
hard when you have kids to worry about. 

To the congressman that said people are 
taking the unemployment checks and saving 
them . . . which planet are you living on? I 
receive $1620 a month: mortgage for my 
condo: $812; common charges: 371; insurance: 
65, utilities (phone, light, etc): 185; student 
loan-private (federal on forbearance): 150; 
credit card: 235. 


Burrell 
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Thank God I receive food stamps for my 
children and I receive help from my ex hus- 
band (he only works for $12 per hr). I was 
never a big spender, my credit card bill hap- 
pen after I purchase the condo. I cannot af- 
ford to go back to school and the grants that 
NYC offers is suspended. I was never looking 
to make 70k again, I just need a job that will 
help cover my living expenses. 

Sometimes I feel that I wasted my time 
and energy doing the right thing. Look at 
the people on welfare, some never working a 
day in their life and you bust your butt 
working hard and going to school and this is 
what happens. I’ve attached my resume. 

HEIDI. 
HEIDI BURRELL 
610 Waring ave. Apt. 1H Bronx, NY 10467 
(917) 421-6565 
heidi.burrell@gmail.com 
Objective 

To secure a position utilizing my experi- 
ence in areas of tax, clerical support and ac- 
counting. 

Education 

Pace University—New York, NY; Bachelor 
of Business Administration 2007; Finance. 
Experience 


Weil, Gotshal & Manges LLP, New York, NY, 
Тах Accountant—2008-2009 


Prepared federal/state and local supporting 
schedules for firm’s annual partnership tax 
return. 

Managed the timely filing and payment of 
all sales and use tax, commercial rent tax, 
and property tax returns. 

Analyzed and reconciled expense accounts 
used for tax purposes. 

Managed and maintain an inventory of all 
records for the partners. 

Researched federal/state tax law to remain 
in compliance with current regulations. 

Performed administrative tasks such as 
updating tax files, filing, copying, sorting 
mail and mailing partnership return. 

Geller and Company, New York, NY, Tax Ac- 

countant—2005-2008 

Prepared and reviewed 20 international 
branch supporting schedules for client’s tax 
return. 

Created and analyzed client’s financial 
statements. 

Prepared quarterly foreign tax projections. 

Ensured the timely delivery of monthly 
and quarterly tax payment. 

Acted as a liaison and maintained open 
lines of communication among middle man- 
agers and international accounting firms. 


Morgan Stanley, New York, NY, Accountant 
CUnternship)—2003-2005 

Prepared state and local corporate tax re- 
turns, extensions and estimated payments. 

Responded to state tax notices as needed. 

Utilized CorpTax software to prepare re- 
turns including input, review of reports, and 
analyses. 

Performed administrative tasks such as 
updating tax files, typing, filing, data entry 
and copying. 

Skills 

Microsoft Office (Word, Excel, Office, 
Power Point, Access), eForms, SAP, CMS, 
CCH. 


AMERICARESUMESFOR 


From: Stephanie 
[sdemar44@live.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 09, 2011 12:43 PM 

To: americaresumesfor 
Subject: Resume and Story on Unemploy- 
ment 
HELLO REP. JESSE JACKSON JR.: I have been 
out of work for over three years. I drew un- 
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employment for 2008 and 2009. I have been 
living with family and friends because I can- 
not afford to live on my own. I decided to go 
back to school in 2008 when I lost my job due 
to a shoulder injury of an unknown suspect 
who jumped on me outside a local 
Whataburger Restaurant. This incident cost 
me my job, stability, and sleepless nights 
since it occurred because of the intense pain. 
I am a 33 year old Black female. I recently 
graduated from college November 15, 2011 
from Ashford University in Social Science 
Education. I am not sure when I will get a 
job but I have been working as a Substitute 
Teacher in Arlington ISD here in Arlington 
Texas. I want to work and have been search- 
ing restlessly for years. I do not know what 
else to do but I know that I am looking for 
a change to come in my life soon. I have at- 
tached my resume as well. 

I have recently heard that schools will be 
losing millions of dollars here in Texas. My 
concerns are if I recently graduated to be- 
come a teacher in Texas. Now that so much 
money is lost for schools, how I can get a job 
in my field and what do I tell my children 
that are asking me why I haven’t found a job 
yet and I graduated from college? How do I 
tell my students at school to stay in school 
and go to college if they are watching me 
diligently look for a job but fail to find one 
because of all the loss of funds for the edu- 
cation? There are so many teachers who do 
not know if they are going to have a job next 
year. How can I think I will have a job in my 
field if so many are going to be fired? 

Thank you, 
Ms. STEPHANIE DEMAR. 
STEPHANIE DEMAR 
1611 Hanover Dr. Arlington, TX 76014 
(682) 221-4278 
sdemar44@live.com 


A highly qualified Management and 
Customer Service Professional 

Summary of Qualifications 

Demonstrated leadership with a proven 
ability to develop and administer instruction 
in a formal setting. Skilled in innovative de- 
velopment and challenging others to pro- 
mote success in all areas of the workplace. 
Familiar with organizing teams and man- 
aged a group of individuals daily which 
played a significant role in the growth of the 
company. Excellent customer service and 
communication skills. 
Experience 


Substitute Teacher, 9/2010-Present, Arlington 
ISD, Arlington, TX 
Supervised student learning according to 
the goals and direction of the school and the 
district 


Phlebotomist I & П, 6/2004-4/2008, Carter 
Blood Care, Bedford, TX 
Collected timed specimen from patients; 
keep lab area neat and clean while following 
all safety rules. Managed a team of fifteen 
employees for two years that established 
many successful blood drives 
Education 


BA in Social Science with Education Con- 
centration, 5/2008-11/2010, Ashford Univer- 
sity, Clinton, IA, GPA: 3.85 

Courses Taken Include: 

Adult Development & Life Assessment— 
Provided knowledge of adult development 
and theoretical concepts of personal and pro- 
fessional learning while improving self-con- 
cept. 

Contemporary Social Problems—Focused 
mainly on problems with racism, sexism, 
drug and alcohol abuse in society while being 
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informed of contemporary problems in the 
workplace. 

Social Psychology—Determined how 
thoughts, feelings and behavior has a huge 
impact on everyday living as well as how 
others are influenced by them in many dif- 
ferent social situations. 
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AMERICAN POLICIES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min- 
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, these 
are serious times in which we are liv- 
ing. Supposedly there is a Chinese 
curse that says may you live in inter- 
esting times. We certainly do. 

I have really been shocked that the 
mainstream media has not done more 
in the way of stories on the Americans, 
the four Americans, on a boat that 
were hijacked and then killed. Of 
course it made some news on February 
22 when it happened, but it appears it 
didn’t survive much of a 24-hour cycle. 

This was an act of war against Amer- 
ica. This was an act of war against four 
peace-loving people who apparently 
had the gall to travel around and offer 
Bibles to different places and appar- 
ently were spending American blood 
and treasure in places like Afghanistan 
and Iraq, only to find out that they 
were persecuting Christians in a man- 
ner that is reminiscent of why people 
came to Europe and tried to create a 
country in which Christians could wor- 
ship freely without being persecuted, 
tortured, imprisoned, or killed simply 
for their religious beliefs. 

In this case, though, it was a matter 
of Barbary pirates. I know that most 
people apparently in Washington have 
not learned enough from history, but 
there are so many history lessons that 
make very clear what Ronald Reagan 
used to say when he said no country 
ends up being attacked because they 
are too strong. 
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What Barbary pirates have seen and 
what people around the world have 
seen, including those in Libya, Turkey, 
Lebanon, and Iran, is that we have 
been promoting weakness in the United 
States and promoting a very weak vi- 
sion of ourselves around the world. 

This story from February 22 indi- 
cates that the pirates fired a rocket- 
propelled grenade at a U.S. Navy de- 
stroyer that was following the hijacked 
yacht with four Americans on board. 
Then gunfire erupted, and four Ameri- 
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cans who had been taken hostage were 
fatally wounded. They were killed. 

I don’t know what this administra- 
tion needs to see in the way of current 
events or why this administration will 
not learn from the myriad of lessons 
from history that when you’re dealing 
with pirates, when you’re dealing with 
religious fanatics—people who want to 
destroy you and who could care noth- 
ing about your life, your pursuit of 
happiness—you don’t placate them; 
you don’t try to negotiate with them; 
you don’t show that, gee, we don’t 
know what to do—or what you will get 
is more piracy, more terrorism. 

There is only one way to respond, 
which is the way that the United 
States did in its early days, in the 
early 1800s, with Thomas Jefferson as 
President. Some don’t go back that far 
and learn history. All they want to do 
is look at a fictional approach to U.S. 
history that says, in essence, gee, we’re 
mean; we’re colonialists; we have sub- 
jugated people all around the world to 
our imperialist whims. Unfortunately, 
despite all the hyperbole and the rhet- 
oric, what we have done is expend 
American blood and American treasure 
in the name of freedom, not just Amer- 
ican freedom but the freedom of Iraqis, 
the freedom of Muslims in Eastern Eu- 
rope, the freedom of people all across 
Europe—in France, Germany, Belgium, 
Holland, Poland. All across, Americans 
have given their lives in the name of 
freedom. All across the Pacific, they 
have given their lives, their last full 
measure of devotion, for freedom. 

With no racist view but absolutely, 
as Jesus said, ‘‘Greater love has no one 
than this, that he lay down his life for 
his friends.” 

In the case of Americans, we’ve lain 
down lives for people we didn’t even 
know because the concept of freedom 
was so important. 

In our earliest days, Washington, of 
course, was quite concerned that, in 
having won the Revolution, we were 
still not strong enough to survive. So 
often you'll see in a new government’s 
trying to arise in a country that it 
overcommits to other obligations with 
regard to military, and they lose their 
young nation. Washington was afraid 
of that. Through the 1790s, we had Bar- 
bary pirates. We had pirates off the 
coast of North Africa who were cap- 
turing American ships and taking 
American sailors hostage. They would 
either kill them or they would torture 
them, but they would ransom them if 
they had not killed them. At one point, 
Га read that as much as 18 percent of 
the American budget was being spent 
to pay ransom to get American sailors 
back. 

At one point, Thomas Jefferson was 
the one who was sent over on behalf of 
the United States to negotiate with 
these Muslims about why they were at- 
tacking American ships. The discussion 
apparently included the question: 
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Why would you attack American 
ships? We’ve not harmed you in any 
way. We’re no threat to you. We’re not 
threatening you. 

One history lesson indicates that Jef- 
ferson was told: Well, under our reli- 
gion, if we are killed while we are tak- 
ing action against an infidel, like 
Americans, then we go straight to par- 
adise, and we’re rewarded. 

Jefferson was shocked because, as a 
man who was so well-read, he couldn’t 
believe that any world religion would 
encourage the killing of innocent peo- 
ple and that the killing of innocent 
people would gain you a trip to para- 
dise. So he got his own English copy of 
the Koran, which is still over in the Li- 
brary of Congress. He couldn’t believe 
it. He wanted to find out for himself. 

American history students will know 
that we finally created the United 
States Marines. Those who are not fa- 
miliar with the history may still be fa- 
miliar with the Marines’ Hymn that 
says, ‘‘From the Halls of Montezuma to 
the shores of Tripoli. . .’’ Well, it was 
the shores of Tripoli to which the ma- 
rines were sent with the message: 

We can’t continue to pay ransom to 
bloodthirsty religious zealots, and so 
we are at war with you until you stop. 

It was only then when Americans 
showed strength that they could not be 
pushed around, that they would not be 
taken hostage without a response, and 
that there would be American blood 
and treasure spent in the name of free- 
dom to anyone who tries to threaten 
the freedom of Americans on the high 
seas or on American soil. 

Because the marines fought so val- 
jantly and fiercely and fearlessly, those 
pirates, the Muslim pirates, learned a 
valuable lesson of, gee, maybe we 
ought to leave these people alone for a 
while—and they did for a long time. 

Yet in 1979, after the Carter adminis- 
tration had welcomed back the Aya- 
tollah Khomenei as a man of peace, as 
one who would bring great peace to the 
region, the Carter administration had 
snubbed its nose and abandoned a man 
who didn’t seem to be a very nice 
man—the Shah of Iran—and rather put 
all our eggs in one basket with this 
wonderful man of peace, the Ayatollah 
Khomenei, who it turns out would also 
like to see the United States destroyed, 
and viewed Americans as infidels as 
well as the original Barbary pirates 
did. 

I was in the Army at Fort Benning 
when the hostages were taken. No one 
at Fort Benning that I knew of was 
dying to go to Iran, but most every- 
body I knew at Fort Benning was will- 
ing to go and thought we should go be- 
cause an act of war had been com- 
mitted against the United States. 
Under everyone’s interpretation of 
international law, when а United 
States Embassy or a United States 
compound is attacked in any nation, it 
is an attack on that nation’s own soil. 
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It is an act of war. This is under every- 
one’s interpretation of international 
law. 

If you go back and if you review the 
television footage of the day—and I’m 
relying on my memory of those days 
because we were certainly paying at- 
tention—we didn’t know who might be 
sent. It turns out none of us were sent 
from Fort Benning because the Carter 
administration, as eloquent as Presi- 
dent Carter was and as peace-loving 
and as well-meaning as he was, felt 
surely these people in Iran will see how 
much I care. They’ll see how much I 
really love them, and we’ll negotiate. 
They’ll be impressed by our words. 
They’ll be impressed by our negotia- 
tions, and they’ll let our people go. 

But that’s not the way those folks 
who view us as infidels and who need to 
be killed work. 

In fact, if you go back to your own 
experience—back to a schoolyard—if a 
bully is picking on you or especially if 
a smaller person is picking on a bigger 
person and you don’t defend yourself 
but instead say ‘‘let me pay you money 
if you’ll leave me alone,” not only does 
that smaller person not have respect 
for the bigger person, but the smaller 
person will have nothing but hatred, 
and now you’ve added contempt be- 
cause he can’t believe somebody is such 
a coward and so weak when he appears 
to be so big and strong that he would 
pay someone who hates him to leave 
him alone. 
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So you get hatred, you get contempt, 
and you get more violence. And that is 
what we’ve seen. We have continued to 
this day to pay the price for the mes- 
sage that was sent in 1979 and 1980 for 
appearing to be so weak and helpless in 
the face of Iranians—we were told ini- 
tially students—who committed an act 
of war and then gave our hostages to 
the Iranian Government. 

Now as I watched all this unfold, it 
appeared to me, as a young man in the 
Army, that—you know, the Ayatollah’s 
spokesman kept coming out and talk- 
ing about the students—the students 
attacked, the students have the hos- 
tages. That seemed to me, as an inex- 
perienced person in the way of foreign 
policy but someone who had studied a 
great deal of world history, that that 
was their back door for Iran, that was 
their way of saying, look, we don’t 
know if the United States is going to 
be the powerful country we’re afraid 
they might be or if they’re really the 
toothless tiger that we saw tuck their 
tail between their legs and run out of 
Vietnam. So let’s just test. Let’s talk 
about the students taking the hos- 
tages. Let’s talk about the students 
committing the atrocity of invading 
the embassy. And if America steps up 
and says you either get our hostages 
back from the students within 48 or 72 
hours or we’re coming in and we’re ad- 
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dressing this act of war against the 
United States of America and we’re 
getting our hostages back, and if you 
kill them, we will be at war with any- 
body who condoned that action, and 
that would include the Iranian Govern- 
ment that allowed this to happen and 
did not intercede when they could 
have. That’s what you have to do and 
that’s what we didn’t do. 

So it appeared, as it all unfolded, 
that after 2 or 3 days the Ayatollah re- 
alized America is as weak as we hoped 
they were. This President Carter, he 
thinks he’s a man of peace, we see him 
as a man of nothing but weakness, as 
the poorest leader the Americans could 
offer. So they quit talking about the 
students have the hostages, the stu- 
dents attacked the embassy, and they 
started talking about we have the hos- 
tages because they gave us time to 
show whether or not we would react 
with strength and they saw we reacted 
with weakness. You can’t negotiate 
with people like that. You instill more 
contempt on top of the hatred. 

And of course I filed, in all three Con- 
gresses I’ve been a part of—and this 
Congress will be no different—my U.N. 
voting accountability bill that basi- 
cally says if you vote against the 
United States more than half the time 
in the U.N. in any year, you will re- 
ceive not one dime of financial assist- 
ance from the U.S. in the subsequent 
year. Now some say, gee, that seems so 
heartless. Well, the fact is we have 
been paying money to prop up regimes 
like Mubarak’s. Is it any wonder that 
the report is he has billions of dollars 
in the bank when we’ve been paying 
Egypt billions of dollars that doesn’t 
appear to have really gotten to the 
people and helped them? We’re doing it 
all over the world. We’re paying ty- 
rants who hate us and would like to see 
our way of life destroyed with Amer- 
ican treasure. It doesn’t buy love, it 
doesn’t buy happiness, it buys con- 
tempt. And as I’ve said repeatedly, you 
don’t have to pay people to hate you, 
they’ll do it for free. 

In a time when the United States is 
struggling so with economic issues of 
just staying afloat, why should we be 
paying tyrants that hate us and paying 
people who have not helped their peo- 
ple? I mean, you look at the money 
that we poured into the Palestinian 
group and see how much of the money 
we paid in to help the homeless Pal- 
estinians has been paid toward building 
homes. It should be a no-brainer. Pal- 
estinians, so many of them, hate the 
Israelis because they have no homes. 
So they’re told, well, blame the 
Israelis. So they do, and they grow up 
hating them. Well, why not, with the 
billions and billions of dollars we’ve 
paid out of this country to the Pal- 
estinians, why have they not used it to 
build homes so those people won’t con- 
tinue to hate Israelis and hate Ameri- 
cans? 
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It’s no secret, we’re not buying affec- 
tion with the billions of dollars we’re 
spending overseas. It makes no sense to 
these countries who hate us that we 
keep giving them money, but they fig- 
ure if we’re that stupid, sure, they’ll 
take our money, and all the while the 
dollar gets weaker and weaker and you 
have more and more claims from peo- 
ple we’re giving money to to get rid of 
the dollar as a reserve currency. And 
when that happens—if it ever hap- 
pens—then our economy is in for just 
the fastest spiral down anyone could 
possibly imagine. Dollars are required 
to buy much of the oil in the world. We 
keep showing this kind of stupidity in 
our foreign policies and there will be 
consequences. There were consequences 
for four Americans who were hijacked 
and then killed. 


As a former judge and State Chief 
Justice of a Court of Appeals, when I 
hear stories, I’m constantly looking for 
evidence so that I can find out, is there 
any substance to the story that’s been 
heard? Now we see that there was a 
naval destroyer following, shadowing 
the hijacked boat of these Americans 
who were simply going out trying to 
help people in the world. They were not 
a threat to anyone, they were pro- 
viding Bibles and hope from what we 
can find out. 


Well, how does that compare to the 
incident of the captain of the Bain- 
bridge being taken hostage by three pi- 
rates and how it concluded? There were 
conservative talk show hosts that said, 
hey, we disagree with so much that 
President Obama has been doing to this 
country and in our name, but it looks 
like he got this one right. Well, a story 
was circulating—and I was curious 
whether it had truth to it—that when 
the SEAL team was deployed, the order 
was a little different than normal, 
where instead of the order saying go 
rescue their hostages and they put to- 
gether their own game plan for how 
you go about achieving the goal that’s 
ordered, that this order was a little dif- 
ferent, it just said go to the ship and 
receive further orders there, a little 
different for a SEAL team, that’s what 
we were hearing, and that they did the 
drop at night. They had the SEAL 
team there, and for basically 3 days 
they had a bead on all three of the pi- 
rates in the boat with the captain they 
had taken hostage, and that at any mo- 
ment they could have taken out all 
three pirates for that 3-day period. But 
the story went, what was circulating, 
was that the President’s order said do 
not use deadly force under any cir- 
cumstances unless the life of the cap- 
tain is in imminent danger of imme- 
diately be taken. Only under those cir- 
cumstances are you to use deadly 
force. 
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Well, when a pirate group attacks a 
ship, it is an act of war by those pi- 
rates. And this administration’s re- 
sponse here is just to have a Navy de- 
stroyer tag along and try to negotiate. 

And they were in the process of try- 
ing to negotiate, apparently, when the 
rocket-propelled grenade was fired at 
the Navy destroyer and then the four 
hostages were killed. 

Well, the story was the administra- 
tion didn’t want to take any action 
against the pirates. We’ll just nego- 
tiate our way through this. 

And it’s one of the problems with 
being one of the most gifted orators in 
American history, if you’re that gifted 
of an orator, the temptation arises for 
you to think you can talk people into 
anything. People that hate your coun- 
try, when they see that you really sym- 
pathize with them and not your own 
hostages as much—certainly there’s 
sympathy for the hostages—but if they 
perceive that there is sympathy for the 
pirates or for those attacking Ameri- 
cans, then, sure, they’re willing to ne- 
gotiate, but it appears to be weakness. 

And, obviously, these pirates in Feb- 
ruary were not impressed with America 
when they took the Americans hos- 
tage, committed an act of war, and 
even had a naval destroyer behind be- 
cause they perceived we were weak. 

Well, the story about the captain of 
the Bainbridge that was going around 
was that for basically 3 days, the 
SEALs were not allowed to take out 
the pirates, that they could have at 
any time. And then we heard on the 
news during that that the captain, 
while the pirates may have been falling 
asleep, was able to get out of the boat, 
get into the water. 

As soon as I heard that, I thought, 
Wow, he was trying to give the SEALs 
clear shots at the pirates. He must 
have figured, as I did, that they surely 
would have taken an open shot if they 
knew they wouldn’t jeopardize the 
American captain. And so by his jump- 
ing out of the boat, it gave them a 
clear shot to take the pirates out with- 
out jeopardizing the captain; but no 
shots were fired. That surely had to 
perplex him. It sure did me and many 
others. Why didn’t they just take out 
the pirates before they drug him back 
in the boat? 

But our American SEALs did noth- 
ing. Not because they couldn’t or 
wouldn’t; but the story was they were 
doing that because the President had 
issued an order that they were not to 
use deadly force. And the story was 
going that the captain, when he went 
out of the boat and these guys came to 
their senses, that they put their guns 
down to grab him and put him back 
into the boat and therefore he was not 
under immediate threat of death so the 
SEALs were not allowed to kill him. 

It must have perplexed the captain 
that nothing was done when he got out. 
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But nothing was done. The story went 
that these SEALs were following or- 
ders. 

And then came an occasion when one 
of the pirates that had a gun on his 
arm or over his shoulder waved his 
weapon in the direction of the captain 
and that that’s when the SEAL team 
commander realized he’s waving his 
weapon at the captain, we cannot take 
a chance. The order to shoot was 
given—that could have been given any- 
time for 3 days and ended that terrible 
ordeal—was given not by the President 
but by the commander on the scene. 
And our well-trained SEALs did a re- 
markable job in taking out two of the 
pirates and rescuing the captain. 

The story went it could have hap- 
pened anytime, but the order of the 
President restrained them from doing 
that because he was convinced they 
could just surely know how good and 
loving and peaceful we were and they 
would eventually let these folks go. 

Because this administration appar- 
ently had not learned the lesson that 
Thomas Jefferson had to learn. You 
can’t deal with peaceful negotiating ef- 
forts or even paying people money or 
snubbing your allies and friends to try 
to convince them that you’re really a 
great person they ought to love. Those 
things don’t work. You have to go to 
war against them and let them know 
when they attack Americans, when 
they attack America that we are com- 
ing after them. 

We don’t have to be at war with a 
country. We don’t have to be at war 
with an entire race or group of people. 
There’s no need in that. But you go to 
war with the people that are at war 
with you, and this administration has 
not done that. 

We have four Americans who are 
dead. Obviously, this administration 
didn’t want Americans to die. Of course 
they didn’t. That’s a terrible thing. 
And they didn’t want it—would loved 
to have avoided it, certainly. But it’s 
поб enough to intend good con- 
sequences. You have to study your his- 
tory lessons and do so objectively, 
learn from history so you don’t repeat 
the mistakes of the past. And that’s 
what we’ve been doing. 

And as much as I respected and think 
Ronald Reagan was one of our greatest 
Presidents, in 1983 when our Marine 
barracks was blown up and we with- 
drew from Beirut, it appeared to be fur- 
ther evidence of weakness. And I can’t 
help but believe from people I’ve talked 
to that were part of the administration 
that if he had to do it all over, he 
would do it in a different manner. 

But he had advisers telling him accu- 
rately we’re in Lebanon on a peace- 
keeping mission. We have finished the 
mission. There is no need to Keep stay- 
ing there. Let’s go ahead and get out. 
There’s no reason. We’ve finished our 
job. Let’s get out before any other 
Americans get killed. 
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The problem was when we did, it ap- 
peared to be follow-up weakness added 
to what President Carter had shown on 
behalf of this country. 

And now we see it on the high seas. 

We have a naval destroyer. We have 
SEAL teams. We have Army, Navy, 
Marines, Coast Guard, we have Air 
Force that can achieve things nobody 
in any prior service could have ever 
dreamed could be accomplished. We 
have a better military than I ever 
dreamed we could have had back when 
we had just gone to an all-volunteer 
Army and I was concerned about our 
national safety. Amazing military. 
Smart, motivated. And yet despite 
that, we’re showing weakness. 

Now, the story that was going around 
was that the captain that ordered the 
fire got a hot call from the White 
House saying—really chewing him out, 
that the SEAL team around didn’t 
know what was being said but they 
knew that their commander was get- 
ting chewed out royally. And sup- 
posedly the story that was circulating 
was that he eventually said, That’s 
fine, sir, and that apparently wasn’t 
the President but said, You can tell the 
President that if he wants to continue 
this rear-chewing of me and my team, 
we’re going to arrive at Andrews Air 
Force base, wherever they came in, at 
a certain time and the media knows, 
and you can dress them down there. Or 
you might want a good photo op and 
you could be there—told the President 
he could be there to congratulate 
them. And of course there was a won- 
derful photo op, and these great heroes 
were welcomed by the President as he 
should have. 

That was the story going around 
back after the attack on the Bain- 
bridge. 

And so ever since then, I’ve been 
looking—I’d heard this story. I was 
wondering is there any evidence of 
similar activity that might give sub- 
stance to that story. And how we han- 
dled these four Americans, these lov- 
ing, caring Americans being killed on 
the high seas seems to be that kind of 
evidence, that this is our mode of oper- 
ation. You commit an act of war 
against Americans, you commit an act 
of war against our ships, and we’re 
going to send a Navy ship to follow you 
and try to offer you bribes to leave us 
alone and leave the people alone, but 
you don’t have to worry much. 
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But after the rocket-propelled gre- 
nade was fired, it all went bad and four 
Americans are dead. It’s shocking. We 
need to show strength. 

And I was a year ago in April in West 
Africa with a group called Mercy Ships 
that brings healing. The lame walk, 
the blind see. They bring a ship into a 
port of a country that needs health 
care and they provide treatment to 
thousands of people. And I had gone to 
see this for myself. 
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And before I left the ship after the 
days there over the Easter break, some 
of the West Africans wanted to visit 
with me. And the oldest, a wonderful, 
wonderful man, I don’t know how much 
education, but a smart man, great wis- 
dom, he said, in essence, we wanted to 
make sure you understood as Africans 
we were excited when you elected a 
black President. We were excited. We 
thought it was wonderful. But since he 
has been President, we’ve become very 
concerned and a bit afraid because we 
see him showing weakness for America. 
And we need you to please convey in 
Washington that America is the hope 
for people, Christians like him. People 
who want peace around the world, 
we’re their hope. And if you show 
weakness, and if you weaken America, 
we don’t have hope in this world. 

As Christians, they knew where they 
would go in the next life. But they also 
knew that America stood for hope in 
this world. And when we show weak- 
ness, aS we have been doing, then it 
signals the tyrants to have their way. 
And we’ve got to stop that. 

Now, may I inquire how much time is 
remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman has 25 minutes left. 

Mr. GOHMERT. I wanted to shift 
gears because we have been doing so 
much talking about the continuing res- 
olution, which is just an ongoing fund- 
ing of the way things are going, except 
for amendments that have been adopt- 
ed to the CR. And we have talked so 
much about health care and the Presi- 
dent’s bill that many call ObamaCare. 

And in the CR that was debated for 
over 90 hours, with an open rule until a 
unanimous consent agreement was 
reached, you know, 80 hours or so into 
the debate, it was the first open rule 
we have had like that in years. Cer- 
tainly we didn’t have such an open de- 
bate and an open rule during the last 2 
years during the Democrats’ control of 
the majority in both the House and the 
Senate. We didn’t have an open rule 
here. And we were advised that it was 
the first time in America’s history that 
there was not an open rule where you 
could bring, anybody could bring 
amendments to the floor and offer 
them to a bill. 

Now, it’s not a pretty thing to watch, 
all that debate going back and forth. 
And I know I hear some people say, you 
know, you guys shouldn’t bicker so 
much back and forth, but they show a 
lack of knowledge about what the 
Founders intended. And Justice Scalia 
put it so well to a group when one 
asked do we have more freedom in 
America because we have the best Bill 
of Rights in history. And Scalia, as 
only he could do, abruptly said, basi- 
cally, well, no, even the Soviet Union 
had a better Bill of Rights than we do. 
And I had forgotten, but back in col- 
lege, during one of my history and 
world courses, I had written a paper on 
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the Soviet Government and their Con- 
stitution, their Bill of Rights. 

And Justice Scalia was exactly right, 
they had more promises in their Bill of 
Rights than we do. But as Justice 
Scalia so aptly pointed out, the reason 
we have more freedoms in America 
than any country in history is because 
the Founders did not trust govern- 
ment, so they put as many impedi- 
ments in the path of creating laws as 
they could. Because they knew if they 
made it too easy to pass laws, then it 
would be too easy to subjugate Ameri- 
cans and take away their freedom and 
have government get bigger and bigger 
until they basically took away people’s 
freedom and their way of life to which 
they had become accustomed. They 
knew that. They had seen that. They 
learned that from their vast reading of 
history. 

They had such great knowledge of 
the writings of the philosophers and 
historians. They understood all that. 
They did not trust government. So 
they were not going to be satisfied to 
have one House as a representative 
body because it might be too easy for 
one body, one group to take over con- 
trol of that one House and then ramrod 
through all types of oppressive legisla- 
tion like ObamaCare, for example. 

So they were so worried about that 
they created a second House of Rep- 
resentatives, ended up being called the 
Senate. And they were selected a dif- 
ferent way, by the State legislators, so 
that they would be responsible to the 
State legislators so that they wouldn’t 
end up taking away States’ rights, and 
certainly wouldn’t allow the House of 
Representatives to take away a State’s 
rights. 

So they thought, gee, two Houses. 
But even that wasn’t good enough be- 
cause they realized, you know, we 
could do like as has been done before 
and have a Prime Minister elected by 
the legislative body, and he would be 
the top executive. It’s not good enough. 
It’s not enough of an impediment or an 
obstacle to passing laws. We still want 
to make it harder to pass laws. So let’s 
create a separate executive branch and 
have the Executive, the top Executive, 
the President elected by the entire 
country, and at least elected by the en- 
tire country’s Representatives. But 
that was going to be a different format. 

And then they set up the judiciary 
branch. And both the President could 
veto and even the judiciary, as it 
turned out, was going to be able to 
veto things if it got through the House 
and Senate and yet took away some 
constitutional right. They thought 
they created a good enough system 
that wouldn’t be as abused as the en- 
tire system was in the last few years. 

They could not have imagined that a 
2,900-page bill, ObamaCare, could have 
been crammed down the throats of 
American citizens that poll after poll 
showed did not want it. They would 
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never have imagined that the Senate 
would not be independent enough and 
would be so taken over by one political 
extremist group that they would pass 
through such an oppressive bill that 
would force a government takeover and 
government control of everybody’s 
health care, that would force every 
American to have their medical 
records sent to a central repository 
that supposedly General Electric would 
handle because they are good cronies 
with this administration; and they 
would take care of every American’s 
records because the Federal Govern- 
ment would have control of all of that. 

And not only that, they would take 
control over all the health care insur- 
ance companies. They would take con- 
trol over ordering what would be allow- 
able under health care, what would not 
be allowable under health care, all in 
this massive bill that would provide for 
supposedly hundreds of thousands of 
regulations that would follow to inter- 
pret those 2,900 pages. 

They could never have imagined that 
it would get that bad in this country 
that the system they created to throw 
obstacles in the path of government 
creating laws that the American people 
did not want, and certainly not that a 
majority of Americans didn’t want, and 
by golly, they got it through. They 
rammed it through. They used carrots. 
They dangled benefits. They added all 
kinds of pork to bills. 
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They threw in something for the big 
pharmaceuticals. They threw some- 
thing in for the trial lawyers. They 
threw something in for the AMA. They 
certainly threw a big juicy bone in 
there for AARP—well, a bunch of juicy 
bones, actually. They threw all these 
things in for all these interest groups 
except for the one who poll after poll 
said we don’t want it. Don’t do this. 

You promised us you would negotiate 
a health care bill on C-SPAN and we 
would be able to see who was out for 
the people. So all the people could as- 
sume was that because none of that 
was done on C-SPAN, other than a dog 
and pony show after it was basically 
done and about to be crammed down 
the Republicans’ throats anyway, we 
had a little summit and it got 
crammed down our throats anyway and 
Americans didn’t want it. 

Well, I did go through the original 
1,000-page bill. I went through the 2,000- 
page bill. I put off going through the 
2,900-page bill because who knew if 
there would be a fourth or a fifth on 
top of that. I didn’t want to end up 
going through yet another bill that 
wasn’t going to be the one that really 
was the one that was seriously going to 
be made law, so I put it off. 

And when I got around to going 
through and reading the 2,900-page bill, 
you know, I will admit, I was wanting 
to look at what the sections did, their 
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effect. And so I was struck by finding, 
really, ingenious or insidious language 
and drafting provisions, depending on 
your viewpoint, for example, with abor- 
tion. There was a section there saying, 
you know, you couldn’t have Federal 
funds for abortion, but over in the sec- 
tion that was going to allow it, instead 
of mentioning the word ‘‘abortion,”’ it 
just referred to the section. So if you 
went online and did a word search for 
the word ‘‘abortion,’’ you wouldn’t see 
all of the provisions that allowed for 
abortion in Federal funding; you would 
only find a restricted group, that kind 
of really clever hiding what was going 
on. 

I passed over a lot of the numbers 
that were utilized. So it was a bit sur- 
prising to find out here recently, and 
going back through, and Ernie Istook, 
a former Member here I served with, 
now with the Heritage Foundation, 
yesterday provided me with copies of 
specific pages of the bill. Again, this is 
public law 111-148 and 111-152. 

But if you looked at, let’s see, con- 
solidated print -26, here it says down 
here: Hereby appropriated to the Sec- 
retary out of any funds in the Treas- 
ury, not otherwise appropriated, $30 
million for the first fiscal year. 

And it goes on, and another page 
says: There are hereby appropriated to 
the trust fund, the following, and it ap- 
propriated 10 million for this, 50 mil- 
lion for that, 150 million for that, an- 
other 150 million, another 150 million. 

And you go through these, and it’s 
staggering how much money was actu- 
ally not authorized, but they used ap- 
propriating language. Because, as 
many people know, and I am finding 
more and more that are watching C- 
SPAN, but they know, gee, normally 
you have a budget. Well, there was no 
budget last year. The majority didn’t 
want people to see exactly how the 
money would be budgeted, so they 
didn’t bother with one in election year. 
First time in decades, as I understand 
it. But we didn’t have a budget. And 
then we had this, beginning of this con- 
tinuing resolution stuff. But normally 
you will have a budget. You will have 
an authorization for expenditure, but 
then it had to be followed up with an 
appropriation. 

Well, ObamaCare went straight to it 
and appropriated vast amounts of 
money. In fact, in this first year of 
2011, fiscal year 2011, there is $4.951 bil- 
lion appropriated in the bill. They ap- 
parently not only overran all the ob- 
stacles and hurdles that the Founders 
put in our way to come up with so that 
we would not come up with legislation 
that Americans did not want, they 
overcame that. Then, just to make sure 
that it would be difficult to ever stop 
this by unfunding it, they actually 
didn’t just authorize, they appro- 
priated $105.464 billion in this 
ObamaCare bill, over $105 billion from 
2011 through 2019, $105 billion. 
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Now, the rules get a little com- 
plicated around here, and any amend- 
ment that seeks to rescind a prior ap- 
propriation is going to be subject to a 
point of order objection and not be al- 
lowed because it legislates in an appro- 
priating bill, and under our rules you 
can’t legislate in an appropriating bill. 

So the only way—and these people 
that put this language in here, they 
knew it. When they were telling Amer- 
ica we know we are broke; we have got 
to rein in spending, all the while they 
were sticking in $105 billion of spending 
in one bill, not authorizing, not saying, 
gee, you may not be able to afford this 
5 or 6 or 7 years from now. So, instead, 
they just said we are appropriating it 
and you can’t do anything about it, be- 
cause under the House rules you try to 
bring up an amendment to rescind 
that, it’s subject to a point of order ob- 
jection and we can keep it from coming 
out. 

The only way that I understand that 
this $105 billion that’s now been appro- 
priated by the last Congress, the only 
way that can be taken out is to have a 
provision in the original bill from the 
appropriators, not an amendment, a 
provision that rescinds this $105 billion 
of appropriations in this prior law from 
last year, and it’s in the original bill. 
And then the Rules Committee waives 
any point of order objections to that 
rescission being in the appropriating 
bill. My understanding is that’s the 
only way we can get it done. 

The amendments we were trying to 
do and that we got done apparently are 
not going to accomplish that. We are 
going to have it in an original com- 
mittee bill rescinding all of this mas- 
sive amount of money. Right now, we 
will be borrowing 42 cents of every dol- 
lar of that $105 billion. It’s irrespon- 
sible. It’s almost inconceivable, except 
here it is in black and white in front of 
us. 

America deserves better than this. 

I told some folks back home, I have 
mentioned before, it strikes me that 
this government in this last not just 4 
years, but even going back into the 
last few years and especially the TARP 
bailout that was such a disaster and 
should never have been passed, that 
this government became like a parent 
who had an overwhelming desire to 
spend and could not control their own 
spending. 

So the parent goes to the bank and 
says, You have got to loan me massive 
amounts of money. And the bank says, 
How are you going to pay it back? You 
are not going to live long enough to 
ever pay this back. And the parent 
says, No, but I have got my children 
here, and they are going to have chil- 
dren and those children will have chil- 
dren. So my children, my grand- 
children, my great-grandchildren, I am 
pledging they are going to pay back all 
of this self-centered massive amounts 
of money I am throwing upon me and 
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my friends, and I am pledging and 
promising my children will be inden- 
tured servants for the rest of their 
lives because I can’t stop spending. 

Now, in a case like that, you would 
probably have the Child Protective 
Service come swooping in and say you 
are an unfit parent. You have no busi- 
ness having children when you are sell- 
ing your children’s future for your own 
use of money now. How irresponsible 
that is. Do you care nothing about the 
children that you can’t quit lavishing 
all that money and paying your friends 
for doing nothing? 
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You can’t control your spending, so 
that your children, grandchildren and 
great-grandchildren can have freedom 
like you had it? You can’t control 
that? You’re an irresponsible parent, 
and you shouldn’t even have these chil- 
dren if you’re going to do that. I’ve 
heard the Child Protective Services in 
Texas come in on a lot weaker claims 
to take children away from parents 
than that. It’s irresponsible what we’re 
doing. And to pass a bill that was 
against the vast majority will of the 
American people and to stick in $105 
billion of spending is just irresponsible. 
It’s got to stop. 

On one final note before my time 
concludes, having been a judge and a 
State chief justice, I’m sensitive when 
I hear judges threatened. And espe- 
cially in the wake of the GABRIELLE 
GIFFORDS shooting and the loss of life 
in Arizona, we really should not be pro- 
voking actions to the point of violence 
or threatening actions. And I have cer- 
tainly had my share of death threats as 
a judge. But it was usually only when 
they included my family that it got se- 
rious. And we have a group that’s held 
itself out for years now, Common 
Cause, as this wonderful nonpartisan 
group. And yet you see over and over, 
like you did here recently with the 
rally they held in California with Van 
Jones—such an impassioned socialist— 
speaking and stirring people up against 
Justice Thomas and Justice Scalia. 

Justice Thomas himself, after one of 
the most embarrassing episodes in 
American history, the way he was 
treated as he went through the hear- 
ings for confirmation to the Supreme 
Court, he said himself, it’s a modern 
day lynching, high-tech lynching. And 
in his book, “Му Grandfather’s боп,” 
where he describes coming out of pov- 
erty, severe poverty, and making it on 
nothing but hard work and his brilliant 
intellect he achieved the great heights 
he has. And I have heard him say him- 
self, he started out in college as an 
angry black man and left-wing extrem- 
ist who came to realize more oppres- 
sive government is not the answer. But 
he also came to see firsthand, as he has 
described it, that if you’re an African 
American and you spout the words that 
the liberal left tells you to say, then 
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they love you. But if you dare—as he 
points out, otherwise I wouldn’t use 
these words—but he says if you dare to 
step off the plantation and think for 
yourself, then here comes all the 
groups that come after you. And we 
have seen that with this attack from 
Common Cause that they are using to 
fundraise this attack after Justices 
Thomas and Scalia. 

And, again, I look for evidence, are 
they nonpartisan? Well, it seems like 
they only come after conservatives, 
mainstream Americans, but they en- 
courage left-wing extremism on a 
wholesale basis. But to be attacking 
Justices Thomas and Scalia and stir up 
sentiment, they sent out the e-mails 
urging people to come, they sent out 
the notices of what they were doing, 
urging people to come. They knew who 
they were sending those to. They urged 
these people to come. And what they 
got was the friends that they had in- 
vited saying that they wanted to string 
up, basically lynch, one of the most 
honorable people in the America, Clar- 
ence Thomas, that came from the most 
oppressive background and fought and 
worked his way up, as he would tell 
you, with the help of loving grand- 
parents to the status that he has, and 
they want to do a high-tech lynching of 
him now. 

Except the people that they stirred 
up aren’t going to be satisfied with 
high tech. They want to lynch him, and 
they want to lynch his wife. And when 
you look for evidence, well, have they 
been saying this all along about other 
incidences that were similar? Well, 
when we got a national leader of the 
ACLU, they never mentioned one word 
about perhaps she should recuse herself 
from things that involve the ACLU, 
and our sympathies go out any time 
anyone loses a spouse, but when people 
on the Supreme Court who came from 
leftist backgrounds had spouses that 
had direct interests that were affected, 
Common Cause was silent. Oh, no, they 
raised their money on going after peo- 
ple that are mainstream conservatives 
and believe in the Constitution mean- 
ing what it says. 

And after bringing this up at a press 
conference this afternoon, we get word 
that Common Cause has come out and 
said, we apologize. We never meant for 
them to say that. No, actually, that’s 
not what they said. They came out and 
said—this is laughable—they didn’t 
come out and condemn people that 
want to lynch a Supreme Court justice 
or justices and their spouses, family 
and torture them and do these terrible 
things. No, it didn’t say anything 
about that. It just said this is laugh- 
able because they are still raising 
money. And it is time the Justice De- 
partment started being fair about jus- 
tice and not ‘‘just us” at their Justice 
Department but look into Common 
Cause and look at whether they really 
deserve to be called ‘‘not for profit” 
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and ‘‘nonpartisan’’ because what they 
are doing to stir up Americans against 
honorable Americans is intolerable. 
America deserves better. 

The adage is, Democracy ensures— 
America, any country—Democracy en- 
sures that people are governed no bet- 
ter than they deserve. My hope and 
prayer is we deserve better in the next 
election. 


EE 


THE EPIC STRUGGLE OF PUBLIC 
SERVANTS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KUCINICH) is recognized for 60 min- 
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, today 
in the State of Ohio, the State of Wis- 
consin and the State of Indiana there 
are epic struggles underway where 
those who serve the public, who teach 
our children, who police our streets, 
who fight the fires and who perform a 
myriad of services at a State, county 
and municipal level, are under attack. 
Their wages are under attack and their 
benefits, pensions and working condi- 
tions are under attack. And these pub- 
lic workers are being made the scape- 
goats in all of the budget challenges 
which States face. They are now blam- 
ing the workers. 

Our whole economy has been turned 
into a somewhat efficient engine that 
takes the wealth of the American peo- 
ple and accelerates the wealth to the 
top. That, after all, is what our tax sys- 
tem is about. That’s what Wall Street 
is about. That’s what banking is about. 
That’s what our energy policy is about, 
taking the wealth of millions and giv- 
ing it to a few oil companies. If you ex- 
amine every area of our economy, 
you'll see that we’re at a time in the 
history of America where the rich 
truly are getting richer, the poor are 
getting poorer, and the middle class is 
getting destroyed. 

Enter public workers, people who 
have dedicated their lives to public 
service, people who are truly public 
servants in the truest sense of the 
word, people who were told that if they 
agreed to public service that they 
would have certain guarantees. And so 
they dedicated their lives. 
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Ohio has a new Governor, a person 
who I served with in this House, and 
from the moment he has come into of- 
fice, he and his supporters, have run an 
agenda that is aimed at vitiating the 
rights of public workers. This resulted 
yesterday in the passage by a single 
vote in the Ohio Senate of S.B. 5, a bill 
that will strip collective bargaining 
rights just about across the board from 
public workers, that would take away 
public employees’ right to strike, that 
would make the penalty for a strike re- 
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moval with replacement workers that 
will open the door to privatization of 
services. 

Now, my read of what is going on in 
Ohio, which is my home State, is this: 
That by attempting to crush public 
workers, by telling them you will not 
have any ability to negotiate your ben- 
efits, you will not have any ability to 
negotiate your working conditions, 
your health benefits, your pension, 
these provisions are not subject to dis- 
cussion; the number of people working 
with you at any time, not subject to 
discussion. What has happened is that 
we have seen accomplished an eco- 
nomic attack on workers which will 
lead to them working for less, but 
opening the door to privatization 
schemes which, Mr. Speaker, works 
like this: You make public workers the 
issue. You say that they are paid too 
much when I have here a matter for 
the record from the Economic Policy 
Institute which says that Ohio public 
sector workers are undercompensated 
compared to private sector counter- 
parts. But facts, unfortunately, mean 
little in this debate. 

But you tell the public that these 
public workers are overpaid. And this 
new law, Senate Bill 5, would enable 
the State of Ohio to do this, you then 
say we are going to privatize this sec- 
tion of the workforce. We are going to 
put the work out for bids. We are going 
to get a private company in here to do 
it. And oh, we promise it will be done 
more efficiently. 

While the taxpayers then go to sleep, 
they wake up one day and they dis- 
cover that what has happened is that 
they have permitted a privatization of 
their services and they end up inevi- 
tably paying more and getting less. 
The corporations walk away with the 
profits; the privatized workers get paid 
less in order to enable the corporations 
to make more money. 

So ultimately what Senate Bill 5 in 
Ohio will do is end up costing the State 
government even more. There is not 
going to be any savings when you set 
the stage for a weakening of workers, 
when you set the stage for making it 
illegal for them to strike and then 
knocking them out with replacement 
workers and then setting things on a 
path to privatization. That is what this 
bill is about. 

You look in Wisconsin, and I believe 
it was Paul Krugman and others who 
pointed out that in Wisconsin, there 
was a provision in the Wisconsin budg- 
et from the Governor of Wisconsin’s 
bill, it says sale or contractual oper- 
ation of State-owned heating, cooling, 
and power plants, saying that the de- 
partment may sell any State-owned 
heating, cooling, and power plant, or 
may contract with a private entity in 
the operation of any such plant, with 
or without solicitation of bids. 

So you can have a private contractor 
just give it away without any bids at 
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all. They are power plants that serve 
facilities in the State of Wisconsin. 
These are the kinds of thing that we 
can expect in Ohio, except in this case 
we are talking about the privatization 
of public services. Now, the privatiza- 
tion of public services in a way is well 
established already, unfortunately. 

The AFL-CIO Public Employee De- 
partment produced a paper which talks 
about when you get into privatization, 
the public ends up having really little 
accountability on the question of pub- 
lic funds. They point out that private 
business has no business allocating 
public funds or monitoring the use of 
public funds. It is a question of fiscal 
accountability. 

Look, we know when there are mas- 
sive amounts of money available that 
goes from the public sector to the pri- 
vate sector, let’s take Iraq or Afghani- 
stan with respect to contracts, billions 
of dollars disappear, get wasted. It ends 
up being a racket. Reduce it to a State 
level, and you have the potential for 
fraud. You have the weakening of the 
community’s ability to assert collec- 
tive interests. And as I said, the result- 
ing savings that taxpayers are being 
told will occur are actually directed to 
the corporations so they get higher 
profits. Privatization is inevitably a 
racket. 

As a Member of Congress in my home 
district in Cleveland, the Defense Fi- 
nance Administration wanted to pri- 
vatize a number of accounting jobs in 
Cleveland. Mr. Speaker, I had a 7-year 
battle with the Defense Finance Ad- 
ministration where we proved that the 
taxpayers were getting taken for a ride 
in this privatization plan that was 
being promoted by our government to 
the tune of tens of millions of dollars. 
We reversed the privatization. Privat- 
ization is at the core of this battle in 
Ohio because the assets of the State 
are worth countless billions of dollars. 

You can take a workforce that is 
over 300,000, about 350,000 public work- 
ers in Ohio, that would be affected by 
S.B. 5. There is not a service that can’t 
be privatized, but then the public 
doesn’t have any control over it. They 
can’t call up their elected official and 
complain about а service that is 
privatized. They have to call up the 
corporation. And they end up paying 
more in taxes. People need to under- 
stand that. States have budget difficul- 
ties they have to deal with. I’ve got 
that. I understand that. States need a 
revenue-sharing plan from the Federal 
Government, but the Federal Govern- 
ment doesn’t have the money right 
now. Why doesn’t the Federal Govern- 
ment have the money? Well, how about 
the fact that the Federal Government 
is spending trillions of dollars on wars, 
one of which is based on lies, the other 
one based on a misreading of history. 

Joseph Stiglitz, a Nobel Prize win- 
ning economist, in his book with Linda 
Bilmes, it’s called ‘‘The Three Trillion 
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Dollar War,” has stated that the cost 
of the work in Iraq will run between 3 
and $5 trillion, just to U.S. taxpayers; 
the cost of the war in Afghanistan is 
already over half a trillion dollars. The 
long-term cost of that, since we are 
still in a period of acceleration of that 
war, will certainly go into the trillions 
of dollars. 

We saw a couple of years ago Wall 
Street come to this Capitol. Suddenly, 
the waves parted: $700 billion in loans 
when Wall Street was flagging. That 
could have been anticipated that Wall 
Street would create incredible specula- 
tion when Glass-Steagall was effec- 
tively repealed when they took down 
the wall that separated commercial 
from investment banking. Those who 
were the cops on the beat kind of 
walked away while this bubble was 
building on mortgage-backed securi- 
ties, hedge funds, speculating, inflating 
the bubble, it burst, and all Americans 
got hurt. But all Americans didn’t get 
made whole. Most Americans have ex- 
perienced a 30 percent drop in the value 
of their mortgages while Wall Street is 
enjoying record profits once again, 
while Wall Street, once again, is expe- 
riencing high salaries and high bo- 
nuses. 

Not on Main Street, though. On Main 
Street, they have 15 million unem- 
ployed, 12 million underemployed, 50 
million people without health insur- 
ance, and 10-12 million people whose 
homes are or have been in jeopardy. 

So then you go back to the State 
level where States are pressed, but 
States are pressed in part because of 
the mismanagement of the national 
economy and because we have a mone- 
tary policy that has worked for Wall 
Street but it certainly hasn’t worked 
for Main Street. So by the time this de- 
bate gets down to a State level, those 
executives who are more inclined to- 
wards a corporate point of view are 
saying, look, easy, we’ll just knock out 
the public unions. 
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But there are serious implications to 
this type of thinking, because what we 
are actually doing is setting aside an 
entire struggle that has been part of 
America’s history that we should all be 
proud of. The civil rights movement is 
part of America’s history we should be 
proud of: the civil rights movement 
which resulted in constitutional 
changes; which recognized the rights of 
all citizens as being equal, truly equal; 
the civil rights movement which ac- 
corded women an equal place in our so- 
ciety, of course with the exception of 
pay; but nevertheless, the potential for 
an equal role in our society is some- 
thing we should be proud of. 

With that civil rights movement, the 
labor movement moved the pace, and 
that labor movement was about lifting 
everyone up, not just those who were 
members of unions. Unions came about 
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because workers were being crushed; 
they were working in awful working 
conditions; they were subjected to 
forms of slave labor; they were working 
long hours and were paid very little; 
they were working under conditions 
that put their lives in jeopardy. Amer- 
ica had a tradition of child labor at one 
time. All that changed with the laws 
that were passed in this Chamber. 

We should be proud of what America 
has been able to accomplish in lifting 
up the status of working people in our 
society so that you could have an 8- 
hour day, so that you could have a safe 
workplace—so much so that today we 
understand that intimately linked to 
the very nature of our democracy is 
the right to collective bargaining, 
which is the very right that is under 
attack in Ohio and Wisconsin and Indi- 
ana and other States across this Union. 

The right to collective bargaining is 
being able to assert a First Amend- 
ment right of association. It is being 
able to assert that workers have a 
sense of agency and to know, in a soci- 
ety where capital can be amassed in 
tremendous sums, that one individual 
has the right to be able to assert his or 
her rights because they have represen- 
tation, because there is a law that says 
they have the ability to be able to have 
an influence on how much they are 
paid and on what their benefits and 
their working conditions will be. 

That’s the essence of what it means 
to be a democracy: that workers have a 
say and that it’s not top-down. 

This isn’t a dictatorship. Yet S.B. 5 
sets the stage for a kind of dictator- 
ship, top-down. These are your working 
conditions. Take it or leave it. These 
are your benefits. Take it or leave it. 
Don’t ask any questions. Shut up and 
go to work. 

When did America buy into that? The 
minute we buy into that kind of men- 
tality, how does that separate us from 
what’s happening in China? I want peo- 
ple to focus on this for a minute. We 
passed a trade agreement with China, 
China Trade, which I voted against, 
which had no provisions for workers’ 
rights, human rights or environmental 
quality principles. 

A month ago, I had some paper work- 
ers in my office from Washington 
State, and they showed me how many 
jobs in their industry have moved out 
of Washington and how many plants 
for their industry have opened up in 
China. It’s amazing to look at a map 
and see, well, they were here once, and 
now these same jobs are in China. 

In China, workers don’t have any 
rights. There is no right to collective 
bargaining in China. That’s not part of 
the discussion. The government of 
China is run under a different philos- 
ophy. Workers don’t have a right to 
strike in China. There’s no right to de- 
cent wages or benefits. Oh, yes. It’s 
called Communist China. Excuse me. 
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As part of a democracy, we assert— 
and have a right to assert—that work- 
ers here do have a right to collective 
bargaining, that they do have a right 
to join a union, that they do have a 
right to strike, that they do have a 
right to decent wages and benefits, 
that they do have a right to a secure 
retirement, that they do have a right 
to a safe workplace, that they do have 
a right to be able to challenge legally 
an employer who maintains an unsafe 
workplace. They have the right to par- 
ticipate in the political process. 

So many of these rights are under at- 
tack at the State level today, and this 
has an effect not just on public workers 
but on all workers, because if America 
begins to take down the hard-earned 
rights of workers, whether it’s in the 
public sector or the private sector, and 
if we try to justify it, here is what we 
can look forward to: 

We can look forward to lower wages; 
we can look forward to people having 
zero health benefits; we can look for- 
ward to people having zero pensions; 
we can look forward to workplaces be- 
coming less safe; and we can look for- 
ward to becoming a little bit like our 
trading partner in China, which, by the 
way, has about a $200 billion trade ad- 
vantage with the United States out of 
a trade deficit that is in excess of $450 
billion. 

So are we exporting our democracy? 
Are we importing values that are es- 
tranged from a democratic society? 
That’s really the question that we have 
to ask ourselves if we think that what 
happens in Wisconsin doesn’t relate to 
us or if we think that what happens in 
Ohio is none of our business. 

Mr. Speaker, I went to Columbus, 
Ohio, and stood with thousands of 
workers. I stood with firemen and po- 
licemen and teachers. I stood with peo- 
ple who care for children and seniors. 
These people are people who have dedi- 
cated their whole lives to public serv- 
ice. They have a middle class standard 
of living because they have that dedi- 
cation. They are people who are not 
our enemies. They are our friends. 
They are our neighbors—and they serve 
us. 

Since when are we now faced with 
looking at those who serve us as being 
opposed to us? How did our country get 
that way? Why can’t we come to an un- 
derstanding? We have a collective in- 
terest here. Why can’t our Governors 
tell the truth about what’s really hap- 
pening?—which is that States are get- 
ting strangled because of policies at a 
Federal level that are making it much 
more difficult for States to be able to 
get any assistance at all. 

I have not run into any single labor 
leader who said that they did not want 
to negotiate the issues that are at 
hand. I’ve not run into any labor leader 
who didn’t understand that State budg- 
ets are tight and that they want to 
make sure that States can meet the 
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needs of all the people. But this top- 
down approach, this political approach 
to dictating what the conditions are 
and what the rights are for State work- 
ers, sets the stage for an estrangement 
of people from their own government. 

So we have to look at the issue of 
collective bargaining. In the State of 
Ohio, we have to understand that the 
fact that they have collective bar- 
gaining makes strikes less likely. This 
law was passed in 1983 in Ohio, and col- 
lective bargaining actually provides for 
the public’s health, safety and welfare. 
This bill, Senate Bill 5, is aimed at 
eliminating collective bargaining. It 
would not only prohibit the State from 
being involved at this point in collec- 
tive bargaining for the purpose of bene- 
fits and working conditions, but it 
would also prohibit counties, cities, 
and other local government employers 
from continuing to negotiate employee 
benefit plan coverage and also to set 
community-based standards for public 
employment. 
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What of home rule? I mean, at a 
State level, cities that are home rule 
should be able to make these decisions. 
This flies in the face of a constitu- 
tional right which cities have for home 
rule. 

Senate bill 5 is really an attack on 
quality public service. It represents a 
destructive undermining of the com- 
pact between government and their 
workers. It changes the whole relation- 
ship. And it cannot do anything—can- 
not do a thing to improve the quality 
of service. 

Look at some of the biggest indus- 
trial corporations in America. They 
had their battles with labor, but they 
also understood that by having a work- 
force they could work with—the steel- 
workers work with the steel industry 
to produce a quality steel product, the 
autoworkers work with the auto indus- 
try to produce a quality car. In aero- 
space, we have some of the best tech- 
nology in the world, and the industry 
works with unions. 

The whole idea about being able to 
negotiate for your wages, to be able to 
negotiate for your benefits is so that 
you can elevate the condition of your 
family and yourself. These aren’t self- 
ish people; they’re people just trying to 
make a living. They just want to con- 
tinue to do their work, to have an op- 
portunity to negotiate their pay, to be 
able to negotiate their benefits—to 
have benefits—so that then they can go 
home and put food on the table and 
maybe be able to send their children to 
a decent college and maybe be able to 
put a few dollars aside, maybe be able 
to save a little bit for their retirement 
in addition to a pension plan that they 
have at work. When has that become 
asking for too much? 

I think it was Rachel Maddow the 
other day had something that was a 


3187 


joke on her show where she talked 
about—I’ll paraphrase it: people sit 
down at a table and you’ve got a CEO 
sitting at a table and you’ve got work- 
ers and a tea party member sitting at 
a table and there’s 12 cookies on a 
plate. The CEO grabs 11 of those cook- 
ies and then the worker goes to get 
that remaining cookie and the CEO 
says to everybody at the table, Better 
watch that person, he’s trying to take 
your cookie. This is what’s going on in 
State after State. 

And this is actually what’s hap- 
pening in our economy, where it’s 
working people who are the target of 
this attack. And it’s not only at a 
State level. Every worker in America 
understands the downward pressure on 
wages unless you’re on Wall Street. 
Every worker in America knows that if 
they don’t have job security they can’t 
plan for anything. 

There are so many people in America 
who are a single paycheck away from 
losing their home, from losing every- 
thing they ever worked a lifetime for. 
And in this economy, where corpora- 
tions have extraordinary power, where 
because of our trade agreements they 
can move out of this country like that, 
we’re going to further weaken the abil- 
ity of workers to have a voice at a 
State level, or anyplace at all? Come 
on, America, wake up. 

We have to understand the implica- 
tions of what’s happening in Ohio and 
Wisconsin. We have to understand that 
our very way of life is at risk here, 
that if corporations can use their influ- 
ence to get State leaders to knock 
down workers’ rights, it won’t be long 
before every worker in America is re- 
duced to a form of peonage. 

People can laugh and say, well, that 
can’t happen. Well, you know what? I 
want to quote to you from a book by 
Robert Scheer called ‘‘The Great Amer- 
ican Stickup.’”’ And the subtitle of it, 
so that you know that I’m not partisan 
here, Mr. Speaker, the subtitle of it is, 
“How Reagan Republicans and Clinton 
Democrats enriched Wall Street while 
mugging Main Street.’’ I won’t get into 
that too much, but I do want to quote 
from Mr. Scheer’s book. 

He talks about how two University of 
California economists, Emmanuel Saez 
and his colleague, Thomas Piketty, 
they analyzed U.S. tax data and other 
supporting statistics, and they con- 
cluded that the boom of the Clinton 
years and afterwards primarily bene- 
fited the wealthiest Americans. 

During Clinton’s tenure, from 1993 to 
2000, the income of the top 1 percent 
shot up at an astounding rate of 10.1 
percent per year while the income of 
the other 99 percent of Americans in- 
creased only 2.4 percent annually. In 
2002 to 2006, the next surge of the boom 
that Clinton’s policies unleashed, the 
numbers were even more unbalanced. 
The average annual income for the bot- 
tom 99 percent increased by only 1 per- 
cent per annum while the top 1 percent 
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saw a gain of 11 percent each year. Fur- 
ther, just as the good times of the Bush 
years saw almost $3 out of every $4 in 
increased income go to the wealthiest 1 
percent, the GOP cut taxes for the 
richest brackets. 

So as I said at the beginning, the 
whole economy is being converted to 
an engine that takes the wealth of 
America and puts it in the hands of a 
few. How can you maintain a democ- 
racy that way? An economic democ- 
racy is a precondition of a political de- 
mocracy. 

The minute we start attacking what 
people make, the minute we start put- 
ting pressure on people’s wages—and 
keep in mind, it’s okay with Wall 
Street to have 15 million Americans 
out of work. Why? Because that creates 
a big labor supply, which does what? 
Keeps wages down. So instead of hav- 
ing a full-employment economy—which 
really ought to be what we should ex- 
pect in a democracy, that everyone 
who wants to work has a place—we 
have 15 million workers out of work, 12 


million underemployed, but Wall 
Street keeps making more and more 
money. 


We’re being told there’s a recovery, 
but it’s a jobless recovery. And so in 
this morass we see an attack on public 
workers. You have to recognize exactly 
what’s going on here. This is still an- 
other attempt to grab more assets from 
the people and put it into the hands of 
a few. Just think what can happen in 
Ohio if the State legislature goes ahead 
and passes S.B. 5. If the State house 
passes it, the Governor signs it into 
law, we will just set the stage for mas- 
sive privatization which will reduce 
service, increase its cost, and put 
money into the hands of private cor- 
porations; more wealth going to the 
top, less ability for workers to defend 
their interests. And these are people 
working for us. State workers, city, 
county workers, they’re the govern- 
ment. They are the ones who provide 
service. 

I served at a local level, Mr. Speaker. 
I was a councilman. I served as a 
mayor. I served at that local govern- 
ment where government is really close 
to people. It provides an opportunity 
where people can get on the phone and 
say, hey, Mr. Councilman, we need 
somebody who’s going to fix this 
street. Take care of it. Well, there’s po- 
litical accountability. You get enough 
calls, it’s not taken care of, you won’t 
be reelected. 

But that control that comes from 
people in the neighborhoods to city 
hall, when you break unions and you 
set the stage for privatization of their 
jobs, you break that, you break the tie. 
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that has to do with the corporations to 


make sure their workers are doing 
right by the people. 
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The essence of democracy is account- 
ability. The essence of democracy is 
that people have the ability to be able 
to contact their government and be 
able to change conditions if they don’t 
like it. And also the essence is service. 
People pay taxes, they should get 
something in return. 

And yet the public workers who are 
being attacked in Ohio and Wisconsin 
and other places are the focal point of 
a great debate over whether or not we 
will continue to have something that 
we call government of the people. 

All across this country, Mr. Speaker, 
there are Governors who are facing 
budget shortfalls, and they’re watching 
events very carefully in Ohio and Wis- 
consin to be able to determine how far 
they’re going to go. We’re looking at 
cutbacks in pension benefits, cutbacks 
in health benefits—some of which the 
representatives of the workers are ac- 
tually agreeing on in order to keep the 
jobs. 

But we’re also looking at this par- 
allel attempt to knock out bargaining 
rights. What does one have to do with 
the other? If people don’t have the 
right to collective bargaining, they 
don’t have a right to a sense of agency 
in dealing with governments, they’re 
just reduced to nothing. 

Why do we do that to people who 
serve us? Why should we do that? And 
why shouldn’t we be calling into ac- 
counting those public officials who, by 
and large, will be representing cor- 
porate interests or corporate thinking? 

There are those who think that the 
interests of corporations and the gov- 
ernment are one in the same. Oh no 
they’re not. Government exists to pro- 
vide service. Corporations exist to 
make a profit. Fine. But let’s make 
sure we understand there’s a difference. 

Government does not exist to make a 
profit, but it does provide a service. 
And when government’s resources are 
starting to be eroded, we have to ask 
why. ГІ give you an idea, Mr. Speaker. 

We’re being told that there’s just not 
enough money anymore. Let’s look for 
a moment at our monetary system 
itself. 

When you go to a bank and you take 
out a loan, the bank will book that as 
an asset. Banks for years and years 
have been using a device known as a 
fractional reserve where they’re able to 
create for every dollar they book as 
cash that they claim to have. They’re 
able to create another $9 or even $10, 
maybe more. And that device, known 
as a fractional reserve, has given our 
banking system essentially the money 
to create—the ability to create money 
out of nothing. 

Now, there’s some people who are 
okay with that. They say, well, banks 
have to have this ability; but when 
banks have that ability, we also know 
that banks have been prone to being 
able to make transactions when they 
got involved, as a bank in Cleveland 
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did on mortgage-backed securities and 
they began investing heavily, actually 
investing money they didn’t have. 
When the market collapsed, the bank 
collapsed. 

So this device of fractional reserve 
actually in this economy has ended up 
helping to fuel speculation. 

And what about the Fed? The Fed, 
which this Congress has tried many 
times—and I’ve worked with Mr. PAUL 
on this—the Fed has virtually no con- 
trols whatsoever, limited account- 
ability. When the Federal Reserve Act 
was passed in 1918, it really took out of 
the hands of this Congress the ability 
to have control over the monetary sys- 
tem. 

Now, this Constitution of the United 
States, which I carry with me, article 
I, section 8, Congress has the ability to 
coin money. Now, to coin money 
doesn’t mean just to make coins. It ac- 
tually means to create money, to pub- 
lish money. 

That was a foundational principle of 
the ability of Congress to have a role in 
the money system. We basically sent 
that over to the Fed with the 1913 Fed- 
eral Reserve Act. So the Fed, through 
another device known as quantitative 
easing—I want everyone to remember 
this—quantitative easing. What does it 
mean? It means the Fed has the ability 
to create money out of nothing to the 
tune of trillions of dollars—$4 trillion 
in this most recent economic crisis. 

Now, we’re told that unless the Fed 
can do this, our economy would col- 
lapse. I think it’s time we started to 
look at these institutions which we’ve 
created and ask if this isn’t the time 
for us to take control on behalf of the 
American people to critically analyze 
the fractional-reserve system and see if 
it has any more viability, if it doesn’t 
really expose us to more problems than 
it ends up creating. 

I personally think that it’s time to 
challenge the fractional-reserve system 
to the point of where you let banks 
loan the money that they actually 
have on deposit instead of creating 
money out of nothing, and then if the 
bank goes down, we have to bail them 
out. 

I think it’s time for us to take the 
Fed, which has been out of our reach, 
and put it under the control of Treas- 
ury again. And then if the government 
needs to invest money, and we do, then 
we invest the money, then we spend it 
into circulation. We’re told right now 
we don’t have any money. We don’t 
have any money to fix our roads. 
There’s over $2 trillion of infrastruc- 
ture needs. States don’t have any 
money. That’s what we’re told. That’s 
why we’re told they’re having these 
conflicts with the workers; they’re out 
of money. We don’t have any money to 
fix up our roads. 

Well, FDR figured out what to do in 
the New Deal. You just create a WPA. 
You put millions of people back to 
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work; you rebuild America. We’re ap- 
parently not going to go in that direc- 
tion. But why not? We’re told we don’t 
have the money. What, we have to bor- 
row it from banks? Who’s holding our 
securities? 

If we can borrow money from Japan 
and from China and from the UK, and 
from the Cayman Islands to manage 
our economy, well, if we can borrow 
money to keep wars going, hello, why 
can’t we spend the money into circula- 
tion, take back the power—which in- 
herently is in the Constitution—and in- 
vest in the creation of jobs again and 
put those 15 million Americans back to 
work? Create a revenue sharing pro- 
gram for the States so States aren’t 
faltering any more. Have a national 
health care system so you don’t have 
to worry about health care being on 
the bargaining table. Absolutely make 
Social Security solid so there’s never a 
question about a partial privatiza- 
tion—which is another agenda some 
people would like to run here. 

It’s not like we don’t have within our 
grasp an ability to change the condi- 
tions in which we’re operating. 

But, instead, we have this poverty 
mentality which rivets us to control by 
corporate interests who are making 
money hand over fist, who we’re being 
told all of America’s poor except Wall 
Street. Huh? How did that happen? 
With our money nonetheless? How did 
that happen? 

Why isn’t unemployment a problem 
on Wall Street? Think about this. Why 
is Wall Street doing better than ever? 
Why do we hear these dark tales about 
speculations happening again? Are we 
getting ready for another pump-and- 
dump scheme where we’ll be back here 
in a few years having to bail out Wall 
Street again? 

Meanwhile, Main Street’s infrastruc- 
ture crumbles; Main Street’s workers 
are hungry for work; Main Street’s 
wages are getting depressed; Main 
Street’s struggling for health care; 
Main Street’s worried about its pen- 
sion; Main Street’s worried about 
whether they’re going to have a home 
or not. 

What’s happening in Ohio and Wis- 
consin is relevant because every single 
economic issue that is facing this Na- 
tion today is part of that debate. 
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Why should we accept an economy 
where people are told they have lim- 
ited expectations? This is America. We 
have shown the world the ability to 
create untold wealth. But if we keep 
shipping it offshore... 

Why shouldn’t people who have an 
education, who have strived to achieve 
a middle class standard of living, why 
shouldn’t they expect that their gov- 
ernment will stand next to them? It’s 
time for people to understand that we 
need to take a strong stand in favor of 
the rights of workers. 
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Now, how do we do that? Let’s look 
at our trade agreements, Mr. Speaker. 
Every trade agreement needs to be re- 
negotiated. We need to renegotiate 
NAFTA, and the General Agreement on 
Tariff and Trade, and China trade, and 
we need to say that every single trade 
agreement has the right to collective 
bargaining. We’re going in the wrong 
direction in the States. Every agree- 
ment we have should have the right to 
collective bargaining, the right to join 
a union, the right to strike, the right 
to decent wages and benefits, the right 
to a safe workplace, the right to be 
able to sue an employer if they main- 
tain an unsafe workplace, the right to 
a secure retirement, the right to par- 
ticipate in the political process. 

If we had those in our trade agree- 
ments, if in our trade agreements we 
had prohibitions on child labor, slave 
labor, prison labor, if in our trade 
agreements we had the protection of 
the air and the water, then these cor- 
porations wouldn’t be running to China 
or anywhere in the world in order to 
have the people of that country sub- 
sidize their profits through dirty air, 
dirty water, low wages, slave labor, 
child labor. Think about it. That’s why 
we need to go back to the trade agree- 
ments. 

We need to elevate the condition of 
workers in our society. We need to 
think in terms of raising people’s 
standard of living. We need to think in 
terms of helping people save their 
homes. We need to think in terms of 
more competition in our economy. We 
need to think in terms of how do you 
create wealth in our society, not just 
how do you create debt. Because right 
now, Mr. Speaker, our whole economic 
system is money equals debt. And as 
long as we’re locked into that men- 
tality of money equals debt, then all 
we’re going to have is debt no matter 
where we look. And our ballooning debt 
keeps getting larger and larger, and 
we’re told, well, we have to pay off that 
debt before we can deal with our prob- 
lems. Baloney. We don’t have to do 
that. 

What we have to do is to start look- 
ing at what can be done to prime the 
pump of our economy, to get America 
back to work. We have the resources. 
And if we have to change the way that 
we handle our money system, we 
should do that. The Fed has not been 
responsive. The private sector isn’t cre- 
ating jobs. They’re getting rid of jobs. 
If the private sector created jobs, then 
right after we gave hundreds of billions 
of dollars to Wall Street we should 
have seen millions of people go back to 
work. That did not happen. We are in 
at least a double-dip recession. We 
have Americans struggling to survive, 
and they could read the daily reports 
about how great Wall Street is doing. 

Let’s go back to Ohio and support 
those workers. Let’s support those who 
teach our children, who police our 
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streets, who put out the fires, who 
serve our elderly, who take care of our 
children, the people who perform the 
services at the myriad of State offices 
and at county and city offices. Let’s re- 
spect and honor those who are in public 
service, aS we ourselves would want to 
be honored for taking the path that we 
chose in our careers. The people who 
chose the civil service, the people who 
chose to do that day-to-day work of 
being involved in a community, they 
are no less important than we are as 
individuals. We’re part of the same tis- 
sue that makes up a democracy. 

And so I want to appeal to my col- 
leagues to look at this moment in his- 
tory, to understand the deep threat 
which the breaking of collective bar- 
gaining represents to our democracy, 
to understand how urgent it is that we 
support workers everywhere, that we 
express our appreciation to them, that 
we understand that in this House there 
are many different points of view. 

We have different points of view 
about the amount of power we would 
like concentrated into fewer and fewer 
hands. But we should have no dif- 
ference of opinion, there should be 
total solidarity on protecting those 
who serve the public and on protecting 
workers whose basic rights are cardinal 
principles of a democratic society. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 


—— 


COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR OF 
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND 
GOVERNMENT REFORM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
YODER) laid before the House the fol- 
lowing communication from the Chair 
of the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND Gov- 
ERNMENT REFORM, 

Washington, DC, March 3, 2011. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I write to notify you 
pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives that the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Reform 
has been served with a subpoena for docu- 
ments issued by the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia in a civil 
case now pending before that Court. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen- 
eral Counsel, I will make the determinations 
required by Rule VIII. 

Sincerely, 
DARRELL ISSA, 
Chairman, Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 


EEE 


OUR FISCAL SITUATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from New 
Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) is recognized for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, І appre- 
ciate the opportunity to address the 
House this afternoon. 
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Mr. Speaker, there are many people 
who are wondering in the Nation ex- 
actly what it was we were doing up 
here a couple of weeks ago as we were 
talking about amendments to cut the 
budget, amendments to increase the 
budget. And for myself, I like to keep 
it in very narrow terms and like to get 
it as simple as possible. 

So we went across the district last 
week, had town hall meetings trying to 
explain to people exactly the situation 
that we’re facing here in the country. 
And I’ve got a chart here which is very 
instrumental in helping me to visualize 
what’s going on. And basically, this 
chart is one which shows that we’re 
spending $3.5 trillion at the current 
moment and we’re taking in $2.2 tril- 
lion, and that begins to give the basic 
understanding of where we are. 

Now, if a local family were in this po- 
sition, they would be maybe spending 
$3,500 a month and bringing in $2,200 a 
month, and their banker would not be 
pleased with that. Their banker would 
say, well, we probably need to do bet- 
ter, especially if they were borrowing 
money every month. And we are bor- 
rowing money every month to work 
here. And so our government is just as 
stressed with the debt and with this 
imbalance in spending and imbalance 
in revenues as a family would be. 

Now, our banker in this country is 
used to Americans saved and they 
bought Treasury bills. That’s how we 
would finance our government. But 
Americans across the country basically 
don’t save anymore, and so we have to 
find other people who will buy our 
Treasury bills. And that’s the Chinese 
Government. So China is our borrower 
of record, our lender of record. 

And so we would watch what the Chi- 
nese have said in the past couple of 
months, in the past couple of years, 
and a couple of times China has said, 
We’re not going to buy any more of the 
Treasury bills from the United States 
Government. At one point they said, 
We’ll buy South Korean treasury bills, 
meaning the South Korean Govern- 
ment was a better bet than the U.S. 
Government. And so our banker has 
been giving us signs that, We’re con- 
cerned. We’re concerned about the eco- 
nomic health of your country, because 
they see that we cannot long continue. 

Now, for myself, I’ve gone ahead and 
done the mathematics that, if you are 
spending 3.5, you are bringing in 2.2, 
well, you are running a deficit of $1.3 
trillion every year. Now, that’s a def- 
icit as long as it’s unaccounted for, as 
long as it hasn’t been spent. But the 
moment that the money spends, then it 
goes into the debt barrel, and that’s 
the top small barrel. And then we have 
a debt of approximately $15 trillion. 
Might be a little bit less. 

To put that in perspective, that debt 
barrel began to build in the early days 
of our history, and we accumulated up 
to $5 trillion worth of debt to the sec- 
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ond President Bush, George W. Bush. 
And during his term, we increased that 
debt from 5 to basically 10. So, a very 
rapid escalation of debt accumulation 
during the second Bush years. 
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But then, under President Obama, 
then we have seen an acceleration even 
faster so that we have already added 
almost another $5 trillion in debt in 2% 
years under President Obama, and we 
are on track to maybe add another 6 or 
7, maybe 8 in the next 2 years. This 1.3 
deficit for this coming year, that was 
last year. This coming year, that num- 
ber becomes 1.6 trillion. So you can see 
that the gap between what we are 
bringing in and what we are spending is 
absolutely increasing rather than de- 
creasing. 

Now, to put this in a bigger perspec- 
tive the last year of President Bush, 
the deficit was about $200 billion so. In- 
stead of 1.8, it was about 0.2, if we 
round it off to 0.8. You could see that 
almost immediately under President 
Obama that we increased our deficit. 
That is, we increased these outlays by 
almost a trillion dollars so that our 
economic condition is worsening very 
rapidly. 

Now, the unsettling pieces, I mean, if 
you look at the 15 trillion in the top 
debt barrel and then you look at the 
revenues that we are bringing in from 
the government, you say, well, we 
could pay off 7 or 8 years. If we weren’t 
spending a thing, we could pay off for 7 
or 8 years and still not have quite all of 
our debt paid off. 

But then the alarming piece is this 
fiscal gap at the bottom, that is Social 
Security, Medicare and Medicaid. And 
when we consider those elements, then 
we are looking at a $202 trillion deficit, 
a debt, a debt that we owe. Those are 
mandated spending programs that we 
are not going to turn off. 

So we can already understand that 
we would pay almost 100 years if we 
were only getting $2.2 trillion into pay- 
ing off this fiscal gap that we experi- 
ence here. 

Now, over in the far right corner of 
the chart, we see now a graph. The 
thing about graphs is they go on in 
time, this bottom line, the horizontal 
line is actually years and then the 
vertical line then is representative of 
the average income, per capita income 
that we as Americans have had through 
our history. 

So I ask our listeners always, are you 
doing better than your parents did? 
And almost always the answer is yes, I 
make more money than my parents did 
and I, I myself, made more money than 
my parents did. That’s shown on this 
chart that every year the chart has 
been increasing as we go through time, 
the numbers increase and so it shows 
that. 

But then we see that the chart levels 
off and starts down. So when I ask peo- 
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ple right now, are your children going 
to live better than you, are your chil- 
dren going to have more income than 
you did, very few people in a room will 
raise their hand. That’s because they 
see that the economic condition of the 
world is getting worse, not better. That 
worsening condition is based simply on 
these factors right here. 

There is nothing in the world econo- 
mies that would not improve if we 
didn’t solve these problems. It does not 
have to be—we could continue that 
growth curve forever. So we are right 
now at the point where the curve flat- 
tens off and moves down into a lower 
category. 

But at the very tip of that curve is a 
red dot. Then the curve stops and dis- 
cerning people would say, well, I 
thought graphs just continue. You 
draw them on out through infinity. 

Well, you do except this chart stops. 
This chart stops because our economy 
literally shows both Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget, the White House, and 
the CBO, that’s the congressional arm. 
So both the White House and the Con- 
gress both show the same chart that 
our economy simply ceases to function 
about 2037. 

Now for people who are younger than 
myself, that’s in your lifetimes. I may 
not see that, but my children and 
grandchildren will see this point where 
our economy quits. That’s what hap- 
pened in the Soviet Union. 

President Reagan believed that if he 
simply increased our spending enough 
on arms that he could cause them to 
continue to invest more spending on 
arms. They would not be able to in- 
crease the revenues. They would have 
this gap right here. Their deficits 
would increase, their debt would in- 
crease and eventually the system 
would implode. It would collapse on 
itself. That’s what’s happening in our 
economy in 2087. 

So at this particular point in our 
time, we have to stop and say we can’t 
continue this. We must begin to do dif- 
ferently, and that is what the House 
was doing last week. 

Now many in the country have said, 
oh, they are draconian cuts. We should 
not have done that. You shouldn’t have 
cut that deeply and others are saying 
you should have cut more. 

So let’s evaluate that briefly. We cut, 
basically, about $60 billion out of the 
budget. We cut it out of the continuing 
resolution a couple of weeks ago when 
we passed that bill. 

So what does 60 billion mean in this 
chart? Sixty billion would mean that 
you would change this number from 3.5 
to 3.44. We are still faced with only the 
2.2 here in revenues to the country. 

I would ask every listener in the au- 
dience, is that significant, is it draco- 
nian? If you think it’s draconian, 
would your banker think it’s draco- 
nian? Almost everyone laughs if I ask 
them, if you were spending $3,500 a 
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month, bringing in $2,200 a month and 
went to your banker, would your bank- 
er think that you made significant cuts 
if you cut from $3,500 to $3,440? Most 
people would laugh and say my banker 
wouldn’t talk to me if I only cut that 
much. So I put it into that context 
that we did not do significant cuts. 

Yet many of the people here in Wash- 
ington are wailing and weeping and 
gnashing of teeth, those sorts of 
things, that catastrophe just awaits us 
because we cut spending by .06. 

Myself, I don’t think so. I think that 
the looming economic crisis in 2037 is 
the more compelling point that our 
economy simply will cease to function 
out in that range. Again, you can go 
online and look at CBO or OMB to find 
that chart. That’s where we pulled it 
out. So take a look at it. 

But the important thing is to under- 
stand that no company—my wife and I 
ran a small company—and no company 
ever found itself in fiscal straits like 
this and cured it simply by cutting 
spending. I don’t think that it’s pos- 
sible for us to cut spending from 3.5 to 
2.2. AS a business person, it does not 
ring true. It doesn’t seem like that we 
can cut that much. 

So if we can’t cut that much spend- 
ing you have to say, well, then how do 
we get the 2.2 to move toward the 3.5? 
If we can’t cut spending enough then 
how do we grow the revenues? Now 
some people will say well, we should 
raise taxes. They would say we should 
raise taxes. And then you shouldn’t 
have to ask, well, what’s the outcome 
of raising taxes? 

The first thing is to understand that 
there is a basic economic truth that 
tax increases will kill jobs. And so if 
we want to make this number smaller, 
just increase taxes and we actually in- 
creased the difference. We increased 
our deficit because this number actu- 
ally gets smaller at that point. 

If we want to solve the problem that 
we are facing now, there is only one 
way to go, and that is economic 
growth. We need to create jobs. If we 
have to create jobs, then we must 
evaluate the ways that we are not cre- 
ating jobs today. 

We resume our discussion talking 
about how we would create these two 
numbers to come together. That would 
be a balanced budget. And, again, I 
would repeat that it is very difficult 
for us to cut enough spending to reach 
bottom, that my idea is that we must 
increase the number of jobs. 

As we bring people into the work- 
force, we are simultaneously encom- 
passing two things. We are causing this 
number to go up as people pay taxes 
that were previously unemployed, but 
then we are also bringing people off of 
unemployment, welfare and govern- 
ment assistance. So we are lowering 
their number toward this one as we in- 
crease that one. 

The actuarial tables show us at about 
3.5 percent rate of growth that we can 
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actually begin to move towards bal- 
ance. These long-term numbers begin 
to clear up significantly just by cre- 
ating jobs in the growth rate of about 
3.5 percent. 

Well, then the next question would 
be, can we create jobs in 3.5 percent? 
Well, that’s exactly what we have aver- 
aged for over 70 years. It’s well estab- 
lished that we can do it. 

Right now, our economic growth is in 
the 1 to 2 percent range, so that means 
that we almost have to double our rate 
of growth, and that would be possible if 
we did two basic things. 
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Number one, we can lower taxes. Tax 
breaks create jobs. Tax decreases cre- 
ate jobs. Tax increases kill jobs. And so 
then the second aspect of creating jobs 
would be to lower the regulations. 

Now, I have many people that react 
in horror when I say we should lower 
regulations. They immediately claim 
you would go to zero regulation. I don’t 
mean that at all. I simply mean that 
we are regulating our jobs out of exist- 
ence. Companies are finding it easier to 
go to another country and operate 
rather than operate here because the 
regulations are so extreme. 

One way that we’re regulating com- 
panies out of existence is through our 
lending right now. We passed the Dodd- 
Frank bill which puts new require- 
ments on banks. And so the bankers in 
my district in southern New Mexico 
have been calling recently saying that 
under the previous accounting methods 
and the previous reporting methods, we 
used to simply get written up if we 
made a mistake on a loan package. 
Today we’re told that we could get a 
$50,000 fine. So they then are skeptical 
and reticent to lend money to small 
businesses and to people buying homes 
because they stand to lose more on the 
loan by one typographical error, one 
exception, than they can make. 

And that, then, has a formal process 
so that a young family, a young couple 
in Socorro, New Mexico, recently grad- 
uated from New Mexico Tech, they 
both are employed, both have degrees, 
both have good-paying jobs, and yet 
the bank says, well, we just don’t want 
to lend money because it might turn 
out to be a bad loan and we could lose 
our bank over one bad loan or we could 
get a $50,000 penalty over a mistake on 
the loan application. It’s just too 
tough. 

That means the regulations have 
been so high that businesses are say- 
ing, well, we would rather stay on the 
sidelines, which is what’s happening 
nationwide. So we’re being told that if 
the banks would simply loan money 
that everything would be fixed, and it’s 
a lot true. Construction would start 
back. Houses would start back. Real es- 
tate agents would start back, and ev- 
eryone would start, except it is regu- 
lated down into a low, just stagnant 
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position because of these regulations 
that are, in many people’s eyes, too 
high. 

Another way that we regulate jobs 
out of existence is through environ- 
mental concerns. We are saying to our- 
selves that we should protect species at 
all costs, that is, even the human cost. 
And I’m saying that that’s too ex- 
treme. I would not let a species go ex- 
tinct, but I would say that we should 
create jobs and protect the species at 
the same time. So in order to cure this 
problem, to raise this 2.2 toward the 3.5 
and simultaneously lowering the 3.5 to- 
ward 2.2, I have actually put three bills 
in so that we could have test cases of 
this discussion for America. 

The first one would be that, yes, we 
should keep the spotted owl alive, but 
we should not kill every timber job in 
America, which is basically what hap- 
pened in New Mexico. We used to have 
20,000 jobs in timber and today we 
have, more or less, none. Sometimes, 
one guy says, I’ve got eight people, and 
sometimes he says, well, I laid them off 
this week. And so we’re up and down. 
The meaning of all that is that we’ve 
lowered, because of the spotted owl, 
from about 20,000 jobs basically to zero 
in New Mexico. And nationwide, that 
has caused this number to get smaller 
as people go on welfare, and it has 
caused this number to get bigger. 

And as people get less-paying jobs, 
then that means this number gets 
smaller because they don’t pay as 
much in taxes. They don’t have as 
much to spend, so retail merchants 
don’t make as much, and then they pay 
less in taxes. Meanwhile, more families 
are struggling. They get some sort of 
aid even when they’re working, and the 
3.5 number gets larger as we get jobs 
that pay less. 

So, again, my bill simply says, let’s 
have a discussion as Americans. Let’s 
discuss whether or not we have to 
make the species the last determinant 
of everything in the forest or if we 
can’t keep the spotted owl alive in 
sanctuaries, 1,000 acres here, 1,000 acres 
there, and go back to cutting in the 
forest. 

Well, the first thing that some 
alarmist will do is say, well, you’re 
going to clear-cut the forest; we 
shouldn’t clear-cut the forest. We don’t 
need to do that. We don’t need to do 
that. And I’m saying, no, we don’t have 
to clear-cut the forest. Land manage- 
ment companies commonly have a bal- 
anced thinning program. They go 
through and cut some trees of all sizes. 
And they’re constantly working their 
way through their acreage so that good 
small companies exist on very small 
acreages. 

We’ve got 225 million acres of 
forestland in this country, and yet it is 
being logged at almost zero rates. 
We’ve got forests in New Mexico: 3 mil- 
lion acres in one, 2 million acres in an- 
other. We’ve got very large forests, and 
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yet they haven’t had significant thou- 
sand-acre timber sales in forever, and 
it’s been maybe 20 years since they’ve 
had significant timber sales. And even 
then they are restricted from har- 
vesting the large-diameter trees that 
are economically profitable. 

And so we’ve driven out most of the 
timber mills. We’ve driven out most of 
the people that would make a living 
doing that, all in the name of the envi- 
ronment. And all of us would want the 
environment clean. We would like the 
species to not be extinct. But I do not 
think that we have to completely ig- 
nore the job situation at hand. 

The second bill we put in was the 
27,000 farmers in the San Joaquin Val- 
ley. They were put out of work about 2 
years ago by a silvery minnow. A judge 
said that all the water in the river has 
to stay there and cannot be used for 
agriculture. So those 27,000 people who 
used to be paying income tax here 
moved, as a cost to the government, to 
the 3.5. They are on welfare and unem- 
ployment, and so our revenues go down 
and our expenses go up. And that’s a 
toxic case for a government, for a busi- 
ness, or for a family. And yet we’re en- 
couraging it through our policies. 

So my bill, again, is very simple. 
Keep the 2-inch minnow alive in hold- 
ing ponds. Put them in the river in the 
millions when we need them, but in the 
meantime, let’s use that water for the 
irrigation in the San Joaquin Valley. 
The worst thing about shutting that 
farmland down in the San Joaquin Val- 
ley is that that area used to produce 
most of the vegetables for this country. 
Now, then, with them idle, we are im- 
porting vegetables from Central and 
South America, and they spray pes- 
ticides that we’re not allowed to. So we 
hurt our revenues, we accelerated the 
cost of government, and we get an un- 
safe food supply all at the same time. 
It does not have to be that way. We can 
accomplish both jobs and the species. 

The last bill that we introduced was 
offshore. Every one of us saw the BP 
situation. Again, I believe that BP 
should be accountable. I understand 
the process that they went through. 
They made bad some decisions. They 
are being held accountable. They are 
actually paying 100 percent of the cost. 
And that is not the question. 

The question is whether the Presi- 
dent should have ordered for the 
100,000-plus jobs to be killed. You see 
right now the Governor of Louisiana 
and you see the people in Louisiana are 
really suffering because those rigs that 
used to be offshore working, thousands 
of people out there working every day 
at very high-paying salaries now are 
drawing unemployment. So we, again, 
lowered our 2.2 figure down lower. We 
increased the 3.5. So we made our budg- 
et situation much worse by policies 
that threaten or stop job growth. 

Back on taxes. Again, we have men- 
tioned that that’s one reason that com- 
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panies choose to live and operate else- 
where. Now, the people say, well, why 
do taxes create jobs more slowly? Mr. 
Swett, who is in the Second District of 
New Mexico in Artesia, said it best. He 
said, For me to create one job takes 
$340,000. He said, That’s what a bull- 
dozer costs, and I run bulldozers. He 
said, So when the government taxes 
my money away from me, it takes me 
longer to get my $340,000. He said, By 
the way, I’ve got to buy a $60,000 pick- 
up because they won’t let me drive the 
bulldozer to work down through the 
main streets of Artesia. And so we have 
to have a pickup and the truck. So he 
said, Actually it takes a little bit more 
than $340,000 to create a job. But every 
time the government taxes me more, it 
takes longer to get the $340,000 in the 
bank. 

That’s the reason that under higher 
and higher tax rates our economy stag- 
nates and jobs are not produced as 
quickly, because we're taking that 
money away from businesses who 
would create it and putting it into the 
government that simply then spends it 
here in this 3.5 without really making 
more jobs. 

So we are faced with a question in 
this country: Are we caring about the 
long-time survival of our economy or 
are we going to continue down the 
same path? 

Now, that’s the greatest discussion 
that we should be having. That’s the 
discussion they’re having right now in 
Wisconsin. In Wisconsin, basically the 
union employees are saying, We want 
more. We want more pay and we want 
more benefits, that is, more retire- 
ment. 

Right now, basically across the coun- 
try, our union employees—and I think 
they should get every penny that they 
are wanting, that they are deserving, 
but we have to understand that our 
union employees working for the gov- 
ernment are making basically twice 
what our people in the private sector 
are making. So we down here are pay- 
ing taxes in order for people that are 
costing the government to make twice 
what we are. And they are asking for 
more, meaning that we should charge 
the public, the private sector workers 
more taxes in order to pay higher sala- 
ries. 

But then the real rub comes in on the 
retirements. Many of our government 
employees have an option to retire at 
20 years, and many of those can retire 
at 75 percent of their pay. If you are 
making $40,000 a year, then you can re- 
tire at $30,000 a year. I have a docu- 
ment in my office that has New Mexico 
retirees’ salaries, and this is from 10 
years ago when I was in the State leg- 
islature, and the highest paid worker 
in our retirement system in New Mex- 
ico is making about $5,600 a month. 
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Now, that contrasts with about $3,000 
a month. So he is making almost dou- 
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ble in retirement what the average 
New Mexican is making working 40 
hours a week. What it has caused is 
this imbalance here, this cost that is 
doubling above what we can take in in 
revenues. 

So the discussion that is going on in 
Wisconsin is the same discussion we 
should be having here on the floor of 
the House, and it is the same discus- 
sion we should be having in every State 
capitol because almost every State, I 
think 48 of the 50, is now running in 
deficit conditions because the cost of 
government, the cost of their employ- 
ees, the cost of education has risen so 
dramatically. And in the private sec- 
tor, we are sitting out here basically 
with flat wages, maybe declining 
wages. And so our discussion nation- 
wide has to be: How do we cure the 
problem? 

Now, if we begin to get our tax policy 
and our regulatory policy under con- 
trol, I think that the manufacturing 
jobs would come back. So it is not just 
that we want jobs. McDonald’s and 
such would create service-level jobs, 
but we are interested in careers, not 
just jobs. We are interested in being 
able to plan for your future and being 
able to pay for college for your kids or 
plan for your retirement. Those are the 
careers that we want to draw back, and 
those come from the good manufac- 
turing jobs that left in droves during 
the last 30-40 years as we increased reg- 
ulations and as we increased taxation. 

Those jobs would come flooding back 
to us if we simply lowered the taxes. 
And you heard President Obama say in 
his State of the Union message that we 
now have one of the two highest cor- 
porate tax rates in the world. A couple 
of days after his speech, Japan actually 
lowered their tax rate, leaving us at 
the top level. 

So the President recognizes that we 
make ourselves uncompetitive with our 
tax rate and we should do something 
about it. He is exactly right. We should 
cut taxes; and yet when you bring that 
up on the floor of the House, you get 
one-half of the body that grabs their 
chest and falls backward, pulling the 
flag across their face and saying we 
can’t do that because Old Glory might 
just wither away. And the other side 
says it is the only way to economic 
growth. 

If we are going to fix this imbalance 
of spending and revenue, we absolutely 
have to have growth, and job creation 
should be the primary focus of this 
Congress. But unless we focus on taxes 
and regulations, we cannot cure the job 
problem in the country. 

A few years ago, Ireland was looking 
at itself and said, Ireland is a pretty 
smart country. We are smart people; 
we are hardworking people. We are 
struggling under a bad economy. What 
can we do to make it better? 

So they thought a lot about it, they 
had studies, and they decided they 
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should lower their corporate tax rate. 
So they lowered their corporate tax 
rate. It was equal to ours at that point, 
about 36 percent, and they lowered it 
down to 12 percent. Companies began 
to flock into Ireland because the tax 
rate was changed from 36 down to 12 
percent. That is what lowering the tax 
rate does; it draws the great jobs to 
you, the manufacturing jobs. 

Well, in the intervening years, Ire- 
land began to do what we did. They 
began to say with all this money, we 
are awash with money, the revenues 
were exceeding the outflows, they 
began to say, we are going to spend 
more. And so they began to develop 
programs to give away, and they began 
to raise taxes. 

Now, my brother-in-law works for 
Hughes Tools, and he just got back 
from Ireland. They just dismantled 
their last plant in Ireland that they 
had taken over when they were given 
the lower taxes. Because of the higher 
tax rate now, they are now evacuating 
out of Ireland. So Ireland is faced with 
this exact same problem, and Ireland is 
at the point of economic collapse, 
along with Greece, along with Spain, 
along with other countries in Europe 
because all of us have been living be- 
yond our means. 

Each country in the world right now 
is faced with its own set of problems 
that basically originate from the fact 
that we are spending more than we are 
bringing in. We are spending more for 
government than what the private sec- 
tor can make, and we all face the same 
catastrophe that the Soviet Union 
faced, that their economy is simply 
going to implode. 

Now I, for one, do not want to be on 
the watch and not be saying something 
as we’re going down the track, and so I 
give this presentation everywhere I go. 
And to the people who are saying we 
absolutely have to have more govern- 
ment spending, I simply say: show me 
how it is going to work. The way we 
have been making this work is we have 
been printing money. As we print 
money, we take money away from you 
because printing money makes the dol- 
lars in your pocket worth less. And so 
as your money in your pocket is worth 
less, then the prices go up. So we see 
gasoline prices now escalate to $4, and 
some people are saying it is the evil oil 
companies. The truth is your dollar is 
worth less. 

If it was only going up, then you 
could say: yes, the oil companies are 
taking more profit. But your vegeta- 
bles are going up. Your gold is going 
up. Silver is going up. Big metals are 
going up. In the oil fields in southeast 
New Mexico, we use a lot of drill pipe. 
I got word last week when I was trav- 
eling around that the people who own 
drill pipes to sell it right now don’t 
want to sell it. 

They would rather have their pipe 
than dollars because they see that we 
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have printed this $2.6 trillion. They see 
their dollar is worth less. They see the 
prices escalating, so they simply have 
shut off selling their drill pipe. It is 
worth more than the cash that they 
could get for it. That is going to be an- 
other sign that our economy has really 
begun to struggle under the inflation 
as we see shortages—shortages of vege- 
tables, shortages of anything. 

Now, the price of silver and gold have 
been escalating. The price of silver a 
week ago Friday went up 10 percent in 
one day. Then 2 or 3 days later it went 
up another 8 or 9 percent. It is not that 
we are using that much more silver 2 
or 3 days later; it is that people are 
saying I would rather hold silver than 
dollars, and they have been flooding 
across from dollars to silver. You are 
seeing that people are choosing this ob- 
ject of silver that maybe is very dif- 
ficult to store, very difficult to handle, 
is actually more valuable to them than 
holding the cash in the bank. This is 
because we are living like that. 

So either we begin to discipline our- 
selves both nationally and as individ- 
uals because we individually have been 
running up debt that is sort of the 
equivalent of this, either we begin to 
discipline or the ultimate consequences 
is within 25 years we are going to see 
catastrophic economic situations arise 
for families. 

I do not think that any of us want 
that. I think that the economic expla- 
nations of exactly why we are having 
the difficulties in our economy that we 
are having are very simple. They are 
very transparent. We are spending $3.5 
trillion every year, and we are bringing 
in $2.2 trillion. That number is actually 
going to escalate next year so that this 
deficit, instead of being $1.3 trillion in 
the next year, according to the Presi- 
dent’s budget, is going to be $1.6 tril- 
lion. That $1.6 trillion at the end of the 
year will be added to the $15 trillion of 
debt so at the end of the year we will 
owe $16.5 trillion. The $202 trillion 
stays out here as obligations that are 
currently due because retirees are 
flooding into the market. The baby 
boomers are moving into retirement in 
record numbers now, and that is going 
to continue for another 15 or 20 years. 

We have serious problems facing us, 
but the problems are fairly easily 
solved if we simply lower the tax rates, 
especially if we lower them on the job 
producers. And, secondly, if we get our 
regulations under control, not to no 
regulations, but to simply find a bal- 
ance point that will allow us to protect 
the workers, protect the environment, 
and protect the species while at the 
same time creating jobs. 


EE 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 
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H.R. 662. An act to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, motor 
carrier safety, transit, and other programs 
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund pend- 
ing enactment of a multiyear law reauthor- 
izing such programs. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 276a-276g¢ of title 
22, United States Code, as amended, the 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
appoints the following Senator as 
Chairman of the Senate Delegation to 
the Canada-United States Inter- 
parliamentary Group conference during 
the 112th Congress: 

The Senator from Minnesota (Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR). 


ee 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 8 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Friday, March 
4, 2011, at 2 p.m. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

717. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Polymerized Fatty Acid Esters 
with Aminoalcohol Alkoxylates; Exemption 
from the Requirement of a Tolerance [ЕРА- 
HQ-OPP-2010-0275; FRL-8860-8] received Feb- 


ruary 11, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(а)(1)(А); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 


718. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Clothianidin; Time-Limited Pes- 
ticide Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2010-0217; 
FRL-8858-3] received February 11, 2011, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

719. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — 1,4-Benzenedicarboxylic Acid, 
Dimethyl Ester, Polymer with 1,4- 
Butanediol, Adipic Acid, and Hexamethylene 
Diisocyanate; Exemption from the Require- 
ment of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2010-0838; 
FRL-8863-9] received February 11, 2011, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

720. A letter from the Chairman, Congres- 
sional Oversight Panel, transmitting the 
Panel’s monthly report pursuant to Section 
125(0)(1) of the Emergency Economic Sta- 
bilization Act of 2008, Pub. L. 110-348; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

721. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a report 
entitled ‘‘Reforming America’s Housing Fi- 
nance Market’’; to the Committee on Finan- 
cial Services. 

722. A letter from the President and CEO, 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting, trans- 
mitting the Corporation’s 2009 annual report 
regarding the activities and expenditures of 
the independent production service; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 
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723. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Energy, transmitting a report enti- 
tled ‘‘Report on Federal Agency Cooperation 
on Permitting Natural Gas Pipelines’’; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

724. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting the Department’s annual Report on 
the Food and Drug Administration Advisory 
Committee Vacancies and Public Disclo- 
sures; to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce. 

725. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting FY 2010 Performance Report to Con- 
gress for the Medical Device User Fee 
Amendments of 2007; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

726. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s Fiscal Year 2010 annual report 
as required by the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, as 
amended, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 9620; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

727. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Finding of Failure to Submit 
State Implementation Plan Revisions for 
Particulate Matter, PM-10, Maricopa County 
(Phoenix) PM-10 Nonattainment Area, Ari- 
zona [HPA-R09-OAR-2011-0041; FRL-9264-1] re- 
ceived February 11, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

728. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Approval and Promulgation of 
Air Quality Implementation Plans; Virginia; 
Revision to the Definition of Volatile Or- 
ganic Compound [EPA-R03-OAR-2010-0902; 
FRL-9265-6] received February 11, 2011, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

729. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Nuclear Critically Safety Stand- 
ards For Fuels and Material Facilities, Regu- 
latory Guide 3.71 received February 18, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

730. A letter from the Director, Inter- 
national Cooperation, Department of De- 
fense, transmitting Pursuant to Section 27(f) 
of the Arms Export Control Act and Section 
1(f) of Executive Order 11958, Transmittal No. 
1-11 informing of an intent to sign a Memo- 
randum of Understanding with Australia, 
Canada, Denmark, the Italian republic, the 
Kingdom of Norway, and the United King- 
dom; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

731. A letter from the Director, Inter- 
national Cooperation, Department of De- 
fense, transmitting Pursuant to Section 27(f) 
of the Arms Export Control Act and Section 
1(f) of Executive Order 11958, Transmittal No. 
27-10 informing of an intent to sign a Memo- 
randum of Understanding with the Republic 
of Korea; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

732. A letter from the Director, Inter- 
national Cooperation, Department of De- 
fense, transmitting Pursuant to Section 27(f) 
of the Arms Export Control Act and Section 
1(f) of Executive Order 11958, Transmittal No. 
2-11 informing of an intent to sign a Memo- 
randum of Understanding with the Republic 
of Singapore; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

733. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad- 
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
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State, transmitting report prepared by the 
Department of State concerning inter- 
national agreements other than treaties en- 
tered into by the United States to be trans- 
mitted to the Congress within the sixty-day 
period specified in the Case-Zablocki Act; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

734. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting Report to Congress on the 
United States Policy in Iraq, Section 1227 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2006; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

735. A letter from the Director of Legal Af- 
fairs and Policy, Administrative Committee 
of the Federal Register, transmitting the 
Committee’s final rule — Regulations Affect- 
ing Publication of the United States Govern- 
ment Manual [AG Order No. 3252-2011] re- 
ceived February 17, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

736. A letter from the Departmental FOIA/ 
PA Officer, Department of Commerce, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Dis- 
closure of Government Information; Respon- 
sibility for Responding to Freedom of Infor- 
mation Act Requests [Docket No.: 060518134- 
6134-01] (RIN: 0605-AA22) received February 9, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

737. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel, General Law, Ethics, and Regula- 
tion, Department of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan- 
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

738. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Communications and Legislative Affairs, 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commis- 
sion, transmitting the Commission’s Annual 
Sunshine Act Report for 2010; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

739. A letter from the FOIA Officer, Recov- 
ery Accountability and Transparency Board, 
transmitting the Board’s final rule — Rule 
Implementing the Freedom of Information 
Act (RIN: 0430-АА01) received February 15, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

740. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Vessels Har- 
vesting Pacific Cod for Processing by the 
Inshore Component in the Central Regu- 
latory Area of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket 
No.: 0910131362-0087-02] (RIN: 0648-XA187) re- 
ceived February 17, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

741. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of 
Mexico, and South Atlantic; Snapper-Group- 
er Fishery of the South Atlantic; Closure of 
the 2010-2011 Recreational Sector for Black 
Sea Bass in the South Atlantic [Docket No.: 
0907271173-0629-03] (RIN: 0648-XA154) received 
February 17, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

742. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
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rule — Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conserva- 
tion and Management Act Provisions; Fish- 
eries of the Northeastern United States; At- 
lantic Sea Scallop Fishery; Closure of the 
Delmarva Scallop Access Area to Limited 
Access General Category (LAGC) Individual 
Fishing Quota (IFQ) Scallop Vessels [Docket 
No.: 070817467-8554-02] (RIN: 0648-XA171) re- 
ceived February 17, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(а)(1)(А); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

743. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of 
Mexico, and South Atlantic; Coastal Migra- 
tory Pelagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico 
and South Atlantic [Docket No.: 001005281- 
0369-02] (RIN: 0648-XA195) received February 
17, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

744. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Reallocation of Pollock in 
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands [Docket 
No.: 0910131363-0087-02] (RIN: 0648-XA151) re- 
ceived February 17, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

745. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad- 
ministrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis- 
tration’s final rule — Pacific Halibut Fish- 
eries; Guided Sport Charter Vessel Fishery 
for Halibut; Recordkeeping and Reporting 
[Docket No.: 0911201418-1051-02] (RIN: 0648- 
AY38) received February 17, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

746. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of 
Mexico, and South Atlantic; Coastal Migra- 
tory Pelagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico 
and South Atlantic; Closure [Docket No.: 
001005281-0369-02] (RIN: 0648-XA199) received 
February 17, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(а)(1)(А); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

747. A letter from the Administrator, De- 
partment of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s report for fiscal year 2010 
on foreign aviation authorities to which the 
Administrator provided services in the pre- 
ceding fiscal year; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 


EEE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS (for 
herself and Mr. Ross of Arkansas): 
H.R. 891. A bill to amend part D of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to promote 
medication therapy management under the 
Medicare part D prescription drug program; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 
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By Mr. CAMP (for himself, Mr. 
BENISHEK, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, 
Mr. CLARKE of Michigan, Mr. CoN- 
YERS, Mr. AMASH, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. PETERS, 
Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. UPTON, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. DIN- 
GELL, Mr. WALBERG, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
Mr. NADLER, Ms. McCoLLuM, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. ACKER- 
MAN, and Ms. KAPTUR): 

H.R. 892. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Army to study the feasibility of the 
hydrological separation of the Great Lakes 
and Mississippi River Basins; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture, and in addition to the Committee on 
Natural Resources, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. DENT: 

H.R. 893. A bill to provide for the issuance 
and sale of a semipostal by the United States 
Postal Service for the fight against 
colorectal cancer; to the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform, and in addi- 
tion to the Committees on Energy and Com- 
merce, and Armed Services, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself and Ms. 
DEGETTE): 

H.R. 894. A bill to amend title V of the So- 
cial Security Act to provide grants to States 
to establish State maternal mortality review 
committees on pregnancy-related deaths oc- 
curring within such States; to develop defini- 
tions of severe maternal morbidity and data 
collection protocols; and to eliminate dis- 
parities in maternal health outcomes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. ROYCE (for himself and Mr. 
MCGOVERN): 

H.R. 895. A bill to provide for the continu- 
ation of restrictions against the Republic of 
Sudan unless the President certifies to Con- 
gress that Sudan is no longer engaged in 
training, harboring, supplying, financing, or 
supporting in any way the Lord’s Resistance 
Army; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


By Mr. BURGESS (for himself, Mr. 
BRADY of Texas, Mr. FLORES, Mr. 
FARENTHOLD, Mr. CARTER, Mr. 


McCauL, Mr. OLSON, Mr. MARCHANT, 
and Mr. NEUGEBAUER): 

H.R. 896. A bill to provide health care li- 
ability reform, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRIMM (for himself and Mr. 
MEEKS): 

H.R. 897. A bill to provide authority and 
sanction for the granting and issuance of 
programs for residential and commuter toll, 
user fee and fare discounts by States, mu- 
nicipalities, other localities, and all related 
agencies and departments, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. COSTELLO (for himself, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. Ross 
of Arkansas, Mr. COSTA, Mrs. EMER- 
SON, Mr. REYES, Mr. OLSON, Mrs. 
CAPPS, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. GALLEGLY, and Mr. PAUL): 

H.R. 898. A bill to suspend flood insurance 
rate map updates in geographic areas in 
which certain levees are being repaired; to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. LANKFORD (for himself and 
Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia): 
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H.R. 899. A bill to amend title 41, United 
States Code, to extend the sunset date for 
certain protests of task and deliver order 
contracts; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

By Mr. RUSH: 

H.R. 900. A bill to direct the Federal Trade 
Commission to establish rules to prohibit 
unfair or deceptive acts or practices related 
to the provision of funeral goods or funeral 
services; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia (for himself, Mr. KING of New 
York, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. 
McCaul, Mr. LONG, Mr. MARINO, Mr. 
WALBERG, and Mr. WALSH of Illinois): 

H.R. 901. A bill to amend the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 to codify the requirement 
that the Secretary of Homeland Security 
maintain chemical facility anti-terrorism se- 
curity regulations; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security, and in addition to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. MATSUI: 

H.R. 902. A bill to amend the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 to require the 
Administrator of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency to consider reconstruc- 
tion and improvement of flood protection 
systems when establishing flood insurance 
rates; to the Committee on Financial Serv- 
ices. 

By Mr. CALVERT (for himself, Mr. 
HARPER, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. LATTA, 
Mr. Lone, Mr. CARTER, Mr. LEWIS of 
California, Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of 
California, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of 
California, Mr. GIBBS, Mr. NUNES, Mr. 
DREIER, Mr. MCKEON, and Mr. HER- 
GER): 

H.R. 903. A bill to greatly enhance the Na- 
tion’s environmental, energy, economic, and 
national security by terminating long-stand- 
ing Federal prohibitions on the domestic 
production of abundant offshore supplies of 
oil and natural gas, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Natural Resources, and 
in addition to the Committees on the Budg- 
et, and Rules, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for him- 
self, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. 
PETRI, and Mr. DUFFY): 

H.R. 904. A bill to prohibit the Secretary of 
Transportation from providing grants or any 
funds to a State, county, town, or township, 
Indian tribe, municipal or other local gov- 
ernment to be used for any program to check 
helmet usage or create checkpoints for a mo- 
torcycle driver or passenger; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

By Mr. WHITFIELD (for himself, Mr. 
GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. NUNES, Mr. 
KIND, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. 
Towns, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. COURT- 
NEY, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Ms. 
DELAURO, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. ISRAEL, 
Mr. GERLACH, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Mr. SESSIONS, and Mr. HIMES): 

H.R. 905. A bill to amend part B of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to exclude 
customary prompt pay discounts from manu- 
facturers to wholesalers from the average 
sales price for drugs and biologicals under 
Medicare; to the Committee on Energy and 
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Commerce, and in addition to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. COHEN (for himself, Mr. HAS- 
TINGS of Florida, Mr. CARSON of Indi- 
ana, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. RUSH, Ms. 
RICHARDSON, and Ms. FUDGE): 

H.R. 906. A bill to authorize public aware- 
ness campaigns to promote the persistent 
quest for knowledge and increased education 
among youth; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce. 

By Mrs. MALONEY: 

H.R. 907. A bill to amend the Child Nutri- 
tion Act of 1966 to provide vouchers for the 
purchase of educational books for infants 
and children participating in the special sup- 
plemental nutrition program for women, in- 
fants, and children under that Act; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania (for 
himself and Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas): 

H.R. 908. A bill to extend the authority of 
the Secretary of Homeland Security to main- 
tain the Chemical Facility Anti-Terrorism 
Standards program; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. NUNES (for himself, Mr. SHIM- 
kus, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. 
SIMPSON, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. 
McKEON, Mr. DREIER, Mr. LUCAS, 
Mrs. McMoRRIS RODGERS, Mr. ROGERS 
of Michigan, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. BACH- 
us, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. BRADY of 
Texas, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. 
BURGESS, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
CALVERT, Mr. CANSECO, Mr. COFFMAN 
of Colorado, Mr. COLE, Mr. CRAVAACK, 
Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. DUNCAN of Ten- 
nessee, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. FINCHER, 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. GINGREY 
of Georgia, Mr. GRIMM, Mr. HARPER, 
Mr. HERGER, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michi- 
gan, Ms. JENKINS, Mr. KING of Iowa, 
Mr. LATOURETTE, Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. 
MARCHANT, Mr. McCoTTER, Mr. 
MCcCHENRY, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, 
Mr. PEARCE, Mr. POE of Texas, Mr. 
REHBERG, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. SESSIONS, 
Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. 
TERRY, Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. TIPTON, Mr. 
WALBERG, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. 
WOMACK, Mr. YODER, and Mr. YOUNG 
of Alaska: 

H.R. 909. A bill to expand domestic fossil 
fuel production, develop more nuclear power, 
and expand renewable electricity, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources, and in addition to the Commit- 
tees on Oversight and Government Reform, 
Ways and Means, Energy and Commerce, and 
Armed Services, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. UPTON (for himself, Mr. PETER- 
SON, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mrs. 
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. WALDEN, 
Mr. SULLIVAN, and Mr. MCKINLEY): 

H.R. 910. A bill to amend the Clean Air Act 
to prohibit the Administrator of the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency from promul- 
gating any regulation concerning, taking ac- 
tion relating to, or taking into consideration 
the emission of a greenhouse gas to address 
climate change, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 
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By Mr. BARROW: 

H.R. 911. A bill to require the National 
Telecommunications and Information Ad- 
ministration and the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission to conduct an inventory of 
broadband spectrum, to authorize the Com- 
mission, contingent on the completion of 
such inventory, to conduct auctions of vol- 
untarily relinquished spectrum usage rights 
and to share the revenues with the licensees 
who relinquished such rights, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Ms. GRANGER: 

H.R. 912. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to establish a national screening 
program at the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention and to amend title XIX of 
the Social Security Act to provide States the 
option to increase screening in the United 
States population for the prevention, early 
detection, and timely treatment of 
colorectal cancer; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. ADERHOLT: 

H.R. 913. A bill to extend certain trade 
preference programs, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in 
addition to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions, and the Budget, for a period to be sub- 
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia (for 
himself, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. CUMMINGS, 
Mr. SARBANES, Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. MORAN, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, and Mr. MEEKS): 

H.R. 914. A bill to improve Federal intern- 
ships by expanding the conversion rate of 
Federal interns to full-time employees, es- 
tablish consistent tracking mechanisms 
among Executive agencies for internship 
programs, and accelerate adoption of intern- 
ship best management practices by Execu- 
tive agencies; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

By Mr. CUELLAR (for himself and Mr. 
McCAUL): 

H.R. 915. A bill to establish a Border En- 
forcement Security Task Force program to 
enhance border security by fostering coordi- 
nated efforts among Federal, State, and 
local border and law enforcement officials to 
protect United States border cities and com- 
munities from trans-national crime, includ- 
ing violence associated with drug traf- 
ficking, arms smuggling, illegal alien traf- 
ficking and smuggling, violence, and kidnap- 
ping along and across the international bor- 
ders of the United States, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity. 

By Mr. DENT: 

H.R. 916. A bill to extend the chemical fa- 
cility security program of the Department of 
Homeland Security, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Home- 
land Security, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. FILNER: 

H.R. 917. A bill to amend the Reclamation 
Wastewater and Groundwater Study and Fa- 
cilities Act to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to participate in phase one of the 
South San Diego County Water Reclamation 
Project, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Ms. FOXX: 

H.R. 918. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 

enue Code of 1986 to repeal the withholding 
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of income and Social Security taxes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FRANKS of Arizona: 

H.R. 919. A bill to provide for the convey- 
ance of certain public land in Mohave Val- 
ley, Mohave County, Arizona, administered 
by the Bureau of Land Management to the 
Arizona Game and Fish Commission, for use 
as a public shooting range; to the Committee 
on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. GOHMERT: 

H.R. 920. A bill to amend the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 to eliminate automatic increases for 
inflation from CBO baseline projections for 
discretionary appropriations, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Budget. 

By Mr. GOHMERT (for himself, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. MARCHANT, 
Ms. Foxx, Mr. FLORES, Mrs. SCHMIDT, 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, and Mr. HALL): 

H.R. 921. A bill to prohibit United States 
assistance to foreign countries that oppose 
the position of the United States in the 
United Nations; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. GOSAR: 

H.R. 922. A bill to ensure that private prop- 
erty, public safety, and human life are pro- 
tected from flood hazards that directly re- 
sult from post-fire watershed conditions that 
are created by wildfires on Federal land; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure, and in addition to the Committees 
on Financial Services, Natural Resources, 
and Agriculture, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (for him- 
self, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. ROHR- 
ABACHER, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
DEUTCH, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. 
BUCHANAN, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. AL 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
Mr. KISSELL, Ms. CHU, Mr. REYES, Mr. 
McGOVERN, Ms. SUTTON, Mrs. NAPOLI- 
TANO, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
CICILLINE, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. COURT- 
NEY, Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. CASTOR of 
Florida, Mr. FORTENBERRY, Ms. JACK- 
SON LEE of Texas, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
WALZ of Minnesota, Mr. BISHOP of 
New York, Mr. MICA, and Ms. BASS of 
California): 

H.R. 923. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to exempt reimbursements of 
expenses related to accident, theft, loss, or 
casualty loss from determinations of annual 
income with respect to pensions for veterans 
and surviving spouses and children of vet- 
erans, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. HEINRICH: 

H.R. 924. A bill to amend the Small Busi- 
ness Act to establish a Veterans Business 
Center program, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Small Business. 

By Mr. KILDEE (for himself, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. SABLAN, Mr. 
FATTAH, and Mr. COURTNEY): 

H.R. 925. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Education to make grants to support 
early college high schools and other dual en- 
rollment programs; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. KING of New York (for himself, 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. COURTNEY, 
Mr. GRIMM, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, and 
Mr. PASCRELL): 

H.R. 926. A bill to provide Capitol-flown 
flags to the immediate family of fire fight- 
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ers, law enforcement officers, emergency 
medical technicians, and other rescue work- 
ers who are killed in the line of duty; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 
By Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mr. 
HOLT): 

H.R. 927. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to establish an annual produc- 
tion incentive fee with respect to Federal on- 
shore and offshore lands that are subject to 
a lease for production of oil or natural gas 
under which production is not occurring, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By Mr. MCNERNEY: 

H.R. 928. A bill to expand the Safe Streets 
Program, to establish a National Gang Ac- 
tivity Database, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NADLER: 

H.R. 929. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to expand and improve transit 
training programs; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Ms. PINGREE of Maine: 

H.R. 930. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the disability com- 
pensation evaluation procedure of the Sec- 
retary of Veterans Affairs for veterans with 
post-traumatic stress disorder or mental 
health conditions related to military sexual 
trauma, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself, Mr. 
DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. FORBES, 
Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. COFFMAN of 
Colorado, Mr. PENCE, Mr. LATTA, Mr. 
FORTENBERRY, Mr. JONES, Mr. 
CHAFFETZ, and Mr. PAUL): 

H.R. 931. A bill to make participation in 
the American Community Survey voluntary, 
except with respect to certain basic ques- 
tions; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and in addition to the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak- 
er, in each case for consideration of such pro- 
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. ROONEY: 

H.R. 932. A bill to identify and remove 
criminal aliens incarcerated in correctional 
facilities in the United States, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD (for herself 
and Mr. POLIS): 

H.R. 933. A bill to reform immigration de- 
tention procedures, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary, and in 
addition to the Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. SESSIONS: 

H.R. 934. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to reduce the corporate 
rate of tax to 18 percent; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SOUTHERLAND (for himself, 
Ms. Foxx, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, 
Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, and Mr. 
GUTHRIE): 

H.R. 935. A bill to amend title XVI of the 
Social Security Act to clarify that the value 
of certain funeral and burial arrangements 
are not to be considered available resources 
under the Supplemental Security Income 
Program; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WELCH (for himself, Mr. JONES, 
and Мг. CICILLINE): 
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H.R. 936. A bill to prohibit United States 
assistance for Afghanistan unless the United 
States and Afghanistan enter into a bilateral 
agreement which provides that work per- 
formed in Afghanistan by United States con- 
tractors is exempt from taxation by the Gov- 
ernment of Afghanistan; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BROUN of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. AKIN, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. 
WALSH of Illinois, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Ohio, Mrs. HARTZLER, Mr. MILLER of 
Florida, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. LATTA, 
Mr. PITTS, Mr. GARRETT, Mr. ROE of 
Tennessee, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, 
Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
Мг. CHABOT, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. 
BENISHEK, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. DUNCAN of 
South Carolina, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, 
and Mr. WESTMORELAND): 

H.J. Res. 45. A joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relating to marriage; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia: 

H.J. Res. 46. A joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to allow the several States to 
nullify a law or regulation of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS (for 
herself and Mr. BISHOP of Georgia): 

H. Con. Res. 24. Concurrent resolution rec- 
ognizing women serving in the United States 
Armed Forces; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mrs. HARTZLER: 

H. Con. Res. 25. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congress with respect 
to the Obama administration’s discontinuing 
to defend the Defense of Marriage Act; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. LEE of California: 

H. Con. Res. 26. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congress that the 
United States Postal Service should issue a 
commemorative postage stamp honoring 
former Representative Shirley Chisholm, 
and that the Citizens’ Stamp Advisory Com- 
mittee should recommend to the Postmaster 
General that such a stamp be issued; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas (for 
himself, Mr. BOREN, Ms. JACKSON LEE 
of Texas, Mr. CosTa, Mr. CASSIDY, 
Mr. SCALISE, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
Mr. BoustTany, Mr. McCaun, Mrs. 
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. NUNNELEE, 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. McCLIN- 
ТООК, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. AKIN, Mr. 
PAUL, Mr. CULBERSON, Mrs. 
HARTZLER, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. KINZINGER of 
Illinois, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. 
BRADY of Texas, Mr. BUCSHON, Mr. 
OLSON, Mrs. ROBY, Mr. GALLEGLY, 
Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. GRIFFIN 
of Arkansas, Mr. GRIMM, Mr. 
CANSECO, Mr. BONNER, Mr. GONZALEZ, 
Mr. LATTA, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. 
CHAFFETZ, Mr. PALAZZO, Mr. ROSS of 
Arkansas, Mr. FINCHER, Mr. GRAVES 
of Missouri, Mr. BARTON of Texas, 


Mr. HARPER, Mr. SCOTT of South 
Carolina, Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado, 
Mr. RENACCI, Mr. WESTMORELAND, 
Mr. McHENRY, Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. 


HALL, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. DENT, Mr. 
PoE of Texas, Mr. SMITH of Texas, 
Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. 
ROGERS of Alabama, Ms. JENKINS, Mr. 
DAVIS of Kentucky, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Ohio, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. CARTER, Mr. 
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FLORES, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. COBLE, 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. GRAVES of 
Georgia, Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of 
California, Mr. CUELLAR, Mrs. CAP- 
TO, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mrs. 
BLACK, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. LATOU- 
RETTE, Mr. FLEMING, Mr. SIMPSON, 
Mr. BURGESS, Mr. REYES, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. AL 
GREEN of Texas, and Mr. HINOJOSA): 

H. Res. 140. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
domestic oil and gas resources are critical to 
our Nation’s security and economy and the 
Secretary of the Interior should take imme- 
diate action to streamline the shallow and 
deepwater permitting process; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. FRANKS of Arizona (for him- 
self, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. SHULER, Mr. 
DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. PITTs, 
Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, 
Mr. AKIN, Mr. LAMBORN, and Mr. 
MCGOVERN): 

H. Res. 141. A resolution expressing condo- 
lences for the murder of Punjab Governor 
Salman Taseer and Pakistan Minister of Mi- 
nority Affairs Shahbaz Bhatti, and calling 
for a Taseer-Bhatti Resolution in the United 
Nations Human Rights Council honoring 
their courage in defense of core principles of 
Pakistan’s democracy, enshrined in the Uni- 
versal Declaration of Human Rights, particu- 
larly the freedom of religion; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GARDNER (for himself, Mr. 
PETERS, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. 
BROUN of Georgia, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER, Mr. DUNCAN of South 
Carolina, Mr. PITTS, Mr. ROE of Ten- 
nessee, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. 
FLORES, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana, Mr. POSEY, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, 
Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. KING- 
STON, Mrs. ADAMS, and Mr. WOMACK): 

H. Res. 142. A resolution amending the 
Rules of the House of Representatives to re- 
quire authorizing committees to hold annual 
hearings on GAO investigative reports on the 
identification, consolidation, and elimi- 
nation of duplicative Government programs; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. GOHMERT (for himself, Mr. 
AKIN, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. BENISHEK, 

Mr. BROOKS, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
Mr. CHABOT, Mr. FLORES, Mr. FOR- 
TENBERRY, Mr. GARRETT, Mr. 
GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. HARRIS, Mrs. 
HARTZLER, Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mr. LAM- 
BORN, Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. DANIEL E. 
LUNGREN of California, Mr. MAN- 
ZULLO, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. 
NUGENT, Mr. NUNNELEE, Mr. OLSON, 
Mr. PITTS, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. 
SOUTHERLAND, Mr. WALBERG, and Mr. 
WALSH of Illinois): 

Н. Res. 143. A resolution directing the 
Speaker, or his designee, to take any and all 
actions necessary to assert the standing of 
the House to defend the Defense of Marriage 
Act and the amendments made by that Act 
in any litigation in any Federal court of the 
United States; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Ms. LEE of California (for herself, 
Ms. МООВЕ, Ms. CLARKE of New York, 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. MEEKS, Ms. BROWN 
of Florida, Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. SCOTT 
of Virginia, Mr. Towns, Mr. RANGEL, 
Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Mr. MORAN, Mr. BOSWELL, 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. STARK, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. HIN- 
CHEY, and Ms. WOOLSEY): 
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H. Res. 144. A resolution acknowledging 
the 42nd anniversary of the election of Shir- 
ley Anita St. Hill Chisholm, the first Afri- 
can-American woman in Congress; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. ROHRABACHER: 

H. Res. 145. A resolution calling on the 
Government of Pakistan to release Raymond 
Davis; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. UPTON: 

H. Res. 146. A resolution providing the 
amounts for the expenses of the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce in the One Hun- 
dred Twelfth Congress; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 


EEE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 


By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS: 

Н.В. 891. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to Congress’ 
legislative powers under Article I, Section 8, 
of the Constitution. Under this provision, 
Congress has the authority to regulate 
“commerce among the several states.” 

By Mr. CAMP: 

H.R. 892 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 8, Section 8, of Article I of the Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. DENT: 

H.R. 893. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 

H.R. 894. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. ROYCE: 

H.R. 895. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution. 

By Mr. BURGESS: 

H.R. 896. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The attached bill is constitutional under 
Article I, Section 8, ‘То regulate Commerce 
with foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian Tribes”. 

By Mr. GRIMM: 

H.R. 897. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. 

By Mr. COSTELLO: 

H.R. 898. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2. 

By Mr. LANKFORD: 

H.R. 899. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: The Con- 
gress shall have Power. . . to make all Laws 
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which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by the Constitu- 
tion in the Government of the United States, 
or in any Department or Officer thereof. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

By Mr. RUSH: 

H.R. 900. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

To regulate Commerce with foreign Na- 
tions, and among the several States, and 
with the Indian tribes. U.S. Const., Art. I, 
Sec. 8, Cl. 3. The Interstate Commerce Clause 
serves as the constitutional basis for this 
legislation. In 1984, the Federal Trade Com- 
mission issued ‘Тһе Funeral Rule” pursuant 
to its authority under Sections 5 and 18 of 
the Federal Trade Commission Act, which 
permits the FTC to promulgate trade regula- 
tion rules that define with specificity unfair 
or deceptive acts or practices in or affecting 
commerce. The Funeral Rule applies only to 
funeral homes. Its primary purposes are 
“Tt]o ensure that consumers receive informa- 
tion necessary to make informed purchasing 
decisions, and to lower existing barriers to 
price competition in the market for funeral 
goods and services.” The traditional market- 
place for funeral and burial goods and serv- 
ices has dramatically evolved. Over the past 
20 years, waves of cross-state funeral homes 
& cemetery consolidations and combina- 
tions, increasing cremation trends, chal- 
lenging legal questions over portability of 
death-care sales contracts and pre-need in- 
surance policies, and a significant rise in the 
number of third- party sellers of death care 
goods and services now warrant regulatory 
parity among the death care industry’s sec- 
tors. Accordingly, this legislation would ex- 
pressly authorize the FTC to promulgate and 
to enforce, along with the States rules pro- 
moting competition and protecting vulner- 
able consumers from severe economic and 
emotional harms. 

By Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia: 

H.R. 901. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 1 of the Constitution of the 
United States and Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 18 of the Constitution of the United 
States. 

By Ms. MATSUI: 

H.R. 902. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. 

By Mr. CALVERT: 

H.R. 903. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle IV, Section 3 of the United States Con- 
stitution, specifically Clause 2 (empowering 
Congress to make rules and regulations re- 
specting property belonging to the people of 
the United States), Article I, Section 8 of the 
United States Constitution, specifically 
Clause 1 (relating to providing for the gen- 
eral welfare of the United States) and Clause 
18 (relating to the power to make all laws 
necessary and proper for carrying out the 
powers vested in Congress). Furthermore, 
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this bill amends the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1831), which Congress 
previously enacted pursuant to similar au- 
thority. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 

H.R. 904. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Tenth Amendment to the Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. WHITFIELD: 

H.R. 905. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 8, which grants 
Congress the power to regulate commerce 
with foreign nations, among the several 
States, and with the Indian tribes. 

By Mr. COHEN: 

H.R. 906. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1. 

By Mrs. MALONEY: 

H.R. 907. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con- 
stitution. 

The Congress shall have Power * * * To 
regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, 
and among the several States, and with the 
Indian Tribes. 

By Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania: 

H.R. 908. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. NUNES: 

H.R. 909. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article I and 
Clause 2 of Section 3 of Article IV of the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

By Mr. UPTON: 

H.R. 910. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 


Commerce Clause: Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 3. 
By Mr. BARROW: 
H.R. 911. 


Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

U.S. Constitution; Article I, Section 8. 

By Ms. GRANGER: 

H.R. 912. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. ADERHOLT: 

Н.В. 918. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: To regulate 
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among 
the several States, and with the Indian 
Tribes. 

By Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia: 

H.R. 914. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18. 

By Mr. CUELLAR: 

Н.В. 915. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Constitution including Article I, Sec- 
tion 8. 

By Mr. DENT: 

H.R. 916. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8. 

By Mr. FILNER: 

H.R. 917. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution (Clauses 1, 3, and 18), which grant 
Congress the power to provide for the gen- 
eral welfare of the United States; to regulate 
Commerce among the several States; and to 
make all Laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into Execution the fore- 
going Powers. 

By Ms. FOXX: 

H.R. 918. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of, and the 
16th Amendment to, the United States Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. FRANKS of Arizona: 

H.R. 919. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 4, Section 8, Clause 2. 

By Мг. GOHMERT: 

H.R. 920. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
9, Clause 7, “Мо Money shall be drawn from 
the Treasury, but in Consequence of Appro- 
priations made by Law.” Furthermore, under 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18, ‘‘Congress 
shall have the power . . . [о make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying into Execution ... all other Powers 
vested by this Constitution in the Govern- 
ment of the United States.” It is within Con- 
gress’ power to regulate the appropriation of 
money from the Treasury and this bill is 
“necessary” to stop the automatic increase 
in national spending. 

By Мг. GOHMERT: 

H.R. 921. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Under Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: The 
Congress shall have Power... То make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow- 
ers, and all other Powers vested by the Con- 
stitution in the Government of the United 
States, or in any Department or Officer 
thereof. 

Article I, Section 9, Clause 7: No Money 
shall be drawn from the Treasury but in Con- 
sequence of Appropriations made by Law; 
and a regular Statement and Account of the 
Receipts and Expenditures of all public 
Money shall be published from time to time. 

By Mr. GOSAR: 

H.R. 922. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

It was explained by James Madison, in 
Federalist No. 45, that the ‘‘powers delegated 
to Congress in the proposed constitution to 
the federal government are few and defined.” 
Mindful of this admonition, this proposed 
bill comports with several enumerated pow- 
ers granted to Congress. Congress has the 
power to enact this legislation pursuant to 
the following: Article I, Section 8, Clause 17: 
The Congress shall have the power ‘“‘[t]o ex- 
ercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases 
whatsoever, . . . to exercise like Authority 
over all Places purchased by the Consent of 
the Legislature of the State in which the 
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Same shall be, for the Erection of Forts, 
Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other 
needful Buildings.” Thus, lands purchased 
and held by the Federal Government, are 
within the exclusive jurisdiction of the Fed- 
eral Government for purposes of manage- 
ment, control, disposition and if necessary, 
resolution of issues arising out of such land 
use. That being said, nothing herein shall be 
deemed an expansion of, or resolution of, the 
federal government’s power to purchase and 
then hold land indefinitely and in substan- 
tial percentages as known in the Western 
States if not ‘‘needful’’ for federal purposes. 

Further, the U.S. Supreme Court, in Col- 
lins v. Yosemite Park & Curry Co., 304 U.S. 
518, 529 (U.S. 1938), reasoned that Clause 17 
‘is not the sole authority” for either prop- 
erty acquisition or management, as ‘‘[i]t has 
never been necessary heretofore for this 
Court to determine whether or not the 
United States has the constitutional right to 
exercise jurisdiction over territory, within 
the geographical limits of a State, acquired 
for purposes other than those specified in 
Clause 17.” 

Further, the Constitution’s Property 
Clause, Article IV, Sec. 3, Clause 2, provides 
that ‘“‘Congress shall have the power to dis- 
pose of and make all needful Rules and Regu- 
lations respecting the Territory or other 
Property belonging to the United States.” 
This Management Clause as currently under- 
stood conveys the express authority to Con- 
gress to address issues and resolve matters 
involving Federal Land. Additionally, Arti- 
cle I, Section 8, Clause 18, further provides a 
constitutional basis for this Act as it con- 
veys the power to Congress to implement its 
enumerated powers (but this clause cannot 
expand those powers) and ‘‘make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper” for exe- 
cuting and implementing enumerated pow- 
ers. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida: 

H.R. 923. 

Congress has the power to enact this 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 8 of Article I of the Constitution. 

By Mr. HEINRICH: 

H.R. 924. 

Congress has the power to enact this 1 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1. 

By Мг. KILDEHE: 

H.R. 925. 

Congress has the power to enact this 
lation pursuant to the following 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3, The Com- 
merce Clause, and Article 1, Section 8, 
Clause 18, the Necessary and Proper Clause. 

By Mr. KING of New York: 

H.R. 926. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
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Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

By Mr. MARKEY: 

H.R. 927. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle IV, Section 3, which provides that Con- 
gress shall have the power to dispose of and 
make all needful. Rules and Regulations re- 
specting the Territory or other Property be- 
longing to the United States. 

By Mr. MCNERNEY: 

H.R. 928. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 8 of Article I of the Constitution. 

By Mr. NADLER: 

H.R. 929. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clauses 1, 3 and 18. 

By Ms. PINGREE of Maine: 

H.R. 930. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 14: To make 
Rules for the Government and Regulation of 
the land and naval Forces; 

As necessary and proper Article I Section 
8, Clause 18: To make all Laws which shall be 
necessary and proper for carrying into Exe- 
cution the foregoing Powers, and all other 
Powers vested by this Constitution in the 
Government of the United States, or in any 
Department or Officer thereof. 

As necessary and proper, Article I Section 
8, Clause 1: The Congress shall have Power 
To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts 
and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for 
the common Defence and general Welfare of 
the United States; but all Duties, Imposts 
and Excises shall be uniform throughout the 
United States. 

By Mr. POE of Texas: 

H.R. 981. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 18 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution which states that Congress has 
the power ‘‘to make all laws which shall be 
necessary and proper for carrying into Exe- 
cution the foregoing Powers, and all other 
Powers vested by this Constitution in the 
Government of the United States, or in any 
Department or Officer thereof.” 

By Mr. ROONEY: 

H.R. 932. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 4: To establish 
a uniform rule of Naturalization, and uni- 
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form laws on the subject of Bankruptcies 
throughout the United States. 
By Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD: 

H.R. 933. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 4. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18. 

By Mr. SESSIONS: 

H.R. 934. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1. 

By Mr. SOUTHERLAND: 

H.R. 935. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Social Security Act has been upheld 
under the power to tax and spending under 
Article I Section 8, Clause 1 of the U.S. Con- 
stitution. 

Mr. WELCH: 

H.R. 936. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: The Con- 
gress shall have Power To make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow- 
ers, and all other Powers vested by the Con- 
stitution in the Government of the United 
States, or in any Department or Officer 
thereof. 

By Mr. BROUN of Georgia: 

H.J. Res. 45. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article V of the Constitution. The Con- 
gress, whenever two thirds of both houses 
shall deem it necessary, shall propose 
amendments to this Constitution, or, on the 
application of the legislatures of two thirds 
of the several states, shall call a convention 
for proposing amendments, which, in either 
case, shall be valid to all intents and pur- 
poses, as part of this Constitution, when 
ratified by the legislatures of three fourths 
of the several states, or by conventions in 
three fourths thereof, as the one or the other 
mode of ratification may be proposed by the 
Congress; provided that no amendment 
which may be made prior to the year one 
thousand eight hundred and eight shall in 
any manner affect the first and fourth 
clauses in the ninth section of the first arti- 
cle; and that no state, without its consent, 
shall be deprived of its equal suffrage in the 
Senate. 

By Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia: 

H.J. Res. 46. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to Article V 
of the United States Constitution. 
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SENATE—Thursday, March 3, 2011 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable ToM 
UDALL, a Senator from the State of 
New Mexico. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Almighty God, eternal and unchange- 
able, You have ordained that day fol- 
lows night and that in trials we find 
our triumph. Keep our lawmakers 
aware of Your goodness and mercies, 
which never fail. Lift them above con- 
tention and disappointment to an opti- 
mism that trusts the unfolding of Your 
loving providence. May they also live 
with the awareness that our times are 
in Your hands. Lord, give our Senators 
the wisdom to rededicate themselves to 
the doing of Your will, so that this Na- 
tion may yet shine with the beauty of 
righteousness and justice, as a citadel 
of healing, wisdom, and strength. 

We pray in Your merciful Name. 
Amen. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable TOM UDALL led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


a 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The legislative clerk read the fol- 
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, March 3, 2011. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable TOM UDALL, a Senator 
from the State of New Mexico, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico thereupon 
assumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


——— EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 


pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 
_ e 
SCHEDULE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
any leader remarks, the Senate will 
proceed to a period of morning business 
until 11 a.m., with Senators permitted 
to speak therein for up to 10 minutes 
each. The Republicans will control the 
first half, and the majority will control 
the final half. 

At 11 a.m., the Senate will resume 
consideration of S. 23, the America In- 
vents Act. I would hope if people have 
amendments they want to offer to this 
legislation they would do so. I would 
hope they would be germane, but there 
are no restrictions. People can offer 
whatever amendments they want on 
this matter. But I would hope we can 
do that. 

PATENT REFORM 

We had an important amendment of- 
fered by Senator FEINSTEIN yesterday. 
It is an extremely important measure. 
I am supportive of that. It is an issue 
where I think we should not try to fix 
something in that area of patent re- 
form that is not broken. But the patent 
reform bill is important. We have 
750,000 patents that have been applied 
for, and there has been no response 
from the Patent Office. 

One of the big issues we had was how 
we are going to pay for this, the work 
they have to do. We had a novel idea. 
Senator COBURN, it is my under- 
standing, came up with the idea first: 
have the Patent Office pay for it with 
the applications people file. That 
money would go to the Patent Office to 
get rid of that backlog. 

In the past, as I understand it, those 
moneys have gone to the general fund. 
So that issue was going to be a big de- 
batable issue on this bill. But there 
was a bipartisan agreement that we 
should take care of that. That is in the 
managers’ package. So that is good. 

So the other issue is on the first-to- 
file. Senator FEINSTEIN offered that 
amendment. We will have a vote on 
that as soon as we can. I would hope if 
there are other amendments, we can 
get to them quickly. 

There will be a period of morning 
business from 2 to 4 p.m. today. The 
majority will control the first hour, 


and the Republicans will control the 
next hour. 

Senators should expect rollcall votes 
in relation to amendments on the 
America Invents Act to occur through- 
out the day. 


—— 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republican leader is recog- 
nized. 


EE 
GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, for 
2 years now Washington Democrats 
have taken fiscal recklessness to new 
heights. They have spent trillions of 
dollars we do not have on things we do 
not need and cannot afford. The 
amount of red ink Democrats plan to 
rack up this year alone would exceed 
all the debt run up by the Federal Gov- 
ernment from its inception through 
1984. 

This recklessness is the reason we 
have seen a national uprising against 
their policies. Americans have de- 
manded we reverse this recklessness 
and restore balance. Democrats have 
resisted at every turn. 

To conceal the extent of their spend- 
ing plans, they did not even pass a 
budget last year. After a nationwide re- 
pudiation of their policies in Novem- 
ber, they proposed a massive spending 
bill loaded with new spending that 
amounted to a slap in the face to the 
voters. 

Following the outrage that provoked, 
they tried to get a spending freeze past 
the public. They said: How about we 
just lock in place the out-of-control 
spending levels we set last year? 

To them, this entire debate is not 
about how to respond to the American 
people. It is about seeing what they 
can get away with. 

Well, Republicans have taken a dif- 
ferent approach. Responding to our 
constituents, we have insisted the sta- 
tus quo simply will not cut it anymore. 
We have insisted on actually shrinking 
the size of government. And yesterday 
we delivered, by forcing the first actual 
cut in government spending in recent 
memory. 

While it was just a small first step, 
yesterday we showed it is actually pos- 
sible to change the status quo in Wash- 
ington. Not bad. 

What about the White House? The 
White House responded to all of this by 
announcing they want to have a meet- 
ing. We are happy to go to the meeting, 
but putting a meeting on the schedule 
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does not change the fact that neither 
the White House nor a single Democrat 
in Congress has proposed a plan that 
would allow the government to remain 
open and that would respond to the 
voters by reining in spending. 

All we get is talk. The President 
made an audacious assertion yesterday 
after the 2-week CR was passed. He said 
he wants his advisers to come up with 
a plan that ‘makes sure we are living 
within our means.” Live within our 
means? 

Let me remind you, Mr. President, 
that the President’s budget has us 
amassing a national debt of more than 
$20 trillion within the next 5 years— 
amassing a national debt of over $20 
trillion within the next 5 years. We are 
projected to spend this year $1.6 tril- 
lion this year more than we are taking 
in. That is a $1.6 trillion deficit this 
year. 

Does this mean we can expect the 
President’s Budget Director to present 
us with a piece of paper that outlines 
$1.6 trillion in cuts for the current fis- 
cal year? If so, that is great news. 

If the President’s measure of success, 
as he said, is a plan that makes sure we 
actually live within our means, the 
way most people do, count on me show- 
ing up early for this meeting. Unfortu- 
nately, I suspect the President is once 
again just saying something he thinks 
people want to hear. 

The fact is, if Democrats had a plan 
of their own that would cut one dollar 
in spending, I think we would have 
seen it by now. But we have not. Demo- 
crats have abdicated all responsibility 
for their own recklessness over the last 
2 years. They have left us to do some- 
thing about it. 

We made a step in the right direction 
yesterday after months of resistance 
on their part. Now we look forward to 
their plan. It is time for Democrats to 
present a serious plan of their own that 
addresses this crisis. It is time for 
Democrats to take the concerns of the 
American people seriously. 


EE 
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


EE 
MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business until 11 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time equally di- 
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the Re- 
publicans controlling the first half, and 
the majority controlling the final half. 

The Republican leader is recognized. 

(The remarks of Mr. MCCONNELL and 
Mr. PAUL pertaining to the introduc- 
tion of S. 468 are printed in today’s 
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RECORD under ‘“‘Statements on Intro- 
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I note the 
absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask to 
speak for up to 8 minutes on the Demo- 
cratic time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EEE 
HONORING ROBERT BENZON 


Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor another great Federal 
employee and a constituent of mine 
from Fredericksburg, VA. 

As we debate this week and over the 
coming weeks about making sure the 
Federal Government stays open, I 
think it is important to realize what 
we are talking about are the real lives 
of many of our great Federal employ- 
ees who provide the services day-in and 
day-out to make sure many important 
public purposes are served. 

I know the Presiding Officer realizes 
this is an initiative that our former 
colleague, the Senator from Delaware, 
started. I was proud, when Senator 
Kaufman moved on, to pick up that 
mantle on a regular basis, coming to 
the floor of the Senate to recognize 
Federal employees who very often, in 
an unsung way, do great things for our 
country. 

The Federal employee I am going to 
recognize is someone who the Presiding 
Officer, who I know, spends a lot of 
time in the air, coming from the great 
State of New Mexico, will be particu- 
larly interested in. My colleague, the 
Senator from Illinois, who is also 
present, spends a lot of time in the air 
as well. That is the subject of what we 
will talk about today. 

Nearly 2 million people in the United 
States take to the skies every day. 
Once in flight, their safety relies on 
the diligent work of individuals respon- 
sible for ensuring that airplanes are 
well-designed and safe. When we reach 
our destination, as we often do, it is be- 
cause of their tireless work. 

In the rare moments when accidents 
happen, we rely on individuals like 
Robert Benzon who possess the skill 
and innovative thinking to find the 
cause of the accident and ensure we 
don’t make the same mistake twice. 

Robert Benzon is a senior air safety 
investigator with the National Trans- 
portation Safety Board. His job is to 
investigate aircraft accidents. He ana- 
lyzes the equipment and data, identi- 
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fies the cause of the accident and 
makes recommendations to the indus- 
try on how to improve safety. 

He began his career flying combat 
missions in Vietnam as an Air Force 
pilot. In 1984, he went to work for the 
National Transportation Safety Board 
in Chicago. 

Over his 25-year career, he has served 
as the lead investigator in several 
high-profile cases and is considered the 
best in his field. More than 80 percent 
of his team’s recommendations have 
been adopted by the industry. 

In 1996, Mr. Benzon led the investiga- 
tion of the TWA flight 800 crash in the 
Atlantic Ocean. His investigation fol- 
lowing this crash led to the rec- 
ommendation that oxygen contained in 
aircraft fuel tanks be replaced with an- 
other nonburning gas, like Nitrogen, to 
prevent fuel tank explosions. 

In 2001, Mr. Benzon led the investiga- 
tion of the fatal crash of American Air- 
lines flight 587 in Queens, NY. His in- 
vestigation led to an industry-wide re- 
design of the rudder system, as well as 
changes to the pilot training program 
for similar aircrafts. 

Mr. Benzon also led the investigation 
of U.S. Airways flight 1549, known na- 
tionwide as the ‘‘Miracle on the Hud- 
son,” which made Captain Sullenberger 
a household name. His investigation in- 
cluded an analysis of the engine dam- 
age and black box flight recorders, 
interviews with the pilots, cabin crew, 
air traffic controllers and passengers, 
and meetings with the manufacturers 
of both the airplane and its engines. 

Mr. Benzon has also been a strong ad- 
vocate for the collection of more in- 
flight data points from flight recorder 
black boxes, which he believes is crit- 
ical to understanding what exactly 
may have gone wrong during a flight. 
His efforts have led to a significant in- 
crease in data: from less than 10 data 
points collected in-flight to over 1,000. 

In an interview, Mr. Benzon said, 
“TMy work] is a way of giving back—I 
get a good feeling after every one of 
these investigations is over. It’s service 
to the country.” 

It is this sentiment that inspires me 
to highlight great Federal employees 
on the Senate floor. There are count- 
less Federal employees who dedicate 
their lives to making the rest of our 
lives better and safer. 

Each day we set foot on an airplane 
and arrive safely at our destination, we 
have Robert Benzon and his team to 
thank. I hope that my Senate col- 
leagues will join me in honoring Robert 
Benzon and all those at the National 
Transportation Safety Board for their 
dedicated service and important con- 
tribution to our Nation’s aviation safe- 
ty. 

I know Senators share the regard for 
this Federal employee and the many 
others who make our country a better 
place. It is my hope that in the coming 
weeks we can come to some resolution 
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so these Federal employees can know 
that for the balance of this fiscal year 
the Federal Government will stay in 
operation and that they can continue 
to do their work. 

With that, I yield the floor and sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
SOMALI PIRATES 


Mr. KIRK. With the cold-blooded 
murder of four Americans by pirates, 
our country faces a dangerous enemy 
as old as the second Washington ad- 
ministration and the earliest days of 
the U.S. Navy. 

This danger now stretches across our 
vital oil supply lanes and threatens not 
just Americans handing out Bibles at 
Indian Ocean ports of call but our vital 
supply of energy. I think it is time to 
recall the tough choices made by the 
Jefferson administration to suppress 
the 2156 century’s pirates in this new 
chapter. 

We may forget that as much as 10 
percent of all Federal revenues were 
paid by the Washington administration 
to the Barbary pirates operating in 
what became Libya. Payments contin- 
ued under the Adams and Jefferson ad- 
ministrations, but as always with kid- 
nappers and pirates, ransoms only led 
to more danger on the high seas. 

In 1801, President Thomas Jefferson 
decided that payments of tribute to the 
Barbary States in exchange for the safe 
passage of American shipping vessels 
had gone far enough. Over the next 5 
years, Jefferson sent the new U.S. 
Navy—ironically built over his objec- 
tion—to attack and defeat the pirates. 
In the conflict that followed, new 
American heroes were made, especially 
Captain Stephen Decatur. Decatur’s ex- 
ploits were dangerous and involved 
close quarters in combat. In his honor, 
my State of Illinois named one of its 
major cities after him, placing his stat- 
ue in the city’s center. 

In the end, piracy was defeated and 
the flag of the United States was not 
strongly challenged by pirates until 
this century. 

In the wake of the murder of four 
Americans by Somali pirates, we need 
to recall Jefferson’s policy under what 
I would call the ‘‘Decatur Initiative” 
against Indian Ocean pirates. 

Since 2006, pirates attacked more and 
more vessels. There were over 400 at- 
tacks just last year. According to the 
New York Times, the modern-day pi- 
rates of the 21st century currently hold 
50 vessels and more than 800 hostages. 
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According to the International Mari- 
time Bureau, pirates murdered 379 peo- 
ple with an additional 199 individuals 
reported missing between 1993 and 2009. 

According to reports, the typical pi- 
rate ransom in 2005 was between 
$100,000 and $200,000. By 2008, the aver- 
age ransom grew to between $500,000 ad 
$2 million. One year later, in 2009, the 
average ransom reportedly grew again 
to a range between $1.5 million and $3.5 
million, In late 2010, ransoms now 
hover around $4 million per vessel. 
Ransom payments as large as $9.5 mil- 
lion for a tanker carrying crude oil 
have also been reported by the media. 

Recently, pirates captured a super- 
tanker worth $200 million carrying 2 
million barrels of oil bound for the U.S. 
Its ransom may become the mother 
load for pirates to extend their reach 
across the Indian Ocean and into the 
Red Sea and Persian Gulf. We would be 
naive not to expect profits from piracy 
will not be used to support terrorism 
against the West. 

The Horn of Africa is of crucial im- 
portance, not only to the U.S. econ- 
omy, but also to the global market as 
it serves aS a major artery of inter- 
national shipping. The oil tankers that 
cruise these waters provide much of 
the world’s energy supply and we can- 
not risk the safety of those shipments. 
This region is a potential incubator for 
the growth of two burgeoning al Qaida 
franchises: al Qaida in the Islamic 
Magreb, AQIM, and Somalia’s al- 
Shabaab group, which has pledged its 
loyalty to Osama bin Laden. 

Yesterday, I raised this issue with 
our Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton. 
She hinted that our policy may be 
changing and that is welcome news. I 
asked, “if we can’t be tough on pirates, 
who can we be tough on?” 

Today, I am announcing the start of 
an effort here in the Senate to draft 
legislation and support administration 
action along the lines of Jefferson’s 
policy on pirates. 

These legislative concepts shall be 
collectively referred to as the ‘‘Decatur 
Initiative,” Decatur, whose most dar- 
ing mission involved recapturing the 
U.S.S. Philadelphia from pirates. 

The time has come for us to advance 
the following: 1. A defined ‘‘Pirate Ex- 
clusion Zone” that would allow the im- 
mediate boarding and/or sinking of any 
vessel from Somalia not approved and 
certified for sea by allied forces; 2. an 
expedited legal regime permitting trial 
and detention of pirates captured on 
the high seas; 3. a blockade of pirate- 
dominated ports like Hobyo, Somalia; 
4. broad powers and authority to on- 
scene commanders to attack or arrest 
pirates once outside Somalia’s 12-mile 
territorial limit—this would include 
the summary sinking of pirate ships if 
a local commander deems it warranted. 

Additionally, I will explore actions to 
attack the financial links between pi- 
rates and the terrorist groups such as 
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al Shabaab and target pirates with fi- 
nancial sanctions in the same way as 
other terrorist networks. 

In the wake of the recent tragedy in 
the Arabian Sea, where American mis- 
sionaries were gunned down in cold 
blood, I am hopeful that many of my 
colleagues will be willing to join me in 
taking bold action against the pirates 
who have been operating in the waters 
off East Africa. It is ironic that the 
United States and our allies station 
substantial naval forces against pirates 
in this region but take little aggressive 
action against them. While the pirates 
have substantial strength оп the 
ground in Somalia, once they’re put to 
sea, we can be their masters and they 
have very weak means to oppose us. A 
set of vessels blockading pirate-domi- 
nated ports with aggressive orders to 
attack and sink any vessel leaving So- 
malia should make quick work of pi- 
rate operations. 

The cost of oil and the price of gas is 
high enough. Further increases could 
endanger our slowly recovering econ- 
omy. As part of the effort to stabilize 
the price of gas in America, we need to 
recover Jefferson’s policy and attack 
and defeat Somali pirates as soon as 
they leave Somalia’s territorial waters. 

In addition, as this body begins to fi- 
nalize spending legislation for the re- 
mainder of the year, I would like to 
highlight the growing danger to the 
U.S. economy and our country. 

We all know that the national debt 
now tops $14 trillion but we should note 
that this means we are adding $35 bil- 
lion to our debts each week or over $5 
billion borrowed each day. 

That $4 billion cut represents just .3 
percent of this year’s annual deficit or 
just three one-hundredths of 1 percent 
of the current money we owe. The fa- 
mous Harvard economic historian Niall 
Ferguson said you can mark the de- 
cline of a country when it pays more 
money to its lenders than to its army. 
We have already crossed that point. 
This year the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice estimates that interest payments 
we will pay to our money lenders will 
top $225 billion. That is more than the 
cost of our Army, which we currently 
estimate costs about $195 billion, or 
our Air Force, which we estimate costs 
$201 billion, or even our Navy, which 
will cost $217 billion this year. 

Our money lender costs now are high- 
er than the entire gross domestic prod- 
uct of the country of Denmark, at $201 
billion. We must pay $4 billion per 
week in interest or $616 million per day 
to our money lenders. What is worse, 
interest payments are expected to 
more than double over the next decade 
and will top $778 billion. That means 
soon we will have to pay our money 
lenders more than it costs to operate 
our Army, Navy, and Air Force com- 
bined at $623 billion. 

Remember also that interest pay- 
ments on the debt are a form of wealth 
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transfer from hard-working middle- 
class Americans who pay Federal taxes 
to wealthy lenders, many of whom live 
abroad. For those in the Senate who 
are opposing budget constraints put in 
by the House, we should force them to 
admit that they are either for higher 
taxes for the American people or more 
borrowing that transfers wealth from 
hard-working middle-class Americans 
to high-income money lenders, most of 
whom now live abroad. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Will the Senator withhold his re- 
quest? 

Mr. KIRK. I withhold. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent to speak in morning 
business for 10 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
FIRST-TO-FILE PROVISIONS 


Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I wish to 
speak on the pending business before 
the Senate. We are hoping in maybe 45 
minutes or so we will actually be able 
to vote on the Feinstein amendment to 
the patent bill. I am hoping that my 
colleagues will vote against the Fein- 
stein amendment and support the au- 
thors of the legislation. 

I noted yesterday that every version 
of the patent bill from 2005 forward has 
included the primary, centerpiece re- 
form of the bill, which is the so-called 
first-to-file system. It may seem 
strange, but it has not been the case 
before this bill that you have a pat- 
ent’s priority from when you file it; 
that is to say, the first person to file on 
the patent is the one who has the pat- 
ent; that the patent dates to the day it 
is filed. That is what we do in law and 
virtually every other situation I can 
imagine. 

Instead, what has been the law is 
called the first-to-invent system. One 
of the reasons the whole patent reform 
movement began 5 or 6 years ago was 
that this system is very costly and dif- 
ficult to administer because it relies on 
a lot of legal discovery and legal proc- 
ess to resolve questions or disputes be- 
tween who actually conceived of the 
idea first and then did they apply the 
necessary diligence to get it patented. 
As a result, every other industrialized 
country uses the first-to-file system. 
Most of the companies in the United 
States are obviously used to that sys- 
tem because of their patents that are 
worldwide in scope. 

The fundamental reform of the pat- 
ent legislation to simplify, to reduce 
costs, to reduce the potential for litiga- 
tion was to conform our system to that 
of the rest of the world—the first-to- 
file system. 
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What the Feinstein amendment 
would do is to throw that over and say: 
No, we are going to go back to the con- 
cept of this first-to-conceive-of-the- 
idea or first-to-invent notion. Whether 
intended or not, that will kill the bill. 
It is a poison pill amendment because 
the whole concept of the legislation 
and everything that follows from it is 
based on this first-to-file reform. 

As I will note a little bit later, the 
bill simply would not work otherwise. 
We would have to scrap it and start 
from scratch. In fact, most of the re- 
forms that are in the bill would not 
exist because we would have to go back 
to that concept of first-to-invent. So 
all of the savings and simplified proce- 
dures would simply not be possible. 

Unfortunately, I note that if my col- 
leagues have any notion of supporting 
the Feinstein amendment, they should 
realize that were it to be adopted, it 
would kill the bill. I do not think that 
is what we want to do. There have been 
so many improvements made in the 
bill. So many groups—all three of the 
major groups that have been working 
on the legislation are in support of the 
legislation and oppose the Feinstein 
amendment because they want us to 
move forward. We have not had patent 
reform in many years. Everybody rec- 
ognizes it is time. 

First and foremost, the administra- 
tion and the Patent Office itself sup- 
port the legislation and oppose the 
Feinstein amendment. In fact, one of 
the good changes made by the bill from 
the Patent Office’s point of view is that 
it will stop fee diversion. In the past, 
the fees that have been collected, the 
filing fees from the inventors, have not 
all gone to the Patent Office. They are 
woefully understaffed and underfunded 
in working through the tens and hun- 
dreds of thousands of patent applica- 
tions that are filed every year. 

As we can all appreciate, our com- 
petitiveness in the world depends, first, 
on the ability of our people to invent 
and, second, to acquire the legal rights 
to those inventions so they have a 
property interest in them, and inves- 
tors can then count on a return of their 
investment if they supply the capital 
for the invention to be brought to mar- 
ket. 

What we are talking about is critical. 
I urge my colleagues who perhaps have 
not focused as much on this amend- 
ment and on the patent reform legisla- 
tion to understand that we are talking 
about something very important, 
something that can create jobs, that is 
important to the competitiveness of 
our country. 

The beauty is, unlike a lot of what 
we do around here, this is totally bi- 
partisan. I am a Republican. The ad- 
ministration supports the legislation. 
It has Senator LEAHY’s name on it as 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee. 
In the House, it is supported by Demo- 
crats and Republicans. It is important 
we move this legislation through. 
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As I said, unfortunately, the Fein- 
stein amendment would result in hav- 
ing to scrap the bill. There is no point 
in enacting it if we are not going to in- 
clude the change to first to file. 

Let me be a little more specific. One 
of the reasons we would not be able to 
move forward with the bill is the bill’s 
entire post-grant review process, which 
is a big part of the bill, would be im- 
possible for the Patent Office to admin- 
ister under the discovery-intensive in- 
vention date issues that arise under 
the first-to-invent system. That is be- 
cause, аз I said, under that system you 
come before the Patent Office and say: 
I realize nobody else had a record of 
this, but I actually thought of this idea 
way back in 1999. I have a couple of 
notes that I made to myself. I dated 
them. One can see that all of a sudden 
they are getting into a big discovery 
and legal process. That is what we are 
trying to get away from. The whole 
post-grant review process would be 
turned upside down if we went back to 
the first-to-invent principle. 

Also, striking the first-to-file provi- 
sions would greatly increase the work- 
load for the Patent and Trademark Of- 
fice. What we are trying to do is sim- 
plify procedures so they can get their 
work done, get the patents approved so 
our businesses can better compete in 
the world, and also provide more 
money for them to do that job. That 
also would be jeopardized as a result of 
this amendment. We will just add 
backlogs and delays and not enable our 
Patent Office to do what we are asking 
it to do. 

As I said, that is one of the reasons 
the Patent Office opposes the Feinstein 
amendment and supports the under- 
lying legislation. It is interesting; 
many American companies already use 
first-to-file. It is the easiest, most di- 
rect way to confirm you have the pat- 
ent. It is very hard to win a patent con- 
test through what is called an inter- 
ference proceeding if you were not the 
first to file, which, of course, is logical. 
And because all the other countries in 
the world use a first-to-file system, if 
you want your patent to be valid out- 
side the United States you need to 
comply with first-to-file in any event. 

Among many of our most innovative 
companies, 70 percent of their licensing 
revenues come from overseas. Obvi- 
ously, they are already going to be 
complying with the first-to-file rules. 
This bill does not, therefore, so much 
switch the system with which Ameri- 
cans are complying today as it simply 
allows American companies to only 
have to comply with one system rather 
than two. As I said before, the first-to- 
file concept is clearer, faster, more 
transparent, and provides more cer- 
tainty to inventors and manufacturers. 

On the other hand, the first-to-invent 
concept would make it impossible, in 
many instances, to know who has pri- 
ority and which of the competing pat- 
ents is the valid one. To determine who 
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has priority under first to invent, ex- 
tensive discovery must be conducted 
and the Patent Office and courts must 
examine notebooks and other evidence 
to determine who conceived of the in- 
vention first and whether the inventor 
then diligently reduced it to practice. 

Under first-to-file, on the other hand, 
an inventor can get priority by filing a 
provisional application. This is an im- 
portant point. It is easy. It is not as if 
the first-to-file is hard to do. This pro- 
visional application, which only costs 
$110 for the small inventor, only re- 
quires you to write a description of 
what your invention is and how it 
works. That is all. That is the same 
thing that an inventor’s notebook 
would have to contain under the first- 
to-invent concept if you are ever going 
to prevail in court by proving your in- 
vention date. 

Because a provisional application is a 
government document, the date is 
clear. There is no opportunity for 
fraudulently backdating the invention 
date. There is no need for expensive 
discovery: What did the inventor know 
and when did he know it? You are es- 
sentially not requiring anything in ad- 
dition. You file a provisional applica- 
tion. You have an entire year to get all 
of your work together and file your 
completed application, but your date is 
as of the time you file the provisional 
application. 

As I said, for a small entity, the fee 
is only $110. That grace period makes it 
clear that the patent will not be in- 
valid because of disclosures made by 
the inventor or someone who got infor- 
mation from an inventor during 1 year 
before filing. That is important. 

A lot of academics and folks go to 
trade shows and begin talking about 
their concepts and what they have 
done. If you disclose this, you have a 
year to file after you disclose the infor- 
mation. And under the bill’s second, 
enhanced grace period, no other disclo- 
sure, regardless of whether it was ob- 
tained from the inventor, can then in- 
validate the invention. 

The bill has been very carefully writ- 
ten to protect the small inventor or 
the academic. That is what it is de- 
signed to do. This is not a case of big 
versus small, although people both big 
and small support the legislation. If 
anybody suggests the Feinstein amend- 
ment will protect the small inventor, it 
does not protect the small inventor. In 
fact, as I said, the legislation is very 
carefully crafted to give the small in- 
ventor a variety of ways to ensure that 
he or she is protected. 

The first coalition to bring the whole 
idea of patent reform to the Congress, 
the Coalition for 218% Century Patent 
Reform, is very strongly in support of 
the legislation and in opposition to the 
Feinstein amendment. In fact, it noted 
in a statement released Wednesday 
that not only does it oppose the 
amendment, it would oppose the entire 
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bill if the amendment were to be adopt- 
ed and this first-to-file concept were 
stricken from the bill. 

In fact, here is what they said: 

The first-inventor-to-file provisions cur- 
rently in S. 23 form the linchpin that makes 
possible the quality improvements that S. 23 
promises. 


Here is what the Obama Statement of 
Administration Policy says. It lays out 
exactly what is at stake: 

By moving the United States to a first-to- 
file system, the bill simplifies the process of 
acquiring rights. This essential provision 
will reduce legal costs, improve fairness, and 
support U.S. innovators seeking to market 
their products and services in the global 
marketplace. 

Iam continuing the statement: 

Most of the arguments in opposition to the 
bill and FITF appear to be decades-old con- 
tentions that have been fully and persua- 
sively rebutted. As one example, the Na- 
tional Research Council of the National 
Academies assembled a group of leading pat- 
ent professionals, economists, and academics 
who spent four years intensely studying 
these issues and concluded in 2004 that the 
move to FITF represented a necessary 
change for our patent system to operate fair- 
ly, effectively and efficiently in the 21st cen- 
tury. 

They go on to say: 

Without retaining S. 23’s current FITF 
provisions, the bill would no longer provide 
meaningful patent reform. 

Let me repeat that. If the Feinstein 
amendment would prevail, “һе bill 
would no longer provide meaningful 
patent reform.” 

As an example, the new provisions on post- 
grant review of patents, an important new 
mechanism for assuring patent quality, 
could no longer be made to work. Instead of 
a patent reform bill, what would remain of S. 
23 would be essentially an empty shell. 

Let me finish the statement: 

Thus, we could not continue our support of 
passage of S. 23 without the first-inventor- 
to-file provisions present in the bill. It would 
place us in the unfortunate position of op- 
posing moving forward with a bill where we 
have been among the longest, most ardent 
supporters. 

Just to conclude, the National Asso- 
ciation of Manufacturers, which rep- 
resents both large and small manufac- 
turers in every industrial sector, has 
also made it clear that it strongly op- 
poses the amendment. I will conclude 
by quoting from that group’s state- 
ment in opposition to the Feinstein 
amendment. 

The NAM supports transitioning the 
United States from a ‘‘first-to-invent’’ sys- 
tem to a ‘‘first-to-file’’ system to eliminate 
unnecessary cost and complexity in the U.S. 
patent system. Manufacturers large and 
small operate in the global marketplace and 
the United States needs to move toward a 
system that will provide more patent protec- 
tion around the world for our innovative 
member companies. The ‘‘first-to-file’’ provi- 
sion currently included in S. 23 achieves this 
goal. 

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues 
will pay close attention to the argu- 
ments made by Chairman LEAHY and 
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the arguments I have made in opposi- 
tion to the Feinstein amendment. 
Whether intended or not, it would be a 
poison pill. It would kill the legislation 
if it were adopted. We need to move 
this important legislation forward, as 
the administration notes in its state- 
ment of policy, and therefore I urge my 
colleagues, when we have an oppor- 
tunity to vote on the Feinstein amend- 
ment, to vote against it and to support 
the legislation as reported. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Morning business is closed. 


EE 


PATENT REFORM ACT OF 2011 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of S. 
23, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 23) to amend title 35, United 
States Code, to provide for patent reform. 

Pending: 

Leahy amendment No. 114, to improve the 
bill. 

Bennet amendment No. 116, to reduce the 
fee amounts paid by small entities request- 
ing prioritized examination under Three- 
Track Examination. 

Feinstein amendment No. 138, to strike the 
first inventor to file requirement. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Vermont is rec- 
ognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 133, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under- 
stand we have the Feinstein amend- 
ment No. 133 at the desk. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Feinstein 
amendment No. 133 be modified with 
the changes that are at the desk. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 2, line 3, strike “FIRST INVEN- 
TOR TO FILE.” and insert “FALSE MARK- 
ING.” 

On page 2, strike line 4 and all that follows 
through page 16, line 21, and insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(a) FALSE MARKING.— 

On page 17, line 18, strike “(1)” and insert 
“(py)”. 

On page 18, strike line 22 and all that fol- 
lows through page 32, line 11. 

On page 66, strike line 9 and all that fol- 
lows through page 67, line 8. 

On page 71, line 1, strike ‘‘derivation”’ and 
insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 71, line 5, strike ‘‘derivation”’ and 
insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 72, line 24, strike ‘‘DERIVATION”’ 
and insert ‘““INTERFERENCE’’. 

On page 72, lines 24 and 25, strike ‘‘deriva- 
tion” and insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 78, line 4, strike ‘‘derivation”’ and 
insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 73, line 18, strike ‘‘derivation’’ and 
insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 73, line 23, strike ‘‘derivation’’ and 
insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 74, lines 2 and 8, strike ‘‘deriva- 
tion” and insert ‘‘interference’’. 

On page 74, between lines 20 and 21, insert 
the following: 
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(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Sections 41, 
134, 145, 146, 154, 305, and 314 of title 35, 
United States Code, are each amended by 
striking ‘‘Board of Patent Appeals and Inter- 
ferences” each place that term appears and 
inserting ‘‘Patent Trial and Appeal Board’’. 

On page 74, line 21, strike ‘‘(d)’’ and insert 
“(e)”. 

On page 95, strike lines 13 through 15, and 
insert the following: by inserting ‘‘(other 
than the requirement to disclose the best 
mode)” after ‘‘section 112 of this title”. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Arizona for his words here this morn- 
ing. He is part of the small group of Re- 
publicans and Democrats who have 
worked very hard over the last couple 
of years on this bill with the idea of 
giving us something that would allow 
inventors, innovators, and entre- 
preneurs in America to be able to com- 
pete with the rest of the world. 

I am one American who believes we 
can compete with anybody anywhere 
provided we get a level playing field. 
Other countries have set up enough 
barriers for us of their own. We 
shouldn’t be setting up barriers here in 
the United States. One thing we can do 
is to make some major, long-overdue 
changes in the patent laws to give us 
that level playing field. Inventors and 
innovators in America who will take 
advantage of this will be better off for 
it and will create jobs, but most impor- 
tantly, we will show the rest of the 
world that America is open for busi- 
ness. 

Americans can be the innovators 
they have been from the time the first 
patent was issued—and I say this with 
pride—to a Vermonter back when then- 
Secretary of State Thomas Jefferson 
reviewed the application, which was 
then signed by the President of the 
United States, George Washington. 
Now, of course, they are not reviewed 
by the Secretary of State and signed by 
the President, thank goodness, because 
there are over 700,000 applications 
pending. 

We need legislation to bring us up to 
date, and this act will promote innova- 
tion, it will create new businesses and, 
as a result, new jobs. This is bipartisan 
legislation that will allow inventors to 
secure their patents more quickly and 
to have better success commercializing 
them. 

The pending amendment would gut 
the reforms intended by the bill. With 
all due respect, it would destroy all the 
work we have tried to do in this bill. It 
would eliminate a major piece of this 
effort—the transition to a first-inven- 
tor-to-file patent system. First-inven- 
tor-to-file is a necessary component of 
this legislation and enjoys support 
from every corner of the patent com- 
munity. 

The administration, the Secretary of 
Commerce, and the head of the Patent 
and Trademark Office all oppose this 
amendment. A vast array of individ- 
uals, independent small inventors, 
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small businesses, and labor oppose this 
amendment. The four senior Repub- 
licans on the Judiciary Committee who 
have worked so hard on this bill—Sen- 
ators GRASSLEY, HATCH, KYL, and SES- 
SIONS—oppose this amendment. Need- 
less to say, I oppose this amendment. 
It would be a poison pill to these legis- 
lative reform efforts. 

Supporters of the legislation before 
us—ranging from high-tech and life 
sciences companies to universities and 
small businesses—place such a high im- 
portance on the transition to the first- 
inventor-to-file system that many of 
them, including those who reside in 
just about every State, would not sup- 
port a bill without those provisions. 

A transition to first-inventor-to-file 
has been part of this bill since its in- 
troduction four Congresses ago. Yet, 
until very recently, first-inventor-to- 
file was never the subject of even a sin- 
gle amendment in the Judiciary Com- 
mittee over all those years. This legis- 
lation is the product of eight Senate 
hearings and three markups spanning 
weeks of consideration and numerous 
amendments. Never was first-inventor- 
to-file a contentious issue. Now some 
well-financed special interests that do 
not support the America Invents Act 
have decided to kill the bill by a last- 
minute campaign to strike these vital 
provisions. 

I urge Senators to support the goals 
of the America Invents Act and vote 
against this amendment to strike first- 
inventor-to-file. 

Mr. President, the United States is 
the only industrialized country still 
using a first-to-invent system, and 
there is a reason for that. A first-in- 
ventor-to-file system, by contrast, 
where the priority of a right to a pat- 
ent is based on the earlier filed applica- 
tion, adds simplicity and objectivity 
into a very complex system. By con- 
trast, our current outdated method for 
determining the priority right to a pat- 
ent is extraordinarily complex, it is 
subjective, it is time-intensive, and it 
is expensive. The old system almost al- 
ways favors the larger corporation and 
the deep pockets over the small inde- 
pendent inventor. 

This past weekend, the Washington 
Post editorial board endorsed the tran- 
sition, calling our first-inventor-to-file 
standard a ‘‘bright line.” They went on 
to say it would bring ‘‘certainty to the 
process.” The editorial also rightly rec- 
ognizes the ‘‘protections for academics 
who share their ideas with outside col- 
leagues or preview them in public sem- 
іпагѕ’’ that are included in the bill. 

The transition to a first-inventor-to- 
file system will benefit small inventors 
and inventors of all sizes by creating 
certainty. Once a patent is granted, an 
inventor can rely on its filing date on 
the face of the patent. 

The reduction in costs to patent ap- 
plications that comes with a transition 
to this system should also help the 
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small independent inventor. In the cur- 
rent outdated system where more than 
one application claiming the same in- 
vention is filed, the priority of a right 
to a patent is decided through an ‘‘in- 
terference’’ proceeding to determine 
which applicant can be declared to 
have invented the claimed invention 
first. It is lengthy, it is complex, and it 
can cost hundreds of thousands of dol- 
lars. Small inventors rarely, if ever, 
win interference proceedings. In a first- 
inventor-to-file system, however, the 
filing date of the application is objec- 
tive and easy to determine, resulting in 
a streamlined and less costly process. 

The bill protects against the con- 
cerns of many small inventors and uni- 
versities by including a l-year grace 
period to ensure the inventor’s own 
publication or disclosure cannot be 
used against him as prior art but will 
act as prior art against another patent 
application. This encourages early dis- 
closure of new inventions regardless of 
whether the inventor ends up trying to 
patent the invention. 

The transition to first-inventor-to- 
file is ultimately needed to help Amer- 
ican companies and innovators com- 
pete globally. As business and competi- 
tion increasingly operate on a world- 
wide scale, inventors have to file pat- 
ent applications in both the United 
States and other countries for protec- 
tion of their inventions. Since Amer- 
ica’s current outdated system differs 
from the first-inventor-to-file system 
used in other patent-issuing jurisdic- 
tions—all our competitors—it causes 
confusion and inefficiencies for Amer- 
ican companies and innovators. Harmo- 
nization will benefit American inven- 
tors. 

Commerce Secretary Gary Locke 
highlighted the importance of the first- 
inventor-to-file provision to the bill in 
his column published in The Hill yes- 
terday. He noted that it ‘‘would be 
good for U.S. businesses, providing a 
more transparent and cost-effective 
process that puts them on a level play- 
ing field with their competitors around 
the world.”’ 

Secretary Locke went on to confront 
the erroneous notion that the current 
outdated system is better for small 
independent inventors, and he did it 
head-on by explaining that in his 
“strong opinion that the opposite is 
true.” The first-inventor-to-file system 
is better for the small independent in- 
ventor. As the Secretary noted: 

The cost of proving that one was first to 
invent is prohibitive and requires detailed 
and complex documentation of the invention 
process. In cases where there’s a dispute 
about who the actual inventor is, it typically 
costs at least $400,000 in legal fees, and even 
more if the case is appealed. By comparison, 
establishing a filing date through a provi- 
sional application and establishing priority 
of invention costs just $110. 

Secretary Locke explained how the 
125,000 provisional applications cur- 
rently filed each year prove that early 
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filing dates protect the rights of small 
inventors. He reiterated that during 
the past 7 years, under the current out- 
dated, cumbersome, and expensive sys- 
tem, of almost 3 million applications 
filed, only 1 patent was granted to an 
individual inventor who was the second 
to apply. 

Our reform legislation enjoys broad 
support. I have already mentioned 
some of those supporters, but let me 
highlight a few more: 

Just yesterday, the National Associa- 
tion of Manufacturers urged every Sen- 
ator to oppose the effort to strike the 
first-to-file transition, writing, ‘‘The 
NAM supports transitioning the United 
States from a ‘first-to-invent’ system 
to a ‘first-to-file’ system to eliminate 
unnecessary cost and complexity in the 
U.S. patent system.” 

The Small Business & Entrepreneur- 
ship Council has expressed its strong 
support for the first-inventor-to-file 
system, writing that ‘‘small firms will 
in no way be disadvantaged, while op- 
portunities in the international mar- 
kets will expand.” 

The Intellectual Property Owners As- 
sociation calls the first-inventor-to file 
system ‘‘central to modernization and 
simplification of patent law” and ‘‘very 
widely supported by U.S. companies.” 

Independent inventor Louis Foreman 
has said the first-inventor-to-file tran- 
sition will help ‘‘independent inventors 
across the country by strengthening 
the current system for entrepreneurs 
and small businesses.” 

Six university, medical college, and 
higher education associations have 
urged the transition to first-to-file, 
saying that it will ‘‘add greater clarity 
to the U.S. system.’’ 

And, in urging the transition to the 
first-to-file system, the Association for 
Competitive Technology, which rep- 
resents small and mid-size IT firms, 
has said the current outdated system 
‘negatively impacts entrepreneurs” 
and puts American inventors ‘‘at a dis- 
advantage with competitors abroad 
who can implement first inventor to 
file standards.” That is why it is so im- 
portant to move to a first-inventor-to- 
file system. 

I ask unanimous consent copies of 
the Washington Post editorial, ‘‘Pat- 
enting Innovation,” be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re- 
marks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. LEAHY. I also ask letters from 
the National Association of Manufac- 
turers, higher education associations, 
the Small Business & Entrepreneurship 
Council be printed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my comments. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 
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Mr. LEAHY. I will conclude with 
this: If we are to continue to lead the 
globe in innovation and production, if 
we are to win the future through Amer- 
ican ingenuity and innovation, we 
must have a patent system that is 
streamlined and efficient. The America 
Invents Act, and a transition to a first- 
inventor-to-file system in particular, is 
crucial to fulfill this promise. I urge all 
Senators on both sides of the aisle to 
oppose the Feinstein amendment and 
support the important provision of 
first-inventor-to-file, which is at the 
heart of the America Invents Act. 

As I said, I submit the list of stake- 
holders across the spectrum from high- 
tech and life sciences to universities 
and small inventors in support of a 
transition to the first-to-file system, 
and ask unanimous consent that list be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

(See exhibit 3.) 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I see the 
distinguished Senator from Delaware 
who has been so helpful on this legisla- 
tion on the floor, so I yield the floor. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Washington Post, Feb. 26, 2011] 
PATENTING INNOVATION 

More than 60 years have passed since a 
major overhaul of the U.S. patent system 
has taken place. And it shows. 

The U.S. patent system lags woefully. One 
example: Patents in the United States are 
given to those ‘‘first to invent.” This ap- 
proach is out of step with the rest of the 
world’s ‘‘first to file” approach and is highly 
inefficient. It invites people to come out of 
the woodwork years after a product has been 
on the market to claim credit and demand 
royalties. 

The secretive and lengthy U.S. process also 
too often results in patents for products that 
are neither novel nor innovative. It leaves 
manufacturers vulnerable to infringement 
lawsuits and damage awards long after their 
products have gone to market. 

The Senate is poised to take up a bill on 
Monday that would eliminate these defects 
and bring the U.S. system into the 21st cen- 
tury. 

The Patent Reform Act, introduced by 
Sens. Patrick J. Leahy (D-Vt.) and Orrin G. 
Hatch (R-Utah), would recognize the ‘‘first 
inventor to file” standard, creating a bright 
line—the date on which a patent application 
was filed—and bringing certainty to the 
process. Yet the bill is not inflexible and 
wisely keeps in place protections for aca- 
demics who share their ideas with outside 
colleagues or preview them in public semi- 
nars. 

The bill also would increase protections for 
those with legitimate gripes. Third parties, 
currently shut out of the process, would be 
given clear rules and time limits to chal- 
lenge patents that have not yet been ap- 
proved. They’d also have a chance to lodge 
objections after a patent has been granted; 
the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (PTO) 
would resolve these disputes. This safety 
valve should reduce the litigation costs asso- 
ciated with court challenges. 

The PTO has long been overwhelmed and 
underfunded. The bill would allow the agen- 
cy to set the amount it charges for filings 


March 3, 2011 


while providing discounts to solo inventors 
and small companies. An amendment likely 
to be introduced by Sen. Tom Coburn (R- 
Okla.) would allow the agency to Keep all of 
its fees, thereby ensuring it the resources it 
needs to carry out the bill’s mandates. 

The president made much of ‘‘winning the 
future” in his State of the Union address. A 
patent system that protects innovators and 
encourages meaningful breakthroughs would 
help achieve that goal. 


EXHIBIT 2 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF MANUFACTURERS, 
Washington, DC, March 2, 2011. 
U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR: The National Association 
of Manufacturers (NAM), the nation’s largest 
industrial trade association representing 
small and large manufacturers in every in- 
dustrial sector and in all 50 states, urges you 
to oppose amendment 133 offered by Sen. 
Dianne Feinstein (D-CA) to S. 23,The Amer- 
ica Invents Act. 

The amendment would remove a key provi- 
sion in S. 28, The America Invents Act, 
which is strongly supported by manufactur- 
ers, the creation of a ‘‘first-inventor-to-file’’ 
system. 

The NAM supports transitioning the 
United States from a ‘‘first-to-invent’’ sys- 
tem to a ‘‘first-to-file’’ system to eliminate 
unnecessary cost and complexity in the U.S. 
patent system. Manufacturers large and 
small operate in the global marketplace and 
the United States needs to move toward a 
system that will provide more patent protec- 
tion around the world for our innovative 
member companies. The ‘‘first-to-file’’ provi- 
sion currently included in б. 23 achieves this 
goal. 

Thank you for your consideration and your 
support for the ‘‘first-to-file’’ system. 

Sincerely, 
DOROTHY COLEMAN. 
FEBRUARY 28, 2011. 
Hon. PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: We write as the 
presidents of six university, medical college, 
and higher education associations to express 
the strong support of our associations for б. 
23, the Patent Reform Act of 2011, which was 
reported by the Senate Judiciary Committee 
on a 15-0 vote and is scheduled to be consid- 
ered by the Senate this week. This bipar- 
tisan agreement represents the successful 
culmination of a thorough, balanced effort to 
update the U.S. patent system to support 
more effectively the nation’s economic com- 
petitiveness and job creation in the increas- 
ingly competitive global environment of the 
21st century. 

Our universities and medical colleges are 
this nation’s principal source of the funda- 
mental research that expands the frontiers 
of knowledge, strengthening the nation’s in- 
novative capacity. The patent system plays 
a critical role in enabling these institutions 
to transfer the discoveries arising from uni- 
versity research into the commercial sector 
for development into products and processes 
that benefit society. 

S. 23 will: 

Harmonize the U.S. patent system with 
that of our major trading partners, enabling 
U.S. inventors to compete more effectively 
in the global marketplace; 

Improve patent quality by allowing third 
parties to submit information to the USPTO 
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concerning patents under examination, and 
by creating an efficient, effective post-grant 
opposition proceeding to challenge patents 
for nine months after they have been grant- 
ed, allowing challengers to eliminate weak 
patents that should not have been granted 
and strengthening those patents that survive 
the challenge; 

Reduce patent litigation costs by estab- 
lishing the new post-grant procedure noted 
above, and by significantly improving the 
current inter partes review procedure, which 
will provide a lower-cost alternative to civil 
litigation to challenge a patent throughout 
its lifetime, while significantly reducing the 
capacity to mount harassing serial chal- 
lenges; and 

Provide USPTO with increased resources 
by providing this fee-funded agency with 
critically needed fee-setting authority, sub- 
ject to Congressional and Patent Public Ad- 
visory Committee oversight. 

We wish to call your attention to two im- 
portant amendments that may be offered 
during floor consideration: 

Senator Coburn is expected to offer an 
amendment to prevent diversion of fees col- 
lective by USPTO. This amendment is a crit- 
ical accompaniment to the fee-setting au- 
thority provided by S. 23, allowing this seri- 
ously under-resourced agency to maintain 
the fees necessary to carry out its critical 
functions and reduce the backlog of patent 
applications. We urge you to support the 
Coburn amendment. 

Senators Feinstein, Boxer, and Reid are ex- 
pected to offer an amendment to eliminate 
the transition to a first-inventor-to-file sys- 
tem. The National Academies, in its seminal 
report on patent reform, A Patent System 
for the 2186 Century, strongly recommended 
moving from a first-to-invent to a first-in- 
ventor-to-file system. Adopting a first-inven- 
tor-to-file system will harmonize the U.S. 
patent law with that of our trading partners, 
add greater clarity to the U.S. system by re- 
placing the subjective determination of the 
first inventor with the objective identifica- 
tion of the first filer, and eliminate the costs 
of interferences and litigation associated 
with determining the first inventor. We urge 
you to oppose the Feinstein, Boxer, and Reid 
amendment. 

We believe S. 23 reforms current U.S. law 
in a way that balances the interests of the 
various sectors of the patent community and 
substantially improves the patent system 
overall, strengthening the capacity of this 
system to strengthen the nation’s innovative 
capacity and economic competitiveness. We 
urge you to support this carefully crafted 
legislation. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT M. BERDAHL, 
President, Association 
of American Univer- 
sities; 
MOLLY CORBETT BROAD, 
President, American 
Council on Edu- 
cation; 
DARRELL G. KIRCH, 
President and CEO, 
Association of Amer- 
ican Medical Col- 
leges; 
PETER MCPHERSON, 
President, Association 
of Public and Land- 
grant Universities; 
ASHLEY J. STEVENS, 
President, Association 
of University Tech- 
nology Managers; 
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ANTHONY P. DECRAPPEO, 

President, Council on 

Governmental Rela- 
tions. 

This letter was sent to all members of the 
U.S. Senate. 

SMALL BUSINESS & 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP COUNCIL, 
Oakton, VA, February 28, 2011. 
Hon. PATRICK LEAHY, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: The Small Business 
& Entrepreneurship Council (SBE Council) 
and its members across the nation have been 
strong advocates for patent reform. We are 
pleased that you have introduced the Patent 
Reform Act (S. 23), and we strongly endorse 
this important piece of legislation. 

An effective and efficient patent system is 
critical to small business and our overall 
economy. After all, the U.S. leads the globe 
in entrepreneurship, and innovation and in- 
vention are central to our entrepreneurial 
successes. Indeed, intellectual property— 
most certainly including patents—is a key 
driver to U.S. economic growth. Patent re- 
form is needed to clarify and simplify the 
system; to properly protect legitimate pat- 
ents; and to reduce costs in the system, in- 
cluding when it comes to litigation and the 
international marketplace. 

Make no mistake, this is especially impor- 
tant for small businesses. As the Congres- 
sional Research Service has reported: ‘‘Sev- 
eral studies commissioned by U.S. federal 
agencies have concluded that individuals and 
small entities constitute a significant source 
of innovative products and services. Studies 
have also indicated that entrepreneurs and 
small, innovative firms rely more heavily 
upon the patent system than larger enter- 
prises.” 

The Patent Reform Act works to improve 
the patent system in key ways, including, 
for example, by lowering fees for micro-enti- 
ties, and by shortening time periods for pat- 
ent reviews by making the system more pre- 
dictable. 

During the debate over this legislation, it 
is expected that two important areas of re- 
form will come under attack. 

First, the U.S. patent system is out of step 
with the rest of the world. The U.S. grants 
patents on a first-to-invent basis, rather 
than the first-inventor-to-file system that 
the rest of the world follows. First-to-invent 
is inherently ambiguous and costly, and 
that’s bad news for small businesses and in- 
dividual inventors. 

In a 2004 report from the National Re- 
search Council of the National Academies 
(titled “А Patent System for the 2186 Cen- 
tury”), it was pointed out: “Бог those sub- 
ject to challenge under first-to-invent, the 
proceeding is costly and often very pro- 
tracted; frequently it moves from a USPTO 
administrative proceeding to full court liti- 
gation. In both venues it is not only evidence 
of who first reduced the invention to prac- 
tice that is at issue but also questions of 
proof of conception, diligence, abandonment, 
suppression, and concealment, some of them 
requiring inquiry into what an inventor 
thought and when the inventor thought it.” 
The costs of this entire process fall more 
heavily on small businesses and individual 
inventors. 

As for the international marketplace, pat- 
ent harmonization among nations will make 
it easier, including less costly, for small 
firms and inventors to gain patent protec- 
tion in other nations, which is critical to 
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being able to compete internationally. By 
moving to a first-inventor-to-file system, 
small firms will in no way be disadvantaged, 
while opportunities in international markets 
will expand. 

Second, as for improving the performance 
of the USPTO, it is critical that reform pro- 
tect the office against being a ‘‘profit cen- 
ter? for the federal budget. That is, the 
USPTO fees should not be raided to aid Con- 
gress in spending more taxpayer dollars or to 
subsidize nonrelated programs. Instead, 
those fees should be used to make for a 
quicker, more predictable patent process. 

Thank you for your leadership Senator 
Leahy. Please feel free to contact SBE Coun- 
cil if we can be of assistance on this impor- 
tant issue for small businesses. 

Sincerely, 
KAREN KERRIGAN, 
President & CEO. 


EXHIBIT 3 
RECORD SUBMISSIONS—FIRST-TO-FILE 

Mr. President. We have heard from stake- 
holders from across the spectrum—from high 
tech and life sciences, to universities and 
small inventors—in support of the transition 
to the first-to-file system. These supporters 
include: 

AdvaMed; American Ваг Association; 
American Council on Education; American 
Intellectual Property Law Association; Asso- 
ciation of American Medical Colleges; Asso- 
ciation for Competitive Technology; Associa- 
tion of American Universities; Association of 
Public and Land-grant Universities; Associa- 
tion of University Technology Managers; 
Biotechnology Industry Organization; Busi- 
ness Software Alliance; Coalition for 21st 
Century Patent Reform, a coalition of 50 
companies from 18 different industry sectors, 
such as General Electric, Procter & Gamble, 
3M, Pfizer, and Cargill. 

Council on Governmental Relations; Gary 
Michelson, Independent Inventor; Genentech; 
Intellectual Property Owners Association; 
Louis J. Foreman, Enventys, Independent In- 
ventor; National Association of Manufactur- 
ers; The Native American Intellectual Prop- 
erty Enterprise Council; PhRMA; Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship Council; 
Software & Information Industry Associa- 
tion. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Delaware is 
recognized. 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I thank 
the chairman for his leadership on this 
floor deliberation regarding S. 23, the 
America Invents Act. 

I rise to speak in opposition to the 
Feinstein amendment, which would 
strike the first-to-file provision, which 
I think is one of the critical compo- 
nents of this act that will harmonize 
the patent system with that of the rest 
of the world, as I heard Chairman 
LEAHY speak to. This is the first com- 
prehensive patent reform bill in 60 
years. It is a key piece of our bipar- 
tisan work to make sure the United 
States remains a competitive country 
which can once again be in the fore- 
front of world innovation. 

As someone who, like you, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is concerned about manufac- 
turing, is concerned about employ- 
ment, is concerned about jobs, one of 
the ways we can restrengthen, reinvig- 
orate, reenergize manufacturing in this 
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country is by making sure our Patent 
and Trademark Office is as capable, is 
as strong as it can possibly be. I take 
quite seriously that the Patent and 
Trademark Office under the very able 
leadership of Director Kappos is op- 
posed to this amendment and has also 
raised concern, which I share, that this 
amendment would tear apart the very 
broad coalition that has worked so 
hard and has negotiated this particular 
act, the America Invents Act, over the 
last 6 years. 

On an issue that is as important as 
this, as critical as this to the protec- 
tion of American innovation and the 
resulting creation of jobs, I think it is 
important that we in the Senate not 
allow this bipartisan bill to fall apart 
over this issue. 

Transition to first-to-file is an im- 
provement over the current system be- 
cause it provides increased predict- 
ability, certainty, and transparency. 
Patent priority will depend on the date 
of public disclosure and the effective 
filing date rather than on secret inven- 
tor notebooks, secret personal files 
which may or may not be admissible 
and often lead to long and contentious 
litigation, as the chairman mentioned 
in his floor comments as well. 

This predictability, the predict- 
ability that the first-to-file system will 
bring, I believe will strengthen the 
hand of investors, inventors, and the 
public. All will know as soon as an ap- 
plication is filed whether it is likely to 
have priority over other patent appli- 
cations. 

In contrast, the current system with 
which we worked for many years does 
not provide an easy way to determine 
priority. That is why interference pro- 
ceedings can be so contentious, so long, 
and so expensive. There are some small 
inventors in particular who I know are 
concerned that first-to-file will be used 
by larger companies to steal away 
their rightful invention. This bill con- 
tains critical protections for all inven- 
tors so the ultimate new system, once 
this is passed, will be more fair, more 
predictable, and transparent for all. 
For those inventors who publicly dis- 
close an invention before anybody else, 
they have a l-year grace period to 
claim priority for any patent applica- 
tion based on the subject matter they 
disclose. Smaller inventors as well as 
large inventors will be protected as 
soon as they publish or otherwise dis- 
close under this America Invents Act. 

In my view, that will increase the 
free flow of ideas while still protecting 
the IP rights of any inventor, large or 
small. 

The Patent and Trademark Office 
commissioned a study of patent and 
trademark applications filed over the 
last 7 years. They found only 1 out of 
300,000 filings would, under the new sys- 
tem, grant a patent to a large company 
that might otherwise have gone to a 
small company or individual inventor. 
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By avoiding cost, the difficulty, the un- 
predictability of lengthy interference 
proceedings, transition to first-to-file 
will neutralize what I think is a big 
structural advantage to large compa- 
nies in the current dispute system. 

First of all, it also gives the holder of 
a new patent increased confidence in 
the strength and reliability of this pat- 
ent, which I also think will accelerate 
venture capital investment, new com- 
pany formation, and movement toward 
deployment of critical new technology. 

I think experience has shown in other 
countries, in Europe and Canada, that 
transitioning from a first-to-invent to 
a first-to-file system will not lead di- 
rectly to an increase in so-called junk 
applications and will, instead, make 
patent examination simpler, fairer, and 
more predictable. In short, my view is 
that it is crucial to the success of this 
legislation. It is crucial for the coali- 
tion that has come together over many 
years to support it. It is crucial for the 
progress this act will make in 
strengthening and streamlining the 
patent review and granting process in 
the United States. So I urge my col- 
leagues to oppose the amendment, 
amendment No. 183. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I would 
like to speak briefly on the importance 
of passing the America Invents Act. 

Chairman LEAHY and the Judiciary 
Committee have worked hard to put 
this product on the floor that will 
mark the biggest reforms to our patent 
system in 60 years. This bill will create 
jobs in Colorado and across the country 
by promoting innovation. By making 
our patent system more efficient, we 
are building the foundation for future 
economic growth. 

In my State alone, nearly 20,000 pat- 
ent applications have been granted be- 
tween the years 2000 and 2009. These ap- 
plications have created the foundation 
for our clean energy economy and 
emerging tech and bio industries. 

Having a high quality U.S. Patent 
and Trademark Office is essential to 
maintaining American leadership in in- 
novation. The America Invents Act 
will help us grow new industries and 
will help cure the backlog and delay 
that have stunted the ability of inven- 
tors to patent their ideas. 

Right now, the average pendency pe- 
riod for a patent application is 36 
months. That is unacceptable if we are 
to compete with the rest of the world. 
This does not even account for those 
patents that have been tied up in years 
of litigation after they are granted. 
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And we have improved the bill on the 
floor by helping solidify alternatives to 
litigation, provide for more efficient 
resolution of disputes and help create 
more certainty, which is essential to 
inventors. 

It is hard to pass a jobs bill without 
spending money, but that is absolutely 
what we have done here. The bill does 
a good job of balancing the interests of 
innovators across the many sectors of 
our economy. 

We have passed a number of bipar- 
tisan amendments that have improved 
this bill. We added amendments pro- 
moting the establishment of satellite 
USPTO offices in regions across the 
country; creating a discount for small 
entities to participate in the acceler- 
ated patent examination program of 
the USPTO; and addressing concerns 
with damages and venue provisions. I 
am proud to have worked with the 
chairman and the ranking member to 
get these issues resolved. 

I also commend Senator MENENDEZ 
on his amendment to provide a fast 
track for patents that are critical for 
our national competitiveness, which I 
cosponsored. 

The Senate has come a long way to- 
ward improving our patent system 
with this legislation and harmonizing 
our system with the rest of the world. 
There are a lot of people in my State 
who are interested in further improve- 
ments. I pledge to continue to work 
with them to help make sure we con- 
tinue to fine tune this legislation 
where we can. 

The America Invents Act represents 
significant progress for our patent sys- 
tem. We are moving our patent system 
into the new century, which is already 
being defined by the next wave of 
American innovation. The breadth of 
support for this legislation across in- 
dustries and from large and small busi- 
nesses, aS well as our universities, has 
provided the momentum to complete 
this legislation. 

I would like to close by again thank- 
ing the chairman and Judiciary Com- 
mittee. I urge my colleagues to vote 
for patent reform. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized as 
in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT 

Mr. DURBIN. This morning the Re- 
publican leader came to the floor, Sen- 
ator MCCONNELL, and made some pret- 
ty strong and sweeping statements 
about the state of the deficit and re- 
sponsibility. I would like to have a 
chance to respond. 

Senator MCCONNELL said for 2 years 
now Washington Democrats have taken 
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fiscal recklessness to new heights. The 
amount of red ink Democrats plan to 
wrack up this year alone would exceed 
all the debt run up by the Federal Gov- 
ernment since its inception through 
1984. 

I would like to set the record 
straight. Understand what the national 
debt of America was when President 
William Jefferson Clinton left office. 
We were running surpluses. We had not 
done that for decades—surpluses in the 
Federal Treasury. 

What did we do with all this money? 
We put it in the Social Security trust 
fund. We bought more longevity and 
solvency for Social Security and, if you 
remember, the economy was never 
stronger. 

William Jefferson Clinton left office, 
and at that moment in time, the na- 
tional debt, the accumulated debt of 
America, from George Washington 
until he left office, $5 trillion. Remem- 
ber that number, $5 trillion. Fast for- 
ward 8 years after the end of President 
George W. Bush—8 years later—where 
were we? The national debt was now $12 
trillion. 

Fiscal recklessness by Democrats? 
Under President Bush, the national 
debt more than doubled. Instead of 
leaving a surplus for President Obama, 
he said: Welcome to an economy that is 
hemorrhaging hundreds of thousands of 
jobs lost every single month, and we 
anticipate next year’s deficit—he told 
President Obama—to be $1.2 trillion. 
That was what President Bush handed 
to President Obama. 

I do not mind a selective view of his- 
tory. I guess we are all guilty of that, 
to some extent. But to ignore the fiscal 
mess created that more than doubled 
the national debt in 8 years, to ignore 
that we waged two wars without pay- 
ing for them, to ignore that we cut 
taxes in the midst of a war, which is 
something no President in the history 
of the United States has ever done, is 
to ignore reality. 

The reality is, we are here today, in 
the midst of this Titanic struggle, 
about whether we are going to con- 
tinue to keep the Federal Government 
functioning. We are being asked wheth- 
er, 2 weeks from now, we want to have 
security at our airports, air traffic con- 
trollers, whether we want to have So- 
cial Security checks sent out, people 
actually sending a check, answering 
questions at the Internal Revenue 
Service, whether we want the Securi- 
ties and Exchange Commission still 
working on Wall Street 2 weeks from 
now. 

We cannot lurch forward 2 weeks at a 
time without doing a great disservice 
to taxpayers of this country, as well as 
to the men and women who work hard 
for our government every single day. 

What is the answer in the House of 
Representatives? Well, the House of 
Representatives says we need to cut 
$100 billion this year. They started at 
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$60 billion, incidentally, and then de- 
cided that was not enough for bragging 
rights; let’s get up to $100 billion this 
year. 

You say: Well, out of a budget of $3.7 
trillion, how big is that? Whoa. They 
did not look at the budget of $3.7 tril- 
lion. They looked at one 14-percent 
slice of the pie, domestic discretionary 
spending. That is it. Nothing to be 
taken out of the Department of De- 
fense, nothing to be taken away in 
terms of tax breaks for the wealthiest 
corporations, the most successful cor- 
porations, nothing out of oil and gas 
royalties and the like—nothing out of 
that. We will take it all out of domes- 
tic discretionary. 

So what did they take away? I looked 
in my State last week. I went up to 
Woodstock, IL. We have an office there 
with counselors who are bringing in 
unemployed people, sitting them in 
front of computers, with fax machines 
and copy machines. They are preparing 
resumes and trying to get back to 
work. These are people who want to 
work. They need a helping hand. This 
place has been successful. It places peo- 
ple in jobs. What would happen to that 
office under the House Republican 
budget resolution? It would close its 
doors—more unemployed people, more 
unemployment checks. Is that the an- 
swer to putting America’s economy 
back on its feet? Is that how we are 
going to get 15 million Americans back 
to work? 

How about the House Republicans’ 
proposal to eliminate $850 a year in 
Pell grants. Senator LEAHY knows 
what that is all about. These are kids 
from the poorest families, many of 
them for the first time in their family 
have a chance to graduate from col- 
lege, but they can’t make it; they don’t 
have enough money. We give them a 
helping hand. The Republicans take it 
away. What will that do? The President 
of Augustana College in Rock Island, 
IL, told me what it will mean. It will 
mean that 5 percent, 1 out of every 20 
students, will not finish the school 
year. That is what the Republican cut 
means. To cut job training, to cut edu- 
cation when we have 15 million people 
out of work, what are they thinking? 

Not bad enough, I went to a medical 
school in my hometown of Springfield, 
Southern Illinois University School of 
Medicine, and met with researchers. 
They get a few million a year to do 
medical research in fields of cancer 
therapy, dealing with heart issues, 
dealing with complaints of returning 
veterans. What do the House Repub- 
licans do? They virtually close down 
research for the remainder of the year, 
close down this medical research. Is 
that right? Is that what we want? Have 
we ever had a sick person in our family 
and we went to the doctor and asked: Is 
there anything, is there a drug, is there 
something experimental, a clinical 
trial, is there anything? Have we ever 
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asked that question? If we did, we 
know this cut by House Republicans is 
mindless, to cut medical research at 
this moment in history. 


Then I went to a national laboratory, 
the Argonne National Laboratory, on 
Monday. What do they do there? A lot 
of people can’t answer that question. I 


learned specifically. Are Members 
aware of the Chevy Volt, a break- 
through automobile, all electric? 


Where did that battery in this auto- 
mobile come from? The Argonne Na- 
tional Laboratory. How about the lat- 
est pharmaceutical breakthroughs? 
Virtually every one of them uses the 
advanced photon source at the Argonne 
National Laboratory. I met a man from 
Eli Lilly who was there experimenting 
with a new drug that can save lives. 
How about computers? Where is the 
fastest computer in the world today? I 
wish it was in the United States. It is 
in China. We are now working on the 
next fastest computer so we don’t lose 
that edge. Where? At the Argonne Na- 
tional Laboratory. So what would the 
House Republican budget do to that 
laboratory and most every other lab- 
oratory? It would eliminate one-third 
of the scientists and support staff 
working there and cut their research 
by 50 percent for the rest of the year. 


So what? So what if we don’t move 
these pharmaceuticals forward to mar- 
ket sooner to save lives, if we don’t 
compete with the Chinese on this com- 
puter, if we don’t deal with battery 
technology so we don’t lose that edge 
in the world? What will it mean? Lost 
jobs. 


The House Republicans weren’t 
thinking clearly. They were performing 
brain surgery with a hacksaw. AS a re- 
sult, they have cut what is essential 
for the future: infrastructure projects, 
education, research. To have the Re- 
publican leader come and tell us we 
have to accept that, that that is the fu- 
ture of America—no, it is not. Time 
and again, when we sit down to deal 
with budget challenges, whether it is in 
the deficit commission, on which I was 
honored to serve, or whether it is in 
past negotiations, we open the table to 
all Federal spending, not just 14 per- 
cent, that tiny slice of the pie. 


Senator MCCONNELL can remember— 
and I can, too—under President George 
Herbert Walker Bush and under Presi- 
dent Clinton, we put on the table tax 
breaks for some of these oil companies 
and corporations and said: Is it worth 
America’s future for us to give them a 
tax break or to use the money to re- 
duce the deficit? That is an honest 
question. Mandatory spending. All 
these things need to be brought to the 
table for conversation, but that is not 
the position of the Republicans. They 
would rather see us shut down the gov- 
ernment than to open this conversa- 
tion to the entire Federal budget. They 
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would rather see us shut down the gov- 
ernment than fight to make sure edu- 
cation, training, research and innova- 
tion and infrastructure are there to 
build a strong American economy for 
the future. 

I say to my friend Senator McCon- 
NELL, we don’t need any speeches from 
that side of the aisle about a national 
debt that more than doubled under the 
last Republican President. We have to 
work together in a bipartisan way, ac- 
knowledging the reality of history, 
that we all have had a hand in reaching 
the point we are at today, both positive 
and negative, and we all need to take a 
responsible position to move us for- 
ward. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the comments of the Senator 
from Illinois. I recall great discussions 
during the administration of President 
Reagan. I happened to like President 
Reagan. We got along very well. But I 
remember discussions on a balanced 
budget and all that, as his budget tri- 
pled the national debt. I do recall he 
did veto one spending bill because it 
didn’t spend as much as he wanted. 
Rhetoric is one thing, as the Senator 
from Illinois points out. Reality is 
often different. I thank him. 

AMENDMENT NO. 133, AS MODIFIED 

I ask unanimous consent that at 12:30 
p.m., the Senate proceed to a vote in 
relation to the Feinstein amendment 
No. 133, as modified, with no inter- 
vening action or debate; that the time 
until then be divided equally between 
the proponents and the opponents, and 
no amendments be in order to the Fein- 
stein amendment prior to the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum and ask unanimous consent 
that the time be equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President, 
am I correct there is a vote at 12:30? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Ms. CANTWELL. The time is equally 
divided on the Feinstein amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correct. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President, I 
rise to support the Feinstein amend- 
ment and to ask my colleagues, who I 
know have been working diligently on 
the legislation for several years now, 
to respect the very tough balance that 
has been sought in this legislation as 
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this legislation came out of the Judici- 
ary Committee. 

I know we adopted a managers’ 
amendment yesterday, and I know that 
managers’ amendment now is catching 
a lot of people off guard because there 
are far more changes than people real- 
ized in that managers’ amendment that 
I think upsets that apple cart of bal- 
ance that was struck in the Judiciary 
Committee. 

So Iam urging my colleagues to sup- 
port the Feinstein amendment and ex- 
pressing my concern for the underlying 
bill that is something that, at this 
point in time, I cannot support. 

I do not come to that decision lightly 
nor because of the fact that I have 
many high-tech companies in the State 
of Washington that might say we need 
patent reform and that this is good in- 
novation. But large high-tech compa- 
nies are not the only ones that know 
something about innovation. In fact, 
most of the people who have helped 
build those organizations were once the 
small inventors themselves of key 
technology. 

What is at stake is unbalancing the 
apple cart as exists today to innova- 
tion—not just innovation in general 
but innovation in an information age. 
The meal ticket for all of us is going to 
be the invention and creation of new 
products and services. So that is the 
great time and age we live in. 

But if in this legislation we all of a 
sudden upset that apple cart, where we 
are tilting the playing field in support 
of large corporations that have already 
made their mark and made their mar- 
kets and made their success and have 
slowed down on the rate and progress 
of innovation within their companies 
and do a lot to acquire technology from 
smaller inventors—and now, all of a 
sudden in this underlying bill, particu- 
larly in the area of damages, make sure 
the big corporations can win in any 
kind of legal dispute against the tech- 
nology holder or creator because they 
are able to outlast them in a legal bat- 
tle because they are more well fi- 
nanced, more well heeled, with the 
ability to draw out this battle—be- 
cause of that change in the underlying 
bill, we leave the small guy without 
many resources. 

The only thing the small inventor 
has is their intellectual property and a 
fair day in court. If now we take that 
away from them, I guarantee you, they 
will have less success. Then, when you 
have less success of having 5,000 flowers 
bloom, we have a problem. 

This is not about what five or six or 
seven large corporations can create. 
This is about what thousands and thou- 
sands of innovators are going to create 
in the future and whether they are 
going to be incented or disincented to 
do that. 

The Feinstein amendment tries to 
protect the current process, to protect 
what are the rights of those inventors 
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today under current law. I am sure my 
colleagues will say: Well, that is not 
the way the rest of the world does it. I 
would say to my colleagues: I am not 
sure the way the rest of the world does 
it is the mark we are trying to hit. 
What we are trying to preserve is the 
entrepreneurial spirit that has been 
created in the United States. I am not 
saying that is not based on just raw 
creativity of individuals—it is—but it 
is also based on financial incentive and 
the incentive those individuals have 
that their intellectual property can be 
protected. 

But if this is going to be a game 
about the big boys coming to Wash- 
ington and squashing the small inven- 
tors, count me out. This has to be a 
level playing field. I get it is tempting 
to want to, in the last minute, stick 
into the managers’ amendment lan- 
guage you could not get out of com- 
mittee. But if we want to get this legis- 
lation through this process, then we 
have to take into consideration the 
rights of the inventors along with the 
rights of those larger companies that 
are trying to acquire or integrate or be 
part of the manufacturing on a larger 
scale of that inventor’s technology. 

So I say to my colleagues, the Fein- 
stein amendment, in keeping the rights 
of the inventors where they are, gives 
them at least a modicum of holding on 
to that. I think the underlying bill has 
changed so much in the managers’ 
amendment that we are going down a 
road that is going to make it very dif- 
ficult for us to finally get a piece of 
legislation. We have to respect the 
rights of the small individuals, and we 
can’t have carve-outs for specific juris- 
dictions such as Wall Street who think 
they can have their cake and eat it too. 

This has to be about how we move 
forward on a smoother patent process. 
We need to take into consideration 
that we have gotten to this great place 
in our country because we have had a 
balance and an empowerment of these 
technologies. We should not all of a 
sudden in one fell swoop take that 
away on the Senate floor and basically 
undermine what is the creative oppor- 
tunity for the U.S. economy, which is 
an invention. We want thousands and 
thousands of inventors—not just inven- 
tors who work for big corporations— 
thousands of inventors who have their 
rights. 

So I support the Feinstein amend- 
ment. 

I thank the President, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I thank the Senator from Washington 
for her comments. We welcome her 
support. I was pleased to be able to lis- 
ten to her comments. 

What is the current status of the 
time allocation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro- 
ponents have 3% minutes remaining, 
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and the opponents have 10 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I ask unanimous 
consent that our 3% minutes be ex- 
tended so that Senator RISCH, who will 
speak next, has the time he requires, 
and I have the time for a few brief clos- 
ing remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 
much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. RISCH. Madam President, I am 
proud to come to the floor today to 
speak on the amendment to which I am 
a cosponsor. 

This is simply a matter of fairness. 
With all due respect to my colleague 
from Washington, referencing her com- 
ments about the big boys versus the 
small inventors and what have you, I 
don’t view it as that at all. I view it as 
a fairness issue: The person who cre- 
ated the invention gets the benefits of 
that creation, not the person with the 
fastest tennis shoes. That is what we 
are doing. 

We are creating what is called a race 
notice statute, which is similar to 
what is in place in many States on real 
estate filings. It has a legitimate place 
in the real estate market but not here. 
With so much on the line, with cre- 
ativity on the line, it should be the 
person who actually does the invention 
who reaps the benefits of that inven- 
tion, and that is all this does. 

The other thing I think is so impor- 
tant is it preserves the situation we 
have had for many years in place. I 
have heard people say: Oh, well, this is 
a poison pill. If you take this out, it 
kills the bill. That isn’t the case at all. 
It simply preserves the situation we 
have in place today. It is the right 
thing to do. It is the fair thing to do. 

I urge an affirmative vote for this 
amendment. 

I yield the floor to my colleague from 
California, Senator FEINSTEIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 
much, Madam President. I thank Sen- 
ator RISCH for his cosponsorship, and, 
of course, I agree exactly with his 
statement. 

At this time I wish to briefly summa- 
rize the arguments in favor of our 
amendment to strike the first-to-file 
provisions from this bill. This amend- 
ment is cosponsored, as I said, by Sen- 
ator RISCH, Majority Leader REID, Sen- 
ators CRAPO, BOXER, ENSIGN, and I ask 
unanimous consent to add Senator 
BEGICH. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank 
Madam President. 

Proponents of the first-to-file argue 
that the rest of the world follows this 
system and making this change will 


you, 
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harmonize our system with theirs, and 
that is true. But under our first-to-in- 
vent system, our Nation has been by 
far the leader in the field of innova- 
tion, the leader in the field of new pat- 
ents, new discoveries, new inventions. 
The other first-to-file countries have 
been playing catchup with our techno- 
logical advances. I wouldn’t trade our 
record of innovation for any of theirs, 
and I doubt many Members of this body 
disagree with me if they really think 
about it. 

Think about the history of innova- 
tion. What sets America apart is so 
many of our great inventions start out 
in small garages and labs, with driven, 
inspired people who have great ideas, 
develop them, and then they take off. I 
mentioned companies that have started 
this way yesterday, including Hewlett 
Packard, Apple, and Google, and there 
are hundreds and perhaps thousands of 
others. They started from humble be- 
ginnings, and they grew spectacularly, 
creating jobs for millions of Americans 
and lifting up our economy and stand- 
ard of living. 

I know an inventor who invented 
Skyy vodka. The vodka he drank dis- 
turbed his stomach, so he figured out 
biologically and chemically what it 
was, and he invented a vodka called 
Skyy vodka—a small inventor. I think 
that company was subsequently sold 
for a great deal of money. But it start- 
ed with one man who had a stomach- 
ache from drinking vodka. 

Now, this may be just one type of ex- 
ample, but Apple is certainly another 
example. It started in a garage many 
years ago in California, and out of that 
emerged this giant company. So these 
companies started from humble begin- 
nings. They grew. This created jobs for 
millions of Americans. They lifted our 
economy and our standard of living. 

The National Small Business Asso- 
ciation is a supporter of this amend- 
ment, and just last week other small 
business inventor groups have joined 
them in saying that first-to-file ‘‘dis- 
rupts the unique American start-up 
ecosystem that has led to America’s 
standing as the global innovation lead- 
ег.” 

First-to-invent has served our coun- 
try well. Here are the main problems, 
as I see them, with the bill’s first-to- 
file system: First, the grace period. It 
“guts”? the current grace period, in the 
words of a letter from 108 startups and 
small businesses that protect inven- 
tors’ rights to their inventions for 1 
year from offering them for sale or 
making a public use of them, among 
other things, before they have to file a 
patent application with the Patent Of- 
fice. So there is this l-year grace pe- 
riod for them to get their act together. 

Now, under the present system, in- 
stead of preparing a costly patent fil- 
ing, they can concentrate on devel- 
oping their invention and obtaining 
necessary funding. 
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The majority leader just circulated a 
statement to Members which speaks to 
this grace period. I wish to quote one 
part of that statement: 

The grace period comports with the reality 
of small entity financing through friends, 
family, possible patent licensees, and ven- 
ture capitalists. The grace period allows 
small inventors to have conversations about 
their invention and to line up funding before 
going to the considerable expense of filing a 
patent application. 

The grace period allows them to not 
have to race to the Patent Office be- 
cause they are afraid somebody else 
might have heard the conversation, 
might have stolen it from them, and 
moved on. 

Senator REID goes on: 

In fact, in many ways, the one-year grace 
period helps improve patent quality—inven- 
tors find out which ideas can attract capital, 
and focus their efforts on those ideas, drop- 
ping along the way other ideas and inven- 
tions that don’t attract similar interest and 
may not therefore be commercially meaning- 
ful. 

So this first-to-file essentially re- 
places this critical innovation-pro- 
tecting provision with a more limited 
and murky grace period that only runs 
from the undefined term of ‘‘disclo- 
sure.” There is no discovery. Litigation 
is sure to ensue as courts interpret this 
term, creating uncertainty that I be- 
lieve will chill investment in startups 
which in turn will damper innovation 
and job growth. 

Unfortunately, first-to-file incenti- 
vizes inventors to race to the Patent 
Office, to protect as many of their 
ideas as soon as possible, so that they 
are not beaten to the punch by a rival. 
Thus, first-to-file will likely result in 
significant overfiling of dead-end in- 
ventions, unnecessarily burdening both 
the Patent Office and especially small 
inventors. 

The third reason, difficulty of prov- 
ing copying. The third major problem 
with this bill’s system is the difficulty 
of proving that someone copied an in- 
vention. Currently, you as a first in- 
ventor can prove that you were first by 
presenting evidence that is in your 
control—this is under first-to-invent— 
your own records contemporaneously 
documenting the development of your 
invention. But under this bill, to prove 
that someone else’s patent application 
came from you, was derived from you, 
you would have to submit documents 
showing this copying. Because there is 
no discovery, you wouldn’t have those 
documents in your possession, so it 
makes proving your invention much 
more difficult. The bill doesn’t provide 
for any discovery in these ‘‘derivation 
proceedings.’’ Therefore, the first in- 
ventor can’t prove his or her claim be- 
cause he or she does not have access to 
the documents of the alleged copier. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, if the 
Senator will yield, how much time is 
remaining? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I will just take 2 
minutes more. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California by consent is 
using the opponent’s time. 

Mr. LEAHY. Is using my time? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. No. I have asked to 
extend our time. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, we 
are supposed to vote at 12:30. I realize 
the Senator couldn’t be here when her 
amendment was brought up and 
couldn’t be here when her amendment 
was modified. We did that for her. But 
I am in opposition to it, and I should at 
least have some of my time to be able 
to use. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I will be very 
happy to—I was here yesterday. I did 
speak on the floor, Mr. Chairman. I did, 
in a rather lengthy speech, indicate the 
arguments. I have asked for just a 
short period of time. My remarks are 
no more than five pages, which should 
take me 1% more minutes to conclude. 
I hope I would be offered that time. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, at 
the hour of 12:30 we are supposed to 
vote. I would ask unanimous consent, 
so far as my time has been used by 
those in another position, that Senator 
GRASSLEY and I have 4 minutes back of 
our time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
has consent. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Fine. Then I would 
ask that my time on this side be ex- 
tended for another 1% minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has that time. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 
much. 

So I have outlined the difficulty of 
proving copying under the first-to-file 
system. 

Disputes about who is the first to in- 
vent are resolved by the Patent Office 
in what is called an interference pro- 
ceeding, which number only about 50 a 
year out of 480,000 patent applications. 
The opposition infers that this is a 
huge problem. Fifty a year out of 
480,000 patent applications is a very 
small percentage. 

As I said in the beginning, America 
leads the world under the first-to-in- 
vent system. I don’t think we should 
fix what isn’t broken. This works for 
people who have great ideas but don’t 
have money, who begin in a garage or 
in a lab. It has worked well for our sys- 
tem. 

I ask my colleagues to join Senator 
RISCH, Majority Leader REID, Senators 
CRAPO, BOXER, ENSIGN, BEGICH, and 
myself in voting yes on this amend- 
ment. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, as I 
said earlier, Secretary Locke con- 
fronted the notion that the current 
outdated system is better for small 
independent inventors. He said the cost 
of proving that one was first to invent 
is prohibitive and requires detailed, 
complex documentation of the inven- 
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tion process. In cases where there is a 
dispute about who the actual inventor 
is, it typically costs at least $400,000 in 
legal fees and even more if the case is 
appealed. By comparison, establishing 
a filing date through provisional appli- 
cation to establish priority of inven- 
tion costs just $110. 

I appreciate the work of the Senator 
from California, but her amendment is 
a killer amendment. It would kill this 
bill. Our bill is set up so that it will 
allow us to compete with the rest of 
the world. Right now, we are behind 
the rest of the world in our patent sys- 
tem. Our bill as it is written allows us 
to compete with the rest of the world. 
Her amendment would hold us back 
and give an advantage to those coun- 
tries with which we have to compete. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
associate myself with the remarks of 
the chairman of the committee. I ask 
that people on my side of the aisle not 
support the Feinstein amendment. 

At this point, I move to table the 
Feinstein amendment and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to table the Feinstein amend- 
ment, as modified. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 87, 
nays 13, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 31 Leg.] 


YEAS—87 
Akaka Gillibrand Menendez 
Alexander Graham Merkley 
Ayotte Grassley Mikulski 
Barrasso Hagan Moran 
Baucus Harkin Murkowski 
Bennet Hatch Murray 
Bingaman Hoeven Nelson (NE) 
Blumenthal Hutchison Paul 
Blunt Inhofe Portman 
Boozman Isakson Pryor 
Brown (MA) Johanns Reed 
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Roberts 
Burr Johnson (WI) Rubio 
Cardin Kerry Sanders 
Carper Kirk Schumer 
Casey Klobuchar Sessions 
Chambliss Kohl Shaheen 
Coats Kyl Shelby 
Coburn Landrieu Snowe 
Cochran Lautenberg Stabenow 
Collins Leahy Thune 
Conrad Lee Toomey 
Coons Levin Udall (CO) 
Corker Lieberman Udall (NM) 
Cornyn Lugar Vitter 
DeMint Manchin Warner 
Durbin McCain Web 
Enzi McCaskill Whitehouse 
Franken McConnell Wicker 

NAYS—13 
Begich Feinstein Rockefeller 
Boxer Inouye Tester 
Cantwell Nelson (FL) Wyden 
Crapo Reid 
Ensign Risch 
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The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the 
vote, and I move to lay that motion on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 126 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
will call up amendment No. 126. I un- 
derstand it will be agreed to. I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendments be set aside and I call up 
amendment No. 126. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Michigan [Ms. STABE- 
Now], for herself and Mr. LEVIN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 126. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To designate the satellite office of 

the United States Patent and Trademark 

Office to be located in Detroit, Michigan as 

the “Elijah J. McCoy United States Patent 

and Trademark Office’’) 

On page 104, strike line 23 and insert the 
following: 


SEC. 18. DESIGNATION OF DETROIT SATELLITE 
OFFICE. 


(a) DESIGNATION.—The satellite office of 
the United States Patent and Trademark Of- 
fice to be located in Detroit, Michigan shall 
be known and designated as the ‘‘Elijah J. 
McCoy United States Patent and Trademark 
Office”. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the satellite 
office of the United States Patent and Trade- 
mark Office to be located in Detroit, Michi- 
gan referred to in subsection (a) shall be 
deemed to be a reference to the “Elijah J. 
McCoy United States Patent and Trademark 
Office”. 

SEC. 19. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Mr. LEAHY. I ask that it be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 126) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Ms. STABENOW. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee and our rank- 
ing member and those who are working 
very hard on a very important jobs bill 
today. On behalf of the people of De- 
troit, the people of Michigan and Sen- 
ator LEVIN and myself, I thank very 
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much the Members for their support of 
this amendment. 

Madam President, just few months 
ago, we learned that Detroit, MI, will 
be home to the first-ever satellite of- 
fice of the U.S. Patent and Trademark 
Office. This office is such great news 
for Michigan, where we have a proud 
tradition of innovation and invention. 

Every day, we are looking to inno- 
vate and create ‘һе next big thing.” 
The decision to locate this satellite of- 
fice in Detroit shows just how much 
new invention is happening in Michi- 
gan. Thanks to some of the best re- 
search universities in the country, 
with an incredibly skilled workforce, 
we have become third in the nation in 
terms of clean energy patents. And we 
are getting new patents every single 
day. 

In addition to clean energy, Michigan 
is home to groundbreaking research in 
fields such as agriculture, defense tech- 
nology, medical technology and phar- 
maceuticals, advanced batteries, and, 
of course, automobiles. 

This patent office will help us con- 
tinue that tradition of innovation, 
while reducing the backlog of patent 
applications so those new products can 
get to the market faster. 

It makes perfect sense to locate this 
new satellite office in Detroit. 

Today I am offering, along with Sen- 
ator LEVIN, amendment No. 126 to the 
America Invents Act to name this new 
facility after a great Michigan inven- 
tor, Elijah McCoy. 

His life captures the spirit of Michi- 
gan ingenuity and entrepreneurship. 
His parents escaped slavery and fled 
across the border to Canada. After 
training as an apprentice in Scotland, 
he came to Ypsilanti, Michigan and set 
up a home-based invention shop. 

Over the course of his brilliant life, 
Elijah McCoy secured more than 50 
patents, but he is best known for his 
inventions that revolutionized how our 
heavy-duty machinery, including loco- 
motives, function today. In July of 
1872, he invented the automatic lubri- 
cator, a device that kept steam engines 
working properly so trains could run 
faster and longer without stopping for 
service. 

His invention was incredibly effec- 
tive and many tried to copy his idea, 
but nobody could match McCoy’s idea. 
Machinists started asking if the en- 
gines were using the ‘‘real McCoy” 
technology, and people still use that 
phrase today when they want the best 
quality product. 

He did not have an easy journey. As 
an African American, he was kept out 
of many of the histories of the indus- 
trial revolution. Despite his brilliance, 
he was only ever allowed to work in 
menial jobs on the railroad tracks. 

But despite the racial prejudice, Eli- 
jah McCoy never gave up and continued 
inventing. In 1976, the city of Detroit 
celebrated Elijah McCoy day and dedi- 
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cated his home as a historic site. In De- 
troit, Elijah McCoy Drive runs between 
Trumball and the Lodge, near Henry 
Ford Hospital. He is buried in Warren, 
MI. 

It is a great honor for Michigan that 
the first-ever Patent and Trademark 
Satellite Office will be named for this 
great leader and great inspiration for 
Detroit. 

It is a great honor for us to have this 
first-ever patent and trademark sat- 
ellite office in Detroit and to have it 
named after a great leader who has 
provided great inspiration. 

I thank my colleagues very much for 
supporting this amendment. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
Coons). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

BLAMING WORKERS 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, 
we have all watched the news stories— 
from Madison, WI; Columbus, OH; 
Trenton, NJ, and other places around 
the country—where public employees, 
when you really analyze it, are paid 
more or less, including benefits and de- 
pending on the place, comparable to 
the private sector worker. Whether 
they are high school graduates or col- 
lege graduates or whatever, the overall 
pay and benefits are pretty similar. We 
have seen around the country that 
these public employees are in most 
cases willing to share in the sacrifice of 
balancing budgets and share in the sac- 
rifice of fighting back against this bad 
economy. In fact, we know that work- 
ers—teachers, police officers, nurses, 
people working at the unemployment 
bureaus, people working at the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, wherever—have 
taken pretty big hits already in terms 
of lost jobs, in terms of no raises, in 
terms of paying more for their health 
benefits. 

So we know that even though these 
are not the people who caused the re- 
cession any more than the workers at 
Lordstown, OH, assembling cars or De- 
fiance, OH, building engines or North- 
wood, OH, making bumpers for the 
Chevy Cruze are responsible for the 
failure of the automobile industry, 
there just seems to be, aS we have seen 
from these ideological conservative 
Governors, an assault all over the 
country blaming workers, whether 
they are public or private workers, for 
the problems in this economy. 

They continue to want to give tax 
cuts to the richest people on Wall 
Street, as they take their bonuses and 
make big dollars and see their incomes 
go like this, but as workers have pretty 
much had no real increase in the last 10 
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years—wages have been mostly stag- 
nant—how can you blame the workers 
for this? That is what we have seen 
around the country. 

It has been so interesting. Two days 
ago in Columbus, OH, 8,500 people dem- 
onstrated not against budget cuts, be- 
cause they know those are coming, but 
against this direct assault by the gov- 
ernment—by the Governor and legisla- 
tive leaders—on the right to organize 
and bargain collectively. That is a 
right that has been part of Americana, 
a part of our values for 75 years. 

Why do they think we have a middle 
class? We have a middle class because 
workers have been able to band to- 
gether and say to a company that is 
very profitable: We should get some of 
that profit you are making because we 
are your workers and we have made 
your company more prosperous. 

Management is important and cru- 
cial, but workers are important and 
crucial. AS worker wages go up, man- 
agement wages typically go up. But we 
have seen worker wages remain stag- 
nant, in part because of a lack of 
unionization or a decline in unioniza- 
tion. 

Now we are also seeing in Madison, 
Columbus, Trenton, Harrisburg, Indi- 
anapolis, Lansing, in these capital cit- 
ies, especially in my part of the coun- 
try, a real play on fear. They are try- 
ing to turn private sector workers 
against public sector workers. They 
blame the UAW—the auto workers—for 
the problems in the auto industry. Now 
they are blaming public workers for 
problems with State budgets and try- 
ing to work the private sector and 
union workers against each other, 
fighting with each other. That is the 
most base Karl Rove-type politics, to 
turn working-class people against one 
another. It is wrong. It is morally 
wrong, it is politically wrong, and it is 
very wrong for our country. 

What has also been interesting about 
these protests is that they are not all 
steelworkers апа electricians and 
American Federation of Government 
Employees and AFSCME and SCMU. 
There are people of faith also involved. 

I did a roundtable at an Episcopal 
church right off statehouse square, and 
the leaders of the church and some of 
the volunteers of the church were 
there. Now, I don’t preach or wear my 
Christianity on my sleeve, but these 
people of faith understand that the 
Bible talks a lot about poverty and a 
lot about fairness and equality and 
egalitarianism, if you will, but for 
them to go against workers on behalf 
of the richest people in our country— 
and that is really what they are doing 
in the Governors’ offices in Columbus 
and Madison and Trenton and other 
places—runs counter at least to my 
faith. I will not judge their faith. They 
worship what God they worship and 
read what scripture they read. But 
when I look at what my faith means— 
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and as I said, I am a Lutheran, I am 
not a Catholic—but when I look at Leo 
the XIII and what he said about what 
Catholicism means for workers and 
fairness, it is point, set, match. That 
clearly spoke definitively about this. 

Mr. President, I have said this on the 
floor before today, but I wear this pin 
on my lapel. It is the depiction of a ca- 
nary in a birdcage. One hundred years 
ago, miners took a canary down in the 
mines. If the canary died from lack of 
oxygen or from toxic gas, the miner 
got out of the mine. He only had him- 
self to depend on. He didn’t have a gov- 
ernment that cared much in those days 
to write safety laws, particularly child 
safety laws, on the mines. He didn’t 
have a union strong enough in those 
days to fight back. 

Too many people who аге ultra- 
conservative—and there are many in 
both the Senate and the House—want 
to go back to those days. They want to 
eliminate worker safety laws, and they 
want to eliminate minimum wage. 
They are clearly going after collective 
bargaining and so many of the things 
we hold dear. 

Again, it wasn’t the UAW workers, it 
wasn’t the Service Employees Union 
workers at the State capital who 
caused this financial crisis. They have 
been the victims of it, just as a whole 
bunch of nonunion workers have. This 
financial crisis was caused by greed, by 
people overreaching, by the richest in 
our society grabbing and grabbing and 
grabbing for more wealth. Yet they are 
going to turn this—let’s change the 
subject—against those workers. That 
has happened far too many times in 
our country. 

Iam anew member of the Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee, and I am 
lucky enough to serve on Senator 
LEAHY’s Subcommittee on State, For- 
eign Operations, and Related Pro- 
grams. We brought the Secretary of 
State in—Secretary Clinton—to talk to 
us about the State Department’s budg- 
et. 

One of the things she said—and I 
mentioned Madison and Columbus after 
she said it—but one of the things she 
said is, it has been unions in Egypt, it 
has been workers in Egypt and Tunisia 
and around the world, it has been 
workers who so often, sometimes 
through their unions—if they are al- 
lowed to have unions, sometimes 
through a more informal collection of 
people in what might look like a union 
but is not formalized—fought for free- 
dom, fought for equality. A lot of the 
problems in Tunisia and Egypt were be- 
cause people were hungry—not just be- 
cause they want freedom, but they also 
want fairness and a chance to make a 
living. 

But one of the things Secretary Clin- 
ton talked about is, yes, this adminis- 
tration is actually enforcing labor laws 
in Guatemala, this administration will 
enforce labor laws in the labor compo- 
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nent of our trade agreements across 
the world because we as a country 
stand for a more egalitarian workforce. 
We stand for workers rights. We believe 
workers should organize and bargain 
collectively, if they choose. We believe 
in a minimum wage. We believe in 
workers’ compensation. We believe in 
workers’ safety. We believe in human 
rights. All of that is about the labor 
movement. 

You can support labor rights in Gua- 
temala, but you better be damned sure 
you are supporting labor rights in Wil- 
mington and Columbus and Cleveland 
and Detroit and Dover, DE, and every- 
where else. Those were some of the 
words Secretary Clinton said. I am ob- 
viously expanding on them. 

I looked back in history and some of 
the worst governments we ever had, do 
you know the first thing they did? 
They went after the trade unions. Hit- 
ler didn’t want unions. Stalin didn’t 
want unions. Mubarak didn’t want 
unions. These autocrats in history did 
not want independent unions. So when 
I see Egypt or I see old Soviet Russia 
and history tells me about Germany— 
I am not comparing what is happening 
to the workers in Madison or in Colum- 
bus to Hitler and Stalin. But I am say- 
ing, history teaches us that unions are 
a very positive force in society that 
creates a middle class and that pro- 
tects our freedom. 

So don’t tell me you support unions 
internationally but you don’t support 
unions here. Don’t tell me you support 
collective bargaining in Poland but you 
oppose collective bargaining in Zanes- 
ville or Dayton, OH, because, frankly, 
that is inconsistent and ultimately it 
is not taking the side of people whom 
we are supposed to represent. 

Iam proud of my State. About two or 
three blocks from the capitol, in 1876, 
the capitol in Columbus, the American 
Federation of Labor was formed. What 
we know now as the AFL/CIO began in 
Columbus, OH, in 1876, when some 
workers got together thinking there 
was some strength and some safety in 
numbers and they were going to have a 
better standard of living and better 
country and more freedom for all if 
they began to coalesce in a group of 
people—not to bust a hole in the State 
budget, not to hurt companies but to 
make sure the workers were rep- 
resented and get a fair shake in the so- 
ciety. 

It is all pretty simple. We have a 
strong middle class in this country be- 
cause we have the right to organize and 
bargain collectively. We have a strong 
middle class in this country because we 
are a democracy, because workers can 
share in some of the wealth they create 
for their employers. So I hope 10 years 
from now—I know in Delaware this is 
something we fought for with manufac- 
turing and middle class and all—we 
will see, as productivity goes up and 
profits go up, that workers’ wages will 


March 3, 2011 


go up too. It is the American way. It is 
what we stand for. Nothing in our soci- 
ety, frankly, is more important than a 
prosperous middle class and what it 
brings to us in terms of freedom and 
equality. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 


EE 
MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will be 
in a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each, with the ma- 
jority controlling the first hour and 
the Republicans controlling the next 
hour. 

The Senator from Maryland. 


EE 


EFFECTS OF H.R. 1 ON WOMEN 
AND CHILDREN 


Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I am 
here representing 150 million women in 
the United States of America, and they 
are bewitched, bothered, and _ bewil- 
dered by what the Congress, particu- 
larly the House of Representatives, in 
H.R. 1, has done to women. 

Women all over America have to bal- 
ance their family budgets, so they 
know our United States of America 
needs to get its fiscal act together. 
They also know we need to live in a 
more frugal time. They understand 
that. But what they do not understand 
is that in H.R. 1, with what the House 
did, the entire burden has come from a 
very limited amount in discretionary 
spending. When you take off defense, 
homeland security, women and chil- 
dren are actually thrown under the 
bus. Well, they are mad as hell, and 
they don’t want to take it anymore. So 
the Democratic women today, in the 
hour we have been given, are going to 
lay out the consequences of what H.R. 
1 means. 

Now, we in the Senate, and we, your 
appropriators—of which there аге 
many women on the committee: LAN- 
DRIEU, FEINSTEIN, MIKULSKI, MURRAY— 
we know we have to bring about fiscal 
discipline. The Senate Appropriations 
Committee has already worked to re- 
duce the appropriations in the Senate 
by $41 billion. Now that is really meat 
and potatoes. So we feel we have al- 
ready given an option, but, my god, 
enough is enough. 

Let me give you just the top 10 rea- 
sons why H.R. 1 is bad for women and 
children and examine why we are ready 
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to negotiate so we do not have a shut- 
down of the government. We need a 
final settlement on the budget for 2011. 

Let’s just go through them. One, it 
defunds the entire health care reform 
law. That is bad for saving lives and 
saving money. It also eliminates title 
X family planning money. It jeopard- 
izes breast cancer and cervical cancer 
screenings for more than 5 million low- 
income women. They even went after 
Head Start. Even little kids in Head 
Start had to take it on the chin. It is 
going to cause 218,000 children to be 
kicked off of it. But they go further. 
For the group who says they are pro 
family, family values, and that they 
have to defend life, yet they slash the 
nutrition programs for pregnant 
women by $747 million, affecting 10 
million low-income pregnant women, 
new mothers, and children. They also 
cut funding for prenatal care, and they 
went after afterschool programs. 

They cut funding for Pell grants. 
They terminate funding that helps 
schools comply with title IX. They cut 
funding for job training, which hurts 
over 8 million workers, many of them 
getting new training for the new jobs 
for the new economy. And something 
very near and dear, I know, to the Pre- 
siding Officer: they went not after So- 
cial Security in terms of the benefits 
but went after the people who work at 
Social Security—the Social Security 
offices where they work on everything 
from the regular Social Security ben- 
efit to the disability benefit. If H.R. 1 
passes, over 2,500 people at Social Secu- 
rity will be laid off. In my home State, 
they were out in the streets in front of 
the Social Security headquarters say- 
ing: What about us? We come every 
day. We give you the actuarial infor- 
mation on how to keep it solvent. We 
make sure checks are out there on 
time, and in snowstorms we are show- 
ing up to make sure everything works. 
But at the end of the day, we are going 
to be told we are nonessential. 

This whole nonessential drives me 
crazy because, ironically, Members of 
Congress are considered during a gov- 
ernment shutdown. Well, if we are 
going to be essential, we need to get 
real about how we come to an agree- 
ment on this Continuing Resolution. 

So, Mr. President, we in the Senate 
feel we have given $41 billion already, 
and we think H.R. 1 just goes too far. It 
goes too far by leaving so many things 
off the table. 

Now I want to talk about health care 
reform. We had many goals during 
health care reform, one of which was to 
expand universal access. Again, the 
Presiding Officer has been a champion 
of that, a stalwart defender of the pub- 
lic option, and a stalwart defender of 
the single-payer system. As we worked 
on it and came up with a compromise, 
what was very clear was that there 
were certain things we just had to do. 
One was—whether you were for the 
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public option or not, whether you are 
for a single-payer system or the system 
we have now—we knew we had to end 
the punitive practices of insurance 
companies. 

We knew in the health care reform 
bill we also had to improve quality 
measures that would actually save 
lives and save money. We also knew 
that if we had a strong preventive care 
benefit, we, once again, through early 
detection and screening, could mini- 
mize the cost to the insurance compa- 
nies and the Federal budget and also 
the terrible cost to families who face 
all kinds of problems but particularly 
cancer. So that is why we passed the 
health care reform. 

Over in the House, they thought it 
was going to be really cool to say: We 
could repeal health care—remember, 
they said ‘‘repeal and replace.” They 
have only talked about repeal because 
they do not know how to replace. So 
they decided, through H.R. 1, to defund 
it, to take the money away. So let me 
just outline very quickly what we 
think it means to women and children. 

First of all, we ended gender dis- 
crimination by the insurance compa- 
nies. Before we reformed health care, 
women were charged 40 percent more in 
many instances for health care pre- 
miums as compared to men of com- 
parable age and health care status—40 
percent more. There was a gender tax 
of 40 percent put on by the insurance 
companies. We ended that. 

The second thing is that the insur- 
ance companies were treating simply 
being a woman as a preexisting condi- 
tion. So we went to the floor, and with 
the great guys of the Senate we passed 
the preventive health care amendment. 
We wouldn’t let them take our mam- 
mograms away from us. We also made 
sure our children could have early de- 
tection and screening in schools. And, 
because it is not about gender, it is 
about an agenda—we included men in 
these preventive health services as 
well. 

Now, if we agree to that element in 
H.R. 1, we will take away the preven- 
tive health care benefits. They guar- 
antee coverage of preventive care and 
screenings, such as mammograms for 
women under 50. We cannot go back. 

It would also repeal the quality 
measures, such as the famous 
Pronovost checklist developed in 
Maryland by a Hopkins doc. When used 
at just Michigan hospitals alone, it is a 
simple, low-tech way to lower in-house 
infections in hospitals. In Michigan 
hospitals, it has saved 2,000 lives and 
has saved the State $200 million each 
year. 

We can do this. There are so many 
things that are important in the health 
care reform bill. We cannot defund it. 

As we move ahead in what we hope 
will be a negotiation and a settlement, 
we, the women of the Senate, will not 
surrender the women and children of 
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this country. We will not let them be 
thrown under the bus and run over by 
H.R. 1. 


Mr. President, I now yield the floor 
to one of our very able advocates, 
someone who has been a stalwart de- 
fender of childcare in our country, Sen- 
ator PATTY MURRAY. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 


Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Maryland for 
being our fearless leader and making 
sure women have had a voice at the 
table for many years. I wish to thank 
her for leading this important debate 
and discussion today about how H.R. 1 
will affect women and children in this 
country in a very dramatic and very 
troubling way. 


Since Wall Street came crashing 
down on Main Street, I have been very 
proud to work with so many of my col- 
leagues on efforts to get our economy 
back on track and our workers back on 
the job. We all know we have a long 
way to go. So many families in our 
country today are fighting to stay in 
their homes. Small businesses are 
struggling to keep their doors open. 
Many of our workers are still trying 
desperately to find work or they stay 
up at night wondering what would hap- 
pen to them and their families if they 
are the next ones to get a pink slip. So 
that is why I am so disappointed that 
at the very moment we need to be 
working together to invest in our fu- 
ture, cut spending responsibly, and 
support those American families, 
House Republicans have decided to 
take a slash-and-burn approach to the 
budget that would devastate our econ- 
omy and cost us hundreds of thousands 
of jobs. 


While many Republicans came to this 
Congress this year promising to work 
with Democrats to focus on the econ- 
omy, they have now chosen instead to 
push their extreme, antichoice agenda 
of a minority of Americans who want 
to go further than ever to restrict 
health care options for women and 
families. So I am here this afternoon 
with my women Senate colleagues to 
talk about that aspect of the budget 
proposal they sent to us because this 
assault on women’s health will be truly 
devastating if it is acted, and this ex- 
treme agenda does nothing—nothing— 
to further our goals of getting our 
economy back on track. 


The House Republican-proposed 
budget they sent to us completely 
eliminates title X funding. That is 
funding for family planning and teen 
pregnancy prevention. And it includes 
an amendment that completely denies 
funding for Planned Parenthood. That 
is so wrong. It would be absolutely dev- 
astating for 3 million men and women 
across the country who depend on 
those services. 
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I recently got a letter from a woman 
named Elizabeth. She lives in Bel- 
lingham, WA. She is 28 years old. Eliza- 
beth told me she is uninsured, and she 
depends on her local Planned Parent- 
hood for her annual checkups and for 
family planning. She told me that cer- 
vical and breast cancer run in her fam- 
ily, and she does not know what she 
and her husband would do if she was 
not able to access this care that 
Planned Parenthood provides. 

Elizabeth is not alone. I have re- 
ceived hundreds of letters just like 
hers, women telling me about the 
health care they got at Planned Par- 
enthood and the critical services title 
X allows them to access. 

Title X supports cancer screenings, 
family planning, and preventive serv- 
ices for more than 5 million low-in- 
come men and women and families 
across this country. In my home State 
of Washington, more than 100,000 pa- 
tients who otherwise would not have 
access to care are able to receive treat- 
ment thanks to these services. The 
House Republican plan would devastate 
this for women, and honestly, it just 
does not make sense. In my home State 
alone, family planning services at title 
X-funded health care centers prevent 
over 21,000 unintended pregnancies 
every year. Without these services, our 
States and the Federal Government 
would end up spending far more in 
services for low-income families over 
the long run. So cutting off these im- 
portant programs would be wrong, and 
I am going to do everything I can to 
stop it right here in the Senate by 
fighting alongside my women col- 
leagues. 

That is not all the House Republicans 
are proposing in their extreme budget. 
They want to slash nutrition programs 
for women and children by $747 million. 
That would end support for close to 10 
million pregnant women, new moms, 
and infants in the country. That is not 
what we stand for. 

They want to cut funding for pre- 
natal care by $50 million. That is going 
to jeopardize care for 2.5 million 
women and 31 million children. That is 
not what we stand for. 

They want to cut $39 million from 
the childcare and development block 
grant that would end the child support 
many low-income families need so the 
parents can go out and work and put 
food on the table. That is not what this 
country stands for. 

They want to slash $1 billion from 
Head Start. That not only cuts off 
comprehensive early childhood services 
for nearly 1 million children, but it 
puts tens of thousands of teachers and 
staff out of a job. Guess what. Most of 
them are women. 

The House antifamily agenda is 
wrong, and we are not going to stand 
for it. We do need to cut the budget. We 
do need to work together to bring down 
the deficit. But we are not going to do 
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it on the backs of women and children. 
We are going to do it responsibly. We 
are going to do it right. I have said 
many times on this floor a budget is a 
statement of our values. It is a reflec- 
tion of our priorities as a nation. I feel 
very strongly that we do need to work 
together to invest in our future and get 
our economy back on track, put people 
back to work, and make sure families 
get the support they need so they feel 
secure again. The House Republican 
spending fails to meet those goals. It 
fails our women, it fails our families, it 
fails our communities, and it fails our 
Nation. 

So I urge my colleagues to reject the 
House Republican slash-and-burn ap- 
proach on the backs of women and chil- 
dren and families and work with us to 
propose a responsible long-term budget 
reduction plan that reflects the values 
for which this country stands. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from New York, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Although our newest 
Democratic Senator, she has been a 
strong advocate, and she is not new to 
being a strong advocate. I yield her 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for her leadership. 

I rise today to join my colleagues and 
speak out about the failure that is tak- 
ing place on the other side of Capitol 
Hill right now in the Republican-con- 
trolled House. The election last No- 
vember was not a mandate for any one 
political party or extreme ideology. It 
was a mandate for action—for solu- 
tions that will create jobs and get our 
economy moving again. But rather 
than focusing on jobs and responsible 
budgeting, House Republicans have en- 
gaged in an all-out assault on the 
health and well-being of women, chil- 
dren, and families in America. 

The American people voted over- 
whelmingly for debate on economic so- 
lutions that will create jobs. That is 
what many of my colleagues and I have 
been trying to focus on during this 
Congress. But what are the House Re- 
publicans focused on? Not creating 
jobs, not creating ideas for how we are 
going to create economic growth, but 
undermining the health care rights of 
millions of American women and fami- 
lies. 

We have an undeniable job crisis on 
our hands and they are ignoring it. Un- 
employment is still far too high. Hav- 
ing a national rate of close to 10 per- 
cent means real unemployment is clos- 
er to 15 or 20 percent when we look at 
all of those who are underemployed, 
working less hours, or who are no 
longer looking for work. Twenty-two 
percent of our youngest veterans com- 
ing back from Iraq and Afghanistan are 
unemployed. That is more than one in 
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five. What are they doing to address 
those problems? 

Rather than debating the solutions 
for how we create this economic 
growth or how we spur growth among 
small businesses and how we help our 
middle-class families, they are focused 
on degrading women’s rights—basic 
privileges and health care priorities 
and safety nets for the women and chil- 
dren who are most at risk in this coun- 
try. They have shown a heinous dis- 
regard for the health and safety of 
women and young girls, and they have 
worked to undermine their ability to 
buy affordable, accessible health care. 

Republicans lament at length that 
government is too intrusive, too large, 
too overblown. But tell me: What is 
more intrusive than telling every 
woman in America that their decisions 
are going to be made in Congress, not 
by them, not by their doctors, not by 
their families? 

Let’s look at the facts. The tem- 
porary budget bill that came out of the 
House slashes critical funding for pre- 
natal care, that unbelievably impor- 
tant care when a woman is expecting. 
They have cut nearly $750 million from 
nutrition programs for pregnant 
women and their children. They have 
cut access to lifesaving breast and cer- 
vical cancer screenings for more than 5 
million American women. Their budget 
destroys early childhood education, 
taking nearly $1 billion from Head 
Start and nearly $40 million from 
childcare, robbing nearly 370,000 Amer- 
ican children of early childhood learn- 
ing. They have even cut more than $2 
billion from job training programs that 
we need to prepare America’s work- 
force for the jobs of today and the jobs 
of tomorrow. 

What kind of priorities does that 
demonstrate? It demonstrates a dis- 
regard for the future of this country— 
for our children, for our women, for 
their health, their well-being, their 
education, for job training, for the fu- 
ture. This debate is much more than 
about where the dollar figures lie. It is 
about what will happen to the women 
and children they are now dis- 
regarding. 

Let’s look at the single mother who 
has two jobs and needs this support to 
feed her children. Let’s look at the 
young women in every State of this 
country who will now get cancer be- 
cause they were denied those precancer 
screenings. Let’s look at the children 
who will never walk through the door 
of a university because they were de- 
nied access to the early childhood edu- 
cation that would have prepared them 
so that they could achieve their God- 
given potential. 

We cannot slash and burn our way to 
a healthy and growing economy. It is 
time these Members of the House get 
serious about economic growth, about 
our small businesses, creating access to 
lending, creating a tax policy that is 
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going to create economic growth. 
Those are where the solutions lie, not 
undermining the health, well-being, 
and future of our women and our chil- 
dren and America’s prosperity. 

I now yield the floor to my colleague 
from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, Senator 
MIKULSKI has asked that I control the 
time for our side, so I will stay on the 
Senate floor. What time does that time 
expire? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator controls 374% more minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much. 

Mr. President, I am here today to 
speak out along with my colleagues for 
the women and children in our Nation 
who would be gravely harmed by the 
House budget, H.R. 1. I hope we get the 
chance to vote on that House budget 
because I think the American people 
need to look at what is going on with 
my Republican friends who are in 
charge of the House of Representatives. 

We all know we need to reduce the 
deficit, but we also know the right way 
to do it. We did it with President Bill 
Clinton. We did it with a mix of rev- 
enue-raisers and smart cuts, plus in- 
vestments that paid dividends. We did 
it in such a way that we actually had 
a surplus at the end of the day, and 23 
million new jobs. 

When George W. Bush took over, the 
surplus was gone and the job creation 
was gone. Compared to 23 million new 
jobs, under President George W. Bush 
there were 1 million jobs created, and 
he left us with soaring deficits and the 
deepest recession since the Great De- 
pression. That is the story. It has a be- 
ginning, a middle, and we are about to 
write the end. 

I will be honest. I will stand with my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
who are willing to fight for the people 
of this country and the middle class of 
this country. 

According to leading experts, the 
budget bill, H.R. 1, would destroy 
700,000 jobs, hurt our families, and, to 
me—this is my personal opinion—it 
looks as though they have a political 
vendetta against women, children, and 
a healthy environment on which they 
rely because they need to breathe clean 
air and drink clean water. All of this is 
on the chopping block in the House. 

Let’s look at the title X family plan- 
ning program. It is zeroed out. It is ze- 
roed out in H.R. 1, the House Repub- 
lican budget. What does title X do? 
Title X provides contraceptive services 
for 4.7 million women nationwide, al- 
most 5 million women nationwide. It 
helps prevent almost 1 million unin- 
tended pregnancies. Now, here are my 
friends on the other side joining with 
us. We are all saying let’s make sure 
we cut down on the number of abor- 
tions. What is one proven way to do it? 
Contraception. They would prevent al- 
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most 1 million people from getting that 
kind of service. 

Planned Parenthood operates 800 
health care centers nationwide. I know 
my colleagues are very aware of health 
centers. They provide 720,000 breast 
exams nationwide, 730,000 pap tests. 
What does this mean? Hundreds of 
thousands of women just in California, 
and millions nationwide, go to Planned 
Parenthood to make sure they don’t 
have breast cancer, they don’t have 
cervical cancer, they don’t have an 
STD, they don’t have AIDS. And if, 
God forbid, it turns out they have any 
of these things, they can get treated. 
Without this, they are in deep trouble. 
Everyone in America knows early de- 
tection is where it is at. So if I said the 
impact of the Republican budget would 
mean more abortions, more breast can- 
cer, more cervical cancer, more STDs, 
more AIDS left untreated, that is not 
hyperbole. It is not an understatement. 
That is a fact. 

I wish to talk about Nicole Sandoval 
from Pasadena, CA. She wrote to me 
and said: Please support Planned Par- 
enthood because—by the way, our col- 
leagues eliminate Planned Parenthood 
getting $1 of Federal funding. What are 
they implying? That the funds are used 
for abortion services. That is an out- 
right lie. Since the 1970s, the Hyde 
amendment has said not one penny of 
Federal funds may be used for pro- 
viding abortions, so they know that is 
an untruth. Yet they let it hang out 
there. The money Planned Parenthood 
gets is for just what I said: cancer pre- 
vention, sexually transmitted disease 
prevention, and contraception. 

So what does Nicole say? She was 23 
years old. She had no insurance. 
Planned Parenthood was there for her 
and caught her cervical cancer early 
enough to save her life. So I stand with 
Nicole Sandoval. 

Iam here to stand with Leah Garrard 
from Torrance. She wrote to me about 
a horrific incident in which a member 
of her family was raped. This young 
woman went to Planned Parenthood. 
She didn’t know where else to go. She 
wrote and said: Planned Parenthood di- 
rected her family member to a local 
hospital, got in touch with the local 
sexual assault nurse examiner, and 
contacted her family to come and take 
care of her. Had her family member not 
gone to Planned Parenthood, she truly, 
she wrote, would not have survived 
that experience. I stand with Leah and 
her family and with Planned Parent- 
hood. 

Zero out Planned Parenthood? Where 
are we going? We are certainly not 
going forward. We are going backward. 
I remember the years when George 
Herbert Walker Bush was on the board 
of Planned Parenthood. Planned Par- 
enthood is a bipartisan operation. If 
you walk in the door, they don’t ask 
whether you are a Democrat, Repub- 
lican, registered voter, or who you are. 
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You get taken care of, and the commu- 
nity is healthier. 

Now, in the remaining time I wish to 
talk about the attack on the environ- 
ment in which women and children 
have to live. The attack on the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency is the 
biggest cut of any agency in the Fed- 
eral Government by our Republican 
friends over in the House. 

Seventy percent of the American peo- 
ple say the Environmental Protection 
Agency should do its job. Sixty-nine 
percent think the EPA should update 
EPA Clean Air Act standards with 
stricter air pollution limits. Sixty- 
eight percent believe Congress should 
not stop EPA from enforcing Clean Air 
Act standards. 

Sixty-nine percent believe that EPA 
scientists—not Congress—should set 
pollution standards. Look at this. In 
this tough time, when the country is 
divided, almost 70 percent of our people 
say leave EPA alone. But, no, our Re- 
publican friends whack that agency by 
one-third—billions of dollars—and not 
only that, instruct that agency with 
riders telling them they can’t enforce 
air pollution standards for soot. We 
know what happens when you are ex- 
posed to soot. We are looking at other 
exposures as well—small particulate 
matter which gets into our lungs and is 
lodged in our lungs. 

They say we can’t look at cement 
manufacturing and go after the mer- 
cury that comes out of those stacks— 
the mercury and arsenic. Do we think 
the American people want dirtier air? 
Is that what the election was about? I 
just came out of a tough election. I 
have to tell you that not one person 
ever came up to me and said: Please, I 
want more soot. I need more smog. It is 
missing out of my life. Oh my God, 
when my kids drink water, I want 
them to get contaminated. 

Forget it. That is not what the elec- 
tion was about. It was about jobs, jobs, 
jobs. OK. Let’s look at a photo of a 
child who pays the price when the air 
is dirty. Children’s exposure to air pol- 
lution worsens asthma attacks and 
causes lost days at school, emergency 
room visits, and for older people, it 
causes heart attacks, stroke, cancer, 
and premature death. According to the 
American Lung Association—and we 
have another picture—asthma is one of 
the most common chronic diseases in 
children. It affects 7 million children. 
Here is a photo of another beautiful 
baby. Iam showing you this as a grand- 
ma. I am going to take another 2 min- 
utes and then turn it over to Senator 
SHAHEEN. 

Look at this picture, this face. Look 
at those eyes. I wish to say to our 
friends in the House, what are you 
doing? You are throwing women and 
children under the bus. You are throw- 
ing the middle class under the bus. I, 
for one, am going to tell the truth. 
During my campaign, people would 
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say: What are you going to do to win? 
How are you going to win? I said: I 
have a secret plan. I am going to tell 
the truth. I am going to just lay it out 
there. 

Look, the truth is, EPA released a 
new report that was asked for by Con- 
gress. Congress demanded to know the 
benefit of the clean air law. They said 
that, in 2010 alone, 160,000 cases of pre- 
mature deaths were avoided. Can you 
believe that? They want to turn all 
this back. The American Lung Associa- 
tion says H.R. 1 is toxic to the public 
health. They say it would result in mil- 
lions of Americans, including kids, sen- 
iors, and people with chronic disease, 
such as asthma, being forced to breathe 
air that is unhealthy. It can cause 
asthma, heart attacks, strokes, cancer, 
and shorten lives. 

A Republican President set up the 
EPA—a Republican President—Richard 
Nixon. What are you doing over there? 
I already said that George Herbert 
Walker Bush was on the board of 
Planned Parenthood. Richard Nixon 
signed the Clean Air Act. They don’t 
either seem to have a sense of history 
or they have moved so far away from 
some of the proud traditions of their 
party that they have lost total touch. 

In closing, we have to stop this war 
against women and against children. 
We are going to have to stop this war 
against the environment. We are going 
to come forward with deficit reduction 
that will equal what they do, but we 
will do it in a way that doesn’t hurt job 
creation and doesn’t hurt our kids, our 
families, and the environment we all 
depend upon. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to discuss the devastating impact 
that H.R. 1, the House Republican con- 
tinuing resolution, would have on 
women, children, and families nation- 
wide. 

House Republicans would eliminate 
the $317 million title X Family Plan- 
ning Program, which provides critical 
health care services to over 5 million 
Americans each year, including 1.2 mil- 
lion in California. 

House Republicans would also ex- 
clude Planned Parenthood, which 
serves over 2.9 million women annu- 
ally, from Federal funds. These serv- 
ices provide necessary preventive 
health care including: contraceptive 
services, education, cancer screening, 
annual exams, STD and HIV testing, 
smoking cessation, flu vaccines, and 
well baby care. 

It is ironic for people who do not be- 
lieve in abortion to propose these cuts, 
when in fact, through family planning, 
contraception, and education, title X 
programs prevented 406,000 abortions 
nationwide in 2008 alone; 83,600 of those 
were prevented in California. So by 
cutting these programs, the numbers of 
unplanned pregnancies and abortions 
will increase. 

How does this make sense? These 
cuts are not about deficit reduction. 
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They are biased, politically motivated 
cuts that will result in increased Fed- 
eral spending. These cuts hurt women. 
In California alone, these programs 
helped save $581 million in public funds 
in 2008. 

Nationwide, title-X supported family 
planning centers saved taxpayers $3.4 
billion in 2008. Every dollar invested in 
helping women avoid unintended preg- 
nancies is estimated to save taxpayers 
$4.02. Some might not think these pro- 
grams are important, but I judge they 
are. 

In the past 3 weeks alone, I have re- 
ceived 28,000 letters urging me to op- 
pose eliminating title X and Planned 
Parenthood. 

Over 153,000 Californians have signed 
a petition to express their opposition 
towards defunding Planned Parent- 
hood. 

I have heard from uninsured college 
students, who only make $10,000 a year 
and cannot afford basic preventive care 
without title X and Planned Parent- 
hood. 

I have heard from outraged constitu- 
ents who point out title X family plan- 
ning programs have been in place since 
1970, and have provided cancer screen- 
ing, annual exams, and prenatal care 
for millions of women. 

I have heard from young women who 
went to Planned Parenthood for STD 
screening and birth control, when they 
had no other place to go. Half of all 
pregnancies in the United States every 
year—about 3 million pregnancies—are 
unplanned. 

I have heard from women pleading 
with me to preserve Federal funding to 
Planned Parenthood; telling me that 
the cancer screenings they received 
saved their lives. I have heard from 
women all over my State, whose pri- 
mary source of health care is a wom- 
en’s health center like Planned Parent- 
hood. 

Eliminating this funding will also 
cause a rise in another epidemic: teen 
pregnancy. Teen pregnancy costs tax- 
payers an estimated $9.1 billion annu- 
ally. Without title X programs in Cali- 
fornia, teen pregnancy levels would 
have been almost 40 percent greater. 

House Republicans would also elimi- 
nate the $110 million Teen Pregnancy 
Prevention Program, which has the po- 
tential to serve 800,000 teens by 2014. In 
California, the estimated cost from 
teen pregnancy to taxpayers in 2004 
was at least $896 million. From 1991- 
2004, unintended teen births in Cali- 
fornia cost taxpayers a total of $17.3 
billion. 

California has managed, through pro- 
grams like the Teen Pregnancy Preven- 
tion Program, to reduce the rate of 
teen birth in the State by 46 percent 
from 1991 to 2004. This saved California 
taxpayers an estimated $1.1 billion in 
2004 alone. The House Republicans plan 
to slash funding all but guarantees the 
rate of teen pregnancy will go up, and 
costs for taxpayers will increase. 
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Almost 9 in 10 adults believe there 
should be direct efforts in communities 
to prevent teen pregnancy. Once again, 
this is not about deficit reduction; it is 
about harming women’s health, and 
taking away comprehensive education. 

House Republicans would also cut 
$1.3 billion from Community Health 
Centers, which is 45.8 percent below fis- 
cal year 2010 levels. Community Health 
Centers serve over 20 million patients 
nationwide, who otherwise cannot re- 
ceive care. 

Almost one-third of patients are 
women of childbearing age, 37 percent 
are age 19 and under, and 13 percent are 
children under 6. Ninety two percent of 
this patient population is low income, 
meaning they may not have anywhere 
else to go. With these cuts, 11 million 
patients are at risk of losing access to 
primary and preventive care provided 
by these health centers. 

In California, almost 458,000 patients 
would immediately lose access to care, 
and $31.8 million in funding would be 
immediately lost. By defunding the 
health reform law, House Republicans 
block critical consumer protections in 
the law. 

The health reform law will decrease 
costs for everyone, but particularly for 
women who have been charged more for 
insurance, simply because of gender. In 
2014, insurers will not be able to charge 
women higher premiums than they 
charge men. Additionally, the medical 
loss ratio requires insurance companies 
to spend at least 80 or 85 percent of pre- 
mium dollars on actual medical care, 
not on profits. With these and other 
benefits in the law, women make great 
strides towards equality in the insur- 
ance market. 

The House Republicans plan would 
allow women to be charged more for in- 
surance than men, and prohibit en- 
forcement of this medical loss ratio re- 
quirement. This would allow insurance 
companies to discriminate against 
women, charging more for health pre- 
miums simply because of gender, while 
companies continue to rake in enor- 
mous profits. 

The assault on women’s health from 
Republicans in the House is astounding 
to me. Obliterating family planning 
services that have been around for 40 
years, Slashing teen pregnancy preven- 
tion, prohibiting funds for primary 
health services is nothing short of irre- 
sponsible. 

We need to look carefully at our 
spending and we need to make cuts, 
but those cuts can’t be politically mo- 
tivated and they shouldn’t put us at 
risk of another recession. I do not sup- 
port any biased cuts that harm women 
and children. 

Mrs. BOXER. It is my honor to yield 
to Senator SHAHEEN for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire is recog- 
nized. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I 
thank Senator BOXER for her leader- 
ship. I thank Senator MIKULSKI for the 
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work she has done to organize us this 
afternoon, to point out just what is 
being proposed by our colleagues in the 
other Chamber. 

We need to address our long-term def- 
icit. We all know that. We need to 
make some hard choices to balance the 
budget. But there is a right way and a 
wrong way to do that. The right way is 
to first look at things such as elimi- 
nating the billions of dollars in dupli- 
cative programs that were identified 
just this week by the GAO. The wrong 
way is to address the deficit by doing 
what our colleagues in the House did 
when they slashed funding for services 
that are critical to middle-class fami- 
lies and our future prosperity. 

The House Republican budget cuts 
include a $1.1 billion cut to Head Start 
and childcare. This is money that is 
critical to so many working families in 
New Hampshire and across the coun- 
try. Let me put it into perspective. A 
cut this size would mean that nation- 
ally over 200,000 children would be 
kicked out of Head Start and an addi- 
tional 360,000 children would lose 
childcare opportunities. 

I have three daughters and seven 
grandchildren. So I understand, like so 
many mothers do, how difficult it is to 
juggle work and family obligations. I 
appreciate how important it is for 
working parents to understand that 
their children are being supervised by 
quality caregivers. I also understand 
that a working parent can be a produc- 
tive member of the workforce only 
when they know their children are 
safe. 

When I was Governor, we asked for a 
report to be done on childcare in New 
Hampshire. We found in that report 
that there is a direct result between 
quality childcare and the productivity 
of their parents in the workforce. 
Childcare is expensive. Quality 
childcare can easily top $10,000 per 
child per year—an amount that is out 
of reach for so many working families 
who are trying to make ends meet—es- 
pecially in this economy. 

The unemployment rate in this coun- 
try is 9 percent. We should be putting 
our focus on creating jobs today and 
helping to build a strong workforce for 
the future. The proposed budget that 
the House Republicans have done 
would do the opposite. 

Research shows that the quality care 
and early childhood development is 
critical to preparing our children for 
tomorrow’s jobs. We know that the 
first 5 years are the most important in 
the development of a child’s brain. 
During these years, children develop 
their cognitive, social, emotional, and 
language skills that form a solid foun- 
dation for their lives. 

Economists point to the strong re- 
turn on investment we get for inter- 
vention early in life. For every $1 we 
spend on quality early learning, we re- 
turn up to $17. These same experts cite 
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an increase in productivity, workforce 
readiness, and in graduation rates 
among children who are in quality 
early childhood programs. In addition, 
they have also found out that for those 
children there is a decrease in special 
education, crime rates, welfare depend- 
ency, and in other behavioral problems. 

One of the things that made me 
aware of this direct relationship was 
going to my first Governors’ con- 
ference after I got elected. I heard a 
presentation on brain development. 
The presenter showed that the brain 
scan of a child who had quality early 
learning looked very different than the 
brain scan of those children who did 
not. They showed a graph that dem- 
onstrated that the way a child’s brain 
develops is inversely proportional to 
our investment. In other words, we are 
making the smallest investments in 
the years when it would make the most 
impact on how a child develops. This 
made such an impression on me that I 
went back home to New Hampshire and 
focused so much of my time as Gov- 
ernor on the importance of early learn- 
ing. 

When I became chair of the education 
commission of the State in my second 
term as Governor, this became the top 
priority for me and for ECS. There is 
no doubt—and we can look at all the 
data—that helping working families af- 
ford quality childhood care and edu- 
cation programs has immediate and 
long-term benefits. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
shortsighted, reckless cuts that have 
been made in the House Republican 
budget and, instead, invest in our fu- 
ture and the future of our children and 
families. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my colleague 
from New Hampshire. I yield 5 minutes 
to Senator KAY HAGAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mrs. HAGAN. Mr. President, I also 
rise to speak for women and children 
across this country but especially in 
North Carolina. 

Prenatal and postnatal maternal care 
translates into healthy moms and 
healthy families. 

Children who receive regular well- 
child visits to their doctors and rec- 
ommended immunizations live 
healthier lives. They can go to school 
and just be kids. 

But the House-passed continuing res- 
olution for the remainder of fiscal year 
2011 makes draconian cuts to commu- 
nity health centers and the title V ma- 
ternal child health block grant—two 
programs that are vital in reducing 
maternal and child mortality. 

If these cuts go through, nearly 4 and 
a half million women and children 
under age 6 are at risk of losing care. 

Consider that community health cen- 
ters account for 17.2 percent of all low- 
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income births, but prenatal patients at 
health centers are less likely to give 
birth to low birth weight babies com- 
pared to their counterparts nationally. 
It is because they are getting good pre- 
natal care. 

Moreover, rates of vaccination 
among children receiving regular care 
at a health center are uniformly higher 
than those of children with another 
source of care. 

With the House-proposed cuts, preg- 
nant women and children, who rely on 
community health centers for care, 
will be left with literally nowhere to 
turn for health care. 

By slashing $50 million in funding 
from the maternal child health block 
grant program, the House bill would 
dramatically curtail services to the 35 
million women and children across this 
country, including the nearly half a 
million women and children in North 
Carolina who receive such services as 
newborn hearing screenings and post- 
natal care. 

In North Carolina, infants born to 
minorities are twice as likely to die as 
those born to Caucasians. However, the 
Healthy Beginnings Program is work- 
ing to reverse infant mortality and low 
birth weights among minorities in 
North Carolina. 

Healthy Beginnings provides case 
management, general health edu- 
cation, and other support for at-risk 
women throughout their pregnancy 
and until their child turns two. In 3 
years, this initiative reduced infant 
mortality by 60 percent in partici- 
pating communities. 

Also, early detection of permanent 
hearing loss is essential for children to 
progress at age-appropriate rates. 

Research shows that by the time a 
child with hearing loss graduates from 
high school, more than $400,000 per 
child can be saved in special education 
costs if the child is identified early and 
given appropriate educational, med- 
ical, and audiological services. 

The North Carolina Early Hearing 
Detection and Intervention, EHDI, Pro- 
gram was established in 1999 as part of 
the State’s title V Maternal and Child 
Health Program. 

Since the establishment of the EHDI 
Program, there has been a remarkable 
increase in the percentage of infants 
screened in the State. All neonatal fa- 
cilities in North Carolina offer initial 
newborn hearing screening prior to in- 
fant discharge. 

In 2009, 96 percent of infants com- 
pleted newborn hearing screening— 
about 100,000; 450 children receive hear- 
ing aids or cochlear implants annually 
through a contract funded by the ma- 
ternal and child health block grant. 

I heard from three families in North 
Carolina—all whose children failed the 
screening tests. Their stories were 
heartwrenching as they described their 
hours-old babies not being able to hear 
their parents’ first words to them. 


3220 


But in all three families, the hearing 
loss was detected as part of the new- 
born screening, and the North Carolina 
EHDI program immediately provided 
them with followup and hearing aids or 
cochlear implants. As a result of these 
programs, in each of these families, the 
child is ahead of their peers verbally. 

These are just two critical programs 
that are funded by the title V maternal 
and child health block grant. As we can 
see, these are not just statistics but 
real women and kids and families who 
benefit from this important program. 

I strongly believe we have to work 
together to get our country back on 
solid fiscal ground. I am very much 
concerned about it and want to work 
on it. But the path we are on is obvi- 
ously unsustainable. In fact, I was one 
of the Senators who advocated for the 
creation of the Bowles-Simpson fiscal 
commission. But our fiscal challenges 
require a thoughtful bipartisan solu- 
tion that gets us on the right track and 
encourages economic growth. These 
cuts are simply counterproductive. We 
cannot balance the budget on the backs 
of our Nation’s future—our children. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator HAGAN for her remarks. She is 
one of the leaders in the Senate in find- 
ing solutions to the deficit that do not 
kill jobs and do deficit reduction in the 
right way. I thank her. 

She made the point that when we at- 
tack kids and pregnant women, at the 
end of the day it is morally reprehen- 
sible, but in addition to that it costs 
money. That point was made beau- 


tifully. 
It is an honor to yield 10 minutes to 
a great colleague, Senator MARIA 


CANTWELL from Washington State. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from California for 
her leadership and her articulation on 
the floor earlier about the rider that is 
on H.R. 1 that would undo what the Su- 
preme Court said EPA should do, which 
is to make sure the Clean Air Act is en- 
forced. 

I thought the comments of the Sen- 
ator from California about no one in 
California telling her they wanted 
more smog was a very profound state- 
ment because that is what people are 
saying when they try to do a rider: 
EPA, do not enforce the law the Su- 
preme Court told you to enforce. It is 
as if they are jamming down small 
children across the country air and air 
quality that is something less than suf- 
ficient. We know that. We know that 
because it is based on science. That is 
what EPA has said, and that is what 
the Supreme Court has said they 
should enforce. Yet here we are, in the 
middle of all of this, the solution to 
our economy is to have a rider on legis- 
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lation basically saying: Do not enforce 
what the Supreme Court says is the 
Clean Air Act. 

I thank the Senator from California 
for her leadership on this issue. 

I come to the floor to join my other 
colleagues because I think the Amer- 
ican people sent a clear message. They 
want us to focus on creating jobs, pro- 
moting innovation, and putting people 
back to work. That is what we are try- 
ing to do in the Senate. 

But in the House, the Republicans 
seem to be saying: Let’s cut programs 
and vital services to working women 
and families, and somehow that will 
generate economic growth. Instead of 
creating jobs, all they have done is 
launched a war on women. 

H.R. 1 would eliminate funding for 
title X, which would provide health 
services, including family planning, 
breast and cervical cancer screenings, 
and other preventive health care. This 
certainly would impact low-income 
women. It does not create jobs. There 
is nothing in what I just said with re- 
gard to these cuts that would create 
jobs. How are jobs created out of cut- 
ting those services? It is actually an 
attack on access to health care. When 
we do not have healthy people, I guar- 
antee you, Mr. President, we end up 
with bad economic consequences. 

The bill also cuts funding for teen 
pregnancy prevention programs and 
funding for Planned Parenthood cen- 
ters that serve more than 3 million 
women each year, jeopardizing, again, 
access to critical preventive health 
services. 

Just in the State of Washington, we 
have 39 centers and serve over 130,000 
patients annually and administer over 
170,000 tests for sexually transmitted 
infections. One of my constituents was 
diagnosed at age 22 with abnormal cell 
growth on her cervix wall. She went to 
a Planned Parenthood clinic. Why? Be- 
cause she did not have health insur- 
ance. In fact, quoting her, she said: 

I would not have scheduled an annual exam 
on my own. Without Planned Parenthood, I 
may have died or lost my ability to have 
children іп the future. . . . Aside from these 
personal effects, as an uninsured student, I 
would have been a huge financial burden to 
my family and my community. 

There it is. Planned Parenthood has 
been effective in preventing over 40,000 
pregnancies and diverting $160 million 
back to the State, which we need in 
these tough economic times. 

Instead of supporting women and 
families so they can be productive 
parts of our economy, Republicans are 
continuing to turn the clock back on 
hard-fought access to healthy services 
and attacking a woman’s right to 
choose. Their proposal would deny 
women using flexible spending ac- 
counts, from using pretax dollars for 
insurance to cover a wide range of re- 
productive choices; deny small busi- 
nesses their tax credits if they choose 


March 3, 2011 


employee health coverage that in- 
cludes reproductive health care; and 
would disallow tax deductions for 


health insurance for the self-employed 
if the insurance included reproductive 
health care. 

The Republican answer to the econ- 
omy is attack reproductive health 
care? It seems to me that these pro- 
posals are just about attacking the 
most vulnerable in our society, includ- 
ing the elderly where they would have 
an impact on services for the elderly, 
including meals, housing, and employ- 
ment services. 

Women comprise two-thirds of our el- 
derly, and they would be harmed most 
by these cuts. For example, in 2009, 25 
percent of all families with children 
were female head of households, and 78 
percent of mothers with children be- 
tween the ages of 6 and 17 were in the 
labor force. That is a big percentage. 
Therefore, cutting programs that sup- 
port working mothers, such as job 
training, childcare, education, and 
health care will impact those families’ 
ability to be productive members of 
our economy. 

I personally do not understand why 
in the world at this point in time, with 
this high unemployment rate, we 
would ever cut job training programs. I 
can tell you, I travel the State of 
Washington and I constantly hear, 
even in these hard economic times, em- 
ployers who cannot find the workforce 
they need to do the jobs. When one 
thinks about that, when a company 
cannot find the workforce it needs be- 
cause there is a skills gap, that is hold- 
ing that company back from producing 
higher revenues, from meeting their 
goals, and from adding stimulus to the 
economy, all because they cannot find 
the workforce. 

Yet we in the Senate are trying to 
promote workforce training and to 
have programs that have been tested 
successes, such as the Workforce In- 
vestment Act. For every dollar in- 
vested by the Workforce Investment 
Act, it is $10 in stimulating our econ- 
omy. It is a 1-to-10 ratio. Why would we 
cut such a program? 

In Washington State, our local 
WorkSource Centers have helped over 
78 percent of job seekers find jobs. It is 
a high percentage of helping people and 
placing them. 

I look at the example of this big deci- 
sion on Boeing winning the refueling 
tanker decision. Here we are with 11,000 
jobs in Washington State and a supply 
chain that is going to also have more 
jobs created. Yet if we do not make an 
investment in workforce investment 
that supply chain will not be able to 
find the people to fill those jobs to help 
fulfill this contract. Something as big 
as a $35 billion contract we are in- 
volved in because it is the Department 
of Defense, and yet at the same time 
the Republicans in the House are say- 
ing: Let’s cut the Workforce Invest- 
ment Act—even though we know we 
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have a plane to deliver, even though we 
know it has a military purpose we sup- 
port, and we are going to say let’s cut 
programs because somehow that is 
going to make our economy healthier. 

I can give an example. General Plas- 
tics would not have been able to keep 
its current staff level or grow its busi- 
ness in the past year without the help 
of workforce investment dollars. They 
were in partner with Tacoma Commu- 
nity College and trained a workforce in 
improvement techniques that allowed 
the company to streamline its produc- 
tion and grow its business effectively. 

In the last year, they grew 10 to 15 
percent and became more competitive. 
They also added about 22 new employ- 
ees because of additional new business. 

These are programs that would be 
cut by the proposal in H.R. 1 that the 
House Republicans are trying to push. I 
do not think it would improve our 
economy. I think it would stall what is 
a very fragile recovery. Workforce de- 
velopment is economic development, 
and when people are trained and 
skilled, the employers get what they 
need, the community prospers, and ev- 
erybody truly wins—what the Presi- 
dent has called for in winning the fu- 
ture. 

We need to make sure that we in the 
Senate stand and say no to these cuts, 
such as in the Workforce Investment 
Act, in family health, cuts in the Pell 
Grant Program which would be cut by 
more than $800 per student or Head 
Start or Early Start that, again, would 
impact thousands of children in Wash- 
ington State. 

In addition, we should not cut what 
are the healthy elements of our econ- 
omy but make sure we are helping 
women and families do what will help 
them survive and help them help us 
with economic recovery. 

I know some people think this is the 
way to get our economy going again. 
But I can tell my colleagues, our econ- 
omy certainly hit the iceberg in 2008. 
But what H.R. 1 does, instead of saying 
women and children first, they are ba- 
sically cutting them off the lifeline 
they need and cutting off what are es- 
sential programs to help us grow jobs 
and have a healthy economy. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, after 
consulting with my friends, Senator 
COLLINS and Senator SESSIONS, I give 
Senator LAUTENBERG until 6 minutes 
after the hour and then add 6 minutes 
to the time of the Republicans. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
hope it is noted that I stand here as a 
male Member with my colleagues who 
comprise a significant part of the 
women Members of the Senate. They 
do the mothering, they do the family 
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raising, but it is pretty obvious to all 
of us that fathers and grandfathers 
have an active interest in what hap- 
pens with our children, what it takes 
to make sure they grow up healthy, 
that they grow up with the tools they 
will need in their future lives for them 
to contribute to themselves, their fam- 
ilies, and the country at large. 

What we are witnessing in America 
today is an assault by House Repub- 
licans in trying to ram through a reck- 
less, unhealthy spending plan that will 
ultimately bring shame to our country 
as it causes pain for little children who 
come from families who do not have 
the means, who do not have the sta- 
bility of family life, in many cases, 
that will give them an opportunity to 
establish themselves with a cycle that 
will bring them to successful lives 
later on, to be able to hold jobs of sig- 
nificance and create a family environ- 
ment. 

It is hard when we look at this to fig- 
ure out the mission. I come from the 
business community. I have been here 
a lot of years—27—but I spent 30 years 
in the business community. I learned 
something about financial statements. 
I learned you have to sometimes cut 
costs here or there and that sometimes 
you have to make investments so you 
can expand your business, you can 
make it more competitive. 

As we look at the plan that is being 
offered, to cut, cut, cut, it causes us to 
rethink what is taking place, to think 
outside the box, as they say. There is a 
lot of applause for cutting costs. There 
is a whole group of people in the House 
of Representatives who have targets 
for cost cutting that will leave Amer- 
ica without the tools in the future to 
remain competitive and to remain a 
place where great things can happen. 
Why is that? A lot of it is because they 
are cutting education programs—Head 
Start, for one thing. 

I think every Senator ought to 
pledge to take a trip through a Head 
Start facility and see what it is like. 
See what it is like when you have chil- 
dren, even 1 and 2 years old, in the 
early Head Start Program or 3, 4 and 5 
in the full Head Start Program. See the 
enthusiasm that exists with these chil- 
dren. 

I have an indication of that here— 
this card. It was Valentines Day when 
I went to the city of Perth Amboy. 
Oddly enough, Perth Amboy is where 
the first signature on the Bill of Rights 
was made, in New Jersey—the Bill of 
Rights. Here is an opportunity that is 
certainly a right, to be able to learn. I 
get notes from these children—flat- 
tering, by the way, and not because of 
my looks. They say: 

Dear Representatives: We love coming to 
school. We learn languages. We can be sci- 
entists. We can be artists. We can be authors 
and illustrators. We are lifetime learners. 

Here they talk in less precise hand- 
writing about how nice it is to be able 
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to come to school. The design of this 
makes it a little tougher presentation: 

Dear Mr. Representative: We love our pre- 
school class. We learn to write. We explore 
science. We explore changing things in the 
world. We love to be here in school. 

We love it when they are there be- 
cause we know that not only are their 
lives going to be improved substan- 
tially, but also they are going to be 
contributing citizens to the society we 
live in. 

So this is amazing and often ne- 
glected. I asked for some indication of 
what happens at Head Start. But let 
me say, first of all, all those children 
are beautiful. I never saw so many 
beautiful children in my life. I am a 
professional grandfather. I have 18 
grandchildren. My wife brought 3 to 
the marriage and I had 10. There is 
nothing like seeing a _ 1%-year-old 
learning, a 2-year-old learning. 

What we have found is that by the 
age of 1, most children begin linking 
words to meanings. They understand 
the names used to label familiar ob- 
jects—body parts, arms, legs, animals, 
and people. At about 18 months, they 
add new words to their vocabulary at 
the astounding rate of one every 2 
hours. By age 2, most children have a 
vocabulary of several hundred words 
and can form simple sentences, such as 
“Go outdoors” or the traditional “АП 
gone.” Between 24 to 30 months, chil- 
dren speak in longer sentences, and 
from 30 to 36 months kids can usually 
recite the alphabet and count from 1 to 
10. The fact is, they are learning some- 
thing. 

By kindergarten, kids are beginning 
to turn the pages of the book, and they 
start learning to read by about 5 years 
of age. There is a real reward for the 
country when they do that. Our society 
receives nearly $9 in benefits for every 
$1 invested in Head Start children. It 
leads to an increase in achievement 
and lots of good things. 

I learned a little bit the hard way 
about what Head Start means when I 
and a business partner of mine went 
back to a school we went to as kids. We 
went to the sixth grade and offered a 
scholarship program to youngsters in 
the sixth grade to pick up a large part 
of their college tuition. For 28 young 
people in our class, we would con- 
tribute toward a large part of their col- 
lege tuition if they were accepted at 
any one of 30 colleges picked at ran- 
dom. We had counselors, and we 
brought them down here. I was able to 
take them on a visit to the White 
House, where Vice President Dan 
Quayle was very generous with his 
time, and I took them to the company 
I was running so they could see. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MCCASKILL). All time dedicated to the 
majority has expired. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi- 
dent, you say there is no time left on 
our side for a presentation? 
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I will wrap this up very quickly, if I 
might. Just a couple words. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the Senator continuing? 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, if 
the Senator is truly going to wrap it 
up, I don’t object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank my col- 
league and friend from Maine. 

Very simply, we now see what the 
problem was. We analyzed it thor- 
oughly. The problem was we started 
too late. In the sixth grade, it was too 
late to get a learning habit. Now we see 
these little tots and how quickly they 
are learning, how quickly they talk, 
and how quickly they adapt. 

These children will suffer the pain 
created by Republicans’ cuts—and 
shame on us if we don’t stop them. You 
have to wonder why children are their 
No. 1 target? Did children cause the fi- 
nancial crisis? Were Head Start kids 
engaging in credit default swaps with 
mortgage-backed securities? 

You have to wonder if House Repub- 
licans think this is the case. They want 
to decimate Head Start by cutting its 
funding by $1 billion. If they have their 
way, roughly one-quarter of all chil- 
dren in Head Start will be kicked out 
of the program. This includes 3,700 kids 
in my State of New Jersey, like the 
kids at the Head Start Center I visited 
last week and the kids who sent these 
Valentines Day cards. How can we tell 
these children: Forget about getting a 
head start. You must go to the back of 
the line. 

The fact is, the House Republican 
budget will poison our future. Their 
prescription for America’s kids is 
toxic. If we want our country to suc- 
ceed, we must invest in its future—and 
that means protecting and inspiring 
our children. So let’s reject shame and 
pain. Let’s reject the disastrous House 
Republican budget plan. Let’s invest in 
our kids and win the future. Our coun- 
try’s children deserve nothing less. 

Madam President, I thank my col- 
league from Maine for the courtesy, 
and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine. 


DOD FUNDING AMENDMENT 


Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I 
rise to express my deep concern that 
the Senate has yet to consider the De- 
fense appropriations bill for fiscal year 
2011. 

As the Presiding Officer is well 
aware, we should have completed work 
on this bill and every other appropria- 
tions bill before October 1 of last year. 
But with the Department of Defense, 
this is becoming increasingly problem- 
atic. For this reason, along with two 
members of the Republican leadership, 
Senator ALEXANDER and Senator BAR- 
RASSO, I have filed an amendment to 
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the patent reform bill that would fund 
the Department of Defense for the re- 
mainder of this fiscal year. 

Just think what we have done the 
last 3 weeks. We took up an FAA reau- 
thorization bill. Then we went on re- 
cess for a week. And now we are on a 
patent reform bill. I don’t mean to sug- 
gest that FAA and patent reform are 
поб important—certainly we could 
have gone without having a recess—but 
both of those bills pale in comparison 
to the urgency of providing our service 
men and women with the resources 
they need to carry out their mission. 

Secretary Gates, Admiral Mullen, 
and other military leaders have repeat- 
edly and clearly warned us about the 
dangers of failing to pass a full-year 
Defense funding bill. It is hurting our 
national security and harming our 
readiness. Secretary Gates’ put it 
bluntly, saying: “The continuing reso- 
lution represents a crisis at our door- 
step.” Deputy Secretary of Defense 
William Lynn testified that ‘‘a year- 
long CR will damage national secu- 
rity.” 

At no time in recent memory has 
Congress failed to pass a Defense ap- 
propriations bill. Even when there was 
a year-long continuing resolution for 
most of the government during fiscal 
year 2007, the Congress passed a sepa- 
rate bill funding the Department of De- 
fense. With troops in harm’s way, now 
is not the time to break with that 
precedent. 

If we do not provide the authority for 
the Air Force to buy unmanned aerial 
vehicles to fly combat air patrols over 
Afghanistan, the fighting there will 
not be halted until we do so. If we do 
not act to provide the $150 million that 
has been requested to meet the very 
specific and urgent requirements of our 
special forces, we will be failing those 
who are truly on the frontlines. 

Secretary Gates has made it clear, 
military readiness will suffer because 
of fewer flying hours for our pilots, 
fewer steaming days for our ships, and 
cutbacks in training for home-sta- 
tioned forces. 

A full year’s CR will also delay much 
needed modernization of our military 
equipment. This would come at a time 
when our Navy is at its smallest size 
since 1916 and at a time when the air- 
craft and our Air Force inventory are 
older than at any time since the Air 
Force was created. The Navy will not 
be able to procure a second Virginia 
class submarine пог a DDG-—5l1 de- 
stroyer needed to keep costs down and 
to achieve the minimum size fleet—313 
ships—that the Navy has stated is the 
absolute minimum. 

Operating under a full-year’s CR also 
means that the taxpayers are going to 
end up paying more for less. The Navy 
would likely have to renegotiate some 
of its procurements. The Army has al- 
ready shut down work on the Stryker 
Mobile Gun System that will likely 
incur additional costs to restart. 
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It is also important to recognize that 
at a time when the American public is 
most concerned about jobs and the 
economy, the Defense appropriations 
bill provides funds that are the source 
of thousands of jobs in the United 
States—jobs that will be lost or at 
least deferred. 

The Secretary of the Navy has said 
that the combined effects of failing to 
fund the Defense Department will di- 
rectly affect the strength of the indus- 
trial base and that more than 10,000 
private sector jobs at shipyards, fac- 
tories, and Navy and Marine Corps fa- 
cilities across the country will be jeop- 
ardized. 

I could go on and on listing the ways 
our servicemembers and our DOD civil- 
ian workforce and the private sector 
contractors will be affected by our fail- 
ure to act. There is simply no excuse 
for this Senate not to have acted last 
year on a Defense appropriations bill. 
Surely, we should turn our attention to 
focusing on the needs of our military 
immediately, and we should heed the 
warning of Secretary Gates, who said: 

That is how you hollow out a military— 
when your best people, your veterans of mul- 
tiple combat deployments, become frus- 
trated and demoralized and, as a result, 
begin leaving military service. 

Let’s do what is most important and 
let’s do it now. Let’s pass the Defense 
appropriations bill. 

I wish to thank the ranking member 
of the Budget Committee, Senator SES- 
SIONS, for yielding me time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alabama. 


EE 
THE BUDGET 


Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
wish to share some remarks about the 
budget. I note how pleased I have been 
to work in this past year with the Pre- 
siding Officer on some legislation that 
I think, had we had just a couple more 
votes, we would have made progress 
and done something worthwhile to help 
ensure that our spending does not 
range above our budget, as too often 
has been the case in our country. 

The fact is the American people, by 
large numbers from polling data, be- 
lieve we are on the wrong track, and 
the intelligentsia, the witnesses we 
have had before the Budget Com- 
mittee—I am ranking member of that 
committee—keep telling us we are on 
an unsustainable path. Witnesses 
called by the Democrats or Repub- 
licans, the professional CBO witnesses 
from all walks of intellectual and busi- 
ness life, say ме are оп ап 
unsustainable debt path. They are not 
kidding. They meant that, and the 
words mean something. We cannot con- 
tinue what we are doing. 

Admiral Mullen, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, recently said: 

I believe that our debt is the greatest 
threat to our national security. If we as a 
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country do not address our fiscal imbalances 
in the near-term, our national power will 
erode and the costs to our ability to main- 
tain and sustain influence could be great. 

He said if we do not address it in the 
near term—not just in the long term, 
in the near term. 

Recently, on February 17, Secretary 
Geithner, the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, appeared before the Budget Com- 
mittee, and we went over the Presi- 
dent’s budget. He was, I will have to 
say, more candid than was OMB Direc- 
tor Jack Lew. I was asking him about 
the situation we are in and the effect of 
the budget that allows the debt to dou- 
ble in the next 10 years—causes the 
debt to do so. He said, “It is an exces- 
sively high interest burden.” 

I was asking about the fact that the 
money we borrow, the debt we assume 
we have to pay interest on. 

It is unsustainable ... with the Presi- 
dent’s plan, even if the Congress were to 
enact it, and even if Congress were to hold to 
it and reduce those deficits as a percentage 
of GDP over the next 5 years, we would still 
be left with a very large interest burden and 
unsustainable obligations over time. 

It is pretty clear we are on an 
unsustainable path, and it is pretty 
clear the American people are exactly 
correct—we are on the wrong track. We 
are headed the wrong way. We need to 
get off of that. 

So what is it that we have been pre- 
sented with? We are presented with a 
plan. We call it a budget, but it is real- 
ly the administration’s plan for what 
we are going to collect and spend over 
the next 10 years. They can plan to 
raise taxes, they can plan to cut spend- 
ing, they can plan to increase spending 
and borrow more money. They can 
plan. That is their plan. 

So we got a plan 2 weeks ago. In that, 
the President told us this: 

What my budget does is put forward some 
tough choices, some significant spending 
cuts, so that by the middle of this decade our 
annual spending will match our annual reve- 
nues. We will not be adding more to the na- 
tional debt. 

That is a pretty clear statement, 
right? It is actually a breathtaking 
statement to me because I know how 
hard it is to do that, but he said it flat- 
ly and plainly: 

Our annual spending will match our annual 
revenues. We will not be adding more to the 
national debt. 

Jake Tapper, the ABC reporter, at a 
White House press briefing a couple of 
weeks ago asked Mr. Carney, the press 
flack, about this dramatic statement. 
He asked him if he thought ‘‘we will 
not be adding to the national debt” is 
a statement that will withstand scru- 
tiny. 

“Mr. Carney: Absolutely.” 

I don’t know what world people are 
living in. Are we communicating in 
English or some other language? This 
budget that is presented to us comes 
nowhere close to living within our 
means, matching expenditures and rev- 
enues, and not adding more to the debt. 
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Look at this chart. These are the 
President’s numbers, the numbers that 
have been put out here, and this is 
what we have been asked to pass. It is 
before the Budget Committee. I wish it 
were not so, what we have. I know it is 
not easy to offer these numbers. I know 
Senator MCCASKILL knows that. She 
has looked at that. But I think we have 
to begin to alter them a lot. 

Look, in 2010 our total debt, the gross 
debt of the United States, is $13.5 tril- 
lion. In 10 years, under the President’s 
budget—these are numbers in his budg- 
et document that he submitted to us— 
it goes to $26.3 trillion. Not projecting 
a war, not projecting another reces- 
sion, both of which, I guess, could 
occur during that time. We are living 
on the absolute edge—actually, almost 
over the edge, what we are doing and 
spending. It is $18 trillion in new debt. 

Let me make this point. Not 1 year 
between now and 2021, the 10th year, 
does the annual deficit fall below $600 
billion. This is an unbelievable num- 
ber. President Bush was hammered 
when he had a $450 billion budget, his 
highest, and he was correctly criticized 
for that. The lowest that is projected 
over 10 years is $26.3 trillion. Last 
year’s budget deficit was $1.3 trillion. 
The deficit we expect this year is going 
to be—on September 30, when Sep- 
tember 30 rolls around, the estimates 
are that the total annual deficit this 
year will be $1.6 trillion, the highest we 
have ever had in the history of the Re- 
public. Nothing was ever seen like it. It 
does project down some. All the projec- 
tions are showing it will show some 
drop down, but they are heading back 
up in these outyears of 2019, 2020, 2021. 
The budget deficits are going up there. 
So this is not a sustainable budget. It 
is not a sustainable path for us to be on 
as a nation. We cannot continue on 
this path. It is a great threat to us. 

This week, Chairman CONRAD, the 
very able Democratic chairman of the 
Budget Committee, knowledgeable and 
fair, has been having hearings. We have 
had the Secretary of Education, the 
Secretary of Energy, and the Secretary 
of Transportation testify to us about 
their portion of this overall budget, 
this budget that would double the debt 
in 10 years. 

What do you think Education is ask- 
ing for? What are they asking for? 

Think about, back in your States, 
what you have been reading about cit- 
ies’ school systems and county school 
systems in States cutting budgets, hav- 
ing to do with less, reducing costs, re- 
ducing teachers—reducing costs in any 
way they can. They have been doing a 
lot of things they have had to do. Some 
of them are probably going to make 
that system stronger in the future, but 
they are not easy. You would rather 
not have to make tough choices, but 
they are doing it all over America. 

Our U.S. Department of Education, 
however, demands an 11l-percent in- 
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crease this year, after two substantial 
increases the previous 2 years. I think 
it is а 38-percent increase in З years for 
the Department of Education. This 
cannot be contained? We cannot have 
level funding for the Department of 
Education? We have to have an in- 
crease of 11 percent on, what, 2 percent 
inflation? Five times the inflation rate 
after 2 previous years? This is living 
within our means when we are going to 
have, next year, a deficit of over $1 tril- 
lion? 

Energy came in yesterday, Dr. Chu. 
He wants a 9.5-percent increase in 
spending. Basically, all I can see that 
the Department of Energy does is take 
money, try to mandate programs to re- 
quire people to use more expensive en- 
ergy, and participate, I guess with the 
Interior Department, in locking up en- 
ergy sources in the United States that 
we ought to be unlocking, creating jobs 
and prosperity and wealth for America. 
They need to get their act together. 

The price of gasoline is going up. I 
traveled in my State last week. I fin- 
ished a talk, and a hand would go up 
about gasoline prices. You know, you 
learn something when you are out 
traveling around. This is on people’s 
minds, and they do not think it is 
going to stop at $3.40. 

Senator MURKOWSKI, the former 
chairman of the Energy Committee, 
now ranking on that committee, knows 
more than I. 

Transportation today, Secretary 
LaHood—you have to like Secretary 
LaHood. He is a likable man. He be- 
lieves in roads and transportation. 
Hold your hat. Do you know how much 
the transportation is going to increase 
this year if the President’s budget is 
approved? It is 62 percent. I am flab- 
bergasted. Sixty-two percent? Is there 
a State in America that is not showing 
hardly any increase in their budgets, 
and we are having a 62-percent in- 
crease? No, it is an investment in the 
future—investment, investment, in- 
vestment. Give me a break. It is spend- 
ing, spending, spending and debt, debt, 
debt, debt. 

It is a pretty serious problem we are 
dealing with. I think the Education De- 
partment needs to be doing some dif- 
ferent things instead of just spending 
money. They need to figure out how 
children learn. We have to quit defin- 
ing our commitment to education on 
how much money we throw at the prob- 
lem, how many new buildings we build. 
We have to ask are children actually 
improving? Are they learning better? 
And too often that is not the case. Can- 
ada, our neighbor to the north, spends 
$7,500 per year, per pupil. We spend 
$11,500, and they get better results. Is 
that an investment? It is not a good in- 
vestment if we are spending more and 
getting substantially less. We need the 
Secretary of Education to be figuring 
out how to help education get better, 
not see how much more money we can 
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spend, because we do not have the 
money. This year we will spend $3.5 
trillion. 

We will bring in, in income to the 
United States, $2.2 trillion. That is al- 
most unbelievable, but it is an absolute 
fact. It is undisputed—$3.5 trillion we 
spend, we bring in $2.2 trillion, and 40 
cents of every dollar that is spent this 
year is borrowed. That is why the ex- 
perts tell us we have a potential debt 
crisis. 

Moody’s, the bond rating agency, in 
December wrote a letter warning that 
they could downgrade our debt within 
the next 2 years if we do not get off 
this unsustainable path. So we need 
Education to help get better education, 
not see how much more money they 
can spend. We need Energy to help 
produce energy. They are the Energy 
Department. We need Transportation 
to figure out how to use their money 
wisely. 

All of this is about the economic 
health and growth and future of Amer- 
ica. The fact is, according to the great 
study by Rogoff and Reinhart—which 
Secretary of Treasury Geithner said he 
agreed with—that study has been com- 
pleted. They advised their main finding 
is that across both advanced countries 
and emerging markets, high debt-to- 
GDP levels, 90 percent or above, are as- 
sociated with notably lower growth 
outcomes. Seldom do countries simply 
grow their way out of deep debt bur- 
dens. 

Well, their study says that it is, on 
average, 1 percent less growth. Well, if 
we are looking for 3 percent growth 
this year and we get 2, that makes a lot 
of difference. Three percent would be 
good growth. If we get 2 percent, we are 
now going to get 1 because we are being 
dragged down by our debt. 

In addition, Mr. Geithner said this to 
us. Not only does he agree it reduces 
growth, he says it puts us in a position 
where we could more readily have a 
debt crisis. If something happened 
around the world, another debt crisis 
could spread here and we could slip 
back into a recession. 

That is why we have to do this, to 
create a healthy, growing economy and 
get this debt burden off us, to create 
jobs, empower the private sector. By 
the way, what percent of GDP are we? 
We are 94 now and are projected to be 
100 percent of GDP by September 30 
this year. 

Our gross debt will be 100 percent of 
GDP by September 30 this year. That 
puts us way into the danger zone. It is 
unacceptable. What do we have from 
the President’s budget? A budget that 
increases spending every year, that has 
its lowest annual deficit $600 billion, 
which I think $600 billion would be the 
lowest deficit—the highest deficit ever 
achieved prior to President Obama be- 
coming President. 

It will double the debt in 10 years, 
and interest on our debt will go from 
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under $200 billion last year—hold your 
hats—to $844 billion in the 10th year. 
We will be paying interest this year, 
$844 billion. How much is that? People 
say they do not know. What does that 
mean? 

Well, the Federal highway budget 
this year, the baseline budget, was 40, 
education, I think, is 60. You see, we 
are going to $800 billion in interest for 
which we get nothing, and much of 
that is sent to people around the world, 
places such as China and Saudi Arabia, 
who are buying our bonds and we are 
having to pay them interest. 

Not good. So we are on the wrong 
path. It is true, we have to change. I 
appreciate the House of Representa- 
tives, which is going to send us a con- 
tinuing resolution that begins to take 
some steps toward reducing the dan- 
gerous path we are on. That is just a 
first step. We have to do a lot more 
things. 

If we work together, we can do them. 
But we are going to have an effort in 
which all of us join together, first in 
recognition that we are facing a grave 
threat to our national security, and, 
second, a grave threat to our economy 
but one we can meet. I have looked at 
the numbers. I know it is not going to 
be easy. But if we take a tougher path, 
the harder path, maybe the path less 
traveled, it is the path to prosperity 
and to a rebound in American strength 
and vitality. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. PAUL. Madam President, we had 
an election a few months ago. In that 
election, the American people sent a 
message, a message that they were 
concerned about the debt, concerned 
about our kids and our grandkids and 
how this debt is going to be handed 
down to future generations. 

I am not only concerned about that, 
I am concerned about the imminent 
threat that this debt poses for our 
economy and for our people. We are 
spending about $10 billion a day. Of the 
$10 billion a day we are spending, we 
are borrowing about $4 billion. 

How big is one billion? It is hard for 
most of us to fathom how big one bil- 
lion is. One billion seconds ago I was in 
high school. One billion minutes ago, 
Jesus was alive. One billion hours ago, 
we were in the Stone Age. But $1 bil- 
lion ago, at the rate the government 
spends it, was only a few minutes ago. 

The government is spending money 
like there is no tomorrow. We had an 
election and we thought as voters we 
sent a message to this place. But it is 
not getting through. The President 
gave us a budget. His proposal for 10 
years is to spend $46 trillion. How big is 
$1 trillion? 

I mean, it is hard to fathom $1 bil- 
lion, much less $1 trillion. One trillion 
dollars, it is hard to imagine. It bog- 
gles the mind. If we had thousand-dol- 


March 3, 2011 


lar bills and I stacked them in my 
hand, a stack of thousand-dollar bills 4 
inches high would be $1 million. But if 
I want to have $1 trillion in hundred- 
dollar bills, it would be 67 miles high. 

Why do these numbers mean any- 
thing to us? Why does the deficit or the 
debt mean anything to us? Because it 
is stealing from our future. We have to 
do something about it. I think I agree 
with the Senator from Alabama, that 
it is a threat to our future, that we 
could have a crisis come upon us where 
we cannot manage our debt. 

How do we pay for our debt? We can 
either tax people—most of us think we 
are already taxed enough already. We 
are not willing to pay more than 40 
percent of our income for taxes. We can 
borrow. But we borrowed an enormous 
amount. We now owe the Chinese $800 
billion, the Japanese $700 billion. The 
list goes on and on. We owe the Rus- 
sians nearly $200 billion. We owe Mex- 
ico $20 billion. The list goes on and on. 

Where we were once a great nation 
that exported goods to the world, our 
No. 1 export is our debt. But what hap- 
pens when foreign countries quit buy- 
ing our debt or when the interest we 
have to pay them exceeds what we are 
able to pay? Most of the estimates on 
what we will be paying or the Presi- 
dent’s estimates are saying we will 
have a 3%-регсепё interest rate. I re- 
member 1979, though, when interest 
rates went to 21 percent. 

If that happens, interest will con- 
sume the budget, and we will have very 
little left for anything else. As it is, 
the course we are on, if we do nothing, 
if we just keep spending the way we are 
spending, entitlements and interest 
consume the whole budget within a 
decade. That is with conservative esti- 
mates on interest. Imagine what hap- 
pens if interest rates begin to rise such 
as they did in the 1970s, and some are 
predicting this can happen. 

Recently, we have been hearing in 
the newspapers that some members on 
the other side of the aisle, members of 
their leadership, are saying: Well, this 
is all well and good, but those over 
here, we are mistaken that there is any 
problem with Social Security. They 
say Social Security is not adding any- 
thing to the debt. They say Social Se- 
curity is not adding one penny to the 
debt. 

I am pretty new here. But Wash- 
ington math that says we are not add- 
ing to the debt with Social Security is 
flatly wrong. I have a couple charts 
with me. Over here is what we bring in, 
in Social Security taxes, payroll taxes, 
FICA taxes. Here is what we spend on 
Social Security recipients. This is what 
we bring in, this is what we spend. 

We are now, for the first time, spend- 
ing more than we take in. Well, the 
other side will tell us, they will say: 
Well, it is not so bad. We have interest 
payments that fill in the difference. 
They say Social Security is fine, has 


March 3, 2011 


all these surpluses. If we go to the So- 
cial Security Office, we will find a 
stack of paper. These are Treasury 
bills. They are nonnegotiable. They 
cannot be traded to anyone. We own 
them, and we pay ourselves interest on 
the Social Security surplus. 

How do we pay the interest? We bor- 
row it from China. So to make up this 
difference, for them to say Social Secu- 
rity is on solid footing and that we are 
simply paying and spending the inter- 
est it brings in, it is a lie. The interest 
is paid by borrowing from China. We 
are borrowing nearly $2 trillion a year. 

The Senator from Alabama showed 
us the statistics. Even though the def- 
icit, official deficit, will be like $1.5 or 
$1.6 trillion, the debt limit, if we watch 
closely, іп a month, will go up $2 tril- 
lion—all kinds of things they do not 
count, off-budget items, money they 
borrowed from places. 

The truth is, we have to wake up and 
say our entitlements are unsound. No- 
body wants to hear that. People say: 
You cannot be elected by saying that. 
Well, guess what. It is the truth. If we 
do not speak the truth to our problems, 
we will eventually and ultimately en- 
counter a crisis in our country, and I 
am for averting that crisis. 

I think the President has abdicated 
in his leadership. We have this enor- 
mous problem, and he is giving us $46 
trillion worth of spending, annual defi- 
cits of $1 trillion that go to the end of 
time, and he has abdicated his duty. 
The entitlement system is broken. I 
did not break it. I am not responsible 
for the baby boom. We have all those 
people who were born after the war, 
and they are retiring. 

It just happened. We have fewer 
workers. Once upon a time, we had 
over 50 workers for every retiree. It 
worked. Once upon a time, people lived 
with an average life expectancy of 65. 
Social Security worked in the begin- 
ning, worked for many years. We are 
now down to less than three workers 
for one retiree. It is not working. We 
have a huge number of people retiring. 

It is nobody’s fault. But what we 
want is leadership. Where is the leader- 
ship in Washington to say the entitle- 
ments are broken and we have to do 
something about it? It may not be pop- 
ular, but can we not say someone 
should lead? The President is failing us 
and is not leading. We need leadership. 
How do we fix Social Security? Here is 
what happens if we do nothing. Look at 
the red ink. It piles on. This year 
alone, we will have to borrow $87 bil- 
lion to pay for Social Security. It goes 
up to over $100 billion within a decade. 

How do we fix Social Security? It is 
very simple. Everybody knows it, but 
everybody wants to be quiet. No one 
wants to say it. I will say it. The age 
for Social Security will have to gradu- 
ally rise. I have said it. I have said it 
repeatedly. I do not want it, nec- 
essarily. I do not want to have to do 
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the things we have to do. But someone 
has to stand and say it has to be done. 

We can do it gradually. We can raise 
the age or allow the age to rise slowly 
for those 55 and under, and we can fix 
Social Security by doing that. That 
alone fixes at least half or more of the 
problem. We let it rise gradually on the 
younger people. 

There is an alternative. If we stick 
our heads in the sand and say: Do noth- 
ing; we are not touching Social Secu- 
rity; we are not touching Medicare; we 
are afraid to lead; Wait and let the 
President lead someday, if we do that, 
the system is run into the ground. It is 
a problem. 

What happened in Greece when they 
ran into a debt crisis? They changed 
the age of eligibility for their entitle- 
ments overnight. That is much more 
difficult. When you are 67 and all of a 
sudden someone tells you, you do not 
get it for another year, and you 
planned on it, that is very difficult. 

But what if we say gradually, to 
those my age and younger, tell them 
they will have to make adjustments be- 
cause we do not have enough money. 
You know what, I think young people 
already realize it. These young people 
here, if they are listening to this de- 
bate, they know Social Security is bro- 
ken, Medicare is broken. It will not be 
there for them unless we fix it. So we 
need to be the responsible adults. We 
need to fix these problems and they can 
be. 

Next week, I and a couple other Sen- 
ators will present a fix for Social Secu- 
rity that fixes Social Security in per- 
petuity. That is a long time, forever. 
We will fix Social Security by allowing 
the age to rise gradually on younger 
people, and, by saying to those who 
will retire, the younger people, again, 
that they may not get as much out of 
it as some other people get. Basically, 
there will have to be some testing that 
says, when you are in a higher income 
bracket, your Social Security pay- 
ments will not rise as rapidly as some 
others will. 

It is the only way we fix it. But those 
two changes fix Social Security for- 
ever, if we are willing to do it. The 
question is, If we speak boldly, if we 
lead, is that a detriment or an asset? I, 
personally, think it is the right thing 
to do, but I also think it is an asset. I 
think the people will understand, when 
we lead, we have to make difficult 
choices. 

We have been kicking the can down 
the road, borrowing and borrowing and 
borrowing. I think we are coming to a 
point in time where it has to end. It is 
going to end either voluntarily and 
gradually, if we can promote a solu- 
tion, or it can end with a bang. A bang 
is a crisis. I do not want that to hap- 
pen. I want it to happen gradually, ina 
very rational and reasonable manner. I 
think we can do it. 

But I think what we are finding from 
the other side and from the President 
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is a failure to lead. I propose that we 
have new leadership, and we are going 
to need new leadership if we are going 
to get this debt under control. 

At the very least, we need to have 
this conversation. I am glad we are 
having it. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska. 


EE 
ENERGY 


Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
clearly some very serious subjects are 
being discussed today. I applaud my 
colleague from Kentucky for bringing 
up the tough stuff. We cannot escape 
reality. Our reality is in the entitle- 
ments; that we will finally grapple 
with the insurmountable debt we are 
faced with as a nation, some very dif- 
ficult issues in front of us with equally 
difficult solutions. As we stand and 
present them, try to educate one an- 
other, much less those we represent, 
this is a critical time for us to be talk- 
ing about all the issues that need to be 
on the table. 

One of the issues being discussed 
around family dinner tables is what is 
happening in this country as it relates 
to the price of oil and how that trans- 
lates more personally to American 
families who, every time they go to fill 
up the tank, it is costing them more 
and more. Every time we pick up a 
newspaper, every time we turn on the 
TV, we see a story about the rising 
prices of oil. They are asking: What is 
going on. They look at the situation in 
the Middle East and the combination of 
international events that is driving it. 
It is also domestic policies that have 
helped to push oil above $100 a barrel. 

All of us are concerned about what 
those higher prices mean for us as a na- 
tion. We are committed to protecting 
the American people and our busi- 
nesses and ensuring we have an ability 
to deal with rising prices at the same 
time we are trying to emerge from this 
difficult recession period. This is a 
tough time for us. 

I have come to floor to outline sev- 
eral steps I believe we can and should 
take to improve our energy policy. 

First, I wish to touch on how we 
again find ourselves in this situation. 
The civil unrest we are seeing, the po- 
litical instability in other nations is 
certainly not new. They are facts of 
life in many nations that provide this 
Nation’s imports. Iran now holds 
OPEC’s presidency. They are perfectly 
comfortable with $100-a-barrel oil. It is 
far from guaranteed that OPEC is even 
capable of moderating any prices in the 
way it claims it can with spare capac- 
ity. 

With Libya’s supply either offline or 
unreliable, any other disruption any- 
where in the world can likely spike 
global oil prices to levels that will 
swamp our economic recovery and re- 
sult in a genuine hardship for Amer- 
ica’s families. 
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It is not only the situation inter- 
nationally that has brought us to this 
point. The costs and consequences as- 
sociated with our dependence on for- 
eign oil are largely our own fault. We 
have brought this upon ourselves. Over 
the years our lands have been locked 
up. Many of our most promising oppor- 
tunities have been put out of reach. In 
this country we sit on tremendous oil 
reserves in the offshore, whether it is 
up in Alaska, in the Chukchi or Beau- 
fort Seas, or whether it is in the Gulf 
of Mexico. We have onshore opportuni- 
ties in my home State that are consid- 
erable. We have them in the Rocky 
Mountain West. We have massive shale 
formations that are not even accessible 
for research and development. We can’t 
even begin to look. 

Charles Krauthammer, 
umnist, wrote last year: 

We haven’t run out of safer and more eas- 
ily accessible sources of oil. We’ve been run 
off them... . 

I couldn’t agree more. Today our en- 
ergy policy has gone beyond frus- 
trating. It is irresponsible. The Amer- 
ican people expect their government to 
help keep energy affordable and to see 
to it that we can benefit from our nat- 
ural resource development in a respon- 
sible way. That is what they are asking 
for. They expect us to take an honest 
look at where increased domestic pro- 
duction is possible, how it can protect 
against the higher prices we are seeing 
now, how it can protect against poten- 
tial supply disruption, and what do- 
mestic production will do to increase 
our security and restore our trade bal- 
ance. 

That is what we are talking about 
today: generating government reve- 
nues, creating jobs. Right now when we 
import oil, we are exporting those ben- 
efits. It is our loss, and it is their gain. 

We ignore the positive benefits of do- 
mestic production at our own peril. 
About a month ago we had a hearing in 
the Energy Committee where there was 
a statement presented by the Bipar- 
tisan Policy Center. It is a pretty so- 
bering reminder to us all. The state- 
ment was: 

A one-dollar, one-day increase in a barrel 
of oil takes $12 million out of the U.S. econ- 
omy. If tensions in the Mideast cause oil 
prices to rise by $5 for even just three 
months, over $5 billion will leave the U.S. 
economy. Obviously, this is not a strategy 
for creating new jobs. 

That was about a month ago. Think 
about what has happened in the course 
of a month and where we have seen the 
price go. About a month ago, it was sit- 
ting at about $82 a barrel. We are now 
over $100 a barrel. We are looking at a 
rise of 20 bucks in the past month. 
What that means to us in terms of dol- 
lars that have been sent outside of our 
economy is about $15 billion. 

Last year, putting it in context of 
what went on at that time, we spent an 
estimated $337 billion on oil imports, a 
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huge amount of money. As we are talk- 
ing about how we deal with budget 
matters and decide which programs 
and services to continue, to terminate, 
this has an incredible impact on the 
discussion. 

Today I am renewing my call for a 
realistic and aggressive approach to 
our energy challenges. For the sake of 
our national security, for the sake of 
our economy, and for the sake of the 
world’s environment, America should 
produce as much oil as it uses as pos- 
sible. It is this balance, in concert with 
the resulting revenues we will see, the 
benefits to manufacturing and trans- 
portation industries, that will allow us 
to take control of our energy future. 

I have five concepts that will support 
greater domestic oil production. I will 
speak very briefly because we will have 
time to develop this. 

First, look north, north to Alaska. 
We used to have that on our license 
plates. We have an incredible supply of 
oil waiting to be tapped for the good of 
the Nation. The National Petroleum 
Reserve-Alaska is sitting there wait- 
ing. Two thousand acres of the non- 
wilderness portion of the Arctic Na- 
tional Wildlife Refuge and the Chukchi 
and Beaufort Seas hold at least 40 bil- 
lion barrels of recoverable oil. That is 
enough to replace crude imports from 
the Persian Gulf for over 65 years. We 
can do this in one State. We have those 
opportunities in Alaska. All three 
areas right now, as we speak, are effec- 
tively off-limits to new development 
because of decisions made by this ad- 
ministration or prior administrations. 
We have an opportunity if we just look 
north. 

Second, end the ‘‘permitorium”’ and 
bring back production in the Gulf of 
Mexico. This administration has 
slowed permits for new deepwater de- 
velopment to practically a crawl. The 
Secretary of the Interior announced 
one new permit a couple days ago. That 
is a start, but we are just barely crawl- 
ing. This could cost the United States 
an estimated 200,000 barrels of new sup- 
ply if left in place for a year, far more 
if left in place longer, and tens of thou- 
sands of jobs in the meantime. Courts 
have also ruled repeatedly that the ad- 
ministration’s ‘‘permitorium’’ is un- 
lawful. A district court judge ruled last 
year that it was ‘arbitrary and capri- 
cious.” More recently the Interior De- 
partment was actually held in con- 
tempt for its ‘‘dismissive conduct” and 
“determined disregard’’—the words of 
the court—of previous orders to end 
this de facto moratorium. 

The third item we can do is cut red- 
tape. Let’s make this work. In January 
the President ordered his executive 
agencies to review their regulations to 
ensure that they are cost-effective, 
that they are not unduly damaging 
economic growth and job creation. A 
great task. The Interior Department, 
though, is sitting in a situation where 
they have an awful lot of work to do. 
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In late 2008, the Interior Department 
stated that “е number of required 
plan and permit approvals is on the 
order of about 25 to 80” for a typical oil 
lease. Yet over the past 2 years, instead 
of reducing that, this administration 
has sought to add even more layers to 
these already significant requirements 
which are a major reason leaseholders 
need years to begin production. We just 
can’t get to it. 

Fourth, we need to look at how we as 
a nation consider this all-of-the-above 
energy policy. The alternatives to con- 
ventional oil, to natural gas, to coal 
should not be limited to the favored 
sources: wind, solar, geothermal. We 
have so much we can be doing. We rec- 
ognize that. I have stood before this 
body on many occasions talking about 
the different ways we can build our en- 
ergy portfolio, how we can work to 
move the transportation fleet to that 
next generation, whether it is electric 
vehicles or fleets powered by natural 
gas. 

The final item in terms of what we 
can do to help address our Nation’s en- 
ergy policy is to shelve bad ideas. 
There is an awful lot of bad ideas hold- 
ing us up. This is the stop-the-bleeding 
element of the proposal. With oil prices 
on the rise, the administration and 
many in Congress seem to have forgot- 
ten that the oil industry actually pro- 
vides Americans with energy and jobs. 
Yet sometimes they are viewed as an 
untapped source of government reve- 
nues. 

Proposals to take more from oil com- 
panies have included a range of tax in- 


creases, the use-it-or-lose-it proposal 
and similar fees, and substantially 
shorter lease terms. All of these 


antiproduction efforts deprive compa- 
nies of stable operating environments 
and reduce their willingness to invest 
in America. We need to look at what 
we are doing. If they are bad ideas, 
let’s set the bad ideas aside. Let’s 
adopt a constructive approach instead 
of seeking to punish. Let’s figure out a 
better way forward so we can tap into 
more of America’s vast resources and 
then make good use of the resulting 
revenues. 

We clearly do have options. I look 
forward to discussing them more in de- 
tail, how we can develop these goals of 
a national energy policy. For today, I 
emphasize that responsible domestic 
production will reduce our energy 
prices, create jobs, improve security, 
raise revenue to pay down debt, and 
allow America to invest in tech- 
nologies for the future. We cannot af- 
ford to wait on any of these benefits. 

I urge Members, as we talk about 
ways to reduce our budget, ways to cre- 
ate more jobs for the country, we need 
to look critically at what is happening 
with our energy policy. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 
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THE BUDGET 


Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, on 
June 27, 2010, President Obama made 
the following statement: 

I hope some of those folks who are hol- 
lering about deficits and debt will step up, 
because I’m calling their bluff. 

I am stepping up. At the same time, 
I also want to call the President’s 
bluff. I think we are at a serious point 
in time in our history, and we need to 
be realistic about what confronts us 
ahead of time. 

The biggest bluff this year in the 
Congress was the 2012 budget presented 
by the President which did not take 
any of the recommendations from his 
own deficit commission—by the way, I 
was one of the Republicans who sup- 
ported that—and instead locked in a 
25.4-percent increase in spending over 
the last 2 years and made it permanent 
by calling it a freeze. It raises taxes in 
the outyears and dedicates a higher 
regulatory environment in the United 
States of America. None of that does 
anything to reduce the debt or the def- 
icit. In fact, the President’s budget ac- 
tually makes it worse. 

But it is fair to ask people to step up. 
The American people are asking us to 
step up. They want us to do what they 
have been doing in the last 3 years: sit 
around their kitchen table, reorganize 
their priorities, spend within their 
means, and reduce their debt and the 
deficit. The very least they should ask 
of their country is their country to do 
the same thing they have had to do. In 
large measure, we have been the con- 
tributor to the protracted nature of the 
current recession. 

Now, everybody knows there are two 
ways to reduce the deficit in the short 
run and the debt in the long run. One 
way is to cut spending. But that is not 
the only way. Another way is to raise 
revenue and increase income. And that 
is not just by raising a tax, that is by 
improving business opportunity and 
the expansion of opportunity in Amer- 
ica. There is a third way: by changing 
the processes by which we regulate and 
make decisions, by looking at reforms 
that in the outyears make a difference 
for all of us. 

On the spending side, the spending 
cuts are going to be difficult. They are 
going to be modest compared to what 
our deficit really is. But they are going 
to send a signal to the world that we 
are finally going to get serious about 
our spending level, and the majority of 
the rest of the world already has— 
whether it is Great Britain or many of 
the other countries in the European 
Union. 

So spending cuts are important. But 
spending cuts in and of themselves will 
not solve the entire problem. In fact, 
H.R. 1, in the House, which made re- 
ductions of $61 billion, was a modest 
start at a long-term process. But it 
sent us in the right direction, and it 
called the bluff the President was talk- 
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ing about by making real, significant 
proposals. 

Secondly, in terms of raising rev- 
enue, we raise revenue by expanding 
opportunity, not by raising the rate of 
tax, but, as his deficit commission said, 
by lowering the rate of tax, doing away 
with deductions that are specialized 
and targeted in nature and giving busi- 
ness the encouragement to expand. 

A funny thing happened to me on 
January 3 of this year in Atlanta, GA, 
right after the first of January. I went 
to the OK Cafe in downtown Buckhead, 
GA, for a breakfast. That is the gath- 
ering place for most Atlanta 
businesspeople on the north side of 
town. I was going to have a business 
meeting, and Steve Hennessy walked 
in, one of the largest automobile deal- 
ers in the United States. He happened 
to come up to me. He rushed toward 
me. He had his arms open. I thought I 
was going to get a good luck hug, a ‘“‘go 
to Washington and do a good job” type 
speech. Instead, he put his finger right 
on my nose and said: JOHNNY, I just had 
to hire two compliance officers to com- 
ply with Dodd-Frank, and I lost a 
salesman. I am spending more money 
complying and less money producing. 

That is one of the things this admin- 
istration has done in tremendous quan- 
tity to put us in a very difficult situa- 
tion. Every agency is promulgating 
rules and regulations at a rapid rate— 
regulations that to comply with cost 
new employees, more expense in oper- 
ating a business, and less capital in- 
vestment in what that business does. 

It is very important that the Presi- 
dent understand what happens; that is, 
regulation has consequences. Right 
now the regulatory volume of the 
United States being proposed by this 
administration is unsustainable. It is 
costly, and it increases the debt and 
the deficit of the United States of 
America. Quite frankly, it is a reach 
far beyond where government should 
go. 
I am the first person to support occu- 
pational safety, the first person to sup- 
port financial security, the first person 
to support transparency. I will always 
fight to see that our government is 
transparent and our rules are fair and 
our occupational safety is good. But to 
overreach, to go beyond our reach, is 
just wrong. 

I will give you a couple of examples. 
Georgia is a large agricultural State. 
Yesterday I was with some cotton 
farmers who were bemoaning the fact 
of the most recent proposal to regulate 
agricultural dust. The EPA actually 
wants to regulate the dust created by a 
plow or a tractor or a truck on a dirt 
road on a farm, to say that the farmer 
must make sure that dust stays within 
the confines of his hedge row or his 
fence line—meaning we are going to 
try to control nature? Well, how is he 
going to do it? By hiring water trucks 
to follow behind his tractor to tamp 
down the dust? That is a reach too far. 
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To categorize milk as oil and to say 
farmers who run dairies have to have 
storage tanks for milk that are equiva- 
lent to storage tanks for petroleum, 
that is just crazy. It is a reach too far, 
and it makes the ability to do business 
tougher, the ability to make a profit 
more impossible, the amount of rev- 
enue produced less because it is less 
profitable, and it protracts our debt 
and our deficit problem. 

So when the President talks about 
calling bluffs, I am willing to do it. I 
am willing to sit down and talk about 
the hard issues. In fact, І am willing to 
tell the story about how in certain 
measure myself and everybody else 
born after 1943 in America is an exam- 
ple of some of the things we need to do. 

In 1983, I was 39 years old. Social Se- 
curity sent out their annual report on 
the stability of the Social Security 
fund and said it was going broke; that 
if we did not do something we were 
going to run out of Social Security 
benefits in the early 2000s. 

Well, that worried everybody. But 
Tip O’Neill, a great Speaker and a 
Democrat, and Ronald Reagan got to- 
gether at the White House, and they 
said: We have a problem. 

Ronald Reagan said: Well, 
want to raise the payroll tax. 

Tip O’Neill said: I don’t want to 
lower the amount of the benefit. 

They looked at the actuary and said: 
What do we do? And he said: Recast the 
eligibility. Push it into the outyears, 
and that will get the system calibrated 
and back to actuarial soundness. 

So they sat down with the actuaries 
at the table and said: I tell you what 
we are going to do. We are going to pre- 
serve everybody’s Social Security eligi- 
bility today. But for those people born 
after 1943 and before 1947, we are push- 
ing them out from age 65 to age 66. I 
was born in 1944. With a stroke of a 
pen, Ronald Reagan and Tip O’Neill 
changed my eligibility by 1 year. But 
they changed mine and millions of 
other Americans at the lead of the 
baby boomers, recalibrated the system, 
and put Social Security in actuarial 
soundness until 2050. Then they added 
2-month increments for eligibility be- 
yond, where eventually the law now 
takes Social Security eligibility to 67. 

The President’s commission rec- 
ommended doing a similar thing over 
the next 50 to 75 years to push eligi- 
bility out so that benefits are not cut. 
Eligibility is changed but taxes do not 
go up. Eligibility is only changed, and 
when you become eligible to collect. 

We already know that when Social 
Security was formed originally, most 
people did not live to the eligibility 
age of 65, and today most everybody 
does. Our lifespans are a longer time, 
and that is what has gotten the system 
actuarially unsound. 

So I do not think it is right to say 
that nobody has answered the call on 
debt and deficit reduction. I do not 


I don’t 
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think it is right to say that our bluff— 
we have not been bluffing anybody, nei- 
ther did the President’s debt and def- 
icit commission. They called our hand 
by giving us consequential rec- 
ommendations that work and in the 
long term make the future of America 
bright. 

This problem is not a partisan prob- 
lem; it is a bipartisan problem. The 
parties have contributed each to the 
other to cause the problem. We need to 
sit down together and begin solving it 
but not making it a political issue for 
the 2012 election with no solutions. In- 
stead of bluffs, we ought to make con- 
structive proposals. Instead of speeches 
on the floor that run time, we ought to 
be offering amendments on the floor 
that make a difference in terms of the 
debt and the deficit of the United 
States of America. 

This is the greatest country on the 
face of this Earth, and it is because 
people trust it. But if we continue to 
look the other way as our debt and our 
deficit increases, that trust will dis- 
sipate and our interest rates will go up, 
the cost of goods and services will be 
inflated, and America will be in trou- 
ble. 

I close by telling a brief story about 
a speech I made in Albany, GA, last 
year in November, when I was talking 
about the debt and the deficit, talking 
about some of the solutions we have 
talked about. I kept talking about a 
trillion this and trillion that, and say- 
ing one day soon we are going to owe 
$14 trillion. 

A farmer at the back of the room at 
the rotary club raised his hand and 
said: Senator, I only went to Dough- 
erty County High School. I don’t know 
how much $1 trillion is. How much is 
it? 

Well, I stumbled and I stammered, 
and finally, I said: Well, it is a lot. I 
could not think of how to quantify it. 

I got home that night, and my wife 
said: What is wrong? I said: Well, I got 
stumped today. 

She said: What was the question? 

I said: The question was, how much is 
a trillion? 

She said: What did you say? 

I said: Well, it is a lot. 

She said: Well, that was stupid. 

I said: Well, give me a suggestion. 

And she is always right. 

She said: Well, why don’t you just 
figure out how many years have to go 
by for 1 trillion seconds to pass. Then 
people will understand how much $1 
trillion is. 

So I did the math. I multiplied 60 sec- 
onds times 60 minutes times 24 hours 
times 365 days. I got on the calculator, 
and the calculator only went to 12 dig- 
its. So I had to go to the computer to 
get something that would go to 18 dig- 
its, which is a trillion. I divided that 
product into 1 trillion. 

Do you know how many years have 
to pass for 1 trillion seconds to go by? 
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Madam President, 31,709. And we owe 
$14 trillion. At a dollar a second, for 
over 400,000 years, we could solve our 
problem. That is a huge problem. But 
we have the benefit of the time value of 
money and the hope and opportunity of 
the greatest country on the face of this 
Earth. 

So I call the President’s bluff. Let’s 
sit down together and talk about the 
tough things. Let’s talk about the 
shared sacrifice. Let’s talk about the 
benefit that comes from responsibility, 
frugality, and a commitment to the 
principles of our Founding Fathers and 
always remember the principle that 
less debt is better, and we should never 
be a country controlled by those we 
owe. Instead, we ought to be a country 
loved by those we protect. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EEE 


TAX PATENTS 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
understand there are questions about 
what the tax strategies portion of the 
bill does and who it impacts. So I want 
to take a few minutes to address those 
questions. 

In simple terms, a tax strategy is any 
method for reducing, avoiding, or de- 
ferring tax liability based upon the tax 
law—including interpretations and ap- 


plications of the Internal Revenue 
Code, regulations, and related guid- 
ance. 


A tax strategy can be as simple as a 
plan to buy tax-exempt bonds or invest 
in an IRA to reduce your tax liability 
or as complex as some sort of sale- 
leaseback tax shelter involving mul- 
tiple domestic and foreign corporations 
and partnerships. 

A tax strategy patent, which is what 
we are talking about in this bill, is just 
that—a patent on a particular tax 
strategy. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
an article from a publication called the 
Tax Adviser. This article provides some 
examples of tax strategies that should 
not be patented. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Tax Advisors, Aug. 1, 2007] 
PATENTING TAX IDEAS 
(By Justine P. Ransome, J.D., MBA, CPA; 
and Hileen Sherr, CPA, M.Tax) 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

TSPs have been issued in many areas, and 
many applications are currently pending. 

Such patents thwart Congressional intent 
and undermine the integrity of, and the 
public’s confidence in, the tax system. 


March 3, 2011 


AICPA will continue to work with the IRS, 
USPTO, Treasury and Congress to handle— 
and hopefully resolve—this emerging issue. 

One of the greatest challenges tax practi- 
tioners face in providing quality tax services 
to clients is to keep abreast of the ever- 
changing complexity of the tax law. Added 
to this challenge is the burden of deter- 
mining whether the chosen advice is another 
party’s exclusive property. While this may 
seem absurd, in the real world of tax con- 
sulting, tax advisers must now contend with 
certain practitioners and companies seeking 
patents to protect their exclusive right to 
use various tax planning ideas and tech- 
niques they claim to have developed. 

Tax practitioners may be surprised to find 
that tax strategies they have used routinely 
in practice are now patented and unavailable 
for use without the patent holder’s permis- 
sion. The trend of patenting tax strategies is 
on the rise. This article explores tax-strat- 
egy patenting. It provides an overview of the 
issue and discusses the AICPA’s concerns 
and activities to keep its members informed, 
as well as its attempts to seek a legislative 
remedy that will stem the tide of these types 
of patents. 

BACKGROUND 

The Patent Act of 1952 provided that pat- 
ents may be granted for innovations that are 
useful, novel and nonobvious. Under 35 USC 
Section 271, a patent gives its holder the ex- 
clusive right to make, use and sell the pat- 
ented idea. The consequences of infringing a 
patent can be substantial. The remedies for 
patent infringement under 35 USC Sections 
283 and 284 include injunctive relief and 
money damages equal to lost profits or a rea- 
sonable royalty. Money damages can be tri- 
pled in cases of willful infringement, as au- 
thorized under 35 USC Section 284; under 35 
USC Section 285, attorneys’ fees can be 
awarded to the prevailing party in excep- 
tional cases. Issued patents are presumed 
valid; under 35 USC Section 282, an accuser 
must overcome this presumption with clear 
and convincing evidence to invalidate a pat- 
ent. Even if an accused is not found liable, 
defending a lawsuit can be costly. 

In 1998, the Federal Circuit, in State Street 
Bank & Trust, held that business methods 
are patentable. Since this decision, patents 
for business methods have flourished. In 
some cases, these patents involve processes 
that would seem to be neither novel nor non- 
obvious (i.e., other reasonably intelligent 
people would come to the same or a similar 
conclusion when confronted with the same or 
similar issue). 

Recently, the Supreme Court held that the 
long-standing test used by the lower courts 
to determine whether an idea was non- 
obvious was not being applied correctly (and, 
in fact, was being applied too strictly). The 
opinion stated that for an idea to be non- 
obvious, it must be (1) one that would not 
have occurred to persons of ordinary skill 
and intelligence in the field of endeavor in- 
volved; or (2) previously available knowledge 
that would have caused a person of ordinary 
intelligence to affirmatively believe that the 
idea would not work. Since this decision was 
just handed down, it remains to be seen what 
effect it will have on the proliferation of pat- 
ents for business methods in the future. 

The patenting of business methods has re- 
cently crept into the practice of tax plan- 
ning. At press time, 60 tax-strategy patents 
(TSPs) have been granted; 86 are pending. 
There may be additional TSPs; about 10% 
are generally unpublished, because appli- 
cants can elect not to publish a patent if no 
protection is being sought in a foreign juris- 
diction. Also, it can take up to 18 months for 
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a patent application to be published and list- 
ed on the USPTO website. As discussed 
below, many of these patents deal with plan- 
ning techniques routinely used by tax practi- 
tioners in delivering tax services to clients. 
Reasons for Concern 

SOGRAT patent: The primary catalyst for 
the concern of the AICPA and other tax 
practitioners was a 2006 infringement suit 
over the ‘‘SOGRAT patent.” Awarded by the 
USPTO on May 20, 2003, to Robert C. Slane of 
Wealth Transfer Group LLC, the SOGRAT 
patent describes an estate planning tech- 
nique that uses grantor retained annuity 
trusts (GRATs) to transfer nonqualified 
stock options (NQSOs) to younger genera- 
tions, with few or no gift tax consequences. 

GRATs are permitted under Sec. 2702 and 
the regulations there under. Many estate 
planners are familiar with, and routinely 
use, GRATs to shift a variety of different 
types of assets to younger generations. Thus, 
it came as quite a surprise to many estate 
planners when an article touting the estate 
tax benefits of placing NQSOs into a GRAT 
noted that the technique had been patented 
by one of that article’s authors. This sur- 
prise grew into concern when the patent 
holder instituted the above-mentioned pat- 
ent infringement suit against a taxpayer 
who implemented the technique without its 
permission. 

Warning letters: As previously stated, 
money damages can be tripled in cases of 
willful infringement (which requires knowl- 
edge of the patent). Some patent holders 
have resorted to mail campaigns and/or press 
releases touting their patents and warning 
other tax practitioners that they may be in- 
fringing on said patents. For example, one 
patent infringement warning letter ad- 
dressed a method for financing future needs 
of an individual or future intentions on the 
death of such person, and a method for in- 
vesting long-term assets of tax-exempt char- 
ities. The letter noted that the allowed 
claims in the patent involve investments 
used for charitable remainder trusts, pooled- 
income funds, charitable gift annuities, 
charitable lead trusts and permanent endow- 
ment funds. 

Part of this patent resembles the facts and 
results of Letter Ruling 90090471 and TAM 
9825001. In those rulings, the IRS permitted a 
net-income charitable remainder unitrust to 
invest in a tax-deferred annuity contract for 
the purposes of controlling the timing and 
amount of income distributions and to other- 
wise provide a guaranteed death benefit pay- 
able to the charitable remainder interest 
holder. The patent purports to achieve a 
similar result through the use of tax-de- 
ferred arrangements. 

The patent holder also sent a press release 
to the Planned Giving Design Center 
(PGDC), a professional organization that 
provides advice on charitable planning and 
taxation. An article written by the PGDC’s 
editor noted that the letter ruling and TAM 
are well known to members of the insurance 
community in particular, ‘‘which have since 
facilitated thousands of annuity invested 
charitable remainder trusts since 1990.” The 
article further noted that these rulings are 
also well known to the IRS, which issued 
them and subsequently discussed such ar- 
rangements in its 1999 Continuing Profes- 
sional Education text. The IRS also added 
these rulings to its annual ‘‘no-ruling’’ list 
as it studied whether they conveyed an inap- 
propriate tax benefit to taxpayers. The arti- 
cle noted that all of these events occurred 
well in advance of the date the holder ap- 
plied for his patent (2004). 
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In light of that patent, the AICPA and 
American Bar Association (ABA) asked the 
USPTO whether IRS rulings were considered 
“prior art? (and, thus, not novel) if they 
were not listed in the ‘‘Other References” 
section of a patent application. The patent 
application did not contain a reference to ei- 
ther ruling. The USPTO replied that, al- 
though it had not required such information 
in the past, it would start requesting it for 
financial-type patents under its Rule 105 
(which is used to ask applicants for more in- 
formation). 

Sec. 1031: A patent relying heavily on Sec. 
1031 has also drawn tax advisers’ attention. 
The “Section 1031 deedshare patent”? in- 
volves a method and investment instruments 
(deedshares) for performing tax-deferred real 
estate exchanges. The patent follows the re- 
sult in Rev. Proc. 2002-22. Its exclusive li- 
censee, CB Richard Ellis Investors, L.L.C., 
has publicized and warned that it will ag- 
gressively pursue patent enforcement. 

Deferred compensation: A patent on hedg- 
ing liabilities associated with a deferred- 
compensation plan was granted and assigned 
to Goldman Sachs & Company. The patent 
purports to provide a mechanism to hedge 
the compensation expense liabilities of an 
employer providing deferred compensation 
to one or more employees. 

IRAs: A patent has been granted to evalu- 
ate the financial consequences of converting 
a traditional IRA to a Roth IRA. It describes 
a computer-implemented process for com- 
puting the tax consequences of converting to 
a Roth IRA and various options for funding 
the taxes, such as term insurance to fund the 
Federal tax liability of early withdrawal for 
premature death, calculating the entire roll- 
over amount and financing the tax and in- 
surance premium. 

FSAs: A patent has been granted on flexi- 
ble spending accounts (FSAs). The patent 
sets forth a method to calculate costs using 
a ‘health cost calculator’? and ‘‘flexible 
spending account calculator.” 

FOLIOfn: The trend to patent tax ideas is 
only in its infancy; however, several individ- 
uals and companies already have applied for 
multiple patents. For example, FOLIOfn, 
Inc., a brokerage and investment solutions 
company, holds three TSPs. It has developed 
methods for tracking and organizing invest- 
ments and has patented mechanisms and 
processes that allow users to view and ma- 
nipulate potential tax consequences of in- 
vestment decisions. Several of FOLIOfn’s 
other business-method patents are in prac- 
tice via large licensing agreements. The 
company is similarly looking for licensing 
opportunities for its three TSPs but has not 
yet secured any deals. 

As far as the AICPA is aware, only one of 
its members (a sole practitioner) has applied 
for a TSP. The AICPA Tax Division staff dis- 
cussed the issue with that member. The 
AICPA has confirmed that, currently, none 
of the “Віз Four’ accounting firms holds 
TSPs. 

AICPA ISSUES 


In a Feb. 28, 2007, letter to Congress, the 
AICPA outlined its concerns and position on 
patenting tax strategies. Its position is that 
TSPs: 

Limit taxpayers’ ability to use fully tax 
law interpretations intended by Congress; 

May cause some taxpayers to pay more tax 
than Congress intended or more than others 
similarly situated; 

Complicate the provision of tax advice by 
professionals; 

Hinder compliance by taxpayers; 

Mislead taxpayers into believing that a 
patented strategy is valid under the tax law; 
and 
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Preclude tax professionals from chal- 
lenging the validity of a patented strategy. 

The AICPA is concerned about patents for 
methods that taxpayers use in arranging 
their affairs to minimize tax obligations. 
TSPs may limit taxpayers’ ability to use 
fully interpretations of law intended by Con- 
gress. As a result, they thwart Congressional 
intent and, thus, undermine the integrity of, 
and the public’s confidence in, the tax sys- 
tem. TSPs also unfairly cause some tax- 
payers to pay more tax than (1) intended by 
Congress or (2) others similarly situated. The 
AICPA believes that the conflict with Con- 
gressional intent highlights a serious policy 
reason against allowing patent protection. 
Allowing a patent on a strategy for com- 
plying with a law or regulation is not sound 
public policy because it creates exclusivity 
in interpreting the law. 

The AICPA is also concerned with tax law 
simplicity and administration. TSPs greatly 
complicate tax advice and compliance. Tax 
law is already quite complex. The AICPA be- 
lieves that the addition of rapidly prolifer- 
ating patents on tax-planning techniques 
and concepts will render tax compliance 
much more difficult. 

Because TSPs are granted by the Federal 
government, the AICPA is concerned that 
they pose a significant risk to taxpayers. 
Taxpayers may be misled into believing that 
a patented tax strategy bears the approval of 
other government agencies (e.g., the IRS) 
and, thus, is a valid and viable technique 
under the tax law. However, this is not the 
case; the USPTO does not consider the via- 
bility of a strategy under the tax law. The 
USPTO is authorized only to apply the cri- 
teria for patent approval as enacted by Con- 
gress and as interpreted by the courts. The 
IRS is not involved in the USPTO’s consider- 
ation of a TSP application. 

The AICPA is concerned that tax profes- 
sionals also may be unable, as a practical 
matter, to challenge the validity of TSPs as 
being obvious or lacking novelty, due to 
their professional obligations of client con- 
fidentiality. Tax advisers may also find it 
difficult to defend patent-infringement law- 
suits due to client confidentiality. The 
USPTO will also find it difficult, if not im- 
possible, to determine whether proposed tax 
strategies meet the statutory requirements 
for patentability because tax advice is gen- 
erally provided on a confidential basis. 

The usefulness of TSPs is also question- 
able. The AICPA believes that some of these 
patents may be sought to prevent tax advis- 
ers and taxpayers from using otherwise le- 
gally permissible tax-planning techniques, 
unless they pay a royalty. 

The AICPA is concerned that both tax 
practitioners and taxpayers may be sued for 
patent infringement, whether or not the in- 
fringer knew about the patent. A taxpayer 
can infringe a patent without intent or 
Knowledge of it; ignorance of an applicable 
patent is not a defense. Practitioners must 
be aware that once they know that a par- 
ticular tax strategy is patented, using that 
strategy without the patent holders permis- 
sion may expose them to claims of willful in- 
fringement and triple damages. Unfortu- 
nately, the current environment may leave 
some practitioners with no recourse, other 
than engaging patent counsel to review and 
monitor techniques they routinely use. 
Advocacy Efforts and Communications 

Background: In November 2005 and Feb- 
ruary 2006, the AICPA Trust, Estate & Gift 
Tax TRP discussed this emerging issue with 
IRS representatives. In addition, AICPA 
President Barry Melancon discussed this 


3230 


issue with then-IRS Commissioner Mark 
Everson on Oct. 17, 2006, advising him of the 
AICPA’s concern and desire to take legisla- 
tive action. 

In January 2006, the AICPA Tax Division’s 
Tax Executive Committee (TEC) decided to 
form the PTF. This article’s authors chair 
and staff that task force, respectively. The 
PTF was formed with both large- and small- 
firm members, from various technical areas 
of the AICPA Tax Division, including indi- 
vidual, international, partnership, S corpora- 
tion, tax policy and legislation, and trust, 
estate and gift taxes. The task force held 
several conference calls and meetings, in- 
cluding one call with a patent expert who ex- 
plained the basis for patents and the applica- 
tion process. 

In June 2006, the TEC authorized some PTF 
members to participate in a joint multi-pro- 
fessional organization task force (including 
the AICPA, the ABA’s Real Property, Pro- 
bate and Trust Law Section and Tax Section, 
the American College of Trust and Estate 
Counsel and the American Bankers Associa- 
tion) on the issue. The joint task force had 
several conference calls; its chair attended a 
PTF meeting in November 2006. 

In July 2006, prior to the Congressional 
hearings on the issue, the PTF discussed its 
concerns with Capitol Hill staff. This arti- 
cle’s authors attended the hearing, then up- 
dated AICPA Tax Division members about 
the issue and hearing via an electronic alert 
(e-alert) in August 2006. 

In October 2006, the AICPA up-dated mem- 
bers via an update to state CPA societies. In 
February 2007, the AICPA sent to the leader- 
ship of the House and Senate tax-writing and 
judiciary committees its position on tax- 
strategy patenting, including legislative pro- 
posals. H-alerts went out to the AICPA mem- 
bership and were included in the April 2007 
issue of the AICPA’s The CPA Letter. In ad- 
dition, PTF members authored Journal of 
Accountancy articles on the subject. 

In March 2007, the PTF drafted and sub- 
mitted comments to Treasury on the regula- 
tions for ‘‘reportable transactions.” These 
comments recommended that Treasury not 
require taxpayers to report patented trans- 
actions as reportable transactions, but re- 
quire the patent holder or USPTO to disclose 
when the patent is issued. 

The AICPA Congressional and Political Af- 
fairs group has made TSPs a top priority and 
is in discussions with Congress and its staffs, 
as well as the USPTO’s General Counsel and 
Director of Business Method Patents, to de- 
velop and enact legislation designed to bar 
grants of, or provide immunity for taxpayers 
and practitioners from liability related to, 
such patents. Currently, the AICPA’s legisla- 
tive efforts are focused on the judiciary com- 
mittees, which consider and vote on any pat- 
ent legislation. 

Action: The AICPA has taken a pro-active 
role against the patenting of tax ideas. Most 
of its efforts are reflected in a website it has 
created on the subject, which contains: 

AICPA comments to Congress, Treasury 
and the IRS, updates to members, and its 
PTF roster; 

Comments of other groups and the Joint 
Committee on Taxation; 

USPTO links; 

Information on specific TSPs; 

Related articles and other information; 
and 

Links to additional resources. 

RECOMMENDED STEPS 

To minimize potential liability until a leg- 
islative solution is enacted, tax practitioners 
should take the following steps, as appro- 
priate, in response to TSPs: 
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Stay current on matters regarding TSPs 
by continually visiting the AICPA website 
on the subject. 

Read articles and attend conferences about 
TSPs. 

Continually visit the USPTO website to de- 
termine if a tax idea, technique or strategy 
that a tax practitioner intends to rec- 
ommend to a client has been issued a patent 
or if one is pending. 

If a strategy is either already patented or 
is similar to a patented strategy: 

Advise the client about the patent’s exist- 
ence, the options available and the associ- 
ated risks; 

Determine whether patent counsel is need- 
ed to further investigate the patent; and 

If there is a relevant patent, determine 
whether to negotiate with the patent holder 
to be able to use the strategy. 

PROPOSED LEGISLATIVE SOLUTION 

The AICPA has considered various admin- 
istrative solutions to this issue and con- 
cluded that they are insufficient. In its Feb. 
28, 2007, letter, it encouraged Congress to de- 
velop legislation to eliminate the harmful 
consequences of TSPs by either (1) restrict- 
ing the issuance of such patents or (2) pro- 
viding immunity from patent infringement 
liability for taxpayers and tax practitioners. 

HR 2365, legislation sought by the AICPA 
to limit damages and other remedies with re- 
spect to patents for tax-planning methods, 
was introduced by Rep. Rick Boucher (D-VA) 
on May 17, 2007, with initial co-sponsors 
Reps. Bob Goodlatte (R-VA) and Steve 
Chabot (R-OH). Reps. Boucher, Goodlatte 
and Chabot are senior members of the House 
Judiciary Committee, which has jurisdiction 
over patent legislation. The bill was referred 
to that committee. As of May 30, 2007, 14 co- 
sponsors had signed onto the bill. AICPA ef- 
forts and discussions continue with other 
members of Congress, including members of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee. On May 16, 
2007, Reps. Lamar Smith (R-TX), Boucher 
and Goodlatte sent a letter requesting a 
hearing on the issue to Howard Berman (D-— 
CA), chairman of the House Judiciary Com- 
mittee Subcommittee on Courts, the Inter- 
net, and Intellectual Property. 

The Future 

The AICPA continues to work with Con- 
gress to make legislative changes regarding 
the patenting of tax strategies. It is also cur- 
rently working with the USPTO to deter- 
mine how both organizations might work to- 
gether to better scrutinize such patent appli- 
cations. The AICPA will continue to focus 
its legislative efforts on the judiciary com- 
mittees and to work with the USPTO, IRS 
and Treasury, аз well as other professional 
groups, to educate tax advisers on TSPs and 
to enhance the flow of information among 
the groups. The PTF and the AICPA will 
continue to update its website with addi- 
tional resources for members, develop other 
educational and practice-oriented tools and 
study and address related professional eth- 
ical issues. 

CONCLUSION 


Practitioners and taxpayers need to (1) be 
aware that TSPs are being granted and (2) 
review planning approaches and consider 
consulting with patent counsel, if appro- 
priate. Tax advisers should ask clients about 
their use of tax strategies, as they may be 
unknowingly using patented ones. The 
AICPA will continue to work with the IRS, 
USPTO, Treasury and Congress to handle— 
and hopefully resolve—this emerging issue. 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Tax strategies are 
bad because they allow the tax law to 
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be patented. A patent gives the holder 
the exclusive right to exclude others 
from using the patented invention. A 
tax strategy patent makes taxpayers 
choose between paying more than le- 
gally required in taxes or providing a 
windfall to a tax strategy patentholder 
by paying a royalty to comply with the 
tax law. 

Tax strategy patents add another 
layer of complexity to the tax laws by 
requiring taxpayers or their advisers to 
conduct patent searches and exposing 
them to potential patent infringement 
lawsuits. 

If a tax strategy patent is granted for 
a tax shelter designed to illegally 
evade taxes, the fact that a patent was 
granted may mislead unknowing tax- 
payers into believing the obvious: That 
the strategy is valid under the tax law 
when, in fact, it might not be. 

Tax strategies are not like other in- 
ventions because everyone wants to 
pay less tax. Tax strategy patents are 
on the rise, which then means more 
and more legal tax strategies are un- 
available or, obviously, more expensive 
for more and more taxpayers. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
a letter. This letter, which is from a 
coalition of 15 consumer groups, in- 
cluding the umbrella group for public 
accountants, the Tax Justice Center, 
and the U.S. Public Interest Research 
Group, provides more information on 
why tax strategy patents are bad for 
taxpayers. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FEBRUARY 2, 2011. 
Re Tax Strategy Patents. 
Hon. PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. CHARLES GRASSLEY, 
Ranking Member, Committee on the Judiciary, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR GENTLEMEN: On behalf of our 15 na- 
tional organizations representing consumer, 
taxpayer, charitable, financial planning, and 
tax advisor groups, we commend you for in- 
cluding a provision in S. 28, The Patent Re- 
form Act of 2011, to address the serious prob- 
lem of tax strategy patents. Similar to legis- 
lation recently introduced by Senators Bau- 
cus and Grassley, S. 139, we believe that this 
pro-taxpayer measure is a critical compo- 
nent of any comprehensive patent reform ef- 
fort. The ongoing, serious concerns associ- 
ated with tax strategy patents pose a signifi- 
cant threat to American taxpayers and busi- 
nesses, and we believe that Congress must 
prioritize fixing this problem as soon as pos- 
sible. 

As the Senate Judiciary Committee moves 
to mark up S. 23, we ask you specifically to 
champion this provision, and aggressively 
oppose any efforts to weaken or remove it. 
There is too much at stake to allow special 
interests to try to monopolize methods of 
Federal tax compliance, leaving American 
taxpayers potentially subject to lawsuits. 
royalties, and a much more complicated, ex- 
pensive tax code. 

As you Know, the problems associated with 
tax strategy patents are multiple and quite 
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complex. First, such patents may limit the 
ability of taxpayers to utilize fully interpre- 
tations of tax law intended by Congress—ef- 
fectively creating a monopoly for the patent 
holders to determine who can and cannot 
utilize parts of the tax code. Furthermore, 
tax advisors, who generally are not patent 
experts, have the burden to be aware of such 
patents, and either provide tax advice that 
complies with the patent holder’s require- 
ments, risk a lawsuit for themselves and 
their clients, or potentially not provide the 
most advantageous advice to clients. Not 
surprisingly, these patents create a highly 
burdensome level of cost ultimately borne by 
taxpayers. 

These patents already affect a myriad of 
tax planning vehicles, including retirement 
plans, real estate transactions, deferred com- 
pensation, financial investments, charitable 
giving, and estate planning transfers. We are 
concerned that the U.S. Patent Office may 
permit the expansion of these types of pat- 
ents into additional areas broadly affecting 
average taxpayers. For example, there are 
pending patents that would affect taxpayers’ 
ability to create a financial plan for funding 
college education, utilize incentive programs 
for health care savings account cards, insure 
against tax liabilities, and use life insurance 
to generate income. 

As of now, the numbers of tax strategy pat- 
ents have grown to over 130 issued and more 
than 150 pending. We fear this trend is likely 
to continue to grow exponentially without 
your leadership. Legislation must be passed 
quickly if we are to provide taxpayers with 
equal access to all available avenues of fed- 
eral tax compliance. 

As you know, there is broad, bipartisan, 
and growing support for this legislation. In 
the 111th Congress, Congressmen Rick Bou- 
cher and Bob Goodlatte introduced H.R. 2584, 
a similar initiative which ended the Con- 
gress with 45 cosponsors. That legislation 
built off of the passage of comprehensive 
patent reform legislation, passed by the 
House in the 110th Congress, which included 
its own tax strategy patents provision. In ad- 
dition, Senators Baucus and Grassley pre- 
viously introduced legislation on this topic 
in the 110th Congress, garnering 30 cospon- 
sors, including then-Senator Barack Obama. 
The National Taxpayer Advocate, Nina 
Olsen, has also publicly stated her support 
for a legislative solution to this problem. 
Clearly, with such overwhelming support and 
momentum over the last several years, the 
time has come to finally enact this proposal 
and send it to the President. 

Thank you again for your leadership on be- 
half of American taxpayers. Please contact 
any of us if we can assist you as you move 
forward on this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

Barry C. Melancon, CPA, President and 
Chief Executive Officer, American In- 
stitute of Certified Public Account- 
ants; Nicole Tichon, Executive Direc- 
tor, Tax Justice Network USA; Jo 
Marie Griesgraber, Executive Director, 
New Rules for Global Finance; Richard 
M. Lipton, Chair, American College of 
Tax Counsel; Linda Sherry, National 
Priorities Director, Consumer Action; 
Karen M. Moore, President, The Amer- 
ican College of Trust and Estate Coun- 
sel; Tanya Howe Johnson, President 
and CEO, Partnership for Philan- 
thropic Planning; Raymond W. Baker, 
Director, Global Financial Integrity; 
Edwin P. Morrow, CLU, ChFC, CFP®, 
RFC®, Chairman and Chief Executive 
Officer, International Association for 
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Registered Financial Consultants; H. 
Stephen Bailey, President, Inter- 
national Association for Registered Fi- 
nancial Consultants; Michael Nelson, 
Executive Vice President & Chief Exec- 
utive Officer, National Association of 
Enrolled Agents; Gary Kalman, Direc- 
tor, Federal Legislative Office, 
USPIRG; Kevin R. Keller, Chief Execu- 
tive Officer, Certified Financial Plan- 
ner Board of Standards; Marvin W. 
Tutle, CAE, Executive Director/CEO, 
Financial Planning Association; John 
Akard Jr., JD, CPA, President, Amer- 
ican Association of Attorney-Certified 
Public Accountants; Robert б. McIn- 
tyre, Director, Citizens for Tax Justice. 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Section 14 of the 
bill, which has been before the Senate 
for the last week or more, prevents 
patenting of tax law. It provides that a 
strategy that relies on the tax law to 
reduce, to avoid, or to defer tax liabil- 
ity cannot be novel or nonobvious. 


So a strategy for reducing, avoiding, 
or deferring tax liability will be 
deemed insufficient to differentiate a 
claimed invention from the prior art 
for purposes of evaluating an invention 
under section 102 or section 103 of the 
bill that is before us. This ensures that 
taxpayers and their advisers will then 
be guaranteed equal access to the tax 
laws, and that is obviously the fair way 
to do it. It is the commonsense way to 
do it. 


So I wish to be clear that tax prepa- 
ration software is not a tax strategy. 
Senior policy and examination staff 
from the Patent and Trademark Office 
agree that such software is not a tax 
strategy. 


I also have letters from H&R Block, 
KPMG LLP, and Grant Thornton that 
state that the underlying language 
does not impact their software patents. 
Again, I ask unanimous consent to 
have these letters printed in the 
RECORD. 


There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


H&R BLOCK, 
Washington, DC, February 10, 2011. 
Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, 
Ranking Member, Senate Judiciary Committee, 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash- 
ington, DC. 


DEAR RANKING MEMBER GRASSLEY, Our 
company has reviewed the language in Sec- 
tion 14 of the Patent Reform Act of 2011, now 
pending in Congress. Although H&R Block 
holds and is seeking numerous patents per- 
taining to methods of delivering tax advice 
and tax return preparation, H&R Block’s in- 
ventions do not, by their nature, reduce, 
avoid, or defer tax liability. Therefore, at 
this time, we do not have any major con- 
cerns regarding the language in the Act that 
statutorily deems that all strategies for re- 
ducing, avoiding, or deferring tax liability 
are ‘in the prior art’ and not patentable. 
Nonetheless, we should mention that H&R 
Block is concerned about the precedent that 
this bill will set. Our fear is that Congress is 
going down the path where, in the future, it 
will simply declare ‘‘not patentable” any 
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subject matter it deems to be unpopular or 
politically unfavorable. 
Sincerely, 
BRIAN DONOHUE, 
AVP, Government Relations. 
KPMG LLP, 
Washington, DC, February 25, 2011. 
Hon. PATRICK LEAHY, Chairman, 
Hon. CHARLES GRASSLEY, Ranking Member, 
U.S. Senate Committee on the Judiciary 224 
Dirksen Senate Office Building Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN LEAHY AND RANKING MEM- 
BER GRASSLEY: We would like to commend 
you on the inclusion of section 14—a ban on 
the patenting of tax strategies—in S. 23, the 
Patent Reform Act of 2011, recently approved 
and reported by the Committee. 

We agree with the sentiments expressed by 
Sen. Grassley on February 8rd that ‘“‘[i]f 
firms or individuals were able to hold pat- 
ents for these strategies, some taxpayers 
could face fees simply for complying with 
the tax code.” Taxpayers should not be 
forced to choose between paying more tax 
than they are legally obligated to pay or 
paying royalties to a third party with a pat- 
ent on a legal method of complying with tax 
law. Tax strategy patents create higher costs 
and produce confusion for taxpayers and 
their advisors. 

As noted by the AICPA in its letter to you, 
tax strategy patents undermine Congres- 
sional authority, intent, and control of tax 
policy, and would create inequalities among 
taxpayers. No person should hold exclusive 
rights over how to comply with the Tax 
Code. 

We are a firm with extensive experience in 
the provision of tax advice to clients, and we 
are a firm that develops its own proprietary 
tax tools, including computer software. We 
therefore appreciate the proper balance be- 
tween the protection of intellectual property 
rights and the public policy concerns impli- 
cated by extending that protection to pat- 
ents on tax planning. This bill gives proper 
deference to the rights of the taxpayer and 
the already complex requirements of a tax 
advisor. We therefore urge inclusion of sec- 
tion 14 by the Senate in the final version of 
б. 23. 

Respectfully yours, 
KPMG LLP. 
GRANT THORNTON, 
Washington, DC, February 24, 2011. 
Re: Tax strategy patent legislation. 
Hon. PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. CHARLES GRASSLEY, 
Ranking Member, Committee on the Judiciary, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR GENTLEMEN: I am writing to offer 
Grant Thornton’s strong support for the tax 
strategy patent provision included in the 
patent reform legislation (S. 23) recently ap- 
proved by the Senate Judiciary Committee 
and now poised for full Senate consideration. 
I would like to commend you for your com- 
mitment to addressing the problems created 
by tax strategy patents and for including the 
tax strategy patent provision in S. 23. 

Patents on tax strategy methods threaten 
the integrity, fairness, and administration of 
the tax system, and Grant Thornton believes 
resolving this problem must be an essential 
component of any patent reform legislation. 
Grant Thornton wants to encourage you to 
aggressively oppose efforts to remove or 
weaken the tax strategy patent provision in 
S. 23. 


U.S. 


3232 


Tax strategy patents grant private legal 
parties virtual 20-year monopolies over par- 
ticular methods of compliance with U.S. tax 
laws. Taxpayers cannot satisfy their legal 
obligations using a patented interpretation 
of the tax code, allowing patent holders to 
privatize tax provisions that Congress in- 
tended for everyone. This makes a uniform 
application of the U.S. Tax Code impossible, 
potentially forcing taxpayers to pay more 
tax than Congress intended and more tax 
than similarly situated taxpayers. Tax strat- 
egy patents threaten to undermine public 
confidence in the nation’s tax laws, hinder 
compliance, and mislead taxpayers into be- 
lieving that a patented strategy has been ap- 
proved by the IRS solely because a patent 
was granted. In addition, tax strategy pat- 
ents increase the costs and burdens of com- 
pliance. Preparers and taxpayers must not 
only determine the proper tax treatment of 
an item, but also whether that treatment is 
covered by a patent, whether the patent 
might be infringed by properly reporting the 
item, and whether the patent is valid. 

Grant Thornton believes that no one 
should have a patent on the application of 
the law to the facts and that the granting of 
tax strategy patents should be prohibited by 
legislation. Grant Thornton supports the 
provision in Section 14 of S. 28, which is 
based on the freestanding legislation S. 139. 
The new provision builds on previous legisla- 
tive efforts that enjoyed wide bipartisan sup- 
port in both chambers. In the 110th Congress, 
the House passed a patent reform bill that 
would have barred tax strategy patents. 

The new language in S. 23 would designate 
any claim on a patent application for a 
“strategy for reducing, avoiding, or deferring 
tax liability” as indistinguishable from prior 
art, and thus preclude applicants from using 
a tax strategy as the point of novelty. Grant 
Thornton believes this provision needs to be 
enacted quickly. Over 130 tax strategy pat- 
ents have already ben approved and more 
than 150 are currently pending. 

Grant Thornton agrees that patents should 
continue to be available for tax preparation 
software, so long as the patent does not ex- 
tend to tax strategies embedded in the soft- 
ware. Grant Thornton believes the bill suffi- 
ciently addresses the serious concerns raised 
by tax strategy patents without infringing 
on the rights of others to copyright, trade- 
mark or patent software that assists in the 
implementation of tax planning. 

Grant Thornton is the U.S. member firm of 
Grant Thornton International, one of the six 
global accounting, tax and business advisory 
organizations. Through member and cor- 
respondent firms in over 100 countries, in- 
cluding 49 offices in the United States, the 
partners and employees of Grant Thornton 
member firms provide personalized attention 
and the highest quality service to public and 
private clients around the globe. 

Sincerely yours, 
DAVID B. AUCLAIR, 
Managing Principal, Washington National 
Tax Office. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. However, now, in 
order to allay the concerns of Intuit, 
makers of Turbo Tax, I have worked 
with Senator Baucus to make clear 
that tax preparation software such as 
Turbo Tax is not a tax strategy. 

Financial management software, 
however, is a little murkier. While 
products such as Quicken and 
QuickBooks are not tax strategies, tax 
strategies can be embedded in financial 
management products and software. 
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The investment banks and the law 
firms that have patented tax strategies 
often use software that could be 
deemed financial management soft- 
ware. The Tax Adviser article I men- 
tioned earlier and got unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD de- 
scribes some of these. With financial 
management software, patent claims 
that include inventions that are sever- 
able from tax strategies may be enti- 
tled to patent protection, but the tax 
strategy itself will remain available to 
all taxpayers. 

So it is important to protect intellec- 
tual property rights for true tax prepa- 
ration and financial management soft- 
ware. However, we must be sure to pro- 
tect the rights of taxpayers to have 
equal access to legal tax strategies. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EEE 


SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
EXTENSION ACT OF 2011 


Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of H.R. 662, the surface transpor- 
tation extension bill; that the bill be 
read three times and the Senate pro- 
ceed to a vote on passage of the bill; 
and that the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de- 
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 662) to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, motor 
carrier safety, transit, and other programs 
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund pend- 
ing enactment of a multiyear law reauthor- 
izing such programs. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I am 
so pleased the Senate has passed H.R. 
662, the Surface Transportation Exten- 
sion Act of 2011. This legislation pro- 
vides a clean extension of Federal sur- 
face transportation programs through 
the end of the fiscal year. 

H.R. 662 was passed by the House of 
Representatives yesterday by an over- 
whelming bipartisan vote of 421-4. This 
legislation had previously been ap- 
proved by voice vote in the House 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee. 

Under this extension, States will re- 
ceive $23.1 billion for the remainder of 
fiscal year 2011. This equates to over 
800,000 jobs nationwide that would be 
created or saved. 

As chairman of the Senate Environ- 
ment and Public Works Committee, I 
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am working with my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle and both sides of 
the Capitol to move forward on a trans- 
portation authorization that will put 
people to work, bring our Nation’s 
highways, bridges, and transit systems 
up to a state of good repair, and reduce 
congestion and its impacts on com- 
merce and communities. 

The committee is planning to mark- 
up a new authorization by spring. How- 
ever, this extension is necessary in 
order to give Congress time to enact 
this authorization. 

I have letters from several organiza- 
tions who urged Congress to pass H.R. 
662. These letters were signed by AAA; 
American Association of State High- 
way and Transportation Officials, 
AASHTO; American Bus Association; 
American Highway Users Alliance; 
American Motorcyclist Association; 
Americans for Transportation Mobil- 
ity, which includes 12 organizations; 
American Trucking Associations; 
Owner-Operator Independent Drivers 
Association; and U.S. Chamber of Com- 
merce. 

This broad and diverse coalition com- 
posed of businesses, workers, and users 
of the highways, recognized the need to 
enact this legislation today. 

Investments in transportation infra- 
structure are an important part of the 
solution to the serious economic chal- 
lenges we are facing. This is especially 
true in the construction industry, 
which has been hit hard by the eco- 
nomic downturn. According to January 
data released by the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, the construction in- 
dustry has an unemployment rate of 
over 22 percent. 

Not only will this extension of 
SAFETEA-LU save jobs in the short 
term, an extension through the end of 
the fiscal year will provide the oppor- 
tunity for Congress to enact a new sur- 
face transportation bill. 

I am so pleased that my colleagues 
did the right thing and approved this 
legislation that will save hundreds of 
thousands of jobs, improve our nation’s 
infrastructure, and provide а solid 
foundation for economic recovery. 

I ask unanimous consent that several 
letters be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FEBRUARY 28, 2011. 
Hon. GARY L. ACKERMAN, 
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE ACKERMAN: Our or- 
ganizations represent drivers, riders, and 
businesses that pay the federal highway user 
fees that fund the Highway Trust Fund 
(HTF). One of our top goals is to ensure that 
user fees are properly dedicated to federal 
programs that improve our nation’s highway 
safety and mobility. 

This year, Congress is expected to consider 
a major long-term transportation bill that 
will reform and streamline federal highway 
programs, adopt new performance standards, 
and take steps to ensure that users of the 
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system see real value and benefit for their 
investment. We look forward to working 
with you on this critical legislation over the 
course of the year. 

In the interim, Congress must pass an ex- 
tension of the existing authorization act, 
SAFETEA-LU. Congressmen Mica, Rahall, 
Duncan, DeFazio, and Hanna, have intro- 
duced H.R. 662, the Surface Transportation 
Extension Act of 2011, which extends current 
highway funding through the end of the fis- 
cal year. Two weeks ago, the bill was re- 
ported out of the House Transportation & In- 
frastructure Committee by unanimous voice 
vote. 

We hope that H.R. 662 will pass unani- 
mously and we ask for your strong support 
when it is considered this week. The exten- 
sion does not include any funding for ear- 
marks and is consistent with the highway 
spending level proposed in the Continuing 
Resolution. Moreover, the Highway Trust 
Fund has more than enough revenue to fully 
fund this extension of authority. After H.R. 
662 is enacted, the continuing resolution on 
appropriations will continue to set a spend- 
ing limit on the various authorized accounts. 

Failure to enact H.R. 662 would create 
more problems than simply a shutdown of 
government agencies. It would also halt 
highway projects from coast-to-coast be- 
cause contractors would not be able to be re- 
imbursed for their work. As highway users, 
we’d like to see these projects completed on- 
time and under budget. 

Thank you for your support. If you have 
any questions about H.R. 662, please do not 
hesitate to contact us prior to the vote. 


Sincerely, 
ROBERT L. DARBELNET, 
President and CEO, 
AAA. 


EDWARD MORELAND, 
Senior Vice President, 
Government Rela- 
tions, American Mo- 
torcyclist Associa- 
tion. 
PETER J. PANTUSO, 
President and CEO, 
American Bus Asso- 
ciation. 
BILL GRAVES, 
President and CEO, 
American Trucking 
Associations. 
GREGORY M. COHEN, 
President and CEO, 
American Highway 
Users Alliance. 
TODD SPENCER, 
Executive Vice Presi- 
dent, Owner-Oper- 
ator Independent 
Drivers Association. 
AMERICANS FOR 
TRANSPORTATION MOBILITY, 
Washington, DC, February 28, 2011. 
To THE MEMBERS OF THE UNITED STATES 
CONGRESS: The Americans for Transpor- 
tation Mobility (ATM) Coalition strongly 
urges you to pass H.R. 662, the ‘‘Surface 
Transportation Extension Act of 2011,” that 
would extend the Safe, Accountable, Flexi- 
ble, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) as well as 
expenditure authority for the Highway Trust 
Fund through the end of FY2011. While the 
ATM Coalition continues to support Con- 
gressional efforts to enact a well-funded, 
long-term surface transportation bill, the ab- 
sence of such a bill makes this extension es- 
sential to creating and sustaining jobs and 
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maintaining America’s transportation infra- 
structure. Furthermore, this extension pro- 
vides much needed certainty for the con- 
struction industry, states, and localities as 
they begin the 2011 construction season. 

SAFETEA-LU expired September 30, 2009, 
and has since been operating on a series of 
short-term extensions—the latest of which 
expires at the end of this week. The uncer- 
tainty created by the lack of a multi-year 
federal commitment to improving America’s 
highway and public transportation facilities 
is contributing to a slowdown in transpor- 
tation development activity in many states. 
The jobs impact of this situation has rippled 
throughout the economy. Workers at design 
and engineering firms, construction compa- 
nies, equipment manufacturers, and mate- 
rials providers have lost their jobs and even 
more positions are on the line due to uncer- 
tainty in federal funding, at a time in which 
the U.S. unemployment rate remains at 
record highs. 

Congress must not delay in passing a ro- 
bust, multi-year highway and transit reau- 
thorization in the 112th Congress. While re- 
authorization entails a host of challenging 
policy and revenue issues, this effort should 
be viewed as a key opportunity to move U.S. 
infrastructure into the 2186 century, bolster 
economic recovery efforts, and improve all 
Americans’ way of life. If local, state, and 
national leaders continue to ignore this im- 
portant issue, commerce will suffer, fatali- 
ties will rise, congestion and pollution with 
grow unabated, and the United States will 
find itself further and further behind its rap- 
idly expanding international competitors. 

To help prevent further job loss and ensure 
vital transportation investments continue, 
the ATM Coalition strongly urges you to ex- 
tend SAFETEA-LU and expenditure author- 
ity for the Highway Trust Fund through the 
end of fiscal year 2011. 

Sincerely, 
AMERICANS FOR TRANSPORTATION MOBILITY. 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Washington, DC, February 28, 2011. 

ТО THE MEMBERS OF THE UNITED STATES 
CONGRESS: The U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
the world’s largest business federation, rep- 
resenting the interests of more than three 
million businesses and organizations of every 
size, sector and region, strongly supports 
H.R. 662, the ‘‘Surface Transportation Exten- 
sion Act of 2011.” 

The Chamber recognizes that Congress 
needs time to formulate a long-term reau- 
thorization of the Safe, Accountable, Flexi- 
ble, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU reauthor- 
ization). At the same time, the 2011 construc- 
tion season is imminent and unemployment 
in the construction sector is at a staggering 
22.5 percent. States, localities, and other 
project sponsors need clarity now regarding 
the federal funding commitments for this 
construction season. 

An extension shorter than the remainder 
of the fiscal year would delay the job-cre- 
ating capacity, safety, and connectivity 
projects that are needed to address the 
transportation challenges that cost our 
economy in wasted fuel, lost productivity, 
and delayed shipments of manufacturing in- 
puts, consumer goods, and other items crit- 
ical to the underlying growth of our busi- 
nesses. 

The Chamber urges Congress to approve 
H.R. 662 so that agencies and project spon- 
sors can provide highway and public trans- 
portation investments during the 2011 con- 
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struction season that contribute to much- 
needed economic growth, and support the 
backbone of business supply chains. 
Sincerely, 
R. BRUCE JOSTEN, 
Executive Vice President, 
Government Affairs. 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE 
HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICIALS, 
Washington, DC. 

To THE MEMBERS OF THE UNITED STATES 
CONGRESS: The American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO) supports passage of H.R. 662, the 
“Surface Transportation Extension Act of 
2011,” that would extend the Safe, Account- 
able, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Eq- 
uity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) 
as well as expenditure authority for the 
Highway Trust Fund through the end of FY 
2011. While AASHTO continues to support 
Congressional efforts to enact a well-funded, 
long-term surface transportation bill, the ab- 
sence of such a bill makes this extension es- 
sential to creating and sustaining jobs and 
maintaining America’s transportation infra- 
structure. Furthermore, this extension pro- 
vides much needed certainty for the con- 
struction industry, states, and localities as 
they begin the 2011 construction season. 

SAFETEA-LU expired September 30, 2009, 
and has since been operating on a series of 
short-term extensions—the latest of which 
expires at the end of this week. The uncer- 
tainty created by the lack of a multi-year 
federal commitment to improving America’s 
highway and public transportation facilities 
will contribute to a slowdown in transpor- 
tation development activity in many states. 
The jobs impact of this situation has rippled 
throughout the economy. Workers at design 
and engineering firms, construction compa- 
nies, equipment manufacturers, and mate- 
rials providers have lost their jobs and even 
more positions are on the line due to uncer- 
tainty in federal funding, at a time in which 
the U.S. unemployment rate remains at 
record highs. 

Congress must not delay in passing a ro- 
bust, multi-year highway and transit reau- 
thorization in the 112th Congress. While re- 
authorization entails a host of challenging 
policy and revenue issues, this effort should 
be viewed as a key opportunity to move U.S. 
infrastructure into the 2186 century, bolster 
economic recovery efforts, and improve all 
Americans’ way of life. If local, state, and 
national leaders continue to ignore this im- 
portant issue, commerce will suffer, fatali- 
ties will rise, congestion and pollution with 
grow unabated, and the United States will 
find itself further and further behind its rap- 
idly expanding international competitors. 

To help prevent further job loss and ensure 
vital transportation investments continue, 
AASHTO strongly urges you to extend 
SAFETEA-LU and expenditure authority for 
the Highway Trust Fund through the end of 
fiscal year 2011. 


Sincerely, 
JOHN HORSLEY, 
Executive Director. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


question is on the third reading and 
passage of the bill. 

The bill (H.R. 662) was ordered to a 
third reading, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote, and I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 


3234 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, what 
is the pending business? 


a 


PATENT REFORM ACT OF 2011— 
Continued 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the pending business. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 23) to amend title 35, United 
States Code, to provide for patent reform. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, since 
this debate began, we have heard a lot 
about how the America Invents Act 
will help unleash the American inven- 
tive spirit. Аз a matter of personal 
pride, I point out that Vermonters 
have a long history of innovation and 
invention, and it is that creative spirit 
which has given rise to some inter- 
esting and even revolutionary inven- 
tions. 

Few people may know that Vermont 
is issued the most patents per capita of 
any State in the country. Fewer still 
may know that the first-ever patent 
issued in the United States, which was 
reviewed by Secretary of State Thomas 
Jefferson and signed by George Wash- 
ington, was granted to a Vermonter in 
1790. It was Samuel Hopkins of 
Pittsford who began the great tradition 
of American innovation. 

Throughout America’s history, 
Vermont has contributed to our eco- 
nomic prosperity with inventive ideas. 
Thaddeus Fairbanks of St. Johnsbury 
patented the platform scale іп 1830, 
which revolutionized the way in which 
large objects were weighed. Charles 
Orvis, of Manchester, the founder of 
the well-known sporting goods retailer 
Orvis, patented the open fly fishing 
reel in 1874. Many other inventions 
originated from Vermont in the early 
years of America, including an electric 
motor, an internal combustion engine, 
and the paddle wheel steamship. 

Today, that innovative Vermont spir- 
it continues. Vermonters have been 
contributing to the American economy 
through innovation and invention 
every year. 

Exploring new ways to modify exist- 
ing products to limit the environ- 
mental impact is a quintessentially 
Vermont idea. Researchers at the Uni- 
versity of Vermont have developed and 
are now seeking a patent for a wood 
finish that releases fewer toxins into 
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the air than standard finishes. They do 
it by utilizing whey protein instead of 
petroleum. In the State of the Union 
Address, President Obama noted that 
advances in green technology will be a 
key driver of our economy in the 21st 
century. Vermont inventors have been 
and will continue to be out in front in 
this area. 

Computer technology will also be a 
driver of our 2l1st-century economy. 
Vermonters are active in producing the 
next generation of this technology as 
well. Viewers across the country were 
fascinated by the recent appearance of 
IBM’s Watson supercomputer on ‘‘Jeop- 
атау.’ Components used to power Wat- 
son were invented by IBM researchers 
in Vermont, and I am sure those 
Vermonters watched proudly as Wat- 
son defeated Jeopardy legends Ken Jen- 
nings and Brad Rutter in the recent 
man-versus-machine matchup. 

Modernizing the patent system will 
help to ensure Vermont inventors will 
still be able to compete, not just on a 
national stage but in the international 
marketplace. 

Much has changed since Samuel Hop- 
kins received the first U.S. patent in 
1790, but the need for a flexible and effi- 
cient patent system has remained con- 
stant. Inventors from Burlington to 
the Bay Area require the appropriate 
incentives to invest in the research re- 
quired to create the next platform 
scale or the next Watson computer or 
the next lifesaving medical device. 

Over the last 6 years, I have worked 
on meaningful, comprehensive patent 
reform legislation. During that time, I 
have kept in mind the tradition of 
great Vermont innovators such as 
Thaddeus Fairbanks and Charles Orvis. 
I was also pleased that we had key Re- 
publicans and Democrats working to- 
gether to get this legislation before the 
Senate. 

The next generation of Vermonters is 
as eager as the last to show America 
and the world what they can produce. 
Vermont may be one of the smallest 
States in our Nation, but it is busting 
with creativity. The America Invents 
Act will ensure that the next Samuel 
Hopkins can flourish well into the 21st 
century. 

Senator GRASSLEY and I had a couple 
of matters we were going to take care 
of. I see a distinguished colleague seek- 
ing recognition. Before I yield the 
floor, might I ask my friend how much 
time he may need? 

Mr. CORKER. I will speak briefly. I 
apologize. The chairman has done such 
a wonderful job working this bill 
through. I came down earlier, but I 
wasn’t able to speak. 

Mr. LEAHY. I will yield so my col- 
league can speak, and then the Senator 
from Iowa will be back, and we can 
continue with our other business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 
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FUNDING THE GOVERNMENT 

Mr. CORKER. Madam President, as 
in morning business, I rise to speak on 
another topic that is actually related 
to us being competitive. 

I think everybody understands that 
we had another bipartisan event that 
just occurred recently where we kept 
government funded, if you will, for an- 
other couple of weeks beyond the dead- 
line that was coming in the next day or 
so. I applaud the efforts of both sides to 
work together to make that happen. 

Speaking of competitiveness, it is 
very difficult for a government to func- 
tion having short-term CRs every 2 
weeks. What I urge, while this work is 
going on on the floor, is that the House 
and the Senate, both sides of the aisle, 
work toward a longer term CR. I know 
we are working on reductions in spend- 
ing which have to take place to keep 
our government in check and keep our 
country in the place it needs to be, but 
the work we need to do to fund the gov- 
ernment for the rest of the year is ac- 
tually the easy work we are going to be 
facing as it relates to spending. 

Today, I saw where Vice President 
BIDEN has been asked by the White 
House—the President—to take the lead 
on this issue. I take that as a good 
sign. I saw Secretary Geithner today. 
He is planning on engaging on this 
issue. 

I urge that we do the work we need to 
do. We all know there are going to be 
painful and tough decisions coming. A 
lot of people have been arguing and de- 
bating against spending cuts and are 
talking about the havoc it is going to 
create for government. I imagine that 
Secretary Gates over at the Defense 
Department is trying to deal with over- 
seas operations and trying to deal with 
investing in the future, and other agen- 
cies of government would much rather 
see what these cuts are going to be and 
plan accordingly versus working on a 2- 
week CR. 

Iam just urging that we do the tough 
work we have to do. All of us know it 
will be painful. All of us know we are 
going to have to prioritize. All of us 
know there will be a number of con- 
stituencies around the country that 
will be less than happy. But for the 
good of our country, let’s go ahead and 
together, Democrats and Republicans, 
Independents and the administration, 
work together toward a solution. 

I know the House sent over a con- 
tinuing resolution bill that takes us 
through the rest of the year. We have 
not yet seen what the Democratic ma- 
jority in the Senate might offer. It is 
my hope that something is being 
worked on. I think the American peo- 
ple in the functioning of this govern- 
ment—those who cause this govern- 
ment to function—need to know what 
those cuts will be, where we are going. 

Speaking on that note—and I will 
close with this—one of the things most 
frustrating to me as a Senator who 
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came from the world of business is that 
we never know where we are going. We 
debate the current issues. We never 
plan for the future. 

I hope that as a part of all we are 
doing this spring, this incredible oppor- 
tunity we have in this body to deal 
with the issue of spending, with the 
issue of deficits, it is my hope that as 
a part of this, what we will do is pass 
a global cap on spending, a comprehen- 
sive cap that takes us from where we 
are today into a place that has been a 
40-year historic average. Senator 
MCCASKILL and many others have 
joined me in something called the CAP 
Act. It is the type of responsible legis- 
lation we need to pass to get our coun- 
try back where it needs to be. 

We know we have a huge spending 
problem today. There are many expla- 
nations for that. But as a country, to 
make ourselves competitive, as the 
Senator from Vermont talked about 
and I am sure the Senator from Iowa is 
getting ready to talk about, we also 
need to make sure we keep our fiscal 
house in order. 

Let’s deal with these tough issues 
and solve this problem for this year 
and move on to the longer term issues. 

I thank the Chair, and I thank the 
Senator from Vermont. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to bring up and agree to amend- 


ment No. 182, the Cardin-Landrieu 
amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


clerk will report. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, do 
we report it first and then object or do 
we object even to the reporting of it? I 
heard the Presiding Officer say report 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator can object to laying aside the 
pending amendment. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. OK. I object on be- 
half of Senator COBURN of Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we revert to 
the pending amendment, which I be- 
lieve was the Leahy amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANCHIN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 
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DELIVERY SYSTEM REFORM 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
am here to speak about a report that 
was released by the Centers for Disease 
Control, which I think is instructive 
for the American health care system. 
We are currently in a process of change 
in health care. Changing the way 
health care is delivered in our country 
is going to take years of hard work, of 
experimentation, and of learning. 
There are stakeholders on both the 
Federal and State level who are out 
there right now, working to implement 
models of care that increase the coordi- 
nation and efficiency with which 
health care is delivered, improve the 
quality of the care that is delivered, 
improve the outcomes that patients ex- 
perience, and control costs—bring 
down costs. This delivery system re- 
form is the real issue of health care re- 
form in our time. I emphasize, it is a 
win-win for system—improving the 
quality of care while lowering the cost 
for the system. 

This report, called ‘‘Vital Signs,” re- 
leased this week by the Centers for Dis- 
ease Control, illustrates how just one 
type of quality reform, reducing hos- 
pital-acquired infections, has already 
improved health outcomes and resulted 
in significant cost savings. Hospital-ac- 
quired infections are a tragic reality of 
our health care system. Nearly 1 in 
every 20 hospitalized patients in the 
United States is affected by a hospital- 
acquired infection each year. The most 
deadly of these infections occurs when 
a tube inserted into a patient’s vein is 
either not put in properly or not kept 
clean. Bloodstream infections resulting 
from these tubes—what are called cen- 
tral line infections—kill as many as 1 
in 4 patients who become infected. 

I suspect, if we sat all the Members 
of the Senate down, there would be 
very few of us who could not identify a 
friend, a loved one, a family member, 
somebody we knew who had been ex- 
posed to a hospital-acquired infection. 

The deaths from hospital-acquired in- 
fections are not only numerous but 
tragic and particularly tragic because 
they are largely preventable. These are 
what should be considered a zero event. 

Studies have shown that when pro- 
viders follow a strict checklist of very 
basic instructions, including things as 
simple as washing your hands with 
soap, cleaning a patient’s skin with an- 
tiseptic, and placing full sterile drapes 
over the patient, those rates of hos- 
pital-acquired infection plummet. 

The CDC’s “Vital Signs” report is 
further evidence of how effective these 
guidelines are at reducing and in some 
cases nearly eliminating central line 
bloodstream infections from intensive 
care units. The report’s findings show 
that from 2001 to 2009, State and Fed- 
eral efforts to promote and adopt CDC 
guidelines and best practices for pre- 
venting hospital-acquired infections 
contributed to a 58-percent decrease in 
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the number of central line bloodstream 
infections among ICU patients—58 per- 
cent decrease in just 8 years, from 2001 
to 2009. 

A percentage is a fine thing, it is a 
statistic, but it does not have a lot of 
meat on its bones. What does this 58 
percent mean? It represents up to 27,000 
lives saved, 27,000 families who got 
their loved one home from the hospital 
instead of having that terrible con- 
versation with the doctor, explaining 
to them why their loved one passed 
away. If that were not enough, it also 
represents approximately $1.8 billion in 
cost savings to our health care sys- 
tem—27,000 lives and $1.8 billion saved 
from reductions in just one type of hos- 
pital-acquired infection in just one 
type of care setting. 

The promising news from the CDC re- 
port is that the steps health care pro- 
viders are taking to prevent this type 
of infection are working. The bad news 
is, we are not doing enough to reduce 
the occurrence of bloodstream infec- 
tions in other health care settings. The 
report found that in 2009, approxi- 
mately 60,000 central line bloodstream 
infections occurred in nonintensive 
care unit settings such as hospital 
wards or kidney dialysis clinics. This 
should not be acceptable to us, espe- 
cially given the tools we know we have 
to prevent these infections from hap- 
pening. 

Simply put, we can do better. We can 
save more lives. We can improve the 
quality of care people receive and, in 
the process, save billions of dollars in 
our health care system. The CDC is al- 
ready working to support partnerships 
between health care providers to more 
broadly implement these now-proven 
quality reforms. This is a good start. 

In my home State, I have very proud- 
ly watched the Rhode Island Intensive 
Care Unit Collaborative, a partnership 
of health care stakeholders led by an 
organization called the Rhode Island 
Quality Institute, take the lead in im- 
plementing similar quality reforms to 
reduce the rate of hospital-acquired in- 
fections in our intensive care units. 
Rhode Island is the only State in the 
country to have 100 percent of its adult 
intensive care units participating in a 
collaborative of this kind, and I com- 
mend it to any one of my colleagues. It 
began years ago in Michigan with the 
Keystone Project and it spread across 
the country to the Pronovost prin- 
ciples, and in Rhode Island we have run 
with it. It has only been a few years, 
but the results, much like those re- 
ported by the CDC, are eye-opening. I 
will quantify this by saying we began 
with very first-rate hospitals in Rhode 
Island. We are in that high-tech North- 
east corridor. We are near the Boston 
medical centers, so we are starting 
from a very high base of care in Rhode 
Island hospitals. But even from that 
good base, the collaborative reported 
significant improvements in two types 
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of deadly infections: central line blood- 
stream infections and pneumonia, 
among patients on ventilators. 

The collaborative estimates from 2007 
to June 2010, just over 7 years, the ef- 
fort had saved 73 intensive care unit 
lives—73 lives of intensive care unit pa- 
tients—it eliminated the need for over 
3,200 expensive hospital days, and it 
saved hospitals, patients, and insurers 
$11.5 million. 

This evidence underscores the poten- 
tial for similar types of delivery sys- 
tem reforms which, by improving the 
quality of care, lower the cost. An 
array of different strategies can lead to 
these savings, quality reforms such as 
this that avoid errors and adverse con- 
sequences; prevention programs that 
save lives and money by getting in 
there before the disease takes off; a ro- 
bust health information infrastructure 
that allows for safer and better coordi- 
nated care between your primary 
health care provider, your specialists, 
your imaging place, the laboratory, the 
hospital where you had to be admitted; 
payment policies that reward better re- 
sults, not just more procedures; and, fi- 
nally, better administrative efficiency 
so more health care dollars actually go 
to health care instead of being burned 
up on bureaucracies and battles over 
who gets paid and all the rest that 
weighs down our health care system. 

The President’s Council of Economic 
Advisers noted recently that up to 30 
percent of health care costs, or about 5 
percent of GDP, could be saved without 
compromising health outcomes. Five 
percent of GDP is around $700 billion. 
Mr. President, $700 billion a year saved 
through this kind of win-win is a tar- 
get worth fighting hard to achieve. I 
agree with the Council’s observation, 
but from my experience, I think we can 
achieve these savings not just without 
compromising health outcomes, I think 
we can achieve these savings while im- 
proving health outcomes. 

Implementing these reforms and 
achieving these reforms will not be 
easy. It is not just flipping a switch, it 
is a journey and that journey will have 
turns and it will have obstacles. It is a 
process, aS very expert reviewers have 
said, of learning, of experimentation, 
of adaptation. But we have been down 
paths such as that before with great 
success, and the evidence I presented 
today shows how well it can work in 
health care. 

So I urge my colleagues, I urge the 
administration and State leaders to 
continue working together in all of 
these areas to make reforming our 
health care delivery system a priority. 
The future of our health care system 
and the good health of our constituents 
and the good health of our country’s 
fisc all depend on it. 

I will conclude by saying something I 
have said before, which is that I give 
great credit to the Obama administra- 
tion for working in this area. I believe 
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our health care reform bill put every 
possible pilot, experiment program, 
and model for testing these different 
types of delivery reform systems on the 
table. Very expert reviewers have 
looked at it and said: I cannot think of 
a thing they did not try. Everything is 
in there. On top of that, the Obama ad- 
ministration has put first-rate people 
who really get this side of the equa- 
tion, people such as Don Berwick and 
David Blumenthal, in charge. So a lot 
of very good things have lined up to 
take full advantage of these kinds of 
win-win savings. 

The only thing that I think is miss- 
ing is that the administration has not 
yet set a hard goal for itself to hit. It 
still talks about bending the health 
care cost curve. Well, fine, but that is 
not a measurable goal. 

We are coming up on the anniversary 
of President Kennedy’s pledge to put a 
man on the Moon. Way back then, 
when we feared losing the space race to 
the Soviet Union, if the President of 
the United States had said: I am com- 
mitted to bending the curve of the rate 
of America’s space exploration, that 
would have been an unmemorable and 
an ineffective Presidential interven- 
tion. Instead, President Kennedy put a 
hard benchmark out there that every- 
body in the world would know we had 
failed at if we missed it. That was to 
put a man on the Moon within a decade 
and bring him home safely. We did not 
know then how we could do it. We be- 
lieved we could. We are optimists. We 
are innovators. 

This is a country of innovation and 
of the “Þig idea.” By putting that 
marker out there, President Kennedy 
drove what was then a smaller Federal 
bureaucracy toward that goal. I believe 
we need an equally specific goal from 
the administration on this front in 
order to make sure our considerably 
larger Federal bureaucracy is fully 
purposed toward achieving that be- 
cause the goals are going to be so sig- 
nificant. 

I congratulate the CDC on their re- 
port. I wish to remind my colleagues 
how valuable this kind of health care 
reform is. It is not what we yell about 
here, but it is out there right now sav- 
ing lives and saving money. We need to 
encourage it and we need to expand it, 
and the more the administration can 
put a hard goal out there for itself, the 
quicker we will get where we need to 
be, to the great benefit of ourselves as 
a country and our individual fellow 
American citizens. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island. 

(The remarks of Mr. WHITEHOUSE per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 486 are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

AMENDMENT NO. 142 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to set aside the 
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pending amendments and, on behalf of 
Senator BINGAMAN, call up amendment 
No. 142. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 

The assistant editor of the Daily Di- 
gest read as follows: 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE], for Mr. BINGAMAN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 142. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read- 
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 142 
(Purpose: To require the PTO to disclose the 
length of time between the commencement 
of each inter partes and post-grant review 
and the conclusion of that review) 

On page 50, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

“(с) DATA ON LENGTH OF REVIEW.—The Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office shall make avail- 
able to the public data describing the length 
of time between the commencement of each 
inter partes review and the conclusion of 
that review.’’. 

On page 65, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

“(c) DATA ON LENGTH OF REVIEW.—The Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office shall make avail- 
able to the public data describing the length 
of time between the commencement of each 
post-grant review and the conclusion of that 
review.’’. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, it 
is my understanding that this amend- 
ment is agreeable to both sides; there- 
fore, I ask for its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 142) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont is recognized. 

BUDGET CHOICES 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, as you 
well know, Congress is now engaged in 
a debate of huge consequence; that is, 
the budget. The budget of a nation, 
like the budget of a family, expresses 
who we are as a people and what our 
priorities are. Where you spend your 
money, where you make your invest- 
ments tells you everything about what 
we believe in. 

Iam more than aware that this coun- 
try faces a $1.6 trillion deficit and a $14 
trillion national debt. And these are 
enormously important issues, but they 
are issues that have to be dealt with in 
a sensible way, and they are issues that 
have to be dealt with within a broader 
context. 

So I think the very first question we 
have to ask is, How did we get to where 
we are today? Is the problem, in fact, 
that we spend too much money on 
Head Start and childcare, that we just 
shower so much on our children, or is 
the converse the truth in that we have 
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the highest rate of childhood poverty 
of any major country on Earth? 

How did we get into the deficit? Well, 
let me tick it off. And when we discuss 
how we got into the deficit situation, 
the irony here is that those people who 
are yelling loudest about the deficit, 
who are fighting hardest to make sav- 
age and Draconian cuts on basic pro- 
grams, are precisely the people who led 
us to where we are today. 

I voted against the war in Iraq for a 
number of reasons, one of them being 
that it was not paid for. Do you happen 
to recall that as we went into the war 
in Iraq—which will end up costing us 
about $3 trillion by the time we take 
care of our last veteran—do you recall 
much discussion about how that war 
was going to be paid for? In fact, do 
you remember one word of how that 
war was going to be paid for? I don’t re- 
member that. I was in the middle of 
that debate. Mr. President, $3 trillion, 
and no one said: Oh, we cannot afford 
it. 

When the crooks on Wall Street, 
through their illegal behavior, their 
reckless behavior, drove this country 
into the recession we are in right now 
and they came begging to the Congress 
for their welfare check of some $800 bil- 
lion, do you recall too many of the peo- 
ple who voted for that saying: Gee, we 
cannot afford to do it. It is going to 
drive up the deficit. How are we going 
to provide Wall Street with an $800 bil- 
lion bailout? I don’t recall that discus- 
sion. 

When I was in the House a number of 
years ago, Congress passed an initia- 
tive from President Bush for a Medi- 
care Part D prescription drug program. 
I believe seniors must have prescrip- 
tion drugs, but that legislation, which 
was written by the insurance compa- 
nies and the drug companies, was not 
paid for. 

When our Republican friends fought 
vigorously for tax breaks for billion- 
aires, which would result in signifi- 
cantly less money coming into the 
Treasury, driving up the deficit, do you 
recall much discussion about how we 
were going to pay for that? I don’t re- 
call that discussion. 

I find it ironic that when we give tax 
breaks to billionaires, no worry about 
the deficit. When we bail out Wall 
Street, no worry about the deficit. But 
suddenly when we provide childcare to 
low-income children who are in des- 
perate need of help in the midst of a re- 
cession, suddenly everybody is con- 
cerned about the deficit. Frankly, I 
call that absolute hypocrisy. It is hy- 
pocrisy to say we can give tax breaks 
to billionaires and not worry about the 
deficit, but we have to cut back on the 
needs of working families, the middle 
class, the sick, the poor, and the elder- 
ly. 

This country, at this particular mo- 
ment, has to make some very basic de- 
cisions. The decision we must make is 
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whether, in the midst of this horren- 
dous recession, when the middle class 
is hurting, when poverty is increasing, 
do we go after, as our Republican 
friends in the House want us to, pro- 
grams that are virtually life and death 
for millions and millions of working- 
class and lower income people. 

I don’t know about West Virginia, 
but I can tell my colleagues that in 
Vermont it is very hard for working 
families to get adequate, affordable, 
and good-quality childcare, early edu- 
cation for their children. It is a major 
problem all over the country. Yet our 
Republican friends say we should bal- 
ance the budget by cutting Head Start 
$1.1 billion, a 20-percent cut from 2010, 
and throwing over 200,000 kids off Head 
Start. If you are a working mom who 
sends her kids to Head Start now, it 
feels pretty good that your kid is get- 
ting a good quality, early childhood 
education, getting nourishment. They 
watch these kids for health care prob- 
lems. We are going to throw over 
200,000 kids off Head Start. 

I worked very hard to expand the 
community health center program, 
which I know is so important in West 
Virginia and Vermont. The Presiding 
Officer and I argue about which State 
has the greater coverage. It is enor- 
mously important. A few years ago, 
about 20 million people accessed the 
community health center program. We 
are now working so that in 5 years 40 
million Americans will be able to walk 
in the door, regardless of their income, 
get health care, dental care, low-cost 
prescription drugs, and mental health 
counseling. It is working. President 
Obama has been very strong on this 
issue. Secretary of HHS Kathleen 
Sebelius has been very strong on this 
issue. It is working. 

Here is the irony. When we give peo- 
ple good quality primary health care, 
they don’t have to go to the emergency 
room. The emergency room costs 10 
times more than treatment at a com- 
munity health center. When we open 
the doors for primary health care, peo- 
ple do not get very sick. They don’t 
end up in the hospital. Study after 
study shows that when we invest in 
community health centers, we save the 
taxpayers money. We save Medicaid 
money and Medicare money because 
people have access to medical care 
when they need it. The Republican 
House wants to cut community health 
centers by $1.3 billion, denying 11 mil- 
lion Americans the opportunity to re- 
ceive the health care they need. 

In my State—and I am sure all over 
the country—people who are applying 
for disability help, for Social Security 
are upset about how long the process 
takes. Our Republican friends want to 
make major cuts in the Social Security 
Administration, which means that half 
a million people are going to find 
delays in getting their claims proc- 
essed. 
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Everybody in America knows that 
one of the great problems we face is the 
expense of college. We know hundreds 
of thousands of bright young people 
can’t even afford to go to college. We 
know that many people are graduating 
deeply in debt. One of the accomplish- 
ments we have managed to bring about 
in the last few years is to significantly 
expand the Pell grant program so low- 
and moderate-income families will find 
it easier to send their children to col- 
lege. Our Republican friends in the 
House have decided, in their wisdom, 
that what they want to do is reduce by 
17 percent Pell grants, which means 
that 9.4 million lower income college 
student would lose some or all of their 
Pell grants. Here we are, trying to 
compete with the rest of the world. We 
are falling, in many cases, further and 
further behind in terms of the percent- 
age of our young people graduating col- 
lege. The costs of college are soaring. 
The Republican solution is to cut the 
major program which makes it easier 
for working families to send their kids 
to college. 

The Community Services Block 
Grant Program is the infrastructure by 
which we get emergency services, food, 
help to pay for emergency services for 
lower income people, housing needs, 
making sure people keep the elec- 
tricity on. That would be decimated by 
the Republicans. 

In the midst of a recession, what 
they want to do is to cut $2 billion 
from the Workforce Investment Act 
and other job training programs when 
we desperately need that job training 
to make sure our people can get the 
jobs that are out there and available. 
Often they don’t have the skills to do 
that. 

My point is a pretty simple one. As a 
nation, we have to make some choices. 
The top 1 percent today are doing phe- 
nomenally well. That is a fact. Our 
friends on Wall Street whom we bailed 
out are now making more money than 
they did before they caused this reces- 
sion. The top 1 percent now earns about 
23 percent of all income in America, 
more than the bottom 50 percent. The 
top 1 percent, the richest people in 
terms of their effective tax rate, what 
they pay is now lower than at any time 
in memory. So we have the wealthy 
doing phenomenally well, tax rates 
going down. We have showered huge 
tax breaks on them. Then we say, to 
balance the budget, we have to cut nu- 
trition programs for our kids, Social 
Security Administration, Pell grants, 
Head Start, and many other programs 
which millions of people depend upon. 

The question we as Americans have 
to decide is, When the rich get richer, 
do we give them more tax breaks while 
the poor get poorer and we cut pro- 
grams for them? I don’t think, frankly, 
that is what the American people want. 

There was a poll that came out yes- 
terday or today. It was an NBC News 
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and Wall Street Journal poll. The ques- 
tions dealt with the deficit and how the 
American people think we should go 
forward in dealing with the deficit. 
Here are some interesting results. 
When asked what do Americans want 
the Federal Government to do to re- 
duce the deficit, the highest percentage 
said it is totally acceptable or mostly 
acceptable to impose a surtax on mil- 
lionaires to reduce the deficit. Eighty- 
one percent of the people said that for 
obvious reasons. The rich are getting 
richer. Given the choice of asking peo- 
ple who are already doing well to pay a 
little more in taxes or to cut programs 
that working families need, the choice 
is not terribly hard. 

Seventy-four percent of the Amer- 
ican people believe it is totally accept- 
able or mostly acceptable to eliminate 
tax credits for the oil and gas industry. 
Sixty-eight percent of the public be- 
lieve it is totally acceptable or mostly 
acceptable to phase out the Bush tax 
cuts for families earning over $250,000 a 
year. 

What the American people are saying 
in this poll, and I believe all over the 
country, is obvious. Given the choice of 
decimating programs that working 
families depend upon or asking the 
wealthiest people who have been re- 
ceiving huge amounts of tax breaks to 
start paying their fair share, it ‘‘ain’t’’ 
a tough answer. The answer the Amer- 
ican people are saying is: We cannot 
move toward a balanced budget just by 
cutting, cutting, and cutting. A budget 
has two parts. Everybody in America 
understands that. It is the money we 
spend; it is the money that comes in. 
In the case of the U.S. Government, we 
have to address our budget deficit in 
both ways. We have to raise revenue. 
We do that primarily by asking the 
wealthiest to pay a little bit more in 
taxes. Yes, we do have to cut some pro- 
grams. There is waste out there. There 
are programs that can and should be 
cut. That is what we do. We don’t just 
cut, cut, cut and then give tax breaks 
to the very wealthiest people. 

The Senate has, along with our 
friends in the House, the responsibility, 
the constitutional responsibility of 
coming up with a budget. I certainly 
hope the President intends to play an 
active role. I hope the President is pre- 
pared to do the right thing and to un- 
derstand that revenue, asking the 
wealthiest to start paying their fair 
share of taxes, is one important compo- 
nent of how we move forward toward a 
balanced budget. But if the President 
chooses not to participate or if the 
President chooses not to take that ave- 
nue, that does not mean to say that we 
in the Senate should not go forward. I 
intend to work as hard as I can to come 
up with a deficit reduction program 
which is fair but responsible. Being re- 
sponsible means it includes revenue 
and not only cuts. There are a whole 
lot of ways to bring in revenue in a fair 
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and progressive way. It is not only ask- 
ing the wealthiest to pay their fair 
share of taxes, it is ending abusive and 
illegal offshore tax shelters. According 
to a number of studies, we will lose $100 
billion this year because corporations 
and wealthy individuals are stashing 
their money in tax havens in the Cay- 
man Islands and in Bermuda. Before we 
cut nutrition programs for pregnant 
women, maybe we do away with those 
tax havens. 

We have to begin the process of end- 
ing tax breaks for big oil and gas com- 
panies. ExxonMobil, the most profit- 
able corporation in the history of the 
world, not only paid nothing in Federal 
income taxes in 2009, but they received 
a $156 million tax refund from the IRS, 
according to their own shareholders re- 
port. Maybe before we start cutting the 
Social Security Administration or Pell 
grants for college students, we might 
want to ask the most profitable cor- 
poration in America to start paying 
some Federal income tax. 

On and on it goes. My point is, now is 
the moment when we have to do the 
right thing for working families. There 
is a lot of pain out there. A lot of peo- 
ple are hurting. This recession has 
taken a heavy toll. In the middle of 
these tough times, we don’t stick a 
knife into the people and make it even 
worse. We have to move toward deficit 
reduction. I believe that. But I believe 
we don’t do it on the backs of the sick, 
the elderly, the poor, and the most vul- 
nerable. I think we need shared sac- 
rifice. Some of the wealthiest people 
are going to have to play their part in 
deficit reduction as well. 

Mr. President, on behalf of the ma- 
jority leader, there will be no further 
rollcall votes today. The next rollcall 
vote is expected on Monday at 5:30 p.m. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise to sub- 
mit for the RECORD some of the mate- 
rials I have quoted from during the 
Senate’s debate on the first-to-file pro- 
visions of the America Invents Act. 
These materials are produced by the 
National Association of Manufacturers 
and by the 21st Century Coalition for 
Patent Reform, an industry group that 
has been the leading advocate for the 
bill. They offer a detailed explanation 
of and case for the bill’s shift from the 
current first-to-invent system to a 
first-to-file system of establishing pat- 
ent priority. 

I ask unanimous consent that the fol- 
lowing materials be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Coalition for 21st Century Patent 
Reform, Mar. 2, 2011] 
ERICA INVENTS ACT REQUIRES FIRST- 
INVENTOR-TO-FILE PROVISIONS 

Any language that dilutes, delays or de- 
letes FITF will gut meaningful patent re- 
form. 

An amendment to dilute, delay or delete 
the first-inventor-to-file provisions of S. 23 


S. 23 A 
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would effectively gut the substance of the 
America Invents Act. The Coalition opposes 
any such amendment and, were such an 
amendment to pass, we would oppose passage 
of the stripped- down bill that would result. 

The first-inventor-to-file provisions cur- 
rently in S. 23 form the lynchpin that makes 
possible the quality improvements that S. 23 
promises. The Statement of Administration 
Policy lays out precisely what is at stake: 
“By moving the United States to a first-to- 
file system, the bill simplifies the process of 
acquiring rights. This essential provision 
will reduce legal costs, improve fairness, and 
support U.S. innovators seeking to market 
their products and services in a global mar- 
Ketplace.”’ 

Most of the arguments in opposition to the 
bill and FITF appear be to decades-old con- 
tentions that have been fully and persua- 
sively rebutted. As one example, the Na- 
tional Research Council of the National 
Academies assembled a group of leading pat- 
ent professionals, economists and academics 
who spent four years intensely studying 
these issues and concluded in 2004 that the 
move to FITF represented a necessary 
change for our patent system to operate fair- 
ly, effectively and efficiently in the 21st cen- 
tury. 

Without retaining S. 23’s current FITF 
provisions, the bill would no longer provide 
meaningful patent reform. As an example, 
the new provisions on post-grant review of 
patents, an important new mechanism for 
assuring patent quality, could no longer be 
made to work. Instead of a patent reform 
bill, what would remain of б. 28 would be es- 
sentially an empty shell. 

Thus, we could not continue our support 
for passage of S. 23 without the first-inven- 
tor-to-file provisions present in the bill. It 
would place us in the unfortunate position of 
opposing moving forward with a bill where 
we have been among the longest, most ar- 
dent supporters. 

After yesterday’s 97 to 2 vote, it is time to 
move this excellent vehicle for comprehen- 
sive patent reform—in its current form— 
through to final Senate passage. 


S. 23 MEANS NEW IDEAS CREATING NEW PROD- 
UCTS CREATING NEW MANUFACTURING JOBS 
Let S. 23 Make the Patent System Work 

for the 21st Century U.S. Economy 

Keep the first-inventor-to-file provisions of 
S. 23 in the bill to afford all inventors the 
benefits for a more transparent, objective, 
predictable and simple patent law: 

The first-inventor-to-file provisions of S. 23 
protect independent inventors—they will 
particularly benefit from the simplicity of 
the first-inventor-to-file rule and actually 
gain patents that they otherwise would for- 
feit. 

Eliminate the potential prejudice to U.S. 
patent inventors arising from the 1994 law 
that opened our patent system to foreign-or- 
igin invention date proofs. 

Simplify the rules for patent applications 
so they can be processed more rapidly, at re- 
duced cost, and become more effective pat- 
ents for investing in new products: 

Limit ‘‘prior art’’ used to bar a patent 
from issuing to only those disclosures made 
available to the public before the patent was 
sought and disclosures in earlier-filed patent 
applications. 

Remove all arcane and subjective tests for 
deciding whether to issue a patent. 

Repeal the ‘‘patent interference’’ provi- 
sions that inject delay, cost and uncertainty 
into the patenting process. 

Let members of the public provide patent 
examiners with relevant publications and 
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other public documents, before deciding 
whether a patent can be granted. 

Keep and apply rigorous standards for 
issuing patents, but assure that they are 
simple, transparent and objective—making 
patenting rules more predictable. 

Assure the highest possible quality for pat- 
ents that have been granted: 

Permit members of the public to challenge 
whether newly issued patents meet each of 
the rigorous standards for patenting—and re- 
quire the United States Patent and Trade- 
mark Office to promptly cancel any patents 
that do not. 

Authorize supplemental examination pro- 
ceedings, before a patent is enforced, to 
allow patent owners to present the USPTO 
with information that may be used to assure 
the scope of the patent is commensurate 
with its contribution. 

Allow the USPTO to set fees for the serv- 
ices it performs for processing patent appli- 
cations sufficient to cover the costs of 
promptly completing a high-quality exam- 
ination. 

Make patent lawsuits fair and just for both 
patent owners and accused infringers. 

Limit the ability of a party to recover 
false patent marking to the amount of the 
party’s actual competitive injuries. 

S. 23 PROTECTS INVENTORS ONCE THEY 
PUBLICLY DISCLOSE THEIR WORK 


Protections the 1994 WTO Agreement Took 
Away, S. 23 Puts Back. 

After inventors publicly disclose their 
work, competitors should not be able to take 
advantage of those disclosures by filing for 
patents on the disclosed work. 

Once inventors have published on their 
work—or have made it available to the pub- 
lic using any other means—their competitors 
should not be able to run off to the USPTO 
and seek patents on the work that the inven- 
tor has already publicly disclosed. The same 
goes for permitting a competitor to belat- 
edly seek a patent on a trivial or obvious 
variation of what the inventor had earlier 
disclosed publicly. This common-sense truth 
should apply even if competitors can lay 
claim to having themselves done the same 
work, but elected to keep secret the work 
that other inventors have publicly disclosed. 

In a word, a competitor seeking a patent 
on what such an inventor has already pub- 
lished can be thought of as being akin to 
interloping. The competitor who is spurred 
into action by another inventor’s publication 
can be regarded as interfering with the un- 
derstandable and justifiable expectation of 
inventors who have promptly disclosed their 
work: they expect that they themselves 
should be the ones able to secure patents on 
the disclosed work or, by publishing without 
later seeking patents, that they (as well as 
other members of the public) should remain 
free to continue to use what they have pub- 
licly disclosed. 

S. 23 would increase the protection for in- 
ventors once they make their inventions 
available to the public by cutting off the po- 
tential for any sort of interloping. S. 23 oper- 
ates to solidify an inventor’s “grace period” 
that applies after the inventor has published 
or otherwise made available to the public his 
or her work. In brief, under S. 23, interloping 
in any form is prohibited—an inventor who 
elects to publish an invention will no longer 
need to have any concern that the publica- 
tion will spur a competitor into a subsequent 
patent filing that could preclude the inven- 
tor from obtaining a patent or—even worse— 
from continuing to use his or her published 
work. 
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S. 23 better protects inventors than does 
current U.S. patent law in addressing inter- 
loping—by making the one-year ‘“‘grace pe- 
riod” bulletproof. 

Today, inventors enjoy a one-year ‘‘grace 
period”? under U.S. patent law. What this 
means is that inventors themselves can still 
seek patents on their inventions even if they 
have made those inventions available to the 
public before seeking any patents on them. 
When inventors file for patents during the 
one-year period after making a public disclo- 
sure, their own disclosures are not useable as 
“prior art” against their patents. 

However, the ‘‘first to invent” principle of 
current U.S. patent law makes relying on 
the one-year ‘‘grace period” fraught with 
some significant risk. The risk comes from 
the ability of a competitor who learns of the 
inventor’s work through the public disclo- 
sure to race off to the USPTO and seek a 
patent for itself on the disclosed invention. 
The competitor can interlope in this manner 
by filing a patent application and alleging 
its own ‘абе of invention” at some point 
before the inventor’s public disclosure was 
made. 

This makes relying on the current ‘‘grace 
period”? a risky hit or miss. If an inventor 
waits until the end of the one-year ‘‘grace 
period” to seek a patent on the invention he 
or she made available to the public, an inter- 
loping competitor, spurred into quickly fil- 
ing a patent application, may be issued a 
patent before the USPTO acts on the ‘‘grace 
period”? inventor’s patent application. The 
“grace period”? inventor may be forced to 
fight to get into a patent interference 
against a competitor’s already-issued patent, 
hoping to get the USPTO to cancel the com- 
petitor’s patent so the inventor’s own patent 
can be issued. 

Interferences are notoriously difficult to 
win for an inventor who is not the ‘“‘first to 
file.” The number of situations where some- 
one other than the first to file for a patent 
on an invention actually succeeds in proving 
an earlier invention date are very few and 
very far between. Indeed, the most recent es- 
timate is that striking down a competitor’s 
earlier filed application or patent in a patent 
interference is less likely than the compet- 
itor being struck down by lightning. 

What does б. 23 do about this defect in the 
“grace period’? under current U.S. patent 
law? Quite simply, it wholly excises the de- 
fect—it will be gone in its entirety. It makes 
an inventor’s public disclosure of the inven- 
tor’s own work a bar to anyone thereafter 
seeking to patent that work itself, as well as 
any obvious variations of what the inventor 
made available to the public. In short, it is 
a complete fix to the risk a competitor will 
use the inventor’s public disclosure as a spur 
to filing its own patents based on its own 
work. 

S. 23 closes the door to interloping by for- 
eign-based competitors that was opened in 
1995 when the WTO agreement forced 
changes to U.S. law. 

Under the World Trade Organization agree- 
ment reached in 1994, the United States was 
forced to change its patent law to benefit 
foreign-based entities seeking U.S. patents. 
This change allowed foreign-based entities to 
take advantage of their secret activities, un- 
dertaken outside the United States, in order 
to establish ‘‘invention dates” that could be 
used under U.S. patent law to obtain valid 
patents. Specifically—and for the very first 
time—foreign-based competitors could seek 
U.S. patents on products that had already 
been publicly disclosed by U.S.-based inven- 
tors. The Uruguay Round Agreements Act, 
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which took effect in 1995, implemented this 
treaty obligation. 

Before this change in U.S. patent law, for- 
eign-based competitors could not use their 
secret activities outside the United States as 
a basis for showing that they had made an 
invention before its publication by a U.S.- 
based inventor. Up until 1995, once a U.S. in- 
ventor published information on a new prod- 
uct or otherwise publicly disclosed an inven- 
tion, foreign-based competitors were barred 
from obtaining U.S. patents on the disclosed 
product and any aspect of it, including triv- 
ial and obvious modifications of it. 

S. 23, if enacted, would put foreign-based 
entities back into the position they were in 
prior to 1995—once a U.S. inventor publishes 
or makes any other type of public disclosure 
of a new product, the ability for a foreign- 
based competitor to then file patent applica- 
tions seeking to patent the disclosed product 
would be totally cut off. 

Congress should act promptly to end the 
potential for interloping by foreign-based 
competitors once U.S.-based inventors have 
published on their work. 

With each passing year, the percentage of 
U.S. patent filings made by foreign-based en- 
tities increases. In 1966, 1 in 5 U.S. patent fil- 
ings was by a foreign-based entity. That 
ratio became 1 in 4 in 1969, and 1 in 3 in 1974, 
before reaching 1 out of every 2 in 2008. Since 
2008, the majority of patent filings in the 
United States came from foreign-based enti- 
ties. Given the rapid growth in patent filings 
by Asian (especially Chinese) inventors, this 
trend may well accelerate in the decade 
ahead. 

As foreign-based entities become more so- 
phisticated in their use of the U.S. patent 
system, U.S. inventors are put at an ever- 
greater risk that patenting strategies by for- 
eign-based entities will disadvantage U.S.- 
based inventors, either in electing to use the 
“grace period” or even when they file for a 
patent before making a public disclosure. 

How S. 23 operates to protect inventors 
once they make their work public 

S. 23 puts an end to any use of ‘‘dates of in- 
vention” in order to determine whether a 
U.S. patent is valid or not. In addition, S. 23 
strips out of the U.S. patent law any grounds 
for invalidating a U.S. patent based on any 
type of secret activity undertaken by inven- 
tors themselves, such as secret ‘‘offers for 
sale” of their inventions before seeking pat- 
ents. Finally, it further secures the benefits 
of the one-year ‘‘grace period” by preventing 
the contemporaneous work of an inventor’s 
co-workers or research partners from being 
cited as a basis for barring the inventor from 
obtaining a patent. 

The consequence of placing this collection 
of inventor-friendly features into S. 23 is 
that, once a U.S. inventor publishes or other- 
wise makes a public disclosure of his or her 
inventions, the potential for interloping is 
entirely removed and the ability of the pub- 
licly-disclosing inventor to patent the dis- 
closed invention is fully preserved during a 
one-year ‘‘grace period.” The public disclo- 
sure by U.S. small business or other U.S.- 
based small entity, for example, is a bar to 
anyone else seeking a patent, not only on 
the publicly disclosed subject matter, but on 
any trivial or obvious variations of it. Simi- 
larly, once a U.S. inventor initially files a 
patent application (even a provisional one) 
that subsequently forms the basis for a pub- 
lished patent application or patent, the same 
protections against competitor efforts to 
patent the inventor’s prior-disclosed work 
apply. 

How can Congress accomplish all of this 
good for the country? Enact S. 23! 
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Reverse the WTO’s impact, end interloping 
threats, and protect U.S. inventors. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF MANUFACTURERS, 
March 2, 2011. 
U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR: The National Association 
of Manufacturers (NAM), the nation’s largest 
industrial trade association representing 
small and large manufacturers in every in- 
dustrial sector and in all 50 states, urges you 
to oppose amendment 133 offered by Sen. 
Dianne Feinstein (D-CA) to S. 28, The Amer- 
ica Invents Act. 

The amendment would remove a key provi- 
sion in S. 28, The America Invents Act, 
which is strongly supported by manufactur- 
ers, the creation of a ‘‘first-inventor-to-file’’ 
system. 

The NAM supports transitioning the 
United States from a ‘‘first-to-invent’’ sys- 
tem to a ‘‘first-to-file’’ system to eliminate 
unnecessary cost and complexity in the U.S. 
patent system. Manufacturers large and 
small operate in the global marketplace and 
the United States needs to move toward a 
system that will provide more patent protec- 
tion around the world for our innovative 
member companies. The ‘‘first-to-file’’ provi- 
sion currently included in б. 23 achieves this 

oal. 

3 Thank you for your consideration and your 
support for the ‘‘first-to-file’’ system. 
Sincerely, 
DOROTHY COLEMAN. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I want 
to thank all of the cosponsors who 
joined in support of my amendment, 
particularly Senators BOXER and 
GRASSLEY, who recognized the impor- 
tance of this amendment for the proper 
functioning of the PTO and for the un- 
derlying legislation. Furthermore, I 
want to thank Chairman LEAHY and 
Ranking Member GRASSLEY for includ- 
ing my amendment in the managers’ 
amendment to the patent reform legis- 
lation. 

Our Founding Fathers recognized the 
value that intellectual property pro- 
vides to this country and sought to 
protect innovation as they did physical 
property. Article I, section 8 of our 
Constitution states ‘‘The Congress 
shall have power ... to promote the 
progress of science and useful arts, by 
securing for limited times to authors 
and inventors the exclusive right to 
their respective writings and discov- 
eries.”’ 

It is necessary for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to protect and enforce intel- 
lectual property rights domestically 
and internationally. Intellectual prop- 
erty is important to our country, busi- 
nesses and individual rights holders, 
and I believe a strong patent system is 
one crucial element in maintaining our 
country’s leadership in innovation, in- 
vention and investments. While I do be- 
lieve it is the goal of this patent re- 
form legislation to strengthen and im- 
prove our patent system, I do not be- 
lieve that such goals are possible with- 
out reform to the financial crisis fac- 
ing the patent office. 

My amendment would provide an im- 
mediate solution to this crisis. The 
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amendment creates a lockbox—a new 
revolving fund at the Treasury—where 
user fees that are paid to the PTO for 
a patent or a trademark go directly 
into the revolving fund for PTO to use 
to cover its operating expenses. Con- 
gress would not have the ability to 
take those fees and divert them to 
other general revenue purposes. 

I do not think everyone in this body 
understands what it means for the PTO 
to be a wholly fee-supported agency. 
PTO does not receive any taxpayer 
funds. PTO receives fees through the 
payment of patent and trademark user 
fees—fees paid by small inventors, 
companies and universities to protect 
their ideas and technology. While those 
that pay these fees expect efficiency 
and quality from the PTO, they do not 
receive it. Because of the current PTO 
funding structure—where PTO user 
fees are deposited into the Treasury, 
but PTO is then required to ask for an- 
nual appropriations—Congress, who 
only has authority over taxpayer 
funds, maintains control over the user- 
funded PTO. When PTO’s fee income is 
greater than what Congress provides 
via appropriations, we spend the ‘‘ex- 
cess?” on other general revenue pur- 
poses. As a result, those that pay to 
use the patent system are not receiving 
the quality service they deserve. 

It is more than mere coincidence 
that the two major problems at the 
PTO, (1) the growing number of 
unexamined patent applications or 
“backlog,” and (2) the increased time 
it takes to have a patent application 
examined or ‘‘pendency,’’ are the result 
of a “lack of connection between the 
monies flowing into the agency and 
those available for expenditure.” In 
fact, the latest data from the PTO 
shows that the patent processing back- 
log is almost 26 months. That is, it 
takes 26 months for the patent exam- 
iner to even pick up the application to 
take his ‘“‘first action.” Total overall 
pendency—from filing to final action— 
is approximately 35 months. The PTO 
also states the total number of patent 
applications pending is over 1.16 mil- 
lion, with over 718,000 of those waiting 
for a patent examiner to take his first 
action. One of the primary reasons for 
these incredibly long waiting periods is 
a lack of resources at the PTO. By pro- 
viding a permanent end to fee diver- 
sion, Congress has the ability to con- 
tribute greatly to the enhanced effi- 
ciency of this agency. 

This is not the first time Congress 
has been confronted with its diversion 
of PTO user fees. Since the early 1980s, 
Congress has addressed issues related 
to this issue. Beginning in the late 
1990s, our own congressional reports 
have documented the problems with fee 
diversion from the PTO, and the dom- 
ino effect it has on PTO’s efficient op- 
eration. 

In 1997, the House Report on the Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office Moderniza- 
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tion Act stated: ‘‘Unfortunately, expe- 
rience has shown us that user fees paid 
into the surcharge account have be- 
come a target of opportunity to fund 
other, unrelated, taxpayer-funded gov- 
ernment programs. The temptation to 
use the surcharge, and thus a signifi- 
cant portion of the operating budget of 
the PTO, has proven increasingly irre- 
sistible, to the detriment and sound 
functioning of our nation’s patent and 
trademark systems... this, of course, 
has had a debilitating impact on the 
[PTO].’’ 

It is disturbing to me, and should be 
to all Members, that many of the same 
practices that this 1997 report notes as 
those that suffer from lack of con- 
sistent PTO funding still occur today— 
14 years later. 


Yet Congress continued to grapple 
with PTO’s funding problem into the 
early 2000s. In 2003, the House noted in 
its report on the Patent and Trade- 
mark Fee Modernization Act that ‘‘by 
denying PTO the ability to spend fee 
revenue in the same fiscal year in 
which it collects the revenue, an equiv- 
alent amount may be appropriated to 
some other program without exceeding 
their budget caps. Although the money 
is technically available to PTO the fol- 
lowing year, it has already been 
spent.” In 2007, I offered a different 
version of my current amendment to 
patent reform legislation considered by 
the Judiciary Committee. My amend- 
ment passed without opposition. Last 
year, I offered this amendment in the 
Judiciary Committee, and it was tabled 
by a vote of 10-9. Yet, in 2008, this body 
adopted by unanimous consent an 
amendment by Senator HATCH to the 
fiscal year 2009 budget resolution that 
condemns the diversion of funds from 
the PTO. 


Clearly, for more than a decade, both 
Houses of Congress have recognized 
that many of the efficiency and oper- 
ational problems at the PTO could be 
remedied by giving the PTO authority 
over its own fee collections. However, 
we have yet to take the responsibility 
to relinquish the control over these 
user fees that we think we deserve. In 
fact, in the current arrangement, Con- 
gress cannot resist the temptation to 
take what is not ours and divert it to 
nonpatent related functions. This is es- 
pecially tempting during bad economic 
times, which we have recently been ex- 
periencing. Such an arrangement flies 
in the face of logic, commonsense 
budgeting and overwhelming support 
from the entire patent industry for 
providing the PTO with a consistent 
source of funding. Ending fee diversion 
is one of the only areas of 100 percent 
agreement within an industry that has 
often been divided on other issues in 
this bill. My amendment is supported 
by: PTO; Intellectual Property Owners 
Association, IPO; American Intellec- 
tual Property Law Association, 
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AIPLA; International Trademark Asso- 
ciation, INTA; The 21st Century Coali- 
tion; Coalition for Patent Fairness, 
CPF; Innovation Alliance; American 
Bar Association, ABA; U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce; Wisconsin Alumni Research 
Foundation, WARF; BIO; Intellectual 
Ventures; National Treasury Employ- 
ees Union, NTEU; Intel; and IBM. 

The PTO cannot effectively manage 
the changes made in this legislation 
without permanent access to its user 
fees. I agree that there are aspects of 
the patent system that need to be up- 
dated and modernized to better serve 
those that use the PTO, and this bill 
makes reforms to the current patent 
system. In fact, one of those changes 
involves giving the PTO fee setting au- 
thority. Section 9 of the bill states 
that the PTO shall have authority to 
set or adjust any fee established or 
charged by the office provided that the 
fee amounts are set to recover the esti- 
mated cost to the PTO for its activi- 
ties. This is a great provision to put in 
the bill, but it is only one side of the 
funding story. In fact, providing the 
PTO with fee setting authority alone is 
at odds with the way Congress cur- 
rently funds the PTO. If I were the 
PTO director, why would I take advan- 
tage of this provision by increasing 
fees to a point where I think they 
would cover my operational costs, 
when I know that Congress has the 
ability to take whatever it wants of 
those increased fees and spend it on 
something other than what I budgeted 
those fees to cover? 

In fact, PTO Director Kappos has spe- 
cifically commented on fee diversion at 
the PTO. During his confirmation hear- 
ing in 2009, Director Kappos stated in 
his testimony that the PTO faces many 
challenges and one of the most imme- 
diate is “the need for a stable and sus- 
tainable funding model.” In his private 
meeting with me prior to his hearing, 
he discussed his experience as a high- 
level manager, officer and counsel at 
IBM. He acknowledged that, despite 
the vast knowledge and experience that 
he can bring to the PTO, he could not 
run PTO efficiently without access to 
sustainable funding. 

In March 2010, Director Kappos ap- 
peared before the House CJS Appro- 
priations Subcommittee and stated the 
PTO was likely to collect at least $146 
million more than its 2010 appropria- 
tion. He was right, and in July 2010, the 
PTO had to ask for more funds from 
Congress in separate legislation, but it 
was only given $129 million. As a re- 
sult, PTO ended up collecting at least 
$53 million above that amount, which 
it could not access. 

In April 2010, Director Kappos made 
similar comments at a meeting in 
Reno, NV. When discussing the pending 
Senate legislation, Director Kappos 
stated, “I am going to make USPTO 
much better whether we get new legis- 
lation or not... There is more than 
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one way to solve our problems. Lack of 
funding is a real issue ... It’s very 
hard to cut down on a huge backlog 
with a lack of funding ... Lack of 
funding hits you at every corner at the 
USPTO. Just do the math. . . We’ll all 
be dead and gone by the time we get rid 
of the backlog of appeals at the current 
rate. It is so overwhelming and it all 
comes down to the resources you need. 
It comes down to money.”’ 

In January 2011, Director Kappos ap- 
peared at a House Judiciary Committee 
PTO Oversight hearing. He stated, ‘‘un- 
certainty about funding constrained 
our ability to hire or allow examiners 
to work overtime on pending applica- 
tions during the last year.” 

It baffles me that these comments 
have not been heeded by Congress. Di- 
rector Kappos believes much progress 
can be made without legislation as 
long as there is a sustainable funding 
model. 

Similar words appear in the House 
Report on the 2003 Patent and Trade- 
mark Fee Modernization Act: ‘‘While 
the agency has demonstrated a com- 
mitment to embrace top-to-bottom re- 
form consistent with congressional 
mandates, it is equally clear that PTO 
requires additional revenue to imple- 
ment these changes.” Yet, our PTO di- 
rector, who has incredible plans for 
this agency, cannot accomplish those 
due to revenue shortfalls that have 
plagued the agency for decades—a 
problem Congress has the ability to 
permanently fix. 

Congress has not ended its diversion 
of fees from the PTO. 

On a regular basis, from 1992 to 2004, 
the amount Congress ‘‘allowed’’ the 
PTO to keep via appropriations was 
less than the fees PTO collected. At the 
height of this problem in 1998, Congress 
withheld $200 million from the PTO and 
diverted it to other general revenue 
purposes. As recently as 2004, Congress 
diverted $100 million from the PTO, in 
2007, it was $12 million, and in 2010, it 
was $53 million. In total, since 1992, 
Congress has diverted more than $800 
million that the PTO will never be able 
to recover. 

Now, beyond the concern that appro- 
priators have with relinquishing con- 
trol over PTO funding, some might say 
that the practice of fee diversion has 
ended in recent years, making this 
amendment unnecessary. Under public 
pressure from numerous sectors of the 
American innovation industry, in 2005 
and 2006 and 2008 and 2009, it is true 
Congress gave PTO all of the funds it 
estimated in its budget request. So, 
some argue that no permanent solution 
to PTO fee diversion is necessary be- 
cause of Congress’s proven restraint. 

However, it is not entirely true that 
all fee diversion has ended. First, it is 
inaccurate to say there has been no fee 
diversion since 2004. According to the 
PTO, $12 million was diverted in 2007, 
and $53 million in 2010—a type of diver- 
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sion slightly different from the past. 
From 1992-2004, PTO provided an esti- 
mate of its fees, but appropriators di- 
verted funds by appropriating to the 
PTO less than its estimate and apply- 
ing the difference to other purposes. In 
2007 and 2010, PTO provided its esti- 
mate and, it is true, appropriators pro- 
vided an amount equal to that esti- 
mate. But, PTO collected more than 
what appropriators gave them, and 
those fees were diverted to other pur- 
poses rather than being returned to 
PTO the following year. Without access 
to those funds, PTO lost $12 million in 
2007 and $53 million 2010, for a total of 
$65 million. 

Second, Congress has engaged in 
“soft diversion” of PTO funds through 
earmarking PTO fees. From 2005-2010, 
appropriators directed PTO to spend its 
user fees on specific, earmarked items 
in appropriations bills totaling over $29 
million. Such items included: $20 mil- 
lion for ‘“‘initiatives to protect U.S. in- 
tellectual property overseas; $1.75 
million for the National Intellectual 
Property Law Enforcement Coordina- 
tion Council, NIPLECC; $8 million for 
PTO to participate in a cooperative 
with a nonprofit to conduct policy 
studies on the activities of the UN and 
other international organizations, as 
well as conferences. While we all agree 
it is important to protect intellectual 
property rights abroad, PTO should be 
able to have discretion to decide how 
much of its budget should be directed 
for those purposes. 

Third, the PTO faces a huge backlog 
of unexamined patents, as well as an 
enormous patent pendency problem for 
those applications already being proc- 
essed. Fee diversion from the PTO has 
exacerbated these waiting periods 
through a congressional Ponzi-scheme. 
Even if we were to accept that fee di- 
version stopped in 2005, CBO states that 
approximately $750 million was di- 
verted from 1992-2007. With the addi- 
tion of the $53 million diverted last 
year, the PTO has lost over $800 mil- 
lion due to fee diversion. Thus, PTO 
has been constantly trying to recover 
from years of a ‘“‘starvation funding 
diet.” 

So, when the PTO presents a budget 
of what it needs to process applications 
in the next 1-year period, that money 
is actually going towards processing 
applications sitting in the backlog. As 
a result, Congress is really not pro- 
viding PTO with what it needs for the 
year in which it receives appropria- 
tions. Rather, it is giving short-shrift 
to the current year’s needs because 
PTO must apply its fees not to the in- 
ventor who submitted his application 
this year, but to those who paid and 
submitted applications years ago. 

Lack of funding is exacerbated under 
a continuing resolution. In fact, PTO’s 
lack of access to its user fees is further 
amplified in a year with a continuing 
resolution, such as this fiscal year. 
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Under this CR, the PTO can only spend 
at the level given to it by the Appro- 
priations Committee in 2010, which is 
approximately $1.5 million per day less 
than the President’s fiscal year 2011 
budget request. 

PTO already has to wait on year-to- 
year funding that may not materialize, 
and under a CR the problem is worse 
since PTO cannot get access to their 
fees until the CR is lifted. In January, 
the PTO Director noted at the House 
Judiciary PTO oversight hearing, ‘‘our 
spending authority under the con- 
tinuing funding resolutions and the 
lack of a surcharge assessment through 
early March, however, represent fore- 
gone revenue of approximately $115 
million as compared to what was pro- 
posed in the President’s fiscal year 2011 
budget request.” 

Thus, under the House-proposed CR, 
without a specific provision inserted to 
allow the PTO to collect all of the fees 
it collects, PTO will not be able to ac- 
cess its future fee collections. My 
amendment would solve this problem 
of constantly using time and resources 
at both the PTO and Congress to en- 
sure the PTO receives the funding it 
deserves and does not suffer from 
Congress’s inability to properly fund 
the government. 

As the above problems show, even 
without direct diversion, PTO still 
faces the possibility of having its fees 
diverted by other means. Thus, while I 
recognize that some effort has been 
made by Congress, it is no consolation 
to me or to the PTO Director that, in 
recent years, appropriators have “ге- 
strained” themselves and provided the 
PTO with all of the fees that it col- 
lected. ‘‘But, such recent restraint does 
not guard against future diversion.” 

In 2007, the American Intellectual 
Property Law Association stated in a 
letter to House Speaker NANCY PELOSI, 
“there is nothing to prevent the dev- 
astating practice of fee diversion from 
returning ... While everyone wishes 
for a more rapid recovery by the Office, 
it must be remembered that the cur- 
rent situation is the result of a 12 year 
starvation funding diet. It will take 
permanent, continued full funding of 
the USPTO to overcome these 
challenges.’’ 

An amendment to permanently end 
fee diversion is the only effective rem- 
edy. The only true solution to the 
problem of PTO fee diversion that will 
give solace to those in the patent com- 
munity and to the PTO Director is a 
permanent end to fee diversion so the 
PTO can effectively and efficiently 
budget for its future operational needs. 

The President’s fiscal year 2012 Budg- 
et also supports a sustainable funding 
model for the PTO. It states, ‘‘another 
immediate priority is to implement a 
sustainable funding model that will 
allow the agency to manage fluctua- 
tions in filings and revenues while sus- 
taining operations on a multi-year 
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basis. A sustainable funding model in- 
cludes: (1) ensuring access to fee collec- 
tions to support the agency’s objec- 
tives; [and] (2) instituting an interim 
patent fee increase... .”’ 

In fact, as I stated earlier, in 2008, 
this body approved, by unanimous con- 
sent, an amendment to the 2009 budget 
resolution by Senator HATCH that con- 
demns the diversion of funds from the 
PTO. My amendment is in the same 
vein—if we will vote to condemn fee di- 
version, we should also vote to remedy 
the problem. 

I believe we cannot have true patent 
reform without ending fee diversion 
and providing the PTO with a perma- 
nent, consistent source of funding, 
which is why I believe very strongly 
that this amendment should be adopt- 
ed. As my colleague Senator HATCH so 
effectively stated in Judiciary Com- 
mittee markup this year, ‘‘fee diver- 
sion is nothing less than a tax on inno- 
vation.” 

Finally, I would like to point out 
that nothing in this amendment allows 
the PTO to escape congressional over- 
sight and accountability. You have all 
heard me talk about the need for more 
transparency in all areas of our govern- 
ment, and this is no exception. Enact- 
ing this amendment will not put the 
PTO on ‘‘auto-pilot’’ or reduce over- 
sight of PTO operations. In fact, the 
amendment requires extensive trans- 
parency and accountability from the 
PTO, giving Congress plenty of oppor- 
tunities to conduct vigorous oversight. 

My amendment provides four dif- 
ferent methods by which Congress will 
hold PTO accountable: (1) an annual re- 
port, (2) an annual spending plan to be 
submitted to the Appropriations Com- 
mittees of both Houses, (3) an inde- 
pendent audit, and (4) an annual budget 
to be submitted to the President each 
year during the budget cycle. Further- 
more, nothing in this amendment 
changes the current jurisdiction of any 
congressional committee, Appropria- 
tions or Judiciary, to call PTO before 
it to demand information, answers and 
accountability. In fact, it has the po- 
tential to yield more information to 
Congress via the four reporting re- 
quirements than provided by other 
agencies. 

This amendment is not about author- 
izers versus appropriators, but rather 
it is about giving the PTO and its very 
capable and experienced director the 
opportunity to improve the agency and 
provided top-notch service to PTO ap- 
plicants. It is also about making over- 
sight of the PTO a priority for all com- 
mittees of jurisdiction. It is about 
stimulating our economy because when 
the PTO is fully funded, patents are ac- 
tually granted, which creates jobs in 
new companies and in the development 
and marketing of innovative new prod- 
ucts. It is about fulfilling our responsi- 
bility to ensure efficiency, account- 
ability and transparency in our govern- 
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ment so that we reduce our deficit and 
provide our grandchildren relief from 
the immense financial burden they cur- 
rently bear. 

Thus, to truly reform the patent sys- 
tem in this country, more than any 
legislation, it is necessary for the PTO 
to be able to permanently and consist- 
ently access the user fees—not tax- 
payer funds—it collects. Therefore, I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I want 
to take a few minutes to explain in de- 
tail the tax strategy patent provision 
in the pending patent reform legisla- 
tion that was drafted jointly by Judici- 
ary Committee Ranking Member 
CHUCK GRASSLEY and me. As chairman 
of the Senate Finance Committee, I am 
concerned by the growth in the number 
of patents that have been sought and 
issued for tax strategies for reducing, 
avoiding, or deferring a taxpayer’s tax 
liability. Section 14 of S. 23 would pre- 
vent the granting of patents on these 
tax strategies so that the Internal Rev- 
enue Code can be applied uniformly 
while balancing the critical need to 
protect intellectual property. 

Let me explain. Our Federal tax sys- 
tem relies on the voluntary compliance 
of millions of taxpayers. In order for 
the system to work, the rules must be 
applied in a fair and uniform manner. 
To that end, everyone has the right to 
arrange financial affairs so as to pay 
the minimum amount legally required 
under the Internal Revenue Code. 

Patents granted on tax strategies 
take away this right and undermine 
the integrity and fairness of the tax 
system. These patents have been on 
ideas as simple as funding a certain 
type of tax-favored trust with a spe- 
cific type of financial product or calcu- 
lating the ways to minimize the tax 
burden of converting to an alternative 
retirement plan. Rather than allowing 
these tax planning approaches to be 
available to everyone, these patents 
give the holder the exclusive right to 
exclude others from the transaction or 
financial arrangement. As a result, 
they place taxpayers in the undesirable 
position of having to choose between 
paying more than legally required in 
taxes or paying a royalty to a third 
party for use of a tax planning inven- 
tion that reduces those taxes. 

The patentability of tax strategies 
also adds another layer of complexity 
to the tax laws by requiring taxpayers 
or their advisors to conduct patent 
searches and exposing them to poten- 
tial patent infringement suits. And, in 
situations where a patent is obtained 
on a tax shelter designed to illegally 
evade taxes, the fact that a patent was 
granted may mislead unknowing tax- 
payers into believing that the strategy 
is valid under the tax law. 

Section 14 of S. 23 addresses these 
concerns by providing that any strat- 
egy for reducing, avoiding, or deterring 
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tax liability, whether known or un- 
known by anyone other than the inven- 
tor at the time of the invention or ap- 
plication for patent, will be deemed in- 
sufficient to differentiate a claimed in- 
vention from the prior art for purposes 
of evaluating an invention under sec- 
tion 102 or under section 103 of the Pat- 
ent Act. Applicants will not be able to 
rely on the novelty or nonobviousness 
of a tax strategy embodied in their 
claims in order to distinguish their 
claims from prior art. The ability to 
interpret the tax law and implement 
such interpretations remains in the 
public domain, available to all tax- 
payers and their advisers. 

Under the provision, the term ‘ах 
liability” refers to any liability for a 
tax under any Federal, State, or local 
law, or law of any foreign jurisdiction, 
including any statute, rule, regulation, 
or ordinance that levies, imposes, or 
assesses such tax liability. 

Generally, tax strategies rely on tax 
law to produce the desired outcome; 
that is, the reduction, avoidance, or de- 
ferral of tax liability. Tax law can in- 
clude regulations or other guidance, as 
well as interpretations and applica- 
tions thereof. Inventions subject to 
this provision would include, for exam- 
ple, those especially suitable for use 
with tax-favored structures that must 
meet certain requirements, such as em- 
ployee benefit plans, deferred com- 
pensation arrangements, tax-exempt 
organizations, or any other entities or 
transactions that must be structured 
or operated in a particular manner to 
obtain certain tax consequences. The 
provision applies whether the effect of 
an invention is to aid in satisfying the 
qualification requirements for the de- 
sired tax-favored entity status, to take 
advantage of the specific tax benefits 
offered in a tax-favored structure, or to 
allow for tax reduction, avoidance, or 
deferral not otherwise automatically 
available to such entity or structure. 

Inventions can serve multiple pur- 
poses. In many cases, however, the tax 
strategy will be inseparable from any 
other aspect of the invention. For ex- 
ample, a structured financial instru- 
ment or arrangement that reduces the 
after-tax cost of raising capital or pro- 
viding employee benefits is within the 
scope of the provision, even if such in- 
strument or arrangement has utility to 
issuers, investors, or other users that is 
independent of the tax benefit con- 
sequences. No taxpayer should be pre- 
cluded from using such an instrument 
or arrangement to obtain any reduc- 
tion, avoidance, or deferral of tax that 
attends it. 

At the same time, there may be situ- 
ations in which some aspects of an in- 
vention are separable from the tax 
strategy. For example, a patent appli- 
cation may contain multiple claims. In 
this case, any claim that encompasses 
a tax strategy will be subject to the 
provision and the novelty or non- 
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obviousness of the tax strategy will be 
deemed insufficient to differentiate 
that claim from the prior art. However, 
any other claim that does not involve a 
tax strategy would not be subject to 
the provision. In such a case, if the in- 
vention includes claims that are sepa- 
rable from the tax strategy, such 
claims could, if otherwise enforceable, 
be enforced. 

The mere fact that any computations 
necessary to implement an invention 
that is a strategy for reducing, avoid- 
ing, or deferring tax liability are done 
on a computer, or that the invention is 
claimed as computer implemented, 
does not exclude the strategy from the 
provision. In such a case, the claims, if 
separable from the tax strategy, would 
be evaluated under sections 102 and 103 
without regard to the tax strategy. If 
those nontax related and separable 
claims still met the requirements for 
patentability, a patent would issue, but 
not on the tax strategy. 

The provision is not intended to deny 
patent protection for inventions that 
do not comprise or include a business 
method. For example, an otherwise 
valid patent on a process to distill eth- 
anol would not violate the rule set 
forth in this provision merely because 
a tax credit for the production of eth- 
anol for use as a fuel may be available. 
Similarly, the mere fact that imple- 
mentation of an otherwise patentable 
invention could result in reduced con- 
sumption of products subject to an ex- 
cise tax would not make the invention 
subject to this provision. 

The provision is also not intended to 
deny patent protection for tax return 
preparation software that is used sole- 
ly for preparing a tax or information 
return or other tax filing, including 
one that records, transmits, transfers, 
or organizes data related to such filing. 
Similar to the review of computer-im- 
plemented strategies, such software 
would still be entitled to patent protec- 
tion to the extent otherwise patent- 
able. Such patents, however, could not 
preclude non-users of such software 
from implementing any tax strategy. 
No inference is intended as to whether 
any software is entitled under present 
law to patent protection as distinct 
from copyright protection. Nor is an 
inference intended as to whether any 
particular strategy for reducing, avoid- 
ing, or deferring tax liability is other- 
wise patentable under present law. 

In general, the U.S. Patent and 
Trademark Office may seek advice and 
assistance from Treasury and the IRS 
to better recognize tax strategies. Such 
consultation should help ensure that 
patents do not infringe on the ability 
of others to interpret the tax law and 
that implementing such interpreta- 
tions remains in the public domain, 
available to all taxpayers and their ad- 
visors. 

The practical result of this provision 
is that no one can be granted an exclu- 
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sive right to utilize a tax strategy. The 
provision is intended to provide equal 
access to tax strategies. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a 
cloture motion at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo- 
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on б. 23, the Amer- 
ica Invents Act. 

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Debbie 
Stabenow, John F. Kerry, Jeanne Sha- 
heen, Christopher A. Coons, Tom Har- 
kin, Mark Begich, Jeff Bingaman, Al 
Franken, Kay R. Hagan, Michael F. 
Bennet, Richard Blumenthal, Sheldon 
Whitehouse, Amy Klobuchar, Bill Nel- 
son, Benjamin L. Cardin, Richard J. 
Durbin. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the vote on the mo- 
tion to invoke cloture occur imme- 
diately upon disposition of the judicial 
nominations in executive session on 
Monday, March 7; further, that the 
mandatory quorum under rule XXII be 
waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE GOVERNMENT 
PRINTING OFFICE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
to recognize the Government Printing 
Office, GPO, on the occasion of its 
150th anniversary. GPO opened its 
doors on March 4, 1861, the same day 
President Abraham Lincoln took the 
oath of office. Since then GPO has used 
ever changing technologies to produce 
and deliver government information 
for Congress, Federal agencies, and the 
public. GPO plays a vital role in pro- 
viding the printed and electronic docu- 
ments necessary for Congress to con- 
duct its legislative business. 
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I ask my colleagues to join me in 
congratulating the GPO on its 150th 
anniversary. 


a 


REMEMBERING LEONARD TRUMAN 
“BUCK” FERRELL 


Mrs. McCASKILL. Mr. President, 
today I pay tribute to a patriot, a busi- 
nessman, a loyal father, and an Amer- 
ican hero. Though Leonard Truman 
Ferrell—‘‘Buck’”’ to his many family 
and friends—was laid to rest at Arling- 
ton Cemetery this morning, I know 
that his legacy lives on in the commu- 
nity that he helped build, the family 
that he nurtured, and the soldiers with 
whom he served. Today I would like to 
take a few moments to honor Buck’s 
life and the contributions he made to 
his community. 

Born and raised in southeast Mis- 
souri, Buck was imbued from an early 
age with those quintessential Amer- 
ican values so prevalent among the 
members of the Greatest Generation: 
integrity, service to others, determina- 
tion, and an undying sense of patriot- 
ism. Since Buck’s family didn’t have 
much money growing up, he learned at 
a young age to live within his means 
and to place little value on worldly 
possessions. ‘“‘My father didn’t have a 
lot of worldly goods,’’ Buck once said, 
“but he was a rich man in character.” 
I know I speak for many when I say 
that Buck, first and foremost, was also 
aman rich in character. 

Buck was also a patriot of the high- 
est order. Having served in the U.S. 
Army during the Korean war, he fought 
for 2 years on the Korean Peninsula 
and earned, among other decorations, 
the Combat Infantry Badge, the Presi- 
dential Unit Citation, two Silver Stars, 
and two Purple Hearts. Wounded mul- 
tiple times, Buck never faltered and 
steadfastly manned his post, whether 
in a frontline foxhole or as a heavy 
weapons trainer for new recruits. In 
light of his outstanding service, Buck 
was even offered a battlefield commis- 
sion. Though he chose not to accept 
the commission, Buck returned home 
and remained an active member in a 
number of veterans’ organizations, like 
the American Legion and the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, for the rest of his life. 
Never forgetting the country that he 
fought to protect, he raised—every 
morning—an American flag in his front 
yard. 

Ав you can guess, Buck’s dedication 
to others and stalwart work ethic con- 
tinued long after his military service 
ended. For 25 years, he worked at the 
McCrate Equipment store in 
Caruthersville, MO, and retired as the 
general manager. AS a member and 
former deacon at First Baptist Church, 
Buck helped sustain a thriving con- 
gregation, and he also took on a num- 
ber of leadership roles in the local Ma- 
sonic Lodge and Kiwanis Club. His ex- 
tensive community involvement 
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earned him the Pioneer Heritage 
Award from the Pemiscot County His- 
torical Society and recognition by the 
Missouri State Legislature for his en- 
during impact in southeast Missouri. 

But even with all of these commit- 
ments, Buck always had time for fam- 
ily. He and his wife Patsy Malin Ferrell 
raised four wonderful children, were 
the beloved grandparents to four 
grandchildren, and one great-grand- 
daughter. In fact, I can personally at- 
test to the great job the Ferrells did 
with their children—their talented 
daughter Christy is currently an in- 
valuable member of my staff and is 
seated along with many other members 
of the Ferrell family, in the gallery 
today. My prayers are with them all in 
this time of loss. 

Mr. President, I ask today that my 
fellow Senators join me in recognizing 
Buck Ferrell, not only because he was 
a great Missourian, but also because he 
embodied the true American values 
that have cemented American society 
for generations. Buck worked hard, 
served God, fought for his country, and 
loved his family. In short, he lived a 
life worth living. 


EEE 


100TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
THEODORE ROOSEVELT DAM 


Mr. KYL. Mr. President, the story of 
human settlement in Arizona is in 
many respects the story of the extraor- 
dinary efforts people have made to har- 
ness water supplies for their use and 
benefit. Early Arizonans were keenly 
aware of the importance of the State’s 
many rivers. Recognizing the immense 
power and unpredictability of those 
river flows, settlers devised an ambi- 
tious water system known as the Salt 
River Project, SRP. The keystone of 
their efforts, the Theodore Roosevelt 
Dam, celebrates its centennial this 
month. 

More than a century ago, Arizonans 
understood that water reclamation is 
crucial to life in the Salt River Valley. 
Arizona farmers organized to lobby the 
U.S. Congress for a Federal reclama- 
tion law that would throw the weight 
of the Federal Government behind 
local projects. Together with the vision 
of President Theodore Roosevelt and 
the persuasive power of private citi- 
zens, Congress passed the National 
Reclamation Act in 1902. The Salt 
River Valley Water Users’ Association 
was incorporated the following year. 

SRP was the first major undertaking 
authorized by the National Reclama- 
tion Act, and Roosevelt Dam was a 
critical component of SRP’s develop- 
ment. Upon its completion on March 
18, 1911, the Roosevelt Dam was the 
largest masonry structure in the world. 
The dam captured the Salt River’s 
flows, providing a secure water supply, 
flood control, and irrigation to commu- 
nities in central Arizona. In addition to 
water management, the Roosevelt Dam 


March 3, 2011 


generated power for mining, agri- 
culture, and Arizona’s growing popu- 
lation. 

Today, economic growth in the re- 
gion continues to depend on Roosevelt 
Dam and its ability to provide a reli- 
able water storage and delivery sys- 
tem, as well as power. The dam is still 
in operation and provides 70 percent of 
the surface water available to SRP 
water shareholders and customers in 
and around Phoenix. While SRP’s mis- 
sion has evolved with Arizona’s popu- 
lation growth, its core function has re- 
mained constant to provide a sustain- 
able water resource for central Ari- 
zona. 

As Arizona continues to develop, we 
will need the same foresight and entre- 
preneurial spirit to serve the water 
needs of a new generation of Arizonans. 
Mr. President, that is why today I 
honor those who made SRP and the 
Roosevelt Dam a reality 100 years ago. 


EE 


THE CONTINUING RESOLUTION 


Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I voted in 
favor of the continuing resolution to 
keep our government and all its essen- 
tial services open and operating for the 
next 2 weeks. I cast this vote because I 
believe a government shutdown is in no 
one’s interests, but I am deeply dis- 
appointed in the political process that 
has put us in this position and my pa- 
tience is nearly exhausted with yet an- 
other short-term solution and band-aid 
approach. А 2-week extension that 
merely defers tough decisions on fund- 
ing the fiscal year that started more 
than 5 months ago is hardly progress. A 
2-week extension is preferable to a gov- 
ernment shutdown, but it does not pro- 
vide the certainty that is needed. The 
American people deserve better than a 
stalled process which delays important 
decisions of how we can reduce our 
Federal budget deficit while maintain- 
ing our important investments in in- 
frastructure, research, education, tech- 
nology, and clean energy which will re- 
sult in new jobs and will bolster our 
long-term competitiveness. 

The American people deserve a seri- 
ous dialogue and adult conversation 
within the Congress about our fiscal 
situation, discretionary spending, enti- 
tlements, and revenues. We need to 
work towards a long-term solution to 
reduce both our current budget deficit 
and our staggering debt. We will need 
to reduce Federal spending and make 
appropriate changes to our entitlement 
programs to meet the fiscal challenges 
facing our country. To do this appro- 
priately, everything—revenue, tax re- 
form, spending and  entitlements— 
needs to be on the table. 

As we make these difficult decisions, 
we must keep in mind that this cannot 
be done by just eliminating programs 
which protect vulnerable citizens or 
simply by increasing taxes on our 
wealthiest citizens. Instead, we must 
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find a way to share the sacrifices nec- 
essary to bring our budget into balance 
over the long-term while continuing to 
invest in scientific and medical re- 
search, education, infrastructure and 
energy that will help create new indus- 
tries and jobs in the future. 


I want to be crystal clear about what 
is wrong with today’s dialogue. For the 
last months we have heard the sound 
bites. We have heard elected officials 
say they are for small government, 
lower taxes, and more freedom. But 
what do they really mean? 


Do they want a government too lim- 
ited to have invented the Internet, now 
a vital part of our commerce and com- 
munications? A government too small 
to give America’s auto industry and all 
its workers a second chance to fight for 
their survival? Taxes too low to invest 
in the research that creates jobs and 
industries and fills the Treasury with 
the revenue that educates our children, 
cures disease, and defends our country? 
We have to get past slogans and sound 
bites, reason together, and talk in real 
terms about how America can do its 
best. 


If we are going to balance the budget 
and create jobs, we can’t pretend that 
we can do it by just eliminating ear- 
marks and government waste. We have 
to look at the plain facts of how we did 
it before, and by the way, you don’t 
have to look far. In the early 1990s, our 
economy was faltering because deficits 
and debt were freezing capital. We had 
to send a signal to the market that we 
were capable of being fiscally respon- 
sible. We did just that and as a result 
we saw the longest economic expansion 
in history, created over 22 million jobs, 
and generated unprecedented wealth in 
America, with every income bracket 
rising. But we did it by making tough 
choices. The Clinton economic plan 
committed the country to a path of 
discipline that helped unleash the pro- 
ductive potential of the American peo- 
ple. We invested in the workforce, in 
research, in development. We helped 
new industries. Then, working with Re- 
publicans, we came up with a budget 
framework that put our nation on 
track to be debt free by 2012 for the 
first time since Andrew Jackson’s ad- 
ministration. 


How we got off track is a story that 
doesn’t require retelling. But the truth 
of how we generated the 1990s economic 
boom does need to be told. We didn’t 
just cut our way to a balanced budget; 
we grew our way there. The question 
now is, What are the tough decisions 
we are going to make today? What are 
the issues we are going to wrestle with 
together at a moment of enormous 
challenge? 


This process cannot be done in two 
weeks, but it should have already 
begun—and it needs to begin today. 
The American people deserve no less. 
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THANKING THE PEOPLE OF 
AUSTRALIA 


Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, on 
the morning of March 7, the Prime 
Minister of Australia, Julia Gillard, 
will take the stage in front of the Lin- 
coln Memorial to announce a $3 million 
donation on behalf of the Australian 
Government to the Vietnam Veterans 
Memorial Fund to help build the Edu- 
cation Center at the Vietnam Wall. 
This generous contribution is a testa- 
ment to the strength of the United 
States’ relationship with the Aus- 
tralian people and is critical to our 
continuing efforts to honor the men 
and women who served in Vietnam. 

As one who strongly supported legis- 
lation to establish the Education Cen- 
ter, I want to recognize and commend 
the Prime Minister, the legislature and 
the Australian people for their deep 
commitment to helping it come to fru- 
ition. Australian soldiers made terrible 
sacrifices during the Vietnam war. 
More than 500 Australian servicemen 
lost their lives, andsome 3,000 were 
wounded, injured, or struck ill. 

For years, Australia has been a 
steadfast ally and friend of the United 
States. Besides Vietnam, Australian 
soldiers fought alongside Americans 
during many of our struggles in the 
20th century, including World War I, 
World War II, the Korean war, and 
more recently in Iraq. Currently, over 
1500 Australian troops are fighting 
alongside our Armed Forces in Afghan- 
istan, working to train Afghan troops. 

The Vietnam Veterans Memorial 
bears the names of the more than 58,000 
brave men and women who gave their 
lives in service to our great country 
during the Vietnam war. It is a memo- 
rial, built by the American people, de- 
signed to ensure that names of those 
who made the ultimate sacrifice would 
never be lost to history. 

By telling the stories of the men and 
women who fought and died in Viet- 
nam, the Education Center will help 
visitors understand their courage, sac- 
rifice and devotion. 

And through interactive exhibits and 
primary source materials, visitors will 
be able to better understand the pro- 
found impact the Vietnam war had on 
their family members, their home 
towns, their communities and the Na- 
tion. Visitors will understand the im- 
portance of The Wall and the role it 
continues to play in healing the 
wounds left by the war. 

The Vietnam Memorial has always 
been profoundly meaningful to me, 
both as a moving way to honor those 
who died and a remarkably effective 
means of healing the terrible national 
wounds from that war. The Education 
Center will be an important com- 
plement for both of those efforts. I 
hope to continue to play a role in mak- 
ing the Education Center a reality and 
look forward to the day that the 
United States can share the rich sto- 
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ries there with all visitors. When that 
time comes, I will be grateful to the 
Australian people and mindful of their 
kind generosity. 

I wish to thank the Prime Minster, 
the government of Australia, and the 
Australian people for their strong sup- 
port for this worthy endeavor. 


SSE 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


RECOGNIZING FORT LUPTON 
MIDDLE SCHOOL 


ө Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, today I 
wish to honor the students and staff at 
Fort Lupton Middle School, whose re- 
lentless hard work and dedication to 
improving student achievement and 
setting students on the course toward 
success has earned the school the title 
of National Middle School of the Year. 

The award is presented by the Na- 
tional Association of Middle School 
Principals to schools that go the extra 
mile to address the needs of students at 
the middle school level through aca- 
demics and activities. And Fort Lupton 
Middle School’s teachers and students 
are willing to go that extra mile and 
then some. 

In a story published earlier this year 
in the Fort Lupton Press, sixth-grade 
language arts teacher Liz McCachren 
said that most people assume that her 
job as a middle school teacher isn’t 
very fun. “I want people to know that 
it’s not scary,” she said. ‘‘There’s noth- 
ing scary about these kids or this 
building. It’s a really good middle 
school. . . . The students just make my 
day brighter. Every day, I can’t wait to 
be here. That’s why this school is 
unique. Because we like each other. We 
work together.” 

By working together, the teachers at 
Fort Lupton created Power Hour, giv- 
ing students time to do their home- 
work while teachers are available to 
assist. And it is not just teachers work- 
ing together. Students are taking own- 
ership of their education and helping 
one another succeed. Through the pro- 
gram ‘‘Where Everybody Belongs,” 
Fort Lupton eighth graders serve as 
mentors for incoming sixth graders, so 
they adjust to their new school and 
surroundings and are better equipped 
for success. 

Programs like these help lay the 
groundwork for student success, and 
they have built a sense of pride and 
community at Fort Lupton Middle 
School. These kids are excited and 
eager to learn, and they are setting a 
wonderful example for their peers 
across the state of Colorado and the 
country. 

As we continue to push forward to do 
the important work of improving pub- 
lic education and make sure our public 
schools prepare our kids to be leaders 
in the 21st century economy, we must 
continue to listen to the voices, ideas 
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and aspirations of principals, parents 
and students, like those at Fort 
Lupton Middle School. 

I join all members of the Fort Lupton 
community and the State of Colorado 
in congratulating these bright kids and 
their teachers for a job well done and 
look forward to their continued suc- 
cess.® 


ee 


50TH ANNIVERSARY OF WEST VIR- 
GINIA UNIVERSITY, PARKERS- 
BURG 


ө Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
today I recognize and celebrate the 
50th anniversary of the founding of 
West Virginia University at Parkers- 
burg. For five decades now, West Vir- 
ginia University at Parkersburg has 
provided affordable and accessible 
higher education opportunities to the 
citizens of the Mid-Ohio Valley and the 
State of West Virginia. 

West Virginia University at Parkers- 
burg began with humble roots. In 1961, 
the college opened in an abandoned ele- 
mentary school as the Parkersburg 
Branch of West Virginia University. 
One hundred and four students enrolled 
that fall. 

West Virginians believed in the abil- 
ity of West Virginia University at Par- 
kersburg to grow and succeed. In 1965, 
the citizens of Wood County passed a 
bond levy to build the college’s campus 
at its present location, making it the 
only state-supported school to be fund- 
ed by a local initiative. Truly, West 
Virginia University at Parkersburg is a 
college built by its community. 

In 1971, it became one of the State’s 
first freestanding community colleges. 
It developed a solid reputation—which 
continues today for—its quality tech- 
nical programs and transfer degrees. In 
1989, when the State legislature re- 
structured higher education in West 
Virginia, it was reestablished as a re- 
gional campus of West Virginia Univer- 
sity. 

Today, West Virginia University at 
Parkersburg is a WVU-affiliated insti- 
tution, and is the only community col- 
lege in West Virginia accredited to 
offer bachelor’s degrees. Growing from 
its modest beginnings with 104 stu- 
dents, the commuter campus now has 
more than 4,500 area residents enrolled 
in classes, making it the fourth-largest 
public college in West Virginia. 

Its students are a blend of traditional 
and nontraditional students pursuing 
more than 40 programs of study. Most 
are the first in their family to attend 
college. Many juggle classes, work, and 
often families as well. They may ‘‘stop 
out,” and later return. Throughout the 
campus, you can see pride in pursuing 
the dream and the reality of com- 
pleting a college degree. 

And, throughout its growth and 
many changes, the college has stayed 
true to its mission and reinvented 
itself to serve changing educational 
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needs and deliver workforce-ready 
graduates prepared to excel in a global 
economy. As it marks its 50th anniver- 
sary, West Virginia University at Par- 
kersburg remains committed to serving 
the Mid-Ohio Valley region as an acces- 
sible, student-centered learning com- 
munity that is recognized as an excep- 
tional place to learn. 

Thousands of West Virginians have 
started or resumed their college edu- 
cations at West Virginia University at 
Parkersburg. It truly is ‘‘the commu- 
nity’s college.” I salute Dr. Marie 
Gnage and the past presidents at West 
Virginia University at Parkersburg for 
a half century of excellence in edu- 
cation, training, and community en- 
gagement.e@ 


a 


RECOGNIZING LOST VALLEY SKI 
AREA 


ө Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, outdoor 
recreational activities are a staple of 
Maine’s winter, past and present. From 
skiing to snowmobiling, visitors have 
flocked to Maine for decades to get a 
chance to enjoy the mounds of fresh 
snow our State enjoys every year. I 
rise today to recognize Lost Valley Ski 
Area, located in the city of Auburn, 
which this year is celebrating its 50th 
year of operation. 

Lost Valley has been an Auburn sta- 
ple since it was founded by Otto Wal- 
lingford and Dr. Camille Gardner in 
1961, when it first began enticing peo- 
ple from the Twin Cities and the sur- 
rounding areas to its slopes to learn 
how to ski. It was then that a 700-foot 
tow rope was installed in a little 
known area named Perkins Ridge, 
where children used to navigate 
through the trees to a clearing, or 
“The Lost Valley,” as it was called. 
That clearing now holds ‘‘the Lodge,” 
where after a long day on the slopes, 
newly minted skiers can enjoy a hot 
cup of cocoa by the stone hearth. Addi- 
tionally, the 55 acres of trails are now 
co-owned by Linc Hayes and Connie 
King, two small business owners who 
have dedicated their time to continue 
the mountain tradition. 

Mr. Wallingford is not only known 
for opening Lost Valley for Mainers 
and tourists alike, but is also consid- 
ered one of the fathers of snowmaking 
and grooming. He was the originator of 
the “Тап gun,” a piece of snowmaking 
equipment that sprays a mist that is 
fanned to cover a large area. His first 
attempts created more ice than snow, 
but that was eventually remedied by 
removing water from the snowmaking 
system. He then developed, 30 years be- 
fore they became a fad, snow guns on 
elevated poles. 

It was not, however, Mr. Walling- 
ford’s penchant for creating snow, but 
his dedication to improving skiing con- 
ditions that brought him to the fore- 
front of the ski industry. In order to 
create a more skiable terrain, Otto 
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transformed old farm equipment into 
the predecessor of the modern ‘‘snow 
groomer.” An agricultural engineering 
graduate from the University of Maine, 
Mr. Wallingford used a tractor and at- 
tached a roller with a chain-like mate- 
rial that pulverized the snow. His 
“Powder Maker” was so successful that 
he crafted and sold them to other ski 
resorts both in the U.S. and abroad. A 
majority of his original snowmaking 
equipment is still in use at Lost Valley 
today! Following the tradition of pro- 
viding a mountain that caters to all 
ages and skill levels, Lost Valley Ski 
Area offers the Central Maine Adaptive 
Sports Program, or CMAS. The CMAS 
provides a disabled person the chance 
to ski, and ‘‘focuses on student’s abili- 
ties rather than their disabilities.” The 
program is staffed by volunteers who 
coach skiers one-on-one in order for 
them to learn the basic skills. It is 
both the physical activity and the 
focus on gaining self confidence that 
keeps students coming back. Through 
this and other programs at Lost Val- 
ley, students are able to train for the 
Olympics and “бо for the Gold,” like 
famed skier and three-time Olympian 
Julie Parisien, who grew up skiing at 
Lost Valley. 

Maine is home to scores of 
innovators and philanthropists. Linc 
Hayes and Connie King are following in 
that tradition by keeping Lost Valley 
Ski area a beacon of history, learning, 
and fun. Their commitment of pro- 
viding a place for all to enjoy snow 
sports is what makes Lost Valley such 
a special place. I thank them and ev- 
eryone at Lost Valley for their efforts, 
and wish them 50 more years of suc- 
cess.@ 


EE 


REMEMBERING RAYMOND 
“BUTCH” SWANSON 


e Mr. TESTER. Mr. President today I 
wish to pay tribute to Raymond 
“Butch” Swanson, of Anaconda, MT. 

Butch passed away last evening. Peo- 
ple in Anaconda say that Butch had the 
biggest heart of anyone they had ever 
known. He always put others’ needs 
ahead of his own. He was the first one 
to show up with chicken noodle soup if 
a neighbor was sick. He was the neph- 
ew who helped an ailing uncle. He was 
the man who walked to his mother’s 
house to wind her antique clock each 
week until her death. 

He was an extraordinary teacher. He 
taught first grade and loved it. Every 
student was like his own son or daugh- 
ter, and he always pushed them, letting 
them know that their dreams were pos- 
sible. It was his life’s work. 

That devotion to his students came 
through in his love for his family. He 
was a proud and loving father and 
grandfather, who engaged fully in the 
raising of his four children. He doted 
on his two grandchildren. 

Most important, he was a proud, lov- 
ing, and great husband. His wife Kathy 
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serves in the Montana House of Rep- 
resentatives. Butch was so proud of 
Kathy and her incredible work in the 
legislature for Montanans. 

He not only served his family and his 
community, he served the State and 
the country he loved so much in the 
Montana National Guard. 

Anaconda will miss Butch Swanson. 
To the generations of students he 
taught, to his family and to his com- 
munity, Butch Swanson was a care- 
taker who always put other people 
first. He lived a quiet, humble life and 
is a lesson to us all on what it means 
to be a fine person, a fine Montanan, 
and a fine American. @ 


-—— 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


At 5:27 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 4. An act to repeal the expansion of 
information reporting requirements for pay- 
ments of $600 or more to corporations, and 
for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 5:49 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 662. An act to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, motor 
carrier safety, transit, and other programs 
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund pend- 
ing enactment of a multiyear law reauthor- 
izing such programs. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. INOUYE). 


ee 


MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 


The following bill was read the first 
time: 

H.R. 4. An act to repeal the expansion of 
information reporting requirements for pay- 
ments of $600 or more to corporations, and 
for other purposes. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


EC-778. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace; 
Shungnak, АК” ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. 
FAA-2010-1104)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 1, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-779. A communication from the Deputy 
Assistant Administrator for Operations, Na- 
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
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the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the 
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Steller 
Sea Lion Protection Measures for the Bering 
Sea and Aleutian Islands Groundfish Fish- 
eries Off Alaska’’ (RIN0648-BA381) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 1, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-780. A communication from the Policy 
Advisor/Chief, Wireless Telecommunications 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Review of Part 87 of 
the Commission’s Rules Concerning the 
Aviation Radio Service” (FCC 11-2) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Feb- 
ruary 18, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-781. A communication from the Policy 
Advisor/Chief, Wireless Telecommunications 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Review of Part 87 of 
the Commission’s Rules Concerning the 
Aviation Radio Service? (FCC 10-103) re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
February 18, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-782. A communication from the Chief of 
Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica- 
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of а rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot- 
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Enfield, New 
Hampshire; Hartford and White River Junc- 
tion, Vermont; and Keesville and 
Morrisonville, New York)? (MB Docket No. 
05-162) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on February 18, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-783. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Federal Maritime Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled “Amendments to Commis- 
sion’s Rules of Practice and Procedure” 
(RIN3072-AC41) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on February 28, 2011; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-784. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Model MD-90-30 Air- 
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA- 
2010-1043)) received during adjournment of 
the Senate in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on February 25, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-785. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Model 1737-100, -200, 
—200С, -300, -400, and -500 Series Airplanes” 
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2010-0761)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on February 25, 2011; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-786. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Model CL-215-1A10 (CL- 
215), CL-215-6B11 (CL-215T Variant), and CL- 
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215-6B11 (CL-415 Variant) Airplanes” 
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA-2010-1108)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on February 25, 2011; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-787. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Model CL-600-2C10 (Re- 
gional Jet Series 700 , 701, and 702) Airplanes, 
Model CL-600-2D15 (Regional Jet Series 705) 
Airplanes, and Model CL-600-2D24 (Regional 
Jet Series 900) Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA~-2010-1109)) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on February 25, 
2011; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-788. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Hawker Beechcraft Corporation (Type Cer- 
tificate Previously Held by Raytheon Air- 
craft Company; Beech Aircraft Corporation) 
Model 400A and 400T Airplanes” ((RIN2120— 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2010-0954)) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on Feb- 
ruary 25, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-789. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Model А300 B4-600 and A300 B4-600R 
Series Airplanes, Model A300 F4-605R Air- 
planes, and Model A300 C4-605R Variant F 
Airplanes’? ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. 
FAA-2010-0801)) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on February 25, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

ЕС-790. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Model A830-200 and -300 and A340-200 
and -300 Series Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) 
(Docket Мо. FAA-2010-0852)) received during 
adjournment of the Senate in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on February 25, 
2011; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-791. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Model 767 Airplanes” 
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2010-0877)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on February 25, 2011; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-792. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Fokker Services B.V. Model F.28 Mark 0070 
and 0100 Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA~-2010-1038)) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on February 25, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 


3248 


ЕС-793. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Model CL-600-2B19 (Re- 
gional Jet Series 100 and 440) Airplanes” 
(CRIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA~-2010-1113)) 
received during adjournment of the Senate 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on February 25, 2011; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-794. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Model А340-200, —800, –500, and -600 Se- 
ries Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. 
FAA-2011-0040)) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on February 25, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

ЕС-795. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Model А340-200, —800, —500, and -600 Se- 
ries Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. 
FAA-2011-0039)) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on February 25, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

ЕС-796. A communication from the Senior 
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Fokker Services B.V. Model F.28 Mark 0070 
and 0100 Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA~-2010-1112)) received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on February 25, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-797. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of National Marine Fisheries Service, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, Department of Commerce, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the 2010 Report on Ap- 
portionment of Membership on the Regional 
Fishery Management Councils; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

ЕС-798. A communication from the Chief of 
Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica- 
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Implemen- 
tation of Section 304 of the Telecommuni- 
cations Act of 1996: Commercial Availability 
of Navigation Devices; Compatibility Be- 
tween Cable Systems and Consumer Elec- 
tronics Equipment” (FCC 10-181) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 2, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-799. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Potassium ben- 
zoate; Exemption from the Requirement of a 
Tolerance” (FRL No. 8863-2) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 3, 2011; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

ЕС-800. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Peroxyacetic Acid; 
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Amendment to an Exemption from the Re- 
quirement of a Tolerance” (FRL No. 8865-3) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 3, 2011; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition , and Forestry. 

ЕС-801. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fomesafen; Pes- 
ticide Tolerances” (FRL No. 8858-5) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 3, 2011; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

ЕС-802. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi- 
ness), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port relative to the Family Subsistence Sup- 
plemental Allowance Program for the period 
October 1, 2009, through September 30, 2010; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

ЕС-803. A communication from the Chair- 
man and President of the Export-Import 
Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port relative to transactions involving U.S. 
exports to Panama; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-804. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘“‘Final Flood Elevation Deter- 
minations” ((44 CFR Part 67) (Docket No. 
FEMA-2010-0003)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on March 2, 2011; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-805. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Changes in Final Flood Ele- 
vation Determinations’ ((44 CFR Part 65) 
(Docket Мо. FEMA-~2011-0002)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 2, 2011; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-806. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Changes in Final Flood Ele- 
vation Determinations’ ((44 CFR Part 65) 
(Docket Мо. FEMA-~2010-0002)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 2, 2011; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-807. A communication from the Asso- 
ciate General Counsel for Legislation and 
Regulations, Office of Public and Indian 
Housing, Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Public Housing 
Evaluation and Oversight: Changes to the 
Public Housing Assessment System (PHAS) 
and Determining and Remedying Substantial 
Default” (RIN2577-AC68) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on March 
3, 2011; to the Committee on Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-808. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Definition of Read- 
ily Tradable on an Established Securities 
Market” (Notice 2011-19) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on March 
3, 2011; to the Committee on Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-809. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘‘Report on Federal 
Agency Cooperation on Permitting Natural 
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Gas Pipelines’’; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-810. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans; Indiana; Kentucky; Louisville Non- 
attainment Area; Determination of Attain- 
ment of the 1997 Annual Fine Particle Stand- 
ага” (FRL No. 9277-2) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on March 8, 
2011; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC-811. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for 
Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines” 
(FRL No. 9277-8) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 8, 2011; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

ЕС-812. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Protection of 
Stratospheric Ozone: New Substitute in the 
Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Sector under 
the Significant New Alternatives Policy 
(SNAP) Program” (FRL No. 9275-8) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 3, 2011; to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works. 

EC-813. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of Implementation Plans and Des- 
ignation of Areas for Air Quality Planning 
Purposes; Tennessee; Redesignation of the 
Knoxville 1997 8-Hour Ozone Nonattainment 
Area to Attainment for the 1997 8-Hour 
Ozone Standards” (FRL No. 9277-1) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 8, 2011; to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works. 

ЕС-814. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Updating Cross- 
References for the Oklahoma State Imple- 
mentation Plan” (FRL No. 9275-7) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 8, 2011; to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works. 

EC-815. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘“‘Final Authoriza- 
tion of State-initiated Changes and Incorpo- 
ration by Reference of State Hazardous 
Waste Management Program” (FRL No. 
9274-4) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on March 3, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

ЕС-816. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘2011 Census Count” 
(Notice 2011-15) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 2, 2011; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC-817. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 


March 3, 2011 


Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Super Completed 
Contract Method IDD No. 3” (LBandI—4-2020- 
029) received in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on March 2, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

EC-818. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Annual Price Infla- 
tion Adjustments for Passenger Automobiles 
First Placed in Service or Leased in 2011 Pur- 
suant to Section 280F” (Rev. Proc. 2011-21) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 3, 2011; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

ЕС-819. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting a report relative to the Federal Co- 
ordinated Health Care Office, established by 
section 2602 of the Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

ЕС-820. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Office of Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to U.S. military per- 
sonnel and U.S. civilian contractors involved 
in the anti-narcotics campaign in Colombia; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-821. A communication from the Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an annual report relative to the defense 
articles and defense services that were li- 
censed for export under Section 38 of the 
Arms Export Control Act during fiscal year 
2009; to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-822. A communication from the Deputy 
Director of Regulations and Policy Manage- 
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Medical Devices; Medical 
Device Data Systems” ((21 CFR Part 880) 
(Docket No. FDA-2008-N-0106)) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 3, 2011; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC-823. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the Fiscal Year 2010 Annual Perform- 
ance Report; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

ЕС-824. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, two reports enti- 
tled ‘“‘The National Healthcare Quality Re- 
port 2010” and ‘‘The National Healthcare 
Disparities Report 2010”; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 


The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. LEAHY for the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mae A. D’Agostino, of New York, to be 
United States District Judge for the North- 
ern District of New York. 

Timothy J. Feighery, of New York, to be 
Chairman of the Foreign Claims Settlement 
Commission of the United States for a term 
expiring September 30, 2012. 


(Nominations without an asterisk 


were reported with the recommenda- 
tion that they be confirmed.) 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER): 

S. 467. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to strengthen the earned 
income tax credit; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself, Mr. 
PAUL, and Mr. INHOFE): 

S. 468. A bill to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act to clarify the author- 
ity of the Administrator to disapprove speci- 
fications of disposal sites for the discharge 
of, dredged or fill material, and to clarify the 
procedure under which a higher review of 
specifications may be requested; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. TESTER: 

S. 469. A bill to rescind amounts made 
available for water treatment improvements 
for the city of Kalispell, Montana, and make 
the amounts available for Federal deficit re- 
duction; to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. DUR- 
BIN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. COONS, and 
Mr. FRANKEN): 

S. 470. A bill to establish an Early Learn- 
ing Challenge Fund to support States in 
building and strengthening systems of high- 
quality early learning and development pro- 
grams and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Ms. STABENOW (for herself, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. LEVIN, 
and Mrs. GILLIBRAND): 

S. 471. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Army to study the feasibility of the 
hydrological separation of the Great Lakes 
and Mississippi River Basins; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. BEGICH (for himself, Mrs. MUR- 
RAY, Ms. MURKOWSKI, and Mrs. 
BOXER): 

S. 472. A bill to increase the mileage reim- 
bursement rate for members of the armed 
services during permanent change of station 
and to authorize the transportation of addi- 
tional motor vehicles of members on change 
of permanent station to or from nonforeign 
areas outside the continental United States; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
PRYOR, Mr. PORTMAN, and Ms. LAN- 
DRIEU): 

S. 473. A bill to extend the chemical facil- 
ity security program of the Department of 
Homeland Security, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mr. 
COBURN, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. ENZI, and 
Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts): 

S. 474. A bill to reform the regulatory proc- 
ess to ensure that small businesses are free 
to compete and to create jobs, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

By Мг. COBURN: 

S. 475. A bill to enact President Obama’s 
recommendations for program terminations; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. PRYOR: 

S. 476. A bill to discontinue the Voice of 
America: Radio Marti and Television Marti 
broadcasts to Cuba; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 
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By Mr. PRYOR: 

S. 477. A bill to limit Government printing, 
Government travel costs, and Federal vehi- 
cle costs; to the Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. PRYOR: 

S. 478. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to apply a 100 percent con- 
tinuous levy to Medicare providers and cer- 
tain Federal contractors with delinquent tax 
debt; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. PRYOR: 

S. 479. A bill to amend title 40, United 
States Code, to enhance authorities with re- 
gard to real property that has yet to be re- 
ported excess, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, and Mr. 
LEAHY): 

S. 480. A bill to temporarily expand the V 
nonimmigrant visa category to include Hai- 
tians whose petition for a family-sponsored 
immigrant visa was approved on or before 
January 12, 2010; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR, and Mr. FRANKEN): 

S. 481. A bill to enhance and further re- 
search into the prevention and treatment of 
eating disorders, to improve access to treat- 
ment of eating disorders, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself, Mr. ALEX- 
ANDER, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. BARRASSO, 
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. BURR, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. Coats, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. CORKER, 
Mr. CORNYN, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. DEMINT, 
Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. ENZI, Mr. GRAHAM, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
HOEVEN, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. ISAK- 
SON, Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Wisconsin, Mr. KYL, Mr. LEE, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. MORAN, 
Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Mr. RISCH, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. RUBIO, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SHELBY, 
Mr. THUNE, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. VITTER, 
Mr. WICKER, Mr. MCCAIN, and Mr. 
MANCHIN): 

S. 482. A bill to amend the Clean Air Act to 
prohibit the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency from promul- 
gating any regulation concerning, taking ac- 
tion relating to, or taking into consideration 
the emission of a greenhouse gas to address 
climate change, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN): 

S. 483. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for the treat- 
ment of clinical psychologists as physicians 
for purposes of furnishing clinical psycholo- 
gist services under the Medicare program; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BENNET (for himself and Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado): 

S. 484. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Education to pay to Fort Lewis College in 
the State of Colorado an amount equal to 
the tuition charges for Indian students who 
are not residents of the State of Colorado; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Ms. 
STABENOW): 

S. 485. A bill to expand the boundaries of 
the Thunder Bay National Marine Sanctuary 
and Underwater Preserve, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 
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By Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself, Mr. 
REED, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. SANDERS, 
and Mr. TESTER): 

S. 486. A bill to amend the Servicemembers 
Civil Relief Act to enhance protections for 
members of the uniformed services relating 
to mortgages, mortgage foreclosure, and 
eviction, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. McCAIN: 

S. 487. A bill to ensure that private prop- 
erty, public safety, and human life are pro- 
tected from flood hazards that directly re- 
sult from post-fire watershed conditions that 
are created by wildfires on Federal land; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. CARDIN: 

S. 488. A bill to require the FHA to equi- 
tably treat homebuyers who have repaid in 
full their FHA-insured mortgages, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. 
FRANKEN, and Mr. LEAHY): 

S. 489. A bill to require certain mortgagees 
to evaluate loans for modifications, to estab- 
lish a grant program for State and local gov- 
ernment mediation programs, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. AKAKA: 

S. 490. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to increase the maximum age 
for children eligible for medical care under 
the CHAMPVA program, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 
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SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota (for 
himself, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 
ENZI, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. 
TESTER, Mr. GRASSLEY, Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR, Mr. WICKER, Mrs. McCas- 
KILL, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mrs. MURRAY, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. Baucus, Ms. STABENOW, Ms. 
CANTWELL, and Mr. NELSON of Ne- 
braska): 

S. Res. 87. A resolution designating the 
year of 2012 as the ‘‘International Year of Co- 
operatives”; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 

S. Res. 88. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that businesses of the 
United States should retain the option to or- 
ganize as those businesses choose, including 
as flow-through entities, and not be forced to 
reorganize as C corporations; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, 
Mr. BURR, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. UDALL of 
Colorado, Mr. BEGICH, Mrs. McCas- 
KILL, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. BROWN of 
Ohio, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. NELSON of 
Florida, Mr. KERRY, Mr. WYDEN, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. BROWN of Massachu- 
setts, Mr. MCCAIN, and Mr. BINGA- 
MAN): 

S. Res. 89. A resolution relating to the 
death of Frank W. Buckles, the longest sur- 
viving United States veteran of the First 
World War; considered and agreed to. 

By Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Mr. 
CARDIN, Ms. SNOWE, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 
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DURBIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. LAUTEN- 
BERG, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, and Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. Res. 90. A resolution supporting the 
goals of ‘‘International Women’s Day” and 
recognizing this year’s centennial anniver- 
sary of International Women’s Day; consid- 
ered and agreed to. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Ms. SNOWE, 
and Mrs. HAGAN): 

S. Res. 91. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of Multiple Sclerosis Aware- 
ness Week; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr. 
ALEXANDER): 

S. Res. 92. A resolution to authorize the 
payment of legal expenses of Senate employ- 
ees out of the contingent fund of the Senate; 
considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, 
Mr. BuRR, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. UDALL of 
Colorado, Mr. BEGICH, Mrs. McCAs- 
KILL, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. BROWN of 
Ohio, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. NELSON of 
Florida, Mr. KERRY, Mr. WYDEN, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. BROWN of Massachu- 
setts, and Mr. MCCAIN): 

S. Con. Res. 10. A concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the remains of Frank W. Buckles, 
the last surviving United States veteran of 
the First World War, to lie in honor in the 
rotunda of the Capitol; to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 89 
At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. JOHANNS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 89, a bill to repeal the imposi- 
tion of withholding on certain pay- 
ments made to vendors by government 
entities. 
8. 222 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
222, a bill to limit investor and home- 
owner losses in foreclosures, and for 
other purposes. 
8. 228 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 228, a bill to preempt regulation 
of, action relating to, or consideration 
of greenhouse gases under Federal and 
common law on enactment of a Federal 
policy to mitigate climate change. 
8. 242 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. COONS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 242, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to enhance the 
roles and responsibilities of the Chief 
of the National Guard Bureau. 
8. 254 
At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mrs. HAGAN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of б. 254, a bill to reduce the 
rape kit backlog and for other pur- 
poses. 
8. 282 
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
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(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 282, a bill to rescind unused ear- 
marks. 

8. 310 

At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. PRYOR) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 310, a bill to end unemployment 
payments to jobless millionaires. 

S. 344 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
COCHRAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 344, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to permit certain retired 
members of the uniformed services who 
have a service-connected disability to 
receive both disability compensation 
from the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs for their disability and either re- 
tired pay by reason of their years of 
military service or Combat-Related 
Special Compensation, and for other 
purposes. 

8. 387 

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of 9. 
387, a bill to amend title 37, United 
States Code, to provide flexible spend- 
ing arrangements for members of uni- 
formed services, and for other pur- 
poses. 

S. 388 

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
388, a bill to prohibit Members of Con- 
gress and the President from receiving 
pay during Government shutdowns. 

8. 425 

At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the name of the Senator from 
Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as 
a cosponsor of б. 425, a bill to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to pro- 
vide for the establishment of perma- 
nent national surveillance systems for 
multiple sclerosis, Parkinson’s disease, 
and other neurological diseases and 
disorders. 

S. 484 

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS), the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. JOHANNS) and the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 484, a bill to improve 
and expand geographic literacy among 
kindergarten through grade 12 students 
in the United States by improving pro- 
fessional development programs for 
kindergarten through grade 12 teachers 
offered through institutions of higher 
education. 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
names of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) and the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 484, supra. 

S. CON. RES. 4 

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
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(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. Con. Res. 4, a concurrent reso- 
lution expressing the sense of Congress 
that an appropriate site on Chaplains 
Hill in Arlington National Cemetery 
should be provided for a memorial 
marker to honor the memory of the 
Jewish chaplains who died while on ac- 
tive duty in the Armed Forces of the 
United States. 
8. CON. RES. 7 

At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS), the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH), the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) and the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) were 
added as cosponsors of б. Con. Res. 7, a 
concurrent resolution supporting the 
Local Radio Freedom Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 133 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 133 proposed to S. 23, a 
bill to amend title 35, United States 
Code, to provide for patent reform. 

AMENDMENT NO. 135 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO) was added as a cospon- 
sor of amendment No. 135 intended to 
be proposed to S. 23, a bill to amend 
title 35, United States Code, to provide 
for patent reform. 
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STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. KERRY (for himself and 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER): 

б. 467. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to strengthen the 
earned income tax credit; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today 
Senator ROCKEFELLER and I are re- 
introducing the Strengthen the Earned 
Income Tax Credit Act of 2011. Since 
1975, the earned income tax credit, 
EITC, has been an innovative tax cred- 
it which helps low-income working 
families. President Reagan referred to 
the EITC as ‘ће best antipoverty, the 
best pro-family, the best job creation 
measure to come out of Congress.” Ac- 
cording to the Center on Budget and 
Policy Priorities, the EITC lifts more 
children out of poverty than any other 
government program. It lifted 6.5 mil- 
lion people, including 3.3 million chil- 
dren, above the poverty line in 2009. 

Last Congress, we were successful in 
making temporary improvements to 
the EITC by providing marriage pen- 
alty relief and increasing the credit 
rate for families with three or more 
children. Both of these provisions have 
been part of our legislation. 

It is time for us to reexamine the 
EITC and determine where we can 
strengthen it. The Finance Committee 
of which I am a member has started a 
series of hearings on tax reform. I be- 
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lieve the tax code should be thoroughly 
reviewed to see what is working and 
not working and what can be made 
simpler. This legislation expands the 
EITC permanently, but as part of tax 
reform I would be open to changing the 
program. However, those currently 
benefiting from the EITC should not be 
harmed in tax reform and there should 
still be tax relief which encourages 
work and helps low-income families 
with children. 

We need to help the low-income 
workers who struggle day after day 
trying to make ends meet. They have 
been left behind in the economic poli- 
cies of the last eight years. We need to 
begin a discussion on how to help those 
that have been left behind. The EITC is 
the perfect place to start. 

The Strengthen the Earned Income 
Tax Credit Act of 2011 strengthens the 
EITC by making the following changes: 
makes permanent marriage penalty re- 
lief; makes permanent the credit for 
families with three or more children; 
expands the credit for individuals with 
no children; simplifies the credit; and 
increases the penalty for tax preparers. 

The legislation would make the mar- 
riage penalty relief included in the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act permanent. Under the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act, the 
phase-out income level for married tax- 
payers that file a joint return would be 
$5,000 higher than the income level for 
unmarried filers starting in 2009 and in 
2010. This level would be indexed for in- 
flation after 2009. The Tax Relief, Un- 
employment Insurance Reauthoriza- 
tion and Job Creation Act of 2010 ex- 
tended this provision through 2012. 
Without this provision, many single in- 
dividuals that marry find themselves 
faced with a reduction in their EITC. 
In Massachusetts, approximately 
100,500 children a year benefit from the 
EITC because of this provision. 

Second, the legislation makes perma- 
nent the credit for families with three 
or more children. Under prior law, the 
credit amount is based on one child or 
two or more children. The American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act cre- 
ated a third child category for 2009 and 
2010 and Tax Relief, Unemployment In- 
surance Reauthorization and Job Cre- 
ation Act of 2010 extended this provi- 
sion through 2012. This change benefits 
approximately 116,000 children a year 
in Massachusetts. 

Third, this legislation would increase 
the credit amount for childless work- 
ers. The EITC was designed to help 
childless workers offset their payroll 
tax liability. The credit phase-in was 
set to equal the employee share of the 
payroll tax, 7.65 percent. However, in 
reality, the employee bears the burden 
of both the employee and employer 
portion of the payroll tax. A typical 
single childless adult will begin to owe 
Federal income taxes in addition to 
payroll taxes when his or her income is 
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only $10,655, which is below the poverty 
line. These changes will result in a full 
time worker receiving the minimum 
wage to be eligible for the maximum 
earned income credit amount. 

This legislation doubles the credit 
rate for individual taxpayer and mar- 
ried taxpayers without children. The 
credit rate and phase-out rate of 7.65 
percent is doubled to 15.3 percent. For 
2007, the maximum credit amount for 
an individual would increase from $457 
to $929. In addition, the legislation 
would increase the credit phase-out in- 
come level from $7,590 to $12,690 for in- 
dividuals and from $12,670 to $17,770 for 
married couples. This increase is in- 
dexed for inflation and includes the 
marriage penalty relief. Under current 
law, workers under age 25 are ineligible 
for the childless workers EITC. The 
Strengthen the Earned Income Tax 
Credit Act of 2011 would change the age 
to 21. This age change will provide an 
incentive for labor for less-educated 
younger adults. 

Fourth, the Strengthen the Earned 
Income Tax Credit Act of 2011 sim- 
plifies the EITC by modifying the aban- 
doned spouse rule, clarifying the quali- 
fying child rules, and repealing the dis- 
qualified investment test. 

Finally, the legislation includes a 
provision which increases the penalty 
imposed on paid preparers who fail to 
comply with EITC due diligence re- 
quirements from $100 to $500. Unfortu- 
nately, about a quarter of EITC returns 
include errors and more than a major- 
ity of EITC returns are prepared by a 
preparer. This should help ensure that 
preparers comply with the due dili- 
gence requirements. 

This legislation will help those who 
most need our help. It will put more 
money in their pay check. We need to 
invest in our families and help individ- 
uals who want to make a living by 
working. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port an expansion of the EITC. 


By Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself, 
Mr. PAUL, and Mr. INHOFE): 

S. 468. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to clarify 
the authority of the Administrator to 
disapprove specifications of disposal 
sites for the discharge of, dredged or 
fill material, and to clarify the proce- 
dure under which a higher review of 
specifications may be requested; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, my 
friend and colleague from Kentucky, 
Senator PAUL, and I would like at this 
time to address the Senate about a bill 
we are introducing. 

Coal is an enormously vital sector of 
Kentucky’s economy. More than 200,000 
jobs in my State depend on it, includ- 
ing the jobs of approximately 18,000 
coal miners. Coal is tremendously im- 
portant to our country as well. One- 
half of the country’s electricity comes 
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from coal. Yet, as we are faced with a 
weakened economy and high unem- 
ployment, an overreaching Environ- 
mental Protection Agency in Wash- 
ington is blocking new jobs for Ken- 
tuckians and Americans by waging a 
literal war on coal. 

To mine for coal, coal operators must 
receive what are called 404 permits. 
Those come from the EPA in order to 
operate. One such mine in southern 
West Virginia followed all of the proper 
procedures and got the green light 
from EPA to proceed with operations 
back in 2007. 

But now, 3% years later, in an un- 
precedented reversal, the EPA has 
retroactively ‘‘reinterpreted’’ its au- 
thority, withdrawn the permit it 
issued, and shut down the mine. The 
EPA’s reinterpretation cost 280 Ameri- 
cans their jobs. 

The EPA also announced that 79 of 
the 404 permit applications still being 
considered would be subject to ‘‘en- 
hanced environmental review’’—‘‘en- 
hanced environmental review’’—effec- 
tively putting them in limbo along 
with the jobs and economic activity 
they could create. Some of those per- 
mits are for jobs in Kentucky. 

The EPA’s action simply defies logic. 
Not only are they changing the rules in 
the middle of the game, they are retro- 
actively changing the rules to shut 
down mines they already approved. No 
mine, regardless of whether it has been 
operating for years in full compliance 
of every rule and regulation, can be as- 
sured that Uncle Sam will not come 
along and shut them down. 

Thousands of Kentuckians who work 
in coal mining or have jobs dependent 
on mining are literally in jeopardy. 
Other industries are at risk also. Farm- 
ers, developers, the transportation in- 
dustry, and others also need permits 
from the EPA to continue to operate. 
They, too, could see these permits re- 
voked. 

The EPA has turned the permitting 
process into a backdoor means of shut- 
ting down coal mines by sitting on per- 
mits indefinitely, thus removing any 
regulatory certainty. What they are 
doing is outside the scope of their au- 
thority and the law and represents a 
fundamental departure from the per- 
mitting process as originally envi- 
sioned by Congress. 

That is why I rise today to introduce, 
along with my good friends, Senator 
RAND PAUL and Senator JAMES INHOFE, 
the Mining Jobs Protection Act in the 
Senate. 

This bill will tell the EPA to ‘“‘use it 
or lose it’? when deciding whether to 
invoke its veto authority of a 404 per- 
mit within a reasonable timeframe, 
giving permit applicants the certainty 
they need to do business. 

The bill would ensure that all 404 per- 
mits move forward to be either ap- 
proved or rejected, so applicants are 
not left in limbo, unsure how to act. 
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The bill also ensures that EPA can- 
not use its veto retroactively. 

While being fair to permit applicants, 
the bill still preserves the EPA’s full 
veto authority to protect human 
health and the environment. 

Here is how the legislation would 
work. Once the EPA receives the 404 
permit, it will have 30 days to deter- 
mine if it is considering using its veto 
authority. If the Agency is considering 
doing so, it must publish that fact in 
the Federal Register, cite any poten- 
tial concerns, and detail what must be 
done to address those concerns within 
the initial 30 days. The EPA then has 
an additional 30 days, for a total of 2 
months, to invoke its veto authority. If 
the Agency does not use its veto au- 
thority within 60 days, the permit 
automatically moves forward and 
EPA’s veto authority expires. All per- 
mits that have already been applied for 
would go through this process, ensur- 
ing every permit gets a fair shake. 

Any permits vetoed prior to the pas- 
sage of the bill would be reconsidered 
by the Army Corps of Engineers. It was 
important to me that this legislation 
address every 404 permit, not just one 
or a few. 

This is a fair process that allows the 
EPA to act as vigorously as necessary 
to protect the environment and those 
of us living in it while also giving per- 
mit applications the certainty of know- 
ing within a reasonable timeframe 
whether to proceed with mining oper- 
ations and knowing that once they 
have the green light, it is not going to 
be subsequently revoked. More impor- 
tant, this legislation will allow my 
State and others to protect the coal 
and related industry jobs we already 
have and grow new ones in the future. 

I wish to thank my colleague from 
Kentucky and Senator INHOFE for 
standing alongside me on this matter 
that is so important to our States but 
also to the country as a whole. This is 
not just a Kentucky issue. We think 
our bill strikes a fair balance toward 
conserving the best of America’s nat- 
ural beauty while also building toward 
a brighter future. 

The EPA’s mission is important but 
so is job creation. Particularly when 
unemployment is higher than all of us 
would like, both sides of the equation 
must be considered. So I look forward 
to working with my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to make the Mining 
Jobs Protection Act a law. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 468 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Mining Jobs 

Protection Act’’. 
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SEC. 2. PERMITS FOR DREDGED OR FILL MATE- 
RIAL. 

Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (38 U.S.C. 1844) is amended by 
striking subsection (c) and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

(с) AUTHORITY OF ADMINISTRATOR TO DIS- 
APPROVE SPECIFICATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, in 
accordance with this subsection, may pro- 
hibit the specification of any defined area as 
a disposal site, and may deny or restrict the 
use of any defined area for specification as a 
disposal site, in any case in which the Ad- 
ministrator determines, after notice and op- 
portunity for public hearings and consulta- 
tion with the Secretary, that the discharge 
of those materials into the area will have an 
unacceptable adverse effect on— 

“(A) municipal water supplies; 

“(B) shellfish beds and fishery areas (in- 
cluding spawning and breeding areas); 

“(C) wildlife; or 

“(D) recreational areas. 

(2) DEADLINE FOR ACTION.— 

(А) ІЧ GENERAL.—The 
shall— 

“(i) not later than 30 days after the date on 
which the Administrator receives from the 
Secretary for review a specification proposed 
to be issued under subsection (a), provide no- 
tice to the Secretary of, and publish in the 
Federal Register, a description of any poten- 
tial concerns of the Administrator with re- 
spect to the specification, including a list of 
measures required to fully address those con- 
cerns; and 

“(11) if the Administrator intends to dis- 
approve a specification, not later than 60 
days after the date on which the Adminis- 
trator receives a proposed specification 
under subsection (a) from the Secretary, pro- 
vide to the Secretary and the applicant, and 
publish in the Federal Register, a statement 
of disapproval of the specification pursuant 
to this subsection, including the reasons for 
the disapproval. 

“(В) FAILURE ТО ACT.—If the Administrator 
fails to take any action or meet any deadline 
described in subparagraph (A) with respect 
to a proposed specification, the Adminis- 
trator shall have no further authority under 
this subsection to disapprove or prohibit 
issuance of the specification. 

‘(3) NO RETROACTIVE DISAPPROVAL.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The authority of the Ad- 
ministrator to disapprove or prohibit 
issuance of a specification under this sub- 
section— 

“(1) terminates as of the date that is 60 
days after the date on which the Adminis- 
trator receives the proposed specification 
from the Secretary for review; and 

“(ii) shall not be used with respect to any 
specification after issuance of the specifica- 
tion by the Secretary under subsection (a). 

“(В) SPECIFICATIONS DISAPPROVED BEFORE 
DATE OF ENACTMENT.—In any case in which, 
before the date of enactment of this subpara- 
graph, the Administrator disapproved a spec- 
ification under this subsection (as in effect 
on the day before the date of enactment of 
the Mining Jobs Protection Act) after the 
specification was issued by the Secretary 
pursuant to subsection (a)— 

“(i) the Secretary may— 

“(D) reevaluate and reissue the specifica- 
tion after making appropriate modifications; 
or 

(П) elect not to reissue the specification; 
and 

“(11) the Administrator shall have no fur- 
ther authority to disapprove the modified 
specification or any reissuance of the speci- 
fication. 


Administrator 
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“(C) FINALITY.—An election by the Sec- 
retary under subparagraph (B)(i) shall con- 
stitute final agency action. 

(4) APPLICABILITY.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), this subsection applies to each 
specification proposed to be issued under 
subsection (a) that is pending as of, or re- 
quested or filed on or after, the date of en- 
actment of the Mining Jobs Protection Act”. 
SEC. 3. REVIEW OF PERMITS. 

Section 404(q) of the Federal Water Pollu- 
tion Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344(q)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘(q) 
Not later than” and inserting the following: 

(0) AGREEMENTS; HIGHER REVIEW OF PER- 
MITS.— 

(1) AGREEMENTS.— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—Not later ап”; 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking 
“Such agreements” and inserting the fol- 
lowing: 

“(В) DEADLINE.—Agreements described in 
subparagraph (A)’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(2) HIGHER REVIEW OF PERMITS.— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(C), before the Administrator or the head of 
another Federal agency requests that a per- 
mit proposed to be issued under this section 
receive a higher level of review by the Sec- 
retary, the Administrator or other head 
shall— 

“(i) consult with the head of the State 
agency having jurisdiction over aquatic re- 
sources in each State in which activities 
under the requested permit would be carried 
out; and 

“(ii) obtain official consent from the State 
agency (or, in the case of multiple States in 
which activities under the requested permit 
would be carried out, from each State agen- 
cy) to designate areas covered or affected by 
the proposed permit as aquatic resources of 
national importance. 

‘(B) FAILURE TO OBTAIN CONSENT.—If the 
Administrator or the head of another Fed- 
eral agency does not obtain State consent 
described in subparagraph (A) with respect 
to a permit proposed to be issued under this 
section, the Administrator or Federal agency 
may not proceed in seeking higher review of 
the permit. 

(С) LIMITATION ON ELEVATIONS.—The Ad- 
ministrator or the head of another Federal 
agency may request that a permit proposed 
to be issued under this section receive a 
higher level of review by the Secretary not 
more than once per permit. 

(0) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This paragraph ap- 
plies to permits for which applications are 
submitted under this section on or after Jan- 
uary 1, 2010.’’. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of this legislation. I think this 
is a good first step to reining in an out- 
of-control, unelected bureaucracy. I 
think the EPA has gone way beyond its 
mandated duty and is now at the point 
of stifling industry in our country. We 
see this and hear this across the State 
of Kentucky, as well as across the 
country. The President doesn’t seem to 
understand why the country thinks he 
is against business and against 
progress. One can’t be for job creation 
if one is against the job creators. 

As the minority leader indicated, we 
have nearly 100,000 jobs and hundreds 
of thousands of other jobs connected to 
coal. This really applies to the rest of 
the country as well. Over half of the 
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electricity in our country comes from 
coal. Over 90 percent of the electricity 
in Kentucky comes from coal. Yet we 
have mining operations that went 
through the process, some of them tak- 
ing up to 10 years. I think the mine in 
question went through a 10-year proc- 
ess, spent millions of dollars to try to 
get started to provide electricity for 
the rest of us. Yet then the EPA comes 
in at the last minute. 

There is said to be nearly 200 permits 
out there languishing. I asked the 
question of my staff this morning: How 
many have been applied for and how 
many have been granted? The EPA 
won’t even tell us that. But from talk- 
ing to those trying to produce the coal, 
to produce the electricity for our coun- 
try, they said they can’t get permits. 
In fact, there is one coal company in 
Kentucky that is now suing the Fed- 
eral Government, saying they have 
taken his property. They have effec- 
tively taken his property because he 
can’t get a permit. This is a real prob- 
lem. The average expectancy for get- 
ting a permit in our country now for 
all mines is 7 years. 

We wonder why we are languishing as 
we depend on everyone else for our en- 
ergy. We want to be energy inde- 
pendent, and we sit on top of some of 
our country’s most natural resources 
in oil and coal. Yet we won’t produce 
our own. We have to become so in- 
volved and there are so many justifica- 
tions for war across the world and this 
and that. Yet we refuse to use our own 
resources. 

This is a very good step in trying to 
make the process better. All it is say- 
ing is that the EPA cannot have unlim- 
ited time to sit on our permits. This is 
saying there have to be rules. 

I say this is a first step because I 
think the last election was about say- 
ing that unelected bureaucrats should 
not write law. That is what has hap- 
pened. The President and many of his 
supporters have indicated they can’t 
get cap and trade through the elected 
body, so they are going to go through 
the back door, through regulations. 
The American people need to stand up 
and say that unelected bureaucrats 
should not and cannot be allowed to 
write law. That is essentially what is 
happening now. I think this is a great 
first step. I compliment the minority 
leader for bringing this forward, and I 
wholeheartedly support it. 


By Mr. BEGICH (for himself, Mrs. 
MuRRAY, Ms. MURKOWSKI, and 
Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 472. A bill to increase the mileage 
reimbursement rate for members of the 
armed services during permanent 
change of station and to authorize the 
transportation of additional motor ve- 
hicles of members on change of perma- 
nent station to or from nonforeign 
areas outside the continental United 
States; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 


3253 


Mr. BEGICH. Mr President, last week 
I had the privilege to travel to the 
Army’s National Training Center to 
see the 1st Stryker Brigade Combat 
Team from Alaska train. I was amazed 
at what our soldiers do to prepare for 
the defense of our country. 

Despite their upcoming deployment 
to Afghanistan in May, these Arctic 
Warriors were not thinking about 
themselves. They were thinking about 
their families. Over and over I heard 
how important their family’s security 
and support system was to them, espe- 
cially as they prepared to deploy. 

To help out our military families 
today I am pleased to introduce the 
Service Members Permanent Change of 
Station Relief Act with my cosponsors 
Senator PATTY MURRAY, Senator BAR- 
BARA BOXER, and Senator LISA MUR- 
KOWSKI. This bill will improve financial 
security for our military families by 
increasing reimbursement for out-of- 
pocket expenses they often incur dur- 
ing government directed moves. 

First, the bill will provide reimburse- 
ment to military families for costs in- 
curred transporting a second car on a 
change of permanent duty station to or 
from Alaska, Hawaii or Guam. As with 
their counterparts in civilian life, 
many military families today own and 
rely on a second vehicle to work, take 
care of their children and meet day-to- 
day needs of the family. By doing this, 
we can save our military families $2,000 
in personal expenses they pay to trans- 
port a second car. 

Additionally, the bill increases the 
gas mileage reimbursement rate to $.51 
per mile during a move to allow for 
compensation of all costs and deprecia- 
tion resulting from use of a personal 
vehicle for a government move. 

Our military families make great 
personal sacrifices for our country. 
Providing the Arctic Warriors and 
other military members a little peace 
of mind about the financial security of 
their families is the least we can do. I 
ask my colleagues to cosponsor this 
bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 472 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Service 
Members Permanent Change of Station Re- 
lief Act”. 

SEC. 2. MILEAGE REIMBURSEMENT RATE FOR 
MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED 


SERVICES FOR TRAVEL RELATED TO 
CHANGE OF PERMANENT STATION. 
Section 404(d)(1)(A) of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘mone- 
tary allowance” and all that follows through 
the period at the end and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘monetary allowance in place of the 
cost of transportation— 


3254 


“(i) in the case of a member for whom trav- 
el has been authorized in connection with a 
change of a change of permanent station or 
for travel described in paragraph (2) or (3) of 
subsection (a), at the business standard mile- 
age rate set by the Internal Revenue Service 
pursuant to section 1.274.5(j)(2) of title 26, 
Code of Federal Regulations; and 

“(ii) in the case of а member’s dependent 
for whom such travel has been authorized, at 
the rate provided in section 5704 of title 5.’’. 
SEC. 3. TRANSPORTATION OF ADDITIONAL 

MOTOR VEHICLE OF MEMBERS ON 
CHANGE OF PERMANENT STATION 
TO OR FROM NONFOREIGN AREAS 
OUTSIDE THE CONTINENTAL 
UNITED STATES. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO TRANSPORT ADDITIONAL 
MOTOR VEHICLE.—Subsection (a) of section 
2634 of title 10, United States Code, is amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking the sentence following para- 
graph (4); 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), (8), 
and (4) as subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), and 
(D), respectively; 

(3) by inserting “(1)” after ‘(а)’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

“(2) One additional motor vehicle of a 
member (or a dependent of the member) may 
be transported as provided in paragraph (1) 
if— 

“(A) the member is ordered to make a 
change of permanent station to or from a 
nonforeign area outside the continental 
United States and the member has at least 
one dependent of driving age who will use 
the motor vehicle; or 

“(В) the Secretary concerned determines 
that a replacement for the motor vehicle 
transported under paragraph (1) is necessary 
for reasons beyond the control of the mem- 
ber and is in the interest of the United 
States and the Secretary approves the trans- 
portation in advance.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.—Such subsection is further amend- 
ed— 

(1) by striking ‘this dependents” and in- 
serting ‘‘a dependent of the member”’; 

(2) by striking “him” and inserting “the 
member”’; 

(3) by striking ‘‘his)’’ and inserting ‘һе 
member)”; 

(4) by striking ‘his new” 
“е member’s new”; and 

(5) in paragraph (1)(C), as redesignated by 
subsection (a)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘clauses (1) and (2)’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘subparagraphs (A) and (B)’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘or’’ after the semicolon. 
SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act shall 
take effect on January 1, 2012, and apply 
with respect to a permanent change of sta- 
tion order issued on or after that date to a 
member of the uniformed services. 


and inserting 


By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
PRYOR, Mr. PORTMAN, and Ms. 
LANDRIEU): 

S. 473. A bill to extend the chemical 
facility security program of the De- 
partment of Homeland Security, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, the law 
granting the Federal Government, for 
the first time, the authority to regu- 
late the security of the Nation’s high- 
est risk chemical facilities is due to ex- 
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pire on March 18. We cannot allow this 
to occur. Given the success of this law 
and its vital importance to all Ameri- 
cans, І am introducing legislation 
today with Senators PRYOR, PORTMAN, 
and LANDRIEU to extend and improve 
the law. 

More than 70,000 products are created 
through the use of chemicals, helping 
to supply the consumer, industrial, 
construction, and agricultural sectors 
of our economy. The United States is 
home to thousands of facilities that 
manufacture, use, or store chemicals. 

This industry is vital to our econ- 
omy, with annual sales of $725 billion, 
exports of $171 billion, and more than 
780,000 employees. 

After September 11, 2001, we realized 
that chemical facilities were vulner- 
able to terrorist attack. Given the haz- 
ardous chemicals present at many loca- 
tions, terrorists could view them as at- 
tractive targets, yielding loss of life, 
significant injuries, and major destruc- 
tion if successfully attacked. 

In 2005, as Chairman of the Senate 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs Committee, I held a series of 
hearings on chemical security. Fol- 
lowing these hearings, Senators LIE- 
BERMAN, CARPER, LEVIN, and I intro- 
duced bipartisan legislation author- 
izing the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity to set and enforce security 
standards at high-risk chemical facili- 
ties. That bill was incorporated into 
the homeland security appropriations 
act that was signed into law in 2006. 

To implement this new authority, 
DHS established the Chemical Facility 
Anti-Terrorism Standards program, or 
CFATS. The program sets 18 risk-based 
performance standards that high-risk 
chemical facilities must meet. These 
security standards cover a range of 
threats, such as perimeter security, ac- 
cess control, theft, internal sabotage, 
and cyber security. 

High-risk chemical facilities covered 
by the program must conduct manda- 
tory vulnerability assessments, develop 
site security plans, and invest in pro- 
tective measures. 

The Department must approve these 
assessments and site security plans, 
using audits and inspections to ensure 
compliance with the performance 
standards. The Secretary has strong 
authority to shut down facilities that 
are non-compliant. 

This risk-based approach has made 
the owners and operators of chemical 
plants partners with the Federal Gov- 
ernment in implementing a successful, 
collaborative security program. 

This landmark law has been in place 
slightly more than four years. Tax- 
payers have invested nearly $300 mil- 
lion in the program, and chemical 
plants have invested hundreds of mil- 
lions more to comply with the law. As 
a direct result, security at our Nation’s 
chemical facilities is much stronger 
today. 
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Now we must reauthorize the pro- 
gram. Simply put, the program works 
and should be extended. 

Changing this successful law, as was 
proposed last year by the House of Rep- 
resentatives in partisan legislation, 
would discard what is working for an 
unproven and burdensome plan. 

We must not undermine the substan- 
tial investments of time and resources 
already made in CFATS implementa- 
tion by both DHS and the private sec- 
tor. Worse would be requiring addi- 
tional expenditures with no demon- 
strable increase to the overall security 
of our Nation. 

In the 111th Congress, the Senate and 
the House of Representatives debated a 
provision that would alter the funda- 
mental nature of CFATS. The provi- 
sion would have required the Depart- 
ment to completely rework the pro- 
gram. It would have mandated the use 
of so-called ‘‘inherently safer tech- 
nology,” or IST. 

What is IST? It is an approach to 
process engineering. It is not, however, 
a security measure. 

An IST mandate may actually in- 
crease or unacceptably transfer risk to 
other points in the chemical process or 
elsewhere in the supply chain. 

For example, many drinking water 
utilities have determined that chlorine 
remains their best and most effective 
drinking water treatment option. Their 
decisions were not based solely on fi- 
nancial considerations, but also on 
many other factors, such as the charac- 
teristics of the region’s climate, geog- 
raphy, and source water supplies, the 
size and location of the utility’s facili- 
ties, and the risks and benefits of chlo- 
rine use compared to the use of alter- 
native treatment processes. 

According to one water utility lo- 
cated in an isolated area of the north- 
west United States, if Congress were to 
force it to replace its use of gaseous 
chlorine with sodium hypochlorite, 
then the utility would have to use as 
much as seven times the current quan- 
tity of treatment chemicals to achieve 
comparable water quality results. In 
turn, the utility would have to arrange 
for many more bulk chemical deliv- 
eries, by trucks, into a watershed area. 
The greater quantities of chemicals 
and increased frequency of truck deliv- 
eries would heighten the risk of an ac- 
cident resulting in a chemical spill 
into the watershed. In fact, the acci- 
dental release of sodium hypochlorite 
into the watershed would likely cause 
greater harm to soils, vegetation, and 
streams than a gaseous chlorine re- 
lease in this remote area. 

Currently, DHS cannot dictate spe- 
cific security measures, like IST. Nor 
should it. The Federal Government 
should set performance standards, but 
leave it up to the private sector to de- 
cide precisely how to achieve those 
standards. 
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Forcing chemical facilities to imple- 
ment IST could cost jobs at some fa- 
cilities and affect the availability of 
many vital products. 

Last year, the Society of Chemical 
Manufacturers and Affiliates testified 
that mandatory IST would restrict the 
production of pharmaceuticals and 
microelectronics, hobbling these indus- 
tries. The increased cost of a manda- 
tory IST program may force chemical 
companies to simply transfer their op- 
erations overseas, costing American 
workers thousands of jobs. 

To be clear, some owners and opera- 
tors of chemical facilities may choose 
to use IST. But that decision should be 
theirs—not Washington’s. Congress 
should not dictate specific industrial 
processes under the guise of security 
when a facility could choose other al- 
ternatives that meet the Nation’s secu- 
rity needs. 

Last July, the Homeland Security 
Committee unanimously approved bi- 
partisan legislation I authored with 
Senators PRYOR, VOINOVICH, and LAN- 
DRIEU to extend CFATS for three more 
years. 

Additionally, the bill would have es- 
tablished voluntary exercise and train- 
ing programs to improve collaboration 
with the private sector and state and 
local communities under the CFATS 
program; created a voluntary technical 
assistance program; and created a 
chemical facility security best prac- 
tices clearinghouse and private sector 
advisory board at DHS to assist in the 
implementation of CFATS. 

Today, along with Senators PRYOR, 
PORTMAN, and LANDRIEU, I am reintro- 
ducing this bill. The Continuing Chem- 
ical Facilities Antiterrorism Security 
Act of 2011 is a straight-forward, com- 
mon-sense reauthorization of the 
CFATS program. 

I am conscious of the risks our Na- 
tion faces through an attack on a 
chemical facility. That is why I au- 
thored this law in the first place and 
battled considerable opposition to get 
it enacted. We should support the con- 
tinuation of this successful security 
program without the addition of cost- 
ly, unproven Federal mandates. I urge 
my colleagues to support this impor- 
tant bill. 


By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mr. 
COBURN, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. ENZI, 
and Mr. BROWN, of Massachu- 
setts): 

б. 474. A bill to reform the regulatory 
process to ensure that small businesses 
are free to compete and to create jobs, 
and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today, with Senators COBURN, AYOTTE, 
ENZI, and BROWN of Massachusetts, to 
introduce the Small Business Regu- 
latory Freedom Act of 2011, a vital 
measure that will help ensure that the 
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federal government fully consider 
small business job creation in the bills 
we pass here in Congress and in the 
rules and regulations that agencies 
promulgate. 

As the former Chair and now Rank- 
ing Member of the Senate Committee 
on Small Business and Entrepreneur- 
ship, I believe there is no more urgent 
imperative than job creation in our 
country. For the past 21 months, the 
unemployment rate has stood at 9 per- 
cent or above. We cannot allow these 
outrageous levels of unemployment to 
become the new normal. Therefore, it 
is essential that we focus like a laser 
on jumpstarting our economy. Now is 
the time to tear down barriers to job 
creation, not build them higher. 

Unfortunately, recent data suggests 
that not only is this administration 
failing to tear down barriers to small 
business job creation, but rather is ac- 
tively constructing new obstacles. In 
fiscal year 2010 alone, this administra- 
tion embarked on nothing short of reg- 
ulatory rampage, stampeding over 
small business, through the promulga- 
tion of 43 new major regulations pro- 
mulgated in fiscal year 2010, imposing 
$26.5 billion in new regulatory compli- 
ance costs, and that’s on top of the 
$1.75 trillion in annual compliance 
costs that the SBA Office of Advocacy 
recently reported. 

Simply put, this is unacceptable. Too 
often, the Federal Government con- 
siders the regulatory impact on small 
firms merely as an afterthought rather 
than a top priority. In my recent street 
tours and meetings in Maine, aside 
from taxes, small businesses complain 
most about the onerous regulations 
emanating from every agency, every 
sphere of Washington, DC. Consider 
that, according to the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, the health reform law, 
which I opposed, mandates 41 separate 
rulemakings, at least 100 additional 
regulatory guidance documents, and 
129 reports. What’s most alarming, 
small firms with fewer than 20 employ- 
ees bear a disproportionate burden of 
complying with federal regulations, 
paying an annual regulatory cost of 
$10,585 per employee, which is 36 per- 
cent higher than the regulatory cost 
facing larger firms. 

This must change, and the ‘‘Small 
Business Regulatory Freedom Act of 
2011,” aims to do just that. Our bill re- 
forms the flawed rulemaking process to 
ensure that federal agencies consider 
small business impact before a rule is 
promulgated, not after. Our legislation, 
which is strongly supported by the Na- 
tional Federation of Independent Busi- 
ness, NFIB, would amend the Regu- 
latory Flexibility Act, RFA, the sem- 
inal legislation enacted in 1980 that re- 
quires Federal agencies to conduct 
small business analyses for any pro- 
posed or final regulation that would 
impose a significant impact on a sub- 
stantial number of small firms. 
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The first provision in our bill would 
enhance these small business analyses, 
by requiring agencies to draw in rules 
with foreseeable ‘‘indirect’’ economic 
effects under the definition of rules 
covered by the RFA. Such rules are 
currently exempt from the RFA, which 
currently only applies to ‘‘direct’’ eco- 
nomic impact. The RFA has already 
saved billions for small businesses by 
forcing government regulators to be 
sensitive to their direct impact on 
small firms. If billions of dollars can be 
filtered out of direct regulatory man- 
dates upon small business while im- 
proving workplace safety and environ- 
mental conditions, even more can be 
saved by filtering out unnecessary or 
duplicative costs to those small busi- 
nesses indirectly impacted by regula- 
tion. 

The bill would also expand judicial 
review requirements currently in the 
RFA to allow small entities to seek re- 
view and an injunction at the proposed 
rule stage if agencies fail to fully con- 
sider small business impact as they are 
required to by law. This will help to en- 
sure that federal agencies complete 
meaningful initial analyses under the 
RFA. Currently, small entities can 
only seek review on the date of the 
final regulatory action. 

In addition, our legislation would 
amend and clarify the requirements 
under the RFA for the periodic review 
of rules. Many questions have arisen as 
a result of the ambiguous language in 
the RFA that have caused some confu- 
sion as to what rules require periodic 
review and when. Our bill clarifies the 
requirements for ‘‘periodic review” 
under Section 610 of the RFA so that 
both existing rules and rules that are 
promulgated after enactment of the 
Small Business Regulatory Freedom 
Act of 2011 are periodically reviewed 
within 10 years and every ten years 
thereafter. Along with each review, an 
agency must also create and update 
small business compliance guides to as- 
sist small businesses comply with that 
agencies regulations. The requirements 
of periodic review would also apply to 
these compliance guides and must be 
updated when the rule is reviewed. 

Unfortunately, past efforts to en- 
courage agencies to periodically review 
their regulations have failed because of 
the lack of an enforcement mechanism. 
Our bill rectifies this issue. To ensure 
agency compliance the bill includes a 
sunset provision. If the Chief Counsel 
for the SBA Office of Advocacy deter- 
mines that an agency has failed to con- 
duct the necessary periodic review of a 
rule, then that rule will sunset and 
cease to have effect. 

Moreover, the bill would expand the 
small business review panel process re- 
quirement, SBREFA panels, to apply 
to all agencies. These panels currently 
only apply to the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, EPA, Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration, 
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OSHA, and, thanks to an amendment 
that I included in the Wall Street Re- 
form legislation, the new Consumer Fi- 
nancial Protection Bureau, CFPB. 
These panels have worked well at EPA 
and OSHA since 1996, so why not apply 
this stipulation to every federal agen- 
cy, so small businesses are considered 
first, and not as an afterthought? 

Furthermore, our bill would extend 
the RFA to informal agency guidance 
documents, so that Federal agencies 
must conduct small business economic 
analyses before publishing informal 
guidance documents. Many agencies, 
including the OSHA, have repeatedly 
subverted the rulemaking process 
through the use of guidance documents 
or ‘‘reinterpretations’’ so that they 
don’t have to adhere to their RFA obli- 
gations, including small business re- 
view panels—this provision will help to 
end that practice. 

This legislation also seeks to clarify 
language included in the RFA that has 
led to a great deal of confusion regard- 
ing RFA applicability to the IRS, and 
would once and for all ensure that in- 
deed the IRS is covered under the RFA 
ending the longstanding practice of the 
IRS utilizing some unprecedented in- 
terpretations to circumvent compli- 
ance with the RFA—this bill closes 
those loopholes. For example, the IRS 
has argued that paperwork require- 
ments are mandated by Congress and 
thus it is Congress that is creating the 
requirement, not the IRS. Our Dill 
would clarify the definitions so the IRS 
and other agencies can no longer dodge 
conducting its RFA obligations. 

Our bill will also update a dormant 
provision of the Small Business Regu- 
latory Enforcement Fairness Act, 
SBREFA, by requiring that federal 
agencies review existing penalty struc- 
tures within 6 months of enactment 
and every two years thereafter to miti- 
gate penalty provisions on small firms. 
Too often agencies, like OSHA, set or 
update their penalty structures with- 
out considering small business eco- 
nomic impact. Our provision should 
end this practice. 

Strengthening how Federal agencies 
execute their small business analyses 
is also a central requirement for real 
reform. This legislation will accom- 
plish this goal through three funda- 
mental reforms: 

First, it would require a calculation 
of the additional cumulative impact 
the proposed rule will impose on small 
entities, including job creation and em- 
ployment effects, beyond what is al- 
ready imposed on small firms by the 
agency. 

Second, the bill would require federal 
agencies to notify the Chief Counsel for 
the SBA Office Advocacy about any 
draft rule that will trigger an RFA 
analysis when the agency submits the 
draft rule to OMB’s Office of Informa- 
tion and Regulatory Affairs, OIRA. 

Third, our legislation would 
strengthen final regulatory flexibility 
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analyses under RFA. Currently, small 
business analyses in final rules are 
only required to produce a summary 
analysis, general statement, or expla- 
nation regarding a rule’s effect on 
small entities. In practice this has al- 
lowed agencies to avoid an in depth 
analysis of a rule’s effect. Our legisla- 
tion would enhance reporting so an 
agency must include a detailed anal- 
ysis. It also would require the promul- 
gating agency to publish the entire 
final analysis on its web site and in the 
Federal Register. 

Our bill will also ensure that before 
an agency certifies that a proposed rule 
will not impose an economic impact on 
small business, it must first determine 
the average cost of the rule for small 
entities affected or reasonably pre- 
sumed to be affected; the number of 
small firms affected or presumed to be 
affected; and the number of affected 
small entities for which the cost of the 
rule will be significant. Also, before a 
certification statement can be pub- 
lished the agency must send a copy of 
the certification to, and consult with, 
the Chief Counsel for Advocacy on the 
accuracy of the certification and state- 
ment. 

Finally, the bill will clarify that the 
Chief Counsel for the SBA Office of Ad- 
vocacy to be an attorney with exper- 
tise or knowledge of the regulatory 
process. This will ensure that the 
President nominates a qualified indi- 
vidual who will be the most effective 
advocate for small business possible. 
We also provide additional powers to 
the Chief Counsel by allowing him or 
her to comment on any regulatory ac- 
tion, not just during the notice and 
comment rulemaking process. In the 
past, the Office of Advocacy has re- 
fused to weigh in on matters outside 
the rulemaking process—e.g., guidance 
documents—citing a lack of authority 
to do so. 

In a November 2010 Senate Small 
Business Committee hearing, it was 
noted that if there were a 30 percent 
cut in regulatory costs, an average 10- 
person firm would save, on average 
nearly $32,000, enough to hire one addi- 
tional person. There is no doubt, reduc- 
ing the regulatory burden on American 
small businesses will create jobs. After 
21 straight months with unemployment 
at or above nine percent, it is more im- 
perative than ever that we finally lib- 
erate American small businesses from 
the regulatory burden holding them 
down. 

It is essential that we pass this legis- 
lation. I urge my colleagues to support 
my bill so we can ensure that our na- 
tion’s small businesses and their em- 
ployees are provided with much needed 
relief. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the addi- 
tional material was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
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S. 474 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Small Business Regulatory Freedom 
Act of 2011”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 


Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

Sec. 2. Findings. 

Sec. 3. Including indirect economic impact 
in small entity analyses. 

Sec. 4. Judicial review to allow small enti- 
ties to challenge proposed regu- 
lations. 

Sec. 5. Periodic review and sunset of exist- 
ing rules. 

Sec. 6. Requiring small business review pan- 


els for all agencies. 

. Expanding the Regulatory Flexi- 
bility Act to agency guidance 
documents. 

. Requiring the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice to consider small entity im- 
pact. 

. 9. Mitigating penalties on small enti- 

ties. 

. 10. Requiring more detailed small enti- 
ty analyses. 

. 11. Ensuring that agencies consider 
small entity impact during the 
rulemaking process. 

. 12. Qualifications of the Chief Counsel 
for Advocacy and authority for 
the Office of Advocacy . 

Sec. 13. Technical and conforming amend- 

ments. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 

(1) A vibrant and growing small business 
sector is critical to the recovery of the econ- 
omy of the United States. 

(2) Regulations designed for application to 
large-scale entities have been applied uni- 
formly to small businesses and other small 
entities, sometimes inhibiting the ability of 
small entities to create new jobs. 

(3) Uniform Federal regulatory and report- 
ing requirements in many instances have im- 
posed on small businesses and other small 
entities unnecessary and disproportionately 
burdensome demands, including legal, ac- 
counting, and consulting costs, thereby 
threatening the viability of small entities 
and the ability of small entities to compete 
and create new jobs in a global marketplace. 

(4) Since 1980, Federal agencies have been 
required to recognize and take account of 
the differences in the scale and resources of 
regulated entities, but in many instances 
have failed to do so. 

(5) In 2009, there were nearly 70,000 pages in 
the Federal Register, and, according to re- 
search by the Office of Advocacy of the 
Small Business Administration, the annual 
cost of Federal regulations totals 
$1,750,000,000,000. Small firms bear a dis- 
proportionate burden, paying approximately 
36 percent more per employee than larger 
firms in annual regulatory compliance costs. 

(6) All agencies in the Federal Government 
should fully consider the costs, including in- 
direct economic impacts and the potential 
for job creation and job loss, of proposed 
rules, periodically review existing regula- 
tions to determine their impact on small en- 
tities, and repeal regulations that are unnec- 
essarily duplicative or have outlived their 
stated purpose. 

(7) It is the intention of Congress to amend 
chapter 6 of title 5, United States Code, to 
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ensure that all impacts, including foresee- 
able indirect effects, of proposed and final 
rules are considered by agencies during the 
rulemaking process and that the agencies as- 
sess a full range of alternatives that will 
limit adverse economic consequences, en- 
hance economic benefits, and fully address 
potential job creation or job loss. 

SEC. 3. INCLUDING INDIRECT ECONOMIC IMPACT 
IN SMALL ENTITY ANALYSES. 

Section 601 of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

(9) the term ‘economic impact’ means, 
with respect to a proposed or final rule— 

“(A) any direct economic effect of the rule 
on small entities; and 

“(В) any indirect economic effect on small 
entities, including potential job creation or 
job loss, that is reasonably foreseeable and 
that results from the rule, without regard to 
whether small entities are directly regulated 
by the rule.’’. 

SEC. 4. JUDICIAL REVIEW TO ALLOW SMALL EN- 
TITIES TO CHALLENGE PROPOSED 
REGULATIONS. 

Section 611(а) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting “608,” 
after ‘‘601,”’; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by inserting “608,” 
after ‘‘601,”’; 

(3) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following: 

“(3) A small entity may seek such review 
during the l-year period beginning on the 
date of final agency action, except that— 

(А) if a provision of law requires that an 
action challenging a final agency action be 
commenced before the expiration of 1 year, 
the lesser period shall apply to an action for 
judicial review under this section; and 

(В) in the case of noncompliance with sec- 
tion 603 or 605(b), a small entity may seek ju- 
dicial review of agency compliance with such 
section before the close of the public com- 
ment period.’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking “, 
and” and inserting a semicolon; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

(С) issuing an injunction prohibiting an 
agency from taking any agency action with 
respect to a rulemaking until that agency is 
in compliance with the requirements of sec- 
tion 603 or 605.”’. 

SEC. 5. PERIODIC REVIEW AND SUNSET OF EXIST- 
ING RULES. 

Section 610 of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“$ 610. Periodic review of rules 

*(а)(1) Not later than 180 days after the 
date of enactment of the Small Business 
Regulatory Freedom Act of 2011, each agency 
shall establish a plan for the periodic review 
of— 

“(A) each rule issued by the agency that 
the head of the agency determines has a sig- 
nificant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities, without regard to 
whether the agency performed an analysis 
under section 604 with respect to the rule; 
and 

“(В) any small entity compliance guide re- 
quired to be published by the agency under 
section 212 of the Small Business Regulatory 
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 (5 U.S.C. 
601 note). 

“(2) In reviewing rules and small entity 
compliance guides under paragraph (1), the 
agency shall determine whether the rules 
and guides should— 
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“(A) be amended or rescinded, consistent 
with the stated objectives of applicable stat- 
utes, to minimize any significant adverse 
economic impacts on a substantial number 
of small entities (including an estimate of 
any adverse impacts on job creation and em- 
ployment by small entities); or 

“(В) continue in effect without change. 

“(3) Each agency shall publish the plan es- 
tablished under paragraph (1) in the Federal 
Register and on the Web site of the agency. 

“(4) An agency may amend the plan estab- 
lished under paragraph (1) at any time by 
publishing the amendment in the Federal 
Register and on the Web site of the agency. 

““(b)(1) Each plan established under sub- 
section (a) shall provide for— 

“(А) the review of each rule and small enti- 
ty compliance guide described in subsection 
(а)(1) in effect on the date of enactment of 
the Small Business Regulatory Freedom Act 
of 2011— 

(1) not later than 8 years after the date of 
publication of the plan in the Federal Reg- 
ister; and 

‘“(ii) every 8 years thereafter; and 

“(В) the review of each rule adopted and 
small entity compliance guide described in 
subsection (a)(1) that is published after the 
date of enactment of the Small Business 
Regulatory Freedom Act of 2011— 

“() not later than 8 years after the publi- 
cation of the final rule in the Federal Reg- 
ister; and 

‘“(ii) every 8 years thereafter. 

“(2)(А) If an agency determines that the 
review of the rules and guides described in 
paragraph (1)(A) cannot be completed before 
the date described in paragraph (1)(A)(i), the 
agency— 

(1) shall publish a statement in the Fed- 
eral Register certifying that the review can- 
not be completed; and 

“Gi) may extend the period for the review 
of the rules and guides described in para- 
graph (1)(A) for a period of not more than 2 
years, if the agency publishes notice of the 
extension in the Federal Register. 

“(В) An agency shall transmit to the Chief 
Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business 
Administration and Congress notice of any 
statement or notice described in subpara- 
graph (A). 

“(с) In reviewing rules under the plan re- 
quired under subsection (a), the agency shall 
consider— 

“ (1) the continued need for the rule; 

“(2) the nature of complaints received by 
the agency from small entities concerning 
the rule; 

“(8) comments ру the Regulatory Enforce- 
ment Ombudsman and the Chief Counsel for 
Advocacy of the Small Business Administra- 
tion; 

(4) the complexity of the rule; 

(5) the extent to which the rule overlaps, 
duplicates, or conflicts with other Federal 
rules and, unless the head of the agency de- 
termines it to be infeasible, State and local 
rules; 

“(6) the contribution of the rule to the cu- 
mulative economic impact of all Federal 
rules on the class of small entities affected 
by the rule, unless the head of the agency de- 
termines that such a calculation cannot be 
made; 

“(7) the length of time since the rule has 
been evaluated, or the degree to which tech- 
nology, economic conditions, or other fac- 
tors have changed in the area affected by the 
rule; and 

““(8) the impact of the rule, including— 

“(А) the estimated number of small enti- 
ties to which the rule will apply; 
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“(В) the estimated number of small entity 
jobs that will be lost or created due to the 
rule; and 

(С) the projected reporting, record- 
keeping, and other compliance requirements 
of the proposed rule, including— 

“(i) an estimate of the classes of small en- 
tities that will be subject to the require- 
ment; and 

“(ii) the type of professional skills nec- 
essary for preparation of the report or 
record. 

““(d)(1) Each agency shall submit an annual 
report regarding the results of the review re- 
quired under subsection (a) to— 

“(A) Congress; and 

“(В) in the case of an agency that is not an 
independent regulatory agency (as defined in 
section 3502(5) of title 44), the Administrator 
of the Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs of the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

“(2) Hach report required under paragraph 
(1) shall include a description of any rule or 
guide with respect to which the agency made 
a determination of infeasibility under para- 
graph (5) or (6) of subsection (c), together 
with a detailed explanation of the reasons 
for the determination. 

(е) Each agency shall publish in the Fed- 
eral Register and on the Web site of the 
agency a list of the rules and small entity 
compliance guides to be reviewed under the 
plan required under subsection (a) that in- 
cludes— 

“(1) a brief description of each rule or 
guide; 

(2) for each rule, the reason why the head 
of the agency determined that the rule has a 
significant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities (without regard to 
whether the agency had prepared a final reg- 
ulatory flexibility analysis for the rule); and 
(3) a request for comments from the pub- 
lic, the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the 
Small Business Administration, and the Reg- 
ulatory Enforcement Ombudsman con- 
cerning the enforcement of the rules or pub- 
lication of the guides. 

“(f)(1) With respect to each agency, not 
later than 6 months after each date described 
in subsection (b)(1), the Chief Counsel for Ad- 
vocacy of the Small Business Administration 
shall determine whether the agency has com- 
pleted the review required under subsection 
(b). 

(2) If, after a review under paragraph (1), 
the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small 
Business Administration determines that an 
agency has failed to complete the review re- 
quired under subsection (b), each rule issued 
by the agency that the head of the agency 
determined under subsection (a) has a sig- 
nificant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities shall immediately 
cease to have effect.’’. 

SEC. 6. REQUIRING SMALL BUSINESS REVIEW 
PANELS FOR ALL AGENCIES. 

(a) AGENCIES.—Section 609 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘a covered 
agency” each place it appears and inserting 
“ап agency”; апа 

(2) in subsection (е)(1), by striking ‘һе 
covered agency” and inserting ‘the agency”. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) SECTION 609.—Section 609 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking subsection (d), as amended 
by section 1100G(a) of Public Law 111-208 (124 
Stat. 2112); and 

(B) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub- 
section (d). 
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(2) SECTION 603.—Section 603(d) of title 5, 
United States Code, as added by section 
1100G(b) of Public Law 111-203 (124 Stat. 2112), 
is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘a covered 
agency, as defined in section 609(d)(2)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘the Bureau of Consumer Financial 
Protection”; and 

(В) in paragraph (2), by striking “А cov- 
ered agency, as defined in section 609(d)(2),”’ 
and inserting ‘‘The Bureau of Consumer Fi- 
nancial Protection’’. 

(3) SECTION 604.—Section 604(a) of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by redesignating the second paragraph 
designated as paragraph (6) (relating to cov- 
ered agencies), as added by section 
1100G(c)(3) of Public Law 111-208 (124 Stat. 
2113), as paragraph (7); and 

(B) in paragraph (7), as so redesignated— 

(i) by striking ‘‘a covered agency, as de- 
fined in section 609(d)(2)”’ and inserting ‘һе 
Bureau of Consumer Financial Protection’’; 
and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘the agency” and inserting 
“the Bureau’’. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall take effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act and apply 
on and after the designated transfer date es- 
tablished under section 1062 of Public Law 
111-208 (12 U.S.C. 5582). 

SEC. 7. EXPANDING THE REGULATORY FLEXI- 
BILITY ACT TO AGENCY GUIDANCE 
DOCUMENTS. 

Section 601(2) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after ‘‘public 
comment” the following: “апа any signifi- 
cant guidance document, as defined in the 
Office of Management and Budget Final Bul- 
letin for Agency Good Guidance Procedures 
(72 Fed. Reg. 3432; January 25, 2007)”. 

SEC. 8. REQUIRING THE INTERNAL REVENUE 
SERVICE TO CONSIDER SMALL ENTI- 
TY IMPACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 603(a) of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended, in the fifth 
sentence, by striking “риё only” and all that 
follows through the period at the end and in- 
serting ‘‘but only to the extent that such in- 
terpretative rules, or the statutes upon 
which such rules are based, impose on small 
entities a collection of information require- 
ment or a recordkeeping requirement.’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 601 of title 5, 
United States Code, as amended by section 3 
of this Act, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (6), by striking “апа” at 
the end; and 

(2) by striking paragraphs (7) and (8) and 
inserting the following: 

“(7) the term ‘collection of information’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
3502(3) of title 44; 

(8) the term ‘recordkeeping requirement’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
3502(18) of title 44; and”. 

SEC. 9. MITIGATING PENALTIES ON SMALL ENTI- 
TIES. 


Section 223 of the Small Business Regu- 
latory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 
(Public Law 104-121; 110 Stat. 862) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘(d) REVIEW OF POLICIES AND PROGRAMS.— 

“(1) REVIEW REQUIRED.—Not later than 6 
months after the date of enactment of this 
subsection, and every 2 years thereafter, 
each agency regulating the activities of 
small entities shall review the policy or pro- 
gram established by the agency under sub- 
section (a) and make any modifications to 
the policy or program necessary to comply 
with the requirements under this section. 

“(2) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
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section, and every 2 years thereafter, each 
agency described in paragraph (1) shall sub- 
mit a report on the review and modifications 
required under paragraph (1) to— 

“(А) the Committee on Small Business and 
Entrepreneurship and the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs of the Senate; and 

“(В) the Committee on Small Business and 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the House 
of Representatives.’’. 

SEC. 10. REQUIRING MORE DETAILED SMALL EN- 
TITY ANALYSES. 

(a) INITIAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANAL- 
ysis.—Section 603 of title 5, United States 
Code, as amended by section 1100G(b) of Pub- 
lic Law 111-203 (124 Stat. 2112), is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

“(b) Each initial regulatory flexibility 
analysis required under this section shall 
contain a detailed statement— 

“(1) describing the reasons why action by 
the agency is being considered; 

““(2) describing the objectives of, and legal 
basis for, the proposed rule; 

““(3) estimating the number and type of 
small entities to which the proposed rule 
will apply; 

“(4) describing the projected reporting, 
recordkeeping, and other compliance re- 
quirements of the proposed rule, including 
an estimate of the classes of small entities 
which will be subject to the requirement and 
the type of professional skills necessary for 
preparation of the report and record; 

“(5) describing all relevant Federal rules 
which may duplicate, overlap, or conflict 
with the proposed rule, or the reasons why 
such a description could not be provided; and 

“(6) estimating the additional cumulative 
economic impact of the proposed rule on 
small entities, including job creation and 
employment by small entities, beyond that 
already imposed on the class of small enti- 
ties by the agency, or the reasons why such 
an estimate is not available.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(е) An agency shall notify the Chief Coun- 
sel for Advocacy of the Small Business Ad- 
ministration of any draft rules that may 
have a significant economic impact on a sub- 
stantial number of small entities— 

“(1) when the agency submits a draft rule 
to the Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs of the Office of Management and 
Budget under Executive Order 12866, if that 
order requires the submission; or 

‘“(2) if no submission to the Office of Infor- 
mation and Regulatory Affairs is required— 

“(A) a reasonable period before publication 
of the rule by the agency; and 

“(В) in any event, not later than 3 months 
before the date on which the agency pub- 
lishes the rule.’’. 

(b) FINAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANAL- 
YSIS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 604(a) of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘detailed’’ before 
scription” each place it appears; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘detailed’’ before ‘‘state- 
ment” each place it appears; and 

(11) by inserting “(ог certification of the 
proposed rule under section 605(b) after 
“initial regulatory flexibility analysis”; 

(C) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘an expla- 
nation” and inserting “а detailed expla- 
nation’’; and 

(D) in paragraph (6) (relating to a descrip- 
tion of steps taken to minimize significant 
economic impact), as added by section 1601 of 
the Small Business Jobs Act of 2010 (Public 
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Law 111—240; 124 Stat. 2251), by inserting ‘‘de- 

tailed” before “statement”. 

(2) PUBLICATION OF ANALYSIS ON WEB SITE, 
ETC.—Section 604(b) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) The agency shall— 

“(1) make copies of the final regulatory 
flexibility analysis available to the public, 
including by publishing the entire final regu- 
latory flexibility analysis on the Web site of 
the agency; and 

02) publish in the Federal Register the 
final regulatory flexibility analysis, or a 
summary of the analysis that includes the 
telephone number, mailing address, and ad- 
dress of the Web site where the complete 
final regulatory flexibility analysis may be 
obtained.’’. 

(c) CROSS-REFERENCES TO OTHER ANAL- 
YSES.—Section 605(a) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) A Federal agency shall be deemed to 
have satisfied a requirement regarding the 
content of a regulatory flexibility agenda or 
regulatory flexibility analysis under section 
602, 603, or 604, if the Federal agency provides 
in the agenda or regulatory flexibility anal- 
ysis a cross-reference to the specific portion 
of an agenda or analysis that is required by 
another law and that satisfies the require- 
ment under section 602, 603, or 604.7”. 

(d) CERTIFICATIONS.—Section 605(b) of title 
5, United States Code, is amended, in the sec- 
ond sentence, by striking ‘‘statement pro- 
viding the factual” and inserting ‘‘detailed 
statement providing the factual and legal”. 

(e) QUANTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—Sec- 
tion 607 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“§ 607. Quantification requirements 

“In complying with sections 603 and 604, an 
agency shall provide— 

(1) a quantifiable or numerical descrip- 
tion of the effects of the proposed or final 
rule, including an estimate of the potential 
for job creation or job loss, and alternatives 
to the proposed or final rule; or 

(2) а more general descriptive statement 
regarding the potential for job creation or 
job loss and a detailed statement explaining 
why quantification under paragraph (1) is 
not practicable or reliable.’’. 

SEC. 11. ENSURING THAT AGENCIES CONSIDER 
SMALL ENTITY IMPACT DURING THE 
RULEMAKING PROCESS. 

Section 605(b) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting “(1)” after ‘‘(b)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) If, after publication of the certifi- 
cation required under paragraph (1), the head 
of the agency determines that there will be 
a significant economic impact on a substan- 
tial number of small entities, the agency 
shall comply with the requirements of sec- 
tion 603 before the publication of the final 
rule, by— 

“(A) publishing an initial regulatory flexi- 
bility analysis for public comment; or 

“(В) re-proposing the rule with an initial 
regulatory flexibility analysis. 

“(3) The head of an agency may not make 
a certification relating to a rule under this 
subsection, unless the head of the agency has 
determined— 

“(A) the average cost of the rule for small 
entities affected or reasonably presumed to 
be affected by the rule; 

“(В) the number of small entities affected 
or reasonably presumed to be affected by the 
rule; and 

“(С) the number of affected small entities 
for which that cost will be significant. 

(4) Before publishing a certification and a 
statement providing the factual basis for the 
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certification under paragraph (1), the head of 
an agency shall— 

“(A) transmit a copy of the certification 
and statement to the Chief Counsel for Advo- 
cacy of the Small Business Administration; 
and 

“(В) consult with the Chief Counsel for Ad- 
vocacy of the Small Business Administration 
on the accuracy of the certification and 
statement.’’. 

SEC. 12. QUALIFICATIONS OF THE CHIEF 
COUNSEL FOR ADVOCACY AND AU- 
THORITY FOR THE OFFICE OF ADVO- 
CACY. 

(a) QUALIFICATIONS OF CHIEF COUNSEL FOR 
Apvocacy.—Section 201 of Public Law 94-305 
(15 U.S.C. 634a) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: ‘‘The Chief Counsel for 
Advocacy shall be an attorney with business 
experience and expertise in or knowledge of 
the regulatory process.’’. 

(b) ADDITIONAL POWERS OF OFFICE OF ADVO- 
cacy.—Section 203 of Public Law 94-305 (15 
U.S.C. 634c) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking “апа” at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(7) at the discretion of the Chief Counsel 
for Advocacy, comment on regulatory action 
by an agency that affects small businesses, 
without regard to whether the agency is re- 
quired to file a notice of proposed rule- 
making under section 553 of title 5, United 
States Code, with respect to the action.’’. 
SEC. 13. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 

MENTS. 

(a) HEADING.—Section 605 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended in the section head- 
ing by striking ‘‘Avoidance”’ and all that fol- 
lows and inserting the following: 
“Incorporations by reference and certifi- 
cation.’’. 

(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec- 
tions for chapter 6 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking the item relating to section 
605 and inserting the following: 

‘605. Incorporations by reference and certifi- 
cations.’’; and 


(2) by striking the item relating to section 
607 inserting the following: 


“607. Quantification requirements.”’. 


By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR, and Mr. FRANKEN): 

S. 481. A bill to enhance and further 
research into the prevention and treat- 
ment of eating disorders, to improve 
access to treatment of eating disorders, 
and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today I 
am pleased to join with Senators KLO- 
BUCHAR and FRANKEN to reintroduce 
the Federal Response to Eliminating 
Eating Disorders Act, or the FREED 
Act. The FREED Act is a comprehen- 
sive legislative effort to confront eat- 
ing disorders in the United States, to 
learn more about their devastating im- 
pact, and to offer support and care to 
those who suffer from these illnesses. 

Eating disorders such as anorexia 
nervosa, bulimia nervosa, and binge 
eating disorder are widespread, insid- 
ious, and too often fatal. Today, at 
least 5 million Americans suffer from 
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eating disorders. Because these condi- 
tions often go undiagnosed and unre- 
ported, the actual number may be clos- 
er to 11 million Americans, including 1 
million males. These disorders don’t 
discriminate by gender, race, income, 
or age. 

Eating disorders are dangerous condi- 
tions, though their consequences are 
often underestimated. Eating disorders 
are associated with serious heart con- 
ditions, kidney failure, osteoporosis, 
infertility, gastrointestinal disorders, 
and even death. The National Institute 
of Mental Health estimates that one in 
10 people with anorexia nervosa will die 
of starvation, cardiac arrest, or some 
other medical complication. Let me re- 
peat that—one in 10. That is deeply dis- 
turbing, and demands a much more ag- 
gressive federal response. Moreover, fa- 
talities resulting from eating disorders 
are grossly underreported, because 
deaths are typically recorded by listing 
the immediate cause of death, such as 
cardiac arrest, rather than the under- 
lying cause, which is the eating dis- 
order. 

Nonetheless, despite the prevalence 
and very serious health impacts of eat- 
ing disorders, we simply do not know 
enough about the causes of eating dis- 
orders, or how to stop them from devel- 
oping in the first place. Research sug- 
gests a genetic component to eating 
disorders, but we must learn more in 
order to effectively prevent these dead- 
ly conditions before they start. 

The good news is that eating dis- 
orders are treatable. With appropriate 
nutritional, medical, and psycho- 
therapeutic interventions, those who 
suffer from eating disorders can be suc- 
cessfully and fully treated and go on to 
live full and healthy lives. But right 
now, only one in 10 people receive 
treatment. We know how to help people 
with eating disorders and we need a re- 
newed commitment to do just that. 

The FREED Act takes an important 
step forward in authorizing resources 
for research, screening, treatment, and 
prevention of eating disorders. 

First, the FREED Act expands re- 
search efforts at the National Insti- 
tutes of Health to examine the causes 
and consequences of eating disorders. 
In order to effectively prevent and 
treat these conditions, it is imperative 
that we understand them. The FREED 
Act also improves surveillance and 
data collection systems at CDC so that 
we will have accurate information and 
epidemiological data on eating dis- 
orders. Such surveillance will provide 
us with the necessary information to 
be as effective as possible with our 
interventions. 

Second, the FREED Act expands ac- 
cess to treatment services and screen- 
ing for eating disorders for Medicaid 
beneficiaries, and authorizes funds for 
a patient advocacy network that will 
help individuals with eating disorders 
find treatment. Furthermore, the 
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FREED Act improves the training and 
education of health care providers and 
educators so they know how to identify 
and treat individuals suffering from 
eating disorders. Too often, eating dis- 
orders go undiagnosed when health 
care providers lack the necessary 
training to identify these illnesses. 

Finally, we need to step up crucial ef- 
forts to prevent these disorders from 
occurring in the first place. As I have 
said so many times, we don’t have a 
genuine health care system in Amer- 
ica; we have a sick care system. In 
other words, if you get sick, you get 
treatment. But we spend just pennies 
on the dollar to prevent disease and ill- 
ness in the first place and need to place 
a much more robust emphasis on 
wellness, nutrition, physical activity, 
and public health. With this in mind, 
the FREED Act authorizes funds to de- 
velop and implement evidence-based 
prevention programs and promote 
healthy eating behaviors in schools, 
athletic programs, and other commu- 
nity-based programs, where we can 
reach Americans at risk of developing 
these conditions. 

Eating disorders touch the lives of so 
many of us and our families and 
friends; nearly half of all Americans 
personally know someone with an eat- 
ing disorder. We must do a better job 
at the federal level of conducting re- 
search, understanding treatment, and 
preventing these conditions. The 
FREED Act builds on the investments 
we made in prevention, wellness, and 
mental health in the Affordable Care 
Act and mental health parity. Millions 
of American will benefit from our at- 
tention to this significant public 
health problem. 

I thank Senators KLOBUCHAR and 
FRANKEN for partnering with me on the 
reintroduction of this bill, and urge our 
colleagues to join us in supporting this 
important federal response to eating 
disorders. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 481 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Re- 
sponse to Eliminate Eating Disorders Act”. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds as follows: 

(1) Estimates, based on current research, 
indicate that at least 5,000,000 people in the 
United States suffer from eating disorders 
including anorexia nervosa, bulimia nervosa, 
binge eating disorder, and eating disorders 
not otherwise specified (referred to in this 
Act as ‘‘EDNOS’’). 

(2) Anecdotal evidence suggests that as 
many as 11,000,000 people in the United 
States, including 1,000,000 males, may suffer 
from eating disorders. 
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(3) Eating disorders occur in all nations 
and in all populations, and among people of 
all ages and races and of both genders. 

(4) Eating disorders are diseases with grave 
health consequences and high rates of mor- 
tality. 

(5) Health consequences associated with 
eating disorders include heart failure and 
other serious cardiac conditions, electrolyte 
imbalance, kidney failure, osteoporosis, de- 
bilitating tooth decay, and gastrointestinal 
disorders, including esophageal inflamma- 
tion and rupture, gastric rupture, peptic ul- 
cers, and pancreatitis. 

(6) Anorexia nervosa has one of the highest 
overall mortality rates of any mental illness. 
According to the National Institute of Men- 
tal Health, 1 in 10 people with anorexia 
nervosa will die of starvation, cardiac arrest, 
or another medical complication. 

(7) The risk of death among adolescents 
with anorexia nervosa is 11 times greater 
than in disease-free adolescents. 

(8) Anorexia nervosa has the highest sui- 
cide rate of all mental illnesses. 

(9) New research suggests that bulimia 
nervosa has a much higher rate of mortality 
than is reflected in current statistics, be- 
cause of the failure to identify the under- 
lying eating disorder. 

(10) Binge eating disorder is the most com- 
mon eating disorder, with an estimated 3.5 
percent of American women and 2 percent of 
American men expected to suffer from this 
disorder in their lifetime. Binge eating dis- 
order is characterized by frequent episodes of 
uncontrolled overeating and is associated 
with obesity, heart disease, gall bladder dis- 
ease, and diabetes. 

(11) Research demonstrates that there is a 
significant genetic component to the devel- 
opment of eating disorders. 

(12) Certain populations, including adoles- 
cent females and athletes of both genders, 
are at higher risk of developing an eating 
disorder. 

(18) Different types of eating disorders may 
affect certain races and genders dispropor- 
tionately. 

(14) Despite the serious health con- 
sequences and the high risk of death, Federal 
research funding for eating disorders has 
lagged behind research concerning other dis- 
eases, when compared by the number of indi- 
viduals affected by, and the relative health 
consequences of, the diseases. 

(15) The ability of individuals suffering 
from eating disorders, particularly bulimia 
nervosa, binge eating disorder, and EDNOS 
to access appropriate treatment is unaccept- 
ably low. 

(16) The development of an eating disorder 
is frequently preceded by unhealthy weight 
control behaviors commonly identified as 
disordered eating, including skipping meals, 
using diet pills, taking laxatives, self-in- 
duced vomiting, and fasting. Such disordered 
eating behaviors should be included in en- 
hanced research prevention and training ef- 
forts. 


SEC. 3. PURPOSES. 


The purposes of this Act are— 

(1) to expand research into the prevention 
of eating disorders; 

(2) to expand research on effective treat- 
ment and intervention of eating disorders 
and to support evidence-based programs de- 
signed to prevent eating disorders; 

(3) to expand research on the causes, 
courses, and outcomes of eating disorders; 

(4) to increase the number of people prop- 
erly screened and diagnosed with an eating 
disorder; 
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(5) to improve training and education of 
health care and behavioral care providers 
and of school personnel at all levels of ele- 
mentary and secondary education; 

(6) to improve surveillance and data sys- 
tems for tracking the prevalence, severity, 
and economic costs of eating disorders; and 

(7) to enhance access to comprehensive 
treatment for eating disorders. 

TITLE I—EATING DISORDER DETECTION 
AND RESEARCH 

SEC. 101. EXPANSION AND COORDINATION OF 
THE ACTIVITIES OF THE NATIONAL 
INSTITUTE OF HEALTH AND THE NA- 
TIONAL INSTITUTE OF MENTAL 
HEALTH WITH RESPECT TO RE- 
SEARCH ON EATING DISORDERS. 

Part B of title IV of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 284 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 409K. EXPANSION AND COORDINATION OF 
ACTIVITIES WITH RESPECT TO RE- 
SEARCH ON EATING DISORDERS. 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—The Director of NIH, 
pursuant to the general authority of such di- 
rector, shall expand, intensify, and coordi- 
nate the activities of the National Institutes 
of Health with respect to research on eating 
disorders. 

“(b) GRANTS.—The Director of NIH may 
award grants to public or private entities to 
pay all or part of the cost of planning, estab- 
lishing, improving, and providing basic oper- 
ating support for such entities to establish 
consortia in eating disorder research and to 
carry out the activities described in sub- 
section (e). 

(е) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—To be eligible to 
receive a grant under this section, an entity 
shall— 

“(1) be public or nonprofit private entity 
(including a health department of a State, a 
political subdivision of a State, or an insti- 
tution of higher education); and 

(2) submit to the Secretary an application 
at such time, in such manner, and con- 
taining such information as the Secretary 
may require. 

(а) REQUIREMENTS OF CONSORTIA.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Each consortium estab- 
lished as described in subsection (b) may use 
the facilities of a single lead institution, or 
may be formed from several cooperating in- 
stitutions, meeting such requirements as 
may be prescribed by the Director of NIH. 

‘(2) COORDINATION OF CONSORTIA.—The Di- 
rector of NIH— 

“(А) may, аз appropriate, provide for the 
coordination of information among consortia 
established under subsection (b); and 

“(В) shall ensure regular communication 
between members of the various consortia 
established using grants awarded under this 
section. 

“(8) REPORTS.—The Director of NIH shall 
require each consortium to prepare and sub- 
mit to such director annual reports on the 
activities of such consortium. 

(е) ACTIVITIES.—Each consortium receiv- 
ing a grant under subsection (b) shall con- 
duct basic, clinical, epidemiological, popu- 
lation-based, or translational research re- 
garding eating disorders, which may include 
research related to— 

“(1) the identification and classification of 
eating disorders and disordered eating; 

‘“(2) the causes, diagnosis, and early detec- 
tion of eating disorders; 

“(8) the treatment of eating disorders, in- 
cluding the development and evaluation of 
new treatments and best practices; 

“(4) the conditions or diseases related to, 
or arising from, an eating disorder; and 

“(5) the evaluation of existing prevention 
programs and the development of reliable 
prevention and screening programs. 
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“(f) COLLABORATION.—The Secretary, act- 
ing through the Director of NIH and the Di- 
rector of the National Institute of Mental 
Health, shall identify relevant Federal agen- 
cies (including the other institutes and cen- 
ters of the National Institutes of Health, the 
Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services, 
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven- 
tion, the Agency for Healthcare Research 
and Quality, the Substance Abuse and Men- 
tal Health Services Administration, the 
Health Resources and Services Administra- 
tion, and the Office on Women’s Health) that 
shall collaborate with respect to activities 
conducted under subsection (d). 

“(g) PUBLIC INPUT.—The Director of NIH 
shall provide for а mechanism— 

“(1) to educate and disseminate informa- 
tion on the existing and planned programs 
and research activities of the National Insti- 
tutes of Health with respect to eating dis- 
orders; and 

“(2) through which the Director of NIH 
may receive comments from the public re- 
garding such programs and activities. 

‘(h) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION.—The 
Director of NIH shall provide for a mecha- 
nism for making the results and information 
generated by the consortia publicly avail- 
able, such as through the Internet. 

“(i) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘eating disorder’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 39900(e). 

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
To carry out this section, there are author- 
ized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary for each of fiscal years 2012 
through 2016.”’. 

SEC. 102. INTERAGENCY COORDINATING COUN- 
CIL; SURVEILLANCE AND RESEARCH 
PROGRAM; STUDY ON ECONOMIC 
COST. 

Title III of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 241 et seq.) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

“PART W—PROGRAMS RELATING TO 
EATING DISORDERS 
“SEC. 39900. INTERAGENCY EATING DISORDERS 
COORDINATING COUNCIL. 

“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
within the Department of Health and Human 
Services the Interagency Eating Disorders 
Coordinating Council (referred to in this sec- 
tion as the ‘Coordinating Council’). 

‘(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Coordinating 
Council shall— 

“(1) develop and annually update a sum- 
mary of advances in eating disorder research 
concerning causes of, prevention of, early 
screening for, treatment and access to serv- 
ices related to, and supports for individuals 
affected by, eating disorders; 

“(2) monitor Federal activities with re- 
spect to eating disorders; 

“(3) make recommendations to the Sec- 
retary regarding any appropriate changes to 
such activities, and to the Director of NIH, 
with respect to the strategic plan developed 
under paragraph (4); 

“(4) develop and annually update a stra- 
tegic plan for the conduct of, and support 
for, eating disorder research, including pro- 
posed budgetary recommendations; and 

(5) submit annually to the Committee оп 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of 
the Senate and the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representa- 
tives the strategic plan developed under 
paragraph (4) and all updates to such plan. 

(с) MEMBERSHIP.— 

“(1) CHAIRPERSON.—The Director of NIH 
shall serve as the chairperson of the Coordi- 
nating Council and shall be responsible for 
the leadership and oversight of the activities 
of the Coordinating Council. 
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(2) MEMBERS IN GENERAL.—The Coordi- 
nating Council shall be composed of— 

(А) representatives of— 

“(1) the Agency for Healthcare Research 
and Quality; 

“(11) the Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Administration; 

“(iii) the research institutes at the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health, as the Director of 
NIH determines appropriate; 

“(iv) the Health Resources and Services 
Administration; 

“(v) the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid 
Services; 

(уі) the Office on Women’s Health; 

“(vii) the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention; 

“(viii) the Department of Education; and 

“(ix) any other Federal agency that the 
chairperson determines is appropriate; and 

‘(B) the additional members appointed 
under paragraph (3). 

(3) ADDITIONAL MEMBERS.—Not fewer than 
¥ of the total membership of the Coordi- 
nating Council shall be composed of non- 
Federal public members to be appointed by 
the Secretary, including representatives of— 

“(A) academic medical centers or schools 
of medicine, nursing, or other health profes- 
sions; 

‘(B) health care professionals who аге ac- 
tively involved in the treatment of eating 
disorders; 

“(С) researchers with expertise in eating 
disorders; and 

‘“(D) at least 2 individuals with a past or 
present diagnosis of an eating disorder or 
parents of individuals with a past or present 
diagnosis of an eating disorder. 

(а) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT; TERMS OF 
SERVICE; OTHER PROVISIONS.— 

(1) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.—The Co- 
ordinating Council shall receive necessary 
and appropriate administrative support from 
the Secretary. 

“(2) TERMS OF SERVICE.—Members of the 
Coordinating Council appointed under sub- 
section (c)(2) shall serve for a term of 4 
years, and may be reappointed for one or 
more additional 4 year-terms. Any member 
appointed to fill a vacancy for an unexpired 
term shall be appointed for the remainder of 
such term. A member may serve after the ex- 
piration of the member’s term until a suc- 
cessor has taken office. 

(3) MEETINGS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Coordinating Coun- 
cil shall meet at the call of the chairperson 
or upon the request of the Secretary. The Co- 
ordinating Council shall meet not fewer than 
2 times each year. 

‘(B) NOTICE.—Notice of any upcoming 
meeting of the Coordinating Council shall be 
published in the Federal Register. 

“(C) PUBLIC ACCESS.—Each meeting of the 
Coordinating Council shall be open to the 
public and shall include appropriate periods 
of time for questions by the public. 

“(4) SUBCOMMITTEES.—In carrying out its 
functions the Coordinating Council may es- 
tablish subcommittees and convene work- 
shops and conferences. 

(е) EATING DISORDER.—In this part, the 
term ‘eating disorder’ includes anorexia 
nervosa, bulimia nervosa, binge eating dis- 
order, and eating disorders not otherwise 
specified, as defined in the fourth edition of 
the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of 
Mental Disorders or any subsequent edition. 

‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
To carry out this section, there are author- 
ized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary for each of fiscal years 2012 
through 2016. 
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“SEC. 39900-1. EATING DISORDER SURVEIL- 
LANCE AND RESEARCH PROGRAM. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Director of the Centers for Dis- 
ease Control and Prevention, shall award 
grants or cooperative agreements to eligible 
entities for the purpose of improving the col- 
lection, analysis and reporting of State epi- 
demiological data on eating disorders. 

“(0) ACTIVITIES.—An eligible entity shall 
assist with the development and coordina- 
tion of eating disorder surveillance efforts 
within a region and may— 

“(1) provide for the collection, analysis, 
and reporting of epidemiological data on eat- 
ing disorders through the existing surveil- 
lance programs; 

“(2) develop recommendations to enhance 
existing surveillance programs to more accu- 
rately collect epidemiological data on dis- 
ordered eating and eating disorders, includ- 
ing the prevalence, incidence, trends, cor- 
relates, mortality, and causes of eating dis- 
orders and the effects of eating disorders on 
quality of life; 

(3) develop recommendations to improve 
requirements for ensuring that eating dis- 
orders are accurately recorded as underlying 
and contributing causes of death; and 

“(4) assist with the development and co- 
ordination of surveillance efforts within a 
region. 

“(с) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—To be eligible to 
receive an award under this section, an enti- 
ty shall— 

“(1) be a public or nonprofit private entity 
(including a health department of a State, a 
political subdivision of a State, or an insti- 
tution of higher education); and 

*(2) submit to the Secretary an application 
at such time, in such manner, and con- 
taining such information as the Secretary 
may require. 

(а) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—In making 
awards under this section, the Secretary 
may provide direct technical assistance in 
lieu of cash. 

“(e) REPORTS.—Each entity awarded a 
grant or cooperative agreement under this 
section shall annually submit to the Sec- 
retary a report describing the activities con- 
ducted using grant funds and providing rec- 
ommendations for improving the collection, 
analysis, and reporting of epidemiological 
data on eating disorders. 

(Р) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
To carry out this section, there are author- 
ized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary for each of fiscal years 2012 
through 2016. 

“SEC. 39900-2. STUDY REGARDING ECONOMIC 

COSTS OF EATING DISORDERS. 

“Not later than 18 months after the date of 
enactment of the Federal Response to Elimi- 
nate Eating Disorders Act, the Secretary, 
acting through the Director of the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention, shall 
conduct a study evaluating the economic 
costs of eating disorders. Such study may ex- 
amine years of productive life lost, missed 
days of work, reduced work productivity, 
costs of medical and mental health treat- 
ment, costs to family, and costs to society as 
a result of eating disorders.’’. 

TITLE II—EATING DISORDER EDUCATION 
AND PREVENTION; STUDIES ON EATING 
DISORDERS AND BODY MASS INDEX; 
PUBLIC SERVICE ANNOUNCEMENTS 

SEC. 201. GRANTS TO PREVENT EATING DIS- 

ORDERS. 

Title III of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 241 et seq.), as amended by section 
102, is further amended by adding at the end 
the following: 
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“SEC. 39900-3. GRANTS TO PREVENT EATING DIS- 
ORDERS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Director of the Centers for Dis- 
ease Control and Prevention and in coordina- 
tion with the Administrator of the Health 
Resources and Services Administration, 
shall award grants to eligible entities to 
plan, implement, and evaluate programs to 
prevent eating disorders and obesity and the 
acute and chronic medical conditions that 
accompany such conditions, and to promote 
healthy body image and appropriate nutri- 
tion-based eating behaviors. 

“(b) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this section, an entity shall— 

“(1) be a State, local or tribal educational 
agency, an accredited institution of higher 
education, a State or local health depart- 
ment, or a community based organization; 
and 

(2) submit an application to the Secretary 
at such time, in such manner, and con- 
taining such information as the Secretary 
may require. 

“(с) USE OF FUNDS.—An entity receiving a 
grant under this section shall fund develop- 
ment and testing of school-, clinic-, commu- 
nity-, or health department-based programs 
designed to promote healthy eating behav- 
iors and to prevent eating disorders includ- 
ing— 

“(1) developing evidence-based interven- 
tions to prevent eating disorders, including 
educational or intervention programs re- 
garding nutritional content, understanding 
and responding to hunger and satiety, posi- 
tive body image development, positive self- 
esteem development, and life skills, that 
take into account cultural and develop- 
mental issues and the role of family, school, 
and community; 

(2) planning and implementing a healthy 
lifestyle curriculum or program with an em- 
phasis on healthy eating behaviors, physical 
activity, and emotional wellness, the con- 
nection between emotional and physical 
health, and the prevention of bullying based 
on body size, shape, and weight; 

(3) forming partnerships with parents and 
caregivers to educate adults about identi- 
fying unhealthy eating behaviors and pro- 
moting healthy eating behaviors, physical 
activity, and emotional wellness; and 

(4) integrating eating disorder prevention 
and awareness in physical education, health, 
education, athletic training programs, and 
after-school recreational sports programs, to 
the extent possible. 

а) REQUIREMENTS OF GRANT RECIPI- 
ENTS.— 

‘(1) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES.—A recipient of a grant under this 
section shall not use more than 10 percent of 
the amounts received under a grant under 
this section for administrative expenses. 

(2) CONTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.—A recipient 
of a grant under this section, and any entity 
receiving assistance under the grant for 
training and education, shall contribute non- 
Federal funds, either directly or through in- 
kind contributions, to the costs of the activi- 
ties to be funded under the grant in an 
amount that is not less than 10 percent of 
the total cost of such activities. 

(3) EVALUATION.—Each recipient of a 
grant under this section shall provide to the 
Secretary, in such form and manner as the 
Secretary shall specify, relevant data and an 
evaluation of the activities of the grant re- 
cipient in promoting healthy eating behav- 
iors and preventing eating disorders. Evalua- 
tion reports shall be made publicly available, 
such as through the Internet. 
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(е) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Sec- 
retary may set aside an amount not to ex- 
ceed 1 percent of the total amount appro- 
priated for a fiscal year to provide grantees 
with technical support in the development, 
implementation, and evaluation of programs 
under this section and to disseminate infor- 
mation about preventing and treating eating 
disorders and obesity. 

“SEC. 39900-4. STUDY OF EATING DISORDERS IN 
ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS, SEC- 
ONDARY SCHOOLS, AND INSTITU- 
TIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION. 

“Not later than 18 months after the date of 
enactment of the Federal Response to Elimi- 
nate Eating Disorders Act, the National Cen- 
ter for Health Statistics of the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention and the Na- 
tional Center for Education Statistics of the 
Department of Education shall conduct a 
joint study, or enter into a contract to have 
a study conducted, on the impact eating dis- 
orders have on educational advancement and 
achievement. The study shall— 

“(1) determine the incidence of eating dis- 
orders and disordered eating among stu- 
dents, and the morbidity and mortality rates 
associated with eating disorders; 

“(2) evaluate the extent to which students 
with eating disorders are more likely to miss 
school, have delayed rates of development, 
or have reduced cognitive skills; 

‘(3) report on current State and local pro- 
grams to increase awareness about the dan- 
gers of eating disorders among youth and to 
prevent eating disorders and the risk factors 
for eating disorders, and evaluate the value 
of such programs; and 

“(4) make recommendations on measures 
that could be undertaken by Congress, the 
Department of Education, States, and local 
educational agencies to strengthen eating 
disorder prevention and awareness programs 
including development of best practices. 
“SEC. 39900-5. STUDY OF THE SUITABILITY OF 

MANDATING BODY MASS INDEX RE- 
PORTING IN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 
AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS. 

“Not later than 18 months after the date of 
enactment of the Federal Response to Elimi- 
nate Eating Disorders Act, the Director of 
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven- 
tion, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Education, shall conduct a study on manda- 
tory reporting of body mass index, includ- 
ing— 

“(1) how many schools are currently con- 
ducting mandatory reporting of body mass 
index; 

(02) how schools are assessing the impacts 
of such mandatory reporting on body mass 
index; and 

(3) how schools are assessing potential 
unintended consequences of such mandatory 
reporting on students, including those re- 
lated to parent and peer relations. 

“SEC. 39900-6. PUBLIC SERVICE ADVERTISE- 
MENTS. 

“The Secretary, in consultation with the 
Director of the National Institutes of Health 
and the Secretary of Education, shall carry 
out a program to develop, distribute, and 
promote the broadcasting of public service 
announcements to improve public awareness 
of, and to promote the identification and 
prevention, of eating disorders. 

“SEC. 39900-7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA- 
TIONS. 


“To carry out sections 39900-3, 39900-4, 
39900-5, and 39900-6, there are authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as may be nec- 
essary for each of fiscal years 2012 through 
2016.’’. 

SEC. 202. SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that critically 

necessary programs to reduce obesity in chil- 
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dren may also unintentionally increase the 
unhealthy weight control behaviors that can 
lead to development of eating disorders, and 
that federally funded programs to combat 
obesity should take this connection into con- 
sideration. 

TITLE III—IMPROVING TRAINING IN 
HEALTH PROFESSIONS, EDUCATION, 
AND RELATED FIELDS 

SEC. 301. GRANTS FOR HEALTH PROFESSIONALS. 
Part D of title VII of the Public Health 

Service Act (42 U.S.C. 294 et seq.) is amended 

by adding at the end the following: 


“SEC. 760. GRANTS FOR HEALTH PROFES- 
SIONALS. 
“(a) GRANTS.—The Secretary, acting 


through the Administrator of the Health Re- 
sources and Services Administration, in col- 
laboration with the Director of the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention, shall 
award grants under this section to develop 
interdisciplinary training and education pro- 
grams that provide undergraduate, graduate, 
post-graduate medical, nursing (including 
advanced practice nursing students), dental, 
mental and behavioral health, pharmacy, 
and other health professions students or resi- 
dents with an understanding of, and clinical 
skills pertinent to identifying and treating, 
eating disorders. 

‘“(b) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this section an entity shall— 

“(1) be an accredited school of allopathic 
or osteopathic medicine, or an accredited 
school of nursing, public health, social work, 
dentistry, behavioral and mental health, or 
pharmacy, or an accredited medical, dental, 
or nursing residency program; 

“(2) prepare and submit to the Secretary 
an application at such time, in such manner, 
and containing such information as the Sec- 
retary may require. 

(с) USE OF FUNDS.— 

“(1) REQUIRED USES.—Amounts provided 
under a grant awarded under this section 
shall be used to fund interdisciplinary train- 
ing and education projects that are designed 
to train medical, nursing, and other health 
professions students and residents to— 

“(А) better identify patients at-risk of be- 
coming overweight or obese or developing an 
eating disorder; 

“(В) detect overweight or obesity or eating 
disorders among a diverse patient popu- 
lation; 

“(С) counsel, refer, or treat patients with 
overweight or obesity or an eating disorder; 

“(D) educate patients and the families of 
patients about effective strategies to estab- 
lish healthy eating habits and appropriate 
levels of physical activity; and 

“(Е) assist in the creation and administra- 
tion of community-based overweight and 
obesity and eating disorder prevention ef- 
forts.” 

“(2) PERMISSIVE USE.—Amounts provided 
under a grant under this section may be used 
to offer community-based training opportu- 
nities in rural areas for medical, nursing, 
and other health professions students and 
residents on eating disorders, which may in- 
clude the use of distance learning networks 
and other available technologies needed to 
reach isolated rural areas. 

(а) REQUIREMENTS OF GRANTEES.— 

(1) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES.—A grantee shall not use more than 
10 percent of the amounts received under a 
grant under this section for administrative 
expenses. 

‘“(2) CONTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.—A grantee 
under this section, and any entity receiving 
assistance under the grant for training and 
education, shall contribute non-Federal 
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funds, either directly or through in-kind con- 
tributions, to the costs of the activities to be 
funded under the grant in an amount that is 
not less than 10 percent of the total cost of 
such activities. 

(е) EATING DISORDER.—In this section, the 
term ‘eating disorder’ has the meaning given 
such term in section 39900(e). 

‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums as may be 
necessary for fiscal years 2012 through 2016.”’. 
SEC. 302. TRAINING IN ELEMENTARY AND SEC- 

ONDARY SCHOOLS. 

Section 5131(a) of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
7215(a)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘(28) Programs to improve the identifica- 
tion of students with eating disorders (as de- 
fined in section 39900 of the Public Health 
Service Act), increase awareness of such dis- 
orders among parents and students, and 
train educators (including teachers, school 
nurses, school social workers, coaches, 
school counselors, and administrators) on ef- 
fective eating disorder prevention, screening, 
detection and assistance methods.’’. 

TITLE IV—IMPROVING AVAILABILITY AND 
ACCESS TO TREATMENT 
SEC. 401. MEDICAID COVERAGE FOR EATING DIS- 
ORDER TREATMENT SERVICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1905 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(a)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in paragraph (28), by striking “апа” at 
the end; 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (29) as 
paragraph (30); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (28) the 
following new paragraph: 

(29) eating disorder treatment services (as 
defined in subsection (ee)(1)); and’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

(ее) EATING DISORDER TREATMENT SERV- 
ICES.— 

“(1) DEFINITION.—The term ‘eating disorder 
treatment services’ means services relating 
to diagnosis and treatment of an eating dis- 
order (as defined in section 39900 of the Pub- 
lic Health Service Act), including screening, 
counseling, pharmacotherapy (including cov- 
erage of drugs described in paragraph (2)), 
and other necessary health care services. 

(2) COVERAGE FOR PHARMACOLOGICAL 
TREATMENT OF EATING DISORDERS.—For pur- 
poses of paragraph (1), eating disorder treat- 
ment services shall include drugs provided as 
part of care in an inpatient setting, covered 
outpatient drugs (as defined in section 
1927(k)(2)), and non-prescription drugs de- 
scribed in section 1927(d)(2)(A) that are pre- 
scribed, in accordance with generally accept- 
ed medical guidelines, for treatment of an 
eating disorder.’’. 

(b) INCREASED FMAP FOR EATING DISORDER 
TREATMENT SERVICES.— 

(1) EFFECTIVE UNTIL JANUARY 1, 2013.—Sec- 
tion 1905(b) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1896d(b)) is amended in the first sen- 
tence— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ before ‘‘(4)’’; and 

(B) by inserting before the period at the 
end the following: ‘‘, and (5) the Federal med- 
ical assistance percentage shall be equal to 
the enhanced FMAP described in section 
2105(b) with respect to medical assistance for 
eating disorder treatment services (as de- 
fined in subsection (ee)(1)) provided to an in- 
dividual who is eligible for such assistance 
and has an eating disorder (as defined in sec- 
tion 39900 of the Public Health Service 
Act)”. 
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(2) EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2013.—Section 
4106(b) of the Patient Protection and Afford- 
able Care Act (Public Law 111-148) is amend- 
ed— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘(4)’’ each 
time such term appears and inserting ‘‘(5)’’; 
and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘, and (5)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘, and (6)’’. 

(c) INCLUSION IN EPSDT SERVICES.—Sec- 
tion 1905(r)(1)(B) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396d(r)(1)(B)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (iv), by striking “апа” at the 
end; 

(2) in clause (v), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by inserting after clause (v) the fol- 
lowing new clause: 

(уі) appropriate diagnostic services relat- 
ing to eating disorders (as defined in section 
39900 of the Public Health Service Act).’’. 

(d) EXCEPTION FROM OPTIONAL RESTRICTION 
UNDER MEDICAID DRUG COVERAGE.—Section 
1927(d)(2)(A) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396r- 
8(d)(2)(A)) is amended by inserting before the 
period at the end the following: ‘‘, except for 
drugs that are prescribed, in accordance with 
generally accepted medical guidelines, for 
the purpose of treatment of an individual 
who is eligible for medical assistance under 
the State plan and has an eating disorder (as 
defined in section 39900 of the Public Health 
Service Act)’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to drugs and 
services furnished on or after January 1, 2012. 
SEC. 402. GRANTS TO SUPPORT PATIENT ADVO- 

CACY. 

Subpart II of part D of title IX of the Pub- 
lic Health Service Act is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

“SEC. 938. GRANTS TO SUPPORT PATIENT ADVO- 
CACY. 

“(a) GRANTS.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Director, shall award grants 
under this section to develop and support pa- 
tient advocacy work to help individuals with 
eating disorders obtain adequate health care 
services and insurance coverage. 

“(b) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this section, an entity shall— 

“(1) be a public or nonprofit private entity 
(including a health department of a State or 
tribal agency, a community-based organiza- 
tion, or an institution of higher education); 

(02) prepare and submit to the Secretary 
an application at such time, in such manner, 
and containing such information as the Sec- 
retary may require, including— 

“(A) comprehensive strategies for advo- 
cating on behalf of, and working with, indi- 
viduals with eating disorders or at risk for 
developing eating disorders; 

‘(B) a plan for consulting with commu- 
nity-based coalitions, treatment centers, or 
eating disorder research experts who have 
experience and expertise in issues related to 
eating disorders or patient advocacy in pro- 
viding services under a grant awarded under 
this section; and 

“(С) a plan for financial sustainability in- 
volving State, local, and private contribu- 
tions. 

(с) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts provided 
under a grant awarded under this section 
shall be used to support patient advocacy 
work, including— 

“(1) providing education and outreach in 
community settings regarding eating dis- 
orders and associated health problems, espe- 
cially among low-income, minority, and 
medically underserved populations; 

(2) facilitating access to appropriate, ade- 
quate, and timely health care for individuals 
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with eating disorders and associated health 
problems; 

“(8) assisting in communication and co- 
operation between patients and providers; 

““(4) representing the interests of patients 
in managing health insurance claims and 
plans; 

“(5) providing education and outreach re- 
garding enrollment in health insurance, in- 
cluding enrollment in the Medicare program 
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act, 
the Medicaid program under title XIX of 
such Act, and the Children’s Health Insur- 
ance Program under title XXI of such Act; 

“(6) identifying, referring, and enrolling 
underserved populations in appropriate 
health care agencies and community-based 
programs and organizations in order to in- 
crease access to high-quality health care 
services; 

“(7) providing technical assistance, train- 
ing, and organizational support for patient 
advocates; and 

““(8) creating, operating, and participating 
in State or regional networks of patient ad- 
vocates. 

(а) REQUIREMENTS OF GRANTEES.— 

“(1) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EX- 
PENSES.—A grantee shall not use more than 
5 percent of the amounts received under a 
grant under this section for administrative 
expenses. 

(2) CONTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.—A grantee 
under this section, and any entity receiving 
assistance under the grant for training and 
education, shall contribute non-Federal 
funds, either directly or through in-kind con- 
tributions, to the costs of the activities to be 
funded under the grant in an amount that is 
not less than 75 percent of the total cost of 
such activities. 

(3) REPORTING TO SECRETARY.—A grantee 
under this section shall annually submit to 
the Secretary a report, at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as 
the Secretary may require, including a de- 
scription and evaluation of the activities de- 
scribed in subsection (c) carried out by such 
entity. 

(е) EATING DISORDER.—In this section, the 
term ‘eating disorder’ has the meaning given 
such term in section 39900(e). 

“(Р AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
To carry out this section, there are author- 
ized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary for fiscal years 2012 through 2016.’’. 


By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. 


DURBIN, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. FRANKEN, and 
Mr. LEAHY): 


S. 489. A bill to require certain mort- 
gagees to evaluate loans for modifica- 
tions, to establish a grant program for 
State and local government mediation 
programs, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing the Preserving Homes and 
Communities Act. I introduced an ear- 
lier version of this legislation in 2009. I 
am pleased to again be joined by Sen- 
ators DURBIN, LEAHY, MERKLEY, WHITE- 
HOUSE, and FRANKEN as cosponsors of 
this bill. 

The sheer number of foreclosures 
across the country is startling. Since 
the beginning of 2009, there have been 
approximately 5 million foreclosures, 
and the Center for Responsible Lending 
estimates there will be a total of 9 mil- 
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lion foreclosures between 2009 and 2012. 
In my home state of Rhode Island, the 
numbers are similarly shocking be- 
cause 1 in every 10 mortgaged home- 
owners is in foreclosure or seriously de- 
linquent on their mortgage payment. 

Rhode Island families have felt the 
effects of the recession and the na- 
tional housing crisis harder than most, 
which is why I worked with the Obama 
Administration and led the effort to 
expand the Hardest Hit Fund to include 
Rhode Island. This program is just get- 
ting underway, and my hope is that it 
will provide much needed targeted as- 
sistance to struggling homeowners and 
expand the number of loss mitigation 
tools in order to prevent more Rhode 
Islanders from falling into foreclosure. 

Unfortunately, additional efforts are 
needed because the foreclosure crisis 
has grown in complexity as a result of 
the revelations last fall pointing to 
poorly handled, if not illegal, fore- 
closure processing. Cutting these cor- 
ners at the risk of severe legal con- 
sequences raises serious questions 
about not only the value of mortgage 
related investments, but also the loan 
modification efforts of servicers. 

I will persist in my efforts to fight 
improper foreclosures and to bring 
Rhode Islanders the relief they deserve, 
and this commitment continues today 
with the introduction of the Preserving 
Homes and Communities Act. This bill 
has been updated and enhanced from 
its predecessor in the last Congress to 
reflect the fact that some provisions 
have been enacted into law and to ad- 
dress emerging issues that are standing 
in the way of saving as many homes as 
possible. 

Most importantly, this bill, like the 
one I introduced in 2009, eliminates the 


so called ‘‘dual-track’”’ in which a 
homeowner is evaluated for a home 
loan modification while simulta- 


neously being foreclosed upon. The 
prospect of losing one’s home is 
daunting enough, and unfortunately, 
too many troubled homeowners have 
received a modification notice one day 
followed by a foreclosure notice the 
next day. This is just too confusing and 
injects additional uncertainty at the 
most unnerving time for a troubled 
homeowner. Simply put, there should 
be no dual track. There should be one 
track, and while a troubled homeowner 
is being evaluated for a loan modifica- 
tion, they should have the comfort of 
knowing that foreclosure proceedings 
will not be initiated. This bill estab- 
lishes this single track. 

Second, in light of the repeated dif- 
ficulties that troubled homeowners 
have faced in contacting and remaining 
in touch with their servicers, this bill 
continues to provide a means for more 
State and local governments to estab- 
lish mediation programs. These pro- 
grams provide a process by which a 
neutral third party presides over dis- 
cussions between homeowners and 
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servicers to review and discuss alter- 
natives to foreclosure. 

Third, with this bill, I continue my 
efforts to fund the National Housing 
Trust Fund, which would enable the 
building, preservation, and rehabilita- 
tion of affordable rental housing 
through the proceeds received from the 
warrant provisions I crafted for the fi- 
nancial rescue package in 2008. These 
warrant provisions ensured that as 
banking institutions recovered from 
their near collapse, American tax- 
payers, who bankrolled their recovery, 
would also benefit from the upside. To 
date, more than $8 billion in warrant 
proceeds have been recouped by tax- 
payers. As I have stated before, my 
view is that some of these returns from 
providing a firmer foundation for our 
financial institutions would be put to 
good use by providing a firmer founda- 
tion for affordable rental housing in 
our country by finally funding the Na- 
tional Housing Trust Fund. 

This bill also has several new provi- 
sions. First, in response to repeated 
concerns that the loan modification 
process has been lacking in trans- 
parency, this bill creates a dispute res- 
olution mechanism within the loan 
modification process itself. Under this 
bill, troubled homeowners and 
servicers may work out their disagree- 
ments with a neutral third party on a 
fair playing field with all the informa- 
tion required to evaluate whether a 
home loan modification application 
was properly evaluated. 

Second, this legislation addresses the 
recent robo-signing allegations by re- 
quiring servicers, if a home loan modi- 
fication is denied, to prove that they 
actually have the legal right to fore- 
close. 

Third, this bill responds to difficul- 
ties faced by individuals who, for ex- 
ample, have come to own and live in a 
mortgaged home through the death of 
a loved one. These unfortunate life 
events are tough enough. As long as 
these individuals live in these homes as 
their primary residences and are hav- 
ing difficulties paying their mortgages 
due to financial hardship, they too 
would have to be evaluated for a loan 
modification before banks could fore- 
close under my legislation. 

Fourth, this bill adds another provi- 
sion to the section placing reasonable 
limits on foreclosure fees and costly 
markups by prohibiting abusive fees 
charged in response to lapsed home in- 
surance policies. Under this bill, when 
a home insurance policy lapses, the 
servicer may only charge a fee in an 
amount equal to the cost of continuing 
or re-establishing the home insurance 
policy. No more, and no less. 

Lastly, I think it’s important to 
make one final point about this bill. It 
provides the means for servicers to le- 
gitimately evaluate struggling home- 
owners for loan modifications, but it 
does not require servicers to work with 
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homeowners who have clearly aban- 
doned their homes, as determined by 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development. This bill is narrowly and 
responsibly tailored to prevent fore- 
closures that can be avoided and to en- 
sure that all finalized foreclosures are 
properly and objectively processed. In 
short, this legislation is fair. 

The foreclosure crisis has persisted 
for far too long, and it is time to fi- 
nally address this issue once and for 
all. The Preserving Homes and Commu- 
nities Act provides a path to stabi- 
lizing the housing sector as a means of 
bolstering and sustaining our economic 
recovery. I hope my colleagues will 
join me and Senators DURBIN, LEAHY, 
MERKLEY, WHITEHOUSE, and FRANKEN 
in supporting this bill and taking the 
legislative steps necessary to address 
foreclosures. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 489 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Preserving 
Homes and Communities Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. DEFINITION. 

In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment. 

SEC. 3. LOAN MODIFICATION REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term ‘‘covered mortgagee” means— 

(A) an original lender under a federally re- 
lated mortgage loan; 

(B) any servicer, affiliate, agent, sub- 
sidiary, successor, or assignee of a lender 
under a federally related mortgage loan; and 

(C) any purchaser, trustee, or transferee of 
any mortgage or credit instrument issued by 
an original lender under a federally related 
mortgage loan; 

(2) the term ‘‘covered mortgagor’’— 

(A) means an individual— 

(1) who— 

(Т) is a mortgagor under a federally related 
mortgage loan— 

(aa) made by a covered mortgagee; and 

(bb) secured by the principal residence of 
the mortgagor; or 

(II) is eligible to assume a federally related 
mortgage loan described in clause (I) in a 
manner described in paragraph (3), (5), (6), or 
(7) of section 341(d) of the Garn-St Germain 
Depository Institutions Act of 1982 (12 U.S.C. 
1701j-3(d)), if the principal residence of the 
individual is the principal residence securing 
the federally related mortgage loan; and 

(ii) who cannot make payments on a feder- 
ally related mortgage loan due to financial 
hardship, as determined by the Secretary, in 
consultation with the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Director of the Bureau of 
Consumer Financial Protection; and 

(B) does not include an individual who the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury and the Director of 
the Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec- 
tion, determines has abandoned the principal 
residence securing the federally related 
mortgage loan; 
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(3) the term ‘‘federally related mortgage 
loan” has the same meaning as in section 3 
of the Real Estate Settlement Procedures 
Act of 1974 (12 U.S.C. 2602); 

(4) the term “home loan modification pro- 
tocol’? means a home loan modification pro- 
tocol that— 

(A) is developed under a home loan modi- 
fication program developed or put into effect 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, the Sec- 
retary, or the Director of the Bureau of Fi- 
nancial Protection; 

(B) includes principal reduction; and 

(C) to the extent possible, in the case of 
real property on which there is a first lien 
and a subordinate lien securing a federally 
related mortgage loan, requires that any 
principal reduction with respect to the first 
lien be accompanied by a proportional prin- 
cipal reduction with respect to the subordi- 
nate lien; 

(5) the term ‘‘qualified loan modification” 
means a modification to the terms of a mort- 
gage agreement between a covered mort- 
gagee and a covered mortgagor that— 

(A) is made pursuant to a determination by 
the covered mortgagee using a home loan 
modification protocol that a modification 
would— 

(i) produce a greater net present value 
than not modifying the loan to— 

(I) the covered mortgagee; or 

(II) in the aggregate, all persons that hold 
an interest in the mortgage agreement; and 

(ii) produce mortgage payments that, at a 
minimum, are reduced to an affordable and 
sustainable amount, based on a debt-to-in- 
come ratio that takes into account the total 
housing debt and gross household income of 
the covered mortgagor; 

(B) applies for the remaining term of the 
original mortgage agreement, prior to modi- 
fication or amendment; and 

(C) permits the maximum amount of prin- 
cipal reduction that produces a greater net 
present value than foreclosure to the persons 
described in subparagraph (A)(i); and 

(6) the term ‘‘State’’ means any State of 
the United States, the District of Columbia, 
any territory of the United States, Puerto 
Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands, the Virgin 
Islands, and the Northern Mariana Islands. 


(b) LOAN MODIFICATION PROCEDURES.— 

(1) INITIATION OF FORECLOSURE.—A covered 
mortgagee may not initiate a nonjudicial 
foreclosure or a judicial foreclosure against 
a covered mortgagor that is otherwise au- 
thorized under State law unless— 

(A) the covered mortgagee has used its best 
efforts to determine whether the covered 
mortgagor is eligible for a qualified loan 
modification; 

(B) in the case of a covered mortgagor who 
the covered mortgagee determines is eligible 
for a qualified loan modification, the covered 
mortgagee has used its best efforts to 
promptly offer a qualified loan modification 
to the covered mortgagor; and 

(C) in the case of a covered mortgagor who 
the covered mortgagee determines is not eli- 
gible for a qualified loan modification, the 
covered mortgagee has made available to the 
covered mortgagor documentation of— 

(i) a loan modification calculation or net 
present value calculation, including the in- 
formation necessary to verify and evaluate 
the calculation, made by the covered mort- 
gagee in relation to the federally related 
mortgage using a home loan modification 
protocol; 
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(ii) the loan origination, including any 
note, deed of trust, or other document nec- 
essary to establish the right of the mort- 
gagee to foreclose on the mortgage, includ- 
ing proof of assignment of the mortgage to 
the mortgagee and the right of the mort- 
gagee to enforce the relevant note under the 
law of the State in which the real property 
securing the mortgage is located; 

(iii) any pooling and servicing agreement 
that the covered mortgagee believes pro- 
hibits a qualified loan modification; 

(iv) the payment history of the covered 
mortgagor and a detailed accounting of any 
costs or fees associated with the account of 
the covered mortgagor; and 

(v) the specific alternatives to foreclosure 
considered by the covered mortgagee, includ- 
ing qualified loan modifications, workout 
agreements, and short sales. 

(2) FORECLOSURE IN PROGRESS.—If a covered 
mortgagee initiated a nonjudicial fore- 
closure or a judicial foreclosure proceeding 
against a covered mortgagor before the date 
of enactment of this Act, the covered mort- 
gagee— 

(A) shall use its best efforts to take all 
steps necessary to— 

(i) suspend the foreclosure or foreclosure 
proceeding, as permitted under the law of 
the State in which the real property securing 
the federally related mortgage loan is lo- 
cated, including the cancellation of any sale 
date that has been scheduled with respect to 
the real property securing the federally re- 
lated mortgage loan; and 

(ii) toll any deadlines limiting the rights of 
the covered mortgagor, whether imposed by 
statute, scheduling order, or otherwise, until 
the covered mortgagee has complied with the 
requirements under this section; and 

(B) may not— 

(i) conduct or schedule a sale of the real 
property securing the federally related mort- 
gage loan; or 

(ii) cause judgment to be entered against 
the covered mortgagor. 

(3) REEVALUATION OF APPLICATION FOR 
QUALIFIED LOAN MODIFICATION.—If, after re- 
ceiving information under paragraph (1)(C), a 
covered mortgagor is able to demonstrate 
that the covered mortgagor is eligible for a 
qualified loan modification, the covered 
mortgagee shall— 

(A) promptly reevaluate the application by 
the covered mortgagor for a qualified loan 
modification; and 

(B) if the covered mortgagor is eligible, 
offer the covered mortgagor a qualified loan 
modification. 

(4) DISPUTE RESOLUTION.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Treasury, the Sec- 
retary, and the Director of the Bureau of Fi- 
nancial Protection shall ensure that any 
home loan modification protocol established 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, the Sec- 
retary, or the Director of the Bureau of Fi- 
nancial Protection, respectively, includes a 
procedure with a neutral third party to re- 
solve disputes between covered mortgagors 
and covered mortgagees regarding applica- 
tions for qualified loan modifications. 

(5) NO WAIVER OF RIGHTS.—A covered mort- 
gagee may not require a covered mortgagor 
to waive any right of the covered mortgagor 
as a condition of making a qualified loan 
modification. 

(6) CERTIFICATION REQUIRED PRIOR TO SALE 
OF REAL PROPERTY SECURING MORTGAGE.— 

(A) CERTIFICATION.—A covered mortgagee 
shall submit to the appropriate State entity 
in the State in which the real property se- 
curing a federally related mortgage loan is 
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located a certification that the covered 
mortgagee has complied with all require- 
ments of this section, before— 

(i) the covered mortgagee may sell the real 
property; or 

(ii) a purchaser at sale may file an action 
to recover possession of the real property. 

(B) RECORDATION OF DEED PROHIBITED WITH- 
OUT CERTIFICATION.—The government official 
responsible for recording deeds and other 
transfers of real property in a jurisdiction 
may not permit the recordation of a deed 
transferring title after a foreclosure relating 
to a federally related mortgage loan in the 
jurisdiction unless the government official 
certifies that— 

(i) the person conducting the sale has dem- 
onstrated that the requirements of this sub- 
section have been met with respect to the 
federally related mortgage loan; or 

(ii) the requirements of this subsection do 
not apply to the federally related mortgage 
loan. 

(C) VOIDING OF SALE.—A sale of property in 
violation of this subsection is void. 

(D) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary, in con- 
sultation with the Secretary of the Treasury 
and Director of the Bureau of Consumer Fi- 
nancial Protection, shall issue regulations 
establishing the content of the certification 
under this subparagraph. 

(7) BAR TO FORECLOSURE.—Failure to com- 
ply with this subsection is a bar to fore- 
closure under the applicable law of a State. 

(8) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection may be construed to prevent a 
covered mortgagee from offering or making 
a loan modification with a lower payment, 
lower interest rate, or principal reduction 
beyond that required by a modification made 
using a home loan modification protocol 
with respect to a covered mortgagor. 

(c) FEES PROHIBITED.— 

(1) LOAN MODIFICATION FEES PROHIBITED.—A 
covered mortgagee may not charge a fee toa 
covered mortgagor for carrying out the re- 
quirements under subsection (b). 

(2) FORECLOSURE-RELATED FEES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B) and (C), a covered mort- 
gagee may not charge a foreclosure-related 
fee to a covered mortgagor before— 

(i) the covered mortgagee has made a de- 
termination under subsection (b)(1); and 

(ii) the mortgage has entered the fore- 
closure process. 

(B) DELINQUENCY FEES.—A covered mort- 
gagee may charge 1 delinquency fee for each 
late payment by a covered mortgagor, if the 
fee is specified by the mortgage agreement 
and permitted by other applicable Federal 
and State law. A delinquency fee may be col- 
lected only once on an installment however 
long it remains in default. 

(C) OTHER FEES.—A covered mortgagee 
may charge a covered mortgagor 1 property 
valuation fee and 1 title search fee in con- 
nection with a foreclosure. 

(3) FEES NOT IN CONTRACT.—A_ covered 
mortgagee may charge a fee to a covered 
mortgagor only if— 

(A) the fee was specified by the mortgage 
agreement before a modification or amend- 
ment; and 

(B) the fee is otherwise permitted under 
this subsection. 

(4) FEES FOR EXPENSES INCURRED.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A covered mortgagee may 
charge a fee to a covered mortgagor only— 

(i) for services actually performed by the 
covered mortgagee or a third party in rela- 
tion to the mortgage agreement, before a 
modification or amendment; and 

(ii) if the fee is reasonably related to the 
actual cost of providing the service. 
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(B) HOME PRESERVATION SERVICES.—A cov- 
ered mortgagee may charge a fee to a cov- 
ered mortgagor for home preservation serv- 
ices, only if the covered mortgagor has not 
submitted a payment under the federally re- 
lated mortgage during the 60-day period end- 
ing on the date the fee is charged. 

(5) FORCEPLACED INSURANCE.— 

(A) FEE PERMITTED.—If a home insurance 
policy on the real property securing a feder- 
ally related mortgage loan lapses due to the 
failure of a covered mortgagor to make a 
payment, a covered mortgagee may charge 
the covered mortgagor a fee in an amount 
equal to the actual cost of continuing or re- 
establishing the home insurance policy on 
the same terms in effect before the lapse. 

(B) RECOVERY OF FEE.—A covered mort- 
gagee may recover the fee described in sub- 
paragraph (A)— 

(i) by establishing an escrow account in ac- 
cordance with section 10 of the Real Estate 
Settlement Procedures Act of 1974 (12 U.S.C. 
2609); or 

(ii) in equal monthly amounts during one 
12-month period. 

(6) PENALTY.—The Director of the Bureau 
of Consumer Financial Protection shall col- 
lect from any covered mortgagee that 
charges a fee in violation of this subsection 
an amount equal to $6,000 for each such fee. 

(d) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 3 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury and the Director of 
the Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec- 
tion, shall issue by notice any requirements 
to carry out this section. The Secretary 
shall subsequently issue, after notice and 
comment, final regulations to carry out this 
section. 

(e) BUREAU OF CONSUMER FINANCIAL PRO- 
TECTION HOME LOAN MODIFICATION PRO- 
TOCOL.—Not later than 90 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Director of the 
Bureau of Consumer Financial Protection 
shall develop a home loan modification pro- 
tocol. 

(£) TREASURY AND HUD HOME LOAN MODI- 
FICATION PROTOCOLS.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Treasury and the Secretary 
shall make any changes to the home loan 
modification protocol of the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Secretary, respectively, 
that are necessary to carry out this Act. 

SEC. 4. MEDIATION INITIATIVES. 

(а) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term ‘‘mortgagee’’ includes the 
agent of a mortgagee; and 

(2) the term ‘‘mediation’’ means a process 
in which a neutral third party presides over 
discussions between mortgagors and mortga- 
gees to review and discuss available loss 
mitigation options in order to avoid fore- 
closure. 

(b) GRANT PROGRAM ESTABLISHED.—The 
Secretary shall establish a grant program to 
make competitive grants to State and local 
governments to establish mediation pro- 
grams that assist mortgagors facing fore- 
closure. 

(c) MEDIATION PROGRAMS.—A mediation 
program established using a grant under this 
section shall— 

(1) require participation in the program 
by— 

(A) any mortgagee that seeks to initiate or 
has initiated a judicial or nonjudicial fore- 
closure; and 

(B) any mortgagor who is subject to a judi- 
cial or nonjudicial foreclosure; 

(2) require that a representative of the 
mortgagee who has authority to decide on 
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loss mitigation options (including loan modi- 
fication) participate, in person, in scheduled 
sessions; 

(3) require any mortgagee or mortgagor re- 
quired to participate in the program to make 
a good faith effort to resolve promptly, 
through mediation, issues relating to the de- 
fault on the mortgage; 

(4) if mediation is not made available to 
the mortgagor before a foreclosure pro- 
ceeding is initiated, allow the mortgagor to 
request mediation at any time before a fore- 
closure sale; 

(5) provide that any proceeding to foreclose 
that is initiated by the mortgagee shall be 
stayed until the mediator has issued a writ- 
ten certification that the mortgagee com- 
plied in good faith with its obligations under 
the mediation program established under 
this section; 

(6) provide for— 

(A) supervision by a State court (or a State 
court in conjunction with an agency or de- 
partment of a State or local government) of 
the mediation program; 

(B) selection and training of neutral, third- 
party mediators by a State court (or an 
agency or department of the State or local 
government); 

(C) penalties to be imposed by a State 
court, or an agency or department of a State 
or local government, if a mortgagee fails to 
comply with an order to participate in medi- 
ation; and 

(D) consideration by a State court (or an 
agency or department of a State or local 
government) of recommendations by a medi- 
ator relating to penalties for failure to fulfill 
the requirements of the mediation program; 

(7) require that each mortgagee that par- 
ticipates in the mediation program make 
available to the mortgagor, before and dur- 
ing participation in the mediation program, 
documentation of— 

(A) a loan modification calculation or net 
present value calculation, including the in- 
formation necessary to verify and evaluate 
the calculation, made by the mortgagee in 
relation to the mortgage using a home loan 
modification protocol; 

(B) the loan origination, including any 
note, deed of trust, or other document nec- 
essary to establish the right of the mort- 
gagee to foreclose on the mortgage, includ- 
ing proof of assignment of the mortgage to 
the mortgagee and the right of the mort- 
gagee to enforce the relevant note under the 
law of the State in which the real property 
securing the mortgage is located; 

(C) any pooling and servicing agreement 
that the mortgagee believes prohibits a loan 
modification; 

(D) the payment history of the mortgagor 
and a detailed accounting of any costs or 
fees associated with the account of the mort- 
gagor; and 

(Е) the specific alternatives to foreclosure 
considered by the mortgagee, including loan 
modifications, workout agreements, and 
short sales; 

(8) prohibit a mortgagee from shifting the 
costs of participation in the mediation pro- 
gram, including the attorney’s fees of the 
mortgagee, to a mortgagor; 

(9) provide that— 

(A) any holder of a junior lien against the 
property that secures a mortgage that is the 
subject of a mediation— 

(i) be notified of the mediation; and 

(ii) be permitted to participate in the me- 
diation; and 

(B) any proceeding initiated by a holder of 
a junior lien against the property that se- 
cures a mortgage that is the subject of a me- 
diation be stayed pending the mediation; 
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(10) provide information to mortgagors 
about housing counselors approved by the 
Secretary; and 

(11) be free of charge to the mortgagor and 
mortgagee. 

(d) RECORDKEEPING.—A State or local gov- 
ernment that receives a grant under this sec- 
tion shall keep a record of the outcome of 
each mediation carried out under the medi- 
ation program, including the nature of any 
loan modification made as a result of par- 
ticipation in the mediation program. 

(е) TARGETING.—A State that receives a 
grant under this section may establish— 

(1) a statewide mediation program; or 

(2) a mediation program in a specific local- 
ity that the State determines has a high 
need for such program due to— 

(A) the number of foreclosures in the local- 
ity; or 

(B) other characteristics of the locality 
that contribute to the number of fore- 
closures in the locality. 

(f) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of a mediation program established 
using a grant under this section may not ex- 
ceed 50 percent. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums as may be 
necessary for each of fiscal years 2011 
through 2014. 

SEC. 5. OVERSIGHT OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE EF- 
FORTS TO REDUCE MORTGAGE DE- 
FAULTS AND FORECLOSURES. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term ‘‘heads of appropriate agen- 
cies?” means the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency, the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation, the National Credit Union 
Administration, the Director of the Bureau 
of Consumer Financial Protection, the Di- 
rector of the Office of Financial Research of 
the Department of the Treasury, and a rep- 
resentative of State banking regulators se- 
lected by the Secretary; 

(2) the term “mortgagee” means— 

(A) an original lender under a mortgage; 

(B) any servicers, affiliates, agents, sub- 
sidiaries, successors, or assignees of an origi- 
nal lender; and 

(C) any subsequent purchaser, trustee, or 
transferee of any mortgage or credit instru- 
ment issued by an original lender; and 

(3) the term ‘‘servicer’? means any person 
who collects on a home loan, whether such 
person is the owner, the holder, the assignee, 
the nominee for the loan, or the beneficiary 
of a trust, or any person acting on behalf of 
such person. 

(b) MONITORING OF HOME LOANS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con- 
sultation with the heads of appropriate agen- 
cies, shall develop and implement a plan to 
monitor— 

(A) conditions and trends in homeowner- 
ship and the mortgage industry, in order to 
predict trends in foreclosures to better un- 
derstand other critical aspects of the mort- 
gage market; and 

(B) the effectiveness of public and private 
efforts to reduce mortgage defaults and fore- 
closures. 

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1 
year after the development of the plan under 
paragraph (1), and each year thereafter, the 
Secretary shall submit a report to Congress 
that— 

(A) summarizes and describes the findings 
of the monitoring required under paragraph 
(1); and 

(B) includes recommendations or proposals 
for legislative or administrative action nec- 
essary— 
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(i) to increase the authority of the heads of 
appropriate agencies to levy penalties 
against any mortgagee, or other person or 
entity, who fails to comply with the require- 
ments described in this section; 

(ii) to improve coordination between public 
and private initiatives to reduce the overall 
rate of mortgage defaults and foreclosures; 
and 

(iii) to improve coordination between ini- 
tiatives undertaken by Federal, State, and 
local governments. 

SEC. 6. HOUSING TRUST FUND. 

From funds received or to be received by 
the Secretary of the Treasury from the sale 
of warrants under title I of the Emergency 
Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 (12 U.S.C. 
5211 et seq.), the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall transfer and credit $1,000,000,000 to the 
Housing Trust Fund established under sec- 
tion 1338 of the Federal Housing Enterprises 
Financial Safety and Soundness Act of 1992 
(12 U.S.C. 4568) for use in accordance with 
such section. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
rise today to speak in support of legis- 
lation I have introduced with Senators 
REED, MERKLEY, SANDERS and TESTER 
to enhance foreclosure protections for 
our servicemembers and their families, 
and to help ensure that their rights 
under the Servicemembers Civil Relief 
Act are not violated. 

We have all heard horror stories 
about how servicers treat homeowners 
in distress. When these abusive mort- 
gage practices harm the men and 
women who are sent into harm’s way 
to protect our country, it is a par- 
ticular tragedy and it deserves our ur- 
gent attention. 

Not only are these practices illegal 
and morally repugnant, they can also 
be a dangerous distraction from our 
military mission. Holly Petraeus, Gen- 
eral Petraeus’ wife, leads the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau’s Office 
for Service Member Affairs, and she 
testified on this issue during a recent 
hearing before the House Veterans’ Af- 
fairs Committee. As she put it, ‘‘[i]t is 
a terrible situation for the family at 
home and for the servicemember 
abroad who feels helpless.” 

Service members over at the point of 
the spear in Afghanistan have enough 
to worry about without worrying about 
the bank foreclosing on their family. 

According to recent media reports, it 
has come to light that financial insti- 
tutions have repeatedly failed to com- 
ply with the Servicemembers Civil Re- 
lief Act or “SCRA”. These violations 
led to thousands of mortgage over- 
charges and a number of unlawful fore- 
closures. Under the SCRA, it is illegal 
to foreclose on a protected service- 
member unless an authorization by a 
judge is obtained. Then, the judge can 
only act after a hearing is held in 
which the military homeowner is rep- 
resented. 

One of the most troubling cases is 
the story of SGT James B. Hurley, who 
lost his home while he was serving in 
Iraq. Like many Reservists, Sergeant 
Hurley made less money serving on ac- 
tive duty than he did in his civilian 
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job. So, when he was mobilized, it be- 
came a real struggle for his family to 
afford his mortgage and they fell be- 
hind in making his payments. 

The SCRA was designed to protect 
our servicemembers from financial 
challenges associated with deploy- 
ments, and it should have prevented 
the bank from foreclosing on Sergeant 
Hurley. However, the bank violated the 
SCRA, foreclosing on Sergeant Hurley 
illegally, and forcing his wife and chil- 
dren out of their home. Sergeant Hur- 
ley returned from combat, as a disabled 
veteran, only to find that the bank had 
sold the home that he worked so hard 
to build. 

The current economic climate has hit 
our returning veterans particularly 
hard, adding to the financial chal- 
lenges our deployed servicemembers al- 
ready face. According to a recent De- 
partment of Labor report, the unem- 
ployment rate for veterans rose to 9.9 
percent overall, and 15.2 percent for 
veterans of the wars in Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan. 

These heartbreaking statistics under- 
score how difficult it can be to readjust 
economically to life at home. For our 
returning servicemembers that need 
time to get back on financial solid 
footing, to rebuild what they had to 
walk away from to defend the rest of 
us, we should do everything we can to 
accommodate their needs, especially 
during these difficult economic times. 

The Protecting Servicemembers from 
Mortgage Abuses Act of 2011, which I 
am introducing would encourage com- 
pliance with the SCRA by doubling the 
maximum criminal penalties for viola- 
tions of its foreclosure and eviction 
protections. It would also double civil 
penalties in cases where the Attorney 
General has commenced a civil action 
against the lender. 

In addition, the bill will give 
servicemembers the time they need 
after returning from deployment to re- 
gain solid financial footing, by extend- 
ing the period of foreclosure protection 
coverage from 9 to 24 months after 
military service has ended. 

I hope Senators on both sides of the 
aisle will come together and join me in 
supporting legislation to discourage 
loan servicers from further violations 
and help to protect the financial and 
emotional well-being of our troops. 


By Mr. AKAKA. 

S. 490. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to increase the 
maximum age for children eligible for 
medical care under the CHAMPVA pro- 
gram, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, today, 
many dependent children of veterans 
who permanently and totally disabled 
from a service connected disability or 
who died in the line of duty are no 
longer being covered by their health in- 
surance program. I am introducing im- 
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portant legislation that would make a 
critical adjustment to current eligi- 
bility requirements for children who 
receive health care under the Civilian 
Health and Medical Program of the De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs program. 


CHAMPVA was established in 1973 
within the Veterans Administration to 
provide health care services to depend- 
ents and survivors of our Nation’s vet- 
erans. CHAMPVA enrollment has 
grown steadily over the years and, as 
of fiscal year 2009, covers more than 
336,000 beneficiaries. 


Under the current law, a dependent 
child loses eligibility for CHAMPVA 
upon turning 18-years-old, unless the 
child is enrolled in school on a full- 
time basis. After losing full-time sta- 
tus at school, or upon turning 23-years- 
old, an eligible child of a veteran would 
lose eligibility. 

The landmark health care reform act 
that was enacted into law last year in- 
cludes a provision that requires private 
health insurance to cover dependent 
children until age 26. 


I believe it is only fair to afford chil- 
dren who are CHAMPVA beneficiaries 
the same eligibility as dependent chil- 
dren whose parents have private sector 
coverage. Beneficiaries are already 
being cut off from coverage. We need to 
take prompt action to extend coverage 
to the dependents of these veterans 
who have given so much to our coun- 
try. I urge my colleagues to support 
this necessary modification. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 


There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 


S. 490 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. INCREASE OF MAXIMUM AGE FOR 
CHILDREN ELIGIBLE FOR MEDICAL 
CARE UNDER CHAMPVA PROGRAM. 


(a) INCREASE.—Subsection (c) of section 
1781 of title 38, United States Code, is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 


“(с)(1) Notwithstanding clauses (1) and (iii) 
of section 101(4)(A) of this title and except as 
provided in paragraph (2), for purposes of 
this section, a child who is eligible for bene- 
fits under subsection (a) shall remain eligi- 
ble for benefits under this section until the 
child’s 26th birthday, regardless of the 
child’s marital status. 


“(2) Before January 1, 2014, paragraph (1) 
shall not apply to a child who is eligible to 
enroll in an eligible employer-sponsored plan 
(as defined in section 5000A(f)(2) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986). 

“(8) This subsection shall not be construed 
to limit eligibility for coverage of a child de- 
scribed in section 101(4)(A)(ii) of this title.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Such subsection, as 
so amended, shall apply with respect to med- 
ical care provided on or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 87—DESIG- 
NATING THE YEAR OF 2012 AS 
THE “INTERNATIONAL YEAR OF 
COOPERATIVES” 


Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota (for 
himself, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 
ENZI, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. 
TESTER, Mr. GRASSLEY, Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR, Mr. WICKER, Mrs. MCCASKILL, 
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. CONRAD, 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BAUCUS, Ms. 
STABENOW, Ms. CANTWELL, and Mr. 
NELSON of Nebraska) submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 87 


Whereas in the United States, there are 
more than 29,000 cooperatives with 120,000,000 
members; 

Whereas cooperatives in the United States 
generate 2,000,000 jobs and make a substan- 
tial contribution to the economy of the 
United States with annual sales of 
$652,000,000,000 and assets of $3,000,000,000,000; 

Whereas the cooperative business model 
has empowered people around the world to 
improve their lives through economic and so- 
cial progress; 

Whereas cooperatives are a major eco- 
nomic force in developed countries and a 
powerful business model in developing coun- 
tries, employing approximately 100,000,000 
people; 

Whereas there are millions of cooperatives, 
which are owned and governed by more than 
1,000,000,000 members, operating in every na- 
tion of the world; 

Whereas the economic activity of the larg- 
est 300 cooperatives in the world is equal to 
that of the 10th largest national economy; 

Whereas United Nations Resolution 64/136, 
adopted by the General Assembly on Decem- 
ber 18, 2009, designates the year 2012 as the 
“International Year of Cooperatives”; 

Whereas the theme of the International 
Year of Cooperatives is ‘‘Cooperative Enter- 
prise Builds a Better World”; and 

Whereas cooperatives are the businesses of 
the people, and for more than a century, 
have been a vital part of the world economy: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates the year 2012 as the ‘‘Inter- 
national Year of Cooperatives”; 

(2) congratulates cooperatives and mem- 
bers of cooperatives in the United States and 
around the world on the recognition of the 
United Nations of 2012 as the ‘‘International 
Year of Cooperatives”; 

(3) recognizes the vital role cooperatives 
play in the economic and social well-being of 
the United States; 

(4) urges the establishment of a National 
Committee for the 2012 International Year of 
Cooperatives to be comprised of representa- 
tives from each Federal agency, all coopera- 
tive sectors, and key stakeholders; 

(5) recognizes the importance of raising the 
profile of cooperatives and demonstrating 
the manner by which cooperatives build 
local wealth, generate employment, and pro- 
vide competition in the marketplace; and 

(6) encourages highlighting the positive 
impact of cooperatives and developing new 
programs for domestic and international co- 
operative development. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, today I submitted a resolu- 
tion with my friend, Senator THAD 
COCHRAN of Mississippi, to recognize 
and celebrate the importance of co- 
operatives to our economy, and our 
rural communities in particular. In 
2009, the United Nations General As- 
sembly officially declared 2012 as ‘‘The 
International Year of Cooperatives” 
through a resolution calling on govern- 
ments to recognize the important role 
cooperatives play in providing eco- 
nomic opportunity for millions of peo- 
ple in the United States and through- 
out the world. Our resolution high- 
lights the impact of cooperatives and 
encourages the development of pro- 
grams, both here and abroad, for coop- 
erative development. 

The Capper-Volstead Act of 1922 was 
the first legal protection for the coop- 
erative business model in which a busi- 
ness is democratically controlled and 
owned by its members and operates for 
the mutual benefit of its members. The 
membership of a cooperative is com- 
prised of the individuals who use the 
business’ services or buy its goods. The 
Capper-Volstead Act was originally en- 
acted with the purpose of legally em- 
powering farmers to pool their mar- 
keting resources and to improve farm- 
ers’ bargaining power with the buyers 
of their products. The cooperative busi- 
ness model has since expanded to other 
areas of the economy, and has contrib- 
uted significantly to economic growth 
in rural communities. 

A recent study from the University 
of Wisconsin Center for Cooperatives 
found that today, 29,000 U.S. coopera- 
tives operate at 73,000 places of busi- 
ness throughout the country. They 
have a significant impact on the econ- 
omy, employing around 2 million peo- 
ple and generating more than $650 bil- 
lion in revenue annually. Additionally, 
the member-owned and controlled na- 
ture of cooperatives, particularly in 
rural States like South Dakota, helps 
to ensure that economic activity re- 
mains in the community. Having a 
membership stake in a local business 
tends to make one more likely to buy 
goods or services from that business, 
thereby contributing to local economic 
development. Research has even shown 
that when consumers find out a busi- 
ness is organized as a cooperative, they 
are more likely to do business with 
that entity. 

Overall, Americans hold 350 million 
memberships in cooperatives. A major- 
ity of our Nation’s farmers are mem- 
bers of nearly 3,000 farmer-owned co- 
operatives, which provide more than 
250 thousand jobs in our economy. 
There are more than 900 rural electric 
cooperatives servicing 42 million peo- 
ple in almost every State, and over 91 
million people bank at more than 7,500 
credit unions throughout the country. 
In South Dakota alone, 81 farm supply 
and marketing cooperatives claim 
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65,000 memberships, generating $5.3 bil- 
lion in annual revenue. The 50 credit 
unions located in my home State hold 
24,600 memberships and generate $2.2 
billion in assets. Additionally, there 
are 125,000 members of the 30 electric 
cooperatives and 49,000 members of 11 
telephone cooperatives throughout the 
State. Cooperatives clearly take many 
different forms in our communities, 
providing jobs and opportunities for 
rural residents, and in the case of agri- 
culture, provide new markets for the 
products they produce. 

My resolution will officially include 
the United States in recognizing 2012 as 
the International Year of Cooperatives, 
and encourage the growth and develop- 
ment of businesses throughout the 
world. I hope my colleagues will join 
me in recognizing and celebrating the 
contributions of cooperatives and pass 
this important resolution this year. 


——— с _ 


SENATE RESOLUTION 88—EX- 
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE THAT BUSINESSES OF 
THE UNITED STATES SHOULD 
RETAIN THE OPTION TO ORGA- 
NIZE AS THOSE BUSINESSES 
CHOOSE, INCLUDING THE FLOW- 
THROUGH ENTITIES, AND NOT 
BE FORCED TO REORGANIZE AS 
C CORPORATIONS 


Ms. SNOWE submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S. RES. 88 


Whereas the tremendous growth in busi- 
nesses organized as flow-through entities, in- 
cluding S corporations, has resulted in the 
number of flow-through entities far exceed- 
ing the number of C corporations; 

Whereas there are more than 26,000,000 
businesses operating as flow-through entities 
in the United States, representing 82 percent 
of all United States businesses, relative to 
just 5,900,000 C corporations; 

Whereas these flow-through and small 
businesses create 70 percent of all new jobs 
and are responsible for 44 percent of the total 
private payroll in the United States; 

Whereas under the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 as in effect in March 2011, these job- 
generating businesses are taxed at individual 
tax rates based on the individual income of 
the business owners, making these busi- 
nesses highly sensitive to changes in indi- 
vidual tax rates; 

Whereas as of March 2011, 50 percent of all 
income above $250,000 is attributable to flow- 
through businesses; 

Whereas, if individual tax rates increase 
after 2012 in accordance with the proposals 
set forth by the President, flow-through 
businesses will face a massive aggregate tax 
increase, potentially in excess of 
$800,000,000,000; 

Whereas the Secretary of the Treasury has 
proposed forcing flow-through entities to re- 
organize as C corporations to make them 
subject to double taxation as a way to im- 
pose more taxes on these businesses in order 
to pay for the budgetary policies of the 
President; and 

Whereas forcing corporate reorganizations 
for purely tax-driven reasons represents a 
misguided incentive, a misallocation of pre- 
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cious business resources, and а serious 
threat to job creation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) the Federal Government should pre- 
serve the organizational options available 
for businesses to operate as the businesses 
choose, including as flow-through entities; 

(2) raising taxes on businesses that create 
jobs will be detrimental to the economic re- 
covery of the United States; 

(3) generating increased tax revenue on the 
backs of the small businesses of the United 
States is inconsistent with, and will impede, 
job creation; and 

(4) any legislative approach to comprehen- 
sive fundamental tax reform should include 
a debate on the individual rates at which 
most businesses in the United States should 
be taxed, rather than narrowly focusing on 
corporate tax rates or forcing small business 
owners into corporate status for tax pur- 
poses. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise to 
submit a sense of the Senate resolution 
that clarifies my opposition to tax in- 
creases on the job-creating sector of 
our economy—small business. 

It is becoming increasingly clear, and 
increasingly concerning, that the ad- 
ministration is proposing to raise taxes 
on America’s small businesses, either 
by forcing them to reorganize as sub- 
chapter C corporations solely for tax 
reasons and be subjected to new and 
additional taxes, or, by allowing them 
to remain organized as flow-through 
entities, where they will face massive 
increases after 2012 when current tax 
rates expire. Our Nation simply cannot 
afford an impending tax increase of 
over $800 billion. Subjecting small busi- 
nesses to the double taxation of cor- 
porate-entity status would be a major 
mistake. 

There has been tremendous growth in 
the number of flow-through entities— 
that is, non-C corporations—over the 
past 30 years and this growth has only 
accelerated in the last decade. Since 
1997, S corporations have outnumbered 
C corporations. Fifty percent of all in- 
come above $250,000 currently is attrib- 
utable to flow-through businesses. By 
2007, only 5.9 million out of a total 32.1 
million U.S. businesses, or just 18 per- 
cent, were C corporations, meaning the 
overwhelming number of businesses in 
this country organize as flow-through 
entities. 

The administration is proposing to 
eliminate choice and require C corpora- 
tion formation purely to generate rev- 
enue. C corporate form helps generate 
revenue because it is inherently a dou- 
ble tax, first at the entity then at the 
individual shareholder level. The 
Treasury Secretary said that this pro- 
posed change could subject up to $3 
trillion to new and additional income 
taxes. 

In this regard, the administration is 
proposing to raise taxes on America’s 
small businesses: either by forcing 
them to reorganize as C corporations 
solely for tax reasons and be subjected 
to new and additional levies, or if the 
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administration deigns to let them re- 
main organized as flow-through enti- 
ties, then they will be hit with massive 
increased taxes after 2012 when current 
tax rates expire—an impending tax in- 
crease of over $800 billion that job cre- 
ators cannot afford. 

Individual income tax rates abso- 
lutely affect these businesses. The 
growth in the number of flow-through 
businesses is critical to understanding 
why the increase in individual rates is 
so damaging to small business job gen- 
eration. 

When we talk about flow-through en- 
tities what we really mean are Amer- 
ica’s small businesses. A discussion of 
tax reform must not ignore the small 
businesses that make up the backbone 
of America. The administration con- 
tinues to talk about corporate tax re- 
form but it should be talking about 
business tax reform, which of necessity 
must include a real discussion of indi- 
vidual tax rates. 

Many of America’s small businesses 
choose the flow-through option to 
avoid double taxation. Forcing them to 
convert to C corporate status is simply 
another way to increase their costs and 
raise their taxes. This would hurt job 
creation since 70 percent of our good 
American jobs are created by these 
businesses. 

I urge my colleagues to review my 
proposal and join me in telling those 
who would raise taxes on the millions 
of businesswomen and businessmen we 
are counting on to create the jobs we 
need to put the recession firmly behind 
us—no thank you. 


ee 


SENATE RESOLUTION 89—RELAT- 
ING TO THE DEATH OF FRANK 
W. BUCKLES, THE LONGEST SUR- 
VIVING UNITED STATES VET- 
ERAN OF THE FIRST WORLD 
WAR 


Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, Mr. 
BURR, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, Mr. BEGICH, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. LIE- 
BERMAN, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. WYDEN, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
BROWN of Massachusetts, Mr. McCAIN, 
and Mr. BINGAMAN) submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was consid- 
ered and agreed to: 

S. REs. 89 


Whereas Frank Woodruff Buckles is the 
last known American World War I veteran, 
who passed away on February 27, 2011, at the 
age of 110, and represents his generation of 
veterans; 

Whereas America’s support of Great Brit- 
ain, France, Belgium, and its other allies in 
World War I marked the first time in the Na- 
tion’s history that American soldiers went 
abroad in defense of liberty against foreign 
aggression, and it marked the true beginning 
of the “American century”; 

Whereas more than 4,000,000 men and 
women from the United States served in uni- 
form during World War I, among them 2 fu- 
ture presidents, Harry S. Truman and 
Dwight D. Eisenhower; 
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Whereas 2,000,000 individuals from the 
United States served overseas during World 
War I, including 200,000 naval personnel who 
served on the seas; 

Whereas the United States suffered 375,000 
casualties during World War I, including 
116,516 deaths; 

Whereas the events of 1914 through 1918 
shaped the world, the United States, and the 
lives of millions of people in countless ways; 
and 

Whereas Frank Woodruff Buckles is the 
last veteran to represent the extraordinary 
legacy of the World War I veterans: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That— 

(1) the Senate recognizes the historic con- 
tributions of all United States veterans who 
served in the First World War; and 

(2) when the Senate adjourns today, it 
stand adjourned as a further mark of respect 
to the memory of Frank W. Buckles, the 
longest surviving United States veteran of 
the First World War. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate is di- 
rected to transmit an enrolled copy of this 
resolution to the family of the deceased. 


EE 


SENATE RESOLUTION 90—SUP- 
PORTING THE GOALS OF “INTER- 
NATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY” AND 
RECOGNIZING THIS YEAR’S CEN- 
TENNIAL ANNIVERSARY OF 
INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY 


Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Mr. 
CARDIN, Ms. SNOWE, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 
DURBIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. LAUTEN- 
BERG, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, and Mrs. MURRAY) sub- 
mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. REs. 90 


Whereas there are more than 3,300,000,000 
women in the world today; 

Whereas women around the world partici- 
pate in the political, social, and economic 
life of their communities, play a critical role 
in providing and caring for their families, 
contribute substantially to the growth of 
economies, and, as both farmers and care- 
givers, play an important role in advancing 
food security for their communities; 

Whereas President Barack Obama said, 
“TojJur common prosperity will be advanced 
by allowing all humanity – men and women 
— to reach their full potential’; 

Whereas Secretary of State Hillary 
Rodham Clinton said, ‘‘Put simply, we have 
much less hope of addressing the complex 
challenges we face in this new century with- 
out the full participation of women. Whether 
the economic crisis, the spread of terrorism, 
regional conflicts that threaten families and 
communities, and climate change and the 
dangers it presents to the world’s health and 
security, we will not solve these challenges 
through half measures. Yet too often, on 
these issues and many more, half the world 
is left behind.”’; 

Whereas the ability of women to realize 
their full potential is critical to the ability 
of a nation to achieve strong and lasting eco- 
nomic growth and political and social sta- 
bility; 

Whereas according to the 2010 World Eco- 
nomic Forum Global Gender Gap Report, 
“reducing gender inequality enhances pro- 
ductivity and economic growth”’; 

Whereas according to the International 
Monetary Fund, ‘‘focusing on the needs and 
empowerment of women is one of the keys to 
human development”; 
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Whereas despite some achievements made 
by individual women leaders, women around 
the globe are still vastly underrepresented in 
high level positions and in national and local 
legislatures and governments and, according 
to the Inter-Parliamentary Union, women 
account for only 19.2 percent of national par- 
liamentarians; 

Whereas although strides have been made 
in recent decades, women around the world 
continue to face significant obstacles in all 
aspects of their lives including denial of 
basic human rights, discrimination, and gen- 
der-based violence; 

Whereas according to the World Bank, 
women account for approximately 70 percent 
of individuals living in poverty worldwide; 

Whereas according to UNESCO, women ac- 
count for 64 percent of the 796,000,000 adults 
worldwide who lack basic literacy skills; 

Whereas according to the International 
Center for Research on Women, there are 
more than 60,000,000 child brides in devel- 
oping countries, some of whom are as young 
as 7 years old; 

Whereas according to the Food and Agri- 
culture Organization, the majority of women 
living in rural areas of the developing world 
are heavily engaged in agricultural labor, 
yet they receive less credit, land, agricul- 
tural inputs, and training than their male 
counterparts; 

Whereas according to the International 
Union for Conservation of Nature, women in 
developing countries are disproportionately 
affected by changes in climate because of 
their need to secure water, food, and fuel for 
their livelihood; 

Whereas according to the World Health Or- 
ganization, as many as 1 in 5 women report 
being sexually abused before the age of 15; 

Whereas March 8 is recognized each year as 
International Women’s Day, a global day to 
celebrate the economic, political, and social 
achievements of women past, present, and 
future and a day to recognize the obstacles 
that women still face in the struggle for 
equal rights and opportunities; and 

Whereas the milestone 100th anniversary of 
International Women’s Day is a testament to 
the dedication and determination of women 
and men around the world to address gender 
inequality: Now, therefore, be it 


Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) supports the goals of ‘‘International 
Women’s Day”; 

(2) recognizes the significance of the 100th 
anniversary of International Women’s Day; 

(3) recognizes that the empowerment of 
women is inextricably linked to the poten- 
tial of nations to generate economic growth 
and sustainable democracy; 

(4) recognizes and honors the women in the 
United States and around the world who 
have worked throughout history to ensure 
that women are guaranteed equality and 
basic human rights; 

(5) reaffirms its commitment to ending dis- 
crimination and violence against women and 
girls, to ensuring the safety and welfare of 
women and girls, and to pursuing policies 
that guarantee the basic human rights of 
women and girls worldwide; and 

(6) encourages the people of the United 
States to observe International Women’s 
Day with appropriate programs and activi- 
ties. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 91—SUP- 
PORTING THE GOALS AND 
IDEALS OF MULTIPLE SCLE- 
ROSIS AWARENESS WEEK 


Mr. CASEY (for himself, Ms. SNOWE, 
and Mrs. HAGAN) submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was consid- 
ered and agreed to: 

S. REs. 91 


Whereas multiple sclerosis can impact men 
and women of all ages, races, and ethnicities; 

Whereas more than 400,000 Americans live 
with multiple sclerosis; 

Whereas approximately 2,100,000 people 
worldwide have been diagnosed with mul- 
tiple sclerosis; 

Whereas every hour of every day, someone 
is newly diagnosed with multiple sclerosis; 

Whereas an estimated 8,000 to 10,000 chil- 
dren and adolescents are living with multiple 
sclerosis; 

Whereas the exact cause of multiple scle- 
rosis is still unknown; 

Whereas the symptoms of multiple scle- 
rosis are unpredictable and vary from person 
to person; 

Whereas there is no laboratory test avail- 
able that definitively diagnoses a case of 
multiple sclerosis; 

Whereas multiple sclerosis is not genetic, 
contagious, or directly inherited, but studies 
show that there are genetic factors that indi- 
cate that certain individuals may be suscep- 
tible to the disease; 

Whereas multiple sclerosis symptoms 
occur when an immune system attack affects 
the myelin in nerve fibers of the central 
nervous system, damaging or destroying the 
myelin and replacing the myelin with scar 
tissue, thereby interfering with or pre- 
venting the transmission of nerve signals; 

Whereas in rare cases, multiple sclerosis is 
so progressive that the disease is fatal; 

Whereas there is no known cure for mul- 
tiple sclerosis; 

Whereas the Multiple Sclerosis Coalition, 
an affiliation of multiple sclerosis organiza- 
tions dedicated to the enhancement of the 
quality of life for all those affected by mul- 
tiple sclerosis, recognizes and celebrates 
Multiple Sclerosis Awareness Week; 

Whereas the mission of the Multiple Scle- 
rosis Coalition is to increase opportunities 
for cooperation and provide greater oppor- 
tunity to leverage the effective use of re- 
sources for the benefit of the multiple scle- 
rosis community; 

Whereas the Multiple Sclerosis Coalition 
recognizes and celebrates Multiple Sclerosis 
Awareness Week for 1 week in March of each 
year; 

Whereas the goals of Multiple Sclerosis 
Awareness Week are— 

(1) to invite people to join the movement 
to end multiple sclerosis; 

(2) to encourage each individual in the 
United States to do something that dem- 
onstrates a commitment to moving toward a 
world free of multiple sclerosis; and 

(3) to acknowledge those individuals who 
have dedicated their time and talent to help- 
ing to promote multiple sclerosis research 
and programs; and 

Whereas in 2011, the week of March 14, 2011, 
through March 20, 2011, has been designated 
as Multiple Sclerosis Awareness Week: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) supports the goals and ideals of Mul- 
tiple Sclerosis Awareness Week; 

(2) encourages the States, territories, pos- 
sessions, and localities of the United States 
to support the goals and ideals of Multiple 
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Sclerosis Awareness Week by issuing procla- 
mations designating Multiple Sclerosis 
Awareness Week; 

(3) encourages media organizations to par- 
ticipate in Multiple Sclerosis Awareness 
Week by helping to educate the public about 
multiple sclerosis; 

(4) commends the efforts of the States, ter- 
ritories, possessions, and localities of the 
United States that support the goals and 
ideals of Multiple Sclerosis Awareness Week; 

(5) recognizes and reaffirms the commit- 
ment of the United States to creating a 
world free of multiple sclerosis by— 

(A) promoting awareness about people who 
are living with multiple sclerosis; and 

(B) promoting new education programs, 
supporting research, and expanding access to 
medical treatment; 

(6) recognizes all people in the United 
States living with multiple sclerosis and ex- 
presses gratitude to their family members 
and friends who are a source of love and en- 
couragement to those individuals; and 

(7) salutes the health care professionals 
and medical researchers who— 

(A) provide assistance to those individuals 
in the United States living with multiple 
sclerosis; and 

(B) continue to work to find ways to stop 
the progression of the disease, restore nerve 
function, and end multiple sclerosis forever. 


EE 


SENATE RESOLUTION 92—TO AU- 
THORIZE THE PAYMENT OF 
LEGAL EXPENSES OF SENATE 
EMPLOYEES OUT OF THE CON- 
TINGENT FUND OF THE SENATE 


Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr. 
ALEXANDER) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. REs. 92 

Resolved, 


SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION OF THE PAYMENT 
OF LEGAL EXPENSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Committee on Rules 
and Administration is authorized to pay out 
of the contingent fund of the Senate the 
legal expenses incurred by Jean Manning and 
Erica Watkins for the employment of private 
counsel to represent them with respect to of- 
ficial actions and responsibilities before the 
grand jury in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

(b) DETERMINATION.—The amount of ex- 
penses paid pursuant to subsection (a) shall 
be determined by the Committee on Rules 
and Administration. 


EE 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU- 
TION 10—AUTHORIZING THE RE- 
MAINS OF FRANK W. BUCKLES, 
THE LAST SURVIVING UNITED 
STATES VETERAN OF THE FIRST 
WORLD WAR, TO LIE IN HONOR 
IN THE ROTUNDA OF THE CAP- 
ITOL 


Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, Mr. 
BURR, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, Mr. BEGICH, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. LIE- 
BERMAN, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. WYDEN, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
BROWN of Massachusetts, and Mr. 
MCCAIN) submitted the following con- 
current resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Rules and Admin- 
istration: 


March 3, 2011 


S. Con. REs. 10 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), 

SECTION 1. HONORING VETERANS OF THE FIRST 
WORLD WAR. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In recognition of the his- 
toric contributions of United States veterans 
who served in the First World War, the re- 
mains of Frank W. Buckles, the last sur- 
viving United States veteran of the First 
World War, shall be permitted to lie in honor 
in the rotunda of the Capitol from March 14, 
2011 to March 15, 2011, so that the citizens of 
the United States may pay their last re- 
spects to those great Americans. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Architect of the 
Capitol, under the direction and supervision 
of the President pro tempore of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives shall take the necessary steps to imple- 
ment subsection (a). 


EE 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 141. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
GRASSLEY) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
23, to amend title 35, United States Code, to 
provide for patent reform; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 142. Mr. BINGAMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 23, supra. 

SA 143. Mr. REID of Nevada (for himself 
and Mr. ENSIGN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
23, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 144. Ms. CANTWELL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 23, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 145. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 23, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 


EE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 141. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and 
Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide for pat- 
ent reform; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 94, between lines 22 and 23, insert 
the following: 

(е) EXCLUSION.—This section shall not 
apply to that part of an invention that is a 
method, apparatus, computer program prod- 
uct or system used solely for preparing a tax 
or information return or other tax filing, in- 
cluding one that records, transmits, trans- 
fers or organizes data related to such filing. 


SA 142. Mr. BINGAMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide for pat- 
ent reform; as follows: 

On page 50, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

(с) DATA ON LENGTH OF REVIEW.—The Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office shall make avail- 
able to the public data describing the length 
of time between the commencement of each 
inter partes review and the conclusion of 
that review.’’. 

On page 65, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 
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(с) DATA ON LENGTH OF REVIEW.—The Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office shall make avail- 
able to the public data describing the length 
of time between the commencement of each 
post-grant review and the conclusion of that 
review.”’. 


SA 143. Mr. REID of Nevada (for him- 
self and Mr. ENSIGN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide for pat- 
ent reform; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 


On page 93, before line 18, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(а) EPSCOR.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, a micro entity shall include an appli- 
cant who certifies that— 

“(1) the applicant’s employer, from which 
the applicant obtains the majority of the ap- 
plicant’s income, is a State public institu- 
tion of higher education, as defined in sec- 
tion 102 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 1002), in a jurisdiction that is eligi- 
ble to qualify under the Research Infrastruc- 
ture Improvement Grant Program adminis- 
tered by the Office of Experimental Program 
to Stimulate Competitive Research 
(EPSCoR); or 

(2) the applicant has assigned, granted, 
conveyed, or is under an obligation by con- 
tract or law to assign, grant, or convey, a li- 
cense or other ownership interest in the par- 
ticular application to such State public in- 
stitution, which is in a jurisdiction that is 
eligible to qualify under the Research Infra- 
structure Improvement Grant Program ad- 
ministered by the Office of Experimental 
Program to Stimulate Competitive Research 
(EPSCoR).”’. 


SA 144. Ms. CANTWELL submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 23, to amend title 
35, United States Code, to provide for 
patent reform; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. _. DAMAGES. 

Section 284 of title 35, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking “Ороп finding” and insert- 
ing the following: ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Upon 
finding”; 

(2) by striking ‘‘fixed by the court” and all 
that follows through “When the damages” 
and inserting the following: ‘‘fixed by the 
court. When the damages’’; 

(3) by striking ‘‘shall assess them.” and all 
that follows through “Тһе court may re- 
ceive” and inserting the following: ‘‘shall as- 
sess them.In either event the court may in- 
crease the damages up to 3 times the amount 
found or assessed. Increased damages under 
this subsection shall not apply to provisional 
rights under section 154(d) of this title. The 
court may receive”; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

(р) PROCEDURE FOR DETERMINING DAM- 
AGES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The court shall identify 
the methodologies and factors that are rel- 
evant to the determination of damages, and 
the court or jury shall consider only those 
methodologies and factors relevant to mak- 
ing such determination. 

“(2) DISCLOSURE OF CLAIMS.—By no later 
than the entry of the final pretrial order, un- 
less otherwise ordered by the court, the par- 
ties shall state, in writing and with particu- 
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larity, the methodologies and factors the 
parties propose for instruction to the jury in 
determining damages under this section, 
specifying the relevant underlying legal and 
factual bases for their assertions. 

‘“(3) SUFFICIENCY OF EVIDENCE.—Prior to 
the introduction of any evidence concerning 
the determination of damages, upon motion 
of either party or sua sponte, the court shall 
consider whether one or more of a party’s 
damages contentions lacks a legally suffi- 
cient evidentiary basis. After providing a 
nonmovant the opportunity to be heard, and 
after any further proffer of evidence, brief- 
ing, or argument that the court may deem 
appropriate, the court shall identify on the 
record those methodologies and factors as to 
which there is a legally sufficient evi- 
dentiary basis, and the court or jury shall 
consider only those methodologies and fac- 
tors in making the determination of dam- 
ages under this section. The court shall only 
permit the introduction of evidence relating 
to the determination of damages that is rel- 
evant to the methodologies and factors that 
the court determines may be considered in 
making the damages determination. 

“(с) SEQUENCING.—Any party may request 
that a patent-infringement trial be 
sequenced so that the trier of fact decides 
questions of the patent’s infringement and 
validity before the issues of damages and 
willful infringement are tried to the court or 
the jury. The court shall grant such a re- 
quest absent good cause to reject the re- 
quest, such as the absence of issues of sig- 
nificant damages or infringement and valid- 
ity. The sequencing of a trial pursuant to 
this subsection shall not affect other mat- 
ters, such as the timing of discovery. This 
subsection does not authorize a party to re- 
quest that the issues of damages and willful 
infringement be tried to a jury different than 
the one that will decide questions of the pat- 
ent’s infringement and validity.’’. 


SA 145. Mr. CARDIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide for pat- 
ent reform; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 83, between lines 6 and 7, insert 
the following: 

(8) REPORT ON SMALL PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES 
AND ELIGIBLE INSTITUTIONS.—Not later than 
12 months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Director shall report to Congress 
on— 

(A) the number of patent applications re- 
ceived by the Patent and Trademark Office 
during the prior 5-year period from small 
public universities and eligible institutions, 
as defined in section 371(a) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1067q); and 

(B) whether the patent fee structure set 
forth under this Act and title 35 of the 
United States Code hinders the ability of 
such universities and institutions to benefit 
from the provisions under chapter 18 of title 
35, United States Code (commonly known as 
the ‘‘Bayh-Dole Act’’). 


-m 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com- 

mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 

Forestry be authorized to meet during 
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the session of the Senate on March 3, 
2011, at 2:30 p.m. in SR 328A. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 3, 2011, at 9:30 a.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 
Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on March 3, 
2011, at 9:30 a.m., in room 366 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 8, 2011, at 2:30 p.m., to 
hold a hearing entitled, ‘‘Navigating a 
Turbulent Global Economy—Implica- 
tions for the United States.”’ 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate, on March 8, 2011, at 10 a.m., in SD- 
226 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build- 
ing, to conduct an executive business 
meeting. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Small Business and Entre- 
preneurship be authorized to meet dur- 
ing the session of the Senate on March 
3, 2011, at 10 a.m. to conduct a hearing 
entitled ‘‘Closing the Gap: Exploring 
Minority Access to Capital and Con- 
tracting Opportunities.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 3, 2011 at 2:30 p.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


RELATIVE TO THE DEATH OF 
FRANK W. BUCKLES 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to S. Res. 89. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 89) relating to the 
death of Frank W. Buckles, the longest sur- 
viving veteran of the First World War. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
today I want to honor the passing of 
America’s last surviving veteran of the 
First World War, Mr. Frank Woodruff 
Buckles. It is important that we as a 
nation express our deep appreciation 
for the sacrifices that Mr. Buckles and 
his brothers-in-arms endured for our 
country nearly a century ago. Men like 
Frank have fought in numerous battles 
in the defense of this Nation and have 
made sure that we as Americans are 
able to enjoy the quality of life that we 
so cherish. 

Mr. Buckles witnessed the world 
change dramatically throughout his 
lifetime and had experiences that most 
of us can only dream about. He saw the 
metamorphosis that defined the Amer- 
ican social and cultural revolutions of 
the last century. As a young man, he 
served in the Army’s ambulance corps 
in France and Germany, where he evac- 
uated wounded soldiers from the bat- 
tlefield. As a civilian during the Sec- 
ond World War, he spent more than 
three years in a Japanese prison camp 
in the Philippines. 

As a tribute to Mr. Buckles and for 
all the World War I veterans that he 
represents, we must remember all of 
his brothers and sisters who defended 
our country along with him. Nearly 4.5 
million U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen 
and Marines joined forces with over 37 
million Allied soldiers to defeat the 
Central Powers. These service members 
witnessed atrocities such as gas war- 
fare that were unprecedented at the 
time. Each and every one of them made 
their own significant contribution to 
the war effort that cannot be under- 
stated. This generation of dynamic and 
dedicated Americans was able to alter 
the course of history for the better- 
ment of each and every one of us here 
today. 

As a tribute to Mr. Buckles, I have 
introduced a bipartisan resolution so 
he can lie in honor in the Capitol Ro- 
tunda on March 14 to allow the Amer- 
ican people to properly pay their re- 
spects. To further honor his genera- 
tions’ sacrifices, Mr. Frank Buckles 
will be buried at Arlington National 
Cemetery with full military honors. 
President Obama has ordered all flags 
flown over government buildings be 
flown at half-mast on this day as we 
mourn the loss of a citizen and a gen- 
eration who will forever hold a place in 
our nation’s history. 

I want to conclude by offering my 
deepest sympathies to Mr. Buckles’ 
daughter, Susannah Buckles Flanagan. 
She has been the loving daughter at his 
side in recent years taking such good 
care of him which allowed him to live 
at home in dignity, surrounded by fam- 
ily and friends. 
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As America’s longest surviving vet- 
eran of World War I, Frank Buckles 
represented our final link to a genera- 
tion that built a legacy as the defend- 
ers of the free world in the first large 
scale global conflict. I can promise you 
that his legacy and the legacy of all 
veterans will live on forever in the 
ideals and values that make America 
the strongest nation in the world. 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, with no intervening action 
or debate, and that any statements re- 
lating to the measure be printed in the 
RECORD. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 89) was agreed 
to. 


The preamble was agreed to. 


The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 


S. RES. 89 


Whereas Frank Woodruff Buckles is the 
last known American World War I veteran, 
who passed away on February 27, 2011, at the 
age of 110, and represents his generation of 
veterans; 

Whereas America’s support of Great Brit- 
ain, France, Belgium, and its other allies in 
World War I marked the first time in the Na- 
tion’s history that American soldiers went 
abroad in defense of liberty against foreign 
aggression, and it marked the true beginning 
of the “American century”; 

Whereas more than 4,000,000 men and 
women from the United States served in uni- 
form during World War I, among them 2 fu- 
ture presidents, Harry S. Truman and 
Dwight D. Eisenhower; 

Whereas 2,000,000 individuals from the 
United States served overseas during World 
War I, including 200,000 naval personnel who 
served on the seas; 

Whereas the United States suffered 375,000 
casualties during World War I, including 
116,516 deaths; 

Whereas the events of 1914 through 1918 
shaped the world, the United States, and the 
lives of millions of people in countless ways; 
and 

Whereas Frank Woodruff Buckles is the 
last veteran to represent the extraordinary 
legacy of the World War I veterans: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That— 

(1) the Senate recognizes the historic con- 
tributions of all United States veterans who 
served in the First World War; and 

(2) when the Senate adjourns today, it 
stand adjourned as a further mark of respect 
to the memory of Frank W. Buckles, the 
longest surviving United States veteran of 
the First World War. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate is di- 
rected to transmit an enrolled copy of this 
resolution to the family of the deceased. 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I had the 
good fortune a short time ago, when we 
had a ceremony in the Rotunda of the 
Capitol, to meet Mr. Buckles and talk 
to him. It is amazing he had such vital- 
ity at such an old age. I am happy this 
matter is completed. 
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SUPPORTING THE GOAL OF 
“INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY” 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate now 
proceed to the consideration of S. Res. 
90. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 90) supporting the 
goals of ‘International Women’s Day” and 
recognizing this year’s centennial anniver- 
sary of International Women’s Day. 


There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, with no intervening action 
or debate, and that any statements re- 
lating to the measure be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 90) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 90 


Whereas there are more than 3,300,000,000 
women in the world today; 

Whereas women around the world partici- 
pate in the political, social, and economic 
life of their communities, play a critical role 
in providing and caring for their families, 
contribute substantially to the growth of 
economies, and, as both farmers and care- 
givers, play an important role in advancing 
food security for their communities; 

Whereas President Barack Obama said, 
“[o]ur common prosperity will be advanced 
by allowing all humanity – men and women 
— to reach their full potential”; 

Whereas Secretary of State Hillary 
Rodham Clinton said, ‘‘Put simply, we have 
much less hope of addressing the complex 
challenges we face in this new century with- 
out the full participation of women. Whether 
the economic crisis, the spread of terrorism, 
regional conflicts that threaten families and 
communities, and climate change and the 
dangers it presents to the world’s health and 
security, we will not solve these challenges 
through half measures. Yet too often, on 
these issues and many more, half the world 
is left behind.’’; 

Whereas the ability of women to realize 
their full potential is critical to the ability 
of a nation to achieve strong and lasting eco- 
nomic growth and political and social sta- 
bility; 

Whereas according to the 2010 World Eco- 
nomic Forum Global Gender Gap Report, 
“reducing gender inequality enhances pro- 
ductivity and economic growth”’; 

Whereas according to the International 
Monetary Fund, ‘‘focusing on the needs and 
empowerment of women is one of the keys to 
human development”’; 

Whereas despite some achievements made 
by individual women leaders, women around 
the globe are still vastly underrepresented in 
high level positions and in national and local 
legislatures and governments and, according 
to the Inter-Parliamentary Union, women 
account for only 19.2 percent of national par- 
liamentarians; 
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Whereas although strides have been made 
in recent decades, women around the world 
continue to face significant obstacles in all 
aspects of their lives including denial of 
basic human rights, discrimination, and gen- 
der-based violence; 

Whereas according to the World Bank, 
women account for approximately 70 percent 
of individuals living in poverty worldwide; 

Whereas according to UNESCO, women ac- 
count for 64 percent of the 796,000,000 adults 
worldwide who lack basic literacy skills; 

Whereas according to the International 
Center for Research on Women, there are 
more than 60,000,000 child brides in devel- 
oping countries, some of whom are as young 
as 7 years old; 

Whereas according to the Food and Agri- 
culture Organization, the majority of women 
living in rural areas of the developing world 
are heavily engaged in agricultural labor, 
yet they receive less credit, land, agricul- 
tural inputs, and training than their male 
counterparts; 

Whereas according to the International 
Union for Conservation of Nature, women in 
developing countries are disproportionately 
affected by changes in climate because of 
their need to secure water, food, and fuel for 
their livelihood; 

Whereas according to the World Health Or- 
ganization, as many as 1 in 5 women report 
being sexually abused before the age of 15; 

Whereas March 8 is recognized each year as 
International Women’s Day, a global day to 
celebrate the economic, political, and social 
achievements of women past, present, and 
future and a day to recognize the obstacles 
that women still face in the struggle for 
equal rights and opportunities; and 

Whereas the milestone 100th anniversary of 
International Women’s Day is a testament to 
the dedication and determination of women 
and men around the world to address gender 
inequality: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) supports the goals of ‘‘International 
Women’s Day”; 

(2) recognizes the significance of the 100th 
anniversary of International Women’s Day; 

(3) recognizes that the empowerment of 
women is inextricably linked to the poten- 
tial of nations to generate economic growth 
and sustainable democracy; 

(4) recognizes and honors the women in the 
United States and around the world who 
have worked throughout history to ensure 
that women are guaranteed equality and 
basic human rights; 

(5) reaffirms its commitment to ending dis- 
crimination and violence against women and 
girls, to ensuring the safety and welfare of 
women and girls, and to pursuing policies 
that guarantee the basic human rights of 
women and girls worldwide; and 

(6) encourages the people of the United 
States to observe International Women’s 
Day with appropriate programs and activi- 
ties. 


SUPPORTING THE GOALS AND 
IDEALS OF MULTIPLE SCLE- 
ROSIS AWARENESS WEEK 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of S. Res. 91. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
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A resolution (S. Res. 91) supporting the 
goals and ideals of Multiple Sclerosis Aware- 
ness Week. 


There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, with no intervening action 
or debate, and that any statements re- 
lating to the measure be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 91) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 91 


Whereas multiple sclerosis can impact men 
and women of all ages, races, and ethnicities; 

Whereas more than 400,000 Americans live 
with multiple sclerosis; 

Whereas approximately 2,100,000 people 
worldwide have been diagnosed with mul- 
tiple sclerosis; 

Whereas every hour of every day, someone 
is newly diagnosed with multiple sclerosis; 

Whereas an estimated 8,000 to 10,000 chil- 
dren and adolescents are living with multiple 
sclerosis; 

Whereas the exact cause of multiple scle- 
rosis is still unknown; 

Whereas the symptoms of multiple scle- 
rosis are unpredictable and vary from person 
to person; 

Whereas there is no laboratory test avail- 
able that definitively diagnoses a case of 
multiple sclerosis; 

Whereas multiple sclerosis is not genetic, 
contagious, or directly inherited, but studies 
show that there are genetic factors that indi- 
cate that certain individuals may be suscep- 
tible to the disease; 

Whereas multiple sclerosis symptoms 
occur when an immune system attack affects 
the myelin in nerve fibers of the central 
nervous system, damaging or destroying the 
myelin and replacing the myelin with scar 
tissue, thereby interfering with or pre- 
venting the transmission of nerve signals; 

Whereas in rare cases, multiple sclerosis is 
so progressive that the disease is fatal; 

Whereas there is no known cure for mul- 
tiple sclerosis; 

Whereas the Multiple Sclerosis Coalition, 
an affiliation of multiple sclerosis organiza- 
tions dedicated to the enhancement of the 
quality of life for all those affected by mul- 
tiple sclerosis, recognizes and celebrates 
Multiple Sclerosis Awareness Week; 

Whereas the mission of the Multiple Scle- 
rosis Coalition is to increase opportunities 
for cooperation and provide greater oppor- 
tunity to leverage the effective use of re- 
sources for the benefit of the multiple scle- 
rosis community; 

Whereas the Multiple Sclerosis Coalition 
recognizes and celebrates Multiple Sclerosis 
Awareness Week for 1 week in March of each 
year; 

Whereas the goals of Multiple Sclerosis 
Awareness Week are— 

(1) to invite people to join the movement 
to end multiple sclerosis; 

(2) to encourage each individual in the 
United States to do something that dem- 
onstrates a commitment to moving toward a 
world free of multiple sclerosis; and 

(3) to acknowledge those individuals who 
have dedicated their time and talent to help- 
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ing to promote multiple sclerosis research 
and programs; and 

Whereas in 2011, the week of March 14, 2011, 
through March 20, 2011, has been designated 
as Multiple Sclerosis Awareness Week: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) supports the goals and ideals of Mul- 
tiple Sclerosis Awareness Week; 

(2) encourages the States, territories, pos- 
sessions, and localities of the United States 
to support the goals and ideals of Multiple 
Sclerosis Awareness Week by issuing procla- 
mations designating Multiple Sclerosis 
Awareness Week; 

(3) encourages media organizations to par- 
ticipate in Multiple Sclerosis Awareness 
Week by helping to educate the public about 
multiple sclerosis; 

(4) commends the efforts of the States, ter- 
ritories, possessions, and localities of the 
United States that support the goals and 
ideals of Multiple Sclerosis Awareness Week; 

(5) recognizes and reaffirms the commit- 
ment of the United States to creating a 
world free of multiple sclerosis by— 

(A) promoting awareness about people who 
are living with multiple sclerosis; and 

(B) promoting new education programs, 
supporting research, and expanding access to 
medical treatment; 

(6) recognizes all people in the United 
States living with multiple sclerosis and ex- 
presses gratitude to their family members 
and friends who are a source of love and en- 
couragement to those individuals; and 

(7) salutes the health care professionals 
and medical researchers who— 

(A) provide assistance to those individuals 
in the United States living with multiple 
sclerosis; and 

(B) continue to work to find ways to stop 
the progression of the disease, restore nerve 
function, and end multiple sclerosis forever. 


AUTHORIZING PAYMENT OF 
LEGAL EXPENSES 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of S. 
Res. 92, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 92) to authorize the 
payment of legal expenses of Senate employ- 
ees out of the contingent fund of the Senate. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, ear- 
lier this week the joint leadership 
group of the Senate made the following 
recommendation to Senate legal coun- 
sel regarding representation of two 
Senate employees in an upcoming judi- 
cial proceeding: 

RECOMMENDATION OF ACTION TO AVOID CON- 
FLICT OR INCONSISTENCY IN THE REPRESEN- 
TATION OF SENATE PARTIES 
Having been notified of an apparent con- 

flict of interest by the Senate Legal Counsel 

pursuant to §710(a) of the Ethics in Govern- 
ment Act of 1978, 2 U.S.C. §288i(a), and as 
contemplated by §710(b) and (d) of that Act, 

2 U.S.C. §288i(b) and (d), it is recommended 

that the Senate Legal Counsel take the fol- 

lowing action in order to avoid a potential 
conflict that could arise between the Legal 

Counsel’s responsibilities to the Select Com- 

mittee on Ethics and representation of Jean 
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Manning and Erica Watkins, Senate employ- 
ees who are being subpoenaed to testify and 
produce documents before a federal grand 
jury. In the event that Ms. Manning or Ms. 
Watkins requests legal representation in 
connection with her appearance before the 
grand jury, the Senate Legal Counsel shall 
refer Ms. Manning and Ms. Watkins to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration for 
assistance in arranging for the employment 
of private counsel to represent them with re- 
spect to official actions and responsibilities. 

The Joint Leadership Group 

March ___, 2011 

Mr. SCHUMER. Ms. Manning and Ms. 
Watkins have now contacted the Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration 
for assistance in arranging for the em- 
ployment of private counsel to rep- 
resent them with respect to testimony 
and document production before the 
Federal grand jury in the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the resolution be 
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, that there be no in- 
tervening action or debate, and that 
any statements relating to the resolu- 
tion be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 92) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

S. RES. 92 


Resolved, 

SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION OF THE PAYMENT 
OF LEGAL EXPENSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Committee on Rules 
and Administration is authorized to pay out 
of the contingent fund of the Senate the 
legal expenses incurred by Jean Manning and 
Erica Watkins for the employment of private 
counsel to represent them with respect to of- 
ficial actions and responsibilities before the 
grand jury in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

(b) DETERMINATION.—The amount of ex- 
penses paid pursuant to subsection (a) shall 
be determined by the Committee on Rules 
and Administration. 


a 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to executive session to consider the fol- 
lowing nominations: Calendar Nos. 35, 
36, 37, 38, and 39; that the nominations 
be confirmed en bloc, the motions to 
reconsider be considered made and laid 
upon the table en bloc; that there be no 
intervening action or debate; that no 
further motions be in order to any of 
these nominations; that any state- 
ments relating to the nominations be 
printed in the RECORD; that the Presi- 
dent be immediately notified of the 
Senate’s action; and that the Senate 
then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con- 
firmed en bloc are as follows: 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Daniel L. Shields III, of Pennsylvania, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv- 
ice, Class of Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Brunei 
Darussalam. 

Pamela L. Spratlen, of California, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor- 
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Kyrgyz Republic. 

Sue Kathrine Brown, of Texas, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Montenegro. 

David Lee Carden, of New York, to be Rep- 
resentative of the United States of America 
to the Association of Southeast Asian Na- 
tions, with the rank of Ambassador Extraor- 
dinary and Plenipotentiary. 

UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT 

Eric G. Postel, of Wisconsin, to be an As- 
sistant Administrator of the United States 
Agency for International Development. 


ы 
LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
return to legislative session. 


EE 


UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE- 
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that on Monday, March 
7, 2011, at 4:30 p.m., the Senate proceed 
to executive session to consider the fol- 
lowing nominations: Calendar Nos. 4, 
32, and 33; that there be an hour of de- 
bate equally divided in the usual form; 
that upon the use or yielding back of 
that time, Calendar No. 32 be con- 
firmed and the Senate proceed to vote 
without intervening action or debate 
on Calendar No. 33 and Calendar No. 4, 
in that order; that the motions to re- 
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table; that there be no inter- 
vening action or debate; that there be 
no further motions in order to these 
nominations; that any statements re- 
lating to the nominations be printed in 
the Record; that the President be im- 
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac- 
tion; and that the Senate resume legis- 
lative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—H.R. 4 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am told 
there is a bill at the desk due for its 
first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

The clerk will read the bill by title 
for the first time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4) to repeal the expansion of 
information reporting requirements for pay- 
ments of $600 or more to corporations, and 
for other purposes. 
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for a 
second reading on this matter in order 
to place the bill on the calendar, but 
under the provisions of rule XIV, I ob- 
ject to my own request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion having been heard, the bill will re- 
ceive its second reading on the next 
legislative day. 


EE 


ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MARCH 4, 
2011 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until 10 a.m. on Friday, March 4; 
that following the prayer and pledge, 
the Journal of proceedings be approved 
to date, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day; 
and following any leader remarks there 
be a period of morning business with 
Senators allowed to speak for up to 10 
minutes each during that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
PROGRAM 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, as a result 
of cloture being filed on S. 23, the 
America Invents Act, the filing dead- 
line for first-degree amendments is 1 
p.m. tomorrow. Senators should expect 
a series of three rollcall votes to begin 
at 5:30 p.m. on Monday. The first two 
votes will be on those judicial nomina- 
tions we have already spoken of this 
evening, and the third vote will be on 
cloture on the America Invents Act. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate this evening, I ask unanimous 
consent that it adjourn under the pro- 
visions of S. Res. 89 as a further mark 
of respect to the memory of Frank W. 
Buckles, the longest surviving U.S. 
veteran of World War I. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:39 p.m., adjourned until Friday, 
March 4, 2011, at 10 a.m. 


——— 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate, Thursday, March 3, 2011: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


DANIEL L. SHIELDS III, OF PENNSYLVANIA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO BRUNEI DARUSSALAM. 

PAMELA L. SPRATLEN, OF CALIFORNIA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE KYRGYZ REPUBLIC. 

SUE KATHRINE BROWN, OF TEXAS, A CAREER MEMBER 
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER- 
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO MONTENEGRO. 

DAVID LEE CARDEN, OF NEW YORK, TO BE REPRESENT- 
ATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE AS- 
SOCIATION OF SOUTHEAST ASIAN NATIONS, WITH THE 
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RANK OF AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI- 
POTENTIARY. 


UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
ERIC G. POSTEL, OF WISCONSIN, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 


ADMINISTRATOR OF THE UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT. 
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THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES’ COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE- 
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


CONGRATULATIONS AND BEST 
WISHES TO THE GPO 


HON. ROBERT A. BRADY 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, 
March 4, 2011, is the 150th anniversary of two 
important events in the history of our Nation. 
On this day in 1861, not far from this spot, 
Abraham Lincoln of Illinois took the oath of of- 
fice as the 16th President of the United 
States. On that same day, the United States 
Government Printing Office opened for busi- 
ness, on the very site from which it operates 
today. From that day it has been the source 
of the legislative documents we need—the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, hearing transcripts, 
committee reports, bills, calendars, and other 
congressional documents—in digital and print- 
ed form to carry out our work for the people 
we represent. 

The GPO traces its roots to the very begin- 
ning of our Republic. At the Constitutional 
Convention of 1787, held in my hometown, 
Delegate James Wilson of Pennsylvania de- 
clared, “The people have a right to know what 
their agents are doing or have done, and it 
should not be in the option of the legislature 
to conceal their proceedings.” Wilson’s words 
helped lead to the adoption of the requirement 
in Article |, section 5 of the Constitution that 
“Each House shall keep a Journal of its Pro- 
ceedings, and from time to time publish the 
same...” 

Following the example of Philadelphia’s 
greatest citizen, Benjamin Franklin—the patron 
saint of printing in America, who had been an 
early provider of “publick printing,” the docu- 
ments needed by government—the first Con- 
gresses took steps to ensure that their pro- 
ceedings, records, and legislative documents 
were printed and made available to the public. 
By the mid-19th century, however, the high 
costs, ineffective service, and scandals that 
came to be associated with this system 
prompted Congress to create its own printer, 
the GPO. This effort was rewarded almost im- 
mediately with a reduction in costs, vastly im- 
proved service, and the elimination of scandal. 
Put to the test early in meeting the emergency 
demands imposed by the Civil War, the new 
GPO carried out its work coolly and profes- 
sionally, counting among its early jobs the 
printing of the Emancipation Proclamation. In 
the 150 years that followed, this pattern— 
economy, efficiency, and prompt and effective 
service—continued to repeat itself as GPO, 
quietly and expertly, has carried out its mis- 
sion of keeping America informed. 

As the new Public Printer, William J. 
Boarman, clearly points out, while GPO’s past 
has been about printing, its present and future 
are being defined by digital information tech- 
nologies. In fact, the GPO today is the product 


of more than a generation of investment in 
digital production and dissemination tech- 
nologies, an investment that has yielded un- 
precedented improvements in productivity, ca- 
pability, and savings for the taxpayers. Once 
an agency of more than 8,000 staff and em- 
ploying just 2,200 today, fewer than at any 
time in the past century, the GPO now pro- 
vides a range of products and activities that 
could only have been dreamed of 30 years 
ago: online databases of Federal documents 
with state-of-the-art search and retrieval capa- 
bilities available to the public without charge, 
Government publications available as e- 
Books, passports and smart cards with elec- 
tronic chips carrying biometric data, print prod- 
ucts on sustainable substrates using vegetable 
oil based inks, and a public presence not only 
on the Web but on Twitter, Facebook, and 
You Tube. 

The work of the GPO is so fundamental to 
our work that we frequently lose sight of all 
the services they actually provide. We like to 
say that all congressional information is on the 
Internet, but many of us don’t seem to know 
that it’s the GPO that puts that information on- 
line on its site, GPO Access, and now on the 
successor site, FDsys. GPO’s legislative infor- 
mation databases are shared with the Library 
of Congress for the operation of the THOMAS 
information system and for the legislative infor- 
mation systems provided by the Library to the 
House and Senate. The GPO makes Senate 
conference reports available online in advance 
of a vote, and the agency is developing a sys- 
tem for making the Constitutional Authority 
Statements required for House legislation 
available online. The GPO is currently working 
with the Library of Congress to digitize histor- 
ical documents, including the Statutes at 
Large and the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and 
in collaboration with the Library GPO will pro- 
vide updated digital access to the Constitution 
Annotated. Since GPO first began comput- 
erizing its prepress functions in the 1970s, the 
agency’s use of digital information technology 
has generated productivity improvements that 
have reduced the cost of congressional infor- 
mation products by approximately 66% in real 
economic terms. Since GPO first began pro- 
viding free online access to Government docu- 
ments in the early 1990s, similar reductions 
have been achieved in the cost of dissemi- 
nating information to the public. 

And the GPO does more than just support 
Congress. Through GPO’s efforts, the online 
Federal Register is being made available in 
XML to support bulk data downloads via 
data.gov and GPO developed the online Fed- 
eral Register 2.0. GPO’s advanced authentica- 
tion systems, supported by Public Key Infra- 
structure, are an essential component for as- 
suring the digital security of congressional and 
agency documents. GPO produces all U.S. 
passports for the State Department and se- 
cure credentials for a variety of agencies, in- 
cluding the Department of Homeland Security. 


Passports contain advanced electronic and 
print security systems consistent with inter- 
national standards and agreements. GPO is 
the only Federal agency certified to graphically 
personalize/print HSPD-12 secure identifica- 
tion cards on a government-to-government 
basis. In addition, GPO’s partnership with the 
printing industry is responsible for producing 
75% of the Government's needs and enor- 
mous savings to the taxpayer, while sup- 
porting tens of thousands of jobs in the small 
printing businesses throughout the Nation, and 
its partnership with more than 1,200 Federal 
depository libraries across the country regu- 
larly supplies the Federal information needs of 
millions of students, researchers, businesses, 
and others every year with both digital and 
print products. 

In a day when we are working hard to cut 
costs and improve services, the GPO provides 
a model of how an agency with a history of 
taking advantage of technological change has 
used that capability to generate lasting sav- 
ings while expanding services to Congress, 
Federal agencies, and the public. The dedi- 
cated men and women of GPO have resorted 
continually to technology improvements to per- 
form their work more efficiently, at one time 
using ink on paper to set the text for The 
Emancipation Proclamation, and today—as 
another President from Illinois leads the Na- 
tion—using e-Books, digital databases, and 
other new and emerging applications to 
achieve its founding mission of Keeping Amer- 
ica Informed. 

Mr. Speaker, Benjamin Franklin апа the 
Founding Fathers would be surprised and 
pleased by what the GPO is and does today. 
On behalf of all us in this House who daily rely 
and depend on the products and services the 
GPO provides, | say congratulations and best 
wishes to Public Printer Bill Boarman and the 
men and women of the United States Govern- 
ment Printing Office, and convey our thanks 
and deepest appreciation for all their hard 
work. 


EE 


HONORING JARON WALKER 
HENDRIX 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Jaron Walker 
Hendrix. Jaron is a very special young man 
who has exemplified the finest qualities of citi- 
zenship and leadership by taking an active 
part in the Boy Scouts of America, Troop 75, 
and earning the most prestigious award of 
Eagle Scout. 

Jaron has been very active with his troop, 
participating in many scout activities. Over the 
many years Jaron has been involved with 
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scouting, he has not only earned numerous 
merit badges, but also the respect of his fam- 
ily, peers, and community. Most notably, Jaron 
has contributed to his community through his 
Eagle Scout project. 


Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Jaron Walker Hendrix for his ac- 
complishments with the Boy Scouts of Amer- 
ica and for his efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of Eagle Scout. 


-Á 


IN HONOR OF MAJOR ANDRE 
McCoy 


HON. JIM GERLACH 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate MAJ Andre C. McCoy of Bala 
Cynwyd, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania, 
on his 25 years of military service and to 
honor him on his outstanding career of accom- 
plishment. 


Major McCoy joined the Marines in August 
of 1985. After completing basic training at Par- 
ris Island, South Carolina, he became ап Artil- 
lery Fire Direction Control man through Fort 
Sill, Oklahoma. He served with Golf Battery, 
3rd Battalion, 14th Marines (Reserve) based in 
Trenton, New Jersey. During Desert Shield 
and Desert Storm, Major McCoy was on active 
duty with 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force. He 
left the Marine Corps as a Corporal in 1991 to 
join the Bloomsburg University ROTC. 


Major McCoy’s training as an ROTC cadet 
included Fort Bragg, North Carolina and Fort 
Benning, Georgia, where he also completed 
Airborne School and received his silver jump 
wings. He was commissioned as an Army 
Armor officer in 1993 and stationed at Fort 
Knox, Kentucky. 


Major McCoy transferred to 3rd Battalion, 
103га Armor, 55th Brigade, 28th Infantry Divi- 
sion of the Pennsylvania National Guard. As 
part of the United States’ global war on terror, 
he was sent to Hohenfels, Germany as the 
Executive Officer for Force Protection. Major 
McCoy transferred to 56th Stryker Brigade 
headquarters in Philadelphia. There, he par- 
ticipated in a number of state emergency re- 
sponses as well as the response to Hurricane 
Katrina. 


Major McCoy served in Operation Iraqi 
Freedom with 1st Stryker Brigade Combat 
Team of the 25th Infantry Division in Diyala 
Province, and later in Operation Enduring 
Freedom with 4th Brigade Combat Team of 
the 82nd Airborne Division in Afghanistan. 
Throughout his exemplary career, Major 
McCoy has served 5 tours of duty. He was se- 
lected and approved for the rank of Major on 
June 3rd, 2010 and has received over 20 
awards and medals for his service. 


Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me today in recognizing MAJ Andre C. McCoy 
for his invaluable contributions to his country 
in his quarter century of military service. 
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IN HONOR OF MR. ALEX A. 
BOUDREAUX 


HON. PATRICK J. TIBERI 


OF OHIO- 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday March 3, 2011 


Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor and recognize the life and achieve- 
ments of the late Mr. Alex A. Boudreaux. 

A member of World War Il’s_ illustrious 
Tuskegee Airmen, Mr. Boudreaux was also 
believed to be the nation’s first black civilian 
air-traffic controller, dedicating three decades 
of his life to Port Columbus. 

Alex Boudreaux first fell in love with aviation 
while growing up in Lake Charles, Louisiana. 
He left college after two years during World 
War II to join the Army Air Corps training pro- 
gram. After the Tuskegee program ended, Mr. 
Boudreaux received training in air-traffic con- 
trolling. Although he never flew with the Air 
Corps, he continued to pursue his passion for 
flying and earned his civilian pilot’s license. 
Following the war he commenced working as 
ап air-traffic controller at Rickenbacker Air 
Force Base and went on to serve Port Colum- 
bus for 30 years before retiring in 1977. 

Mr. Boudreaux acquired many distinct hon- 
ors and accolades throughout his impressive 
time on this planet and always remained ac- 
tive in his community. He was a great sup- 
porter of numerous veteran organizations such 
as the Tuskegee Airmen Association and 
Motts Military Museum in Groveport, Ohio. He 
also devoted much of his time to the Colum- 
bus Urban League, YMCA and Knights of Co- 
lumbus. In 2007, he was among 330 
Tuskegee Airmen presented with the Congres- 
sional Gold Medal from President George W. 
Bush. 

The story of the famed Tuskegee Airmen is 
one worthy of immense respect. The many 
tales of courage and patriotism exhibited by 
men such as Alex Boudreaux during Amer- 
ica’s efforts to defeat the Axis powers make 
up a truly remarkable contribution to U.S. his- 
tory. Alex Boudreaux’s commitment to his 
country, the famed Tuskegee Airman, and 
central Ohio was eclipsed only by his passion 
and dedication for his family. He left behind a 
loving family spanning three generations in- 
cluding four grandchildren and seven great- 
grandchildren. 

After 90 years of life, Alex Boudreaux re- 
cently passed away leaving a legacy of un- 
wavering service to his country and to central 
Ohio. In light of his contributions and service, 
| believe he deserves great respect and admi- 
ration. He will be a sorely missed member of 
the central Ohio community and his influence 
will be felt for years to come. 


EE 


CELEBRATING THE LIFE AND AC- 
COMPLISHMENTS OF MR. JAMES 
RUBINO 


HON. ZOE LOFGREN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to honor the life and ac- 
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complishments of Mr. James Rubino, a dedi- 
cated member of our community who was 
known to the hundreds of people whose lives 
he touched simply as “Papa.” 

Jim was born in San Francisco on January 
31st, 1913. He was a first-generation Amer- 
ican, born to immigrant parents, Sebastiano 
and Maria Rubino. He met his wife, Ebe 
Rubino, in 1938 and they were married in 
1940. 

During WWII, Jim worked for Matson, refin- 
ishing the inside of war planes and selling 
vegetables out of his truck that he called 
“Jim’s Market on Wheels.” After a few years 
he wanted a healthier life for his children, so 
he moved his family to a ranch in San Martin. 
He raised “layers” and “fryers” (chickens) 
along with his two children, Mike and Lynne. 

Jim’s son Mike became the band director of 
Live Oak High School and started the Emerald 
Regime Marching Band and Color Guard in 
1970. Jim, with the help of his wife Ebe, 
cooked and catered each year for the band 
members and their families for band retreats, 
competitions, and fundraisers. He often fed a 
few hundred students and parents at once. 
Jim was one of the first chefs of the Gilroy 
Garlic Festival’s Gourmet Alley creating his 
now famous Stuffed Mushrooms which are still 
a festival favorite and fundraiser for the band. 

For nearly three decades, Jim fed our young 
musicians on trips all over the country, and 
even on three trips abroad. He was there 
when the students won the Bands of America 
Championship in with the highest overall point 
score ever recorded in that competition, a 
record which was held for 30 years. He was 
there again when his son led the Emerald Re- 
gime as they played “Stars and Stripes For- 
ever” across the Great Wall of China. 

Last year, Jim and Ebe celebrated their 70th 
wedding anniversary. Jim passed away on 
February 7th of this year at the age of 98. He 
lived at his ranch in San Martin until the day 
he died, and Ebe still lives there now. 

| want to commend the life of a true Amer- 
ican—the son of immigrants, the father of a 
teacher, the grandfather of musicians, a farm- 
er, and a friend to everyone he met. 


REMEMBERING SHAWN WEBB 


HON. TOM McCLINTOCK 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor the life of Shawn Webb of Meadow 
Valley, California. 

Shawn was born on May 7, 1973 in San 
Diego, California and was raised in Descanso. 
He grew up in the beauty of the California wil- 
derness. Shawn rode his dirt bike in the desert 
and learned to work on hotrods and tractors. 

Shawn’s lifelong dream was to serve as a 
police officer and after graduating from Moun- 
tain Empire High school he entered the police 
academy. Shawn graduated from the academy 
in 1995 and began his lengthy service, first as 
a Reserve Officer and then as a Sworn Offi- 
cer, to the residents of El Cajon, California as 
a member of the El Cajon Police Department. 
It was also in 1995 that Shawn married the 
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love of his life, Chrissy, with whom he had 
grown up in Descanso. The couple were 
blessed with their first daughter Courtney that 
same year, followed two years later by the 
birth of their second daughter, Samantha. 

In 2008 the family relocated to Plumas 
County, California, where Shawn joined the 
Sherrifs Department as a deputy and serving 
with a kindness, compassion and purpose that 
affected so many on a level that is impossible 
to quantify, and hard to even imagine. In the 
course of providing this outstanding service, 
Shawn earned multiple citations and awards 
including the Life Saving Award, the Meri- 
torious Unit Citation, nine commendations for 
work with vehicle theft and twice being named 
the Officer or the Month. Shawn not only ful- 
filled his dream to become a police officer, but 
distinguished himself as one of the finest to 
bear that title. 

In 2009, Shawn was diagnosed with highly- 
aggressive brain cancer and he began what 
would be a long, hard battle with that disease. 
Mr. Speaker, Shawn was a dedicated public 
servant, but he was first-and-foremost a loving 
father and husband and a fierce friend. Those 
who knew Shawn adored him for his gen- 
erous, considerate nature and robust sense of 
humor. It was impossible not to take notice of 
his stature as we watched the community rally 
behind him and his family, doing all they could 
to help the man they had come to love. Sadly, 
last week Shawn’s long battle with cancer 
came to a close. He leaves behind his wife of 
almost sixteen years, his two teenage daugh- 
ters and too many friends to count. 

William Faulkner once said he refused to 
accept the concept of death “because [man] 
has a soul, a spirit capable of compassion and 
sacrifice and endurance.” Faulkner continued, 
saying that it is our duty to ensure this endur- 
ance by reminding men of “the courage and 
honor and hope and pride and compassion 
and pity and sacrifice which have been the 
glory of his past.” Mr. Speaker, it is doubtless 
that Shawn Webb’s story is one that is filled 
with all of the virtues that Faulkner described. 
It is my honor to rise today in his remem- 
brance, and to commit to the record of history 
Shawn’s legacy of love, service and honor. 


e 


HONORING LAURIE ANN MELROOD 
FOR HER LIFETIME OF SOCIAL 
SERVICE AS AN ADVOCATE AND 
EDUCATOR FOR SOCIAL JUSTICE 
IN LATIN AMERICA 


HON. RAUL M. GRIJALVA 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Laurie Ann Melrood. For more than 40 
years, Laurie Melrood has dedicated her life to 
social justice, speaking as a voice for people 
with no voice in the United States and other 
countries. Her initiative and persistence have 
changed the lives of countless individuals and 
communities. 

The oldest of three children of Paul Melrood 
and Gitel Kastrul, Laurie Melrood is a second 
generation American. Her Jewish relatives sur- 
vived pogroms in the Ukraine from which her 
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father fled as an infant. Her life has been 
characterized by service since her earliest 
days. 

As a young person in the 1960’s, she advo- 
cated with African American and Jewish youth 
for desegregation of Milwaukee Public 
Schools. 

She lived, worked, and studied in Israel dur- 
ing the late 1960's. 

She was a member of the International As- 
sociation of Yiddish Clubs. 

In 1971, for her undergraduate internship at 
the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, she 
started Pathfinders, a shelter for runaway 
teens. 

In 1972—1973, Laurie served as a commu- 
nity mental health worker in the “Back of the 
Yards” neighborhood in South Chicago. 

In 1975, she graduated with a Master’s De- 
gree in Community Social Work from the Uni- 
versity of Wisconsin, Madison. For her grad- 
uate internship she started a community serv- 
ice project for high school seniors who re- 
ceived credit for their service. 

In 1974-1982, Laurie served as the Pro- 
gram Director of Jewish Social Services in 
Madison, Wisconsin. She established the cul- 
turally-based and ground breaking model 
L’Chaim Program for seniors at Madison Jew- 
ish Social Services, breaking the social isola- 
tion of Jewish and non-Jewish seniors. 

From 1981—1982, Laurie was the Director 
for Community Action on Latin America in 
Madison, WI. 

From 1982—1986, she was a principle orga- 
nizer in South Texas and Wisconsin for the 
Underground Railroad and Public Sanctuary of 
the National Sanctuary Movement helping ref- 
ugees from Central America to find shelter in 
the United States. She also assisted numer- 
ous refugees immigrate from Russia and Iran 
to the United States through HIAS, a Jewish 
Refugee Aid Agency. 

From 1986—1990, Ms. Melrood assisted 
Central American refugee minor children who 
were detained in Texas by placing them with 
sponsoring families. 

In 1992, Laurie became a staff member for 
the Pima County Juvenile Court’s Court Ap- 
pointed Special Advocate Program, she re- 
cruited volunteers to accompany and advocate 
for youth in the juvenile justice system. At 
Pima County Juvenile Court she also served 
as the Adoptions Examiner, specializing in for- 
eign adoptions. 

In 1994, she was one of three co-founders 
of a health training project in northern Guate- 
mala, specializing in acupuncture and medical 
aid. The program is unique in training rural 
health promoters in acupuncture for curative 
medicine. 

In 2000, Laurie was a principle program or- 
ganizer and collaborator; starting the Kinship 
and Adoptions Resource Center KA.R.E. Fam- 
ily Center (KARE) in Tucson, Arizona in 2002. 
KARE is a full service family program helping 
grandparents and relatives who are raising 
grandchildren. This center has become a 
model of social services of its kind for the na- 
tion. Laurie has presented this model at child 
welfare conferences, written about the unmet 
need of this growing national population of 
Americans, and strongly advocated for their 
empowerment. 

Mr. Speaker, Laurie Ann Melrood is a true 
leader of social justice. Her lifetime work of 
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social service and advocacy in the United 
States and Latin America profoundly affected 
the lives of innumerable individuals. | want to 
thank her for her service to this country and to 
the international community. 


EE 


IN HONOR OF ALFIE TEWFICK 
KHALIL 


HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the memory of a good friend and great 
American who passed away tragically on No- 
vember 18, 2006. The Defense Language In- 
stitute is dedicating its newest classroom 
building for Middle Eastern languages in honor 
of Alfie Tawfick Khalil. 

Alfie, who was a native of Egypt, came to 
this country in the late 1960s. In 1979, Alfie 
joined the faculty of the Monterey, CA De- 
fense Language Institute (DLI) where he 
taught Arabic to U.S. military personnel. He 
soon stood out as a leader among the DLI 
faculty. In 1980, he became a shop steward 
with AFGE Local 1263, the union representing 
the DLI faculty. By 1987 he was elected presi- 
dent of Local 1263. 

In the post 9-11 world, foreign language ca- 
pacity is a national security tool. In 2005, Gen- 
eral John Abizaid, former Commander of U.S. 
Central Command, testified before the House 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Military Qual- 
ity of Life and Veterans Affairs, that the “ability 
to cross the cultural divide is not an Army 
issue. It is a national issue. We have to be 
able to deal with the people in the rest of the 
world as the globe shrinks in terms of commu- 
nication and problem solving and sharing.” As 
the world’s largest foreign language school, 
DLI plays an indispensable role in moving this 
defense strategy forward. But DLI can’t do it 
without its faculty. They are native speakers of 
their mother languages who, like Alfie, come 
from the distant places of the globe to help 
our nation better defend itself. 

Alfie understood this and made the advo- 
cacy for DLI faculty and staff his life’s work. 
After my first election to Congress, | learned 
quickly that there were two people | needed to 
know at DLI: the commandant, a Colonel who 
would move on or retire after a two year stint, 
and Alfie, who would always be there rep- 
resenting the best interests of the faculty. Alfie 
made his presence felt in so many ways. 

One of the best examples of this was his 
hard work on behalf of “locality pay’—the 
small salary boost for federal workers based in 
particularly high cost areas. Alfie pointed out 
that Monterey County was, indeed, one of 
those areas, but that the federal government 
still considered it rural so paid DLI faculty at 
much lower rates. Alfie and | worked together 
for more than three years to secure a decision 
by the Office of Personnel Management that 
Monterey County based civil service workers 
deserved locality pay. This hard work on 
Alfie’s part has helped DLI attract and retain 
the best language teachers in the world. 

However, Alfie was about more than just 
pay at DLI. He was about professionalism. 
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That became clear in the most recent fight to 
keep DLI off the base closure list. Alfie was a 
never-ending resource to my office and the 
BRAC Commission. He provided information 
and statistics on the level of expertise and 
depth of training of the DLI faculty. With this 
information it was easy to make the case that 
DLI could not be recreated anywhere else— 
that it was dependent on and unique to the 
talent of the Monterey area. Alfie was a key 
player in keeping DLI open and in Monterey. 
Mr. Speaker, | know that | speak for the en- 
tire House of Representatives in sharing our 
sincere condolences to Alfie Khalil’s family 
both here in the United States and in Egypt 
and to his extended family of students and 
colleagues throughout the DLI community. 


rE м 


TO HONOR THE CHINESE EXPUL- 
SION REMEMBRANCE PROJECT 


HON. JIM McDERMOTT 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to offer special recognition to my constituents 
and friends at the Chinese Expulsion Remem- 
brance Project as they commemorate the 
125th anniversary of the expulsion of Chinese 
residents from the State of Washington. 

Thousands of Chinese immigrants were 
forced to leave their homes and businesses in 
the greater Seattle area during the fall of 1885 
and winter of 1886. 

The expulsion of Chinese workers in Wash- 
ington State stemmed from the 1882 Chinese 
Exclusion Act, a measure passed in Congress 
at the request of labor unions because of 
competition from Chinese laborers. A few 
years after the expulsion, Chinese immigrants 
were welcomed back, and they helped rebuild 
the city after the Great Seattle Fire of 1889. 

The Chinese Expulsion Remembrance 
Project reminds us of the critical role immi- 
grants have played in the development of our 
community, city, state and country. A deeper 
understanding of our past gives us a strong 
context for understanding immigration issues 
as we move forward. 

The Chinese Expulsion Remembrance 
Project also helps us to better understand the 
vital role that Chinese immigrants, as well as 
immigrants from other countries, play in Wash- 
ington State. This results in our communities 
being more educated and less inclined to 
allow fear and intolerance to go unquestioned. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to take this oppor- 
tunity to recognize the organizers of the Chi- 
nese Expulsion Remembrance Project for their 
time, talent and contributions. Thanks to the 
vision and leadership of Bettie Sing Luke, Ron 
Chew, Maxine Chan, Edward Echtle, Tim 
Greyhavens, Theresa Pan Hosley, Kathy 
Hsieh, Brian Lock, Debbie Louie, Chieko Phil- 
lips, Cynthia Kan Rekdal and Connie So, the 
awareness and appreciation of Chinese Amer- 
ican history has greatly risen in our commu- 
nity. 

As Seattle commemorates the 125th anni- 
versary of the Chinese expulsion, it is impor- 
tant for us to remember that our country’s di- 
verse population has been, and will continue 
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to be, a key factor in growing our economy 
and creating jobs. The efforts of the Chinese 
Expulsion Remembrance Project have 
touched so many of us, and they have shown 
that education is an invaluable asset to the 
Seattle community. 


ES 


TRIBUTE TO MR. FRANK 
WOODRUFF BUCKLES 


HON. NAN A.S. HAYWORTH 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Ms. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, as we all 
know, our country lost its last American 
Doughboy on Sunday. Frank Buckles was our 
last living connection to an era in which a 16- 
year-old could lie about his age in order to join 
his nation’s army to fight the “Great War.” It 
would probably be impossible for a 16-year- 
old to enlist today without being discovered, 
but there are many young Americans that 
share Mr. Buckles’ spirit of patriotism. 

Although we have lost this last Doughboy, 
we have not lost the spirit of patriotism and 
sacrifice in the name of country that Frank 
Buckles and so many of his comrades em- 
bodied. That spirit is present all across Amer- 
ica, including in my district, the 19th district of 
New York, where we are the home of 4,400 
cadets at the United States Military Academy. 
These young men and women have also dedi- 
cated service to our country before turning 18. 
Their devotion to duty, honor and country con- 
tinues a great tradition of military service and 
embody the life Frank Buckles and the millions 
of service men and women they follow. 

| hope that Mr. Buckles’ legacy continues to 
serve as an inspiration for future generations 
of Americans, who continue to fight for our 
protection and freedom. May God bless Amer- 
ica and our men and women in uniform. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE LIFE OF 
SHARON SCOTT 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize Mrs. Sharon Scott, who 
passed away on February 24, 2011. Sharon 
was a tremendous public servant and valued 
member of our community, and | am honored 
to recognize her life of dedication and service. 

Mrs. Scott has been a long-time member of 
our Northwest Florida family. As a former 
council member for the town of Century, Flor- 
ida, she served with both honor and distinc- 
tion. Century, a small town in Escambia Coun- 
ty with a population of less than 2,000, is well- 
known for its active politics and citizens. The 
town is full of local pride, exemplified by Shar- 
on, who always let others know she was from 
Century and not from its bigger-city neighbor, 
Pensacola. Sharon was the consummate 
small-city council member, responding to 
those she represented as if they were an ex- 
tension of her own family with a sense of hu- 
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mility required of those who serve their com- 
munity. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the United States 
Congress, | am privileged to recognize the life 
of Sharon Scott of Century, Florida. My wife 
Vicki and | offer our prayers for her entire fam- 
ily. She will be truly missed by all of us. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING THE DILLARD 
HIGH SCHOOL GIRLS’ BASKET- 
BALL TEAM ON THEIR STATE 
CHAMPIONSHIP 


HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to honor the girls’ basketball team 
of Dillard High School in Fort Lauderdale, Flor- 
ida. 

Led by Coach Marcia Pinder, whose 776- 
171 career record is top among all Florida 
basketball coaches, male or female, the Pan- 
thers crowned a 22-7 season by winning the 
Florida state championship for the second 
consecutive year. Under Coach Pinder’s tute- 
lage, the Dillard girls have consistently been 
recognized for being among the best at their 
sport, having won six titles overall. 

In this year’s title game, the Panthers led 
most of the way and, with their key rebounds 
and clutch free throws, the game, which went 
to overtime, and the title ultimately belonged 
to Dillard. 

Mr. Speaker, | am very proud of the Lady 
Panthers and Coach Pinder, who have once 
again reached the pinnacle of success in their 
sport, and | am glad that they represent my 
district. They are all fine sportswomen and 
people of whom we can all be very proud. It 
is my distinguished honor to recognize their 
achievements. 


———— 


23RD ANNIVERSARY OF THE MAS- 
SACRE OF ARMENIAN CIVILIANS 
IN AZERBAIJAN 


HON. BRAD SHERMAN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | speak today 
in solemn remembrance of a dark chapter in 
modern history. This past weekend marked 
the 23rd anniversary of the massacre of Arme- 
nian civilians in Azerbaijan. On the evening of 
February 27, 1988, a three-day rampage 
against Armenian civilians living in Sumgait, in 
Soviet Azerbaijan, began. 

Armenian civilians were maimed, raped, 
beaten, and burned alive at the hands of riot- 
ers. International media outlets reported that 
Armenians were “hunted” down and killed in 
their homes. 

The calls for help for those innocent Arme- 
nians were ignored by the local police, and the 
victims’ fate was left to those who ruthlessly 
and senselessly ended their lives. 

The official figure from Soviet authorities, 
who had prohibited journalists from entering 
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the area, was just over 30 people dead and 
over 200 injured. However, many believe that 
in fact hundreds were murdered. 

Sadly, Sumgait was not the end to the trag- 
edies. Anti-Armenian pogroms followed іп 
Kirovabad on November 21, 1988 and in Baku 
on January 13, 1990. During the Nagorno- 
Karabakh War of 1988 to 1994, Armenian ci- 
vilian population centers were indiscriminately 
attacked. 

If we hope to stop future massacres, and 
conflicts, we need to acknowledge those hor- 
rific acts of the past, make sure they do not 
happen again, and make sure that we do not 
have renewed war between Azerbaijan, Arme- 
nia, and Nagorno-Karabakh. That is why | 
would like to commemorate the victims of the 
Sumgait massacre. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, Feb- 
ruary 18, 2011, had | voted, | would have 
voted “no” on rolicall No. 93. 

Additionally, on February 16, 2011, it was 
my intention to vote “yes” on rollcall No. 57. 


WE HAVE LOST A FRIEND 


HON. FRANK R. WOLF 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today be- 
cause of a tragic event—the March 2 assas- 
sination of Pakistan’s Federal Minister for Mi- 
nority Affairs Shahbaz Bhatti, a heroic man of 
faith whose courageous and outspoken lead- 
ership against his nation’s draconian blas- 
phemy law made him a prime target of ex- 
tremist Islamist elements in his country. 

Bhatti was the only Christian member of the 
Pakistani cabinet. 

We have lost a friend and an ally and our 
prayers are with Bhatti’s family and those іп 
Pakistan who mourn his loss and who stood 
with him in his fight against injustice and intol- 
erance. Bhatti devoted his life to defending the 
most vulnerable—he is literally a modern day 
martyr. 

Among those whose causes he championed 
were Asia Bibi, a young Christian mother of 
five, who was sentenced to death under Paki- 
stan’s blasphemy law. Only after international 
intervention was her execution delayed. Her 
fate, however, remains unclear. 

Pakistan’s blasphemy laws are often used 
to victimize both religious minorities and Mus- 
lims. In fact, Punjab’s influential governor, 
Salman Taseer was shot and killed by his own 
bodyguard who reportedly told police, “that he 
killed Mr. Taseer because of the governor’s 
opposition to Pakistan’s blasphemy law.” 

With Bhatti’s life tragically cut short, a crit- 
ical moderating voice in Pakistan has been 
lost. And | fear others will be silenced if justice 
is not brought to bear in Pakistan. Bhatti 
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spoke of the importance of these voices dur- 
ing a recent Washington Post editorial board 
meeting. | submit for the RECORD a piece by 
Post editorial page editor, Fred Hiatt, who re- 
called Bhatti’s message, “that millions of Paki- 
stanis remain committed to a vision of a Mus- 
lim country living in peace with its neighbors 
and with non-Muslims within its borders.” Hiatt 
continued, “As it became increasingly dan- 
gerous for such people to speak up, they were 
becoming decreasingly visible. But they are 
still there, Bhatti told us, and he urged Ameri- 
cans not to forsake or forget them.” 

This must be our clarion call in the days to 
come. 

| urge the Government of Pakistan to seek 
justice in this case and to give Bhatti a state 
funeral, reflective of the import of his life and 
legacy. Similarly, | urge our own government 
to send a high-ranking delegation to attend the 
funeral and to carry Bhatti’s torch in continuing 
to press for the repeal of the blasphemy laws 
in Pakistan. 

| also submit an Associated Press story 
which references the fact that Bhatti was 
“aware of the danger he faced, saying in a 
videotaped message that he had received 
death threats from al-Qaida and the Taliban.” 
The video was recorded several months be- 
fore his ultimate assassination and can be 
viewed at: —_http://www.guardian.co.ukworld/ 
201 1/mar/02/pakistan-minister-shot-dead- 
islamabad. 

Bhatti pointedly says he will continue to 
speak out for persecuted Christians and other 
religious minorities. In a chilling allusion to fu- 
ture events, he says, “1 will die to defend their 
rights.” 

Indeed Bhatti’s convictions cost him his life. 
He must not have died in vain. 

ANOTHER MODERATE IN PAKISTAN 18 
ASSASSINATED 
(By Fred Hiatt) 

Shahbaz Bhatti, who was assassinated out- 
side his home in Pakistan today, came to 
visit a few of us at The Post one month ago. 
He was soft-spoken and matter-of-fact about 
the dangers he faced—and about his refusal, 
almost his inability, to trim his sails to less- 
en those dangers. The risks he faced, as a 
voice for tolerance in an increasingly intol- 
erant country, were risks that Pakistan 
faced—and if he and like-minded figures 
stopped speaking up, what future would the 


country have? 

Bhatti was a Christian in an overwhelm- 
ingly Muslim country, a minister in the gov- 
ernment in charge of minority affairs, and 
most of all an unimaginably courageous 
voice of moderation. He opposed the nation’s 
anti-blasphemy law, which increasingly is 
being used to silence and oppress. When an- 
other moderate leader, Punjab governor 
Salman Taseer, was killed two months ago, 
his assassin frighteningly became a hero for 
many in Pakistan. Bhatti was one of the few 
public figures willing to forthrightly con- 
demn the murder. 

Now Bhatti, too, is gone. There will be in- 
vestigations, I suppose, into why his police 
guard was absent when gunmen surrounded 
his Toyota sedan this morning, despite calls 
from many (including Americans like Vir- 
ginia Republican Rep. Frank Wolf) for in- 
creased security. There will be tributes and 
mourning, but they will be muted. Hopefully 
there will be deep thinking inside the U.S. 
government about what it can do to better 
support the forces of moderation. 
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On that subject, I remember two essential 
messages from Bhatti’s visit. He said Ameri- 
cans maintained too little contact with the 
part of Pakistani civil society that believes 
in interfaith tolerance, that sees Islam as a 
peaceful religion willing to live alongside 
others. Bhatti himself had organized a net- 
work of such people, he told us, but U.S. offi- 
cials were too busy dealing with the govern- 
ment, army and intelligence agencies to 
show support or even establish much con- 
tact. 

His second message was that millions of 
Pakistanis remain committed to a vision of 
a Muslim country living in peace with its 
neighbors and with non-Muslims within its 
borders. As it became increasingly dangerous 
for such people to speak up, they were be- 
coming decreasingly visible. But they are 
still there, Bhatti told us, and he urged 
Americans not to forsake or forget them. 

MILITANTS KILL CHRISTIAN MINISTER IN 
PAKISTAN 
(By Nahal Toosi and Chris Brummitt) 

ISLAMABAD.—Militants gunned down the 
only Christian in Pakistan’s government 
outside his widowed mother’s home Wednes- 
day, the second assassination in two months 
of a high-profile opponent of laws that im- 
pose the death penalty for insulting Islam. 

Shahbaz Bhatti was aware of the danger he 
faced, saying in a videotaped message that 
he had received death threats from al-Qaida 
and the Taliban. In it, the 42-year-old Roman 
Catholic said he was ‘‘ready to die’’ for the 
country’s often persecuted Christian and 
other non-Muslim minorities. 

The slaying in Islamabad followed the kill- 
ing of Salman Taseer, a liberal politician 
who was gunned down in the capital by one 
of his guards. Both men had campaigned to 
change blasphemy laws in Pakistan that im- 
pose the death penalty for insulting Islam 
and have been loudly defended by Islamist 
political parties. 

The Taseer slaying triggered fears the 
country was buckling under the weight of ex- 
tremism, especially since the government, 
fearful of militants and the political parties 
that champion their causes, did not loudly 
condemn the killing or those who publicly 
celebrated it. 

Wednesday’s slaying will only reinforce 
those concerns and further undermine con- 
fidence in the government, which appears 
paralyzed by political rivalries and unable to 
fix a stagnant economy or provide basic serv- 
ices for the country’s 180 million mostly poor 
people. 

The turmoil comes despite attempts by the 
Obama administration to support Pakistan, 
which it sees as key to ending the war in 
neighboring Afghanistan and defeating al- 
Qaida, whose leadership is believed to reside 
in the mountainous northwestern regions. 

Pakistani government ministers usually 
travel with police escorts, but Bhatti was 
without such protection when he was killed 
as he and a driver left his mother’s home. 
Bhatti, who was minister for religious mi- 
norities, had been given police and para- 
military guards but had asked them not to 
accompany him while he stayed with his 
mother, said Wajid Durrani, a senior police 
official. 

A friend of the politician, Wasif Ali Khan, 
said Bhatti was nervous about using guards 
after the Taseer killing and had requested a 
bulletproof car, but had not received one. 

Bhatti had just pulled out of the driveway 
when three men opened fire, said Gulam 
Rahim, a witness. Two opened the door of 
the car and tried to pull Bhatti out, Rahim 
said, while a third fired a Kalashnikov rifle 
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repeatedly into the dark-colored Toyota, 
shattering the windows. 

The gunmen then sped away in a white car, 
said Rahim, who took shelter behind a tree. 

Bhatti was hit with at least eight bullets 
and was dead on arrival at hospital. 

In leaflets left at the scene, al-Qaida and 
the Pakistani Taliban Movement in Punjab 
province claimed responsibility. They 
blamed the government for putting Bhatti, 
an ‘“‘infidel Christian,” in charge of an un- 
specified committee, apparently in reference 
to his support for changing the blasphemy 
laws. 

“With the blessing of Allah, the mujahe- 
deen will send each of you to hell,” said the 
note, which did not name any other targets. 

Government officials and political party 
workers condemned the killing, but made no 
reference to the blasphemy law controversy. 
Muslim clerics contacted by The Associated 
Press or interviewed on Pakistani ТУ either 
offered a tepid condemnation or claimed the 
assassination was part of an American-led 
conspiracy to drive a wedge between Mus- 
lims and Christians. 

Bhatti, a soft-spoken minister who rose to 
prominence defending a Christian woman 
sentenced to death for blasphemy, often 
spoke of the threats against him from ex- 
tremists. Very few Pakistani politicians 
were willing to talk about changing the blas- 
phemy law because of the danger. 

“They (the Taliban) want to impose their 
radical philosophy in Pakistan. And whoever 
stands against their radical philosophy, they 
threaten them,” he said in the video mes- 
sage, which was posted on the website of the 
First Step Forum, a Finland-based group 
that promotes religious harmony, rule of law 
and democracy. 

“These threats and these warnings cannot 
change my opinions and principles. I’m liv- 
ing for my community and suffering people,”’ 
said Bhatti, who was an adviser to the group 
and had asked that his message be released 
in the event of his death. 

The slaying robbed Pakistani Christians of 
their most prominent advocate. 

“We have been orphaned today!’ wailed 
Rehman Masih, a Christian resident of 
Islamabad. ‘‘Now who will fight for our 
rights? Who will raise a voice for us? Who 
will help us?” 

Christians are the largest religious minor- 
ity in Pakistan, whose population is 95 per- 
cent Muslim. They have very little political 
power and tend to work in lower-level jobs, 
such as street sweeping. 

As Christians took to the streets Wednes- 
day to protest in several cities, relatives and 
friends went to Bhatti’s home to pay their 
respects. ‘‘Tell the mullahs that the man 
who was the voice of the Christians is silent. 
Where are they now?” Samuel David, one of 
the visitors, shouted to a television crew. 

The assassination drew condemnation from 
Christian and government leaders. 

A Vatican spokesman, the Rev. Federico 
Lombardi, called the slaying a ‘‘new episode 
of violence of terrible gravity,” saying it 
“demonstrates just how justified are the in- 
sistent statements by the pope regarding vi- 
olence against Christians and religious free- 
dom.”’ 

Lombardi noted that Pope Benedict XVI 
had met with Bhatti in September. 

President Barack Obama condemned the 
slaying, saying Bhatti ‘‘fought for and sac- 
rificed his life for the universal values that 
Pakistanis, Americans and people around the 
world hold dear’’—including rights to free 
speech and religious freedom. 

In Britain, leaders of the Anglican Church 
expressed shock and sorrow and urged Paki- 
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stan’s government to do more to protect 
Christians. 

U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham 
Clinton said the attack was ‘‘not only on one 
man but on the values of tolerance and re- 
spect of all faiths and backgrounds.” 

The blasphemy laws were originally 
framed by the Asian subcontinent’s British 
colonial rulers but were toughened in the 
1980s during the military rule of Gen. Mo- 
hammad Zia ul-Haq, who pushed a politi- 
cized, austere brand of Islam. 

Human rights groups have long warned 
that the laws are vaguely worded and open 
to abuse because people often use them to 
settle rivalries or persecute religious minori- 
ties. 

Right-wing Islamist parties, looking for an 
issue to rally their supporters, have cam- 
paigned against any change to the laws, ac- 
cusing those who seek to amend them of 
blasphemy—and creating an environment 
that led to the latest killings. 

“Bhatti’s murder is the bitter fruit of ap- 
peasement of extremist and militant groups 
both prior to and after the killing of Punjab 
Governor Salman Taseer,’ said Human 
Right Watch. “Ап urgent and meaningful 
policy shift on the appeasement of extrem- 
ists that is supported by the military, the ju- 
diciary and the political class needs to re- 
place the political cowardice and institu- 
tional myopia that encourages such contin- 
ued appeasement despite its unrelenting 
bloody consequences.” 

Another prominent opponent of the blas- 
phemy laws, ruling party member Sherry 
Rehman, recently dropped her bid to get 
them changed. Rehman, who has said she 
had to abide by party leaders’ decisions, 
faces death threats and has been living with 
heavy security. 


Ee 


RECOGNIZING EMILY McMILLAN 
AS THE 2012 ESCAMBIA COUNTY, 
FLORIDA TEACHER OF THE 
YEAR 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize Ms. Emily McMillan as the 
2011 Escambia County, Florida Teacher of the 
Year. Ms. McMillan joined the Escambia 
County School District in January 2008. From 
day one she has inspired her students to 
strive for excellence, and | am honored to rec- 
ognize her achievements. 

Ms. McMillan was identified as an excep- 
tional candidate for the teaching profession 
years before she stepped into the classroom. 
In high school, Ms. McMillan began taking 
dual enrollment courses at a local college. Her 
dedication to achieving scholastic excellence 
during her high school career put her on track 
to graduate from the University of West Flor- 
ida in just two years. Ms. McMillan’s under- 
graduate studies were completed on an accel- 
erated time frame; however, during her time at 
UWF she received myriad awards and schol- 
arships, including the Florida Retired Edu- 
cators Association’s Scholarship for Teachers 
of Tomorrow. 

Ms. McMillan arrived at Ferry Pass Elemen- 
tary School ready to teach; nonetheless, she 
also knew that even the best teachers always 
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have room to improve and new methods to 
employ. She joined the Reading Leadership 
Team, which meets on a monthly basis to cre- 
ate and implement reading goals for the entire 
school. She now serves as the Reading Com- 
mittee Chairwoman, meeting with teachers 
from each of the seven grade levels at Ferry 
Pass Elementary and Middle School to work 
on the implementation of the Reading Leader- 
ship Team’s goals. She also works with the 
Media Specialist to develop innovative meth- 
ods to foster a love of reading. 

While the overall goal of education remains 
the same, teachers today must be able to 
adapt to the changing needs of their students. 
Ms. McMillan serves her students and, as a 
result, she incorporates a variety of instruc- 
tional strategies to ensure that every student 
meets their specific learning needs. Her sedu- 
lous dedication to her students facilitates 
learning and creates an educational environ- 
ment where students are given the time and 
support to ensure that they meet their goals. 

Ms. McMillan realizes that parents are fun- 
damental to the educational success of their 
children. She creates lines of communication 
between herself and parents by sending home 
daily citizenship reports, a weekly folder with 
detailed notes, and a monthly newsletter. Her 
dedication to her profession earns her respect 
from students, parents, and colleagues alike. 


The importance of teachers cannot be over- 
stated. They play an integral role in shaping 
the future of our nation. To be selected as 
Teacher of the Year, chosen from a large pool 
of extremely qualified applicants, is an im- 
mense honor. This award is a reflection of Ms. 
McMillan’s assiduous work ethic and steadfast 
dedication to the students of Escambia Coun- 
ty, Florida. She has proven to be among the 
many exceptional teachers in our nation, and 
| am proud to have her as a constituent in 
Florida’s First Congressional District. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the United States 
Congress, | am privileged to recognize Emily 
McMillan for her accomplishments and her 
continuing commitment to excellence at Ferry 
Pass Elementary School and in the Escambia 
County School District. Her passion for her 
students is laudable, and her dedication to her 
profession is exemplary. My wife Vicki joins 
me in congratulating Ms. McMillan, and we 
wish her all the best. 


———— 


IN HONOR OF U.S. MARSHAL 
DEREK HOTSINPILLER 


HON. DAVID B. McKINLEY 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
sadness over the tragic loss of U.S. Deputy 
Marshal Derek Hotsinpiller. 24 year old Derek 
Hotsinpiller of Bridgeport, West Virginia, was 
killed in the line of duty while serving a federal 
search and arrest warrant in Elkins, West Vir- 
ginia. It deeply saddens me to see anyone 
hurt in the line of duty, let alone lose their life 
such as Derek Hotsinpiller did. 


3282 


Deputy Marshal Hotsinpiller was a dedicated 
hero who defended our community with the ut- 
most dignity. He always went above and be- 
yond the call of duty for his partners, col- 
leagues, and country. Derek served our com- 
munity selflessly. 

Deputy Marshal Hotsinpiller was born June, 
2 1986, and graduated from Fairmont State 
University in 2009. After excelling in both high 
school and college, he became a U.S. Deputy 
Marshal in 2010. Many who knew this brave 
young man say law enforcement was in his 
DNA, and since childhood he dreamed of fol- 
lowing in the footsteps of his late father and 
brother, who both served in the Bridgeport Po- 
lice Department. Derek wanted nothing more 
than to serve our country as a Marshal. 

After witnessing so many recall their experi- 
ences with this brave young man at his fu- 
neral, it's clear to me that Derek Hotsinpiller 
was a unique American hero. So many in our 
community have felt this tremendous loss. He 
was truly loved by those who knew him. There 
is no question that Derek’s memory should be 
honored. 

Derek leaves behind an inspiring legacy and 
serves an example of what we can accomplish 
if we put our hearts and minds towards serv- 
ing others. My thoughts and prayers are with 
Derek’s mother Pam, his brother Dustin, his 
high school sweetheart Megan and the rest of 
the Harrison County-area community. 


ee 


IN SUPPORT OF THE PLANNED 
PARENTHOOD FEDERATION OF 
AMERICA 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today in opposition to the Pence Amendment 
#11 regarding the defunding of Title X health 
programs including Planned Parenthood. The 
Planned Parenthood Federation of America 
provides essential medical services to millions 
of men and women. For more than 90 years 
Planned Parenthood has promoted the health 
and well-being of women and men. More than 
90 percent of the care Planned Parenthood 
provides is primary and preventive. These 
services include wellness exams, cancer 
screenings, immunizations, contraception and 
STD testing and treatment. 

Often the only medical care women and 
men will receive is at Planned Parenthood. 
More than 6 in 10 patients who receive care 
at centers like Planned Parenthood consider it 
their primary source of care. Three-quarters of 
Planned Parenthood patients live at or below 
150 percent of the federal poverty rate. These 
patients need centers like Planned Parenthood 
more than ever. Without their services millions 
of patients will go without health care. 

The Pence Amendment would defend all of 
these services. Planned Parenthood is the 
only national provider that has developed a 
set of evidence-based guidelines to define 
health care delivery, and they review them an- 
nually. For every public dollar invested in fam- 
ily planning services, $3.74 is saved in Med- 
icaid-related costs. This amendment would cut 
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these savings to the federal government and 
state governments. Title X funding provided 
2.2 million Pap tests, 2.3 million breast exams, 
over 6 million tests for sexually transmitted in- 
fections, and nearly 1 million HIV tests. This 
amendment would cause women to experi- 
ence unintended pregnancies, face potentially 
life-threatening cancer and other disease that 
could have been prevented. This amendment 
is not about fiscal responsibility or legality, it is 
about denying women the right to affordable 
medical care. 

In Colorado and across this country Planned 
Parenthood is providing care to over 3 million 
people a year. Their services are essential to 
women, men and their families. No one should 
go without affordable health care, and Planned 
Parenthood leads the way in providing it. 


EEE 


INTRODUCING THE MARRIAGE 
PROTECTION ACT OF 2011 


HON. DAN BURTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, President Obama made ап unprece- 
dented decision to declare a Federal law un- 
constitutional and thereby abdicate his respon- 
sibility to uphold and defend that law. 

The law in question is the 1996 “Defense of 
Marriage Act” written “to define and protect 
the institution of marriage.” It allows all states, 
territories, possessions, and Indian tribes to 
refuse to recognize an act of any other juris- 
diction that designates a relationship between 
individuals of the same sex as a marriage. 

This law was properly passed by the U.S. 
House of Representatives and the United 
States Senate and properly signed by then- 
President Clinton. The law was passed to re- 
flect the desire of the American people that we 
clarify the meaning of “marriage” so that the 
definition of the word could not be changed by 
activist judges. 

The Constitution of the United States grants 
certain powers to the President, but not the 
power to unilaterally legislate based on per- 
sonal preference. The power to legislate was 
given specifically to the Congress and it is 
Congress’ responsibility to pass or repeal leg- 
islation. Neither does the Constitution of the 
United States grant courts the power to legis- 
late, although many activist judges have at- 
tempted to redefine the legal definition of mar- 
riage through the judicial process. 

Furthermore, the Constitution does not grant 
the Federal government the power to regulate 
marriage. In fact, the Tenth Amendment spe- 
cifically states: “The powers not delegated to 
the United States by the Constitution, nor pro- 
hibited by it to the States, are reserved to the 
States respectively, or the people.” The re- 
sponsibility to regulate marriage properly be- 
longs to the people of the various States and 
it is time for us to return that power to the 
people. 

That is why I, along with a number of my 
colleagues, am today reintroducing the Mar- 
riage Protection Act of 2011. This bill simply 
states that no courts created by an act of Con- 
gress—meaning Federal courts—will have ju- 
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risdiction to hear cases regarding same-sex 
marriage. Additionally, the Supreme Court will 
not have appellate jurisdiction to hear these 
cases. In short, the bill makes same-sex mar- 
riage an issue to be determined by the people 
through their State legislatures or via ref- 
erendum, not to be determined by Federal 
judges. 

If this bill is passed then no President, Jus- 
tice Department official, or Judge will be al- 
lowed to unilaterally define marriage. Only the 
people will have the power to decide the defi- 
nition of marriage. 

| urge my colleagues to co-sponsor this im- 
portant and timely bill. 


EE 


SUPPORT OF MR. KLINE’S 
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 1 


HON. ANDRE CARSON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, on 
February 17, 2011, Mr. KLINE offered an 
Amendment to H.R. 1 to prevent the use of 
funds toward implementing the Department of 
Education’s harmful gainful employment rule. 
Although that amendment passed, | mistak- 
enly voted against it. | apologize to Mr. KLINE, 
my colleagues, and supporters of the amend- 
ment for my mistake. 

Whereas we cannot support programs that 
Offer little to no substantive education and mis- 
lead students down a path to insurmountable 
debt, | do not support a rule that will eliminate 
many quality programs and block access to 
higher education for many non-traditional, low- 
income and minority students who want to bet- 
ter themselves by pursuing careers in valuable 
fields such as nursing, technology, criminal 
justice and design. 

| hope that future courses of action will 
allow for a more meaningful review of the 
issues concerning career colleges. 


EE 


HONORING TWO UNIVERSITY OF 
PACIFIC McGEORGE SCHOOL OF 
LAW TEAMS 


HON. JEFF DENHAM 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
acknowledge and honor two University of Pa- 
cific McGeorge School of Law teams that were 
named regional champions at the American 
Bar Association National Appellate Advocacy 
Competition held February 24—26, 2011, at the 
U.S. District Courthouse in San Francisco. 
Both will now advance to the National Appel- 
late Advocacy Competition National Finals, 
Finals scheduled for April 7—9, 2011 in Chi- 
cago, IL. 

The team of Kim Bowman, ’11, Conness 
Thompson, '11, and Jeremy Ehrlich, 12, de- 
feated George Mason University in the final 
round. Bowman was named Best Oralist of the 
96 competitors while Thompson took ninth in 
that category. The team, which went 
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undefeated and was seeded No. 1 in the en- 
tire field at the end of the competition, was 
also recognized for the sixth best brief. 

The team of Caitlin Urie Christian, °11, Jill 
Larrabee, '12, and Leo Moniz, 12, defeated 
UC Hastings in the final round to earn its trip 
to the 32nd annual National Championship 
Finals. The team was honored with the Best 
Brief Award, and Leo Moniz was named the 
fourth-best oralist. 

Both teams were coached by Professors Ed 
Telfeyan, ’75, and Erich Shiners, '06, and as- 
sisted by Andrea Dupray, '11, a member of 
the 2009-2010 Moot Court Honors Board. 
“This is the equivalent of a ‘Grand Slam,’” 
said Telfeyan, director of the Moot Court Pro- 
gram. “For McGeorge to send two teams to 
Chicago is fantastic, but to also get top brief, 
top oralist, and three of the top ten speaker 
awards is a remarkable, and perhaps, unprec- 
edented achievement.” 

The American Bar Association National Ap- 
pellate Advocacy Competition is the largest 
law school moot court competition, with 207 
teams competing in six regional events for 24 
coveted invitations to the Finals. A team from 
UC Berkeley and a team from Baylor also ad- 
vanced from the San Francisco regional. 
South Texas College of Law is the defending 
national champion. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in honoring the 
students and coaches from McGeorge School 
of Law on their outstanding performance at 
the 2011 regional competition in San Fran- 
cisco and wishing them the best of luck in the 
Finals in April. 


SE 


HONORING FORT LUPTON MIDDLE 
SCHOOL 


HON. CORY GARDNER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Fort Lupton Middle School located in 
Fort Lupton, Colorado. 

This year, Fort Lupton Middle School was 
selected as the National Middle School of the 
year by the National Association of Middle 
School Principals. This award recognizes mid- 
dle schools that have been committed to the 
educational and developmental needs of 
young adolescents. Fort Lupton Middle 
SchooL excels at this responsibility. 

The statewide Colorado Student Assess- 
ment Program is conducted every year to 
evaluate how students are learning. Fort 
Lupton Middle School has showcased out- 
standing academic achievements with gains in 
reading and math test scores for the last four 
consecutive years. 

In addition to their outstanding academic 
achievements, Fort Lupton offers over 27 dif- 
ferent academic programs and honors, 29 stu- 
dent activities, and 10 sports. The middle 
school sees 442 participants in these pro- 
grams among a population of 441 enrolled 
students. 

The Fort Lupton faculty and students both 
acknowledge that the school library is truly the 
heart of the school. This acknowledgement re- 
inforces why Fort Lupton is the National Mid- 
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dle School of the Year. The school excels be- 
cause of the dedicated and exceptional fac- 
ulty, because of the great Fort Lupton commu- 
nity, and because the students are engaged in 
and out of the classroom. It is a true example 
of excellence in education. 


ES 


TRIBUTE TO DR. JOSEPH M. 
NORBECK 


HON. KEN CALVERT 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor and pay tribute to an individual whose 
dedication and contributions to the campus of 
the University of California at Riverside, and 
the science community, has been extraor- 
dinary. UCR has been fortunate to have dy- 
namic and dedicated professors who willingly 
and unselfishly give their time and talent to, 
not only educate their students, but also pio- 
neer new advances in the fields of science 
and technology. Dr. Joe Norbeck is one of 
these individuals. Today, a retirement celebra- 
tion in honor of Dr. Norbeck is being held at 
the Bourns College of Engineering, the Center 
for Environmental Research & Technology 
(CE-CERT). 

In 1970, Dr. Norbeck earned his B.S. in 
Chemistry from the University of Nebraska 
and four years later earned his Ph.D. in Theo- 
retical Chemistry from the same institution. He 
joined the University of California, Riverside, in 
January 1992 after working as head of the 
Chemistry Department, Research Staff, at the 
Ford Motor Company. Dr. Norbeck heads the 
UCR Environmental Research Institute and is 
the Yeager Families Professor of Environ- 
mental Engineering. His is also the former Di- 
rector of CE—CERT. 

Dr. Norbeck has published more than sev- 
enty-five papers in theoretical chemistry, at- 
mospheric modeling, vehicle emissions, and 
advanced vehicle technology. His most recent 
research included the relationship between ve- 
hicle emissions and air quality, development of 
renewable fuels, and development of ad- 
vanced vehicle technology. 

Dr. Norbeck was elected a Fellow of the 
American Association for the Advancement of 
Science in 1999. He received the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District Clean Air 
Award in 1995, the Valley Group Award in 
1997 for Excellence in Environment and Re- 
search, and was elected as local leader for 
the City of Riverside and received the Re- 
gional Leader of the Year Award in 1998. He 
has held a gubernatorial appointment as an 
Air Quality Expert on the California Inspection/ 
Maintenance Review Committee and is a 
member of several other committees including 
the Cal/EPA Environmental Technology Part- 
nership Task Force, the Executive Research 
Advisory Committee of the Society of Auto- 
motive Engineers, and Scientific Review Com- 
mittee for the South Coast Air Quality Man- 
agement District. 

In light of all Dr. Norbeck has done for the 
U.C. Riverside, our community, the region and 
the state, we wish him the very best as he 
moves onto the next stage of his life. Dr. 
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Norbecks’ tireless passion for learning and 
education has contributed immensely to the 
betterment of U.C. Riverside and its students. 
His contributions in the fields of chemistry, 
emissions and air quality have been extraor- 
dinary and | am proud to call him a fellow 
community member, American and friend. | 
know that many fellow educators, community 
leaders, students and many others are grateful 
for his service and salute him as he retires 
from UCR. 


а 


AMENDMENT NO. 296 TO H.R. 1, OF- 
FERED BY MR. McCLINTOCK OF 
CALIFORNIA 


HON. WALLY HERGER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, as a staunch 
supporter of dams, | understand my col- 
league’s position on this issue and | intend to 
support this amendment. The Department of 
the Interior has been studying the potential re- 
moval of four hydroelectric facilities, three of 
which are located in the Congressional District 
| represent, and my constituents in Siskiyou 
County have rightfully expressed over- 
whelming opposition to the prospect of remov- 
ing functioning hydropower dams and their as- 
sociated benefits. | fully share that concern, as 
well as the disturbing precedent it sets with re- 
spect to other hydroelectric projects. From my 
longtime advocacy for projects such as the 
proposed Sites Reservoir in Colusa County, 
the Auburn Dam on the American River, a 
dam on the Yuba River and raising Shasta 
Dam, few Members of Congress have been a 
stronger supporter of increasing surface water 
storage. These marvels of engineering have 
allowed California to prosper by providing crit- 
ical water to get us through drought years, 
flood control, and cheap, renewable hydro- 
electric power. Put simply, we need more 
dams, not fewer. 

For those reasons, it is troubling that we are 
even here discussing this issue. We need to 
change the current regulatory structure that 
gives perceived “environmental benefits” 
unyielding priority—often at unbearable cost— 
over the social and economic benefits pro- 
vided to people by dams and other wise-use 
of our resources: These laws and regulations 
have forced the owner and operator of the 
dams on the Klamath River to a point where 
decommissioning these facilities—by way of 
the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agree- 
ment—is the least-cost option for its cus- 
tomers and ratepayers in California and else- 
where, as opposed to relicensing. These laws 
and regulations also caused the tragic 2001 
water shutoff that affected 1,200 farm families 
in the Klamath Basin and led them to enter 
into this settlement process in the hopes of 
bringing greater stability and water reliability to 
the Basin in order to continue their way of life. 

It represents a monumental failure at the 
federal level when we consider that, under the 
laws and regulations that are on the books at 
this moment, there is currently no alternative 
that will allow these facilities to be operated as 
cost-effectively as it had during the several 
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decades of its previous license term, or allow 
the federal government to fully meet the obli- 
gations it made over a century ago with the 
development of the Klamath Reclamation 
Project. 

l.say this to make the point that, unfortu- 
nately, this amendment by itself will not ad- 
dress the real underlying issue—the appalling 
environmental extortion that continues to affect 
property owners across the rural West and the 
hardworking people who put food on our ta- 
bles and provide the raw materials that make 
life comfortable for the rest of us. Clearly, our 
laws are grossly out of balance, and | look for- 
ward to working with Chairman MCCLINTOCK, 
Chairman HASTINGS, Mr. WALDEN and my 
other colleagues to implement the necessary 
environmental reforms to prevent the contin- 
ued degradation of our economic infrastructure 
at the hands of environmental activists and 
bring greater certaiity to the Klamath Basin’s 
agricultural community. 


HONORING ANNE THEROUX 


HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
celebration of one hundred years of inspiration 
and joy that Anne Theroux of Massachusetts 
has given to those fortunate enough to know 
her well. A 35-year resident of Cape Cod, 
Anne turns 100 years old on March 4 and 
continues to thrive in her West Dennis home, 
as independent as ever before. 

Mother to seven, grandmother to thirteen, 
and great-grandmother to fifteen children, 
Anne has maintained an energy and youthful- 
ness beyond her 100 years. She has served 
her community with many years of teaching el- 
ementary school, and she is known to always 
have a book in hand or story to share. Anne 
continues to exercise her intellect as an ace 
crossword puzzle enthusiast, and has partici- 
pated as a member of the woodcarving group 
at the Dennis Senior Center, where she brings 
the spirit of Cape Cod to each and every one 
of her bird carvings. 

And so, surrounded by her loving children, 
extended family, and many friends, Anne will 
celebrate her centennial with a luncheon hon- 
oring her 100th birthday. | wish Anne and her 
whole family best wishes for many years to 
come. 


ee 


THANKING THE GOVERNMENT OF 
AUSTRALIA FOR SUPPORTING 
THE VIETNAM VETERANS MEMO- 
RIAL EDUCATION CENTER 


HON. DAN BURTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, next 
week the Prime Minister of Australia, the Hon- 
orable Julia Gillard, will be in Washington, DC 
on a state visit. This will be Prime Minister 
Gillard’s first visit to Washington since becom- 
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ing Prime Minister in June of last year; and 
her visit will also mark the 60th anniversary of 
the U.S.-Australia alliance. 

In addition to many other official meetings 
and ceremonies, Prime Minister Gillard will 
take time out of her schedule to present a $3 
million check from the Australian government 
to the Vietnam Veterans Memorial Fund to 
help build the Education Center at the Viet- 
nam Veterans Memorial. Regrettably, a last 
minute scheduling conflict is going to prevent 
me from attending this ceremony, but | want to 
extend my deep appreciation and thanks to 
the Prime Minister and the Australian people 
for this very generous contribution. 

Australia has always been a steadfast ally 
and partner to the United States. This con- 
tribution further underscores the deep ties of 
kinship and friendship between Australia and 
the United States. 

Many Americans tend to think of the Viet- 
nam War as a solely American conflict. In re- 
ality the conflict involved troops from a number 
of nations, including Australia. Between 1962 
and 1972 approximately 60,000 Australian 
military personnel served in Vietnam. Aus- 
tralia’s soldiers had a distinguished and re- 
markable record of service and courage in 
Vietnam where more than 500 were killed, and 
some 3,000 were wounded or disabled de- 
fending the South Vietnamese people from 
communist aggression. 

For Australia, as well as the United States, 
the Vietnam War was the longest major mili- 
tary conflict in which Australians have been in- 
volved. Completed in 1982, the Vietnam Vet- 
erans Memorial in Constitution Gardens adja- 
cent to the Lincoln Memorial has become one 
of our Nation’s more recognized and beloved 
memorials. Some 3 million visitors each year 
come to view The Wall and not only reflect 
upon those who suffered and died in Vietnam 
but how this nation let that generation of 
Americans down when they returned home. 

Ninety-one thousand eight hundred Hoo- 
siers served in Vietnam and the names of the 
1,530 who died in Vietnam are etched on The 
Wall. The Education Center, which will be built 
adjacent to the Wall, will help educate future 
generations of Americans by sharing the sto- 
ries of these exceptional individuals from Indi- 
ana and across the America, who served their 
country with honor. By telling these stories 
visitors will hopefully understand the courage, 
sacrifice and devotion of those who fell, those 
who returned, and those who waited for their 
loved ones to come home. Along the way, 
visitors will also discover how the Memorial 
shaped the way Americans mourn, and the 
vital part The Wall played in helping to heal 
the bitter divisions that tore at our nation’s 
heart and soul. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in thanking Prime Minister Gillard for her 
leadership, her friendship and her dedication 
to helping us to ensure that the Education 
Center gets built so that the voice of the 
58,000 plus names on the Wall and the mil- 
lions of Americans—and thousands of Aus- 
tralians—who fought in the Vietnam War can 
be heard and remembered. And | also ask my 
colleagues to join me in extending my heartfelt 
appreciation to the people of Australia for their 
support and friendship. 
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INTRODUCING THE VETERANS 
PENSIONS PROTECTION ACT OF 
2011 


HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to introduce the Veterans Pensions 
Protection Act of 2011, which willprotect vet- 
erans from losing their pension benefits be- 
cause they received payments to cover ex- 
penses incurred after an accident, theft, loss 
or casualty loss. 

When assessing a veteran’s eligibility for a 
pension, the Department of Veterans Affairs 
(VA) considers a variety of sources of revenue 
to determine а veteran’s annual income. lf 
such income exceeds the income limit set by 
the VA, the veteran does not qualify for a pen- 
sion or loses their benefits. Currently, the VA 
considers any reimbursement that com- 
pensates a veteran for his/or her expenses 
due to accidents, theft or loss as income. Only 
reimbursements of expenses related to cas- 
ualty loss are currently exempted from deter- 
mination of income. 

Under current law, if a veteran is seriously 
injured in an accident or the victim of a theft 
and receives insurance compensation to cover 
his/or her medical expenses, the cost of re- 
placement of the stolen items, or for pain and 
suffering, he/or she will likely lose their pen- 
sion. This means that the law effectively pun- 
ishes veterans when they suffer from such an 
accident or theft. 

Such a tragedy happened to one of my con- 
stituents, a Navy veteran with muscular dys- 
trophy who was hit by a truck when crossing 
the street in his wheelchair. His pension was 
abruptly cut off after he received an insurance 
settlement payment to cover medical ex- 
penses for himself and his service dog, and 
material expenses to replace his wheelchair. 
As a result, he fell below the poverty line, 
could not cover his daily expenses and mort- 
gage payments, and almost lost his home! 

There is clearly something wrong with a law 
that cancels veterans’ pensions following the 
award of an insurance payment, which was 
only intended to cover exceptional medical ex- 
penses. | am distraught that the VA can can- 
cel the pensions of unemployed and disabled 
veterans without further notice. The VA has a 
moral responsibility to care for our veterans 
and ensure that they live decent lives. 

The Veterans Pensions Protection Act will 
amend the U.S. Code to exempt the reim- 
bursement of expenses related to accidents, 
theft, loss or casualty loss from being included 
into the determination of a veteran’s income. 
This will guarantee the continuity of our vet- 
erans’ pensions and that no veteran will have 
their benefits unfairly and abruptly depreciated 
or cancelled. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation will fix a loop- 
hole under existing law to ensure that pen- 
sions are issued to veterans who legitimately 
meet the income criteria and rely on such ben- 
efits to survive. We must enact regulations 
that help veterans live better lives, not hurt 
them. At a time when our nation’s servicemen 
and women are fighting two wars abroad, we 
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have a duty to our past, present, and future 
veterans to provide them with the very best 
services and benefits. We owe our veterans 
an enormous debt, and cannot thank them 
enough for their service. | urge my colleagues 
to support this important bipartisan legislation. 


———— 


CONGRATULATING SILVER STAR 
RECIPIENT JOSHUA R. LABBE 


HON. JOE COURTNEY 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to congratulate Army SGT Joshua R. Labbe 
for receiving the prestigious Silver Star—the 
third highest honor for valor in the Army. | also 
want to share with you a brief account of the 
remarkable story that earned him this award 
while serving in the Baghlan Province of Af- 
ghanistan. 

Labbe, a former tight end on Stonington 
High School’s football team, was raised in 
Pawcatuck, Connecticut. To the surprise of his 
family and friends but with their support, Josh- 
ua enlisted in the Army shortly after grad- 
uating, expressing his deep desire to make a 
difference. He did just that. 

Joshua was awarded the Silver Star for 
leading his squadron through more than 6 
hours of consecutive battles on October 6 of 
this year. He and his platoon began the day 
before dawn sweeping for mines in a moun- 
tainous region—one deemed critical in the 
fight to protect supply routes and crack down 
on drug trafficking in the province. 

Not long after the operation had finished, 
Labbe and his squad came under heavy small 
arms fire from a group of Taliban fighters out- 
numbering them by roughly three to one. Fol- 
lowing an order to retreat from their hillside 
position, Labbe returned—through enemy gun- 
fire—to accompany several soldiers to safety 
including one who fell and had to be carried. 
Later, while towing a damaged truck in the 
midst of an ambush, Labbe provided cover 
fire—from close range and from an exposed 
position—for the recovery team. They all re- 
turned to base with no casualties. 

Sergeant Labbe is one of just 195 soldiers 
to receive a Silver Star in Afghanistan since 
2003. While this account provides only a 
glimpse of the heroic actions that earned him 
this honor, Joshua’s contributions and deep 
devotion to protecting this country are clear. | 
ask my colleagues to join me in congratulating 
and honoring SGT Joshua R. Labbe for his 
service and sacrifice to this great nation. 


a 


HONORING THE GARFIELD BABE 
RUTH LEAGUE ON ITS 50TH AN- 
NIVERSARY 


HON. STEVEN R. ROTHMAN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today to congratulate the Garfield Babe 
Ruth League on 50 years of service to the 
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youth of Garfield, New Jersey. Since its found- 
ing in 1961, the League has provided count- 
less young people with the opportunity to par- 
ticipate in a quintessential American pastime: 
youth baseball. 

The Garfield Babe Ruth League is a proud 
member of the Middle Atlantic Region of Babe 
Ruth Baseball. Comprised of two divisions, 
13-15 year olds and 16-18 year olds, the 
League provides an important team experi- 
ence and extracurricular outlet for as many as 
200 young people each year. All of the coach- 
es and league officials are volunteers, devot- 
ing their time to bring baseball into the lives of 
teenagers. These volunteers also maintain Co- 
lumbus Field, home to all games played in the 
Garfield Babe Ruth League. Over the years, 
with the help of its invaluable volunteer coach- 
es and officials, the League has been able to 
add a press box, score board, dugouts, club 
house, fencing, lighting, bleachers, and nu- 
merous other field enhancements. Garfield 
has hosted many District All-Star Tournaments 
and has been selected to host this year’s New 
Jersey State Final Tournament for the 14- 
year-old division. 

Throughout its half-century of service to the 
City of Garfield, the League has always pro- 
vided the youth of the community with the op- 
portunity to create cherished memories, have 
important character-building experiences, and 
celebrate proud accomplishments, both on 
and off the baseball field. The legacy of this 
organization only grows stronger as the 
League continues to touch the lives of all who 
become involved with it. 

Mr. Speaker, today | would like to celebrate 
the Garfield Babe Ruth League’s 50th anniver- 
sary and honor all of its volunteers and partici- 
pants for their role in keeping this wonderful 
tradition going for so many years. | wish the 
League continued success as it continues to 
proudly serve the community of Garfield, New 
Jersey. 


MARKEY AMENDMENT TO H.R. 1 
HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
support of the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts, Mr. MARKEY. This 
amendment would strike a strange provision in 
law that allows for royalty-free production for 
certain offshore drilling leases. 

| have introduced legislation, the No New 
Drilling Act of 2011, which would stop the Inte- 
rior Department from pursuing any new explo- 
ration, development or production of oil, gas or 
any other mineral anywhere off America’s 
coasts. The fact remains that opening up new 
drilling for fossil fuel development is unneces- 
sary, poses a serious threat to our shores, 
and is the wrong approach. 

If oil companies are going to drill in our 
waters, at the very least they should be re- 
quired to pay royalties to the federal govern- 
ment on the profits they make at the expense 
of our environment. We have seen the envi- 
ronmental catastrophe that can occur, most 
notably with the BP oil spill last year. 
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| don’t support issuing any new leases for 
offshore drilling in areas not currently leased. 
| support this amendment so that we can hold 
these companies financially accountable for 
the benefits they are reaping from our coastal 
environment. | urge all of my colleagues to 
vote aye. 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF THE ACCESS TO 
BOOKS FOR CHILDREN ACT 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, today, | am 
pleased to introduce the Access to Books for 
Children Act. This bill would amend the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 to provide a $5 voucher 
to mothers for the purchase of educational 
books for infants and children participating in 
the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program 
for Women, Infants, and Children, WIC. 

As a lifelong advocate for reading and early 
education, | am introducing this bill to help 
provide nourishment for both the body and the 
mind to children who need it most. The Amer- 
ican Academy of Pediatrics recommend daily 
reading to a child beginning when the child is 
6 months old. The Access to Books for Chil- 
dren Act will make it easier for children in the 
WIC program to develop literacy skills by plac- 
ing books in the hands of children who may 
not otherwise have their own books in the 
home. Children who are exposed to books 
and reading before they start school are much 
more likely to graduate from high school than 
those who are not. | urge you to support this 
bill to invest in early education by instilling the 
love of reading in all children during the forma- 
tive years that matter the most. 


EES 


COMMEMORATING THE ONE-YEAR 
ANNIVERSARY OF THE PASSAGE 
OF THE RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 
AND CIVIL RIGHTS EQUALITY 
AMENDMENT ACT 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | ask the 
House of Representatives to join me in com- 
memorating the one-year anniversary of the 
passage of the District of Columbia Religious 
Freedom and Civil Rights Equality Amendment 
Act or 2009 (L18—0110). 

One year ago, the District, led by the law’s 
authors, D.C. Council member David Catania 
and then D.C. Council Chairman Vincent 
Gray, now the mayor of the District of Colum- 
bia, joined five states in affording full marriage 
equality to our residents. Our landmark mar- 
riage equality legislation is not the first time 
the District has led the country in enacting 
human rights legislation. The Districts unique 
history makes our residents particularly sen- 
sitive to human rights, not only for themselves 
but for others, as well. Even though some of 
our residents do no favor same-sex marriage, 
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there is among them a deep tradition of toler- 
ance and respect for the rights of others that 
could serve as a model for other Americans. 

It has been refreshing and heartwarming to 
see the happiness of our new same-sex mar- 
riages. Many have had wedding celebrations 
that have, in turn, brought great happiness to 
their families and friends. At the same time, 
the city’s new law has benefited our local 
economy. 

We celebrate the first year of the District of 
Columbia Religious Freedom and Civil Rights 
Equality Amendment Act for the many benefits 
it has brought to our city and our residents. | 
ask the House to join me in commemorating 
the one-year anniversary of the passage of 
the Religious Freedom and Civil Rights Equal- 
ity Amendment Act. 


HONORING DAYMON DOSS 
HON. LYNN С. WOOLSEY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Daymon Doss and recognize his con- 
tribution to health care in Sonoma County 
California. Mr. Doss is retiring after forty-five 
years of leadership and collaboration in build- 
ing a healthy community. 

Daymon received his education in Sonoma 
County, attending middle school, high school, 
Santa Rosa Junior College and Sonoma State 
University. His work as a registered nurse and 
respiratory therapist greatly informed his ca- 
reer path and decisionmaking; he is known as 
an administrator who understands the needs 
of clinicians. 

My hometown of Petaluma would be a very 
different place, were it not for Daymon’s vision 
and sense of social justice years ago. He saw 
that people without health insurance were 
using the hospital Emergency Room as their 
means of obtaining health care. He knew they 
needed a medical home that offered a full 
range of care, and used his collaborative skills 
to establish the Petaluma Health Center. 
When Petaluma Valley Hospital was facing fi- 
nancial challenges, Daymon negotiated a con- 
tract with the St. Joseph Health System to run 
the hospital. When St. Joseph’s threatened to 
close the OB section of the hospital, Daymon 
was instrumental in saving the department by 
bringing all stakeholders to the table to find a 
solution that worked. 

You see Mr. Speaker, that is what Daymon 
Doss does best; he is a consensus builder, a 
facilitator, a communicator, an_ inspiration. 
Daymon knows and holds the respect of our 
community so that a call from him brings peo- 
ple to the table to find common goals and 
build workable solutions. An active member of 
the community, he has served on multiple 
boards, including Community Health Founda- 
tions, COTS, Healthy Community consortium, 
Sunrise Rotary of Petaluma, Housing Land 
Trust Sonoma County, and Partnership Health 
Plan. He has served in a variety of manage- 
ment positions at the Petaluma Health Care 
District and currently as the CEO. 

Mr. Speaker, | have turned to Mr. Doss my- 
self, for factual updates of events that unfold 
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while | am working in Washington, DC. He 
does not color his words with his own opinion, 
but he does color them with optimism and a 
strong belief that there is a solution that will 
benefit everyone. It is appropriate at this time 
that we thank Mr. Daymon Doss for his many 
years of service on behalf of the people of 
Sonoma County. He has worked tirelessly to 
promote the health of our community; for this, 
he deserves our appreciation. 


TRIBUTE TO MAJOR GENERAL 
JOSE S. MAYORGA 


HON. HENRY CUELLAR 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. CUELLAR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the distinguished career of Major 
General Jose S. Mayorga, who is completing 
his service as the Adjutant General for the 
State of Texas and Commander of the Texas 
National Guard. General Mayorga has served 
our United States and the State of Texas for 
over 33 years in the Active Army Component, 
in the Army Reserve, and as a member of the 
Texas National Guard. 

Jose Mayorga began his career on a Re- 
serve Officer Training Corps Scholarship at 
Texas A&l University in Kingsville, Texas 
graduating with a Bachelor of Science in Civil 
Engineering. During his studies, he was recog- 
nized as a Distinguished Military Student and 
was inducted into the Tau Beta Pi Engineering 
Honor Society—an honor that acknowledged 
his distinguished scholarship and exemplary 
character. 

He began his military service with four years 
on active duty as an Army Engineer Officer. In 
the following years, as a National Guard Offi- 
cer, he held progressively more responsible 
command positions including Deputy Com- 
manding General for United States Army 
South and Commander of the 36th Infantry Di- 
vision. Among his many accomplishments was 
the advocacy of strong ties between the Texas 
National Guard and the Czech Republic and 
the Republic of Chile under the State Partner- 
ship Program. As Division Commander and 
Adjutant General he was responsible for de- 
ploying over 12,000 soldiers and airmen to 
Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as, for the devel- 
opment of the first ever Joint Strategic Plan for 
the Texas National Guard. 

General Mayorga has gone on to earn a 
Master of Business Administration from Har- 
din-Simmons University in Abilene, Texas and 
a Master of Strategic Studies from the United 
States Army War College in Carlisle Barracks, 
Pennsylvania. 

General Mayorga is the recipient of the Le- 
gion of Merit, the Meritorious Service Medal, 
the Army Commendation Medal, and the Glob- 
al War on Terrorism Service Medal. 

In the true spirit of the citizen-warriors who 
make up our National Guard, General 
Mayorga, born in Brownsville, is a life long 
resident of Texas, where he and his wife, 
Maria, have raised their son, Jose, a recent 
proud graduate of Baylor University. General 
Mayorga, a registered Professional Engineer, 
also served the State for 27 years in the Oil 
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and Gas Division of the Railroad Commission 
as a Petroleum Engineer and Director, respon- 
sible for plugging over 20,000 non-producing 
oil and gas wells. 

Mr. Speaker, | am honored to have had the 
time to recognize the dedication, commitment, 
and leadership of the Adjutant General for the 
State of Texas, Major General Jose S. 
Mayorga. 


аараан 


IN HONOR OF FAUSTINO “MANG 
PEPING” BACLIG 


HON. XAVIER BECERRA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to an American hero, Faustino 
“Mang Peping” Baclig, who passed away Sun- 
day, February 27, 2011. Family and friends 
will be gathering for a memorial service on 
March 4 in Los Angeles to honor his long and 
full life, which was marked by heroism, dedi- 
cated community service, апа incredible 
friendships. We are comforted knowing that 
today he rests in peace. 

Faustino Baclig was born in the Philippines 
on February 14, 1922 to Irene Imperio Baclig 
and Fermin Gonzales Baclig. Known as 
Cabugao’s town scholar, he completed his pri- 
mary schooling in four years, skipped two 
grades and went on to study law at Lyceum of 
the Philippines University. He also received 
his Bachelor of Science in Political Science at 
the University of the Philippines and a Bach- 
elor of Science in Elementary Education from 
the Philippine College of Arts and Trade. After 
finishing his education by age 17, he began 
his military career at Camp John Hay in Ba- 
guio City, Philippines. 

In 1941, by military order of President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, all members of the 
Commonwealth Army of the Philippines were 
inducted into the United States military. 
Faustino Baclig was among those who served 
and fought heroically under the American flag 
in World War II. He survived the Death March 
of Bataan in 1942, the 61 mile forced trek 
where 75,000 American and Filipino prisoners 
of war suffered inhumanities and only 54,000 
reached their destination alive. 

After World War II and the liberation of the 
Philippines, Faustino Baclig met the love of his 
life, Francisca, and they married in 1952. They 
were blessed with two children, Frecie Maria 
and Filomin “Оті” Antonio. In the Philippines, 
Faustino Baclig enjoyed a successful career 
as a college professor, vice president of Provi- 
dent Memorial Life Plans and as a principal in 
the family business. 

In 1986, at the age of 64, Faustino, known 
to all as Mang Peping for the respect and 
honor he had earned, immigrated to the 
United States with his family. Soon after, he 
took the United States Oath of Allegiance and 
became a U.S. citizen. He spent his later 
years advocating for the issues that he most 
cherished and volunteered in the community. 
Mang Peping served as a commissioner on 
the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors’ 
Adult Day Health Care Planning Council, co- 
founded the Golden Agers of Los Angeles, 
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and served as a board member for People’s 
Core, a local community organizing agency. 
He also was a member of the Filipino Amer- 
ican Service Group (FASGI) and Fil-Am Vote. 

In 1993, Mang Peping began a historic jour- 
ney for Filipino veteran justice in 1993, when 
he convened the first Southern California Vet- 
erans Conference. This important meeting 
brought together hundreds of Filipino veterans 
to advocate for recognition, justice and equity 
for those who fought bravely alongside Amer- 
ican soldiers in World War II. For while Mang 
Peping and Filipino soldiers had sworn alle- 
giance to the United States flag and helped 
America defeat the Axis powers in 1945, the 
U.S. Congress committed an enormous injus- 
tice one year later when it passed the Rescis- 
sion Act of 1946. This act intentionally stripped 
Filipino veterans of the benefit they had 
earned as soldiers fighting under General 
Douglas MacArthur. 

This is how | was first introduced to Mang 
Peping. He personally took on the struggle for 
justice for all Filipino veterans and became an 
inspiration for my work in the House of Rep- 
resentatives for Filipino veteran equity. Our 
country owes an invaluable debt of gratitude 
to veterans like Mang Peping who risked their 
lives on battlefields throughout this world to 
protect the basic freedoms that Americans 
enjoy today. At its very core, the exclusion 
and discrimination against Filipino veterans by 
the Rescission Act of 1946 was a supreme in- 
justice. 

In 2009, after more than 60 years of waiting, 
the Filipino Veteran Equity Compensation 
Fund became law. Filipino veterans finally re- 
ceived compensation for their courageous 
service during World War Il. Because of the 
heroic work of individuals like Mang Peping, 
Filipino veterans not only received just com- 
pensation but the overdue recognition for their 
contributions to America’s stand for freedom 
and democracy. 
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| have never been more certain about any- 
thing as this: Mang Peping’s leadership and 
his fighting spirit will never be forgotten. Our 
deepest sympathies are extended to his loving 
wife Francisca; children, Frecie and Filomin 
“Оті” and their families, on the passing of 
their champion for dignity and humanity. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with deep affection and 
heartfelt sorrow, yet with great pride and 
abundant admiration that | ask my colleagues 
to join me today in saluting Faustino “Mang 
Peping” Baclig, an American hero and a man 
| was honored to call my friend. May he rest 
in peace. 


ee 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
today our national debt is 
$14,178,525, 108,267.60. 

On January 6th, 2009, the start of the 111th 
Congress, the national debt was 
$10,638,425,746,293.80. 

This means the national debt has increased 
by $3,540,099,361,973.80 since then. 

This debt and its interest payments we are 
passing to our children and all future Ameri- 
cans. 
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HONORING CONSTANCE H. LAU AS 
A RECIPIENT OF THE 2011 WOM- 
EN’S COUNCIL ON ENERGY AND 
THE ENVIRONMENT WOMAN OF 
THE YEAR AWARD 


HON. MAZIE K. HIRONO 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 3, 2011 


Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Constance Lau for being recog- 
nized as the 2011 Woman of the Year by the 
Women’s Council on Energy and the Environ- 
ment. 

As President and CEO of Hawaiian Electric 
Industries, Hawaiis largest public company, 
and Chairman of the Board of Hawaii Electric 
Company (which serves 95 percent of the 
state), Connie Lau has played a critical role in 
helping Hawaii—the most oil-dependent state 
in the country—reduce its reliance on imported 
oil by investing in a clean energy future. 

Under her direction, Hawaiian Electric 
signed a landmark agreement with the State 
of Hawaii so that the State could achieve 70 
percent of its energy needs with clean energy 
by the year 2030. Since then, the company 
has expanded net energy metering, instituted 
a feed-in tariff for renewable projects, started 
a pilot electric vehicle program, and instituted 
declining block rates to encourage conserva- 
tion. 

In addition to being the first company to use 
sustainable biodiesel in a utility-scale combus- 
tion turbine, Hawaiian Electric has imple- 
mented new purchase power contracts for 
geothermal, photovoltaic, wind, and biomass 
projects. 

For these and other initiatives, Connie richly 
deserves this distinguished national award. All 
of Hawaii is proud of her. Her pioneering spirit 
serves as an inspiration to us all. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, March 4, 2011 


The House met at 2 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. ROONEY). 


a 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 4, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable Том Roo- 
NEY to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EE 
PRAYER 


The Reverend Dr. Barry Black, Chap- 
lain of the United States Senate, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, Who has made and 
preserved us as a nation, guide our law- 
makers through the complexities of 
life and governance. 

Lord, equip this body with a spirit of 
cooperation that brings glory to Your 
name. 

Lead them to a fresh dedication to 
serve and to choose the harder right. 

In the living of their days, may faith 
replace fear, truth conquer falsehood, 
justice triumph over greed, love prevail 
over hate, and peace abide with all hu- 
manity. 

We pray in Your holy name. Amen. 


m 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


Ee 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 4 of rule I, the following 
enrolled bill was signed by the Speaker 
on Thursday, March 8, 2011: 


H.R. 662, to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, 
motor carrier safety, transit, and other 
programs funded out of the Highway 
Trust Fund pending enactment of a 
multiyear law reauthorizing such pro- 
grams. 


EE 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly an enrolled 
bill of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 662. An act to provide an extension of 
Federal-aid highway, highway safety, motor 
carrier safety, transit, and other programs 
funded out of the Highway Trust Fund pend- 
ing enactment of a multiyear law reauthor- 
izing such programs. 


a 


ADJOURNMENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the House stands adjourned 
until 2 p.m. on Tuesday next for morn- 
ing-hour debate. 

There was no objection. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 3 min- 
utes p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Tuesday, March 
8, 2011, at 2 p.m. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


748. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary, Department of Defense, 
transmitting notification that two compo- 
nents of the Instrument Set, Reconnaissance 
and Surveying (ENFIRE) are commercial 
items; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

749. A letter from the Director, Inter- 
national Cooperation, Department of De- 
fense, transmitting Pursuant to Section 27(f) 
of the Arms Export Control Act and Section 
1(f) of Executive Order 11958, Transmittal No. 
3-11 informing of an intent to sign a Memo- 
randum of Understanding with the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire- 
land; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

750. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel, Department of Agriculture, trans- 
mitting a report pursuant to the Federal Va- 
cancies Reform Act of 1998; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

751. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel, Department of Agriculture, trans- 
mitting a report pursuant to the Federal Va- 
cancies Reform Act of 1998; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

752. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel, Department of Agriculture, trans- 
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mitting a report pursuant to the Federal Va- 
cancies Reform Act of 1998; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

753. A letter from the Associate Gerneral 
Counsel, Department of Agriculture, trans- 
mitting a report pursuant to the Federal Va- 
cancies Reform Act of 1998; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

754. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel, Department of Agriculture, trans- 
mitting a report pursuant to the Federal Va- 
cancies Reform Act of 1998; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

755. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel, Department of Agriculture, trans- 
mitting a report pursuant to the Federal Va- 
cancies Reform Act of 1998; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

756. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Safe, 
Efficient Use and Preservation of the Navi- 
gable Airspace; Correction [Docket No.: 
FAA-2006-25002; Amendment No. 177-13-A] 
(RIN: 2120-AH31) received February 18, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

757. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Amendment of Class E Airspace; Horseshoe 
Bay, TX [Docket No.: FAA-2010-0848; Air- 
space Docket No. 10-ASW-12] received Feb- 
ruary 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

758. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab- 
lishment of Class E Airspace; Panguitch, UT 
[Docket No.: FAA-2010-0529; Airspace Docket 
No. 10-ANM-3] received February 18, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

759. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Amendment of Class E Airspace; Savannah, 
TN [Docket No.: FAA-2010-1047; Airspace 
Docket No. 10-ASO-37] received February 18, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

760. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air- 
worthiness Directives; Kaman Aerospace 
Corporation (Kaman) Model K-1200 Heli- 
copters [Docket No.: FAA-2010-1253; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2010-SW-084-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-16550; AD 2010-26-11] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received February 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

761. A letter from the Chairman, Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, transmit- 
ting the Board’s Twenty-First Annual Re- 
port to Congress on health and safety activi- 
ties; jointly to the Committees on Armed 
Services and Energy and Commerce. 
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina intro- 
duced a bill (H.R. 937) to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re- 
duce the corporate rate of tax and to 
change to a more territorial method 
of taxing corporations; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 


—— 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina: 

H.R. 987. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
United States Constitution. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

[Omitted from the Record of March 3, 2011] 


H.R. 3: Mr. ISSA and Mr. YODER. 
H.R. 5: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California, 
Mr. REED, and Mr. DOLD. 
. 58: Mr. WEST and Mr. POSEY. 
. 59: Mr. YODER and Mr. WEST. 
. 96: Mr. KING of Iowa. 
. 97: Мг. HURT. 
. 100: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
. 104: Mr. CRAVAACK and Ms. KAPTUR. 
. 158: Mr. LUETKEMEYER and Mr. HURT. 
H.R. 156: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
H.R. 178: Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. JACKSON of 
Illinois, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. LIPINSKI. 


H.R. 181: Mr. LUETKEMEYER. 

H.R. 198: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and 
Mr. BARTLETT. 

H.R. 237: Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 303: Mr. BOREN and Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 324: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.R. 329: Mr. CUELLAR. 

H.R. 332: Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 346: Mr. WITTMAN. 

H.R. 389: Mr. Por of Texas and Mrs. 
BIGGERT. 

H.R. 402: Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 410: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 


H.R. 412: Mr. CRITZ. 

H.R. 420: Mr. POSEY, Mr. WEST, Mr. WITT- 
MAN, and Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 

H.R. 422: Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 426: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr. 
CHAFFETZ. 

H.R. 431: Mr. GOODLATTE. 

H.R. 486: Mr. SCOTT of South Carolina. 

H.R. 440: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. JACK- 
SON of Illinois, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. SIRES, Mr. 
Towns, Mr. McCoTTER, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
OLVER, and Mr. FILNER. 

H.R. 451: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 

H.R. 452: Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. 
GRIFFITH of Virginia, Mr. AKIN, and Mr. MuR- 
PHY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 458: Mrs. MALONEY and Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 471: Mr. MCHENRY. 

H.R. 488: Mr. PAUL. 
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H.R. 497: Mr. SCHOCK. 

H.R. 498: Mr. HANNA and Mr. TIBERI. 

H.R. 499: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. 

H.R. 505: Ms. WILSON of Florida and Ms. 
ZOE LOFGREN of California. 

H.R. 518: Mr. HECK. 

H.R. 520: Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 521: Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 585: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas and Ms. SUTTON. 

H.R. 542: Mr. KUCINICH. 

H.R. 546: Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. STARK, Ms. 
HIRONO, Mr. Towns, Mr. WEST, Mr. BART- 
LETT, Mr. GRIJALVA, and Mr. HURT. 

H.R. 548: Mr. PITTS. 

H.R. 572: Mr. COURTNEY. 

H.R. 573: Ms. CASTOR of Florida. 

H.R. 576: Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 601: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. TIERNEY, and 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 605: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. 

H.R. 606: Mr. GOSAR. 

H.R. 607: Mr. BOSWELL. 

H.R. 610: Mr. MCKINLEY, Mrs. ELLMERS, and 
Mr. HUNTER. 

H.R. 614: Ms. 

H.R. 617: Mr. 

H.R. 651: Mr. HINCHEY and Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 656: Mr. PAYNE, Ms. FUDGE, Ms. LEE of 
California, and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


SUTTON. 
DOYLE. 


of Texas. 

H.R. 667: Mr. Towns and Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD. 

H.R. 674: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa and Mr. 
PAULSEN. 


H.R. 676: Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H.R. 679: Ms. PINGREE of Maine. 

H.R. 681: Mr. NEUGEBAUER. 

H.R. 692: Mr. ROE of Tennessee and 
GARY G. MILLER of California. 

H.R. 694: Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 704: Mr. FLORES and Mr. SULLIVAN. 

H.R. 718: Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. MOORE, 
Томко, Mr. MICHAUD, Ms. BALDWIN, 
COHEN, Mr. DOGGETT, and Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 719: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.R. 740: Mr. HELLER, Ms. SUTTON, and Mr. 
FORTENBERRY. 

H.R. 745: Mr. PAUL, Mr. WESTMORELAND, 
Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. 
RIBBLE, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. DUNCAN 
of Tennessee, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mrs. BLACKBURN, 
and Mr. COLE. 

H.R. 750: Mr. FARENTHOLD. 

H.R. 763: Mr. PETERSON, Mr. ROSS of Ar- 
kansas, and Mr. WESTMORELAND. 

H.R. 772: Mr. SERRANO. 

H.R. 780: Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. NADLER, and 
Ms. HIRONO. 

H.R. 793: Mr. MCKEON. 

H.R. 799: Mr. STIVERS. 

H.R. 801: Mr. GUTHRIE. 

H.R. 812: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 

H.R. 817: Mrs. LUMMIS and Mr. TIPTON. 

H.R. 819: Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
CARNAHAN, Mr. HIMES, and Mr. BARROW. 

H.R. 820: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. COURTNEY, 
and Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 

H.R. 822: Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. 
CHAFFETZ, Mr. HALL, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. WEST, 
Mr. HERGER, Mr. Mica, Mr. JOHNSON of Illi- 
nois, Mr. POSEY, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. RAHALL, 
Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. PETERSON, Mr. 
KISSELL, and Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. 

H.R. 826: Мг. McCauL, Mr. FORTENBERRY, 
and Mr. CONAWAY. 

H.R. 835: Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. 
COURTNEY, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. 
ELLISON, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. Еѕноо, Mr. GRIMM, 
Mr. Himes, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. 
HONDA, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. 


Mr. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
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LEWIS of Georgia, Мг. LOBIONDO, Ms. McCoL- 
LUM, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of 
California, Ms. MOORE, Mr. MORAN, Mr. NAD- 
LER, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
STARK, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. 
DEUTCH, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H.R. 840: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 

H.R. 862: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois and Mr. 
TONKO. 

H.R. 871: Mr. GIBBS. 

H.R. 880: Mr. COURTNEY. 

H.R. 885: Mr. COURTNEY and Ms. HIRONO. 

H.J. Res. 2: Mr. KELLY. 

H.J. Res. 18: Mrs. NOEM and Mr. CANSECO. 

H.J. Res. 42: Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. 
MCKEON, Mr. WALDEN, Mr. WESTMORELAND, 
and Mrs. HARTZLER. 

H. Con. Res. 3: Mr. LOBIONDO. 

H. Con. Res. 12: Mr. RUNYAN, Mr. ELLISON, 
Mr. PALLONE, Mr. BISHOP of New York, Mr. 
HECK, Ms. KAPTUR, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New 
York, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. HIMES, Mr. LANCE, 
Ms. DELAURO, Ms. HAYWORTH, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Illinois, and Mr. LOBIONDO. 

H. Con. Res. 18: Mr. AKIN, Mr. BARTLETT, 
Mrs. BLACK, Mr. YOUNG of Indiana, and Mr. 
HARPER. 

H. Con. Res. 21: Mr. MICHAUD, Ms. BERKLEY, 
Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. BARROW, Mr. WHITFIELD, 
Mrs. HARTZLER, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. ROGERS of 
Alabama, Mr. HARPER, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 
DENT, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. DONNELLY of Indi- 
ana, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. 
GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. PITTS, Mr. CUELLAR, 
Mr. TURNER, Mr. HULTGREN, Mr. STIVERS, 
Mr. Gowby, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. 
FLORES, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California, 
Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr. WALZ of Min- 
nesota, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 
SCHILLING, and Mr. HELLER. 

H. Res. 11: Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H. Res. 16: Mr. MARINO. 

H. Res. 25: Mr. STIVERS, Mr. BARLETTA, Mr. 
TURNER, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. CARNA- 
HAN, Mr. SIRES, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, Ms. WATERS, Mr. MCINTYRE, 
and Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. 

H. Res. 41: Ms. WILSON of Florida and Ms. 
MOORE. 

H. Res. 60: Mr. HEINRICH. 

H. Res. 76: Mr. GIBBS, Mr. TIPTON, and Mr. 
DUNCAN of South Carolina. 

H. Res. 83: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. LATOURETTE, 
and Mr. LOEBSACK. 

H. Res. 85: Mr. ACKERMAN, 
FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H. Res. 89: Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, Mr. 
STARK, and Mr. DOLD. 

H. Res. 106: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas and 
Mr. SHULER. 

H. Res. 111: Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. ROE of 
Tennessee, Mr. HOLT, and Mr. ROTHMAN of 
New Jersey. 

H. Res. 117: Mr. BERMAN. 

H. Res. 183: Ms. NORTON and Mr. WALZ of 
Minnesota. 


[Submitted March 4, 2011] 


H.R. 440: Mr. CASSIDY and Mr. ROSKAM. 

H.R. 459: Mr. MARINO and Mr. TERRY. 

H.R. 642: Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado and Mr. 
RIGELL. 

H.R. 681: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 

H.R. 733: Mr. CUMMINGS and Mrs. NAPOLI- 
TANO. 

H.R. 816: Mr. FITZPATRICK. 

H.R. 909: Mr. LEWIS of California and Mr. 
LATHAM. 

H. Con. Res. 23: Mr. COURTNEY and Mrs. 
MILLER of Michigan. 


Mr. 
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SENATE—Friday, March 4, 2011 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable MARK 
R. WARNER, a Senator from the Com- 
monwealth of Virginia. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

God, You created us in Your image 
and gave us a conscience to enable us 
to realize our accountability to You. 
Help the Members of this body to be re- 
sponsible stewards of their influence 
and opportunities. May they not miss 
opportunities to join You in Your lib- 
eration thrust in our world, perse- 
vering in the right as You give them 
the light to see it. Empower them to be 
true to You and true to themselves, 
even though they must travel on the 
road of pain and sacrifice. Strengthen 
them to work today with the con- 
fidence that You are with them. 

We pray in Your merciful Name. 
Amen. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable MARK R. WARNER led 
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The legislative clerk read the fol- 
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, March 4, 2011. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable MARK R. WARNER, a 
Senator from the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. WARNER thereupon assumed the 

chair as Acting President pro tempore. 


ES 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 


pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 
— сс 
SCHEDULE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
any leader remarks, the Senate will 


proceed to a period of morning busi- 
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

As a reminder, cloture was filed on S. 
23, the America Invents Act. The filing 
deadline for first-degree amendments is 
1 p.m. today, Friday, March 4. 

There will be no rollcall votes today. 
We should expect at least three rollcall 
votes at 5:30 p.m., on Monday, March 7. 
The first two votes will be on the con- 
firmation of judges and the third vote 
will be on the motion to invoke cloture 
on б. 23, the patent bill. 

Would the Chair announce morning 
business. 


EE 
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


EE 
MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republican leader is recog- 
nized. 


EE 
CHANGING THE STATUS QUO 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, ear- 
lier this week, Republicans showed we 
can change the status quo in Wash- 
ington. 

The American people have made 
their position quite clear: Reverse the 
reckless spending and out-of-control 
expansion of government that Demo- 
crats have presided over during the 
past 2 years; stop growing government 
so Americans can grow the economy 
and the jobs that come along with 
that. Republicans made a small first 
step in that direction. 

Democrats have taken a different ap- 
proach to these concerns. They have 


sat on the sidelines hoping the public’s 
concerns would pass or hoping that if 
they made enough of a stink over small 
cuts, they would seem bigger than they 
are. In other words, the Democrats’ 
whole approach is to see what they can 
get away with rather than to actually 
do something about the debt and jobs 
crises Americans want us to address. 

The White House proposal yesterday 
is equally unserious. 

House Republicans have proposed a 
plan that would reduce spending by $61 
billion in this year’s budget. Earlier 
this week, we voted on a 2-week piece 
of that bill that reduces spending by $4 
billion. 

The White House proposal, as out- 
lined by the President’s economic ad- 
viser yesterday, is to cut another $6 
billion and call it a day. Even more 
outrageous, they say the proposal 
meets us halfway. I won’t get into 
their tortured justification. Suffice it 
to say that Politico says it requires 
Americans to ‘‘suspend disbelief.’’ The 
Washington Post was equally unmoved 
by the White House logic. They said 
Democrats are disingenuous in sug- 
gesting they have worked hard to re- 
duce spending, and they agree that 
calling the latest proposal an effort to 
meet us halfway is nonsense. That is 
the Washington Post. They agree that 
calling this latest proposal an effort to 
meet us halfway nonsense. 

So amid all the fanfare yesterday, 
what the White House is proposing is 
little more than one more proposal to 
maintain the status quo—to give the 
appearance of action where there is 
none. The latest proposal is unaccept- 
able and it is indefensible. 

The American people are tired of 
hearing the same old talking points 
from our Democratic friends. They 
want action. In fact, they demand ac- 
tion. They want us to cut spending to 
help create a better environment for 
job creation. It is time for Washington 
Democrats to get serious. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
BUDGET PRIORITIES 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the 
American economy is struggling. We 
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are coming out of recession—unfortu- 
nately, too slowly for most of us—but 
we are emerging. 

I can recall the ominous days when 
we first learned of the terrible eco- 
nomic crisis facing our country. Some 
of us who serve in the Senate Chamber 
were called into a meeting with the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve, Mr. 
Bernanke, and then Secretary of the 
Treasury Mr. Paulson, and they told us 
the grim news that if we didn’t act and 
act quickly, we could see the American 
economy sinking lower, and perhaps 
even experience a global depression. It 
was a frightening time. It was a time 
before this current President came to 
office, and we had to act together on a 
bipartisan basis. 

Decisions were made by many of us, 
trusting those in the Bush administra- 
tion who told us if we didn’t act and 
act quickly, jobs would be lost and 
businesses would fail and people would 
lose their savings, and it would be cat- 
astrophic. So we went forward with a 
plan that initially I thought to be 
flawed but the only show in town, try- 
ing to help financial institutions sur- 
vive the terrible economy and to turn 
this situation around. We can say now 
that most of the money—virtually all 
of the money—that was invested in 
these financial institutions has been 
repaid with interest to the Federal 
Government, which is the right thing. 
And we continue to pursue those such 
as AIG where the government has a 
substantial ownership in an effort to 
make certain that taxpayers recoup 
the investment that saved a major in- 
surance company. That is a good thing. 

Meanwhile, our economy moves for- 
ward at a slow pace, but at least it con- 
tinues to move forward. New unem- 
ployment numbers for Illinois were re- 
leased yesterday and new Federal num- 
bers were released this morning. Those 
reports show that in Illinois, in the 
month of January, the unemployment 
rate was 9 percent, down from 9.3 per- 
cent. Also, 599,400 Illinoisans are look- 
ing for work, down from 620,600 last 
month. Nationally, in the month of 
February, the unemployment rate was 
8.9 percent, down from 9.0 last month, 
and significantly down from where it 
was a few months ago. Also, 13.7 mil- 
lion Americans are looking for work, 
down from 13.9 million last month. The 
report also shows that the economy 
added 192,000 new jobs. 

Unfortunately, the response of Con- 
gress has not taken into consideration 
how fragile this economy is and how 
important the recovery is. We hear 
from the other side—from Senator 
MCCONNELL this morning and others— 
that the biggest problem facing Amer- 
ica today is our deficit. I would say to 
the Presiding Officer, who joins me ina 
bipartisan effort to try to deal with 
this deficit, we concede that point. The 
deficit is a major issue. But we want to 
take care that the way we solve the 
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deficit issue is sensitive to the state of 
the economy and our need to work to- 
gether to end this recession. 

So that is why H.R. 1, the House Re- 
publican budget, is a bill which I can’t 
support. It is not a good budget bill be- 
cause it takes money out of key invest- 
ments in our economy at a time when 
we need them the most. When we need 
to have better trained workers with 
skills for new jobs, the House budget 
on the Republican side devastates 
worker training programs. 

Why would you do that in the midst 
of a recession with so many people out 
of work, at a time when we need more 
students graduating from college with 
diplomas and new skills and opportuni- 
ties? The House Republican budget 
cuts the Pell grants—the amount of 
money given to those students from 
low-income families—by over $800 a 
year. Many young people will have to 
give up on education and delay it be- 
cause of that. How does that help us in 
our recovery? It doesn’t. 

Equally troubling is the House Re- 
publican budget, which makes dev- 
astating cuts in areas of research and 
innovation. I am not saying the best 
jobs in America are going to be govern- 
ment jobs; they are not and they 
should not be. They are going to be pri- 
vate sector jobs. But time and again 
our private sector turns to our Na- 
tional Laboratories for the research on 
the products they need to compete in 
the world. 

The rollout of the Chevy Volt was an- 
nounced all across the Nation. General 
Motors was so proud. Here is an all- 
electric vehicle they are going to sell 
to America. I am glad they are doing 
it. It is not only environmentally re- 
sponsible, but it reduces our depend- 
ence upon foreign energy. 

How did General Motors—this great 
corporation—develop the Chevy Volt? 
The first stop was the Argonne Na- 
tional Laboratory outside of Chicago, 
where they worked with government 
scientists to build the battery to put in 
the Chevy Volt. That is important. 

What is going to happen to the Ar- 
gonne National Laboratory because of 
the House Republican budget? They 
will be forced to lay off one-third of 
their scientists, engineers, and support 
staff for the remainder of the year, and 
they will cancel up to 50 percent of 
their research activities, not just in 
new battery technology but in devel- 
oping the next generation of com- 
puters. Where is the fastest computer 
in the world today? It is not in the 
U.S.A.; it is in China. We are trying to 
step ahead and make sure the next 
fastest computer that can be used to 
drive technology, invention, innova- 
tion, new companies, and new jobs is 
right here in America. Yet the House 
Republicans come up with devastating 
cuts on the national research labs such 
as Argonne. How can we justify it? 

At the same time, they are cutting 
money to the National Institutes of 
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Health. If there is one thing we all 
have in common, all of us—Repub- 
licans, Democrats, and Independents— 
it is our own vulnerability to illness 
and disease. That is a fact. When it 
happens, you want to make sure you or 
your loved ones are in the hands of the 
best doctor, the best hospital, with the 
best medicine and the best technology. 
We get that by investing in medical re- 
search. 

What does the House Republican 
budget do? It cuts medical research. 
How could we possibly cut back on re- 
search for cancer, Alzheimer’s, AIDS, 
and diabetes? How can we do that when 
so many Americans are afflicted and so 
many costs are associated with those 
diseases? It is so shortsighted, and it is 
an indication that when they came to 
write the budget, the House Republican 
leadership didn’t focus thoughtfully on 
what we need to cut to reduce the def- 
icit and what we need to invest in to 
build the economy. They put them all 
together and said it makes no dif- 
ference. If you have government spend- 
ing, it is not going to matter what it is. 

Well, there are infrastructure 
projects—new roads, bridges, airports, 
and ports—that are essential for the 
growth of our economy. 

The House Republicans stop many of 
those very important investments—in- 
cluding in Illinois, investments where 
we won in a national competition to 
modernize our rail system around Chi- 
cago, to make certain we have railroad 
service in parts of our State that cur- 
rently don’t, and to modernize and 
make safer the airports, highways, and 
that which is critically essential to our 
future. 

I say to the Republican side, yes, the 
deficit is an issue. But first, under- 
stand we will never balance the budget 
with 15 million Americans out of work. 
We need to move this economy forward 
and tackle this budget in a responsible 
way, not just to cut one small part of 
it unmercifully but to put the entire 
budget on the table. That is what the 
deficit commission on which I served 
did. We need to do that in our Nation 
in a bipartisan fashion. 

I am happy to continue to join my 
colleagues who will sit down and dis- 
cuss this, including the Presiding Offi- 
cer, Senator WARNER of Virginia. There 
are six of us—three Republicans and 
three Democrats. It is the most un- 
likely gathering of politicians that you 
can imagine in one room to try to 
come up with a solution. We are people 
of good will, and we know our historic 
responsibility. We are working through 
some of the hardest issues and ques- 
tions any Member of Congress can face 
when it comes to this issue. 

If we are successful—and I underline 
‘“if’—I hope we can move this country 
forward in a responsible way, putting 
the recession behind us and starting to 
get our house in order. We can no 
longer sustain a budget where we owe 
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40 cents for every dollar we spend. 
Whether you are on the left side of the 
spectrum, where I live politically, and 
value such things as help for education, 
help for the most vulnerable in Amer- 
ica, or whether you are on the other 
side of the spectrum, which probably 
values national security issues and 
more investment in the military, both 
of us are in this together. We have to 
both understand there will not be 
enough money left for anything if we 
don’t focus on doing this dramatic, his- 
toric job of coming up with a way to 
reduce our debt and our deficit. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 


EE 
SPENDING CUTS 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, thank you. 
I have a longer statement that I will 
give after we finish this colloquy. 

At 4 o’clock yesterday afternoon, we 
met in the Vice President’s office. It 
was a very fine meeting. Vice President 
BIDEN was there. My friend, the Repub- 
lican leader, me, the Speaker, and the 
minority leader of the House were 
there—McCONNELL, REID, BOEHNER, and 
PELOSI. We spent about an hour there. 

The arrangement was that we would 
have a vote on H.R. 1 sometime next 
week and also a vote on the bill that 
we have just laid down, which is our al- 
ternative as to what we think should 
be done with the economy. I know our 
bill—because it is the way we have to 
do things here—is a long bill, and I am 
sure the minority wants to spend some 
time looking at that. But one way or 
the other we will either do it with an 
agreement or through my filing dif- 
ferent procedural motions. We will get 
to a point next week where we will 
vote on H.R. 1, which we Democrats 
want to do. We will vote on the bill. 
Anyway, it has been here for a while. 
Whatever the number it is, it is a 
Democratic alternative, which Senator 
INOUYE laid down. 

We believe, and I am confident that 
the Speaker feels the same way, that 
we should vote on H.R. 1, which we 
have had calls for voting on for more 
than a week now. I have had state- 
ments from the press: Why doesn’t 
REID set up a vote on H.R. 1? We will 
either do that with a unanimous con- 
sent agreement with my friend, the Re- 
publican leader, or we will do it 
through a procedural motion that I 
will file later today. 

The amendment to that bill is No. 
149, and that is Senator INOUYE’s. It 
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cuts some $51 billion from what the 
President’s budget was. 

To move the process forward, I think 
this is a place to start. We have some 
confidence that we will get votes on 
our bill, and we will move this matter 
forward. Regardless, if H.R. 1 does not 
pass—and it will not pass—and if ours 
does not pass, we at least know where 
we stand to move this ball down the 
road a little further. 

The Speaker said that would allow 
the negotiations to start. I am para- 
phrasing, but that is about what he 
said. That is what all of us in the room 
decided to do yesterday. 

Today I seek to set those two votes 
for Tuesday afternoon: one vote on 
passing H.R. 1, as it came over from 
the House, and after that we would 
have a vote on passing the alternative, 
which Chairman INOUYE has drafted 
and is amendment No. 149. Once we get 
that, it would seem a fair proposition 
to move forward. 

As I said, I know my friend, the Re- 
publican leader, has a scheduling prob- 
lem. I understand that. I would have 
liked to have come in earlier today, 
and so would he, but we were not able 
to do that. I will give a more full ex- 
planatory statement in a few minutes. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUESTS—H.R. 1 

But right now, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that upon disposition of S. 23, 
which is the patent bill, the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Cal- 
endar No. 14, H.R. 1, the Defense appro- 
priations long-term continuing resolu- 
tion for fiscal year 2011; that Senator 
REID be recognized to offer a substitute 
amendment, the text of which is at the 
desk; that there be 4 hours of debate 
equally divided between the two lead- 
ers or their designees prior to a vote in 
relation to the substitute amendment; 
that upon disposition of the substitute 
amendment, the Senate proceed to vote 
on H.R. 1, аз amended, if amended, 
with no intervening action or debate; 
that no motions or amendments be in 
order to the substitute amendment or 
to the bill prior to the votes; that the 
substitute amendment and the bill be 
subject to a 60-vote threshold; and that 
if H.R. 1, as amended, if amended, does 
not achieve 60 affirmative votes, it be 
returned to the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCONNELL. Reserving the 
right to object, and for the short term 
Iam going to object today, we received 
this 350-page amendment at 11:45. We 
need a chance over the weekend to 
take a look at what our friends have 
offered. It could well be by Monday we 
will conclude this proposal the major- 
ity leader has laid out as the best way 
to go forward. We will continue to talk 
about that over the weekend. But for 
today I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that upon disposition of 
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б. 28, the patent bill, the Senate pro- 
ceed to H.R. 1, the Defense appropria- 
tions long-term continuing resolution 
for fiscal year 2011. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCONNELL. For the same rea- 
son, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 


EE 


FULL-YEAR CONTINUING APPRO- 
PRIATIONS ACT, 2011—MOTION TO 
PROCEED 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
proceed to Calendar No. 14, H.R. 1. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to H.R. 1, an act making 
appropriations for the Department of De- 
fense and the other departments and agen- 
cies of the government for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2011, and for other pur- 
poses. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. REID. I have a cloture motion 
that is at the desk. I ask the clerk re- 
port the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo- 
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the motion to 
proceed to Calendar No. 14, H.R. 1, an act 
making appropriations for the Department 
of Defense and other departments and agen- 
cies of the government for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2011. 

Harry Reid, Daniel K. Inouye, Bill Nel- 
son, Sheldon Whitehouse, Kent Conrad, 
Mark Begich, Tom Udall, Kay R. 
Hagan, Robert Menendez, Robert P. 
Casey, Jr., Jeanne Shaheen, Amy Klo- 
buchar, Benjamin L. Cardin, Barbara 
Boxer, Al Franken, Dianne Feinstein, 
Jeff Bingaman. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the mandatory 
quorum under rule XXII be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. I now withdraw my mo- 
tion to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has that right. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, when an 
American family sits at their table in 
the kitchen and sorts through their fi- 
nances, as they often do, partisan poli- 
tics do not figure into that equation. 
When the families we represent cal- 
culate their own budgets, when they 
add up the cost of gas and groceries, 
tuition in some instances, and other 
necessities, they care more about the 
bottom lines than news headlines. 
When a family desperately counts the 
dwindling number of weeks before its 
unemployment insurance runs out, 
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that family does not have the time to 
keep track of which side scored the 
most political points during any given 
week. That is because when you have 
to make the tough decisions that go 
into any budget, those decisions have 
to be practical, not political. They 
have to be realistic, not ideological. 

We often tell ourselves and our col- 
leagues that we should be as respon- 
sible as the American people. As their 
representatives, we absolutely must be 
sympathetic to the challenges outside 
this Chamber, and we need to come 
quickly to a resolution that benefits 
them before worrying about whether it 
benefits us. As careful as we must be 
not to waste the American people’s 
money, we must be just as mindful not 
to waste their time. 

Regrettably, though, the budget de- 
bate has turned into a political exer- 
cise, and I am sorry to say not much 
more. That is counterproductive. We 
need to be as serious as the challenge 
before us. I am much more concerned 
with actually keeping our country run- 
ning and investing smartly in our fu- 
ture than I am in this political game 
we see. 

When they wake up in the morning, 
the American people want to send their 
children to a good school and then go 
to a good job. And now they are saying 
“a job.” They want their families to 
come home to a safe neighborhood at 
night, and they want to go to sleep 
knowing our country is safe from those 
who want to do us harm. They do not 
care about who gets credit. They do 
not care about who thought of how best 
to do it. They just want us to do it. 

The time for politics should be over. 
We have set up a procedure—it was 
agreed to in the Vice President’s of- 
fice—to get this H.R. 1 out of the way. 
Everyone knows it is not going to pass. 
It is a very difficult, bad piece of legis- 
lation. Get rid of that. We will do what 
we think is responsible and cut spend- 
ing by $51 billion and not have all the 
mean-spirited riders that are attached 
to H.R. 1 that on their own could not 
pass over here. It was a mad rush to see 
who could do the most sensational 
amendment. Bring it over here in the 
light of day, refer it to a committee, 
have a hearing on it. Once that is done, 
none would come to the floor, with rare 
exception. But they were not willing to 
do that. 

The time for pragmatism is overdue 
also. This is what the Senate is going 
to do. We are going to vote early next 
week on the Democrats’ plan, and we 
are going to vote on the Republicans’ 
plan. It seems fair. Let the American 
people decide which is the better of the 
two. Everyone will have the chance to 
be on record supporting whichever 
plan. 

Let me talk briefly about the merits 
of each of these plans and what they 
will do. 

First of all, H.R. 1, which will go 
down as probably one of the worst 
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pieces of legislation ever drafted in the 
history of this Congress. First, this 
reckless Republican plan the tea party 
has pushed through the House—that ir- 
responsible proposal—slashes invest- 
ments, cuts jobs, and sacrifices secu- 
rity and education. Yes, it cuts a lot of 
money today, but America would lose 
so much tomorrow because these cuts 
are made arbitrarily without regard for 
the consequences. That is why leading 
independent economists agree it would 
hurt our economy, slow growth, and 
cost jobs. We cannot afford that. The 
day before yesterday on National Pub- 
lic Radio, they had more than 300 
economists who were saying with one 
voice: Do not do this. We can’t be 
blinded by the big numbers in the 
House Republican plan. We have to 
scrutinize how they cut $63 billion. The 
truth is, it adds up to $61 billion 
through significant subtraction of pro- 
grams the American people don’t want 
to lose. It slashes more than $1 billion 
from Social Security—$1  billion— 
which means % million seniors who 
paid into Social Security their entire 
lives and now are eligible for it would 
not be able to get the benefits promised 
to them because there is nobody to 
process the claims. 

It cuts $700 million from education, 
which means 1 million disadvantaged 
students could lose funding and more 
than 10,000 teachers, aides, and school 
staff would lose their jobs. It would 
even take 200,000 children out of the 
Head Start Program. 

What is the Head Start Program? 
These are not just words, they are pro- 
grams to educate the poorest of the 
poor children. It has worked out well. 
Try to find someone who criticizes the 
Head Start Program. These little boys 
and girls have no alternative, and it 
has worked out well because the par- 
ents are involved. They are going to 
eliminate 200,000 children from this 
wonderful program of Head Start. 

The Republican H.R. 1 closes poison 
control centers and cuts $100 million 
from food safety inspections. That 
means the food we eat could be both 
less safe and more expensive. That is a 
lose-lose proposition. 

It also cuts $84 billion—$750 million— 
from renewable energy investments. 

The reason that is so important is 
these investments are incentives for 
people to do these kinds of jobs. You 
can drive 36 miles from my home in 
Searchlight, NV, and get to the 31-mile 
mark, where you look off to the left 
and there are 1 million solar panels 
being installed—1l million solar pan- 
els—producing huge amounts of elec- 
tricity in the summer and winter in 
what we call the great dry lake. That 
was done because of these programs so 
that we don’t have to be beholden to 
the Middle East tyrants who are ship- 
ping us oil. 

So it cuts $% billion from renewable 
energy investments, which will cost us 
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jobs, threaten our energy independ- 
ence, and delay the day America lives 
and works in a clean energy economy. 

It also cuts hundreds of millions of 
dollars from border security and port 
security and the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. When an emer- 
gency comes, we need to be able to re- 
spond to that. Even Republican Con- 
gressmen have said, and are now ad- 
mitting, it is not so smart to pinch 
pennies on the backs of the Nation’s 
emergency management and first re- 
sponders. 

In my conference room right across 
the hall, one of the Shriver boys came 
in to see me. The Shriver family has 
done so much for our country. The eld- 
est Shriver, who just died, was head of 
the Peace Corps. Probably their No. 1 
mark has been how they have worked 
with children, young men and women 
with physical and emotional chal- 
lenges. They brought a number of those 
young men and women—some are not 
so young anymore—in to see me. Some 
of the great programs being cut in H.R. 
1 help Special Olympics. The Best 
Buddy Program is another one. And 
Shriver told me he had talked to a 
Member of the House of Representa- 
tives, an elected Member of the House 
of Representatives who voted for H.R. 
1, and he asked: How could you do 
that? How could you do that, when you 
have a child with Downs Syndrome? 
Her response was: Oh, I didn’t know it 
was in the bill. I didn’t know it was in 
the bill. 

I have been talking, Mr. President, 
about H.R. 1. I ask, how many pages 
are in H.R. 1? 

Mr. President, can you tell me how 
many pages are in H.R. 1? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
hundred and eighty-two pages. 

Mr. REID. Three hundred and eighty- 
two pages. Well, Mr. President, I have 
only talked about enough to take up 
two or three pages, but it is full of the 
same kind of stuff I have talked about 
today—stuff that is not fair and is 
mean-spirited. 

We all want to cut. I represent the 
State of Nevada. We are in a deep eco- 
nomic problem. We know, though, we 
have to cut things. The Presiding Offi- 
cer is from the State of Connecticut. 
We are both members of the Demo- 
cratic Party. We have supported these 
programs because it was the right 
thing to do. We recognize there is going 
to have to be cuts made, but we have to 
do it with a scalpel, not a meat cleaver. 
Then to hear that a Member of the 
House said: Well, I didn’t know it was 
in the bill—eliminating and cutting 
drastically a program for people with 
emotional, mental, and physical chal- 
lenges—I didn’t know it was in the bill. 
Well, there is a lot of that same type of 
stuff in this bill, H.R. 1. That is why it 
is going to be defeated here. 

I would say to my friends, the Repub- 
licans, I can’t imagine you will all vote 
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for this bill. We have to move beyond 
partisan politics and do what is right. 
I don’t Know how many, but not all Re- 
publicans will vote for that. 

I have been castigated in the press: 
Why doesn’t REID allow a vote? Let’s 
have a vote. Well, Iam willing to move 
on that, but I couldn’t do it. I had to 
file cloture to move to proceed to it. 
They wouldn’t even let me do that. But 
we are going to get to it because I 
know the procedures around here. I can 
get to this bill, and I can do it next 
week. 

I have just talked about the tip of 
the iceberg with this mean-spirited 
H.R. 1. Federal Reserve Chairman 
Bernanke said these cuts—and there 
are many more like them than I have 
already said there are—will cost a sig- 
nificant number of jobs. Mark Zandi, 
the chief economist at Moody’s and for- 
merly the chief economic adviser for 
JOHN MCCAIN, has said that H.R. 1 will 
cost our country 700,000 jobs. 

These cuts place far too heavy a bur- 
den on working families, low-income 
children and seniors, and it asks little, 
if any, sacrifice from those who rake in 
unnecessary taxpayer-funded subsidies 
they do not need. That is no way to re- 
cover. 

Look at oil and gas subsidies. The 
former head of Chevron Oil said: We 
don’t need them; we are doing fine. 

Mr. President, I have been very help- 
ful to my farm State Senators. I have 
helped them work their way through 
droughts and floods and all kinds of 
things. I understand how important ag- 
riculture is. But very few times in the 
history of our country have commodity 
prices been so high—so high. Don’t you 
think they could take a little nick—a 
little nick—rather than take it away 
from Head Start Programs and pro- 
grams such as that? 

Our plan was filed today by Senator 
INOUYE, who is a very sensitive, good 
man. I don’t need to recount who he is, 
but he is one of the most famous men 
in the history of our country. He has 
been in Congress a long time, but we 
always remember this man was a hero 
on the battlefields of Italy where he 
lost his arm and was badly injured. As 
a result of his heroic actions there, he 
received a Congressional Medal of 
Honor. But he is also a hero in these 
legislative Halls. He was one of the 
leaders in the Watergate hearings, and 
there are many other things he has 
done over the years to become a hero 
in addition to being a hero on the bat- 
tlefield. The amendment we have filed 
is his amendment. 

So Democrats have a different plan— 
the Inouye plan—which represents our 
different priorities, and it is supported 
by the President. We know we have to 
make cuts. I have said that this morn- 
ing several times. We also know when 
we cut, we have to cut in a way that 
strengthens our economy not in a way 
that weakens it. We have to look care- 
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fully at the quality of these cuts and 
not get blinded by the quantity of the 
cuts. 

I have said before that a person could 
lose a lot of weight—you, I, anybody in 
this room. We could cut off our arms 
and legs, and we would have accom- 
plished the purpose of losing a lot of 
weight. But no doctor would rec- 
ommend it. That is what they have 
done with H.R. 1. No well-reasoning 
economist would recommend it. 

Our plan cuts $51 billion from Presi- 
dent Obama’s budget but in a much 
more responsible way. We are elimi- 
nating redundancies, ending unneces- 
sary bureaucratic programs, and cut- 
ting funds for earmarks. We have 
agreed to cut funding for earmarks. I 
don’t like that. I have told the Presi- 
dent I don’t like it. I believe we are 
giving up too much power to the Presi- 
dent in getting rid of those earmarks. 
We have obligations to do congression- 
ally directed funding. But I have 
agreed, as all of us over here have, to 
accept that. 

Remember, Mr. President, when we 
have a budget of $10 and we have 2/10 of 
1 percent that goes to congressionally 
directed funding, it is still the same 
amount of money. It is just that the 
President didn’t determine where that 
money is spent; Congress had a say in 
it. But we have agreed. We have agreed. 
We have earmarks in here, billions of 
dollars of them, that are going to go 
toward cutting the deficit. I have 
agreed to accept that. 

So ending unnecessary bureaucratic 
programs and cutting funding, as I 
have indicated, for other things. I com- 
mend my friend, Dr. COBURN, the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. He got a GAO re- 
port that shows all kinds of 
redundancies and overlapping. Those 
are places we can cut money. Let’s do 
it. 

Our plan recognizes we are not in 
competition to determine who can cut 
the most without regard for the con- 
sequences. Rather, we need to cooper- 
ate to figure out where we can cut the 
smartest. While the House-passed plan 
is based on ideology, we believe ours is 
based on reality. Not ideology, but re- 
ality. These are decisions about real 
money to solve real problems that af- 
fect real lives. Our budget affirms our 
determination that we have to also re- 
flect our values. 

We see our modestly recovering econ- 
omy, including today’s news about em- 
ployers hiring at the fastest rate in a 
year, and the national unemployment 
rate fell to a nearly 2-year low. We 
can’t squander this cautiously opti- 
mistic news with counterproductive 
cuts—eliminating 700,000 jobs. 

I hope when we have these votes next 
week on H.R. 1 people will run from 
that. For the people who vote for that, 
it will take all their legislative lives 
and afterwards trying to live down hav- 
ing voted for that bill. But this is what 
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each Senator will vote for or against 
next week. These votes, like all our 
votes, are about choices, and what I 
have just outlined is what these 
choices represent. 

Not to spoil the surprise, but we all 
know how this vote will turn out. We 
know neither will reach the President’s 
desk as written. Republicans likely 
will not vote for ours. I hope they do. 
If it were a simple majority vote, we 
would win that. But Republicans have 
established a different standard—60 
votes. We accept that. So we will end 
up back at square 1, without consensus, 
without a budget for the rest of this 
fiscal year, and without assurance that 
we can Keep the country running. 

So once these votes are behind us and 
everyone’s voice is heard, I hope each 
Senator and Member of Congress will 
find renewed motivation to do what we 
have needed to do since the beginning: 
come together, negotiate in good faith, 
working on consensus and compromise. 
Legislation is the art of compromise. 
Legislation is not who can flex their 
muscles the biggest, the longest, and 
the hardest. Legislation is the art of 
compromise, working out things for 
the American people. 

We have to acknowledge that the an- 
swer that will allow us to move for- 
ward lies somewhere between our two 
positions perhaps. We have to recognize 
that digging in one’s heels threatens 
our fiscal footing. If one side stub- 
bornly demands victory, everyone 
loses. That goes for both parties and 
both Chambers. This negotiation will 
not happen in the media, and a solu- 
tion cannot be found in extreme rhet- 
oric or unrealistic idealism. It will 
happen when we sit down and have an 
adult conversation about what our 
country and our constituents need. 
That is the only worthy exercise. 

How we invest taxpayer money, how 
we create a foundation for our future, 
how we articulate our priorities to our 
citizens and States across the country 
and allies around the world is not po- 
litical. It is among the most practical 
things we do. 

There is no dispute among the 53 
Democrats. We are willing to cut. We 
have cut $51 billion from our Presi- 
dent’s budget. As we talked about, we 
are willing to do more. But we are not 
willing to do this with a meat axe. We 
want to do it the right way. We want to 
take a scalpel and be very careful how 
we affect people’s lives. And when it is 
over with, we don’t want people saying 
I didn’t know it was in the bill, even 
though it affects that person as person- 
ally as anything could. 

When we talk about where to invest 
and what to cut, everyone is concerned 
about the budget’s bottom line. When 
we talk about how we can get there, 
here is the bottom line of the negotia- 
tion process: Yes, we have to make 
tough choices, but that is what leader- 
ship is all about. It is true that no one 
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here will get everything he or she 
wants. My friend, the Presiding Officer, 
was a long-time attorney general of 
one of our—I was going to say most fa- 
mous States—but one of the original 
States, who is noted for his fairness. If 
an attorney general or a lawyer is 
noted for fairness, that person is 
known to be willing to compromise. 
That is what it is all about. It is the 
same in the law as it is here in the Sen- 
ate. 

When we talk about how we can get 
there, the bottom line is negotiation. 
We have to make tough choices. But I 
repeat, that is what leadership is all 
about. 

Today marks 150 years since Abra- 
ham Lincoln took his first oath of of- 
fice as the President of our country— 
whose very existence at the time was 
in question. Like the incomplete Na- 
tion he had just sworn to lead, this 
great Capitol building was unfinished. 
As he addressed the Nation for the first 
time as President, President Lincoln 
stood on the east front of the Capitol 
building under cranes and scaffolding 
that represented growth and uncer- 
tainty at the same time. Now, 150 
years, later the threats we face are no- 
where near as dire as the Civil War 
Lincoln’s America was about to endure 
but his words that afternoon are useful 
to us to hear this afternoon, for we are 
again at a moment of peril in our coun- 
try. Again, we will sink or swim to- 
gether. 

As Lincoln closed that Inaugural Ad- 
dress 150 years ago today, he reminded 
a divided nation that, “уе are not en- 
emies but friends. . . . Though passion 
may have strained it, it must not 
break our bonds of affection.”’ 

Lincoln then famously called on us 
to recall the ‘‘better angels of our na- 
ture.’’ Those are his words. If we listen 
to his critical lesson in leadership at 
this critical moment in history, we will 
secure in our time a stronger future for 
this great Nation we call America. 


EEE 
THE CONTINUING RESOLUTION 


Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the con- 
tinuing resolution we introduce today, 
which is $51 billion below the Presi- 
dent’s budget request, imposes respon- 
sible cuts and terminations across a 
wide variety of programs. In contrast 
to the House bill, the Senate proposal 
will allow the government to continue 
operating at reduced levels without 
major disruptions that would set back 
our economic recovery and eliminate 
countless American jobs. 

The House-passed CR would cut $51 
billion more than the Senate measure, 
with the vast majority of cuts coming 
from nondefense spending. The House 
bill would jeopardize our economic re- 
covery at a critical time, and severely 
disrupt the ability of Federal agencies 
to carry out even their most basic 
functions. If enacted in its current 
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form, the House bill would lead to fur- 
loughs and to premature termination 
or postponement of contracts that will 
end up costing taxpayers additional 
dollars in the future. The House bill 
would cause backlogs in Social Secu- 
rity claims, undermine nuclear weap- 
ons safety, remove more than 200,000 
children from of Head Start, and close 
poison control centers across America. 
These are just a few specific examples 
of the irresponsible nature of the House 
Republican bill as a whole. 

The Senate has put forward a reason- 
able, fiscally responsible bill that will 
reduce funding at a rate that is $51 bil- 
lion below the President’s budget re- 
quest. This bill is a good faith effort to 
meet in the middle. It is now time to 
end political gamesmanship and stop 
gambling with people’s lives and liveli- 
hoods. I urge our counterparts in the 
House to engage in a constructive dia- 
logue with us that will end the current 
budget stalemate. 


EE 


SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS 
RULES OF PROCEDURE 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, in ac- 
cordance with rule XXVI(2) of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, Senator 
ISAKSON and I ask unanimous consent 
that the Rules of Procedure of the Se- 
lect Committee on Ethics, which were 
adopted February 23, 1978, and revised 
November 1999, be printed in the 
RECORD for the 112th Congress. The 
committee procedural rules for the 
112th Congress are identical to the pro- 
cedural rules adopted by the com- 
mittee for the 111th Congress. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RULES OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
ETHICS 


PART I: ORGANIC AUTHORITY 
SUBPART A—S. RES. 338 AS AMENDED 
S. Res. 338, 88th Cong., 2d Sess. (1964) 


Resolved, That (a) there is hereby estab- 
lished a permanent select committee of the 
Senate to be known as the Select Committee 
on Ethics (referred to hereinafter as the ‘‘Se- 
lect Committee’’) consisting of six Members 
of the Senate, of whom three shall be se- 
lected from members of the majority party 
and three shall be selected from members of 
the minority party. Members thereof shall be 
appointed by the Senate in accordance with 
the provisions of Paragraph 1 of Rule XXIV 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate at the 
beginning of each Congress. For purposes of 
paragraph 4 of Rule XXV of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, service of a Senator as 
a member or chairman of the Select Com- 
mittee shall not be taken into account. 

(b) Vacancies in the membership of the Se- 
lect Committee shall not affect the author- 
ity of the remaining members to execute the 
functions of the committee, and shall be 
filled in the same manner as original ap- 
pointments thereto are made. 

(c) (1) A majority of the members of the 
Select Committee shall constitute a quorum 
for the transaction of business involving 
complaints or allegations of, or information 
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about, misconduct, including resulting pre- 
liminary inquiries, adjudicatory reviews, 
recommendations or reports, and matters re- 
lating to Senate Resolution 400, agreed to 
May 19, 1976. 

(2) Three members shall constitute a 
quorum for the transaction of routine busi- 
ness of the Select Committee not covered by 
the first paragraph of this subparagraph, in- 
cluding requests for opinions and interpreta- 
tions concerning the Code of Official Con- 
duct or any other statute or regulation 
under the jurisdiction of the Select Com- 
mittee, if one member of the quorum is a 
member of the majority Party and one mem- 
ber of the quorum is a member of the minor- 
ity Party. During the transaction of routine 
business any member of the Select Com- 
mittee constituting the quorum shall have 
the right to postpone further discussion of a 
pending matter until such time as a major- 
ity of the members of the Select Committee 
are present. 

(3) The Select Committee may fix a lesser 
number as a quorum for the purpose of tak- 
ing sworn testimony. 

(d) (1) A member of the Select Committee 
shall be ineligible to participate in— 

(A) any preliminary inquiry or adjudica- 
tory review relating to— 

(i) the conduct of— 

(I) such member; 

(II) any officer or employee the member 
supervises; or 

(III) any employee of any officer the mem- 
ber supervises; or 

(ii) any complaint filed by the member; 
and 

(B) the determinations and recommenda- 
tions of the Select Committee with respect 
to any preliminary inquiry or adjudicatory 
review described in subparagraph (A). 

For purposes of this paragraph, a member 
of the Select Committee and an officer of the 
Senate shall be deemed to supervise any offi- 
cer or employee consistent with the provi- 
sion of paragraph 12 of Rule XXXVII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate. 

(2) A member of the Select Committee 
may, at the discretion of the member, dis- 
qualify himself or herself from participating 
in any preliminary inquiry or adjudicatory 
review pending before the Select Committee 
and the determinations and recommenda- 
tions of the Select Committee with respect 
to any such preliminary inquiry or adjudica- 
tory review. Notice of such disqualification 
shall be given in writing to the President of 
the Senate. 

(3) Whenever any member of the Select 
Committee is ineligible under paragraph (1) 
to participate in any preliminary inquiry or 
adjudicatory review or disqualifies himself 
or herself under paragraph (2) from partici- 
pating in any preliminary inquiry or adju- 
dicatory review, another Senator shall, sub- 
ject to the provisions of subsection (d), be 
appointed to serve as a member of the Select 
Committee solely for purposes of such pre- 
liminary inquiry or adjudicatory review and 
the determinations and recommendations of 
the Select Committee with respect to such 
preliminary inquiry or adjudicatory review. 
Any Member of the Senate appointed for 
such purposes shall be of the same party as 
the Member who is ineligible or disqualifies 
himself or herself. 

Sec. 2. (a) It shall be the duty of the Select 
Committee to— 

(1) receive complaints and investigate alle- 
gations of improper conduct which may re- 
flect upon the Senate, violations of law, vio- 
lations of the Senate Code of Official Con- 
duct and violations of rules and regulations 
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of the Senate, relating to the conduct of in- 
dividuals in the performance of their duties 
as Members of the Senate, or as officers or 
employees of the Senate, and to make appro- 
priate findings of fact and conclusions with 
respect thereto; 

(2) (A) recommend to the Senate by report 
or resolution by a majority vote of the full 
committee disciplinary action to be taken 
with respect to such violations which the Se- 
lect Committee shall determine, after ac- 
cording to the individual concerned due no- 
tice and opportunity for a hearing, to have 
occurred; 

(B) pursuant to subparagraph (A) rec- 
ommend discipline, including— 

(i) in the case of a Member, a recommenda- 
tion to the Senate for expulsion, censure, 
payment of restitution, recommendation to 
a Member’s party conference regarding the 
Member’s seniority or positions of responsi- 
bility, or a combination of these; and 

(ii) in the case of an officer or employee, 
dismissal, suspension, payment of restitu- 
tion, or a combination of these; 

(3) subject to the provisions of subsection 
(e), by a unanimous vote of 6 members, order 
that a Member, officer, or employee be rep- 
rimanded or pay restitution, or both, if the 
Select Committee determines, after accord- 
ing to the Member, officer, or employee due 
notice and opportunity for a hearing, that 
misconduct occurred warranting discipline 
less serious than discipline by the full Sen- 
ate; 

(4) in the circumstances described in sub- 
section (d)(3), issue a public or private letter 
of admonition to a Member, officer, or em- 
ployee, which shall not be subject to appeal 
to the Senate; 

(5) recommend to the Senate, by report or 
resolution, such additional rules or regula- 
tions as the Select Committee shall deter- 
mine to be necessary or desirable to insure 
proper standards of conduct by Members of 
the Senate, and by officers or employees of 
the Senate, in the performance of their du- 
ties and the discharge of their responsibil- 
ities; 

(6) by a majority vote of the full com- 
mittee, report violations of any law, includ- 
ing the provision of false information to the 
Select Committee, to the proper Federal and 
State authorities; and 

(7) develop and implement programs and 
materials designed to educate Members, offi- 
cers, and employees about the laws, rules, 
regulations, and standards of conduct appli- 
cable to such individuals in the performance 
of their duties. 

(b) For the purposes of this resolution— 

(1) the term ‘‘sworn complaint” means а 
written statement of facts, submitted under 
penalty of perjury, within the personal 
knowledge of the complainant alleging a vio- 
lation of law, the Senate Code of Official 
Conduct, or any other rule or regulation of 
the Senate relating to the conduct of indi- 
viduals in the performance of their duties as 
Members, officers, or employees of the Sen- 
ate; 

(2) the term ‘“‘preliminary inquiry” means 
a proceeding undertaken by the Select Com- 
mittee following the receipt of a complaint 
or allegation of, or information about, mis- 
conduct by a Member, officer, or employee of 
the Senate to determine whether there is 
substantial credible evidence which provides 
substantial cause for the Select Committee 
to conclude that a violation within the juris- 
diction of the Select Committee has oc- 
curred; and 

(3) the term ‘‘adjudicatory review” means 
a proceeding undertaken by the Select Com- 
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mittee after a finding, on the basis of a pre- 
liminary inquiry, that there is substantial 
credible evidence which provides substantial 
cause for the Select Committee to conclude 
that a violation within the jurisdiction of 
the Select Committee has occurred. 

(c) (1) No— 

(A) adjudicatory review of conduct of a 
Member or officer of the Senate may be con- 
ducted; 

(B) report, resolution, or recommendation 
relating to such an adjudicatory review of 
conduct may be made; and 

(C) letter of admonition pursuant to sub- 
section (d)(8) may be issued, unless approved 
by the affirmative recorded vote of no fewer 
than 4 members of the Select Committee. 

(2) No other resolution, report, rec- 
ommendation, interpretative ruling, or advi- 
sory opinion may be made without an affirm- 
ative vote of a majority of the Members of 
the Select Committee voting. 

(d) (1) When the Select Committee receives 
a sworn complaint or other allegation or in- 
formation about a Member, officer, or em- 
ployee of the Senate, it shall promptly con- 
duct a preliminary inquiry into matters 
raised by that complaint, allegation, or in- 
formation. The preliminary inquiry shall be 
of duration and scope necessary to determine 
whether there is substantial credible evi- 
dence which provides substantial cause for 
the Select Committee to conclude that a vio- 
lation within the jurisdiction of the Select 
Committee has occurred. The Select Com- 
mittee may delegate to the chairman and 
vice chairman the discretion to determine 
the appropriate duration, scope, and conduct 
of a preliminary inquiry. 

(2) If, as a result of a preliminary inquiry 
under paragraph (1), the Select Committee 
determines by a recorded vote that there is 
not such substantial credible evidence, the 
Select Committee shall dismiss the matter. 
The Select Committee may delegate to the 
chairman and vice chairman the authority, 
on behalf of the Select Committee, to dis- 
miss any matter that they determine, after a 
preliminary inquiry, lacks substantial merit. 
The Select Committee shall inform the indi- 
vidual who provided to the Select Committee 
the complaint, allegation, or information, 
and the individual who is the subject of the 
complaint, allegation, or information, of the 
dismissal, together with an explanation of 
the basis for the dismissal. 

(8) If, as a result of a preliminary inquiry 
under paragraph (1), the Select Committee 
determines that a violation is inadvertent, 
technical, or otherwise of a de minimis na- 
ture, the Select Committee may dispose of 
the matter by issuing a public or private let- 
ter of admonition, which shall not be consid- 
ered discipline. The Select Committee may 
issue a public letter of admonition upon a 
similar determination at the conclusion of 
an adjudicatory review. 

(4) If, as a result of a preliminary inquiry 
under paragraph (1), the Select Committee 
determines that there is such substantial 
credible evidence and the matter cannot be 
appropriately disposed of under paragraph 
(3), the Select Committee shall promptly ini- 
tiate an adjudicatory review. Upon the con- 
clusion of such adjudicatory review, the Se- 
lect Committee shall report to the Senate, as 
soon as practicable, the results of such adju- 
dicatory review, together with its rec- 
ommendations (if any) pursuant to sub- 
section (a)(2). 

(e) (1) Any individual who is the subject of 
a reprimand or order of restitution, or both, 
pursuant to subsection (а)(3) may, within 30 
days of the Select Committee’s report to the 
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Senate of its action imposing a reprimand or 
order of restitution, or both, appeal to the 
Senate by providing written notice of the 
basis for the appeal to the Select Committee 
and the presiding officer of the Senate. The 
presiding officer of the Senate shall cause 
the notice of the appeal to be printed in the 
Congressional Record and the Senate Jour- 
nal. 

(2) A motion to proceed to consideration of 
an appeal pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be 
highly privileged and not debatable. If the 
motion to proceed to consideration of the ap- 
peal is agreed to, the appeal shall be decided 
on the basis of the Select Committee’s report 
to the Senate. Debate on the appeal shall be 
limited to 10 hours, which shall be divided 
equally between, and controlled by, those fa- 
voring and those opposing the appeal. 

(f) The Select Committee may, in its dis- 
cretion, employ hearing examiners to hear 
testimony and make findings of fact and/or 
recommendations to the Select Committee 
concerning the disposition of complaints. 

(g) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this section, no adjudicatory review shall be 
initiated of any alleged violation of any law, 
the Senate Code of Official Conduct, rule, or 
regulation which was not in effect at the 
time the alleged violation occurred. No pro- 
visions of the Senate Code of Official Con- 
duct shall apply to or require disclosure of 
any act, relationship, or transaction which 
occurred prior to the effective date of the ap- 
plicable provision of the Code. The Select 
Committee may initiate an adjudicatory re- 
view of any alleged violation of a rule or law 
which was in effect prior to the enactment of 
the Senate Code of Official Conduct if the al- 
leged violation occurred while such rule or 
law was in effect and the violation was not a 
matter resolved on the merits by the prede- 
cessor Select Committee. 

(h) The Select Committee shall adopt writ- 
ten rules setting forth procedures to be used 
in conducting preliminary inquiries and ad- 
judicatory reviews. 

(i) The Select Committee from time to 
time shall transmit to the Senate its rec- 
ommendation as to any legislative measures 
which it may consider to be necessary for 
the effective discharge of its duties. 

Sec. 3. (a) The Select Committee is author- 
ized to (1) make such expenditures; (2) hold 
such hearings; (8) sit and act at such times 
and places during the sessions, recesses, and 
adjournment periods of the Senate; (4) re- 
quire by subpoena or otherwise the attend- 
ance of such witnesses and the production of 
such correspondence, books, papers, and doc- 
uments; (5) administer such oaths; (6) take 
such testimony orally or by deposition; (7) 
employ and fix the compensation of a staff 
director, a counsel, an assistant counsel, one 
or more investigators, one or more hearing 
examiners, and such technical, clerical, and 
other assistants and consultants as it deems 
advisable; and (8) to procure the temporary 
services (not in excess of one year) or inter- 
mittent services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof, by contract as inde- 
pendent contractors or, in the case of indi- 
viduals, by employment at daily rates of 
compensation not in excess of the per diem 
equivalent of the highest rate of compensa- 
tion which may be paid to a regular em- 
ployee of the Select Committee. 

(b) (1) The Select Committee is authorized 
to retain and compensate counsel not em- 
ployed by the Senate (or by any department 
or agency of the executive branch of the 
Government) whenever the Select Com- 
mittee determines that the retention of out- 
side counsel is necessary or appropriate for 
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any action regarding any complaint or alle- 
gation, which, in the determination of the 
Select Committee is more appropriately con- 
ducted by counsel not employed by the Gov- 
ernment of the United States as a regular 
employee. 

(2) Any adjudicatory review as defined in 
section 2(b)(3) shall be conducted by outside 
counsel as authorized in paragraph (1), un- 
less the Select Committee determines not to 
use outside counsel. 

(c) With the prior consent of the depart- 
ment or agency concerned, the Select Com- 
mittee may (1) utilize the services, informa- 
tion and facilities of any such department or 
agency of the Government, and (2) employ on 
a reimbursable basis or otherwise the serv- 
ices of such personnel of any such depart- 
ment or agency as it deems advisable. With 
the consent of any other committee of the 
Senate, or any subcommittee thereof, the 
Select Committee may utilize the facilities 
and the services of the staff of such other 
committee or subcommittee whenever the 
chairman of the Select Committee deter- 
mines that such action is necessary and ap- 
propriate. 

(d) (1) Subpoenas may be authorized by— 

(A) the Select Committee; or 

(B) the chairman and vice chairman, act- 
ing jointly. 

(2) Any such subpoena shall be issued and 
signed by the chairman and the vice chair- 
man and may be served by any person des- 
ignated by the chairman and vice chairman. 

(3) The chairman or any member of the Se- 
lect Committee may administer oaths to 
witnesses. 

(e) (1) The Select Committee shall pre- 
scribe and publish such regulations as it 
feels are necessary to implement the Senate 
Code of Official Conduct. 

(2) The Select Committee is authorized to 
issue interpretative rulings explaining and 
clarifying the application of any law, the 
Code of Official Conduct, or any rule or regu- 
lation of the Senate within its jurisdiction. 

(3) The Select Committee shall render an 
advisory opinion, in writing within a reason- 
able time, in response to a written request 
by a Member or officer of the Senate or a 
candidate for nomination for election, or 
election to the Senate, concerning the appli- 
cation of any law, the Senate Code of Official 
Conduct, or any rule or regulation of the 
Senate within its jurisdiction to a specific 
factual situation pertinent to the conduct or 
proposed conduct of the person seeking the 
advisory opinion. 

(4) The Select Committee may in its dis- 
cretion render an advisory opinion in writing 
within a reasonable time in response to a 
written request by any employee of the Sen- 
ate concerning the application of any law, 
the Senate Code of Official Conduct, or any 
rule or regulation of the Senate within its 
jurisdiction to a specific factual situation 
pertinent to the conduct or proposed conduct 
of the person seeking the advisory opinion. 

(5) Notwithstanding any provision of the 
Senate Code of Official Conduct or any rule 
or regulation of the Senate, any person who 
relies upon any provision or finding of an ad- 
visory opinion in accordance with the provi- 
sions of paragraphs (8) and (4) and who acts 
in good faith in accordance with the provi- 
sions and findings of such advisory opinion 
shall not, as a result of any such act, be sub- 
ject to any sanction by the Senate. 

(6) Any advisory opinion rendered by the 
Select Committee under paragraphs (3) and 
(4) may be relied upon by (A) any person in- 
volved in the specific transaction or activity 
with respect to which such advisory opinion 
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is rendered: Provided, however, that the re- 
quest for such advisory opinion included a 
complete and accurate statement of the spe- 
cific factual situation; and, (B) any person 
involved in any specific transaction or activ- 
ity which is indistinguishable in all its mate- 
rial aspects from the transaction or activity 
with respect to which such advisory opinion 
is rendered. 

(7) Any advisory opinion issued in response 
to a request under paragraph (3) or (4) shall 
be printed in the Congressional Record with 
appropriate deletions to assure the privacy 
of the individual concerned. The Select Com- 
mittee shall, to the extent practicable, be- 
fore rendering an advisory opinion, provide 
any interested party with an opportunity to 
transmit written comments to the Select 
Committee with respect to the request for 
such advisory opinion. The advisory opinions 
issued by the Select Committee shall be 
compiled, indexed, reproduced, and made 
available on a periodic basis. 

(8) A brief description of a waiver granted 
under paragraph 2(c) [NOTE: Now Paragraph 
1] of Rule XXXIV or paragraph 1 of Rule 
XXXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate 
shall be made available upon request in the 
Select Committee office with appropriate de- 
letions to assure the privacy of the indi- 
vidual concerned. 

Sec. 4. The expenses of the Select Com- 
mittee under this resolution shall be paid 
from the contingent fund of the Senate upon 
vouchers approved by the chairman of the 
Select Committee. 

Sec. 5. As used in this resolution, the term 
“officer or employee of the Senate” means— 

(1) an elected officer of the Senate who is 
not a Member of the Senate; 

(2) an employee of the Senate, any com- 
mittee or subcommittee of the Senate, or 
any Member of the Senate; 

(3) the Legislative Counsel of the Senate or 
any employee of his office; 

(4) an Official Reporter of Debates of the 
Senate and any person employed by the Offi- 
cial Reporters of Debates of the Senate in 
connection with the performance of their of- 
ficial duties; 

(5) a Member of the Capitol Police force 
whose compensation is disbursed by the Sec- 
retary of the Senate; 

(6) an employee of the Vice President if 
such employee’s compensation is disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate; and 

(7) an employee of a joint committee of the 
Congress whose compensation is disbursed by 
the Secretary of the Senate. 

SUBPART B—PUBLIC LAW 93-191I—FRANKED MAIL, 

PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE SELECT COM- 

MITTEE 


Sec. 6. (a) The Select Committee on Stand- 
ards and Conduct of the Senate [NOTE: Now 
the Select Committee on Ethics] shall pro- 
vide guidance, assistance, advice and coun- 
sel, through advisory opinions or consulta- 
tions, in connection with the mailing or con- 
templated mailing of franked mail under sec- 
tion 3210, 3211, 3212, 3218(2) or 3218, and in 
connection with the operation of section 
3215, of title 39, United States Code, upon the 
request of any Member of the Senate or 
Member-elect, surviving spouse of any of the 
foregoing, or other Senate official, entitled 
to send mail as franked mail under any of 
those sections. The select committee shall 
prescribe regulations governing the proper 
use of the franking privilege under those sec- 
tions by such persons. 

(b) Any complaint filed by any person with 
the select committee that a violation of any 
section of title 39, United States Code, re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) of this section is 
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about to occur or has occurred within the 
immediately preceding period of 1 year, by 
any person referred to in such subsection (a), 
shall contain pertinent factual material and 
shall conform to regulations prescribed by 
the select committee. The select committee, 
if it determines there is reasonable justifica- 
tion for the complaint, shall conduct an in- 
vestigation of the matter, including an in- 
vestigation of reports and statements filed 
by that complainant with respect to the 
matter which is the subject of the complaint. 
The committee shall afford to the person 
who is the subject of the complaint due no- 
tice and, if it determines that there is sub- 
stantial reason to believe that such violation 
has occurred or is about to occur, oppor- 
tunity for all parties to participate in a 
hearing before the select committee. The se- 
lect committee shall issue a written decision 
on each complaint under this subsection not 
later than thirty days after such a complaint 
has been filed or, if a hearing is held, not 
later than thirty days after the conclusion of 
such hearing. Such decision shall be based on 
written findings of fact in the case by the se- 
lect committee. If the select committee 
finds, in its written decision, that a violation 
has occurred or is about to occur, the com- 
mittee may take such action and enforce- 
ment as it considers appropriate in accord- 
ance with applicable rules, precedents, and 
standing orders of the Senate, and such 
other standards as may be prescribed by such 
committee. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no court or administrative body in the 
United States or in any territory thereof 
shall have jurisdiction to entertain any civil 
action of any character concerning or re- 
lated to a violation of the franking laws or 
an abuse of the franking privilege by any 
person listed under subsection (a) of this sec- 
tion as entitled to send mail as franked mail, 
until a complaint has been filed with the se- 
lect committee and the committee has ren- 
dered a decision under subsection (b) of this 
section. 

(d) The select committee shall prescribe 
regulations for the holding of investigations 
and hearings, the conduct of proceedings, 
and the rendering of decisions under this 
subsection providing for equitable proce- 
dures and the protection of individual, pub- 
lic, and Government interests. The regula- 
tions shall, insofar as practicable, contain 
the substance of the administrative proce- 
dure provisions of sections 551-559 and 701- 
706, of title 5, United States Code. These reg- 
ulations shall govern matters under this sub- 
section subject to judicial review thereof. 

(e) The select committee shall keep a com- 
plete record of all its actions, including a 
record of the votes on any question on which 
a record vote is demanded. All records, data, 
and files of the select committee shall be the 
property of the Senate and shall be kept in 
the offices of the select committee or such 
other places as the committee may direct. 
SUBPART C—STANDING ORDERS OF THE SENATE 

REGARDING UNAUTHORIZED DISCLOSURE OF 

INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION, 8. RES. 400, 94TH 

CONGRESS, PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE SE- 

LECT COMMITTEE 

бЕС.8.* * * 

(с) (1) No information in the possession of 
the select committee relating to the lawful 
intelligence activities of any department or 
agency of the United States which has been 
classified under established security proce- 
dures and which the select committee, pur- 
suant to subsection (a) or (b) of this section, 
has determined should not be disclosed, shall 
be made available to any person by a Mem- 
ber, officer, or employee of the Senate except 
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in a closed session of the Senate or as pro- 

vided in paragraph (2). 

(2) The select committee may, under such 
regulations as the committee shall prescribe 
to protect the confidentiality of such infor- 
mation, make any information described in 
paragraph (1) available to any other com- 
mittee or any other Member of the Senate. 
Whenever the select committee makes such 
information available, the committee shall 
Keep a written record showing, in the case of 
any particular information, which com- 
mittee or which Members of the Senate re- 
ceived such information. No Member of the 
Senate who, and no committee which, re- 
ceives any information under this sub- 
section, shall disclose such information ex- 
cept in a closed session of the Senate. 

(d) It shall be the duty of the Select Com- 
mittee on Standards and Conduct to inves- 
tigate any unauthorized disclosure of intel- 
ligence information by a Member, officer or 
employee of the Senate in violation of sub- 
section (c) and to report to the Senate con- 
cerning any allegation which it finds to be 
substantiated. 

(e) Upon the request of any person who is 
subject to any such investigation, the Select 
Committee on Standards and Conduct shall 
release to such individual at the conclusion 
of its investigation a summary of its inves- 
tigation together with its findings. If, at the 
conclusion of its investigation, the Select 
Committee on Standards and Conduct deter- 
mines that there has been a significant 
breach of confidentiality or unauthorized 
disclosure by a Member, officer, or employee 
of the Senate, it shall report its findings to 
the Senate and recommend appropriate ac- 
tion such as censure, removal from com- 
mittee membership, or expulsion from the 
Senate, in the case of a Member, or removal 
from office or employment or punishment 
for contempt, in the case of an officer or em- 
ployee. 

SUBPART D—RELATING TO RECEIPT AND DIS- 
POSITION OF FOREIGN GIFTS AND DECORA- 
TIONS RECEIVED BY MEMBERS, OFFICERS AND 
EMPLOYEES OF THE SENATE ОВ THEIR 
SPOUSES OR DEPENDENTS, PROVISIONS RELAT- 
ING TO THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS 


Section 7342 of title 5, United States Code, 
states as follows: 

Sec. 7342. Receipt and disposition of foreign 
gifts and decorations. 

(а) For the purpose of this section— 

“(1) ‘employee’ means— 

“(A) an employee as defined by section 2105 
of this title and an officer or employee of the 
United States Postal Service or of the Postal 
Rate Commission; 

“(В) an expert or consultant who is under 
contract under section 3109 of this title with 
the United States or any agency, depart- 
ment, or establishment thereof, including, in 
the case of an organization performing serv- 
ices under such section, any individual in- 
volved in the performance of such services; 

“(С) an individual employed by, or occu- 
pying an office or position in, the govern- 
ment of a territory or possession of the 
United States or the government of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia; 

“(D) a member of a uniformed service; 

“(E) the President and the Vice President; 

“(F) a Member of Congress as defined by 
section 2106 of this title (except the Vice 
President) and any Delegate to the Congress; 
and 

(С) the spouse of an individual described 
in subparagraphs (A) through (F) (unless 
such individual and his or her spouse are sep- 
arated) or a dependent (within the meaning 
of section 152 of the Internal Revenue Code 
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of 1986) of such an individual, other than a 
spouse or dependent who is an employee 
under subparagraphs (A) through (F); 

‘(2) ‘foreign government’ means— 

“(A) any unit of foreign governmental au- 
thority, including any foreign national, 
State, local, and municipal government; 

“(В) any international or multinational or- 
ganization whose membership is composed of 
any unit of foreign government described in 
subparagraph (A); and 

“(C) any agent or representative of any 
such unit or such organization, while acting 
as such; 

(3) ‘gift’ means a tangible or intangible 
present (other than a decoration) tendered 
by, or received from, a foreign government; 

“(4) ‘decoration’ means an order, device, 
medal, badge, insignia, emblem, or award 
tendered by, or received from, a foreign gov- 
ernment; 

“(5) ‘minimal value’ means a retail value 
in the United States at the time of accept- 
ance of $100 or less, except that— 

“(A) on January 1, 1981, and at 3 year inter- 
vals thereafter, ‘minimal value’ shall be re- 
defined in regulations prescribed by the Ad- 
ministrator of General Services, in consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of State, to reflect 
changes in the consumer price index for the 
immediately preceding 3-year period; and 

“(В) regulations of an employing agency 
may define ‘minimal value’ for its employees 
to be less than the value established under 
this paragraph; and 

““(6) ‘employing agency’ means— 

“(A) the Committee on Standards of Offi- 
cial Conduct of the House of Representa- 
tives, for Members and employees of the 
House of Representatives, except that those 
responsibilities specified in subsections 
(c)(2)(A), (e)(1), and (g)(2)(B) shall be carried 
out by the Clerk of the House; 

“(В) the Select Committee on Ethics of the 
Senate, for Senators and employees of the 
Senate, except that those responsibilities 
(other than responsibilities involving ap- 
proval of the employing agency) specified in 
subsections (c)(2), (d), and (g)(2)(B) shall be 
carried out by the Secretary of the Senate; 

“(C) the Administrative Office of the 
United States Courts, for judges and judicial 
branch employees; and 

“(0) the department, agency, office, or 
other entity in which an employee is em- 
ployed, for other legislative branch employ- 
ees and for all executive branch employees. 

““(b) An employee may not— 

“(1) request or otherwise encourage the 
tender of a gift or decoration; or 

(2) accept а gift or decoration, other than 
in accordance with, the provisions of sub- 
sections (c) and (d). 

“(с)(1) The Congress consents to— 

“(А) the accepting and retaining ру an em- 
ployee of a gift of minimal value tendered 
and received as a souvenir or mark of cour- 
tesy; and 

“(В) the accepting by an employee of a gift 
of more than minimal value when such gift 
is in the nature of an educational scholar- 
ship or medical treatment or when it appears 
that to refuse the gift would likely cause of- 
fense or embarrassment or otherwise ad- 
versely affect the foreign relations of the 
United States, except that— 

“(i) a tangible gift of more than minimal 
value is deemed to have been accepted on be- 
half of the United States and, upon accept- 
ance, shall become the property of the 
United States; and 

“Gi) an employee may accept gifts of trav- 
el or expenses for travel taking place en- 
tirely outside the United States (such as 
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transportation, food, and lodging) of more 
than minimal value if such acceptance is ap- 
propriate, consistent with the interests of 
the United States, and permitted by the em- 
ploying agency and any regulations which 
may be prescribed by the employing agency. 

“(2) Within 60 days after accepting a tan- 
gible gift of more than minimal value (other 
than a gift described in paragraph (1)(В)(11)), 
an employee shall— 

(А) deposit the gift for disposal with his 
or her employing agency; or 

“(В) subject to the approval of the employ- 
ing agency, deposit the gift with that agency 
for official use. Within 30 days after termi- 
nating the official use of a gift under sub- 
paragraph (B), the employing agency shall 
forward the gift to the Administrator of Gen- 
eral Services in accordance with subsection 
(е)(1) or provide for its disposal in accord- 
ance with subsection (e)(2). 

(3) When an employee deposits a gift of 
more than minimal value for disposal or for 
official use pursuant to paragraph (2), or 
within 30 days after accepting travel or trav- 
el expenses as provided in paragraph 
(1)(В)(11) unless such travel or travel ex- 
penses are accepted in accordance with spe- 
cific instructions of his or her employing 
agency, the employee shall file a statement 
with his or her employing agency or its dele- 
gate containing the information prescribed 
in subsection (f) for that gift. 

‘“(d) The Congress consents to the accept- 
ing, retaining, and wearing by an employee 
of a decoration tendered in recognition of ac- 
tive field service in time of combat oper- 
ations or awarded for other outstanding or 
unusually meritorious performance, subject 
to the approval of the employing agency of 
such employee. Without this approval, the 
decoration is deemed to have been accepted 
on behalf of the United States, shall become 
the property of the United States, and shall 
be deposited by the employee, within sixty 
days of acceptance, with the employing 
agency for official use, for forwarding to the 
Administrator of General Services for dis- 
posal in accordance with subsection (e)(1), or 
for disposal in accordance with subsection 
(e)(2). 

“(е)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
gifts and decorations that have been depos- 
ited with an employing agency for disposal 
shall be (A) returned to the donor, or (B) for- 
warded to the Administrator of General 
Services for transfer, donation, or other dis- 
posal in accordance with the provisions of 
the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949. However, no gift or 
decoration that has been deposited for dis- 
posal may be sold without the approval of 
the Secretary of State, upon a determination 
that the sale will not adversely affect the 
foreign relations of the United States. Gifts 
and decorations may be sold by negotiated 
sale. 

“(2) Gifts and decorations received by a 
Senator or an employee of the Senate that 
are deposited with the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate for disposal, or are deposited for an offi- 
cial use which has terminated, shall be dis- 
posed of by the Commission on Arts and An- 
tiquities of the United States Senate. Any 
such gift or decoration may be returned by 
the Commission to the donor or may be 
transferred or donated by the Commission, 
subject to such terms and conditions as it 
may prescribe, (A) to an agency or instru- 
mentality of (i) the United States, (ii) a 
State, territory, or possession of the United 
States, or a political subdivision of the fore- 
going, or (iii) the District of Columbia, or (B) 
to an organization described in section 
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501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
which is exempt from taxation under section 
501(a) of such Code. Any such gift or decora- 
tion not disposed of as provided in the pre- 
ceding sentence shall be forwarded to the Ad- 
ministrator of General Services for disposal 
in accordance with paragraph (1). If the Ad- 
ministrator does not dispose of such gift or 
decoration within one year, he shall, at the 
request of the Commission, return it to the 
Commission and the Commission may dis- 
pose of such gift or decoration in such man- 
ner as it considers proper, except that such 
gift or decoration may be sold only with the 
approval of the Secretary of State upon a de- 
termination that the sale will not adversely 
affect the foreign relations of the United 
States. 

“(f)(1) Not later than January 81 of each 
year, each employing agency or its delegate 
shall compile a listing of all statements filed 
during the preceding year by the employees 
of that agency pursuant to subsection (с)(3) 
and shall transmit such listing to the Sec- 
retary of State who shall publish a com- 
prehensive listing of all such statements in 
the Federal Register. 

“(2) Such listings shall include for each 
tangible gift reported— 

“(A) the name and position of the em- 
ployee; 

“(В) a brief description of the gift and the 
circumstances justifying acceptance; 

“(С) the identity, if known, of the foreign 
government and the name and position of 
the individual who presented the gift; 

‘“(D) the date of acceptance of the gift; 

“(E) the estimated value in the United 
States of the gift at the time of acceptance; 
and 

(Е) disposition or current location of the 
gift. 

(3) Such listings shall include for each 
gift of travel or travel expenses— 

“(A) the name and position of the em- 
ployee; 

(В) a brief description of the gift and the 
circumstances justifying acceptance; and 

“(C) the identity, if known, of the foreign 
government and the name and position of 
the individual who presented the gift. 

“(4) In transmitting such listings for the 
Central Intelligence Agency, the Director of 
Central Intelligence may delete the informa- 
tion described in subparagraphs (A) and (C) 
of paragraphs (2) and (3) if the Director cer- 
tifies in writing to the Secretary of State 
that the publication of such information 
could adversely affect United States intel- 
ligence sources. 

‘““(g¢)\(1) Each employing agency shall pre- 
scribe such regulations as may be necessary 
to carry out the purpose of this section. For 
all employing agencies in the executive 
branch, such regulations shall be prescribed 
pursuant to guidance provided by the Sec- 
retary of State. These regulations shall be 
implemented by each employing agency for 
its employees. 

(02) Each employing agency shall— 

(А) report to the Attorney General cases 
in which there is reason to believe that an 
employee has violated this section; 

(В) establish a procedure for obtaining an 
appraisal, when necessary, of the value of 
gifts; and 

“(C) take any other actions necessary to 
carry out the purpose of this section. 

“(h) The Attorney General may bring a 
civil action in any district court of the 
United States against any employee who 
knowingly solicits or accepts a gift from a 
foreign government not consented to by this 
section or who fails to deposit or report such 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


gift as required by this section. The court in 
which such action is brought may assess a 
penalty against such employee in any 
amount not to exceed the retail value of the 
gift improperly solicited or received plus 
$5,000. 

“(1) The President shall direct all Chiefs of 
a United States Diplomatic Mission to in- 
form their host governments that it is a gen- 
eral policy of the United States Government 
to prohibit United States Government em- 
ployees from receiving gifts or decorations of 
more than minimal value. 

“(j) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to derogate any regulation prescribed 
by any employing agency which provides for 
more stringent limitations on the receipt of 
gifts and decorations by its employees. 

‘“(k) The provisions of this section do not 
apply to grants and other forms of assistance 
to which section 108A of the Mutual Edu- 
cational and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 
applies.” 

PART II: SUPPLEMENTARY PROCEDURAL RULES 

145 Cong. Rec. 51832 (daily ed. Feb. 23, 1999) 

RULE 1: GENERAL PROCEDURES 


(a) OFFICERS: In the absence of the Chair- 
man, the duties of the Chair shall be filled by 
the Vice Chairman or, in the Vice Chair- 
man’s absence, a Committee member des- 
ignated by the Chairman. 

(b) PROCEDURAL RULES: The basic pro- 
cedural rules of the Committee are stated as 
a part of the Standing Orders of the Senate 
in Senate Resolution 338, 88th Congress, as 
amended, as well as other resolutions and 
laws. Supplementary Procedural Rules are 
stated herein and are hereinafter referred to 
as the Rules. The Rules shall be published in 
the Congressional Record not later than 
thirty days after adoption, and copies shall 
be made available by the Committee office 
upon request. 

(c) MEETINGS: 

(1) The regular meeting of the Committee 
shall be the first Thursday of each month 
while the Congress is in session. 

(2) Special meetings may be held at the 
call of the Chairman or Vice Chairman if at 
least forty-eight hours notice is furnished to 
all members. If all members agree, a special 
meeting may be held on less than forty-eight 
hours notice. 

(3) (A) If any member of the Committee de- 
sires that a special meeting of the Com- 
mittee be called, the member may file in the 
office of the Committee a written request to 
the Chairman or Vice Chairman for that spe- 
cial meeting. 

(B) Immediately upon the filing of the re- 
quest the Clerk of the Committee shall no- 
tify the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the 
filing of the request. If, within three cal- 
endar days after the filing of the request, the 
Chairman or the Vice Chairman does not call 
the requested special meeting, to be held 
within seven calendar days after the filing of 
the request, any three of the members of the 
Committee may file their written notice in 
the office of the Committee that a special 
meeting of the Committee will be held at a 
specified date and hour; such special meeting 
may not occur until forty-eight hours after 
the notice is filed. The Clerk shall imme- 
diately notify all members of the Committee 
of the date and hour of the special meeting. 
The Committee shall meet at the specified 
date and hour. 

(а) QUORUM: 

(1) A majority of the members of the Select 
Committee shall constitute a quorum for the 
transaction of business involving complaints 
or allegations of, or information about, mis- 
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conduct, including resulting preliminary in- 
quiries, adjudicatory reviews, recommenda- 
tions or reports, and matters relating to 
Senate Resolution 400, agreed to May 19, 
1976. 

(2) Three members shall constitute a 
quorum for the transaction of the routine 
business of the Select Committee not cov- 
ered by the first subparagraph of this para- 
graph, including requests for opinions and 
interpretations concerning the Code of Offi- 
cial Conduct or any other statute or regula- 
tion under the jurisdiction of the Select 
Committee, if one member of the quorum is 
a Member of the Majority Party and one 
member of the quorum is a Member of the 
Minority Party. During the transaction of 
routine business any member of the Select 
Committee constituting the quorum shall 
have the right to postpone further discussion 
of a pending matter until such time as a ma- 
jority of the members of the Select Com- 
mittee are present. 

(3) Except for an adjudicatory hearing 
under Rule 5 and any deposition taken out- 
side the presence of a Member under Rule 6, 
one Member shall constitute a quorum for 
hearing testimony, provided that all Mem- 
bers have been given notice of the hearing 
and the Chairman has designated a Member 
of the Majority Party and the Vice Chairman 
has designated a Member of the Minority 
Party to be in attendance, either of whom in 
the absence of the other may constitute the 
quorum. 

(e) ORDER OF BUSINESS: Questions as to 
the order of business and the procedure of 
the Committee shall in the first instance be 
decided by the Chairman and Vice Chairman, 
subject to reversal by a vote by a majority of 
the Committee. 

(f) HEARINGS ANNOUNCEMENTS: The 
Committee shall make public announcement 
of the date, place and subject matter of any 
hearing to be conducted by it at least one 
week before the commencement of that hear- 
ing, and shall publish such announcement in 
the Congressional Record. If the Committee 
determines that there is good cause to com- 
mence a hearing at an earlier date, such no- 
tice will be given at the earliest possible 
time. 

(с) OPEN AND CLOSED COMMITTEE 
MEETINGS: Meetings of the Committee 
shall be open to the public or closed to the 
public (executive session), as determined 
under the provisions of paragraphs 5 (b) to 
(d) of Rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate. Executive session meetings of 
the Committee shall be closed except to the 
members and the staff of the Committee. On 
the motion of any member, and with the ap- 
proval of a majority of the Committee mem- 
bers present, other individuals may be ad- 
mitted to an executive session meeting for a 
specific period or purpose. 

(h) RECORD OF TESTIMONY AND COM- 
MITTEE ACTION: An accurate stenographic 
or transcribed electronic record shall be kept 
of all Committee proceedings, whether in ex- 
ecutive or public session. Such record shall 
include Senators’ votes on any question on 
which a recorded vote is held. The record of 
a witness’s testimony, whether in public or 
executive session, shall be made available for 
inspection to the witness or his counsel 
under Committee supervision; a copy of any 
testimony given by that witness in public 
session, or that part of the testimony given 
by the witness in executive session and sub- 
sequently quoted or made part of the record 
in a public session shall be made available to 
any witness if he so requests. (See Rule 5 on 
Procedures for Conducting Hearings.) 
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(i) SECRECY OF EXECUTIVE TESTI- 
MONY AND ACTION AND OF COMPLAINT 
PROCEEDINGS: 

(1) All testimony and action taken in exec- 
utive session shall be kept secret and shall 
not be released outside the Committee to 
any individual or group, whether govern- 
mental or private, without the approval of a 
majority of the Committee. 

(2) All testimony and action relating to a 
complaint or allegation shall be kept secret 
and shall not be released by the Committee 
to any individual or group, whether govern- 
mental or private, except the respondent, 
without the approval of a majority of the 
Committee, until such time as a report to 
the Senate is required under Senate Resolu- 
tion 338, 88th Congress, as amended, or unless 
otherwise permitted under these Rules. (See 
Rule 8 on Procedures for Handling Com- 
mittee Sensitive and Classified Materials.) 

(j) RELEASE OF REPORTS TO PUBLIC: 
No information pertaining to, or copies of 
any Committee report, study, or other docu- 
ment which purports to express the view, 
findings, conclusions or recommendations of 
the Committee in connection with any of its 
activities or proceedings may be released to 
any individual or group whether govern- 
mental or private, without the authorization 
of the Committee. Whenever the Chairman 
or Vice Chairman is authorized to make any 
determination, then the determination may 
be released at his or her discretion. Each 
member of the Committee shall be given a 
reasonable opportunity to have separate 
views included as part of any Committee re- 
port. (See Rule 8 on Procedures for Handling 
Committee Sensitive and Classified Mate- 
rials.) 

(k) INELIGIBILITY OR DISQUALIFICA- 
TION OF MEMBERS AND STAFF: 

(1) A member of the Committee shall be in- 
eligible to participate in any Committee pro- 
ceeding that relates specifically to any of 
the following: 

(A) a preliminary inquiry or adjudicatory 
review relating to (i) the conduct of (I) such 
member; (II) any officer or employee the 
member supervises; or (ii) any complaint 
filed by the member; and 

(B) the determinations and recommenda- 
tions of the Committee with respect to any 
preliminary inquiry or adjudicatory review 
described in subparagraph (A). 

For purposes of this paragraph, a member 
of the committee and an officer of the Sen- 
ate shall be deemed to supervise any officer 
or employee consistent with the provision of 
paragraph 12 of Rule XXXVII of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate. 

(2) If any Committee proceeding appears to 
relate to a member of the Committee in a 
manner described in subparagraph (1) of this 
paragraph, the staff shall prepare a report to 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman. If either 
the Chairman or the Vice Chairman con- 
cludes from the report that it appears that 
the member may be ineligible, the member 
shall be notified in writing of the nature of 
the particular proceeding and the reason 
that it appears that the member may be in- 
eligible to participate in it. If the member 
agrees that he or she is ineligible, the mem- 
ber shall so notify the Chairman or Vice 
Chairman. If the member believes that he or 
she is not ineligible, he or she may explain 
the reasons to the Chairman and Vice Chair- 
man, and if they both agree that the member 
is not ineligible, the member shall continue 
to serve. But if either the Chairman or Vice 
Chairman continues to believe that the 
member is ineligible, while the member be- 
lieves that he or she is not ineligible, the 
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matter shall be promptly referred to the 
Committee. The member shall present his or 
her arguments to the Committee in execu- 
tive session. Any contested questions con- 
cerning a member’s eligibility shall be de- 
cided by a majority vote of the Committee, 
meeting in executive session, with the mem- 
ber in question not participating. 

(3) A member of the Committee may, at 
the discretion of the member, disqualify 
himself or herself from participating in any 
preliminary inquiry or adjudicatory review 
pending before the Committee and the deter- 
minations and recommendations of the Com- 
mittee with respect to any such preliminary 
inquiry or adjudicatory review. 

(4) Whenever any member of the Com- 
mittee is ineligible under paragraph (1) to 
participate in any preliminary inquiry or ad- 
judicatory review, or disqualifies himself or 
herself under paragraph (8) from partici- 
pating in any preliminary inquiry or adju- 
dicatory review, another Senator shall be ap- 
pointed by the Senate to serve as a member 
of the Committee solely for purposes of such 
preliminary inquiry or adjudicatory review 
and the determinations and recommenda- 
tions of the Committee with respect to such 
preliminary inquiry or adjudicatory review. 
Any member of the Senate appointed for 
such purposes shall be of the same party as 
the member who is ineligible or disqualifies 
himself or herself. 

(5) The President of the Senate shall be 
given written notice of the ineligibility or 
disqualification of any member from any 
preliminary inquiry, adjudicatory review, or 
other proceeding requiring the appointment 
of another member in accordance with sub- 
paragraph (k)(4). 

(6) A member of the Committee staff shall 
be ineligible to participate in any Com- 
mittee proceeding that the staff director or 
outside counsel determines relates specifi- 
cally to any of the following: 

(A) the staff member’s own conduct; 

(B) the conduct of any employee that the 
staff member supervises; 

(C) the conduct of any member, officer or 
employee for whom the staff member has 
worked for any substantial period; or 

(D) a complaint, sworn or unsworn, that 
was filed by the staff member. At the direc- 
tion or with the consent of the staff director 
or outside counsel, a staff member may also 
be disqualified from participating in a Com- 
mittee proceeding in other circumstances 
not listed above. 

(1) RECORDED VOTES: Any member may 
require a recorded vote on any matter. 

(m) PROXIES; RECORDING VOTES OF 
ABSENT MEMBERS: 

(1) Proxy voting shall not be allowed when 
the question before the Committee is the ini- 
tiation or continuation of a preliminary in- 
quiry or an adjudicatory review, or the 
issuance of a report or recommendation re- 
lated thereto concerning a Member or officer 
of the Senate. In any such case an absent 
member’s vote may be announced solely for 
the purpose of recording the member’s posi- 
tion and such announced votes shall not be 
counted for or against the motion. 

(2) On matters other than matters listed in 
paragraph (m)(1) above, the Committee may 
order that the record be held open for the 
vote of absentees or recorded proxy votes if 
the absent Committee member has been in- 
formed of the matter on which the vote oc- 
curs and has affirmatively requested of the 
Chairman or Vice Chairman in writing that 
he be so recorded. 

(8) All proxies shall be in writing, and shall 
be delivered to the Chairman or Vice Chair- 
man to be recorded. 
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(4) Proxies shall not be considered for the 
purpose of establishing a quorum. 

(n) APPROVAL OF BLIND TRUSTS AND 
FOREIGN TRAVEL REQUESTS BETWEEN 
SESSIONS AND DURING EXTENDED RE- 
CESSES: During any period in which the 
Senate stands in adjournment between ses- 
sions of the Congress or stands in a recess 
scheduled to extend beyond fourteen days, 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman, or their 
designees, acting jointly, are authorized to 
approve or disapprove blind trusts under the 
provision of Rule XXXIV. 

(0) COMMITTEE USE OF SERVICES OR 
EMPLOYEES OF OTHER AGENCIES AND 
DEPARTMENTS: With the prior consent of 
the department or agency involved, the Com- 
mittee may (1) utilize the services, informa- 
tion, or facilities of any such department or 
agency of the Government, and (2) employ on 
a reimbursable basis or otherwise the serv- 
ices of such personnel of any such depart- 
ment or agency as it deems advisable. With 
the consent of any other committee of the 
Senate, or any subcommittee, the Com- 
mittee may utilize the facilities and the 
services of the staff of such other committee 
or subcommittee whenever the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman of the Committee, acting 
jointly, determine that such action is nec- 
essary and appropriate. 

RULE 2: PROCEDURES FOR COMPLAINTS, 
ALLEGATIONS, OR INFORMATION 

(a) COMPLAINT, ALLEGATION, OR IN- 
FORMATION: Any member or staff member 
of the Committee shall report to the Com- 
mittee, and any other person may report to 
the Committee, a sworn complaint or other 
allegation or information, alleging that any 
Senator, or officer, or employee of the Sen- 
ate has violated a law, the Senate Code of Of- 
ficial Conduct, or any rule or regulation of 
the Senate relating to the conduct of any in- 
dividual in the performance of his or her 
duty as a Member, officer, or employee of the 
Senate, or has engaged in improper conduct 
which may reflect upon the Senate. Such 
complaints or allegations or information 
may be reported to the Chairman, the Vice 
Chairman, a Committee member, or a Com- 
mittee staff member. 

(b) SOURCE OF COMPLAINT, ALLEGA- 
TION, OR INFORMATION: Complaints, alle- 
gations, and information to be reported to 
the Committee may be obtained from a vari- 
ety of sources, including but not limited to 
the following: 

(1) sworn complaints, defined as a written 
statement of facts, submitted under penalty 
of perjury, within the personal knowledge of 
the complainant alleging a violation of law, 
the Senate Code of Official Conduct, or any 
other rule or regulation of the Senate relat- 
ing to the conduct of individuals in the per- 
formance of their duties as members, offi- 
cers, or employees of the Senate; 

(2) anonymous or informal complaints; 

(3) information developed during a study or 
inquiry by the Committee or other commit- 
tees or subcommittees of the Senate, includ- 
ing information obtained in connection with 
legislative or general oversight hearings; 

(4) information reported by the news 
media; or 

(5) information obtained from any indi- 
vidual, agency or department of the execu- 
tive branch of the Federal Government. 

(c) FORM AND CONTENT OF COM- 
PLAINTS: A complaint need not be sworn 
nor must it be in any particular form to re- 
ceive Committee consideration, but the pre- 
ferred complaint will: 

(1) state, whenever possible, the name, ad- 
dress, and telephone number of the party fil- 
ing the complaint; 
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(2) provide the name of each member, offi- 
cer or employee of the Senate who is specifi- 
cally alleged to have engaged in improper 
conduct or committed a violation; 

(3) state the nature of the alleged improper 
conduct or violation; 

(4) supply all documents in the possession 
of the party filing the complaint relevant to 
or in support of his or her allegations as an 
attachment to the complaint. 

RULE 3: PROCEDURES FOR CONDUCTING A 
PRELIMINARY INQUIRY 

(a) DEFINITION OF PRELIMINARY IN- 
QUIRY: A “preliminary inquiry” is a pro- 
ceeding undertaken by the Committee fol- 
lowing the receipt of a complaint or allega- 
tion of, or information about, misconduct by 
a Member, officer, or employee of the Senate 
to determine whether there is substantial 
credible evidence which provides substantial 
cause for the Committee to conclude that a 
violation within the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mittee has occurred. 

(b) BASIS FOR PRELIMINARY INQUIRY: 
The Committee shall promptly commence a 
preliminary inquiry whenever it has received 
a sworn complaint, or other allegation of, or 
information about, alleged misconduct or 
violations pursuant to Rule 2. 

(c) SCOPE OF PRELIMINARY INQUIRY: 

(1) The preliminary inquiry shall be of such 
duration and scope as is necessary to deter- 
mine whether there is substantial credible 
evidence which provides substantial cause 
for the Committee to conclude that a viola- 
tion within the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mittee has occurred. The Chairman and Vice 
Chairman, acting jointly, on behalf of the 
Committee may supervise and determine the 
appropriate duration, scope, and conduct of a 
preliminary inquiry. Whether a preliminary 
inquiry is conducted jointly by the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman or by the Committee as 
a whole, the day to day supervision of a pre- 
liminary inquiry rests with the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman, acting jointly. 

(2) A preliminary inquiry may include any 
inquiries, interviews, sworn statements, 
depositions, or subpoenas deemed appro- 
priate to obtain information upon which to 
make any determination provided for by this 
Rule. 

(d) OPPORTUNITY FOR RESPONSE: A 
preliminary inquiry may include an oppor- 
tunity for any known respondent or his or 
her designated representative to present ei- 
ther a written or oral statement, or to re- 
spond orally to questions from the Com- 
mittee. Such an oral statement or answers 
shall be transcribed and signed by the person 
providing the statement or answers. 

(e) STATUS REPORTS: The Committee 
staff or outside counsel shall periodically re- 
port to the Committee in the form and ac- 
cording to the schedule prescribed by the 
Committee. The reports shall be confiden- 
tial. 

(f) FINAL REPORT: When the preliminary 
inquiry is completed, the staff or outside 
counsel shall make a confidential report, 
oral or written, to the Committee on find- 
ings and recommendations, as appropriate. 

(с) COMMITTEE ACTION: As soon as prac- 
ticable following submission of the report on 
the preliminary inquiry, the Committee 
shall determine by a recorded vote whether 
there is substantial credible evidence which 
provides substantial cause for the Com- 
mittee to conclude that a violation within 
the jurisdiction of the Committee has oc- 
curred. The Committee may make any of the 
following determinations: 

(1) The Committee may determine that 
there is not such substantial credible evi- 
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dence and, in such case, the Committee shall 
dismiss the matter. The Committee, or 
Chairman and Vice Chairman acting jointly 
on behalf of the Committee, may dismiss any 
matter which, after a preliminary inquiry, is 
determined to lack substantial merit. The 
Committee shall inform the complainant of 
the dismissal. 

(2) The Committee may determine that 
there is such substantial credible evidence, 
but that the alleged violation is inadvertent, 
technical, or otherwise of a de minimis na- 
ture. In such case, the Committee may dis- 
pose of the matter by issuing a public or pri- 
vate letter of admonition, which shall not be 
considered discipline and which shall not be 
subject to appeal to the Senate. The issuance 
of a letter of admonition must be approved 
by the affirmative recorded vote of no fewer 
than four members of the Committee voting. 

(3) The Committee may determine that 
there is such substantial credible evidence 
and that the matter cannot be appropriately 
disposed of under paragraph (2). In such case, 
the Committee shall promptly initiate an 
adjudicatory review in accordance with Rule 
4. No adjudicatory review of conduct of a 
Member, officer, or employee of the Senate 
may be initiated except by the affirmative 
recorded vote of not less than four members 
of the Committee. 

RULE 4: PROCEDURES FOR CONDUCTING AN 
ADJUDICATORY REVIEW 

(a) DEFINITION OF ADJUDICATORY RE- 
VIEW: An ‘‘adjudicatory review” is a pro- 
ceeding undertaken by the Committee after 
a finding, on the basis of a preliminary in- 
quiry, that there is substantial cause for the 
Committee to conclude that a violation 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee has 
occurred. 

(b) SCOPE OF ADJUDICATORY REVIEW: 
When the Committee decides to conduct an 
adjudicatory review, it shall be of such dura- 
tion and scope as is necessary for the Com- 
mittee to determine whether a violation 
within its jurisdiction has occurred. An adju- 
dicatory review shall be conducted by out- 
side counsel as authorized by section 3(b)(1) 
of Senate Resolution 338 unless the Com- 
mittee determines not to use outside coun- 
sel. In the course of the adjudicatory review, 
designated outside counsel, or if the Com- 
mittee determines not to use outside coun- 
sel, the Committee or its staff, may conduct 
any inquiries or interviews, take sworn 
statements, use compulsory process as de- 
scribed in Rule 6, or take any other actions 
that the Committee deems appropriate to se- 
cure the evidence necessary to make a deter- 
mination. 

(c) NOTICE TO RESPONDENT: The Com- 
mittee shall give written notice to any 
known respondent who is the subject of an 
adjudicatory review. The notice shall be sent 
to the respondent no later than five working 
days after the Committee has voted to con- 
duct an adjudicatory review. The notice 
shall include a statement of the nature of 
the possible violation, and description of the 
evidence indicating that a possible violation 
occurred. The Committee may offer the re- 
spondent an opportunity to present a state- 
ment, orally or in writing, or to respond to 
questions from members of the Committee, 
the Committee staff, or outside counsel. 

(d) RIGHT TO A HEARING: The Com- 
mittee shall accord a respondent an oppor- 
tunity for a hearing before it recommends 
disciplinary action against that respondent 
to the Senate or before it imposes an order of 
restitution or reprimand (not requiring dis- 
cipline by the full Senate). 

(e) PROGRESS REPORTS TO COM- 
MITTEE: The Committee staff or outside 
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counsel shall periodically report to the Com- 
mittee concerning the progress of the adju- 
dicatory review. Such reports shall be deliv- 
ered to the Committee in the form and ac- 
cording to the schedule prescribed by the 
Committee, and shall be confidential. 

(f) FINAL REPORT OF ADJUDICATORY 
REVIEW TO COMMITTEE: Upon completion 
of an adjudicatory review, including any 
hearings held pursuant to Rule 5, the outside 
counsel or the staff shall submit a confiden- 
tial written report to the Committee, which 
shall detail the factual findings of the adju- 
dicatory review and which may recommend 
disciplinary action, if appropriate. Findings 
of fact of the adjudicatory review shall be de- 
tailed in this report whether or not discipli- 
nary action is recommended. 

(6) COMMITTEE ACTION: 

(1) As soon as practicable following sub- 
mission of the report of the staff or outside 
counsel on the adjudicatory review, the Com- 
mittee shall prepare and submit a report to 
the Senate, including a recommendation or 
proposed resolution to the Senate concerning 
disciplinary action, if appropriate. A report 
shall be issued, stating in detail the Commit- 
tee’s findings of fact, whether or not discipli- 
nary action is recommended. The report 
shall also explain fully the reasons under- 
lying the Committee’s recommendation con- 
cerning disciplinary action, if any. No adju- 
dicatory review of conduct of a Member, offi- 
cer or employee of the Senate may be con- 
ducted, or report or resolution or rec- 
ommendation relating to such an adjudica- 
tory review of conduct may be made, except 
by the affirmative recorded vote of not less 
than four members of the Committee. 

(2) Pursuant to S. Res. 338, as amended, 
section 2 (a), subsections (2), (3), and (4), 
after receipt of the report prescribed by 
paragraph (f) of this rule, the Committee 
may make any of the following recommenda- 
tions for disciplinary action or issue an order 
for reprimand or restitution, as follows: 

(i) In the case of a Member, a recommenda- 
tion to the Senate for expulsion, censure, 
payment of restitution, recommendation to 
a Member’s party conference regarding the 
Member’s seniority or positions of responsi- 
bility, or a combination of these; 

(ii) In the case of an officer or employee, a 
recommendation to the Senate of dismissal, 
suspension, payment of restitution, or a 
combination of these; 

(iii) In the case where the Committee de- 
termines, after according to the Member, of- 
ficer, or employee due notice and oppor- 
tunity for a hearing, that misconduct oc- 
curred warranting discipline less serious 
than discipline by the full Senate, and sub- 
ject to the provisions of paragraph (h) of this 
rule relating to appeal, by a unanimous vote 
of six members order that a Member, officer 
or employee be reprimanded or pay restitu- 
tion or both; 

(iv) In the case where the Committee de- 
termines that misconduct is inadvertent, 
technical, or otherwise of a de minimis na- 
ture, issue a public or private letter of admo- 
nition to a Member, officer or employee, 
which shall not be subject to appeal to the 
Senate. 

(3) In the case where the Committee deter- 
mines, upon consideration of all the evi- 
dence, that the facts do not warrant a find- 
ing that there is substantial credible evi- 
dence which provides substantial cause for 
the Committee to conclude that a violation 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee has 
occurred, the Committee may dismiss the 
matter. 

(4) Promptly, after the conclusion of the 
adjudicatory review, the Committee’s report 
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and recommendation, if any, shall be for- 
warded to the Secretary of the Senate, and a 
copy shall be provided to the complainant 
and the respondent. The full report and rec- 
ommendation, if any, shall be printed and 
made public, unless the Committee deter- 
mines by the recorded vote of not less than 
four members of the Committee that it 
should remain confidential. 

(h) RIGHT OF APPEAL: 

(1) Any individual who is the subject of a 
reprimand or order of restitution, or both, 
pursuant to subsection (g)(2)(iii), may, with- 
in 30 days of the Committee’s report to the 
Senate of its action imposing a reprimand or 
order of restitution, or both, appeal to the 
Senate by providing written notice of the ap- 
peal to the Committee and the presiding offi- 
cer of the Senate. The presiding officer shall 
cause the notice of the appeal to be printed 
in the Congressional Record and the Senate 
Journal. 

(2) S. Res. 338 provides that a motion to 
proceed to consideration of an appeal pursu- 
ant to paragraph (1) shall be highly privi- 
leged and not debatable. If the motion to 
proceed to consideration of the appeal is 
agreed to, the appeal shall be decided on the 
basis of the Committee’s report to the Sen- 
ate. Debate on the appeal shall be limited to 
10 hours, which shall be divided equally be- 
tween, and controlled by, those favoring and 
those opposing the appeal. 

RULE 5: PROCEDURES FOR HEARINGS 

(a) RIGHT TO HEARING: The Committee 
may hold a public or executive hearing in 
any preliminary inquiry, adjudicatory re- 
view, or other proceeding. The Committee 
shall accord a respondent an opportunity for 
a hearing before it recommends disciplinary 
action against that respondent to the Senate 
or before it imposes an order of restitution 
or reprimand. (See Rule 4(d).) 

(b) NON-PUBLIC HEARINGS: The Com- 
mittee may at any time during a hearing de- 
termine in accordance with paragraph 5(b) of 
Rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Sen- 
ate whether to receive the testimony of spe- 
cific witnesses in executive session. If a wit- 
ness desires to express a preference for testi- 
fying in public or in executive session, he or 
she shall so notify the Committee at least 
five days before he or she is scheduled to tes- 
tify. 

(c) ADJUDICATORY HEARINGS: The 
Committee may, by the recorded vote of not 
less than four members of the Committee, 
designate any public or executive hearing as 
an adjudicatory hearing; and any hearing 
which is concerned with possible disciplinary 
action against a respondent or respondents 
designated by the Committee shall be an ad- 
judicatory hearing. In any adjudicatory 
hearing, the procedures described in para- 
graph (j) shall apply. 

(2) SUBPOENA POWER: The Committee 
may require, by subpoena or otherwise, the 
attendance and testimony of such witnesses 
and the production of such correspondence, 
books, papers, documents or other articles as 
it deems advisable. (See Rule 6.) 

(e) NOTICE OF HEARINGS: The Com- 
mittee shall make public an announcement 
of the date, place, and subject matter of any 
hearing to be conducted by it, in accordance 
with Rule 1(f). 

(f) PRESIDING OFFICER: The Chairman 
shall preside over the hearings, or in his ab- 
sence the Vice Chairman. If the Vice Chair- 
man is also absent, a Committee member 
designated by the Chairman shall preside. If 
an oath or affirmation is required, it shall be 
administered to a witness by the Presiding 
Officer, or in his absence, by any Committee 
member. 
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(g) WITNESSES: 

(1) A subpoena or other request to testify 
shall be served on a witness sufficiently in 
advance of his or her scheduled appearance 
to allow the witness a reasonable period of 
time, as determined by the Committee, to 
prepare for the hearing and to employ coun- 
sel if desired. 

(2) The Committee may, by recorded vote 
of not less than four members of the Com- 
mittee, rule that no member of the Com- 
mittee or staff or outside counsel shall make 
public the name of any witness subpoenaed 
by the Committee before the date of that 
witness’s scheduled appearance, except as 
specifically authorized by the Chairman and 
Vice Chairman, acting jointly. 

(3) Any witness desiring to read a prepared 
or written statement in executive or public 
hearings shall file a copy of such statement 
with the Committee at least two working 
days in advance of the hearing at which the 
statement is to be presented. The Chairman 
and Vice Chairman shall determine whether 
such statements may be read or placed in the 
record of the hearing. 

(4) Insofar as practicable, each witness 
shall be permitted to present a brief oral 
opening statement, if he or she desires to do 


so. 

(h) RIGHT TO TESTIFY: Any person whose 
name is mentioned or who is specifically 
identified or otherwise referred to in testi- 
mony or in statements made by a Committee 
member, staff member or outside counsel, or 
any witness, and who reasonably believes 
that the statement tends to adversely affect 
his or her reputation may— 

(1) Request to appear personally before the 
Committee to testify in his or her own be- 
half; or 

(2) File a sworn statement of facts relevant 
to the testimony or other evidence or state- 
ment of which he or she complained. Such 
request and such statement shall be sub- 
mitted to the Committee for its consider- 
ation and action. 

(i) CONDUCT OF WITNESSES AND 
OTHER ATTENDEES: The Presiding Officer 
may punish any breaches of order and deco- 
rum by censure and exclusion from the hear- 
ings. The Committee, by majority vote, may 
recommend to the Senate that the offender 
be cited for contempt of Congress. 

(j) ADJUDICATORY HEARING PROCE- 
DURES: 

(1) NOTICE OF HEARINGS: A copy of the 
public announcement of an adjudicatory 
hearing, required by paragraph (e), shall be 
furnished together with a copy of these 
Rules to all witnesses at the time that they 
are subpoenaed or otherwise summoned to 
testify. 

(2) PREPARATION FOR ADJUDICATORY 
HEARINGS: 

(A) At least five working days prior to the 
commencement of an adjudicatory hearing, 
the Committee shall provide the following 
information and documents to the respond- 
ent, if any: 

(i) a list of proposed witnesses to be called 
at the hearing; 

(ii) copies of all documents expected to be 
introduced as exhibits at the hearing; and 

(iii) a brief statement as to the nature of 
the testimony expected to be given by each 
witness to be called at the hearing. 

(B) At least two working days prior to the 
commencement of an adjudicatory hearing, 
the respondent, if any, shall provide the in- 
formation and documents described in divi- 
sions (1), (11) and (iii) of subparagraph (A) to 
the Committee. 

(C) At the discretion of the Committee, the 
information and documents to be exchanged 
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under this paragraph shall be subject to an 
appropriate agreement limiting access and 
disclosure. 

(D) If a respondent refuses to provide the 
information and documents to the Com- 
mittee (see (A) and (B) of this subparagraph), 
or if a respondent or other individual vio- 
lates an agreement limiting access and dis- 
closure, the Committee, by majority vote, 
may recommend to the Senate that the of- 
fender be cited for contempt of Congress. 

(3) SWEARING OF WITNESSES: All wit- 
nesses who testify at adjudicatory hearings 
shall be sworn unless the Presiding Officer, 
for good cause, decides that a witness does 
not have to be sworn. 

(4) RIGHT TO COUNSEL: Any witness at 
an adjudicatory hearing may be accom- 
panied by counsel of his or her own choosing, 
who shall be permitted to advise the witness 
of his or her legal rights during the testi- 
mony. 

(5) RIGHT TO CROSS-EXAMINE AND 
CALL WITNESSES: 

(A) In adjudicatory hearings, any respond- 
ent and any other person who obtains the 
permission of the Committee, may person- 
ally or through counsel cross-examine wit- 
nesses called by the Committee and may call 
witnesses in his or her own behalf. 

(B) A respondent may apply to the Com- 
mittee for the issuance of subpoenas for the 
appearance of witnesses or the production of 
documents on his or her behalf. An applica- 
tion shall be approved upon a concise show- 
ing by the respondent that the proposed tes- 
timony or evidence is relevant and appro- 
priate, as determined by the Chairman and 
Vice Chairman. 

(C) With respect to witnesses called by a 
respondent, or other individual given permis- 
sion by the Committee, each such witness 
shall first be examined by the party who 
called the witness or by that party’s counsel. 

(D) At least one working day before a 
witness’s scheduled appearance, a witness or 
a witness’s counsel may submit to the Com- 
mittee written questions proposed to be 
asked of that witness. If the Committee de- 
termines that it is necessary, such questions 
may be asked by any member of the Com- 
mittee, or by any Committee staff member if 
directed by a Committee member. The wit- 
ness or witness’s counsel may also submit 
additional sworn testimony for the record 
within twenty-four hours after the last day 
that the witness has testified. The insertion 
of such testimony in that day’s record is sub- 
ject to the approval of the Chairman and 
Vice Chairman acting jointly within five 
days after the testimony is received. 

(6) ADMISSIBILITY OF EVIDENCE: 

(A) The object of the hearing shall be to as- 
certain the truth. Any evidence that may be 
relevant and probative shall be admissible 
unless privileged under the Federal Rules of 
Evidence. Rules of evidence shall not be ap- 
plied strictly, but the Presiding Officer shall 
exclude irrelevant or unduly repetitious tes- 
timony. Objections going only to the weight 
that should be given evidence will not justify 
its exclusion. 

(B) The Presiding Officer shall rule upon 
any question of the admissibility of testi- 
mony or other evidence presented to the 
Committee. Such rulings shall be final un- 
less reversed or modified by a recorded vote 
of not less than four members of the Com- 
mittee before the recess of that day’s hear- 
ings. 

(C) Notwithstanding paragraphs (A) and 
(B), in any matter before the Committee in- 
volving allegations of sexual discrimination, 
including sexual harassment, or sexual mis- 
conduct, by a Member, officer, or employee 
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within the jurisdiction of the Committee, 
the Committee shall be guided by the stand- 
ards and procedures of Rule 412 of the Fed- 
eral Rules of Evidence, except that the Com- 
mittee may admit evidence subject to the 
provisions of this paragraph only upon a de- 
termination of not less than four members of 
the full Committee that the interests of jus- 
tice require that such evidence be admitted. 

(7) SUPPLEMENTARY HEARING PROCE- 
DURES: The Committee may adopt any ad- 
ditional special hearing procedures that it 
deems necessary or appropriate to a par- 
ticular adjudicatory hearing. Copies of such 
supplementary procedures shall be furnished 
to witnesses and respondents, and shall be 
made available upon request to any member 
of the public. 

(k) TRANSCRIPTS: 

(1) An accurate stenographic or recorded 
transcript shall be made of all public and ex- 
ecutive hearings. Any member of the Com- 
mittee, Committee staff member, outside 
counsel retained by the Committee, or wit- 
ness may examine a copy of the transcript 
retained by the Committee of his or her own 
remarks and may suggest to the official re- 
porter any typographical or transcription er- 
rors. If the reporter declines to make the re- 
quested corrections, the member, staff mem- 
ber, outside counsel or witness may request 
a ruling by the Chairman and Vice Chair- 
man, acting jointly. Any member or witness 
shall return the transcript with suggested 
corrections to the Committee offices within 
five working days after receipt of the tran- 
script, or as soon thereafter as is practicable. 
If the testimony was given in executive ses- 
sion, the member or witness may only in- 
spect the transcript at a location determined 
by the Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly. Any questions arising with respect 
to the processing and correction of tran- 
scripts shall be decided by the Chairman and 
Vice Chairman, acting jointly. 

(2) Except for the record of a hearing which 
is closed to the public, each transcript shall 
be printed as soon as is practicable after re- 
ceipt of the corrected version. The Chairman 
and Vice Chairman, acting jointly, may 
order the transcript of a hearing to be print- 
ed without the corrections of a member or 
witness if they determine that such member 
or witness has been afforded a reasonable 
time to correct such transcript and such 
transcript has not been returned within such 
time. 

(3) The Committee shall furnish each wit- 
ness, at no cost, one transcript copy of that 
witness’s testimony given at a public hear- 
ing. If the testimony was given in executive 
session, then a transcript copy shall be pro- 
vided upon request, subject to appropriate 
conditions and restrictions prescribed by the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman. If any indi- 
vidual violates such conditions and restric- 
tions, the Committee may recommend by 
majority vote that he or she be cited for con- 
tempt of Congress. 

RULE 6: SUBPOENAS AND DEPOSITIONS 

(a) SUBPOENAS: 

(1) AUTHORIZATION FOR ISSUANCE: 
Subpoenas for the attendance and testimony 
of witnesses at depositions or hearings, and 
subpoenas for the production of documents 
and tangible things at depositions, hearings, 
or other times and places designated therein, 
may be authorized for issuance by either (A) 
a majority vote of the Committee, or (B) the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting jointly, 
at any time during a preliminary inquiry, 
adjudicatory review, or other proceeding. 

(2) SIGNATURE AND SERVICE: All sub- 
poenas shall be signed by the Chairman or 
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the Vice Chairman and may be served by any 
person eighteen years of age or older, who is 
designated by the Chairman or Vice Chair- 
man. Each subpoena shall be served with a 
copy of the Rules of the Committee and a 
brief statement of the purpose of the Com- 
mittee’s proceeding. 

(3) WITHDRAWAL OF SUBPOENA: The 
Committee, by recorded vote of not less than 
four members of the Committee, may with- 
draw any subpoena authorized for issuance 
by it or authorized for issuance by the Chair- 
man and Vice Chairman, acting jointly. The 
Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting jointly, 
may withdraw any subpoena authorized for 
issuance by them. 

(b) DEPOSITIONS: 

(1) PERSONS AUTHORIZED TO TAKE 
DEPOSITIONS: Depositions may be taken by 
any member of the Committee designated by 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly, or by any other person designated by 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly, including outside counsel, Com- 
mittee staff, other employees of the Senate, 
or government employees detailed to the 
Committee. 

(2) DEPOSITION NOTICES: Notices for the 
taking of depositions shall be authorized by 
the Committee, or the Chairman and Vice 
Chairman, acting jointly, and issued by the 
Chairman, Vice Chairman, or a Committee 
staff member or outside counsel designated 
by the Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly. Depositions may be taken at any 
time during a preliminary inquiry, adjudica- 
tory review or other proceeding. Deposition 
notices shall specify a time and place for ex- 
amination. Unless otherwise specified, the 
deposition shall be in private, and the testi- 
mony taken and documents produced shall 
be deemed for the purpose of these rules to 
have been received in a closed or executive 
session of the Committee. The Committee 
shall not initiate procedures leading to 
criminal or civil enforcement proceedings for 
a witness’s failure to appear, or to testify, or 
to produce documents, unless the deposition 
notice was accompanied by a subpoena au- 
thorized for issuance by the Committee, or 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly. 

(3) COUNSEL AT DEPOSITIONS: Wit- 
nesses may be accompanied at a deposition 
by counsel to advise them of their rights. 

(4) DEPOSITION PROCEDURE: Witnesses 
at depositions shall be examined upon oath 
administered by an individual authorized by 
law to administer oaths, or administered by 
any member of the Committee if one is 
present. Questions may be propounded by 
any person or persons who are authorized to 
take depositions for the Committee. If a wit- 
ness objects to a question and refuses to tes- 
tify, or refuses to produce a document, any 
member of the Committee who is present 
may rule on the objection and, if the objec- 
tion is overruled, direct the witness to an- 
swer the question or produce the document. 
If no member of the Committee is present, 
the individual who has been designated by 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly, to take the deposition may proceed 
with the deposition, or may, at that time or 
at a subsequent time, seek a ruling by tele- 
phone or otherwise on the objection from the 
Chairman or Vice Chairman of the Com- 
mittee, who may refer the matter to the 
Committee or rule on the objection. If the 
Chairman or Vice Chairman, or the Com- 
mittee upon referral, overrules the objec- 
tion, the Chairman, Vice Chairman, or the 
Committee as the case may be, may direct 
the witness to answer the question or 
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produce the document. The Committee shall 
not initiate procedures leading to civil or 
criminal enforcement unless the witness re- 
fuses to testify or produce documents after 
having been directed to do so. 

(5) FILING OF DEPOSITIONS: Deposition 
testimony shall be transcribed or electroni- 
cally recorded. If the deposition is tran- 
scribed, the individual administering the 
oath shall certify on the transcript that the 
witness was duly sworn in his or her presence 
and the transcriber shall certify that the 
transcript is a true record of the testimony. 
The transcript with these certifications shall 
be filed with the chief clerk of the Com- 
mittee, and the witness shall be furnished 
with access to a copy at the Committee’s of- 
fices for review. Upon inspecting the tran- 
script, within a time limit set by the Chair- 
man and Vice Chairman, acting jointly, a 
witness may request in writing changes in 
the transcript to correct errors in tran- 
scription. The witness may also bring to the 
attention of the Committee errors of fact in 
the witness’s testimony by submitting a 
sworn statement about those facts with a re- 
quest that it be attached to the transcript. 
The Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly, may rule on the witness’s request, 
and the changes or attachments allowed 
shall be certified by the Committee’s chief 
clerk. If the witness fails to make any re- 
quest under this paragraph within the time 
limit set, this fact shall be noted by the 
Committee’s chief clerk. Any person author- 
ized by the Committee may stipulate with 
the witness to changes in this procedure. 
RULE 7: VIOLATIONS OF LAW; PERJURY; LEGIS- 

LATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS; EDUCATIONAL 

MANDATE; AND APPLICABLE RULES AND 

STANDARDS OF CONDUCT 

(a) VIOLATIONS OF LAW: Whenever the 
Committee determines by the recorded vote 
of not less than four members of the full 
Committee that there is reason to believe 
that a violation of law, including the provi- 
sion of false information to the Committee, 
may have occurred, it shall report such pos- 
sible violation to the proper Federal and 
state authorities. 

(b) PERJURY: Any person who knowingly 
and willfully swears falsely to a sworn com- 
plaint or any other sworn statement to the 
Committee does so under penalty of perjury. 
The Committee may refer any such case to 
the Attorney General for prosecution. 

(c) LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS: 
The Committee shall recommend to the Sen- 
ate by report or resolution such additional 
rules, regulations, or other legislative meas- 
ures as it determines to be necessary or de- 
sirable to ensure proper standards of conduct 
by Members, officers, or employees of the 
Senate. The Committee may conduct such 
inquiries as it deems necessary to prepare 
such a report or resolution, including the 
holding of hearings in public or executive 
session and the use of subpoenas to compel 
the attendance of witnesses or the produc- 
tion of materials. The Committee may make 
legislative recommendations as a result of 
its findings in a preliminary inquiry, adju- 
dicatory review, or other proceeding. 

(d) Educational Mandate: The Committee 
shall develop and implement programs and 
materials designed to educate Members, offi- 
cers, and employees about the laws, rules, 
regulations, and standards of conduct appli- 
cable to such individuals in the performance 
of their duties. 

(e) APPLICABLE RULES AND STAND- 
ARDS OF CONDUCT: 

(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this section, no adjudicatory review shall be 
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initiated of any alleged violation of any law, 
the Senate Code of Official Conduct, rule, or 
regulation which was not in effect at the 
time the alleged violation occurred. No pro- 
visions of the Senate Code of Official Con- 
duct shall apply to or require disclosure of 
any act, relationship, or transaction which 
occurred prior to the effective date of the ap- 
plicable provision of the Code. 

(2) The Committee may initiate an adju- 
dicatory review of any alleged violation of a 
rule or law which was in effect prior to the 
enactment of the Senate Code of Official 
Conduct if the alleged violation occurred 
while such rule or law was in effect and the 
violation was not a matter resolved on the 
merits by the predecessor Committee. 

RULE 8: PROCEDURES FOR HANDLING COMMITTEE 
SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED MATERIALS 

(a) PROCEDURES FOR HANDLING COM- 
MITTEE SENSITIVE MATERIALS: 

(1) Committee Sensitive information or 
material is information or material in the 
possession of the Select Committee on Eth- 
ics which pertains to illegal or improper con- 
duct by a present or former Member, officer, 
or employee of the Senate; to allegations or 
accusations of such conduct; to any resulting 
preliminary inquiry, adjudicatory review or 
other proceeding by the Select Committee 
on Ethics into such allegations or conduct; 
to the investigative techniques and proce- 
dures of the Select Committee on Ethics; or 
to other information or material designated 
by the staff director, or outside counsel des- 
ignated by the Chairman and Vice Chairman. 

(2) The Chairman and Vice Chairman of the 
Committee shall establish such procedures 
as may be necessary to prevent the unau- 
thorized disclosure of Committee Sensitive 
information in the possession of the Com- 
mittee or its staff. Procedures for protecting 
Committee Sensitive materials shall be in 
writing and shall be given to each Com- 
mittee staff member. 

(b) PROCEDURES FOR HANDLING CLAS- 
SIFIED MATERIALS: 

(1) Classified information or material is in- 
formation or material which is specifically 
designated as classified under the authority 
of Executive Order 11652 requiring protection 
of such information or material from unau- 
thorized disclosure in order to prevent dam- 
age to the United States. 

(2) The Chairman and Vice Chairman of the 
Committee shall establish such procedures 
as may be necessary to prevent the unau- 
thorized disclosure of classified information 
in the possession of the Committee or its 
staff. Procedures for handling such informa- 
tion shall be in writing and a copy of the 
procedures shall be given to each staff mem- 
ber cleared for access to classified informa- 
tion. 

(8) Each member of the Committee shall 
have access to classified material in the 
Committee’s possession. Only Committee 
staff members with appropriate security 
clearances and a need-to-know, as approved 
by the Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly, shall have access to classified infor- 
mation in the Committee’s possession. 

(c) PROCEDURES FOR HANDLING COM- 
MITTEE SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED 
DOCUMENTS: 

(1) Committee Sensitive documents and 
materials shall be stored in the Committee’s 
offices, with appropriate safeguards for 
maintaining the security of such documents 
or materials. Classified documents and mate- 
rials shall be further segregated in the Com- 
mittee’s offices in secure filing safes. Re- 
moval from the Committee offices of such 
documents or materials is prohibited except 
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as necessary for use in, or preparation for, 
interviews or Committee meetings, including 
the taking of testimony, or as otherwise spe- 
cifically approved by the staff director or by 
outside counsel designated by the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman. 

(2) Each member of the Committee shall 
have access to all materials in the Commit- 
tee’s possession. The staffs of members shall 
not have access to Committee Sensitive or 
classified documents and materials without 
the specific approval in each instance of the 
Chairman, and Vice Chairman, acting joint- 
ly. Members may examine such materials in 
the Committee’s offices. If necessary, re- 
quested materials may be hand delivered by 
a member of the Committee staff to the 
member of the Committee, or to a staff per- 
son(s) specifically designated by the mem- 
ber, for the Member’s or designated staffer’s 
examination. A member of the Committee 
who has possession of Committee Sensitive 
documents or materials shall take appro- 
priate safeguards for maintaining the secu- 
rity of such documents or materials in the 
possession of the Member or his or her des- 
ignated staffer. 

(3) Committee Sensitive documents that 
are provided to a Member of the Senate in 
connection with a complaint that has been 
filed against the Member shall be hand deliv- 
ered to the Member or to the Member’s Chief 
of Staff or Administrative Assistant. Com- 
mittee Sensitive documents that are pro- 
vided to a Member of the Senate who is the 
subject of a preliminary inquiry, adjudica- 
tory review, or other proceeding, shall be 
hand delivered to the Member or to his or 
her specifically designated representative. 

(4) Any Member of the Senate who is nota 
member of the Committee and who seeks ac- 
cess to any Committee Sensitive or classi- 
fied documents or materials, other than doc- 
uments or materials which are matters of 
public record, shall request access in writing. 
The Committee shall decide by majority 
vote whether to make documents or mate- 
rials available. If access is granted, the 
Member shall not disclose the information 
except as authorized by the Committee. 

(5) Whenever the Committee makes Com- 
mittee Sensitive or classified documents or 
materials available to any Member of the 
Senate who is not a member of the Com- 
mittee, or to a staff person of a Committee 
member in response to a specific request to 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman, a written 
record shall be made identifying the Member 
of the Senate requesting such documents or 
materials and describing what was made 
available and to whom. 

(d) NON-DISCLOSURE POLICY AND 
AGREEMENT: 

(1) Except as provided in the last sentence 
of this paragraph, no member of the Select 
Committee on Ethics, its staff or any person 
engaged by contract or otherwise to perform 
services for the Select Committee on Ethics 
shall release, divulge, publish, reveal by 
writing, word, conduct, or disclose in any 
way, in whole, or in part, or by way of sum- 
mary, during tenure with the Select Com- 
mittee on Ethics or anytime thereafter, any 
testimony given before the Select Com- 
mittee on Ethics in executive session (in- 
cluding the name of any witness who ap- 
peared or was called to appear in executive 
session), any classified or Committee Sen- 
sitive information, document or material, 
received or generated by the Select Com- 
mittee on Ethics or any classified or Com- 
mittee Sensitive information which may 
come into the possession of such person dur- 
ing tenure with the Select Committee on 
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Ethics or its staff. Such information, docu- 
ments, or material may be released to an of- 
ficial of the executive branch properly 
cleared for access with a need-to-know, for 
any purpose or in connection with any pro- 
ceeding, judicial or otherwise, as authorized 
by the Select Committee on Ethics, or in the 
event of termination of the Select Com- 
mittee on Ethics, in such a manner as may 
be determined by its successor or by the Sen- 
ate. 

(2) No member of the Select Committee on 
Ethics staff or any person engaged by con- 
tract or otherwise to perform services for the 
Select Committee on Ethics, shall be grant- 
ed access to classified or Committee Sen- 
sitive information or material in the posses- 
sion of the Select Committee on Ethics un- 
less and until such person agrees in writing, 
as a condition of employment, to the non- 
disclosure policy. The agreement shall be- 
come effective when signed by the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman on behalf of the Com- 
mittee. 


RULE 9: BROADCASTING AND NEWS COVERAGE OF 
COMMITTEE PROCEEDINGS 


(a) Whenever any hearing or meeting of the 
Committee is open to the public, the Com- 
mittee shall permit that hearing or meeting 
to be covered in whole or in part, by tele- 
vision broadcast, radio broadcast, still pho- 
tography, or by any other methods of cov- 
erage, unless the Committee decides by re- 
corded vote of not less than four members of 
the Committee that such coverage is not ap- 
propriate at a particular hearing or meeting. 

(b) Any witness served with a subpoena by 
the Committee may request not to be photo- 
graphed at any hearing or to give evidence or 
testimony while the broadcasting, reproduc- 
tion, or coverage of that hearing, by radio, 
television, still photography, or other meth- 
ods is occurring. At the request of any such 
witness who does not wish to be subjected to 
radio, television, still photography, or other 
methods of coverage, and subject to the ap- 
proval of the Committee, all lenses shall be 
covered and all microphones used for cov- 
erage turned off. 

(c) If coverage is permitted, it shall be in 
accordance with the following requirements: 

(1) Photographers and reporters using me- 
chanical recording, filming, or broadcasting 
apparatus shall position their equipment so 
as not to interfere with the seating, vision, 
and hearing of the Committee members and 
staff, or with the orderly process of the 
meeting or hearing. 

(2) If the television or radio coverage of the 
hearing or meeting is to be presented to the 
public as live coverage, the coverage shall be 
conducted and presented without commer- 
cial sponsorship. 

(3) Personnel providing coverage by the 
television and radio media shall be currently 
accredited to the Radio and Television Cor- 
respondents’ Galleries. 

(4) Personnel providing coverage by still 
photography shall be currently accredited to 
the Press Photographers’ Gallery Committee 
of Press Photographers. 

(5) Personnel providing coverage by the 
television and radio media and by still pho- 
tography shall conduct themselves and the 
coverage activities in an orderly and unob- 
trusive manner. 

RULE 10: PROCEDURES FOR ADVISORY OPINIONS 

(a) WHEN ADVISORY OPINIONS ARE 
RENDERED: 

(1) The Committee shall render an advisory 
opinion, in writing within a reasonable time, 
in response to a written request by a Member 
or officer of the Senate or a candidate for 
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nomination for election, or election to the 
Senate, concerning the application of any 
law, the Senate Code of Official Conduct, or 
any rule or regulation of the Senate within 
the Committee’s jurisdiction, to a specific 
factual situation pertinent to the conduct or 
proposed conduct of the person seeking the 
advisory opinion. 

(2) The Committee may issue an advisory 
opinion in writing within a reasonable time 
in response to a written request by any em- 
ployee of the Senate concerning the applica- 
tion of any law, the Senate Code of Official 
Conduct, or any rule or regulation of the 
Senate within the Committee’s jurisdiction, 
to a specific factual situation pertinent to 
the conduct or proposed conduct of the per- 
son seeking the advisory opinion. 

(b) FORM OF REQUEST: A request for an 
advisory opinion shall be directed in writing 
to the Chairman of the Committee and shall 
include a complete and accurate statement 
of the specific factual situation with respect 
to which the request is made as well as the 
specific question or questions which the re- 
questor wishes the Committee to address. 

(c) OPPORTUNITY FOR COMMENT: 

(1) The Committee will provide an oppor- 
tunity for any interested party to comment 
on a request for an advisory opinion— 

(A) which requires an interpretation on a 
significant question of first impression that 
will affect more than a few individuals; or 

(B) when the Committee determines that 
comments from interested parties would be 
of assistance. 

(2) Notice of any such request for an advi- 
sory opinion shall be published in the Con- 
gressional Record, with appropriate dele- 
tions to insure confidentiality, and inter- 
ested parties will be asked to submit their 
comments in writing to the Committee with- 
in ten days. 

(3) All relevant comments received on a 
timely basis will be considered. 

(d) ISSUANCE OF AN ADVISORY OPIN- 
ION: 

(1) The Committee staff shall prepare a 
proposed advisory opinion in draft form 
which will first be reviewed and approved by 
the Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
jointly, and will be presented to the Com- 
mittee for final action. If (A) the Chairman 
and Vice Chairman cannot agree, or (B) ei- 
ther the Chairman or Vice Chairman re- 
quests that it be taken directly to the Com- 
mittee, then the proposed advisory opinion 
shall be referred to the Committee for its de- 
cision. 

(2) An advisory opinion shall be issued only 
by the affirmative recorded vote of a major- 
ity of the members voting. 

(3) Each advisory opinion issued by the 
Committee shall be promptly transmitted 
for publication in the Congressional Record 
after appropriate deletions are made to in- 
sure confidentiality. The Committee may at 
any time revise, withdraw, or elaborate on 
any advisory opinion. 

(e) RELIANCE ON ADVISORY OPINIONS: 

(1) Any advisory opinion issued by the 
Committee under Senate Resolution 338, 88th 
Congress, aS amended, and the rules may be 
relied upon by— 

(A) Any person involved in the specific 
transaction or activity with respect to which 
such advisory opinion is rendered if the re- 
quest for such advisory opinion included a 
complete and accurate statement of the spe- 
cific factual situation; and 

(B) any person involved in any specific 
transaction or activity which is indistin- 
guishable in all its material aspects from the 
transaction or activity with respect to which 
such advisory opinion is rendered. 
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(2) Any person who relies upon any provi- 
sion or finding of an advisory opinion in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of Senate Reso- 
lution 338, 88th Congress, as amended, and of 
the rules, and who acts in good faith in ac- 
cordance with the provisions and findings of 
such advisory opinion shall not, as a result 
of any such act, be subject to any sanction 
by the Senate. 

RULE 11: PROCEDURES FOR INTERPRETATIVE 

RULINGS 


(a) BASIS FOR INTERPRETATIVE RUL- 
INGS: Senate Resolution 338, 88th Congress, 
as amended, authorizes the Committee to 
issue interpretative rulings explaining and 
clarifying the application of any law, the 
Code of Official Conduct, or any rule or regu- 
lation of the Senate within its jurisdiction. 
The Committee also may issue such rulings 
clarifying or explaining any rule or regula- 
tion of the Select Committee on Ethics. 

(b) REQUEST FOR RULING: A request for 
such a ruling must be directed in writing to 
the Chairman or Vice Chairman of the Com- 
mittee. 

(c) ADOPTION OF RULING: 

(1) The Chairman and Vice Chairman, act- 
ing jointly, shall issue a written interpreta- 
tive ruling in response to any such request, 
unless— 

(A) they cannot agree, 

(B) it requires an interpretation of a sig- 
nificant question of first impression, or 

(C) either requests that it be taken to the 
Committee, in which event the request shall 
be directed to the Committee for a ruling. 

(2) A ruling on any request taken to the 
Committee under subparagraph (1) shall be 
adopted by a majority of the members voting 
and the ruling shall then be issued by the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman. 

(d) PUBLICATION OF RULINGS: The 
Committee will publish in the Congressional 
Record, after making appropriate deletions 
to ensure confidentiality, any interpretative 
rulings issued under this Rule which the 
Committee determines may be of assistance 
or guidance to other Members, officers or 
employees. The Committee may at any time 
revise, withdraw, or elaborate on interpreta- 
tive rulings. 

(е) RELIANCE ON RULINGS: Whenever an 
individual can demonstrate to the Commit- 
tee’s satisfaction that his or her conduct was 
in good faith reliance on an interpretative 
ruling issued in accordance with this Rule, 
the Committee will not recommend sanc- 
tions to the Senate as a result of such con- 
duct. 

(f) RULINGS BY COMMITTEE STAFF: 
The Committee staff is not authorized to 
make rulings or give advice, orally or in 
writing, which binds the Committee in any 
way. 

RULE 12: PROCEDURES FOR COMPLAINTS INVOLV- 

ING IMPROPER USE OF THE MAILING FRANK 


(a) AUTHORITY TO RECEIVE COM- 
PLAINTS: The Committee is directed by sec- 
tion 6(b) of Public Law 93-191 to receive and 
dispose of complaints that a violation of the 
use of the mailing frank has occurred or is 
about to occur by a Member or officer of the 
Senate or by a surviving spouse of a Member. 
All such complaints will be processed in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of these Rules, 
except as provided in paragraph (b). 

(b) DISPOSITION OF COMPLAINTS: 

(1) The Committee may dispose of any such 
complaint by requiring restitution of the 
cost of the mailing, pursuant to the franking 
statute, if it finds that the franking viola- 
tion was the result of a mistake. 

(2) Any complaint disposed of by restitu- 
tion that is made after the Committee has 
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formally commenced an adjudicatory review, 
must be summarized, together with the dis- 
position, in a report to the Senate, as appro- 
priate. 

(3) If a complaint is disposed of by restitu- 
tion, the complainant, if any, shall be noti- 
fied of the disposition in writing. 

(c) ADVISORY OPINIONS AND INTER- 
PRETATIVE RULINGS: Requests for advi- 
sory opinions or interpretative rulings in- 
volving franking questions shall be processed 
in accordance with Rules 10 and 11. 

RULE 13: PROCEDURES FOR WAIVERS 


(a) AUTHORITY FOR WAIVERS: The Com- 
mittee is authorized to grant a waiver under 
the following provisions of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate: 

(1) Section 101(h) of the Ethics in Govern- 
ment Act of 1978, as amended (Rule XXXIV), 
relating to the filing of financial disclosure 
reports by individuals who are expected to 
perform or who have performed the duties of 
their offices or positions for less than one 
hundred and thirty days in a calendar year; 

(2) Section 102(a)(2)(D) of the Ethics in 
Government Act, as amended (Rule XXXIV), 
relating to the reporting of gifts; 

(3) Paragraph 1 of Rule XXXV relating to 
acceptance of gifts; or 

(4) Paragraph 5 of Rule XLI relating to ap- 
plicability of any of the provisions of the 
Code of Official Conduct to an employee of 
the Senate hired on a per diem basis. 

(b) REQUESTS FOR WAIVERS: A request 
for a waiver under paragraph (a) must be di- 
rected to the Chairman or Vice Chairman in 
writing and must specify the nature of the 
waiver being sought and explain in detail the 
facts alleged to justify a waiver. In the case 
of a request submitted by an employee, the 
views of his or her supervisor (as determined 
under paragraph 12 of Rule XXXVII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate) should be in- 
cluded with the waiver request. 

(c) RULING: The Committee shall rule on 
a waiver request by recorded vote with a ma- 
jority of those voting affirming the decision. 
With respect to an individual’s request for a 
waiver in connection with the acceptance or 
reporting the value of gifts on the occasion 
of the individual’s marriage, the Chairman 
and the Vice Chairman, acting jointly, may 
rule on the waiver. 

(d) AVAILABILITY OF WAIVER DETER- 
MINATIONS: А brief description of any 
waiver granted by the Committee, with ap- 
propriate deletions to ensure confidentiality, 
shall be made available for review upon re- 
quest in the Committee office. Waivers 
granted by the Committee pursuant to the 
Ethics in Government Act of 1978, as amend- 
ed, may only be granted pursuant to a pub- 
licly available request as required by the 
Act. 

RULE 14: DEFINITION OF ‘‘OFFICER OR 
EMPLOYEE” 


(a) As used in the applicable resolutions 
and in these rules and procedures, the term 
“officer or employee of the Senate” means: 

(1) An elected officer of the Senate who is 
not a Member of the Senate; 

(2) An employee of the Senate, any com- 
mittee or subcommittee of the Senate, or 
any Member of the Senate; 

(3) The Legislative Counsel of the Senate 
or any employee of his office; 

(4) An Official Reporter of Debates of the 
Senate and any person employed by the Offi- 
cial Reporters of Debates of the Senate in 
connection with the performance of their of- 
ficial duties; 

(5) A member of the Capitol Police force 
whose compensation is disbursed by the Sec- 
retary of the Senate; 
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(6) An employee of the Vice President, if 
such employee’s compensation is disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate; 

(7) An employee of a joint committee of 
the Congress whose compensation is dis- 
bursed by the Secretary of the Senate; 

(8) An officer or employee of any depart- 
ment or agency of the Federal Government 
whose services are being utilized on a full- 
time and continuing basis by a Member, offi- 
cer, employee, or committee of the Senate in 
accordance with Rule XLI(3) of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate; and 

(9) Any other individual whose full-time 
services are utilized for more than ninety 
days in a calendar year by a Member, officer, 
employee, or committee of the Senate in the 
conduct of official duties in accordance with 
Rule XLI(4) of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate. 

RULE 15: COMMITTEE STAFF 

(a) COMMITTEE POLICY: 

(1) The staff is to be assembled and re- 
tained as a permanent, professional, non- 
partisan staff. 

(2) Each member of the staff shall be pro- 
fessional and demonstrably qualified for the 
position for which he or she is hired. 

(3) The staff as a whole and each member 
of the staff shall perform all official duties 
in a nonpartisan manner. 

(4) No member of the staff shall engage in 
any partisan political activity directly af- 
fecting any congressional or presidential 
election. 

(5) No member of the staff or outside coun- 
sel may accept public speaking engagements 
or write for publication on any subject that 
is in any way related to his or her employ- 
ment or duties with the Committee without 
specific advance permission from the Chair- 
man and Vice Chairman. 

(6) No member of the staff may make pub- 
lic, without Committee approval, any Com- 
mittee Sensitive or classified information, 
documents, or other material obtained dur- 
ing the course of his or her employment with 
the Committee. 

(b) APPOINTMENT OF STAFF: 

(1) The appointment of all staff members 
shall be approved by the Chairman and Vice 
Chairman, acting jointly. 

(2) The Committee may determine by ma- 
jority vote that it is necessary to retain staff 
members, including a staff recommended by 
a special counsel, for the purpose of a par- 
ticular preliminary inquiry, adjudicatory re- 
view, or other proceeding. Such staff shall be 
retained only for the duration of that par- 
ticular undertaking. 

(3) The Committee is authorized to retain 
and compensate counsel not employed by the 
Senate (or by any department or agency of 
the Executive Branch of the Government) 
whenever the Committee determines that 
the retention of outside counsel is necessary 
or appropriate for any action regarding any 
complaint or allegation, preliminary in- 
quiry, adjudicatory review, or other pro- 
ceeding, which in the determination of the 
Committee, is more appropriately conducted 
by counsel not employed by the Government 
of the United States as a regular employee. 
The Committee shall retain and compensate 
outside counsel to conduct any adjudicatory 
review undertaken after a preliminary in- 
quiry, unless the Committee determines that 
the use of outside counsel is not appropriate 
in the particular case. 

(c) DISMISSAL OF STAFF: A staff mem- 
ber may not be removed for partisan, polit- 
ical reasons, or merely as a consequence of 
the rotation of the Committee membership. 
The Chairman and Vice Chairman, acting 
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jointly, shall approve the dismissal of any 
staff member. 

(d) STAFF WORKS FOR COMMITTEE AS 
WHOLE: All staff employed by the Com- 
mittee or housed in Committee offices shall 
work for the Committee as a whole, under 
the general direction of the Chairman and 
Vice Chairman, and the immediate direction 
of the staff director or outside counsel. 

(e) NOTICE OF SUMMONS TO TESTIFY: 
Each member of the Committee staff or out- 
side counsel shall immediately notify the 
Committee in the event that he or she is 
called upon by a properly constituted au- 
thority to testify or provide confidential in- 
formation obtained as a result of and during 
his or her employment with the Committee. 

RULE 16: CHANGES IN SUPPLEMENTARY 
PROCEDURAL RULES 


(a) ADOPTION OF CHANGES IN SUPPLE- 
MENTARY RULES: The Rules of the Com- 
mittee, other than rules established by stat- 
ute, or by the Standing Rules and Standing 
Orders of the Senate, may be modified, 
amended, or suspended at any time, pursuant 
to a recorded vote of not less than four mem- 
bers of the full Committee taken at a meet- 
ing called with due notice when prior written 
notice of the proposed change has been pro- 
vided each member of the Committee. 

(b) PUBLICATION: Any amendments 
adopted to the Rules of this Committee shall 
be published in the Congressional Record in 
accordance with Rule XXVI(2) of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate. 


SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS 
PART П1—80ВЈЕСТ MATTER JURISDICTION 


Following are sources of the subject mat- 
ter jurisdiction of the Select Committee: 

(a) The Senate Code of Official Conduct ap- 
proved by the Senate in Title I of S. Res. 110, 
95th Congress, April 1, 1977, as amended, and 
stated in Rules 34 through 48 of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate; 

(b) Senate Resolution 338, 88th Congress, as 
amended, which states, among others, the 
duties to receive complaints and investigate 
allegations of improper conduct which may 
reflect on the Senate, violations of law, vio- 
lations of the Senate Code of Official Con- 
duct and violations of rules and regulations 
of the Senate; recommend disciplinary ac- 
tion; and recommend additional Senate 
Rules or regulations to insure proper stand- 
ards of conduct; 

(c) Residual portions of Standing Rules 41, 
42, 48 and 44 of the Senate as they existed on 
the day prior to the amendments made by 
Title I of S. Res. 110; 

(d) Public Law 93-191 relating to the use of 
the mail franking privilege by Senators, offi- 
cers of the Senate; and surviving spouses of 
Senators; 

(e) Senate Resolution 400, 94th Congress, 
Section 8, relating to unauthorized disclo- 
sure of classified intelligence information in 
the possession of the Select Committee on 
Intelligence; 

(f) Public Law 95-105, Section 515, relating 
to the receipt and disposition of foreign gifts 
and decorations received by Senate mem- 
bers, officers and employees and their 
spouses or dependents; 

(g) Preamble to Senate Resolution 266, 90th 
Congress, 2d Session, March 22, 1968; and 

(h) The Code of Ethics for Government 
Service, H. Con. Res. 175, 85th Congress, 2d 
Session, July 11, 1958 (72 Stat. B12). Except 
that S. Res. 338, as amended by Section 202 of 
S. Res. 110 (April 2, 1977), and as amended by 
Section 3 of S. Res. 222 (1999), provides: 

(g) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this section, no adjudicatory review shall be 
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initiated of any alleged violation of any law, 
the Senate Code of Official Conduct, rule, or 
regulation which was not in effect at the 
time the alleged violation occurred. No pro- 
visions of the Senate Code of Official Con- 
duct shall apply to or require disclosure of 
any act, relationship, or transaction which 
occurred prior to the effective date of the ap- 
plicable provision of the Code. The Select 
Committee may initiate an adjudicatory re- 
view of any alleged violation of a rule or law 
which was in effect prior to the enactment of 
the Senate Code of Official Conduct if the al- 
leged violation occurred while such rule or 
law was in effect and the violation was not a 
matter resolved on the merits by the prede- 
cessor Select Committee. 
APPENDIX A—OPEN AND CLOSED 
MEETINGS 

Paragraphs 5 (b) to (d) of Rule XXVI of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate reads as fol- 
lows: 

(b) Each meeting of a standing, select, or 
special committee of the Senate, or any sub- 
committee thereof, including meetings to 
conduct hearings, shall be open to the public, 
except that a meeting or series of meetings 
by a committee or a subcommittee thereof 
on the same subject for a period of no more 
than fourteen calendar days may be closed to 
the public on a motion made and seconded to 
go into closed session to discuss only wheth- 
er the matters enumerated in classes (1) 
through (6) would require the meeting to be 
closed followed immediately by a record vote 
in open session by a majority of the members 
of the committee or subcommittee when it is 
determined that the matters to be discussed 
or the testimony to be taken at such meet- 
ing or meetings— 

(1) will disclose matters necessary to be 
kept secret in the interests of national de- 
fense or the confidential conduct of the for- 
eign relations of the United States; 

(2) will relate solely to matters of com- 
mittee staff personnel or internal staff man- 
agement or procedure; 

(3) will tend to charge an individual with 
crime or misconduct, to disgrace or injure 
the professional standing of an individual, or 
otherwise to expose an individual to public 
contempt or obloquy, or will represent a 
clearly unwarranted invasion of the privacy 
of an individual; 

(4) will disclose the identity of any in- 
former or law enforcement agent or will dis- 
close any information relating to the inves- 
tigation or prosecution of a criminal offense 
that is required to be kept secret in the in- 
terests of effective law enforcement; 

(5) will disclose information relating to the 
trade secrets or financial or commercial in- 
formation pertaining specifically to a given 
person if— 

(A) an Act of Congress requires the infor- 
mation to be kept confidential by Govern- 
ment officers and employees; or 

(B) the information has been obtained by 
the Government on a confidential basis, 
other than through an application by such 
person for a specific Government financial or 
other benefit, and is required to be kept se- 
cret in order to prevent undue injury to the 
competitive position of such person; or 

(6) may divulge matters required to be 
kept confidential under other provisions of 
law or Government regulations. 

(c) Whenever any hearing conducted by 
any such committee or subcommittee is 
open to the public, that hearing may be 
broadcast by radio or television, or both, 
under such rules as the committee or sub- 
committee may adopt. 

(d) Whenever disorder arises during a com- 
mittee meeting that is open to the public, or 
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any demonstration of approval ог dis- 
approval is indulged in by any person in at- 
tendance at any such meeting, it shall be the 
duty of the Chair to enforce order on his own 
initiative and without any point of order 
being made by a Senator. When the Chair 
finds it necessary to maintain order, he shall 
have the power to clear the room, and the 
committee may act in closed session for so 
long as there is doubt of the assurance of 
order. 

APPENDIX B—‘‘SUPERVISORS” DEFINED 


Paragraph 12 of Rule XXXVII of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate reads as follows: 

For purposes of this rule— 

(a) a Senator or the Vice President is the 
supervisor of his administrative, clerical, or 
other assistants; 

(b) a Senator who is the chairman of a 
committee is the supervisor of the profes- 
sional, clerical, or other assistants to the 
committee except that minority staff mem- 
bers shall be under the supervision of the 
ranking minority Senator on the committee; 

(c) a Senator who is a chairman of a sub- 
committee which has its own staff and finan- 
cial authorization is the supervisor of the 
professional, clerical, or other assistants to 
the subcommittee except that minority staff 
members shall be under the supervision of 
the ranking minority Senator on the sub- 
committee; 

(d) the President pro tempore is the super- 
visor of the Secretary of the Senate, Ser- 
geant at Arms and Doorkeeper, the Chaplain, 
the Legislative Counsel, and the employees 
of the Office of the Legislative Counsel; 

(e) the Secretary of the Senate is the su- 
pervisor of the employees of his office; 

(f) the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper is 
the supervisor of the employees of his office; 

(g) the Majority and Minority Leaders and 
the Majority and Minority Whips are the su- 
pervisors of the research, clerical, and other 
assistants assigned to their respective of- 
fices; 

(h) the Majority Leader is the supervisor of 
the Secretary for the Majority and the Sec- 
retary for the Majority is the supervisor of 
the employees of his office; and 

(i) the Minority Leader is the supervisor of 
the Secretary for the Minority and the Sec- 
retary for the Minority is the supervisor of 
the employees of his office. 


EE 


150TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 


Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise 
today as the chairman of the Joint 
Committee on Printing to recognize 
the Government Printing Office, GPO, 
on the occasion of its 150th anniver- 
sary. GPO opened its doors on March 4, 
1861, the same day that President Abra- 
ham Lincoln took the oath of office for 
his first term. Since that time, the 
agency has used constantly changing 
technologies to meet the needs of the 
Congress, Federal agencies, and the 
public. During GPO’s early days, em- 
ployees relied on ink and paper to pub- 
lish the text of President Lincoln’s 
Emancipation Proclamation. Today, as 
another President from Illinois leads 
the Nation, GPO employees are using 
the latest digital technology to docu- 
ment the activities and decisions of our 
Government and to fulfill GPO’s found- 
ing mission, which is ‘‘Keeping Amer- 
ica Informed.”’ 
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While GPO’s past has been about 
printing, its present and future are 
being defined by electronic publishing. 
GPO has been investing for more than 
a generation in digital production and 
dissemination technology, an invest- 
ment that has yielded significant im- 
provements in productivity, capability, 
and savings for the taxpayers. The GPO 
estimates that converting to elec- 
tronic, digital technology has resulted 
in a savings of 66 percent on the cost of 
congressional printing alone. Deploy- 
ing such technology has also reduced 
the number of employees to fewer than 
at any time in the past century. And it 
has reduced dramatically the number 
of copies of official documents that are 
printed. 

GPO’s partnership with the printing 
industry supports tens of thousands of 
jobs. At the same time, by using GPO 
as a central procurement agency, the 
Federal Government reduces substan- 
tially the cost of these contracts to the 
taxpayers. 

GPO now has a range of products and 
services that could only have been 
dreamed of 30 years ago: Online data- 
bases of Federal documents with state- 
of-the-art search and retrieval capa- 
bilities available to the public without 
charge, Government publications avail- 
able as e-Books, and a public presence 
not only on the Web but also on Twit- 
ter, Facebook, and You Tube. No 
longer is GPO primarily a publisher of 
printed government documents, but a 
fully integrated electronic publisher 
and clearinghouse whose products are 
available in many Internet-based loca- 
tions. In addition, the State Depart- 
ment relies on GPO to provide highly 
secure U.S. passports containing so- 
phisticated smart chips. GPO does this 
in conjunction with the private sector, 
which supplies certain critical compo- 
nents. 

Another key function of GPO is its 
partnership with more than 1,200 Fed- 
eral depository libraries across the 
country. These libraries, established by 
statute in all 50 States, make Federal 
documents available to millions of stu- 
dents, researchers, businesses, and oth- 
ers every year in both digital and print 
formats. 

In short, GPO is responsible for the 
production and distribution of informa- 
tion products and services for all three 
branches of the Federal Government, 
including U.S. passports for the De- 
partment of State as well as the offi- 
cial publications of Congress, the 
White House, and other Federal agen- 
cies. In addition to publication sales, 
GPO offers permanent public access to 
Federal Government information at no 
charge through GPO’s Federal Digital 
System—www.fdsys.gov—and through 
partnerships with approximately 1,200 
libraries nationwide that are part of 
the Federal Depository Library Pro- 
gram. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
congratulating the GPO on its 150th 
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anniversary and on its contributions to 
keeping the public informed. 


—— 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO JACK CRISTIL 


ө Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to commend the remarkable 58- 
year career of Jack Cristil, one of our 
Nation’s legendary radio broadcasters 
and voice of the Mississippi State Uni- 
versity Bulldogs. Jack called his last 
game this past Saturday as Mississippi 
State defeated the University of Ten- 
nessee in men’s basketball. 

For the better part of six decades, 
Mississippi State fans welcomed Jack’s 
professionalism and his unambiguous 
play-by-play descriptions, free from 
hyperbole or favoritism, onto their ra- 
dios. His distinctive voice and irre- 
placeable wit will be missed. 

Jack grew up in Memphis, TN, the 
son of Jewish immigrants from Russia 
and Latvia. After discovering radio 
broadcasts of sporting events at the 
age of six, he knew exactly what he 
was going to do with his life. 

After high school, Jack went on to 
study broadcast journalism at the Uni- 
versity of Minnesota. From there, he 
worked the minor league baseball cir- 
cuit in the Southeast before moving to 
Clarksdale, MI, to broadcast high 
school football and basketball games. 
In the summer of 1953, legendary Mis- 
sissippi State athletic director C.R. 
“роау’ Noble hired him for $25 a 
game. Now 58 years later, Cristil has 
covered 636 football games and 1,538 
basketball games, roughly 63 percent of 
all football games played by Mis- 
sissippi State and about 55 percent of 
all basketball games. 

It was not only the number of games 
he covered that is of note today, it was 
at times the significance of the games 
themselves. During the 1963 NCAA 
men’s basketball tournament, Mis- 
sissippi State ignored an unwritten 
rule in our State that prohibited State 
universities from playing integrated 
teams. By sneaking out of town in the 
dark of night, and despite protests 
from our State’s Governor and police, 
the Bulldogs were able to play an inte- 
grated Loyola team in Michigan. This 
was a significant blow to segrega- 
tionist sentiment in Mississippi. Jack 
was right there with the team as it de- 
fied its own Governor to help move our 
State forward. 

Through his microphone, Jack Cristil 
brought Mississippians some great mo- 
ments in college athletics history. As 
the play-by-play man for Mississippi 
State, he also certainly endured some 
tough losses. Since Jack first broad- 
cast a game for the Bulldogs in 1953, 
his tenure has spanned 11 head football 
coaches, 9 head basketball coaches, 11 
university presidents, 13 Governors of 
Mississippi, and 11 Presidents of the 
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United States. He has truly been an en- 
during figure in our State, throughout 
the South, and throughout college ath- 
letics. 

In Mississippi, fans of all teams ap- 
preciate the talent and longevity of 
Jack Cristil. I think it fitting to close 
by quoting Jack Cristil in saying, ‘‘You 
can wrap this one in maroon and 
white.” 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
article titled, “It’s a wrap for Mr. Ma- 
roon and White”? from The Clarion 
Ledger. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


[From the Clarion-Ledger—Jackson, MS, 
Feb. 25, 2011] 


IT’S A WRAP FOR MR. MAROON AND WHITE 
(By Rick Cleveland) 


Doesn’t matter which university you 
pulled for, you listened to Cristil. 

You listened because he put you there, in 
the stadium. 

We knew Jack Cristil couldn’t go on for- 
ever. Here lately, he has sounded tired, worn 
out—certainly not himself. So maybe 
Wednesday’s news that Cristil is stepping 
down after 58 years as the voice of Mis- 
sissippi State University’s football team and 
54 years calling basketball wasn’t totally un- 
expected. 

Still, we don’t have to like it. 

Because of health reasons, Cristil, 85, will 
broadcast his last MSU sports event when 
the Bulldog basketball team plays the Uni- 
versity of Tennessee today in Knoxville. The 
game is scheduled to start at 5 p.m., with the 
radio broadcast beginning 30 minutes before. 
For many of us, it will be like listening to 
Sinatra sing his last song. 

For three generations of Mississippians, 
our introduction to the Deep South’s re- 
gional pastime of college football often has 
been Cristil’s gravelly, baritone voice telling 
us about a 6-tall, 180-pound halfback from 
Amory or Ackerman or Moss Point. Doesn’t 
matter which university you pulled for, you 
listened to Cristil. You listened because he 
put you there, in the stadium. He described 
the weather and the setting. Told you which 
team was going which way. He gave you the 
uniform colors and the context of whatever 
game he was describing. 

His voice was so distinct, you could almost 
taste the cigarettes he was smoking. 

He gave you down, distance, score and how 
much time was remaining. He did it regu- 
larly. 

You knew he was for the Mississippi State 
Bulldogs, but often you couldn’t tell it from 
his account of the game. He didn’t cheer. (Al- 
though I can’t count the times, I saw him 
slam down his headset, put his hand over the 
microphone and yell at a basketball official 
who had just screwed up a call.) 

His wit was as dry as the Sahara. Who can 
forget his legendary call on the Sonic Drive 
of the game after one particularly galling 
State defeat? The Bulldogs didn’t have a sig- 
nificant drive, so Jack just said it would be 
his drive back home to Tupelo. I was listen- 
ing on the way home from another game 
that day. I laughed so hard I almost ran my 
car off the road. 

ANOTHER ERA 


It’s hard to put into perspective how long 
Cristil has been doing what he did so well. He 
was hired in August 1952 by Dudy Noble, the 
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man many consider the father of Mississippi 
State athletics. Joe Fortunato, one of the 
Chicago Bears’ famed Monsters of the Mid- 
way from the 1950s, played in the first State 
game Cristil ever broadcast. Fortunato, now 
70 and living here in Natchez, will pretty 
much tell you what any other State fan will. 

“It’s hard to believe he has been doing it 


for that long, that well,” Fortunato said 
Thursday. 
Hight years ago, on the occasion of 


Cristil’s 50th anniversary of describing State 
football games, I visited him for most of a 
thoroughly entertaining day and evening at 
his home and office in Tupelo. Oh, the stories 
he told.... 

Of growing up in Memphis, the son of Jew- 
ish immigrants from Russia and Latvia. His 
parents bought a huge radio to listen to clas- 
sical music, but that’s when Cristil discov- 
ered the games at the age of 6. ‘‘Here I was 
in Memphis, and I was absolutely enthralled 
with the idea that a man could be sitting in 
some stadium in New York or Chicago or 
Boston, telling me about a game. It was like 
magic.” 

Cristil said he knew right then what he 
was going to do with his life. 

Of filling up his 1948 Plymouth in Clarks- 
dale in August 1952 to drive from Clarksdale 
to Starkville to be interviewed by Noble. 

“I had envisioned a young, energetic, busi- 
ness-type person in a trim suit and a neat 
hair-do,” Cristil said. ‘‘But Dudy Noble was a 
big man, over 6 feet tall and quite hefty. He 
was attired in an old cotton, flannel shirt 
and baggy britches. He had an unruly shock 
of gray hair that stuck out.’’ 

Noble, Cristil said, gave him the job and 
then told him, ‘‘You tell that radio audience 
what the score is and who’s got the ball and 
how much time is left and you cut out the 
bull.” 

Said Cristil: ‘‘. . . turns out the best advice 
I ever got.” 

Of the 1963 Liberty Bowl in Philadelphia on 
a day when it was, as Cristil put it, ‘‘colder 
than a pawnbroker’s heart.” 

Sen. John C. Stennis, another beloved 
State man, sat in the unheated press box 
alongside Cristil, both of them bundled in 
coats and blankets. ‘‘It was so cold, our cof- 
fee would freeze before we drank it,” Cristil 
said. 

But Cristil wrapped up a 16-12 State vic- 
tory over North Carolina in maroon and 
white. 

At age 11, I listened with my daddy in the 
kitchen of our house. 

Of a State-Alabama football game when 
Bob Hope was on tour and doing a show that 
night in Tuscaloosa, unbeknownst to Cristil. 
Bear Bryant’s boys, as usual, were beating 
up on State when somebody came by the 
visitors’ radio booth and whispered to 
Cristil, “Норе is available at halftime if you 
want him.” 

Responded Cristil, 
hope right now.”’ 

Thing is, even during all those many bleak 
years when Mississippi State fans had little 
if any hope, they had Jack Cristil. If it 
sounds trite, then so be it: It will never be 
quite the same without him.e 


“Fellow, I need some 


EEE 
TRIBUTE TO DAVID 8. KRIS 


e Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank and honor David Kris, 
who is leaving his position this week as 
the Assistant Attorney General for Na- 
tional Security at the Department of 
Justice, DOJ. 
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Many of us in Congress—especially 
those of us on the Intelligence Com- 
mittee and the Judiciary Committee 
who work closely with the administra- 
tion on national security issues—are 
very sorry to see David Kris leave DOJ. 

As one of the Nation’s leading ex- 
perts on the Foreign Intelligence Sur- 
veillance Act, FISA, I will personally 
miss hearing from David, especially as 
the Congress moves to extend the sun- 
sets on important provisions of FISA 
this spring. He testified with clarity 
and precision on issues of great com- 
plexity in all of his appearances before 
the Senate. I valued his insights. 

Congress created the position of As- 
sistant Attorney General for National 
Security in 2006 to bring together the 
intelligence and the counterterrorism 
and counterespionage prosecution func- 
tions of the Department of Justice. 
Over the past 2 years, building on the 
professional, nonpolitical foundation 
established by his predecessors, Ken- 
neth Wainstein and Patrick Rowan, 
David has managed the National Secu- 
rity Division in what has been, argu- 
ably, the most dangerous period since 
the September 11 attacks. 

Since David was sworn in at DOJ on 
March 25, 2009, terrorism investigations 
and prosecutions have been unfolding 
at an unprecedented scale and pace. 
Consider the following high profile 
counterterrorism arrests and prosecu- 
tions involving the National Security 
Division: the al-Qaida plot to bomb the 
New York subway system by 
Najibullah Zazi; the attempted bomb- 
ing of Times Square by Faisal Shahzad; 
the attempted bombing of flight 253 on 
Christmas Day 2009 by Umar Farouk 
Abdulmutallab; the arrest and prosecu- 
tion of David Headley, an American 
who helped plot the Mumbai attacks; 
and the arrest and prosecution of 
Hosam Smadi who was sentenced to 24 
years in prison last year for plotting to 
blow up a Dallas skyscraper. 

Under David’s leadership, the Na- 
tional Security Division also played an 
important role in the investigation and 
prosecution of a number of significant 
espionage, export control enforcement, 
and leak cases. In the summer of 2010, 
David played a prominent role in the 
arrest and swap of illegal Russian 
agents. He directed the prosecutions of 
Cuban spies, illegal exports of fighter 
jet engines and parts to Iran, and as- 
sistance to China in designing stealth 
cruise missiles. During his tenure, the 
National Security Division joined the 
Criminal Division in prosecuting more 
leak cases than ever before. 

David Kris joined DOJ in March 2009 
after being confirmed unanimously by 
the U.S. Senate. He had previously 
served in the Justice Department from 
1992 to 2003 as an attorney in the Crimi- 
nal Division and as Associate Deputy 
Attorney General. 

I know that prior experience at DOJ 
served David well because once he was 
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sworn in, he went to work right away 
to develop partnerships with the Intel- 
ligence community, the National Secu- 
rity Council, and Congress. 

And I know David worked hard to en- 
sure that the relevant agencies and en- 
tities were aware of the National Secu- 
rity Division’s activities and that its 
activities were properly coordinated 
with the intelligence community and 
the Defense Department. 

It has been clear to us that David 
made it a priority to ensure that FBI 
national security investigations were 
conducted in accordance with the Con- 
stitution, statutes, and applicable 
guidelines. David also expanded the 
number of oversight attorney staff in 
his division and, as a result, the divi- 
sion’s oversight section exceeded its 
annual goal for national security re- 
views for the first time in its history. 

I wish David Kris well in his future 
endeavors in the private sector. His re- 
placement will have big shoes to fill.e 


Ee 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec- 
retaries. 


ee 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


EE 


MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 


The following bill was read the sec- 
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 4. An act to repeal the expansion of 
information reporting requirements for pay- 
ments of $600 or more to corporations, and 
for other purposes. 


a 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petition or memorial 
was laid before the Senate and was re- 
ferred or ordered to lie on the table as 
indicated: 

POM-4. A joint memorial adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Washington rel- 
ative to adult offender supervision; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL No. 8026 

Whereas, the state of Washington is an ac- 
tive and participating member of the Inter- 
state Commission for Adult Offender Super- 
vision and has supported the terms of the 
Interstate Compact since 1937; and 

Whereas, the state of Washington suffered 
a grievous loss when four police officers were 
killed by an offender under the supervision 
of the state who had been transferred to 
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Washington state under the terms of the 
Interstate Compact; and 

Whereas, the public safety of the citizens 
of the state of Washington are of the utmost 
concern and importance to this body; and 

Whereas, the state of Washington has 
grave concerns about continuing to operate 
under the terms of the Interstate Compact 
without the tools to adequately protect its 
citizens; and 

Whereas, the existing rules and processes 
in the Interstate Compact do not provide the 
receiving state with sufficient information 
and authority to adequately supervise and 
address the violative behavior of an offender 
transferred to the receiving state under the 
terms of the compact; 

Now therefore, your Memorialists respect- 
fully pray that the Interstate Commission 
for Adult Offender Supervision immediately 
initiate its emergency rule-making process 
to consider and adopt rule amendments that 
will provide the receiving state with all in- 
formation known to the sending state about 
the criminal history and behavior of an of- 
fender whose transfer is sought, and to vest 
the receiving state with the authority to de- 
termine when the receiving state can no 
longer safely supervise an offender and the 
offender must be returned to the sending 
state or, in the alternative, that these issues 
be addressed through federal legislation. 

Be it resolved, That copies of this Memorial 
be immediately transmitted to the Honor- 
able Barack Obama, President of the United 
States, the Executive Director and Chair- 
person of the Interstate commission for 
Adult Offender Supervision, the President of 
the United States Senate, the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, and each member 
of Congress from the State of Washington. 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. PRYOR: 

S. 491. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to recognize the service in the 
reserve components of the Armed Forces of 
certain persons by honoring them with sta- 
tus as veterans under law, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. DEMINT (for himself and Mr. 
COBURN): 

S. 492. A bill to amend the Communica- 
tions Act of 1934 to prohibit Federal funding 
for the Corporation for Public Broadcasting 
after fiscal year 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, Ms. 
SNowE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BROWN of 
Massachusetts, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. PRYOR, and 
Mr. LEVIN): 

б. 493. A bill to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Small Busi- 
ness and Entrepreneurship. 


—— 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 33 

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 33, a bill to designate a portion of 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge as 
wilderness. 
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S. 69 

At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 69, a bill to amend the Consumer 
Product Safety Improvement Act of 
2008 to exclude secondary sales, repair 
services, and certain vehicles from the 
ban on lead in children’s products, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 424 

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
names of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) and the Senator from 
Maine (Ms. COLLINS) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 424, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
preserve access to ambulance services 
under the Medicare program. 

S. 480 

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from New Jer- 
sey (Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 480, a bill to temporarily 
expand the V nonimmigrant visa cat- 
egory to include Haitians whose peti- 
tion for a family-sponsored immigrant 
visa was approved on or before January 
12, 2010. 

S. RES. 87 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, the name of the Senator 
from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) was added as 
a cosponsor of S. Res. 87, a resolution 
designating the year of 2012 as the 
“International Year of Cooperatives’’. 


Ee 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, 
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
BROWN of Massachusetts, Mrs. 


SHAHEEN, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. 
LEVIN): 


S. 493. A bill to reauthorize and im- 
prove the SBIR and STTR programs, 
and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Small Business and Entre- 
preneurship. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation with my 
colleague and chair of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Small Business and Entre- 
preneurship, Senator LANDRIEU, to re- 
authorize the critical Small Business 
Innovation Research, SBIR, and Small 
Business Technology Transfer, STTR, 
Programs. We are joined by Senators 
JOHN KERRY, SCOTT BROWN, JEANNE 
SHAHEEN, KELLY AYOTTE, BEN CARDIN, 
MARK PRYOR, and CARL LEVIN. Frank- 
ly, after nearly 6 years of debate and 
discussion, it is well past time for us to 
pass this legislation and set these pro- 
grams on a path of certainty. 

Our Nation’s economic recovery is 
being suppressed by an inflated unem- 
ployment rate—which has been at or 
above 9 percent for 21 consecutive 
months—and, as a result, a small busi- 
ness community that remains uncer- 
tain about the future and unable to in- 
vest in their businesses and hire new 
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workers. They are looking for market- 
based ways to create jobs with limited 
government intervention and unleash 
their innovative potential. That is why 
I am excited about reauthorizing the 
SBIR and STTR programs, which foster 
an environment of innovative entrepre- 
neurship by directing more than $2 bil- 
lion annually in Federal research and 
development, R&D, funding to the Na- 
tion’s small firms that are most likely 
to create jobs and commercialize their 
products. 

Small businesses are our Nation’s job 
generators, employing more than half 
of all private sector employees and cre- 
ating 64 percent of the net new jobs 
over the past 15 years. Furthermore, 
small businesses are our Nation’s most 
effective innovators, producing roughly 
13 times more patents per employee 
than large firms—patents which are at 
least two times as likely to be among 
the top 1 percent of high-impact pat- 
ents. In a budgetary environment 
where the Small Business Administra- 
tion, SBA, will be required to do more 
with less funding, it is crucial that the 
SBIR and STTR programs—one of the 
strongest examples of a successful pub- 
lic-private partnership—be a key part 
of the Agency’s job creation agenda. 

These programs have been front and 
center in improving our Nation’s ca- 
pacity to innovate. According to a re- 
port by the Information Technology 
and Innovation Foundation, SBIR- 
backed firms have been responsible for 
roughly 25 percent of the Nation’s most 
crucial innovations over the past dec- 
ade plus—‘‘a powerful indication that 
the SBIR program has become a key 
force in the innovation economy of the 
United States.” 

Regrettably, SBIR and expired in 
September 2008, and it has been subject 
to a series of 10 short-term, temporary 
extensions since then, plaguing the 
programs with uncertainty and poten- 
tially dissuading some of our Nation’s 
most promising firms from partici- 
pating in them. That is why Chair LAN- 
DRIEU and I introduced the SBIR-STTR 
Reauthorization Act, S. 4053, at the end 
of last Congress after extensive nego- 
tiation and debate. This bill—which 
passed the Senate unanimously in De- 
cember—is virtually the same legisla- 
tion we are introducing today. It would 
reauthorize the programs for 8 years, 
while making critical improvements, 
such as increasing the allocation for 
SBIR from 2.5 percent of an agency’s 
extramural research and development, 
R&D, budget to 3.5 percent over 10 
years, and doubling the STTR alloca- 
tion from 0.3 percent over 6 years. Our 
legislation would also codify increased 
award sizes of $150,000 for phase I and $1 
million for phase II in the SBIR pro- 
gram, and apply those levels to the 
STTR program as well. 

Our bill includes stringent oversight 
and fraud prevention measures, requir- 
ing inspectors general of participating 
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Federal agencies to establish fraud de- 
tection measures, coordinate fraud-re- 
lated information sharing between 
agencies, and provide fraud prevention 
related education and training to agen- 
cies administering the program, among 
other initiatives. 

The SBIR-STTR Reauthorization Act 
also includes an unprecedented com- 
promise on the ‘‘venture capital” issue, 
which has long bogged down any seri- 
ous progress in reauthorizing these val- 
uable programs. It would make firms 
majority owned and controlled by mul- 
tiple venture capital companies eligi- 
ble for up to 25 percent of SBIR funds 
at the National Institutes of Health, 
National Science Foundation, and De- 
partment of Energy, and up to 15 per- 
cent of the funds at the remaining 
eight participating SBIR agencies. Our 
compromise has the backing of diverse 
stakeholders from the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, National Federation of 
Independent Business, NFIB, and Small 
Business Technology Council, SBTC, to 
the Biotechnology Industry Organiza- 
tion, BIO, and the National Venture 
Capital Association, NVCA. 

So I look forward to ensuring that 
this will be the Congress to once and 
for all reauthorize these critical na- 
tionwide programs, and I am confident 
that the SBIR-STTR Reauthorization 
Act is the best way for us to get us 
there. 


ES 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 146. Mr. PRYOR submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 23, to amend title 35, United States 
Code, to provide for patent reform; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 147. Mr. PRYOR submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 23, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 148. Mr. PRYOR submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 23, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 149. Mr. INOUYE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1, making appropriations for the 
Department of Defense and the other depart- 
ments and agencies of the Government for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2011, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 150. Mr. ROCKEFELLER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 28, to amend title 35, United 
States Code, to provide for patent reform; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 151. Mr. ROCKEFELLER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 23, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 


EEE 


TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 146. Mr. PRYOR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide for pat- 
ent reform; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 
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At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
SEC. . CLARIFICATION OF APPLICABILITY 
OF TRANSITIONAL PROGRAM FOR 
COVERED BUSINESS-METHOD PAT- 

ENTS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the regulations issued pursuant to 
section 18(b)(1) (relating to the transitional 
program for covered business-method pat- 
ents), shall not apply to any covered busi- 
ness-method patent issued before the date of 
enactment of this Act. 


SA 147. Mr. PRYOR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide for pat- 
ent reform; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
SEC. . CLARIFICATION OF APPLICABILITY 

OF TRANSITIONAL PROGRAM FOR 
COVERED BUSINESS-METHOD PAT- 
ENTS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the regulations issued pursuant to 
section 18(b)(1) (relating to the transitional 
program for covered business-method pat- 
ents), shall not apply to any patent that— 

(1) has already completed an ex parte or 
inter partes reexamination by the United 
States Patent and Trademark Office as of 
the date of enactment of this Act; or 

(2) has already been the subject of a jury 
verdict of validity or invalidity as of the 
date of enactment of this Act. 


SA 148. Mr. PRYOR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide for pat- 
ent reform; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
SEC. . CLARIFICATION OF APPLICABILITY 

OF TRANSITIONAL PROGRAM FOR 
COVERED BUSINESS-METHOD PAT- 
ENTS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the regulations issued pursuant to 
section 18(b)(1) (relating to the transitional 
program for covered business-method pat- 
ents), shall not apply to any patent that— 

(1) has already completed an ex parte or 
inter partes reexamination by the United 
States Patent and Trademark Office as of 
the date of enactment of this Act; 

(2) has already been the subject of a jury 
verdict of validity or invalidity as of the 
date of enactment of this Act; or 

(3) is the subject of a lawsuit alleging in- 
fringement of a patent that is pending as of 
the date of enactment of this Act. 


SA 149. Mr. INOUYE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making appro- 
priations for the Department of De- 
fense and the other departments and 
agencies of the Government for the fis- 
cal year ending September 30, 2011, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert: 

SECTION 1. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents of this Act is as fol- 
lows: 

DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011 
Title I—Military Personnel 
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Title Il—Operation and Maintenance 

Title I1]—Procurement 

Title IV—Research, Development, Test and 
Evaluation 

Title V—Revolving and Management Funds 

Title VI—Other Department of Defense Pro- 
grams 

Title VII—Related agencies 

Title VIII—General provisions 

Title [IXx—Overseas contingency operations 
DIVISION B—FULL-YEAR CONTINUING 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2011 
Title I—General Provisions 
Title Il—Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, 
and Related Agencies 

Title III—_Commerce, Justice, Science, and 
Related Agencies 

Title IV—Energy and Water Development 
and Related Agencies 

Title V—Financial Services and General 
Government 

Title VI—Homeland Security 

Title VII—Interior, Environment, and Re- 
lated Agencies 

Title VIII—Labor, Health and Human Serv- 
ices, and Education, and Re- 
lated Agencies 

Title [Ix—Legislative Branch 

Title X—Military Construction, Veterans Af- 
fairs, and Related Agencies 

Title XI—Department of State, Foreign Op- 
erations, and Related Programs 

Title VII—Transportation, and Housing and 
Urban Development, and Re- 
lated Agencies 

SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Except as expressly provided otherwise, 
any reference to ‘‘this Act” contained in any 
division of this Act shall be treated as refer- 
ring only to the provisions of that division. 


DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011 
The following sums are appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2011, for military functions ad- 
ministered by the Department of Defense 
and for other purposes, namely: 
TITLE І 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ- 
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Army on active duty, (except 
members of reserve components provided for 
elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets; for 
members of the Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps; and for payments pursuant to section 
156 of Public Law 97-877, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$41,042,653,000. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ- 
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Navy on active duty (except 
members of the Reserve provided for else- 
where), midshipmen, and aviation cadets; for 
members of the Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps; and for payments pursuant to section 
156 of Public Law 97-877, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$25,912,449,000. 
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MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ- 
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Marine Corps on active duty 
(except members of the Reserve provided for 
elsewhere); and for payments pursuant to 
section 156 of Public Law 97-877, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
818,210,161,000. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ- 
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Air Force on active duty (ex- 
cept members of reserve components pro- 
vided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation ca- 
dets; for members of the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps; and for payments pursuant 
to section 156 of Public Law 97-877, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 402 note), and to the De- 
partment of Defense Military Retirement 
Fund, $27,105,755,000. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Army Reserve on active 
duty under sections 10211, 10302, and 3038 of 
title 10, United States Code, or while serving 
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title 
10, United States Code, in connection with 
performing duty specified in section 12310(a) 
of title 10, United States Code, or while un- 
dergoing reserve training, or while per- 
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili- 
tary Retirement Fund, $4,333,165,000. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty 
under section 10211 of title 10, United States 
Code, or while serving on active duty under 
section 12301(d) of title 10, United States 
Code, in connection with performing duty 
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, or while undergoing reserve 
training, or while performing drills or equiv- 
alent duty, and expenses authorized by sec- 
tion 16131 of title 10, United States Code; and 
for payments to the Department of Defense 
Military Retirement Fund, $1,940,191,000. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Marine Corps Reserve on ac- 
tive duty under section 10211 of title 10, 
United States Code, or while serving on ac- 
tive duty under section 12301(d) of title 10, 
United States Code, in connection with per- 
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, or while under- 
going reserve training, or while performing 
drills or equivalent duty, and for members of 
the Marine Corps platoon leaders class, and 
expenses authorized by section 16131 of title 
10, United States Code; and for payments to 
the Department of Defense Military Retire- 
ment Fund, $612,191,000. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Air Force Reserve on active 
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duty under sections 10211, 10305, and 8038 of 
title 10, United States Code, or while serving 
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title 
10, United States Code, in connection with 
performing duty specified in section 12310(a) 
of title 10, United States Code, or while un- 
dergoing reserve training, or while per- 
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili- 
tary Retirement Fund, $1,650,797,000. 
NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Army National Guard while 
on duty under section 10211, 10302, or 12402 of 
title 10 or section 708 of title 32, United 
States Code, or while serving on duty under 
section 12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of 
title 32, United States Code, in connection 
with performing duty specified in section 
12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, or 
while undergoing training, or while per- 
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili- 
tary Retirement Fund, $7,511,296,000. 
NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Air National Guard on duty 
under section 10211, 10305, or 12402 of title 10 
or section 708 of title 32, United States Code, 
or while serving on duty under section 
12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of title 32, 
United States Code, in connection with per- 
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, or while under- 
going training, or while performing drills or 
equivalent duty or other duty, and expenses 
authorized by section 16181 of title 10, United 
States Code; and for payments to the Depart- 
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$3,060,098,000. 
TITLE II 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Army, as authorized by law; and not 
to exceed $12,478,000 can be used for emer- 
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex- 
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Army, and payments may 
be made on his certificate of necessity for 
confidential military purposes, 
$33,306,117,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, as author- 
ized by law; and not to exceed $14,804,000 can 
be used for emergencies and extraordinary 
expenses, to be expended on the approval or 
authority of the Secretary of the Navy, and 
payments may be made on his certificate of 
necessity for confidential military purposes, 
$37,809,239,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Marine Corps, as authorized by law, 
$5,539,740,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Air Force, as authorized by law; and 
not to exceed $7,699,000 can be used for emer- 
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex- 
pended on the approval or authority of the 
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Secretary of the Air Force, and payments 

may be made on his certificate of necessity 

for confidential military purposes, 

$36,062,989,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of activities and agencies of the Department 
of Defense (other than the military depart- 
ments), as authorized by law, $30,210,810,000: 
Provided, That not more than $50,000,000 may 
be used for the Combatant Commander Ini- 
tiative Fund authorized under section 166a of 
title 10, United States Code: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $36,000,000 can be used for 
emergencies and extraordinary expenses, to 
be expended on the approval or authority of 
the Secretary of Defense, and payments may 
be made on his certificate of necessity for 
confidential military purposes: Provided fur- 
ther, That of the funds provided under this 
heading, not less than $31,659,000 shall be 
made available for the Procurement Tech- 
nical Assistance Cooperative Agreement 
Program, of which not less than $3,600,000 
shall be available for centers defined in 10 
U.S.C. 2411(1)(D): Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available by this Act may be used to plan or 
implement the consolidation of a budget or 
appropriations liaison office of the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, the office of the 
Secretary of a military department, or the 
service headquarters of one of the Armed 
Forces into a legislative affairs or legislative 
liaison office: Provided further, That 
$8,251,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, is available only for expenses relat- 
ing to certain classified activities, and may 
be transferred as necessary by the Secretary 
of Defense to operation and maintenance ap- 
propriations or research, development, test 
and evaluation appropriations, to be merged 
with and to be available for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans- 
ferred: Provided further, That any ceiling on 
the investment item unit cost of items that 
may be purchased with operation and main- 
tenance funds shall not apply to the funds 
described in the preceding proviso: Provided 
further, That the transfer authority provided 
under this heading is in addition to any 
other transfer authority provided elsewhere 
in this Act. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
RESERVE 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair 
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; travel and transportation; 
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of 
services, supplies, and equipment; and com- 
munications, $2,840,427,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Navy Reserve; repair 
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; travel and transportation; 
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of 
services, supplies, and equipment; and com- 
munications, $1,344,264,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 
RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Marine Corps Reserve; 
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repair of facilities and equipment; hire of 
passenger motor vehicles; travel and trans- 
portation; care of the dead; recruiting; pro- 
curement of services, supplies, and equip- 
ment; and communications, $275,484,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Air Force Reserve; re- 
pair of facilities and equipment; hire of pas- 
senger motor vehicles; travel and transpor- 
tation; care of the dead; recruiting; procure- 
ment of services, supplies, and equipment; 
and communications, $3,291,027,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 

For expenses of training, organizing, and 
administering the Army National Guard, in- 
cluding medical and hospital treatment and 
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals; 
maintenance, operation, and repairs to 
structures and facilities; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; personnel services in the Na- 
tional Guard Bureau; travel expenses (other 
than mileage), as authorized by law for 
Army personnel on active duty, for Army 
National Guard division, regimental, and 
battalion commanders while inspecting units 
in compliance with National Guard Bureau 
regulations when specifically authorized by 
the Chief, National Guard Bureau; supplying 
and equipping the Army National Guard as 
authorized by law; and expenses of repair, 
modification, maintenance, and issue of sup- 
plies and equipment (including aircraft), 
$6,454 ,624,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 

GUARD 

For expenses of training, organizing, and 
administering the Air National Guard, in- 
cluding medical and hospital treatment and 
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals; 
maintenance, operation, and repairs to 
structures and facilities; transportation of 
things, hire of passenger motor vehicles; sup- 
plying and equipping the Air National 
Guard, as authorized by law; expenses for re- 
pair, modification, maintenance, and issue of 
supplies and equipment, including those fur- 
nished from stocks under the control of 
agencies of the Department of Defense; trav- 
el expenses (other than mileage) on the same 
basis as authorized by law for Air National 
Guard personnel on active Federal duty, for 
Air National Guard commanders while in- 
specting units in compliance with National 
Guard Bureau regulations when specifically 
authorized by the Chief, National Guard Bu- 
reau, $5,963,839,000. 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE 

ARMED FORCES 


For salaries and expenses necessary for the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
Armed Forces, $14,068,000, of which not to ex- 
ceed $5,000 may be used for official represen- 
tation purposes. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, ARMY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of the Army, 
$464,581,000, to remain available until trans- 
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res- 
toration, reduction and recycling of haz- 
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Army, 
or for similar purposes, transfer the funds 
made available by this appropriation to 
other appropriations made available to the 
Department of the Army, to be merged with 
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and to be available for the same purposes 
and for the same time period as the appro- 
priations to which transferred: Provided fur- 
ther, That upon a determination that all or 
part of the funds transferred from this appro- 
priation are not necessary for the purposes 
provided herein, such amounts may be trans- 
ferred back to this appropriation: Provided 
further, That the transfer authority provided 
under this heading is in addition to any 
other transfer authority provided elsewhere 
in this Act. 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, NAVY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of the Navy, 
$304,867,000, to remain available until trans- 
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Navy shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res- 
toration, reduction and recycling of haz- 
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Navy, or 
for similar purposes, transfer the funds made 
available by this appropriation to other ap- 
propriations made available to the Depart- 
ment of the Navy, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same purposes and for 
the same time period as the appropriations 
to which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here- 
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head- 
ing is in addition to any other transfer au- 
thority provided elsewhere in this Act. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, AIR FORCE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of the Air Force, 
$502,653,000, to remain available until trans- 
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Air Force shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res- 
toration, reduction and recycling of haz- 
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Air 
Force, or for similar purposes, transfer the 
funds made available by this appropriation 
to other appropriations made available to 
the Department of the Air Force, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes and for the same time period as the 
appropriations to which transferred: Provided 
further, That upon a determination that all 
or part of the funds transferred from this ap- 
propriation are not necessary for the pur- 
poses provided herein, such amounts may be 
transferred back to this appropriation: Pro- 
vided further, That the transfer authority 
provided under this heading is in addition to 
any other transfer authority provided else- 
where in this Act. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of Defense, $10,744,000, 
to remain available until transferred: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of Defense shall, 
upon determining that such funds are re- 
quired for environmental restoration, reduc- 
tion and recycling of hazardous waste, re- 
moval of unsafe buildings and debris of the 
Department of Defense, or for similar pur- 
poses, transfer the funds made available by 
this appropriation to other appropriations 
made available to the Department of De- 
fense, to be merged with and to be available 
for the same purposes and for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans- 
ferred: Provided further, That upon a deter- 
mination that all or part of the funds trans- 
ferred from this appropriation are not nec- 
essary for the purposes provided herein, such 
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amounts may be transferred back to this ap- 
propriation: Provided further, That the trans- 
fer authority provided under this heading is 
in addition to any other transfer authority 
provided elsewhere in this Act. 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, FORMERLY 
USED DEFENSE SITES 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the Department of the Army, 
$316,546,000, to remain available until trans- 
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res- 
toration, reduction and recycling of haz- 
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris at sites formerly used by the De- 
partment of Defense, transfer the funds made 
available by this appropriation to other ap- 
propriations made available to the Depart- 
ment of the Army, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same purposes and for 
the same time period as the appropriations 
to which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here- 
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head- 
ing is in addition to any other transfer au- 
thority provided elsewhere in this Act. 

OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND 

CIVIC AID 


For expenses relating to the Overseas Hu- 
manitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid pro- 
grams of the Department of Defense (con- 
sisting of the programs provided under sec- 
tions 401, 402, 404, 407, 2557, and 2561 of title 
10, United States Code), $108,032,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2012. 

COOPERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION ACCOUNT 


For assistance to the republics of the 
former Soviet Union and, with appropriate 
authorization by the Department of Defense 
and Department of State, to countries out- 
side of the former Soviet Union, including 
assistance provided by contract or by grants, 
for facilitating the elimination and the safe 
and secure transportation and storage of nu- 
clear, chemical and other weapons; for estab- 
lishing programs to prevent the proliferation 
of weapons, weapons components, and weap- 
on-related technology and expertise; for pro- 
grams relating to the training and support of 
defense and military personnel for demili- 
tarization and protection of weapons, weap- 
ons components and weapons technology and 
expertise, and for defense and military con- 
tacts, $522,512,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2018: Provided, That of the 
amounts provided under this heading, not 
less than $13,500,000 shall be available only to 
support the dismantling and disposal of nu- 
clear submarines, submarine reactor compo- 
nents, and security enhancements for trans- 
port and storage of nuclear warheads in the 
Russian Far East and North. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ACQUISITION 
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT FUND 


For the Department of Defense Acquisition 

Workforce Development Fund, $217,561,000. 
TITLE ПІ 
PROCUREMENT 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, modification, and modernization of air- 
craft, equipment, including ordnance, ground 
handling equipment, spare parts, and acces- 
sories therefor; specialized equipment and 
training devices; expansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, including the land necessary 
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therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $5,254,791,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2018. 
MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, modification, and modernization of 
missiles, equipment, including ordnance, 
ground handling equipment, spare parts, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,570,108,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2018. 


PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of weapons and 
tracked combat vehicles, equipment, includ- 
ing ordnance, spare parts, and accessories 
therefor; specialized equipment and training 
devices; expansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary there- 
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such 
lands and interests therein, may be acquired, 
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to 
approval of title; and procurement and in- 
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma- 
chine tools in public and private plants; re- 
serve plant and Government and contractor- 
owned equipment layaway; and other ex- 
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes, 
$1,461,086,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2013. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 

For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili- 
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,847,066,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2018. 


OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of vehicles, including 
tactical, support, and non-tracked combat 
vehicles; the purchase of passenger motor ve- 
hicles for replacement only; communications 
and electronic equipment; other support 
equipment; spare parts, ordnance, and acces- 
sories therefor; specialized equipment and 
training devices; expansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
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such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $8,145,665,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2013: Pro- 
vided, That of the funds made available in 
this paragraph, $15,000,000 shall be made 
available to procure equipment, not other- 
wise provided for, and may be transferred to 
other procurement accounts available to the 
Department of the Army, and that funds so 
transferred shall be available for the same 
purposes and the same time period as the ac- 
count to which transferred. 


AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, modification, and modernization of air- 
craft, equipment, including ordnance, spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; specialized 
equipment; expansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary there- 
for, and such lands and interests therein, 
may be acquired, and construction pros- 
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and 
procurement and installation of equipment, 
appliances, and machine tools in public and 
private plants; reserve plant and Govern- 
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay- 
away, $16,170,868,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2013. 


WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, modification, and modernization of 
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, and re- 
lated support equipment including spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; expansion of 
public and private plants, including the land 
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter- 
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc- 
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title; and procurement and installation of 
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in 
public and private plants; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip- 
ment layaway, $3,221,957,000, to remain avail- 
able for obligation until September 30, 2013. 


PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND 
MARINE CORPS 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili- 
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $790,527,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2013. 


SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 


For expenses necessary for the construc- 
tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels as 
authorized by law, including armor and ar- 
mament thereof, plant equipment, appli- 
ances, and machine tools and installation 
thereof in public and private plants; reserve 
plant and Government and contractor-owned 
equipment layaway; procurement of critical, 
long lead time components and designs for 
vessels to be constructed or converted in the 
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future; and expansion of public and private 
plants, including land necessary therefor, 
and such lands and interests therein, may be 
acquired, and construction prosecuted there- 
on prior to approval of title, as follows: 


Carrier Replacement Program, 
$1,721,969,000. 
Carrier Replacement Program (AP), 


$908,313,000. 

NSSN, $3,430,343,000. 

NSSN (AP), $1,691,236,000. 

CVN Refueling, $1,248,999,000. 

CVN Refuelings (AP), $408,037,000. 

DDG-1000 Program, $77,512,000. 

DDG-51 Destroyer, $2,868,454,000. 

DDG-51 Destroyer (AP), $47,984,000. 

Littoral Combat Ship, $1,168,984,000. 

Littoral Combat Ship (AP), $190,351,000. 

LHA-R, $942,837,000. 

Joint High Speed Vessel, $180,703,000. 

Oceanographic Ships, $88,561,000. 

LCAC Service Life Extension Program, 
$83,035,000. 

Service Craft, $13,770,000. 

For outfitting, post delivery, conversions, 
and first destination transportation, 
$295,570,000. 

In all: $15,366,658,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2015: Pro- 
vided, That additional obligations may be in- 
curred after September 30, 2015, for engineer- 
ing services, tests, evaluations, and other 
such budgeted work that must be performed 
in the final stage of ship construction: Pro- 
vided further, That none of the funds provided 
under this heading for the construction or 
conversion of any naval vessel to be con- 
structed in shipyards in the United States 
shall be expended in foreign facilities for the 
construction of major components of such 
vessel: Provided further, That none of the 
funds provided under this heading shall be 
used for the construction of any naval vessel 
in foreign shipyards. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For procurement, production, and mod- 
ernization of support equipment and mate- 
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord- 
nance (except ordnance for new aircraft, new 
ships, and ships authorized for conversion); 
the purchase of passenger motor vehicles for 
replacement only, and the purchase of seven 
vehicles required for physical security of 
personnel, notwithstanding price limitations 
applicable to passenger vehicles but not to 
exceed $250,000 per vehicle; expansion of pub- 
lic and private plants, including the land 
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter- 
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc- 
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title; and procurement and installation of 
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in 
public and private plants; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip- 
ment layaway, $5,804,963,000, to remain avail- 
able for obligation until September 30, 2013: 
Provided, That of the funds made available in 
this paragraph, $15,000,000 shall be made 
available to procure equipment, not other- 
wise provided for, and may be transferred to 
other procurement accounts available to the 
Department of the Navy, and that funds so 
transferred shall be available for the same 
purposes and the same time period as the ac- 
count to which transferred. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 

For expenses necessary for the procure- 
ment, manufacture, and modification of mis- 
siles, armament, military equipment, spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; plant equip- 
ment, appliances, and machine tools, and in- 
stallation thereof in public and private 
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plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; vehi- 
cles for the Marine Corps, including the pur- 
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only; and expansion of public and 
private plants, including land necessary 
therefor, and such lands and interests there- 
in, may be acquired, and construction pros- 
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title, 
$1,236,436,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2013. 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, and modi- 
fication of aircraft and equipment, including 
armor and armament, specialized ground 
handling equipment, and training devices, 
spare parts, and accessories therefor; special- 
ized equipment; expansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, Government-owned equipment 
and installation thereof in such plants, erec- 
tion of structures, and acquisition of land, 
for the foregoing purposes, and such lands 
and interests therein, may be acquired, and 
construction prosecuted thereon prior to ap- 
proval of title; reserve plant and Govern- 
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay- 
away; and other expenses necessary for the 
foregoing purposes including rents and trans- 
portation of things, $13,483,739,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2013: Provided, That none of the funds pro- 
vided in this Act for modification of C-17 air- 
craft, Global Hawk Unmanned Aerial Vehicle 
and F-22 aircraft may be obligated until all 
C-17, Global Hawk and F-22 contracts funded 
with prior year ‘“‘Aircraft Procurement, Air 
Force” appropriated funds are definitized un- 
less the Secretary of the Air Force certifies 
in writing to the congressional defense com- 
mittees that each such obligation is nec- 
essary to meet the needs of a warfighting re- 
quirement or prevents increased costs to the 
taxpayer, and provides the reasons for failing 
to definitize the prior year contracts along 
with the prospective contract definitization 
schedule: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary of the Air Force shall expand the cur- 
rent HH-60 Operational Loss Replacement 
program to meet the approved HH-60 Recapi- 
talization program requirements. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, and modi- 
fication of missiles, spacecraft, rockets, and 
related equipment, including spare parts and 
accessories therefor, ground handling equip- 
ment, and training devices; expansion of pub- 
lic and private plants, Government-owned 
equipment and installation thereof in such 
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi- 
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip- 
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary 
for the foregoing purposes including rents 
and transportation of things, $5,424,764,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep- 
tember 30, 2013. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili- 
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
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plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $731,487,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2013. 
OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For procurement and modification of 
equipment (including ground guidance and 
electronic control equipment, and ground 
electronic and communication equipment), 
and supplies, materials, and spare parts 
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur- 
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only, and the purchase of two ve- 
hicles required for physical security of per- 
sonnel, notwithstanding price limitations 
applicable to passenger vehicles but not to 
exceed $250,000 per vehicle; lease of passenger 
motor vehicles; and expansion of public and 
private plants, Government-owned equip- 
ment and installation thereof in such plants, 
erection of structures, and acquisition of 
land, for the foregoing purposes, and such 
lands and interests therein, may be acquired, 
and construction prosecuted thereon, prior 
to approval of title; reserve plant and Gov- 
ernment and contractor-owned equipment 
layaway, $17,568,091,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2013: Pro- 
vided, That of the funds made available in 
this paragraph, $15,000,000 shall be made 
available to procure equipment, not other- 
wise provided for, and may be transferred to 
other procurement accounts available to the 
Department of the Air Force, and that funds 
so transferred shall be available for the same 
purposes and the same time period as the ac- 
count to which transferred. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses of activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments) necessary for procure- 
ment, production, and modification of equip- 
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts 
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur- 
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only; expansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, equipment, and installation 
thereof in such plants, erection of struc- 
tures, and acquisition of land for the fore- 
going purposes, and such lands and interests 
therein, may be acquired, and construction 
prosecuted thereon prior to approval of title; 
reserve plant and Government and con- 
tractor-owned equipment layaway, 
$4,009,321,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2018: Provided, That 
of the funds made available in this para- 
graph, $15,000,000 shall be made available to 
procure equipment, not otherwise provided 
for, and may be transferred to other procure- 
ment accounts available to the Department 
of Defense, and that funds so transferred 
shall be available for the same purposes and 
the same time period as the account to 
which transferred. 

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES 

For activities by the Department of De- 
fense pursuant to sections 108, 301, 302, and 
303 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 
U.S.C. App. 2078, 2091, 2092, and 2093), 
$34,346,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

TITLE IV 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

For expenses necessary for basic and ap- 

plied scientific research, development, test 
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and evaluation, including maintenance, re- 
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili- 
ties and equipment, $9,710,998,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2012. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

For expenses necessary for basic and ap- 
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re- 
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili- 
ties and equipment, $17,736,303,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2012: Provided, That funds appropriated in 
this paragraph which are available for the У- 
22 may be used to meet unique operational 
requirements of the Special Operations 
Forces: Provided further, That funds appro- 
priated in this paragraph shall be available 
for the Cobra Judy program. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 
For expenses necessary for basic and ap- 
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re- 
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili- 
ties and equipment, $26,517,405,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2012. 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 


For expenses of activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments), necessary for basic 
and applied scientific research, development, 
test and evaluation; advanced research 
projects as may be designated and deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Defense, pursuant 
to law; maintenance, rehabilitation, lease, 
and operation of facilities and equipment, 
$20,797,412,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2012: Provided, That 
of the funds made available in this para- 
graph, $3,200,000 shall only be available for 
program management and oversight of inno- 
vative research and development. 

OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION, 
DEFENSE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the independent activities of 
the Director, Operational Test and Evalua- 
tion, in the direction and supervision of 
operational test and evaluation, including 
initial operational test and evaluation which 
is conducted prior to, and in support of, pro- 
duction decisions; joint operational testing 
and evaluation; and administrative expenses 
in connection therewith, $194,910,000, to re- 
main available for obligation until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012. 

TITLE V 
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 
DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS 


For the Defense Working Capital Funds, 
$1,434,536,000. 


NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND 


For National Defense Sealift Fund pro- 
grams, projects, and activities, and for ex- 
penses of the National Defense Reserve 
Fleet, as established by section 11 of the 
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 1744), and for the necessary expenses to 
maintain and preserve a U.S.-flag merchant 
fleet to serve the national security needs of 
the United States, $1,474,866,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That 
none of the funds provided in this paragraph 
shall be used to award a new contract that 
provides for the acquisition of any of the fol- 
lowing major components unless such com- 
ponents are manufactured in the United 
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States: auxiliary equipment, including 
pumps, for all shipboard services; propulsion 
system components (engines, reduction 


gears, and propellers); shipboard cranes; and 
spreaders for shipboard cranes: Provided fur- 
ther, That the exercise of an option in a con- 
tract awarded through the obligation of pre- 
viously appropriated funds shall not be con- 
sidered to be the award of a new contract: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of the 
military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive the restrictions in 
the first proviso on a case-by-case basis by 
certifying in writing to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate that adequate domestic 
supplies are not available to meet Depart- 
ment of Defense requirements on a timely 
basis and that such an acquisition must be 
made in order to acquire capability for na- 
tional security purposes. 
TITLE VI 


OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
PROGRAMS 


DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
for medical and health care programs of the 
Department of Defense as authorized by law, 
$31,382,198,000; of which $29,671,764,000 shall be 
for operation and maintenance, of which not 
to exceed 1 percent shall remain available 
until September 30, 2012, and of which up to 
$16,212,121,000 may be available for contracts 
entered into under the TRICARE program; of 
which $534,921,000, to remain available for ob- 
ligation until September 30, 2018, shall be for 
procurement; and of which $1,175,513,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012, shall be for research, devel- 
opment, test and evaluation: Provided, That, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
of the amount made available under this 
heading for research, development, test and 
evaluation, not less than $10,000,000 shall be 
available for HIV prevention educational ac- 
tivities undertaken in connection with 
United States military training, exercises, 
and humanitarian assistance activities con- 
ducted primarily in African nations. 


CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS 
DESTRUCTION, DEFENSE 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the destruction of the United 
States stockpile of lethal chemical agents 
and munitions, to include construction of fa- 
cilities, in accordance with the provisions of 
section 1412 of the Department of Defense 
Authorization Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C. 1521), and 
for the destruction of other chemical warfare 
materials that are not in the chemical weap- 
on stockpile, $1,467 ,307,000, of which 
$1,067,364,000 shall be for operation and main- 
tenance, of which no less than $111,178,000, 
shall be for the Chemical Stockpile Emer- 
gency Preparedness Program, consisting of 
$35,130,000 for activities on military installa- 
tions and $76,048,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2012, to assist State and 
local governments; $7,182,000 shall be for pro- 
curement, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2013; and $392,811,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2012, shall be 
for research, development, test and evalua- 
tion, of which $385,868,000 shall only be for 
the Assembled Chemical Weapons Alter- 
natives (ACWA) program. 

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG 
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For drug interdiction and counter-drug ac- 
tivities of the Department of Defense, for 
transfer to appropriations available to the 
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Department of Defense for military per- 
sonnel of the reserve components serving 
under the provisions of title 10 and title 32, 
United States Code; for operation and main- 
tenance; for procurement; and for research, 
development, test and evaluation, 
$1,156,957,000: Provided, That the funds appro- 
priated under this heading shall be available 
for obligation for the same time period and 
for the same purpose as the appropriation to 
which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here- 
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head- 
ing is in addition to any other transfer au- 
thority contained elsewhere in this Act. 
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 


For expenses and activities of the Office of 
the Inspector General in carrying out the 
provisions of the Inspector General Act of 
1978, as amended, $306,794,000, of which 
$305,794,000 shall be for operation and main- 
tenance, of which not to exceed $700,000 is 
available for emergencies and extraordinary 
expenses to be expended on the approval or 
authority of the Inspector General, and pay- 
ments may be made on the Inspector Gen- 
eral’s certificate of necessity for confidential 
military purposes; and of which $1,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2013, 
shall be for procurement. 

TITLE VII 
RELATED AGENCIES 


CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY RETIREMENT 
AND DISABILITY SYSTEM FUND 


For payment to the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability System 
Fund, to maintain the proper funding level 
for continuing the operation of the Central 
Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis- 
ability System, $292,000,000. 

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT 


ACCOUNT 
For necessary expenses of the Intelligence 
Community Management Account, 
$649,732,000. 
TITLE VIII 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Src. 8001. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall be used for pub- 
licity or propaganda purposes not authorized 
by the Congress. 

SEC. 8002. During the current fiscal year, 
provisions of law prohibiting the payment of 
compensation to, or employment of, any per- 
son not a citizen of the United States shall 
not apply to personnel of the Department of 
Defense: Provided, That salary increases 
granted to direct and indirect hire foreign 
national employees of the Department of De- 
fense funded by this Act shall not be at a 
rate in excess of the percentage increase au- 
thorized by law for civilian employees of the 
Department of Defense whose pay is com- 
puted under the provisions of section 5332 of 
title 5, United States Code, or at a rate in ex- 
cess of the percentage increase provided by 
the appropriate host nation to its own em- 
ployees, whichever is higher: Provided fur- 
ther, That, in the case of a host nation that 
does not provide salary increases on an an- 
nual basis, any increase granted by that na- 
tion shall be annualized for the purpose of 
applying the preceding proviso: Provided fur- 
ther, That this section shall not apply to De- 
partment of Defense foreign service national 
employees serving at United States diplo- 
matic missions whose pay is set by the De- 
partment of State under the Foreign Service 
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Act of 1980: Provided further, That the limita- 
tions of this provision shall not apply to for- 
eign national employees of the Department 
of Defense in the Republic of Turkey. 

Src. 8003. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall remain available 
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year, 
unless expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 8004. No more than 20 percent of the 
appropriations in this Act which are limited 
for obligation during the current fiscal year 
shall be obligated during the last 2 months of 
the fiscal year: Provided, That this section 
shall not apply to obligations for support of 
active duty training of reserve components 
or summer camp training of the Reserve Of- 
ficers’ Training Corps. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8005. Upon determination by the Sec- 
retary of Defense that such action is nec- 
essary in the national interest, he may, with 
the approval of the Office of Management 
and Budget, transfer not to exceed 
$4,000,000,000 of working capital funds of the 
Department of Defense or funds made avail- 
able in this Act to the Department of De- 
fense for military functions (except military 
construction) between such appropriations 
or funds or any subdivision thereof, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes, and for the same time period, as 
the appropriation or fund to which trans- 
ferred: Provided, That such authority to 
transfer may not be used unless for higher 
priority items, based on unforeseen military 
requirements, than those for which origi- 
nally appropriated and in no case where the 
item for which funds are requested has been 
denied by the Congress: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of Defense shall notify 
the Congress promptly of all transfers made 
pursuant to this authority or any other au- 
thority in this Act: Provided further, That no 
part of the funds in this Act shall be avail- 
able to prepare or present a request to the 
Committees on Appropriations for re- 
programming of funds, unless for higher pri- 
ority items, based on unforeseen military re- 
quirements, than those for which originally 
appropriated and in no case where the item 
for which reprogramming is requested has 
been denied by the Congress: Provided fur- 
ther, That a request for multiple 
reprogrammings of funds using authority 
provided in this section shall be made prior 
to June 30, 2011: Provided further, That trans- 
fers among military personnel appropria- 
tions shall not be taken into account for pur- 
poses of the limitation on the amount of 
funds that may be transferred under this sec- 
tion. 

SEc. 8006. (a) With regard to the list of spe- 
cific programs, projects, and activities (and 
the dollar amounts and adjustments to budg- 
et activities corresponding to such programs, 
projects, and activities) contained in the ta- 
bles titled ‘‘Explanation of Project Level Ad- 
justments”’ in the explanatory statement re- 
garding this Act, the obligation and expendi- 
ture of amounts appropriated or otherwise 
made available in this Act for those pro- 
grams, projects, and activities for which the 
amounts appropriated exceed the amounts 
requested are hereby required by law to be 
carried out in the manner provided by such 
tables to the same extent as if the tables 
were included in the text of this Act. 

(b) Amounts specified in the referenced ta- 
bles described in subsection (a) shall not be 
treated as subdivisions of appropriations for 
purposes of section 8005 of this Act: Provided, 
That section 8005 shall apply when transfers 
of the amounts described in subsection (a) 
occur between appropriation accounts. 
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бес. 8007. (a) Not later than 60 days after 
enactment of this Act, the Department of 
Defense shall submit a report to the congres- 
sional defense committees to establish the 
baseline for application of reprogramming 
and transfer authorities for fiscal year 2011: 
Provided, That the report shall include— 

(1) a table for each appropriation with a 
separate column to display the President’s 
budget request, adjustments made by Con- 
gress, adjustments due to enacted rescis- 
sions, if appropriate, and the fiscal year en- 
acted level; 

(2) a delineation in the table for each ap- 
propriation both by budget activity and pro- 
gram, project, and activity as detailed in the 
Budget Appendix; and 

(8) an identification of items of special 
congressional interest. 

(b) Notwithstanding section 8005 of this 
Act, none of the funds provided in this Act 
shall be available for reprogramming or 
transfer until the report identified in sub- 
section (a) is submitted to the congressional 
defense committees, unless the Secretary of 
Defense certifies in writing to the congres- 
sional defense committees that such re- 
programming or transfer is necessary as an 
emergency requirement. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Sec. 8008. During the current fiscal year, 
cash balances in working capital funds of the 
Department of Defense established pursuant 
to section 2208 of title 10, United States 
Code, may be maintained in only such 
amounts as are necessary at any time for 
cash disbursements to be made from such 
funds: Provided, That transfers may be made 
between such funds: Provided further, That 
transfers may be made between working cap- 
ital funds and the ‘‘Foreign Currency Fluc- 
tuations, Defense” appropriation and the 
“Operation and Maintenance” appropriation 
accounts in such amounts as may be deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Defense, with the 
approval of the Office of Management and 
Budget, except that such transfers may not 
be made unless the Secretary of Defense has 
notified the Congress of the proposed trans- 
fer. Except in amounts equal to the amounts 
appropriated to working capital funds in this 
Act, no obligations may be made against a 
working capital fund to procure or increase 
the value of war reserve material inventory, 
unless the Secretary of Defense has notified 
the Congress prior to any such obligation. 

SEC. 8009. Funds appropriated by this Act 
may not be used to initiate a special access 
program without prior notification 30 cal- 
endar days in advance to the congressional 
defense committees. 

SEC. 8010. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available to initiate: (1) a 
multiyear contract that employs economic 
order quantity procurement in excess of 
$20,000,000 in any one year of the contract or 
that includes an unfunded contingent liabil- 
ity in excess of $20,000,000; or (2) a contract 
for advance procurement leading to a 
multiyear contract that employs economic 
order quantity procurement in excess of 
$20,000,000 in any one year, unless the con- 
gressional defense committees have been no- 
tified at least 30 days in advance of the pro- 
posed contract award: Provided, That no part 
of any appropriation contained in this Act 
shall be available to initiate a multiyear 
contract for which the economic order quan- 
tity advance procurement is not funded at 
least to the limits of the Government’s li- 
ability: Provided further, That no part of any 
appropriation contained in this Act shall be 
available to initiate multiyear procurement 
contracts for any systems or component 
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thereof if the value of the multiyear con- 
tract would exceed $500,000,000 unless specifi- 
cally provided in this Act: Provided further, 
That no multiyear procurement contract can 
be terminated without 10-day prior notifica- 
tion to the congressional defense commit- 
tees: Provided further, That the execution of 
multiyear authority shall require the use of 
a present value analysis to determine lowest 
cost compared to an annual procurement: 
Provided further, That none of the funds pro- 
vided in this Act may be used for a 
multiyear contract executed after the date 
of the enactment of this Act unless in the 
case of any such contract— 

(1) the Secretary of Defense has submitted 
to Congress a budget request for full funding 
of units to be procured through the contract 
and, in the case of a contract for procure- 
ment of aircraft, that includes, for any air- 
craft unit to be procured through the con- 
tract for which procurement funds are re- 
quested in that budget request for produc- 
tion beyond advance procurement activities 
in the fiscal year covered by the budget, full 
funding of procurement of such unit in that 
fiscal year; 

(2) cancellation provisions in the contract 
do not include consideration of recurring 
manufacturing costs of the contractor asso- 
ciated with the production of unfunded units 
to be delivered under the contract; 

(3) the contract provides that payments to 
the contractor under the contract shall not 
be made in advance of incurred costs on 
funded units; and 

(4) the contract does not provide for a price 
adjustment based on a failure to award a fol- 
low-on contract. 

Funds appropriated in title III of this Act 
may be used for a multiyear procurement 
contract as follows: 

Navy MH-60R/S Helicopter Systems. 

Src. 8011. Within the funds appropriated 
for the operation and maintenance of the 
Armed Forces, funds are hereby appropriated 
pursuant to section 401 of title 10, United 
States Code, for humanitarian and civic as- 
sistance costs under chapter 20 of title 10, 
United States Code. Such funds may also be 
obligated for humanitarian and civic assist- 
ance costs incidental to authorized oper- 
ations and pursuant to authority granted in 
section 401 of chapter 20 of title 10, United 
States Code, and these obligations shall be 
reported as required by section 401(d) of title 
10, United States Code: Provided, That funds 
available for operation and maintenance 
shall be available for providing humani- 
tarian and similar assistance by using Civic 
Action Teams in the Trust Territories of the 
Pacific Islands and freely associated states 
of Micronesia, pursuant to the Compact of 
Free Association as authorized by Public 
Law 99-239: Provided further, That upon a de- 
termination by the Secretary of the Army 
that such action is beneficial for graduate 
medical education programs conducted at 
Army medical facilities located in Hawaii, 
the Secretary of the Army may authorize 
the provision of medical services at such fa- 
cilities and transportation to such facilities, 
on a nonreimbursable basis, for civilian pa- 
tients from American Samoa, the Common- 
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the 
Marshall Islands, the Federated States of Mi- 
cronesia, Palau, and Guam. 

SEC. 8012. (a) During fiscal year 2011, the ci- 
vilian personnel of the Department of De- 
fense may not be managed on the basis of 
any end-strength, and the management of 
such personnel during that fiscal year shall 
not be subject to any constraint or limita- 
tion (known as an end-strength) on the num- 
ber of such personnel who may be employed 
on the last day of such fiscal year. 
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(b) The fiscal year 2012 budget request for 
the Department of Defense as well as all jus- 
tification material and other documentation 
supporting the fiscal year 2012 Department of 
Defense budget request shall be prepared and 
submitted to the Congress as if subsections 
(a) and (b) of this provision were effective 
with regard to fiscal year 2012. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to apply to military (civilian) techni- 
cians. 

SEC. 8018. None of the funds made available 
by this Act shall be used in any way, directly 
or indirectly, to influence congressional ac- 
tion on any legislation or appropriation mat- 
ters pending before the Congress. 

SEC. 8014. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available for the basic 
pay and allowances of any member of the 
Army participating as a full-time student 
and receiving benefits paid by the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs from the Department of 
Defense Education Benefits Fund when time 
spent as a full-time student is credited to- 
ward completion of a service commitment: 
Provided, That this section shall not apply to 
those members who have reenlisted with this 
option prior to October 1, 1987: Provided fur- 
ther, That this section applies only to active 
components of the Army. 

SEC. 8015. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated by this Act shall be available to con- 
vert to contractor performance an activity 
or function of the Department of Defense 
that, on or after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, is performed by Department of De- 
fense civilian employees unless— 

(1) the conversion is based on the result of 
a public-private competition that includes a 
most efficient and cost effective organiza- 
tion plan developed by such activity or func- 
tion; 

(2) the Competitive Sourcing Official deter- 
mines that, over all performance periods 
stated in the solicitation of offers for per- 
formance of the activity or function, the 
cost of performance of the activity or func- 
tion by a contractor would be less costly to 
the Department of Defense by an amount 
that equals or exceeds the lesser of— 

(A) 10 percent of the most efficient organi- 
zation’s personnel-related costs for perform- 
ance of that activity or function by Federal 
employees; or 

(B) $10,000,000; and 

(3) the contractor does not receive an ad- 
vantage for a proposal that would reduce 
costs for the Department of Defense by— 

(A) not making an employer-sponsored 
health insurance plan available to the work- 
ers who are to be employed in the perform- 
ance of that activity or function under the 
contract; or 

(B) offering to such workers an employer- 
sponsored health benefits plan that requires 
the employer to contribute less towards the 
premium or subscription share than the 
amount that is paid by the Department of 
Defense for health benefits for civilian em- 
ployees under chapter 89 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b)(1) The Department of Defense, without 
regard to subsection (a) of this section or 
subsection (a), (b), or (c) of section 2461 of 
title 10, United States Code, and notwith- 
standing any administrative regulation, re- 
quirement, or policy to the contrary shall 
have full authority to enter into a contract 
for the performance of any commercial or in- 
dustrial type function of the Department of 
Defense that— 

(A) is included on the procurement list es- 
tablished pursuant to section 2 of the Javits- 
Wagner-O’Day Act (section 8503 of title 41, 
United States Code); 
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(B) is planned to be converted to perform- 
ance by a qualified nonprofit agency for the 
blind or by a qualified nonprofit agency for 
other severely handicapped individuals in ac- 
cordance with that Act; or 

(C) is planned to be converted to perform- 
ance by a qualified firm under at least 51 per- 
cent ownership by an Indian tribe, as defined 
in section 4(e) of the Indian Self-Determina- 
tion and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450b(e)), or a Native Hawaiian Organization, 
as defined in section 8(a)(15) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 687(a)(15)). 

(2) This section shall not apply to depot 
contracts or contracts for depot mainte- 
nance as provided in sections 2469 and 2474 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

(c) The conversion of any activity or func- 
tion of the Department of Defense under the 
authority provided by this section shall be 
credited toward any competitive or out- 
sourcing goal, target, or measurement that 
may be established by statute, regulation, or 
policy and is deemed to be awarded under the 
authority of, and in compliance with, sub- 
section (h) of section 2304 of title 10, United 
States Code, for the competition or out- 
sourcing of commercial activities. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8016. Funds appropriated in title III of 
this Act for the Department of Defense Pilot 
Mentor-Protege Program may be transferred 
to any other appropriation contained in this 
Act solely for the purpose of implementing a 
Mentor-Protege Program developmental as- 
sistance agreement pursuant to section 831 
of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101-510; 10 
U.S.C. 2302 note), as amended, under the au- 
thority of this provision or any other trans- 
fer authority contained in this Act: Provided, 
That subsection (j) of section 831 of the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1991 is amended by striking ‘‘September 
30, 2010” and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2011”, 
and by striking ‘‘September 30, 2013” and in- 
serting ‘‘September 30, 2014’’. 

SEC. 8017. None of the funds in this Act 
may be available for the purchase by the De- 
partment of Defense (and its departments 
and agencies) of welded shipboard anchor and 
mooring chain 4 inches in diameter and 
under unless the anchor and mooring chain 
are manufactured in the United States from 
components which are substantially manu- 
factured in the United States: Provided, That 
for the purpose of this section, the term 
“manufactured” shall include cutting, heat 
treating, quality control, testing of chain 
and welding (including the forging and shot 
blasting process): Provided further, That for 
the purpose of this section substantially all 
of the components of anchor and mooring 
chain shall be considered to be produced or 
manufactured in the United States if the ag- 
gregate cost of the components produced or 
manufactured in the United States exceeds 
the aggregate cost of the components pro- 
duced or manufactured outside the United 
States: Provided further, That when adequate 
domestic supplies are not available to meet 
Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis, the Secretary of the service re- 
sponsible for the procurement may waive 
this restriction on a case-by-case basis by 
certifying in writing to the Committees on 
Appropriations that such an acquisition 
must be made in order to acquire capability 
for national security purposes. 

SEC. 8018. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense may be used to 
demilitarize or dispose of М-1 Carbines, М-1 
Garand rifles, M-14 rifles, .22 caliber rifles, 
.30 caliber rifles, or M-1911 pistols, or to de- 
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militarize or destroy small arms ammuni- 
tion or ammunition components that are not 
otherwise prohibited from commercial sale 
under Federal law, unless the small arms 
ammunition or ammunition components are 
certified by the Secretary of the Army or 
designee as unserviceable or unsafe for fur- 
ther use. 

SEC. 8019. No more than $500,000 of the 
funds appropriated or made available in this 
Act shall be used during a single fiscal year 
for any single relocation of an organization, 
unit, activity or function of the Department 
of Defense into or within the National Cap- 
ital Region: Provided, That the Secretary of 
Defense may waive this restriction on a case- 
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the 
congressional defense committees that such 
a relocation is required in the best interest 
of the Government. 

SEC. 8020. In addition to the funds provided 
elsewhere in this Act, $15,000,000 is appro- 
priated only for incentive payments author- 
ized by section 504 of the Indian Financing 
Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1544): Provided, That a 
prime contractor or a subcontractor at any 
tier that makes a subcontract award to any 
subcontractor or supplier as defined in sec- 
tion 1544 of title 25, United States Code, or a 
small business owned and controlled by an 
individual or individuals defined under sec- 
tion 4221(9) of title 25, United States Code, 
shall be considered a contractor for the pur- 
poses of being allowed additional compensa- 
tion under section 504 of the Indian Financ- 
ing Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1544) whenever the 
prime contract or subcontract amount is 
over $500,000 and involves the expenditure of 
funds appropriated by an Act making Appro- 
priations for the Department of Defense with 
respect to any fiscal year: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding section 430 of title 41, 
United States Code, this section shall be ap- 
plicable to any Department of Defense acqui- 
sition of supplies or services, including any 
contract and any subcontract at any tier for 
acquisition of commercial items produced or 
manufactured, in whole or in part by any 
subcontractor or supplier defined in section 
1544 of title 25, United States Code, or a 
small business owned and controlled by an 
individual or individuals defined under sec- 
tion 4221(9) of title 25, United States Code. 

SEC. 8021. Funds appropriated by this Act 
for the Defense Media Activity shall not be 
used for any national or international polit- 
ical or psychological activities. 

SEC. 8022. During the current fiscal year, 
the Department of Defense is authorized to 
incur obligations of not to exceed $350,000,000 
for purposes specified in section 2350j(c) of 
title 10, United States Code, in anticipation 
of receipt of contributions, only from the 
Government of Kuwait, under that section: 
Provided, That upon receipt, such contribu- 
tions from the Government of Kuwait shall 
be credited to the appropriations or fund 
which incurred such obligations. 

SEC. 8023. (a) Of the funds made available 
in this Act, not less than $30,374,000 shall be 
available for the Civil Air Patrol Corpora- 
tion, of which— 

(1) $27,048,000 shall be available from ‘‘Op- 
eration and Maintenance, Air Еогсе” to sup- 
port Civil Air Patrol Corporation operation 
and maintenance, readiness, counterdrug ac- 
tivities, and drug demand reduction activi- 
ties involving youth programs; 

(2) $2,424,000 shall be available from ‘‘Air- 
craft Procurement, Air Force”; and 

(3) $902,000 shall be available from ‘‘Other 
Procurement, Air Force’’ for vehicle pro- 
curement. 

(b) The Secretary of the Air Force should 
waive reimbursement for any funds used by 
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the Civil Air Patrol for counter-drug activi- 
ties in support of Federal, State, and local 
government agencies. 

SEC. 8024. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated in this Act are available to establish 
a new Department of Defense (department) 
federally funded research and development 
center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or as 
a separate entity administrated by an orga- 
nization managing another FFRDC, or as a 
nonprofit membership corporation con- 
sisting of a consortium of other FFRDCs and 
other nonprofit entities. 

(b) No member of a Board of Directors, 
Trustees, Overseers, Advisory Group, Special 
Issues Panel, Visiting Committee, or any 
similar entity of a defense FFRDC, and no 
paid consultant to any defense FFRDC, ex- 
cept when acting in a technical advisory ca- 
pacity, may be compensated for his or her 
services аз a member of such entity, or as a 
paid consultant by more than one FFRDC in 
a fiscal year: Provided, That a member of any 
such entity referred to previously in this 
subsection shall be allowed travel expenses 
and per diem as authorized under the Federal 
Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in 
the performance of membership duties. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, none of the funds available to the de- 
partment from any source during fiscal year 
2011 may be used by a defense FFRDC, 
through a fee or other payment mechanism, 
for construction of new buildings, for pay- 
ment of cost sharing for projects funded by 
Government grants, for absorption of con- 
tract overruns, or for certain charitable con- 
tributions, not to include employee partici- 
pation in community service and/or develop- 
ment. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the funds available to the department 
during fiscal year 2011, not more than 5,750 
staff years of technical effort (staff years) 
may be funded for defense FFRDCs: Provided, 
That of the specific amount referred to pre- 
viously in this subsection, not more than 
1,125 staff years may be funded for the de- 
fense studies and analysis FFRDCs: Provided 
further, That this subsection shall not apply 
to staff years funded in the National Intel- 
ligence Program (NIP) and the Military In- 
telligence Program (MIP). 

(e) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the 
submission of the department’s fiscal year 
2012 budget request, submit a report pre- 
senting the specific amounts of staff years of 
technical effort to be allocated for each de- 
fense FF RDC during that fiscal year and the 
associated budget estimates. 

(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the total amount appropriated in 
this Act for FFRDCs is hereby reduced by 
$125,000,000. 

SEC. 8025. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act shall be used to 
procure carbon, alloy or armor steel plate for 
use in any Government-owned facility or 
property under the control of the Depart- 
ment of Defense which were not melted and 
rolled in the United States or Canada: Pro- 
vided, That these procurement restrictions 
shall apply to any and all Federal Supply 
Class 9515, American Society of Testing and 
Materials (ASTM) or American Iron and 
Steel Institute (AISI) specifications of car- 
bon, alloy or armor steel plate: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Secretary of the military de- 
partment responsible for the procurement 
may waive this restriction on a case-by-case 
basis by certifying in writing to the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Senate that adequate 
domestic supplies are not available to meet 
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Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis and that such an acquisition 
must be made in order to acquire capability 
for national security purposes: Provided fur- 
ther, That these restrictions shall not apply 
to contracts which are in being as of the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

SEc. 8026. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term ‘‘congressional defense committees” 
means the Armed Services Committee of the 
House of Representatives, the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee of the Senate, the Sub- 
committee on Defense of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate, and the Sub- 
committee on Defense of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

SEC. 8027. During the current fiscal year, 
the Department of Defense may acquire the 
modification, depot maintenance and repair 
of aircraft, vehicles and vessels as well as the 
production of components and other Defense- 
related articles, through competition be- 
tween Department of Defense depot mainte- 
nance activities and private firms: Provided, 
That the Senior Acquisition Executive of the 
military department or Defense Agency con- 
cerned, with power of delegation, shall cer- 
tify that successful bids include comparable 
estimates of all direct and indirect costs for 
both public and private bids: Provided further, 
That Office of Management and Budget Cir- 
cular А76 shall not apply to competitions 
conducted under this section. 

SEC. 8028. (a)(1) If the Secretary of Defense, 
after consultation with the United States 
Trade Representative, determines that a for- 
eign country which is party to an agreement 
described in paragraph (2) has violated the 
terms of the agreement by discriminating 
against certain types of products produced in 
the United States that are covered by the 
agreement, the Secretary of Defense shall re- 
scind the Secretary’s blanket waiver of the 
Buy American Act with respect to such 
types of products produced in that foreign 
country. 

(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph 
(1) is any reciprocal defense procurement 
memorandum of understanding, between the 
United States and a foreign country pursu- 
ant to which the Secretary of Defense has 
prospectively waived the Buy American Act 
for certain products in that country. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Congress a report on the amount of 
Department of Defense purchases from for- 
eign entities in fiscal year 2011. Such report 
shall separately indicate the dollar value of 
items for which the Buy American Act was 
waived pursuant to any agreement described 
in subsection (a)(2), the Trade Agreement 
Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), or any 
international agreement to which the United 
States is a party. 

(c) For purposes of this section, the term 
“Buy American Act’? means chapter 83 of 
title 41, United States Code. 

SEC. 8029. During the current fiscal year, 
amounts contained in the Department of De- 
fense Overseas Military Facility Investment 
Recovery Account established by section 
2921(c)(1) of the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act of 1991 (Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 
2687 note) shall be available until expended 
for the payments specified by section 
2921(c)(2) of that Act. 

SEc. 8030. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of the Air 
Force may convey at no cost to the Air 
Force, without consideration, to Indian 
tribes located in the States of Nevada, Idaho, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, Or- 
egon, Minnesota, and Washington 
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relocatable military housing units located at 
Grand Forks Air Force Base, Malmstrom Air 
Force Base, Mountain Home Air Force Base, 
Ellsworth Air Force Base, and Minot Air 
Force Base that are excess to the needs of 
the Air Force. 

(b) The Secretary of the Air Force shall 
convey, at no cost to the Air Force, military 
housing units under subsection (a) in accord- 
ance with the request for such units that are 
submitted to the Secretary by the Operation 
Walking Shield Program on behalf of Indian 
tribes located in the States of Nevada, Idaho, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, Or- 
egon, Minnesota, and Washington. Any such 
conveyance shall be subject to the condition 
that the housing units shall be removed 
within a reasonable period of time, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(c) The Operation Walking Shield Program 
shall resolve any conflicts among requests of 
Indian tribes for housing units under sub- 
section (a) before submitting requests to the 
Secretary of the Air Force under subsection 
(b). 
(d) In this section, the term ‘‘Indian tribe’’ 
means any recognized Indian tribe included 
on the current list published by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior under section 104 of the 
Federally Recognized Indian Tribe Act of 
1994 (Public Law 103-454; 108 Stat. 4792; 25 
U.S.C. 479a-1). 

SEC. 8031. During the current fiscal year, 
appropriations which are available to the De- 
partment of Defense for operation and main- 
tenance may be used to purchase items hav- 
ing an investment item unit cost of not more 
than $250,000. 

SEC. 8032. (a) During the current fiscal 
year, none of the appropriations or funds 
available to the Department of Defense 
Working Capital Funds shall be used for the 
purchase of an investment item for the pur- 
pose of acquiring a new inventory item for 
sale or anticipated sale during the current 
fiscal year or a subsequent fiscal year to cus- 
tomers of the Department of Defense Work- 
ing Capital Funds if such an item would not 
have been chargeable to the Department of 
Defense Business Operations Fund during fis- 
cal year 1994 and if the purchase of such an 
investment item would be chargeable during 
the current fiscal year to appropriations 
made to the Department of Defense for pro- 
curement. 

(b) The fiscal year 2012 budget request for 
the Department of Defense as well as all jus- 
tification material and other documentation 
supporting the fiscal year 2012 Department of 
Defense budget shall be prepared and sub- 
mitted to the Congress on the basis that any 
equipment which was classified as an end 
item and funded in a procurement appropria- 
tion contained in this Act shall be budgeted 
for in a proposed fiscal year 2012 procure- 
ment appropriation and not in the supply 
management business area or any other area 
or category of the Department of Defense 
Working Capital Funds. 

SEC. 8033. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act for programs of the Central In- 
telligence Agency shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year, ex- 
cept for funds appropriated for the Reserve 
for Contingencies, which shall remain avail- 
able until September 30, 2012: Provided, That 
funds appropriated, transferred, or otherwise 
credited to the Central Intelligence Agency 
Central Services Working Capital Fund dur- 
ing this or any prior or subsequent fiscal 
year shall remain available until expended: 
Provided further, That any funds appropriated 
or transferred to the Central Intelligence 
Agency for advanced research and develop- 
ment acquisition, for agent operations, and 
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for covert action programs authorized by the 
President under section 503 of the National 
Security Act of 1947, as amended, shall re- 
main available until September 30, 2012. 

SEC. 8034. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, funds made available in this 
Act for the Defense Intelligence Agency may 
be used for the design, development, and de- 
ployment of General Defense Intelligence 
Program intelligence communications and 
intelligence information systems for the 
Services, the Unified and Specified Com- 
mands, and the component commands. 

SEC. 8035. Of the funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense under the heading 
“Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide’’, not less than $12,000,000 shall be made 
available only for the mitigation of environ- 
mental impacts, including training and tech- 
nical assistance to tribes, related adminis- 
trative support, the gathering of informa- 
tion, documenting of environmental damage, 
and developing a system for prioritization of 
mitigation and cost to complete estimates 
for mitigation, on Indian lands resulting 
from Department of Defense activities. 

SEc. 8036. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated in this Act may be expended by an 
entity of the Department of Defense unless 
the entity, in expending the funds, complies 
with the Buy American Act. For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘‘Buy American 
Act’? means chapter 88 of title 41, United 
States Code. 

(b) If the Secretary of Defense determines 
that a person has been convicted of inten- 
tionally affixing a label bearing a ‘‘Made in 
America” inscription to any product sold in 
or shipped to the United States that is not 
made in America, the Secretary shall deter- 
mine, in accordance with section 2410f of 
title 10, United States Code, whether the per- 
son should be debarred from contracting 
with the Department of Defense. 

(c) In the case of any equipment or prod- 
ucts purchased with appropriations provided 
under this Act, it is the sense of the Congress 
that any entity of the Department of De- 
fense, in expending the appropriation, pur- 
chase only American-made equipment and 
products, provided that American-made 
equipment and products are cost-competi- 
tive, quality competitive, and available in a 
timely fashion. 

SEC. 8087. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available for a contract 
for studies, analysis, or consulting services 
entered into without competition on the 
basis of an unsolicited proposal unless the 
head of the activity responsible for the pro- 
curement determines— 

(1) as a result of thorough technical eval- 
uation, only one source is found fully quali- 
fied to perform the proposed work; 

(2) the purpose of the contract is to explore 
an unsolicited proposal which offers signifi- 
cant scientific or technological promise, rep- 
resents the product of original thinking, and 
was submitted in confidence by one source; 
or 

(3) the purpose of the contract is to take 
advantage of unique and significant indus- 
trial accomplishment by a specific concern, 
or to insure that a new product or idea of a 
specific concern is given financial support: 
Provided, That this limitation shall not 
apply to contracts in an amount of less than 
$25,000, contracts related to improvements of 
equipment that is in development or produc- 
tion, or contracts as to which a civilian offi- 
cial of the Department of Defense, who has 
been confirmed by the Senate, determines 
that the award of such contract is in the in- 
terest of the national defense. 
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бес. 8038. (a) Except as provided in sub- 
sections (b) and (c), none of the funds made 
available by this Act may be used— 

(1) to establish a field operating agency; or 

(2) to pay the basic pay of a member of the 
Armed Forces or civilian employee of the de- 
partment who is transferred or reassigned 
from a headquarters activity if the member 
or employee’s place of duty remains at the 
location of that headquarters. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense or Secretary 
of a military department may waive the lim- 
itations in subsection (a), on a case-by-case 
basis, if the Secretary determines, and cer- 
tifies to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and Senate 
that the granting of the waiver will reduce 
the personnel requirements or the financial 
requirements of the department. 

(c) This section does not apply to— 

(1) field operating agencies funded within 
the National Intelligence Program; 

(2) an Army field operating agency estab- 
lished to eliminate, mitigate, or counter the 
effects of improvised explosive devices, and, 
as determined by the Secretary of the Army, 
other similar threats; or 

(3) an Army field operating agency estab- 
lished to improve the effectiveness and effi- 
ciencies of biometric activities and to inte- 
grate common biometric technologies 
throughout the Department of Defense. 

бес. 8039. The Secretary of Defense, not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, act- 
ing through the Office of Economic Adjust- 
ment of the Department of Defense, may use 
funds made available in this Act under the 
heading ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, De- 
fense-Wide’’ to make grants and supplement 
other Federal funds in accordance with the 
guidance provided in the explanatory state- 
ment regarding this Act. 

(RESCISSIONS) 

SEC. 8040. Of the funds appropriated in De- 
partment of Defense Appropriations Acts, 
the following funds are hereby rescinded 
from the following accounts and programs in 
the specified amounts: 

“Procurement of Weapons and Tracked 


Combat Vehicles, Army, 2009/2011”, 
$86,300,000. 
“Other Procurement, Army, 2009/2011”, 
$147,600,000. 
“Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 2009/2011”, 


$26,100,000. 

“Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 
2011”, $116,900,000. 

“Aircraft Procurement, Army, 2010/2012”, 
$14,000,000. 

“Procurement of Weapons and Tracked 


2009/ 


Combat Vehicles, Army, 2010/2012”’, 
$36,000,000. 

“Missile Procurement, Army, 2010/2012”, 
$9,171,000. 

“Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 2010/2012”, 
$284,847,000. 

“Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and 


Marine Corps, 2010/2012’’, $11,576,000. 

Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 2010/2014’: DDG—51 Destroyer, 
$22,000,000. 

“Other 
$9,042,000. 

“Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 
2012”, $151,300,000. 

“Other Procurement, Air Force, 2010/2012”, 
$36,600,000. 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Army, 2010/2011”, $53,500,000. 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Air Force, 2010/2011’’, $198,600,000. 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Defense-Wide, 2010/2011”, $10,000,000. 

SEC. 8041. None of the funds available in 
this Act may be used to reduce the author- 


Procurement, Navy, 2010/2012”, 


2010/ 
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ized positions for military (civilian) techni- 
cians of the Army National Guard, Air Na- 
tional Guard, Army Reserve and Air Force 
Reserve for the purpose of applying any ad- 
ministratively imposed civilian personnel 
ceiling, freeze, or reduction on military (ci- 
vilian) technicians, unless such reductions 
are a direct result of a reduction in military 
force structure. 

SEC. 8042. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available in this Act may 
be obligated or expended for assistance to 
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
unless specifically appropriated for that pur- 
pose. 

SEC. 8043. Funds appropriated in this Act 
for operation and maintenance of the Mili- 
tary Departments, Combatant Commands 
and Defense Agencies shall be available for 
reimbursement of pay, allowances and other 
expenses which would otherwise be incurred 
against appropriations for the National 
Guard and Reserve when members of the Na- 
tional Guard and Reserve provide intel- 
ligence or counterintelligence support to 
Combatant Commands, Defense Agencies and 
Joint Intelligence Activities, including the 
activities and programs included within the 
National Intelligence Program and the Mili- 
tary Intelligence Program: Provided, That 
nothing in this section authorizes deviation 
from established Reserve and National Guard 
personnel and training procedures. 

SEC. 8044. During the current fiscal year, 
none of the funds appropriated in this Act 
may be used to reduce the civilian medical 
and medical support personnel assigned to 
military treatment facilities below the Sep- 
tember 30, 2003, level: Provided, That the 
Service Surgeons General may waive this 
section by certifying to the congressional de- 
fense committees that the beneficiary popu- 
lation is declining in some catchment areas 
and civilian strength reductions may be con- 
sistent with responsible resource steward- 
ship and capitation-based budgeting. 

SEC. 8045. (a) None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense for any fiscal 
year for drug interdiction or counter-drug 
activities may be transferred to any other 
department or agency of the United States 
except as specifically provided in an appro- 
priations law. 

(b) None of the funds available to the Cen- 
tral Intelligence Agency for any fiscal year 
for drug interdiction and counter-drug ac- 
tivities may be transferred to any other de- 
partment or agency of the United States ex- 
cept as specifically provided in an appropria- 
tions law. 

SEC. 8046. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be used for the procurement 
of ball and roller bearings other than those 
produced by a domestic source and of domes- 
tic origin: Provided, That the Secretary of 
the military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive this restriction on a 
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate, 
that adequate domestic supplies are not 
available to meet Department of Defense re- 
quirements on a timely basis and that such 
an acquisition must be made in order to ac- 
quire capability for national security pur- 
poses: Provided further, That this restriction 
shall not apply to the purchase of ‘‘commer- 
cial items’’, as defined by section 4(12) of the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act, 
except that the restriction shall apply to 
ball or roller bearings purchased as end 
items. 

Src. 8047. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used to purchase any supercomputer 
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which is not manufactured in the United 
States, unless the Secretary of Defense cer- 
tifies to the congressional defense commit- 
tees that such an acquisition must be made 
in order to acquire capability for national se- 
curity purposes that is not available from 
United States manufacturers. 

SEC. 8048. None of the funds made available 
in this or any other Act may be used to pay 
the salary of any officer or employee of the 
Department of Defense who approves or im- 
plements the transfer of administrative re- 
sponsibilities or budgetary resources of any 
program, project, or activity financed by 
this Act to the jurisdiction of another Fed- 
eral agency not financed by this Act without 
the express authorization of Congress: Pro- 
vided, That this limitation shall not apply to 
transfers of funds expressly provided for in 
Defense Appropriations Acts, or provisions of 
Acts providing supplemental appropriations 
for the Department of Defense. 

SEC. 8049. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, none of the funds available 
to the Department of Defense for the current 
fiscal year may be obligated or expended to 
transfer to another nation or an inter- 
national organization any defense articles or 
services (other than intelligence services) for 
use in the activities described in subsection 
(b) unless the congressional defense commit- 
tees, the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives, and the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
are notified 15 days in advance of such trans- 
fer. 

(b) This section applies to— 

(1) any international peacekeeping or 
peace-enforcement operation under the au- 
thority of chapter VI or chapter VII of the 
United Nations Charter under the authority 
of a United Nations Security Council resolu- 
tion; and 

(2) any other international peacekeeping, 
peace-enforcement, or humanitarian assist- 
ance operation. 

(c) A notice under subsection (a) shall in- 
clude the following: 

(1) A description of the equipment, sup- 
plies, or services to be transferred. 

(2) A statement of the value of the equip- 
ment, supplies, or services to be transferred. 

(3) In the case of a proposed transfer of 
equipment or supplies— 

(A) a statement of whether the inventory 
requirements of all elements of the Armed 
Forces (including the reserve components) 
for the type of equipment or supplies to be 
transferred have been met; and 

(B) a statement of whether the items pro- 
posed to be transferred will have to be re- 
placed and, if so, how the President proposes 
to provide funds for such replacement. 

SEC. 8050. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense under this Act 
shall be obligated or expended to pay a con- 
tractor under a contract with the Depart- 
ment of Defense for costs of any amount paid 
by the contractor to an employee when— 

(1) such costs are for a bonus or otherwise 
in excess of the normal salary paid by the 
contractor to the employee; and 

(2) such bonus is part of restructuring costs 
associated with a business combination. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8051. During the current fiscal year, 
no more than $30,000,000 of appropriations 
made in this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’ may 
be transferred to appropriations available for 
the pay of military personnel, to be merged 
with, and to be available for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans- 
ferred, to be used in support of such per- 
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sonnel in connection with support and serv- 
ices for eligible organizations and activities 
outside the Department of Defense pursuant 
to section 2012 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

бес. 8052. During the current fiscal year, in 
the case of an appropriation account of the 
Department of Defense for which the period 
of availability for obligation has expired or 
which has closed under the provisions of sec- 
tion 1552 of title 31, United States Code, and 
which has a negative unliquidated or unex- 
pended balance, an obligation or an adjust- 
ment of an obligation may be charged to any 
current appropriation account for the same 
purpose as the expired or closed account if— 

(1) the obligation would have been properly 
chargeable (except as to amount) to the ex- 
pired or closed account before the end of the 
period of availability or closing of that ac- 
count; 

(2) the obligation is not otherwise properly 
chargeable to any current appropriation ac- 
count of the Department of Defense; and 

(3) in the case of an expired account, the 
obligation is not chargeable to a current ap- 
propriation of the Department of Defense 
under the provisions of section 1405(b)(8) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1991, Public Law 101-510, as 
amended (81 U.S.C. 1551 note): Provided, That 
in the case of an expired account, if subse- 
quent review or investigation discloses that 
there was not in fact a negative unliquidated 
or unexpended balance in the account, any 
charge to a current account under the au- 
thority of this section shall be reversed and 
recorded against the expired account: Pro- 
vided further, That the total amount charged 
to a current appropriation under this section 
may not exceed an amount equal to 1 percent 
of the total appropriation for that account. 

бес. 8053. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau may permit the use of equip- 
ment of the National Guard Distance Learn- 
ing Project by any person or entity on a 
space-available, reimbursable basis. The 
Chief of the National Guard Bureau shall es- 
tablish the amount of reimbursement for 
such use on a case-by-case basis. 

(b) Amounts collected under subsection (a) 
shall be credited to funds available for the 
National Guard Distance Learning Project 
and be available to defray the costs associ- 
ated with the use of equipment of the project 
under that subsection. Such funds shall be 
available for such purposes without fiscal 
year limitation. 

бЕС. 8054. Using funds made available by 
this Act or any other Act, the Secretary of 
the Air Force, pursuant to a determination 
under section 2690 of title 10, United States 
Code, may implement cost-effective agree- 
ments for required heating facility mod- 
ernization in the Kaiserslautern Military 
Community in the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many: Provided, That in the City of 
Kaiserslautern and at the Rhine Ordnance 
Barracks area, such agreements will include 
the use of United States anthracite as the 
base load energy for municipal district heat 
to the United States Defense installations: 
Provided further, That at Landstuhl Army 
Regional Medical Center and Ramstein Air 
Base, furnished heat may be obtained from 
private, regional or municipal services, if 
provisions are included for the consideration 
of United States coal as an energy source. 

SEC. 8055. None of the funds appropriated in 
title IV of this Act may be used to procure 
end-items for delivery to military forces for 
operational training, operational use or in- 
ventory requirements: Provided, That this re- 
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striction does not apply to end-items used in 
development, prototyping, and test activi- 
ties preceding and leading to acceptance for 
operational use: Provided further, That this 
restriction does not apply to programs fund- 
ed within the National Intelligence Program: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De- 
fense may waive this restriction on a case- 
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate that it is 
in the national security interest to do so. 

SEC. 8056. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to approve or license 
the sale of the F-22A advanced tactical fight- 
er to any foreign government: Provided, That 
the Department of Defense may conduct or 
participate in studies, research, design and 
other activities to define and develop a fu- 
ture export version of the Е-22А that pro- 
tects classified and sensitive information, 
technologies and U.S. warfighting capabili- 
ties. 

SEc. 8057. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
may, on a case-by-case basis, waive with re- 
spect to a foreign country each limitation on 
the procurement of defense items from for- 
eign sources provided in law if the Secretary 
determines that the application of the limi- 
tation with respect to that country would in- 
validate cooperative programs entered into 
between the Department of Defense and the 
foreign country, or would invalidate recip- 
rocal trade agreements for the procurement 
of defense items entered into under section 
2531 of title 10, United States Code, and the 
country does not discriminate against the 
same or similar defense items produced in 
the United States for that country. 

(b) Subsection (a) applies with respect to— 

(1) contracts and subcontracts entered into 
on or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act; and 

(2) options for the procurement of items 
that are exercised after such date under con- 
tracts that are entered into before such date 
if the option prices are adjusted for any rea- 
son other than the application of a waiver 
granted under subsection (a). 

(c) Subsection (a) does not apply to a limi- 
tation regarding construction of public ves- 
sels, ball and roller bearings, food, and cloth- 
ing or textile materials as defined by section 
11 (chapters 50-65) of the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule and products classified under head- 
ings 4010, 4202, 4203, 6401 through 6406, 6505, 
7019, 7218 through 17229, 7304.41 through 
7304.49, 7306.40, 7502 through 7508, 8105, 8108, 
8109, 8211, 8215, and 9404. 

SEC. 8058. (a) None of the funds made avail- 
able by this Act may be used to support any 
training program involving a unit of the se- 
curity forces or police of a foreign country if 
the Secretary of Defense has received cred- 
ible information from the Department of 
State that the unit has committed a gross 
violation of human rights, unless all nec- 
essary corrective steps have been taken. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense, in consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of State, shall en- 
sure that prior to a decision to conduct any 
training program referred to in subsection 
(a), full consideration is given to all credible 
information available to the Department of 
State relating to human rights violations by 
foreign security forces. 

(c) The Secretary of Defense, after con- 
sultation with the Secretary of State, may 
waive the prohibition in subsection (a) if he 
determines that such waiver is required by 
extraordinary circumstances. 

(d) Not more than 15 days after the exer- 
cise of any waiver under subsection (c), the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit a report to 
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the congressional defense committees de- 
scribing the extraordinary circumstances, 
the purpose and duration of the training pro- 
gram, the United States forces and the for- 
eign security forces involved in the training 
program, and the information relating to 
human rights violations that necessitates 
the waiver. 

SEC. 8059. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act to the Depart- 
ment of the Navy shall be used to develop, 
lease or procure the T-AKE class of ships un- 
less the main propulsion diesel engines and 
propulsors are manufactured in the United 
States by a domestically operated entity: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may 
waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis 
by certifying in writing to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House of Represent- 
atives and the Senate that adequate domes- 
tic supplies are not available to meet De- 
partment of Defense requirements on a time- 
ly basis and that such an acquisition must be 
made in order to acquire capability for na- 
tional security purposes or there exists a sig- 
nificant cost or quality difference. 

SEC. 8060. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this or other 
Department of Defense Appropriations Acts 
may be obligated or expended for the purpose 
of performing repairs or maintenance to 
military family housing units of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, including areas in such 
military family housing units that may be 
used for the purpose of conducting official 
Department of Defense business. 

SEC. 8061. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, funds appropriated in this Act 
under the heading ‘‘Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide”’ for any 
new start advanced concept technology dem- 
onstration project or joint capability dem- 
onstration project may only be obligated 30 
days after a report, including a description 
of the project, the planned acquisition and 
transition strategy and its estimated annual 
and total cost, has been provided in writing 
to the congressional defense committees: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may 
waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis 
by certifying to the congressional defense 
committees that it is in the national inter- 
est to do so. 

SEc. 8062. The Secretary of Defense shall 
provide a classified quarterly report begin- 
ning 30 days after enactment of this Act, to 
the House and Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittees, Subcommittees on Defense on cer- 
tain matters as directed in the classified 
annex accompanying this Act. 

SEC. 8063. During the current fiscal year, 
none of the funds available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense may be used to provide sup- 
port to another department or agency of the 
United States if such department or agency 
is more than 90 days in arrears in making 
payment to the Department of Defense for 
goods or services previously provided to such 
department or agency on a reimbursable 
basis: Provided, That this restriction shall 
not apply if the department is authorized by 
law to provide support to such department or 
agency on a nonreimbursable basis, and is 
providing the requested support pursuant to 
such authority: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of Defense may waive this restric- 
tion on a case-by-case basis by certifying in 
writing to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate that it is in the national security 
interest to do so. 

SEC. 8064. Notwithstanding section 12310(b) 
of title 10, United States Code, a Reserve 
who is a member of the National Guard serv- 
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ing on full-time National Guard duty under 
section 502(f) of title 32, United States Code, 
may perform duties in support of the ground- 
based elements of the National Ballistic Mis- 
sile Defense System. 

SEC. 8065. None of the funds provided in 
this Act may be used to transfer to any non- 
governmental entity ammunition held by 
the Department of Defense that has a center- 
fire cartridge and a United States military 
nomenclature designation of ‘‘armor pene- 
trator’, ‘‘armor piercing (AP)’’, ‘‘armor 
piercing incendiary (API)’’, or ‘‘armor-pierc- 
ing incendiary tracer (API-T)’’, except to an 
entity performing demilitarization services 
for the Department of Defense under a con- 
tract that requires the entity to dem- 
onstrate to the satisfaction of the Depart- 
ment of Defense that armor piercing projec- 
tiles are either: (1) rendered incapable of 
reuse by the demilitarization process; or (2) 
used to manufacture ammunition pursuant 
to a contract with the Department of De- 
fense or the manufacture of ammunition for 
export pursuant to a License for Permanent 
Export of Unclassified Military Articles 
issued by the Department of State. 

SEC. 8066. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau, or his designee, may waive 
payment of all or part of the consideration 
that otherwise would be required under sec- 
tion 2667 of title 10, United States Code, in 
the case of a lease of personal property for a 
period not in excess of 1 year to any organi- 
zation specified in section 508(d) of title 32, 
United States Code, or any other youth, so- 
cial, or fraternal nonprofit organization as 
may be approved by the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau, or his designee, on a case-by- 
case basis. 

SEC. 8067. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be used for the support of 
any nonappropriated funds activity of the 
Department of Defense that procures malt 
beverages and wine with nonappropriated 
funds for resale (including such alcoholic 
beverages sold by the drink) on a military 
installation located in the United States un- 
less such malt beverages and wine are pro- 
cured within that State, or in the case of the 
District of Columbia, within the District of 
Columbia, in which the military installation 
is located: Provided, That in a case in which 
the military installation is located in more 
than one State, purchases may be made in 
any State in which the installation is lo- 
cated: Provided further, That such local pro- 
curement requirements for malt beverages 
and wine shall apply to all alcoholic bev- 
erages only for military installations in 
States which are not contiguous with an- 
other State: Provided further, That alcoholic 
beverages other than wine and malt bev- 
erages, in contiguous States and the District 
of Columbia shall be procured from the most 
competitive source, price and other factors 
considered. 

SEC. 8068. Funds available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense for the Global Positioning 
System during the current fiscal year, and 
hereafter, may be used to fund civil require- 
ments associated with the satellite and 
ground control segments of such system’s 
modernization program. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8069. Of the amounts appropriated in 
this Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army”, $147,258,300 shall re- 
main available until expended: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of Defense is authorized 
to transfer such funds to other activities of 
the Federal Government: Provided further, 
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That the Secretary of Defense is authorized 
to enter into and carry out contracts for the 
acquisition of real property, construction, 
personal services, and operations related to 
projects carrying out the purposes of this 
section: Provided further, That contracts en- 
tered into under the authority of this section 
may provide for such indemnification as the 
Secretary determines to be necessary: Pro- 
vided further, That projects authorized by 
this section shall comply with applicable 
Federal, State, and local law to the max- 
imum extent consistent with the national se- 
curity, as determined by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

SEC. 8070. Section 8106 of the Department 
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1997 (titles I 
through VIII of the matter under subsection 
101(b) of Public Law 104-208; 110 Stat. 3009- 
111; 10 U.S.C. 118 note) shall continue in ef- 
fect to apply to disbursements that are made 
by the Department of Defense in fiscal year 
2011. 

Src. 8071. In addition to amounts provided 
elsewhere in this Act, $4,000,000 is hereby ap- 
propriated to the Department of Defense, to 
remain available for obligation until ex- 
pended: Provided, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, that upon the deter- 
mination of the Secretary of Defense that it 
shall serve the national interest, these funds 
shall be available only for a grant to the 
Fisher House Foundation, Inc., only for the 
construction and furnishing of additional 
Fisher Houses to meet the needs of military 
family members when confronted with the 
illness or hospitalization of an eligible mili- 
tary beneficiary. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8072. Of the amounts appropriated in 
this Act under the headings ‘‘Procurement, 
Defense-Wide”’ and ‘‘Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide”’, 
$415,115,000 shall be for the Israeli Coopera- 
tive Programs: Provided, That of this 
amount, $205,000,000 shall be for the Sec- 
retary of Defense to provide to the Govern- 
ment of Israel for the procurement of the 
Iron Dome defense system to counter short- 
range rocket threats, $84,722,000 shall be for 
the Short Range Ballistic Missile Defense 
(SRBMD) program, including cruise missile 
defense research and development under the 
SRBMD program, $58,966,000 shall be avail- 
able for an upper-tier component to the 
Israeli Missile Defense Architecture, and 
$66,427,000 shall be for the Arrow System Im- 
provement Program including development 
of a long range, ground and airborne, detec- 
tion suite, of which $12,000,000 shall be for 
producing Arrow missile components in the 
United States and Arrow missile components 
in Israel to meet Israel’s defense require- 
ments, consistent with each nation’s laws, 
regulations and procedures: Provided further, 
That funds made available under this provi- 
sion for production of missiles and missile 
components may be transferred to appropria- 
tions available for the procurement of weap- 
ons and equipment, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same time period and the 
same purposes as the appropriation to which 
transferred: Provided further, That the trans- 
fer authority provided under this provision is 
in addition to any other transfer authority 
contained in this Act. 

SEC. 8073. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense may be obligated 
to modify command and control relation- 
ships to give Fleet Forces Command admin- 
istrative and operational control of U.S. 
Navy forces assigned to the Pacific fleet: 
Provided, That the command and control re- 
lationships which existed on October 1, 2004, 
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shall remain in force unless changes are spe- 
cifically authorized in a subsequent Act. 

SEC. 8074. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law or regulation, the Secretary of 
Defense may exercise the provisions of sec- 
tion 7403(g) of title 38, United States Code, 
for occupations listed in section 7403(a)(2) of 
title 38, United States Code, as well as the 
following: 

Pharmacists, Audiologists, Psychologists, 
Social Workers, Othotists/Prosthetists, Oc- 
cupational Therapists, Physical Therapists, 
Rehabilitation Therapists, Respiratory 
Therapists, Speech Pathologists, Dietitian/ 
Nutritionists, Industrial Hygienists, Psy- 
chology Technicians, Social Service Assist- 
ants, Practical Nurses, Nursing Assistants, 
and Dental Hygienists: 

(A) The requirements of section 
7403(¢)(1)(A) of title 38, United States Code, 
shall apply. 

(B) The limitations of section 7403(g)(1)(B) 
of title 38, United States Code, shall not 
apply. 

Src. 8075. Funds appropriated by this Act, 
or made available by the transfer of funds in 
this Act, for intelligence activities are 
deemed to be specifically authorized by the 
Congress for purposes of section 504 of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414) 
during fiscal year 2011 until the enactment of 
the Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2011. 

Src. 8076. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available for obligation or 
expenditure through a reprogramming of 
funds that creates or initiates a new pro- 
gram, project, or activity unless such pro- 
gram, project, or activity must be under- 
taken immediately in the interest of na- 
tional security and only after written prior 
notification to the congressional defense 
committees. 

SEC. 8077. The budget of the President for 
fiscal year 2012 submitted to the Congress 
pursuant to section 1105 of title 31, United 
States Code, shall include separate budget 
justification documents for costs of United 
States Armed Forces’ participation in con- 
tingency operations for the Military Per- 
sonnel accounts, the Operation and Mainte- 
nance accounts, and the Procurement ac- 
counts: Provided, That these documents shall 
include a description of the funding re- 
quested for each contingency operation, for 
each military service, to include all Active 
and Reserve components, and for each appro- 
priations account: Provided further, That 
these documents shall include estimated 
costs for each element of expense or object 
class, a reconciliation of increases and de- 
creases for each contingency operation, and 
programmatic data including, but not lim- 
ited to, troop strength for each Active and 
Reserve component, and estimates of the 
major weapons systems deployed in support 
of each contingency: Provided further, That 
these documents shall include budget exhib- 
its OP-5 and OP-82 (as defined in the Depart- 
ment of Defense Financial Management Reg- 
ulation) for all contingency operations for 
the budget year and the two preceding fiscal 
years. 

SEC. 8078. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used for research, development, test, 
evaluation, procurement or deployment of 
nuclear armed interceptors of a missile de- 
fense system. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8079. In addition to the amounts ap- 
propriated or otherwise made available else- 
where in this Act, $65,200,000 is hereby appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense: Pro- 
vided, That upon the determination of the 
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Secretary of Defense that it shall serve the 
national interest, he shall make grants in 
the amounts specified as follows: $20,000,000 
to the United Service Organizations; 
$24,000,000 to the Red Cross; $1,200,000 to the 
Special Olympics; and $20,000,000 to the 
Youth Mentoring Grants Program: Provided 
further, That funds available in this section 
for the Youth Mentoring Grants Program 
may be available for transfer to the Depart- 
ment of Justice Youth Mentoring Grants 
Program. 

SEC. 8080. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act shall be used to 
reduce or disestablish the operation of the 
53rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron of 
the Air Force Reserve, if such action would 
reduce the WC-130 Weather Reconnaissance 
mission below the levels funded in this Act: 
Provided, That the Air Force shall allow the 
58rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron to 
perform other missions in support of na- 
tional defense requirements during the non- 
hurricane season. 

SEC. 8081. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available for integration of 
foreign intelligence information unless the 
information has been lawfully collected and 
processed during the conduct of authorized 
foreign intelligence activities: Provided, That 
information pertaining to United States per- 
sons shall only be handled in accordance 
with protections provided in the Fourth 
Amendment of the United States Constitu- 
tion as implemented through Executive 
Order No. 12333. 

SEC. 8082. (a) At the time members of re- 
serve components of the Armed Forces are 
called or ordered to active duty under sec- 
tion 12302(a) of title 10, United States Code, 
each member shall be notified in writing of 
the expected period during which the mem- 
ber will be mobilized. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the requirements of subsection (a) in any 
case in which the Secretary determines that 
it is necessary to do so to respond to a na- 
tional security emergency or to meet dire 
operational requirements of the Armed 
Forces. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

бес. 8083. The Secretary of Defense may 
transfer funds from any available Depart- 
ment of the Navy appropriation to any avail- 
able Navy ship construction appropriation 
for the purpose of liquidating necessary 
changes resulting from inflation, market 
fluctuations, or rate adjustments for any 
ship construction program appropriated in 
law: Provided, That the Secretary may trans- 
fer not to exceed $100,000,000 under the au- 
thority provided by this section: Provided 
further, That the Secretary may not transfer 
any funds until 30 days after the proposed 
transfer has been reported to the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Senate, unless a re- 
sponse from the Committees is received 
sooner: Provided further, That any funds 
transferred pursuant to this section shall re- 
tain the same period of availability as when 
originally appropriated: Provided further, 
That the transfer authority provided by this 
section is in addition to any other transfer 
authority contained elsewhere in this Act. 

SEC. 8084. For purposes of section 7108 of 
title 41, United States Code, any subdivision 
of appropriations made under the heading 
“Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy” that is 
not closed at the time reimbursement is 
made shall be available to reimburse the 
Judgment Fund and shall be considered for 
the same purposes as any subdivision under 
the heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, 
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Navy” appropriations in the current fiscal 
year or any prior fiscal year. 

SEC. 8085. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated by this Act may be used to transfer 
research and development, acquisition, or 
other program authority relating to current 
tactical unmanned aerial vehicles (TUAVs) 
from the Army. 

(b) The Army shall retain responsibility 
for and operational control of the MQ-1C 
Sky Warrior Unmanned Aerial Vehicle 
(UAV) in order to support the Secretary of 
Defense in matters relating to the employ- 
ment of unmanned aerial vehicles. 

SEC. 8086. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law or regulation, during the cur- 
rent fiscal year and hereafter, the Secretary 
of Defense may adjust wage rates for civilian 
employees hired for certain health care occu- 
pations as authorized for the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs by section 7455 of title 38, 
United States Code. 

SEC. 8087. Up to $15,000,000 of the funds ap- 
propriated under the heading ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Navy” may be made available 
for the Asia Pacific Regional Initiative Pro- 
gram for the purpose of enabling the Pacific 
Command to execute Theater Security Co- 
operation activities such as humanitarian 
assistance, and payment of incremental and 
personnel costs of training and exercising 
with foreign security forces: Provided, That 
funds made available for this purpose may be 
used, notwithstanding any other funding au- 
thorities for humanitarian assistance, secu- 
rity assistance or combined exercise ex- 
penses: Provided further, That funds may not 
be obligated to provide assistance to any for- 
eign country that is otherwise prohibited 
from receiving such type of assistance under 
any other provision of law. 

SEC. 8088. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act for programs of the Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence shall re- 
main available for obligation beyond the 
current fiscal year, except for funds appro- 
priated for research and technology, which 
shall remain available until September 30, 
2012. 

SEC. 8089. For purposes of section 1553(b) of 
title 31, United States Code, any subdivision 
of appropriations made in this Act under the 
heading ‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, 
Navy” shall be considered to be for the same 
purpose as any subdivision under the heading 
“Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy” appro- 
priations in any prior fiscal year, and the 1 
percent limitation shall apply to the total 
amount of the appropriation. 

SEC. 8090. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, not more than 35 percent of 
funds provided in this Act for environmental 
remediation may be obligated under indefi- 
nite delivery/indefinite quantity contracts 
with a total contract value of $130,000,000 or 
higher. 

SEC. 8091. The Director of National Intel- 
ligence shall include the budget exhibits 
identified in paragraphs (1) and (2) as de- 
scribed in the Department of Defense Finan- 
cial Management Regulation with the con- 
gressional budget justification books: 

(1) For procurement programs requesting 
more than $20,000,000 in any fiscal year, the 
P-1, Procurement Program; P-5, Cost Anal- 
ysis; P-5a, Procurement History and Plan- 
ning; P-21, Production Schedule; and Р-40, 
Budget Item Justification. 

(2) For research, development, test and 
evaluation projects requesting more than 
$10,000,000 in any fiscal year, the R-1, RDT&E 
Program; R-2, RDT&E Budget Item Jus- 
tification; R-8, RDT&E Project Cost Anal- 
ysis; and R-4, RDT&E Program Schedule 
Profile. 
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SEC. 8092. The Secretary of Defense shall 
create a major force program category for 
space for each future-years defense program 
of the Department of Defense submitted to 
Congress under section 221 of title 10, United 
States Code, during fiscal year 2011. The Sec- 
retary of Defense shall designate an official 
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense to 
provide overall supervision of the prepara- 
tion and justification of program rec- 
ommendations and budget proposals to be in- 
cluded in such major force program cat- 
egory. 

SEC. 8093. (а) Not later than 60 days after 
enactment of this Act, the Office of the Di- 
rector of National Intelligence shall submit 
a report to the congressional intelligence 
committees to establish the baseline for ap- 
plication of reprogramming and transfer au- 
thorities for fiscal year 2011: Provided, That 
the report shall include— 

(1) a table for each appropriation with a 
separate column to display the President’s 
budget request, adjustments made by Con- 
gress, adjustments due to enacted rescis- 
sions, if appropriate, and the fiscal year en- 
acted level; 

(2) a delineation in the table for each ap- 
propriation by Expenditure Center and 
project; and 

(3) an identification of items of special 
congressional interest. 

(b) None of the funds provided for the Na- 
tional Intelligence Program in this Act shall 
be available for reprogramming or transfer 
until the report identified in subsection (a) is 
submitted to the congressional intelligence 
committees, unless the Director of National 
Intelligence certifies in writing to the con- 
gressional intelligence committees that such 
reprogramming or transfer is necessary as an 
emergency requirement. 

SEC. 8094. The Director of National Intel- 
ligence shall submit to Congress each year, 
at or about the time that the President’s 
budget is submitted to Congress that year 
under section 1105(a) of title 31, United 
States Code, a future-years intelligence pro- 
gram (including associated annexes) reflect- 
ing the estimated expenditures and proposed 
appropriations included in that budget. Any 
such future-years intelligence program shall 
cover the fiscal year with respect to which 
the budget is submitted and at least the four 
succeeding fiscal years. 

SEC. 8095. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term ‘‘congressional intelligence commit- 
tees” means the Permanent Select Com- 
mittee on Intelligence of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, the Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence of the Senate, the Subcommittee on 
Defense of the Committee on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives, and the 
Subcommittee on Defense of the Committee 
on Appropriations of the Senate. 

SEC. 8096. The Department of Defense shall 
continue to report incremental contingency 
operations costs for Operation New Dawn 
and Operation Enduring Freedom on a 
monthly basis in the Cost of War Execution 
Report as prescribed in the Department of 
Defense Financial Management Regulation 
Department of Defense Instruction 7000.14, 
Volume 12, Chapter 23 ‘‘Contingency Oper- 
ations”, Annex 1, dated September 2005. 

бес. 8097. The amounts appropriated in 
title II of this Act are hereby reduced by 
$1,983,000,000 to reflect excess cash balances 
in Department of Defense Working Capital 
Funds, as follows: (1) From ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army”, $700,000,000; and (2) 
From ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide”, $1,283,000,000. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8098. During the current fiscal year, 

not to exceed $11,000,000 from each of the ap- 
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propriations made in title II of this Act for 
“Operation and Maintenance, Army”, ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Navy’’, and ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Air Force” may be 
transferred by the military department con- 
cerned to its central fund established for 
Fisher Houses and Suites pursuant to section 
2493(d) of title 10, United States Code. 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8099. Of the funds appropriated in the 
Intelligence Community Management Ac- 
count for the Program Manager for the In- 
formation Sharing Environment, $24,000,000 
is available for transfer by the Director of 
National Intelligence to other departments 
and agencies for purposes of Government- 
wide information sharing activities: Pro- 
vided, That funds transferred under this pro- 
vision are to be merged with and available 
for the same purposes and time period as the 
appropriation to which transferred: Provided 
further, That the Office of Management and 
Budget must approve any transfers made 
under this provision. 

SEC. 8100. Funds appropriated by this Act 
for operation and maintenance may be avail- 
able for the purpose of making remittances 
to the Defense Acquisition Workforce Devel- 
opment Fund in accordance with the require- 
ments of section 1705 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

SEC. 8101. (а) Any agency receiving funds 
made available in this Act, shall, subject to 
subsections (b) and (c), post on the public 
website of that agency any report required 
to be submitted by the Congress in this or 
any other Act, upon the determination by 
the head of the agency that it shall serve the 
national interest. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to a re- 
port if— 

(1) the public posting of the report com- 
promises national security; or 

(2) the report contains proprietary infor- 
mation. 

(c) The head of the agency posting such re- 
port shall do so only after such report has 
been made available to the requesting Com- 
mittee or Committees of Congress for no less 
than 45 days. 

бес. 8102. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated or otherwise made available by this 
Act may be expended for any Federal con- 
tract for an amount in excess of $1,000,000 un- 
less the contractor agrees not to— 

(1) enter into any agreement with any of 
its employees or independent contractors 
that requires, as a condition of employment, 
that the employee or independent contractor 
agree to resolve through arbitration any 
claim under title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 or any tort related to or arising out 
of sexual assault or harassment, including 
assault and battery, intentional infliction of 
emotional distress, false imprisonment, or 
negligent hiring, supervision, or retention; 
or 

(2) take any action to enforce any provi- 
sion of an existing agreement with an em- 
ployee or independent contractor that man- 
dates that the employee or independent con- 
tractor resolve through arbitration any 
claim under title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 or any tort related to or arising out 
of sexual assault or harassment, including 
assault and battery, intentional infliction of 
emotional distress, false imprisonment, or 
negligent hiring, supervision, or retention. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated or oth- 
erwise made available by this Act may be ex- 
pended for any Federal contract unless the 
contractor certifies that it requires each 
covered subcontractor to agree not to enter 
into, and not to take any action to enforce 
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any provision of, any agreement as described 
in paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a), 
with respect to any employee or independent 
contractor performing work related to such 
subcontract. For purposes of this subsection, 
a ‘“‘covered subcontractor” is an entity that 
has a subcontract in excess of $1,000,000 on a 
contract subject to subsection (a). 

(c) The prohibitions in this section do not 
apply with respect to a contractor’s or sub- 
contractor’s agreements with employees or 
independent contractors that may not be en- 
forced in a court of the United States. 

(d) The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the application of subsection (a) or (b) to a 
particular contractor or subcontractor for 
the purposes of a particular contract or sub- 
contract if the Secretary or the Deputy Sec- 
retary personally determines that the waiver 
is necessary to avoid harm to national secu- 
rity interests of the United States, and that 
the term of the contract or subcontract is 
not longer than necessary to avoid such 
harm. The determination shall set forth with 
specificity the grounds for the waiver and for 
the contract or subcontract term selected, 
and shall state any alternatives considered 
in lieu of a waiver and the reasons each such 
alternative would not avoid harm to na- 
tional security interests of the United 
States. The Secretary of Defense shall trans- 
mit to Congress, and simultaneously make 
public, any determination under this sub- 
section not less than 15 business days before 
the contract or subcontract addressed in the 
determination may be awarded. 

(e) By March 1, 2011, or within 60 days after 
enactment of this Act, whichever is later, 
the Government Accountability Office shall 
submit a report to the Congress evaluating 
the effect that the requirements of this sec- 
tion have had on national security, including 
recommendations, if any, for changes to 
these requirements. 

SEC. 8103. (a) PROHIBITION ON CONVERSION 
OF FUNCTIONS PERFORMED BY FEDERAL EM- 
PLOYEES TO CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE.— 
None of the funds appropriated by this Act or 
otherwise available to the Department of De- 
fense may be used to begin or announce the 
competition to award to a contractor or con- 
vert to performance by a contractor any 
functions performed by Federal employees 
pursuant to a study conducted under Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
A-76. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition in sub- 
section (a) shall not apply to the award of a 
function to a contractor or the conversion of 
a function to performance by a contractor 
pursuant to a study conducted under Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
A-76 once all reporting and certifications re- 
quired by section 325 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Pub- 
lic Law 111-84) have been satisfactorily com- 
pleted. 

SEC. 8104. (а)(1) No National Intelligence 
Program funds appropriated in this Act may 
be used for a mission critical or mission es- 
sential business management information 
technology system that is not registered 
with the Director of National Intelligence. A 
system shall be considered to be registered 
with that officer upon the furnishing notice 
of the system, together with such informa- 
tion concerning the system as the Director 
of the Business Transformation Office may 
prescribe. 

(2) During the current fiscal year no funds 
may be obligated or expended for a financial 
management automated information system, 
a mixed information system supporting fi- 
nancial and non-financial systems, or a busi- 
ness system improvement of more than 
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$3,000,000, within the Intelligence Commu- 
nity without the approval of the Business 
Transformation Office, and the designated 
Intelligence Community functional lead ele- 
ment. 

(b) The Director of the Business Trans- 
formation Office shall provide the congres- 
sional intelligence committees a semi-an- 
nual report of approvals under paragraph (1) 
no later than March 30 and September 30 of 
each year. The report shall include the re- 
sults of the Business Transformation Invest- 
ment Review Board’s semi-annual activities, 
and each report shall certify that the fol- 
lowing steps have been taken for systems ap- 
proved under paragraph (1): 

(1) Business process reengineering. 

(2) An analysis of alternatives and an eco- 
nomic analysis that includes a calculation of 
the return on investment. 

(3) Assurance the system is compatible 
with the enterprise-wide business architec- 
ture. 

(4) Performance measures. 

(5) An information assurance strategy con- 
sistent with the Chief Information Officer of 
the Intelligence Community. 

(c) This section shall not apply to any pro- 
grammatic or analytic systems or pro- 
grammatic or analytic system improve- 
ments. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8105. Of the funds appropriated in this 
Act for the Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence, $50,000,000, may be transferred 
to appropriations available to the Central In- 
telligence Agency, the National Security 
Agency, and the National Geospatial Intel- 
ligence Agency, the Defense Intelligence 
Agency and the National Reconnaissance Of- 
fice for the Business Transformation Trans- 
fer Funds, to be merged with and to be avail- 
able for the same time period and the same 
purposes as the appropriation to which 
transferred: Provided, That the transfer au- 
thority provided under this provision is in 
addition to any other transfer authority con- 
tained in this Act. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8106. In addition to funds made avail- 
able elsewhere in this Act, there is hereby 
appropriated $538,875,000, to remain available 
until transferred: Provided, That these funds 
are appropriated to the ‘‘Tanker Replace- 
ment Transfer Fund’’ (referred to as ‘‘the 
Fund” elsewhere in this section): Provided 
further, That the Secretary of the Air Force 
may transfer amounts in the Fund to ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Air Force’’, ‘‘Air- 
craft Procurement, Air Force’’, and ‘‘Re- 
search, Development, Test and Evaluation, 
Air Force’’, only for the purposes of pro- 
ceeding with a tanker acquisition program: 
Provided further, That funds transferred shall 
be merged with and be available for the same 
purposes and for the same time period as the 
appropriations or fund to which transferred: 
Provided further, That this transfer authority 
is in addition to any other transfer authority 
available to the Department of Defense: Pro- 
vided further, That the Secretary of the Air 
Force shall, not fewer than 15 days prior to 
making transfers using funds provided in 
this section, notify the congressional defense 
committees in writing of the details of any 
such transfer: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary shall submit a report no later than 30 
days after the end of each fiscal quarter to 
the congressional defense committees sum- 
marizing the details of the transfer of funds 
from this appropriation. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Src. 8107. From within the funds appro- 

priated for operation and maintenance for 
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the Defense Health Program in this Act, up 
to $132,200,000, shall be available for transfer 
to the Joint Department of Defense-Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Facility 
Demonstration Fund in accordance with the 
provisions of section 1704 of the National De- 
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010, 
Public Law 111-84: Provided, That for pur- 
poses of section 1704(b), the facility oper- 
ations funded are operations of the inte- 
grated Captain James A. Lovell Federal 
Health Care Center, consisting of the North 
Chicago Veterans Affairs Medical Center, the 
Navy Ambulatory Care Center, and sup- 
porting facilities designated as a combined 
Federal medical facility as described by sec- 
tion 706 of Public Law 110-417: Provided fur- 
ther, That additional funds may be trans- 
ferred from funds appropriated for operation 
and maintenance for the Defense Health Pro- 
gram to the Joint Department of Defense- 
Department of Veterans Affairs Medical Fa- 
cility Demonstration Fund upon written no- 
tification by the Secretary of Defense to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate. 

SEC. 8108. (a) Of the amounts made avail- 
able in this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Navy’’, not less than 
$2,000,000, shall be made available for 
leveraging the Army’s Contractor Manpower 
Reporting Application, modified as appro- 
priate for Service-specific requirements, for 
documenting the number of full-time con- 
tractor employees (or its equivalent) pursu- 
ant to United States Code title 10, section 
2330a(c) and meeting the requirements of 
United States Code title 10, section 2330a(e) 
and United States Code title 10, section 235. 

(b) Of the amounts made available in this 
Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and Main- 
tenance, Air Force’’, not less than $2,000,000 
shall be made available for leveraging the 
Army’s Contractor Manpower Reporting Ap- 
plication, modified as appropriate for Serv- 
ice-specific requirements, for documenting 
the number of full-time contractor employ- 
ees (or its equivalent) pursuant to United 
States Code title 10 section 2330а(с) and 
meeting the requirements of United States 
Code title 10, section 2330a(e) and United 
States Code title 10, section 235. 

(c) The Secretaries of the Army, Navy, Air 
Force, and the Directors of the Defense 
Agencies and Field Activities (in coordina- 
tion with the appropriate Principal Staff As- 
sistant), in coordination with the Under Sec- 
retary of Defense for Personnel and Readi- 
ness, shall report to the congressional de- 
fense committees within 60 days of enact- 
ment of this Act their plan for documenting 
the number of full-time contractor employ- 
ees (or its equivalent), as required by United 
States Code title 10, section 2330a. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8109. In addition to amounts provided 
elsewhere in this Act, there is appropriated 
$250,000,000, for an additional amount for 
“Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide”, to be available until expended: Pro- 
vided, That such funds shall only be available 
to the Secretary of Defense, acting through 
the Office of Economic Adjustment of the 
Department of Defense, or for transfer to the 
Secretary of Education, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to make grants, con- 
clude cooperative agreements, or supplement 
other Federal funds to construct, renovate, 
repair, or expand elementary and secondary 
public schools on military installations in 
order to address capacity or facility condi- 
tion deficiencies at such schools: Provided 
further, That in making such funds available, 
the Office of Economic Adjustment or the 
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Secretary of Education shall give priority 
consideration to those military installations 
with schools having the most serious capac- 
ity or facility condition deficiencies as de- 
termined by the Secretary of Defense. 

SEC. 8110. In addition to amounts provided 
elsewhere in this Act, there is appropriated 
$300,000,000, for an additional amount for 
“Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide’’, to remain available until expended. 
Such funds may be available for the Office of 
Economic Adjustment, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for transportation in- 
frastructure improvements associated with 
medical facilities related to recommenda- 
tions of the Defense Base Closure and Re- 
alignment Commission. 

SEc. 8111. Section 310(b) of the Supple- 
mental Appropriations Act, 2009 (Public Law 
111-32; 124 Stat. 1871) is amended by striking 
“1 year” both places it appears and inserting 
“2 years”. 

SEC. 8112. The Office of the Director of Na- 
tional Intelligence shall not employ more 
Senior Executive employees than are speci- 
fied in the classified annex: Provided, That 
not later than 90 days after enactment of 
this Act, the Director of National Intel- 
ligence shall certify that the Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence selects in- 
dividuals for Senior Executive positions in a 
manner consistent with statutes, regula- 
tions, and the requirements of other Federal 
agencies in making such appointments and 
will submit its policies and procedures re- 
lated to the appointment of personnel to 
Senior Executive positions to the congres- 
sional intelligence oversight committees. 

SEC. 8113. For all major defense acquisition 
programs for which the Department of De- 
fense plans to proceed to source selection 
during the current fiscal year, the Secretary 
of Defense shall perform an assessment of 
the winning bidder to determine whether or 
not the proposed costs are realistic and rea- 
sonable with respect to proposed develop- 
ment and production costs. The Secretary of 
Defense shall provide a report of these as- 
sessments, to specifically include whether 
any cost assessments determined that such 
proposed costs were unreasonable or unreal- 
istic, to the congressional defense commit- 
tees not later than 60 days after enactment 
of this Act and on a quarterly basis there- 
after. 

SEC. 8114. (a) The Deputy Under Secretary 
of Defense for Installations and Environ- 
ment, in collaboration with the Secretary of 
Energy, shall conduct energy security pilot 


projects at facilities of the Department of 
Defense. 
(b) In addition to the amounts provided 


elsewhere in this Act, $20,000,000, is appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense for 
“Operation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’ 
for energy security pilot projects under sub- 
section (a). 

SEC. 8115. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be obligated or expended to pay a retired 
general or flag officer to serve as a senior 
mentor advising the Department of Defense 
unless such retired officer files a Standard 
Form 278 (or successor form concerning pub- 
lic financial disclosure under part 2634 of 
title 5, Code of Federal Regulations) to the 
Office of Government Ethics. 

SEC. 8116. Not later than 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of Defense, the Chief of the Air Force 
Reserve, and the Director of the National 
Guard Bureau, in collaboration with the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of 
the Interior, shall submit to the Committees 
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on Appropriations of the House and Senate, 
the House Committee on Agriculture, the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition 
and Forestry, the House Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources, and the Senate Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources a report of 
firefighting aviation assets. The report re- 
quired under this section shall include each 
of the following: 

(1) A description of the programming de- 
tails necessary to obtain an appropriate mix 
of fixed wing and rotor wing firefighting as- 
sets needed to produce an effective aviation 
resource base to support the wildland fire 
management program into the future. Such 
programming details shall include the acqui- 
sition and contracting needs of the mix of 
aviation resources fleet, including the acqui- 
sition of up to 24 C-130Js equipped with the 
Mobile Airborne Fire Fighting System II (in 
this section referred to as ‘‘MAFFS’’), to be 
acquired over several fiscal years starting in 
fiscal year 2012. 

(2) The costs associated with acquisition 
and contracting of the aviation assets de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

(3) A description of the costs of the oper- 
ation, maintenance, and sustainment of a 
fixed and rotor wing aviation fleet, including 
a C-130J/MAFFS П in an Air National Guard 
tactical airlift unit construct of 4, 6, or 8 C- 
130Js per unit starting in fiscal year 2012, 
projected out through fiscal year 2020. Such 
description shall include the projected costs 
associated with each of the following 
through fiscal year 2020: 

(A) Crew ratio based on 4, 6, or 8 C-130J Air 
National Guard unit construct and require- 
ment for full-time equivalent crews. 

(B) Associated maintenance and other sup- 
port personnel and requirement for full-time 
equivalent positions. 

(C) Yearly flying hour model and the cost 
for use of a fixed and rotor wing aviation 
fleet, including C-130J in its MAFFS capac- 
ity supporting the United States Forest 
Service. 

(D) Yearly flying hour model and cost for 
use of a C-130J in its capacity supporting Air 
National Guard tactical airlift training. 

(Е) Any other costs required to conduct 
both the airlift and firefighting missions, in- 
cluding the Air National Guard unit con- 
struct for C-130Js. 

(4) Proposed program management, utiliza- 
tion, and cost share arrangements for the 
aircraft described in paragraph (1) for pri- 
mary support of the Forest Service and sec- 
ondary support, on an as available basis, for 
the Department of Defense, together with 
any proposed statutory language needed to 
authorize and effectuate the same. 

(5) An integrated plan for the Forest Serv- 
ice and the Department of the Interior 
wildland fire management programs to oper- 
ate the fire fighting air tanker assets re- 
ferred to in this section. 

SEC. 8117. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this division, to reflect savings 
from revised economic assumptions, the 
total amount appropriated in title II of this 
division is hereby reduced by $469,000,000, the 
total amount appropriated in title III of this 
division is hereby reduced by $497,000,000, and 
the total amount appropriated in title IV of 
this division is hereby reduced by 
$336,000,000: Provided, That the Secretary of 
Defense shall allocate this reduction propor- 
tionally to each budget activity, activity 
group, subactivity group, and each program, 
project, and activity, within each appropria- 
tion account. 

SEC. 8118. The total amount available in 
this division for pay for civilian personnel of 
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the Department of Defense for fiscal year 
2011 shall be the amount otherwise appro- 
priated or made available by this division for 
such pay reduced by $723,000,000. 

SEC. 8119. The explanatory statement re- 
garding this division, printed in the Senate 
section of the Congressional Record on or 
about March 4, 2011, by the Chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, 
shall have the same effect with respect to 
the allocation of funds and implementation 
of this division as if it were a Report of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

TITLE IX 
OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Army”, $11,468,033,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Navy’’, $1,308,719,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Marine Corps’’, $732,920,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Air Force’’, $2,060,442,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Army”, $268,031,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Navy”, $48,912,000: Provided, That 
each amount in this paragraph is designated 
as being for contingency operations directly 
related to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
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RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Marine Corps’’, $45,437,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Air Force’’, $27,002,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘National 
Guard Personnel, Army”, $853,022,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘National 
Guard Personnel, Air Force’’, $16,860,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army”, $59,212,782,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Navy”, $8,970,724,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Marine Corps”, 
$4,008,022,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Air Force’’, $12,989,643,000: 
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Provided, That each amount in this para- 
graph is designated as being for contingency 
operations directly related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, 
$9,276,990,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this section is designated as being for contin- 
gency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(а) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010: Provided further, That of the 
funds provided under this heading: 

(1) Not to exceed $12,500,000 for the Com- 
batant Commander Initiative Fund, to be 
used in support of Operation New Dawn and 
Operation Enduring Freedom. 

(2) Not to exceed $1,600,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, for payments to re- 
imburse key cooperating nations for 
logistical, military, and other support, in- 
cluding access provided to United States 
military operations in support of Operation 
New Dawn and Operation Enduring Freedom, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law: 
Provided, That such reimbursement pay- 
ments may be made in such amounts as the 
Secretary of Defense, with the concurrence 
of the Secretary of State, and in consulta- 
tion with the Director of the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget, may determine, in his 
discretion, based on documentation deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Defense to ade- 
quately account for the support provided, 
and such determination is final and conclu- 
sive upon the accounting officers of the 
United States, and 15 days following notifi- 
cation to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees: Provided further, That the require- 
ment to provide notification shall not apply 
with respect to a reimbursement for access 
based on an international agreement: Pro- 
vided further, That these funds may be used 
for the purpose of providing specialized 
training and procuring supplies and special- 
ized equipment and providing such supplies 
and loaning such equipment on a non-reim- 
bursable basis to coalition forces supporting 
United States military operations in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, and 15 days following noti- 
fication to the appropriate congressional 
committees: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary of Defense shall provide quarterly re- 
ports to the congressional defense commit- 
tees on the use of funds provided in this 


paragraph. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
RESERVE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army Reserve”, 


$206,784,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(а) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Navy Reserve”, $93,559,000: 
Provided, That each amount in this para- 
graph is designated as being for contingency 
operations directly related to the global war 
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on terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 

Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 

requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 

Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 

resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 
RESERVE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve’’, 
$29,685,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

RESERVE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Air Force’ Reserve”, 
$203,807,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army National Guard’’, 
$497,849,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 
GUARD 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Air National Guard’’, 
$417,983,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

AFGHANISTAN INFRASTRUCTURE FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

There is hereby established in the Treas- 
ury of the United States the ‘‘Afghanistan 
Infrastructure Fund’’. For the ‘‘Afghanistan 
Infrastructure Fund’’, $400,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2012: Provided, 
That such sums shall be available for infra- 
structure projects in Afghanistan, notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, which 
shall be undertaken by the Secretary of 
State, unless the Secretary of State and the 
Secretary of Defense jointly decide that a 
specific project will be undertaken by the 
Department of Defense: Provided further, 
That the infrastructure referred to in the 
preceding proviso is in support of the coun- 
terinsurgency strategy, requiring funding for 
facility and infrastructure projects, includ- 
ing, but not limited to, water, power, and 
transportation projects and related mainte- 
nance and sustainment costs: Provided fur- 
ther, That the authority to undertake such 
infrastructure projects is in addition to any 
other authority to provide assistance to for- 
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eign nations: Provided further, That any 
projects funded by this appropriation shall 
be jointly formulated and concurred in by 
the Secretary of State and Secretary of De- 
fense: Provided further, That funds may be 
transferred to the Department of State for 
purposes of undertaking projects, which 
funds shall be considered to be economic as- 
sistance under the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 for purposes of making available the ad- 
ministrative authorities contained in that 
Act: Provided further, That the transfer au- 
thority in the preceding proviso is in addi- 
tion to any other authority available to the 
Department of Defense to transfer funds: 
Provided further, That any unexpended funds 
transferred to the Secretary of State under 
this authority shall be returned to the Af- 
ghanistan Infrastructure Fund if the Sec- 
retary of State, in coordination with the 
Secretary of Defense, determines that the 
project cannot be implemented for any rea- 
son, or that the project no longer supports 
the counterinsurgency strategy in Afghani- 
stan: Provided further, That any funds re- 
turned to the Secretary of Defense under the 
previous proviso shall be available for use 
under this appropriation and shall be treated 
in the same manner as funds not transferred 
to the Secretary of State: Provided further, 
That contributions of funds for the purposes 
provided herein to the Secretary of State in 
accordance with section 635(d) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act from any person, foreign gov- 
ernment, or international organization may 
be credited to this Fund, to remain available 
until expended, and used for such purposes: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De- 
fense shall, not fewer than 15 days prior to 
making transfers to or from, or obligations 
from the Fund, notify the appropriate com- 
mittees of Congress in writing of the details 
of any such transfer: Provided further, That 
the ‘‘appropriate committees of Congress” 
are the Committees on Armed Services, For- 
eign Relations and Appropriations of the 
Senate and the Committees on Armed Serv- 
ices, Foreign Affairs and Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives: Provided fur- 
ther, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
AFGHANISTAN SECURITY FORCES FUND 

For the ‘Afghanistan Security Forces 
Fund’’, $11,619,283,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2012: Provided, That such 
funds shall be available to the Secretary of 
Defense, notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, for the purpose of allowing the 
Commander, Combined Security Transition 
Command—Afghanistan, or the Secretary’s 
designee, to provide assistance, with the con- 
currence of the Secretary of State, to the se- 
curity forces of Afghanistan, including the 
provision of equipment, supplies, services, 
training, facility and infrastructure repair, 
renovation, and construction, and funding: 
Provided further, That the authority to pro- 
vide assistance under this heading is in addi- 
tion to any other authority to provide assist- 
ance to foreign nations: Provided further, 
That up to $15,000,000 of these funds may be 
available for coalition police trainer life sup- 
port costs: Provided further, That contribu- 
tions of funds for the purposes provided here- 
in from any person, foreign government, or 
international organization may be credited 
to this Fund and used for such purposes: Pro- 
vided further, That the Secretary of Defense 
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shall notify the congressional defense com- 
mittees in writing upon the receipt and upon 
the obligation of any contribution, delin- 
eating the sources and amounts of the funds 
received and the specific use of such con- 
tributions: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary of Defense shall, not fewer than 15 
days prior to obligating from this appropria- 
tion account, notify the congressional de- 
fense committees in writing of the details of 
any such obligation: Provided further, That 
the Secretary of Defense shall notify the 
congressional defense committees of any 
proposed new projects or transfer of funds 
between budget sub-activity groups in excess 
of $20,000,000: Provided further, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
IRAQ SECURITY FORCES FUND 

For the “Iraq Security Forces Fund”, 
$1,500,000,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012: Provided, That such funds 
shall be available to the Secretary of De- 
fense, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, for the purpose of allowing the Com- 
mander, United States Forces-Iraq, or the 
Secretary’s designee, to provide assistance, 
with the concurrence of the Secretary of 
State, to the security forces of Iraq, includ- 
ing the provision of equipment, supplies, 
services, training, facility and infrastructure 
repair, and renovation: Provided further, That 
the authority to provide assistance under 
this heading is in addition to any other au- 
thority to provide assistance to foreign na- 
tions: Provided further, That contributions of 
funds for the purposes provided herein from 
any person, foreign government, or inter- 
national organization may be credited to 
this Fund and used for such purposes: Pro- 
vided further, That the Secretary shall notify 
the congressional defense committees in 
writing upon the receipt and upon the obli- 
gation of any contribution, delineating the 
sources and amounts of the funds received 
and the specific use of such contributions: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De- 
fense shall, not fewer than 15 days prior to 
obligating from this appropriation account, 
notify the congressional defense committees 
in writing of the details of any such obliga- 
tion: Provided further, That the Secretary of 
Defense shall notify the congressional de- 
fense committees of any proposed new 
projects or transfer of funds between budget 
sub-activity groups in excess of $20,000,000: 
Provided further, That each amount in this 
paragraph is designated as being for contin- 
gency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

PROCUREMENT 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘Aircraft 
Procurement, Army”, $2,720,138,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2018: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
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MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Missile Pro- 
curement, Army”, $348,828,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2018: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 

COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehi- 
cles, Army”, $896,996,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2013: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment of Ammunition, Army’’, $369,885,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2013: 
Provided, That each amount in this para- 
graph is designated as being for contingency 
operations directly related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro- 
curement, Army”, $6,423,832,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Aircraft 
Procurement, Navy”, $1,269,549,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Weapons 
Procurement, Navy’’, $90,502,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND 

MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment of Ammunition, Navy and Marine 
Corps’’, $558,024,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2013: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
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being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 


For an additional amount for ‘“‘Other Pro- 
curement, Navy”, $316,835,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment, Marine Corps’’, $1,589,119,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2018: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 


For an additional amount for ‘Aircraft 
Procurement, Air Force’’, $1,991,955,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2013: 
Provided, That each amount in this para- 
graph is designated as being for contingency 
operations directly related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Missile Pro- 
curement, Air Force’’, $56,621,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2018: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment of Ammunition, Air Force”, 
$292,959,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2013: Provided, That each amount 
in this paragraph is designated as being for 
contingency operations directly related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec- 
tion 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 18 (111th Con- 
gress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2010. 


OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 


For an additional amount for ‘“‘Other Pro- 
curement, Air Force’’, $2,868,593,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2013: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
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PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment, Defense-Wide’’, $1,262,499,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2018: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 


For procurement of aircraft, missiles, 
tracked combat vehicles, ammunition, other 
weapons and other procurement for the re- 
serve components of the Armed Forces, 
$850,000,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2013, of which 
$250,000,000 shall be available only for the 
Army National Guard: Provided, That the 
Chiefs of National Guard and Reserve compo- 
nents shall, not later than 30 days after the 
enactment of this Act, individually submit 
to the congressional defense committees the 
modernization priority assessment for their 
respective National Guard or Reserve compo- 
nent: Provided further, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

MINE RESISTANT AMBUSH PROTECTED VEHICLE 
FUND 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the Mine Resistant Ambush Protected 
Vehicle Fund, $3,415,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until September 30, 2012: Provided, That 
such funds shall be available to the Sec- 
retary of Defense, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, to procure, sustain, trans- 
port, and field Mine Resistant Ambush Pro- 
tected vehicles: Provided further, That the 
Secretary shall transfer such funds only to 
appropriations made available in this or any 
other Act for operation and maintenance; 
procurement; research, development, test 
and evaluation; and defense working capital 
funds to accomplish the purpose provided 
herein: Provided further, That such trans- 
ferred funds shall be merged with and be 
available for the same purposes and the same 
time period as the appropriation to which 
transferred: Provided further, That this trans- 
fer authority is in addition to any other 
transfer authority available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense: Provided further, That the 
Secretary shall, not fewer than 10 days prior 
to making transfers from this appropriation, 
notify the congressional defense committees 
in writing of the details of any such transfer: 
Provided further, That each amount in this 
paragraph is designated as being for contin- 
gency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 

EVALUATION 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Army”, 
$143,234,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012: Provided, That each amount 
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in this paragraph is designated as being for 
contingency operations directly related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec- 
tion 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 403(a) of б. Con. Res. 13 (111th Con- 
gress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2010. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy”, 
$104,781,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012: Provided, That each amount 
in this paragraph is designated as being for 
contingency operations directly related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec- 
tion 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 18 (111th Con- 
gress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2010. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Air 
Force’’, $484,382,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2012: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense- 
Wide’’, $222,616,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2012: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 
DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense 
Working Capital Funds’’, $485,384,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
PROGRAMS 


DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense 
Health Program”, $1,422,092,000, of which 
$1,398,092,000 shall be for operation and main- 
tenance, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2011, and of which $24,000,000 shall 
be for research, development, test and eval- 
uation, to remain available until September 
30, 2012: Provided, That each amount in this 
paragraph is designated as being for contin- 
gency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 
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DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG 
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Drug Inter- 
diction and Counter-Drug Activities, De- 
fense’’, $440,510,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2012: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

JOINT IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE DEFEAT 
FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the ‘‘Joint Improvised Explosive De- 
vice Defeat Fund’’, $2,793,768,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That such funds shall be available to the 
Secretary of Defense, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for the purpose of al- 
lowing the Director of the Joint Improvised 
Explosive Device Defeat Organization to in- 
vestigate, develop and provide equipment, 
supplies, services, training, facilities, per- 
sonnel and funds to assist United States 
forces in the defeat of improvised explosive 
devices: Provided further, That the Secretary 
of Defense may transfer funds provided here- 
in to appropriations for military personnel; 
operation and maintenance; procurement; 
research, development, test and evaluation; 
and defense working capital funds to accom- 
plish the purpose provided herein: Provided 
further, That this transfer authority is in ad- 
dition to any other transfer authority avail- 
able to the Department of Defense: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of Defense shall, 
not fewer than 15 days prior to making 
transfers from this appropriation, notify the 
congressional defense committees in writing 
of the details of any such transfer: Provided 
further, That each amount in this paragraph 
is designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For an additional amount for the ‘‘Office of 
the Inspector General’’, $10,529,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS TITLE 

SEC. 9001. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, funds made available in this 
title are in addition to amounts appropriated 
or otherwise made available for the Depart- 
ment of Defense for fiscal year 2011. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


SEC. 9002. Upon the determination of the 
Secretary of Defense that such action is nec- 
essary in the national interest, the Sec- 
retary may, with the approval of the Office 
of Management and Budget, transfer up to 
$4,000,000,000 between the appropriations or 
funds made available to the Department of 
Defense in this title: Provided, That the Sec- 
retary shall notify the Congress promptly of 
each transfer made pursuant to the author- 
ity in this section: Provided further, That the 
authority provided in this section is in addi- 
tion to any other transfer authority avail- 
able to the Department of Defense and is 
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subject to the same terms and conditions as 
the authority provided in the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 2011. 

SEC. 9003. Supervision and administration 
costs associated with a construction project 
funded with appropriations available for op- 
eration and maintenance or the ‘‘Afghani- 
stan Security Forces Fund” provided in this 
Act and executed in direct support of over- 
seas contingency operations in Afghanistan, 
may be obligated at the time a construction 
contract is awarded: Provided, That for the 
purpose of this section, supervision and ad- 
ministration costs include all in-house Gov- 
ernment costs. 

Src. 9004. From funds made available in 
this title, the Secretary of Defense may pur- 
chase for use by military and civilian em- 
ployees of the Department of Defense in Iraq 
and Afghanistan: (a) passenger motor vehi- 
cles up to a limit of $75,000 per vehicle; and 
(b) heavy and light armored vehicles for the 
physical security of personnel or for force 
protection purposes up to a limit of $250,000 
per vehicle, notwithstanding price or other 
limitations applicable to the purchase of 
passenger carrying vehicles. 

SEC. 9005. Not to exceed $500,000,000 of the 
amount appropriated in this title under the 
heading “Operation and Maintenance, 
Army” may be used, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to fund the Com- 
mander’s Emergency Response Program 
(CERP), for the purpose of enabling military 
commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan to re- 
spond to urgent, small scale, humanitarian 
relief and reconstruction requirements with- 
in their areas of responsibility: Provided, 
That projects (including any ancillary or re- 
lated elements in connection with such 
project) executed under this authority shall 
not exceed $20,000,000: Provided further, That 
not later than 45 days after the end of each 
fiscal year quarter, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees a report regarding the source of 
funds and the allocation and use of funds 
during that quarter that were made avail- 
able pursuant to the authority provided in 
this section or under any other provision of 
law for the purposes described herein: Pro- 
vided further, That, not later than 30 days 
after the end of each month, the Army shall 
submit to the congressional defense commit- 
tees monthly commitment, obligation, and 
expenditure data for the Commander’s Emer- 
gency Response Program in Iraq and Afghan- 
istan: Provided further, That not less than 15 
days before making funds available pursuant 
to the authority provided in this section or 
under any other provision of law for the pur- 
poses described herein for a project with a 
total anticipated cost for completion of 
$5,000,000 or more, the Secretary shall submit 
to the congressional defense committees a 
written notice containing each of the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) The location, nature and purpose of the 
proposed project, including how the project 
is intended to advance the military cam- 
paign plan for the country in which it is to 
be carried out. 

(2) The budget, implementation timeline 
with milestones, and completion date for the 
proposed project, including any other CERP 
funding that has been or is anticipated to be 
contributed to the completion of the project. 

(3) A plan for the sustainment of the pro- 
posed project, including the agreement with 
either the host nation, a non-Department of 
Defense agency of the United States Govern- 
ment or a third party contributor to finance 
the sustainment of the activities and main- 
tenance of any equipment or facilities to be 
provided through the proposed project. 
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SEC. 9006. Funds available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense for operation and mainte- 
nance may be used, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to provide supplies, 
services, transportation, including airlift 
and sealift, and other logistical support to 
coalition forces supporting military and sta- 
bility operations in Iraq and Afghanistan: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense shall 
provide quarterly reports to the congres- 
sional defense committees regarding support 
provided under this section. 

SEC. 9007. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this or any 
other Act shall be obligated or expended by 
the United States Government for a purpose 
as follows: 

(1) To establish any military installation 
or base for the purpose of providing for the 
permanent stationing of United States 
Armed Forces in Iraq. 

(2) To exercise United States control over 
any oil resource of Iraq. 

(3) To establish any military installation 
or base for the purpose of providing for the 
permanent stationing of United States 
Armed Forces in Afghanistan. 

SEC. 9008. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used in contravention of 
the following laws enacted or regulations 
promulgated to implement the United Na- 
tions Convention Against Torture and Other 
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or 
Punishment (done at New York on December 
10, 1984): 

(1) Section 2340A of title 18, United States 
Code. 

(2) Section 2242 of the Foreign Affairs Re- 
form and Restructuring Act of 1998 (division 
G of Public Law 105-277; 112 Stat. 2681-822; 8 
U.S.C. 1231 note) and regulations prescribed 
thereto, including regulations under part 208 
of title 8, Code of Federal Regulations, and 
part 95 of title 22, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions. 

(3) Sections 1002 and 1003 of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations to Address Hurricanes in the 
Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic Influenza Act, 
2006 (Public Law 109-148). 

SEC. 9009. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees not later than 45 days after the 
end of each fiscal quarter a report on the 
proposed use of all funds appropriated by 
this or any prior Act under each of the head- 
ings Iraq Security Forces Fund, Afghanistan 
Security Forces Fund, Afghanistan Infra- 
structure Fund, and Pakistan Counterinsur- 
gency Fund on a project-by-project basis, for 
which the obligation of funds is anticipated 
during the 3-month period from such date, 
including estimates for the accounts referred 
to in this section of the costs required to 
complete each such project. 

(b) The report required by this subsection 
shall include the following: 

(1) The use of all funds on a project-by- 
project basis for which funds appropriated 
under the headings referred to in subsection 
(a) were obligated prior to the submission of 
the report, including estimates for the ac- 
counts referred to in subsection (a) of the 
costs to complete each project. 

(2) The use of all funds on a project-by- 
project basis for which funds were appro- 
priated under the headings referred to in 
subsection (a) in prior appropriations Acts, 
or for which funds were made available by 
transfer, reprogramming, or allocation from 
other headings in prior appropriations Acts, 
including estimates for the accounts referred 
to in subsection (a) of the costs to complete 
each project. 
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(3) An estimated total cost to train and 
equip the Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan 
security forces, disaggregated by major pro- 
gram and sub-elements by force, arrayed by 
fiscal year. 

Src. 9010. Funds made available in this 
title to the Department of Defense for oper- 
ation and maintenance may be used to pur- 
chase items having an investment unit cost 
of not more than $250,000: Provided, That, 
upon determination by the Secretary of De- 
fense that such action is necessary to meet 
the operational requirements of a Com- 
mander of a Combatant Command engaged 
in contingency operations overseas, such 
funds may be used to purchase items having 
an investment item unit cost of not more 
than $500,000. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 9011. Of the funds appropriated by this 
Act for the Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence, $3,375,000 is available, as speci- 
fied in the classified annex, for transfer to 
other departments and agencies of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

SEC. 9012. (a) The Task Force for Business 
and Stability Operations in Afghanistan 
may, subject to the direction and control of 
the Secretary of Defense and with the con- 
currence of the Secretary of State, carry out 
projects in fiscal year 2011 to assist the com- 
mander of the United States Central Com- 
mand in developing a link between United 
States military operations in Afghanistan 
under Operation Enduring Freedom and the 
economic elements of United States national 
power in order to reduce violence, enhance 
stability, and restore economic normalcy in 
Afghanistan through strategic business and 
economic opportunities. 

(b) The projects carried out under para- 
graph (a) may include projects that facili- 
tate private investment, industrial develop- 
ment, banking and financial system develop- 
ment, agricultural diversification and revi- 
talization, and energy development in and 
with respect to Afghanistan. 

(c) The Secretary may use up to $150,000,000 
of the funds available for overseas contin- 
gency operations in “Operation and Mainte- 
nance, Army” for additional activities to 
carry out projects under paragraph (a). 

SEC. 9013. (a) Not more than 85 percent of 
the funds provided in this title for Operation 
and Maintenance may be available for obli- 
gation or expenditure until the date on 
which the Secretary of Defense submits the 
report under subsection (b). 

(b) Not later than 120 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to the congressional de- 
fense committees a report on contractor em- 
ployees in the United States Central Com- 
mand, including— 

(1) the number of employees of a con- 
tractor awarded a contract by the Depart- 
ment of Defense (including subcontractor 
employees) who are employed at the time of 
the report in the area of operations of the 
United States Central Command, including a 
list of the number of such employees in each 
of Iraq, Afghanistan, and all other areas of 
operations of the United States Central Com- 
mand; and 

(2) for each fiscal year quarter beginning 
on the date of the report and ending on Sep- 
tember 30, 2012— 

(A) the number of such employees planned 
by the Secretary to be employed during each 
such period in each of Iraq, Afghanistan, and 
all other areas of operations of the United 
States Central Command; and 

(B) an explanation of how the number of 
such employees listed under subparagraph 
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(A) relates to the planned number of mili- 
tary personnel in such locations. 

Src. 9014. From funds made available in 
this title to the Department of Defense for 
operation and maintenance, up to $129,100,000 
may be used by the Secretary of Defense, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
to support the United States Government 
transition activities in Iraq by undertaking 
facilities renovation and construction asso- 
ciated with establishing Office of Security 
Cooperation locations, at no more than four 
sites, in Iraq: Provided, That not less than 15 
days before making funds available pursuant 
to the authority provided in this section, the 
Secretary shall submit to the congressional 
defense committees a written notice con- 
taining a detailed justification and timeline 
for each proposed site and the source of 
funds. 

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Depart- 
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 2011”. 

DIVISION B—FULL-YEAR CONTINUING 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2011 

The following sums are hereby appro- 
priated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, and out of appli- 
cable corporate or other revenues, receipts, 
and funds, for the several departments, agen- 
cies, corporations, and other organizational 
units of Government for fiscal year 2011, and 
for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 1101. (a) Such amounts as may be nec- 
essary, at the level specified in subsection (c) 
and under the authority and conditions pro- 
vided in applicable appropriations Acts for 
fiscal year 2010, for projects or activities (in- 
cluding the costs of direct loans and loan 
guarantees) that are not otherwise specifi- 
cally provided for, and for which appropria- 
tions, funds, or other authority were made 
available in the following appropriations 
Acts: 

(1) The Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public 
Law 111-80). 

(2) The Energy and Water Development and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010 
(Public Law 111-85). 

(3) The Department of Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-83) 
and section 601 of the Supplemental Appro- 
priations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-212). 

(4) The Department of the Interior, Envi- 
ronment, and Related Agencies Appropria- 
tions Act, 2010 (division A of Public Law 111- 
88). 

(5) The Legislative Branch Appropriations 
Act, 2010 (division A of Public Law 111-68). 

(6) The Consolidated Appropriations Act, 
2010 (Public Law 111-117). 

(7) Section 102(c) (except the last proviso 
relating to waiver of fees) of chapter 1 of 
title I of the Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-212) that addresses 
guaranteed loans in the rural housing insur- 
ance fund. 

(b) For purposes of this division, the term 
“level” means an amount. 

(c) The level referred to in subsection (a) 
shall be the amounts appropriated in the ap- 
propriations Acts referred to in such sub- 
section, including transfers and obligation 
limitations, except that— 

(1) such level shall not include any amount 
previously designated as an emergency re- 
quirement and necessary to meet emergency 
needs pursuant to sections 403(a) and 423(b) 
of S. Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the con- 
current resolution on the budget for fiscal 
year 2010; and 
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(2) such level shall be calculated without 
regard to any rescission or cancellation of 
funds or contract authority. 

SEC. 1102. Appropriations made by section 
1101 shall be available to the extent and in 
the manner that would be provided by the 
pertinent appropriations Act. 

SEC. 1103. Appropriations provided by this 
division that, in the applicable appropria- 
tions Act for fiscal year 2010, carried a mul- 
tiple-year or no-year period of availability 
shall retain a comparable period of avail- 
ability. 

SEC. 1104. Except as otherwise expressly 
provided in this division, the requirements, 
authorities, conditions, limitations, and 
other provisions of the appropriations Acts 
referred to in section 1101(а) shall continue 
in effect through the date specified in sec- 
tion 1106. 

SEC. 1105. No appropriation or funds made 
available or authority granted pursuant to 
section 1101 shall be used to initiate or re- 
sume any project or activity for which ap- 
propriations, funds, or other authority were 
specifically prohibited during fiscal year 
2010. 

SEC. 1106. Unless otherwise provided for in 
this division or in the applicable appropria- 
tions Act, appropriations and funds made 
available and authority granted pursuant to 
this division shall be available through Sep- 
tember 30, 2011. 

SEC. 1107. Expenditures made pursuant to 
the Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011 
(Public Law 111-242), shall be charged to the 
applicable appropriation, fund, or authoriza- 
tion provided by this division. 

SEC. 1108. Funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion may be obligated and expended notwith- 
standing section 10 of Public Law 91-672 (22 
U.S.C. 2412), section 15 of the State Depart- 
ment Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 
2680), section 313 of the Foreign Relations 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995 
(22 U.S.C. 6212), and section 504(a)(1) of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
414(a)(1)). 

Sec. 1109. (а) With respect to any discre- 
tionary account for which advance appro- 
priations were provided for fiscal year 2011 or 
2012 in an appropriations Act for fiscal year 
2010, in addition to amounts otherwise made 
available by this Act, advance appropria- 
tions are provided in the same amount for 
fiscal year 2012 or 2013, respectively, with a 
comparable period of availability. 

(b) In addition to amounts provided by sub- 
section (a), an additional amount is provided 
for the following accounts in the amounts 
specified: 

(1) “Department of Veterans Affairs, Med- 
ical Services’’, $2,513,985,000, which shall be- 
come available on October 1, 2011, and shall 
remain available until September 30, 2012. 

(2) “Department of Veterans Affairs, Med- 
ical Support and Compliance”, $228,000,000, 
which shall become available on October 1, 
2011, and shall remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012. 

(с) Notwithstanding subsection (a), 
amounts are provided for ‘‘Department of 
Veterans Affairs, Medical Facilities” in the 
amount of $5,426,000,000, which shall become 
available on October 1, 2011, and shall remain 
available until September 30, 2012. 

Sec. 1110. Amounts incorporated by ref- 
erence in this division that were previously 
designated as available for overseas deploy- 
ments and other activities pursuant to S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010, 
are designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
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terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress). 

SEC. 1111. (a) For entitlements and other 
mandatory payments whose budget author- 
ity was provided in appropriations Acts for 
fiscal year 2010, and for activities under the 
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008, the levels es- 
tablished by section 1101 shall be the 
amounts necessary to maintain program lev- 
els under current law and under the author- 
ity and conditions provided in the applicable 
appropriations Acts for fiscal year 2010. 

(b) In addition to the amounts otherwise 
provided by section 1101, the following 
amounts shall be available for the following 
accounts for advance payments for the first 
quarter of fiscal year 2012: 

(1) “Department of Labor, Employment 
Standards Administration, Special Benefits 
for Disabled Coal Miners’’, for benefit pay- 
ments under title IV of the Federal Mine 
Safety and Health Act of 1977, $41,000,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

(2) “Department of Health and Human 
Services, Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 
Services, Grants to States for Medicaid’’, for 
payments to States or in the case of section 
1928 on behalf of States under title XIX of 
the Social Security Act, $86,445,289,000, to re- 
main available until expended. 

(3) “Department of Health and Human 
Services, Administration for Children and 
Families, Payments to States for Child Sup- 
port Enforcement and Family Support Pro- 
grams’’, for payments to States or other non- 
Federal entities under titles I, IV-D, X, XI, 
XIV, and XVI of the Social Security Act and 
the Act of July 5, 1960 (24 U.S.C. ch. 9), 
$1,200,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

(4) “Department of Health and Human 
Services, Administration for Children and 
Families, Payments to States for Foster 
Care and Permanency’’, for payments to 
States or other non-Federal entities under 
title IV-E of the Social Security Act, 
$1,850,000,000. 

(5) “Social Security Administration, Sup- 
plemental Security Income Program”, for 
benefit payments under title XVI of the So- 
cial Security Act, $13,400,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

SEC. 1112. Any language specifying an ear- 
mark in an appropriations Act for fiscal year 
2010, or in a committee report or joint ex- 
planatory statement accompanying such an 
Act, shall have no legal effect with respect 
to funds appropriated by this division. For 
purposes of this section, the term “earmark” 
means a congressional earmark or congres- 
sionally directed spending item, as defined in 
clause 9(e) of rule XXI of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives and paragraph 5(a) 
of rule XLIV of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate. 

SEc. 1118. (a) Up to $2,650,000,000 of amounts 
made available by this division, shall be 
available for transfer by the head of the 
agency to the extent necessary to avoid fur- 
loughs or reductions in force, or to provide 
funding necessary for programs and activi- 
ties required by law: Provided, That such 
transfers may not result in the termination 
of programs, projects or activities: Provided 
further, That such transfers shall be subject 
to the approval of the House and Senate Ap- 
propriations Committees. 

(b) The authorities provided by subsection 
(a) of this section shall be in addition to any 
other transfer authority provided elsewhere 
in this statute. 

SEC. 1114. Section 1(b)(2) of the Passport 
Act of June 4, 1920 (22 U.S.C. 214(b)(2)) shall 
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be applied by substituting the date specified 
in section 1106 of this division for ‘‘Sep- 
tember 30, 2010”. 

SEC. 1115. (a) Section 1115(d) of Public Law 
111-32 shall be applied by substituting the 
date specified in section 1106 of this division 
for ‘‘October 1, 2010”. 

(b) Section 824(¢) of the Foreign Service 
Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4064(g)) shall be applied 
by substituting the date specified in section 
1106 of this division for ‘‘October 1, 2010” in 
paragraph (2). 

(c) Section 61(а) of the State Department 
Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 
2733(a)) shall be applied by substituting the 
date specified in section 1106 of this division 
for ‘‘October 1, 2010” in paragraph (2). 

(а) Section 625(j)(1) of the Foreign Assist- 
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2385(j)(1)) shall be 
applied by substituting the date specified in 
section 1106 of this division for ‘‘October 1, 
2010” in subparagraph (B). 

SEC. 1116. The authority provided by sec- 
tion 1334 of the Foreign Affairs Reform and 
Restructuring Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6553) 
shall remain in effect through the date speci- 
fied in section 1106 of this division. 

TITLE II—AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVEL- 

OPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMINIS- 

TRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES 


SEC. 1201. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Agri- 
culture Buildings and Facilities and Rental 
Payments” shall be $261,608,000, of which 
$178,470,000 shall be available for payments to 
the General Services Administration for 
rent; of which $13,800,000 shall be for pay- 
ment to the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity for building security activities; and of 
which $69,338,000 shall be for buildings oper- 
ations and maintenance expenses. 

SEc. 1202. Notwithstanding section 1101, 


the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, De- 
partmental Administration” shall be 
$29,706,000. 


SEC. 1203. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Na- 
tional Agricultural Statistics Service” shall 
be $156,761,000: Provided, That the amounts 
included under such heading in Public Law 
111-80 shall be applied to funds appropriated 
by this division by substituting ‘‘$33,139,000”’ 
for ‘‘$37,908,000’’. 

SEC. 1204. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Agricultural Programs, Agri- 
cultural Research Service, Salaries and Ex- 
penses” shall be $1,158,215,000. 

SEc. 1205. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Agricultural Programs, Agri- 
cultural Research Service, Buildings and Fa- 
cilities” shall be $0. 

SEC. 1206. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Na- 
tional Institute of Food and Agriculture, Re- 
search and Education Activities?” shall be 
$730,000,000: Provided, That the amounts in- 
cluded under such heading in Public Law 111- 
80 shall be applied to funds appropriated by 
this division as follows: by substituting 
“*$253,943,000’’ for ‘‘$215,000,000’; by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$32,000,000’’ for ‘$29,000,000’; by 
substituting ‘‘$51,000,000’’ for ‘‘$48,500,000’’; by 
substituting ‘‘$280,000,000’’ for ‘‘$262,482,000’’; 
by substituting ‘‘$2,844,000”’ for ‘‘$89,029,000”’; 
by substituting ‘‘$19,100,000’’ for ‘‘$18,250,000”’; 
and by substituting ‘‘$11,253,000’? for 
“*$45,122,000’’. 

SEC. 1207. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Na- 
tional Institute of Food and Agriculture, Ex- 
tension Activities” shall be $487,801,000: Pro- 
vided, That the amounts included under such 
heading in Public Law 111-80 shall be applied 
to funds appropriated by this division as fol- 
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lows: by substituting ‘‘$302,209,000’’ for 
‘*$297,500,000’ and by substituting 
‘*$8,565,000’’ for ‘‘$20,396,000’’. 

Sec. 1208. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Na- 
tional Institute of Food and Agriculture, In- 
tegrated Activities” shall be $50,173,000: Pro- 
vided, That the amounts included under such 
heading in Public Law 111-80 shall be applied 
to funds appropriated by this division as fol- 
lows: by substituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$4,096,000’’; by 
substituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘$4,388,000’; and by 
substituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$1,365,000’’. 

SEC. 1209. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Ani- 
mal and Plant Health Inspection Service, 
Salaries and Expenses” shall be $885,000,000: 
Provided, That the amounts included under 
such heading in Public Law 111-80 shall be 
applied to funds appropriated by this divi- 


sion by substituting ‘‘$45,219,000’’ for 
‘*$60,243,000"’. 
SEC. 1210. Notwithstanding section 1101, 


the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Ani- 
mal and Plant Health Inspection Service, 
Buildings and Facilities” shall be $4,536,000. 

SEC. 1211. The amounts included under the 
heading ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Agricul- 
tural Marketing Service, Funds for 
Strengthening Markets, Income, and Supply 
(Section 32)” in Public Law 111-80 shall be 
applied to funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion by substituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$10,000,000’’. 

SEC. 1212. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Grain 
Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Admin- 
istration, Salaries and Expenses” shall be 
$42,353,000. 

SEC. 1218. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Grain 
Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Admin- 
istration, Limitation on Inspection and 
Weighing Services Expenses’’, $50,000,000. 

SEC. 1214. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Food 
Safety and Inspection Service”? shall be 
$1,011,393,000. 

SEC. 1215. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Farm 
Service Agency, Salaries and Expenses” 
shall be $1,230,000,000. 

SEC. 1216. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Farm 
Service Agency, State Mediation Grants” 
shall be $4,185,000. 

SEC. 1217. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Farm 
Service Agency, Grassroots Source Water 
Protection Program” shall be $4,250,000. 

SEC. 1218. The amounts included under the 
heading ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Farm Serv- 
ice Agency, Agricultural Credit Insurance 
Fund Program Account” in Public Law 111- 
80 shall be applied to funds appropriated by 
this division as follows: by substituting 
‘*$1,975,000,000’’ for ‘‘$2,150,000,000’’; by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$475,000,000’’ for ‘‘$650,000,000’’; by 
substituting **$2,,594,035,000”’ for 
‘*$2.,.670,000,000’’; by substituting ‘‘$950,000,000”’ 


for ‘*$1,000,000,000”’; by substituting 
‘*$144,035,000’’ for ‘‘$170,000,000”; by sub- 
stituting ‘$0’ for ‘‘$150,000,000’; by sub- 


stituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$75,000,000”’ the first and 
second place it appears; by substituting 
‘*$38,570,000°’ for ‘‘$32,070,000’’; by substituting 
‘$32,870,000’ for ‘‘$26,520,000’’; by substituting 
“$5,700,000” for ‘‘$5,550,000’’; by substituting 
‘*$112,410,000’’ for ‘‘$106,402,000"; by sub- 
stituting ‘$34,950,000’ for ‘‘$35,100,000”; by 
substituting ‘‘$19,920,000’’ for ‘‘$23,902,000’’; by 
substituting ‘‘$57,540,000’’ for ‘‘$47,400,000’’; by 


substituting ‘$0’? for ‘‘$1,343,000’’; by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$0° for ‘‘$1,065,000’; by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘$278,000’; and by sub- 
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stituting ‘‘$214,000’’ for ‘‘$793,000’’. Funds ap- 
propriated by this division to such heading 
for farm ownership and operating direct and 
guaranteed loans may be transferred among 
these programs: Provided, That the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall notify the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House of Represent- 
atives and the Senate at least 15 days in ad- 
vance of any transfer. 

SEc. 1219. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Conservation Programs, Nat- 
ural Resources Conservation Service, Con- 
servation Operations” shall be $850,247,000. 

SEc. 1220. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Conservation Programs, Nat- 
ural Resources Conservation Service, Water- 
shed and Flood Prevention Operations” shall 
be $0. 

SEC. 1221. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Conservation Programs, Nat- 
ural Resources Conservation Service, Water- 
shed Rehabilitation Program” shall be $0. 

SEc. 1222. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Conservation Programs, Nat- 
ural Resources Conservation Service, Re- 
source Conservation and Development” shall 
be $25,000,000. 

SEC. 1223. The amounts included under the 
heading ‘‘Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Housing Service, Rural Housing Insur- 
ance Fund Program Account” in Public Law 
111-80 for gross obligations for the principal 
amount of direct and guaranteed loans as au- 
thorized by title V of the Housing Act of 1949 
shall be applied to funds appropriated by this 
division by substituting ‘‘$25,121,488,000”’ for 
“*$13,121,488,000’’; by substituting 
“*$24,000,000,000’’ for ‘‘$12,000,000,000’’; by sub- 


stituting ‘$23,360,000’ for ‘$34,412,000’; by 
substituting ‘$15,325,000’ for ‘‘$129,090,000’’; 
and by substituting “*$5,052,000’’ for 
$5,045,000”. 


SEC. 1224. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Housing Service, Rural Housing Insur- 
ance Fund Program Account” for the cost of 
direct and guaranteed loans, including the 
cost of modifying loans, authorized by sec- 
tion 502 of the Housing Act of 1949 shall be 
$70,205,000: Provided, That the amounts in- 
cluded for such costs under such heading in 
Public Law 111-80 shall be applied to funds 
appropriated by this division by substituting 
“*$70,205,000’’ for ‘$40,710,000’ in the case of 
direct loans and by substituting ‘‘$0’’ for 
‘‘$172,800,000° in the case of unsubsidized 
guaranteed loans. 

SEc. 1225. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Housing Service, Rural Housing Insur- 
ance Fund Program Account,” for the cost of 
repair, rehabilitation, and new construction 
of section 515 rental housing shall be 
$23,446,000. 

SEC. 1226. In addition to amounts otherwise 
appropriated or made available by this divi- 
sion, there is appropriated to the Secretary 
of Agriculture $288,000 for section 523 self- 
help housing land development loans author- 
ized by section 523 of the Housing Act of 1949 
and $294,000 for site development loans au- 
thorized by section 524 of such Act. 

SEc. 1227. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Housing Service, Rural Housing Insur- 
ance Fund Program Account” for adminis- 
trative expenses necessary to carry out the 
direct and guaranteed loan programs shall be 
$458,313,000. 

SEC. 1228. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Housing Service, Rental Assistance 
Program” shall be $964,665,000: Provided, That 
the amounts included under such heading in 
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Public Law 111-80 shall be applied to funds 
appropriated by this division by substituting 
‘$3,000,000’ for ‘‘$3,400,000’’. 

SEC. 1229. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Housing Service, Multi-Family Hous- 
ing Revitalization Program Account” shall 
be $40,791,000: Provided, That the amounts in- 
cluded under such heading in Public Law 111- 
80 shall be applied to funds appropriated by 
this division by substituting ‘‘$14,000,000’’ for 
“*$16,400,000’’. 

SEc. 1230. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Housing Service, Mutual And Self- 
Help Housing Grants” shall be $37,000,000. 

SEC. 1231. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Housing Service, Rural Housing As- 
sistance Grants’? shall be $40,400,000: Pro- 
vided, That the amounts included under such 
heading in Public Law 111-80 shall be applied 
to funds appropriated by this division by 
substituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$4,000,000’’. 

SEC. 1232. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Housing Service, Rural Community 
Facilities Program Account? shall be 
$48,091,000: Provided, That the amounts in- 
cluded under such heading in Public Law 111- 
80 shall be applied to funds appropriated by 
this division by substituting ‘‘$7,000,000’’ for 
“*$13,902,000’’. 

SEC. 1233. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Business—Cooperative Service, Rural 
Business Program Account”? shall be 
$89,178,000. 

SEc. 1234. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Business—Cooperative Service, Rural 
Development Loan Fund Program Account” 
for the principal amount of direct loans as 
authorized by the Rural Development Loan 
Fund shall be $21,939,000. 

SEC. 1235. Notwithstanding section 1101, of 
the funds derived from interest on the cush- 
ion of credit payments, as authorized by sec- 
tion 313 of the Rural Electrification Act of 
1936, $44,463,000 shall not be obligated and 
$44,463,000 are rescinded. 

SEc. 1236. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Business—Cooperative Service, Rural 
Cooperative Development Grants’’ shall be 
$34,554,000: Provided, That the amounts in- 
cluded under such heading in Public Law 111- 
80 shall be applied to funds appropriated by 
this division by substituting ‘‘$0’ for 
‘*$300,000’’ and ‘‘$2,800,000’’ shall have no legal 
effect. 

SEC. 1237. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Business—Cooperative Service, Rural 
Microenterprise Investment Program Ac- 
count” shall be $0. 

SEC. 1238. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Business—Cooperative Service, Rural 
Energy for America Program’’ shall be 
$25,010,000. 

SEc. 1239. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Utilities Service, Rural Water and 
Waste Disposal Program Account” shall be 
$566,230,000: Provided, That the amounts 
under such heading in Public Law 111-80 
shall be applied by substituting ‘‘$15,000,000”’ 
for ‘‘$17,500,000.’’ 

SEC. 1240. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Utilities Service, Rural Electrification 
and Telecommunications Loans Program Ac- 
count” for the cost of guaranteed under- 
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writing loans pursuant to section 313A shall 
be $700,000. 

SEC. 1241. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Utilities Service, Rural Electrification 
and Telecommunications Loans Program Ac- 
count”? for administrative expenses nec- 
essary to carry out the direct and guaran- 
teed loan programs shall be $38,374,000. 

SEC. 1242. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Utilities Service, Distance Learning, 
Telemedicine, and Broadband Program” for 
the cost of grants for telemedicine and dis- 
tance learning services in rural areas, as au- 
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 950aaa et seq. shall be 
$35,000,000. 

SEC. 1248. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Rural Development Programs, 
Rural Utilities Service, Distance Learning, 
Telemedicine, and Broadband Program” for 
the cost of broadband loans, as authorized by 
section 601 of the Rural Electrification Act 
shall be $22,320,000. 

SEC. 1244. The amounts included under the 
heading ‘‘Domestic Food Programs, Food 
and Nutrition Service, Child Nutrition Pro- 
grams” in Public Law 111-80 shall be applied 
to funds appropriated by this division by 
substituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$1,000,000’’ and by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$4,000,000’’ for ‘‘$5,000,000’’, and 
shall be applied to funds made available 
under section 32 by substituting 
‘*$5,277,574,000’’ for ‘‘$6,747,877,000’? and sub- 
stituting “$0 for ‘‘$242,022,000’’. 

SEC. 1245. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Domestic Food Programs, 
Food and Nutrition Service, Special Supple- 
mental Nutrition Program for Women, In- 
fants, and Children (WIC)’’ shall be 
$6,852,522,000: Provided, That the amounts in- 
cluded under such heading in Public Law 111- 
80 shall be applied to funds appropriated by 
this division by substituting ‘$35,000,000’ for 
‘*$60,000,000’’. 

Sec. 1246. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Domestic Food Programs, 
Food and Nutrition Service, Commodity As- 
sistance Program”, shall be $251,619,000: Pro- 
vided, That the amounts included under such 
heading in Public Law 111-80 shall be applied 
to funds appropriated by this division by 
substituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$6,000,000’’. 

SEC. 1247. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Domestic Food Programs, 
Food and Nutrition Service, Nutrition Pro- 
grams Administration” shall be $150,801,000. 

SEC. 1248. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Foreign Assistance and Re- 
lated Programs, Foreign Agricultural Serv- 
ice, Salaries and Expenses”? shall be 
$194,367,000. 

SEC. 1249. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Related Agencies and Food and 
Drug Administration, Food and Drug Admin- 
istration, Salaries and Expenses” shall be 
$3,707,611,000: Provided, That of the amount 
provided under this heading, $667,057,000 shall 
be derived from prescription drug user fees 
authorized by 21 U.S.C. 879h, shall be cred- 
ited to this account and remain available 
until expended, and shall not include any 
fees pursuant to 21 U.S.C. 3879h(a)(2) and (а)(3) 
assessed for fiscal year 2012 but collected in 
fiscal year 2011; $61,860,000 shall be derived 
from medical device user fees authorized by 
21 U.S.C. 379j, and shall be credited to this 
account and remain available until ex- 
pended; $19,448,000 shall be derived from ani- 
mal drug user fees authorized by 21 U.S.C. 
379j, and shall be credited to this account 
and remain available until expended; 
$5,397,000 shall be derived from animal ge- 
neric drug user fees authorized by 21 U.S.C. 
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379f, and shall be credited to this account 
and shall remain available until expended; 
and $450,000,000 shall be derived from tobacco 
product user fees authorized by 21 U.S.C. 387s 
and shall be credited to this account and re- 
main available until expended: Provided fur- 
ther, That in addition and notwithstanding 
any other provision under this heading, 
amounts collected for prescription drug user 
fees that exceed the fiscal year 2011 limita- 
tion are appropriated and shall be credited to 
this account and remain available until ex- 
pended: Provided further, That fees derived 
from prescription drug, medical device, ani- 
mal drug, animal generic drug, and tobacco 
product assessments for fiscal year 2011 re- 
ceived during fiscal year 2011, including any 
such fees assessed prior to fiscal year 2011 
but credited for fiscal year 2011, shall be sub- 
ject to the fiscal year 2011 limitations: Pro- 
vided further, That none of these funds shall 
be used to develop, establish, or operate any 
program of user fees authorized by 31 U.S.C. 
9701: Provided further, That of the total 
amount appropriated under this heading: (1) 
$856,383,000 shall be for the Center for Food 
Safety and Applied Nutrition and related 
field activities in the Office of Regulatory 
Affairs; (2) $963,311,000 shall be for the Center 
for Drug Evaluation and Research and re- 
lated field activities in the Office of Regu- 
latory Affairs; (3) $328,234,000 shall be for the 
Center for Biologics Evaluation and Re- 
search and for related field activities in the 
Office of Regulatory Affairs; (4) $162,946,000 
shall be for the Center for Veterinary Medi- 
cine and for related field activities in the Of- 
fice of Regulatory Affairs; (5) $862,491,000 
shall be for the Center for Devices and Radi- 
ological Health and for related field activi- 
ties in the Office of Regulatory Affairs; (6) 
$60,975,000 shall be for the National Center 
for Toxicological Research; (7) $421,463,000 
shall be for the Center for Tobacco Products 
and for related field activities in the Office 
of Regulatory Affairs; (8) not to exceed 
$141,724,000 shall be for Rent and Related ac- 
tivities, of which $41,951,000 is for White Oak 
Consolidation, other than the amounts paid 
to the General Services Administration for 
rent; (9) not to exceed $185,983,000 shall be for 
payments to the General Services Adminis- 
tration for rent; and (10) $224,101,000 shall be 
for other activities, including the Office of 
the Commissioner of Food and Drugs; the Of- 
fice of Foods; the Office of the Chief Sci- 
entist; the Office of Policy, Planning and 
Budget; the Office of International Pro- 
grams; the Office of Administration; and cen- 
tral services for these offices: Provided fur- 
ther, That none of the funds made available 
under this heading shall be used to transfer 
funds under section 770(n) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
379dd): Provided further, That not to exceed 
$25,000 of the amount provided under this 
heading shall be for official reception and 
representation expenses, not otherwise pro- 
vided for, as determined by the Commis- 
sioner: Provided further, That funds may be 
transferred from one specified activity to an- 
other with the prior approval of the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations of both Houses of 
Congress: Provided further, That notwith- 
standing any other provision of this division, 
the following set-aside requirements in- 
cluded in Public Law 111-80 under ‘‘Food and 
Drug Administration, Salaries and Ex- 
penses” shall not apply: ‘‘$5,509,000 shall be 
for the purposes, and in the amounts, speci- 
fied in the eighth paragraph under ‘Food and 
Drug Administration, Salaries and Expenses’ 
in the statement of managers to accompany 
this Act”. 
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In addition, mammography user fees au- 
thorized by 42 U.S.C. 263b, export certifi- 
cation user fees authorized by 21 U.S.C. 381, 
and priority review user fees authorized by 
21 U.S.C. 360n may be credited to this ac- 
count, to remain available until expended. 

In addition, food and feed recall user fees, 
food reinspection user fees, and voluntary 
qualified importer program user fees author- 
ized by section 743 of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act, as added by the FDA Food 
Safety Modernization Act, may be credited 
to this account in an amount not to exceed 
the amount determined under subsection (b) 
of such section 748, to remain available until 
expended. 

SEc. 1250. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Food and Drug Administra- 


tion, Buildings and Facilities’? shall be 
$10,000,000. 
SEc. 1251. Notwithstanding section 1101, 


the level for ‘‘Related Agencies and Food and 
Drug Administration, Independent Agencies, 
Farm Credit Administration, Limitation on 
Administrative Expenses” shall be 
$59,400,000. 

SEC. 1252. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this division, the following set- 
asides included in Public Law 111-80 for 
“Congressionally Designated Projects”? in 
the following accounts for the corresponding 
amounts shall not apply to funds appro- 
priated by this division: 

(1) “Agricultural Programs, Agricultural 
Research Service, Salaries and Expenses”, 
$44,138,000. 

(2) “Agricultural Programs, National Insti- 
tute of Food and Agriculture, Research and 
Education Activities”, $120,054,000. 

(8) “Agricultural Programs, National Insti- 
tute of Food and Agriculture, Extension Ac- 
tivities’’, $11,831,000. 

(4) “Agricultural Programs, Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Salaries 
and Expenses’’, $24,410,000. 

(5) “Conservation Programs, Natural Re- 
sources Conservation Service, Conservation 
Operations”, $37,382,000. 

SEC. 1253. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this division, the following provi- 
sions included in Public Law 111-80 shall not 
apply to funds appropriated by this division: 

(1) The first proviso under the heading 
“Agricultural Programs, Agriculture Build- 
ings and Facilities and Rental Payments”. 

(2) The second proviso under the heading 
“Departmental Administration”. 

(3) The second proviso under the heading 
“Conservation Programs, Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, Conservation Oper- 
ations’’. 

(4) The second proviso under the heading 
“Rural Development Programs, Rural Utili- 
ties Service, Rural Water and Waste Disposal 
Account”. 

(5) The first proviso under the heading 
“Domestic Food Programs, Food and Nutri- 
tion Service, Commodity Assistance Pro- 
gram”. 

(6) The first proviso under the heading 
“Foreign Assistance and Related Programs, 
Foreign Agricultural Service, McGovern- 
Dole International Food for Education and 
Child Nutrition Program Grants”. 

SEC. 1254. Sections 718, 723, 728, and 738 of 
Public Law 111-80 shall be applied to funds 
appropriated by this division by substituting 
$0 for the dollar amounts included in those 
sections. 

SEC. 1255. Section 741 of Public Law 111-80 
shall be applied to funds appropriated by this 


division by substituting ‘‘$2,000,000’ for 
‘‘$2,600,000” and by substituting ‘‘$0’’ for 
“*$3,000,000’’. 
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SEC. 1256. Sections 716, 721(2), 721(3), 724, 
725, 729, 735, 743, and 748 of Public Law 111-80 
shall not apply for fiscal year 2011. 

SEC. 1257. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
section 727 of Public Law 111-80 shall have no 
legal effect. 

SEC. 1258. Sections 730, 734, 737, 740, 745, 747, 
and 749 of Public Law 111-80 authorized or re- 
quired certain actions that have been per- 
formed before the date of the enactment of 
this division and need not reoccur. 

SEC. 1259. Appropriations to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture made available in fiscal 
year 2005 to carry out section 601 of the 
Rural Electrification Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 
950bb) for the cost of direct loans shall re- 
main available until expended to disburse 
valid obligations made in fiscal years 2005 
and 2006. 

SEc. 1260. In the case of each program es- 
tablished or amended by the Food, Conserva- 
tion, and Energy Act of 2008 (Public Law 110- 
246), other than by title I or subtitle A of 
title III of such Act, or programs for which 
indefinite amounts were provided in that Act 
that is authorized or required to be carried 
out using funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation: (1) such funds shall be available 
for salaries and related administrative ex- 
penses, including technical assistance, asso- 
ciated with the implementation of the pro- 
gram, without regard to the limitation on 
the total amount of allotments and fund 
transfers contained in section 11 of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation Charter Act (15 
U.S.C. 714i); and (2) the use of such funds for 
such purpose shall not be considered to be a 
fund transfer or allotment for purposes of ap- 
plying the limitation on the total amount of 
allotments and fund transfers contained in 
such section. 

SEC. 1261. With respect to any loan or loan 
guarantee program administered by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture that has a negative 
credit subsidy score for fiscal year 2011, the 
program level for the loan or loan guarantee 
program, for the purposes of the Federal 
Credit Reform Act of 1990, shall be the pro- 
gram level established pursuant to such Act 
for fiscal year 2010. 

SEC. 1262. Section 721(1) of Public Law 111- 
80 (123 Stat. 2122) is amended by striking 
‘*$1,180,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$1,290,000,000’’. 

SEC. 1263. Section 742 of Public Law 111-80 
(128 Stat. 2128) is amended by striking 
‘*$11,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$15,000,000’’. 

SEC. 1264. The following provisions of Pub- 
lic Law 111-80 shall be applied to funds ap- 
propriated by this division by substituting 
©2010”, “2011”, and ‘‘2012’’ for ‘‘2009’’, ‘2010, 
and ‘‘2011’’, respectively, in each instance 
that such terms appear: 

(1) The second paragraph under the head- 
ing ‘‘Agricultural Programs, Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Salaries 
and Expenses’’. 

(2) The second proviso under the heading 
“Agricultural Programs, Food Safety and In- 
spection Service”. 

(8) The first proviso in the second para- 
graph under the heading ‘‘Rural Develop- 
ment Programs, Rural Housing Service, 
Rural Housing Insurance Fund Program Ac- 
count”. 

(4) The fifth proviso under the heading 
“Rural Development Programs, Rural Hous- 
ing Service, Rental Assistance Program”. 

(5) The proviso under the heading ‘‘Rural 
Development Programs, Rural Housing Serv- 
ice, Mutual and Self-Help Housing Grants”. 

(6) The first proviso under the heading 
“Rural Development Programs, Rural Hous- 
ing Service, Rural Housing Assistance 
Grants”. 
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(7) The seventh proviso under the heading 
“Rural Development Programs, Rural Hous- 
ing Service, Rural Community Facilities 
Program Account”. 

(8) The third proviso under the heading 
“Rural Development Programs, Rural Busi- 
ness—Cooperative Service, Rural Business 
Program Account”. 

(9) The four availability of funds clauses 
under the heading ‘‘Rural Development Pro- 
grams, Rural Business—Cooperative Service, 
Rural Development Loan Fund Program Ac- 
count”. 

(10) The fifth proviso under the heading 
“Rural Development Programs, Rural Utili- 
ties Service, Rural Water and Waste Disposal 
Program Account”. 

(11) The paragraph under the heading 
“Food Nutrition Service, Child Nutrition 
Programs”. 

(12) The third proviso under the heading 
“Food and Nutrition Service, Commodity 
Assistance Program”. 

(13) Sections 713, 717, and 732. 

SEC. 1265. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act or 
any other Act shall be used to pay the sala- 
ries and expenses of personnel to carry out 
the program authorized by section 14 of the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1012). 

SEC. 1266. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act or 
any other Act shall be used to pay the sala- 
ries and expenses of personnel to carry out a 
program under subsection (b)(2)(A)(iii) of 
section 14222 of Public Law 110-246 in excess 
of $1,098,000,000: Provided, That none of the 
funds made available in this Act or any 
other Act shall be used for salaries and ex- 
penses to carry out section 19(i)(1)(D) of the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act as amended by section 4304 of Public 
Law 110-246 in excess of $33,000,000, including 
the transfer of funds under subsection (c) of 
section 14222 of Public Law 110-246, until Oc- 
tober 1, 2011: Provided further, That 
$117,000,000 made available on October 1, 2011, 
to carry out section 19(i)(1)(D) of the Richard 
B. Russell National School Lunch Act as 
amended by section 4304 of Public Law 110- 
246 shall be excluded from the limitation de- 
scribed in subsection (b)(2)(A)(iv) of section 
14222 of Public Law 110-246. 

SEC. 1267. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act or 
any other Act shall be used to pay the sala- 
ries and expenses of personnel to carry out 
the Wetlands Reserve Program authorized by 
sections 1237-1237F of the Food Security Act 
of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837-3837f) to enroll in ex- 
cess of 236,000 acres in fiscal year 2011. 

SEC. 1268. The unobligated balances avail- 
able for the wildlife habitat incentives pro- 
gram under section 1240N of the Food Secu- 
rity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3839bb-1), as identi- 
fied by Treasury Appropriation Fund Symbol 
12X3322, are rescinded; for the program under 
the Water Bank Act (16 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.), 
as identified by Treasury Appropriation 
Fund Symbol 12X3320; and for the wetlands 
reserve program under section 1237 of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837), as 
identified by Treasury Appropriation Fund 
Symbol 12X1080, are rescinded. 

SEC. 1269. The unobligated balances avail- 
able for the Outreach for Socially Disadvan- 
taged Farmers account, as identified by 
Treasury Appropriation Fund Symbol 
12X0601, are rescinded; for the Rural Commu- 
nity Advancement Program, as identified by 
Treasury Appropriation Fund Symbol 
12X0400, are rescinded; for the Payments to 
States program, as identified by Treasury 
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Appropriation Fund symbol 12X2501, are re- 
scinded; for the Common Computing Envi- 
ronment account, as identified by Treasury 
Appropriation Fund Symbol 12X0113, 
$3,613,000 are rescinded; for the Office of the 
Secretary, as identified by Treasury Appro- 
priation Fund Symbol 12X0115, are rescinded; 
for the Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund, 
as identified by Treasury Appropriation 
Fund Symbol 12X1140, $6,935,000 are re- 
scinded; for the Resource Conservation and 
Development program, as identified by 
Treasury Appropriation Fund Symbol 
12X1010, $3,125,000 are rescinded; for the Ani- 
mal and Plant Health Inspection Service— 
Buildings and Facilities account, as identi- 
fied by Treasury Appropriation Fund Symbol 
12X1601, $6,370,000 are rescinded. In addition, 
from prior year unobligated balances of Ani- 
mal and Plant Health Inspection Service— 
Salaries and Expenses account, the following 
amounts are rescinded: Sudden Oak Death, 
$295,000; Sirex Woodwasp, $408,000; Avian In- 
fluenza, $8,000,000; Information Technology 
Infrastructure, $86,000; Screwworm, 
$1,000,000; HUB Relocation, $98,000; НІМІ, 
$5,000,000; and Contingency Funds, $1,000,000. 

SEC. 1270. The unobligated balances avail- 
able for the Agricultural Research Service— 
Salaries and Expenses account, as identified 
by Treasury Appropriation Fund Symbol 
12X1400, as provided through Public Law 109- 
234 and Public Law 111-82, $4,771,000 are here- 
by rescinded. 

SEC. 1271. Of the unobligated balances 
available in the Agricultural Research Serv- 
ice, Buildings апа Facilities account, 
$3,414,000 are hereby rescinded: Provided, 
That no amounts may be rescinded from 
amounts that were designated by the Con- 
gress aS an emergency requirement pursuant 
to the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget 
or the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def- 
icit Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided 
further, That no amounts may be rescinded 
from amounts greater than $5,000,000 or that 
have received an appropriation since 2007 un- 
less construction of those facilities has been 
completed. 

SEC. 1272. Of the unobligated balances 
available for Cooperative State Research, 
Education, and Extension Service, Buildings 
and Facilities, $1,037,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1273. Of the unobligated balances 
available for the cost of broadband loans, as 
authorized by section 601 of the Rural Elec- 
trification Act of 1936, $89,000,000 are re- 
scinded. 

TITLE ITI—COMMERCE, JUSTICE, 
SCIENCE, AND RELATED AGENCIES 

SEC. 1801. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Commerce, 
International Trade Administration, Oper- 
ations and Administration’? shall һе 
$450,989,000. 

SEC. 1802. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Commerce, Mi- 
nority Business Development Agency, Minor- 
ity Business Development” shall be 
$30,400,000. 

SEC. 1303. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Commerce, Na- 
tional Telecommunications and Information 
Administration, Salaries and Expenses” 
shall be $40,649,000. 

SEC. 1304. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Commerce, Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Tech- 
nology, Scientific and Technical Research 
and Services” shall be $504,500,000. 

SEC. 1805. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Commerce, Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Tech- 
nology, Industrial Technology Services” 
shall be $169,600,000. 
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Sec. 1306. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Justice, Gen- 
eral Administration, Justice Information 
Sharing Technology” shall be $60,285,000. 

Sec. 1307. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Justice, Gen- 
eral Administration, Tactical Law Enforce- 
ment Wireless Communications”? shall be 
$110,000,000. 

SEC. 1308. Notwithstanding 
the level for ‘‘Department of 
and Expenses of Witnesses” 
$270,000,000. 

ВЕС. 1309. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Justice, Gen- 
eral Administration, National Drug Intel- 
ligence Center” shall be $34,023,000. 

SEC. 1310. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Justice, United 
States Marshals Service, Construction” shall 
be $16,625,000. 

ВЕС. 1311. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Justice, Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, Construction”’ shall 
be $107,310,000. 

SEC. 1312. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Justice, Federal 
Prison System, Salaries and Expenses” shall 
be $6,288,231,000. 

SEC. 1318. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Department of Justice, State 
and Local Law Enforcement Activities, Sala- 
ries and Expenses” shall be $187,000,000. 

ВЕС. 1314. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Office of Science and Tech- 
nology Policy” shall be $6,660,000. 

SEC. 1315. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Commerce, Bu- 
reau of the Census, Periodic Censuses and 
Programs” shall be $942,315,000. 

ВЕС. 1316. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be $0: “Department of Justice, Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explo- 
sives, Construction”; and ‘‘Department of 
Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Weed 
and Seed Program Fung”. 

SEC. 1317. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this division, the following set- 
asides included in division B of Public Law 
111-117 for projects specified in the explana- 
tory statement accompanying that Act in 
the following accounts for the corresponding 
amounts shall not apply to funds appro- 
priated by this division: (1) ‘‘Department of 
Commerce, International Trade Administra- 
tion, Operations and Administration’’, 
$5,215,000; (2) ‘‘Department of Commerce, Mi- 
nority Business Development Agency, Minor- 
ity Business Development’’, $1,100,000; and (3) 
“Department of Commerce, National Insti- 
tute of Standards and Technology, Scientific 
and Technical Research and Services”, 
$10,500,000 (4) ‘‘Department of Commerce, Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Tech- 
nology, Construction of Research Facili- 
ties”, $47,000,000; (5) ‘‘Department of Com- 
merce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, Operations, Research and 
Facilities’’, $99,295,000; (6) ‘‘Department of 
Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration, Procurement, Acqui- 
sition and Construction’’, $18,000,000; (7) ‘‘De- 
partment of Justice, Office of Justice Pro- 
grams, State and Local Law Enforcement 
Assistance’’, $185,268,000; (8) ‘‘Department of 
Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Juvenile 
Justice Programs”, $91,095,000”; (9) ‘‘Depart- 
ment of Justice, Community Oriented Polic- 
ing Services’’, $25,385,000; (10) ‘‘Department 
of Justice, Community Oriented Policing 
Services”, $168,723,000; and (11) “National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
Cross Agency Support’’, $63,000,000. 
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Justice, Fees 
shall be 


March 4, 2011 


SEC. 1318. The Departments of Commerce 
and Justice, the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, and the National 
Science Foundation are directed to submit 
spending plans, signed by the respective de- 
partment or agency head, to the House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations with- 
in 60 days of enactment of this division. 

SEc. 1319. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this division, the set-aside included 
in division B of Public Law 111-117 under the 
heading ‘‘Department of Commerce, United 
States Patent and Trademark Office, Sala- 
ries and Expenses” in the last proviso shall 
not apply to funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion. 

SEC. 1820. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Commerce, Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Tech- 
nology, Construction of Research Facilities” 
shall be $80,000,000 and the set-asides under 
this heading in division В of Public Law 111- 
117 shall not apply to funds appropriated by 
this division. 

SEC. 1821. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Commerce, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, Operations, Research, and Facilities” 
shall be $3,190,883,000. 

SEC. 1822. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Commerce, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, Procurement, Acquisition and Con- 
struction” shall be $1,335,353,000. 

SEC. 1823. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Commerce, De- 
partmental Management, Herbert C. Hoover 
Building Renovation and Modernization” 
shall be $10,000,000. 

SEC. 1824. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Commerce, 
United States Patent and Trademark Office, 
Salaries and Expenses” shall be $2,205,000,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That the sum herein appropriated from the 
general fund shall be reduced as offsetting 
collections assessed and collected pursuant 
to 15 U.S.C. 1118 and 35 U.S.C. 41 and 876 are 
received during fiscal year 2011, so as to re- 
sult in a fiscal year 2011 appropriation from 
the general fund estimated at $0: Provided 
further, That during fiscal year 2011, should 
the total amount of offsetting fee collec- 
tions, and the surcharge provided herein, be 
less than $2,205,000,000, this amount shall be 
reduced accordingly: Provided further, That 
any amount received іп excess of 
$2,205,000,000 in fiscal year 2011, in an amount 
up to $200,000,000, shall remain available 
until expended: Provided further, That there 
shall be a surcharge of 15 percent, rounded 
by standard arithmetic rules, on fees charged 
or authorized by subsections (a), (b), and 
(d)(1) of section 41 of title 35, United States 
Code, as administered under Public Law 108- 
447 and this Act, and on fees charged or au- 
thorized by section 132(b), of title 35, United 
States Code: Provided further, That the sur- 
charge established under the previous pro- 
viso shall be separate from, and in addition 
to, any other surcharge that may be required 
pursuant to any provision of title 35, United 
States Code: Provided further, That the sur- 
charge established in the previous two provi- 
sions shall take effect on the date that is 10 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
and shall remain in effect during fiscal year 
2011: Provided further, That the receipts col- 
lected as a result of these surcharges shall be 
available, within the amounts provided here- 
in, to the United States Patent and Trade- 
mark Office without fiscal year limitation, 
for all authorized activities and operations 
of the Office. 
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SEC. 1325. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Justice, Office 
of Justice Programs, State and Local Law 
Enforcement Assistance” shall be 
$1,249,500,000. 

(b) Notwithstanding section 1101, the level 
for “Department of Justice, Office of Justice 
Programs, Juvenile Justice Programs” shall 
be $312,500,000. 

(c) Notwithstanding section 1101, the level 
for “Department of Justice, Community Ori- 
ented Policing Services” shall be $557,500,000. 

(d) All set asides within the accounts de- 
scribed in paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) of this 
section shall be reduced proportionally. 

SEC. 1826. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘National Science Foundation, 
Research and Related Activities’? shall be 
$5,542,920,000. 

SEC. 1327. (a) Notwithstanding section 1105, 
the provisos under the heading ‘‘National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, Ex- 
ploration’’ in division В of Public Law 111- 
117, as amended, shall not apply to funds ap- 
propriated by this division. 

(b) Of the amounts appropriated by this di- 
vision for “National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, Exploration’’, not less than 
$1,200,000,000 shall be for the Orion multipur- 
pose crew vehicle, and not less than 
$1,800,000,000 shall be for the heavy lift 
launch vehicle system which shall have a lift 
capability not less than 130 tons and which 
shall have an upper stage and other core ele- 
ments developed simultaneously. 

SEC. 1328. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, Space Operations” 
shall be $5,741,800,000. 

(b) The proviso specifying amounts under 
the heading ‘‘National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, Space Operations” in 
division B of Public Law 111-117 shall not 
apply to funds appropriated by this division. 

SEc. 1829. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, Science’’ shall be 
$4,819,000,000. 

SEC. 1330. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, Cross Agency Sup- 
port” shall be $3,111,400,000. 

(b) The provisos specifying amounts under 
the heading ‘‘National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, Cross Agency Sup- 
port? in division В of Public Law 111-117 
shall not apply to funds appropriated by this 
division. 

SEC. 1331. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, Construction and En- 
vironmental Compliance and Remediation” 
shall be $397,300,000. 

(b) The provisos under the heading ‘‘Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra- 
tion, Construction and Environmental Com- 
pliance and Remediation” in division B of 
Public Law 111-117 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated by this division. 

SEC. 1332. Of the funds made available for 
“Department of Commerce, Bureau of the 
Census, Periodic Censuses and Programs” in 
division B of Public Law 111-117, $1,740,000,000 
are rescinded. 

SEC. 1833. Of the unobligated balances 
available for ‘‘Emergency Steel, Oil, and Gas 
Guaranteed Loan Program Account”, 
$48,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1334. Of the unobligated balances 
available to the Department of Justice from 
prior appropriations, the following funds are 
rescinded, not later than September 30, 2011, 
from the following accounts in the specified 
amounts: (1) “Office of Justice Programs”, 
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$42,000,000; (2) “Community Oriented Polic- 
ing Services”, $10,200,000; (3) “Legal Activi- 
ties, Assets Forfeiture Fund”, $495,000,000; 
and (4) “Working Capital Fund’’, $40,000,000. 

SEC. 1335. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, in fiscal year 2012 and there- 
after payments for costs described in sub- 
section (a) of section 404 of Public Law 107- 
42, as amended, shall be considered to be, and 
included in, payments for compensation for 
the purposes of sections 406(b) and (d)(1). 

TITLE IV—ENERGY AND WATER 
DEVELOPMENT AND RELATED AGENCIES 

SEC. 1401. All of the provisos under the 
heading ‘‘Corps of Engineers—Civil, Depart- 
ment of the Army, Construction” in the En- 
ergy and Water Development and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public 
Law 111-85) shall not apply to funds appro- 
priated by this division. 

SEC. 1402. The proviso under the heading 
“Corps of Engineers—Civil, Department of 
the Army, Mississippi River and Tribu- 
taries’’? in the Energy and Water Develop- 
ment and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85) shall not apply 
to funds appropriated by this division. 

SEC. 1403. The fifth proviso (regarding the 
San Gabriel Basin Restoration Fund), sixth 
proviso (regarding Power Program Services), 
seventh proviso (regarding the Milk River 
Project) and eighth proviso (regarding the 
Departmental Irrigation Drainage program) 
under the heading ‘‘Department of the Inte- 
rior, Bureau of Reclamation, Water and Re- 
lated Resources” in the Energy and Water 
Development and Related Agencies Appro- 
priations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85) shall 
not apply to funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion. 

SEC. 1404. All of the provisos under the 
heading ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Energy Efficiency and Renewable 
Energy” in title III of the Energy and Water 
Development and Related Agencies Appro- 
priations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85) shall 
not apply to funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion. 

SEC. 1405. All of the provisos under the 
heading ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Electricity Delivery and Energy 
Reliability” in title III of the Energy and 
Water Development and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85) 
shall not apply to funds appropriated by this 
division. 

ВЕС. 1406. The proviso under the heading 
“Department of Energy, Energy Programs, 
Nuclear Energy” in title III of the Energy 
and Water Development and Related Agen- 
cies Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public Law 
111-85) shall not apply to funds appropriated 
by this division. 

SEC. 1407. All of the provisos under the 
heading ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Fossil Energy Research and De- 
velopment” in title III of the Energy and 
Water Development and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85) 
shall not apply to funds appropriated by this 
division. 

SEC. 1408. All of the provisos under the 
heading ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Science” in title III of the Energy 
and Water Development and Related Agen- 
cies Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public Law 
111-85) shall not apply to funds appropriated 
by this division. 

SEC. 1409. All of the provisos under the 
heading ‘‘Department of Energy, Atomic En- 
ergy Defense Activities, National Nuclear 
Security Administration, Weapons Activi- 
ties” in title III of the Energy and Water De- 
velopment and Related Agencies Appropria- 
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tions Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85) shall not 
apply to funds appropriated by this division. 

SEC. 1410. The proviso under the heading 
“Department of Energy, Atomic Energy De- 
fense Activities, National Nuclear Security 
Administration, Defense Nuclear Non- 
proliferation” in title III of the Energy and 
Water Development and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85) 
shall not apply to funds appropriated by this 
division. 

SEC. 1411. All of the provisos under the 
heading ‘‘Department of Energy, Atomic En- 
ergy Defense Activities, National Nuclear 
Security Administration, Office of the Ad- 
ministrator”’ in title III of the Energy and 
Water Development and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85) 
shall not apply to funds appropriated by this 
division. 

SEC. 1412. The proviso under the heading 
“Department of Energy, Atomic Energy De- 
fense Activities, Environmental and Other 
Defense Activities, Defense Environmental 
Cleanup” in title III of the Energy and Water 
Development and Related Agencies Appro- 
priations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85) shall 
not apply to funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion. 

SEC. 1413. The proviso under the heading 
“Department of Energy, Atomic Energy De- 
fense Activities, Environmental and Other 
Defense Activities, Other Defense Activi- 
ties” in title III of the Energy and Water De- 
velopment and Related Agencies Appropria- 
tions Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85) shall not 
apply to funds appropriated by this division. 

SEC. 1414. The fifth proviso under the head- 
ing ‘‘Department of Energy, Power Mar- 
keting Administrations, Construction, Reha- 
bilitation, Operation and Maintenance, 
Western Area Power Administration” in 
title III of the Energy and Water Develop- 
ment and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85) shall not apply 
to funds appropriated by this division. 

SEC. 1415. Funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion shall not apply to sections 107, 206, 207, 
and 208 of the Energy and Water Develop- 
ment and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-85). 

SEC. 1416. Notwithstanding section 1105, no 
appropriation, funds, or authority made 
available pursuant to section 1101 for the De- 
partment of Energy or Corps of Engineers, 
Civil, shall be used to initiate or resume any 
program, project, or activity or to initiate 
Requests for Proposals or similar arrange- 
ments (including Requests for Quotations, 
Requests for Information, and Funding Op- 
portunity Announcements) for a program, 
project, or activity if the program, project, 
or activity has not been funded by Congress. 

SEC. 1417. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Independent Agencies, Appa- 
lachian Regional Commission” shall be 
$68,000,000. 

SEC. 1418. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Independent Agencies, Delta 
Regional Authority” shall be $11,700,000. 

SEC. 1419. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Independent Agencies, Denali 
Commission” shall be $10,700,000. 

SEC. 1420. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board” shall be $25,500,000. 

SEC. 1421. Notwithstanding section 1101, for 
the ‘‘Nuclear Regulatory Commission” nec- 
essary expenses in carrying out the purposes 
of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, as 
amended, and the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
as amended, including official representation 
expenses (not to exceed $25,000), $1,043,483,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
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That of the amount appropriated herein, 
$10,000,000 shall be derived from the Nuclear 
Waste Fund: Provided further, That revenues 
from licensing fees, inspection services, and 
other services and collections estimated at 
$906,220,000 in fiscal year 2011 shall be re- 
tained and used for necessary salaries and 
expenses in this account, notwithstanding 31 
U.S.C. 3302, and shall remain available until 
expended: Provided further, That the sum 
herein appropriated shall be reduced by the 
amount of revenues received during fiscal 
year 2011 so as to result in a final fiscal year 
2011 appropriation estimated at not more 
than $137 ,263,000: Provided further, That of the 
amounts appropriated, $10,000,000 is provided 
to support university research and develop- 
ment in areas relevant to their respective or- 
ganization’s mission, and $5,000,000 is to sup- 
port a Nuclear Science and Engineering 
Grant Program that will support multiyear 
projects that do not align with pro- 
grammatic missions but are critical to main- 
taining the discipline of nuclear science and 
engineering. 

SEC. 1422. Of the unobligated balances 
available for ‘‘Corps of Engineers—Civil, De- 
partment of the Army, Mississippi River and 
Tributaries’’, $22,000,000 are rescinded, to be 
derived by cancelling unobligated balances 
for the Yazoo Basin, Backwater Pump, Mis- 
sissippi project. 

SEc. 1423. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Corps of Engineers—Civil, De- 
partment of the Army, Investigations” shall 
be $150,000,000. 

SEC. 1424. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Corps of Engineers—Civil, De- 
partment of the Army, Construction” shall 
be $1,896,818,000. 

SEc. 1425. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Corps of Engineers—Civil, De- 
partment of the Army, Mississippi River and 
Tributaries” shall be $289,269,000. 

SEc. 1426. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
level for ‘‘Corps of Engineers—Civil, De- 
partment of the Army, Operation and Main- 
tenance” shall be $2,380,000,000. 

SEC. 1427. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Corps of Engineers—Civil, De- 
partment of the Army, Formerly Utilized 
Sites Remedial Action Program” shall be 
$130,000,000. 

SEc. 1428. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Water and Related 
Resources” shall be $916,300,000. 

SEC. 1429. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Central Valley 
Project Restoration Fund”? shall be 
$49,915,000. 

SEc. 1480. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Energy Efficiency and Renewable 
Energy” shall be $1,912,000,000. 

SEC. 1481. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Electricity Delivery and Energy 
Reliability” shall be $156,000,000. 

SEc. 1482. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Nuclear Energy”? shall be 
$661,000,000. 

SEc. 1483. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Fossil Energy Research and De- 
velopment” shall be $586,000,000. 

SEC. 1434. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Naval Petroleum and Oil Shale 
Reserves” shall be $23,000,000. 

SEc. 1485. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
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Programs, Strategic Petroleum Reserve” 
shall be $188,861,000, to remain available 
until expended. Of the funds appropriated in 
Public Law 110-161 under this heading for 
new site land acquisition activities, 
$14,493,000 are hereby permanently cancelled. 
Of the funds appropriated in Public Law 110- 
329 under this heading for new site expansion 
activities, beyond land acquisition, 
$31,507,000 are hereby permanently cancelled. 
Of the funds appropriated in Public Law 111- 
85 under this heading, $25,000,000 are hereby 
permanently cancelled. For an additional 
amount for ‘‘Strategic Petroleum Reserve”, 


$71,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 
SEC. 1486. Notwithstanding section 1101, 


the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Northeast Home Heating Oil Re- 
serve” shall be $11,000,000. 

SEC. 1487. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Energy Information Agency” 
shall be $108,500,000. 

SEC. 1488. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Non-Defense Environmental 
Cleanup” shall be $225,200,000. 


SEC. 1489. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Uranium Enrichment Decon- 


tamination and Decommissioning Fund’’ 
shall be $514,000,000. 

Sec. 1440. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Science” shall be $4,733,000,000. 

Sec. 1441. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Nuclear Waste Disposal” shall be 
$0. 

SEC. 1442. In addition to amounts otherwise 
made available by this division, $200,000,000 
is appropriated for ‘‘Department of Energy, 
Energy Programs, Advanced Research 
Projects Agency—Energy’”’. 

Sec. 1448. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
subject to section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, amounts necessary to 
support commitments to guarantee loans 
under title XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 
2005, for the cost of loan guarantees for re- 
newable energy under section 1703 of the En- 
ergy Policy Act of 2005, an additional 
$100,000,000 is appropriated, to remain avail- 
able until expended: Provided, That these 
amounts are in addition to authorities pro- 
vided in any other Act: Provided further, That 
for amounts collected pursuant to section 
1702(b)(2) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, 
the source of such payment received from 
borrowers may not be a loan or other debt 
obligation that is guaranteed by the Federal 
Government: Provided further, That none of 
such loan guarantee authority made avail- 
able in this Act shall be available for com- 
mitments to guarantee loans for any 
projects where funds, personnel, or property 
(tangible or intangible) of any Federal agen- 
cy, instrumentality, personnel, or affiliated 
entity are expected be used (directly or indi- 
rectly) through acquisitions, contracts, dem- 
onstrations, exchanges, grants, incentives, 
leases, procurements, sales, other trans- 
action authority, or other arrangements, to 
support the project or to obtain goods or 
services from the project: Provided further, 
That the previous proviso shall not be inter- 
preted as precluding the use of the loan guar- 
antee authority in this Act for commitments 
to guarantee loans for (1) projects as a result 
of such projects benefitting from otherwise 
allowable Federal income tax benefits; (2) 
projects as a result of such projects benefit- 
ting from being located on Federal land pur- 
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suant to a lease or right-of-way agreement 
for which all consideration for all uses is (A) 
paid exclusively in cash, (B) deposited in the 
Treasury as offsetting receipts, and (C) equal 
to the fair market value as determined by 
the head of the relevant Federal agency; (3) 
projects as a result of such projects benefit- 
ting from Federal insurance programs, in- 
cluding under section 170 of the Atomic En- 
ergy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2210; commonly 
known as the ‘‘Price-Anderson Act’’); or (4) 
electric generation projects using trans- 
mission facilities owned or operated by a 
Federal Power Marketing Administration or 
the Tennessee Valley Authority that have 
been authorized, approved, and financed 
independent of the project receiving the 
guarantee: Provided further, That none of the 
loan guarantee authority made available in 
this Act shall be available for any project 
unless the Director of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget has certified in advance in 
writing that the loan guarantee and the 
project comply with the provisions under 
this section: Provided further, That an addi- 
tional amount for necessary administrative 
expenses to carry out this Loan Guarantee 
program, $58,000,000 is appropriated, to re- 
main available until expended: Provided fur- 
ther, That $58,000,000 of the fees collected 
pursuant to section 1702(h) of the Energy 
Policy Act of 2005 shall be credited as offset- 
ting collections to this account to cover ad- 
ministrative expenses and shall remain 
available until expended, so as to result in a 
final fiscal year 2011 appropriations from the 
general fund estimated at not more than $0. 

SEC. 1444. Section 1702 of the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 (22 U.S.C. §16512) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘; or” and 
inserting a semicolon; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) the cost of the obligation has been 
paid in full by a combination of an appro- 
priation for the cost and a payment by the 
borrower that has been deposited to the 
Treasury.’’. 

SEC. 1445. The authority provided for com- 
mitments to guarantee loans under ‘‘Depart- 
ment of Energy—Energy Programs—Title 17 
Innovative Technology Loan Guarantee Pro- 
gram” in title III of division С of Public Law 
111-8, is available for projects that employ: 
(1) new or significantly improved tech- 
nologies of renewable energy systems or effi- 
cient end-use energy technologies under sec- 
tion 1703 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005; or 
(2) notwithstanding section 1703(a)(2), and 
with regard only to projects for which an ap- 
plication has been submitted to the Depart- 
ment of Energy, in whole or in part, for a 
loan guarantee under section 1705 prior to 
February 24, 2011, commercial technologies 
of renewable energy systems, efficient end- 
use energy technologies, or leading edge 
biofuel projects. 

SEC. 1446. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 


Programs, Advanced Technology Vehicles 
Manufacturing Loan Program’’ shall be 
$9,998,000. 


SEC. 1447. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Departmental Administration” 
shall be $165,000,000. 

SEC. 1448. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Energy 
Programs, Office of the Inspector General” 
shall be $42,850,000. 

SEC. 1449. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Atomic 
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Energy Defense Activities, National Nuclear 
Security Administration, Weapons Activi- 
ties” shall be $6,823,835,000. 

SEC. 1450. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Atomic 
Energy Defense Activities, National Nuclear 
Security Administration, Defense Nuclear 
Nonproliferation” shall be $2,326,727,000. 

SEC. 1451. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Atomic 
Energy Defense Activities, National Nuclear 
Security Administration, Office of the Ad- 
ministrator’’ shall be $399,793,000. 

SEC. 1452. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Envi- 
ronmental and Other Defense Activities, De- 
fense Environmental Cleanup”? shall be 
$5,107,382,000, of which $33,700,000 shall be 
transferred to the ‘‘Uranium Enrichment De- 
contamination and Decommissioning Fund’’. 

SEC. 1453. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Envi- 
ronmental and Other Defense Activities, 
Other Defense Activities” shall be 
$827,991,000. 

SEC. 1454. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Energy, Envi- 
ronmental and Other Defense Activities, De- 
fense Nuclear Waste Disposal” shall be $0. 

SEC. 1455. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for 
“Corps of Engineers—Civil, Department of 
the Army, Construction’’, $100,000,000 are re- 
scinded. 

SEC. 1456. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Energy Programs, En- 
ergy Efficiency and Renewable Energy”, 
$11,200,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1457. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Energy Programs, Elec- 
tricity Delivery and Energy Reliability”, 
$2,400,000 are rescinded. 

SEc. 1458. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Energy Programs, Nu- 
clear Energy’’, $6,300,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1459. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Energy Programs, Fos- 
sil Energy Research and Development”, 
$30,600,000 are rescinded. 

SEc. 1460. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Energy Programs, 
Naval Petroleum and Oil Shale Reserves”, 
$2,100,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1461. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Energy Programs, Clean 
Coal Technology”, $18,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEc. 1462. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Energy Programs, Stra- 
tegic Petroleum Reserve’’, $15,300,000 are re- 
scinded. 

SEC. 1463. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Energy Programs, En- 
ergy Information Administration’’, $400,000 
are rescinded. 

SEC. 1464. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Energy Programs, Ura- 
nium Enrichment Decontamination and De- 
commissioning Fund’’, $10,000,000 are re- 
scinded. 

SEC. 1465. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Energy Programs, 
Science”, $7,200,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1466. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
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partment of Energy, Energy Programs, Nu- 
clear Waste Disposal’’, $2,800,000 are re- 
scinded. 

SEC. 1467. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Energy Programs, De- 
partmental Administration”, $11,900,000 are 
rescinded. 

SEC. 1468. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Atomic Energy Defense 
Activities, National Nuclear Security Ad- 
ministration, Naval Reactors’’, $1,200,000 are 
rescinded. 

SEC. 1469. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Atomic Energy Defense 
Activities, National Nuclear Security Ad- 
ministration, Office of the Administrator”, 
$4,400,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1470. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Environmental and 
Other Defense Activities, Defense Environ- 
mental Cleanup’’, $11,900,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1471. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for ‘‘De- 
partment of Energy, Environmental and 
Other Defense Activities, Other Defense Ac- 
tivities’’, $3,400,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1472. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for 
“Independent Agencies, Delta Regional Au- 
thority’’, $6,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1473. Of the unobligated balances from 
prior year appropriations available for 
“Independent Agencies, Denali Commis- 
sion’’, $15,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1474. Within 30 days of enactment of 
this division, the Department of Energy; 
Corps of Engineers, Civil; and Bureau of Rec- 
lamation shall submit to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate a spending, expenditure, 
or operating plan for fiscal year 2011 at a 
level of detail below the account level. 


TITLE V—FINANCIAL SERVICES AND 
GENERAL GOVERNMENT 

Sec. 1501. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
of the Department of the Treasury shall be 
as follows: ‘‘Departmental Offices, Salaries 
and Expenses’’, $320,088,000; ‘‘Special Inspec- 
tor General for the Troubled Asset Relief 
Program, Salaries and Expenses” $36,300,000; 
“Treasury Inspector General for Tax Admin- 
istration, Salaries and Expenses” 
$155,452,000; “Financial Management Service, 
Salaries and Expenses”, $235,253,000; ‘‘Alco- 
hol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau, Sal- 
aries and Expenses” $101,000,000; and ‘‘Bureau 
of the Public Debt, Administering the Public 
Debt’’, $185,985,000. 

Sec. 1502. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
under the heading ‘‘Department of the Treas- 
ury, Departmental Offices, Salaries and Ex- 
penses’’, the requirement to transfer funds to 
the National Academy of Sciences for a car- 
bon audit of the tax code shall not apply to 
funds appropriated by this Act. 

SEC. 1503. Of the amount provided for ‘‘De- 
partment of the Treasury, Departmental Of- 
fices, Salaries and Expenses’’, up to $400,000 
shall be available to support increased inter- 
national representation commitments of the 
Secretary, and up to $1,000,000 shall be avail- 
able, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, for contribution to the Global Forum on 
Transparency and Exchange of Information 
for Tax Purposes, a Part II Program of the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development, to cover the cost assessed by 
that organization for Treasury’s participa- 
tion therein. 
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SEC. 1504. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
under the heading ‘‘Department of the Treas- 
ury, Department-wide Systems and Capital 
Investments Programs’’, the first proviso 
shall not apply to funds appropriated by this 
Act. 

SEC. 1505. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
under the heading ‘‘Alcohol and Tobacco Tax 
and Trade Bureau’’, the first proviso shall 
not apply to funds appropriated by this Act. 

SEC. 1506. Notwithstanding section 1101, of 
the unobligated balances available under the 
heading “Treasury Forfeiture Fund”, 
$400,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1507. The level for ‘‘Community Devel- 
opment Financial Institutions Fund Pro- 
gram Account” shall be as provided in sec- 
tion 1101, except that: up to $23,000,000 may 
be used for administrative expenses, includ- 
ing administration of the New Markets Tax 
Credit; the provision of a pilot project grant 
to an eligible organization located in the 
State of Hawaii shall not apply; the require- 
ment to transfer funds to the Capital Magnet 
Fund shall not apply, and the amounts sub- 
ject to that transfer requirement in 2010 
shall be included when calculating the level 
for the Community Development Financial 
Institutions Fund Account under section 
1101; notwithstanding sections 4707(d) and 
4707(e) of title 12, United States Code, 
$25,000,000 shall be for a Healthy Food Fi- 
nancing Initiative to provide grants and 
loans to community development financial 
institutions for the purpose of offering af- 
fordable financing and technical assistance 
to expand the availability of healthy food op- 
tions in distressed communities; up to 
$50,000,000 shall be for initiatives designed to 
enable individuals with low- or moderate-in- 
come levels to establish bank accounts and 
to improve access to the provision of bank 
accounts as authorized by section 1204 of 
Public Law 111-203; and $25,000,000 shall be 
for the Bank Enterprise Award program. 

SEC. 1508. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
of the Internal Revenue Service shall be as 
follows: ‘‘Taxpayer Services’’ $2,330,215,000; 
“Operations Support’’, $4,118,000,000, of which 
up to $65,000,000 shall remain available until 
expended for acquisition of real property, 
equipment, construction, and renovation of 
facilities; and ‘‘Business Systems Moderniza- 
tion”, $363,897,000. 

SEC. 1509. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Internal Revenue Service, En- 
forcement” shall be $5,591,300,000, of which 
not less than $125,500,000 shall be for enforce- 
ment related to offshore tax evasion. 

SEC. 1510. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of the Act, section 105 of division C of 
Public Law 111-117 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated under this Act. 

SEC. 1511. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be $0: ‘‘Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent and Funds Appropriated to the Presi- 
dent, Partnership Fund for Program Integ- 
rity Innovation”; “О ісе of National Drug 
Control Policy, Counterdrug Technology As- 
sessment Center”; ‘‘District of Columbia, 
Federal Payment for Consolidated Labora- 
tory Facility”; ‘‘District of Columbia, Fed- 
eral Funds, Federal Payment for Youth 
Services”; ‘‘District of Columbia, Federal 
Funds, Federal Payment to the Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer for the District of Co- 
lumbia’”’; ‘‘Election Assistance Commission, 
Election Reform Programs’’. 

SEc. 1512. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be as follows: ‘‘Executive Office of the 
President and Funds Appropriated to the 
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President, White House Repair and Restora- 
tion”? $2,005,000; ‘‘Executive Office of the 
President and Funds Appropriated to the 
President, National Security Council and 
Homeland Security Council’’, $13,984,000; ‘‘Of- 
fice of National Drug Control Policy, Sala- 
ries and Expenses”, $27,138,000; ‘Тһе Judici- 
ary, Supreme Court of the United States, 
Care of the Building and Grounds’, 
$8,175,000"; “Тһе Judiciary, Fees of Jurors 
and Commissioners’’, $52,410,000; ‘‘The Judi- 
ciary, Vaccine Injury Compensation Trust 
Fund’’, $4,785,000; ‘‘District of Columbia, Fed- 
eral Funds, Federal Payment to the District 
of Columbia Courts’’, $251,180,000; ‘‘District 
of Columbia, Federal Funds, Federal Pay- 
ment to the Criminal Justice Coordinating 
Council’’, $1,800,000; ‘‘District of Columbia, 
Federal Funds, Federal Payment for Housing 
for the Homeless’’, $10,000,000; ‘‘Administra- 
tive Conference of the United States”, 
$2,750,000; ‘‘Federal Deposit Insurance Cor- 
poration, Office of the Inspector General’’, 
$47,916,000; ‘‘General Services Administra- 
tion, General Activities, Government-Wide 
Policy”, $77,621,000; ‘‘General Services Ad- 
ministration, Electronic Government Fund’’, 
$2,000,000; ‘‘General Services Administration, 
Allowances and Office Staff for Former 
Presidents”, $3,907,000; ‘‘Harry S Truman 
Scholarship Foundation’’, $1,010,000; ‘‘Office 
of Personnel Management, Salaries and Ex- 
penses”, $94,970,000; “Осе of Special Coun- 
sel, Salaries and Expenses’’, $19,000,000; ‘‘Pri- 
vacy and Civil Liberties Oversight Board’’, 
$1,000,000. 

SEC. 1513. Any expenses incurred by the 
Election Assistance Commission using 
amounts appropriated under the heading 
“Election Assistance Commission, Election 
Reform Programs” in the Transportation, 
Treasury, and Independent Agencies Appro- 
priations Act, 2004 (Public Law 108-199; 118 
Stat. 327) for any program or activity which 
the Commission is authorized to carry out 
under the Help America Vote Act of 2002 
shall be considered to have been incurred for 
the programs and activities described under 
such heading. 

SEC. 1514. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘The Judiciary, Courts of Ap- 
peals, District Courts, and Other Judicial 
Services, Salaries and Expenses” shall be 
$5,078,583,000: Provided, That notwithstanding 
section 302 of division C, Public Law 111-117, 
not to exceed $75,000,000 shall be available for 
transfer between accounts to maintain fiscal 
year 2010 operating levels. 

SEc. 1515. Section 203(c) of the Judicial Im- 
provements Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-650; 
28 U.S.C. 188 note), is amended— 

(1) in the third sentence (relating to the 
District of Kansas), by striking “19 years” 
and inserting ‘‘20 years”; and 

(2) in the seventh sentence (relating to the 
District of Hawaii), by striking ‘‘16 years” 
and inserting ‘‘17 years”. 

SEC. 1516. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this Act, except section 1106, the 
District of Columbia may expend local funds 
for programs and activities under the head- 
ing ‘District of Columbia Funds” for such 
programs and activities under title IV of S. 
3677 (111th Congress), as reported by the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, 
at the rate set forth under ‘“‘District of Co- 
lumbia Funds”? as included in the Fiscal 
Year 2011 Budget Request Act (D.C. Act 18- 
448), as modified as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

SEC. 1517. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission” shall be $286,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2012. 
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бЕС. 1518. The proviso under the heading 
“Commodity Futures Trading Commission” 
in Public Law 111-80 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated by this division. 

Sec. 1519. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
under the heading ‘‘Consumer Product Safe- 
ty Commission’’, $2,000,000 shall remain 
available until September 30, 2012, for the 
grant program under section 1405 of the Vir- 
ginia Graeme Baker Pool and Spa Safety Act 
(Public Law 110-140; 15 U.S.C. 8004) and for 
such program in title V of division C of Pub- 
lic Law 111-117, $2,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1520. (a) Section 1403(8) of the Virginia 
Graeme Baker Pool and Spa Safety Act (15 
U.S.C. 8002(8)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: “Бог purposes of eligi- 
bility for the grants authorized under sec- 
tion 1405, such term shall also include any 
political subdivision of a State.’’. 

(b) Section 1405(e) of the Virginia Graeme 
Baker Pool and Spa Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 
8004 (e)) is amended by striking ‘‘2010” and 
inserting ‘‘2011’’. 

Sec. 1521. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the Federal Communications Commission is 
authorized to assess and collect pursuant to 
section 9 of title I of the Communications 
Act of 1934 offsetting collections during fis- 
cal year 2011 of $350,634,000, and such 
amounts shall be available for obligation 
until expended, of which not less than 
$8,279,115 shall be for the salaries and ex- 
penses of the Office of Inspector General. 

SEC. 1522. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the limits set forth in section 702 of Public 
Law 111-117 shall not apply to any vehicle 
that is a commercial item and which oper- 
ates on emerging motor vehicle technology, 
including but not limited to electric, plug-in 
hybrid electric, and hydrogen fuel cell vehi- 
cles. 

Sec. 1523. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the aggregate amount of new obligational 
authority provided under the heading ‘‘Gen- 
eral Services Administration, Real Property 
Activities, Federal Buildings Fund, Limita- 
tions on Availability of Revenue” for Fed- 
eral buildings and courthouses and other 
purposes of the Fund shall be $8,200,161,000, of 
which $591,451,000 is provided for ‘‘Construc- 
tion and Acquisition” and $397,938,000 is pro- 
vided for ‘“‘Repairs and Alterations”: Pro- 
vided, That the Administrator of General 
Services is authorized to initiate design, 
construction, repair, alteration, leasing, and 
other projects through existing authorities 
of the Administrator: Provided further, That 
the General Services Administration shall 
submit a detailed plan, by project, regarding 
the use of funds to the Committees on Ap- 
propriations of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate within 30 days of enactment 
of this section and will provide notification 
to the Committees within 15 days prior to 
any changes regarding the use of these funds. 

SEC. 1524. The matter pertaining to the 
amount of $1,000,000 under the heading ‘‘Gen- 
eral Services Administration, Operating Ex- 
penses” in division С of Public Law 111-117 
(123 Stat. 3190) shall not apply to funds ap- 
propriated by this Act. 

Sec. 1525. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
of the National Archives and Records Admin- 
istration shall be as follows: ‘‘Operating Ex- 
penses”, $347,689,000; ‘‘Office of Inspector 
General’’, $4,250,000; ‘‘Electronic Records Ar- 
chives’’, $72,000,000, of which $52,500,000 shall 
remain available until September 30, 2013; 
“Repairs and Restoration’’, $11,848,000; and 


“National Historical Publications and 
Records Commission, Grants Program”, 
$9,000,000. 
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SEC. 1526. Public Law 109-115 is amended, 
under the heading ‘‘National Archives and 
Records Administration, Repairs and Res- 
toration’’, by striking ‘‘of which $1,500,000 is 
to construct a new regional archives and 
records facility in Anchorage, Alaska,’’. 

Src. 1527. Division H of Public Law 108-447 
is amended, under the heading ‘‘National Ar- 
chives and Records Administration, Repairs 
and Restoration’’, by striking ‘‘of which 
$3,000,000 is for site preparation and con- 
struction management to construct a new 
regional archives and records facility in An- 
chorage, Alaska, апа”. 

SEC. 1528. Of the unobligated balances of 
prior year appropriations available under the 
heading ‘‘Privacy and Civil Liberties Over- 
sight Board’’, $1,500,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1529. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
user fees for ‘‘Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission, Salaries and Expenses’’ shall be 
available for obligation in the amount of 
$1,300,000,000. 

SEC. 1530. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level provided under the heading ‘‘Small 
Business Administration, Surety Bond Guar- 
antees Revolving Fund” shall be $0; the level 
provided under the heading ‘Small Business 
Administration, Disaster Loans Program Ac- 
count” for the cost of guaranteed loans shall 
be $0; and the level provided under section 
523 shall be $0. 

SEC. 1531. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘United States Postal Service, 
Payment to the Postal Service Fund” shall 
be $29,000,000; and, notwithstanding section 
1109, an additional $74,905,000 shall be avail- 
able for obligation on October 1, 2011. 

SEC. 1532. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Independent Agencies, United 
States Tax Court, Salaries and Expenses’’ 
shall be $52,093,000, of which $2,852,000 shall 
be for security improvements. 

SEC. 1533. Section 617 of Public Law 111-117 
is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2009” 
and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2010”. 

SEC. 1534. Section 710 of Public Law 111-117 
is amended by striking in (c), (d), and (e) 
“September 30, 2009” and inserting ‘‘Sep- 
tember 30, 2010”. 

SEC. 1535. Section 805(b) of Public Law 111- 
117 is amended by striking ‘‘November 1, 
2010” and inserting ‘‘November 1, 2011”. 

Src. 1536. Of the unobligated balances 
available under the heading ‘‘General Serv- 
ices Administration, Federal Buildings 
Fund’’, $25,000,000 are rescinded and shall be 
returned to the General Fund of the Treas- 
ury. 

TITLE VI—HOMELAND SECURITY 

SEC. 1601. Within 30 days after the date of 
enactment of this division, the Department 
of Homeland Security shall submit to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives an expendi- 
ture plan for fiscal year 2011 that displays 
the level of funding by program, project, and 
activity consistent with the table of detailed 
funding recommendations contained at the 
end of the joint explanatory statement ac- 
companying the Department of Homeland 
Security Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public 
Law 111-83). 

SEc. 1602. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Office of the Secretary and Executive 
Management” shall be $144,818,000. 

SEc. 1603. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Office of the Under Secretary for 
Management” shall be $239,933,000. 

SEC. 1604. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Office of the Federal Coordinator for 
Gulf Coast Rebuilding” shall be $0. 
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SEC. 1605. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 
Salaries and Expenses” shall be $8,208,477,000: 
Provided, That for fiscal year 2011, the Border 
Patrol shall achieve an active duty presence 
of not less than 21,370 agents protecting the 
border of the United States by September 30, 
2011. 

SEC. 1606. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 
Automation Modernization” shall be 
$341,575,000, of which $153,090,000 shall be for 
the Automated Commercial Environment. 

SEC. 1607. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 
Border Security Fencing, Infrastructure, and 
Technology” shall be $574,173,000. 

(b) Paragraph (11) of the first proviso and 
the third and fourth provisos under the head- 
ing ‘‘Border Security Fencing, Infrastruc- 
ture, and Technology” of Public Law 111-83 
shall not apply to funds appropriated by this 
division. 

SEc. 1608. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 
Air and Marine Interdiction, Operations, 
Maintenance, and Procurement’’ shall be 
$508,751,000. 

SEc. 1609. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 
Construction and Facilities Management’’ 
shall be $279,740,000. 

SEC. 1610. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, U.S. Immigration and Customs En- 
forcement, Salaries and Expenses” shall be 
$5,437,643,000: Provided, That U.S. Immigra- 
tion and Customs Enforcement shall main- 
tain a level of not fewer than 33,400 detention 
beds throughout fiscal year 2011. 

SEC. 1611. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, U.S. Immigration and Customs En- 
forcement, Automation Modernization”’ 
shall be $75,000,000. 

SEc. 1612. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, U.S. Immigration and Customs En- 
forcement, Construction” shall be $0. 

SEC. 1613. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Transportation Security Administra- 
tion, Aviation Security” shall be 
$5,251,046,000: Provided, That the amounts in- 
cluded under such heading in Public Law 111- 
83 shall be applied to funds appropriated by 
this division as follows: by substituting 
‘*$5,251,046,000’? for ‘*$5,214,040,000’’; by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$4,339,293,000’’ for ‘‘$4,358,076,000”’; 
by substituting “*$629,297,000°’ for 
‘*$1,116,406,000’’; by substituting ‘‘$911,753,000”’ 
for “*$855,964,000"’; by substituting 
‘*$291,191,000"’ for ‘‘$778,300,000’; by sub- 
stituting “9 percent” for ‘‘28 percent”; and 
by substituting “*$3,151,046,000’’ for 
‘*$3,114,040,000"’. 

SEC. 1614. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Transportation Security Administra- 
tion, Surface Transportation Security” shall 
be $105,961,000. 

SEC. 1615. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Transportation Security Administra- 
tion, Transportation Threat Assessment and 
Credentialing” shall be $162,999,000. 

SEC. 1616. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Transportation Security Administra- 
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tion, Transportation Security Support” shall 
be $1,015,638,000. 

SEC. 1617. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Transportation Security Administra- 


tion, Federal Air Marshals’? shall be 
$934,802,000. 
SEC. 1618. Notwithstanding section 1101, 


the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Coast Guard, Operating Expenses” 
shall be $6,928,388,000 of which $254,000,000 is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010: 
Provided, That the Coast Guard may decom- 
mission one Medium Endurance Cutter, two 
High Endurance Cutters, four HU-25 aircraft, 
and one Maritime Safety and Security Team, 
and may make necessary staffing adjust- 
ments at the Coast Guard Investigative 
Service and other support units, as specified 
in the budget justification materials for fis- 
cal year 2011 as submitted to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the Senate and House 
of Representatives. 

SEC. 1619. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Coast Guard, Acquisition, Construc- 
tion, and Improvements” shall be 
$1,533,783,000, of which $2,000,000 shall be de- 
rived from the Coast Guard Housing Fund, 
established pursuant to 14 U.S.C. 687, and 
shall remain available until expended for 
military family housing; of which $54,000,000 
shall be for vessels, small boats, critical in- 
frastructure, and related equipment; of 
which $36,000,000 shall be for other equip- 
ment; of which $69,200,000 shall be for shore 
and aids to navigation facilities, including 
waterfront facilities at Navy installations 
used by the Coast Guard; of which $106,083,000 
shall be available for personnel compensa- 
tion and benefits and related costs; and of 
which $1,266,500,000 shall be for the Inte- 
grated Deepwater Systems program: Pro- 
vided, That of the funds made available for 
the Integrated Deepwater Systems program, 
$101,000,000 is for aircraft and $1,010,000,000 is 
for surface ships. 

SEC. 1620. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Coast Guard, Alteration of Bridges” 
shall be $0. 

SEC. 1621. Notwithstanding section 1001, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Coast Guard, Research, Development, 
Test, and Evaluation” shall be $28,745,000. 

SEC. 1622. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, United States Secret Service, Sala- 
ries and Expenses” shall be $1,526,361,000. 

SEC. 1623. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, National Protection and Programs 
Directorate, Infrastructure Protection and 
Information Security” shall be $874,923,000. 

Sec. 1624. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
under the heading ‘‘Department of Homeland 
Security, Federal Protective Service’’, the 
revenues and collections of security fees 
credited to this account shall be available 
until expended for necessary expenses re- 
lated to the protection of federally-owned 
and leased buildings and for the operations 
of the Federal Protective Service: Provided, 
That, no later than September 30, 2011, the 
Federal Protective Service shall maintain 
not fewer than 1,250 full-time staff and 935 
full-time Police Officers, Inspectors, Area 
Commanders, and Special Agents who, while 
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working, are directly engaged on a daily 
basis protecting and enforcing laws at Fed- 
eral buildings (referred to as ‘‘in-service field 
staff”). 

SEC. 1625. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, National Protection and Programs 
Directorate, United States Visitor and Immi- 
grant Status Indicator Technology” shall be 
$334,613,000. 

SEC. 1626. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Office of Health Affairs’? shall be 
$139,734,000. 

SEC. 1627. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Management and Administration” 
shall be $803,150,000, of which $12,000,000 shall 
be for capital improvements at the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency Mount 
Weather Emergency Operations Center, and 
of which $88,000,000 shall be for the Urban 
Search and Rescue Response System. 

SEC. 1628. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘“‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, State and Local Programs” shall be 
$2,826,500,000: Provided, That of the amount 
provided by this division for the State Home- 
land Security Grant Program under such 
heading, $60,000,000 shall be for Operation 
Stonegarden and $10,000,000 shall be for the 
Citizen Corps Program: Provided further, 
That the amounts provided by this division 
for the Citizen Corps Program under such 
heading shall not be subject to the require- 
ments of subtitle A of title XX of the Home- 
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 603 et 
seq.): Provided further, That of the amount 
provided by this division for Public Trans- 
portation Security Assistance and Railroad 
Security Assistance under such heading, no 
less than $20,000,000 shall be for Amtrak se- 
curity: Provided further, That the amounts 
included under such heading in Public Law 
111-83 shall be applied to funds appropriated 
by this division as follows: in paragraph (1), 
by substituting “*$900,000,000’’ for 
‘*$950,000,000"’; in paragraph (3), by sub- 
stituting ‘$30,000,000’? for ‘‘$35,000,000’’; in 
paragraph (5), by substituting ‘‘$0’’ for 
‘*$13,000,000"; in paragraph (8), by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$12,000,000’’; in paragraph 
(9), by substituting **$35,000,000’’ for 
‘*$50,000,000"’; in paragraph (10), by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$50,000,000’’; in paragraph 
(12), by substituting ‘$30,000,000’ for 
‘*$60,000,000’’ and ‘‘$0’’ for each following 
amount in such paragraph; in paragraph (13), 
by substituting **$253,500,000’’ for 
‘*$267,200,000’’; in paragraph (13)(А), by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$159,500,000’’ for ‘‘$164,500,000’’; in 
paragraph (13)(B), by substituting ‘‘$0’’ for 
‘*$1,700,000’’; and in paragraph (13)(C), by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$3,000,000’’: Provided fur- 
ther, That 5 percent of the amount provided 
for ‘‘Department of Homeland Security, Fed- 
eral Emergency Management Agency, State 
and Local Programs” by this division shall 
be transferred to ‘‘Department of Homeland 
Security, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Management and Administration’’ 
for program administration. 

SEC. 1629. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Firefighter Assistance Grants” for 
programs authorized by the Federal Fire 
Prevention and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 
2201 et seq.), shall be $810,000,000, of which 
$405,000,000 shall be available to carry out 
section 33 of that Act (15 U.S.C. 2229) and 
$405,000,000 shall be available to carry out 
section 34 of that Act (15 U.S.C. 2229a). 
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SEC. 1630. Notwithstanding the require- 
ment under section 34(a)(1)(A) of the Federal 
Fire Prevention and Control Act of 1974 (15 
U.S.C. 2229а(а)(1)(А)) that grants must be 
used to increase the number of firefighters in 
fire departments, the Secretary of Homeland 
Security, in making grants under section 34 
of such Act using the funds appropriated for 
fiscal year 2011, shall grant waivers from the 
requirements of subsections (a)(1)(B), (c)(1), 
(c)(2), and (c)(4)(A) of such section: Provided, 
That section 34(a)(1)(E) of such Act shall not 
apply with respect to funds appropriated for 
fiscal year 2011 for grants under section 34 of 
such Act: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary of Homeland Security, in making 
grants under section 34 of such Act, shall en- 
sure that funds appropriated for fiscal year 
2011 are made available for the retention of 
firefighters. 

SEC. 1631. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Disaster Relief” shall be 
$1,950,000,000: Provided, That the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency shall submit quarterly reports 
to the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives 
providing estimates of funding requirements 
for “Disaster Relief”? for the current fiscal 
year and the succeeding three fiscal years. 
The report shall provide (a) an estimate, by 
quarter, for the costs of all previously des- 
ignated disasters; (b) an estimate, by quar- 
ter, for the cost of future disasters based on 
a five year average, excluding catastrophic 
disasters; and (c) an estimate of the date on 
which the “Disaster Relief’? balance will 
reach $500,000,000: Provided further, That the 
President shall submit an emergency supple- 
mental budget request no later than three 
months prior to the date that the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency estimates that the total 
amount remaining unallocated in ‘‘Disaster 
Relief”? will reach $500,000,000, and that the 
request shall account for all estimated fund- 
ing requirements for that fiscal year. 

SEC. 1632. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Flood Map Modernization Fund” 
shall be $194,000,000. 

SEC. 1633. Notwithstanding section 1101, in 
fiscal year 2011, funds shall not be available 
from the National Flood Insurance Fund 
under section 1310 of the National Flood In- 
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4017) for oper- 
ating expenses in excess of $110,000,000, and 
for agents’ commissions and taxes in excess 
of 8963,339,000: Provided, That notwith- 
standing section 1101, for activities under the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4001 et seq.) and the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), 
the level shall be $169,000,000, which shall be 
derived from offsetting collections assessed 
and collected under 1808(d) of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4015(d)), of which not to exceed $22,145,000 
shall be available for salaries and expenses 
associated with flood mitigation and flood 
insurance operations; and not less than 
$146,855,000 shall be available for floodplain 
management and flood mapping, which shall 
remain available until September 30, 2012. 

SEc. 1634. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, National Predisaster Mitigation 
Fund” shall be $85,000,000. 

SEC. 1635. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
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curity, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Emergency Food and Shelter” shall 
be $150,000,000. 

Sec. 1636. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, United States Citizenship and Immi- 
gration Services”? shall be $146,593,000, of 
which $25,000,000 is for processing applica- 
tions for asylum and refugee status, and of 
which $103,400,000 shall be for the E-Verify 
Program. 

SEC. 1637. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Federal Law Enforcement Training 


Center, Salaries and Expenses” shall be 
$235,919,000. 
б ЕС. 1638. Notwithstanding section 1101, 


the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center, Acquisitions, Construction, Improve- 


ments, and Related Expenses’’ shall be 
$38,456,000. 
бес. 1639. Notwithstanding section 1101, 


the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Science and Technology, Manage- 
ment and Administration” shall be 
$141,200,000. 

Sec. 1640. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Science and Technology, Research, 
Development, Acquisition, and Operations” 
shall be $698,036,000: Provided, That the final 
proviso included under the heading ‘‘Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security, Science and 
Technology, Research, Development, Acqui- 
sition, and Operations” in the Department of 
Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 2010 
(Public Law 111-88) shall have no force or ef- 
fect. 

Sec. 1641. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Domestic Nuclear Detection Office, 
Management and Administration” shall be 
$36,992,000. 

SEC. 1642. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Domestic Nuclear Detection Office, 
Research, Development, and Operations” 
shall be $300,242,000. 

Sec. 1648. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Domestic Nuclear Detection Office, 
Systems Acquisition” shall be $40,000,000. 

SEC. 1644. For an additional amount to 
plan, acquire, construct, renovate, reme- 
diate, equip, furnish, and occupy buildings 
and facilities for the consolidation of the De- 
partment of Homeland Security head- 
quarters, $91,400,000. 

SEC. 1645. For an additional amount for 
necessary expenses for reimbursement of the 
actual costs to State and local governments 
for providing emergency management, public 
safety, and security at events, as determined 
by the Administrator of the Federal Emer- 
gency Management Agency, related to the 
presence of a National Special Security 
Event, $15,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2012. 

SEC. 1646. (a) Section 560 of Public Law 111- 
83 shall not apply to funds appropriated by 
this division. 

(b) For an additional amount for Science 
and Technology, ‘‘Research, Development, 
Acquisition, and Operations’’, $40,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2012, for 
construction of the Central Utility Plant at 
the National Bio-and Agro-Defense Facility. 

(c) No funding provided in this or previous 
appropriations Acts shall be used for con- 
struction of the National Bio- and Agro-De- 
fense Facility until— 

(1) the Department of Homeland Security 
has completed 50 percent of National Bio- 
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and Agro-Defense Facility design planning 
and submitted a revised site-specific bio- 
safety and biosecurity mitigation risk as- 
sessment that describes how to significantly 
reduce risks of conducting essential research 
and diagnostic testing at the National Bio- 
and Agro-Defense Facility and addresses 
shortcomings identified in the National 
Academy of Sciences’ evaluation of the ini- 
tial site-specific biosafety and biosecurity 
mitigation risk assessment, and 

(2) the National Academy of Sciences sub- 
mits an evaluation of the revised site-spe- 
cific biosafety and biosecurity mitigation 
risk assessment. 

(d) The revised site-specific biosafety and 
biosecurity mitigation risk assessment re- 
quired by subsection (c) shall— 

(1) include a quantitative risk assessment 
for foot-and-mouth disease virus, in par- 
ticular epidemiological and economic impact 
modeling to determine the overall risk of op- 
erating the facility for its expected 50-year 
life span, taking into account strategies to 
mitigate risk of foot-and-mouth disease 
virus release from the laboratory and ensure 
safe operations at the approved National 
Bio- and Agro-Defense Facility site; 

(2) address the impact of surveillance, re- 
sponse, and mitigation plans (developed in 
consultation with local, State, and Federal 
authorities and appropriate stakeholders) if 
a release occurs, to detect and control the 
spread of disease; and 

(3) include overall risks of the most dan- 
gerous pathogens the Department of Home- 
land Security expects to hold in the National 
Bio- and Agro-Defense Facility’s biosafety 
level 4 facility, and effectiveness of mitiga- 
tion strategies to reduce those risks. 

(e) The Department of Homeland Security 
shall enter into a contract with the National 
Academy of Sciences to evaluate the ade- 
quacy and validity of the risk assessment re- 
quired by subsection (c). The National Acad- 
emy of Sciences shall submit a report on 
such evaluation within four months after the 
date the Department of Homeland Security 
concludes its risk assessment. 

SEC. 1647. Section 503 of the Department of 
Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 2010 
(Public Law 111-83) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

(е) The notification thresholds and proce- 
dures set forth in this section shall apply to 
any use of deobligated balances of funds pro- 
vided in previous Department of Homeland 
Security Appropriations Acts.’’. 

SEC. 1648. For fiscal year 2011, sections 529, 
541, and 545 of the Department of Homeland 
Security Appropriations Act, 2010 (Public 
Law 111-88; 123 Stat. 2174, 2176) shall have no 
force or effect. 

SEc. 1649. Section 550(b) of the Department 
of Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 
2007 (Public Law 109-295; 6 U.S.C. 121 note) is 
amended by striking ‘‘on October 4, 2010” and 
inserting ‘‘on October 4, 2011”. 

SEC. 1650. Section 831 of the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 391) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘Until 
September 30, 2010,” and inserting ‘‘Until 
September 30, 2011,’’; and 

(2) in subsection (d)(1), by striking ‘‘Sep- 
tember 30, 2010,” and inserting ‘‘September 
30, 2011,”’. 

SEC. 1651. Section 532(а) of Public Law 109- 
295 (120 Stat. 1384) is amended by striking 
“2010” and inserting ‘‘2011’’. 

SEC. 1652. Of the funds transferred to the 
Department of Homeland Security when it 
was created in 2003, the following funds are 
hereby rescinded from the following ac- 
counts and programs in the specified 
amounts: 
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(1) “Operations”, $1,692,000. 

(2) “Violent Crime Reduction Program”, 
$4,871,492. 

(3) “U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 
Salaries and Expenses’’, $17,949,950. 

(4) “Office for Domestic Preparedness”, 
$10,568,964. 

SEC. 1653. The following unobligated bal- 
ances made available to the Department of 
Homeland Security pursuant to section 505 
of Department of Homeland Security Appro- 
priations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-83; 123 
Stat. 2174) are rescinded: $886,665 from ‘‘Of- 
fice of the Secretary and Executive Manage- 
ment’’; $604,342 from ‘‘Office of the Under 
Secretary for Management”’; $24,379 from the 
“Office of the Chief Financial Officer”; 
$29,741 from ‘‘Office of the Chief Information 
Officer”; $218,173 from ‘‘Analysis and Oper- 
ations”; $76,498 from ‘‘Office of the Federal 
Coordinator for Gulf Coast Rebuilding”; 
$197,272 from ‘‘Office of Inspector General’’; 
$11,373,129 from ‘0.5. Customs and Border 
Protection, Salaries and Expenses”; 
$3,443,644 from “U.S. Immigration and Cus- 
toms Enforcement, Salaries and Expenses”; 
$2,555,962 from ‘‘Transportation Security Ad- 
ministration, Federal Air Marshals”; 
$8,617,331 from ‘‘Coast Guard, Operating Ex- 
penses”; $2,965,312 from ‘‘Coast Guard, Re- 
serve Training’; $83,784 from “National Pro- 
tection and Programs Directorate, Manage- 
ment and Administration”; $551,737 from 
“National Protection and Programs Direc- 
torate, Infrastructure Protection and Infor- 
mation Security”; $704,700 from ‘‘United 
States Secret Service, Salaries and Ex- 
penses”; $863,628 from ‘‘Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, Management and Ad- 
ministration’; $864,660 from “О ісе of 
Health Affairs’’; $7,945,988 from “United 
States Citizenship and Immigration Serv- 
ices”; $960,828 from ‘‘Federal Law Enforce- 
ment Training Center, Salaries and Ex- 
penses”; $353,524 from ‘‘Science and Tech- 
nology, Management and Administration’’; 
and $45,468 from ‘‘Domestic Nuclear Detec- 
tion Office, Management and Administra- 
tion”. 

SEC. 1654. Of the funds appropriated to the 
Department of Homeland Security, the fol- 
lowing unobligated balances are hereby re- 
scinded from the following accounts and pro- 
grams in the specified amounts: 

(1) “Department of Homeland Security, 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Auto- 
mation Modernization’’, $10,000,000. 

(2) “Department of Homeland Security, 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Border 
Security Fencing, Infrastructure, and Tech- 
nology”, $93,000,000. 

(3) “Department о 
Federal Emergency 
National Predisaster 
$19,603,000. 

(4) “Department of Homeland Security, 
Science and Technology, Research, Develop- 
ment, Acquisition, and Operations”, 
$62,000,000. 

(5) “Department of Homeland Security, 
Domestic Nuclear Detection Office, Re- 
search, Development, and Operations”, 
$15,700,000. 

(6) “Department of Homeland Security, 
Coast Guard, Acquisition, Construction, and 
Improvements”, $10,122,000. 

бЕС. 1655. Of the unobligated balances 
available for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, 
Construction”? for construction projects, 
$106,556,000 is rescinded: Provided, That the 
amounts rescinded under this section shall 
be limited to amounts available for Border 
Patrol projects and facilities: Provided fur- 


Homeland Security, 
Management Agency, 
Mitigation Fund’’, 
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ther, That no amounts may be rescinded 
from amounts that were designated by Con- 
gress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to a concurrent resolution on the budget or 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

SEc. 1656. Of the unobligated balances 
available for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, Transportation Security Administra- 
tion’’, $15,000,000 is rescinded: Provided, That 
the Transportation Security Administration 
shall not rescind any unobligated balances 
from the following programs: explosives de- 
tection systems; checkpoint support; avia- 
tion regulation and other enforcement; and 
air cargo. 

SEC. 1657. Of the unobligated balances 
available for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, National Protection and Programs 
Directorate, Infrastructure Protection and 
Information Security”, the following 
amounts are rescinded: 

(1) $6,000,000 from Next Generation Net- 
works. 

(2) $9,600,000 to be specified in a report sub- 
mitted by the Secretary of Homeland Secu- 
rity to the Committees on Appropriations of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
no later than 15 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this division, that describes the 
amounts rescinded and the original purpose 
of such funds. 

SEc. 1658. From the unobligated balances 
of funds made available in the Department of 
the Treasury Forfeiture Fund established by 
section 9703 of title 31, United States Code, 
that was added to such title by section 638 of 
Public Law 102-393, $22,600,000 are rescinded. 

SEc. 1659. From the unobligated balances 
made available for Coast Guard ‘‘Operating 
Expenses” in chapter 6 of title I of Public 
Law 111-212, $5,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1660. From the unobligated balances 
made available for Coast Guard ‘‘Acquisi- 
tion, Construction, and Improvements’’ in 
chapter 5 of title I of division B of Public 
Law 110-829, $26,500,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1661. From the unobligated balances 
made available for Transportation Security 
Administration ‘‘Aviation Security” in chap- 
ter 5 of title Ш of Public Law 110-28, 
$18,345,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1662. From the unobligated balances 
of prior year appropriations made available 
for United States Visitor and Immigrant In- 
dicator Technology, $55,295,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1663. From the unobligated balances 
of prior year appropriations made available 
for United States Citizenship and Immigra- 
tion Services for the program commonly 
known as the “REAL ID hub”, $18,500,000 are 
rescinded. 

SEC. 1664. From the unobligated balances 
of prior year appropriations made available 
for ‘‘United States Citizenship and Immigra- 
tion Services” in chapter 6 of title I of Pub- 
lic Law 111-212, $6,500,000 are rescinded. 

SEc. 1665. Of the unobligated balances 
available for ‘‘Department of Homeland Se- 
curity, U.S. Immigration and Customs En- 
forcement, Construction’’, $10,000,000 are re- 
scinded. 

TITLE VII—INTERIOR, ENVIRONMENT, 

AND RELATED AGENCIES 

Sec. 1701. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management, Management 
of Lands and Resources” shall be $970,706,000: 
Provided, That the amounts included under 
such heading in division A of Public Law 111- 
88 shall be applied to funds appropriated by 
this division by substituting ‘‘$970,706,000” 
for ‘‘$959,571,000’’ the second place it appears. 

Sec. 1702. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
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Bureau of Land Management, Construction” 
shall be $6,626,000. 

SEC. 1703. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management, Land Acquisi- 
tion” shall be $26,650,000: Provided, That the 
proviso under such heading in division A of 
Public Law 111-88 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated by this division. 

SEC. 1704. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Re- 
source Management” shall be $1,257,356,000. 
SEC. 1705. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Construction”’ shall be $27,139,000. 

SEC. 1706. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Land Acquisition” shall be $63,890,000. 

SEc. 1707. Of the unobligated amounts 
under the heading ‘‘Department of the Inte- 
rior, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Landowner Incentive Program’’ from prior 
year appropriations, all remaining amounts 
are rescinded. 

SEC. 1708. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Co- 
operative Endangered Species Conservation 
Fund” shall be $84,841,000: Provided, That the 
amounts included under such heading in di- 
vision A of Public Law 111-88 shall be applied 
to funds appropriated by this division by 
substituting ‘‘$4,987,297 for ‘‘$5,145,706’’. 

SEC. 1709. Before the end of the 60-day pe- 
riod beginning on the date of enactment of 
this division, the Secretary of the Interior 
shall reissue the final rule published on April 
2, 2009 (74 Fed. Reg. 15123 et seq.) without re- 
gard to any other provision of statute or reg- 
ulation that applies to issuance of such rule. 
Such reissuance (including this section) 
shall not be subject to judicial review. 

SEC. 1710. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service, Park Partnership 
Project Grants” shall be $0 and the matters 
pertaining to such account in division A of 
Public Law 111-88 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated by this division. 

SEC. 1711. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service, National Recreation 
and Preservation” shall be $57,986,000, of 
which $0 shall be for projects authorized by 
section 7302 of Public Law 111-11. 

SEC. 1712. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service, Historic Preservation 
Fund” shall be $69,300,000: Provided, That the 
amounts included under such heading in di- 
vision A of Public Law 111-88 shall be applied 
to funds appropriated by this division by 
substituting ‘‘$14,800,000’’ for ‘‘$25,000,000’’: 
Provided further, That the proviso under such 
heading in division A of Public Law 111-88 
shall not apply to funds appropriated by this 
division. 

SEC. 1713. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service, Construction” shall 
be $210,066,000: Provided, That the last proviso 
under such heading in division A of Public 
Law 111-88 shall not apply to funds appro- 
priated by this division. 

SEC. 1714. The contract authority provided 
for fiscal year 2011 by 16 U.S.C. 4601-10a is re- 
scinded. 

SEC. 1715. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service, Land Acquisition and 
State Assistance” shall be $108,846,000: Pro- 
vided, That section 113 of division A of Public 
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Law 111-88 shall not apply to funds appro- 
priated by this division. 

SEC. 1716. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
United States Geological Survey, Surveys, 
Investigations, and Research”? shall be 
$1,104,844,000. 

SEC. 1717. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Minerals Management Service, Royalty and 
Offshore Minerals Management” shall be 
$253,613,000: Provided, That the amounts in- 
cluded under such heading in division A of 
Public Law 111-88 shall be applied to funds 
appropriated by this division by substituting 
“*$104,674,000’’ for ‘*$89,374,000’’; and by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$154,890,000’’ for ‘‘$156,730,000’’ each 
place it appears. 

SEC. 1718. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Minerals Management Service, Oil Spill Re- 
search” shall be $11,768,000. 

SEC. 1719. During fiscal year 2011, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, in order to implement 
a reorganization of the Bureau of Ocean En- 
ergy Management, Regulation, and Enforce- 
ment, may establish accounts, transfer funds 
among and between the offices and bureaus 
affected by the reorganization, and take 
other administrative actions necessary in 
conformance with the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations reprogram- 
ming guidelines described in the joint ex- 
planatory statement of managers accom- 
panying Public Law 111-88. 

SEc. 1720. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Operation of Indian 
Programs” shall be $2,334,515,000: Provided, 
That the amounts included under such head- 
ing in division A of Public Law 111-88 shall 
be applied to funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion as follows: by substituting ‘‘$220,000,000’’ 
for ‘*$166,000,000’’; by substituting 
“*$585,411,000’’ for ‘‘$568,702,000’’; and by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$46,373,000’’ for ‘‘$43,373,000’’. 

SEc. 1721. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Construction”’ shall 
be $165,000,000. 

SEc. 1722. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Indian Land and 
Water Claim Settlements and Miscellaneous 
Payments to Indians” shall be $46,480,000, of 
which $0 shall be for the matter pertaining 
to Public Law 109-379. 

SEc. 1723. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Indian Land Con- 
solidation”’ shall be $0. 

SEC. 1724. Section 108 of the Department of 
the Interior, Environment, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2006 (Public 
Law 109-54) is amended by striking ‘‘for fis- 
cal years 2006 through 2010, for the purpose of 
reducing the backlog of’’ and inserting ‘‘for 
fiscal year 2006 and each fiscal year there- 
after, for the purpose of adjudicating”. 

SEc. 1725. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Departmental Offices, Insular Affairs, Assist- 
ance to Territories” shall be $84,295,000: Pro- 
vided, That the amounts included under such 
heading in division A of Public Law 111-88 
shall be applied to funds appropriated by this 
division by substituting ‘‘$75,015,000’’ for 
“$75,915,000”. 

SEC. 1726. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Departmental Offices, Office of the Special 
Trustee for American Indians, Federal Trust 
Programs” shall be $176,984,000, as provided 
for in section 3004(a) of Public Law 111-212 
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(124 Stat. 2339): Provided, That the amount 
included under such heading in division A of 
Public Law 111-88 shall be $47,536,000, as pro- 
vided for in section 3004(a) of Public Law 111- 
212 (124 Stat. 2339). 

SEC. 1727. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of the Interior, 
Department-wide Programs, Wildland Fire 
Management” shall be $919,897,000: Provided, 
That the amounts included under such head- 
ing in division A of Public Law 111-88 shall 
be applied to funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion by substituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$125,000,000’’: 
Provided further, That $200,000,000 in unobli- 
gated fire suppression balances under this 
heading from Public Law 111-8 and Public 
Law 111-88 are hereby permanently re- 
scinded. 

SEC. 1728. Notwithstanding section 1104, 
section 121 of division A of Public Law 111-88 
(123 Stat. 2930), concerning joint ticketing at 
the Pearl Harbor Naval Complex, is amended 
in subsection (b)(1) by striking ‘‘may enter” 
and inserting ‘‘may, for this fiscal year and 
each fiscal year thereafter, enter’’. 

Sec. 1729. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Environmental Protection 
Agency, Science and Technology” shall be 
$826,370,000. 

SEC. 1730. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Environmental Protection 
Agency, Environmental Programs and Man- 
agement” shall be $2,789,417,000: Provided, 
That of the funds included under this head- 
ing $429,441,000 shall be for the Geographic 
Programs specified in the explanatory state- 
ment accompanying Public Law 111-88: Pro- 
vided further, That of such amount for Geo- 
graphic Programs, $300,000,000 shall be for 
the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative; and 
$46,000,000 shall be for Puget Sound. 

SEC. 1731. The matter pertaining to plan- 
ning and design of a high-performance green 
building to consolidate the multiple offices 
and research facilities of the Environmental 
Protection Agency in Las Vegas, Nevada 
under the heading ‘‘Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency, Buildings and Facilities” in di- 
vision A of Public Law 111-88 shall not apply 
to funds appropriated by this division. 

SEC. 1732. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Environmental Protection 
Agency, Hazardous Substance Superfund” 
shall be $1,293,475,000: Provided, That the 
matter under such heading in division A of 
Public Law 111-88 shall be applied to funds 
appropriated in this division as follows: by 
substituting ‘‘$1,293,475,000’’ the second place 
it appears; and by substituting ‘‘September 
30, 2010” for ‘‘September 30, 2009”. 

бЕС. 1733. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Environmental Protection 
Agency, State and Tribal Assistance Grants” 
shall be $4,780,946,000: Provided, That the 
amounts included under such heading in di- 
vision A of Public Law 111-88 shall be applied 
to funds appropriated by this division by 
substituting ‘‘$14,500,000’’ for ‘‘$17,000,000”’; by 
substituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$156,777,000’’; by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$20,000,000; by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$1,106,446,000’’ for ‘‘$1,116,446,000”’; 
and by substituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$10,000,000”’ the 
second place it appears (pertaining to com- 
petitive grants to communities)”. 

SEC. 1734. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the amounts authorized to transfer under 
the heading ‘‘Environmental Protection 
Agency, Administrative Provisions, Environ- 
mental Protection Agency” in division A of 
Public Law 111-88 shall be applied to funds 
appropriated by this division by substituting 
‘*$300,000,000’’ for ‘‘$475,000,000’’. 

Sec. 1735. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Agriculture, 
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Forest Service, State and Private Forestry” 
shall be $301,611,000. 

SEC. 1736. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Agriculture, 
Forest Service, National Forest System” 
shall be $1,566,339,000, of which $15,000,000 
shall be deposited in the Collaborative For- 
est Landscape Restoration Fund for ecologi- 
cal treatments as authorized by 16 U.S.C. 
7303(f). 

SEC. 1737. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Agriculture, 
Forest Service, Capital Improvement and 
Maintenance” shall be $509,762,000: Provided, 
That amounts included under such heading 
in division A of Public Law 111-88 shall be 
applied to funds appropriated in this division 
by substituting ‘‘$50,000,000’’ for ‘‘90,000,000”’. 

SEC. 1738. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Agriculture, 
Forest Service, Land Acquisition” shall be 
$33,184,000. 

SEC. 1739. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Agriculture, 
Forest Service, Wildland Fire Management’’ 
shall be $2,178,387,000: Provided, That the 
amounts included under such heading in di- 
vision A of Public Law 111-88 shall be applied 
to funds appropriated by this division by 
substituting *$0°° for ‘‘$75,000,000’’: Provided 
further, That $200,000,000 in unobligated fire 
suppression balances under this heading 
from Public Law 111-88 are hereby perma- 
nently rescinded. 

SEC. 1740. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Agriculture, 
Forest Service, FLAME Wildfire Suppression 
Reserve Fund” shall be $291,000,000: Provided, 
That $200,000,000 in unobligated balances 
under this heading from Public Law 111-88 
are hereby rescinded. 

SEC. 1741. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Chemical Safety and Hazard 
Investigation Board, Salaries and Expenses” 
shall be $10,547,000: Provided, That the matter 
pertaining to methyl isocyanate in the last 
proviso under such heading in division A of 
Public Law 111-88 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated by this division. 

SEC. 1742. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Smithsonian Institution, Leg- 
acy Fund” shall be $0. 

SEC. 1743. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘National Gallery of Art, Re- 
pair, Restoration and Renovation of Build- 
ings” shall be $48,221,000: Provided, That the 
amounts included under such heading in di- 
vision A of Public Law 111-88 shall be applied 
to funds appropriated by this division by 
substituting ‘‘$42,250,000’’ for ‘‘$40,000,000’’. 

SEC. 1744. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the proviso under the heading ‘“‘John F. Ken- 
nedy Center for the Performing Arts, Oper- 
ations and Maintenance” in division A of 
Public Law 111-88 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated by this division. 

SEC. 1745. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts, Capital Repair and Res- 
toration”’ shall be $13,920,000. 

SEC. 1746. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘National Capital Arts and Cul- 
tural Affairs” shall be $4,500,000. 

SEC. 1747. Notwithstanding section 1101, 


the level for ‘‘Dwight D. Eisenhower Memo- 
rial Commission, Salaries and Expenses” 
shall be $0. 


SEc. 1748. Notwithstanding section 1101, 


the level for ‘‘Dwight D. Eisenhower Memo- 
rial Commission, Capital Construction” 
shall be $0. 


SEC. 1749. Section 409 of division A of Pub- 
lic Law 111-88 (123 Stat. 2957) is amended by 
striking “апа 111-8” and inserting ‘111-8, 
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and 111-88’’, and by striking “2009” and in- 

serting ‘‘2010’’. 

SEC. 1750. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for section 415 of division A of Pub- 
lic Law 111-88 shall be $0. 

SEC. 1751. Notwithstanding section 1104, 
section 423 of division A of Public Law 111-88 
(128 Stat. 2961), concerning the distribution 
of geothermal energy receipts, shall have no 
force or effect and the distribution formula 
contained in section 3003(a) of Public Law 
111-212 (124 Stat. 2338) shall apply for fiscal 
year 2011. 

SEC. 1752. Section 433 of division A of Pub- 
lic Law 111-88 (123 Stat. 2965) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2010’ and “2009” and inserting 
“2011” and ‘‘2010’’, respectively. 

SEC. 1753. The Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, Fish and Wildlife Service, National 
Park Service, and Forest Service may allo- 
cate either greater or lesser amounts than 
those otherwise specified in the project ta- 
bles accompanying Public Laws 111-8 and 
111-88 within the construction, land acquisi- 
tion, or capital improvement and mainte- 
nance accounts when necessary to complete 
projects based on the original project scope 
or to utilize excess funds available after 
completion of a project on other projects 
within the same account, and in compliance 
with the reprogramming guidelines con- 
tained in the joint explanatory statement 
accompanying Public Law 111-88. 

SEC. 1754. Section 7 of Public Law 99-647, as 
amended by section 702(d) of Public Law 109- 
338, is further amended by striking ‘‘5 years” 
and inserting ‘‘6 years”. 

SEc. 1755. Not later than 30 days after the 
date of enactment of this division, each of 
the following departments and agencies shall 
submit to the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations a spending, expenditure, 
or operating plan for fiscal year 2011 at a 
level of detail below the account level: 

(1) Department of the Interior. 

(2) Environmental Protection Agency. 

(3) Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service. 

(4) Indian Health Service. 

(5) Smithsonian Institution. 

TITLE VIII—LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION, AND RE- 
LATED AGENCIES 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 

SEc. 1801. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Labor, Employ- 
ment and Training Administration, Training 
and Employment Services” shall be 
$1,864,148,000 plus reimbursements, of which: 

(1) $837,579,000 shall be available for obliga- 
tion for the period July 1, 2011, through June 
30, 2012, of which $44,561,000 shall be available 
for pilots, demonstrations, and research ac- 
tivities and $90,000,000 shall be available for 
reintegration of ex-offenders; 

(2) $1,026,569,000 shall be available for obli- 
gation for the period April 1, 2011, through 
June 30, 2012, for youth programs (including 
YouthBuild); and 

(3) no funds shall be available for the Ca- 
reer Pathways Innovation Fund. 

(b) Of the funds made available in division 
D of Public Law 111-117, $125,000,000 appro- 
priated for the Career Pathways Innovation 
Fund is rescinded. 

(c) Notwithstanding section 1101, the level 
for “Department of Labor, Employment and 
Training Administration, Community Serv- 
ice Employment for Older Americans” shall 
be $600,425,000, to remain available through 
June 30, 2012, and the first and second pro- 
visos under such heading in division D of 
Public Law 111-117 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated by this Act. 
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(d) Notwithstanding section 1101, the level 
which may be expended from the Employ- 
ment Security Administration Account in 
the Unemployment Trust Fund for adminis- 
trative expenses of ‘‘Department of Labor, 
Employment and Training Administration, 
State Unemployment Insurance and Employ- 
ment Service Operations” shall be 
$4,024,490,000 (which includes all amounts 
available to conduct in-person reemploy- 
ment and eligibility assessments and unem- 
ployment insurance improper payment re- 
views), of which $3,245,645,000 shall be avail- 
able for unemployment compensation State 
operations, $50,519,000 shall be available for 
Federal administration of foreign labor cer- 
tifications, and $15,129,000 shall be available 
for grants to States for the administration of 
such activities. For purposes of this section, 
the first proviso under such heading in divi- 
sion D of Public Law 111-117 shall be applied 
by substituting “2011 and ‘‘6,180,000’’ for 
2010” and ‘‘5,059,000’’, respectively. 

SEC. 1802. Funds appropriated by section 
1101 of this Act to the Department of Labor’s 
Employment and Training Administration 
for technical assistance services to grantees 
may be transferred to ‘‘Department of Labor, 
Employment and Training Administration, 
Program Administration” if it is determined 
that those services will be more efficiently 
performed by Federal staff. 

Sec. 1803. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Labor, Mine 
Safety and Health Administration, Salaries 
and Expenses” shall be $367,293,000, of which 
up to $3,000,000 shall be available to the Sec- 
retary of Labor to be transferred to ‘‘Depart- 
mental Management, Salaries and Expenses” 
for activities related to the Department of 
Labor’s caseload before the Federal Mine 
Safety and Health Review Commission and 
the amounts included under the heading 
“Department of Labor, Mine Safety and 
Health Administration, Salaries and Ex- 
penses” in division D of Public Law 111-117 
shall be applied to funds appropriated in this 
Act during fiscal year 2011 by substituting 
‘*$1,350,000’’ for ‘‘$1,000,000’’. 

SEC. 1804. Funds appropriated by section 
1101 of this Act for ‘Department of Labor, 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Salaries and Ex- 
penses” may be obligated and expended to 
implement an alternative approach to the 
Locality Pay Survey component of the Na- 
tional Compensation Survey, and for pro- 
grams and activities in connection with the 
BLS restructuring of the way in which the 
Current Employment Statistics program 
produces State and metropolitan area data 
estimates. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEc. 1805. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, the amounts for ‘‘De- 
partment of Labor, Departmental Manage- 
ment, Salaries and Expenses”? shall be 
$379,827,000, together with not to exceed 
$327,000, which may be expended from the 
Employment Security Administration Ac- 
count in the Unemployment Trust Fund. 

(b) From the amount available in (a), 
$33,332,000 shall be used by the Secretary of 
Labor for the purposes of program evalua- 
tion, initiatives related to the identification 
and prevention of worker misclassification, 
and other worker protection activities, and 
may be transferred by the Secretary (in addi- 
tion to any other transfer authority provided 
in this Act) to other agencies of the Depart- 
ment subject to 15-day advance notification 
of the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate. 

бес. 1806. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Labor, Depart- 
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mental Management, Office of Job Corps” 
shall be $1,027,205,000 (which may be adminis- 
tered within the Employment and Training 
Administration pursuant to section 108 of di- 
vision D of Public Law 111-117), of which 
$993,015,000 shall be available to meet the 
operational needs of Job Corps centers. Of 
appropriations made available in this Act for 
construction, rehabilitation, and acquisition 
of Job Corps centers, the Secretary of Labor 
may transfer up to 25 percent to meet the 
operational needs of Job Corps centers. 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 1807. (a) The language under the 
“Working Capital Fund” heading in Public 
Law 85-67, as amended, is further amended 
by deleting: ‘‘Providedfurther, That within 
the Working Capital Fund,” through and in- 
cluding ‘‘, to be available without further ap- 
propriation action.” 

(b) Funds collected pursuant to that au- 
thority shall be available for the Department 
of Labor’s acquisition workforce capacity 
and capabilities which may be transferred by 
the Secretary of Labor for that purpose to 
any other account in the Department (in ad- 
dition to any other transfer authority pro- 
vided in this Act). 

SEc. 1808. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Health and 
Human Services, Health Resources and Serv- 
ices Administration, Health Resources and 
Services” shall be $7,177,914,000, of which: 

(1) not more than $100,000,000 shall be avail- 
able until expended for carrying out the pro- 
visions of Public Law 104-73 and for expenses 
incurred by the Department of Health and 
Human Services pertaining to administra- 
tive claims made under such law; 

(2) not less than $2,010,759,000 shall remain 
available through September 30, 2013 for 
parts A and B of title XXVI of the Public 
Health Service Act (hereafter in this chap- 
ter, “PHS Act”), of which not less than 
$912,894,000 shall be for State AIDS Drug As- 
sistance Programs under the authority of 
section 2616 or 311(с) of such Act; 

(3) not less than $79,365,000 shall be avail- 
able to carry out sections 747 and 767 of the 
PHS Act; 

(4) not less than $48,000,000 shall be avail- 
able for oral health programs authorized 
under section 748 and subpart X of title III of 
the PHS Act; and 

(5) not less than $272,285,000 shall be avail- 
able to carry out title VIII of the PHS Act. 

(b) The eighteenth and nineteenth provisos 
under the heading ‘‘Department of Health 
and Human Services, Health Resources and 
Services Administration, Health Resources 
and Services” in division D of Public Law 
111-117 shall not apply to funds appropriated 
by this Act. 

(с) Sections 340G—1(d)(1) and (d)(2), 747(с)(2), 
and 751(j)(2) of the PHS Act, and the propor- 
tional funding amounts in paragraphs (1) 
through (4) of section 756(e) of such Act shall 
not apply to funds made available in this Act 
for ‘‘Department of Health and Human Serv- 
ices, Health Resources and Services Admin- 
istration, Health Resources and Services’’. 

(d) For any program operating under sec- 
tion 751 of the PHS Act on or before January 
1, 2009, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services may waive any of the requirements 
contained in sections 751(1)(2)(А) and 
751(d)(2)(B) of such Act. 

SEc. 1809. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for the first paragraph under the 
heading ‘‘Department of Health and Human 
Services; Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention; Disease Control, Research, and 
Training” shall be $6,037,547,000, of which: 

(1) $12,000,000 shall remain available until 
expended for acquisition of real property, 
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equipment, construction, and renovation of 
facilities, including necessary repairs and 
improvements to laboratories leased or oper- 
ated by the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention; 

(2) not less than $382,152,000 shall be avail- 
able for Business Support Services; and 

(3) $527,234,000 shall remain available until 
expended for the Strategic National Stock- 
pile under section 319F-2 of the PHS Act. 

(b) Paragraphs (1) through (3) of section 
2821(b) of the PHS Act shall not apply to 
funds made available in this Act. 

(c) Notwithstanding section 1101, funds ap- 
propriated for ‘‘Department of Health and 
Human Services; Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention; Disease Control, Research, 
and Training’ shall also be available to 
carry out title II of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act and sections 4001, 4004, 4201, 
and 4301 of the Patient Protection and Af- 
fordable Care Act. 

(d) Notwithstanding section 1101 and the 
amount included immediately prior to the 
first proviso under the heading ‘‘Department 
of Health and Human Services, Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, Disease 
Control, Research, and Training” of division 
D of Public Law 111-117, $210,724,000 shall be 
available to carry out the activities of the 
National Institute for Occupational Safety 
and Health. 

SEc. 1810. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Health and 
Human Services, National Institutes of 
Health, National Institute of Allergy and In- 
fectious Diseases” shall be $4,818,275,000: Pro- 
vided, That none of these funds will be de- 
rived from funds transferred to the Public 
Health and Social Services Emergency Fund 
in Public Law 111-117. 

SEc. 1811. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Health and 
Human Services, Substance Abuse and Men- 
tal Health Services Administration, Sub- 
stance Abuse and Mental Health Services” 
shall be $3,416,311,000. 

(b) The second proviso under the heading 
“Department of Health and Human Services, 
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 
Administration, Substance Abuse and Men- 
tal Health Services” in division D of Public 
Law 111-117 shall not apply to funds appro- 
priated by this Act. 

SEc. 1812. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for amounts transferred from the 
Federal Hospital Insurance and Supple- 
mentary Medical Insurance Trust Funds for 
“Department of Health and Human Services, 
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, 
Program Management” shall not exceed 
$3,676,147,000, of which $9,120,000 shall remain 
available through September 30, 2012, for 
Medicare contracting reform activities. 

(b) Notwithstanding section 1101, funds ap- 
propriated for ‘‘Department of Health and 
Human Services; Centers for Medicare and 
Medicaid Services, Program Management’’ 
shall also be available to carry out the Pa- 
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act. 

(c) The amount under the second proviso 
under the heading ‘‘Department of Health 
and Human Services, Centers for Medicare 
and Medicaid Services, Program Manage- 
ment” in division D of Public Law 111-117 
shall be applied to funds appropriated by this 
division by substituting ‘‘$37,700,000’’ for 
“$35,681,000”. 

(а) The amount under the fourth proviso 
under the heading ‘‘Department of Health 
and Human Services, Centers for Medicare 
and Medicaid Services, Program Manage- 
ment” in division D of Public Law 111-117 
shall be applied to funds appropriated by this 
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division by substituting ‘‘not less than 
$50,000,000” for ‘‘$55,000,000’’. 

SEC. 1818. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Health and 
Human Services, Centers for Medicare and 
Medicaid Services, Health Care Fraud and 
Abuse Control” shall be $471,000,000 which 
shall remain available through September 
80, 2012, of which: (1) $280,640,000 shall be for 
the Medicare Integrity Program at the Cen- 
ters for Medicare & Medicaid Services, in- 
cluding administrative costs, to conduct 
oversight activities for Medicare Advantage 
and the Medicare Prescription Drug Program 
authorized in title XVIII of the Social Secu- 
rity Act and for activities listed in section 
1893 of such Act; (2) $79,657,000 shall be for 
the Department of Health and Human Serv- 
ices Office of Inspector General to carry out 
fraud and abuse activities authorized by sec- 
tion 1817(k)(3) of such Act; (3) $35,100,000 shall 
be for the Medicaid and Children’s Health In- 
surance Program integrity activities; and (4) 
$75,603,000 shall be for the Department of 
Justice to carry out fraud and abuse activi- 
ties authorized by section 1817(k)(8) of such 
Act. 

SEC. 1814. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Health and 
Human Services, Administration for Chil- 
dren and Families, Low Income Home En- 
ergy Assistance” shall be $4,850,000,000, of 
which $4,509,672,000 shall be for payments 
under subsections (b) and (d) of section 2602 
of the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621); and of which 
$340,328,000 shall be for payments under sub- 
section (e) of such Act, to be made notwith- 
standing the designation requirements of 
such subsection. 

б ЕС. 1815. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Health and 
Human Services, Administration for Chil- 
dren and Families, Payments to States for 
the Child Care and Development Block 
Grant” shall be $2,487,081,000: Provided, That 
in addition to the amounts required to be re- 
served by the States under section 658G of 
the Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990, $310,958,000 shall be reserved by 
the States for activities authorized under 
section 658G, of which $114,040,000 shall be for 
activities that improve the quality of infant 
and toddler care: Provided further, That of 
funds available for child care resource and 
referral and school-aged child care activities, 
$1,000,000 shall be available to the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services for a competi- 
tive grant for a toll free hotline and website 
to help parents access child care in their 
local community and to develop and dissemi- 
nate consumer education information for 
parents. 

SEC. 1816. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Health and 
Human Services, Administration for Chil- 
dren and Families, Children and Families 
Services Programs” shall be $9,615,121,000, of 
which— 

(1) $44,500,000 shall be for grants to States 
for adoption incentive payments as author- 
ized by section 473A of the Social Security 
Act; 

(2) $7,574,783,000 shall be for making pay- 
ments under the Head Start Act: Provided, 
That for purposes of allocating such funds 
under the Head Start Act, the term ‘‘base 
grant” as used in subsection (a)(7)(A) of sec- 
tion 640 of such Act with respect to funding 
provided to a Head Start agency (including 
each Early Head Start agency) for fiscal year 
2010 shall be deemed to include 50 percent of 
the funds appropriated under ‘‘Department 
of Health and Human Services, Administra- 
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tion for Children and Families, Children and 
Family Services Programs” in Public Law 
111-5 and provided to such agency for car- 
rying out expansion of Head Start programs, 
as that phrase is used in subsection (a)(4)(D) 
of such section 640, and provided to such 
agency as the ongoing funding level for oper- 
ations in the 12 month budget period begin- 
ning in fiscal year 2010; and 

(3) $36,000,000 shall be for section 680(a)(2) 
of the CSBG Act. 

(b) Notwithstanding section 611(d)(1) of 
title VI of division G of Public Law 110-161, 
the National Commission on Children and 
Disasters shall terminate on October 1, 2011. 

SEc. 1817. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Health and 
Human Services, Administration on Aging, 
Aging Services Programs” shall be 
$1,545,246,000, of which $462,822,000 shall be for 
congregate nutrition, $228,560,000 shall be for 
home-delivered nutrition, and $29,708,000 
shall be for Native American nutrition: Pro- 
vided, That funds appropriated for ‘‘Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, Admin- 
istration on Aging, Aging Services Pro- 
grams” shall also be available to carry out 
subtitle B of title XX of the Social Security 
Act and for necessary administrative ex- 
penses to carry out title XVII of the PHS 
Act: Provided further, That amounts other- 
wise available in this Act to carry out activi- 
ties relating to Aging and Disability Re- 
source Centers, under subsections 
(а)(20)(В)(111) and (b)(8) of section 202 of the 
Older Americans Act of 1965, shall be reduced 
by any amounts made available for fiscal 
year 2011 for such purposes under section 2405 
of the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act. 

SEC. 1818. 
the level for 


Notwithstanding section 1101, 

“Department of Health and 
Human Services, Office of the Secretary, 
General Departmental Management” from 
the General Fund shall be $490,727,000: Pro- 
vided, That amounts included under such 
heading in division D of Public Law 111-117 
shall be applied to funds appropriated by this 
division by substituting ‘‘$0’’ for ‘‘$5,789,000’’: 
Provided further, That none of the funds made 
available in this Act shall be for carrying 
out activities specified under section 
2003(b)(2) or (8) of the PHS Act: Provided fur- 
ther, That the second, fifth and sixth pro- 
visos under such heading in division D of 
Public Law 111-117 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated by this division. 

SEC. 1819. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Health and 
Human Services, Office of the Secretary, 
Public Health and Social Services Emer- 
gency Fund” shall be $718,520,000, of which 
$65,578,000 shall be for expenses necessary to 
prepare for and respond to an influenza pan- 
demic, none of which shall be available past 
September 30, 2011, and $35,000,000 shall be for 
expenses necessary for fit-out and other 
costs related to a competitive lease procure- 
ment to renovate or replace the existing 
headquarters building for Public Health 
Service agencies and other components of 
the Department of Health and Human Serv- 
ices: Provided, That in addition, $476,194,000 
of the funds transferred to the account under 
the heading ‘‘Department of Health and 
Human Services, Office of the Secretary, 
Public Health and Social Services Emer- 
gency Fund” in Public Law 111-117 under the 
fourth paragraph under such heading may be 
used to support advanced research and devel- 
opment pursuant to section 319L of the PHS 
Act and other administrative expenses of the 
Biomedical Advanced Research and Develop- 
ment Authority. 


March 4, 2011 


(b) Of the amounts provided under the 
heading ‘‘Department of Health and Human 
Services, Office of the Secretary, Public 
Health and Social Services Emergency 
Fund” in Public Laws 111-8 and 111-117 and 
available for expenses necessary to prepare 
for and respond to an influenza pandemic, 
$170,000,000 may also be used— 

(1) to plan, conduct, and support research 
to advance regulatory science to improve the 
ability to determine safety, effectiveness, 
quality, and performance of medical counter- 
measure products against chemical, biologi- 
cal, radiological, and nuclear agents includ- 
ing influenza virus; and 

(2) to analyze, conduct, and improve regu- 
latory review and compliance processes for 
such products. 

SEC. 1820. Of the funds made available for 
“Department of Health and Human Services, 
Office of the Secretary, Public Health and 
Social Services Emergency Fund” in Public 
Law 111-82, $1,259,000,000 is rescinded, to be 
derived only from those amounts which have 
not yet been designated by the President as 
emergency funds. 

SEC. 1821. Not to exceed 1 percent of any 
discretionary funds (pursuant to the Bal- 
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985) which are appropriated for the 
current fiscal year for the Department of 
Health and Human Services in this Act may 
be transferred between appropriations, but 
no such appropriation shall be increased by 
more than 3 percent by any such transfer: 
Provided, That with respect to appropriations 
in this Act for ‘‘Health Resources and Serv- 
ices”, ‘‘Disease Control, Research, and 
Training”, and ‘Substance Abuse and Men- 
tal Health Services’’, no transfer of funds 
under this section may decrease any indi- 
vidual program, project, or activity by more 
than 1 percent or increase any program, 
project, or activity by more than 8 percent: 
Provided further, That the transfer authority 
granted by this section shall not be used to 
create any new program or to fund any 
project or activity for which no funds are 
provided in this Act: Provided further, That 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate 
shall be notified not less than 15 days in ad- 
vance of any transfer under this section, 
with such notification to include an expla- 
nation of the effects of the proposed transfer 
by program, project, and activity. 

SEC. 1822. Hereafter, no funds appropriated 
in this or any previous or subsequent Act 
shall be subject to the allocation require- 
ments of section 1707A(e) of the PHS Act. 

SEC. 1823. Hereafter, no funds appropriated 
in this or any previous or subsequent Act 
shall be available for transfer under section 
274 of the PHS Act. 

SEC. 1824. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Education, Edu- 
cation for the Disadvantaged”? shall be 
$5,056,036,000 of which $4,938,056,000 shall be- 
come available on July 1, 2011 and remain 
available through September 30, 2012, of 
which— 

(1) $300,712,000 available on July 1, 2011 
through September 30, 2012 shall be for tar- 
geted grants under section 1124A of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
(“ESEA”); 

(2) $300,712,000 available on July 1, 2011 
through September 30, 2012 shall be for edu- 
cation finance incentive grants under section 
1125A of the ESEA; 

(3) the sixth proviso shall be applied to 
funds available within this level by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$8,167,000” for ‘‘$9,167,000’’; and 

(4) the tenth proviso shall be applied to 
funds available within this level by sub- 
stituting ‘‘$200,000,000” for ‘‘$250,000,000”. 
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SEC. 1825. For purposes of this division, the 
proviso under the heading ‘‘Department of 
Education, Impact Aid” in division D of Pub- 
lic Law 111-117 shall be applied by sub- 
stituting ‘‘2010-2011” for ‘‘2009-2010”. 

SEC. 1826. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Education, 
School Improvement Programs” shall be 
$3,391,791,000, of which $3,211,244,000 shall be- 
come available on July 1, 2011, and remain 
available through September 30, 2012, 
$5,000,000 shall become available on the date 
of enactment of this Act for a national 
teacher recruitment campaign, $26,928,000 
shall be available to carry out part D of title 
V of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act (“ESEA”), for purposes of this 
section, up to $11,500,000 of the funds avail- 
able for the Foreign Language Assistance 
Program shall be available for activities de- 
scribed in the twelfth proviso under such 
heading in division D of Public Law 111-117, 
no funds shall be available for subparts 1 and 
2 of part D of title II of the ESEA and the 
fifth and sixth provisos under this heading in 
division D of Public Law 111-117 shall not 
apply to funds available in this division. 

SEC. 1827. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Education, In- 
novation and Improvement”? shall be 
$1,708,989,000, of which $450,000,000 shall be- 
come available on July 1, 2011, and remain 
available through September 30, 2012. 

(b) From the amount available under (a), 
$331,982,000 shall be available to carry out 
part D of title V of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965, including 
$250,000,000 of such funds for activities de- 
scribed in the sixth through eleventh pro- 
visos under such heading in division D of 
Public Law 111-117, not тоге than 
$300,000,000 may be used to make awards 
under section 14007 of division A of Public 
Law 111-5 and not more than $450,000,000 
available on July 1, 2011 through September 
30, 2012 may be used to make awards to 
States under section 14006 of division A of 
Public Law 111-5 in accordance with the ap- 
plicable requirements of that section. 

(c) The first proviso under the heading 
“Department of Education, Innovation and 
Improvement” in division D of Public Law 
111-117 shall be applied by substituting 
‘*$10,797,000 shall be used to carry out section 
2151(c) of the ESEA”’ for the existing text. 

(d) The seventeenth and eighteenth pro- 
visos under the heading ‘‘Department of Edu- 
cation, Innovation and Improvement” in di- 
vision D of Public Law 111-117 shall not 
apply to funds appropriated by this division. 

SEC. 1828. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Education, Safe 
Schools and Citizenship Education” shall be 
$396,053,000, of which: 

(1) $35,000,000 for subpart З of part С of title 
II of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 (“ESEA”) shall be avail- 
able to the Secretary of Education for com- 
petitive grants to nonprofit organizations 
that have demonstrated effectiveness in the 
development and implementation of civic 
learning programs, with priority for those 
programs that demonstrate innovation, 
scalability, accountability, and a focus on 
underserved populations; 

(2) $207,053,000 shall be available for sub- 
part 2 of part A of title IV of the ESEA; 

(3) $154,000,000 shall be available to carry- 
out part D of title V of the ESEA; and 

(4) no funds shall be available for activities 
authorized under subpart 3 of part D of title 
V of the ESEA. 

SEC. 1829. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Education, Spe- 
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cial Education” shall be $4,194,652,000, of 
which $3,926,354,000 shall become available on 
July 1, 2011 and remain available through 
September 30, 2012, and of which $3,112,828,000 
available on July 1, 2011 shall be for State 
grants authorized under section 611 of part B 
of the Individuals with Disabilities Edu- 
cation Act. 

(b) Notwithstanding section 1101, the last 
proviso under such heading shall be applied 
by substituting ‘‘2010’’ for ‘‘2009”’. 

SEC. 1830. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Education, Re- 
habilitation Services and Disability Re- 
search” shall be $3,500,375,000. 

SEc. 1831. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Education, Na- 
tional Technical Institute for the Deaf” shall 
be $65,677,000, of which $240,000 shall be avail- 
able for construction. 

SEC. 1832. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Education; Ca- 
reer, Technical, and Adult Education” shall 
be $1,106,541,000. 

(b) For the purposes of this section, the 
first, second and third provisos under the 
heading ‘Department of Education; Career, 
Technical and Adult Education” in division 
D of Public Law 111-117 shall not apply to 
funds appropriated by this Act. 


(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 


SEC. 1833. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Education, Stu- 
dent Financial Assistance? shall be 
$24,899,957,000. 

(b) The maximum Pell Grant for which a 
student shall be eligible during award year 
2011-2012 shall be $4,860. 

(c) Of the funds made available under sec- 
tion 401A(e)(1)(E) of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965, $561,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1834. Notwithstanding sections 1101 
and 1103, the level for ‘‘Department of Edu- 
cation, Student Aid Administration” shall 
be $994,000,000, which shall remain available 
through September 30, 2012. 

SEC. 1835. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Education, 
Higher Education” shall be $2,133,802,000, of 
which no funds shall be available for Erma 
Byrd Scholarships. 

SEC. 1836. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Education, His- 
torically Black College and University Cap- 
ital Financing Program Account” shall be 
$20,582,000: Provided, That these funds are 
available to subsidize total loan principal, 
any part of which is to be guaranteed, not to 
exceed $279,393,000. 

SEC. 1837. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Education, In- 
stitute of Education Sciences”? shall be 
$653,006,000. 

(b) Notwithstanding subsections (d) and (e) 
of section 174 of the Education Sciences Re- 
form Act of 2002, $69,650,000 may be used to 
continue the contracts for the Regional Edu- 
cational Laboratories for one additional 
year. 

SEc. 1838. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Corporation for National and 
Community Service, National Service 
Trust” shall be $219,659,000. 

SEC. 1839. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting? for fiscal year 2011 shall be 
$20,000,000 and shall not be available for fis- 
cal stabilization grants and the public radio 
interconnection system. 

SEC. 1840. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for the National Health Care Work- 
force Commission as authorized by section 
5101 of the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act, as amended, shall be $3,000,000. 
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SEC. 1841. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Institute of Museum and Li- 
brary Services, Office of Museum and Li- 
brary Services: Grants and Administration” 
shall be $265,869,000. 

SEc. 1842. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Medicare Payment Advisory 
Commission, Salaries and Expenses” shall be 
$12,450,000. 

SEC. 1843. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Railroad Retirement Board, 
Dual Benefits Payments Account” shall be 
$57,000,000. 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 


SEc. 1844. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Social Security Administra- 
tion, Payments to Social Security Trust 
Funds” shall be $21,404,000, and in addition 
may be used to carry out section 217(9) of the 
Social Security Act. 

(b) Notwithstanding section 1101, the level 
for the first paragraph under the heading 
“Social Security Administration, Limitation 
on Administrative Expenses”? shall be 
$11,150,500,000. 

(c) Notwithstanding section 1101, the level 
for the fourth paragraph under the heading 
“Social Security Administration, Limitation 
on Administrative Expenses”? shall һе 
$186,000,000. 

(d) Notwithstanding section 1101, the level 
for the fifth paragraph under the heading 
“Social Security Administration, Limitation 
on Administrative Expenses”? shall be 
$500,000. 

(e) Notwithstanding section 1101, the level 
for the first paragraph under the heading 
“Social Security Administration, Supple- 
mental Security Income Program” shall be 
$40,092,941,000, of which $3,602,941,000 shall be 
for administrative expenses. 

(f) Upon enactment of this Act, up to 
$400,000,000 of the remaining unobligated bal- 
ances of funds appropriated for ‘Social Secu- 
rity Administration, Limitation on Adminis- 
trative Expenses” for fiscal years 2010 and 
prior years (other than funds appropriated in 
Public Law 111-5) shall be made part of and 
merged with other funds in such account 
available without fiscal year limitation for 
investment in information technology and 
telecommunications hardware and software 
infrastructure, and of such funds available 
without fiscal year limitation for invest- 
ment in information technology and tele- 
communications hardware and software in- 
frastructure $400,000,000 are rescinded. 


TITLE IX—LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


SEc. 1901. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
of the Senate shall be as follows: ‘‘Salaries, 
Officers and Employees’’, $185,982,000; ‘‘Sala- 
ries, Officers and Employees, Office of the 
Sergeant at Arms апа Doorkeeper’’, 
$77,000,000; ‘‘Contingent Expenses of the Sen- 
ate, Secretary of the Senate’’, $6,200,000, of 
which $4,200,000 shall remain available until 
September 30, 2015; and ‘‘Contingent Ex- 
penses of the Senate, Sergeant at Arms and 
Doorkeeper of the Senate’’, $142,401,000. 

SEc. 1902. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
of the Senate under the heading ‘‘Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate” shall be as follows: 
“Miscellaneous Items”, $21,145,000; ‘‘Sen- 
ators’ Official Personnel and Office Expense 
Account’’, $410,000,000: Provided, That each 
Senator’s official personnel and office ex- 
pense allowance (including the allowance for 
administrative and clerical assistance, the 
salaries allowance for legislative assistance 
to Senators, as authorized by the Legislative 
Branch Appropriation Act, 1978 (Public Law 
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95-94), and the office expense allowance for 
each Senator’s office for each State) in effect 
immediately before the date of enactment of 
this section shall be reduced by 5 percent. 

Sec. 1903. Of the unobligated amounts ap- 
propriated for fiscal year 2009 under the 
heading ‘‘Senate’’, $33,500,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1904. Section 8 of the Legislative 
Branch Appropriations Act, 1990 (31 U.S.C. 
1535 note) is amended by striking paragraph 
(3) and inserting the following: 

“(3) Agreement under paragraph (1) shall 
be in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion of the Senate.’’. 

Sec. 1905. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘House of Representatives, Sal- 
aries and Expenses” shall be $1,288,299,072. 


Sec. 1906. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘“‘House of Representatives, 
House Leadership Offices” shall be 


$24,861,969, and the levels under that heading 
shall be as follows: 

(1) For the Office of the Speaker, $4,877,851. 

(2) For the Office of the Majority Floor 
Leader, $2,432,808. 

(3) For the Office of the Minority Floor 
Leader, $4,378,238. 

(4) For the Office of the Majority Whip, 
$2,105,373. 

(5) For the Office of the Minority Whip, 
$1,628,873. 

(6) For the Speaker’s Office for Legislative 
Floor Activities, $497,619. 

(7) For the Republican Steering Com- 
mittee, $940,674. 

(8) For the 
$1,679,970. 

(9) For the Republican Policy Committee, 
$344,485. 

(10) For the Democratic Steering and Pol- 
icy Committee, $1,319,273. 

(11) For the Democratic Caucus, $1,659,696. 

(12) For nine minority employees, 
$1,487,455. 

(18) For the training and program develop- 
ment—majority, $277,807. 

(14) For the training and program develop- 
ment—minority, $277,439. 

(15) For Cloakroom Personnel—majority, 
$477,469. 

(16) For Cloakroom Personnel—minority, 
$476,939. 

SEC. 1907. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘“‘House of Representatives, 
Members’ Representational Allowances” 
shall be $613,052,000. 

SEC. 1908. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘House of Representatives, 
Committee Employees, Standing Commit- 
tees, Special and Select” shall be $132,449,103, 
the period of applicability referred to in the 
proviso under that heading shall be Decem- 
ber 31, 2012, and none of the funds made 
available under that heading may be used for 
committee room upgrading. 


Republican Conference, 


Sec. 1909. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘“‘House of Representatives, 
Committee on Appropriations’ shall be 


$28,483,000, and the period of applicability re- 
ferred to in the proviso under that heading 
shall be December 31, 2012. 

Sec. 1910. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘House of Representatives, Sal- 
aries, Officers and Employees’’ shall be 
$184,386,000, and the level under that head- 
ing— 

(1) for the Office of the Clerk shall be 
$26,568,000; 

(2) for the Office of the Sergeant at Arms 
shall be $8,221,000; and 

(8) for the Office of the Chief Administra- 
tive Officer shall be $121,676,000. 

SEC. 1911. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘House of Representatives, Al- 


March 4, 2011 


lowances and Expenses” shall be $305,067,000, 
and the level under that heading— 

(1) for employee tuition assistance benefit 
payments shall be $0; 

(2) for employee child care benefit pay- 
ments shall be $0; 

(8) for Business Continuity and Disaster 
Recovery shall be $17,000,000, of which 
$5,000,000 shall remain available until ex- 
pended; 

(4) for the Wounded Warrior Program shall 
be $2,000,000; and 

(5) for Energy Demonstration Projects 
shall be $0. 

SEc. 1912. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level under the heading ‘‘Office of the At- 
tending Physician” under the heading ‘‘Joint 
Items” shall be $3,407,000 and the amount for 
reimbursement to the Department of the 
Navy for expenses incurred for staff and 
equipment assigned to the Office of the At- 
tending Physician shall be $2,426,000. 

SEC. 1913. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Capitol Police, Salaries” shall 
be $276,287,000. 

SEC. 1914. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘“‘Capitol Police, General Ex- 
penses” shall be $57,985,000. 

SEC. 1915. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Office of Compliance, Salaries 
and Expenses” shall be $4,085,150. 

SEC. 1916. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Congressional Budget Office, 
Salaries and Expenses” shall be $46,905,000. 

SEC. 1917. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level and period of availability for each 
item under the heading ‘‘Architect of the 
Capitol” shall be determined in accordance 
with an allocation plan submitted by the Ar- 
chitect of the Capitol and approved by the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and Senate, except that— 

(1) the aggregate level for all items under 
that heading may not exceed $579,665,000; and 

(2) no amounts may remain available for 
any item under such plan beyond September 
30, 2015. 

SEC. 1918. Of the unobligated amounts ap- 
propriated under the heading ‘‘Architect of 
the Capitol” from prior year appropriations 
for the Capitol Visitors Center project, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 1919. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Library of Congress, Salaries 
and Expenses” shall be $441,201,000, and the 
amount applicable under the fifth, sixth, and 
seventh provisos under that heading shall be 
$0. 

SEc. 1920. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Library of Congress, Copyright 
Office, Salaries and Expenses’’ shall be 
$55,476,000, of which not тоге than 
$31,751,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, shall be derived from collections 
credited to this appropriation during fiscal 
year 2011 under section 708(d) of title 17, 
United States Code, and the amount applica- 
ble under the third proviso under such head- 
ing shall be $37,612,000. 

SEc. 1921. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Library of Congress, Congres- 
sional Research Service, Salaries and Ex- 
penses” shall be $111,240,000. 

SEc. 1922. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Library of Congress, Books for 
the Blind and Physically Handicapped, Sala- 
ries and Expenses” shall be $68,442,000. 

SEc. 1923. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Government Printing Office, 
Government Printing Office Revolving 
Fund” shall be $3,659,000. 

SEC. 1924. (a) Section 309(c) of the Legisla- 
tive Branch Appropriations Act, 1999 (44 
U.S.C. 305 note) is amended by striking para- 
graph (5). 
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(b) The amendment made by subsection (a) 
shall take effect as if included in the enact- 
ment of the Legislative Branch Appropria- 
tions Act, 1999. 

SEc. 1925. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Government Accountability 
Office, Salaries and Expenses”? shall be 
$547,849,000, the amount applicable under the 
first proviso under that heading shall be 
$9,400,000, the amount applicable under the 
second proviso under that heading shall be 
$3,100,000, and the amount applicable under 
the third proviso under that heading shall be 
$7,000,000. 

TITLE X—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, VET- 
ERANS AFFAIRS, AND RELATED AGEN- 
CIES 
SEC. 2001. Notwithstanding section 1101, 

the level for each of the following accounts 

of the Department of Defense for funding, in- 
cluding incremental funding, of programs, 
projects and activities authorized in division 

B of Public Law 111-883, excluding funds des- 

ignated by section 1110 of this division, shall 

be as follows: ‘‘Military Construction, 

Army”, $3,793,598,000; ‘‘Military Construc- 

tion, Navy and Marine Corps”, $3,258,020,000; 

“Military Construction, Air Force”, 

$1,214,295,000; ‘“‘Military Construction, De- 

fense-Wide”, $2,833,062,000; ‘‘Military Con- 
struction, Army National Guard’’, 
$873,664,000; ‘‘Military Construction, Air Na- 
tional Guard’’, $194,986,000; ‘‘Military Con- 
struction, Army Reserve’’, $318,175,000; ‘‘Mili- 
tary Construction, Navy Reserve’’, 
$61,557,000; and ‘‘Military Construction, Air 

Force Reserve’’, $7,832,000. 

SEC. 2002. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
of the Department of Defense shall be as fol- 


lows: “Family Housing Construction, 
Army”, $92,369,000; ‘‘Family Housing Con- 
struction, Navy and Marine Corps”, 


$186,444,000; “Family Housing Construction, 
Air Force”, $78,025,000; “Family Housing 
Construction, Defense-Wide’’, $0; and ‘‘Fam- 
ily Housing Improvement Fund’’, $1,096,000. 
SEC. 2003. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
of the Department of Defense shall be as fol- 
lows: ‘‘North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
Security Investment Program”, $258,884,000; 
“Homeowners Assistance Fund’’, $16,515,000; 
“Chemical Demilitarization Construction, 
Defense-Wide’’, $124,971,000; ‘‘Department of 
Defense Base Closure Account 1990”, 
$360,474,000; and ‘‘Department of Defense 
Base Closure Account 2005’’, $2,354,285,000. 
SEC. 2004. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
of the Department of Defense shall be as fol- 
lows: ‘‘Family Housing Operation and Main- 
tenance, Army’’, $518,140,000; ‘‘Family Hous- 
ing Operation and Maintenance, Navy and 
Marine Corps”, $366,346,000; “Family Housing 
Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’, 
$513,792,000; and ‘‘Family Housing Operation 
and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, $50,464,000. 
SEC. 2005. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this division, the following provi- 
sions included in title I of division E of Pub- 
lic Law 111-117 shall not apply to funds made 
available by this division: the first, second, 
and last provisos, and the set-aside of 
$350,000,000, under the heading ‘Military 
Construction, Army”; the first and last pro- 
visos under the heading ‘‘Military Construc- 
tion, Navy and Marine Corps”; the first, sec- 
ond, and last provisos under the heading 
“Military Construction, Air Force’’; the sec- 
ond, third, fourth, and last provisos under 
the heading ‘‘Military Construction, De- 
fense-Wide’’, the first, second and last pro- 
visos, and the set-aside of $30,000,000, under 
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the heading ‘‘Military Construction, Army 
National Guard’’; the first, second, and last 
provisos, and the set-aside of $30,000,000, 
under the heading ‘‘Military Construction, 
Air National Guard’’; the first, second, and 
last provisos, and the set-aside of $30,000,000, 
under the heading ‘‘Military Construction, 
Army Reserve’’; the first, second, and last 
provisos, the set-aside of $20,000,000, and the 
set-aside of $85,000,000, under the heading 
“Military Construction, Navy Reserve’’; the 
first, second, and last provisos, and the set- 
aside of $55,000,000, under the heading ‘‘Mili- 
tary Construction, Air Force Reserve’’; the 
proviso under the heading ‘‘Family Con- 
struction, Army”; the proviso under the 
heading ‘‘Family Housing Construction, 
Navy and Marine Corps’’; the proviso under 
the heading ‘‘Family Housing Construction , 
Air Force’’; the proviso under the heading 
“Family Housing Construction, Defense- 
Wide”; and the proviso under the heading 
“Chemical Demilitarization Construction, 
Defense-Wide’’. 

SEC. 2006. (a) Of the funds made available 
in title II of division E of Public Law 111-117, 
the following amounts which became avail- 
able on October 1, 2010 are hereby rescinded 
from the following accounts in the amounts 
specified: 

‘““Medical Services”, Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs, $1,000,000,000; 

“Medical Support and Compliance”, De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs, $200,000,000; 
and 

“Medical Facilities”, Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs, $350,000,000. 

(b) In addition to amounts provided else- 
where in this Act, an additional amount is 
appropriated to the following accounts in the 
amounts specified, to remain available until 
September 30, 2012: 

‘““Medical Services”, Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs, $1,000,000,000; 

“Medical Support and Compliance”, De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs, $200,000,000; 
and 

“Medical Facilities”, Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs, $350,000,000. 

SEC. 2007. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, Departmental Administration, General 
Operating Expenses” shall be $2,546,276,000, of 
which not less than $2,148,776,000 shall be for 
the Veterans Benefits Administration. 

SEC. 2008. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, Departmental Administration, Infor- 
mation Technology Systems” shall be 
$3,146,898,000. 

Sec. 2009. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, Departmental Administration, Con- 
struction, Major Projects” shall be 
$1,151,036,000: Provided, That not later than 30 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
section, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
shall submit to the Committees on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate a spending plan for fiscal 
year 2011 at a level of detail below the ac- 
count level: Provided further, That the last 
proviso included in title I of division E of 
Public Law 111-117 under the heading ‘‘De- 
partment of Veterans Affairs, Departmental 
Administration, Construction, Major 
Projects? shall not apply to funds appro- 
priated by this division. 

бЕС. 2010. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, Departmental Administration, Con- 
struction, Minor Projects” shall be 
$467,700,000. 

SEC. 2011. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Veterans Af- 
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fairs, Departmental Administration, Grants 
for Construction of State Extended Care Fa- 
cilities” shall be $85,000,000. 

SEc. 2012. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘American Battle Monuments 
Commission, Salaries and Expenses” shall be 
$64,200,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended. 

SEC. 2013. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Defense—Civil, 
Cemeterial Expenses, Army, Salaries and Ex- 
penses” shall be $45,100,000. 

SEC. 2014. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Armed Forces Retirement 
Home, Trust Fund” shall be $71,200,000, of 
which $2,000,000 shall be for construction and 
renovation of physical plants. 

SEC. 2015. Notwithstanding any other pro- 

vision of this division, the following provi- 
sions included in title IV of division E of 
Public Law 111-117 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated by this division: the proviso 
under ‘‘Military Construction, Army” and 
the proviso under ‘‘Military Construction, 
Air Force’’. 
EC. 2016. Of the funds made available for 
“Military Construction, Defense-Wide”’ in 
title I of division E of Public Law 110-829, 
$23,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 2017. Of the funds made available for 
“Military Construction, Defense-Wide”’ in 
title I of division E of Public Law 111-117, 
$125,500,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 2018. Of the funds made available for 
“Military Construction, Army” in title I of 
division E of Public Law 111-117, $263,000,000 
are rescinded. 

SEC. 2019. Of the funds made available for 
“Military Construction, Navy and Marine 
Corps” in title I of division E of Public Law 
111-117, $34,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 2020. Of the funds made available for 
“Military Construction, Air Еогсе” in title I 
of division E of Public Law 111-117, $87,000,000 
are rescinded. 

SEC. 2021. Of the unobligated balances 
available for ‘‘Department of Defense Base 
Closure Account 2005 from prior appropria- 
tions (other than appropriations designated 
by law as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism or as an emergency requirement), 
$200,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEc. 2022. Of the funds designated by sec- 
tion 1110 of this division, funds available for 
the Department of Defense shall be as fol- 
lows: “Military Construction, Army”, 
$981,346,000; ‘‘Military Construction, Air 
Force”, $195,006,000; and ‘‘Military Construc- 
tion, Defense-Wide’’, $46,500,000. 

SEC. 2023. Of the amounts appropriated to 
the Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal 
year 2011 for ‘‘Medical services’’, ‘‘Medical 
support and compliance’’, ‘‘Medical facili- 
ties”, ‘“‘Construction, minor projects”, and 
“Information technology systems”, up to 
$235,360,000, plus reimbursements, may be 
transferred to the Joint Department of De- 
fense-Department of Veterans Affairs Med- 
ical Facility Demonstration Fund, estab- 
lished by section 1704 of title XVII of division 
A of Public Law 111-84 and may be used for 
operation of the facilities designated as a 
combined Federal medical facility as de- 
scribed by section 706 of Public Law 110-417: 
Provided, That additional funds may be 
transferred from accounts designated in this 
section to the Joint Department of Defense- 
Department of Veterans Affairs Medical Fa- 
cility Demonstration Fund upon written no- 
tification by the Secretary of Veterans Af- 
fairs to the Committees on Appropriations of 
both Houses of Congress. 

SEC. 2024. Such sums as may be deposited 
to the Medical Care Collections Fund pursu- 
ant to section 1729A of title 38, United States 
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Code, for health care provided at facilities 
designated as a combined Federal medical fa- 
cility as described by section 706 of Public 
Law 110-417 shall also be available: (1) for 
transfer to the Joint Department of Defense- 
Department of Veterans Affairs Medical Fa- 
cility Demonstration Fund, established by 
section 1704 of Public Law 111-84; and (2) for 
operations of the facilities designated as a 
combined Federal medical facility as de- 
scribed by section 706 of Public Law 110-417. 

SEC. 2025. Of the funds made available for 
“Department of Veterans Affairs, Depart- 
mental Administration, Information tech- 
nology systems” in division E of Public Law 
111-117, $147,000,000 are rescinded. 

SEC. 2026. Of the amounts appropriated or 
otherwise made available under the fol- 
lowing headings in title X of division A of 
Public Law 111-5, the following amounts as- 
sociated with unobligated balances are here- 


by rescinded: “Military Construction, 
Army”, $9,400,000; ‘‘Military Construction, 
Navy”, $22,700,000; ‘‘Military Construction, 


Air Force’’, $9,000,000; and ‘‘Military Con- 

struction, Defense-Wide’’, $92,900,000. 

SEC. 2027. Of the unobligated balances 
available under ‘‘Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, Construction, Major Projects”? from 
prior appropriations Acts, $75,000,000 are 
hereby rescinded. 

SEC. 2028. In the Senate, section 902 of Pub- 
lic Law 111-212, the Supplemental Appropria- 
tions Act, 2010, shall be subject to section 
3002 of that Act and accordingly is des- 
ignated аз an emergency requirement and 
necessary to meet emergency needs pursuant 
to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Con- 
gress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2010. 

TITLE XI—DEPARTMENT OF STATE, FOR- 
EIGN OPERATIONS, AND RELATED PRO- 
GRAMS 
SEC. 2101. For purposes of this division, the 

term “аіуіѕіоп F of Public Law 111-117” 

means the Department of State, Foreign Op- 

erations, and Related Programs Appropria- 

tions Act, 2010 (division F of Public Law 111- 

117). 

SEc. 2102. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be as follows: ‘“‘Administration of For- 
eign Affairs, Diplomatic and Consular Pro- 
grams’’, $8,936,000,000, of which $1,535,500,000 
is for Worldwide Security Protection (to be 
available until expended); ‘‘Administration 
of Foreign Affairs, Capital Investment 
Fund’’, $97,000,000; ‘‘Administration of For- 
eign Affairs, Educational and Cultural Ex- 
change Programs’’, $625,000,000; ‘‘Administra- 
tion of Foreign Affairs, Representation Al- 
lowances’’, $7,499,000; ‘‘Administration of 
Foreign Affairs, Payment to the American 
Institute in Taiwan”, $21,150,000; and ‘‘Ad- 
ministration of Foreign Affairs, Civilian Sta- 
bilization Initiative”, $33,499,000. 

SEC. 2103. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be as follows: ‘‘International Organiza- 
tions, Contributions to International Organi- 
zations”, $1,545,000,000; ‘International Orga- 
nizations, Contributions for International 
Peacekeeping Activities”, $2,095,000,000; ‘‘Re- 
lated Programs, United States Institute of 
Peace”, $39,499,000, which shall not be used 
for construction activities; ‘‘Related Pro- 
grams, East-West Center”, $21,000,000; and 
“International Commissions, International 
Fisheries Commissions’’, $50,500,000. 

SEc. 2104. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be as follows: ‘‘International Commis- 
sions, International Boundary and Water 
Commission, United States and Mexico, Sal- 
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aries and Expenses’’, $48,300,000; ‘‘Inter- 
national Commissions, International Bound- 
ary and Water Commission, United States 
and Mexico, Construction”, $26,500,000; ‘‘Re- 
lated Programs, The Asia Foundation”, 
$17,900,000; ‘‘Other Commissions, United 
States Commission on International Reli- 
gious Freedom, Salaries and Expenses”, 
$4,050,000; ‘‘Other Commissions, Congres- 
sional-Executive Commission on the People’s 
Republic of China, Salaries and Expenses’’, 
$1,900,000; and ‘‘Other Commissions, United 
States-China Economic and Security Review 
Commission”, $3,300,000. 

SEC. 2105. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for the following accounts shall be 
as follows: ‘‘Related Agency, Broadcasting 
Board of Governors, International Broad- 
casting Operations”, $733,499,000; and ‘‘Re- 
lated Agency, Broadcasting Board of Gov- 
ernors, Broadcasting Capital Improve- 
ments’’, $6,875,000. 

SEC. 2106. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be as follows: ‘‘United States Agency 
for International Development, Funds Ap- 
propriated to the President, Operating Ex- 
penses”, $1,385,499,000; ‘‘United States Agen- 
cy for International Development, Funds Ap- 
propriated to the President, Civilian Sta- 
bilization Initiative”, $10,000,000; ‘‘United 
States Agency for International Develop- 
ment, Funds Appropriated to the President, 
Capital Investment Fund’’, $165,000,000; and 
“United States Agency for International De- 
velopment, Funds Appropriated to the Presi- 
dent, Office of Inspector General’’, 
$45,000,000. 

SEC. 2107. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be as follows: ‘“‘Bilateral Economic As- 
sistance, Funds Appropriated to the Presi- 
dent, Development Assistance’’, 
$2,500,000,000; ‘‘Bilateral Economic Assist- 
ance, Funds Appropriated to the President, 
Complex Crises Fund’’, $45,000,000; ‘‘Bilateral 
Economic Assistance, Funds Appropriated to 
the President, Assistance for Europe, Eur- 
asia and Central Asia’’, $697,134,000; ‘‘Bilat- 
eral Economic Assistance, Independent 
Agencies, Peace Corps’’, $395,000,000; and ‘‘Bi- 
lateral Economic Assistance, Independent 
Agencies, Millennium Challenge Corpora- 
tion’’, $900,000,000. 

SEC. 2108. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be as follows: ‘‘Bilateral Economic As- 
sistance, Funds Appropriated to the Presi- 
dent, Economic Support Fund’’, $6,250,000,000; 
“Bilateral Economic Assistance, Funds Ap- 
propriated to the President, Democracy 
Fund’’, $115,000,000; ‘‘Department of the 
Treasury, International Affairs Technical 
Assistance”, $25,919,000; and ‘‘Department of 
the Treasury, Debt Restructuring’’, 
$56,000,000. 

SEC. 2109. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for the following account shall be 
as follows: ‘‘Bilateral Economic Assistance, 
Funds Appropriated to the President, Inter- 
national Disaster Assistance’’, $879,000,000. 

SEC. 2110. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be as follows: ‘‘International Security 
Assistance, Department of State, Inter- 
national Narcotics Control and Law Enforce- 
ment’’, $1,565,000,000; ‘‘International Security 
Assistance, Department of State, Non- 
proliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining and 
Related Programs”, $740,000,000; and ‘‘Inter- 
national Security Assistance, Department of 
State, Peacekeeping Operations”, 
$305,000,000: Provided, That division F of Pub- 
lic Law 111-117 shall be applied to funds ap- 


March 4, 2011 


propriated by this division under the heading 
‘Peacekeeping Operations?” by adding the 
following at the end: ‘“: Provided further, 
That funds appropriated under this heading 
should not be used to support any military 
training or operations that include child sol- 
diers”. 

SEC. 2111. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be as follows: ‘‘International Security 
Assistance, Funds Appropriated to the Presi- 
dent, Pakistan Counterinsurgency Capa- 
bility Fund’’, $700,000,000, which shall remain 
available until September 30, 2012, and shall 
be available to the Secretary of State under 
the terms and conditions provided for this 
Fund in title XI of Public Law 111-32 and sec- 
tion 1005 of Public Law 111-212; ‘‘Inter- 
national Security Assistance, Funds Appro- 
priated to the President, Foreign Military 
Financing Program”, $5,365,000,000, of which 
not less than $3,000,000,000 shall be available 
for grants only for Israel, $1,300,000,000 shall 
be available for grants only for Egypt, 
$300,000,000 shall be available for assistance 
for Jordan, and up to $45,000,000 shall be 
available for assistance for Colombia: Pro- 
vided, That the dollar amount in the fourth 
proviso under the heading ‘‘International Se- 
curity Assistance, Funds Appropriated to the 
President, Foreign Military Financing Pro- 
gram” in division F of Public Law 111-117 
shall be deemed to be $789,000,000 for the pur- 
pose of applying funds appropriated under 
such heading by this division. 

SEC. 2112. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be as follows: ‘‘Multilateral Assistance, 
Funds Appropriated to the President, Inter- 
national Organizations and Programs”, 
$369,000,000; ‘‘Multilateral Assistance, Funds 
Appropriated to the President, Global Envi- 
ronment Facility”, $125,499,000; ‘‘Multilat- 
eral Assistance, Funds Appropriated to the 
President, International Financial Institu- 
tions, Contribution to the International De- 
velopment Association’’, $1,235,000,000; ‘‘Mul- 
tilateral Assistance, Funds Appropriated to 
the President, Contribution to the Clean 
Technology Fund’’, $250,000,000; ‘‘Multilat- 
eral Assistance, Funds Appropriated to the 
President, Contribution to the Strategic Cli- 
mate Fund’’, $85,000,000; ‘‘Multilateral As- 
sistance, Funds Appropriated to the Presi- 
dent, Contribution to the Inter-American 
Development Bank, Inter-American Invest- 
ment Corporation”, $21,000,000; ‘‘Multilateral 
Assistance, Funds Appropriated to the Presi- 
dent, International Financial Institutions, 
Contribution to the African Development 
Fund’’, $125,000,000; and ‘‘Multilateral Assist- 
ance, Funds Appropriated to the President, 
International Financial Institutions, Inter- 
national Fund for Agricultural Develop- 
ment’’, $29,500,000. 

SEC. 2113. Notwithstanding section 1101, for 
payment as a contribution to a global food 
security fund by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, $200,000,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

SEc. 2114. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be as follows: ‘“‘Export and Investment 
Assistance, Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation, Program Account’’, $18,115,000; 
and ‘‘Export and Investment Assistance, 
Funds Appropriated to the President, Trade 
and Development Agency”, $51,252,000. 

SEC. 2115. For purposes of the amount made 
available by this division for ‘‘Export and In- 
vestment Assistance, Export-Import Bank of 
the United States, Administrative Ex- 
penses”, project specific transaction costs, 
including direct and indirect costs incurred 
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in claims settlements, and other costs for 
systems infrastructure directly supporting 
transactions, shall not be considered admin- 
istrative expenses. 

SEC. 2116. (a) Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the amounts included under the heading 
“Administration of Foreign Affairs, Embassy 
Security, Construction and Maintenance” in 
division F of Public Law 111-117 shall be ap- 
plied to funds appropriated by this division 
as follows: by substituting ‘‘$835,000,000’’ for 
‘*$876,850,000’’ in the first paragraph; and by 
substituting ‘‘$795,000,000’’ for ‘‘$847,300,000” 
in the second paragraph. 

(b) Notwithstanding section 1101, the 
amounts included under the heading ‘‘Bilat- 
eral Economic Assistance, Funds Appro- 
priated to the President, Development Credit 
Authority” in division F of Public Law 111- 
117 shall be applied to funds appropriated by 
this division as follows: by substituting 
“*$30,000,000’’ for ‘‘$25,000,000’’ in the first 
paragraph; and by substituting ‘‘$8,300,000’’ 
for ‘‘$8,600,000’’ in the second paragraph. 

SEc. 2117. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the amounts included under the heading ‘‘Bi- 
lateral Economic Assistance, Funds Appro- 
priated to the President, Global Health and 
Child Survival” in division F of Public Law 
111-117 shall be applied to funds appropriated 
by this division as follows: by substituting in 
the first paragraph ‘‘$2,525,000,000’’ for 
“*$2,420,000,000’’; and by substituting 
“*$5,355,000,000’’ for ‘‘$5,359,000,000’’ in the sec- 
ond paragraph. 

SEC. 2118. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the amounts included under the heading 
“Administration of Foreign Affairs, Office of 
Inspector General’ in division F of Public 
Law 111-117 shall be applied to funds appro- 
priated by this division as follows: by sub- 
stituting ‘$22,000,000’? for ‘‘$23,000,000’’ for 
the Special Inspector General for Iraq Recon- 
struction and ‘$24,000,000’? for ‘‘$23,000,000”’ 
for the Special Inspector General for Afghan- 
istan Reconstruction. 

SEc. 2119. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
shall be $0: ‘‘Administration of Foreign Af- 
fairs, Buying Power Maintenance Account”; 
“Bilateral Economic Assistance, Funds Ap- 
propriated to the President, International 
Fund for Ireland’’; and ‘‘Multilateral Assist- 
ance, Funds Appropriated to the President, 
Contribution to the Asian Development 
Fund”. 

SEC. 2120. (a) Of the unobligated balances 
available from funds appropriated under the 
heading ‘‘Export and Investment Assistance, 
Export-Import Bank of the United States, 
Subsidy Appropriation” in the Department 
of State, Foreign Operations, and Related 
Programs Appropriations Act, 2009 (division 
H of Public Law 111-8) and under such head- 
ing in prior acts making appropriations for 
the Department of State, foreign operations, 
and related programs, $160,000,000 are re- 
scinded. 

(b) Of the unobligated balances from funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available for 
the Buying Power Maintenance Account, 
$15,000,000 are rescinded. 

(c) Of the unobligated balances available 
for the Development Assistance account, as 
identified by Treasury Appropriation Fund 
Symbols 7206/111021, $1,000,000 are rescinded. 

(d) Of the unobligated balances available 
for the Assistance for the Independent States 
of the Former Soviet Union account, as iden- 
tified by Treasury Appropriation Fund Sym- 
bols 7206/111093, 7207/121093, and 172X1093, 
$11,700,000 are rescinded. 

(e) Of the unobligated balances available 
for the International Narcotics Control and 
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Law Enforcement account, as identified by 
Treasury Appropriation Fund Symbols, 
11X1022, 1106/121022, and 191105/111022, 
$7,183,000 are rescinded. 

(f) Of the funds appropriated in prior Acts 
making appropriations for the Department 
of State, foreign operations, and related pro- 
grams under the heading ‘‘Diplomatic and 
Consular Programs’’, $55,000,000, which shall 
be from amounts made available for World- 
wide Security Protection, are rescinded: Pro- 
vided, That no amounts may be rescinded 
from amounts that were designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to the Concurrent Resolution on the 
Budget or the Balanced Budget and Emer- 
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend- 
ed. 

(g) Of the funds appropriated in prior Acts 
making appropriations for the Department 
of State, foreign operations, and related pro- 
grams under the heading ‘‘Administration of 
Foreign Affairs, Embassy Security, Con- 
struction, and Maintenance’’, $115,000,000 are 
rescinded: Provided, That no amounts may be 
rescinded from amounts that were des- 
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to the Concurrent Reso- 
lution on the Budget or the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Act of 1985, as amend- 
ed. 

(h) Of the funds appropriated in prior Acts 
making appropriations for the Department 
of State, foreign operations, and related pro- 
grams under the heading ‘‘Bilateral Eco- 
nomic Assistance, Funds Appropriated to the 
President, Economic Support Fund”, 
$100,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That no 
amounts may be rescinded from amounts 
that were designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to the Con- 
current Resolution on the Budget or the Bal- 
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Act of 
1985, as amended. 

SEC. 2121. (a) Notwithstanding section 
653(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
(22 U.S.C. 2413(b)), the President shall trans- 
mit to Congress the report required under 
section 653(a) of that Act with respect to the 
provision of funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available by this division for the De- 
partment of State, foreign operations, and 
related programs: Provided, That such report 
shall include a comparison of amounts, by 
category of assistance, provided or intended 
to be provided from funds appropriated for 
fiscal years 2010 and 2011, for each foreign 
country and international organization. 

(b) Not later than 30 days after the date of 
enactment of this division, each department, 
agency or organization funded by this title 
or by division F of Public Law 111-117 shall 
submit to the Committees on Appropriations 
an operating plan for such funds that pro- 
vides details at the program, project, and ac- 
tivity level: Provided, That the report re- 
quired under subsection (a) shall be consid- 
ered to have met the requirements of this 
subsection with respect to funds made avail- 
able to carry out the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 and the Arms Export Control Act: 
Provided further, That the spending reports 
required in division F of Public Law 111-117 
for assistance for Afghanistan, Pakistan, 
Iraq, the Caribbean Basin, Lebanon, Mexico, 
and Central America, and spending reports 
required for funds appropriated under the 
headings ‘‘Diplomatic and Consular Pro- 
grams”, “Embassy Security, Construction, 
and Maintenance”, ‘‘International Narcotics 
Control and Law Enforcement”, ‘‘Civilian 
Stabilization Initiative”, and ‘‘Peace Corps” 
shall be considered to have met the require- 
ments of this subsection. 
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(c) The reports required under subsection 
(b) shall not be considered as meeting the no- 
tification requirements under section 7015 of 
division F of Public Law 111-117 or under sec- 
tion 634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961. 

SEC. 2122. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this division, the dollar amounts 
under paragraphs (1) through (4) under the 
heading ‘‘Administration of Foreign Affairs, 
Diplomatic and Consular Programs” in divi- 
sion F of Public Law 111-117 shall not apply 
to funds appropriated by this division: Pro- 
vided, That the dollar amounts to be derived 
from fees collected under paragraph (5)(A) 
under such heading shall be ‘‘$1,702,904’’ and 
“*$505,000’’ respectively. 

(b) Division F of Public Law 111-117 shall 
be applied to funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion under the heading ‘‘Contributions for 
International Peacekeeping Activities” by 
adding the following at the end: ‘‘: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of State should 
work with the United Nations and govern- 
ments contributing peacekeeping troops to 
develop effective vetting procedures to en- 
sure that such troops have not violated 
human rights”. 

(c) Division F of Public Law 111-117 shall 
be applied to funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion under the heading ‘‘United States Agen- 
cy for International Development, Funds Ap- 
propriated to the President, Operating Ex- 
penses” by substituting ‘‘USAID mission, bu- 
reau or office” for “USAID overseas mission 
or office” in the sixth proviso. 

(d) Division F of Public Law 111-117 shall 
be applied to funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion under the heading ‘‘Economic Support 
Fund”? by substituting ‘‘$200,000,000’’ for 
‘‘$150,000,000° in the seventh proviso and 
“*$195,000,000’’ for ‘‘209,790,000’’ in the six- 
teenth proviso. 

(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this division, the following provisions in di- 
vision F of Public Law 111-117 shall not 
apply to funds appropriated by this division: 

(1) Section 7034(1). 

(2) Section 7042(a), (b)(1), (c), and (d)(1). 

(3) Section 7044(d). 

(4) In section 7045: 

(A) Subsection (b)(2). 

(B) The first sentence of subsection (c). 

(C) The first sentence of subsection (e)(1). 

(D) The first sentence of subsection (f). 

(E) Subsection (h). 

(5) Section 7070(b). 

(6) Section 7071(f)(6). 

(7) The third proviso under the heading 
“Administration of Foreign Affairs, Civilian 
Stabilization Initiative”. 

(8) The fourth proviso under the heading 
“Bilateral Economic Assistance, Funds Ap- 
propriated to the President, Assistance for 
Europe, Eurasia and Central Asia’’. 

(9) Section 7090. 

(10) The ninth proviso under the heading 
“Millennium Challenge Corporation”. 

(f) Section 7081 of division F of Public Law 
111-117 shall be applied to funds appropriated 
by this division by substituting ‘‘Funds ap- 
propriated by this division” for “ОТ the funds 
appropriated by this Act, up to $1,257,200,000” 
in subsection (a); by substituting 
‘*$35,000,000’’ for ‘‘$25,000,000’’ in the first sen- 
tence of subsection (d); by substituting ‘‘Pro- 
vided further, That funds appropriated under 
title III of this Act for tropical forest pro- 
grams shall be used for purposes including to 
implement and enforce section 8204 of Public 
Law 110-246, shall not be used to support or 
promote the expansion of industrial scale 
logging into primary tropical forests, and 
shall be subject to prior consultation with, 
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and the regular notification of, the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations:”’ for the second pro- 
viso in subsection (d); and by substituting 
“For fiscal year 2011, up to $250,000,000’’ for 
“For fiscal year 2010, up to $300,000,000”’ in 
subsection (g)(1). 

(g) Section 7042 of division F of Public Law 
111-117 shall be applied to funds appropriated 
by this division by substituting ‘‘$552,900,000’’ 
for the dollar amount in subsection (f)(1). 

(h) Section 7015(f) of division F of Public 
Law 111-117 is amended by inserting ‘‘Af- 
ghanistan, Burma, Yemen,” after ‘Sri 
Lanka,’’. 

(i) The third proviso of section 7034(s) of di- 
vision F of Public Law 111-117 shall be ap- 
plied to funds appropriated by this division 
by substituting ‘‘shall’’ for ‘‘should’’. 

(j) Section 7070(1)(2) of division F of Public 
Law 111-117 is amended to read as follows: 
“None of the funds appropriated by this Act 
shall be made available for assistance for the 
central government of Zimbabwe, except for 
health, education and macroeconomic 
growth assistance, unless the Secretary of 
State makes a determination pursuant to 
paragraph (1).”. 

(k) Section 2(c) of the Migration and Ref- 
ugee Assistance Act of 1962 (22 U.S.C. 
2601(c)(2)) is amended in paragraph (1) by 
striking ‘‘President’’ and inserting ‘‘Sec- 
retary of State’? and in paragraph (2) by 
striking “%$100,000,000°° and inserting 
‘*$200,000,000"’. 

(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this division, Section 7015(c) of division F of 
Public Law 111-117 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated by this division under the head- 
ings ‘‘Complex Crises Fund” and ‘‘Migration 
and Refugee Assistance’’. 

(m) Section 102(b)(1) of the International 
Religious Freedom Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 
6412(b)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘Sep- 
tember 1” and inserting ‘‘April 1”. 

(п) Section 410(a)(1)(A) of title IV of the 
Department of State and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1999 (contained in divi- 
sion A of Public Law 105-277) is amended by 
striking “а fee of $13” and inserting “а fee of 
not to exceed half of the amount of the fee 
that would otherwise apply for processing a 
machine readable combined border crossing 
identification card and non-immigrant visa, 
and may be increased not more than 50 per- 
cent in a fiscal year”. 

(о) Section 7046(a) of division F of Public 
Law 111-117 shall be applied to funds appro- 
priated by this division by substituting 
‘*$455,000,000’’ for ‘‘$521,880,000"’. 

SEC. 2128. (a) The first and second provisos 
under the heading ‘Economic Support 
Капа” in division F of Public Law 111-117 
shall be applied to funds appropriated by this 
title by substituting the following: ‘‘Pro- 
vided, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading, up to $250,000,000 shall be avail- 
able for assistance for Egypt: Provided fur- 
ther, That any such assistance made avail- 
able to the Government of Egypt shall be for 
purposes that reduce poverty, promote good 
governance, protect human rights, and sup- 
port free and fair elections: Provided further, 
That of the funds appropriated under this 
heading for assistance for Egypt, not less 
than $35,000,000 should be made available di- 
rectly for assistance for civil society organi- 
zations and the development of political par- 
ties, and not less than $35,000,000 should be 
made available for education programs in- 
cluding not less than $10,000,000 for scholar- 
ships for Egyptian students with high finan- 
cial need”. 

(b) The third proviso under the heading 
“Economic Support Fund” in division F of 
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Public Law 111-117 shall be applied to funds 
appropriated by this division by substituting 
“should” for “shall”, and the tenth proviso 
under such heading shall be applied to funds 
appropriated by this division by substituting 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available by 
this division for assistance for Afghanistan 
and Pakistan may not be made available for 
direct government-to-government assistance 
unless the Secretary of State certifies to the 
Committees on Appropriations that the rel- 
evant implementing agency has been as- 
sessed and considered qualified to manage 
such funds and the Government of the United 
States and the government of the recipient 
country have agreed, in writing, to clear and 
achievable goals and objectives for the use of 
such funds, and have established mechanisms 
within each implementing agency to ensure 
that such funds are used for the purposes for 
which they were intended:’’. 

(c) The second proviso under the heading 
“International Security Assistance, Depart- 
ment of State, Peacekeeping Operations” in 
division F of Public Law 111-117 shall be ap- 
plied by substituting the following: ‘‘Pro- 
vided further, That up to $55,918,000 may be 
used to pay assessed expenses of inter- 
national peacekeeping activities in Somalia, 
except that up to an additional $35,000,000 
may be made available for such purpose sub- 
ject to prior consultation with, and the reg- 
ular notification procedures of, the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations:’’. 

(d) Section 7034(m)(5) of division F of Pub- 
lic Law 111-117 shall be applied to funds ap- 
propriated by this division by substituting 
“should” for ‘‘shall’’ in the first place it ap- 
pears, and by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘: Provided, That not less than 
$15,000,000 shall be transferred to, and 
merged with, funds available under the head- 
ing ‘Related Agency, Broadcasting Board of 
Governors, International Broadcasting Oper- 
ations’, to remain available until September 
30, 2012, to carry out the purposes of this sub- 
section including to hire additional individ- 
uals to administer such funds”. 

(e) Section 7034(n) of division F of Public 
Law 111-117 shall be applied to funds appro- 
priated by this division by adding the fol- 
lowing at the end: ‘‘: Provided, That none of 
the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available by this division or any other Act 
making appropriations for the Department 
of State, foreign operations, and related pro- 
grams may be used to implement phase 3 of 
such authority”. 

(f) Section 7042 of division F of Public Law 
111-117 shall be applied to funds appropriated 
by this division by substituting the following 
for the proviso in subsection (d)(2): ‘‘: Pro- 
vided, That funds may not be made available 
for obligation until the Secretary of State 
determines and reports to the Committees 
on Appropriations that funds provided are in 
the national security interest of the United 
States and provides the Committees on Ap- 
propriations a detailed spending plan’’. 

(g) Section 7048 of division F of Public Law 
111-117 shall be applied to funds appropriated 
by this division by substituting the following 
for subsection (b): 

‘“(b) LIMITATION.—None of the funds appro- 
priated or otherwise made available by this 
division under the heading ‘Export-Import 
Bank of the United States’ may be used by 
the Export-Import Bank of the United States 
to provide any new financing (including 
loans, guarantees, other credits, insurance, 
and reinsurance) to any person that is sub- 
ject to sanctions under paragraph (2) or (3) of 
section 5(a) of the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996 
(Public Law 104-172).’’. 
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(h) Section 7045(b) of division F of Public 
Law 111-117 shall be applied to funds appro- 
priated by this division by substituting the 
following for paragraph (2): 

(2) Of the funds appropriated under the 
heading ‘Department of the Treasury, Debt 
Restructuring’ in this division, up to 
$36,000,000 may be made available for the 
United States share of an increase in the re- 
sources of the Fund for Special Operations of 
the Inter-American Development Bank in 
furtherance of providing debt relief to Haiti 
in view of the Cancun Declaration of March 
21, 2010.”. 

(i) Section 7059(c) of division F of Public 
Law 111-117 is amended by striking “may” 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘should’’. 

(j) Section 7059(1) of division F of Public 
Law 111-117 is amended by striking ‘‘30’’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘85’’. 

(k) Section 7071(b) of division F of Public 
Law 111-117 shall be applied to funds appro- 
priated by this division by substituting 
‘*$37,500,000’’ for ‘‘$36,500,000’? in paragraph 
(2). 
(1) Section 7071(j) of division F of Public 
Law 111-117 shall be applied to funds appro- 
priated by this division by substituting the 
following: “Of the funds appropriated under 
the heading ‘Economic Support Fund’, not 
less than $21,000,000 shall be made available 
for assistance for Vietnam for remediation of 
dioxin contaminated sites including not less 
than $3,000,000 for related health and dis- 
ability activities, and may be made available 
for assistance for the Government of Viet- 
nam, including the military, for such pur- 
poses.”’. 

(m) Section 404(b)(2)(B) of Public Law 103- 
236 is amended by adding the following at the 
end: 

“(vii) For assessments made during cal- 
endar year 2011, 27.2 percent.’’. 

(n) The Foreign Operations, Export Fi- 
nancing, and Related Programs Appropria- 
tions Act, 1990 (Public Law 101-167) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in section 599D (8 U.S.C. 1157 note)— 

(A) in subsection (b)(3), by striking ‘‘and 
2010” and inserting ‘‘2010, and 2011”; and 

(В) in subsection (е), by striking ‘‘2010’’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘2011”’; 
and 

(2) in section 599E (8 U.S.C. 1255 note) in 
subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘2010” and in- 
serting “2011”. 

SEC. 2124. (a) IN GENERAL.—Subsections (b) 
through (d) of this section shall apply to 
funds appropriated by this division in lieu of 
section 7076 of division F of Public Law 111- 
117. 

(b) LIMITATION.—None of the funds appro- 
priated or otherwise made available by this 
division under the headings ‘‘Economic Sup- 
port Fund” and ‘International Narcotics 
Control and Law Enforcement” may be obli- 
gated for assistance for the Government of 
Afghanistan until the Secretary of State, in 
consultation with the Administrator of the 
United States Agency for International De- 
velopment (USAID), certifies and reports to 
the Committees on Appropriations the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) The Government of Afghanistan is— 

(A) demonstrating a commitment to re- 
duce corruption and improve governance, in- 
cluding by investigating, prosecuting, and 
sanctioning or removing corrupt officials 
from office and to implement financial 
transparency and accountability measures 
for government institutions and officials (in- 
cluding the Central Bank); 

(B) taking significant steps to facilitate 
active public participation in governance 
and oversight; and 
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(C) taking credible steps to protect the 
internationally recognized human rights of 
Afghan women. 

(2) There is a unified United States Gov- 
ernment anti-corruption strategy for Af- 
ghanistan. 

(3) Funds will be programmed to support 
and strengthen the capacity of Afghan public 
and private institutions and entities to re- 
duce corruption and to improve transparency 
and accountability of national, provincial, 
and local governments, as outlined in the 
spending plan submitted to the Committees 
on Appropriations on October 26, 2010 (CN 10- 
298). 

(4) Representatives of Afghan national, 
provincial, or local governments, local com- 
munities and civil society organizations, as 
appropriate, will be consulted and partici- 
pate in the design of programs, projects, and 
activities, including participation in imple- 
mentation and oversight, and the develop- 
ment of specific benchmarks to measure 
progress and outcomes. 

(5) Funds will be used to train and deploy 
additional United States Government direct- 
hire personnel to improve monitoring and 
control of assistance. 

(6) A framework and methodology is being 
utilized to assess national, provincial, local, 
and sector level fiduciary risks relating to 
public financial management of United 
States Government assistance. 

(c) ASSISTANCE AND OPERATIONS.— 

(1) Funds appropriated under the headings 
“Economic Support Fund”? and ‘‘Inter- 
national Narcotics Control and Law Enforce- 
ment” by this division that are available for 
assistance for Afghanistan— 

(A) shall be made available, to the max- 
imum extent practicable, in a manner that 
emphasizes the participation of Afghan 
women, and directly improves the security, 
economic and social well-being, and political 
status, and protects the rights of, Afghan 
women and girls and complies with sections 
7062 and 7063 of division F of Public Law 111- 
117, including support for the Afghan Inde- 
pendent Human Rights Commission, the Af- 
ghan Ministry of Women’s Affairs, and 
women-led nongovernmental organizations; 

(B) may be made available for a United 
States contribution to an internationally 
managed fund to support the reconciliation 
with and disarmament, demobilization and 
reintegration into Afghan society of former 
combatants who have renounced violence 
against the Government of Afghanistan: Pro- 
vided, That funds may be made available to 
support reconciliation and reintegration ac- 
tivities only if— 

(i) Afghan women are participating at na- 
tional, provincial and local levels of govern- 
ment in the design, policy formulation and 
implementation of the reconciliation or re- 
integration process, and such process up- 
holds steps taken by the Government of Af- 
ghanistan to protect the internationally rec- 
ognized human rights of Afghan women; and 

(ii) such funds will not be used to support 
any pardon or immunity from prosecution, 
or any position in the Government of Af- 
ghanistan or security forces, for any leader 
of an armed group responsible for crimes 
against humanity, war crimes, or other vio- 
lations of internationally recognized human 
rights; 

(C) may be made available as a United 
States contribution to the Afghanistan Re- 
construction Trust Fund (ARTF) unless the 
Secretary of State determines and reports to 
the Committees on Appropriations that the 
World Bank Monitoring Agent of the ARTF 
is unable to conduct its financial control and 
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audit responsibilities due to restrictions on 
security personnel by the Government of Af- 
ghanistan; and 

(D) may be made available for a United 
States contribution to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization/International Security 
Assistance Force Post-Operations Humani- 
tarian Relief Fund. 

(2) Funds appropriated under the headings 
“Economic Support Fund” and ‘‘Inter- 
national Narcotics Control and Law Enforce- 
ment” by this division that are available for 
assistance for Afghanistan that provide 
training for foreign police, judicial, and mili- 
tary personnel shall address, where appro- 
priate, gender-based violence. 

(8) The authority contained in section 
1102(c) of Public Law 111-32 shall continue in 
effect during fiscal year 2011 and shall apply 
as if part of this division. 

(4) The Coordinator for Rule of Law at the 
United States Embassy in Kabul, Afghani- 
stan shall be consulted on the use of all 
funds appropriated by this division for rule 
of law programs in Afghanistan. 

(5) None of the funds made available by 
this division may be used by the United 
States Government to enter into a perma- 
nent basing rights agreement between the 
United States and Afghanistan. 

(6) The Secretary of State, after consulta- 
tion with the USAID Administrator, shall 
submit to the Committees on Appropriations 
not later than 45 days after enactment of 
this division, and prior to the initial obliga- 
tion of funds for assistance for Afghanistan, 
a detailed spending plan for such assistance 
which shall include clear and achievable 
goals, benchmarks for measuring progress, 
and expected results: Provided, That such 
plan shall not be considered as meeting the 
notification requirements under section 7015 
of division F of Public Law 111-117 or under 
section 634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961. 

(d) OVERSIGHT.— 

(1) The Special Inspector General for Af- 
ghanistan Reconstruction, the Inspector 
General of the Department of State and the 
Inspector General of USAID, shall jointly de- 
velop and submit to the Committees on Ap- 
propriations within 45 days of enactment of 
this division a coordinated audit and inspec- 
tion plan of United States assistance for, and 
civilian operations in, Afghanistan. 

(2) Of the funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion under the heading ‘‘Economic Support 
Fund”? for assistance for Afghanistan, 
$3,000,000 shall be transferred to, and merged 
with, funds made available under the head- 
ing “Administration of Foreign Affairs, Of- 
fice of Inspector General’’ by this division, 
for increased oversight of programs in Af- 
ghanistan and shall be in addition to funds 
otherwise available for such purposes: Pro- 
vided, That $1,500,000 shall be for the activi- 
ties of the Special Inspector General for Af- 
ghanistan Reconstruction. 

(3) Of the funds appropriated by this divi- 
sion under the heading ‘‘Economic Support 
Fund”? for assistance for Afghanistan, 
$1,500,000 shall be transferred to, and merged 
with, funds appropriated under the heading 
“United States Agency for International De- 
velopment, Funds Appropriated to the Presi- 
dent, Office of Inspector General” by this di- 
vision for increased oversight of programs in 
Afghanistan and shall be in addition to funds 
otherwise available for such purposes. 

(е) MODIFICATION TO PRIOR PROVISIONS.— 

(1) Section 1004(c)(1)(C) of Public Law 111- 
212 is amended to read as follows: 

“(C) taking credible steps to protect the 
internationally recognized human rights of 
Afghan women.’’. 
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(2) Section 1004(d)(1) of Public Law 111-212 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) Afghan women are participating at na- 
tional, provincial, and local levels of govern- 
ment in the design, policy formulation, and 
implementation of the reconciliation or re- 
integration process, and such process up- 
holds steps taken by the Government of Af- 
ghanistan to protect the internationally rec- 
ognized human rights of Afghan women; 
and’’. 

(3) Section 1004(e)(1) of Public Law 111-212 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) based on information available to the 
Secretary, the Independent Electoral Com- 
mission has no members or other employees 
who participated in, or helped to cover up, 
acts of fraud in the 2009 presidential election 
in Afghanistan, and the Electoral Com- 
plaints Commission is a genuinely inde- 
pendent body with all the authorities that 
were invested in it under Afghan law as of 
December 31, 2009; and’’. 

SEC. 2125. Prior to the disbursement of 
funds appropriated by this division under the 
heading ‘‘Foreign Military Financing Pro- 
gram” that are available for assistance for 
Egypt, the Secretary of State should report 
to the Committees on Appropriations that— 

(1) a transparent, political transition is oc- 
curring that includes the participation of a 
wide range of democratic opposition and 
civil society leaders and is responsive to 
their views; 

(2) the emergency law and other laws re- 
stricting human rights have been abrogated; 
protesters, political and social activists and 
journalists are not being arrested, detained 
or prosecuted for the peaceful exercise of 
their rights; and the government is respect- 
ing freedoms of expression, assembly and as- 
sociation; and 

(3) legal and constitutional impediments to 
free and fair presidential and parliamentary 
elections are being removed. 

SEC. 2126. Of the funds appropriated by this 
division under the heading ‘‘Economic Sup- 
port Fund” that are available for assistance 
for Tunisia, not less than $5,000,000 should be 
made available directly for assistance for 
civil society organizations and the develop- 
ment of political parties. 

SEC. 2127. The second paragraph under the 
heading ‘‘Foreign Military Financing Pro- 
gram” in division F of Public Law 111-117 is 
amended by adding the following at the end: 
“© Provided further, That none of the funds 
appropriated under this heading may be 
made available for assistance for Libya’’. 

SEC. 2128. The second proviso in the second 
paragraph under the heading ‘‘Foreign Mili- 
tary Financing Program” in division F of 
Public Law 111-117 is amended by inserting 
“Bahrain,’’ after ‘‘Nepal,’’. 

SEC. 2129. (a) CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN 
DEVELOPMENT BANK.—In addition to amounts 
otherwise made available by this division, 
$106,586,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, is appropriated for payment to the 
Asian Development Bank by the Secretary of 
the Treasury for the United States share of 
the paid-in portion of the increase in capital 
stock. 

(b) LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL SUB- 
SCRIPTIONS.—The United States Governor of 
the Asian Development Bank may subscribe 
without fiscal year limitation to the callable 
capital portion of the United States share of 
such capital stock in an amount not to ex- 
ceed $2,558,048,769. 

(c) AMENDMENT.—The Asian Development 
Bank Act (22 U.S.C. 285 et seq.), is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 33. NINTH REPLENISHMENT. 

“(a) The United States Governor of the 

Bank is authorized to contribute, on behalf 
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of the United States, $461,000,000 to the ninth 

replenishment of the resources of the Fund, 

subject to obtaining the necessary appropria- 
tions. 

(р) In order to pay for the United States 
contribution provided for in subsection (a), 
there are authorized to be appropriated, 
without fiscal year limitation, $461,000,000 
for payment by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury. 

“SEC. 34. FIFTH CAPITAL INCREASE. 

(а) SUBSCRIPTION AUTHORIZED.— 

“(1) The United States Governor of the 
Bank may subscribe on behalf of the United 
States to 1,104,420 additional shares of the 
capital stock of the Bank. 

(02) Any subscription by the United States 
to capital stock of the Bank shall be effec- 
tive only to such extent or in such amounts 
as are provided in advance in appropriations 
Acts. 

(р) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

“(1) In order to pay for the increase in the 
United States subscription to the Bank pro- 
vided for in subsection (a), there are author- 
ized to be appropriated, without fiscal year 
limitation, $13,323,173,083, for payment by the 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

(2) Of the amount authorized to be appro- 
priated under paragraph (1)— 

(А) $532,929,240 is authorized to be appro- 
priated for paid in shares of the Bank; and 

“(В) $12,790,243,843 is authorized to be ap- 
propriated for callable shares of the Bank, 
for payment by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury.’’. 

TITLE XII—TRANSPORTATION, AND HOUS- 
ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND 
RELATED AGENCIES 
SEc. 2201. Notwithstanding section 1101, 

the level for ‘‘Transportation Planning, Re- 

search, and Development” shall be 
$13,168,000. 

SEC. 2202. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Transportation, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Oper- 
ations”? shall be $9,542,983,000, of which 
$4,559,000,000 shall be derived from the Air- 
port and Airway Trust Fund, of which no less 
than $7,473,299,000 shall be for air traffic or- 
ganization activities; no less than 
$1,253,020,000 shall be for aviation regulation 
and certification activities; not to exceed 
$15,237,000 shall be available for commercial 
space transportation activities; not to ex- 
ceed $113,681,000 shall be available for finan- 
cial services activities; not to exceed 
$100,428,000 shall be available for human re- 
sources program activities; not to exceed 
$341,977,000 shall be available for region and 
center operations and regional coordination 
activities; not to exceed $196,063,000 shall be 
available for staff offices; and not to exceed 
$49,278,000 shall be available for information 
services. 

SEC. 2203. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the amounts included under the heading 
“Department of Transportation, Federal 
Aviation Administration, Grants-in-Aid for 
Airports (Liquidation of Contract Authoriza- 
tion)? in division A of Public Law 111-117 
shall be applied to funds appropriated by this 
Act by substituting ‘‘$3,550,000,000’’ for 
“*$3,000,000,000’’. 

SEc. 2204. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level included under the heading ‘‘De- 
partment of Transportation, Federal Avia- 
tion Administration, Grants-In-Aid for Air- 
ports (Limitations on Obligations)? for ad- 
ministration shall be $96,322,000. 

SEC. 2205. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level of funding for activities described 
in section 122 of title I of division A of Public 
Law 111-117 shall be $0. 
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SEC. 2206. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Transportation, 
Federal Highway Administration, Surface 
Transportation Priorities” shall be $0. 

SEC. 2207. Unobligated balances of funds 
made available for obligation under 23 U.S.C. 
320, section 147 of Public Law 95-599, section 
9(c) of Public Law 97-134, section 149 of Pub- 
lic Law 100-17, and sections 1006, 1069, 1103, 
1104, 1105, 1106, 1107, 1108, 6005, 6015, and 6023 
of Public Law 102-240 are permanently re- 
scinded. In addition, the unobligated balance 
available on September 30, 2011, under sec- 
tion 1602 of the Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21st Century (Public Law 105-178) for 
each project for which less than 10 percent of 
the amount authorized for such project 
under such section has been obligated is per- 
manently rescinded. In addition, of the 
amounts authorized for fiscal years 2005 
through 2009 in section 1101(a)(16) of the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transpor- 
tation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (Pub- 
lic Law 109-59) to carry out the high priority 
projects program under section 117 of title 
23, United States Code, that are not allo- 
cated for projects described in section 1702 of 
such Act, $8,190,335 are permanently re- 
scinded. 

SEC. 2208. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for the ‘‘Department of Transpor- 
tation, Federal Motor Carrier Safety Admin- 
istration, Motor Carrier Safety Operations 
and Programs, (Liquidation of Contract Au- 
thorization), (Limitation of Contract Obliga- 
tions), (Highway Trust Fund)’’ shall be 
$250,117,000. 

SEC. 2209. Of the amount made available 
for ‘‘Department of Transportation, Motor 
Carrier Safety Grants, (Liquidation of Con- 
tract Authorization), (Limitation on Obliga- 
tions), (Highway Trust Fund)” for the com- 
mercial driver’s license information system 
modernization program, $3,000,000 shall be 
made available for audits of new entrant 
motor carriers to carry out section 4107(b) of 
Public Law 109-59, and 31104(a) of title 49, 
United States Code, and $5,000,000 shall be 
made available for the commercial driver’s 
license improvements program to carry out 
section 31313 of title 49, United States Code. 

SEC. 2210. Of the amounts made available 
for Safety Belt Performance Grants under 
section 406 of title 23, United States Code, 
$76,000,000 in unobligated balances are per- 
manently rescinded. 

SEC. 2211. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Transportation, 
Federal Railroad Administration, Safety and 
Operations” shall be $176,950,000. 

SEC. 2212. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Transportation, 
Federal Railroad Administration, Rail Line 
Relocation and Improvement Program” shall 
be $10,532,000. 

SEC. 2218. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Transportation, 
Federal Railroad Administration, Capital 
Assistance for High Speed Rail Corridors and 
Intercity Passenger Rail Service” shall be 
$1,000,000,000. 

(a) Notwithstanding section 1101, the level 
for “Federal Transit Administration, Capital 
Investment Grants” shall be $1,850,000,000. 

SEC. 2214. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Transportation, 
Maritime Administration, Operations and 
Training? shall be $151,750,000, of which 
$11,240,000 shall remain available until ex- 
pended for maintenance and repair of train- 
ing ships at State Maritime Academies, and 
of which $15,000,000 shall remain available 
until expended for capital improvements at 
the United States Merchant Marine Acad- 
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emy, and of which $59,057,000 shall be avail- 
able for operations at the United States Mer- 
chant Marine Academy, and of which 
$2,000,000 shall remain available through Sep- 
tember 30, 2012 for midshipman services at 
the United States Merchant Marine Acad- 
emy: Provided, That of the funds provided for 
Operations and Training to the Maritime Ad- 
ministration in Public Law 111-117, up to 
$6,000,000 shall remain available until ex- 
pended and may be used for the Secretary’s 
reimbursement of overcharged midshipmen 
fees for academic years 2003-2004 through 
2008-2009 and the Secretary’s reimbursement 
decisions shall be final and conclusive: Pro- 
vided further, That $1,000,000 of such funds 
shall be available until expended and shall be 
used for the information technology require- 
ments of Public Law 111-207. 

SEC. 2215. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for each of the following accounts 
under the heading ‘‘Department of Transpor- 
tation, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration” shall be as follows: 
“Operational Expenses (Pipeline Safety 
Fund)”, $21,496,000; ‘‘Hazardous Materials 
Safety’’, $39,098,000, of which $1,699,000 shall 
remain available until September 30, 2013; 
and ‘‘Pipeline Safety (Pipeline Safety Fund) 
(Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund)”, $106,919,000, 
of which $18,905,000 shall be derived from the 
Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund and shall re- 
main available until September 30, 2013, and 
of which $88,014,000 shall be derived from the 
Pipeline Safety Fund, of which $47,332,000 
shall remain available until September 30, 
2013. 

SEC. 2216. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
section 186 of title I of division A of Public 
Law 111-117 shall not apply to fiscal year 


011. 

SEC. 2217. Notwithstanding section 1101, no 
funds are provided for activities described in 
section 195 of title I of division A of Public 
Law 111-117. 

SEC. 2218. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Personnel Compensa- 
tion and Benefits, Housing? shall be 
$388,667,000. 

SEC. 2219. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Public and Indian Hous- 
ing, Tenant-Based Rental Assistance” shall 
be $14,547,688,000, to remain available until 
expended, shall be available on October 1, 
2010 (in addition to the $4,000,000,000 pre- 
viously appropriated under such heading 
that will become available on October 1, 
2010), and notwithstanding section 1109, an 
additional $4,000,000,000, to remain available 
until expended, shall be available on October 
1, 2011: Provided, That of the amounts avail- 
able for such heading, $16,702,688,000 shall be 
for activities specified in paragraph (1). 

SEC. 2220. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Public Housing Oper- 
ating Fund” shall be $4,626,000,000. 

SEC. 2221. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Community Development 
Fund”? shall be 84,230,000,000, of which 
$3,990,000,000 shall be for carrying out the 
community development block grant pro- 
gram under title I of the Housing and Com- 
munity Development Act of 1974, as amend- 
ed: Provided, That none of the funds made 
available by this section for such account 
may be used for grants for the Economic De- 
velopment Initiative or Neighborhood Initia- 
tives activities or for grants pursuant to sec- 
tion 107 of the Housing and Community De- 
velopment Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5307). 
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SEC. 2222. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Homeless Assistance 
Grants”? shall be $2,055,000,000, of which at 
least $285,000,000 shall be for the Emergency 
Solutions Grant program. 

SEC. 2223. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Brownfields Redevelop- 
ment” shall be $0. 

SEC. 2224. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Housing Programs, 
Project-Based Rental Assistance” shall be 
$8,882,328,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, shall be available on October 1, 2010 
(in addition to the $393,672,000 previously ap- 
propriated under such heading that became 
available on October 1, 2010), and, notwith- 
standing section 1109, an additional 
$400,000,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, shall be available on October 1, 2011: 
Provided, That of the amounts available for 
such heading, $8,950,000,000 shall be for ac- 
tivities specified in paragraph (1) under such 
heading of division A of Public Law 111-117 
and $326,000,000 shall be available for activi- 
ties specified in paragraph (2) under such 
heading in such public law. 

SEC. 2225. The first proviso under the head- 
ing ‘‘Housing for the Elderly” and under the 
heading ‘‘Housing for Persons with Disabil- 
ities”? in Division A of the Consolidated Ap- 
propriations Act, 2010 (Public Law 111-117, 
123 STAT. 3088), is amended to read as fol- 
lows: ‘‘: Provided, That amounts appropriated 
for initial project rental assistance contracts 
in FY 2003 through FY 2011 shall remain 
available for the purpose of paying obliga- 
tions incurred prior to the expiration of such 
funds for a 10 year period following such ex- 
piration.” 

SEC. 2226. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for “Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Housing Programs, En- 
ergy Innovation Fund” shall be $0. 

SEC. 2227. The heading ‘‘Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, Housing 
Program, Other Assisted Housing Programs, 
Rental Housing Assistance” shall be applied 
by also being available for extensions of up 
to one year for expiring contracts under such 
sections of law. 

SEC. 2228. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level under the heading ‘‘Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, Housing 
Programs, Rent Supplement (Rescission)”’ 
shall be $31,255,000. 

SEC. 2229. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level for ‘‘Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Federal Housing Ad- 
ministration, Mutual Mortgage Insurance 
Program Account” for administrative con- 
tract expenses shall be $207,000,000. 

SEC. 2230. The first proviso in the first 
paragraph under the heading ‘‘Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, Federal 
Housing Administration, General and Spe- 
cial Risk Program Account” in division A of 
Public Law 111-117 shall be applied in fiscal 
year 2011 by substituting ‘‘$20,000,000,000’’ for 
“*$15,000,000,000’’. 

SEC. 2231. Notwithstanding section 1101, 
the level under the heading ‘‘Related Agen- 
cies, United States Interagency Council on 
Homelessness, Operating Expenses” shall be 
$2,680,000. 

SEC. 2282. Section 209 of the McKinney- 
Vento Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
11319) is repealed. 

SEC. 2233. Of the amounts made available 
under ‘‘Department of Transportation, Na- 
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tional Highway Traffic Safety Administra- 
tion, Consumer Assistance to Recycle and 
Save Program’’, $16,000,000 in unobligated 
balances are permanently rescinded. 

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Full- 
Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011”. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department 
of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Appro- 
priations Act, 2011”. 


SA 150. Mr. ROCKEFELLER sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 23, to 
amend title 35, United States Code, to 
provide for patent reform; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows 

After section 17, insert the following: 

SEC. 18. PROHIBITION OF AUTHORIZED 
GENERICS. 

Chapter 10 of title 35, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“$106. Prohibition of authorized generic 
drugs 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
provision of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), the 
owner of any patent issued under this title 
that is the subject of a new drug application 
approved under section 505(c) of such Act (21 
U.S.C. 355(c)), or the holder of a new drug ap- 
plication approved under such section 505(c), 
shall not manufacture, market, sell, or dis- 
tribute an authorized generic drug, directly 
or indirectly, or authorize any other person 
to manufacture, market, sell, or distribute 
an authorized generic drug. 

“(b) AUTHORIZED GENERIC DRUG; LISTED 
DRuG.—For purposes of this section— 

“(1) the term ‘authorized generic drug’— 

“(A) means any version of a listed drug 
that the owner of any patent issued under 
this title for that listed drug that is the sub- 
ject of a new drug application approved 
under subsection (c) of section 505 of the Fed- 
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
355), or the holder of the new drug applica- 
tion approved under such subsection (c) for 
that listed drug, seeks to commence mar- 
keting, selling, or distributing, directly or 
indirectly, after receipt of a notice sent pur- 
suant to subsection (j)(2)(B) of such section 
with respect to that listed drug; and 

“(В) does not include any drug to be mar- 
keted, sold, or distributed— 

“(i) by an entity eligible for 180-day exclu- 
sivity with respect to such drug under sub- 
section (j)(5)(B)(iv) of such section; or 

“Gi) after expiration or forfeiture of any 
180-day exclusivity with respect to such drug 
under such subsection (j)(5)(B)(iv); and 

“02) the term ‘listed drug’ has the meaning 
applied to such term in section 505(j) of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 355(j)).’’. 


SA 151. Mr. ROCKEFELLER sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 23, to 
amend title 35, United States Code, to 
provide for patent reform; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

After section 17, insert the following: 

SEC. 18. PROHIBITION OF AUTHORIZED 
GENERICS. 

Chapter 10 of title 35, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“$106. Prohibition of authorized generic 
drugs 

*(а) ІЧ GENERAL.—The owner of any patent 
issued under this title that is the subject of 
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a new drug application approved under sec- 
tion 505(c) of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355(c)), or the holder 
of a new drug application approved under 
such section 505(c), shall not manufacture, 
market, sell, or distribute an authorized ge- 
neric drug, directly or indirectly, or author- 
ize any other person to manufacture, mar- 
Ket, sell, or distribute an authorized generic 
drug. 

‘(b) AUTHORIZED GENERIC DRUG; LISTED 
DruG.—For purposes of this section— 

“(1) the term ‘authorized generic drug’— 

“(A) means any version of a listed drug 
that the owner of any patent issued under 
this title for that listed drug that is the sub- 
ject of a new drug application approved 
under subsection (c) of section 505 of the Fed- 
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
355), or the holder of the new drug applica- 
tion approved under such subsection (c) for 
that listed drug, seeks to commence mar- 
keting, selling, or distributing, directly or 
indirectly, after receipt of a notice sent pur- 
suant to subsection (j)(2)(B) of such section 
with respect to that listed drug; and 

“(В) does not include any drug to be mar- 
keted, sold, or distributed— 

“(i) by an entity eligible for 180-day exclu- 
sivity with respect to such drug under sub- 
section (j)(5)(B)(iv) of such section; or 

“(ii) after expiration or forfeiture of any 
180-day exclusivity with respect to such drug 
under such subsection (j)(5)(B)(iv); and 

“(2) the term ‘listed drug’ has the meaning 
applied to such term in section 505(j) of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 
U.S.C. 355(j)).”’. 


EE 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 4, 2011, at 9 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ES 


MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—H.R. 4 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, H.R. 4 is at 
the desk due for a second reading, I am 
told. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title for the 
second time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4) to repeal the expansion of 
information reporting requirements for pay- 
ments of $600 or more to corporations, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I object to 
any further proceedings at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion having been heard, the bill is 
placed on the calendar under rule XIV. 


EE 


ORDERS FOR MONDAY, MARCH 7, 
2011 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until 2 p.m. on Monday, March 7; 
that following the prayer and pledge, 
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the morning hour be deemed expired; 
the time for the two leaders be re- 
served for use later in the day; that fol- 
lowing any leader remarks there be a 
period of morning business until 4:30 
p.m., with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each; at 
4:30 p.m., the Senate proceed to execu- 
tive session as under the previous 
order; and, finally, the filing deadline 
for second-degree amendments to S. 23 
be 5 p.m. on Monday, March 7. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
PROGRAM 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senators 
should expect a series of three rollcall 
votes to begin at 5:30 p.m. on Monday. 
The first two votes will be on confirma- 
tion of judicial nominations. The third 
vote will be on cloture of the America 
Invents Act. 


-Á 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
MARCH 7, 2011, AT 2 P.M. 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 1:19 p.m., adjourned until Monday, 
March 7, 2011, at 2 p.m. 


ee н 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


DANIEL L. GLASER, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR TERRORIST FINANCING, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, VICE DAVID 8. COHEN. 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 


JON D. LEIBOWITZ, OF MARYLAND, TO BE A FEDERAL 
TRADE COMMISSIONER FOR A TERM OF SEVEN YEARS 
FROM SEPTEMBER 26, 2010. (REAPPOINTMENT) 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


PAUL PIQUADO, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO BE 
AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, VICE DAVID 
M. SPOONER, RESIGNED. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


ROBERT PATTERSON, OF NEW YORK, A CAREER MEM- 
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF COUN- 
SELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO TURKMENISTAN. 


UNITED STATES INSTITUTE OF PEACE 


ERIC 8. EDELMAN, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE UNITED STATES IN- 
STITUTE OF PEACE FOR A TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE 
CHESTER A. CROCKER, TERM EXPIRED. 


NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 
ADMINISTRATION 


SUBJECT TO QUALIFICATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW, THE 
FOLLOWING FOR TEMPORARY APPOINTMENT TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED IN THE NATIONAL OCEANIC AND AT- 
MOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION. 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 
MICHAEL 8. DEVANY 


FOREIGN SERVICE 


THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE FOR PROMOTION WITHIN AND INTO THE SEN- 
IOR FOREIGN SERVICE TO THE CLASSES INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF CAREER MINISTER: 


CARMINE G. D’ALOISIO, OF NEW JERSEY 
CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF MINISTER-COUNSELOR: 
BERYL C. BLECHER, OF FLORIDA 
AMER M. KAYANI, OF CALIFORNIA 
JUDY R. REINKE, OF VIRGINIA 
CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF COUNSELOR: 
FRANK G. CARRICO, JR., OF TEXAS 
LAURIE A. FARRIS, OF VIRGINIA 
ROBERT O. JONES, JR., OF FLORIDA 
JAMES KOLODITCH, OF COLORADO 
JAMES F. SULLIVAN, OF FLORIDA 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be brigadier general 


COL. SUSAN A. DAVIDSON 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS CHIEF OF CHAPLAINS, UNITED STATES ARMY, AND 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 
10, U.S.C., SECTION 3036: 


To be major general 
BRIG. GEN. DONALD L. RUTHERFORD 
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IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUALS FOR APPOINT- 
MENT TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE REGULAR AIR 
FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531(A): 


To be lieutenant colonel 
CHRISTIAN R. SCHLICHT 
To be major 


OZREN T. BUNTAK 
WILLIAM Y. CHU 

CRAIG D. ENGLAND 
OLGA V. KENNEDY 
CHARLES E. LERNER, JR. 
SALAH F. MASRY 
REBECCA K. MCARTHUR 
RICHARD A. METER 
JASON L. RICH 

DARYN R. STRALEY 
ERIC M. SULLIVAN 
KAMEKEA C. WILLIS 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY VETERINARY CORPS UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 


To be major 


NICOLE K. AVCI 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY MEDICAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 


To be major 


EDMOND K. SAFARIAN 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUALS FOR REGULAR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY DENTAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, 
U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 


To be lieutenant colonel 
CHARLES L. CLARK 
To be major 
RUSSELL D. TAYLOR 
IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUALS FOR APPOINT- 
MENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE REGULAR NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 


To be lieutenant commander 


RICHARD T. GROSSART 
ANDREW G. MORTIMER 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUALS FOR APPOINT- 
MENT TO THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE REGULAR 
NAVY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 


To be commander 
JOHN A. SALVATO 
To be lieutenant commander 
JAY A. FERNS 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


RECOGNITION OF MR. FRED 
MIGLIACCIO 


HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 4, 2011 


Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Mr. Fred Migliaccio, resident of 
West Long Branch, New Jersey and dedicated 
member of the community. On March 5, 2011, 
Mr. Migliaccio will be recognized by the 
Amerigo Vespucci Society with the “Man of 
the Year’ award. Today, | applaud Mr. 
Migliaccio, as his achievements should serve 
as an inspiration to us all. 

Mr. Migliaccio began his employment career 
at the early age of 14 at Gallo’s Pizzeria. By 
the age of 17, he received employment at Slo- 
cum Long Branch Fuel Company. In 1974, Mr. 
Migliaccio began his professional career with 
the New Jersey Highway Authority where he 
worked for 27 years. During his tenure, he oc- 
cupied various positions including Printing 
Specialist, Administrative Clerk and Commu- 
nications Specialist. He also remained in- 
volved in the Highway Authority’s Safety, 
Training and Investigation Department. In 
2001, Mr. Migliaccio accepted a position with 
the City of Long Branch in New Jersey as Di- 
rector of Public Works. His outstanding leader- 
ship abilities bolstered the development and 
enhancement of the Public Works Department. 
Advances in equipment, construction, training 
and an increase in the level of service to the 
residents of Long Branch were all a result of 
Mr. Migliaccio’s outstanding contributions. 

Mr. Migliaccio has demonstrated impeccable 
service to the community. He served as a vol- 
unteer firefighter for 38 years and admirably 
served as Fire Chief in 1986. Mr. Migliaccio 
currently serves as President of West Long 
Branch Fire Company #2. He is also a cer- 
tified Level | and Level II Fire instructor, а li- 
censed fire official and fire inspector and fire 
protection sub-code official. He also works 
part-time as the Sub-Code Official in the bor- 
ough of Oceanport and West Long Branch 
and is the inspector in the City of Long 
Branch. He proudly touts his numerous profes- 
sional affiliations with various organizations, a 
few of which include The International Asso- 
ciation of Fire Chiefs and Former Captain of 
the Emergency Service Unit of the Long 
Branch Fire Department. Mr. Migliaccio’s con- 
tinuous service to the community has undoubt- 
edly touched the lives of many people. 

Mr. Migliaccio was an active member of the 
West Long Branch Sports Association and 
coached Little League and Biddy Basketball. 
He also enjoys hunting and building police 
cars. Mr. Migliaccio currently resides in West 
Long Branch, New Jersey with his wife Steph- 
anie and two boys, Jamie and Patrick. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in congratu- 
lating Mr. Fred Migliaccio, the recipient of the 


Amerigo Vespucci Society’s “Man of the Year” 
award. This recognition is a testament to his 
continuous hard work and dedication on behalf 
of the constituents of Long Branch, New Jer- 
sey. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO MADAME LILEASE 
HALL 


HON. JAMES E. CLYBURN 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 4, 2011 


Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a trailblazing educator and re- 
markable woman whose life is being cele- 
brated in Columbia, South Carolina on March 
15th. Madame Lilease Hall passed away in 
August 2010, but she is being remembered by 
Columbia High School and Richland School 
District One for her many years of service, 
and | add my voice to those honoring her re- 
markable life. 

Lilease Hall was born to Jessie James and 
Belle Magnolia Rogers in Conway, South 
Carolina in 1923. Her gentle spirit endeared 
her to all of those that knew her, and she was 
affectionately known as “Sister” or “Lily,” and 
in the case of her French students, “Madame 
Hall.” 

Madame Hall received a Bachelor of Arts, 
with concentrations in French and English, 
from South Carolina State University and later 
a Master of Education degree from the Univer- 
sity of South Carolina. She received additional 
education from Montana State University in 
Missoula, Montana; Ohio State University in 
Columbus, Ohio; The Sorbornne University in 
Paris, France; Clemson University in Clemson, 
South Carolina and The Citadel in Charleston, 
South Carolina. 

For 58 years, Madame Hall pursued her 
passion for teaching and French as an educa- 
tor. She taught French at Columbia High 
School, and taught French and English at 
Booker T. Washington High School, Alabama 
A&M University, S.C. State College, Council 
Training School in Huntsville, Alabama, and 
Whittemore High School. She also participated 
in summer programs at Benedict College and 
the University of South Carolina. She contin- 
ued to work in Richland School District One 
until 2008, when she was 85 years old. During 
her 54 years with the district, she taught many 
generations of students and touched countless 
lives. 

Madame Halls many accomplishments in- 
clude being selected as Teacher of the Year 
at Columbia High School several times over 
the years. She also was nominated by her stu- 
dents to appear on the television program, 
Oprah. 

In February 2010, Madame Hall published a 
book with her daughter entitled Running 
Through the Scary Woods. The book was in- 


spired by real-life events in which a young girl 
in the 1920s literally had to run through the 
scary woods to achieve her goals. The book 
teaches life lessons of overcoming obstacles 
with courage and perseverance. Copies of the 
book have been donated to Mothering Across 
Continents (MAC) literacy and education ef- 
forts in Africa. The book is currently being 
used in a program to help teachers learn and 
instruct in English at a remote school in north- 
ern Rwanda. 

Madame Hall was a faithful member of the 
Progressive Church of Our Lord Jesus Christ 
in Columbia, South Carolina. She was a mem- 
ber of numerous social organizations and a 
life member of Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority. 

She married her college sweetheart, Ben- 
jamin Louis Hall, Jr., who passed away in 
2007. The two celebrated 60 years of mar- 
riage on November 29, 2006, and their union 
was blessed with six children. The Halls were 
the proud grandparents of nine grandchildren 
and the great-grandparents of one great- 
grandson. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask our colleagues to join me 
in honoring the tremendous dedication of this 
trailblazing educator. Madame Hall committed 
her life to the education of students and ex- 
panding their minds beyond the limited world 
around them. She ignited in her students a 
passion for learning and experiencing life be- 
yond their hometowns. Madame Hall serves 
as an inspiration to all those who knew her to 
live their best life and she certainly dem- 
onstrated that with her own. She is certainly 
missed, but not forgotten. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. CAROLYN McCARTHY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, March 4, 2011 


Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, | was unavoidably absent on February 19, 
2011. If | were present, | would have voted for 


the following: 

Flake (AZ) Amendment #377—Rollcall 
#125—No 

Guinta (NH) Amendment #166—Rollcall 
#126—No 

Hall (TX) Amendment #495—Rollcall 
#127—No 

Lee (CA) Amendment #141—Rollcall 
#128—No 

Griffith (VA) Amendment #109—Rollcall 
#129—No 

Jones (NC) Amendment #548—Rollcall 
#130—Yes 


Luetkemeyer (MO) Amendment #47—Roll- 
call #131—No 

Luetkemeyer (MO) Amendment #149—Roll- 
call #132—No 

Issa (CA) 
#133—No 


Amendment #569—Rollcall 


© This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Sullivan (OK) Amendment #94—Rollcall 
#134—No 

McKinley (WV) Amendment #216—Rollcall 
#135—No 

McKinley (WV) Amendment #217—Rollcall 
#136—No 

Pompeo (KS) Amendment #545—Rollcall 
#137—No 

Burgess (TX) Amendment #200—Rollcall 
#138—No 

Heller (NV) Amendment #482—Rollcall 
#139—No 

Noem (SD) Amendment #563—Rollcall 
#140—No 

Pitts (PA) Amendment #430—Rollcall 
#141—No 

Carney (DE) Amendment #241—Rollcall 
#142—No 

Mulvaney (SC) Amendment #164—Rollcall 
#143—No 


es 


AUSTRALIA HELPS BUILD THE 
EDUCATION CENTER АТ THE 
VIETNAM VETERANS MEMORIAL 


HON. TIM RYAN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 4, 2011 


Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, this Mon- 
day morning the Prime Minister of Australia, 
the Honorable Julia Gillard, will be partici- 
pating in a ceremony on the steps of the Lin- 
coln Memorial to present a $3 million check 
from the government of the Commonwealth of 
Australia to the Vietnam Veterans Memorial 
Fund to help build the Education Center at the 
Vietnam Veterans Memorial. 

On behalf of my constituents, | hereby ex- 
tend my sincere thanks and appreciation to 
Prime Minister Gillard and the Australian peo- 
ple. Throughout the twentieth century and into 
the twenty-first, Australia has been a reliable 
and close ally and partner to our nation. The 
decision by the Australian government to 
make such a generous contribution to build 
the Education Center is a vivid reminder of the 
close ties that bind our two countries. 

The Vietnam War was a difficult time for 
both the United States and Australia. From 
1962 to 1972, some 60,000 Australians served 
in Vietnam, during which time more than 500 
Australians lost their lives and another 3,000 
were wounded or otherwise injured. | am grati- 
fied that our close friend and ally, Australia, is 
joining Americans in helping to build the Edu- 
cation Center at the Wall. 

Of the 185,700 Ohioans who served in Viet- 
nam, the names of the 3,095 Ohioans who 
died during the war are etched on the Wall. 
For almost thirty years, the Vietnam Veterans 
Memorial has served as a powerful and mov- 
ing tribute to their sacrifice and the sacrifice of 
the more than 58,000 Americans who per- 
ished in the Vietnam War. | cannot overstate 
the importance of telling the stories of bravery 
and dedication behind the names etched on 
the Wall. That is exactly what the Education 
Center at the Wall will do. Not only will the 
Education Center tell the story of the Vietnam 
War, but it will also serve as a fulcrum of edu- 
cation and learning about the courage and pa- 
triotism of all of America’s service members 
throughout the ages. 
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| was so moved and gratified to learn of the 
Australian government’s generous contribution 
to the Vietnam Veterans Memorial Fund. In a 
larger sense, Mr. Speaker, this is a gift from 
the Australian people to not just the Memorial 
Fund, but to all Americans. 

Thank you, Prime Minister Gillard, and 
many thanks to the Australian people. 


EE 


HONORING CHIEF NICHOLE 
ARMSTRONG ANDERSON 


HON. FREDERICA $, WILSON 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 4, 2011 


Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and honor Chief Nichole 
Armstrong Anderson. Veteran Deputy Ander- 
son has been appointed as the first female Af- 
rican American police chief of the Broward 
County Sheriff's Office. For over 16 years, Of- 
ficer Anderson has remained dedicated to 
public service and to keeping our community 
safe. In recognition of her outstanding service 
record she has been awarded numerous com- 
mendations for her job performance and her 
commitment to upholding and enforcing the 
law. 

Officer Anderson was born on July 8, 1970, 
and graduated from Dillard High School with 
honors in June of 1988. She began her law 
enforcement career with the Florida Depart- 
ment of Corrections as a correctional proba- 
tion officer in 1994. She was soon offered a 
position with the Florida Highway Patrol for the 
position of State trooper. Upon completing a 
challenging and rigorous six month training 
program in Tallahassee, FL, she was assigned 
to Troop C in Tampa, FL. After leaving the 
Florida Highway Patrol, she began with the 
Broward County Sherriffs Office and was as- 
signed to road patrol. From there, she was 
promoted to the rank of sergeant on August 3, 
2001, and was assigned to the Tamarac Dis- 
trict. Her devotion to public service and com- 
mitment to keeping our community safe have 
led to several promotions. 

Her exemplary professional record led Offi- 
cer Anderson to the rank of lieutenant where 
she was assigned to the Pompano Beach Dis- 
trict. She was later transferred to the position 
of executive officer to the sheriff. After attend- 
ing the prestigious Southern Police Institute 
114th Administrative Officers Course in 2005, 
at the University of Louisville in Louisville, 
Kentucky, she was assigned to the position of 
executive officer of the Pompano Beach Dis- 
trict Area 2 Command. On November 20, 
2010 her outstanding performance led to her 
selection as the interim chief of the South 
Broward District and, ultimately, on February 
23, 2011, she was sworn in as the chief of the 
South Broward District. 

Over the years she has developed a reputa- 
tion within the law enforcement community as 
being diligently committed to her profession. 

Officer Anderson is the wife of Frederick An- 
derson, Sr. and loving mother of Frederick, Jr. 
| proudly acknowledge her achievement as the 
first female African American police chief of 
the Broward County Sherriff's Department and 
appreciate her tireless work for this commu- 
nity. 
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TRIBUTE TO GERALDYNE INEZ 
PIERCE ZIMMERMAN 


HON. JAMES E. CLYBURN 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 4, 2011 


Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to an educator, community leader, 
humanitarian and constituent on the occasion 
of her 100th birthday. Mrs. Geraldyne Inez 
Pierce Zimmerman, is an institution at my 
alma mater, South Carolina State College 
(now University), a trailblazer in her hometown 
of Orangeburg, South Carolina, and she 
achieved the remarkable milestone of becom- 
ing a Centenarian on March 5, 2011. 

Mrs. Zimmerman’s character is described as 
being beautiful, caring, feisty, generous, hum- 
ble, intelligent, kind, loving, sensitive, strong 
and witty. Her character has contributed to her 
success to make a significant impact on the 
lives of people in Orangeburg, South Carolina, 
the state of South Carolina and the United 
States of America. 

Mrs. Zimmerman is the daughter of Hazel 
and James Pierce of 358 Treadwell Street, 
Orangeburg. She was born in her parents’ 
home on March 5, 1911, and she still resides 
in the family home today. 

Mrs. Zimmerman began her education at an 
early age by participating in a pre-school that 
her mother started in their home for the neigh- 
borhood children. When she was of school 
age, she attended the Claflin College’s Gram- 
mar School in Orangeburg until the 8th Grade. 
She went on to attend the South Carolina 
State College’s High School and graduated in 
1928. 

Education was extremely important to Mrs. 
Zimmerman despite the era in which she grew 
up and the limited opportunities available to 
African American women. After graduating 
from high school she attended Fisk University 
in Nashville, Tennessee. She received a BS 
Degree in Mathematics in March of 1932. 

Mrs. Zimmerman sought to share her love 
of learning and began her career as an educa- 
tor in 1932 at Felton Academy back at South 
Carolina State College. In 1935, she took a 
job at Jefferson High School in York, South 
Carolina. Just three years later, she went 
home to Orangeburg to work as a substitute 
teacher and piano instructor. 

Her love of learning never waned, and she 
returned to South Carolina State College and 
earned a Master’s Degree in Mathematics in 
1948. After completing her degree, she joined 
the faculty at SC State’s Mathematics Depart- 
ment and continued in that position until her 
retirement in 1976. 

Her community was very important to Mrs. 
Zimmerman, and she was extremely involved 
in growing and improving her hometown. She 
was a founding member of the “As You Like 
It” Bridge Club, the AKA Sorority Graduate 
Chapter, and the Links, Inc. Chapter in 
Orangeburg. She was one of the first mem- 
bers of St. Paul Episcopal Church, the first Af- 
rican American Episcopal church in Orange- 
burg, and she was a founding member of the 
church’s Women’s Club. 

She was always committed to the education 
and enrichment of young people, so she es- 
tablished the first African American Boy 
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Scouts Chapter and Girl Scouts Chapter in 
Orangeburg. She was a founding member of 
the Helen Wilkerson Sheffield Girls Club for 
high school girls and the Sarah B. Henderson 
Girls Club for college girls in Orangeburg. 

In the community, Mrs. Zimmerman orga- 
nized the Night Out Campaign Against Crime 
and she spearheaded the cleaning, restoration 
and registering of an Orangeburg African 
American cemetery that is now listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places. She is 
also the Founder of the Rosa Zimmerman 
Family Reunion. 

Mrs. Zimmerman was a member of many 
significant boards and organizations in the 
Orangeburg area. Her memberships included 
Albemarle Chemical Plant Advisory Board; 
Alpha Kappa Alpha (AKA) Sorority; Art Coun- 
cils of Orangeburg; Church Community Min- 
istries Organization; Girls Scouts of America; 
Links, Incorporated; NAACP; Orangeburg 
Downtown Revitalization; Red Cross of Amer- 
ica; Salvation Army; Samaritan Homeless 
Shelter; St. Paul Episcopal Church and the 
United Way Foundation Grants Committee. 

Her many honors and awards include four 
National Science Foundation Awards; Claflin 
University’s Honorary Doctorate Humane Let- 
ters in 1992; Orangeburg Kiwanis Club Award 
in 1994; Orangeburg Citizen of the Year in 
1994; Orangeburg City Council’s Edisto Award 
in 1999; South Carolina Governor’s Order of 
the Palmetto Award in 2000; Certificate of 
Special Congressional Recognition in 2003; 
South Carolina Hall of Fame induction in 
2003; AKA Certificate of Appreciation for 75 
years in 2007; Geraldyne Zimmerman’s Day 
by the Orangeburg City Council in 2008; and 
a Certificate of Appreciation from the SCSU 
Math Club for her years of service. 

Due to her dedication to the advancement 
of young people, the Geraldyne Zimmerman 
Youth Center was dedicated in 1963. In Octo- 
ber 2010, her biography was published, 
“Ahead of Her Time in Yesteryear,” which cer- 
tainly captures the trailblazer Mrs. Zimmerman 
has been throughout her entire life. 

Mrs. Zimmerman married the love of her 
life, her SC State College High School class- 
mate, the late Dudley Malone Zimmerman, in 
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Orangeburg in 1935. The couple had two chil- 
dren, D.M. Zimmerman, Jr. and Rose Hayzel 
Zimmerman Jones. She is the proud grand- 
mother of four and the great-grandmother to 
one. 

Mr. Speaker, | invite you and my distin- 
guished colleagues to join me in honoring 
Geraldyne Inez Pierce Zimmerman as she 
celebrates her 100th birthday. This occasion 
provides us an opportunity to honor the many 
contributions Mrs. Zimmerman has made dur- 
ing her extraordinary lifetime. She serves as a 
remarkable example of what an education and 
determination can accomplish. She is an inspi- 
ration to all that have been blessed to know 
her, and | count myself among those who 
have been fortunate to be touched by her gra- 
cious spirit. 


EE 
RECOGNITION OF MAYOR JAMES 
PHILLIPS AND MRS. JANET 
PHILLIPS 


HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 4, 2011 


Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Mayor James Phillips and Mrs. 
Janet Phillips for their immeasurable contribu- 
tions to their community and the subsequent 
honor they have received from the Community 
YMCA. The Phillips are valuable members of 
my district and assets to their communities. | 
would like to congratulate them on being one 
of the impressive honorees at the Community 
YMCA Gala. 

Mayor James Phillips has admirably served 
as the Mayor of Old Bridge for the past 8 
years. He also serves as Middlesex County 
Treasurer. Prior to his tenure as Mayor, Mr. 
Phillips previously served as New Jersey State 
Senator, Commissioner on the Old Bridge 
Board of Fire Commissioners, Old Bridge Mu- 
nicipal Authority, Middlesex County Economic 
Development Commission, and the Old Bridge 
Township Housing and Development Agency. 
Mayor Phillips has fervently worked with Mid- 
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dlesex County and Old Bridge Township to 
create the Middlesex County Old Bridge Wa- 
terfront Park and the John A. Phillips Open 
Space Preserve. James is also the founder of 
“Yes for Open Space,” a non-profit organiza- 
tion that successfully aided the passage of the 
Middlesex County Open Space and Farmland 
Preservation Referendum. 

Janet Phillips is a valued and dedicated 
member of the community. Mrs. Phillips is a 
Registered Nurse and serves as the Nurse 
Auditor for Managed Recourses, Inc. She 
touts many impressive years of clinical, audit- 
ing, performance improvement and managed 
care experience. Mrs. Phillips currently serves 
as secretary of the Kiwanis Club of Old Bridge 
and also serves as a member of the Raritan 
Bay Medical Center. Mrs. Phillips’ community 
activities also include her participation as 
Chairwoman of the Old Bridge Township 
Recreation Committee and a Eucharistic Min- 
ister for the Most Holy Redeemer Church. 
Mrs. Phillips is highly commended for her 
service with the Old Bridge YMCA Steering 
and Fundraising Committee. 

Mayor Phillips and Mrs. Phillips are strong 
believers in teamwork. Together, their mission 
is to unite their neighborhood by providing 
community service to strengthen families, de- 
velop leadership within the community’s youth 
and to build international understanding. 
These actions have been demonstrated in part 
through their continued work with the Commu- 
nity YMCA. The Phillips family continues to 
demonstrate their strong support of youth, 
family values and community growth through 
their extra-curricular endeavors. They are ad- 
mirable leaders in the community and are de- 
termined to make a difference. The Phillips 
family’s unending generosity and charitable 
activities have undoubtedly touched many 
lives and have helped countless people 
throughout Central New Jersey. 

Mr. Speaker, | would once more like to 
thank Mayor and Mrs. Phillips for their im- 
measurable contributions to my district and 
their communities and to again congratulate 
them for the honors they have received from 
the Community YMCA at this year’s Gala. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 
2011 


SENATE—Monday, March 7, 


The Senate met at 2 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable RICH- 
ARD BLUMENTHAL, a Senator from the 
State of Connecticut. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal God, known to us in count- 
less ways and times, lead our Senators 
in Your way. Lord, keep them aware 
that they can depend on Your valida- 
tion of every just cause and the for- 
giveness of every sin which they, in 
godly sorrow, confess to You. As they 
follow You, may their small successes 
prompt them to even greater under- 
standing for human benefit. Guide 
them by Your higher wisdom and bring 
them to a desired destination with 
hearts at peace with You. 

We pray in Your holy Name. Amen. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable RICHARD BLUMENTHAL 
led the Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


-Á 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 


The legislative clerk read the fol- 

lowing letter: 
U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, March 7, 2011. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable RICHARD 
BLUMENTHAL, a Senator from the State of 
Connecticut, to perform the duties of the 
Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 


Mr. BLUMENTHAL thereupon as- 
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


EES 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 


pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 
a 
SCHEDULE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
leader remarks, there will be a period 


of morning business until 4:30 today. 
Senators will be allowed to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each. 

At 4:30 the Senate will proceed to ex- 
ecutive session with an hour for debate 
equally divided and controlled in the 
usual form. 

At 5:30 today the Senate will confirm 
the nomination of Sue Myerscough, of 
Illinois, to be U.S. District Judge for 
the Central District of Illinois. There 
will then be a series of up to three roll- 
call votes, first on the confirmation of 
Anthony Battaglia, of California, to be 
a U.S. District Judge for the Southern 
District of California; the confirmation 
of the nomination of James Shadid, of 
Illinois, to a U.S. District Judge for the 
Central District of Illinois; and the mo- 
tion to invoke cloture on S. 23, the 
America Invents Act. The filing dead- 
line for second-degree amendments to 
S. 23 is 5 p.m. today. 

In addition, on Friday, cloture was 
filed on the motion to proceed to H.R. 
1, the Defense appropriations con- 
tinuing resolution. I hope to reach an 
agreement to vote on H.R. 1 and the 
Democratic alternative introduced by 
Senator INOUYE on Friday. We are 
going to vote on this matter sometime 
tomorrow, even if it is late tomorrow 
night. 

In addition to completing action on 
the America Invents Act, the Senate 
will also begin consideration of the 
continuing resolution апа possibly 
H.R. 4, the repeal of the 1099 section of 
the bill we passed last year dealing 
with health care. 


EE 
PROPOSED BUDGET CUTS 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, budgets and 
votes have something very important 
in common: At their heart, both re- 
quire and reflect tough choices. 

Tomorrow we hope the Senate will 
vote on the Republican response to the 
President’s budget. That is the so- 
called H.R. 1. Not only is the United 
States now focused on it, but the entire 
world is as well. Then we will vote on 
the Democratic response. Everyone has 
done the math and everyone knows 
how these votes will turn out. It is 
likely neither proposal will pass, which 
means neither will reach the Presi- 
dent’s desk, and we will go back to 
square one, back to the negotiating 
table. 

But tomorrow’s votes are still sig- 
nificant. Just as our budget—that is, 
how we invest taxpayer money and in- 
vest our resources—reflects our values, 
so will the votes cast on these two 
competing measures. They will show us 
which Senators are serious about for- 
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tifying our long-term future and which 
are more concerned with scoring short- 
term political points. These votes will 
show us who wants an easy applause 
line and who wants to strengthen our 
Nation’s bottom line. 

As the two parties’ vastly different 
proposals make clear, there is a fine 
line between a responsible budget and a 
reckless budget. The Republican plan 
we will vote on tomorrow is the same 
plan the tea party already pushed 
through the House of Representatives. 
It is called H.R. 1. Now the same tea 
party is trying to push it through the 
Senate. That plan will cost 700,000 
Americans, including 6,000 Nevadans, 
their jobs, and I will not support that 
nor will any other Democrat I know of 
here in the Senate. The figure of 700,000 
is not a figure picked out of the air. 
Economists generally agree that is a 
huge job loss for our country—econo- 
mists led by Mark Zandi, whom I have 
said on this floor on a number of occa- 
sions has a pretty good résumé. He is a 
chief economist at Moody’s now. He is 
a noted economist and was JOHN 
McCAIN’s chief economic adviser dur- 
ing the campaign. 

The tea party Republicans are hoping 
America will see their budget’s 
pricetag and swoon over its cuts. They 
are hoping the country doesn’t look 
under the hood and see what is wrong. 
That is because they know that when 
we do, we will see their shiny new 
budget is a lemon and has a badly bro- 
ken engine. 

I can remember I represented a num- 
ber of car dealers when I practiced law. 
One of them was a wonderful man. His 
son is now running his operations. 
There was someone out picketing his 
place of business and he had a great big 
lemon. He alleged he had bought a car 
there at Findlay Oldsmobile and it was 
a lemon. I was an attorney wanting to 
stop that. I was ready to go to court 
and get an injunction to stop that. 
Pete Findlay called me and said, look, 
there is something wrong with that car 
and I don’t want people to buy cars 
when there is something wrong with 
them. Take care of it. We will get him 
another car. 

Well, that is what the Republicans 
should do with the lemon they are try- 
ing to perpetuate over here. As I said, 
when we look under the hood of H.R. 1, 
we find it is not a good piece of legisla- 
tion, and that is a gross understate- 
ment. H.R. 1 has not only a broken en- 
gine, it is a lemon in many other re- 
spects. 

To pull ourselves out of this ditch, 
we need an engine that powers growth, 
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innovation, and our being more com- 
petitive. We need one that powers a re- 
covery. The last thing we can afford is 
a broken engine that will drive us right 
back into recession. We can’t fix a bro- 
ken economy with a broken engine. 
But that is exactly what the Repub- 
lican House is trying to sell us with 
this H.R. 1. The tea party plan will 
make Nevada’s students and workers 
less competitive and will make Ne- 
vada’s families and communities even 
less safe. 

It hurts education, which, of course, 
threatens our future. There are many 
examples, but let me give two or three, 
starting where many of our children 
start—in early education. Head Start is 
a successful early education program 
for the poorest of the poor. It has been 
proven Head Start students are much 
more likely than their peers to grad- 
uate from high school. But under the 
Republicans’ plan—this tea party plan, 
this H.R. 1—200,000 Head Start stu- 
dents, including hundreds and hundreds 
in Nevada, will be basically eliminated 
from the school system. That is a care- 
less short-term cut with devastating 
long-term consequences. 

Second, what about students who are 
already out of high school and go to 
college thanks to Pell grants? If the 
Republican plan were to pass, those Ne- 
vada undergraduates who rely on Pell 
grants would see their tuition assist- 
ance cut by more than $600 a year. 
That means one of two things: These 
students’ tuition bills will go up or 
they will be forced to drop out. We 
can’t afford this. Hither choice is a bad 
choice. 

Third, what about those who are al- 
ready in the workplace who are looking 
to join the job market? This tea party 
proposal would cost Nevada $30 million 
in job training investments. That 
would hurt about 8,000 potential Ne- 
vada workers. These cuts won’t do any- 
thing to help unemployment go down 
or help Nevada’s economy get back on 
its feet. 

We all know we have to make some 
sacrifices. We know there have to be 
cuts made. We have made them. But 
these Republican cuts, as indicated in 
H.R. 1, dealing with education alone, as 
I have mentioned, are counter- 
productive. If we slice budgets in the 
name of a stronger future but cut the 
most important way to strengthen our 
future, what have we accomplished? 
Nothing. We have made things much 
worse. 

It is not just education. Let’s talk 
about a few more of these dangerous 
consequences the Republicans’ reckless 
budget would have for Nevada. The 
same would apply to Connecticut. It 
would pull the plug on renewable en- 
ergy jobs in Nevada, including 600 new 
jobs at the State’s largest solar plant. 
It would fire another 600 Nevadans who 
work at community health centers. 
One of the outstanding things we did in 
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the health care bill is we put $10 billion 
in that bill to build 10,000 new commu- 
nity health centers across the country. 
These aren’t just for poor people, but 
they do help poor people a lot. It gives 
a place for people to go so our emer- 
gency rooms don’t become overrun. All 
of the medical economists say it will 
cut down the cost of health care deliv- 
ery significantly. But that isn’t what 
the Republicans do. The 600 Nevadans 
who work at community health centers 
would basically be eliminated, which 
means fewer Nevadans would have jobs 
and the neediest among us would have 
fewer places to turn when they need 
help getting healthy. 

It would cut more than $1.5 million 
from local law enforcement programs 
to help Nevada prevent crime, fight do- 
mestic violence, and keep our neigh- 
borhoods safe from gangs. The plan 
would cut homeland security invest- 
ments by about $1 million which puts 
every Nevadan and everyone who visits 
Nevada at risk. Some 60 million people 
a year visit Las Vegas alone. These 
cuts threaten the health of our econ- 
omy, our communities, and our citi- 
zens. 

The Democrats know we cannot 
make our economy work again for the 
middle class unless we invest the tax- 
payers’ money as responsibly, effi- 
ciently, and transparently as possible. 
So for anyone to say we don’t think 
there should be cuts—we believe there 
should be cuts. We have proven that. 
We have already cut $51 billion below 
what the President recommended, and 
it was a pretty austere budget he pre- 
sented. Yes, it is easy to demonize any 
investments we make by calling it gov- 
ernment spending. It has always been a 
political shortcut to demand that we 
slice zeroes off the end of the national 
budget. But before we go on a reckless 
cutting spree, let’s think about what 
these investments do, whom they help, 
and how much they mean to our future. 

That is what Democrats have 
thought about as we drafted our plan. 
We made responsible cuts to the tune 
of $51 billion below President Obama’s 
budget. We have made some difficult 
choices. But where the Republican plan 
cuts indiscriminately, we have cut 
carefully. Where the Republican plan is 
based on ideology, ours is based on re- 
ality. 

Some of the ideological cuts: Elimi- 
nate public broadcasting, eliminate the 
National Endowment for the Arts, and 
the National Endowment for the Hu- 
manities. There are scores of things 
they have done, cutting indiscrimi- 
nately. Where the Republicans’ plan is 
based on ideology, ours is based on re- 
ality. That is because we know the 
whole point is to cut in a way that 
strengthens our economy, not in a way 
that weakens it. Our cuts eliminate 
redundancies, end unnecessary pro- 
grams, and stop funding for earmarks. 
Our plan recognizes our job isn’t to cut 
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a billion here and a billion there just to 
say we did. 

Our plan recognizes, as Democrats 
do, that we are not in competition to 
determine who can cut the most with- 
out regard to consequences; rather, we 
need to cooperate and figure out where 
we can cut the smartest. 

The budget is complex, but the 
choice is very simple: If we want to 
create jobs, the Senate simply cannot 
pass the plan the tea party has already 
pushed through the House. We want to 
responsibly make the cuts we all agree 
we have to make. The Senate should 
pass the Democrats’ proposal to bring 
down the deficit and keep our economy 
moving in the right direction. 

If we want to realistically get some- 
thing done before it is too late, the 
House and the Senate Democrats and 
Republicans should return to the nego- 
tiating table where we know a good 
compromise on common ground awaits 
us. The country is waiting too. Time is 
not on our side. 

Mr. President, would the Chair an- 
nounce morning business. 


ES 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, leader- 
ship time is reserved. 


EE 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business until 4:30 p.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The Senator from Alabama is recog- 
nized. 


ee ета 
GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
don’t think a 6-percent reduction in 
spending that is proposed by the House 
is going to cause the U.S. Government 
to sink into the ocean. States are mak- 
ing far more serious reductions in 
spending than that. 

The language the majority leader is 
using seemed to me like the language 
of 1994—reckless Republican spending 
cuts, poor people thrown to the street, 
and that sort of thing. But what hap- 
pened in 1994? The American people, 
through their newly elected Congress, 
balanced the budget in 4 years. They 
balanced the budget when people said 
it could not be done. They said the 
spending reductions were going to de- 
stroy America’s growth and prosperity 
and everything else they could imag- 
ine. But it didn’t happen. It helped cre- 
ate a period of outstanding growth. 

Tuesday, we are told, we will have a 
key vote. It is a very important vote. 
It deals with the level of spending in 
which this country is going to partici- 
pate. It is going to make a national de- 
cision that is important. We passed a 2- 
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week continuing resolution that re- 
duced spending by $4 billion over that 
period, keeping us on track to meet the 
House-passed goal of a $61 billion re- 
duction in spending this fiscal year. It 
was a good, small, first step. But the 
big step will be coming up, I suppose, a 
week from this Friday when the CR 
that we passed will expire and we have 
to pass another one. At what level will 
we pass it? That is the question that 
will be before us. 

Will we continue the trend of reduced 
spending that the House started us on 
and that the American people started 
us on by the election last November, 
just months ago, or do we continue 
business as usual—continue to be in de- 
nial and say no more, no mas, we can’t 
do anymore, we give up. 

Well, a vote for the Democratic plan 
that will be presented tomorrow will be 
a vote to do nothing. That is a fact. It 
will be a vote to say we are still in de- 
nial. It will be a vote that says deficits 
don’t matter, we can just continue to 
spend, just continue to invest, and it 
will all get better in the end. It is a 
vote for more investment and more 
spending. 

Indeed, the Budget Committee, on 
which I am the ranking Republican, 
had testimony last week from the De- 
partment of Education. They are ask- 
ing for an 11-percent increase, when the 
inflation rate is 2. The Department of 
Energy asked for a 9.5-percent increase. 
Amazingly, the Department of Trans- 
portation came in with a 62-percent in- 
crease in spending. 

Is this the way to bring this country 
under control? Is that what the Amer- 
ican people expected when they voted 
in the last election and sent us a new 
House of Representatives and new Sen- 
ators? I don’t think so. It will be an- 
other vote for fear that we can’t reduce 
spending because the Nation will sink 
into the ocean. I don’t think so, and 
the American people don’t think so in 
the cities, counties, and States that 
are facing these same situations and 
making tough decisions and being suc- 
cessful at it. 

The decision we make on spending 
could well determine the fate of our 
Nation and our economy. It is that im- 
portant; it really is. Forty percent of 
every dollar we spend today is bor- 
rowed. We will spend, this fiscal year, 
$3.5 trillion, but we only take in $2.2 
trillion. Did you know that? Congress 
knows that. They are in some denial, 
but that is a fact. It is indisputable, 
and it is in the President’s budget. 

Over the next 10 years, pursuant to 
the budget—the plan the President 
gave us—interest on the debt will go 
from $200 billion last year to $844 bil- 
lion in 1 year. We will double the entire 
national debt, the gross debt, from $13 
trillion to $26 trillion. They claim they 
are saving $1 trillion. I guess it would 
have gone to $27 trillion. How can we 
save $1 trillion when the deficit is 
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going up every year? The lowest single 
year of deficit is $600 billion. The high- 
est single deficit year President Bush 
had—which was too high—was $450 bil- 
lion. The lowest they will have is $600 
billion, according to the President’s 
own numbers, which he sent to us. This 
is not an acceptable path. 

We are on the wrong road. This is a 
road to decline. It is the road to de- 
pendence upon foreign sources of 
money to finance our spending spree. It 
is not the road to prosperity and 
growth. We simply have to make tough 
choices. We have to make this govern- 
ment leaner and more productive. 

We need to create growth and pros- 
perity. The growth and prosperity have 
to be in the private sector. That is who 
pays the taxes, which allows us to con- 
tinue to have a healthy government. A 
failure to act at this point in history, 
after all of the discussion we have had 
in the debt commission—and several 
have met and all have called for sub- 
stantial reductions in spending. But 
Congress doesn’t get it. This is demor- 
alizing for our people, for our govern- 
ment, for investors in the United 
States, for businesses sitting on capital 
and thinking about what the future 
will be like, whether this is not going 
to be a sound economy any longer or is 
the Government of the United States 
incapable of altering its trajectory. 
They thought perhaps this election was 
that way. 

Well, the House has sent a clear mes- 
sage. Some think it could have gone 
further. It proposed a $61 billion reduc- 
tion in discretionary spending ac- 
counts. That is a 6-percent reduction. 
We have already gotten 4 off that, so it 
would be $57 billion. When we take 
these numbers—and I hope we will 
think about this—when we reduce the 
baseline by $61 billion for spending in 
discretionary accounts, that is far larg- 
er than some people think. 

One of the things that got us in trou- 
ble is the geometrical problem of in- 
creasing spending—when we increase 
spending at 7 percent a year, for exam- 
ple, for 10 years, we double the size of 
government just like your bank ac- 
count doubles at 7 percent interest 
compounded. 

In reducing spending, the same thing 
occurs. A $61 billion reduction in the 
baseline, if there were no more reduc- 
tions over 10 years built into the base- 
line, will result in about $850 billion in 
savings. In 10 years, that is almost $1 
trillion. That is with just a $61 billion 
cut. It does make a difference, and it is 
significant. 

But President Obama’s plan and the 
Senate Democratic plan do almost 
nothing. He proposes, as I understand 
it, a $6 billion cut for the rest of the 
fiscal year. That is just about a one- 
half of 1 percent reduction in spending. 
The Senate Democratic plan, it appears 
to me, is a $4 billion reduction, which 
is less than a one-half of 1 percent re- 
duction in spending this year. 
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Those are fake cuts; they are not real 
cuts. This is Washington talk. This is 
why this country is virtually broke. 
The President says he proposed a budg- 
et to the Congress—as the law requires 
him to do—and that budget would 
cause us to live within our means and 
to begin paying down the debt. That is 
what he said, and that is what his 
Budget Director said in testimony be- 
fore the committee. 

What planet are they on? The lowest 
single annual deficit—and if anybody 
on this floor wants to dispute this, I 
would like to hear it. The lowest single 
annual deficit is over $600 billion in the 
10-year plan. They are going up in the 
outyears to almost $900 billion in the 
tenth year of the 10-year plan. 

That is why experts tell us this is an 
unsustainable course. I wish we weren’t 
in this fix. I will have to take some of 
the blame too. I voted against a lot of 
spending programs, but I have sup- 
ported some, and we have gotten our- 
selves into a fix. It will be hard to get 
out of it. It is not impossible, but we 
have to take some action. It cannot be 
business as usual. But that is what the 
majority leader is proposing to do— 
nothing. Let the interest on our debt 
go from $200 billion a year to $844 bil- 
lion. 

Where is that money going to come 
from? The education budget is $60 bil- 
lion, the highway budget is $40 bil- 
lion—$844 billion on interest? What is 
it going to crowd out that we would 
like to spend government money on? 
What if we have a debt crisis? Interest 
rates are at 3.5 percent, but a lot of 
people think this interest rate is not so 
stable. A lot of people are afraid we 
could have a national or even inter- 
national debt crisis. Interest rates 
could surge. 

When I bought my first house, the in- 
terest rates were double digits. I think 
it was 11.5 percent. Do you think we 
could not have that happen? Instead of 
$844 billion in interest, could we have 
$1% trillion in interest in 10 years, 
crowding out all kinds of other spend- 
ing? This is irresponsible. This is an ir- 
responsible course. Everybody knows 
it. We can’t borrow our way out of 
debt. 

So what is going to happen? Let’s 
pull back the curtain and talk about 
what the plans are. It is pretty clear if 
we look at it and have been around this 
town a little bit. The Democratic lead- 
er didn’t want to have any debate. He 
accepted the $4 billion reduction over 
the 2-week period last week. That was 
done and nobody talked about it much. 
The American people assumed things 
were rolling along pretty well, that at 
least we avoided a government shut- 
down and things are moving along 
pretty well. 

So now we are going to have another 
quick vote tomorrow—that was de- 
cided, apparently, today—on two plans: 
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the House plan on a 6-percent reduc- 
tion and a Democratic plan with basi- 
cally no reduction. Then neither one 
will pass. 

A week from this Friday, the 2-week 
CR will expire, and we will be heading 
toward a government shutdown. Secret 
negotiations will begin; they will start 
talking. Maybe the Vice President will 
get in there and talk a little bit, and 
they will move around, and special in- 
terests will be involved. The American 
people will not be in on the discussion. 
They probably will not invite me in on 
the discussion. I don’t know who all 
will be there, but they will begin to ne- 
gotiate and talk, and they will be seek- 
ing some toothless compromise. There 
will be warnings and crocodile tears 
will be shed and they will say we can’t 
have a government shutdown. We have 
had a half dozen for short periods of 
time, but we certainly don’t want one. 

That is the way they will talk about 
it—we just can’t cut anymore; it is 
going to end—schools will close, health 
care programs are going to close. We 
have heard it all before. Every State, 
city, and county that goes through this 
has the same political rhetoric out 
there. We can’t do it. It just won’t hap- 
pen. 

Then they are going to expect, I 
guess, the Republicans to cave, and the 
plan, of course, as it has been from the 
beginning, is business as usual. Busi- 
ness as usual. Politicians win again. 
People lose. Elections nullified. Busi- 
ness as usual. 

I do not think so. Business as usual 
has put us on the road to bankruptcy. 
The voters did speak. There is a moral 
responsibility of this Congress to re- 
spond to the legitimate cries of the 
American people. Do we not have that 
responsibility? I know one Senator who 
told me that during that election, 
every single ad they ran talked about 
reducing spending and this Senator 
won by a margin far more than anyone 
predicted. There is no doubt the Amer- 
ican people expect us to reduce spend- 
ing. They know there will be some peo- 
ple who will not get as much money as 
they were getting before, but they 
know we are spending too much. That 
is so commonsensical. 

A vote for the Democratic proposal 
truly would be a vote for the status 
quo. It would be a victory for the sta- 
tus quo. It would be seen clearly as a 
victory for the big spenders. It will be 
a continuation of the unsustainable fis- 
cal path we are on—the path to decline, 
the path to dependence, debt depend- 
ence. 

The whole world is watching, just as 
we watched the British. They stepped 
to the plate and made cuts. The Ger- 
mans have criticized the United States 
for excessive spending. The European 
Union has criticized the United States 
for our excessive spending. Canada has 
done a lot better than the United 
States in containing spending. The 
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world is watching: What is the United 
States going to do? Is it going to get 
its house in order as the other devel- 
oped nations are working to do? Have 
they made a national decision to re- 
form their unsustainable actions? 

Some say these $61 billion in cuts 
would hurt growth. I contend that ab- 
solutely is not so. In terms of total 
government spending, we spend $3,500 
billion. A $60 billion reduction in that 
spending total is not going to throw 
this economy into a recession. Indeed, 
it would send a message to the finan- 
cial world that the American people 
have gotten it, that the Congress has 
gotten it, and they are at least begin- 
ning to end the unsustainable trajec- 
tory this government is on. 

The idea that we can borrow money, 
pay interest on it, and create jobs has 
not worked. If it were such a good idea, 
why don’t we borrow three times as 
much and spread around three times as 
much money? It is not an economically 
sustainable theory. It will not work, 
and it has not worked. 

We are facing a huge national deci- 
sion. I believe many of my Democratic 
colleagues get it. They tell me they do. 
Many of them have said so publicly. 
But talk is not enough. Action will be 
needed. We will begin to take action 
tomorrow when we cast this vote. 
Party loyalty is fine. We all have to 
try to work with our leadership. No- 
body complains about that, to a degree, 
but we are not to be lemmings. We do 
have a duty to our constituents, our 
country, and our future to make some 
tough decisions. 

For example, I will share one more 
thought and I will wrap up. I see my 
colleague, Senator ROBERTS, an able 
Senator from Kansas, is here. Do not 
think we are cutting spending, this 6- 
percent reduction, from some tight 
baseline of spending, such as may be so 
in your State, your city or your coun- 
ty. In the last 2 years, nondefense dis- 
cretionary spending has increased 23 
percent, and that does not count the 
stimulus package money, the $850 bil- 
lion, the largest expenditure ever in 
the history of this Republic or any 
other nation in the history of the 
world. That is on top of the 23 percent 
in spending. 

For example, the EPA, in 2 years, re- 
ceived a 36-percent increase in baseline 
spending. They cannot take a 6-percent 
reduction? Plus, they got a 70-percent 
increase from the stimulus package, a 
$7 billion infusion on top of their $10 
billion budget. 

What about the State Department? 
They got a 182-percent increase in 
spending in the last 2 years, plus $1 bil- 
lion from the stimulus package. 

The Education Department asked for 
an 11-percent increase this year. They 
received an 1l-percent increase pre- 
viously and—hold your hat—their 
budget is about $63 billion now. They 
got $97 billion out of the stimulus 
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package—more than their whole budg- 
et. 

We borrow 40 cents out of every $1 we 
spend. Our debt will soon outgrow our 
economy. Interest on the debt, under 
the President’s budget, will rise to $844 
billion a year. The question is not 
whether we are headed for a crisis but 
whether we have time to act to prevent 
it. 

Our character is tested by how we re- 
spond in times of great challenge. This 
week, the Senate faces such a test: 
How do we respond to the growing fis- 
cal crisis facing our Nation that every 
expert, including the debt commission, 
has told us is real? This is a defining 
vote in the career of every Senator and 
a defining vote for the Senate. A one- 
half percent proposed reduction in 
spending by this administration is not 
anything. It is basically doing nothing. 

We need every group, every con- 
cerned citizen to reach out to Congress, 
to tell Congress to get off this road to 
fiscal calamity. To every fellow Sen- 
ator, I say now is the time to stand and 
be counted. Are my colleagues going to 
be the vote that helped us turn back 
from the fiscal cliff or the vote that 
pushed the economy that much further 
toward the edge? 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand we are in morning business 
and that I am recognized for 10 min- 
utes. I ask unanimous consent that I be 
recognized for 15 minutes. I will try to 
make it short. If it goes on any longer, 
I will ask unanimous consent for addi- 
tional time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I con- 
gratulate the Senator from Alabama 
for laying out exactly what we face 
when we have a vote tomorrow in re- 
gard to the future of the United States 
and whether we restore common sense 
to Federal spending and prevent the 
chaotic situation he so aptly described, 
not only in terms of our immediate fu- 
ture but for our children and our 
grandchildren. 

That says it all in regard to we hada 
townhall meeting—Senator JERRY 
MORAN, Congressman KEVIN YODER, 
and myself in Johnson County, KS. In 
that meeting, the first question out—it 
was 100 to 250 people who were so ex- 
cited: When are you going to get con- 
trol of this spending? They worry not 
just about themselves but their kids 
and grandkids. 

As usual, we are going to have to dub 
the Senator from Alabama the watch- 
dog of the Senate, but he so eloquently 
described what we face. I thank him for 
it. 

_ -M 


ENERGY REGULATIONS 


Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak out against what I consider to 
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be a regulatory assault on our Nation’s 
energy sector. That is pretty strong 
language, but I intend it to be. 

I listed a number of these proposed 
regulations in a letter I sent earlier 
today to President Obama. I ask unani- 
mous consent to have this letter print- 
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 7, 2011. 
President BARACK OBAMA, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR PRESIDENT OBAMA: I write you today 
to express my sincere appreciation for your 
recently implemented Executive Order man- 
dating that all federal agencies review and 
revoke any rules or regulations that place 
unreasonable burdens on our nation’s busi- 
ness community. In light of our current eco- 
nomic crisis, establishing a regulatory envi- 
ronment that promotes growth and job cre- 
ation should be the number one priority for 
this Congress and Administration. 

Many people today believe no agency over 
the past few years has had more of a nega- 
tive impact on business growth and regu- 
latory certainty than the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). Since fiscal year 
2010, ten new regulations promulgated by the 
EPA have accounted for over 23 billion dol- 
lars in new costs to the American taxpayer. 
As your Administration reviews both pro- 
posed and promulgated regulations, please 
consider the following five regulations and 
the negative economic impact their full im- 
plementation will have on our nation: 

EPA’s proposal to amend the current pri- 
mary 8 hour ozone standard to a range of 60 
to 70 parts per billion. The EPA itself has es- 
timated that this new regulation would cost 
between 19 and 90 billion dollars to fully im- 
plement, while providing no rationale as to 
what new scientific data justifies updating a 
standard set as recently as 2008. 

The EPA and National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration’s decision to mandate 
greater fuel economy and emissions stand- 
ards for all passenger vehicles and light-duty 
trucks. Recent analysis has estimated this 
new regulation will cost the already strug- 
gling automobile industry upwards of 10.8 
billion dollars to comply, and consumers up 
to 985 dollars per vehicle in higher purchase 
prices. 

The EPA’s regulation restricting green 
house gas emissions from stationary sources. 
While this regulation currently only affects 
those stationary sources emitting 75,000 or 
more tons of carbon per year, future imple- 
mentations of this rule could negatively im- 
pact millions of small businesses and com- 
munity organizations with costs of over 75 
billion dollars a year. 

The EPA’s recently promulgated Recipro- 
cating Internal Combustion Engines (RICE) 
regulation that requires operators of current 
diesel or dual fuel engines (those operating 
on a mix of diesel fuel and natural gas) to in- 
stall new oxidation catalysts on existing en- 
gines. This regulation has already had a pro- 
found impact on municipal electric utilities, 
rural electric cooperatives and agricultural 
irrigators in Kansas. Costing an estimated 
$60,000 to $100,000 per engine, this regulation 
is particularly difficult for small rural Kan- 
sas communities that may only operate 
these engines a few hours every year for 
emergency situations or extreme weather 
conditions. 
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As EPA officials prepare to release a final 
ruling on regulation of coal combustion by- 
products (CCB), I highly recommend avoid- 
ing any classification of this product as a 
hazardous waste. Classification of this by- 
product as a hazardous waste will restrict 
further beneficial reuse of CCBs and without 
any corresponding benefit to the environ- 
ment. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to 
share my recommendations on what rules 
and regulations pose serious negative con- 
sequences to the growth of our nation. As 
the 112th Congress gets under way, I will 
continue to identify to your administration 
regulations that handicap American busi- 
nesses and halt American job creation. It is 
my hope that we can create a regulatory en- 
vironment that provides American busi- 
nesses with the necessary tools to hire and 
thrive in this global market. 

Sincerely, 
PAT ROBERTS, 
U.S. Senator. 

Mr. ROBERTS. We—myself, staff, 
others, a lot of people I have met with 
in Kansas, regardless what economic 
sector we are talking about, whether it 
is energy, which I wish to talk about 
today, whether it is agriculture, which 
we talked about last week, health care 
is coming, and then we are going to 
talk about the financial sector—we 
have talked about the President’s ini- 
tiative, his Executive order in which 
the President said rightly—and I ap- 
plauded that statement that we have 
so many regulations pouring out of 
Washington and so many regulations 
on the books, we do not have a cost- 
benefit yardstick—that is my favorite 
term for it—to say: Does the cost ex- 
ceed the benefit? Does it make sense? 

The President himself said there are 
many that are duplicative and very 
costly and basically are stupid. That is 
exactly what the President said. I said 
“egregious.” That is the Senate word. 
The President said ‘‘stupid.’’ I think 
everybody understands that. He issued 
an Executive order, and he said to all 
the Federal agencies: Please, take a 
look at the regulations that are on the 
books and all the regulations that are 
coming out of your agency and see if 
you can make sense out of it and try to 
separate out the ones that are duplica- 
tive, costly, and, yes, stupid and the 
ones that are not and we can make 
some progress. I applauded the Presi- 
dent’s effort. 

The problem is, it is an Executive 
order that has no teeth. There are 
three exemptions—and I will get into 
that in my prepared remarks, but basi- 
cally the independent agencies are ex- 
cluded. There are a bunch of them. 
There is language in the bill that says, 
if you are doing it for the public good, 
the Secretary can say: Oh, well, that 
does not apply to us. How many Secre- 
taries around here—for that matter 
czars. I guess they are in the room. I 
don’t know what they do. If there is a 
czar sitting there talking to schedule C 
appointees and says: Do you think our 
regulations serve the public good, of 
course, they think that. They would 
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not have promulgated them or issued 
them or thought them up to begin with 
if they did not think it was for the pub- 
lic good. So they are exempt. 


Then, we have a wonderful paragraph 
that I defy anybody to understand. 
They can also use that in regard to 
dodging around the President’s Execu- 
tive order. The President issued an Ex- 
ecutive order, said some very good 
things to the American public, but it 
does not have any teeth. 


I have a bill. We have 30 cosponsors. 
The bill says: Mr. President, you are 
right with your Executive order. We 
codify his order, but we take out the 
exemptions. What a day that would 
produce—or a year, for that matter— 
for all Federal agencies, if they truly 
had to adhere to the President’s Execu- 
tive order. I hope we get more cospon- 
sors and we could actually consider it 
and actually pass it on the floor of the 
Senate. 


We have several areas of our econ- 
omy that are affected in a most egre- 
gious way by all these regulations. I 
talked about agriculture last week. We 
are talking about energy today. Health 
care is coming, and the financial insti- 
tutions will be coming after that. 


Even as the price of crude continues 
to climb above $100 this administration 
continues to promote domestic energy 
policies that are making it more ex- 
pensive for Americans to put gas in 
their cars, heat their homes, power 
their businesses. Just yesterday in a 
townhall meeting in Johnson County 
in Kansas, I heard complaints about 
the rising gas prices and our depend- 
ence on foreign oil and the need to de- 
velop our own domestic resources—all 
those resources. But this vital goal is 
now extremely difficult on the admin- 
istration’s own policies, again affecting 
not only energy but agriculture and 
our financial institutions and health 
care. I call them the four horsemen of 
regulatory strangulation. That may be 
a little harsh, but I don’t think it is. 


As I said, last week, I came to the 
floor and highlighted a multitude of 
new overly burdensome and, in many 
situations, absurd EPA regulations 
that will have a significant negative ef- 
fect on the ability of our farmers and 
our ranchers to produce the food and 
the crops necessary to compete in a 
global market and to feed a troubled 
and hungry world. Take a look at the 
coverage in regard to Libya and the 
news blip we saw on television where 
somebody was shouting and protesting 
and one of our newspeople stuck a 
microphone in front of his face and 
said: Are you trying to promote democ- 
racy? He said: No, I just want a loaf of 
bread. I will say to you that a hungry 
nation is a nation that does not have 
any possibility of economic oppor- 
tunity. Well, unfortunately, as we all 
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know, the EPA’s reach goes well be- 
yond the agricultural industry. Its reg- 
ulations are moving to make the en- 
ergy we rely on every day more expen- 
sive to produce, and many times with- 
out providing any appreciable benefits 
to the environment. Nobody wants to 
do anything that would endanger the 
public health. But I think we can take 
a good look at some of these regula- 
tions in regards to any appreciable ben- 
efits to the environment and find they 
are few and far between. 

Since fiscal year 2010, 10 new regula- 
tions promulgated by the EPA have ac- 
counted for over $23 billion in new 
costs to the American taxpayer, costs 
which are even more painful for Ameri- 
cans as our Nation continues to strug- 
gle with an almost 9-percent unemploy- 
ment rate. Unfortunately, with the 
number of proposed regulations cur- 
rently before our domestic energy pro- 
ducers, if we do not take action—we 
meaning the Congress—2011 and beyond 
will be even costlier. 

For example, EPA has proposed to 
amend the current national ambient 
quality standards for ozone to a range 
of 60 to 70 parts per billion. This is a 
range so stringent that recent analysis 
estimates hundreds of thousands of 
jobs would be at risk because of the in- 
ability of cities and counties to meet 
these attainment levels. 

The EPA itself has estimated this 
new regulation would cost between $19 
billion and $90 billion to fully imple- 
ment. I am talking about the 60 to 70 
parts per billion standard. It provides 
no rationale as to what new scientific 
data justifies updating a standard set 
as recently as 2008. 

This proposed regulation is in addi- 
tion to the recently enacted green- 
house gas regulations requiring appli- 
cation of the best available control 
technology. Who decides that? That is 
the Kansas Department of Health and 
Environment with the EPA looking 
over their shoulder, and it is the appli- 
cation of best available control tech- 
nology for stationary sources of green- 
house gas emissions. 

This regulation currently only af- 
fects those stationary sources of en- 
ergy emitting 75,000 or more tons of 
carbon per year and which are already 
subject to the prevention of significant 
deterioration—they call that PSD— 
permitting requirements for nongreen- 
house gases—or GHGS. 

Future implementation of this rule 
could negatively impact millions of 
small businesses, farms, hospitals, and 
community organizations with costs of 
over $75 billion a year. So we are talk- 
ing billions and billions and billions in 
regards to these regulations. 

According to the Affordable Power 
Alliance, a civil rights organization, by 
the year 2030, greenhouse gas regula- 
tions—trying to control them—specifi- 
cally targeting our domestic energy 
producers will result in the loss of 2.5 
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million jobs—2.5 million jobs—and a re- 
duction of household income of $1,200 a 
year. 

Keep in mind, these are impacts that 
will have the greatest negative impact 
on poor households, low-income house- 
holds, that spend a greater percentage 
of their monthly income on utilities 
and groceries—necessities made more 
expensive to produce and purchase with 
rising energy prices. 

In the area of energy recycling, EPA 
officials are preparing to release a final 
ruling on regulation of coal combus- 
tion byproducts—the acronym for 
which is CCBs—which I hope avoids 
any classification of this product as a 
hazardous waste. CCBs are, of course, 
an unavoidable residual of burning coal 
to create energy, which I wish to add is 
the most cost-effective form of energy 
available still, and is responsible for 
providing over 70 percent of the energy 
to my State’s taxpayers—70 percent. 
Classification of this byproduct as a 
hazardous waste will restrict further 
beneficial use of CCBs in a multitude of 
industries, including agriculture, Port- 
land cement, home construction, and 
without providing definitive benefits to 
the environment. 

In my home State of Kansas, rep- 
resentatives speaking on behalf of a 
number of Kansas energy producers es- 
timated costs to industry of over $300 
billion over the next 5 years to comply 
with a multitude of proposed EPA reg- 
ulations dealing with air, water, and 
CCB management. Three hundred bil- 
lion dollars. That is unreasonable, and 
is probably the mildest thing I can say. 
These are real numbers that will 
doubtlessly drive up the cost of energy 
Kansans rely on to heat their homes 
and drive our Nation’s agricultural in- 
dustry. 

Unfortunately, the negative impacts 
resulting from the multitude of new, 
overly burdensome EPA regulations 
don’t stop with agriculture and energy. 
Beyond affecting the way people power 
their homes and businesses, the admin- 
istration has even moved to regulate 
what cars Americans can drive. This 
was made evident by the EPA and the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Ad- 
ministration’s decision last year to 
begin mandating greater fuel economy 
and emissions standards for all pas- 
senger vehicles and light-duty trucks. 
Recent analysis has estimated this new 
regulation will cost the already strug- 
gling automobile industry upwards of 
$10.8 billion to comply, and consumers 
up to about $1,000 per vehicle in higher 
purchasing prices. They just pass the 
costs on. So if you want to buy a new 
pickup down the road, it will be $1,000 
more. 

While EPA has garnered much of the 
attention in my State for its efforts to 
make energy more expensive, from a 
national perspective, the Department 
of the Interior shares similar responsi- 
bility for pursuing policies that not 
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only make energy more expensive but 
also make our country more reliant on 
foreign, and oftentimes unfriendly, 
sources of energy. For example, under 
the current administration, the De- 
partment of the Interior has canceled 
77 oil development leases in Utah that 
were located within a larger formation 
covering three States that the Bureau 
of Land Management has estimated 
contains around 800 billion barrels of 
oil, more than three times the proven 
reserves in Saudi Arabia. 


Why? Why would we revoke these 
leases? That question has to be asked 
and answered. We are speaking of 800 
billion barrels of oil. No, they can’t go 
do that. This, of course, is in addition 
to the gulf of Mexico deepwater drill- 
ing moratorium imposed last summer 
which has had a lasting negative effect 
on the gulf coast economy. 


The President said yes, you can go 
ahead and drill, but the safety regula- 
tions are such that a lot of companies 
that were drilling have left or are leav- 
ing. However, foreign competition is 
drilling in the same place. That doesn’t 
make sense. 


Beyond the regulatory burdens, it is 
also essential we focus on removing re- 
dundant programs within the various 
Federal agencies. Listen up. Every 
upset taxpayer should know this and, 
more importantly, demand action from 
this Congress. Last month, the admin- 
istration’s own Government Account- 
ability Office—the famous or infamous 
GAO—released a report highlighting 
hundreds of duplicative programs cur- 
rently on the books that cost American 
taxpayers billions of dollars every 
year. 


You get into double digits when you 
are counting the number of programs 
all of us want to depend on and all of 
us think are important, but they are 
duplicative. They are doing the same 
thing. As I say, it is costing American 
taxpayers billions of dollars every 
year. 


While separate from regulatory over- 
sight, this study further amplifies the 
importance that we take a serious look 
at our Federal agencies and put in 
place appropriate oversight, review, 
and revocation where needed. 

It is for these reasons that I believe 
Congress must move forward with solu- 
tions that remove overly burdensome 
regulations and create an environment 
that doesn’t hinder energy production 
and use of those resources that make 
the most economic sense while still 
protecting, yes, our clean water, clean 
air, and do what we can in regards to 
СО» emissions. 


Understanding this, last month, I, 
along with 30 other Senators, intro- 
duced the bill I was talking about—the 
Regulatory Responsibility for our 
Economy Act. The bill moves to codify 
and strengthen the President’s January 
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18 Executive order that directs agen- 
cies within the administration to re- 
view, modify, streamline, expand or re- 
peal those significant regulatory ac- 
tions that are duplicative, unneces- 
sarily overly burdensome, or would 
have significant economic impacts on 
Americans. 

Those are the President’s words right 
there. I agree with them. I applaud the 
President for saying that. While I agree 
in principle with President Obama that 
we need to take a serious look at both 
current and proposed Federal regula- 
tions, I don’t believe his Executive 
order actually does what it purports to 
do. There are too many loopholes and 
no teeth. 

Specifically, my bill moves to hold 
accountable independent agencies 
which are exempt under his Executive 
order, such as the FDIC, the SEC, and 
the EPA that are not covered under 
President Obama’s Executive order. 
The EPA came up and said: We are 
doing the public good. Then they fol- 
lowed that crazy paragraph I will read 
in a minute and said: We are okay. We 
are not issuing any regulations that 
hurt anybody. 

I just attended the Commodity Clas- 
sic, made up of all farm organizations, 
all commodity groups out in Great 
Bend, KS, and the No. 1 issue: regula- 
tions. Why on Earth are you putting 
out all these regulations that are about 
to put us out of business? You go right 
down the line and any group, any asso- 
ciation, any business all throughout 
America are saying: PAT, what are you 
doing strangling us with all these regu- 
lations? What are you guys doing? My 
response is: I am not a “уой guys,” I 
am an ‘“‘us guy,” and I am trying to do 
something about it. 

Specifically, my bill moves to hold 
accountable these independent agen- 
cies. It also removes from the Execu- 
tive order highly subjective language 
that directs each agency to use the 
best available techniques to quantify 
anticipated present and future benefits 
and costs as accurately as possible, 
and—here comes the paragraph I defy 
you, Mr. President, and I defy any of 
our highly skilled and educated people 
on the dais, I defy this nice young lady 
taking down my words the best she 
can, or anybody listening to this to un- 
derstand—each agency may consider 
and discuss qualitatively—this is the 
way they look at a regulation to deter- 
mine whether they are going to issue 
that regulation or not—values that are 
difficult or impossible to quantify, in- 
cluding equity, human dignity, fair- 
ness, and distributive impacts. 

That statement is amorphous. It is 
synonymous with amorphous. I defy 
anybody to try to determine what that 
means, except what you want it to 
mean. So that statement now wins the 
gobbledygook award of the month. I 
think I am going to come down here 
every month and award a gobbledygook 
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statement in the regulatory field that 
is about to drown us all as the gobble- 
dygook statement of the month—and 
that sure hits it. It doesn’t take a leg- 
islative scholar to understand that this 
language creates a loophole large 
enough to drive a grain truck through 
and renders the order meaningless. 
That is why passage of my regulation 
is so critically important. 

I invite my friends on both sides of 
the aisle to please sign on as a cospon- 
sor of my legislation, realizing the im- 
mense opportunities it creates for 
meaningful review and possible revoca- 
tion of regulations counter to our Na- 
tion’s growth, along with the GAO re- 
port outlining specific duplication of 
Federal programs, a report that defies 
PowerPoints or charts—couldn’t do it; 
amaze of too many programs trying to 
do the same thing. If we don’t do this, 
we are going to cost the business com- 
munity of America and all Americans 
billions of dollars and get nothing in 
return in regard to environmental ben- 
efits. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, І 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Мг. 
Coons). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, as 
we reengage in the ongoing debate over 
government spending this week, it is 
worth noting that some on the other 
side appear to have already decided to 
fold up their tents. 

Last week, Republicans showed we 
could change the status quo in Wash- 
ington by cutting government spend- 
ing. It was a small step but a step in 
the right direction. Some of us were 
hopeful momentum was finally build- 
ing for the bipartisan consensus that 
would enable us to cut even more gov- 
ernment red ink this week. 

The assistant majority leader seems 
to have had enough. Yesterday, he said 
cutting $6 billion pushes the limits of 
what is needed to live within our 
means. This is ludicrous, Mr. Presi- 
dent. So far this fiscal year Wash- 
ington has spent nearly $650 billion 
more than it has taken in—this year. 
That is a little more than $4 billion a 
day that Washington is spending over 
and above what it has to spend. 

Senator DURBIN thinks Democrats in 
Congress have pushed the limits of re- 
sponsibility by agreeing to cut $6 bil- 
lion more this year. Imagine if every 
American had the same approach to 
their credit card bills. Imagine calling 
up your credit card company and ask- 
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ing first if you could just freeze your 
out-of-control spending habits in place. 
Then when they say no, imagine telling 
them you don’t want to cut down your 
monthly spending because you prefer 
living outside your means. 

That is the logic of our friends on the 
other side. Now, according to this 
logic, they would rather draw a line in 
the sand than agree to cut another 
dime in spending at a time when Wash- 
ington is spending about $4 billion 
more every single day than it is taking 
in. 
Republicans have been hopeful that 
we could make progress and reach a bi- 
partisan solution on this issue. It is my 
hope that the assistant majority leader 
was speaking for himself and not for 
his entire conference. 

This, of course, is the debate that 
most people in Washington will con- 
tinue to be focused on this week, and it 
is an important debate. But focusing 
on day-to-day expenses threatens to 
obscure an even larger threat. Here I 
am talking about, of course, entitle- 
ment programs such as Social Secu- 
rity, Medicare, and Medicaid. 

Anyone who has looked at these pro- 
grams closely knows they are becom- 
ing unaffordable, that doing nothing 
risks not only the future of these pro- 
grams themselves but our Nation’s fu- 
ture as well. Anyone who looks at his- 
tory also knows the best time to ad- 
dress a crisis such as this is a time 
such as right now, when two parties 
share power in Washington. This is the 
time. 

I have made the case for action pub- 
licly and in private conversations with 
the White House. As Republican leader, 
I put this issue front and center my 
first day on the job. Four years ago, I 
came to the floor and said the demo- 
graphic changes taking place in Amer- 
ica made it incumbent upon us as a 
body to reform Social Security. Two 
years later, when the American people 
put a Democrat in the White House, I 
renewed my call to action. I said Re- 
publicans stood ready to work with the 
President on entitlement reform. I re- 
peated that call again 4 months ago 
when voters decided to put Republicans 
in charge of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

Throughout this time, I have held 
out hope that our friends on the other 
side would rise to the occasion, if not 
when Republicans controlled the White 
House, at least when they did. 

I was encouraged further when Presi- 
dent Obama said repeatedly in 2009 
that his administration would seek to 
work with us on serious entitlement 
reform that preserves the safety net for 
our seniors, for people with disabilities, 
and which also puts it on a firmer, sta- 
ble footing for generations to come. 

The President has acknowledged the 
seriousness of the problem. He has 
noted himself that costs are escalating, 
even as the population is getting older, 
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creating a perfect storm for a fiscal 
crisis that dwarfs even today’s budget 
crisis, as urgent as it is. 

If both parties agree on all this, I 
thought, then there is no reason we 
cannot do this for the good of the coun- 
try. The urgency for action has only 
intensified in recent months, as we 
have seen an uproar in a number of 
State capitals. 

Every State is different, but the 
problems in every one of them can be 
summed up pretty easily. Lawmakers 
from New Jersey to California and just 
about everywhere in between made 
promises they could not keep. But the 
promises lawmakers in Washington 
have made put the States to shame. If 
you add up the unfunded liabilities in 
all 50 States, you get, by one estimate, 
about $3 trillion total. Add up Wash- 
ington’s promises on Social Security 
and Medicare alone, and it is over $50 
trillion—$50 trillion that we promised 
to the American people that we do not 
know how we are going to pay for. 

Something must be done, and now is 
the time to do it. Republicans are 
ready and willing. Where is the Presi- 
dent? Suddenly, at the moment when 
we can actually do something about 
this, he is silent. As one columnist in 
the Washington Post put it: “Ког a 
man who won office talking about 
change we can believe in, [the Presi- 
dent] can be a strangely passive presi- 
dent.” 

On the greatest fiscal challenge of 
the day, he appears, at least so far, to 
have taken a pass. This is obviously 
deeply disappointing to me personally, 
given my repeated raising of this issue. 
But more importantly, it should be 
deeply disappointing to every Amer- 
ican who had reason to hope we could 
tackle these issues in a moment of di- 
vided government. It should be dis- 
appointing to all those who believe this 
President when he pledged to shake up 
the status quo in Washington. 

Past Presidents had the foresight to 
seize the moment, to reach across 
party lines, and solve an earlier fund- 
ing problem with Social Security, in 
the case of President Reagan, and wel- 
fare reform in the case of President 
Clinton. 

It is not a question of whether it is 
possible but a question of whether the 
President has the courage to step up to 
the challenges we face. In this case, 
one cannot help but wonder if the 
President, who came into office prom- 
ising change, has been changed by the 
office instead. 

I hope I am wrong about all this, but 
all the signs point toward inaction on 
the part of the White House and, in my 
view, this would be a tragic failure of 
leadership. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


BUDGET CRISIS 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, there 
was an interesting letter to the editor 
in the New York Times over the week- 
end, and it was sent by two Minnesota 
State representatives. I apologize for 
not having the names at my fingertips. 
Democratic and Republican Minnesota 
State representatives wrote a letter to 
the editor. It was in response to an ar- 
ticle written by David Brooks. Brooks, 
whom I respect very much, is a con- 
servative and a very thoughtful man 
and I read him with a lot of interest. 
Brooks had written about what to do 
with the State and Federal challenges 
when it came to budget deficits. 

What these two Minnesota State rep- 
resentatives said—a Democrat and a 
Republican—is, we acknowledge in our 
State and Nation what we face. We face 
a situation where we have a weak econ- 
omy, and we face a situation where the 
debts that are being incurred by our 
levels of government are going up too 
fast, having acknowledged that we 
have to find a solution. 

I am going to probably not say this 
as accurately, but I thought they said 
it so well. They said we have come to 
the conclusion that we cannot just cut 
our way out of the problem and we can- 
not tax our way out of the problem, we 
have to think our way out of the prob- 
lem. We cannot lurch from one budget 
battle to another budget battle with- 
out looking at the fact that our chal- 
lenge is a structural, long-term chal- 
lenge. It does not relate to the imme- 
diate budget but to a lot of things that 
are happening over a long period of 
time. 

I reflected on that for a minute. I 
thought: There is real wisdom in what 
they say because, if we look at what we 
face at the Federal level, there are rea- 
sons why we are running into these 
budget problems, not the least of 
which, as Senator MCCONNELL men- 
tioned earlier, is that the population of 
America is changing. Baby boomers 
have reached the point where they will 
be drawing on the government benefits 
they paid for over a lifetime. As more 
and more draw on these benefits, there 
is an obvious question as to whether 
the reserves will be there to take care 
of them. How do we deal with that? 

Let me speak to two particular issues 
Senator MCCONNELL raised. The first is 
Social Security. Is there a program 
that is more important to America? I 
cannot think of one. That was the 
starting point of the New Deal when 
President Roosevelt said: We have to 
give seniors in America some peace of 
mind that when retirement rolls 
around and their senior years roll 
around, they will, in fact, have enough 
money to live on, not in a luxurious 
way but the basics. 
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There is a time I can remember in 
my family and many American fami- 
lies where grandparents moved back in 
with the kids because there was no 
place to go. They could no longer work 
and they could no longer afford their 
homes and they became part of the 
larger family. It happened in my fam- 
ily and it happened in others. 

Then came Social Security, and with 
a little planning and a little saving and 
Social Security checks, senior citizens 
had independence. It was a critically 
important program. It was an insur- 
ance plan—not a welfare plan—an in- 
surance plan that virtually every 
American paid into and from which 
every American drew. 

Where are we today? I arrived in Con- 
gress in 1983 as a brand-new Member of 
the House from Illinois. They said: 
Welcome to Washington. Social Secu- 
rity is broke. 

I said: Great. I thought I would get a 
little breathing space. But, in fact, 
there was not. 

President Ronald Reagan and House 
Speaker Tip O’Neill—a political odd 
couple if you have ever seen one—got 
together and hammered out an agree- 
ment. The agreement we reached and 
voted for in 1983 resulted in Social Se- 
curity remaining solvent from then 
until 2037. We wanted to buy 75 years of 
solvency, but we bought over 50. 

Those who say today that Social Se- 
curity is in trouble, I remind them, un- 
touched with no action by Congress, 
Social Security will make every pay- 
ment it has promised to every Social 
Security recipient with a cost-of-living 
adjustment every month of every year 
until 2037. There are not many things 
you can say that about in Washington; 
that for over 25 years, this program is 
financially sound. 

The bad news is, in 2037, things 
change dramatically. Untouched at 
that point, Social Security benefits 
will go down 22 percent. That is a 
heavy hit on lower and middle-income 
retirees. We know that looming 25 
years over the horizon is a terrific 
challenge. 

President Obama created a deficit 
commission. Senator HARRY REID was 
kind enough—I guess “kind” is the 
word—was nice enough to appoint me 
to this Commission. I spent 10 months 
listening and then voted for the final 
Commission product. It went into So- 
cial Security, and it suggested some 
things that are inherently controver- 
sial. For example, if you are going to 
give Social Security a longer life, what 
is the mix? What will you cut in bene- 
fits? How much will you increase rev- 
enue? Those are the two things. 

I said Social Security is basic arith- 
metic. Medicare is advanced calculus. 
Social Security is basic arithmetic, al- 
though those basic decisions get to the 
heart when you retire, how much you 
receive when you retire and how much 
you receive in your payroll deductions 
each month. 
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The Commission reached an agree- 
ment. There were parts I did not like, 
but it did buy 75 years of solvency for 
Social Security. 

It is interesting that we brought it 
up then as part of the deficit commis- 
sion because literally Social Security 
does not add to the deficit. Currently, 
there is a surplus in the Social Secu- 
rity trust fund, and that trust fund is 
being invested in government securi- 
ties and being paid interest, but it does 
not add to the deficit. 

Many of my colleagues have argued: 
Why are we debating Social Security as 
part of deficit reduction if it does not 
have a direct connection? That is a le- 
gitimate point. I have raised the same 
point myself. I think we should look at 
it. We should do it on a separate and 
parallel track to deficit reduction. 

I welcome what Senator MCCONNELL 
said. Let’s have that conversation. But 
I do not think it needs to be the nec- 
essary starting point for deficit reduc- 
tion because there is no connection be- 
tween the two. 

Then I heard Senator MCCONNELL say 
the President has not shown leadership 
on Medicare. I respectfully disagree 
with Senator MCCONNELL. The whole 
debate about health care reform was 
lowering the cost of health care. You 
cannot balance the budget of America 
with 13 million people unemployed 
without addressing the skyrocketing 
cost of health care. President Obama 
worked with Congress—the House and 
Senate—to reduce the growth in the 
cost of health care. 

One area was in Medicare. Time and 
again, the Senator from Kentucky and 
his colleagues came to the floor and 
gave critical speeches saying: ‘‘The 
Obama plan is going to take $500 bil- 
lion out of Medicare.” Day after day, 
‘$500 billion out of Medicare.” If we are 
seriously talking about budget deficit 
reform, if we are talking about Medi- 
care reform, we are talking about re- 
ducing the anticipated expense of 
Medicare and reducing at least $500 bil- 
lion in costs. 

What will that mean to Medicare re- 
cipients across America? Does it mean 
less coverage, less care? It does not 
have to. I always use as an illustration, 
the average cost of a Medicare bene- 
ficiary in my hometown of Springfield, 
IL, the average annual cost is $7,000 to 
$8,000. Go up to Chicago, where there 
are more speciality hospitals and a lit- 
tle higher cost of living and it is not 
$7,000 to $8,000, it is $8,000 to $10,000 a 
year for the average Medicare bene- 
ficiary. Then go down to Miami and the 
number is $14,000 to $15,000 a year. 

Why the dramatic difference between 
Chicago and Miami? That is the ques- 
tion we ought to ask. Is there better 
care in Florida or more expensive care? 
Can we bring the cost of that care 
down and not compromise the quality 
of the care? These are hard questions 
but the only questions that count if 
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you want to have reform in Medicare 
that does not sacrifice the basic bene- 
fits. 

What I would say to Senator McCon- 
NELL is this: He quoted me early in his 
statement, and I was not on the floor. 
Yesterday, I said I was supporting not 
the House Republican budget but the 
budget proposed by Senator INOUYE. 
This budget, for the remainder of this 
year, the next 64% months, would cut 
about $10 billion more. We would cut 
$51 billion below what President Obama 
asked for this year. In the Senate, we 
will have reached $51 billion. In the 
House, they went $100 billion below 
what the President asked. 

I think there is a qualitative, not 
just quantitative but qualitative, dif- 
ference in the approach. I think the 
House Republican budget went too far. 
I do not believe we need to cut the ba- 
sics in education for lower income fam- 
ilies across America, and that is ex- 
actly what the House Republican budg- 
et does. 

Let me give an illustration. They re- 
duced dramatically the amount of 
money going to be spent on Head Start. 
I do not know how many Members have 
had a chance to visit Head Start Pro- 
grams. I did a couple weeks ago in Chi- 
cago. These are kids who are most like- 
ly to drop out without some interven- 
tion, most likely to struggle in pre-K 
and kindergarten and most likely to 
have a difficult time learning. So they 
bring them into Head Start at an early 
age and they learn. The one I visited in 
Chicago is nothing short of amazing. 
They were teaching these little kids— 
and they were so impressive—Chinese 
as well as a Nigerian dialect, and these 
kids were chattering away. I thought 
this experience—being together, learn- 
ing, singing, being so happy about it— 
cannot help but prepare these kids for 
a classroom setting where they are 
going to learn in just a couple years. 

The House Republican budget dra- 
matically cuts the Head Start Pro- 
gram. These kids and the teachers and 
staff who support them will be gone 
under their proposal, and what will 
happen to those kids? I am not sure. I 
don’t know if there will be a babysitter 
down the street or whether someone 
else will intervene. But it is possible, 
without early intervention and early 
training and education, these kids will 
show up in a year or two for prekinder- 
garten or kindergarten and not be as 
far along as they should be. Does that 
make their chances at success better? 
No, of course not. We know that. The 
studies have shown it. 

The second area the House Repub- 
lican budget cuts is the money to 
school districts in the poorer parts of 
America. In my home State there are 
plenty of those—my hometown of East 
St. Louis, IL, for example. To cut back 
on Federal assistance to that poor 
community at this moment in time 
would be a mistake. We need to make 
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sure these young people have good 
teachers and good resources and can 
learn, even though they live in a town 
that is economically poor. The House 
Republican budget cuts that money 
and cuts the teachers for these school 
districts. 

Then it cuts the money for Pell 
grants. Pell grants are the college aid 
grants given to students from lower in- 
come families. Many of them don’t 
have a chance to go to school unless 
they get a grant so they can proceed 
with their education. The House Re- 
publican budget cuts $850 a year out of 
the Pell grants for lower income stu- 
dents—students from lower income 
families. That, unfortunately, will 
mean many of them will drop out. 

When I went to visit with the presi- 
dent of Augustana College, a private 
Lutheran college in the quad cities 
area, he anticipated they would lose 1 
out of every 20 students because of this 
cut in Pell grants. So if students— 
when we have high unemployment in a 
recession—are dropping out of college 
because of House Republican budget 
cuts, the obvious question is: Does that 
make America’s workforce any better? 
Are we in a better position to compete 
with China and the other countries of 
the world or will we sacrifice our ad- 
vantage because students have to drop 
out of school? I think the answer is ob- 
vious. 

That is why the House Republican 
budget, which some support, goes too 
far. It cuts too much in education. It 
would cut dramatically medical re- 
search. What were they thinking in the 
House of Representatives, that we 
would cut the National Institutes of 
Health, medical research in critical 
areas—Alzheimer’s, Lou Gehrig’s dis- 
ease, diabetes, cancer—at a time when 
we know research and innovation are 
critical for America’s success. Why 
would the House Republican budget cut 
back so dramatically in areas we know 
pay off? 

I think they made some poor choices, 
and that is why I support the Senate 
Democratic approach—$10 billion in 
cuts but preserving in education, work- 
er training, education research, inno- 
vation, and infrastructure the invest- 
ments we need at this moment in our 
history, with the recession we face and 
18 million Americans out of work. 
That, to me, is why the difference is so 
stark in contrast. 

Senator MCCONNELL spoke with the 
President and said he needed to show 
more leadership. I know where the 
President is on this. He wants us to 
reach an agreement in terms of the de- 
cisions which we need to make to move 
us toward a balanced budget, but we 
need to do it in a thoughtful way, first, 
coming out of the recession making 
America’s workforce stronger for the 
future, helping small businesses create 
jobs, and investing in infrastructure 
which creates good-paying jobs right 
here in America. 
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Mr. President, I understand we are 
going to go into executive session, and 
I am going to pause at this time and 
ask if the Chair is ready to report exec- 
utive session so I can discuss two judi- 
cial nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 


-Á 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


NOMINATION OF ANTHONY J. 
BATTAGLIA TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR 
THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF 
CALIFORNIA 


NOMINATION OF у 
MYERSCOUGH TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR 
THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF ILLI- 
NOIS 


SUE E 


NOMINATION OF JAMES E. SHADID 
TO BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE CENTRAL DIS- 
TRICT OF ILLINOIS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to executive session to con- 
sider the following nominations, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nations of Anthony J. Battaglia, of 
California, to be United States District 
Judge for the Southern District of Cali- 
fornia, Sue E. Myerscough, of Illinois, 
to be United States District Judge for 
the Central District of Illinois, and 
James E. Shadid, of Illinois, to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Central District of Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 1 
hour of debate with respect to these 
nominations, with the time equally di- 
vided in the usual form. 

The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of two of the nominees. I will 
vote for all three, but I rise in support 
of two of the nominees—Sue 
Myerscough and James Shadid for the 
Central District of Illinois. These are 
nominees whom I presented to the 
President and who passed through the 
review not only by the White House 
but also by the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee and now come before us today 
to be considered by the Senate. 

This day has come not a moment too 
soon for the Central District of Illinois, 
which I call home. It is a huge district. 
It covers 46 counties, includes the 
State capital, as well as cities such as 
Peoria, Urbana, and Rock Island. Since 
last August, the Central District of Il- 
linois has had only one Federal district 
court judge out of four. There are sup- 
posed to be four and, unfortunately, 
three seats have been vacant. Those 
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three vacancies were all designated as 
judicial emergencies by the Adminis- 
trative Office of the U.S. Courts. 

The chief judge, and the only active 
judge not in senior status, of the dis- 
trict—Mike McCuskey, also one of my 
nominees—has done an amazing job 
keeping the judicial system running for 
the past 7 months. Mike, in years gone 
by, had had some health issues. They 
asked him whether there was anything 
they could do to relieve the stress he 
was facing, being the only judge out of 
four in the district. He said: Only the 
Senate can relieve this stress. Today, 
Mike McCuskey, we are going to do our 
best to relieve that stress and send two 
excellent new district court judges. 

It hasn’t been easy. Right now there 
are no active status judges in the Fed- 
eral courthouses in Springfield and Pe- 
oria. Judge McCuskey, who is based in 
Urbana, has put a lot of miles on his 
car driving around this large district to 
keep the dockets moving. I salute him 
for his dedicated service, and I wish to 
also salute Judges Mike Mihm, Joe 
Billy McDade, Harold Baker, and Rich- 
ard Mills, who stepped up to help out 
the district, despite some personal 
family and health challenges. They 
have stepped up, even though they are 
in senior status, to try to make sure 
the district was served. 

I am pleased that help is on the way 
to the Central District of Illinois. I 
also wish to thank my colleague, Sen- 
ator MARK KIRK, who has joined me in 
presenting these nominees to the Sen- 
ate. 

The first I wish to mention is a friend 
of mine for many years, Sue 
Myerscough. She has been prominent 
on the legal landscape of Springfield 
for many years. She has over 23 years 
of judicial experience and currently 
serves as an elected justice on the Illi- 
nois Fourth District Appellate Court. 

Justice Myerscough has been nomi- 
nated to fill the Springfield-based 
judgeship that was vacated by the re- 
tirement of Judge Jeanne Scott, an- 
other one of my appointees who served 
that district so well. 

Justice Myerscough is a Springfield 
native. She earned her bachelor’s de- 
gree and law degree from Southern Illi- 
nois University. She began her legal 
career as a law clerk for Judge Harold 
Baker of the same Central District. 
Following her clerkship, she worked 
for 6 years in private practice. 

Judge Myerscough was appointed as 
an associate judge of the Illinois Sev- 
enth Judicial Circuit in Springfield in 
1987. In 1990, she was elected as a cir- 
cuit judge for that court. During her 11 
years as a trial judge, she presided over 
thousands of bench and jury trials, in- 
cluding some of the most complex civil 
litigation and murder trials. In 1988, 
Judge Myerscough was elected to her 
current seat on the Illinois appellate 
court and in 2008 won her retention 
election. 
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During her years on the appellate 
court, she has authored over 1,200 deci- 
sions on a wide range of issues. Justice 
Myerscough has worked to promote 
legal education for schoolchildren, and 
since 2001 she has served on the Board 
of Visitors for the Southern Illinois 
University Law School. She is an excel- 
lent judge, she is an excellent lawyer, 
she has a great family, and I am proud 
the President presented her name and 
the Senate will have a chance to vote 
on her today. 

Jim Shadid is a leading figure in the 
Peoria legal community. He currently 
serves as a judge on the Tenth Judicial 
Circuit in Peoria County. He has been 
nominated to fill the Peoria-based Fed- 
eral judgeship that was vacated when 
Judge Mihm took senior status. 

Judge Shadid was born in Peoria and 
received his undergraduate degree from 
Bradley University. He was quite a 
baseball player for the Bradley Braves. 
He was a two-time team MVP and was 
inducted into the Bradley Athletics 
Hall of Fame. After graduation, he 
played a season of minor league base- 
ball before he turned his talents to law 
and getting his J.D. from the John 
Marshall Law School in Chicago. 

He was first appointed as a circuit 
judge in 2001 and won retention elec- 
tions in 2002 and 2008. He has presided 
over approximately 300 trials and thou- 
sands of additional pleas and 
sentencings. Prior to his service on the 
State bench, Judge Shadid worked as 
an attorney in private practice, as a 
part-time Peoria County public de- 
fender, as a part-time commissioner on 
the Illinois Court of Claims, and as an 
assistant attorney general in Illinois. 

In addition to his broad legal experi- 
ence, Judge Shadid has an impressive 
record of service to the Peoria commu- 
nity, including tenure as president of 
the Boys and Girls Club of Greater Peo- 
ria. 

Judge Shadid was the first Arab 
American to serve as a State judge in 
Illinois. Upon his confirmation, he will 
be the only Arab-American Federal 
judge in the State and one of only a 
handful nationwide. There is a large 
Arab-American community in Peoria, 
including my friend, the U.S. Transpor- 
tation Secretary, Ray LaHood. I know 
this community and all of Peoria and 
Illinois will be so proud of Judge 
Shadid. 

Both Justice Myerscough and Judge 
Shadid were unanimously reported by 
the Judiciary Committee last month, 
and in a short time the Senate will 
take up their nominations. I hope my 
colleagues will agree that the people of 
Illinois will be well served with these 
two fine individuals on the bench. 

We will still have one vacancy, when 
these two are approved. Fortunately, 
President Obama has nominated an- 
other excellent candidate to fill that 
vacancy. Sara Darrow is a distin- 
guished Federal prosecutor, whom I 
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was pleased to recommend to the White 
House. I look forward to working with 
my colleague, Senator KIRK, to con- 
sider her nomination in an expedited 
fashion. 

Also working with Senator KIRK, we 
have a bipartisan agreement in terms 
of filling all vacancies, and Senator 
KIRK is in the process now of choosing 
a judge to fill one of the vacancies in 
the Northern District of Illinois. 

Last year, the Senate confirmed 
three excellent judges for the Northern 
District: Judge Gary Feinerman, Judge 
Sharon Coleman, and Judge Ed Chang. 
I might mention that Judge Chang had 
been recommended by the Republican 
Selection Committee the year before, 
and I found him to be an excellent can- 
didate. Party aside, he is going to serve 
very well and is now serving on the 
Northern District. Senator KIRK and I 
will continue to work together to find 
excellent judges for that Northern Dis- 
trict. 

In conclusion, aS we proceed toward 
this evening’s votes, I urge my col- 
leagues to join me in supporting the 
nominations of Sue Myerscough and 
Jim Shadid. They will make superb 
Federal judges in a district that des- 
perately needs their service on the 
bench. 

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol- 

lowing statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 
e Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, with ju- 
dicial vacancies still at 100, nearly half 
of them judicial emergencies, the Sen- 
ate’s action today on 2 nominees to fill 
longstanding judicial emergency va- 
cancies in Illinois and 1 of the many 
vacancies in California is much needed. 
I thank the Senate majority leader for 
scheduling action on these important 
nominations and the Republican leader 
for his cooperation. I commend Senator 
DURBIN for his efforts to fill long- 
standing vacancies that have plagued 
the Central District of Illinois. 

These nominees are 3 of the 13 judi- 
cial nominations that were unani- 
mously reported last year and have 
now been unanimously reported, again, 
this year by the Judiciary Committee. 
They could—and, in my view, should— 
have been considered and confirmed 
last year. Instead, they were returned 
to the President without final Senate 
action despite their outstanding quali- 
fications, and despite the needs of the 
American people to have judges avail- 
able to hear cases in these Federal 
courts. The President has had to re- 
nominate them, the Senate Judiciary 
Committee has had to reconsider them 
and now, finally, the Senate is being 
allowed to consider these sorely needed 
judges for Illinois and California. 

Justice Sue Myerscough and Judge 
James Shadid were each nominated to 
fill emergency vacancies in the Central 
District of Illinois. I have spoken on 
numerous occasions over the last 2 
years about the need for the Senate to 
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confirm them. I urged their consider- 
ation in my statement last Monday 
and am thankful that they are being 
considered tonight. 

Their confirmations will help relieve 
the chief judge of that district, who is 
the only active judge for the entire dis- 
trict. I have previously recounted how 
Chief Judge McCuskey wrote to Sen- 
ator DURBIN last November urging the 
Senate to take action to fill these va- 
cancies. Chief Judge McCuskey has 
been commuting 90 miles between Ur- 
bana and Springfield and relying on 
senior judges to administer justice in 
the district. Judge McCuskey had a 
heart attack a few years ago. Report- 
edly, when his cardiologist told him 
that he needed to reduce his stress 
level, the chief judge replied that ‘‘only 
the U.S. Senate can reduce my stress.” 
Well, Chief Judge McCuskey, it has 
taken too long but we hope finally to 
provide you some relief. To the people 
of the Central District of Illinois I say, 
help is finally on the way. 

Judge Battaglia of California will fill 
a vacancy in the Southern District of 
California where he has served as a 
U.S. magistrate judge since 1993. Last 
November we heard from the Judicial 
Council of the Ninth Circuit, which en- 
compasses California. They wrote to us 
last year, noting: ‘‘In order to do our 
work, and serve the public as Congress 
expects us to serve it, we need the re- 
sources to carry out our mission. While 
there are many areas of serious need, 
we write to emphasize our des- 
perate need for judges. Courts cannot 
do their work if authorized judicial po- 
sitions remain vacant... . We respect- 
fully request that the Senate act on ju- 
dicial nominees without delay.” I 
agree. I am glad to see the Senate fi- 
nally consider and confirm Judge 
Battaglia. 

On Thursday, the Judiciary Com- 
mittee will consider the nomination of 
another California judicial nominee, 
John Kronstadt, who is nominated to 
fill a judicial emergency vacancy in 
the Central District of California. In 
the next couple weeks we should recon- 
sider and report again the nomination 
of Edward Chen to fill a judicial emer- 
gency vacancy in the Northern District 
of California. 

Recently Seth Stern reported in Con- 
gressional Quarterly criticism from 
Chief Judge Lamberth of the U.S. Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Colum- 
bia, who warned that the breakdown in 
the judicial confirmation process is 
‘injuring the country.” There are two 
judicial nominees to fill longstanding 
vacancies for his court still waiting for 
final consideration by the Senate. The 
Senate should consider and confirm 
them without further delay. I will ask 
that a copy of the article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

Besides the nominees to fill vacan- 
cies in the District of Columbia, also 
reported from the Judiciary Com- 
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mittee and before the Senate are nomi- 
nees to fill judicial vacancies in North 
Carolina, and a judicial emergency va- 
cancy in New York. The Judiciary 
Committee has also now considered the 
renomination of Susan Carney of Con- 
necticut to the Second Circuit and Mi- 
chael Simon to be a district court 
judge in Oregon. More than half of the 
Republicans on the Judiciary Com- 
mittee voted in favor of those nomina- 
tions. They should be debated and con- 
firmed without delay, as well. 

I expect to be able to move forward 
with reporting two additional Federal 
circuit nominees and four additional 
district court nominees this week. We 
are holding hearings every 2 weeks and 
hope finally to begin to bend the curve 
and start to lower judicial vacancies 
across the country. 

Federal judicial vacancies around the 
country number too many and they 
have persisted for too long. That is 
why Chief Justice Roberts, Attorney 
General Holder, White House Counsel 
Bob Bauer and many others—including 
the President of the United States— 
have spoken out and urged the Senate 
to act. 

Nearly one out of every eight Federal 
judgeships is vacant. This puts at seri- 
ous risk the ability of all Americans to 
have a fair hearing in court. The real 
price being paid for these unnecessary 
delays is that the judges that remain 
are overburdened and the American 
people who depend on them are being 
denied hearings and justice in a timely 
fashion. 

Regrettably, the progress we made 
during the first 2 years of the Bush ad- 
ministration has not been duplicated, 
and the progress we made over the 8 
years from 2001 to 2009 to reduce judi- 
cial vacancies from 110 to a low of 34 
was reversed. The vacancy rate we re- 
duced from 10 percent at the end of 
President Clinton’s term to less than 4 
percent in 2008 has now risen back to 
over 10 percent. In contrast to the 
sharp reduction in vacancies we made 
during President Bush’s first 2 years 
when the Democratically controlled 
Senate confirmed 100 of his judicial 
nominations, only 60 of President 
Obama’s judicial nominations were al- 
lowed to be considered and confirmed 
during his first 2 years. We have not 
kept up with the rate of attrition, let 
alone brought the vacancies down. By 
now they should have been cut in half. 
Instead, they continue to hover around 
100. 

The Senate must do better. The Na- 
tion cannot afford further delays by 
the Senate in taking action on the 
nominations pending before it. Judicial 
vacancies on courts throughout the 
country hinder the Federal judiciary’s 
ability to fulfill its constitutional role. 
They create a backlog of cases that 
prevents people from having their day 
in court. This is unacceptable. 

We can consider and confirm this 
President’s nominations to the Federal 
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bench in a timely manner. President 
Obama has worked with Democratic 
and Republican home State Senators 
to identify superbly qualified, con- 
sensus nominations. None of the nomi- 
nations on the Executive Calendar are 
controversial. They all have the sup- 
port of their home State Senators, Re- 
publicans and Democrats. All have a 
strong commitment to the rule of law 
and a demonstrated faithfulness to the 
Constitution. 

During President Bush’s first term, 
his first 4 tumultuous years in office, 
we proceeded to confirm 205 of his judi- 
cial nominations. We confirmed 100 of 
those during the 17 months I was Chair- 
man during President Bush’s first 2 
years in office. So far in President 
Obama’s third year in office, the Sen- 
ate has only been allowed to consider 
70 of his Federal circuit and district 
court nominees. We remain well short 
of the benchmark we set during the 
Bush administration. When we ap- 
proach it we can reduce vacancies from 
the historically high levels at which 
they have remained throughout these 
first three years of the Obama adminis- 
tration to the historically low level we 
reached toward the end of the Bush ad- 
ministration. 

I ask unanimous consent that the CQ 
article to which I referred be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From CQ Today Online News, Feb. 28, 2011] 
JUDGES: ‘““TOTALLY BROKEN” CONFIRMATION 
PROCESS CAUSING ‘‘DIRE’’ CASE BACKLOGS 
(By Seth Stern) 

Two federal judges criticized the slow pace 
of judicial confirmations Monday, saying 
cases are backlogged and judges over- 
whelmed at the trial court level. 

Speaking at a Brookings Institution event 
on judicial nominations, Royce Lamberth, 
the chief judge of the U.S. District Court for 
the District of Columbia, said the confirma- 
tion process is “totally broken” and that the 
pattern of ‘‘paybacks and the bickering have 
been thoroughly bipartisan.” 

Lamberth, who was appointed by President 
Ronald Reagan in 1987, raised similar con- 
cerns in a speech in March 2009, just after 
the start of the Obama administration. But 
he said he was increasingly concerned by the 
delays in the confirmation of federal trial 
judges, which has only worsened in the two 
years since. 

“Т say to both Democrats and Republicans, 
you are injuring the country,” Lamberth 
said. 

Lamberth was joined on the panel by Wil- 
liam Furgeson Jr., a Texas district court 
judge who said judges’ growing caseloads re- 
sulting from the vacancies in his district in 
western Texas are a ‘“‘desperate problem” 
that results in ‘‘assembly-line justice.” 

Furgeson called the situation on the bor- 
der ‘‘dire,’’ adding it was a “giant mystery” 
why senators now fight over trial court 
judges. 

Chief Justice John G. Roberts Jr. had also 
emphasized the ‘‘persistent problem” of va- 
cancies on the federal bench in his annual re- 
port on the state of the judiciary released in 
December. 
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“Hach political party has found it easy to 
turn on a dime from decrying to defending 
the blocking of judicial nominations, de- 
pending on their changing political for- 
tunes,’’ Roberts wrote in the report. 

Only 67 percent of Obama’s district court 
nominees were confirmed during his first two 
years in office, compared to 92 percent for 
George W. Bush and 87 percent for Bill Clin- 
ton, according to statistics compiled by Rus- 
sell Wheeler, a visiting fellow at the liberal- 
leaning Brookings Institution, and 88 of 677 
district court seats were vacant as of Feb. 25. 

The Senate has confirmed six district 
court judges so far this year, including two 
more Monday: Amy Totenberg and Steve C. 
Jones to the Northern District of Georgia. 

On Wednesday, the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee will hold a second confirmation hear- 
ing for President Obama’s most controver- 
sial judicial nominee: Goodwin Liu, who was 
first nominated for a seat on the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the 9th Circuit in 2009. 

The University of California law professor 
has faced intense criticism from Republicans 
for his liberal views and for repeatedly 
amending the materials he has provided to 
the Judiciary Committee.e 

Mr. DURBIN. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that any time dur- 
ing the quorum be equally divided be- 
tween both the Republican and Demo- 
cratic sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
honored today to support the nomina- 
tion of Judge Anthony Battaglia to the 
Southern District of California. I had 
the great privilege of recommending 
Judge Battaglia to President Obama to 
serve on the Southern District Court. 
He is widely respected in the San Diego 
legal community. He will make an ex- 
cellent addition to the bench. I have a 
committee that is set up in all the var- 
ious areas over California, and they 
recommended him to me, and I was 
proud to recommend him to the Presi- 
dent. I congratulate him and his family 
on this important day. 

Judge Battaglia was born and raised 
in San Diego. He is a graduate of the 
U.S. International University, now 
Alliant International University, and 
California Western School of Law in 
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San Diego. He has practiced law for 35 
years in San Diego, and for 19 years he 
was a private practitioner with a very 
strong record as a litigator. 

For the past 16 years, Judge 
Battaglia has served with distinction 
as a magistrate judge for the Southern 
District. He has a reputation as a 
judge’s judge, which means the judges 
believe he is very hard-working, 
thoughtful, and fair. Local lawyers 
praise him for being well prepared for 
hearings and for trials, and he is very 
diligent in moving cases forward. He 
has presided over 22 trials that have 
gone to verdict during his tenure on 
the bench. 

Equally important is Judge 
Battaglia’s dedication to service out- 
side the courtroom. He is a past presi- 
dent of the national Federal Mag- 
istrate Judges Association and has 
twice been selected by Chief Justices of 
the Supreme Court to serve on a na- 
tional advisory committee that reviews 
criminal court rules. 

In short, Judge Battaglia’s career 
stands out as a testament to his dedi- 
cation and devotion to the law and 
legal community of San Diego, both in- 
side and outside the courtroom. 

I close my comments here by con- 
gratulating the judge and his family on 
this momentous day, and I urge my 
colleagues to confirm this highly quali- 
fied nominee to the Federal bench. 

I am very grateful to the Judiciary 
Committee, which twice voted him out 
of the committee. We are grateful for 
that. 

GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN PAY 

I would like to add a comment on an- 
other matter—the Вохег-Саѕеу bill 
that was passed here and sent over to 
the House. The bill says that if there 
were to be a shutdown of government, 
which I know nobody wants, but if 
there were to be one, Members of Con- 
gress should not get their pay. They 
should not get their pay and they 
should not get retroactive pay because 
this is a very basic responsibility we 
have—to keep the government running, 
to make sure Social Security recipi- 
ents receive checks on time, and dis- 
abled veterans, too, and make sure 
Superfund sites are cleaned up and the 
NIH continues functioning so they can 
find cures for the diseases that plague 
our families. 

It is fair to say the two parties have 
different views on how to approach the 
deficit. The party I am proud to belong 
to believes—and we showed it under 
the leadership of Bill Clinton—we can 
balance the budget but not threaten 
job creation. We did it under Bill Clin- 
ton, but we did it smartly, we did it 
wisely, and the millionaires did pay 
their fair share, as opposed to some of 
the proposals in H.R. 1 that came out 
of the House that at the minimum 
would cost, according to the econo- 
mists, 200,000 jobs. We have heard esti- 
mates of 800,000 jobs. We cannot afford 
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to lose that many jobs just as this 
economy is getting to the point where 
jobs are being created in decent num- 
bers. 

Yes, we need to trim the deficit, and 
yes, we have to make sure we do not 
knock this economic recovery off 
track. Therefore, it is essential that 
the parties work together because if we 
each just stay in our camps, we are 
never going to get anything done. 

Let’s do this in a wise way. It is true 
that we had an election and the House 
changed hands. Guess what. The Sen- 
ate didn’t, and the White House is not 
up for election for 2 more years, so you 
cannot go around saying there was an 
election and the election said that the 
Republicans get everything they want. 
That just does not make any sense. 

Having come back from that elec- 
tion, I want to say it was about jobs— 
jobs, jobs, jobs. My opponent essen- 
tially asked every morning, every 
noon, and every night: Where are the 
jobs? And that was a fair question. I 
said to her and I said to my people in 
California: We are not creating jobs at 
a fast enough pace; we have to do bet- 
ter. As I stand here, how could I ever 
betray what I said in the campaign and 
vote for a plan that would cut between 
200,000 and 800,000 jobs, the Republican 
plan from the House? 

We have to get our act together here 
and meet somewhere in the middle. If 
you look at the Republican plan, I 
think it was $100 billion off the Presi- 
dent’s budget. Our plan is about, now, 
$50 billion off of the President’s budget. 
We have met them more than halfway. 
Let’s get this thing done. If we get this 
done and do it in responsible way, yes, 
we will get this deficit on the right 
path. But to hold out this idea that we 
are going to go after just 12 percent of 
the budget and the things the people 
really rely on, the roads and the 
bridges and the highways and edu- 
cation and cleaning up Superfund sites 
and the FBI and all the things we rely 
on—to go after that one small part of 
the budget and decimate it the way 
H.R. 1 would do would be counter- 
productive. 

It is a job killer that hurts the mid- 
dle class, and we cannot go that way. 
Having said all of this, I am sure we 
are going to see a vote on H.R. 1. I am 
pretty sure we are going to see a vote 
on H.R. 1, and I do not think it is going 
to get enough votes to pass. Then we 
will take the proposal of the Demo- 
crats that Vice President BIDEN has 
put forward and see what that does. If 
neither gets the requisite number of 
votes, we are going to have to keep 
talking. But we cannot continue with 
these 2-week extensions. It is abso- 
lutely irresponsible. Imagine taking 
billions of dollars out of the Federal 
budget every 2 weeks. It is going to be 
tens of thousands of jobs in every one 
of our States that are lost. 

In summing up, I hope the Speaker of 
the House over there will take up our 
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bill quickly, make sure that Members 
of Congress are not treated any better 
than anybody else. And we will hope- 
fully avert a shutdown. But if there is 
one, we are treated like every other 
Federal employee, no budget, no pay. 

I am very grateful to the Judiciary 
Committee for giving us the oppor- 
tunity to vote for Anthony Battaglia 
who is going to make a great judge for 
the U.S. District Court for the South- 
ern District of California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak in strong support of the 
nomination of Magistrate Judge Tony 
Battaglia to be a Federal district judge 
in the Southern District of California. 

Judge Battaglia is a highly regarded 
jurist in the San Diego area. For more 
than 17 years, he has served as a mag- 
istrate judge. He has seen more than 20 
cases to verdict or judgment, has man- 
aged both individual and large class ac- 
tion suits, and has presided over mat- 
ters ranging from environmental 
claims to commercial contract dis- 
putes to criminal and civil rights cases. 

Outside of the courtroom, Judge 
Battaglia has generously given his 
time to train and educate other law- 
yers and judges by, for example, writ- 
ing extensively in local bar journals 
and leading instructional workshops 
and seminars across the country. 

He has been appointed by Chief Jus- 
tice John Roberts to represent mag- 
istrate judges across the country on 
the Judicial Conference. He has served 
as president of the Federal Magistrate 
Judges Association. And he has been 
president of the San Diego County 
Judges Association. 

Prior to his appointment to the 
bench, Battaglia was an equally well 
regarded litigator—first with the law 
offices of John Marin, then as a sole 
practitioner, and finally as a partner in 
the firm of Battaglia, Fitzpatrick, & 
Battaglia. 

During almost two decades in private 
practice, he tried 23 cases to verdict 
and handled more than 125 arbitra- 
tions. 

His accolades as an attorney included 
serving as president of the San Diego 
Bar Association and president of the 
San Diego Trial Lawyers Association, 
as well as being named Outstanding 
Trial Lawyer by the San Diego Trial 
Lawyers Association. 

Judge Battaglia will bring to the dis- 
trict court a wealth of experience as an 
attorney, as well as a top-notch record 
as a judge. 

I commend Senator BOXER for recom- 
mending him for this position, and I 
am very pleased to support his nomina- 
tion. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today we continue in our efforts to 
lessen the burden our overworked 
courts currently face. We are about to 
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confirm three more judicial nominees. 
Two of the three nominees we will vote 
on tonight are for seats designated as 
judicial emergencies. With our action 
today, in only 22 days the Senate has 
been in session, the Senate has con- 
firmed 10 nominees. 

With these votes tonight, we will 
have confirmed 19 percent of President 
Obama’s judicial nominees submitted 
in this Congress. This pace far exceeds 
the progress made at this point in the 
108th Congress, which was the begin- 
ning of the third year of President 
Bush’s Presidency. At this point, the 
108th Congress had confirmed only 4 of 
the 48 nominations sent to the Senate, 
about an 8 percent confirmation rate. 

Our fast pace on the floor is matched 
by our rapid pace in committee. We 
held our third nominations hearing 
this past Wednesday. We have now 
heard from 13 judicial nominees and 
have reported 16 favorably. Our work in 
committee and on the floor indicates a 
cooperative effort between me, the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
and our leadership. It is an indication 
of the progress that can be made when 
the President nominates consensus 
nominees. 

We will continue in our efforts, but 
again, I would remind everyone that 
while we in the Senate are doing our 
part, the administration must also be 
engaged in this process. I would note 
that 24 of the 41 vacant seats deemed to 
be judicial emergencies have no nomi- 
nee. Of the additional 54 vacancies, 28 
have no nominee. 

I am perplexed as to why the Presi- 
dent would ignore these pending vacan- 
cies and instead spend time and re- 
sources to send up a nomination for a 
seat that will not be vacant for some 
time. I refer to the President’s nomina- 
tion, on February 16, 2011, of Scott 
Skavdahl, to be United States District 
Judge for the District of Wyoming. 
This seat will not be vacant until July 
24, 2011, when the current judge will re- 
tire. I do not understand the adminis- 
tration’s priorities when it comes to 
judicial nominations. Instead of focus- 
ing on nominations for future vacan- 
cies, I would hope the administration 
would use some common sense and di- 
rect its efforts towards nominating in- 
dividuals for seats which are at least 
currently vacant. 

With regard to the nominees on 
whom we will vote this evening, let me 
say a few words about each. 

Judge Joseph Battaglia is nominated 
to be a U.S. district judge for the 
Southern District of California. He 
presently serves in that district as a 
U.S. magistrate judge. He was first ap- 
pointed to that position in 1993. In ad- 
dition to serving as a magistrate judge, 
Judge Battaglia has served on the Ju- 
dicial Conference of the United States 
Advisory Committee on Rules of Crimi- 
nal Procedure, on the Ninth Circuit Ex- 
ecutive Board of Magistrate Judges, 
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and as a Magistrate Judge Observer on 
the Judicial Council of the Ninth Cir- 
cuit. In 2009, Judge Battaglia was ap- 
pointed by Chief Justice Roberts as 
Magistrate Judge Observer to the Judi- 
cial Conference of the United States. 

Judge Battaglia received his B.A. 
from the U.S. International University 
and his J.D. from California Western 
School of Law. He spent almost two 
decades working in private practice, 
and also acted as an arbitrator for the 
San Diego Superior Court, serving on 
many panels. The American Bar Asso- 
ciation Standing Committee on the 
Federal Judiciary unanimously rated 
him ‘‘Well-Qualified.’’ 

This evening, we will also vote on 
two nominees to the Central District of 
Illinois. Both of these vacancies are 
considered to be judicial emergencies. 

Judge James E. Shadid received his 
B.S. from Bradley University and his 
J.D. from the John Marshall Law 
School. Upon admission to the Illinois 
bar, Judge Shadid opened his own law 
practice. He maintained his law prac- 
tice until 2001, when he was appointed 
by the Illinois Supreme Court to fill a 
vacancy on the Tenth Judicial Circuit. 
He was elected to a full term in 2002 
and re-elected in 2008. 

While in private practice, he served 
as a part-time public defender at the 
Peoria County Public Defender’s Of- 
fice. He also served an assistant attor- 
ney general for the State of Illinois. He 
was appointed by Governor Jim Edgar 
to serve as a commissioner of the Court 
of Claims in Illinois. The American Bar 
Association Standing Committee on 
the Federal Judiciary rated Judge 
Shadid as “Qualified” by a substantial 
majority, while a minority rated him 
“Well Qualified.” 

Also nominated to a judicial emer- 
gency vacancy for the Central District 
of Illinois is Judge Sue E. Myerscough. 
Judge Myerscough received her B.A. 
with honors, from Southern Illinois 
University, and her J.D. from Southern 
Illinois School of Law. Upon gradua- 
tion from law school, she served as a 
law clerk to the Honorable Harold A. 
Baker of the U.S. District Court for the 
Central District of Illinois. 

Judge Myerscough was in private 
practice for approximately 6 years be- 
fore being elected as an associate cir- 
cuit court judge for the Seventh Judi- 
cial Circuit of Illinois. Judge 
Myerscough later became a circuit 
judge for the Seventh Circuit. In 1998 
she was elected as an appellate court 
justice of the Illinois Appellate Court, 
Fourth District. The American Bar As- 
sociation Standing Committee on the 
Federal Judiciary unanimously rated 
Judge Myerscough as ‘‘Qualified.”’ 

I congratulate these three nominees 
and wish them well in their public 
service as a U.S. district judge. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 
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Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I ask unanimous 
consent to speak as in morning busi- 
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
first wanted to alert Senators that we 
will most likely be voting somewhere 
around 5:30. We are still working on an 
agreement about yielding back time, 
but I thought people would like to 
know that. 

The other thing I wish to note is to 
first urge my colleagues to confirm the 
judges before us tonight, and then I 
wish also to briefly say a few words 
about the third vote we are going to be 
taking in this sequence. 

AMERICA INVENTS ACT 

In a few moments the Senate will 
take another important step toward 
passing the America Invents Act. This 
bipartisan bill will go a long way in en- 
suring our country remains the world 
leader in entrepreneurship, research, 
and development and, of course, inno- 
vation. 

Over the course of last week, every 
Senator had an opportunity to come to 
the floor and weigh in on this bill with 
amendments. We made a lot of 
progress, and as a result I am pleased 
to say we have a bill that is even better 
than the one we started with, a truly 
bipartisan product which will bring our 
patent system into the 21st century. If 
passed, this legislation will make the 
first comprehensive set of reforms to 
our Nation’s patent process in almost 
60 years. Sixty years. 

A lot has changed since then. The 
America Invents Act will create a legal 
framework that reflects current tech- 
nology and a climate in which innova- 
tion can flourish. In doing so, it will 
unleash the power of our Nation’s sin- 
gle most precious resource, the inge- 
nuity of our people. I point out that it 
will do it without adding a penny to 
our deficit. 

An improved patent process will 
spark the kind of job creation and busi- 
ness growth our economy needs right 
now. I know you know that in Dela- 
ware—and we certainly know it in Min- 
nesota. Those are not Democratic pri- 
orities—the priorities of competitive- 
ness and innovation—and they are not 
Republican priorities, they are Amer- 
ican priorities. 

I urge all Senators to support the 
motion so we can move forward with 
this important legislation. I thank 
Senator GRASSLEY for all his work on 
this bill and Senator LEAHY as well, 
and all the rest of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee. 

I yield the floor, and we will soon 
have an update on whether we can 
yield back the time to start the votes 
at 5:30. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, we 
are prepared to yield back the balance 
of time on this side. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I ask unanimous 
consent that all remaining time on 
both sides be yielded back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NOMINATION OF SUE E. MYERSCOUGH 

Under the previous order, the nomi- 
nation of Sue E. Myerscough, of Illi- 
nois, to be United States District 
Judge for the Central District of Illi- 
nois is confirmed. 

VOTE ON NOMINATION OF JAMES E. SHADID 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nomination of James E. 
Shadid, of Illinois, to be United States 
District Judge for the Central District 
of Illinois? 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. CON- 
RAD), the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mrs. HAGAN), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), and the Senator 
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) are nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. HATCH), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT), the Sen- 


ator from Nevada (Mr. ENSIGN), the 
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
HOEVEN), the Senator from Georgia 


(Mr. ISAKSON), the Senator from Alaska 
(Ms. MURKOWSKI), and the Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. PAUL). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) would 
have voted “yea.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 89, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 32 Exe.] 


YEAS—89 
Akaka Brown (OH) Cornyn 
Alexander Burr Crapo 
Ayotte Cantwell Durbin 
Barrasso Cardin Enzi 
Baucus Carper Feinstein 
Begich Casey Franken 
Bennet Chambliss Gillibrand 
Bingaman Coats Graham 
Blumenthal Coburn Grassley 
Blunt Cochran Harkin 
Boozman Collins Hutchison 
Boxer Coons Inhofe 
Brown (MA) Corker Inouye 
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Johanns McConnell Sessions 
Johnson (SD) Menendez Shaheen 
Johnson (WI) Merkley Shelby 
Kerry Mikulski Snowe 
Kirk Moran Stabenow 
Klobuchar Murray Tester 
Kohl Nelson (NE) Thune 
Kyl Nelson (FL) 
Landrieu Portman een 
Lautenberg Pryor Udall (NM) 
Lee Reed 5 
Levin Reid Vibber 
Lieberman Risch Warner 
Lugar Roberts Webb 
Manchin Rockefeller Whitehouse 
McCain Rubio Wicker 
McCaskill Schumer Wyden 
NOT VOTING—11 
Conrad Hatch Murkowski 
DeMint Hoeven Paul 
Ensign Isakson Sanders 
Hagan Leahy 


The nomination was confirmed. 

VOTE ON NOMINATION OF ANTHONY J. 
BATTAGLIA 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nomination of Anthony 
J. Battaglia, of California, to be United 
States District Judge for the Southern 
District of California? 

The Senator from Minnesota. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the next 
two votes be 10-minute votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. CON- 
RAD), the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mrs. HAGAN), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), the Senator 
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), and the 
Senator from Virginia (Mr. WEBB) are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Nevada (Mr. ENSIGN), the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. HATCH), the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN), the Sen- 
ator from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON), the 
Senator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI), 
and the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
PAUL). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) would 
have voted “yea.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANCHIN). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 89, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 33 Exe.] 


YEAS—89 
Akaka Baucus Blumenthal 
Alexander Begich Blunt 
Ayotte Bennet Boozman 
Barrasso Bingaman Boxer 
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Brown (MA) Inhofe Nelson (FL) 
Brown (OH) Inouye Portman 
Burr Johanns Pryor 
Cantwell Johnson (SD) Reed 
Cardin Johnson (WI) Reid 
Carper Kerry Risch 
Casey Kirk Roberts 
Chambliss Klobuchar Rockefeller 
on 8 КОП Rubio 
oburn У. 

Cochran Landrieu сет 

Я essions 
Collins Lautenberg Shaheen 
Coons Lee 
Corker Levin Shelby 
Cornyn Lieberman Snowe 
Crapo Lugar Stabenow 
DeMint Manchin Tester 
Durbin McCain Thune 
Enzi McCaskill Toomey 
Feinstein McConnell Udall (CO) 
Franken Menendez Udall (NM) 
Gillibrand Merkley Vitter 
Graham Mikulski Warner 
Grassley Moran Whitehouse 
Harkin Murray Wicker 
Hutchison Nelson (NE) Wyden 

NOT VOTING—11 

Conrad Hoeven Pauw. 
Ensign Isakson Sanders 
Hagan Leahy Web 
Hatch Murkowski 


The nomination was confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motions to re- 
consider are considered made en bloc 
and laid upon the table en bloc. 

Under the previous order, the Presi- 
dent will be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action. 


EE 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume legislative session. 


—— EE 


PATENT REFORM ACT OF 2011— 
Resumed 


CLOTURE MOTION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the pending cloture motion, 
which the clerk will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on S. 23, the Amer- 
ica Invents Act. 

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Debbie 
Stabenow, John F. Kerry, Jeanne Sha- 
heen, Christopher A. Coons, Tom Har- 
kin, Mark Begich, Jeff Bingaman, Al 
Franken, Kay R. Hagan, Michael F. 
Bennet, Richard Blumenthal, Sheldon 
Whitehouse, Amy Klobuchar, Bill Nel- 
son, Benjamin L. Cardin, Richard J. 
Durbin. 

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol- 
lowing statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 

ө Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today the 
Senate will take another step toward 
completing action on the America In- 
vents Act. This is commonsense legis- 
lation that will make the first com- 
prehensive reforms to our Nation’s pat- 
ent system in nearly 60 years. The de- 
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bate on this bill since its introduction 
6 years ago has been long, and the com- 
promises have been many. I am con- 
fident that the bill before us today 
makes the needed changes to bring the 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office into 
the 21st century. 

The America Invents Act is bipar- 
tisan legislation that has resulted from 
deliberation in both the Senate and 
House. It has been the topic of more 
than a dozen hearings and committee 
meetings in the Senate, and countless 
hours of meetings and negotiations. I 
had hoped to complete action on this 
legislation last week. The additional 
time has allowed every Senator the op- 
portunity to come to the floor and 
speak about the important matters en- 
compassed by this bill. We have de- 
bated and adopted relevant amend- 
ments and debated and rejected other 
amendments, including some that were 
not even relevant to this legislation. 
This is a bill that does not spend a dol- 
lar of taxpayer money and does not add 
to the deficit. It will directly result in 
millions of dollars being saved, and in- 
directly in helping unleash American 
innovation to create jobs and help bol- 
ster our economy. 

Now is the time to act. Now is the 
time to vote. Now is the time to move 
forward with this job-creating bill that 
will help boost our economy and re- 
store America’s competitive edge in 
the global marketplace. 

Modernizing our patent system 
through the America Invents Act will 
make America more competitive. It 
protects innovators and inventors large 
and small, from the small independent 
inventor in Middlesex, VT, to cutting- 
edge manufacturers and innovators in 
Ohio and California. It will give the 
Patent and Trademark Office the tools 
it needs to process and award the pat- 
ent for what may be the next life-sav- 
ing device or life-changing invention. 
And the America Invents Act will do 
all of this without spending a dollar of 
taxpayer money. This is a jobs bill that 
doesn’t add a cent to the deficit. Sup- 
porters of this legislation come from 
both sides of the aisle, from every cor- 
ner of the country, and from every 
component of the patent community. 

This country’s first patent was issued 
to a Vermonter. Thomas Jefferson, the 
Secretary of State, examined the appli- 
cation, and President George Wash- 
ington signed it. A lot has changed in 
the more than 220 years since that first 
patent was issued. We cannot remain 
complacent and expect to remain at 
the forefront of innovation. Enacting 
the America Invents Act is one way in 
which we can come together and show 
the American people that we in Wash- 
ington are working together with the 
future of our country in mind. 

I commend Austan Goolsbee, the 
chair of the President’s Council of Eco- 
nomic Advisers, for his white board 
presentation today on the importance 
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of patent reform to help America win 
the global competition and create jobs. 
The creation of more than 220,000 jobs 
in the private sector last month, the 
creation of 1.5 million jobs over the 
last 12 months, and the unemployment 
rate finally being reduced to 8.9 per- 
cent are all signs that the efforts we 
have made over the last 2 years to 
stave off the worst recession since the 
Great Depression are paying off and 
the economic recovery is taking hold. 
The almost full percent point drop in 
the unemployment rate over the last 
three months is the largest decline in 
unemployment since 1983. Despite 
interruptions of economic activity in 
many parts of the country caused by 
winter weather over the last months 
and days, despite the extraordinary 
rise in oil prices, the Dow Jones indus- 
trial average has climbed back to over 
12,000 from a low point of 6,500. Passage 
of the America Invents Act should help 
bolster our economic recovery and 
keep us on the right path toward busi- 
ness development and job creation. 


I urge all Senators to support the 
cloture motion on the America Invents 
Act. The Nation’s economy, American 
inventors and innovators, our competi- 
tive edge in the global marketplace all 
will be helped when we pass this impor- 
tant bill.e 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan- 
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on S. 23, the Patent 
Reform Act of 2011, shall be brought to 
a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. CON- 
RAD), the Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
LEAHY), the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS), and the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. WEBB) are necessarily ab- 
sent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) would vote “уела.” 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Nevada (Mr. ENSIGN), the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. HATCH), the Senator from 
North Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN), the Sen- 
ator from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON), the 
Senator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI), 
and the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
PAUL). 

Further, if present and voting, the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) would 
have voted “yea.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 87, 
nays 3, as follows: 
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[Rollcall Vote No. 34 Leg.] 


YEAS—87 
Akaka Feinstein Merkley 
Alexander Franken Mikulski 
Ayotte Gillibrand Moran 
Barrasso Graham Murray 
Baucus Grassley Nelson (NE) 
Begich Hagan Nelson (FL) 
Bennet Harkin Portman 
Bingaman Hutchison Pryor 
Blumenthal Inhofe Reed 
Blunt Inouye Reid 
Boozman Johanns Roberts 
Boxer Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Brown (MA) Johnson (WI) Rubio 
Brown (OH) Kerry Schumer 
Burr Kirk Sessions 
Cardin Klobuchar Shaheen 
Carper Kohl Shelby 
Casey Kyl Snowe 
Chambliss Landrieu Stabenow 
Coats Lautenberg Tester 
Coburn Lee Thune 
Cochran Levin Toomey 
Collins Lieberman Udall (CO) 
Coons Lugar Udall (NM) 
Corker Manchin Vitter 
Cornyn McCain Warner 
DeMint McCaskill Whitehouse 
Durbin McConnell Wicker 
Enzi Menendez Wyden 

NAYS—3 
Cantwell Crapo Risch 

NOT VOTING—10 

Conrad Isakson Sanders 
Ensign Leahy Web 
Hatch Murkowski 
Hoeven Paul 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 87, the nays are 3. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho- 
sen and sworn having voted in the af- 
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

The clerk will report the pending 
business. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 23) to amend title 35, United 
States Code, to provide for patent reform. 

Pending: 

Leahy amendment No. 114, to improve the 
bill. 

Bennet amendment No. 116, to reduce the 
fee amounts paid by small entities request- 
ing prioritized examination under Three- 
Track Examination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

AMENDMENT NO. 141, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the pending amend- 
ments be set aside, and I call up an 
amendment on behalf of Senators BAU- 
cus and GRASSLEY, No. 141; that it be 
modified with the changes that are at 
the desk; further, that the amendment, 
as modified, be agreed to, that the mo- 
tion to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table, and that there 
be no intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 141), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to, as follows: 

(Purpose: To clarify that section 14 shall not 
apply to an invention that is a computer 
program product or system used solely for 
preparing a tax or information return or 
other tax filing) 

On page 94, between lines 22 and 23, insert 
the following: 

(e) EXCLUSION.—This section does not 

apply to that part of an invention that is a 
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method, apparatus, computer program prod- 
uct, or system, that is used solely for pre- 
paring a tax or information return or other 
tax filing, including one that records, trans- 
mits, transfers, or organizes data related to 
such filing. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 114 AND 116, WITHDRAWN 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent to withdraw the pending 
Leahy and Bennet amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 143 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment, which is No. 148, which 
is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for 
himself and Mr. ENSIGN, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 148. 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To include public institutions of 

higher education in EPSCOR jurisdictions 

in the definition of a micro entity) 

On page 93, before line 18, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

(а) EPSCOR.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, a micro entity shall include an appli- 
cant who certifies that— 

“(1) the applicant’s employer, from which 
the applicant obtains the majority of the ap- 
plicant’s income, is a State public institu- 
tion of higher education, as defined in sec- 
tion 102 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 1002), in a jurisdiction that is eligi- 
ble to qualify under the Research Infrastruc- 
ture Improvement Grant Program adminis- 
tered by the Office of Experimental Program 
to Stimulate Competitive Research 
(EPSCoR); or 

(2) the applicant has assigned, granted, 
conveyed, or is under an obligation by con- 
tract or law to assign, grant, or convey, a li- 
cense or other ownership interest in the par- 
ticular application to such State public in- 
stitution, which is in a jurisdiction that is 
eligible to qualify under the Research Infra- 
structure Improvement Grant Program ad- 
ministered by the Office of Experimental 
Program to Stimulate Competitive Research 
(EPSCoR).”’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 152 TO AMENDMENT NO. 143 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now call 
up a second-degree amendment, which 
is No. 152. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 152 to amend- 
ment No. 148. 
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

(Purpose: To provide an effective date) 

On page 2 of the amendment, after line 11, 
add the following: 

(е) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (d) shall 
take effect 1 year and 1 day after the date of 
enactment of the Patent Reform Act of 
2011.”. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, so everyone 
knows what this amendment does, we 
looked at the National Science Foun- 
dation regarding a program called 
EPSCoR. A number of sparsely popu- 
lated States are disadvantaged with 
this program. However, in talking with 
a number of Senators, this amendment 
we are going to seek modification of at 
a later time would have no, zero, effect 
on scoring. There is no score to it 
whatsoever. But we are going to try— 
not trying to, we are going to include 
every State because it costs nothing. 

Even though a lot of States are not 
funded adequately with this EPSCoR 
money, there is no reason every State 
that has a State university and does 
something inventive should have to 
pay exorbitant patent fees. 

It does not cost any money. It is the 
right thing to do. We will discuss it at 
a further time. If someone has some 
problem with it, we will have to make 
a determination. At this stage, I think 
it would be the right thing for the 
country. 

SATELLITE OFFICES 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I thank 
Chairman LEAHY for working to pass 
an amendment I introduced last week 
with Senator UDALL to authorize the 
Director of the U.S. Patent and Trade- 
mark Office, USPTO, to establish three 
or more satellite offices. This amend- 
ment will go a long way toward im- 
proving the efficiency and quality at 
the USPTO. 

I really appreciate the chairman and 
ranking member for working with us to 
modify the amendment’s language in 
order to address colleagues’ concerns 
on both sides of the aisle. We struck a 
good balance to not tie the hands of 
the USPTO, allow the Office to take 
advantage of the work it has done on 
the satellite office concept, and ensure 
that PTO can have an open, competi- 
tive process in making determinations 
for future regional satellite offices. At 
this moment, I would like to invite the 
senior Senator from Colorado, MARK 
UDALL, to enter into a colloquy to dis- 
cuss this amendment. 

The establishment of regional sat- 
ellite offices will help the USPTO re- 
cruit and retain workers from across 
the country. Regional offices will draw 
local scientists, engineers and patent 
attorneys into the USPTO, which add 
real world expertise to the patent re- 
view process. They will also increase 
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outreach activities and connection to 
patent filers; enhance the ability of the 
USPTO to recruit and retain patent ex- 
aminers; and improve the quality and 
pendency for patent applications. 

In short, USPTO Director Kappos has 
already taken steps toward estab- 
lishing regional satellite offices. Our 
amendment is intended to build on this 
prior work, which I believe provides a 
good foundation for the USPTO im- 
proving its footprint in innovation cen- 
ters across the country. I know Sen- 
ator UDALL and I will be advocating for 
a regional satellite office in Denver, 
and of course we expect other advo- 
cates to point out the merits of their 
potential sites as well. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I would also 
like to thank the chairman for helping 
us pass this important amendment. 
Right now, the European Union uses 
four geographically diverse patent of- 
fices. By only having one patent office, 
we are at a competitive disadvantage. 
We need to have these regional offices 
in order to connect innovators and 
businesses across the country. 

The current lack of regional satellite 
offices is even more of a problem when 
you consider all of the recruitment and 
retention issues the USPTO is having 
with its patent examiner workforce. 
USPTO is unable to hire and retain 
over 6,000 examiners at its single loca- 
tion in Alexandria, VA. This has re- 
sulted in one-third of patent examiners 
having been with the USPTO for less 
than 3 years. USPTO should be recruit- 
ing examiners from across the country. 
Establishing satellite offices will help 
the USPTO develop expertise from all 
regions of the country—and I know 
that a satellite office in Denver, CO, 
would attract highly qualified exam- 
iners. 

Mr. BENNET. I agree with the Sen- 
ator. We need to be maximizing our 
human capital. I have heard from a 
number of more senior patent attor- 
neys and engineers in Denver that 
would love to work for the USPTO but 
cannot uproot their families across the 
country. Having a satellite office in 
places like Denver will make sure we 
are taking advantage of these high- 
skilled workers. 

While our amendment provides for an 
open process and does not constrain 
the USPTO in making determinations 
for future offices, we do hope that the 
Office can build on its decision making 
process in 2010. This process ultimately 
led to the selection of Detroit as an ini- 
tial regional satellite. While Senator 
UDALL and I were disappointed that 
Colorado wasn’t selected, we respect 
the thoroughness of the USPTO’s re- 
view and do not want all of its hard 
work in reviewing locations across the 
country to go to waste. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. There really 
are a number of objective reasons for 
choosing Denver. First, opening an of- 
fice in Colorado will permit USPTO to 
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recruit and hire from a pool of the best 
candidates the U.S. has to offer. Colo- 
rado is home to a great number of tech- 
nology workers who would be excellent 
long-term patent examiners for an of- 
fice located in Colorado. The tech- 
nology workforce in Colorado is con- 
sistently ranked in the top-10 in the 
U.S. in many important categories. Ac- 
cording to a report by Pew Research, 
Colorado is ranked: third for percent of 
workers with a bachelor’s degree or 
more; fifth for number of workers with 
science and engineering degrees per 
capita; fifth for number of scientists 
and engineers as a percent of the labor 
force; and second for number of patents 
per 1,000 workers. Additionally, other 
Federal agencies have found Colorado 
to be a great place to locate an office. 
Outside of the Washington metro area, 
Denver has the highest number of Fed- 
eral employees per capita. 

Because Colorado is a very desirable 
place to live, locating a satellite office 
in Colorado would allow the USPTO to 
dramatically improve its ability to re- 
cruit and retain its most valuable em- 
ployees. According to the report by 
Pew Research, Colorado is ranked first 
for percent of U.S. workers who say 
they want to live there; and sixth for 
the percentage of sunny days. Colorado 
is also well known for its reasonable 
cost of living, especially in comparison 
to cities located on the east and west 
coasts, and Chicago. 

Colorado is also centrally located in 
the U.S. and easily accessible to the 
entire country. Our location in the 
middle of the country provides conven- 
ient access for the technology centers 
of the West, Midwest, and Rocky 
Mountain regions. 

Mr. BENNET. I fully agree with Sen- 
ator UDALL. There are a number of 
clear, objective reasons why Colorado 
should be a regional satellite location 
for the USPTO. My understanding is 
that in 2010 the USPTO applied a num- 
ber of criteria to review numerous site 
possibilities. This criteria included 
patents granted, per capita; scientists 
and engineers in the State, per capita; 
proximity to law schools and major re- 
search institutions; number of patent 
attorneys and agents; number of tele- 
working PTO patent examiners; and 
presence of Federal employees, office 
space. This approach makes sense. By 
all accounts—and I admit I am biased 
here—Denver is at the top. It is my 
strong view that when you factor in 
our central location and accessibility 
to the rest of the country, it makes 
sense for an office to be located in Den- 
ver. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I look for- 
ward to working closely with the Sen- 
ator to advocate for an office in Den- 
ver. I think a Western office will go a 
long way toward ensuring the success 
of our patent system. 

Mr. BENNET. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak in support of S. 23, 
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which largely reflects the agreement 
on patent-reform legislation that Sen- 
ator LEAHY and I announced last year. 

The Judiciary Committee has been 
working hard on landmark patent re- 
form legislation for the past 7 years, 
and has finally reached a broad, bipar- 
tisan agreement. This bill includes im- 
portant reforms that will improve the 
functioning of the Patent and Trade- 
mark Office and will allow the office to 
reduce its backlog of pending applica- 
tions. The bill also makes the long- 
overdue transition to a first-to-file sys- 
tem, a change that will help ensure 
U.S. inventors receive patents that will 
also be entitled to priority in foreign 
countries. 

This bill has the support of a broad 
range of industries and trade associa- 
tions, across the economic spectrum, 
as well as the support of universities, 
patent professional organizations, inde- 
pendent entrepreneurs апа labor 
unions. The PTO and the Commerce 
Department also strongly support this 
legislation. While not all interests are 
satisfied, I think it is fair to say that 
the present agreement has produced a 
near consensus on this issue, and has 
resulted in the broadest possible sup- 
port for this reform. 

The most important change made by 
this bill is its adoption of a first-to-file 
patent system. Under current U.S. law, 
when two different people come up 
with the same invention, priority is 
given to the person who can prove that 
he first conceived of the invention and 
was able to make it work. Under the 
first-to-file system, by contrast, pri- 
ority is given to the first person who 
not only conceived of the invention and 
was able to make it work, but who also 
filed a disclosure with the PTO ex- 
plaining the invention and how to 
make it work. 

The first-to-file system has several 
important advantages over the current 
system. First, it is easy to verify when 
an inventor filed a disclosure state- 
ment with the PTO. By contrast, under 
the current system, invention priority 
dates are determined by examining the 


inventor’s notebooks and other 
records, all of which must have been 
contemporaneously validated by a 


third party. The first-to-file system 
not only dispenses with expensive dis- 
covery into ‘‘what did the inventor 
know and when did he know it,” it also 
allows the public to easily determine 
an invention’s priority date—and 
whether a patent for the invention is 
valid in light of the prior art. Addition- 
ally, the first-to-file system, combined 
with the use of provisional applications 
for patents, also provides an inexpen- 
sive and secure way for small inventors 
to protect their patent application 
while discussing the invention with 
possible investors and other third par- 
ties. 

Other reforms included in the bill 
will improve the quality of U.S. pat- 
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ents over the long term. The bill cre- 
ates a new post-grant review of pat- 
ents, which can be sought within the 
first 9 months after the patent is issued 
and used to raise any challenge to the 
patent. This will allow invalid patents 
that were mistakenly issued by the 
PTO to be fixed early in their life, be- 
fore they disrupt an entire industry or 
result in expensive litigation. 

The bill also allows third parties to 
submit prior art relevant to a patent 
application before the patent is issued. 
This will help PTO determine if the in- 
vention is already in the public domain 
and should not be patented. This provi- 
sion will allow the public to help the 
PTO correct its mistakes, and ensure 
that no patent rights are granted for 
inventions already available to the 
public. 

The bill also makes structural re- 
forms to post-grant review that were 
sought by the PTO. It allows inter 
partes reexamination to be run as an 
adjudicative system, and elevates the 
threshold for starting post-grant pro- 
ceedings. The PTO has insisted that a 
higher threshold is critical to its abil- 
ity to administer these proceedings. By 
raising the threshold for starting an 
inter partes review to a showing of a 
“reasonable likelihood” that a patent 
is invalid, the bill will allow the PTO 
to avoid accepting challenges that were 
unlikely to win in any event. 

The bill also includes many protec- 
tions that were long sought by inven- 
tors and patent owners. It preserves es- 
toppel against relitigating in court 
those issues that an inter partes chal- 
lenger reasonably could have raised in 
his administrative challenge. It im- 
poses time limits on starting an inter 
partes or post-grant review when liti- 
gation is pending. And it imposes a 
one-year time limit on the duration of 
these proceedings. All of these reforms 
will help to ensure that post-grant re- 
view operates fairly and is not used for 
purposes of harassment or delay. 

I commend the members of the Judi- 
ciary Committee for the work they 
have put into this bill and I urge my 
colleagues to support passage. 


EE 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to a period for the transaction of morn- 
ing business, and that the 30 hours 
postcloture run on the patent bill, and 
that Senator GRASSLEY be recognized 
for whatever time he may use in morn- 
ing business, and that following his 
statement, Senators be recognized for 
up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may speak 
for some little time after 10 minutes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I know my 
friend was preoccupied. I knew he 
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wanted to do that. The unanimous con- 
sent agreement said whatever time he 
may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 


EE 


ENERGY 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
American economy remains on an un- 
settled footing, as we all know. There 
are some real signs of economic recov- 
ery, but it shows a very fragile recov- 
ery. The consumer confidence level 
seems to be increasing, and that is 
good news. U.S. factory activity is up. 
That is good news. But also we are very 
nervous about the housing market re- 
maining weak. The Nation’s unemploy- 
ment rate stands at 9 percent—maybe 
officially now 8.9 percent—and now our 
economy is facing a significant head 
wind due to rising energy prices. 

Since the unrest began in Tunisia, 
our energy markets have rocked up- 
ward by the uprisings in Egypt and now 
in Libya. Libya produces only roughly 
2 percent of the world’s crude oil, with 
much of that going to Europe. But even 
with Libya producing such a small 
amount, it still makes a tremendous 
impact on the world market of oil. The 
uncertainty and fear about supplies, 
according to oil speculators, has driven 
crude prices to more than $100 a barrel. 
Prices at the pump were already high 
before the unrest in the Middle East. 
The events going on in North Africa 
and the Persian Gulf area just wors- 
ened the problem. 

According to the Energy Information 
Administration, gas prices jumped 19 
cents during a 1-week period at the end 
of February. This is the second largest 
1-week jump in more than 20 years. I 
think over the weekend we learned 
that gasoline, in a 2-week period of 
time, is up 33 cents. So Americans are 
now paying, on average, $3.51 a gallon 
for gas. That, obviously, is about 80 
cents higher than this time last year. 

The average cost to fill a tank of gas 
is likely around $50. We all know that 
for a family struggling to make ends 
meet, these are valuable dollars spent 
at the pump, with most of those dollars 
going overseas. 

I am sure the Presiding Officer prob- 
ably knows that before this rapid rise 
in the price of oil, we were spending 
$730 million a day to import oil. Obvi- 
ously, that is now a much higher fig- 
ure, probably close to $1 billion a day 
right now. Our country is at risk, our 
economy is at risk, our Nation’s secu- 
rity is at risk; that is, economic secu- 
rity, but also it is related to our na- 
tional security. Our ever-increasing re- 
liance on foreign sources for energy is 
undermining our Nation’s economic 
and national security. The activities in 
the Middle East over the last 6 weeks 
should be an alarm bell going off. It 
should, in fact, be a wake-up call. Let 


3376 


me be clear. I know that for our econ- 
omy to grow and for business and indi- 
viduals to thrive, we need access to re- 
liable, affordable energy. I support an 
energy policy that I like to say is akin 
to a four-legged stool or another way of 
saying it is all of the above—obviously, 
all the sources of petroleum we can get 
our hands on, and more domestically, 
obviously, than import, all sorts of al- 
ternative energy. Conservation has to 
be a leg of that stool and, obviously, 
nuclear energy. 

So to be repetitive: First, we have to 
have access to oil and gas resources 
here at home. Two years ago, when gas 
prices were so high, the rallying cry 
was ‘‘drill here, drill now.” It seems to 
me that still is a legitimate rallying 
cry for us with gas at $3.51 a gallon. 
The idea that we limit our access to 
our own resources, which in turn leads 
us to go hat in hand to foreign dic- 
tators such as Hugo Chavez and oil 
sheiks is ludicrous. It is silly to be 
sending more money overseas to give 
people resources to train terrorists to 
kill Americans. 

We currently import more than 60 
percent of our crude oil, and it doesn’t 
have to be that way. I know we can’t 
get to energy independence by drilling 
here and drilling now all by itself, but 
isn’t it a little foolish to have our 
economy held hostage by events in 
Libya—North Africa generally—or the 
Persian Gulf area and particularly with 
Libya only supplying 2 percent of the 
world’s oil? 

The Obama administration needs to 
put an end to the existing policy of a 
de facto moratorium through permit- 
ting; that is, for drilling onshore and 
offshore of our own domestic supply. 
We need to make sure we are doing ev- 
erything we can to protect workers and 
the environment. But permitting 
delays and obstacles should not pre- 
vent our Nation from moving forward 
to developing resources here at home. 

I also support efforts to expand the 
use of clean coal and nuclear energy. I 
also support conservation efforts. I 
agree that the cheapest form of energy 
is the energy that doesn’t have to be 
used. That is conservation. Here in the 
Senate, I have supported policies aimed 
at reducing energy use in homes and 
buildings through conservation and en- 
ergy-efficient technologies. I see the 
value in reducing overall energy con- 
sumption. 

I have also been a leader in the Sen- 
ate in promoting alternative and re- 
newable energy. Why? Because the sup- 
ply of fossil fuels is a finite quantity. 
We must look to alternative and re- 
newable resources so we can improve 
our energy and our national security. 
This includes supporting energy from 
wind, biomass, hydroelectric, solar, 
geothermal, and biofuels. 

I would like to focus now on the ef- 
fort to develop homegrown biofuels. 
For many years, Congress has realized 
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the need to develop an alternative to 
fossil fuels, particularly as a means of 
reducing our dependence on that fossil 
fuel. One of the first priorities was a 
tax incentive to encourage the use of 
homegrown ethanol. For over 100 years, 
the fossil fuel industry has had a mo- 
nopoly on our transportation fuel. 
They built the market. They own the 
infrastructure. They weren’t about to 
use a product they didn’t manufacture, 
own or profit from. So Congress cre- 
ated a tax incentive to encourage big 
oil to use the product and make it 
available to their consumers. It was 
paired with an import tariff to make 
sure that only domestic ethanol re- 
ceives the benefit of the tax incentive. 

So the tax incentive and the tariff 
worked together to do two things: The 
incentive exists to encourage the use of 
domestic ethanol. The tariff exists to 
ensure that we aren’t giving a tax in- 
centive to already subsidized foreign 
ethanol. 

In other words, wouldn’t it be silly to 
have a tax incentive for the production 
of a domestic alternative energy and 
then allow the import of it, which 
would have taxpayers subsidizing an al- 
ternative form of energy coming in 
from another country? Well, that 
wouldn’t make sense. 

Together, these two approaches en- 
sure that we don’t replace our depend- 
ence on foreign oil with a dependence 
upon foreign ethanol. The incentive 
was created to encourage big oil to use 
a domestically produced product and a 
renewable product. In 2005, Congress 
created the Renewable Fuels Standard. 
The standard was created to ensure a 
minimum amount of renewable fuels 
was used in the fuel supply. It was 
strongly opposed by big oil, but it was 
enacted over their opposition. 

In 2007, it was greatly expanded. It 
mandates the use of 36 billion gallons 
of renewable fuel annually by 2022. But 
that decision, made in 2007, also lim- 
ited the amount of ethanol that can be 
made from grain to 15 billion gallons. 

One of the criticisms I hear occasion- 
ally is that the ethanol receives both 
an incentive and a mandate. So I think 
we should address that point. 

First, while the mandate requires 
that the fuel be used, it does not man- 
date that the ethanol be produced do- 
mestically. The incentive acts as an 
encouragement to use homegrown 
products. It increases economic activ- 
ity at home and works to reduce our 
dependence upon foreign oil. It doesn’t 
do any good if you are importing a do- 
mestic renewable fuel if it can be done 
here locally, creating the jobs here. 

Secondly, the mandate acts as a floor 
to ethanol use. Without the incentive, 
we would consume a bare minimum. 
The incentive encourages ethanol use 
beyond the mandate. 

Some in the environmental commu- 
nity are quick to raise objections to 
the biofuels mandate as well as the in- 
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centive. I would like to suggest to 
them that this is a clear example of 
limitless hypocrisy and intellectual 
dishonesty in this town. Many of the 
loudest voices against these policies 
are the same voices who lobby me for 
tax incentives and also mandates for 
wind, solar, geothermal, and other re- 
newable energy. 

I happen to be a strong supporter of 
electricity generated from wind and 
other renewable sources. I first au- 
thored the production tax credit for 
wind in 1992. Over the years, it has been 
expanded to include other types of re- 
sources. Since as far back as 2003, envi- 
ronmental advocacy groups have been 
pushing for а renewable portfolio 
standard, which is a mandate that util- 
ities around the country use a certain 
amount of wind or other types of alter- 
native energy instead of coal in the 
production of electricity. 

So now what do we hear? They want 
the production tax credit for wind and 
other renewable electricity and a man- 
date that it be produced. Yet they op- 
pose these same policies for biofuels. 
That is an inconsistency. That seems 
to be an intellectually dishonest ap- 
proach; that they would like to have 
this Senator support mandates for 
wind as well as a tax incentive for wind 
but lobbying against this Senator’s ap- 
proach to having a tax incentive for 
other alternative energies as well as a 
mandate. 

I have been a champion of ethanol 
and biofuels for a long time. I am well 
aware of the positive role ethanol is 
playing to create a cleaner environ- 
ment. It is improving our economic and 
national security and it is creating 
jobs and economic activity in rural 
America. In 2010, nearly 90 percent of 
all gasoline sold in the United States 
contained some ethanol. The 13 billion 
gallons of ethanol produced in the 
United States reduced our oil imports 
by 445 million barrels of oil. 

After domestic oil production and 
imports from Canada, U.S. ethanol pro- 
duction is the third largest source of 
transportation fuel—what we use in in- 
ternal combustion engines. U.S. eth- 
anol production is larger than what we 
import from Saudi Arabia or even from 
Hugo Chavez’s Venezuela. Without do- 
mestic biofuels, we would be on bended 
knees even more than we are today, 
begging others for oil. 

Just think what has developed in the 
2 weeks of Libya. We have OPEC hav- 
ing to go to Saudi Arabia to make up 
the difference, just because of 2 percent 
of the oil production being affected. 
Why would we want to be more depend- 
ent upon foreign sources of energy, par- 
ticularly for our national security? 

Without domestic biofuels it seems 
to me that we would be on bended 
knees even more than we are today, 
begging others for oil. Ethanol is the 
only reliable, legitimate alternative to 
crude oil. Domestic ethanol currently 
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accounts for nearly 10 percent of our 
transportation fuel. There is no other 
renewable fuel that comes close to 
achieving the economic, environ- 
mental, and national security benefits 
currently delivered by this biofuel that 
we call ethanol. 

There are other well-funded misin- 
formation campaigns underway to un- 
dermine the only alternative to crude 
oil. Big oil has been joined in recent 
years by opportunistic grocery manu- 
facturers who hope to find a scapegoat 
in their desire to increase profits and 
raise food prices. They did this just 2 
years ago, when corn was $7. They 
scapegoated ethanol. They needed a 
cover to raise the price of food and 
then, within 7 months, when the price 
of corn was down to half that price, 
$3.50 per bushel, did you see the price of 
food come down? No. You are going to 
find the same thing now. 

These people continue to perpetuate 
the same tired, baseless arguments to 
try to undermine our efforts toward en- 
ergy independence. They are more in- 
terested in protecting market share 
and profits than national economic se- 
curity. 

Over the next few weeks I am going 
to do everything I can to talk about 
this issue, to educate the public on the 
benefits of domestic biofuels. I am not 
going to sit quietly while the energy, 
environmental, and national security 
benefits of ethanol are scoffed at. I in- 
tend to beat back every false attack. 
The American public deserves an hon- 
est, fact-based discussion about the 
benefits of reducing our dependence on 
people such as Hugo Chavez and Muam- 
mar Qadhafi. They deserve to hear the 
benefits of reducing our dependence on 
dirty fossil fuel. 

I look forward to continuing this ef- 
fort and invite dialog from any of my 
colleagues. 


BIENNIAL BUDGETING 


Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for insti- 
tuting biennial budgeting within the 
U.S. Government. We should reform 
the Federal budget process by con- 
verting it from an annual spending 
process to a 2-year cycle, with 1 year 
for appropriating Federal dollars and 
the following year devoted to oversight 
of Federal programs. 

Under the current budget process, 
Congress almost never finishes the ap- 
propriations bills by October 1 and is 
forced to consider omnibus legislation 
composed of individual appropriations 
bills that were never considered on the 
Senate floor. Worse still is that we are 
often unable to amend an omnibus ap- 
propriations bill and are forced to ac- 
cept provisions that may be objection- 
able. Because we are constantly racing 
against the clock to finish appropria- 
tions, authorizing committees are 
hampered in their ability to conduct 
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effective oversight. This means that we 
have trouble learning about what 
spending programs work and which 
must be modified or eliminated. Budg- 
et reforms are much needed and long 
overdue. 

The amendment that I filed today 
would require the President to submit 
a 2-year budget at the beginning of the 
first session of a Congress. Members of 
Congress would then need to adopt a 2- 
year budget resolution, а _ reconcili- 
ation bill if necessary and 2-year appro- 
priations bills during that first session. 
The legislation ensures the enactment 
of 2-year appropriations bills by pro- 
viding a new majority point of order 
against consideration of an appropria- 
tions bill that fails to cover 2 years. 
The second session of a Congress would 
then be devoted to the consideration of 
authorization bills and oversight of 
Federal programs. The result is en- 
hanced oversight that will provide 
greater accountability of government 
programs and a superior budget proc- 
ess. 

Each year, approximately 40 percent 
of Congress’s debating time is spent on 
appropriations, on the resolution and 
on the reconciliation process. In some 
years, that number is as high as 60 per- 
cent, not even reflecting the time that 
the budget process consumes the entire 
Federal bureaucracy. Moreover 
through February 18 of this year, 
House lawmakers spent 61 hours over 4 
days debating 162 of the nearly 600 
amendments filed on the 359-page 
measure to fund government until Sep- 
tember. And after all the debate and 
consideration last year, Congress failed 
to adopt the budget or pass any of the 
13 appropriations bills for the first 
time since the landmark Budget Act of 
1974. 

It is no wonder that the American 
people are dismayed because all they 
have seen is the chaotic nature of the 
budgetary process and the failure of 
Congress time and time again to meet 
statutory deadlines. 

It is important to have a biennial 
budget because it will allow the Presi- 
dent—as well as Congress—in the sec- 
ond year to fine-tune the budget, re- 
visit issues, improve oversight activi- 
ties, and—if necessary—respond to a 
downturn in the economy, such as a re- 
cession. And it would also immeas- 
urably add to accountability to the 
American taxpayer. If you ask the 
American taxpayer, “Оо you think 
your Federal dollars are being spent 
wisely and efficiently?’’—the response 
is a resounding “по” as reflected in 
many polls and public opinion surveys. 
Only if we improve oversight activities 
and examine every program and agen- 
cy, will we restore the confidence of 
the American taxpayer in how govern- 
ment spends hard-earned tax dollars. 

Unfortunately, the battle to get the 
biennial budget passed is not new. I 
have been advocating for budget reform 
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for years and have pursued shifting the 
federal budgeting process to a biennial 
system throughout my tenure in the 
Senate. In 1997—the year that led to 
record surpluses—I cosponsored the Bi- 
ennial Budgeting and Appropriations 
Act, б. 261, to amend the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 to revise the Federal 
and congressional budget processes by 
establishing a two-year budgeting and 
appropriations cycle and timetable. 
That bill sat dormant in a Senate com- 
mittee—as did the next four bills of 
this kind that I have cosponsored 
since. 

So we find ourselves with record defi- 
cits, a complicated and time con- 
suming budget process that gives 
Americans little confidence in their 
government, lack of congressional 
oversight over the many programs and 
agencies that dispense taxpayer’s 
funds, and the surpluses of the 1998-2001 
nowhere to be found. If that does not 
tell us that the system is broken, I do 
not know what does. 

The biennial budget would free up 
Senate floor time for other matters, 
help us avoid having to consider an 
end-of-year omnibus bill, and provide 
authorizing committees more time to 
carry out their oversight responsibil- 
ities. Biennial budgeting would make 
us more effective legislators and enable 
us to make more informed choices on 
behalf of our constituents. 

Biennial budgeting is necessary to re- 
turn us to the path of fiscal sustain- 
ability and to allow Congress time to 
engage in meaningful oversight of gov- 
ernment spending. As such, this legis- 
lation is long overdue and it is my hope 
that Congress will finally institute this 
much needed reform. 


— 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


REMEMBERING C. RAY BAKER 


ө Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, today 
I honor the life of C. Ray Baker, a de- 
voted champion of Fort Smith, AR. 

Ray Baker was a lifelong cheerleader 
of Fort Smith, proving his love for the 
community through serving its citizens 
for 20 years as mayor. 

Dedicating countless hours volun- 
teering for civic service organizations, 
he brought an unmatched, contagious 
energy to ribbon cuttings, 
groundbreakings, awards ceremonies 
and special community events. His 
commitment to Fort Smith inspired 
the “Бау Baker Lifetime Achievement 
Award.” 

He shared his enthusiasm for the 
community with the generations of 
students he taught over his 46 years as 
an educator. His legacy is far reaching 
beyond the halls of Southside High 
School where he taught for 44 years. 

He received numerous awards and 
commendations for his years in the 
classroom including being named Ar- 
kansas PTA Teacher of the Year, a 
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Milken Family National Educator, Ar- 
kansas Teacher of the Year and Daugh- 
ters of the American Revolution Na- 
tional American History Teacher of the 
Year. 


Ray is a true American hero who not 
only taught what it means to partici- 
pate in the government, but also 
showed his students and the citizens by 
the example he set. 


Ray Baker’s legacy will live on for 
future generations to experience the 
projects he supported encouraged to 
the lives he touched in the classroom 
and civic outings all across the region. 

His energetic spirit has given us all 
strength, and we are fortunate to have 
had his leadership. During the opportu- 
nities I had to share the stage with 
Mayor Baker, I often had to follow his 
passionate and enthusiastic addresses. 
I would joke with the audience that I 
needed to spend a few days with the 
mayor so I could learn how to become 
as animated as he was. 


We all came to know and say his fa- 
mous words he would recite after his 
speeches and proclamations, ‘‘Life’s 
worth living in Fort Smith, Arkansas.” 
I am confident this will always be a 
motto for the community, and thanks 
to Ray Baker’s determination, perse- 
verance and dedication, he certainly 
made Fort Smith a place worth living.e 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


EC-825. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report entitled ‘‘Commodity Futures Trad- 
ing Commission Strategic Plan Fiscal Years 
2011-2015”; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

ЕС-826. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
a violation of the Antideficiency Act that oc- 
curred within the Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation account of the Depart- 
ment of the Army and was assigned case 
number 08-08; to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

ЕС-827. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
a violation of the Antideficiency Act that oc- 
curred within the Operation and Mainte- 
nance account of the Department of the 
Army and was assigned case number 08-04; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

ЕС-828. A communication from the Deputy 
Archivist, National Archives and Records 
Administration, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Presi- 
dential Library Facilities; Correction” 
(RIN3095-AA82) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 4, 2011; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself and 
Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 494. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to establish a national screening 
program at the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention and to amend title XIX of 
the Social Security Act to provide States the 
option to increase screening in the United 
States population for the prevention, early 
detection, and timely treatment of 
colorectal cancer; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. CASEY: 

S. 495. A bill to expend and enhance exist- 
ing adult day programs for individuals with 
neurological diseases or conditions, includ- 
ing multiple sclerosis, Parkinson’s disease, 
traumatic brain injury, and other similar 
diseases or conditions, to support and im- 
prove access to respite services for family 
caregivers who are taking care of such indi- 
viduals, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
COBURN): 

S. 496. A bill to amend the Food, Conserva- 
tion, and Energy Act to repeal a duplicative 
program relating to inspection and grading 
of catfish; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself and Mr. 
KIRK): 

S. 497. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to modify the require- 
ments of the visa waiver program and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mrs. MCCASKILL, and Mr. 
PORTMAN): 

S. 498. A bill to ensure objective, inde- 
pendent review of task and delivery orders; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. HATCH: 

S. 499. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to facilitate the development of 
hydroelectric power on the Diamond Fork 
System of the Central Utah Project; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. HATCH: 

S. 500. A bill to direct the Secretary of the 
Interior to convey certain Federal features 
of the electric distribution system to the 
South Utah Valley Electric Service District, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 


rE 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 
The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 
By Mr. HATCH (for himself and Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado): 
S. Res. 93. A resolution establishing the 
Committee to Reduce Government Waste; to 
the Committee on Rules and Administration. 


Ee 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8.17 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 17, 
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a bill to repeal the job-killing tax on 
medical devices to ensure continued 
access to life-saving medical devices 
for patients and maintain the standing 
of United States as the world leader in 
medical device innovation. 
S. 102 
At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 102, a bill to provide an op- 
tional fast-track procedure the Presi- 
dent may use when submitting rescis- 
sion requests, and for other purposes. 
S. 258 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) and the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) were added as cospon- 
sors of S. 258, a bill to amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to eliminate 
oil and gas company preferences. 
S. 344 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from California (Mrs. 
BOXER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
344, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to permit certain retired 
members of the uniformed services who 
have a service-connected disability to 
receive both disability compensation 
from the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs for their disability and either re- 
tired pay by reason of their years of 
military service or Combat-Related 
Special Compensation, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 347 
At the request of Mr. BURR, the name 
of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CHAMBLISS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 347, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for re- 
porting and disclosure by State and 
local public employee retirement pen- 
sion plans. 
S. 359 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI), the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE), and the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. BURR) were added 
as cosponsors of б. 359, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re- 
peal the expansion of information re- 
porting requirements to payments 
made to corporations, payments for 
property and other gross proceeds, and 
rental property expense payments, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 362 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 362, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to provide 
for a Pancreatic Cancer Initiative, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 386 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 386, a bill to provide as- 
sistance to certain employers and 
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States in 2011 and 2012, to improve the 
long-term solvency of the Unemploy- 
ment Compensation program, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 387 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as а cosponsor of б. 
387, a bill to amend title 37, United 
States Code, to provide flexible spend- 
ing arrangements for members of uni- 
formed services, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 390 
At the request of Mr. WEBB, the name 
of the Senator from Michigan (Ms. 
STABENOW) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 390, a bill to ensure that the right of 
an individual to display the Service 
Flag on residential property not be 
abridged. 
S. 398 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) and the Senator 
from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 398, a bill to amend 
the Energy Policy and Conservation 
Act to improve energy efficiency of 
certain appliances and equipment, and 
for other purposes. 
8. 412 
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 412, a bill to ensure that 
amounts credited to the Harbor Main- 
tenance Trust Fund are used for harbor 
maintenance. 
S. 439 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 439, a bill to provide for com- 
prehensive budget reform in order to 
increase transparency and reduce the 
deficit. 
8. CON. RES. 7 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER), the Senator from Geor- 
gia (Mr. ISAKSON), the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. ENZI), the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. MORAN), and the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) were 
added as cosponsors of б. Con. Res. 7, a 
concurrent resolution supporting the 
Local Radio Freedom Act. 
S. RES. 51 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN), the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. COCHRAN) and the Senator 
from Rhode Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) 
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 51, 
a resolution recognizing the 190th anni- 
versary of the independence of Greece 
and celebrating Greek and American 
democracy. 
S. RES. 86 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) and the Senator from Ala- 
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bama (Mr. SESSIONS) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. Res. 86, a resolution rec- 


ognizing the Defense Intelligence 
Agency on its 50th Anniversary. 
8. RES. 87 


At the request of Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, the name of the Senator 
from Colorado (Mr. BENNET) was added 
as a cosponsor of б. Res. 87, a resolu- 
tion designating the year of 2012 as the 
‘International Year of Cooperatives”. 

S. RES. 90 

At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. Res. 90, a resolution sup- 
porting the goals of ‘International 
Women’s Day” and recognizing this 
year’s centennial anniversary of Inter- 
national Women’s Day. 


—— = _ 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and 
Mr. COBURN): 

S. 496. A bill to amend the Food, Con- 
servation, and Energy Act to repeal a 
duplicative program relating to inspec- 
tion and grading of catfish; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be joined by my colleague, 
Senator COBURN, in introducing legisla- 
tion to repeal duplicative federal regu- 
lations relating to the inspection and 
grading of catfish. Specifically, our bill 
would rescind a provision in the 2008 
Farm Bill, Section 11016 of P.L. 110-246, 
which aims to inhibit Vietnamese cat- 
fish imports as well as catfish imports 
of other potential trade partners. 

Section 11016 is nothing more than 
the latest effort by Members of Con- 
gress serving the special interests of 
the catfish industry in their home 
States. A similar protectionist tactic 
was tried in the 2002 Farm Bill when 
many of these same members slipped in 
language that made it illegal to label 
Vietnamese catfish, ‘‘pangasius,’’ as 
catfish in U.S. retail markets. The in- 
tent there was to discourage American 
consumers from buying Vietnamese 
catfish products even though they are 
virtually indistinguishable from U.S. 
grown catfish. It didn’t work. Viet- 
namese catfish remain popular with 
American consumers because it is more 
affordable and cheaper to produce than 
domestic catfish grown in aquaculture 
ponds. Now these special interests are 
relying on this latest Farm Bill rider 
to over regulate Vietnamese catfish by, 
ironically, deeming pangasius a catfish 
again. Under the guise of food safety, 
the 2008 Farm Bill directs the U.S. De- 
partment of Agriculture’s Food Safety 
Inspection Service, FSIS, to inspect 
catfish like it does meat products or 
eggs, except that no other fish is under 
the regulatory thumb of the FSIS. Cat- 
fish is already regulated by the Food 
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and Drug Administration, FDA, which 
hasn’t reported any safety or health 
problems with the Vietnamese imports. 
Domestic producers are simply trying 
to create barriers for Vietnamese cat- 
fish farmers by forcing them to comply 
with a second inspection regime ad- 
ministered by an entirely different arm 
of the Federal bureaucracy. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
USDA, is currently engaged in the pro- 
posed rulemaking process for imple- 
menting this new inspection authority. 
A recent Government Accountability 
Office, GAO, report flagged this FSIS 
program as ‘‘duplicative’ and ‘‘high 
risk” for “fraud, waste, abuse, and mis- 
management.” GAO estimates that the 
USDA would spend about $30 million in 
taxpayer dollars to implement the 
agency’s new catfish inspection pro- 
gram and that we would be further 
fragmenting our federal food safety 
system by having catfish regulated 
twice by both USDA and FDA. 

The provision that I am seeking to 
repeal is nothing more than a protec- 
tionist tactic funded at taxpayers’ ex- 
pense. If implemented, the proposed 
USDA regulations will lead to a dupli- 
cative, costly and complex overseas in- 
spection program that serves no real 
purpose but to protect American cat- 
fish growers from competition while 
forcing American consumers to pay 
more for fish. Not only is the catfish 
provision in Section 11016 offensive to 
our principles of free trade, it fla- 
grantly disregards our Bilateral Trade 
Agreement and relationship with Viet- 
nam. I urge my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 


EE 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 93—ESTAB- 
LISHING THE COMMITTEE TO RE- 
DUCE GOVERNMENT WASTE 


Mr. HATCH (for himself and Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado) submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Rules and Admin- 
istration: 

S. RES. 93 


Resolved, 

SECTION 1. ESTABLISHMENT. 

There shall be a Senate committee known 
as the Committee to Reduce Government 
Waste (referred to in this resolution as the 
“Committee’’). 

SEC. 2. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) COMPOSITION.—The Committee shall be 
composed of 12 members as follows: 

(1) 4 members from the Committee on Fi- 
nance, 2 selected by the Majority Leader and 
2 selected by the Minority Leader. 

(2) 4 members from the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, 2 selected by the Majority 
Leader and 2 selected by the Minority Lead- 
er. 

(3) 4 members from the Committee on the 
Budget, 2 selected by the Majority Leader 
and 2 selected by the Minority Leader. 

(b) TENURE OF OFFICE.— 
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(1) PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT.—Members 
shall be appointed for a period of not to ex- 
ceed 6 years. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—No person shall continue 
to serve as a member of the Committee after 
the person has ceased to be a member of the 
Committee from which the member was cho- 
sen. 

(c) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the Com- 
mittee shall not affects its powers, but shall 
be filled in the same manner as the original 
appointment. 

(d) CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN.—The 
Committee shall select a Chairman and Vice 
Chairman from among its members. 

(e) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of 
the Committee shall constitute a quorum, 
but a lesser number of members may hold 
hearings. The powers conferred upon them 
by section 4 may be exercised by a majority 
vote. 

SEC. 3. DUTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Committee shall 
have the following duties: 

(1) StuDy.—The Committee shall— 

(A) research, review, and study Federal 
programs that are underperforming or non- 
essential; and 

(B) determine which Federal programs 
should be modified or eliminated. 

(2) RECOMMEND.—The Committee shall de- 
velop recommendations to the Senate for ac- 
tion designed to modify or eliminate under- 
performing or nonessential Federal pro- 
grams. 

(3) REPORT AND LEGISLATION.—The Com- 
mittee shall submit to the Senate— 

(A) at least once a year, reports includ- 
ing— 

(i) a detailed statement of the findings and 
conclusions of the Committee; and 

Gi) a list of underperforming or non- 
essential Federal programs; and 

(B) such legislation and administrative ac- 
tions as it considers appropriate. 

(b) CONSIDERATION OF LEGISLATION.—Any 
legislation submitted to the Senate by the 
Committee shall be considered under the 
provisions of section 310 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 641). 

SEC. 4. POWERS. 

(a) HEARINGS.—The Committee or, at its 
direction, any subcommittee or member of 
the Committee, may, for the purpose of car- 
rying out the provisions of section 3— 

(1) sit and act, at any time, during the ses- 
sions, recesses, and adjourned periods of Con- 
gress; 

(2) require as the Committee considers nec- 
essary, by subpoena or otherwise, the attend- 
ance of witnesses and the production of 
books, papers, and documents; 

(3) administer oaths and take testimony; 
and 

(4) procure necessary printing and binding. 

(b) WITNESS ALLOWANCES AND FEES.—The 
provisions of section 1821 of title 28, United 
States Code, shall apply to witnesses re- 
quested to appear at any hearing of the Com- 
mittee. The per diem and mileage allowances 
for witnesses shall be paid from funds avail- 
able to pay the expenses of the Committee. 

(c) EXPENDITURES.—The Committee, or any 
subcommittee thereof, is authorized to make 
such expenditures as it deems advisable. 

SEC. 5. APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION OF 
STAFF. 

Except as otherwise provided by law, the 
Committee shall have power to appoint and 
fix the compensation of the Chief of Staff of 
the Committee and such experts and clerical, 
stenographic, and other assistants as it 
deems advisable. 
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SEC. 6. PAYMENT OF EXPENSES. 

The expenses of the Committee shall be 
paid from the contingent fund of the Senate. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, our Na- 
tion’s fiscal situation has reached a 
tipping point. The debt held by the 
public now exceeds $9 trillion. We are 
now in our third year of trillion dollar 
deficits. According to the Congres- 
sional Budget Office, by the end of 2011, 
our debt will be $10.4 trillion. This rep- 
resents 69 percent of GDP, the highest 
level since 1950. 

The picture only gets uglier if you 
take into account other factors. Our 
total public debt outstanding is over 
$14 trillion. Moreover, if you assume 
that certain things that always happen 
will continue to happen things like the 
AMT patch, tax relief for families and 
businesses, and a ‘‘doc-fix’’ our debt 
will soon be nearly 100 percent of GDP. 

This is, quite simply, unsustainable. 
If we do not act now to get a handle on 
this spending, the nation that gave 
boundless opportunity to generations 
of Americans will not be there for our 
children and grandchildren. With inter- 
est payments on all this debt set to 
grow from $225 billion in 2011 to $792 
billion in 2021, we are approaching a 
fiscal death spiral. 

Congress could go a long way simply 
by reducing wasteful and redundant 
government spending. Last week, in re- 
sponse to a request from my colleague 
from Oklahoma, Dr. COBURN, the Gov- 
ernment Accountability Office released 
a report identifying between $100 and 
$200 billion in wasteful spending on re- 
dundant government programs alone. 

Dr. COBURN has been doing yeoman’s 
work burrowing into the federal budget 
to find the sources of wasteful spend- 
ing, but getting this report from GAO 
is, in my view, his greatest achieve- 
ment to date. He has given Congress a 
roadmap for cuts that really should be 
no-brainers. 

But Congress’ record on securing cuts 
is less than stellar. Ronald Reagan 
once said that nothing comes closer to 
eternal life than a government pro- 
gram. Congress’ committee structure is 
set up to authorize and reauthorize 
new programs. It is set up to appro- 
priate money for those programs. 

But there are few institutionalized 
forums in Congress for spending re- 
straint. 

That is why I am introducing today, 
with my colleague from Colorado, Sen- 
ator MARK UDALL, a Senate Resolution 
that will create a Committee to Reduce 
Government Waste. After last week’s 
GAO report, there is no longer any 
doubt that the Federal Government is 
deluged with wasteful, non-performing, 
and underperforming programs. 

This committee would be required, 
every year, to identify wasteful govern- 
ment programs and recommend legisla- 
tion to either cut them or reduce them 
in scope. 

Most importantly, the consideration 
of this legislation would be expedited, 
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subject to Section 310 of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act. 

There is a precedent for a committee 
such as this one. In response to the ris- 
ing costs of World War II, Senator 
Harry F. Byrd of Virginia proposed the 
establishment of a committee to cut 
wasteful programs instead of raising 
taxes. In just three years, the com- 
mittee cut wasteful programs, result- 
ing іп more than $38 billion in today’s 
dollars. Given the growth of govern- 
ment in the intervening 6 decades, I ex- 
pect that our anti-appropriations com- 
mittee will have an even easier time 
identifying wasteful spending and pro- 
grams today. 

This would be a truly bipartisan com- 
mittee, with 4 members, 2 Republicans 
and 2 Democrats, from each of the Sen- 
ate Finance, Budget, and Appropria- 
tions Committees. 

Ultimately, getting our budget defi- 
cits and structural debt under control 
is going to take meaningful action 
from both sides of the aisle. This needs 
to be a bipartisan process, and I could 
not be more pleased that I am being 
joined in this effort by my Democratic 
colleague from Colorado, Senator 
UDALL. 

The American people have spoken 
loud and clear. Every day families 
make tough choices to balance their 
books, and they expect Congress to do 
the same. Dozens of groups, rep- 
resenting millions of American tax- 
payers, have come together to ask Con- 
gress to support a committee devoted 
to eliminating government waste. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues on enacting this resolution. 
Senators hear every day from interest 
groups seeking more money from the 
Federal Government. They are well or- 
ganized, well financed, and well versed 
in the ways of the Senate. The com- 
mittee we are proposing will make sure 
that the citizens who have to foot the 
bill for all of this government spending 
will have a venue where their concerns 
take precedence. 


EE 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 152. Mr. REID of Nevada submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 143 proposed by Mr. REID of 
Nevada (for himself and Mr. ENSIGN) to the 
bill S. 28, to amend title 35, United States 
Code, to provide for patent reform. 

SA 153. Mr. REID of Nevada submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 23, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 154. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
GRASSLEY) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
23, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 155. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
GRASSLEY) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 141 
proposed by Mr. BAucus (for himself and Mr. 
GRASSLEY) to the bill S. 23, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 
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SA 156. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
GRASSLEY) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 141 
proposed by Mr. BAucus (for himself and Mr. 
GRASSLEY) to the bill S. 23, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 157. Ms. SNOWE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill H.R. 1, making appropriations for the 
Department of Defense and the other depart- 
ments and agencies of the Government for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2011, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 


EE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 152. Mr. REID of Nevada sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed to amendment SA 143 pro- 
posed by Mr. REID of Nevada (for him- 
self and Mr. ENSIGN) to the bill S. 28, to 
amend title 35, United States Code, to 
provide for patent reform; as follows: 

On page 2 of the amendment, after line 11, 
add the following: 

(е) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (d) shall 
take effect 1 year and 1 day after the date of 
enactment of the Patent Reform Act of 
2011.”. 


SA 153. Mr. REID of Nevada sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 23, to 
amend title 35, United States Code, to 
provide for patent reform; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of the amendment, add the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. 


. PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER 
EDUCATION IN EPSCOR ELIGIBLE 
JURISDICTIONS. 

Chapter 11 of title 35, United States Code, 
is further amended by inserting after section 
128, the following: 

“SEC. 124. EPSCOR. 

“Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this chapter, for purposes of section 123, a 
micro entity shall include an applicant who 
certifies that— 

“(1) the applicant’s employer, from which 
the applicant obtains the majority of the ap- 
plicant’s income, is a State public institu- 
tion of higher education, as defined in sec- 
tion 102 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 1002), in a jurisdiction that is eligi- 
ble to qualify under the Research Infrastruc- 
ture Improvement Grant Program adminis- 
tered by the Office of Experimental Program 
to Stimulate Competitive Research 
(EPSCoR); or 

(2) the applicant has assigned, granted, 
conveyed, or is under an obligation by con- 
tract or law to assign, grant, or convey, a li- 
cense or other ownership interest in the par- 
ticular application to such State public in- 
stitution, which is in a jurisdiction that is 
eligible to qualify under the Research Infra- 
structure Improvement Grant Program ad- 
ministered by the Office of Experimental 
Program to Stimulate Competitive Research 
(EPSCoR).”’. 


SA 154. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and 
Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide for pat- 
ent reform; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 
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(e) EXCLUSION.—This section does not 
apply to that part of an invention that is a 
method, apparatus, computer program prod- 
uct, or system, that is used solely for pre- 
paring a tax or information return or other 
tax filing, including one that records, trans- 
mits, transfers, or organizes data related to 
such filing. 


SA 155. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and 
Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 141 proposed by Mr. 
Baucus (for himself and Mr. GRASSLEY) 
to the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide for pat- 
ent reform; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 1, line 3, beginning with ‘‘shall 
not” strike all through line 7, and insert 
“does not apply to that part of an invention 
that is a method, apparatus, computer pro- 
gram product, or system, that is used solely 
for preparing a tax or information return or 
other tax filing, including one that records, 
transmits, transfers, or organizes data’’. 


SA 156. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and 
Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 141 proposed by Mr. 
BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. GRASSLEY) 
to the bill S. 23, to amend title 35, 
United States Code, to provide for pat- 
ent reform; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 1, strike lines 3 through 8 and in- 
sert the following: 

(е) EXCLUSION.—This section does not 
apply to that part of an invention that is a 
method, apparatus, computer program prod- 
uct, or system, that is used solely for pre- 
paring a tax or information return or other 
tax filing, including one that records, trans- 
mits, transfers, or organizes data related to 
such filing. 


SA 157. Ms. SNOWE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill H.R. 1, making appro- 
priations for the Department of De- 
fense and the other departments and 
agencies of the Government for the fis- 
cal year ending September 30, 2011, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

TITLE —BIENNIAL BUDGETING 
01. GOVERNMENT PLANS ON A BIENNIAL 
BASIS. 

(a) STRATEGIC PLANS.—Section 306 of title 
5, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘Sep- 
tember 30, 1997” and inserting ‘‘September 
30, 2011”; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘five years forward” and 
inserting ‘‘6 years forward’”’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘at least every three 
years” and inserting ‘‘at least every 4 
years”; and 

(С) by striking beginning with “, 
that” through ‘‘four years”; and 

(3) in subsection (с), by inserting a comma 
after ‘‘section’’ the second place it appears 
and adding ‘“‘including a strategic plan sub- 
mitted by September 30, 2011 meeting the re- 
quirements of subsection (a)’’. 

(b) BUDGET CONTENTS AND SUBMISSION TO 
CONGRESS.—Paragraph (28) of section 1105(a) 


SEC. 


except 
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of title 31, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘beginning with fiscal year 1999, а” 
and inserting ‘‘beginning with fiscal year 
2010, a biennial”. 

(с) PERFORMANCE PLANS.—Section 1115 of 
title 31, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the matter before paragraph (1)— 

(1) by striking ‘‘section 1105(а)(29)' and in- 
serting ‘‘section 1105(a)(28)’’; and 

(11) by striking “ап annual” and inserting 
“a biennial’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1) by inserting after 
“program activity” the following: ‘for both 
years 1 and 2 of the biennial plan”; 

(С) in paragraph (5) by striking “апа” after 
the semicolon, 

(D) in paragraph (6) by striking the period 
and inserting a semicolon; and inserting 
“and” after the inserted semicolon; and 

(Е) by adding after paragraph (6) the fol- 
lowing: 

(7) cover a 2-year period beginning with 
the first fiscal year of the next biennial 
budget cycle.’’; 

(2) in subsection (d) by striking ‘‘annual’’ 
and inserting ‘‘biennial’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (6) of subsection (f) by 
striking ‘‘annual’’ and inserting ‘‘biennial’’. 

(d) MANAGERIAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND 
FLEXIBILITY.—Section 9703 of title 31, United 
States Code, relating to managerial account- 
ability, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 

(A) in the first sentence by striking ‘‘an- 
nual”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘section 1105(а)(29)' and in- 
serting ‘‘section 1105(a)(28)’’; 

(2) in subsection (e)— 

(A) in the first sentence by striking ‘‘one 
or” before ‘‘years’’; 

(B) in the second sentence by striking ‘‘a 
subsequent year” and inserting “а subse- 
quent 2-year period”; and 

(C) in the third sentence by striking 
“three” and inserting ‘‘4’’. 

(e) PILOT PROJECTS FOR PERFORMANCE 
BUDGETING.—Section 1119 of title 31, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) of subsection (d), by 
striking ‘‘annual’’ and inserting ‘‘biennial’’; 
and 

(2) in subsection (e), by striking ‘‘annual’’ 
and inserting ‘‘biennial’’. 

(f) STRATEGIC PLANS.—Section 2802 of title 
39, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) is subsection (a), by striking ‘‘Sep- 
tember 30, 1997” and inserting ‘‘September 
30, 2011”; 

(2) by striking ‘‘five years forward” and in- 
serting ‘‘6 years forward’’; 

(8) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘at least 
every three years” and inserting ‘‘at least 
every 4 years”; and 

(4) in subsection (c), by inserting a comma 
after “section” the second place it appears 
and inserting ‘“‘including a strategic plan 
submitted by September 30, 2011 meeting the 
requirements of subsection (a)’’. 

(с) PERFORMANCE PLANS.—Section 2803(а) 
of title 39, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the matter before paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘‘an annual’’ and inserting ‘‘a bien- 
nial’’; 

(2) in paragraph (1), by inserting after 
“program activity” the following: ‘“Ғог both 
years 1 and 2 of the biennial plan”; 

(3) in paragraph (5), by striking 
after the semicolon; 

(4) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(5) by adding after paragraph (6) the fol- 
lowing: 


“апа” 
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(7) cover a 2-year period beginning with 
the first fiscal year of the next biennial 
budget cycle.’’. 

(h) COMMITTEE VIEWS OF PLANS AND RE- 
PORTS.—Section 301(d) of the Congressional 
Budget Act (2 U.S.C. 632(d)) is amended by 
adding at the end “Each committee of the 
Senate or the House of Representatives shall 
review the strategic plans, performance 
plans, and performance reports, required 
under section 306 of title 5, United States 
Code, and sections 1115 and 1116 of title 31, 
United States Code, of all agencies under the 
jurisdiction of the committee. Each com- 
mittee may provide its views on such plans 
or reports to the Committee on the Budget 
of the applicable House.”’. 

(i) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
this section shall take effect on March 1, 
2012. 

(2) AGENCY ACTIONS.—Effective on and after 
the date of enactment of this Act, each agen- 
cy shall take such actions as necessary to 
prepare and submit any plan or report in ac- 
cordance with the amendments made by this 
Act. 

SEC. 02. BIENNIAL APPROPRIATIONS BILLS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Congres- 
sional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 631 et seq.) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

‘‘CONSIDERATION OF BIENNIAL APPROPRIATIONS 
BILLS 


‘SEC. 317. It shall not be in order in the 
House of Representatives or the Senate in 
any odd-numbered year to consider any reg- 
ular bill providing new budget authority ог a 
limitation on obligations under the jurisdic- 
tion of any of the subcommittees of the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations for only the first 
fiscal year of a biennium, unless the pro- 
gram, project, or activity for which the new 
budget authority or obligation limitation is 
provided will require no additional authority 
beyond 1 year and will be completed or ter- 
minated after the amount provided has been 
expended.”’. 

(b) AMENDMENT TO TABLE OF CONTENTS.— 
The table of contents set forth in section 1(b) 
of the Congressional Budget and Impound- 
ment Control Act of 1974 is amended by add- 
ing after the item relating to section 316 the 
following new item: 

“Sec. 317. Consideration of biennial appro- 
priations bills.’’. 
SEC. 03. REPORT ON TWO-YEAR FISCAL PERIOD. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall— 

(1) determine the impact and feasibility of 
changing the definition of a fiscal year and 
the budget process based on that definition 
to a 2-year fiscal period with a biennial budg- 
et process based on the 2-year period; and 

(2) report the findings of the study to the 
Committees on the Budget of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate. 

SEC. 04. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as provided in section _ 03, this 
title and the amendments made by this title 
shall take effect on January 1, 2012, and shall 
apply to budget resolutions and appropria- 
tions for the biennium beginning with fiscal 
year 20138. 


a 


WELCOME HOME VIETNAM 
VETERANS DAY 


Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs be 
discharged from further consideration 
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of S. Res. 55 and the Senate proceed to 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the resolution by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 55) expressing support 
for designation of a ‘‘Welcome Home Viet- 
nam Veterans Day.” 


There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the resolution be agreed to, the pre- 
amble be agreed to, and the motions to 
reconsider be laid on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 55) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 55 


Whereas the Vietnam War was fought in 
the Republic of South Vietnam from 1961 to 
1975, and involved North Vietnamese regular 
forces and Viet Cong guerrilla forces in 
armed conflict with United States Armed 
Forces and the Army of the Republic of Viet- 
nam; 

Whereas the United States Armed Forces 
became involved in Vietnam because the 
United States Government wanted to provide 
direct military support to the Government of 
South Vietnam to defend itself against the 
growing Communist threat from North Viet- 
nam; 

Whereas members of the United States 
Armed Forces began serving in an advisory 
role to the Government of the Republic of 
South Vietnam in 1961; 

Whereas, as a result of the Gulf of Tonkin 
incidents on August 2 and 4, 1964, Congress 
overwhelmingly passed the Gulf of Tonkin 
Resolution (Public Law 88-408), on August 7, 
1964, which provided the authority to the 
President of the United States to prosecute 
the war against North Vietnam; 

Whereas, in 1965, United States Armed 
Forces ground combat units arrived in Viet- 
nam; 

Whereas, by the end of 1965, there were 
80,000 United States troops in Vietnam, and 
by 1969, a peak of approximately 543,000 
troops was reached; 

Whereas, on January 27, 1973, the Treaty of 
Paris was signed, which required the release 
of all United States prisoners-of-war held in 
North Vietnam and the withdrawal of all 
United States Armed Forces from South 
Vietnam; 

Whereas, on March 30, 1973, the United 
States Armed Forces completed the with- 
drawal of combat units and combat support 
units from South Vietnam; 

Whereas, on April 30, 1975, North Viet- 
namese regular forces captured Saigon, the 
capitol of South Vietnam, effectively placing 
South Vietnam under Communist control; 

Whereas more than 58,000 members of the 
United States Armed Forces lost their lives 
in Vietnam and more than 300,000 members 
of the Armed Forces were wounded; 

Whereas, in 1982, the Vietnam Veterans 
Memorial was dedicated in the District of 
Columbia to commemorate those members of 
the United States Armed Forces who died or 
were declared missing-in-action in Vietnam; 

Whereas the Vietnam War was an ex- 
tremely divisive issue among the people of 
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the United States and a conflict that caused 
a generation of veterans to wait too long for 
the United States public to acknowledge and 
honor the efforts and services of such vet- 
erans; 

Whereas members of the United States 
Armed Forces who served bravely and faith- 
fully for the United States during the Viet- 
nam War were often wrongly criticized for 
the policy decisions made by 4 presidential 
administrations in the United States; 

Whereas the establishment of a ‘‘Welcome 
Home Vietnam Veterans Day” would be an 
appropriate way to honor those members of 
the United States Armed Forces who served 
in South Vietnam and throughout Southeast 
Asia during the Vietnam War; and 

Whereas March 30, 2011, would be an appro- 
priate day to establish as ‘‘Welcome Home 
Vietnam Veterans Day”: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) honors and recognizes the contributions 
of veterans who served in the United States 
Armed Forces in Vietnam during war and 
during peace; 

(2) encourages States and local govern- 
ments to also establish ‘‘Welcome Home 
Vietnam Veterans Day’’; and 

(3) encourages the people of the United 
States to observe ‘‘Welcome Home Vietnam 
Veterans Day” with appropriate ceremonies 
and activities that— 

(A) provide the appreciation Vietnam War 
veterans deserve, but did not receive upon 
returning home from the war; 

(B) demonstrate the resolve that never 
again shall the Nation disregard and deni- 
grate a generation of veterans; 

(C) promote awareness of the faithful serv- 
ice and contributions of such veterans during 
their military service as well as to their 
communities since returning home; 

(D) promote awareness of the importance 
of entire communities empowering veterans 
and the families of veterans to readjust to ci- 
vilian life after military service; and 

(E) promote opportunities for such vet- 
erans to assist younger veterans returning 
from the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan in re- 
habilitation from wounds, both seen and un- 
seen, and to support the reintegration of 
younger veterans into civilian life. 


EE 
APPOINTMENTS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the majority leader, 
pursuant to Public Law 106-567, re- 
appoints the following individual to 
serve as a member of the Public Inter- 
est Declassification Board: Sanford 
Ungar of Maryland. 

The Chair, on behalf of the President 
of the Senate, pursuant to Public Law 
85-874, as amended, reappoints the fol- 
lowing individuals to the Board of 
Trustees of the John F. Kennedy Cen- 
ter for the Performing Arts: the Honor- 
able KENT CONRAD of North Dakota and 
the Honorable DIANNE FEINSTEIN of 
California. 


EE 


ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, MARCH 8, 
2011 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until tomorrow, Tuesday, March 
8 at 9:30 a.m.; that following the prayer 
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and pledge, the Journal of proceedings 
be approved to date, the morning hour 
be deemed expired, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that following leader 
remarks there be a period of morning 
business for 2 hours, with Senators per- 
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time equally di- 
vided and controlled by the two leaders 
or their designees, with 30 minutes of 
the Democratic time under the control 
of Senator JOHN KERRY; that the Re- 
publicans will control the first hour, 
the majority to control the second 
hour; following morning business, the 
Senate resume consideration of S. 23, 
the America Invents Act, postcloture; 
further, that the Senate recess from 
12:30 to 2:15 p.m. to allow for the week- 
ly caucus meetings; and, finally, I ask 
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that any time during any period of ad- 
journment, recess, or period of morning 
business count postcloture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
PROGRAM 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have spo- 
ken with the Republican leader and 
hope we will be able to work out an 
agreement on the continuing resolu- 
tion we will receive from the House 
that we are going to offer as an amend- 
ment. That should be sometime tomor- 
row afternoon. 


_ e 
ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. REID. If there be no further busi- 
ness to come before the Senate, I ask 
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unanimous consent it adjourn under 
the previous order. 


There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:14 p.m., adjourned until Tuesday, 
March 8, 2011, at 9:30 a.m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate, Monday, March 7, 2011: 


THE JUDICIARY 


ANTHONY J. BATTAGLIA, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN 
DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA. 

SUE E. MYERSCOUGH, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT 
OF ILLINOIS. 

JAMES E. SHADID, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF ILLI- 
NOIS. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, 
March 8, 2011 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
MARCH 9 


9:30 a.m. 
Finance 
To hold hearings to examine the Presi- 
dent’s 2011 trade agenda. 
SD-215 
Appropriations 
Departments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education, and Related 
Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine funding for 
the Social Security Administration in 
fiscal years 2011 and 2012. 
SD-124 
10 a.m. 
Budget 
To hold hearings to examine distribution 
and efficiency of spending in the tax 
code. 
SD-608 
Judiciary 
To hold an oversight hearing to examine 
the Department of Homeland Security. 
SD-226 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship 
Business meeting to markup the Small 
Business Innovation Research (SBIR) 
and Small Business Technology Trans- 
fer (STTR) Reauthorization Act of 2011. 
SR-428A 
2:15 p.m. 
Environment and Public Works 
To hold hearings to examine the Presi- 
dent’s proposed budget request for fis- 
cal year 2012 for the Federal Highway 
Administration. 
SD-406 
2:30 p.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine the state of 
the housing market. 
SD-538 


Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 
Federal Financial Management, Govern- 
ment Information, Federal Services, 
and International Security Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine new tools 
for curbing waste and fraud in Medi- 
care and Medicaid. 
50-342 
3 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Department of the Interior, Environment, 
and Related Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2012 for 
the Department of the Interior. 
SD-124 


MARCH 10 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine on the cur- 
rent and future worldwide threats to 
the national security of the United 
States; with the possibility of a closed 
session in SH-219 following the open 
session. 
SD-G50 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine S. 398, to 
amend the Energy Policy and Con- 
servation Act to improve energy effi- 
ciency of certain appliances and equip- 
ment, and S. 395, to repeal certain 
amendments to the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act with respect to light- 
ing energy efficiency. 
SD-366 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Securities, Insurance and Investment Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine the Presi- 
dent’s proposed budget request for fis- 
cal year 2012 for the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission. 
50-538 
Appropriations 
Transportation and Housing and Urban De- 
velopment, and Related Agencies Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2012 for 
the Department of Transportation. 
SD-138 
10 a.m. 
Budget 
To hold hearings to examine the Presi- 
dent’s proposed budget request for fis- 
cal year 2012 for defense and inter- 
national affairs. 
SD-608 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of Philip E. Coyle, III, of Cali- 
fornia, to be an Associate Director of 
the Office of Science and Technology 
Policy, Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent, Kathryn D. Sullivan, of Ohio, to 
be Assistant Secretary of Commerce, 
Frances M.D. Gulland, of California, to 
be a Member of the Marine Mammal 
Commission, and Ann D. Begeman, of 
Virginia, to be a Member of the Surface 


Transportation Board, Department of 
Transportation. 
SR-253 
Finance 
To hold hearings to examine innovations 
in child welfare waivers, focusing on a 
pathway to reform. 
SD-215 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
To hold hearings to examine Bridgepoint 
Education, Inc., focusing on a case 
study in for-profit education and over- 


sight. 
SD-430 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 


To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Carolyn N. Lerner, of Maryland, 
to be Special Counsel, Office of Special 
Counsel. 

SD-342 
Judiciary 

Business meeting to consider S. 193, to 
extend the sunset of certain provisions 
of the USA PATRIOT Act, S. 222, to 
limit investor and homeowner losses in 
foreclosures, and the nominations of 
Caitlin Joan Halligan, of New York, to 
be United States Circuit Judge for the 
District of Columbia Circuit, Jimmie 
V. Reyna, of Maryland, to be United 
States Circuit Judge for the Federal 
Circuit, John A. Kronstadt, to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Central District of California, Vincent 
L. Briccetti, to be United States Dis- 
trict Judge for the Southern District of 
New York, Arenda L. Wright Allen, to 
be United States District Judge for the 
Eastern District of Virginia, and Mi- 
chael Francis Urbanski, to be United 
States District Judge for the Western 
District of Virginia. 

SD-226 
11 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related 
Agencies Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2012 for 
the Department of Justice. 

SD-192 
2:30 p.m. 
Intelligence 

To hold closed hearings to examine cer- 

tain intelligence matters. 
SH-219 
3 p.m. 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 

To hold hearings to examine information 
sharing in the era of WikiLeaks, focus- 
ing on balancing security and collabo- 
ration. 

SD-342 


MARCH 15 


10 a.m. 
Budget 
To hold hearings to examine the report 
of the Bipartisan Policy Center’s Debt 
Reduction Task Force. 
SD-608 
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Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine the Presi- 
dent’s proposed budget request for fis- 
cal year 2012 for Tribal Programs. 
SD-628 
10:15 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine the ‘‘Free- 
dom of Information Act’’, focusing on 
ensuring transparency and account- 
ability in the digital age. 
SD-226 
2:30 p.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings to examine realizing 
NASA’s potential, focusing on pro- 
grammatic challenges in the 215% cen- 


tury. 
SR-253 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 


Federal Financial Management, Govern- 
ment Information, Federal Services, 
and International Security Sub- 
committee 

To hold hearings to examine enhancing 
the President’s authority to eliminate 
wasteful spending and reduce the budg- 
et deficit. 

SD-342 


MARCH 16 
9:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings to examine the 
legislative presentations from 
AMVETS, Jewish War Veterans, Mili- 
tary Officers Association of America, 
Gold Star Wives, Blinded Veterans As- 
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sociation, Non Commissioned Officers 
Association, Iraq and Afghanistan Vet- 
erans of America, Fleet Reserve Asso- 
ciation. 

SDG-50 


MARCH 17 
2 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of David Bruce Shear, of New 
York, to be Ambassador to the Social- 
ist Republic of Vietnam, and Kurt Wal- 
ter Tong, of Maryland, for the rank of 
Ambassador during his tenure of serv- 
ice as United States Senior Official for 
the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation 
(APEC) Forum, both of the Department 


of State. 
50-419 
2:30 p.m. 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 
To hold hearings to examine cata- 


strophic preparedness, focusing on if 
FEMA is ready for the next big dis- 
aster. 

SD-342 


MARCH 30 


10:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings to examine the 
legislative presentations from Para- 
lyzed Veterans of America, Air Force 
Sergeants Association, Military Order 
of the Purple Heart, National Associa- 
tion of State Directors of Veterans Af- 
fairs, Wounded Warrior Project, Viet- 
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nam Veterans of America, The Retired 
Enlisted Association, American Ex- 
Prisoners of War. 

SD-106 


MARCH 31 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine the Depart- 
ment of the Army in review of the De- 
fense Authorization request for fiscal 
year 2012 and the Future Years Defense 

Program. 
SD-G50 


APRIL 5 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine U.S. North- 
ern Command and U.S. Southern Com- 
mand in review of the Defense Author- 
ization request for fiscal year 2012 and 

the Future Years Defense Program; 

with the possibility of a closed session 

in SVC-217 following the open session. 
SD-G50 


APRIL 12 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine U.S. Pacific 
Command and U.S. Forces Korea in re- 
view of the Defense Authorization re- 
quest for fiscal year 2012 and the Fu- 
ture Years Defense Program; with the 
possibility of a closed session іп SH-219 

following the open session. 
SD-106 
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SENATE—Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable JEFF 
MERKLEY, a Senator from the State of 
Oregon. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Almighty God, whose word has 
taught us to pray without ceasing, 
guide us to pray according to Your 
will. May our Senators pray not only 
in challenging times, or to ask for spe- 
cial blessings, but because they love 
You and desire to do Your will. Remind 
them that our Nation was born in the 
spirit of prayer and that the interces- 
sion of righteous people has helped 
America survive and prosper. Use their 
vibrant prayer life to make them kind 
but firm, compassionate but resolute, 
loyal but independent. May Your grace 
be sufficient for all their needs. 

We pray in Your loving Name. Amen. 


ee 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable JEFF MERKLEY led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


ee 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, March 8, 2011. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable JEFF MERKLEY, a Sen- 
ator from the State of Oregon, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. MERKLEY thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem- 
pore. 


EE 
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


EE 
MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 


Senate will be in a period of morning 
business for 2 hours, with Senators per- 
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time divided or 
controlled between the two leaders or 
their designees, with the minority con- 
trolling the first hour and the majority 
controlling the next hour, with 30 min- 
utes under the control of the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

The Senator from Wyoming is recog- 
nized. 


EEE 
GASOLINE PRICES 


Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor of the Senate to dis- 
cuss an issue that is critically facing 
the American people: It is the price of 
gasoline at the pump. It is something 
that, in my opinion, will impact our 
economy, impact the economic recov- 
ery we are all hoping will continue in 
this country. But with every penny the 
cost of gasoline goes up, it has been es- 
timated it takes about a billion dollars 
away from the amount of money that 
can be spent on other things in this 
country and to growing the economy. 

We are at a point where the Amer- 
ican people, who have to balance their 
budgets every year—and States have to 
do it, of course. Washington doesn’t do 
that, but the American people do. They 
have to focus on their pocketbooks. 
When they are going to fill up with gas 
at the pump and are noticing that they 
are approaching a point where it is 
going to be $100 to get a fill-up, they 
worry about the impact on the quality 
of their life, their ability to put food on 
the table for their children, and cloth- 
ing on their children, and even have 
the money to get back and forth to 
work—those fortunate enough to have 
jobs. 

One can say: Well, is it really a prob- 
lem? I believe it is. I filled up yester- 
day morning in Casper. A young man 
in front of me at the filling station was 
filling up his pickup truck. He was 
watching the numbers go up and up. I 
filled up a week ago in Wyoming as 
well. We use a lot of gasoline in Wyo- 
ming. We travel long distances. I was 
filling up in the evening. I put my cred- 
it card in, and it stopped at $75 because 
apparently they have to reset these 
pumps. One would think that with $75 
one would have enough money to fill 
up. But not as these gas prices con- 
tinue to rise. 

My concern is that so much of this 
money is being sent overseas to people 
who are trying to blow us up. We have 
an opportunity to be much more secure 
in our energy resources by developing 
our energy resources at home. It just 


seems that this administration’s poli- 
cies are making it that much harder. 

One may say: How high can gasoline 
prices go? With the unrest in the Mid- 
dle East, a front-page story a few days 
ago in USA TODAY said: “If unrest 
spreads, gas may hit $5 a gallon’’—$5 a 
gallon by summer. 

We need to do some things in this 
country that this administration has 
continued to block. We need to find 
more of our own energy, be reliant 
more on ourselves and less on foreign 
sources of energy. That means doing 
three things: exploring offshore, ex- 
ploring on Federal land, and exploring 
in Alaska. We know there are huge re- 
serves of oil, of energy in those loca- 
tions. Yet day by day those efforts are 
being blocked. The impact on our over- 
all economy is huge, and it is because 
of policies of this administration. 

USA TODAY this morning: ‘‘Will gas 
prices stall U.S. upturn? Consumers 
could cut spending again.” 

It is not in the best interest of this 
country for us to have energy policies 
that make it more expensive for Amer- 
icans to gas up their cars. It does not 
help the economy of this country when 
the policies of this administration do 
things that make it more expensive 
and harder for small businesses to cre- 
ate jobs and hire people. We are trying 
to get people hired, back to work. 

That is what we need to focus on— 
jobs and the economy. When the ad- 
ministration’s policies cut into our 
ability to use energy sources from 
within this country—red, white, and 
blue energy jobs; red, white, and blue 
energy as well—and just send more 
money overseas, that does not help us 
as a nation, it does not help our econ- 
omy, and it does not help strengthen 
our communities. We are so blessed in 
this country with wonderful families, 
wonderful communities, and wonderful 
land. Yet we do not seem to be making 
wise decisions on a daily basis with the 
policies coming out of this administra- 
tion. 

It is interesting to see who is actu- 
ally benefiting from these increased 
costs because we know American fami- 
lies are not benefiting, we know Amer- 
ican taxpayers are not benefiting, and 
we know people trying to get their kids 
off to school are not benefiting. Who is 
benefiting from this huge increase in 
the cost of energy and the cost of oil? 
All we need to do is go to the front 
page of the business section of today’s 
New York Times: ‘‘Fears About Mid- 
east Oil Pay Off for Russia.” For Rus- 
sia, Mr. President. ‘‘Whatever the even- 
tual outcome of the Arab world’s social 
upheaval, there is a clear economic 
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winner so far: Vladimir V. Putin.” 
Right there, that is the winner. The 
economic policies of this administra- 
tion to limit our ability and curtail our 
ability to use American energy, Amer- 
ican oil, to keep down the cost of gaso- 
line, are benefiting Russia. 

It says: 

Russia, which pumps more oil than Saudi 
Arabia, is reaping a windfall from the steep 
rise in global energy prices resulting from 
instability in oil regions of the Middle East 
and North Africa . . . Russia does not have 
any oil wells standing idle ... Right now 
Russia is pumping oil at its top capacity. 

In a country where we and this Con- 
gress in particular choose winners and 
losers in energy, the winner seems to 
be Russia because of the policies of this 
administration. 

The Hill newspaper this morning 
said: “Pump pain for Obama.” This 
clearly lies specifically at the feet of 
the President because of the policies of 
this administration. 

We have had a situation in the Gulf 
of Mexico where there has been a mora- 
torium, which is extended almost per- 
manently, shutting down the use of oil 
reserves for the United States. The ad- 
ministration—so happy, апа рго- 
nounced the moratorium—has not 
until this week allowed for an addi- 
tional permit and finally one when the 
price of gasoline went up at the pump 
38 cents on average, about $3.50 per gal- 
lon. 

The Department of Interior, last Oc- 
tober in the Federal Register, had a so- 
lution. They had some ideas about this 
because the Department of the Interior 
admitted—the President’s own Sec- 
retary and his Department of Interior 
admitted that what they were doing in 
the Gulf of Mexico would have an im- 
pact. 

It says: 

The impact on the domestic deepwater hy- 
drocarbon production as a result of these 
regulations is expected to be negative. 

What it means is that it is going to 
cut down on American sources of en- 
ergy. We need energy security. We as a 
nation need to do it in an environ- 
mentally responsible way, and we need 
to focus on economic growth. This ad- 
ministration does not seem to be will- 
ing to make that distinction about en- 
ergy security and economic growth and 
the needs we have to help make our 
economy stronger. 

What is the administration’s posi- 
tion? What, as of October of last year, 
was their position on all of this to say: 
OK, we know we are going to have im- 
pacts in the gulf. They didn’t say: Oh, 
I know, we can go onshore and look on 
Federal land. They didn’t say: Let’s go 
to Alaska to explore. This is this ad- 
ministration’s position. They said: 

Currently, there is sufficient spare capac- 
ity in OPEC— 

In OPEC, in the Middle East— 
to offset a decrease in Gulf of Mexico deep- 
water production that could occur as a result 
of this rule. 
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The rule that they are going to shut 
down the gulf. 

Therefore, the increase in the price of hy- 
drocarbon products to consumers from the 
increased cost to drill and operate on the 
Outer Continental Shelf is expected to be 
minimal. 

That is the administration’s solu- 
tion. They do not expect anything to 
happen. They are not worried about it. 
And if there is a problem, just buy 
more oil from OPEC, send more Amer- 
ican dollars overseas. That is the ad- 
ministration’s position? And what 
about the impact on our economy? 

We do have a Secretary of Energy. 
One would think he would be concerned 
about the cost of energy and the im- 
pact on American families. Not so 
when we look at some of the state- 
ments he has made. In the past, he 
said: 

Somehow we have to figure out how to 
boost the price of gasoline to the levels of 
Europe. 

That is the proposal of the Secretary 
of Energy—figure out how to boost the 
price of gasoline to the levels in Eu- 
rope. How much does gasoline cost in 
Europe? Almost $8 a gallon. 

The President, when he was a Sen- 
ator and running for President, did not 
seem to think high energy prices were 
a problem. He just wanted the price to 
go up gradually. He said the problem is 
when things go up too quickly. 

The American people who try to put 
bread on the table for their kids, cloth- 
ing on their backs, get them off to 
school, and then go to work them- 
selves, notice this. They know every 
time the cost of a gallon of gasoline 
goes up by a penny or a nickel or 38 
cents, as it has most recently, the 
economy will suffer as a result. It is 
specifically a result of the policies of 
this administration, the policies that 
ignore the need for American energy. 

At a time when we need to be focused 
on jobs, that we need to realize the 
amount of uncertainty in the Middle 
East, there is now sticker shock at the 
pumps, and it is the policies of this ad- 
ministration that are keeping us from 
developing the energy security we 
need. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Nebraska. 


EE 
FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY 


Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak for a few minutes about 
our current fiscal situation. 

Over the next few weeks, we are un- 
doubtedly going to have a very robust 
debate on our country’s future and the 
tremendous issues we face. We are 
going to have a debate about the need 
for fiscal responsibility. One thing all 
of my colleagues should be able to 
agree on is that our current level of 
spending and borrowing and debt is 
just simply not sustainable. When you 
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are bringing in $2.2 trillion but you are 
spending $3.8 trillion annually, some- 
thing is seriously wrong. Adding $1.65 
trillion to the national debt each and 
every year is not the answer. We sim- 
ply cannot afford to continue in this 
direction. 

For too long, the answer of Wash- 
ington was: We will be all things to all 
people—promising everything with 
really no plan to pay for it. The result 
now is that we face a financial crisis 
unlike anything our Nation has ever 
seen. While Americans are making 
very tough, painful decisions in their 
daily lives, their government still re- 
fuses to make the same difficult 
choices. 

I come from a State where its citi- 
zens really do believe that less govern- 
ment is better government. But even if 
my colleagues disagree that less gov- 
ernment is better, we would be hard- 
pressed to find anyone who can argue 
with the numbers. Numbers do not lie, 
and they cannot be spun. 

Let’s take a look at the numbers, 
grim by any economist’s viewpoint. We 
are currently borrowing 42 cents on 
every dollar. For every dollar spent 
today, every dollar spent this year by 
the Federal Government, 42 cents is 
borrowed. Can you imagine an average 
family charging nearly half of all of 
their spending to a credit card? It 
would not take long for that family to 
face bankruptcy. 

What is happening with our Nation is 
we are absolutely losing control of our 
destiny. I heard the Senator from Wyo- 
ming talk about the oil issues and the 
fact that we are shipping our resources 
out of this Nation. That is absolutely 
true. But what is also happening is 
that for every dollar borrowed, we have 
to find a banker. Looking at this chart, 
who are our bankers out there? China, 
Japan, other foreign holders, oil ex- 
porters, the UK. And we begin to un- 
derstand the point. Billions of dollars 
annually are being borrowed from for- 
eigners who have really no home inter- 
est in our Nation. 

The interest payments on our debt 
will increase to almost $1 trillion by 
2020—an increase of 370 percent since 
2009. Again, just look at the chart. The 
numbers do not lie—a nearly 380 per- 
cent increase by 2020. The American 
people are absolutely appalled at tril- 
lion-dollar annual deficits. Just imag- 
ine, therefore, trillion-dollar annual in- 
terest payments. And what if current 
interest rates go up, which many 
project they will? Each 1 percent in- 
crease in interest rates equals—get 
this—$140 billion in additional debt. 
Our interest payments alone will even- 
tually bankrupt our country before we 
even begin to think about providing 
services to our citizens, and everything 
will suffer. If you like education, guess 
what. It will suffer. If you want to 
build more roads and bridges, guess 
what. It will suffer. Our society will 
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suffer. Probably most important, for 
those of us in the Senate, the legacy we 
leave behind for our children and 
grandchildren of a diminished standard 
of living because we could not get our 
spending under control is absolutely a 
horrific legacy. Our country’s national 
debt totals nearly 70 percent of our en- 
tire gross domestic product. Looking 
down the road, within 10 years our pub- 
licly held debt will be at the 90-percent 
threshold. 

While the American public looks on 
at this Enron accounting with utter 
amazement, they can’t imagine 90 per- 
cent of their paychecks going to pay 
off debt. Yet their government con- 
tinues to recklessly add to the debt 
year after year after year, trillion-dol- 
lar deficits, trillion-dollar deficits as 
far as the eye can see. 

Well, this is just enormous. It is a 
record-setting annual deficit. The 
alarm bells are sounding, the red lights 
are flashing, and the flags are waving. 
We have to stop it. 

While this discussion would not like- 
ly even acknowledge the entitlement 
iceberg headed our way, we have to 
come to grips with the reality that we 
can’t finance what we have promised. 
Yet some object to $61 billion in spend- 
ing reductions. In the grand scheme of 
what we are dealing with, that is hard 
to imagine. How can we possibly at- 
tack a massive debt if we can’t even 
come to agreement on $61 billion out of 
a $3.5 trillion annual budget? 

Now, I acknowledge $61 billion is sig- 
nificant. I acknowledge many of these 
programs are programs I like. But if we 
don’t come to grips with this, those 
programs will not exist. Yet many are 
saying: Well, let’s do a little nip and a 
tuck. Let’s maybe get $4 billion out of 
this. That is only fourteen 
onehundredths of 1 percent in reduc- 
tions. Does anyone really think that is 
a serious effort? Nobody is buying that. 
The media is not buying it, and the 
American people aren’t buying it. I 
just did nine townhall meetings all 
across my State, and they are not buy- 
ing it back home. It is time to roll up 
our sleeves. It is time to say: Look, we 
can’t go on doing this. 

It is my intention to be on the floor 
of the Senate on these issues a lot in 
the weeks and months ahead. I believe 
we are at a tipping point. If we don’t 
turn this around, we may lose the abil- 
ity to control our own destiny. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN). The Senator from Ten- 
nessee. 

Mr. CORKER. Madam President, I 


understand I have up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

The Senator from Nebraska has sug- 
gested the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. JOHANNS. Madam President, I 
withdraw my request. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. CORKER. Madam President, if 
the Chair will let me know when I get 
within 1% minutes of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will so advise. 

Mr. CORKER. Madam President, I 
rise today to speak also on the matter 
of our country’s unlimited spending, 
the fact that this last month, Feb- 
ruary—I don’t know if many people 
know this; it was just published—we 
had the largest budget deficit for 1 
month in recorded history of $223 bil- 
lion. Those numbers were just released. 

I know we have some measures we 
are going to vote on this week regard- 
ing reductions in spending. I realize the 
Republican version likely will not pass 
and the Democratic version likely will 
not pass. Hopefully, we will then sit 
down and work out something to allow 
government to be open with, hopefully, 
a long-term CR. I know we are having 
a lot of difficulties in our departments 
as they try to manage their budgets 
not knowing what we are going to do. 

As the Senator from Nebraska men- 
tioned, $61 billion is a drop in the buck- 
et as it relates to trying to solve our 
country’s problems. That is why I have 
brought forth something called the 
CAP Act. I have tried to do it and I 
have done it in a bipartisan way. There 
are numbers of people in this body who 
have supported the CAP Act. I think 
the Chair, a former Governor, and 
other people here—and Tennessee fami- 
lies who have to live within a budget— 
realize that around here we have abso- 
lutely no construct. We do not know 
where we are going in the future. We 
never have a plan. 

What we do is what we are doing this 
week: we fight and debate over issues 
that take us almost nowhere. Yet we 
do not have a long-term plan as it re- 
lates to spending. I think everybody in 
this body knows when we have $3.7 tril- 
lion in spending this year, and we have 
$2.2 trillion in income, trying to solve 
this problem by only dealing with dis- 
cretionary spending makes no sense. If 
we did away with all discretionary 
spending during this year—all discre- 
tionary spending including defense—we 
still would not have a balanced budget. 
All of us know it is the mandatory pro- 
grams that have to be added into this. 
What we need to do is create a com- 
prehensive budget, a straitjacket for 
Congress. 

I, along with others, have offered 
something called the CAP Act. It takes 
us from where we are today over a 10- 
year glidepath to the historical aver- 
age of spending in this country relative 
to our country’s output. That is about 
20.6 percent of our country’s economic 
output. I have tried to not message. 
This is not a messaging bill. It is a bill 
that I truly hope to pass. I have been 
meeting with numbers of my Repub- 
lican colleagues and Democratic col- 
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leagues. I have numbers of meetings 
set up over the course of the next sev- 
eral weeks to try to build consensus. 

Here is the way it would work. We 
would pass it as a statutory bill. What 
it would do is take us from where we 
are today—and that is a little over 24.5 
percent of spending relative to our 
country’s output, which is way out of 
line. By the way, I am not here to cast 
blame. I think both parties can recog- 
nize some of the contributions they 
have made to getting us where we are 
as a country. But the fact is, we know 
we cannot continue on today’s path. 
We know that. We have to not just 
look at discretionary spending. 

I have heard so many of my col- 
leagues talk on the Senate floor about 
trying to solve this entire problem 
with only a very small percentage of 
the budget. That makes no sense. Ev- 
erybody understands that. I know ev- 
eryone here wants to ensure that the 
entitlement programs seniors benefit 
from are here for the long term. We 
want other seniors to benefit from 
them. Yet we know the way these pro- 
grams are set up, they are not sustain- 
able. There is not a person here, I don’t 
think—there may be a few, but I think 
most of it would be rhetoric, though I 
don’t want to cast judgment—who 
doesn’t know these programs cannot 
continue as they are. 

So this bill would require us to start 
today, working ourselves down to 20.6 
percent of our GDP. Again, that has 
been the historical average for 40 
years. This isn’t something to try to 
overreach. For what it is worth, what 
that would mean to our country is that 
over the course of the next 10 years—as 
opposed to the course we are on now, 
the alternative CBO scenario and what 
they deem most likely to occur with- 
out our action—we would spend $7.63 
trillion less than we are now spending. 
This is how it would work. There is a 
formula in here. 

This is a 10-page bill. There are not a 
lot of ‘‘whereases”’ in this bill. It is just 
a business document, something the 
former Governor from New Hampshire 
might be accustomed to looking at. It 
is a business document that puts in 
place statutory limits that are formula 
driven to take us from here to there. 

If we don’t meet those requirements, 
then after 45 days—and there are tar- 
gets each year of spending relative to 
our economy. By the way, this joins ev- 
erybody at the hip in wanting our 
economy to grow because if our econ- 
omy grows rapidly, those targets are 
much easier to hit. But if Congress 
doesn’t act, if we don’t have the cour- 
age to act, then there would be auto- 
matic sequestration on a pro rata 
basis, depending on the enumerator, 
what the size of that particular budget 
appropriation is relative to the overall 
budget. So on a pro rata basis, we 
would have sequestration that would 
take out those monies. 
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Now, none of us wants to see that 
happen, so that would force us to actu- 
ally do what any Congress acting re- 
sponsibly needs to do; that is, to actu- 
ally work together each year to meet 
those requirements. 

I have heard so many people re- 
cently, especially on the other side of 
the aisle, talking about focusing on 
discretionary spending only, basically 
cutting out some of those things that 
might make our country stronger. 
There are some things certainly in all 
of these bills, as the Senator from Ne- 
braska was mentioning, where I might 
have differing priorities. But the fact 
is, when we try to do it all only on dis- 
cretionary spending, we are not only 
not solving the problem but it prevents 
us from actually looking at some as- 
pects that might otherwise make our 
economy grow. 

Again, this bill, the CAP Act—with 
CLAIRE MCCASKILL signed on as an 
original cosponsor with me, and others 
are looking at it—would cause us to 
look at everything. So, again, first, a 
comprehensive look at spending rel- 
ative to our economy at historical lev- 
els. Everything is on the table and on 
budget. Sequestration would be in 
place, and it would take a two-thirds 
vote of Congress to override these 
spending limits. 

Again, I did not come here to mes- 
sage. I didn’t come to move the bar be- 
yond what the other side might be 
doing just to make a name for myself 
or create publicity. I came to solve our 
country’s problems. I look at these 
young people in front of me, and I don’t 
think they have any idea what our ir- 
responsibility is doing to them. We 
talk about future generations, but I 
think all of us know we are actually at 
a point now where we have been so ir- 
responsible that this is not just going 
to affect future generations, it is get- 
ting ready to affect us. 

There is a lot of turmoil in this world 
today. For that reason, the United 
States has been perceived as a safe 
haven. Our interest rates continue to 
be low because of the rest of the 
world’s turmoil. The fact is, if and 
when—and we hope that when is soon— 
everything settles down, аз people 
begin to again look closely at where we 
are as a country, and if we continue to 
not act responsibly and show the world 
we have the ability to at least put in 
place this framework that causes us to 
work together and get to the place we 
all know we need to get, then I fear in- 
terest rates, over time, are going to 
run from us, and that interest relative 
to our debt payments is going to con- 
tinually consume more. 

In closing, Madam President—and I 
appreciate the time—I have gone 
around the State of Tennessee and con- 
ducted 43 townhall meetings talking 
about this type of approach. I know 
numbers of Members on the other side 
of the aisle have talked about what 
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they believe is an appropriate level of 
spending relative to our country’s 
economy. I believe this bill is not out 
of line. I know this bill is at least ap- 
propriate. There are a number of people 
who think it should be lower, but this 
is something that would cause us to 
first agree on where we are going. 

It is difficult for a body such as this, 
with 100 Senators and 485 House Mem- 
bers on the other side, to agree on lit- 
tle matters when we don’t have any 
idea where it is we are trying to go. 
This would create a target for us. It 
would create a straitjacket for Con- 
gress. It would cause us to prioritize. 

So I am going to continue talking 
about this until, hopefully, we pass it 
and actually have a process that causes 
us to work together in a constructive 
way. 

With that, I yield the floor, and I 
thank the Chair for the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 


EE 
GASOLINE PRICES 


Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I rise 
to focus on another grave threat to our 
economic recovery and jobs: sky- 
rocketing energy prices, and particu- 
larly the price of gasoline at the pump. 

Madam President, I don’t have to 
point out to Americans all over the 
country, and Louisianans all over my 
State, because they see it in front of 
them every time they go get a new 
tank of gas, the ever-increasing energy 
prices, the ever-increasing prices at the 
pump. Right now, on average, nation- 
wide, the price at the pump is $3.51 a 
gallon. That is about 80 cents higher 
than the average price a year ago. Most 
Americans know it is not stopping 
there. They see $4 gasoline coming 
sooner rather than later, and who 
knows how far it will go beyond $4 at 
the pump? 

This is a real threat. We are trying to 
come out of the worst recession since 
the Great Depression and this is an im- 
mediate threat to put the brakes on 
any recovery we may be mounting, and 
it is surely a real threat and a real hit 
to Louisiana and American families. It 
is a direct hit to their pocketbooks. 

Louisianans, like all Americans, hear 
talking heads on TV, national econo- 
mists, saying we don’t have any real 
inflation. Listen, they are hit every 
time they go to the pump. They know 
there is inflation in key prices such as 
gasoline, and that is a big hit to their 
family budget. 

This has sparked somewhat of a 
breakthrough in thinking among the 
ranks of the Obama administration. 
Let me explain what I mean by that. 
Recently President Obama’s Energy 
Secretary, Secretary Chu, focused on 
supply and he said we need to increase 
supply to temper prices and mitigate 
the increasing price at the pump. He 
said we need to do this by convincing 
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the Saudi Arabians to increase their 
supply of oil on the world market: 
“That’s going to mitigate the price in- 
crease.” He said further, ‘‘We’re hoping 
market forces will take care of this.” I 
at least give Secretary Chu and the 
Obama administration marks for this 
breakthrough understanding that sup- 
ply is a big part of the equation. In 
fact, it is half of the supply and de- 
mand equation that yields price. 

Recently the White House Chief of 
Staff Bill Daley made a comment that 
also went to supply. He said this week- 
end, on some of the weekend talk 
shows, that we need to consider open- 
ing the Strategic Petroleum Reserve to 
put more product on the market, to in- 
crease supply—also to temper prices, to 
stop these ever-increasing prices. 
Again, I at least give Mr. Daley and the 
Obama administration credit for fi- 
nally realizing, and it is a bit of a 
breakthrough, that supply is a big part 
of the issue. 

Where I disagree, where I want a fur- 
ther breakthrough, is that they need to 
focus on domestic supply we can create 
and that we can control in America. 
Unfortunately, they are not doing that 
yet. 

I have come to the floor many times 
to talk about the virtual shutdown of 
the Gulf of Mexico to energy produc- 
tion since the BP disaster. I will men- 
tion that again because that is at the 
heart of this issue. The administration 
understands we need to increase sup- 
ply. What about domestic supply? What 
about the Gulf of Mexico? What about 
all of our other vast energy resources 
that we are taking off the table and 
shutting down? What about that sup- 
ply? That is the first place we should 
turn, that is the first action we should 
take. That is what can help us control 
our own destiny. 

Instead, there has been a virtual 
shutdown of the Gulf of Mexico to en- 
ergy production. That has reduced di- 
rect and indirect employment in the 
oil and gas and service industries. It 
threatens 93,000 jobs for every year 
until 2035 unless we reverse it. It could 
reduce an additional 82,000 jobs every 
year through 2035 in non-oil and gas-re- 
lated industries that are still impacted 
indirectly by this shutdown. 

It reduces annual GDP by over $20 
billion a year, a cumulative impact of 
$500 billion in the next 25 years, unless 
we immediately reverse course. It re- 
duces long-term U.S. oil production by 
27 percent. Long-term U.S. foreign oil 
imports are increased by 19 percent. 
Groppe, Long & Littell estimates—that 
is a consulting firm—show that over 23 
wells per month are needed to main- 
tain current production levels in the 
shallow water of the Gulf of Mexico. 
Since the moratorium was lifted on 
shallow water drilling, the formal mor- 
atorium, the administration has only 
approved permits for new wells at a 
pace of 1.8 per month—so 28 versus 1.8. 
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In deep water it is even worse. There 
has been one deepwater exploratory 
permit issued since the BP disaster and 
only one, in 9 months. As a result, six 
deepwater rigs have departed the gulf: 
Discovery America’s Transocean has 
been moved to the Black Sea/Medi- 
terranean. Ocean Baroness of Diamond 
Offshore, a semisubmersible rig, has 
been moved to Brazil. Ocean Con- 
fidence, also with Diamond, has been 
moved to West Africa. Ocean Endeavor, 
also with Diamond, has moved to the 
Black Sea area. Stena Drilling has 
moved major equipment to Eastern 
Canada. Transocean has moved some of 
their equipment to West Africa. Ac- 
cording to ODS, another five major rigs 
are scheduled to leave the U.S. Gulf of 
Mexico by April 1. So that will put that 
6 number up to 11. New well drilling 
has fallen from 20 in the first quarter 
of 2009 to 1 in the first quarter of 2010. 

Again, I applaud the administration’s 
realization that supply is a big part of 
the issue; that we need to increase sup- 
ply in order to stop these skyrocketing 
prices which are hurting Louisianans 
and Americans every day. But let’s 
focus on domestic supply. Let’s focus 
on the Gulf of Mexico. Let’s focus on 
things we can directly control—not 
just begging the Saudi Arabians to in- 
crease their production. I want to cre- 
ate jobs here, not just in Saudi Arabia. 
I want our children to be independent, 
to control their own future, not to have 
to beg some Saudi Arabian prince. 

With regard to Mr. Daley’s sugges- 
tion of opening the Strategic Petro- 
leum Reserve, you know the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve is just that. It is 
supposed to be strategic—for crises, for 
our security, our national security as a 
country. It is not the Salazar petro- 
leum reserve to open, to cover up the 
complete ineptitude and foot dragging 
at the Interior Department in terms of 
issuing permits for our own drilling. So 
let’s not play politics with the Stra- 
tegic Petroleum Reserve, let’s not 
treat it as the Salazar petroleum re- 
serve, to cover up the mistakes and in- 
eptitude and foot dragging of the Inte- 
rior Department. 

Let’s increase domestic production, 
let’s address the supply side of the 
equation that way, aggressively, and 
create American jobs in the process. 
Louisianans are depending on that. 
Americans are depending on that—for 
jobs and to mitigate prices at the pump 
so we do not have these ever-increasing 
prices that could kill a recovery that 
we are hoping to mount and that could 
hurt every American’s pocketbook, 
every American family’s budget. 

I urge all of my colleagues, Demo- 
crats and Republicans, to соте to- 
gether on this point and urge the ad- 
ministration to act. Yes, they are 
right, supply is key. Let’s start with 
domestic action, domestic supply, and 
mitigate price increases that way. 

I yield the floor. 
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RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re- 
publican leader is recognized. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I am going to proceed on my leader 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator may use his leader time. 


ES 


THE BUDGET 


Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
first let me commend my friend and 
colleague from Louisiana on his obser- 
vations about the need to increase do- 
mestic production. I think he certainly 
agrees with me we will be talking 
about this a lot more in the coming 
months as the price of gas at the pump 
continues to rise, and I thank him for 
his insight. 

Sometime this week, Senators will 
have an opportunity to take a position 
on government spending on two bills 
the majority leader has predicted will 
fail. One is a serious effort to rein in 
wasteful Washington spending that has 
gotten completely and totally out of 
control. The other, by our Democratic 
friends, is a proposal so unserious that 
even its supporters have been forced to 
exaggerate its impacts—something 
they have been called out on by the 
press repeatedly. That proposal comes 
on the heels of an equally unserious 
proposal by the White House last week 
to cut $6 billion from Federal spending 
for the entire year at a time when 
Washington is averaging about $4 bil- 
lion in deficit spending every day. Let 
me say that again. We are running a $4 
billion deficit every single day this 
year. Apparently Democratic leaders in 
Congress thought even that was too 
much to cut, because the bill they are 
proposing this week shaves it down to 
only about $4.7 billion. So you had the 
administration last week saying they 
would go along with $6.5 billion, and 
the proposal the Democrats in the Sen- 
ate are going to lay before the Senate 
this week only reduces spending $4.7 
billion. That is about what we are en- 
gaged in spending, deficit spending, 
every single day. We are averaging 
about $4 billion a day in debt this year 
and Democrats want to cut $4.7 billion 
and call it a day. That is their idea of 
getting serious. 

Washington will add more to the debt 
this week than they want to cut for the 
entire year, and that is the farthest 
their leaders say they are willing to go. 
Anything more, they say, is Draconian. 
I will tell you what is Draconian. Dra- 
conian is what will happen if Demo- 
crats don’t get real about our Nation’s 
fiscal crisis. 

Yesterday, the independent Congres- 
sional Budget Office issued a report 
that gave us a pretty good sense of the 
recklessness of Washington spending 
these days. Last month alone, the Fed- 
eral Government spent $223 Dillion 
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more than it had—last month alone— 
the highest monthly deficit ever and 
the 29th straight month Washington 
has been in the red. 

Here is the Democrats’ proposal: 
Let’s cut $4.7 billion and call it a day; 
$4.7 billion, even less than the Presi- 
dent called for last week. Even that 
was ridiculed because of the prepos- 
terous claim that it met us halfway. It 
is time our friends on the other side 
stop trying to see what they can get 
away with and actually summon the 
courage to get our fiscal house in 
order, because here is the hard truth: 
Even the biggest cuts under discussion 
this week are puny compared to the fis- 
cal problems we face in the area of en- 
titlements. It is a pitched battle 
around here over $4.7 billion when we 
have a $14 trillion debt and more than 
$50 trillion in entitlement promises 
that Washington cannot keep. 

If Democrats cannot bring them- 
selves to cut $4.6 billion, how are we 
going to get a handle on the big stuff? 
This is just a dress rehearsal. Demo- 
crats are going to have to do a lot bet- 
ter than this if we stand a chance of 
getting our Nation’s fiscal house in 
order. 

Frankly, it is embarrassing. The 
American people deserve better. It is 
time for Democrats in Washington to 
face facts and, as I said yesterday, it is 
time for the President to get off the 
sidelines and lead because, with each 
passing day, it becomes clear that 
Democrats in Congress cannot bring 
themselves on their own to get serious 
about the problems we face. They don’t 
even want to admit these problems 
exist. 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I 
wanted to know, from a parliamentary 
standpoint, what time remains on the 
Republican side and when the Demo- 
crats’ time begins. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
20% minutes remaining on the Repub- 
lican side. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, it is 
my understanding the Republicans 
have finished their time. I ask unani- 
mous consent we start our hour at this 
point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


FISCAL PRIORITIES 


Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I lis- 
tened very carefully to my Republican 
colleagues who have come to the floor 
blaming the Democrats and the Presi- 
dent for everything you can imagine, 
including the high price of gasoline and 
deficits as far as the eye can see. 

I wish to say to Senator MANCHIN, I 
am going to make some very brief re- 
marks about H.R. 1 and then yield to 
you for 5 minutes. 

I respect the right of any colleague 
to say whatever he or she wants on the 
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floor. But I also wish to tell the Amer- 
ican people who may be following this 
debate, that in truth, in the last many 
years, 40 years, the only party to bal- 
ance the budget was the Democrats. 
Bill Clinton, in his Presidency, not 
only took a deficit brought about by 
Republican Presidents, not only did he 
balance the budget with us, but we cre- 
ated surpluses. Guess what. Twenty- 
three million jobs. 

Compare that to George W. Bush. He 
created huge deficits, handed President 
Obama a tremendous debt and defi- 
cits—I will get the exact numbers—and 
created 1 million jobs, compared to 23 
million jobs. 

I appreciate the lectures from my Re- 
publican friends, but look at any meas- 
ure: job creation, budget balancing, 
stock market. Check it out, America. 
These are facts that are in the history 
books. So please do not lecture us 
about how to balance the budget. We 
know how to do it. The way you do it 
is cut waste, cut fraud, cut abuse, 
make sure everything you spend is es- 
sentially justifiable by the results, by 
the benefits, and invest in our people 
so if they lose a job, we invest in work- 
er training, invest in our people, invest 
in science and technology, invest in 
health research, invest in our children. 

If you follow that method, we will 
not only balance the budget, we will 
create jobs. We know their approach, 
H.R. 1, which they support, would dev- 
astate this economy, barely doing any- 
thing about the deficit. Most amaz- 
ingly, they do not think billionaires 
should pay even a little bit higher tax 
rate than people who are earning 
$150,000—billionaires, multimillion- 
aires. It does not make any sense. 

So with that as an opening, I am very 
pleased to yield to the Senator from 
West Virginia, Mr. MANCHIN, for 5 min- 
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 


PRESIDENTIAL LEADERSHIP 


Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I 
rise today to express my deep concerns 
with the two widely divergent pro- 
posals for a continuing resolution that 
will be presented to us here today. 

Now, I may be just a freshman Sen- 
ator, but I will be blunt—this whole 
process does not make a lot of sense to 
me, and, I am afraid it doesn’t make 
sense to a lot of West Virginians or 
most Americans. 

We will likely have votes on two pro- 
posals today, and both options are par- 
tisan and unrealistic. And neither one 
will pass. 

The first is a Democratic proposal 
that does not go far enough. This pro- 
posal, which calls for $6.5 billion in new 
cuts, utterly ignores our fiscal reality. 
Our Nation is badly in debt and spend- 
ing at absolutely unsustainable and 
out-of-control levels. In February 
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alone, the Federal Government out- 
spent revenues by an unacceptable $223 
billion. We must turn our financial 
ship around, but the Senate proposal 
continues to sail forward as if there is 
no storm on the horizon. 

On the other hand, we could choose a 
second even more flawed measure: a 
House GOP proposal that blindly hacks 
the budget with no sense of our prior- 
ities or of our values as a country. I did 
not grow up in an America that would 
carelessly cut Head Start and make the 
playing field even harder for kids born 
into poverty. Our America should not 
cut funding for veterans or for border 
security or for first responders or espe- 
cially for our children without at least 
discussing the alternatives. 

The bottom line, however, is this: 
Democrats and Republicans are being 
asked to vote on wildly different pro- 
posals for reining in spending. Repub- 
licans will say Democrats do not go far 
enough. Democrats will say Repub- 
licans go too far. The truth is both are 
right, and both proposals will fail. 
Worse still, everyone in Congress 
knows they will fail. 

The more important question is this, 
Why are we engaging in this political 
theater? 

Why are we voting on partisan pro- 
posals that we know will fail, that we 
all know do not balance our Nation’s 
priorities with the need to get our fis- 
cal house in order? 

Why are we doing all this when the 
most powerful person in these negotia- 
tions, our President, has failed to lead 
this debate or offer a serious proposal 
for spending and cuts that he would be 
willing to fight for? 

How does that make sense? 

The truth is that this debate, as im- 
portant as it is, will not be decided by 
House Republicans and Senate Demo- 
crats negotiating with each other or 
past each other. This debate will be de- 
cided when the President leads these 
tough negotiations. 

And right now that is not happening. 

I know it is not easy. I know that it 
takes compromise. I know it will be 
partisan and difficult. I know that ev- 
eryone will have to give up something 
and no one will want to relinquish any- 
thing. But that is what the American 
people are demanding. 

Respectfully, I am asking President 
Obama to take this challenge head on, 
bring people together and propose a 
compromise plan for dealing with our 
Nation’s fiscal challenges, both now 
and for the future. 

For me, when I was Governor of the 
great State of West Virginia, dealing 
with our State’s problems required 
bringing together a diverse and strong- 
willed group of legislators. But I did, 
because that was my responsibility. By 
working together, we were able to 
tackle the tough fiscal problems that 
our State faced and we did it while set- 
ting our priorities and protecting the 
most vulnerable in our State. 
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The bottom line is the President is 
the leader of this great Nation, and 
when it comes to an issue of significant 
national importance, the President 
must lead—not the majority leader or 
Speaker but the President. 

He must sit down with leaders of 
both parties and help hammer out a 
real bipartisan compromise that moves 
our Nation forward and establishes the 
priorities that represent our values and 
all hard-working families. 

And I truly believe that he can do it. 
And when we finally do come together 
and agree to a bipartisan solution, we 
will not only set a new tone for our Na- 
tion but we can start to focus on what 
the American people sent all of us here 
to do: start working together to create 
a more prosperous future for our chil- 
dren and our families, and be the 
America we all know we can be. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I am 
going to use leader time. I am won- 
dering how long Senator BOXER is 
going to take. 

Mrs. BOXER. We have a number of 
people coming for 30 minutes. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I will 
use leader time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has that right. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, since 
the moment Republican Representa- 
tives passed their budget, the now infa- 
mous H.R. 1—it was their No. 1 issue in 
the House of Representatives—the 
country has been waiting to see wheth- 
er the Senate would repeat the House’s 
mistake in passing it. The House has 
passed it. 

The plan the tea party pushed 
through the House is an irresponsible 
plan. It is a reckless plan. It is dan- 
gerous for the health of our economy 
and certainly the citizens of our great 
country. 

In the last few days, I have come to 
the floor and explained at length the 
damage this tea party plan would do in 
the short term and in the long term. 
Let me now again talk, briefly, about a 
few of the things I have talked about 
before—but I will talk about them 
again. Here are some of the con- 
sequences. 

H.R. 1 will fire 700,000 Americans, 
6,000 Nevadans. Our budget would cre- 
ate jobs, not cost jobs. It will kick 
200,000 Head Start students, the poorest 
of the poor, little boys and girls trying 
to get started in life, it will kick them 
off their ability to learn to read and do 
elementary math. Hundreds in Nevada 
will suffer from that. This is a very 
successful early education program. 
Head Start works. 

It would slash college students’ Pell 
grants, the financial aid so many rely 
on to afford to go to school. It will 
eliminate job training investment at a 
time when we need them the most. It 
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would pull the plug on 600 renewable 
energy jobs at the largest solar plant 
in Nevada. It would fire 600 Nevadans 
who work at community health cen- 
ters, which hurts those workers as well 
as the neediest Nevadans who need this 
help every day. 

It would arbitrarily slash programs 
that fight crime and keep our neigh- 
borhoods safe. It would slash homeland 
security investments that keep Nevad- 
ans safe and our country safe. We have 
55, 60 million people who visit Las 
Vegas every year. It is important we 
keep them safe also. 

The mean-spirited bill, H.R. 1, elimi- 
nates national public broadcasting. 
That is saying a lot; is it not? It elimi- 
nates the National Endowment for the 
Humanities, the National Endowment 
for the Arts. These programs create 
jobs. The National Endowment for the 
Humanities is the reason we have, in 
northern Nevada every January, the 
Cowboy Poetry Festival. Had that pro- 
gram not been around, the tens of 
thousands of people who come there 
every year would not exist. 

National Institutes of Health, it 
whacks that. When we are at a time in 
the history of this country, when we 
are on the verge of breakthroughs on 
some of the most devastating diseases 
known to man, they are cutting that 
program. 

There are scores of other examples I 
could talk about. But, in short, the Re- 
publican plan they want to push 
through the Senate is all smoke and 
mirrors. It cuts the deficit in the name 
of a stronger future but cuts the most 
important ways we strengthen our fu- 
ture. It is counterproductive. It is bad 
policy. It is going to cost America 
700,000 jobs. This is not some figure I 
picked out of the air. Economists agree 
with them, including Mark Zandi, chief 
economist at Moody’s, who, by the 
way, worked for the Republican nomi- 
nee for President, JOHN MCCAIN. He 
was his chief economic adviser. 

Their plan slashes billions from the 
budget and hopes no one will look past 
the pricetag. H.R. 1 is not just about 
numbers, it is about people. It is about 
programs. It is about little boys and 
girls at Head Start. It is about senior 
citizens whose programs are going to 
be cut. 

Because Republicans know that once 
the country sees what is in the fine 
print, they will run away from that as 
fast as they can. It seems Republicans 
themselves have finally read their own 
budget in the Senate because now they 
are even running from H.R. 1. 

In the Senate, it was not we who 
moved H.R. 1 forward, it was the Re- 
publicans. We have a procedure in the 
Senate called rule XIV. It allows bills 
to move forward. 

The Republicans decided they wanted 
to get to H.R. 1. So they jump-started 
H.R. 1. They wanted to make sure they 
let their buddies in the House know 
they wanted to have a vote on H.R. 1. 
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Last Thursday at 4, back in the Vice 
President’s office, there was a meeting 
held with me, Senator MCCONNELL, 
Speaker BOEHNER, Leader PELOSI, and 
the Vice President. The purpose was to 
move forward on budget negotiations. 
We had a very good meeting. Everyone 
was kind and thoughtful and consid- 
erate. The idea we came up with is that 
what we should do to move these nego- 
tiations forward is have a vote on H.R. 
1 and a vote on our alternative. That 
was the agreement. It was agreed upon 
by the Vice President, JOE BIDEN; by 
the Republican leader, MITCH MCCON- 
NELL; by the majority leader, HARRY 
REID; by the Speaker, JOHN BOEHNER; 
and the leader of the Democrats in the 
House, NANCY PELOSI. That was the 
agreement we made: We would come 
here today and have a vote on H.R. 1 
and on our alternative. 

After we had made the agreement, 
the staff was called into the meeting. 
We told them what was done. Now over 
here the Republicans don’t want to 
vote. They don’t want to live up to the 
agreement. 

Last Thursday the leaders of both 
Houses of Congress and both parties 
met with the White House. We decided 
this was a way to move forward. We 
agreed to hold a vote on H.R. 1 that Re- 
publicans moved to the Senate floor 
themselves. Then we would vote on the 
Democratic alternative, which makes 
much smarter cuts and more solid in- 
vestments. But that would be up to the 
body to decide. Then we would return 
to the negotiating table and try again 
to find common ground. 

There is no question that was the 
agreement made, no question. That 
was the deal. Now Republicans are re- 
neging on that deal. They don’t want 
to vote on their own bill. They want 
some procedural votes. They will have 
an opportunity to vote on H.R. 1. I may 
have to jump through all the proce- 
dural hoops to do it, in spite of the fact 
that they made a deal that we would 
move to have those votes. We are going 
to do that. The Republicans over here 
are going to have to vote on that ter- 
rible bill, H.R. 1. They will have to vote 
on it. They don’t want to vote on their 
own bill. 

The budget we outline—and our votes 
on that budget—reflects our values, 
values such as helping our Nation re- 
cover and prosper, giving us strong 
education for the children, encouraging 
innovation, keeping America competi- 
tive. But another important value is 
keeping one’s word. Where I come from 
people keep their word. I am dis- 
appointed that Republicans now refuse 
to keep theirs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 


Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, 
could the Chair tell me what the order 
is? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


Democrats control 51 minutes 26 sec- 
onds. 
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Mrs. BOXER. How much time do I 
control? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator may speak for up to 10 minutes 
total. She has spoken for 4 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, my 
intention is to yield to Senator UDALL. 
He and Senator MERKLEY will engage 
in a colloquy. 

I wish to open before yielding by say- 
ing that Senator REID has laid out the 
devastating consequences of H.R. 1, 
which the Republicans have put for- 
ward as their plan to cut the budget. It 
is a jobs killer. It is a killer for the 
middle class. They said they would 
have a vote on it. Now they don’t want 
to vote on it. We are going to have a 
vote on it. It is important for the 
American people to understand the 
various plans to cut the deficit. 

One of the things in H.R. 1, of many, 
is a huge cut to the Environmental 
Protection Agency. There are two 
points I wish to make in that regard. 
In 1970, the Clean Air Act was passed. 
The vote in the Senate was 73 to 0. The 
vote in the House was 374 to 1. Richard 
Nixon signed the Clean Air Act. H.R. 1 
destroys the Clean Air Act by giving 
the largest cut of any agency to the 
Environmental Protection Agency. If 
that is not enough, it prohibits the 
EPA from enforcing pollution laws. In 
1977 there were the Clean Air Act 
amendments signed by Jimmy Carter. 
There wasn’t even a rollcall vote it was 
so popular. In 1990, George Herbert 
Walker Bush signed the Clean Air Act 
amendments. Two out of the three 
Presidents were Republicans. This 
passed 89 to 10 in the Senate and 401 to 
25 in the House. 

The Clean Air Act and the EPA are 
strongly supported by the American 
people. The only place we have a lack 
of support is in the Congress by our Re- 
publican friends, primarily. 

The American Lung Association says 
69 percent think the EPA should up- 
date the Clean Air Act with stricter air 
pollution limits; 68 percent believe 
Congress should not stop the EPA from 
enforcing Clean Air Act standards, 
which is what H.R. 1 does; and 69 per- 
cent believe EPA scientists, not Con- 
gress, should set pollution standards. 

Our friends on the other side, 
through H.R. 1, are acting as if they 
have all the brilliance in the world, all 
the scientific credentials in the world. 
They don’t. 

I ask unanimous consent that we 
continue with our time until Senator 
KERRY comes to the Chamber to talk 
on his particular subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Madam 
President, America’s environmental 
laws are public health laws. Under- 
mining those public health laws may 
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protect special interests, but last year 
the Clean Air Act protected American 
families from 1.7 million asthma at- 
tacks, 130,000 heart attacks and 86,000 
emergency room visits. 

In New Mexico, over 170,000 residents 
suffer from asthma, and over 47,000 of 
those are children. Thousands also suf- 
fer from other respiratory illnesses. 
The House bill puts hundreds of thou- 
sands of New Mexicans at greater risk 
from pollution from powerplants, oil 
refineries, mines, and cement kilns. 

The Clean Air Act has cut six major 
pollutants by over 40 percent, but air 
pollution still claims 70,000 lives per 
year, three times that of car accidents. 

If we weaken that act, unfortunately, 
that number will rise. That is why the 
American Lung Association opposes 
these environmental rollbacks in the 
House bill. 

The Clean Air Act also protects preg- 
nant mothers and developing children 
from mercury, a neurotoxin that cre- 
ates problems in brain development, 
including attention and memory prob- 
lems. Mercury comes out of smoke 
stacks into the air, deposits into our 
water, and is also consumed in the fish 
that we eat. 

One New Mexico pediatrician, Dr. 
K.P. Stoller, notes that ‘‘mercury is 
the most toxic non-radioactive element 
оп the periodic table.” In New Mexico, 
over 2,000 pounds of mercury are emit- 
ted each year. Clean Air Act standards 
are making progress reducing that 
amount. 

The American Academy of Pediatrics 
opposes the House bill because it would 
allow for more highly toxic mercury 
than existing law in the air we breathe, 
the water we drink, and the food we 
eat. Overall, the House continuing res- 
olution undermines the Clean Air Act, 
leading to more pollution, asthma, hos- 
pital visits, and less healthy children. 

These efforts run counter to the 
progress we are trying to make in New 
Mexico. At the University of New Mex- 
ico, the New Mexico Environmental 
Public Health Tracking Network and 
the National Tracking Network at the 
Center for Disease Control work close- 
ly with the Environmental Protection 
Agency to provide air quality data. We 
use that data to better understand how 
to prevent disease and develop air pol- 
lution standards for our State. 

Unfortunately, these State air pollu- 
tion control efforts are targeted for 
cuts in the House bill. The funding is 
not a lot of money so some people be- 
lieve the real reason is to stop public 
health protections from going forward. 

These standards are designed to re- 
duce pollution, not put industrial fa- 
cilities out of business. We have heard 
from few, if any, businesses in New 
Mexico that want these antipublic 
health provisions in the House bill. 

Instead we are seeing dozens of e- 
mails from people simply asking that 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
do its job to protect public health. 
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Here are some additional facts about 
the House bill. 

It cuts $2 billion in local wastewater 
and drinking water treatment funds, 
costing over 50,000 jobs. Dozens of rural 
communities from New Mexico are in 
desperate need of funds to rebuild 
aging water treatment plants and re- 
move septic tanks that are polluting 
our limited supplies of groundwater. 

It blocks the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency from enforcing the Clean 
Water Act to protect wetlands. Wet- 
lands definitions are a controversial 
issue, but the Supreme Court has ruled 
on this twice, and Federal agencies 
need to move forward to resolve uncer- 
tainty and issue permits in a respon- 
sible way. 

It cuts $60 million from the 2010 en- 
acted level and more than $140 million 
from the President’s 2012 Budget for 
grants to State and local environ- 
mental and public health agencies. 
Nearly every State is in a budget cri- 
sis. 

America’s leading public health pro- 
fessionals have responded to efforts to 
block clean air safeguards. For exam- 
ple: 1,882 Doctors, Nurses and Health 
Professionals: 

Please fulfill the promise of clean, healthy 
air for all Americans to breathe. Support full 
implementation of the Clean Air Act and re- 
sist any efforts to weaken, delay or block 
progress toward a healthier future for all 
Americans. 

From the American Lung Associa- 
tion: 

The House of Representatives also adopted 
amendments that would block implementa- 
tion of the Clean Air Act and its lifesaving 
protections . . . These provisions and others 
adopted by the House of Representatives in 
H.R. 1 would result in millions of Ameri- 
cans—including children, seniors, and people 
with chronic disease such as asthma—being 
forced to breathe air that is unhealthy. 
Breathing air pollution can cause asthma at- 
tacks, heart attacks, strokes, cancer and 
shorten lives. 

From the American Public Health 
Association: 

Attempts to remove protections already in 
place must be stopped. The public health 
community is very concerned about the 
long-term health consequences of global cli- 
mate change. Blocking EPA’s authority to 
reduce carbon dioxide and other greenhouse 
gases could mean the difference between 
chronic debilitating illness or a healthy life. 

From the Trust for America’s Health: 

The potential consequences for public 
health are grave because the Clean Air Act 
protects the most vulnerable populations— 
those with asthma and other lung disease, 
children, older adults, and people with heart 
disease and diabetes—from the dangers of 
pollution . . . The science says carbon pollu- 
tion is bad for our health. Rolling back 
EPA’s ability to protect the public from this 
threat literally has life and death stakes. 

From the American Thoracic Soci- 
ety: 

The Clean Air Act is one of the best public 
health success stories of the past four dec- 
ades and has saved thousands of American 
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lives. Any effort to revise the Clean Air Act 
should be carefully considered and focused 
on enhancing the public health benefits—not 
on granting big polluters a free pass to in- 
crease the amount of carbon pollution they 
release into the environment. 

The American Lung Association has 
said the health of 187.2 million Ameri- 
cans—including as many as 29.8 million 
children under the age of 14 and close 
to 2 million children suffering from 
asthma attacks—are potentially ex- 
posed to unhealthful levels of smog, air 
pollution. 

Scientific evidence increasingly 
shows that air pollution plays a major 
role as a trigger for asthma episodes. 
Specifically, fine particles, sulfur diox- 
ide and ozone have been linked to in- 
creases in patients’ use of asthma 
medication, emergency department 
visits and hospital admissions. 

Powerplant particle pollution is esti- 
mated to cause more than 603,000 asth- 
ma episodes per year, 366,000 of which 
could be avoided by cleaning up the 
power plants. 

Estimates of the annual human 
health costs of outdoor air pollution 
range from $14 billion to $55 billion an- 
nually. 

Each year, pollution claims 70,000 
lives in the United States. 

In 2010, the United States will save a 
projected $1,100 billion in health bene- 
fits—i.e., avoided illness and death—as- 
sociated with reductions in air pollu- 
tion due to implementation of the Fed- 
eral Clean Air Act. 

Let me thank the chairman of the 
Environment and Public Works Com- 
mittee, Senator BOXER. She has done 
an excellent job in terms of outlining 
in committee the real issues facing us. 
The big issue is, as we have heard 
today from Leader REID and Chairman 
BOXER, H.R. 1, or what we call the 
House Republican budget, is not only a 
budget bill, it is loaded with all these 
environmental riders that attack pub- 
lic health by repealing public health 
laws. 

I wish to reflect, as Chairman BOXER 
did, on the history. We used to have 
tremendous bipartisan support in 
terms of public health and environ- 
mental laws. I remember the glory 
days of the Senate in the 1960s and 
1970s. It was the Senate that passed the 
Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, 
created the Environmental Protection 
Agency, passed the Endangered Species 
Act. All of those were passed and cre- 
ated with significant bipartisan sup- 
port. In fact, anywhere from 8 to 12 Re- 
publicans believed these were strong 
laws that needed to be passed. We don’t 
need to look further than the majori- 
ties. 

In 1967, the Air Quality Act passed 88 
to 0. In 1970, the Clean Air Act passed 
73 to 0, championed by a number of Re- 
publican Senators. In 1990, the Clean 
Air Act, championed by President 
George H.W. Bush and his EPA Admin- 
istrator, William Reilly, passed 89 to 
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10. So there was broad bipartisan sup- 
port. 

What has happened to the Senate and 
to the Congress in terms of protecting 
public health? I suggest what we have 
seen with this House Republican budg- 
et is very strong powerful special inter- 
ests weighing in, and those folks on 
that side kind of catering to that kind 
of mentality rather than looking out 
for public health and the American 
people. 

I rise to talk about the impact of this 
bill on Americans and on public health 
and on New Mexicans. 

At this point, I wish to engage in a 
colloquy with Senator MERKLEY on 
some of the damaging aspects he sees 
in terms of public health and the envi- 
ronment in H.R. 1, the House Repub- 
lican budget. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, it 
is a pleasure to join my colleague from 
New Mexico to discuss both the general 
environment, the environment іп 
which we no longer have strong bipar- 
tisan support for clean air and clean 
water that we once had, and some of 
the specifics of the House Republican 
budget and the damage that would do 
to American citizens. 

Just to give a small sense of this, in 
2010 the Clean Air Act prevented 1.7 
million asthma attacks, 130,000 heart 


attacks, and 86,000 emergency room 
visits. That is why leading public 
health experts oppose these cuts, 


groups such as the American Lung As- 
sociation, which said: “Н.В. 1 is toxic 
to public health.”’ 

Why is that the case? I will give a 
couple examples and then turn back to 
my colleague. One example is that it 
would prohibit standards for toxic air 
pollution, including mercury, lead, ar- 
senic, dioxin, and acid gases coming 
from coal-burning powerplants. A sec- 
ond is that it would prohibit standards 
for toxic air pollution coming from in- 
dustries burning coal and oil. A third is 
that it would prohibit guidance on how 
to protect clean drinking water from 
mountain top mining. A fourth is it 
would prohibit standards for handling 
hazardous waste from burning coal just 
2 years after a disaster in Tennessee 
caused 1 billion gallons of coal waste to 
spill into people’s neighborhoods and 
homes. 

I have a longer list, but I will stop 
there and note that these impacts on 
water and air occur to citizens in every 
State under H.R. 1, the Republican 
budget. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Madam 
President, if the American people knew 
what was happening here I think they 
would be out in the streets in Wash- 
ington, аз we are seeing in Wisconsin 
where people are turning out and are 
energized, because the rollback of 
these environmental laws is a rollback 
on public health. 

As Senator MERKLEY has discussed 
persuasively, we are talking about pre- 
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venting heart attacks, preventing 
emergency room visits. In New Mexico 
alone over 170,000 residents suffer from 
asthma. Over 47,000 of those are chil- 
dren. Thousands suffer from res- 
piratory illnesses. With the rollbacks 
in the House Republican budget, those 
folks will suffer a lot more. It is going 
to impact vulnerable populations. 

The House Republican budget puts 
hundreds of thousands of New Mexicans 
at greater risk from pollution, from 
powerplants, oil refineries, mines, and 
cement kilns. The Clean Air Act has 
had a very positive impact over the 
years that it has been a law. It has cut 
six major pollutants by over 40 percent. 
But air pollution still claims 70,000 
lives per year, three times that of car 
accidents. So if we weaken that act by 
these riders and this approach in the 
House Republican budget, that number 
is going to rise. The number of lives 
claimed each year is going to rise. That 
is why one of the major organizations 
that monitors this, the American Lung 
Association, opposes these environ- 
mental rollbacks in the House bill. 

The Clean Air Act also protects preg- 
nant mothers and developing children 
from mercury, a neurotoxin that cre- 
ates problems in brain development, 
including attention and memory prob- 
lems. Mercury comes out of the smoke- 
stacks into the air, deposits into our 
water, and is also consumed in the fish 
we eat. 

Just to give a little example, in New 
Mexico—and Senator MERKLEY may 
have this up in Oregon too—we have 
these coal-fired powerplants that are 
emitting mercury. It gets into the 
streams. We now have a warning on 
every stream in New Mexico—every 
stream in New Mexico—that if you are 
going to catch fish and eat them, do 
not do it more than about once a week. 
They actually warn pregnant women to 
not eat the fish from New Mexico’s 
streams at all. I do not think people re- 
alize how much pollution there is out 
there. 

With that, I yield back to Senator 
MERKLEY for any additional comments 
the Senator has. I see our good friend, 
Senator CARDIN, is on the floor and 
also has been a real leader on this 
issue. I know he wants to speak also. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I 
will say that one key aspect is that the 
House Republican budget would cut $2 
billion from EPA’s clean water and safe 
drinking water infrastructure loan pro- 
grams. As І am going around my State, 
holding a townhall in every single 
county, I hold a meeting with the city 
and county leaders in advance of the 
public meeting. At virtually every one 
of these gatherings, I hear stories from 
mayors and chairs of county councils 
who talk about the challenge they have 
with their aging infrastructure, both 
on their water supply and on their 
wastewater disposal; and that aging in- 
frastructure needs to be upgraded as 
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plants wear out and as we discover 
more challenges we need to address. So 
cutting the loan program that supports 
our communities—our rural commu- 
nities, our suburban communities, our 
urban communities, all of our commu- 
nities—in providing clean water to the 
residents and of helping dispose of and 
treat wastewater would be an enor- 
mous mistake. That partnership is ab- 
solutely crucial to communities that 
cannot otherwise afford this infrastruc- 
ture. That would mean more sewage 
and other pollution going into our 
water ways and less treatment of water 
we take out to drink. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Madam 
President, in conclusion, from my per- 
spective, I think it is most important 
at this point in our history in America 
that we take actions on the Senate 
floor that are going to create jobs, that 
are going to try to move us forward in 
terms of our economic development. 

This House Republican budget is dev- 
astating in terms of creating jobs. 
Leader REID, I think, said 700,000 Amer- 
icans are fired as a result of this job- 
killing bill, this House Republican 
budget. It is а devastating—dev- 
astating—thing to the fragile economic 
recovery we have going on right now. 

I am very happy to hear—very happy 
to hear—that Senator REID says we are 
going to bring the House Republican 
budget here to the Senate floor. We are 
going to have an up-or-down vote on 
that budget. And it will be out there. 
We are going to have lively debate 
until we have that vote, and it will be 
out there for the American people to 
see the devastating consequences it 
could have if we adopted it. 

With that, I say to Senator MERKLEY, 
I know you have some concluding re- 
marks. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I say 
to the Senators, if I could take back 
my time. I want to thank both Sen- 
ators. We have only 10 minutes remain- 
ing, and we have three more speakers. 
So I thank you very much. 

Before I yield to Senator CARDIN—I 
thought it could be for 5; now I am told 
there are two more speakers; it will be 
about 3 minutes—let me put two charts 
up here in the Chamber and then yield 
to him for 3 minutes. 

Look at this picture, I say to my col- 
league from Maryland. These are the 
most difficult times on these children 
when the air is dirty. This is a beau- 
tiful child. She cannot breathe, and she 
has asthma. The reason we passed the 
Clean Air Act is because of kids like 
her, and others who are gasping for air, 
literally. 

The other thing I want to show you is 
this chart. This is an incredible chart 
that shows the significant drop in 
smog-related health advisories іп 
southern California, the most polluted 
area, Since we have put the Clean Air 
Act into place in the 1970s. Look at 
this. We have gone from 166 days where 
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there were warnings for people to stay 
indoors to zero days in 2010. The Repub- 
licans, in H.R. 1, devastate the EPA’s 
budget, plus they tell them they can- 
not enforce the Clean Air Act. 

Let me say this: If my Republican 
friends want to repeal the Clean Air 
Act, just bring it on, and we will have 
a debate here. Do not do it through the 
guise of deficit reduction. 

Now I see I have three colleagues in 
the Chamber for the remaining time. I 
ask unanimous consent that we have 
until 20 after before we turn it over to 
Senator KERRY, and that I am going to 
yield 3 minutes to the following: Sen- 
ators CARDIN, LAUTENBERG, and WHITE- 
HOUSE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, let 
me thank, first, Senator BOXER for her 
leadership on this issue in bringing us 
together to point out what harm the 
House-passed budget bill would do to 
our environment. 

I start off by saying, when you look 
at the Republican budget plan in the 
House, it not only devastates impor- 
tant investments in our environment, 
it does not bring us to a balanced budg- 
et because all the savings they get in 
these Draconian cuts to our discre- 
tionary domestic spending are offset by 
extending the tax cuts. We lose all the 
savings through their tax policy. 

But today I want to talk about a non- 
money issue, at least a rider that was 
put on the House budget. Let me read 
what it says. The bill says that ‘‘none 
of the funds made available in this Act 
may be used to ... implement’’ the 
Bay restoration plan now under way. I 
am talking about the Chesapeake Bay 
program, a matter I have talked about 
on this floor many times. 

What does that mean? That means 
none of the funds in the budget can be 
used in the six States that are in the 
watershed, including Maryland and the 
District of Columbia, to implement 
their plan. Each of these States is rely- 
ing and getting Federal funds under 
the State revolving fund to deal with 
wastewater treatment plants. Those 
funds would be denied. None of the 
money could be used for the State 
water programs. None of the funds 
could be used for watershed groups to 
restore local streams. 

We have school groups and civic asso- 
ciations participating with us to clean 
up the Bay. Those programs would 
come to an end. It is estimated this one 
rider alone will cost the Bay restora- 
tion effort in Delaware, Maryland, 
Pennsylvania, New York, Virginia, 
West Virginia, and the District of Co- 
lumbia more than $300 million. 

What does that mean? It means job 
loss in our areas, by far. We are talking 
about jobs here. It also puts our citi- 
zens at risk as far as their health is 
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concerned. More and more health-re- 
lated illnesses are coming as a result of 
the poor quality of water in our com- 
munities. 

Let me mention one other issue; that 
is, the House-passed budget—the Re- 
publican budget—will slash the EPA 
budget by 88 percent below the fiscal 
year 2010 level. That is a one-third re- 
duction in the EPA’s budget. 

It threatens Clean Water Act protec- 
tions for lakes, streams, and rivers 
across our country by cutting $2 billion 
from the EPA’s Clean Water and 
Drinking Water State Revolving Loan 
Fund. 

I mention that because in my State 
and around the Nation we are seeing 
more and more disasters occurring as a 
result of water main breaks. We saw 
what happened in Prince George’s 
County, MD. That was within the last 
year. We saw what happened in down- 
town Baltimore when a water main 
broke and turned our downtown into 
unpavable streets. We saw what hap- 
pened in Montgomery County, MD, 
where River Road became a river and 
people had to be rescued from their 
cars. This, once again, is about jobs. It 
creates jobs. But it also provides us 
with safe drinking water in our com- 
munities. 

For all these reasons, Madam Presi- 
dent, it is important that we do not 
allow the House-passed budget to be- 
come law. 

I thank my colleagues for partici- 
pating in this debate. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from New Jersey. 

The remarks of Mr. LAUTENBERG are 
printed in todays RECORD under ‘‘Morn- 
ing Business.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi- 
dent, I thank Chairman BOXER for pull- 
ing us together. I want to make three 
quick points in the time I have. 

The House bill cuts $2 billion out of 
the clean water and safe drinking 
water infrastructure loan programs at 
a time when EPA calculates we have a 
$600 billion water infrastructure def- 
icit. We are behind on rebuilding Amer- 
ica’s clean water infrastructure, and 
yet they cut it. We need the infrastruc- 
ture. We could certainly use the jobs. 
This is a very misplaced cut. 

From a clean air perspective, the bill 
cuts $60 million from State and local 
grants that ensure clean air and clean 
water and attacks clean air programs. 
In 2010, the Clean Air Act is estimated 
to have saved 160,000 lives, compared to 
where things would have been without 
it. 

Physicians for Social Responsibility 
says that U.S. coal plants alone cause 
about 554,000 asthma attacks each 
year. Why do I talk about asthma? 
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Rhode Island has a 10-percent rate of 
asthma, despite not having a single 
coal-fired powerplant. 

Why is this? Because out in the Mid- 
west, they are pumping their pollution 
up into the sky, where it falls down on 
our New England States. 

Average smokestack height in- 
creased from 200 feet tall in 1956 to over 
500 feet tall in 1978. In 1970, there were 
only two U.S. smokestacks over 500 
feet tall. By 1985, there were 180 smoke- 
stacks taller than 500 feet, and 23 were 
over 1,000 feet tall—so tall that they 
had to be put on air traffic control 
maps. 

Why? Because it exports their pollu- 
tion to us. A State such as Rhode Is- 
land has no shot at controlling the pol- 
lution that is dumped on us that origi- 
nates in other States if there is not a 
strong national EPA to do this. So it is 
very vital to us. And asthma is a real 
threat. 

Lastly, on carbon pollution, we hear 
a lot of talk about this, and there are 
certain things that are just factual at 
this point. It is a fact that over the last 
800,000 years, the atmosphere has been 
in a range between 170 and 300 parts per 
million of СО». That is a measurement, 
not a theory. In 1863—a long time ago, 
during the time of the Civil War in this 
country—an Irish scientist, John Tyn- 
dall, determined that carbon dioxide 
has a blanketing effect in the atmos- 
phere and increasingly warms the 
Earth. That has been textbook science 
for more than a century. It is not a ne- 
gotiable or debatable proposition. We 
have burned 7 million to 8 million 
gigatons of carbon dioxide every year, 
and it is having an effect. We are now 
at 391 parts per million—well outside of 
a benchmark that has lasted for 800,000 
years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has used 3 minutes. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I un- 
derstand I have 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 274% minutes, I am told. 

Mr. KERRY. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to use the full 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TESTER). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I 
thank my colleagues, the Senator from 
California and other colleagues, who 
have been involved in an important dis- 
cussion here. I will say a few more 
words about that in the course of my 
comments. 

Let me begin by observing that last 
week, like a lot of colleagues here, I 
voted in favor of a 2-week continuing 
resolution in order to avoid a govern- 
ment shutdown. But I will say that I 
did so extremely reluctantly, and I am 
not inclined to continue to do that in a 
series of hatchet budgets that continue 
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to make cuts without regard to the 
larger budget considerations we need 
to be considering. I know colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle voted reluc- 
tantly. Frankly, it is insulting and 
frustrating that we are reduced to 
passing incremental allowances just to 
keep the government functioning. This 
is just the work of this year’s budget— 
something that should have been 
passed for an entire year last year. 

The impact of this kind of staggered, 
stop-and-start, keep-them-guessing 
budgeting on programs and projects 
that, frankly, need to do some long- 
term planning actually costs Ameri- 
cans money and costs Americans long- 
term competitive capacity. Run a busi- 
ness the way we are running these 
kinds of programs, and you would go 
under if you had a month-to-month, 
week-to-week, 2-weeks-to-2-weeks 
budget process. No department head 
can plan for the long term because 
they don’t know what they are going to 
have, how much they are going to 
spend. Projects that need to begin 
don’t begin, and that costs America 
leadership. It costs us money. No won- 
der Americans are frustrated. All we do 
is bounce from one short-term, stopgap 
solution, band aid approach to another, 
always deferring the tough decisions 
and the adult conversation, which is 
exactly what the American people sent 
us here to engage in. 

I come here today to appeal to the 
common sense and conscience of our 
colleagues. This is not the time to cre- 
ate a fundamentally political budget 
document, steeped in ideology. It is not 
the time to put forward a set of 
choices, many of which have absolutely 
nothing to do with reducing the deficit 
or debt but everything to do with ideo- 
logical goals long sought by some, now 
cloaked in the guise of deficit crisis in 
order to achieve what they have never 
been able to achieve to date. 

Everyone here knows—you have pri- 
vate conversations with colleagues, 
and they will nod their heads and ac- 
knowledge to you how serious this 
budget situation is. We need a serious 
conversation about our fiscal situation. 
It begins with a comprehensive discus- 
sion about discretionary spending. Yes, 
that has to be on the table. But what 
about entitlements? What about reve- 
nues? Everybody here knows we have 
to work toward a long-term solution in 
order to reduce the budget deficit and 
the staggering debt of our country. We 
are going to have to reduce some Fed- 
eral spending and make appropriate 
changes in entitlement programs in 
order to do that. When we are honest 
about it, it means you have to talk 
about everything—revenue, tax reform, 
spending, and entitlements. 

A lot of Americans appropriately 
ask: What are we doing with 57,000 or 
60,000 pages of a tax code? How many 
Americans have their own page? You 
can run through it and find an awful 
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lot of big interests, big business, folks 
who can afford big lobbyists—they get 
their own pages. But the average 
American appropriately feels left out 
and abused by that process. That ought 
to be on this agenda—the simplifica- 
tion of the code and the fairness of the 
code. 

In addition, we obviously need to 
talk about Medicaid, Medicare, and So- 
cial Security. Social Security, frankly, 
is easy to fix. We fixed it in the 1980s 
with Ronald Reagan. I was here then. 
We can do this again. That is not chal- 
lenging. We can make that safe and 
whole throughout the century so that 
our children and grandchildren and 
their children have the opportunity to 
trust in the Social Security system. 
That is doable with minor tweaks. 

What is far more complicated and 
challenging is Medicaid and Medicare. I 
assure colleagues who are out to undo 
the health care bill passed by President 
Obama, if that is undone, those Medi- 
care costs are going to soar and the 
medical choices before our country are 
going to become even more com- 
plicated. 

Back in December, a number of our 
colleagues understood and embraced 
exactly what I am saying right now. 
Senators, Republicans and Democrats 
alike, including Senators DURBIN, CON- 
RAD, COBURN, and CRAPO, had the cour- 
age and willpower to put on the table 
the whole set of choices when they em- 
braced the debt commission’s report, 
which was appropriately entitled ‘‘The 
Moment of Truth.” Nobody liked every 
proposal set forth by the commission— 
not even the Commissioners them- 
selves—but they did it in order to put 
everything on the table for a discussion 
by us. 

The Congress is responsible for mak- 
ing these choices. Unfortunately, the 
budget sent to us by the House is an 
unbelievably irresponsible exercise in 
avoidance, and includes a set of choices 
that will take America backward. I am 
not exaggerating about that. I will go 
into that in a moment. 

Let me cite what the commission 
said to remind us about our responsi- 
bility. They said that throughout our 
Nation’s history, Americans have 
found the courage to do right by our 
children’s future. Deep down, every 
American knows we face a moment of 
truth once again. We cannot play 
games or put off hard choices any 
longer. Without regard to party, they 
said, we have a patriotic duty to keep 
the promise of America to give our 
children and grandchildren a better 
life. Our challenge is clear and inescap- 
able. America cannot be great if we go 
broke. Our businesses will not be able 
to grow and create jobs, and our work- 
ers will not be able to compete success- 
fully for the jobs of the future without 
a plan to get this crushing debt burden 
off our backs. I think every Senator 
probably agrees with that, but is every 
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Senator prepared to do something 
about it? Certainly, this budget sent to 
us by the House is an avoidance of that 
kind of discussion and the responsi- 
bility the debt commission placed on 
our heads. So we ought to get serious. 

For fiscal year 2011, the administra- 
tion’s budget projects a deficit of $1.6 
trillion. Without changes in our cur- 
rent policies, the Congressional Budget 
Office estimates that our Federal debt 
will be 95 percent of GDP the gross do- 
mestic product of our Nation. Today, 
as we are here, we are borrowing 40 
cents of every single dollar we spend— 
borrowing 40 cents. We borrow a lot of 
it to be able to afford to buy the source 
of our energy from other countries, and 
much of the dollars we borrow in order 
to go into debt to buy energy from 
other countries winds up making us 
less secure. This is not a smart cycle, 
not a virtuous cycle. Certainly, it is 
not something we are locked into. We 
have a whole set of other choices. 

Let me point out to my colleagues 
that spending is at the highest level as 
a share of our economy than it has 
been in more than 60 years. We are 
spending more than we have spent as a 
share of our economy at any time in 60 
years. But we are also collecting less 
revenue than we have ever collected in 
the last 60 years. There is something 
wrong with that equation. 

It seems to me clear—and many of us 
objected and opposed the tax cut that 
wound up putting us in this predica- 
ment—that we have been on a binge of 
political sloganeering. It has been ap- 
pealing to the easiest instinct of every 
American. Who doesn’t feel they don’t 
pay too much? The fact is that the bur- 
den we pay is far less than many other 
countries. It is at about the lowest 
level in our history—the least amount 
of revenue in the last 60 years. That is 
part of what contributes to our debt. It 
also robs us of a whole set of other 
choices in terms of American competi- 
tiveness. 

Let me point out, to listen to the 
Members of the House and some of our 
colleagues, you would think the Presi- 
dent didn’t do anything about this. In 
fact, the President is the only person 
who put a realistic budget before us. 
The President is the only person who 
really put in a plan to reduce the over- 
all debt, not just a CR on a temporary 
basis but an overall budget with a plan 
for how you grow America and reduce 
our deficit. The President’s budget does 
significantly reduce deficits. 

I remember in the 1990s when we 
faced this very question. I remind my 
colleagues that we did balance the 
budget. The last President and party to 
balance the budget was President Bill 
Clinton and the Democrats. We did it 
jointly, working together in a respon- 
sible way. It wasn’t just that we in- 
creased revenues and reduced spending. 
What was critical was—they all met 
within 1, 2, or 3 years—that we sent a 
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message to the marketplace and the 
American people that we were serious 
about turning our deficit into a sur- 
plus. 

I believe that as we go forward we 
have a responsibility to understand 
that we need to have a responsible set 
of choices put in front of us. We are 
locked in a debate that is not actually 
trying to find common ground right 
now. Ask this question: Is everything 
on the table in a serious effort to cre- 
ate jobs and advance America’s eco- 
nomic leadership? Is it really impos- 
sible for us to sit down together across 
the aisle and come to an agreement as 
to what helps us grow and what 
doesn’t? Is it really true that American 
Senators have the inability to be able 
to agree as to where the benefit comes 
to the economy in the multiplier effect 
with respect to science research or 
technology research or other kinds of 
things we can excite in the private sec- 
tor? 

Completely absent from this debate 
is an honest discussion of what actions 
only the government is actually 
equipped to take in order to bolster our 
global competitiveness. Every CEO in 
America knows there are some things 
that only the government can do. Look 
at President Eisenhower’s National 
System of Interstate Highways in the 
1950s. By today’s standards, we could 
not build it. It would not happen by to- 
day’s standards. But the fact is, more 
than 30 or 40 percent, maybe 50 percent, 
of America’s productivity increases 
came as a consequence of the building 
of the Interstate Highway System, not 
to mention billions of dollars’ worth of 
spinoff jobs and tax revenues to our 
communities. We are still living off 
that inheritance. We are living off the 
infrastructure investments of those 
who went before us. 

Today, China is investing 9 percent of 
its GDP into infrastructure. Europe is 
investing 5 percent of its GDP into in- 
frastructure. The United States, just 
about 2 percent, slightly less. We have 
a $2.2 trillion infrastructure deficit. 

What we have not been discussing in 
this debate is what we need to invest 
in, a coherent strategy, a policy to 
make certain we are not held hostage 
to oil and instability in the Middle 
East. 

The United States could become the 
first country to have 1 million electric 
vehicles on the road by 2015 and ensure 
that 80 percent of our electricity comes 
from clean energy sources and with 
that comes jobs. We need a cutting- 
edge, high-speed wireless data network. 
We still do not have one. We are going 
backward. We invented the tech- 
nologies. We used to be No. 3 or No. 4. 
Now we are drifting back to No. 16 or 
No. 21, depending on whose measure- 
ment we look at. By any measurement 
and any standard, we are going back- 
ward, while other countries are going 
forward, and it is because we are not 
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investing and making it attractive for 
the private sector or private citizens to 
achieve this. 

America has always been a competi- 
tive country. Our DNA is innovation 
and creativity and entrepreneurial ac- 
tivity. The fact is, we are not doing the 
things we could do in joint venture 
with the private sector to attract the 
best jobs and create the best opportuni- 
ties. We have to become that nation 
again. That is what our budget ought 
to be discussing, and we ought to be 
able to agree across party lines as to 
how we do that. 

The budget passed by the House of 
Representatives not only does not 
present a realistic set of choices with 
respect to how we make America com- 
petitive and create higher paying jobs 
and grow our economy, not only does it 
not do that, it actually strips away the 
opportunities to do that. It takes us 
backward. 

The House budget is going to lower 
the deficit by only 6 percent because 
they are focused only on domestic dis- 
cretionary spending. They do not focus 
on defense spending. They do not focus 
on Medicaid, Medicare, entitlements. 
They do not focus on some of the waste 
and duplication within the system. 
They just strip away at a whole bunch 
of programs that many of them have 
opposed for their entire life in politics 
and voted against in the first place. 
They are using the opportunity of this 
budget to press an ideological agenda. 
That is why only 13 percent of the 
budget is being focused on in what they 
are doing. 

They have sworn off any discussion 
of the very hard choices. Here we are 3 
months after the Commission put for- 
ward its important proposals, and the 
Senate is trapped in a political mo- 
ment when what we need is a moment 
of truth. 

We have to find a way to make these 
tougher choices. I wish to be clear 
about what I think they are. I ask my 
colleagues: Do we want a government 
that is too limited to have invented the 
Internet? A lot of people do not think 
about that, but the fact is, the govern- 
ment invented the Internet. It was a 
spinoff from DARPA, from research 
into how we might be able to commu- 
nicate in the case of nuclear war. We 
were creating this communications 
network which became the Internet. 
Then the private sector saw the oppor- 
tunities and took those opportunities 
and translated them into what we have 
today, which has revolutionized the 
way people communicate and do busi- 
ness. But it came from the govern- 
ment, just as digitalization came from 
government research, the space pro- 
gram, which also produced Gortex and 
microwave and Teflon and a host of 
other products that are now out in the 
marketplace where we have created 
millions of jobs. The Internet created 
more than a million jobs and has added 
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greatly to the gross domestic product 
of our country. 

We want to have a country that is so 
limited that we do not do those kinds 
of things? Taxes so low that everybody 
feels good, thinks they are better off, 
but we do not do the research that is 
necessary to create jobs and new indus- 
tries and fill the Treasury with the rev- 
enue that educates our children, cures 
to diseases and provides opportunities 
for poor people to break out of poverty 
and touch the brass ring of America. 

We have to get past the slogans and 
the sound bites. We have to reason to- 
gether and talk about the things Amer- 
ica does best. 

If we are going to balance the budget 
and create jobs, we cannot pretend we 
are going to do it by eliminating ear- 
marks and government waste. We have 
to look at how we did it previously. 

In the early 1990s, our economy was 
faltering because deficits were too big 
and debt was freezing capital. We had 
to send a signal to the market that we 
were capable of being fiscally respon- 
sible. Guess what. We did it, and we did 
it without a reckless assault on a 
whole series of things that make a dif- 
ference to the quality of life of our 
country and to our ability to create 
jobs. We saw our economy turn around 
in the 1990s, and we created 22 million 
jobs. We created unprecedented wealth 
in America. Every single income level 
in our country saw their income go up 
in the 1990s. We created more wealth in 
the 1990s than we created in the 1920s 
and 1930s with the great barons of 
wealth of that period—the Carnegies, 
Mellons, and so forth. We did it by 
committing the country to a dis- 
ciplined path, where we spoke to the 
potential of the American people. 

Working with the Republicans—it 
was bipartisan—we came up with a 
framework that put our country on a 
track to be debt free by 2012, for the 
first time since Andrew Jackson’s ad- 
ministration. The fact is, Alan Green- 
span was warning America and the 
Senate that we were paying down our 
debt too fast and that could have im- 
plications on the marketplace. 

We know how to do this in a respon- 
sible way. How we got off track from 
that is a story I am not going to go 
back into right now. It is pretty well 
known. But the truth of how we gen- 
erated the 1990s economic boom is a 
story that has to be retold again and 
again. 

Let me point out the difference. We 
are not going to do this process in 2 
weeks. We know that. We ought to 
have a responsible CR that allows us to 
go forward and give ourselves a proper 
amount of time to tackle these larger 
issues and put something serious on 
the table with tax reform spending, en- 
titlements—all those issues on the 
table. 

What we have in this House budget— 
let me point out, rather than say it 
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takes us backward. I believe there are 
reckless cuts in this budget that would 
do great harm to our country because 
it strips away our ability to create the 
future. Research and development in 
technology, research and development 
in science, the National Institutes of 
Health—a host of these things are cut 
in a draconian way. 

I had lunch the other day with the 
Secretary of the Navy. He was telling 
me how the House budget has cut 
ARPA-E program. It has cut it from 
about $250 million down to $50 million. 
The House bill effectively shuts off all 
the projects. 

Do you know what some of those 
projects are? One is our military’s abil- 
ity to have greater capacity in the 
field, to have solar or wind or battery 
storage so they do not have to run con- 
voys of fuel to Keep vehicles and supply 
our troops with the administrative sup- 
port they need. 

They say the military has done a 
study. For every 24 convoys for fuel, we 
lose one marine or soldier—one marine 
or soldier for every 24 convoys. They 
are looking at ways to reduce having 
those convoys, and they are cutting 
the money so our military will be more 
dependent on the fossil fuel that comes 
from unstable countries in various 
parts of the world. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 6% minutes remaining. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, China is 
racing ahead with respect to these 
kinds of investments. The fact is, they 
are sending their students to the 
United States for degrees in math, 
science, and engineering, but the House 
is cutting Pell grants so there is a 15- 
percent cut below the maximum level, 
which would affect over 100,000 stu- 
dents in college, making it less afford- 
able, less accessible for low- and mod- 
erate-income students. That is not a 
budget that helps our economy. It does 
nothing with dealing with the deficit 
and jobs. 

They tie the hands of the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission so they 
cannot launch a database for consumer 
products. If you are an average Amer- 
ican, you do not need to know if the 
products you buy are safe or will harm 
you. That does not matter anymore, 
even though it has nothing to do with 
dealing with the budget problem. 

They reduce Federal funds from 
being spent for Planned Parenthood, 
for doctors and nurses to conduct 1 
million lifesaving screenings for cer- 
vical cancer and more than 830,000 
breast cancer exams. I guess it is much 
more important that millionaires, peo- 
ple earning more than $1 million a 
year, get their tax cut than 830,000 
women to have breast cancer 
screenings. This value system is some- 
thing that I think is absolutely essen- 
tial for us to examine. 
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The House cuts almost $2 Dillion 
from the clean water and drinking 
water State funds that allow us to cap- 
italize on low-interest loans and no-in- 
terest loans so we can build and refur- 
bish clean water systems. 

All across our country, we have com- 
munities that are under court orders to 
clean up the water for our citizens. The 
House is cutting the ability of those 
communities to be able to provide for 
that because most of them do not have 
the tax base to do it on their own. 

The House bill prohibits the ЕРА— 
that discussion took place, and I will 
skip over it. It has nothing to do with 
deficit reduction. It just prohibits the 
EPA from enforcing clean air laws, 
after the American people decided in 
1970 they wanted clean air, and people’s 
lives have been improved because we 
have provided it. We are going to go 
backward there. 

I mentioned the ARPA-E cuts. The 
House bill cuts $780 million below the 
current level for energy efficiency and 
renewable energy, which is going to cut 
critical programs that advance our job 
base. 

I met yesterday with the CEO of a 
major solar company. They are going 
to create a huge number of jobs in the 
Southwest of our country. The largest 
facilities are going to be in Arizona and 
California. But by cutting the loan 
guarantee program, we are going to 
lose 1,200 jobs just on the California 
project, and that does not include the 
$2 billion of equipment from U.S. sup- 
pliers in nine States, including Ari- 
zona, Oklahoma, Kentucky, Colorado, 
and Kansas. That is a loss of jobs in 
every single one of those States. 

The House bill reduces funding for 
the National Institutes of Standards 
and Technology, which is going to re- 
duce research and hurt job creation. It 
slashes funding for the National 
Science Foundation by more than $300 
million. That is 1,800 fewer research 
and education grants. 

The House bill provides $787 million 
below the current level for energy effi- 
ciency and renewable energy. It would 
significantly delay needed investments 
in energy efficiency and renewable en- 
ergy R&D, demonstration and deploy- 
ment programs critical to the transi- 
tion to a clean energy economy. 

The U.S. stands to be the world lead- 
er in concentrated solar with the addi- 
tion of these two projects, but this 
title is in jeopardy thanks to more ir- 
responsible and irrational cuts in H.R. 
1.The proposed elimination of the DOE 
loan guarantee program for clean en- 
ergy cost jobs, American competiti- 
veness, and immediate economic bene- 
fits. For example, yesterday I met with 
Abengoa Solar, a company trying to 
help the U.S. become the world leader 
in concentrated solar with two of the 
largest facilities in Arizona and Cali- 
fornia. But by cutting the loan guar- 
antee program we stand to lose 1,200 
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jobs from just the California project. In 
addition this doesn’t include the $% 
billion of equipment from U.S. sup- 
pliers in nine States across the U.S. in- 
cluding Arizona, Oklahoma, Kentucky, 
Colorado, and Kansas. 

The House bill slashes $1.3 billion 
from the National Institutes of Health, 
NIH, which would force NIH to reduce 
support for more than 25,000 existing 
research grants and scale back clinical 
trials and research projects. These 
drastic cuts will devastate biomedical 
research; cures will be delayed, jobs 
will be eliminated, and American lead- 
ership and innovation will be jeopard- 
ized. NIH is the primary Federal agen- 
cy responsible for conducting and sup- 
porting medical research, most of 
which is done at medical schools, hos- 
pitals, universities and research insti- 
tutes distributed in every State in the 
country. NIH-funded research drives 
scientific innovation and develops new 
and better diagnostics, prevention 
strategies, and more effective treat- 
ments. NIH-funded research also con- 
tributes to the Nation’s economic 
strength by creating skilled, high-pay- 
ing jobs; new products and industries; 
and improved technologies. 

They do that even as we know that 
continued commitment to NIH is es- 
sential for securing a strong national 
economy and for maintaining our lead- 
ership as the global leader in research 
and development. Everyone applauded 
when President Obama said in his 2011 
State of the Union Address that ‘‘one 
key to future growth in the U.S. econ- 
omy will be to encourage American in- 
novation and job creation by investing 
in research and development—includ- 
ing biomedical research at the МІН.” 
And Massachusetts received more than 
$2.5 billion in NIH grants last year 
alone. But here we are gutting the NIH 
because we are afraid to look at the 
things that need to be addressed that 
yield real savings. 

Folks, this is killing our economic 
competitiveness in the cradle—and in 
the laboratories. Investment in the 
NIH produces a steady stream of tal- 
ented researchers who lead the way to 
treatments and cures for some of the 
world’s most devastating diseases. In 
fact, a report by Families USA esti- 
mated NIH awards to the States results 
in over 351,000 jobs that pay an average 
annual wage of more than $52,000, and 
results in $50.5 billion in increased out- 
put of goods and services to the U.S. 
The jobs, the spinoff industries, and 
the local development that are sus- 
tained by NIH awards will disappear or 
relocate to more competitive nations— 
such as China or India—without con- 
tinued and stable funding for the NIH. 

The House bill reduces funding for 
the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology by $223 million which 
will reduce research and hurt job cre- 
ation. The House bill slashes funding 
for the National Science Foundation by 
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more than $300 million below current 
levels meaning 1,800 fewer research and 
education grants. 

Earlier this month, 300 of America’s 
leading economists, including Alan 
Blinder and Laura Tyson, sent an open 
letter to President Obama and Mem- 
bers of Congress concerning these cuts, 
and they said it is shortsighted to 
make cuts that eliminate necessary in- 
vestments in our human capital, our 
infrastructure, and the next generation 
of scientific and technological ad- 
vances. They said: Republican-planned 
cuts threaten our economy’s long-term 
economic competitiveness and the 
strength of our current economic re- 
covery. The letter goes on to say that 
we need to look and sustain the critical 
investments in the productive capacity 
of the United States. 

Mr. President, you are a farmer, and 
there ain’t a farmer in the country who 
doesn’t know you don’t eat your seed 
corn. But that is what we are doing 
here. We are eating our seed corn. We 
are stripping away America’s already 
challenged ability to compete against a 
China, India, Brazil, Mexico, South 
Korea, and countless countries that are 
indicating far more seriousness than 
we are about their desire to build out 
and build a future. 

We have a train that runs from Wash- 
ington to New York called the Acela. It 
can go 150 miles an hour. But it only 
goes 150 miles an hour for 18 miles of 
that trip between here and New York. 
Why? Because if it goes too fast into 
the tunnel in Baltimore, the tunnel 
may cave in; because if it goes too fast 
over the bridges of the Chesapeake, 
they may fall down. But you can go to 
China and ride on a train that goes 200 
miles an hour and the water in your 
glass doesn’t even move; or 300 miles 
an hour in the Maglev train from 
Shanghai airport to downtown Shang- 
hai. Go to Abu Dhabi, go to Dubai, go 
to Paris, or any major airport in Eu- 
rope and you will find an airport that 
outshines the airports of the United 
States and you will find public transit 
systems that outshine the public tran- 
sit systems of the United States. Be- 
cause once again, we are living off 
what our parents and grandparents 
built because we are not willing to pay 
for anything, which is why revenue in 
the United States is at a 60-year low. 

We need to be smart about where we 
are going here. The GDP of our country 
is measured by our total expenditures 
of consumption of the American peo- 
ple, it is measured by our investments, 
it is measured by government spending 
and investment, and by our exports 
minus our imports. That is the GDP. 
That is how you measure GDP. How 
can these folks sit here and say if you 
cut the government spending you are 
not going to cut the GDP, which is 
what every major economic analysis 
has said? 

So yes, we have to cut waste; yes, we 
have to cut some spending; yes, we 
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have to be responsible. But let us be re- 
sponsible in a responsible way, by look- 
ing at the overall budget and the places 
we can reduce, at a tempo that doesn’t 
do injury to our ability to invest in 
America’s future, to create the jobs for 
the future, but nevertheless send the 
right message to the marketplace and 
to the American people. 

We have done that before. We saw the 
longest expansion in America’s history. 
Staring us in the face is the largest 
economic opportunity of a lifetime. 
The energy marketplace is a $6 trillion 
market with 6 billion potential users 
today, rising to about 9 billion over the 
next 30 years. But we are not engaged 
in that. Two years ago, China produced 
5 percent of the world’s solar panels. 
Today, they produce 60 percent, and 
the United States doesn’t have one 
company in the top 10 companies of the 
world’s solar panel producers. What are 
we doing? The biggest trans- 
formational market staring the United 
States in the face is the energy mar- 
ket, and we should be here putting an 
energy policy in place, an education 
policy in place, an infrastructure in- 
vestment policy in place, and a re- 
search policy for technology and med- 
ical that soars, that takes America 
into the future, creates the jobs we 
need for the next generations, and re- 
duces the deficit in responsible ways, 
not in this unbelievable reckless, meat 
axe, hatchet budget that is being pre- 
sented to us by the House of Represent- 
atives. We need to find common 
ground. 

The minority continues to criticize 
President Obama about the lack of 
progress in creating jobs. Last month, 
the economy added 192,000 jobs and the 
unemployment rate declined from 9 
percent to 8.9 percent. This is one of 
the best job reports since the recession 
began more than 3 years ago. It shows 
that the economic recovery is begin- 
ning to gain momentum. However the 
unemployment rate is still too high 
and we need both small and big busi- 
nesses to increase jobs if we are going 
to see a meaningful decrease in unem- 
ployment. The House continuing reso- 
lution will make that more difficult. 

Republican economist Mark Zandi 
says that now is not the time to imple- 
ment the cuts included in the House 
continuing resolution. In a recent re- 
port, Zandi said. ‘‘The economy is add- 
ing between 100,000 and 150,000 per 
month—but it must add closer to 
200,000 jobs per month before we can 
say the economy is truly expanding 
again. Imposing additional government 
spending cuts before this has happened, 
as House Republicans want, would be 
taking an unnecessary chance with the 
recovery.” 

Zandi estimates that the cuts in- 
cluded in the Republican continuing 
resolution would lead to 700,000 fewer 
jobs by the end of 2012. Federal Reserve 
Chairman Ben Bernanke said last week 
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that the Republican continuing resolu- 
tion would reduce growth and cost our 
economy about a couple hundred thou- 
sand jobs. 

Last month, a Goldman Sachs econo- 
mist warned that the Republican cuts 
could reduce economic growth in the 
United States by 1.5 to 2 percentage 
points this year. 

Additional spending cuts would also 
go against the thrust of our economic 
policies. The Federal Reserve is hold- 
ing short-term interest rates close to 
zero and purchasing hundreds of bil- 
lions of dollars in long-term Treasury 
bonds, in an effort to hold down long- 
term interest rates. The tax cut agree- 
ment we made last year is also helping 
to create jobs and boost our economy. 
It doesn’t raise taxes, includes a 2 per- 
cent payroll tax holiday, extends emer- 
gency unemployment insurance bene- 
fits and allows businesses to expense 
their investments this year. 

The American people deserve better 
than the approach taken by the House 
of Representatives that cuts critically 
needed research funding, eliminates 
jobs and reduce economic growth, 
hurts our competitiveness and could 
push our economy into а ‘‘double dip” 
recession. 

There is a better way for us to re- 
solve our budget problems. Let’s go 
back to what worked before and can 
work again if we are willing to bite the 
bullet. In the early 1990s, our economy 
was faltering because deficits and debt 
were freezing capital. We had to send a 
signal to the market that we were ca- 
pable of being fiscally responsible. We 
did just that and as result we saw the 
longest economic expansion in history, 
created more than 22 million jobs, and 
generated unprecedented wealth in 
America, with every income bracket 
rising. But we did it by making tough 
choices. 

Now is the moment for America to 
reach for the brass energy ring—to go 
for the Moon here on Earth by building 
our new energy future—and, in doing 
so, create millions of steady, higher 
paying jobs at every level of the econ- 
omy. Make no mistake: Jobs that 
produce energy in America are jobs 
that stay in America. The amount of 
work to be done here is just stunning. 
It is the work of many lifetimes. And it 
must begin now. This shouldn’t be a 
partisan issue, but instead of coming 
together to meet the defining test of a 
new energy economy and our future. 

There is a bipartisan consensus just 
waiting to lift our country and our fu- 
ture if Senators are willing to sit down 
and forge it and make it real. The 
President’s fiscal commission made 
very clear that our budget cannot be 
balanced by cutting spending alone. 
The American people deserve a serious 
dialogue and adult conversation within 
the Congress about our fiscal situation, 
discretionary spending, entitlements, 
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and revenues. We need to work to- 
gether in a bipartisan process to de- 
velop a long-term solution to reduce 
both our current budget deficit and our 
staggering debt. And, yes, we will need 
to reduce Federal spending and make 
appropriate changes to our entitlement 
programs to meet the fiscal challenges 
facing our country. But everything ev- 
erything—tax reform, spending and en- 
titlements—needs to be on the table. 

Mr. President, this is one of the mo- 
ments the Senate was intended to live 
up to to provide leadership. To find 
common ground. To level with the 
American people and be honest with 
each other. We will no doubt continue 
to be frustrated and angry from time 
to time, but I believe that more often 
than not, we can rise to the common 
ground of great national purpose. A lot 
of us like to talk about American 
exceptionalism. But now we need to get 
beyond the permanent campaign and 
the ideological agenda—and instead do 
the exceptional things that will keep 
America exceptional for generations to 
come. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all remaining 
morning business time be yielded back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, morning business is closed. 


uu 
PATENT REFORM ACT OF 2011 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume consideration of S. 23, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 23) to amend title 35, United 
States Code, to provide for patent reform. 

Pending: 

Reid/Ensign amendment No. 148, to include 
public institutions of higher education in 
EPSCOR jurisdictions in the definition of a 
micro entity. 

Reid amendment No. 152 (to Reid amend- 
ment No. 143), to provide an effective date. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, American 
ingenuity and innovation have been a 
cornerstone of the American economy 
from the time Thomas Jefferson exam- 
ined the first patent to today. The 
Founders recognized the importance of 
promoting innovation. The Constitu- 
tion explicitly grants Congress the 
power to ‘‘promote the progress of 
science and useful arts by securing for 
limited times to inventors the exclu- 
sive rights to their respective discov- 
eries.”’ 

The discoveries made by American 
inventors and research institutions, 
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commercialized by American compa- 
nies and protected and promoted by 
American patent laws, have made our 
system the envy of the world. 

The Senate has before it the America 
Invents Act. This will keep America in 
its longstanding position at the pin- 
nacle of innovation. This bill will es- 
tablish a more efficient and stream- 
lined patent system that will improve 
patent quality and limit unnecessary 
and counterproductive litigation costs, 
while making sure no party’s access to 
court is denied. 

I was glad to see the overwhelming 
bipartisan vote in favor of ending de- 
bate and invoking cloture that was 
cast yesterday. Yesterday was one of 
the rare instances ever in Vermont 
where snow impeded us and made it im- 
possible for us to get back. I am de- 
lighted to be back here for what I hope 
will be the successful conclusion and 
vote on our legislation. 

This is, after all, the product of eight 
hearings over the last three Con- 
gresses, hundreds of meetings, and doz- 
ens of briefings. I again thank Sec- 
retary Locke and PTO Director Kappos 
for their involvement, their wise coun- 
sel and their support. 

Last Congress, I introduced the Pat- 
ent Reform Act of 2009 as a precursor 
to the America Invents Act today, 
along with Senator HATCH and others, 
and our bill was the subject of consid- 
eration and amendments over several 
thoughtful sessions of markups in the 
Senate Judiciary Committee in March 
and April of 2009. At that time, Senator 
KYL asked that I convene a meeting 
with the Director of the Patent and 
Trademark Office to discuss whether 
there were further changes the office 
needed in the legislation to improve 
the office’s efficiency. We held those 
discussions, and we held countless 
other meetings and briefings with in- 
terested parties in an effort to improve 
the legislation, again on a bipartisan 
basis. Bruce Cohen in my office, Aaron 
Cooper, Ed Pagano and others, had 
meeting after meeting just as prede- 
cessors of theirs had. In short, we spent 
a whole lot of time making sure this 
was done right and we did it in a bipar- 
tisan manner. Bolstering the American 
economic recovery and strengthening 
our efforts in global competition 
should not be matters of partisanship 
or political advantage. 

The process of discussions, debates 
and deliberation has resulted in legis- 
lation that is going to be a much-need- 
ed boon to our economy. It is also a 
model for our legislative process. It 
shows what you can do when you set 
aside partisan rhetoric and instead ne- 
gotiate and collaborate together in 
good faith. 

I know I speak for Senator KOHL, 
Senator WHITEHOUSE, Senator KLO- 
BUCHAR, Senator GILLIBRAND, Senator 
Coons and the other Democratic co- 
sponsors of the bill when I thank the 
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four senior Republican members of the 
Judiciary Committee, Senator HATCH, 
Senator GRASSLEY, Senator KYL and 
Senator SESSIONS for working with us. 
Innovation and economic development 
are not uniquely Democrat or Repub- 
lican objectives, so we worked together 
to find the proper balance for Amer- 
ica—for our economy, for our inven- 
tors, for our consumers. It is both a 
process and a result that should make 
us all proud. 

The last time Congress significantly 
updated the patent system was more 
than a half century ago. In the inter- 
vening decades, our economy has 
changed dramatically. A patent system 
developed in our 1952 economy before 
the Internet, before cell phones, before 
computers, before photocopiers, even 
before the IBM Selectric typewriter, 
needs to be reconsidered in light of 21st 
century realities, while staying true to 
the consistent constitutional impera- 
tive of encouraging innovation and in- 
vention. 

Our patent laws that were the envy 
of the world in the 20th century des- 
perately need to be updated if we are 
going to compete effectively and win 
the future. China and the European 
Union are improving their patent laws. 
We can’t remain complacent. If we are 
going to win the global competition by 
out-innovating the rest of the world, 
we need a patent system that works in 
the 21st century. 

The array of voices heard in this de- 
bate represent virtually all sectors of 
our economy, all interests in the pat- 
ent system. They have not been uni- 
form, as expected, but they know the 
legislative process is one of com- 
promise and accommodation where 
possible, and it has been that way dur- 
ing the 6 years we have been at work 
on this bill. Three major areas of con- 
cern emerge from this discussion. The 
America Invents Act addresses each 
one of them. 

First, there is significant concern 
about delays in the patent application 
process. The Patent and Trademark Of- 
fice, PTO, currently has a backlog of 
more than 700,000 unexamined patent 
applications. There are several reasons 
for this, not the least of which is the 
PTO is overwhelmed with patent appli- 
cations and doesn’t have the resources 
necessary to work through that back- 
log. 

The Director of the PTO often says 
the next great invention that may 
drive our economic growth may be 
waiting on the shelf, waiting to be 
granted. Some estimate that each 
issued patent represents three to 10 
jobs. We can ill-afford to keep so many 
job-creating patents backlogged at the 
PTO. The America Invents Act author- 
izes the PTO to set its fees and ensures 
that the PTO will have access to those 
fees. We want the PTO to work through 
its backlog and be current. In his white 
board presentation on the need for pat- 
ent reform this week, Austan Goolsbee, 
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the chair of the President’s Council of 
Economic Advisers, illustrated this 
point by noting that when Alexander 
Graham Bell applied for a patent that 
led to the telephone, it was granted in 
a month. The patent in 1974 that led to 
the cell phone took less than three 
years. The average time this year for a 
patent to be processed is almost three 
years and several thousand take far 
longer. 

I want to commend Austan Goolsbee, 
the chairman of the Council of Eco- 
nomic Advisers. His white board pres- 
entation this week on the importance 
of patent reform shows we need to help 
America win global competition and 
create jobs. The creation of more than 
220,000 jobs in the private sector last 
month, the creation of 1.5 million jobs 
over the last 12 months, and the unem- 
ployment rate finally being reduced to 
8.9 percent are all signs that the efforts 
we have made over the last two years 
to stave off the worst recession since 
the Great Depression are paying off 
and the economic recovery is taking 
hold. The almost full percent point 
drop in the unemployment rate over 
the last three months is the largest de- 
cline in unemployment since 1983. De- 
spite interruptions of economic activ- 
ity in many parts of the country 
caused by winter weather over the last 
months and days, despite the extraor- 
dinary rise in oil prices, the Dow Jones 
industrial average has climbed back to 
over 12,000 from a low point of 6,500. 
Passage of the America Invents Act 
should help bolster our economic re- 
covery and keep us on the right path 
toward business development and job 
creation. 

According to an article in the New 
York Times just a couple of weeks ago, 
patent applications last year amounted 
to 2,000 a day. There are currently 1.2 
million patent applications in the pipe- 
line. Among them could be the next 
medical miracle, the next energy 
breakthrough, the next leap in com- 
puting ability, or the next killer app. 
We should be doing all we can to help 
the PTO Director. It makes no sense 
that it takes 2 years for an inventor to 
get an initial ruling on his or her pat- 
ent application and another year or 
more to receive a patent, this during a 
time when technology changes some- 
times by the hour, to say nothing by 
the year and the 2 year and 3 year. As 
the New York Times reporter Edward 
Wyatt notes: “Тһе delays and ineffi- 
ciencies are more than a nuisance for 
inventors . . . . [PJatent delays cost 
jobs, slow the economy and threaten 
the ability of American companies to 
compete with foreign businesses.” 

Second, there is a concern about the 
quality of patents that have issued. 
Just as high quality patents are the 
key to innovation, low quality patents 
are a drag on the economy because 
they provide monopoly rents over prod- 
ucts or processes that were not inven- 
tive. 
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Patent examiners are facing a dif- 
ficult task given the explosion in the 
number of applications and the increas- 
ing complexity of those applications. 
When Congress last overhauled the pat- 
ent system in 1952, the PTO received 
approximately 60,000 patent applica- 
tions; in 2009, it received more than 
480,000. 

The America Invents Act will im- 
prove the quality of patents issued by 
the PTO in several ways. At the outset, 
our legislation makes the common- 
sense change that third parties who see 
a patent application and know that it 
is not novel and nonobvious, can assist 
the PTO examiners by providing rel- 
evant information and explaining its 
relevance. 

The bill will also create a new post- 
grant review process for patents that 
recently issued to improve the quality 
of patents in the system, as rec- 
ommended by the National Academy of 
Sciences, and it will streamline the 
current ‘‘inter partes’’ system so that 
it will be a more efficient alternative 
to litigation. 

The third concern is that as business 
competition has gone global, and pat- 
ent applicants are increasingly filing 
applications in the United States and 
other countries for protection of their 
inventions, our system puts American 
inventors and businesses at a disadvan- 
tage. The filing system in the United 
States differs from that in other pat- 
ent-issuing jurisdictions, which have 
‘“‘first-inventor-to-file’’ systems. The 
difference causes confusion and ineffi- 
ciencies for American companies and 
innovators. The inefficiencies exist 
both in the application process and in 
determining what counts as ‘‘prior art” 
in litigation. I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD an edi- 
torial from today’s New York Times, 
which calls the transition to first-in- 
ventor-to-file ‘‘simpler and cheaper” 
and says it ‘‘should benefit the little 
guy.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. LEAHY. The America Invents 
Act transitions to a first-inventor-to- 
file process, as recommended by the ad- 
ministration, while retaining the im- 
portant grace period that will protect 
universities and small inventors, in 
particular. We debated this change at 
some length in connection with the 
Feinstein amendment. That amend- 
ment was rejected by the Senate by a 
vote of 87 to 18. The Senate has come 
down firmly and decisively in favor of 
modernizing and harmonizing the 
American patent system with the rest 
of the world. 

When we began the patent reform de- 
bate 6 years ago, there was also a sig- 
nificant concern that the costs and un- 
certainty associated with patent litiga- 
tion had been escalating, which was re- 
sulting in a drag on innovation. Dam- 
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age awards had been inconsistent and 
not always related to the value of the 
invention. This disconnect and uncer- 
tainty was a problem that also led to 
unreasonable posturing during licens- 
ing negotiations. 

Fortunately, the courts have made 
great strides in addressing this issue, 
and there is general consensus that leg- 
islation need not and, in fact, should 
not affect the law of damages as a re- 
sult. 

The Senate has before it bipartisan 
legislation that can lead to long-need- 
ed improvements in our patent laws 
and system. This is a measure that can 
help facilitate invention, innovation 
and job creation, and do so in the pri- 
vate sector. This can help everyone 
from startups and small businesses to 
our largest, cutting edge companies. 

The America Invents Act promotes 
innovation, and will improve our econ- 
omy, by addressing the impediments to 
innovation. As the President chal- 
lenges Americans to win the future, 
Congress cannot afford to sit idly by 
while innovation—the engine of our 
economy—is impeded by outdated laws. 
Our legislation leverages the ingenuity 
of our businesses, our universities, and 
our independent inventors, and creates 
a system in which that ingenuity can 
improve our economy. It will create 
jobs, improve products and reduce 
costs for American companies and 
American consumers. 

I began working on patent reform 
years ago, along with Chairman SMITH 
in the House, because of my belief that 
we needed a more efficient and stream- 
lined system. For many years, patent 
law interested only a niche audience, 
and developments were reported only 
in trade publications. Now they are dis- 
cussed everywhere from the front page 
of the Wall Street Journal to the New 
York Times, and all three branches of 
government have taken an active role. 

The America Invents Act is about 
economic development. It is about 
jobs; it is about innovation; it is about 
consumers. All benefit under a patent 
system that reduces unnecessary costs, 
removes inefficiencies, and holds true 
to the vision of our Founders that Con- 
gress should establish a national policy 
that promotes the progress of science 
and the useful arts. 

When Thomas Jefferson examined 
that first patent in 1790—a patent that 
went to a Vermonter—no one could 
have predicted how the American econ- 
omy would develop and what changes 
would be needed for the law to keep 
pace, but the purpose then remains the 
purpose today: promoting progress. 

If we are to maintain our position at 
the forefront of the world’s economy, if 
we are to continue to lead the globe in 
innovation and production, if we are to 
continue to enjoy the fruits of the 
most creative citizens, then we must 
have a patent system that produces 
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high quality patents, that limits coun- 
terproductive litigation over those pat- 
ents, and that makes the entire system 
more streamlined and efficient. 

Now is the time to bolster our role as 
the world leader in innovation. Now is 
the time to create jobs at home. Now is 
the time for Congress to act on patent 
reform. I urge all Senators to support 
the American Invents Act. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the New York Times, Mar. 7, 2011] 
PATENTS, REFORM AND THE LITTLE GUY 

In the last decade, Congress has missed 
several chances to reform a patent system 
that is slow, costly and puts the United 
States at odds with the rest of the industrial 
world. On Wednesday, the Senate has an- 
other opportunity to reform the nation’s 
patent law. 

The America Invents Act offers a step to- 
ward a more effective and transparent patent 
protection system. This should encourage in- 
vestment in inventions and faster diffusion 
of ideas. The bill, which has broad bipartisan 
support, would boost the patent office’s re- 
sources by letting it keep all the fees it col- 
lects. This would enable it to speed up the 
review of patent applications—which cur- 
rently takes almost three years to process— 
and work through an immense backlog of 
715,000 applications. 

The bill should reduce costly litigation by 
creating an in-house system to look into 
claims of patent infringement before they go 
to court. 

The bill would also replace the first-to-in- 
vent standard prevailing in the United 
States—which grants formal protection to 
the creator of an innovation—with the first- 
inventor-to-file system used in most nations. 

This change would make it cheaper for 
American patent holders to get patent pro- 
tection around the world. But it has been 
met with vocal opposition from some groups 
of small businesses and inventors who claim 
the change would benefit big corporations at 
their expense. 

We disagree. The new law would make the 
process simpler and cheaper. That should 
benefit the little guy. 

Small inventors who needed time and 
money to fully develop and test their ideas 
could request a provisional patent until they 
were ready for a full filing. It costs $110. And 
because it is easy to determine who filed a 
patent first, the new system would better 
protect small inventors from challenges by 
corporations with deep pockets, reducing the 
chance of costly litigation. 

Right now, proving who invented some- 
thing first is difficult and expensive. Accord- 
ing to the patent office, it costs $400,000 to 
$500,000 to challenge a patent on the grounds 
of a prior invention. Most small inventors 
don’t have that kind of money. Big corpora- 
tions do. 

In fact, the current system mostly protects 
whoever files first for a patent. Of the last 
three million applications filed, only 113 
were granted to entities who filed second but 
proved they had invented first. In 88 of these 
cases, the winners were large corporations. 

The patent system is too cumbersome, and 
it doesn’t protect the small inventor. The 
America Invents Act is a smart reform. 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE BUDGET 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to add my voice to the debate 
that has been going on in the Chamber 
about spending proposals and how we 
get through the balance of this current 
fiscal year and ensure that we do not 
end up with a government shutdown 
and some of the repercussions that will 
come about from that. 

I am blessed to represent a State 
that has not only a disproportionate 
share of Federal employees but also 
has a large number of private sector 
employees who rely upon predictability 
from the government. Unfortunately, 
with these lurchings from 2-week ex- 
tensions, we are not providing that 
kind of predictability. 

As you know, I strongly believe this 
is a moment in time for this body, col- 
leagues in the House, and the President 
and others to come together regarding 
the question of how we no longer sim- 
ply look at our debt and deficit on a 
piecemeal basis but we actually take 
on this issue on a comprehensive basis 
as so many, both elected officials and 
financial officials, continue to suggest. 
That came in earlier today in testi- 
mony from former Senator Alan Simp- 
son and former Presidential Chief of 
Staff Erskine Bowles about the con- 
sequences of our failure to act if we do 
not get our comprehensive deficit and 
debt under control. It is a problem that 
is not going to get easier. Every day we 
fail to act we add $4 billion to our na- 
tional debt. 

Unfortunately, some of the proposals 
that are coming, particularly from the 
House at this point, the House budget 
plan, do nothing significant to address 
our long-term deficit and debt issues. 

I travel around Virginia. Yesterday I 
was down with our colleague from 
Georgia, Senator CHAMBLISS. We met 
with literally hundreds of business 
leaders from across central Virginia, 
and their message was clear: No more 
games, no more showmanship, get 
something done. That ‘‘something’’ 
they want done is a comprehensive ap- 
proach to our Nation’s fiscal chal- 
lenges. That will mean, yes, cutting 
down on spending. That will mean, as 
well, making our Tax Code more effi- 
cient so American business can grow 
and compete. 

It will also mean at the same time 
that part of that tax reform effort adds 
revenues because trying to deal with 
this problem by simply cutting or sim- 
ply taxing will not be sufficient. In- 
stead, the folks across Virginia, and I 
imagine across Montana as well, are 
saying: This is a moment in time we 
have to put everything on the table, 
and we have to ensure we actually pro- 
vide a long-term solution. 
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One of the things that has been most 
frustrating as I listened to this current 
debate about CRs and what we are 
going to do for the balance of this fis- 
cal year is that the debate has focused 
almost entirely, the spending cuts pro- 
posed from the House, on domestic dis- 
cretionary spending. The $60-plus bil- 
lion the House has celebrated all comes 
from that one narrow slice of the pie. 
Domestic discretionary spending ac- 
counts for less than 12 percent of our 
Federal spending. We cannot solve the 
$1.5 trillion current-year deficit or the 
over $14 trillion long-term debt with- 
out going beyond that 12 percent of our 
budget. 

What should be particularly chal- 
lenging to our colleagues is that every 
day we fail to act, we are seeing not 
only our debt grow, but we are seeing 
the amount of taxpayer dollars that we 
have to spend to pay off current inter- 
est rates—current interest payments 
continuing to rise. As a matter of fact, 
it is expected at some point over the 
next 3 or 4 years the amount that we 
pay out of every dollar collected, sim- 
ply on interest, will exceed the 12 per- 
cent of our current domestic discre- 
tionary spending. So all of these cur- 
rent fights about these current cuts 
that are being proposed, all will be sub- 
sumed in interest payments we will all 
have to make as Americans; dollars 
that, quite candidly, do not go to build 
another school, to make another in- 
vestment, to build another road; dol- 
lars that are not recycled in this coun- 
try but increasingly are owned by folks 
abroad, increasingly by our bankers in 
Asia and a disproportionate number 
from China. 

When we have the chance to vote on 
H.R. 1 this afternoon, I will be voting 
no. I will be voting no because I think 
this narrow focus on domestic discre- 
tionary spending only for cuts will not 
get us to the point we need to be in 
terms of long-term deficit reduction. 

Let me again point out where I think 
the House proposal is so shortsighted. 
One of the things that Erskine Bowles 
and Alan Simpson said today: There is 
no silver bullet in this challenge we 
have in front of us. It is going to take 
significant spending cuts. It is going to 
take looking at the revenue side 
through the aspects of tax reform. But 
those two things, revenues and spend- 
ing alone, still will not get us out of 
this problem. We have to get a third 
leg on the triangle, and the third leg on 
the triangle is a growing economy. 
How do we grow an economy in a place 
where America, while still the world’s 
leading economy, does not drive the 
economy the way it did even 20 years 
ago? 

We saw 20 years ago where the world 
would have to wait on America to get 
its financial act together. The world is 
not waiting now—China, India, Brazil, 
countries abroad are moving ahead. If 
we are going to remain competitive, we 
have to continue to invest smartly. 


March 8, 2011 


The President said we have to make 
sure we educate, we have to invest in 
our infrastructure, and we have to be 
able to out-innovate. That means tar- 
geted research and development. Unfor- 
tunately, the House proposal, which 
not only focuses on domestic discre- 
tionary to the exclusion of other areas 
of spending but also focuses these cuts 
on the remaining 6 or 7 months of our 
fiscal year, takes a disproportionate 
whack out of these key areas where we 
must maintain certain levels of invest- 
ment if we are going to grow the econ- 
omy to make sure the other cuts and 
other revenue raisers won’t have to be 
as Draconian. 

Let me give a couple of examples. I 
know the Presiding Officer comes from 
an energy-rich State. He also realizes 
we have to diversify our energy mix in 
this country and no longer be depend- 
ent upon foreign oil. One of the things 
that those of us who have hallowed the 
benefits of the Internet over the last 
20-plus years are quick to point out is 
that the Internet came about because 
of initial government investment 
through ARPA. That led to the devel- 
opment of the networks that created 
the Internet that have spawned tre- 
mendous economic growth in this 
country. 

I believe, and I think many of our 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle be- 
lieve, that we need a similar invest- 
ment in the energy field. That was cre- 
ated, the RPE Program, at the Depart- 
ment of Energy. If we move forward 
with the House budget proposal, that 
will cut $1 billion out of the kind of 
basic research we need to make sure we 
have a full portfolio of domestic energy 
sources, renewable energy sources. I, 
for one, believe it also has to include 
conservation, nuclear, increased—con- 
tinued domestic oil and gas, coal—all 
these have to be part of the mix. But 
we have to do it in a smarter and 
cleaner way. Right now, at this point, 
to cut $1 billion out of that kind of 
basic next generation research and de- 
velopment, the same kind of research 
and development that in the IT field 
created the Internet, would be short- 
sighted. I think that is true in the 
minds of most business folks. 

We have to get our health care costs 
under control. Part of getting our 
health care costs under control means 
continuing to unlock innovation. Per- 
haps one of the greatest growth fields 
of the next 20 years, and something I 
know the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee has been working on in 
terms of his patent reform, is making 
sure in the life sciences area America 
continues to lead in terms of innova- 
tion. 

Well, where does that innovation 
come from in terms of government dol- 
lars being leveraged four, five, six 
times? That comes from an investment 
in NIH. Unfortunately, the House budg- 
et proposal cuts $1.3 billion from NIH 
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funding. Well, if you are in stage 2 or 
stage 3 of the next-generation cancer 
development drug, to have those kind 
of trials cut back, to have that kind of 
basic research cut back, not only in 
terms of American economic growth 
but the personal toll it could take on 
folks who are desperately waiting for 
solutions to a disease, I believe, is 
again not a good policy choice at this 
moment. 

As we move forward as well, we have 
to make sure we outeducate our com- 
petitors. No one believes America’s fu- 
ture is going to be based on low-wage 
labor; it is going to be based on a well- 
educated, innovative, and well-trained 
workforce. 

I think one of the areas this Presi- 
dent has not gotten the appropriate 
credit for is the fact that he has ad- 
vanced forward dramatic education re- 
form within his proposals. Unfortu- 
nately, the House bill will cut $5 billion 
from the Department of Education and 
over $1 billion from the Head Start 
Program. 

When we are trying to look at our 
kids competing against kids from India 
and China, does it make sense, if we 
are going to grow our economy, to 
slash education programs, if we are 
going to have that well-trained work- 
force? 

So I do believe the House proposal is 
shortsighted. I believe it does not do 
anything to take on the structural def- 
icit our country is facing. I will con- 
tinue to work with the Presiding Offi- 
cer and I think a growing number of 
Members from both sides of the aisle. 
Our suggestion is to go ahead and take 
the good work that was put forward by 
the Presidential debt and deficit com- 
mission as at least a starting point and 
put in place as consequences if we do 
not act; that we will not solve this 
issue—which, I believe, is the issue of 
the day, which as Chairman Mike 
Mullin said is the No. 1 national secu- 
rity issue for this country, to get our 
deficit and debt under control—unless 
we can broaden this debate from the 12 
percent of domestic discretionary to 
include, yes, defense spending, entitle- 
ment spending, tax reform, trying to 
make sure everything is on the table. 

The House approach does not do that. 
The House approach is shortsighted. 
The House approach will not allow us 
to grow our economy in a way we need. 
I will be voting against that proposal 
when it comes to the floor. But I look 
forward to working again with all my 
colleagues to make sure we get a true 
comprehensive deficit and debt reduc- 
tion plan that this Congress can vote 
on and put into action. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 
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Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, І ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I wished to rise to speak on the 
legislation that is currently before the 
Senate, the America Invents Act of 
2011. I wish to applaud the work of Ju- 
diciary Committee Chairman LEAHY 
and Ranking Member GRASSLEY for 
working so hard to bring this complex, 
bipartisan legislation to the Senate 
floor. 

As we work to rebuild our economy, 
get Americans back to work, and win 
the global economic race, we should all 
appreciate this effort to spur innova- 
tion and create jobs. Patent reform is 
an important issue for Colorado’s econ- 
omy and, of course, our national econ- 
omy. High-tech innovators represent 
over 12,000 jobs in Colorado, and they 
are an important part of our economic 
recovery. 

In addition, Colorado has a vibrant 
biotech, clean energy, and aerospace 
set of industries. That is why I believe 
getting patent reform right and achiev- 
ing consensus on provisions such as 
inter partes reexamination is so impor- 
tant. 

Inter partes reexamines a proceeding 
at the Patent Office that allows for the 
validity of a patent to be challenged in 
an administrative proceeding. These 
proceedings are intended to serve as a 
less-expensive alternative to court- 
room litigation and provide additional 
access to the expertise of the Patent 
Office on questions of patentability. 

Inter partes reexam is often the pre- 
ferred method of examination because 
a panel of experts is more likely to 
reach the correct decision on a tech- 
nical question compared to a jury com- 
posed of laypeople. The inter partes 
process is not frequently used today be- 
cause of procedural restrictions in the 
existing law. Rather than expanding 
the opportunities to use the inter 
partes reexamination process, the 
America Invents Act before us today 
imposes standards that are more re- 
strictive than current law and are not 
supported by top high-tech innovators. 

We need a patent reform bill that is 
fair to America’s innovative tech- 
nology companies and all users of the 
patent system. 

By failing to provide any relief from 
the huge burden abusive patent law- 
suits impose on technology companies 
and instead reducing the protections in 
current law, I fear this legislation will 
force these companies to spend hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars on frivolous 
lawsuits. These are dollars that other- 
wise would be used to employ engi- 
neers, produce and market new goods 
and services, and help Colorado and 
America win the global economic race. 

As this legislation moves to the 
House, we must work to achieve con- 
sensus on inter partes reexamination. 
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While I do not believe we have the 
right balance quite yet, I do believe 
this bill is a good faith effort to im- 
prove our patent system, and I am 
going to support moving it forward be- 
cause we cannot let job-creating pat- 
ents languish any longer. 

As we all know, the Patent Office has 
an enormous backlog of nearly 700,000 
applications, in addition to a half mil- 
lion new applications every year. Each 
of these pending applications will cre- 
ate on average 3 to 10 jobs. But while 
these applications collect dust in 
America, other countries are getting a 
head start on technologies that can 
revolutionize the way we live. I am 
very pleased the America Invents Act 
will address the funding challenges 
faced by the Patent Office. This legis- 
lation will allow the Director of the 
Patent Office to set fees as necessary, 
but it will also ensure that those fees 
stay at the Patent Office—all without 
any cost to taxpayers. This legislation 
will allow the Director to finally clear 
the backlog and create needed jobs 
through innovation. It is my hope that 
the funding provisions in the America 
Invents Act stay in this legislation as 
it moves to the House. 

I am also pleased that this legisla- 
tion includes an amendment I cospon- 
sored with Senator BENNET to establish 
additional satellite patent offices 
around the country. It is no secret that 
we believe Colorado is well situated to 
house a regional satellite patent office 
because of the combination of our rich 
and diverse innovative economy, our 
strong research universities and the 
fact that Colorado is a great place to 
live. I am confident that Colorado will 
be competitive in the process of select- 
ing these new satellite patent offices. 

In the end, I believe the America In- 
vents Act goes a long way to help un- 
leash America’s innovative spirit, but 
we need to make sure that we don’t 
make changes that could have unin- 
tended consequences for some of our 
most innovative companies. Let’s get 
patent reform right. Let’s move it for- 
ward, and let’s continue working to 
make our patent system fair, efficient 
and supportive of innovators as we 
seek to compete in the global economy. 

I thank the Presiding Officer for his 
attention and interest in his own State 
of Montana. 

I yield the floor. 


RECESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:33 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem- 
bled when called to order by the Pre- 
siding Officer (Mr. WEBB). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 
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MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning business 
until 3:30 p.m., with Senators per- 
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CASEY. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I under- 
stand we are in morning business; is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 


EE 
THE BUDGET 


Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I take 
this time to talk about the budget def- 
icit and what we need to do in order to 
bring our budget into balance to have a 
credible plan to deal with our future 
growth in this Nation. 

I start off by saying the budget def- 
icit is an extremely serious issue for 
this Nation. We do not have a sustain- 
able budget. You cannot sustain a 
budget that creates debt at 10 percent 
of our gross domestic product and a 
gross debt that equals 100 percent of 
our GDP. We need to bring down our 
deficit in order to have the type of eco- 
nomic growth that our children and 
grandchildren will be able to enjoy a 
better economic circumstance than 
this generation. 

First, before we talk about where we 
need to go, we have to understand how 
we got here. I am not going to harp on 
this, but I wish to make sure the peo- 
ple of Maryland and the Nation know 
how we got to these large deficits so we 
do not repeat the mistakes of the past. 

During President Clinton’s adminis- 
tration, we balanced the budget. I 
might say, we did that—the Democrats 
did it—without a single vote from the 
Republicans. We were on course to re- 
tire all of our debt, and that was just 10 
years ago. 

Then, under President Bush, we cut 
taxes twice without paying for it. We 
went to war in Iraq and Afghanistan 
and did not pay for it. To date, the war 
in Iraq has cost $770 billion. That is 
money we had to borrow in order to 
fight that war in Iraq. 

We had chosen, under the previous 
administration, that it was more im- 
portant to cut taxes than it was to bal- 
ance the budget, and that was a mis- 
take. President Obama inherited a 
huge deficit and an economy that was 
hemorrhaging 700,000 jobs a month. 
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Well, it is time now to move forward. 
We have turned our economy around. It 
is growing, but we need to do it in a 
way that does not jeopardize our eco- 
nomic recovery. But it is absolutely es- 
sential we start to move our budget 
back into balance and we take agegres- 
sive steps to do it. 

Today, in the Budget Committee, we 
heard from Erskine Bowles and Sen- 
ator SIMPSON from the debt commis- 
sion, and I think we were all impressed. 
If we are going to get a credible plan— 
which is critically important for our 
Nation—to balance the budget, we need 
to follow the example of the debt com- 
mission. It does not mean we have to 
agree to everything the debt commis- 
sion did. But the debt commission rec- 
ognized we could not balance the Fed- 
eral budget by cutting discretionary 
domestic spending alone; that we need 
а game plan which brings all the major 
components of the budget together: 
discretionary domestic spending, mili- 
tary spending; we need to deal with en- 
titlements, and we need to deal with 
revenues. We are only going to get this 
done if Democrats and Republicans 
work together for a credible plan. That 
is what we need to do in order to bring 
back our economy. 

The only specific proposal we have 
had come over from the House of Rep- 
resentatives to date—H.R. 1, their 
budget—I believe does not follow the 
example of the debt commission. I be- 
lieve it is extremely harmful to the 
process of trying to work out a plan 
where we have a credible effort to bal- 
ance the budget with shared sacrifice 
because the House-passed budget, the 
Republican budget in the House, gets 
all its savings from 12 percent of the 
Federal budget, from discretionary do- 
mestic spending, and it jeopardizes our 
recovery. Mark Zandi, the economist 
from Moody’s, said we would lose 
700,000 jobs if the House-passed Repub- 
lican budget were enacted into law. 

Let me give you some examples as to 
how it would affect the people of Mary- 
land if the House budget became law. 

First, let me talk a little bit about 
some of the budget cuts themselves. 

About 10 days ago, I was at the 
Greater Baden Health Center in Prince 
George’s County, MD. They are expand- 
ing that health center to include pre- 
natal care. The reason, quite frankly, 
is that the infant mortality rate in 
Maryland is way too high. We rank 
29th in the Nation. That is unaccept- 
able. In the African-American commu- 
nity, the infant mortality rate is 260 
percent of that of the White commu- 
nity. The problem is, we have too many 
low birthweight babies. Some die and 
become part of the infant mortality 
statistics. Others survive and have 
complications throughout their lives. 

It is in our interest, from every per- 
spective, to bring down that infant 
mortality rate and to provide prenatal 
care for women so we have healthier 
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babies. I hope we would all agree to 
that. We are doing something about 
that in Maryland, using moneys that 
were a part of the Affordable Care Act. 
The Republican budget would elimi- 
nate that funding. That community 
would not be able to expand with pre- 
natal care to do something about the 
health of our citizens. 

Mr. President, 2,900 community 
health workers would lose their jobs in 
Maryland—2,900 community health 
workers would lose their jobs in Mary- 
land—if the House-passed budget, H.R. 
1, became law. 

I have taken the floor on several oc- 
casions, and a little earlier today, to 
talk about the Chesapeake Bay and the 
Federal partnership. We have had a 
Federal partnership in cleaning up the 
bay. It is the largest estuary in North 
America. It is a body of global signifi- 
cance, and it is in danger because too 
many pollutants are entering the bay 
as a result of population growth, devel- 
opment, and farming practices. 

Well, we have a game plan to do 
something about it. But the budget 
that passed the House would cut the 
Chesapeake Bay program dramati- 
cally—$25 million—making it ex- 
tremely difficult for us to move for- 
ward on our remedial efforts. Making it 
even worse, there is an environmental 
rider that was put on H.R. 1 that says 
none of the funds made available under 
this act may be used to implement the 
bay restoration plan now underway. 

What does that mean? It means each 
one of the States that are in the water- 
shed of the Chesapeake Bay—the 
States of Maryland; Virginia, the Pre- 
siding Officer’s State; Delaware; New 
York; Pennsylvania; West Virginia; 
and the District of Columbia—they all 
rely on improving their wastewater 
treatment facility plants in order to 
reduce the pollutants going into the 
bay under the State revolving fund. 
Well, if that rider became law, the 
States could not participate in that 
program. They would not be able to im- 
plement one of the major features of 
their plan in order to reduce the pollut- 
ants going into the bay to make it a 
cleaner body of water. 

I could talk about the watershed 
grants that go to schools and civic as- 
sociations—eliminated under the Re- 
publican budget—or I could talk about 
how the State gets money to operate 
its water funds—eliminated under the 
House-passed budget. 

The Environmental Protection Agen- 
cy sees their budget reduced by over 30 
percent. Plus, there are additional en- 
vironmental riders that make it very 
difficult for the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency to protect the environ- 
ment. 

In Maryland, we would lose $150 mil- 
lion toward the Federal Government’s 
commitment to the Washington Metro 
system. This affects the entire area, in- 
cluding Virginia and the District. This 
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is the Nation’s Metro system that al- 
lows the Federal workforce to get to 
work. We entered into a 10-year com- 
mitment with the local jurisdictions, 
including Maryland, Virginia, and the 
District, that the Federal Government 
would be а partner—$150 million a 
year—toward those costs. The House 
budget eliminates those transit funds. 

The Republican House budget would 
cut Head Start by $1.1 billion. Mr. 
President, 157,000 children would be af- 
fected, 2,300 in the State of Maryland— 
2,300. These are children who are get- 
ting a better start in life because of 
this program, and the budget passed in 
the House, H.R. 1, would eliminate 
those services for so many of our chil- 
dren. 

Pell grants, to allow families to be 
able to afford a college education, are 
reduced by $5.7 billion. It affects 9.4 
million students. What does it mean 
for the people of Maryland? It means 
those who have Pell grants today could 
see their grants go down by as much as 
$650. I can tell you, there are many 
families in Maryland who cannot afford 
that extra $650. Without a college edu- 
cation today, it is difficult to be able 
to be as competitive as you need to be 
in order to take advantage of our eco- 
nomic opportunities. 

The WIC Program that helps women 
and infants and children is cut by 10 
percent under the House-passed budget. 
NIH funding is down $1 billion. 

Research—and not just at NIH, lo- 
cated in Maryland, but also at Johns 
Hopkins University and the University 
of Maryland Medical Center—would be 
disrupted if the Republican-passed 
budget, H.R. 1, were to become law. 

Our challenge, as President Obama 
said in the State of the Union Address, 
is that we have фо outeducate, 
outinnovate, and outbuild our competi- 
tors so that America will be able to 
compete in the 21st century globally. 
That is our challenge. H.R. 1, the Re- 
publican budget, doesn’t allow us to do 
that. There is a better way of doing it, 
and, as the President said, we need to 
do it in a fiscally responsible way. How 
do we do that? 

We need a credible plan to balance 
the Federal budget—a credible plan 
that will bring in more deficit reduc- 
tion than H.R. 1, the Republican budg- 
et, because you need to allow America 
to grow, yet move toward a balanced 
budget. The only way is to include all 
sectors, not just discretionary domes- 
tic spending. You need to include mili- 
tary spending, you need to deal with 
entitlements, and you need to deal 
with revenues. President Obama’s 
budget starts us down that path by 
freezing discretionary domestic spend- 
ing over 5 years. We have already gone 
further than that in the continuing 
resolution we have passed. We are 
going to go back to 2010 numbers or 
even below that. 

We have already put on the table dra- 
matic reductions in the growth rate of 
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discretionary domestic spending, but 
we need to include defense. Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan need to come to an end; 
those savings will be dramatic. Amer- 
ica cannot continue to have a growth 
economy where we spend so much more 
than any other nation on our national 
defense. We have to protect the people 
in this Nation, but we cannot take on 
the burdens of the world. There have to 
be adequate burdens among our allies, 
which will bring savings to the U.S. 
taxpayer. 

In entitlement spending, we need to 
bring down costs. We took a major step 
forward in doing this in the Affordable 
Care Act. One of the areas in which I 
agree with some of our Republican 
friends who are criticizing the CBO is 
that their numbers are off. We are 
going to get more savings, not less, 
than what the CBO estimated. 

I am convinced that when you deal 
with people in preventive health care 
and use better information technology, 
when you manage people’s diseases, 
when you deal with readmissions so 
people understand what they need to 
do to stay healthy, when you put all 
that together, when you expand our 
community health centers, as I said 
earlier about what happened at the 
Greater Baden center on prenatal care, 
when you do all that, it will bring 
down the rate of health care costs. 

America spends more than any other 
nation, any way you want to calculate 
it, on health care. We don’t have the 
health care results to demonstrate that 
type of commitment. We can bring 
down the cost of health care, and when 
we do that, by implementing the Af- 
fordable Care Act and making sure we 
get those savings, we will bring down 
the Medicare costs and we will bring 
down the Medicaid costs, which will 
save taxpayers even more under our en- 
titlement spending. We can get those 
savings. 

By the way, we are going to save 
middle-income families in this country 
by also reducing their costs for health 
care. That is what we need to do to 
make our economy stronger. 

We can do something about entitle- 
ment spending, and there are other 
areas we need to look at. The farm sub- 
sidy programs need to be reviewed, and 
the debt commission made rec- 
ommendations in that regard that I 
think are worthy of our review. 

Then there is revenue. Yes, I think 
we need to take a look at revenues. Our 
current income tax structure cannot be 
justified, as has been pointed out fre- 
quently. We hemorrhage as much rev- 
enue in our Tax Code as we raise. If 
you eliminated all the special provi- 
sions, you could cut the tax rates in 
half. Since we had tax reform in 1986, 
we have added so many new loopholes 
and provisions and special interest pro- 
visions in the Tax Code. In 1986, we at- 
tempted to lower the rates and make 
sure everybody paid their fair share. 
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Well, it is now 2011, and we are out of 
balance, and we need to look at tax re- 
form. 

I urge, in looking at tax reform, that 
we should look at consumption-based 
taxes. I know the criticisms of that, 
but I will start by saying that if we had 
consumption-based taxes to deal with 
some of our income tax revenues, we 
would be more competitive inter- 
nationally. If you are an export com- 
pany and you are choosing whether to 
locate in America or in another coun- 
try, you pay income taxes here that 
cannot be taken off the price of your 
product when you put it in the inter- 
national marketplace. If you locate in 
another country that uses consumption 
taxes at a higher level than we do—we 
don’t use it at all—but a higher level 
than our income taxes, that country 
will allow those exporters to take the 
tax off when they put their products 
into the international marketplace. 
That is acceptable under the World 
Trade Organization, putting American 
producers at a disadvantage. 

We need to save more as a nation. We 
have heard over and over the point 
made that America, during the height 
of our economic progress, had one of 
the lowest savings ratios in the world. 
We need to save more as a nation. Our 
Tax Code should encourage savings 
much more than it does today. 

I want to make it clear that I am to- 
tally committed that in tax reform we 
should make our Tax Code more pro- 
gressive. I don’t believe it is progres- 
sive enough. Progressive means that it 
is based, at least in part, on the ability 
to pay. Wealthier people will pay a 
higher percentage of the tax than lower 
income people. Today, under our in- 
come tax system, many people do not 
have to pay income tax now. We can 
design a consumption tax, so they 
won’t have to pay a consumption tax 
and there is no new tax burden. There 
are proposals out there that can take 
more people off the tax rolls. 

By the way, this is a zero-sum game 
on revenue. Let’s decide how much we 
need and then raise it in a cost-effi- 
cient way that will allow America to 
grow. 

That is the type of reform I hope we 
will be able to get. If we do, it will 
mean not only bringing our budget into 
balance by a credible plan that deals 
with discretionary domestic spending 
and military and entitlement and reve- 
nues but does it in a way that allows 
America to grow by investing in our fu- 
ture—in education, in energy, in our 
transportation infrastructure and tran- 
sit and all those areas that we need—so 
that we can meet the challenges of the 
future but do it in a way that is fis- 
cally responsible. 

How do we get this done? We get it 
done by coming together and listening 
to each other. I don’t think anybody 
here has a monopoly on what is right. 
For the sake of our Nation, let’s listen 
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to each other and try to get this done 
in a way where we have a credible plan. 
It has to be a credible plan. These are 
not Democratic or Republican or Inde- 
pendent problems; these are American 
issues. We have to put our Nation first. 

I hope we will step back a little and 
listen to the debate and use the debt 
commission as a model of civility. 
Again, I am sure we will have different 
views on it, but at the end of the day, 
I hope we can achieve at least the def- 
icit reduction of the commission. I 
think we can. The people of Maryland 
and the country want us to do this. 
Working together, I think we can ac- 
complish those goals. 

With that, I yield the floor and sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant editor of the Daily Di- 
gest proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I have 
been sitting in my office listening to 
news reports about the Congress and 
the President arguing about the budget 
and the debate about what we are 
going to cut. It is interesting to think 
back over the last couple of years, be- 
cause it is hard to put these things to- 
gether. After 2 years of the largest ex- 
pansion of government, the biggest in- 
crease in debt in our history, now sud- 
denly we are debating what needs to be 
cut. 

I think over the last couple of years 
as the President proposed a massive 
spending plan—which we called a stim- 
ulus—and Republicans were saying no, 
that is not the way to improve the 
economy. But the President insisted it 
would keep unemployment below 8 per- 
cent and get our economy going again. 
Republicans said no. We were accused 
of being the party of no. As it turns 
out, we were right. 

Then it wasn’t too long until the 
President insisted we needed essen- 
tially a national takeover of our health 
care system, and this, he promised, 
would lower the cost of health insur- 
ance. Republicans said no, what we 
need is more freedom for patients and 
physicians to work together, and more 
transparency, more competitiveness in 
the market. The President said no, 
that his way of nationalizing health 
care was better. Republicans were 
again called the party of no for saying 
that was not the way to go. But as it 
turns out, we were right. Insurance 
premiums are headed straight up. Even 
the New York Times today talked 
about skyrocketing insurance pre- 
miums and less health care. 

Well, it wasn’t long after that until 
the President and our Democratic ma- 
jority wanted more national control of 
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our whole banking system, with the fi- 
nancial reform that was supposed to 
loosen credit and help our economy get 
going again. But I have talked to too 
many bankers back home to believe 
that worked. Of course, Republicans 
said no, that wasn’t the direction we 
needed to go. We were called the party 
of no. But as it turns out, we were 
right. 

You might say we were the party of 
no, but you spell it K-N-O-W. We knew 
this centralization of power, of govern- 
ment control, was not going to stimu- 
late our economy, that it was not 
going to improve our health care sys- 
tem, and it wasn’t going to improve 
our banking system. It was the time to 
say no. 

Last November, the American people 
decided it was time to say no. They 
began to put a stop to what has been 
going on around here, and we know 
what happened in the House and the 
elections over here. The American peo- 
ple were pretty clear. They instinc- 
tively knew we couldn’t continue to 
spend more than we were bringing in. 
They knew when you are borrowing 40 
cents on every dollar you spend that 
sooner or later the country is going to 
be bankrupt. 

But it is amazing that since that 
election, even with the changes here, 
our colleagues on the other side the 
other day killed a proposal to balance 
the budget—a resolution that called for 
the balancing of the budget. I think 
most Americans know if you are not 
willing to balance your checkbook or 
balance your budget, sooner or later 
you are going to be bankrupt. I think 
that is what a lot of Americans are 
afraid of right now. 

I think we have a different situation 
going on with our colleagues on the 
other side. From Wisconsin to here in 
Washington, as we look at the budget 
problems and the debate on how to cut 
spending at the Federal level, we have 
a party of no show. They are not show- 
ing up for the debate in Wisconsin. The 
Democrats headed across the State 
line. And in the budget debate, the 
President, who had pledged to do some- 
thing about our spending and our defi- 
cits and go through the budget line by 
line, didn’t even produce a budget. And 
regarding the budget he proposed this 
year—and promised that it would keep 
us living within our means—even the 
most liberal commentator said this ex- 
pands our debt nationally probably 
more than $10 trillion over the next 10 
years. We are over $14 trillion in debt, 
we hit our debt ceiling within the next 
month or 2, and we are debating how 
much to cut. 

I want to talk a little bit about this 
debate because it shows that even with 
the astounding election we had in No- 
vember, very quickly Congress is back 
to business as usual. The deficit we are 
looking at this year in America—this 
is just 1 year—is over $1.5 trillion. That 
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is going to be on top of the $14 trillion 
that we are already experiencing. The 
projections are that we will increase 
our debt over the next 10 years another 
$1 trillion every year. Last month, in 
February—which was a short month— 
over $220 billion of debt was incurred in 
that 1 month. That is a larger deficit 
than we have experienced in most 
years our country has been around. It 
is crazy, $220 billion in 1 month. 

We are facing $1.5 trillion this year. 
It is amazing how this place can lower 
our expectations. Do you know what 
the debate is about right now? The Re- 
publican House has proposed $61 billion 
in cuts against the $1.5 trillion. The 
Democrats have told us this is com- 
pletely unacceptable; these are Draco- 
nian cuts. The President proposed 
around $6 billion. I think the Demo- 
cratic leader is coming out with one 
that is about $4.5 billion, which some 
say is too much of a cut. 

Ав we are looking at doubling this 
$14 trillion deficit over the next 10 
years or close to doubling it, and the 
hard decisions we have to make about 
how to deal with Social Security and 
Medicare, the big decisions about how 
we economize even in areas like our de- 
fense, how we possibly deal with this 
debt, we have a Congress now that in- 
stead of addressing the issue of $1.5 
trillion is debating between $61 billion 
and $6 billion. These are fractional. 
You cannot even see the line here, of 
what is being proposed by our Demo- 
cratic colleagues. 

I am afraid that President Obama 
and Democrats, like we see in Wis- 
consin, are not showing up for this de- 
bate. Instead of proposing realistic 
ways to tighten our belts at the Fed- 
eral level and look at how we can bal- 
ance our checkbook, as so many Amer- 
icans have to do every month in their 
homes, the President has decided to sit 
on the sidelines and criticize things 
that have to be trimmed or cut or 
changed. 

It is amazing. The Democratic leader 
has called Republicans ‘‘mean spirited” 
because they are proposing to cut fund- 
ing for a cowboy poetry festival. I love 
poetry and cowboys as much as anyone 
else, but we are looking at bankrupting 
our Nation, destroying the future that 
was given to us by our predecessors, 
and we cannot even get close to a real- 
istic debate on how we can stop this 
rampage toward bankruptcy in Amer- 
ica. There is not enough there. Even 
what the House Republicans have done 
is not enough. I realize that politics is 
sometimes the art of the possible, but 
I am hoping it can become the pro- 
motion of the principles that make this 
country great and can secure our fu- 
ture. 

We all have to decide today how we 
are going to vote. Obviously, this $6 
billion is not a serious proposal by our 
Democratic colleagues. But I think 
those of us who realize we are up 
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against a mountain of debt—how do we 
deal with even the highest proposal 
now that is coming through Congress? 
My point is this: There are some hard 
decisions that have to be made in 
Washington, some very hard decisions. 
There is a new reality that we have to 
face as a Congress. We have to tell the 
truth. Americans just want the truth. 
They want fact-based budgeting. They 
want us to do what we need to do to 
save our country. Obviously, no one 
wants anything that is coming to them 
to be cut, but I have talked to too 
many Americans who have said: Keep 
fighting. Do what has to be done to 
leave this country as good as we found 
it. I think that is a reasonable request 
for us to consider. 

What we are doing is not even within 
the realm of reality of what has to be 
done to leave America better than we 
found it. This is not about partisan pol- 
itics anymore, this is about the sur- 
vival of America. This is about avoid- 
ing bankruptcy not just for our coun- 
try, but this country has been the bas- 
tion of freedom and the model for de- 
mocracy and freedom for centuries. 
The other countries even today are 
looking to us and wanting to be free as 
violence erupts around the world. They 
want to overthrow authoritarian re- 
gimes so their people can live in free- 
dom. But at the time other countries 
strive to be like America, America 
seems to be determined, at least at the 
political level, to push our way toward 
being a Third World country that is so 
in debt and so dependent that we can 
no longer determine our destiny. 

Today America is literally on its 
knees to China and other countries for 
the credit we need to run our economy. 
We are also on our Knees to the Middle 
East, which is very unstable right now, 
for the energy we need to run our coun- 
try, to even take our food to market, 
the essentials at home. But instead of 
addressing the real issues, knowing 
this budget is in front of us, over the 
last couple of weeks, when we knew we 
just had this 2-week funding bill to get 
us through, instead of debating what 
we are really up against we have been 
dealing with a patent bill. 

I think it is good to improve our pat- 
ent system, but the party that is lead- 
ing the Senate has been a no-show on 
the issue that is really threatening our 
country. And unless they show up, it is 
very difficult for Republicans—who are 
not in the White House; they are not 
controlling the Senate—to actually 
take the steps that are needed to move 
our country back in the right direc- 
tion. 

My invitation today is to my Demo- 
cratic colleagues, that after listening 
to them call us the party of no, I will 
say that we were right, and our hope is 
they will listen to what we are saying 
and show up for the debate on our 
budget and do what we need to do to 
change the role of the Federal Govern- 
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ment, to devolve functions back to the 
States and back to individuals so this 
country can continue to survive and 
thrive and succeed in the future. 

This is within our grasp. It is some- 
thing we can do. This is not a dooms- 
day scenario because many of the solu- 
tions are not in what the Federal Gov- 
ernment can do but what the Federal 
Government can let go of. As we look 
at the problems we have, it is not a 
matter that freedom has failed. The 
problem is we have failed to let free- 
dom work. We have tried to take con- 
trol of education, of health care, of 
transportation, of energy, of retire- 
ment programs. The fact is, we have 
not done it well and now we are spend- 
ing so much that our country is threat- 
ened with bankruptcy. There are good 
solutions if we are willing to look at 
letting things go. 

As we consider this massive debt hill 
we have to climb, we need to realize we 
can and we must balance the budget. 
That is probably what I would consider 
the No. 1 goal of the Republicans right 
now is to produce a budget that shows 
within 5 years that we can balance the 
budget and leave America better off 
than before we started. I believe with 
real freedom solutions we can do that. 

We need to go back to where we 
started. This political system, this 
Washington establishment has brought 
America to the brink of bankruptcy. 
The debt in 1 year—even 1 month—and 
we are talking about not even address- 
ing for maybe a few days and we can- 
not even agree on this $61 billion. 

I hope the American people who were 
so instrumental in changing things in 
November will rise up and let Wash- 
ington know that it is time to get seri- 
ous about reforming the way we spend 
money in Washington. We have had re- 
ports in the last week that show over 
$100 billion of outright waste that we 
could cut immediately if we would just 
address it. But when one party will not 
show up for the debate it is very dif- 
ficult to do. 

Let’s make this more than partisan 
politics. Let’s cooperate. Let’s look at 
the real problem and let’s address it. I 
believe we can succeed. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
inquire of the Parliamentarian: My un- 
derstanding is, we are in morning busi- 
ness with Senators permitted to speak 
for 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
there is a lot of talk these days about 
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dangers posed to our national security 
from far away places: revolution in 
Libya, the war in Afghanistan. They 
get our full attention. But what about 
the dangers that lurk inside our Na- 
tion? 

We have a domestic situation, a dan- 
ger that is directly visible, and we are 
about to stoke that fire. House Repub- 
licans are going after something as 
fundamental as the air our children 
breathe. 

The budget they recently passed calls 
for the gutting of the Clean Air Act, 
which is a clear and present danger, as 
they fail to solve a major fiscal re- 
quirement. That includes the expan- 
sion of revenues to balance the budget 
rather than simply the slash-and-burn 
policy we are now undergoing. 

The Clean Air Act protects our chil- 
dren from toxic chemicals in the air 
and illnesses such as asthma and lung 
cancer. Last year alone, that law pre- 
vented 1.7 million cases of childhood 
asthma and more than 160,000—160,000— 
premature deaths, according to EPA. 
Those numbers are big, but they loom 
a lot larger when it is your child. As we 
often say here, what goes around can 
come around. 

If you want to know the real value of 
the Clean Air Act to America’s fami- 
lies, talk to the millions of parents 
who live in fear of their children’s next 
asthma attack. It is a fear my own 
family knows all too well. One of my 
grandsons suffers from this disease. He 
is an athletic young man, and every 
time he goes to a competitive game, 
my daughter first checks to see where 
the closest emergency room is, if she 
hears him starting to wheeze. 

The House Republican budget says to 
these families: We are sorry, we are 
here as accountants and we are not 
here to worry about these humani- 
tarian things—as ridiculous as that 
sounds. But that is the result of the 
work they have done over there with 
their budget. 

They say you cannot restrict pol- 
luters with regulations because it is 
too cumbersome. If you do not like reg- 
ulations, get rid of traffic signals. 
Those red lights slow traffic down. It is 
a terrible inconvenience. Think of the 
outcome if you had no red lights. Or 
maybe they would get rid of the air 
traffic control system—pilots having to 
wait for some governmental bureaucrat 
to tell them when and where they can 
fly, land, or take off. 

The House Republican budget does 
not even allow us to control mercury 
emissions. Mercury is brain poisoning 
for children. The Centers for Disease 
Control has said mercury is a potent 
neurotoxin that can—and I quote here 
from their statement—‘‘permanently 
damage the brain, kidneys, and devel- 
oping fetus.” Yet the House Repub- 
licans want to return mercury to our 
Nation’s air. 

The House Republicans also, in their 
budget, prevent the EPA from 
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strengthening air quality standards for 
soot pollution. Soot pollution reaches 
deep into the lungs and causes serious 
health problems, especially in the very 
old or the very young. As shown in this 
picture I have in the Chamber, you see 
how ugly it looks. It is much uglier 
when it reaches inside a child’s body. 

Studies have linked soot with aggra- 
vated asthma, heart attacks, and pre- 
mature death. Why would we want to 
weaken our clean air laws and allow 
polluters to pump more smog, more 
soot, and more toxic substances into 
the air our children breathe? 

It is pretty simple: The tea party Re- 
publicans in the House apparently do 
not care about protecting our chil- 
dren’s health. They only care about 
one thing: cutting the budget no mat- 
ter the real cost, the long-term pain 
that can follow by cutting these budg- 
ets. 

The question we have to ask here is: 
Do we want our children to be able to 
play outside in clean air that allows 
them to grow and be healthy? Or 
should we keep them indoors all the 
time? 

If you want to see where the House 
Republicans will lead us, look at China. 
China has no clean air act. The air is so 
polluted that many people wear masks 
when they walk outside. During the 
Olympics in Beijing, some U.S. ath- 
letes delayed their arrival to avoid the 
polluted air. 

On a trip I took to China some years 
ago, I went to visit the Minister of the 
Environment, and he complained. He 
said: Look at how the United States 
fouls the air with their burning of fuel. 
I asked him to join me at the window. 
We were on the 23rd floor. You could 
not see the sidewalk—that is how 
heavy the pollution was in the air. 

We do not want to be like that. We 
want to make sure we take care of our 
obligations. And the strongest obliga- 
tion anybody has in America is to their 
children. Interestingly enough, what is 
happening now is: The phone calls that 
came to my office in New Jersey at 
first seemed to support these irrational 
budget cuts; and now they have turned 
around and they do not like what they 
see. 

We would rather make sure our chil- 
dren are taken care of, that we try to 
balance the budget in more efficient 
ways. The one I talk about on a regular 
basis is revenue. I ran a pretty good- 
sized corporation before I came to the 
Senate and I know something about fi- 
nancial statements. I knew one thing: 
that we had to continually improve the 
revenue so we could, in that corpora- 
tion, increase the profits and not cut 
staff needlessly or endlessly while the 
company got weak. We cannot do it in 
this country of ours. 

So we face a very difficult task be- 
cause people are feeling the squeeze on 
their incomes, concerned about job pro- 
tection, concerned about being able to 
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stay in their houses. We still face a lot 
of foreclosure possibilities for home- 
owners. They cannot educate their 
children, cannot take care of their 
health. We cannot say to them, as we 
used to say, that we know our children 
will do better in the future in their 
lives than we did in ours. We cannot 
say it and be honest about it. We do 
not know that is true. If we continue 
along the path we are on, we are going 
to be looking at fairly bleak things to 
tell our children about as they grow, if 
we do not work harder to balance the 
budget, educate our kids, make sure 
their health is good, with America 
being what it is always thought to be: 
a golden opportunity to bring your 
families up and make sure life is ac- 
ceptable or better than they otherwise 
might have had. 

Madam President, how is the time 
here? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN). The Senator used 9% min- 
utes. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi- 
dent, I will take that half minute, and 
I ask unanimous consent that if I go 
over the half minute that I get 2 more 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi- 
dent, I served in World War II a long 
time ago, but I have been around a long 
time. When I went into the Army—I 
enlisted when I was 18—my father was 
deathly ill with cancer. My mother was 
37 years old. The prospects for life for 
our family were grim. I went to the 
Army. My father, with a condition, ar- 
ranged with the recruiters that I would 
be allowed to stay home till my father 
passed away. He was 48 years old. My 
mother became a 37-year-old widow, 
and things were tough. Money was 
owed to doctors and pharmacists and 
hospitals. 

Why do I talk about this now? It is 
because I was given the benefit, as were 
8 million others who were in uniform, 
to get my college education. I went to 
Columbia University. It was so far dis- 
tant from my vision when I graduated 
from high school and enlisted in the 
Army. It turned out to be the greatest 
generation America has ever seen. It 
was because the government inter- 
vened at the right time and made sure 
that education was abundantly avail- 
able for those who could learn. That is 
what we ought to recall about Amer- 
ica, and not this kind of a gloomy pic- 
ture that says, OK, we are growing, but 
so are the threats to health and well- 
being. 


ee 


EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend morning business until 5 p.m., 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EEE 
AMERICA INVENTS ACT 


Mr. HATCH. Madam President, be- 
fore the Senate moves to final passage 
of the America Invents Act of 2011, I 
wish to express my unequivocal sup- 
port for this bill. This is not a perfect 
bill, but the fact is it is going to be a 
very important occasion to pass this 
because we haven’t passed a major 
piece of patent legislation for over 60 
years or around that length of time. It 
has been a long time in the making, 
but it is well worth the effort to mod- 
ernize our patent system. Despite 
modifications along the way, the bill 
retains its strength and ability to 
bring about true reform. 

In considering our country’s eco- 
nomic condition, the bill’s passage 
could not come at a more opportune 
time. The America Invents Act is inte- 
gral to creating jobs and spurring 
growth across all sectors of our coun- 
try. After all, jobs and economic 
growth are crucial to maintaining our 
Nation’s dominance in innovation and 
entrepreneurship. 

I would like to briefly mention a few 
key provisions of the act that improve 
our outdated patent system. These in- 
clude transitioning to a first-inventor- 
to-file system, which all the rest of the 
world has; allowing third parties to 
submit relevant prior art during patent 
prosecution; creating a patent quality- 
enhancing supplemental examination 
process; and instituting a post-grant 
review and an inter partes reexamina- 
tion expansion. All of that is extremely 
important. 

The bill provides fee-setting author- 
ity and addresses a long-felt need by 
the patent community and now by the 
majority of this body to end the prac- 
tice—the obnoxious practice—of divert- 
ing fees from the U.S. Patent and 
Trademark Office. No wonder we have 
such a rough time getting things to 
work. 

Finally, the legislation makes impor- 
tant clarifications to tax strategy pat- 
ents and creates a pilot program to re- 
view already-issued business method 
patents. 

This enumeration underscores a ho- 
listic approach that strikes the right 
balance. I hope everyone in this Cham- 
ber recognizes what we are accom- 
plishing. We have come together in a 
bipartisan fashion to invigorate some 
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of our country’s greatest strengths— 
our ideas and our inventive spirit. 

Let me conclude my remarks by com- 
mending Senate Judiciary Committee 
chairman PAT LEAHY for his leadership 
and tenacity in moving this bill 
through the Senate. He deserves a lot 
of credit. His vision and tireless efforts 
have made today’s vote a reality. To- 
gether, we have worked on patent re- 
form legislation since 2006—and in re- 
ality, even earlier than that—passing 
the torch of leadership along the way. 
One time, I was chairman; he has been 
chairman. It is satisfying to see the 
time has finally come to pass this bill. 

I would also like to acknowledge the 
hard work of our distinguished ranking 
member, CHUCK GRASSLEY. His unwav- 
ering support and commonsense ap- 
proach have been invaluable in this 
process. 

I wish to acknowledge the various 
staff members of Senator LEAHY, my 
staff, and Senator GRASSLEY’s staff for 
the work they have done on this bill— 
very important. Likewise, contribu- 
tions of the members of the Senate Ju- 
diciary Committee and other Members 
of this body have enriched our debate. 

Finally, as I have said, I wish to 
thank our bill managers’ staff for their 
sustained efforts throughout the proc- 
ess. Aaron Cooper, Bruce Cohen, Rita 
Lari Jochum, and Kolan Davis have 
been instrumental in getting us to this 
point. I also thank my own counsel, 
Matt Sandgren, who has done a terrific 
job on this bill for all these years we 
have been working on it, and Remy 
Yucel, my USPTO detailee, for her and 
Matt’s commitment and perseverance 
over these many years. They have been 
a formidable team. 


I also acknowledge the important 
work of Joe Matal, Sarah Beth 
Groshart, Tim Molino, and Curtis 
LeGeyt. 


Madam President, passing the Amer- 
ica Invents Act is the right thing to do, 
and I urge my colleagues to join in this 
monumental undertaking. It is the 
right thing to do, it will help our coun- 
try, it is going to reestablish our pat- 
ent laws in ways they should be, and it 
will stop the fee diversion that has 
been going on, assuming we can get 
help from the House as well, and I be- 
lieve we will. It will be a bill that I 
think we will have to go to conference 
on and hopefully be able to perfect it 
even more. I am grateful for all who 
have been involved, and I hope and 
pray we can get this through both 
Houses of Congress and establish this 
monumental bill at a monumental 
time. It is very important in all our 
lives. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CASEY). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


Ee 


EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend morning 
business until 5:30 p.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, we 
have now almost a 9-percent unemploy- 
ment rate in this country. I think the 
good news is that unemployment 
dropped to 8.9 percent, but it is still 
way too high. We have a $1.6 trillion 
deficit. Yet, despite these enormous 
challenges, Congress still has not 
passed a Federal budget for this year. 
Our deadline to pass a 2011 appropria- 
tions bill was September 30 of last 
year, but Congress still has failed to 
meet that deadline. Last week, we 
passed our fifth short-term continuing 
resolution to keep the Government 
open. 

At some point soon, I think maybe 
this evening, we are going to be voting 
on the House Republicans’ package of 
budget cuts that I believe threaten our 
economic recovery. After moving on 
from that, we will still need to pass an- 
other continuing resolution by the end 
of next week in order to avoid a Gov- 
ernment shutdown. 

While we are debating these short- 
term continuing resolutions, in China 
and India and Germany, they are de- 
bating long-term investments in edu- 
cation, energy, technology, and re- 
search. Those are the decisions with 
the potential to shape the global econ- 
omy for many decades to come. Mean- 
while, here at home, we are fighting 
about whether we are going to Keep the 
Government open for 2 weeks. This 
kind of short-term budgeting is not 
just hurting our future, it is hurting 
our economy today. 

Just last week, I heard from a com- 
pany in New Hampshire about the ef- 
fects of Congress’s failure to pass a 
full-year budget. The company is called 
Nitro Security and it is located in 
Portsmouth, NH. It is a company that 
is at the forefront of the emerging 
cyber security industry. Even in a dif- 
ficult economy over the last couple 
years, they were named one of the 600 
fastest growing private companies in 
the Nation. Yet, despite most of their 
business coming from the private sec- 
tor, Nitro Security also has significant 
contracts protecting data systems at 
the Department of Defense, NASA, and 
even the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion. They should be creating jobs and 
helping to get our economy moving 
again, but because Congress cannot 
conduct its business on time, their 
stalled contracts mean they have not 
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been able to hire new workers. We are 
missing out on these jobs because 
Washington’s budget process is broken. 

Congress needs to do better. In the 
last 30 years, Congress has only com- 
pleted the annual budget process on 
time twice—just two times in the last 
30 years. That is a 7-percent success 
rate. Solving our long-term deficit 
problems and reinvigorating our econ- 
omy is going to require tough choices, 
but we are never going to be able to 
make these choices until we change the 
way Washington does business. That is 
why I joined Senator ISAKSON in pro- 
posing the Biennial Budgeting and Ap- 
propriations Act, to bring sorely need- 
ed oversight and long-term planning to 
the Federal budget process. Our legisla- 
tion would dedicate the first year of a 
Congress to appropriating Federal dol- 
lars and devote the second year to 
scrutinizing Federal programs to deter- 
mine if they are working and deserve 
continued funding. 

Because of annual budgeting, Mem- 
bers of Congress do not have the time 
we need to conduct careful, thorough 
reviews of Federal programs, and Fed- 
eral agency staff are required to dedi- 
cate countless hours every year to pre- 
paring the budget and to explaining 
what they do, rather than accom- 
plishing critical missions. As a result, 
we continue to spend money on 
projects that are duplicative, some- 
times failing, and often no longer use- 
ful. 

In fact, just last week, the Govern- 
ment Accountability Office released a 
landmark report on Government dupli- 
cation and overlap. The report reveals 
that in as many as 34 different areas 
across the Federal Government, agen- 
cies are offering overlapping services 
to similar populations. 

As we think about how we need to ad- 
dress our debt and deficit, we should 
begin by eliminating these kinds of du- 
plicative programs. That is the type of 
reform we should be considering. We 
should be eliminating duplication and 
making targeted cuts and investments 
in our future. We should be making in- 
vestments in projects such as the Me- 
morial Bridge, which connects New 
Hampshire and Maine and is a critical 
economic engine for the seacoast re- 
gion of New Hampshire and Maine and 
the shipyard that is so vital to making 
sure we can upgrade the ships in our 
Navy. 

Even though this bridge has been rec- 
ognized as a national priority and it 
enjoys support from the Maine and 
New Hampshire Senate delegations, the 
project to replace the bridge has been 
threatened by ill-considered, reckless 
cuts in the House of Representatives’ 
continuing resolution. These are the 
consequences of short-term budgetary 
thinking: They are penny wise and 
pound foolish. 

In another example we have in New 
Hampshire, the Bureau of Prisons has 
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recently completed construction of a 
Federal prison in the north country of 
New Hampshire in a community called 
Berlin. The cost—$276 million. As the 
construction was wrapping up, the Bu- 
reau of Prisons requested activation 
funding for fiscal year 2011 to hire 
rank-and-file officers and begin getting 
this prison ready to open. But because 
we are operating on this short-term 
continuing resolution that fails to ac- 
count for these types of situations, we 
now have a state-of-the-art, $276 mil- 
lion prison that is sitting vacant. We 
have a warden who is there who is 
waiting to hire staff. The Bureau of 
Prisons needs the 1,280 inmate beds 
this facility will provide. The commu- 
nity needs the $40 million annual eco- 
nomic impact from this prison and the 
340 jobs this facility will provide. But 
none of these important objectives are 
being met because our budget process 
is not working. Instead, the Bureau of 
Prisons is spending $4 million a year to 
maintain an empty building. 

As Members of Congress, we are en- 
trusted with the responsibilities of 
spending taxpayer dollars wisely. Our 
current budget and spending process 
makes it all too easy for waste and in- 
efficiency to remain hidden and, at the 
same time, important priorities are ne- 
glected by the whims of a chaotic an- 
nual budgeting process. Switching to 
biennial budgeting will not solve all 
our problems, but it would certainly be 
an important step toward greater over- 
sight, increased accountability, and a 
more responsible government. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, first, I 
thank my colleague from New Hamp- 
shire for her great leadership on the 
subject about which she just spoke; 
that is, the necessity of moving beyond 
our old system of having appropria- 
tions bills every year. I have advo- 
cated, for a long time, exactly what she 
is taking the lead on; that is, every 2 
years do the appropriations and then 
we can do oversight. As the Senator 
from New Hampshire correctly pointed 
out, we don’t do oversight because we 
are always wrapped up in some appro- 
priations measure or budget measure 
every single year. 

It is time we move and move as rap- 
idly as possible to biennial budgeting 
so we can fulfill one of our most impor- 
tant obligations, which is to find out 
what is working and what is not work- 
ing so we can have oversight. I thank 
my colleague from New Hampshire for 
her leadership in this area. 

I yield the floor. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I thank Senator 
HARKIN for his efforts over the years to 
try to move us to a biennial budget and 
a process that gets a budget done that 
makes a lot more sense and allows us 
to be a lot more thoughtful about how 
we are supporting programs in our Fed- 
eral Government. 
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Mr. HARKIN. Just make sure I am on 
your bill, OK? 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. We will. 

Mr. HARKIN. Put my name in be- 
cause you are right on—and Senator 
ISAKSON. It is a bipartisan effort and it 
should be a bipartisan effort. I talked 
to a number of my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle who believe the 
same way we do about this. Hopefully, 
we can have a good, bipartisan ap- 
proach. 

I wish to take a few moments to talk 
about the budget and what we are con- 
fronting right now in the Congress. 
First of all, we all agree—I think we 
should all agree—the deficits we have 
now are unsustainable. They are a drag 
on our economy, they jeopardize our 
future, and they have to be brought 
under control. Iam committed to find- 
ing a bipartisan approach to try to get 
us through this and to attain this im- 
portant goal of bringing the budget 
under control and balanced for the fu- 
ture. 

I might just say for the last three 
decades, I have been proud that my 
party, the Democratic Party, has been 
the party of fiscal discipline and bal- 
anced budgets. Well, that may come as 
a shock to some people, but let’s re- 
view the history. 

When Bill Clinton became President 
in 1992, he inherited at that time the 
largest deficits in U.S. history. Well, he 
joined with Democrats in Congress to 
pass a balanced deficit reduction law 
that resulted in the largest surpluses 
in history and put us on a path, by the 
year 2000, to completely eliminate the 
national debt within a decade. I was 
here for that. Every single Republican 
voted against it, every single one. 

Likewise, President Obama inherited 
from President Bush a deficit in excess 
of—are you ready for this опе—$1 tril- 
lion and a deep recession that made it 
even worse. Once again, we Democrats 
are committed to bringing this under 
control and to do it in a fair and bal- 
anced way. 

But as a former President once said: 
Here we go again. In December, my 
friends on the other side of the aisle, 
the Republicans, insisted that we ex- 
tend tax cuts largely benefitting the 
wealthy, add $354 billion to the deficit 
this year, and even more next year. 
Then they voted to repeal the health 
reform law on the House side, which 
would add $210 billion to the deficit 
over the next decade. Now these same 
people are shedding crocodile tears and 
claiming to be worried about the def- 
icit. 

Let’s be clear. There is a right way to 
balance the budget and there is a 
wrong way. We can balance the budget 
in a way that is fair or we can do it in 
a way that is manifestly not fair, that 
will deepen the gulf between the rich 
and the poor and further erode the mid- 
dle class in our country. 
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H.R. 1, which I assume we will be vot- 
ing on shortly, embodies the Repub- 
lican approach to reducing deficits, 
driven by ideology that absolutely 
rules out any tax increase. It kind of 
holds the Bush tax cuts to the wealthy 
to be almost sacred. Instead, they take 
а meat ax to the essential parts of the 
budget, everything from cancer re- 
search to education to safety net pro- 
grams for our most vulnerable citizens. 

Well, we have seen this movie be- 
fore—you know, give tax breaks to cor- 
porations and the wealthiest people in 
our society. Then balance the budget 
on the backs of the middle class and 
low-income in America. These are bad 
priorities, they are bad policies, and 
they are bad values. 

The right way is a balanced ap- 
proach. This must include spending 
cuts. We have made cuts in my own ap- 
propriations bill. But it also includes 
necessary revenue increases while 
making room for critical investments 
in education, job training, infrastruc- 
ture, research, things that are essen- 
tial to economic expansion and job cre- 
ation in the future. 

We know this balanced budget ap- 
proach can work. As I said, that is 
what we did in the early 1990s under 
President Clinton. We did both. We cut 
spending and we raised revenues. As I 
said, every Republican voted against it. 
But that single act of Congress, that 
bill signed by the President, led to the 
largest budget surplus and the longest 
economic expansion in U.S. history and 
created 22 million new jobs. 

Now, H.R. 1, which has come over 
from the House, their approach on how 
to bring the budget under control, will 
kill jobs. Mark Zandi, top economic ad- 
viser to Senator MCCAIN’s campaign in 
2008, estimates H.R. 1 will kill some 
700,000 jobs. Federal Reserve Chairman 
Bernanke estimates it will kill 200,000 
jobs. Nobody knows for sure. But what 
they all agree on is it will kill jobs. 
With about 9 percent unemployment, a 
fragile economy—we are just now 
starting to increase employment in 
this country—why would we be asked 
to vote for a bill that we know, that 
everyone agrees, will kill hundreds of 
thousands of jobs? 

Well, we do not reduce the deficit by 
increasing unemployment. That is 
what H.R. 1 will do. It will slow eco- 
nomic growth, drag us back into a re- 
cession, and make deficits even worse. 
H.R. 1 slashes the entire gamut of edu- 
cation programs that are so essential 
to provide a ladder of opportunity for 
our younger generation in this coun- 
try. It slashes the safety net for our 
most vulnerable citizens—infants, chil- 
dren, seniors, and people with disabil- 
ities. So if you vote for H.R. 1, the 
House bill, you are voting to slash title 
I grants to school districts by nearly 
$700 million. It means that 2,400 schools 
serving 1 million disadvantaged stu- 
dents could lose funding. 
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If you vote for H.R. 1, you are voting 
to slash community health centers by 
about $1 billion. That means you elimi- 
nate funding for 127 clinics in 38 States. 
If you vote for H.R. 1, you are voting to 
slash Head Start Programs. Why would 
you want to take it out on kids? Why 
would you want to say: Oh, we have to 
balance the budget so we are going 
after Head Start kids? But that is what 
it does. It eliminates services for about 
218,000 children and their families next 
year, about a 25-percent reduction in 
Head Start. 

If you vote for H.R. 1, you are voting 
to slash childcare. The child care de- 
velopment block grant would be cut by 
H.R. 1. If you vote for H.R. 1, you are 
voting to undermine Social Security. 

Well, people say: How is that? Social 
Security is not involved in H.R. 1. Well, 
it is in this way: We know because of 
the recession more and more people 
have applied for SSI, supplemental se- 
curity income. They have applied for 
disability. They have gone on dis- 
ability or basically they have just re- 
tired. 

Well, in order to take care of this 
huge increase in the number of people 
applying, we have to have people who 
will take the cases in, review them, 
make sure people are eligible, cut the 
checks, and get the money out. That is 
called the Social Security Administra- 
tion. Well, H.R. 1 cuts the funding for 
doing this $125 million below last 
year’s funding level. That means every 
American filing for benefits this year 
will have to wait even longer. Right 
now, it is almost 400-and-some days. 
That is over a year. That is over a 
year. 

Think about if you are on disability, 
if you are disabled and you cannot 
work and you filed for a disability 
claim. You are waiting a year and a 
half in order to even get your first 
check. Well, H.R. 1 would cut it even 
more and would probably increase 
waiting times up to 2 years or maybe 
even more than 2 years. So it under- 
mines the safety net of Social Secu- 
rity. 

If you vote for H.R. 1, you are voting 
to slash student aid. It cuts the max- 
imum Pell grant by $845. That is 15 per- 
cent below where we are now. You 
might say: Well, that is not that big a 
deal. Well, it is. I tell Senators, check 
two things. Check with your private 
not-for-profit schools in your States. 
They do a great job of educating low- 
income students because they are able 
to utilize Pell grants plus endowments. 
They put them together. They do a 
great job in every one of our States 
educating poor kids. Start taking away 
that Pell grant, we lower that Pell 
grant, that means a lot of poor kids 
will not be able to go to school. That 
means the private non-profits would 
have to raise the tuition on other kids. 
That means some of them would not be 
able to go, and we start an escalator ef- 
fect in our colleges. 
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I just had the President of the Uni- 
versity of Iowa, President Mason, in to 
see me today talking about one of our 
great universities in Iowa, the Univer- 
sity of Iowa. She told me, President 
Mason said that cutting Pell grants 
would affect probably close to 5,000 stu- 
dents at the University of Iowa. Some- 
times this is the difference between 
whether they are in school or they are 
not in school or it could be the dif- 
ference between a Pell grant or they 
have to go out and borrow more money 
and take on more debt. 

So if you vote for H.R. 1, you are cut- 
ting student aid. If you vote for H.R. 1, 
you are going to slash job training pro- 
grams. The House bill that came over, 
H.R. 1, completely eliminates Federal 
funding for adult training, dislocated 
worker assistance and youth training 
programs, completely eliminates it. 
These programs provide job training 
and reemployment services to about 8 
million Americans every year, 8 mil- 
lion. They just do away with it. 

If you vote for H.R. 1, you are voting 
to slash the community services block 
grant. Well, they cut about $305 million 
from that. That provides services to 
some of our lowest income people and 
elderly. If you vote for H.R. 1, you are 
voting to cut investments in infra- 
structure, highway funding, sewer and 
drinking water funds, and rural eco- 
nomic development funding because 
H.R. 1 slashes community development 
block grants by 62 percent. 

Now, I say go out and talk to your 
mayors, talk to your city council, talk 
to your boards of supervisors in your 
counties. Ask them if they can take a 
62-percent cut in their community de- 
velopment block grants and what it is 
going to mean to them. 

Well, I cannot help but also speak to 
my own constituents in Iowa about 
what this means for my own State. If 
H.R. 1, the House bill which passed the 
House, if it were to be passed and en- 
acted into law—well, I mentioned 
about the cuts that we are having in 
the Job Corps. It would basically kill 
the Denison, IA, Job Corps Center, 
which employs 163 people. It provides 
training to 450 at-risk students each 
year, and we have a new Job Corps Cen- 
ter just being built, just being opened 
in Ottumwa. That will probably just 
come to a screeching halt. It is sup- 
posed to be opening later this year. 

It would shut down at least the com- 
munity health center in Centerville, 
IA. That is H.R. 1. H.R. 1 would be cut- 
ting down the community services 
block grant and would shut down the 
Red Rock Community Action Agency 
serving Boone, Jasper, Warren, Marion, 
and rural Polk County. 

H.R. 1, as I mentioned, would com- 
pletely eliminate funding for job train- 
ing programs, which assisted more 
than 35,000 Iowans in the last year. As 
I mentioned, it would slash Pell grants 
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for our kids who go to all of our col- 
leges in Iowa, the private not-for-prof- 
its and our Regents institutions. Two 
thousand low-income Iowa kids who 
now attend Head Start would be cut 
off. 

Lastly, it is not only just the cuts 
and the slashes to these vital programs 
which will increase unemployment and 
send us back into another recession, 
there are riders in this bill, what we 
call legislative riders, that are per- 
nicious. They do terrible damage to our 
country. 

For example—just one—there is a 
rider in the bill that says no money 
can be used or spent to continue the 
implementation of the health reform 
bill that we passed last year. Well, 
what does that mean? Well, that means 
right now, in law, because of the Af- 
fordable Care Act we passed last year, 
kids can stay on their parents’ policy 
until they are age 26. That would be 
gone. The question would be, the ones 
who got on before this, will they be 
able to stay on? But I can tell you, no 
new kids would ever be allowed to stay 
on their parents’ policy until they are 
age 26. 

We put in—and as you know, it is in 
law right now—that an insurance com- 
pany cannot impose a lifetime limit on 
individuals. That was in the bill last 
year. That would be gone. They can 
start reinstituting lifetime limits and 
annual limits. 

Also we had a provision in the bill 
that provided for a medical loss provi- 
sion. Let me try to explain that. 

In our bill we said insurers and 
health insurance companies have to 
pay at least 80 cents of every dollar of 
premium they collect on health care 
rather than profits, bonuses, overhead, 
fancy buildings, and corporate jets and 
all of that. They had to pay—80 cents 
of every premium dollar has to go for 
health care. It is done away with under 
H.R. 1. We cannot enforce that at all. 

So, again, for those who have seen 
benefits to themselves from the health 
care bill we passed, whether it is keep- 
ing their kids on their policy or elderly 
people now who get free mammograms 
and free colonoscopies and a free 
health checkup every year with no 
copays, no deductibles, that ends. That 
ends with H.R. 1. 

So the bill passed by the House is 
just, as I said, bad policy, and it is bad 
values. It is not the values of our coun- 
try, and I hope the Senate will re- 
soundingly—resoundingly—defeat H.R. 
1, consign it to the scrap heap of his- 
tory, the history of ill-advised ideas, of 
ill-advised programs. There have been 
a lot of them that have come along in 
the history of this country. 

Fortunately, I think the Congress in 
most instances has turned them down, 
and we moved ahead. We can’t afford to 
go backward. H.R. 1 would do that. It 
would take this country back. We 
would lose jobs. It would cut kids out 
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of getting an education, close down 
Head Start centers. It would widen 
that gulf between the rich and the 
poor. We can’t continue to go down 
that road. We don’t want to wind up 
another Third World country where we 
have a few at the top and everybody at 
the bottom and nobody in between. The 
middle class built this country, and we 
cannot continue to erode the middle 
class. That is what H.R. 1 would do, 
erode the middle class and widen the 
gulf between the rich and poor. 

I hope the Senate will recognize H.R. 
1 for what it is, a detriment, a body 
blow to our recovery efforts. I hope the 
Senate will resoundingly defeat it. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 


— с _ 


PATENT REFORM ACT ОЕ 2011— 
Continued 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, since the 
Senate began this debate on the Amer- 
ican Invents Act more than a week 
ago, I have talked about American in- 
genuity and innovation. As this debate 
comes to a close, I want to emphasize 
that this is legislation that should pro- 
mote innovation, help create jobs, and 
help energize the economy as we con- 
tinue our recovery. This legislation can 
be a key part of a jobs agenda. We can 
help unleash innovation an promote 
American invention, all without adding 
a penny to the deficit. This is common- 
sense, bipartisan legislation. 

Innovation has been a cornerstone of 
the American economy from the time 
Thomas Jefferson examined the first 
patent to today. The Founders recog- 
nized the importance of promoting in- 
novation. A number were themselves 
inventors. The Constitution explicitly 
grants Congress the power to ‘‘promote 
the progress of science and useful arts, 
by securing for limited times to. . . in- 
ventors the exclusive right to their re- 
spective . . . discoveries.” The discov- 
eries made by American inventors and 
research institutions, commercialized 
by American companies, and protected 
and promoted by American patent laws 
have made our system the envy of the 
world. The President has spoken all 
year about the need to win the future 
by out innovating our competition. 
This bill can play a key role in that ef- 
fort. 
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Yesterday, I commended Austan 
Goolsbee, the chair of the President’s 
Council of Economic Advisers, for his 
white board presentation this week on 
the importance of patent reform to 
help America win the global competi- 
tion and create jobs. The creation of 
more than 220,000 jobs in the private 
sector last month, the creation of 1.5 
million jobs over the last 12 months, 
and the unemployment rate finally 
being reduced to 8.9 percent are all 
signs that the efforts we have made 
over the last 2 years to stave off the 
worst recession since the Great Depres- 
sion are paying off and the economic 
recovery is taking hold. The almost 
full percent point drop in the unem- 
ployment rate over the last 3 months is 
the largest decline in unemployment 
since 1983. Despite interruptions of eco- 
nomic activity in many parts of the 
country caused by winter weather over 
the last months and in recent days, de- 
spite the extraordinary rise in oil 
prices, the Dow Jones industrial aver- 
age has climbed back to over 12,000 
from a low point of 6,500. Passage of 
the America Invents Act should help 
bolster our economic recovery and 
keep us on the right path toward busi- 
ness development and job creation. 

AS we began this debate, I referred 
back to the President’s State of the 
Union address and his challenge to the 
Nation to out-innovate, out-build and 
out-educate our global competitors. 
Enacting the America Invents Act is a 
key to meeting this challenge. Reform- 
ing the Nation’s antiquated patent sys- 
tem will promote American innova- 
tion, create American jobs, and grow 
America’s economy. I thank the Presi- 
dent and his administration for their 
help and support for the Leahy-Hatch- 
Grassley America Invents Act. Com- 
merce Secretary Locke has been a 
strong partner in our efforts, and Di- 
rector Kappos of the Patent and Trade- 
mark Office has been an indispensable 
source of wise counsel. 

The America Invents Act will keep 
America in its longstanding position at 
the pinnacle of innovation. This bill 
will establish a more efficient and 
streamlined patent system that will 
improve patent quality and limit un- 
necessary and counterproductive liti- 
gation costs, while making sure no par- 
ty’s access to court is denied. 

The America Invents Act is the prod- 
uct of eight Senate hearings over the 
last three Congresses. Our bill is the 
product of years of work and com- 
promise. The Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee has reported patent reform leg- 
islation to the Senate in each of the 
last three Congresses, this year, unani- 
mously. And the House has seen efforts 
over the same period led by Congress- 
men LAMAR SMITH of Texas and How- 
ARD BERMAN of California. The legisla- 
tion we are acting on today, in fact, is 
structured on the original House bill 
and contains many of the original pro- 
visions. 
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From the beginning, we recognized 
the need for a more effective and effi- 
cient patent system, one that improves 
patent quality and provides incentives 
for entrepreneurs to create jobs. A bal- 
anced and efficient intellectual prop- 
erty system that rewards invention 
and promotes innovation through high 
quality patents is crucial to our Na- 
tion’s economic prosperity and job 
growth. That is how we win the fu- 
ture—by unleashing the American in- 
ventive spirit. This bill, the America 
Invents Act, will allow our inventors 
and innovators to flourish. 

It is important to our country’s con- 
tinued economic recovery, and to our 
successfully competing in the global 
economy. America needs a 21st century 
patent system to lead. The last exten- 
sive reform of our patent system was 
nearly 60 years ago. It is time. 

While the Congress debates spending 
and budget measures in an often too 
partisan manner, the American people 
are craving—and the American econ- 
omy is demanding—bipartisan legisla- 
tion that can create jobs and help our 
economy through common sense meas- 
ures. That is what this bill can do. It 
relies on not one dollar of taxpayer 
money. Let me emphasize, not a dime 
in taxpayer money is spent on the Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office, PTO, re- 
forms. They are all funded by patent 
fees, not taxes. 

Innovation drives the Nation’s econ- 
omy, and that entrepreneurial spirit 
can only be protected by a patent sys- 
tem that promotes invention and spurs 
new ideas. We need to reform our pat- 
ent system so that these innovations 
can more quickly get to market. A 
modernized patent system—one that 
puts American entrepreneurs on the 
same playing field as those throughout 
the world—is a key to that success. 
This is an idea that cuts across the po- 
litical spectrum. 

During Senate debate over the last 
week our bill has been improved by a 
number of Senators who have contrib- 
uted amendments. Senators BENNET, 
COONS, SCHUMER, MENENDEZ, PRYOR, 
STABENOW, BAUCUS, BINGAMAN, COBURN 
and KIRK have all contributed, and I 
thank them for working with us. Sen- 
ator CARDIN attempted to offer ger- 
mane amendments, and I regret that 
these were blocked. 

I thank our ranking Republican on 
the committee and the comanager of 
this measure, Senator GRASSLEY, and 
his staff, Kolan Davis and Rita Lari, 
for their dedication to this effort. I 
commend Senator HATCH for sticking 
with it for these many years, and Sen- 
ator KYL for helping get this done. 

I also extend my personal thanks, as 
well, to Senator KLOBUCHAR of Min- 
nesota who was active during com- 
mittee consideration and helped man- 
age this legislation effort in the Sen- 
ate. She has been outstanding. 

The Senate’s action today could not 
have been accomplished without the 
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hard work of many dedicated staffers. I 
would like to thank in particular the 
steadfast work of Aaron Cooper of my 
Judiciary Committee staff. Aaron has 
spent countless hours in meetings and 
briefings, with Members, other staff, 
and interested parties, working to help 
me ensure that the America Invents 
Act preserved the meaningful reforms 
we have been working toward since 
2005. I would also like to thank Ed 
Pagano, my chief of staff, and Bruce 
Cohen, my chief counsel, who have 
worked on this issue since the start, as 
well as Susan Davies who served as my 
chief Intellectual Property counsel 
through the formative stages of this 
legislative effort. Erica Chabot, Curtis 
LeGeyt and Scott Wilson of my Judici- 
ary Committee staff also deserve 
thanks for their committed work on 
this legislation. 

I also commend the hardworking 
Senate floor staff, Tim Mitchell and 
Trish Engle, as well as Dave Schiappa, 
and the staffs of other Senators, in- 
cluding Tim Molino, Joe Matal, and 
Matt Sandgren, for their dedicated ef- 
forts. 

I also thank the many individuals, 
companies, associations and coalitions 
that have helped with this effort. This 
legislation has been supported by both 
business and labor, including the Na- 
tional Association of Manufacturers, 
the United Steelworkers, the AFL-CIO, 
the Association of American Univer- 
sities, the American Bar Association, 
the Association of Public and Land- 
Grant Universities, the Association of 
American Medical Colleges, the Asso- 
ciation of University Technology Man- 
agers, the American Council on Edu- 
cation, the Council on Government Re- 
lations, PhRMA, BIO, the Intellectual 
Property Owners Association, the 
American Intellectual Property Law 
Association, the Coalition for 21st Cen- 
tury Patent Reform, the Association 
for Competitive Technology, the Coali- 
tion for Patent and Trademark Infor- 
mation Dissemination, IBM, General 
Electric, Eli Lilly and Company, Bose 
Corporation, Johnson and Johnson, 3M, 
General Mills, Honeywell, Monsanto, 
Motorola, Cargill, Inc., Caterpillar, 
Enventys, Abbott, Astra Zeneca, 
AdvaMed, Air Liquide, Bayer, Beckman 
Coulter, Boston Scientific, BP, 
Bridgestone American Holdings, Inc., 
Bristol-Myers Squibb, the California 
Healthcare Institute, the Colorado Bio- 
Science Association, Cummins, The 
Dow Chemical Company, DuPont, East- 
man Chemical Company, ExxonMobil, 
Genentech, Genzyme, GlaxoSmith- 
Kline, the Healthcare Institute of New 
Jersey, Henkel Corporation, Hoffman- 
LaRoche, Illinois Tool Works, Inter- 


national Game Technology, Kodak, 
Medtronic, Merck & Co., Inc., 
Millenium Pharmaceuticals, Milliken 


and Company, Northrop Grumman, 
Novartis, PepsiCo., Inc., Pfizer, Procter 
& Gamble, SanDisk Corporation, 
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Sangamo BioSciences, Inc., United 
Technologies, USG Corporation, the 
Virginia Biotechnology Association, 
Weyerhaeuser, the American Institute 
for CPAs, the American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants, the Tax 
Justice Network USA, the New Rules 
for Global Finance, the American Col- 
lege of Tax Counsel, Consumer Action, 
The American College of Trust and Es- 
tate Counsel, the Partnership for Phil- 
anthropic Planning, Global Financial 
Integrity, the International Associa- 
tion for Registered Financial Consult- 
ants, the National Association of En- 
rolled Agents, USPIRG, the Certified 
Financial Planner Board of Standards, 
the Financial Planning Association, 
the American Association of Attorney- 
Certified Public Accountants, the Citi- 
zens for Tax Justice, the National 
Treasury Employees Union, the Inde- 
pendent Community Bankers of Amer- 
ica, and numerous other organizations 
and companies representing all sectors 
of the patent community that have 
been urging action on patent reform 
proposals for years. 

The America Invents Act will accom- 
plish 3 important goals, which have 
been at the center of the patent reform 
debate from the beginning: It will im- 
prove and harmonize operations at the 
PTO; it will improve the quality of pat- 
ents that are issued; and it will provide 
more certainty in litigation. In par- 
ticular, the legislation will move this 
Nation’s patent system to a first-in- 
ventor-to-file system, make important 
quality enhancement mechanisms, and 
provide the PTO with the resources it 
needs to work through its backlog by 
providing it with fee setting authority, 
subject to oversight. The America In- 
vents Act provides the tools the PTO 
needs to separate the inventive wheat 
from the chaff, which will help business 
bring new products to market and cre- 
ate jobs. 

Innovation has always been at the 
heart of America and American suc- 
cess. From the founding of our Nation, 
we recognized the importance of pro- 
moting and protecting innovation, and 
so the Constitution explicitly grants 
Congress the power to ‘‘promote the 
progress and science and useful arts, by 
securing for limited times to... in- 
ventors the exclusive right to their re- 
spective . . . discoveries.” The patent 
system plays a key role in encouraging 
innovation and bringing new products 
to market. The discoveries made by 
American inventors and research insti- 
tutions, commercialized by our compa- 
nies, and protected and promoted by 
our patent laws have made our system 
the envy of the world. 

High quality patents are the key to 
our economic growth. They benefit 
both patent owners and users who can 
be more confident in the validity of 
issued patents. Patents of low quality 
and dubious validity, by contrast, en- 
able patent trolls who extort unreason- 
able licensing fees from legitimate 
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businesses, and constitute a drag on in- 
novation. Too many dubious patents 
also unjustly cast doubt on truly high 
quality patents. 

After 6 years of debate and discus- 
sion, more than a dozen hearings and 
mark up sessions, and countless hours 
of member and staff meetings with two 
presidential administrations and inter- 
ested parties across the spectrum, the 
Senate is finally acting to make the 
first meaningful, comprehensive re- 
forms to the nation’s patent system in 
nearly 60 years. The Senate debate has 
now extended for more than a week. 
Passage of the America Invents Act 
demonstrates what we can accomplish 
when we cast aside partisan rhetoric, 
and focus on working together for the 
American people and for our future. 

It has been almost 6 years since 
Chairman SMITH and Congressman 
BERMAN introduced the first version of 
patent reform legislation in 2005, but 
the structure and guiding principles of 
the legislation remain the same. The 
bill will speed the process by which the 
Patent Office considers applications 
and should improve the quality of pat- 
ents it issues. 

Innovation and economic develop- 
ment are not uniquely Democratic or 
Republican objectives, so we worked 
together to find the proper balance for 
America—for our economy, for our in- 
ventors, for our consumers. Working 
together, we can smooth the path for 
more interesting—and great—Amer- 
ican inventions. That is what this bi- 
partisan, comprehensive patent reform 
bill will do. No one claims that ours is 
a perfect bill. It is a compromise that 
will make key improvements in the 
patent system. Having coordinated 
with the leaders in the House through 
this process, I hope that the House will 
look favorably on our work and adopt 
this measure so that it can be sent to 
the President without delay and its im- 
provements can take effect in order to 
encourage American innovation and 
promote American invention. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent the Reid amendment 
No. 152 be withdrawn; that the Reid 
amendment No. 143 be modified with 
the changes at the desk; the Senate 
proceed to vote on the amendment, as 
modified, with no amendments in order 
prior to the vote; that there then be 30 
minutes of debate equally divided be- 
tween the two managers or their des- 
ignees; that S. 23 be read a third time; 
that a budgetary pay-go statement be 
read; the Senate then proceed to a vote 
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on passage of the bill, as amended; and 

the motions to reconsider be consid- 

ered made and laid upon the table with 
no intervening action or debate. 

Further, I ask unanimous consent 
that at 12 noon Wednesday, March 9, 
the Senate proceed to the consider- 
ation of Calendar No. 14, H.R. 1, the De- 
fense appropriations long-term con- 
tinuing resolution for fiscal year 2011; 
that there be 3 hours of debate on H.R. 
1 and the Democratic alternative, the 
Inouye substitute amendment No. 149, 
with the time equally divided between 
the two leaders or their designees prior 
to a vote on passage of H.R. 1; that the 
vote on passage be subject to a 60-vote 
threshold; that if the bill achieves 60 
affirmative votes, the bill be read a 
third time and passed; that if the bill 
does not achieve 60 affirmative votes, 
the majority leader be recognized to 
offer the Inouye substitute amendment 
No. 149; the Senate then proceed to a 
vote on the substitute amendment; 
that the substitute amendment be sub- 
ject to a 60-vote threshold; if the sub- 
stitute amendment achieves 60 affirma- 
tive votes, the substitute amendment 
be agreed to; the bill, as amended, be 
read a third time and passed; if the 
substitute amendment does not achieve 
60 affirmative votes, H.R. 1 be returned 
to the calendar; that no motions or 
amendments be in order to the sub- 
stitute amendment or to the bill prior 
to the votes; further, that all of the 
above occur with no intervening action 
or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, with this 
agreement, I ask unanimous consent 
that the cloture vote with respect to 
the motion to proceed to H.R. 1 be viti- 
ated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, even 
though there have been a few turns in 
the road, we are at the place where we 
need to be. We need to be able to show 
the American people where we are on 
these two measures. I express my ap- 
preciation to my friend, the Republican 
leader. AS I said, things don’t always 
work smoothly around here, but they 
usually work. Now we are at a point 
where we can vote on these two meas- 
ures which is what we need to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, amendment No. 152 
is withdrawn. 

Under the previous order, amend- 
ment No. 148 is modified with the 
changes at the desk. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

(Purpose: To include public institutions of 
higher education in the definition of a 
micro entity) 

On page 93, before line 18, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

“(d) STATE INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDU- 
CATION.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, a micro entity shall include an appli- 
cant who certifies that— 

“(A) the applicant’s employer, from which 
the applicant obtains the majority of the ap- 
plicant’s income, is a State public institu- 
tion of higher education, as defined in sec- 
tion 102 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 1002); or 

“(В) the applicant has assigned, granted, 
conveyed, or is under an obligation by con- 
tract or law to assign, grant, or convey, a li- 
cense or other ownership interest in the par- 
ticular application to such State public in- 
stitution. 

“(2) DIRECTOR’S AUTHORITY.—The Director 
may, in the Director’s discretion, impose in- 
come limits, annual filing limits, or other 
limits on who may qualify as a micro entity 
pursuant to this subsection if the Director 
determines that such additional limits are 
reasonably necessary to avoid an undue im- 
pact on other patent applicants or owners or 
are otherwise reasonably necessary and ap- 
propriate. At least 3 months before any lim- 
its proposed to be imposed pursuant to this 
paragraph shall take effect, the Director 
shall inform the Committee on the Judiciary 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the Senate of 
any such proposed limits.’’. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 148, as modified. 

The amendment (No. 143), as modi- 
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. COBURN. I wish to express my 
opposition to Reid amendment No. 148, 
as modified. I do not believe public in- 
stitutions of higher education, or any 
entity, should be carved out of the defi- 
nition of micro entity in the under- 
lying legislation. Had a rollcall vote 
occurred, I would have voted no. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum, with unani- 
mous consent that the time be equally 
divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CHECK 21 ACT PATENTS 


Mr. PRYOR. I would like to clarify 
some concerns I have about the Schu- 
mer-Kyl program that was included in 
the managers’ amendment to the 
America Invents Act, adopted on 
March 1. I am specifically concerned 
that this provision revives an amend- 
ment that had been included in pre- 
vious versions of the bill—that amend- 
ment specifically targeted patents re- 
lated to the Check 21 Act and elimi- 
nated the ability of the holder of such 
patents to collect damages. Is that the 
purpose of the Schumer-Kyl language? 

Mr LEAHY. No, the amendment is 
entirely different from the 2008 amend- 
ment related to patents that place on 
tax on implementation of the Check 21 
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Act. The Schumer-Kyl program ad- 
dresses certain business method pat- 
ents and does not target any specific 
patents. The Schumer-Kyl program is 
intended to provide a cost-effective al- 
ternative to litigation to examine busi- 
ness-method patents. 

Mr. PRYOR. Am I correct then that 
the Schumer-Kyl program is simply 
trying to address the problem of busi- 
ness method patents of dubious valid- 
ity that are commonly associated with 
the Federal Circuit’s 1998 decision in 
State Street Bank v. Signature? 

Mr. LEAHY. That is correct. It is 
still unclear whether the subject mat- 
ter of these patents qualifies as patent- 
able subject matter under current law. 
Patents of low quality and dubious va- 
lidity, as you know, are a drag on inno- 
vation because they grant a monopoly 
right for an invention that should not 
be entitled to one under the patent 
law. 

Mr. PRYOR. Can the Senator de- 
scribe how the program would work in 
practice? 

Mr. LEAHY. Certainly. If a peti- 
tioner provides evidence to the PTO 
and the PTO determines that the pat- 
ent is on a ‘‘covered business method 
patent” then the PTO would institute a 
post-grant review of that patent. In 
this review, the PTO could consider 
any challenge that could be heard in 
court. 

Mr. PRYOR. Is it correct then that 
the Schumer proceeding would only 
have an effect if the PTO determines it 
is more likely than not that a claim of 
the patent is invalid and, even then, 
the proceeding would have no effect on 
a patent unless the petitioner can dem- 
onstrate that under current law the 
patent is not valid? 

Mr. LEAHY. That is correct. The pro- 
ceeding has a higher threshold than 
current reexamination before the PTO 
will even undertake a review of the 
patent. So as a practical matter, a pat- 
ent without any serious challenge to 
its validity would never be subject to a 
proceeding. 

Mr. PRYOR. Would the Senator agree 
that in a case in which the validity of 
the patent has been upheld by a dis- 
trict court but the case remains on ap- 
peal, that this amendment would likely 
not affect the pending appeal? 

Mr. LEAHY. I would. The patent may 
still be subject to the proceeding, but 
since the court did not hold the patent 
invalid or unforceable, it would not 
likely have an effect on the pending ap- 
peal. 

SUBSECTIONS 102(A) AND (B) 

Mr. President, Congress has been 
working on the America Invents Act 
going back many years. It has gone 
through numerous iterations and 
changes have been made over time. Ac- 
cordingly, I want to take a few minutes 
to discuss some important legislative 
history of a critical piece of this bill— 
section 2 of the legislation, which 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


amends section 102 of title 35 of the 
United States Code. There has been a 
great deal of attention paid to sub- 
sections 102(a) and (b) and how those 
two subsections will work together. 
Senator BENNET and others have asked 
about this issue in particular. 

Mr. HATCH. I thank the Senator. I 
agree with the chairman that it is im- 
portant that we set down a definitive 
legislative history of those subsections, 
which will be important for each and 
every patent application. 

Mr. LEAHY. One key issue on which 
people have asked for clarification is 
the interplay between patent-defeating 
disclosures under subsection 102(a) and 
the situations where those disclosures 
are excepted and have no patent-de- 
feating effect under the grace period 
provided in subsection 102(b). 

In particular, some in the small in- 
ventor community have been con- 
cerned that a disclosure by an inventor 
might qualify as patent-defeating prior 
art under subsection 102(a) because, for 
example, the inventor’s public disclo- 
sure and by а “‘public disclosure” I 
mean one that results in the claimed 
invention being ‘‘described in a printed 
publication, or in public use, on sale, or 
otherwise available to the public’’— 
might in some situation not be ex- 
cluded as prior art under section 
102(b)’s grace period. There is abso- 
lutely no situation in which this could 
happen given the interplay between 
subsections 102(a) and 102(b) as these 
subsections are drafted. 

We intend that if an inventor’s ac- 
tions are such as to constitute prior art 
under subsection 102(a), then those ac- 
tions necessarily trigger subsection 
102(b)’s protections for the inventor 
and, what would otherwise have been 
section 102(a) prior art, would be ex- 
cluded as prior art by the grace period 
provided by subsection 102(b). Indeed, 
as an example of this, subsection 
102(b)(1)(A), as written, was delib- 
erately couched in broader terms than 
subsection 102(a)(1). This means that 
any disclosure by the inventor whatso- 
ever, whether or not in a form that re- 
sulted in the disclosure being available 
to the public, is wholly disregarded as 
prior art. A simple way of looking at 
new subsection 102(a) is that no aspect 
of the protections under current law 
for inventors who disclose their inven- 
tions before filing is in any way 
changed. 

Mr. HATCH. The Senator from 
Vermont is correct. For the purposes of 
grace-period protection, the legislation 
intends parallelism between the treat- 
ment of an inventor’s actions under 
subsection 102(a) that might create 
prior art and the treatment of those 
actions that negate any prior-art effect 
under subsection 102(b). Accordingly, 
small inventors and others will not ac- 
cidentally create а patent-defeating 
bar by their prefiling actions that 
would otherwise be prior art under sub- 
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section 102(a) as long as they file their 
patent applications within the grace 
period provided by subsection 102(b). 
But, the important point is that if an 
inventor’s disclosure triggers the 102(a) 
bar with respect to an invention, which 
can only be done by a disclosure that is 
both made available to the public and 
enabled, then he or she has thereby 
also triggered the grace period under 
102(b). If a disclosure resulting from 
the inventor’s actions is not one that is 
enabled, or is not made available to the 
public, then such a disclosure would 
not constitute patent-defeating prior 
art under 102(a) in the first place. 

But even if the disclosure was en- 
abled and available to the public so 
that it did qualify as prior art under 
subsection 102(a), subsection 102(b) 
would require that the disclosure be 
disregarded if it occurred during the 1- 
year grace period before the patent was 
sought. Indeed, a disclosure that does 
not satisfy the requirements to be 
prior art under subsection 102(a), none- 
theless constitutes a disclosure that is 
fully protected under the more inclu- 
sive language of subsection 102(b). This 
relationship between these subsections 
will fully protect the inventor and, to- 
gether with the provisions of sub- 
section 101 limiting patenting to inven- 
tors, prevent others from obtaining a 
patent on the inventor’s creation. 

Mr. LEAHY. I agree. One of the im- 
plications of the point we are making 
is that subsection 102(a) was drafted in 
part to do away with precedent under 
current law that private offers for sale 
or private uses or secret processes 
practiced in the United States that re- 
sult in a product or service that is then 
made public may be deemed patent-de- 
feating prior art. That will no longer 
be the case. In effect, the new para- 
graph 102(a)(1) imposes an overarching 
requirement for availability to the 
public, that is a public disclosure, 
which will limit paragraph 102(a)(1) 
prior art to subject matter meeting the 
public accessibility standard that is 
well-settled in current law, especially 
case law of the Federal Circuit. 

Mr. HATCH. An additional clarifica- 
tion we have been asked about deals 
with subparagraph 102(b)(1)(B). There 
has been some confusion over how this 
provision will work. It is my under- 
standing that this provision ensures 
that an inventor who has made a public 
disclosure—that is, a disclosure made 
available to the public by any means— 
is fully protected during the grace pe- 
riod. The inventor is protected not 
only from the inventor’s own disclo- 
sure being prior art against the inven- 
tor’s claimed invention, but also 
against the disclosures of any of the 
same subject matter in disclosures 
made by others being prior art against 
the inventor’s claimed invention under 
section 102(a) or section 103—so long as 
the prior art disclosures from others 
came after the public disclosure by the 
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inventor. Is that the Senators’ under- 
standing of this provision? 

Mr. LEAHY. That is correct. Sub- 
paragraph 102(b)(1)(B) is designed to 
work in tandem with subparagraph 
102(b)(1)(A) to make a very strong 
grace period for inventors that have 
made a public disclosure before seeking 
a patent. Inventors who have made 
such disclosures are protected during 
the grace period, not only from their 
own disclosure, but also from disclo- 
sures by others that are made after 
their disclosure. This is an important 
protection we offer in our bill that will 
benefit independent and university in- 
ventors in particular. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I want 
to take the opportunity to explain fur- 
ther a few elements of the Schumer- 
Kyl provision in the patent bill. The 
Transitional Program for business 
method patents addresses a critical 
problem in the patent world, and it is 
crucial that it be administered and im- 
plemented appropriately by both the 
Patent and Trademark Office and the 
courts. 

Business method patents are the 
bane of the patent world. The business 
method problem began in 1998 with the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal 
Circuit decision in State Street Bank & 
Trust Co. v. Signature Financial 
Group, Inc. State Street created a sea- 
change in the patentability of business- 
methods, holding that any invention 
can be patented so long as it produces 
a ‘‘useful, concrete, and tangible re- 
sult” and meets other requirements of 
the patent laws. 

State Street launched an avalanche 
of patent applications seeking protec- 
tion for common business practices. 
The quality of these business method 
patents has been much lower than that 
of other patents, as Justice Kennedy 
noted in his concurring opinion in eBay 
Inc. v. MercExchange. Justice Kennedy 
wrote about the ‘‘potential vagueness 
and suspect validity’’ of some of ‘‘the 
burgeoning number of patents over 
business methods.” Commentators like 
Rochelle Dreyfuss have also lamented 
“the frequency with which the Patent 
Office issues patents on shockingly 
mundane business inventions.” Malla 
Pollack pointed out that ‘‘[MJany of 
the recently-issued business method 
patents are facially (even farcically) 
obvious to persons outside the 
USPTO.”’ 

One of the main reasons for the poor 
quality of business method patents is 
the lack of readily accessible prior art 
references. Because business methods 
were not patentable prior to 1998 when 
the State Street decision was issued, 
the library of prior art on business 
method patents is necessarily limited— 
as opposed, say, to more traditional 
types of patents for which there can be 
centuries of patents and literature 
about them for the PTO to examine. 
Furthermore, information about meth- 
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ods of conducting business, unlike in- 
formation about other patents, is often 
not documented in patents or published 
in journals. This means a patent exam- 
iner has significantly less opportunity 
than he might with a traditional pat- 
ent to weed out undeserving applica- 
tions. Unfortunately, that means the 
burden falls on private individuals and 
an expensive court process to clean up 
the mess. 

The ability to easily obtain business 
method patents without a rigorous and 
thorough review in the Patent Office 
has created a flood of poor quality 
business method patents and a cottage 
industry of business method patent 
litigation. The Federal courts have rec- 
ognized this problem, and indeed even 
the Supreme Court has begun to ad- 
dress it. In KSR Intl Co. v. Teleflex, 
Inc. and Bilski v. Kappos, the Court ar- 
ticulated a new standard for obvious- 
ness and made clear that abstract busi- 
ness methods are not patentable. While 
these legal developments are impor- 
tant, the leave in limbo the many pat- 
ents that were issued by the PTO since 
State Street that are not in fact valid. 

Litigation over invalid patents 
places a substantial burden on U.S. 
courts and the U.S. economy. Business- 
method inventions generally are not 
and have not been patentable in coun- 
tries other than the United States. In 
order to reduce the burden placed on 
courts and the economy by this back- 
and-forth shift in judicial precedent, 
the Schumer-Kyl transitional pro- 
ceeding authorizes a temporary admin- 
istrative alternative for reviewing 
business method patents. 

It is important to clarify two ele- 
ments of the Schumer-Kyl program’s 
operation in particular. First, there is 
the issue of how a district court should 
treat a motion for a stay of litigation 
in the event the PTO initiates a pilot 
program. Second, there is the issue of 
how the Federal circuit will treat in- 
terlocutory appeals from stay deci- 
sions. Finally, there is the issue of 
which patents should be considered to 
be covered business method patents. 

The transition program created by 
the Schumer-Kyl amendment is de- 
signed to provide a cheaper, faster al- 
ternative to district court litigation 
over the validity of business-method 
patents. This program should be used 
instead of, rather than in addition to, 
civil litigation. To that end, the 
amendment expressly authorizes a stay 
of litigation in relation to such pro- 
ceedings and places a very heavy 
thumb on the scale in favor of a stay 
being granted. It is congressional in- 
tent that a stay should only be denied 
in extremely rare instances. 

When Congress initially created ex 
parte reexamination, it did not ex- 
pressly provide for a stay of litigation 
pending the outcome of an ex parte re- 
examination proceeding. Rather, Con- 
gress relied on the courts’ inherent 
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power to grant stays and encouraged 
courts to liberally grant stays. How- 
ever, relying on the courts’ inherent 
power to grant stays did not result in 
courts liberally granting stays. For ex- 
ample, one commentator who surveyed 
the grant rates on motions for stay 
pending reexamination, Matthew A. 
Smith, found that numerous district 
courts granted stays less than half the 
time. In fact, Eastern District of Texas 
grants stays only 20 percent of the 
time. Due to low grant rates for stays 
in several jurisdictions, this amend- 
ment instructs courts to apply the 
four-factor test first announced in 
Broadcast Innovation, L.L.C. v. Char- 
ter Communications when evaluating 
stay motions. 

The amendment employs the Broad- 
cast Innovation test, rather than other 
multifactor tests employed by other 
district courts, because this test prop- 
erly emphasizes a fourth factor that is 
often ignored by the courts: ‘whether a 
stay will reduce the burden of litiga- 
tion on the parties and on the court.”’ 
Too many district courts have been 
content to allow litigation to grind on 
while a reexamination is being con- 
ducted, forcing the parties to fight in 
two fora at the same time. This is un- 
acceptable, and would be contrary to 
the fundamental purpose of the Schu- 
mer-Kyl amendment to provide a cost- 
efficient alternative to litigation. 

Absent some exceptional cir- 
cumstance, the institution of a busi- 
ness-methods proceeding—which re- 
quires a high up-front showing and will 
be completed in a relatively short pe- 
riod of time—should serve as a sub- 
stitute for litigation, and result in a 
stay of co-pending district court litiga- 
tion. 

By adopting this four-factor test, 
rather than one of the three-factor 
tests used by other courts, the amend- 
ment also precludes the use of addi- 
tional factors that are not codified 
here and that have occasionally been 
used by some district courts. For ex- 
ample, a few courts have occasionally 
employed a different de facto fourth 
factor: whether the challenger offers 
“to forgo invalidity arguments based 
on prior art patents and/or printed pub- 
lications considered during an ex parte 
reexamination process.” The pro- 
ceeding authorized by this amendment, 
at subsection (b)(1)(D), sets its own 
standard for determining what issues 
may still be raised in civil litigation if 
a patent survives PTO review. By codi- 
fying the exclusive set of factors that 
courts are to consider when granting 
stays, the amendment precludes courts 
from inventing new factors such as 
extra-statutory estoppel tests. 

Several unique features of this pro- 
ceeding further make it appropriate to 
grant stays in all but the most unusual 
and rare circumstances. These pro- 
ceedings will only be instituted upon a 
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high up-front showing of likely inva- 
lidity. The proceeding is limited to cer- 
tain business method patents, which, 
as noted above, are generally of dubi- 
ous quality because unlike other types 
of patents, they have not been thor- 
oughly reviewed at the PTO due to a 
lack of the best prior art. And the pro- 
ceeding will typically be completed 
within 1 year. 

In summary, it is expected that, if a 
proceeding against a business method 
patent is instituted, the district court 
would institute a stay of litigation un- 
less there were an extraordinary and 
extremely rare set of circumstances 
not contemplated in any of the existing 
case law related to stays pending reex- 
amination. In the rare instance that a 
stay is not granted, the PTO should 
make every effort to complete its re- 
view expeditiously. We encourage the 
PTO Director to promulgate regula- 
tions to this effect to ensure that peti- 
tioners know that in extreme cir- 
cumstance where a gay is not granted, 
the PTO will complete its review in a 
compressed timeframe, such as within 
6 months. 

To ensure consistent and rigorous ap- 
plication of the Broadcast Innovation 
standard, the amendment also allows 
the parties, as of right, to have the 
Federal Circuit closely review the ap- 
plication of this test in a manner that 
ensures adherence to these precedents 
and consistent results across cases. AS 
such, either party may file an inter- 
locutory appeal directly with the Fed- 
eral Circuit. Because this amendment 
provides an automatic right to an in- 
terlocutory appeal, the district court 
does not need to certify the appeal in 
writing, as it would ordinarily need to 
do under 28 U.S.C. §1292(b). Also, unlike 
the discretion typically afforded an ap- 
pellate court under 28 U.S.C. §1292(b), 
under this amendment the Federal Cir- 
cuit may not decline to hear an inter- 
locutory appeal. 

Since the denial of a stay pending 
post-grant review under this amend- 
ment is an extraordinary and ex- 
tremely rare circumstance, the filing 
of an interlocutory appeal should re- 
sult in the stay of proceedings in the 
district court pending the appeal. Stay- 
ing the lower court proceedings while 
the Federal Circuit reviews the ques- 
tion of whether the case should be 
stayed pending the post-grant review 
will help ensure that requests to stay 
are consistently applied across cases 
and across the various district courts. 

On appeal the Federal Circuit can 
and should review the district court’s 
decision de novo. It is expected that 
the Federal Circuit will review the dis- 
trict court’s decision regarding a stay 
de novo, unless there are unique cir- 
cumstances militating against a de 
novo review, such as subsequent re- 
quests for an interlocutory appeal in 
the same case. A de novo review is cen- 
tral to the purpose of the interlocutory 
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appeal provision in the Schumer-Kyl 
amendment, which is to ensure con- 
sistent application of standards and 
precedents across the country and to 
avoid one particular court with a fa- 
vorable bench becoming the preferred 
venue of business method patent plain- 
tiffs. 

The definition of covered business 
method patents in the transitional pro- 
gram was developed in close consulta- 
tion with the PTO to capture all of the 
worst offenders in the field of business 
method patents, including those that 
are creatively drafted to appear to be 
true innovations when in fact they are 
not. 

The amendment only applies to ‘‘cov- 
ered business method patents.” If the 
PTO determines that a patent is a 
“covered business method patent’’— 
and the other applicable requirements 
of this amendment and Chapter 32 are 
met—the patent will be subject to post- 
grant review under this amendment re- 
gardless of whether the patent has been 
through prior PTO proceedings, such as 
ex parte reexamination, or current or 
prior litigation. 

The definition of a ‘‘covered business 
method patent” includes “а method or 
corresponding apparatus.” The phrase 
“method or corresponding apparatus”’ 
is intended to encompass, but not be 
limited to, any type of claim contained 
in a patent, including, method claims, 
system claims, apparatus claims, 
graphical user interface claims, data 
structure claims—Lowry claims—and 
set of instructions on storage media 
claims—Beauregard claims. A patent 
qualifies as a covered business method 
patent regardless of the type or struc- 
ture of claims contained in the patent. 
Clever drafting of patent applications 
should not allow a patent holder to 
avoid PTO review under this amend- 
ment. Any other result would elevate 
form over substance. 

Not all business method patents are 
eligible for PTO review under this 
amendment. Specifically, ‘‘patents for 
technological inventions” are out of 
scope. The ‘‘patents for technological 
inventions”? exception only excludes 
those patents whose novelty turns on a 
technological innovation over the prior 
art and are concerned with a technical 
problem which is solved with a tech- 
nical solution and which requires the 
claims to state the technical features 
which the inventor desires to protect. 
It is not meant to exclude patents that 
use known technology to accomplish a 
business process or method of con- 
ducting business—whether or not that 
process or method appears to be novel. 
The technological invention exception 
is also not intended to exclude a patent 
simply because it recites technology. 
For example, the recitation of com- 
puter hardware, communication or 
computer networks, software, memory, 
computer-readable storage medium, 
scanners, display devices or databases, 
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specialized machines, such as an ATM 
or point of sale device, or other known 
technologies, does not make a patent a 
technological invention. In other 
words, a patent is not a technological 
invention because it combines known 
technology in a new way to perform 
data processing operations. 

The amendment covers not only fi- 
nancial products and services, but also 
the “practice, administration and man- 
agement”? of a financial product or 
service. This language is intended to 
make clear that the scope of patents 
eligible for review under this program 
is not limited to patents covering a 
specific financial product or service. In 
addition to patents covering a financial 
product or service, the ‘‘practice, ad- 
ministration and management” lan- 
guage is intended to cover any ancil- 
lary activities related to a financial 
product or service, including, without 
limitation, marketing, customer inter- 
faces, Web site management and 
functionality, transmission or manage- 
ment of data, servicing, underwriting, 
customer communications, and back 
office operations—e.g., payment proc- 
essing, stock clearing. 

The amendment also requires a pat- 
ent to relate to a ‘‘financial product or 
service.” To meet this requirement, 
the patent need not recite a specific fi- 
nancial product or service. Rather the 
patent claims must only be broad 
enough to cover a financial product or 
service. For example, if a patent claims 
a general online marketing method but 
does not specifically mention the mar- 
keting of a financial product, such as a 
savings account, if that marketing 
method could be applied to marketing 
a financial product or service, the pat- 
ent would be deemed to cover a ‘‘finan- 
cial product or service.” Likewise, if a 
patent holder alleges that a financial 
product or service infringes its patent, 
that patent shall be deemed to cover a 
“financial product or service” for pur- 
poses of this amendment regardless of 
whether the asserted claims specifi- 
cally reference the type of product of 
service accused of infringing. 

In conclusion, I am very pleased that 
the Senate has adopted the Schumer- 
Kyl provision and trust that it will go 
a long way towards addressing the 
havoc that frivolous business method 
patent litigation has wreaked upon the 
courts and the economy. Indeed, Sen- 
ator KyL and I received a letter of 
thanks and appreciation from the Inde- 
pendent Community Bankers of Amer- 
ica, who represent nearly 5,000 commu- 
nity banks. As they point out, the 
money they are required to spend de- 
fending litigation from business meth- 
od patent trolls—and the capital they 
must reserve against these contingent 
liabilities—is money which ‘‘cannot 
find its way into the hands of worthy 
borrowers, retarding economic growth 
and job creation at the time such ac- 
tivity is most needed.” 
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To that end, I would ask unanimous 
consent that the letter from the Inde- 
pendent Community Bankers of Amer- 
ica be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


INDEPENDENT COMMUNITY 
BANKERS OF AMERICA, 
Washington, DC, March 3, 2011. 
Hon. CHARLES E. SCHUMER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. JON KYL, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS SCHUMER AND KYL: On be- 
half of the Independent Community Bankers 
of America (ICBA) and the nearly 5,000 com- 
munity banks that we represent, we thank 
you for your efforts to improve S. 23 the Pat- 
ent Reform Act of 2011 through your amend- 
ment to establish an oppositional proceeding 
at the United States Patent and Trademark 
Office (PTO) where business-method patents 
can be examined using the best available 
prior art. Such patents have, unfortunately, 
become the preferred method of extracting 
large settlements from community banks 
and these practices threaten our bankers’ 
ability to provide banking and banking re- 
lated services to their local communities and 
to local small businesses. 

Under the current system, business method 
patents of questionable quality are used to 
force community banks to pay meritless set- 
tlements to entities that may have patents 
assigned to them, but who have invented 
nothing, offer no product or service and em- 
ploy no one. In addition, all public compa- 
nies are required by accounting rules to re- 
serve capital against contingent liabilities. 
For community banks, this is money which 
cannot find its way into the hands of worthy 
borrowers, retarding economic growth and 
job creation as the precise time such activity 
is most needed. The Schumer-Kyl amend- 
ment is critical to stopping this economic 
harm. 

We appreciate that you have worked hard 
with the Patent and Trademark Office and 
other stakeholders to refine the amendment 
and make compromises to enable the amend- 
ment to move forward. We support those ef- 
forts and will continue to push to ensure 
that business method patents cannot be used 
as a weapon by those who seek to game the 
patent granting and litigation system at the 
expense of legitimate businesses. 

We are pleased to learn that the Senate 
has adopted much of the Schumer-Kyl 
amendment into the base text of S. 23. We 
encourage the Senate to only strengthen this 
provision, where possible, for the good of our 
nation’s community banks and the countless 
neighborhoods and communities that they 
serve. 

Thank you again. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN J. VERDIER, 
Executive Vice President, 
Congressional Relations. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD materials concerning the 
America Invents Act that were distrib- 
uted by the Republican Policy Com- 
mittee last week. These consist of a 
legislative notice describing the bill 
that was brought to the Senate floor, 
and a summary of the Senate man- 
agers’ amendment that was adopted on 
Tuesday. 
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There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


[From the Republican Policy Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Feb. 28, 2011] 


Legislative Notice 
S. 23—THE PATENT REFORM ACT OF 2011 
Calendar #6 


Reported by the Judiciary Committee with 
amendments on February 3, 2011 by a vote 
of 15-0. No written report. 


NOTEWORTHY 


At 3:30 p.m. today, the Senate will begin 
consideration of S. 23. 

The Act adopts a ‘‘First Inventor to File” 
patent regime. Currently the United States 
is the only country in the world operating 
under a ‘‘First to Invent” regime. 

The Act grants the U.S. Patent and Trade- 
mark Office (PTO) authority to set its own 
fees to better ensure proper funding for its 
operations. 

The Act makes a variety of changes to im- 
prove the quality of patents, including allow- 
ing for greater submission of information by 
third parties while a patent application is 
pending and establishing a post-grant review 
procedure for promptly raised challenges to 
a patent. 

Unlike prior patent reform bills, the Act 
does not disturb substantive damages law; 
but it does take steps to improve the consist- 
ency and predictability of the application of 
that law. 


BACKGROUND/OVERVIEW 


Innovation is a key facet of American eco- 
nomic power, as our Founders recognized in 
the Constitution by giving Congress the 
power to “‘promote the progress of science 
and useful arts” by granting inventors time 
limited monopolies—patents—on their dis- 
coveries. This basic framework set the 
course for centuries of American innovation, 
but the law has not been substantially up- 
dated since the Patent Act of 1952. Respond- 
ing to concerns about the quality and timeli- 
ness of patents issued by the PTO, the last 
several Congresses have considered substan- 
tial patent reform measures. [In the 109th 
Congress Senators Hatch and Leahy intro- 
duced the Patent Reform Act of 2006 (S. 
3818). The next year, Senators Leahy and 
Hatch introduced the Patent Reform Act of 
2007 (S. 1145). This bill was reported from the 
Judiciary Committee, as amended, on Janu- 
ary 24, 2008, with a Committee Report (S. 
Rep. 110-259), but it was not considered by 
the full Senate. On March 3, 2009, Senators 
Leahy and Hatch introduced the Patent Re- 
form Act of 2009, which was reported with 
amendments on April 2, 2009, with a Com- 
mittee Report (S. Rep. 111-18). Again the bill 
was not considered by the full Senate. Dur- 
ing this time, the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee has held eight hearings on patent re- 
form, and the House has held hearings on the 
subject as well.] 

Over the course of these Congresses the 
substance of the reform proposals evolved. 
On January 25, 2011, Senator Leahy and Sen- 
ator Hatch introduced the current bill, the 
Patent Reform Act of 2011 (S. 23), which was 
reported with amendments on February 3, 
2011. Significant features of the legislation 
include: a transition to a ‘‘First Inventor to 
File” patent regime consistent with other 
industrialized countries; PTO fee setting au- 
thority to ensure proper funding; and post- 
grant and supplemental review procedures to 
improve patent quality. 
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BILL PROVISIONS 
Section 1. Title/Table of Contents 
Section 2. First Inventor to File 

The United States, alone among advanced 
economies, currently operates under a ‘‘First 
to Invent” rather than a ‘‘First Inventor to 
File” patent regime in which the date of fil- 
ing with the patent office is the most impor- 
tant determinant of who is the legitimate 
patent holder. Defenders of the First to In- 
vent regime claim that it has served Amer- 
ica well, that it favors small inventors by al- 
lowing them to focus on inventing rather 
than paperwork, and that it avoids overbur- 
dening the PTO with prematurely filed appli- 
cations. 

However, the system poses challenges for 
American inventors who must operate under 
one regime domestically and another if they 
wish to profit from their innovation abroad. 
The First to Invent system also results in 
less certainty about the validity of patents 
and often leads to expensive and lengthy liti- 
gation. Many commentators and organiza- 
tions, including the National Academy of 
Sciences, have urged the United States to 
adopt a First Inventor to File system. S. 23 
moves the United States to a First Inventor 
to File regime. As part of that, it creates an 
administrative proceeding to ensure that the 
first person to file is actually the true inven- 
tor. It also preserves and strengthens current 
law’s grace period, by providing that disclo- 
sures made by the true inventor, or someone 
who got the information from the inventor, 
less than one year before the application is 
filed will not be held against their applica- 
tion. 

Additionally, during the one-year period 
before the application is filed, if the inventor 
publicly discloses his invention, no subse- 
quently-disclosed ‘‘prior art,’’ regardless of 
whether it is derived from the inventor, can 
be used to invalidate the patent. Prior art is 
a term of art in intellectual property law. S. 
23 defines ‘‘prior art”? as actions by the pat- 
ent owner or another (such as publication, 
public use, or sale) that make the invention 
available to the public.] This effectively cre- 
ates а ‘“‘first to publish” rule within the one 
year grace period. An inventor who publishes 
his invention retains an absolute right to 
priority if he files an application within one 
year of his disclosure. No application effec- 
tively filed after his disclosure, and no prior 
art disclosed after his disclosure, can defeat 
his patent application. 

Section 3. Inventor’s Oath or Declaration 

U.S. patent law requires oaths or declara- 
tions by inventors as part of the application 
process. This can be challenging when appli- 
cations are pursued by company-assignees 
for whom a variety of past and present em- 
ployees may have played a role in developing 
the invention. This section makes it easier 
for assignees to file and prosecute a patent 
application where the inventor is unable to 
do so or unwilling and contractually obli- 
gated to do so. 

Section 4. Damages 

The current damage statute is vague, and 
juries must evaluate up to 15 factors devel- 
oped by the courts. This has led to incon- 
sistent and unpredictable damage awards. 
Section 4 does not upset the existing sub- 
stantive law, but it makes certain changes 
to increase predictability in damages by au- 
thorizing courts to play a gatekeeper role, in 
which they will provide detailed instructions 
to juries on what factors are most relevant 
to the case before them. 

Section 5. Post-Grant Review 

This section establishes a new administra- 

tive procedure for challenging the validity of 
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granted patents within a nine-month post- 
grant window, providing an early oppor- 
tunity to improve the quality of patents. 

The bill also changes procedures for later 
challenges by third parties to the validity of 
patents (the so-called ‘‘inter partes reexam- 
ination” process, under current law). These 
reforms add additional procedural protec- 
tions to the process by converting the reex- 
amination into an adjudicative proceeding to 
be known as ‘‘inter partes review.” Inter 
partes review must be completed within one 
year of being instituted (though this dead- 
line can be extended by six months for good 
cause). The proceedings will take place be- 
fore a panel of three administrative judges 
whose decisions are appealable directly to 
the Federal Circuit. 


Section 6. Patent Trial and Appeal Board 


This section renames the Patent Board the 
“Patent Trial and Appeal Board” and clari- 
fies its role in administering the new pro- 
ceedings established by the Act. 


Section 7. Pre-Issuance Submissions by Third 
Parties 


Current law restricts what third parties 
can file with the PTO when they possess rel- 
evant information on pending patent appli- 
cations. This section would permit third par- 
ties, typically another innovator in the same 
or a similar field, to submit relevant infor- 
mation and make statements explaining 
their submissions. 


Section 8. Venue 


Codifies the standard for transfers of venue 
established by the Federal Circuit in the 
case In re TS Tech USA Corp and applies it 
to patent cases generally. [551 F.3d 1315 (Fed. 
Cir. 2008).] That standard provides for trans- 
fer to the judicial district that is ‘‘clearly 
more convenient” for both the parties and 
witnesses. The section also clarifies that 
venue for litigation against the PTO is the 
Eastern District of Virginia, where the PTO 
is headquartered, rather than the District of 
Columbia, where it used to be based. 


Section 9. Fee Setting Authority 


In order to provide sufficient funding to 
the PTO’s operations, this section grants the 
office the ability, and sets forth procedures, 
to set or adjust the fees it charges appli- 
cants. 


Section 10. Supplemental Examination 


This provision authorizes a supplemental 
examination process by which patent holders 
can correct errors or omissions in past pro- 
ceedings with the PTO. During the process, 
additional information can be presented to 
the office and, if it does not undermine the 
original patent determination, the earlier 
omission of that information cannot be later 
used in a lawsuit alleging inequitable con- 
duct. 

Section 11. Residency Requirement for Federal 
Circuit Judges 

This section repeals the requirement that 
judges on the Federal Circuit reside within 
50 miles of Washington, DC. The duty station 
of Federal Circuit judges, however, will re- 
main in Washington. 

Section 12. Micro-Entity Defined 

Under current law, the PTO charges small 
businesses and nonprofits lower fees than it 
charges large corporations. This section es- 
tablishes an even smaller category—truly 
independent inventors—for which the PTO 
may make additional accommodations. 
Section 13. Funding Agreements 


This section changes the formula for what 
universities, nonprofits, and others may do 
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with royalties or other income generated by 
inventions developed using federal funds. 
Under current law, if such royalties exceed 
the annual budget of the entity, 75 percent of 
the excess is returned to the government. In 
order to encourage innovation and commer- 
cialization, this section allows the entity to 
retain 85 percent of that excess for further 
research. The remainder would be paid to the 
government. 
Section 14. Tax Strategies Deemed within Prior 
Art 

This section ends the patentability of tax 
strategies. The bill, as reported, does not 
change the patentability of other forms of 
business method patents. 
Section 15. Best Mode Requirement 

As part of a patent application, an appli- 
cant must disclose the ‘‘best mode” for car- 
rying out his or her invention. In subsequent 
litigation an accused infringer can offer as a 
defense that the best mode was not properly 
disclosed by the patent holder. This section 
eliminates that defense, which many con- 
sider subjective and possibly irrelevant, as 
the best mode may change over time. Best 
mode disclosure remains a requirement for 
patentability. 
Section 16. Technical Amendments 

This section contains technical amend- 
ments to reorganize the patent statute. 


Section 17. Clarification of Jurisdiction 

This section clarifies exclusive federal ju- 
risdiction over patent claims. 
Section 18. Effective Date 

Except where otherwise provided by spe- 
cific provisions in the Act, the effective date 
of the Act is 12 months after enactment, 
meaning it would apply to all patents issued 
on or after that date. 

ADMINISTRATION POSITION 

As of the publication of this Notice, no 
Statement of Administration Policy (SAP) 
has been issued. 

COST 


As of the publication of this Notice, no 
Congressional Budget Office cost estimate 
for S. 23 has been issued. 

POSSIBLE AMENDMENTS 


At this time, there is no unanimous con- 
sent agreement with respect to consideration 
of S. 23 or limiting the submission of amend- 
ments. 


SUMMARY OF THE MANAGERS’ AMENDMENT 

The title is changed to the “America In- 
vents Act”. 

The date of the repeal of statutory inven- 
tion registrations, which are used only in 
first-to-invent, is changed to conform to the 
date of the switch to first to file. 

All remaining damages language—gate- 
keeper, sequencing, and recodification of 
current law as subsection (a)—is struck. The 
bill now makes no changes to section 284. 

In PGR, the subsection imposing a six- 
month deadline on filing after litigation is 
commenced is replaced with the ‘‘shoot 
first” provision requiring a court to consider 
a PI request without taking a PGR petition 
or its institution into account if the patent 
owner sues within 3 months of the issuance 
of patent. The six-month deadline did not 
work well here—PGR can only be requested 
within 9 months of patent issuance anyway, 
and no suit can be brought until the patent 
issues. Also, a much broader range of issues 
can be raised in PGR than in IPR, justifying 
more time for filing. 

PGR is limited to only FTF patents—no 
FTI patents can be challenged in PGR. This 
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is done because FTI patents raise discovery- 
intensive invention-date and secret-prior-art 
issues that would be difficult to address in 
an administrative proceeding. This also ef- 
fectively gives PTO a much easier ramp up 
for PGR. In light of this change, the time for 
implementing PGR is moved back to 1 year 
after enactment, so that it is done at the 
same time as new IPR is implemented, which 
is PTO’s preference. 

During the first four years after new IPR is 
implemented, the Director has discretion to 
continue to use old inter partes reexam. This 
is done because the Director believes his re- 
forms of the CRU have greatly improved old 
inter partes, and it may actually work more 
efficiently than new IPR during the ramp up. 
Old inter partes can also be used for PGR 
proceedings that are instituted only on the 
basis of patents and printed publications, 
which are the only issues that can be raised 
in old inter partes (as well as new IPR). 

The codification of the TS Tech transfer- 
of-venue rule is struck. TS Tech already ap- 
plies as a matter of caselaw in the Fifth Cir- 
cuit. (The Federal Circuit applies regional 
circuit law to procedural matters, and reads 
Fifth Circuit law as applying the transfer of 
venue rule.) Complaints about venue gen- 
erally focus on EDTX, so there is little need 
to apply TS Tech nationally, and it seemed 
odd for Congress to regulate such matters in 
any event. 

A blue-slip fix to the Director’s fee setting 
authority. The revised language identifies 
with great specificity the sources of author- 
ity to impose patent and trademark user 
fees, in order to avoid a violation of the 
Origination Clause. 

A new provision requiring the Director to 
charge reduced fees to small entities for use 
of accelerated examination. 

Language is added making clear that the 
repeal of the Baldwin rule (which rule re- 
quires Federal Circuit judges to live within 
50 miles of Washington, D.C.) shall not be 
construed to require the AOC to provide 
judges office space or staff outside of D.C. 

A PTO-approved broadening of the defini- 
tion of ‘‘microentity,’’ a status that entitles 
applicants to reduced fees. 

In the tax patents section, language is 
added: [(1) clarifying that the language does 
not bar patenting of tax software that is 
novel as software—i.e., where the innovation 
is in the software] (this may be dropped); and 
(2) establishing that making tax strategies 
unpatentable shall not be construed to imply 
that other business methods are patentable 
or valid. In Bilski v. Kappos, (2010), the Su- 
preme Court interpreted Congress’s 1999 en- 
actment of a prior-user right that only ap- 
plied against business-method patents as im- 
plying that business methods qualify as pat- 
entable subject matter under section 101, 
which was enacted in 1793. 

Language is added to the part of the 
Holmes Group fix allowing removal of patent 
cases from state to federal court to clarify 
that derivative jurisdiction is not required in 
such cases. Derivative jurisdiction is the 
doctrine that, even if a federal district court 
would have had original jurisdiction over an 
action, on removal, the district court can 
only have jurisdiction if the state court from 
which the action is removed properly had ju- 
risdiction. (In other words, the federal 
court’s removal jurisdiction is regarded as 
derivative of the state court’s jurisdiction.) 
This silly form-over-substance doctrine was 
abrogated by Congress, but some courts have 
continued to read it into other parts of the 
law, and thus it was thought best to also 
make clear here that derivative jurisdiction 
is not required. 
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The Schumer-Kyl business-methods pro- 
ceeding, as modified to accommodate indus- 
try concerns and PTO needs. In its 1998 State 
Street decision, the Federal Circuit greatly 
broadened the patenting of business meth- 
ods. Recent court decisions, culminating in 
last year’s Supreme Court decision in Bilski 
v. Kappos, have sharply pulled back on the 
patenting of business methods, emphasizing 
that these ‘‘inventions”’ are too abstract to 
be patentable. In the intervening years, how- 
ever, PTO was forced to issue a large number 
of business-method patents, many or pos- 
sibly all of which are no longer valid. The 
Schumer proceeding offers a relatively cheap 
alternative to civil litigation for challenging 
these patents, and will reduce the burden on 
the courts of dealing with the backwash of 
invalid business-method patents. The pro- 
ceeding has been limited since mark up so 
that: (1) only defendants or accused infring- 
ers may invoke the proceeding; (2) prior art 
is limited to old 102(a), which must be pub- 
licly available, or prior art of old 102(a) scope 
that shall be presumed to beat old 102(a) in- 
vention-date limits but that falls outside the 
old 102(b) grace period (i.e., effectively, old 
102(b) prior art but limited to old 102(a)’s 
publicly-available prior-art scope); (3) the 
proceeding may not be used to challenge a 
patent while it is eligible for a PGR chal- 
lenge (i.e., an FTF patent during the first 9 
months after its issue); (4) the proceeding is 
available only for four years; (5) district 
courts decide whether to stay litigation 
based on the four-factor Broadcast Innova- 
tion test, and the Federal Circuit reviews 
stay decision on interlocutory appeal to en- 
sure consistent application of established 
precedent; (5) the definition of business- 
method patent, which tracks the language of 
Class 705, is limited to data processing relat- 
ing to just a financial product or service 
(rather than also to an enterprise). 

PTO is given greater flexibility in paying 
and compensating the travel of APJs. A 
large number of APJs will need to be re- 
cruited, trained, and retained to adjudicate 
PGR and new IPR. This change’s enhance- 
ments will be paid for out of existing funds. 

The Coburn end to fee diversion. Currently, 
PTO fees go into a Treasury account and are 
only available to the Office as provided in 
appropriations. In the last two decades, 
about $800 million in PTO user fees has been 
diverted from PTO to other federal spending. 
The Coburn amendment creates a revolving 
fund, giving PTO direct access to its fees 
without the need for enactment of an appro- 
priations act. 

Budget Committee paygo 
added at the end. 


Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of S. 23, the America 
Invents Act. This bipartisan bill is the 
product of a great deal of hard work 
and negotiation, and I congratulate 
Senators LEAHY, HATCH and GRASSLEY 
on their accomplishment. This bill is a 
reasonable compromise that will up- 
date and strengthen our U.S. Patent 
system so that American businesses 
can better compete іп the 21st Century. 

The American system of patenting 
inventions has helped make our coun- 
try the center of innovation for more 
than two centuries. The America In- 
vents Act will ensure that inventors 
and those who invest in their discov- 
eries are able to rely on their most im- 
portant asset—their patent. Patents 
are vital components in the research 
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and development cycle that help create 
small businesses and jobs. 

In my home State of Wisconsin, we 
have a strong tradition of invention 
and innovation—from the invention of 
the first practical typewriter in 1869 to 
a cure for Rickets disease in 1925 to 
cutting edge drug therapies for the 21st 
Century. More than 50 Wisconsin based 
startup companies have been fueled by 
patents that resulted from research at 
the University of Wisconsin. And there 
are countless other Wisconsin compa- 
nies that rely on patents to sustain and 
grow their business. 

I am able to support the Patent Re- 
form Act because of the improvements 
made to the bill since it was first intro- 
duced. As is the nature of compromise, 
I recognize that we cannot all get 
every change we want. I thank Senator 
LEAHY for making substantial changes 
to accommodate many of my concerns. 

Specifically, I appreciate your will- 
ingness to strike a major section of the 
bill regarding prior user rights—which 
would have done serious harm to the 
University of Wisconsin and its patent 
licensing business. The bill incor- 
porates additional changes that were 
important to research universities, in- 
cluding provisions related to venue, 
grace period for first inventor to file, 
oath, and collaborative research. 

Patent protection will be stronger 
with the inclusion of ‘‘could have 
raised” estoppel, strong administrative 
estoppel, and explicit statutory author- 
ity for the Patent and Trademark Of- 
fice, PTO, to reject petitions by third 
parties and order joinder of related par- 
ties. Improvements have also been 
made regarding damages. Finally, I am 
pleased that we were able to address 
the PTO’s funding needs in a way that 
maintains Congress’ duty to carefully 
oversee the PTO while ensuring that it 
has the resources necessary to issue 
top quality patents in a timely man- 
ner. 

Again, I commend Senator LEAHY for 
his many years of work on this bill, 
and I look forward to the House taking 
up this legislation. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleagues, Senator LEAHY, who is 
the chairman of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, and Senator GRASSLEY, who is 
the ranking Republican, for including 
in the Patent Reform Act a provision 
that a number of us have been working 
on for several years to stop the grant- 
ing of tax strategy patents. 

The key provision contains the text 
of legislation that Senators BAUCUS, 
GRASSLEY and I, as well as others, in- 
troduced earlier this year, S. 139, the 
Equal Access to Tax Planning Act, to 
end the troubling practice of persons 
seeking patents for tax-avoidance 
strategies. Issuing such patents per- 
verts the Tax Code by granting what 
some could see as a government impri- 
matur of approval for questionable or 
illegal tax strategies, while at the 
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same time penalizing taxpayers seek- 
ing to use legitimate strategies. 

Since 1998, when Federal courts ruled 
that business practices were eligible 
for patent protection, the Patent and 
Trademark Office has issued more than 
130 patents for tax strategies, with 
more than 150 applications pending. 
These patents are a terrible idea for 
two reasons. 

First, they may be providing unin- 
tended support for abusive tax shelters. 
Some unscrupulous tax shelter pro- 
moters may claim that the patent rep- 
resents an official government endorse- 
ment of their tax scheme and evidence 
that the scheme would withstand IRS 
challenge. Given the well-documented 
problem we have with tax avoidance in 
this country, allowing persons to pat- 
ent tax strategies is not only a waste 
of government resources needed else- 
where, but an invitation to wrongdoers 
to misuse those government resources 
to promote tax avoidance. 

Second, the granting of tax patents 
threatens to penalize taxpayers seek- 
ing to use legal tax strategies to mini- 
mize their tax bills. If a tax practi- 
tioner is the first to discover a legal 
advantage and secures a patent for it, 
that person could then effectively 
charge a toll for all other taxpayers to 
use the same strategy, even though as 
a matter of public policy all persons 
ought to be able to take advantage of 
the law to minimize their taxes. Com- 
panies could even patent a legal meth- 
od to minimize their taxes and then 
refuse to license that patent to their 
competitors in order to prevent them 
from lowering their operating costs. 
Tax patents could be used to hinder 
productivity and competition rather 
than foster it. 

Federal patent law is supposed to en- 
courage innovation, productivity, and 
competition by encouraging inventors 
to innovate, secure in the knowledge 
that they can profit from their efforts. 
In the tax arena, there is already 
ample incentive for taxpayers to seek 
legitimate ways of reducing their tax 
burden, as the wealth of advice and 
consulting in this area demonstrates. 
Injecting patents into the mix encour- 
ages abusive tax avoidance while rais- 
ing the cost of legal tax planning at 
the same time, both to society’s det- 
riment. 

I introduced the first bill to ban tax 
patents back in 2007. Since then, Sen- 
ators on both sides of the aisle have 
been trying to get this problem fixed. 
The language in the bill before us 
today is designed to put a halt to the 
issuance of patents for tax strategies 
once and for all, including for the 155 
pending applications. Although the bill 
does not apply on its face to the 130- 
plus tax patents already granted, if 
someone tries to enforce one of those 
patents in court by demanding that a 
taxpayer provide a fee before using it 
to reduce their taxes, I hope a court 
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will consider this bill’s language and 
policy determination and refuse to en- 
force the patent as against public pol- 
icy. 

The tax patent provisions of this bill 
are significant, but they are not the 
only reasons to support passage. This 
legislation will create jobs, help keep 
our manufacturers competitive and 
strengthen and expand the ability of 
our universities to conduct research 
and turn that research into innovative 
products and processes that benefit 
Michigan and our Nation. It also will 
assist the new satellite Patent and 
Trade Office that will be established in 
Detroit by modernizing the patent sys- 
tem and improving efficiency of patent 
review and the hiring of patent exam- 
iners. One objective of the new office in 
Detroit is to recruit patent examiners 
to reduce the backlog of patent appli- 
cations. This legislation is a huge step 
forward in that effort. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
want to discuss an important compo- 
nent of the patent reform legislation 
that protects against frivolous and vex- 
atious litigation arising from qui tam 
suits for false patent markings. The 
bill before the Senate abolishes this 
qui tam procedure and I would like to 
discuss why I support doing so, even 
though I am generally a strong pro- 
ponent of using the qui tam mechanism 
to protect American taxpayers. 

The qui tam provisions of the False 
Claims Act specifically allow the gov- 
ernment to intervene and control liti- 
gation when the government has been 
harmed through false or fraudulent 
billing. The qui tam provisions of the 
patent law do not. 

In fact, a recent Federal court deci- 
sion struck down the qui tam provi- 
sions of the patent law as unconstitu- 
tional because the false patent mark- 
ing statute does not give the executive 
branch sufficient control over the liti- 
gation to ensure that the President can 
“take Care that the Laws be faithfully 
executed.” 

As I mentioned, the False Claims Act 
is completely different. The Justice 
Department has the right to intervene, 
to prosecute, or to dismiss a False 
Claims Act qui tam. I was instru- 
mental in ensuring such controls on 
frivolous lawsuits were inserted into 
the False Claims Act and the absence 
of similar controls in the false patent 
marking law is problematic. 

I would not want anyone watching 
the patent reform bill to conclude that 
Congress will weaken or undermine the 
False Claims Act qui tam statute be- 
cause we have stricken a flawed qui 
tam provision in the patent bill. I will 
vigorously defend the False Claims Act 
and urge my colleagues to do the same. 
The False Claims Act is the Federal 
Government’s strongest weapon to pro- 
tecting the taxpayer dollars from fraud 
and abuse. It would be a serious mis- 
calculation for anyone to imply or at- 
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tempt to characterize my support for 
the removal of the patent qui tam as a 
starting point for striking or reforming 
the False Claims Act qui tam provi- 
sions. 

The False Claims Act qui tam provi- 
sions have helped the Federal Govern- 
ment recover over $28 billion since I 
amended it to add the qui tam provi- 
sions in 1986. With the recent amend- 
ments to the False Claims Act that I, 
along with Senator LEAHY, included in 
the Fraud Enforcement and Recovery 
Act of 2009, the False Claims Act will 
continue to serve as the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s most valuable tool to com- 
bat fraud in government programs for 
decades to come. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise today 
to make a few comments about the 
present bill, which has now been re- 
titled the ‘‘America Invents Act.” This 
bill is almost identical to the man- 
agers’ amendment that was negotiated 
by Chairman LEAHY and then-Ranking 
Member Sessions during the last Con- 
gress and announced in March 2010. I 
cosponsored and strongly supported 
that managers’ amendment, which sub- 
stantially addressed all of the concerns 
that Senators Feingold, COBURN, and I 
raised in our Minority Report to the 
2009 committee report for the bill, Sen- 
ate Report 111-18, at pages 53 through 
61. As the bill was renegotiated in the 
fall of 2009 and early 2010, improve- 
ments and corrections were made 
throughout the bill, and a number of 
new provisions were added. I would like 
to take a moment to comment on some 
of those changes and additions. 

In section 2(a) of the bill, the defini- 
tion of ‘‘effective filing date” in sec- 
tion 100(i) has been modified in several 
ways. In subparagraph (A), the word 
“actual” is added before ‘‘filing date.” 
When the word ‘‘filing date” is used in 
current law, it is sometimes used to 
mean the actual filing date and some- 
times used to mean the effective filing 
date. Since section 100 is a definitional 
section, it should be clear in its lan- 
guage, and thus the word ‘‘actual’’ is 
added in order to avoid a lingering am- 
biguity. Also, the language of subpara- 
graph (B) is streamlined to clarify that 
a patent gets the benefit or priority of 
an earlier application if it is entitled 
to such benefit or priority as to the in- 
vention in question under the relevant 
code sections, which require satisfac- 
tion of the requirements of section 
112(a), a specific reference to the prior 
application, and copendency. 

The new language makes it clear 
that the definition of effective-filing 
date does not create new rules for enti- 
tlement to priority or the benefit of an 
earlier filing date. Rather, the defini- 
tion simply incorporates the rules cre- 
ated by existing code sections. Also, 
since those rules expressly require an 
enabling disclosure, there is no need to 
separately require such disclosure in 
this definition, and thus the reference 
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at the end of subparagraph (B) to the 
first paragraph of section 112 that ap- 
peared in earlier versions of the bill is 
dropped. Keeping that citation would 
have created a negative implication 
that unless such a requirement of sec- 
tion 120 was expressly incorporated 
into the definition of effective-filing 
date, then such requirement need not 
be satisfied in order to secure the ben- 
efit of an earlier effective-filing date. 

It should be noted that, for purposes 
of subparagraph (A) of section 100(1)(1), 
a patent or application for patent con- 
tains a claim to an invention even if 
the claim to the particular invention 
was added via an amendment after the 
application was filed. Of course, such 
an amendment may not introduce new 
matter into the application—it may 
only claim that which was disclosed in 
the application. 

Finally, new section 100(1)(2) of title 
35 governs the effective date of reissued 
patents. Consistent with section 251, 
this new paragraph effectively treats 
the reissue aS an amendment to the 
patent, which is itself treated as if it 
were а sStill-pending application. It 
bears emphasis that the first paragraph 
of section 251, which is designated as 
subsection (a) by this bill, bars the in- 
troduction of new matter in an applica- 
tion for reissue. Moreover, paragraph 
(3) of section 251, now designated as 
section 251(с), makes the rules gov- 
erning applications generally applica- 
ble to reissues. A reissue is treated as 
an amendment to the patent, and the 
last sentence of section 132(a) bars the 
introduction of new matter in an 
amendment. See In re Rasmussen, 650 
F.2d 1212, 1214-15, CCPA 1981. Thus a 
claim that relies for its support on new 
matter introduced in a reissue would 
be invalid. 

Section 2(b) of the bill recodifies sec- 
tion 102 of title 35. In the present bill, 
this recodification is reorganized by 
consolidating all exceptions to the def- 
inition of prior art in section 102(b)— 
and excluding from subsection (b) pro- 
visions that do not define exceptions to 
prior art, such as the CREATE Act and 
the definition of the effective date of 
patents and applications cited as prior 
art. Thus what previously appeared as 
section 102(a)(1)(B) in earlier versions 
of the bill is now 102(b)(1)(A), and 
former paragraphs (3) and (4) of sub- 
section (b) are now subsections (c) and 
(d), respectively. 

Also, the wording of subparagraph 
(B) of section 102(b)(2), which appeared 
at the same place in earlier versions of 
the bill, is changed so that it tracks 
the wording of subparagraph (B) of sub- 
section (b)(1). These two subparagraph 
(B)s are intended to operate in the 
same way, and their previous dif- 
ferences in wording, although not sub- 
stantive, tended to create an implica- 
tion that they were intended to operate 
in different ways. 
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Under the first subparagraph (B), at 
section 102(b)(1)(B), if an inventor pub- 
licly discloses his invention, no subse- 
quent disclosure made by anyone, re- 
gardless of whether the subsequent dis- 
closer obtained the subject matter 
from the inventor, will constitute prior 
art against the inventor’s subsequent 
application for patent in the United 
States. The parallel provision at sec- 
tion 102(b)(2)(B) applies the same rule 
to subsequent applications: if the in- 
ventor discloses his invention, a subse- 
quently filed application by another 
will not constitute prior art against 
the inventor’s later-filed application 
for patent in the United States, even if 
the other filer did not obtain the sub- 
ject matter from the first-disclosing 
inventor. And of course, the inventor’s 
earlier disclosure will constitute prior 
art that invalidates the other filer’s 
subsequent application. 

In other words, under the regime of 
the two subparagraph (B)s, an inven- 
tor’s disclosure of his invention to the 
public not only invalidates anyone 
else’s subsequently filed application, 
but no one else’s subsequent disclosure 
or filing of an application during the 1- 
year grace period will constitute prior 
art against that inventor’s application. 
The bill thus effectively creates a 
“first to publish” rule that guarantees 
patent rights in the United States to 
whoever discloses the invention to the 
public first. 

Of course, until the Europeans and 
the Japanese adopt a more substantial 
grace period, an inventor’s pre-filing 
disclosure will prevent patenting in 
Europe and Japan. An inventor who is 
concerned about protecting his inven- 
tion from theft, but who also wants to 
preserve his rights overseas, can in- 
stead file a provisional application in 
the United States. This inexpensive al- 
ternative protects the inventor’s rights 
both in the United States and abroad. 

Another change that this bill makes 
to chapter 10 is that the CREATE Act, 
formerly at section 103(c) of title 35, 
has been moved to section 102(c). The 
present bill departs from earlier 
versions of the bill by giving the CRE- 
ATE Act is own subsection and making 
several clarifying and technical 
changes. In particular, the citation at 
the end of the chapeau is made more 
specific, and in paragraph (1) the words 
“was developed’’ are added because 
subject matter is not always ‘‘made,”’ 
but is always ‘‘developed.’’ Also in the 
same paragraph, the reference to ‘‘par- 
ties” is replaced with ‘1 or more par- 
ties”, to further clarify that not all 
parties to the joint research agreement 
need have participated in developing 
the prior art or making the invention. 
Finally, as noted previously, the defini- 
tion of “joint research agreement” is 
moved to section 100, which contains 
other definitions relevant to CREATE. 
As section 2(b)(2) of this bill notes, 
these changes are made with the same 
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“intent” to promote joint-research ac- 
tivities that animated the CREATE 
Act. None of the changes in this legis- 
lation alter the meaning of the original 
law. 

The present bill’s new subsection 
102(d) of title 35 makes several changes 
to earlier bills’ version of this provi- 
sion. Specifically, the chapeau of this 
subsection, which defines the effective 
date of patents and applications cited 
as prior art, is modified in the first 
clause by expressly stating the purpose 
of this subsection, and by otherwise 
clarifying the language employed. In 
paragraph (1), a clause is added at the 
outset to make clear that the para- 
graph applies only if paragraph (2) does 
not apply. Paragraph (2) is unmodified 
save for the nonsubstantive addition of 
а comma. 

Though the language of section 
102(d)(2) remains unchanged from ear- 
lier versions of the bill, that language 
deserves some comment. Paragraph (2) 
is intended to overrule what remains of 
In re Wertheim, 646 F.2d 527 (CCPA 
1981), which appeared to hold that only 
an application that could have become 
a patent on the day that it was filed 
can constitute prior art against an- 
other application or patent. See id. at 
537, noting that: 

If, for example, the PTO wishes to utilize 
against an applicant a part of that patent 
disclosure found in an application filed ear- 
lier than the date of the application which 
became the patent, it must demonstrate that 
the earlier-filed application contains sec- 
tions 120/112 support for the invention 
claimed in the reference patent. For if a pat- 
ent could not theoretically have issued the 
day the application was filed, it is not enti- 
tled to be used against another as ‘secret 
prior art,’ the rationale of Milburn being in- 
applicable. 

Wertheim, however, was already al- 
most completely overruled by the 
American Inventors Protection Act of 
1999, Public Law 106-113, which, by 
making any published application prior 
art, effectively displaced Wertheim’s 
requirement that the application have 
been capable of becoming a patent on 
the day that it was filed. Two recent 
BPAI decisions, Ex parte Yamaguchi, 
88 U.S.P.Q.2d 1606, BPAI 2008, and Ex 
parte Jo Anne Robbins, 2009 WL 3490271, 
BPAI October 26, 2009, confirm this 
overruling, holding that any applica- 
tion that is ultimately published is 
prior art as of its filing date, and that 
provisional applications—which typi- 
cally cannot become patents as filed— 
also are prior art. See Robbins at page 
*4, noting that ‘‘[iJn our opinion, a pub- 
lished patent application which is 
statutorily destined to be published 
constitutes prior art for all that it dis- 
closes on its earliest filing date,” and 
Yamaguchi at page 9, noting that “а 
provisional application—like a regular 
utility application—constitutes prior 
art for all that it teaches,” and the 
same case at page 13, Judge Torczon 
concurring that ‘‘[i]f [the majority] is 
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correct, In re Wertheim is no longer 
tenable authority.” Moreover, these 
BPAI decisions’ holding that a patent 
has a patent-defeating effect as of the 
filing date of the provisional applica- 
tion to which it claims priority was re- 
cently affirmed by the Federal Circuit 
in In re Giacomini, 612 F.3d 1380 (Fed. 
Cir. 2010). 

The caselaw also teaches that parent 
applications to the published applica- 
tion set the effective date of the prior 
art if they describe the invention and 
the invention is enabled before the fil- 
ing of the patent under review, even if 
that prior-art description, standing 
alone, may not be adequate to show 
enablement. This point is illustrated 
by Application of Samour, 571 F.2d 559, 
CCPA 1978, which holds that prior art 
must be enabled before the effective fil- 
ing date of the application or patent 
under review, but this enablement need 
not be disclosed at the same place and 
time as the primary reference relied on 
as prior art—and can even come later 
than the primary reference, so long as 
it still comes before the effective-filing 
date of the application under review. 
Samour at page 563, notes that: 
we do not believe that a reference showing 
that a method of preparing the claimed sub- 
ject matter would have been known by, or 
would have been obvious to, one of ordinary 
skill in the pertinent art, must antedate the 
primary reference. The critical issue under 
35 U.S.C. §102(b) is whether the claimed sub- 
ject matter was in possession of the public 
more than one year prior to applicant’s fil- 
ing date, not whether the evidence showing 
such possession came before or after the date 
of the primary reference. 

Technically, In re Wertheim still 
controls the prior-art effect of the lim- 
ited universe of applications that are 
not published before they are patented, 
but the Office’s examination guidelines 
ignore even this vestigial effect, and 
extend prior-art effect to all prior ap- 
plications that describe an invention as 
of the date of their filing. MPEP 
21360.03, part IV, which notes that: 

For prior art purposes, a U.S. patent or 
patent application publication that claims 
the benefit of an earlier filing date under 35 
U.S.C. 120 of a prior nonprovisional applica- 
tion would be accorded the earlier filing date 
as its prior art date under 35 U.S.C. 102(e), 
provided the earlier-filed application prop- 
erly supports the subject matter relied upon 
in any rejection in compliance with 35 U.S.C. 
§112, first paragraph. 

A prior-art parent application, how- 
ever, must be copendent, have some 
continuity of disclosure, and be specifi- 
cally referred to in the patent or pub- 
lished application. The continuous dis- 
closure must be a description of the 
subject matter that is relied on as 
prior art. That description can become 
narrower in the intervening applica- 
tions. But so long as there is still some 
description of the subject matter in the 
intervening applications, the Office can 
rely on an earlier application’s fuller 
description as prior art. 

The language of paragraph (2) is 
somewhat indirect in its imposition of 
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these requirements. They are mostly 
incorporated through the paragraph’s 
mandate that the prior-art application 
be “entitled to claim * * * priority or 
benefit” under section 120 et al. In sec- 
tion 100(i), which defines the effective- 
filing date of the patent under review, 
the patent must be entitled to the pri- 
ority or benefit itself under the rel- 
evant sections. Here again in section 
102(d), however, the application need 
only be entitled to claim the benefit or 
priority under those sections. This dif- 
ference in language, which offers an ex- 
cellent example of why people hate 
lawyers, distinguishes between the core 
requirement of section 120 et al.—that 
the application include an enabling dis- 
closure—and the ministerial require- 
ments of that section—that the appli- 
cation be copendent and specifically 
referenced. In effect, an application 
that meets the ministerial require- 
ments of copendency and specific ref- 
erence is entitled to claim the benefit 
or priority, but only an application 
that also offers an enabling disclosure 
is actually entitled to the benefit or 
priority itself. The language of para- 
graph (2) also expressly requires that 
the earliest application ‘‘describe’’ the 
subject matter, and the Office has tra- 
ditionally required that this disclosure 
be continuous, as discussed above. 

Paragraph (2) can be criticized as 
codifying current BPAI common law 
and examination practice without fully 
describing that practice. However, a 
fully descriptive codification of the 
principles codified therein would be un- 
duly long, requiring repetition of the 
already somewhat inelegant language 
of section 120. 

Another aspect of the bill’s changes 
to current section 102 also merits spe- 
cial mention. New section 102(a)(1) 
makes two important changes to the 
definition of non-patent prior art. 
First, it lifts current law’s geographic 
limits on what uses, knowledge, or 
sales constitute prior art. And second, 
it limits all non-patent prior art to 
that which is available to the public. 
This latter change is clearly identified 
in Senate Report 110-259, the report for 
S. 1145, the predecessor to this bill in 
the 110th Congress. The words ‘‘other- 
wise available to the public’’ were 
added to section 102(a)(1) during that 
Congress’s Judiciary Committee mark 
up of the bill. The word ‘‘otherwise”’ 
makes clear that the preceding clauses 
describe things that are of the same 
quality or nature as the final clause— 
that is, although different categories of 
prior art are listed, all of them are lim- 
ited to that which makes the invention 
“available to the public.” As the com- 
mittee report notes at page 9, ‘‘the 
phrase ‘available to the public’ is added 
to clarify the broad scope of relevant 
prior art, aS well as to emphasize the 
fact that it [i.e., the relevant prior art] 
must be publicly available.” In other 
words, as the report notes, ‘‘[p]rior art 
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will be measured from the filing date of 
the application and will include all art 
that publicly exists prior to the filing 
date, other than disclosures by the in- 
ventor within one year of filing.” 

The Committee’s understanding of 
the effect of adding the words ‘‘or oth- 
erwise available to the public” is con- 
firmed by judicial construction of this 
phraseology. Courts have consistently 
found that when the words “ог other- 
wise” or “ог other” are used to add a 
modifier at the end of a string of 
clauses, the modifier thus added re- 
stricts the meaning of the preceding 
clauses. Strom v. Goldman, Sachs & Co., 
202 F.3d 188, 146-47, Second Cir. 1999, 
states that: 

The position of the phrase ‘or any other eq- 
uitable relief’ in the sentence in which it ap- 
pears indicates that it modifies one or both 
of the two specific remedies referred to just 
before it in the same sentence * * * [T]he use 
of the words ‘other’ immediately after the 
reference to back pay and before ‘equitable 
relief? demonstrated Congress’ understanding 
that the back pay remedy is equitable in na- 
ture. 


Strom construed the phrase ‘‘may in- 
clude * * * back pay, * * * or any other 
equitable relief.” Universal City Studios, 
Inc. v. Reimerdes, 111 F.Supp.2d 294, 325, 
S.D.N.Y. 2000, holds that: 


The statute makes it unlawful to offer, 
provide or otherwise traffic in described 
technology. To ‘traffic’ in something is to 
engage in dealings in it, conduct that nec- 
essarily involves awareness of the nature of 
the subject of the trafficking. * * * The 
phrase ‘or otherwise traffic in’ modifies and 
gives meaning to the words ‘offer’ and ‘pro- 
vide.’ In consequence, the anti-trafficking 
provision of the DMCA is implicated where 
one presents, holds out or makes a cir- 
cumvention technology or device available, 
knowing its nature, for the purpose of allow- 
ing others to acquire it. 


Reimerdes construed the phrase 
“offer to the public, provide, or other- 
wise traffic in any technology.” 


Williamson v. Southern Regional Council, 
Inc., 223 Ga. 179, 184, 154 S.E.2d 21, 25 
(Ga. 1967), noted that: 

The words ‘carrying on propaganda’ in this 
statute must be construed in connection 
with the words following it, ‘or otherwise at- 
tempting to influence legislation.’ The use of 
the word ‘otherwise’ indicates that ‘carrying 
on propaganda’ relates to ‘attempting to in- 
fluence legislation.’ 

Williamson construed the phrase 
“carrying on propaganda, or otherwise 
attempting to influence legislation.” 

In other words, the Judiciary Com- 
mittee’s design in adding the 2007 
amendment to section 102(a)(1), as ex- 
pressed in the relevant committee re- 
port, is consistent with the unanimous 
judicial construction of the same turn 
of phrase. It appears that every court 
that has considered this question 
agrees with the committee’s under- 
standing of the meaning of this lan- 
guage. 

Moreover, the fact that the clause 
“or otherwise available to the public” 
is set off from its preceding clauses by 
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a comma confirms that it applies to 
both ‘‘public use” and “оп sale.” 
Finisar Corp. v. DirecTV Group, Inc., 523 
F.3d 1323, 1336, Fed. Cir. 2008, notes that 
“when a modifier is set off from a se- 
ries of antecedents by a comma, the 
modifier should be read to apply to 
each of those antecedents.” Thus new 
section 102(a)(1) imposes a public-avail- 
ability standard on the definition of all 
prior art enumerated by the bill—an 
understanding on which the remainder 
of the bill is predicated. 

Whether an invention has been made 
available to the public is the same in- 
quiry that is undertaken under exist- 
ing law to determine whether a docu- 
ment has become publicly accessible, 
but is conducted in a more generalized 
manner to account for disclosures of 
information that are not in the form of 
documents. 

A document is publicly accessible if it has 
been disseminated or otherwise made avail- 
able to the extent that persons interested 
and ordinarily skilled in the subject matter 
or art, exercising reasonable diligence, can 
locate it and recognize and comprehend 
therefrom the essentials of the claimed in- 
vention without need of further research or 
experimentation. 

That is a quotation from Cordis Corp. 
v. Boston Scientific Corp., 561 F.3d 1319, 
1333, Fed. Cir. 2009. That decision also 
states that ‘“‘[iJn general, accessibility 
goes to the issue of whether interested 
members of the relevant public could 
obtain the information if they wanted 
to.” See also In re Lister, 583 F.3d 1307, 
Fed. Cir. 2009. 

Another important aspect of public 
availability or accessibility is the doc- 
trine of inherency. ‘‘Under the doctrine 
of inherency, if an element is not ex- 
pressly disclosed in a prior art ref- 
erence, the reference will still be 
deemed to anticipate a subsequent 
claim if the missing element is nec- 
essarily present in the thing described 
in the reference, and that it would be 
so recognized by persons of ordinary 
skill,” a point noted in Rosco, Inc. v. 
Mirror Lite Co., 304 F.3d 1378, 1380, Fed. 
Cir. 2002. This doctrine applies to prod- 
ucts sold to the public as well as pub- 
lished references. Thus once a product 
is sold on the market, any invention 
that is inherent to the product be- 
comes publicly available prior art and 
cannot be patented. 

The present bill’s elimination of the 
patent forfeiture doctrines in favor of a 
general public availability standard 
also limits and reconciles the various 
purposes that previously have been as- 
cribed to section 102’s definition of 
prior art. Current 102(b), which imposes 
the forfeiture doctrines, has been de- 
scribed as being ‘‘primarily concerned 
with the policy that encourages an in- 
ventor to enter the patent system 
promptly,” a quotation from Woodland 
Trust v. Flowertree Nursery, Inc., 148 
F.3d 1368, 1870, Fed. Cir. 1998. And the 
“overriding concern of the on-sale bar” 
has been described as ‘‘an inventor’s 
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attempt to commercialize his inven- 
tion beyond the statutory term,” as 
stated in Netscape Communications Corp. 
v. Konrad, 295 F.3d 1315, 1323, Fed. Cir. 
2002. 

By adopting the first-to-file system, 
however, the present bill already pro- 
vides ample incentive for an inventor 
to enter the patent system promptly. 
There is no need to also require for- 
feiture of patents simply because the 
inventor has made some use of the in- 
vention that has not made the inven- 
tion available to the public. And the 
current on-sale bar imposes penalties 
not demanded by any legitimate public 
interest. There is no reason to fear 
“commercialization’’ that merely con- 
sists of a secret sale or offer for sale 
but that does not operate to disclose 
the invention to the public. 

The current forfeiture doctrines have 
become traps for unwary inventors and 
impose extreme results to no real pur- 
pose. In Beachcombers International, Inc. 
v. Wildewood Creative Products, Inc., 31 
F.3d 1154, 1159-60, Fed. Cir. 1994, for ex- 
ample, an improved kaleidoscope was 
held to be ‘іп public пзе” within the 
meaning of current section 102(b) be- 
cause the inventor had demonstrated 
the device to several guests at a party 
in her own home. And in JumpSport, 
Inc. v. Jumpking, Inc., 2006 WL 2034498, 
Fed. Cir. July 21, 2006, the court of ap- 
peals affirmed the forfeiture of a pat- 
ent for a trampoline enclosure on the 
ground that the enclosure had been in 
“public use” because neighbors had 
been allowed to use it in the inventor’s 
back yard. Obviously, neither of these 
uses made the inventions accessible to 
persons interested and skilled in the 
subject matter. The only effect of rul- 
ings like these is to create heavy dis- 
covery costs in every patent case, and 
to punish small inventors who are un- 
aware of the pitfalls of the current def- 
inition of prior art. 

The present bill’s new section 102(a) 
precludes extreme results such as these 
and eliminates the use of the definition 
of prior art to pursue varied goals such 
as encouraging prompt filing or lim- 
iting commercialization. Instead, the 
new definition of prior art will serve 
only one purpose: ‘‘to prevent the with- 
drawal by an inventor of that which 
was already in the possession of the 
public,” as noted in Bruckelmyer v. 
Ground Heaters, Inc., 335 F.3d 1374, 1378, 
Fed. Cir. 2006. The new definition is 
“grounded on the principle that once 
an invention is in the public domain, it 
is no longer patentable by anyone,” as 
stated in SRI International, Inc. v. Inter- 
net Security Systems, Inc., 511 F.3d 1186, 
1194, Fed. Cir. 2008. 

The present definition thus abrogates 
the rule announced in Egbert v. 
Lippman, 104 U.S. 338, 336 (1881), one of 
the more unusual patent cases to come 
before the Supreme Court. That case 
held that: 
whether the use of an invention is public or 
private does not necessarily depend upon the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


number of persons to whom its use is known. 
If an inventor, having made his device, gives 
or sells it to another, to be used by the donee 
or vendee, without limitation or restriction, 
or injunction of secrecy, and it is so used, 
such use is public, even though the use and 
knowledge of the use may be confined to one 
person. 

Egbert v. Lippman is another case 
whose result can fairly be character- 
ized as extreme. The invention there 
was an improved corset spring. The evi- 
dence showed only that the inventor 
had given the improved corset spring 
to one lady friend, who gave it to no 
other, and who used it in a corset, 
which of course was worn under her 
dress. The U.S. Supreme Court deemed 
this to be a ‘“‘public use” of the inven- 
tion within the meaning of section 
102(b). 

Justice Miller dissented. He began by 
noting that the word ‘‘public’’ in sec- 
tion 102(b) is ‘‘an important member of 
the sentence.” Justice Miller went on 
to conclude: 

A private use with consent, which could 
lead to no copy or reproduction of the ma- 
chine, which taught the nature of the inven- 
tion to no one but the party to whom such 
consent was given, which left the public at 
large as ignorant of this as it was before the 
author’s discovery, was no abandonment to 
the public, and did not defeat his claim for a 
patent. If the little steep spring inserted in a 
single pair of corsets, and used by only one 
woman, covered by her outer-clothing, and 
in a position always withheld from public ob- 
servation, is a public use of that piece of 
steel, Iam at a loss to know the line between 
a private and a public use. 

In this bill’s revisions to section 102, 
vindication has finally come to Justice 
Miller, albeit 130 years late. 

I emphasize these points about the 
bill’s imposition of a general public 
availability standard and its elimi- 
nation of secret prior art because they 
are no small matter. A contrary con- 
struction of section 102(a)(1), which al- 
lowed private and non-disclosing uses 
and sales to constitute invalidating 
prior art, would be fairly disastrous for 
the U.S. patent system. First, the bill’s 
new post-grant review, in which any 
validity challenge can be raised, would 
be utterly unmanageable if the validity 
of all patents subject to review under 
the new system continued to depend on 
discovery-intensive searches for secret 
offers for sale and non-disclosing uses 
by third parties. Only patents issued 
under the new prior-art rules can be ef- 
ficiently reviewed under chapter 32. 

Second, a general public-availability 
standard is a necessary accompaniment 
to this bill’s elimination of geographic 
restrictions on the definition of prior 
art. As unwieldy as the current rules 
may be, at least those rules allow only 
those secret sales and private third- 
party uses that occur in the United 
States to constitute prior art. Under 
the new regime, however, sales and 
uses occurring overseas will also con- 
stitute prior art. A sale or use that dis- 
closes an invention to the public is rel- 
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atively hard to falsify. If the invention 
truly was made available to the public 
by sale or use, independent validation 
of that sale or use should be readily 
available. By contrast, the existence of 
a secret offer for sale, or a nondis- 
closing third-party use, largely will 
turn on the affidavits or statements of 
the parties to such an occurrence. Un- 
fortunately, some foreign countries 
continue to have weak business ethics 
and few scruples about bending the 
rules to favor domestic interests over 
foreign competitors. A system that al- 
lowed foreign interests to invalidate a 
U.S. patent simply by securing state- 
ments from individuals that a secret 
offer for sale or non-disclosing third- 
party use of the invention had occurred 
in a foreign country would place U.S. 
inventors at grave risk of having their 
inventions stolen through fraud. That 
is not a risk that Congress is willing to 
accept. 

In section 2(c), the present bill, for 
clarity’s sake, changes the previous 
bills’ recodification of section 103 of 
title 35 by replacing the word “though” 
with “, notwithstanding that”. The 
modified text reflects more conven- 
tional English usage. Also, in both the 
present bill and earlier versions, 
former subsection (b) of section 103 has 
been dropped, since it has already been 
subsumed in caselaw. And subsection 
(c), the CREATE Act, has been moved 
to subsection (d) of section 102. 

In section 2(e) of the present bill, an 
effective date is added to the repeal of 
statutory invention registrations. SIRs 
are needed only so long as inter- 
ferences exist. The bill repeals the au- 
thority to initiate interferences 18 
months after the date of enactment. 
The added effective-date language also 
repeals SIRs 18 months after enact- 
ment, making clear that preexisting 
SIRs will remain effective for purposes 
of pending interferences, which may 
continue under this bill. 

Section 2(e)(2) of the bill strikes the 
citation to section 115 from section 
111(b)(8)’s enumeration of application 
requirements that do not apply to 
provisionals. This conforming change 
is made because, in section 8 of the bill, 
section 115 itself has been amended so 
that it only applies to nonprovisionals. 
In other words, there is no longer any 
need for section 111(b)(8) to except out 
the oath requirement because that re- 
quirement no longer extends to 
provisionals. There is no need for an 
exception to a requirement that does 
not apply. 

Sections 2(h) and (i) of the present 
bill make a number of changes to the 
previous bills’ treatment of remedies 
for derivation. These changes are made 
largely at the Patent Office’s sugges- 
tion. In particular, the new section 135 
proceeding is simplified, the Office is 
given authority to implement the pro- 
ceeding through regulations, the Office 
is permitted to stay a derivation pro- 
ceeding pending an ex parte 
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reexamintion, IPR, or PGR for the ear- 
lier-filed patent, and the Office is per- 
mitted but not required to institute a 
proceeding if the Office finds substan- 
tial evidence of derivation. In lieu of a 
section 185 proceeding, parties will be 
allowed to challenge a derived patent 
through a civil action under a revised 
section 291. 

New section 2(k) of the bill elimi- 
nates the qui tam remedy for false 
marking, while allowing a party that 
has suffered a competitive injury as a 
result of such marking to seek compen- 
satory damages. Section 292 of title 35 
prohibits false patent marking and im- 
poses a penalty of $500 for each such of- 
fense. Under current law, subsection (b) 
allows “апу person” to sue for the pen- 
alty, and requires only that one half of 
the proceeds of the suit shall go to the 
United States. Current subsection (b) 
is, in effect, a qui tam remedy for false 
marking, but without any of the pro- 
tections and government oversight 
that normally accompany qui tam ac- 
tions. 

The changes made by section 2(k) of 
the bill would allow the United States 
to continue to seek the $500-per-article 
fine, and would allow competitors to 
recover in relation to actual injuries 
that they have suffered as a result of 
false marking, but would eliminate 
litigation initiated by unrelated, pri- 
vate third parties. 

In recent years, patent attorneys 
have begun to target manufacturers of 
high-volume consumer products with 
section 292(b) actions. Since the fine of 
up to $500 is assessed for each article 
that is falsely marked, such litigants 
have an incentive to target products 
that are sold in high volume. Though 
one might assume that section 292 is 
targeted at parties that assert ficti- 
tious patents in order to deter competi- 
tors, such a scenario is almost wholly 
unknown to false-marking litigation. 
False-marking suits are almost always 
based on allegations that a valid pat- 
ent that did cover the product has ex- 
pired, but the manufacturer continued 
to sell products stamped with the pat- 
ent, or allegations that an existing pat- 
ent used to mark products is invalid or 
unenforceable, or that an existing and 
valid patent’s claims should not be 
construed to cover the product in ques- 
tion. 

Indeed, a recent survey of such suits 
found that a large majority involved 
valid patents that covered the products 
in question but had simply expired. For 
many products, it is difficult and ex- 
pensive to change a mold or other 
means by which a product is marked as 
patented, and marked products con- 
tinue to circulate in commerce for 
some time after the patent expires. It 
is doubtful that the Congress that 
originally enacted this section antici- 
pated that it would force manufactur- 
ers to immediately remove marked 
products from commerce once the pat- 
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ent expired, given that the expense to 
manufacturers of doing so will gen- 
erally greatly outweigh any conceiv- 
able harm of allowing such products to 
continue to circulate in commerce. 

Indeed, it is not entirely clear how 
consumers would suffer any tangible 
harm from false marking that is dis- 
tinct from that suffered when competi- 
tors are deterred from entering a mar- 
ket. Patent marking’s primary purpose 
is to inform competitors, not con- 
sumers, that a product is patented. I 
doubt that consumers would take any 
interest, for example, in whether a dis- 
posable plastic cup is subject to a pat- 
ent, to take one case recently decided 
by the courts. Even less clear is how 
the consumer would be harmed by such 
marking, absent a deterrence of com- 
petition. Current section 292(b) creates 
an incentive to litigate over false 
marking that is far out of proportion 
to the extent of any harm actually suf- 
fered or the culpability of a manufac- 
turer’s conduct. 

To the extent that false patent mark- 
ing deters competition, the bill’s re- 
vised section 292(b) allows those com- 
petitors to sue for relief. This remedy 
should be more than adequate to deter 
false marking that harms competition. 
And to the extent that false marking 
somehow harms the public in a manner 
distinct from any injury to competi- 
tors and competition, revised section 
292(a) would allow the United States to 
seek relief on behalf of the public. The 
Justice Department can be expected to 
be more judicious in its use of this 
remedy than is a private qui tam liti- 
gant seeking recovery that will benefit 
him personally. These revisions to sec- 
tion 292 should restore some equi- 
librium to this field of litigation. 

Finally, because the Federal Circuit’s 
recent decision in Forest Group, Inc. v. 
Bon Tool Co., 590 F.3d 1295, Fed Cir. 
2009, appears to have created a surge in 
false-marking qui tam litigation, the 
changes made by paragraph (1) of sec- 
tion 2(k) of the bill are made fully ret- 
roactive by paragraph (2). Because the 
courts have had difficulty properly 
construing effective-date language in 
recent years, paragraph (2) employs the 
language of section 7(b) of Public Law 
109-366, the Military Commissions Act 
of 2006, which recently was given an au- 
thoritative construction in Boumediene 
v. Bush, 476 F.3d 981, 987, D.C. Cir. 2007. 
As that court noted when construing 
effective-date language identical to 
that of section 2(k)(2): 

Section 7(b) could not be clearer. It states 
that “the amendment made by subsection 
(a)’’—which repeals habeas jurisdiction—ap- 
plies to ‘‘all cases, without exception” relat- 
ing to any aspect of detention. It is almost 
as if the proponents of these words were 
slamming their fists on the table shouting 
“When we say ‘all,’ we mean all—without ex- 
ception!” 

It is anticipated that courts will find 
the same clarity in the language of sec- 
tion 2(k)(2), and will apply the revised 
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section 292(b) to cases pending at any 
level of appeal or review. 

Section 2(1) of the present bill modi- 
fies the statute of limitations for initi- 
ating a proceeding to exclude an attor- 
ney from practice before the Office. 
Under this provision, a section 32 pro- 
ceeding must be initiated either within 
10 years of when the underlying mis- 
conduct occurred, or within 1 year of 
when the misconduct is reported to 
that section of PTO charged with con- 
ducting section 32 proceedings, which- 
ever is earlier. 

It is not entirely clear how the time 
limitation applies under present law. A 
recent D.C. Circuit case, 3M v. Browner, 
17 F.3d 1461 D.C. Cir. 1994, effectively 
makes the 5-year statute of limitations 
that generally applies to enforcement 
of civil penalties, at 28 U.S.C. §2462, 
run from the date when a violation oc- 
curred, rather than from the date when 
the enforcement agency first learned of 
the violation or reasonably could have 
learned of it. A recent Federal Circuit 
case, Sheinbein v. Dudas, 465 F.3d 493, 
496, Fed. Cir. 2006, applies the section 
2462 5-year limitation to section 32 pro- 
ceedings, and applies 3M v. Browner’s 
general rule, as described by Sheinbein, 
that ‘‘[a] claim normally accrues when 
the factual and legal prerequisites for 
filing suit are in place.” However, an- 
other court case, S.E.C. v. Koenig, 557 
F.3d 736, 739, 7th Cir. 2009, has recently 
held that when a fraud has occurred, 
section 2462 only runs from when the 
fraud ‘‘could have been discovered by a 
person exercising reasonable dili- 
gence.” 

Although the Federal Circuit appears 
to be inclined to follow 3M v. Browner, 
it is not entirely clear that it would re- 
ject Koenig’s exception for cases of 
fraud, Koenig having been decided sub- 
sequently to Sheinbein. In any event, 
neither rule would be entirely satisfac- 
tory for section 32 proceedings. On the 
one hand, a strict five-year statute of 
limitations that runs from when the 
misconduct occurred, rather than from 
when it reasonably could have been dis- 
covered, would appear to preclude a 
section 32 proceeding for a significant 
number of cases of serious misconduct, 
since prosecution misconduct often is 
not discovered until a patent is en- 
forced. On the other hand, a fraud ex- 
ception that effectively tolls the stat- 
ute of limitations until the fraud rea- 
sonably could have been discovered 
would be both overinclusive and under- 
inclusive. Such tolling could allow a 
section 32 proceeding to be commenced 
more than two decades after the attor- 
ney’s misconduct occurred. This is well 
beyond the time period during which 
individuals can reasonably be expected 
to maintain an accurate recollection of 
events and motivations. And yet, a 
fraud exception would also be under- 
inclusive, since there is a substantial 
range of misconduct that PTO should 
want to sanction that does not rise to 
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the level of fraud, which requires reli- 
ance on the perpetrator’s misrepresen- 
tations. 

Section 2(1) of the bill adopts neither 
3M v. Browner nor Koenig’s approach, 
but instead imposes an outward limit 
of 10 years from the occurrence of the 
misconduct for the initiation of a sec- 
tion 32 proceeding. A 10-year limit 
would appear to allow a proceeding for 
the vast bulk of misconduct that is dis- 
covered, while also staying within the 
limits of what attorneys can reason- 
ably be expected to remember. 

Paragraph (2) of section 2(1) requires 
the Office to report to Congress every 
two years on incidents of misconduct 
that it becomes aware of and would 
have investigated but for the 10 year 
limit. By providing a description of the 
character and apparent seriousness of 
such incidents, these reports will alert 
a future Congress if there is a need to 
revisit the 10-year limit. If the number 
and seriousness of such incidents is 
substantial enough, it may outweigh 
the interest in repose with regard to 
such matters. 

Section 2(m) of the present bill re- 
quires the Small Business Administra- 
tion to report to Congress on the ex- 
pected impact of the first-to-file sys- 
tem on small businesses. On the one 
hand, some parties have suggested that 
the first-to-file system will be rel- 
atively burdensome for small busi- 
nesses because it will require patent 
applicants to file their applications 
earlier, and will require that more ap- 
plications be filed for a complex inven- 
tion. On the other hand, others have 
suggested that the first-to-file system 
will be far simpler and cleaner to ad- 
minister, that the ability to file provi- 
sional applications mitigates the bur- 
den of filing earlier, and that by induc- 
ing American patent applicants to file 
earlier, the first-to-file system is more 
likely to result in American patents 
that are valid and have priority else- 
where in the industrialized world. 

Under current law, even if an Amer- 
ican small business or independent in- 
ventor is legally sophisticated enough 
to maintain the type of third-party 
validation that will preserve his pri- 
ority under the first-to-invent system, 
if that American inventor relies on 
first-to-invent rules to delay filing his 
application, he runs a serious risk that 
someone in another country will file an 
application for the same invention be- 
fore the American does. Because the 
rest of the world uses the first-to-file 
system, even if the American inventor 
can prove that he was the first to have 
possession of the invention, the foreign 
filer would obtain the patent rights to 
the invention everywhere outside of 
the United States. In today’s world, 
patent rights in Europe and Asia are 
valuable and important and cannot be 
ignored. 

Section 2(n) of the bill requires the 
Director to report on the desirability 
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of authorizing prior-user rights, par- 
ticularly in light of the adoption of a 
first-to-file system. 

In section 2(0) of the bill, the time 
for implementing the first-to-file sys- 
tem has been moved to 18 months, so 
that Congress might have an oppor- 
tunity to act on the conclusions or rec- 
ommendations of the reports required 
by subsections (m) and (n) before first- 
to-file rules are implemented. 

Subsection (0) generally adopts the 
Office’s preferred approach to 
transitioning to the first-to-file sys- 
tem. Under this approach, if an appli- 
cation contains or contained a claim to 
an invention with an effective-filing 
date that is 18 months after the date of 
enactment of the Act, the entire appli- 
cation is subject to the first-to-file re- 
gime. As a practical matter, this al- 
lows applicants to flip their applica- 
tions forward into the first-to-file sys- 
tem, but prevents them from flipping 
backward into the first-to-invent uni- 
verse once they are already subject to 
first-to-file rules. 

New section 100(i)(2) of title 35 en- 
sures that reissues of first-to-invent 
patents will remain subject to first-to- 
invent rules. Also, continuations of 
first-to-invent applications that do not 
introduce new matter will remain sub- 
ject to first-to-invent rules. This last 
rule is important because if a continu- 
ation filed 18 months after the enact- 
ment of the Act were automatically 
subject to first-to-file rules, even if it 
introduced no new matter, the Office 
likely would see a flood of continu- 
ation filings on the eve of the first-to- 
file effective date. Under subsection 
(о), an applicant who wants to add to 
his disclosure after this section’s 18- 
month effective date can choose to pull 
the whole invention into the first-to- 
file universe by including the new dis- 
closure in a continuation of his pend- 
ing first-to-invent application, or he 
can choose to keep the pending appli- 
cation in the first-to-file world by fil- 
ing the new disclosure as a separate in- 
vention. 

Paragraph (2) of subsection (0) pro- 
vides a remedy in situations in which 
interfering patents are issued, one of 
which remains subject to first-to-in- 
vent rules, and the other of which was 
filed earlier but has a later date of con- 
ception and has transitioned into the 
first-to-file system. Paragraph (2) sub- 
jects the latter patent to the first-to- 
invent rule, and allows the other pat- 
ent owner and even third parties to 
seek invalidation of that later-con- 
ceived interfering patent on that basis. 

In section 3(a) of the present bill, the 
language of section 115 of title 35, the 
inventor’s oath requirement, has been 
tidied up from that appearing in earlier 
versions of the bill. A grammatical 
error is corrected, an unnecessary par- 
enthetical is struck, and_ stylistic 
changes are made. 

In the new section 115(g), a paragraph 
(2) has been added that allows the Di- 
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rector to require an applicant claiming 
the benefit of an earlier-filed applica- 
tion to include copies of previous in- 
ventor’s oaths used in those applica- 
tions. The Office cannot begin exam- 
ining an application until it knows who 
those inventors are, since their iden- 
tity determines which prior art counts 
as prior art against the claimed inven- 
tion. However, a later-filed application 
is not currently required to name in- 
ventors. Such information is included 
in an application data sheet, but such 
data sheets are not always filed—the 
requirement is not statutory. More- 
over, a later-filed application often will 
cite to multiple prior applications 
under section 120, each of which may 
list several inventors. Thus unless the 
Office can require the applicant to 
identify which oath or other statement 
applies to the later-filed application, 
the Office may not be able to figure out 
who the inventor is for that later appli- 
cation. 

In new section 115(h)(2), the present 
bill replaces the word ‘‘under’’ with 
“meeting the requirements of’’ in order 
to conform to the formulation used 
later in the same sentence. 

In section 3(a)(3) of the bill, the 
changes to section 111(а) are modified 
to reflect that either an oath or dec- 
laration may be submitted. 

In section 3(b), the present bill adds a 
new paragraph (2) that modifies section 
251 to allow an assignee who applied for 
a patent to also seek broadening re- 
issue of the patent within two years of 
its issue. Notwithstanding the lan- 
guage of the fourth paragraph of cur- 
rent section 251, the Office currently 
does allow assignees to seek broad- 
ening reissue, so long as the inventor 
does not oppose the reissue. The Office 
views such unopposed applications for 
reissue as effectively being made ‘іп 
the name” of the inventor. Expanding 
an assignee’s right to seek broadening 
reissue is consistent with the БИГӘ 
changes to sections 115 and 118, which 
expand assignees’ rights by allowing 
assignees to apply for a patent against 
the inventor’s wishes. If an assignee ex- 
ercises his right to apply for a patent 
against the inventor’s wishes, there is 
no reason not to allow the same as- 
signee to also seek a broadening re- 
issue within the section 251 time lim- 
its. 

Turning to the issue of damages, at 
the end of the 110th Congress, I intro- 
duced a patent reform bill, S. 3600, that 
proposed restrictions on the use of 
some of the factors that are used to 
calculate a reasonable royalty. Discus- 
sions with patent-damages experts had 
persuaded me that several of the 
metrics that are employed by litigants 
are unsound, unduly manipulable and 
subjective, and prone to producing ex- 
cessive awards. The most significant of 
the restrictions that I proposed in S. 
3600 were limits on the use of sup- 
posedly comparable licenses for other 
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patents to value the patent in suit, and 
limits on the use of standardized meas- 
ures such as the so-called rule of 
thumb. These proposals are discussed 
in my statement accompanying the in- 
troduction of S. 3600, at 154 CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD 22620, 22622-22624, Sep- 
tember 27, 2008. I argued at the time 
that the only way to ensure that courts 
and juries would stop using these 
metrics ‘“‘is for Congress to tell the 
courts to disallow them.” 

It appears that I underestimated the 
courts’ ability and willingness to ad- 
dress these problems on their own. And 
I certainly did not anticipate the speed 
with which they might do so. Three re- 
cent decisions from the Federal Circuit 
have sharply restricted the use of li- 
censes for supposedly comparable pat- 
ents to value the patent in suit. Lucent 
Technologies, Inc. v. Gateway, Inc., 580 
F.3d 1301, 1328, Fed. Cir. 2009, makes 
clear that mere ‘‘kinship’’ in a field of 
technology is not enough to allow use 
of evidence of licenses for other pat- 
ents. Lucent bars the use of other-pat- 
ent licenses where there is no showing 
of the significance of such other pat- 
ented inventions to their licensed prod- 
ucts, or no showing of how ‘‘valuable or 
essential” those other licensed inven- 
tions are. In a similar vein, 
ResQNet.com, Inc. v. Lansa, Inc., 594 
F.3d 860, 870, 872, Fed. Cir. 2010, con- 
demns the use of ‘‘unrelated’’ licenses 
for other patents as a measure of value 
and makes clear that a supposedly 
comparable license must have ‘‘an eco- 
nomic or other link to the technology 
in question.” And Wordtech Systems, 
Inc. v. Integrated Network Solutions, 
Inc., 609 F.3d 1308, 1320, Fed. Cir. 2010, 
recently reiterated that ‘‘comparisons 
of past patent licenses to the infringe- 
ment must account for the techno- 
logical and economic differences be- 
tween them.” 

And just two months ago, I was par- 
ticularly pleased to see the Federal 
Circuit announce, in Uniloc USA, Inc. v. 
Microsoft Corp., F.3d Я 
2011 WL 9738, Fed. Cir. 2011, that the 
“court now holds as a matter of Fed- 
eral Circuit law that the 25 percent 
rule of thumb is a fundamentally 
flawed tool for determining a baseline 
royalty rate in a hypothetical negotia- 
tion.” The court ruled that testimony 
based on the rule of thumb is inadmis- 
sible under the Daubert standard. 

The rule of thumb is a particularly 
arbitrary and inaccurate measure of 
patent value. I am glad to see that it 
will no longer be used. 

The Lucent case that I quoted earlier 
also struck down a damages award that 
was based on the entire market value 
of the infringing product. The court did 
so because there was no substantial 
evidence that the patented invention 
was the basis for consumer demand for 
the product. See Lucent, 580 F.3d at 
1337-38. This holding addresses one of 
the principal complaints that I have 
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heard about patent-damages calcula- 
tions. And it effects a reform that Con- 
gress itself cannot enact. Existing law 
already required that the invention be 
the basis for consumer demand before 
damages can be assessed on the whole 
product, and the law already required 
parties to support their contentions 
with legally sufficient evidence. Con- 
gress can change the underlying law, 
but it cannot make the courts enforce 
it. The Lucent case did so. 

The limits that I had proposed in 8S. 
3600 on the use of metrics such as the 
rule of thumb, and that bill’s restric- 
tions on the use of licenses for com- 
parable patents to value the patent in 
suit, are rendered superfluous by these 
intervening judicial decisions. The 
present bill appropriately leaves pat- 
ent-damages law to common law devel- 
opment in the courts. 

The present bill also makes по 
changes to the standard for awards of 
treble damages. As noted in the Minor- 
ity Report to the committee report for 
the 2009 bill, Senate Report 111-18 at 
pages 58-60, that bill’s grounds for al- 
lowing awards of treble damages were 
exceedingly narrow, and its safe har- 
bors were overly broad. That bill would 
have created immunity from willful- 
ness damages even for an infringer who 
was fully aware of a patent and had no 
real doubts as to its validity. It also 
created immunity, in some cases, even 
for infringers who had engaged in wan- 
ton conduct such as deliberate copying. 

Awards of enhanced damages play an 
important role in the U.S. patent sys- 
tem. It is not uncommon that a manu- 
facturer will find itself in a situation 
where it feels great pressure to copy a 
competitor’s patented invention. In a 
typical scenario, the sales staff report 
that they are losing sales because the 
competitor’s product has a particular 
feature. The manufacturer’s engineers 
discover that the feature is protected 
by a valid patent, and they find that 
they are unable to produce the same 
feature without infringing the patent. 
The company then has two choices. It 
can choose to continue to try to repro- 
duce or substitute for the patented fea- 
ture, and as it does so, continue to lose 
market share, and in some cases, lose 
convoyed sales of associated products 
or services. Or it can choose to infringe 
the competitor’s patent. 

Treble damages are authorized in 
order to deter manufacturers from 
choosing the second option. Absent the 
threat of treble damages, many manu- 
facturers would find that their most fi- 
nancially reasonable option is simply 
to infringe patents. Lost-profits dam- 
ages are often hard to prove or unavail- 
able. The patent owner is always enti- 
tled to a reasonable royalty, but under 
that standard, the infringer often can 
keep even some of the profits produced 
by his infringing behavior. Without 
treble damages, many companies would 
find it economically rational to in- 


3427 


fringe valid patents. Section 284’s au- 
thorization of treble damages is de- 
signed to persuade these companies 
that their best economic option is to 
respect valid patents. 

If patents were routinely ignored and 
infringed, the patent system would 
cease to be of use to many companies 
and other entities that do some of our 
nation’s most important research and 
development. These companies are 
profitable because people respect their 
patents and voluntarily pay a license. 
They would not be viable enterprises if 
they always had to sue in order to get 
paid for others’ use of their patented 
inventions. 

By dropping the 2009 bill’s restric- 
tions on treble-damages awards, the 
present bill preserves these awards’ 
role as a meaningful deterrent to reck- 
less or wanton conduct. Ultimately, we 
want a treble-damages standard that 
creates an environment where the most 
economically reasonable option for a 
party confronted by a strong patent is 
to take a license—and where no one 
thinks that he can get away with copy- 
ing. 

Section 4(c) of the present bill adds a 
new section 298 to title 35. This section 
bars courts and juries from drawing an 
adverse inference from an accused in- 
fringer’s failure to obtain opinion of 
counsel as to infringement or his fail- 
ure to waive privilege and disclose such 
an opinion. The provision is designed 
to protect attorney-client privilege and 
to reduce pressure on accused infring- 
ers to obtain opinions of counsel for 
litigation purposes. It reflects a policy 
choice that the probative value of this 
type of evidence is outweighed by the 
harm that coercing a waiver of attor- 
ney-client privilege inflicts on the at- 
torney-client relationship. Permitting 
adverse inferences from a failure to 
procure an opinion or waive privilege 
undermines frank communication be- 
tween clients and counsel. It also feeds 
the cottage industry of providing such 
opinions—an industry that is founded 
on an unhealthy relationship between 
clients and counsel and which amounts 
to a deadweight loss to the patent sys- 
tem. Some lawyers develop a lucrative 
business of producing these opinions, 
and inevitably become aware that con- 
tinued requests for their services are 
contingent on their opinions’ always 
coming out the same way—that the 
patent is invalid or not infringed. Sec- 
tion 298 reflects legislative skepticism 
of the probative value of such opinions. 

Section 298 applies to findings of both 
willfulness and intent to induce in- 
fringement—and thus legislatively ab- 
rogates Broadcom Corp. v. Qualcomm 
Inc., 548 F.3d 688, Fed. Cir. 2008. That 
case held, at page 699, that: 

Because opinion-of-counsel evidence, along 
with other factors, may reflect whether the 
accused infringer ‘knew or should have 
known’ that its actions would cause another 
to directly infringe, we hold that such evi- 
dence remains relevant to the second prong 
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of the intent analysis. Moreover, we disagree 
with Qualcomm ’s argument and further hold 
that the failure to procure such an opinion 
may be probative of intent in this context. 

Section 5 of the bill has been sub- 
stantially reorganized and modified 
since the 2009 bill. In general, the 
changes to this part of the bill aim to 
make inter partes and post-grant re- 
view into systems that the Patent Of- 
fice is confident that it will be able to 
administer. The changes also impose 
procedural limits on post-grant admin- 
istrative proceedings that will prevent 
abuse of these proceedings for purposes 
of harassment or delay. 

Accused infringers, however, also will 
benefit from some of the changes made 
by the present bill. The bill eliminates 
current law’s requirement, at section 
317(b) of title 35, that an inter partes 
reexamination be terminated if litiga- 
tion results in a final judgment. It also 
removes the bar on challenging pre-1999 
patents in inter partes proceedings. All 
patents can now be challenged in inter 
partes review. 

In addition, the bill creates a new 
post-grant review in which a patent 
can be challenged on any validity 
ground during the first nine months 
after its issue. Challengers who use 
this proceeding will be estopped in liti- 
gation from raising only those issues 
that were raised and decided in the 
post-grant review, rather than all 
issues that could have been raised, the 
standard employed in inter partes reex- 
amination. 

The present bill also softens the 
could-have-raised estoppel that is ap- 
plied by inter partes review against 
subsequent civil litigation by adding 
the modifier “reasonably.” It is pos- 
sible that courts would have read this 
limitation into current law’s estoppel. 
Current law, however, is also amenable 
to the interpretation that litigants are 
estopped from raising any issue that it 
would have been physically possible to 
raise in the inter partes reexamination, 
even if only a scorched-earth search 
around the world would have uncovered 
the prior art in question. Adding the 
modifier ‘‘reasonably’’ ensures that 
could-have-raised estoppel extends 
only to that prior art which a skilled 
searcher conducting a diligent search 
reasonably could have been expected to 
discover. 

Section 5(a) of the 2009 version of the 
bill, which would amend section 301, 
has been modified and moved to sec- 
tion 5(g) of the bill. This provision al- 
lows written statements of the patent 
owner regarding claim scope that have 
been filed in court or in the Office to be 
made a part of the official file of the 
patent, and allows those statements to 
be considered in reexaminations and 
inter partes and post-grant reviews for 
purposes of claim construction. This 
information should help the Office un- 
derstand and construe the key claims 
of a patent. It should also allow the Of- 
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fice to identify inconsistent state- 
ments made about claim scope—for ex- 
ample, cases where a patent owner suc- 
cessfully advocated a claim scope in 
district court that is broader than the 
“broadest reasonable construction”’ 
that he now urges in an inter partes re- 
view. 

The present bill preserves the agree- 
ment reached in the 2009 Judiciary 
Committee mark up to maintain the 
current scope of inter partes pro- 
ceedings: only patents and printed pub- 
lications may be used to challenge a 
patent in an inter partes review. 

One important structural change 
made by the present bill is that inter 
partes reexamination is converted into 
an adjudicative proceeding in which 
the petitioner, rather than the Office, 
bears the burden of showing 
unpatentability. Section 5(c) of the 
previous bill eliminated language in 
section 314(a) that expressly required 
inter partes reexamination to be run as 
an examinational rather than adjudica- 
tive proceeding, but failed to make 
conforming changes eliminating provi- 
sions in section 314(b) that effectively 
would have required inter partes reex- 
amination to still be run as an 
examinational proceeding. In the 
present bill, section 316(a)(4) gives the 
Office discretion in prescribing regula- 
tions governing the new proceeding. 
The Office has made clear that it will 
use this discretion to convert inter 
partes into an adjudicative proceeding. 
This change also is effectively com- 
pelled by new section 316(e), which as- 
signs to the petitioner the burden of 
proving a proposition of 
unpatentability by a preponderance of 
the evidence. Because of these changes, 
the name of the proceeding is changed 
from ‘‘inter partes reexamination’’ to 
‘inter partes review.”’ 

The present bill also makes changes 
to the petition requirements that ap- 
pear in new sections 312(a)(5) and 
322(a)(5). These sections have been 
modified to require petitioners to pro- 
vide to the patent owner the same 
identification of any real parties in in- 
terest or privies that is provided to the 
Office. The Office anticipates that pat- 
ent owners will take the initiative in 
determining whether a petitioner is the 
real party in interest or privy of a 
party that is barred from instituting a 
proceeding with respect to the patent. 

Language that previously appeared 
as the last sentences of what are now 
sections 312(с) and 322(c), and which 
stated that failure to file a motion to 
seal will result in pleadings’ being 
placed in the record, has been struck. 
At best this sentence was redundant, 
and at worst it created an ambiguity as 
to whether material accompanying the 
pleadings also would be made public 
absent a motion to seal. 

Many of the procedural limits added 
to inter partes and post-grant review 
by the present bill are borrowed from 
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S. 3600, the bill that I introduced in the 
110th Congress. My comments accom- 
panying the introduction of that bill, 
at 154 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 22620- 
22622, Sept. 27, 2008, are relevant to 
those provisions of the present bill that 
are carried over from S. 3600, particu- 
larly to the extent that the comments 
disclose understandings reached with 
the Patent Office, conscious use of 
terms of art, or the reasoning behind 
various provisions. Relevant passages 
include pages 22625-22626 discussion of 
the use of the adjudicative or opposi- 
tional model of post-grant review and 
estoppel against parties in privity, and 
pages 22626-22627 discussion of what is 
now section 324(b)’s additional thresh- 
old for instituting a post-grant review, 
the expectation that the Director will 
identify the issues that satisfied the 
threshold for instituting an inter 
partes or post-grant review, the mean- 
ing of ‘‘properly filed’ when used in 
the joinder provisions in sections 315(c) 
and 325(c), the authorization to consoli- 
date proceedings in sections 315(d) and 
325(d), and the standards for discovery 
in sections 316(a)(6) and 326(a)(5). Also 
relevant are pages 22629-22630 discus- 
sion of the excesses and effects of in- 
equitable-conduct litigation, which in- 
forms this bill’s provisions relating to 
that doctrine. 

Among the most important protec- 
tions for patent owners added by the 
present bill are its elevated thresholds 
for instituting inter partes and post- 
grant reviews. The present bill dis- 
penses with the test of ‘‘substantial 
new question of patentability,” a 
standard that currently allows 95% of 
all requests to be granted. It instead 
imposes thresholds that require peti- 
tioners to present information that 
creates serious doubts about the pat- 
ent’s validity. Under section 314(a), 
inter partes review will employ a rea- 
sonable-likelihood-of-success thresh- 
old, and under section 324(a), post- 
grant review will use a more-likely- 
than-not-invalidity threshold. 

Satisfaction of the inter partes re- 
view threshold of ‘‘reasonable likeli- 
hood of success’’ will be assessed based 
on the information presented both in 
the petition for review and in the pat- 
ent owner’s response to the petition. 
The ‘‘reasonable likelihood’’ test is 
currently used in evaluating whether a 
party is entitled to a preliminary in- 
junction, and effectively requires the 
petitioner to present a prima facie case 
justifying a rejection of the claims in 
the patent. 

Post-grant review uses the ‘‘more 
likely than not invalid”? test. This 
slightly higher threshold is used be- 
cause some of the issues that can be 
raised in post-grant review, such as 
enablement and section 101 invention 
issues, may require development 
through discovery. The Office wants to 
ensure that petitioners raising such 
issues present a complete case at the 
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outset, and are not relying on obtain- 
ing information in discovery in the 
post-grant review in order to satisfy 
their ultimate burden of showing inva- 
lidity by a preponderance of the evi- 
dence. 

Subsections (a) and (b) of sections 315 
and 325 impose time limits and other 
restrictions when inter partes and 
post-grant review are sought in rela- 
tion to litigation. Sections 315(a) and 
325(a) bar a party from seeking or 
maintaining such a review if he has 
sought a declaratory judgment that 
the patent is invalid. This restriction 
applies, of course, only if the review 
petitioner has filed the civil action. 
These two subsections (a) do not re- 
strict the rights of an accused infringer 
who has been sued and is asserting in- 
validity in a counterclaim. That situa- 
tion is governed by section 315(b), 
which provides that if a party has been 
sued for infringement and wants to 
seek inter partes review, he must do so 
within 6 months of when he was served 
with the infringement complaint. 

Section 325(b) provides that if a pat- 
ent owner sues to enforce his patent 
within three months after it is granted, 
a court cannot refuse to consider a mo- 
tion for a preliminary injunction on 
the basis that a post-grant review has 
been requested or instituted. A patent 
owner who sues during this period is 
likely to be a market participant who 
already has an infringer intruding on 
his market, and who needs an injunc- 
tion in order to avoid irreparable harm. 
This provision strengthens and carries 
over to post-grant review the rule of 
Procter & Gamble Co. v. Kraft Foods 
Global, Inc., 549 F.3d 842, Fed. Cir. 2008. 

Sections 315(c) and 325(c) allow join- 
der of inter partes and post-grant re- 
views. The Office anticipates that join- 
der will be allowed as of right—if an 
inter partes review is instituted on the 
basis of a petition, for example, a party 
that files an identical petition will be 
joined to that proceeding, and thus al- 
lowed to file its own briefs and make 
its own arguments. If a party seeking 
joinder also presents additional chal- 
lenges to validity that satisfy the 
threshold for instituting a proceeding, 
the Office will either join that party 
and its new arguments to the existing 
proceeding, or institute a second pro- 
ceeding for the patent. The Director is 
given discretion, however, over wheth- 
er to allow joinder. This safety valve 
will allow the Office to avoid being 
overwhelmed if there happens to be a 
deluge of joinder petitions in a par- 
ticular case. 

In the second sentence of section 
325(d), the present bill also authorizes 
the Director to reject any request for 
ex parte reexamination or petition for 
post-grant or inter partes review on 
the basis that the same or substan- 
tially the same prior art or arguments 
previously were presented to the Office. 
This will prevent parties from mount- 
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ing attacks on patents that raise issues 
that are substantially the same as 
issues that were already before the Of- 
fice with respect to the patent. The 
Patent Office has indicated that it cur- 
rently is forced to accept many re- 
quests for ex parte and inter partes re- 
examination that raise challenges that 
are cumulative to or substantially 
overlap with issues previously consid- 
ered by the Office with respect to the 
patent. 

The second sentence of section 325(d) 
complements the protections against 
abuse of ex parte reexamination that 
are created by sections 315(e) and 
325(e). The estoppels in subsection (e) 
will prevent inter partes and post- 
grant review petitioners from seeking 
ex parte reexamination of issues that 
were raised or could have been raised 
in the inter partes or post-grant re- 
view. The Office has generally declined 
to apply estoppel, however, to an issue 
that is raised in a request for inter 
partes reexamination if the request 
was not granted with respect to that 
issue. Under section 325(d), second sen- 
tence, however, the Office could never- 
theless refuse a subsequent request for 
ex parte reexamination with respect to 
such an issue, even if it raises a sub- 
stantial new question of patentability, 
because the issue previously was pre- 
sented to the Office in the petition for 
inter partes or post-grant review. 

Under paragraph (1) of sections 315(e) 
and 325(е), a party that uses inter 
partes or post-grant review is estopped 
from raising in a subsequent PTO pro- 
ceeding any issue that he raised or rea- 
sonably could have raised in the post- 
grant or inter partes review. This effec- 
tively bars such a party or his real par- 
ties in interest or privies from later 
using inter partes review or ex parte 
reexamination against the same pat- 
ent, since the only issues that can be 
raised in an inter partes review or ex 
parte reexamination are those that 
could have been raised in the earlier 
post-grant or inter partes review. The 
Office recognizes that it will need to 
change its regulations and require that 
ex parte reexamination requesters 
identify themselves to the Office in 
order for the Office to be able to en- 
force this new restriction. 

The present bill also incorporates б. 
3600’s extension of the estoppels and 
other procedural limits in sections 315 
and 325 to real parties in interest and 
privies of the petitioner. As discussed 
at 154 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 22625- 
22626, Sept. 27, 2008, privity is an equi- 
table rule that takes into account the 
“practical situation,” and should ex- 
tend to parties to transactions and 
other activities relating to the prop- 
erty in question. Ideally, extending 
could-have-raised estoppel to privies 
will help ensure that if an inter partes 
review is instituted while litigation is 
pending, that review will completely 
substitute for at least the patents-and- 
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printed-publications portion of the 
civil litigation. Whether equity allows 
extending privity estoppel to codefend- 
ants in litigation, however, will depend 
in large measure upon the actions of 
the patent owner, and whether he has 
made it reasonably and reliably clear 
which patent claims he is asserting and 
what they mean. If one defendant has 
instituted an inter partes review, but 
other defendants do not have an oppor- 
tunity to join that review before it be- 
comes reasonably clear which claims 
will be litigated and how they will þe 
construed, it would be manifestly un- 
fair to extend privity estoppel to the 
codefendants. 

The Office also has the authority to 
address such scenarios via its author- 
ity under section 316(a)(5), which gives 
the Office discretion in setting a time 
limit for allowing joinder. The Office 
has made clear that it intends to use 
this authority to encourage early re- 
quests for joinder and to discourage 
late requests. The Office also has indi- 
cated that it may consider the fol- 
lowing factors when determining 
whether and when to allow joinder: dif- 
ferences in the products or processes 
alleged to infringe; the breadth or un- 
usualness of the claim scope that is al- 
leged, particularly if alleged later in 
litigation; claim-construction rulings 
that adopt claim interpretations that 
are substantially different from the 
claim interpretation used in the first 
petition when that petition’s interpre- 
tation was not manifestly in error; 
whether large numbers of patents or 
claims are alleged to be infringed by 
one or more of the defendants; consent 
of the patent owner; a request of the 
court; a request by the first petitioner 
for termination of the first review in 
view of strength of the second petition; 
and whether the petitioner has offered 
to pay the patent owner’s costs. 

Sections 316(a)(6) and 326(а)(5) pre- 
scribe standards for discovery. In inter 
partes review, discovery is limited to 
deposition of witnesses submitting affi- 
davits or declarations, and as other- 
wise necessary in the interest of jus- 
tice. In post-grant review, discovery is 
broader, but must be limited to evi- 
dence directly related to factual asser- 
tions advanced by either party. For 
commentary on these standards, which 
are adopted from б. 3600, see 154 CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD 22626-22628, Sept. 
27, 2008. 

Sections 316(a)(12) and 326(a)(11) pro- 
vide that inter partes and post-grant 
reviews must be completed within 12 
months of when the proceeding is insti- 
tuted, except that the Office can ex- 
tend this deadline by 6 months for good 
cause. Currently, inter partes reexam- 
inations usually last for 3 to 5 years. 
Because of procedural reforms made by 
the present bill to inter partes pro- 
ceedings, the Patent Office is confident 
that it will be able to complete these 
proceedings within one year. Among 
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the reforms that are expected to expe- 
dite these proceedings are the shift 
from an examinational to an adjudica- 
tive model, and the elevated threshold 
for instituting proceedings. The ele- 
vated threshold will require chal- 
lengers to front load their case. Also, 
by requiring petitioners to tie their 
challenges to particular validity argu- 
ments against particular claims, the 
new threshold will prevent challenges 
from ‘‘mushrooming’’ after the review 
is instituted into additional arguments 
employing other prior art or attacking 
other claims. 

Although sections 316 and 326 do not 
regulate when and how petitioners will 
be allowed to submit written filings 
once a review is instituted, the Office 
has made clear that it will allow peti- 
tioners to do so via the regulations im- 
plementing the proceedings. Sections 
316 and 326 do clearly allow petitioners 
to obtain some discovery and to have 
an oral hearing. Obviously, it would 
make no sense to do so if petitioners 
were not also allowed to submit writ- 
ten arguments. The bill conforms to 
the Office’s preference, however, that it 
be given discretion in determining the 
procedures for written responses and 
other filings, in order to avoid the for- 
malism of current chapter 31, which 
adds substantially to the delays in that 
proceeding. 

The bill also eliminates intermediate 
administrative appeals of inter partes 
proceedings to the BPAI, instead allow- 
ing parties to only appeal directly to 
the Federal Circuit. By reducing two 
levels of appeal to just one, this change 
will substantially accelerate the reso- 
lution of inter partes cases. 

Sections 5(c)(2)(C) and 5(с)(3) of the 
bill provide for a transition from cur- 
rent inter partes reexamination to new 
inter partes review. To protect the Of- 
fice from being overwhelmed by the 
new inter partes and post-grant pro- 
ceedings, sections 5(c)(2)(C) and 5(f)(2) 
allow the Director to place a limit on 
the number of post-grant and inter 
partes reviews that will be instituted 
during the first four years that the pro- 
ceedings are in effect. It is understood 
that if the Office rejects a petition dur- 
ing this period because of this numer- 
ical limit, it will make clear that the 
rejection was made because of this 
limit and not on the merits of the va- 
lidity challenges presented in the peti- 
tion. Otherwise, even a challenger with 
strong invalidity arguments might be 
deterred from using inter partes or 
post-grant review by fear that his peti- 
tion might be rejected because of the 
numerical limit, and the fact of the re- 
jection would then be employed by the 
patent owner in civil litigation to sug- 
gest that the experts at the Patent Of- 
fice found no merit in the challenger’s 
arguments. 

Similarly, under subsection (a)(2) of 
sections 316 and 326, the Office is re- 
quired to implement the inter partes 
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and post-grant review thresholds via 
regulations, and under subsection (b) of 
those sections, in prescribing regula- 
tions, the Office is required to take 
into account, among other things, the 
Office’s ability “Чо timely complete 
proceedings instituted under’’ those 
chapters. It is expected that the Office 
will include in the threshold regula- 
tions a safety valve that allows the Of- 
fice to decline to institute further pro- 
ceedings if a high volume of pending 
proceedings threatens the Office’s abil- 
ity to timely complete all proceedings. 
The present bill’s inclusion of this reg- 
ulations consideration in subsection (b) 
reflects a legislative judgment that it 
is better that the Office turn away 
some petitions that otherwise satisfy 
the threshold for instituting an inter 
partes or post-grant review than it is 
to allow the Office to develop a backlog 
of instituted reviews that precludes the 
Office from timely completing all pro- 
ceedings. Again, though, if the Office 
rejects a petition on the basis of this 
subsection (b) consideration, rather 
than on the basis of a failure to satisfy 
the substantive standards of the 
thresholds in section 314 or 324, it is ex- 
pected that Office will make this fact 
clear when rejecting the petition. 

Section 5(с)(3) of the present bill ap- 
plies the bill’s new threshold for insti- 
tuting an inter partes review to re- 
quests for inter partes reexamination 
that are filed between the date of en- 
actment of the bill and one year after 
the enactment of the bill. This is done 
to ensure that requesters seeking to 
take advantage of the lax standards of 
the old system do not overwhelm the 
Office with requests for inter partes re- 
examination during the year following 
enactment of the bill. 

Finally, section 5(h)(2) of the bill ad- 
dresses an issue raised by a recent pub- 
lication, Charles E. Miller & Daniel Р. 
Archibald, The Destructive Potential 
of the Senate Version of the Proposed 
Patent Reform Act of 2010: The Aboli- 
tion of de novo Review in Ex parte Pat- 
ent Reexaminations (circulated April 
16, 2010). This article criticizes the 
draft managers’ amendment that Sen- 
ators LEAHY and SESSIONS circulated in 
March 2010 on the ground that it elimi- 
nates authority for a patent owner to 
have relief by civil action under sec- 
tion 145 from an adverse decision in the 
BPAI on review of an ex parte reexam- 
ination. It is fairly apparent, however, 
that this authority was intended to be 
eliminated by the amendments made 
by section 4605 of the American Inven- 
tors Protection Act of 1999, Public Law 
106-113, to sections 134 and 141 of title 
35. The 2010 managers’ amendment sim- 
ply maintained the AIPA’s changes to 
sections 134 and 141. 

The AIPA neglected, however, to 
eliminate a cross reference to section 
145 in section 306 of title 35, which de- 
lineates the appeals available from ex 
parte reexaminations. The mainte- 
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nance of this cross reference in section 
306 created an ambiguity as to whether 
the AIPA did, in fact, eliminate a pat- 
ent owner’s right to seek remedy in the 
district court under section 145 from an 
adverse BPAI decision on review of an 
ex parte reexamination. See Sigram 
Schindler Beteiligungsgesellschaft mbH v. 
Kappos, 93 USPQ2d 1752, E.D. Va. 2009, 
(Ellis, J.), notes that ‘‘the fact that 
§306 continues to cross-reference §141 
to 145 following the AIPA’s enactment 
appears to be in tension with the AIPA 
amendment to §141.”’ 

Section 5(h)(2) of the present bill 
eliminates this ambiguity by striking 
the citation to section 145 from section 
306 of title 35. 

Section 6 of the bill includes all pro- 
visions of the bill addressing the juris- 
diction of the Patent Trial and Appeal 
Board and administrative and judicial 
appeals. In section 6(a), the recodifica- 
tion of section 6 of title 35 is modified 
so that all members of the PTAB can 
participate in all proceedings. Also, 
subsection (d) is added to the recodifi- 
cation of section 6 of title 35. By omit- 
ting this provision, the 2009 bill would 
have effectively repealed the APJ ‘‘ap- 
pointments fix” that had been enacted 
in 2008. 

In section 6(c) of the bill, section 141 
of title 35 is modified to allow appeals 
of PTAB decisions in inter partes and 
post-grant reviews, and the section is 
edited and reorganized. To address the 
continuing need to allow appeals of 
pending interferences, language has 
been added to section 5(#)(3) of the bill 
that deems references to derivation 
proceedings in the current appeals 
statutes to extend to interferences 
commenced before the effective date of 
the bill’s repeal of interferences, and 
that allows the Director to deem the 
PTAB to be the BPAI for purposes of 
pending interferences and to allow the 
PTAB to conduct such interferences. 

In section 6(c)(2) of the bill, section 
1295(a)(4)(A) of title 28 is modified to 
authorize appeals of reexaminations 
and reviews. Interestingly, current 
1295(a)(4)(A) only gives the Federal Cir- 
cuit jurisdiction over appeals from ap- 
plications and interferences. It appears 
that Congress never gave the Federal 
Circuit jurisdiction over appeals from 
reexaminations when it created those 
proceedings. The language of subpara- 
graph (A) is also generalized and clari- 
fied, recognizing that the details of 
what is appealable will be in sections 
134 and 141. Also, for logical consist- 
ency, language is added to subpara- 
graph (A) making clear that section 145 
and 146 proceedings are an exception to 
the Federal Circuit’s otherwise exclu- 
sive appellate jurisdiction over applica- 
tions and interferences under that sub- 
paragraph. 

In section 6(с)(3) of the bill, section 
143 of title 35 is modified to allow the 
Director to intervene in the appeal of a 
decision of the PTAB in an inter partes 
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or post-grant review or a derivation 
proceeding. 

In the effective-date provision at the 
end of section 6, various existing au- 
thorities are extended so that they 
may continue to apply to inter partes 
reexaminations commenced under the 
old system, and the apparent gap in 
current section 1295(a)(4)(A)’s author- 
ization of jurisdiction is immediately 
filled with respect to all inter partes 
and ex parte reexaminations. 

In section 7, the present bill makes 
several PTO-recommended changes to 
previous bill versions’ authorization to 
make preissuance submissions of prior 
art. In paragraph (1) of new section 
122(е) of title 35, the word ‘‘person”’ has 
been replaced with ‘‘third party,” so 
that submissions may only be sub- 
mitted by third parties. This addresses 
the Office’s concern that applicants 
might otherwise use section 122(e) to 
submit prior art and thereby evade 
other examination disclosure require- 
ments. 

In subparagraph (A) of section 
122(е)(1), the word ‘‘given’’ has been 
added. This has the effect of including 
email notices of allowances. 

In clause (i) of section 122(e)(1)(B), 
the word ‘‘first’’ has been added. This 
change was sought by the Office, which 
prefers to limit submissions to the first 
publication for two reasons. First, re- 
publications overwhelmingly only nar- 
row the claims, and in such cases any- 
one who would want to submit prior 
art could have done so at the first pub- 
lication. Second, and more impor- 
tantly, most republications occur only 
after the first office action, when there 
is usually rapid back-and-forth action 
on the application between the appli- 
cant and the Office. Allowing third par- 
ties to make prior-art submissions at 
this point would require the Office to 
wait six months after the republication 
in order to allow such submissions, and 
would otherwise greatly slow down this 
otherwise relatively speedy final phase 
of prosecution. 

Also in clause (i) of section 
122(e)(1)(B), the words ‘‘by the Office” 
are added to ensure that only publica- 
tion by the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office begins the period for 
making pre-issuance submissions. The 
Office sought this change because a for- 
eign publication can be deemed a publi- 
cation under section 122, and the Office 
wants to ensure that it is only required 
to collect third-party submissions for 
an application if that application is ac- 
tually filed in the United States. 

Section 8 of the present bill omits 
provisions appearing in prior bills that 
would have created an expanded right 
to an interlocutory appeal from claim- 
construction rulings. Even as revised 
in the 2009 Judiciary Committee mark 
up, previous section 8(b) gave the Fed- 
eral Circuit insufficient discretion to 
turn away such appeals and posed a se- 
rious risk of overwhelming the court. 
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The 2009 mark-up revisions allowed the 
Federal Circuit to reject an interlocu- 
tory appeal if it found clear error in 
the district court’s certification that 
there is a sufficient evidentiary record 
for an interlocutory appeal and that 
such an appeal may advance the termi- 
nation of the litigation or will likely 
control the outcome of the case. It 
would be difficult in any case, however, 
to reject a finding that an interlocu- 
tory appeal of claim-construction rul- 
ings may lead to the termination of the 
litigation. Moreover, if a district judge 
has certified a case for interlocutory 
appeal, it is very unlikely that the 
record that he has created would sup- 
port a finding that his decision is clear- 
ly erroneous. And finally, given the 
disdain for patent cases felt by a sub- 
stantial number of district judges, 
there is a serious likelihood that a 
large number of judges would take ad- 
vantage of a new authorization from 
Congress to send away such cases to 
the Federal Circuit, with the hope that 
they do not return. Current law’s grant 
of discretion to the Federal Circuit to 
entertain interlocutory appeals of 
claim-construction rulings strikes the 
appropriate balance. 

Section 10 of the present bill author- 
izes supplemental examination of a 
patent to correct errors or omissions in 
proceedings before the Office. Under 
this new procedure, information that 
was not considered or was inadequately 
considered or was incorrect can be pre- 
sented to the Office. If the Office deter- 
mines that the information does not 
present a substantial new question of 
patentability or that the patent is still 
valid, that information cannot be used 
as a basis for an inequitable-conduct 
attack on the surviving patent in civil 
litigation. New section 257(c)(1) follows 
the usual practice of referring to in- 
equitable-conduct attacks in terms of 
unenforceability, rather than inva- 
lidity, though courts have in the past 
used the terms interchangeably when 
describing the effect of fraud or inequi- 
table conduct on a patent. J.P. Stevens 
& Co., Inc. v. Lex Tex Ltd., Inc., 747 F.2d 
1558, 1560, Fed. Cir. 1984, notes that 
“Гу Лебег the holding should be one of 
invalidity or unenforceability has had 
no practical significance in cases thus 
far presented to this court.” The term 
should be considered to be used inter- 
changeably with ‘‘invalidity’”’ in this 
bill as well. Obviously, Congress would 
not create a procedure for reexamining 
patents that allowed them to be pro- 
tected against subsequent inequitable- 
conduct challenges of unenforceability, 
only to allow the same patents to be 
challenged on the same basis and de- 
clared invalid on the basis of inequi- 
table conduct. 

While some critics of this proposal 
have suggested that it would immunize 
misconduct by inventors and practi- 
tioners, I would note that the Patent 
Office has ample authority to sanction 
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such misconduct. Under section 32 of 
title 35, the Office can bar an attorney 
from appearing before the Office if he 
has engaged in misconduct in any pro- 
ceeding before the Office. In section 2(1) 
of this bill, we have extended the stat- 
ute of limitations for initiating such a 
proceeding. Under current regulations, 
the Office also sanctions misconduct by 
striking offending filings or reducing 
the weight that they are given. And the 
Federal Circuit has recognized that the 
Office also ‘thas inherent authority to 
govern procedure before the [Office],”’ 
as noted in In re Bogese II, 303 F.3d 
1362, 1868, Fed. Cir. 2002, and that inher- 
ent authority to sanction attorneys for 
misconduct is not restricted to Article 
III courts, a point noted in In re Bai- 
ley, 182 F.3d 860, 864 n.4, Fed. Cir. 1999. 

Given the Office’s existing tools for 
sanctioning misconduct, there is no 
need to make the courts into super- 
visors of attorney conduct in Office 
proceedings. It is doubtful that a prac- 
titioner who is discovered to have en- 
gaged in substantial misconduct in pro- 
ceedings before the Office would escape 
adequate and effective sanction by the 
Office itself. 

Section 11 of the bill repeals the so- 
called Baldwin rule, which requires 
judges on the Federal Circuit to live 
within 50 miles of Washington, D.C. 
Subsection (b) provides that the repeal 
of the Baldwin rule shall not be con- 
strued to imply that the Administra- 
tive Office of the Courts must provide 
court facilities or administrative sup- 
port services to judges who choose to 
reside outside of the District of Colum- 
bia. This proviso does not affect the 
AOC’s existing authority to provide 
services to judges outside of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. Its reference to 
“court facilities’? means space within a 
courthouse or federal building, and the 
reference to ‘‘administrative support 
services” means those services that 
would be provided to judges within a 
courthouse or federal building. 

In section 15 of the bill, a conforming 
subsection (b) has been added to ensure 
that the best-mode requirement cannot 
be used to challenge a patent’s entitle- 
ment to a right of priority or to the 
benefit of an earlier filing date. In the 
new effective-date subsection, the sec- 
tion is made applicable to all ‘‘pro- 
ceedings” commenced after enactment 
of the Act, in order to make clear that 
the section’s changes to the law will be 
immediately applicable not just in liti- 
gation but also in post-grant reviews of 
patents under chapter 32. 

At subsections (a) through (h), sec- 
tion 16 of the bill has been modified by 
reinserting language that eliminates 
various deceptive-intent requirements 
that relate to correcting the naming of 
the inventor or a joint inventor, ob- 
taining a retroactive foreign filing li- 
cense, seeking section 251 reissue, or 
enforcing remaining valid claims if a 
claim is invalidated. See generally 
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Kearney & Trecker Corp. v. Giddings & 
Lewis, Inc., 452 F.2d 579, 596, 7th Cir. 
1971. These changes were first proposed 
in section 5 of the original Patent Re- 
form Act of 2005, H.R. 2795, 109th Con- 
gress, and have been advocated by uni- 
versities and their technology-transfer 
offices. For reasons that are not en- 
tirely clear, subsequent bills main- 
tained this section and its addition of 
substructure and titles to the affected 
code sections, but struck the sub- 
stantive part of the section—i.e., its 
elimination of the deceptive-intent re- 
quirements. 

Eliminating the various deceptive-in- 
tent requirements moves the U.S. pat- 
ent system away from the 19th century 
model that focused on the patent own- 
er’s subjective intent, and towards a 
more objective-evidence-based system 
that will be much cheaper to litigate 
and more efficient to administer. 

Section 16(1) of the present bill cor- 
rects several errors and typos through- 
out title 35 that are noted in the revis- 
er’s notes to the U.S. Code. 

Section 16(j) strikes unnecessary ref- 
erences to ‘‘of this title” that are 
sprinkled throughout title 35. The 1952 
Act included such unnecessary ref- 
erences, but more recent additions to 
the code have not, and the current 
bill’s changes omit such references. Be- 
cause the unnecessary references great- 
ly outnumber the necessary references, 
the provision is written to strike all 
references but then except out the nec- 
essary references. 

The present bill’s new section 17 en- 
acts the so-called Holmes Group fix, 
H.R. 2955, 109th Congress, which was re- 
ported out of the House Judiciary Com- 
mittee in 2006. The committee report 
accompanying that bill, House Report 
109-407, explains the bill’s reasons for 
abrogating Holmes Group, Inc. v. 
Vornado Air Circulation Systems, Inc., 
535 U.S. 826 (2002), and more fully pre- 
cluding state court jurisdiction over 
patent legal claims. 

Section 17 makes two modifications 
to the reported version of H.R. 2955. 
The first modification, at subsection 
(c), limits the bill’s expansion of Fed- 
eral Circuit jurisdiction to only com- 
pulsory counterclaims asserting patent 
rights, rather than the original bill’s 
expansion of jurisdiction to include 
any counterclaim asserting patent 
rights. Compulsory counterclaims are 
defined at Rule 13(а) and basically con- 
sist of counterclaims that arise out of 
the same transaction or occurrence and 
that do not require the joinder of par- 
ties over whom the court would lack 
jurisdiction. A compulsory counter- 
claim must be raised as a counterclaim 
in the case in question, and cannot be 
asserted in a later case. Without this 
modification, it is possible that a de- 
fendant could raise unrelated and un- 
necessary patent counterclaims simply 
in order to manipulate appellate juris- 
diction. With the modification, a de- 
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fendant with a permissive patent coun- 
terclaim who wanted to preserve Fed- 
eral Circuit appellate review of that 
counterclaim could simply wait to as- 
sert it in a separate action. 

The second modification, in sub- 
section (d), corrects an error in H.R. 
2955 that would have required remand 
of patent and other intellectual-prop- 
erty counterclaims after their removal. 
H.R. 2955’s proposed removal statute, 
at section 1454(c)(1) of title 28, required 
a remand to the state court of all 
claims that are not within the original 
or supplemental jurisdiction of the dis- 
trict court. Since the bill no longer 
amends section 1338 to give district 
courts original jurisdiction over patent 
counterclaims, however—and _ since, 
pursuant to Holmes Group itself, pat- 
ent counterclaims are not within the 
district courts’ original jurisdiction— 
then under paragraph (1), district 
courts would be required to remand the 
patent counterclaims. Courts would 
probably strain to avoid reading the 
paragraph this way, since doing so de- 
feats the only apparent purpose of the 
section, and the amendments to sec- 
tion 1338 strip the state courts of juris- 
diction over patent counterclaims. But 
that is exactly what H.R. 2955’s pro- 
posed 1454(c)(1) ordered the court to do. 
In the modified text of section 17(d) of 
this bill, the court is instructed to not 
remand those claims that were a basis 
for removal in the first place—that is, 
the intellectual-property counter- 
claims. 

Section 18 of the bill creates an ad- 
ministrative mechanism for reviewing 
the validity of business-method pat- 
ents. In 1998, the U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the Federal Circuit, in its decision 
in State Street Bank & Trust Co. v. Sig- 
nature Financial Group, Inc., 149 F.3d 
1868 (Fed. Cir. 1998), substantially ex- 
panded the patentability of business- 
method inventions in the United 
States, holding that any invention can 
be patented so long as it produces a 
“useful, concrete, and tangible result” 
and meets other requirements of title 
35. In recent years, federal judicial de- 
cisions, culminating in the U.S. Su- 
preme Court’s decision in Bilski v. 
Kappos, 561 U.S. ___, 130 S.Ct. 3218 
(2010), have overruled State Street and 
retracted the patentability of business 
methods and other abstract inventions. 
This judicial expansion and subsequent 


judicial retraction of U.S. patent- 
ability standards resulted in the 
issuance, in the interim, of a large 


number of business-method patents 
that are no longer valid. Section 18 cre- 
ates a relatively inexpensive adminis- 
trative alternative to litigation for ad- 
dressing disputes concerning the valid- 
ity of these patents. 

This section grew out of concerns 
originally raised in the 110th Congress 
about financial institutions’ inability 
to take advantage of the authority to 
clear checks electronically pursuant 
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the Check Clearing for the 21st Century 
Act, at chapter 50 of title 12 of the U.S. 
Code, without infringing the so-called 
Ballard patents, patents number 
5,910,988 and 6,032,137. See generally 
Senate Report 110-259 at pages 33 
through 34. Once the committee began 
to examine this issue in greater depth, 
however, the question quickly turned 
from whether the Ballard patents 
should be allowed to disrupt compli- 
ance with the Check 21 Act, to how it 
is that the Ballard patents were issued 
in the first place. These patents consist 
of long recitations of technology cre- 
ated by others to implement the sup- 
posed “‘invention”’ of transmitting and 
processing checks and other business 
records electronically. The first of 
these patents was assigned to the class 
of cryptography inventions, but its 
specification itself concedes that the 
invention’s “controller” will 
“execute[] an encryption algorithm 
which is well known to an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the field.” The second 
patent is assigned to Class 705, home to 
many of the most notorious business- 
method patents. Both of these patents 
are obviously business-method patents, 
and it is difficult to see how they were 
even novel and nonobvious and other- 
wise valid under the more liberal State 
Street standard, much less how they 
could survive the strictures of Bilski. 
Section 18’s definition of business- 
method patent, and its authorization 
to raise prior-art challenges in the pe- 
tition for review, are designed to allow 
the Office to recognize a business- 
method patent as such despite its reci- 
tation of technological elements that 
are not colorably novel and non- 
obvious. This definition does not re- 
quire the Office to conduct a merits in- 
quiry into the nonobviousness of a 
technological invention, and should 
not be construed in a way that makes 
it difficult for the Office to administer. 
But if a technological element in a pat- 
ent is not even assertedly or plausibly 
outside of the prior art, the Office 
should not rely on that element to 
classify the patent as not being a busi- 
ness-method patent. Thus when pat- 
ents such as the Ballard patents recite 
elements incorporating off-the-shelf 
technology or other technology ‘‘know 
to those skilled in the art,” that 
should not preclude those patents’ eli- 
gibility for review under this program. 
At the request of other industry 
groups, section 18’s definition of ‘‘cov- 
ered business-method patent’’ has been 
limited to those patents that relate to 
a financial product or service. Given 
the protean nature of many business- 
method patents, it often will be un- 
clear on the face of the patent whether 
it relates to a financial product or 
service. To make such a determination, 
the Office may look to how the patent 
has been asserted. Section 5(g) of the 
present bill modifies section 301 of title 
35 to allow any person to submit to the 
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Office the patent owner’s statements in 
federal court or in any Office pro- 
ceeding about the scope of the patent’s 
claims. With this and other informa- 
tion, the Office should be able to deter- 
mine whether the patent reads on prod- 
ucts or services that are particular to 
or characteristic of financial institu- 
tions. 

As the proviso at the end of the defi- 
nition makes clear, business methods 
do not include ‘‘technological inven- 
tions.” In other words, the definition 
applies only to abstract business con- 
cepts and their implementation, 
whether in computers or otherwise, but 
does not apply to inventions relating 
to computer operations for other uses 
or the application of the natural 
sciences or engineering. 

One feature of section 18 that has 
been the subject of prolonged discus- 
sion and negotiation between various 
groups during the last few weeks is its 
subsection (c), which concerns stays of 
litigation. The current subsection (c) 
reflects a compromise that requires a 
district judge to consider fixed criteria 
when deciding whether to grant a stay, 
and provides either side with a right to 
an interlocutory appeal of the district 
judge’s decision. The appeal right has 
been modified to provide that such re- 
view ‘‘may be de novo,” and in every 
case requires the Federal Circuit to en- 
sure consistent application of estab- 
lished precedent. Thus whether or not 
every case is reviewed de novo, the 
court of appeals cannot simply leave 
the stay decision to the discretion of 
the district court and allow different 
outcomes based on the predilections of 
different trial judges. 

It is expected that district judges 
will liberally grant stays of litigation 
once a proceeding is instituted. Peti- 
tioners are required to make a high 
threshold showing in order to institute 
a proceeding, and proceedings are re- 
quired to be completed within one year 
to 18 months after they are instituted. 
The case for a stay is particularly pro- 
nounced in a section 18 proceeding, 
given the expectation that most if not 
all true business-method patents are 
abstract and therefore invalid in light 
of the Bilski decision. 

In pursuit of this congressional pol- 
icy strongly favoring stays when pro- 
ceedings are instituted under this sec- 
tion, subsection (c) incorporates the 
four-factor test for stays of litigation 
that was first announced in Broadcast 
Innovation, L.L.C. v. Charter Commu- 
nications, 2006 WL 1897165, D. Colo. 2006. 
Broadcast Innovation includes, and 
gives separate weight to, a fourth fac- 
tor that has often been ignored by 
other courts: ‘‘whether a stay will re- 
duce the burden of litigation on the 
parties and on the court.” 

In order to ensure consistency in de- 
cisions whether to stay, regardless of 
the court in which a section 281 action 
is pending, paragraph (2) of subsection 
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(c) requires consistent application of 
“established precedent.” This par- 
ticular requirement is based on section 
2245(d)(1) of title 28, which has been 
construed to require lower courts to 
look only to a fixed body of caselaw 
when making decisions under section 
2254. Currently, district judge’s deci- 
sions whether to stay litigation when a 
reexamination has been ordered are not 
appealable and therefore have never 
been reconciled by the Federal Circuit. 
Unsurprisingly, the resulting district- 
court caselaw is a dog’s breakfast of 
different combinations of factors and 
different meanings ascribed to those 
factors. Although the cases applying 
Broadcast Innovation cite other opin- 
ions applying other tests as sources for 
some of its factors, by requiring appli- 
cation of ‘established precedent,” sub- 
section (c) limits the relevant prece- 
dent to that applying the four factors 
of Broadcast Innovation in combina- 
tion. By requiring courts to apply this 
limited and relatively consistent body 
of caselaw when determining whether 
to grant a stay, subsection (c) should 
ensure predictability and stability in 
stay decisions across different district 
courts, and limit the incentive to 
forum shop. The existence of forum 
shopping is an embarrassment to the 
legal system. Federal courts should 
apply equal justice, and give federal 
law the same meaning, regardless of 
where they are located. 

Mr. President, I will conclude by not- 
ing that the present bill is the product 
of almost a decade of hard work. The 
path to this bill included three Senate 
Judiciary Committee mark ups, as well 
as the untold hours devoted by Chair- 
man SMITH and other members of the 
House of Representatives to the devel- 
opment of the Patent Reform Act of 
2005, the foundation of today’s bill. The 
present bill will protect our heritage of 
innovation while updating the patent 
system for the current century. It will 
create clear and efficient rules for de- 
fining prior art and establishing patent 
priority. It will fix problems with cur- 
rent administrative proceedings, and 
create new means for improving patent 
quality. And it will move us toward a 
patent system that is objective, trans- 
parent, clear, and fair to all parties. I 
look forward to the Senate’s passage of 
this bill and its enactment into law. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
urge my colleagues to support final 
passage on the America Invents Act. 
The Judiciary Committee has held nu- 
merous hearings on the need for patent 
reform, and has done a lot of work over 
the past several Congresses. We have 
had a good process on the floor. We 
adopted several amendments to im- 
prove the bill. We had votes on amend- 
ments and a pretty good open process, 
which we have not seen much of in the 
last few years. We have a good bipar- 
tisan bill—the chairman of the Judici- 
ary Committee has successfully 
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brought Senators and industry to- 
gether to craft this compromise legis- 
lation. Now I urge my colleagues to 
support final passage on this important 
bill so we can conclude our work in the 
Senate. 

The America Invents Act will protect 
inventors’ rights and encourage inno- 
vation and investment in our economy. 
It will improve transparency and third 
party participation in the patent re- 
view process, which will strengthen 
patent quality and reduce costs. The 
bill will institute beneficial changes to 
the patent approval and review process, 
and will curb litigation abuses and im- 
prove certainty for investors and 
innovators. It will help companies do 
business more efficiently on an inter- 
national basis. 

The America Invents Act will also 
help small entities in their patent ap- 
plications and provide for reduced fees 
for microentities and small businesses. 
The bill will prevent patents from 
being issued on claims for tax strate- 
gies, which can add unwarranted fees 
on taxpayers simply for attempting to 
comply with the Tax Code. 

Finally, the America Invents Act will 
enhance operations of the Patent and 
Trademark Office with administrative 
reforms and will give the Office fee set- 
ting authority to reduce backlogs. It 
will end fee diversion, which will im- 
prove the ability of the Patent and 
Trademark Office to manage its affairs 
and allocate resources where they are 
most needed. 

I thank Chairman LEAHY and Senator 
HATCH for their hard work on this bill. 
Without their leadership, we would not 
be where we are today. I thank Sen- 
ators KYL, SESSIONS, and COBURN. They 
were instrumental in making improve- 
ments to the bill. I also wish to ac- 
knowledge the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee staff for their efforts on this 
bill: in particular, Bruce Cohen, Aaron 
Cooper, and Curtis LeGeyt of Chairman 
LEAHY’s staff, Matt Sandgren of Sen- 
ator HATCH’s staff, Joe Matal of Sen- 
ator KyYL’s staff, and Sarah Beth 
Groshart of Senator COBURN’s staff. I 
especially thank Kolan Davis and Rita 
Lari Jochum of my staff for their good 
work on this bill. 

In conclusion, I urge my colleagues 
to vote for the America Invents Act. 
This is a bill that will spur inventions, 
create innovative new products and 
services, and stimulate job creation. 
This bill will help upgrade and 
strengthen our patent system so Amer- 
ica can stay competitive in an increas- 
ingly global environment. I urge my 
colleagues to support this carefully 
crafted bill. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the man- 
agers’ amendment to the America In- 
vents Act, adopted 97-2 on March 1, 
contained a rule of construction that 
nothing in section 14 of the act should 
be construed to imply that other busi- 
ness methods are patentable or that 
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other business-method patents are 
valid. This provision was included 
merely as a clarification. No inference 
should be drawn in any way from any 
part of section 14 of the act about the 
patentability of methods of doing busi- 
ness. 

Mr. President, I have discussed this 
with the Republican leadership, and we 
are prepared to yield back all time on 
both the Democratic and Republican 
sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the pay-go statement. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
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Mr. Conrad: This is the Statement of Budg- 
etary Effects of PAYGO Legislation for S. 28, 
as amended. 


Total Budgetary Effects of S. 23 for the 5- 
year statutory PAYGO Scorecard: net reduc- 
tion in the deficit of $590 million. 


Total Budgetary Effects of S. 23 for the 10- 
year statutory PAYGO Scorecard: net reduc- 
tion in the deficit of $750 million. 


Also submitted for the RECORD as part of 
this statement is a table prepared by the 
Congressional Budget Office, which provides 
additional information on the budgetary ef- 
fects of this Act, as follows: 


CBO ESTIMATE OF THE STATUTORY PAY-AS-YOU-GO EFFECTS FOR S. 23, THE AMERICA INVENTS ACT, WITH AMENDMENTS APPROVED BY THE SENATE THROUGH MARCH 8, 2010 


By fiscal year, in millions of dollars— 


2011- 2011- 
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2016 2021 
NET DECREASE (—) IN THE DEFICIT 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Impact ннн анны аө ынын ныннан найынын нй анан 0 —420 —90 —30 —20 —30 —30 —30 —30 —40 —30 —590 —750 
Метогапйит: 
Changes in Outlays 0 2,060 2600 2,800 2,940 3,070 3,200 3,320 3,450 3,570 3,700 13,470 30,710 
Changes in Revenues . о 2480 2690 2,830 2,960 3,100 3,230 3,350 3,480 3,610 3,730 14,060 31,460 


Notes: Components may not sum to totals because of rounding. 


The legislation would give the Patent and Trademark Office permanent authority to collect and spend fees. 


Sources: Congressional Budget Office. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill, as amended, 
pass? 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 95, 
nays 5, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 35 Leg.] 


YEAS—95 
Akaka Graham Moran 
Alexander Grassley Murkowski 
Ayotte Hagan Murray 
Barrasso Harkin Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Hatch Nelson (FL) 
Begich Hoeven Paul 
Bennet Hutchison Portman 
Bingaman Inhofe Pryor 
саа ор Reed 

un sakson ; 

Boozman Johanns ak 
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Brown (OH) Johnson (WI) Rubio 
Burr Kerry Sanders 
Cardin Kirk Schumer 
Carper Klobuchar i 
Casey Kohl Sessions 
Chambliss Kyl Shaheen 
Coats Landrieu Shelby 
Coburn Lautenberg Snowe 
Cochran Leahy Stabenow 
Collins Lee Tester 
Conrad Levin Thune 
Coons Lieberman Toomey 
Corker Lugar Udall (CO) 
Cornyn Manchin Udall (NM) 
DeMint McCain Vitter 
Durbin McCaskill Warner 
Enzi McConnell Webb 
Feinstein Menendez Whitehouse 
Franken Merkley Wicker 
Gillibrand Mikulski Wyden 

NAYS—5 
Boxer Crapo Risch 
Cantwell Ensign 


The bill (S. 28), 

passed, as follows: 
S. 23 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘America Invents Act”. 


as amended, was 


(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. First inventor to file. 
Sec. 3. Inventor’s oath or declaration. 
Sec. 4. Virtual marking and advice of coun- 
sel. 
Post-grant review proceedings. 
Patent Trial and Appeal Board. 
Preissuance submissions by third 
parties. 
Venue. 
Fee setting authority. 
Supplemental examination. 
Residency of Federal Circuit judges. 
Micro entity defined. 
Funding agreements. 
Tax strategies deemed within the 
prior art. 
Best mode requirement. 
Technical amendments. 
Clarification of jurisdiction. 
Transitional program for covered 
business-method patents. 
Travel expenses and payment of ad- 
ministrative judges. 
Patent and Trademark Office fund- 
ing. 
Satellite offices. 
Patent Ombudsman Program for 
small business concerns. 
Priority examination for tech- 
nologies important to Amer- 
ican competitiveness. 
Designation of Detroit satellite of- 
fice. 
Sec. 25. Effective date. 
Sec. 26. Budgetary effects. 
SEC. 2. FIRST INVENTOR TO FILE. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 100 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“(Р The term ‘inventor’ means the indi- 
vidual or, if a joint invention, the individ- 
uals collectively who invented or discovered 
the subject matter of the invention. 

“(6) The terms ‘joint inventor’ and ‘co- 
inventor’ mean any 1 of the individuals who 
invented or discovered the subject matter of 
a joint invention. 

“(h) The term ‘joint research agreement’ 
means a written contract, grant, or coopera- 
tive agreement entered into by 2 or more 
persons or entities for the performance of ex- 


Sec. 5. 
Sec. 6. 
Sec. 7. 


Sec. 8. 
Sec. 9. 
Sec. 10. 
Sec. 11. 
Sec. 12. 
Sec. 18. 
Sec. 14. 


Sec. 15. 
Sec. 16. 
Sec. 17. 
Sec. 18. 
Sec. 19. 
Sec. 20. 


Sec. 21. 
Sec. 22. 


Sec. 23. 


Sec. 24. 


perimental, developmental, or research work 
in the field of the claimed invention. 

“(i)(1) The term ‘effective filing date’ of a 
claimed invention in a patent or application 
for patent means— 

(А) if subparagraph (В) does not apply, 
the actual filing date of the patent or the ap- 
plication for the patent containing a claim 
to the invention; or 

(В) the filing date of the earliest applica- 
tion for which the patent or application is 
entitled, as to such invention, to a right of 
priority under section 119, 365(a), or 365(b) or 
to the benefit of an earlier filing date under 
section 120, 121, or 365(c). 

“(2) The effective filing date for a claimed 
invention in an application for reissue or re- 
issued patent shall be determined by deem- 
ing the claim to the invention to have been 
contained in the patent for which reissue 
was sought. 

“(j) The term ‘claimed invention’ means 
the subject matter defined by a claim in a 
patent ог an application for a patent.’’. 

(b) CONDITIONS FOR PATENTABILITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 102 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 


“5 102. Conditions for patentability; novelty 


(а) NOVELTY; PRIOR ART.—A person shall 
be entitled to a patent unless— 

“(1) the claimed invention was patented, 
described in a printed publication, or in pub- 
lic use, on sale, or otherwise available to the 
public before the effective filing date of the 
claimed invention; or 

(2) the claimed invention was described in 
a patent issued under section 151, or in an ap- 
plication for patent published or deemed 
published under section 122(b), in which the 
patent or application, as the case may be, 
names another inventor and was effectively 
filed before the effective filing date of the 
claimed invention. 

(р) EXCEPTIONS.— 

(1) DISCLOSURES MADE 1 YEAR OR LESS BE- 
FORE THE EFFECTIVE FILING DATE OF THE 
CLAIMED INVENTION.—A disclosure made 1 
year or less before the effective filing date of 
a claimed invention shall not be prior art to 
the claimed invention under subsection (a)(1) 
if— 
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“(A) the disclosure was made by the inven- 
tor or joint inventor or by another who ob- 
tained the subject matter disclosed directly 
or indirectly from the inventor or a joint in- 
ventor; or 

“(В) the subject matter disclosed had, be- 
fore such disclosure, been publicly disclosed 
by the inventor or a joint inventor or an- 
other who obtained the subject matter dis- 
closed directly or indirectly from the inven- 
tor or a joint inventor. 

“(2) DISCLOSURES APPEARING IN APPLICA- 
TIONS AND PATENTS.—A disclosure shall not 
be prior art to a claimed invention under 
subsection (a)(2) if— 

“(А) the subject matter disclosed was ob- 
tained directly or indirectly from the inven- 
tor or a joint inventor; 

“(В) the subject matter disclosed had, be- 
fore such subject matter was effectively filed 
under subsection (a)(2), been publicly dis- 
closed by the inventor or a joint inventor or 
another who obtained the subject matter dis- 
closed directly or indirectly from the inven- 
tor or a joint inventor; or 

“(C) the subject matter disclosed and the 
claimed invention, not later than the effec- 
tive filing date of the claimed invention, 
were owned by the same person or subject to 
an obligation of assignment to the same per- 
son. 

(с) COMMON OWNERSHIP UNDER JOINT RE- 
SEARCH AGREEMENTS.—Subject matter dis- 
closed and a claimed invention shall be 
deemed to have been owned by the same per- 
son or subject to an obligation of assignment 
to the same person in applying the provi- 
sions of subsection (b)(2)(C) if— 

“(1) the subject matter disclosed was de- 
veloped and the claimed invention was made 
by, or on behalf of, 1 or more parties to a 
joint research agreement that was in effect 
on or before the effective filing date of the 
claimed invention; 

“(2) the claimed invention was made as a 
result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of the joint research agreement; and 

(3) the application for patent for the 
claimed invention discloses or is amended to 
disclose the names of the parties to the joint 
research agreement. 

(а) PATENTS AND PUBLISHED APPLICATIONS 
EFFECTIVE AS PRIOR ART.—For purposes of 
determining whether a patent or application 
for patent is prior art to a claimed invention 
under subsection (a)(2), such patent or appli- 
cation shall be considered to have been effec- 
tively filed, with respect to any subject mat- 
ter described in the patent or application— 

“(1) if paragraph (2) does not apply, as of 
the actual filing date of the patent or the ap- 
plication for patent; or 

(02) if the patent or application for patent 
is entitled to claim a right of priority under 
section 119, 365(a), or 365(b), or to claim the 
benefit of an earlier filing date under section 
120, 121, or 365(c), based upon 1 or more prior 
filed applications for patent, as of the filing 
date of the earliest such application that de- 
scribes the subject matter.’’. 

(2) CONTINUITY OF INTENT UNDER THE CRE- 
ATE ACT.—The enactment of section 102(c) of 
title 35, United States Code, under the pre- 
ceding paragraph is done with the same in- 
tent to promote joint research activities 
that was expressed, including in the legisla- 
tive history, through the enactment of the 
Cooperative Research and Technology En- 
hancement Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-453; 
the “CREATE Act”), the amendments of 
which are stricken by subsection (c). The 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
shall administer section 102(c) of title 35, 
United States Code, in a manner consistent 
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with the legislative history of the CREATE 
Act that was relevant to its administration 
by the United States Patent and Trademark 
Office. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The item re- 
lating to section 102 in the table of sections 
for chapter 10 of title 35, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 


‘102. Conditions for patentability; novelty.’’. 


(с) CONDITIONS FOR PATENTABILITY; NON- 
OBVIOUS SUBJECT MATTER.—Section 103 of 
title 35, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 


“5103. Conditions for patentability; 
obvious subject matter 


“A patent for a claimed invention may not 
be obtained, notwithstanding that the 
claimed invention is not identically dis- 
closed as set forth in section 102, if the dif- 
ferences between the claimed invention and 
the prior art are such that the claimed in- 
vention as a whole would have been obvious 
before the effective filing date of the claimed 
invention to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to which the claimed invention 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negated 
by the manner in which the invention was 
made.’’. 

(d) REPEAL OF REQUIREMENTS FOR INVEN- 
TIONS MADE ABROAD.—Section 104 of title 35, 
United States Code, and the item relating to 
that section in the table of sections for chap- 
ter 10 of title 35, United States Code, are re- 
pealed. 

(е) REPEAL OF STATUTORY INVENTION REG- 
ISTRATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 157 of title 35, 
United States Code, and the item relating to 
that section in the table of sections for chap- 
ter 14 of title 35, United States Code, are re- 
pealed. 

(2) REMOVAL OF CROSS REFERENCES.—Sec- 
tion 111(b)(8) of title 35, United States Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘sections 115, 131, 135, 
and 157” and inserting ‘‘sections 131 and 135”. 

(8) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall take effect 18 
months after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, and shall apply to any request for 
a statutory invention registration filed on or 
after that date. 

(£) EARLIER FILING DATE FOR INVENTOR AND 
JOINT INVENTOR.—Section 120 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“which is filed by an inventor or inventors 
named” and inserting ‘‘which names an in- 
ventor or joint inventor’’. 

(g) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) RIGHT OF PRIORITY.—Section 172 of title 
35, United States Code, is amended by strik- 
ing ‘‘and the time specified in section 
102(d)’’. 

(2) LIMITATION ON REMEDIES.—Section 
287(c)(4) of title 35, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘the earliest effective 
filing date of which is prior to” and inserting 
“which has an effective filing date before”. 

(3) INTERNATIONAL APPLICATION DESIG- 
NATING THE UNITED STATES: EFFECT.—Section 
363 of title 35, United States Code, is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘except as otherwise provided 
in section 102(e) of this title”. 

(4) PUBLICATION OF INTERNATIONAL APPLICA- 
TION: EFFECT.—Section 374 of title 35, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘sec- 
tions 102(e) and 154(d)’’ and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 154(d)’’. 

(5) PATENT ISSUED ON INTERNATIONAL APPLI- 
CATION: EFFECT.—The second sentence of sec- 
tion 375(a) of title 35, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘Subject to section 
102(e) of this title, such”? and inserting 
“Such”. 


non- 
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(6) LIMIT ON RIGHT OF PRIORITY.—Section 
119(a) of title 35, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘; but no patent shall 
be granted”? and all that follows through 
“опе year prior to such filing”. 

(7) INVENTIONS MADE WITH FEDERAL ASSIST- 
ANCE.—Section 202(c) of title 35, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘publication, on sale, or 
public use,” and all that follows through 
“obtained in the United States” and insert- 
ing ‘‘the l-year period referred to in section 
102(b) would end before the end of that 2-year 
period”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘the statutory” and insert- 
ing “that l-year’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘any stat- 
utory bar date that may occur under this 
title due to publication, on sale, or public 
use” and inserting ‘ће expiration of the 1- 
year period referred to in section 102(b)’’. 

(h) DERIVED PATENTS.—Section 291 of title 
35, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“§ 291. Derived patents 

(а) IN GENERAL.—The owner of a patent 
may have relief by civil action against the 
owner of another patent that claims the 
same invention and has an earlier effective 
filing date if the invention claimed in such 
other patent was derived from the inventor 
of the invention claimed in the patent owned 
by the person seeking relief under this sec- 
tion. 

“(b) FILING LIMITATION.—An action under 
this section may only be filed within 1 year 
after the issuance of the first patent con- 
taining a claim to the allegedly derived in- 
vention and naming an individual alleged to 
have derived such invention as the inventor 
or joint inventor.’’. 

(i) DERIVATION PROCEEDINGS.—Section 135 
of title 35, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“$ 135. Derivation proceedings 

(а) INSTITUTION OF PROCEEDING.—An appli- 
cant for patent may file a petition to insti- 
tute a derivation proceeding in the Office. 
The petition shall set forth with particu- 
larity the basis for finding that an inventor 
named in an earlier application derived the 
claimed invention from an inventor named 
in the petitioner’s application and, without 
authorization, the earlier application claim- 
ing such invention was filed. Any such peti- 
tion may only be filed within 1 year after the 
first publication of a claim to an invention 
that is the same or substantially the same as 
the earlier application’s claim to the inven- 
tion, shall be made under oath, and shall be 
supported by substantial evidence. Whenever 
the Director determines that a petition filed 
under this subsection demonstrates that the 
standards for instituting a derivation pro- 
ceeding are met, the Director may institute 
a derivation proceeding. The determination 
by the Director whether to institute a deri- 
vation proceeding shall be final and non- 
appealable. 

“(0) DETERMINATION BY PATENT TRIAL AND 
APPEAL BOARD.—In a derivation proceeding 
instituted under subsection (a), the Patent 
Trial and Appeal Board shall determine 
whether an inventor named in the earlier ap- 
plication derived the claimed invention from 
an inventor named in the petitioner’s appli- 
cation and, without authorization, the ear- 
lier application claiming such invention was 
filed. The Director shall prescribe regula- 
tions setting forth standards for the conduct 
of derivation proceedings. 

(с) DEFERRAL OF DECISION.—The Patent 
Trial and Appeal Board may defer action on 
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a petition for a derivation proceeding until 3 
months after the date on which the Director 
issues a patent that includes the claimed in- 
vention that is the subject of the petition. 
The Patent Trial and Appeal Board also may 
defer action on a petition for a derivation 
proceeding, or stay the proceeding after it 
has been instituted, until the termination of 
a proceeding under chapter 30, 31, or 32 in- 
volving the patent of the earlier applicant. 

“(а) EFFECT OF FINAL DECISION.—The final 
decision of the Patent Trial and Appeal 
Board, if adverse to claims in an application 
for patent, shall constitute the final refusal 
by the Office on those claims. The final deci- 
sion of the Patent Trial and Appeal Board, if 
adverse to claims in a patent, shall, if no ap- 
peal or other review of the decision has been 
or can be taken or had, constitute cancella- 
tion of those claims, and notice of such can- 
cellation shall be endorsed on copies of the 
patent distributed after such cancellation. 

(е) SETTLEMENT.—Parties to a proceeding 
instituted under subsection (a) may termi- 
nate the proceeding by filing a written state- 
ment reflecting the agreement of the parties 
as to the correct inventors of the claimed in- 
vention in dispute. Unless the Patent Trial 
and Appeal Board finds the agreement to be 
inconsistent with the evidence of record, if 
any, it shall take action consistent with the 
agreement. Any written settlement or under- 
standing of the parties shall be filed with the 
Director. At the request of a party to the 
proceeding, the agreement or understanding 
shall be treated as business confidential in- 
formation, shall be kept separate from the 
file of the involved patents or applications, 
and shall be made available only to Govern- 
ment agencies on written request, or to any 
person on a showing of good cause. 

“(Р ARBITRATION.—Parties to a proceeding 
instituted under subsection (a) may, within 
such time as may be specified by the Direc- 
tor by regulation, determine such contest or 
any aspect thereof by arbitration. Such arbi- 
tration shall be governed by the provisions 
of title 9, to the extent such title is not in- 
consistent with this section. The parties 
shall give notice of any arbitration award to 
the Director, and such award shall, as be- 
tween the parties to the arbitration, be dis- 
positive of the issues to which it relates. The 
arbitration award shall be unenforceable 
until such notice is given. Nothing in this 
subsection shall preclude the Director from 
determining the patentability of the claimed 
inventions involved in the proceeding.’’. 

(j) ELIMINATION OF REFERENCES TO INTER- 
FERENCES.—(1) Sections 41, 134, 145, 146, 154, 
305, and 314 of title 35, United States Code, 
are each amended by striking ‘‘Board of Pat- 
ent Appeals and Interferences” each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘Patent Trial and Ap- 
peal Board’’. 

(2)(A) Sections 146 and 154 of title 35, 
United States Code, are each amended— 

(i) by striking ‘‘an interference” each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘a derivation pro- 
ceeding”; and 

(11) by striking ‘‘interference’’ each addi- 
tional place it appears and inserting ‘‘deriva- 
tion proceeding”. 

(B) The subparagraph heading for section 
154(b)(1)(C) of title 35, United States Code, as 
amended by this paragraph, is further 
amended by— 

(i) striking ‘‘orR’’ and inserting ОЕ”; and 

(ii) striking ‘‘SECRECY ORDER” and insert- 
ing ‘‘SECRECY ORDERS”. 

(3) The section heading for section 134 of 
title 35, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 
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“$134. Appeal to the Patent Trial and Appeal 

Board”. 

(4) The section heading for section 146 of 
title 85, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“$146. Civil action in case of derivation pro- 
ceeding”. 

(5) Section 154(b)(1)(C) of title 35, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘INTER- 
FERENCES” and inserting ‘‘DERIVATION PRO- 
CEEDINGS’’. 

(6) The item relating to section 6 in the 
table of sections for chapter 1 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“6. Patent Trial and Appeal Board.’’. 

(Т) The items relating to sections 184 and 
135 in the table of sections for chapter 12 of 
title 35, United States Code, are amended to 
read as follows: 

‘134. Appeal to the Patent Trial and Appeal 
Board. 
“185. Derivation proceedings.”’. 

(8) The item relating to section 146 in the 
table of sections for chapter 18 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘146. Civil action in case of derivation pro- 
ceeding.’’. 

(k) FALSE MARKING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 292 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a), by adding at the end 
the following: 

“Only the United States may sue for the 
penalty authorized by this subsection.’’; and 

(B) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

““(b) Any person who has suffered a com- 
petitive injury as a result of a violation of 
this section may file a civil action in a dis- 
trict court of the United States for recovery 
of damages adequate to compensate for the 
injury.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to all 
cases, without exception, pending on or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(1) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 32 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
between the third and fourth sentences the 
following: ‘‘A proceeding under this section 
shall be commenced not later than the ear- 
lier of either 10 years after the date on which 
the misconduct forming the basis for the 
proceeding occurred, or 1 year after the date 
on which the misconduct forming the basis 
for the proceeding is made known to an offi- 
cer or employee of the Office as prescribed in 
the regulations established under section 
2(b)(2)(D).””. 

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Director 
shall provide on a biennial basis to the Judi- 
ciary Committees of the Senate and House of 
Representatives a report providing a short 
description of incidents made known to an 
officer or employee of the Office as pre- 
scribed in the regulations established under 
section 2(b)(2)(D) of title 35, United States 
Code, that reflect substantial evidence of 
misconduct before the Office but for which 
the Office was barred from commencing a 
proceeding under section 32 of title 35, 
United States Code, by the time limitation 
established by the fourth sentence of that 
section. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall apply in all 
cases in which the time period for insti- 
tuting a proceeding under section 32 of title 
35, United State Code, had not lapsed prior 
to the date of the enactment of this Act. 
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(m) SMALL BUSINESS STUDY.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 

(A) the term ‘‘Chief Counsel’? means the 
Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small 
Business Administration; 

(B) the term ‘‘General Counsel’’ means the 
General Counsel of the United States Patent 
and Trademark Office; and 

(С) the term ‘‘small business concern” has 
the meaning given that term under section 3 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632). 

(2) STUDY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Chief Counsel, in 
consultation with the General Counsel, shall 
conduct a study of the effects of eliminating 
the use of dates of invention in determining 
whether an applicant is entitled to a patent 
under title 35, United States Code. 

(B) AREAS OF STUDY.—The study conducted 
under subparagraph (A) shall include exam- 
ination of the effects of eliminating the use 
of invention dates, including examining— 

(i) how the change would affect the ability 
of small business concerns to obtain patents 
and their costs of obtaining patents; 

(ii) whether the change would create, miti- 
gate, or exacerbate any disadvantage for ap- 
plicants for patents that are small business 
concerns relative to applicants for patents 
that are not small business concerns, and 
whether the change would create any advan- 
tages for applicants for patents that are 
small business concerns relative to appli- 
cants for patents that are not small business 
concerns; 

(iii) the cost savings and other potential 
benefits to small business concerns of the 
change; and 

(iv) the feasibility and costs and benefits 
to small business concerns of alternative 
means of determining whether an applicant 
is entitled to a patent under title 35, United 
States Code. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Chief 
Counsel shall submit to the Committee on 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship and 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the Sen- 
ate and the Committee on Small Business 
and the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
House of Representatives a report regarding 
the results of the study under paragraph (2). 

(n) REPORT ON PRIOR USER RIGHTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Director shall report, to the Committee on 
the Judiciary of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, the findings and recommenda- 
tions of the Director on the operation of 
prior user rights in selected countries in the 
industrialized world. The report shall include 
the following: 

(A) A comparison between patent laws of 
the United States and the laws of other in- 
dustrialized countries, including members of 
the European Union and Japan, Canada, and 
Australia. 

(B) An analysis of the effect of prior user 
rights on innovation rates in the selected 
countries. 

(C) An analysis of the correlation, if any, 
between prior user rights and start-up enter- 
prises and the ability to attract venture cap- 
ital to start new companies. 

(D) An analysis of the effect of prior user 
rights, if any, on small businesses, univer- 
sities, and individual inventors. 

(E) An analysis of legal and constitutional 
issues, if any, that arise from placing trade 
secret law in patent law. 

(F) An analysis of whether the change to a 
first-to-file patent system creates a par- 
ticular need for prior user rights. 
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(2) CONSULTATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES.—In 
preparing the report required under para- 
graph (1), the Director shall consult with the 
United States Trade Representative, the Sec- 
retary of State, and the Attorney General. 

(0) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided by this section, the amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on the date 
that is 18 months after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, and shall apply to any ap- 
plication for patent, and to any patent 
issuing thereon, that contains or contained 
at any time— 

(А) a claim to a claimed invention that has 
an effective filing date as defined in section 
100(1) of title 35, United States Code, that is 
18 months or more after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act; or 

(B) a specific reference under section 120, 
121, or 365(c) of title 35, United States Code, 
to any patent or application that contains or 
contained at any time such a claim. 

(2) INTERFERING PATENTS.—The provisions 
of sections 102(g), 135, and 291 of title 35, 
United States Code, in effect on the day 
prior to the date of the enactment of this 
Act, shall apply to each claim of an applica- 
tion for patent, and any patent issued there- 
on, for which the amendments made by this 
section also apply, if such application or pat- 
ent contains or contained at any time— 

(A) a claim to an invention having an ef- 
fective filing date as defined in section 100(i) 
of title 35, United States Code, earlier than 
18 months after the date of the enactment of 
this Act; or 

(B) a specific reference under section 120, 
121, or 365(c) of title 35, United States Code, 
to any patent or application that contains or 
contained at any time such a claim. 

SEC. 3. INVENTOR’S OATH OR DECLARATION. 

(a) INVENTOR’S OATH OR DECLARATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 115 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“$ 115. Inventor’s oath or declaration 

(а) NAMING THE INVENTOR; INVENTOR’S 
OATH OR DECLARATION.—An application for 
patent that is filed under section 111(а) or 
commences the national stage under section 
371 shall include, or be amended to include, 
the name of the inventor for any invention 
claimed in the application. Except as other- 
wise provided in this section, each individual 
who is the inventor or a joint inventor of a 
claimed invention in an application for pat- 
ent shall execute an oath or declaration in 
connection with the application. 

(р) REQUIRED STATEMENTS.—An oath or 
declaration under subsection (a) shall con- 
tain statements that— 

“(1) the application was made or was au- 
thorized to be made by the affiant or declar- 
ant; and 

“(2) such individual believes himself or 
herself to be the original inventor or an 
original joint inventor of a claimed inven- 
tion in the application. 

(с) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—The Di- 
rector may specify additional information 
relating to the inventor and the invention 
that is required to be included in an oath or 
declaration under subsection (a). 

(а) SUBSTITUTE STATEMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In lieu of executing an 
oath or declaration under subsection (a), the 
applicant for patent may provide a sub- 
stitute statement under the circumstances 
described in paragraph (2) and such addi- 
tional circumstances that the Director may 
specify by regulation. 

(02) PERMITTED CIRCUMSTANCES.—A_ sub- 
stitute statement under paragraph (1) is per- 
mitted with respect to any individual who— 
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“(A) is unable to file the oath or declara- 
tion under subsection (a) because the indi- 
vidual— 

“(i) is deceased; 

“(i) is under legal incapacity; or 

(111) cannot be found or reached after dili- 
gent effort; or 

“(В) is under an obligation to assign the 
invention but has refused to make the oath 
or declaration required under subsection (a). 

“(8) CONTENTS.—A substitute statement 
under this subsection shall— 

“(А) identify the individual with respect to 
whom the statement applies; 

“(B) set forth the circumstances rep- 
resenting the permitted basis for the filing of 
the substitute statement in lieu of the oath 
or declaration under subsection (a); and 

“(С) contain any additional information, 
including any showing, required by the Di- 
rector. 

(е) MAKING REQUIRED STATEMENTS IN AS- 
SIGNMENT OF RECORD.—An individual who is 
under an obligation of assignment of an ap- 
plication for patent may include the re- 
quired statements under subsections (b) and 
(c) in the assignment executed by the indi- 
vidual, in lieu of filing such statements sepa- 
rately. 

“(f) TIME FOR FILING.—A notice of allow- 
ance under section 151 may be provided to an 
applicant for patent only if the applicant for 
patent has filed each required oath or dec- 
laration under subsection (a) or has filed a 
substitute statement under subsection (d) or 
recorded an assignment meeting the require- 
ments of subsection (e). 

‘“(g) HARLIER-FILED APPLICATION CON- 
TAINING REQUIRED STATEMENTS OR SUB- 
STITUTE STATEMENT.— 

“(1) EXCEPTION.—The requirements under 
this section shall not apply to an individual 
with respect to an application for patent in 
which the individual is named as the inven- 
tor or a joint inventor and who claims the 
benefit under section 120, 121, or 365(c) of the 
filing of an earlier-filed application, if— 

“(А) an oath or declaration meeting the re- 
quirements of subsection (a) was executed by 
the individual and was filed in connection 
with the earlier-filed application; 

“(В) a substitute statement meeting the 
requirements of subsection (d) was filed in 
the earlier filed application with respect to 
the individual; or 

“(C) an assignment meeting the require- 
ments of subsection (e) was executed with re- 
spect to the earlier-filed application by the 
individual and was recorded in connection 
with the earlier-filed application. 

(2) COPIES OF OATHS, DECLARATIONS, 
STATEMENTS, OR ASSIGNMENTS.—Notwith- 
standing paragraph (1), the Director may re- 
quire that a copy of the executed oath or 
declaration, the substitute statement, or the 
assignment filed in the earlier-filed applica- 
tion be included in the later-filed applica- 
tion. 

‘“(h) SUPPLEMENTAL AND CORRECTED STATE- 
MENTS; FILING ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Any person making a 
statement required under this section may 
withdraw, replace, or otherwise correct the 
statement at any time. If a change is made 
in the naming of the inventor requiring the 
filing of 1 or more additional statements 
under this section, the Director shall estab- 
lish regulations under which such additional 
statements may be filed. 

(2) SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENTS NOT RE- 
QUIRED.—If an individual has executed an 
oath or declaration meeting the require- 
ments of subsection (a) or an assignment 
meeting the requirements of subsection (e) 
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with respect to an application for patent, the 
Director may not thereafter require that in- 
dividual to make any additional oath, dec- 
laration, or other statement equivalent to 
those required by this section in connection 
with the application for patent or any patent 
issuing thereon. 

(3) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—No patent shall be 
invalid or unenforceable based upon the fail- 
ure to comply with a requirement under this 
section if the failure is remedied as provided 
under paragraph (1). 

“(i) ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF PENALTIES.—Any 
declaration or statement filed pursuant to 
this section shall contain an acknowledg- 
ment that any willful false statement made 
in such declaration or statement is punish- 
able under section 1001 of title 18 by fine or 
imprisonment of not more than 5 years, or 
both.’’. 

(2) RELATIONSHIP TO DIVISIONAL APPLICA- 
TIONS.—Section 121 of title 35, United States 
Code, is amended by striking “If a divisional 
application” and all that follows through 
‘‘inventor.”’. 

(3) REQUIREMENTS FOR NONPROVISIONAL AP- 
PLICATIONS.—Section 111(a) of title 35, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (2)(C), by striking ‘‘by the 
applicant” and inserting ‘ог declaration’’; 

(B) in the heading for paragraph (3), by in- 
serting ‘‘OR DECLARATION” after ‘‘AND OATH”’; 
and 

(С) by inserting “ог declaration”’ 
“апа oath’’ each place it appears. 

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The item re- 
lating to section 115 in the table of sections 
for chapter 11 of title 35, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘115. Inventor’s oath ог declaration.’’. 

(b) FILING BY OTHER THAN INVENTOR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 118 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“5 118. Filing by other than inventor 

“А person to whom the inventor has as- 
signed or is under an obligation to assign the 
invention may make an application for pat- 
ent. A person who otherwise shows sufficient 
proprietary interest in the matter may make 
an application for patent on behalf of and as 
agent for the inventor on proof of the perti- 
nent facts and a showing that such action is 
appropriate to preserve the rights of the par- 
ties. If the Director grants a patent on an ap- 
plication filed under this section by a person 
other than the inventor, the patent shall be 
granted to the real party in interest and 
upon such notice to the inventor as the Di- 
rector considers to be sufficient.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 251 
of title 35, United States Code, is amended in 
the third undesignated paragraph by insert- 
ing “ог the application for the original pat- 
ent was filed by the assignee of the entire in- 
terest” after ‘claims of the original patent”. 

(c) SPECIFICATION.—Section 112 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the first paragraph— 

(A) by striking ‘Тһе specification” and in- 
serting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The_ specifica- 
tion”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘of carrying out his inven- 
tion” and inserting ‘‘or joint inventor of car- 
rying out the invention”’; 

(2) in the second paragraph— 

(A) by striking ‘Тһе specification” and in- 
serting (р) CONCLUSION.—The specifica- 
tion”; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘applicant regards as his 
invention” and inserting ‘‘inventor or a joint 
inventor regards as the invention’’; 

(3) in the third paragraph, by striking “А 
claim” and inserting ‘‘(c) FORM.—A claim’’; 
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(4) in the fourth paragraph, by striking 
“Subject to the following paragraph,” and 
inserting ‘‘(d) REFERENCE ІЧ DEPENDENT 
FORMS.—Subject to subsection (e),”’; 

(5) in the fifth paragraph, by striking “А 
claim” and inserting ‘‘(e) REFERENCE IN MUL- 
TIPLE DEPENDENT FORM.—A claim”; and 

(6) in the last paragraph, by striking ‘‘An 
element” and inserting ‘‘(f) ELEMENT IN 
CLAIM FOR A COMBINATION.—An element”. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Sections 111(b)(1)(A) is amended by 
striking ‘Пе first paragraph of section 112 of 
this title” and inserting ‘‘section 112(a)’’. 

(2) Section 111(b)(2) is amended by striking 
“the second through fifth paragraphs of sec- 
tion 112,” and inserting ‘‘subsections (b) 
through (e) of section 112,’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and shall apply to patent applications that 
are filed on or after that effective date. 

SEC. 4. VIRTUAL MARKING AND ADVICE OF 
COUNSEL. 

(a) DEFENSE TO INFRINGEMENT BASED ON 
EARLIER INVENTOR.—Section 273(b)(6) of title 
35, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(6) PERSONAL DEFENSE.—The defense 
under this section may be asserted only by 
the person who performed or caused the per- 
formance of the acts necessary to establish 
the defense as well as any other entity that 
controls, is controlled by, or is under com- 
mon control with such person and, except for 
any transfer to the patent owner, the right 
to assert the defense shall not be licensed or 
assigned or transferred to another person ex- 
cept as an ancillary and subordinate part of 
a good faith assignment or transfer for other 
reasons of the entire enterprise or line of 
business to which the defense relates. Not- 
withstanding the preceding sentence, any 
person may, on its own behalf, assert a de- 
fense based on the exhaustion of rights pro- 
vided under paragraph (8), including any nec- 
essary elements thereof.’’. 

(b) VIRTUAL MARKING.—Section 287(a) of 
title 35, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting ‘‘, or by fixing thereon the word 
‘patent’ or the abbreviation ‘pat.’ together 
with an address of a posting on the Internet, 
accessible to the public without charge for 
accessing the address, that associates the 
patented article with the number of the pat- 
ent” before ‘‘, or when”. 

(c) ADVICE OF COUNSEL.—Chapter 29 of title 
35, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 


“§ 298. Advice of Counsel 


“The failure of an infringer to obtain the 
advice of counsel with respect to any alleg- 
edly infringed patent or the failure of the in- 
fringer to present such advice to the court or 
jury may not be used to prove that the ac- 
cused infringer willfully infringed the patent 
or that the infringer intended to induce in- 
fringement of the patent.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to any civil 
action commenced on or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 5. POST-GRANT REVIEW PROCEEDINGS. 

(a) INTER PARTES REVIEW.—Chapter 31 of 
title 35, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“CHAPTER 31—INTER PARTES REVIEW 
“бес. 

‘311. Inter partes review. 

‘312. Petitions. 

‘313. Preliminary response to petition. 
‘314. Institution of inter partes review. 
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“315. Relation to other proceedings or ac- 
tions. 

‘316. Conduct of inter partes review. 

“817. Settlement. 

‘318. Decision of the board. 

‘319. Appeal. 


“$811. Inter partes review 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provi- 
sions of this chapter, a person who is not the 
patent owner may file with the Office a peti- 
tion to institute an inter partes review for a 
patent. The Director shall establish, by regu- 
lation, fees to be paid by the person request- 
ing the review, in such amounts as the Direc- 
tor determines to be reasonable, considering 
the aggregate costs of the review. 

“(0) SCOPE.—A petitioner in an inter partes 
review may request to cancel as 
unpatentable 1 or more claims of a patent 
only on a ground that could be raised under 
section 102 or 103 and only on the basis of 
prior art consisting of patents or printed 
publications. 

“(с) FILING DEADLINE.—A petition for inter 
partes review shall be filed after the later of 
either— 

“(1) 9 months after the grant of a patent or 
issuance of a reissue of a patent; or 

“(2) if a post-grant review is instituted 
under chapter 32, the date of the termination 
of such post-grant review. 


“§ 312. Petitions 


(а) REQUIREMENTS OF PETITION.—A peti- 
tion filed under section 311 may be consid- 
ered only if— 

“(1) the petition is accompanied by pay- 
ment of the fee established by the Director 
under section 311; 

““(2) the petition identifies all real parties 
in interest; 

(3) the petition identifies, in writing and 
with particularity, each claim challenged, 
the grounds on which the challenge to each 
claim is based, and the evidence that sup- 
ports the grounds for the challenge to each 
claim, including— 

“(А) copies of patents and printed publica- 
tions that the petitioner relies upon in sup- 
port of the petition; and 

“(В) affidavits or declarations of sup- 
porting evidence and opinions, if the peti- 
tioner relies on expert opinions; 

“*(4) the petition provides such other infor- 
mation as the Director may require by regu- 
lation; and 

(5) the petitioner provides copies of any of 
the documents required under paragraphs (2), 
(3), and (4) to the patent owner or, if applica- 
ble, the designated representative of the pat- 
ent owner. 

“(b) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—AS soon as 
practicable after the receipt of a petition 
under section 311, the Director shall make 
the petition available to the public. 


“§ 313. Preliminary response to petition 


“(a) PRELIMINARY RESPONSE.—If an inter 
partes review petition is filed under section 
311, the patent owner shall have the right to 
file a preliminary response within a time pe- 
riod set by the Director. 

*‹(®) CONTENT OF RESPONSE.—A preliminary 
response to a petition for inter partes review 
shall set forth reasons why no inter partes 
review should be instituted based upon the 
failure of the petition to meet any require- 
ment of this chapter. 

“§ 314. Institution of inter partes review 

“(a) THRESHOLD.—The Director may not 
authorize an inter partes review to com- 
mence unless the Director determines that 
the information presented in the petition 
filed under section 311 and any response filed 


March 8, 2011 


under section 313 shows that there is a rea- 
sonable likelihood that the petitioner would 
prevail with respect to at least 1 of the 
claims challenged in the petition. 

“(b) TIMING.—The Director shall determine 
whether to institute an inter partes review 
under this chapter within 3 months after re- 
ceiving a preliminary response under section 
318 or, if none is filed, within three months 
after the expiration of the time for filing 
such a response. 

“(c) NOTICE.—The Director shall notify the 
petitioner and patent owner, in writing, of 
the Director’s determination under sub- 
section (a), and shall make such notice avail- 
able to the public as soon as is practicable. 
Such notice shall list the date on which the 
review shall commence. 

(а) No APPEAL.—The determination by 
the Director whether to institute an inter 
partes review under this section shall be 
final and nonappealable. 


“$315. Relation to other proceedings ог ac- 
tions 


“(а) INFRINGER’S ACTION.—An inter partes 
review may not be instituted or maintained 
if the petitioner or real party in interest has 
filed a civil action challenging the validity 
of a claim of the patent. 

‘(b) PATENT OWNER’S ACTION.—An inter 
partes review may not be instituted if the 
petition requesting the proceeding is filed 
more than 6 months after the date on which 
the petitioner, real party in interest, or his 
privy is served with a complaint alleging in- 
fringement of the patent. The time limita- 
tion set forth in the preceding sentence shall 
not apply to a request for joinder under sub- 
section (c). 

(с) JOINDER.—If the Director institutes an 
inter partes review, the Director, in his dis- 
cretion, may join as a party to that inter 
partes review any person who properly files a 
petition under section 311 that the Director, 
after receiving a preliminary response under 
section 313 or the expiration of the time for 
filing such a response, determines warrants 
the institution of an inter partes review 
under section 314. 

‘(d) MULTIPLE PROCEEDINGS.—Notwith- 
standing sections 185(a), 251, and 252, and 
chapter 30, during the pendency of an inter 
partes review, if another proceeding or mat- 
ter involving the patent is before the Office, 
the Director may determine the manner in 
which the inter partes review or other pro- 
ceeding or matter may proceed, including 
providing for stay, transfer, consolidation, or 
termination of any such matter or pro- 
ceeding. 

(е) ESTOPPEL.— 

(1) PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE OFFICE.—The 
petitioner in an inter partes review under 
this chapter, or his real party in interest or 
privy, may not request or maintain a pro- 
ceeding before the Office with respect to a 
claim on any ground that the petitioner 
raised or reasonably could have raised during 
an inter partes review of the claim that re- 
sulted in a final written decision under sec- 
tion 318(a). 

(9) CIVIL ACTIONS AND OTHER PRO- 
CEEDINGS.—The petitioner in an inter partes 
review under this chapter, or his real party 
in interest or privy, may not assert either in 
a civil action arising in whole or in part 
under section 1338 of title 28 or in a pro- 
ceeding before the International Trade Com- 
mission that a claim in a patent is invalid on 
any ground that the petitioner raised or rea- 
sonably could have raised during an inter 
partes review of the claim that resulted in a 
final written decision under section 318(a). 
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“§ 316. Conduct of inter partes review 

(а) REGULATIONS.—The Director shall pre- 
scribe regulations— 

“(1) providing that the file of any pro- 
ceeding under this chapter shall be made 
available to the public, except that any peti- 
tion or document filed with the intent that 
it be sealed shall be accompanied by a mo- 
tion to seal, and such petition or document 
shall be treated as sealed pending the out- 
come of the ruling on the motion; 

“(2) setting forth the standards for the 
showing of sufficient grounds to institute a 
review under section 314(a); 

(3) establishing procedures for the sub- 
mission of supplemental information after 
the petition is filed; 

“(4) in accordance with section 2(b)(2), es- 
tablishing and governing inter partes review 
under this chapter and the relationship of 
such review to other proceedings under this 
title; 

‘(5) setting a time period for requesting 
joinder under section 315(c); 

(6) setting forth standards and procedures 
for discovery of relevant evidence, including 
that such discovery shall be limited to— 

“(А) the deposition of witnesses submit- 
ting affidavits or declarations; and 

“(B) what is otherwise necessary in the in- 
terest of justice; 

(7) prescribing sanctions for abuse of dis- 
covery, abuse of process, or any other im- 
proper use of the proceeding, such as to har- 
ass or to cause unnecessary delay or an un- 
necessary increase in the cost of the pro- 
ceeding; 

(8) providing for protective orders gov- 
erning the exchange and submission of con- 
fidential information; 

09) allowing the patent owner to file a re- 
sponse to the petition after an inter partes 
review has been instituted, and requiring 
that the patent owner file with such re- 
sponse, through affidavits or declarations, 
any additional factual evidence and expert 
opinions on which the patent owner relies in 
support of the response; 

(10) setting forth standards and proce- 
dures for allowing the patent owner to move 
to amend the patent under subsection (d) to 
cancel a challenged claim or propose a rea- 
sonable number of substitute claims, and en- 
suring that any information submitted by 
the patent owner in support of any amend- 
ment entered under subsection (d) is made 
available to the public as part of the pros- 
ecution history of the patent; 

“(11) providing either party with the right 
to an oral hearing as part of the proceeding; 
and 

(12) requiring that the final determina- 
tion in an inter partes review be issued not 
later than 1 year after the date on which the 
Director notices the institution of a review 
under this chapter, except that the Director 
may, for good cause shown, extend the 1-year 
period by not more than 6 months, and may 
adjust the time periods in this paragraph in 
the case of joinder under section 315(c). 

‘*(b) CONSIDERATIONS.—In prescribing regu- 
lations under this section, the Director shall 
consider the effect of any such regulation on 
the economy, the integrity of the patent sys- 
tem, the efficient administration of the Of- 
fice, and the ability of the Office to timely 
complete proceedings instituted under this 
chapter. 

“(с) PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD.— 
The Patent Trial and Appeal Board shall, in 
accordance with section 6, conduct each pro- 
ceeding authorized by the Director. 

(а) AMENDMENT OF THE PATENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—During an inter partes 
review instituted under this chapter, the 
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patent owner may file 1 motion to amend the 
patent in 1 or more of the following ways: 

(А) Cancel any challenged patent claim. 

“(В) For each challenged claim, propose a 
reasonable number of substitute claims. 

“(2) ADDITIONAL MOTIONS.—Additional mo- 
tions to amend may be permitted upon the 
joint request of the petitioner and the patent 
owner to materially advance the settlement 
of a proceeding under section 317, or as per- 
mitted by regulations prescribed by the Di- 
rector. 

“(8) SCOPE OF CLAIMS.—An amendment 
under this subsection may not enlarge the 
scope of the claims of the patent or intro- 
duce new matter. 

(е) EVIDENTIARY STANDARDS.—In an inter 
partes review instituted under this chapter, 
the petitioner shall have the burden of prov- 
ing a proposition of unpatentability by a pre- 
ponderance of the evidence. 

“§ 317. Settlement 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—An inter partes review 
instituted under this chapter shall be termi- 
nated with respect to any petitioner upon 
the joint request of the petitioner and the 
patent owner, unless the Office has decided 
the merits of the proceeding before the re- 
quest for termination is filed. If the inter 
partes review is terminated with respect to a 
petitioner under this section, no estoppel 
under section 315(e) shall apply to that peti- 
tioner. If no petitioner remains in the inter 
partes review, the Office may terminate the 
review or proceed to a final written decision 
under section 318(a). 

‘“(b) AGREEMENTS IN WRITING.—Any agree- 
ment or understanding between the patent 
owner and a petitioner, including any collat- 
eral agreements referred to in such agree- 
ment or understanding, made in connection 
with, or in contemplation of, the termi- 
nation of an inter partes review under this 
section shall be in writing and a true copy of 
such agreement or understanding shall be 
filed in the Office before the termination of 
the inter partes review as between the par- 
ties. If any party filing such agreement or 
understanding so requests, the copy shall be 
kept separate from the file of the inter 
partes review, and shall be made available 
only to Federal Government agencies upon 
written request, or to any other person on a 
showing of good cause. 

“5 318. Decision of the board 

(а) FINAL WRITTEN DECISION.—If an inter 
partes review is instituted and not dismissed 
under this chapter, the Patent Trial and Ap- 
peal Board shall issue a final written deci- 
sion with respect to the patentability of any 
patent claim challenged by the petitioner 
and any new claim added under section 
316(а). 

(0) CERTIFICATE.—If the Patent Trial and 
Appeal Board issues a final written decision 
under subsection (a) and the time for appeal 
has expired or any appeal has terminated, 
the Director shall issue and publish a certifi- 
cate canceling any claim of the patent fi- 
nally determined to be unpatentable, con- 
firming any claim of the patent determined 
to be patentable, and incorporating in the 
patent by operation of the certificate any 
new or amended claim determined to be pat- 
entable. 

(с) DATA ON LENGTH OF REVIEW.—The Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office shall make avail- 
able to the public data describing the length 
of time between the commencement of each 
inter partes review and the conclusion of 
that review. 

“$ 819. Appeal 

“A party dissatisfied with the final written 

decision of the Patent Trial and Appeal 
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Board under section 318(a) may appeal the 
decision pursuant to sections 141 through 144. 
Any party to the inter partes review shall 
have the right to be a party to the appeal.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of chapters for part III of 
title 35, United States Code, is amended by 
striking the item relating to chapter 31 and 
inserting the following: 


“31. Inter Partes Review .................... 311.”. 


(с) REGULATIONS AND EFFECTIVE РАТЕ. — 

(1) REGULATIONS.—The Director shall, not 
later than the date that is 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, issue regu- 
lations to carry out chapter 31 of title 35, 
United States Code, as amended by sub- 
section (a) of this section. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect on the 
date that is 1 year after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act and shall apply to all 
patents issued before, on, or after the effec- 
tive date of subsection (a). 

(B) EXCEPTION.—The provisions of chapter 
31 of title 35, United States Code, as amended 
by paragraph (3), shall continue to apply to 
requests for inter partes reexamination that 
are filed prior to the effective date of sub- 
section (a) as if subsection (a) had not been 
enacted. 

(C) GRADUATED IMPLEMENTATION.—The Di- 
rector may impose a limit on the number of 
inter partes reviews that may be instituted 
during each of the first 4 years following the 
effective date of subsection (a), provided that 
such number shall in each year be equivalent 
to or greater than the number of inter partes 
reexaminations that are ordered in the last 
full fiscal year prior to the effective date of 
subsection (a). 

(3) TRANSITION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 31 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(i) in section 312— 

(I) in subsection (a)— 

(aa) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘a 
substantial new question of patentability af- 
fecting any claim of the patent concerned is 
raised by the request,” and inserting ‘ће in- 
formation presented in the request shows 
that there is a reasonable likelihood that the 
requester would prevail with respect to at 
least 1 of the claims challenged in the re- 
quest,’’; and 

(bb) in the second sentence, by striking 
“The existence of a substantial new question 
of patentability” and inserting “А showing 
that there is a reasonable likelihood that the 
requester would prevail with respect to at 
least 1 of the claims challenged in the re- 
quest”; and 

(II) in subsection (c), in the second sen- 
tence, by striking ‘‘no substantial new ques- 
tion of patentability has been raised,” and 
inserting ‘‘the showing required by sub- 
section (a) has not been made,’’; and 

(ii) in section 313, by striking ‘‘a substan- 
tial new question of patentability affecting a 
claim of the patent is raised” and inserting 
“it has been shown that there is a reasonable 
likelihood that the requester would prevail 
with respect to at least 1 of the claims chal- 
lenged in the request”. 

(B) APPLICATION.—The amendments made 
by this paragraph shall apply to requests for 
inter partes reexamination that are filed on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, but prior to the effective date of sub- 
section (a). 

(d) POST-GRANT REVIEW.—Part III of title 
35, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 
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“CHAPTER 32—POST-GRANT REVIEW 


“Sec. 
“821. 
“822. 
“828. 
“824. 
“825. 


Post-grant review. 

Petitions. 

Preliminary response to petition. 

Institution of post-grant review. 

Relation to other proceedings or ac- 
tions. 

Conduct of post-grant review. 

Settlement. 

‘328. Decision of the board. 

‘329. Appeal. 


“5321. Post-grant review 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provi- 
sions of this chapter, a person who is not the 
patent owner may file with the Office a peti- 
tion to institute a post-grant review for a 
patent. The Director shall establish, by regu- 
lation, fees to be paid by the person request- 
ing the review, in such amounts as the Direc- 
tor determines to be reasonable, considering 
the aggregate costs of the post-grant review. 

(р) ScoPE.—A petitioner in a post-grant 
review may request to cancel as 
unpatentable 1 or more claims of a patent on 
any ground that could be raised under para- 
graph (2) or (8) of section 282(b) (relating to 
invalidity of the patent or any claim). 

(с) FILING DEADLINE.—A petition for a 
post-grant review shall be filed not later 
than 9 months after the grant of the patent 
or issuance of a reissue patent. 


“§ 322. Petitions 


(а) REQUIREMENTS OF PETITION.—A peti- 
tion filed under section 321 may be consid- 
ered only if— 

“(1) the petition is accompanied by pay- 
ment of the fee established by the Director 
under section 321; 

“(2) the petition identifies all real parties 
in interest; 

(3) the petition identifies, in writing and 
with particularity, each claim challenged, 
the grounds on which the challenge to each 
claim is based, and the evidence that sup- 
ports the grounds for the challenge to each 
claim, including— 

(А) copies of patents and printed publica- 
tions that the petitioner relies upon in sup- 
port of the petition; and 

‘(B) affidavits or declarations of sup- 
porting evidence and opinions, if the peti- 
tioner relies on other factual evidence or on 
expert opinions; 

(4) the petition provides such other infor- 
mation as the Director may require by regu- 
lation; and 

(5) the petitioner provides copies of any of 
the documents required under paragraphs (2), 
(3), and (4) to the patent owner or, if applica- 
ble, the designated representative of the pat- 
ent owner. 

“(b) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—As soon as 
practicable after the receipt of a petition 
under section 321, the Director shall make 
the petition available to the public. 


“§ 323. Preliminary response to petition 


(а) PRELIMINARY RESPONSE.—If а post- 
grant review petition is filed under section 
321, the patent owner shall have the right to 
file a preliminary response within 2 months 
of the filing of the petition. 

*‹(®) CONTENT OF RESPONSE.—A preliminary 
response to a petition for post-grant review 
shall set forth reasons why no post-grant re- 
view should be instituted based upon the 
failure of the petition to meet any require- 
ment of this chapter. 


“§ 324. Institution of post-grant review 


“(а) THRESHOLD.—The Director may not 
authorize a post-grant review to commence 
unless the Director determines that the in- 
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formation presented in the petition, if such 
information is not rebutted, would dem- 
onstrate that it is more likely than not that 
at least 1 of the claims challenged in the pe- 
tition is unpatentable. 

“(b) ADDITIONAL GROUNDS.—The deter- 
mination required under subsection (a) may 
also be satisfied by a showing that the peti- 
tion raises a novel or unsettled legal ques- 
tion that is important to other patents or 
patent applications. 

‘“(c) TIMING.—The Director shall determine 
whether to institute a post-grant review 
under this chapter within 3 months after re- 
ceiving a preliminary response under section 
323 or, if none is filed, the expiration of the 
time for filing such a response. 

“(а) NOTICE.—The Director shall notify the 
petitioner and patent owner, in writing, of 
the Director’s determination under sub- 
section (a) or (b), and shall make such notice 
available to the public as soon as is prac- 
ticable. The Director shall make each notice 
of the institution of a post-grant review 
available to the public. Such notice shall list 
the date on which the review shall com- 
mence. 

“(е) Мо APPEAL.—The determination by 
the Director whether to institute а post- 
grant review under this section shall be final 
and nonappealable. 

“$325. Relation to other proceedings or ac- 
tions 

(а) INFRINGER’S ACTION.—A post-grant re- 
view may not be instituted or maintained if 
the petitioner or real party in interest has 
filed a civil action challenging the validity 
of a claim of the patent. 

“(0) PRELIMINARY INJUNCTIONS.—If a civil 
action alleging infringement of a patent is 
filed within 3 months of the grant of the pat- 
ent, the court may not stay its consideration 
of the patent owner’s motion for a prelimi- 
nary injunction against infringement of the 
patent on the basis that a petition for post- 
grant review has been filed or that such a 
proceeding has been instituted. 

(с) JOINDER.—If more than 1 petition for a 
post-grant review is properly filed against 
the same patent and the Director determines 
that more than 1 of these petitions warrants 
the institution of a post-grant review under 
section 324, the Director may consolidate 
such reviews into a single post-grant review. 

“(d) MULTIPLE PROCEEDINGS.—Notwith- 
standing sections 185(a), 251, and 252, and 
chapter 30, during the pendency of any post- 
grant review, if another proceeding or mat- 
ter involving the patent is before the Office, 
the Director may determine the manner in 
which the post-grant review or other pro- 
ceeding or matter may proceed, including 
providing for stay, transfer, consolidation, or 
termination of any such matter or pro- 
ceeding. In determining whether to institute 
or order a proceeding under this chapter, 
chapter 30, or chapter 31, the Director may 
take into account whether, and reject the pe- 
tition or request because, the same or sub- 
stantially the same prior art or arguments 
previously were presented to the Office. 

(е) ESTOPPEL.— 

(1) PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE OFFICE.—The 
petitioner in a post-grant review under this 
chapter, or his real party in interest or 
privy, may not request or maintain a pro- 
ceeding before the Office with respect to a 
claim on any ground that the petitioner 
raised or reasonably could have raised during 
a post-grant review of the claim that re- 
sulted in a final written decision under sec- 
tion 328(a). 

“(2 CIVIL ACTIONS AND OTHER PRO- 
CEEDINGS.—The petitioner in a post-grant re- 
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view under this chapter, or his real party in 
interest or privy, may not assert either in a 
civil action arising in whole or in part under 
section 1338 of title 28 or in a proceeding be- 
fore the International Trade Commission 
that a claim in a patent is invalid on any 
ground that the petitioner raised during a 
post-grant review of the claim that resulted 
in a final written decision under section 
328(a). 

“(© REISSUE PATENTS.—A post-grant re- 
view may not be instituted if the petition re- 
quests cancellation of a claim in a reissue 
patent that is identical to or narrower than 
a claim in the original patent from which 
the reissue patent was issued, and the time 
limitations in section 321(c) would bar filing 
a petition for a post-grant review for such 
original patent. 

“$ 326. Conduct of post-grant review 

(а) REGULATIONS.—The Director shall pre- 
scribe regulations— 

“(1) providing that the file of any pro- 
ceeding under this chapter shall be made 
available to the public, except that any peti- 
tion or document filed with the intent that 
it be sealed shall be accompanied by a mo- 
tion to seal, and such petition or document 
shall be treated as sealed pending the out- 
come of the ruling on the motion; 

“(2) setting forth the standards for the 
showing of sufficient grounds to institute a 
review under subsections (a) and (b) of sec- 
tion 324; 

(3) establishing procedures for the sub- 
mission of supplemental information after 
the petition is filed; 

“(4) in accordance with section 2(b)(2), es- 
tablishing and governing a post-grant review 
under this chapter and the relationship of 
such review to other proceedings under this 
title; 

(5) setting forth standards and procedures 
for discovery of relevant evidence, including 
that such discovery shall be limited to evi- 
dence directly related to factual assertions 
advanced by either party in the proceeding; 

6) prescribing sanctions for abuse of dis- 
covery, abuse of process, or any other im- 
proper use of the proceeding, such as to har- 
ass or to cause unnecessary delay or an un- 
necessary increase in the cost of the pro- 
ceeding; 

(7) providing for protective orders gov- 
erning the exchange and submission of con- 
fidential information; 

(8) allowing the patent owner to file a re- 
sponse to the petition after a post-grant re- 
view has been instituted, and requiring that 
the patent owner file with such response, 
through affidavits or declarations, any addi- 
tional factual evidence and expert opinions 
on which the patent owner relies in support 
of the response; 

*(9) setting forth standards and procedures 
for allowing the patent owner to move to 
amend the patent under subsection (d) to 
cancel a challenged claim or propose a rea- 
sonable number of substitute claims, and en- 
suring that any information submitted by 
the patent owner in support of any amend- 
ment entered under subsection (d) is made 
available to the public as part of the pros- 
ecution history of the patent; 

(10) providing either party with the right 
to an oral hearing as part of the proceeding; 
and 

“(11) requiring that the final determina- 
tion in any post-grant review be issued not 
later than 1 year after the date on which the 
Director notices the institution of a pro- 
ceeding under this chapter, except that the 
Director may, for good cause shown, extend 
the 1-year period by not more than 6 months, 
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and may adjust the time periods in this para- 
graph in the case of joinder under section 
325(c). 

(р) CONSIDERATIONS.—In prescribing regu- 
lations under this section, the Director shall 
consider the effect of any such regulation on 
the economy, the integrity of the patent sys- 
tem, the efficient administration of the Of- 
fice, and the ability of the Office to timely 
complete proceedings instituted under this 
chapter. 

“(с) PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD.— 
The Patent Trial and Appeal Board shall, in 
accordance with section 6, conduct each pro- 
ceeding authorized by the Director. 

(а) AMENDMENT OF THE PATENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—During a post-grant re- 
view instituted under this chapter, the pat- 
ent owner may file 1 motion to amend the 
patent in 1 or more of the following ways: 

(А) Cancel any challenged patent claim. 

‘(B) For each challenged claim, propose a 
reasonable number of substitute claims. 

“(2) ADDITIONAL MOTIONS.—Additional mo- 
tions to amend may be permitted upon the 
joint request of the petitioner and the patent 
owner to materially advance the settlement 
of a proceeding under section 327, or upon 
the request of the patent owner for good 
cause shown. 

(3) SCOPE OF CLAIMS.—An amendment 
under this subsection may not enlarge the 
scope of the claims of the patent or intro- 
duce new matter. 

(е) EVIDENTIARY STANDARDS.—In a post- 
grant review instituted under this chapter, 
the petitioner shall have the burden of prov- 
ing a proposition of unpatentability by a pre- 
ponderance of the evidence. 

“§ 327. Settlement 


(а) IN GENERAL.—A post-grant review in- 
stituted under this chapter shall be termi- 
nated with respect to any petitioner upon 
the joint request of the petitioner and the 
patent owner, unless the Office has decided 
the merits of the proceeding before the re- 
quest for termination is filed. If the post- 
grant review is terminated with respect to a 
petitioner under this section, no estoppel 
under section 325(e) shall apply to that peti- 
tioner. If no petitioner remains in the post- 
grant review, the Office may terminate the 
post-grant review or proceed to a final writ- 
ten decision under section 328(a). 

“(®) AGREEMENTS ІЧ WRITING.—Any agree- 
ment or understanding between the patent 
owner and a petitioner, including any collat- 
eral agreements referred to in such agree- 
ment or understanding, made in connection 
with, or in contemplation of, the termi- 
nation of a post-grant review under this sec- 
tion shall be in writing, and a true copy of 
such agreement or understanding shall be 
filed in the Office before the termination of 
the post-grant review as between the parties. 
If any party filing such agreement or under- 
standing so requests, the copy shall be kept 
separate from the file of the post-grant re- 
view, and shall be made available only to 
Federal Government agencies upon written 
request, or to any other person on a showing 
of good cause. 


“§ 328. Decision of the board 


(а) FINAL WRITTEN DECISION.—If a post- 
grant review is instituted and not dismissed 
under this chapter, the Patent Trial and Ap- 
peal Board shall issue a final written deci- 
sion with respect to the patentability of any 
patent claim challenged by the petitioner 
and any new claim added under section 
826(d). 

“(b) CERTIFICATE.—If the Patent Trial and 
Appeal Board issues a final written decision 
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under subsection (a) and the time for appeal 
has expired or any appeal has terminated, 
the Director shall issue and publish a certifi- 
cate canceling any claim of the patent fi- 
nally determined to be unpatentable, con- 
firming any claim of the patent determined 
to be patentable, and incorporating in the 
patent by operation of the certificate any 
new or amended claim determined to be pat- 
entable. 

“(с) DATA ON LENGTH OF REVIEW.—The Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office shall make avail- 
able to the public data describing the length 
of time between the commencement of each 
post-grant review and the conclusion of that 
review. 

“$ 329. Appeal 

“A party dissatisfied with the final written 
decision of the Patent Trial and Appeal 
Board under section 328(a) may appeal the 
decision pursuant to sections 141 through 144. 
Any party to the post-grant review shall 
have the right to be a party to the appeal.’’. 

(e) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of chapters for part III of 
title 35, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘32. Post-Grant Review 321.”. 


(£) REGULATIONS AND EFFECTIVE РАТЕ. — 

(1) REGULATIONS.—The Director shall, not 
later than the date that is 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, issue regu- 
lations to carry out chapter 32 of title 35, 
United States Code, as added by subsection 
(d) of this section. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made 
by subsection (d) shall take effect on the 
date that is 1 year after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act and, except as provided 
in section 18 and in paragraph (3), shall apply 
only to patents that are described in section 
2(0)(1). The Director may impose a limit on 
the number of post-grant reviews that may 
be instituted during each of the 4 years fol- 
lowing the effective date of subsection (d). 

(3) PENDING INTERFERENCES.—The Director 
shall determine the procedures under which 
interferences commenced before the effective 
date of subsection (d) are to proceed, includ- 
ing whether any such interference is to be 
dismissed without prejudice to the filing of a 
petition for a post-grant review under chap- 
ter 32 of title 35, United States Code, or is to 
proceed as if this Act had not been enacted. 
The Director shall include such procedures 
in regulations issued under paragraph (1). 
For purposes of an interference that is com- 
menced before the effective date of sub- 
section (d), the Director may deem the Pat- 
ent Trial and Appeal Board to be the Board 
of Patent Appeals and Interferences, and 
may allow the Patent Trial and Appeal 
Board to conduct any further proceedings in 
that interference. The authorization to ap- 
peal or have remedy from derivation pro- 
ceedings in sections 141(d) and 146 of title 35, 
United States Code, and the jurisdiction to 
entertain appeals from derivation pro- 
ceedings in section 1295(a)(4)(A) of title 28, 
United States Code, shall be deemed to ex- 
tend to final decisions in interferences that 
are commenced before the effective date of 
subsection (d) and that are not dismissed 
pursuant to this paragraph. 

(g) CITATION OF PRIOR ART AND WRITTEN 
STATEMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 301 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“§ 301. Citation of prior art and written state- 
ments 

*(а) IN GENERAL.—Any person at any time 
may cite to the Office in writing— 
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(1) prior art consisting of patents or 
printed publications which that person be- 
lieves to have a bearing on the patentability 
of any claim of a particular patent; or 

(2) statements of the patent owner filed in 
a proceeding before a Federal court or the 
Office in which the patent owner took a posi- 
tion on the scope of any claim of a particular 
patent. 

(р) OFFICIAL FILE.—If the person citing 
prior art or written statements pursuant to 
subsection (a) explains in writing the perti- 
nence and manner of applying the prior art 
or written statements to at least 1 claim of 
the patent, the citation of the prior art or 
written statements and the explanation 
thereof shall become a part of the official 
file of the patent. 

(с) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.—A_ party 
that submits a written statement pursuant 
to subsection (a)(2) shall include any other 
documents, pleadings, or evidence from the 
proceeding in which the statement was filed 
that addresses the written statement. 

(а) LIMITATIONS.—A written statement 
submitted pursuant to subsection (a)(2), and 
additional information submitted pursuant 
to subsection (c), shall not be considered by 
the Office for any purpose other than to de- 
termine the proper meaning of a patent 
claim in a proceeding that is ordered or in- 
stituted pursuant to section 304, 314, or 324. If 
any such written statement or additional in- 
formation is subject to an applicable protec- 
tive order, it shall be redacted to exclude in- 
formation that is subject to that order. 

(е) CONFIDENTIALITY.—Upon the written 
request of the person citing prior art or writ- 
ten statements pursuant to subsection (a), 
that person’s identity shall be excluded from 
the patent file and kept confidential.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this subsection shall take effect 1 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act and shall apply to patents issued before, 
on, or after that effective date. 

(h) REEXAMINATION.— 

(1) DETERMINATION BY DIRECTOR.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 303(a) of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“section 301 of this title” and inserting ‘‘sec- 
tion 301 or 302”. 

(B) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this paragraph shall take effect 1 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act and shall apply to patents issued before, 
on, or after that effective date. 

(2) APPEAL.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 306 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
145” and inserting ‘‘144’’. 

(B) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this paragraph shall take effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act and shall 
apply to appeals of reexaminations that are 
pending before the Board of Patent Appeals 
and Interferences or the Patent Trial and 
Appeal Board on or after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act. 

SEC. 6. PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD. 

(a) COMPOSITION AND DUTIES.—Section 6 of 
title 35, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“$ 6. Patent Trial and Appeal Board 

“(a) There shall be in the Office a Patent 
Trial and Appeal Board. The Director, the 
Deputy Director, the Commissioner for Pat- 
ents, the Commissioner for Trademarks, and 
the administrative patent judges shall con- 
stitute the Patent Trial and Appeal Board. 
The administrative patent judges shall be 
persons of competent legal knowledge and 
scientific ability who are appointed by the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Director. 
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Any reference in any Federal law, Executive 
order, rule, regulation, or delegation of au- 
thority, or any document of or pertaining to 
the Board of Patent Appeals and Inter- 
ferences is deemed to refer to the Patent 
Trial and Appeal Board. 

“(®) The Patent Trial and Appeal Board 
shall— 

“(1) on written appeal of an applicant, re- 
view adverse decisions of examiners upon ap- 
plications for patents pursuant to section 
134(a); 

(2) review appeals of reexaminations pur- 
suant to section 134(b); 

(3) conduct derivation proceedings pursu- 
ant to section 185; and 

(4) conduct inter partes reviews and post- 
grant reviews pursuant to chapters 31 and 32. 

(с) Each appeal, derivation proceeding, 
post-grant review, and inter partes review 
shall be heard by at least 3 members of the 
Patent Trial and Appeal Board, who shall be 
designated by the Director. Only the Patent 
Trial and Appeal Board may grant re- 
hearings. 

“(d) The Secretary of Commerce may, in 
his discretion, deem the appointment of an 
administrative patent judge who, before the 
date of the enactment of this subsection, 
held office pursuant to an appointment by 
the Director to take effect on the date on 
which the Director initially appointed the 
administrative patent judge. It shall be a de- 
fense to a challenge to the appointment of an 
administrative patent judge on the basis of 
the judge’s having been originally appointed 
by the Director that the administrative pat- 
ent judge so appointed was acting as a de 
facto officer.’’. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS.—Section 134 
of title 35, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘any reex- 
amination proceeding” and inserting ‘‘a re- 
examination’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (c). 

(c) CIRCUIT APPEALS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 141 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“$ 141. Appeal to the Court of Appeals for the 

Federal Circuit 


(а) EXAMINATIONS.—An applicant who is 
dissatisfied with the final decision in an ap- 
peal to the Patent Trial and Appeal Board 
under section 134(а) may appeal the Board’s 
decision to the United States Court of Ap- 
peals for the Federal Circuit. By filing such 
an appeal, the applicant waives his right to 
proceed under section 145. 

‘“(b) REEXAMINATIONS.—A patent owner 
who is dissatisfied with the final decision in 
an appeal of a reexamination to the Patent 
Trial and Appeal Board under section 134(b) 
may appeal the Board’s decision only to the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Fed- 
eral Circuit. 

(с) POST-GRANT AND INTER PARTES RE- 
VIEWS.—A party to a post-grant or inter 
partes review who is dissatisfied with the 
final written decision of the Patent Trial and 
Appeal Board under section 318(a) or 328(a) 
may appeal the Board’s decision only to the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Fed- 
eral Circuit. 

“(а) DERIVATION PROCEEDINGS.—A party to 
a derivation proceeding who is dissatisfied 
with the final decision of the Patent Trial 
and Appeal Board on the proceeding may ap- 
peal the decision to the United States Court 
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, but such 
appeal shall be dismissed if any adverse 
party to such derivation proceeding, within 
20 days after the appellant has filed notice of 
appeal in accordance with section 142, files 
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notice with the Director that the party 
elects to have all further proceedings con- 
ducted as provided in section 146. If the ap- 
pellant does not, within 30 days after the fil- 
ing of such notice by the adverse party, file 
a civil action under section 146, the Board’s 
decision shall govern the further proceedings 
in the саѕе.”. 

(2) JURISDICTION.—Section 1295(a)(4)(A) of 
title 28, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(А) the Patent Trial and Appeal Board of 
the United States Patent and Trademark Of- 
fice with respect to patent applications, deri- 
vation proceedings, reexaminations, post- 
grant reviews, and inter partes reviews at 
the instance of a party who exercised his 
right to participate in a proceeding before or 
appeal to the Board, except that an applicant 
or a party to a derivation proceeding may 
also have remedy by civil action pursuant to 
section 145 or 146 of title 35. An appeal under 
this subparagraph of a decision of the Board 
with respect to an application or derivation 
proceeding shall waive the right of such ap- 
plicant or party to proceed under section 145 
or 146 of title 35;’’. 

(3) PROCEEDINGS ON APPEAL.—Section 148 of 
title 35, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking the third sentence and in- 
serting the following: ‘‘In an ex parte case, 
the Director shall submit to the court in 
writing the grounds for the decision of the 
Patent and Trademark Office, addressing all 
of the issues raised in the appeal. The Direc- 
tor shall have the right to intervene in an 
appeal from a decision entered by the Patent 
Trial and Appeal Board in a derivation pro- 
ceeding under section 185 or in an inter 
partes or post-grant review under chapter 31 
or 32.; and 

(B) by repealing the second of the two iden- 
tical fourth sentences. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and shall apply to proceedings commenced 
on or after that effective date, except that— 

(1) the extension of jurisdiction to the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Fed- 
eral Circuit to entertain appeals of decisions 
of the Patent Trial and Appeal Board in re- 
examinations under the amendment made by 
subsection (c)(2) shall be deemed to take ef- 
fect on the date of enactment of this Act and 
shall extend to any decision of the Board of 
Patent Appeals and Interferences with re- 
spect to a reexamination that is entered be- 
fore, on, or after the date of the enactment 
of this Act; 

(2) the provisions of sections 6, 134, and 141 
of title 35, United States Code, in effect on 
the day prior to the date of the enactment of 
this Act shall continue to apply to inter 
partes reexaminations that are requested 
under section 311 prior to the date that is 1 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act; 

(3) the Patent Trial and Appeal Board may 
be deemed to be the Board of Patent Appeals 
and Interferences for purposes of appeals of 
inter partes reexaminations that are re- 
quested under section 311 prior to the date 
that is 1 year after the date of the enactment 
of this Act; and 

(4) the Director’s right under the last sen- 
tence of section 148 of title 35, United States 
Code, as amended by subsection (c)(8), to in- 
tervene in an appeal from a decision entered 
by the Patent Trial and Appeal Board shall 
be deemed to extend to inter partes reexam- 
inations that are requested under section 311 
prior to the date that is 1 year after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 
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SEC. 7. PREISSUANCE SUBMISSIONS BY THIRD 
PARTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 122 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

(е) PREISSUANCE SUBMISSIONS BY THIRD 
PARTIES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Any third party may 
submit for consideration and inclusion in the 
record of a patent application, any patent, 
published patent application, or other print- 
ed publication of potential relevance to the 
examination of the application, if such sub- 
mission is made in writing before the earlier 
of— 

“(A) the date a notice of allowance under 
section 151 is given or mailed in the applica- 
tion for patent; or 

“(В) the later of— 

“(i) 6 months after the date on which the 
application for patent is first published 
under section 122 by the Office, or 

“(11) the date of the first rejection under 
section 182 of any claim by the examiner dur- 
ing the examination of the application for 
patent. 

(2) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.—Any submis- 
sion under paragraph (1) shall— 

“(A) set forth a concise description of the 
asserted relevance of each submitted docu- 
ment; 

“(В) be accompanied by such fee as the Di- 
rector may prescribe; and 

(С) include a statement by the person 
making such submission affirming that the 
submission was made in compliance with 
this section.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and shall apply to patent applications filed 
before, on, or after that effective date. 

SEC. 8. VENUE. 

(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS RELATING TO 
VENUE.—Sections 32, 145, 146, 154(b)(4)(A), апа 
293 of title 35, United States Code, and sec- 
tion 21(b)(4) of the Act entitled “Ап Act to 
provide for the registration and protection of 
trademarks used in commerce, to carry out 
the provisions of certain international con- 
ventions, and for other purposes’’, approved 
July 5, 1946 (commonly referred to as the 
“Trademark Act of 1946” or the ‘‘Lanham 
Act”; 15 U.S.C. 1071(b)(4)), are each amended 
by striking ‘‘United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia” each place that 
term appears and inserting ‘‘United States 
District Court for the Eastern District of 
Virginia’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect upon 
the date of the enactment of this Act and 
shall apply to civil actions commenced on or 
after that date. 

SEC. 9. FEE SETTING AUTHORITY. 

(a) FEE SETTING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall have 
authority to set or adjust by rule any fee es- 
tablished, authorized, or charged under title 
35, United States Code, and the Trademark 
Act of 1946 (15 U.S.C. 1051 et seq.), notwith- 
standing the fee amounts established, au- 
thorized, or charged thereunder, for all serv- 
ices performed by or materials furnished by, 
the Office, provided that patent and trade- 
mark fee amounts are in the aggregate set to 
recover the estimated cost to the Office for 
processing, activities, services, and mate- 
rials relating to patents and trademarks, re- 
spectively, including proportionate shares of 
the administrative costs of the Office. 

(2) SMALL AND MICRO ENTITIES.—The fees 
established under paragraph (1) for filing, 
searching, examining, issuing, appealing, and 
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maintaining patent applications and patents 
shall be reduced by 50 percent with respect 
to their application to any small entity that 
qualifies for reduced fees under section 
41(h)(1) of title 35, United States Code, and 
shall be reduced by 75 percent with respect 
to their application to any micro entity as 
defined in section 123 of that title. 

(3) REDUCTION OF FEES IN CERTAIN FISCAL 
YEARS.—In any fiscal year, the Director— 

(A) shall consult with the Patent Public 
Advisory Committee and the Trademark 
Public Advisory Committee on the advis- 
ability of reducing any fees described in 
paragraph (1); and 

(B) after the consultation required under 
subparagraph (A), may reduce such fees. 

(4) ROLE OF THE PUBLIC ADVISORY COM- 
MITTEE.—The Director shall— 

(A) submit to the Patent Public Advisory 
Committee or the Trademark Public Advi- 
sory Committee, or both, as appropriate, any 
proposed fee under paragraph (1) not less 
than 45 days before publishing any proposed 
fee in the Federal Register; 

(B) provide the relevant advisory com- 
mittee described in subparagraph (A) a 30- 
day period following the submission of any 
proposed fee, on which to deliberate, con- 
sider, and comment on such proposal, and re- 
quire that— 

(i) during such 30-day period, the relevant 
advisory committee hold a public hearing re- 
lated to such proposal; and 

(ii) the Director shall assist the relevant 
advisory committee in carrying out such 
public hearing, including by offering the use 
of Office resources to notify and promote the 
hearing to the public and interested stake- 
holders; 

(C) require the relevant advisory com- 
mittee to make available to the public a 
written report detailing the comments, ad- 
vice, and recommendations of the committee 
regarding any proposed fee; 

(D) consider and analyze any comments, 
advice, or recommendations received from 
the relevant advisory committee before set- 
ting or adjusting any fee; and 

(E) notify, through the Chair and Ranking 
Member of the Senate and House Judiciary 
Committees, the Congress of any final rule 
setting or adjusting fees under paragraph (1). 

(5) PUBLICATION IN THE FEDERAL REG- 
ISTER.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Any rules prescribed 
under this subsection shall be published in 
the Federal Register. 

(B) RATIONALE.—Any proposal for a change 
in fees under this section shall— 

(i) be published in the Federal Register; 
and 

(ii) include, in such publication, the spe- 
cific rationale and purpose for the proposal, 
including the possible expectations or bene- 
fits resulting from the proposed change. 

(C) PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.—Following 
the publication of any proposed fee in the 
Federal Register pursuant to subparagraph 
(A), the Director shall seek public comment 
for a period of not less than 45 days. 

(6) CONGRESSIONAL COMMENT PERIOD.—Fol- 
lowing the notification described in para- 
graph (3)(Е), Congress shall have not more 
than 45 days to consider and comment on 
any final rule setting or adjusting fees under 
paragraph (1). No fee set or adjusted under 
paragraph (1) shall be effective prior to the 
end of such 45-day comment period. 

(7) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—No rules pre- 
scribed under this subsection may diminish— 

(A) an applicant’s rights under title 35, 
United States Code, or the Trademark Act of 
1946; or 
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(B) any rights under a ratified treaty. 

(b) FEES FOR PATENT SERVICES.—Division B 
of Public Law 108-447 is amended in title VIII 
of the Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agen- 
cies Appropriations Act, 2005— 

(1) in subsections (a), (b), and (c) of section 
801, by— 

(A) striking ‘‘During’’ and all that follows 
through “ 2006, subsection” and inserting 
“Subsection”; and 

(B) striking ‘‘shall be administered as 
though that subsection reads’’ and inserting 
“is amended to read’’; 

(2) in subsection (d) of section 801, by strik- 
ing “During” and all that follows through 
“2006, subsection’? and inserting ‘‘Sub- 
section”; and 

(3) in subsection (е) of section 801, by— 

(A) striking ‘‘During’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘2006, subsection”? and inserting 
“Subsection”; and 

(B) striking ‘‘shall be administered as 
though that subsection”. 

(c) ADJUSTMENT OF TRADEMARK FEES.—Di- 
vision B of Public Law 108-447 is amended in 
title VIII of the Departments of Commerce, 
Justice and State, the Judiciary and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2005, in section 
802(a) by striking ‘‘During fiscal years 2005, 
2006 and 2007”, and inserting ‘‘Until such 
time as the Director sets or adjusts the fees 
otherwise,’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE, APPLICABILITY, AND 
TRANSITION PROVISIONS.—Division B of Pub- 
lic Law 108-447 is amended in title VIII of the 
Departments of Commerce, Justice and 
State, the Judiciary and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 2005, in section 803(a) by 
striking ‘‘and shall apply only with respect 
to the remaining portion of fiscal year 2005, 
2006 and 2007”. 

(e) STATUTORY AUTHORITY.—Section 
41(d)(1)(A) of title 35, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘, and the Director may 
not increase any such fee thereafter”. 

(f) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to affect any other 
provision of Division B of Public Law 108-447, 
including section 801(c) of title VIII of the 
Departments of Commerce, Justice and 
State, the Judiciary and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 2005. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions shall apply: 

(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office. 

(2) OFFICE.—The term “О ісе’ means the 
United States Patent and Trademark Office. 

(3) TRADEMARK ACT OF 1946.—The term 
“Trademark Act of 1946” means an Act enti- 
tled ‘‘Act to provide for the registration and 
protection of trademarks used in commerce, 
to carry out the provisions of certain inter- 
national conventions, and for other pur- 
poses”, approved July 5, 1946 (15 U.S.C. 1051 
et seq.) (commonly referred to as the Trade- 
mark Act of 1946 or the Lanham Act). 

(h) ELECTRONIC FILING INCENTIVE.— 

(1) ІЧ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, a fee of $400 
shall be established for each application for 
an original patent, except for a design, plant, 
or provisional application, that is not filed 
by electronic means as prescribed by the Di- 
rector. The fee established by this subsection 
shall be reduced 50 percent for small entities 
that qualify for reduced fees under section 
41(h)(1) of title 35, United States Code. All 
fees paid under this subsection shall be de- 
posited in the Treasury as an offsetting re- 
ceipt that shall not be available for obliga- 
tion or expenditure. 
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(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection shall 
become effective 60 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

(i) REDUCTION IN FEES FOR SMALL ENTITY 
PATENTS.—The Director shall reduce fees for 
providing prioritized examination of utility 
and plant patent applications by 50 percent 
for small entities that qualify for reduced 
fees under section 41(h)(1) of title 35, United 
States Code, so long as the fees of the 
prioritized examination program are set to 
recover the estimated cost of the program. 

(j) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as provided in 
subsection (h), the provisions of this section 
shall take effect upon the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

SEC. 10. SUPPLEMENTAL EXAMINATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 25 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“$257. Supplemental examinations to con- 
sider, reconsider, or correct information 
(а) IN GENERAL.—A patent owner may re- 

quest supplemental examination of a patent 
in the Office to consider, reconsider, or cor- 
rect information believed to be relevant to 
the patent. Within 3 months of the date a re- 
quest for supplemental examination meeting 
the requirements of this section is received, 
the Director shall conduct the supplemental 
examination and shall conclude such exam- 
ination by issuing a certificate indicating 
whether the information presented in the re- 
quest raises a substantial new question of 
patentability. 

(б) REEXAMINATION ORDERED.—If a sub- 
stantial new question of patentability is 
raised by 1 or more items of information in 
the request, the Director shall order reexam- 
ination of the patent. The reexamination 
shall be conducted according to procedures 
established by chapter 30, except that the 
patent owner shall not have the right to file 
a statement pursuant to section 304. During 
the reexamination, the Director shall ad- 
dress each substantial new question of pat- 
entability identified during the supple- 
mental examination, notwithstanding the 
limitations therein relating to patents and 
printed publication or any other provision of 
chapter 30. 

(с) EFFECT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—A patent shall not be 
held unenforceable on the basis of conduct 
relating to information that had not been 
considered, was inadequately considered, or 
was incorrect in a prior examination of the 
patent if the information was considered, re- 
considered, or corrected during a supple- 
mental examination of the patent. The mak- 
ing of a request under subsection (a), or the 
absence thereof, shall not be relevant to en- 
forceability of the patent under section 282. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 

“(A) PRIOR ALLEGATIONS.—This subsection 
shall not apply to an allegation pled with 
particularity, or set forth with particularity 
in a notice received by the patent owner 
under section 505(j)(2)(B)(iv)ID of the Fed- 
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
355(])(2)(В)(1іу)(П)), before the date of a sup- 
plemental-examination request under sub- 
section (a) to consider, reconsider, or correct 
information forming the basis for the allega- 
tion. 

‘(B) PATENT ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS.—In an 
action brought under section 387(a) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337(а)), or sec- 
tion 281 of this title, this subsection shall 
not apply to any defense raised in the action 
that is based upon information that was con- 
sidered, reconsidered, or corrected pursuant 
to а  supplemental-examination request 
under subsection (a) unless the supplemental 
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examination, and any reexamination ordered 
pursuant to the request, are concluded before 
the date on which the action is brought. 

(а) FEES AND REGULATIONS.—The Director 
shall, by regulation, establish fees for the 
submission of a request for supplemental ex- 
amination of a patent, and to consider each 
item of information submitted in the re- 
quest. If reexamination is ordered pursuant 
to subsection (a), fees established and appli- 
cable to ex parte reexamination proceedings 
under chapter 30 shall be paid in addition to 
fees applicable to supplemental examination. 
The Director shall promulgate regulations 
governing the form, content, and other re- 
quirements of requests for supplemental ex- 
amination, and establishing procedures for 
conducting review of information submitted 
in such requests. 

“(е) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed— 

(1) to preclude the imposition of sanctions 
based upon criminal or antitrust laws (in- 
cluding section 1001(а) of title 18, the first 
section of the Clayton Act, and section 5 of 
the Federal Trade Commission Act to the ex- 
tent that section relates to unfair methods 
of competition); 

“(2) to limit the authority of the Director 
to investigate issues of possible misconduct 
and impose sanctions for misconduct in con- 
nection with matters or proceedings before 
the Office; or 

(3) to limit the authority of the Director 
to promulgate regulations under chapter 3 
relating to sanctions for misconduct by rep- 
resentatives practicing before the Office.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
take effect 1 year after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act and shall apply to patents 
issued before, on, or after that date. 

SEC. 11. RESIDENCY OF FEDERAL CIRCUIT 
JUDGES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 44(c) of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by repealing the second sentence; and 

(2) in the third sentence, by striking 
“state” and inserting “State”. 

(b) NO PROVISION OF FACILITIES AUTHOR- 
IZED.—The repeal made by the amendment in 
subsection (a)(1) shall not be construed to 
authorize the provision of any court facili- 
ties or administrative support services out- 
side of the District of Columbia. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
take effect on the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

SEC. 12. MICRO ENTITY DEFINED. 

Chapter 11 of title 35, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“$123. Micro entity defined 

“(а) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this 
title, the term ‘micro entity’ means an appli- 
cant who makes a certification that the ap- 
plicant— 

“(1) qualifies as a small entity, as defined 
in regulations issued by the Director; 

“(2) has not been named on 5 or more pre- 
viously filed patent applications, not includ- 
ing applications filed in another country, 
provisional applications under section 111(b), 
or international applications filed under the 
treaty defined in section 351(a) for which the 
basic national fee under section 41(a) was not 
paid; 

(3) did not in the prior calendar year have 
a gross income, as defined in section 61(а) of 
the Internal Revenue Code (26 U.S.C. 61(a)), 
exceeding 3 times the most recently reported 
median household income, as reported by the 
Bureau of Census; and 

“(4) has not assigned, granted, conveyed, 
and is not under an obligation by contract or 
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law to assign, grant, or convey, a license or 
other ownership interest in the particular 
application to an entity that had a gross in- 
come, as defined in section 61(а) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code (26 U.S.C. 61(a)), exceeding 
3 times the most recently reported median 
household income, as reported by the Bureau 
of the Census, in the calendar year preceding 
the calendar year in which the fee is being 
paid, other than an entity of higher edu- 
cation where the applicant is not an em- 
ployee, a relative of an employee, or have 
any affiliation with the entity of higher edu- 
cation. 

“(0) APPLICATIONS RESULTING FROM PRIOR 
EMPLOYMENT.—An applicant is not consid- 
ered to be named on a previously filed appli- 
cation for purposes of subsection (a)(2) if the 
applicant has assigned, or is under an obliga- 
tion by contract or law to assign, all owner- 
ship rights in the application as the result of 
the applicant’s previous employment. 

(с) FOREIGN CURRENCY EXCHANGE RATE.— 
If an applicant’s or entity’s gross income in 
the preceding year is not in United States 
dollars, the average currency exchange rate, 
as reported by the Internal Revenue Service, 
during the preceding year shall be used to 
determine whether the applicant’s or enti- 
ty’s gross income exceeds the threshold spec- 
ified in paragraphs (3) or (4) of subsection (a). 

(а) STATE INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDU- 
CATION.— 

*(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, a micro entity shall include an appli- 
cant who certifies that— 

“(А) the applicant’s employer, from which 
the applicant obtains the majority of the ap- 
plicant’s income, is a State public institu- 
tion of higher education, as defined in sec- 
tion 102 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 1002); or 

“(В) the applicant has assigned, granted, 
conveyed, or is under an obligation by con- 
tract or law to assign, grant, or convey, a li- 
cense or other ownership interest in the par- 
ticular application to such State public in- 
stitution. 

“(2) DIRECTOR’S AUTHORITY.—The Director 
may, in the Director’s discretion, impose in- 
come limits, annual filing limits, or other 
limits on who may qualify as a micro entity 
pursuant to this subsection if the Director 
determines that such additional limits are 
reasonably necessary to avoid an undue im- 
pact on other patent applicants or owners or 
are otherwise reasonably necessary and ap- 
propriate. At least 3 months before any lim- 
its proposed to be imposed pursuant to this 
paragraph shall take effect, the Director 
shall inform the Committee on the Judiciary 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the Senate of 
any such proposed limits.’’. 

SEC. 13. FUNDING AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(c)(7)(E)(i) of 
title 35, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘75 percent” and inserting 
“15 percent”; and 

(2) by striking ‘25 percent” and inserting 
“85 percent”. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of enactment of this Act and shall apply 
to patents issued before, on, or after that 
date. 

SEC. 14. TAX STRATEGIES DEEMED WITHIN THE 
PRIOR ART. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of evalu- 
ating an invention under section 102 or 103 of 
title 35, United States Code, any strategy for 
reducing, avoiding, or deferring tax liability, 
whether known or unknown at the time of 
the invention or application for patent, shall 
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be deemed insufficient to differentiate a 
claimed invention from the prior art. 

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘‘tax liability” refers to any 
liability for a tax under any Federal, State, 
or local law, or the law of any foreign juris- 
diction, including any statute, rule, regula- 
tion, or ordinance that levies, imposes, or as- 
sesses such tax liability. 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to imply that 
other business methods are patentable or 
that other business-method patents are 
valid. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICABILITY.—This 
section shall take effect on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act and shall apply to any pat- 
ent application pending and any patent 
issued on or after that date. 

(e) EXCLUSION.—This section does not 
apply to that part of an invention that is a 
method, apparatus, computer program prod- 
uct, or system, that is used solely for pre- 
paring a tax or information return or other 
tax filing, including one that records, trans- 
mits, transfers, or organizes data related to 
such filing. 

SEC. 15. BEST MODE REQUIREMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 282 of title 35, 
United State Code, is amended in its second 
undesignated paragraph by striking para- 
graph (3) and inserting the following: 

(3) Invalidity of the patent or any claim 
in suit for failure to comply with— 

“(A) any requirement of section 112, except 
that the failure to disclose the best mode 
shall not be a basis on which any claim of a 
patent may be canceled or held invalid or 
otherwise unenforceable; or 

(В) any requirement of section 251.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Sections 
119(e)(1) and 120 of title 35, United States 
Code, are each amended by striking ‘‘the 
first paragraph of section 112 of this title” 
and inserting ‘‘section 112(a) (other than the 
requirement to disclose the best mode)”. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect upon 
the date of the enactment of this Act and 
shall apply to proceedings commenced on or 
after that date. 

SEC. 16. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

(a) JOINT INVENTIONS.—Section 116 of title 
35, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the first paragraph, by striking 
“When” and inserting ‘‘(a) JOINT INVEN- 
TIONS.—When”’; 

(2) in the second paragraph, by striking “Г 
a joint inventor” and inserting ‘‘(b) OMITTED 
INVENTOR.—If a joint inventor”; and 

(3) in the third paragraph— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Whenever’’ and inserting 
“(c) CORRECTION OF ERRORS IN APPLICA- 
TION.—Whenever’”’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘and such error arose with- 
out any deceptive intent on his part,’’. 

(b) FILING OF APPLICATION IN FOREIGN 
CouNTRY.—Section 184 of title 35, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the first paragraph— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Except when” and insert- 
ing ‘‘(a) FILING IN FOREIGN COUNTRY.—Except 
when’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘and without deceptive in- 
tent”; 

(2) in the second paragraph, by striking 
“The term” and inserting (р) APPLICA- 
TION.—The term’’; and 

(3) in the third paragraph, by striking 
“The scope” and inserting ‘‘(c) SUBSEQUENT 
MODIFICATIONS, AMENDMENTS, AND SUPPLE- 
MENTS.—The scope”. 

(c) FILING WITHOUT A LICENSE.—Section 185 
of title 35, United States Code, is amended by 
striking “апа without deceptive intent’’. 
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(d) REISSUE OF DEFECTIVE PATENTS.—Sec- 
tion 251 of title 35, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in the first paragraph— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Whenever’’ and inserting 
“(a) IN GENERAL.—Whenever’’; and 

(В) by striking ‘“‘without any deceptive in- 
tention”’; 

(2) in the second paragraph, by striking 
“The Director” and inserting ‘‘(b) MULTIPLE 
REISSUED PATENTS.—The Director”; 

(3) in the third paragraph, by striking 
“The provisions” and inserting ‘‘(c) APPLICA- 
BILITY OF THIS TITLE.—The provisions’’; and 

(4) in the last paragraph, by striking ‘‘No 
reissued patent” and inserting ‘‘(d) REISSUE 
PATENT ENLARGING SCOPE OF CLAIMS.—No re- 
issued patent”. 

(e) EFFECT OF REISSUE.—Section 253 of title 
35, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the first paragraph, by striking 
“Whenever, without any deceptive inten- 
tion” and inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—When- 
ever”; and 

(2) in the second paragraph, by striking ‘іп 
like manner” and inserting ‘‘(b) ADDITIONAL 
DISCLAIMER OR DEDICATION.—In the manner 
set forth in subsection (a),’’. 

(f) CORRECTION OF NAMED INVENTOR.—Sec- 
tion 256 of title 35, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in the first paragraph— 

(А) by striking ‘‘Whenever’’ and inserting 
“(а) CORRECTION.—Whenever’”’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘and such error arose with- 
out any deceptive intention on his part’’; and 

(2) in the second paragraph, by striking 
“The error” and inserting ‘‘(b) PATENT VALID 
IF ERROR CORRECTED.—The error”. 

(g) PRESUMPTION OF VALIDITY.—Section 282 
of title 35, United States Code, is amended— 
(1) in the first undesignated paragraph— 

(A) by striking “А patent” and inserting 
(а) IN GENERAL.—A patent”; and 

(B) by striking the third sentence; 

(2) in the second undesignated paragraph, 
by striking ‘‘The following” and inserting 
“(р) DEFENSES.—The following”; and 

(3) in the third undesignated paragraph, by 
striking ‘‘In actions” and inserting ‘‘(c) No- 
TICE OF ACTIONS; ACTIONS DURING EXTENSION 
OF PATENT TERM.—In actions”. 

(h) ACTION FOR INFRINGEMENT.—Section 288 
of title 35, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘, without deceptive intention,”’. 

(i) REVISER’S NOTES.— 

(1) Section 3(e)(2) of title 35, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘this Act,” and 
inserting ‘‘that Act,’’. 

(2) Section 202 of title 35, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b)(3), by striking ‘‘the 
section 203(b)” and inserting ‘‘section 
203(b)’’; and 

(В) in subsection (c)(7)— 

(i) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘except 
where it proves” and all that follows through 
“© апа” and inserting: ‘‘except where it is de- 
termined to be infeasible following a reason- 
able inquiry, a preference in the licensing of 
subject inventions shall be given to small 
business firms; and’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (E)(i), by striking ‘‘as 
described above in this clause (D);’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘described above in this clause;’’. 

(3) Section 209(d)(1) of title 35, United 


States Code, is amended by striking 
“nontransferrable’’ and inserting ‘‘non- 
transferable”. 


(4) Section 287(c)(2)\(G) of title 35, United 
States Code, is amended by striking “апу 
state” and inserting апу State”. 

(5) Section 371(b) of title 35, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘of the treaty” 
and inserting ‘‘of the treaty.’’. 
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(j) UNNECESSARY REFERENCES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Title 35, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘of this title” 
each place that term appears. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The amendment made by 
paragraph (1) shall not apply to the use of 
such term in the following sections of title 
35, United States Code: 

(A) Section 1(c). 

(B) Section 101. 

(C) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 105. 

(D) The first instance of the use of such 
term in section 111(b)(8). 

(E) Section 157(a). 

(F) Section 161. 

(G) Section 164. 

(H) Section 171. 

(Т) Section 251(c), as so designated by this 
section. 

(J) Section 261. 

(K) Subsections (g) and (h) of section 271. 

(L) Section 287(b)(1). 

(M) Section 289. 

(N) The first instance of the use of such 
term in section 375(a). 

(К) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and shall apply to proceedings commenced 
on or after that effective date. 

SEC. 17. CLARIFICATION OF JURISDICTION. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Intellectual Property Jurisdic- 
tion Clarification Act of 2011”. 

(b) STATE COURT JURISDICTION.—Section 
1838(a) of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended by striking the second sentence and 
inserting the following: ‘‘No State court 
shall have jurisdiction over any claim for re- 
lief arising under any Act of Congress relat- 
ing to patents, plant variety protection, or 
copyrights.’’. 

(c) COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE FEDERAL 
CIRCUIT.—Section 1295(a)(1) of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) of an appeal from a final decision of a 
district court of the United States, the Dis- 
trict Court of Guam, the District Court of 
the Virgin Islands, or the District Court of 
the Northern Mariana Islands, in any civil 
action arising under, or in any civil action in 
which a party has asserted a compulsory 
counterclaim arising under, any Act of Con- 
gress relating to patents or plant variety 
protection;’’. 

(d) REMOVAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 89 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 

“$1454. Patent, plant variety protection, and 
copyright cases 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—A civil action in which 
any party asserts a claim for relief arising 
under any Act of Congress relating to pat- 
ents, plant variety protection, or copyrights 
may be removed to the district court of the 
United States for the district and division 
embracing the place where such action is 
pending. 

“(0) SPECIAL RULES.—The removal of an 
action under this section shall be made in 
accordance with section 1446 of this chapter, 
except that if the removal is based solely on 
this section— 

“(1) the action may be removed by any 
party; and 

‘“(2) the time limitations contained in sec- 
tion 1446(b) may be extended at any time for 
cause shown. 

“(c) DERIVATIVE JURISDICTION NOT RE- 
QUIRED.—The court to which a civil action is 
removed under this section is not precluded 
from hearing and determining any claim in 
such civil action because the State court 
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from which such civil action is removed did 
not have jurisdiction over that claim. 

“(d) REMAND.—If a civil action is removed 
solely under this section, the district court— 

“(1) shall remand all claims that are nei- 
ther a basis for removal under subsection (a) 
nor within the original or supplemental ju- 
risdiction of the district court under any Act 
of Congress; and 

“(2) may, under the circumstances speci- 
fied in section 1367(c), remand any claims 
within the supplemental jurisdiction of the 
district court under section 1367.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 89 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 

‘1454. Patent, plant variety protection, and 
copyright cases.’’. 

(е) TRANSFER BY COURT OF APPEALS FOR 
THE FEDERAL CIRCUIT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 99 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 

“$1632. Transfer by the Court of Appeals for 
the Federal Circuit 

“When a case is appealed to the Court of 
Appeals for the Federal Circuit under section 
1295(a)(1), and no claim for relief arising 
under any Act of Congress relating to pat- 
ents or plant variety protection is the sub- 
ject of the appeal by any party, the Court of 
Appeals for the Federal Circuit shall transfer 
the appeal to the court of appeals for the re- 
gional circuit embracing the district from 
which the appeal has been taken.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 99 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 

‘1632. Transfer by the Court of Appeals for 
the Federal Circuit.’’. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to any civil 
action commenced on or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 18. TRANSITIONAL PROGRAM FOR COVERED 
BUSINESS-METHOD PATENTS. 

(a) REFERENCES.—Except as otherwise ex- 
pressly provided, wherever in this section 
language is expressed in terms of a section or 
chapter, the reference shall be considered to 
be made to that section or chapter in title 
35, United States Code. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL PROGRAM.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Director shall issue regulations establishing 
and implementing a transitional post-grant 
review proceeding for review of the validity 
of covered business-method patents. The 
transitional proceeding implemented pursu- 
ant to this subsection shall be regarded as, 
and shall employ the standards and proce- 
dures of, a post-grant review under chapter 
32, subject to the following exceptions and 
qualifications: 

(A) Section 321(с) and subsections (e)(2), (£), 
and (g) of section 325 shall not apply to a 
transitional proceeding. 

(B) A person may not file a petition for a 
transitional proceeding with respect to a 
covered business-method patent unless the 
person or his real party in interest has been 
sued for infringement of the patent or has 
been charged with infringement under that 
patent. 

(C) A petitioner in a transitional pro- 
ceeding who challenges the validity of 1 or 
more claims in a covered business-method 
patent on a ground raised under section 102 
or 103 as in effect on the day prior to the 
date of enactment of this Act may support 
such ground only on the basis of— 
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(i) prior art that is described by section 
102(a) (as in effect on the day prior to the 
date of enactment of this Act); or 

(ii) prior art that— 

(I) discloses the invention more than 1 year 
prior to the date of the application for pat- 
ent in the United States; and 

(II) would be described by section 102(a) (as 
in effect on the day prior to the date of en- 
actment of this Act) if the disclosure had 
been made by another before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

(D) The petitioner in a transitional pro- 
ceeding, or his real party in interest, may 
not assert either in a civil action arising in 
whole or in part under section 1338 of title 28, 
United States Code, or in a proceeding before 
the International Trade Commission that a 
claim in a patent is invalid on any ground 
that the petitioner raised during a transi- 
tional proceeding that resulted in a final 
written decision. 

(E) The Director may institute a transi- 
tional proceeding only for a patent that is a 
covered business-method patent. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The regulations 
issued pursuant to paragraph (1) shall take 
effect on the date that is 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act and shall apply 
to all covered business-method patents 
issued before, on, or after such date of enact- 
ment, except that the regulations shall not 
apply to a patent described in the first sen- 
tence of section 5(f)(2) of this Act during the 
period that a petition for post-grant review 
of that patent would satisfy the require- 
ments of section 321(c). 

(3) SUNSET.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—This subsection, and the 
regulations issued pursuant to this sub- 
section, are repealed effective on the date 
that is 4 years after the date that the regula- 
tions issued pursuant to paragraph (1) take 
effect. 

(B) APPLICABILITY.—Notwithstanding sub- 
paragraph (A), this subsection and the regu- 
lations implemented pursuant to this sub- 
section shall continue to apply to any peti- 
tion for a transitional proceeding that is 
filed prior to the date that this subsection is 
repealed pursuant to subparagraph (A). 

(c) REQUEST FOR STAY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If a party seeks a stay of 
a civil action alleging infringement of a pat- 
ent under section 281 in relation to a transi- 
tional proceeding for that patent, the court 
shall decide whether to enter a stay based 
on— 

(A) whether a stay, or the denial thereof, 
will simplify the issues in question and 
streamline the trial; 

(B) whether discovery is complete and 
whether a trial date has been set; 

(C) whether a stay, or the denial thereof, 
would unduly prejudice the nonmoving party 
or present a clear tactical advantage for the 
moving party; and 

(D) whether a stay, or the denial thereof, 
will reduce the burden of litigation on the 
parties and on the court. 

(2) REVIEW.—A party may take an imme- 
diate interlocutory appeal from a district 
court’s decision under paragraph (1). The 
United States Court of Appeals for the Fed- 
eral Circuit shall review the district court’s 
decision to ensure consistent application of 
established precedent, and such review may 
be de novo. 

(d) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘‘covered business method pat- 
ent’’ means a patent that claims a method or 
corresponding apparatus for performing data 
processing operations utilized in the prac- 
tice, administration, or management of a fi- 
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nancial product or service, except that the 
term shall not include patents for techno- 
logical inventions. Solely for the purpose of 
implementing the transitional proceeding 
authorized by this subsection, the Director 
shall prescribe regulations for determining 
whether a patent is for a technological in- 
vention. 

(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed as amending 
or interpreting categories of patent-eligible 
subject matter set forth under section 101. 
SEC. 19. TRAVEL EXPENSES AND PAYMENT OF 

ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGES. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO COVER CERTAIN TRAVEL 
RELATED EXPENSES.—Section 2(b)(11) of title 
35, United States Code, is amended by insert- 
ing “, and the Office is authorized to expend 
funds to cover the subsistence expenses and 
travel-related expenses, including per diem, 
lodging costs, and transportation costs, of 
non-federal employees attending such pro- 
grams” after ‘‘world’’. 

(b) PAYMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGES.— 
Section 3(b) of title 35, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(6) ADMINISTRATIVE PATENT JUDGES AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE TRADEMARK JUDGES.—The 
Director has the authority to fix the rate of 
basic pay for the administrative patent 
judges appointed pursuant to section 6 of 
this title and the administrative trademark 
judges appointed pursuant to section 17 of 
the Trademark Act of 1946 (15 U.S.C. 1067) at 
not greater than the rate of basic pay pay- 
able for Level III of the Executive Schedule. 
The payment of a rate of basic pay under 
this paragraph shall not be subject to the 
pay limitation of section 5306(e) or 5373 of 
title 5.”. 

SEC. 20. PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE FUND- 
ING. 


(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions shall apply: 

(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office. 

(2) FUND.—The term “Fund” means the 
public enterprise revolving fund established 
under subsection (c). 

(3) OFFICE.—The term “О ісе’ means the 
United States Patent and Trademark Office. 

(4) TRADEMARK ACT OF 1946.—The term 
“Trademark Act of 1946” means an Act enti- 
tled ‘‘Act to provide for the registration and 
protection of trademarks used in commerce, 
to carry out the provisions of certain inter- 
national conventions, and for other pur- 
poses”, approved July 5, 1946 (15 U.S.C. 1051 
et seq.) (commonly referred to as the ‘‘Trade- 
mark Act of 1946” or the ‘‘Lanham Act’’). 

(5) UNDER SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Under 
Secretary’? means the Under Secretary of 
Commerce for Intellectual Property. 

(b) FUNDING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 42 of title 35, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘Patent 
and Trademark Office Appropriation Ac- 
count” and inserting ‘‘United States Patent 
and Trademark Office Public Enterprise 
Fund’’; and 

(B) in subsection (c), in the first sentence— 

(1) by striking ‘То the extent” and all that 
follows through ‘‘fees’’ and inserting “Fees”; 
and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘shall be collected by and 
shall be available to the Director” and in- 
serting ‘‘shall be collected by the Director 
and shall be available until expended’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
the later of— 

(A) October 1, 2011; or 
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(B) the first day of the first fiscal year that 
begins after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(c) USPTO REVOLVING FUND.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
in the Treasury of the United States a re- 
volving fund to be known as the “United 
States Patent and Trademark Office Public 
Enterprise Fund”. Any amounts in the Fund 
shall be available for use by the Director 
without fiscal year limitation. 

(2) DERIVATION OF RESOURCES.—There shall 
be deposited into the Fund on or after the ef- 
fective date of subsection (b)(1)— 

(A) any fees collected under sections 41, 42, 
and 376 of title 35, United States Code, pro- 
vided that notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, if such fees are collected by, and 
payable to, the Director, the Director shall 
transfer such amounts to the Fund, provided, 
however, that no funds collected pursuant to 
section 9(h) of this Act or section 1(a)(2) of 
Public Law 111-45 shall be deposited in the 
Fund; and 

(B) any fees collected under section 31 of 
the Trademark Act of 1946 (15 U.S.C. 1113). 

(3) EXPENSES.—Amounts deposited into the 
Fund under paragraph (2) shall be available, 
without fiscal year limitation, to cover— 

(A) all expenses to the extent consistent 
with the limitation on the use of fees set 
forth in section 42(c) of title 35, United 
States Code, including all administrative 
and operating expenses, determined in the 
discretion of the Under Secretary to be ordi- 
nary and reasonable, incurred by the Under 
Secretary and the Director for the continued 
operation of all services, programs, activi- 
ties, and duties of the Office relating to pat- 
ents and trademarks, as such services, pro- 
grams, activities, and duties are described 
under— 

(i) title 35, United States Code; and 

(ii) the Trademark Act of 1946; and 

(B) all expenses incurred pursuant to any 
obligation, representation, or other commit- 
ment of the Office. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than 60 
days after the end of each fiscal year, the 
Under Secretary and the Director shall sub- 
mit a report to Congress which shall— 

(1) summarize the operations of the Office 
for the preceding fiscal year, including finan- 
cial details and staff levels broken down by 
each major activity of the Office; 

(2) detail the operating plan of the Office, 
including specific expense and staff needs for 
the upcoming fiscal year; 

(8) describe the long term modernization 
plans of the Office; 

(4) set forth details of any progress towards 
such modernization plans made in the pre- 
vious fiscal year; and 

(5) include the results of the most recent 
audit carried out under subsection (f). 

(e) ANNUAL SPENDING PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the beginning of each fiscal year, the 
Director shall notify the Committees on Ap- 
propriations of both Houses of Congress of 
the plan for the obligation and expenditure 
of the total amount of the funds for that fis- 
cal year in accordance with section 605 of the 
Science, State, Justice, Commerce, and Re- 
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 2006 
(Public Law 109-108; 119 Stat. 2334). 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each plan under paragraph 
(1) shall— 

(A) summarize the operations of the Office 
for the current fiscal year, including finan- 
cial details and staff levels with respect to 
major activities; and 

(B) detail the operating plan of the Office, 
including specific expense and staff needs, 
for the current fiscal year. 
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(f) AUDIT.—The Under Secretary shall, on 
an annual basis, provide for an independent 
audit of the financial statements of the Of- 
fice. Such audit shall be conducted in ac- 
cordance with generally acceptable account- 
ing procedures. 

(g) BUDGET.—The Fund shall prepare and 
submit each year to the President a busi- 
ness-type budget in a manner, and before a 
date, as the President prescribes by regula- 
tion for the budget program. 

SEC. 21. SATELLITE OFFICES. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Subject to available 
resources, the Director may establish 3 or 
more satellite offices in the United States to 
carry out the responsibilities of the Patent 
and Trademark Office. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the satellite 
offices established under subsection (a) are 
to— 

(1) increase outreach activities to better 
connect patent filers and innovators with 
the Patent and Trademark Office; 

(2) enhance patent examiner retention; 

(3) improve recruitment of patent exam- 
iners; and 

(4) decrease the number of patent applica- 
tions waiting for examination and improve 
the quality of patent examination. 

(c) REQUIRED CONSIDERATIONS.—In select- 
ing the locale of each satellite office to be 
established under subsection (a), the Direc- 
tor— 

(1) shall ensure geographic diversity among 
the offices, including by ensuring that such 
offices are established in different States and 
regions throughout the Nation; 

(2) may rely upon any previous evaluations 
by the Patent and Trademark Office of po- 
tential locales for satellite offices, including 
any evaluations prepared as part of the Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office’s Nationwide 
Workforce Program that resulted in the 2010 
selection of Detroit, Michigan as the first 
ever satellite office of the Patent and Trade- 
mark Office; and 

(3) nothing in the preceding paragraph 
shall constrain the Patent and Trademark 
Office to only consider its prior work from 
2010. The process for site selection shall be 
open. 

(d) PHASE-IN.—The Director shall satisfy 
the requirements of subsection (a) over the 3- 
year period beginning on the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(е) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
the end of the first fiscal year that occurs 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and each fiscal year thereafter, the Director 
shall submit a report to Congress on— 

(1) the rationale of the Director in select- 
ing the locale of any satellite office required 
under subsection (a); 

(2) the progress of the Director in estab- 
lishing all such satellite offices; and 

(3) whether the operation of existing sat- 
ellite offices is achieving the purposes re- 
quired under subsection (b). 

(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions shall apply: 

(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office. 

(2) PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE.—The 
term ‘‘Patent and Trademark Office” means 
the United States Patent and Trademark Of- 
fice. 
SEC. 22. PATENT OMBUDSMAN PROGRAM FOR 

SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS. 

Subject to available resources, the Direc- 
tor may establish in the United States Pat- 
ent and Trademark Office a Patent Ombuds- 
man Program. The duties of the Program’s 
staff shall include providing support and 
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services relating to patent filings to small 

business concerns. 

SEC. 23. PRIORITY EXAMINATION FOR TECH- 
NOLOGIES IMPORTANT TO AMER- 
ICAN COMPETITIVENESS. 

Section 2(b)(2) of title 35, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘; апа” 
and inserting a semicolon; 

(2) in subparagraph (F), by striking the 
semicolon and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(G) may, subject to any conditions pre- 
scribed by the Director and at the request of 
the patent applicant, provide for 
prioritization of examination of applications 
for products, processes, or technologies that 
are important to the national economy or 
national competitiveness without recovering 
the aggregate extra cost of providing such 
prioritization, notwithstanding section 41 or 
any other provision of law;”’’. 

SEC. 24. DESIGNATION OF DETROIT SATELLITE 
OFFICE. 

(a) DESIGNATION.—The satellite office of 
the United States Patent and Trademark Of- 
fice to be located in Detroit, Michigan shall 
be known and designated as the “Elijah J. 
McCoy United States Patent and Trademark 
Office”. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the satellite 
office of the United States Patent and Trade- 
mark Office to be located in Detroit, Michi- 
gan referred to in subsection (a) shall be 
deemed to be a reference to the “Elijah J. 
McCoy United States Patent and Trademark 
Office”. 

SEC. 25. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this Act, 
the provisions of this Act shall take effect 1 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act and shall apply to any patent issued on 
or after that effective date. 

SEC. 26. BUDGETARY EFFECTS. 

The budgetary effects of this Act, for the 
purpose of complying with the Statutory 
Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall be deter- 
mined by reference to the latest statement 
titled “Budgetary Effects of PAYGO Legisla- 
tion” for this Act, submitted for printing in 
the Congressional Record by the Chairman of 
the Senate Budget Committee, provided that 
such statement has been submitted prior to 
the vote on passage. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, it has 
been many years getting to this point. 
I cannot tell you the amount of pride I 
have in my fellow Senators, both Re- 
publicans and Democrats. I thank the 
Senator from Iowa who has been here 
with me and so many others I men- 
tioned earlier. It is nice to finally have 
this bill through the Senate. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise today 
to recognize and thank the patent law- 
yers and Senate staff who have played 
a critical role in the drafting and en- 
actment of the present bill. 

Among the Senate staff who have 
played a role with regard to this bill 
are Chip Roy, Holt Lackey, and Zina 
Bash of Senator CORNYN’s staff, David 
Barlow and Rob Porter of Senator 


3447 


LEE’s staff, Walt Kuhn of Senator GRA- 
HAM’s staff, and Danielle Cutrona and 
Bradley Hayes of Senator SESSIONS’s 
staff. Special mention is merited for 
Matt Sandgren of Senator HATCH’s 
staff, who fought tenaciously for the 
bill’s supplemental examination provi- 
sion, and who worked hard to defeat 
the amendment to strip the bill of its 
adoption of the first-to-file system, and 
Sarah Beth Groshart of Senator 
COBURN’s staff, who helped draft the 
Coburn amendment, which will create 
a revolving fund for the PTO and put 
an end to fee diversion. Past staff who 
played an important role include Jen- 
nifer Duck of Senator FEINSTEIN’s 
staff, and Ryan Triplette, who man- 
aged the bill for Senator HATCH while 
he was chairman and for Senator Spec- 
ter while he was the lead Republican 
on the committee. Miss Duck and Miss 
Triplette negotiated the managers’ 
amendment that was adopted during 
the bill’s 2009 committee mark up, and 
which represented a major break- 
through on this bill, resolving the con- 
tentious issues of damages and venue. 
In the House of Representatives, key 
staff include Blaine Merritt and Vishal 
Amin of Chairman LAMAR SMITH’s 
staff, and Christal Sheppard of Mr. 
CONYERS’s staff. Bob Schiff of Senator 
Feingold’s staff worked with my staff 
to develop minority views for the bill’s 
2009 committee report—I believe that 
this is the only time that Senator 
Feingold and I ever submitted a minor- 
ity report together. I should also ac- 
knowledge Tim Molino of Senator KLO- 
BUCHAR’s staff, Rebecca Kelly of Sen- 
ator SCHUMER’s staff, Caroline Holland 
of Senator KOHL’s staff, and Galen 
Roehl, who worked in past Congresses 
for Senator Brownback, and who cur- 
rently staffs Senator TOOMEY. Much of 
S. 3600 was drafted in Senator 
Brownback’s conference room. Let me 
also recognize the work of Rob Grant 
of Senate Legislative Counsel, who has 
drafted literally hundreds of versions 
of and amendments to this bill. And fi- 
nally, I must acknowledge Rita Lari, 
who managed this bill for Senator 
GRASSLEY on the Senate floor this past 
week, and the indispensable Aaron Coo- 
per, who has managed the bill for the 
chairman since the beginning of 2009. 
Among those outside the Senate, I 
recognize and thank Hayden Gregory of 
the American Bar Association, Laurie 
Self and Rod McKelvie of Covington & 
Burling, and Hans Sauer, Mike 
Schiffer, Bruce Burton, Matt Rainey, 
David Korn, Carl Horton, Steve Miller, 
Doug Norman, and Stan Fendley. The 
Wisconsin Alumni Research Founda- 
tion has played an important role, par- 
ticularly with regard to the bill’s en- 
hanced grace period. I thank Carl 
Gulbrandsen, Howard Bremmer, Andy 
Cohn, and Mike Remington. I thank 
Todd Dickinson and Vince Garlock of 
AIPLA, and Jim Crowne, who was will- 
ing to come to the Senate to double 
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check the draft enrolled bill. I should 
also mention Herb Wamsley of Intellec- 
tual Property Owners, as well as Dana 
Colarulli, who has worn two hats dur- 
ing the course of his work on this bill, 
first with IPO, and subsequently as the 
head of legislative affairs at the PTO. 
Key participants at the PTO have also 
included Mike Fleming, John Love, 
Jim Toupin, and Rob Clarke. And of 
course I must mention the current Di- 
rector, David Kappos, without whose 
effort and dedication the passage of the 
present bill would not have been pos- 
sible. 

Finally, allow me to acknowledge the 
key members of the 21st Century Coali- 
tion for Patent Reform, who have de- 
voted countless hours to this bill, and 
stuck with it through thick and thin. 
They have also formed an important 
“kitchen cabinet” that has been indis- 
pensable to the committee’s drafting of 
this bill and to the resolution of dif- 
ficult technical questions. I thus ac- 
knowledge and thank Phil Johnson, 
Gary Griswold, Bob Armitage, and 
Mike Kirk for their key role in the cre- 
ation of the America Invents Act. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NET). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period for the transaction 
of morning business, with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand we are in a period of morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 20 min- 
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
THE FEDERAL DEFICIT 


Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, as 
someone who voted to freeze salaries, 
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to end earmarks in this budget process, 
as someone who has already voted to 
cut $45 billion from the budget, I rise 
today in recognition that business as 
usual cannot continue. I recognize the 
critical importance of addressing our 
Federal deficit—a deficit, I would add, 
inherited by this administration, a def- 
icit driven by two wars, both unpaid 
for, and the unprecedented need for 
governmental action to mitigate the 
wild excesses of Wall Street and Amer- 
ican financial markets, excesses that 
were effectively condoned by the last 
administration, whose policies took 
this Nation to the brink of a second 
Great Depression and cost millions of 
American jobs. 

I never forget that time in late 2008 
when Chairman Bernanke, the Chair- 
man of the Federal Reserve, came be- 
fore members of the Banking Com- 
mittee and members of the leadership 
and described the circumstances that 
were unfolding in the country in which 
a series of financial institutions, ac- 
cording to Chairman Bernanke and 
then-Secretary Paulson, the Secretary 
of the Treasury—they said: We are 
going to have a series of financial insti- 
tutions collapse, and if they collapse, 
they will create systemic risk to the 
entire country’s economy, and every 
American will feel the consequences of 
that collapse. I remember how hushed 
that room was. 

I remember also the question being 
put to Chairman Bernanke: Surely you 
must have enough tools at the Federal 
Reserve to get us through this period 
of time. I remember the response to 
that question, which was basically: 
Senator, if you and your colleagues do 
not act in a matter of days, maybe a 
week, we will have a global financial 
meltdown, which really meant a new 
depression. 

Chairman Bernanke is an academi- 
cian. His expertise is in depression-era 
economics, how this Nation got into 
the last depression, how Roosevelt got 
us out of it. So when he made that 
statement, it was all the more chilling. 
It is from that moment in 2008, before 
this President took office and Demo- 
crats were in full control here, that, in 
fact, we were facing the challenges we 
are today. 

Those of us who believe in a free mar- 
ket also know you cannot have a free- 
for-all market. We had economic poli- 
cies for the Bush 8 years, two wars rag- 
ing abroad, an unregulated market 
that allowed for the free-for-all that 
brought us on the brink of a new de- 
pression, and that is what we are meet- 
ing the challenges of today. 

Those choices then and the choices 
we make, what we choose to cut and 
what we determine is in our interest, 
will speak volumes about our values, 
our priorities as a people and as a Na- 
tion. 

Mr. President, I favor smart cuts, not 
dangerous ones. In an independent 
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analysis of H.R. 1, which we are going 
to be voting on tomorrow—the Repub- 
lican vision of where we should take 
the country—shows we are losing about 
700,000 jobs. But we are trying to grow 
jobs in America. We have finally got- 
ten into positive gross domestic prod- 
uct of our Nation’s economy. We are 
seeing job growth. I would like to see it 
be even more robust, but H.R. 1 takes 
us back the opposite way and threatens 
the very essence of this economic re- 
covery—700,000 jobs. 


Don’t believe what I say because I 
say it is so, but because those in the 
know say it—Ben Bernanke: ‘‘The 
GOP’s plan will cut jobs.” Economist 
Mark Zandi: ‘‘The GOP plan would cost 
700,000 jobs.’’ Here is another analysis: 
House spending cuts will hurt eco- 
nomic growth. So what we have is 
economist after economist telling us 
that H.R. 1 is a recipe for disaster when 
it comes to the question of jobs in 
America. 


That analysis which says we would 
slash 700,000 jobs directly impacts the 
lives of middle-class and working fami- 
lies struggling to get back on their 
feet. They are severe cuts that run 
roughshod over the green shoots of eco- 
nomic recovery just to satisfy a polit- 
ical agenda. I favor smart common- 
sense cuts—cuts made with a surgeon’s 
knife not a meat ax; cuts that are 
thoughtful, surgically precise cuts that 
actually reduce the deficit, not cuts 
that eliminate jobs and disinvest in 
educational opportunities for millions 
of promising young Americans, not 
cuts that hurt middle-class families 
struggling to make ends meet, make 
our workforce less competitive, our 
communities less safe, and strip away 
basic protections Americans have come 
to take for granted. 


In my view, we can preserve our val- 
ues and invest in the future, invest in 
out-educating, out-innovating, out- 
greening, and out-growing the world 
and still cut the deficit. To begin with, 
Secretary Gates of the Department of 
Defense has identified $78 billion in de- 
fense spending cuts alone. He has iden- 
tified $178 billion in program reduc- 
tions over 5 years, including delaying 
or terminating high-profile weapon 
systems. 


I agree with Secretary Gates that we 
can live without the Marine Corps vari- 
ant of the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter as 
well as the Marine Corps Expeditionary 
Fighting Vehicle. The Secretary has 
identified $54 billion in cuts in over- 
head costs and improved efficiency 
across defense agencies and the civilian 
bureaucracy by reducing the number of 
defense contractors and wholly redun- 
dant intelligence organizations, among 
other improvements. Again, these are 
smart decisions that do not burden 
military families or affect our defen- 
sive capabilities. 
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I would add to that list of smart de- 
fense cuts the elimination of $1.75 bil- 
lion for the F-22 aircraft and $439 mil- 
lion for an alternative engine for the 
F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Program, a 
cut for which I voted. These, among 
others, are smart cuts. But I think it is 
a mistake to pursue a budget-cutting 
strategy that costs this Nation 700,000 
jobs through 2012, as the Republican 
plan will do—20,000 of those jobs from 
my home State of New Jersey, includ- 
ing more than 3,000 community health 
center jobs and 3,400 transportation 
and infrastructure jobs. 

Another smart cut would be to do 
away with corporate subsidies that do 
nothing but pad the profits of compa- 
nies that do not need them to be profit- 
able and grow. We can repeal, for exam- 
ple, oil subsidies, as I have proposed, 
that would save $33 billion over 10 
years on a windfall giveaway program 
to big oil that hardly needs a govern- 
ment handout. Over the past decade, 
BP, Exxon, Chevron, Shell, and Conoco 
have had combined profits of just under 
$1 trillion. Yet we have a system that 
provides them billions іп subsidies 
every year. That is simply outrageous. 

Even traditional oil industry sup- 
porters, such as former President 
George W. Bush and Shell’s former 
CEO, have admitted when oil prices are 
this high oil companies do not need 
subsidies. They have the economic in- 
centive they need to explore and drill. 
In 2010 alone, last year, they made over 
$75 billion, and that includes the $41 
billion BP has spent trying to clean up 
the spill in the gulf—cleaning up the 
environment and paying for the eco- 
nomic damage they caused. 

The fact is, cutting unnecessary de- 
fense programs and cutting oil sub- 
sidies are among the smart cuts that 
will save money while doing no harm 
to middle-class families. But the Re- 
publican plan, on the other hand, will 
take money away from the one thing 
that will allow millions of young peo- 
ple to reach their goals and prepare 
them to help America meet its com- 
petitive future; namely, a good edu- 
cation. That is a terrible mistake. 

It is a mistake to cut the average 
New Jersey undergraduate’s Pell grant 
by more than $845, an 11-percent cut. It 
is a mistake to take $115 million in 
Pell grants from 183,000 promising stu- 
dents in my State, as the Republican 
cuts would do. It is a mistake to cut 
funding to 18,000 students in Union 
County, NJ, or 16,500 in Middlesex 
County and 15,500 in Essex County, and 
to continue to cut Pell grants by $56 
billion over the next 10 years. It is sim- 
ply a mistake not to invest in edu- 
cation. 

We аге globally challenged for 
human capital in the delivery of a serv- 
ice or the production of a product. The 
boundaries of mankind have largely 
been erased in pursuit of that human 
capital so that an engineer’s report is 
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done in India and sent back to the 
United States for a fraction of its cost, 
a radiologist’s report is done in North- 
ern Ireland and read to your local hos- 
pital by your doctor, or if you have a 
problem with your credit card—as I re- 
cently did because there was a charge 
that wasn’t mine—you end up with a 
call center in South Africa. 

In the pursuit of human capital for 
the delivery of a service or a product 
we are globally challenged, which 
means for the Nation to continue to be 
a global economic leader it needs to be, 
at the apex of the curve of intellect, 
the most highly educated generation of 
Americans the Nation has ever had. 
That is how we will grow this economy 
and prosper and compete in the world. 
Yet the Republican budget moves us 
exactly the opposite way. 

It is wrong to leave 4,000 New Jersey 
children without access to Head Start 
while at the same time continuing tax 
cuts for millionaires and multimillion- 
aires. It is shortsighted to cut job 
training. 

I went to a job training site in one of 
our counties. The place was packed— 
packed with individuals who have 
worked in the past but are unemployed 
now and looking to get the additional 
training that will make them competi- 
tive in a tough job market. So instead 
of helping our fellow Americans be as 
competitive as they can be for the job 
opportunities that may exist, we are 
going to cut job training for 70,000 New 
Jerseyans rather than seriously look at 
cutting farm subsidies. We need to be 
smarter about the cuts we make. 

I think we would all agree that there 
are certain farm subsidies that are no 
longer needed, and we could certainly 
make smart cuts in some of those pro- 
grams. We are all well aware that farm 
subsidies are not about the small 
American farm. I want to nurture that 
small American farm, including back 
home in New Jersey. We call New Jer- 
sey the Garden State. We are proud we 
are No. 2 in blueberries, No. 4 in aspar- 
agus. If you had cranberry for Thanks- 
giving last year, it probably came from 
the pine barrens of New Jersey with 
cranberry bogs. But that small farmer 
is not who we are talking about. This 
is about systematic efforts to move 
land from small farms to large cor- 
porate farms that mass-produce com- 
modity crops such as cotton. 

We pay out billions in agricultural 
subsidies every year that have created 
problems such as the ones we saw in 
Brazil earlier this year. Brazil went to 
the World Trade Organization and com- 
plained that what we were doing was 
an unfair trade practice, and the World 
Trade Organization agreed. So to avoid 
retaliatory tariffs—in essence, taxes 
against our products by Brazil—the 
United States agreed to pay $147 mil- 
lion in assistance to Brazilian pro- 
ducers. Yes, you heard me right—$147 
million that American taxpayers are 


3449 


now paying to subsidize not American 
farmers but, because of our unfair 
trade practice, we are now subsidizing 
Brazilian farmers with our tax dollars. 
Something is wrong about that proc- 
ess. 

We need to put an end to such ridicu- 
lous policies and save taxpayers bil- 
lions of dollars. But instead of saving 
billions in smart cuts like that, the Re- 
publican plan under H.R. 1 goes after 
homeland security funding. That bill 
will cut homeland security invest- 
ments by $3 million in my home State 
of New Jersey alone—home, according 
to the FBI, of the two most dangerous 
miles in America because of the chem- 
ical causeway along the Hudson water- 
front that creates a real challenge—di- 
rectly affecting the budgets of first re- 
sponders such as the courageous men 
and women who responded on Sep- 
tember 11. It is dangerous to cut more 
than $22 million in port security grants 
and more than $16 million in transit se- 
curity grants from the Port Authority 
of New York and New Jersey. 

I have worked hard, from imple- 
menting the 9/11 recommendations to 
fighting for port cargo screening. We 
don’t need a nuclear or biological 
weapon coming into our ports or a 
threat like we saw from the terrorists 
in Mumbai in our transit systems that 
would result in a devastating attack 
and then further threaten our econ- 
omy. Yet that is exactly what the Re- 
publican budget does. 

I believe it is dangerous to cut $4.5 
million in transit security grants for 
northern New Jersey, more than $3.5 
million from the Philadelphia area and 
southern New Jersey, leaving families 
in my State and throughout that cor- 
ridor who travel between States less 
safe. 

I have a different take than my Re- 
publican colleagues on how we achieve 
deficit reduction. Quite simply, it 
comes down to one truism that we 
should keep in mind during this budget 
process, and that is this: You show me 
your budget, and I will show you your 
values. 

We have that in our own family budg- 
ets. Families struggle together to have 
a place to call home for their families, 
to educate their children, to put food 
on the table, to be able to realize their 
hopes and dreams and aspirations. And 
how we spend our money as families 
speaks to our values, and, of course, 
the work we do to earn that money. 
That is true about the Nation’s budget. 
The Nation’s budget is a reflection of 
our collective values as a country. 
Those values are clearly evident in 
what we choose to fund and what we 
choose to cut. 

I would remind my colleagues this 
debate is about more than numbers on 
a page. It is a portrait of America, a re- 
flection of who we are and what we 
want this Nation to be. To make cuts 
simply to reach a numerical goal that 
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isn’t established by any sound science 
is to say that we care more about the 
bottom line than about investing in 
people, investing in jobs, in education, 
in infrastructure, in building and grow- 
ing this economy, and protecting a 
safe, clean way of life that we have too 
often come to take for granted. 

I want to talk about that for a mo- 
ment. 

From the moment we get up in the 
morning, to the moment we go to bed 
at night, the Republican plan would 
make cuts that affect the daily lives of 
millions of Americans and millions of 
jobs in every economic sector. 

In America, when you turn on the tap 
for a glass of water or take your child 
fishing at a local lake, someone is at 
work—someone with a family—who is 
making sure the water is safe to drink 
and the lake is not polluted. 

But the Republican plan cuts $700 
million from the Clean Water State Re- 
volving Fund and $250 million from the 
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 
that have helped municipalities and 
communities put people to work on 
water quality protection projects. 

The Republican plan cuts almost $1 
billion from clean water and that 
means cutting not just funding, but 
jobs of those whose work is to keep our 
water safe and clean. 

Is that a smart cut? Does that reflect 
who we are and what we want this Na- 
tion to be? 

If you live on a river, a flood plain, or 
on the coast and a storm strikes, you 
know that in America there will be 
someone there to help if there is a 
flood or a coastal emergency. 

The Republican plan, even after the 
disastrous experience in the wake of 
Katrina, cuts $30 million from flood 
control and coastal emergencies. Is 
that what we learned from New Orle- 
ans? Is that what we, as a nation, be- 
lieve is a smart cut? 

If you wake up in the middle of the 
night and your child is sick and you 
don’t know why, or you think that 
child may have accidently ingested 
something poisonous, or your child is 
diagnosed with a life-threatening dis- 
ease, in America you can call the Poi- 
son Control Center, take your child to 
a community health center, know that 
the Centers for Disease Control is 
doing its job. 

In America you know that the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health is working 
every day to find the next treatment or 
cure that affects our families, friends, 
and neighbors, $300 million of that in 
New Jersey, bringing thousands of new 
218% century jobs to my State to help 
continue our economic recovery. 

But the Republican plan cuts $755 
million from the CDC; $1 billion from 
the National Institutes of Health; $27 
million from Poison Control Centers; 
$1.3 billion from community health 
centers and 3,400 community health 
center jobs in my State of New Jer- 
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sey—3,400 New 
Jerseyans. 

We may not immediately make the 
connection between what these cuts 
mean and our lives, but they have con- 
sequences to our lives, to our families, 
to our prosperity. It also means some 
people will lose their jobs. 

This morning millions of Americans 
got up and scrambled a few eggs and 
made some bacon for breakfast. 

Fortunately, in this country we know 
it was someone’s job to inspect those 
eggs. It was someone’s job to inspect 
that bacon and make sure it was safe 
to eat. The Republican plan cuts $53 
million from Food Safety and Inspec- 
tion Service, the loss of more safety in- 
spectors at a time when we have heard 
numerous reports of tainted food and 
the need for more, not fewer, food in- 
spectors keeping our food supply safe. 

Is that reflective of our values? Is 
that what we think of as life in Amer- 
ica? 

If you were a middle-class New 
Jerseyan who, after a year of looking 
for a job, finally had an interview and 
wanted to take the train because you 
thought it would be a faster, easier, 
and more convenient way to get to 
that interview, you may find there are 
not aS many opportunities because the 
Republican budget cuts $224 million 
from Amtrak. In a post-September 11 
world in which multiple modes of 
transportation are critical to our secu- 
rity, for so we learned on September 11 
that when there are no trans-Hudson 
crossings through the tunnels or 
through PATH, which is the rail con- 
nection between New York and New 
Jersey, we had ferries that took people 
out of Lower Manhattan and to New 
Jersey hospitals. Multiple modes of 
transportation is not only about eco- 
nomic opportunity, it is about security 
in the post-September 11 world. Yet the 
budget cuts $224 million from Amtrak, 
which is how we send our 
businesspeople to sell their products 
between cities, go to great research 
universities and to hospitals to be 
cured. You would be forced to take the 
car, buy the gas, burn the fuel, fight 
the traffic, and park in the city to get 
to your interview. Is that how we in- 
vest in our infrastructure? Is that the 
type of smart growth that will help us 
achieve a greener, cleaner future? 

When you park the car and walk to 
your interview you expect to have 
enough police on the street to protect 
you from gangs and criminals. 

Well, this Republican plan cuts the 
National Drug Intelligence Center by 
$11 million; law enforcement wireless 
communications by $52 million; the 
U.S. Marshals Service by $10 million; 
the FBI that deals with domestic ter- 
rorism by $74 million; State and local 
law enforcement assistance by $256 mil- 
lion; juvenile justice by $2.3 million; 
and the COPS Program that puts police 
on the street and provides them with 
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state-of-the-art equipment they need 
by $600 million; $600 million from the 
COPS Program means fewer cops on 
the beat. 

Are those the kind of cuts that we 
want. 

Are those the kind of cuts that will 
keep our communities safe? Are they 
smart cuts that reflect our values in a 
post 9-11 world? 

Let me also mention one thing that 
is not specifically a cut in the Repub- 
lican plan, but something it does that 
runs contrary to our belief as a nation 
that the air we breathe should be clean 
and safe. 

The legislation presented by the Re- 
publicans eliminates many environ- 
mental protections with cuts to the 
EPA’s budget, but it is also loaded with 
policy riders designed specifically to 
gut the Clean Air Act. 

I believe that is wrong. I believe it 
runs contrary to American values, and 
I consider any attack on the Clean Air 
Act to be an attack on New Jersey. 

Because of the emissions of dirty, old 
out of state coal plants, every county 
in my State is deemed to be out of 
compliance with the Clean Air Act. 
One of these coal powerplants is the 
Portland Generation Station just 
across the Delaware River in Pennsyl- 
vania. It emitted 30,000 tons of sulfur 
dioxide іп 2009—almost three times the 
amount of all seven of New Jersey’s 
coal plants combined. 

This sulfur dioxide wafts into War- 
ren, Sussex, Hunterdon and Morris 
counties and acts to cause and exacer- 
bate a whole host of respiratory ill- 
nesses from asthma to heart disease. 

We simply cannot gut the one piece 
of legislation that protects the very air 
we breathe and makes it safe for our 
children to go out and play without 
fear of being sick. This Republican plan 
that guts the Clean Air Act does not 
reflect our values as a Nation. It is 
simply not reflective of who we are, 
what we want this Nation to be, or 
what we want for our children’s future. 

The list of H.R. 1’s short-sighted dis- 
investments in this Nation’s future 
goes on and on. “Show me your budget 
and Г11 show you your values.” 

The Republican proposal before us is, 
in my view, an affront to American 
values, not a reflection of them. 

I for one do not believe for one sec- 
ond that it reflects who we are and 
what we want this Nation to be. I do 
believe that at a time that we are fi- 
nally growing this economy, these in- 
discriminate cuts, as many economists 
have said, will throw this economy 
right back to the deep recession we are 
coming out of. That means fewer jobs 
here in America. That certainly cannot 
be part of our values. That is why I will 
be voting against H.R. 1, to protect 
American values and protect American 
jobs. 

I yield the floor. 
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INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS BUDGET 


Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, we are 
living through one of the most impor- 
tant transformations in the history of 
the modern world. Some have likened 
the wave of protests sweeping the Mid- 
dle East to the revolutions of 1848, 
which changed Europe’s political land- 
scape forever. They certainly call to 
mind the dramatic events of 1989, when 
the nations of Eastern Europe threw 
off the yoke of communism to embrace 
free markets and democracy. Like 
those upheavals, there is no doubt that 
the events of this year will be studied 
for decades to come. 

The challenges we face are great. We 
are being called upon to forge new rela- 
tionships in a part of the world that 
has been and will remain vital to our 
national security. And we have been 
given the opportunity to demonstrate 
conclusively to the young men and 
women of the Muslim world and beyond 
that al-Qaida’s belief that change re- 
quires violence and radicalization is 
wrong. 

But, even as we try to navigate these 
momentous developments, we are con- 
templating drastic cuts to our inter- 
national affairs programs. I understand 
that we face a budget crisis in our own 
country. But we can either pay now to 
help brave people build a better, demo- 
cratic future for themselves, or we will 
certainly pay later with increased 
threats to our own national security. 

The international affairs budget lays 
the foundation for our ability to fulfill 
our responsibilities abroad. The ap- 
proximately $50 billion that funds all 
our diplomats, development profes- 
sionals, embassies, missions, consular 
services, global health programs, food 
aid, and disaster relief is a tiny invest- 
ment for the great return we receive. 
Consider that this year we will spend 
approximately $700 billion on our mili- 
tary. By contrast, the international af- 
fairs budget is less than one-tenth of 
the Pentagon’s. As Secretary Gates 
once pointed out, if you took the entire 
Foreign Service roster, you could bare- 
ly crew one aircraft carrier. 

And yet our diplomats are serving on 
the frontlines of multiple revolutions 
and wars. They are making vital con- 
tributions in Afghanistan, and in Iraq 
they are planning the transition from a 
military mission to a diplomatic one so 
that we can cement the political 
progress that has cost hundreds of bil- 
lions of dollars and thousands of Amer- 
ican lives. 

In Africa, they are helping to mid- 
wife the birth of a new nation in South 
Sudan, to resolve the situation in 
Darfur, and, аз we make progress on 
those fronts, to forge a new relation- 
ship with the government in Khar- 
toum. They are leading the fight 
against global challenges, like nuclear 
proliferation and climate change. And 
in countless communities around the 
world they are providing essential hu- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


manitarian assistance preventing the 
spread of cholera in Haiti, distributing 
food to refugees in northern Kenya, 
and providing shelter to flood victims 
in Pakistan. 

This is not a time for America to pull 
back from the world. This is a time to 
step forward. 

Yet H.R. 1 imposes draconian cuts 
that would completely undermine our 
core national security priorities and 
our humanitarian commitments. The 
bill threatens our ability to stabilize 
Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq by 
slashing economic support funds by $2.2 
billion, or nearly 30 percent below fis- 
cal year 2011 levels. In Afghanistan, for 
example, these cuts would make it ex- 
tremely difficult to support high-pri- 
ority infrastructure programs that are 
critical to our counterinsurgency and 
stabilization efforts. And they would 
curtail our ability to support govern- 
ance, economic development programs, 
and basic services to districts cleared 
by the military. 

H.R. 1 would also threaten our efforts 
in Afghanistan and Pakistan by zero- 
ing out funding to meet our obligation 
to take up the U.S. shares in the Asian 
Development Bank, ADB. If we don’t 
provide funding by April of this year, 
we will give up our leadership position 
at ADB and allow Chinese influence at 
the bank to surpass our own. The im- 
pact of that loss of influence cannot be 
overstated. The ADB funds projects 
throughout Pakistan and Afghanistan, 
supporting U.S. efforts in this critical 
region. GEN David Petraeus himself 
wrote to Treasury Secretary Timothy 
Geithner to praise the Asian Develop- 
ment Bank for supporting U.S. inter- 
ests, stating that ‘‘strong partnership 
with the ADB is part of our overall 
United States purpose and goals in 
these areas of critical importance.” 

The House bill also cuts our humani- 
tarian aid by 50 percent, decimating 
our ability to provide food, shelter, and 
medicine after natural disasters and 
putting hundreds of thousands of lives 
at risk. In Pakistan, USAID would be 
unable to meet emergency and recov- 
ery needs in the south, where an esti- 
mated 4 million people remain dis- 
placed and require critical support. In 
Haiti, over 1 million displaced persons 
living in transitional shelters may lose 
funding and support. And with these 
cuts, more than 1.6 million internally 
displaced persons in Darfur will not re- 
ceive critical health care, access to 
water, or help in meeting other basic 
needs. 

H.R. 1 decreases global health fund- 
ing by over $1 billion, which means 
that over 400,000 people who would have 
been able to enroll in life-saving treat- 
ment programs through PEPFAR will 
now linger on waiting lists as their 
HIV diagnosis becomes a death sen- 
tence. It also means that 300,000 or- 
phans and children will not receive 
care and support, and that 100,000 
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women who would have received medi- 
cation to prevent the transmission of 
HIV to their newborn children will not, 
resulting in tens of thousands of babies 
that will be born HIV-positive. 

H.R. 1 also slashes support for the 
Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuber- 
culosis, and Malaria. The Global Fund 
is a public-private partnership where 
every American tax dollar is leveraged 
twice over by the rest of the world. Its 
programs are also deeply intertwined 
with U.S. efforts: In Haiti, for example, 
Global Fund grants support the pur- 
chase of anti-retroviral drugs for AIDS 
patients, while PEPFAR ensures their 
delivery to patients. Thus, these dras- 
tic reductions to the Global Fund will 
affect U.S. efforts as well. 

Our global health programs represent 
some of our most successful and effec- 
tive international policies. In Paki- 
stan, as I discussed today with Bill 
Gates, working with the government 
there, we could eliminate polio en- 
tirely. Our malaria programs have al- 
ready virtually eliminated that killer 
of children in parts of Africa. The Cen- 
ters for Disease Control are working to 
reduce the spread of drug-resistant dis- 
eases, such as tuberculosis, before they 
come to our own shores. Cutting off 
these programs is poor foreign policy, 
it is poor public health policy, and it 
stands in sharp contradiction to Amer- 
ican values. 

The House bill also cuts nearly two- 
thirds of the funds devoted to pro- 
moting clean energy and increasing re- 
silience to climate change in the most 
vulnerable regions of the world. This 
includes eliminating funding for the 
climate investment funds, which sup- 
port exports of clean energy tech- 
nology, help developing countries re- 
spond to the impacts of climate 
change, and promote increased carbon 
sequestration from forests. H.R. 1 also 
eliminates government positions need- 
ed to negotiate international agree- 
ments on climate change that are fa- 
vorable to the United States, while en- 
suring that other nations live up to 
their commitments to limit green- 
house gas emissions. 

H.R. 1 also slashes food and edu- 
cation for the world’s poorest children 
by 50 percent. It eliminates feeding 
programs for 18 million of the world’s 
poorest and hungriest people, and ap- 
proximately 2.5 million young children 
benefiting from the McGovern-Dole 
program would lose their daily school 
meal. Another 15 million people, pri- 
marily women and children, would lose 
access to the sustenance provided 
through title II. These cuts are not ab- 
stractions. These are people. 

The House bill would even eliminate 
fiscal year 2011 funding for the United 
States Institute of Peace, USIP. USIP 
is more than a Washington think tank. 
Created by Congress and President 
Ronald Reagan, it is a working instru- 
ment, utilized by the Department of 
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Defense as well as the Department of 
State. Defunding USIP would signifi- 
cantly reduce America’s ability to find 
nonviolent solutions to conflict, just as 
we are trying to resolve wars in Af- 
ghanistan and Iraq. USIP’s personnel 
operate on the ground in dangerous 
areas where America’s security is 
threatened. For example, in 2007 
USIP’s reconciliation efforts between 
Shia authorities and Sunni sheiks 
helped dramatically reduce U.S. troop 
deaths in the ‘‘Triangle of Death” near 
Baghdad. That in turn allowed the U.S. 
Army to reduce its presence in the area 
by about 2,000 troops and save a signifi- 
cant amount of money. In a letter to 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
General Petraeus called this a ‘‘strik- 
ing success story.” 


I have long been impressed with 
USIP’s work in Sudan, where the Insti- 
tute’s training in electoral violence 
prevention contributed to the rel- 
atively peaceful referendum and the 
low levels of violence in its aftermath. 
USIP is now actively assisting in the 
development of a new constitution for 
Southern Sudan through its Rule of 
Law Program. Recognizing the vola- 
tility of the north/south border areas 
and the potential for an outbreak of 
contagious violence, USIP has insti- 
tuted a cross-border grazing corridor 
project and designed a popular con- 
sultations process in the troubled bor- 
der states of Blue Nile and Southern 
Kordofan. 


In Pakistan, another area of great 
concern to me, USIP is developing a 
network of conflict management 
facilitators to work at the local level, 
training Pakistani parliamentarians 
and women leaders in conflict resolu- 
tion and developing a curriculum for 
schools based on principles of gender 
equality, tolerance, pluralism, and 
peace. 


Under the Senate substitute, USIP’s 
funding would be reduced by almost 20 
percent. But any greater reduction 
would threaten this Federal institute 
that has proven it saves American lives 
and money. The drastic action of the 
House to defund USIP must not stand. 


These sorts of severe cuts, which will 
reduce our capacity from Afghanistan 
to Sudan, from war zones to earth- 
quake zones, will do almost nothing to 
rein in our budget deficit. But they will 
costs thousands of lives overseas, and 
they will increase the threats to our 
own country. At a time of great chal- 
lenge to American interests abroad, we 
must step up at home and provide the 
vital funds that our diplomats need. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a letter be printed in the 
RECORD. 


There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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U.S. CENTRAL COMMAND, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMANDER, 
MacDill AFB, FL, February 11, 2009. 

Mr. ROB GOLDBERG, 

Director, International Affairs Division, Na- 
tional Security Programs, The Office of 
Management and Budget, 17th Street, NW., 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. GOLDBERG, I would like to under- 
score the importance of the U.S. Institute 
for Peace (USIP) to the missions the United 
States is currently pursuing in Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan. While I have long been an avid 
reader of USIP’s analytical products, which 
are second to none in tracking the chal- 
lenges we face in both countries and in out- 
lining policy options, I have more recently 
been impressed with USIP’s on-the-ground 
peacebuilding efforts. 

In Iraq, the Institute stepped up to the 
plate beginning in August 2007 to assist the 
10th Mountain Division in a reconciliation 
effort in Mahmoudiya, a community on the 
southern edge of Baghdad that was once 
known as the “Triangle of Death.” Since 
then, General Odierno and I have often cited 
Mahmoudiya as a striking success story. 
USIP’s continuing reconciliation efforts at 
the community level, especially in Diyala 
and Ninewa, as well as at the national level 
in Baghdad, hold great promise for the fu- 
ture. 

In Afghanistan, USIP’s work on the infor- 
mal justice system has been invaluable as we 
work toward improving the rule of law at the 
provincial level. Their plans for reconcili- 
ation efforts at the community level on the 
Afghanistan/Pakistan border are likewise a 
potential key to success in the enormous 
challenges we face. 

USIP’s experience working closely with 
the U.S. military will be a great asset in de- 
veloping stronger unity of effort between ci- 
vilian and military elements of government 
In fact, I hope soon to see U.S. military offi- 
cers training alongside civilian govern- 
mental and nongovernmental counterparts 
in USIP’s headquarters at 23rd and Constitu- 
tion. Their facility is not just an important 
symbol of our nation’s commitment to 
peace; it is also home to a wonderful training 
center that we hope to leverage to increase 
understanding and unity of effort in today’s 
complex operations. 

We can be proud of what USIP has done in 
the past, and I look forward with confidence 
to the contributions the Institute will make 
in the future. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID H. PETRAEUS, 
General, United States Army, 
Commanding. 


EEE 
9/11 HEALTH FUNDING 


Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, 
we rise today to engage in a colloquy 
regarding funding for the 9/11 health 
program. The chairman has been a tire- 
less supporter of the 9/11 World Trade 
Center health program at the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention’s, 
CDC, National Institute for Occupa- 
tional Safety and Health, NIOSH. This 
program has helped our first respond- 
ers who bravely rushed in on Sep- 
tember 11 and thousands of others who 
were in the area on that terrible day. 

The 2011 continuing resolution pro- 
posed by Senator INOUYE that the Sen- 
ate will vote on today makes fiscally 
prudent adjustments to our Nation’s 
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spending, but I wanted to clarify with 
the Senator, through this colloquy, 
that none of the spending reductions in 
the CR will impact the current health 
care screening and treatment for first 
responders, survivors, residents, stu- 
dents and others related to the Sep- 
tember 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the 
World Trade Center. 


Mr. LAUTENBERG. As the Senator 
knows, we successfully enacted a bipar- 
tisan bill to provide mandatory funding 
to take care of the first responders and 
others who became sick from toxic 
fumes, dust, and smoke after the 2001 
attack on the World Trade Center. This 
new law was our Christmas miracle. It 
is very important to me and my con- 
stituents that there is no disruption in 
the care that eligible responders and 
victims can receive. 


Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senators. 
The Senator is absolutely correct, the 
2011 continuing resolution that was 
proposed by Senator INOUYE will not 
reduce any services or treatment avail- 
able to responders in the World Trade 
Center Health Program. In fact, we 
have been assured by the staff at HHS 
that there are sufficient funds for 
treatment and screening of the re- 
sponders and victims to continue with- 
out interruption. 


Mr. SCHUMER. It’s my under- 
standing that the fiscal year 2010 ap- 
propriation included $70.7 million for 
the World Trade Center Health Pro- 
gram, but that the 2011 continuing res- 
olution proposed by Senator INOUYE 
does not specify an amount for the im- 
plementation of the new law. 


Mr. HARKIN. Yes, the $70.7 million 
provided to the program in the fiscal 
year 2010 omnibus remains available to 
NIOSH to use until expended. It is our 
understanding that $13 million remains 
of that $70.7 million and that it will be 
used to continue access to the pro- 
gram. 


Mr. MENENDEZ. I thank the Senator 
for that clarification. I too am very 
concerned about continuity in the 
World Trade Center Health Program. 
The mandatory funding will start on 
July 1, 2011, and it is critically impor- 
tant that the transition be as smooth 
as possible. I would like to thank the 
Senator for ensuring that this program 
will be able to continue under the 2011 
CR, and I would like to ask, on behalf 
of all of us and our constituents, that 
we work together to ensure that the 
fiscal year 2011 discretionary funds sup- 
port the full and timely implementa- 
tion of the mandatory program. It is 
very important that funding is pro- 
vided to ensure that NIOSH and the 
World Trade Center monitoring and 
treatment programs can seamlessly 
continue their work. 


Mr. HARKIN. Yes, I commit to work- 
ing with the Senator. I commit to the 
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Senators that we will specifically allo- 
cate in the CR that will pass the Sen- 
ate the amount of funds that are nec- 
essary to ensure a smooth transition in 
July. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. I thank the 
Chairman for that clarification and for 
ensuring that these American heroes 
were not forgotten. I hope we can all 
work together each year on this impor- 
tant program. 


EE 
ARGENTINA’S DEBTS 


Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss the treatment of 
American creditors by the Republic of 
Argentina. Almost 10 years ago, the Ar- 
gentine government defaulted on over 
$81 billion in sovereign debt. Nearly $9 
billion of this debt was held by the U.S. 
Government and American citizens. 
Following its default, Argentina made 
take-it-or-leave-it settlement offers 
well below international norms for set- 
tling sovereign debt defaults. 

I am glad to report that recently Ar- 
gentina has shown a willingness to ne- 
gotiate in settling some of this debt. 
Argentina recently informed the Paris 
Club, a group of sovereign governments 
that includes the United States and 
represents 19 creditor countries, that it 
will pay its outstanding sovereign debt, 
including $360 million owed to the 
United States. Argentina’s willingness 
to pay its debts to the Paris Club dem- 
onstrates its capacity to go further and 
compensate private American credi- 
tors, who have been trying to collect 
outstanding debt from Argentina for 
years. The fact that Argentina has 
agreed to pay its public debts to other 
sovereign nations is a welcomed first 
step. However, private U.S. creditors 
are still owed billions of dollars. 

As I mentioned before in this Cham- 
ber, these private creditors have won 
over 100 U.S. Federal court judgments 
against Argentina. Now that Argentina 
has shown that it can and will pay its 
debts through the Paris Club negotia- 
tions, the administration should work 
to get this issue resolved for the re- 
maining American bondholders and 
taxpayers. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
urging the administration to protect 
the well-being of the American citizens 
impacted by Argentina’s failure to pay 
its debts. 


EE 
Rx IMPACT DAY 


Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I rise today in advance of 
the Third Annual National Association 
of Chain Drug Stores RxIMPACT Day 
to recognize pharmacy contributions to 
the American health care system. Over 
the course of the next 2 days, over 300 
members of the pharmacy community, 
including practicing pharmacists, 
pharmacy school faculty and students, 
State pharmacy leaders and pharmacy 
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company executives, will visit Capitol 
Hill to share their views with Congress 
about the importance of protecting ac- 
cess to neighborhood pharmacies and 
utilizing pharmacists to improve qual- 
ity and reduce health costs. 

Pharmacists play an important role 
in improving our health care system by 
providing services and expertise that 
help patients manage their medica- 
tions and overall health. In many com- 
munities, pharmacists are the most ac- 
cessible health care provider group. To- 
day’s pharmacies offer a variety of pre- 
ventive healthcare services including 
immunizations and vaccinations, 
health screening services, disease man- 
agement services and routine advice on 
the best and most effective over-the- 
counter products for patients’ specific 
needs. 

Through medication therapy man- 
agement, MTM, pharmacists reduce 
medical errors and help patients man- 
age and adhere to their prescribed 
therapies. Drug therapy management 
services can play a critical role in im- 
proving the quality of care and con- 
taining health care costs, as these serv- 
ices help patients make the best pos- 
sible use of their medications. MTM 
services require a partnership of the 
pharmacist, the patient or their care- 
giver, and other health professionals to 
promote the safe and effective use of 
medications and help patients achieve 
targeted health outcomes. I am pleased 
the Affordable Care Act recognized the 
health benefits and cost savings associ- 
ated with MTM and includes a series of 
grant programs to encourage MTM as 
part of coordinated care models and 
chronic disease initiatives. Reform also 
improves the MTM benefit in Medicare 
Part D and establishes a bonus pay- 
ment for Medicare Advantage plans 
that promote MTM. 

Analysis conducted by the New Eng- 
land Healthcare Institute estimates 
that the overall cost of incorrect use of 
medication is as much as $290 billion 
per year, not to mention the avoidable 
loss of quality of life for patients and 
their loved ones. With increasing evi- 
dence this benefit can improve patient 
health outcomes, I support community 
pharmacy’s efforts to strengthen the 
MTM benefit. I joined colleagues ear- 
lier this year in introducing the Medi- 
cation Therapy Management Empower- 
ment Act. In addition to extending 
MTM services to seniors and others 
struggling with chronic conditions, 
this bill provides appropriate reim- 
bursement for pharmacists’ time and 
service. The bill also establishes stand- 
ards for data collection to evaluate and 
improve the Part D MTM benefit. 

Throughout my service in Congress, I 
have been a strong supporter of phar- 
macies and recognize their important 
role in our health care system. Today, 
I celebrate the value of pharmacy and 
support efforts to protect access to 
neighborhood pharmacies and utilize 


3453 


pharmacies to improve the quality and 
reduce the costs of health care. I com- 
mend pharmacy leaders, pharmacists, 
students, and executives and the phar- 
macy community for their contribu- 
tions to improving the health of the 
American people. 


EE 
INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I rise 
today, March 8, to celebrate Inter- 
national Women’s Day, on which we 
honor the economic, political, and so- 
cial achievements of women in Colo- 
rado and across the world. It also hap- 
pens to be the 100-year anniversary of 
International Women’s Day. For 100 
years, diverse nations have spoken as 
one to honor the achievements of 
women and look forward hopefully to a 
future with greater economic opportu- 
nities for all women, including my 
three daughters, Caroline, Halina, and 
Anne. 

I would like to celebrate today by 
discussing ways that we can build to- 
ward that future and create better eco- 
nomic opportunities for women in all 
countries—from Afghanistan to Zam- 
bia, two countries which, incidentally, 
celebrate International Women’s Day 
as an official holiday. 

All too often, in many developing 
countries, women represent a dis- 
proportionate number of the poor. Ac- 
cording to the United Nations Develop- 
ment Program, women represent 60 
percent of the 1.4 billion people living 
on less than $1.25 a day. They also lack 
access to the same educational and 
health services as men. For example, 
two-thirds of the world’s illiterate peo- 
ple are women. 

These disparities are stark, and their 
causes are the product of historical 
second-class citizenship for women. 
Such historical disadvantages are per- 
vasive and systemic. Only with the de- 
termined effort of the international 
community can we begin to break 
down these barriers and foster true 
economic opportunities for women. 

Many women and girls are trapped in 
the vicious cycle of poverty because of 
their limited access to basic financial 
services. Women often manage the 
household and produce food for the en- 
tire family, but they are unable to save 
money, protect against calamity, or 
obtain a small loan—simple banking 
tools you and I take for granted. 

For example, 75 percent of the 
world’s women cannot obtain formal 
bank loans, partly because they lack 
permanent employment, capital, and 
assets, such as land. In some countries, 
like Burkina Faso, laws do not specifi- 
cally discriminate against women, but 
they do establish landowner criteria 
that effectively exclude women. 

One way to bridge this gap is to con- 
nect women with access to financial 
services and microfinance. Very small 
loans can help some women start and 
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expand small businesses. Others need a 
safe place to store money as they save 
for school fees and health care services 
for their children. Some small busi- 
nesswomen and female heads of house- 
holds wish to purchase simple forms of 
insurance to protect against unex- 
pected illnesses, which can often wipe a 
family out. By increasing women’s ac- 
cess to such basic financial services, we 
can help countless women weather un- 
expected storms and gain agency over 
their economic well-being. 

Creating economic and financial op- 
portunities for women worldwide is the 
right thing to do, and it is also the 
smart thing to do. In countries like 
Pakistan and Yemen, supporting 
women can lead to measurable progress 
in the economic success of families and 
the direction of tomorrow’s youth. In 
sub-Saharan Africa, for instance, these 
efforts can help small-scale, subsist- 
ence farmers, most of whom are 
women, prevent future food crises and 
help stabilize struggling democracies. 

Mr. President and all other Members 
here today, please join me in cele- 
brating International Women’s Day by 
supporting efforts to expand economic 
opportunities for women around the 
world. 


-o 


TEACHING GEOGRAPHY IS 
FUNDAMENTAL ACT 


Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong support of the Teaching Ge- 
ography is Fundamental Act, intro- 
duced by Senator COCHRAN and myself 
last week. Increasing geography lit- 
eracy is essential to STEM education, 
and investing in our children’s science 
education is essential to making Amer- 
ica smarter and more innovative. This 
bill would authorize the Secretary of 
Education to meet that critical need 
by doling out competitive grants to 
proven nonprofits with a track record 
of promoting geography literacy in our 
schools through activities such as 
teacher professional development and 
research. As chairwoman of the appro- 
priation subcommittee that funds Na- 
tional Science Foundation, NSF, I have 
directed National Science Foundation’s 
education team to work with experts 
like National Geographic to strengthen 
geography education. NSF is now 
working with National Geographic So- 
ciety to explore new ways to improve 
geography teaching, training, and re- 
search in our schools. This pilot pro- 
gram has proven successful and de- 
serves national support. 

For a number of years, I have pro- 
moted geography locally in my home 
State of Maryland by working with ge- 
ographic trailblazers like National Ge- 
ographic Society’s Chesapeake water- 
shed education programs and Pat 
Noonan’s Chesapeake Bay Interpretive 
Buoys—bringing real-time environ- 
mental information to Maryland 
schoolchildren in a meaningful and un- 
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derstandable way. I can tell that mak- 
ing geography education local is where 
to start. Hook a child’s interest with 
what they know, and their geographic 
knowledge will open up to the rest of 
the world. 

I strongly support this bill because I 
know it can enhance tremendous work 
already being done. National Geo- 
graphic is a great example of an orga- 
nization that could partner with the 
Department of Education to provide 
schools with the intellectual and orga- 
nizational capacity to effectively teach 
geography literacy. It is an institution 
whose members have explored the 
world’s tallest peaks and discovered 
our ocean’s deepest depths. They sup- 
port exploration and discovery—from 
Peary and Hanson’s expedition to the 
North Pole in 1906 to Ballard’s dis- 
covery of the Titanic in 1985. But they 
also fund geography education pro- 
gramming through grants to edu- 
cational organizations and by pro- 
viding professional development to 
classroom teachers. Their magazine 
alone has an incredible impact because 
of its loyal and massive readership of 
more than 360 million people. There is 
no need for the administration to re- 
invent the wheel when there are will- 
ing geographic partners ready and will- 
ing to take this Teaching Geography is 
Fundamental bill and run with it. 

We live in an age when our innova- 
tive economy is becoming ever more 
global and new cyber technology con- 
nects schoolchildren not only to their 
friend across the street but to their 
friend across the ocean, Better geog- 
raphy literacy at a young age—along 
with an understanding and apprecia- 
tion of other cultures—is so important 
nowadays. I think it is both fitting and 
appropriate that we continue to en- 
courage that curiosity with our chil- 
dren, and this bill helps us get there. 
That is why I am proud to cosponsor 
this bill, and I encourage my col- 
leagues to support it as well. 


EE 


NOTICE OF ISSUANCE 


Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the fol- 
lowing regulations were printed in the 
RECORD on January 25, 2011. Due to er- 
rors in the initial printing, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the notice be re- 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE TEXT OF REGULATIONS 
FOR THE VETERANS EMPLOYMENT OPPORTU- 
NITIES ACT OF 1998 
When approved by the House of Represent- 

atives for the House of Representatives, 

these regulations will have the prefix “Н.” 

When approved by the Senate for the Senate, 

these regulations will have the prefix “S.” 

When approved by Congress for the other em- 

ploying offices covered by the CAA, these 

regulations will have the prefix “С.” 

In this draft, “H&S Regs” denotes the pro- 
visions that would be included in the regula- 
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tions applicable to be made applicable to the 

House and Senate, and ‘C Reg” denotes the 

provisions that would be included in the reg- 

ulations to be made applicable to other em- 
ploying offices. 

PART 1—Extension of Rights and Protec- 
tions Relating to Veterans’ Preference Under 
Title 5, United States Code, to Covered Em- 
ployees of the Legislative Branch (section 
4(c) of the Veterans Employment Opportuni- 
ties Act of 1998) 

Subpart A—Matters of General Applicability 
to All Regulations Promulgated under Sec- 
tion 4 of the VEOA 

Sec. 

1.101 Purpose and scope. 

1.102 Definitions. 

1.103 Adoption of regulations. 

1.104 Coordination with section 225 of the 

Congressional Accountability 
Act. 

SEC. 1.101. PURPOSE AND SCOPE. 

(a) Section 4(c) of the VEOA. The Veterans 
Employment Opportunities Act of 1998 
(VEOA) applies the rights and protections of 
sections 2108, 3309 through 3312, and sub- 
chapter I of chapter 35 of title 5 U.S.C., to 
certain covered employees within the Legis- 
lative branch. 

(b) Purpose of regulations. The regulations 
set forth herein are the substantive regula- 
tions that the Board of Directors of the Of- 
fice of Compliance has promulgated pursuant 
to section 4(c)(4) of the VEOA, in accordance 
with the rulemaking procedure set forth in 
section 304 of the CAA (2 U.S.C. $1384). The 
purpose of subparts B, C and D of these regu- 
lations is to define veterans’ preference and 
the administration of veterans’ preference as 
applicable to Federal employment in the 
Legislative branch. (5 U.S.C. §2108, as applied 
by the VEOA). The purpose of subpart E of 
these regulations is to ensure that the prin- 
ciples of the veterans’ preference laws are in- 
tegrated into the existing employment and 
retention policies and processes of those em- 
ploying offices with employees covered by 
the VEOA, and to provide for transparency 
in the application of veterans’ preference in 
covered appointment and retention deci- 
sions. Provided, nothing in these regulations 
shall be construed so as to require an em- 
ploying office to reduce any existing vet- 
erans’ preference rights and protections that 
it may afford to preference eligible individ- 
uals. 

H Regs: (c) Scope of Regulations. The def- 
inition of ‘‘covered employee” in Section 4(c) 
of the VEOA limits the scope of the statute’s 
applicability within the Legislative branch. 
The term ‘‘covered employee” excludes any 
employee: (1) whose appointment is made by 
the President with the advice and consent of 
the Senate; (2) whose appointment is made 
by a Member of Congress within an employ- 
ing office, as defined by Sec. 101(9)(A-C) of 
the CAA, 2 U.S.C. §1301(9)(A-C) or; (3) whose 
appointment is made by a committee or sub- 
committee of either House of Congress or a 
joint committee of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate; or (4) who is appointed 
to a position, the duties of which are equiva- 
lent to those of a Senior Executive Service 
position (within the meaning of section 
3132(a)(2) of title 5, United States Code). Ac- 
cordingly, these regulations shall not apply 
to any employing office that only employs 
individuals excluded from the definition of 
covered employee. 

S Regs: (c) Scope of Regulations. The def- 
inition of ‘‘covered employee” in Section 4(c) 
of the VEOA limits the scope of the statute’s 
applicability within the Legislative branch. 
The term ‘‘covered employee” excludes any 
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employee: (1) whose appointment is made by 
the President with the advice and consent of 
the Senate; (2) whose appointment is made 
or directed by a Member of Congress within 
an employing office, as defined by Sec. 
101(9)(A-C) of the CAA, 2 U.S.C. §1301(9)(A-C) 
or; (8) whose appointment is made by a com- 
mittee or subcommittee of either House of 
Congress or a joint committee of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate; (4) who is 
appointed pursuant to section 105(a) of the 
Second Supplemental Appropriations Act, 
1978; or (5) who is appointed to a position, the 
duties of which are equivalent to those of a 
Senior Executive Service position (within 
the meaning of section 3132(a)(2) of title 5, 
United States Code). Accordingly, these reg- 
ulations shall not apply to any employing of- 
fice that only employs individuals excluded 
from the definition of covered employee. 

C Regs: (c) Scope of Regulations. The def- 
inition of ‘‘covered employee” in Section 4(c) 
of the VEOA limits the scope of the statute’s 
applicability within the Legislative branch. 
The term ‘‘covered employee” excludes any 
employee: (1) whose appointment is made by 
the President with the advice and consent of 
the Senate; (2) whose appointment is made 
by a Member of Congress or by a committee 
or subcommittee of either House of Congress 
or a joint committee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Senate; or (3) who is ap- 
pointed to a position, the duties of which are 
equivalent to those of a Senior Executive 
Service position (within the meaning of sec- 
tion 3132(a)(2) of title 5, United States Code). 
Accordingly, these regulations shall not 
apply to any employing office that only em- 
ploys individuals excluded from the defini- 
tion of covered employee. 

SEC. 1.102. DEFINITIONS. 

Except as otherwise provided in these regu- 
lations, as used in these regulations: 

(a) ‘‘Accredited physician” means a doctor 
of medicine or osteopathy who is authorized 
to practice medicine or surgery (as appro- 
priate) by the State in which the doctor 
practices. The phrase ‘‘authorized to practice 
by the State” as used in this section means 
that the provider must be authorized to diag- 
nose and treat physical or mental health 
conditions without supervision by a doctor 
or other health care provider. 

(b) “Act”? or “САА” means the Congres- 
sional Accountability Act of 1995, as amend- 
ed (Pub. L. 104-1, 109 Stat. 3, 2 U.S.C. §§ 1301- 
1438). 

(c) “Active duty” or “active military 
duty” means full-time duty with military 
pay and allowances in the armed forces, ex- 
cept (1) for training or for determining phys- 
ical fitness and (2) for service in the Reserves 
or National Guard. 

(d) “Appointment” means an individual’s 
appointment to employment in a covered po- 
sition, but does not include any personnel 
action that an employing office takes with 
regard to an existing employee of the em- 
ploying office. 

(e) “Armed forces” means the United 
States Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, 
and Coast Guard. 

(£) “Board” means the Board of Directors 
of the Office of Compliance. 

H Regs: (g) “Covered employee” means 
any employee of (1) the House of Representa- 
tives; (2) the Senate; (3) the Office of Con- 
gressional Accessibility Services; (4) the 
Capitol Police; (5) the Congressional Budget 
Office; (6) the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol; (7) the Office of the Attending Phy- 
sician; or (8) the Office of Compliance, but 
does not include an employee (aa) whose ap- 
pointment is made by the President with the 
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advice and consent of the Senate; (bb) whose 
appointment is made by a Member of Con- 
gress; (cc) whose appointment is made by a 
committee or subcommittee of either House 
of Congress or a joint committee of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate; or 
(dd) who is appointed to a position, the du- 
ties of which are equivalent to those of a 
Senior Executive Service position (within 
the meaning of section 3132(a)(2) of title 5, 
United States Code). The term covered em- 
ployee includes an applicant for employment 
in a covered position and a former covered 
employee. 

S Regs: (g) “Covered employee” means 
any employee of (1) the House of Representa- 
tives; (2) the Senate; (3) the Office of Con- 
gressional Accessibility Services; (4) the 
Capitol Police; (5) the Congressional Budget 
Office; (6) the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol; (7) the Office of the Attending Phy- 
sician; or (8) the Office of Compliance, but 
does not include an employee (aa) whose ap- 
pointment is made by the President with the 
advice and consent of the Senate; (bb) whose 
appointment is made or directed by a Mem- 
ber of Congress; (cc) whose appointment is 
made by a committee or subcommittee of ei- 
ther House of Congress or a joint committee 
of the House of Representatives and the Sen- 
ate; (dd) who is appointed pursuant to sec- 
tion 105(a) of the Second Supplemental Ap- 
propriations Act, 1978; or (ee) who is ap- 
pointed to a position, the duties of which are 
equivalent to those of a Senior Executive 
Service position (within the meaning of sec- 
tion 3132(a)(2) of title 5, United States Code). 
The term covered employee includes an ap- 
plicant for employment in a covered position 
and a former covered employee. 

C Regs: (g) “Covered employee” means 
any employee of (1) the Office of Congres- 
sional Accessibility Services; (2) the Capitol 
Police; (3) the Congressional Budget Office; 
(4) the Office of the Architect of the Capitol; 
(5) the Office of the Attending Physician; or 
(6) the Office of Compliance, but does not in- 
clude an employee: (aa) whose appointment 
is made by the President with the advice and 
consent of the Senate; or (bb) whose appoint- 
ment is made by a Member of Congress or by 
a committee or subcommittee of either 
House of Congress or a joint committee of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate; 
or (cc) who is appointed to a position, the du- 
ties of which are equivalent to those of a 
Senior Executive Service position (within 
the meaning of section 3132(a)(2) of title 5, 
United States Code). The term covered em- 
ployee includes an applicant for employment 
in a covered position and a former covered 
employee. 

(h) “Covered position” means any position 
that is or will be held by a covered employee. 

(i) “Disabled veteran” means a person who 
was separated under honorable conditions 
from active duty in the armed forces per- 
formed at any time and who has established 
the present existence of a service-connected 
disability or is receiving compensation, dis- 
ability retirement benefits, or pensions be- 
cause of a public statute administered by the 
Department of Veterans Affairs or a military 
department. 

(j) Employee of the Office of the Architect 
of the Capitol includes any employee of the 
Office of the Architect of the Capitol or the 
Botanic Gardens. 

(k) Employee of the Capitol Police includes 
any member or officer of the Capitol Police. 

H Regs: (1) Employee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives includes an individual occu- 
pying a position the pay of which is dis- 
bursed by the Clerk of the House of Rep- 
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resentatives, or another official designated 
by the House of Representatives, or any em- 
ployment position in an entity that is paid 
with funds derived from the clerk-hire allow- 
ance of the House of Representatives but not 
any such individual employed by any entity 
listed in subparagraphs (3) through (8) of 
paragraph (g) above nor any individual de- 
scribed in subparagraphs (aa) through (dd) of 
paragraph (g) section 1.102 of the regulations 
classified with an “H” classification. 

S Regs: (1) Employee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives includes an individual occu- 
pying a position the pay of which is dis- 
bursed by the Clerk of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, or another official designated 
by the House of Representatives, or any em- 
ployment position in an entity that is paid 
with funds derived from the clerk-hire allow- 
ance of the House of Representatives but not 
any such individual employed by any entity 
listed in subparagraphs (3) through (8) of 
paragraph (g) above nor any individual de- 
scribed in subparagraphs (aa) through (dd) of 
paragraph (g) of section 1.102 of the regula- 
tions classified with an “H” classification. 

C Regs: (1) Employee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives includes an individual occu- 
pying a position the pay of which is dis- 
bursed by the Clerk of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, or another official designated 
by the House of Representatives, or any em- 
ployment position in an entity that is paid 
with funds derived from the clerk-hire allow- 
ance of the House of Representatives but not 
any such individual employed by any entity 
listed in paragraph (g) above nor any indi- 
vidual described in subparagraphs (aa) 
through (dd) of paragraph (g) of section 1.102 
of the regulations classified with an “Н” 
classification. 

H Regs: (m) Employee of the Senate in- 
cludes any employee whose pay is disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate, but not any 
such individual employed by any entity list- 
ed in subparagraphs (3) through (8) of para- 
graph (g) above nor any individual described 
in subparagraphs (aa) through (ee) of para- 
graph (g) of section 1.102 of the regulations 
classified with an “S” classification. 

S Regs: (m) Employee of the Senate in- 

cludes any employee whose pay is disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate, but not any 
such individual employed by any entity list- 
ed in subparagraphs (3) through (8) of para- 
graph (g) above nor any individual described 
in subparagraphs (aa) through (ee) of para- 
graph (g) of section 1.102 of the regulations 
classified with an “S” classification. 
C Regs: (m) Employee of the Senate in- 
cludes any employee whose pay is disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate, but not any 
such individual employed by any entity list- 
ed in paragraph (g) above nor any individual 
described in subparagraphs (aa) through (ee) 
of paragraph (g) of section 1.102 of the regu- 
lations classified with an “S” classification. 
H Regs: (п) ‘‘Employing office” means: (1) 
the personal office of a Member of the House 
of Representatives; (2) a committee of the 
House of Representatives or a joint com- 
mittee of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate; or (3) any other office headed by 
a person with the final authority to appoint, 
hire, discharge, and set the terms, condi- 
tions, or privileges of the employment of an 
employee of the House of Representatives or 
the Senate. 

S Regs: (п) ‘‘Employing office” means: (1) 
the personal office of a Senator; (2) a com- 
mittee of the Senate or a joint committee of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate; 
or (3) any other office headed by a person 
with the final authority to appoint, or be di- 
rected by a Member of Congress to appoint, 
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hire, discharge, and set the terms, condi- 
tions, or privileges of the employment of an 
employee of the House of Representatives or 
the Senate. 

С Regs: (n) “Employing office” means: 
the Office of Congressional Accessibility 
Services, the Capitol Police, the Congres- 
sional Budget Office, the Office of the Archi- 
tect of the Capitol, the Office of the Attend- 
ing Physician, and the Office of Compliance. 

(о) “Office” means the Office of Compli- 
ance. 

(p) “Preference eligible” means veterans, 
spouses, widows, widowers or mothers who 
meet the definition of ‘“ргеѓегепсе eligible” 
in 5 U.S.C. §2108(3)(A)-(G). 

(q) “Qualified applicant” means an appli- 
cant for a covered position whom an em- 
ploying office deems to satisfy the requisite 
minimum job-related requirements of the po- 
sition. Where the employing office uses an 
entrance examination or evaluation for a 
covered position that is numerically scored, 
the term ‘‘qualified applicant” shall mean 
that the applicant has received a passing 
score on the examination or evaluation. 

(r) “Separated under honorable condi- 
tions”? means either an honorable or a gen- 
eral discharge from the armed forces. The 
Department of Defense is responsible for ad- 
ministering and defining military dis- 
charges. 

(s) “Uniformed services” means the armed 
forces, the commissioned corps of the Public 
Health Service, and the commissioned corps 
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad- 
ministration. 

(t) “VEOA” means the Veterans Employ- 
ment Opportunities Act of 1998 (Pub. L. 105- 
339, 112 Stat. 3182). 

(u) “Veterans” means persons as defined in 
5 U.S.C. §2108(1), or any superseding legisla- 
tion. 

SEC. 1.103. ADOPTION OF REGULATIONS. 

(a) Adoption of regulations. Section 
4(c)(4)(A) of the VEOA generally authorizes 
the Board to issue regulations to implement 
section 4(c). In addition, section 4(c)(4)(B) of 
the VEOA directs the Board to promulgate 
regulations that are ‘е same as the most 
relevant substantive regulations (applicable 
with respect to the Executive branch) pro- 
mulgated to implement the statutory provi- 
sions referred to in paragraph (2)’’ of section 
4(c) of the VEOA. Those statutory provisions 
are section 2108, sections 3309 through 3312, 
and subchapter I of chapter 35, of title 5, 
United States Code. The regulations issued 
by the Board herein are on all matters for 
which section 4(c)(4)(B) of the VEOA requires 
a regulation to be issued. Specifically, it is 
the Board’s considered judgment based on 
the information available to it at the time of 
promulgation of these regulations, that, 
with the exception of the regulations adopt- 
ed and set forth herein, there are no other 
“substantive regulations (applicable with re- 
spect to the Executive branch) promulgated 
to implement the statutory provisions re- 
ferred to in paragraph (2)”’ of section 4(c) of 
the VEOA that need be adopted. 

(b) Modification of substantive regula- 
tions. As a qualification to the statutory ob- 
ligation to issue regulations that are ‘‘the 
same as the most substantive regulations 
(applicable with respect to the Executive 
branch)’’, section 4(c)(4)(B) of the VEOA au- 
thorizes the Board to ‘‘determine, for good 
cause shown and stated together with the 
regulation, that a modification of such regu- 
lations would be more effective for the im- 
plementation of the rights and protections 
under” section 4(c) of the VEOA. 

(c) Rationale for Departure from the Most 
Relevant Executive Branch Regulations. The 
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Board concludes that it must promulgate 
regulations accommodating the human re- 
source systems existing in the Legislative 
branch; and that such regulations must take 
into account the fact that the Board does not 
possess the statutory and Executive Order 
based government-wide policy making au- 
thority underlying OPM’s counterpart VEOA 
regulations governing the Executive branch. 

OPM’s regulations are designed for the com- 

petitive service (defined in 5 U.S.C. 

2102(a)(2)), which does not exist in the em- 

ploying offices subject to this regulation. 

Therefore, to follow the OPM regulations 

would create detailed and complex rules and 

procedures for a workforce that does not 
exist in the Legislative branch, while pro- 
viding no VEOA protections to the covered 

Legislative branch employees. We have cho- 

sen to propose specially tailored regulations, 

rather than simply to adopt those promul- 
gated by OPM, so that we may effectuate 

Congress’s intent in extending the principles 

of the veterans’ preference laws to the Legis- 

lative branch through the VEOA. 

SEC. 1.104. COORDINATION WITH SECTION 225 OF 

THE CONGRESSIONAL ACCOUNT- 
ABILITY ACT. 

Statutory directive. Section 4(c)(4)(C) of 
the VEOA requires that promulgated regula- 
tions must be consistent with section 225 of 
the CAA. Among the relevant provisions of 
section 225 are subsection (f)(1), which pre- 
scribes as a rule of construction that defini- 
tions and exemptions in the laws made appli- 
cable by the CAA shall apply under the CAA, 
and subsection (f)(3), which states that the 
CAA shall not be considered to authorize en- 
forcement of the CAA by the Executive 
branch. 

Subpart B—Veterans’ Preference—General 

Provisions 

Sec. 

1.105 Responsibility for administration of 
veterans’ preference. 

1.106 Procedures for bringing claims under 
the VEOA. 

SEC. 1.105. RESPONSIBILITY FOR ADMINISTRA- 

TION OF VETERANS’ PREFERENCE. 

Subject to section 1.106, employing offices 
with covered employees or covered positions 
are responsible for making all veterans’ pref- 
erence determinations, consistent with the 
VEOA. 

SEC. 1.106. PROCEDURES FOR BRINGING CLAIMS 

UNDER THE VEOA. 

Applicants for appointment to a covered 
position and covered employees may contest 
adverse veterans’ preference determinations, 
including any determination that a pref- 
erence eligible applicant is not a qualified 
applicant, pursuant to sections 401-416 of the 
CAA, 2 U.S.C. §§1401-1416, and provisions of 
law referred to therein; 206a(3) of the CAA, 2 
U.S.C. §§1401, section 4(c)(8) of the Veterans 
Employment Opportunities Act of 1998; and 
the Office’s Procedural Rules. 

Subpart C—Veterans’ Preference in 
Appointments 

Sec. 

1.107 Veterans’ preference in appointments 
to restricted covered positions. 

1.108 Veterans’ preference in appointments 
to non-restricted covered posi- 
tions. 

1.109 Crediting experience in appointments 
to covered positions. 

1.110 Waiver of physical requirements in ap- 
pointments to covered posi- 
tions. 

SEC. 1.107. VETERANS’ PREFERENCE IN APPOINT- 

MENTS TO RESTRICTED POSITIONS. 

In each appointment action for the posi- 

tions of custodian, elevator operator, guard, 
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and messenger (as defined below and collec- 
tively referred to in these regulations as re- 
stricted covered positions) employing offices 
shall restrict competition to preference eli- 
gible applicants as long as qualified pref- 
erence eligible applicants are available. The 
provisions of sections 1.109 and 1.110 below 
shall apply to the appointment of a pref- 
erence eligible applicant to a restricted cov- 
ered position. The provisions of section 1.108 
shall apply to the appointment of a pref- 
erence eligible applicant to a restricted cov- 
ered position, in the event that there is more 
than one preference eligible applicant for the 
position. 

Custodian—One whose primary duty is the 
performance of cleaning or other ordinary 
routine maintenance duties in or about a 
government building or a building under 
Federal control, park, monument, or other 
Federal reservation. 

Elevator operator—One whose primary 
duty is the running of freight or passenger 
elevators. The work includes opening and 
closing elevator gates and doors, working el- 
evator controls, loading and unloading the 
elevator, giving information and directions 
to passengers such as on the location of of- 
fices, and reporting problems in running the 
elevator. 

Guard—One whose primary duty is the as- 
signment to a station, beat, or patrol area in 
a Federal building or a building under Fed- 
eral control to prevent illegal entry of per- 
sons or property; or required to stand watch 
at or to patrol a Federal reservation, indus- 
trial area, or other area designated by Fed- 
eral authority, in order to protect life and 
property; make observations for detection of 
fire, trespass, unauthorized removal of public 
property or hazards to Federal personnel or 
property. The term guard does not include 
law enforcement officer positions of the Cap- 
itol Police. 

Messenger—One whose primary duty is the 
supervision or performance of general mes- 
senger work (such as running errands, deliv- 
ering messages, and answering call bells). 
SEC. 1.108. VETERANS’ PREFERENCE IN APPOINT- 

MENTS TO NON-RESTRICTED COV- 
ERED POSITIONS. 

(a) Where an employing office has duly 
adopted a policy requiring the numerical 
scoring or rating of applicants for covered 
positions, the employing office shall add 
points to the earned ratings of those pref- 
erence eligible applicants who receive pass- 
ing scores in an entrance examination, in a 
manner that is proportionately comparable 
to the points prescribed in 5 U.S.C. §3309. For 
example, five preference points shall be 
granted to preference eligible applicants in a 
100-point system, one point shall be granted 
in a 20-point system, and so on. 

(b) In all other situations involving ap- 
pointment to a covered position, employing 
offices shall consider veterans’ preference 
eligibility as an affirmative factor in the em- 
ploying office’s determination of who will be 
appointed from among qualified applicants. 
SEC. 1.109. CREDITING EXPERIENCE IN APPOINT- 

MENTS TO COVERED POSITIONS. 

When considering applicants for covered 
positions in which experience is an element 
of qualification, employing offices shall pro- 
vide preference eligible applicants with cred- 
it: 

(a) for time spent in the military service 
(1) as an extension of time spent in the posi- 
tion in which the applicant was employed 
immediately before his/her entrance into the 
military service, or (2) on the basis of actual 
duties performed in the military service, or 
(3) аз a combination of both methods. Em- 
ploying offices shall credit time spent in the 
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military service according to the method 
that will be of most benefit to the preference 
eligible applicant; and 

(b) for all experience material to the posi- 
tion for which the applicant is being consid- 
ered, including experience gained in reli- 
gious, civic, welfare, service, and organiza- 
tional activities, regardless of whether he/ 
she received pay therefor. 

SEC. 1.110. WAIVER OF PHYSICAL REQUIREMENTS 
IN APPOINTMENTS TO COVERED PO- 
SITIONS. 

(a) Subject to (c) below, in determining 
qualifications of a preference eligible for ap- 
pointment, an employing office shall waive: 

(1) with respect to a preference eligible ap- 
plicant, requirements as to age, height, and 
weight, unless the requirement is essential 
to the performance of the duties of the posi- 
tion; and 

(2) with respect to a preference eligible ap- 
plicant to whom it has made a conditional 
offer of employment, physical requirements 
if, in the opinion of the employing office, on 
the basis of evidence before it, including any 
recommendation of an accredited physician 
submitted by the preference eligible appli- 
cant, the preference eligible applicant is 
physically able to perform efficiently the du- 
ties of the position; 

(b) Subject to (c) below, if an employing of- 
fice determines, on the basis of evidence be- 
fore it, including any recommendation of an 
accredited physician submitted by the pref- 
erence eligible applicant, that an applicant 
to whom it has made a conditional offer of 
employment is preference eligible as a dis- 
abled veteran as described in 5 U.S.C. 
$2108(3)(С) and who has a compensable serv- 
ice-connected disability of 30 percent or 
more is not able to fulfill the physical re- 
quirements of the covered position, the em- 
ploying office shall notify the preference eli- 
gible applicant of the reasons for the deter- 
mination and of the right to respond and to 
submit additional information to the em- 
ploying office, within 15 days of the date of 
the notification. The head of the employing 
office may, by providing written notice to 
the preference eligible applicant, shorten the 
period for submitting a response with respect 
to an appointment to a particular covered 
position, if necessary because of a need to 
fill the covered position immediately. 
Should the preference eligible applicant 
make a timely response, the highest ranking 
individual or group of individuals with au- 
thority to make employment decisions on 
behalf of the employing office shall render a 
final determination of the physical ability of 
the preference eligible applicant to perform 
the duties of the position, taking into ac- 
count the response and any additional infor- 
mation provided by the preference eligible 
applicant. When the employing office has 
completed its review of the proposed dis- 
qualification on the basis of physical dis- 
ability, it shall send its findings to the pref- 
erence eligible applicant. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall relieve an 
employing office of any obligations it may 
have pursuant to the Americans with Dis- 
abilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. §12101 et seq.) 
as applied by section 102(a)(3) of the Act, 2 
U.S.C. $1302(а)(3). 

Subpart D—Veterans’ preference in 
reductions in force 


Sec. 

1.111 Definitions applicable in reductions in 
force. 

1.112 Application of preference in reductions 
in force. 

1.118 Crediting experience in reductions in 
force. 
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1.114 Waiver of physical requirements in re- 
ductions in force. 
1.115 Transfer of functions. 
SEC. 1.111. DEFINITIONS APPLICABLE IN REDUC- 
TIONS IN FORCE. 

(a) Competing covered employees are the 
covered employees within a particular posi- 
tion or job classification, at or within a par- 
ticular competitive area, as those terms are 
defined below. 

(b) Competitive area is that portion of the 
employing office’s organizational structure, 
as determined by the employing office, in 
which covered employees compete for reten- 
tion. A competitive area must be defined 
solely in terms of the employing office’s or- 
ganizational unit(s) and geographical loca- 
tion, and it must include all employees with- 
in the competitive area so defined. A com- 
petitive area may consist of all or part of an 
employing office. The minimum competitive 
area is a department or subdivision of the 
employing office within the local commuting 
area. 

(c) Position classifications or job classi- 
fications are determined by the employing 
office, and shall refer to all covered positions 
within a competitive area that are in the 
same grade, occupational level or classifica- 
tion, and which are similar enough in duties, 
qualification requirements, pay schedules, 
tenure (type of appointment) and working 
conditions so that an employing office may 
reassign the incumbent of one position to 
any of the other positions in the position 
classification without undue interruption. 

(d) Preference Eligibles. For the purpose of 
applying veterans’ preference in reductions 
in force, except with respect to the applica- 
tion of section 1.114 of these regulations re- 
garding the waiver of physical requirements, 
the following shall apply: 

(1) “active service” has the meaning given 
it by section 101 of title 37; 

(2) ‘‘a retired member of a uniformed serv- 
ісе” means a member or former member of a 
uniformed service who is entitled, under 
statute, to retired, retirement, or retainer 
pay on account of his/her service as such a 
member; and 

(8) a preference eligible covered employee 
who is a retired member of a uniformed serv- 
ice is considered a preference eligible only if 

(A) his/her retirement was based on dis- 
ability— 

(i) resulting from injury or disease re- 
ceived in line of duty as a direct result of 
armed conflict; or 

(ii) caused by an instrumentality of war 
and incurred in the line of duty during a pe- 
riod of war as defined by sections 101 and 1101 
of title 38; 

(B) his/her service does not include twenty 
or more years of full-time active service, re- 
gardless of when performed but not including 
periods of active duty for training; or 

(C) on November 30, 1964, he/she was em- 
ployed in a position to which this subchapter 
applies and thereafter he/she continued to be 
so employed without a break in service of 
more than 30 days. 

The definition of ‘‘preference eligible” as 
set forth in 5 U.S.C. §2108 and section 1.102(p) 
of these regulations shall apply to waivers of 
physical requirements in determining an em- 
ployee’s qualifications for retention under 
section 1.114 of these regulations. 

H&S Regs: (e) Reduction in force is any 
termination of a covered employee’s employ- 
ment or the reduction in pay and/or position 
grade of a covered employee for more than 30 
days and that may be required for budgetary 
or workload reasons, changes resulting from 
reorganization, or the need to make room for 
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an employee with reemployment or restora- 
tion rights. The term ‘‘reduction in force” 
does not encompass a termination or other 
personnel action: (1) predicated upon per- 
formance, conduct or other grounds attrib- 
utable to an employee, or (2) involving an 
employee who is employed by the employing 
office on a temporary basis, or (38) attrib- 
utable to a change in party leadership or ma- 
jority party status within the House of Con- 
gress where the employee is employed. 

C Regs: (e) Reduction in force is any ter- 
mination of a covered employee’s employ- 
ment or the reduction in pay and/or position 
grade of a covered employee for more than 30 
days and that may be required for budgetary 
or workload reasons, changes resulting from 
reorganization, or the need to make room for 
an employee with reemployment or restora- 
tion rights. The term ‘‘reduction in force” 
does not encompass a termination or other 
personnel action: (1) predicated upon per- 
formance, conduct or other grounds attrib- 
utable to an employee, or (2) involving an 
employee who is employed by the employing 
office on a temporary basis. 

(f) Undue interruption is a degree of inter- 
ruption that would prevent the completion 
of required work by a covered employee 90 
days after the employee has been placed in a 
different position under this part. The 90-day 
standard should be considered within the al- 
lowable limits of time and quality, taking 
into account the pressures of priorities, 
deadlines, and other demands. However, 
work generally would not be considered to be 
unduly interrupted if a covered employee 
needs more than 90 days after the reduction 
in force to perform the optimum quality or 
quantity of work. The 90-day standard may 
be extended if placement is made under this 
part to a program accorded low priority by 
the employing office, or to a vacant position. 
SEC. 1.112. APPLICATION OF PREFERENCE IN RE- 

DUCTIONS IN FORCE. 

Prior to carrying out a reduction in force 
that will affect covered employees, employ- 
ing offices shall determine which, if any, 
covered employees within a particular group 
of competing covered employees are entitled 
to veterans’ preference eligibility status in 
accordance with these regulations. In deter- 
mining which covered employees will be re- 
tained, employing offices will treat veterans’ 
preference as the controlling factor in reten- 
tion decisions among such competing cov- 
ered employees, regardless of length of serv- 
ice or performance, provided that the pref- 
erence eligible employee’s performance has 
not been determined to be unacceptable. 
Provided, a preference eligible employee who 
is a ‘‘disabled veteran” under section 1.102(i) 
above who has a compensable service-con- 
nected disability of 30 percent or more and 
whose performance has not been determined 
to be unacceptable by an employing office is 
entitled to be retained in preference to other 
preference eligible employees. Provided, this 
section does not relieve an employing office 
of any greater obligation it may be subject 
to pursuant to the Worker Adjustment and 
Retraining Notification Act (29 U.S.C. §2101 
et seq.) as applied by section 102(a)(9) of the 
CAA, 2 U.S.C. §1802(a)(9). 

SEC. 1.113. CREDITING EXPERIENCE IN REDUC- 
TIONS IN FORCE. 

In computing length of service in connec- 
tion with a reduction in force, the employing 
office shall provide credit to preference eligi- 
ble covered employees as follows: 

(a) a preference eligible covered employee 
who is not a retired member of a uniformed 
service is entitled to credit for the total 
length of time in active service in the armed 
forces; 
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(b) a preference eligible covered employee 
who is a retired member of a uniformed serv- 
ice is entitled to credit for: 

(1) the length of time in active service in 
the armed forces during a war, or in a cam- 
paign or expedition for which a campaign 
badge has been authorized; or 

(2) the total length of time in active serv- 
ice in the armed forces if he is included 
under 5 U.S.C. §3501(a)(3)(A), (B), or (C); and 

(c) a preference eligible covered employee 
is entitled to credit for: 

(1) service rendered as an employee of a 
county committee established pursuant to 
section 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Do- 
mestic Allotment Act or of a committee or 
association of producers described in section 
10(b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, re- 
enacted with amendments by the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937; and 

(2) service rendered as an employee de- 
scribed in 5 U.S.C. §2105(c) if such employee 
moves or has moved, on or after January 1, 
1966, without a break in service of more than 
3 days, from a position in a nonappropriated 
fund instrumentality of the Department of 
Defense or the Coast Guard to a position in 
the Department of Defense or the Coast 
Guard, respectively, that is not described in 
5 U.S.C. §2105(c). 

SEC. 1.114. WAIVER OF PHYSICAL REQUIREMENTS 
IN REDUCTIONS IN FORCE. 

(a) If an employing office determines, on 
the basis of evidence before it, that a covered 
employee is preference eligible, the employ- 
ing office shall waive, in determining the 
covered employee’s retention status in a re- 
duction in force: 

(1) requirements as to age, height, and 
weight, unless the requirement is essential 
to the performance of the duties of the posi- 
tion; and 

(2) physical requirements if, in the opinion 
of the employing office, on the basis of evi- 
dence before it, including any recommenda- 
tion of an accredited physician submitted by 
the employee, the preference eligible covered 
employee is physically able to perform effi- 
ciently the duties of the position. 

(b) If an employing office determines that 
a covered employee who is a preference eligi- 
ble as a disabled veteran as described in 5 
U.S.C. §2108(8)(C) and has a compensable 
service-connected disability of 30 percent or 
more is not able to fulfill the physical re- 
quirements of the covered position, the em- 
ploying office shall notify the preference eli- 
gible covered employee of the reasons for the 
determination and of the right to respond 
and to submit additional information to the 
employing office within 15 days of the date of 
the notification. Should the preference eligi- 
ble covered employee make a timely re- 
sponse, the highest ranking individual or 
group of individuals with authority to make 
employment decisions on behalf of the em- 
ploying office, shall render a final deter- 
mination of the physical ability of the pref- 
erence eligible covered employee to perform 
the duties of the covered position, taking 
into account the evidence before it, includ- 
ing the response and any additional informa- 
tion provided by the preference eligible. 
When the employing office has completed its 
review of the proposed disqualification on 
the basis of physical disability, it shall send 
its findings to the preference eligible covered 
employee. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall relieve an 
employing office of any obligation it may 
have pursuant to the Americans with Dis- 
abilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. §12101 et seq.) 
as applied by section 102(a)(3) of the CAA, 2 
U.S.C. $1302(а)(3). 
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SEC. 1.115. TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS. 

(a) When a function is transferred from one 
employing office to another employing of- 
fice, each covered employee in the affected 
position classifications or job classifications 
in the function that is to be transferred shall 
be transferred to the receiving employing of- 
fice for employment in a covered position for 
which he/she is qualified before the receiving 
employing office may make an appointment 
from another source to that position. 

(b) When one employing office is replaced 
by another employing office, each covered 
employee in the affected position classifica- 
tions or job classifications in the employing 
office to be replaced shall be transferred to 
the replacing employing office for employ- 
ment in a covered position for which he/she 
is qualified before the replacing employing 
office may make an appointment from an- 
other source to that position. 

Subpart E—Adoption of Veterans’ preference 
policies, recordkeeping & informational re- 
quirements 

Sec. 

1.116 Adoption of veterans’ preference policy. 

1.117 Preservation of records made or kept. 

1.118 Dissemination of veterans’ preference 
policies to applicants for cov- 
ered positions. 

1.119 Information regarding veterans’ pref- 
erence determinations in ap- 
pointments. 

1.120 Dissemination of veterans’ preference 
policies to covered employees. 

1.121 Written notice prior to a reduction in 

force. 

1.116. ADOPTION OF VETERANS’ 

ERENCE POLICY. 

No later than 120 calendar days following 
Congressional approval of this regulation, 
each employing office that employs one or 
more covered employees or that seeks appli- 
cants for a covered position shall adopt its 
written policy specifying how it has inte- 
grated the veterans’ preference requirements 
of the Veterans Employment Opportunities 
Act of 1998 and these regulations into its em- 
ployment and retention processes. Each such 
employing office will make its policies avail- 
able to applicants for appointment to a cov- 
ered position and to covered employees in 
accordance with these regulations. The act 
of adopting a veterans’ preference policy 
shall not relieve any employing office of any 
other responsibility or requirement of the 
Veterans Employment Opportunities Act of 
1998 or these regulations. An employing of- 
fice may amend or replace its veterans’ pref- 
erence policies as it deems necessary or ap- 
propriate, so long as the resulting policies 
are consistent with the VEOA and these reg- 
ulations. 

SEC. 1.117. PRESERVATION OF RECORDS MADE 

OR KEPT. 

An employing office that employs one or 
more covered employees or that seeks appli- 
cants for a covered position shall maintain 
any records relating to the application of its 
veterans’ preference policy to applicants for 
covered positions and to workforce adjust- 
ment decisions affecting covered employees 
for a period of at least one year from the 
date of the making of the record or the date 
of the personnel action involved or, if later, 
one year from the date on which the appli- 
cant or covered employee is notified of the 
personnel action. Where a claim has been 
brought under section 401 of the CAA against 
an employing office under the VEOA, the re- 
spondent employing office shall preserve all 
personnel records relevant to the claim until 
final disposition of the claim. The term ‘‘per- 
sonnel records relevant to the claim’’, for ex- 
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ample, would include records relating to the 
veterans’ preference determination regard- 
ing the person bringing the claim and 
records relating to any veterans’ preference 
determinations regarding other applicants 
for the covered position the person sought, 
or records relating to the veterans’ pref- 
erence determinations regarding other cov- 
ered employees in the person’s position or 
job classification. The date of final disposi- 
tion of the charge or the action means the 
latest of the date of expiration of the statu- 
tory period within which the aggrieved per- 
son may file a complaint with the Office or 
in a U.S. District Court or, where an action 
is brought against an employing office by 
the aggrieved person, the date on which such 
litigation is terminated. 
SEC. 1.118. DISSEMINATION OF VETERANS’ PREF- 
ERENCE POLICIES TO APPLICANTS 
FOR COVERED POSITIONS. 

(a) An employing office shall state in any 
announcements and advertisements it makes 
concerning vacancies in covered positions 
that the staffing action is governed by the 
VEOA. 

(b) An employing office shall invite appli- 
cants for a covered position to identify 
themselves as veterans’ preference eligible 
applicants, provided that in doing so: 

(1) the employing office shall state clearly 
on any written application or questionnaire 
used for this purpose or make clear orally, if 
a written application or questionnaire is not 
used, that the requested information is in- 
tended for use solely in connection with the 
employing office’s obligations and efforts to 
provide veterans’ preference to preference el- 
igible applicants in accordance with the 
VEOA; 

(2) the employing office shall state clearly 
that disabled veteran status is requested on 
a voluntary basis, that it will be kept con- 
fidential in accordance with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. §12101 
et seq.) as applied by section 102(a)(3) of the 
CAA, 2 U.S.C. §1302(a)(3), that refusal to pro- 
vide it will not subject the individual to any 
adverse treatment except the possibility of 
an adverse determination regarding the indi- 
vidual’s status as a preference eligible appli- 
cant as a disabled veteran under the VEOA, 
and that any information obtained in accord- 
ance with this section concerning the med- 
ical condition or history of an individual will 
be collected, maintained and used only in ac- 
cordance with the Americans with Disabil- 
ities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. §12101 et seq.) as 
applied by section 102(a)(3) of the CAA, 2 
U.S.C. $1802(а)(3); and 

(3) the employing office shall state clearly 
that applicants may request information 
about the employing office’s veterans’ pref- 
erence policies as they relate to appoint- 
ments to covered positions, and shall de- 
scribe the employing office’s procedures for 
making such requests. 

(c) Upon written request by an applicant 
for a covered position, an employing office 
shall provide the following information in 
writing: 

(1) the VEOA definition of ‘‘preference eli- 
gible” as set forth in 5 U.S.C. §2108 or any su- 
perseding legislation, providing the actual, 
current definition in a manner designed to be 
understood by applicants, along with the 
statutory citation; and 

(2) the employing office’s veterans’ pref- 
erence policy or a summary description of 
the employing office’s veterans’ preference 
policy as it relates to appointments to cov- 
ered positions, including any procedures the 
employing office shall use to identify pref- 
erence eligible employees; 
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(3) the employing office may provide other 
information to applicants regarding its vet- 
erans’ preference policies and practices, but 
is not required to do so by these regulations. 

(d) Employing offices are also expected to 
answer questions from applicants for covered 
positions that are relevant and non-confiden- 
tial concerning the employing office’s vet- 
erans’ preference policies and practices. 

SEC. 1.119. INFORMATION REGARDING VET- 
ERANS’ PREFERENCE DETERMINA- 
TIONS IN APPOINTMENTS. 

Upon written request by an applicant for a 
covered position, the employing office shall 
promptly provide a written explanation of 
the manner in which veterans’ preference 
was applied in the employing office’s ap- 
pointment decision regarding that applicant. 
Such explanation shall include at a min- 
imum: 

(a) the employing office’s veterans’ pref- 
erence policy or a summary description of 
the employing office’s veterans’ preference 
policy as it relates to appointments to cov- 
ered positions; and 

(b) a statement as to whether the applicant 
is preference eligible and, if not, a brief 
statement of the reasons for the employing 
office’s determination that the applicant is 
not preference eligible. 

SEC. 1.120. DISSEMINATION OF VETERANS’ PREF- 
ERENCE POLICIES TO COVERED EM- 
PLOYEES. 

(a) If an employing office that employs one 
or more covered employees provides any 
written guidance to such employees con- 
cerning employee rights generally or reduc- 
tions in force more specifically, such as in a 
written employee policy, manual or hand- 
book, such guidance must include informa- 
tion concerning veterans’ preference under 
the VEOA, as set forth in subsection (b) of 
this regulation. 

(b) Written guidance described in sub- 
section (a) above shall include, at a min- 
imum: 

(1) the VEOA definition of ‘‘preference eli- 
gible” as set forth in 5 U.S.C. §2108 or any su- 
perseding legislation, providing the actual, 
current definition along with the statutory 
citation; and 

(2) the employing office’s veterans’ pref- 
erence policy or a summary description of 
the employing office’s veterans’ preference 
policy as it relates to reductions in force, in- 
cluding the procedures the employing office 
shall take to identify preference eligible em- 
ployees. 

(3) the employing office may provide other 
information in its guidance regarding its 
veterans’ preference policies and practices, 
but is not required to do so by these regula- 
tions. 

(c) Employing offices are also expected to 
answer questions from covered employees 
that are relevant and non-confidential con- 
cerning the employing office’s veterans’ pref- 
erence policies and practices. 

SEC. 1.121. WRITTEN NOTICE PRIOR TO A REDUC- 
TION IN FORCE. 

(a) Except as provided under subsection (c), 
a covered employee may not be released due 
to a reduction in force, unless the covered 
employee and the covered employee’s exclu- 
sive representative for collective-bargaining 
purposes (if any) are given written notice, in 
conformance with the requirements of para- 
graph (b), at least 60 days before the covered 
employee is so released. 

(b) Any notice under paragraph (a) shall in- 
clude— 

(1) the personnel action to be taken with 
respect to the covered employee involved; 

(2) the effective date of the action; 
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(3) a description of the procedures applica- 
ble in identifying employees for release; 

(4) the covered employee’s competitive 
area; 

(5) the covered employee’s eligibility for 
veterans’ preference in retention and how 
that preference eligibility was determined; 

(6) the retention status and preference eli- 
gibility of the other employees in the af- 
fected position classifications or job classi- 
fications within the covered employee’s com- 
petitive area, by providing: 

(A) a list of all covered employee(s) in the 
covered employee’s position classification or 
job classification and competitive area who 
will be retained by the employing office, 
identifying those employees by job title only 
and stating whether each such employee is 
preference eligible, and 

(B) a list of all covered employee(s) in the 
covered employee’s position classification or 
job classification and competitive area who 
will not be retained by the employing office, 
identifying those employees by job title only 
and stating whether each such employee is 
preference eligible; and 

(7) a description of any appeal or other 
rights which may be available. 

(c) The head of the employing office may, 
in writing, shorten the period of advance no- 
tice required under subsection (a), with re- 
spect to a particular reduction in force, if 
necessary because of circumstances not rea- 
sonably foreseeable. 

(d) No notice period may be shortened to 
less than 30 days under this subsection. 


EEE 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO TAMIKA JORDAN 


e Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, today 
I pay tribute to an outstanding Arkan- 
sas educator, Tamika Jordan. 

A curriculum technology specialist 
at Avondale Elementary School in 
West Memphis, Tamika is a recipient 
of the 2010 Milken Educator Award. 

This prestigious award is the Na- 
tion’s preeminent teacher recognition 
program that has honored 2,500 teach- 
ers, principals and specialists with in- 
dividual $25,000 awards. Selection of 
this award is based on several criteria 
including exceptional educational tal- 
ent as evidenced by outstanding in- 
structional practices in the classroom, 
school and professional апа policy 
leadership, and an engaging and inspir- 
ing presence that motivates and im- 
pacts students, colleagues and the com- 
munity. Tamika surpasses these stand- 
ards. Her outstanding contributions 
and commitment to education have 
been noticed by her students, their par- 
ents as well as her colleagues. 

Tamika’s passion for educating not 
only helps students, but also inspires 
those who work with her to do their 
best to encourage further development 
in the classroom. This truly is a major 
accomplishment in her career and 
something of which to be very proud. 

I would like to offer my appreciation 
for Tamika Jordan’s determination and 
devotion to provide a quality edu- 
cational experience for students as we 
continue to shape the eager young 
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minds of West Memphis and work to 
keep America globally competitive.e 


EE 


REPORT OF THE CONTINUATION 
OF THE NATIONAL EMERGENCY 
WITH RESPECT TO IRAN THAT 
WAS DECLARED IN EXECUTIVE 
ORDER 12957 ON MARCH 15, 1995— 
PM 7 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, prior to the 
anniversary date of its declaration, the 
President publishes in the Federal Reg- 
ister and transmits to the Congress a 
notice stating that the emergency is to 
continue in effect beyond the anniver- 
sary date. In accordance with this pro- 
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice 
to the Federal Register for publication 
stating that the national emergency 
with respect to Iran that was declared 
on March 15, 1995, is to continue in ef- 
fect beyond March 15, 2011. 

The crisis between the United States 
and Iran resulting from the actions and 
policies of the Government of Iran has 
not been resolved. The actions and 
policies of the Government of Iran are 
contrary to the interests of the United 
States in the region and continue to 
pose an unusual and extraordinary 
threat to the national security, foreign 
policy, and economy of the United 
States. For these reasons, I have deter- 
mined that it is necessary to continue 
the national emergency declared with 
respect to Iran and maintain in force 
comprehensive sanctions against Iran 
to respond to this threat. 

BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 8, 2011. 


ee 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The folowing communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

ЕС-829. A communication from the Prin- 
cipal Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisi- 
tion, Technology, and Logistics), transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Na- 
tional Defense Stockpile Annual Materials 
Plan for Fiscal Year 2011 and for the Suc- 
ceeding 4 Years”; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-830. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Office of Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy, Department of En- 
ergy, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
relative to the Department’s Alternative 
Fuel Vehicle program for fiscal year 2010; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 
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EC-831. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Surface Mining, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Kentucky Reg- 
ulatory Program” (Docket No. KY-252-FOR) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 4, 2011; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-832. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Replacement of 
Schedule SSA with From 8955-SSA”’ (An- 
nouncement 2011-21) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on March 4, 2011; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-833. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Tax-Free Exchange 
of Life Insurance Contract that is Expected 
from the Pro Rata Interest Disallowance 
Rule” (Announcement 2011-9) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 4, 2011; to the Committee on Finance. 

ЕС-834. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Update of Weighted 
Average Interest Rates, Yield Curves, and 
Segment Rates’’ (Notice 2011-22) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 4, 2011; to the Committee on Finance. 

ЕС-835. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Exclusion of Cer- 
tain Intercompany Income or Gain Items 
from Gross Income” (RIN1545-BH20) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 4, 2011; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

EC-836. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Appeals Settle- 
ment Guidelines: Exclusions of Income— 
I.R.C. Sec. 118—State and Local Location 
Tax Incentive” (UIL: 61.00-00, 164.00-00 and 
118.01-02) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on March 4, 2011; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC-837. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Appeals Settle- 
ment Guidelines: Exclusions of Income— 
Non-Corporate Entities and Contributions to 
Capital” (UIL 118.01-02) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on March 4, 
2011; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-838. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as amended, 
the report of the texts and background state- 
ments of international agreements, other 
than treaties (List 2011-0022-2011-0027); to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-839. A communication from the Deputy 
Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Legisla- 
tive and Public Affairs, U.S. Agency for 
International Development (USAID), trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the Agency’s re- 
sponse to the GAO report entitled ‘‘Afghani- 
stan Development: U.S. Efforts to Support 
Afghan Water Sector Increasing, but Im- 
provements Needed in Planning and Coordi- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


nation’’; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

ЕС-840. A communication from the Deputy 
Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Legisla- 
tive and Public Affairs, U.S. Agency for 
International Development (USAID), trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the Agency’s re- 
sponse to the GAO report entitled ‘‘Displaced 
Iraqis: Integrated International Strategy 
Needed to Reintegrate Iraq’s Internally Dis- 
placed and Returning Refugees’’; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

ЕС-841. A communication from the Deputy 
Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Legisla- 
tive and Public Affairs, U.S. Agency for 
International Development (USAID), trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the Agency’s re- 
sponse to the GAO report entitled ‘‘Informa- 
tion Security: Federal Agencies Have Taken 
Steps to Secure Wireless Networks, but Fur- 
ther Actions Can Mitigate Risk’’; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

ЕС-842. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Commis- 
sion’s Annual Report of the Administration 
of the Government in the Sunshine Act for 
Calendar Year 2010; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

ЕС-843. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an annual report on crime victims’ 
rights; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ЕС-844. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘‘Second Report of the 
Judicial Conference of the United States on 
the Adequacy of Privacy Rules Prescribed 
Under the E-Government Act of 2002’’; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-845. A communication from the Sec- 
retary, Bureau of Trade Analysis, Federal 
Maritime Commission, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“‘Non-Vessel-Operating Common Carrier Ne- 
gotiated Rate Arrangements” (RIN3072-AC38) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 4, 2011; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-846. A communication from the Chief, 
Satellite Bureau, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Second Order 
on Reconsideration, ‘In the Matter of Telesat 
Canada Petitions for Reconsideration; The 
Establishment of Policies and Service Rules 
for the Broadcasting-Satellite Service at the 
17.3-17.7 GHz Frequency Band and at the 17.7- 
17.8 GHz Frequency Band Internationally 

227 (FCC 10-188) received іп the Office of 
the President of the Senate on March 4, 2011; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

ЕС-847. A communication from the Chief of 
Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica- 
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Section 73.202(0), Table of Allot- 
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Kualapuu, 
Hawaii)’ (MB Docket No. 09-189) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 4, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-848. A communication from the Chief of 
Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica- 
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend- 
ment of Section 173.202(b), Table of Allot- 
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Willow 
Creek, California)? (MB Docket No. 10-189) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
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Senate on March 4, 2011; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. THUNE: 

S. 501. A bill to establish pilot projects 
under the Medicare program to provide in- 
centives for home health agencies to utilize 
home monitoring and communications tech- 
nologies; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio: 

S. 502. A bill for the relief of Maha Dakar; 

to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. INHOFE: 

S. 503. A bill to declare English as the offi- 
cial language of the United States, to estab- 
lish a uniform English language rule for nat- 
uralization, and to avoid misconstructions of 
the English language texts of the laws of the 
United States, pursuant to Congress’ powers 
to provide for the general welfare of the 
United States and to establish a uniform 
rule of naturalization under article I, section 
8, of the Constitution; to the Committee on 


Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 
By Mr. DEMINT (for himself, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. LEE, Mr. 
PAUL, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. VITTER, and 
Mr. RISCH): 
S. 504. A bill to preserve and protect the 


free choice of individual employees to form, 
join, or assist labor organizations, or to re- 
frain from such activities; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN): 

S. 505. A bill to amend the Homeland Secu- 
rity Act of 2002 to provide immunity for re- 
ports of suspected terrorist activity or sus- 
picious behavior and response; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. KIRK, 
Mr. KERRY, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. WYDEN, Mrs. FEIN- 
STEIN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Ms. 
MIKULSKI): 

S. 506. A bill to amend the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 to address 
and take action to prevent bullying and har- 
assment of students; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: 

S. 507. A bill to provide for increased Fed- 
eral oversight of prescription opioid treat- 
ment and assistance to States in reducing 
opioid abuse, diversion, and deaths; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNET (for himself and Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado): 

S. 508. A bill to establish the Chimney 
Rock National Monument in the State of 
Colorado; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for him- 
self, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. CoOL- 
LINS, Mr. FRANKEN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. NEL- 
SON of Florida, Mr. REED, Mr. WHITE- 
HOUSE, and Mr. WYDEN): 

S. 509. A bill to amend the Federal Credit 
Union Act, to advance the ability of credit 
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unions to promote small business growth and 

economic development opportunities, and for 

other purposes; to the Committee on Bank- 

ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico (for 

himself, Mr. CORKER, Mr. BROWN of 

Ohio, Mr. BEGICH, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, and Mr. SCHUMER): 

S. 510. A bill to prevent drunk driving inju- 

ries and fatalities, and for other purposes; to 

the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 


Transportation. 
By Mr. BLUNT (for himself, Mr. KIRK, 
Mr. WICKER, Mr. CORKER, Mr. 


COBURN, Mr. LEE, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Mr. THUNE, Mr. CORNYN, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. DEMINT, 
Mr. Toomey, Mr. KYL, Mr. MCCANN, 
Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. HOEVEN, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Wisconsin, Mr. COATS, 
Mr. BoozMAN, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. JOHANNS, 
Mr. CRAPO, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. LUGAR, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. PORTMAN, Ms. MUR- 
KOWSKI, Mr. RISCH, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. 
BROWN of Massachusetts, Mr. 
SHELBY, and Mr. BURR): 

S. 511. A bill to amend the Clean Air Act to 
provide for a reduction in the number of bou- 
tique fuels, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Ms. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, 
Mr. PRYOR, and Ms. LANDRIEU): 

S. 512. A bill to amend the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 to require the Secretary of En- 
ergy to carry out programs to develop and 
demonstrate 2 small modular nuclear reactor 
designs, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and 
Mr. GRASSLEY): 

б. 518. A bill to amend the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act to provide enhanced penalties 
for marketing controlled substances to mi- 
nors; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. LIE- 
BERMAN, Ms. COLLINS, and Mr. 
AKAKA): 

S. 514. A bill to amend chapter 21 of title 5, 
United States Code, to provide that fathers 
of permanently disabled or deceased veterans 
shall be included with mothers of such vet- 
erans as preference eligibles for treatment in 
the civil service; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. TESTER: 

S. 515. A bill to rescind amounts made 
available for water treatment improvements 
for the Flathead County Water and Sewer 
District and make the amounts available for 
Federal deficit reduction; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 


-m 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. WICKER (for himself, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. ISAKSON, 
Mr. THUNE, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. BAR- 
RASSO, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. CORKER, and Mr. 
MANCHIN): 

S. Res. 94. A resolution to express the sense 
of the Senate in support of reducing its budg- 
et by at least 5 percent; to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 
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By Mr. BURR: 

S. Res. 95. A resolution increasing aware- 
ness of and recognizing the life-saving role of 
ostomy care and prosthetics in the daily 
lives of hundreds of thousands of people in 
the United States; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 


—— EE 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 146 
At the request of Mr. Baucus, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 146, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
the work opportunity credit to certain 
recently discharged veterans. 
S. 325 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 325, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to require the 
provision of behavioral health services 
to members of the reserve components 
of the Armed Forces necessary to meet 
pre-deployment and _ post-deployment 
readiness and fitness standards, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 398 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) and the Senator from 
Delaware (Mr. COONS) were added as co- 
sponsors of б. 398, a bill to amend the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act to 
improve energy efficiency of certain 
appliances and equipment, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 471 
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 471, a bill to require the Sec- 
retary of the Army to study the feasi- 
bility of the hydrological separation of 
the Great Lakes and Mississippi River 
Basins. 
S. 474 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
names of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
RUBIO) and the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO) were added as cospon- 
sors of S. 474, a bill to reform the regu- 
latory process to ensure that small 
businesses are free to compete and to 
create jobs, and for other purposes. 
8. 489 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
SANDERS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 489, a bill to require certain mortga- 
gees to evaluate loans for modifica- 
tions, to establish a grant program for 
State and local government mediation 
programs, and for other purposes. 
S. 499 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
LEE) was added as a cosponsor of б. 499, 
a bill to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to facilitate the development 
of hydroelectric power on the Diamond 
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Fork System of the Central Utah 
Project. 
S. 500 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
LEE) was added as a cosponsor of б. 500, 
a bill to direct the Secretary of the In- 
terior to convey certain Federal fea- 
tures of the electric distribution sys- 
tem to the South Utah Valley Electric 
Service District, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. CON. RES. 7 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Con. Res. 7, a concurrent resolution 
supporting the Local Radio Freedom 
Act. 
S. RES. 51 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER), the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania (Mr. CASEY), the Senator from 
New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. REED) 
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 51, 
a resolution recognizing the 190th anni- 
versary of the independence of Greece 
and celebrating Greek and American 
democracy. 
S. RES. 65 
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 65, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the conviction 
by the Government of Russia of busi- 
nessman Mikhail Khodorkovsky and 
Platon Lebedev constitutes a politi- 
cally motivated case of selective arrest 
and prosecution that flagrantly under- 
mines the rule of law and independence 
of the judicial system of Russia. 
S. RES. 87 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, the name of the Senator 
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was 
added as a cosponsor of б. Res. 87, a 
resolution designating the year of 2012 
as the ‘‘International Year of Coopera- 
tives”. 
AMENDMENT NO. 143 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Montana (Mr. BAU- 
cus) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 143 proposed to S. 23, a 
bill to amend title 35, United States 
Code, to provide for patent reform. 


i—i 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and 
Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 505. A bill to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to provide immu- 
nity for reports of suspected terrorist 
activity or suspicious behavior and re- 
sponse; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleague, Senator 
LIEBERMAN, in introducing the See 
Something, Say Something Act of 2011. 
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The number of thwarted and failed 
attacks in the past few years and the 
Fort Hood attack, which left 13 people 
dead and wounded dozens, are sobering 
reminders that terrorists continue to 
threaten our nation. We have seen, 
however, that an alert citizenry can be 
our first line of defense against ter- 
rorist attacks as evidenced by events 
only a few weeks ago in Texas. 

Tips from alert citizens led to an in- 
vestigation and the eventual arrest of 
Khalid Aldawsari on a federal charge of 
attempted use of a weapon of mass de- 
struction. Specifically, an alert chem- 
ical supplier reported Aldawsari’s sus- 
picious attempt to purchase a toxic 
chemical called phenol to the FBI. 
Shipping company personnel also noti- 
fied local police officers about related 
suspicious behavior. Without these 
calls to law enforcement, it is possible 
that a person who wrote in his diary 
“it is time for Jihad’’ would have car- 
ried out an attack or attacks on his nu- 
merous intended targets, including 
dams, nuclear power plants, and former 
President George W. Bush. 

Individuals must be protected from 
frivolous lawsuits when they report, in 
good faith, suspicious behavior that 
may indicate terrorist activity. That is 
why I am again introducing legislation, 
along with Senator LIEBERMAN, that 
will provide these important protec- 
tions. 

In the 2007 homeland security law, 
Senator LIEBERMAN and I authored a 
provision to encourage people to report 
potential terrorist threats directed 
against transportation systems. This 
legislation would expand those protec- 
tions to reports of suspicious behavior 
in sectors other than transportation. 
For example, reports of suspicious ac- 
tivity could be equally important in 
detecting terrorist plans to attack 
“soft targets’? like hotels, shopping 
malls, restaurants, and religious insti- 
tutions. 

In December 2008, a Federal jury con- 
victed five men from New Jersey of 
conspiring to murder American sol- 
diers at Fort Dix. According to law en- 
forcement officials, the report of an 
alert store clerk, who stated that a 
customer had brought in a video show- 
ing men firing weapons and shouting in 
Arabic, triggered their investigation. If 
not for the report of this vigilant store 
clerk, law enforcement may not have 
disrupted this plot against military 
personnel at Fort Dix. Real life exam- 
ples like these highlight the need for 
this bill. 

That store clerk’s action likely saved 
hundreds of lives. It reveals a core 
truth of the dangerous times in which 
we live. Our safety depends on more 
than just police officers, intelligence 
analysts, and soldiers. It also depends 
on the alertness and civic responsi- 
bility of all Americans. So we must en- 
courage citizens to be watchful and to 
report suspicious activity whenever it 
occurs. 
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As a result of the devastating 2008 
Mumbai terrorist attacks, Senator LIE- 
BERMAN and I convened hearings held 
by the Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs Committee to examine 
lessons learned from those attacks. 
These hearings helped bring to light 
the reality that terrorists might shift 
their attention from high-value, high- 
security targets to less secure commer- 
cial facilities, where there remains the 
potential for mass casualties and wide- 
spread panic. 

Many of the Committee’s witnesses 
during these hearings endorsed the idea 
of expanding the 2007 law beyond the 
transportation sector. Indeed, NYPD 
Commissioner Ray Kelly said that the 
2007 law ‘‘made eminently good sense” 
and recommended ‘‘that it be expanded 
[to other sectors] if at all possible.” 

The threat is real, and we must en- 
courage citizens to be watchful and to 
report suspicious activity whenever it 
occurs. Our legal system, however, can 
be misused to chill the willingness of 
citizens to come forward and report 
possible dangers. As widely reported by 
the media in 2006, US Airways removed 
6 Islamic clerics from a flight after 
other passengers expressed concerns 
that some of the clerics had moved out 
of the their assigned seats and had re- 
quested, but were not using, seat belt 
extenders that could possibly double as 
weapons. In response to these concerns, 
US Airways officials removed these in- 
dividuals from the plane so that they 
could further investigate. 

For voicing their reasonable fears 
that these passengers could be rehears- 
ing or preparing to execute a hijacking, 
these concerned citizens found them- 
selves as defendants in a civil rights 
lawsuit and accused of bigotry. 

The existence of this lawsuit illus- 
trates how unfair it is to allow private 
citizens to be intimidated into silence 
by the threat of litigation. Would the 
passengers have spoken up if they had 
anticipated that there would be a law- 
suit filed against them? Even if such 
suits fail, they can expose citizens to 
heavy costs in time and legal fees. 

The bill we introduce today would 
provide civil immunity in American 
courts for any person acting in good 
faith who reports any suspicious trans- 
action, activity, or occurrence related 
to an act of terrorism. Specifically, the 
bill would encourage people to pass on 
information to federal officials with re- 
sponsibility for preventing, protecting 
against, disrupting, or responding to a 
terrorist act, or to Federal, State, and 
local law enforcement officials, with- 
out fear of being sued for doing their 
civic duty. Only disclosures made to 
those responsible officials would be 
protected by the legislation. 

Once a report is received, those offi- 
cials would be responsible for assessing 
its reasonableness and determining 
whether further action is required. If 
they take reasonable action to miti- 
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gate the reported threat, they, too, 
would be protected from lawsuits. Just 
as we should not discourage reporting 
suspicious incidents, we also should 
not discourage reasonable responses to 
them. 

Let me be very clear that this bill 
does not offer any protection whatso- 
ever if an individual makes a state- 
ment that he or she knows to be false. 
No one will be able to use this protec- 
tion as cover for mischievous, vengeful, 
or biased falsehoods. 

Our laws and legal system must not 
intimidate people into silence or pre- 
vent our officials from responding to 
terrorist threats. Protecting citizens 
who make good faith reports—and 
that’s an important condition in this 
bill—of potentially lethal activities is 
essential to maintaining homeland se- 
curity. Our bill offers protection in a 
measured way that discourages abuses. 

Each of us has an important respon- 
sibility in the fight against terrorism. 
It is not a fight that can be left to law 
enforcement alone. The police simply 
can’t be everywhere all the time. 
Whether at a hotel, a mall, or an arena, 
homeland security and law enforce- 
ment officials need all citizens to alert 
them to unattended packages and be- 
havior that appears out of the ordi- 
nary. 

Along these lines, I applaud DHS Sec- 
retary Napolitano for establishing the 
Department’s “If you see something, 
say something” campaign and the re- 
cent partnerships with various organi- 
zations including the NFL. The Depart- 
ment is taking steps to expand this ef- 
fort with public education and mate- 
rials for businesses, communities, and 
citizens. As the Department’s cam- 
paign continues to grow, there will be 
a greater need for this legislation as 
our citizens become better educated. 

The National Sheriffs’ Association, 
the National Association of Town 
Watch, and other national organiza- 
tions have endorsed this legislation. 

If someone ‘‘sees something” sus- 
picious, Congress should encourage him 
or her to “зау something” about it. 
This bill promotes and protects that 
civic duty. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port it. 


By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: 

б. 507. A bill to provide for increased 
Federal oversight of prescription 
opioid treatment and assistance to 
States in reducing opioid abuse, diver- 
sion, and deaths; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen- 
sions. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce an important 
piece of legislation, the Prescription 
Drug Abuse Prevention and Treatment 
Act of 2011—an important bill that is 
needed to address the rapid increase in 
deaths and overdoses from methadone 
and other opioid prescription drugs in 
the United States. These deaths have 
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hit my home state of West Virginia 
particularly hard, but I know that 
every State is struggling with this seri- 
ous problem. 

In the 111th Congress, Senator 
CORKER and I, along with our col- 
league, the late Senator Kennedy, in- 
troduced the Methadone Treatment 
and Protection Act of 2009 a similar 
piece of legislation that stemmed from 
a disturbing rise in deaths due to meth- 
adone, a synthetic opioid prescription 
drug that had been increasingly used 
for pain management. Before 1990, it 
was used primarily to treat opioid ad- 
diction. Because of its high efficacy 
and low cost, methadone is frequently 
used for pain management. However, if 
not used correctly, methadone can be a 
powerful and deadly drug because it 
works differently than other pain- 
killers. Methadone stays in a person’s 
body for a longer period of time than 
the pain relief lasts so a person who 
does not know better might take far 
too much of the drug, possibly leading 
to respiratory distress, cardiac ar- 
rhythmia and even death. 

Methadone prescriptions for pain 
management grew from about 531,000 in 
1998 to about 4.1 million in 2006—nearly 
eightfold. During that time, poisoning 
deaths involving methadone increased 
nearly sevenfold, from almost 790 in 
1999 to 5,420 in 2006. Deaths from other 
opioids have also skyrocketed in the 
last decade. And, these deaths may ac- 
tually be underreported, because there 
is no comprehensive reporting system 
for opioid-related deaths in the United 
States. 

Overdoses from methadone are part 
of a larger disturbing trend of 
overdoses and deaths from prescription 
painkillers, or opioid drugs—a trend 
driven by a knowledge gap about how 
to treat serious pain in a safe and effec- 
tive manner, by misperceptions about 
the safety of prescription drugs, and by 
the diversion of prescription drugs for 
illicit uses. In 2009, there were nearly 
4.6 million drug-related emergency de- 
partment, ED, visits of which nearly 22, 
45.1 percent, or 2.1 million, were attrib- 
uted to prescription drug misuse or 
abuse, according to data from the Drug 
Abuse Warning Network, DAWN. And, 
emergency department visits involving 
misuse or abuse of pharmaceuticals 
nearly doubled between 2004 and 2009, 
to over 1.2 million visits. 

This bill begins to address these 
problems. First, with respect to the 
knowledge gap about safe pain manage- 
ment, the bill for the first time in- 
cludes a training requirement for 
health care professionals to be licensed 
to prescribe these powerful drugs. Cur- 
rently, the Controlled Substances Act 
requires that every person who dis- 
penses or who proposes to dispense con- 
trolled narcotics, including methadone, 
whether for pain management or opioid 
treatment, obtain a registration from 
the Drug Enforcement Administration, 
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DEA. Unfortunately there is no re- 
quirement as a condition of receiving 
the registration that these practi- 
tioners receive any education on the 
use of these controlled narcotics, in- 
cluding methadone. Physicians strug- 
gle every day with determining who 
has a real need for pain treatment, and 
who is addicted or at risk. And yes, 
they struggle with our failure to pro- 
vide adequate treatment facilities for 
those who are addicted. This bill will 
help physicians get the information 
they need to prescribe safely and better 
recognize the signs of addiction in 
their patients. 

Second, this bill addresses the knowl- 
edge gap among consumers—with a 
competitive grant program to states to 
distribute culturally sensitive edu- 
cational materials about proper use of 
methadone and other opioids, and how 
to prevent opioid abuse, such as 
through safe disposal of prescription 
drugs. Preference will be given to 
states with a high incidence of 
overdoses and deaths. 

Third, this bill creates a Controlled 
Substances Clinical Standards Com- 
mission to establish patient education 
guidelines, appropriate and safe dosing 
standards for all forms of methadone 
and other opioids, benchmark guide- 
lines for the reduction of methadone 
abuse, appropriate conversion factors 
for transition patients from one opioid 
to another, and guidelines for the initi- 
ation of methadone and other opioids 
for pain management. А standards 
commission will provide much-needed 
evidence-based information to improve 
guidance for the safe and effective use 
of these powerful and dangerous con- 
trolled substances. 

Fourth, this bill provides crucial sup- 
port to state prescription drug moni- 
toring programs. As of 2008, 38 states 
had enacted legislation requiring pre- 
scription drug monitoring programs 
and many states were able to fund 
these initiatives in part from grants 
available through the Harold Rogers 
Prescription Drug Monitoring Pro- 
gram. A second program created in 2005 
through the National All Schedules 
Prescription Electronic Reporting Act, 
NASPER, would provide even more as- 
sistance, and requires interoperability 
between states to reduce doctor shop- 
ping across state lines and diversion. 
Unfortunately, NASPER has only re- 
cently been funded with $2 million in 
the fiscal year 2009 Omnibus legislation 
and $2 million in fiscal year 2010. 

Here is just one example of why 
NASPER funding matters: recently, 
the governor of Florida announced a 
budget that would not fund a planned 
prescription monitoring program in his 
state, due to state budget difficulties. 
This directly affects states in Appa- 
lachia because of the rampant drug 
trafficking between the two regions. In 
fact, the road from West Virginia to 
Florida is so well-travelled by drug 
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traffickers and people seeking pain 
medication that it has been renamed 
the “OxyContin Highway,” and flights 
from Huntington to Florida have been 
nicknamed ‘‘the Oxy Express.” It is 
crucial to finally give NASPER the 
funding it needs, and this legislation 
would do so, with $25 million a year to 
establish interoperable prescription 
drug monitoring programs within each 
state. 

Finally, this bill would help solve the 
data gap when it comes to opioid-re- 
lated deaths. Right now there is no 
comprehensive national database of 
drug-related deaths in the United 
States, nor is there a standard form for 
medical examiners to fill out with re- 
gard to opioid-related deaths. Since 
there is no comprehensive database of 
methadone-related deaths, the number 
of deaths may actually be under- 
reported. In order to truly reduce the 
number of methadone-related deaths, 
quality data must be collected and 
made available. This bill would create 
a National Opioid Death Registry to 
track all opioid-related deaths and re- 
lated information, and establish a 
standard form for medical examiners 
to fill out which would include infor- 
mation for the National Opioid Death 
Registry. 

Today we have an opportunity to 
change the harrowing statistics and 
stem the rising tide of deaths from 
methadone and other opioids by sup- 
porting the Prescription Drug Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act of 2011. 
This legislation provides a multi- 
faceted approach to preventing tragic 
overdoses and deaths from methadone 
and other opioids. This is exactly what 
we need to improve the coordination of 
efforts and resources at the local, 
state, and federal level. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
timely and important piece of legisla- 
tion. In doing so, we will be on our way 
to saving lives and reducing the need- 
less deaths that otherwise will con- 
tinue to cause so much suffering 
among the people of this country. 


By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico 
(for himself, Mr. CORKER, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. BEGICH, Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. ROCKE- 
FELLER, and Mr. SCHUMER): 

б. 510. A bill to prevent drunk driving 
injuries and fatalities, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, I rise to introduce the 
ROADS SAFE Act of 2011. I am pleased 
to be joined in introducing this legisla- 
tion by my colleague, the Senator from 
Tennessee, Mr. CORKER and 7 other col- 
leagues. 

This legislation will encourage the 
development of new tools to fight 
drunk driving. It has the potential to 
save 8,000 lives every year by ensuring 
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that no one celebrating Fat Tuesday or 
St. Patrick’s Day—or at any other 
time of the year—drives home drunk. 

Tragic drunk driving crashes often 
prompt communities to more to pre- 
vent drunk driving. This was the case 
in my home State of New Mexico back 
in December of 1992. That is when a 
drunk driver killed a mother and her 
three girls on Christmas Eve. He was 
speeding down the highway 90 miles an 
hour, going the wrong way down an 
interstate highway. 

This crash helped change attitudes in 
my State. I was the state Attorney 
General back then and I went after 
drunk drivers. I worked to impose 
stronger penalties for repeat drunk 
driver offenders, a lower legal limit for 
intoxication, and shut down drive- 
through liquor windows. I was success- 
ful in these efforts, in part, due to the 
new focus, throughout the state on 
eliminating drunk driving. 

We made progress in New Mexico on 
drunk driving, but we have a long way 
to go and it should not take yet an- 
other tragedy for us to do even more to 
prevent drunk driving. 

In 2009, drunk driving killed nearly 
11,000 Americans, including 114 people 
in New Mexico. That is an average of 30 
people killed every day by drunk driv- 
ing. This death toll is unacceptable. 
And it is all the more shocking when 
you consider that each one of those 
deaths was preventable. 

The United States has made signifi- 
cant progress in reducing drunk driv- 
ing over the years. Compared to 20 
years ago, our roads are much safer 
today. Yet even as the overall number 
of people killed on our highways has 
declined, drunk driving still accounts 
for about one-third of all traffic fatali- 
ties. 

It is even more worrisome that a 
drunk driver has just a 2 percent 
chance of being caught. In fact, one 
study found that a first-time drunk 
driving offender has, on average, driven 
drunk 87 times before being arrested. 
Imagine, 87 times. Something must be 
done to prevent these drivers from get- 
ting on the road in the first place. 

The good news is there are potential 
technologies out there that could do 
just that, which is why Senator 
CORKER and I are introducing the 
ROADS SAFE Act today. New safety 
technology has already transformed 
the automobile and saved countless 
lives. For example, airbags and 
antilock brakes are now standard fea- 
tures in many vehicles. These safety 
devices are built into the car and are 
unobtrusive to the driver. Such tech- 
nologies are an important reason we 
have fewer traffic fatalities today. 

Imagine a future where vehicles 
could detect whether a driver is drunk 
when he gets behind the wheel—before 
he even starts his vehicle. That would 
mean no drunk driving crashes if it 
were impossible for drunk drivers to 
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drive. If such technology were widely 
deployed in cars, approximately 8,000 
lives could be saved every year. 

I realize many may think this is a 
farfetched idea. But consider this: vehi- 
cles today can already give driving di- 
rections, thanks to GPS satellite navi- 
gation devices. Some cars can even 
parallel park themselves. New Mexico 
and other states require convicted 
drunk drivers to use an ignition inter- 
lock, a breathalyzer device they blow 
into before their vehicle’s engine will 
start. The success of ignition inter- 
locks for preventing repeat drunk driv- 
ing offenses suggests a better tech- 
nology could be used to prevent all 
drunk driving. 

In 2008, the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration partnered with 
leading automakers to explore the fea- 
sibility of in-vehicle technologies to 
prevent drunk driving. The Driver Al- 
cohol Detection System for Safety Pro- 
gram—or DADSS—is a great example 
of how we can leverage federal funds 
with private investment to improve the 
safety of our transportation system. 
The goal of DADSS is to explore the 
feasibility, potential benefits, and pub- 
lic policy challenges associated with 
using in-vehicle technology to prevent 
drunk driving. The recent progress of 
this cooperative effort fuels optimism 
that such technology could be deployed 
within 5 to 10 years. 

Clearly, such advanced technologies 
must win widespread public acceptance 
in order to be effective. They must be 
moderately priced, absolutely reliable, 
and unobtrusive to sober drivers. 

Some of the industry groups will 
claim that this initiative is meant to 
stop all social alcohol consumption. 
They claim that you will no longer be 
able to enjoy a glass of wine with din- 
ner. They are wrong. The aim is to stop 
drunk driving, not discourage respon- 
sible social drinking. If deployed the 
technology will be set to detect drunk 
drivers, those with a BAC of 0.08 or 
higher. 

Development of this technology is 
also widely supported by the public, 
many of whom have a glass of wine 
with dinner. A recent Insurance Insti- 
tute for Highway Safety poll found 
that 64 percent of Americans believe 
advanced alcohol detection technology 
is a good idea and that it is reliable. 

So, what would the ROADS SAFE 
Act do? This legislation would author- 
ize $12 million annually for the DADSS 
program. This is not new spending. 
Funding for this program would come 
from the existing, and often unspent, 
Seat Belt Incentive grants program. 

This is a smart investment in public 
safety. In addition to the human costs, 
drunk driving also has direct and indi- 
rect economic costs. Those include 
damaged property, medical bills, and 
lost productivity. In economic terms, 
drunk driving costs $129 billion dollars 
per year. Of course, such monetary 
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costs cannot be compared to the value 
of saving 8,000 lives every year. 

Several organizations dedicated to 
fighting drunk driving already support 
this bipartisan proposal. Mothers 
Against Drunk Driving, the Century 
Council, and the Distilled Spirits Coun- 
cil all have signed on in support of the 
ROADS SAFE Act. 

I urge my Senate colleagues to join 
me, Senator CORKER, and these impor- 
tant organizations in the fight against 
drunk driving. We urge you to support 
the ROADS SAFE Act. We have made 
much progress in our efforts to prevent 
drunk driving, but there is so much 
more to be done. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 510 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Research of 
Alcohol Detection Systems for Stopping Al- 
cohol-related Fatalities Everywhere Act of 
2011” or the “ROADS SAFE Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 

(1) Alcohol-impaired driving fatalities rep- 
resent approximately % of all highway fa- 
talities in the United States in a given year. 

(2) In 2009, there were 10,839 alcohol-im- 
paired driving fatalities. 

(3) An estimated 9,000 road traffic deaths 
could be prevented every year if alcohol de- 
tection technologies were more widely used 
to prevent alcohol-impaired drivers from op- 
erating their vehicles. 

(4) The National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration has partnered with auto- 
mobile manufacturers to develop alcohol de- 
tection technologies that could be installed 
in vehicles to prevent drunk driving. 

(5) Alcohol detection technologies will not 
be widely accepted by the public unless they 
are moderately priced, absolutely reliable, 
and set at a level that would not prevent a 
driver whose blood alcohol content is less 
than the legal limit from operating a vehi- 
cle. 

SEC. 3. DRIVER ALCOHOL DETECTION SYSTEM 
FOR SAFETY RESEARCH. 

Section 410 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (h) and (i) 
as subsections (i) and (j), respectively; 

(2) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol- 
lowing: 

‘(h) DRIVER ALCOHOL DETECTION SYSTEM.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis- 
tration shall carry out a collaborative re- 
search effort under chapter 301 of title 49 to 
continue to explore the feasibility and the 
potential benefits of, and the public policy 
challenges associated with, more widespread 
deployment of in-vehicle technology to pre- 
vent alcohol-impaired driving. 

“(2) REPORT.—The Administrator shall an- 
nually submit a report to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representa- 
tives that— 

(А) describes progress in carrying out the 
collaborative research effort; and 

“(В) includes an accounting of the use of 
Federal funds obligated or expended in car- 
rying out that effort. 
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‘(3) APPLICATION WITH OTHER LAWS.—Noth- 
ing in this subsection may be construed to 
modify or otherwise affect any Federal, 
State, or local government law (civil or 
criminal), with respect to the operation of a 
motor vehicle. 

(4) FUNDING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, $12,000,000 of any 
amounts made available to the Secretary 
under section 406 for each of the fiscal years 
2012 through 2016 shall be made available to 
carry out this subsection in place of any 
other amounts that are otherwise available 
to carry out this section. 

“(В) LIMITATION.—No amount of funding 
shall be made available under this paragraph 
for any fiscal year in which no funds are 
made available to carry out any program au- 
thorized under section 406.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (j), as redesignated— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (7); 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para- 
graph (3); 

(C) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) 
as paragraphs (5) and (4), respectively; 

(D) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(2) ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED DRIVING.—The term 
‘alcohol-impaired driving’ means operation 
of a motor vehicle (as defined in section 
30102(a)(6) of title 49) by an individual whose 
blood alcohol content is at or above the legal 
limit.’’; and 

(Е) by inserting after paragraph (5), as re- 
designated, the following: 

“(6) LEGAL LIMIT.—The term ‘legal limit’ 
means a blood alcohol concentration of 0.08 
percent or greater (as specified by chapter 
163 of this title) or such other percentage 
limitation as may be established by applica- 
ble Federal, State, or local law.’’. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself 
and Mr. GRASSLEY): 

S. 518. А bill to amend the Controlled 
Substances Act to provide enhanced 
penalties for marketing controlled sub- 
stances to minors; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to introduce, along with 
Senator GRASSLEY, the Saving Kids 
From Dangerous Drugs Act of 2011. 

For years, law enforcement has seen 
drug dealers flavoring and marketing 
their illegal drugs to entice minors, 
using techniques like combining drugs 
with chocolate and fruit flavors, and 
even packaging them to look like ac- 
tual candy and soda. This bill would 
address this serious and dangerous 
problem by providing stronger pen- 
alties when drug dealers alter con- 
trolled substances by combining them 
with beverages or candy products, mar- 
keting or packaging them to resemble 
legitimate products, or flavoring or 
coloring them with the intent to sell 
them to minors. 

Recent media reports demonstrate 
the need for this legislation. The Santa 
Cruz Sentinel had an article earlier 
this month about someone who is plan- 
ning to market sodas laced with THC, 
the psychoactive component in mari- 
juana. Some of his planned sodas in- 
clude orange-flavored ‘‘Orange Krush” 
and grape-flavored ‘‘Grape Ape” which 
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actually was the name of a children’s 
cartoon character! 

Regrettably, this is a problem that 
has persisted for many years, with drug 
dealers trying various methods of lur- 
ing kids to try many dangerous drugs. 
For example, in March of 2008, Drug 
Enforcement Administration, DEA, 
agents seized cocaine near Modesto, 
California, that had been flavored like 
cinnamon, coconut, lemon and straw- 
berry. 

Similarly, there have been many in- 
cidents involving methamphetamine. 
In a 2007 article entitled Flavored Meth 
Use on the Rise, USA Today stated 
that ‘‘reports of candy-flavored meth- 
amphetamine are emerging around the 
nation, stirring concern among police 
and abuse prevention experts that drug 
dealers are marketing the drug to 
younger people.’’ 

The size and sophistication of some 
of these operations is particularly 
alarming. In March of 2006, DEA dis- 
covered large-scale marijuana cultiva- 
tion and production facilities in 
Emeryville and Oakland, California. 
Thousands of marijuana plants, and 
thousands of marijuana-related soda, 
candy, and other products were seized 
from the drug dealers’ facilities. The 
products were designed and packaged 
to look like legitimate products, in- 
cluding an item called ‘‘Munchy Way” 
candy bars. 

Current law already provides an en- 
hanced penalty if someone distributes 
drugs to a minor. Under this provision, 
the maximum sentence for the under- 
lying distribution offense is doubled, 
and tripled if it is a repeat offense. 

Similarly, this bill would provide an 
enhanced penalty in those situations 
where drug dealers are altering con- 
trolled substances in ways that could 
make them more appealing to minors. 
Someone who is altering a controlled 
substance in ways prohibited by the 
legislation would be subject to a pen- 
alty of up to ten years, in addition to 
the penalty for the underlying offense. 
If someone commits a second offense 
prohibited by the act, they would be 
face an additional penalty of up to 20 
years. 

This bill sends a strong and clear 
message to drug dealers—if you flavor 
or candy up your drugs to try to entice 
our children, there will be a very heavy 
price to pay. It will help stop drug 
dealers from engaging in these activi- 
ties, and punish them appropriately if 
they don’t. 

The Senate passed a similar version 
of this legislation in the last Congress, 
but it was not considered in the House. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
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S. 513 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Saving Kids 
From Dangerous Drugs Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. OFFENSES INVOLVING CONTROLLED SUB- 
STANCES MARKETED TO MINORS. 

Section 401 of the Controlled Substances 
Act (21 U.S.C. 841) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘(h) OFFENSES INVOLVING CONTROLLED SUB- 
STANCES MARKETED TO MINORS.— 

“(1) UNLAWFUL ACTS.—Except as authorized 
under this title, including paragraph (3), it 
shall be unlawful for any person at least 18 
years of age to knowingly or intentionally 
manufacture or create, with intent to manu- 
facture, create, distribute, or dispense, a 
controlled substance listed in schedule I or II 
that is— 

“(A) combined with a beverage or candy 
product; 

(В) marketed or packaged to appear simi- 
lar to a beverage or candy product; or 

“(C) modified by flavoring or coloring the 
controlled substance with the intent to dis- 
tribute, dispense, or sell the controlled sub- 
stance to a person under 18 years of age. 

(2) PENALTIES.—Except as provided in sec- 
tion 418, 419, or 420, any person who violates 
paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be sub- 
ject to— 

“(A) an additional term of imprisonment of 
not to exceed 10 years for a first offense in- 
volving the same controlled substance and 
schedule; and 

(В) an additional term of imprisonment of 
not to exceed 20 years for a second or subse- 
quent offense involving the same controlled 
substance and schedule. 

(3) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to any controlled substance that— 

“(A) has been approved by the Secretary 
under section 505 of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355), if the con- 
tents, marketing, and packaging of the con- 
trolled substance have not been altered from 
the form approved by the Secretary; or 

“(В) has been altered at the direction of a 
practitioner who is acting for a legitimate 
medical purpose in the usual course of pro- 
fessional practice.’’. 

SEC. 3. SENTENCING GUIDELINES. 

Pursuant to its authority under section 994 
of title 28, United States Code, and in accord- 
ance with this section, the United States 
Sentencing Commission shall review its 
guidelines and policy statements to ensure 
that the guidelines provide an appropriate 
additional penalty increase to the sentence 
otherwise applicable in Part D of the Guide- 
lines Manual if the defendant was convicted 
of a violation of section 401(h) of the Con- 
trolled Substances act, as added by section 2 
of this Act. 


Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague, Senator 
FEINSTEIN, in cosponsoring the Saving 
Kids from Dangerous Drugs Act of 2011. 
I believe we have an ongoing moral ob- 
ligation to ensure our young people 
have every opportunity to grow up 
without being accosted by drug pushers 
at every turn, whether on TV, in the 
movies, or on the way to school. 

This bipartisan legislation—which 
has previously passed the Senate with 
unanimous consent—comes in response 
to ongoing warnings issued by the Drug 
Enforcement Administration, DEA, 
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and the White House’s Office of Na- 
tional Drug Control Policy, ONDCP, 
about highly addictive and dangerous 
drugs being colored, packaged, and fla- 
vored in ways that appear to be de- 
signed to attract use by children. As 
ranking member of the Committee on 
the Judiciary and cochairman of the 
Senate Drug Caucus, I can tell you 
that the most at-risk population for 
drug abuse is our young people. Sadly, 
recent youth surveys are indicating 
youth drug use is increasing. Research 
has shown time and again that if you 
can keep a child drug free until they 
turn 20, chances are very slim that 
they will ever try or become addicted 
to drugs. Unfortunately, unscrupulous 
drug dealers are all too aware of statis- 
tics like these and have developed new 
techniques and marketing gimmicks to 
lure in younger users. AS a parent and 
grandparent, this is extremely trou- 
bling. 

Drug dealers are now flavoring and 
disguising drugs to make them appear 
and taste like candy. For instance, 
some drugs that have been recovered 
by the DEA and local law enforcement 
have been flavored to taste like straw- 
berry and are known on the street as 
“Strawberry Quick.” Other flavors, 
such as lemon, coconut, cinnamon and 
chocolate are clearly being used to 
make highly addictive drugs like meth 
and cocaine seem less harmful and 
more appealing. Soft drinks are also 
being laced with THC, the active ingre- 
dient in marijuana, and marketed with 
names like “Canna Cola” апа “Рос 
Weed.” Law enforcement has also re- 
covered drugs that have unique designs 
which could be appealing to children. 
For example, Ecstasy pills imprinted 
with President Obama’s likeness or 
with images of popular cartoon char- 
acters have been seized in raids. These 
flavored and disguised drugs are also 
being marketed in smaller amounts, 
making it cheaper and more accessible 
to children. According to an article in 
USA Today, at least 8 States have re- 
ported instances involving candy fla- 
vored drugs, and many law enforce- 
ment officials are expecting these 
deadly substances to infiltrate their 
States in the near future. 

The DEA has made an effort to stop 
these practices. For example, the DEA 
arrested three men in an undercover 
operation in California where candy 
flavored cocaine was being distributed. 
The DEA seized at least four different 
flavors of cocaine along with other 
dangerous substances. The estimated 
street value of the flavored cocaine 
seized in this operation was $272,400. 
The DEA also arrested 12 people in con- 
nection to a marijuana-laced candy and 
soft drink operation in 2006. The mari- 
juana-laced candy that was seized in 
this operation was packaged to look 
like well known brand name candy 
bars. These drug busts further illus- 
trate the fact that drug dealers will 
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stop at nothing to hook a new genera- 
tion on these deadly substances. 

Currently, Federal law enhances the 
criminal penalties that apply when a 
person sells drugs to anyone under the 
age of 21. When this occurs, the Federal 
penalties are doubled—or tripled for a 
repeat offense—and a mandatory min- 
imum of at least 1 year must also 
apply. However, this penalty applies 
only to someone who actually sells 
drugs to someone under 21. 

The Saving Kids from Dangerous 
Drugs Act would increase the prison 
sentence to anyone who knowingly or 
intentionally manufactures or creates 
with the intent to distribute a con- 
trolled substance that has been fla- 
vored, colored, packaged or otherwise 
altered in a way that is designed to 
make it more appealing to a person 
under 18 years of age. The DEA busts 
are prime examples of why we need this 
bipartisan bill to keep drug dealers 
from peddling their poison to our chil- 
dren. 

The fight against deadly drugs is an 
ongoing struggle. In light of the fact 
that youth drug use is increasing we 
must do all we can to protect the most 
vulnerable among us. We must send a 
clear message to those wishing to prey 
on our youth that you risk serious pris- 
on time when you target our future. 

Although this bill was passed out of 
the Senate unanimously in 2010, the 
House never passed the bill in the 111th 
Congress. I ask that my colleagues join 
us again in support of this important 
legislation and pass the Saving Kids 
from Dangerous Drugs Act, and I en- 
courage the House of Representatives 
to take up this important bill and help 
remove these dangerous candy flavored 
drugs from our communities. 


By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Ms. COLLINS, and 
Mr. AKAKA) 

S. 514. A bill to amend chapter 21 of 
title 5, United States Code, to provide 
that fathers of permanently disabled or 
deceased veterans shall be included 
with mothers of such veterans as pref- 
erence eligibles for treatment in the 
civil service; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, the sac- 
rifices of military families all too often 
go unrecognized. For every one of the 
186,000 troops currently deployed in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, there is a family 
that patiently waits for their 
servicemember’s safe return. There are 
countless wives and husbands, sepa- 
rated by a deployment, who celebrate 
anniversaries over email and deployed 
parents who see their children age in 
photographs. None of these military 
families ask for recognition, but their 
sacrifices deserve our respect. 

I am pleased by the President and 
First Lady’s recent efforts to recognize 
the challenges facing military families. 
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Their leadership on this issue will help 
ensure that all agencies and depart- 
ments of the Federal Government will 
lend a hand to servicemembers, vet- 
erans, and their families. 

Our Nation asks a lot of military 
families. Military families must pro- 
vide support in innumerable ways dur- 
ing a deployment. From child care, to 
paying bills, dealing with legal issues 
and household repairs, military fami- 
lies work together to deal with the ab- 
sence of the servicemember. Should a 
servicemember return home wounded 
or weakened by the tolls of war, we ask 
military families to help take care of 
their son or daughter, husband or wife. 

We hope and pray that all those who 
are sent to war will return safely to 
the arms of their loved ones. However, 
we know that this is not always the 
case. Since the wars in Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan began, there have been far 
too many funerals of talented and pa- 
triotic Oregonians who have died in 
service to their country. 

Although nothing the Government 
can do will ever make up for the loss of 
a loved one, we do extend certain bene- 
fits to the parents of those who are 
killed in war. Today, along with Sen- 
ators LIEBERMAN, COLLINS, AKAKA, I am 
introducing the Gold Star Fathers Act 
to update one of those benefits; the 
preferences for Federal hiring to ensure 
that the parents of fallen 
servicemembers have no barriers to 
Federal service. 

The Office of Personnel Management 
currently allows unmarried mothers of 
fallen soldiers to claim a 10-point vet- 
erans’ preference when applying for 
Federal jobs. The Gold Star Fathers 
Act would simply extend this pref- 
erence to unmarried fathers of fallen 
soldiers. This legislation will expand 
opportunities for Gold Star families to 
bring their dedication, compassion, and 
patriotism to the Federal Government. 
It is my hope that this legislation can 
be passed quickly. 

These Gold Star Mothers and Gold 
Star Fathers have sacrificed more than 
we as a country can ever hope to repay. 
All we can ever hope to do is to ensure 
that these sacrifices are never made in 
vain. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 514 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘Gold Star 
Fathers Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. PREFERENCE ELIGIBLE TREATMENT FOR 
FATHERS OF CERTAIN PERMA- 


NENTLY DISABLED OR DECEASED 
VETERANS. 
Section 2108(3) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking subparagraphs 
(F) and (G) and inserting the following: 
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“(Е) the parent of an individual who lost 
his or her life under honorable conditions 
while serving in the armed forces during a 
period named by paragraph (1)(A) of this sec- 
tion, if— 

(1) the spouse of that parent is totally and 
permanently disabled; or 

011) that parent, when preference is 
claimed, is unmarried or, if married, legally 
separated from his or her spouse; 

(©) the parent of a service-connected per- 
manently and totally disabled veteran, if— 

“(1) the spouse of that parent is totally and 
permanently disabled; or 

011) that parent, when preference is 
claimed, is unmarried or, if married, legally 
separated from his or her spouse; and’’. 

SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendment made by this Act shall 
take effect 90 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 94—TO EX- 
PRESS THE SENSE OF THE SEN- 
ATE IN SUPPORT OF REDUCING 
ITS BUDGET BY AT LEAST 5 
PERCENT 


Mr. WICKER (for himself, Mr. COATS, 
Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. THUNE, 
Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. COR- 
NYN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. ENZI, Mr. BROWN 
of Massachusetts, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. 
CORKER, and Mr. MANCHIN) submitted 
the following resolution; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 

б. REs. 94 


Whereas, the current level Federal spend- 
ing is unsustainable and action to reverse 
this course should not be delayed; 

Whereas, in 2010 Federal spending was 
nearly 24 percent of the value of all the 
goods and services produced in the United 
States; 

Whereas, the Federal deficit was over $1 
trillion in fiscal year 2010; 

Whereas, Federal spending is at its highest 
percentage since World War II; 

Whereas, the Congressional Budget Office 
estimates if the United States maintains its 
current track of Federal spending, the Fed- 
eral debt would reach 90 percent of the value 
of all the goods and services produced in the 
United States by 2020; 

Whereas, the national debt exceeds $13.9 
trillion dollars; 

Whereas, the United States borrows $44,000 
for every person in the country; 

Whereas, the unemployment rate was 9.8 
percent in December; 

Whereas, the American people have re- 
sponded to the economic downturn by mak- 
ing hard choices and trimming their family 
budgets; 

Whereas, spending in the legislative branch 
rose nearly 50 percent over the last 10 years; 
and 

Whereas, in order to address the nation’s 
fiscal crisis, the Senate should lead by exam- 
ple and reduce its own legislative budget: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that it should lead by example and reduce 
the budget of the Senate by at least 5 per- 
cent. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 95—INCREAS- 
ING AWARENESS OF AND RECOG- 
NIZING THE LIFE-SAVING ROLE 
OF OSTOMY CARE AND PROS- 
THETICS IN THE DAILY LIVES 
OF HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS 
OF PEOPLE IN THE UNITED 
STATES 


Mr. BURR submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 


Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions: 
S. REs. 95 


Whereas over 700,000 individuals in the 
United States, from young children to senior 
citizens, have an ostomy, a surgical proce- 
dure that creates an artificial opening from 
the abdomen to the intestines or urinary 
system to allow for the elimination of bodily 
wastes; 

Whereas active duty military personnel 
who are wounded in battle often receive an 
ostomy as a result of penetrating colorectal 
injuries; 

Whereas an ostomy procedure can be essen- 
tial to many patients who suffer on a daily 
basis from serious, chronic, or life-threat- 
ening traumatic injury to the abdomen, or 
other illnesses and conditions, such as 
colorectal or bladder cancer, Crohn’s disease, 
ulcerative colitis, birth defects, or other in- 
testinal or urinary medical conditions; 

Whereas following ostomy surgery, pa- 
tients may need specially-fitted medical 
products to manage intestinal or urinary 
system function, temporarily or perma- 
nently restore intestinal or urinary system 
function, or re-establish activities of daily 
living, and improve quality of life; 

Whereas ostomy products are prosthetic 
devices prescribed by health care providers, 
and ostomy products are prosthetic devices, 
as defined in section 1861(s)(8) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395х(8)(8)); 

Whereas policy and reimbursement ap- 
proaches to ostomy products may affect ac- 
cess for patients in need; 

Whereas ostomy products are customized 
to the clinical needs of individual patients 
and are not the same as other easily inter- 
changeable medical supplies, such as gauze 
or bandages; 

Whereas ostomy care and prosthetics can 
be important to restoring function and im- 
proving quality of life for patients in need of 
this care; 

Whereas ongoing advances and innovation 
in ostomy prosthetics technology can dra- 
matically improve the lives of individuals 
who undergo ostomy surgery by helping to 
normalize the intestinal or urinary system 
function of such individuals, improve phys- 
ical well-being, and often enable the indi- 
vidual to rejoin the workforce; and 

Whereas Congress recognizes the impor- 
tance of encouraging and facilitating the de- 
velopment and use of new medical tech- 
nologies: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) recognizes the life-saving role of 
ostomy care and prosthetics in the daily 
lives of hundreds of thousands of people in 
the United States; 

(2) recognizes that if a surgical procedure 
results in a patient needing a prosthetic that 
manages or restores intestinal or urinary 
system function, specifically the control of 
the elimination of the body’s waste products, 
it is important for such patient to have ac- 
cess to the care that will best meet the pa- 
tient’s needs; and 
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(3) encourages innovation of, and access to, 
medical devices that restore or improve in- 
testinal or urinary system function of people 
in the United States with an ostomy. 


EE 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 158. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill H.R. 1, making ap- 
propriations for the Department of Defense 
and the other departments and agencies of 
the Government for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2011, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 


eS 


TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 158. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 1, 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Defense and the other depart- 
ments and agencies of the Government 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2011, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page _, between lines and _, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 

(1) the debt of the United States exceeds 
$14,000,000,000,000; 

(2) it is important for Congress to use all 
tools at its disposal to address the national 
debt crisis; 

(8) Congress will not earmark funds for 
projects requested by Members of Congress; 
and 

(4) the earmark ban should be utilized to 
realize actual savings. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that Congress should reduce 
spending by the amount resulting from the 
recently announced earmark moratorium. 


a 


NOTICES OF HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor- 
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a classified meeting has been 
scheduled before the Senate Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. The 
meeting will be held on Tuesday, 
March 15, 2011, at 10 a.m., in room SVC- 
217, U.S. Capitol Building in Wash- 
ington, DC. 

The purpose of the meeting will be to 
receive information regarding cyber se- 
curity and critical electric infrastruc- 
ture. 

For further information, please con- 
tact Kevin Huyler at (202) 224-6689 or 
Meagan Gins at (202) 224-0883. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor- 
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be- 
fore the Senate Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. The hearing 
will be held on Thursday, March 17, 
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2011, at 9:30 a.m., in room SD-366 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The purpose of this hearing is to ex- 
amine current global investment 
trends in clean energy technologies and 
the impact of domestic policies on that 
investment. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record may do so by 
sending it to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, United States 
Senate, Washington, DC 20510-6150, or 
by e-mail to Abi- 
gail Campbell@energy.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con- 
tact Mike Carr at (202) 224-8164 or Abi- 
gail Campbell at (202) 224-1219. 


a 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 8, 2011, at 9:45 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
be authorized to meet during the ses- 
sion of the Senate on March 8, 2011, at 
10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on March 8, 
2011, at 2:30 p.m., in room 253 of the 
Russell Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on March 8, 2011, at 10 a.m., 
in room 366 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Finance be authorized to meet during 
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the session of the Senate on March 8, 

2011, at 10 a.m., in 215 Dirksen Senate 

Office Building, to conduct a hearing 

entitled ‘‘Does the Tax System Support 

Economic Efficiency, Job Creation and 

Broad-Based Economic Growth?” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 

Homeland Security and Governmental 

Affairs be authorized to meet during 

the session of the Senate on March 8, 

2011, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 

Veterans’ Affairs be authorized to meet 

during the session of the Senate on 

March 8, 2011. The Committee will 

meet in room 345 of the Cannon House 

Office Building beginning at 9:30 a.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Select Com- 
mittee on Intelligence be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 

on March 8, 2011, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OCEANS, ATMOSPHERE, 
FISHERIES, AND COAST GUARD 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Oceans, Atmosphere, Fisheries, and 

Coast Guard of the Committee on Com- 

merce, Science, and Transportation be 

authorized to meet during the session 

of the Senate on March 8, 2011, at 10:30 

a.m., in room 253 of the Russell Senate 

Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT 
MANAGEMENT, THE FEDERAL WORKFORCE, 
AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 

imous consent that the Committee on 

Homeland Security and Governmental 

Affairs Subcommittee on Oversight of 

Government Management, the Federal 

Workforce, and the District of Colum- 

bia be authorized to meet during the 

session of the Senate on March 8, 2011, 

at 10 a.m., to conduct a hearing enti- 

tled “State Department Training: In- 

vesting in the Workforce to Address 21 

Century Challenges.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 


EE 
ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, 


MARCH 9, 2011 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until 9:30 a.m., on Wednesday, 
March 9; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day; that following any leader 
remarks, there be a period of morning 
business until 10:40 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time equally di- 
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the ma- 
jority controlling the first half and the 
Republicans controlling the final half; 
that at 10:40 a.m., the Senate recess 
until 12 noon for a joint meeting with 
the Honorable Julia Gillard, Prime 
Minister of Australia; that following 
the joint meeting, the Senate recon- 
vene at 12 noon and proceed to the con- 
sideration of H.R. 1, as provided under 
the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


PROGRAM 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, Sen- 
ators are encouraged to gather in the 
Senate Chamber at 10:40 a.m., and we 
will proceed as a body to the Hall of 
the House at 10:45, for the joint meet- 
ing of Congress. 

Furthermore, Senators should expect 
two rollcall votes at 3 p.m. tomorrow 
on passage of H.R. 1, the Defense appro- 
priations and long-term continuing res- 
olution for fiscal year 2011 and the 
Democratic alternative offered by Sen- 
ator INOUYE, which is amendment No. 
149. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent 
that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:02 p.m., adjourned until Wednes- 
day, March 9, 2011, at 9:30 a.m. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


The House met at 2 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. YODER). 


ee 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 8, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable KEVIN 
YODER to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EEE 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 5, 2011, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall 
debate continue beyond 3:50 p.m. 


ee 


MEDICARE FRAUD 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. STEARNS) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, as chairman of the Oversight and 
Investigations Subcommittee of En- 
ergy and Commerce, I held a hearing 
on the problem of Medicare fraud. This 
is not a new issue. It has been a con- 
tinuing problem with Medicare, and I 
have been concerned about Medicare 
fraud for some time here. Last Con- 
gress, I introduced a bill to increase 
the civil and criminal penalties on 
those who defraud the Medicare pro- 
gram. 

In fact, in 1990, the Government Ac- 
countability Office, GAO, listed both 
Medicare and Medicaid as high risk be- 
cause these programs are vulnerable to 
waste, fraud, abuse, and mismanage- 
ment. Now, how badly mismanaged are 
we talking about? Well, the GAO re- 
cently issued a report that there was 
$48 billion just in improper payments. 
This isn’t fraud. This is just improper 
payments. So when it comes to fraud, 
it is estimated anywhere from $60 bil- 
lion to $90 billion is lost to Medicare 
fraud every year. 


During this hearing, I asked the Di- 
rector of Medicare Program Integrity, 
whose job it is to protect Medicare 
against fraud and abuse, if he knew 
how much money is lost to fraud in 
Medicare. He could not answer this 
question. The following week, Sec- 
retary Sebelius was asked in a Health 
Subcommittee hearing if she knew how 
much money was lost to fraud in Medi- 
саге. Her answer: “If we knew how big 
it was, we’d hopefully shut it down.” 

But in my hearing, Special Agent 
Omar Perez, the head of the Medicare 
Fraud Strike Force in the Miami re- 
gion of Florida for the Office of the In- 
spector General, testified he was able 
to find $3.8 billion in Medicare fraud. 
My colleagues, this is one city. If ex- 
trapolated across 50 States, with al- 
most 20,000 municipalities, you can see 
how we could get to $60 billion to $90 
billion in fraud. According to the In- 
spector General, Medicare fraud is 
more lucrative than the drug trade, 
with easy money, less violence, and 
lighter punishments. And organized 
crime is taking notice and getting in- 
volved in defrauding Medicare. 

So here are five reform ideas that 
came out of this hearing that were 
mentioned to help secure Medicare 
against criminals engaged in defraud- 
ing the program. 

First, Medicare needs to maintain 
better control over their provider net- 
work. It is easy for a company to do 
business with Medicare, and the burden 
is on the government to remove a com- 
pany from the Medicare program. This 
needs to change to allow the govern- 
ment to remove bad actors from the 
program quickly and efficiently. 

Secondly, Medicare needs to signifi- 
cantly improve their provider and sup- 
plier screening process. While individ- 
uals have a right to Medicare, compa- 
nies do not have a right to become or 
stay a Medicare provider. 

Third, Medicare needs to shift away 
from а fee-for-service program. A 
capitated managed care organization 
provides a strong financial incentive to 
the managed care organization to 
eliminate fraud and abuse. It is the 
managed care plan that has the finan- 
cial risk and not the United States 
Federal Government when criminals 
perform fraud. Managed care organiza- 
tions present their own set of chal- 
lenges but need to be considered when 
discussing reforms to eliminate fraud 
in Medicare. 

And fourth, Medicare needs to in- 
crease the role of physicians in detect- 
ing and preventing fraud themselves. 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


Medicare providers and suppliers must 
use a doctor’s prescription to obtain 
government reimbursement. Bad actors 
forge these documents. Previously, the 
GAO has recommended that Medicare 
require that physicians receive a state- 
ment of Medicare home health services 
that their patients receive so they can 
review the documents. This will allow 
them to look at it carefully and detect 
any potential misuse of their author- 
izations. 

And lastly, Medicare needs to use 
predictive computer modeling and 
other technologies. The credit card in- 
dustry uses this modeling to identify 
potentially fraudulent transactions. 
Medicare and Medicaid should adopt 
this style of analysis to prevent fraud- 
ulent claims. 

Mr. Speaker, these are five simple 
ideas to empower the Medicare pro- 
gram to stop the fraud in this system, 
and this was recommended from the 
hearing what we had in Oversight and 
Investigations. It must be stated again 
there is an estimated $60 billion to $90 
billion in fraud in Medicare every year, 
and of course, no one over at Health 
and Human Services knows how much 
is lost. The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services could not even come 
up with a number. And think of that. 
After 45 years of this program, no one 
knows how much fraud is in Medicare, 
and no steps have been taken to really 
analyze and find out. Yet we have all 
the baby boomers that are beginning to 
retire. The cost of Medicare will ex- 
plode, and the hidden cost of fraud will 
increase. 

My committee will forward the mate- 
rial from the Oversight and Investiga- 
tion hearing to the Health Sub- 
committee to start to develop legisla- 
tion to address these problems with 
Medicare fraud. We have a $1.5 trillion 
deficit, and eliminating waste, fraud, 
and abuse is necessary to balance our 
budget, and we should start now. 


EE 


LIVING WELL AT THE END OF 
LIFE: A NATIONAL CONVERSATION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Мг. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
had the privilege this morning to par- 
ticipate in a fascinating in-depth dis- 
cussion sponsored by the National 
Journal and The Regence Foundation, 
“Living Well at the End of Life: A Na- 
tional Conversation.” It was made pos- 
sible by the Regence Group, an insur- 
ance company headquartered in my 
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hometown, Portland, Oregon, and the 
deep commitment that its president 
and CEO, Mark Ganz, has to be able to 
make sure that families have the infor- 
mation, the tools they have necessary 
to make sure that they understand 
their treatment choices and that they 
are respected. 

This is an issue that goes far beyond 
the so-called ‘‘end of life.” This is key 
so that everybody knows their health 
care choices, they understand their 
choices, and they make their wishes 
known, their choice is honored and re- 
spected. 

It is a mistake as we have these con- 
versations to confuse the high cost of 
end of life with concerns about health 
care reform. When people are seriously 
ill, they have high health care spend- 
ing, and there is nothing wrong with 
that. That is a natural consequence of 
what happens when people need more 
hospitalization, more intense activity. 

But too often, the sickest and most 
vulnerable have negative experiences 
in our complex health care system, 
which creates unnecessary strains on 
both the patients and the caregivers, 
and it is a mistake to somehow confuse 
this with people who are seriously ter- 
minally ill. Forty percent of all people 
who are hospitalized can’t make deci- 
sions for themselves. This is a real 
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stress on them, on families, and the 
ones who have been given the responsi- 
bility to try and guess what is in their 
best interests. 

I have heard countless stories about 
how our health care system has failed 
patients during these medically and 
emotionally complex episodes. Both 
colleagues on our Ways and Means 
Committee—and we’re dealing with 
health care reform—friends, and wit- 
nesses have come forward time and 
time again with how a parent, a 
spouse, a friend ended up on auto pilot 
in the health care system, in and out of 
hospitals, confused by all the special- 
ists, decisions being made around them 
but not with them. 

We can do better. We know how to do 
better. There are successful models of 
comprehensive, patient-centered care 
that leads to better quality and greater 
patient satisfaction, and it’s inter- 
esting that the new polling by the Na- 
tional Journal and The Regence Foun- 
dation makes this abundantly clear. 
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These results affirm that health care 
is deeply personal and that people want 
to know their options, stay in control 
of their care, and be in a position to 
help their loved ones. This poll indi- 
cates that 97 percent of Americans 
polled believe that it is important that 
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patients and their families be educated 
about palliative care and care options 
available to them when they’re seri- 
ously ill. 


Over 80 percent of Americans polled 
believe that discussions about pallia- 
tive care and other treatment options 
should be fully covered by health insur- 
ance, including Medicare. By a more 
than three to one margin, people iden- 
tified that it’s more important to en- 
hance the quality of life for someone 
who is seriously ill rather than just 
simply extend life. 


It pointed out that as a result of 
some of the, I would think, bizarre con- 
versation that has surrounded this 
issue, including the 2009 PolitiFact’s 
Lie of the Year about death panels, 
that elected officials and political can- 
didates, according to this survey, are 
actually the worst source in people’s 
minds for information. The good news 
is that they trust religious leaders, 
health care providers and doctors, in- 
surance companies. 


And the most trusted are friends and 
family, which illustrates why we need 
to work aggressively in educating all 
Americans about the choices that are 
available to them and how those 
choices are respected. It’s time to start 
now. 
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Living Well at the End of Life: A National Conversation 


ethodology 
= This is the first installment of 
Regence/National Journal Living Well at 
the End of Life Poll commissioned by 
National Journal and conducted by FD. 


" The survey fielded February 16-17 & 19, 
2011 among a nationally representative 
telephone sample of 1000 adults, aged 18 
and older. Margin of error = +/- 3.1%. 
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= Americans have significant personal experience with 


these issues. 


= As a result, it is this personal experience ~ rather 
than political persuasion — that drives attitudes and 


opinions. 


» Americans want more information and discussion 
and think they will be well-served the discussion. 


= There is opportunity for the discussion to come from 
institutions closer to the “level of care.” 
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it is more important to ENHANCE the 
quality of life for seriously ill patients, 
even if ii means a shorter life. 


It is more important to EXTEND the life 
_of seriously ill patients through every 
medical intervention possible. 
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The health care system in this country has the 
responsibility, the medical technology, and 
the expertise to offer treatments to seriously 
ill patients and spend whatever it takes to 
extend their lives. — 


The health care system spends far too 
much trying to extend the lives of seriously 
ill patients which diverts resources from 
other priorities, adds to our country’s 
financial difficulties, and increases the 
cost of health care for everyone. 


Меп 
18-44 


58% 


Мо College College 
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Hispanic 
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Palliative care describes any kind of care or treatment for seriously ill 
patients which focuses on reducing the severity of symptoms 
rather than attempting to reverse progression of the illness or 
provide а cure. The goal of palliative care is to provide physical 
emotional, and spiritual support fo patients and also their families. 
Palliative care can be provided alongside of curative treatment and is 
commonly provided at home, at a hospital, or at a nursing home. 


An important part of palliative care is end-of-life care, which focuses 
specifically on advanced planning for patients approaching 
death. This includes discussing their preferred treatment options and 
reducing their pain and suffering. Palliative care also includes 
hospice care which focuses on providing comfort, rather than 
attempting to cure patients in their final stage of е. 
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Results by Familiarity with Palliative Care 
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PIRATES OF THE SEA: DEJA VU 
OF 1801 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. POE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the 
pirates are back. These are not the 
Blackbeard, eye-patched, hook-for-a- 
hand, peg-legged kind of pirates from 
the Hollywood movies. The modern-day 
pirates are skilled, rich, violent, armed 
with automatic weapons, and are driv- 
en by a business that is generating up 
to $7 billion a year. 

My constituents from Texas, Bill 
Rouse and his wife Judy, have navi- 
gated the oceans for years. Recently, 
they and another group of inter- 
national navigators and sailors decided 
that Somalia and the Somalian pirates 
had made the seas too dangerous to 
sail in that region, forcing them to 
transport their ships and boats by 
barges to safer ports. Bill said that we 
cannot allow a bunch of thugs to take 
an entire ocean away from the world. 
And that is exactly what these pirates 
are trying do. They have taken control 
of parts of the ocean and are trying to 
mock the most powerful nations on 
Earth, including ours. 

Days before the ill-fated American 
ship Quest left for their journey, Bill 
asked Scott Adam to join them in 
transporting their boats. Adam, the 
skipper, said of the Quest, the Quest 
was circumnavigating the globe, and it 
was a lifelong quest. And they contin- 
ued on their trip, although it turned 
out to be doomed, in the Indian Ocean. 
Just a week after Scott Adam and 
three other Americans were captured, 
they were executed pirate-style after 
Somali pirates captured the ship the 
Quest. 

Pirates have also hijacked and kid- 
napped a Danish family. Bill Rouse has 
also met with these people on this 
doomed ship. This family, including 
small children, is now on the Somali 
mainland, still held hostage. Their cap- 
tors have arrogantly warned that any 
military effort to save them will result 
in their immediate execution. 

Bill has told me of other stories 
about the tight-knit community of 
people sailing in that region from all 
over the world. And they have been 
forced off of the sea because of the pi- 
rates. There are not enough resources 
to respond to these constant threats; 
and these pirates not only kidnap, 
murder, and hold for ransom small 
boat owners, but attack freighters and 
other commercial vessels as well. 

In just 2010, Somali pirates hijacked 
53 ships and held a total of 1,100 hos- 
tages for ransom; and pirate attacks 
have increased dramatically in recent 
months. Here is a drawing of the recent 
attacks of the pirates in the Indian 
Ocean. The red represents all of the pi- 
rate attacks between March of 2009 up 
until October of 2010. But the blue, 
which you see just as much of, rep- 
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resents the attacks by pirates in the 
Indian Ocean in just the last 4 months. 

Piracy is a growing business because 
nations pay the ransom. Every dollar 
paid in ransom is helping the pirates of 
the seas finance their cause, expand 
their reach, and their thirst is even 
getting greater for more bounty and 
loot. Despite an increased inter- 
national naval presence, the Somalian 
pirates are getting bolder, and they are 
getting more violent. 

America has been dealing with the 
threat of pirates since the days of our 
Founding Fathers, over 200 years ago. 
During the youngest years of America, 
the Barbary states would blackmail 
American ships and the United States 
by demanding money in return for the 
safety of U.S. ships that crossed the 
Mediterranean Sea. For years, the 
United States and European govern- 
ments paid the humiliating tribute to 
protect the ships, but then in 1801 the 
Barbary pirates felt the wrath of the 
United States when Thomas Jefferson 
sent the United States Navy and the 
United States Marine Corps to take 
care of business with the Barbary pi- 
rates. 

This was the most famous action of 
the marines during this time. And the 
phrase, “from the shores of Tripoli,” 
has been immortalized in the marine 
hymn. Jefferson sent a clear message 
to the Barbary states and their pirates: 
don’t mess with the United States. And 
they didn’t for 200 years. The Somalian 
pirates should study a little American 
history. If they would, they’d find out 
that there will be a day of reckoning 
that will eventually come to them and 
their evil ways. Thomas Jefferson de- 
stroyed them. We will see what hap- 
pens now. 

Our Constitution gives us the author- 
ity in article I, section 8: ‘‘To define 
and punish piracies and felonies com- 
mitted on the high seas.” These ocean 
lines are essential to American com- 
merce and travel, and we must do ev- 
erything in our power to stop the pi- 
rates off the Somalian coast. These pi- 
rates of the seas must find out that if 
they continue to mess with the United 
States, they will find themselves in a 
déja vu of 1801. And they, like the pi- 
rates before them, will disappear in the 
ash heap of history. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


EEE 
INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MOORE. I rise today as the 
Democratic cochair of the Women’s 
Caucus to celebrate the 100th anniver- 
sary of International Women’s Day. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m so pleased to join 
millions in our Nation and around the 
world in commemorating this Inter- 
national Women’s Day. We celebrate 
courageous women in places like Af- 
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ghanistan, Iraq, Egypt, Sudan, and 
elsewhere, who continue to fight the 
good fight at great risk to their own 
lives in the face of being ostracized and 
persecuted by their families and com- 
munities, for women’s abilities to be 
included in the societies in which they 
live. 

We celebrate tremendous women here 
at home in the United States who have 
done much to advance the ability of 
women to work, to vote, to go to 
school, and to run for and hold elective 
office. AS a woman who is able to serve 
in Congress today, I know that I stand 
on the shoulders of these women giants 
who have sacrificed so much in the 
past. 

But we must also recognize that 
much needs to be done right here in the 
United States. In our country, women 
make only 77 percent of the paycheck 
that a male would make doing the 
same job. We know that even after 100 
years it is too soon to declare: Mission 
accomplished. 

Recent news reports in Afghanistan 
show efforts in Afghanistan to pass leg- 
islation that would shut down domestic 
violence shelters. Turning our atten- 
tion closer to home, in Haiti, we find 
that after the devastating earthquake, 
UNICEF has found that the rapes in 
Haiti are at an all time high. But we’ve 
also been fixated in recent weeks by 
the protests and push for democracy 
sweeping the Middle East. And women 
have been leading the charge. 

We must also acknowledge the 
shameful plight of hundreds of thou- 
sands of mothers-to-be around the 
globe who die because of pregnancy or 
child-related complications. It’s 
shameful that the simple act of child- 
birth remains a death sentence for hun- 
dreds of thousands of women and girls 
around the world. 
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We must recommit ourselves to the 
Millennium Development Goal to re- 
duce dying from pregnancy or child- 
birth. 

Last, I had the honor of attending 
the State Department’s Women of 
Courage ceremony to honor 10 women. 

They were: 

Maria Bashir, a prosecutor general in 
Afghanistan. She handles cases on be- 
half of women victims of domestic 
abuse. 

Nasta Palazhanka, who at age 20 has 
led peaceful protests and called atten- 
tion to the plight of families of polit- 
ical prisoners. 

Henriette Ekwe Ebongo from Cam- 
eroon, a political activist and publisher 
of Bebela, she spent a lifetime advanc- 
ing press freedom, human rights, good 
governance, and gender equality. 

From China, Guo Jianmei, a lawyer. 
Founder of the Women’s Law Center at 
Peking University, she helped to create 
a corps of lawyers to defend public in- 
terest cases, especially affecting 
women and other vulnerable groups. 
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From Cuba, Yoani Sanchez. She has 
an international following for her blog 
to provide insight into life in Cuba and 
to expand information flow and free ex- 
pression throughout Cuba. 


Agnes Osztolykan, elected to the 
Hungarian Parliament in 2010, the only 
female Roma Member of Parliament in 
Hungary. 

From Jordan, Eva Abu Halaweh has 
dedicated her career to advocating for 
the vulnerable people of Jordan, in- 
cluding women at risk of becoming vic- 
tims of so-called ‘‘honor crimes.” 


From Kyrgyzstan, we have Roza 
Otunbayeva, who emerged as central 
Asia’s first female head of state and 
head of government in a traditional, 
majority Muslim country. 


From Mexico, the first woman ever 
appointed to the position of Assistant 
Attorney General, Marisela Morales 
Ibanez, a leader in bringing to justice 
some of Mexico’s most dangerous and 
notorious criminals. 


Last but certainly not least, from 
Pakistan, Ghulam Sughra has become 
her village’s first female high school 
graduate and the first teacher at the 
first school for girls. 


Thank you so much for these women 
and thanks for International Women’s 
Day. 


[From the Department of State, United 
States of America, Mar. 8, 2011] 


2011 INTERNATIONAL WOMEN OF COURAGE 
AWARDS CEREMONY 


100TH ANNIVERSARY OF INTERNATIONAL 
WOMEN’S DAY 


THE SECRETARY OF STATE’S INTER- 
NATIONAL WOMEN OF COURAGE 
AWARDS 


On the 100th anniversary of International 
Women’s Day, Hillary Rodham Clinton, Sec- 
retary of State will present the fifth annual 
International Women of Courage Awards to 
ten women from around the world. This is 
the only award within the U.S. Department 
of State that pays tribute to outstanding 
women leaders worldwide. It recognizes their 
courage and leadership as they fight for so- 
cial justice, human rights, and the advance- 
ment of women. 


Today, The Secretary of State will pay 
tribute to this year’s ten honorees from Af- 
ghanistan, Belarus, Cameroon, China, Cuba, 
Hungary, Jordan, Kyrgyzstan, Mexico, and 
Pakistan. They were chosen from among 
eighty-seven exceptional women nominated 
by U.S. Embassies worldwide for their ex- 
traordinary work in advancing human 
rights. 
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2011 INTERNATIONAL WOMEN OF COURAGE 
AWARDS CEREMONY 


HOSTED BY 
Hillary Rodham Clinton 
Secretary of State 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 
11:00 a.m. 
Dean Acheson Auditorium—Department of State 
WITH SPECIAL GUEST 
First Lady Michelle Obama 
PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS 
The Honorable Hillary Rodham Clinton, 
Secretary of State 
Mrs. Michelle Obama, First Lady of the United 
States 
The Honorable Melanne Verveer, 
Ambassador-at-Large for Global Women’s Issues 
The Honorable Julia Gillard, M.P., Prime 
Minister of Australia 


Mr. Lloyd Blankfein, Chairman and CEO of 
Goldman Sachs 


AWARD RECIPIENTS 
Ms. Maria Bashir, Afghanistan 
Ms. Nasta Palazhanka, Belarus* 
Ms. Henriette Ekwe Ebongo, Cameroon 
Ms. Jianmei Guo, China 
Ms. Yoani Sanchez, Cuba* 
The Honorable Agnes Osztolykan, Hungary 
Ms. Eva Abu Halaweh, Jordan 
Her Excellency Roza Otunbayeva, President of 
the Kyrgyz Republic 
Ms. Marisela Morales Ibanez, Mexico 
Ms. Ghulam Sughra, Pakistan 


*Unable to attend awards ceremony 
MARIA BASHIR 
AFGHANISTAN 


Maria Bashir is Prosecutor General of the 
Attorney General’s Office in Herat province, 
Afghanistan, the only woman to ever hold 
such a position in Afghan history. She han- 
dles cases on behalf of women victims of do- 
mestic abuse. Her work on behalf of victims 
of-self-immolation and her unparalleled ef- 
forts to jail abusive husbands has put her 
own life at risk, yet she perseveres to make 
Herat a more just and safe place and remains 
steadfast in her commitment to the future of 
Afghanistan. 

NASTA PALAZHANKA 
BELARUS 


Nasta Palazhanka joined the opposition 
youth movement in Belarus at the age of 14. 
Now 21, she is a key figure in the opposition 
youth organization ‘‘Malady Front” (Young 
Front). Ms. Palazhanka has led peaceful pro- 
tests an called attention to the plight of the 
families of political prisoners. She was at 
the heart of the ‘‘tent camp” set up in down- 
town Minsk to demonstrate against the 
fraudulent results of the 2006 presidential 
polls, and she has selflessly worked on behalf 
of charitable causes to improve the human 
rights situation in her country. 


HENRIETTE EKWE EBONGO 
CAMEROON 


Regarded as one of the most influential 
journalists in Cameroon, Henriette Ekwe 
Ebongo, political activist and publisher of 
Bebela, has spent a lifetime advancing press 
freedom, human rights, good governance, 
and gender equality. The publisher of Bebela, 
a weekly independent newspaper, she was in- 
strumental in the founding of a freer and 
more independent media in Cameroon. De- 
spite constant persecution over 30 years, ‘la 
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Maman” (as her fellow journalists call her) 
continues to be committed to fight ‘‘until 
things move in the right direction.”’ 
Guo JIANMEI 
CHINA 


Born in an impoverished area of China, 
Guo Jianmei has become the country’s best- 
known female lawyer. Founder of the Wom- 
en’s Law Center at Peking University, Ms. 
Guo helped create a corps of lawyers to de- 
fend public interest cases, especially in areas 
affecting women, migrants, and other vul- 
nerable groups. When Peking University ap- 
peared to bow to official pressure, and closed 
her center, Ms. Guo responded by estab- 
lishing her own law firm. The memory of the 
plight of the women in her village drives her 
to continue to fight to improve the lives of 
the underprivileged. 

YOANI SANCHEZ 
CUBA 


Blogger, technological innovator, and 
emerging civil society leader Yoani Sanchez 
has attracted an international following for 
her blog, Generacion Y, which gives readers 
unprecedented insight into life in Cuba. She 
has worked to improve the ability of ordi- 
nary Cubans to access and disseminate infor- 
mation, and to expand information flow and 
free expression throughout Cuba. In 2009, 
Sanchez was detained and roughed up by 
Cuban state security agents. She lives with 
daily fear that she could be jailed and ac- 
cepts that she will always pay a price for her 
work as long as the current governmental 
system continues. 

AGNES OSZTOLYKAN 
HUNGARY 


Defying the odds, Agnes Osztolykan was 
elected to Hungarian Parliament in 2010, and 
is the only female Roma Member of Par- 
liament (MP) in Hungary. Ms. Osztolykan 
speaks out for Roma people in the face of 
open hostility, fearlessly advocating for the 
equal rights and inclusion of Roma in Hun- 
garian society. As deputy chair of the Edu- 
cation Committee, she contributes to Hun- 
gary’s new education regulations, ensuring 
that Roma inclusion remains a priority of 
government programming. Ms. Osztolykan is 
also a strong promoter of civil society in 
Hungary, who tirelessly pushes for better 
education and opportunities for children. 

Eva ABU HALAWEH 
JORDAN 


Eva Abu Halaweh has dedicated her career 
to advocating for the vulnerable people of 
Jordan, including women at risk of becoming 
victims of so-called ‘‘honor crimes.” As Ex- 
ecutive Director of the Mizan Law Group for 
Human Rights, Ms. Halaweh has developed a 
legal team that provides free legal advice 
and counseling, often the only option for 
those seeking justice or a remedy to their 
plight. Ms. Halaweh’s work has influenced 
the government’s actions to prevent torture 
and prosecute such violations and her advo- 
cacy opposing the government’s use of ad- 
ministrative detention to ‘‘protect’? women 
at risk of so-called ‘‘honor crimes”? has 
changed the lives of many. 

ROZA OTUNBAYEVA 
KYRGYZSTAN 


Stepping forward as a leader in the second 
effort of her country to shed authoritarian 
rule, Roza Otunbayeva emerged as Central 
Asia’s first female head of state and head of 
government in a traditional, majority Mus- 
lim country. In the face of a collapsing, cor- 
rupt government and economic stagnation, 
President Otunbayeva succeeded in binding 
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together a fractious opposition into a provi- 
sional government structure able to check 
the struggles for power from stirring up 
wider divisions in society. She has defied the 
expectations of the international community 
in building the first functioning democracy 
in Central Asia. 


MARISELA MORALES IBANEZ 
MEXICO 


The first woman ever appointed to the po- 
sition of Assistant Attorney General for Spe- 
cialized Investigation of Organized Crime 
(SIEDO) in 2008, Marisela Morales has been a 
leader in bringing to justice some of Mexi- 
co’s most dangerous and notorious criminals. 
Her fearless efforts to stand up against cor- 
ruption have generated confidence in SIEDO 
among the public at large. Under Ms. Mo- 
rales’ leadership, SIEDO has succeeded in co- 
ordinating efforts with the Secretariat of De- 
fense, the Secretariat of the Navy, the Secre- 
tariat of Public Security, and the Secre- 
tariat of Governance, as well as with the 
U.S. Embassy in Mexico, and the embassies 
of other governments. Ms. Morales has been 
instrumental in creating the first Federal 
Witness Protection Program in Mexico. With 
her guidance and support, SIEDO indicted 
the first federal trafficking in persons case. 
With her oversight, SIEDO and the U.S. De- 
partment of Homeland Security have cooper- 
ated to reunify children of trafficking vic- 
tims with their mothers in the United 
States. 

GHULAM SUGHRA 
PAKISTAN 

Born in rural Sindh Province, Ghulam 
Sughra became her village’s first female 
high school graduate and the first teacher at 
the first school for girls. Despite being chal- 
lenged by villagers who refused to enroll 
their daughters in school, she initiated a 
public awareness campaign. She came to re- 
alize that economically empowered women 
would have more authority to allow their 
daughters to attend school so she focused on 
ways that would enable local women to de- 
velop their own sources of income. Her ef- 
forts led to the creation of the Marvi Rural 
Development Organization (MRDO), an NGO 
focused on creating community savings 
funds and raising awareness of education, 
health and social development issues. 


—— 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 4 
p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 23 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until 4 p.m. 


EE 
1600 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 4 
p.m. 


EE 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 
Lord, our God and Savior, You have 
given us a powerful calling. Destined in 
our journey of life to find eternal hap- 
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piness in Your presence; each day, we 
hope to draw closer to You and at the 
same time accomplish great deeds for 
the good of this Nation and for the 
world community. 

By Your guidance of our judgments 
and decisions may we respond to Your 
commands and holy inspirations to 
build Your kingdom of peace and jus- 
tice. 

In so doing, may we give You glory 
now and forever. Amen. 


EE 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentle- 
woman from North Carolina (Ms. Foxx) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ms. FOXX led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 
WORLD WAR I MEMORIAL 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the 
lone survivor, the last doughboy of 
World War I, Frank Buckles, has died 
at the age of 110. This photograph of 
Frank Buckles was taken when he was 
16 years of age. He lied to numerous re- 
cruiters so he could join the United 
States Army and go ‘‘over there” in 
World War I. He served in the Ambu- 
lance Corps, rescuing other doughboys 
who had been wounded in Europe. He 
came back home to America. 

During World War II, he was in the 
Merchant Marines, Merchant Seamen, 
and he was captured by the Japanese in 
the Philippines. He was held as a pris- 
oner of war for 3% years. 

Later, Frank moved to West Vir- 
ginia, and he drove his tractor until he 
was well into his hundreds. This is a 
photograph taken of him when he was 
109 years of age. It was taken not far 
from here on The D.C. Mall because, 
you see, it was Frank’s wish toward the 
end of his life that we, as Members of 
Congress, authorize the building of a 
memorial to all of the doughboys who 
served in World War I, all 4 million of 
them who have all died; 116,000 of them 
were killed in World War I. 

Mr. Speaker, we have memorials for 
Vietnam, World War II, and Korea on 
The Mall, but we don’t have a memo- 
rial for all of those who served in World 
War I. We have a memorial, and this is 
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a photograph of it, for the folks that 
lived here in D.C. and served in World 
War I, but we don’t have a memorial 
for all that served. 

So I have filed, today, legislation on 
behalf of Frank Buckles and all those 
other doughboys that we authorize the 
pbuilding of a memorial on The Mall for 
those who served in World War I, those 
doughboys. It is time for Congress to 
do something for those young men and 
women who served. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


EE 


HONORING C. RAY BAKER 


(Mr. WOMACK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to remember an Arkansas leg- 
end—former Mayor Ray Baker—who 
died March 4, 2011, following a lengthy 
illness. For 20 years, Mayor Baker pre- 
sided over Fort Smith, Arkansas, our 
second largest city. He was remem- 
bered this week not only for his out- 
standing civic leadership, but also for 
his 44 years of teaching American his- 
tory at Fort Smith Southside High 
School, lessons taught to thousands of 
students on many of the very issues de- 
bated in this hallowed Chamber. He 
was an institution in civic and aca- 
demic accomplishment, including the 
prestigious Milken Family National 
Educator Award. 

Mr. Speaker, it warmed the soul to 
listen to his colleagues, former stu- 
dents, family, and friends eulogize him 
for his contributions to humankind. 
His enthusiasm was contagious; his de- 
votion to his school, church, and com- 
munity unmistakable. 

Thanks to Mayor Baker, in his own 
immortal words, ‘‘Life’s worth living in 
Fort Smith, Arkansas.” 


ee 


HORRIBLE UNDERMINING OF 
RIGHTS 


(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, just a few minutes ago I had 
the privilege of listening to Janice Kay 
Bobholz, a deputy sheriff from Wis- 
consin; Courtney Johnson, a teacher 
from Ohio; Ryan Fagg, an electrician 
from Indiana; Lynne Radcliffe, a school 
support staff from Ohio; and Tom 
Guyer, a U.S. Army veteran and a pa- 
role officer from Ohio, all of them 
pleading with this Congress to inter- 
vene or to cease the nonsense of their 
Governors who are union busting and 
breaking the backs of middle class 
Americans. 

They all explained how the unions 
were eager to work with these States 
on health and pension benefits; but yet, 
because of special interests and large 
corporate donors and private conversa- 
tions of the Governor of Wisconsin 
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talking about breaking the backs of 
the special 14 who are trying to stay 
out to help the working middle class, 
they are in trouble. 

Rather than creating jobs, rather 
than creating jobs as we are trying to 
do as a Democratic Caucus working on 
behalf of the American people, what we 
have is, frankly, a horrible under- 
mining of rights in this country. 


a 


CREATE JOBS BY PRODUCING 
AMERICAN ENERGY 


(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, with gas 
prices going through the roof, it is 
time to ask the question: Is this ad- 
ministration’s energy policy working? 
After all, gas price haves soared by 30 
percent over the past year. 

We can help protect ourselves from 
these sky-high prices and create jobs 
by actively producing American-made 
energy. That’s why I support an all-of- 
the-above energy policy that includes 
more American-produced energy, like 
oil and nuclear, along with alternatives 
like wind and solar. This will lower 
prices and create good American jobs 
while reducing our dependence on for- 
eign oil. 

Unfortunately, the Obama adminis- 
tration doesn’t seem to get this. Its de 
facto drilling moratorium in the gulf 
has already cost 12,000 jobs and 300,000 
barrels a day of energy production. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to increase pro- 
duction, not decrease it, or American 
families are going to be stuck with ri- 
diculous gas prices that line the pock- 
ets of unsavory regimes in the Middle 
East. 


a 


SLUSH FUNDS 


(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
we learned that the Federal deficit for 
the month of February was $223 billion, 
more than the total yearly deficit in 
2007. Yet Republicans have been labeled 
as irresponsible for looking to cut a 
mere $61 billion from the rest of this 
year’s budget. Our cuts only amount to 
30 percent of the monthly deficit. Addi- 
tionally, these cuts are only made in 
the discretionary portion of our budg- 
et. 

Tomorrow, in the House Energy and 
Commerce Health Subcommittee, we’re 
going to look at new ObamaCare pro- 
grams that have been locked away in 
the mandatory budget. One of these 
programs allows the HHS Secretary to 
spend unlimited sums of money. We 
have given the Secretary a credit card 
with no limit even though our national 
debt threatens the economic health of 
our Nation. 

It is time that we cut up the credit 
card and restore to Congress the power 
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to set fiscal priorities. Slush funds and 
unlimited spending are just two more 
reasons why ObamaCare needs to be re- 
pealed. 


EE 


GUANTANAMO DETAINEES TO 
RECEIVE MILITARY TRIALS 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, The Washington Post is cor- 
rect today by headlining ‘‘Obama al- 
lows indefinite detention,’ citing 
“Guantanamo Bay Order Marks Shift” 
as the ‘0.5. also plans to resume trials 
by military commissions.” 

I would like to commend the Presi- 
dent for stating the administration 
will resume trials by military commis- 
sions for detainees that pose a threat 
to national security. Civilian courts 
were never the proper venue to try 
these enemy combatants. In the future, 
I hope the President will work with 
Congress in creating a comprehensive 
plan for the detention and prosecution 
of the detainees at Guantanamo Bay as 
we face the global war on terrorism. 

As a member of the House Armed 
Services Committee, I know firsthand 
of the professionalism of our dedicated 
military personnel at Guantanamo. I 
recently visited the facilities in Janu- 
ary, led by Chairman BUCK MCKEON; 
and in July 2005 with former Chairman 
DUNCAN HUNTER. Guantanamo Bay is a 
world-class detention facility to pro- 
tect American families. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 


— 
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OBAMACARE 


(Mr. BURGESS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, we are 
coming up, in 2 short weeks’ time, on 
the 1-year anniversary of the passage 
of the Patient Protection and Afford- 
able Care Act, affectionately known as 
ObamaCare. 

Mr. Speaker, what has that year 
wrought? Many of us will remember 
the Speaker of the House a year ago, 
Speaker PELOSI, saying, We have to 
pass this bill so we can understand 
what’s in it. 

Well, it’s been a year. Do we under- 
stand what’s in it? The answer is we do, 
and people don’t like what they see. 

What about the oft repeated claim 
“If you like what you have, you can 
keep it’’? It turns out that is incorrect. 
What about the waivers that have been 
issued since October? Now well over a 
thousand waivers have been issued by 
HHS. Why have those waivers been 
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issued? They have been issued because 
this policy doesn’t work. And worse 
than not working, it costs a ton of 
money. 

Mr. PITTS just mentioned that in 
February the deficit in this country 
was $223 billion for 1 month, the short- 
est month of the year. This is as good 
as it is going to get. What happens 
when you have those subsidies in the 
exchanges that subsidize middle class 
purchase of health insurance in this 
country for the first time? That’s a 
high pressure tap into the Federal 
Treasury. It’s really wrong and it has 
to stop. 


— 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
YODER) laid before the House the fol- 
lowing communication from Robin 
Reeder, Archivist: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 2, 2011. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a civil subpoena, issued be- 
fore the Evidentiary Panel for the State Bar 
of Texas, for documents. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen- 
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli- 
ance with the subpoena is inconsistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
ROBIN REEDER, 
Archivist. 


————— сс 


RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 
COMMITTEES ON NATURAL RE- 
SOURCES AND HOMELAND SECU- 
RITY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following resigna- 
tion as a member of the Committees on 
Natural Resources and Homeland Secu- 
rity: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 2, 2011. 
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER, I have accepted 
the nomination of my Caucus to serve on the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce in the 
112th Congress. I hereby submit my resigna- 
tion to the Committees on Natural Re- 
sources and Homeland Security. 

Sincerely, 
DONNA CHRISTENSEN, 
Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignations are accept- 
ed. 

There was no objection. 


aE 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Brian Pate, 
one of his secretaries. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken after 6:30 p.m. today. 


—— =e 


DENTAL EMERGENCY RESPONDER 
ACT OF 2011 


Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 570) to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to enhance the roles of 
dentists and allied dental personnel in 
the Nation’s disaster response frame- 
work, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 570 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the 
Emergency Responder Act of 2011”. 
SEC. 2. DENTAL EMERGENCY RESPONDERS: PUB- 

LIC HEALTH AND MEDICAL RE- 
SPONSE. 

(a) NATIONAL HEALTH SECURITY STRAT- 
EGY.—Section 2802(b)(3) of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300hh-1(b)(3)) is 
amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by inserting ‘‘and which may include 


“Dental 


dental health facilities’ after ‘‘mental 
health facilities”; and 
(2) in subparagraph (D), by inserting 


“(which may include such dental health as- 
sets)” after ‘‘medical assets”. 

(b) ALL-HAZARDS PUBLIC HEALTH AND MED- 
ICAL RESPONSE CURRICULA AND TRAINING.— 
Section 319Е(а)(5)(В) of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 247d-6(a)(5)(B)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘public health or med- 
ical” and inserting ‘‘public health, medical, 
or dental”. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BURGESS) and the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include extra- 
neous material on H.R. 570 currently 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, currently Federal stat- 
ute deters through omission the incor- 
poration of dental professionals and 
schools into emergency response plans. 
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H.R. 570 would remedy this omission by 
incorporating dentistry by name into 
the Federal disaster response frame- 
work. This legislation is endorsed by 
the American Dental Association and 
the Academy of General Dentistry, and 
it passed the House last year on a voice 
vote. 

It recently passed the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, the Health Sub- 
committee, and the full committee, on 
a voice vote, and 19 members of the En- 
ergy and Commerce Committee are 
currently cosponsors. 

In the aftermath of a natural dis- 
aster, terrorist attack, or public health 
emergency, traditional medical deliv- 
ery systems can become overwhelmed. 
In these situations it is vital that 
States work with all qualified and li- 
censed providers to ensure a volunteer 
workforce to assist in the mitigation of 
that tragedy. Dentists receive sound 
general medical background during 
their professional education and are 
equipped to take patient medical his- 
tories, administer injections, and 
triage patients. This legislation calls 
for no new Federal money and poses no 
new restrictions on moneys now being 
spent. It simply allows States, at their 
option, to incorporate dentists and 
dental facilities into their planning. 

I believe this bill will allow us to 
strategically utilize all available re- 
sources and have the ability to deploy 
the maximum amount of aid in times 
of disaster. I urge support of this bill. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. Towns) for introducing 
the legislation with me. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of H.R. 570, the Dental Emer- 
gency Responder Act of 2011. This is a 
bill that we passed on the House floor 
last fall with strong bipartisan sup- 
port. 

The bill amends the Public Health 
Service Act to include dentists in the 
National Health Security Strategy, 
which is the strategy HHS develops to 
respond to a public health emergency. 

The bill also expands health and med- 
ical response training programs to in- 
clude dental facilities. The bill will 
also amend the Homeland Security Act 
to include dental personnel in the defi- 
nition of ‘‘emergency response pro- 
viders” and will amend the Post- 
Katrina Emergency Management Re- 
form Act of 2006 to require Federal re- 
sponse plans to include dental re- 
sources. 

This bill will help shore up the Na- 
tion’s preparedness for disasters, in- 
cluding natural disasters like hurri- 
canes and manmade disasters like a 
terrorist attack. 

I want to thank Representative BUR- 
GESS and Representative Towns for 
their outstanding work on this issue 
and also acknowledge the advocacy of 


3485 


our former colleague Representative 
Stupak, who worked so hard on this 
bill in the last Congress. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to take just a moment to thank 
CANDICE MILLER from Michigan, who 
was involved in this legislation 
throughout its course last year and has 
been very instrumental this year. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I again 
ask for support of the bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BURGESS. Again, Mr. Speaker, I 
also want to thank Chairman UPTON 
and Chairman PITTS and Ranking 
Members WAXMAN and PALLONE for 
their work in passing this bill so quick- 
ly through the subcommittee and the 
full committee. I also want to thank 
Mr. Stupak for his hard work on the 
legislation in the last Congress. 

Again, I want to acknowledge the 
work of CANDICE MILLER last Congress 
and this Congress in getting this bill 
passed. 

In an emergency, all hands on deck. 
Dentists are willing to support the 
medical and public health response to a 
disaster, and this legislation allows 
States the option to incorporate den- 
tists into their disaster response 
framework. Our Nation’s medical surge 
capacity will never be optimal until we 
capitalize on the personnel resources of 
the entire health care workforce. 

I urge full support of this important 
legislation, H.R. 570, to ensure our na- 
tional disaster responses have the max- 
imum amount of available resources. 

I also want to thank two of my staff 
members, Rebekah West and James 
Paluskiewicz, for their hard work in 
getting this bill to the floor in what 
appears to be record time. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to reclaim my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. PALLONE. I now yield 3 minutes 
to the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) for yielding. I 
thank Dr. BURGESS for his courtesies 
and also Mr. Towns for this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support H.R. 
570 because, in having come from the 
gulf coast and in having gone through 
Hurricanes Katrina, Rita and Ike just 
in a few short years, I have seen the 
devastation of communities and know 
that a holistic approach to health care 
is vital. We have a vibrant dental com- 
munity in Houston, Texas. In par- 
ticular, I want to note that Senior Dr. 
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Zeb Poindexter has served on the 
American Dental Board and is an en- 
thusiastic supporter of accessing den- 
tal care services to the poor. 

When there is a hurricane or a nat- 
ural disaster of some form, everybody 
falls into the same boat. After the dev- 
astation, again, of a tornado—or of a 
hurricane and of the tragic incident 
that occurred this past weekend in 
Louisiana, individuals are facing many 
needs, so having medical professionals 
assist them or even to provide them 
specific dental care after the devasta- 
tion, having the dental community be 
a part of this disaster response team, is 
an excellent idea. 

I join my colleagues in recognizing 
the importance of access to dental care 
for those individuals facing disaster 
and also the importance of increasing 
the opportunity for poor Americans 
who likewise need access to dental 
care. 

Dental care can impact one’s health. 
We have seen that in the past, and we 
have seen that with children. So I be- 
lieve this legislation is in the right di- 
rection, and I add my support to it. I 
know that the gulf region will appre- 
ciate the fact that the dental personnel 
and professionals are added to our dis- 
aster relief efforts and our first re- 
sponders who will respond to any dis- 
aster. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today in strong support of H.R. 570, the 
Dental Emergency Responder Act. This impor- 
tant legislation would recognize dentists as 
emergency response providers who are capa- 
ble of giving medical assistance in the event 
of a public health emergency. 

This bill is an efficient way to improve Amer- 
ica’s emergency response system. Not only 
does it ensure that we are fully prepared on all 
fronts in the event of a crisis or natural dis- 
aster, but it does not add any new Federal 
spending or increase our ever-growing deficit. 

Dentists have strong general medical train- 
ing that | firmly believe should be utilized dur- 
ing a public health emergency. In the wake of 
September 11, 2001, the worst attack on civil- 
ians in the history of our country, we must en- 
sure that America’s emergency response sys- 
tem is prepared, and this includes having a 
strong medical response system in place. 

In a time of crisis, it is crucial that vie have 
all hands on deck to issue medical assistance 
to the public. For this reason | am proud to 
support H.R. 570 and | urge my colleagues to 
vote in favor of this legislation. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
support of H.R. 570, the Dental Emergency 
Responder Act of 2011. | urge my colleagues 
to support this act as it is a necessary step to- 
wards ensuring our nation’s readiness for na- 
tional emergencies. 

As a member of the New York City Con- 
gressional delegation, | am no stranger to 
tragic, national events. In the wake of Sep- 
tember 11, 2001, we witnessed thousands of 
citizens banding together to heal the commu- 
nity. Similarly, when Hurricane Katrina struck 
the gulf coast, Americans again came together 
to help those in need. 
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The people of our Nation stand together as 
a community in times of great sorrow. For this 
reason, Government should do all that it can 
to ensure that individuals with great skill are 
afforded the opportunity to assist in times of 
need. 

For too long, dentists have been prohibited 
from assisting in times of emergency. How- 
ever, this profession is composed of highly 
trained, and capable medical professionals, 
many of whom have offices that can easily 
convert into triage facilities when needed. 

When this bill is enacted, states will be able 
to include, if they choose, dentists as part of 
the emergency response plan. The important 
decisions about how a state responds to a cri- 
sis will still be left to local authorities. Enact- 
ment of this bill simply provides decision mak- 
ers with more options to respond to tragedies 
and emergencies. 

| urge all of my colleagues to vote in sup- 
port of H.R. 570. 

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 570, the Dental Emer- 
gency Responder Act. H.R. 570 will allow 
states to incorporate the valuable resources 
and knowledge of dentists and dental facilities 
into their emergency and disaster planning. 
This legislation is long overdue and will enable 
our state governments to take an “all hands 
on deck” approach when it comes to disaster 
response. 

As a trained dentist, | know that dental stu- 
dents receive a great deal of general medical 
training during the course of their education. 
As a result, dentists are skilled at patient inter- 
views, diagnostic evaluations, triage, suturing, 
infection control measures, wound dressing, 
bloodborne pathogens, administration of medi- 
cations both intravenously and orally, and 
basic emergency care, to give just a few ex- 
amples. Indeed, some dentists receive addi- 
tional training in oral surgery and are specially 
trained to address emergent trauma to the 
maxillofacial areas. Despite these qualifica- 
tions, the National Health Security Strategy 
precludes states from including dentists and 
dental schools in their disaster planning frame- 
work. This is a serious omission апа an un- 
necessary one. H.R. 570 would strike this lan- 
guage, and without imposing a federal man- 
date would permit states to evaluate how den- 
tistry can be helpful in times of crisis and pub- 
lic emergencies. 

The Dental Emergency Responder Act is a 
concept whose time has come, and | urge my 
colleagues in both the House and Senate to 
support this important legislation. 

Mr. PALLONE. I urge support of the 
bill, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. BURGESS. Again, I urge support 
for the legislation and for the passage 
of the bill, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BUR- 
GESS) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 570. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 
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The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 


EE 


VETERINARY PUBLIC HEALTH 
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 2011 


Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 525) to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to enhance and increase 
the number of veterinarians trained in 
veterinary public health. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 525 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Veterinary 
Public Health Amendments Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. INCLUSION OF VETERINARY PUBLIC 
HEALTH IN CERTAIN PUBLIC 
HEALTH WORKFORCE PROVISIONS. 

(a) PUBLIC HEALTH WORKFORCE GRANTS.— 
Subsections (b)(1)(A) and (d)(6) of section 765 
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
295) are amended by inserting ‘‘veterinary 
public health,” after ‘‘preventive medicine,” 
each place it appears. 

(b) PUBLIC HEALTH WORKFORCE LOAN RE- 
PAYMENT PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of section 776(b)(1) of the Public Health Serv- 
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 295f-1(b)(1)) are amended by 
striking ‘‘public health or health professions 
degree or certificate” each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘public health (including vet- 
erinary public health) or health professions 
degree or certificate’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Subparagraph 
(A) of section 776(b)(1) of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 295f-1(b)(1)) is amend- 
ed by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end. 

(c) DEFINITION.—Section 799B of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 295p) is amend- 
ed by adding at the end the following: 

‘(27) VETERINARY PUBLIC HEALTH.—The 
term ‘veterinary public health’ includes vet- 
erinarians engaged in one or more of the fol- 
lowing areas to the extent such areas have 
an impact on human health: biodefense and 
emergency preparedness, emerging and re- 
emerging infectious diseases, environmental 
health, ecosystem health, pre- and post-har- 
vest food protection, regulatory medicine, 
diagnostic laboratory medicine, veterinary 
pathology, biomedical research, the practice 
of food animal medicine in rural areas, and 
government practice.”’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BURGESS) and the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and to in- 
clude extraneous material on H.R. 525 
currently under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. BURGESS. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 525, the Veterinary 
Public Health Amendments Act of 2011, 
would take important steps to increase 
the number of public health veterinar- 
jans. 

Food animal veterinarians have a 
vital role in our Nation’s public health, 
and experts have informed us that 
there is, in fact, a shortage. This short- 
age could negatively affect our Na- 
tion’s public health, including the safe- 
ty of our Nation’s food. We expect that 
this legislation will help greatly in 
solving that problem. 

H.R. 525 would enable individuals 
seeking veterinary public health de- 
grees to be eligible for existing public 
health workforce loan repayment pro- 
grams. This legislation would also 
allow the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to award existing 
training grants to increase the veteri- 
nary public health workforce. 

I would like to thank all of the Mem- 
bers who have worked on this issue, in- 
cluding my physician colleague on the 
committee, Dr. PHIL GINGREY of Geor- 
gia. I would also like to thank Con- 
gresswoman TAMMY BALDWIN of Wis- 
consin for authoring the bill. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
bill, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. PALLONE. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of H.R. 525, the Veterinary 
Public Health Amendments Act of 2011. 
This is an important, bipartisan bill 
that we passed on the floor in the last 
Congress. 

Veterinary medicine is an important 
component of our human public health 
system. From H1N1, to SARS, to food 
safety, public health veterinarians are 
critical to our protection of human 
health. This bill would ensure that vet- 
erinary public health professionals are 
eligible for two important public 
health workforce programs, but only to 
the extent that the work of these vet- 
erinarians has an impact on human 
health. 

I want to commend Representative 
BALDWIN for her leadership on this leg- 
islation. She has been working on this 
for a long time, and I was pleased to 
work with her. I also want to thank 
Chairman PITTS, Chairman UPTON, and 
Representative SHIMKUS for their sup- 
port; and I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port this important bill. 

I now yield 3 minutes to the sponsor 
of the legislation, the gentlewoman 
from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN). 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 525, the Veteri- 
nary Public Health Amendments Act. 

Although we may not know it, our 
health depends, in part, on a small 
army of veterinarians working in pub- 
lic health. Their role was never clearer 
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than during the H1N1 virus outbreak. 
We now see that diseases can travel 
from animals to humans seemingly 
overnight. 

Public health veterinarians are our 
frontline of defense against another 
outbreak. They inspect our slaughter- 
houses, prevent a foot-and-mouth dis- 
ease outbreak from devastating our 
economy and our agriculture industry, 
and protect our citizens against the 
threat of bioterrorism. 

Unfortunately, our current workforce 
cannot meet these public health chal- 
lenges. In the next 20 years, experts 
predict a shortage of 15,000 veterinar- 
ians; and between 2006 and 2016, the Bu- 
reau of Labor Statistics predicts that 
the demand for veterinary services will 
increase by 35 percent. Something 
must be done to protect our national 
health by preventing and controlling 
infectious diseases, ensuring the safety 
and security of the Nation’s food sup- 
ply, promoting healthy environments, 
and providing health care for animals. 

H.R. 525 will help to ensure that we 
have a more robust veterinary public 
health workforce. The bill has two 
main components: loan repayment for 
veterinarians who commit to teaching 
or to working in public health and a 
new fellowship program for public 
health veterinarians. 

I want to thank the Association of 
American Veterinary Medical Colleges 
and the American Veterinary Medical 
Association for their tireless work on 
behalf of public health veterinarians. 

I would also like to thank Chairman 
PITTS and Ranking Member PALLONE 
for their support on this important leg- 
islation. 

This bill is identical to the Veteri- 
nary Public Health Amendments Act 
that passed the House by voice vote in 
the last Congress. This bill also passed 
the Energy and Commerce Committee 
unanimously. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
critical bill to ensure that our veteri- 
nary workforce is prepared to meet our 
public health needs. 

Mr. PALLONE. I would certainly 
urge support for this important legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, as I have no further re- 
quests for time, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to insert into the RECORD a letter 
from the American Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration urging support of this legisla- 
tion. 

I would also like to point out that 
this legislation enjoyed unanimous 
support from both the Republican and 
Democratic sides of the dais in the full 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

AMERICAN FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION®, 
Washington, DC, March 8, 2011. 
Hon. FRED UPTON, 
Chairman, House Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN UPTON: The American 

Farm Bureau Federation encourages your 
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support of H.R. 525, the Veterinary Public 
Health Amendments Act of 2011. This legisla- 
tion, scheduled for floor consideration today, 
would amend the Public Health Service Act 
by adding veterinary public health as one of 
the groups eligible for grants to train the 
public health workforce, and would make 
veterinarians studying public health eligible 
for loan repayment. 

The U.S. faces a critical shortage of veteri- 
narians in public health practice areas such 
as food safety and security, bioterrorism and 
emergency preparedness, environmental 
health, regulatory medicine, diagnostic lab- 
oratory medicine, food systems veterinary 
medicine and biomedical research. Many re- 
cent studies have shown dramatic shortfalls 
of veterinarians in key public health prac- 
tice areas, including food systems, veteri- 
nary medicine and at several federal govern- 
ment agencies protecting the nation’s food 
supply and keeping a watchful eye out for 
bioterrorism and foreign animal diseases. 
The national pool of 2,500 new graduates a 
year is not enough to meet the demands of a 
growing population and the changing public 
health needs of society. 

Public health starts at the farm and ranch 
level where veterinarians are essential for 
the health and welfare of our animals. 
Healthy animals mean a healthy food supply. 
However, many of our members feel con- 
tinual strain caused by fewer large animal 
practitioners entering the field and the re- 
sulting underserved areas for veterinary ex- 
pertise. From dairies in Maine to sheep 
flocks in Montana, fewer veterinarians are 
available to help producers care for their 
animals in both routine and emergency situ- 
ations. National efforts such as this legisla- 
tion are needed to address these critical defi- 
cits. 

We urge the House of Representatives to 
approve H.R. 525 to increase the number of 
veterinarians working in public health prac- 
tice. Thank you for your consideration of 
this important legislation to our nation’s 
farmers and ranchers. 

Sincerely, 
BOB STALLMAN, 
President. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BUR- 
GESS) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 525. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 


EE 
1630 


CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO 
IRAN—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 112-13) 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following message 
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from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and ordered to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer- 
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na- 
tional emergency unless, prior to the 
anniversary date of its declaration, the 
President publishes in the Federal Reg- 
ister and transmits to the Congress a 
notice stating that the emergency is to 
continue in effect beyond the anniver- 
sary date. In accordance with this pro- 
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice 
to the Federal Register for publication 
stating that the national emergency 
with respect to Iran that was declared 
on March 15, 1995, is to continue in ef- 
fect beyond March 15, 2011. 

The crisis between the United States 
and Iran resulting from the actions and 
policies of the Government of Iran has 
not been resolved. The actions and 
policies of the Government of Iran are 
contrary to the interests of the United 
States in the region and continue to 
pose an unusual and extraordinary 
threat to the national security, foreign 
policy, and economy of the United 
States. For these reasons, I have deter- 
mined that it is necessary to continue 
the national emergency declared with 
respect to Iran and maintain in force 
comprehensive sanctions against Iran 
to respond to this threat. 

BARACK OBAMA. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 8, 2011. 


a 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 6:30 
p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 31 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until 6:30 p.m. 


— 
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AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. CHAFFETZ) at 6 o’clock 
and 30 minutes p.m. 


EE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on motions to suspend the 
rules previously postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H.R. 570 and H.R. 525, in each case by 
the yeas and nays. 

The first electronic vote will be con- 
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The second 
electronic vote will be conducted as a 
65-minute vote. 


DENTAL EMERGENCY RESPONDER 
ACT OF 2011 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 570) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to enhance the 
roles of dentists and allied dental per- 
sonnel in the Nation’s disaster re- 
sponse framework, and for other pur- 
poses, on which the yeas and nays were 
ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BUR- 
GESS) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 401, nays 12, 
not voting 19, as follows: 

[Roll No. 163] 


YEAS—401 
Ackerman Chu Fudge 
Adams Cicilline Gallegly 
Aderholt Clarke (MI) Garamendi 
Akin Clarke (NY) Gardner 
Alexander Clay Garrett 
Altmire Cleaver Gerlach 
Andrews Clyburn Gibbs 
Austria Coble Gingrey (GA) 
Baca Coffman (CO) Gohmert 
Bachmann Cohen Gonzalez 
Bachus Cole Goodlatte 
Baldwin Conaway Gosar 
Barletta Connolly (VA) Gowdy 
Barrow Conyers Granger 
Bartlett Cooper Green, Al 
Barton (TX) Costa Green, Gene 
Bass (CA) Costello Griffin (AR) 
Bass (NH) Courtney Griffith (VA) 
Becerra Cravaack Grijalva 
Benishek Crawford Grimm 
Berg Crenshaw Guinta 
Berkley Critz Guthrie 
Berman Crowley Gutierrez 
Biggert Cuellar Hall 
Bilbray Culberson Hanabusa 
Bilirakis Cummings Harper 
Bishop (GA) Davis (IL) Harris 
Bishop (NY) Davis (KY) Hartzler 
Bishop (UT) DeFazio Hastings (FL) 
Black DeGette Hastings (WA) 
Blackburn DeLauro Hayworth 
Blumenauer Denham Heck 
Bonner Dent Heinrich 
Bono Mack DesJarlais Heller 
Boren Deutch Hensarling 
Boswell Diaz-Balart Herger 
Boustany Dicks Herrera Beutler 
Brady (PA) Doggett Higgins 
Brady (TX) Dold Himes 
Braley (IA) Donnelly (IN) Hinchey 
Brooks Doyle Hinojosa 
Brown (FL) Dreier Hirono 
Buchanan Duffy Holden 
Bucshon Duncan (SC) Holt 
Buerkle Duncan (TN) Honda 
Burgess Edwards Hoyer 
Burton (IN) Ellison Huelskamp 
Butterfield Ellmers Huizenga (MI) 
Calvert Emerson Hultgren 
Camp Engel Hunter 
Canseco Eshoo Hurt 
Cantor Farenthold Inslee 
Capito Fattah Issa 
Capps Filner Jackson (IL) 
Capuano Fincher Jackson Lee 
Cardoza Fitzpatrick (TX) 
Carnahan Fleischmann Jenkins 
Carney Fleming Johnson (GA) 
Carson (IN) Flores Johnson (IL) 
Carter Forbes Johnson (OH) 
Cassidy Fortenberry Johnson, E. B. 
Castor (FL) Foxx Johnson, Sam 
Chabot Frank (MA) Jones 
Chaffetz Franks (AZ) Jordan 
Chandler Frelinghuysen Kaptur 
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Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (МІ) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 


Amash 
Broun (GA) 
Campbell 
Flake 


Davis (CA) 
Dingell 

Farr 
Giffords 
Graves (MO) 
Hanna 
Israel 


Messrs. 
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Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Olver 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Renacci 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 


NAYS—12 


Gibson 
Graves (GA) 
Kingston 
McClintock 


Schmidt 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 


Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
[Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 

Tierney 

Tipton 

Гопко 

Towns 

Tsongas 

Turner 


Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster 
Weiner 
Welch 
West 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Paul 

Schock 

Walsh (IL) 
Westmoreland 


NOT VOTING—19 


Lipinski 
Markey 
Murphy (CT) 
Nunes 

Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Rehberg 
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Reichert 
Scott (SC) 
Simpson 
Speier 
Waters 


KINGSTON, WESTMORE- 


LAND, and BROUN of Georgia changed 
their vote from “yea” to “пау.” 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma- 
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 
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The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


VETERINARY PUBLIC HEALTH 
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 2011 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 525) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to enhance and in- 
crease the number of veterinarians 
trained in veterinary public health, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BUR- 
GESS) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 280, nays 
138, not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 164] 


YEAS—280 
Ackerman Costello Hinchey 
Aderholt Courtney Hinojosa 
Akin Cravaack Hirono 
Alexander Crawford Holden 
Altmire Critz Holt 
Andrews Crowley Honda 
Austria Cuellar Hoyer 
Baca Cummings Inslee 
Baldwin Davis (IL) Jackson (IL) 
Barletta DeFazio Jackson Lee 
Barrow DeGette (TX) 
Bartlett DeLauro Jenkins 
Barton (TX) Dent Johnson (GA) 
Bass (CA) Deutch Johnson (IL) 
Bass (NH) Diaz-Balart Johnson, E. B. 
Becerra Dicks Jones 
Berg Dingell Kaptur 
Berkley Doggett Keating 
Berman Dold Kelly 
Biggert Donnelly (IN) Kildee 
Bilbray Doyle Kind 
Bishop (GA) Edwards King (NY) 
Bishop (NY) Ellison Kissell 
Bishop (UT) Emerson Kucinich 
Blumenauer Engel Lance 
Boren Eshoo Langevin 
Boswell Farr Larsen (WA) 
Brady (PA) Fattah Larson (CT) 
Braley (ТА) Filner Latham 
Brown (FL) Fitzpatrick LaTourette 
Bucshon Forbes Lee (CA) 
Burgess Fortenberry Levin 
Butterfield Frank (MA) Lewis (CA) 
Calvert Frelinghuysen Lewis (GA) 
Capito Fudge LoBiondo 
Capps Garamendi Loebsack 
Capuano Gardner Lofgren, Zoe 
Cardoza Gerlach Lowey 
Carnahan Gingrey (GA) Lucas 
Carney Gonzalez Luetkemeyer 
Carson (IN) Goodlatte Lujan 
Cassidy Green, Al Lummis 
Castor (FL) Green, Gene Lynch 
Chabot Griffin (AR) Maloney 
Chandler Griffith (VA) Marino 
Chu Grijalva Matheson 
Cicilline Grimm Matsui 
Clarke (MI) Guthrie McCarthy (NY) 
Clarke (NY) Gutierrez McCollum 
Clay Hal McDermott 
Cleaver Hanabusa McGovern 
Clyburn Harper McIntyre 
Coble Harris McKeon 
Cohen Hartzler McKinley 
Cole Hastings (FL) McNerney 
Connolly (VA) Heck Meehan 
Conyers Heinrich Meeks 
Cooper Higgins Michaud 
Costa Himes Miller (NC) 


Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Noem 
Nunnelee 
Olver 

Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 

Platts 

Polis 
Pompeo 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rivera 


Adams 
Amash 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Buerkle 
Burton (IN) 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Carter 
Chaffetz 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 


Davis (CA) 
Giffords 
Graves (MO) 
Hanna 
Israel 


Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 


NAYS—138 


Gohmert 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Guinta 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latta 
Long 
Lungren, Daniel 
Е. 
Маск 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
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Stivers 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 


Mulvaney 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nugent 
Olson 

Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 

Poe (TX) 
Posey 
Quayle 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 

Roby 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 

Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shuster 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stutzman 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—14 


Lipinski 
Markey 
Nunes 
Pelosi 
Rehberg 


Reichert 
Scott (SC) 
Simpson 
Waters 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes left in 
the vote. 


1901 


Ms. KAPTUR changed her vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma- 
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


——— 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speaker, on 
Tuesday, March 8, 2011, | missed the fol- 
lowing votes due to illness. 

Had | been present, | would have voted: 

“Yea” on rollcall No. 163. 

“Yea” on rollcall No. 164. 


Ee 


ELECTING A MEMBER TO A CER- 
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEE OF 
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA- 
TIVES 


Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Demo- 
cratic Caucus, I offer a privileged reso- 
lution and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Н. RES. 149 

Resolved, That the following named Mem- 
ber be and is hereby elected to the following 
standing committee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives: 

(1) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE.— 
Mrs. Christensen. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut (during 
the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the resolution be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 830, FHA REFINANCE PRO- 
GRAM TERMINATION ACT 


Mr. BISHOP of Utah, from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi- 
leged report (Rept. No. 112-27) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 150) providing for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 830) to 
rescind the unobligated funding for the 
FHA Refinance Program and to termi- 
nate the program, which was referred 
to the House Calendar and ordered to 
be printed. 
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 836, EMERGENCY MORTGAGE 
RELIEF PROGRAM TERMINATION 
ACT 


Mr. BISHOP of Utah, from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi- 
leged report (Rept. No. 112-28) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 151) providing for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 836) to 
rescind the unobligated funding for the 
Emergency Mortgage Relief Program 
and to terminate the program, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 


——— 


ALL-OF-THE-ABOVE ENERGY 
POLICY 


(Mr. GUINTA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, in my 
home State of New Hampshire, I have 
had the pleasure of talking to many 
constituents over the course of the last 
several days who have expressed their 
great concern relative to the rising gas 
prices not just in New Hampshire, but 
all across the country. Just today, gas 
prices are now at $3.45 a gallon, min- 
imum. 

This and many Congresses have 
failed their obligation and responsi- 
bility to have an approach to solving 
the energy crisis and the energy chal- 
lenges that are before us. And I call 
both on this body and the President of 
the United States to come with an all- 
of-the-above energy policy so we can 
once and for all look the American peo- 
ple in the eye, my constituents in New 
Hampshire, and give them hope for a 
true reduction not just in gas prices, 
but to have long-term sustainability 
and viability from our own country in 
how we have our oil and other opportu- 
nities to reduce our dependence on for- 
eign oil. 

This is something that is critical not 
just today and in the coming weeks, 
but its been critical for our Nation’s 
infrastructure as well as our economy. 
I again hope that this body acts swiftly 
and promptly. 


EEE 
1910 
CONSTITUTION CAUCUS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FLEISCHMANN). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
STUTZMAN) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
honored to represent the people of Indi- 
ana’s Third District, and I am also 
proud to serve as a cochair of the Con- 
stitution Caucus here in Congress. The 
hottest fires make the strongest steel. 
After seeing Washington assail the 
Constitution, Americans went to the 
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polls last November and demanded a 
return to our first principles. As a re- 
sult, the membership of this caucus has 
more than doubled. We began this Con- 
gress by reading the Constitution right 
here on the floor. We have come here 
this evening in that same spirit. 

I rise today to continue a conversa- 
tion that used to fill the halls of this 
great building. There was a time in our 
Nation’s past when Members of Con- 
gress openly and passionately debated 
the interpretation of the Constitution. 
We are here tonight to renew that dis- 
cussion. 

When we were sworn in, each of us 
took an oath to uphold and defend the 
Constitution. This means that we are 
required to interpret and apply it to 
our daily work. I am sure that we all 
take that oath very seriously. How- 
ever, I am also sure that, without vigi- 
lance, we slip out of tune with the prin- 
ciples enshrined in that founding docu- 
ment. 

Today, we have an opportunity to re- 
dedicate ourselves to those principles, 
to limited government and individual 
equality. In the coming months, my 
colleagues and I will come again to the 
floor to discuss federalism, checks and 
balances, and enumerated powers. 

Today, however, we ought to begin by 
asking ourselves a very simple ques- 
tion: ‘‘What is so wonderful about the 
Constitution?” After all, I believe, the 
last election was a mandate to return 
to its wisdom and guidance. We ought 
to at least begin by asking why it 
should hold such prominence in our 
hearts. Why, for example, did Abraham 
Lincoln declare so forcefully, ‘‘Don’t 
interfere with anything in the Con- 
stitution. That must be maintained, 
for it is the only safeguard of our lib- 
erties’’? 

The answer is elegantly simple. The 
Constitution enshrines the enduring 
principles of limited government, and 
limited government is the surest 
guardian of human dignity. The Con- 
stitution gave form and shape to the 
philosophy put forth in the Declaration 
of Independence. The Declaration, it 
has been said, was the promise; the 
Constitution is the fulfillment. 

I cannot overemphasize the truly rev- 
olutionary nature of our War for Inde- 
pendence. For the first time in human 
history, when a group of people over- 
threw an oppressive regime, they began 
by espousing a vigorous and eloquent 
philosophy: That all men are created 
equal. They are endowed by their Cre- 
ator with certain unalienable rights. 
Even as lives, fortunes, and sacred 
honor hung in the balance, these men 
began with a summary of human na- 
ture. 

America was founded on the idea 
that humans have a specific character. 
We are wired a certain way. Our 
Founding Fathers understood two basic 
and profound truths about human na- 
ture. First, we are not perfect. We err. 
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We will never reach perfection. To be- 
lieve that man is perfectible is to en- 
gage in fanciful speculation. Second, in 
spite of our fallen natures, we are dig- 
nified and equal. We each possess rea- 
son and the ability to determine our 
own lives. 

As James Madison, the Father of the 
Constitution, eloquently stated: ‘‘What 
is government itself but the greatest of 
all reflections on human nature? If 
men were angels, no government would 
be necessary. If angels were to govern 
men, neither external nor internal con- 
trols on government would be nec- 
essary.” 

How then can imperfect beings gov- 
ern in a way that respects human dig- 
nity? The answer is found in limited 
government. Again, James Madison 
said this: “You must first enable the 
government to control the governed; 
and in the next place oblige it to con- 
trol itself.” 

Limited government justly defends 
the dignity of the individual through 
specific and checked powers. Do not 
confuse limited for weak. Government 
ought to be strong in those areas where 
strength is required and specifically 
enumerated. In all other areas, the 
government must defer to the judg- 
ments of free men and women. 

In our Republic, the dignity of the in- 
dividual citizen is paramount. It would 
be arrogant to believe that a few elite 
can discern and direct over 300 million 
souls here in America. I fear, with bal- 
looning government and near 
unstoppable deficits being run every 
year, we are dangerously close to aban- 
doning the principles that brought us 
here safely thus far. As regulations in- 
fringe on nearly every aspect of daily 
life, human dignity is endangered. 

Those of us here this evening are 
ready to work against this tide, to re- 
turn our government to its proper role 
of defending individual freedoms. I am 
eager to continue this conversation in 
the coming months, because there is 
much work to be done. 

Mr. Speaker, I would now like to 
yield to the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey (Mr. GARRETT), the original found- 
er of this caucus. 

Mr. GARRETT. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Indiana for being here to- 
night as we talk about the Constitu- 
tion. And who was it that said that the 
Constitution, it may not be perfect, 
but it’s better than what we have now? 

As we talk about kicking off to- 
night’s Special Order, this series here 
in the 112th Congress, I am pleased to 
be here with my colleague from Indi- 
ana and my colleague also behind me, 
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. BISHOP), 
to talk about these most important 
issues, the foundation of the Constitu- 
tion. 

Back at the very beginning, back in 
2004, 2005, there really were not that 
many Americans talking about the 
proper role of the Constitution and the 
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limitations that it does place both on 
the size and also on the scope of the 
Federal Government. But as the years 
went by, over the last several years at 
least, interest in the Constitution has 
grown аз new government programs 
have whittled away basically at the 
protections in the Constitution that 
guarantee to us certain liberties to the 
people and authorities to the States. 
So, аз we come here tonight, and as we 
have pointed out in the past, we will 
continue to highlight until Congress’ 
recent course is reversed. 

This body has drifted away from the 
principles of limited government en- 
shrined in this, the Constitution. This 
document, the finely crafted sections 
and verses that are in it, the guidelines 
and the limitations that we see in it of 
the powers of government it was writ- 
ten to impose, does not have the same 
personal meaning and importance to 
Americans it seems it had during the 
times of the federalist and anti-fed- 
eralist debates. 

Is that because it is a different time, 
and now we’re іп a different age where 
we have long since forgotten what it is 
like to live under tyrannical rule? It 
may be, Mr. Speaker, because of that, 
or perhaps otherwise, it could also be 
because we don’t simply cherish and 
study the Constitution like our fore- 
fathers once did. 

So we come to the floor tonight, 
through these Constitution hours, if 
you will, and we hope to, by them, in- 
crease the knowledge not only of this 
body but also of the American public as 
well. And we do so, taking a look at 
the intricacies and the nuances of this, 
the Constitution. Also, I think, we also 
help to shed some light on the cir- 
cumstances and the times that inspired 
the Founding Fathers to write our 
country’s founding document. 

Tonight, we specifically want to 
spend some time talking about limited 
government and its role in protecting 
human dignity. ‘‘Liberty to all,’’ Presi- 
dent Lincoln once wrote, back in 1861, 
“is the summation of the Declaration 
of Independence.” He said further, ‘ће 
principles which have proved an apple 
of gold to all of us.” 

Yet the mere assertion of those prin- 
ciples for him was not enough. As Lin- 
coln later pointed out, for liberty to 
have real meaning, it must be en- 
shrined, and it must be enshrined in 
law. The Constitution, as he put it, is 
the picture of silver subsequently 
framed around. Then he went on to say 
that the picture was made not to con- 
ceal or to destroy that apple as it was 
framed, but rather to adorn and to pre- 
serve it. 

This, Lincoln said, drawing upon the 
book of Proverbs, is ‘‘a word fitly spo- 
ken.” So to understand America, you 
must understand our founding prin- 
ciples. To understand the Constitution 
and why government should be limited, 
you must then, therefore, understand 
also the Declaration of Independence. 
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So, the structure of the Constitution 
follows the principles and the argu- 
ments of the Declaration, where it 
says, of course, all men are created 
equal; they are endowed by their Cre- 
ator with certain unalienable rights. 
This great statement, that we are 
hopefully all familiar with, at the out- 
set of the Declaration, a truly revolu- 
tionary claim at the time, is followed 
by a list of complaints lodged against 
the king at that time, King George III. 

To just spend a moment or two to go 
into this in a little bit more detail and 
to delve down into it, these then can be 
divided into three categories, cor- 
responding with the legislative, execu- 
tive, and judicial foundations of gov- 
ernment. 
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So to step back for a moment, the 
list takes up over half of the Declara- 
tion, and the complaints there specify 
exactly where their King had failed. 
And so, too, why government by con- 
sent is therefore necessary. Now he re- 
fused to enact necessary laws, they 
said. Harmful ones took their places, 
they said. Judges entirely dependent 
upon the King’s will were rendered 
mere puppets at the time; and when 
the King did act, he flooded American 
shores with soldiers and bureaucrats. 

Their complaints there were specific. 
The King suspended representative 
Houses for opposing with manly firm- 
ness invasions on the rights of the peo- 
ple, he wrote. He went on to say, he has 
obstructed the administration of jus- 
tice. How? By refusing his assent of 
laws for establishing judiciary powers. 
He went on to say he was also guilty of 
imposing taxes on us without our con- 
sent and also suspending our very own 
legislatures and declaring themselves 
vested with powers to legislate for us 
in all cases whatsoever. 

Yet another complaint alleged 
against the King was that he ‘‘erected 
a multitude of new offices and thereby 
sent hither swarms of officers to harass 
the people and eat out their sub- 
stance.” 

So, when all power is taken from the 
hands of the people and accumulated in 
the hands of a single person, or single 
head, if you will, it breeds a similar 
power grab by who else? The bureau- 
crats, who have no job but to consume 
the productivity and resources of the 
people, of the populace. бо the 
overweening Federal Government 
today is guilty of the same offenses of 
liberty as back then as well. 

Americans who are desperately try- 
ing to figure out and file their own in- 
come tax returns right now know this 
all too well, I think. And so the Dec- 
laration anticipates what we have here, 
the necessity of separation of powers 
and just society. 

So its message is clear: No single per- 
son or political force can rightfully 
possess all the powers of the one gov- 


“ 


3491 


ernment. Only the Divine, only the Di- 
vine who is named in the Declaration 
of Independence as the Author of the 
laws of nature, also named as the Cre- 
ator, also named as the Supreme Judge 
of the entire world, and finally also 
named as Divine Providence, only the 
Divine justly exerts complete power. 
But in the hands of a human being, 
such power is, as it’s stated there, ab- 
solute despotism. 

Our Founding Fathers did not believe 
that human beings could be perfected. 
We were not divine. We were capable of 
both good and evil. James Madison 
later wrote in defense of the Constitu- 
tion: ‘‘As there is a degree of depravity 
in mankind which requires a certain 
degree of circumspection and distrust: 
So there are other qualities in human 
nature which justify a certain portion 
of esteem and of confidence.” 

So to assume that man’s goodness 
will always direct his actions is to ig- 
nore reality. People, therefore, are im- 
perfect and cannot be perfected. And so 
no edict of government will change 
that fundamental fact. 

To step back again, what, then, is the 
role of government? Calling govern- 
ment the greatest of all reflections of 
human nature, James Madison said 
that the government must start where? 
Well, with the understanding that men 
are not angels, as the gentleman from 
Indiana stated before. And as he said, 
were they perfect or angelic, no gov- 
ernment would be necessary. 

Jefferson, Madison’s friend, implic- 
itly argued the same thing in the Dec- 
laration. So, today, when we speak of 
“the government,” we often think of 
an impersonal force, somehow out 
there and above everything, above 
human nature, if you will. 

But what is government? Govern- 
ment is composed of what you see here. 
It is composed of human beings, all of 
whom are imperfect. And so to be in 
the public sector or to be elected to of- 
fice does not automatically, by any 
means, transform a human being into 
that angel. And so for that very same 
reason, that very same reason that 
human beings are not perfect, govern- 
ment therefore must be limited and its 
duties therefore must be delineated. 

Going back to what President Lin- 
coln once said, he further elaborated on 
the importance of human dignity, 
which is our discussion tonight, back 
in 1861 where he said a couple of things, 
and I will close on this: ‘“‘Without the 
Constitution and the Union, we could 
not have attained the result; but even 
these are not the primary cause of our 
great prosperity. There is something 
back of these, entwining itself more 
closely about the human heart.” And 
what is that? “That something is the 
principle of ’liberty to all’—the prin- 
ciple that clears the path for all—gives 
hope to all—and, by consequence, en- 
terprise and industry to all.” 

Over the course of this 112th Con- 
gress, this caucus and my colleagues, 
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hopefully, on both sides of the aisle 
will continue to sponsor these discus- 
sions, these Constitution hours, if you 
will, to expand upon our understanding 
of these core principles of limited gov- 
ernment enshrined in our Constitution. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to speak tonight on this very 
important topic, and I yield back to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. STUTZMAN. It is my pleasure to 
now yield such time as he may con- 
sume to the fellow chair, the cochair of 
the Constitutional Caucus, the gen- 
tleman from Utah (Mr. BISHOP). 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I thank the 
gentleman from Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
it is a pleasure for me to be here and be 
part of this significant issue. 

In the Constitution it says that cer- 
tain things are self-evident. And what 
are the things that were self-evident in 
the Declaration of Independence? I 
have to get words right, don’t I? In the 
Declaration of Independence there are 
things that are self-evident. And what 
was self-evident is that all men are cre- 
ated equal in a political sense. And be- 
cause of that, because all men are 
equal, the Creator has given us certain 
inalienable rights. 

And then it goes on to say the next 
step in that process is once you have 
those inalienable rights, it is the pur- 
pose of government to secure those 
rights. That’s what we are talking 
about here, that within the concept of 
our country, which was written and es- 
tablished in the brilliant prose of 
Thomas Jefferson, every individual has 
an innate—almost divine—worth with- 
in them which signifies that they all 
have certain rights that are there from 
the Creator. 

In England, those rights were estab- 
lished in law starting with the Magna 
Carta and then building on, so that at 
the time of our country’s founding, ev- 
eryone knew what the rights of Eng- 
lishmen were. Our Revolutionary War 
was not about taxes being too high. It 
was, not as some revisionist historians 
will say, about impressment of colo- 
nials into the British Navy. It was 
about the rights of Englishmen which 
were being denied British subjects liv- 
ing in America at the time. That’s 
what they argued about. That’s what in 
Philadelphia they were talking about 
is the denial of those individual rights 
which are basic to all people because 
we all have that spark of divinity and 
we have those inalienable rights. 

That’s why as part of the debate that 
was established there was an exchange 
in which Benjamin Franklin took part 
in which he was talking with another 
person that said, there are more impor- 
tant things in life than simply having 
our rights protected. The fact is we are 
British citizens. To which Franklin 
then said, to be called a British citizen 
without given the rights of a British 
citizen is like calling an ox a bull. He 
is grateful for the honor, but would 
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much rather have restored what was 
rightfully his. That’s the key element 
to which we were talking here. With 
that, the Constitution was written as a 
fortification of those individual rights 
and freedoms. 

And it is the purpose of limited gov- 
ernment to protect those individual 
liberties. The Constitution created lim- 
ited government, the purpose of which 
was to protect our individual liberties. 

Now as I try and talk to my old stu- 
dents to try and sometimes define the 
term ‘‘individual liberties,’’ because it 
becomes somewhat vague in the minds 
of people, I look at individual liberties 
as the concept that individuals have 
choices in their personal lives. It is not 
the role of government to pick winners 
and losers in society, whether that be 
socially or economically. That is our 
rights as individuals. 
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It is the right to have choices in my 
life. You know, I look around the world 
in which we are, and it seems like all 
the time I am given choices and op- 
tions, even when I don’t want them. I 
can pick a cell phone plan from a myr- 
iad of options that are there. If I want 
a breakfast cereal, there is a whole row 
of choices that are there. Even if I 
want Pringles potato chips, there are 
16 kinds of varieties for me. 

The entrepreneurial world has under- 
stood that people in America want 
choices and options. That’s their lib- 
erty. It is only government, especially 
here in Washington, that seems to see 
that one size fits all and mandates so 
that the government chooses winners 
and losers rather than allowing that 
for individuals. It is only us it seems 
who have not learned what is yearning 
within the soul of all Americans that 
they understood when they wrote the 
Declaration of Independence and then 
formalized the Constitution of the 
United States. 

I wish to quote someone here, and I 
don’t know who actually wrote this, 
but it is brilliant so I am going to 
claim that I said it: In the first 150 
years of this country, under the Con- 
stitution, we can sum up in the fol- 
lowing way. In the early years of this 
country, measures to expand govern- 
ment’s power beyond those enumerated 
in the Constitution rarely got out of 
Congress because they were stopped by 
the objections in that branch. Con- 
stitutional objections in Congress. 

Members of Congress actually de- 
bated whether they had the power to do 
whatever it was that was being pro- 
posed. They didn’t simply assume they 
had the power and then leave it to the 
courts to check them, Congress took 
the Constitution and the limits it im- 
posed on congressional action seri- 
ously. Then when constitutionally du- 
bious bills did by chance get out of 
Congress, Presidents vetoed them not 
simply on policy but on constitutional 
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grounds. Indeed, the first six Presi- 
dents thought the veto was supposed to 
be used only for constitutional pur- 
poses. And finally, when that brake 
failed, the courts stepped in. In short, 
the system of checks and balances 
worked because the Constitution was 
taken seriously by a sufficient number 
of those who had sworn to uphold it. 
We seem to have forgotten that in 
probably the last 60, 70, maybe even 100 
years. 

If I can give a religious reference, at 
some time the children of Israel, as we 
read in the Old Testament, wanted to 
have a king so they could be likened to 
all other nations. They went to the 
prophet who tried to dissuade them, 
but they were insistent that they have 
a king to be likened to all other na- 
tions, so the king could do marvelous 
things. And, indeed, they had a king. 
And the first kings did great things. 
They unified a nation; they built a 
beautiful temple. But ultimately, those 
kings became the millstone around the 
neck of the people that brought them 
down to destruction. 

We have a change that took place al- 
most 100 years ago where people de- 
cided to change what the Federal Gov- 
ernment was designed to do. It is not 
that they did not understand the Con- 
stitution. They understood it perfectly; 
they just didn’t like it because it pro- 
hibited us from doing marvelous 
things. We have now run through al- 
most two generations, three genera- 
tions of individuals under a system of 
government in which we look not to 
limit what government does to protect 
individual liberties, but to try to make 
sure that government does those mar- 
velous things. We have come to a pe- 
riod of time where economically and 
socially we are now in a period of dis- 
tress simply because we forgot the 
original foundation of this country, the 
purpose of the Constitution, the joy 
and brilliance of limited government 
whose sole purpose should be to protect 
individual liberties, not for govern- 
ment to do marvelous things. 

If we restore ourselves to that pur- 
pose and reinvigorate the concepts for 
which this country was established, 
which I do believe to be the concepts of 
federalism and limited government 
here, then indeed we have a chance of 
restoring this country and solving our 
problems. If not, we face very dark and 
difficult times indeed. 

For the first 150 years, they under- 
stood that. They acted that way. We 
can do the same thing again. We have 
the same spark of divinity within us 
that they had back then. We can do it; 
we should do it. 

I thank you for this opportunity of 
being here. I know you have other 
speakers who will speak on this par- 
ticular issue far more eloquently than 
I, and I yield back to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 
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Mr. STUTZMAN. Next I yield to the 
gentleman from South Carolina, Dis- 
trict Three, JEFF DUNCAN. 

Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. As a 
new Congressman back in January, I 
was never prouder than when I took 
this floor to take part in reading the 
United States Constitution. That day, I 
brought with me to the podium a copy 
of the Constitution that I carry in my 
pocket every day. 

Ronald Reagan, in his farewell ad- 
dress to the American people in Janu- 
ary 1989, said: Ours was the first revo- 
lution in the history of mankind that 
truly reversed the course of govern- 
ment, and with three little words, ‘‘We 
the people.” 

We tell the government what to do, 
President Reagan stated, it does not 
tell us. A simple phrase, ‘‘We the peo- 
ple...’ put down by our Founding 
Fathers who defined self-government. 
Self-government. Those words ring 
true. 

I think daily about that government 
that they formed—a limited govern- 
ment, one with powers for each branch 
that are clearly spelled out in this doc- 
ument, clearly defined. And, you know, 
we are a long ways from the limited 
government and enumerated powers 
that they strived to corral. 

I am concerned that we don’t read 
and study the United States Constitu- 
tion enough in our public schools like 
we used to when I grew up. I am wor- 
ried that we the people don’t know or 
remember why our Founding Fathers 
divided power into three separate 
branches of government, why they de- 
fined the powers of each, and why they 
were inclined to spell out our liberties 
in a Bill of Rights. 

They formed this government that 
has lasted well over 200 years. But after 
they formed that government, they de- 
cided that they better spell out the lib- 
erties. In fact, they had to do that in 
order to have the States ratify this 
great document. 

Everywhere I travel around my be- 
loved Palmetto State and around this 
country, I ask folks: What are your 
First Amendment rights? And almost 
to a person, they mostly answer: Free- 
dom of speech. But, you know, let me 
remind you here today that the first 
thing our Founding Fathers addressed 
was your freedom of religion. In fact, 
the first sentence in the First Amend- 
ment to the United States Constitution 
says Congress shall make no law re- 
specting an establishment of religion, 
or prohibiting the free exercise thereof. 

They do that before they address 
your freedom of speech, before they ad- 
dress your freedom of the press, before 
they address your right to peacefully 
assemble or your right to petition this 
government for redress of grievances. 
Folks, I remind you that our freedoms 
are slowly being eroded in this coun- 
try, and I believe that we as Americans 
need to get back to doing what we did 
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in that first week in this United States 
Congress, and that is take this docu- 
ment out, read it, understand what our 
Founding Fathers were trying to do 
when they said we the people will gov- 
ern ourselves. 

Mr. STUTZMAN. Thank you. Very 
eloquently said. 

I would like to touch on a couple of 
things that the gentleman from South 
Carolina said, Mr. Speaker. As we did 
have a great opportunity to read the 
Constitution on the House floor, I 
found it not only to be one that should 
be a lesson for all of us, but also one 
that will remind each American of the 
great document that we have that gov- 
erns our land. 

I would like to read just a couple of 
statements that some of our Founding 
Fathers made that I believe are so im- 
portant for each one of us to remember 
today. First of all, I would like to start 
with George Washington, who is my po- 
litical hero. What a great man who not 
only was so willing to sacrifice and was 
willing to serve his great country, and 
he could have been king if he was want- 
ing to, but instead knew that limited 
power was going to be the real answer 
to America’s new Constitution and to 
its new Government. 

George Washington said: “Тһе power 
under the Constitution will always be 
in the people. It is entrusted for cer- 
tain defined purposes and for a certain 
limited period to representatives of 
their own choosing. And whenever it is 
executed contrary to their interest or 
not agreeable to their wishes, their 
servants can and undoubtedly will be 
recalled.” 

Mr. Washington was referring to elec- 
tions. I think what has not only solidi- 
fied our government for years and 
years has been that it is the people, the 
people’s government. The people have 
the ability to recall those who are 
elected to go to their representative 
capitals, whether it is in the State gov- 
ernments or here in Washington, D.C., 
and if their wishes are not received by 
the people, the people can recall them 
back to their State and elect someone 
new. 
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Also, I would like to read another 
statement by Thomas Jefferson: ‘‘On 
every question of construction let us 
carry ourselves back to the time when 
the Constitution was adopted, recollect 
the spirit manifested in the debates, 
and instead of trying what meaning 
may be squeezed out of the text, or in- 
vented against it, conform to the prob- 
able one in which it was passed.” 

Thomas Jefferson was our third 
President and was one of the great men 
who took part in building our great de- 
mocracy and our Republic here in the 
great country of the United States. 

I would also like to refer a little bit 
to my time in having the opportunity 
to serve in the Indiana State legisla- 
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ture and knowing that Thomas Jeffer- 
son was a Federalist who believed in 
States’ rights. And one of the things I 
have seen in my short time in Wash- 
ington is that the States have so much 
flexibility, have so much more ability 
to serve the people, as well as our local 
governments. And that is one of the 
reasons that I believe the Constitution 
was formed to protect that local con- 
trol. 

AS we’ve seen time and time again, 
there is more influence by our Federal 
Government in reaching further and 
further into our communities with 
more mandates, with more legislation 
that continues to take away our free- 
doms. 

And having the opportunity to serve 
in the State legislature in Indiana, I 
would also share that we can see how 
each State has different needs, and the 
Constitution addresses that by limiting 
the powers of the Federal Government. 
And we’re seeing more and more waste 
of tax dollars, something that I believe 
that the American people are tired of, 
and they want to see Washington fix 
its problems just like the American 
people do every day in tightening their 
own belt. 

We tighten our belt in our small fam- 
ily farming operation back in Indiana. 
We do that with our family budget. 
And people are asking across the coun- 
try, If we can do it, why can’t Wash- 
ington? 

And we’re seeing overlap of Federal 
and State and local governments; and I 
believe if we would get back to the con- 
stitutional roles, the constitutional 
role that the Federal Government is 
given, and focus on the priorities that 
our Founding Fathers gave to us and 
the Constitution as a government, then 
we will be more effective, we will serve 
the people who have elected us to 
serve, and instead of infringing upon 
the responsibilities and the rights of 
those in our States that we will have a 
more efficient government and we will 
also have a government that is closer 
to the people and one that I believe 
serves best when government is close 
to the people and will serve and re- 
spond to the needs of them. 

At this time I would like to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. CON- 
AWAY). 

Thank you for being here and I look 
forward to your comments. 

Mr. CONAWAY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

I appreciate being here to participate 
in the Constitution Caucus’s comments 
on our Constitution. 

We labor under sometimes, basically 
all times, the misguided idea that 
we’re the smartest people that ever 
walked the face of the Earth, that no 
new ideas are created except through 
us. Sometimes it’s helpful to look back 
at some of the things folks who have 
gone before us have said to help us re- 
flect on those and see how they apply 
to today’s circumstances. 
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A couple of those things, one is from 
a speech that Robert Kennedy made on 
the Day of Affirmation address that he 
gave in South Africa back in 1966. And 
while much of what he talked about, 
the revolution of youth and the civil 
rights movement and other things, are 
not germane to what we're talking 
about tonight, there is a section that is 
particularly relevant to this conversa- 
tion, and I would like to read into the 
RECORD his comments in some of those 
early paragraphs. 

He started off by saying: ‘‘We stand 
here in the name of freedom.”’ 

“Freedom” is that wonderful word 
that conjures up inside of all of us 
those kinds of feelings that are unique 
to just certain words. ‘‘Liberty’’ is an- 
other word that does that, that has 
that kind of visceral experience inside 
each one of us. It’s different but none- 
theless inspiring almost every single 
time you hear that. 

Kennedy went on to say: “At the 
heart of that Western freedom and de- 
mocracy is the belief that the indi- 
vidual man, the child of God, is the 
touchstone of value, and all society, 
groups, the state, exist for his benefit. 
Therefore, the enlargement of liberty 
for individual human beings must be 
the supreme goal and the abiding prac- 
tice of any Western society. 

“The first element of this individual 
liberty is the freedom of speech, the 
right to express and communicate 
ideas, to set oneself apart from the 
dumb beasts of the field and the forest; 
to recall governments to their duties 
and obligations; above all, the right to 
affirm one’s membership and alle- 
giance to the body politic, and to soci- 
ety, to the men with whom we share 
our land, our heritage and our chil- 
dren’s future. 

“The essential humanity of men can 
be protected and preserved only where 
government must answer, not just to 
the wealthy, not just to those of a par- 
ticular religion, or a particular race, 
but to all its people. 

“And even government by the con- 
sent of the governed, as in our Con- 
stitution, must be limited in its power 
to act against its people so that there 
may be no interference with the right 
to worship or with the security of the 
home, no arbitrary imposition of pains 
or penalties by high officials or low; no 
restrictions on the freedom of men to 
seek education or work or opportunity 
of any kind so that each man may be- 
come all he is capable of becoming. 
These are the sacred rights of Western 
society.” 

Senator Kennedy got it right. These 
are the sacred rights of Western soci- 
ety, and we are in danger of having 
those rights trampled on by this con- 
tinued growth in the size of our Fed- 
eral Government. 

If you look at the trajectory that we 
find ourselves on from a financial 
standpoint, you can have estimates by 
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think tanks on the left, estimates by 
think tanks on the right, the CBO, the 
GAO—all of these have 75-plus-year 
projections on the path that we’re cur- 
rently on. If you stack each of those 
projections on a light table to look 
through all of them at the same time, 
there’s not a chigger’s whisker dif- 
ference between the path that we’re on. 

Nobody disagrees that the path that 
we’re on is absolutely unsustainable. I 
tell my constituents back home we’re 
very much like the fellow who fell off 
the 10-story building. As he passed the 
fifth floor, he said, So far so good, so 
far so good. Well, we are that guy; and 
although our financial wreck is 10, 15, 
20 years down the road, we are in a 
free-fall that has an abrupt immediate 
stop somewhere in our future. 

We are bright, intelligent, smart peo- 
ple, present company excepted. We 
ought to be able to look at those pro- 
jections, Mr. Speaker, and take action. 
We have for 5 years now, 6 years this 
August, failed to reform Social Secu- 
rity. When I first joined Congress in 
2005, that was one of the leading issues 
on our table at that time. And, yes, we 
got distracted about whether or not 
part of it should be personally owned 
and part of it should not; but at the 
end of the day, we had set the predicate 
for why Social Security needed to be 
adjusted. Most of us spent that first 8 
months in 2005 trying to lay out to our 
constituents exactly what the issues 
were that are familiar to all of us in 
this Chamber. That lasted until the 
end of August 2005. And then Hurricane 
Katrina happened and distracted us 
from the goal of getting it done, and we 
have not touched Social Security since. 

We’ve continued to choose each and 
every year to not adjust and not re- 
negotiate Social Security. That choice 
has a consequence, and the con- 
sequence is that we’re adding about 
$600 billion of unfunded mandates to 
the debt of future generations of Amer- 
icans because we choose not to take ac- 
tion. 

That choice is ours to take. It is our 
freedom to take that choice. It’s our 
liberty to take that choice. But collec- 
tively both sides of the aisle—this isn’t 
a Republican issue or Democrat issue— 
both sides of the aisle have, for good or 
for bad—I would argue for ill—chosen 
to not address a fundamental spending 
issue that, among those that we have 
to face, I would argue is the least dif- 
ficult. 

Let me finish a quote from George 
Washington in his first inaugural ad- 
dress. George Washington declared: 
“The preservation of the sacred fire of 
liberty and the destiny of the repub- 
lican model of government are finally 
staked on the experiment entrusted to 
the hands of the American people.’’ 
Trust is placed in the people precisely 
because they are, in the words of the 
Declaration, equally created and en- 
dowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable rights. 
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We have that precious gift in our 
hands: those of us in the 435 of us who 
get to vote in this House, the 100 on the 
other side of this building who get to 
vote, the man, the woman who occu- 
pies 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. We 
have the tools of choice in our hands. 
Do we choose to preserve liberty and 
freedom for future generations, or do 
we choose to continue, as that fellow 
falling off the 10-story building said, So 
far so good, so far so good? I argue that 
we should not. I argue let us use our in- 
tellect, let us use our will, let us use 
the wisdom of the American people 
who last November made a pretty dra- 
matic statement as to what they 
thought we ought to do. 
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We now need to take those reins of 
choice in our hands and lead this Na- 
tion to a sustainable Federal Govern- 
ment that does not mortgage our 
grandchildren’s future and that does 
not hand off to them an America that 
is less prosperous and that has less op- 
portunity for standard of living in- 
creases that you and I enjoyed as we 
stepped into adulthood. 

If we continue to ignore the problem 
and stick our heads in the sand, as the 
ostrich sometimes does—a pretty un- 
flattering position, quite frankly, for 
any of us, including for the ostrich— 
then the future generations will simply 
ask: Why did they do that? They saw it 
coming. They understood the con- 
sequences. They had within their power 
the ability to make it different. 

We have chosen so far not to do that. 
We have chosen so far to expand the 
Federal Government at an unprece- 
dented rate. We have chosen to take 
away from States the rights to conduct 
those affairs that are individualized, 
that are properly left to the States and 
to our local governments and that are, 
quite frankly, left to us alone, as indi- 
viduals. We have chosen as a Nation to 
empower this Federal Government, 
year in and year out, to take away our 
freedoms and our liberties. 

All I can say to that, Mr. Speaker, is 
shame on us. Shame on us if we don’t 
right this ship of state by shrinking 
the size of this Government, by lim- 
iting what it does in our day-to-day 
lives, by getting back to the funda- 
mental founding principles that our 
Founding Fathers built this country 
on: that of a limited Federal Govern- 
ment, one with limited powers and ev- 
erything else being reserved to the 
States and/or to the local municipali- 
ties—or not at all—and left to the peo- 
ple. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the op- 
portunity to express these comments 
tonight, and I yield back. 

Mr. STUTZMAN. Thank you. 

I would like to yield again to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. GAR- 
RETT). 

Mr. GARRETT. Again, I thank the 
gentleman from Indiana for hosting to- 
night’s Special Order dealing with the 
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Constitution. More specifically to- 
night, we are spending a little time 
talking about, as the previous gen- 
tleman just did, unlimited government 
and its role in protecting human dig- 
nity. 

Now, the gentleman from Texas was 
just referencing the issue with regard 
to the unsustainable projection and 
trajectory of spending at the Federal 
level, and with regard to the burden, 
therefore, that we place on untold gen- 
erations that follow after ours. You 
have to then ask: What sort of respect 
does this generation have for the 
human dignity of future generations 
who encompass their lives with the 
specter of having limitations on their 
abilities to make fundamental choices 
for themselves because of the obliga- 
tions that have been placed upon them 
by this generation? 

Earlier, I spoke about the Divine, and 
I think you need to do so when you’re 
asking the fundamental question, as 
we’re doing tonight, with regard to the 
issue of human dignity. I was quoting, 
not from myself, but from Lincoln and 
also from our founding documents, 
which speak of the Divine and name 
the Declaration as the Laws of Nature 
by the Creator—the Supreme Judge of 
the world, the Divine Providence. All 
areas of this, as is set forth in our doc- 
uments, talk about human dignity 
coming not from man, himself, but 
from the Creator, from the Divine. 
Then it’s the imperfect—man, human 
beings—who distort that in some way. 
Government, as I said before, being not 
perfect and not capable of being per- 
fected, has the obligation to protect 
human dignity as best it can, but it ob- 
viously does so in an imperfect man- 
ner. 

The gentleman from Utah talked 
about its not just occurring over the 
recent decades but over the last gen- 
erations—probably going back over 100 
years, he said. Actually, if you think 
about it, it was probably to the begin- 
ning of—what?—the Progressive Move- 
ment, I guess you would say here in 
this country, where there began this 
distortion of the understanding of the 
Constitution. 

The Progressive Movement elabo- 
rated upon the powers of the Federal 
Government to expand in areas that 
never were envisioned by our Founders. 
As a matter of fact, as I talk about the 
Progressive Movement, we have the 
Progressive Caucus here on the other 
side of the aisle, I guess, which speaks 
about these things all the time but in 
a much more favorable light than we 
talk about it from this side of the aisle. 
So, if you go back about 80, 90, 100 
years, to the Progressive Movement, it 
began to crimp upon the human being 
and the rights of man—basically, 
therefore, what we’re talking about to- 
night, human dignity—in some very 
profound and fundamental ways. 

What are some of the basic issues 
that a man is able to decide about him- 
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self? What he is able to eat and what he 
is able to grow to eat. 

It was the Progressive Movement. It 
was during the time of Roosevelt, who 
finally said the Federal Government 
knows better when it comes to what 
man can eat and what he can grow for 
himself, and he put a limitation on an 
individual farmer as to what he could 
grow in his own backyard to sustain 
himself and his family. The Federal 
Government said, No, we are going to 
have the long arm of the powers of the 
Federal Government reach into that 
farmer’s backyard and dictate to him 
that, no, he cannot grow those par- 
ticular crops even though he was not 
selling them, and they were not in the 
stream of commerce, and he was not 
transporting them across State lines, 
and interstate commerce was not in- 
volved whatsoever. Rather, the Govern- 
ment said: We, the Federal Govern- 
ment here in Washington, can constrict 
him as to the very food that he pro- 
vides for his own family. 

Now fast-forward to this generation 
and to this past Congress, and you’ll 
see that the same sort of thing goes on 
here. It’s not only food but all the reg- 
ulations that entwine in that area, 
which have grown into a multitude of 
regulations over the years—from food 
to water. Washington now dictates 
your very own water use, and we’re all 
familiar with that infamous decision 
with regard to the toilets that you 
have in your own house and with re- 
gard to the water consumption that 
you have. These are not even things 
that you can decide for yourselves. The 
Government steps in. 

How about the lights that you turn 
on? How are you going to illuminate 
your home so you can have a light to 
read your book in the evening? Now 
the Federal Government says that is 
not the province of man. That is the 
province of the Federal Government’s 
to dictate as well. So, in each area, we 
take one more chip away at individual 
human dignity—in deciding how you’re 
going to control and live your own life. 
Washington is now the arbiter in those 
things. 

We rise now to, perhaps, one of the 
most fundamentals after food and 
water and light—and that’s health 
care. Of course we saw what happened 
in the last session of Congress here 
when the Federal Government said 
that we here—the bureaucrats, the 
elected officials, the politicians—know 
better than you as to just what sort of 
health care you need, as to just what 
sort of doctor you should see, how 
often you should go, and all the other 
myriad of decisions that were wrapped 
up in that semblance of: How do I take 
care of my own human body? How do I 
take care of my own health decisions? 

Now we have passed a bill, under our 
objection, of course, on this side of the 
aisle, but with the complete support on 
the other side of the aisle and with the 
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White House as well, saying, No. Wash- 
ington can now dictate those areas to a 
point that we have never seen before in 
the history of this Government and in 
the history of this country, which is 
that the price of citizenship is the pur- 
chase of a particular product that the 
Federal Government bureaucrats dic- 
tate. The price of citizenship, the price 
of freedom, the price of liberty—the 
price of being an American—is now dic- 
tated to you by the Federal Govern- 
ment and by bureaucrats here in Wash- 
ington. They will dictate and control 
your health care just as the previous 
Progressive Era politicians said they 
would dictate with regard to the food 
that you grow, with regard to the 
water that you use, with regard to the 
lights that you light—and now in the 
area of health care as well. 

So where do we then end up going 
from all this? What is the next step? 

As I said before, government is not 
perfect, and man cannot be perfected, 
so we should not look to the govern- 
ment, as we said before, as the angelic 
beings who are going to give us all the 
right rules and regulations in this area. 
We should not look to the government 
to provide for us in these respective 
areas. Rather, that we are individuals 
made by our Creator, and we have our 
own worth and our own human dignity, 
and Washington should not take that 
away from us. 

So I will close where I began some 
time ago. 
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We will look then not to the imper- 
fect bureaucrats or to the imperfect 
politicians but, rather, to the people 
who inherently have the power to send 
us here or to return us, those people 
who have the power to create govern- 
ments or not: the population of this 
country, the citizens of this country, 
from which all power truly emanates 
originally, for them to speak up loudly, 
to have their voices heard as they did 
in this past election in November, to 
make sure that their human dignity is 
protected, that it is not eroded upon 
anymore, and that, rather, it can grow 
and prosper and expand as our Found- 
ing Fathers intended and why these 
rights and limitations on powers were 
rather limited in the founding docu- 
ments that we cherish so greatly. 

And that is why, as I said at the be- 
ginning, I appreciate so much the gen- 
tleman from Indiana for your working 
in bringing this message here to the 
floor, the Members that are here, the 
Members that are listening, and to the 
American public. I look forward to fur- 
ther work from you and the rest of the 
caucus and other the members of this 
conference to expound проп these 
areas, not only of human dignity but 
also of our issues of federalism and pro- 
tected rights to the States and the in- 
dividuals as well. 

I look forward to those discussions 
on the floor in the future. 
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Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would inquire how much time we have 
remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman has 10 minutes remaining. 

Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I just 
would like to make a couple of com- 
ments in closing. I have appreciated 
the comments that were made by the 
other gentlemen that were here this 
evening. 

You know, one of the things I believe 
is that the American people that have 
been given the rights and the respon- 
sibilities to elect those of us who are 
fortunate enough and honored to come 
to Washington to serve are paying at- 
tention and that they are paying atten- 
tion to what we are doing in response 
to the actions that have been taken 
over the years here in Washington. 
Washington seems to be the problem. 

When I go back home to Indiana, I 
hear repeatedly from folks that, you 
know, Republican, Democrat, we can 
point the finger from side to side, but 
it has been Washington that has been 
out of touch with the American people, 
and that Washington needs to be 
changed, not necessarily America need- 
ing to be changed. 

And that is why I believe it is so im- 
portant for us as Americans that we 
get back to our founding documents, to 
realize the truths and the principles 
that are in these documents that our 
Founding Fathers wrote over 200-some 
years ago. 

And I would like to read just a couple 
of lines from the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence, аз Mr. GARRETT was refer- 
ring to earlier, the freedom and the op- 
portunity that each of us as Americans 
has is given to us by our Creator, but 
also the Declaration of Independence 
and our Constitution give us rights and 
freedoms as well. 

га like to refer to these lines in the 
Declaration of Independence. Many of 
these are obviously very familiar to us, 
but: We hold these truths to be self-evi- 
dent, that all men are created equal, 
that they are endowed by their Creator 
with certain unalienable rights, that 
among these are life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness; that to secure 
these rights, governments are insti- 
tuted among men, deriving their just 
powers from the consent of the gov- 
erned. 

Now, I would submit, Mr. Speaker, 
that the people are the ones who are 
giving us the power to govern and that 
the Constitution, as it was written 
back by our Founding Fathers, was 
written in the effort to protect each in- 
dividual and to protect each individual 
freedom that we have and enjoy every 
day. 

I would also mention, aS was men- 
tioned before, that it is important for 
us as Americans to not only take on 
that personal responsibility but also to 
realize that our freedoms are given 
from our Creator, and it’s important 
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for each one of us to not only fight to 
protect those freedoms but remember 
some of the words that our Founding 
Fathers used as well, going back to 
what Benjamin Franklin said, and I 
quote, Only a virtuous people are capa- 
ble of freedom. As nations become cor- 
rupt and vicious, they have more need 
of masters, end quote. 

So it is up to each one of us as Amer- 
icans, Mr. Speaker, that we are, first of 
all, as individuals and as communities 
involved in our communities, whether 
it’s our churches, whether it’s our 
schools, that we are taking on each re- 
sponsibility and looking around us and 
who can we help, how can we make a 
difference in someone else’s life. 

Га also read John Adams. He said 
this, quote, Our Constitution was made 
only for a moral and religious people. 
It is wholly inadequate to the govern- 
ment of any other, end quote. 

How fortunate we as Americans are 
to have not only this founding docu- 
ment but many other founding docu- 
ments written by men who were given 
such a great responsibility and a great 
opportunity to create one of the long- 
est-lasting governments in world his- 
tory; and I’m so proud to be an Amer- 
ican tonight and believe that, even 
though we have many challenges in 
front of us, we have great debt, we have 
great deficits, and this is because of 
the irresponsible actions taken by 
those in Washington. 

I believe that today it is important 
for each one of us as Americans to be- 
come more familiar with our Constitu- 
tion and to read the words, as it may 
seem sometimes dry and not as excit- 
ing, but this document, these words 
give each one of us as Americans the 
opportunity to make life better than 
what we may have entered. 

I know for myself as a son of a farm- 
er in northern Indiana, I was raised in 
an old farmhouse; and now I have the 
great opportunity to serve in Congress, 
that each one of us can do great things 
if we set our minds to it, and it’s be- 
cause of this document that gives us 
that liberty and that freedom. 

So I have great hope that the Amer- 
ican people and that those who are 
elected to serve will make those 
choices that will not only continue to 
grant us those freedoms but also steer 
the ship and turn the ship and change 
the mindset of Washington and the way 
that our Federal Government has re- 
sponded and acted over the years re- 
cently, that will not only give our chil- 
dren and our grandchildren the same 
opportunities that we have but to work 
together across the aisle, knowing that 
we all serve and have sworn to uphold 


the Constitution to make those 
changes. 
I’m optimistic, I’m hopeful; but I 


know that we have a lot of work ahead. 
And I believe that the document we 
have been given and was signed by our 
Founding Fathers has given us that 
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guiding light, and I am looking forward 
to working together with the Members 
in this Chamber, both sides of the aisle, 
to making a difference and to getting 
back to our constitutional responsibil- 
ities. 

Í гыны 


CORRECTION TO THE CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD OF TUESDAY, 
JANUARY 25, 2011, AT PAGE 645 


OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE TEXT OF REGULATIONS 
FOR THE VETERANS EMPLOYMENT OPPORTU- 
NITIES ACT OF 1998 


When approved by the House of Represent- 
atives for the House of Representatives, 
these regulations will have the prefix “Н.” 
When approved by the Senate for the Senate, 
these regulations will have the prefix “б.” 
When approved by Congress for the other em- 
ploying offices covered by the CAA, these 
regulations will have the prefix “С.” 

In this draft, “H&S Regs” denotes the pro- 
visions that would be included in the regula- 
tions applicable to be made applicable to the 
House and Senate, and “С Reg” denotes the 
provisions that would be included in the reg- 
ulations to be made applicable to other em- 
ploying offices. 

PART 1—Extension of Rights and Protec- 
tions Relating to Veterans’ Preference Under 
Title 5, United States Code, to Covered Em- 
ployees of the Legislative Branch (section 
4(c) of the Veterans Employment Opportuni- 
ties Act of 1998) 


Subpart A—Matters of General Applicability 
to All Regulations Promulgated under Sec- 
tion 4 of the VEOA 

Sec. 

1.101 Purpose and scope. 

1.102 Definitions. 

1.103 Adoption of regulations. 

1.104 Coordination with section 225 of the 

Congressional Accountability 
Act. 

SEC. 1.101. PURPOSE AND SCOPE. 

(a) Section 4(c) of the VEOA. The Veterans 
Employment Opportunities Act of 1998 
(VEOA) applies the rights and protections of 
sections 2108, 3309 through 3312, and sub- 
chapter I of chapter 35 of title 5 U.S.C., to 
certain covered employees within the Legis- 
lative branch. 

(b) Purpose of regulations. The regulations 
set forth herein are the substantive regula- 
tions that the Board of Directors of the Of- 
fice of Compliance has promulgated pursuant 
to section 4(c)(4) of the VEOA, in accordance 
with the rulemaking procedure set forth in 
section 304 of the CAA (2 U.S.C. $1384). The 
purpose of subparts B, C and D of these regu- 
lations is to define veterans’ preference and 
the administration of veterans’ preference as 
applicable to Federal employment in the 
Legislative branch. (5 U.S.C. §2108, as applied 
by the VEOA). The purpose of subpart E of 
these regulations is to ensure that the prin- 
ciples of the veterans’ preference laws are in- 
tegrated into the existing employment and 
retention policies and processes of those em- 
ploying offices with employees covered by 
the VEOA, and to provide for transparency 
in the application of veterans’ preference in 
covered appointment and retention deci- 
sions. Provided, nothing in these regulations 
shall be construed so as to require an em- 
ploying office to reduce any existing vet- 
erans’ preference rights and protections that 
it may afford to preference eligible individ- 
uals. 

H Regs: (c) Scope of Regulations. The def- 
inition of ‘‘covered employee” in Section 4(c) 
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of the VEOA limits the scope of the statute’s 
applicability within the Legislative branch. 
The term ‘‘covered employee” excludes any 
employee: (1) whose appointment is made by 
the President with the advice and consent of 
the Senate; (2) whose appointment is made 
by a Member of Congress within an employ- 
ing office, as defined by Sec. 101(9)(A-C) of 
the CAA, 2 U.S.C. §1301(9)(A-C); (3) whose ap- 
pointment is made by a committee or sub- 
committee of either House of Congress or a 
joint committee of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate; or (4) who is appointed 
to a position, the duties of which are equiva- 
lent to those of a Senior Executive Service 
position (within the meaning of section 
3132(a)(2) of title 5, United States Code). Ac- 
cordingly, these regulations shall not apply 
to any employing office that only employs 
individuals excluded from the definition of 
covered employee. 

S Regs: (c) Scope of Regulations. The def- 
inition of ‘‘covered employee” in Section 4(c) 
of the VEOA limits the scope of the statute’s 
applicability within the Legislative branch. 
The term ‘‘covered employee” excludes any 
employee: (1) whose appointment is made by 
the President with the advice and consent of 
the Senate; (2) whose appointment is made 
or directed by a Member of Congress within 
an employing office, as defined by Sec. 
101(9)(A-C) of the CAA, 2 U.S.C. §1801(9)(A-C); 
(3) whose appointment is made by a com- 
mittee or subcommittee of either House of 
Congress or a joint committee of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate; (4) who is 
appointed pursuant to section 105(a) of the 
Second Supplemental Appropriations Act, 
1978; or (5) who is appointed to a position, the 
duties of which are equivalent to those of a 
Senior Executive Service position (within 
the meaning of section 3132(a)(2) of title 5, 
United States Code). Accordingly, these reg- 
ulations shall not apply to any employing of- 
fice that only employs individuals excluded 
from the definition of covered employee. 

C Regs: (c) Scope of Regulations. The def- 
inition of ‘‘covered employee” in Section 4(c) 
of the VEOA limits the scope of the statute’s 
applicability within the Legislative branch. 
The term ‘‘covered employee” excludes any 
employee: (1) whose appointment is made by 
the President with the advice and consent of 
the Senate; (2) whose appointment is made 
by a Member of Congress or by a committee 
or subcommittee of either House of Congress 
or a joint committee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Senate; or (3) who is ap- 
pointed to a position, the duties of which are 
equivalent to those of a Senior Executive 
Service position (within the meaning of sec- 
tion 3132(a)(2) of title 5, United States Code). 
Accordingly, these regulations shall not 
apply to any employing office that only em- 
ploys individuals excluded from the defini- 
tion of covered employee. 

SEC. 1.102. DEFINITIONS. 

Except as otherwise provided in these regu- 
lations, as used in these regulations: 

(a) ‘‘Accredited physician” means a doctor 
of medicine or osteopathy who is authorized 
to practice medicine or surgery (as appro- 
priate) by the State in which the doctor 
practices. The phrase ‘‘authorized to practice 
by the State” as used in this section means 
that the provider must be authorized to diag- 
nose and treat physical or mental health 
conditions without supervision by a doctor 
or other health care provider. 

(b) “Act”? or “САА” means the Congres- 
sional Accountability Act of 1995, as amend- 
ed (Pub. L. 104-1, 109 Stat. 3, 2 U.S.C. §§ 1301- 
1438). 

(c) “Active duty” or ‘‘active military 
duty” means full-time duty with military 
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pay and allowances in the armed forces, ex- 
cept (1) for training or for determining phys- 
ical fitness and (2) for service in the Reserves 
or National Guard. 

(а) “Appointment” means an individual’s 
appointment to employment in a covered po- 
sition, but does not include any personnel 
action that an employing office takes with 
regard to an existing employee of the em- 
ploying office. 

(e) “Armed forces’? means the United 
States Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, 
and Coast Guard. 

(Т) “Board”? means the Board of Directors 
of the Office of Compliance. 

H Regs: (g) “Covered employee” means 
any employee of (1) the House of Representa- 
tives; (2) the Senate; (3) the Office of Con- 
gressional Accessibility Services; (4) the 
Capitol Police; (5) the Congressional Budget 
Office; (6) the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol; (7) the Office of the Attending Phy- 
sician; or (8) the Office of Compliance, but 
does not include an employee (aa) whose ap- 
pointment is made by the President with the 
advice and consent of the Senate; (bb) whose 
appointment is made by a Member of Con- 
gress; (cc) whose appointment is made by a 
committee or subcommittee of either House 
of Congress or a joint committee of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate; or 
(dd) who is appointed to a position, the du- 
ties of which are equivalent to those of a 
Senior Executive Service position (within 
the meaning of section 3132(a)(2) of title 5, 
United States Code). The term covered em- 
ployee includes an applicant for employment 
in a covered position and a former covered 
employee. 

S Regs: (g) “Covered employee” means 
any employee of (1) the House of Representa- 
tives; (2) the Senate; (3) the Office of Con- 
gressional Accessibility Services; (4) the 
Capitol Police; (5) the Congressional Budget 
Office; (6) the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol; (7) the Office of the Attending Phy- 
sician; or (8) the Office of Compliance, but 
does not include an employee (aa) whose ap- 
pointment is made by the President with the 
advice and consent of the Senate; (bb) whose 
appointment is made or directed by a Mem- 
ber of Congress; (cc) whose appointment is 
made by a committee or subcommittee of ei- 
ther House of Congress or a joint committee 
of the House of Representatives and the Sen- 
ate; (dd) who is appointed pursuant to sec- 
tion 105(a) of the Second Supplemental Ap- 
propriations Act, 1978; or (ee) who is ap- 
pointed to a position, the duties of which are 
equivalent to those of a Senior Executive 
Service position (within the meaning of sec- 
tion 3132(a)(2) of title 5, United States Code). 
The term covered employee includes an ap- 
plicant for employment in a covered position 
and a former covered employee. 

C Regs: (g) “Covered employee” means 
any employee of (1) the Office of Congres- 
sional Accessibility Services; (2) the Capitol 
Police; (3) the Congressional Budget Office; 
(4) the Office of the Architect of the Capitol; 
(5) the Office of the Attending Physician; or 
(6) the Office of Compliance, but does not in- 
clude an employee: (aa) whose appointment 
is made by the President with the advice and 
consent of the Senate; or (bb) whose appoint- 
ment is made by a Member of Congress or by 
a committee or subcommittee of either 
House of Congress or a joint committee of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate; 
or (cc) who is appointed to a position, the du- 
ties of which are equivalent to those of a 
Senior Executive Service position (within 
the meaning of section 3132(a)(2) of title 5, 
United States Code). The term covered em- 
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ployee includes an applicant for employment 
in a covered position and a former covered 
employee. 

(h) “Covered position” means any position 
that is or will be held by a covered employee. 

G) “Disabled veteran” means a person who 
was separated under honorable conditions 
from active duty in the armed forces per- 
formed at any time and who has established 
the present existence of a service-connected 
disability or is receiving compensation, dis- 
ability retirement benefits, or pensions be- 
cause of a public statute administered by the 
Department of Veterans Affairs or a military 
department. 

(j) Employee of the Office of the Architect 
of the Capitol includes any employee of the 
Office of the Architect of the Capitol or the 
Botanic Gardens. 

(k) Employee of the Capitol Police includes 
any member or officer of the Capitol Police. 

H Regs: (1) Employee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives includes an individual occu- 
pying a position the pay of which is dis- 
bursed by the Clerk of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, or another official designated 
by the House of Representatives, or any em- 
ployment position in an entity that is paid 
with funds derived from the clerk-hire allow- 
ance of the House of Representatives but not 
any such individual employed by any entity 
listed in subparagraphs (3) through (8) of 
paragraph (g) above nor any individual de- 
scribed in subparagraphs (aa) through (dd) of 
paragraph (g) of section 1.102 of the regula- 
tions classified with an “H” classification. 

S Regs: (1) Employee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives includes an individual occu- 
pying a position the pay of which is dis- 
bursed by the Clerk of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, or another official designated 
by the House of Representatives, or any em- 
ployment position in an entity that is paid 
with funds derived from the clerk-hire allow- 
ance of the House of Representatives but not 
any such individual employed by any entity 
listed in subparagraphs (3) through (8) of 
paragraph (g) above nor any individual de- 
scribed in subparagraphs (aa) through (dd) of 
paragraph (g) of section 1.102 of the regula- 
tions classified with an “H” classification. 

C Regs: (1) Employee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives includes an individual occu- 
pying a position the pay of which is dis- 
bursed by the Clerk of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, or another official designated 
by the House of Representatives, or any em- 
ployment position in an entity that is paid 
with funds derived from the clerk-hire allow- 
ance of the House of Representatives but not 
any such individual employed by any entity 
listed in paragraph (g) above nor any indi- 
vidual described in subparagraphs (aa) 
through (dd) of paragraph (g) of section 1.102 
of the regulations classified with an “Н” 
classification. 

H Regs: (m) Employee of the Senate in- 
cludes any employee whose pay is disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate, but not any 
such individual employed by any entity list- 
ed in subparagraphs (3) through (8) of para- 
graph (g) above nor any individual described 
in subparagraphs (aa) through (ee) of para- 
graph (g) of section 1.102 of the regulations 
classified with an “6S” classification. 

S Regs: (m) Employee of the Senate in- 
cludes any employee whose pay is disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate, but not any 
such individual employed by any entity list- 
ed in subparagraphs (3) through (8) of para- 
graph (g) above nor any individual described 
in subparagraphs (aa) through (ee) of para- 
graph (g) of section 1.102 of the regulations 
classified with an “S” classification. 
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C Regs: (m) Employee of the Senate in- 
cludes any employee whose pay is disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate, but not any 
such individual employed by any entity list- 
ed in paragraph (g) above nor any individual 
described in subparagraphs (aa) through (ee) 
of paragraph (g) of section 1.102 of the regu- 
lations classified with an “S” classification. 

H Regs: (п) ‘‘Employing office” means: (1) 
the personal office of a Member of the House 
of Representatives; (2) a committee of the 
House of Representatives or a joint com- 
mittee of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate; or (3) any other office headed by 
a person with the final authority to appoint, 
hire, discharge, and set the terms, condi- 
tions, or privileges of the employment of an 
employee of the House of Representatives or 
the Senate. 

S Regs: (п) ‘‘Employing office” means: (1) 
the personal office of a Senator; (2) a com- 
mittee of the Senate or a joint committee of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate; 
or (8) any other office headed by a person 
with the final authority to appoint, or be di- 
rected by a Member of Congress to appoint, 
hire, discharge, and set the terms, condi- 
tions, or privileges of the employment of an 
employee of the House of Representatives or 
the Senate. 

C Regs: (n) “Employing office’? means: 
the Office of Congressional Accessibility 
Services, the Capitol Police, the Congres- 
sional Budget Office, the Office of the Archi- 
tect of the Capitol, the Office of the Attend- 
ing Physician, and the Office of Compliance. 

(о) “Office” means the Office of Compli- 
ance. 

(p) “Preference eligible” means veterans, 
spouses, widows, widowers or mothers who 
meet the definition of ‘‘preference eligible” 
in 5 U.S.C. 2108(3)(A)-(G). 

(q) “Qualified applicant” means an appli- 
cant for a covered position whom an employ- 
ing office deems to satisfy the requisite min- 
imum job-related requirements of the posi- 
tion. Where the employing office uses an en- 
trance examination or evaluation for a cov- 
ered position that is numerically scored, the 
term ‘‘qualified applicant” shall mean that 
the applicant has received a passing score on 
the examination or evaluation. 

(r) “Separated under honorable condi- 
tions”? means either an honorable or a gen- 
eral discharge from the armed forces. The 
Department of Defense is responsible for ad- 
ministering and defining military dis- 
charges. 

(s) “Uniformed services”? means the armed 
forces, the commissioned corps of the Public 
Health Service, and the commissioned corps 
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad- 
ministration. 

(t) “VEOA” means the Veterans Employ- 
ment Opportunities Act of 1998 (Pub. L. 105- 
339, 112 Stat. 3182). 

(u) “Veterans” means persons as defined in 
5 U.S.C. 2108(1), or any superseding legisla- 
tion. 

SEC. 1.103. ADOPTION OF REGULATIONS. 

(a) Adoption of regulations. Section 
4(c)(4)(A) of the VEOA generally authorizes 
the Board to issue regulations to implement 
section 4(c). In addition, section 4(c)(4)(B) of 
the VEOA directs the Board to promulgate 
regulations that are ‘‘the same as the most 
relevant substantive regulations (applicable 
with respect to the Executive branch) pro- 
mulgated to implement the statutory provi- 
sions referred to in paragraph (2)’’ of section 
4(c) of the VEOA. Those statutory provisions 
are section 2108, sections 3309 through 3312, 
and subchapter I of chapter 35, of title 5, 
United States Code. The regulations issued 
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by the Board herein are on all matters for 
which section 4(c)(4)(B) of the VEOA requires 
a regulation to be issued. Specifically, it is 
the Board’s considered judgment based on 
the information available to it at the time of 
promulgation of these regulations, that, 
with the exception of the regulations adopt- 
ed and set forth herein, there are no other 
“substantive regulations (applicable with re- 
spect to the Executive branch) promulgated 
to implement the statutory provisions re- 
ferred to in paragraph (2)’’ of section 4(c) of 
the VEOA that need be adopted. 

(b) Modification of substantive regula- 
tions. As a qualification to the statutory ob- 
ligation to issue regulations that are ‘‘the 
same as the most substantive regulations 
(applicable with respect to the Executive 
branch)’’, section 4(c)(4)(B) of the VEOA au- 
thorizes the Board to ‘‘determine, for good 
cause shown and stated together with the 
regulation, that a modification of such regu- 
lations would be more effective for the im- 
plementation of the rights and protections 
under” section 4(c) of the VEOA. 

(c) Rationale for Departure from the Most 
Relevant Executive Branch Regulations. The 
Board concludes that it must promulgate 
regulations accommodating the human re- 
source systems existing in the Legislative 
branch; and that such regulations must take 
into account the fact that the Board does not 
possess the statutory and Executive Order 
based government-wide policy making au- 
thority underlying OPM’s counterpart VEOA 
regulations governing the Executive branch. 
OPM’s regulations are designed for the com- 
petitive service (defined in 5 U.S.C. 
§2102(a)(2)), which does not exist іп the em- 
ploying offices subject to this regulation. 
Therefore, to follow the OPM regulations 
would create detailed and complex rules and 
procedures for a workforce that does not 
exist in the Legislative branch, while pro- 
viding no VEOA protections to the covered 
Legislative branch employees. We have cho- 
sen to propose specially tailored regulations, 
rather than simply to adopt those promul- 
gated by OPM, so that we may effectuate 
Congress’s intent in extending the principles 
of the veterans’ preference laws to the Legis- 
lative branch through the VEOA. 

SEC. 1.104. COORDINATION WITH SECTION 225 OF 
THE CONGRESSIONAL ACCOUNT- 
ABILITY ACT. 

Statutory directive. Section 4(c)(4)(C) of 
the VEOA requires that promulgated regula- 
tions must be consistent with section 225 of 
the CAA. Among the relevant provisions of 
section 225 are subsection (f)(1), which pre- 
scribes as a rule of construction that defini- 
tions and exemptions in the laws made appli- 
cable by the CAA shall apply under the CAA, 
and subsection (f)(3), which states that the 
CAA shall not be considered to authorize en- 
forcement of the CAA by the Executive 
branch. 

Subpart B—Veterans’ Preference—General 

Provisions 
Sec. 
1.105 Responsibility for administration of 
veterans’ preference. 
1.106 Procedures for bringing claims under 
the VEOA. 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR ADMINISTRA- 
TION OF VETERANS’ PREFERENCE. 

Subject to section 1.106, employing offices 
with covered employees or covered positions 
are responsible for making all veterans’ pref- 
erence determinations, consistent with the 
VEOA. 

SEC. 1.106. PROCEDURES FOR BRINGING CLAIMS 
UNDER THE VEOA. 

Applicants for appointment to a covered 

position and covered employees may contest 
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adverse veterans’ preference determinations, 
including any determination that a pref- 
erence eligible applicant is not a qualified 
applicant, pursuant to sections 401-416 of the 
CAA, 2 U.S.C. §§1401-1416, and provisions of 
law referred to therein; 206a(3) of the CAA, 2 
U.S.C. §§1401, section 4(c)(3) of the Veterans 
Employment Opportunities Act of 1998; and 
the Office’s Procedural Rules. 


Subpart C—Veterans’ preference in 
appointments 

Sec. 

1.107 Veterans’ preference in appointments 
to restricted covered positions. 

1.108 Veterans’ preference in appointments 
to non-restricted covered posi- 
tions. 

1.109 Crediting experience in appointments 
to covered positions. 

1.110 Waiver of physical requirements in ap- 
pointments to covered posi- 
tions. 

SEC. 1.107. VETERANS’ PREFERENCE IN APPOINT- 

MENTS TO RESTRICTED POSITIONS. 

In each appointment action for the posi- 
tions of custodian, elevator operator, guard, 
and messenger (as defined below and collec- 
tively referred to in these regulations as re- 
stricted covered positions) employing offices 
shall restrict competition to preference eli- 
gible applicants as long as qualified pref- 
erence eligible applicants are available. The 
provisions of sections 1.109 and 1.110 below 
shall apply to the appointment of a pref- 
erence eligible applicant to a restricted cov- 
ered position. The provisions of section 1.108 
shall apply to the appointment of a pref- 
erence eligible applicant to a restricted cov- 
ered position, in the event that there is more 
than one preference eligible applicant for the 
position. 

Custodian—One whose primary duty is the 
performance of cleaning or other ordinary 
routine maintenance duties in or about a 
government building or a building under 
Federal control, park, monument, or other 
Federal reservation. 

Elevator operator—One whose primary 
duty is the running of freight or passenger 
elevators. The work includes opening and 
closing elevator gates and doors, working el- 
evator controls, loading and unloading the 
elevator, giving information and directions 
to passengers such as on the location of of- 
fices, and reporting problems in running the 
elevator. 

Guard—One whose primary duty is the as- 
signment to a station, beat, or patrol area in 
a Federal building or a building under Fed- 
eral control to prevent illegal entry of per- 
sons or property; or required to stand watch 
at or to patrol a Federal reservation, indus- 
trial area, or other area designated by Fed- 
eral authority, in order to protect life and 
property; make observations for detection of 
fire, trespass, unauthorized removal of public 
property or hazards to Federal personnel or 
property. The term guard does not include 
law enforcement officer positions of the Cap- 
itol Police. 

Messenger—One whose primary duty is the 
supervision or performance of general mes- 
senger work (such as running errands, deliv- 
ering messages, and answering call bells). 
SEC. 1.108. VETERANS’ PREFERENCE IN APPOINT- 

MENTS TO NON-RESTRICTED COV- 
ERED POSITIONS. 

(a) Where an employing office has duly 
adopted a policy requiring the numerical 
scoring or rating of applicants for covered 
positions, the employing office shall add 
points to the earned ratings of those pref- 
erence eligible applicants who receive pass- 
ing scores in an entrance examination, in a 
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manner that is proportionately comparable 
to the points prescribed in 5 U.S.C. §3309. For 
example, five preference points shall be 
granted to preference eligible applicants in a 
100-point system, one point shall be granted 
in a 20-point system, and so on. 

(b) In all other situations involving ap- 
pointment to a covered position, employing 
offices shall consider veterans’ preference 
eligibility as an affirmative factor in the em- 
ploying office’s determination of who will be 
appointed from among qualified applicants. 
SEC. 1.109. CREDITING EXPERIENCE IN APPOINT- 

MENTS TO COVERED POSITIONS. 

When considering applicants for covered 
positions in which experience is an element 
of qualification, employing offices shall pro- 
vide preference eligible applicants with cred- 
it: 

(a) for time spent in the military service 
(1) as an extension of time spent in the posi- 
tion in which the applicant was employed 
immediately before his/her entrance into the 
military service, or (2) on the basis of actual 
duties performed in the military service, or 
(3) аз a combination of both methods. Em- 
ploying offices shall credit time spent in the 
military service according to the method 
that will be of most benefit to the preference 
eligible applicant; and 

(b) for all experience material to the posi- 
tion for which the applicant is being consid- 
ered, including experience gained in reli- 
gious, civic, welfare, service, and organiza- 
tional activities, regardless of whether he/ 
she received pay therefor. 

SEC. 1.110. WAIVER OF PHYSICAL REQUIREMENTS 
IN APPOINTMENTS TO COVERED PO- 
SITIONS. 

(a) Subject to (c) below, in determining 
qualifications of a preference eligible for ap- 
pointment, an employing office shall waive: 

(1) with respect to a preference eligible ap- 
plicant, requirements as to age, height, and 
weight, unless the requirement is essential 
to the performance of the duties of the posi- 
tion; and 

(2) with respect to a preference eligible ap- 
plicant to whom it has made a conditional 
offer of employment, physical requirements 
if, in the opinion of the employing office, on 
the basis of evidence before it, including any 
recommendation of an accredited physician 
submitted by the preference eligible appli- 
cant, the preference eligible applicant is 
physically able to perform efficiently the du- 
ties of the position; 

(b) Subject to (с) below, if an employing of- 
fice determines, on the basis of evidence be- 
fore it, including any recommendation of an 
accredited physician submitted by the pref- 
erence eligible applicant, that an applicant 
to whom it has made a conditional offer of 
employment is preference eligible as a dis- 
abled veteran as described in 5 U.S.C. 
$2108(3)(С) and who has a compensable serv- 
ice-connected disability of 30 percent or 
more is not able to fulfill the physical re- 
quirements of the covered position, the em- 
ploying office shall notify the preference eli- 
gible applicant of the reasons for the deter- 
mination and of the right to respond and to 
submit additional information to the em- 
ploying office, within 15 days of the date of 
the notification. The head of the employing 
office may, by providing written notice to 
the preference eligible applicant, shorten the 
period for submitting a response with respect 
to an appointment to a particular covered 
position, if necessary because of a need to 
fill the covered position immediately. 
Should the preference eligible applicant 
make a timely response, the highest ranking 
individual or group of individuals with au- 
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thority to make employment decisions on 
behalf of the employing office shall render a 
final determination of the physical ability of 
the preference eligible applicant to perform 
the duties of the position, taking into ac- 
count the response and any additional infor- 
mation provided by the preference eligible 
applicant. When the employing office has 
completed its review of the proposed dis- 
qualification on the basis of physical dis- 
ability, it shall send its findings to the pref- 
erence eligible applicant. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall relieve an 
employing office of any obligations it may 
have pursuant to the Americans with Dis- 
abilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. §12101 et seq.) 
as applied by section 102(а)(3) of the Act, 2 
U.S.C. §1302(a)(3). 

Subpart D—Veterans’ preference in 
reductions in force 


Sec. 

1.111 Definitions applicable in reductions in 
force. 

1.112 Application of preference in reductions 
in force. 

1.113 Crediting experience in reductions in 
force. 


1.114 Waiver of physical requirements in re- 
ductions in force. 
1.115 Transfer of functions. 
SEC. 1.111. DEFINITIONS APPLICABLE IN REDUC- 
TIONS IN FORCE. 

(a) Competing covered employees are the 
covered employees within a particular posi- 
tion or job classification, at or within a par- 
ticular competitive area, as those terms are 
defined below. 

(b) Competitive area is that portion of the 
employing office’s organizational structure, 
as determined by the employing office, in 
which covered employees compete for reten- 
tion. A competitive area must be defined 
solely in terms of the employing office’s or- 
ganizational unit(s) and geographical loca- 
tion, and it must include all employees with- 
in the competitive area so defined. A com- 
petitive area may consist of all or part of an 
employing office. The minimum competitive 
area is a department or subdivision of the 
employing office within the local commuting 
area. 

(c) Position classifications or job classi- 
fications are determined by the employing 
office, and shall refer to all covered positions 
within a competitive area that are in the 
same grade, occupational level or classifica- 
tion, and which are similar enough in duties, 
qualification requirements, pay schedules, 
tenure (type of appointment) and working 
conditions so that an employing office may 
reassign the incumbent of one position to 
any of the other positions in the position 
classification without undue interruption. 

(d) Preference Eligibles. For the purpose of 
applying veterans’ preference in reductions 
in force, except with respect to the applica- 
tion of section 1.114 of these regulations re- 
garding the waiver of physical requirements, 
the following shall apply: 

(1) “active service” has the meaning given 
it by section 101 of title 37; 

(2) “а retired member of a uniformed serv- 
ісе” means a member or former member of a 
uniformed service who is entitled, under 
statute, to retired, retirement, or retainer 
pay on account of his/her service as such a 
member; and 

(8) a preference eligible covered employee 
who is a retired member of a uniformed serv- 
ice is considered a preference eligible only if 

(A) his/her retirement was based on dis- 
ability— 

(i) resulting from injury or disease re- 
ceived in line of duty as a direct result of 
armed conflict; or 
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(ii) caused by an instrumentality of war 
and incurred in the line of duty during a pe- 
riod of war as defined by sections 101 and 1101 
of title 38; 

(B) his/her service does not include twenty 
or more years of full-time active service, re- 
gardless of when performed but not including 
periods of active duty for training; or 

(C) on November 30, 1964, he/she was em- 
ployed in a position to which this subchapter 
applies and thereafter he/she continued to be 
so employed without a break in service of 
more than 30 days. 

The definition of ‘‘preference eligible” as 
set forth in 5 U.S.C. §2108 and section 1.102(p) 
of these regulations shall apply to waivers of 
physical requirements in determining an em- 
ployee’s qualifications for retention under 
section 1.114 of these regulations. 

H&S Regs: (e) Reduction in force is any 
termination of a covered employee’s employ- 
ment or the reduction in pay and/or position 
grade of a covered employee for more than 30 
days and that may be required for budgetary 
or workload reasons, changes resulting from 
reorganization, or the need to make room for 
an employee with reemployment or restora- 
tion rights. The term ‘“‘reduction in force” 
does not encompass a termination or other 
personnel action: (1) predicated upon per- 
formance, conduct or other grounds attrib- 
utable to an employee, or (2) involving an 
employee who is employed by the employing 
office on a temporary basis, or (8) attrib- 
utable to a change in party leadership or ma- 
jority party status within the House of Con- 
gress where the employee is employed. 

C Regs: (e) Reduction in force is any ter- 
mination of a covered employee’s employ- 
ment or the reduction in pay and/or position 
grade of a covered employee for more than 30 
days and that may be required for budgetary 
or workload reasons, changes resulting from 
reorganization, or the need to make room for 
an employee with reemployment or restora- 
tion rights. The term ‘‘reduction in force” 
does not encompass a termination or other 
personnel action: (1) predicated upon per- 
formance, conduct or other grounds attrib- 
utable to an employee, or (2) involving an 
employee who is employed by the employing 
office on a temporary basis. 

(f) Undue interruption is a degree of inter- 
ruption that would prevent the completion 
of required work by a covered employee 90 
days after the employee has been placed in a 
different position under this part. The 90-day 
standard should be considered within the al- 
lowable limits of time and quality, taking 
into account the pressures of priorities, 
deadlines, and other demands. However, 
work generally would not be considered to be 
unduly interrupted if a covered employee 
needs more than 90 days after the reduction 
in force to perform the optimum quality or 
quantity of work. The 90-day standard may 
be extended if placement is made under this 
part to a program accorded low priority by 
the employing office, or to a vacant position. 
SEC. 1.112. APPLICATION OF PREFERENCE IN RE- 

DUCTIONS IN FORCE. 

Prior to carrying out a reduction in force 
that will affect covered employees, employ- 
ing offices shall determine which, if any, 
covered employees within a particular group 
of competing covered employees are entitled 
to veterans’ preference eligibility status in 
accordance with these regulations. In deter- 
mining which covered employees will be re- 
tained, employing offices will treat veterans’ 
preference as the controlling factor in reten- 
tion decisions among such competing cov- 
ered employees, regardless of length of serv- 
ice or performance, provided that the pref- 
erence eligible employee’s performance has 
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not been determined to be unacceptable. 
Provided, a preference eligible employee who 
is a ‘‘disabled veteran” under section 1.102(i) 
above who has a compensable service-con- 
nected disability of 30 percent or more and 
whose performance has not been determined 
to be unacceptable by an employing office is 
entitled to be retained in preference to other 
preference eligible employees. Provided, this 
section does not relieve an employing office 
of any greater obligation it may be subject 
to pursuant to the Worker Adjustment and 
Retraining Notification Act (29 U.S.C. §2101 
et seq.) as applied by section 102(a)(9) of the 
CAA, 2 U.S.C. §1802(a)(9). 

SEC. 1.113. CREDITING EXPERIENCE IN REDUC- 

TIONS IN FORCE. 

In computing length of service in connec- 
tion with a reduction in force, the employing 
office shall provide credit to preference eligi- 
ble covered employees as follows: 

(a) a preference eligible covered employee 
who is not a retired member of a uniformed 
service is entitled to credit for the total 
length of time in active service in the armed 
forces; 

(b) a preference eligible covered employee 
who is a retired member of a uniformed serv- 
ice is entitled to credit for: 

(1) the length of time in active service in 
the armed forces during a war, or in a cam- 
paign or expedition for which a campaign 
badge has been authorized; or 

(2) the total length of time in active serv- 
ice in the armed forces if he is included 
under 5 U.S.C. §3501(a)(3)(A), (B), or (C); and 

(c) a preference eligible covered employee 
is entitled to credit for: 

(1) service rendered as an employee of a 
county committee established pursuant to 
section 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Do- 
mestic Allotment Act or of a committee or 
association of producers described in section 
10(b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, re- 
enacted with amendments by the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937; and 

(2) service rendered as an employee de- 
scribed in 5 U.S.C. §2105(c) if such employee 
moves or has moved, on or after January 1, 
1966, without a break in service of more than 
3 days, from a position in a nonappropriated 
fund instrumentality of the Department of 
Defense or the Coast Guard to a position in 
the Department of Defense or the Coast 
Guard, respectively, that is not described in 
5 U.S.C. $2105(с). 

SEC. 1.114. WAIVER OF PHYSICAL REQUIREMENTS 
IN REDUCTIONS IN FORCE. 

(a) If an employing office determines, on 
the basis of evidence before it, that a covered 
employee is preference eligible, the employ- 
ing office shall waive, in determining the 
covered employee’s retention status in a re- 
duction in force: 

(1) requirements as to age, height, and 
weight, unless the requirement is essential 
to the performance of the duties of the posi- 
tion; and 

(2) physical requirements if, in the opinion 
of the employing office, on the basis of evi- 
dence before it, including any recommenda- 
tion of an accredited physician submitted by 
the employee, the preference eligible covered 
employee is physically able to perform effi- 
ciently the duties of the position. 

(b) If an employing office determines that 
a covered employee who is a preference eligi- 
ble as a disabled veteran as described in 5 
U.S.C. §2108(8)(C) and has a compensable 
service-connected disability of 30 percent or 
more is not able to fulfill the physical re- 
quirements of the covered position, the em- 
ploying office shall notify the preference eli- 
gible covered employee of the reasons for the 
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determination and of the right to respond 
and to submit additional information to the 
employing office within 15 days of the date of 
the notification. Should the preference eligi- 
ble covered employee make a timely re- 
sponse, the highest ranking individual or 
group of individuals with authority to make 
employment decisions on behalf of the em- 
ploying office, shall render a final deter- 
mination of the physical ability of the pref- 
erence eligible covered employee to perform 
the duties of the covered position, taking 
into account the evidence before it, includ- 
ing the response and any additional informa- 
tion provided by the preference eligible. 

When the employing office has completed its 

review of the proposed disqualification on 

the basis of physical disability, it shall send 
its findings to the preference eligible covered 
employee. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall relieve an 
employing office of any obligation it may 
have pursuant to the Americans with Dis- 
abilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. §12101 et seq.) 
as applied by section 102(a)(3) of the CAA, 2 
U.S.C. $1302(а)(3). 

SEC. 1.115. TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS. 

(a) When a function is transferred from one 
employing office to another employing of- 
fice, each covered employee in the affected 
position classifications or job classifications 
in the function that is to be transferred shall 
be transferred to the receiving employing of- 
fice for employment in a covered position for 
which he/she is qualified before the receiving 
employing office may make an appointment 
from another source to that position. 

(b) When one employing office is replaced 
by another employing office, each covered 
employee in the affected position classifica- 
tions or job classifications in the employing 
office to be replaced shall be transferred to 
the replacing employing office for employ- 
ment in a covered position for which he/she 
is qualified before the replacing employing 
office may make an appointment from an- 
other source to that position. 

Subpart E—Adoption of Veterans’ preference 
policies, recordkeeping & informational re- 
quirements 

Sec. 

1.116 Adoption of veterans’ preference policy. 

1.117 Preservation of records made or kept. 

1.118 Dissemination of veterans’ preference 
policies to applicants for cov- 
ered positions. 

1.119 Information regarding veterans’ pref- 
erence determinations in ap- 
pointments. 

1.120 Dissemination of veterans’ preference 
policies to covered employees. 

1.121 Written notice prior to a reduction in 

force. 

1.116. ADOPTION OF VETERANS’ 

ERENCE POLICY. 

No later than 120 calendar days following 
Congressional approval of this regulation, 
each employing office that employs one or 
more covered employees or that seeks appli- 
cants for a covered position shall adopt its 
written policy specifying how it has inte- 
grated the veterans’ preference requirements 
of the Veterans Employment Opportunities 
Act of 1998 and these regulations into its em- 
ployment and retention processes. Each such 
employing office will make its policies avail- 
able to applicants for appointment to a cov- 
ered position and to covered employees in 
accordance with these regulations. The act 
of adopting a veterans’ preference policy 
shall not relieve any employing office of any 
other responsibility or requirement of the 
Veterans Employment Opportunities Act of 
1998 or these regulations. An employing of- 
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fice may amend or replace its veterans’ pref- 

erence policies as it deems necessary or ap- 

propriate, so long as the resulting policies 

are consistent with the VEOA and these reg- 

ulations. 

SEC. 1.117. PRESERVATION OF RECORDS MADE 
OR KEPT. 

An employing office that employs one or 
more covered employees or that seeks appli- 
cants for a covered position shall maintain 
any records relating to the application of its 
veterans’ preference policy to applicants for 
covered positions and to workforce adjust- 
ment decisions affecting covered employees 
for a period of at least one year from the 
date of the making of the record or the date 
of the personnel action involved or, if later, 
one year from the date on which the appli- 
cant or covered employee is notified of the 
personnel action. Where a claim has been 
brought under section 401 of the CAA against 
an employing office under the VEOA, the re- 
spondent employing office shall preserve all 
personnel records relevant to the claim until 
final disposition of the claim. The term ‘‘per- 
sonnel records relevant to the claim”, for ex- 
ample, would include records relating to the 
veterans’ preference determination regard- 
ing the person bringing the claim and 
records relating to any veterans’ preference 
determinations regarding other applicants 
for the covered position the person sought, 
or records relating to the veterans’ pref- 
erence determinations regarding other cov- 
ered employees in the person’s position or 
job classification. The date of final disposi- 
tion of the charge or the action means the 
latest of the date of expiration of the statu- 
tory period within which the aggrieved per- 
son may file a complaint with the Office or 
in a U.S. District Court or, where an action 
is brought against an employing office by 
the aggrieved person, the date on which such 
litigation is terminated. 

SEC. 1.118. DISSEMINATION OF VETERANS’ PREF- 
ERENCE POLICIES TO APPLICANTS 
FOR COVERED POSITIONS. 

(a) An employing office shall state in any 
announcements and advertisements it makes 
concerning vacancies in covered positions 
that the staffing action is governed by the 
VEOA. 

(b) An employing office shall invite appli- 
cants for a covered position to identify 
themselves as veterans’ preference eligible 
applicants, provided that in doing so: 

(1) the employing office shall state clearly 
on any written application or questionnaire 
used for this purpose or make clear orally, if 
a written application or questionnaire is not 
used, that the requested information is in- 
tended for use solely in connection with the 
employing office’s obligations and efforts to 
provide veterans’ preference to preference el- 
igible applicants in accordance with the 
VEOA; 

(2) the employing office shall state clearly 
that disabled veteran status is requested on 
a voluntary basis, that it will be kept con- 
fidential in accordance with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. §12101 
et seq.) as applied by section 102(a)(3) of the 
CAA, 2 U.S.C. §1302(a)(3), that refusal to pro- 
vide it will not subject the individual to any 
adverse treatment except the possibility of 
an adverse determination regarding the indi- 
vidual’s status as a preference eligible appli- 
cant as a disabled veteran under the VEOA, 
and that any information obtained in accord- 
ance with this section concerning the med- 
ical condition or history of an individual will 
be collected, maintained and used only in ac- 
cordance with the Americans with Disabil- 
ities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. §12101 et seq.) as 
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applied by section 102(a)(3) of the CAA, 2 
U.S.C. §1802(a)(8); and 

(3) the employing office shall state clearly 
that applicants may request information 
about the employing office’s veterans’ pref- 
erence policies as they relate to appoint- 
ments to covered positions, and shall de- 
scribe the employing office’s procedures for 
making such requests. 

(c) Upon written request by an applicant 
for a covered position, an employing office 
shall provide the following information in 
writing: 

(1) the VEOA definition of ‘‘preference eli- 
gible” as set forth in 5 U.S.C. §2108 or any su- 
perseding legislation, providing the actual, 
current definition in a manner designed to be 
understood by applicants, along with the 
statutory citation; and 

(2) the employing office’s veterans’ pref- 
erence policy or a summary description of 
the employing office’s veterans’ preference 
policy as it relates to appointments to cov- 
ered positions, including any procedures the 
employing office shall use to identify pref- 
erence eligible employees; 

(3) the employing office may provide other 
information to applicants regarding its vet- 
erans’ preference policies and practices, but 
is not required to do so by these regulations. 

(d) Employing offices are also expected to 
answer questions from applicants for covered 
positions that are relevant and non-confiden- 
tial concerning the employing office’s vet- 
erans’ preference policies and practices. 

SEC. 1.119. INFORMATION REGARDING VET- 
ERANS’ PREFERENCE DETERMINA- 
TIONS IN APPOINTMENTS. 

Upon written request by an applicant for a 
covered position, the employing office shall 
promptly provide a written explanation of 
the manner in which veterans’ preference 
was applied in the employing office’s ap- 
pointment decision regarding that applicant. 
Such explanation shall include at a min- 
imum: 

(a) the employing office’s veterans’ pref- 
erence policy or a summary description of 
the employing office’s veterans’ preference 
policy as it relates to appointments to cov- 
ered positions; and 

(b) a statement as to whether the applicant 
is preference eligible and, if not, a brief 
statement of the reasons for the employing 
office’s determination that the applicant is 
not preference eligible. 

SEC. 1.120. DISSEMINATION OF VETERANS’ PREF- 
ERENCE POLICIES TO COVERED EM- 
PLOYEES. 

(a) If an employing office that employs one 
or more covered employees provides any 
written guidance to such employees con- 
cerning employee rights generally or reduc- 
tions in force more specifically, such as ina 
written employee policy, manual or hand- 
book, such guidance must include informa- 
tion concerning veterans’ preference under 
the VEOA, as set forth in subsection (b) of 
this regulation. 

(b) Written guidance described in sub- 
section (a) above shall include, at a min- 
imum: 

(1) the VEOA definition of ‘‘preference eli- 
gible” as set forth in 5 U.S.C. §2108 or any su- 
perseding legislation, providing the actual, 
current definition along with the statutory 
citation; and 

(2) the employing office’s veterans’ pref- 
erence policy or a summary description of 
the employing office’s veterans’ preference 
policy as it relates to reductions in force, in- 
cluding the procedures the employing office 
shall take to identify preference eligible em- 
ployees. 
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(3) the employing office may provide other 
information in its guidance regarding its 
veterans’ preference policies and practices, 
but is not required to do so by these regula- 
tions. 

(c) Employing offices are also expected to 
answer questions from covered employees 
that are relevant and non-confidential con- 
cerning the employing office’s veterans’ pref- 
erence policies and practices. 

SEC. 1.121. WRITTEN NOTICE PRIOR TO A REDUC- 
TION IN FORCE. 

(a) Except as provided under subsection (c), 
a covered employee may not be released due 
to a reduction in force, unless the covered 
employee and the covered employee’s exclu- 
sive representative for collective-bargaining 
purposes (if any) are given written notice, in 
conformance with the requirements of para- 
graph (b), at least 60 days before the covered 
employee is so released. 

(b) Any notice under paragraph (a) shall in- 
clude— 

(1) the personnel action to be taken with 
respect to the covered employee involved; 

(2) the effective date of the action; 

(3) a description of the procedures applica- 
ble in identifying employees for release; 

(4) the covered employee’s competitive 
area; 

(5) the covered employee’s eligibility for 
veterans’ preference in retention and how 
that preference eligibility was determined; 

(6) the retention status and preference eli- 
gibility of the other employees in the af- 
fected position classifications or job classi- 
fications within the covered employee’s com- 
petitive area, by providing: 

(A) a list of all covered employee(s) in the 
covered employee’s position classification or 
job classification and competitive area who 
will be retained by the employing office, 
identifying those employees by job title only 
and stating whether each such employee is 
preference eligible, and 

(B) a list of all covered employee(s) in the 
covered employee’s position classification or 
job classification and competitive area who 
will not be retained by the employing office, 
identifying those employees by job title only 
and stating whether each such employee is 
preference eligible; and 

(7) a description of any appeal or other 
rights which may be available. 

(c) The head of the employing office may, 
in writing, shorten the period of advance no- 
tice required under subsection (a), with re- 
spect to a particular reduction in force, if 
necessary because of circumstances not rea- 
sonably foreseeable. 

(d) No notice period may be shortened to 
less than 30 days under this subsection. 


EE 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. HANNA (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today on account of med- 
ical reasons. 

Mr. REICHERT (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today on account of the 
passing of his mother-in-law. 


EE 


PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE 
RULES 


RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON HOUSE 
ADMINISTRATION FOR THE 112TH CONGRESS 


March 2, 2011. 
Hon. KAREN HAAS, 
Clerk of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
DEAR Ms. HAAS: Pursuant to clause 2(a) of 
Rule XI of the Rules of the House of Rep- 
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resentatives, I hereby submit the Rules of 
the Committee on House Administration for 
the 112th Congress for publication in the 
Congressional Record. The Rules were adopt- 
ed by the Committee in a meeting that was 
open to the public and with a quorum 
present. 

If you have any questions about the Rules 
please contact Kimani Little, the Committee 
Parliamentarian. 

Sincerely, 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN, 
Chairman, 
Committee on House Administration. 
COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 112-1 

Resolved, that the rules of the Committee 
on House Administration for the 112th Con- 
gress are hereby adopted, as follows: 

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINIS- 

TRATION ONE HUNDRED TWELFTH CONGRESS 


Rule No. 1—General Provisions 


(a) The Rules of the House are the rules of 
the Committee so far as applicable, except 
that a motion to recess from day to day is a 
privileged motion in the Committee. Each 
subcommittee of the committee is a part of 
the committee and is subject to the author- 
ity and direction of the chair and to its rules 
as far as applicable. 

(b) The Committee is authorized at any 
time to conduct such investigations and 
studies as it may consider necessary or ap- 
propriate in the exercise of its responsibil- 
ities under House Rule X and, subject to the 
adoption of expense resolutions as required 
by House Rule X, clause 6, to incur expenses 
(including travel expenses) in connection 
therewith. 

(c) The Committee is authorized to have 
printed and bound testimony and other data 
presented at hearings held by the Com- 
mittee, and to make such information avail- 
able to the public. All costs of stenographic 
services and transcripts in connection with 
any meeting or hearing of the Committee 
shall be paid from the appropriate House ac- 
count. 

(d) The Committee shall submit to the 
House, not later than the 30th day after June 
1 and December 1 of each year, a semiannual 
report on the activities of the committee 
under House Rules X and XI. 

(e) The Committee’s rules shall be made 
publicly available in electronic form and 
published in the Congressional Record not 
later than 30 days after the Committee is 
elected in each odd-numbered year. 

Rule No. 2—Regular and Special Meetings 

(a) The regular meeting date of the Com- 
mittee on House Administration shall be the 
second Wednesday of every month when the 
House is in session in accordance with Clause 
2(b) of House Rule XI. Additional meetings 
may be called by the Chair of the Committee 
as she or he may deem necessary or at the 
request of a majority of the members of the 
Committee in accordance with Clause 2(c) of 
House Rule XI. The determination of the 
business to be considered at each meeting 
shall be made by the Chair subject to Clause 
2(с) of House Rule ХІ. A regularly scheduled 
meeting may be dispensed with if, in the 
judgment of the Chair, there is no need for 
the meeting. 

(b) If the Chair is not present at any meet- 
ing of the Committee, or at the discretion of 
the Chair, the Vice Chair of the Committee 
shall preside at the meeting. If the Chair and 
Vice Chair of the Committee are not present 
at any meeting of the Committee, the rank- 
ing member of the majority party who is 
present shall preside at the meeting. 

(c) The Chair, in the case of meetings to be 
conducted by the Committee, and the appro- 
priate subcommittee chair, in the case of 
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meetings to be conducted by а sub- 
committee, shall make public announcement 
of the date, place, and subject matter of any 
meeting to be conducted on any measure or 
matter. Such meeting shall not commence 
earlier than the third day on which members 
have notice thereof. If the Chair, with the 
concurrence of the ranking minority mem- 
ber, determines that there is good cause to 
begin the meeting sooner, or if the Com- 
mittee so determines by majority vote, a 
quorum being present, the Chair shall make 
the announcement at the earliest possible 
date. The announcement shall promptly be 
made publicly available in electronic form 
and published in the Daily Digest. 

(d) The Chair, in the case of meetings to be 
conducted by the Committee, and the appro- 
priate subcommittee chair, in the case of 
meetings to be conducted by а sub- 
committee, shall make available on the 
Committee’s web site the text of any legisla- 
tion to be marked up at a meeting at least 24 
hours before such meeting (or at the time of 
an announcement made within 24 hours of 
such meeting). This requirement shall also 
apply to any resolution or regulation to be 
considered at a meeting. 


Rule No. 3—Open Meetings 


As required by Clause 2(g), of House Rule 
XI, each meeting for the transaction of busi- 
ness, including the markup of legislation of 
the Committee shall be open to the public 
except when the Committee in open session 
and with a quorum present determines by 
record vote that all or part of the remainder 
of the meeting on that day shall be closed to 
the public because disclosure of matters to 
be considered would endanger national secu- 
rity, would compromise sensitive law en- 
forcement information, or would tend to de- 
fame, degrade or incriminate any person, or 
otherwise would violate any law or rule of 
the House: Provided, however, that no person 
other than members of the Committee, and 
such congressional staff and such other per- 
sons as the Committee may authorize, shall 
be present in any business or markup session 
which has been closed to the public. To the 
maximum extent practicable, the Chair shall 
cause to be provided audio and video cov- 
erage of each hearing or meeting that allows 
the public to easily listen to and view the 
proceedings and maintain the recordings of 
such coverage in a manner that is easily ac- 
cessible to the public. 


Rule No. 4—Records and Rolicalls 


(а)(1) A record vote shall be held if re- 
quested by any member of the Committee. 

(2) The result of each record vote in any 
meeting of the Committee shall be made 
available for inspection by the public at rea- 
sonable times at the Committee offices, in- 
cluding a description of the amendment, mo- 
tion, order or other proposition; the name of 
each member voting for and against; and the 
members present but not voting. 

(3) The Chairman shall make the record of 
the votes on any question on which a record 
vote is demanded available on the Commit- 
tee’s website not later than 48 hours after 
such vote is taken (excluding Saturdays, 
Sundays, and legal holidays). Such record 
shall include a description of the amend- 
ment, motion, order, or other proposition, 
the name of each member voting for and 
each member voting against such amend- 
ment, motion, order, or proposition, and the 
names of those members of the committee 
present but not voting. 

(4) The Chairman shall make available on 
the Committee’s website not later than 24 
hours (excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and 
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legal holidays) after the adoption of any 
amendment to a measure or matter the text 
of such amendment. 

(b)(1) Subject to subparagraph (2), the 
Chair may postpone further proceedings 
when a record vote is ordered on the ques- 
tion of approving any measure or matter or 
adopting an amendment. The Chair may re- 
sume proceedings on a postponed request at 
any time. 

(2) In exercising postponement authority 
under subparagraph (1), the Chair shall take 
all reasonable steps necessary to notify 
members on the resumption of proceedings 
on any postponed record vote. 

(3) When proceedings resume on a post- 
poned question, notwithstanding any inter- 
vening order for the previous question, an 
underlying proposition shall remain subject 
to further debate or amendment to the same 
extent as when the question was postponed. 

(c) All Committee and subcommittee hear- 
ings, records, data, charts, and files shall be 
kept separate and distinct from the congres- 
sional office records of the member serving 
as Chair; and such records shall be the prop- 
erty of the House and all members of the 
House shall have access thereto. 

(d) House records of the Committee which 
are at the National Archives shall be made 
available pursuant to House Rule VII. The 
Chair shall notify the ranking minority 
member of any decision to withhold a record 
pursuant to the rule, and shall present the 
matter to the Committee upon written re- 
quest of any Committee member. 

(e) To the maximum extent feasible, the 
Committee shall make its publications avail- 
able in electronic form. 

Rule No. 5—Ртотіеѕ 


No vote by any member in the Committee 
may be cast by proxy. 
Rule No. 6—Power to Sit and Act; Subpoena 
Power 


(a) For the purpose of carrying out any of 
its functions and duties under House Rules X 
and XI, the Committee or any subcommittee 
thereof is authorized (subject to subpara- 
graph (b)(1) of this paragraph)— 

(1) to sit and act at such times and places 
within the United States, whether the House 
is in session, has recessed, or has adjourned, 
and to hold such hearings; and 

(2) to require, by subpoena or otherwise, 
the attendance and testimony of such wit- 
nesses and the production of such books, 
records, correspondence, memorandums, pa- 
pers, documents and other materials as it 
deems necessary, including materials in elec- 
tronic form. The Chair, or any member des- 
ignated by the Chair, may administer oaths 
to any witness. 

(0)(1) A subpoena may be authorized and 
issued by the Committee or subcommittee in 
the conduct of any investigation or series of 
investigations or activities, only when au- 
thorized by a majority of the members vot- 
ing, a majority being present. The power to 
authorize and issue subpoenas under sub- 
paragraph (а)(2) may be delegated to the 
Chair pursuant to such rules and under such 
limitations as the Committee may prescribe. 
Authorized subpoenas shall be signed by the 
Chair or by any member designated by the 
Committee, and may be served by any person 
designated by the Chair or such member. 

(2) Compliance with any subpoena issued 
by the Committee or a subcommittee may be 
enforced only as authorized or directed by 
the House. 


Rule No. 7—Quorums 


No measure or recommendation shall be 
reported to the House unless a majority of 
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the Committee is actually present. For the 
purposes of taking any action other than re- 
porting any measure, issuance of a subpoena, 
closing meetings, promulgating Committee 
orders, or changing the rules of the Com- 
mittee, one-third of the members of the 
Committee shall constitute a quorum. For 
purposes of taking testimony and receiving 
evidence, two members shall constitute a 
quorum. 

Rule No. é—Amendments 


Any amendment offered to any pending 
legislation before the Committee or a sub- 
committee must be made available in writ- 
ten form when requested by any member of 
the Committee. If such amendment is not 
available in written form when requested, 
the Chair will allow an appropriate period of 
time for the provision thereof. 

Rule No. 9—Hearing Procedures 


(a) The Chair, in the case of hearings to be 
conducted by the Committee, and the appro- 
priate subcommittee chair, in the case of 
hearings to be conducted by a subcommittee, 
shall make public announcement of the date, 
place, and subject matter of any hearing to 
be conducted on any measure or matter at 
least one (1) week before the commencement 
of that hearing. If the Chair, with the con- 
currence of the ranking minority member, 
determines that there is good cause to begin 
the hearing sooner, or if the Committee so 
determines by majority vote, a quorum being 
present, the Chair shall make the announce- 
ment at the earliest possible date. The clerk 
of the Committee shall promptly notify the 
Daily Digest Clerk of the Congressional 
Record as soon as possible after such public 
announcement is made. 

(b) Unless excused by the Chair, each wit- 
ness who is to appear before the Committee 
or a subcommittee shall file with the clerk 
of the Committee, at least 48 hours in ad- 
vance of his or her appearance, a written 
statement of his or her proposed testimony 
and shall limit his or her oral presentation 
to asummary of his or her statement. 

(c) When any hearing is conducted by the 
Committee upon any measure or matter, the 
minority party members on the Committee 
shall be entitled, upon request to the Chair 
by a majority of those minority members be- 
fore the completion of such hearing, to call 
witnesses selected by the minority to testify 
with respect to that measure or matter dur- 
ing at least one day of hearings thereon. 

(d) Any member of the Committee may, if 
a subcommittee grants unanimous consent 
for a specific hearing, be permitted to sit 
during that hearing with a subcommittee on 
which he or she does not serve, but no mem- 
ber who has not been elected to a sub- 
committee shall count for a quorum, offer 
any measure, motion, or amendment, or vote 
on any matter before that subcommittee. 

(e) Committee or subcommittee members 
may question witnesses only when they have 
been recognized by the Chair for that pur- 
pose, and only for a 5-minute period until all 
members present have had an opportunity to 
question a witness. The 5-minute period for 
questioning a witness by any one member 
can be extended as provided by House Rules. 
The questioning of a witness in Committee 
or subcommittee hearings shall be initiated 
by the Chair, followed by the ranking minor- 
ity member and all other members alter- 
nating between the majority and minority. 

In recognizing members to question wit- 
nesses in this fashion, the Chair shall take 
into consideration the ratio of the majority 
to minority members present and shall es- 
tablish the order of recognition for ques- 
tioning in such a manner as not to disadvan- 
tage the members of the majority. The Chair 
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may accomplish this by recognizing two ma- 
jority members for each minority member 
recognized. 

(f) The following additional rules shall 
apply to hearings of the Committee or a sub- 
committee, as applicable: 

(1) The Chair at a hearing shall announce 
in an opening statement the subject of the 
investigation. 

(2) A copy of the Committee rules and this 
clause shall be made available to each wit- 
ness as provided by clause 2(k)(2) of Rule XI. 

(3) Witnesses at hearings may be accom- 
panied by their own counsel for the purpose 
of advising them concerning their constitu- 
tional rights. 

(4) The Chair may punish breaches of order 
and decorum, and of professional ethics on 
the part of counsel, by censure and exclusion 
from the hearings; and the Committee may 
cite the offender to the House for contempt. 

(5) If the Committee determines that evi- 
dence or testimony at a hearing may tend to 
defame, degrade, or incriminate any person, 
it shall— 

(A) afford such person an opportunity vol- 
untarily to appear as a witness; 

(B) receive such evidence or testimony in 
executive session; and 

(C) receive and dispose of requests from 
such person to subpoena additional wit- 
nesses. 

(6) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(f)(5), the Chair shall receive and the Com- 
mittee shall dispose of requests to subpoena 
additional witnesses. 

(7) No evidence or testimony taken in exec- 
utive session may be released or used in pub- 
lic sessions without the consent of the Com- 
mittee. 

(8) In the discretion of the Committee, wit- 
nesses may submit brief and pertinent sworn 
statements in writing for inclusion in the 
record. The Committee is the sole judge of 
the pertinence of testimony and evidence ad- 
duced at its hearing. 

(9) A witness may obtain a transcript copy 
of his testimony given at a public session or, 
if given at an executive session, when au- 
thorized by the Committee. 

Rule No. 10—Procedures for Reporting Measures 
or Matters 


(а)(1) It shall be the duty of the Chair to 
report or cause to be reported promptly to 
the House any measure approved by the 
Committee and to take or cause to be taken 
necessary steps to bring the matter to a 
vote. 

(2) In any event, the report of the Com- 
mittee on a measure which has been ap- 
proved by the Committee shall be filed with- 
in 7 calendar days (exclusive of days on 
which the House is not in session) after the 
day on which there has been filed with the 
clerk of the Committee a written request, 
signed by a majority of the members of the 
Committee, for the reporting of that meas- 
ure. Upon the filing of any such request, the 
clerk of the Committee shall transmit imme- 
diately to the Chair notice of the filing of 
that request. 

(0)(1) No measure or recommendation shall 
be reported to the House unless a majority of 
the Committee is actually present. 

(2) With respect to each record vote on a 
motion to report any measure or matter of a 
public character, and on any amendment of- 
fered to the measure or matter, the total 
number of votes cast for and against, and the 
names of those members voting for and 
against, shall be included in the Committee 
report on the measure or matter. 

(c) The report of the Committee on a meas- 
ure or matter which has been approved by 
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the Committee shall include the matters re- 
quired by Clause 3(c) of Rule XIII of the 
Rules of the House. 

(d) If, at the time any measure or matter 
is ordered reported by the Committee, any 
member of the Committee gives notice of in- 
tention to file supplemental, minority, or ad- 
ditional views, that member shall be entitled 
to not less than two additional calendar days 
after the day of such notice, commencing on 
the day on which the measure or matter(s) 
was approved, excluding Saturdays, Sundays, 
and legal holidays, in which to file such 
views, in writing and signed by that member, 
with the clerk of the Committee. All such 
views so filed by one or more members of the 
Committee shall be included within, and 
shall be a part of, the report filed by the 
Committee with respect to that measure or 
matter. The report of the Committee upon 
that measure or matter shall be printed in a 
single volume which— 

(1) shall include all supplemental, minor- 
ity, or additional views, in the form sub- 
mitted, by the time of the filing of the re- 
port, and 

(2) shall bear upon its cover a recital that 
any such supplemental, minority, or addi- 
tional views (and any material submitted 
under subparagraph (c)) are included as part 
of the report. This subparagraph does not 
preclude— 

(A) the immediate filing or printing of a 
Committee report unless timely request for 
the opportunity to file supplemental, minor- 
ity, or additional views has been made as 
provided by paragraph (c); or 

(B) the filing of any supplemental report 
upon any measure or matter which may be 
required for the correction of any technical 
error in a previous report made by the Com- 
mittee upon that measure or matter. 

(3) shall, when appropriate, contain the 
documents required by Clause 3(e) of Rule 
XIII of the Rules of the House. 

(e) The Chair, following consultation with 
the ranking minority member, is directed to 
offer a motion under clause 1 of Rule XXII of 
the Rules of the House, relating to going to 
conference with the Senate, whenever the 
Chair considers it appropriate. 

(f) If hearings have been held on any such 
measure or matter so reported, the Com- 
mittee shall make every reasonable effort to 
have such hearings published and available 
to the members of the House prior to the 
consideration of such measure or matter in 
the House. 

(g) The Chair may designate any majority 
member of the Committee to act as ‘‘floor 
manager” of a bill or resolution during its 
consideration in the House. 


Rule No. 11—Committee Oversight 


The Committee shall conduct oversight of 
matters within the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mittee in accordance with House Rule X, 
clause 2 and clause 4. Not later than Feb- 
ruary 15 of the first session of a Congress, 
the Committee shall, in a meeting that is 
open to the public and with a quorum 
present, adopt its oversight plan for that 
Congress in accordance with House Rule X, 
clause 2(d). 


Rule No. 12—Review of Continuing Programs; 
Budget Act Provisions 


(a) The Committee shall, in its consider- 
ation of all bills and joint resolutions of a 
public character within its jurisdiction, en- 
sure that appropriation for continuing pro- 
grams and activities of the Federal Govern- 
ment will be made annually to the maximum 
extent feasible and consistent with the na- 
ture, requirement, and objectives of the pro- 
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grams and activities involved. For the pur- 
poses of this paragraph a Government agen- 
cy includes the organizational units of gov- 
ernment listed in Clause 4(e) of Rule X of 
House Rules. 

(b) The Committee shall review, from time 
to time, each continuing program within its 
jurisdiction for which appropriations are not 
made annually in order to ascertain whether 
such program could be modified so that ap- 
propriations therefore would be made annu- 
ally. 

(c) The Committee shall, on or before Feb- 
ruary 25 of each year, submit to the Com- 
mittee on the Budget (1) its views and esti- 
mates with respect to all matters to be set 
forth in the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for the ensuing fiscal year which are 
within its jurisdiction or functions, and (2) 
an estimate of the total amounts of new 
budget authority, and budget outlays result- 
ing there from, to be provided or authorized 
in all bills and resolutions within its juris- 
diction which it intends to be effective dur- 
ing that fiscal year. 

(d) As soon as practicable after a concur- 
rent resolution on the budget for any fiscal 
year is agreed to, the Committee (after con- 
sulting with the appropriate committee or 
committees of the Senate) shall subdivide 
any allocation made to it in the joint explan- 
atory statement accompanying the con- 
ference report on such resolution, and 
promptly report such subdivisions to the 
House, in the manner provided by section 302 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

(e) Whenever the Committee is directed in 
a concurrent resolution on the budget to de- 
termine and recommend changes in laws, 
bills, or resolutions under the reconciliation 
process it shall promptly make such deter- 
mination and recommendations, and report a 
reconciliation bill or resolution (or both) to 
the House or submit such recommendations 
to the Committee on the Budget, in accord- 
ance with the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. 

Rule No. 13—Broadcasting of Committee Hear- 
ings and Meetings 

Whenever any hearing or meeting con- 
ducted by the Committee is open to the pub- 
lic, those proceedings shall be open to cov- 
erage by television, radio, and still photog- 
raphy, as provided in Clause 4 of House Rule 
XI, subject to the limitations therein. Oper- 
ation and use of any Committee Internet 
broadcast system shall be fair and non- 
partisan and in accordance with Clause 4(b) 
of rule XI and all other applicable rules of 
the Committee and the House. 

Rule No. 14—Committee and Subcommittee Staff 

The staff of the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration shall be appointed as follows: 

(a) The staff shall be appointed by the 
Chair except as provided in paragraph (b), 
and may be removed by the Chair, and shall 
work under the general supervision and di- 
rection of the Chair; 

(b) All staff provided to the minority party 
members of the Committee shall be ap- 
pointed by the ranking minority member, 
and may be removed by the ranking minor- 
ity member of the Committee, and shall 
work under the general supervision and di- 
rection of such member; 

(c) The appointment of all professional 
staff shall be subject to the approval of the 
Committee as provided by, and subject to the 
provisions of, clause 9 of Rule X of the Rules 
of the House; 

(d) The Chair shall fix the compensation of 
all staff of the Committee, after consulta- 
tion with the ranking minority member re- 
garding any minority party staff, within the 


3504 


budget approved for such purposes for the 
Committee. 


Rule No. 15—Travel of Members and Staff 


(a) Consistent with the primary expense 
resolution and such additional expense reso- 
lutions as may have been approved, the pro- 
visions of this rule shall govern travel of 
Committee members and staff. Travel for 
any member or any staff member shall be 
paid only upon the prior authorization of the 
Chair or her or his designee. Travel may be 
authorized by the Chair for any member and 
any staff member in connection with the at- 
tendance at hearings conducted by the Com- 
mittee and meetings, conferences, and inves- 
tigations which involve activities or subject 
matter under the general jurisdiction of the 
Committee. Before such authorization is 
given there shall be submitted to the Chair 
in writing the following: 

(1) The purpose of the travel; 

(2) The dates during which the travel will 
occur; 

(3) The locations to be visited and the 
length of time to be spent in each; and 

(4) The names of members and staff seek- 
ing authorization. 

(0)(1) In the case of travel outside the 
United States of members and staff of the 
Committee for the purpose of conducting 
hearings, investigations, studies, or attend- 
ing meetings and conferences involving ac- 
tivities or subject matter under the legisla- 
tive assignment of the committee, prior au- 
thorization must be obtained from the Chair. 
Before such authorization is given, there 
shall be submitted to the Chair, in writing, a 
request for such authorization. Each request, 
which shall be filed in a manner that allows 
for a reasonable period of time for review be- 
fore such travel is scheduled to begin, shall 
include the following: 

(A) the purpose of the travel; 

(B) the dates during which the travel will 
occur; 

(C) the names of the countries to be visited 
and the length of time to be spent in each; 

(D) an agenda of anticipated activities for 
each country for which travel is authorized 
together with a description of the purpose to 
be served and the areas of committee juris- 
diction involved; and 

(E) the names of members and staff for 
whom authorization is sought. 

(2) At the conclusion of any hearing, inves- 
tigation, study, meeting or conference for 
which travel outside the United States has 
been authorized pursuant to this rule, mem- 
bers and staff attending meetings or con- 
ferences shall submit a written report to the 
Chair covering the activities and other perti- 
nent observations or information gained as a 
result of such travel. 

(c) Members and staff of the Committee 
performing authorized travel on official busi- 
ness shall be governed by applicable laws, 
resolutions, or regulations of the House and 
of the Committee on House Administration 
pertaining to such travel. 


Rule No. 16—Number and Jurisdiction of Sub- 
committees 


(a) There shall be two standing subcommit- 
tees, with party ratios of members as indi- 
cated. Subcommittees shall have jurisdic- 
tions as stated by these rules, may conduct 
oversight over such subject matter, and may 
consider such legislation as may be referred 
to them by the Chair. The names and juris- 
diction of the subcommittees shall be: 

(1) Subcommittee on Elections—(4/2). Mat- 
ters pertaining to the Federal Election Cam- 
paign Act, the Federal Contested Elections 
Act, the Help America Vote Act, the Na- 
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tional Voter Registration Act, the Uni- 
formed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Vot- 
ing Act, the Federal Voting Assistance Pro- 
gram, the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act, 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (accessi- 
bility for voters with disabilities), the Fed- 
eral Election Commission (FEC), the Elec- 
tion Assistance Commission (EAC), and 
other election related issues. Oversight of 
the Federal Election Commission (FEC) and 
the Election Assistance Commission (ЕАС). 

(2) Subcommittee on Oversight—(4/2). Mat- 
ters pertaining to operations of the Library 
of Congress, the Botanic Garden, the Smith- 
sonian Institution, the Architect of the Cap- 
itol, the Capitol Visitors Center; the Chief 
Administrative Officer, House Information 
Resources, the Clerk of the House, the House 
Inspector General, the Congressional Re- 
search Service and the Office of Compliance. 

(b) No subcommittee shall meet during any 
full Committee meeting or hearing. 

(c) The Chair may establish and appoint 
members to serve on task forces of the Com- 
mittee, to perform specific functions for lim- 
ited periods of time, as she or he deems ap- 
propriate. 

Rule No. 17—Referral of Legislation to Sub- 
committees 

The Chair may refer legislation or other 
matters to a subcommittee, or subcommit- 
tees, as she or he considers appropriate. The 
Chair may discharge any subcommittee of 
any matter referred to it. 

Rule No. 18—Other Procedures and Regulations 

The Chair may establish such other proce- 
dures and take such actions as may be nec- 
essary to carry out the foregoing rules or to 
facilitate the effective operation of the com- 
mittee. 

Rule No. 19—Designation of Clerk of the Com- 
mittee 

For the purposes of these rules and the 
Rules of the House of Representatives, the 
staff director of the Committee shall act as 
the clerk of the Committee. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 8 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
March 9, 2011, at 10 a.m. 


SEE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


762. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Difenoconazole; Pesticide Toler- 
ances [HPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0823; FRL-8864-9] 
received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

763. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Potassium hypochlorite; Exemp- 
tion from the Requirement of a Tolerance 
[EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0996; FRL-8859-5] received 
February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 


March 8, 2011 


764. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting a pro- 
posed change to the Fiscal Year 2009 Na- 
tional Guard and Reserve Equipment Appro- 
priation (NGREA) procurement; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

765. A letter from the Under Secretary, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting a letter 
on the approved retirement of General 
George W. Casey, Jr., United States Army, 
and his advancement on the retired list in 
the grade of general; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

766. A letter from the Under Secretary, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting a letter 
on the approved retirement of General Wil- 
liam E. Ward, United States Army, and his 
advancement on the retired list in the grade 
of general; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

767. A letter from the Under Secretary, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting a certifi- 
cation on the review of the M982 155mm Pre- 
cision Guided Extended Range Artillery Pro- 
jectile (Excalibur) program; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

768. A letter from the President and Chair- 
man, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting a report оп trans- 
actions involving U.S. exports to Republic of 
Panama pursuant to Section 2(0)(3) of the 
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended, 
pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(3)(i); to the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services. 

769. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Approval and Promulgation of 
Air Quality Implementation Plans; Ohio; Ox- 
ides of Nitrogen Budget Trading Program; 
Technical Amendment [EPA-R05-OAR-2006- 
0976; FRL-9272-1] received February 28, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

770. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Approval and Promulgation of 
Implementation Plans; State of Missouri 
[EPA-R07-OAR-2010-0168; FRL-9271-5] re- 
ceived February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

771. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Revisions to the California 
State Implementation Plan, For Imperial 
County, Kern County, and Ventura County 
Air Pollution Control Districts [EPA-R09- 
OAR-2010-0813; FRL-9239-6] received February 
28, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

772. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Approval and Promulgation of 
Air Quality Implementation Plans; Wis- 
consin; The Milwaukee-Racine and She- 
boygan Areas; Determination of Attainment 
of the 1997 8-hour Ozone Standard [ЕРА-В05- 
OAR-2010-0850; FRL-9271-9] received February 
28, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

773. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Revisions to the California 
State Implementation Plan, Santa Barbara 
County Air Pollution Control District [ЕРА- 
RO09-OAR-2010-0418; FRL-9249-3] received Feb- 
ruary 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 


March 8, 2011 


774. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
“Major”? final rule — National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for 
Major Sources: Industrial, Commercial, and 
Institutional Boilers and Process Heaters 
EPA-HQ-OAR-2002-0058; FRL-9272-8] (RIN: 
2060-AQ25) received February 28, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

775. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
“Major”? final rule — National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for 
Area Sources: Industrial, Commercial, and 
Institutional Boilers [EPA-HQ-OAR-2006- 
0790; FRL-9278-5] (RIN: 2060-AM44) received 
February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

776. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 

Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Identification of Non-Hazardous 
Secondary Materials That Are Solid Waste 
EPA-HQ-RCRA-2008-0329; FRL-9273-1] (RIN: 
2050-AG44) received February 28, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 
777. A letter from the Acting Director, De- 
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans- 
mitting a notice of proposed lease with the 
Royal Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan (Trans- 
mittal No. 06-10) pursuant to Section 62(a) of 
the Arms Export Control Act; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

778. A letter from the Director, Defense Se- 
curity Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
Transmittal No. 11-05, pursuant to the re- 
porting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of 
the Arms Export Control Act, as amended; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

779. A letter from the Director, Defense Se- 
curity Cooperation Agency, transmitting re- 
ports submitted in accordance with Sections 
36(а) and 26(b) of the Arms Export Control 
Act, the 24 March 1979 Report by the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs, and the Seventh 
Report by the Committee on Government 
Operations; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

780. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Board of Governors, Postal Service, trans- 
mitting the Service’s report, as required by 
Section 3686(c) of the Postal Accountability 
and Enhancement Act of 2006; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

781. A letter from the Director of Legisla- 
tive Affairs, Office of the Director of Na- 
tional Intelligence, transmitting annual re- 
port on acquisition by foreign countries 
‘“dual-use and other technology useful for 
the development or production of weapons of 
mass destruction (including nuclear weap- 
ons, chemical weapons, biological weapons) 
and advanced conventional munitions” cov- 
ering January 1, to December 31, 2010; to the 
Committee on Intelligence (Permanent Se- 
lect). 


ea 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

[The following action occurred on March 7, 

2011] 

Mr. BACHUS: Committee on Financial 

Services. H.R. 830. A bill to rescind the unob- 
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ligated funding for the FHA Refinance Pro- 
gram and to terminate the program; with an 
amendment (Rept. 112-25). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. BACHUS: Committee on Financial 
Services. H.R. 836. A bill to rescind the unob- 
ligated funding for the Emergency Mortgage 
Relief Program and to terminate the pro- 
gram; with an amendment (Rept. 112-26). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

[Filed March 8, 2011] 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 150. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 830) to re- 
scind the unobligated funding for the FHA 
Refinance Program and to terminate the 
program (Rept. 112-27). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. SESSIONS: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 151. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 836) to re- 
scind the unobligated funding for the Emer- 
gency Mortgage Relief Program and to ter- 
minate the program (Rept. 112-28). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 


EEE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself, Mr. 
CLEAVER, and Mr. HUIZENGA of Michi- 


gan): 

H.R. 938. A bill to establish a commission 
to ensure a suitable observance of the cen- 
tennial of World War I and to designate me- 
morials to the service of men and women of 
the United States in World War I; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform, and in addition to the Committee on 
Natural Resources, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. POE of Texas: 

H.R. 939. A bill to amend the Outer Conti- 
nental Shelf Lands Act and the Gulf of Mex- 
ico Energy Security Act of 2006 to increase 
the percentage of revenues from new offshore 
leases that will be shared with coastal States 
to 50 percent; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. GARRETT (for himself and Mrs. 
MALONEY): 

H.R. 940. A bill to establish standards for 
covered bond programs and a covered bond 
regulatory oversight program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Financial 
Services, and in addition to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. ROSS of Arkansas: 

H.R. 941. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for Medicare 
coverage of services of qualified respiratory 
therapists performed under the general su- 
pervision of a physician; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. BRADY of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. 
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PAULSEN, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. MATSUI, 
and Mr. MCCAUL): 

H.R. 942. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend the research 
credit through 2012 and to increase and make 
permanent the alternative simplified re- 
search credit; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Ms. HIRONO (for herself, Mr. JONES, 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. LEWIS of 
California, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. HIN- 
CHEY, Mr. GARAMENDI, Ms. WOOLSEY, 
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. RYAN 
of Ohio, and Mr. CONNOLLY of Vir- 
ginia): 

H.R. 948. A bill to establish a grant pro- 
gram to encourage the use of assistance dogs 
by certain members of the Armed Forces and 
veterans; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices, and in addition to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 

H.R. 944. A bill to eliminate an unused 
lighthouse reservation, provide management 
consistency by incorporating the rocks and 
small islands along the coast of Orange 
County, California, into the California 
Coastal National Monument managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management, and meet the 
original Congressional intent of preserving 
Orange County’s rocks and small islands, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. GRAVES of Missouri: 

H.R. 945. A bill to expedite the increased 
supply and availability of energy to our Na- 
tion; to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (for 
himself, Mr. Dicks, Mr. WALDEN, and 
Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER): 

H.R. 946. A bill to amend the Marine Mam- 
mal Protection Act of 1972 to reduce preda- 
tion on endangered Columbia River salmon, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HINOJOSA: 

H.R. 947. A bill to authorize the Inter- 
national Boundary and Water Commission to 
reimburse State and local governments of 
the States of Arizona, California, New Mex- 
ico, and Texas for expenses incurred by such 
a government in designing, constructing, and 
rehabilitating water projects under the juris- 
diction of such Commission; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

By Mr. LOEBSACK (for himself and 
Mr. LATHAM): 

H.R. 948. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to require the provision of be- 
havioral health services to members of the 
reserve components of the Armed Forces 
necessary to meet pre-deployment and post- 
deployment readiness and fitness standards, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Ms. 
BALDWIN, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. MOORE, 
and Mr. STARK): 

H.R. 949. A bill to authorize assistance to 
aid in the prevention and treatment of ob- 
stetric fistula in foreign countries, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MATHESON (for himself and 
Mr. TERRY): 

H.R. 950. A bill to prohibit restrictions on 
the resale of event tickets sold in interstate 
commerce as an unfair or deceptive act or 
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practice; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. McCAUL (for himself, Mr. 

MCKINLEY, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. NEUGE- 

BAUER, Mr. DUNCAN of South Caro- 


lina, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. 
BARLETTA, Mr. DOGGETT, and Mr. 
FLAKE): 


H.R. 951. A bill to prohibit the use of Fed- 
eral funds for a project or program named for 
an individual then serving as a Member, Del- 
egate, Resident Commissioner, or Senator of 
the United States Congress; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

By Mr. MILLER of North Carolina: 

H.R. 952. A bill to develop an energy crit- 
ical elements program, to amend the Na- 
tional Materials and Minerals Policy, Re- 
search and Development Act of 1980, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 953. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to make higher education 
more affordable by providing a full tax de- 
duction for higher education expenses and 
interest on student loans; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 954. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals a cred- 
it against income tax for tuition and related 
expenses for public and nonpublic elemen- 
tary and secondary education; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 955. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide a tax credit for 
professional school personnel in prekinder- 
garten, kindergarten, and grades 1 through 
12; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 956. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against 
income tax for amounts contributed to char- 
itable organizations which provide elemen- 
tary or secondary school scholarships and for 
contributions of, and for, instructional mate- 
rials and materials for extracurricular ac- 


tivities; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 
By Mr. PAUL: 


H.R. 957. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide a tax credit for 
elementary and secondary school teachers; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 958. A bill to limit the jurisdiction of 
the Federal courts, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. QUIGLEY: 

H.R. 959. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to modify the require- 
ments of the visa waiver program and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary, and in addition to the Committee on 
Intelligence (Permanent Select), for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak- 
er, in each case for consideration of such pro- 
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky (for him- 
self and Mrs. CAPITO): 

H.R. 960. A bill to amend the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act to clarify the author- 
ity of the Administrator of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency to disapprove 
specifications of disposal sites for the dis- 
charge of dredged or fill material, and to 
clarify the procedure under which a higher 
review of specifications may be requested; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 
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By Mr. RUPPERSBERGER: 

H.R. 961. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, with respect to the prohibition 
on disrupting military funerals, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. SCHWEIKERT: 

H.R. 962. A bill to rescind certain unobli- 
gated discretionary appropriations and re- 
quire that such funds be used for Federal 
budget deficit reduction; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 

H.R. 963. A bill to amend the Homeland Se- 
curity Act of 2002 to provide immunity for 
reports of suspected terrorist activity or sus- 
picious behavior and response; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr. AN- 
DREWS, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
Mr. ELLISON, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Ms. PINGREE of Maine, and 
Ms. WILSON of Florida): 

H.J. Res. 47. A joint resolution removing 
the deadline for the ratification of the equal 
rights amendment; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. UPTON (for himself, Mr. DIN- 
GELL, Mr. CAMP, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. МОСОТТЕВ, Mr. PETERS, Mr. 
AMASH, Mr. CLARKE of Michigan, Mr. 
BENISHEK, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, 
and Mr. WALBERG): 

H. Con. Res. 27. Concurrent resolution pro- 
viding for the acceptance of a statue of Ger- 
ald R. Ford from the people of Michigan for 
placement in the United States Capitol; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia: 

H. Res. 147. A resolution providing for the 
expenses of certain committees of the House 
of Representatives in the One Hundred 
Twelfth Congress; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY (for herself, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. FUDGE, 
Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. STARK, 
Ms. NORTON, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. MCCOLLUM, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. HIN- 
CHEY, Ms. SPEIER, Ms. MATSUI, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
Ms. MOORE, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr. HASTINGS 
of Florida, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. FARR, 
Mr. BACA, Ms. DELAURO, Mrs. LOWEY, 
Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, 
Mr. MORAN, Ms. BORDALLO, Ms. 
EDWARDS, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mrs. 
Capps, Mr. SIRES, Mr. HINOJOSA, Ms. 
CLARKE of New York, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. LEE of 
California, Ms. BASS of California, 
Ms. SuTTON, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. CON- 
YERS, Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. 


YARMUTH, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
MURPHY of Connecticut, and Mr. 
DEUTCH): 


H. Res. 148. A resolution supporting the 
goals of International Women’s Day; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and in addi- 
tion to the Committee on the Judiciary, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. LARSON of Connecticut: 

H. Res. 149. A resolution electing a Member 

to a certain standing committee of the 
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House of Representatives; 
agreed to. 
By Mr. LANCE (for himself and Mr. 
HOLT): 

H. Res. 152. A resolution recognizing the 
life-saving role of ostomy care and pros- 
thetics in the daily lives of hundreds of thou- 
sands of people in the United States; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in 
addition to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. MOORE (for herself, Mr. BISHOP 
of Georgia, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. 
FILNER, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, Mr. KIL- 
DEE, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. PINGREE of 
Maine, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. ROTHMAN of New 
Jersey, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. 


considered and 


SEWELL, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. WALZ of 
Minnesota, and Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ): 


Н. Res. 153. A resolution to express the 
sense of the House of Representatives regard- 
ing the school breakfast program; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. YARMUTH (for himself, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, and Mr. STARK): 

H. Res. 154. A resolution recognizing the 
week beginning March 21, 2011, as ‘National 
Safe Place Week’’; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce. 


EE 
MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 


6. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of 
the Senate of the State of Arkansas, relative 
to Senate Resolution No. 3 urging the Presi- 
dent and the Congress to consider the re- 
moval of trade, financial, and travel restric- 
tions relating to Cuba; jointly to the Com- 
mittees on Foreign Affairs, Ways and Means, 
Financial Services, and the Judiciary. 


анаара 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 


By Mr. POE of Texas: 

H.R. 938. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clauses 1, 12, 16, 17, 
and 18. 

By Mr. POE of Texas: 

H.R. 939. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to Article 1, Section 8, 
Clause 3, and Article 4, Section 3, Clause 2 of 
the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. GARRETT: 

H.R. 940. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clauses 1 (‘‘The Con- 
gress shall have Power To lay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay 
the Debts and provide for the common De- 
fense and general Welfare of the United 
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States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States”), 3 (“То regulate Commerce with for- 
eign Nations, and among the several States, 
and with the Indian Tribes’’), and 18 (‘‘To 
make all Laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into Execution the fore- 
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by 
this Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Offi- 
cer thereof’). 
By Mr. ROSS of Arkansas: 

H.R. 941. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 (General Wel- 
fare Clause); Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 
(Necessary and Proper Clause). 

By Mr. BRADY of Texas: 

H.R. 942. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

By Ms. HIRONO: 

H.R. 943. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 12: To raise and 
support Armies, but no Appropriation of 
Money to that Use shall be for a longer Term 
than two Years. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 13: To provide 
and maintain a Navy. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 14: To make 
Rules for the Government and Regulation of 
the land and naval Forces. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 

Н.В. 944. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 2 of Section 3 of Article IV of the 
Constitution of the United States. 

By Mr. GRAVES of Missouri: 

H.R. 945. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: 

H.R. 946. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the U.S. 
Constitution: “То make all laws which shall 
be necessary and proper for carrying into 
execution the foregoing powers and all other 
powers vested by this Constitution in the 
Government of the United States or in any 
Department or office thereof.” 

By Mr. HINOJOSA: 

H.R. 947. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. LOEBSACK: 

H.R. 948. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to Clause 16 of Section 8 of 
Article I of the Constitution. 

By Mrs. MALONEY: 

H.R. 949. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 8, which reads: 
To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, 
and among the several States, and with In- 
dian Tribes. 

By Mr. MATHESON: 

H.R. 950. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. 
By Mr. McCAUL: 

H.R. 951. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 9, Clause 7 of the Con- 
stitution of the United States reads: ‘‘ No 
money shall be drawn from the Treasury, but 
in Consequence of Appropriations made by 
Law...’ This establishes the congressional 
power of the purse which grants Congress the 
authority to appropriate funds and place 
limits and conditions on their use. 

By Mr. MILLER of North Carolina: 

H.R. 952. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 953. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Make College Affordable Act is justi- 
fied by the Sixteenth Amendment which, by 
granting Congress the power to lay and col- 
lect taxes on incomes, clearly gives Congress 
the power to help middle-class Americans af- 
ford college by making college tuition tax 
deductable. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 954. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Family Education Freedom Act is jus- 
tified by the Sixteenth Amendment which, 
by granting Congress the power to lay and 
collect taxes on incomes, clearly gives Con- 
gress the power to provide American families 
with tax relief so they can devote more of 
their own resources to their children’s edu- 
cation. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 955. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Professional Educators Tax Relief Act 
is justified by the Sixteenth Amendment 
which, by granting Congress the power to lay 
and collect taxes on incomes, clearly gives 
Congress the power to provide tax relief to 
America’s hard-working educators. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 956. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Education Improvement Tax Cut Act 
is authorized by the Sixteenth Amendment 
which, by granting Congress the power to lay 
and collect taxes on incomes, clearly gives 
Congress the power to provide the American 
people with tax relief so they can devote 
more of their own resources to improving 
education. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 957. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Teacher’s Tax Cut Act is justified by 
the Sixteenth Amendment which, by grant- 
ing Congress the power to lay and collect 
taxes on incomes, clearly gives Congress the 
power to provide tax relief to America’s 
hard-working teachers. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 958. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The We the People Act is authorized by Ar- 
ticle 1, Section 8 and Article 3, Section 1 
which gives the Congress power to establish 
and limit the jurisdiction of lower federal 
courts as well as Article III, Section 2 who 
gives Congress the power to make exceptions 
to Supreme Court regulations. 
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By Mr. QUIGLEY: 

H.R. 959. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky: 

H.R. 960. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

U.S. Constitution, Article 1, Section 8, 
Clause 3—granting Congress the authority to 
make rules for the government and regulate 
commerce among the States. 

By Mr. RUPPERSBERGER: 

H.R. 961. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

1) Article 1, Section 8, Clause 14, Military 
Regulation. 

2) The First Amendment to the Constitu- 
tion permits time, place and manner restric- 
tions on free speech. 

By Mr. SCHWEIKERT: 

H.R. 962. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 7 of the Constitution. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 

H.R. 963. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority to enact this 
bill is derived from, but may not be limited 
to, Article I, Section 8, Clause 1, of the Con- 
stitution, which grants Congress authority 
to provide for the common defense of the 
United States; Article I, Section 8, Clause 8, 
of the Constitution, which grants Congress 
authority to regulate Commerce with foreign 
nations and among the several states; and 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 9; Article ITI, Sec- 
tion 1, Clause 1; and Article III, Section 2, 
Clause 2, of the Constitution, which grants 
Congress authority over federal courts. 

By Ms. BALDWIN: 

H.J. Res. 47. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to Article 1 of the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

H.R. 3: Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. 
BUCSHON, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. HECK, Mrs. 
LUMMIS, Mr. Mica, and Mr. REED. 

H.R. 5: Mr. TURNER. 

H.R. 21: Mr. YODER. 


H.R. 24: Mr. Costa, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. BOREN, 
Mr. COURTNEY, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. FORTEN- 


BERRY, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. GUTHRIE, and Mr. MCCOTTER. 

H.R. 25: Mr. GIBBS and Ms. JENKINS. 

H.R. 38: Mr. LANDRY. 

H.R. 50: Mr. GRIMM. 

H.R. 58: Mrs. ADAMS. 

H.R. 83: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. 
CARNAHAN, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. DAVID 
SCOTT of Georgia, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN- 
SON of Texas, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. AL GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. POLIS, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 
RusH, Mr. COHEN, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. CARSON 
of Indiana, Ms. CLARKE of New York, Ms. 
MOORE, Ms. SEWELL, Ms. Bass of California, 
Mr. CICILLINE, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr. 
REYES, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. MORAN, and Mr. 
SERRANO. 
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H.R. 97: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. TUR- 
NER, and Mr. KLINE. 

H.R. 100: Mr. TURNER, Mr. BACHUS, and Mr. 
BARLETTA. 

H.R. 104: Mr. GARAMENDI. 

H.R. 118: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. 

H.R. 127: Mr. YODER. 

H.R. 153: Mr. HARRIS and Mr. BARLETTA. 

H.R. 198: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Ms. 
NORTON, Mrs. ELLMERS, and Mrs. DAVIS of 
California. 

H.R. 214: Mr. 

H.R. 217: Mr. 

H.R. 234: Mr. STUTZMAN. 

H.R. 333: Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. 
STARK, and Ms. RICHARDSON. 

H.R. 344: Mr. Ross of Florida. 

H.R. 350: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
SABLAN, and Mr. WEINER. 

H.R. 360: Mr. WHITFIELD. 

H.R. 361: Mr. FORBES, Mr. ROGERS of Michi- 
gan, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. LANDRY, Mr. 
STUTZMAN, Mr. SCALISE, Mr. GRIFFIN of Ar- 
kansas, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. BUR- 
GESS, and Mr. NEUGEBAUER. 

H.R. 365: Мг. FALEOMAVAEGA, 
BORDALLO, and Mr. SABLAN. 

H.R. 871: Mr. CANSECO. 

H.R. 374: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 

H.R. 412: Mrs. HARTZLER and Mr. YODER. 

H.R. 420: Mr. BENISHEK, Mrs. ADAMS, and 
Mr. BROUN of Georgia. 

H.R. 421: Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mrs. BLACK, 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN, Mr. AMASH, Mr. HANNA, 
Mr. YODER, Mr. WALSH of Illinois, and Mr. 
CANSECO. 

H.R. 422: Mr. CONYERS. 

H.R. 484: Mr. SCHOCK. 

H.R. 486: Mr. YODER, Mr. BASS of New 
Hampshire, Mr. TURNER, Mr. PENCE, and Mr. 
SCHILLING. 

H.R. 440: Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN, Mr. HONDA, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. 
YODER, Mr. CARDOZA, and Mr. BARLETTA. 

H.R. 456: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Mr. 
OWENS. 

H.R. 457: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, 
Mr. KLINE, and Mr. HUELSKAMP. 

H.R. 458: Mrs. LOWEY. 

H.R. 470: Mr. SCHWEIKERT. 

H.R. 471: Mr. YOUNG of Indiana and Mr. 


DUNCAN of South Carolina. 
GRIFFIN of Arkansas. 


STARK, Mr. 


Ms. 


. 493: 
. 495: 
. 509: 
. 520: 
. 521: 
‚581: 
. 585: 
. 589: 
. 547: 
. 555: 
. 567: 
. 576: 
. 606: 
. 609: 
. 610: 


. FILNER and Mr. SCHIFF. 

. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 

. FLAKE. 

. SPEIER and Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

. SLAUGHTER. 

. MICHAUD. 

. GARAMENDI and Mrs. CAPPS. 

. MCDERMOTT and Mr. STARK. 

. TURNER. 

. NORTON. 

. STUTZMAN. 

. CONYERS. 

. LABRADOR and Mr. DOLD. 

. LATHAM and Mr. PITTS. 

. RICHARDSON. 

. 612: . ESHOO and Mr. FILNER. 

631: ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mr. 

JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 651: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. OLVER, 

Mr. FARR, Mr. MORAN, and Ms. BASS of Cali- 

fornia. 
H.R. 652: Mr. Ross of Arkansas. 
H.R. 661: Ms. RICHARDSON. 
H.R. 663: Mr. LONG, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, and 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. 

. 676: Mr. YARMUTH. 

. 681: Mrs. BLACK. 

. 682: Mr. YODER. 

. 689: Mr. LUJAN. 

‚ 711: Mr. LUJAN. 

. 733: Mr. GERLACH and Mr. SARBANES. 

. 735: Mr. YODER and Mr. SHUSTER. 
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H.R. 738: Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey. 

H.R. 740: Mr. ENGEL. 

H.R. 745: Ms. Foxx, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
CANSECO, and Mr. GOSAR. 

H.R. 747: Mr. CARNAHAN. 

H.R. 748: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 

H.R. 750: Mr. LATTA. 

H.R. 763: Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. RENACCI, Mr. 
TIPTON, and Mr. PAUL. 

H.R. 780: Mr. COHEN and Mr. MICHAUD. 

H.R. 782: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 

H.R. 798: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. COSTELLO, and 
Ms. RICHARDSON. 

H.R. 800: Mr. WEST, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of 
California, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr. 
JONES, and Mr. HECK. 

H.R. 816: Mr. HECK. 

H.R. 820: Mr. TOWNS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. 
SIRES, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia, and Ms. RICHARDSON. 

H.R. 822: Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. LATHAM, Ms. 
Foxx, Mr. BACHUS, Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. WILSON 


of South Carolina, Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. 
PETRI, Mr. McCoTTER, Mr. TURNER, Mr. 
CANSECO, Ms. JENKINS, Mrs. EMERSON, and 
Mr. KLINE. 

H.R. 839: Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. 

H.R. 854: Ms. SUTTON, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. TONKO, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. 
HANNA, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 


REYES, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. BISHOP of 
New York, Mr. CLEAVER, and Ms. ВА88 of 
California. 

H.R. 856: Ms. BERKLEY. 

H.R. 865: Mr. HOLT, Mr. KIND, Mr. CLAY, 
Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Ms. BORDALLO, 
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. LATHAM, Ms. 
EsHoo, Mr. KISSELL, and Mr. LANCE. 

H.R. 870: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. HAs- 
TINGS of Florida, and Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 871: Mr. KISSELL. 

H.R. 872: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. 
DENHAM, Mr. SCHRADER, Mr. CONAWAY, Mrs. 
LUMMIS, Mr. McINTYRE, Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. 
GARY G. MILLER of California, Mr. SHUSTER, 
Mr. WALZ of Minnesota, Mr. KING of Iowa, 
Mr. GIBSON, Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. HUELSKAMP, 
Mr. FINCHER, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. 
HULTGREN, Mr. COBLE, Mrs. MCMorRRIS ROD- 
GERS, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr. JONES, 
Mr. BucsHON, Mr. FLORES, Mr. THOMPSON of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Mr. DESJARLAIS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mrs. ROBY, 
Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. RIBBLE, 
Mr. SOUTHERLAND, Mr. COURTNEY, Mrs. 
HARTZLER, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. WALDEN, Mrs. 


BLACKBURN, Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, and Mr. 
GOODLATTE. 
H.R. 885: Mr. MORAN, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. 


HIMES, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. ROSS of 
Arkansas, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. NADLER, and Mr. 
MICHAUD. 

H.R. 888: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 

H.R. 891: Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. 

H.R. 904: Mr. WEST, Mr. COSTELLO, 
RIBBLE, and Mr. PAUL. 

H.R. 909: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. KLINE, 
and Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. 

H.R. 910: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. HALL, Mr. 
Lucas, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. OLSON, Mr. GUTHRIE, 
Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois, Mr. POMPEO, Mr. 
TERRY, Mrs. BONO МАСК Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. 
SCALISE, Mr. LATTA, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. BUR- 
GESS, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. GRIFFITH 
of Virginia, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. BENISHEK, 
Mr. LANKFORD, and Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. 

H.R. 912: Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H.R. 915: Mr. FARENTHOLD. 

H.R. 918: Mr. GARRETT and Mr. BARTLETT. 

H.R. 925: Mr. STARK and Mr. ROTHMAN of 
New Jersey. 

H.R. 926: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. 

H.R. 929: Mr. SIRES and Ms. MOORE. 


Mr. 
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H.J. Res. 20: Mr. HARRIS. 

H. Con. Res. 20: Mr. BARTLETT and Mr. 
LAMBORN. 

H. Con. Res. 25: Mr. AKIN, Mrs. BACHMANN, 
Mr. BACHUS, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. BISHOP of 
Utah, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. BROOKS, Ms. 
BUERKLE, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. CAR- 
TER, Mr. COLE, Mr. DENHAM, Mr. DESJARLAIS, 
Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. 
FLEISCHMANN, Mr. FLORES, Mr. FRANKS of 
Arizona, Mr. GIBBS, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, 
Mr. Gowby, Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas, Mr. 
HUELSKAMP, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. KING 
of Iowa, Mr. LATTA, Mr. MCHENRY, Mrs. 
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. 
PEARCE, Mr. PITTS, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, 
Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. 
WALSH of Illinois, and Mr. WESTMORELAND. 
Н. Res. 60: Mr. DAVID ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. 
WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. PEARCE, and 
Mr. KISSELL. 

H. Res. 71: Mr. JONES and Mrs. CAPITO. 

H. Res. 102: Mr. YOUNG of Florida. 

H. Res. 104: Ms. HIRONO, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. 
WEBSTER, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, and Mr. PAYNE. 

H. Res. 111: Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. ALTMIRE, 
Mr. GUTHRIE, and Mr. RIVERA. 

H. Res. 142: Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. COFFMAN of 
Colorado, and Mrs. BLACK. 


EE 
AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 


H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MR. CARDOZA 


AMENDMENT No. 1: At the end of the bill, 
add the following new section: 

SEC. 4. AFFORDABLE REFINANCING OF MORT- 
GAGES OWNED OR GUARANTEED BY 
FANNIE MAE AND FREDDIE MAC. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Federal National 
Mortgage Association and the Federal Home 
Loan Mortgage Corporation shall each carry 
out a program under this section to provide 
for the refinancing of qualified mortgages on 
single-family housing owned by such enter- 
prise through a refinancing mortgage, and 
for the purchase of and securitization of such 
refinancing mortgages, in accordance with 
this section and policies and procedures that 
the Director of the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency shall establish. Such program shall 
require such refinancing of a qualified mort- 
gage upon the request of the mortgagor 
made to the applicable enterprise and a de- 
termination by the enterprise that the mort- 
gage is a qualified mortgage. 

(b) QUALIFIED MORTGAGE.—For purposes of 
this section, the term ‘‘qualified mortgage”’ 
means a mortgage, without regard to wheth- 
er the mortgagor is current on or in default 
on payments due under the mortgage, that— 

(1) is an existing first mortgage that was 
made for purchase of, or refinancing another 
first mortgage on, a one- to four-family 
dwelling, including a condominium or a 
share in a cooperative ownership housing as- 
sociation, that is occupied by the mortgagor 
as the principal residence of the mortgagor; 

(2) is owned or guaranteed by the Federal 
National Mortgage Association or the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Mortgage Corporation; and 

(3) was originated on or before the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(c) REFINANCING MORTGAGE.—For purposes 
of this section, the term ‘‘refinancing mort- 
gage” means a mortgage that meets the fol- 
lowing requirements: 
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(1) REFINANCING OF QUALIFIED MORTGAGE.— 
The principal loan amount repayment of 
which is secured by the mortgage shall be 
used to satisfy all indebtedness under an ex- 
isting qualified mortgage. 

(2) SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING.—The property 
that is subject to the mortgage shall be the 
same property that is subject to the quali- 
fied mortgage being refinanced. 

(3) INTEREST RATE.—The mortgage shall 
bear interest at a single rate that is fixed for 
the entire term of the mortgage, which shall 
be equivalent to the premium received by 
the enterprise on the qualified mortgage 
being refinanced plus the cost of selling a 
newly issued mortgage having comparable 
risk and term to maturity in a mortgage- 
backed security, as such rate may be in- 
creased to the extent necessary to cover, 
over the term to maturity of the mortgage, 
any fee paid to the servicer pursuant to sub- 
section (d), the cost of any title insurance 
coverage issued in connection with the mort- 
gage, and, as determined by the Director, a 
portion of any administrative costs of the 
program under this section as may attrib- 
utable to the mortgage. 

(4) WAIVER OF PREPAYMENT PENALTIES.—AI1 
penalties for prepayment or refinancing of 
the qualified mortgage that is refinanced by 
the mortgage, and all fees and penalties re- 
lated to the default or delinquency on such 
mortgage, shall have been waived or for- 
given. 

(5) TERM TO MATURITY.—The mortgage 
shall have a term to maturity of not more 
than 40 years from the date of the beginning 
of the amortization of the mortgage. 

(6) PROHIBITION ON BORROWER FEES.—The 
servicer conducting the refinancing shall not 
charge the mortgagor any fee for the refi- 
nancing of the qualified mortgage through 
the refinancing mortgage. 

(7) TITLE INSURANCE.—The fee for title in- 
surance coverage issued in connection with 
the mortgage shall be reasonable in compari- 
son with fees for such coverage available in 
the market for mortgages having similar 
terms. 


(d) FEE TO SERVICER.—For each qualified 
mortgage of an enterprise that the servicer 
of the qualified mortgage refinances through 
a refinancing mortgage pursuant to this sec- 
tion, the enterprise shall pay the servicer a 
fee not exceeding $1,000. 


(e) NO APPRAISAL.—The enterprises may 
not require an appraisal of the property sub- 
ject to a refinancing mortgage to be con- 
ducted in connection with such refinancing. 


(Т) TERMINATION.—The requirement under 
subsection (a) for the enterprises to refi- 
nance qualified mortgages shall not apply to 
any request for refinancing made after the 
expiration of the one-year period beginning 
on the date of the enactment of this Act. 


(g) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the following definitions shall apply: 

(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency. 

(2) ENTERPRISE.—The term ‘‘enterprise’’ 
means the Federal National Mortgage Asso- 
ciation and the Federal Home Loan Mort- 
gage Corporation. 

(h) REGULATIONS.—The Director shall issue 
any regulations or guidance necessary to 
carry out the program under this section. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MR. COLE 


AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 5, line 12, after the 
period add the following: ‘‘All such unex- 
pended balances so rescinded and perma- 
nently canceled shall be retained in the Gen- 
eral Fund of the Treasury for reducing the 
debt of the Federal Government.”’. 


H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MR. LYNCH 


AMENDMENT No. 3: Page 5, strike lines 14 
through 19. 

Page 5, line 20, 
“ay”, 

Page 5, lines 20 and 21, strike ‘‘Notwith- 
standing subsection (a) of this section, апу” 
and insert “Апу”. 

Page 5, line 25, strike ‘‘specified in sub- 
section (a) of this section” and insert ‘‘speci- 
fied in section 2”. 

Page 6, line 3, strike ‘‘(c)’’ and insert “(р)”. 

Page 6, lines 10 and 11, strike ‘‘subsection 
(®)” and insert ‘‘subsection (a)’’. 

Page 6, line 14, strike “(4)” 
“o”. 


strike “(®)” and insert 


and insert 


H.R. 836 
OFFERED BY: MR. CARDOZA 


AMENDMENT No. 1: At the end of the bill, 
add the following new section: 

SEC. 4. AFFORDABLE REFINANCING OF MORT- 
GAGES OWNED OR GUARANTEED BY 
FANNIE MAE AND FREDDIE MAC. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Federal National 
Mortgage Association and the Federal Home 
Loan Mortgage Corporation shall each carry 
out a program under this section to provide 
for the refinancing of qualified mortgages on 
single-family housing owned by such enter- 
prise through a refinancing mortgage, and 
for the purchase of and securitization of such 
refinancing mortgages, in accordance with 
this section and policies and procedures that 
the Director of the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency shall establish. Such program shall 
require such refinancing of a qualified mort- 
gage upon the request of the mortgagor 
made to the applicable enterprise and a de- 
termination by the enterprise that the mort- 
gage is a qualified mortgage. 

(b) QUALIFIED MORTGAGE.—For purposes of 
this section, the term ‘‘qualified mortgage” 
means a mortgage, without regard to wheth- 
er the mortgagor is current on or in default 
on payments due under the mortgage, that— 

(1) is an existing first mortgage that was 
made for purchase of, or refinancing another 
first mortgage on, a one- to four-family 
dwelling, including a condominium or a 
share in a cooperative ownership housing as- 
sociation, that is occupied by the mortgagor 
as the principal residence of the mortgagor; 

(2) is owned or guaranteed by the Federal 
National Mortgage Association or the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Mortgage Corporation; and 

(3) was originated on or before the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(c) REFINANCING MORTGAGE.—For purposes 
of this section, the term ‘‘refinancing mort- 
каке” means a mortgage that meets the fol- 
lowing requirements: 

(1) REFINANCING OF QUALIFIED MORTGAGE.— 
The principal loan amount repayment of 
which is secured by the mortgage shall be 
used to satisfy all indebtedness under an ex- 
isting qualified mortgage. 

(2) SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING.—The property 
that is subject to the mortgage shall be the 
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same property that is subject to the quali- 
fied mortgage being refinanced. 

(3) INTEREST RATE.—The mortgage shall 
bear interest at a single rate that is fixed for 
the entire term of the mortgage, which shall 
be equivalent to the premium received by 
the enterprise on the qualified mortgage 
being refinanced plus the cost of selling a 
newly issued mortgage having comparable 
risk and term to maturity in a mortgage- 
backed security, as such rate may be in- 
creased to the extent necessary to cover, 
over the term to maturity of the mortgage, 
any fee paid to the servicer pursuant to sub- 
section (d), the cost of any title insurance 
coverage issued in connection with the mort- 
gage, and, as determined by the Director, a 
portion of any administrative costs of the 
program under this section as may attrib- 
utable to the mortgage. 

(4) WAIVER OF PREPAYMENT PENALTIES.—AI1 
penalties for prepayment or refinancing of 
the qualified mortgage that is refinanced by 
the mortgage, and all fees and penalties re- 
lated to the default or delinquency on such 
mortgage, shall have been waived or for- 
given. 

(5) TERM TO MATURITY.—The mortgage 
shall have a term to maturity of not more 
than 40 years from the date of the beginning 
of the amortization of the mortgage. 

(6) PROHIBITION ON BORROWER FEES.—The 
servicer conducting the refinancing shall not 
charge the mortgagor any fee for the refi- 
nancing of the qualified mortgage through 
the refinancing mortgage. 

(7) TITLE INSURANCE.—The fee for title in- 
surance coverage issued in connection with 
the mortgage shall be reasonable in compari- 
son with fees for such coverage available in 
the market for mortgages having similar 
terms. 

(d) FEE TO SERVICER.—For each qualified 
mortgage of an enterprise that the servicer 
of the qualified mortgage refinances through 
a refinancing mortgage pursuant to this sec- 
tion, the enterprise shall pay the servicer a 
fee not exceeding $1,000. 

(e) No APPRAISAL.—The enterprises may 
not require an appraisal of the property sub- 
ject to a refinancing mortgage to be con- 
ducted in connection with such refinancing. 

(f) TERMINATION.—The requirement under 
subsection (a) for the enterprises to refi- 
nance qualified mortgages shall not apply to 
any request for refinancing made after the 
expiration of the one-year period beginning 
on the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the following definitions shall apply: 

(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency. 

(2) ENTERPRISE.—The term ‘‘enterprise’’ 
means the Federal National Mortgage Asso- 
ciation and the Federal Home Loan Mort- 
gage Corporation. 

(h) REGULATIONS.—The Director shall issue 
any regulations or guidance necessary to 
carry out the program under this section. 


H.R. 836 
OFFERED By: MR. COLE 


AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 4, line 22, after the 
period add the following:: “А11 such unobli- 
gated balances so rescinded and permanently 
canceled shall be retained in the General 
Fund of the Treasury for reducing the debt 
of the Federal Government.”’. 
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HONORING RICH KOSSUTH 
HON. LOU BARLETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
honor and acknowledge Mr. Rich Kossuth, this 
year’s Sunday Dispatch 2010 Person of the 
Year. 

Rich is a Greater Pittston area resident. A 
co-owner of Rock Street Music, the drummer 
in Pittston’s local band Flaxy Morgan, and part 
of the rock duo CNR, Rich has grown up 
working in Pittston’s music scene. He started 
out as an employee of local music businesses 
and eventually formed Rock Street Music with 
his mother and brothers. Through these affili- 
ations, Rich has unselfishly donated his time 
and efforts to various facets of our community. 

Mr. Kossuth founded 12/24, a Christmas 
holiday seasonal band dedicated to raising 
funds for autism research. In 2010, he volun- 
teered his talents, time, and equipment to over 
40 benefits for causes ranging from supporting 
local recreational groups to helping local he- 
roes in need of assistance in their fights 
against cancer. Rich has dedicated himself to 
improving the lives of our children, making ap- 
pearances as Santa Claus and the Easter 
Bunny at local events, as well as serving as 
an assistant scout manager. 

Mr. Kossuth never asks for anything in re- 
turn. In fact, when Rich was informed he’d be 
receiving the Person of the Year Award, he 
promptly named others he felt deserving of 
recognition before finally graciously accepting 
the acknowledgement of all he has done to 
serve the Greater Pittston area. 

Mr. Speaker, Rich Kossuth is a compas- 
sionate, generous humanitarian who truly 
cares about our community and his fellow citi- 
zens. His kindness has touched the lives of 
countless people. We could never thank Mr. 
Kossuth enough for the service he provides 
and the spirit he instills in the Greater Pittston 
area. He is truly an inspiring individual. Mr. 
Speaker, today, | ask my colleagues to join 
me in congratulating Mr. Kossuth and recog- 
nizing his being named the Sunday Dispatch’s 
2010 Person of the Year. 


a л 


HONORING THE HONOREES OF THE 
MID-MAINE CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE AWARDS 


HON. MICHAEL H. MICHAUD 


OF MAINE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the Honorees of the 2011 Mid- 
Maine Chamber of Commerce Annual Awards 
Dinner. The Mid-Maine Chamber of Com- 


merce serves the people and business com- 
munity of the greater Waterville area, working 
with the business community to strengthen 
economic opportunity throughout the region 
and the state. 

Each year, the Mid-Maine Chamber recog- 
nizes some of the outstanding businesses and 
individuals that make Maine “the way life 
should be” for all Маіпегѕ and Maine busi- 
nesses. These individuals and businesses are 
committed to strengthening opportunity and 
prosperity in Maine. 

This year’s award recipients include Robert 
Martin, recipient of the Distinguished Commu- 
nity Service Award; Fortin’s Home Furniture, 
Business of the Year; Bill Mitchell of GHM In- 
surance, Business Person of the Year; Bar- 
bara Haynes, recipient of the Elias A. Joseph 
award; David Holden of Bangor Savings Bank, 
Outstanding Professional of the Year; the 
Maine Children’s Home for Little Wanderers, 
Community Service Project of the Year; Mat- 
thew Clark of Weeks & Hutchins, LLC and 
Sarah Sugden, of the Waterville Public Li- 
brary, both recipients of the “Rising Star” 
Award; and Valley Distributors’ Flint Collier, re- 
cipient of the Customer Service Stardom 
Award. 

These nine recipients are among the best 
that Maine has to offer. Through their leader- 
ship and incredible commitment to their com- 
munities and the region, Maine is a better 
place to live and do business. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in congratu- 
lating the Mid-Maine Chamber of Commerce 
and these individuals on their outstanding 
service and achievement. 


EE 


HONORING AMBASSADOR TERENCE 
A. TODMAN 


HON. DONNA M. CHRISTENSEN 


OF VIRGIN ISLANDS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
pay tribute to an outstanding leader from my 
congressional district in the U.S. Virgin Is- 
lands, the Honorable Terence A. Todman, a 
Career Ambassador who served our country 
across the globe for almost 50 years. 

On Saturday, March 12, 2011, my commu- 
nity will honor Career Ambassador Todman on 
the occasion of his 85th birthday. A native 
son, he began his distinguished career with 
service in the U.S. Army from 1945 to 1949, 
including a tour as a Commissioned Officer in 
Japan. He went on to diplomatic service as a 
Desk Officer for India-Ceylon-Nepal Affairs in 
1952 and as a U.S. Government Intern on the 
United Nations Secretariat in 1954. From 1954 
to 1957, he served as an Advisor to U.S. Del- 
egations to the United Nations General As- 
sembly and U.S. Representative on various 
Trusteeship Council committees. He ended 


the decade of the 1950s as a Political Officer 
in New Delhi from 1957 to 1959. 

Career Ambassador Todman, who is fluent 
in many languages, served as the Arabic Lan- 
guage and Area Specialist in Beirut from 1960 
to 1961. From 1961 to 1964, he served as the 
Political Officer in Tunis, from 1965 to 1968 as 
the Deputy Chief of Mission and Charge ФАЁ- 
faires in Togo and as the Country Director for 
East African Affairs from 1961 to 1969. 

Mr. Speaker, as United States Ambassador, 
Terrence Todman served in Chad from 1969 
to 1972, in Guinea from 1972 to 1975, in 
Costa Rica from 1957 to 1971, in Spain from 
1978 to 1983, in Denmark from 1983 to 1989, 
and finally in Argentina from 1989 to 1993. 

Although retired since 1993, Ambassador 
Todman has remained active serving on cor- 
porate and community boards from Argentina 
to the U.S. Virgin Islands. | recall that during 
one of Най?ѕ many crises and during the 
Aristide presidency, he was called back into 
service to share his expertise and experience 
as a special advisor to the Organization of 
American states. His recent focus has been 
on establishing joint ventures between U.S. 
and foreign companies with special emphasis 
on transportation and the environment. He is 
one of the Directors of the American Academy 
on Diplomacy, the Association for Diplomatic 
Studies and Training, the Constituency for Af- 
rica and the Atlantic Council of the United 
States. He is a Fellow of the National Acad- 
emy of Public Administration and a member of 
its International Panel and many other organi- 
zations in the diplomatic field. 

He serves on the board of Syracuse Univer- 
sity, the Duke University Provost Advisory 
Council and the Advisory Board of the African 
Studies Program at Georgetown University. 

Ambassador Todman has received the 
Presidential Distinguished Service Award, the 
National Public Service Award, the Depart- 
ment of State’s Superior Service Honor Award 
and the Secretary of State’s Distinguished 
Service Award. He has been decorated by the 
governments of Argentina, Denmark, Spain, 
Chad and the U.S. Virgin Islands. In 1997, he 
received the U.S. Department of State’s Direc- 
tor General’s Cup. 

Mr. Speaker, as an ambassador 
extraordinaire who is credited with guiding our 
country through some difficult relationships 
and challenges, Ambassador Todman paved 
the way for other people of color to excel at 
and eventually lead the U.S. State Depart- 
ment. He is a trailblazer, and has opened 
many doors for young people who aspire to 
his level of excellence and dedication to coun- 
try. 
Yur. Speaker, on behalf of the people of the 
U.S. Virgin Islands, | wish Ambassador 
Todman a very happy 85th birthday and | ex- 
tend my best wishes to his wife Doris and 
their 4 children, Terence, Patricia, Kathryn and 
Michael and his wider circle of family and 
friends. May God continue to bless him with 
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good health and long life and on behalf of the 
Congress of the United States, thank him for 
his long, dedicated and distinguished service 
to our country. 


HONORING FERNANDO “CHITO” 
SALINAS 
HON. HENRY CUELLAR 
OF TEXAS 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. CUELLAR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the late Fernando “Chito” Salinas 
for his dedication and contributions to the City 
of Laredo and South Texas. 

Mr. Salinas was born in 1924 in Laredo, 
Texas. “Chito”, as he was known by friends, 
attended Christen Junior High School and 
later graduated from Martin High School in 
1942. After he graduated, he attended Texas 
A&M University in College Station, Texas. He 
transferred to Tulane University in New Orle- 
ans, Louisiana where he pursued a medical 
career. However, he found that his true calling 
was in fashion and retail. After moving back to 
Laredo, he helped his father run the family re- 
tail business, Los Dos Laredos. In 1952, Mr. 
Salinas opened his own store, Don Antonio’s 
Men’s Wear. After a brief trip to Europe in the 
1960s, Mr. Salinas added the Castilian room 
to Don Antonio’s that would specialize in high- 
end styles and hats. He was known both lo- 
cally and internationally for the quality of 
clothes, but especially for the unique hats that 
his store carried. Mr. Salinas would travel reg- 
ularly around the world to fashion hot spots, 
such as New York, Los Angeles, and Europe, 
to bring high-end fashion back to southern 
Texas. 

Aside from his impact on the fashion indus- 
try in Laredo, Mr. Salinas started the Fer- 
nando A. Salinas Charitable Trust in 2005 to 
benefit Laredo and Webb County. This Trust 
was designed to provide funding to charitable 
programs around Laredo and has made dona- 
tions to over 75 different charitable organiza- 
tions and government agencies. Mr. Salinas 
had a commitment to improve his community, 
especially its education, religion and health 
programs. The Trust has made it possible for 
the youth in Laredo to go to college through 
the scholarship portion and also provided 
healthcare services to the underserved. Javier 
B. Santos, trustee for the Salinas Trust on be- 
half of Fernando Salinas, will continue to pro- 
vide services to Laredo and Webb County. 

In December of 2008, Mr. Salinas was hon- 
ored as a “Paul Harris Fellow’. He also 
worked heavily with the South Texas Food 
Bank and helped start Kids Cafes in El 
Cenizo, Rio Bravo and at the Main Boys and 
Girls Club in Laredo. He renovated the main 
building and set up an endowment for its 
maintenance for one million dollars. He has 
continued his philanthropic efforts with all or- 
ganizations and institutions qualifying as 501 
agencies in the community and completed the 
renovation of the Saint Anthony de Padua 
Chapel at St. Augustine High School. In 2008, 
he pledged one million dollars to Texas A&M 
International University for its College of Busi- 
ness Administration. 
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At the time of his passing, his trust had initi- 
ated his contract for Laredo property that will 
serve as an off campus site of Laredo Com- 
munity College. The property, a landmark 
home, will house special events, small classes 
and receptions, and allow for easier registra- 
tion and information. 

Mr. Speaker, | am honored to have had the 
time to recognize the dedication, accomplish- 
ments, and commitment of the late Fernando 
“Chito” Salinas. 


HONORING NICOLLE AMOS 
HON. TOM LATHAM 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the achievement of Nicolle Amos, a 
nurse practitioner in Mason City, lowa. Nicolle 
was recently named the lowa Nurse Practi- 
tioner of the Year by the American Academy 
of Nurse Practitioners (AANP). 

Established in 1985, the AANP was the first 
national organization to organize and advocate 
for issues affecting nurse practitioners. It cur- 
rently serves eleven different regions and rep- 
resents over 135,000 nurse practitioners in the 
United States. In addition to promoting edu- 
cation and research, the AANP advocates at 
all levels of government to shape various 
health policies and to recognize “NPs as pro- 
viders of high-quality, cost-effective, and per- 
sonalized healthcare.” The AANP gives the 
Nurse Practitioner of the Year Award to a 
nurse practitioner in each state who dem- 
onstrates excellence in their area of practice. 

Nicolle has a degree as a family nurse prac- 
titioner as well as a master’s degree in nurs- 
ing. She worked for seven years as a reg- 
istered nurse before becoming a nurse practi- 
tioner. In November 2005, Nicolle opened her 
own practice, North lowa Family Health Care. 
Although initially staffed only by herself, 
Nicolle now employs three other individuals— 
a receptionist, a medical assistant and a li- 
censed practical nurse. She sees an average 
of 13-16 patients every day, and оп Wednes- 
days she provides health services to local jail 
inmates. She believes that “God gives you a 
purpose in life,” and that that purpose is to 
meet her patients’ needs to the best of her 
ability. 

| commend Nicolle on the hard work and 
quality of care she is providing to her patients 
in lowa. | know that my colleagues in the 
United States Congress will join me in con- 
gratulating her for the receipt of this award. | 
wish nothing but success and happiness to 
Nicolle, her husband Matt, and children Olivia 
and John. 


EEE 


RECOGNIZING PHARMACY’S CON- 
TRIBUTION TO THE AMERICAN 
HEALTH CARE SYSTEM 


HON. JOSEPH R. PITTS 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, today | would like 
to recognize pharmacy’s contribution to the 
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American health care system. This week, over 
300 members of the pharmacy community— 
including practicing pharmacists, pharmacy 
school faculty and students, state pharmacy 
leaders and pharmacy company executives— 
are here on Capitol Hill for the Third Annual 
National Association of Chain Drug Stores 
RxIMPACT Day. 

These important health care providers are 
here to urge Congress to recognize the value 
of pharmacists and promote access to these 
medication experts throughout our health care 
delivery system. 

Nearly all Americans live within five miles of 
a community pharmacy, making pharmacists 
one of our most accessible health care pro- 
vider groups. As my colleagues know, one of 
the most important functions of local phar- 
macies is to assist individuals in the commu- 
nities where they operate with their health 
care needs. While the convenient, safe and ef- 
ficient dispensing of prescription medicines is 
a core function of the modern neighborhood 
pharmacy—and one they take very seriously— 
pharmacies do much more that positively im- 
pacts the lives of their customers and patients. 
Today’s pharmacies offer a variety of preven- 
tive health care services including immuniza- 
tions and vaccinations, health screening serv- 
ices, disease management services and rou- 
tine advice on the best and most effective 
over-the-counter products for patients’ specific 
needs. Americans trust their neighborhood 
pharmacies to provide these services, which is 
one reason pharmacists have ranked in the 
top three each of the past eight years in 
Gallup’s annual survey of integrity across all 
professions. 

As the face of neighborhood health care, 
pharmacies across the nation offer these and 
other cost-saving programs and services to 
help patients take medicines they need to 
achieve positive results from appropriate use 
of their medications. 

Today, | celebrate the value of pharmacy 
and support efforts to protect access to neigh- 
borhood pharmacies and utilize pharmacies to 
improve the quality and reduce the costs of 
health care. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING THE STRAITS 
EXCHANGE FOUNDATION 


HON. DAVID WU 


OF OREGON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, | rise to congratulate 
the Straits Exchange Foundation (SEF) of the 
Republic of China (Taiwan) as it marks its 
20th anniversary. 

Twenty years ago, the SEF was established 
as a semi-official organization with the mission 
of negotiating with mainland Chinese authori- 
ties. Soon thereafter, China established its 
own Association for Relations Across the Tai- 
wan Strait (ARATS). These two organizations 
have enabled officials from their respective 
governments to negotiate directly without af- 
firming each other’s sovereign status. 

Despite the suspension of negotiations for 
nearly a decade, SEF—ARATS talks resumed 
in Beijing in June 2008. The subsequent talks 
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held in Taipei, Nanjing, Taichung, and 
Chongqing resulted in several agreements de- 
signed to promote economic and social rela- 
tions between the two sides. Taiwan and 
China established direct flights for shipping 
and postal services, built a framework for fi- 
nancial cooperation and investment, agreed to 
increase tourism, and enhanced law enforce- 
ment coordination. 

| congratulate Taiwan for the achievements 
of the Straits Exchange Foundation. | look for- 
ward to the SEF’s continued contributions in 
cultivating peace and prosperity across the 
Taiwan Strait for many years to come. 


EE 


OBSTETRIC FISTULA PREVENTION, 
TREATMENT, HOPE AND DIGNITY 
RESTORATION ACT 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, today, along 
with Representatives BALDWIN, НІВОМО, 
Moore, and STARK, | am reintroducing com- 
prehensive legislation to both prevent new ob- 
stetric fistulas and treat existing ones. The 
“Fistula Prevention, Treatment, Hope and Dig- 
nity Restoration Act” will bring new hope and 
opportunities to finally end this preventable 
condition. On the 100th anniversary of Inter- 
national Women’s Day, this is a fitting bill that 
will help millions of women achieve their max- 
imum potential. 

Pregnancy shouldn't leave a woman with a 
disability and ostracized from her community. 
Congress should ensure investments for the 
more than two million women worldwide that 
have obstetric fistula and we do what we can 
to prevent new cases. Fistula results from pro- 
longed labor without medical attention due to 
the pressure created internally from obstructed 
delivery, which kills tissue where a hole be- 
tween the woman’s vagina and rectum devel- 
ops, leaving her without control of her bladder 
and/or bowels for the rest of her life if she 
goes untreated. It often results in the death of 
the infant. Many women with obstetric fistula 
are abandoned by their husbands and families 
because they are considered “unclean” due to 
leaking excrement. Left without support, the 
women are forced to beg or turn to sex work 
to survive. 

Fistula was once common throughout the 
world, but over the last century has been 
eradicated in Europe and North America 
through medical care. For example, New 
York’s hospital for fistula patients, now the site 
of the Waldorf Astoria Hotel, closed in 1895 
due to diminishing cases. But still in 2011, 
from Bangladesh to Botswana, women con- 
tinue to face these challenging deliveries and 
the complications associated with them, in- 
cluding obstetric fistulas. 

Fortunately, multilateral organizations such 
as UNFPA, the United Nations Population 
Fund, and its partners in the Campaign to End 
Fistula, as well as bilateral organizations such 
as USAID are working with partners on a glob- 
al campaign to prevent and treat fistula with 
the goal of making the condition as rare in 
sub-Saharan Africa and Asia as it is in the 
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United States. Being able to repair a fistula is 
life changing—and it will have a direct impact 
on a woman and her family if she is able to 
stay in her community, rather than to be 
shunned. At this point, the global community 
can do just that for about $300 for each repair. 

This bill authorizes the President to provide 
assistance to prevent and treat fistula. This 
legislation allows for a comprehensive, three 
pronged approach of prevention, treatment 
and reintegration which includes: increasing 
access to prenatal care, emergency obstetric 
care, postnatal care, and voluntary family 
planning; building local capacity and improving 
national health systems; addressing underlying 
social and economic inequities such as reduc- 
ing the incidence of child marriage and in- 
creasing access to formal and informal edu- 
cation; and supporting reintegration and train- 
ing programs to help women who have under- 
gone treatment return to full and productive 
lives. These essential investments create a 
multiplier effect of benefits in the lives of 
women and their communities. The legislation 
also supports coordination among the commu- 
nity working to prevent and treat obstetric fis- 
tula through the International Obstetric Fistula 
Working Group. Support for monitoring, eval- 
uation, and research to measure the effective- 
ness and efficiency of such programs through- 
out their planning and implementation phases 
will ensure the most efficient and effective use 
of U.S. foreign assistance dollars. 

| urge my colleagues to support this impor- 
tant, meaningful legislation. 


HONORING CHRISTOPHER FILLYAW 


HON. MICHAEL H. MICHAUD 


OF MAINE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize 12-year-old Christopher Fillyaw, of 
Waterville, Maine, and his participation in Civic 
Day 2010 at the Alfond Youth Center, in 
Waterville, Maine. 

On Civic Day 2010, 8 students from Benton 
Elementary School shadowed civic leaders to 
learn about the important work that they do to 
serve their communities. | was very impressed 
with Christophers comments during a cere- 
mony honoring our troops and would like to 
enter his remarks into the RECORD: 


I would like to start out by saying Thank 
You to all of our brave men and women and 
their families in the military. They risk 
their lives and the lives of their families and 
fight everyday to ensure the freedoms that 
we as Americans enjoy and sometimes take 
for granted. If it were not for these brave 
men and women who serve our country so 
well, who knows where we would be today. 

We really owe them so much more than 
they receive, for every day is a struggle and 
the hardships they have to endure while they 
are in enemy’s territory away from loved 
ones and unfamiliar grounds and then here 
at home getting readjusted to fit back into 
their own surroundings. There are no words 
to describe how important of a job they have 
and the sacrifices they have to make to do 
their jobs. It is really amazing. This is one of 
the hardest and most unbearable jobs in the 
world to risk the life of your own and the 
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stability of your own family in hopes to save 
and secure the American way. 

I hope that when І grow up I can pay a lit- 
tle something back in some way to show how 
much I thank them for making my life and 
my family’s life safer. 

Chris’s comments ring true and showcase 
the next generation’s respect for the sacrifice 
made by those who keep all of us safe here 
at home. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in recognizing 
the words of Christopher Fillyaw and his com- 
mitment to public service. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 130TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF THE AMERICAN 
ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY 
WOMEN AND THE 125TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE NEW YORK 
CITY BRANCH 


HON. CHARLES В. RANGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
celebration of Women’s History Month to rec- 
ognize the 125th Anniversary of the American 
Association of University Women New York 
City Branch. Since 1881 the American Asso- 
ciation of University Women, AAUW, has been 
the nation’s leading voice promoting education 
and equity for women and girls. Through its 
vital nationwide network, AAUW influences 
public debate on critical social issues such as 
education, civil rights, and health care. 

AAUW sponsors community programs; pub- 
lishes groundbreaking research on women, 
girls and education; provides the world’s larg- 
est source of funding exclusively for graduate 
women; and fights sex discrimination in edu- 
cation. AAUW’s work extends globally through 
its membership in the International Federation 
of University Women, 72 national federations 
and associations worldwide. 

The New York City Branch was founded in 
1886 and is the second oldest established 
Chapter in the nation. In 1949, the New York 
City chapter purchased their Victorian 
Italianate Brownstone headquarters at 111 
East 37th Street in the historic Murray Hill dis- 
trict of Manhattan. Under the leadership of 
President Dr. Nkechi Agwu, the Association 
continues to carry out the mission, value state- 
ment, vision and diversity of this great institu- 
tion. 

In 1951, under the Presidency of Dr. Ruth 
Wright, the New York City Branch began to 
honor women who have contributed im- 
mensely to the city, nation and the world. 
These were women who made outstanding 
contributions in many fields—education, the 
arts, business, science, medicine, anthro- 
pology, law and journalism. Some notable past 
“Woman of Achievement” honorees include 
African American trailblazing history makers 
like operatic and concert singer, Marian An- 
derson; American journalist and former foreign 
news correspondent, Charlayne Hunter-Gault, 
who was also one of the first Black students 
to attend the University of Georgia and grad- 
uate; and “The Mother of Medicine in Har- 
lem,” Dr. Muriel Petioni, who founded the 
Susan Smith McKinney Steward Medical Soci- 
ety for Black women physicians. 
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This year’s theme, “She Touched Me,” will 
salute distinguished women who have played 
an important role in spearheading women and 
girl issues throughout this Nation and around 
the world. Please join in recognizing the 130th 
Anniversary of the American Association of 
University Women and the 125th Anniversary 
of the New York City Branch Chapter. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. JIM JORDAN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Speaker, | was absent 
from the House Floor during two rollcall votes 
taken on Thursday, March 3. 

Had | been present, | would have voted 
“aye” оп rolicalls 161 and162. 


Ee 


HONORING 8TH GRADERS AT 
CARLISLE MIDDLE SCHOOL 


HON. TOM LATHAM 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the achievements of the eighth- 
grade students at Carlisle Middle School in 
Carlisle, Ilowa. These students recently fin- 
ished first in the nation in the FBIs Safe On- 
line Surfing (SOS) Internet Challenge in De- 
cember 2010. 

The SOS Internet Challenge is a national 
competition that seeks to educate elementary 
and middle school students about the impor- 
tance of safety when using the internet. The 
topics include protecting personal information, 
online predators, cyberbullying, instant mes- 
saging, social networking, copyright, and 
more. Scores in this competition are deter- 
mined by a series of web-based quizzes the 
students take after completing the program. 
Over 1,000 eighth-grade students from 47 
schools in 17 states participated in the De- 
cember SOS Internet Challenge. 

The Carlisle Middle School eighth-grade stu- 
dents completed the SOS Internet Challenge 
under the direction of their technology instruc- 
tor Julie Thompson. While the class as a 
whole placed first in the challenge, those stu- 
dents who received the top scores were Bailey 
Garner, Kaleigh Haus, Max Becker, Lynn 
Huang, and Josh Hagedorn. These five stu- 
dents were awarded FBI bags that included 
school supplies and certificates. 

| commend the eighth-grade students at 
Carlisle Middle School for their exemplary 
work in the SOS Internet Challenge. In this 
world of advanced technology that allows for 
increased networking, it is imperative that our 
children know how to keep themselves and 
their personal information safe. 

| know that my colleagues in the United 
States Congress will join me in congratulating 
these students on their accomplishments. It is 
an honor to serve as their representative, and 
| wish them the best of luck in the future. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF JOE BURNS 
HON. JACKIE SPEIER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to honor 
Joe Burns, a U.S. Navy Hospital Corpsman 
from San Bruno who will celebrate his 20th 
birthday on March 5, 2011. This is an extraor- 
dinary birthday for Joe, not only because he is 
entering the second decade of his life, but be- 
cause it’s a miracle that he is alive. 

Joe’s job was to provide medical care for 
Marines with Delta Company, ist Battalion, 
1st Marine Division in Afghanistan. On Feb- 
ruary 17, 2011 he and three Marines were in 
an armored vehicle in Helmand Province, 
when they struck an Improvised Explosive De- 
vice. The IED literally blew up underneath 
Joe’s feet. The vehicle went up in the air and 
was propelled forward. Joe broke five bones in 
his heel and suffered a concussion. One Ma- 
rine also suffered a heel injury, the other two 
were not hurt. 

It is absolutely miraculous that everyone 
survived the ambush. The vehicle was Mine 
Resistant Ambush Protected, or MRAP. Joe’s 
mother Lori Burns is convinced that it was that 
technology that saved her son’s life. She re- 
calls how she first learned about the incident. 
The hospital corpsman treating Joe handed 
him а phone and he said: “Mom, I’m ok, | 
broke my heel, they blew me up. | got to fly 
іп a helo and | think I’m getting a Purple 
Heart.” 

Joe was treated in hospitals in Afghanistan, 
Germany and San Diego and received a cast 
on his foot in each place. This young man did 
not want to leave Afghanistan; he wanted to 
continue serving his country despite his injury. 
| want to thank Joe for his service. He rep- 
resents the courage and bravery of our troops. 

Joe grew up in San Bruno, California and 
went to St. Roberts Elementary School. After 
he graduated from Burlingame High School in 
June 2009, he was enlisted in the Navy in Oc- 
tober of the same year. 

On January 1, 2011, Joe was deployed on 
his first tour to Afghanistan—not exactly what 
he expected. When you enlist in the Navy, his 
mother quotes Joe as saying, you think you 
are going to be on water, not sand. It was on 
day 47 of his deployment that the IED blew up 
underneath him and sent him back home. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask this body to rise with me 
to celebrate the life and 20th birthday of Joe 
Burns on this day, March 5, 2011. 


—— 2 


CELEBRATING INTERNATIONAL 
WOMEN’S DAY 


HON. MAURICE 0. HINCHEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to International Women’s Day, 
which recognizes and celebrates the eco- 
nomic, political, and social achievements of 
women throughout our global community. 
Since 1911, millions of women and men have 
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gathered together on this date to campaign for 
the right of women to vote, work, hold public 
office and be treated without discrimination. 
This year marks the Global Centenary of Inter- 
national Women’s Day and | am proud to help 
commemorate this anniversary by recognizing 
the incomparable achievements that women 
here in the United States and throughout the 
world have thus far achieved. 

Over the years, women have made great 
strides in their quest for equality and we 
should applaud these advances. However, we 
must also recognize that our work is not over. 
While women now hold positions in the high- 
est ranks of government, work as doctors, sci- 
entists and attorneys, their wages still lag be- 
hind those of men performing the same work. 
The passage of the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay 
Act moved us one step closer to equality in 
the workplace, but there is still progress to be 
made. And though it is encouraging that 
crimes against women are now treated with 
the seriousness they deserve, the rate of 
crimes committed against women continues to 
exceed that of those committed against men. 
Although we must view the advances that 
have been achieved as heartening and impor- 
tant strides forward, we must continue to labor 
until full equality and equal access to oppor- 
tunity for women is achieved. 

In New York’s 22nd Congressional District, 
which | proudly represent, the Dutchess Coun- 
ty Regional Chamber of Commerce and Wom- 
en’s Leadership Alliance, along with their part- 
ners in all of the other area Chambers, have 
been engaged in promoting, supporting and 
encouraging the leadership, professional 
growth and economic success of women 
throughout the Hudson Valley region. Their 
successes are clearly a shining example of 
the creative accomplishments that have been 
realized by women worldwide. | wish to com- 
pliment the Chamber on the excellent leader- 
ship in supporting women to succeed. 

Mr. Speaker, it gives me great pleasure to 
recognize the women of the Hudson Valley, all 
of the members of the Dutchess Regional 
Chamber of Commerce, as well as women 
throughout the world as they celebrate the 
100th anniversary of International Women’s 
Day. | am proud to stand with them as they 
continue to work tirelessly toward full equality 
for women everywhere. 


EE 


HONORING CASIMIR PULASKI, POL- 
ISH-AMERICAN HERO OF THE 
REVOLUTIONARY WAR AND HON- 
ORARY AMERICAN CITIZEN, AND 
CELEBRATING PULASKI DAY 


HON. DANIEL LIPINSKI 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the life of Polish and American freedom 
fighter Casimir Pulaski. Yesterday in my home 
state of Illinois, we celebrated Casimir Pulaski 
Day, which is observed on the first Monday of 
March. Prior to the Pulaski Day celebration at 
the Polish Museum of America in Chicago, | 
joined with Representative MIKE QUIGLEY and 
Senator MARK KIRK to announce the introduc- 
tion of a new bill to push for Poland’s inclusion 
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in the Visa Waiver Program. Certainly there is 
no better day than the one honoring Casimir 
Pulaski to promote the strengthening of Amer- 
ica’s ties with Poland. 

Born in Warsaw, Poland, on March 6, 1745, 
Casimir Pulaski was a skilled commander who 
fought against Russian forces in Poland. 
Based upon his work fighting for freedom in 
Poland, Pulaski was recruited by Benjamin 
Franklin to join in the American Revolution. In 
his first correspondence to George Wash- 
ington, Pulaski famously wrote, “1 came here, 
where freedom is being defended, to serve it, 
and to live or die for it.” In his first battle of 
the Revolution, the Battle of Brandywine on 
September 11, 1777, Pulaski helped alter the 
course of history by rallying a counterattack 
against advancing British forces that afforded 
Washington and countless American troops 
the time needed to successfully retreat. As a 
result, Washington promoted Pulaski to briga- 
dier general of the American cavalry. 

His influence on American independence 
did not end there. Pulaski organized the Conti- 
nental Army’s first successful cavalry unit, 
often using his own money to finance equip- 
ment for his men. He introduced modern mili- 
tary tactics to the Americans and led troops in 
numerous battles and sieges up and down the 
eastern seaboard. 

On October 9, 1779, during the Battle of Sa- 
vannah, Pulaski was struck by grapeshot while 
attempting to lead a secondary charge against 
the entrenched British. He was taken aboard 
the USS Wasp and died from his wounds two 
days later. On October 15, he was buried at 
sea. Today Pulaski is remembered as the fa- 
ther of the American cavalry and one of the 
heroes of the American Revolution. 

In 2009, on the 230th anniversary of his 
death, Congress honored Pulaski post- 
humously as an honorary citizen of the United 
States, marking only the seventh time in 
America’s history that an individual has been 
granted such an honor. Today, | ask all Ameri- 
cans to remember a true Polish-American 
hero who devoted and ultimately sacrificed his 
life to the pursuit of freedom. 


ee 


30TH ANNIVERSARY OF BILLY 
BOB’S TEXAS 


HON. KAY GRANGER 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
offer my congratulations to the 30th anniver- 
sary of Billy Bob’s Texas, which opened on 
April 1, 1981 and is proud to be known as the 
World’s Largest Honky-Tonk. The building 
known as Billy Bob’s was built over a century 
ago in 1910 as a cattle barn in Fort Worth’s 
historic Stockyards. This Fort Worth landmark 
has been an invaluable attraction for both 
local residents and visitors from around the 
world. But this iconic building does not only 
contribute to the Texas culture in Fort Worth, 
but also to the economic prosperity of the 
neighborhood and the city. It has entertained 
more than 17 million visitors, served as a 
venue to tens of thousands of music artists in- 
cluding the greatest names in country and 
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classic rock, and is proud to have bucked 
more than 46,000 bulls in its indoor arena. 
Billy Bob’s truly does preserve Fort Worth’s 
western heritage. | want to congratulate own- 
ers Holt Hickman, Don Jury, Steve Murrin, and 
Billy and Pam Minick. 


ES 


HONORING FIRE CAPTAIN SCOTT 
CARNEVALE 


HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today with 
my colleague, Rep. LYNN WOOLSEY, to honor 
the memory of a man who gave his life serv- 
ing the people of the San Francisco Bay Area. 
Alameda Fire Captain Scott Carnevale, a resi- 
dent of Mill Valley, California, died at the age 
of 42 on January 3, 2011, of occupational can- 
cer. 


Cpt. Carnevale was a proud Mill Valley na- 
tive. He attended Mill Valley Middle School 
and Tamalpais High School, and it was at 
Tam High that he first met his future wife, Eliz- 
abeth. Mill Valley is also where Cpt. Carnevale 
took an early interest in firefighting, volun- 
teering with the Mill Valley Fire Department in 
1992. Cpt. Carnevale then attended the fire 
academy in Santa Rosa and graduated the 
following year. 


Early in his career, Cpt. Carnevale served 
as a seasonal firefighter in Marin and worked 
for the Tamalpais Fire District before finally 
joining the Alameda Air Station as a full-time 
firefighter. When the airbase closed in 1997, 
Cpt. Carnevale was hired by the city of Ala- 
meda, where he was promoted to Apparatus 
Operator in 2001 and Captain of Station Two 
in 2007. 


Cpt. Carnevale was also dedicated to his 
fellow firefighters. He served as an Executive 
Board Trustee and Shift Vice President for the 
International Association of Fire Fighters Local 
689. He was also an active member of the 
Fire Labor Management Team, and he orga- 
nized Alameda Fire Department's participation 
in the California Professional Firefighters Ex- 
posure Reporting Program. 


Cpt. Carnevale had many outside passions 
апа skills, including craftsmanship and the 
outdoors. He helped design and build his fam- 
ily’s home in Mill Valley. He also helped to re- 
store the fire department’s two antique fire 
rigs, and he took it on himself to repaint the 
insignia at the front door of Station Three. 
Even a diagnosis of cancer could not slow him 
down, as he continued to enjoy spending time 
with his family, traveling, and kayaking. 

Cpt. Carnevale is survived by his wife Eliza- 
beth Carnevale and his eight-year-old son. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with a profound sense of 
loss that we ask you to join us in honoring the 
life of Cpt. Scott Carnevale. Family and friends 
remember Cpt. Carnevale as an adventurer 
who was loved and respected for his integrity, 
selflessness, and dependability. The people of 
the Bay Area remember him as a true hero. 
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HONORING THE 100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE CITY OF 
WALDPORT, OREGON 


HON. KURT SCHRADER 


OF OREGON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor the City of Waldport, Oregon on the 
occasion of its 100th Anniversary. Nestled 
along Oregon’s beautiful coast line, Waldport 
has long been known for its pristine beaches, 
premier fishing, and forest products. 

The first settlers traveled to the town by 
means of the Alsea River іп the late 18705 
and named it Waldport. The name comes from 
the German word for forest “wald” and “port” 
for the town site’s location. The town had long 
been home to several Native American coastal 
tribes and would come to lay upon an old In- 
dian burial ground. Its founders, David and 
Orlena Ruble would map out the city, using 
only the evening stars as their guide. By 1890 
the city would be chartered and would go on 
to see decades of robust economic growth. 

In 1918, Waldport would build its very own 
railroad which was used by the United States 
Army to log and transport spruce for its air- 
planes. After World War | ended, communities 
throughout the Pacific Northwest would weath- 
er a small recession as the demand for such 
materials declined. 

Prior to the last two decades, Waldport’s 
economy was driven by logging, timber prod- 
ucts, fishing, and dairy and would be home to 
sawmills and salmon canneries. Salmon, trout, 
and surf fishing is at its best in this quaint 
coastal community. 

Today, Waldport is as resilient as ever and 
maintains is coastal charm. When the tide 
goes out visitors and residents alike can dig 
for clams, comb the city’s pristine beaches, 
and rake crabs. Waldport is a quiet city where 
one can escape the hustle and bustle of daily 
life and enjoy everything life has to offer. 

Mr. Speaker, | am honored to represent the 
City of Waldport, Oregon and its residents. | 
congratulate the citizens of Waldport on their 
centennial and | look forward to sharing in the 
celebration. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE 100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF INTERNATIONAL WOM- 
EN’S DAY 


HON. JOHN Р. SARBANES 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, today | rise 
in recognition of the 100th anniversary of 
International Women’s Day. Created in 1911 
to demand equality, today’s International 
Women’s Day is a reminder of all of the glass 
ceilings that have been broken in the past 
century. But it is also a day to remember how 
far we have left to go. Nowhere is this more 
evident than in the maternal mortality rates in 
some parts of the world. As many as one in 
eight women die because of childbirth related 
complications in some parts of Afghanistan. A 
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full third of women in the developing world de- 
liver without a skilled attendant present. And 
we lose approximately half a million women 
every year in childbirth, or one woman every 
minute. 

Pregnancy should not be a death sentence, 
and on this International Women’s Day | re- 
commit to meeting the challenges laid out in 
the 5th Millennium Development Goal (MDG). 
The 5th MDG states that the global community 
is committed to reducing maternal mortality 
rates by 75 percent by 2015; today we are 
only a third of the way there, and it will take 
action from us all in order to succeed. We 
know how to prevent maternal deaths. Women 
need a skilled birth attendant present when 
they deliver. They need access to life-saving 
and inexpensive medications in case some- 
thing goes wrong. And they need sanitary con- 
ditions to prevent the spread of infection. One 
organization in my district is committed to 
making sure that every woman has access to 
these services when they deliver. 

For nearly 40 years and in more than 150 
countries, Jhpiego, ап international health 
nonprofit affiliated with Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity, has worked to prevent the needless 
deaths of women and families. Working with 
health ministries, community organizations, 
and USAID, Jhpiego prepares local health 
care workers with the latest in maternal and 
newborn health skills, building sustainable 
local capacity that will stay on the ground long 
after they leave. 

Together with partner organizations, Jhpiego 
helped develop the national midwifery edu- 
cation program in Afghanistan that has edu- 
cated and graduated more than 2,000 skilled 
midwives. When the 2010 earthquake dev- 
astated Haiti, Jhpiego was on the ground to 
ensure that pregnant women had access to 
the care they needed. And, Jhpiego is leading 
the way in finding innovative solutions for the 
developing world’s most pressing medical 
problems—like an inexpensive way to diag- 
nose cervical cancer in places that lack elec- 
tricity and access to lab tests. 

| commend the work of Jhpiego and others 
who are working day and night to end the 
dangers of childbirth. Childbirth is one of life’s 
great moments, and together we can ensure 
that more women survive that day and live to 
see the 101st anniversary of International 
Women’s Day. 


HONORING MR. AND MRS. ALLAN 
AND ANN ROSE 


HON. LOU BARLETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
honor and acknowledge Mr. and Mrs. Allan 
and Ann Rose, this year’s recipients of the Jo- 
seph Saporito Lifetime of Service Award. 

Allan and Ann have not only been married 
for 50 years, but they have been serving our 
community for just as long. Faithful church 
goers, Allan and Ann have been largely active 
in their respective parishes. Allan serves on 
the Administrative Board, which he has pre- 
viously chaired, of the United Methodist 
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Church of Pittston and the Board of Methodist 
Homes. Ann is a member of the Pastoral Advi- 
sory Council and Altar & Rosary Society of the 
Parish Community of St. John the Evangelist 
in Pittston. Both Allan and Ann credit their love 
of God for their drive to serve and give back 
to the community. 

Allan Rose, a retired administrator at Abing- 
ton Heights School District, is the chair of 
Local Development for Wesley Village. He is 
treasurer and past president of the Chanters 
of Irem Temple. Allan has been involved in the 
West Pittston Lions Club, the West Pittston 
Ambulance Association, the West Pittston Li- 
brary Board, and the Shrine Club of Greater 
Wilkes-Barre, of which he is a past president. 
Ann Rose is a member of the JLW Mountain 
Laurel Lions Club, where her duties include 
volunteering at the local VA Hospital once a 
month. She is also a member and the past 
secretary of the Lithuanian Women’s Club of 
Wyoming Valley, a volunteer with the Care 
and Concern Food Pantry and Kids’ Kloset, 
and a member of the Blooms and Bubbles 
Chapter of the Red Hat Society. Together, 
Allan and Ann volunteer with Meals on Wheels 
of Greater Pittston and help at the annual 
summer bazaar of St. John the Evangelist 
Church and the United Methodist hoagie sale. 
They have always supported each other's self- 
less efforts, and have greatly enjoyed sharing 
their ability to give to others. 

Mr. Speaker, Allan and Ann Rose are not 
only extraordinary individuals, but they are a 
remarkable couple. Their loving and kind na- 
ture has emanated throughout the community. 
Their altruistic spirit and devotion to our com- 
munity will never be forgotten, and is enor- 
mously appreciated. Mr. Speaker, today, | ask 
my colleagues to join me in congratulating Mr. 
and Mrs. Rose on receiving the Joseph 
Saporito Lifetime of Service Award and recog- 
nizing what an inspiring couple they have be- 
come to our community. 


— 


HONORING HENRY D. MOORE 
PARISH HOUSE AND LIBRARY 


HON. MICHAEL H. MICHAUD 


OF MAINE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the Henry D. Moore Parish House and 
Library as it celebrates 100 years serving the 
community of Steuben, Maine. 

Henry D. Moore, a native of Steuben, was 
a philanthropist who donated the library and 
parish house for use by the people of Steu- 
ben. Opened in 1911, the donation of the Par- 
ish House and Library was monumental to the 
towns and communities in rural, downeast 
Maine. Many towns in the region did not have 
a library, and the new building helped provide 
access to new information and resources in 
Washington County. 

Today, the Parish House and Library serves 
as a non-profit community center, meeting 
house and venue for classes, arts and per- 
formances. The Moore Library also boasts an 
impressive 12,000 item collection, featuring 
many rare pieces of literature and other works 
collected over the years. 
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The Parish House and Library are a central 
part of Steuben and Washington County. The 
facility continues to serve the community, in- 
cluding the Kindergarten through Grade 8 stu- 
dents and teachers at the Steuben Ella Lewis 
School across the street. 

Mr. Speaker, | hope that you will join me in 
celebrating the centennial of the Henry D. 
Moore Parish House and Library in Steuben, 
Maine. 


EE 


THE EDUCATION IMPROVEMENT 
TAX CUT ACT 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to introduce 
the Education Improvement Tax Cut Act. This 
act, a companion to my Family Education 
Freedom Act, takes a further step toward re- 
turning control over education resources to pri- 
vate citizens by providing a $5,000 tax credit 
for donations to scholarship funds to enable 
low-income children to attend private schools. 
It also encourages private citizens to devote 
more of their resources to helping public 
schools, by providing a $5,000 tax credit for 
cash or in-kind donations to public schools to 
support academic or extra curricular programs. 

| need not remind my colleagues that edu- 
cation is one of the top priorities of the Amer- 
ican people. After all, many members of Con- 
gress have proposed education reforms and a 
great deal of time is spent debating these pro- 
posals. However, most of these proposals ex- 
pand federal control over education. Many 
proposals that claim to increase local control 
over education actually extend federal power 
by holding schools “accountable” to federal 
bureaucrats and politicians. Of course, schools 
should be held accountable for their results, 
but they should be held accountable to par- 
ents and school boards not to federal officials. 
Therefore, | propose we move in a different di- 
rection and embrace true federalism by return- 
ing control over the education dollar to the 
American people. 

One of the major problems with centralized 
control over education funding is that spending 
priorities set by Washington-based Represent- 
atives, staffers, and bureaucrats do not nec- 
essarily match the needs of individual commu- 
nities. In fact, it would be a miracle if spending 
priorities determined by the wishes of certain 
politically powerful representatives or the theo- 
ries of Education Department functionaries 
match the priorities of every community in a 
country as large and diverse as America. 
Block grants do not solve this problem as they 
simply allow states and localities to choose 
the means to reach federally-determined ends. 

Returning control over the education dollar 
for tax credits for parents and for other con- 
cerned citizens returns control over both the 
means and ends of education policy to local 
communities. People in one community may 
use this credit to purchase computers, while 
children in another community may, at last, 
have access to a quality music program be- 
cause of community leaders who took advan- 
tage of the tax credit contained in this bill. 
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Children in some communities may benefit 
most from the opportunity to attend private, 
parochial, or other religious schools. One of 
the most encouraging trends in education has 
been the establishment of private scholarship 
programs. These scholarship funds use vol- 
untary contributions to open the doors of qual- 
ity private schools to low-income children. By 
providing a tax credit for donations to these 
programs, Congress can widen the edu- 
cational opportunities and increase the quality 
of education for all children. Furthermore, pri- 
vately-funded scholarships raise none of the 
concerns of state entanglement raised by pub- 
licly-funded vouchers. 

There is no doubt that Americans will al- 
ways spend generously on education, the 
question is, “who should control the education 
dollar—politicians and bureaucrats or the 
American people?” Mr. Speaker, | urge my 
colleagues to join me in placing control of edu- 
cation back in the hands of citizens and local 
communities by sponsoring the Education Im- 
provement Tax Cut Act. 


—— 


IN SUPPORT OF INTERNATIONAL 
WOMEN’S DAY 


HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the 100th Anniversary of International 
Women’s Day. Around the world, this global 
milestone is marked as a time to celebrate 
women and their achievements throughout 
history. It is also a time to reaffirm our commit- 
ment to ending discrimination and violence 
against women and pursuing policies to guar- 
antee the basic rights of every woman and 
girl. 

Over the past century, tremendous progress 
has been made in achieving full gender equal- 
ity. Internationally, women account for 80 per- 
cent of the 70 million micro-borrowers, 67 
countries have gender equity laws on their 
books, and women have been elected to gov- 
ernment leadership roles in every country. 
Here in the U.S., women continue to play an 
important role in caring for their families, but 
now, more than 50% of college students are 
women and nearly 60% of the American work- 
force is female. | am also extremely proud that 
today in the United States, more women than 
ever before are being elected to public office. 
| was honored to serve with the first woman 
Speaker of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, and the 18 women Members of Con- 
gress from California. 

But there is still more work to be done. At 
this very moment, there are too many parts of 
the world where women and girls are denied 
access to education, lack adequate health 
care, die from preventable causes, or are tar- 
gets of sexual and physical violence. Even 
here, in our own country, women on average 
still earn 77 cents for every dollar earned by 
their male counterparts. In the midst of our re- 
cession, pay parity is no longer solely a ques- 
tion of gender equity; it is an issue of eco- 
nomic necessity. 

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to be a cosponsor 
of Rep. JAN SCHAKOWSKY’s International Wom- 
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en’s Day Resolution. And while this day is of 
unique importance, | believe that we can and 
must treat every day as an opportunity to fight 
for gender equality around the world. 


WE THE PEOPLE 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to introduce 
the We the People Act. The We the People 
Act forbids federal courts, including the Su- 
preme Court, from adjudicating cases con- 
cerning state laws and polices relating to reli- 
gious liberties or “privacy,” including cases in- 
volving sexual practices, sexual orientation or 
reproduction. The We the People Act also pro- 
tects the traditional definition of marriage from 
judicial activism by ensuring the Supreme 
Court cannot abuse the equal protection 
clause to redefine marriage. In order to hold 
federal judges accountable for abusing their 
powers, the act also provides that a judge who 
violates the act’s limitations on judicial power 
shall either be impeached by Congress or re- 
moved by the president, according to rules es- 
tablished by the Congress. 

The United States Constitution gives Con- 
gress the authority to establish and limit the 
jurisdiction of the lower federal courts and limit 
the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. The 
Founders intended Congress to use this au- 
thority to correct abuses of power by the fed- 
eral judiciary. 

Some may claim that an activist judiciary 
that strikes down state laws at will expands in- 
dividual liberty. Proponents of this claim over- 
look the fact that the best guarantor of true lib- 
erty is decentralized political institutions, while 
the greatest threat to liberty is concentrated 
power. This is why the Constitution carefully 
limits the power of the federal government 
over the states. 

In recent years, we have seen numerous 
abuses of power by federal courts. Federal 
judges regularly strike down state and local 
laws on subjects such as religious liberty, sex- 
ual orientation, family relations, education, and 
abortion. This government by federal judiciary 
causes a virtual nullification of the Tenth 
Amendments limitations on federal power. 
Furthermore, when federal judges impose their 
preferred polices on state and local govern- 
ments, instead of respecting the polices adopt- 
ed by those elected by, and thus accountable 
to, the people, republican government is 
threatened. Article IV, section 4 of the United 
States Constitution guarantees each state a 
republican form of government. Thus, Con- 
gress must act when the executive or judicial 
branch threatens the republican governments 
of the individual states. Therefore, Congress 
has a responsibility to stop federal judges from 
running roughshod over state and local laws. 
The Founders would certainly have supported 
congressional action to reign in federal judges 
who tell citizens where they сап and can’t 
place manger scenes at Christmas. 

Mr. Speaker, even some supporters of liber- 
alized abortion laws have admitted that the 
Supreme Court’s Roe v. Wade decision, which 
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overturned the abortion laws of all fifty states, 
is flawed. The Supreme Court’s Establishment 
Clause jurisdiction has also drawn criticism 
from across the political spectrum. Perhaps 
more importantly, attempts to resolve, by judi- 
cial fiat, important issues like abortion and the 
expression of religious belief in the public 
square increase social strife and conflict. The 
only way to resolve controversial social issues 
like abortion and school prayer is to restore 
respect for the right of state and local govern- 
ments to adopt polices that reflect the beliefs 
of the citizens of those jurisdictions. | would 
remind my colleagues and the federal judiciary 
that, under our Constitutional system, there is 
no reason why the people of New York and 
the people of Texas should have the same 
policies regarding issues such as marriage 
and school prayer. 

Unless Congress acts, a state’s authority to 
define and regulate marriage may be the next 
victim of activist judges. After all, such a deci- 
sion would simply take the Supreme Court’s 
decision in the Lawrence case, which over- 
turned all state sodomy laws, to its logical 
conclusion. Congress must launch a preemp- 
tive strike against any further federal usurpa- 
tion of the states’ authority to regulate mar- 
riage by removing issues concerning the defi- 
nition of marriage from the jurisdiction of fed- 
eral courts. 

Although marriage is licensed and otherwise 
regulated by the states, government did not 
create the institution of marriage. Government 
regulation of marriage is based on state rec- 
ognition of the practices and customs formu- 
lated by private individuals interacting in civil 
institutions, such as churches and syna- 
gogues. Having federal officials, whether 
judges, bureaucrats, or congressmen, impose 
a new definition of marriage on the people is 
an act of social engineering profoundly hostile 
to liberty. 

It is long past time that Congress exercises 
its authority to protect the republican govern- 
ment of the states from out-of-control federal 
judges. Therefore, | urge my colleagues to co- 
sponsor the We the People Act. 


ES 


THE K-9 COMPANION CORPS ACT 
OF 2011 


HON. MAZIE K. HIRONO 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
introduce legislation that would establish a 
grant program to encourage the use of assist- 
ance dogs by members of our Armed Forces 
and veterans. 

Tens of thousands of our service members 
and veterans are struggling to cope with phys- 
ical or mental health disabilities. Assistance 
dogs help these men and women lead more 
independent lives, assisting with mobility and 
balance, retrieving and carrying objects, re- 
sponding to sounds, getting help, and pro- 
viding social interaction and companionship. 
Trained dogs also offer many therapeutic ben- 
efits to soldiers and veterans with Post-Trau- 
matic Stress Disorder by elevating their 
moods, building confidence, and reducing 
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stress, all of which assist them in their transi- 
tion back to civilian life. 

Nonprofit organizations that train and pro- 
vide assistance dogs to help our military per- 
sonnel and veterans are receiving more and 
more requests. Groups throughout the coun- 
try—including Hawaii Fi-Do Service Dogs in 
my congressional district—train and provide 
dogs for returning soldiers and veterans but 
rely on fundraising and volunteer staff to meet 
the growing demand. 

The K-9 Companion Corps Act would pro- 
vide competitive grants to build the capacity of 
nonprofit organizations whose mission is to 
address the physical and mental health needs 
of the men and women who have served our 
nation so honorably through the dogs they 
train and provide. 

| thank my former colleague, Congressman 
Ron Klein of Florida, for his work on this bill 
last Congress and for his unwavering commit- 
ment to our military personnel, veterans, and 
their families. 


m 


TRIBUTE TO GREAT COMEBACKS 
TONY SNOW WINNER JUSTIN BLUM 


HON. JAMES E. CLYBURN 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize one of my constituents, Justin Blum 
of Florence, South Carolina. Justin has been 
selected as the Great Comebacks Tony Snow 
Public Service Award recipient for 2010. This 
award, named in memory of the former White 
House advisor and news broadcaster who 
passed away from colon cancer, was created 
to honor extraordinary individuals who are 
passionate about serving their country while 
dealing courageously with debilitating intestinal 
diseases and ostomy surgery. 

The Great Comebacks Program is spon- 
sored by ConvaTec in partnership with the 
Crohn’s & Colitis Foundation (CCFA), the 
United Ostomy Associations of America, Inc. 
(UOAA) and the Intestinal Disease Education 
and Awareness Society (IDEAS). Each year, 
Great Comebacks presents awards to individ- 
uals throughout the United States who have 
struggled with a chronic intestinal condition 
and have exhibited extraordinary strength and 
courage for managing to live full and produc- 
tive lives despite daily struggles. Today, there 
are more than 700,000 men, women and chil- 
dren throughout our country affected by the 
very conditions that can result in an ostomy. 

Following a 21-year history of ulcerative co- 
litis, Mr. Blum opted for ostomy surgery while 
a Major on active duty in the Army. The words 
“1 can’t” have never been part of Mr. Blum’s 
vocabulary and he uses his ostomy to set an 
example to others that anything is possible in 
life if you set your mind to it. This drive al- 
lowed Mr. Blum to complete 21 years of active 
Army service before retiring with the rank of 
Lieutenant Colonel and to tackle his next goal 
of becoming a JROTC instructor. He is cur- 
rently in his 15th year as a JROTC instructor 
at Marlboro County High School in 
Bennettsville, South Carolina and in this ca- 
pacity has worked with more than 5,000 at-risk 
students. 
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Mr. Blum credits his wife for providing him 
with the emotional and physical support need- 
ed to transition to “life” as a permanent 
ostomate. He also credits his Wound Ostomy 
Care (WOC) nurse, Cindy Norris with per- 
forming selfless acts on behalf of her clients 
and for always being available to him. 

Commenting on his ostomy, Justin says, 
“The best advice | have given other ostomates 
is that they are very fortunate and are now in 
a position to accomplish anything. As an 
ostomate, they are cured from previous inflic- 
tions like colitis or Crohns’ and they have 
been provided a second chance for life. They 
can set an example for all to emulate by mak- 
ing a difference in the lives of others who do 
not have the motivation and self-esteem they 
are experiencing.” 

| urge my colleagues to take the time to 
meet with some of the Great Comebacks 
award recipients. Their personal stories, like 
Justin’s, are inspirational and will heighten 
your awareness about some of the huge 
strides being made by people living with intes- 
tinal diseases or recovering from ostomy sur- 
gery. 


EE 


THE FAMILY EDUCATION 
FREEDOM ACT 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to intro- 
duce the Family Education Freedom Act, a bill 
to empower millions of working and middle- 
class Americans to choose a non-public edu- 
cation for their children, as well as making it 
easier for parents to actively participate in im- 
proving public schools. The Family Education 
Freedom Act accomplishes its goals by allow- 
ing American parents a tax credit of up to 
$5,000 for the expenses incurred in sending 
their child to private, public, parochial, other 
religious school, or for home schooling their 
children. 

The Family Education Freedom Act returns 
the fundamental principal of a truly free econ- 
omy to America’s education system: what the 
great economist Ludwig von Mises called 
“consumer sovereignty”. Consumer sov- 
ereignty simply means consumers decide who 
succeeds or fails in the market. Businesses 
that best satisfy consumer demand will be the 
most successful. Consumer sovereignty is the 
means by which the free market maximizes 
human happiness. 

Currently, consumers are less than sov- 
ereign in the education “market.” Funding de- 
cisions are increasingly controlled by the fed- 
eral government. Because “he who pays the 
piper calls the tune,” public, and even private 
schools, are paying greater attention to the 
dictates of federal “educrats” while ignoring 
the wishes of the parents to an ever-greater 
degree. As such, the lack of consumer sov- 
ereignty in education is destroying parental 
control of education and replacing it with state 
control. Loss of control is a key reason why so 
many of America’s parents express dis- 
satisfaction with the educational system. 

According to a survey conducted by Edu- 
cation Next/Harvard PEPG, the majority of 
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Americans support education tax credits. This 
poll also found strong support for education 
tax credits among liberals, moderates, con- 
servatives, low-income individuals, African- 
Americans, and public-school employees. This 
is just опе of numerous studies and public 
opinion polls showing that Americans want 
Congress to get the federal bureaucracy out of 
the schoolroom and give parents more control 
over their children’s education. 

Today, Congress can fulfill the wishes of the 
American people for greater control over their 
children’s education by simply allowing par- 
ents to keep more of their hard-earned money 
to spend on education rather than force them 
to send it to Washington to support education 
programs reflective only of the values and pri- 
orities of Congress and the federal bureauc- 
racy. 

The $5,000 tax credit will make a better 
education affordable for millions of parents. 
Madam Speaker, many parents who would 
choose to send their children to private, reli- 
gious, or parochial schools are unable to af- 
ford the tuition, in large part because of the 
enormous tax burden imposed on the Amer- 
ican family by Washington. 

The Family Education Freedom Act also 
benefits parents who choose to send their chil- 
dren to public schools. Parents of children in 
public schools may use this credit to help im- 
prove their local schools by helping finance 
the purchase of educational tools such as 
computers or to ensure their local schools can 
offer enriching extracurricular activities such 
as music programs. Parents of public school 
students may also wish to use the credit to 
pay for special services, such as tutoring, for 
their children. 

Increasing parental control of education is 
superior to funneling more federal tax dollars, 
followed by greater federal control, into the 
schools. A recent review of the relevant re- 
search conducted by Andrew J. Coulson of 
the CATO Institute shows that increasing pa- 
rental controls increases academic achieve- 
ment, efficiency, the orderliness of the class- 
rooms, and the quality of school facilities. Not 
surprisingly, graduates of education system 
controlled by parents tend to achieve higher 
levels of education and earn more than their 
counterparts in bureaucratically controlled edu- 
cation systems. 

Clearly, enactment of the Family Education 
Freedom Act is the best thing this Congress 
could do to improve public education. Further- 
more, a greater reliance on parental expendi- 
tures rather than government tax dollars will 
help make the public schools into true commu- 
nity schools that reflect the wishes of parents 
and the interests of the students. 

The Family Education Freedom Act will also 
aid those parents who choose to educate their 
children at home. Home schooling has be- 
come an increasingly popular, and successful, 
method of educating children. Home schooled 
children out-perform their public school peers 
by 30 to 37 percentile points across all sub- 
jects on nationally standardized achievement 
exams. Home schooling parents spend thou- 
sands of dollars annually, in addition to the 
wages forgone by the spouse who forgoes 
outside employment, in order to educate their 
children in the loving environment of the 
home. 
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Ultimately, Mr. Speaker, this bill is about 
freedom. Parental control of child rearing, es- 
pecially education, is one of the bulwarks of 
liberty. No nation can remain free when the 
state has greater influence over the knowl- 
edge and values transmitted to children than 
the family. 

By moving to restore the primacy of parents 
to education, the Family Education Freedom 
Act will not only improve America’s education, 
it will restore a parent’s right to choose how 
best to educate one’s own child, a funda- 
mental freedom that has been eroded by the 
increase in federal education expenditures and 
the corresponding decrease in the ability of 
parents to provide for their children’s edu- 
cation out of their own pockets. | call on all my 
colleagues to join me in allowing parents to 
devote more of their resources to their chil- 
dren’s education and less to feed the wasteful 
Washington bureaucracy by supporting the 
Family Education Freedom Act. 


— 


TWO WEEKS CONTINUING 
RESOLUTION 


HON. CORRINE BROWN 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, just 
last week, Congress passed a two-week Con- 
tinuing Resolution to cut spending and keep 
the government running. Now, in all my years 
as an elected official | have never seen a CR 
(Continuing Resolution) last as little as two 
weeks! 

| clearly see that on Capitol Hill these days 
it is only the big dogs that get to eat at the 
table! The Republican Party, while slamming 
through tax cuts for the rich last December is 
leading the charge for tens of billions of dol- 
lars in budget cuts for job training programs, 
environmental protection, disease control, pro- 
grams to assist homeless veterans; transpor- 
tation and infrastructure (including cuts to high 
speed rail and Amtrak), crime protection, edu- 
cation programs and dozens of other critical 
Extension of Remarks areas for our country. 

As always, if these cuts do pass, they will 
fall on the shoulders on the working poor and 
middle class. It is obvious that Republican 
lawmakers in the House remain indifferent to 
the suffering the cuts could bring to the Amer- 
ican people. Moreover, as shown in a study 
conducted by Moody’s Analytics, their budget 
plan also jeopardizes American jobs and our 
country’s economic future by rolling back in- 
vestments that would help the private sector to 
grow and put people back to work! 


RECOGNIZING YVONNE AUSTIN 


HON. STEVE STIVERS 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. STIVERS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Yvonne Austin of Grove City, Ohio. 
Yvonne has been selected as a 2010 Great 
Comebacks Award recipient for the Central 
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Region. Each year, Great Comebacks pre- 
sents regional awards to 12 individuals 
throughout the United States who have strug- 
gled with a chronic intestinal condition and 
have exhibited extraordinary strength and 
courage for managing to live full and produc- 
tive lives despite daily struggles. 

An 18-year-old freshman in college, Yvonne 
was balancing two jobs with her education, 
while secretly struggling with symptoms she 
could not explain. A year later, she finally 
sought medical advice and was diagnosed 
with Crohn’s disease. Despite this diagnosis 
Yvonne was determined not to let the disease 
hinder her tenacious work ethic or interrupt 
her active lifestyle. 

With a great desire for travel, Yvonne set 
out to explore the world. Her adventurous spir- 
it led her to the Great Barrier Reef, spending 
her time scuba diving, swimming with sharks, 
and even taking up waterskiing. However, 
Crohn’s disease continued to invade her life 
with painful flare-ups and numerous hos- 
pitalizations. After 15 years of managing her 
symptoms with medications, Yvonne con- 
sented to a temporary ostomy in 2002 and 
opted for a permanent ileostomy in 2004. 

Three friends nominated Yvonne for the 
Great Comebacks Award, describing her as a 
confident and inspirational woman who radi- 
ates positive energy and goes the extra mile 
for her family and friends. Yvonne’s friends 
also recalled how she quickly rushed to the 
aid of a friend’s mother who had received an 
emergency ostomy. 

Today, Yvonne is a successful mortgage 
banker, and led by her adventurous spirit has 
for the past three years been a nationally- 
ranked competitive water skier. She is also an 
avid golfer, fundraises for the Crohn’s and Co- 
litis Foundation, and volunteers at a local chil- 
dren’s hospital to provide support to parents 
and children who are living with an intestinal 
disease and/or an ostomy. Yvonne believes 
faith, humor and a positive attitude can over- 
come any adversity. 


MAKE COLLEGE AFFORDABLE ACT 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to help mil- 
lions of Americans afford higher education by 
introducing the Make College Affordable Act of 
2011, which makes college tuition tax deduct- 
ible. Today the average cost of a college edu- 
cation is over 30 thousand dollars per year! 
These high costs have left many middle class 
American families struggling to afford college 
for their children, who are often ineligible for fi- 
nancial aid. Therefore, middle class students 
have no choice but to obtain student loans, 
and thus leave college saddled with massive 
debt. 

Even families who plan and save well in ad- 
vance for their children’s education may have 
a difficult time because their savings are erod- 
ed by taxation and inflation. The Make College 
Affordable Act will help these middle class stu- 
dents by allowing them, or their parents or 
guardians who claim them as dependents, to 
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deduct the cost of college tuition as well as 
the cost of student loan repayments. 


The Make College Affordable Act will also 
help older or nontraditional students looking to 
improve their job skills or prepare for a career 
change, by pursuing higher education. In to- 
day’s economy, the average American worker 
can expect to change jobs, and even careers, 
several times during his or her working life, 
making it more important than ever that work- 
ing Americans be able to devote their re- 
sources to continuing their educations. 


Helping the American people use their own 
money to ensure every qualified American can 
receive a college education is one of the best 
investments this Congress can make in the fu- 
ture. | therefore urge my colleagues to help 
strengthen America by ensuring more Ameri- 
cans can obtain college educations by co- 
sponsoring the Make College Affordable Act. 


e 


RECOGNIZING GREG SEGHEZZI 


HON. TOM McCLINTOCK 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to remember Greg Seghezzi of Grass Valley, 
California. 


Greg was well-known in the Grass Valley 
community, and it would be hard to find many 
who didn’t know and care for him. He was a 
member of the Grass Valley Rotary Club, the 
Chamber of Commerce and an active member 
of the men’s ministry at Twin Cities Church. 
Greg had an uncompromising and uncommon 
work ethic: having owned a wine store and ca- 
tering business as well as working as a realtor 
in Nevada County. He was the quintessential 
example of the American entrepreneur and in- 
novator. Going far beyond being a successful 
businessman, Greg was also a dedicated 
servant to his community: donating food, sup- 
plies and hundreds of hours in the kitchen 
cooking for local fundraisers апа special 
events. 


For all of his success in the public arena, 
the single greatest joy in Greg’s life was his 
family. Greg and Angie, his wife of 26 years, 
raised four outstanding children: Antonio, 
Gianna, Roman and Dominica. Whether it was 
driving across the state chasing volleyball 
matches and diving meets, or providing a 
strong and guiding example of hard work and 
fine values, Greg’s largest investment of his 
time and energy went to loving and caring for 
his family in every way possible. 


Mr. Speaker, men like Greg Seghezzi don't 
quickly fade from memory, nor can they ever 
be replaced. Whether through his professional 
life, or his personal dedication to his family 
and community, Greg touched many lives in 
our community; lives that he undoubtedly 
changed for the better and it is my honor to 
rise in his memory today. 
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THE 20TH ANNIVERSARY OF TAI- 
WAN’S STRAITS EXCHANGE 
FOUNDATION 


HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, on March 9, 
2011, we celebrate the 20th anniversary of 
Taiwan’s Straits Exchange Foundation (SEF). 
This Foundation was established as a vehicle 
to allow Taiwan and mainland China to work 
together on business matters, and other re- 
lated issues. 

Twenty years ago, when the Straits Ex- 
change Foundation was formed, there was a 
great deal of tension between China and Tai- 
wan. Flash forward to present day and the re- 
lationship between the two neighbors across 
the Taiwan Strait has improved dramatically. 

These improved relations since President 
Ma Ying-jeou took office are most evident in 
The Economic Cooperation Framework Agree- 
ment (ECFA) that was signed between China 
and Taiwan in 2010, and allows for greater 
trade and commercial exchanges between the 
two countries. 

Other significant agreements signed be- 
tween Taiwan and China include: Direct Air 
and Sea Transport Agreements, which facili- 
tate the free flow of people, goods and trade; 
Judicial Cooperation Agreement, by which the 
two sides agree to exchange law enforcement 
information to combat crime; Intellectual Prop- 
erty Rights (IPR) Protection and Cooperation 
Agreement, which allows for better enforce- 
ment of IPR laws; plus an agreement to allow 
tourists from China to visit Taiwan. All these 
agreements and measures have resulted in in- 
creased trade flow, more cultural and tourism 
exchanges, and most of all, reduced tension 
along the Taiwan Strait. 

While the Straits Exchange Foundation has 
improved the means of communication be- 
tween Taipei and Beijing, | remain concerned 
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about the excessive Chinese military build-up 
off the coast of Taiwan. For the dialogue be- 
tween China and Taiwan to have its intended 
effect—to promote peaceful and productive re- 
lations—then militarization of the region is not 
helpful. 

Nevertheless, my colleagues and | are very 
encouraged to see the efforts between Taiwan 
and China to maintain peace and stability in 
East Asia. On the 20th Anniversary of the 
Straits Exchange Foundation, we congratulate 
the SEF on its achievement in promoting ex- 
changes and better understanding across the 
Taiwan Strait. 


EEE 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
today our national debt is 
$14,186, 168,803,680.47. 

On January 6th, 2009, the start of the 111th 
Congress, the national debt was 
$10,638,425,746,293.80. 

This means the national debt has increased 
by $3,547,743,057,386.60 since then. 

This debt and its interest payments we are 
passing to our children and all future Ameri- 
cans. 


Ee 


THE TEACHER TAX CUT ACT AND 
THE PROFESSIONAL EDUCATORS 
TAX RELIEF ACT 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, March 8, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to in- 
troduce two pieces of legislation that raise the 
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pay of teachers and other educators by cutting 
their taxes. | am sure that all my colleagues 
agree that it is long past time to begin treating 
those who have dedicated their lives to edu- 
cating America’s children with the respect they 
deserve. Compared to other professionals, 
educators are under-appreciated апа under- 
paid. This must change if America is to have 
the finest education system in the world! 


Quality education is impossible without qual- 
ity teaching. If we continue to undervalue edu- 
cators, it will become harder to attract, and 
keep, good people in the education profes- 
sion. While educators’ pay is primarily a local 
issue, Congress can, and should, help raise 
educators’ take home pay by reducing edu- 
cators’ taxes. 


This is why | am introducing the Teachers 
Tax Cut Act. This legislation provides every 
teacher in America with a $3,000 tax credit. | 
am also introducing the Professional Edu- 
cators Tax Relief Act, which extends the 
$3,000 tax credit to counselors, librarians, and 
all school personnel involved in any aspect of 
the K-12 academic program. 


The Teacher Tax Cut Act and the Profes- 
sional Educators Tax Relief Act increase the 
salaries of teachers and other education pro- 
fessionals without raising federal expenditures. 
By raising the take-home pay of professional 
educators, these bills encourage highly quali- 
fied people to enter, and remain in, education. 
These bills also let America’s professional 
educators know that the American people and 
the Congress respect their work. 


| hope all my colleagues join me in sup- 
porting our nation’s teachers and other profes- 
sional educators by cosponsoring the Teacher 
Tax Cut Act and the Professional Educators 
Tax Relief Act. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Ms. FOXX). 


a 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 9, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable VIRGINIA 
Foxx to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


Se 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Of late, signs of spring speak of new 
life, O Lord. May the first gasps of free- 
dom stabilize the Earth with fresh 
beauty. May heroic hearts of leadership 
the world over burst forth with psalms 
of thanksgiving for Your saving grace 
and goodness. 

Hopefully, Lord, our spring fasting 
and renewal in prayer will peel away il- 
lusions for the Nation and personal 
self-deception. May rage, violence and 
anger be drowned out by gentle rains 
as, with common endeavor, we work for 
the uprooting of weeds and the plant- 
ing of new seed. 

Let destructive forces be silenced by 
constructive ideas and collaborative ef- 
forts. By Your Spirit, Lord, renew the 
face of the Earth. 

Amen. 


EE 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House her approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 

Mr. WOMACK. Madam Speaker, pur- 
suant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a 
vote on agreeing to the Speaker’s ap- 
proval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WOMACK. Madam Speaker, I ob- 
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. 
WOMACK) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. WOMACK led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


Se 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed a bill of the 
following title in which the concur- 
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 23. An act to amend title 35, United 
States Code, to provide for patent reform. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 85-874, as 
amended, the Chair, on behalf of the 
President of the Senate, reappoints the 
following individuals to the Board of 
Trustees of the John F. Kennedy Cen- 
ter for the Performing Arts: 

The Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
CONRAD). 

The Senator from California (Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN). 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 106-567, the 
Chair, on behalf of the majority leader, 
reappoints, the following individual to 
serve as a member of the Public Inter- 
est Declassification Board: 

Sanford Ungar of Maryland. 


EE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 
consultation among the Speaker and 
the majority and minority leaders, and 
with their consent, the Chair an- 
nounces that, when the two Houses 
meet in joint meeting to hear an ad- 
dress by The Honorable Julia Gillard, 
Prime Minister of Australia, only the 
doors immediately opposite the Speak- 
er and those immediately to his left 
and right will be open. 

No one will be allowed on the floor of 
the House who does not have the privi- 
lege of the floor of the House. Due to 
the large attendance that is antici- 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


pated, the rule regarding the privilege 
of the floor must be strictly enforced. 
Children of Members will not be per- 
mitted on the floor. The cooperation of 
all Members is requested. 

The practice of reserving seats prior 
to the joint meeting by placard will 
not be allowed. Members may reserve 
their seats by physical presence only 
following the security sweep of the 
Chamber. 


EE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Mon- 
day, February 28, 2011, the Chair de- 
clares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 4 min- 
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

During the recess, beginning at 10:50 
a.m., the following proceedings were 
had: 


Ee 


JOINT MEETING TO HEAR AN AD- 
DRESS BY THE HONORABLE 
JULIA GILLARD, PRIME MIN- 
ISTER OF AUSTRALIA 


The Speaker of the House presided. 

The Deputy Sergeant at Arms, Mrs. 
Kerri Hanley, announced the President 
pro tempore and Members of the U.S. 
Senate, who entered the Hall of the 
House of Representatives, the Presi- 
dent pro tempore taking the chair at 
the left of the Speaker, and the Mem- 
bers of the Senate the seats reserved 
for them. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 
as members of the committee on the 
part of the House to escort The Honor- 
able Julia Gillard, Prime Minister of 
Australia, into the Chamber: 

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 


CANTOR); 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCCARTHY); 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. HEN- 
SARLING); 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
DREIER); 

The gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN); 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
McKEon); 

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CAMP); 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
BRADY); 

The gentleman from [Illinois (Mr. 
MANZULLO); 


The gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. PELOSI); 


1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
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The gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER); 

The gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. CLYBURN); 

The gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. LARSON); 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 


BECERRA); 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
BERMAN); 

The gentleman from American 


Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA); 

The gentlewoman from New York 
(Mrs. LOWEY); and 

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
CROWLEY). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
President pro tempore of the Senate, at 
the direction of that body, appoints the 
following Senators as members of the 
committee on the part of the Senate to 
escort The Honorable Julia Gillard, 
Prime Minister of Australia, into the 
House Chamber: 

The Senator from Nevada (Mr. REID); 

The Senator from Illinois (Mr. DUR- 
BIN); 

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
KERRY); 

The Senator from California (Mrs. 
BOXER); 

The Senator 
MCCONNELL); 

The Senator 
ALEXANDER); 

The Senator 
BARRASSO); and 

The Senator 
LUGAR). 

The Deputy Sergeant at Arms an- 
nounced the Acting Dean of the Diplo- 
matic Corps, Her Excellency Heng Chee 
Chan, Ambassador of the Republic of 
Singapore. 

The Acting Dean of the Diplomatic 
Corps entered the Hall of the House of 
Representatives and took the seat re- 
served for her. 

At 11 o’clock and 5 minutes a.m., the 
Deputy Sergeant at Arms announced 
The Honorable Julia Gillard, Prime 
Minister of Australia. 

The Prime Minister of Australia, es- 
corted by the committee of Senators 
and Representatives, entered the Hall 
of the House of Representatives and 
stood at the Clerk’s desk. 

(Applause, the Members rising.) 

The SPEAKER. Members of Con- 
gress, I have the high privilege and the 
distinct honor of presenting to you The 
Honorable Julia Gillard, Prime Min- 
ister of Australia. 

(Applause, the Members rising.) 

Prime Minister GILLARD. Mr. 
Speaker, Mr. President Pro Tempore, 
distinguished Members of the Senate 
and the House, distinguished guests, la- 
dies and gentlemen, I am the fourth 
Australian Prime Minister to address 
you. Like them, I take your invitation 
as a great honor. Like them, I accept it 
on behalf of Australia. 

Since 1950, Australian Prime Min- 
isters Robert Menzies, Bob Hawke and 


from Kentucky (Mr. 
from Tennessee (Mr. 
from Wyoming (Mr. 
Indiana 


from (Mr. 
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John Howard have come here, speaking 
for all the Australian people, through 
you, to all the people of the United 
States. They each came with a simple 
message, a message which has been 
true in war and peace, a message which 
has been true in hardship and pros- 
perity, in the Cold War and in the new 
world, a message I repeat to you today: 

Distinguished Members of the Senate 
and the House, you have a true friend 
down under. 

For my parents’ generation, the de- 
fining image of America was the land- 
ing at Normandy ... your ‘‘boys of 
Point-du-Hoc”’ risking everything to 
help free the world. For my own gen- 
eration, the defining image of America 
was the landing on the Moon. My class- 
mates and I were sent home from 
school to watch the great moment on 
television. Г11 always remember think- 
ing that day: 

Americans can do anything. 

Americans helped free the world of 
my parents’ generation. Americans in- 
spired the world of my own youth. 

I stand here, and I see before me the 
very same brave and free people. I be- 
lieve you can do anything still. There 
is a reason the world always looks to 
America: Your great dream—life, lib- 
erty and the pursuit of happiness—in- 
spires us all. 

Those of you who have spent time 
with Australians know that we are not 
given to overstatement. By nature, we 
are laconic speakers, and by convic- 
tion, we are realistic thinkers. In both 
of our countries, real mates talk 
straight. We mean what we say, so let 
me say this to you: 

You have an ally in Australia—an 
ally for war and peace, an ally for hard- 
ship and prosperity, an ally for the 60 
years past—and Australia is also an 
ally for all of the years to come. Geog- 
raphy and history alone could never ex- 
plain the strength of the commitment 
between us. Rather, our values are 
shared and our people are friends. 

This is the heart of our alliance. 

This is why in our darkest days we 
have been glad, glad to see each other’s 
face and hear each other’s voice. Aus- 
tralia’s darkest days in the last cen- 
tury followed the fall of Singapore in 
1942. 

And you were there with us. 

Under attack in the Pacific, 
fought together. 

side by side. . . step by bloody step. 

And whilst it was Australian soldiers 
at Milne Bay who gave the allies our 
first victory on land in the Pacific War, 
it was American sailors at the Battle 
of the Coral Sea who destroyed the fear 
of an invasion of Australia. 

Distinguished Members of the Senate 
and the House, Australia does not for- 
get. We will never forget. 

The ultimate expression of our alli- 
ance, the ANZUS Treaty, was not 
signed until 1951, but it was anticipated 
a decade earlier in the judgments—the 


we 


3521 


clear, frank and accurate judgments— 
of an Australian Prime Minister; and 
in the resolve—the extraordinary, im- 
movable resolve—of an American 
President. In the decades since, we 
have stuck together in every major 
conflict—from Korea and Vietnam to 
the conflicts in the Gulf. 

Your darkest days since Pearl Harbor 
were 10 years ago in Washington and 
New York. 

And we were with you. 

My predecessor John Howard was 
quite literally with you, and he came 
to this Capitol when you met on Sep- 
tember 12 to show you that Australians 
would be with you again; and after 50 
years, under a new Prime Minister and 
a new President, the ANZUS Treaty 
was invoked. 

Within Australia’s democracy, John 
Howard and I had our differences, but 
he was and is an Australian patriot, a 
man who was moved by what he saw 
here in that terrible September. He was 
and is a friend of America. When John 
Howard addressed you here in 2002, we 
were already with you in Afghanistan, 
and we are with you there still. 

I want you to know what I told Aus- 
tralia’s Parliament in Canberra, what I 
told General Petraeus in Kabul, what I 
told President Obama in the Oval Of- 
fice this week: Australia will stand 
firm with our ally the United States. 

Our friends understand this, that we 
will stand firm with you; but perhaps 
more importantly, our enemies under- 
stand this, too. 

We must be very realistic about Af- 
ghanistan’s future. Australia firmly 
supports the international strategy led 
by President Obama and adopted in 
Lisbon last year. Australia is doing our 
part, in Uruzgan province in particular 
and across the whole of Afghanistan. 
The Government of Afghanistan must 
play its part, too. We know transition 
will take some years. We must not 
transition out only to transition back 
in. 

We must not. 

From my discussions with your coun- 
try’s leaders in Washington, my meet- 
ings with generals in Afghanistan and 
my time with our troops, this is my 
conclusion: I believe we have the right 
strategy in place, a resolute and coura- 
geous commander in General Petraeus, 
and the resources needed to deliver the 
strategy. I am cautiously encouraged 
by what I have seen. 

For a moment, I want you to see Af- 
ghanistan through the eyes of Corporal 
Ben Roberts-Smith. Ben is Australia’s 
most recent Victoria Cross winner—our 
equivalent of your Medal of Honor. Ben 
is a veteran of five tours of Afghani- 
stan, and first went there in 2006. When 
we met recently, his words to me were 
compelling. 

He said, “It is not the same country 
I first went to 5 years ago. We are mak- 
ing a difference.”’ 

Friends, there are hard days ahead. 
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I flew to your country the day after 
attending a funeral of a young Aus- 
tralian who served in Afghanistan. 
Sapper Jamie Larcombe was from my 
home state of South Australia, from a 
small community with the most per- 
fectly Australian name ... Kangaroo 
Island. Jamie’s life’s ambition was to 
serve his country. He was a long way 
from Kangaroo Island when he made 
the ultimate sacrifice. 

We will remember. 

I know very many young Americans 
have served their country and lost 
their lives in Afghanistan, too. 

As a friend, we share your grief. 

As an ally, we share your resolve. 

Afghanistan must never again be a 
safe haven for terrorism. 

Just as our security alliance is one 
for war and peace, our economic part- 
nership is one for hardship and pros- 
perity. 

In hard days, we work together. 

Our societies share a deep under- 
standing of the importance of work. We 
believe life is given purpose and direc- 
tion by work. Without work, there is 
corrosive aimlessness. With the loss of 
work comes the loss of dignity. That’s 
why, in each of our countries, the great 
goal of all we do in the economy is the 
same... to ensure that everyone who 
can work does work. 

In turn, this is why each of our coun- 
tries took early and strong action in 
the face of the greatest threat to the 
world’s economy since the Great De- 
pression, and we did not just act lo- 
cally or individually. We worked to- 
gether when hardship came. 

It was difficult, but we did it to- 
gether. 

New global realities and the emerg- 
ing economic weight of countries like 
China, India and Brazil meant the vital 
forum for the global response was the 
leaders of the G20 nations. My prede- 
cessor Kevin Rudd worked hard to en- 
sure this was so. The world needed a 
global response to the economic crisis, 
and global leadership was vital. To- 
gether, the G20 coordinated $5 trillion 
in fiscal stimulus for the global econ- 
omy. 

While there has been very real pain, 
the global response averted true eco- 
nomic disaster. Economic stimulus has 
been crucial—to limit the worst effects 
of the downturn. Economic reform is 
crucial now—to deliver the best hopes 
for a strong recovery. 

Like you, I am a leader in a democ- 
racy. I know reform is never easy, but 
I know reform is right. 

The global economic outlook remains 
fragile and uncertain. Global economic 
imbalances persist, and we must ad- 
dress them or risk future instability. 
Your leadership in the G20 is still need- 
ed to ensure we make the reforms 
which will keep the global economy on 
the path to strong, sustained and bal- 
anced growth. 

And that is the path to growth in 
America as well. 
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We worked hard with you during the 
global economic crisis to resist protec- 
tionist pressures. This only built on 
our decades working together to pro- 
mote free trade in the world. I know 
many of you worked hard to achieve 
the Australia-U.S. Free Trade Agree- 
ment. 

May I say to each of you today, 
thank you. 

Our FTA experience shows the bene- 
fits of free trade, and we aim for even 
larger benefits from the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership, which is a great economic 
opportunity for our two countries and 
seven of our regional partners. And we 
have other opportunities to promote 
trade and jobs together as well. I am 
looking forward to your country 
hosting the APEC Leaders’ meeting 
later this year. We will work closely 
together there. 

Australia is also working for an am- 
bitious and balanced conclusion of the 
WTO Doha Round as soon as possible; 
and we look forward to your Congress 
passing a 2012 farm bill that advances 
free trade rather than distorting it, 
and that through free trade creates 
jobs. 

We know the equation is simple: 
trade equals jobs. 

A very simple equation. 

Our societies share a deep under- 
standing of the importance of work, 
and our societies share a deep commit- 
ment to the value of education. We un- 
derstand education’s transformative 
power. We know education is the future 
for every child who learns. We also 
know education is the future for our 
economies. Our future growth relies on 
competitiveness and innovation, skills 
and productivity; and these, in turn, 
rely on the education of our people. 

Australia and America are partners 
in a globalized world where open soci- 
eties flourish and competitive econo- 
mies thrive. That’s why I went to a 
school in Wakefield, Virginia, with 
President Obama this week. The Presi- 
dent and I not only saw children learn- 
ing; we saw the future of your people 
and the future of your prosperity as 
well. 

Australians are deeply grateful to 
your Greatest Generation for their 
mighty deeds. This week, I have seen a 
new generation of Americans ... I 
genuinely believe they can be greater 
still. 

Achieving prosperity while sharing 
its benefits requires farsighted edu- 
cational reforms. In the same way, 
achieving growth while caring for our 
climate requires farsighted economic 
reforms. Breaking the link between 
economic growth and emissions growth 
is a difficult challenge for our econo- 
mies, and we can only achieve it by 
working together. Our cooperation in 
key international forums and in re- 
search and development is making an 
important contribution. We must work 
together to achieve an historic transi- 
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tion to high technology, high skill, 
clean energy economies. 

Shared values are the basis of our se- 
curity alliance, and shared values are 
the basis of our economic partnership 
as well. Through hard work and edu- 
cation, we can deliver a strong econ- 
omy and opportunity for all. 

Americans are great optimists, and 
Australians will always ‘‘have a go.” 

So, conceived in the Pacific War and 
born in the Cold War, adapted to the 
space age and invoked in the face of 
terror, our indispensable alliance ... 
is a friendship for the future. 

This year is the 60th anniversary of 
the signing of our treaty. It is because 
of that I have the opportunity to speak 
to you today. For that, I am grateful. 
As I said to President Obama, it is an 
alliance 60 years young ... with so 
much future to share. 

And this is a timely opportunity, not 
so much for reflection on the past as 
for the discussion of our future. The bi- 
polar world in which our Alliance was 
signed has long since disappeared. I am 
not sad about its passing: Hundreds of 
millions of people have a better life 
today. Democracy and human dignity 
have spread wide in the world in the 
last 20 years. 

We have seen this from eastern Eu- 
rope to East Asia in recent years, and 
we are seeing the hope of it in the Mid- 
dle East right now. We understand that 
nothing is certain. There is still much 
for the people of the Middle East to do, 
and the governments of the world will 
be called on to help them do it. Yet I 
believe what we are seeing is unchang- 
ing realities of human nature finding a 
new expression in a new way. 

For Australia’s part, we will do what 
we can—and work with you—to support 
orderly transitions to democracy; to 
foster human rights and religious free- 
dom within the countries of the Middle 
East; and to secure a lasting peace be- 
tween them—a peace where no nation 
threatens another—which is why we 
join you in condemning Iran’s nuclear 
program. 

And we also strive for peace... а 
peace where Israel is secure and where 
Palestinians have a state of their own, 
which is why we join you in calling on 
all parties to negotiate in good faith. 

Our Alliance was signed 60 years ago 
in the Cold War, and it lives in a new 
world today. 

And as momentous as the changes in 
the Middle East are, I believe it is in 
the Asia-Pacific where the global order 
is changing the most: We admire In- 
dia’s example as a true democracy; we 
never forget Indonesia’s transition to 
create the world’s third largest democ- 
racy in the world’s largest Islamic 
country; and we applaud China’s lifting 
some 500 million people out of poverty. 

The center of global strategic and 
economic weight is shifting to this re- 
gion. The rise of the Asia-Pacific will 
define our times. Like you, our rela- 
tionship with China is important and 


March 9, 2011 


complex. We encourage China to en- 
gage аз a good global citizen, and we 
are clear-eyed about where differences 
do lie. 

My guiding principle is that pros- 
perity can be shared. We can create 
wealth together. The global economy is 
not a zero-sum game. There is no rea- 
son for Chinese prosperity to detract 
from prosperity in Australia, the 
United States or anywhere in the 
world. 

America has always understood this 
principle of the economy . . . that ev- 
eryone can benefit when everyone com- 
petes. 

And for 60 years, your leadership in 
the Asia-Pacific has showed this. Your 
commitment to free trade and invest- 
ment fueled the growth. Your presence 
and network of allies ensured the sta- 
bility. You were indispensable in the 
Cold War, and you are indispensable in 
the new world, too. So your growing 
engagement with key countries in the 
region—like Japan, India, South Korea, 
and Indonesia—is enormously welcome. 

We will work closely with you to 
strengthen the fabric of these relation- 
ships and underpin regional stability, 
strengthening regional institutions so 
that the countries of the Asia-Pacific 
increasingly manage the frictions of a 
growing and changing Asia-Pacific. 

That’s why your Nation’s decision to 
join the East Asia Summit is such good 
news. The summit brings the leaders of 
the region’s major powers together and 
has a mandate to deal with the whole 
range of economic, political and secu- 
rity issues our countries face. 

Our relationship is evolving to meet 
these new challenges: from defense and 
intelligence to diplomacy and trade. 
Australia in the south, with South 
Korea and Japan to the north, form 
real Asia-Pacific partnerships with the 
United States. 

Anchors of regional stability. 

An alliance which was strong in the 
Cold War an alliance which is 
strong in the new world. 

In both of our countries, true friends 
stick together. Our nations do this, and 
our people do this as well. Nothing bet- 
ter tells this truth than the story of 
two firefighters. 

Many Australians and Americans 
worked together in the late 1990s to be 
ready to protect the 2000 Sydney Olym- 
pics from possible terrorist attack. One 
group of Australians spent 2 months in 
New York, training and working, in- 
cluding a long time with New York’s 
Fire Department Rescue 1. They 
worked hard together and became more 
than colleagues they became 
mates. 

So, when it was time to go home, the 
Australian commander gave Rescue 1’s 
chief his Australian Army ‘‘slouch 
hat,” and the chief presented the Aus- 
tralians with a battle-scarred fire hel- 
met, dated December 1998 and signed 
by members of the Rescue 1 crew, in- 
cluding Kevin Dowdell. 
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Three years later, Kevin Dowdell was 
one of the hundreds of New York fire- 
fighters killed when the towers came 
down. Kevin led his men in. His re- 
mains were never found, but that hel- 
met was . . . in Australia. And Aussie 
firefighter Rob Frey found Kevin’s 
sons. 

James Dowdell is one of New York’s 
bravest—a firefighter like his father 
before him. Patrick Dowdell is wearing 
his country’s uniform in Afghanistan. 

Rob came to America to give James 
the helmet his father signed: a precious 
possession, a last link to a father lost. 
And I give you their story: a precious 
possession, too. 

These two men are here today. 

Rob, James ... good on you. Rob, 
James, we are so proud of what you 
represent. Your story says it all about 
the friendship between Australia and 
the United States: together in the 
hardest of times, friends for the future. 

When our Alliance was signed 60 
years ago, the challenges of the space 
age were still to come; the challenges 
of terrorism were still to come. For 60 
years, leaders from Australia and the 
United States have looked inside them- 
selves and found the courage to face 
those challenges; and after 60 years, we 
do the same today: to protect our peo- 
ples, to share our prosperity, to safe- 
guard our future. 

For ours is a friendship for the fu- 
ture. It has been from its founding, and 
it remains so today. You have a friend 
in Australia, and you have an ally—and 
we know what that means: In both our 
countries, true friends stick together. 
In both our countries, real mates talk 
straight. 

So, as a friend, I urge you only this: 
Be worthy to your own best traditions. 

Be bold. 

In 1942, John Curtin—my predecessor, 
my country’s great wartime leader— 
looked to America. I still do. 

This year, you have marked the cen- 
tenary of President Reagan’s birth. He 
remains a great symbol of American 
optimism. The only greater symbol of 
American optimism is America, 
itself. 

The eyes of the world are still upon 
you. Your city on a hill cannot be hid- 
den. Your brave and free people have 
made you the masters of recovery and 
reinvention. 

As I stand before you in this cradle of 
democracy, I see a nation that changed 
the world, a nation that has known re- 
markable days. I firmly believe you are 
the same people who amazed me... 
when I was a small girl. . . by landing 
on the Moon. On that great day, I be- 
lieved Americans could do anything. 

I believe that still. You can do any- 
thing. 

Thank you. 

(Applause, the Members rising.) 

At 11 o’clock and 40 minutes a.m., 
The Honorable Julia Gillard, Prime 
Minister of Australia, accompanied by 
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the committee of escort, retired from 
the Hall of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

The Deputy Sergeant at Arms es- 
corted the Acting Dean of the Diplo- 
matic Corps from the Chamber. 


EE 
JOINT MEETING DISSOLVED 


The SPEAKER. The purpose of the 
joint meeting having been completed, 
the Chair declares the joint meeting of 
the two Houses now dissolved. 

Accordingly, (at 11 o’clock and 42 
minutes a.m.), the joint meeting of the 
two Houses was dissolved. 

The Members of the Senate retired to 
their Chamber. 

The SPEAKER. The House will con- 
tinue in recess subject to the call of 
the Chair. 


EE 
1203 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. MCCLINTOCK) at 12 
o’clock and 3 minutes p.m. 


EE 


ELECTING A MEMBER TO A CER- 
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEE OF 
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA- 
TIVES 


Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Republican Conference, 
I offer a privileged resolution and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Н. RES. 155 

Resolved, That the following named Mem- 
ber be, and is hereby, elected to the fol- 
lowing standing committee: 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL 
Barletta. 

Mr. HENSARLING (during the read- 
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be consid- 
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


BUSINESS—Mr. 


EE 


PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS HAD 
DURING RECESS 


Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pro- 
ceedings had during the recess be print- 
ed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


-o 


STOP WRONG-HEADED ENERGY 
POLICIES 


(Mr. BOUSTANY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, this 
country has never had an energy strat- 
egy. And the only thing worse than not 
having an energy strategy is having an 
energy policy that is actually hurting 
our country, hurting American energy 
production and American workers, and 
making us more dependent on foreign 
oil. That is what the Obama adminis- 
tration is doing right now. 

Let’s review the record. A morato- 
rium on drilling in the Gulf of Mexico, 
hurting American energy production. A 
budget proposal that offers $50 billion 
in new taxes on independent, small en- 
ergy companies working throughout 
the United States. Also, tax policy that 
is going to hurt large U.S. companies 
trying to compete for limited reserves 
around the world to meet U.S. energy 
needs. And finally, an attack on hori- 
zontal drilling because we have now 
found large reserves of oil and gas in 
our shale formations, and this adminis- 
tration is looking to shut all of that 
down. 

And then they come forward because 
the price of oil, the price of oil at $105 
a barrel today, they now want to open 
up the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, 
which is supposed to be used in severe 
shortages. That is not an energy pol- 
icy; that actually hurts our country. 

It is time to stop these wrong-headed 
policies that are hurting American en- 
ergy production and hurting American 
workers. 


Ee 


INVEST IN TOMORROW TO CREATE 
JOBS 


(Mr. WALZ of Minnesota asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak- 
er, you’ll get no argument in this 
House that this is a country that has 
to get a handle on our budget, be fis- 
cally responsible, reduce our national 
debt, and grow the economy. We owe 
nothing less to our children and grand- 
children. 

But I will be honest, I am pretty 
shocked by the lack of business sense, 
if you will, from some of my Repub- 
lican colleagues. What my small busi- 
nesses know in southern Minnesota is 
that, in addition to tightening their 
belts and getting efficiencies out of 
their businesses, they have to make 
smart investments for tomorrow. 

So last week what did we do? We cut 
41 percent of the NIH budget for re- 
search at the Mayo Clinic in my dis- 
trict that will lay off 68 researchers 
who equate into billions of dollars of 
medical research. 

Republicans also want to cut funding 
for education. As a high school teacher 
I can tell you, where are the workers of 
tomorrow going to come from, and how 
are they going to compete to be the 
great innovators to win tomorrow? 
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We did all of that, at the same time 
protecting oil subsidies to the CEOs of 
the largest oil companies who made 
hundreds of billions. We have to be 
smart with taxpayer dollars, and we 
have to find ways to think like small, 
innovative businesses in places like the 
Mayo Clinic. 

Save money, be efficient with our re- 
sources, invest in tomorrow to create 
jobs. 


rE — 


DRILLING MORATORIUM IS 
NONSENSE 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, gaso- 
line is nearly $4 a gallon. Meanwhile, 
the administration seems to have a de- 
liberate crusade against the U.S. en- 
ergy industry and domestic energy 
independence. 

Even before Steven Chu became En- 
ergy Secretary he said: “Somehow we 
have to figure out a way to boost the 
price of gasoline to the levels in Eu- 
горе.” 

Well, that plan is working. 

The administration is stonewalling 
the safe development of a Canadian 
pipeline to my district in southeast 
Texas that will send crude oil and jobs 
to American refineries. The adminis- 
tration is using the out-of-control EPA 
to implement questionable scientific 
regulations that hammer domestic en- 
ergy capability. This includes the ex- 
pensive regulations of СО» and the EPA 
attempt to defy the will of Congress by 
implementing cap-and-trade regula- 
tions. 

The offshore drilling moratorium by 
the administration is nonsense. A 
court ordered the moratorium lifted. 
Now that same court has held the ad- 
ministration in contempt for not in 
fact lifting that moratorium. 

Each of these is evidence that the ad- 
ministration is at war with domestic 
energy and the will of the American 
people. Meanwhile, gasoline prices are 
getting near those in Europe. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


EE 
ADDICTION TO FOREIGN OIL 


(Mr. TONKO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, as oil and 
gas prices continue to rise, American 
consumers and businesses are facing 
sticker shock at the pump. The na- 
tional average is $3.49, and the average 
in New York’s capital region that I rep- 
resent is $3.69. And yet, rather than 
take action to bring immediate gas 
price relief or create incentives to in- 
vest in clean energy alternatives that 
create jobs and grow our national secu- 
rity, the Republican budget would 
maintain our addiction to foreign oil. 

The Republican spending bill ignores 
energy efficiency, clean energy, ad- 
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vanced vehicle technologies, and loan 
guarantees. What does it leave in place, 
though? Billions of dollars in subsidies 
for big oil companies that they have 
claimed they don’t need, especially as 
they make record profits. And what do 
we get by throwing billions of hard- 
earned taxpayer dollars at these big oil 
companies? Less money in our pockets 
to get to work and around town. 

Americans are better than the gaso- 
line we put in our vehicles. It is time 
we wake up and realize it, and advance 
research and development. 


a 


HAPPY BIRTHDAY, EBBY 
HALLIDAY 


(Mr. SESSIONS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, today is 
a very special day for not only me but 
many people who live in Dallas, Texas, 
because today is Ebby Halliday’s 100th 
birthday. I have known Ebby for 22 
years. This incredibly successful 
woman is one of the most generous and 
hardworking individuals I have ever 
known. Ebby has always been an entre- 
preneur, beginning her career selling 
hats. Today, she is the driving force for 
change in the real estate industry and 
a household name all across north 
Texas. 

Ebby’s incredible story is the embod- 
iment of America’s dream. Her dedica- 
tion, work ethic, and vision have 
turned Ebby Halliday Realtors into one 
of the largest independently owned res- 
idential real estate companies in the 
Nation. Ebby is also well known as a 
respected community leader. Her ac- 
tive civic involvement апа philan- 
thropic efforts have inspired others to 
give back to those in need. Her name 
has become synonymous with ethics, 
class, and generosity. 

Over the course of her lifetime, Ebby 
has witnessed many historic events and 
changes in our fast-paced world, yet 
her love for family, friends, commu- 
nity, and this Nation remains stead- 
fast. І am proud to call her my friend, 
and I know she will be surrounded by 
many of those today in Dallas, Texas, 
as she celebrates her 100th birthday. 
May she be blessed with many more 
years of health and happiness. 

Happy birthday, Ebby Halliday. 


Ee 


1210 


THE FORECLOSURE CRISIS 


(Ms. EDWARDS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise to highlight the foreclosure crisis 
and recognize the thousands of dis- 
tressed families in my district and 
across the country who continue to 
battle foreclosure. In Maryland our 
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foreclosures approached nearly 800,000 
in the fourth quarter of 2010. This crisis 
hits particularly hard in my district, 
where we have about 40 percent of our 
foreclosures statewide. 

The foreclosure prevention and miti- 
gation programs the Republican major- 
ity wants to terminate this week have 
helped thousands of hardworking fami- 
lies to stay in their homes and miti- 
gated the effects of declining property 
values in neighborhoods across the 
country. Now, I know they’re not per- 
fect, but terminating these programs 
does not one single thing to spur the 
economy or protect middle class fami- 
lies in need. In fact, the effect is quite 
the opposite. 

My colleagues claim that the pro- 
grams haven’t delivered on their prom- 
ises. So what? What about the families 
who have benefited from the programs? 
What about the 1.2 million families 
that will face foreclosure this year? 

This is another case of trying to 
throw the baby out with the bath 
water. Enough of that already. It’s a 
simple question: Whose side are you 
on? Families, workers, working fami- 
lies, protecting their homes and com- 
munities; or are you on the side of the 
banks that want to take their homes? 


EE 


LINCOLN/PROVIDENCE HOUSING 
AUTHORITY 


(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize the creativity, ef- 
fort, and resourcefulness of two local 
housing authorities in the First Con- 
gressional District of Rhode Island. 

At a time when Rhode Island and 
many other States across our country 
are experiencing unacceptably high 
foreclosure rates, there are some bea- 
cons of light in the housing sector, bea- 
cons like the Town of Lincoln Housing 
Authority and the Housing Authority 
of the City of Providence, which are 
both being recognized by the National 
Association of Housing and Redevelop- 
ment officials as Awards of Merit win- 
ners for being well-positioned to meet 
the demand for safe and affordable 
housing for low- and very low-income 
families. 

The Lincoln Housing Authority has 
instituted innovative programming for 
seniors, and the Providence Housing 
Authority has put in place energy effi- 
ciencies and cutting-edge health and 
fiscal planning programs. 

These housing authorities are leaders 
in the development and maintenance of 
cost-effective approaches to responding 
to the variety of today’s housing and 
community development challenges. 
Lincoln and Providence Housing Au- 
thorities not only effectively address 
local housing and neighborhood rede- 
velopment challenges and concerns; 
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they have also set a national example 
for similar organizations to learn from 
so they can meet the unique needs in 
their communities. 

I congratulate you for your leader- 
ship in our State’s housing industry, 
which proves yet again that Rhode Is- 
land innovation can combat both our 
State and national housing challenges. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE NMI CHAPTER 
OF THE AMERICAN RED CROSS 


(Mr. SABLAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. SABLAN. Mr. Speaker, as we cel- 
ebrate American Red Cross Month, I 
would like to pay particular tribute to 
the Northern Mariana Islands Chapter 
of the American Red Cross for the lead- 
ing role it plays in responding to disas- 
ters large and small and in providing 
vital health and safety services in our 
islands. 

Our small community Паз been 
blessed since 1978 with an exceptionally 
active and effective local Red Cross 
chapter. With just four staff members 
and 150 volunteers, the Northern Mar- 
iana Islands chapter last year provided 
financial assistance to 26 families who 
suffered house fires or localized flood- 
ing, facilitated emergency communica- 
tions between 154 servicemembers and 
their families, provided community 
disaster preparedness materials to over 
3,700 individuals, and trained over 2,300 
students in courses on CPR, first aid, 
lifeguarding, and swimming. 

The Northern Mariana Islands Chap- 
ter of the American Red Cross is an in- 
tegral part of the Commonwealth com- 
munity, a leader in health and safety 
training, and an invaluable partner in 
helping people prevent, prepare for, and 
respond to emergencies. We thank 
them for their work. 


EEE 


REPUBLICAN BUDGET 


(Mr. BACA asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, as the re- 
cent job report shows, our economy is 
steadily improving with 12 straight 
months of private sector job growth. 

Now, I state, now is the time for us 
to build on this progress and work to- 
gether in a bipartisan effort to create 
jobs, not reduce jobs. I state, not to re- 
duce jobs. 

But, sadly, my Republican friends are 
letting the extremists dictate their 
agenda, protecting special interests at 
the expense of working families. The 
Republican budget would destroy 
700,000 jobs and turn back the clock, I 
say, turn back the clock on our recent 
economic progress. This budget would 
do critical harm to American families. 
Mothers and children would be stripped 
of nutrition benefits from the WIC pro- 
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gram. Thousands of youth would be 
kicked out of Head Start. 

And now the Republicans are ready 
to continue their assault on the middle 
class by terminating the mortgage re- 
lief program that keeps families in 
their homes. 

We should be helping families, not 
making them homeless. Let’s work to- 
gether to pass a budget that creates 
jobs and helps middle class Americans. 


EE 


NO JOBS PLAN AND ASSAULT ON 
MIDDLE CLASS HOMEOWNERS 


(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, the Repub- 
licans have been in control of this 
Chamber for the last 10 weeks now, and 
we have taken 164 recorded votes. Yet 
they still have no plan to create jobs 
and spur economic growth. 

Instead of tackling unemployment, 
my Republican colleagues have now 
turned their efforts toward eliminating 
vital programs that are helping fami- 
lies deal with the fallout of the mort- 
gage crisis. 

Seven million families have lost 
their homes with another 3 million 
foreclosures expected through 2012. And 
what is the Republicans’ response to 
this crisis? They want to terminate 
programs designed to help homeowners 
keep their houses and avoid fore- 
closures. 

This week they will bring a bill to 
the floor that will abolish a program 
that makes temporary loans to unem- 
ployed homeowners to help cover mort- 
gage payments until they can find a 
job. 

Mr. Speaker, it is bad enough that 
they have no plan in sight to bring 
Americans back to work; but to actu- 
ally put their energy towards ending 
programs that are helping the unem- 
ployed during difficult times is unac- 
ceptable. 

I urge my colleagues to stop cutting 
programs that will keep American fam- 
ilies in their homes and focus the legis- 
lation on creating jobs and move the 
economy forward. 


EE 


THE REPUBLICANS’ PRIORITIES 


(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, the Re- 
publican majority is indeed focused on 
jobs. In fact, their H.R. 1 would kill 
700,000 jobs under the guise of fiscal re- 
sponsibility. They’d cut transportation 
investments. They’d cut investments 
in education, student loans, and 
grants. They’d cut the COPS program, 
keeping our citizens safe with addi- 
tional police on the street. They’d cut 
back on nutrition assistance to women, 
infants, and children. 

What’s not on the table? Well, cor- 
porate welfare. Six billion dollars in 
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ethanol subsidies—don’t want to touch 
that. Twelve billion dollars in agri- 
culture subsidies for corporate farms— 
can’t touch that. Tax loopholes for Big 
Oil while they’re gouging us at the 
pump and not paying taxes in the 
United States of America—can’t put 
that on the table. 

But the Republicans have shown us 
their priorities, and even their friends 
in the Senate yesterday refused to take 
up their bill. 

And that’s the way it is. 


a 
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SURFACE TRANSPORTATION EAR- 
MARK RECISION, SAVINGS AND 
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 


(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, the major- 
ity has now been in power for 10 weeks 
and has yet to offer a plan for job cre- 
ation. Instead, they have chosen to ig- 
nore the warnings of economists from 
across the political spectrum and are 
promoting a continuing resolution that 
threatens to derail and reverse our Na- 
tion’s recovery. 

Instead of slashing programs that are 
vital to job creation and economic 
growth, we need to carefully examine 
the budget and eliminate all wasteful 
spending. That is why I am introducing 
the Surface Transportation Earmark 
Recision, Savings and Accountability 
Act of 2011, and I’d ask for bipartisan 
support on this. This legislation will 
reduce the deficit by $584 million by re- 
scinding unspent funds authorized by 
Federal transportation projects re- 
quested by Members of Congress that 
date back to 1978. 

Instead of eliminating research at 
the National Institutes of Health or 
eliminating funding to protect our air 
and water, let’s focus on elimination of 
wasteful, unnecessary spending. I en- 
courage you to work with me to in- 
clude this language in the continuing 
resolution. 


ee л 


ADDRESSING THE CRIES OF THE 
NATION 


(Ms. HANABUSA asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Speaker, we 
know that the economy is getting bet- 
ter. We know the job numbers are get- 
ting better, but we’re still not there. 
We still have not addressed the cries of 
the people of this great Nation. 

We do know that essential to ad- 
dressing the cries is a sense of public 
confidence, and tied to that public con- 
fidence is something that is essential 
to everyone, and that is feeling safe in 
your home and being able to provide 
for your family. That is what two bills 
are about to address in this legislative 
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body, two bills that should not pass— 
the attempts by the Republicans to 
defund two major programs that ad- 
dress what the people want and what 
the people need. 

One, of course, is the Federal Hous- 
ing Administration’s Refinance Pro- 
gram and the other is the Emergency 
Homeowner Loan Program. That’s for 
people who are without jobs through no 
fault of their own, either through un- 
employment or just simply medical 
conditions. Thirty thousand to 50,000 
people were to be helped with that par- 
ticular program. The other one is, of 
course, the underwater loan. Sixty- 
seven percent of homes in Nevada fall 
in that category; 25 percent in the Na- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s concentrate on 
giving people public confidence and 
hope in the future. 


Ee 


GOP MESSAGE TO CONSTITUENTS: 
SUCK IT UP 


(Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak- 
er, today’s message from the House Re- 
publicans is as follows—and these are 
my quotes, by the way—‘‘This House 
will subsidize Big Oil and Wall Street, 
but our constituents who are losing 
their homes can just suck it up and 
find a bridge to sleep under.” 

Just about every economist under 
the sun agrees that we won’t have ro- 
bust job growth and recovery until 
foreclosures are under control; but 
rather than putting forth a proposal to 
improve the deeply flawed homeowner 
assistance programs, the GOP panders 
to its Wall Street base by proposing we 
do away with homeowner assistance al- 
together. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in re- 
jecting this anti-homeowner, anti-mid- 
dle class proposal so we can turn to the 
serious work of improving home- 
owners’ assistance programs that are 
currently failing. 


ES 


RADICALIZATION OF THE 
REPUBLICAN AGENDA 


(Ms. SPEIER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow, 
the House Homeland Security Com- 
mittee will hold a hearing that will ac- 
tually have the potential to make our 
Nation less safe. The title of the hear- 
ing is ‘‘The Extent of Radicalization in 
the American Muslim Community,” 
but what’s truly radical is using com- 
mittee time and resources to profile 
and demonize whole communities of 
people based on their faith. American 
Muslims are peaceful, law-abiding citi- 
zens, and many have cooperated with 
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the U.S. authorities to help prevent 
terrorist attacks. We should target ter- 
rorists based on actions, not religion. 

When law enforcement agencies were 
asked to identify terrorist groups with- 
in their States, Muslim extremist 
groups ranked llth out of 18. Neo- 
Nazis, environmental extremists, and 
anti-tax groups were all more preva- 
lent. Radicalization and homegrown 
terrorism are serious and legitimate 
concerns and deserve thoughtful exam- 
ination, not an ideologically motivated 
charade. 

We must continue efforts to defeat al 
Qaeda wherever they exist, but one key 
to combating extremism is winning the 
hearts and minds of the next genera- 
tion of Muslims. 


EE 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 836, EMERGENCY MORT- 
GAGE RELIEF PROGRAM TERMI- 
NATION ACT 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 151 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Н. RES. 151 


Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 836) to rescind 
the unobligated funding for the Emergency 
Mortgage Relief Program and to terminate 
the program. The first reading of the bill 
shall be dispensed with. All points of order 
against consideration of the bill are waived. 
General debate shall be confined to the bill 
and shall not exceed one hour equally di- 
vided and controlled by the chair and rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Financial Services. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. It shall be in order to 
consider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rule the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec- 
ommended by the Committee on Financial 
Services now printed in the bill. Each sec- 
tion of the committee amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute shall be considered as 
read. All points of order against the com- 
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute are waived. No amendment to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be in order except those re- 
ceived for printing in the portion of the Con- 
gressional Record designated for that pur- 
pose in clause 8 of rule XVIII in a daily issue 
dated March 9, 2011, or earlier and except pro 
forma amendments for the purpose of debate. 
Each amendment so received may be offered 
only by the Member who caused it to be 
printed or a designee and shall be considered 
as read if printed. At the conclusion of con- 
sideration of the bill for amendment the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted. Any Member may de- 
mand a separate vote in the House on any 
amendment adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole to the bill or to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
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ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with- 
out instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to the gentle- 
woman, my friend from New York (Ms. 
SLAUGHTER), pending which I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. Dur- 
ing consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de- 
bate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, House 
Resolution 151 provides for a modified 
open rule that allows any Member to 
offer an amendment to the underlying 
bill as long as it is preprinted in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and complies 
with House rules. This rule continues 
to build on the commitment of the Re- 
publican majority to consider legisla- 
tion in a more open, honest, and 
thoughtful way. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of this rule and the underlying bill. 
This legislation was introduced by my 
dear friend, the gentleman, the chair- 
man of the Republican Conference, JEB 
HENSARLING, on February 28, 2011, and 
marked up in the Financial Services 
Committee last week on March 3. 

This legislation went through regular 
order, which included committee hear- 
ings prior to a markup and making the 
text of the legislation publicly avail- 
able for Members and the public to re- 
view prior to consideration in the com- 
mittee and on the House floor. 

The chairman of the Rules Com- 
mittee, the gentleman from California, 
DAVID DREIER, has once again provided 
Members of this body a transparent 
and accountable structure under the 
rule we are debating and discussing 
today, allowing Members of both sides 
of this aisle and of this body to offer 
amendments and to join in the debate 
of the underlying legislation. 

H.R. 836 repeals the Emergency Mort- 
gage Relief Program and rescinds and 
permanently cancels all unobligated 
funds. It directs the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development to conduct 
a study to determine the extent of 
usage of the Emergency Mortgage Re- 
lief Program by covered homeowners, 
which includes members of the armed 
services, veterans, and Gold Star re- 
cipients. 
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Lastly, it requires the Secretary to 
submit the report to Congress, includ- 
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ing the results of that study and iden- 
tifying any best practices that could be 
applied to the Emergency Mortgage 
Relief Program for ‘‘covered home- 
owners.”’ 

The Dodd-Frank Act established a $1 
billion Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment Emergency Homeowner Loan 
Program, which provides loans or cred- 
it advances to unemployed borrowers 
who cannot pay their mortgages to 
make mortgage payments for a period 
of 12 months, with a possible extension. 

These loans increase the amount of 
the homeowner’s indebtedness, or the 
borrower’s indebtedness, so that a bor- 
rower who is unable to pay back either 
the original amount of principal or the 
additional loans made under the pro- 
gram would quite probably be worse off 
in the long run. These borrowers derive 
no benefit from the program and the 
government will suffer the losses from 
their eventual defaults. That’s the way 
the program was set up by the Demo- 
crat majority. 

Continued government intervention 
and questionable use of taxpayer dol- 
lars only prolongs our current eco- 
nomic crisis and ensures that the hous- 
ing market will continue to struggle. 
The market needs to find its own foot- 
ing free of government intervention 
and manipulation so that we can get on 
with a full recovery. 

The deficit is expected to reach a 
record $1.65 trillion this year, while our 
national debt is well over $14 trillion 
and growing rapidly. As a matter of 
fact, growing so rapidly that last 
month a $230-plus billion as a deficit 
for 1 month, the largest in the history 
of this Nation, was recorded. Yet what 
do we hear out of the White House? 
Spend, spend, spend, including against 
this bill that they have offered to veto 
because it would save some money. The 
U.S. simply cannot afford to loan bil- 
lions of taxpayers’ dollars that will not 
be repaid. 

The Obama administration in its FY 
2012 budget proposal estimates that 
this program will have an almost 98 
percent subsidy rate. That means for 
every dollar spent, the government is 
expected up-front to lose 98 cents. On 
every dollar of this program, the gov- 
ernment right up-front is expected to 
lose 98 cents. 

Mr. Speaker, no wonder Republicans 
are trying to go back and look at the 
programs, the massive spending pro- 
grams, not only by President Obama 
and former Speaker NANCY PELOSI but 
also the committee chairmen and those 
who brought these measures to the 
floor that have had a stunning impact 
on the economy of this country. 

Also, HUD regulations set up a proc- 
ess where the bridge loan can be for- 
given over a 5-year period. This is irre- 
sponsible. It is irresponsible not only 
now; it was irresponsible at the time it 
was passed by this House, passed by the 
Senate, and signed by the President. 
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This is not a loan program, but another 
government welfare program. 

Job creation is the most effective 
foreclosure prevention tool. Job 
losses—rather than unsustainable 
mortgage terms—are now the driving 
force behind foreclosures and mortgage 
defaults. The government does not 
need to be adding additional debt obli- 
gations onto borrowers who are already 
struggling with their current commit- 
ments, particularly when doing so adds 
to the debt burden of every single 
American, including those who took 
out these loans who have to suffer 
through the process as they are seeing 
their use of a government program 
that provides not only more debt for 
the country but tremendous strain on 
themselves. 

Government was not there to help. 
They were there to indebt the Amer- 
ican people. Congress should focus on 
job creation, not welfare and giveaway 
programs. This is the best way to pre- 
vent more foreclosures and to get our 
economy back on track. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti- 
mates that enacting H.R. 836 would de- 
crease Federal budget deficits by $840 
million over the 2011-2021 period. My 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle un- 
derstand the current dire emergency 
that we are facing with the state of the 
U.S. economy and that American fami- 
lies are struggling. Why should the 
government go and make matters 
worse? It is our job as Members of Con- 
gress and as legislators to ensure that 
the policy which is passed by this 
House has integrity and can be backed 
up by the full measure of a free enter- 
prise system instead of a government 
backstop. It is that government back- 
stop that Republicans objected to then 
and object to now. 

We need to make sure that our great- 
est days lie in our future, not the gov- 
ernment handing out checks because 
the government didn’t mind the blank 
check that it originally satisfied itself 
for in this legislation. We should be 
creating opportunities. We should not 
be holding back Americans from earn- 
ing not only the opportunity for poten- 
tial in their future but also for making 
their life better. Eliminating this pro- 
gram will save taxpayer dollars and en- 
courage more responsible government 
spending by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Speaker, this was an unwise pro- 
gram, and today Republicans are on 
the floor of the House of Representa- 
tives to say we can do the right thing 
today. I encourage a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the 
rule and a “уез” vote on the under- 
lying legislation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend and colleague for 
yielding this time to me, and I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I certainly want to agree with my 
colleague, the gentleman from Texas, 
that what the world is waiting for this 
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Congress to do is to create jobs. We are 
approaching 100 days here without a 
single bill to do that, and we certainly 
look forward to that great day. 

Mr. Speaker, it was not that long ago 
that this country was facing the real 
possibility of another Great Depres- 
sion. The financial crisis of 2008 was 
caused by reckless decisionmaking on 
Wall Street that had deep and painful 
impacts on hardworking Americans ev- 
erywhere. As a result, millions of peo- 
ple lost everything. They lost jobs, re- 
tirement savings, and homes. All 
across America, families anguished 
over how to avoid homelessness, how to 
feed their families, how to keep them 
intact, how to Keep their lives together 
for just one more day. 

Three years later, we are starting to 
see the signs of a fragile recovery. 
However slowly, we have started to see 
modest private sector job growth over 
the past few months. However, we are 
far from where we need to be, and the 
troubled housing market remains in 
complete disarray. Millions of Ameri- 
cans are unemployed and still strug- 
gling to keep up with their mortgage 
payments. Millions more are saddled 
with mortgages worth more than their 
homes. 

Foreclosures swallowed up a whop- 
ping 1.2 million homes across the coun- 
try in 2010, up from 900,000 in 2009. De- 
spite the Republicans’ apparent lack of 
concern for the ongoing foreclosure 
mess, many estimate that the United 
States will eclipse previous yearly to- 
tals and foreclose on even more Ameri- 
cans in 2011. 

There is overwhelming evidence that 
everybody knows about that many of 
these foreclosures were faulty or down- 
right illegal, and yet no accounting of 
this failure is demanded. But the peo- 
ple who lost their homes have lost it in 
major ways and have no recourse ex- 
cept some of these bills. These bills ob- 
viously need a lot of help. I couldn’t 
agree more. They are not the best we 
could do. And yet the sad thing to me 
is that once these four bills are done 
away with, there is no replacement, 
and we simply leave Americans to 
function as best they can. 
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If we are a Nation that cares whether 
or not our neighbors are kicked out 
onto the street, it’s clear that we can’t 
end these programs designed to lend a 
helping hand without something to re- 
place them. The Emergency Home- 
owners Loan Program was created to 
help prevent foreclosures that are the 
result of massive financial hardships 
caused by unemployment and under- 
employment across the Nation. 

Admittedly, some foreclosure preven- 
tion efforts of the past few years have 
not had as much success as we hoped. 
And we certainly have had very little 
cooperation from banks. They were 
simply asked to help, not required to. 
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Democrats agree that the programs 
need improvement and would support a 
process to allow for bipartisan collabo- 
ration. So it’s a shame that we stand 
here today ready to kill this program 
before it even gets off the ground or 
has a chance to help stem the tide of 
foreclosure. 

My colleagues on the other side are 
ready to end the program without of- 
fering any solution to what is clearly a 
continuing problem. But if we don’t 
provide help to our constituents in 
need, then who? It surely won’t be the 
big banks foreclosing on our neighbors 
at record numbers. Just today, the New 
York Times reports that the CHO of 
Bank of America rejected the idea of 
reducing home loans for Americans in 
need. He thinks if he has to do it for 
one, he’ll have to do it for all. 

What’s fair about big banks reporting 
record profits by kicking homeowners 
out on the street? What’s fair about 
banking executives walking away from 
their failed mortgage schemes without 
punishment while thousands live in 
their cars or subsist in squalor not fit 
for a global superpower? The audacity 
to call for a fair modification process 
after swindling millions of Americans 
with predatory mortgages and walking 
away with record profits as the house 
of cards collapsed is simply maddening. 
Yet we stand here today preparing to 
debate a bill that will tell the Amer- 
ican people that we just don’t care. 

With so many homeowners still fac- 
ing foreclosure, we should be focused 
on ways to improve programs designed 
to keep people in their homes. Many of 
these families are facing insurmount- 
able odds on their own, but with just a 
little help they may be able to make it 
through this tough time. But instead of 
reforming the program, today we are 
eliminating it. 

I would like to talk a little about the 
process. Today’s rule is called a modi- 
fied open rule, but this is not an open 
process. For starters, if the debate on 
the bill inspires an amendment, a 
Member cannot offer it because it 
would not have been printed in time. 
Secondly, if the bill is changed by an 
amendment, Members will not have the 
ability to respond to the changes. This 
limits the give-and-take of ideas that 
is the hallmark of dynamic and rig- 
orous debate. But the biggest problem 
with this process is that Members who 
want to reform the program rather 
than completely get rid of it must find 
a germane offset, which is nearly im- 
possible because the bill completely 
eliminates the program. In other 
words, any amendment to save any 
part of it would have to be offset by 
new money. 

We agree that reform is needed. 
Members have ideas for reform, alter- 
natives to simply eliminating the ex- 
isting program. Unfortunately, under 
this process, these alternatives cannot 
be offered. 
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I urge my colleagues on the other 
side to work with us to improve these 
foreclosure programs, stem the fore- 
closure tide, and strengthen our middle 
class. This bill does not do that. 

I urge my colleagues to vote “по” on 
today’s rule. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by the 
way, we are working with all the Mem- 
bers of Congress. And that’s why we 
went through regular order, which was 
a new process for this House from the 
last 4 years. We also came to the Rules 
Committee and allowed an open proc- 
ess. And any Member that chose to 
have an amendment to be offered today 
simply had to go and tell us ahead of 
time that they would like a preprinting 
notice and they could get that done. 
That is working together with every 
single Member of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield such 
time as she may consume to the chair- 
woman of the Housing Subcommittee 
of the Financial Services Committee, 
the gentlewoman from Illinois (Mrs. 
BIGGERT). 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this rule, House Resolution 
151, and House Resolution 150, the rule 
for H.R. 830. 

Last week, the Committee on Finan- 
cial Services considered and approved 
two bills: H.R. 836, the Emergency 
Mortgage Relief Program Termination 
Act, and H.R. 830, the FHA Refinance 
Program Termination Act. H.R. 836 
would terminate the Emergency Mort- 
gage Relief Program and rescind any 
unobligated balances remaining under 
the program. 

The Emergency Mortgage Relief Pro- 
gram, created by the Dodd-Frank Act, 
establishes a $1 billion fund to provide 
loans or credit advances to borrowers 
who cannot pay their mortgages be- 
cause of unemployment or reduction in 
income. To date, no funds have been 
provided to homeowners under this 
program, and serious questions remain 
about its cost, effectiveness, and bene- 
fits. The CBO estimates the program 
will have a 98 percent subsidy rate, 
meaning that for every dollar loaned 
under this program, 98 cents is not ex- 
pected to be repaid. Given the coun- 
try’s current fiscal situation, no pro- 
gram warrants funding when benefits 
are speculative at best and substantial 
taxpayer losses are certain. 

The other bill approved by the Finan- 
cial Services Committee, H.R. 890, 
which will be addressed by rule in a lit- 
tle bit, H.R. 830, the FHA Refinance 
Program Termination Act, would re- 
scind all unobligated balances made 
available for use under this program. 
More than $8 billion in TARP funds 
have been set aside for the FHA Refi- 
nance Program, and $50 million has 
been disbursed since September 2010. 

For this extraordinary investment of 
their money, taxpayers have thus far 
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gotten very little return. The adminis- 
tration originally estimated this pro- 
gram would help between 500,000 and 1.5 
million homeowners. However, only 44 
loans have been refinanced and only 245 
applications have been submitted. 

This program has been plagued by 
problems from the start. Borrowers are 
frustrated that few lenders participate 
in the program, and it is difficult for 
borrowers to even find out if their 
mortgage servicer has agreed to par- 
ticipate. Rather than continue to spend 
money we do not have on programs 
that do not work, Congress should 
focus on creating the certainty job cre- 
ators need for economic activity and 
hiring. This means we must root out 
wasteful government spending on inef- 
fective programs such as the FHA Refi- 
nance Program. What the American 
people want are jobs, not a handout or 
a program that doesn’t work or is inef- 
fective. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
rules for H.R. 836 and H.R. 830. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I am pleased to 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS). 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to agree with the 
gentlelady from Illinois who just 
spoke, who said what the American 
people want is jobs. I agree with her. 
And when we assess the record of the 
new majority on this issue, I think we 
have to assess that it’s found very 
wanting. 

This is the 10th week of the new ma- 
jority. In 10 weeks, they found a way to 
shut down women’s health clinics by 
defunding Planned Parenthood. 
They’ve found a way to essentially re- 
peal 30 years’ worth of protections for 
our drinking water and our air and our 
land. They’ve found a way to pass a 
budget that cuts education, that saps 
strength and energy from our job cre- 
ators in this country, but they haven’t 
found one bill, 1 minute, one debate 
over a plan to work together to create 
jobs for the American people. 

І believe, Mr. Speaker, that the 
American people want Republicans and 
Democrats to come together and figure 
out an environment that will encour- 
age entrepreneurs and small businesses 
to create jobs for our country. The ma- 
jority has, frankly, done everything 
but that. And today is yet another bill 
that I think is a wasted opportunity in 
that regard. 

I view today’s debate through the 
eyes of three constituents I interacted 
with at home this weekend. One was a 
gentleman who runs a music distribu- 
tion company. They produce CDs for 
people who have written and recorded 
music and don’t have a label yet so 
they can get their music out to the 
rest of the world. He employs 500 peo- 
ple, and he wants to grow. And in order 
to grow, he needs people who are facile 
with various software and other tech- 
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nologies that will help his company 
grow. He depends upon graduates from 
our community colleges and our 4-year 
colleges and universities. And he didn’t 
understand why the majority wants to 
cut the maximum college scholarship 
under Pell Grants by $845, thereby tak- 
ing employees away, conceivably, from 
him by taking them out of school. 
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It’s the homebuilder that I met who 
really can’t call himself a homebuilder 
anymore because he’s not building any 
homes, and he wonders what we’re 
doing to try to restore faith and con- 
fidence to the real estate market so 
that Americans will feel secure and 
confident enough to buy a home and 
put him and his workers back to work. 
He wonders what we’re doing. 

It was the gentleman I met yesterday 
who runs a biotech company that has 
two employees, and he depends on con- 
tracts from the National Institutes of 
Health to do research on various phar- 
maceutical products. He wants to dou- 
ble the size of his company, put just 
two more people to work, but he won’t 
hire them as long as the threat of a 
government shutdown is imminent. 

This is the wrong bill at the wrong 
time on the floor. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank the gentle- 
lady. 

What we should be doing is coming 
together, Republicans and Democrats, 
to cut spending, to find ways to sen- 
sibly cut spending. Many of us on the 
floor, for instance, 2 weeks ago voted 
to not send $1.5 billion to Iraq to fund 
their police department. Many of us 
voted not to spend а substantial 
amount of money for the Brazilian Cot- 
ton Institute. Many of us voted to say 
that if you make over a quarter of a 
million dollars a year as a farmer you 
shouldn’t get a crop subsidy. These are 
areas that we agreed upon to reduce 
spending. 

Let’s work to sensibly reduce spend- 
ing but let’s not cut education and let’s 
not undermine jobs. By all means, let’s 
bring to the floor a bill that says to my 
friend that runs the music production 
company, we will help train the work- 
ers that you need; that says to my 
friend that wishes he were a home- 
builder, we will talk to these banks 
that have record amounts of money in 
their balance sheets and get them lend- 
ing money again so people can buy a 
home; and says to our friend that’s 
running the small biotech company, 
you don’t have to worry that there’s 
going to be gaping cuts in the research 
budget of the National Institutes of 
Health, we’re going to fund them, and 
they’re going to continue to pay people 
to be the best and the brightest and 
find cures to diseases, and you can hire 
those two more people. 
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Ten weeks, no jobs bill, no jobs plan, 
no cooperation to produce an environ- 
ment where small business and entre- 
preneurs can put America back to 
work. Let’s put aside our differences. 
Let’s get to work on solving the real 
problems of our country. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, you 
know, I’m shocked at our friend after 
friend on the Democratic side who say 
“no jobs bill,” “по jobs bill.” But my 
friends also recognize what the Amer- 
ican public does, that we voted, lit- 
erally the first vote in this House, to 
overturn what is known as ObamaCare, 
the massive government takeover of 
health care in this country that would 
result in a loss of 800,000 jobs. Mr. 
Speaker, the Republican majority does 
have a jobs bill, and that is to go and 
rescind what the Democrats have out- 
rageously done and that is to put this 
country in a diminished position not 
only with us being competitive over- 
seas but also for us diminishing Amer- 
ican jobs. 

No, we’re not going to go and do a, 
quote, jobs bill to add jobs. We’re try- 
ing to simply go back and save the jobs 
that are being lost today and would be 
lost by wasteful government spending, 
huge government bureaucracies, and so 
my friends on the other side simply 
want to come and attack us. Well, the 
Republicans have it, and so do the 
American people. We are going to stop 
the outrageous spending. We are going 
to attack the rules and regulations 
which are killing not only business but 
losing jobs all across this country. We, 
as Republicans, are going to stand up 
and say $4 gasoline is outrageous, Mr. 
President; work on the things from 
your administration that you are doing 
that ruin jobs, that make sure we have 
higher gas prices at the pump, and do 
those things that would help the Amer- 
ican people. 

The Republican House majority is 
one-half of one-third of the body, and 
we are one-third of government. We are 
trying to do the things that the Amer- 
ican people sent us here for. We are all 
about trying to reduce wasteful gov- 
ernment spending. We are going to 
take on the laws that have been passed 
by this President and the former two 
sessions of Congress that were out- 
rageous spending, tax increases, an as- 
sault on employers, making it more 
difficult for the American people to 
have freedom and diminishing our fu- 
ture. 

So every time one of our Democrat 
friends goes and says there’s no jobs 
bill by the Republicans, the American 
people will get it. The Republicans first 
have to save the jobs that are at risk 
today; 800,000 net free enterprise sys- 
tem jobs that—if we do not overturn 
ObamaCare that was passed by this 
body on March 22, a year ago, we’re 
going to lose even more jobs. 

So the most immediate thing we’re 
doing is trying to reduce wasteful gov- 
ernment spending, to try and do away 
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with and attack rules and regulations 
that will kill the jobs that we have, 
and to make sure that we’re telling the 
American people that this spending 
spree that we’re on causes a massive 
deficit, a hemorrhaging by this govern- 
ment, including last month $230 billion 
we overspent. Then we’re doing our job. 
If we are doing those things, we’re try- 
ing to save the jobs that we’ve got. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what the Repub- 
lican majority is about. We’re not 
going to let the Democrats get us off 
our game. We understand what they 
want. They want to talk about, well, 
we can look at doing back to some of 
the spending, but when it comes down 
to it, they can’t pick anything they 
really will support. Everything is a sa- 
cred cow. Everything that we do is a 
problem if you go and touch it. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republican Party, 
the Republican majority, led by Speak- 
er BOEHNER and our majority leader 
ERIC CANTOR, is all about trying to get 
back to an America where we have a 
balance, to where we don’t lose more 
jobs, where we don’t add more debt, 
and we stand up for the American peo- 
ple. That’s why we’re the new majority 
party. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
ANDREWS) to respond. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I have great respect and 
affection for my friend from Texas. 
He’s a valued Member of this House 
and someone who cherishes this insti- 
tution and represents his constituents 
well. I would like to respond to two of 
the points that he’s made. 

First, he makes reference to this 
800,000 job loss as a result of the health 
care act. There was a prediction made 
before the final version of the act was 
put together, very early in the process, 
by a group that frankly is rather ideo- 
logically to his side of the aisle, that 
predicted that 800,000 jobs would be 
lost. In fact, most economists have ar- 
gued that hundreds of thousands of 
jobs would be gained, but more impor- 
tantly, Mr. Speaker, than predictions 
is reality. 

The health care law was signed into 
law almost a year ago, and I wonder if 
anyone on the majority side could tell 
us how many jobs the economy has lost 
in that year. How many jobs has the 
economy lost since the health care bill 
was signed into law? 

Mr. SESSIONS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. SESSIONS. You asked if some- 
body who knew the answer would stand 
up. I don’t know the answer, but what 
I will tell you is that we will have the 
taxation start, and yet, the plan kicks 
in 2014. So massive taxation will start, 
and then we will find out what hap- 
pens. 
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Mr. ANDREWS. Reclaiming my time, 
the answer is that the economy has 
added over 1 million private sector jobs 
since the health care law was signed 
into effect, so predictions of great job 
loss have turned out not to be the case. 

Secondly, the gentleman made ref- 
erence to the sort of great opposition 
to this law around the country. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 1 minute. 
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Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend for 
yielding. 

So the fact here is that despite this 
prediction of 800,000 jobs lost, in fact, 
the economy has gained more than 1 
million private sector jobs since this 
happened. 

But I want to address one other thing 
that he said. He said that our goal is to 
“knock the Republicans off their 
game.” We do not think this is a game. 
We think 15 million unemployed people 
is a very serious national crisis, and we 
do not want to play a game. We want 
to come to an agreement that would 
create an environment for small busi- 
nesses and entrepreneurs to create jobs 
for the American people. 

He mentioned sacred cows. We don’t 
think college scholarships are wasteful 
spending. We don’t think that student 
loans are reckless spending. We don’t 
think that reading teachers and math 
coaches for our neediest children is 
wasteful spending. We don’t think that 
job-training grants for people who have 
lost their job is wasteful. We think 
that cutting those programs wastes 
jobs in the private sector. That’s why 
we oppose their reckless budget plan. 
That’s why we beseech the majority, 
let’s get to work putting Americans to 
work. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I stood 
up and openly said I have no clue how 
many jobs have been added. But the 
million-job figure that the gentleman 
quotes is not a net figure. It’s not a net 
figure. We have lost many, many, 
many times what we have gained. And 
the net figure means that when you 
add in what has been added versus 
what was lost, this country is in trou- 
ble. And I think the American people 
understand this. They understood it 
last November. They understand it 
now. 

People are scared. They’re scared 
about their future. They’re scared 
about their job. They’re scared about 
how much gasoline is going to go up. 
They’re scared about whether the EPA 
is going to come put some more rules 
and regulations on them. They’re 
scared about what will happen in the 
long run with their job and health care. 
They see the diminishment of freedom. 

They see where we are in trouble not 
only in our own homes; we are in trou- 
ble with our country. They see that we 
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ran a $230 billion deficit last month 
alone. They see where this administra- 
tion is incapable of looking at facts 
and factors and making a realistic 
choice about, now that we understand 
what’s happening, what are we going to 
do when we’re in trouble. 

The Republican Party is here, and we 
are not going to be knocked off our 
game. We’re going to go and try and 
save aS many jobs as we can from the 
onerous rules and regulation, the ex- 
cessive taxation, and perhaps worst of 
all, the inattention to try and create a 
better circumstance for this country. 

So that’s what we’re going to do. 
We’re going to go after and we’re going 
to repeal this ObamaCare. We’re going 
to stay after the rules and regulations, 
and we’re going to make sure that the 
middle class of this country has a 
chance to save the job that they have 
rather than diminishing it. 

You have seen, Mr. Speaker, all 
across this country the States who are 
in the most trouble have top-to-bottom 
Democratic-controlled legislatures as 
well as Democrat Governors. Those 
States are unwilling to make tough 
choices. They’re unwilling to do the 
things which would say “по” to con- 
stituencies who are special interests. 
Today, the Republicans are on the floor 
of the House of Representatives, and 
were saying not only ‘‘no’’ to special 
interests, but what we’re trying to say 
is that we need to use common sense 
and balance. 

And I recognized 14 years ago when I 
came up here that common sense is not 
common in Washington. But today, 
part of that common sense takes place 
with, we’re going to read the bills be- 
fore we vote on them; we’re going to go 
through regular order; we’re going to 
relook at the things which have been 
passed which diminish jobs and which 
harm our economy. And those are the 
things which are on the floor today. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m proud of our Repub- 
lican majority. I’m proud of our Speak- 
er, who’s from the great State of Ohio, 
who understands himself, personally, 
because of the State where he is from, 
that the State of Ohio is in need of 
leadership, real leadership, in Wash- 
ington, DC, just as the rest of the coun- 
try. And so the Republican Party 
stands on the floor of the House today. 
We are about jobs. We’re about reduc- 
ing wasteful Washington spending, and 
we’re going to stand for common sense. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I would like to 
yield myself 1 minute, if I may, simply 
to say that one of the things that we’re 
hearing today is that these bills are 
unneeded. 

Let me just quote a little bit from 
the Dallas Morning News: home prices 
down 3.6 percent in December, 40 per- 
cent of home sales in north Texas are 
foreclosed and short-sale homes. A Dal- 
las housing analyst said, ‘‘There’s no 
doubt the foreclosures continue to have 
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an impact on the market,’’ and they’re 
going to receive 135 million assistance 
unless all these bills die. 

I will insert the full text of the Dal- 
las Morning News into the RECORD. I 
obviously mention Dallas because that 
is the district of my colleague, and I 
wanted to point out that there’s pain 
at home. 

[From the Dallas Morning News, Feb. 22, 

2011] 
DALLAS-AREA HOME PRICES SAG AGAIN 
(By Steve Brown) 


Dallas-area home prices show no sign of a 
rebound in the latest measure. And econo- 
mists worry that further declines are ahead. 

Prices in the area were down 3.6 percent in 
Standard & Poor’s/Case-Shiller Home Price 
Index released Tuesday. 

The December report was the sixth con- 
secutive year-over-year Dallas decline in the 
closely watched monthly survey. 

Nationwide home prices were 2.4 percent 
lower than a year earlier, according to Case- 
Shiller. 

Only two of the 20 cities that Case-Shiller 
tracks had increases from previous-year lev- 
els. 

“Despite improvements in the overall 
economy, housing continues to drift lower 
and weaker,’ Standard & Poor’s David 
Blitzer said in the report. 

Dallas’ decline in December was a bit im- 
proved from the 4.2 percent annual price drop 
that the area saw in November. 

Home prices in the area remain about 9 
percent below where they were at the peak of 
the market in 2007. 

So far, that’s the smallest such drop 
among all the U.S. markets that the Case- 
Shiller index tracks. 

Nationwide prices have slid about 30 per- 
cent since residential values began falling in 
summer 2006. 

Dallas prices at the end of 2010 were about 
5 percent lower than they were in June, when 
the local housing market appeared to have 
turned the corner. 

Since then, sales have plunged and the 
number of foreclosures coming onto the mar- 
ket has grown—both creating downward 
pressure on prices. 

“There’s no doubt the foreclosures con- 
tinue to have an impact on the market,” 
said David Brown, who heads the Dallas of- 
fice of housing analyst Metrostudy Inc. ‘‘We 
are [also] continuing to see the effect of the 
slowdown in sales after the tax credit ex- 
pired. 

POSITIVE, BUT... 


“I think the reports will start to turn more 
positive in the second half of the year,” 
Brown said. 

In the meantime, economic growth in the 
area and expected gains in home sales later 
in 2011 will reduce the unsold inventory, he 
said. 

But there are also worries that thousands 
of public-sector layoffs will add to the hous- 
ing sector’s woes. ‘‘Most of the people who 
work in the public sector are homeowners,” 
said Dr. James Gaines, an economist with 
the Real Estate Center at Texas A&M Uni- 
versity. “16 will be like another wave of pri- 
vate-sector layoffs.” 

Gaines said it’s too early to tell how many 
teachers and other state and local govern- 
ment workers will lose their income because 
of Texas’ huge budget shortfall. 

But he knows the impact of these layoffs 
could cause further home foreclosures and 
certainly reduce potential housing pur- 
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chases. ‘‘Hopefully, the private sector will 
absorb some of these folks losing their jobs,” 
Gaines said. ‘‘It depends on how severe it 18.” 

Case-Shiller said that at the end of 2010, 
the biggest home price declines were in De- 
troit, down 9.1 percent from a year earlier, 
and Phoenix, down 8.3 percent. 

Washington, D.C., (up 4.1 percent) and San 
Diego (up 1.7 percent) were the only markets 
that Case-Shiller studied where December 
prices were higher. 

Dallas-area home prices began falling in 
July after eight months of year-over-year 
gains. 

TROUBLED PROPERTIES 


By recent estimates, almost 40 percent of 
monthly home sales in North Texas are dis- 
tressed properties—previously foreclosed and 
short-sale homes. On average, these homes 
sell for about 30 percent below nondistressed 
prices. 

Case-Shiller looks at the actual value of 
specific single-family homes over time. The 
index does not include condominiums and 
townhouses. It only covers pre-owned prop- 
erties—no new construction. 

Declining home prices. 

Percentage change in home prices in De- 
cember 2010 compared to year earlier in each 
market. 
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Mr. Speaker, I now yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
CUMMINGS). 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I thank the gentle- 
lady for yielding. 

As I said on the floor this morning 
and listening to my esteemed colleague 
on the other side, I must tell you that 
I am a bit upset, for he talks about 
common sense and balance. These two 
words, ‘‘common sense” and ‘‘balance,”’ 
are something that I talk about all the 
time. As the ranking member of the 
Government Oversight and Reform 
Committee, we talk about common 
sense; and we talk about balance. 

And part of common sense and bal- 
ance is trying to make sure our chil- 
dren are educated. Part of common 
sense and balance is making sure that 
I helped my neighbor who just died of 
cancer. I would have to go into my 
pocket over and over again to give him 
the money to supplement his chemo. 
Common sense and balance. 

Common sense and balance is trying 
to make sure that people will have jobs 
when I appear at my jobs fair in a few 
weeks, and that it won’t be just like 
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last year where 9,000 people showed up 
at 6 o’clock in the morning and circled 
around the buildings. Common sense 
and balance means that the students at 
Morgan State University will not have 
their Pell Grants reduced by $800 when 
they are struggling right now. They’re 
working and trying to get a job if they 
can get one, and working doing the 
best that they can, and then it’s their 
turn. Common sense and balance says 
we don’t cut them off. 

And so as І listen, I think about all of 
this, and I’m trying to figure out, how 
do the American people get common 
sense and balance out of what is going 
on in this House? 

Now, with regard to I heard my 
friend talk about regulations, just this 
morning in a hearing that we had in 
Government Reform, we had all of 
these execs from corporations come 
and talk about how they wanted to get 
rid of ‘‘job-killing’’ regulations. Every 
one of them agreed with me that regu- 
lations are important because they 
protect the health, welfare and safety 
of people. And as I told them this 
morning, I said to them, and I was very 
clear, I said, when I was a young stu- 
dent, a high school student, and I 
would go to Bethlehem Steel every 
summer to work, when I blew my nose 
after being there for an hour, when the 
mucus came out, it was black. It was 
regulations that addressed that. And 
there were men who had been there 40 
years who were breathing that every 
day, 8 hours a day. And many of them 
died early. Common sense and balance. 

Common sense and balance. And then 
I said to my constituents, and I said it 
to them at a town hall meeting this 
week, I said, I wish the Congress would 
address issues like we deal with our 
family problems. If you’ve got a family 
problem, if you have got a daughter or 
a son who wants to go to college, 
maybe go to an expensive college, you 
don’t say to them, you’re not going to 
go to college. You find a way to, yeah, 
cut back on some things. You don’t cut 
back on everything. You don’t say to 
that child, you cannot go to school be- 
cause it’s now their turn. You just 
don’t turn your back on them. You 
don’t cut off people’s jobs and their 
training when they’re trying to be re- 
trained, when that father who’s lost his 
job is trying to be retrained—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield the gen- 
tleman 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. So common sense 
and balance. 

I rise today in strong opposition to 
this rule, which provides for consider- 
ation of H.R. 836, a bill that seeks to 
kill the Emergency Homeowner Loan 
Program. This program was created to 
provide limited, low-cost loans to en- 
able borrowers who are unemployed 
through no fault of their own—through 
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no fault of their own—or who face de- 
bilitating medical costs to continue 
paying their mortgages until they have 
made their way through the storm. 
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By the way, a lot of people say they 
will never face these medical costs. 
Well, all of us are the walking wound- 
ed. All of us will face difficult prob- 
lems. The question is: Will America be 
the America it has always been? We do 
not get our authority by might; we get 
it by the way we treat each other. 

And so these folks are going through 
some difficult times. These are the 
same people that this loan program is 
about; these are the same people who 
have shown up time after time sitting 
in the front row of something I call my 
foreclosure prevention program with 
tears running down their faces. Many 
of them have never missed a mortgage 
payment, have worked hard every day 
and have done everything that was re- 
quired of them. These are our Amer- 
ican neighbors. They are the American 
neighbors who sit in Ohio. They are the 
ones in California and New York. Those 
are our neighbors. They are in a time 
of need. 

We are talking about a billion-dollar 
program to try to help people as they 
are struggling, trying to get up after 
an economy—by the way, where regula- 
tions failed them. They find them- 
selves in these difficulties in many in- 
stances because people were not regu- 
lating properly. 

And, yes, it upsets me because I go 
back to a district every night, 40 miles 
away from here, where people are sad 
and there are areas in my district 
where you probably have 25 percent un- 
employment. So I care about the jobs. 
They are important to me. I care about 
people living and staying in their 
homes. 

And so if anything was said by the 
November elections, it was about we 
need to sit down and get together and 
work through people’s problems like 
any family would address family prob- 
lems. And we must be about the busi- 
ness of making sure that we do those 
things to have a future. I don’t want 
any child in America—I don’t care 
whether he is in your district, Mr. 
Speaker, or anybody else’s district—I 
want every child to have an oppor- 
tunity. I want the same opportunities 
for your children, Mr. Speaker, as I 
want for mine. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I would like to inform the gentle- 
woman from New York that I have no 
further requests for time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, the 
facts of this case state very clearly 
that this Nation is being overrun; it is 
being overrun by too much taxing, too 
much borrowing, too much spending. 
Just last month, we hit a record def- 
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icit, $223 billion. This is unacceptable. 
The status quo of where we are moving 
is not acceptable. With the debt loom- 
ing at $14 trillion and unemployment 
hovering across the country at 9 per- 
cent, and much higher in many areas of 
the country, including congressional 
districts that are hurting even more, 
and I understand this because those 
who first lose their jobs many times 
are disabled people and I understand 
disabled people and their plight that 
they have also and it is sad, and it 
hurts us as Members of Congress and it 
hurts the American people. The Amer- 
ican people asked Congress to rein in 
the spending and do something about 
jobs, and that is what we are doing. We 
are not making excuses; we are getting 
the job accomplished. 

Eliminating this program will save 
taxpayers hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars. By gaining control of government 
spending and eliminating wasteful 
Washington government spending and 
handouts, the private sector can gain 
some confidence in the economy and 
start investing in jobs and a brighter 
economic future. 

I applaud my friend, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING), for 
bringing this legislation, and to the 
chairman of the Rules Committee, the 
young chairman, DAVID DREIER, favor- 
ite son from California, San Dimas, 
California. DAVID comes here and so 
ably runs our Rules Committee for us. 
We thank them for providing an open 
and transparent process. 

I encourage a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 830, FHA REFINANCE 
PROGRAM TERMINATION ACT 


Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 150 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


Н. RES. 150 


Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 830) to rescind 
the unobligated funding for the FHA Refi- 
nance Program and to terminate the pro- 
gram. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Financial 
Services. After general debate the bill shall 
be considered for amendment under the five- 
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minute rule. It shall be in order to consider 
as an original bill for the purpose of amend- 
ment under the five-minute rule the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute rec- 
ommended by the Committee on Financial 
Services now printed in the bill. Each sec- 
tion of the committee amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute shall be considered as 
read. All points of order against the com- 
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute are waived. No amendment to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be in order except those re- 
ceived for printing in the portion of the Con- 
gressional Record designated for that pur- 
pose in clause 8 of rule XVIII in a daily issue 
dated March 9, 2011, or earlier and except pro 
forma amendments for the purpose of debate. 
Each amendment so received may be offered 
only by the Member who caused it to be 
printed or a designee and shall be considered 
as read if printed. At the conclusion of con- 
sideration of the bill for amendment the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted. Any Member may de- 
mand a separate vote in the House on any 
amendment adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole to the bill or to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with- 
out instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Utah is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
for purposes of debate only, I yield the 
customary 30 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS), 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider- 
ation of this resolution, all time yield- 
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days to revise and extend 
their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
this resolution provides for a modified 
open rule for the consideration of H.R. 
830, the FHA Refinance Program Ter- 
mination Act. It provides for 1 hour of 
general debate equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Financial Services, and for consider- 
ation of any amendments proposed by 
Members that conform to House rules 
and which were preprinted in the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD no later than 
March 9, today. 

Mr. Speaker, I am also pleased to 
stand before the House today in sup- 
port of this rule and the underlying 
legislation, H.R. 830, the FHA Refi- 
nance Program Termination Act. 

I appreciate the hard work of the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Financial 
Services Committee, Mr. BACHUS, as 
well as the hard work of the bill’s chief 
sponsor, the gentleman from Illinois 
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(Mr. DOLD), in creating this piece of 
legislation which will help this Con- 
gress continue to take concrete steps 
to rein in the out-of-control Federal 
mandatory spending. 

The FHA Refinance Program was 
originally promoted by the current ad- 
ministration as a way to bail out the 
so-called underwater borrowers who for 
whatever reason found themselves in 
over their heads in personal and mort- 
gage debt and unable to pay their 
mortgages. 

The 110th Congress passed TARP, 
which was enabling legislation for this 
new program, thereby effectively al- 
lowing lenders to transfer high-risk 
mortgages, through the FHA, onto the 
backs of taxpayers in the case of likely 
default. The $8 billion in TARP funds 
was originally identified for this new 
expansive program. 

While no one likes to see homeowners 
in distress and at risk of losing their 
homes, the fact of the matter is that 
this new program, no matter how well 
intentioned, is expensive and has also 
proven to be a woefully ineffective pro- 
gram at its best. 
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Originally it was asserted by the ad- 
ministration that this program would 
allow up to 1% million homeowners or, 
as some reports in the papers said, 3 
million to 4 million distressed home- 
owners to obtain more favorable mort- 
gage terms, all guaranteed by U.S. tax- 
payers in case of ultimate default. 

However, Mr. Speaker, there are sev- 
eral problems with this new mortgage 
bailout program. 

First, in some and perhaps in many 
cases, this program would subsidize ir- 
responsible lenders and borrowers and 
insulate them from the consequences of 
bad choices and, in some cases, inten- 
tionally speculative financial choices 
that were made during the housing 
boom, thus shifting the economic im- 
pact of those bad choices and decisions 
onto the backs of responsible home- 
owners and the taxpayers. This is trou- 
bling, for this should not be the role of 
the Federal Government—to pick win- 
ners and losers in the marketplace. 

While homeownership in this country 
is certainly to be encouraged, this pro- 
gram is exactly the wrong way to go 
about it. The program basically tells a 
lender, Don’t worry, it’s okay. So what 
if you knowingly encouraged or lent 
more than you knew the borrower 
could afford? We’ll bail you out of your 
predicament so you don’t have to feel 
any of the economic consequences of 
your actions. The program tells bor- 
rowers, So what if you took out the 
maximum loan and got the most expen- 
sive house that you could buy even 
though you knew it was highly un- 
likely that you would be able to afford 
those payments in the future. We will 
bail you out too and insulate you from 
the consequences of actions as well, 
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and we’ll shift all the costs and send 
the bill, via the FHA, onto the backs of 
the already overburdened taxpayers. 

That’s apparently where the buck 
stops in this program. It stops on the 
back of already burdened taxpayers 
and the Nation that itself is $14 trillion 
underwater in a crushing and unprece- 
dented debt. 

Second, it appears that in spite of the 
urgent housing crisis, this so-called 
emergency program to bail out under- 
water mortgages hasn’t actually helped 
anyone. According to the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development 
statistics, as of February 3, only 44 re- 
financing applications have been proc- 
essed by the agency. That’s 44 home- 
owners out of the potentially 3 million 
to 4 million as originally asserted by 
the program’s sponsors. Mr. Lamar 
Wooley, a spokesman for HUD, was 
quoted in a National Journal Daily ar- 
ticle last week as saying ‘‘the depart- 
ment has not yet spent any of the 
money for the FHA program.” 

Even the Special Inspector General 
for the Troubled Asset Relief Program 
testified before the Financial Services 
Committee last week that it was 
“somewhat shameful” how the admin- 
istration has mishandled this program. 
Those are his words, not mine. And, fi- 
nally, FHA Administrator Stevens also 
testified before that committee last 
week that ‘‘these new loans may per- 
form worse than refinanced loans that 
were not previously underwater.” In 
other words, Mr. Stevens’ statement 
indicates that many new loans made 
under this program for underwater 
loans are far less likely to be repaid, 
which will weaken the FHA Mutual 
Mortgage Insurance Fund, hurting 
other taxpayers and other potential 
homeowners and exposing them to an 
even higher risk. 

As a result, this program privatizes 
profit, socializes losses, and at its foun- 
dation, this program appears to be 
built on a misguided economic prin- 
ciple of income redistribution, leaving 
other taxpayers and future generations 
to hold the bag with interest. 

In testimony before the Rules Com- 
mittee yesterday, it was mentioned 
that the private sector, the private 
mortgage industry, has on its own and 
without any interference by the Fed- 
eral Government worked with troubled 
borrowers to refinance over 3 million 
loans in order to keep these homes 
from foreclosure. 

So there clearly appears to be a far 
more effective private sector solution 
to this crisis than to inject a layer of 
Federal Government regulation and 
spending through this expensive pro- 
gram. 

We must have the courage to admit 
when a program is ineffective or too 
expensive or based on wrong-headed 
principles of subsidizing personal greed 
and irresponsibility. With our Nation 
itself underwater with monstrous debt, 
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passage of this bill to terminate this 
expensive and ineffective program is a 
step in the right direction. 

It’s a good and fair rule. It opens it 
up for anyone to have access to this 
bill, and a good underlying bill, and I 
urge their adoption. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Utah for the time, and 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, now more than ever it’s 
critical that we focus our efforts on 
creating jobs, continuing to stabilize 
our economy and the housing market, 
and I am happy to say there’s some 
good news on that front. 

Just last month, Mr. Speaker, it was 
reported that we added 192,000 jobs and 
that unemployment dipped below 9 per- 
cent for the first time in almost 2 
years. We’re talking about private sec- 
tor jobs. This was due in part to the re- 
covery efforts that were passed in the 
111th Congress and signed by the Presi- 
dent. 

Now, however, instead of building on 
the successes of the previous Congress 
and introducing legislation to continue 
this economic growth, my colleagues 
are seeking to pull the plug and return 
us to policies that got us into this eco- 
nomic mess. Instead of talking about 
on the floor of the House creating jobs, 
the Republican leadership is focused on 
repealing the Patient Bill of Rights; 
passing H.R. 1, a spending bill that 
Chairman Bernanke stated will kill 
200,000 jobs over the next 2 years; and 
now removing critical support for 
homeowners who are struggling to pay 
their mortgages in this tough economic 
time. 

H.R. 830 is more of the same. At a 
time when housing markets are begin- 
ning to show signs of life, signs of re- 
covery, my Republican colleagues want 
to eliminate programs that keep fami- 
lies in their homes and protect commu- 
nities from the crippling consequences 
of foreclosures. 

Democrats want to empower home- 
owners to get their debts under con- 
trol, not undermine our economic re- 
covery for political gain. It’s critical to 
preserve the American Dream by keep- 
ing families in their homes and out of 
shelters and unemployment lines, and 
preserving the integrity of neighbor- 
hoods that suffer when homes are fore- 
closed upon. 

Repealing the FHA refinance pro- 
gram would empower collection agen- 
cies and municipal eviction squads 
rather than empower hardworking 
American families who are suffering in 
this difficult economic climate or are 
victims of lenders that created finan- 
cial products through the housing cri- 
sis that led to reckless lending. 

The bill we have before us today 
would be harmful to middle class fami- 
lies who are struggling to stay in their 
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homes. Middle class Americans hurt by 
this bill are exactly the people we 
should be protecting in this Congress 
as we start to build a stronger and 
more stable economic future for our 
country. Instead, we saw that this 
House has raised their taxes with the 
passage of H.R. 4, and now the Repub- 
licans are threatening to remove work- 
ing families from their homes. 

Mr. Speaker, we do all agree that 
this Nation needs to get its fiscal house 
in order and resolve the housing crisis. 
But this bill, an outright repeal of the 
FHA program, is not the right ap- 
proach. A strong rebound in the hous- 
ing market is critical to our economic 
recovery, creating jobs and ensuring 
that our banks remain stable. 

A good indication of the housing 
market is the amount of delinquencies 
or the number of mortgages that are at 
least 30 days late on their payment. 
According to Jay Brinkmann, the chief 
economist for the Mortgage Bankers 
Association, the latest delinquency 
numbers represent significant across- 
the-board decreases in mortgage delin- 
quency rates in the U.S. More impor- 
tantly, loans that are past due by 90 
days or more fell 28 percent. 

It’s clear that through programs like 
the FHA short refinance option, which 
the Republicans are trying to elimi- 
nate, we have begun to stabilize the 
housing market while helping Ameri- 
cans pay their mortgages and stay in 
their homes. These numbers coincide 
with signs of a recovery in the job mar- 
ket, and now is not the time to aban- 
don the program. 

The FHA refinance program allows 
people who have mortgages that are 
worth more than their homes to refi- 
nance to a more affordable FHA-in- 
sured mortgage. This program allows 
lenders to write down at least 10 per- 
cent of the outstanding principal to 
help bring monthly payments down to 
affordable levels. According to 
CoreLogic, in December of last year, 
about 22% percent of all residential 
properties with mortgages were under- 
water. We are no stranger to that in 
Colorado. Many homes in Adams Coun- 
ty and Boulder County are underwater. 
These distressed mortgages pose a 
threat to our economy and the integ- 
rity of the banking system. We can’t 
risk another housing crisis and bank- 
ing crisis by removing programs that 
help keep families in their homes and 
keep the homes out of foreclosure. 

My friends on the other side of the 
aisle will argue that this program has 
fallen short of its original goals. I 
agree that this program is not perfect. 
Instead of scrapping it entirely, we 
should work to strengthen it, build on 
success, and figure out how best to re- 
solve the housing crisis this Nation 
faces. We need to mend it, not end it. 
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Until just recently, many home- 
owners weren’t even able to partake in 
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this program. Borrowers had difficulty 
finding banks that had the capacity to 
refinance under the stringent guide- 
lines of this program. But recently, 
we’ve had some good news. Two major 
banks who underwrite many loans in 
Colorado, Wells Fargo and Allied Fi- 
nancial, announced pilot projects that 
would allow underwater borrowers to 
refinance under this FHA program. By 
adding these two giants to the mix, the 
FHA Refinance Program will begin to 
grow and prosper while it continues to 
add more banks and increase accessi- 
bility. Terminating this project now 
would result in many families losing 
their homes and would be a tragic mis- 
take. 

Mr. Speaker, banks support this pro- 
gram; homeowners support this pro- 
gram. It’s critical that we all allow 
this program the chance to succeed, 
rather than make arbitrary budget 
cuts rather than help struggling fami- 
lies. 

This program does not bail out indi- 
viduals who made mistakes, who made 
poor decisions, who bought houses they 
couldn’t afford or are looking for a way 
out of foreclosure. It’s not a program 
to protect vacation homes or mega- 
mansions. It’s not a free line of credit 
for anybody. This program is a helping 
hand to the many hardworking Ameri- 
cans who are in a difficult spot, indi- 
viduals with good credit scores who can 
help themselves and the banks who 
hold their mortgages by participating 
in this program. 

In my home State of Colorado, al- 
most 20 percent of all homes were in 
negative equity. This means about 
220,000 families in Colorado are stuck 
with mortgages that are worth more 
than their homes. According to The 
New York Times, ending this program 
would squander an important chance to 
prevent foreclosures. In addition, Mark 
Fleming, the chief economist at 
CoreLogic, stated, ‘‘Negative equity is 
a primary factor holding back the 
housing market and broader economy.”’ 
With so many families underwater, it 
would be irresponsible of us to elimi- 
nate this program and unnecessarily 
put more Americans at risk of fore- 
closure. 

Mr. Speaker, to date, not a single 
mortgage that has been refinanced 
through this program has gone into de- 
fault. The majority of costs associated 
with this program occur if these FHA- 
insured mortgages go into default. 

Now, there’s no way my friends on 
the other side of the aisle can call this 
a waste of taxpayer money because it 
has yet to spend $1 of the funds it was 
allocated. In fact, the Dodd-Frank Wall 
Street Reform and Consumer Protec- 
tion Act that Congress passed and the 
President signed last year requires all 
unused funds from the program to be 
returned to the Treasury. 

By strengthening this program, im- 
proving this program, we can continue 
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to keep Americans in their homes at a 
minimal cost to taxpayers. Mr. Speak- 
er, we must improve this program so 
we can keep families from defaulting, 
strengthen the economy, save taxpayer 
dollars, and stabilize the real estate 
market. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
am very pleased to yield such time as 
he may consume to the sponsor of this 
bill who has found a program that flat- 
out doesn’t work, the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. DOLD). 

Mr. DOLD. I thank the gentleman 
from Utah for yielding, and I certainly 
want to take this opportunity to out- 
line what this program has been. 

It is undeniable that this program 
has been what anybody that looks at it 
can say is a failure. It doesn’t work for 
the homeowners; it doesn’t work for 
hardworking American families that 
are paying taxes; and it doesn’t work 
for future generations, children and 
grandchildren that will certainly be 
burdened with an enormous debt that 
the government continues to heap on 
them. 

If I can, I will just go back. As a 
small business owner, I employ just 
under 100 people—for me, that’s 100 
families. And I do stay awake at night 
trying to make sure that these families 
have the opportunity to put food on the 
table and provide an education for 
their children. But one of the things I 
have learned in business is the fact 
that you have to recognize when some- 
thing is not working. This is an in- 
stance of something not working in our 
government. 

Let’s go back down to just the raw 
basics. Let’s look at the facts of this 
program. While well-intentioned, the 
program facts are simply these: We 
have obligated $8.12 billion out of 
TARP funds. We have disbursed $50 
million. Fifty million dollars has been 
disbursed, and yet in the downturn we 
have seen that what should have been— 
what, $1.5 million is what the adminis- 
tration is saying, the number of home- 
owners that are coming into this pro- 
gram? We’ve seen 245 applicants in the 
last 6 months, 245 applicants. Out of 
the $50 million disbursed, we have re- 
ceived 44 loan modifications. Just 
doing the quick, back-of-the-envelope 
math, $1.1 million per refinanced loan. 
The average loan is $300,000. 

Now, I have to tell you, for the Amer- 
ican public, for future generations, 
that is not a good use of the American 
taxpayer dollar. We can and must do 
better. There is no question that there 
are good and laudable programs out 
there that we need to be financing. 
This is not one of them. 

Let me just say again that this 
doesn’t work for the homeowners 
themselves. Why are there so few in a 
downturn? I would argue because many 
of the homeowners recognize that this 
is not a program that they want to be 
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involved with. You can’t be engaged in 
this program if you, first of all, have 
any equity in your home. You can’t be 
engaged in this program if you’re delin- 
quent on any one of your mortgage 
payments. There are a whole litany of 
things that prevent you from getting 
into this program. But if you do get 
into this program, your credit will be 
decimated for years to come. The aver- 
age credit score, according to the ex- 
perts, is 711. Well, it won’t be 711 for 
long as soon as they take this and get 
access to this program. 

The question is: Will it reduce your 
monthly payments? Well, after going 
through this, the homeowners actually 
have to pay the closing costs, then 
they have to actually purchase private 
homeowners’ insurance, the mortgage 
insurance. The chance of them actually 
reducing their payments is actually 
not that great. So they’re going to go 
through the hoops and the pains to not 
reduce their monthly payment. Again, 
this is not a win for the homeowners. 

It’s also not a win for the taxpaying 
American families; $8.12 billion obli- 
gated. We have to go in and look at 
this. When you tuck your children in 
bed this evening, ask yourself: Is this 
in the best interests of the future gen- 
erations? Is this the best use of our 
taxpayer funds? 

We have to be truthful with the 
American taxpayer. We have to be 
truthful with the American people. 
That’s what you sent us here to Wash- 
ington to do is to look you in the eye 
and be truthful with you. This is a pro- 
gram that doesn’t work. That doesn’t 
mean that we don’t want to help out 
homeowners. We do not want to be 
wasteful with your tax dollars. We 
have to go back to the drawing board 
because right now this absolutely is a 
program that, by all accounts, has 
failed. 

So when you look at your children 
and grandchildren, know that we can 
and must do better. I think that we 
have an obligation to ask ourselves, 
when we look at the American family: 
Is this the best use of our resources? Is 
this the best that we can do? I don’t be- 
lieve that it is. 

As a small business owner, we make 
mistakes. We’re going to make mis- 
takes here in this Congress. How will 
we be judged? I hope we’re judged on 
the fact that we can admit when we’ve 
made mistakes and try to then go back 
to the drawing board. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to take a strong look at this, 
to know when something is not work- 
ing. We have refinanced literally mil- 
lions of mortgages in other vehicles. 
Out of the 6 months that this has been 
alive, 44 mortgages at the tune of 
about $1.1 million for the disbursed 
funds into this FHA Refinance Pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support H.R. 830 and support this rule. 
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Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS). 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend 
from Colorado for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would venture to say 
that if we went to a mall this after- 
noon in our country, or a diner, or 
some other place where people gather— 
maybe people waiting outside of school 
to pick up their kids—and said, ‘‘What 
would you like to see Congress work on 
this week?” I think most of them 
would say, ‘‘Why don’t you work to- 
gether to create an environment where 
small businesses and entrepreneurs can 
create jobs, because there are 15 mil- 
lion unemployed Americans and we 
need to put people back to work.” Oth- 
ers of them might say, “I’m concerned 
about educating my children. I have 
college-age children, and I’m looking 
at the cost of paying for college edu- 
cation, and I’m extremely concerned 
I’m not going to be able to educate my 
kids.” Others might say, “Im worried 
about my parents. My mom or my dad 
live with me and their prescription 
costs are going through the roof and 
it’s a major problem for them. I’m wor- 
ried about health care for my parents.” 
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I’m sure there are some—there are 
many—who would say that they’re 
worried about wasteful government 
spending, that they do want to see this 
government not waste their hard- 
earned money. And I guess there are 
some who would say there’s this mort- 
gage program that’s been running for a 
couple of months, and I really think 
you should do something about that 
and get rid of it. There are some, and 
there will be debate about the merits of 
doing that. 

But if we look at the record of this 
majority, 10 weeks of hearing those 
concerns and they are 0 for 10. Ten 
weeks, not one bill about jobs. Not one 
idea about jobs, not one effort to create 
an environment that small businesses 
and entrepreneurs would thrive in, and 
this is week number 10 and not a word. 

Earlier, in the last debate, the gen- 
tleman from Texas said that the Re- 
publican job plan was to repeal the 
health care bill. That was their jobs 
plan. Well, that ignores the reality 
that since the health care plan was en- 
acted, about 1.4 million jobs have been 
added to the economy, almost a quar- 
ter of a million of them in health care 
itself. So that’s their jobs plan. 

Their education plan is to go to a 
woman who’s working part-time, rais- 
ing children and trying to go to school, 
and reduce her college scholarship by 
$845, so that she probably has to either 
stretch the years in which she’s in 
school or throw in the towel on her 
education altogether. 

Their education plan is to take 10,000 
reading teachers out of America’s 
classrooms and 7,000 special education 
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teachers out of America’s classrooms. 
That doesn’t sound like a very edu- 
cated education plan to me. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentleman an 
additional minute. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

And, frankly, as far as the price of 
health care is concerned, if they suc- 
ceed in repealing the health care bill, 
the price of prescription drugs will go 
up for people’s moms and dads, not 
down. Jobs. Ten weeks. No plan. The 
cost of education. Ten weeks. A bad 
plan that raises the price of education. 
The prescription drug problem for sen- 
iors. Ten weeks. A bad plan that raises 
the price of prescriptions for seniors. 

A lot of Americans would probably 
say they don’t like the idea of paying 
$4 or $5 a gallon for gasoline at the gas 
pump. No plan from the majority. So 
we'll have a debate on the merits of 
this bill; but with all due respect, Mr. 
Speaker, this is the wrong bill at the 
wrong time. The American people want 
us to work together to create jobs, 
make education affordable, and make 
health care affordable, particularly for 
senior citizens in this country. 

The majority is 0 for 10. Let’s make 
this week the one that we break their 
losing streak and work for the people 
of our country. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. It is my honor to yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. MALONEY). 

Mrs. MALONEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the rule and in support of the FHA refi- 
nancing bill that is one of four bills 
that will be on the floor coming out of 
the Financial Services Committee on 
which I serve that is terminating pro- 
grams that will literally help people 
stay in their homes and help in the 
economic recovery. 

My Republican colleagues are pro- 
posing to terminate these programs, 
but they are not putting forward any 
alternative to help these people stay in 
their homes. There are nearly 11 mil- 
lion homes that are underwater now, 
meaning that the value of the home is 
less than the loan the homeowner has 
taken out to pay for it. Seven million 
homes have been foreclosed on so far, 
and another 3 million are expected to 
be foreclosed on through 2012. 

This vote will be on continuing the 
refinancing of FHA loans that will 
keep people in these homes, keep these 
homes filled so that they’re not eye- 
sores or pulling down the economy in 
certain areas. 

Last week, Citibank, Wells and 
GMAC voluntarily came forward and 
said they intend to participate in this 
program. It’s a voluntary program. 
These are three of the largest mortgage 
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companies in the country, and their 
participation will certainly broaden 
the reach to help more people. 

The program allows borrowers to 
write down at least 10 percent to re- 
duce the debt burden. Then standard 
FHA loan terms will apply. As with all 
FHA-insured loans, the property must 
be the homeowner’s primary residence, 
and the borrower must meet the FHA’s 
full documentation. And they must be 
current on their mortgage. 

With declining home values, bor- 
rowers are caught in mortgages that 
they can no longer afford because their 
rates have reset or because their inter- 
est-only payments have not allowed 
them to grow any equity in their 
homes. They are making their pay- 
ments—but barely. This is an impor- 
tant program. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentlewoman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mrs. MALONEY. States across the 
country have this challenge. As I said, 
almost 11 million mortgages are under- 
water, or 22 percent of all outstanding 
mortgages. By passing this bill, we are 
saying that we have no solutions for 
these homeowners. It is not good for 
the homeowner, not good for the econ- 
omy, and certainly not good for our 
country. 

President Obama has issued a state- 
ment that he will oppose the termi- 
nation of this program and indicated 
that he will veto it when it gets to his 
desk. But I urge my colleagues to join 
me in vetoing this rule and vetoing the 
underlying bill in order to help our 
economy and to help homeowners stay 
in their homes. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I appreciate lis- 
tening to the gentlewoman’s discussion 
of the bill actually at hand, and I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, at the end 
of this debate I will ask my colleagues 
to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question 
so that I can offer an amendment to 
bring up H.R. 964, the Federal Price 
Gouging Prevention Act. 

I am honored to yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
BISHOP). 

Mr. BISHOP of New York. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the previous question and against the 
rule. Not only is the majority passing 
up another opportunity to finally put 
forward a bill to create jobs; they are 
using the underlying bills to make it 
even tougher on American families, in 
particular, tougher on middle class 
homeowners. Further, it is clear, as the 
gentleman from New Jersey suggested, 
that Republicans have no plan for rap- 
idly soaring gas prices, another threat 
to middle class families and to our 
economy. 

The Department of Energy forecasts 
gas prices could spike to a national av- 
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erage of more than $4 a gallon for reg- 
ular this summer—about 50 cents high- 
er per gallon than Tuesday’s national 
average of $3.50. In my district of east- 
ern Long Island, regular unleaded has 
already surged by 34 cents in the last 
month alone and now averages $3.74 a 
gallon. In the east end of my district, 
it’s already well over $4 a gallon. And 
AAA projects gas prices could reach 50 
cents higher per gallon by Memorial 
Day. 

The Republican response: silence. In- 
stead, we will vote today to kill a 
mortgage assistance program for the 
struggling homeowners and the re- 
cently unemployed. That is why my 
colleagues, Congressmen MCNERNEY, 
WALZ and MCINTYRE, and I have joined 
іп introducing the Federal Price 
Gouging Act to take on this new threat 
to our economy. Our legislation gives 
the FTC the authority to investigate, 
enforce, and then to punish price 
gouging and market manipulation. 

I urge my colleagues to join us in 
standing up to the oil companies and 
show hardworking Americans that we 
are in their corner. Vote against the 
previous question which, if defeated, 
would allow the House to consider this 
important price gouging measure. Now 
is the time that we must act to prove 
that their interests are paramount, not 
the oil companies’ or the bankers’. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, while it has been over 2 
months, we have yet to pass a single 
piece of legislation that promotes job 
growth in this country. My friends 
across the aisle repeatedly speak of 
their mandate to create jobs; and yet 
instead of listening, the Republicans 
have focused on bills that will hurt the 
middle class, disempower the middle 
class, and, in this case, force more 
Americans into losing their home. 

The Republicans have been talking 
about repeal and replace. Yet so far all 
we've seen is repeal, no replace. It’s not 
as if there aren’t many viable alter- 
natives when we discuss health care re- 
form. There was discussion, well, what 
do we do with people that have pre- 
existing conditions? There was an enor- 
mous leap of faith with regard to re- 
peal. Oh, we’ll get to it someday. Oh, 
we'll get to it someday. 

We’re hearing the same thing here. 
It’s not as if these viable alternatives, 
the replace part, are a mystery. In fact, 
in the 111th Congress I introduced H.R. 
4877, which would have provided a cap- 
ital gains tax waiver for private invest- 
ment in community banks, giving local 
banks sorely needed capital to lend to 
homeowners who needed to be rescued, 
to shore up their balance sheets, to en- 
courage primary offerings of equity in 
the private sector. 
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My bill would allow Americans to in- 
vest directly and profit directly from 
the economic recovery. I plan shortly 
to reintroduce this bipartisan bill, and 
I hope to see an outpouring of support 
from those who have called for repeal 
so that there is a replace component to 
what we actually do need to do as a 
country to mitigate the housing crisis 
and stabilize real estate. Republicans 
and Democrats alike should be inter- 
ested in free market alternatives that 
don’t just reduce taxes to revitalize the 
housing market, but can eliminate 
them. 

Mr. Speaker, instead of scrapping 
this program, we need to have a solid 
response to the housing crisis in this 
country. We welcome suggestions from 
Republicans, independents, all Ameri- 
cans to improve this program to make 
it accessible to more families. No pro- 
gram is perfect when it’s created. And 
the FHA refinance program has shown 
that it can successfully keep families 
in their homes when given the chance. 
Our recovery is just beginning and it’s 
fragile. We need to provide stability 
and predictability with regard to the 
Federal policies in this area. 

This is just another example of a bro- 
ken promise, a repeal without a re- 
place. And it is leaving what is fun- 
damentally a critical public policy 
issue, on which Democrats and Repub- 
licans agree, namely, the stabilization 
of the housing market, without any an- 
swer. And even a partially correct an- 
swer, Mr. Speaker, is better than no 
answer. So I hope that the work pro- 
ceeds to replace; but in the meantime, 
repealing without knowing what comes 
next is an enormous leap of faith that 
could cost too many middle class fami- 
lies their home, which is why I urge a 
“по” vote on the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre- 
vious question I will offer an amend- 
ment to the rule to provide that imme- 
diately after the House adopts this rule 
it will bring up H.R. 964, the Federal 
Price Gouging Prevention Act. This 
bill, introduced today by my colleague, 
Mr. BISHOP of New York, who we just 
heard from, would crack down on gas 
price gouging during international cri- 
ses affecting oil markets, preventing 
sellers from taking unfair advantages 
of circumstances with prices that are 
unconscionably high. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert the text of the amend- 
ment in the RECORD along with the ex- 
traneous material immediately prior 
to the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ and defeat the 
previous question so we can take up a 
bill that will help, rather than hurt, 
struggling families. I urge a “по” vote 
on the rule. 
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I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
close with some trepidation, as I heard 
the debate today about continuing res- 
olutions, health programs, teachers, 
gas prices, and capital gains. But let 
me risk something and actually talk 
about the bill at hand. 

First of all, it’s an impeccably good 
rule, which allows an open amendment 
process for anyone who wants to think 
through an amendment and prefile it. 
Not a gotcha amendment, but a real 
amendment to this bill. It’s a good way 
of handling the situation on the floor. 
I am very proud of the Rules Com- 
mittee for presenting this type of a 
rule. 

Secondly, you have heard from the 
sponsor of this piece of legislation the 
details that are required of this par- 
ticular program, which discourages 
those from actually using it. So that 
the CBO would say that if we continue 
this program, which is not actually at- 
tracting any takers, it would cost the 
Federal Government at least $175 mil- 
lion in failed mortgages, defaulted 
mortgages. 

In addition, this is one of the pro- 
grams that we are talking about man- 
datory spending, not discretionary, but 
actually doing something about man- 
datory spending. And in the terms of 
the Inspector General, this program 
has failed. We can do better. And as a 
government we ought to do better than 
this poorly planned, poorly executed, 
underutilized, and very, very expensive 
failed program. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. POLIS is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 150 OFFERED BY 

MR. POLIS OF COLORADO 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol- 
lowing new sections: 

SEC. 2. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 964) to protect con- 
sumers from price-gouging of gasoline and 
other fuels, and for other purposes. The first 
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with. 
All points of order against consideration of 
the bill are waived. General debate shall be 
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by the 
Majority Leader and Minority Leader or 
their respective designees. After general de- 
bate the bill shall be considered for amend- 
ment under the five-minute rule. All points 
of order against provisions in the bill are 
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with- 
out instructions. If the Committee of the 
Whole rises and reports that it has come to 
no resolution on the bill, then on the next 
legislative day the House shall, immediately 
after the third daily order of business under 
clause 1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Com- 
mittee of the Whole for further consideration 
of the bill. 
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SEC. 3. Clause l(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of the bill speci- 
fied in section 2 of this resolution. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by the Republican Minority on mul- 
tiple occasions throughout the 110th and 
111th Congresses.) 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 


This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or- 
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de- 
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308-811), de- 
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.” To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be- 
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de- 
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition” 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of- 
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
“The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.” 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution ... [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im- 
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub- 
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al- 
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con- 
trolling the time will not yield for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, the same re- 
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre- 
vious question on the rule. . . When the mo- 
tion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre- 
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend- 
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.” 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend- 
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec- 
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re- 
jection of the motion for the previous ques- 
tion on a resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem- 
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de- 
bate thereon.” 
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Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli- 
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major- 
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter- 
native views the opportunity to offer an al- 
ternative plan. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on ordering the 
previous question will be followed by 5- 
minute votes on adoption of House Res- 
olution 150, if ordered; and agreeing to 
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal, 
if ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 235, nays 
186, not voting 11, as follows: 


[Roll No. 165] 


YEAS—235 
Adams Diaz-Balart Jenkins 
Aderholt Dold Johnson (IL) 
Akin Dreier Johnson (OH) 
Alexander Duffy Johnson, Sam 
Amash Duncan (SC) Jones 
Austria Duncan (TN) Jordan 
Bachmann Ellmers Kelly 
Bachus Emerson King (IA) 
Barletta Farenthold King (NY) 
Bartlett Fincher Kingston 
Barton (TX) Fitzpatrick Kinzinger (IL) 
Bass (NH) Flake Kline 
Benishek Fleischmann Labrador 
Berg Fleming Lamborn 
Biggert Flores Lance 
Bilbray Forbes Landry 
Bilirakis Fortenberry Lankford 
Bishop (UT) Foxx Latham 
Black Franks (AZ) LaTourette 
Blackburn Frelinghuysen Latta 
Bonner Gallegly Lewis (CA) 
Bono Mack Gardner LoBiondo 
Boustany Garrett Long 
Brady (TX) Gerlach Lucas 
Brooks Gibbs Luetkemeyer 
Broun (GA) Gibson Lummis 
Buchanan Gingrey (GA) Lungren, Daniel 
Bucshon Goodlatte E. 
Buerkle Gosar Mack 
Burgess Gowdy Manzullo 
Burton (IN) Granger Marchant 
Calvert Graves (GA) Marino 
Camp Griffin (AR) McCarthy (CA) 
Campbell Griffith (VA) McCaul 
Canseco Grimm McClintock 
Cantor Guinta McCotter 
Capito Guthrie McHenry 
Carter Hall McKeon 
Cassidy Hanna McKinley 
Chabot Harper MeMorris 
Chaffetz Harris Rodgers 
Coble Hartzler Meehan 
Coffman (CO) Hayworth Mica 
Cole Heck Miller (FL) 
Conaway Heller Miller (MI) 
Cravaack Hensarling Miller, Gary 
Crawford Herger Mulvaney 
Crenshaw Herrera Beutler Murphy (PA) 
Culberson Huelskamp Myrick 
Davis (KY) Huizenga (MI) Neugebauer 
Denham Hultgren Noem 
Dent Hunter Nugent 
DesJarlais Issa Nunes 
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Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 

Petri 

Pitts 
Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 


Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (ТА) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 


Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Stearns 


NAYS—186 


Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
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Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 


NOT VOTING—11 


Costa Graves (MO) Hurt 
Ellison Hastings (WA) Reichert 
Giffords Hinchey Royce 
Gohmert Honda 
1419 
Messrs. FRANK of Massachusetts, 


PASCRELL, ACKERMAN, and Ms. 
BASS of California changed their vote 
from “уеа” to “пау.” 

So the previous question was ordered. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, on March 9, 
2011, | inadvertently missed rollcall No. 165. 
Had | been present | would have voted “no.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 240, noes 180, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 166] 


This 


AYES—240 
Adams Denham Herger 
Aderholt Dent Huelskamp 
Alexander DesJarlais Huizenga (MI) 
Amash Diaz-Balart Hultgren 
Austria Dold Hunter 
Bachmann Dreier Issa 
Bachus Duffy Jenkins 
Barletta Duncan (SC) Johnson (IL) 
Bartlett Duncan (TN) Johnson (OH) 
Barton (TX) Ellmers Johnson, Sam 
Bass (NH) Emerson Jones 
Benishek Farenthold Jordan 
Berg Fincher Kelly 
Biggert Fitzpatrick King (IA) 
Bilbray Flake King (NY) 
Bilirakis Fleischmann Kingston 
Bishop (UT) Fleming Kinzinger (IL) 
Black Flores Kline 
Blackburn Forbes Labrador 
Bonner Fortenberry Lamborn 
Bono Mack Foxx Lance 
Boren Franks (AZ) Landry 
Boustany Frelinghuysen Latham 
Brady (TX) Gallegly LaTourette 
Brooks Gardner Latta 
Broun (GA) Garrett Lewis (CA) 
Buchanan Gerlach LoBiondo 
Bucshon Gibbs Long 
Buerkle Gibson Lucas 
Burgess Gingrey (GA) Lummis 
Burton (IN) Gohmert Lungren, Daniel 
Calvert Goodlatte E. 
Camp Gosar Mack 
Campbell Gowdy Manzullo 
Canseco Granger Marchant 
Cantor Graves (GA) Matheson 
Capito Griffin (AR) McCarthy (CA) 
Carney Griffith (VA) McCaul 
Carter Grimm McClintock 
Cassidy Guinta McCotter 
Chabot Guthrie McHenry 
Chaffetz Hall McKeon 
Chandler Hanna McKinley 
Coble Harper McMorris 
Coffman (CO) Harris Rodgers 
Conaway Hartzler Meehan 
Cooper Hastings (WA) Mica 
Cravaack Hayworth Miller (FL) 
Crawford Heck Miller (MI) 
Crenshaw Heinrich Miller, Gary 
Culberson Heller Mulvaney 
Davis (KY) Hensarling Murphy (PA) 


Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 


Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (ТА) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
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Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 

Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 


NOES—180 


Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 


Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
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NOT VOTING—12 


Akin Herrera Beutler Lankford 

Cole Hinchey Luetkemeyer 

Giffords Honda Marino 

Graves (MO) Hurt Reichert 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Speaker, оп rollcall 
No. 166, had | been present, | would have 
voted “aye.” 


— 


MOMENT OF SILENCE IN REMEM- 
BRANCE OF MEMBERS OF 
ARMED FORCES AND THEIR 
FAMILIES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
ADAMS). The Chair would ask all 
present to rise for the purpose of a mo- 
ment of silence. 

The Chair asks that the House now 
observe a moment of silence in remem- 
brance of our brave men and women in 
uniform who have given their lives in 
the service of our Nation in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, and their families, and of 
all who serve in our Armed Forces and 
their families. 


ee 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, 5-minute voting will con- 
tinue. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin- 
ished business is the question on agree- 
ing to the Speaker’s approval of the 
Journal, which the Chair will put de 
novo. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap- 
proval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ROSKAM. Madam Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 326, noes 91, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 14, as 
follows: 


This 


[Roll No. 167] 


AYES—326 
Ackerman Becerra Bonner 
Adams Benishek Bono Mack 
Aderholt Berg Boren 
Akin Berkley Boswell 
Alexander Berman Brady (TX) 
Austria Biggert Braley (ТА) 
Baca Bilbray Brooks 
Bachus Bilirakis Broun (GA) 
Barletta Bishop (GA) Brown (FL) 
Barrow Bishop (UT) Buchanan 
Bartlett Black Bucshon 
Barton (TX) Blackburn Buerkle 
Bass (NH) Blumenauer Burton (IN) 


Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 

Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Denham 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Engel 
Farenthold 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heinrich 
Hensarling 
Herger 


Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kissell 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan 
Lungren, Daniel 
Е. 
Маск 
Ма1опеу 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Payne 


Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Quayle 
Quigley 
Rehberg 
Reyes 
Ribble 
Richardson 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Scalise 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Walberg 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster 
Weiner 
Welch 
West 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
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Woodall Yarmuth Young (FL) 
Woolsey Yoder Young (IN) 
NOES—91 
Altmire Gutierrez Pelosi 
Andrews Hanna Perlmutter 
Bachmann Hastings (FL) Peters 
Baldwin Heck Peterson 
Bass (CA) Heller Poe (TX) 
Bishop (NY) Hinchey Rahall 
Brady (PA) Holt Rangel 
Burgess Hoyer Reed 
о аве Renacci 
apuano srae А 
Cardoza Jackson (IL) oer eae 
; ush 
Clarke (MI) Keating Ryan (OH) 
Clarke (NY) Kinzinger (IL) И ч 
Clay Kucinich Sanchez, Linda 
T 

Cleaver Larsen (WA) Sarbanes 
Clyburn Lee (CA) 
Conyers Lewis (GA) Schakowsky 
Costa LoBiondo Sewell 
Cummings Lofgren, Zoe Shuler 
DeFazio Lynch Sires 
Dent Matsui Slaughter 
Deutch McDermott Stark 
Dicks McGovern Terry 
Donnelly (IN) McKinley Thompson (CA) 
Eshoo Moore Thompson (MS) 
Farr Nadler Tierney 
Filner Neal Tipton 
Fitzpatrick Olver Visclosky 
Fudge Pallone Walden 
Gardner Pastor (AZ) Wu 
Garrett Pearce Young (AK) 

ANSWERED ‘“‘PRESENT’’—1 

Amash 
NOT VOTING—14 

Boustany Graves (MO) Pence 
Dold Honda Reichert 
Giffords Hur Smith (NE) 
Gingrey (GA) Lummis Whitfield 
Gohmert Michaud 
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So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


a 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, on 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011, | missed rollcall 
votes Nos. 165, 166, and 167 to attend to a 
family matter. Had | been present, | would 
have voted “yea” on rollcall No. 165, “yea” on 
rolicall No. 166 and “yea” on rollcall No. 167. 


EE 


APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to 15 U.S.C. 1024(a), and the order of 
the House of January 5, 2011, the Chair 
announces the Speaker’s appointment 
of the following Members of the House 
to the Joint Economic Committee: 

Mr. HINCHEY, New York 

Mrs. MALONEY, New York 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ, California 

Mr. CUMMINGS, Maryland 


APPOINTMENT OF CERTAIN MEM- 
BERS TO ACT AS SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE TO SIGN ENROLLED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
THROUGH REMAINDER OF 112TH 
CONGRESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 
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WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 9, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable JERRY 
LEWIS, the Honorable MAC THORNBERRY, the 
Honorable FRED UPTON, the Honorable ANDY 
HARRIS, and the Honorable FRANK R. WOLF 
to act as Speaker pro tempore to sign en- 
rolled bills and joint resolutions through the 
remainder of the One Hundred Twelfth Con- 
gress. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the appointments are ap- 
proved. 

There was no objection. 


Sa 


PROTECTING AND DEFENDING THE 
RULE OF LAW IN DOMA 


(Mr. FLEMING asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Speaker, what 
happened to the rule of law? 

Last week, the U.S. Justice Depart- 
ment announced that President Obama 
would stop defending the Defense of 
Marriage Act. I remind you that the 
President took an oath to protect and 
defend the Constitution. 

The Defense of Marriage Act became 
law in September 1996 to solidify tradi- 
tional marriage within Federal law. 
The President now abandons the de- 
fense of this law, claiming that no rea- 
sonable argument can be made to dem- 
onstrate that the law is constitu- 
tional—a position many legal scholars 
have ridiculed while pointing to a 
wealth of legal authority, including to 
relevant Federal case law. 

So it appears that, not only is the 
President substituting his power and 
judgment for that of the Congress when 
it comes to a number of bold adminis- 
trative measures to write law from the 
Oval Office, but he is now substituting 
his power and judgment for that of the 
Supreme Court. It appears to me that 
President Obama sees no need for the 
other two branches of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 


EE 


PRESIDENT OBAMA ENFORCES 
THE LAW ON DOMA 


(Mr. NADLER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. NADLER. I hadn’t planned to 
speak except I must rebut the nonsense 
we just heard from the previous speak- 
er. 

Mr. Speaker, the President of the 
United States has a duty to faithfully 
execute the laws. He is doing so. 
Though he doesn’t agree with the De- 
fense of Marriage Act and though he 
doesn’t think it’s constitutional, un- 
like President Bush, who refused to im- 
plement and to enforce the laws he 
thought were unconstitutional, Presi- 
dent Obama is enforcing the law. He is 
simply not urging it in court. That’s 
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his prerogative, and that’s his duty if 
he doesn’t think it’s constitutional. 

The fact of the matter is, given Su- 
preme Court precedent on the stand- 
ards to use in defending a law that dis- 
criminates against people, he had no 
choice because, when you have a group 
that is discriminated against and that 
inherently in its characteristics is not 
politically powerful enough to protect 
itself, the precedents all say you must 
have heightened scrutiny. 

That is what the President is urging 
in court. He is enforcing the law, and 
he is doing exactly what he ought to 
do. 


——— EE 


SOMBER ANNIVERSARY OF 
NATIONAL GUARD PLANE CRASH 


(Mr. RIGELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. RIGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to commemorate the anniver- 
sary of the single largest loss of mem- 
bers of the National Guard since World 
War II. 

Ten years ago last week, the Virginia 
Beach community and, really, the en- 
tire country suffered a tremendous loss 
when 21 National Guard members per- 
ished when their helicopter crashed in 
southern Georgia during a rainstorm. 
Highteen of those members were from 
Camp Pendleton’s Red Horse Guard 
Unit in Virginia Beach, and it included 
my good friend Paul Cramer. 

My constituent Elayne Schmuckler 
reached out to our office to share her 
brother’s story. Richard’s honorable 
legacy lives on today, as does the leg- 
acy of every guardsman who perished 
on that flight. 

My thoughts and prayers are with 
the families today on this somber anni- 
versary. The selfless service of their 
loved ones and their service to our 
country will not be forgotten. 

May God bless them and comfort 
them. 


ES 
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END THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN 


(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KUCINICH. Today, a bipartisan 
coalition of Members of Congress have 
introduced a privileged resolution call- 
ing for a vote in this Congress to end 
the war in Afghanistan. More than 60 
percent of the American people want us 
out of there. This war is already ap- 
proaching the cost of a half trillion 
dollars. We have Americans who are 
losing their jobs; their wages are being 
knocked down. We have Americans los- 
ing their homes, losing their retire- 
ment security. They can’t send their 
kids to the colleges they want, and 
we’re spending all this money on a war 
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that is a waste of time, money, blood, 
and treasure to try to prop up a cor- 
rupt regime in Afghanistan. Our occu- 
pation over there is fueled in insur- 
gency. 

It’s time for Congress to take its con- 
stitutional responsibilities under Arti- 
cle I, section 8. We haven’t really done 
that with respect to Afghanistan. It’s 
time for us to do that. Let’s have an 
up-or-down vote. That’s what this reso- 
lution is about. 

I urge all Members of Congress to 
consider supporting the privileged res- 
olution that ends the war in Afghani- 
stan. 


EE 
THE BUDGET BATTLE 


(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, what is 
the budget battle about? It is about our 
country; it is about our kids; and it is 
about our freedom. 

Imagine if you were borrowing 40 
cents for every $1 that you spent in 
your household. You would change 
your purchasing habits. That’s what 
this battle is about. 

Do we want to leave to our children 
a legacy of billions and billions of dol- 
lars in debt which they owe to China? 
That’s what this budget battle is 
about. This is very important stuff. 

We have to put the politics of spend- 
ing and positioning and about being 
Democrats and Republicans aside. 
We’ve got to do what’s best for the 
next generation, not the next election. 
We need to come together and come up 
with commonsense solutions, because 
you and I as Americans, we can do bet- 
ter and we deserve to give our children 
better than what we’re doing right 
now. 


eu 
WHAT ABOUT JOBS? 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HUELSKAMP). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI) is recognized for 60 min- 
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, 
today we want to talk about jobs. The 
people in my district, the 10th Congres- 
sional District of California, in Con- 
cord, Antioch, Pittsburg, Fairfield, 
Livermore, they want jobs. They want 
to go to work. They want this govern- 
ment to create jobs. 

We are now in the 10th week of the 
new majority, the Republican major- 
ity, and thus far there has not been one 
significant, useful job bill brought to 
the floor. Instead, we had a CR brought 
to the floor that, in all probability, 
will cost America 700,000 jobs. That’s 
what the CR, the first piece of legisla- 
tion introduced by the Republicans, 
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would do, 700,000 jobs. And it’s all 
across the board: construction jobs, re- 
search, manufacturing jobs, education. 

We just heard one fellow stand up 
here on the floor and say he was wor- 
ried about his children. He should be, 
because the bill that he voted for less 
than 10 days ago will destroy thousands 
and thousands of teaching jobs across 
this Nation, including 218,000 young 
children that will not be in the Head 
Start program. We can’t afford that 
kind of a “jobs” program. 

Joining me today is BETTY SUTTON 
from the great State of Ohio, in the 
heart of the once very strong manufac- 
turing base of this Nation. 

Ms. SUTTON, if you would tell us 
what’s going on in Ohio and how you 
see these issues. 

Ms. SUTTON. Well, I thank the gen- 
tleman, and I thank you for your lead- 
ership. 

Boy, that poster says a lot: GOP con- 
tinuing resolution destroys 700,000-plus 
jobs, possibly yours. And where did we 
get that number? Before we get to 
Ohio, where did we get that number? 
We got that number from a number of 
places. Ben Bernanke said that the 
plan would cost hundreds of thousands 
of jobs. The GOP’s CR, according to 
Goldman Sachs, would reduce eco- 
nomic growth by 2 percent and cause 
the unemployment rate to increase. 
And a study by the International Mon- 
etary Fund concluded that the idea 
that fiscal austerity stimulates eco- 
nomic activity in the short term finds 
little support in the data. 

We have a group of 300 economists, 
including two Nobel laureates, who 
wrote a letter warning that the short- 
sighted budget cuts to “human capital, 
our infrastructure, and the next gen- 
eration of scientific and technological 
advances” would threaten future eco- 
nomic competitiveness as well as our 
current recovery. 

So that’s where we begin. Despite all 
of this forewarning about what this 
path will lead us to, we still see a con- 
tinuing resolution that indicates we’re 
going to lose 700,000-plus jobs. 

In the State of Ohio, I’m sure that a 
number of people, most of the people 
out there, have seen at the statehouse 
where we're witnessing democracy in 
action, at least from the outside, be- 
cause for a while there the statehouse 
doors were closed when all of the work- 
ers and fair-minded Ohioans descended 
upon our State’s capitol to protest 
against what the Republican Governor 
there is trying to do to public sector 
workers. 

Under the guise of taking care of our 
deficit, an attack on workers’ rights is 
being waged not only in Ohio but 
across this country, from Wisconsin to 
Ohio to the floor of Congress where 
we’ve seen attack after attack. And it’s 
really a sad thing, because we all know 
we should be focused—and the other 
side should join us in focusing—on pri- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


ority one, which is putting people back 
to work. 

In Ohio, the key to our budget prob- 
lems is more people working than you 
have revenue to pay for the public serv- 
ices and the public sector employees 
who help to make our world turn. Can 
you imagine the idea? 

It was not the workers in Wisconsin 
or Ohio or across this country that 
drove our economy off the cliff. It was 
not those teachers or those firefighters 
who rush into those burning buildings 
when we run out of them. It was not 
the police officers who are out there on 
our streets protecting us and keeping 
our communities safe. It was not the 
workers. 

The workers are not the problem. 
They are part of the solution of where 
we need to go. But the bottom line is 
we need to be focused on creating jobs. 
And it’s just amazing that not only are 
our friends across the aisle, the Repub- 
licans, not interested and focusing on 
that—10 weeks on the job, zero jobs— 
they’re actually looking at cutting 
those people who do have jobs, their 
rights. It’s just fundamentally unfair 
and it’s counterproductive. 

We all know that we need to trim 
back our budget. We should always be 
willing to trim back the budget, but 
only by engaging in smart cuts, not 
just indiscriminate cuts. 

What happens when a person doesn’t 
have a job? What happens when 700,000 
people don’t have a job? Do we think 
they just disappear, that they are no 
cost to our government, to our coun- 
try? Not to mention the loss of dignity 
and the loss of opportunity, everything 
that our country stands for, having a 
chance to make a way for your family, 
to feed your family and take care of 
your family. 
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It’s a crazy idea to say that we can 
make cuts that cut hundreds of thou- 
sands of jobs and somehow that will 
lead us to prosperity. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. And reduce the 
budget deficit. 

Our President in his State of the 
Union said that we have to out-edu- 
cate, out-research, out-manufacture 
and out-build the rest of the world. Yet 
the first significant piece of legislation 
that the Republicans moved through 
this House goes in exactly the opposite 
direction. It does in fact reduce the 
education. I guess 20,000 or 30,000 teach- 
ers are going to lose their jobs. Kids 
will not be there. 

But the thing that really struck me— 
we were talking earlier with my col- 
league from Maryland about this—is 
the research. In the area of research, 
which are tomorrow’s jobs, what does 
this CR do? What does the Republican 
Caucus want to do? They want to cut 
back on the research. You’re looking at 
a significant number. I think it’s over 
5,000 key researchers. 
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Could our colleague from Maryland 
share with us her experience and her 
knowledge, because you are in one of 
the research centers. 

Ms. EDWARDS. I want to thank the 
gentleman from California for bringing 
this to our attention. I’ve been think- 
ing a lot about the role of research and 
development to the 21st century and to 
21st-century job creation. In fact, I’ve 
introduced along with you and a num- 
ber of our colleagues, my colleague 
from Maryland, Republican ROSCOE 
BARTLETT, H.R. 689 which is the 21st 
Century Reinvestment Act. The goal is 
to invest in research and development, 
expand our tax credit for research and 
development, make it permanent, and 
then link it to manufacturing. 

Here has been my experience. In the 
Fourth Congressional District, we are 
home to some of the most fantastic re- 
search innovation that’s happening 
anywhere in the country. That’s true 
all across the country, but these sorts 
of robust and innovative firms, many 
of them are small firms. They can’t af- 
ford to just front-load R&D to create 
manufacturing jobs, but they need the 
government to have a tax policy that 
actually encourages that. So I am all 
in favor, actually, of a tax policy that 
encourages the positive things that we 
want, research and development, job 
creation, manufacturing. 

Instead, what did we get out of Con- 
gress? We got a tax bill that rewards 
the top 2 percent with tax breaks that 
they’re never going to put back into 
the economy. We’ve had 10 weeks of a 
Republican revolution here in the 
House of Representatives that has cre- 
ated zero jobs, and, in fact, a con- 
tinuing resolution out of this House of 
Representatives, this Republican-led 
House of Representatives, that would 
destroy 700,000 jobs. It is as if we're 
saying, No, we don’t really like the 21st 
century. We want to go back to the 
19th and the 20th century. That is not 
how you rebuild a manufacturing base 
in this country. 

I have actually been struck traveling 
throughout my congressional district 
at small firms like Wabtech up in Gai- 
thersburg, Maryland, which is doing 
some really innovative R&D, research 
and development, to develop signaling 
systems that will help us with high- 
speed rail. Guess what: they’ve just had 
to lay off workers because we are not 
making the right kinds of investments 
into research and development and 
technology that’s about jobs for the 
21st century. 

The President got it right. He said we 
have to out-innovate, out-educate and 
out-build. The way that we do that, of 
course, is to invest in our educators; 
invest in our young people. We’re doing 
exactly the opposite. The Republican 
majority is doing the exact opposite 
here in this Congress. Again, 10 weeks 
of work and not a single job. 

In fact, Congressman PETE SESSIONS 
from Texas has just said: you know 
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what, we’re not going to create a jobs 
bill at all. We’re not interested in jobs. 
All we’re interested in is cutting gov- 
ernment spending. 

Well, let’s look at what they’re cut- 
ting, some of the most innovative re- 
search that’s going on in this country. 
NOAA, that looks at our weather serv- 
ice, that makes sure that our farmers 
understand what’s happening with our 
climate and our weather so that they 
can engage in production of products 
throughout this country. 

What else are we doing? They say the 
National Institutes of Health doesn’t 
need $2.5 billion to continue innovative 
research in cancer and other things, 
things that actually play out in terms 
of the marketplace, creating private 
sector jobs in a new economy. 

Iam really struck by the language of 
small business, the language of innova- 
tion, the language of job creation but 
not a single job. Zero jobs. Ten weeks 
of a Republican revolution, zero jobs; 
700,000 jobs lost. 

I would urge my colleagues that if 
they really want to be about the 21st 
century, then they should join us in ex- 
panding the research and development 
tax credit so those innovative firms 
can invest in all the technologies of the 
future, so that we can produce the 
Ph.D.s who are needed to conquer the 
218% century and then link that to man- 
ufacturing so that the small firms in 
my district and all across the country 
can take advantage of a research and 
development tax credit because they 
are making things, where, making it in 
America. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. If America is 
going to make it, we must once again 
make it in America. Manufacturing 
matters, and the first step in the man- 
ufacturing of this century is the re- 
search. It’s the well-educated work- 
force that’s capable of doing the new 
things and the research that goes with 
it. You are very fortunate in your dis- 
trict to have some major research fa- 
cilities. NOAA and NASA are in this 
area. In my own district I have the 
Lawrence Livermore labs and, adjacent 
to it, the Lawrence Berkeley labs and 
the Berkeley campus as well as the 
University of California-Davis campus 
where research is what it’s all about. 

In the continuing resolution, 700,000 
jobs. That’s a big number, and we just 
don’t focus on that. But we’re talking 
about real people. This is the job next 
to you that’s going to be lost. Sandia 
Laboratories was in my office no more 
than an hour ago talking about re- 
search for nuclear power and how we’re 
going to deal with that. I told them if 
the Republicans get their way, 5,500 re- 
searchers at the national labs are going 
to lose their jobs. So what of tomor- 
rows energy systems? $1.7 billion 
would be taken out of the Department 
of Energy’s future energy research. So 
solar, photovoltaic, advanced biofuels, 
the research for tomorrow so that we 
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can actually wean ourselves from for- 
eign oil, gone. Gone. 

You go, What is this, just a feeding 
frenzy? Is it wise? Is there any real 
thought put on this? I think the answer 
for me is no. 

I notice that our colleague, new to 
the House but not new to the issues 
from Rhode Island, has joined us. How 
does this affect Rhode Island? What 
does this mean to your State? 

Mr. CICILLINE. I thank the gen- 
tleman from California for organizing 
this Special Order. Pm new to this 
Chamber, I’ve been here 2 months, but 
I think the poll that was released 
today, the Bloomberg poll released this 
morning, again found that America’s 
top priority is jobs and getting people 
back to work. 

We’ve been here 10 weeks and the Re- 
publican-controlled Congress has pre- 
sented zero jobs. It hasn’t presented a 
jobs bill. It has presented a spending 
plan that will cost 700,000 jobs. That’s 
an analysis done by respected econo- 
mists across the country. 

Rhode Island is a State that has a 
very rich manufacturing history. We 
are the place where the Industrial Rev- 
olution began, home to some of the 
greatest manufacturing. I think, like 
many States, we have suffered in this 
recent economy. Rhode Island has been 
particularly hard hit. But I think if we 
are going to remain a world economic 
power, we absolutely have to make 
things again in America. If you ask 
people who believe that we’re losing 
that position as a world economic 
power, you ask them, who do they 
think is the world economic power, 
they say China. If you say, why China? 
They say, because China makes every- 
thing. 

I asked my constituents during my 
campaign, go into a store in Rhode Is- 
land, try to find something made in 
America. It’s almost impossible. I real- 
ly hope that the 112th Congress will be 
the Congress that revitalizes manufac- 
turing in America. That means work- 
ing hard to be sure we have a national 
manufacturing policy, to be sure that 
we provide manufacturers with the 
tools that they need to compete in the 
21st century, to be sure that we have 
trade policies and workforce invest- 
ments that allow them to compete 
globally, and to be really making the 
kinds of investments in manufacturing 
that are necessary not only to create 
jobs in the short term but to ensure the 
long-term economic health and pros- 
perity of our country. 
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What I am afraid the Republicans 
have proposed in their budget proposal, 
in an effort to make cuts now, are seri- 
ously compromising our ability to lead 
the world as an economic power. Look, 
we have to cut spending. We have to be 
responsible about managing this def- 
icit. But we have to do it in a smart 
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and strategic way that protects our in- 
vestments in education, in innovation, 
in science and research so that we can 
make the new discoveries, develop the 
new products, and then manufacture 
them and lead the world as an eco- 
nomic power. 

This is an opportunity to really un- 
derstand the urgency of supporting 
manufacturing so that we can start 
making things again in this country, 
start selling goods. That’s how the 
middle class was built in America, was 
through manufacturing. That’s what 
built this country, a strong middle 
class. And the ongoing decisions that 
have been made by my friends on the 
other side of the aisle are undermining 
the middle class, are weakening the 
ability for manufacturing to grow. And 
I think they are the wrong decisions 
for our country. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you very 
much for the perspective from Rhode 
Island. I was, years ago, on the Black- 
stone River, which I think was the 
heart of the Industrial Revolution here 
in the United States; and they were 
using water power for the mills at that 
time. A fascinating, great history. And 
now the most advanced technology is 
also done in Rhode Island, a lot of it 
having to do with the construction of 
submarines and the like. Very, very ad- 
vanced. But all of that comes from the 
research, the engineering, the STEM 
education: science, technology, engi- 
neering, mathematics. 

I would like to turn back to our col- 
league from Maryland. I see that she 
has a few more thoughts. She was kind 
of anxious to get back into this discus- 
sion. 

Ms. EDWARDS. I want to thank you, 
Mr. GARAMENDI, because I am excited 
about the prospect of manufacturing 
again in America. In my home State of 
Maryland, about 40 percent of our eco- 
nomic base was manufacturing. Today, 
that’s under 10 percent. And I think 
that that’s a sign of what’s happened 
all across this country. But it doesn’t 
have to remain that way. 

Today, we heard the Prime Minister 
of Australia express a belief in America 
that I want America to express in her- 
self in terms of us leading the world in 
technology development and manufac- 
turing for the 21st century. We need to 
return to that. There is still a lot of in- 
novation that’s going on. 

But let me tell you what’s happened 
over the last couple of decades. The 
United States used to have the number 
one research and development tax cred- 
it in the world. Today, we’re number 
17. From number one to number 17. And 
what that means, when you begin to 
lose ahold of your innovation and other 
people are doing that innovation, pret- 
ty soon the production lines move to 
where the innovation is taking place. 
So it’s no accident that manufacturing 
is leaving to where some of that inno- 
vation is taking place in other coun- 
tries. I want to make sure that we’re 
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doing it, that we are making it, that 
we are manufacturing it right here in 
the United States. 

Let’s take solar panels as an exam- 
ple. All of the great solar technology 
that we have developed right here in 
the United States. Where do we make 
solar panels? Every place else, particu- 
larly in China. Well, we should be mak- 
ing those in the United States, produc- 
tion lines and manufacturing lines that 
are actually close to where the re- 
search and development is taking 
place. We can go industry by industry, 
sector by sector and make the argu- 
ment for making it in America. We are 
great innovators. 

But we don’t want to be at number 17 
when it comes to incentivizing through 
our tax policy good things, 
incentivizing innovation and manufac- 
turing here in the United States, cre- 
ating local jobs. I mean, the couple of 
firms that I talked about, they have 200 
employees. And, you know, some of 
those employees graduated high school 
and they’re working on that produc- 
tion line, high-paid jobs working on 
that production line. They’re working 
alongside engineers who have Ph.D.s, 
and there are researchers with their 
Ph.D.s all along that production line, a 
couple of hundred employees. Well, we 
should be doubling and tripling that all 
across communities across this coun- 
try so that we’re not at 10 percent of 
manufacturing capacity in my State, 
but we’re at 40 and 50 percent, because 
then people are working, they’ve got 
good job jobs, they’ve got great edu- 
cation, and we are making it in Amer- 
ica. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Let me pick up a 
couple of the themes that you hit upon. 
One of them, continuing on with re- 
search in this area of this part of the 
country, and certainly in the San 
Francisco Bay area, where I represent, 
health care research is huge. It is an 
extraordinarily big part of the econ- 
omy, both the research and then the 
spin-offs from it. We call this the 
biotech. And this is almost entirely 
health care-related biotech. We also 
have the biofuels, again coming out of 
research. 

The Republican continuing resolu- 
tion reduces funding for the National 
Institutes of Health by $1.6 billion. We 
are talking about 25,000 health-related 
research projects that will either stop, 
be delayed, or pushed off the track— 
25,000. We’re talking about things that 
are really serious to us: heart disease, 
diabetes, cancer, all of the things that 
affect every American and literally ev- 
erybody in this world. The research 
would be slowed down, stopped, and in 
some cases terminated as a result of 
the feeding frenzy that went on here on 
this floor where more than 400 amend- 
ments were considered with very, very 
little thought. 

Our colleague BETTY SUTTON talked 
about, yes, cuts, but be smart with 
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your cuts. Don’t just take whatever is 
on your mind, whatever the latest 
sound bite is, because it may have a 
very detrimental effect. You are look- 
ing at in this case the National Insti- 
tutes of Health. Human health. Our 
well-being as Americans; and that 
means 25,000 research jobs would be 
terminated. 

Now, the press doesn’t follow the de- 
tails. The press follows the game. Is 
the Senate going to act, or will we 
have a government shutdown? That’s 
an interesting game. But underlying 
those will-they won’t-they issues are 
the issues of what actually is in the 
legislation; and this particular piece of 
legislation, 700,000 jobs, critical needs 
that we have as human beings for 
health, jobs that we need in the future, 
whether they are in the science field, 
in the manufacturing field, and jobs for 
today in the construction industry. 

Pulling money out of construction 
for infrastructure; programs to provide 
clean water for our communities— 
thousands of those programs will die as 
a result of the Republican continuing 
resolution which is now before the Sen- 
ate. Hopefully, the Senate will be wiser 
than what happened here on the floor. 
We can go on and on. 

I developed a list, I call it the dirty 
dozen, and these are specific things, 
education, I know that’s a big thing in 
your district, University of Maryland, I 
think it’s adjacent to your district, but 
you claim it, don’t you? 

Ms. EDWARDS. Well, let me just go, 
because I am having a conversation 
this afternoon with the president of the 
University of Maryland. I was out at 
the University of Maryland campus 
over the past weekend. Like campuses 
all across this country that are en- 
gaged in some of the top-notch re- 
search that’s going on in the country, I 
was with 300 young people from kinder- 
garten to 12th grade over at the Uni- 
versity of Maryland, all interested in 
the STEM fields, interested in science, 
technology, engineering, and math, in- 
terested in making a career in those 
fields that are about the 21st century. 

Sadly, here we are in the United 
States Congress completely discon- 
nected to communities, completely dis- 
connected to young people and their 
aspirations for the future, cutting, 
slashing, burning, cutting programs 
that are about educating our young 
people to take advantage of the 21st 
century. 

And so it just seems that there is a 
complete disconnect between what the 
majority is doing and how that will 
play out for our future. And so I had to 
say to these young people, you know, 
stay with it. Stick with those STEM 
fields, with the science and the tech- 
nology and the engineering and math. 
Go on to that engineering school, go on 
into the biosciences that we see coming 
out of the University of Maryland, go 
on into the space program because we 
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are investing in technologies not just 
that are going to open up our universe, 
but that actually have real application 
here on Earth. 

We have to continue to support our 
young people to do that. But it really 
does fly in the face of what’s actually 
being done by this Republican majority 
to cut away at education for the fu- 
ture, to say we don’t really want to 
manufacture things here in the United 
States and say that we don’t really 
care whether we make that research 
and development tax credit permanent 
so that small firms can innovate and 
create and hire. 

But we know that America cares 
about those things. That’s why it’s im- 
portant for us to have this conversa- 
tion with the American people about 
what it’s going to take, really, to 
jump-start the economy and the things 
that are happening in this Congress 
that are going to put a kibosh on that. 
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Cutting 700,000 jobs, zero jobs created 
in 10 weeks of this Congress, and not 
investing in our future, not investing 
in our manufacturing. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Precisely so. 

At the University of Maryland, I sus- 
pect it’s similar to what I found in the 
California State University system, 
which is the largest university system, 
they would argue, in the world. We 
may want to find out what China’s ac- 
tually up to, but it’s a huge system. 

The Pell Grant is a critical element 
in providing the opportunity for stu- 
dents to stay in school. Yet the con- 
tinuing resolution supported by the Re- 
publicans here on this floor, and now 
over in the Senate for consideration, 
would drastically reduce the Pell Grant 
by some $870 per person at the same 
time that the tuition at all of the uni- 
versities is going up, literally making 
it very difficult for tens or hundreds of 
thousands of students to stay in school, 
and these are the future workers in the 
high-value jobs that we need here in 
America. 

So, it’s not just the higher education 
and the Pell Grants that are being cut, 
but at the beginning, the Head Start 
program, we’re talking about young 
children who do not have an oppor- 
tunity because of their family’s pov- 
erty to get started in education, a 
proven program that actually works. 
Now, not every Head Start program— 
and last year, we put together a pro- 
gram to weed out those that are not 
successful and bring in new ones that 
would be able to replace them. But 
218,000 young children from impover- 
ished families are going to be thrown 
off of the Head Start program, not next 
year, but as soon as this continuing 
resolution becomes law. We can’t let 
that happen. 

So we will fight. Firstly, and hope- 
fully, the President, should this some- 
how pass the Senate and come back to 
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this House and be passed, the President 
should veto it because I know that he 
wants to out-educate, out-build, and 
out-innovate every other country in 
the world; and you cannot do that un- 
less you have a highly educated work- 
force soon and later, beginning with 
those children in the Head Start pro- 
gram. 

Now, this is a program in your year 
that I understand that is important to 
you. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Just yesterday, edu- 
cators from my congressional district 
were here on Capitol Hill. They were 
educators from Bowie State Univer- 
sity, an Historically Black College that 
is now poised to get research grants 
going to Historically Black Colleges 
and Universities, cut by the Republican 
majority in the continuing resolution. 

There were representatives here from 
the University of Maryland. I’ve spo- 
ken again about the wonderful work 
that they are doing in cyber security, 
in aerospace research over at that uni- 
versity campus, cut in this continuing 
resolution. 

There were educators from our com- 
munity colleges that are training both 
young people and people who want new 
and real skills for this new economy, 
cut in this continuing resolution. 

And you spoke about the Pell Grants. 
What these universities and commu- 
nity colleges share in common in high- 
er education is that they know that in 
order to bring up the most diverse 
workforce, a trained and skilled work- 
force, we also need students who come 
from vulnerable families, whose fami- 
lies can’t afford to send them to school. 
And what have we done? We’ve cut out 
of that continuing resolution, the Re- 
publican majority has cut $845, $870 
from Pell Grants. And you know what 
that means? That’s books for a semes- 
ter, not even two semesters but, you 
know, probably a semester. 

And so I have to wonder what the 
majority is thinking about the future. 
They may be thinking about today, 
maybe—and we can argue about that— 
but they surely are not thinking about 
the future by cutting education, by not 
investing in manufacturing, by not in- 
vesting in research, by not investing in 
all of the things that will make us 
competitive for the 21st century. 

Мг. GARAMENDI. We kind of brack- 
et the United States here. We’ve got 
the east coast with Maryland, and I’m 
out on the Pacific coast, but some- 
where in between I believe is the State 
of Colorado, and I noticed our col- 
league from the State of Colorado was 
standing over there, and he had that 
“Tve got to get involved in this” look. 
Please join us and share with us Colo- 
rado, which has some of these pro- 
grams and is very, very important to 
all of us. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Well, your point, 
to my friend from California, is that 
manufacturing matters and having jobs 
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in America matters, that, you know, if 
we make it in America, we will make it 
in America. Our focus should be on pro- 
viding good jobs here with good infra- 
structure, whether that’s education, 
highways, transit, energy, in this coun- 
try so that, for ourselves, our kids, our 
grandkids, there’s a prosperous future. 

But the Republicans completely 
missed that entire approach, and I 
liken it to this. Everybody says let’s 
look at this as if it’s family and a fam- 
ily has to tighten its belt sometime. No 
question about it, but let’s really look 
at what’s occurred here and talk about 
the country as a family, because we are 
all in this together. You know, some- 
times we can do something by our- 
selves, but most of the time we’re in 
this together. 

So what’s happened here, let’s look 
at it, is at the beginning of this cen- 
tury, back in 2001, 2002, the country 
took a voluntary pay cut. When the tax 
cuts under Bush came down, the coun- 
try took a voluntary pay cut. So then 
the next thing that happens is, besides 
taking a voluntary pay cut, that fam- 
ily or that person goes out and he 
builds two houses. We went to war 
twice in the Middle East to the tune of 
who knows how much money, but at 
least $1 trillion. So now we’ve taken a 
pay cut. We аге building two 
houses—— 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Two wars. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Which are two 
wars, and all of a sudden the bread- 
winner has a heart attack. And that’s 
what happened in the fall of 2008 when 
we had the financial crash. So no in- 
come or lower income and lots of hos- 
pital bills. And those hospital bills 
came in the form of unemployment in- 
surance, COBRA for health insurance, 
and all sorts of things designed to keep 
the country moving forward despite 
the financial crash. 

So now, just as the person begins to 
recover, the breadwinner recovers from 
the heart attack and is starting to earn 
a salary again. Hospital bills start 
dropping, but you still have hospital 
bills to pay. My friends on the Repub- 
lican side of the aisle said, Wait a sec- 
ond. We should pay them all right now. 

No question that they have to be 
paid, but you’ve also got to get 
healthy. And just as we’re starting to 
add jobs in this country, just as people 
are starting to get back to work, my 
friends on the Republican side of the 
aisle want to blame the debt of this 
country not on the voluntary pay cut, 
the tax cuts, not on the two wars, not 
on the financial crash. They want to 
blame it on Head Start. They want to 
blame it on energy efficiency. They 
want to blame it on education. 

Those are the kinds of things that 
make the patients stronger and 
healthier and this Nation stronger and 
healthier so that we can have jobs 
here, so that we can build things here, 
so that we can have a prosperous fu- 
ture for ourselves and our kids. 
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And my friends on the Republican 
side of the aisle are so misdirected on 
this that it’s scary, and Americans 
should really sit up and take notice 
that their future is really being put to 
the test by the approach that the Re- 
publicans want to take to balancing 
our budget and to building our future. 

With that, I would return the con- 
versation to my friend from California. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Let’s continue the 
conversation for a few moments here. 

Presumably, these cuts were made to 
deal with the deficit. We’ve got a def- 
icit problem. Thank you so very much 
for going back to the history of how we 
wound up with this huge deficit prob- 
lem. It did begin in 2000 when the Clin- 
ton administration left office. 

The projection for the decade 2000 to 
2010 was there would be a $5 trillion 
surplus, $5 trillion surplus. Based upon 
the policies that were in place when 
Clinton left office, 2001, $5 trillion sur- 
plus, literally paying off all of Amer- 
ica’s debt—gone, history. 

What happened? How well you said it. 
Two tax cuts that were not paid for 
that cut the revenue of the Federal 
Government. Two wars, Afghanistan 
and Iraq, not paid for. First time in 
America’s history that we went to war 
without having some way to pay for it, 
that is, some tax policy to pay for it. 
And then on top of that, a Medicare 
program, the drug benefit, again, a 
hundred billion dollar program, not 
paid for, and then the heart attack. 
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The crash of the world economy was 
caused by excess Wall Street exu- 
berance. In many cases, that exu- 
berance was fraud, misdirection, and 
the collapse of the financial industry 
taking down the world economy and 
our economy. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. And to that 
point, the financial heart attack that 
this country suffered and the world suf- 
fered, now the country starts to get 
back on its feet. Under Barack Obama, 
on March 9 of 2009, 2 years ago, the 
President had been in office for 1 
month, we hit the bottom of the stock 
market. It had fallen some 6,000 points 
in the last months of George Bush. 
Since President Obama came into of- 
fice, the stock market has gained 6,000 
points. Almost 2 years ago to the day, 
the stock market reversed itself under 
his leadership. 

Now, part of that is we put some po- 
lice back on Wall Street, not in an ex- 
cessive way, but in a way to make sure 
that investors and people dealing with 
the financial industry were getting a 
fair shake. And confidence has been re- 
stored to some degree in the financial 
industry. 

Now my Republican friends, that’s 
another place they want to cut. Let’s 
take the cops back off the beat both on 
Wall Street as well as all across the 
country. Again, a very wrong-headed 
move to build the future of this Nation. 
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I would like to do just one other fam- 
ily analogy if I could. So we’ve had this 
tremendous fall. The family has got to 
manage its expenses. It needs to get its 
income up, and it needs to manage the 
expense side. So what we have is, say, 
okay, we got Aunt Maude, she’s in a 
nursing home. We’ve got Nephew Joey, 
he’s in a preschool down the street, and 
we’ve got Uncle Rex who is an oil com- 
pany executive. And we’ve been helping 
all of them. We’ve been helping Aunt 
Maude. We’ve been helping Nephew 
Joey. And we’ve been helping Uncle 
Rex. 

Well, under the Republican approach, 
they want to kick Aunt Maude out of 
the nursing home. They want to make 
sure there’s no preschool for Nephew 
Joey, but they want to keep sending 
the check to Uncle Rex. 

We’re all in this together. If we want 
to manage this deficit, if we want to 
pay down the debt, we are all in this 
together. And the approach that 
they’ve taken just doesn’t make sense. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. If we were to look 
at the proposal that President Obama 
put forth in his budget that came out 
about a month ago, he put forth a pro- 
gram that would hold government ex- 
penditures at a 5-year freeze, that is, 
no increase, but they’re being able to 
continue to pay for those necessary 
programs for Aunt Maude and for 
Nephew Rick—was it Nephew Rick? 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Nephew Joey. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Nephew Joey. It 
was that other uncle that was making 
off like a bandit. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Uncle Rex. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. So that was to 
freeze the level of expenditure and to 
put in place tax policies so that your 
oil company executive would begin 
paying a fair share, rather than getting 
a very significant tax break, beginning 
to pay their share back into this econ- 
omy. 

Over time, and this was about in 7 
years, the percentage of the GDP, the 
gross domestic product, that was to 
debt, or to the deficit, would fall from 
around 11 percent down to about 3 per- 
cent, so that it would be managed over 
time. 

Going back to your analogy, you’ve 
got all of those debts built up during 
the 2000 to 2010 period or 2008 period, 
and then, taking time, 6, 7 years, to 
bring it back under control, not with 
the kind of chaotic cuts that are now 
being proposed by our Republican 
friends where we would actually slow 
down the economy, throw some 700,000 
people out of work, reducing tax reve- 
nues, increasing unemployment, unem- 
ployment expenses go up, hospital, 
emergency room expenses go up be- 
cause people no longer have health 
care, and on the other end, people los- 
ing their homes. They don’t have a job, 
you can’t pay the mortgage, you’re 
going to lose your home, so the hous- 
ing market would also be hit as a re- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


sult of the proposal that actually 
passed this floor with Republican sup- 
port. I think there were only three or 
four Democrats who voted for it. 

We need to have a wise policy. We 
need to make cuts. To be sure, we need 
to make cuts. And I want to put one 
example on the table here before we go 
any further and people think that 
we’re not supporting cuts. We asked 
last year the Congressional Research 
Office, a nonpartisan group, to take a 
look at governmental programs and to 
tell us where the duplication is, where 
the unnecessary programs are in gov- 
ernmental programs. 

That report just came out yesterday. 
And I was thumbing through it quick- 
ly. I don’t have it in front of me, but I 
was going through it. And what struck 
me was that most of the duplication, 
most of the unnecessary programs and 
the waste turned out to be in one De- 
partment of this government. It hap- 
pens to be the Department of Defense. 
No surprise. No surprise. Duplication, 
unnecessary expenditures апа line 
after line after line came up that that’s 
where we should be focusing. There are 
other programs, to be sure, but the big 
bucks, the big dollars were in the De- 
partment of Defense. 

Now, it is pretty well known, cer- 
tainly in my district, and I’d like any- 
body else to know, that I think this 
war in Afghanistan ought to end right 
away. That’s $120 billion. Let’s just say 
we leave behind in Afghanistan for so- 
cial and economic development, to deal 
like a laser on al Qaeda, the real ter- 
rorists that may be there and in Paki- 
stan and in other places, let’s just say 
we can take back $100 billion. That 
happens to be $40 billion more than the 
continuing resolution that was put 
forth here. I don’t want to get too far 
off track, but that’s a lot of money. 
And ultimately, we’re going to leave, 
and they’re going to go about doing 
what they need to do over there. But 
we need to focus on the terrorism and 
focus significantly like a laser on that. 

Maybe I got a little bit off track with 
it, but if you want to save $100 billion, 
there’s $100 billion. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Would the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Please. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. So I just say to 
my friend from California, just going 
back to my analogy, or my metaphor, 
of voluntary pay cut and then all of a 
sudden you’re building two houses 
after you just took a voluntary pay 
cut, being the two wars, but the good 
news, but there still is much work to 
go, is that the war in Iraq, we had 
150,000 people there. Under the Obama 
administration, that’s been drawn 
down to about 50 and is shrinking, 
we’re saving already $100 billion a year 
there alone. Obviously, you’ve got to 
look at Afghanistan and a continued 
drawdown because that’s money that 
could go towards not increasing the 
debt, but ultimately reducing the debt. 
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The other thing is that the best way 
to shrink the deficit, just in that same 
analogy I was giving, is to put people 
back to work. The more people that are 
working, the better off we are. We are 
in this together. That’s the whole point 
of this. This country’s motto is “е 
pluribus unum,” from many one. We’re 
in this together. Big guys, those guys 
making a lot of money, God bless 
them. The little guys who are working 
their fannies off, God bless them. We 
are in this together. And the only way 
we deal with problems in this Nation is 
when we deal with them together. 

And this country is a great Nation. 
We will solve these problems. There 
will always be problems in the future, 
and we just take them one at a time as 
they come. We can do this. We will do 
this. We will have a prosperous future 
for all of us. But we’ve got some work 
to do right now. 

And my plea to my friends on the Re- 
publican side of the aisle is don’t cut 
off the Nation’s nose to spite its face. 
We can take care of these responsibil- 
ities and pay these bills. That’s what 
America does. It pays its bills. We need 
to do it in a sensible way and not cut 
out the future and the opportunity 
that so many Americans get from their 
education, from the infrastructure that 
needs to be rebuilt, and from making 
things here in this country. 
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Mr. GARAMENDI. I am delighted to 
hear the gentleman from Colorado’s 
perspective. 

Two things immediately on my mind, 
and I see my senior colleague from the 
great State of New York has joined us. 
I will call on him in just a second. 

One of the things that we are focused 
on in the Democratic Caucus is making 
it in America, rebuilding the manufac- 
turing in America so that America can 
make it. Manufacturing really matters 
because this is where the middle class 
is. This is where the middle class jobs 
are, when you couple that with the 
power of the unions to make sure that 
working men and women, the middle 
class, get a share of the wealth that is 
generated when we manufacture 
things. 

Some what is going on in the Mid- 
west, in Minnesota, Wisconsin, and 
Ohio, and other States is really impor- 
tant in making sure that the wealth 
that is generated in this Nation is 
available to everyone in this Nation, 
particularly those people who are mak- 
ing things in America once more. 
Wouldn’t we all love to go into a Tar- 
get store and find on every shelf ‘‘Made 
in America.” Chinese, fine, you guys 
are doing okay. But I want those 
things made in America. 

Two pieces of legislation that I have 
introduced, along with many others 
that my colleagues have introduced, 
simply say if it is our tax money that 
is being used to support, for example, 
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solar, photovoltaic systems, the wind 
turbines, the biofuel systems, if it is 
our tax money that is being used for 
the production tax credits or to sub- 
sidize the solar cells on your house, 
buy American-made cells. Buy Amer- 
ican. That is American dollars. Use 
that money in America. 

Similarly, you and I, we are paying 
182 cents on every gallon of gas to sup- 
port traffic, to support highway con- 
struction, buses, trains, and light rail 
systems. Our money should be used to 
purchase trains and buses and light rail 
systems that are made in America. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Would the gen- 
tleman yield one more time? 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Certainly, and 
then I will turn it over to Mr. RANGEL. 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. On that point, 
you raise a great point. Here we are fi- 
nally making some real progress on en- 
ergy efficiency and renewable energy, 
and we know that you have to have the 
whole menu of ways to power this 
country. It’s oil and gas; it’s going to 
be carbon-based fuels; it’s going to be 
nuclear; it’s going to be renewable en- 
ergy and energy efficiency. But under 
my Republican colleagues’ plans, we 
are going to go right back to where we 
were as we start to see gasoline start- 
ing to go through the roof. So we are 
always going to be at the whim of im- 
porting oil. 

I mean, I feel like sometimes my 
friends on the Republican side of the 
aisle, their mantra is: Let’s export jobs 
and import oil. It’s just wrong. It’s 
wrong for this Nation. It’s wrong for 
the future, for our future, and for our 
kids. We really have to be focusing on 
that. This Nation needs to come to- 
gether because we can build that better 
future together and not just doing 
some of the I think knee-jerk things 
that the Republican Party has re- 
quested of the Congress. It is bad for 
America. It goes way too far, and I 
know we can do better. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. 
please join us here. 

Mr. RANGEL. Well, thank you so 
much. I was in my office doing a lot of 
work, and I couldn’t figure who you 
people were talking about; it must be 
some foreign enemies of the United 
States that really were not supporting 
the things that, as far as I am con- 
cerned, it just makes common sense. 
It’s just a patriotic agenda. It’s just 
something that if America has given us 
the opportunity to get to where we are, 
and our parents are where they are, it 
just seems to me that we cannot afford 
to talk like Democrats and Repub- 
licans. We’re talking about America, 
an America that can be and continues 
to be a beacon for countries all over 
the world. 

You mentioned manufactured, made 
in the United States. I remember I was 
on a trade mission in the Caribbean 
and there were some difficulties some 
Members had about whether or not we 
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should give preferential trade to these 
small countries. My contribution was I 
just walked around everything that 
was in the places where we were. The 
corn flakes came from the United 
States. The cars came from the United 
States. The lamps came from the 
United States. The furniture came 
from the United States. Doing trade 
with them meant we were encouraging 
our base to do what we do best, and 
that is to make things. So it just seems 
to me that when we get a flicker of 
hope coming out of Detroit—and, oh, 
my God, Detroit, when I was a kid 
after World War II, I really thought I 
was in heaven to see middle class peo- 
ple with cars and little boats and kids 
going to college, and their parents 
never dreamed it. But they were mak- 
ing things. They were making money. 
They were investing in our future. 

And now that they’re coming back, I 
cannot see why any police cars, fire 
cars, commuter cars, anything, how we 
can say that—we ought to go to De- 
troit first before we go to Tokyo, be- 
fore we go to Taiwan and all of these 
other countries. It is the sense in say- 
ing that you made an investment in a 
country that created an atmosphere 
that makes us all proud. 

To me, I like fighting Republicans. I 
mean, it’s what the country should be 
all about. And I have been here for four 
decades. It has been exciting. And peo- 
ple said, well, didn’t this happen in 
1994? No; we fought then, but we were 
still friends. We didn’t have people put- 
ting down our country. We had dif- 
ferent ideas how to reach the same ob- 
jectives. We were concerned about jobs 
always, but also education, also health 
care. 

It’s inconceivable how anybody, Re- 
publican or Democrat, can cut pro- 
grams when, if you go into an emer- 
gency ward in a hospital, they don’t 
ask for your voting card. They don’t 
ask whether you are a Democrat or a 
Republican. If you are laid off, and you 
go home and you have to tell your wife 
or pull your kids out of school, the loss 
of self-esteem, the loss of the security 
you have, the embarrassment that you 
are going to lose your house, nobody 
asks, are you a Democrat or Repub- 
lican, are you liberal or conservative. 
And it gets contagious as to what hap- 
pens in one block when a house is fore- 
closed. Then it happens in a commu- 
nity, and then is happens to America. 
And that is what is happening today. It 
is happening to our country. 

And so it seems to me that when peo- 
ple have campaigned and said that they 
want to stop spending, they want to 
stop borrowing and they want to raise 
revenue, they want to balance the 
budget, that’s not Republican, that’s 
American. But where do you ever get 
the concept that just stopping spending 
in certain areas, it means that you 
have savings? I mean, you can cut 
someone’s foot off, but still you’re 
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going to have a problem with the rest 
of the economy. And if, indeed, the spe- 
cialists, Republicans or Democrats, 
economists can tell you, that their 
H.R. 1 continuing resolution is going to 
lose 700,000 jobs, how in the world could 
we not debate that? How in the world 
can we not discuss that? 

How can not a group of Democrats 
and Republicans say, well look, we 
made these campaign promises. They 
were ridiculous. We really believe we 
ought to make sensible cutbacks. Let’s 
see how we can cut back without caus- 
ing more economic problems for our 
country. Let’s see whether or not the 
environmental problems still are going 
to continue, whether or not health 
problems are still going to be there. 

And my God, education. Education, 
the United States of America. Edu- 
cation has been the key to opening the 
doors for imaginations to capture the 
entire world. And you don’t have to 
have any bad feelings about other peo- 
ple in other countries; it’s just that 
we’re so used to being proud as Ameri- 
cans. We’re so used to saying that if 
it’s made in America, it must be bet- 
ter. And what we’re not used to is ask- 
ing for handouts. And what we’re not 
used to is having people say that 
they’re not going to help us with un- 
employment insurance when we didn’t 
want that, we wanted employment. 
And they say no, they can’t even give 
us assistance while we’re waiting for a 
break. 

Right here in America, there are so 
many people who have lost their jobs. 
And do you know, JOHN, those jobs will 
never be there for them because pro- 
ductivity, technology, has closed the 
opportunity. My God, they have to be 
retrained; and they reach a certain age 
where retraining is not even an option. 


1540 


For our young people to go to school 
or for them to continue to believe in 
their communities, in their families 
and in their country, you’ve got to 
have training and education to find out 
what the demand is going to be. It 
won’t be the same demand that we had, 
perhaps, when I was a kid or when my 
parents were kids; but there should be 
great opportunities in the greatest 
country in the world. 

Make no mistake about it: We are 
not broke. We are not broke. We did 
not get into this thing in a Democrat 
way or in a Republican way. People 
made big, big, big mistakes, but it 
wasn’t the guy working on the job or 
the guy in the union who made the 
mistake. It wasn’t that we overcom- 
pensated public employees. They didn’t 
cause this deficit. 

It just seems to me, JOHN, that we 
shouldn’t have to have this debate on 
this floor. People listening ought to 
recognize that cutting billions of dol- 
lars of resources and causing pain to 
our young people and to our senior citi- 
zens is a campaign promise that 
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shouldn’t have been made and that cer- 
tainly shouldn’t have been carried 
through. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. If the gentleman 
would yield, first, thank you so very 
much for joining us and for bringing a 
perspective of four decades of extraor- 
dinary work here on the floor and in 
the committees, for keeping us on 
track, and for keeping that vision that 
America is a great place. Americans 
are strong and resilient and really 
want to improve their positions and, 
even more so, want to improve their 
children’s positions. Therefore, the key 
investments that we must make for 
today and on into the future are pretty 
straightforward. 

We need to have the best education 
in the world. We’ve got a long way to 
go. We’re not going to get there by 
eliminating Head Start, by eliminating 
the Pell Grants, by forcing kids out of 
school, by shutting down classes or by 
taking classes from 20 to 35 kids. 
That’s what my daughter faces. She’s a 
second-grade teacher. She now has 33 
kids in her class. She’ll probably have 
35 in a couple of months. She had 20 
last year. We can’t improve the edu- 
cation system. Research. That’s tomor- 
row. Research is tomorrow. If we don’t 
do it today, we will lose this. 

Already I’m getting companies com- 
ing to me, saying we have to improve 
the research. We have to have that re- 
search tax credit because what’s hap- 
pening is the manufacturing isn’t in 
America—it’s overseas—and now the 
research is following the manufac- 
turing. We’ve got to turn that around. 
Yet the continuing resolution cuts re- 


search: energy research, research in 
manufacturing, research in health 
care. 


So where is tomorrow? 

Tomorrow is going to be overseas un- 
less we return it to America with 
smart investments in the future: infra- 
structure; transportation, moving peo- 
ple here and there; information infra- 
structure. The continuing resolution 
cuts infrastructure. Those are ‘‘today”’ 
jobs that give us the future. We can go 
on and on here, but we are nearly out 
of time. 

What I would ask my Republican col- 
leagues is to put the feeding frenzy 
aside and to sit down and look at what 
really can be cut without harming the 
future. We can do this. We can make it 
once again in America if we use our tax 
policy wisely, if we use our tax money 
to support American-made products— 
buses, trains, solar cells, wind turbines. 
Our tax money should be used to buy 
those pieces of equipment that are 
made in America. 

Mr. RANGEL. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I would love to 
yield to you anytime. 

Mr. RANGEL. Just on what you were 
talking about, the tax policy, and 
knowing that the top 1 percent of the 
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wage earners, or the income people, in 
this country own 40 percent of the Na- 
tion’s wealth. The President of the 
United States has to go to the United 
States Chamber of Commerce and re- 
mind them of the hundreds of billions 
of dollars that taxpayers have given to 
them so that they will be able to sur- 
vive. Yet they won’t take a gamble 
with their country in terms of helping 
us in partnerships to create the jobs 
that we need so badly. If we cleaned up 
the Tax Code, we could find so much 
that we could reduce the rates and 
make certain the incentives that we 
have would be to encourage people to 
invest in the good USA. 

So let me thank you so much for the 
contribution you’re making. To me, 
anyone watching this ought to throw 
away Republican and Democrat ideas 
and try to find out what’s good for our 
great country. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. This is a great 
country, and we’re going to have a 
great future. We’re in tough times 
right now, and we’ve been in tough 
times in the past. But if we have wise, 
thoughtful policies, we'll pull this 
country together, and we will deal with 
the deficit. We just can’t do it in ways 
that are not wise and that do not give 
us the investments for the future. 

I think our time has expired. Thank 
you so very much for joining us. Thank 
you for your years of service to this 
Nation as a Member of Congress and as 
a war hero. We thank you. 

Mr. RANGEL. Thank you for your 
great contribution. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 


EE 


THE CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CARTER) is recognized for 60 min- 
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. CARTER. Thank you, Mr. Speak- 
ег. I appreciate being recognized. 

In 1994, when the Republicans were 
placed in control of the House and Sen- 
ate, they produced a magnificent piece 
of legislation, a legislative weapon 
against the overreaching of govern- 
ment. This was done in the Clinton ad- 
ministration, and it was signed into 
law by that President. This weapon 
hadn’t been used but once during the 
Clinton administration and not at all 
during the three GOP years of Presi- 
dent Bush. 

What it’s called is the Congressional 
Review Act. This is an act that re- 
quires all Federal agencies to submit 
any new major regulation to the 
United States Congress for 60 legisla- 
tive days prior to its enactment, dur- 
ing which time the Congress can vote 
to block these new rules if the Con- 
gress sees fit. 

With Mr. Obama in the White House 
and Senator REID still throttling back 
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in the Senate, the Congressional Re- 
view Act gives the House the potential 
to block or at least to expose the out- 
rageous new rules being promulgated 
on the American people. These were 
done by the entrenched leftists in the 
Federal bureaucracy, and they are con- 
troversial rules that cost Americans 
jobs. 

If there is one thing that the Amer- 
ican people have told us they are most 
interested in, besides the fact that we 
are running away with spending in this 
Congress, it’s that they want jobs. You 
can do whatever you want to a family, 
but if you give a family a job, that 
family has at least the security of that 
employment. Since by that very de- 
structive nature these regulations have 
the potential, rather than to create 
jobs, to destroy jobs, they should be se- 
riously looked at by this House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

One of the things that people don’t 
understand about how the Federal Gov- 
ernment works—in fact, we had this 
said to us all the time—is ‘‘you passed 
X law, and it’s really affecting and 
hurting my business,” when in reality 
the law, itself, may not do any harm to 
one’s business at all. The regulations, 
though, promulgated by the authority 
that has been given rulemaking power 
on that legislation have the effect of 
law. Yet they’re not passed by this 
Congress. They’re passed by the var- 
ious agencies and bureaus of the coun- 
try when the Congress gives them regu- 
latory authority. 

Now, if you really don’t know what’s 
going on here, you may ask: How im- 
portant is that? Well, let’s just take a 
look at last year. 

Last year, the Federal Government 
issued a total of 3,316 new rules and 
regulations, which is an average of 13 
new rules a day. Seventy-eight of those 
new rules last year were major rules. 
The definition of a ‘‘major гше” is a 
rule that may result in having an an- 
nual effect on the economy of $100 mil- 
lion or more—a major increase in 
prices or in the cost to the consumer. 
It may have a significant effect on the 
economy, including employment. 
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The ObamaCare bill, which was 
passed by this Congress in the last ses- 
sion of Congress, the health care bill, it 
arguably is the mother of all rule cre- 
ators. The Congressional Research 
Service reports that ObamaCare gives 
Federal agencies substantial responsi- 
bility and authority to fill in the de- 
tails of that bill and of that legislation 
with subsequent regulations. There are 
more than 40 provisions in the health 
care bill—that is called the overhaul 
bill—that requires, permits or con- 
templates Federal rulemaking author- 
ity just in that one act of Congress. 
Forty different agencies can create 
rules that affect the health care of 
every American citizen. This House can 
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fight back on those rules with this 
Congressional Review Act. 

Now what is the Congressional Re- 
view Act? As I said, they filed this with 
the Congress. And then for 60 legisla- 
tive days—and ‘‘legislative days” has a 
definition. A legislative day is a day 
that this Congress is available to act. 
So if the Congress recesses for 3 days, 
those 3 days are not counted in the 
number of days. So it’s not 60 calendar 
days; it’s 60 legislative days. 

For instance, if you look at the last 
Congress, rules that were filed last 
summer, last June, in fact, which 
would be more than 6 months from the 
lst of January, those rules are still 
available for review. Now, how is that 
possible? Well, between the 18% of June 
and the end of the year, this legislative 
body was not in legislative session 60 
days. We had the longest recess in 
probably the institute of the Republic 
that took place in August because of 
the political world that the majority 
saw itself in and the fact that they felt 
like they needed to have 6 weeks back 
home to do the politics. So the major- 
ity gave us the long recess. We had a 
break in the 4th of July week. Then we 
came back for 2 weeks. Then we went 
back home for campaigning. And then 
we came back, after campaigning, in 
December for 2 weeks. So, in total, we 
didn’t reach 60 legislative days. But all 
that counting starts over with a new 
Congress. 

Something that most Americans 
don’t know is, every time we have a 
new Congress, everything starts over. 
So when we wrote rules for 2 years ago 
that governed this body, we had to 
write new rules for this session of Con- 
gress. At the end of this 2-year period, 
we will write new rules for the next 
session of Congress because we are re- 
quired—you’ve heard it’s a new world 
every morning. Well, at least for Con- 
gress, it’s a new world every 2 years be- 
cause the nature of our very existence 
is we are the people’s court. The House 
of Representatives is the people’s 
House, and the people’s House changes 
depending on who gets elected every 2 
years. 

So now we have started a new 60-day 
period. The 60-day period, the rules 
that were filed that would be subject to 
this Congressional Review Act, those 
rules were all filed on the 15th of Feb- 
ruary because that was the first time 
that both Houses were completely in 
session. And so these things will expire 
sometime in June. After that clock has 
run, then this House can no longer act. 
So the House has, right now, during 
this period of time, from February to 
June, to act on a lot of regulations. 
This gives us a chance to make a deter- 
mination. 

This is kind of the Congressional Re- 
view Act right here. I want to give you 
some examples of some kind of rules 
that are available to be dealt with 
under the Congressional Review Act 
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and will be dealt with under the Con- 
gressional Review Act. 

The FCC has proposed rules that 
would allow the Federal Government 
to act as a gatekeeper and prohibit 
broadband providers from selectively 
blocking or slowing Web traffic. These 
new FCC rules will restrict access to 
the Internet and stall innovation in 
our country, further damaging the 
economy and hindering job creation. 

Most people think the Internet works 
pretty good right now, but there are 
those who think the Federal Govern- 
ment should intervene in the Internet 
and the agency in the executive branch 
should have a chance to actually regu- 
late and decide how the Internet is 
going to operate. We can’t affect the 
Internet worldwide, but we can affect 
the Internet in the United States. Most 
of us feel that we should not, in fact, be 
intruding on the Internet. This is now 
coming up for disapproval under H.J. 
Res. 37. GREG WALDEN is carrying the 
ball on this, and that clock expires on 
the 14th day of June. 

The NESHAP rule for Portland ce- 
ment manufacturing. What is Portland 
cement? Portland cement is that bag of 
powder that you mix with gravel and 
so forth to make concrete. That’s what 
Portland cement is. Portland cement is 
manufactured in the United States and 
manufactured all over the world. There 
is a regulation which would require the 
closing of 18 cement plants in this 
country. These jobs from these cement 
plants, аз a result of the regulations 
that are being proposed, would be 
forced to move to India and China if 
they wanted to continue to produce 
Portland cement because they would 
not be able to meet the standards that 
would be established by this rule. 

The U.S. cement industry today pro- 
vides more than 15,000 highway jobs, 
with an average compensation of 
$75,000 per year, along with allied in- 
dustries that account for nearly $27.5 
billion of the gross domestic product. A 
statement made by the concrete indus- 
try is that there is only one element in 
the world that is more prevalent in 
construction than concrete, and that’s 
water. You have to realize that the sec- 
ond element most important to con- 
struction around the world is the pro- 
duction of cement, the production of 
concrete, and water is the only one 
that’s more important. It’s a pretty 
amazing amount of concrete that is re- 
quired in the world; and yet as a result 
of this rule, there is a distinct possi- 
bility that we will be looking at about 
70 percent of our concrete manufac- 
turing being done outside of our coun- 
try. 

Now, there has been a lot of criticism 
of this challenge to this rule because 
people are saying, but look, these ce- 
ment manufacturers put mercury into 
the air; they don’t regulate mercury. 
Well, I just want to show you some- 
thing that I think was very interesting 
when this argument was made. 
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This map, prepared by the Electric 
Power Research Institute. Now remem- 
ber, this is the most and this is the 
least amount of mercury production on 
our chart. Now, you will notice that all 
of the red and these green and yellows 
here, they’re scattered in there, is 
heavy concentration of mercury in the 
air. The source of that mercury origi- 
nates outside the United States. 

This is not the result of American 
production of Portland cement; this is 
the result of foreign production of 
Portland cement, because these are 
regulated industries already in this 
country and nobody regulates those in- 
dustries outside of this country. And 
because of the prevailing winds from 
the Far East, more than half of the 
United States has a major mercury 
output. And the solution is to write a 
bill that will force more companies to 
go overseas. That means more mercury 
will be in the air because they will be 
sending them to unregulated countries. 

This is a bill that wasn’t thought 
out. This rule was not thought out well 
enough, and so we should stop it. We 
should sit down and work out a clean 
air set of regulations that actually 
work to reduce this mercury produc- 
tion and, in fact, bring more people to 
producing in this country rather than 
not producing in this country. 
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One of the things I hear every day 
when I go back to Texas is: When are 
you going to stop outsourcing our jobs 
to other countries? And yet we’re writ- 
ing a regulation right now under Clean 
Air that is going to outsource thou- 
sands of American jobs to other coun- 
tries. 

This is something that needs to be 
thought through. Many times these 
agencies, because they don’t answer to 
the American public in any form or 
fashion, other than this review, these 
are things that they need to be sat 
down and we need to get their heads on 
straight. 

This new rule, we will try to raise 
this rule. You say, This is how it works 
in the House of Representatives. How 
does it work in the Senate? Well, what 
makes this a really interesting rule is 
you first need to know what the rules 
of procedure are in the Senate. It takes 
60 Senators to agree to bring anything 
to a vote in the Senate, which makes it 
difficult to bring things to a vote when 
more than half of the Senators have to 
agree just to bring something to a 
vote. But written into this act, signed 
by President Clinton into law, is the 
provision that this particular examina- 
tion of rulemaking authority only re- 
quires 30 Senators to agree for a vote, 
that it can be brought to a vote. 

So when it passes out of the House 
and goes over to the Senate, it only 
takes 30 Senators to agree to bring this 
to a vote. If it passes the Senate, then 
it is sent to the President’s desk. Then 
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basically he’s got the only vote left, in 
many cases to prevent bad regulations. 
The President told us the last time he 
had a press conference that he was 
going to stop job-killing regulations in 
this country. The regulations we are 
going to be working on are job-killing 
regulations. And so we’re going to give 
him the opportunity to do that. If he 
chooses to veto it, so be it. Basically, 
he had the one vote that could have 
stopped the job-killing regulation. 

The Office of National Coordinator 
for Health Information Technology has 
promulgated complex, confusing and 
costly rules establishing what it means 
for hospitals and physicians to have a 
certain EHR, whatever that is. I don’t 
know what that is. If not simplified, 
the rules will prevent health care pro- 
viders from receiving incentive pay- 
ments and increase the cost of EHR in- 
stallations and limit the innovation in 
the health information technology 
market. 

Another rule that’s out there is 
called the boiler MACT rule. Basically, 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
is proposing four separate rules that 
would establish more stringent emis- 
sion standards on industrial and com- 
mercial boilers and process heaters. 
The broad-reaching proposals could 
cost manufacturers over $20 billion in 
compliance costs and place hundreds of 
thousands of jobs in jeopardy. This 
needs to be dealt with by the 2156 of 
June. 

The Florida numeric nutrient water 
quality standards rule. This is also by 
the EPA, as I understand it. This rule 
mandates nutrient standards for Flor- 
ida lakes, rivers, streams and estuaries 
in response to litigation initiated by 
environmental and special interest 
groups. The Florida Department of Ag- 
riculture and Consumer Services con- 
cludes that Florida’s agriculture com- 
munity will lose 14,545 full-time or 
part-time jobs and $1.148 billion in 
sales annually if this rule is approved. 
This is why this Congress ought to look 
at this rule. 

HHS rule on medical loss ratio re- 
quirements under the Patient Protec- 
tion and Affordable Care Act. This reg- 
ulation requires all health plans to pay 
a minimum of 80 percent of premiums 
toward health services. Larger insurers 
should pay a minimum of 85 percent. 
Industry analysis estimates that as 
many as 47 percent of the participants 
in individual and small group plans 
which have higher administrative costs 
due to economies of scale will lose 
their health insurance if this regula- 
tion becomes law. So this one regula- 
tion, which comes out of what we call 
the ObamaCare bill, could cause 47 per- 
cent of the people who have small to 
midsize health care plans to lose their 
health care plan. 

We actually have a bill that is com- 
ing before this Congress. GEOFF DAVIS 
of Kentucky has introduced this bill. It 
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mandates that all new major rules 
must be approved by Congress before 
becoming law. 

This one is pretty simple, and it just 
supplements what we’re already deal- 
ing with. It uses the same definition 
for major rules and requires Congress 
to approve all major rules and Federal 
regulations before they become effec- 
tive. 

Why would we do that? To start off 
with, 3,000-plus new regulations were 
passed last year. These regulations 
could cause you or others to lose their 
jobs. And so if it is our responsibility, 
and I think it is our responsibility in 
this House, for us to come up with solu- 
tions that make jobs be created rather 
than make jobs disappear, then those 
things that have a potential to make 
jobs disappear, it’s part of our responsi- 
bility to take a hard look at those reg- 
ulations that might make jobs dis- 
appear. This is not rocket science. This 
is pretty easy stuff. 

We who are the people’s representa- 
tives, who are elected to represent the 
people of the United States—and re- 
member how our Founding Fathers set 
up our Constitution: The Senators rep- 
resent States and the House of Rep- 
resentatives represents people. Our dis- 
tricts are drawn based on the popu- 
lation in those districts. Their district 
is the whole State, and they represent 
the State of Texas or the State of New 
Jersey or the State of New York or the 
State of California and all the other 
States. So we are the direct link to the 
people. 

We are the only branch of this House 
and Senate where no one can sit in 
these seats and be a Member of Con- 
gress unless they were elected. That’s 
something a lot of people don’t know. 
If we should have a Senator, heaven 
forbid, die while in office, that Senator 
can be temporarily replaced by an ap- 
pointment by the Governor of the 
State that that Senator represents. 
But if we have a Member of Congress, 
heaven forbid, die while in office, that 
Congressman has to be elected before 
they can serve in the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

We are the people’s House. We are the 
only House that depends upon the vote 
of the people to keep us here under all 
circumstances. So if that’s how we get 
here and our responsibility in today’s 
economy is to try to get ourselves out 
of the poorhouse with all the borrowing 
we’ve been doing and to help create 
jobs so Americans can get back to 
work, if Americans get back to work, 
we will have a solution in many in- 
stances to the problems that face our 
country right now as far as debt and 
other things, because if they are work- 
ing, they are paying taxes and those 
taxes will help alleviate the issues we 
have. 

If that’s the case, why wouldn’t it 
make just decent common sense that 
this Congress, the people’s House, 
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would have the opportunity to look at 
regulations that might destroy jobs? 
And if we have credible people that are 
saying they will destroy jobs, then we 
need to look seriously at those regula- 
tions. And maybe it’s just a matter of 
killing the job-killing regulations so 
that we can renegotiate regulations 
that solve the problem without driving 
industries overseas or killing the jobs 
that these industries create. 

Sometimes agencies are not putting 
priorities on people; they’re putting 
priorities on other things. Therefore, 
we need to examine our priorities. Our 
job on the floor of this House is to 
make sure of the safety and welfare of 
our constituents back home and make 
sure that we do everything we can to 
make sure that they’ve got a job so 
they can support their families and 
support themselves. 

Right now, with, not 9 percent any- 
more, 8.9 percent unemployment, 
which is about as close to 9 as you can 
get without being there, we are still in 
an unemployment nightmare in this 
country. 
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I can remember back during the Clin- 
ton administration when there were 
public service announcements made 
that said 5.5 unemployment was full 
employment for the United States. We 
later learned that unemployment got 
down, during the early part of the last 
decade, to a much, much lower number 
than that. But we certainly know we 
cannot continue to tolerate somewhere 
between the top end of 8 and 10 percent 
unemployment and expect our econ- 
omy to be healthy. We’ve got to get 
our people back to work. These regula- 
tions are part of the issues that are 
going to be important to discovering 
the solutions to this problem. 

Some would say this is controversial. 
Some would say that if the Congress 
interferes with regulatory authority 
then Congress is going to take on 
something that by plan was passed out 
to the regulatory agencies to keep us 
from having to work so hard and get- 
ting into the weeds on all these bills. I 
didn’t come up here, and I don’t think 
anybody came up here, not to work 
hard. If they did, they probably don’t 
belong being up here. 

If the actions of a regulatory board 
or an individual that is in charge of a 
regulatory agency has a dire effect 
upon the employment of any American 
citizen, I think we as the Members of 
this Congress have a duty and a respon- 
sibility to at least look at it. If we 
don’t think it’s bad, we can vote ac- 
cordingly. But to just ignore it and let 
these things be created, and I would 
argue without a serious due process of 
law, because the only people that po- 
lice this up is the various agencies in 
the executive branch of the govern- 
ment, and it’s generally done by career 
bureaucrats. And they make these de- 
cisions. These people don’t answer to 
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the American people. They don’t go be- 
fore the American people for a vote 
every 2 years. Therefore, they don’t 
feel the pressure of the damage that 
can be done by some of these regula- 
tions. 

Some of these regulations that are 
going to come before this House are 
going to be good regulations, and I 
would expect them to be voted for and 
upheld. But if we have the responsi- 
bility and the duty to protect our fel- 
lows, then I think we should step for- 
ward and do that job. 

My friend from Florida is here. Wel- 
come. I will yield you whatever time 
you would like to join me in com- 
menting on this regulatory overreach. 

Mr. POSEY. I thank the gentleman 
from Texas for recognizing me. 

I didn’t plan to speak today. But I 
was in my office and I was listening to 
your explanation of this abhorrent and 
out of control administrative rules 
process, where people who are not 
elected and are not accountable make 
up the rules as they go along however 
they may want them to. We have had a 
number of cases that have injured my 
constituents, or at least caused them a 
lot of sleepless nights already. 

As you may know, sir, earlier this 
year the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission exposed their intent now to ex- 
amine the entities that they regulate 
not just based on their conformance 
with securities law, but on their envi- 
ronmental stewardship. Now, these are 
the same people that couldn’t put Ber- 
nard Madoff away when they were 
given an open and shut case 10 years 
before Madoff basically turned himself 
in. This is the same agency that hasn’t 
disciplined anybody. Nobody’s been 
reprimanded. Nobody’s had their wrist 
slapped. Nobody’s had a day off yet. 
They can’t do the job they are sup- 
posed to do now, but they’re going to 
start regulating companies for their 
environmental stewardship based upon 
rules that they promulgated. And 
you’re correct that’s the wrong thing 
to do. 

Most recently, and near and dear to 
my heart because it affects so many 
people in my State, is the new rule the 
IRS has proposed to deal with banks 
and foreign deposits. You know, for 
over 90 years this country has encour- 
aged foreign investors to put their 
money in our banks. It makes good 
sense. We have their money, we can 
loan it out, it creates jobs for Ameri- 
cans. It’s a win-win situation. It’s a 
win for them, it’s a win for us. 

Now, the IRS has decided that 
they’re going to promulgate a rule that 
says the banks must notify the govern- 
ments of every foreign depositor re- 
garding how much money they have in 
our banks. Now, what’s the benefit to 
the United States for that? There is no 
benefit to the United States. They 
don’t owe taxes in the United States. 
What’s the liability to the United 
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States for that? The liability is that 
$200 billion to $400 billion will leave 
American banks and go back into for- 
eign banks. 

Now, can you imagine if you were un- 
fortunate enough to be governed by 
Hugo Chavez, Ahmadinejad, or Castro 
what would happen if they found out 
that you had assets in the United 
States of America? You would not only 
lose your assets; you might lose your 
life. But more importantly, this wrong- 
headed rule would cause a dramatic de- 
stimulus effect on our economy when 
you look at a stimulus bill of $800 bil- 
lion that basically didn’t perform like 
it was supposed to. 

It doesn’t make much sense to write 
a rule that would take $200 billion to 
$400 billion, up to as much as 50 percent 
of what our stimulus bill was, out of 
our economy. The IRS tried to do this 
about 10 years ago. Over 100 Members 
of Congress stepped up and said this is 
a lousy idea, and it needs to be de- 
feated. So my plea today, sir, is that 
we can have at least 100 Members of 
this Congress that will again stand up 
and say this was a bad idea 10 years 
ago, it’s a bad idea now. Let’s kill this 
rule and don’t let it happen. 

Mr. CARTER. I am glad you brought 
that up. You know, what’s really inter- 
esting, Mr. POSEY, is they’ve got this 
new rule, I am not sure who promul- 
gated it, that if you are a volunteer on 
a commission or a board that has any- 
thing, any form or fashion that handles 
money, you have to pay a $600 licensing 
fee to get a license to serve on the vol- 
unteer board. You know, the one that 
comes to mind is, every city of any size 
has what’s called a planning and zoning 
commission. I happened to serve as the 
chairman of that commission in my 
hometown of Round Rock, Texas. It’s a 
hard job. It’s in many ways a thankless 
job. 

But now, in order for a volunteer to 
come in and serve to decide how the 
city’s going to plan and zone its area 
for various construction and business, 
you got to pay a fee to volunteer, 600 
bucks. But that’s not how ridiculous it 
is; any board, agency, or commission. 
And every State has literally thou- 
sands of these volunteer positions that 
people do to help out their State, their 
city, their county. If there is any form 
or fashion of bonding capacity for any 
relative group that you serve, you have 
to buy a license for 600 bucks because 
you are considered to be in the invest- 
ment business. 

I yield to the gentleman from Flor- 
ida. 

Mr. POSEY. I thank the gentleman 
again. You know, many people, even 
elected people aren’t really familiar 
with what exactly an administrative 
rule is. We talk about these adminis- 
trative rules as rules, and people won- 
der what they are. I used to explain to 
people that in Florida, where I first got 
interested in the administrative rule 
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process, all the laws on the books 
passed by their elected State officials 
were in four law books this big. They 
were shocked by that. 

They said, well, what about the com- 
mercials where we see the attorney in 
front of all the books advertising for 
Dewey, Cheatem and Howe? What are 
all those? Aren’t those our State’s 
laws? Yeah, that’s last year’s edition 
and the edition before that, and the in- 
terpretations of them. But all those 
rules are in those four books. They are 
shocked at that. 

They said, well, we thought there 
were a lot more laws than that. I would 
say, well, there are a lot more laws 
than that, but those are all the laws 
that were made by people you elect. 
The administrative rules are laws 
which are made by unelected people 
that you don’t vote for. And usually, 
they could fill up half the room. They 
would probably fill out a quarter of 
this room. So that’s what most people 
don’t understand, the relatively few 
laws that are passed by people they 
elect, and the plethora of rules that are 
passed by people they don’t elect. 
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I remember it’s one of the reasons I 
ran for the State legislature. I had 
promised my wife when I got off the 
city council I’d never run for office 
again as long as I lived. She made me 
promise her. That changed, and one of 
the reasons was I was upset by the run- 
away proliferation of rules in that 
State, which seemed like they were 
making rules willy-nilly that were 
causing an inconvenience for every 
business and putting jobs in danger. 

So I got elected and, Judge, you 
know, the first bill I passed made it a 
third-degree misdemeanor for a bu- 
reaucrat to promulgate a rule that 
wasn’t authorized by statute. Of 
course, people thought I was crazy. A 
lot of the media made fun of me, and I 
was the brunt of a lot of jokes. 

The Governor at the time had a hit 
squad go after that bill, and when I had 
it come up in committee they went 
around and met every member and 
said, Kill this bill. But it still got out 
of committee. So they referred it to six 
more committees, and we weren’t able 
to advance that. 

I struggled with trying to change the 
way the administrative laws are pro- 
mulgated and come up with a system 
for about 4 years, to no avail. Rep- 
resentative Sembler, Representative 
Pruitt were doing the same thing, and 
it just seemed like we were getting no- 
where. And then in the 4th year, the 
Governor that had previously seemed 
so disgruntled with my legislation gave 
his final State of the State address 
wearing one of these belts like they 
wear at Walmart or Home Depot or 
Lowe’s so you don’t hurt yourself, and 
he was holding all the rules that ap- 
plied to a cook shack that he wanted to 
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build on Chemonie Plantation. And he 
said, We have got to do something 
about this out-of-control rules process. 

And he gave every member of the 
House and every State senator at the 
time a copy of a book by Philip Howard 
called, “Тһе Death of Common Sense.” 
It is a great book that I implore people 
to read. It is very short and it is an 
easy read. It talks about how the rules 
process has worked to harm society. 

You know, Mother Teresa at one 
time wanted to have a house for the 
homeless in New York City. She lo- 
cated the perfect spot, got the contrac- 
tors ready, was ready to open the 
doors, but the building department 
said, No, you can’t do that here. She 
said, Why? Because that building does 
not have enough restrooms. So we have 
to continue to let the people sleep on 
the sidewalks and use the street for a 
restroom because of the rigid, mono- 
lithic interpretation of the laws and 
the rules. 

So, as a result, finally, of his per- 
sonal experience, the Governor said, 
We need to change rules, the rules pro- 
cedure, and we did. And you know, we 
changed the way rules are vetted. 
There’s a joint administrative proce- 
dure committee which reviews every 
rule to make sure there’s specific stat- 
utory authority to write that rule. 

The new process wasn’t in order very 
long before one of the State agencies 
determined that any land with a new 
type of fern or fauna on it should be 
considered a wetland and couldn’t be 
used for any development. Fortunately, 
it impacted a very large landowner 
down there who challenged the rule 
through an investigative court, an ad- 
ministrative rule through an adminis- 
trative judge. The administrative judge 
ruled in favor of the bureaucrats, say- 
ing the legislature could not possibly 
have meant exactly what they said. 
That was the crux of their 38-page deci- 
sion. 

So the next year we passed House 
Bill 107, which basically said we mean 
unequivocally exactly what we said, 
and from a rules perspective the State 
has lived happily ever after. 

Now, Washington is more dysfunc- 
tional than I anticipated that it would 
be when I got here, and one of the 
worst dysfunctions is the administra- 
tive procedures or the administrative 
rules process here. It’s shocking that 
it’s a very old process built on a flimsy 
foundation. There have been numerous 
attempts to fix it. None of them have 
been really successful, and I think, as 
you and I have discussed before, we 
need to have total reform. We need to 
start with a clean sheet of paper, and 
we need to make the agencies account- 
able for the rules they write, and they 
need to be specifically statutorily au- 
thorized to do those things. 

And so I hope that our colleagues 
will join with us as we move forward 
trying to seek an accountability and 
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an efficiency in our government that is 
greatly lacking right now but is within 
our grasp. 

Mr. CARTER. Reclaiming my time, 
we’re joined ру the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas (Mr. CRAWFORD), one of our new 
Members. We’re proud to have you. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Thank you. 

Mr. CARTER. We’re talking about 
the regulatory overreach of the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Absolutely. I appre- 
ciate the opportunity to be heard, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Under the Obama administration, the 
executive branch has hijacked the leg- 
islative process. The administration is 
riddled with unelected officials who are 
regulating the American people. The 
FCC, for example, the EPA, and dozens 
of appointed czars have way too much 
to say. Congress needs to take back the 
reins on legislating, which is what we 
were elected to do. 

Appointed friends of the President, 
they don’t know what the people need. 
That’s why we have Congress. We were 
elected to know our districts and rep- 
resent our districts’ needs. That’s why 
I know how detrimental the EPA’s reg- 
ulations are to farmers, for example. 

Time and again, the EPA has pro- 
duced regulations that go way beyond 
the intent of the Federal law. For in- 
stance, the Clean Air Act was intended 
to keep our air safe and clean, but the 
EPA has turned it into something it is 
not: a means to regulate dust. Mr. 
Speaker, I have actually risen in sup- 
port of legislation to not fund their 
ability to regulate dust, and here I am 
again talking about this very same 
thing. 

I represent a heavily agricultural dis- 
trict in the great State of Arkansas, 
and the farmers in the First District 
will tell you this. Food comes from the 
ground; and in the process of taking it 
out of the ground, they’re going to stir 
up some dust, and now the EPA wants 
to regulate that dust. It’s a natural by- 
product of growing and harvesting 
crops and has been since man first put 
seeds in the ground. In order for these 
farmers to do their job and feed the 
millions of hungry mouths in our coun- 
try, they should be allowed to do their 
job without being further poked and 
prodded by EPA bureaucrats. 

Under the new national ambient air 
quality standards, the total estimated 
cost to industry lies near $90 billion a 
year. A huge portion of this will be a 
direct hit to our farmers, putting many 
permanently out of business. Mr. 
Speaker, I am certain that the Clean 
Air Act was not legislated to put farm- 
ers out of business. 

Another example of unelected offi- 
cials missing the mark is EPA’s fuel 
containment regulations; once again, 
the EPA overstepping its bounds. They 
want to tell farmers how best to run 
their farms. Not only does the EPA not 
trust farmers to run their operations 
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well, the parameters end up costing the 
farmers tens of thousands of dollars, 
depending on the size of their farms. 

What the EPA needs to remember 
and understand is that farmers are 
smart people. It is in the best interest 
of them to invest in containment 
berms to ensure the land remains pro- 
ductive. Farmers don’t want to spend 
money to clean up a fuel spill, which is 
why they already take the necessary 
safety measures. They shouldn’t be 
forced to spend $10,000 for each contain- 
ment facility when $1,000 would do the 
trick. Farmers know best how to pro- 
tect their own land. 

We can’t forget to protect the farm- 
ers. Folks, if we eat, we’re involved in 
agriculture. There are over 300 million 
people to feed in America and only 1 
million farmers. In fact, out of that 1 
million farmers, 250,000 account for 80 
percent of the total food production. I 
know here in Washington we can bare- 
ly agree on anything. But I think 
there’s one thing we can agree on re- 
gardless of our political affiliation, 
age, race, or gender, and that is: We 
like to eat. So why are we harming the 
people who feed us? 

We need to bring common sense back 
to Washington. Quit letting the bu- 
reaucrats in Washington run a rice 
farm in northeast Arkansas, and let 
them do their jobs. 

The Clean Air Act and fuel contain- 
ment are two solid reasons why the 
congressional relief act is necessary, 
and I proudly stand with my colleagues 
in this effort to scale back rogue agen- 
cies such as the EPA in order to re- 
store congressional intent to the regu- 
lations that are being produced. No 
longer should we let the tail wag the 
dog. 

Mr. CARTER. I thank you for your 
comment. I’m sure there have got to be 
some people that are listening to this 
who want to say, Did he really say 
“regulate dust’’? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Absolutely right. 

Mr. CARTER. Yes. There is a pro- 
posed rule to regulate dust. Now, that 
statute actually exists in the State of 
California, which is closest to bank- 
ruptcy of any State in this country. 
And the Central Valley of California 
has had an issue about water and the 
shortage of water in the Central Val- 
ley, one of the breadbaskets of the en- 
tire Nation, because of a debate over 
water. Until it started to rain, they’ve 
been dry as a powder keg, but they 
have the dust regulation in California. 

So we inquired of them, What do you 
do if you’ve got a gravel road going up 
to your farmhouse to keep the dust 
down? 

Well, we have to water it every day. 
We have to take this shortage water 
that we don’t have enough to even 
grow a clump of spinach, and we water 
our roads so we don’t violate our local 
Clean Air Act in California. 
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And I got humorous about that be- 
cause I went to school at Texas Tech in 
Texas. And although we have come a 
long way up on the south plains of 
Texas in reducing the amount of dust 
storms that have been up in the pan- 
handle of Texas, we still have dust 
storms. And when I was at Texas Tech, 
we had dust storms that were so bad 
that if you drove into the wind, they 
would literally sandblast the front 
paint off of your car. Now I want to 
know what the fine is going to be and 
who’s going to have to pay the fine 
when there’s dust blowing in all the 
way from New Mexico and Arizona that 
comes blowing into your State, and 
who is the EPA going to punish? I 
haven’t got a good idea. But chances 
are, the farmer. And that’s the real 
tragedy here. 

Certainly there are particles in the 
air that are bad for folks like me who 
have asthma, and we have to be con- 
cerned about it. And we’re not going to 
let people overproduce any kind of dis- 
aster. But to say you can produce no 
dust on a farm is pretty close to crazy. 
Just the turn of a plough creates dust. 
Just the driving of the pickup to the 
barn creates dust. And I think it’s a 
little overreaching. 

I was talking about this $600 fee that 
you’ve got to have to be a volunteer. I 
tried to think of one that everybody 
might understand, and I thought of a 
good one. Everybody has got a school 
board in their State somewhere, a local 
school board. And generally these local 
school boards are either wanting to 
have a tax increase or they are wanting 
to float a bond issue or something like 
that. So they create these volunteer 
groups called ‘‘friends of the school 
board”? who go out in the community 
and try to help the school board get 
this bond passed so they can have bet- 
ter schools for the children of that 
school district. Everybody experiences 
that across this whole Nation, and 
every Member of this Congress prob- 
ably knows something about that. But 
under the new proposed regulation, 
every one of those volunteers that goes 
out and promotes the bond issue would 
have to pay a $600 federal fine to get a 
license to talk about the bond issue, as 
if they were some kind of financial ad- 
viser to the American public. And what 
we really have there is a new revenue 
source created by the bureaucrats to 
put more money in the coffers of their 
bureau or their agency. That’s the kind 
of thing that makes no sense. 

My secretary was bragging on the 
fact that she thought the county com- 
missioner was going to appoint her to 
this volunteer board. And I said, well, 
you’d better get a check ready for 600 
bucks. She said, well, no, it doesn’t pay 
anything. I said, yeah, and by the way, 
the regulation also says that the per- 
son, the entity that appoints you to 
that board, cannot pay your $600 for 
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you. You have to pay it, because you 
are now a financial adviser because 
that board has the ability to issue 
bonds. Now that’s just a little bit too 
much. 

I had an old cowboy back in Texas 
that made a comment to me. He said, 
we don’t have very many shortages in 
this country, but the one shortage we 
got in Washington, D.C. is, we have a 
severe shortage, dang near a drought, 
as he put it, of common sense. And part 
of the reason we have the Congres- 
sional Review Act is so that hopefully 
the common sense of the representa- 
tives of the people can prevail in these 
issues that are going to either harm 
our individual constituents, cost us 
jobs, or drive industries offshore, over- 
seas, as we did with the cement manu- 
facturers if we impose these severe pen- 
alties upon people who produce Port- 
land cement. Portland cement doesn’t 
mean it’s from Portland; it means it’s 
the process that they use to make ce- 
ment. 

So today we’re talking about what, I 
think, is something that the American 
people, now that they hopefully know a 
little bit about how much the agencies 
of this country and the bureaucrats 
and the secretaries and all the people 
that follow them, of all the Cabinet 
members in this executive branch, the 
kind of power they have to change the 
life of the individual and the life of the 
job producers and the job seekers in 
this country. 

And if we are going to give them that 
kind of control and that kind of power 
over people’s individual lives, over the 
employer’s ability to make the profit 
necessary to hire and create new jobs, 
if we’re going to allow them to have 
that power, just like anything else, 
someone has to have oversight over 
these people and take a look at what 
they’re doing and see if it is to the 
good of the American people and the 
good of our country. And that’s why we 
have the Congressional Review Act. 
And in that Congressional Review Act, 
we get the chance to look at it. Just 
because it hasn’t been used but rarely 
does not mean it shouldn’t be used 
when the number of regulations have 
grown by geometric progressions in the 
last 2 years. 

When we create one bill, one bill, the 
health care bill that was created in the 
last session of Congress that creates 40 
entities with rulemaking authority, 40 
new entities that can create rules that 
affect the individual life and the health 
care of the American people—we have 
one particular entity that will actually 
be able to say what treatment can and 
cannot be given to certain people— 
surely this House would want to at 
least take a look at those regulations, 
because it might mean life or death to 
an American citizen if we do not allow 
that. So it is important. 

Congresswoman ELLMERS from North 
Carolina, we are pleased to have you 
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here. We would like you to explain 
what you want to show us here today. 

Mrs. ELLMERS. Thank you so much, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Today, I rise on behalf of the people 
of Garner, North Carolina. They are 
faced with a very difficult situation 
these days, one that is threatening, 
and it actually as we speak is basically 
shutting Garner down for business. As 
you can see from the chart, I will point 
out the red line there. That red line is 
essentially going through the town of 
Garner, North Carolina. It is an exten- 
sion of Highway 540. And this is the 
proposed site from the Army Corps of 
Engineers. And as you can see, if you 
look at the chart, there are some other 
very colorful options to consider as 
well. However, those options go 
through areas of wetlands and things, 
and the area that goes through Garner, 
North Carolina, that’s the option that 
they are looking at because it’s the 
only option that is outside of any wet- 
lands and out of any areas that would 
harm such things as the dwarf wedge 
mussels. 

Now, basically, what we are faced 
with today is a situation where Garner, 
North Carolina, is shut down for busi- 
ness. Right now, potential businesses 
wanting to relocate or set up shop or 
move to the area, individuals maybe 
wanting to move to Garner, North 
Carolina, are reconsidering that choice 
because they see that there is a poten- 
tial highway going through the center 
of their community, which is kind of a 
ridiculous situation. Many of the orga- 
nizations that are involved right now 
have all said that this is not a viable 
option. And yet we continue to look at 
it. We continue to allow Garner, North 
Carolina, to be shut down for business, 
potential loss of jobs. We have individ- 
uals that live in Garner such as Brenda 
and Jerry Summer, who are an elderly 
couple that have children and grand- 
children who have moved back to Gar- 
ner to be near them, and they have the 
threat of having that highway go right 
through the middle of their living 
room. 

We also are faced with a situation 
where the Springfield Baptist Church, 
which has been there for 140 years, 2,000 
parishioners, they will literally lose 
their church and 50 acres of land. This 
is continuing because of the Clean 
Water Act and basically the Army 
Corps of Engineers’ refusal to remove 
the red line from consideration. 
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We have met with them. We have 
asked them to take that option off the 
table and to save the American tax- 
payers that expense of doing the study. 
They know it is not a viable option. 
They know it’s going to hurt business. 
They know that there are potential 
other options there, and yet we con- 
tinue to look at it. 

I have the utmost respect for the 
Army Corps of Engineers but, quite 
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frankly, this is a waste of American 
taxpayer money and a potential threat 
to business, and continuing in Garner, 
North Carolina, all so that we can pre- 
serve a mussel, all so that we can pre- 
serve and route around wetlands. You 
can go anywhere in North Carolina and 
it is pretty much considered a wetland 
except your developed areas that are 
already in progress. 

I’m not against the highway, the loop 
being finished, but certainly there are 
other options that could be looked at. 
You can see there is an orange line, a 
blue line, a pink line. They’re all there. 
They all connect, and these are all via- 
ble options. 

Some of the other organizations that 
are involved in this, like the North 
Carolina Turnpike Authority, have al- 
ready dropped three other options from 
consideration because of public pro- 
tests in those towns about potential 
harm to the communities. Garner 
stands to lose a projected worth of $9 
million in investments and hundreds of 
jobs. Investors are literally walking 
away while the town stands in limbo 
because of this potential project that is 
going to take place here. 

We cannot continue this. This is 
what is happening. We must stand for 
the people of Garner, North Carolina. 
We must stand for the people of Amer- 
ica, who are continuously saying: Let’s 
use common sense. That’s the issue 
here today. Common sense. If we all 
know this is not going to be the project 
that’s ultimately proposed, let’s take 
it off the table. Let’s not spend Amer- 
ican taxpayer dollars. Let’s preserve 
the business community of Garner, 
North Carolina, and all the good folks 
there who are potentially going to lose 
their homes. Let’s do it now. Let’s not 
wait. This is a ridiculous situation, and 
I think the American people have had 
just about enough of it. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, so much for 
allowing me to stand for the people of 
Garner, North Carolina. 

Mr. CARTER. If the gentlelady would 
yield for a question, if I understand 
you correctly, the main reason for this 
route is because of the Clean Water Act 
and the Endangered Species Act? 

Mrs. ELLMERS. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. CARTER. It is a mussel, you’re 
saying? 

Mrs. ELLMERS. It is. It’s a par- 
ticular mussel. Let’s find the name just 
so you’re familiar with it. It is the 
dwarf wedge mussel, and apparently 
that dwarf wedge mussel is found down 
in the wetlands of the lower area there, 
so they have avoided that area. And 
then there are some other wetlands 
there as well. Certainly there are ways 
we can work around these issues and 
not go through an entire town that has 
been developed for years and years. 

Mr. CARTER. This is the town, here, 
which they are going to go in and con- 
demn basically all of the town? 

Mrs. ELLMERS. Go right through, go 
right through the very middle of it. 
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Mr. CARTER. Yes, I can see why peo- 
ple are a little upset about that. 

Mrs. ELLMERS. And the thing is, 
there is potential for that highway to 
go through there, but right now as we 
speak, the town of Garner is basically 
stuck. There is no growth. There is 
none whatsoever because any potential 
business, any potential job that could 
be coming there is not. It is turning 
away from Garner, North Carolina, for 
this very reason. 

Mr. CARTER. I can understand that. 
So if I am a potential employer who 
wants to build a factory and that is one 
of the places I might look at, I look at 
this and say wait a minute, I can buy 
the land, build my building, and then 
here comes the Corps of Engineers 
which puts the highway right through 
the middle of my building? 

Mrs. ELLMERS. Absolutely. 

Mr. CARTER. So the builder says I 
think ГІІ wait or look somewhere else? 

Mrs. ELLMERS. And they look some- 
where else. That is what is happening. 
This is why the people of Garner, North 
Carolina, are outraged. And rightly so. 
This is a situation which has been 
hanging for awhile. It needs to be ad- 
dressed, and it needs to be addressed 
today. I have asked all entities in- 
volved, let’s all look at this and use 
some common sense and make the 
right choices and let’s save the Amer- 
ican taxpayers some money. 

Mr. CARTER. These regulations 
should be looked at by this House if 
they are available to be looked at. Of 
course, some of these may be long since 
on the books before we had this tool to 
examine regulations as they come out. 
But still, it is good for you as the Rep- 
resentative of your folks in your dis- 
trict to come up and speak for the peo- 
ple because that’s our job. 

Mrs. ELLMERS. It is. 

Mr. CARTER. I’m going to reclaim 
my time because I think we are about 
to run out of it. I want to thank the 
Speaker for this hour. 


EE 
ENERGY FOR AMERICA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HUIZENGA of Michigan). Under the 
Speaker’s announced policy of January 
5, 2011, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 30 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, one of the things that the American 
people are really upset about right now 
is gasoline is $3.50, and in some parts of 
the country it is close to $4 a gallon. 
And the President of the United States 
and his administration, for whatever 
reason, is obstructing our ability to be- 
come energy independent. 

On February 17, U.S. District Judge 
Martin Feldman, who gave the Depart- 
ment of the Interior information on 
the deepwater drilling in the Gulf of 
Mexico earlier, he gave the administra- 
tion 30 days to rule seven deepwater 
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drilling permits okay, to approve them. 
He overturned the ban put in place in 
June of 2010 that allowed the govern- 
ment to arbitrarily impose a morato- 
rium that would cause irreparable 
harm to businesses along the gulf 
coast. In fact, it will cost as many as 
24,000 jobs. But the thing about it that 
really concerns me is that we have the 
ability to become energy independent 
within a relatively short period of 
time. 

Everybody would like to see us move 
towards alternative sources of energy 
and clean-burning fuels to help the en- 
vironment. I don’t think anybody op- 
poses that. The problem is in the proc- 
ess. Do we want to become more energy 
dependent on the rest of the world? 

Now we get between 25 and 30 percent 
of our energy from the Middle East. 
Anybody who has been watching the 
news at all knows that there is a war 
going on in Libya, Egypt is in turmoil, 
and Bahrain is having problems. There 
are potential problems in Jordan and 
in Saudi Arabia. Now if something goes 
wrong over there—and Iran is trying to 
undermine us by, under the covers, 
doing everything that they can to stop 
us from getting energy and to put us in 
a trick bag—if the Suez Canal is bot- 
tled up, if the Strait of Hormuz is 
closed or the Persian Gulf is closed, we 
are going to lose or have substantially 
delayed as much as 30 percent of our 
energy. You can imagine what that 
would do to this place. 

The prohibition against drilling in 
the Gulf of Mexico takes away about 11 
percent of our energy, and the Presi- 
dent won’t allow us to have permits in 
that area. 

Now, he says that he is concerned 
about it because of the environmental 
damage that was done by the oil spill 
down there when the derrick blew up. 
What isn’t said is that the tankers that 
come from the Middle East and from 
South America spill more oil, spill 
more oil than that environmental trag- 
edy that took place in the gulf spill. 
People don’t realize that. 

Now, we can drill in an environ- 
mentally safe way and we can do it in 
a number of places in this country and 
move rapidly toward energy independ- 
ence. We can drill up in Alaska in the 
ANWR, and people in the environ- 
mental community say: Well, we’re 
worried about the bears up there and 
the small animals and so forth. 

I’ve been up there. Does anybody 
have any idea how big Alaska is? It is 
three-and-a-half times the size of 
Texas, and there’s only 500,000 to 
600,000 people who live in Alaska, and 
all the rest of that is wilderness except 
where we are drilling. If we drill in the 
ANWR, we could produce a great 
amount of oil and energy that would 
make us less dependent on Saudi Ara- 
bia, the Middle East, and on the com- 
munist dictator in Venezuela, Mr. 
President Chavez. 
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So we are not doing what we should 
do to make sure that we provide energy 
for this country and make sure that 
the cost of energy is low so people can 
afford it, so employers can afford to 
hire more people and produce more 
goods that could be sold here and 
around the world. 
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The President, for whatever reason, 
is blocking this, and I just can’t under- 
stand why; but I think the American 
people need to know that and that they 
need to be talking to the President, to 
the administration and to other Con- 
gressmen and Senators about this be- 
cause, if everything goes south over in 
the Middle East or if the President of 
Venezuela decides to cut us off, we’re 
going to see oil prices go up, up, up and 
the cost of gasoline go to $3, $4, $5, $6 
a gallon. It’s already over $3.50. If it 
gets to $6 a gallon, it’s going to have a 
devastating impact on this economy. 
In fact, it already is having a dev- 
astating impact. 

If you talk to 18-wheeler truckers, 
the people who haul goods and services 
all across this country, they’ll tell you 
that they can’t afford to keep their 
prices low for trucking our goods and 
services if the price of diesel fuel goes 
above $4 by very much a gallon. Yet it 
is above $4 a gallon right now, and it’s 
trending higher. 

If we have a problem in the Middle 
East or in the Gulf or in South Amer- 
ica, wherever we get oil, it’s going to 
have a tremendous impact, not only on 
our ability to buy gasoline at the pump 
or to provide oil for heating and for our 
electrical companies to provide elec- 
tricity to keep our lights on, but it’s 
going to cost us more when we go to 
Walmart, when we go to the grocery 
store, wherever we go to buy goods, 
food and services, because the truckers 
who truck those goods across the coun- 
try are going to have to pay more for 
their fuel, and they’ll pass that along 
to the consumer in higher prices. So 
this has a devastating impact on our 
economy because we depend too much 
on foreign oil. 

Another thing I think everybody in 
this country ought to know, Mr. 
Speaker, is that we have the largest re- 
serves of coal in the world, which could 
be converted into oil if we were to use 
coal-to-liquid technology. We could get 
as many as 5 million barrels of oil a 
day in the not-too-distant future, and 
the amount of oil we could get out of 
coal/shale is up to 8 trillion barrels of 
oil. In North and South Dakota, they 
just found one of the biggest oil re- 
serves in the whole world that we could 
use to bring down the price of energy 
in this country, but we can’t drill there 
because the President and the adminis- 
tration and the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency and the Department of En- 
ergy are blocking that. 

Now, I know a lot of people around 
the country say, well, we’ve got to be 
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concerned about the environment—and 
we do have to be—and we ought to be 
transitioning into these other tech- 
nologies, but that’s going to take 10, 15, 
20 years. To get a nuclear plant up 
takes forever because you have to go 
through all the permits and all the 
governmental regulations. Sure, we 
could get there, but it’s going to take 
time. In that interim period, we’re de- 
pendent on fossil fuels, and we’re get- 
ting those from the Middle East, from 
South America and from the Gulf of 
Mexico when we can drill there. 

So it’s extremely important, Mr. 
Speaker, that we pay attention to this 
and send a very strong signal to the ad- 
ministration that it’s time for us to 
get on with drilling here in the United 
States in order to become energy inde- 
pendent. 

I want to talk about one more thing, 
Mr. Speaker, which I think is ex- 
tremely important. It deals with our 
southern border, between us and Mex- 
ico. The President of Mexico told 
President Obama that he did not want 
any government agents from the 
United States—the FBI or our DEA—to 
be able to carry weapons when they’re 
in Mexico. 

We just had one of our agents shot to 
death in Mexico about 2 weeks ago. It 
was one of our special drug agents that 
we had in Mexico. These agents have 
no ability to defend themselves. One of 
them was killed, and the other was se- 
verely wounded. Along the Texas 
American border, we’ve had all kinds of 
problems. We had a Border Patrol 
agent just shot recently and killed. We 
have farmers all over the place and 
ranchers down there who are scared to 
death to go out of their houses because 
these people are coming across the bor- 
der—drug dealers and people who are 
bringing illegal aliens in. 

Some of the farmers are even selling 
their ranches. We have one fellow down 
there who has had a 6,000-acre ranch in 
his family for over 100 years, but he 
sold his farm. Joe Aguilar sold his 
ranch because he said he’s had enough. 
They’re going across his ranch every 
day. We have another rancher down 
there who found a cache of narcotics on 
his land. He turned it over to the Drug 
Enforcement Agency. Days later, thugs 
came into his house and beat him and 
his wife half to death. The thugs said, 
If you do this again, we’ll kill you. 

Now, how would you like to live in 
that kind of an environment? Well, you 
say, That’s right on the border. That 
can’t happen here. It’s 80 miles north of 
the Mexican-American border. It’s 80 
miles into the United States right now. 
We have signs posted, saying it’s not 
safe for you as an American citizen to 
go south of here between that 80-mile 
marker and Mexico. Can you imagine 
that? Americans are afraid to even 
walk on American soil because of drug 
dealers, thugs, illegal aliens, and peo- 
ple who are transporting them into the 
country who might kill them. 
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We had one Border Patrol agent who 
was shot and killed about a week ago. 
When he was shot and killed, we found 
out that he had told these drug dealers 
or illegal aliens or people who were 
bringing illegals in to stop. Since they 
wouldn’t stop, our Border Patrol 
agents were told they had to use bean- 
bags. Get this. They had to use bean- 
bags to fire at these people who were 
across the border illegally who may 
have been drug dealers or whatever. 
The fellows they were pursuing turned 
around with AK-47s—automatic weap- 
ons with high-velocity bullets—and 
shot and killed this one Border Patrol 
agent. The President of the United 
States told them the first thing they 
should use if they suspect people of 
bringing illegal drugs in and they can’t 
get them to stop are these beanbags. 

I can’t imagine anything like that. 
These people are risking their lives day 
in and day out. Some are being killed, 
and some are being taunted day in and 
day out. They can’t even defend them- 
selves down there. President Obama, 
along with the President of Mexico, 
agreed that our DEA agents, when they 
go across the border into Mexico, can’t 
even carry weapons. 

How many people do you think who 
are trying to enforce our drug laws and 
who are sent down into foreign coun- 
tries to defend this country against 
drug dealers and drug cartels are going 
to want to go down into those areas 
when they can’t even protect them- 
selves? Would you want to do it? I 
wouldn’t want to do it. Га want to 
have a weapon so I could at least try to 
survive in the event they tried to kill 
me. 

Unfortunately, the President of the 
United States just said in the last few 
days that he will not allow any of our 
agents—FBI, CIA, DEA or any of 
them—to carry weapons when they go 
into Mexico because the President of 
Mexico, Mr. Calderon, said that he 
doesn’t think we should. 

Well, we’re in a war down there on 
that border. If you talk to the people in 
Texas, they’ll tell you there is a war 
between us and the drug dealers and 
the thugs who are coming across that 
line into our country; and there is a 
high suspicion that we’re seeing al 
Qaeda- and Taliban-type terrorists 
coming across the border into the 
United States as well. 

There was an article that was written 
just recently. I’d like to read part of it, 
Mr. Speaker. 

It reads: ‘‘In Texas, nearly 8,200 farms 
and ranches back up to the Mexican 
border. The men and women who live 
and work on those properties say 
they’re under attack from the same 
drug cartels blamed for thousands of 
murders in Mexico. ‘It’s a war, make 
no mistake about it,’ Texas Agri- 
culture Commissioner Todd Staples 
said, ‘and it’s happening on American 
soil,’ in this country. 
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“Texas farmers and ranchers produce 
more cotton and more cattle than any 
other State, so Staples is concerned 
this war could eventually impact our 
food supply, and calls it a threat to our 
national security. 

“To raise awareness, Commissioner 
Staples launched the Мер site 
ProtectYourTexasBorder.com. It’s a 
place where frustrated and scared 
farmers can share their stories. 

“One Texas farmer, who asked not to 
be identified, said it’s common for him 
to see undocumented immigrants” and 
drug dealers ‘‘walking through his 
property. ‘I see something and I just 
drive away,’ he said. ‘It’s a problem. 
I’ve learned to live with it, and pretty 
much I’ve become numb to it.” 

Isn’t that a sad commentary on this 
country? We can’t even defend Ameri- 
cans in Texas and Arizona. 

Another farmer, Joe Aguilar, who I 
talked about earlier, said, ‘“You either 
have to beat ’em or join ’em, and I de- 
cided not to do either,’’ so he sold his 
farm of 6,000 acres that his family had 
had for 100 years. 

Our farmers and ranchers can’t afford 
their own security detail, Staples said. 
We’re going to become more dependent 
on food and commodities from other 
countries if we don’t do something 
about it. 

The President sent 14,000 National 
Guard people or 17,000 National Guard 
people down to the Gulf of Mexico 
when that oil spill took place off that 
derrick, but we’ve only sent 1,400 Na- 
tional Guard troops down to the Texas 
American border, which is 1,980 miles 
long. 

We are never going to solve that bor- 
der problem unless we really realize 
that it is an area that we have to focus 
on, that it’s a war, that our citizens are 
in danger down there, and that we 
can’t any longer allow drug dealers to 
have sites in the United States where 
they have binoculars and weapons so 
they can watch for the Border Patrol 
agents and so they can tell their coun- 
terparts to bring drugs across the bor- 
der or to bring terrorists across the 
border because they know that the 
coast is clear. 
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This is something that we can’t tol- 
erate. We need to protect our border 
agents. They ought to have guns that 
they can use to stop these people. They 
shouldn’t be shooting beanbags at 
them. And we certainly shouldn’t be 
asking our CIA, DIA, DEA agents to go 
into Mexico to fight the drug dealers 
and find out what’s going on and tell 
them they can’t even have a weapon to 
protect themselves. This is insane. 

The other thing I talked about ear- 
lier was the oil situation. It’s insane 
for us to become more dependent on 
foreign energy at a time when our 
economy is floundering, we’ve still got 
unemployment at around 9 percent, 
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business people can’t make plans be- 
cause they don’t know what their en- 
ergy costs are, and the people who go 
to work are paying $3.50 to $4 for a gal- 
lon of gas. 

We can do better, and the President 
ought to do better. And I hope, Mr. 
Speaker, that the message will get to 
the White House loud and clear before 
it’s just too late and our economy is 
hurt further. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 


EE 
OBAMACARE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is 
again a privilege to be recognized to 
address you here on the floor of the 
House of Representatives. And it’s a 
privilege to sit here in this Chamber 
and listen to the gentleman from Indi- 
ana (Mr. BURTON) talk about these crit- 
ical issues for the United States of 
America. 

Each of us that come down here on so 
many days come here for the purpose 
of bringing up these critical issues and 
informing you, Mr. Speaker. And while 
that’s going on, there are people all 
across America that are listening in 
and deciding for themselves the prior- 
ities and deciding for themselves what 
kind of job we’re doing here in Con- 
gress. 

Га love to step in on the immigration 
debate and burn up about 30 minutes 
talking about that, but Mr. Speaker, I 
need to have this discussion with you 
about ObamaCare. There are a fair 
number of different strategies that are 
working here in the House of Rep- 
resentatives—and perhaps a number of 
different strategies, to some degree, 
going on in the United States Senate— 
but the circumstances are this: 

Almost 1 year ago, ObamaCare passed 
the United States Congress and was 
messaged to the President, where he 
eagerly signed the bill. It was a com- 
bination of legislative shenanigans 
that took place. The bill itself that 
came to the floor was not a product of 
committee; it was a bill that was writ- 
ten by Speaker PELOSI’s staff and her 
office with who knows what input and 
it was dropped on us in a fashion that 
didn’t allow us an opportunity to 
evaluate it there, then, or on the spot. 
It was a combination of two bills. One 
of them was ObamaCare as it went out 
of the House over to the Senate. The 
Senate then promised, on the condition 
that ObamaCare be passed—and the 
votes that were necessary to pass the 
basis of ObamaCare were generated be- 
cause the Senate decided that they 
would, under a reconciliation plan, 
avoid the filibuster rules of 60 votes in 
the Senate. They sent us a reconcili- 
ation plan that altered and amended 
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ObamaCare itself. And in that package 
was a promise from the President of 
the United States that he would issue 
an Executive order that would take 
care of the concerns of the pro-life 
Members—pro-life Democrats who 
wouldn’t vote for ObamaCare as long as 
it funded abortion. 

And so the audacity of the President 
of the United States to take the posi- 
tion that he could amend legislation 
that passed this Congress by Executive 
order—which is not a constitutional 
position, Mr. Speaker—but that audac- 
ity was swallowed by enough people 
that they voted ObamaCare out of the 
House marginally. The reconciliation 
package that came from the Senate 
squeaked out of there because of the 
promises that were made and came 
over here and was passed because of the 
promises that were made. And the final 
cap on it was the President’s Executive 
order that was supposed to amend 
ObamaCare. 

And what do we have in all of this 
mess? We have 2,500 or so pages that 
are so convoluted—and if anybody in 
this Congress, any lawyers out there 
that propose to be experts, anybody 
that’s staff on Energy and Commerce, 
or former Speaker PELOSI, or anybody 
else out here, I don’t think there’s a 
single person on the planet, no matter 
how good their background, no matter 
how intelligent, no matter how well 
read, no matter how many research 
books they might have to work with, if 
you would shut them in an office and 
cut the wires and the wireless to the 
outside world, not a single person out 
of these 6-plus billion people on this 
planet could read ObamaCare and be 
able to analyze all that it does or its 
implications on the lives of 300-plus 
million Americans. It’s not possible to 
do so. We did, I think, a very good job 
of analyzing what it was in broad 
terms. 

Some of us knew going in that there 
was deceptive language written into 
ObamaCare that automatically appro- 
priated funds that would set up the im- 
plementation of ObamaCare—even if 
Congress appropriated no money to it, 
that would put the implementation in 
place and churn it on in perpetuity, 
Mr. Speaker. Some of that information 
I believe came out of some of the mem- 
bers of the Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee that had been analyzing this 
bill last fall. I believe that we had 
some verbal discussions on it—not here 
on the floor necessarily, but on-the- 
side conversations that I had with 
some of the better-informed Members 
of this Congress, and they aren’t all 
here any longer in this 112th Congress. 

But as we came into January, I’m 
thinking about how ме unfund 
ObamaCare. And it has been my argu- 
ment all along, Mr. Speaker, that the 
strategy is this: That first, a lot of us 
used all of our energy to do the best we 
could to kill ObamaCare. In spite of all 
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of that, in spite of the tens of thou- 
sands of people that came from every 
single State in the Union to come in 
here and surround this Capitol and tell 
them keep your hands off of my health 
care, still the former Speaker of the 
House marched through the crowds 
with her over-sized gavel in her let- 
them-eat-cake moment and imposed 
ObamaCare on America. 

Shortly after the moment that that 
vote went up on the board I went down 
to the people that had—and I say sur- 
rounded this Capitol; it wasn’t just a 
human chain around the Capitol, it was 
a human doughnut around the Capitol. 
It was six and eight people deep all the 
way around the United States Capitol, 
unbroken, human doughnut around the 
Capitol, still with thousands of people 
left over in the corner, so to speak. If 
you envision a circle—there isn’t one, I 
understand, but they were standing in 
clusters by the thousands. Still, not 
part of that human doughnut, they 
came here and said keep your hands off 
of our health care. 

That bill finally passed here on the 
floor and was messaged to the Senate. 
And I went down with that group, as 
did MICHELE BACHMANN and several 
others—Pete Hoekstra of Michigan 
comes to mind as another individual 
that was back and forth commu- 
nicating with the people that came 
here to peacefully petition the govern- 
ment for redress of grievances, exactly 
in line with the First Amendment to 
the Constitution. And I promised them, 
as did MICHELE BACHMANN, that I would 
introduce legislation to repeal 
ObamaCare. That happened the very 
next day, and it happened for us within 
3 minutes of each other. 

So I laid out, though, the strategy 
over the next few days and weeks to re- 
peal ObamaCare. And I’m going to re- 
fresh this now, Mr. Speaker, for the 
minds of those who are paying atten- 
tion, and it’s this: First, all energy was 
focused on killing ObamaCare. I didn’t 
burn up 1 minute of media time that I 
can think of talking about what to do 
if it passed. I remember people asking 
me out here in the crowd, what will 
you do if it passes? And my answer 
was, “Im focused on killing it. We’ll 
worry about that, that’s another sub- 
ject for another time, I’m focused on 
killing it.” Well, it did pass. And we 
turned the focus, then, on repealing it. 
And the beginning of that was that 
opening of business—actually same day 
because this passed after midnight on a 
Sunday night, so it was Monday morn- 
ing. This Congress opened for business 
at 9 o’clock. At that minute, there 
were two requests waiting in place to 
bring the legislation to repeal 
ObamaCare. 
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Then I began to lay out this strategy 
which was, get aS many cosponsors оп 
the repeal as possible. And as that 
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number grew, sometime in June, or to- 
wards the summer, I introduced a dis- 
charge petition. That discharge peti- 
tion was designed to gain 218 signa- 
tures. With that, the Speaker of the 
House and no one can block it. It must 
come to the floor, no amendments, for 
an up-or-down vote. Well, we got to 178 
signatures on the discharge petition, 
which is pretty good. I believe that 
number was 178. I question that, be- 
cause there were six Republicans that 
did not sign it, but all but six signed it. 
We had one Democrat that signed it. 
So I guess that takes it down there to 
maybe 173, looks more like the number. 
I would just correct that for the record, 
Mr. Speaker. Let that be 173 signatures 
on the discharge petition. We were 
working for 218, is the point. Yet the 
discharge petition that, if it had been 
brought to the floor, would have been 
voted on and could have passed, and if 
it had been forced to the floor under a 
discharge petition, it would have 
passed and we would have repealed 
ObamaCare from the House then. 

But it always was a way to get people 
on record so we knew who was for re- 
peal of ObamaCare and who was unwill- 
ing to go on record for repeal of 
ObamaCare. And it always was some- 
thing that candidates for Congress 
could look at that and challenge the 
individual that they were running 
against: “Why didn’t you sign the dis- 
charge petition. Are you really against 
ObamaCare? Your name’s not on 
there.” 

It was useful for a good number of 
candidates, and some of them have said 
they wouldn’t be here in this Congress 
today if they didn’t have the discharge 
petition to measure their opponent 
with. So it always had a utility in two 
ways: seeking to repeal ObamaCare, 
and putting a marker down so that the 
American public could discern, who’s 
for ObamaCare and who’s against it 
and who’s afraid to take a position. 

All that was taking place last sum- 
mer, all the way on up through August, 
September, October and into the elec- 
tion on the 2nd day of November, 
where, through the summer, con- 
tinuing the strategy. It was not just 
the discharge petition. It was use it 
and other things, and win the majority 
here in the House. When we have the 
majority in the House, then we can 
bring the repeal of ObamaCare. 

And I said for a long time: Repeal of 
ObamaCare needs to be H.R. 1. That’s 
the highest priority for the Speaker of 
the House. The Speaker traditionally 
gets the first 10 bills to name, H.R. 1 
through H.R. 10. You can look at the 
priority by their number. So number 1, 
I believe, needed to be the repeal of 
ObamaCare as the highest priority, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Well, it turned out that H.R. 2 was 
the repeal of ObamaCare. All right. 
There’s no complaint on my part. 
That’s a very high priority, in any 
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case, and we did pass the repeal of 
ObamaCare, consistent with the strat- 
egy that I laid out way last summer. 

And then, way last summer, I was 
making the case that no money can be 
spent by the Federal Government un- 
less the House of Representatives 
agrees to it. We can shut off all funding 
to ObamaCare here in the House of 
Representatives, and if the Senate dis- 
agrees and the House says no, then no 
money gets spent by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, until we reach an agreement. 
That’s what’s going on right now, Mr. 
Speaker. 

So, I argued then and I argue now 
that part of this strategy to undo 
ObamaCare has to be to unfund 
ObamaCare. To defund ObamaCare, to 
phrase it a little bit differently. It was 
always part of the strategy going back 
almost a year. And as we move forward 
to defund ObamaCare, we need to un- 
derstand that there were automatic ap- 
propriations that were written into 
ObamaCare, and that’s part of the dia- 
logue that was going on last fall in a 
very quiet little way but no one had 
drilled into it that I know of and 
looked at all of the pieces, on our side. 
On the other side, they wrote it in. 

So Га like to hear from someone who 
was involved in that on the Democrat 
side, Га like to hear from former 
Speaker PELOSI, or maybe I’d like to 
hear from the whip, STENY HOYER: Did 
they know it was in there? Of course 
they did. Did they direct their staff to 
write it in there? Probably. Who on 
that staff devised this strategy to put 
in all of these threads that add up to 
$105.5 billion? I would like to know the 
answer to that question. That will 
emerge over time, as history has a way 
of uncovering these things. 

But, in any case, the automatic fund- 
ing was there. Another way to phrase it 
would be self-enacting funding was 
there. And I drafted language to cut off 
the funding to ObamaCare patterned 
off of the funding that was shut off to 
put an end to the Vietnam War. That’s 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and in 
the media record some time back. But 
about 5 or so years ago, I got curious as 
to how I remembered the Vietnam War 
being ended versus what actually hap- 
pened. I went back and read the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD and the debate on 
that, Mr. Speaker. The CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD reveals this: There were about 
three different places and perhaps 
more, but we uncovered three different 
places in appropriations bills where 
Congress shut off the funding to carry 
out the war in Vietnam. It began in 
1973. The most significant was on a 
continuing resolution in the spring of 
1974. As I read through that language, 
maybe 5 years ago, it gave me an inspi- 
ration on how to bring language to 
shut off the funding to ObamaCare. 

I’m going to go from memory here. 
It’s in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. So 
it won’t be precisely accurate but it 
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thematically will be right. The lan- 
guage that was written into a con- 
tinuing resolution in the spring of 1974 
that shut off the American support in 
the war in Vietnam reads close to this: 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no funds in this act and no funds 
in any act heretofore appropriated 
shall be used for offensive or defensive 
operations in the land of Vietnam, in 
the skies over it, the seas adjacent to 
it or in the adjacent countries, and it 
names at least Laos and Cambodia 
along the side. I believe they also said 
Thailand. But it named the countries 
next to it and it said, no funds shall be 
used for offensive or defensive oper- 
ations, Vietnam, the skies over it, the 
seas adjacent to it or the countries ad- 
jacent to it, and no funds in any act 
heretofore appropriated shall be used 
for such purpose. 

In other words, whatever money was 
in the pipeline got shut off. They shut 
off all involvement. And you can imag- 
ine, and I don’t know it to be factually 
true, Mr. Speaker, that there were bul- 
lets and grenades and munitions that 
were being unloaded on the dock at Da 
Nang that were loaded back up again 
on the ship and hauled away. I don’t 
know that to be fact, but figuratively 
that’s what happened. They shut off ev- 
erything. With language written into a 
continuing resolution, they shut off a 
war here in the United States Con- 
gress. 

Now if we can shut off a war here in 
the United States Congress and stop all 
the money that’s in the pipeline and 
any money that might be coming at 
the same time and all the funds that 
are in the act, none of them can be 
used to conduct the operations in Viet- 
nam, we can sure as the world in a con- 
tinuing resolution write legislation 
that will shut off all of this automatic 
funding that was written into 
ObamaCare. How could anyone imagine 
that somehow because the Congres- 
sional Research Services defined the 
spending that is automatic spending 
here in the ObamaCare act, they called 
it mandated appropriations and fund 
transfers. Mandated appropriations and 
fund transfers have been defined by 
some folks as mandatory spending. And 
then they go on to argue that manda- 
tory spending cannot be addressed in 
an appropriations bill. I would remind 
them, this is the United States Con- 
gress, and the former majority in this 
Congress wrote all this into a bill. And 
it’s automatic funding. It’s self-enact- 
ing funding. It’s not completely un- 
precedented as a tactic, but it is com- 
pletely unprecedented in its mag- 
nitude. Therefore, this Congress can’t 
be hiding behind a rule or defining a 
piece of legislation as mandatory 
spending. We’re not mandated by any 
previous Congress. No Congress can 
bind a subsequent Congress. If this 
House of Representatives says no, then 
“по” means ‘по. We sometimes have 
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to remind the Senate over and over 
again, and we would have to do that 
under the proposal that I’m making. 

But I will tell you, Mr. Speaker, that 
this is an unconstitutional bill. It’s 
been pushed through this Congress in 
an unprecedented fashion, with a series 
of shenanigans that this country has 
never seen before. Two Federal courts 
have found it unconstitutional, Judge 
Vincent found it completely unconsti- 
tutional, and it’s on its way through 
the circuit and to the Supreme Court 
and it should be expedited directly to 
the Supreme Court, except the White 
House is holding the ball. The White 
House is holding the ball because their 
tactic is to try to get ObamaCare im- 
plemented to the maximum amount be- 
fore such time, so that it becomes too 
late to pull it out by the roots. That’s 
part of the tactic. 

So from the litigation standpoint, 
the unconstitutional components are 
the unconstitutional mandates, com- 
pelling States in violation of the 10th 
Amendment that they have to comply 
with an act to provide these services, 
and compelling individuals that they 
have to buy insurance even though 
they’re not participating in the system 
whatsoever. 
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That’s never been done before. It’s 
completely unprecedented, Mr. Speak- 
er. So we see the Obama administra- 
tion now offering a little carrot out 
there to the States, to the Governors, 
saying we will waive the mandate for 
the States. Now, the caveat is you have 
to provide an equal or better policy 
yourself in order to be able to qualify 
for the waiver, and you’ve got until 
2014 to do that. 

But that act, which likely won’t 
come to any kind of fruition, is a 
means, I believe, to take away the ar- 
gument that it’s an unconstitutional 
mandate on the States. The White 
House has also had language that came 
out a couple of weeks ago that they 
would consider or entertain the alter- 
ation or perhaps the elimination of the 
individual mandate. 

Now, that’s the second component 
that might come out of the White 
House that would, if those two provi- 
sions were altered in practice, they can 
go before the Supreme Court and argue 
that it’s not a constitutional violation 
because it’s not really a mandate. And 
that’s how they hope to walk through 
this thicket of constitutional prohibi- 
tions and hopefully they can find a de- 
cision at the Supreme Court level that 
will allow them to impose ObamaCare 
on the rest of America. That’s their 
litigation tactic, Mr. Speaker. 

Their legislation tactic is this: The 
pressure that grows, they’re trying to 
take the pressure off. So when the 
House played into their hands a week 
or so ago by bringing legislation on the 
1099 component of this, this outrageous 
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requirement that people report to the 
IRS any cumulative transactions with 
any entity that meet or exceed $600 in 
a year, which means if you pay some- 
body to mow your lawn you have to 
turn in a squeal form to the IRS. And 
this is something that was put into 
ObamaCare, these extra requirements, 
because they were able to score it as, 
my memory is that it was then $17 bil- 
lion it was supposed to generate in 
taxes because the IRS was going to go 
in and audit these squeal forms, the 
1099 forms. 

Well, in any case, that was the most 
objectionable component in the short 
term that came with ObamaCare. 
Therefore, this House picked this up 
and sent it to the Senate. And what 
happens? The Democrats in the Senate 
are going to take it and send it to the 
President. Why? Because they think 
that people shouldn’t be required to 
file the 1099 forms and they can find 
another place to come up with $17 bil- 
lion? No, Mr. Speaker, that’s not it. 
It’s this: They understand that the ob- 
jections to the 1099 squeal forms that 
were written into ObamaCare are the 
most egregious of all in the short term, 
and they want to take the lid off the 
pressure cooker, let some steam out, 
put the lid back on, and they want to 
continue to frantically implement 
ObamaCare with the $105.5 billion that 
is written into it and the self-enacting 
automatic spending that is there. 

So as the pressure builds against 
ObamaCare, they’re willing to take a 
little piece off here, lift the lid off the 
pressure cooker there, and drain that 
heat down so that they can hang on to 
the major components of ObamaCare 
and get it implemented. And while we 
have a whole series of different initia- 
tives that are going on around here 
driven now by the new Republican ma- 
jority, five different proposals within 
Energy and Commerce to change the 
language from mandatory spending to, 
I suppose, optional spending or some- 
thing, all of those are authorization 
pieces of language. There is no leverage 
to get them passed. If Energy and Com- 
merce passes that legislation, it goes 
over to HARRY REID’s desk where it 
probably goes directly into the trash, 
not into the desk drawer. 

So we can’t produce leverage to 
change the definition. We have to look 
at the leverage that we have, the lever- 
age that we’re gifted with. And it’s 
this: This government comes to, runs 
out of money at midnight, March 18. 
We are all staring at that deadline. 
And the House of Representatives has 
demonstrated clearly that we want to 
avoid having the President or HARRY 
REID shut this government down. We 
want to keep this government func- 
tioning in a responsible fashion. 

But I will say, Mr. Speaker, that 
functioning in a responsible fashion is 
not turning a blind eye to $105.5 billion. 
It is not wondering where this number 
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came from. This number is in this CRS 
report. This is a Congressional Re- 
search Services report titled, ‘‘Appro- 
priations and Fund Transfers in the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act.” It’s written by С. Stephen Red- 
head, specialist in health policy, and 
it’s dated February 10, 2011. 

In this, now that the numbers are in 
here, when you go through and high- 
light the numbers, we put it into a 
spreadsheet. This spreadsheet, Mr. 
Speaker, this spreadsheet shows the 
total of all these automatic appropria- 
tions. They come to $105.464 billion, 
and that’s over a decade period of time. 
This is the minimum. This is the 
threshold number. It’s not the max- 
imum amount that can be spent. 

Just to give an example, here is one 
of the items in here of automatic ap- 
propriations, self-enacting appropria- 
tions that shows this. Let’s see, it to- 
tals $10 billion through FY19. But this 
is for Medicare innovation. Medicare 
innovation. This is funds that goes to 
Congressional Medicare or Medicaid 
Services, CMS, FY11 it’s $1 billion. And 
it’s written in such a way that it’s $1 
billion every year, and here’s the lan- 
guage, in perpetuity, Mr. Speaker. 

This is one example of Medicare in- 
novation that gets appropriated auto- 
matically, written and hidden into the 
bill, a billion dollars every year for 
Medicare innovation that goes on in 
perpetuity. And it doesn’t require an 
act of Congress. It’s not an act of an 
Appropriations Committee in the 112th 
Congress that funds the FY12 or 11 or 
any subsequent year. This is the per- 
petual motion machine that keeps spit- 
ting out money. It will spit out money 
forever. It will spit out money until 
Congress conducts an affirmative act 
to shut off this funding. 

That’s what I sought to do with the 
amendment that I offered in H.R. 1, 
which said, patterned off of the Viet- 
nam War amendment, it said—and I’m 
going to do this in summary, too—not- 
withstanding any other provision of 
law, no funds in this act, and no funds 
in any act previously enacted, shall be 
used to carry out the provisions of, in 
summary, ObamaCare. That language 
pulls out by the roots everything that’s 
here in this CRS report and shuts off 
the automatic appropriations. 

There is an issue, also written into 
ObamaCare, another sleight of hand 
that took place. There are many oth- 
ers, but this one is particularly egre- 
gious that grants the authority to the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv- 
ices to do transfers to fund the imple- 
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mentation of ObamaCare essentially at 
her discretion, and probably out of the 
U.S. Treasury, just to do the automatic 
appropriations; to grant that kind of 
authority to a bureaucrat, to cir- 
cumvent Congress, to set up that au- 
thority, a transfer authority, which is 
the equivalent of an appropriations au- 
thority that goes on in perpetuity to 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. While there are automatic 
appropriations to the tune of $105.5 bil- 
lion for a decade that also go on in per- 
petuity without—so binding the future 
Congress in a way that requires an af- 
firmative action on this Congress’s 
part to shut it off. 

So, Mr. Speaker, where I am is this: 
I am done dancing around with all of 
this. I’ve looked at it. Гуе analyzed it. 
I’ve joined with some of my colleagues. 
I thank my colleague MICHELE BACH- 
MANN for raising this up in the media 
and doing as much media as she has 
done over this last week or so. I drove 
this with all that I had back when we 
were working on and building up to and 
passing H.R. 1. I will continue to do so. 

We must shut off this funding. We 
must do it affirmatively. We need to do 
it where we have leverage. There are 
only two places where there is lever- 
age: that is in the continuing resolu- 
tion in one place, and the other one is 
the debt ceiling. But what I have said 
is I will vote for no appropriations bill 
that funds Planned Parenthood. I will 
vote for no appropriations bill that 
should be shutting off the funding, the 
automatic funding especially to 
ObamaCare. That’s where І stand. 
That’s where I will stand. 

If enough Members of this Congress 
stand with me, we will put an end to 
ObamaCare. And we need do so early. 
We’ve got a lot of good work to do in 
this Congress. We can either look for- 
ward to a long, protracted battle, a war 
of attrition over this that goes on over 
the entire 112th Congress and on 
through the elections of 2012, including 
the Presidential election of 2012, or we 
can pull this tumor out by the roots, 
this malignant tumor called 
ObamaCare that is metastasizing as we 
speak while this automatic funding is 
being poured in and likely being trans- 
ferred. We can put the brakes on it. 
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We can pull it out by the roots, every 
bit of it, get rid of it lock, stock, and 
barrel. That’s what we must do. It’s 
our obligation, our pledge, and this 
House has voted to repeal it. This 
House has voted to unfund it, and every 
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Republican in the House and every Re- 
publican in the Senate has voted to re- 
peal ObamaCare. Two Federal courts 
have found it unconstitutional. It is ir- 
responsible to tolerate the funding to 
ObamaCare while it goes on on our 
watch, while we have the power to shut 
it off, and while we understand that it 
is unconstitutional into the bargain. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I came to this floor 
tonight to urge this House to stand to- 
gether, to write the language into the 
CR that I asked be written into H.R. 1 
so we can go forward and join with the 
American people, the supermajority of 
the American people that have rejected 
ObamaCare, that want their liberty 
back, that want constitutional legisla- 
tion coming out of this place. The very 
reason that there are 87 new freshman 
Republicans in this House of Rep- 
resentatives: Every one of them ran on 
repeal of ObamaCare. Every one of 
them voted to repeal it. They brought 
a new mandate here. Many of us have 
been standing here fighting it. 

I welcome them, God’s gift to Amer- 
ica, and I ask all, Mr. Speaker, to join 
with me. Let’s shut off all of this fund- 
ing to ObamaCare; that that is in the 
existing appropriations and that that 
is automatically appropriated, whether 
some might want to call it mandatory 
spending—I call it self-enacting auto- 
matic appropriations—written in a de- 
ceptive fashion, must be shut off, and I 
will continue to work on this cause 
with every effort that I have, Mr. 
Speaker. 

I appreciate your attention and your 
indulgence. 


EE 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. HuRT (at the request of Mr. CAN- 
TOR) for today on account of attending 
the memorial service of a fallen sol- 
dier. 

Mr. REICHERT (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today on account of the 
passing of his mother-in-law. 


EE с —_ 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 31 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, March 10, 2011, at 10 a.m. for 
morning-hour debate. 


———— Ml 


EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL 


Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for Speaker-Authorized Official Travel during the 
third quarter of 2007; third and fourth quarters of 2008; first, second, third and fourth quarters of 2009; and first, second, 
third, and fourth quarters of 2010 pursuant to Public Law 95-384 are as follows: 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 2010 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
р сштепсу or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 


HOUSE COMMITTEES 
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return. [Х| 


ТИЙБЕ Оаа ны ыалы МЫНЫ ЫЫ» OP Mec Mite alee днн” аа ы Med, Pay aan Mid fac ga А-н ООО ена ЫШ адыны: $0.00" а оа $0.00 
1 Рег diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 |{ foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
HON. FRANK D. LUCAS, Chairman, Feb. 1, 2011. 


(AMENDED) REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 


2010 
Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
р сштепсу or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 
Hon; Barbara: LEE: as ccssesscasccecssascsisastinsassasetsnctatssseaisy 10/5 10/7 Brazil Т.0850: аага, дыни 1,085.44 
заавар 35,573.20 5,573.20 
Pearl. :Alice Marsh encina 10/5 10/7 1,020.44 
Жаным | юше а 31,619.70 1,619.70 
Committee total, лары ыы ЫЫЫ N o аннан - азыры ныи ыны наны ындыры нй 2,105.88 7,192.90 9,298.78 
1Рег diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 |{ foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
3Round-trip airfare. 
HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN, Feb. 17, 2011. 


(AMENDED) REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 


2010 
Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
р сштепсу or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 
Hon. Eni F.H. Faleomavaega . 8/5 8/7 Vanuatu 1,405.00 . А А А j 1,405.00 
8/7 8/8 632.00 . А н 3 к 632.00 
вад } Айырана. динни рны Ыам т Дары ыйын A АЫ, 8,540.17 
8/13 8/14 538.00 538.00 
8/15 8/20 1,742.00 1,742.00 
Wades Члөниний з ншнен ныннан кы АЙЫЫ ЗА Дын ынын НСИ н a 984.00 984.00 
КИЙИШЕТ aser a = a a, adea Sai шарны ЫЫ), араны ын PIPETO sasia DEIT ањ, Па R 13,841.17 
1 Рег diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 |{ foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
3Round-trip airfare. 
HON. HOWARD L. BERMAN, Feb. 17, 2011. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 2007 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
p currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 
Hon. Steve Chabot . 7/19 7/23 Serbia 914.00 914.00 
2 si . Bosnia ch 
А Croatia ... к 
Hon. Nydia Velazquez .............................................. Tunisia .. . .00 
Turkey 1,242.00 1,242.00 
Croatia ... 1,064.00 1,064.00 
Germany 1,629.00 1,629.00 
GOMMMIRLEE TOTALS cas pinan a „Ыыы. аа йына ына БДЫ! йылын эзме н Parasa A ead йерен. 5,331.00 
1Рег diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 |{ foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ, Feb. 28, 2011. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 2008 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
р сштепсу or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 
Hon. Nydia Velazquez .............................................. 8/18 8/18 Могоссо .. 284.00 284.00 
8/19 8/21 Кепуа .... 714.00 714.00 
8/21 8/22 Тһе Netherlands 455.00 455.00 
Hon. Steve King . 8/25 8/26 Germany 216.00 216.00 
Hon. Steve Chabot . 8/27 8/30 Chad 786.00 . 786.00 
ИРЕ ainin ирин e eah 2,455.00 


Committee: total еа нада EN о ERE o женен AN A N 


1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. R 
HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ, Feb. 28, 2011. 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 2008 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
р currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 
Hon. Nydia Velazquez .............................................. 11/06 11/09 Peru .. 1,384.12 1,384.12 
11/09 11/11 бе. 635.56 635.56 
11/11 11/13 Paraguay 372.37 327.37 
2892.05, A ды EE E E O A EAE EE 2,392.05 


Cottee 0а! ааваа Ааа — A: AAE AE E EEA a TaN 


1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


2If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 2 
HON. NYDIA М. VELAZQUEZ, Feb. 28, 2011. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2009 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
р сштепсу or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 


HOUSE COMMITTEES 
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return. [Х| 


1 Рег diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


2 1# foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. y 
HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ, Feb. 28, 2011. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 1 AND JUNE 30, 2009 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
p currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 
Hon. Nydia Velazquez .............................................. 4/04 4/06 Bahrain 892.00 892.00 
4/06 4/08 United Arab Emirates 1,418.00 1,418.00 
4/08 4/10 Кају... 1,122.00 1,122.00 
4/10 4/13 Italy ... 1,842.00 1,842.00 
Committee total ... 5,274.00 5,274.00 
1 Рег diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 |{ foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. J 
HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ, Feb. 28, 2011. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 2009 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
Name of Member ог employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
p currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 


HOUSE COMMITTEES 
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return. [Х| 


1 Рег diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 1# foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ, Feb. 28, 2011. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 2009 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
p currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 
Hon: Steve. Кіпр. сне ааа ааа 12/4 12/5 Kuwait 159.00 159.00 
12/5 12/6 Afghanistan 78.00 78.00 
Gommittee-total а а Gece УЛУККА ala. ec К i) НАА AS TOON АЕ ЕНЕН НЫНЫН ЫЛЫШЫ ОЛКЕ 237.00 
1Рег diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 1# foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. К 
HON. NYDIA М. VELAZQUEZ, Feb. 28, 2011. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2010 


Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
p currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 


HOUSE COMMITTEES 
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return. [х] 


1 Рег diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


2 1# foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. Т 
HON. NYDIA М. VELAZQUEZ, Feb. 28, 2011. 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 1 AND JUNE 30, 2010 


Date 


Name of Member or employee 


Arrival Departure 


Transportation 


Other purposes Total 


Per diem 1 
U.S. dollar 
Country Foreign equivalent Foreign 
currency or US. currency 
currency 2 


U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 


Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return. [х] 


HOUSE COMMITTEES 


1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


2 1# foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ, Feb. 28, 2011. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JULY 1 AND SEPT. 30, 2010 


Date 


Name of Member or employee 


Arrival Departure 


Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 
Count U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar US. dollar 
y Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
currency or US. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 


Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return. [Х| 


HOUSE COMMITTEES 


1 Рег diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


2 |{ foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ, Feb. 28, 2011. 


REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 2010 


Date 


Name of Member or employee 


Arrival Departure 


Per diem 1 
U.S. dollar 
Country Foreign equivalent Foreign 
currency or US. currency 
currency 2 


Transportation 


Other purposes Total 


U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar 
equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent 
or U.S. currency or U.S. currency or U.S. 
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 


Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return. [Х| 


HOUSE COMMITTEES 


1 Рег diem constitutes lodging and meals. 


2 |{ foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 


а 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

782. A letter from the Under Secretary, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting a report 
of a violation of the Antideficiency Act, 
Army Case Number 08-08, pursuant to 31 
U.S.C. 1517(b); to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

783. A letter from the Under Secretary, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting a report 
of a violation of the Antideficiency Act, 
Army Case Number 08-04, pursuant to 31 
U.S.C. 1517(b); to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

784. A letter from the Acting Under Sec- 
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
notification that the Department’s report on 
the amount of purchases from foreign enti- 
ties for fiscal year 2010 should be sumitted by 
April 2011; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

785. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of State, transmitting a report includ- 
ing matters relating to the interdiction of 
aircraft engaged in illicit drug trafficking, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2291-4 Public Law 107- 
108; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

786. A letter from the Chief Operating Offi- 
cer/President, Financing Corporation, trans- 
mitting a copy of the Financing Corpora- 
tion’s Statement on the System of Internal 
Controls and the 2010 Audited Financial 
Statements; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

787. A letter from the Deputy Associate Di- 
rector for Management and Administration 
and Designated Reporting Official, Office of 
National Drug Control Policy, transmitting 
a report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies 
Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 


788. A letter from the Director, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s 2010 re- 
port on Apportionment of Membership on 
the Regional Fishery Management Councils, 
pursuant to Section 302(b)(2)(B) of the Mag- 
nuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act; to the Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources. 

789. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit- 
ting follow-up information concerning those 
pending cases where Section 3 of the Defense 
of Marriage Act has been challenged; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

790. A letter from the Secretary, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com- 
mission’s Thirty-third annual Report to Con- 
gress pursuant to section 201 of the Hart- 
Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements Act of 
1976, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 18a(j); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

791. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Quarterly 
Listings; Safety Zones, Security Zones, Spe- 
cial Local Regulations, Drawbridge Oper- 
ation Regulations and Regulated Navigation 
Areas [USCG-2010-0399] received February 17, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

792. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air- 
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A300, 
A300-600, A310, A818, A319, А320, A821, A330- 
300, А340-200, A340-300, A340-500, 4340-600, and 
A380-800 Series Airplanes; and Model A330- 
201, АЗ30-202, A3830-203, A330-223, A330-243 Air- 
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2010-1279; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2009-NM-258-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-16573; AD 2010-02-05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 
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U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

793. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air- 
worthiness Directives; B/E Aerospace Protec- 
tive Breathing Equipment (PBE) Part Num- 
ber 119003-11 Installed on Various Transport 
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2010-0797; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2010-NM-141-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-16562; AD 2011-01-09] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

794. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air- 
worthiness Directives; The Boeing company 
Model 1757-200, -200CB, and -300 Series Air- 
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2010-1208; Direc- 
torate Identifier 2010-NM-270-AD; Amend- 
ment 39-16527; AD 2011-01-15] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received February 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

795. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar- 
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No.: 30764; Amdt. No. 3409] received 
February 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

796. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures, 
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar- 
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No.: 30763; Amdt. No. 3408] received 
February 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 
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797. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Amendment of Class D Airspace; Fort Worth 
NAS JRB (Carswell Field), TX [Docket No.: 
FAA-2010-0183; Airspace Docket No. 10-ASW- 
5] received February 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

798. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Amendment of Class E Airspace; Kwajalein 
Island, Marshall Islands, RMI [Docket No.: 
FAA-2010-0808; Airspace Docket No. 10-AWP- 
14] received February 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

799. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — IFR 
Altitudes; Miscellaneous Amendments 
[Docket No.: 30760; Amdt. No. 491] received 
February 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

800. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Crew 
Resource Management Training for Crew- 
members in Part 185 Operations [Docket No.: 
FAA-2009-0023; Amendment No.: 185-122] 
(RIN: 2120-А Ј32) received February 18, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

801. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting annual report pursuant to the 
MINER Act of 2006; jointly to the Commit- 
tees on Education and the Workforce and En- 
ergy and Commerce. 


-m 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. BISHOP of New York (for him- 
self, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. WALZ of 
Minnesota, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. 
BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. YARMUTH, and 
Mr. CHANDLER): 

H.R. 964. A bill to protect consumers from 
price-gouging of gasoline and other fuels, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. SLAUGHTER: 

H.R. 965. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to preserve the ef- 
fectiveness of medically important anti- 
biotics used in the treatment of human and 
animal diseases; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the 
Committee on Rules, for a period to be sub- 
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 

H.R. 966. A bill to amend Rule 11 of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure to improve 
attorney accountability, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. SCHMIDT: 

H.R. 967. A bill to amend the Food, Agri- 
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
and the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act to support efforts to control 
and eradicate bed bugs with respect to public 
health, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 
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By Mr. MCKEON (for himself, Mr. 
THORNBERRY, Mr. SCHILLING, Mr. 
WITTMAN, Mr. FORBES, Mr. GRIFFIN of 
Arkansas, Mr. ROONEY, Mr. SHUSTER, 
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. 
AKIN, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. ROGERS of 
Alabama, Mr. TURNER, Mr. WEST, Mr. 
FLEMING, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. CON- 
AWAY, Mr. RIGELL, Mr. COFFMAN of 
Colorado, Mr. RUNYAN, Mr. MILLER of 
Florida, Mr. KLINE, Mr. HECK, Mr. 
PALAZZO, and Mr. BROOKS): 

H.R. 968. A bill to provide for certain proc- 
esses and limitations relating to the deten- 
tion of certain individuals by the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. PRICE of Georgia (for himself, 
Mrs. BLACK, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, 
Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. THOMPSON of Penn- 
sylvania, Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado, 
Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, 
and Mr. FLEMING): 

H.R. 969. A bill to prohibit conditioning li- 
censure of a health care provider upon par- 
ticipation in a health plan; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. HALL (for himself and Mr. 
PALAZZO): 

H.R. 970. A bill to reauthorize the civil 
aviation research and development projects 
and activities of the Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration, and for other purposes; to the 


Committee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology. 
By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr. 


PAULSEN, and Mr. LANCE): 

H.R. 971. A bill to improve the under- 
standing and coordination of critical care 
health services; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. ROE of Tennessee (for himself, 
Mr. KLINE, Mr. WILSON of South 
Carolina, Ms. Foxx, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 


THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
WALBERG, Мг. DESJARLAIS, Mr. 
HANNA, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. BUCSHON, 


Mr. Gowpy, Mrs. NOEM, Mrs. ROBY, 
Mr. HEcK, Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. 
KELLY, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. 
JORDAN, and Mr. MULVANEY): 
H.R. 972. A bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to ensure the right of 
employees to a secret ballot election con- 
ducted by the National Labor Relations 
Board; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 
By Mrs. ADAMS (for herself, Mr. 
Posey, Mr. AKIN, Mr. COBLE, Mr. SEN- 
SENBRENNER, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. CAR- 
TER, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. KING of 
Iowa, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. GARRETT, 
Mr. PITTS, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. 
McCLINTOCK, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER, Mr. NUGENT, Mr. 
HUELSKAMP, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. KING- 
STON, Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, 
Mrs. McMorRRIS RODGERS, Mr. 
STUTZMAN, Mr. MILLER of Florida, 
Mr. FLORES, Mr. Issa, Mr. PENCE, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. FORBES, Mr. MARINO, 
Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. CHAFFETZ, 
Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, 
Mrs. BLACK, Mrs. MILLER of Michi- 
gan, Mr. COLE, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. 
PAUL, Mr. REED, Mrs. ELLMERS, Ms. 
BUERKLE, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. 
MCCOTTER, Mr. WILSON of South 
Carolina, Mr. BARLETTA, Mr. BACHUS, 
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. 

DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. ROONEY, 

and Mr. JONES): 

H.R. 973. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to prevent the misuse of foreign 
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law in Federal courts, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRALEY of Iowa (for himself 
and Mr. JONES): 

H.R. 974. A bill to direct the President to 
submit to Congress a report on the long-term 
costs of Operation Iraqi Freedom, Operation 
New Dawn, and Operation Enduring Freedom 
in Iraq and Afghanistan, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services, 
and in addition to the Committees on For- 
eign Affairs, and Veterans’ Affairs, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Illinois: 

H.R. 975. A bill to amend the Safe and 
Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act to 
include bullying and harassment prevention 
programs; to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

By Mr. DENHAM: 

H.R. 976. A bill to terminate certain hydro- 
power reservations, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan (for 
himself and Mr. CAMP): 

H.R. 977. A bill to designate as wilderness 
certain land and inland water within the 
Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lakeshore in 
the State of Michigan, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 

H.R. 978. A bill to amend title П of the So- 
cial Security Act to preclude use of the so- 
cial security account number on Govern- 
ment-issued identification cards issued in 
connection with Medicare, Medicaid, and 
SCHIP benefits and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in 
addition to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. LYNCH (for himself, Mr. CuM- 
MINGS, Mr. CLAY, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
CONNOLLY of Virginia, and Mr. 
MORAN): 

H.R. 979. A bill to amend chapter 89 of title 
5, United States Code, to ensure program in- 
tegrity, transparency, and cost savings in 
the pricing and contracting of prescription 
drug benefits under the Federal Employees 
Health Benefits Program; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Ms. NORTON: 

H.R. 980. A bill to amend the District of Co- 
lumbia Home Rule Act to make local funds 
of the District of Columbia for a fiscal year 
available for use by the District at the begin- 
ning of the fiscal year at the rate of oper- 
ations provided under the local budget act 
for the fiscal year if the regular District of 
Columbia appropriation bill for a fiscal year 
does not become law prior to the beginning 
of such fiscal year; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. NUGENT: 

H.R. 981. A bill to allow Members of Con- 
gress to decline certain retirement benefits 
and contributions by the Federal Govern- 
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on House Administration, and in ad- 
dition to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform, for a period to be sub- 
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. OWENS: 

H.R. 982. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide a refundable 
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credit against income tax to assist individ- 
uals with high residential energy costs; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RAHALL: 

H.R. 983. A bill to ensure that American 
materials are used for Smithsonian construc- 
tion activities and are sold in Smithsonian 
gift shops, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan (for him- 
self, Mr. BOREN, Mr. FLEMING, Mr. 
ROSKAM, Mr. TIBERI, Mrs. BACHMANN, 
Mr. FLORES, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. BUR- 
GESS, Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mrs. 
BLACKBURN, and Mr. BENISHEK): 

H.R. 984. A bill to amend title I of the Pa- 
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act to 
provide for a process for waiver of require- 
ments of that title where the requirement is 
asserted to otherwise result in a significant 
decrease in access to coverage or significant 
increase in premiums or other costs; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in 
addition to the Committees on Ways and 
Means, and Education and the Workforce, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 


By Mr. SABLAN (for himself, Mr. 
PIERLUISI, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, and 


Ms. NORTON): 

H.R. 985. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to require the Armed Forces to 
display the flags of the District of Columbia, 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, United 
States Virgin Islands, Guam, American 
Samoa, and Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands whenever the official flags 
of all 50 States are displayed; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. SABLAN (for himself, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. 
Costa, Ms. CHU, Mr. PIERLUISI, Mr. 
POE of Texas, Mr. HONDA, Ms. MOORE, 
and Ms. RICHARDSON): 

H.R. 986. A bill to provide for American 
Samoa and the Commonwealth of the North- 
ern Marianas to be treated as States for cer- 
tain criminal justice programs; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SARBANES (for himself, Mr. 
CONNOLLY of Virginia, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. GALLEGLY, and Mr. LYNCH): 

H.R. 987. A bill to amend section 5542 of 
title 5, United States Code, to provide that 
any hours worked by Federal firefighters 
under a qualified trade-of-time arrangement 
shall be excluded for purposes of determina- 
tions relating to overtime pay; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

By Mr. SCHIFF (for himself, Mr. 
REICHERT, Mr. TIPTON, and Mr. SHER- 
MAN): 

H.R. 988. A bill to authorize the Attorney 
General to award grants for States to imple- 
ment minimum and enhanced DNA collec- 
tion processes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself, Ms. 
PINGREE of Maine, and Mr. SAR- 
BANES): 

H.R. 989. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to require, at the option 
of a State, drug manufacturers to pay re- 
bates to State prescription drug discount 
programs as a condition of participation in a 
rebate agreement for outpatient prescription 
drugs under the Medicaid program; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 
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By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 

H.R. 990. A bill to amend the Marine Mam- 
mal Protection Act of 1972 to allow the im- 
portation of polar bear trophies taken in 
sport hunts in Canada; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 

H.R. 991. A bill to amend the Marine Mam- 
mal Protection Act of 1972 to allow importa- 
tion of polar bear trophies taken in sport 
hunts in Canada before the date the polar 
bear was determined to be a threatened spe- 
cies under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. KUCINICH (for himself, Mr. 
JONES, Mr. STARK, Mr. PAUL, Mr. FIL- 
NER, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 
HONDA, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. ELLISON, 
and Mr. CONYERS): 

H. Con. Res. 28. Concurrent resolution di- 
recting the President, pursuant to section 
5(c) of the War Powers Resolution, to remove 
the United States Armed Forces from Af- 
ghanistan; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself, Mr. 
BILBRAY, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. JONES, Mr. WEST- 
MORELAND, Mr. NUGENT, and Mr. 
GINGREY of Georgia): 

H. Con. Res. 29. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Congress that State 
and local governments should be supported 
for taking actions to discourage illegal im- 
migration and that legislation should be en- 
acted to ease the burden on State and local 
governments for taking such actions; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition 
to the Committee on Homeland Security, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. HENSARLING: 

H. Res. 155. A resolution electing a Member 
to a Standing Committee of the House of 
Representatives; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. KUCINICH: 

H. Res. 156. A resolution calling for an en- 
vironmental and social responsibility 
amendment to the United States Constitu- 
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ELLISON: 

H. Res. 157. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that a 
Global Marshall Plan holds the potential to 
demonstrate the commitment of the United 
States to peace and prosperity through pov- 
erty reduction in the United States and 
abroad; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 

H. Res. 158. A resolution expressing support 
for the goals and ideals of National Patient 
Safety Awareness Week; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia (for himself, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. KING of 
Iowa, Mr. SHULER, Mr. SENSEN- 
BRENNER, Mr. WOLF, and Mr. SMITH of 
New Jersey): 

H. Res. 159. A resolution condemning al 
Shabaab for its practice of child conscription 
in the Horn of Africa; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 


EEE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
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mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. BISHOP of New York: 

H.R. 964. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. 

By Ms. SLAUGHTER: 

H.R. 965. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clauses 1, 3, and 18 of Section 8 of Article 
I of the Constitution. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 

H.R. 966. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
legislation is based is found in Article I, Sec- 
tion 8, Clause 9; Article III, Section 1, Clause 
1; and Article III, Section 2, Clause 2, of the 
Constitution, which grant Congress author- 
ity over federal courts. 

By Mrs. SCHMIDT: 

H.R. 967. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of 
the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. McKEON: 

H.R. 968. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of Congress to ‘‘pro- 
vide for the common defense,” ‘‘make Rules 
concerning Captures on Land and Water,”’ 
“raise and support armies,” and ‘‘provide 
and maintain a navy,” as enumerated in Ar- 
ticle I, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. PRICE of Georgia: 

H.R. 969. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Current law has created an unconstitu- 
tional regulatory structure over the health 
care system. In order to make this system 
more compatible with a proper Constitu- 
tional structure, this bill will ensure that 
there is less regulation impeding the doctor- 
patient relationship. 

By Mr. HALL: 

H.R. 970. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 and Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 18. 

By Ms. BALDWIN: 

H.R. 971. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clauses 3 and 18 of the 
Constitution of the United States. 

By Mr. ROE of Tennessee: 

H.R. 972. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mrs. ADAMS: 

H.R. 973. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article III, Section 2—The judicial Power 
shall extend to all Cases, in Law and Equity, 
arising under this Constitution, the Laws of 
the United States, and Treaties made, or 
which shall be made, under their Authority 


By Mr. BRALEY of Iowa: 
H.R. 974. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 18 of the United States Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Illinois: 

H.R. 975. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Civil Rights Enforcement: Fourteenth 
Amendment, Sections 1 and 5—Section 1: All 
persons born or naturalized in the United 
States, and subject to the jurisdiction there- 
of, are citizens of the United States and the 
State wherein they reside. No State shall 
make or enforce any law which shall abridge 
the privileges or immunities of citizens of 
the United States; nor shall any State de- 
prive any person of life, liberty, or property, 
without due process of law; nor deny to any 
person within its jurisdiction the equal pro- 
tection of the laws. . . . Section 5: The Con- 
gress shall have power to enforce, by appro- 
priate legislation, the provisions of this arti- 
cle. 

Spending Authorization: Article I, Section 
8, Clause 1—The Congress shall have Power 
to lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and 
Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the 
common Defense and general Welfare of the 
United States. 

By Mr. DENHAM: 

H.R. 976. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2: The Con- 
gress shall have Power to dispose of and 
make all needful Rules and Regulations re- 
specting the Territory or other Property be- 
longing to the United States; and nothing in 
this Constitution shall be so construed as to 
Prejudice any Claims of the United States, 
or of any particular State. 

Specifically regarding Public Lands: Fed- 
eral and State Powers Thereover, ‘‘The com- 
prehensive authority of Congress over public 
lands includes the power to prescribe the 
times, conditions, and mode of transfer 
thereof and to designate the persons to 
whom the transfer shall be made, to declare 
the dignity and effect of titles emanating 
from the United States (Gibson v. 
Chouteau, 80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 92, 99 (1872))”’ 

By Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan: 

H.R. 977. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article IV, Section 3 of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 

H.R. 978. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3; Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 18. 

By Mr. LYNCH: 

H.R. 979. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution. 

By Ms. NORTON: 

H.R. 980. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 17 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. NUGENT: 

H.R. 981. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Section 6 of Article I of the 
Constitution as amended by the 27th Amend- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


ment to the Constitution. This section of the 
Constitution allows Congress to set their 
own compensation so long as new representa- 
tives have been elected. 

By Mr. OWENS: 

H.R. 982. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. RAHALL: 

H.R. 983. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan: 

H.R. 984. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con- 
stitution, which states ‘То make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu- 
tion in the Government of the United States 
or in any Department or Officer thereof.” 

By Мг. SABLAN: 

H.R. 985. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution (Clause 14), which grants Congress 
the power to make rules for the government 
and regulation of the land and naval forces. 

By Mr. SABLAN: 

H.R. 986. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Under Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 and Ar- 
ticle IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the Constitu- 
tion. 

By Мг. SARBANES: 

H.R. 987. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to Article I, Section 8 of the 
U.S. Constitution. 

By Mr. SCHIFF: 

H.R. 988. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Katie Sepich Enhanced DNA Collec- 
tion Act is constitutionally authorized under 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18, the Necessary 
and Proper Clause. The Necessary and Prop- 
er Clause supports the expansion of congres- 
sional authority beyond the explicit authori- 
ties that are directly discernible from the 
text. Additionally, the Preamble to the Con- 
stitution provides support of the authority 
to enact legislation to promote the General 
Welfare. 

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN: 

H.R. 989. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to Clause 3 of 
Section 8 of Article I of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 

H.R. 990. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. 
By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 991. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. 


aE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 27: Ms. SCHAKOWSKy, Mr. Towns, and 
Mr. HOLT. 

H.R. 69: Mr. GRIMM. 

H.R. 91: Mr. POE of Texas, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
POSEY, Mr. KLINE, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. FLEM- 
ING, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. OLSON, Mr. NEUGE- 
BAUER, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. FINCHER, Mr. 
RIGELL, Mr. YODER, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, 
Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. 
HULTGREN, Mr. WALSH of Illinois, Mr. 
WALBERG, Mr. WEST, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, 
and Mr. PEARCE. 

H.R. 98: Mr. WOLF. 

H.R. 104: Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. 

H.R. 114: Mr. STEARNS and Mr. GERLACH. 

H.R. 178: Mr. TIBERI, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. BUR- 
GESS, Mrs. McMoRRIS RODGERS, Mr. Cos- 
TELLO, Mr. Mica, Mr. TURNER, Mr. REYES, 
Mr. YARMUTH, and Mr. FITZPATRICK. 

. 181: Mr. TIBERI and Mr. TURNER. 
. 186: Mr. BURGESS. 

. 350: Mr. FILNER. 

. 401: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
. 428: Mr. POE of Texas. 

H.R. 463: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. ROSS 

of Florida, and Mr. CANSECO. 

. 471: Mrs. SCHMIDT. 

. 481: Mr. HONDA. 

. 529: Mr. COBLE. 

. 581: Мг. RAHALL. 

. 589: Mr. WAXMAN and Ms. BALDWIN. 
. 606: Mr. Mica. 

H.R. 616: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Mr. LYNCH. 

H.R. 642: Mr. PEARCE, Mr. YODER, Mr. 
LATHAM, and Mr. HARRIS. 

H.R. 673: Mr. MANZULLO. 

H.R. 674: Ms. Foxx, Mr. AKIN, Mr. COURT- 
NEY, Mr. YARMUTH, and Mr. WALBERG. 

H.R. 679: Mrs. ELLMERS and Mrs. BLACK. 

H.R. 680: Mr. NEUGEBAUER and Mr. GARY G. 
MILLER of California. 

H.R. 683: Mr. CONYERS. 

H.R. 694: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. 

H.R. 709: Mr. CLEAVER. 

H.R. 721: Мг. OLVER, Mr. NEAL, Mr. MCIN- 
TYRE, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. 
HUELSKAMP, and Mr. SCHRADER. 

H.R. 733: Mr. LATHAM and Mr. YARMUTH. 

H.R. 743: Mrs. MCMoRRIS RODGERS. 

H.R. 745: Mr. TIPTON, Mr. FLEMING, Mr. 
SOUTHERLAND, Mr. FINCHER, Mr. GOHMERT, 
Mrs. Myrick, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. YODER, Mr. 
WEST, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. FRANKS of 
Arizona, Mr. PENCE, and Mr. PEARCE. 

H.R. 746: Mr. CAMPBELL. 

H.R. 749: Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
BOUSTANY, and Ms. BERKLEY. 

H.R. 750: Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. 

H.R. 763: Mr. CHABOT and Mr. OLSON. 

H.R. 819: Mr. PLATTS, Mr. WALZ of Min- 
nesota, and Mr. CARNEY. 

H.R. 825: Mr. SHUSTER and Ms. BROWN of 
Florida. 

H.R. 835: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BISHOP of New 
York, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. HOLT, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. МссСот- 
TER, Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, Mr. 
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. TONKO, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. FRANK of Massa- 
chusetts, and Mr. WEINER. 

H.R. 840: Mr. CANSECO and Mr. OLSON. 


SCHOCK, Mr. 
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H.R. 862: Ms. LEE of California, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, and Mrs. MALONEY. 

H.R. 872: Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. LABRADOR, 
Mr. MARINO, Mrs. MYRICK, and Mrs. NOEM. 

H.R. 875: Mr. HERGER, Mr. CARTER, Mr. 
STUTZMAN, and Mr. FLEMING. 

H.R. 880: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. 

H.R. 887: Mr. GOSAR. 

H.R. 894: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. RYAN of 
Ohio, Ms. NORTON, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, and Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. 

H.R. 900: Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. BARROW, and 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 

H.R. 910: Mr. GIBBS, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michi- 
gan, Mr. RIBBLE, and Mrs. NOEM. 

H.R. 920: Mr. AKIN, Mr. WESTMORELAND, 
Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. Ross of Florida, Mrs. 
LUMMIS, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. HARRIS, 
Mr. YODER, Mr. Scott of South Carolina, Mr. 
TIPTON, Mr. PEARCE, and Mr. PENCE. 

H.R. 943: Ms. HANABUSA. 

H.R. 948: Mr. COURTNEY. 

H.R. 959: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. 
HIGGINS, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Ms. KAPTUR. 

H.J. Res. 87: Mr. KLINE, Ms. Foxx, Mr. 
WALBERG, Mr. FLORES, Mrs. BLACK, and Mr. 
GARY G. MILLER of California. 

H.J. Res. 47: Mr. DEUTCH and Mr. VAN HOL- 
LEN. 

H. Con. Res. 23: Mr. BARTLETT and Mr. TIP- 
TON. 

H. Res. 23: Mr. CANSECO. 

H. Res. 83: Mr. MCCOTTER. 

H. Res. 100: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. 
OLVER, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Ms. NOR- 
TON, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CROW- 
LEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. HIN- 
CHEY, Mr. COHEN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. MALO- 
NEY, Ms. MOORE, Mr. Towns, Ms. LEE of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. MORAN, Mr. NADLER, Mr. STARK, 
Ms. SPEIER, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. 
RICHARDSON, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. 
DEUTCH, and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H. Res. 135: Mr. LEVIN. 

H. Res. 140: Mr. WALBERG. 


Ee 


AMENDMENTS 


Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro- 
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 


H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MR. PAULSEN 


AMENDMENT No. 4: Page 6, line 15, strike 
“AND”. 

Page 6, line 16, before the period insert the 
following: ‘“‘, AND MEMBERS AND VETERANS 
WITH SERVICE-CONNECTED DISABILITIES AND 
THEIR FAMILIES”. 

Page 7, line 11, strike “ог”. 

Page 7, line 17, strike the period and insert 
On, 

Page 7, after line 17, insert the following: 

(D) such members and veterans of the 
Armed Forces who have service-connected 
injuries, and survivors and dependents of 
such members and veterans of the Armed 
Forces with such injuries. 

H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MS. WATERS 

AMENDMENT No. 5: At the end of the bill, 
add the following new section: 

SEC. 4. STUDY ON IMPACTS REQUIRED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment shall, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, conduct a study on 
the negative impacts of underwater mort- 
gage loans on the housing market and the 
economy of the United States and report to 
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the Congress on the findings of such study, 
including recommendations to the Congress 
on how to mitigate such impacts. 

(b) UNDERWATER MORTGAGE DEFINED.—For 
purposes of this section, the term ‘‘under- 
water mortgage” means a mortgage loan on 
an owner-occupied residential property that 
has an appraised value that is less than the 
outstanding obligation under such mortgage 
loan. 

H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: М8. WATERS 

AMENDMENT No. 6: At the end of the bill, 
add the following new section: 

SEC. 4. PUBLICATION OF MEMBER AVAILABILITY 
FOR ASSISTANCE. 

Not later than 5 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall pub- 
lish to its Website on the World Wide Web in 
a prominent location, large point font, and 
boldface type the following statement: ‘‘The 
FHA Short Refinance Program, which would 
have provided borrowers who are current on 
their mortgage but owe more than their 
home is worth with the ability to refinance 
into an FHA loan with better terms, has 
been terminated. If you owe more on your 
mortgage than your home is worth, please 
contact your Member of Congress for assist- 
апсе.”. 

H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: МЕ. GARAMENDI 

AMENDMENT No. 7: At the end of the bill, 
add the following new section: 

SEC. 4. TREATMENT OF BONUSES FOR FINANCIAL 
SECTOR EMPLOYEES. 

The Federal regulatory agencies for bank- 
ing and financial institutions and for securi- 
ties regulation shall jointly issue regulations 
that— 

(1) require all new employees of any insti- 
tution, company, or entity regulated by such 
a regulatory agency, upon hiring, to sign a 
contract stipulating that any bonus income 
provided to such employee will be paid in se- 
curities or obligations that such institution, 
company, or entity creates or deals in in its 
regular course of business; 

(2) require that any such bonuses paid shall 
be held in escrow for such period as may be 
necessary to determine whether the such se- 
curities or obligations created or dealt with 
by such institution, company, or entity are 
of substandard quality or cannot be readily 
identified as an asset or a liability; 

(8) require such escrow accounts to be port- 
able so that an employee may change jobs 
without hindrance; and 

(4) prohibit use of any such bonuses to 
hedge against future losses. 

H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MR. HOLT 

AMENDMENT No. 8: At the end of the bill, 
add the following: 

SEC. 4. MODIFICATION OF REAL PROPERTY 
STANDARD DEDUCTION. 

(a) EXTENSION.—Subparagraph (C) of sec- 
tion 63(с)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by striking ‘іп 2008 or 2009” 
and inserting ‘‘after December 31, 2007, and 
before January 1, 2015”. 

(b) ADJUSTMENTS FOR INFLATION.—Subpara- 
graph (B) of section 63(c)(4) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of 
clause (i), by striking the period at the end 
of clause (ii) and inserting ‘‘, апа”, and by 
inserting after clause (ii) the following: 

“Gii) ‘calendar year 2010’ in the case of dol- 
lar amounts contained in paragraph (7)(B).’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, the amendments 
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made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2009. 

(2) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—The amend- 
ments made by subsection (b) shall apply to 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 
2011. 


H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MRS. MALONEY 


AMENDMENT No. 9: After section 1, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) there are 35,610 underwater mortgages 
in Alabama; 

(2) 7,801 underwater mortgages in Alaska; 

(3) 648,387 underwater mortgages in Ari- 
zona; 

(4) 27,580 underwater mortgages in Arkan- 
sas; 

(5) 2,172,700 mortgages in California; 

(6) 221,097 underwater mortgages in Colo- 
rado; 

(T) 97,244 underwater mortgages in Con- 
necticut; 

(8) 23,906 underwater mortgages in Dela- 
ware; 
(9) 2,029,128 underwater mortgages in Flor- 
ida; 

(10) 449,971 underwater mortgages in Geor- 
gla; 

(11) 24,664 underwater mortgages in Hawaii; 

(12) 61,566 underwater mortgages in Idaho; 

(18) 481,050 underwater mortgages in Illi- 
nois; 

(14) 68,196 underwater mortgages in Indi- 
ana; 

(15) 28,976 underwater mortgages in Iowa; 

(16) 32,787 underwater mortgages in Kansas; 

(17) 24,880 underwater mortgages in Ken- 
tucky; 

(18) 298,554 underwater mortgages in Mary- 
land; 

(19) 222,599 underwater mortgages in Mas- 
sachusetts; 

(20) 519,716 underwater mortgages in Michi- 
gan; 

(21) 90,090 underwater mortgages in Min- 
nesota; 

(22) 122,543 underwater mortgages in Mis- 
souri; 

(23) 8,650 underwater mortgages in Mon- 
tana; 

(24) 21,388 underwater mortgages in Ne- 
braska; 

(25) 390,192 underwater mortgages in Ne- 
vada; 

(26) 37,488 underwater mortgages in New 
Hampshire; 

(27) 286,293 underwater mortgages in New 
Jersey; 

(28) 29,375 underwater mortgages in New 
Mexico; 

(29) 129,633 underwater mortgages in New 
York; 

(30) 160,007 underwater mortgages in North 
Carolina; 

(31) 3,582 underwater mortgages in North 
Dakota; 

(32) 441,379 underwater mortgages in Ohio; 

(33) 24,411 underwater mortgages in Okla- 
homa; 

(34) 108,335 underwater mortgages in Or- 
egon; 

(35) 132,805 underwater mortgages in Penn- 
sylvania; 

(36) 45,511 underwater mortgages in Rhode 
Island; 

(87) 85,226 underwater mortgages in South 
Carolina; 

(38) 183,956 underwater mortgages in Ten- 
nessee; 

(39) 367,954 underwater mortgages in Texas; 

(40) 98,093 underwater mortgages in Utah; 
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(41) 276,910 underwater mortgages in Vir- 
ginia; 

(42) 209,577 underwater mortgages in Wash- 
ington; 

(48) 15,240 underwater mortgages in Wash- 
ington D.C.; 

(44) and 81,267 underwater mortgages in 
Wisconsin. 

(45) the aggregate number of mortgages es- 
timated to be underwater in such States is 
10,780,236; and 

(46) by voting to terminate the FHA Refi- 
nance Program under this Act without a sug- 
gested replacement, the Congress is voting 
to terminate a program that may have 
helped these underwater borrowers. 


H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MR. DEUTCH 


AMENDMENT No. 10: Page 7, line 11, strike 
“or”. 

Page 7, line 17, strike the period and insert 
© ог”. 

Page 7, after line 17, insert the following: 

(D) a person who is 62 years of age or older. 


H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MR. FITZPATRICK 


AMENDMENT No. 11: Page 5, line 12, after 
the period insert the following: ‘‘All such un- 
expended balances so rescinded and perma- 
nently canceled shall be retained in the Gen- 
eral Fund of the Treasury for reducing the 
debt of the Federal Government.”’. 


H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MR. INSLEE 


AMENDMENT No. 12: Page 6, line 16, before 
the period insert ‘‘AND REPLACEMENT PRO- 
GRAM”. 

Page 6, line 19, before “the extent” insert 
“(A)”. 

Page 6, line 20, after ‘‘section 2” insert ‘‘, 
including”. 

Page 6, line 21, before the period insert the 
following: ‘‘, and (B) the need, and appro- 
priate guidelines and standards for, a mort- 
gage insurance program of the Secretary 
that (i) provides for loan modification in- 
volving a write-down of the remaining prin- 
cipal balance on existing mortgages on 1- to 
4-family residences under which such prin- 
cipal balance exceeds the appraised value of 
the mortgaged residence, and (ii) serves the 
needs of covered homeowners with such 
mortgages”. 

Page 7, line 1, after ‘‘paragraph (1)’’ insert 
the following: ‘‘, setting forth the Sec- 
retary’s determination of the need for, and 
the appropriate guidelines and standards for, 
the mortgage insurance program determined 
pursuant to paragraph (1)(B),”. 

Page 7, line 1, after ‘‘best practices,” insert 
“including”. 

Page 7, line 3, before the period insert the 
following: “апа to the mortgage insurance 
program identified and described pursuant to 
paragraph (1)(B)’’. 

Page 7, after line 17, add the following: 

(4) IMPLEMENTATION.—Upon the expiration 
of the 90-day period beginning upon the sub- 
mission to the Congress of the report re- 
quired under paragraph (2), the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall imple- 
ment the mortgage insurance program de- 
scribed in such report pursuant to paragraph 
(1)(B) through issuance of appropriate guide- 
lines and standards set forth in the report. 


H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MR. INSLEE 


AMENDMENT No. 13: At the end of the bill, 
add the following new section: 
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SEC. 4. STUDY OF BORROWERS OTHERWISE ELI- 
GIBLE FOR FHA REFINANCE PRO- 
GRAM. 

Not later than the expiration of the 90-day 
period beginning on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development shall conduct a 
study, and submit to the Congress a report 
regarding the results of such study, to deter- 
mine the effects that authorizing bank- 
ruptcy courts, in bankruptcy proceedings 
under chapter 13 of title 11, United States 
Code, to reduce the debt secured by a mort- 
gage on the principal residence of a debtor 
would have on mortgagors who, but for ter- 
mination of the FHA Refinance Program 
under this Act, would have qualified for refi- 
nancing of a mortgage under such Program, 
under the terms of such Program as in effect 
immediately before the enactment of this 
Act. 

H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MR. INSLEE 

AMENDMENT No. 14: At the end of the bill, 
add the following new section: 

SEC. 4. ENFORCEMENT OF FORECLOSURE LAWS. 

The Attorney General of the United 
States, in consultation and coordination 
with the Secretary of the Treasury, the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Di- 
rector of the Federal Housing Finance Agen- 
cy, the Secretary of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment, the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, the Director of the 
Bureau of Consumer Financial Protection of 
the Federal Reserve System, any other ap- 
propriate Federal banking regulatory agen- 
cies, and the Attorneys General of the 
States, shall pursue, to the fullest extent of 
the law, criminal prosecution of directors 
and officers of any financial institutions 
that the Attorney General, in such consulta- 
tion and coordination, determines have 
failed to comply with State laws relating to 
foreclosure of mortgages on residential real 
property and shall provide appropriate as- 
sistance to such State Attorneys General in 
such prosecutions. 

H.R. 830 
OFFERED By: MS. LORETTA SANCHEZ OF 
CALIFORNIA 

AMENDMENT No. 15: Strike all after the en- 
acting clause and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. USE OF FUNDING FOR FHA REFI- 

NANCE PROGRAM. 

Effective on the date of the enactment of 
this Act, all unexpended balances remaining 
available as of such date of enactment of the 
amounts made available under title I of the 
Emergency Economic Stabilization Act 
(Public Law 110-348; 12 U.S.C. 5211 et seq.) 
that have been allocated for use under the 
FHA Refinance Program (pursuant to Mort- 
gagee Letter 2010-23 of the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development) of the 
Making Home Affordable initiative of the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall be available 
to the Secretary of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment for carrying out a program for in- 
suring mortgages made to refinance existing 
mortgages on 1- to 4-family residences, in ac- 
cordance with such guidelines and standards 
as the Secretary shall issue, which shall pro- 
vide that under such program— 

(1) the residence subject to a mortgage 
being refinanced and to the insured refi- 
nancing mortgage shall be the principal resi- 
dence of the mortgagor; 

(2) the mortgagor under the insured refi- 
nancing mortgage shall have an annual fam- 
ily income not exceeding $180,000; 

(8) the insured refinancing mortgage shall 
have a term to maturity of 30 years; 
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(4) the insured refinancing mortgage shall 
bear interest at a single rate of 4.0 percent 
annually for the entire term of the mort- 
gage; and 

(5) the mortgagor under the insured refi- 
nancing mortgage may not have failed to 
timely make any payments due under the 
mortgage being refinanced. 


H.R. 836 
OFFERED By: MR. PAULSEN 


AMENDMENT No: 3: Page 5, line 23, strike 
“AND”. 

Page 5, line 24, before the period insert the 
following: ‘“‘, AND MEMBERS AND VETERANS 
WITH SERVICE-CONNECTED DISABILITIES AND 
THEIR FAMILIES”. 

Page 6, line 19, strike ‘‘or 

Page 6, line 25, strike the period and insert 
POIs 

Page 6, after line 25, insert the following: 

(D) such members and veterans of the 
Armed Forces who have service-connected 
injuries, and survivors and dependents of 
such members and veterans of the Armed 
Forces with such injuries. 


H.R. 836 
OFFERED By: MS. WATERS 


AMENDMENT No. 4: At the end of the bill, 
add the following new section: 

SEC. 4. PUBLICATION OF MEMBER AVAILABILITY 
FOR ASSISTANCE. 

Not later than 5 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall pub- 
lish to its Website on the World Wide Web in 
a prominent location, large point font, and 
boldface type the following statement: ‘‘The 
Emergency Mortgage Relief Program, which 
would have provided unemployed home- 
owners with low-interest loans to assist 
them in paying their mortgage, has been ter- 
minated. If you are unemployed and con- 
cerned about not being able to pay your 
mortgage, please contact your Member of 
Congress for assistance.’’. 


H.R. 836 
OFFERED By: MR. CANSECO 


AMENDMENT No. 5: Page 4, line 22, after the 
period insert the following: ‘‘All such unobli- 
gated balances so rescinded and permanently 
canceled shall be retained in the General 
Fund of the Treasury for reducing the debt 
of the Federal Government.”’. 

H.R. 836 
OFFERED By: MR. CONNOLLY OF VIRGINIA 

AMENDMENT NO. 6: Page 6, line 19, strike 
“or”. 

Page 6, line 25, strike the period and insert 
Ө; ог”. 

Page 6, after line 25, insert the following: 

(D) a teacher in an elementary or sec- 
ondary school. 

H.R. 836 


OFFERED By: MS. LORETTA SANCHEZ OF 
CALIFORNIA 


AMENDMENT No. 7: At the end of the bill, 
add the following new section: 
SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, this Act shall take effect on, and 
any reference in this Act to the date of the 
enactment of this Act shall be construed to 
refer to, the first date occurring after the 
date of the enactment of this Act on which 
the Current Population Survey (CPS) of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Depart- 
ment of Labor, as released monthly, identi- 
fies that the unemployment rate for the 
United States is equal to 7.5 percent or less. 
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SENATE—Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable 
KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND, a Senator from 
the State of New York. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Hear our prayers, O God. Attend to 
our intercession. You are the rock of 
our hope, our refuge in the time of 
storm. Forgive the things that blemish 
our personal lives, leading us away 
from Your standards of purity. Forgive 
us for every action that obstructs the 
coming of Your kingdom. 

Today, help the Members of this body 
to experience the constancy of Your 
presence. Lord, fill them with the high- 
er wisdom that leads a nation toward 
greatness. Show them what needs to be 
changed and give them the courage to 
do it. Sustain them by the radiant vi- 
sion of the ultimate triumph of Your 
kingdom. 

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen. 


ee 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI- 
BRAND led the Pledge of Allegiance as 
follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


Ee 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, March 9, 2011. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI- 
BRAND, a Senator from the State of New 
York, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND thereupon as- 
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


EEE 
RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. REID. Madam President, fol- 
lowing any leader remarks, there will 
be a period of morning business until 
10:40, with Senators permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each. The majority 
will control the first half and the Re- 
publicans will control the final half. 

At 10:40 a.m., the Senate will recess 
for a joint meeting of Congress with 
the Honorable Julia Gillard, Prime 
Minister of Australia. 

The Senate will reconvene at 12 noon 
and proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of H.R. 1, the Defense appropria- 
tions bill, which is the famous CR, H.R. 
1, and the Democratic alternative. 

At 3 p.m., Senators should expect two 
rollcall votes in relation to those two 
matters. Under an agreement reached 
yesterday, each proposal will be sub- 
ject to a 60-vote threshold. 


EE 


NOT JUST NUMBERS 


Mr. REID. Madam President, on the 
news on the way to work this morning, 
I heard one Republican Senator who is 
part of the Republican leadership say 
he thought all Republicans would vote 
for H.R. 1, this job-killing—that isn’t 
what he said, it is what I say—this job- 
killing, shortsighted bill. He said they 
would do it because of the numbers in- 
volved in it—the numbers involved in 
it. I tell everyone, my friends on the 
Republican side, the American people 
are not as concerned about the num- 
bers as what is in this bill, with those 
mean-spirited riders. 

We are concerned about the numbers. 
The American people are concerned 
about the numbers. The President of 
the United States and Democratic Sen- 
ators have agreed to address the num- 
bers, and we will do that. We have done 
it in our alternative here today. 

But this is not a bill about numbers. 
H.R. 1 is a mean-spirited bill that will 
cut the heart out of the recovery we 
have in America today. It goes after 
little children, poor little boys and 
girls who want to learn—they don’t 
know what they want, but we want 
them to learn to read, to be able to 
learn. Head Start is a program that has 
been successful. We have a lot of poor 
people in Nevada. I wish we didn’t, but 
we do. Head Start has been great for 
our communities. The National Insti- 
tutes of Health, they are whacking 
that—the National Science Founda- 
tion. Our clean energy jobs, they are 
going after them. National labora- 
tories. Where is the spirit of Pete 
Domenici—Pete Domenici, a long-time 
Republican Senator. He and I worked 
as chair and ranking member of that 


Energy and Water Subcommittee on 
Appropriations, trying to fund those 
very important labs. The labs do lots of 
good. Among others, they make our 
country’s nuclear weapons safe and re- 
liable. What has been done with this 
meat axe approach that they say is 
only numbers is not good for our coun- 
try. I have heard my friend, the assist- 
ant majority leader, talk about what is 
happening to one of the smaller labora- 
tories, Argonne, in Illinois. We have 
big ones at Livermore, at Sandia, Los 
Alamos, and other labs around the 
country that are some of the places 
where there is pure science—some of 
the few places in America today where 
we have pure science. What H.R. 1 has 
done, what they are trying to do to 
education in our country—not only 
Head Start—but how it affects edu- 
cation generally is unacceptable. 

What this bill would do if it were to 
pass—it is not numbers; it is not num- 
bers only. What does it do to our port 
security? The Presiding Officer is from 
the State of New York. Every day 
there are evil people trying to do dam- 
age to the people and the State of New 
York in the ports. Our airport security. 
We still have to look out for these bad 
people, the shoe bombers and other 
people who come up with all of these 
very bad ways to try to harm America. 

So for someone over here on the 
other side to say they are looking at 
H.R. 1 and they will probably all vote 
for it because of the numbers—how in- 
sulting to the American people. 


o 
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


EEE 
MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business until 10:40 a.m. with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time equally di- 
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the ma- 
jority controlling the first half and the 
Republicans controlling the final half. 

The Senator from Illinois is recog- 
nized. 


EE 


AUTHORIZATION TO APPOINT 
ESCORT COMMITTEE 
Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent the President pro 
tempore of the Senate be authorized to 
appoint a committee on the part of the 


© This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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Senate to join with a like committee 
on the part of the House of Representa- 
tives to escort the Honorable Julia 
Gillard, Prime Minister of Australia, to 
the House Chamber for the joint meet- 
ing. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
RESPONSIBLE DEFICIT REDUCTION 


Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I 
wish to follow up on what was said by 
the majority leader. This exercise we 
are engaged in here, this conversation 
about how to finish this fiscal year 
which ends on October 1, is one that I 
think has gotten out of hand, and I will 
tell you why. 

I know the debt is a serious problem 
facing America. I know the deficit is 
something that threatens our economy 
and our way of living. I also know 
there are sensible, thoughtful ways to 
deal with it. One of them was addressed 
by the Bowles-Simpson deficit commis- 
sion which I served on and voted for in 
terms of their final report. I disagreed 
with some things, but that is the na- 
ture of a compromise and the nature of 
moving our Nation forward. What we 
tried to do in that commission was to 
take a look at this challenge and not 
solve it in a month or 6 months, but 
say, How can we solve this, do it ina 
sensible, responsible way, апа still 
grow the economy? 

Right now, a few feet away from 
where we are meeting, are some of the 
best minds in America. They are sit- 
ting in a room, meeting with Senators. 
They represent the high-tech indus- 
tries of America. I just heard Mr. John 
Chambers, who is the CEO of Cisco, 
talk about the challenge we face and 
compare our status in the world to 
China today, the No. 2 economy in the 
world. He compared our situation 
today to what it was a few years ago. 

We are in a position now where we 
have only one out of four startup com- 
panies that we had a few years ago, and 
it is an indication to me that if Amer- 
ica is going to continue to lead in this 
world, we need to invest in that which 
makes us strong. I am not saying the 
deficit is not a problem. It is. But we 
will still have a Federal budget as we 
address the deficit and we should in- 
vest, through that Federal budget, in 
what is important, things that build 
our future. 

This morning Senator REID of Nevada 
talked about the vulnerable in Amer- 
ica. Well, I couldn’t agree more. We 
don’t hear the words ‘‘safety net” 
around here anymore, and it is unfor- 
tunate, because we know that even in 
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this prosperous society there are many 
unfortunate people. There are children 
who, through no fault of their own, 
were born into dysfunctional and poor 
families, kids whom we try to rescue 
from their plight and engage them in 
Head Start, to bring them into a learn- 
ing atmosphere, a classroom. I have 
been there, all over my State of Illi- 
nois. I was there two weeks ago in Chi- 
cago. I went into one of the poorest 
sections of that great city and saw a 
room full of 40 of some of the cutest 
kids in the world from struggling fami- 
lies who were lucky enough to be in the 
Head Start Program. It means that for 
the better part of the day, they are in 
a safe, positive, learning environment. 
Is that a good thing? Of course it is. 
Whether it is my son or daughter or 
your son or daughter, it comes down to 
the basics. If we don’t give our children 
the right lift-off in their lives, many of 
them struggle and, unfortunately, 
many fail. 

So when the House Republicans say 
the way to deal with our deficit is to 
cut hundreds of thousands of these 
poor children out of the Head Start 
Program and to dismiss tens of thou- 
sands of teachers and staff, we have to 
step back and say, Are you sure? Has it 
reached that point? Are we at a point 
now where we have to deny these chil- 
dren access to the kind of learning ex- 
perience that makes their school expe- 
rience later on more successful? I don’t 
think so. 

An honest look at our deficit would 
not just go after education and re- 
search and investment in our infra- 
structure. It would look across the 
board, as the Bowles-Simpson commis- 
sion did. How can we rationalize at this 
moment in time cutting Head Start for 
hundreds of thousands of kids across 
America, denying money to the poorest 
school districts in America where they 
literally struggle day to day to try to 
turn around the lives of children who 
are in very dire circumstances? 

The House Republicans have sug- 
gested cutting Pell grants. Pell grants. 
Those are the grants given to college 
students from lower income families. I 
look back on my life and I guess I was 
one of those kids. My mother was a 
widow and I wanted to go to college, 
and it wasn’t a family experience. I 
needed help. In those days, Pell grants 
didn’t exist, but college loans did, and 
the Federal college loan came to my 
rescue. 

Well, here I stand today because of 
that. And for hundreds and thousands 
of students across America, the Pell 
grants are their ticket to college. That 
is how they can get into college, earn a 
diploma, and succeed in life. When the 
House Republicans say we have reached 
the point where we have to cut that as- 
sistance to college students across 
America, you say to yourself, Is it that 
bad that we have to reach that far? 

Let me suggest there are other ef- 
forts we ought to look at first. I hap- 
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pen to believe in this great, prosperous 
Nation that the most prosperous 
among us—the wealthiest, the people 
who have benefited the most from this 
great Nation—can be asked to sacrifice 
more. I think they should. Asking 
those at the highest income levels in 
America to pay more in taxes at this 
point in our history is not unreason- 
able and it is not going to kill the 
economy, and it is simple economic 
justice. If doing that means we can pro- 
tect the most vulnerable and protect 
opportunity for education, I think that 
is fair. 

I also question some of what we are 
doing. Look at the price of gasoline at 
gas stations across America today and 
then watch the next quarterly earnings 
report of the oil companies and tell me 
why we continue to funnel billions of 
taxpayers’ dollars into subsidies for the 
oil companies. They are doing quite 
well, thank you. They don’t need a sub- 
sidy that adds to our deficit. The same 
thing is true in my home State of Illi- 
nois. Let me get personal about this. I 
happen to believe that agriculture is 
critical to our Nation. I believe we 
need to be there as a safety net for 
farmers who can’t predict what the 
weather will be or what crop prices 
might be, but there are parts of our ag 
program that, frankly, need to be seri- 
ously reviewed and the Federal con- 
tribution needs to be reduced. At a 
time when commodity prices are the 
highest and farms are the most pros- 
perous and profitable, the fact that we 
are sending so much money out of the 
Treasury to some of the largest farms 
in America is indefensible. 

So I am bringing it home to the agri- 
cultural State of Illinois and to our Na- 
tion when it comes to oil and gas and 
saying that before we cut money for re- 
search, as the House Republicans sug- 
gest, at the National Institutes of 
Health, before we deny to doctors and 
scientists and the best minds in Amer- 
ica the resources they need to find 
cures for diseases, to find the next won- 
der drug that will revolutionize life in 
America—before we do that, let’s take 
an honest look at this entire budget. 
The House Republican budget goes too 
far. 

Let me also raise a point relative to 
my own appropriations subcommittee. 
We have funded three watchdog agen- 
cies to make sure we never, ever enter 
another recession like the one we are 
in now. After Wall Street brought the 
economy to its knees, sent millions of 
hard-working Americans to the unem- 
ployment line, and took $700 billion 
from taxpayers—you will remember 
that $700 billion in bailout funds—the 
House Republicans are now fighting to 
prevent the cops from getting on the 
beat, those who are going to be there 
to make sure Wall Street can never 
wreak this damage again. 

The Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission was tasked by our Wall Street 
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reform bill to write new rules to bring 
more transparency to the stock mar- 
kets. The House Republican budget 
would cut $231 billion from the Securi- 
ties and Exchange Commission’s budg- 
et compared to what the bill author- 
ized. That is an 18-percent cut at the 
very time when this agency should be 
beefing up its ranks to keep an eye on 
what is happening on Wall Street and 
writing new rules for enforcement. 

That may be good news for future 
Bernie Madoffs but not for investors 
and families across America who count 
on Wall Street and financial institu- 
tions across America to deal honestly. 

The Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission was tasked by the same 
Wall Street bill to bring some sunshine 
to what Warren Buffet called ‘‘finan- 
cial weapons of mass destruction, the 
credit default swaps and other deriva- 
tives that are mostly traded on shad- 
owy over-the-counter markets today. 

The House Republican budget would 
cut $174 million from the CFTC, com- 
pared to what the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee recommended. That is 
a 69-percent cut, at the very moment 
when the CFTC needs better tech- 
nology and many more investigators to 
handle its awesome responsibilities. 

Then there is a third cut in the House 
Republican budget. They cut the Con- 
sumer Financial Protection Bureau. It 
is brand new, created by the Wall 
Street reform bill. The budget the 
House Republicans are pushing would 
cap the funding for the CFPB at half of 
what it should receive from the Federal 
Reserve under the Wall Street reform 
bill. 

Since the day I introduced the first 
bill to create this bureau—in a dif- 
ferent form but a similar goal—with 
the help of Elizabeth Warren, a pro- 
fessor from Harvard Law School, the 
House Republicans have fought to de- 
feat this idea. 

When President Obama signed the 
bill into law, the reformers—the people 
who want Americans to have access to 
financial services they understand to 
use to improve their lives—won. 

As the chairman of the appropria- 
tions subcommittee with the responsi- 
bility for funding these agencies, I have 
done my best to make sure they have 
adequate funds to protect American in- 
vestors and maintain the sterling rep- 
utation of our financial institutions on 
Wall Street. 

As an early champion of the Con- 
sumer Financial Protection Bureau, I 
am going to continue that fight to 
make sure this agency has the power 
and resources it needs. 

I will close by saying there is such a 
stark contrast in the vote that we will 
have today. We are going to be asked 
on the Senate floor whether Members 
want to vote for H.R. 1, the House Re- 
publican budget. The majority leader 
reminded us it is not just a spending 
bill; it is a bill that is fraught with 
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every bumper sticker issue you can re- 
member over the last 10 years. 

The Republicans don’t want to just 
cut spending, they want to inject 
themselves into the national debate on 
a myriad of issues. They want to take 
the spending bill and debate abortion, 
and they want to debate whether we 
will provide Federal funds for family 
planning, for Planned Parenthood 
across America. They want this spend- 
ing bill to take funding away from Na- 
tional Public Radio and the Corpora- 
tion for Public Broadcasting. They 
want this spending bill to take one- 
third of the resources from the EPA, 
which needs to make sure the air we 
breathe and the water we drink are fit 
for ourselves and our families. 

That is what they are doing. You 
think to yourself, if this is about an 
economic emergency and budget emer- 
gency, why did the House Republicans 
let it devolve into this situation where 
it has become a cat fight over political 
issues? We can do better. The American 
people expect us to do better. I am still 
meeting with five other Senators— 
three Republicans and two other Demo- 
crats. We are trying to take the 
Bowles-Simpson Commission and build 
this into a thoughtful effort that will 
reduce our deficit in a meaningful way. 
It will take time. We are not going to 
finish in 6 or 7 months or lurching 2 
weeks at a time this Federal Govern- 
ment. We need to address our respon- 
sibilities—the responsibilities to build 
this economy and, No. 2, to put Amer- 
ica’s fiscal house in order. We can do 
that, but we need to get beyond the 
current level of political fighting into 
a more constructive level. I hope this 
bipartisan group I am part of will be 
part of the solution ultimately. In the 
meantime, we will continue our efforts. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 
our Nation’s budget is a statement of 
our values, our priorities, and our vi- 
sion for what kind of country we will 
be handing off to our children and 
grandchildren. 

Working together to pass a respon- 
sible and forward-looking budget that 
works for the American people is one of 
the most important jobs we have in the 
Senate. The outcome of this process we 
are talking about will affect millions 
of families across our country, and the 
decisions we make this week are going 
to go a long way toward determining if 
our economy is going to continue mov- 
ing in the right direction. 
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This morning I want to speak about 
two very different budgets being de- 
bated today, with two very different 
statements about what we should be fo- 
cused on as a country, and two very 
different visions for how we need to be 
positioned to compete successfully and 
win the future. 

This should not be a partisan process. 
I am still hopeful we can work together 
on a budget plan that cuts spending re- 
sponsibly and works for the American 
people. But I am extremely dis- 
appointed that Republicans, who came 
into office talking about the economy, 
have proposed an extreme budget that 
would destroy hundreds of thousands of 
jobs, devastate workers and small busi- 
nesses across the country, and threaten 
that fragile economic recovery. 

I am disappointed that at a time 
when so many middle-class families 
still need support to get back on their 
feet after the Wall Street crisis Repub- 
licans have proposed a highly politi- 
cized slash-and-burn budget that will 
pull the rug out from families and chil- 
dren. 

Iam disappointed that while the Sen- 
ate Democratic proposal makes respon- 
sible and practical budget cuts that 
will allow us to continue out-inno- 
vating, out-educating, and out-building 
our competitors, Republicans are pro- 
posing a budget that would hack away 
at these estimates across the board and 
threaten our Nation’s ability to com- 
pete now and into the future. 

We are going to hear a lot about big 
numbers today, and I will mention 
some myself. I think it is important we 
keep in mind that this debate is about 
more than dollars and cents; it is about 
real people with real lives. 

I recently heard from the South Cen- 
tral Workforce Development Council in 
Washington State, and they told me 
about a man they worked with named 
Damon. 

Damon had been laid off from his job 
testing machine equipment. He held 
that job for almost 10 years. He and his 
wife had to move back in with his fa- 
ther, and he said that no matter how 
hard he tried he could not find work 
that matched his skills. 

Damon had to do something about it. 
He went to his local one-stop career 
center and sat down with counselors 
who talked him through what local em- 
ployers were looking for, and he de- 
cided he was going to learn computer 
networking. He studied hard and grad- 
uated from a local computer tech- 
nology program. Despite this tough 
economy, he was able to work with the 
one-stop center to find a new job in a 
new field. 

Damon was able to get back on his 
feet and support his family because of 
this program. He is not alone. Millions 
of Americans depend on workforce 
training programs to get the skills 
they need to get back to work and help 
our economy grow, including nearly 
400,000 in my State of Washington. 
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House Republicans have proposed 
eliminating these critical programs 
and cutting off services for the workers 
who depend on them. At a time when 
so many workers are fighting to get 
back on the job, this would be dev- 
astating. 

I recently met with a woman named 
Tiffany from Chehalis, WA. She told 
me her stepson, Rodney, had some dif- 
ficult family circumstances and had 
fallen behind his peers and that she and 
her husband could not afford the pri- 
vate education they thought he needed 
to catch up. Then she heard about Head 
Start from a friend and enrolled Rod- 
ney in that program. 

Tiffany told me she saw the dif- 
ference within a few months. Just a 
short time later, Rodney was ready for 
kindergarten, and he is now the top 
reader in his first grade class. Tiffany 
and her family got the support they 
needed and they, too, are far from 
being alone. 

Nearly 1 million families and their 
children depend on Head Start. The Re- 
publican proposal we will be voting on 
this afternoon eliminates services for 
218,000 children, including more than 
3,000 in my home State. It will close 
16,000 classrooms across the country, 
and it will cause up to 55,000 teachers 
and staff to lose their jobs. 

Again, this extreme slash-and-burn 
approach is wrong. It would hurt the 
most vulnerable of our children and 
families in our country and leave us at 
a competitive disadvantage in the fu- 
ture. 

The Republican proposal also slashes 
community development block grants 
by 62 percent. That would eliminate 
services and decimate housing and eco- 
nomic development programs in com- 
munities across our country. 

It cuts the community health centers 
so many Americans depend on for their 
health care, eliminating funding out- 
right for 127 clinics in 38 States, reduc- 
ing services at over 1,000 centers na- 
tionwide, cutting off health care for al- 
most 3 million Americans that will 
cause 5,000 workers across our country 
to lose their jobs. 

Not only will the Republican pro- 
posal devastate middle-class families 
across this country, it would also halt 
the beginning of an economic recovery 
that our families and our small busi- 
ness owners desperately need to take 
root. 

Last month, our economy added over 
200,000 private sector jobs, and the un- 
employment rate fell to the lowest 
level in 2 years. 

We have a long way to go, but I am 
confident that we have turned the cor- 
ner and are beginning to move in the 
right direction. Economists on both 
the left and the right have come out 
and said if the Republican proposal 
from the House were to pass, the eco- 
nomic recovery and millions of jobs 
across the country would be threat- 
ened. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


In fact, one independent analysis said 
the Republican plan could destroy up 
to 700,000 American jobs in this coun- 
try, including an estimated 15,000 in 
my State of Washington. That would 
be devastating, and we cannot afford to 
let that happen. 

That is why the Senate Democratic 
proposal would take our country in a 
very different direction. It would cut 
spending—hbillions of dollars, in fact— 
but it would do so in a responsible and 
practical way that would protect our 
middle-class families, those who need 
it most. 

Our proposal continues to make the 
investments we need as a country to 
compete and win in the 21st-century 
economy. Take the highly successful 
TIGER Program that I helped create. 
Communities across our country have 
been competing very hard for resources 
from this program so they can invest 
in transportation projects that make 
significant contributions to the Na- 
tion, to their region, or their metro- 
politan area. 

Today, the TIGER Program is put- 
ting workers on the job and helping to 
lay down a strong foundation for eco- 
nomic growth in this country. But the 
Republican proposal would not only 
eliminate that program completely and 
slam the door on communities that 
want to invest in their infrastructure, 
it would also take back every penny of 
funding—all funding already—promised 
in last year’s budget. That will halt 75 
projects in 40 States that are ready to 
go and put 33,000 jobs at risk. It doesn’t 
make any sense. The Democratic pro- 
posal would protect that critical in- 
vestment. 

The Republican proposal would also 
jeopardize public health and the envi- 
ronment by gutting the laws that keep 
our air and water clean. It cuts nearly 
$2 billion in funding for clean water in- 
frastructure, which our local commu- 
nities need to keep our families safe, so 
when you turn on that water in your 
kitchen you will know it is safe. It 
slashes the Land and Water Conserva- 
tion Fund, which, by the way, uses rev- 
enue from offshore oil leases to protect 
some of the most treasured places in 
our country. But that is not all. The 
extreme Republican proposal would 
also slash investments for students and 
children, including a $700 million cut to 
title I funding, which will affect 2,400 
schools serving over 1 million students. 
It cuts Pell grants by 15 percent, which 
will make it so much harder for kids to 
go to college today. 

The House Republican proposal 
would even slash some of the bipar- 
tisan programs we have created to keep 
our families safe, including 66 percent 
cuts to both the Transit Security 
Grant Program that helps make sure 
our trains and subways are safe, as well 
as the Port Security Grant Program 
that helps protect our critical eco- 
nomic and national security assets 
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across the country. That does not 
make sense. If a terrorist attack were 
to occur at one of our ports or transit 
systems, it would be absolutely dev- 
astating for our families and our econ- 
omy, which is why the Democratic pro- 
posal protects these critical invest- 
ments. 

Those are just a few of the examples 
of the radical and irresponsible cuts 
that are proposed in the Republican 
budget. 

We, of course, need to cut spending. 
We need to bring down the deficit. We 
all agree on that point. But we have to 
do it responsibly, and we cannot do it 
on the backs of our middle-class fami- 
lies who are struggling. 

I urge my colleagues this afternoon 
to support the Democratic proposal, 
and if we cannot pass something today, 
I urge my Republican colleagues to 
come to the table and work with us to 
pass a responsible long-term budget 
that really does reflect our priorities, 
gets our workers back on the job, and 
invests in America’s future. 

I yield the floor. 


a 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republican leader is recog- 
nized. 


Ee 


GOVERNMENT SPENDING AND 
FREE-TRADE AGREEMENTS 


Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
later today Senators will have an op- 
portunity to take a position on govern- 
ment spending. At a time when Wash- 
ington is borrowing about $4 billion a 
day, Democratic leaders want to cut 
about $4.5 billion in government spend- 
ing for the rest of this fiscal year and 
call it a day. In other words, they want 
to take what amounts to a day-and-a- 
half long holiday from their out-of-con- 
trol spending and then return to the 
status quo for the rest of the year. 

Let me add that paying lipservice to 
the threat caused by the deficit is not 
a substitute for responsible leadership 
and that the job-destroying tax hikes 
on small businesses and American fam- 
ilies are not the answer to out-of-con- 
trol Washington spending. At a time 
when increasing gas prices are already 
threatening our economic recovery, a 
minivan tax that some on the other 
side have proposed will not solve our 
Nation’s fiscal crisis. But I will tell 
you what it will do. It will destroy jobs 
and impose a real burden on families 
every time they fill up at the pump—at 
a time when people are looking for re- 
lief instead. 

Democrats’ steadfast refusal to cut 
another dime from the bloated Wash- 
ington budget has left them no choice, 
it seems, but to propose raising taxes 
on American families and small busi- 
nesses so they can continue spending 
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at unsustainable levels. Republicans, 
on the other hand, have made a serious 
proposal to rein in wasteful spending. 
To me, at least, the choice before us is 
pretty clear. 

As we approach today’s vote, it is 
worth noting that even if we were to 
pass the biggest spending cuts that 
have been proposed so far in this de- 
bate, it would not even put a dent in 
the fiscal problems we face as a result 
of the growth in entitlement spending. 
Think about it. Democrats have been 
waging war this week over a proposal 
to cut $4.7 billion. Meanwhile, the 
amount of money we have promised to 
spend on programs such as Social Secu- 
rity and Medicare—money we do not 
have—is about $52 trillion. 

This week’s debate is just a dress re- 
hearsal for the big stuff, and so far 
Democrats are showing they are just 
not up to it. They either lack the stom- 
ach or the courage, and the President, 
as members of his own party point out, 
is nowhere to be found on this issue. I 
have talked about this leadership vacu- 
um repeatedly this week on the entitle- 
ments and how their unchecked growth 
threatens to bury all of us in red ink 
before we know it. We can argue about 
whether to cut $5 billion or $60 billion 
in day-to-day expenses all we want, but 
the fact is, even if we hit the bigger 
number, we are still staring at a catas- 
trophe. And the President appears to 
be totally uninterested—uninterested— 
in leading us to a bipartisan solution 
the way Ronald Reagan and Bill Clin- 
ton did the last time we faced a crisis 
of this magnitude. 

When it comes to another crisis, the 
jobs crisis, the President is not just 
failing to lead, he is flatout barring the 
door with a mountain of stifling new 
regulations and calculated inaction on 
outstanding free-trade agreements 
with Colombia and Panama. 

This morning, the U.S. Trade Rep- 
resentative is set to testify before the 
Finance Committee to voice the ad- 
ministration’s support of a trade agree- 
ment with South Korea. While we sup- 
port the administration’s position on 
South Korea, the lack of leadership on 
these two other countries which signed 
free-trade agreements with us more 
than 8 years ago is completely dis- 
heartening. The reason for inaction is 
stunning. Union bosses do not want to 
see them passed. For some reason, they 
seem to think that expanding the mar- 
ket for U.S. goods into Colombia and 
Panama somehow hurts them, which is 
absurd, absolutely absurd. The admin- 
istration has previously expressed 
tepid support for these deals, an ac- 
knowledgment that expanding markets 
for U.S. goods can only help U.S. work- 
ers and that the picture in Colombia is 
better than the labor bosses would 
have us believe, but they have failed to 
follow through. 

The irony of union opposition to 
these trade deals is that an expanded 
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U.S. presence in Latin America can 
only help the workers there by export- 
ing U.S. business standards and prac- 
tices, and, of course, more exports for 
U.S. firms means more jobs for U.S. 
workers in the United States. 

In the last few weeks, company after 
company has come before Congress to 
testify how important accessing Latin 
American markets is for their future 
and to create jobs right in America. 
According to the chamber of com- 


merce, failing to pass these trade 
agreements, along with the trade 
agreement with South Korea, could 


cost us 380,000 U.S. jobs. 

While we dither on these agreements, 
Colombia has moved on. Having been 
stiff-armed by the United States, it is 
finding other trade partners. Natu- 
rally, Colombia has turned to other 
countries and, worse, still is warming 
relations with Hugo Chavez in neigh- 
boring Venezuela. Last week, Colombia 
President Juan Manuel Santos was 
quoted referring to Chavez as his ‘‘new 
best friend’’—a man who just last year 
accused Santos of plotting to assas- 
sinate him. 

At a time when nearly 14 million 
Americans are looking for work, the 
President should be listening to those 
of us who come to him with ways to 
create jobs. And this is one of them. 
The administration has no excuse for 
failing to act on these trade agree- 
ments. It is in the interest of our coun- 
try to approve them. It would create 
jobs at home at a time when we des- 
perately need them. I am confident 
Congress could pass these on a bipar- 
tisan basis today. 

I urge the administration to act 
today, and not just on South Korea but 
on Colombia and Panama. I, for one, 
am prepared to do everything in my 
power to pass these agreements, all of 
them together, this year. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. JOHANNS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
CAP AND TRADE 


Мг. JOHANNS. Madam President, I 
rise today to talk about the adminis- 
tration’s ill-advised cap-and-trade 
agenda and to support a bipartisan bill 
that I cosponsored. The Energy Tax 
Prevention Act would stop EPA from 
going around Congress and using regu- 
lations to implement the administra- 
tion’s failed cap-and-trade agenda. The 
bill is necessary because the adminis- 
tration is marching ahead with its cap- 
and-trade agenda even though the 
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American people clearly want to focus 
on job creation, not policies that de- 
stroy jobs. 

For evidence that the administration 
is marching ahead, one need only look 
at the President’s budget. It clearly 
states ‘‘continues to support green- 
house gas emissions reductions in the 
United States in the range of 17 per- 
cent below 2005 levels by 2020 and 83 
percent by 2050.” Not surprisingly, 
these reductions are nearly identical to 
those proposed in the Waxman-Markey 
House cap-and-trade bill. Americans 
rejected that legislation because it 
would have increased taxes on every- 
one—anyone who turns on a light 
switch, buys American-made products, 
fills up their gas tank. 

The Energy Tax Prevention Act 
would prevent the administration from 
using its regulatory powers to cir- 
cumvent Congress and implement this 
energy tax that Americans rejected 
last year. It is about protecting jobs— 
manufacturing jobs, for example—and 
it puts Congress back in the driver’s 
seat in charge of energy policy, taking 
it back from unelected bureaucrats at 
the too-often overreaching EPA. 

Above all, this bill rejects the notion 
that placing additional energy tax bur- 
dens on Americans is good policy. As 
the price of oil climbs and gas prices 
follow, our bill says: Don’t hit Ameri- 
cans with another tax. Make no mis- 
take, cap-and-trade policies would 
drive up the cost of everything, trans- 
portation fuels and electricity leading 
the way. Nobody disagrees with this 
understanding. In fact, the central pol- 
icy mechanism of all of these proposals 
is making the use and production of 
fossil fuels more expensive. 

The Congressional Budget Office has 
weighed in on this issue, and they put 
it this way: 

... а cap-and-trade program would thus 
lead to price increases for energy and en- 
ergy-intensive goods and services ... Such 
price increases would stem from the restric- 
tion on emissions . . . Indeed, the price in- 
creases would be essential to the success of a 
cap-and-trade program. 

In other words, these efforts are de- 
signed to make oil, gas, and coal-fired 
electricity more expensive, and the 
same is true for the EPA’s regulatory 
plan. Gas prices will go up, electricity 
will go up, farm input costs will go up, 
consumers will pay more, and U.S. 
manufacturing will get crushed under 
the heavy hand of the EPA. Meanwhile, 
our overseas competitors, unfettered 
by the cap, will gobble up market share 
and hurt those providing good-paying 
jobs in this country. Our farmers and 
ranchers will not be spared either. The 
cost of running pivot irrigation will go 
up. Nebraska has thousands of them. 
Diesel fuel for tractors and combines 
will go up. The price tag on fertilizer 
that farmers need to grow crops will 
skyrocket. 

Some of my constituents might be 
saying: I am not a farmer, I am not a 
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manufacturer, so I am not affected. Un- 
fortunately, no American can escape 
the reach of this ill-advised regulatory 
effort. Because refineries are first tar- 
geted іп EPA’s regulatory schedule, be- 
cause electrical plants are first tar- 
geted, electric bills and the cost of fuel 
will go up. If you think gas prices are 
high now, brace yourself—more price 
hikes are coming. And if you think 
your electric bill at the end of the 
month is already plenty high, look out 
for EPA’s energy tax. 

Believe it or not, the Obama adminis- 
tration has made it clear that these 
higher prices are exactly, precisely 
what the doctor ordered. During the 
Presidential campaign, President 
Obama famously said—he was really 
up-front: 

Under my plan, electricity bills would nec- 
essarily skyrocket. 

Citizens probably entered the voting 
booth with the false hope that we in 
Congress would never let that happen. 
Sadly, the Obama administration has 
made it clear that they intend to work 
around Congress. Energy Secretary 
Steven Chu even told the Wall Street 
Journal in September of 2008: 

Somehow we have to figure out how to 
boost the price of gasoline to the levels of 
Europe. 

That is not my vision for America. 
And with gasoline over $7 per gallon in 
places such as Germany and France, I 
doubt many Americans share that vi- 
sion. Yet this administration has cho- 
sen to use the EPA to make gasoline 
expensive through its ill-advised en- 
ergy tax plan. The EPA is literally tar- 
geting our fuel refineries when gas 
prices are headed to $4 per gallon and 
oil is over $100 a barrel. It doesn’t 
make sense. 

But just when we thought we saw a 
ray of hope, when the President said he 
wanted to slow down the regulatory 
freight train bearing down on the Na- 
tion’s job creators, well, something 
happened. He said he wanted to reduce 
the regulatory burdens on small busi- 
nesses. He even went so far as to put 
out an Executive order in January, and 
he instructed the agencies to review 
“rules that have gotten out of balance, 
placing unreasonable burdens on busi- 
ness, burdens that have stifled innova- 
tion and have a chilling effect on 
growth and jobs.” 

Well, unfortunately, the EPA appar- 
ently believes their greenhouse gas reg- 
ulations are more important than job 
creation. The headline from the Hill 
newspaper says it all: “ЕРА Confident 
Obama Reg Policy Won’t Affect New 
Climate Rules.’’ So the EPA, all power- 
ful, quickly dismissed the Executive 
order saying: “ЕРА is confident that 
our recent and upcoming steps to ad- 
dress GHG emissions under the Clean 
Air Act comfortably pass muster under 
the sensible standards the President 
laid out.” 

In other words, the EPA believes, and 
continues to think, their regulatory 
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cap-and-trade plan is not an unreason- 
able burden on consumers, small busi- 
ness, and job creators. One would have 
to suspend all rational thought to 
reach that conclusion. It is unbeliev- 
able. Here is the kicker: These EPA 
regulations will have no discernible 
impact on global temperatures. 

Put simply, the EPA’s agenda is all 
about more pain and no gain because 
the rules and regulations in the United 
States don’t control places such as 
China, India, and Brazil, obviously. 
You see, global warming is called glob- 
al warming for a reason. Yet it is our 
farmers, our ranchers, and our small 
businesses that will be saddled with the 
job-killing costs. American job cre- 
ators will have one arm tied behind 
their back trying to compete. Even 
EPA Administrator Jackson admitted 
the House cap-and-trade bill would 
have negligible impact on global tem- 
peratures. 

This is all unbelievably bad for 
America. It is no wonder the Senate 
roundly repudiated the idea last year. 
Yet the EPA charges forward. We must 
restore some measure of common 
sense. This bill is the right step, and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Wyoming. 


EE 
A SECOND OPINION 


Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I 
come to the floor, as I do every week, 
as a physician who has practiced medi- 
cine and taken care of families in Wyo- 
ming for a quarter of a century, to give 
a doctor’s second opinion of the health 
care law. 

County commissioners from around 
the State of Wyoming are coming to 
town today for their annual meeting. It 
was 1 year ago today, at their annual 
meeting, when NANCY PELOSI—then- 
Speaker of the House—addressed that 
group and said: We have to pass the bill 
so you can find out what is in it. 

That quote has been repeated again 
and again and again, and people now 
know what is in this health care law. 
People have found out. Every month 
since this law has been passed, people 
have found out additional things about 
the health care law they absolutely do 
not like. Now that the American people 
know what is in the bill, and they 
know they don’t like it, let’s get to the 
fundamentals of what the American 
people have asked for. When they asked 
for a change in health care in this 
country, they said they wanted the 
care they need from the doctor at a 
price they can afford. The new law fails 
that test, and it fails miserably. 

It has only taken 1 year to break al- 
most every promise the President made 
when he addressed the Congress and 
the country. So what I would like to do 
now is take a look, month by month, at 
how those promises were broken. I will 
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start with March, since it is now March 
and this started with NANCY PELOSI’s 
statement in March of 2010. 

One year ago, the Congressional 
Budget Office evaluated the law to see 
how much it would actually cost. They 
told us the law could only reduce the 
deficit if it did something about the 
long-term insolvency of Medicare. In- 
stead, the Democrats and the President 
proposed and adopted and signed into 
law cuts of over $500 billion from Medi- 
care. This was not to save Medicare but 
to start a whole new government enti- 
tlement program, a decision the CBO 
said would increase the deficit by $260 
billion. 

Let’s go to April. In April, we learned 
the costs for those Medicare cuts go 
way beyond dollars and cents. An anal- 
ysis by the Department of Health and 
Human Services found these cuts could 
drive up to 15 percent of hospitals out 
of business. For this administration, 
the shortage of hospitals apparently 
takes a backseat to the shortage of 
Washington bureaucrats. 

Let us go to May. In May, we learned 
over 200,000 Americans with preexisting 
conditions and expensive health insur- 
ance would not be eligible to enroll in 
the new high-risk pools created in the 
health care law; that is, of course, un- 
less they were willing to completely 
drop the insurance they had and wait, 
without insurance—wait without insur- 
ance—for 6 months. Only then would 
they qualify for what was in the health 
care law. For many people with pre- 
existing conditions, who were paying 
higher premiums, they felt that would 
be irresponsible behavior; that it would 
be risky, put them at financial risk. 
But that is what this administration 
and this government was proposing. 

In June, after the administration 
sent over 4 million postcards to small 
businesses—you remember the post- 
cards, the ones claiming those small 
businesses would be eligible for a tax 
credit—the Associated Press blew the 
whistle. It turned out the only small 
businesses that were fully eligible for 
these tax credits had to employ fewer 
than 25 people. So to be eligible at all, 
they had to have fewer than 25 people. 
Moreover, the Associated Press re- 
ported the tax credit drops off sharply 
if the company employs any more than 
10 people or if the annual salary was 
averaging more than $25,000. So if you 
had 10 employees and paid them, on av- 
erage, $25,000, you could get the tax 
credit. But once you went to that 11th 
employee and gave someone a raise, 
you started to lose the attribute the 
administration said was so valuable. 

That was in June. In July, the Obama 
administration’s own Justice Depart- 
ment confirmed the individual man- 
date penalty is a tax increase. Well, 
when ABC News’s George Stephan- 
opoulos asked the President if the 
mandate penalty was a tax increase, 
the President said: “Т absolutely reject 
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that notion.” Well, if the President ab- 
solutely rejects the notion, why is his 
own Justice Department contradicting 
him? 

In August, without so much as a 
hearing before Congress, the President 
made a recess appointment. He tapped 
Dr. Donald Berwick to run the Centers 
for Medicare and Medicaid Services. So 
how big is this Federal agency? Well, it 
includes oversight of a budget larger 
than the Pentagon’s. Dr. Berwick be- 
lieves the government must ration 
health care and that the only issue is 
whether we ration with our eyes wide 
open, as he said. Well, the President 
promised not to ration care, so why did 
he make an appointment of someone 
who believes it is inevitable to ration 
care and do it in a way without ever al- 
lowing the Senate—Republicans and 
Democrats alike, Members of this 
body—to even have a hearing so this 
individual could explain his position, 
explain his previous comments, explain 
what he has said and written? The 
President refused and did a recess ap- 
pointment of someone who never testi- 
fied, never came to a confirmation 
hearing, and he put him in charge of a 
program with a budget larger than the 
Pentagon’s. Can you imagine if the 
Secretary of Defense was made as a re- 
cess appointment without a congres- 
sional hearing? It is unthinkable. 

In September, the administration re- 
leased new rules estimating that 80 
percent of small businesses would be 
forced to change the coverage of insur- 
ance they offer to their employees. 
These aren’t my numbers, these are the 
administration’s own numbers. But it 
was the President who said, over and 
over, if you like the coverage you have 
today, then you can keep it. Now we 
know that was another one of the 
President’s empty promises. 

In October, responding to complaints 
from unions and corporations, the 
Obama administration began handing 
out waivers—waivers that excused indi- 
vidual groups from ObamaCare’s expen- 
sive mandates. These waivers went 
mostly to those politically connected 
to this administration. Most American 
families still have to bear the law’s ex- 
pensive burdens. Clearly, for this ad- 
ministration, playing favorites is more 
important than achieving fairness. I 
think every American ought to be able 
to get a waiver from this health care 
law. 

In November, a majority of the 
American people voiced their opposi- 
tion to this law and handed an election 
response that resulted in a significant 
change in the composition of the House 
and the Senate because the American 
people knew they did not want this 
health care law. 

The American people were con- 
cerned—and they even wondered if this 
law was constitutional—and in Decem- 
ber, a Federal judge in Virginia ruled it 
was unconstitutional to force Ameri- 
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cans to buy a product. The Service Em- 
ployees International Union, one of the 
biggest unions in the country, also ad- 
mitted in December that fulfilling the 
requirements of ObamaCare would be 
financially impossible. This is the 
same law they said the country needed 
when they lobbied in favor of it. 

In January of this year, the Medicare 
Actuary called the administration’s 
claim the health care law would bring 
down costs ‘‘false more than true.” 
Also, a Federal judge in Florida struck 
down the entire law as unconstitu- 
tional. 

In February—last month—we learned 
the 2012 budget the IRS submitted to 
Congress specifically mentions the 
health care law 250 times. They men- 
tion it as a source of authority and 
funding for new powers. They called 
the health care law “Пе largest set of 
tax law changes in more than 20 
years.” To begin implementing these 
changes will require thousands of new 
Washington bureaucrats. 

Well, that was through February, and 
here we are, on March 9. Did the Amer- 
ican people find out anything new 
about the health care law in March? 
Absolutely. Last Friday night, the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services 
granted another 150 waivers—another 
150 waivers. Now there are over 1,040 
waivers covering 2.6 million individ- 
uals. These are people who don’t want 
to live under the Obama health care 
law. They don’t want it to apply to 
them. I think every American ought to 
have a right to that same waiver. Of 
those 2.6 million people who received 
waivers, 1.2 million are members of 
unions. So that is 46 percent of the 
waivers have been given to union mem- 
bers. 

If you look at the Web site you must 
go to for that information, the Sec- 
retary has tried to disguise how they 
label these individuals, and so union 
plans are now called ‘‘multiemployer 
plans.’’ Under this change in the name, 
at the Web site you go to learn about 
this, are the words ‘‘promoting trans- 
рагепсу. So we have an administra- 
tion that says one thing but does an- 
other. 

But the American people now know 
what is in the law. As they were study- 
ing the law before the vote, they didn’t 
want it. Now they know all about it, 
and they still don’t want it. It is clear 
it is unsustainable, unaffordable, and 
unconstitutional. It is time to repeal 
and replace it. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Missouri. 


EE 
THE BUDGET 


Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, I 
thank the Chair for allowing me the 
floor for a few minutes. 

First, I wish to say, Dr. BARRASSO’s 
second opinion is clearly the opinion of 
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Missourians. I think when you ask 
Americans if they want to see changes 
in the health care system—but not 
these changes—they say: Yes, we want 
the health care system to be changed. 
We just don’t want it changed this way. 

I remind the Chair, in Missouri in the 
primary election in August last year, 
72 percent of the people who voted said 
they did not want to be part of this 
health care plan. This is going to be a 
big discussion and a big issue for the 
next couple of years, until we decide 
what direction we are going to take. 

Today I want to talk about spending. 
Two bills are coming to the floor today 
about spending and there will be lots of 
discussion about the cuts the House 
made, the $61 billion of cuts and how 
this cut could have been better, how 
this is a good thing for the government 
or for somebody to do. Of course, I sus- 
pect most all of that will be true. What 
is unfortunate is that we on the Senate 
floor today do not get to talk about 
what we might cut instead of these 
things, these things that will be dis- 
cussed that people think are such a 
good idea for us to cut. 

The truth is, we have to make the de- 
cisions that get spending under con- 
trol. This year we are going to spend 
about $3.8 trillion and we are going to 
collect about $2.2 trillion. Even though 
“trillion dollars” is too big a concept 
to wrap your mind around, everybody 
understands that 3.8 is a lot bigger 
than 2.2. If your business was spending 
$3.8 million and bringing in $2.2 mil- 
lion, you would understand your busi- 
ness was not going to be in business 
very much longer. If your family was 
spending $38,000 and bringing in the 
door $22,000, you would know that 
could not continue. This cannot con- 
tinue either. 

The idea we cannot make $61 billion 
of reductions in spending in a $3.8 tril- 
lion budget, $1.6 trillion of which is def- 
icit spending, doesn’t make sense to me 
and it doesn’t make sense to the Amer- 
ican people. We are going to have to 
have a government that can make 
choices. 

Right now we have government try- 
ing to do the same thing over and over 
at all three levels. Some of those 
things government is trying to do at 
the Federal, the State, and the local 
level ought to be left to families, where 
they could be left to families. Other 
things are the legitimate job of govern- 
ment. But everything is not the legiti- 
mate job of the Federal Government 
and almost nothing is the legitimate 
job of all levels of government. We 
would be much better off if we tried to 
go through this process: OK, is this a 
problem that only government can 
solve? If the answer is yes, then the 
next question is: Can’t we solve that 
problem closer to where people live and 
work, and where the problem is, where 
families are? Can’t we solve that at the 
city level or the county level? 


3574 


Maybe the answer is no. Then the 
question should be: Can’t we solve it at 
the State level? Then the question 
should be: If we are going to solve it at 
the Federal level, is there a constitu- 
tional definition that allows us to do 
that? 

There are some things that only the 
Federal Government can do. But there 
are not very many things that only the 
Federal Government can do. 

We are going to hear in this discus- 
sion today and in the coming weeks 
about lots of good that can be done in 
our society. We are going to hear about 
some things I have worked to authorize 
and tried to get us to make a priority 
and still hope to keep a priority. Some 
of those programs are actually cut in 
the House appropriations bill that I 
will vote for today, because my view is 
we have to cut spending. If we could 
cut the $61 billion this year from ex- 
actly what I wanted to be cut, that 
would be better for me. But I am com- 
mitted to cut spending in any bill we 
can get enough people to support, to 
put a bill on the President’s desk that 
will say let’s head toward a balanced 
budget. Let’s get a balanced budget 
amendment. Let’s head toward a bal- 
anced budget. But let’s ask the right 
questions. 

Before I came to the Congress, I was 
a university president for 4 years. It 
was a private university, Southwest 
Baptist University in Bolivar, MO. We 
did not take any Federal money or any 
State money. We had to pay our bills. 
Because we had to pay our bills, as the 
president of the university I was con- 
stantly being asked to do good things 
but I had several different categories of 
“по, this is why we cannot do that.” 
There are two that maybe we ought to 
use the most often in Washington, DC, 
these days. The first is: No, that is a 
good idea but it is not what we do. I 
said that a lot as the university presi- 
dent. As a matter of fact, in the 4 years 
I was there I never had anybody come 
to me and ask me to do anything evil. 
I never had anybody come to me as 
president of the Southwest Baptist 
University and say here is something 
bad I think we should do as an institu- 
tion. Every idea I got was a good idea, 
but it was not always something we 
could do. So one of my categories of no 
was ‘по, that’s a good idea but it’s not 
what we do.” 

We are going to hear lots about peo- 
ple with challenges that somebody 
should help. But the Federal Govern- 
ment is $1.6 trillion in debt this year— 
this year; not the $14 trillion accumu- 
lated debt, $1.6 this year—over $200 bil- 
lion last month. Last month’s deficit 
was within striking range of the an- 
nual deficit for the 10 years that ended 
in 2008. We are now spending more in 
deficit spending in a month than for a 
decade we spent in a year. If you aver- 
age out that 10 years it is very close to 
February—and by the way, February is 
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the shortest month. That is the only 
month where we have 28 days of spend- 
ing, and we set a record on monthly 
deficit spending for the United States 
of America that was almost equal to 
the average annual deficit of the pre- 
vious 10 years. 

Sometimes people came to me and 
they had a good idea that actually was 
something the university could do. 
Often, then, I would have to say: Yes, 
that is a good idea, we ought to think 
how we can do that, but you are going 
to have to help me figure out what we 
can stop doing so we can start doing 
this. This may in fact be a better thing 
than some of the things we are doing 
now, but we can’t do everything. Fami- 
lies deal with this issue all the time. 
You cannot do everything, even if it 
would be good to see those things done. 

The Federal Government is doing the 
wrong thing when it heads down a road 
where you are spending so much more 
than you are collecting. One obvious 
answer is let’s collect more. I suppose 
if you went to the Congressional Budg- 
et Office and said what would the col- 
lection amount be for the Federal Gov- 
ernment if the tax rate were 100 per- 
cent—since they do not do any dy- 
namic scoring over there, they score as 
if tax policy doesn’t matter—I guess 
they could add up all the payrolls of 
America and whatever they added up 
to, that is how much money the Fed- 
eral Government could bring in if the 
tax rate were 100 percent. 

But that would not happen. Frankly, 
the tax rate of collecting the $2.2 tril- 
lion is about all we ought to be col- 
lecting out of this economy. For the 65 
years after World War II, the govern- 
ment spent an average of about $1 out 
of $5, the Federal Government, that the 
economy could create. Now we are 
spending $1 out of $4. There is a big dif- 
ference in a country where the Federal 
Government alone spends 1 dollar out 
of 4 that the country can create in 
goods and services as opposed to 1 dol- 
lar out of 5. You are not going to get a 
lot more on the taxing side. So we have 
to make the reductions in spending. 

Then you are going to hear we are 
making these reductions out of 12 per- 
cent or 15 percent of the budget. Is that 
fair? 

First of all, that is the only part of 
the budget we can get to without sig- 
nificant legislative activity. That 
should be the next thing on our agenda. 
Let’s talk about the 60 percent of the 
budget we normally do not even talk 
about where if you meet the definition 
of the program you get the money, and 
see if we can’t figure out how to 
produce better results for fewer dollars. 
That is what everybody else in Amer- 
ica has been thinking about for 20 
years now. 

If you are still in business in America 
and you are competing in a global 
economy, you have been thinking how 
do we get a better result for less 
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money, not how do we spend more 
money. We need to be sure the govern- 
ment is as good as the people it serves 
in that regard. It is 12 or 15 percent of 
the budget where we are talking reduc- 
ing spending by $61 billion. That would 
not begin to be nearly enough, if you 
apportion it out. That is about one-sev- 
enth of the budget. If you multiply 
that by seven, you are still well over $1 
trillion short of where you need to be. 
We need to start by taking at least this 
much money out of that part of the 
budget and figure out how we can also 
make the government work better in 
the other 85 percent of the budget. 

Today is what it is. Today is a dis- 
cussion to prove, apparently, that we 
cannot do anything. We can’t do what 
the majority of the Senate wants to do, 
we can’t do what the majority in the 
House wants to do. Let me tell you 
what the majority in the House wants 
to do is a minimum entry level to solv- 
ing this whole problem. I am going to 
vote for it today and I urge my col- 
leagues to vote for it as well. 

I yield the floor. 


Ss 


JOINT MEETING OF THE TWO 
HOUSES—ADDRESS BY THE HON- 
ORABLE JULIA GILLARD, PRIME 
MINISTER OF AUSTRALIA 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate stands in recess until 12 noon. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 10:40 a.m., 
recessed until 12 noon, and the Senate, 
preceded by the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate, Nancy Erickson, and the Deputy 
Sergeant at Arms, Martina Bradford, 
proceeded to the Hall of the House of 
Representatives to hear an address to 
be delivered by the Honorable Julia 
Gillard, Prime Minister of Australia. 

(For the address delivered by the 
Prime Minister of Australia, see to- 
day’s proceedings of the House of Rep- 
resentatives.) 

Whereupon, at 12 noon, the Senate, 
having returned to its Chamber, reas- 
sembled and was called to order by the 
Presiding Officer (Mr. FRANKEN). 


——— 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 


EE 


FULL-YEAR CONTINUING 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 1, 
which the clerk will report by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 1) making appropriations for 
the Department of Defense and other depart- 
ments and agencies of the Government for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2011, and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 3 
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hours of debate, equally divided and 
controlled between the two leaders or 
their designees. 

The Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the 
amendment I introduced on Friday 
cuts $51 billion from the discretionary 
spending request submitted by the 
President for fiscal year 2011. If this 
amendment were agreed to as written, 
it would mean we would appropriate 
$51 billion less than the President felt 
was necessary for the government to 
carry out its duties. 

I do not agree with every item this 
President or any President requests in 
their budget. But I also know the 
President’s budget request did not con- 
tain $51 billion in frivolous or wasteful 
spending. The cuts necessary to reach 
the $51-billion level required difficult 
choices. This amendment makes real 
cuts to real programs. 

Tens of thousands of Americans will 
feel the direct impact of the proposed 
cuts. But the cuts included in this 
amendment are based on hearings, tes- 
timony, and a thorough analysis of the 
current needs of every agency and de- 
partment the committee funds. By con- 
trast, the Republicans in the House 
have thrown together a proposal based 
not on budgets, not on hearings, not on 
the demonstrated needs of agencies and 
departments but rather based on the 
campaign promise to reduce spending 
by $100 billion. 

H.R. 1 shows clearly what happens 
when you run a bill based not on anal- 
ysis but on campaign speeches. There- 
fore, today, the Senate finds itself re- 
sponding to draconian cuts that would 
lead to furloughs, disrupt the delivery 
of government agencies and services, 
and harm America’s children, our stu- 
dents, our working class, and our sen- 
iors. An estimated 700,000 jobs would be 
lost. 

All this pain delivered in the name of 
deficit reduction and growing the econ- 
omy. Yet the facts are clear. This is 
the wrong direction for our Nation. 

We face our current fiscal situation 
primarily because of falling revenues 
brought about by unpaid-for tax cuts, 
especially for the wealthiest Ameri- 
cans, and because of ever-rising enti- 
tlement costs. Every nonpartisan re- 
port on finding a solution to our cur- 
rent fiscal crisis stresses the need for a 
comprehensive solution, a solution 
that includes cuts in discretionary 
spending, both defense and nondefense, 
as well as cuts in entitlement spending, 
and, yes, the need for additional reve- 
nues. 

Just yesterday, the New York Times 
published a story about the efforts of 
the junior Senator from Virginia and 
the senior Senator from Georgia to 
honestly examine what it will take to 
solve our fiscal challenges. According 
to that story, even if Congress cut dis- 
cretionary spending to zero, the senior 
Senator from Georgia was quoted as 
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saying: ‘‘We still couldn’t solve the 
problem.” 

I could not agree more. The solution 
to deficit reduction will not come from 
huge cuts to a small portion of the 
Federal budget. But that is what the 
House is proposing. What H.R. 1 will do 
instead is jeopardize the economic re- 
covery we are beginning to see. 

This Democratic alternative at- 
tempts to make the best of a very bad 
situation. The top line numbers tell a 
story. In this amendment, we are $23 
billion below the President’s request 
for nonsecurity spending, and we are 
$28 billion below his original request 
for spending related to our Nation’s se- 
curity. 

For the Department of Defense alone, 
we have reduced spending by $19.4 bil- 
lion, including a reduction of $2.1 bil- 
lion for military construction, and 
$17.3 billion for the rest of the Defense 
Department. At this level, the bill is 
nearly $3 billion below the amounts 
proposed by the House for these activi- 
ties. The recommended amounts will 
cover our defense requirements in this 
constrained fiscal environment. 

However, my colleagues should all 
understand that with our troops still 
serving in Iraq and Afghanistan, this is 
not the time to be looking to defense 
for additional reductions. I feel that 
not all Members understand the depths 
of the cuts we have had to take to get 
$51 billion under the request. 

They should be advised, for example, 
that the Senate amendment cuts $355 
million of State and local law enforce- 
ment grants. This will result in some 
1,400 fewer local and tribal law enforce- 
ment and criminal justice jobs. In addi- 
tion, the amendment cuts $526 million 
from FBI salaries and expenses. These 
cuts will halt new national security en- 
hancements intended to improve our 
intelligence and counterterrorism ca- 
pabilities to protect U.S. information 
and technology networks from cyber 
attacks and to assist in litigation of in- 
telligence and terrorism cases. 

This amendment cuts science funding 
by $573 million at the National Science 
Foundation and by $165 million at the 
National Institute of Standards and 
Technology. As a result, the Nation 
will lose opportunities for promising 
research in emerging fields such as 
cyber security and nanotechnology. In- 
stead of taking the lead, as we have al- 
ways done, we will slow down, allowing 
the rest of the world to catch up. 

When it comes to the critical area of 
education, the Senate amendment 
eliminates 17 individual education pro- 
grams totaling $370 million. It cuts all 
Federal funding specifically targeted 
to education technology, gifted and 
talented instruction, and family lit- 
eracy. The list goes on and on. But as 
significant as these cuts are, they 
stand in strong contrast to the House 
Republican bill, which includes such 
severe measures that the bill would un- 
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dermine our security, endanger our 
economy, while costing hundreds of 
thousands of American jobs. 

H.R. 1 would cut transit security 
grants by 66 percent, despite the fact 
that there have been over 1,300 attacks, 
killing or injuring over 18,000 people 
worldwide on trains and subways over 
the last 7 years. The Senate bill would 
maintain the fiscal year 2010 enacted 
level of $300 million. 

The House Republican CR cuts dis- 
cretionary funding for community 
health centers by $1 billion compared 
to the fiscal year 2010 enacted level. 
This cut would prevent any new clinic 
from opening. It will eliminate funds 
for 127 clinics currently operating in 38 
States and reduce current services at 
another 1,096 centers across the coun- 
try. More than 2.8 million people will 
likely lose access to their current pri- 
mary care provider, and over 5,000 
health center staff would lose their 
jobs. The Senate bill restores the $1 bil- 
lion cut, preserving both the vital serv- 
ices being provided today and the 
planned expansion of centers estimated 
to treat over 7% million new patients 
this year. 

The House CR would eliminate all 
funding for the Transportation Invest- 
ment Generating Economic Recovery 
“TIGER” Grant Program. TIGER 
grants are highly competitive and fund 
transportation projects that make a 
significant contribution to the Nation, 
a region or a metropolitan area. The 
House proposal would take funding 
away from 75 projects in 40 States 
across the country. Based on informa- 
tion from the Transportation Depart- 
ment, cutting a total of $1.2 billion 
from the TIGER Program will put 
33,360 jobs at risk. 

H.R. 1 cuts funding for the Social Se- 
curity Administration administrative 
expense by $125 million below the 2010 
level. This would cause the SSA to 
freeze hiring across the agency and 
possibly furlough employees at a time 
when the number of Americans filing 
for disability and retirement benefits 
is at record levels. The Senate bill, by 
contrast, provides $600 million more 
than the House Republican proposal. 
Compared to the House CR, it will 
allow SSA to process about 300,000 
more initial disability claims and 
150,000 more disability hearings and 
prevent delays in new beneficiaries re- 
ceiving their retirement benefits. 

The House bill slashes title I edu- 
cation funding by nearly $700 million, 
meaning 2,400 schools serving 1 million 
disadvantaged students could lose 
funding, and approximately 10,000 
teachers and aides would lose their 
jobs. At a time when schools across the 
Nation are already struggling with 
budget cuts, the title I grants program 
serves as the foundation of Federal as- 
sistance to elementary and secondary 
schools across the country, providing 
financial assistance to more than 90 
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percent of our Nation’s school dis- 

tricts. 

Finally, with regard to our Nation’s 
security interests, the devastating 
funding cuts in H.R. 1 undermine our 
ability to stabilize Afghanistan, Paki- 
stan, and Iraq and to support General 
Petraeus’s counterinsurgency strategy. 
H.R. 1 provides $5.71 billion for the Eco- 
nomic Support Fund, a 27-percent cut 
from the fiscal year 2011 request level. 

As both Secretary Gates and Sec- 
retary Clinton have made clear in re- 
peated testimony before Congress, cuts 
of this magnitude will seriously impede 
efforts to stabilize Afghanistan and to 
transition responsibility for U.S. oper- 
ations in Iraq from the military to ci- 
vilians. 

There are many more examples of 
damage that would come should H.R. 1 
be enacted into law, which is why the 
President has promised a veto and why 
I know all my Democratic colleagues 
will reject it when it comes up for a 
vote. 

The Senate amendment I offer takes 
a responsible approach to funding the 
government for the remainder of the 
fiscal year, making difficult decisions 
but also ensuring minimal disruptions 
to the economic recovery. 

We are now almost halfway through 
fiscal year 2011, If we are to have any 
chance of avoiding another series of 
continuing resolutions for fiscal year 
2012, we simply must finish our work 
on the current year and move past this 
issue. Therefore, I strongly encourage 
my colleagues to support my amend- 
ment as a prudent alternative to the 
House measure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
following explanatory statement re- 
garding Division A of my Amendment 
No. 149, The Department of Defense and 
Full-Year Continuing Appropriations 
Act, 2011. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY 
SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE REGARDING DI- 
VISION A OF SA 149, THE DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE AND FULL-YEAR CONTINUING AP- 
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011 

REPROGRAMMING GUIDANCE 

For fiscal year 2011, the Department of De- 

fense is directed to adhere to the definition 
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of Program, Project and Activity, and to fol- 
low the guidance for Congressional Special 
Interest Items, Reprogrammings, Re- 
programming Reporting Requirements, and 
Funding Increases, as specified in the Ex- 
planatory Statement, Division A, Depart- 
ment of Defense Appropriations Act Fiscal 
Year 2010, Public Law 111-118. 
CLASSIFIED ANNEX 


A classified annex accompanying this Act 
will be forwarded under separate cover. 


(Rescissions) 


Language is included that rescinds 
$1,213,536,000 from the following programs: 
2009 Appropriations: 

Weapons and Tracked 

Combat Vehicles, 
Army: 
Future Combat Sys- 
ТӨШӘ улны биол зал 
Other Procurement, 
Army: 
Armored Security Ve- 
DICLOS iiini 
Force XXII Battle 
Command Brigade 
and Below 
Semi-trailers, Flatbed 
Aircraft Procurement, 
Navy: 
КС-180Ј ... 
F/A-18E/F 
Aircraft Procurement, 
Air Force: 
Global Hawk excess 
TUNIS шизик ео. 
C-130 АМР 
HC/MC updated pricing 
2010 Appropriations: 
Aircraft Procurement, 
Army: 
Tactical SIGINT Pay- 
TOAD ыы овоа 
Weapons and Tracked 
Combat Vehicles, 
Army: 
Future Combat 
tems spin-outs 
Improved Recovery Ve- 
Hiele shes scat isle lenin satan eee 
MK-19 Grenade 
chine Gun Modifica- 
tions 
Missile 
Army: 
СМБ 
Aircraft Procurement, 
Navy: 
F-35 STOVL АР ........... 
EA-18G MYP savings ... 
F/A-18E/F MYP savings 
F-18 Series ECO ........... 
E-6 Series .................... 
Procurement of Ammuni- 
tion, Navy and Ma- 
rine Corps: 
General Purpose Bombs 


$86,300,000 


55,000,000 


30,600,000 
62,000,000 


12,000,000 
14,100,000 


49,000,000 
31,900,000 
36,000,000 


14,000,000 


19,600,000 
8,700,000 


7,700,000 


Procurement, 


9,171,000 


100,000,000 
89,120,000 
72,727 000 
17,000,000 

6,000,000 


11,576,000 


Shipbuilding and Conver- 
sion, Navy: 

рра-51 main reduction 

gear Savings .............. 


Other Procurement, 
Navy: 
Minesweeping System 
Replacement ............. 
Aircraft Launch Recov- 
OLY: финан укы шы ик. 
Aircraft Procurement, 
Air Force: 
В=2А issue онды НКО 
J VAERE АНЫ 


C-130J updated pricing 
C-130 AP updated pric- 
ing 
HC/MC-180 AP .............. 
HC/MC-130 
pricing 
Initial Spares—Joint 
Stars Re-engining ..... 


Other Procurement, Air 
Force: 


Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, 


Army: 
Aircraft Avionics— 
JTRS AMF ............... 
PIP DS: анне 
Future Combat Sys- 


tem—Class IV UAV 
Program of Record ... 
TUAV-TSP 
Research, Development, 


Test and Evaluation, 
Air Force: 


Classified Program 
Alternative Fuels 


Small Diameter Bomb 

Engine CIP 
DETAR Gs ы: 
RQ4 UAV 
C-5 Airlift Squadrons .. 


Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, 
Defense-Wide: 


BMD Hercules .............. 
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22,000,000 


5,400,000 


3,642,000 


5,900,000 
39,300,000 
12,200,000 

7,000,000 


15,100,000 
46,900,000 


13,200,000 


11,700,000 


36,600,000 


10,200,000 
15,000,000 


12,000,000 
16,300,000 


90,000,000 
10,000,000 
10,000,000 
22,000,000 
15,000,000 
14,600,000 
18,000,000 
19,000,000 


10,000,000 


For the Department of Defense 
base budget, funds are to be 
available for fiscal year 2011, 


as follows: 


M-1 


Budget request 


Recommendation 


BA-1: PAY AND ALLOWANCES OF OFFICERS 
ASIG РАҮ ............... 

ETIRED PAY ACCRUAL 
C ALLOWANCE FOR Б 
C ALLOWANCE FOR SUBSISTEN 
CENTIVE PAYS . 
PECIAL PAYS 
LLOWANCES . 
EPARATION PAY 


w w w 
&>=> 
Ba 


ETIRED PAY ACCRUAL 
C ALLOWANCE FOR HOUSING .. 
SENTIVE PAYS . 


MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 


6,392,861 
2,088,308 
1,854,718 
255,925 
97,698 
300,939 
198,601 
61,798 
487,469 
11,738,317 


13,682,488 
4,470,859 
4,395,850 

102,851 

1,269,047 


6,392,861 
2,088,308 
1,854,718 
255,925 
97,698 
300,939 
198,601 
61,798 
487,469 
11,738,317 
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M-1 


Budget request 


Recommendation 


R ION Al 
SERVE OFFICERS TRAI 
ROTC . 


AL, BA-6 .. 
S REIMBURSABLES . 


istribute 


: PAY AND ALLOWA 
SIC PAY oh 
RED PAY ACCRUAL 
C ALLOWANCE FOR 
C ALLOWANCE FOR 
NCENTIVE PAYS 
PECIAL PAYS 
LOWANCES . 
EPARATION РА 


2. 
(6 
RED PAY ACCRUAL 
C ALLOWANCE FOR 
ENTIVE PAYS 


L, BA-2 


: PAY AND ALLOWA 
IPMEN .. 
L, BA-3 .. 


BA—4: SUBSISTENCE OF 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR 
SUBSISTENCE-IN-KIND .... 
LY SUBSIS 


RMANEN 
ESSION TRAVEL 
TRAVEL .. 
ERATIONAL TRAVEL 


Lol 
2m 
2 
asm 


RATION TRAVEL . 
EL OF ORGANIZED 


© 
> 


Бе ЕЕЕ фы 
= 


2 


m 
EA 


ARY 
FORMEI 


ION Al 
ESERVE OFFICERS TRAI 


IRSABLES . 


пехрепде 


: PAY AND ALLOWA 


OTAL, BA-2 Є 

BA-3: PAY AND ALLOWANCES OF CADETS 
ACADEMY CADETS . 

OTAL, BA-3 ...... 

BA—4: SUBSISTENCE OF ENLISTED PERSONNEL . 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR SUBSISTENCE 
SUBSISTENCE-IN-KIND ........................ 
AMILY SUBSISTENCE SUPPLEMENTAL 
OTAL, BA-4 

BA—5: PERMANE 
ACCESSION 

RAINING TR 
OPERATIONA\ 

ROTATIONAL EL .. 
SEPARATION TRAVEL . 

RAVEL OF ORGANIZED UNITS 
NON-TEMPORARY STORAGE .... 

EMPORARY LODGING EXPENSE . 

OTAL, Ў 

6: OTHER MILITARY PERSONNEL COSTS 
REHENSION OF MILITARY DESERTERS . 


STRIBUTED ADJUSTM 2 
Transfer to Title IX .. 


OTAL, MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 


‘e-enlistment Bonuses—Excess to 
ment Bonuses—Excess to Re 


ENCE SUPPLEMENTAI 


TEMPORARY STORAGE 
ING EXPE 


MILITARY DESERTERS . 


NDISTRIBUTED ADJUSTMENT 
/ 


L, MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 


D SERVICES SAVINGS 


Y 
LLO! 
NING CORP. 


MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 


NCES OF OFFICERS... 


HOUSING .. 
SUBSISTENCE 


Н 


Requirement .. 
uirement 


NCES OF MIDSHIPMEN . 


ENLISTED PERSONNEL . 
SUBSISTENCE 


L ALLOWANCE 


ON TRAVEL .. 


UNITS 


PERSONNEL COSTS 


D SERVICES SAVIN 


ү 
LLOWANCE 
NING CORPS (ROTC) 


Balances 


NCES OF OFFICERS 


806,471 
255,127 
1,046,710 
26,029,403 


806,471 
255,127 
1,046,710 
25,889,403 


‚313,309 ‚313,309 
817,691 817,691 
748 748 
2,131,748 2,131,748 
202,699 202,699 
142,749 142,749 
494,937 494,937 
674,831 674,831 
198,439 198,439 
12,137 12,137 
12,639 12,639 
38,931 38,931 
1,777,362 1,777,362 
2,233 2,233 
648 648 
45,500 45,500 
188,778 188,778 
30,879 30,879 
610 610 
8,007 8,007 
338 338 
138,731 138,731 
50,201 50,201 
465,925 465,925 
— 245,251 — 245,251 
0 — 789,624 
EEEE ET — 789,624 
41,972,277 41,042,653 
3,680,703 3,680,703 
1,202,462 1,202,462 
1,263,675 1,263,675 
143,344 143,344 
155,148 155,148 
355,821 355,821 
104,291 104,291 
25,353 25,353 
278,666 278,666 
7,209,463 7,209,463 


‚257,803 
2,700,204 
3,682,915 
100,499 
839,787 


498,621 
127,343 
631,722 
16,838,894 


5,760 


‚257,803 
2,700,204 
3,682,915 

100,499 
814,787 

— 5,000 

— 20,000 
498,621 
127,343 
631,722 
16,813,894 


5,760 


179,182 179,182 

— 339,690 — 339,690 

0 = 13,500 
ОООО? — 13,500 
25,950,949 25,912,449 
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M-1 Budget request Recommendation 
PAY 1,433,200 1,433,200 
PAY ACCRUAL . 465,072 465,072 
ALLOWANCE FOR Н 462,438 462,438 
59,613 59,613 
IVE PAYS 50,011 50,011 
L PAYS 27,921 27,921 
34,404 34,404 
13,299 13,299 
109,014 109,014 
2,654,972 2,654,972 
PAS: PAF AND: ALLOWANCES: OF ENLISTED PERSONNEL: эы он арры ны ыннан ДЫ иы р ндар ыыы ын р ыы а ыыы ыйын Дара аЬ фыннан фаны a a ЙЫ ны н ныны 
BASIC PAY ................ 4,910,560 4,910,560 
RETIRED PAY ACCRUAL . 1,591,322 1,591,322 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR HOUSING .. 1,660,161 1,660,161 
NCENTIVE PAYS 9,158 9,158 
SPECIAL PAYS 288,654 288,654 
ALLOWANCES . 278,060 278,060 
SEPARATION PAY 65,101 65,101 
SOCIAL SECURI 372,411 372,411 
OTAL, BA-2 .. 9,175,427 9,175,427 
Bit: SUBSISTENCE: OF ENLISTED: PERSONNEL за ыибаа ыдыра р айныды АЫ ЫНАА ыыы ады ОА Эран аата ү Инандын) 
BASIC ALLOW 489,789 489,789 
SUBSISTENCE: 324,565 324,565 
FAMILY 808818 750 750 
ӨЕҢ. эк МОУ T ИК ОНИН! 815,104 815,104 
ВА—5: PERMANEN 
ACCESSION ТЕА 
RAINING TRAVEL 
OPERATIONAL Т 
ROTATIONAL т 
SEPARATION TRAVEL. 55,528 55,528 
RAVEL OF ORGANIZED UNITS 742 742 
NON-TEMPORARY STORAGE .... 6,305 6,305 
ING EXPENSE . 13,818 13,818 
0 2,683 2,683 
523,305 523,305 
BA-62:OTHER: MILITARY PERSONNEL: COSTS сыы ааа ны s A ААН ДА ыны aAa арда aa a ah ЫЙЫ рыбы adaa o i S a ia 
APPREHENSION OF MILITARY DESERTERS . 1,823 1,823 
NTEREST ON UNIFORMED SERVICES SAVINGS 19 19 
EATH GRATUITIES. ....... z 17,200 17,200 
NEMPLOYMENT BENEFI 69,359 69,359 
EDUCATION BENEFITS 4,249 4,249 
ADOPTION EXPENSES . 159 159 
RANSPORTATION SUBSI 2,853 2,853 
PARTIAL DISLOCATION ALI 278 278 
UNIOR R.O.T.C .. 5,573 5,573 
OTAL, BA-6 .. 101,513 101,513 
LESS REIMBURSABLES ...... — 20,160 — 20,160 
NDISTRIBUTED ADJUSTMENT 0 — 40,000 
nobligated/Unexpended Balances .... a — 40,000 
РИТИ OTALs MILITARY PERSONNELS MARINE: CORPS: ынын ыан ы ыма ыы ды айнаны ыны аннын E Nia дн нина ыалы ЙЕ нен ененнен 13,250,161 13,210,161 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
BAZ*#1 PAY AND ALLOWANCES GE OFFICERS: TA ннн аА а е Ни на йрн ests AKA Sse CELE SU ead nc that ee A ROR “Rael Канде J sade a a 
BASIC PAY ызгыш 4,687,593 4,687,593 
RETIRED PAY ACCRUAL . 1,522,644 1,522,644 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR HOUSING .. 1,347,403 1,347,403 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR SUBSISTENCE 182,253 182,253 
NCENTIVE PAYS 239,121 239,121 
SPECIAL PAYS 322,642 322,642 
ALLOWANCES . 128,157 128,157 
SEPARATION РА) 64,974 64,974 
SOCIAL SECURITY 355,711 355,711 
OTAL, BA-1 8,850,498 8,850,498 
ВА2::РАҮ: AND ALLOWANCES: OF: ENLISTED” PERSONNEL: ыраа Кор нш ыалы а оо тараа паии T 
BASIC PAY ................. 8,540,083 8,540,083 
RETIRED PAY ACCRUAL . 2,781,402 2,781,402 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR HOUSING .. 3,038,904 3,038,904 
NCENTIVE PAYS 36,980 36,980 
SPECI 396,103 380,103 
Re-enlistment- Bonses—Excess to КЕШЕМЕ сыана рны ры NEA E ари аннин айна а ннн ыйы шарны нандарынын E E EA — 16,000 
ALLOWANCES ..... 570,857 570,857 
SEPARATION PAY 124,411 124,411 
SOCIAL SECURITY 653,317 653,317 
OTAL, BA~2 ........ В 16,142,057 16,126,057 
ВА 3: PAY AND {ALLOWANCES OF CADETS -dronn НАНА наанаа ао А-да йд нна ав aN навал 
ACADEMY CADETS . 75,383 75,383 
OTAL, BA-3 75,383 75,383 
BA- SUBSISTENCE OFAENLISTED: PERSONNEL: М аала а аныны д-нда ды ЫЫ дан АНА НЬ О А аА ааа оа Аде Марр нун йы Орлан АНАНЫ 
BASIC ALLOWANCE 872,055 872,055 
SUBSISTENCE-IN-KIND ........................ 169,924 169,924 
FAMILY SUBSISTENCE SUPPLEMENTAL ALLOWANCE 37 37 
OTAL, ВА-4 oc Кыа еи нынан: 1,042,016 1,042,016 
DAS: PERMANENT CHANGE OF STATION: niian aaa ae a йы наннан аный Лаан R paitia, | Дейна ыннаны 
ACCESSION TRAVEL 87,377 87,377 
RAINING TRAVEL 72,521 72,521 
OPERATIONAL TRAVE 296,604 296,604 
ROTATIONAL TRAVEL .. 505,198 505,198 
SEPARATION TRAVEL . 176,549 176,549 
RAVEL OF ORGANIZED UNITS 23,561 23,561 
NON-TEMPORARY STORAGE .... 40,772 40,772 
EMPORARY LODGING EXPENSE . 28,936 28,936 
OTAL, б 1,231,518 1,231,518 
6: OTHER: MILITARY: PERSONNELS COSTS лыры айыны н Ды ан Ындыны н ын аллаа ДААМЫ aiti ЫЙ дыруы аы аы ыны ыйын йй НЫНА НА аНЫН 
REHENSION OF MILITARY DESERTERS . 131 131 
EREST ON UNIFORMED SERVICES SAVINGS 2,179 2,179 
EATH GRATUITIES ........ 19,900 19,900 
MPLOYMENT BENEFITS . 49,143 49,143 
VIVOR BENEFITS .. 1,760 1,760 
CATION BENEFITS 484 484 
PTION EXPENSES . 395 395 


March 9, 2011 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


3579 


M-1 


Budget request 


Recommendation 


RE 


SC 
SP 
AD 
ED 


oT 
0 


N 


N 


ED 
0 
N 


© 


BA-1: RESERVE COMPONENT TRAINING AND SUPPORT . 
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— 70,000 

7,624,296 7,511,296 


3580 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


March 9, 2011 


M-1 


Budget request 


Recommendation 


пасі 


SPEC 
ADMI 


nob 


о 


о 


PAY GROUP A TRAINING (15 DAYS and DRILLS 24/48) . 


PAY GROUP F TRAINING (RECRUITS) .......... 
PAY GROUP P TRAINING (PIPELINE RECRUITS) 
SCHOOL TRAINING . 
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OTAL, BA-1 ........ is 


NDISTRIBUTED ADJUSTMENTS ...... 
Lower than Budgeted Pay Grade Mix 
AL, . NATIONAL: GUARDS PERSONNEL AIRPEORGE: орле да tects д ман ындыы ы Аааа арка teas арнада ae ht BCI Oecd рана Rata SE 
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IAL TRAINING . 
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aS 
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939,636 931,636 

RRR ОНЫ Рен as — 8,000 
99,839 99,839 

298 298 

209,944 209,944 

131,226 131,226 

1,692,112 1,682,112 

DRAIN Е ырыгы — 10,000 
30,543 30,543 

3,103,598 3,085,598 

0 — 25,500 

sk — 17,500 

— 8,000 

3,103,598 3,060,098 

127,668,630 126,378,756 


M-1 Budget Request Recommendation 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
11 MANEUVER UNITS ............... 1,087,321 1,087,321 
12 MODULAR SUPPORT BRIGA 114,448 113,790 
vse Deployment Offset ......... — 658 
13 ECHELONS ABOVE BRIGAD! 769,338 
see. Deployment 0 — 4,202 
HEATER LEVE 767,727 
Aircraft Lease — 18,500 
Sustainment К... ыды нед. —8,579 
LAND FORCES OPERATIONS SUPPORT 1,399,332 1,392,912 
daem ‘Transfer to Title K—MRAP Vehicle Sustainment at Combat Training Centers sisisi ыала ылы аныи дананы аиын ын А-а-а млг ы ыз анаша днн каулыны. йай йы дна. —6,420 
16 АМІАТІОМ ASSETS ... 897,666 867,666 
аа БЕ зииаи ан КЫЫ КАНКА ИИ КЫНГА НЫК АЦЕ ДААА АД BEEE НЧЫ КУНИНЕН А Г ДАСКАНА — 30,000 
INESS OPERATIONS SUPPORT 2,520,995 2,314,041 
Increase for Travel ............... — 91,000 
One-Time fiscal year 2010 Costs — 35,000 
itle IX—Body Armor Sustainment .. —71,660 
itle IX—Rapid Equipping Force Readiness —9,294 
ORCES SYSTEMS READINESS . 574,946 
itle IX—Fixed Wing Life Cycle Co —21,171 
EPOT MAINTENANCE 950,122 
Conversions . +60,000 
ONS SUPPORT ... 7,563,566 7,281,191 
he Defense Health Program for Centralized Management of the Substance Abuse Program . +30,625 
Pentagon Rent Requirements — 33,000 
uirement for Collateral Equipment in fiscal year 2011 . — 50,000 
itle X—Overseas Security Guards ......................... — 200,000 
itle X—Senior Leader—nitiative—Comprehensive Soldier Fitness Program Site — 30,000 
STAINMENT, RESTORATION, & MODERNIZATION 2,500,892 2,500,892 
AND OPERATIONAL HEADQUARTERS 390,004 390,004 
NT COMMANDER'S CORE OPERATIONS ..... 167,758 167,758 
NT COMMANDER'S DIRECT MISSION SUPPORT 464,851 464,851 
DGET AC 20,161,418 19,642,559 
C MOBILITY .......... 333,266 333,266 
EPOSITIONED S 102,240 102,240 
REPAREDNE 5,736 5,736 
DGET AC 441,242 441,242 
SITION 129,902 129,902 
(Chere 74,705 74,705 
63,223 63,223 
479,343 479,343 
1,082,517 1,027,334 
к —40,000 
— 15,183 
ЕТ ET E 1,032,124 
ot Match Summary of Price and Program — 14,000 
L DEVELOPMENT EDUCATION 163,607 163,607 
PORT. озы» 695,200 695,200 
AND ADVERTISING .. 544,014 524,014 
ification Does not Match Summary of Price and Program Changes iniscan astani enin eea iniinis ii iskesti ieina dansii сыйар кайы Атын Дд» — 20,000 
аы EI IESER 153,091 153,091 
VOLUNTARY EDUCATION 241,170 241,170 
CATION AND TRAINING ...... 220,771 220,771 
RESERVE OFFICER TRAINING CORPS .. 175,347 183,347 
ase—Junior ROTC .. э +8,000 
DGET ACTIVITY 3 ‚069, 4,987,831 
ROGRAMS ............ 1,030,355 1,030,355 
TRANSPORTATION 587,952 557,826 
ination Transportation Cost of New Equipment is Financed in the Cost of Equipment . е — 30,126 
SUPPLY ACTIVITIES . ‚853 669,853 
[ SUPPORT ACTIVI 503,876 503,876 
AMMUNITION MANAGE 435,020 435,020 
Al RA Ме 912,355 902,355 
njustifi ОПАПеГе AGCCOU IES aA AE EAEN ннн Stora ЛЫНАН ааа аА НЕЛЕ ККИ ананан A ҮКА РИНЕ ЛА — 10,000 
SE 1,528,371 1,528,371 
MANPOWER MANAGEMENT. ..... 368,480 328,480 
п 2) Temporary’ MES агаи ааа A INTENS eaaa eiae iaia EA A ИКРАНЫ ЫН San АКА аЛ Даа СУЛЫ ДААН аНЫН — 40,000 
0 RT 261,829 261,829 
0 1,145,902 1,149,822 
Capi з +3,920 
ARI ‚967 205,967 
RE. E MANAGEME 168,664 168,664 
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY 462,488 476,888 
Quttitting: of NATO :SOFsHeadquarters: ВШ: алаа i дазылы Ai Бнын ДАН ЫДА МАНЬ ЫЫТА адаы ый ыды ны ААА tA aad СААЙ САД hash al dase +14,400 
MISCELLANEOUS SUPPORT OF OTHER NATIONS . 19,179 16,179 
ҮНД ПШНЕН аи о ы ARONA AEA EEP E A ынында нанын ANE EA IEA ANNAN ARE AE EER NN E E EA E даун ANA A — 3,000 
SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 4 . 8,300,291 8,235,485 
saan МЕ PERCENT COST SAVINGS FOR INVESTMENT IN ENERGY AND UTILITIES PROJECTS THROUGH THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT АСТ ........................................... аана — 1,000 
OUL ОРЕВАТОМ:АМО: MAINTENANCE, ARMY: ыл ЗЫ ызыны нан иналы кышны йн ыны ыды ннн ыд ни анны чаналы singip ath aate ataie a areae E E EAAS 33,971,965 33,306,117 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 
ТАТА:е “MISSION AND OTHER “FLIGHT! OPERATIONS. ааа AE ааа N e AASA ANA АН НВУ 4,429,832 4,429,832 
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M-1 Budget Request Recommendation 
RAINING 81,345 1,605,720 
Air Training funding from SAG 3B2K . +958,200 
inistrative Overhead Cost Growth ..... — 4,225 
of Naval Air Training from SAG 3B2! a +570,400 
ICAL DATA AND ENGINEERING SERVICES . 38,932 38,932 
NS AND SAFETY SUPPORT 100,485 100,485 
PPORT .......... 355,520 355,520 
EPOT MAINTENANCE 1,221,410 1,221,410 
OPERATIONS SUPPORT 27,448 27,448 
ER SHIP OPERATIONS 3,696,913 3,666,913 
ААРАК DIGI: DAYS л Кы арр дерин аны рн Бийин нна ы ыннан нан E ынын нын ыи арын еН аНЫ ны ыйы кананын ы A AEL EEEE NAA N — 30,000 
ONS SUPPORT AND TRAINING 728,983 728,983 
NTENANCE ........ 4,761,670 4,761,670 
ERATIONS SUPPORT ... 1,344,844 1,338,844 
E, DW per Memorandu А — 1,500 
Requirements and Improvement Office — 4,500 
NICATIONS ................... 550,069 
жылы Overstatement of DISA Pricing Adjustmeni — 65,000 
C2¢ ЕЕС Ё asantana 89,340 89,340 
C3C SPACE SYS SURVEILLANCE 177,397 177,397 
сс М Ке 416,068 416,068 
ОРІ 316,525 316,525 
com ORCES .... 1,083,618 870,817 
Й Unjustified Growth for Naval Expeditionary Combat Command . td — 20,000 
ба ransfer to Title IX—Naval Е іопагу Combat Command Increases 8. — 192,801 
C7C EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE 165,985 165,985 
EPO ONS SUPPO 2,836 2,836 
0 COMMANDERS CORE OPERATIONS . 208,250 208,250 
0 COMMANDERS DIRECT MISSION SUPPORT . 274,071 274,071 
R ГЕ аа 130,219 130,219 
IC MISS! 1,138,418 1,138,418 
VICE WEAPONS 89,184 89,184 
NTENANCE 459,561 459,561 
N SYSTEI 366,751 361,751 
пе Омет РИСО: Н ЕП КНЫН ИНК АТАА А БАРИ НАНЫ БЕНИ EAEE E ATAO ЕНИН ЫНАН КЛИ S O EA ET —5,000 
SE INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY .. 820,507 1,031,207 
nsfer from OP,N line 147 for NGEN Funding +217,700 
of DISA Pricing Adjustment ........................ Man —7,000 
STAINMENT, 1,900,386 1,900,386 
NG SUPPORT ..... 4,502,857 4,452,857 
itle:IX—Regional/Emetgency: Operations COM. ыл аланланы аа аан ды айыл чынынан аар ынанайын Ga aS — 50,000 
DGET ACTIVITY 1 29,544,424 30,910,698 
$ ONING AND SURGE .... 424,047 424,047 
Al VATIONS/INACTIVATIONS . 7,593 7,593 
2B2G SHIP ACTIVATIONS/INACTIVATIONS...... 180,682 
и Р т se—Ship Disposal Program +3,200 
ET Hi L PROGRAM 70,990 
ADINESS 2,707 
SUPPOR i 23,845 
DGET ACTIVITY 2 . 706,664 709,864 
SITION 41,057 41,057 
NG ... 10,853 10,853 
ICERS TRAINING CORPS 43,504 43,504 
NING ............. 533,004 530,004 
ЕЕ — 3,000 
1,538,171 9,571 
raining funding to SAG 1A2A .. — 958,200 
ief of Naval Air Training to SAG 1A2A a — 570,400 
ELOPMENT EDUCATION 62,844 62,844 
71,153 71,153 
261,287 261,922 
аала +635 
RY EDUCATION 45,560 45,560 
RAINING 09,865 09,865 
50,369 53,369 
инана +3,000 
3,267,667 1,739,702 
829,010 829,010 
7,632 7,632 
CIVIL Е PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 118,838 111,838 
Overstated Requirement for Other Intragovernmental Purchases ............secsssecssessssecsseecssescsescsseccssscsssccsnecsssecsnscsssecsnscssuccencssvecsusessuscsuscssuscsusessuscssuecsuscesuecsuecesuecsssecsnecsssecsnecsssecsuecssecsneces Чыныбай кшкене ыу. —7,000 
MILITARY MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT .. 194,775 194,775 
OTHER PERSONNEL SUPPORT 282,580 282,580 
SERVICEWIDE COMMUNICATIONS 503,067 496,089 
Nuclear Command, Control ions Systems Budget Realignment and Consolidation Justified as Program Growth ah — 6,978 
SERVICEWIDE TRANSPORTATION ........ ‚294 230,294 
PLANNING, ENGINEERING AND DESIGN .. 259,990 259,990 
ACQUISITION AND PROGRAM MANAGEMEN 868,069 856,069 
Tania Civilian Personnel Over-Pricing ................. — 12,000 
LL, MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL SUPPORT . 55,217 
COMBAT/WEAPONS SYSTEMS. ..................... 19,053 
SPACE AND ELECTRONIC WARFARE SYSTEMS 77,702 
NAVAL INVESTIGATIVE SERVICE .. 546,484 
Civilian Personnel Over-Pricing . — 3,000 
NTERNATIONAL HEADQUARTERS AND AGENCIES 5,567 
OTHER PROGRAMS .... 607,475 
Classified Adjustment ... — 6,800 
SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIV К 4,579,775 
NDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION DUE TO HISTORIC UNDEREXECUTION — 127,200 
VE PERCENT COST SAVINGS FOR INVESTMENT IN ENERGY AND UTILITIES PROJECTS THROUGH THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT .. — 3,600 
OTAE, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE; NANY onica аы баи ааа ны taba НЫНАН ане иннаа йор ДЬ 38,134,308 37,809,239 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

OPERATIONAL FORCES 745,678 745,678 
ELD LOGISTICS .... 658,616 658,616 
EPOT MAINTENANCE 78,891 78,891 
MARITIME PREPOSITIONING 72,344 72,344 
FACILITIES SUSTAINMENT, RESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 594,904 594,904 
BASE OPERATING SUPPORT ................................................. 2,206,137 2,198,437 
Collateral Equipment Decrease in fiscal year 2011 not Properly Accounted for in Budget Documentation — 7,100 
SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 1 . 4,356,570 4,348,870 
RECRUIT TRAINING .... 16,096 16,096 
OFFICER ACQUISITION 420 420 
SPECIALIZED SKILLS TRAINING ... 91,197 91,197 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ED 32,379 32,379 
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M-1 Budget Request Recommendation 
3B4D TRAINING SUPPORT 319,742 319,742 
3C1F RECRUITING AND ADVERTISING .. 233,663 233,663 
3C2F — OFF-DUTY AND VOLUNTARY EDUC. 61,980 61,980 
3C3F ЈОМОК КОТС .......................... 19,497 19,497 
ва SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 3 . 774,974 774,974 
4A3G — SERVICEWIDE TRANSPORTATION 29,569 29,569 
4A4G ADMINISTRATION ............ 341,657 335,657 
алела Administrative Efficiencies анааан ӘХ — 6,000 
4B3N ACQUISITION AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 87,570 87,570 
ВИРУ SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 4 458,796 452,796 
NDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION DUE TO HISTORIC UNDEREXECUTION — 34,400 
VE PERCENT COST SAVINGS FOR INVESTMENT IN ENERGY AND UTILITIES PROJECTS THROUGH THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT — 2,500 
(OTAL,: OPERATION AND: MAINTENANCE; ‘MARINE: CORPS: Ызларындан cab ыны дына нынан НЬ acl Reh ees АОИ 5,590,340 5,539,740 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

011A PRIMARY COMBAT FORCES 4,261,115 4,218,222 
njustified Gro ог Programming/ Execu — 34,408 
supported Request for Civilian Personnel — 8,485 
011C COMBAT ENHANCEMENT FORCES ....... 77 2,995,278 2,933,353 
p justifi ог Programming/ Execu ask — 61,925 
RAINING 1,508,352 
for Prog! Е — 13,598 
е Maintenance funding to SAG a — 33,652 
ime fiscal year 2010 Cost for F—35A — 18,000 
МТЕМАМСЕ Sscssscscsesevissistesssepepetctiviasivasnasabebibecteesooschationastedeate 2,176,793 
Program Increase—Warner Robins Air Logistics Center Aircraft Depot Maintenance ... +4,000 
i uested Transfer to OM,ANG for C—130s .... — 10,879 
uested Transfer to OM,AFR for C—130s .... — 5,809 
ISTAINMENT, RESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 1,664,886 
Range Maintenance from SAG 0110 ............... +33,652 
0 Meet Life, Health, Safety and ADA Compliance Standards +75,000 
ING SUPPORT ............................ 2,937,621 
Gro ог Programming/ Execution = 91,675 
Request for Civilian Personnel .. — 58,707 
AND EARLY WARNING ........ 1,450,927 
Request for Civilian Personnel .. — 16,013 
Gro ог Programming/ Executio — 44,303 
ВАТ OPERATIONS SUPPORT PROGRAI 1,020,300 
Gro ог Programming/Execution .. — 12,268 
Request for Civilian Personnel .. ais — 2,123 
SPECIAL ACTIVITIES . 595,028 595,028 
342,355 342,355 
811,022 811,022 
797,754 791,754 
КЫЧЫК КЕК нт AEAEE NE E E E EE КЕЧИ ОК КОМНАН КН КЫ КҮЛЧӨ ОНИ EI НЫ КОЛГЕ КЕКИРЕ — 6,000 
233,021 225,865 
U Request tor :Giviliam: a ELE L DOANAREN EN IE ET NEE EA EA TEEN AE E OE EAE AI EE IEE E AESA OT VERI IORA E I E E A EEA EEE — 7,156 
$ DGET АСТ 20,989,427 20,676,478 
021A А 2,975,663 2,975,663 
021D 158,647 158,647 
021M Sein 140,286 140,286 
021R , RESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 348,231 348,231 
021Z BASE SUPPORT ............. Е 683,286 635,231 
ог Civilian Personnel .. — 45,577 
Programming/ Executio —2,478 
VITY 2 . , 4,258,058 
114,403 114,403 
28,195 28,195 
Ж 90,453 90,453 
MENT, RESTORATION & MO 411,570 400,652 
ОЛШЕП PErSOMMOl ае. sees ына AAAA аанынан аннан AE наа ныны A AEPA AAEN E IA NN ANAS E наел АДнын — 10,918 
DEMIES ONLY) ....... 902,323 845,576 
Programming/ Execu — 16,216 
ог Civilian 35 — 40,531 
RAINING ................. 510,065 470,584 
ог Civilian Fe is — 11,481 
enses not by Increases to Training Metrics a — 28,000 
Алгыр 1,012,816 1,012,816 
221,553 221,553 
26,784 123,260 
—3,524 
: 619 
RTISING .. 143,635 
for Civi — 1,487 
ormati — 5,100 
Ее 409 
UCATION 172,643 
CATION AND TRAINING 208,872 
ру lassen 81,692 
ease Junior ROTC .. +4,000 
‘AL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 3 . 3,915,362 
CS OPE 1,082,427 
orted Reques' — 28,044 
CAL SUPPORT ACTIVITIES ............... 937,913 
ied Growth for Programming/ Execution — 5,866 
orted Request for Civilian Personne! —5,239 
MAINTENANCE .... РА 7,365 
IES SUSTAINMENT, RESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 367,651 
Unsupported Request for Civilian Personnel . — 698 
BASE SUPPORT ................. 1,292,621 
Unsupported Reques — 30,609 
Pentagon Reserv: б Ри — 40,000 
ADMINISTRATION .................... Ў 657,268 657,268 
SERVICEWIDE COMMUN 693,379 672,562 
Injustified: Growth: tor Program mings ЕЛЕБИ: =... аа ааа А А СЕ АНКИЦА ИДАИ КО АЦЕ АНАГА ОНДА 2 ШИРАН НАНЕ — 20,817 
OTHER SERVICEWIDE ACTIVITIES ............... 1,152,877 1,138,670 
supported Request for Civilian Personne! — 22,207 
Analytical Support for the Executive Agent for Space—tTransfer from RDTE,AF line 216 .. +8,000 
c Р PORATION ... 27,048 
КИ Civil Ai +4,200 
043A $ 1,159,342 1,141,160 
awaa; Unsupported :Requestsfor- Civilian :Personnel -2.3.:ssescaccsssonssasatsasestscvsssssbustanterassvasasuvnsSebaideeschincnsbscheastinesipisustiunsatesapdbtendbanebincabebsonsstibuesiscasastunsshisSehassbeocesebebiosidbancbendnriscesthevasshdelsvaitons’ Н Чуд Ере дА днде кеды — 18,182 
044A INTE 36,206 36,206 
саа 9 DGET ACTIVI 7,520,353 7,360,891 
уне NDISTRIBUTED: REDUCTION: DUE TO HISTORIE: UNDEREXECUTION: ылы ды анын Аны ны аиры да рынына арй ын за унн ы рына айыны Ы "Айрана айыы Ед — 134,300 
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ЕТЕ! FIVE PERCENT COST SAVINGS FOR INVESTMENT IN ENERGY AND UTILITIES PROJECTS THROUGH THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT АСТ ........................................... — 13,500 

TOPAL OPERATION, АМО: MAINTENANCE, AIR FORGE? наан нарына N ан ыйан Ырын на asa нары ары cane EGR SESS esata otk Seance 36,844,512 36,062,989 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 

EFS OF STAFF 420,940 420,940 

OPERATIONS COMMAND 3,944,330 3,930,330 

ndard Aviation Platforms Sustainment and Logistical Support . bid —5,000 

of One-Time fiscal year 2010 Congressional Increases —9,000 

‘AL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 1 4,365,270 4,351,270 

E ACQUISITI 145,896 145,896 

(ONAL DEFENSE UNIVERSITY 97,633 97,633 

OTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 3 . 243,529 243,529 

LITARY PROGRAMS 156,043 164,043 

'АВВАЅЕ Youth: Propran г.а а Тааны лнн ана ндардын ран АД ый дней ыйына Дир Да ди нил нды нн ЫМЫЫ н ЙИ 2 МЛАНДЕ Аана ы, +8,000 

RANSFORMATION AGENCY 143,441 143,441 

E CONTRACT AUDIT AGENCY .. 486,143 482,643 

One-Time fiscal year 2010 Cost for Renewing Three Year License for SoftWare ..........sescssesssecsseecssecsssccsseccssecssscssuccssscssnscssscssnscsuscsssscsusecsnsecsuccessessucceseecsuccessecsueceseecsuecssse дозаны нанай. — 3,500 

NANCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE .. 1,593 1,593 

FORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY 1,384,450 1,374,450 

п Sharing Programs . — 10,000 

ES AGENCY 42,404 

396,395 

— 58,848 

Ө Ау +7,200 

E havea newer 255,878 255,878 

E 24,155 24,155 

E RITY AGENCY 37,624 37,624 

E N AGENCY ..... 463,522 445,682 

er Activities—unnect PEDERI PANE IE PE IEEE NEE PRIORA OR EATA EAE т T IER IIA ATENE E A TAE — 17,840 

E CATION ................ 2,514,537 2,679,537 

$ ANIGCEMBNE*ACCOUMES ыы анды ызла EIEEE E A ырды алыбы ыйла ы далда DIEN AET AARONA ENAA E PERTE EAE POTE R ERONEN +165,000 

E ES ACTIVITY ......... 824,153 794,353 

еѕвагсп:апаг OEUCICS: ЖАРИ а а AEE ОКК А СУОН ИНКИКО ТКАН ИН АННАНЫ КАНИКЕ E — 29,800 

1,112,849 1,107,849 

кыныннан AR —5,000 

683,853 539,369 

— 139,507 

fate —4,977 

518,743 518,743 

ONOM STMENT 50,811 50,811 

E SECRETARY OF DEFENSE .. 2,245,300 2,232,986 

information Collection and Explo 2 atte — 15,000 

Commander's Exercise Engagement and Training — 26,500 

Environmental Protection Initiative ....... +60,186 

of Civilian Personnel Pay Requirements — 24,500 

ed Acquisition Environment Internal Realignment not Properly Accounted for in Budget Documentation Ре — 6,500 

EADQUARTERS SERVICES .................... 604,130 594,330 

Of Civiliany Personnel! Ка НЕНИИ "а... н ai Costes нынын Ыыы ынын ин ыны ннн ни а аныны ы имара ыннан ыды дыны. ниндин н ИАны — 9,800 

AL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 4 11,997,672 11,886,286 

OTHER PROGRAMS .... 13,977,425 13,685,725 

Classified Adjustments . — 291,700 

МРАСТ AID ................ 40,000 

MPACT AID FOR CHILDREN WITH SEVERE DISABILITIES 4,000 

OTAL,<OPERATION’AND: MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE=WIDE® аа аанынан ининин нанынын Ынна наны Анын издену Ден енн 30,583,896 30,210,810 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY RESERVE 

1 1,282 1,282 

12 L POR 12,413 2,413 

13 ECHELONS ABOVE BRIG 460,814 460,814 

14 EATER LEVEL ASSETS ..... 168,020 168,020 

15 LAND FORCES OPERATIONS 555,944 555,944 

16 АМІАТІОМ ASSETS ......... 70,378 70,378 

2 FORCES READINESS OP PORT 391,326 381,326 

ecrease: Requested: Growth fOr ТЇЙ siars тыанан ыннам рн ыр нәни нда нана А ЛАДАН Л ЦЬ ЛА зарнаны арзан аыйл disused ONA R AE АЕ АИША НЬ ЦАА IARA EGS, — 10,000 

22 LAND FORCES SYSTEM READINESS 108,093 108,093 

23 ЕРОТ MAINTENANCE ........ 136,854 136,854 

3 BASE OPERATIONS SUPPORT .. 577,146 567,146 

njustified Increase in Mo OPALIOMS; COSTS: аалдан A OR EE RIE нйн аана и райы ынай ны Адый анан EAEE рй ы ыды ды E E EE OEA — 10,000 

32 ACILITIES SUSTAINMENT, R ON & MODERNIZATION 234,486 234,486 

етет SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIV 2,716,756 2,696,756 

42 SERVICEWI 12,717 2,717 

43 ADMINISTRATION .......... 27 74,685 74,685 

432 SERVICEWIDE COMM 3,797 3,797 

433 PERSONNEL/FINANCIA 9,245 9,245 

434 RECRUITING AND Al 61,877 61,877 

PENEN SUBTOTAL, BUDGET 162,321 162,321 

ШЕПЧИЛЕ REDUCTION: DUE TO HISTORIC-UNDEREXEGUTIONS ае E R EAA O A AA ANAE — 18,650 

OTAN: OPERATION:AND: MAINTENANCE, ARMY RESERVE) 5 i aunn iaiia aai ra aia raie areia наны iaeiae snub bosqtannddbedbe 2,879,077 2,840,427 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 

1A1A MISSION AND OTHER FLIGHT OPERATIONS 599,649 599,649 

1A3A INTERMEDIATE MAINTENANCE ................ 13,209 13,209 

1A4A АЕ OPERATIONS AND SAFETY SUPPORT 2,668 2,668 

1A5A AIRCRAFT DEPOT MAINTENANCE. ........ 140,377 140,377 

1A6A AIRCRAFT DEPOT OPERATIONS SUPPORT 309 309 

1B1B MISSION AND OTHER SHIP OPERATIONS 65,757 62,757 

„шыр Mismatch of OPTEMPO and Steaming Day Performance Data А а КАЙРАУ tees —3,000 

1828 SHIP OPERATIONAL SUPPORT AND TRAINING .. 587 587 

1B4B SHIP DEPOT MAINTENANCE 91,054 91,054 

1C1C COMBAT COMMUNICATIONS 15,882 15,882 

1C6C COMBAT SUPPORT FORCES 140,186 140,186 

1D4D WEAPONS MAINTENANCE 5,492 5,492 

BSIT ENTERPRISE INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 56,046 56,046 

BSMR FACILITIES SUSTAINMENT, RESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 81,407 81,407 

BSSR BASE OPERATING SUPPORT .... 131,988 131,988 

ганы SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 1,344,611 1,341,611 

ADMINISTRATION ............... ae 3,276 3,276 

MILITARY MANPOWER & PERSONNE 13,698 13,698 

SERVICEWIDE COMMUNICATIONS ... 2,628 2,628 

ACQUISITION AND PROGRAM MANAG 3,551 3,551 

SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 4 ................. 23,153 23,153 

UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION DUE TO HISTORIC UNDEREXECUTION — 20,500 
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OTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE; NAVY RESERVE: sit iiic oiinadi A aata aiea a a a A a aa ani 1,367,764 1,344,264 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS RESERVE 
OPERATING FORCES .. 104,566 104,566 
EPOT MAINTENANCE 16,392 16,392 
ACILITIES SUSTAINMENT, RESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 38,762 38,762 
BASE OPERATING $ОРРОКТ..................... 99,924 92,424 
Eliminate: Growth “in Administrative: COSS ыра ырк но ныр Ыы н нир НЬ н уйнар Ойу Нн ыд н абир ди ннн ЕМ анан А а ны ДОН ар ы А — 7,500 
SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 259,644 252,144 
SERVICEWIDE TRANSPORTATION 835 835 
BSS1 ADMINISTRATION ................. 15,871 15,871 
3A1C RECRUITING AND ADVERTISING .. 8,884 8,884 
ЕЕ SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 4 . 25,590 25,590 
РЕЯ NDISTRIBUTED/REDUCTION, DUE TONHISTORIC-UNDEREXEGUTION: а аА А АИ ААО ЫДА НА, — 2,250 
OTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS RESERVE ........................................................а наанаа Аааа ААМИН 285,234 275,484 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE RESERVE 
PRIMARY COMBAT FO! 2,275,407 2,276,450 
Air Force Requested Transfer to OM,ANG for C-130s — 2,017 
Air Force Requested Transfer from OM,AF for C—130s а +3,060 
MISSION SUPPORT OPERATIONS . ‚142 111,742 
ЕРОТ MAINTENANCE. .... 415,687 418,436 
кеа Air Force Requested Transfer from OM,AF for C-130s .. жайынынын бы ЫЙА: +2,749 
0118 FACILITIES SUSTAINMENT, RESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 88,822 88,822 
0117 BASE OPERATING SUPPORT ..... 277,985 277,985 
аан SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 1 . 3,169,643 3,173,435 
042A ADMINISTRATION ................. 80,526 80,526 
042) RECRUITING AND ADVERTISING .. 24,353 24,353 
042K MILITARY MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT .. 19,716 19,716 
042L OTHER PERSONNEL SUPPORT 6,071 6,071 
042M AUDIOVISUAL ...................... 726 726 
пее: SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 4 . 131,392 131,392 
ПРА NDISTRIBUTED-REDUCTION: DUEsTO‘HISTORIGUNDEREXECUTION нынын кызнын нынын е ныны ннн нынын енын ныны н ныны ад н вини нине енна данини нн: аана дыны ын — 13,800 
ӨТМ; OPERATION*AND: MAINTENANCE, AIR FORGE RESERVE; ыа анн ынай ан ир ннн ы инин инн н ныны дыны дандын ие нра иы ы нынын аанын, 3,301,035 3,291,027 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 
11 807,193 807,193 
12 166,474 166,474 
13 607,567 607,567 
14 249,930 249,930 
15 ORT 35,657 35,657 
16 838,895 854,895 
satas Aror Maintenance Prograin: ТИКТЕЙ = sic: csescatecesebdouriesestsascssastssnsussisiapeveostynscyspvasesdoasebsnintbscesebestoebdstsanusssssyieapSessoadcbuniatbedbsestiesesintsvantesas aaa iiaa akinanani iai Ен АУ +16,000 
21 ONS SUPPORT 570,119 544,119 
а istance Learning—tTransfer from OCO OM,ARNG SAG 135 . +9,000 
Realignment of Funding for the Organizational Clothing and Equipment Enterprise Environment not Properly Accounted for in Budget Documentation aes — 35,000 
LAND FORCES SYSTEMS READINESS .. 121,980 121,980 
LAND FORCES DEPOT MAINTENANCE . 380,789 380,789 
BASE OPERATIONS SUPPORT .. 933,514 853,514 
пјиѕі ей ‘Growth for-Information: Management: SyStOMs y.ssccccssccstssssssssseccveecaaessssassetissdasaaaslsssecsscsteacessasedasteiacbaccazitesdetaiscusatentesdssccnileasassadetestecbascdsstendiaes ы кааны ашынан ыйын С (Ирдан барай нанын. — 80,000 
32 ‘ACILITIES SUSTAINMENT, RESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 621,843 661,843 
danan. “Army; National: Guard Programm, Іпегваѕе: riait аннын иы ран ан ны анди анине ди р иын ДД Йан АН АОН ЛИАНА ДЫ ОНША РНКНЫН НӨ ЕЕ +40,000 
33 MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONAL HEADQUARTERS 540,738 549,626 
P ransfer from Defense Health Program for Psychological Health—State Directors for the National Guard ........c.csccecccscsssesssessssecsseesssecsssscsneccssecsseccssecsssccsnscsssecsuecsssecsnecssecsnecssscesneces аиа +8,888 
КК SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 1 5,874,699 5,833,587 
421 SERVICEWIDE 17,771 17,771 
431 АЮМЇМ$ТЕАТОМ..................... 183,781 151,463 
Жм Рау and Benefits Mismatch Between 0р—5 an — 32,318 
432 SERVICEWIDE COMMUNICA 48,188 
433 MANPOWER MANAGEMENT ...... 8,020 
434 RECRUITING AND ADVERTIS 440,245 
raven SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVI 665,687 
NDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION DUE TO HISTORIC UNDEREXECUTION — 36,650 
VE PERCENT COST SAVINGS FOR INVESTMENT IN ENERGY AND UTILITIES PROJECTS THROUGH THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT — 8,000 
OTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY NATIONAL GUARD ы ы ын ды ыы кыы ырын н ннан ы ыыр ины ны нарны ын анин айыылы шна, 6,572,704 6,454,624 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS н 3,519,452 3,525,525 
Air Force Requested Transfer from OM,AFR for C-130s +2,017 
Air Force Requested Transfer from OM,AF for C—130s 7 +4,056 
MISSION SUPPORT OPERATIONS . 762,937 762,937 
011M ЕРОТ MAINTENANCE .............. 598,779 605,602 
PIEN, Air Force Requested Transfer from OM,AF for C—130s .. дадена ааа +6,823 
0118 FACILITIES SUSTAINMENT, RESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 315,210 355,210 
aie Air National Guard Program Increase адаан ыйдана». +40,000 
0117 BASE OPERATING SUPPORT ..... 668,176 668,176 
аа SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 1. 5,864,554 5,917,450 
042A ADMINISTRATION ................. 41,930 41,930 
042) RECRUITING AND ADVERTISING .. 34,659 34,659 
tints SUBTOTAL, BUDGET ACTIVITY 4 . 76,589 76,589 
Serie NDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION: DUE TO HISTORIG-UNDEREXECUTION аат азаа A S ана te acer cin ОДОО НЫНА — 30,200 
OTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL GUARD д. а-нын алы ы ишн aa iaa e Анны насы йн ендй йыгнанан нынан ыы йына ннн енин бын» 5,941,143 5,963,839 
MISCELLANEOUS 

RSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS TRANSFER ACCOUNT 5,000 0 
ШИШЕ ИЕШЕ ыы еа ебе ндә E EI андин E AN N E ANIE PA нарыннан ан AA EEN анана аа P нандын. — 5,000 
. COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE ARMED FORCES 14,068 14,068 
RONMENTAL RESTORATION, ARMY .. 444,581 464,581 
ЩЙ к.с e RAAS ERIAREN DAA КЕКЕ EPES TE EI NAET SESO EEA TES VEO IESI ААА ОА II АА A IS A E T A ETET +20,000 
RONMENTAL RESTORATION, NAVY 304,867 304,867 
RONMENTAL RESTORATION, AIR FOR 502,653 502,653 
RONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENS 10,744 10,744 
RONMENTAL RESTORATION, FUDS 276,546 316,546 
URE IH AS DAEN A O E E АНЫМ AA EN КЫН НИНИ ANAE NEE OA AON ANA AEI A AE N NT AANE E AN E +40,000 
RSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND CIVIC AID 108,032 108,032 
PERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION PROGRAM .... 522,512 522,512 
ISITION WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT FUND 217,561 217,561 
рыс UTAL -OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE: ы шынын ны нынын ын наны н ана eha аннынан най ныннан ннн Йыр ei ei 167,878,542 165,560,124 
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AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
3 AERIAL COMMON SENSOR (ACS) (MIP) ... 0 
кын» Program Adjustment for Schedule Slip . — 88,483 
4 MQ-1 UAV ..... 434,310 
ё Contract Savings — 25,000 
RQ-11 (RAVEN) . 20,152 
BCT UNMANNED Al 26,568 
езг» Program Reduction ..................... — 17,638 
8 ELICOPTER, LIGHT UTILITY (LUH) . 305,272 305,272 
9 АН—64 APACHE BLOCK III ...... 332,681 332,681 
10 АН-64 APACHE BLOCK III (AP—CY) 161,150 161,150 
11 |60 BLACKHAWK (MYP) ..... 1,250,566 1,250,566 
12 |60 BLACKHAWK (MYP) (АР—СҮ) 100,532 100,532 
13 CH—47 HELICOPTER ...... 1,101,293 1,101,293 
14 CH—47 HELICOPTER (AP-CY) . 57,756 57,756 
15 ELICOPTER NEW TRAINING 9,383 0 
РОЯ njustified Request ... йо дыы ыкы. — 9,383 
17 MQ—1 PAYLOAD—UAS 100,413 80,413 
а actical SIGINT Payload Schedule Adjustment какиш наннын р — 20,000 
18 MQ—1 WEAPONIZATION—UAS 4,729 4,729 
19 GUARDRAIL MODS (MIP) ..... 29,899 25,799 
Жл Airborne Precision Geolocatit ААА АЛЕ — 4100 
20 MULTI SENSOR AIRBORNE КЕС 6,981 6,981 
21 AH-64 MODS ..... 393,769 393,769 
23 CH-47 CARGO HELICOPTER MODS 66,207 66,207 
25 LITY/CARGO AIRPLANE MODS 3,716 3,716 
26 AIRCRAFT LONG RANGE MODS 814 814 
27 LITY HELICOPTER MODS 63,085 80,085 
йшй |—60 A to L conversions ТОРЕ РИЯ +17,000 
28 KIOWA WARRIOR ............ 94,400 42,300 
жый» Cockpit an grade Program Funding Ahead of Need . КУ КЕЛЛЕ ККЕ — 52,100 
Б 219,425 207,425 
PEIEE — 12,000 
100,862 100,862 
505,015 2,515 
aie — 5,000 
— 497,500 
9,956 
ee ransfer fro! 95 at Army request +2,628 
35 AIRCRAFT 5 Y EQUIPMENT ... 24,478 
36 АЅЕ INFRARED COUNTER MEASURES . 163,722 
КОО Excess to Requirement ........... — 10,500 
37 AVIONICS SUPPORT EQUI 4,885 
38 COMMON GROUND EQU 76,129 
39 AIRCREW INTEGRATED 52,423 
40 АК TRAFFIC CONTROL ... 82,844 
41 NDUSTRIAL FACILITIES .. 1,567 
42 LAUNCHER, 2.75 ROCKE 2,892 
OTAL,“AIRGRAET: PROCUREMENT; “ARMY. сул аана НН жы ыда ный Ны аы» нара Не дый дед 5,976,867 5,254,791 
MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
1 PATRIOT SYSTEM SUMMARY 480,247 613,847 
Адын PAC-3 Launchers and Missiles Army UFR ККА +133,600 
2 SURFACE-LAUNCHED AMRAAM SYS SUMMARY 116,732 102,732 
йы Program Reduction .... ырына райы ине. — 14,000 
4 ELLFIRE SYS SUMMARY 31,881 31,881 
5 JAVELIN (AAWS—M) SYSTEM SUMMARY .. 163,929 163,929 
6 OW 2 SYSTEM SUMMARY ................ 30,326 24,326 
ahak Program Adjustment for Growth in Management and Administration Costs . КЕККЕ КТЫ — 6,000 
7 OW 2 SYSTEM SUMMARY (АР—СҮ) 48,355 0 
ХУНА Excess to Requiremen ЬАМ — 48,355 
8 BCT NON LINE OF SIGI 350,574 0 
Shute Program Termination Е — 350,574 
9 GUIDED MLRS ROCKE 291,041 266,041 
жаба, UCTION .................. йан аА жаткы — 25,000 
10 RANGE PRACTICE ROCKETS (RRPR) . 15,886 15,886 
11 ARTILLERY ROCKET SYSTEM .......... 211,517 204,517 
чанган, “Program Adjustment; Carriers: Procuifedin fiscal: e 2010: ы ны E NAA AE ршн A йн ындан ы нн нна ананнын ырыл ынде. T EEE МӨМ —7,000 
12 57,170 57,170 
13 13,281 13,281 
14 8,217 8,217 
15 39,371 39,371 
16 10 10 
17 19,569 19,569 
18 3,613 3,613 
19 1,208 1,208 
20 4,510 4,510 
PLEER PET SEPADE EALE cba КИИНЕ ER IA asia sie ОКУЛСА ЛУ ЕТЕ BLEE DEAE МНЕ ОКУ ЫЫ ШЕСИ ЧАГ 1,887,437 1,570,108 
PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

4 STRYKER VEHICLE 299,545 350,945 
ransfer from OP,A line 9 .. +61,300 
j m Management Costs — 9,900 
К 146,352 85,052 
ея — 61,300 
0 31,083 
1 204,133 
Е — 11,000 
R, MED SP FT 155MM М109А6 (MOD) . 5,277 
rogram Adjustment for Schedule Slip ..... — 70,000 
if ransfer to RDTE,A line 116 for Paladin PIM . — 30,000 
3 IMPROVED RECOVERY VEHICLE (M88A2 HERCULES) . 69,609 
4 ARMORED BREACHER VEHICLE .. 77,930 
5 M88 FOV MODS ......... 9,157 
6 ОІМТ ASSAULT BRIDGE . 0 
= unded Ahead of Need .. — 44,133 
M1 ABRAMS TANK (MOD) 230,907 
8 ABRAMS UPGRADE PROGI 183,000 
9 PRODUCTION BASE SUPPORT ( ) 3,145 
20 OWITZER, LIGHT, TOWED, 105MM, M119 . 0 
20, Funds Excess to Requirement ................ — 5,575 
21 M240 MEDIUM MACHINE GUN (7.62MM) 20,479 
БОЕВА Pricing Correction ................... —7,700 
22 MACHINE GUN, CAL .50 М2 ROLL .. 0 
агай ransfer to Title IX ................. —79,496 
23 LIGHTWEIGHT .50 CALIBER MACHINE GUN 18,941 
25 MK-19 GRENADE MACHINE GUN (40MM) 4,465 
26 MORTAR SYSTEMS 17,082 
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M107, CAL. 50, SNIPER RIFLE 


XM320 GRENADE LAUNCHER MODULE (GLM) . 
ТОМАТІС SNIPER SYSTEM (SASS) 


M110 SEM 
M4 CA 


ESS THAN $5.0M (WOCV-WTCV) . 
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43 SOLDIER ENHANCEMENT 5,416 5,416 
46 PERSONNEL RECOVERY SUPPORT SYSTEM (PRSS) . 7,813 7,813 
47 : 110,524 96,024 
ИМЕН ун A Me RECUIGLION ЖИНИНЕ ОКЕАН ОНЫ СЕ ЖИЛЕ ЛЫННАН ИНКА eda N TAIE O tte БАТА аеннан ааа ЧЫНЫ — 14,500 
48 38,872 38,872 
49 41,539 41,539 
50 23,826 23,826 
51 Е PERSONNEL PARACHUTE SYSTEM 69,496 69,496 
52 ED REMAINS COLLECTION SYSTEM 26,532 26,532 
53 АМ $5M (ENGINEER SUPPORT) _... 31,420 31,420 
54 STEMS, PETROLEUM AND WATE! 175,069 164,369 
ОРЕ ТОГООН А ЭМҮҮ НЫЧКА Н NEN PANE EIIN НИККИ КЛАН ИККИ И НКИК ИНЕК И ОКНО ИККЕ АШЫККА T АУА — 10,700 
55 ON $Ү$ТЕ 3,597 0 
жиын | СЫЛШШ АЛБА И ИЙ OERO A D EE диды нй Ондай ыннан E AAE EES RONE AO E EET EAA наны аарын ыарыыны ИШ S EE SEET A — 3,597 
56 L 30,365 30,365 
57 JANCE EQUIPMENT SYSTEMS 159,285 139,985 
vee Unjustified Growth .......... ЖКО СИК ИЕЫ SENI E ESE КАНЕ IET IIE EIE PEEN EE TEN A OENES EES E EE U Rae M i. MOI Maan steeds, — 19,300 
58 АМ $5.0M (MAINT EQ) 3,702 3,702 
59 MOTORIZED, HVY, 6X4 (CCE) 48,379 48,379 
60 DER (SSL) FAMILY OF SYSTEM . 7,498 7,498 
61 MOVING ......... 2,452 2,452 
63 ES—ENGINEERING . 62,111 54,111 
Заа) ШШ ШЕР GROWL еве нанины наннан stb n iaaa a aE a e ai канла най Иан — 8,000 
64 7,205 7,205 
65 8,458 8,458 
66 RACKED 64,032 64,032 
67 MIXING 0,783 0,783 
68 ENGINEER EXCAVATOR (HMEE) FOS .. 64,959 60,959 
хо ИЙИ! ОТОМ дашын ананы Ааай ыиы Чыда Айы ыныр ыйда аиры еи аА DAN AE дыы лнй гй йа ENERE EAEE Бый е ары ыдан —4,000 
69 EQUIPMENT ESP 1,063 1,063 
70 АМ $5.0M (CONSTRUCTION EQUIP) . 20,565 7,965 
а Unjustified Growth .............. ыыр IERE A рада начар ырен рейды рб ыенен айы дикан аадыны аннан Анна р ары ыйдана EEN наранын ынын Ары дө ДУ! Диманы ар а Нар ИР —3,000 
71 ED VESSEL (JHSV) . 202,764 202,764 
72 COMMAND AND CONTROL CENTER (HCCC) . 37,683 37,683 
73 N $5.0М (FLOAT/RAIL) .. 8,052 8,052 
74 D ASSOCIATED EQ 113,573 113,573 
75 CONTAINER 29,460 29,460 
76 аре 2,936 2,936 
71 NG ARMY SYS 7,352 7,352 
78 ING CENTERS 23,400 23,400 
79 297,200 322,200 
кайы: 7 МЕШИ Ramee Шотаев czy. ы уа аа ААЫА OEN A NAA OAO НААНА АВА н. RSM tsar СЫКАК eye +25,000 
80 CL ACTICAL TRAIN 64,912 64,912 
81 AVIATION COMBINED ARMS TACTICAL TRAINER .. 26,120 26,120 
82 GAMING TECHNOLOGY IN S F ARMY TRAINING 4,964 4,964 
83 CALIBRATION SETS Ей! 38,778 38,778 
84 NTEGRATED FAMILY 0 104,472 104,472 
85 EST EQUIPMENT MO! 19,166 18,166 
Бн? BUMOOG NANG Ad: OF: Мева: л OEE AIEEE OA PES ES АА наада Не ЦА EO а EA ECN EAE ASAE EET EREI TETRAN АРЕ — 1,000 
86 КАР} EQUIPPING SO 42,229 21,229 
тата NENCESS*UO GOO: a PN ызалы ынын инн AE APE EE A E A A e EA AE A A ORTA ERE E E A EA E EA AEE D A E ене — 21,000 
87 PHYSICAL SECURI 56,195 56,195 
88 ВАЅЕ LEVEL COMMER 1,873 873 
89 MODIFICATION OF IN- 103,046 82,046 
"йм. VREOBTAMM- ДААШ званае аали ны E ы ный аНЫ ake aul nite anne eet E NE N A A A EE T I N E A экан AA Ытын — 21,000 
90 PRODUCTION BASE $ 2,233 2,233 
92 SPECIAL EQUIPMENT Fí 44,483 44,483 
93 AMC CRITICAL ITEMS 13,104 13,104 
94 МА8975 .................... 3,894 3,894 
95 BCT UNMANNED GRO 20,046 20,046 
96 ВОСТ TRAINING/LOGISTICS/MANAGEM 61,581 31,581 
дагон > PPOBMAM RECUGUION? Ж ИННА АЛЕНА ЫНАК А Та АО КИСИН АЛЫКЕ КАДРЕН ЖАЫ ЖКН КЕНДЕН — 30,000 
97 NITIAL SPARES—C8E . 38,707 36,079 
аа ransfer to АР,А line 34 at Army request .. ыкы ыннаны дада — 2,628 
CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS ..... 2,560 2,560 
PROCUREMENT INNOVATION 0 15,000 
а Procurement Innovation .... КИК ЛЕККЕ" +15,000 
OTAL OTHER’ PROCUREMENT; ARMY: ыарыыны ла алын ыы ДЫн ы адындан н Ды йырда ынады Ны КИСИДЕ НАН Ь 9,765,808 8,145,665 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

1 EA- 1,028,801 971,241 
Multi-year Procurement Savings — 49,836 
Support Funding Carryover ке — 7,124 
Y) ‚081 55,081 
1,784,894 1,684,086 
rocurement Savings ы — 92,746 
ing Carryover .... ait — 8,062 
GHTER) HORNET (MYP) (AP—CY) 2,295 2,295 
FIGHTER ....... 1,667,093 1,653,093 
inge СПО эса ан н ыыы наннан ашын абад ны йынан араны раны Mida Ataa LASi anaha анайы адааны асынын Шун ы. АЛАДАН, — 14,000 
FIGHTER ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) 219,895 219,895 
ара» 2,289,816 555,716 
ing Carryover nate — 42,500 
ircraft .... — 391,600 
it Aircraft zit — 1,300,000 
PCY) . 326 286,326 
M LIF 2,121,036 2,121,036 
M LIFT 81,875 81,875 
ГАРЕТ 738,709 738,709 
Z (АР-СҮ) . 69,360 58,560 
МЕ njustified Cost Growth КЕЕ AAEN PE inane — 10,800 
3 MH-60S (MYP) .......... 478,591 478,591 
4 MH-60S (MYP) (AP-CY) 70,080 66,280 
a pecutan EO es cases cas саа ИА А МА а АЦЫН ААЦ АЕ tint activa dears ЕКИН ЛЕККЕ ЖАЛЫ НЕДИ a aeria Ak aaa i —3,800 
Мн—60К .......... 897,933 897,933 
MH-60R (AP-CY) .. 162,006 129,006 
CETTE А с, ааа ELESE AE ETER EEEE LEN EEO IREE А EIAI TEOTEO НСК КЛИК ЛАТТЕ ЕГ Л — 33,000 
Р—8А POSEIDON .... 1,824,437 1,820,560 
Operational Flight Trainer Cost Growth . —2,155 
Weapons Tactics Trainer Cost Growth ... —1,722 
Р—8А POSEIDON (ADVANCED PROCUREMENT) 166,153 147,653 
аас unded Ahead of Need ........................... ннн Ие otic tees — 18,500 
9 E-2C (EARLY WARNING) HAWKEYE (MYP) . 819,184 819,184 
20 E—-2C (EARLY WARNING) HAWKEYE (MYP) (AP—CY) 118,619 118,619 
21 (—40А ............ дә 74,100 
EA Add One Aircraft +74,100 
22 266,065 26,274 


— 234,849 
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ад, Support Funding Carryover кекете ИОК — 4,942 
26 MQ—8 UAV ..................... 47,484 43,984 
ыа Support ооойй нан ид — 3,500 
27 STUASLO UAV 23,912 0 
нө Program Delay МККК ТИЕТ tects — 23,912 
29 EA-6 SERIES . 0 
i njustified Request in Avionics and Structural Improvements OSIP .. — 8,900 
CAP 111 OSIP Unjustified Request .. —5,991 
AEA SYSTEMS .................... 29,972 
Low Band Transmitter Modification Kit Pricing — 1,400 
ECO gro’ — 2,400 
AV-8 SE А 19,386 
[18 SE 492,821 443,806 
ЕСР 904 P ais —2,310 
ECP 583R2 Installation Equipment Kit Cost Growth . — 3,780 
ATFLIR Installation Equipment Kit Cost Growth ..... = 11,745 
Mission Planning/Unique Planning Component Growth . — 2,400 
OSIP 002-07 Excess ECO Funding ..................... —9,000 
ECP6279 Radar Modification Kits Ahead of Need . — 7,880 
OSIP 001-10 Integrated Logistics Support Growth — 2,500 
iai njustified Cost Growth ри та — 9,400 
33 I-46 SERIES ..... 17,685 17,685 
34 AH-1W SE 11,011 11,011 
35 I-53 SERIES 25,871 25,871 
36 SH-60 SERIES 67,779 67,779 
37 H-1 SERIES 3,060 3,060 
38 EP—3 SERIES 90,323 90,323 
39 P-3 SERIES . 221,982 186,982 
Жай» njustifie — 35,000 
40 E—2 SERIES ............... 67,046 
се» Reliability +20,000 
41 RAINER A/C SERIES . 23,999 
42 С-2А .......... 6,020 
43 (—130 SERIES 7,839 
44 EWSG ........ 6,696 
AN/ALQ—167 Modifica Cost Growth — 5,232 
CARGO/TRANS ES . 6,092 
E-6 SERIES ................... 121,194 
Block 1 Upgrade Training Kit Cost Growth — 5,040 
Block 1 Upgrade OSIP Support Funding Gro — 3,000 
SLEP Installation Delay . — 2,630 
unded Ahead of Need .. — 17,300 
EXECUTIVE HELICOPTERS 43,443 
SPECIAL PROJECT AIRCRAFT .. 4,679 
—45 SERIES ............. age 46,215 
Engine Surge OSIP Installation Funding Ahea — 500 
Engine Surge OSIP Contract Delay ................. aes — 2,800 
Required Avionics Modernization Program Modification Kit Cost Growth — 3,900 
Synthetic Aperture Radar OSIP Contract Delay .. — 8,100 
POWER PLANT CHANGES 9,948 
PATS SERIES .... 1,831 
52 AVIATION LIFE SUI 2,984 
ЕНН ransfer to КОТЕ, М li —5,100 
53 COMMON ECM EQU 21,947 
54 COMMON AVIONICS CHANG 79,820 
CNS/ATM Installation Equipment Contract Savings — 12,400 
CNS/ATM Installation Funding Ahead of Need ... — 1,400 
actical Moving Map Capability Modifications Funding Ahead of Need —7,500 
ID SYSTEMS ... 20,397 
ERIES . 8,121 
ILT/RO’ 21,985 
AND RE 1,234,084 
опігасі — 10,589 
OMMON GROUND ENT ... 322,063 
FT INDUSTRI LITIES .. 7,998 
NSUMABLES ...... 25,248 
ER PRODUCTION CHARGES .. 7,579 
SUPPORT EQUIPMENT. ... 45,916 
ESTINATION TRANSPORTATION 1,752 
OTAL,“AIRGRART:PROCUREMENT; NAVY: nO ichga aa НИ nA БАТМА A Aar Е АЫГА 18,508,613 16,170,868 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

RIDENT 11 MODS .............. 1,106,911 1,106,911 
MISSILE INDUSTRIAL FACIL 3,446 3,446 
ОМАНАМК ....................... 300,178 288,278 
Production Engineering Su ad — 1,900 
Support Funding Carryover — 10,000 
AMRAAM ......................... 155,553 145,553 
ана Support Funding Carryover — 10,000 
5 SIDEWINDER 52,293 
6 SOW ...... 129,641 
жаша Support Funding Carryover — 1,500 
7 STANDARD MISSILE ....... 248,222 
Support Funding Carryover — 5,700 
Production Ramp—SM 6 .. — 42,000 
R 68,046 
g — 1,930 
— 5,000 
41,995 
— 1,500 
42,888 
—1,100 
3,981 
45,515 
— 2,637 
AEEA 52,191 
ing Carryov — 1,352 
SSILES МО 61,896 
STRIAL FACILI К 3,281 
LITE COMM FOLLOW-ON . 505,734 
E SUPPORT EQUIPMENT .. 52,152 
TARGETS 5,197 
у — 4,926 
E 42,144 
Е MODS . 29,859 
ЕРМЕ Contract Delay- ог 15 kits and NRE . — 13,700 
22 QUICKSTRIKE 6,090 
23 TORPEDO SUPI 43,766 
24 ASW RANGE S| 9,557 
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790,527 


1,731,256 1,721,969 
— 2,600 
— 4,900 
aa — 1,787 
‚313 908,313 
3,441,452 3,430,343 
eis —5,795 

— 1,430 
ые — 3,884 
1,691,236 1,691,236 
1,255,799 1,248,999 
sits — 1,800 

— 2,000 
Soa! — 3,000 
408,037 408,037 
186,312 77,512 
— 108,800 
2,868,454 
— 4,986 

— 2,256 
— 6,294 
— 10,200 
— 30,000 
47,984 
1,168,984 
— 62,000 
190,351 

— 88,000 
949,897 942,837 
—5,174 
at — 1,886 
180,703 180,703 
88,561 88,561 
306,640 295,570 
fs. — 3,426 

— 2,500 
—1,757 
— 3,387 
13,770 
83,035 


15,366,658 


12,137 10,525 
а АКЕ ОСКЕН —1,612 
14,923 14,923 
23,167 23,167 
85,619 73,559 
П EEA titan данын — 1,849 
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ISIS Tech Insertion Kits Ahead of Need . —2,169 

Support Funding Carryover ........ — 1,700 

Contractor Repair Funding Growt! — 5,742 

POE NUD еа. 296,691 289,691 

Multi-Mission BMI ility Upgrade Kits Cost Growth . — 1,000 

Engineering Services Unjustified Cost Growth — 6,000 

FIREFIGHTING EQUIPMEN 11,974 9,304 

Self-Contained Breathing —1,570 

a Support Funding Carryover. .................... —1,100 

8 COMMAND AND CONTROL SWITCHBOARD 2,362 

> njustifie У — 1,600 

POLLUTION 8 А 25,614 

0 SUBMARINE UIPMENT . 7,730 7,730 

1 VIRGINIA СІ EQUIPMEI 132,039 130,039 

A i i aft Ahead of Need . — 2,000 

: 31,057 

i Carryover — 1,500 

ion Funding — 11,500 

RM 5 22,811 

кн 3,869 

350,958 

justified Cost Growth — 6,000 

2,642 

езы — 6,500 

8 5,908 

9 119,698 

Я — 5,296 

Ahead of Need — 1,848 

E DETECTORS .. 7,470 

PPORT SYSTEM 3,016 

NITS 438,503 

ENTS 266,469 

E EQUIPMENT . 0,227 

А 49,225 

+21,500 

26 OTHER SHI RAINING EQUIPMENT... 6,094 

27 OPERATING FORCES IPE ..... 91,476 

ода Ргоргат Increase—Shipyard Capital Investment Program +41,620 

28 NUCLEAR ALTERATIONS . 116,829 

29 CS MODULES . 41,369 

a MCM Module Prod — 6,000 

Consulting Services Growth ................... — 3,064 

Excess Remote MultiMission Vehicle Funding —7,600 

Mission Package Computer Environment Units Ahead of Need .. — 2,268 

AN/AQS—20A—Ahead of Need — 22,650 

LSD MIDLIFE ы 106,612 102,612 

60-ton Deck Crane Contrac Delay — 1,000 

Boat Davit and Ballast Control System Installations Ahead of Need — 3,000 

RADAR SUPPORT . 12,030 7,000 

Periscope Detection Radar Installation Funding Ahead of Need — 3,500 

Excess Miscellaneous Funding ... — 1,530 

SPQ-9B RADAR ......... 5,687 

Excess Ante — 2,200 

ing Carryover — 1,000 

SURF ASW COMBAT SYSTEM 85,219 

ing Carryover — 2,000 

баны 234,015 

СТОНЕ installation Costs Unjustified Growth — 3,000 

35 NDERSEA WARFARE SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 27,241 

Бе Common Data Link Modification Installation Funding Ahead of Need — 2,400 

36 SONAR SWITCHES AND TRANSDUCERS 3,056 

дыган В—317 Module Cost Growth ............. — 1,000 

37 SUBMARINE ACOUSTIC WARFARE SYSTEM . 8,539 

быз Next Generation Countermeasure Funding А — 2,200 

38 SSTD ..... 0 

ee AN/SLQ—2 ead of Need .. — 2,206 

39 FIXED SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM 57,481 

40 SURTASS ..... 8,468 

TACTICAL SI 8,586 

АҢ/$510—32_.................... 23,257 

Support Funding Carryover — 2,000 

Block 1B3 Incremental Funding —7,520 

Block 2 Incremental Funding . — 16,900 

SHIPBOARD IW EXPLOIT 105,624 

AUTOMATED IDENTIFICATI 1,299 

45 SUBMARINE SUPPORT EQUIPMENT PROG .. 70,108 

Фад ESM Capability Insertion (CI-06) Kits Ahead о — 1,450 

46 COOPERATIVE ENGAGEMENT CAPABILITY ... 25,691 

Planar Antenna Funding Ahead of Need —5,400 

STED INFORMATION SYSTEM (TIS) ... 338 

NAVAL TACTICAL COMMAND SUPPORT SYSTEM (NTCSS) 33,358 

КАНОН ИННА ИМУ РН 2,273 

NAVY COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEM (NCCS) 8,920 

INESWEEPING SYSTEM REPLACEMENT 60,710 

mote Minehunting System (RMS) —5,027 

ort Funding Carryover —2,272 

endable Mine Neutraliza — 12,432 

sessment and Identification of Mine Susceptibility Growth — 1,000 

ALLOW WATER MCM ....... 1,261 

‘obra Block 1 Contract Del ау — 7,975 

IAVSTAR GPS RECEIVERS (SPACE) 9,319 

RMED FORCES RADIO AND TV ..... 3,328 

RATEGIC PLATFORM SUPPORT ЕО! 4,248 

ER TRAINING EQUIPMENT . 27,761 

OTS Obsolescence Growt — 1,300 

ATCALS .................... 14,747 

PARCS — 2,000 

PBOARD AIR TRAFFI 7,658 

OMATIC CARRIER LANDING SYS 10,782 

/SPN—-46 Radar Modification Kits Ahead о — 4,387 

NATIONAL AIR SPACE SYSTEM ....... 17,531 

R STATION SUPPOR IPMENT 6,851 

(CROWAVE LANDING EM 8,551 

63 ID SYSTEMS ..................... ү 23,122 

z AN/URN-25 TACAN U e Kits Al — 2,450 

би Support Funding Carryover .................... —4,000 

64 ТАС we MISSION PLANNING SYS ( 7,198 

бы. Support Funding Carryover .................... — 1,300 

65 DEPLOYABLE JOINT COMMAND AND CONT . 8,542 8,542 

66  TADIX-B 6,909 2,944 
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COMMAND $ 47,306 37,840 
BUPERS Software Cost Growth .. — 2,500 
SPAWAR Hardware Items Cost Growth — 1,080 
ERP Kits Cost Growth ................ — 900 
FCOM National Small Unit Center — 3,075 
À. Future Pay and Personnel System Ahead of Need . — 1,911 
38 EDUCATION SUPPORT EQUIPMENT . 2,067 
39 MEDICAL SUPPORT EQUIPMENT ..... 5,679 
ырайын, eet Allowance List Outfitting Cost Growth .. — 2,000 
41 NAVAL MIP SUPPORT EQUIPMENT .. ‚433 
43 OPERATING FOR 12,754 
44 CAISR EQUIPME! 5,317 
45 ENVIRONMENTAL 20,033 
46 PHYSICAL SECU 141,475 
Y Shipboard Prote em Installation Costs Excess to Need — 5,500 
Shipboard Protection System Support Cost Growth — 6,000 
Biometrics Ahead of Nee — 1,830 
PROCUREMENT INNOVATION 15,000 
0. Procurement Innovation +15,000 
47 ENTERPRISE INFORMATI 159,653 
aaae Navy Requested Tra — 217,700 
49 SPARES AND REPAIR PARTS 215,906 215,906 
Ratna CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS .... 19,767 19,767 
OTAL, OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY .... 6,450,208 5,804,963 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 
1 7,749 7,749 
2 LAV PIP . 41,277 41,277 
4 EXPEDITIONARY FIRE SUPPORT SYSTEM 9,723 
5 55MM LIGHTWEIGHT TOWED HOWITZER 10,356 
6 GH MOBILITY ARTILLERY ROCKET SYSTEM .. 22,230 
7 WEAPONS AND COMBAT VEHICLES UNDER $5 MILLION . 26,091 
9 MODIFICATION КІТ ........................ 30,559 
ааа nexecutable Program—M1A1 Survivability Kits — 10,357 
10 WEAPONS ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM . 13,115 
n GROUND BASED AIR DEFENSE 3,855 
адна Program Adjustment .. — 1,320 
13 OLLOW ON TO SMAW ... 21,570 
14 ANTI-ARMOR WEAPONS 20,315 
15 MODIFICATION KITS ............ 3,798 
16 COMBAT OPERATIONS CENTI 10,776 
17 REPAIR AND TEST EQUIPMENT 25,636 
18 COMBAT SUPPORT SYSTEM .... 32,877 
20 TEMS UNDER $5 MILLION (COMM & ELEC) 3,405 
21 AIR OPERATIONS C2 SYSTEMS 67,568 
22 RADAR SYSTEMS ....... 860 
23 RE SUPPORT SYSTEM . 3,906 
24 INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT EQUIPMENT . 92,377 
25 RQ-11 UAV ......................... 6,490 
a Program Delay—Tier 2 UAS . — 16,000 
С68-МС ...................... 0 
ОЕМ CGS—-MC — 4,582 
28 COMMON C! 218,947 
ИН njustified — 40,000 
29 COMMAND POST SYSTEMS 33,021 
30 RADIO SYSTEMS ............ 20,051 
РЯ Program Delay—JTRS handhel — 20,500 
31 COMM SWITCHING & CONTR 22,279 
ылын Execution ОеІау—М№-Т ....................... — 10,000 
32 COMM & ELEC INFRASTRUCTURE SUPPORT 5,278 
33 COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLES . 1,157 
34 COMMERCIAL CARGO VEHICLES . 2,696 
35 5/47 TRUCK HMMWV (MYP) 0 
ы Service Requested Reduction . — 4,849 
36 MOTOR TRANSPORT MODIFICATI i 5,253 
37 MEDIUM TACTICAL VEHICLE REPLACEMENT 1,721 
38 LOGISTICS VEHICLE SYSTEM REPLACEMENT 133,827 
39 AMILY OF TACTICAL TRAILERS .. 9,156 
40 RAILERS ....................... 8,075 
41 TEMS LESS THAN $5 MILLION 6,016 
42 L EQUIP ASSORT 5,110 
43 0,743 
44 29,330 
45 9,419 
46 1,718 
47 64,093 
48 6,419 
49 0,976 
50 24,376 
51 2,748 
52 6,722 
53 5,668 
54 897 
55 8,261 
57 R 2,567 
58 ‘APID [ЕРИ 4,283 
59 EMS LESS TI 7,572 
60 SPARES AND REI 3,524 
OTALs PROCUREMENT; MARINE CORPS: лз ы е ы Ана Ан аный адын наан Еда АА аа Ны ыбын ылбай наа ыа анион 1,344,044 1,236,436 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

1 3,729,242 4,064,442 
Air Force Requested Transfer from AP,AF line 43 .. +29,700 
Production Support Carryover — 60,000 
elete Five Aircraft ............ — 608,500 
ransfer Eight Aircraft from STOVL Variant sis 974,000 
Е35 (АР-СҮ) ,000 257,000 
—22А ........ 158,039 158,039 
(—17А (MYP) . 14,283 48,683 
Air Force Requested Transfer from АР, AF line 88 да +114,400 
Slow Execution — 80,000 
C-130) ........ 463,267 455,267 
Алена pdated Pricing казынаны ынды ад. — 8,000 
1. (—130) ADVANCE PROCUREMENT (CY) . 48,000 40,000 
EEEN pdated Pricing PIENET PEOIA — 8,000 
8 С—130] .... 349,300 307,800 
рааќеа Ргісіпо — 41,500 
С—130] (AP-CY) .. 10,000 
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10 MC-130 467,465 415,465 
ЕЕН Updated Pricing КҮКРИ МС — 52,000 
11 MC-130) (APCY) ... 60,000 60,000 
14 ОТ CARGO AIRCRAFT 351,200 351,200 
15 LIGHT MOBILITY AIRCRAFT . 65,699 65,699 
16 SAFA POWERED FLIGHT PROGRAM 4,099 4,099 
18 COMM VERT LIFT SPT PLATFORM (UH—1N) 6,432 0 
Dia Air Force Requested Transfer to RDTE,AF line 113 RE OEE O EA — 6,432 
19 1-22 OSPREY ............ 393,098 393,098 
20 V-22 OSPREY (AP-CY) . 13,621 13,621 
24 CIVIL AIR PATROL A/C 2,424 2,424 
25 Н—60М OPERATIONAL 104,447 104,447 
27 STUASLO......... 3,253 3,253 
28 ARGET DRONE: 85,505 85,505 
29 С-37А .... 52,000 52,000 
30 RQ—4 UAV .. 649,629 503,029 
a Air Force Requested Transfer to АР, AF line 31. iii — 25,600 
njustified Cost Increase, Sensors — 11,000 
njustified Request, Spares — 110,000 
RQ—4 UAV (AP-CY) ........... 90,200 72,300 
i Air Force Requested Transfer from AP,AF line 30 .. +25,600 
x Air Force Adjustment . — 43,500 
32 MC 130 IN BA 04 .. 9,932 0 
iiaiai i ed Transfer to AC-130 Recap Program . — 9,932 
Р 9,932 
+9,932 
318,13 
— 167,788 
— 42,000 
— 98,376 
Я — 21,300 
— 216,000 
63,37 
200,090 
21,074 
ed Ahead of Need . — 35,000 
E, AF line 117 for Internal Weapons Bay .. — 13,000 
165,361 187,36 
+22,000 
337,04 
— 11,408 
— 11,786 
аар — 4,000 
к +62,000 
167,188 167,188 
492,199 437,739 
ENPE a ебе аен estes E E NE AN AT E ca ЛКК A AUE EAE ENIT ИАН КОА EE A КИ НА) Ила N, — 54,460 
123,936 4,636 
ead 0 а .. — 82,000 
Requested Transfer to AP, AF line 1 — 29,700 
Requested Transfer to RDTE, AF line 81 for Auto GCAS . —7,600 
ОТТЕ 37,252 
Block Upgrade А — 21,260 
unded Ahead о —5,400 
rans — 676,457 
166,900 106,900 
setae — 60,000 
XX 676,457 
Pent +676,457 
46 0 
дааа Ргоргат Тегтіпа: — 10 
47 С-І7ЈА .............. 217,547 
OBIGGS Kits—Reduction of Four kits .. — 13,800 
Extended Range Retrofits Kits—Reducti — 5,267 
Excess to Need .......... — 98,000 
unded Ahead of Need — 17,000 
C-21. 339 
C-32A 2,113 
C-37A 2,162 
GLIDEI 120 
—6 24,644 
— 83 
-38 . 26,288 
Funded Ahead of Need — 2,000 
KC-10A (ATCA) .......... 1,777 
йын —2,000 
57 C-12 ... 7,645 
58 MC-12W 0,826 
59 C-20 MODS 736 
60  VC-25A MOD 3,175 
61 c-40. 0,697 
62 C-130 296,939 
а Air Force Requested Transfer from КОТЕ, АЕ line 220 for Avionics Upgrades to Special Mission Aircraft .. +65,000 
Excess to Need ...... — 25,400 
C130 MODS INTEL 3,963 
C-130) MODS .... 64,205 
а Contract Slip Сга: — 16,000 
65 37,428 
К! Block 45 Contract Delay — 8,400 
а Low Cost Modifications . +1,600 
66 COMPASS CALL MODS ... 176,558 101,558 
ЕИ EC—130 Program Full Funding Violation б — 75,000 
67 ARP . 105,540 105,540 
68 E-3 195,163 195,163 
69 E—4 37,526 37,526 
70 E-8 188,504 6,397 
Р E-8 Reengining Ahead of Need . sss — 120,407 
Engine Installs Ahead of Need — 5,000 
unded Ahead of Nee — 56,700 
—1 2,457 
—60. 41,930 
x Funded Ahead of Need .. — 1,700 
ae Simulators and Low Cost Modifications +32,000 
73 RQ—4 UAV MODS ................................ 116,415 
аиын njustified Cost Increase ASIP sensors . — 3,000 
74 C/MC-130 MODIFICATIONS .. 1,944 
75 OTHER AIRCRAFT ........... 15,723 
- ransfer FABT Funds to RDTE,AF line 180 — 119,700 
elete FABT Funds Early to Need — 24,000 
MQ—1 MODS 20,213 
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ential Excess to Need .. — 188,000 
77 MQ—9 MODS .. 0 
АЗ Contract Delay GCS — 50,884 
Contract Delay Reaper Retrofits — 58,038 
MQ—9 PAYLOAD UAS . 0 
ransfer to Title IX — 115,383 
CV-22 MODS ..... 13,964 
INITIAL SPARES/REPAIR PARTS 698,220 
njustified Request Joint Stars Reengining Spares —11,700 
Program Increase F22 Engine Spares +100,000 
Excess to Need .. — 12,100 
AIRCRAFT ВЕРІАСІ 58,301 
nderexecution .......... — 20,000 
unded Ahead of Need — 13,400 
B-1 ... 6,791 
B-2A . 26,217 
84 B-52 . 1,743 
siete unded Ahead of Need —1,700 
85 C5 ........... 195 
87 KC—10A (ATCA) ... 5,702 5,702 
88 С-17А ........ 153,347 20,947 
a Air Force Requested Transfer to AP,AF line 5 AA — 114,400 
njustified Funding for Shutdown Activities .. НЕ — 18,000 
C180 алапа 28,295 28,295 
—15 POST PRODUCTION SU 21,599 7,599 
Музей Excess to Need ................... кызынан АНН АЫ —4,000 
92 F-16 POST PRODUCTION SU 17,838 2,738 
ызыны Excess to Need .. ОКК ОККА — 5,100 
93 —6_......... 9,450 9,450 
94 OTHER AIRC! 53,953 53,953 
96 INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS .. 24,619 24,619 
97 WAR CONSUMABLES ...... F 92,939 
98 OTHER PRODUCTION СНАКСІ 912,372 
ia unded Ahead of Need sss — 6,732 
ә ransfer to Title IX sss — 160,638 
99 ES MQ1 .. 37,500 37,500 
104 19,117 9,117 
ды, 12,981 2,981 
OTAL, AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 15,366,508 13,483,739 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
1 MISSILE REPLACEMENT EQBALLISTIC . 60,647 60,647 
2 д 215,825 215,825 
3 $ 64,523 64,523 
4 А Ж 355,358 348,358 
айа. N ing Carryover йакын ANDA, — 7,000 
5 PREDATOR HELLFIRE MISSI 44,570 44,570 
6 SMALL DIAMETER BOMB 134,884 119,884 
ыа дь Accounting Error ......... маб — 15,000 
7 INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS/POLLUTION PREVENTION 833 833 
8 ADVANCED CRUISE MISSILE 48 48 
9 MM 111 MODIFICATIONS ...... 123,378 133,178 
Baad Air Force Requested Trans Жыккан ААА +9,800 
10 AGM-65D MAVERICK . 260 260 
11 AGM-88A HARM .... 4,079 4,079 
12 AIR LAUNCH CRUISE MISSILI 10,795 10,795 
13 INITIAL SPARES/REPAIR РА 43,192 43,192 
14 ADVANCED EHF .......... 38,078 38,078 
15 ADVANCED EHF (APCY) . 208,520 208,520 
16 WIDEBAND GAPFILLER SATELLITES . 517,601 517,601 
17 WIDEBAND GAPFILLER SATELLITES (APCY) 58,110 58,110 
18 GPS Ill SPACE SEGMENT 122,490 122,490 
19 SPACEBORNE EQUIP (CO! А 14,894 14,894 
20 GLOBAL POSITIONING (SPACE) ... 64,609 64,609 
23 EF METEOROLOGICAL SAT PROG ( ) 88,719 88,719 
24 EVOLVED EXPENDABLE LAUNCH VEH (SPACE) 1,153,976 1,153,976 
26 SBIR HIGH (SPACE) ....... 700,704 700,704 
27 SBIR HIGH (SPACE) (APCY) 270,000 270,000 
28 NATL POLARORBITING OP ENV SATELLITE .. 26,308 0 
аны Program Termination Early to Need оаа IE — 26,308 
33 SPECIAL UPDATE PROGRAMS . 247,584 247,584 
pavers CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS ..... 893,287 893,287 
OTAL, MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE .. 5,463,272 5,424,764 
PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 
1 ROCKETS .... 19,106 19,106 
2 CARTRIDGES ... 141,049 141,049 
3 PRACTICE BOMBS .. 34,094 23,442 
РОР BDU56A/B CDI Program Delay ИКИСИ Moxa АА — 10,652 
4 GENERAL PURPOSE BOMBS ... 183,845 183,845 
5 OINT DIRECT ATTACK MUNITION 104,642 179,361 
ТЯ Additional ЈОАМ for War Reserve Stockpile кранны des +74,719 
6 САР/РАР айынг ыйыгын лкы ы 37,016 37,016 
7 EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE DISPOSAL (EOD) 3,383 3,383 
8 SPARES AND REPAIR PARTS .. 1,000 1,000 
9 MODIFICATIONS .............. 1,112 1,112 
10 ITEM! АМ $5,000, 5,015 5,015 
п FLAR 72,758 72,758 
12 E 57,337 57,337 
13 7,063 7,063 
TOTAL,-PROCUREMENT:OF “AMMUNITION AIR? FORGE „аан Киын ыннаны ын нн ныннан ины айыы a дн ына Ен н Мы 667,420 731,487 
OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

1 PASSENGER CARRYING VEHICLE .... 29,207 29,207 
2 FAMILY MEDIUM TACTICAL VEHICLE 45,618 37,618 
une, Contract Savings Ea ee ener Re ne — 8,000 
3 CAP VEHICLES ... 902 902 
4 ITEMS LESS THAN ( ) 31,773 31,773 
5 SECURITY AND TACTICAL VEHICLES 52,867 48,867 
нА Up-Armored HMMWV Unjustified Cost Growth ЕСА БЫА — 4,000 
6 ITEMS LESS THAN $5М ......................... 18,358 18,358 
7 FIRE FIGHTING/CRASH RESCUE VEHICLES . 26,924 26,924 
9 ITEMS LESS THAN $5,000,000 ............... 14,501 14,501 
10 RUNWAY SNOW REMOVAL & CLEANING EQUIP 25,404 25,404 
11 ITEMS LESS THAN $5М . 54,570 54,570 
13 COMSEC EQUIPMENT . 216,381 180,381 


Unjustified Growth .... 


— 36,000 
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14 MODIFICATIONS (COMSEC) . 0 
ental ndefined Requirement . — 1,582 
15 INTELLIGENCE TRAINING EQU 2,634 
16 INTELLIGENCE COMM EQUIP .. 30,685 
17 RAFFIC CONTROL/LANDING 6,517 
18 NATIONAL AIRSPACE SYSTEM . 88,940 
ааба Site Activation Ahead of Nee — 23,116 
19 EATER AIR CONTROL SYS IMPRO 55,326 
20 WEATHER OBSERVATION FORECAST 18,045 
Я 05—21 Contract Dela —2,973 
STRATEGIC COMMAN 28,164 
22 CHEYENNE MOUNTAI 15,716 
САА Contract Delays . — 2,700 
23 AC SIGINT SPT . 377 
25 GENERAL INFORMA LOGY 74,285 
26 АЕ GLOBAL COMMAND & CONTROL SYSTEM .. 9,210 
27 MOBILITY COMMAND AND CONTROL .. 7,388 
diane Contract Delays .............................. — 1,300 
28 АКЕ FORCE PHYSICAL SECURITY SYSTEM 99,281 
29 COMBAT TRAINING RANGES ... 49,637 
ны» raining Range Enhancemen +20,000 
Е 1,112 
31,335 
— 20,914 
—1,100 
20,525 
38,534 
j — 15,000 
F Recurring Events Unjustified Growth . —4,750 
34 INFORMATION TRANSPORT SYSTEMS .. 56,993 
Hine njustified Growth ......................... — 45,000 
35 BASE INFORMATION INFRASTRUCTURE 113,830 
ЕА justified Gro — 80,000 
36 дА 91,643 
был Growth — 60,000 
37 EMS . 5,399 
Ree ied Growth — 10,000 
38 USCENTCOM ...... 36,020 
39 SPACE BASED IR SENSOR PROG SPACE 24,804 
40 NAVSTAR GPS SPACE 5,279 
41 NUDET DETECTION SYS 5,926 
42 AF SATELLITE CONTROL NETWORK SPA‘ 60,383 
43 SPACELIFT RANGE SYSTEM SPACE . { 91,004 
4 MILSATCOM SPACE .... 221,545 190,717 
Ga ‘AB-T Early to Need . жн. — 7,538 
AFWET Modernization Enterprise Terminal Ahead of Need . te — 23,290 
SPACE MODS SPACE . 18,384 8,384 
46 COUNTERSPACE SYSTEM 18,801 8,801 
47 ACTICAL CE EQUIPMENT 268,140 242,995 
айлы» C Training and Rehearsal System Ahead of Need .. — 25,145 
48 COMBAT SURVIVOR EVADER LOCATER ... 34,925 
49 RADIO EQUIPMENT . 7,041 
чыр Contract Delays . —7,500 
50 CCTV/AUDIOVISUAL 1,613 
51 BASE COMM INFRAS 108,308 
52 COMM ELECT MODS . 68,538 
i LS Ahead of Need .... — 2,300 
BMEWS Ahead of Need . — 2,000 
05—21 Contract Delays . —1,518 
NIGHT VISION GOGG 4,573 
ораны» Night Vision Cueing and Display Contract Delays . — 6,300 
54 TEMS LESS THAN $ ‚000,000 (SAFETY) 4,292 
55 MECHANIZED MATERIAL HANDLING 2,853 
56 BASE PROCURED EQUIPMENT 4,788 
57 CONTINGENCY OPERA 27,190 
майна Rapid Airfield Damag — 1,200 
58 PRODUCTIVITY CAPITA 1,879 
59 MOBILITY EQUIPMENT ..................... 38,558 
60 TEMS LESS THAN $5M (BASE SUPPORT) 4,989 
62 ARP RC135 .......................... 23,296 
63 STRIBUTED GROUN 264,015 
РЕР Program Reduction ........ —7,000 
65 SPECIAL UPDATE PRO! 489,680 439,680 
a Classified Adjustment ... — 50,000 
EFENSE SPACE RECONN: 32,668 
PROCUREMENT INNOV, 15,000 
адаа Procurement Innovation .... ules +15,000 
70 SPARES AND REPAIR PARTS .. 19,046 19,046 
“a CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS . 14,258,508 14,396,445 
СТАЗЕ АЈШЕ о.ни а ы канен ннн ыыы каннарын NEA A ананна EEIEIE A PEENE ана. „ела Ьаала +137,937 
ОТА OTHER PROCUREMENT AIR FORGE жыз ара инн ны да ины ынан нан ЫДА ны ие дна аран Ын наннын ый йыны аена EnA ынын унер НЕ 17,845,380 17,568,091 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSEWIDE 
1 4,000 4,000 
2 1477 1477 
2 2,052 2,052 
4 32,263 32,263 
17 14,625 14,625 
18 GLOBAL COMMAND AND CON 5,275 5,275 
19 GLOBAL COMBAT SUPPORT SY: 2,803 2,803 
20 TELEPORT PROGRAM . 78,227 78,227 
21 ITEMS LESS THAN $5M . 153,288 153,288 
22 NET CENTRIC ENTERPRISE SERVICES (NCES) 4,391 4,391 
23 DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS NETWORK .. 86,206 86,206 
24 PUBLIC KEY INFRASTRUC 1,710 1,710 
27 CYBER SECURITY INITIATI 22,493 22,493 
28 MAJOR EQUIPMENT, DLA 4,846 4,846 
29 COST ...... 10,478 10,478 
MAJ К 

30 А РРОКТ & LOGISTICS 1,451 1,451 
31 VE 50 50 
32 0 12,007 12,007 
1 TI E AREA DEFENSE FIELDING .. 858,870 586,870 
СРК Investigation of Failed Safety Component калы R A — 272,000 
35 AEGIS FIELDING ......................... 94,080 94,080 
35A ISRAELI COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS 0 205,000 
Sne, MONE PONI аа a AAEE AE AA EAA A OAE AAE A NREN A E NASTO] OAN +205,000 
45 2,546 2,546 
50 124,050 124,050 
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51 MAJOR EQUIPMENT, INTELLIGENCE 20,138 20,138 
53 MAJOR EQUIPMENT, TJS 11,526 11,526 
54 MAJOR EQUIPMENT, WHS 27,179 27,179 
55 SOF ROTARY WING UPGRADES AND SUSTAINMENT 79,840 79,840 
55А МН-476 .......................... а ейн 0 00,449 
shite SOCOM Requested Transfer from P,DW line 56 .. +100,449 
56 МН-47 SERVICE LIFE EXTENSION PROGRAM .. 7,485 
А), SOCOM Requested Transfer to P,DW line 55А — 100,449 
57 MH-60 SOF MODERNIZATION PROGRAM .... 37,875 
SOCOM Requested Transfer to RDTE,DW line 268 . — 25,100 
Quantity Reduction Due to Program Delay — 16,400 
NON-STANDARD AVIATION .............. 58,681 
Жын Medium NSAV—Transfer to Title IX — 121,268 
60 SOF TANKER RECAPITALIZATION . 4,996 
РЕЧ Contract Delays . — 15,000 
61 SOF U-28 ... 404 
62 RQ-11 UAV 2,090 
63 CV-22 SOF MODIFICATION 24,035 
64 MQ-1 UAV . 1,948 
65 MQ—9 UAV 1,965 
66 STUASLO ..... 2,148 
67 C-130 MODIFICATIONS .. 9,261 
ifications—Execution —7,039 
ae ituational Awareness System — 6,200 
68 AIRCRAFT SUPPORT ... 489 
69X PROCUREMENT INNOVA 5,000 
diada Procurement Innovation .... AREA ТАЛЕ +15,000 
70 MK VIII MOD 1—SEAL E 823 823 
71 SOF ORDNANCE REPLENISHMENT 79,608 79,608 
72 SOF ORDNANCE ACQUISITION ...... 24,215 24,215 
73 COMM EQUIPMENT & ELECTRONICS .. 58,390 44,390 
5 SOF Deployable Node Delays — 14,000 
74 SOF INTELLIGENCE SYSTEMS ..................... 81,092 
жүн Program Increase—Unfunded Requirement +5,200 
75 SMALL ARMS ONS . 30,094 
76 0665—50Ё_................ ae 5,225 
77 MARITIME EQ MODS 206 
79 SOF COMBATAN 8,306 
on Unvalidated Re — 3,400 
SPARES AND REI 977 
81 TACTICAL VEHIC 33,365 
КОРЕ Program Increa U q +2,400 
82 MISSION TRAINING AND PREPARATIONS SYSTEMS . 18,354 
ыа. МН—60М Simulator Modernization Program PERES AEE бан vane — 10,000 
83 COMBAT MISSION REQUIREMENTS . 20,000 20,000 
84 MILCON COLLATERAL EQUIPMENT .. 102,556 102,556 
F AUTOMATION SYSTEMS .... 52,353 52,353 
NCE ACTIVITIES .. 9,714 9,714 
ERATIONAL ENHANCEMENTS INTELLIGENCE 30,900 30,900 
ER PROTEC AND SURVIVAL SYSTEMS . 221 5,661 
Increase—l REGU IONE AEAN EENE а IEPENT A PEA E NENA N EPN A AA T дайы ENES ни нан адыны ЫНЫ ааннарын ныи аи аен) +5,440 
AL AUGMEN ‚ LASERS AND SENSOR SYSTEM . 18,626 18,626 
ICAL RADIO EMS .. 35,234 37,554 
Increase—Untirnded, Requirement лр ынде неда нда да нйн ды алаа АА ООА ДА аА Д ЫЛАМА ААЦ Нап R AaS +2,320 
RITIME EQUIPM| 804 804 
ANEOUS EQU 7,114 7,774 
ERATIONAL EN 269,182 263,182 
Increase—l unded Requirement . sa +4,000 
Adjustment . кг — 10,000 
EQUIPMENT .... 25,266 25,266 
LLATION FORCE ECTION 90,635 90,635 
DUAL PROTECTION 74,686 74,686 
AMINATION .... 21,570 21,570 
BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE PROGRAM . 19,389 10,389 
ion. for-Anthrax: Vaccine; Purchased: by: HHS ia s aii Аллы А ААЛЫНЫ ЫЫЫ ЫКЫ ААД а iata athiti ah КАЛА ЫЫЫ алое ААМ ннан АССА —9,000 
COLLECTIVE PROTECTION ... 27,542 27,542 
MINATION AVOIDANCE 136,114 136,114 
IED PROGRAMS . 682,643 681,643 
PPG SAC JUSTINE csc ct acess cast ТИРАРО РЕР ТРЕНИРАНЕ ЛЕСИ КАНКУ sti dts a ЛЕКИН al cle anc Latest ecb edah aa. Blasio deat dda adi Seah — 1,000 
(TAL; PROCUREMENT: “DEFENSE WIDE! о оа о А дын арыыны ды Кн NER, ОА ДИА tae da йада otis ey 4,280,368 4,009,321 
GALLIUM NITRIDE X-BAND MONOLITHIC MICROWAVE INTEGRATED CIRCUITS 2,000 2,000 
GALLIUM NITRIDE RADAR AND ELECTRONIC WARFARE MONOLITHIC MICROWAVE INTEGRATED CIRCUITS 8,579 8,579 
GALLIUM NITRIDE ADVANCED ELECTRONIC WARFARE MONOLITHIC MICROWAVE INTEGRATED CIRCUITS 2,000 2,000 
BERYLLIUM SUPPLY INDUSTRIAL BASE 6,897 6,897 
SPACE ... . 770 770 
NATIONAL 8,500 10,900 
Program Іпсгеаѕе улынан ыннаны ы ындыг +2,400 
ALTERNATIVE ENERGY Р 3,200 
TOTAL» DEFENSE, PRODUCTION ACT Кызыла айда н а н алыл ейи бане ннан EN ннн оннан ды кусна ика АЕ 28,746 34,346 
TIN РЕОСЈКЕМЕМТЕ ннн неы мена e aa нн аби н анн аннин ана ДАСЫН 111,189,951 102,121,873 

R-1 Budget Request Recommendation 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, ARMY 

1 IN-HOUSE LABORATORY INDEPENDENT RESEARCH 21,780 21,780 
2 DEFENSE RESEARCH SCIENCES ..... 195,845 195,845 
3 UNIVERSITY RESEARCH INITIATIVES 91,161 87,561 
V72-Transfer to D55 ..... ais — 3,300 
D55—Transfer from V72 +3,300 
V72—Non-Department of Defense funding . cds — 3,600 
4 NIVERSITY AND INDUSTRY RESEARCH CENTERS .. 98,087 98,087 
5 MATERIALS TECHNOLOGY ........................... 29,882 29,882 
6 SENSORS AND ELECTRONIC SURVIVABILITY 48,929 48,929 
7 TRACTOR HIP ........... й 14,624 14,624 
8 AVIATION TECHNOLOGY 43,476 43,476 
9 ELECTRONIC WARFARE 17,330 17,330 
10 MISSILE TECHNOLOGY ... ait 49,525 49,525 
11 ADVANCED WEAPONS TECHNOLOGY 18,190 18,190 
12 ADVANCED CONCEPTS AND SIMULATION 20,582 20,582 
13 COMBAT VEHICLE AND AUTOMOTIVE TECHNOLOGY 64,740 64,740 
14 BALLISTICS TECHNOLOGY .................................... 60,342 60,342 
15 CHEMICAL, SMOKE AND EQUIPMENT DEFEATING TECHNOLOGY .. 5,324 10,924 
Emerging: Ghemical Agent: Theat жы енундо АНЫ ад uh шыкан уана дар ырыда ейн ары би ыы нан Лы ыы адырын аера АА нса канра ннн Аааа а ыйы айыб. укыбы кеа ii A +5,600 
16 JOINT SERVICE SMALL ARMS PROGRAM 7,893 7,893 
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17 WEAPONS AND MUNITIONS TECHNOLOGY .. 42,645 42,645 
18 ELECTRONICS AND ELECTRONIC DEVICES . 60,859 60,859 
19 NIGHT VISION TECHNOLOGY 40,228 
20 COUNTERMINE SYSTEMS .... 19,118 
21 HUMAN FACTORS ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGY 21,042 
22 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY TECHNOLOGY 22,364 
Research, Deve and Engineering Command .. +4,000 
23 COMMAND, CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS TECHNOLOGY 25,573 
24 COMPUTER ANI RE TECHNOLOGY . 6,768 
25 MILITARY ENG ECHNOLOGY ... 75,184 
Joint Integrate ense Program — 4,005 
26 MANPOWER /PEI RAINING TECHNOLOGY 22,198 
27 WARFIGHTER 27,746 
28 MEDICAL ТЕС Я 96,797 
29 WARFIGHTER Al ED TECHNOLOGY .. 37,364 
30 MEDICAL ADVANCED NOLOGY .... 115,510 
Peer-Reviewed Neurotoxin Exposure Treatment Parkinsons Research Program +20,000 
Neurofibromatosis Research. .................. +16,000 
Military Burn Trauma Research Program +8,000 
31 AVIATION ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY ........ 57,454 
32 WEAPONS AND MUNITIONS ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY . 64,438 
33 COMBAT VEHICLE AND AUTOMOTIVE ADV TECHNOLOGY 125,819 
Alternative Energy ............................................ +36,320 
34 COMMAND, CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS ADV 8,102 
35 MANPOWER, PERSONNEL TRAINING ADV TECH 7,921 
36 ELECTRONIC WARFARE ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY 50,359 
37 RACTOR HIKE: 2. енн инн ынкы дЫ. 8,015 
38 NEXT GENERATION TRAIN 15,334 
39 RACTOR ROSE .............. 12,309 
41 MILITARY HIV RESEARC 26,688 
HIV Research ............. +20,000 
42 COMBATING TERRORISM, TEC 10,550 
43 ELECTRONIC WARFARE TECHNOLOGY ............. 18,350 
44 MISSILE AND ROCKET Al 79,053 
P 704 excessive growt —5,500 
45 RACTOR CAGE ...................................... 9,986 
46 LANDMINE WARF; DVANCED TECH 26,953 
47 JOINT SERVICE RAM 9,151 
48 NIGHT VISION Al 39,912 
49 ENVIRONMENTAI 15,878 
50 MILITARY ENGINEERING ADVA\ 24,393 
Program reduction .................. — 3,000 
51 ADVANCED TACTICAL COMPU ENCE AND SENSOR TECHNOLOGY . 24,873 
53 ARMY MISSILE DEFENSE SYS NTEGRATION 11,455 
54 ARMY MISSILE DEFENSE SYS N 27,551 
56 LANDMINE WARFARE AND BAI —А 15,596 
57 SMOKE, OBSCURANT AND DEI 2,425 
58 ANK AND МЕ NI 37,183 
АКЕ 120mm c: —5,000 
59 ADVANCED 207,702 
S-MOD mileston — 57,000 
Stryker DVH ..... +128,400 
60 SOLDIER SUPP! 8,239 
oint Integra +4,005 
REF funded i — 14322 
61 ACTICAL EL! 12,162 
nsustaine a — 5,800 
62 NIGHT VISION $ DEVELOPMENT 5,159 
СЅР-Тгапѕїе est of the Army . +5,159 
63 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY TECHNOLOGY .............. 4,695 
64 WARFIGHTER 190,903 
65 NATO RESEAI 5,060 
66  AVIATION—ADV DEV ..... 8,355 
67 LOGISTICS AND 65,315 
LTV EMD contract award delay ......................... — 15,175 
68 COMBAT SERVICE SUPPO! 4,290 
69 MEDICAL SYSTEMS—ADV DI 28,132 
70 SOLDIER SYSTEMS—ADVANC: 48,323 
71 INTEGRATED BROADCAS 970 
72 ENDURANCE UAVS ..... 93,000 
73 AIRCRAFT AVIONICS ... 74,210 
SOSCOE Apache Block — 15,000 
74 ARMED, DEPLOYABLE OH—58! 72,550 
75 ELECTRONIC WARFARE DEVE! 149,755 
CIRCM test and evaluati — 22,514 
76 OINT TACTICAL RADIO ....... 784 
77 ALL SOURCE ANALYSIS $ 8,074 
EMD contract амаг: — 4,500 
78 RACTOR CAGE ...... 23,194 
79 70,337 
— 10,000 
80 3,710 
81 5,335 
82 0 
Lack of acquisition —9,999 
83 AMILY OF HEAVY 3,519 
84 АЕ TRAFFIC CONTR 9,892 
85 IGHT TACTICAL WH 1,990 
86 NON-LINE OF SIGH 0 
Program termination ..... — 81,247 
89 CS SYSTEMS OF SYS 498,711 
Program reduction ...... — 70,000 
90 FCS RECONNAISSANCE (UAV) PLATI 50,304 
91 FCS UNMANNED GROUND VEHICLES .. 200,000 
Program reduction .......................... — 49,948 
92 FCS UNATTENDED GROUND SE 7,515 
93 FCS SUSTAINMENT & , 610,389 
95 NIGHT VISION SYSTEMS—SDD ....... 52,549 
96 COMBAT FEEDING, CLOTHING, J 2,118 
97 NON-SYSTEM TRAINING ES—SDD ......... 27,756 
98 АЕ DEFENSE COMMAND, CONTROL AND INTELLIGENCE 34,209 
99 CONSTRUCTIVE SIMULATION SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT 30,291 
100 AUTOMATIC TEST EQUIPMENT DEVELOPMENT 14,041 
101 DISTRIBUTIVE INTE VE SIMULATIONS (DIS)—SDD 15,547 
103 COMBINED ARMS CAL TRAINER (CATT) CORE 27,670 
105 WEAPONS AND MUNITIONS—SDD .. 15,345 
PGK Incremen elay .. —9,000 
106 LOGISTICS AN R EQUIPMENT—SDD COMMAND, CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS 41,039 
107 SDD 75,736 
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ВС-Р unsustained growth — 15,000 
08 MEDICAL MATERIEL/MEDICAL BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE EQUIPMENT 34,474 
09  LANDMINE WARFARE/BARRIER—SDD 49,577 
Project 016—Scorpion acceleration funded in prior approval reprogramming .. — 16,000 
Project 415—ASTAMIDS/GSTAMIDS lack of acquisition strategy — 30,000 
0 ARTILLERY MUNITIONS ... 26,371 
1 С IDENTIFICATION 3,000 
request .... — 26,884 
2 А AL COMMAND & CONTROL HARDWARE & SOFTWARE 60,970 
з б ENTERPRISE BUSINESS SYSTEM (GFEBS) . 13,576 
4 24,736 
Ber S 20,886 
6 А EMS . 103,624 
Program Increase .. +20,000 
ransfer from WTCV,A line 12 for Paladin PIM ... ae еа +30,000 
7 PATRIOT/MEADS COMBINED AGGREGATE PROGRAM 467,139 467,139 
8 NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL MONITORING SENSOR NETWORK 7,276 7,276 
9 NFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT ........................ 23,957 23,957 
20 ED MILITARY HUMAN RESOURCES SYSTEM (А-ІМН) . 100,500 60,500 
E i i АСД ШҮ Strategy анына ESEI нуна ыиы ны адына аан аанын шыннан аана ынаа а R Көнне, АЙАНЫН И АЙЕ Онан. — 40,000 
21 SSILE (JAGM) . 130,340 130,340 
22 23,700 23,700 
23 62,500 62,500 
24 EFENSE (AIAMD) 251,124 251,124 
25 934,366 461,100 
ындынын а — 473,266 
26 211,500 211,500 
27 3,697 3,697 
28 21,571 13,571 
га АРУН НОННА A НИТРИТ ЗИН ИКЕН РГАН УКР НИНЕН ТҮ А. — 8,000 
29 26,158 26,158 
30 8,614 8,614 
31 42,102 42,102 
32 20,492 20,492 
33 163,788 163,788 
34 17,704 17,704 
36 R ei 393,937 412,257 
Army Test Range Infrastructure unfunded requirement . +18,320 
37 ARMY TECHNICAL TEST INSTRUMENTATION AND TARGETS . 67,760 
est and Evaluation Instrumentation unfunded requiremen' +8,720 
38 Y ANALYSIS ...... 43,412 
ation un’ +1,600 
39 FACILITY . 4,710 
40 5,055 
41 7,185 
42 MATERIEL SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ..................... ет 19,278 
requirement +1,200 
43 EXPLOITATION OF FOREIGN ITEMS ..... 5,460 
44 68,191 
45 64,090 
requirement +2,640 
46 ‚ & TNG (SMART) . 3,926 
47 aR 73,685 
48 48,309 
49 ate 44,042 
е — 9,296 
50 NOLOGY MGMT SUPPORT .. 3,195 
51 (RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT) 16,154 
53 PROGRAM 25,619 
ЕЕЕ еН ДЕО е EN E E N E E EN DANE E EA EANN ENN E E N A AA T — 26,000 
54 nah 372,493 372,493 
55 2,360 2,360 
56 Е LI L DATA SYSTEI 24,622 24,622 
57 OMBAT VEHICLE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS 204,481 204,481 
58 MANEUVER CONTROL $Ү$ТЕМ.................... 25,540 25,540 
59 AIRCRAFT MODS/PRODUCT IMPROVEMENT Р 134,999 124,856 
P430—Chiniook RW crashworthy seating previously fally TUNIGA. „г... аав ДЫШ Ца Аааа нин ыан аннынан кадрынын. аанын Ын» — 10,143 
60 E COMPONEN NT PROG 710 710 
61 a 6,329 6,329 
62 BELOW (FBCB2) .. 3,935 3,935 
63 PROGRAM 24,280 24,280 
65 14,870 4,870 
67 12,403 2,403 
68 G ED ҮЕ$$ 3,153 3,153 
71 NFORMATION SYSTEMS SECUR 54,784 1,905 
Protected: |Information-—Biometrics—Transterstorl ime 2) 71%: кизее ынын йин дынын канынан дененын нн A нн Ыыы нн AE E E N AAN N ае A E AAA — 42,879 
171x FAMILY OF BIOMETRICS ...... 56 ЕРОТ 0 42,879 
Protected, Information—Biometrics—Transten' from lime 171: „анаа АЫ iiaii ААЫА ыны на ааа а Н АТЫЫ Аааа АЛА ао аа а ДАЙЫ +42,879 
72 GLOBAL COMBAT SUPPORT SYSTEM ...... 125,569 25,569 
73 SATCOM GROUND ENVIRONMENT (SPACE) . 33,694 33,694 
74 WWMCCS/GLOBAL COMMAND AND CONTROL SYS 13,024 3,024 
77 ACTICAL UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLES ......... 54,300 49,141 
CSP—Transfer of HD IR funds to line 62 at request of the Army for ex@CUTION на аннан Адан ина ки нана дын жа ази анынын анн ннн ннн нра ынна рК НЫЙ сад», — 5,159 
78 STRIBUTED COMMON GROUND/SURFACE SYSTEMS . 103,002 03,002 
79 MQ-1 SKY WARRIOR A UAV 123,156 23,156 
80 К0-11 UAV 1,599 1,599 
81 КО-7 UAV.. 7,805 7,805 
83 BIOMETRICS Е ELI 14,114 2,114 
Protected: Information—Biometeics’: ssscs.ccsisfsastaisscsascatsrssdczaiseesachusstassecaaschssvandudeasscaancdieadsascncsccbabasssasehistasbdsatusSustecsstsVncdoustsashectevbcecaui¥ даананын йыр ыа айанныыр Ирена банын Аай». — 12,000 
85 ЕМ ITEM INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS АСТІМІТІ 61,098 61,098 
XX RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT INNOVATION .. 0 05,000 
Researchizand. Development IMMOVALIOM# е а ааа ананан ннн аин ааа нении иннаа N E EE иат ЕНА +105,000 
CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS .... 4,447 4,447 
OTAL, RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION, ARMY -ui A ына anes a a i in баны ын aieiaa A aa a a да 10,333,392 9,710,998 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION, NAVY 

1 UNIVERSITY RESEARCH INITIATIVES ... 108,679 08,679 
2 IN-HOUSE LABORATORY INDEPENDENT 17,979 17,979 
3 EFENSE RESEARCH SCIENCES ........... Н 429,767 429,767 
4 POWER PROJECTION APPLIED RESEARC! 98,150 98,150 
5 FORCE PROTECTION APPLIED RESEARC! 107,448 47,448 
Alternative Energy ...... ККЕ КСЫ РЫ УНЕ НЛ ТЕНГЛИК АЛУЫ APOE TEE TIEN E A ИЕН ӨН ИСАКЕ И РЕНИН АР ЫК КЫНАЛА ИЕЫ М +40,000 
6 MARINE CORPS LANDING FORC 43,776 43,776 
8 COMMON PICTURE APPLIED RE! 70,168 70,168 
9 WARFIGHTER SUSTAINMENT API 113,724 13,724 
10 RF SYSTEMS APPLIED RESEARCH ................... 83,902 83,902 
11 OCEAN WARFIGHTING ENVIRONMENT APPLIED RESEARCH . 49,491 49,491 
12 ОІМТ NON-LETHAL WEAPONS APPLIED RESEARCH . 6,002 6,002 
13 UNDERSEA WARFARE APPLIED RESEARCH 69,186 69,186 
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36,833 36,833 
14 MINE AND EXPEDITIONARY WARFARE APPLIED RESEARCH 117908 117,908 
15 POWER PROJECTION ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY ... 61877 61,877 
16 FORCE PROTECTION ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY 96,720 96,720 
17 COMMON PICTURE ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY .. 98.261 98,261 
18 WARFIGHTER SUSTAINMENT ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY 82143 82,143 
19 ELECTROMAGNETIC SYSTEMS ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY . 115.089 115,089 
20 MARINE CORPS ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY DEMONSTRATION (ATD) . 11131 11131 
21 ОІМТ NON-LETHAL WEAPONS TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 18.076 55,336 
22 WARFIGHTER PROTECTION ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY .......... : +31,500 
C.W Bill Young Bone Marrow Donor Recruitment and Research Program . +5760 
Program Increase—Tactical Athlete Program 53,276 
23 UNDERSEA WARFARE ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY .. +4,000 
Program Increase—ASW Research ............ 53,177 
24 NAVY WARFIGHTING EXPERIMENTS AND DEM FEM 
25 MINE AND EXPEDITIONARY WARFARE ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY . 105,000 
XX RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT INNOVATION .. +105,000 
Research and Development Innovation .. 118,331 
26 AIR/OCEAN TACTICAL API ONS .. —5,000 
MAPS program dela 9,480 
27 AVIATION SURVIVABILITY 4,275 
28 EPLOYABLE JOINT COMM. 8,249 
29 ASW SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT ................ 529 
30 ACTICAL AIRBORNE SSANCE К 
31 ADVANCED COMBAT SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY .. 79,247 
32 SURFACE AND SHALLOW WATER MINE COUNTERMEASURES — 2100 
nmanned Surface Sweep System program delay . 50,796 
33 SURFACE SHIP TORPEDO DEFENSE —17000 
Milestone B delay .............. 31390 
34 CARRIER SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT . -2000 
Navy requested transfer to line 49 for Automatic Test and Re-Test . 00 
35 SHIPBOARD SYSTEM COMPONENT DEVELOPMENT .. 1 
36 PILOT FIS 142,858 
37 RETRACT LARC 134,497 
38 RETRACT JUNIP! ‚358 
39 RADIOLOGICAI 21,673 21,673 
40 SURFACE ASW. ........... © 559,266 
41 ADVANCED SUBMARINE SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT — 49,300 
Execution delays ........... aes 920 
42 SUBMARINE TACTICAL WARFARE SYSTEMS 5290 
43 SHIP CONCEPT ADVANCED DESIGN 88 
44 SHIP PRELIMINARY DESIGN & FEASIBIL 366,509 
45 ADVANCED NUCLEAR POWER SYSTEMS ..... у 
46 ADVANCED SURFACE MACHINERY SYSTEMS 447,804 
47 CHALK EAGLE .......... таа 189,588 
48 LITTORAL COMBAT SHIP (LCS) — 15,800 
LCS—2 post shakedown availability delay . 15800 
LCS—1 post shakedown availability planning funding excess — 15,400 
NLOS missile termination ................... TEE 8 +4,000 
Program Increase—Mine Warfare Testing Disruption — 2,000 
Navy requested transfer to line 49 for Automatic Test and Re-Test . +8,000 
Program Increase—Small Business Technology Insertion (Mine Warfare Modules) — 15,000 
Savings from accelerated DT . 34,344 
49 COMBAT SYSTEM INTEGRATI +10,000 
Navy requested transfer fro 0000 
50 CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS ........ 222,765 
51 MARINE CORPS ASSAULT VEHICLES — 165,000 
Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle ... +145,000 
ermination Liability, or SDD if certified by the Secretary 28,505 
52 MARINE CORPS GROUND COMBAT/SUPPORT SYSTEM sodo 
LTV EMD contract award delay ............................. 25,873 
53 JOINT SERVICE EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE DEVELOPMENT 52,282 
54 COOPERATIVE ENGAGEMENT .............................. у 
55 OCEAN ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 20,207 
56 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 34,403 
эе ee CEO INI A aati аан РЕА namie mane Я +4,000 
Program Increase—Alternative Energy from Organic Sources at 
58 ‘ACILITIES IMPR 71,920 
59 CHALK CORAL ........ ts 
60 NAVY LOGISTIC 219,463 
61 RETRACT MAPLI 58,030 
62 LINK PLUMERIA 183,187 
63 RETRACT ELM 4,385 
64 SHIP SELF DEFE! 41,433 
65 NK EVERGRE 36,457 
66 SPECIAL PROC 9,196 
67 NATO RESEARC! 905 
68 LAND ATTACK 43,272 
69 NONLETHAL WEAPONS ........ 159,151 
70 ОІМТ PRECISION APPROACH AND LANDING SYSTEMS ЧЛ 
73 RECTED ENERGY AND ELECTRIC WEAPON SYSTEMS +8000 
irected Energy Development and Test .................. 51,693 
74 ACTICAL AIR DIRECTIONAL INFRARED COUNTERMEASURES . 56.542 50,242 
75 ОНТ. COUNTER RADIO CONTROLLED HED, ELECTRONIG WAREARE ые шыныц шышы Daa E E аана EREE E | „--` 0904 — 6,300 
Program @йе!ау.................. КАНО A OANE EA Я 25,121 25,121 
76 PRECISION STRIKE WEAPONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 347793 34,793 
77 SPACE & ELECTRONIC WARFARE (SEW) ARCHITECTURE/ENGINE 161 161 
78 ASW SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT—MIP ............... 1253 4,253 
79 SUBMARINE TACTICAL WARFARE SYSTEMS—M "663 663 
80 ELECTRONIC WARFARE DEVELOPMENT—MIP . 44,329 44,329 
81 OTHER HELO DEVELOPMENT .. 22,867 22,867 
82 AV-8B AIRCRAFT—ENG DEV .. 45,667 45,667 
83 STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT .... 55.792 55,792 
84 MULTI-MISSION HELICOPTER UPGRADE DEVELOPMENT .. 5,735 9,735 
85 AIR/OCEAN EQUIPMENT ENGINEERING 3574 3,574 
86 Р—3 MODERNIZATION PROGRAM 3,733 3,733 
87 WARFARE SUPPORT SYSTEM .. 89,955 87,955 
88 AOTEA MIMI SISTEM ihe itech cl aan ын шыш айк ананнын рыны С =... жд — 2,000 
Systems engineering gro 171,132 171,132 
89 ADVANCED HAWKEYE . 60,498 60,498 
90 H-1 UPGRADES ..... 64,834 64,834 
91 ACOUSTIC SEARC! 46,070 44,425 
ЕТЕТ к сысы сынысы ыш санагын ышын Ue ои AEST BONE EERE аш ОШЫН тС — 1,645 
Fuel forward funded in fis 8.689 11,189 
93 AIR CREW SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT ssa . wee +2,500 
Transfer from AP,N line 52 for Common Mobile Aircrew Restraint System „с. ан н н а наан нана нда ы шын арыынан ыйкы. Динан ные 500 51778 
91 ЕА-18....... УАН СВАО AA AAA АОИ и ОИЕ а —269 
Fuel forward funded in fiscal year 2010 supplemental Ч 80.819 80,819 
95 ELECTRONIC WARFARE DEVELOPMENT .. 159 785 159,785 
96 VH-71A EXECUTIVE HELO DEVELOPMENT .. 120,602 90,602 

97 NEXT GENERATION JAMMER (NGJ) | 
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Technology development contract delay ӨЧҮҮ ТҮРҮҮНҮН AA EETA ALIE EAE AEEA EA ҮНҮНӨН ӨНҮҮ РРО ТРОЕ ИО — 30,000 
98 ЈОІМТ TACTICAL RADIO SYSTEM—NAVY (JTRS-NAVY) 687,723 627,723 
Airborne: Maritime. Fixed ШИШ ШӘ increase: иеде н аиры на нн йыр ные айна ный ns енн нор иран а нага ато ааа та аа Meds Г ЙЫНА кай ane — 60,000 
00 SURFACE COMBATANT COMBAT SYSTEM ENGINEERING . 193,933 193,933 
01 LPD-17 CLASS SYSTEMS INTEGRATION . 1,373 1,373 
02 SMALL DIAMETER BOMB (SDB) ... 44,091 24,091 
Ргобгат:@ејау: 2.5: ааа анана аанай да AIEN ананы ынан OOIE EIERE ES EIE OETA нынын E A бинарна — 20,000 
03 STANDARD MISSILE IMPROVEMENTS .. 96,186 96,186 
04 AIRBORNE МСМ. А 45,885 45,885 
05 NAVAL INTEGRATED FIRE CONTROL-COUNTER AIR SYSTEMS ENG . 21,517 21,517 
06 ADVANCED ABOVE WATER SENSORS .. 274,371 274,371 
07 SSN-688 AND TRIDENT MODERNIZATION .. 118,897 112,197 
Navy requested transfer to line 49 for Auto! Вн — 2,000 
Communications at Speed and Depth —4,700 
08 АК CONTROL .... 5,665 
09  SHIPBOARD АМА MS . 70,117 
10 COMBAT INFORMA’ ER CONVERSION 5,044 5,044 
11 МЕМ DESIGN SSN ...... 155,489 171,489 
Program: Increase—osmi all. Business: TechmOlogy ТИНИН аана нр ны ин ааа A E E E E EE E N EA E EAE A A E N EAE A ANATS +16,000 
12 SUBMARINE TACTICAL WARFARE SYSTEM 50,537 50,537 
13 SHIP CONTRACT DESIGN/LIVE FIRE T& 153,686 166,686 
ull: Ship-Shock Trial Altemativestranster: гот: пе: 136... тымен Ыр Адыры Анны ыра ы Ыар ны ыала aaia Aiii а АА Аана. аА Ааа +13,000 
14 NAVY TACTICAL COMPUTER RESOURCES 4,443 4,443 
15 MINE DEVELOPMEN 5,455 5,455 
16 LIGHTWEIGHT TORPEDO DEVELOPMENT . 25,282 25,282 
17 ОІМТ SERVICE EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE D 10,489 10,489 
18 PERSONNEL, TRAINING, SIMULATION, AND HUMAN FAC 10,759 10,759 
19 OIN N ait 12,567 12,567 
20 SHIP EFENSE 45,930 45,930 
21 SHIP SELF DEFENSE (ENGAGE: HARD KILL) 5,860 5,860 
22 SHIP SELF DEFENSE (ENGAGE: SOFT KILL/EW) 84,525 82,525 
Navy requested transfer to line 49 for Automatic Test and Re-Test smania fhai Eisi aciri eain a iirin aeii iaaiiai iaa ir etii „алейне ЫЙ ыан, — 2,000 
23 INTELLIGENCE ENGINEERING .. 6,820 6,820 
24 MEDICAL ЕМЕ ОРМЕМ 29,137 
Wound Care Researc +10,400 
Military Dental Researc P +6,400 
25 NAVIGATION/ID SYSTEM . 66,636 66,636 
26 OINT STRIKE FIGHTER (JSF)—EMD . 613,864 
Block IV capabilities funding ahead of nee — 29,052 
erexecution of tesi — 25,000 
27 NT STRIKE FIGHTER (. 676,806 
Block IV capabilities fundii к — 29,000 
uel forward funded in fiscal year 2010 su — 1,985 
28 NFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 22,783 
29 NFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 28,280 
30 NAVY INTEGRATED MILITARY HUMAN RESOURCES SYSTEM 5,444 
Reduction to pre-development activities — 12,000 
1 C ИВЕ 577,435 577,435 
33 0 SSILE (JAGM) . 100,846 100,846 
34 M AIRCRAFT (MMA) 929,240 941,240 
Business Technology Insertion . tis +12,000 
36:  GDDG=1000: ыызы ннн сы ныды анады дынан 534,241 
0 line 49 for Automatic Test а — 2,000 
native transfer to line 113 — 13,000 
37 EM—MIP ............... 1,318 
38 MODERN 1,415 
39 C SYSTEMS 2,387 
С si —4,632 
40 LOPMENT 8,755 
41 ELOPMENT 66,066 
42 сан 37,522 
43 PPOR 8,149 
44 LYSES .. 49,165 
46 SERVIC! 662 
47 CAL & INTI 58,329 
48 UPPORT -onne atn 3,451 
49 NOLOGY MANAGEMENT 72,094 
50 FT ЗЏРРОВТ ................ 93,871 
in fiscal year 2010 supplemental —1,461 
51 UPPORT: ИОН 376,418 376,418 
5 0 EVALUATION CAPABILITY . 15,746 5,746 
53 NAVY SPACE AND ELECTRONIC WARFARE (SEW) SUPPORT 4,013 4,013 
54 SEW SURVEILLANCE/RECONNAISSANCE SUPPORT .. 19,700 9,700 
55 MARINE CORPS PROGRAM WIDE SUPPORT 17,721 7,721 
56 ACTICAL CRYPTOLOGIC ACTIVITIES ... 1,859 1,859 
57 SERVICE SUPPORT TO JFCOM, JN 4,260 4,260 
61 NMANNED COMBAT AIR VEHICLI 266,368 266,368 
62 STRATEGIC SUB & WEAPONS SYSTEM SUPPORT 81,184 71,184 
Conventional Trident Modification ......... — 10,000 
63 SSBN SECURITY TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM .. 34,997 
64 SUBMARINE ACOUSTIC WARFARE DEVELOPMENT 6,815 
65 NAVY STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS ...... 0,331 
66 RAPID TECHNOLOGY TRANSITION (RT 35,120 
67 F/A-18 SQUADRONS 148,438 
68 Е2 SQUADRONS ... 9,011 
69 LEET TELECOMMUNICATIONS (TAC 26,894 
70 OMAHAWK AND TOMAHAWK MISSI 0,587 
71 INTEGRATED SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM ..... 23,464 
72 AMPHIBIOUS TACTICAL SUPPORT UN 4,357 
73 CONSOLIDATED TRAINING SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT 50,750 
74 CRYPTOLOGIC DIRECT SUPPORT .... 1,519 
75 ELECTRONIC WARFARE (EW) READINESS SUPPORT 39,398 
76 ARM IMPROVEMENT ..... 2,207 
Systems engineering growth .. — 2,000 
71 ACTICAL DATA LINKS ........ 28,854 
78 SURFACE ASW COMBAT SYSTEM INTEGRATION 36,877 
Program Increase—Small Business Technology Insertion . +4,000 
79 МК-48 АРСАР ы шз силы шын -ы Aina 34,234 
Program Increase—Small Business Technology Insertion . +8,000 
80 AVIATION IMPROVEMENTS ....... 133,611 100,890 
135 engine ahead of need — 27,000 
Multi-purpose bomb rack program delay кч —5,721 
81 МАҮҮ SCIENCE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM .. 3,535 3,535 
82 OPERATIONAL NUCLEAR POWER SYSTEMS . 74,229 74,229 
83 MARINE CORPS COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS . 245,298 232,898 
ШЙ Cooperative Farget: Identttication— Ground ллы мы дг наи ады раша а-дагы ААА Аа ааыа ыйы ыйынды а Анараны ына i Адый айнадай ы Ны | ЧЫДАДЫ ый уар aiai — 12,400 
84 MARINE CORPS GROUND COMBAT/SUPPORTING ARMS SYSTEMS 100,424 76,424 
Marine personnel carrier program delay — 20,000 
LAV-AT contract delay .. —4,000 
85 MARINE CORPS COMBAT 19,466 
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186 SMC INTELLIGENCE/ELECTRONIC WARFARE SYSTEMS .. 20,316 20,316 
187 ACTICAL AIM MISSILES 912 912 
188 ADVANCED MEDIUM RANGE AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE (AMRAAM) 2,633 2,633 
189 ОІМТ HIGH SPEED VESSEL (JHSV) ..... 3,586 3,586 
194 SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS (SPACE) .. 422,268 422,268 
195 CONSOLIDATED AFLOAT NETWORK ENTERPRISE SERVICES 63,563 44,563 
Increment: I transition contract Clays: sccss3.cassscssszsucistensodhcssuaccascstaadeanacejachecdscyacdistesansusscadcsataveachadeasasebautessscnatceiatebaadusssebatesiutasyasbeasdzadensstesbuaneisecdbaddsaitadtesdaccabarsagnacssnitescidustitnaouciebaitoas ЙАН неран — 19,000 
196 NFORMATION SYSTEMS SECURITY PROGRAM 25,934 25,934 
199 CONSOLIDATED AFLOAT NETWORK ENTERPRISE SERVICES—MIP 8,375 8,375 
201 СОВВА JUDY .. 36,527 36,527 
202 NAVY METEORO! 63,878 63,878 
203 ОІМТ MILITARY INTELLIGENCE PROGRAMS 4,435 4,435 
204 ACTICAL UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLES 35,212 8,912 
Marinized UAS ads — 16,300 
206 AIRBORNE RECONNAISSANC 50,200 
Program increase ............... +5,200 
EP—3/SPA systems developmen’ +45,000 
207 MANNED RECONNAISSANCE SYSTEMS 9,263 
208 DISTRIBUTED COMMON GROUND SYSTEMS/SURFACE SYSTEMS .. 8,377 8,377 
209 DISTRIBUTED COMMON GROUND SYSTEMS/SURFACE SYSTEMS .. 16,665 6,665 
210  RQ—4 UAV 529,250 529,250 
211 =MQ-8 UAV . 10,665 0,665 
212 К0-11 UAV 512 512 
213 RQ-7 UAV .. 934 934 
214 SMALL (LEVEL 0) TACTICAL UAS (STUASLO) 26,209 26,209 
215 SMALL (LEVEL 0) TACTICAL UAS (STUASLO) 18,098 2,710 
USAR r T LLE E аьаа а IE AE СИА TEE O EEEE IE ыы Су ну T AIA SOIE EEO E йн р нан дсй. ТЫДА ATAS — 5,388 
218 MODELING AND SIMULATION SUPPOR 8,158 8,158 
219 ЕРОТ MAINTENANCE (NON-IF) .......... 18,649 8,649 
220 AVIONICS COMPONENT IMPROVEMEN 3,250 3,250 
221 INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS .. 46,173 46,173 
CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS . 1,499,901 
Classified adjustment ... +215,000 
OTAL/;RESEARCH;:. DEVELOPMENT, TEST: & EVALUATION, NAVY: ыы ны енын ны ниш ный ннн анна ннн анана ы анына д Оны дайы 17,693,496 17,736,303 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

1 EFENSE RESEARCH SCIENCES ..... 350,978 350,978 
2 NIVERSITY RESEARCH INITIATIVES ... 36,297 36,297 
3 GH ENERGY LASER RESEARCH INITI 13,198 13,198 
4 MATERIALS ...... 37,273 37,273 
5 AEROSPACE VI 44,699 44,699 
6 MAN EFFEC 87,452 87,452 
7 AEROSPACE Р 207,049 204,049 
njustified — 3,000 
8 AEROSPACE 5 59,897 
Program Іпсге +2,400 
9 SPACE TEC 11,857 
0 CONVENTIONAI 61,330 
1 RECTED ENERGY TECHNOLOGY 22,396 
Re-alignment of funding for ground optical imaging research and technology +18,800 
3 OMINANT INFORMATION SCIENCES AND METHODS 15,783 
i —1,500 
4 53,384 
5 40,414 
—1,000 
+8,000 
6 2,935 
7 44,677 
8 52,588 
— 1,000 
9 134,135 
— 2,000 
21 16,992 
22 80,115 
— 3,590 
23 EM (MSSS) . 5,899 
24 HUMAN EFFECTIVENESS ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT .. 24,814 
25 CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS TECHNOLOGY 15,755 
26 ADVANCED WEAPONS TECHNOLOGY ....... 17,461 
27 MANUFACTURING TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM 47,701 
Program Increase—Best Industrial Process for Department of Defense Depots +8,000 
28 BATTLESPACE KNOWLEDGE DEVELOPMENT & DEMONSTRATION .. 32,382 
30 GH ENERGY LASER ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM 1,847 
XX RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT INNOVATION .. 105,000 
Research and Development ТИПАНИ. сее ааа адланан нани ааа ОАО АТДА АСНА до нынын АНА ЦААНА Г AAAA A Аа Dates +105,000 
31 INTELLIGENCE ADVANCED DEVELOPMENT 5,019 5,019 
32 PHYSICAL SECURITY EQUIPMENT 3,576 1,000 
INJuStitied: Program: TEUD. 2а. Были лала аЛ кА ЫДЫ шылыгы иы ЫМА АА AR ond atsirasti ЬЬЬ EAA ЫЕ ЗЬ ныны —2,576 
33 GPS IIL—OPERATIONAL CON 0 356,867 
va КАРМЕН ыныр ыйыы ыйынын мн EESE PEE ENEN EEA NS EN анынын ынаа ннн лы НАМЕ ЫНЫ НЫНЫН инан ЕН ЫНЫ A AEE ET ATN +356,867 
34 ADVANCED EH 351,817 394,817 
Program’. Increase—Gapabilities Insertion РГАН лг долы ыдын азы айралык ыык ыйа дады ды Ырдан А ыарыы аА айана да Ае йыбы, ЧАКАНЫН КЕЛЕЫ куера ЙЫ +43,000 
35 POLAR MILSATCOM (SPACE) ... 164,232 164,232 
36 SPACE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY .. 45,012 45,012 
37 COMBAT IDENTIFICATION TECHNO! 26,172 36,172 
Program Increase—Automatic Dependent Surveillance—Broadcast ..........ccccsscscssccssescssecsssscssecsssecsssccssecsssccsuscsssccsnscsssecsnscsssccsnscsssecsnsessusecsnsscsuccesscssuecessecsuccesuecsuscesuecsssecsuecsuscssnecsueccsnsess еайын +10,000 
38 NATO RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT .... 4,372 4,372 
39 INTERNATIONAL SPACE COOPERATIVE R& 635 635 
40 SPACE PROTECTION PROGRAM (SPP) 8,349 8,349 
42 NTEGRATED BROADCAST SERVICE 20,580 20,580 
43 NTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILI 66,745 66,745 
44 WIDEBAND GAPFILLER SYSTEM RDT& Р): 36,123 79,123 
Program. Increase—Capabilities: ПЕП РГА. ананан ааъ наанаа наа аала наа anih aa PAAA аА айнан нын рн йы адыла ei ааа а С ЫЙЫ дыны. +43,000 
45 POLLUTION PREVENTION (DEM/VAL) .................... 2,534 2,534 
46 ОІМТ PRECISION APPROACH AND LAN 13,952 13,952 
47 NEXT GENERATION BOMBER ................................... 198,957 198,957 
48 BATTLE MGMT COM & CTRL SENSOR DEVELO 0 12,000 
Program’ Increase—GMII Radar Development -e ea atinira iaa ah iA a ОАА ААА аА a tieda НҮН РҮҮНҮН К ТЫК ТОТЫК К +12,000 
49 ARD AND DEEPLY BURIED TARGET DEFEAT SYSTE 22,389 22,389 
50 ОТ DUAL ROLE AIR DOMINANCE MISSILE ... 9,799 9,799 
51 REQUIREMENTS ANALYSIS AND MATURATION . 34,339 34,339 
52 NEXT-GENERATION MILSATCOM TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 0 20,000 
Program, Increase—Acquisition; Planning atid Studies: rarigi Ka ннан быта наби нр анайни Шау ано Айда исо наннан ААД ЛН АЛА. Мао да dca ааа на +20,000 
53 GROUND ATTACK WEAPONS FUZE DEVELOPMENT 32,513 22,513 
мыр: г. ЖООКЕР ИКИ КОКАИН ИЛИН Н ҮКА ОНИН АКИКА КЛИ аади КККК КИНИ EOE IRE — 10,000 
54 ALTERNATIVE FUELS 24,064 24,064 
55 AUTOMATED AIR-TO-AIR REFUELING 85 85 
56 OPERATIONALLY RESPONSIVE SPACE . 93,978 125,978 
Program: Increase—Responsive: Launch Capabilities -sis линен ааа ындыр нин ныны ныннан нин ннн нынан нанынын и айин ныннан ан ыдан йн ннан ындынын аны Шынны Дн. +32,000 
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57 TECH TRANSITION PROGRAM 12,260 12,260 
58 NATIONAL POLAR-ORBITING OPERATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL SAT 325,505 100,000 
Program Reduction ы ызыны ашна, as — 225,505 
58A DEFENSE WEATHER SATELLITE SYSTEM (DWSS) . 75,000 
DWSS-only for defense sensor development +75,000 
59 GLOBAL BROADCAST SERVICE (GBS) . 18,171 
60 NUCLEAR WEAPONS SUPPORT ........ 60,545 
62 SPECIALIZED UNDERGRADUATE FLIGHT TRAINING .. 8,066 
64 ELECTRONIC WARFARE DEVELOPMENT 89,966 
65 JOINT TACTICAL RADIO .. 631 
66 ТАСТІСА DATA NETWORK: 102,941 
67 PHYSICAL SECURITY EQUIPMENT 50 
68 SMALL DIAMETER BOMB (SDB) .. 100,505 
SDB 11—Сопігасї Award Delay .. — 53,000 
69 COUNTERSPACE SYSTEMS ...... 40,276 40,276 
70 SPACE SITUATION AWARENESS SYSTEMS 350,425 
SBSS Follow On . — 45,100 
Space Fence .. — 35,000 
integration of Missile Defense Agency radar systems into Space Surveillance Network ite +4,000 
71 AIRBORNE ELECTRONIC ATTACK ............................. 25,937 25,937 
72 SPACE BASED INFRARED SYSTEM (SBIRS) HIGH EMD 530,047 530,047 
74 ARMAMENT/ORDNANCE DEVELOPMENT 6,693 
75 SUBMUNITIONS .......... 1,622 
76 AGILE COMBAT SUPPOR 37,987 
71 LIFE SUPPORT SYSTEMS 10,650 
78 COMBAT TRAINING RANG 36,905 
79 NTEGRATED COMMAND & С 10 
80 NTELLIGENCE EQUIPMENT . 1,364 
81 JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER (JSF) ... 1,051,210 
Air Force requested transfer from line 135 +159,837 
Air Force requested transfer for Auto GCAS from AP, AF line 43 +7,600 
82 INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE ............................. 71,843 
83 EVOLVED EXPENDABLE LAUNCH VEHICLE PROGRAM (SPACE) 55,245 
Program: Increase—EELV:Gommon:Upper: Stage’ є... аа ааа ны ишанны ынена анайын майдан нана ыйдана аЙ ы айй айнан маары н дайы кйшй, Анаан ынна дына +25,000 
85 NEXT GENERATION AERIAL REFUELING AIRCRAFT ... 863,875 0 
ranster:to: Tanker: Tramster, Ера з. Кл а алыры a a нады ДЫБЫ най Арыы АДнын ыдын Дыбыс аА Ыра Ыыы Кыйдыны, ЖЫРЛАДЫ. — 863,875 
86 CSAR НН—60 RECAPITALIZATION 12,584 0 
киз Тегтіћаіоп. =: E AE NAA EATE E ERA A EET SET EEEE EIEEE AEEA IATE RA E E ES ERA TEEI EE E A АЙНА — 12,584 
86A -60 RDT&E 0 1,934 
errain an Ps +1,934 
88 НС/МС—130 RECAP RDT&E 15,536 
91 SINGLE INTEGRATED AIR 0 
Program termination .............. — 1,832 
92 LL COMBAT MISSION TRAINING .. 57,393 
94 OINT CARGO AIRCRAFT (JCA) 26,407 
95 бС\—22_............. 18,270 
96 AIRBORNE SENIOR LEADER C3 (SLC3S) 7,826 
Contract award delay for SLC3S—A Communications Program (SCP) — 8,000 
97 REAT SIMULATOR DEVELOPMEN 21,245 
98 MAJOR T&E INVESTMENT 61,587 
99 RAND PROJECT AIR РОВС 26,752 
01 NITIAL OPERATIONAL TES 20,665 
02 EST AND EVALUATION SU 759,868 
03 ROCKET SYSTEMS LAUNC 23,551 23,551 
04 SPACE TEST PROGRAM (STP) .......... 47,623 47,623 
05 ‘ACILITIES RESTORATION & ION—TEST & EVAL 46,327 46,327 
06 FACILITIES SUSTAINMENT— D EVALUATION SUPPORT 27,579 27,579 
07 MULTI-SERVICE SYSTEMS EI ERING INITIATIVE 18,901 18,901 
08 ACQUISITION AND MANAGEI 24,968 24,968 
09 GENERAL SKILL TRAINING .. 1,544 1,544 
ll NTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES 3,764 3,764 
13 COMMON VERTICAL LIFT SUPPOR 0 4,000 
Air Force requested transfer from +4,000 
14 АЕ FORCE INTEGRATED MILITARY 23,300 
unding ahead of need ............... ерен дан — 20,000 
15 ANTITAMPER TECHNOLOGY EXECUTIVE AGENCY .. 42,255 
17 B-52 SQUADRONS .............. 140,896 
EHF Request—early to need — 24,700 
Program Increase to continue advanced targeting pod integration +6,500 
Air Force requested transfer from AP, AF line 38 for Internal Weapons Bay . +13,000 
18 AIR-LAUNCHED CRUISE MISSILE (ALCM) 3,631 
19 В-1В SQUADRONS 33,234 33,234 
20 В-2 SQUADRONS 260,466 276,466 
Program Increase—Mixed Loads and Other Capabilities AN +16,000 
21 STRAT WAR PLANNING SYSTEM—USSTRATCOM . 28,441 
22 М6НТН$Т—$$ТКАТСОМ............................. 5,359 
25 REGION/SECTOR OPERATION CONTROL CENTER 23,732 
26 STRATEGIC AEROSPACE INTELLIGENCE SYSTEM ACTIVITIES .... 15 
27 WARFIGHTER RAPID ACQUISITION PROCESS (WRAP) RAPID TRAN 0,580 
28  MQ-9 UAV ..... 25,427 
29 MULTI-PLATFORM ELECTRONIC WARFARE EQUIPMENT 5,974 
30 A-10 SQUADRONS . 5,661 
31 —16 SQUADRONS . 29,103 
32 —15Е SQUADRONS 207,677 
Contract award delays — 15,000 
33 MANNED DESTRUCTIVE SUPPRESSION 2,937 
34 —22 SQUADRONS ..... 511,330 
Modernization program . — 100,000 
MADL—Transfer from line +35,000 
35 —35 SQUADRONS ..... 217,561 0 
Block 4 Development —57,724 
Air Force requested transfer to line 81 . Е — 159,837 
36 ACTICAL AIM MISSILES ed 6,040 6,040 
37 ADVANCED MEDIUM RANGE AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE (AMRAAM) 62,922 62,922 
38 ОІМТ HELMET MOUNTED CUEING SYSTEM (JHMCS) 2,407 2,407 
39 СОМВАТ RESCUE AND RECOVERY . 944 944 
40 COMBAT RESCUE—PARARESCUE .. 2,921 2,921 
41 AF TENCAP ..... 11,648 11,648 
42 PRECISION AT 3,017 3,017 
43 COMPASS CALL 20,652 20,652 
44 АКСКАЕТ ENGINE COMPONENT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM . 147,396 120,626 
F=135. Component: Improvement: Program— premature request! ыыы ааа а аа МД оО А Ша А hiai hA АЛИА АО ЕДЫ ды налде — 26,770 
46 JOINT AIR-TO-SURFACE STANDOFF MISSILE (JASSM) .. 20,000 20,000 
47 AIR AND SPACE OPERATIONS CENTER (AOC) . 93,102 93,102 
48 CONTROL AND REPORTING CENTER (CRC) ..... 58,313 58,313 
49 AIRBORNE WARNING AND CONTROL SYSTEM (AWACS) 239,755 229,755 
Contract award and schedule delays for Block 40/45 EMD and DRAGON ........c:..ecscsesesssscssscsssccsssesssccssscsonecsnsssonessnsesssessssecsnscessesenecsssscenscssasccnscssscssccesusesascssusesascesnecsasesansssaussancccaseseasece ныны Када ыйдан. — 10,000 
51 ADVANCED COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS ......... 67,532 67,532 
53 COMBAT AIR INTELLIGENCE SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 3,310 3,310 
54 THEATER BATTLE MANAGEMENT (TBM) CAI .... 15,170 15,170 
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55 GHTER TACTICAL DATA LINK 85,492 23,992 
МАрГ==Тгапеѓег іо: пе 34а АНАА АА Set AENA EA Кан Ады анны P AEE EET AEA A E TEKO е Ма БААДА нды, аал Лы ары дынан К — 61,500 
57 C2ISR TACTICAL DATA LINK .... ,584 1,584 
58 COMMAND AND CONTROL (C2) CONSTELLATION 24,229 24,229 
59 ОТ SURVEILLANCE AND TARGET ATTACK RADAR SYSTEM .. 168,917 168,917 
60:2 - -SEEK EALES 2а 19,263 19,263 
61 SAF MODELING AND SIMULATION . 21,638 21,638 
62  WARGAMIN CENTERS 6,020 6,020 
63 STRIBUTE! ERCISES 2,863 2,863 
64 MISSION P 79,112 79,112 
65 NFORMATI 2,294 2,294 
66 СҮВЕК CO „17 1,117 
73 SPACE SI 10,006 10,006 
74 ЕВ NA 12,532 12,532 
75 MINIMUM 78,784 68,984 
MMPU Pro desto trans Tor 0 МР,АЕ ME Өс ДЕННЕЛИНГЕ ИНГЛ y deaa hiadadh iai ie — 9,800 
76 NFORMATION SYSTEMS SECURITY PROGRAM 140,017 140,017 
77 GLOBAL COMBAT SUPPORT SYSTEM ...... 3,393 3,393 
78 GLOBAL COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEM 3,055 5,212 
Air Fome requested ГАПА rom lime:1 79 с. анлар аке аны иа рн иран нна а инан аала ай арынан а анаарар Айаан айы ннер -fba MATa Aaa алаа А +2,157 
79 OINT COMMAND AND CONTROL PROGRAM (JC2) 2,157 0 
‘AirsForce-requested transfer: tole. 28: oiiaaie di a ai esaia Ain Аааа Ыыы ыыы ан А А Лб Алы Душа ыды ый. ЛА aR Ны р А, — 2,157 
80 МЇЇ$АТСОМ ТЕКМІМАІЅ ......................... 186,582 306,282 
FAB=1—Air:.Foree ‘requested transfer: from, ARAF lithe: 25: элд нидә ааа i она Сина йр АБА АО А АНАА ДОАО А надан нн С Саа A NTA +119,700 
82 AIRBORNE SIGINT ENTERPRISE 149,268 144,268 
PROBTAM НЙН ыыы ыы ыбы ынын н ited ntact ныннан A E ынырыы калайны AEI аиы енын ыны A ын на EE I ANE E E NAN E AANA —5,000 
85 GLOBAL AIR TRAFFIC MANAG 5,708 5,708 
86 CYBER SECURITY INITIATIVE .. 2,030 2,030 
87 OD CYBER CRIME CENTER .. 279 279 
88 ETWORK (ЅРАС 21,667 21,667 
89 Ў 32,373 32,373 
90 LANDING SYSTEM (ATC) .. 33,268 33,268 
91 AERIAL TARGETS 63,573 58,573 
Ргоогат EXECUTION: засаа ьан AE нды нишаны нин н O айнан A ARO ааа O ыйы даана ннн Анана EAE айанна Айырана аа нь ынанды инана. —5,000 
94 SECURITY AND INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITIES . 469 469 
96 ELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 40 40 
98 ING SYSTEM (USER EQUIPMENT) 165,936 165,936 
99 ING SYSTEM (SPACE AND CONTROL) 34,471 34,471 
201 ND EVALUATION CENTER 4,572 4,572 
202 з 2,929 2,929 
203 З, 9,933 9,933 
204 INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT TO INFORMA 1,254 1,254 
206 AIRBORNE RECONNAISSANCE SYSTEMS ...................... 168,963 90,263 
Wide Area Airborne Surveillance Program of Record—ahead of need ...........scscsssscsscssecsssesssecsseecsuscsssccsseccssccsnscssuecsssessuecssscssuecsusecsuecsssecsuecsssecsnscssnscsnscssnecsuscssuecsuecssueceuecssucceseccsnceesueesse инана йн кынныр Йй» — 78,700 
207 МАММЕР RECONNAISSANCE SYSTEMS ................ 15,337 15,337 
208 DISTRIBUTED COMMON GROUND/SURFACE SYS 93,398 85,898 
ШЕШ RECUCUIOM заана аА ects D AT NA SEA PE AOE SAA TANTE PERAE ESEARO TEINE AEA E ЫНА EEE — 7,500 
209 PREDATOR UAV (JMIP) 28,913 23,913 
T L E T BAAP EE ен найын ARTEA EN EOE AIE PAE EEE EAO EINE AAPEEE ON EIEEE EEEE E EN EEO A EAA — 5,000 
210 220,318 
— 31,000 
211 7,267 
212 446,304 
гапе тег (0те: 33 ЖАКЫР ЧНЧ АНЛА AOE E IEAI AEO IAO КК PAE a КОРУК КЕККЕ И КЫЛЫ ТЫКЕ O AE EA — 381,867 
213 109,506 
— 28,000 
REN +4,800 
214 PORT TO INFORMA 5,512 
215 SYSTEM (SPACE) . 72,199 
216 NATIONAL SECURITY SPACE OFFICE ... 0 
Program termination—Funding transferred to Executive Agent for Space, OM,AF ........c.cssesssscssescssscsssscsssscssscsseccsuscssscssnscsssscsnscssuecsnsessuecsnsscsuccessecssccessecsuecesuecsuscssnecsssccsnecsusccsnscsueccsnees ынанан ш аиан ла. — 10,630 
217 SPACE SITUATION AWARENESS OPERATIONS ...... 43,838 43,838 
218 NFORMATION OPS TECHNOLOGY INTEGRATION & TOOL DEVELOP .. 21,912 21,912 
219 SHARED EARLY WARNING (SEW) 2,952 2,952 
220 6С—130 AIRLIFT SQUADRON ...... 113,107 43,472 
Air Force requested transfer to — 69,635 
221 C—5 AIRLIFT SQUADRONS 58,990 
222 C-17 AIRCRAFT ......... 162,212 
Contract award delays — 15,000 
223 C—130) PROGRAI 26,770 
224 LARGE AIR' ERMEASU 17,227 
225 КС-1358 20,453 
226 КС-108 41,669 
Milestone — 15,000 
227 OPERA 4,988 
228  C-STOL AI 1,283 
230 SPECIAL 7,345 
231 ЕРОТ MAINTE! 1,514 
234 LOGISTICS INFI Ү (LOGIT) . 227,614 
235 SUPPORT SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT ............ 38,141 
Alternative energy research and integration .. +32,000 
235A AIR FORCE RECRUITING INFORMATION SUPPORT SYSTEM . 5,100 
Air Force Recruiting Information Support System—Air Force requested transfer from OM,AF ..........sccssssecssscsescsescsscccssccsneccssecsssccsuecsssccsnecsssccsnecsssecsnscssnecsnscssnecsuscssuecsuecssnecsueccsueessecssne о ининин нинин +5,100 
236 OTHER FLIGHT TRAINING ......... 667 667 
237 ОІМТ NATIONAL TRAINING С 9 9 
239 OTHER PERSONNEL ACTIVITIES ... 116 116 
240 OINT PERSONNEL RECOVERY AG 6,107 6,107 
242 CIVILIAN COMPENSATION PROGRAM 7,811 7,811 
243 PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION ........ 11,179 11,179 
244 NANCIAL MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT .. 49,816 49,816 
CLASSIFIE А 12,406,781 12,915,571 
ПЕТТИ нү ер у БИЕР АУР ЕНИ АККАН А-НАН КН ОНАН E E АККАН КНН КАНАР ЫН КАККЫЛА АКЕНЕ НАК ДЕНИН ЛИНА О EA +508,790 
OTAL RESEARCH: DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATIONS AIR FORGE: ы инде ин ныны ыны йа Карындан ы ады йды ды на рана йена ины ара Айы Мыр 27,247,302 26,517,405 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 

1 RA UNIVERSITY STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP BASIC RESEARCH . 47,412 47,412 
2 EFENSE RESEARCH SCIENCES . 328,195 295,695 
ОТОНА ie Neca BR ANA EAN SIs aA EMG А Rear Bec АЙ OELE cies dB ТЕРТ PEDE А нду canst dees адек аы OOT — 32,500 
5 NATIONAL DEFENSE ED 109,911 94,311 
M@XOCUT ALG отоо ан аннин е таан анаан E E A A RE A A E S E AA E E T E E A E RAE, — 15,600 
6 CHEMICAL AND BIOLOG 49,508 49,508 
7 NSENSITIVE MUNITIONS—EXP 22,448 20,448 
AELA DE SEPE саа ааа оаа EREE NIET TIAA E EAT ESEE TE ESE EEI ENTE E SE а нра ИДА а айар ERT SE I O E E — 2,000 
8 STORICALLY BLACK COLLI 15,067 23,067 
Ргоотат:іпсїваѕе:  :-csesscsiesaccesacessstaivacuaccazstssacteincssiceatstesaasadscedscansatenccbasessshandsdbsasczatedsansusasniestaissssusaissa/acsebassdbecsttsVecuadeioisasdsetsbdatoanitandata cssbuateata iduatachsdhissaiilesdataiaidsascatuiedacisinstbicabiataaied, Mi Ardina anek LANENA PAAS a +8,000 
9 NCOLN LABORATORY RESEARCH PROGRAM . 32,830 32,830 
10 NFORMATION AND COMMUNICATIONS TECHNOLOGY .. 281,262 253,262 
ISCOVER contract award delays .. RA — 10,000 
Extreme Computing contract award sis — 18,000 
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1 COGNITIVE COMPUTING SYSTEMS 90,143 90,143 
2 MACHINE INTELLIGENCE ..... 44,682 44,682 
3 BIOLOGICAL WARFARE DEFENSE 32,692 32,692 
4 CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE PROGRAM 169,287 174,287 
MTI BA 5 unexecutable funding transferred back to S&T at request of the Department +5,000 
5 ОІМТ DATA MANAGEMENT ADVANCED DEVELOPMENT 0 
uplicate еїТоп.................. —3,261 
6 CYBER SECURITY RESEARC! 5,000 
Lack of authorization .... — 5,000 
7 MAN, SOCIAL AND CULTURE BEHAVIOR MODELING (HSCB) APP 7,999 
Excessive growth ... —1,500 
8 ACTICAL TECHNOLO! 224,378 
9 MATERIALS AND В 307,586 
sustained grow — 5,000 
20 ELECTRONICS TEC! 266,936 
Excessive growth ............ — 20,000 
21 WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION DEFEAT TECHNO! 212,742 212,742 
22 SPECIAL OPERATIONS TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 26,545 36,745 
Program Increase—Unfunded Requirement she +15,200 
executable growth ......... зынааны нна —5,000 
24 ОІМТ MUNITIONS ADVANCED TECH INSENSITI NITIONS AD 20,556 15,556 
njustified growth ..... НАНО ЕУ УИНН КА ОКЕ SAAB Aut tia УЧКУЛ IEA tal ЫИ ЫН ATAO EEA E КМАНЫН RO APEE —5,000 
25 SO/LIC ADVANCED OPMENT .. 44,423 44,423 
26 COMBATING TERRORISM TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT 85,299 85,299 
27 COUNTERPROLIFERATION INITIATIVES—PROLIF PREV & DEFEAT 295,163 295,163 
28 BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY ........ 132,220 92,220 
ransfer to line 84, — 40,000 
29 6,808 
30 PMENT . 22,700 
31 LI Fi 21)—THEATER CA 750 
32 i 241,378 
—5,000 
nsition — 21,700 
MoTr program delays. ........ — 15,000 
Vulture program descope and delays — 20,000 
33 SPACE PROGRAMS AND TECHNOLOGY ... 98,130 
34 CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE PROGRAM—ADVANCED DEVELOPMENT .. 177,113 222,713 
МТІ BA 5 unexecutable funding transferred back to S&T at request of the Department ненин жнын илин наный кра нн ыдирады ныды дылынын KAI aS наннан Ж +45,600 
35 OINT ELECTRONIC ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY . 8,386 8,386 
36 ОІМТ CAPABILITY TECHNOLOGY DEMON 206,917 191,917 
ШЕНЕП ӨГӨЙ с ы айаннаан ыар ынна ынын ы н араарыы E AEE ыы аканын ыы ыыы шайынын ааа ИИИНИН ИИ VE E O EE э — 15,000 
37 KED COMMUNICATIONS САРАВ 30,035 25,035 
ified growth ..... кл E EEEE EEA EON TENA A T ANEETA TRI JESA E АО EE I tant A RETI ESE ERI E EO EA AT T EEIE E E TEE ТАА — 5,000 
38 ATA MANAGEMENT RESEARCH 6,289 4,289 
ive gro РЕТИ PENERE EEEE ARN ас ыан ыны айданы а TAEAE Ыы адын ндары анан ыдан АН айнда нына A Гра аны ЫЫ у-н нын linia —2,000 
39 ETRICS SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 11,416 11,416 
40 R SECURITY ADVANCED RESEARC! 10,000 5,000 
Lack of authorization .... айызы сырбы shafts testa idea Канар W ETER нн Ны Беда AT AN E Ret Satan ДЕЙШ нин nhl Mules ры ыбы Нн. ESEA EE ы —5,000 
41 HUMAN, SOCIAL AN R MODELING (HSCB) ADV 11,510 10,510 
Excessive gr м К ich — 1,000 
42 DEFENSE-WI TECHNOLOGY PROG . 42,916 
In ia nnovation Fund ......... анын, Р +24,000 
43 0 0 PROGRAM/AUTONOMOU EMS .. 9,943 9,943 
44 GENERIC LOGISTICS R&D TECHNOLOGY STRATI 20,542 20,542 
45 DEPLOYMENT AND DISTRIBUTION ENTER ECHNOLOGY 29,109 29,109 
46 STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL КЕЅЕАКС AM 68,021 64,021 
Unexecutable grow si Я Ко EIRE IE EEE AERE E НАКИ ИККИЛИИ НЫК ИИТИИ КИНИ ИННИИ EE IEE ATE НИНЕ ИН —4,000 
47 MICROELECTRONIC TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT AND SUPPORT 26,878 26,878 
48 ОТ WARFIGHTING PROGRAM .............. 0,966 0,966 
49 ADVANCED ELECTRONICS TECHNOLOGIES . 197,098 197,098 
52 GH PERFORMANCE COMPUTING MODERNIZATION PROGRAM 200,986 240,986 
Ргоргапт: o DESTIL U SANE ANAE SALE KE EE TEPE DIAE TE OAT ТИКА ЕКЕНИНЕ КНН WIENE OSET лаа ААА НИКИ а Аай: а EAEE EEO IT +40,000 
53 COMMAND, CONTROL AND COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS 219,809 219,809 
54 CLASSIFIED DARPA PROGRAMS .. 167,008 150,308 
Poor justificati РКИ КЛИК ИАЛ O EE ККИ EENE AENEON NE INOA E E EAE OREN EEA — 16,700 
55 NETWO! 234,985 227,985 
ИЙ ГАП BLOWIN >:сонда аан а анаа Пааа НАНА aA АНАА ИАЕА СНА АА Цаана ЛАНЬ Г APATENANS YAA A Ea, — 7,000 
56 SENSOR TECHNOLOGY 205,032 205,032 
58 STRIB NOLOGY DEVELOPMENT .. 3,986 3,986 
59 , 30,910 
61 58,244 
— 13,000 
—7,000 
62 91,946 
— 20,000 
63 33,140 
— 5,000 
64 123,688 
+25,000 
65 97,642 97,642 
66 23,310 17,310 
POPES MN AP NSOE AE EA PEE AI T EA E A E EE E OAA OENE ETE E EE S PE 6,000 
67 PMENT . 30,806 38,806 
N I INNAN E EENAA AN EE N AE EN AEN O EEN A O EEE E EN A E AA EEN A AA E E EAE +8,000 
68 АМАТІОМ ENGINEERING ANALYSIS . 4,234 4,234 
69 F OADCAST SYSTEMS ADVANCED TECHNOLOG . 4,942 4,942 
69X Я 0 124,200 
НИЕ +124,200 
70 32,132 32,132 
71 RETRACT LARCH ............ 21,592 21,592 
72 ОІМТ ROBOTICS PROGRAM 9,878 9,878 
73 ADVANCE SENSOR APPLICATIONS PROGRAM .. 18,060 18,060 
74 ENVIRONMENTAL SECURITY TECHNICAL CERTIFICATION PROGRAM 30,419 30,419 
75 BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE TERMINAL DEFENSE SEGMENT . 436,482 431,482 
‘nding ‘no. longer: required’ їог transition to“Reagan: Test: 516. „ааа ааа даа ди данада илин аби нр н на адындан а Аныда ынын Адай НЙН ыдан ДН —5,000 
76 BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE MIDCOURSE DEFENSE SEGMENT 1,346,181 1,311,181 
Excess Award Fee and Test and Integration Delays .. да — 35,000 
78 CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE PROGRAM ... 271,062 
improved Nerve Agent Treatment System—slow oblig; —5,000 
ightweight Chemical/Biological Ensemble execution delays — 1,000 
79 BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE SENSORS 454,859 392,159 
ransfer to line 88 for Concurrent Test, Training and Operations . — 35,900 
ransfer to line 88 for TPY—2 C2BMC Fielding ...................... — 13,000 
ransfer to line 88 for BMDS Radars Communications Sustainment (TPY—2) — 13,800 
81 BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE TEST & TARGETS .. 1,113,425 1,008,525 
ransfer to lines 82 апа 88 ........................... — 94,900 
unding no longer required for move to Reagan Test Site —5,000 
Program Growth in Program Operations Systems Engineering and Systems Management —5,000 
82 BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ENABLING PROGRAMS 402,769 406,269 
ТЕТТЕ РЕА НЕ ЧЕРИНГЕ НОНЕ ОНИ УКЫ ОНУН СРО ЕТЕ ОЗГОН ӨН УРАН ӨН АСИРЕ КК АЙКО Н О ЫЫ И ККК ИРНК +43,500 
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Excessive contractor support, advisory services and program growth К но нын анын наан н а аран наннын нын ыдан ъайн a ан каны адалын банан; ааа —40,000 
83 SPECIAL PROGRAMS—MDA ......................................................... 270,189 245,189 
Transfer: to ‘higher: priority*near-term MDA procurement” programs. . „с.з. нйн нде дана инана ннн не инн Кине дыра Дан найн ннн байнын наннан ноен АЙАНЫН АЙЕ — 25,000 
84 АЕСІЅ BMD .... 1,467,278 1,569,278 
Program growth . — 12,000 
Navy requested transfer from OP,N line 109 . +72,500 
Aegis BMD Ships—Navy requested transfer from OM,N line 1B5B +1,500 
SM-3 Block IIB Development—transfer from line 28 кы +40,000 
85 SPACE SURVEILLANCE & TRACKING SYSTEM ........... 112,678 112,678 
87 BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEM SPACE PROGRAMS .. 10,942 0,942 
88 BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE C2BMC . 342,625 456,725 
ransfer from line 81 for Concurrent Test, y эр +51,400 
ransfer from line 79 for Concurrent Test, Training and Operations . +35,900 
ransfer from line 79 for TPY—2 C2BMC Fielding ...................... +13,000 
ransfer from line 79 for BMDS Radar Communications Sustainment (TPY—2) +13,800 
90 BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE JOINT WARFIGHTER SUPPORT 58,726 
uplication of effort with MDA core programs .. — 10,000 
91 CENTER (MDIOC) ....... 86,198 
92 REGARDING TRENCH . 7,529 
93 SEA BASED X-BAND RADAR (SBX) . 153,056 
98 ISRAELI COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS . 209,935 
avid’s Sling Weapons Program .... +38,000 
Arrow System Improvement Program (ASIP) +42,000 
Arrow 3 Upper Tier Interceptor Program +8,200 
99 МАМІТАКІАМ DEMINING .. 14,735 
00 COALITION WARFARE 13,786 
01 EPARTMENT OF DE 39,502 
epartment of Defense Corrosion Prevention and С gl +34,700 
02 OD UNMANNED AIRCRAFT SYSTEM (UAS) COMMON DEVELOPMENT . 49,292 
04 MAN, SOCIAL AND CULTURAL BEHAVIOR MODELING (HSCB) RES .. 7,459 
05 JOINT SYSTEMS INTEGRATION COMMAND (JSIC) ......... 19,413 
06 ОІМТ FIRES INTEGRATION & INTEROPERABILITY TEAM .. 16,637 
07 LAND-BASED SM-3 (LBSM3) .. К 281,378 
08 AEGIS SM-3 BLOCK ПА CO-DEVELOPME 318,800 
09 PRECISION TRACKING SPACE SYSTEM RDT&E 36,969 
ransfer to higher priority near-term MDA procurement programs — 30,000 
10 AIRBORNE INFRARED (АВІК) ...... ЖОАН КҮ 76,671 
ransfer to higher priority near-term М rograms — 35,000 
11 REDUCTION OF TOTAL OWNERSHIP COST .. 20,310 
12 JOINT ELECTROMAGNETIC TECHNOLOGY 4,027 
13 DE SITION CHALLENGE PROGRAM (DACP) ... 24,344 
14 NUCLEAR AND CONVENTIONAL PHYSICAL SECURITY 7,973 
15 PROMPT GLOBAL STRIKE CAPABILITY DEVELOPMENT . 239,861 
16 CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE PROGRAM ... 300,562 
Plague Vaccine—slow obligation rate in fiscal yea 0 —5,000 
MTI BA 5 unexecutable funding transferred back to S&T at request of the Department — 65,600 
Bioscavenger Increment 11 schedule delays ........... — 12,000 
Decontamination Family of Systems schedule delay: — 9,000 
Nex i ection schedule delays . — 9,000 
$$ — 6,000 
17 0 4,155 
18 А 23,695 
е : — 25,669 
19 0 Е 20,954 
20 WI 7,307 
21 N 1. 11,937 
22 Е RCES SYSTEM .. 11,800 
3 В МІТІЕЅ . 181,166 
ҮР 2012 — 2,965 
24 0 391 
25.0 5,000 
26 R 35,512 
28 G 17,842 
30 W 1,590 
32 Е 5,113 
33 ОІМТ SYSTEMS ARCHITECTURE DEVELOPMENT ...... 8,052 
34 СЕМ 162,286 
35 ASS 2,500 
36 E 8,851 
37 OIN CAPABILITY (JMETC) 10,287 
38 ECHNICAL STUDIES, SUPPORT AND ANALYSIS .. 49,282 
39 ISD(A&T)—CRITICAL TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT .... 4,743 
40 OREIGN MATERIAL ACQUISITION AND EXPLOITATION 95,520 
41 ОІМТ THEATER AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION 94,577 
42 106,000 
abies aip iai +106,000 
43 32,755 27,155 
авон — 5,000 
44 29,824 37,024 
N —,- ЖИЕНИ ИУ ЧИРИ НКИК ИКИ ИРНК КАНИ УЛЕСИНЕ КИЧЕК FENNE NT PE EDE AE E E NEA EAE N NE E OR +7,200 
45 L SECURITY 6,264 6,264 
46 NFORMATION INTEGRATION 5,091 5,091 
47 INTELLIGENCE) .. 6,227 6,227 
147X PROCUREMENT .. 0 2,000 
management services program +12,000 
48 EMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE PROGRAM ... 120,995 
55 ON RESEARCH/CHALLEN 2,189 
56 DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY ANALYSIS .............. 1,158 
allenge Program .. —2,700 
57 IRECTORATE ... 9,701 
58 ORMATION CENTER (DTIC) 58,554 
2,500 
59 LISTMENT, TESTING & EVALUATION .. 64,737 
60 EVELOPMENT TEST AND EVALUATION .. 25,888 
Sustainment of fiscal year 2010 level +7,200 
61 ARPA AGENCY RELOCATION ............. 1,000 
62 MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS (RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT) 56,257 
63 BUDGET AND PROGRAM ASSESSMENTS . 6,099 
64 AVIATION SAFETY TECHNOLOGIES .. 0,900 
65 ОІМТ STAFF ANALYTICAL SUPPORT 8,081 
Growth without acquisition strategy .. — 15,000 
68 SUPPORT TO INFORMATION OPERATIONS (10) CAPABILITIES 31,500 
69 NFORMATION TECHNOLOGY RAPID ACQUISITION 5,135 
70 СҮВЕК SECURITY INITIATIVE ........................... 0,000 
71 NTELLIGENCE SUPPORT TO Fru 21,272 
73 WARFIGHTING AND INTELLIGENCE-RELATED SUPPORT ....... 845 
74 COCOM EXERCISE ENGAGEMENT AND TRAINING TRANSFORMATION 48,688 
Р 754—Initiatives funded by Services ..... — 33,315 
P 764—NPSUE funding without program . — 10,250 
75 PENTAGON RESERVATION 20,482 
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76 MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS—MDA 29,754 29,754 
77 Т SOFTWARE DEV INITIATIVES 278 278 
CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS ..... 61,577 61,577 
78 EFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEM FOR SECURITY (DISS) . 5,522 1,000 
ШЕШЕКЕЙ А Айы ананан енини ETE ане аанай ннен бан AEA A EA A N A A EE AA A на, — 4,522 
79 REGIONAL INTERNATIONAL OUTREACH & PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE .. 2,139 2,139 
80 OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE SHARED INFORMATION SYSTEM 290 290 
81 CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL DEFENSE (OPERATIONAL SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT) 6,634 6,634 
83 OINT INTEGRATION AND INTEROPERABILITY .. 44,139 44,139 
85 СА 2,288 2,288 
86 CA 74,023 74,023 
88 OIN 9,379 9,379 
95 М SYSTEM-WI 467 467 
96 Е RE ЕМОІМЕЕІ 16,629 36,629 
Cyber Security:PilotsPrognams = арыы быы дардын р а-аа наан лаан А ыйыы анданда рн Ана Аный а АА е уаш рдан арнай арнай НЫ aas Аеш ндый ЫН ыба, +20,000 
97 0 IONS (DCS) 9,130 9,130 
98 MINIMUM ESSENTIAL EMERGENCY COMM 9,529 9,529 
99 PUBLIC KEY INFRASTRUCTURE (PKI) .......... 8,88 8,88 
200 КЕ UCTURE (КМ!) 45,94 45,94 
201 N RITY PROGRAM 14,077 14,077 
202 N RITY PROGRAM 388,827 388,827 
205 Са! FOR THE \ҮАЕВЇОК........................... 2,26 
206 G 25,047 
is — 1,200 
207 0 20,99 
208 МЕ 3,366 
209 0 1,16 
210 ELEPORT PROGRAM .......................... 6,880 
211 ® 16,272 
214 СҮ 50 
216 СҮ 2,25 
217 CY 10,486 
221 РО 9,136 
23 NE 14,83 
nj — 15,000 
227 5 ‘ ‚290 
230 б: ND/SURFACE SYSTEMS . 3,513 
232  MQ-1 PREDATOR A UAV ........................................ 98 
234 0 E NOLOGY TRANSFER PROGRAM . 2,988 
235 NT'L INTELLIGENCE TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT, ADVANCEMENT 416 
245 INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS .. 21,798 
246 LOGISTICS SUPPORT ACTIVITIES . 2,813 
247 МАМАСЕМЕМ ERS (JCS) . 2,807 
249 МАТО AGS 93,885 
250 М0-9 UAV 98 
252 SPECIAL OPERATIONS AVIATION SYSTEMS ADVANCED DEVELOPMENT 68,691 
253 SPECIAL OPERATIONS TACTICAL SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT ...... ‚582 
254 SPECIAL OPERATIONS INTELLIGENCE SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT 25,479 
Program Increase—Unfunded Requirement +1,600 
255 SOF OPERATIONAL ENHANCEMENTS ....... 63,692 
Program Increase—Unfunded Requirement +4,000 
Program termination ..... КРИ —2,900 
256 SPECIAL OPERATIONS CV-22 DEVELOPMENT . } 14,406 
257 JOINT MULTI-MISSION SUBMERSIBLE ..... 14,924 0 
SOCOM teguestod transfer to- Jine 209 ЖИ ОКЕ ТОКТУ ЛО КЕТЕЛЕКТЕ ТЕКЛИК НА КОК НИН КНН К ШИН АЧКАН — 14,924 
259 МІЅЅІОМ TRAINING AND PREPARA 2,915 2,915 
261 МС130) SOF TANKER RECAPITALIZATION ........................ 7,624 7,624 
262 F PMENT AND ELECTRONICS SYSTEMS .. 1,922 922 
КОМИР НК ОЛЛО ЧИККЕ ЫН КИ RI EA NEENA N К КАМИН ЫНЫ КККК НИККИ НН saa Ma EEE AAN ЖАНСА ЛИНИН —1,000 
263 2,347 2,347 
264 479 479 
265 RVIVAL SYSTEMS . 593 593 
267 1,994 994 
ИИТИИ: — 1,000 
268 14,473 33,715 
EE A +19,242 
269 SOF UNDERWATER SYSTEMS .................. 13,986 28,910 
и. +14,924 
270 2,933 18,933 
ненен Н аы +16,000 
271 4,193 4,193 
272 5,135 5,135 
273 9,167 9,167 
3,832,019 4,011,571 
Жыйна ир ны Йыры +179,552 
TOTAL, RESEARC! PMENT; “TEST: & EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE; аА алы АКЫ нынын ы ырды A Ыыы дА АНЫН 20,661,600 20,797,412 
OPERATIONAL TEST & EVALUATION, DEFENSE 

1 OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATI 59,430 59,430 
2 LIVE FIRE TEST AND EVALUATION .. 12,899 12,899 
3 OPERATIONAL TEST ACTIVITIES АМ 122,581 22,581 
TOTAL, OPERATIONAL: TEST- & EVALUATION}: DEFENSE: аы ЖЛ айыны ы ыны A н ыны йоны ныды о ой аннынан н аыл дыы» 194,910 94,910 
TOTAL; RESEARCH; DEVELOPMENT: TEST? &: EVALUATION? анаа ны рны нра н eaga aR ена ырыны айай ыыы наны рны шы 76,130,700 74,957,028 

Р-1 Budget Request Recommendation 

NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND 
STRATEGIC SHIP ACQUISITION 411,202 911,202 
Additional: Mobile Candine PaT а. ааа анаа ГАА А А айны сырын Аааа ксн айына дарыдай дады нык ЙН: sive АДНА ААД 500,000 
DoD MOBILIZATION ASSETS . 158,647 58,647 
STRATEGIC SEALIFT SUPPORT . 4,875 4,875 
SEALIFT RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT .. 28,012 28,012 
READY RESERVE FORCE OPERATIONS AND б 332,130 332,130 
MARITIME ADMINISTRATION SHIP FINANCING GUARANTEE PROGRAM. 5 сында ы анар де н ин Обыр Кандый А ы Ойын рдан НЕ ннн нр рнк: a SANAE 40,000 
ПЛ NATIONAL: DEFENSE: SEALIFT КИНГ ыл нелын naai aneii анны Нм еи ы нн Оннан ананнын нана aeai йрн де 934,866 1,474,866 
DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 29,915,277 29,671,764 
IN-HOUSE CARE 7,781,877 7,791,077 
FE зан 2,800 —2,800 
Раїт:МапаветелТаѕи:Еогсе: с.а ае ида ааа Аа АА ААА ВАН а МИДа аана НК КНЫН ӨНҮК КҮННҮК К ӨӨК +12,000 
PRIVATE SECTOR CARE .. 16,034,745 15,673,745 
RICARE Underexecution — 236,000 
Global Deployment of the 125,000 
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CONSOLIDATED HEALTI 2,122,483 2,085,770 
Эя 27,825 — 27,825 
Psycho! е Directors for the National Guard—Transfer to OM,ARNG line 134: един Аан ене ане м-да anica ыйынын ынанан неран н не ыен аныны. Дининен нынын ины». — 8,888 
INFORMATION MANAGEMENT/IT ... 1,452,330 ‚452,330 
MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS ... 293,698 288,698 
MHS ‘Strategic: Communications: efficiencies 7га адаалат а аана ин йара нин АЫ айнан йрн ЙМ аннан ыны Дайранын айкайы ый. —5,000 
EDUCATION AND TRAINING ..................... 632,534 632,534 
BASE OPERATIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS . 1,597,610 ,747,610 
Medical Facilities Sustainment, Restoration and Modernization ..........c..sccccssessssccsssssssecsssccssecsssccssecssuccssscsssecsuscesuecsuscessscsssecenscssuccsnsessuecenscsusecensessuccessecssccessecsuscesuecsusecsuecssecsuecsucssnecse iioa Asn i +150,000 
PROCUREMEN 519,921 534,921 
Procurement:ot Medical ‘Equipment: anid: [OG T Navy AE SA AE A EAE EA наанаа нь EAE N A EN N E E A A E EA A A Ar АЛЫНЫ +15,000 
RESEARCH ANI 499,913 ,175,513 
ALS ..... pais +8,000 
Armed Forces Institu +4,800 
Autism Research .... +6,400 
Bone Marrow Failure Disease Research Program +4,000 
Duchenne Muscular Dystrophy +4,000 
Global HIV/AIDS Prevention ..... +10,000 
raumatic Brain Injury and Psychological Health +100,000 
Global Deployment of the Force medical research funding—Department of Defense requested transfer to maintain full funding for the program +125,000 
Gulf War Illness Peer-Reviewed Research Program +8,000 
Multiple Sclerosis ........................ +4,800 
Peer-Reviewed Alzheimer Researc +15,000 
Peer-Reviewed Breast Cancer Research Program +150,000 
Peer-Reviewed Cancer Research Program ........ +16,000 
Peer-Reviewed Lung Cancer Research Program .. +12,800 
Peer-Reviewed Orthopedic Research Program . +24,000 
Peer-Reviewed Ovarian Cancer Research Program . +20,000 
Peer Reviewed Vision research in conjunction with the DoD Vision Center of Excellence +4,000 
Peer-Reviewed Prostate Cancer Research Program +80,000 
Peer-Reviewed Spinal Cord Research Program ... +12,000 
Research in Alcohol and Substance Use Disorder: +5,200 
SBIR to the core funded RDT&E ..... +1,200 
uberous Sclerosis Complex (TSC) .. +6,400 
Pain Management Task Force Research . +4,000 
Peer Reviewed Medical Research Program .. +50,000 
ети ОТА DEFENSE HEALTH РВОСВАМ; а анаан АКА МАНЫН а Бан ыыы Ын Анды АМ БАДЫНА ДЕ аы ЧЫ 30,935,111 31,382,198 
CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS DESTRUCTION, DEFENSE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 1,067,364 1,067,364 
PROCUREMENT ... 7,132 7,132 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 392,811 392,811 
OTAL, CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS DESTRU 1,467,307 1,467,307 
PC129 
3 Supplies: aids Materials (i OMstuimd) NSA. AINEEN OES ENE AEEA E EE PA нн не нанынын ынк ннн ын инан нне наны ынан ца». незна иенин ана — 1,000 
PC132 
9 Other: Intra=Governmenital: Purchases —NaVys« с ылы Б ные Аа cass ыйынан А д ныны лар агарды ЦА Ьар ы А ааыа ынаан. ОЙЫМА дА дА дА ды. —2,500 
PC650 
1 Others Intra-Governmental РИН МНН aniraa нанды ннн нши нн нн E байн тынын нйн нан йара ai НН лаада аа нандын per einoka — 2,000 
РС920 
6 Other Intra-Governmental Purchases—OSD —4,000 
PC9205 EUCOM Counternarcotics Operations Support excessive growth .. — 3,000 
PC1293 International crime and narcotics analytic tools excessive growth . — 1,000 
PC2360  EUCOM Tactical Analysis Team Support unauthorized new Start — 1,500 
eae ..  FFRDC cost growth and CN indicated no need ....... — 11,394 
National Guard Counter-Drug Program-State Plans +50,000 
Young Marines-Drug Demand Reduction ......... М +2,000 
а UTAL, DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTERDRUG ACTIVITIES, РЕҒЕМЅЕ ...................................... аана анана идер ыйынан ы наадыйар нды диер» дни бы 1,131,351 1,156,957 
JOINT IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE DEFEAT FUND 
4 STAFF AND INFRASTRUCTURE . 215,868 0 
КЕРЕ ransfer to Title IX керы ды арк P — 215,868 
ТЯ ШАК JOINT IMPROVISED*EXPLOSIVE: DEVICE DEFEST FUND жж ааа RAA A ОНООВ 215,868 0 
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 282,354 305,794 
POS ran ICTS SC: OAE PL E ЧЫСЫНЫН ОНИ КН ЕН А КЛИ ОНЕКИ ЫИ НЫ ОНИ AIEA E EE ЕИ АЕК А: оаа БНАА ААН +23,440 
PROCUREMENT ... 1,000 1,000 
OTAL, OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL .. 283,354 306,794 
нами "ОТА ОТНЕВ:ЕРАВТМЕМТ:ОР:РЕЕЕМЗЕ:РКОСКАМ::, „гаиа ынан нана аы дшнен наан ныр ын н ыр ны аиа шын ыды кан айыыны на ЫЬ 34,032,991 34,313,256 
TITLE IX—OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY 
OPERATIONS 
For the Department of Defense overseas 
contingency operations budget, funds are to 
be available for fiscal year 2011, as follows: 
P-1 Budget Request Recommendation 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 
BA]: "PAV AND ALLOWANCES OF*OFFIGERS=t5cs.t.csztas}sexyspzsSanaclcterseatstsdst н ындан ны ынна ыбын ныны а наннан Аана анин Ыыы ннен ннн да нады ao ындын anaidi анааан 
BASIC PAY ................. 1,237,779 1,237,779 
RETIRED PAY ACCRUAL . 313,278 313,278 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR H à 349,839 349,839 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR SUBSISTEN 44,752 44,752 
NCENTIVE PAYS 2,835 2,835 
SPECIAL PAYS 159,261 159,261 
ALLOWANCES . 56,632 56,632 
SEPARATION PAY 1,303 1,303 
SOCIAL SECURITY TAX 94,650 94,650 
OTAL, BA-1 2,260,329 2,260,329 
ВА: PAY “AND! ALLOWANCES OF: ENLISTED PERSONNEL: йыр ныны н адын нй ныды ырайына аныны ни айкы ашынды дайыр киыны ы ДЫ. ананын днн s 
BASIC PAY ................. 2,708,271 2,708,271 
RETIRED PAY ACCRUAL . 693,325 693,325 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR HOUSING .. 1,113,877 1,113,877 
NCENTIVE PAYS 6,714 6,714 
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574,120 574,120 
241,921 241,921 
26,276 26,276 
207,174 207,174 
ik 5,571,678 5,571,678 
BA-4: EOF SENLISTED “PERSONNEL. case. i Kan нна a dss iaydyzbszeSteSbosetopastntsisegasesditedyaseraya Ан аЛа ыйы Йен ейн аннын ны бее „дерни ы НАНЫ нан, aaa нанынын 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR SUBSISTENCE 329,046 329,046 
SUBSISTENCE-IN-KIND 1,871,805 1,871,805 
OTAL, ВА-4 .............. 2,200,851 2,200,851 
BA-5: PERMANENT CHANGE OF STATION TRAVEL .. wali y 
AC ,512 ‚312 
ОРІ 107,025 107,025 
КОТА 45,514 45,514 
OTAL, BA-5 .......... 198,051 198,051 
BA-6: OTHER MILITARY PERSONNEL COSTS 
NTERES ON UNIFORMED SERVICES SAVIN 
NE 
RES 
SGL 
0 447,500 
NDISTRIBUTED ADJUSTMENT 789,624 
ndistributed Transfer from Ti +789,624 
GOTAL, MILITARY PERSONNELS ARMY nn Kaa уы ыа Н. ыыр зы Адн ылы йрн ына ыланы йылый ааннара a ЫНААМ МАДЫ 10,678,409 11,468,033 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 
ВАРАТ AND ZALLOWANGES: OF OEFRICERS З а. о нйн дандан арр рр ино Кына ИО ui ee NCUA Rh RE, йына нын, Sodas dh ane RA aa 
BASIC PAY ............. ры 213,340 213,340 
RETIRED PAY ACCRUAL . 59,067 59,067 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR HOUSING .. 67,023 67,023 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR SUBSISTENCE 7,315 7,315 
NCENT! 1,543 1,543 
SPECIAL 16,667 16,667 
ALLOWANCES . 16,754 16,754 
SEPARA 14 14 
800 16,320 16,320 
OTAL, 398,043 398,043 
BA=2: PAY AND; ALLOWANCES. OF ENLISTED: PERSONNEL: аа аиа АННАН а Аааа hi inha AA у Жайнады Не Шайды АЫ 
BAS 262,656 262,656 
RE PAY ACCRUAL . 74,338 74,338 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR HOUSING .. 121,913 121,913 
NCENTIVE PAYS 325 325 
SPECIAL PAYS 80,007 80,007 
ALLOWANCES . 27,692 27,692 
SEPARATION PAY 3,535 3,535 
SOCIAL SECURITY 20,093 20,093 
OTAL, BA-2 ...... 590,559 590,559 
BA=4:SUBSISTENCE*OF ENLISTED: PERSONNEL: ызы аиа ы ындыры Шы йрн н аа ырыны gulp ны йыр инаныр ыннаны a иында aa. E aS 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR SUBSISTENCE 28,639 28,639 
SUBSISTENCE-IN-KIND 14,546 14,546 
OTAL, ВА-4 .............. 43,185 43,185 
BA=5:7PERMANENT: CHANDE OF STATION; TRAVEL’: а. анаа ины ананна ананнын ананна наны ана a наннан ауе рыны ЙН ннан на Дайна йынын нал 
ACCESSION TRAVEL ... 5,214 5,214 
OPERATIONAL E 23,903 23,903 
ROTATIONAL TR; 30,110 30,110 
SEPARATION ТК 3,132 3,132 
OTAL, BA-5 .. 62,359 62,359 
BA=6:- OTHER MILITARY: PERSONNEL? COSTS з.е анна анан вадан калыны данын нашей нн ЫНА нын йин йыл ийин ЫНДАН aa НАШЕ. "айыбынды нна ннер. 
EATH GRATUITIES ........ 3,800 3,800 
EMPLOYMENT В 29,662 29,662 
SGLI EXTRA HAZARD PAYMENTS 51,111 51,111 
OTAL, BA-6 .. 84,573 84,573 
NDISTRIBUTED ADJUSTMENT 130,000 
igher than Budgeted Mobilization Levels +110,000 
Increased Deployment Levels . +20,000 
(ЖЫЛА ОТА, MILITARY: PERSONNEL: NAWE „ат иннин лыр аЛ ЫЫ ЫДЫ ныд ылын аны анны ний раны айыны дина ыра нна аа ДЫН 1,308,719 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
BA=13PAY. AND ALLOWANCES OF OFFICERS йа найы Eana Een Каныша шун Seorise наннын нн Ааай нн нына айыны ананы, ННН ДЫ aiast 
BASIC PAY ................ 40,079 40,079 
RETIRED PAY ACCRUAL . 13,308 13,308 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR HOUSING .. 18,565 18,565 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR SUBSISTENCE 1,760 1,760 
SPECIAL PAYS 10,747 10,747 
ALLOWANCES . 4,805 4,805 
SOCIAL SECURITY 4,176 4,176 
OTAL, BA-1 ....... sal 93,440 93,440 
BA=2::PAY: AND ALLOWANCES OF: ENLISTED: PERSONNEL inin ааа ны Даны ны унынын ааа ын оны ны ыараан ардын ырны ыы. рында арн н АМЫ ай НЕ 
BASIC PAY .......... кА 190,013 190,013 
RETIRED PAY ACCRUAL . 43,090 43,090 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR HOUSING .. 45,977 45,977 
9 95,395 95,395 
А 40,431 40,431 
9 3,017 3,017 
13,435 13,435 
431,358 431,358 


4: SUBSISTENCE OF ENLISTED PERSONNEL . 
BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR SUBSISTENCE 


BA~5:: PERMANENT: CHANGE: OF STATION TRAVEL: жылкы Айы дыы ынын Каа на Ш-ДЫК ыр Ын анын А найы нады кадыы наи аы ААА ына И a нада бе 
ACCESSION TRAVEL ... 3,270 3,270 
OTAL, BA-5 .......... 3,270 3,270 
BA=6: OTHER: MILITARY: PERSONNEL! COSTS „неньне a ain АНАНЫН нне ныд ыны ыйына ий наннын наннын н aotulaoeabgrbsnbsebsbectheschs шарынын Ни выь „айры ы абы ыр ыыы 
EATH GRATUITIES ........ 27,000 27,000 
NEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS . 19,942 19,942 
SGLI EXTRA HAZARD PAYME! 48,345 48,345 
OTAL, BA-6 ...................... 95,287 95,287 
NDISTRIBUTED ADJUSTMENT 88,145 
Over Budgeted End Strength . +88,145 
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адаб, OTAI MILITARY PERSONNEL: MARINE! CORPS: ега аана ААН АНАНАН НАА наанаа нна Шаю ды ан ые аЙ ы 644,775 732,920 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
45,953 45,953 
58,889 58,889 
7,320 7,320 
13,613 13,613 
5,760 5,760 
14,408 14,408 
А 334,277 334,277 
E PAY AN ALLOWANCES ОЕ ENLISTED: PERSONNEL „агсан ааваа НАЦ доа а ыйы ана аА рн аА дайан ЗНАЕ НАНЫНАН наьа ЫНЫ 
PAY ез КЕ 472,896 472,896 
PAY ACCRUAL . 115,387 115,387 
LOWANCE FOR HOUSING .. 177,545 177,545 
L PAYS 49,964 49,964 
LLOWANCES . 16,254 16,254 
L SECUR 36,177 36,177 
L, BA-2 868,223 868,223 
SUBSISTENCE: OFSENLISTED PERSONNEL: У н анаан ненна на анналы ei t tni na Улара онан "алырынын аны Ыы, 
LOWANCE FOR SUBSISTENCE .. 39,090 39,090 
ENCE-IN-KI 61,805 61,805 
|, ВА-4 .............. 100,895 100,895 
RMANENT. CHANDE OE ТАТОМУТКАМЕГ а о Аааа КОНЬ, ИНСН АКА 
ONAL TRAVI 5,957 5,957 
BA-5 ......... 5,957 5,957 
ER MILITARY: PERSONNEL COSI ariii на N aA AANA a КЫЛЫУ ЖЫК ЧИКЛЕ ТЕЛУ ООЛО. КОЛОКОЛ лн Те КИ ЫЕ; 
GRATUITIES ........ 2,000 2,000 
OYMENT BEI 27,978 27,978 
RA HAZAR 67,057 67,057 
|, BA-6 ......... едан 97,035 97,035 
BUTED ADJUSTMENT 654,055 
ап Budgeted Mobilization Levels +378,000 
geted End Strength +276,055 
PENEN OTA MILITARY PERSONNEL AIR FORGE sts:.c.d-sesctiesssesesensssasseasssenesaeysesgbeneocsicbnnsbistesencsenebsnsesbusonunavesenapisoeebgoottncelusibiedsnedonteiehebesesSssbustbassvasdogensenchadgbactetabenandesnncbasnbseinsipusbetasasentetstassbes 1,406,387 2,060,442 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 
BAST s-UNIT AND: INDIVIDUALS TRAINING нды a a a a a a a aa нына a a a, aa a a 
PAY GROUP A TRAINING (15 DAYS and DRILLS 24/48) . 104,230 104,230 
SCHOOL TRAINING . 9,886 9,886 
SPE 153,915 153,915 
268,031 268,031 
Ра OTAL; RESERVE PERSONNEL; “ARMY: Surinin man and aeai naia ai ana aiT ннан нн ннан навал аный лнйын рин кананын tyson 268,031 268,031 


SPECIAL 


ВА—1: UNIT AND INDIVIDUAL TRAINING . 
G. 


AND INDIVIDUAL TRAINING . 


RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 


RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 


N 5,467 5,467 
RAINING . 24,797 24,797 
ION AN 373 373 
р 30,637 30,637 
ED ADJUSTMENT 14,800 
geted End Strength . +14,800 
OTAL, RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS .. 30,637 45,437 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
BAL UNIT AND INDIVIDUAL: TRAINING? онан АА аА Aiara a aE АНИ А ана араанд, AA a © Aa e ihi, 
27,002 27,002 
27,002 27,002 
ARA ОТА: RESERVE FERSONNEL AIR FORGE inoia ааа ндан наннан a Eataa t Eaa a aa ai 27,002 27,002 
NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 
ВА Т2 UNN ANE ‘INDIVIDUAL? TRAINING а ды дердызыны ынандыр ныды каниб ыкы аныны аныны йы ыннаны нинин енн рени танин наи аНЫ НЫ Наннан ia iea (arai барыын ын 
PAY GROUP A TRAINING (15 DAYS and DRILLS 24/48) . 231,547 231,547 
SPECIAL TRAINING . 550,090 550,090 
ADMINISTRATION AN 46,485 46,485 
OTAL, BA-1 ......... ЕЯ 828,122 828,122 
NDISTRIBUTED ADJUSTMENT 24,900 
Support to Southwest Border . +24,900 
Я OTAL, NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 828,122 853,022 
NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
NIT AND sINDIVIDUAL TRAINING чылдан ннн н Ыйы O A и аланы ына ы нр адары sts Pa дда ныр ЕЕЕ нна: duel SN fuss SACS ИЕН НЙН ы йр 
L TRAINI 21,060 11,060 
үй, AE A EE EEE EEIE E PEE PEE E A EE TE TRO EEA ERA E OETAN E EE EA ENA NA AE OEA A — 10,000 
, BA-1 .. 21,060 11,060 
NDISTRIBUTED ADJUSTMENT 5,800 
Support to Southwest Border . +5,800 
Пе GOTAL NATIONAL" GUARD: PERSONNEL; AIR FORGE: е.а. анан баны ыны н иаа Шынаа нана анро arint 21,060 16,860 
жайы OTAL;- MILITARY*PERSONNEL’ м ыды ы ыыы ылды ыды Ны ыйы адада ныды А Аа ыа ААВАА НЕО ЫА быы дады АААны 15,132,054 16,829,378 
0-1 Budget Requesi Recommendation 
131 ВАЅЕ OPERATIONS SUPPORT 0 1,000,000 
Increased Peacetime Base Operations Support Costs to Redeployment of Soldiers from Iraq .. es +1,000,000 
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0-1 Budget Request Recommendation 
135 ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES ...... 47,638,208 44,608,615 
Reduced Deployment Level — 2,500,000 
ransfer to SAG 421 for Sub: р ii — 1,013,000 
ransfer from Overseas Contingency Operations Transfer Fun е +80,000 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Synchronization and Integration WTI Се!!.......................... +3,200 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Thermal Station (National IED Exploitation Facility (NIEF)) .. +13,000 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Beachcomber ... +3,000 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Counter Bomber +1,500 
ransfer from JIEDDO—CREW-SSM Universal Test Set . +3,000 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Subtle Magnetic Anomaly Detection Network Systems . +1,000 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Technical Collection Training Program ..... +16,400 
ransfer from Title 11—Сһетіса! Defense Equipment Sustainment +8,579 
ransfer from Title I—MRAP Vehicle Sustainment at Combat Training Centers .. +6,420 
ransfer from Title 11—Воду Armor Sustainment .. +71,660 
ransfer from Title Il—Rapid Equipping Force Rea +9,294 
ransfer from Title II—Fixed Wing Life Cycle Contract Sup +21,171 
ransfer from Title I|—Overseas Security Guards ............. +200,000 
ransfer from Title 11—епіог Leader Initiative—Comprehensive Soldier Fitness Program +30,000 
ransfer from Title I1—Survivability and Maneuverability Training +15,183 
136 COMMANDERS EMERGENCY RESPONSE PROGRAM . 1,300,000 500,000 
Program reduction ....................................... — 400,000 
ransfer to Afghanistan Infrastructure Fund . — 400,000 
137 RESET ........ 7,840,211 6,261,568 
Army-Identifi (кр. anaiai araea КНН Не ЕКИН РРО ЕЛИНИ НЕЧИН a a ahai aiaia a a a — 1,578,643 
411 SECURITY PROGRAMS ........ ca 2,358,865 2,364,265 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Air Vigilance ый +5,400 
421 SERVICEWIDE TRANSPORTATION 3,465,334 4,478,334 
ranster:trom2SAG -135--for Subsistence: Transportation: Соз: с... ААА каидан йы Жейин йыр Чи ih нден h a rá ЫЛДА ынандыр Ад а аана +1,013,000 
OTAL, OPERATION AND: MAINTENANCE, АВМ: ы ые ннн ейенен нуны арн анн дану Кы нйн рыдан аннынан рарын ӨКН 62,602,618 59,212,782 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 
AIA MISSION AND OTHER FLIGHT OPERATIONS 1,839,918 1,839,918 
A2A LEET AIR TRAINING ............................... 3,453 
АЗА AVIATION TECHNICAL DATA & ENGINEERING SVCS . 1,400 
АДА AIR OPERATIONS AND SAFETY SUPPORT 26,837 
A4N АКЕ SYSTEMS SUPPORT .......... 44,567 
ASA AIRCRAFT DEPOT MAINTENANCE 281,114 
Aircraft Depot Maintenance Increase +48,000 
B1B MISSION AND OTHER SHIP OPERATION 1,151,465 
B2B SHIP OPERATIONS SUPPORT & TRAINING 27,472 
ВАВ SHIP DEPOT MAINTENANCE .... 1,290,556 
Ship Depot Maintenance Іпсгеаѕ +24,000 
C1C COMBAT COMMUNICATIONS 38,468 
C4C WARFARE TACTICS ......... 32,801 
Navy Identified Excess to Requirement for CENTCOM Operations .. — 50,000 
C5C OPERATIONAL METEOROLOGY AND OCEANOGRAPHY 24,855 
C6C COMBAT SUPPORT FORCES .............................. К 2,930,528 
ransfer from Title II—Naval Expeditionary Combat Command Increases +192,801 
C7C EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE 3,677 
cC COMBATANT COMMANDERS E З 7,000 
CCM COMBATANT COMMANDERS DIRECT MISSION S| Ў 7,455 
030 INSERVICE WEAPONS SYSTEMS SUPPORT ................... 100,118 
ransfer from JIEDDO—CREW-SSM Universal Test Set . +1,000 
D4D WEAPONS MAINTENANCE ........ 82,519 
D7D OTHER WEAPON SYSTEMS SUPPORT .. 16,938 
BSI ENTERPRISE INFORMATION ..... 0 
ONE-NET Baseline Budget Requirement — 10,350 
BSM1 FACILITIES SUSTAINMENT, RESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 49,250 
Continuing Operations at Guantanamo Bay—Transfer from Overseas Contingency Operations Transfer Fund . +21,000 
BSS BASE OPERATING SUPPORT 436,249 
Continuing Operations at Guantanamo Bay—transfer from Overseas Contingency Operations Transfer Fund . +4,000 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Counter Bomber ................................ +500 
ransfer from Title I_—Regional/Emergency Operations Center . +50,000 
2A1F SHIP PREPOSITIONING AND SURGE 27,300 
2C1H LEET HOSPITAL PROGRAM 4,400 
2C3H COAST GUARD SUPPORT .... 0 
ransfer to Department of Homeland Security — 254,461 
3B1K SPECIALIZED SKILL TRAINING ..................... 84,454 
itle II—NAVSEA VSSS/EOD Training .. +3,000 
3B4K 0 
ine Budget Requirement —5,400 
ДАМ А 4,265 
4A2M Е 467 
ДАЗМ C 450 
4A4M MILITARY MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT .. 11,214 
4A5M OTHER PERSONNEL SUPPORT ..... 2,706 
4A6M SERVICEWIDE COMMUNICATIONS 28,671 
4BIN  SERVICEWIDE TRANSPORTATION .... 300,868 
4B3N ACQUISITION AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 6,091 
4B7N SI ECTRONIC WARFARE SYSTEMS 2,153 
ДСІР N 78,464 
9999 0 22,581 
OTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 8,946,634 8,970,724 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 
1A1A PERATIONAL FORCES 2,448,572 2,317,572 
Excess to Requirement for Cargo UAS — 90,400 
ransfer to RDTE,N for Cargo UAS — 36,000 
ransfer to OP,N for AM-2 Matting — 4,600 
1A2A ELD LOGISTICS ........................ 514,748 517,248 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Counter Bomber +1,000 
ransfer from JIEDDO—CREW-SSM Universal Test Set . +1,000 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Subtle Magnetic Anomaly Detection Network Systems . iis +500 
1A3A ЕРОТ MAINTENANCE. .... 523,250 523,250 
1B1B MARITIME PREPOSITIONING 7,808 7,808 
BSS1 BASE OPERATING SUPPORT 55,301 55,301 
3B4D 223,071 223,071 
4A3G 360,000 360,000 
ДА46 3,772 3,772 
ОТАР, OPERATION AND: MAINTENANCE, MARIME: СОВР: ааа ра ннн Жын Н дарбаан йы ннан Кый аннары 4,136,522 4,008,022 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

011A PRIMARY COMBAT FORCES ..... 1,896,647 1,896,647 
011C COMBAT ENHANCEMENT FO 1,954,759 1,954,759 
0110 АЕ OPERATIONS TRAINING 113,948 113,948 
011M ЕРОТ MAINTENANCE .... 297,623 399,983 
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0-1 Budget Request Recommendation 
Weapons+ System Sustainment: КН ania a i ОЛ аа А аа нА аА Аа ада аа ао рана ҮКҮНҮН НИК ЖҮ aa iai k +102,360 
0118 FACILITIES SUSTAINMENT, RESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 704,463 504,463 
justified: Growth. trom fiscal year 2010 ‘Baseline: zccssctssccascesssocts css cesses аана дайны нунын ады нб ннн Кынынан a AEA SAAS рыдан нана ынан дуйн. ЦЬ E Йыр, — 200,000 
011Z BASE OPERATING SUPPORT ......... 1,780,052 1,780,052 
012A GLOBAL СЗІ AND EARLY WARNING 128,632 128,632 
012C OTHER COMBAT OPS SPT PROGRAMS 397,894 397,894 
013A LAUNCH FACILITIES ....... 28,975 28,975 
013C SPACE CONTROL SYSTEMS . 34,091 34,091 
015A COMBATANT COMMANDERS DIRECT MISSION $ 127,861 127,861 
021A А 4,403,800 4,403,800 
021D М 240,394 240,394 
021М 217,023 217,023 
021R FAC ESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 20,360 20,360 
0217 BASI 57,362 57,362 
031R FAC 1,948 1,948 
0317 ВА 6,088 6,088 
032A $ Р 45,893 45,893 
032B LI а 20,277 20,277 
032C Р 1,500 1,500 
0320 RAl 1,820 1,820 
041A 106 292,030 292,030 
O41R FAC i 10,500 10,500 
0417 BASE S $ 31,985 31,985 
042A А 5,438 5,438 
042B 38 247,149 247,149 
042G 0 113,082 113,082 
043A SECURITY PROGRAMS ........... 305,689 305,689 
REDUCED- DEPLOYMENT: LEVELS: г.а. nn atea ыларын еы ө и а ы нын a улда аы aiana, быды ры А ДЫЗ» —400,000 
(OTAL, ‘OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE; АК FORCE оа АА Ы ШАА лр ны тонн Кд арди нй дардан ына дды» 13,487,283 12,989,643 

OPERATION AND MAINTENCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 
1PL1 JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 20,500 20,500 
1PL2 SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND 3,012,026 2,903,126 
Information Operations .......... ne — 49,400 
Leased Aircraft—Unjustified Request — 65,500 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Wolfhound II сах +6,000 
ES18 МГУ: эе 14,799 4,799 
AGT6 AUDIT AGENCY .. 27,000 27,000 
4679 ОМ SYSTEMS AGENCY 136,316 144,316 
Increase Afghanistan FOB Fiber Connectivity +8,000 
AGT) 74,862 
AGTA 116,969 
eas боп — 3,500 
467] S EDUCATION 501,769 
ог Outreach and Reintegr: +16,000 
AGTD E COOPERATION AGENCY 2,000,000 
4GTI E EDUCTION AGENCY . 1,218 
AGTN OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 173,099 
Knowledge Management — 15,000 
9999 OTHER PROGRAMS .... 3,345,300 3,299,332 
Classified Adjustments . — 49,168 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Synchronization and Integration WTI Cell . +3,200 
COTAL, OPERATION “AND: MAINTENANCE; ‘DEFENSE-WIDE = sssissacadsscstscssoseccteetansednsecosconasonssnsbsseiatenssdsanetecdocecseneodeusnedssetundtbesssdbibisdeiasaog&ishocdssebeduachencesddontehefesebedundsibeunsastiasasdesetesstodescesetented, 9,426,358 9,276,990 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY RESERVE 
135 ADDITIONAL ACTIVI 286,950 206,784 
Army Reserve ‘Identified ‘Excess: to-Requirement: :. с... нан дөн ина ы ына шы нн ранын ш нарны адыны наар ннен діа ааваа наада Ы. A идаре ыен нд йы Ай — 80,166 
OTAL,: OPERATION AND: MAINTENANGE, “ARMY RESERVE: ын niaaa н ы Аана иын ЖЫ ыа Днын ы ынша дыы иы Ман абанды Ыыы 286,950 206,784 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 
AIA MISSION AND OTHER FLIGHT OPERATIONS 49,089 49,089 
АЗА INTERMEDIATE MAINTENANCE .... 400 400 
ASA AIRCRAFT DEPOT MAINTENANCE 17,760 17,760 
B1B MISSION AND OTHER SHIP OPERATIONS 9,395 9,395 
ВАВ ЗНІР DEPOT MAINTENANCE 497 497 
C1C COMBAT COMMUNICATIONS 3,185 3,185 
C6C COMBAT SUPPORT FORCES 12,169 12,169 
ДААМ MILITARY MANPOWER AND РІ 1,064 1,064 
OTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE; NAVY. RESERVE: ыы анд а ыр ны ын ны ылынан ы лан ыйан Ари ды ыдын райы ыр ный ыды ид аА ынды 93,559 93,559 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS RESERVE 
AIA OPERATING FORCES ....... 23,571 23,571 
BSS1 BASE OPERATING SUPPORT 6,114 6,114 
OTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS RESERVE кылыны а бадына н а дна нр ане Лай анна ыны арны дйн 29,685 29,685 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE RESERVE 
011M EPOT MAINTENANCE 116,924 191,124 
Weapons; SyStem SANNE ieaiaia a A Aea ааваа аа r aaa aia a iaieiiea i e a ia ai i a ai Aa +74,200 
011Z BASE OPERATING SUPPORT ..... 12,683 12,683 
OTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE RESERVE 129,607 203,807 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 

135 ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES 544,349 497,849 
istance Learning Transfer to Baseline OM,ARNG SAG 121 — 9,000 


Air OPTEMPO Duplicate Request 
Support to Southwest Border ..... 


— 44,000 
+6,500 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY NATIONAL GUARD ...........sssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesscsccssesesssessssesssssssssssnsussistansssssssasaesesssccessesenssssenssessssesssssssuansnusisiatatssessesessesescsasesanssesssnesansnse 544,349 497,849 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL GUARD 


011F AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS 152,896 152,896 
011G MISSION SUPPORT OPERATIONS . 57,800 59,400 
SAREES A a 1 A Borden: AIEE EERE E EAE A N OEE O I T EEEE EAE OAE E EIE SEA E E TIEI E A EATE PANIE E АД ПАДЫ ОЕА АНЕ +1,600 
011M ЕРОТ MAINTENANCE ......... 140,127 205,687 
Weapons System: Sustainment” ыыы е ры нн йыны ден нра ынын АО А ЕШЬ ыйнаан ннн ыр ААО аА илдир а ЗКАНА beth ant ts +65,560 


OTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL GUARD саныырын ы Анн ыыныйынчанн ыйынан дыннан Ане чад, йыйды ныны мины ренин ымыр ннн дне 350,823 417,983 
OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS TRANSFER FUND 

OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS TRANSFER FUND 1,551,781 0 

ransfer to OM,A SAG 135 ...................... — 80,000 

ransfer to OM,N SAGs BSS1 and BSM1 — 25,000 

njustified Program Change — 1,446,781 
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0-1 Budget Request Recommendation 
OTAL, OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS TRANSFER ACCOUNT.. ре ыа анан ылайы не ылын Ын жы аан аарын айны Аный анн е еа. 1,551,781 0 
AFGHANISTAN INFRASTRUCTURE FUND 
Afghanistan: Infrastructuire:Fund—Transter: from: CERP енен дне а жөнндө ДА айн нална НОА RS Saad ОЕА ААН НОЦ ЦАТ deta Ea +400,000 
OTAL, AFGHANISTAN: INEFRASTUCTURE: FUND: Sirianna а рны: ыйы и-ни ы нонни нанына йанвар рынына 0 400,000 
AFGHANISTAN SECURITY FORCES FUND 
Afghan Nationa 7,467,014 7,467,014 
Infrastructure ............. 1,790,933 1,790,933 
Equipment and Transportation 1,846,623 1,846,623 
raining and Operations 836,842 836,842 
Sustainment .............. 2,992,616 2,992,616 
Afghan National Police . 4,085,437 4,085,437 
infrastructure ............. 1,078,413 1,078,413 
Equipment and Transpo 917,966 917,966 
raining and Operations 990,213 990,213 
Sustainment 1,098,845 1,098,845 
Related Acti р 66,832 66,832 
еќаіпее Operations: A 6,037 6,037 
etainee Operations—Training and Op 1,530 1,530 
etainee Operations—Infrastructure . 58,265 58,265 
COIN Activities 1,000 1,000 
ОТАС.:АЕСНАМІЅТАМ:ЕСИВІТҮЗРОКСЕЅ:ЕОМО г. еее аа аланнан ванна аннан а ананан sent isusestasasadiayatebasabotsdontolpbebunsanngegeebeegessbosivdiineatuaantitee 11,619,283 11,619,283 
IRAQ SECURITY FORCES FUND 
Defense Security Forces ..... 1,656,906 1,656,906 
Equipment and Transportation 1,067,706 1,067,706 
raining ..... 248,075 248,075 
Sustainmen 341,125 341,125 
Interior Security Forces . 268,094 
Equipment and Transportation 220,469 
Sustainment ...... 47,625 
Related Activities .. 75,000 
Authorization Reduction — 500,000 
OTAL; IRAC SECURIT "FORGES FUND онаа нана АЕНА нона аА a a Aa a NA 2,000,000 1,500,000 
GOTAL OPERATOR AND. MAINTENANCE о ааа 115,205,452 109,427,111 
Р-1 Budget Request Recommendation 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
2 C-12 CARGO AIRPLANE (0С0) 78,060 
4 MQ-1 UAV (060) 24,000 
seats Reduction to Р — 23,000 
5 RQ-11 (RAVEN) ( 17,430 
9 AH-64 APACHE В 34,600 
алад War Replacement Aircraft . +34,600 
1 йн—60 BLACKHAWK (0С0) 373,400 
Я Program Increase for Army National Guard +80,000 
Three Combat Loss UH-60 +52,500 
а Accelerate 12 Aircraft .... +200,400 
13 CH—47 HELICOPTER (0С0) . 258,400 
КЕ Accelerate Six Aircraft +187,800 
16 C12 AIRCRAFT MODS (0С0) 122,340 
17 MQ—1 PAYLOAD UAS (060) 3,600 
19 GUARDRAIL MODS (МІР) (000) .. 6,000 
блан Authorization Adjustment ... — 24,200 
20 MULTI SENSOR ABN RECON (MIP) (0С0) 86,200 
21 AH-64 MODS (0С0) ............................... 654,200 
sd AH-64A to AH-64D Conversion for the Texas and Mississippi National Guard +455,000 
СН-47 CARGO HELICOPTER MODS (0С0) . 66,900 
анаа Cargo On/Off Loading System (COOLS) a — 16,000 
27 UTILITY HELICOPTER MODS (000). 14,530 
28 KIOWA WARRIOR (0С0) . 160,378 
ja ielded Fleet Upgrades . +20,000 
x Limit Ramp Rate on 46,910 
29 AIRBORNE AVIONICS (0 24,983 
31 RQ-7 UAV MODS (0С0) 546,500 
d unding Ahead of Need — 1,000 
ransfer from Title | +497,500 
p Ahead of Need ...... — 47,800 
36 АЅЕ INFRARED CM (0С 197,990 182,990 
габа Excess to Need ..... УО ОЕ ЧЫРК ҮТ — 15,000 
38 COMMON GROUND EQUIPMENT (0С0) 65,627 65,627 
40 АК TRAFFIC CONTROL (000). 7,555 0 
Бе njustified Re кА чы R Ne — 7,555 
РЕНТИ TOTAL, AIRGRAEE:PROGUREMENT; ARMY ааа ton maea Eanair A aea a an ata na an Ka eet 1,373,803 2,720,138 
MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
4 HELLFIRE SYS SUMMARY (0C0) . 190,459 190,459 
6 TOW 2 SYSTEM SUMMARY (0C0) 112,769 112,769 
13 ITAS/TOW MODS (0С0) 40,600 40,600 
арн TOTAL MISLE PROCHERMENT АВМ... нална йн наный AA ныны ейн Днын алынкы ы нын ннн н йынан наннын рны дее 343,828 343,828 
PROCUREMENT OF W&TCV, ARMY 
4 STRYKER VEHICLE (060) 545,000 
ransfer from Stryker Modifications, line 9 +445,000 
Increase ouble V Hull +100,000 
9 STRYKER VEI 445,000 0 
deii ransfer to Si — 445,000 
22 MACHINE Gi 79,496 
у ransfer +79,496 
MORTAR SYS 8,600 
28 ХМ320 GRENADE L 22,500 
32 (ОСО) чыры арды ынын» роле 100,000 
34 HOWITZE WT 155MM (T) (0С0) 62,000 
36 M4 MODS (000). 42,900 
еи Program Increase ...... +30,000 
37 М2 50 CAL MACHINE GUN MODS (0С0) 15,000 
40 M119 MODIFICATIONS (0C0) 21,500 
Rarer TOTAL, PROCUREMENT OB W&TGVsARMY. „2: аа йн н НЫНЕ ТААН asta даннар наан ыныран, 687,500 896,996 
PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 
2 IGTGS 762MM; SALLSTYPES(OCO). ылыы ынан е ына Жыны дыы ааа ийыш а Салан да Мина нл ай DA АНАМА На аныны ады ыннаны нида нйн 32,604 13,000 
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— 19,604 
„а Per Army Кедиеѕі 47,000 
4 CTG, .50 CAL, ALL — 81,876 
Recess Per Army Reques! 0,500 
5 CTG, 20MM, — 9,556 
Суи Per Army Request .......... 9206 
7 CTG, 30MM, ALL TYPES (0С0) — 14,326 
Shakes. Per Army Request .......... 25,000 
8 CTG, 40MM, ALL TYPES (060) — 37,700 
вана Per Army Request .......... 26,900 
11 120MM MORTAR, ALL TYPES (0С0) — 50,100 
А APMI Unit Cost Savings — 43,160 
fa Per Army Reques! 5,000 
15 CTG, ARTY, 105MM: — 22,620 
‘a Per Army Reques! 5,000 
CTG, ARTY, 155MM: — 22,620 
ашанын». Per Army Кедиеѕі 000 
18 MODULAR ARTILLERY CHAI — 9.048 
ЗА Per Army Кедиеѕі 5,000 
19 ARTILLERY FUZES, ALL TYPES (0С —7540 
PE EN Рег Army Request ...................... ? 
24 SHOULDER LAUNC — 17,556 
Takai Per Army Reques 139,285 
25 ROCKET, HYDRA 70, ALL TYPES (0С0) .. 20,000 
26 DEI TYPES (060; +20,000 
ENET 0 
27 — 2,000 
А 0 
— 15,000 
Rashes 37,700 
40 
НТУ. 702,591 369,885 
OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
А 516,350 398,925 
5 FAMILY OF MEDIUM TACTICAL VEI +8,875 
Battle Loss Replacement — 126,300 
пр ...... 188,677 199,809 
+11,132 
} 52,780 
136,700 367,678 
аА ы айне +230,978 
т ЖОЕ 989,067 989,067 
20,000 312,956 
ылан APRON ына» +292,956 
ра 8,163 
24 WIN-T-GROUND К 62,415 
27 SHF TERM: (OCO): з-ара 63,500 
29 NAVSTAR GLOBAL STEM (000) ... +50,000 
Ед Additional DAGRS ....................... МҮН 
40 АМС CRITICAL ITEMS—OPA2 (0С0) 78,253 
47 RADIO, IMPROVED HF (COTS) FAMILY (0C0) .. 15,000 
48 MEDICAL COMM FOR CBT CASUALTY CARE (0 38,172 
51х FAMILY OF BIOMETRICS ..... +38,172 
елй Non-MIP Biometrics—Transfer from RDTE,A line 47,500 
53 BASE SUPPORT COMMUNICATIONS (0C0) — 22,500 
бйр Excess to Need ............. 55,000 
55 NFORMATION SYSTEMS (060) S +55,000 
ЕЯ Program Adjustment for Tactical Local Area Network (TACLAN) 413,200 413,200 
57 NFO INFRASTRUCTURE MOD (0С0) . 18,900 18,900 
65 197,092 334,516 
70 a +137,424 
У 47,377 
—4,900 
Arani 5,400 
75 $5.0M (MIP) (0С0) 10,000 
76 LIGHTWEIGHT COUNTER MORTAR RADAR (0C0) . — 15,000 
nat Program ee a 225,682 225,682 
71 WARLOCK (0 639 455,639 
79 COUNTERINTELLIGEN ТҮ COUNTERMEASURES (0CO) 5822 167,460 
81 AAD GBS (000) ............. 5019 5,019 
84 NIGHT VISION DEVICES (0С0) 291400 251,200 
89 COUNTER- , ARTILLERY & MORTAR (C—RAM) (0С0) ЕТ Beane —40,200 
кыт, ип d к 486,050 408,050 
90 ВАЅЕЕ OO жзг tigen aati дашы сыз аршын чаны шна ашаа арш рач tm ОКШ — 78,000 
eE Prog а 69,800 69,800 
95 MOD OF IN-SVC EQUIP (FIREFINDER RADARS) (0CO 135.500 135,500 
96 FORCE XXI BATTLE CMD BRIGADE & BELOW (0С0) 22'371 22,371 
98 LIGHTWEIGHT LASER DESIGNATOR/RANGEFINDER 1'800 1,800 
99 COMPUTER BALLISTICS: LHMBC XM32 (060). { 285,867 
01 COUNTERFIRE RADARS (0С0) +275,867 
ransfer from Title Ill... — 10,000 
unded Ahead of Need .. 43,800 
03 TACTICAL OPERATIONS CENTERS (0С0) 13,566 
04 FIRE SUPPORT C2 FAMILY (0С0) ........... +13,000 
P Advanced Field Artillery Tactical Data System oo 
BA SUPPORT SYS 49,744 
KNIG 2,222 
10 AUTO. 5,000 
а N 60,111 
15 MANE 10,500 
21 А 5,690 
30 РКО Pe 3,220 
35 TAC BBON (0CO) 28,000 
36 ANI EFIELD DETECTION SYSTEM +28,000 
ава г Proper Execution .... 191,000 
37 GRND ECTION SYSTEM (0С0) 8,708 
41 4 52,499 
49 КОКО — 209,100 
ра Е 29,903 
50 НЕШ б ). 55,105 
54 ІТК ETROLEUM & WATER (0С0) .. 0 
55 WA EMS (0С0) ааа ТӘ —12,086 
eee Funded Ahead of Need ........... 8,680 8,680 
56 СОМ 41,398 41,398 
57 МОВ NCE EQU 3,390 3,390 
59 GRADER, ROAD MTZD, HVY, 6X4 (CCE) (0С0) 3,195 3,195 
61 SCRAPERS MOVING (0С0) 1,157 1,157 
64 10А 3,750 3,750 
68 Но 
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70 ITEMS LESS THAN $5.0M (CONST EQUIP) (000) 4,140 4,140 

74 GENERATORS AND ASSOCIATED EQUIP (0С0) 37,480 37,480 

75 ROUGH TERRAIN CONTAINER HANDLER (0С0) 4,562 4,562 

77 ALL TERRAIN LIFTING ARMY SYSTEM (0С0) 56,609 58,049 

cane Battle Loss Replacement ...... АКЕЛЛА АЛЫН КАННАН A E ААН E E A O КААК АЕННАН ЕК ААИНИН СААНИ АНДАИ ӨАИ А +1440 

79 TRAINING DEVICES, NONSYSTEM (060). 28,624 28,624 

80 CLOSE COMBAT TACTICAL TRAINER (| 8,200 0 

EPEA Funded ААРАФ Мева: Бан аныны aasi i аы кА i n a ea ан civ aa ын ia ia ТА i aia ЬЫ AN — 8,200 

84 INTEGRATED FAMILY OF TEST EQUIPMENT (0C0) 622 622 

86 RAPID EQUIPPING SOLDIER SUPT EQUIPMENT (0C0) . 58,590 38,590 

ТИ EXCESS Or NEOUS наанаа на иннераннианниве нивни ени аеннан анынар анна ны F ЕН еннен Ыры НАНДЫ НИНИН Каннын Нинаны ды. — 20,000 

87 PHYSICAL SECURITY SYSTEMS (ОРАЗ) (0С0) . 71,000 71,000 

92 SPECIAL EQUIPMENT FOR USER TESTING (0С0) 1,987 1,987 

y% CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS (0С0) ... 775 775 

ОЯ OTAL,:OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY Та аа д жады нд ни ыдан ыннан арн алын ые ы АННАН ТАНАН ОНА КА 5,827,274 6,423,832 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

3 F/A-18E/F (FIGHTER) HORNET (MYP) 495,000 

ike Fighter Shortfall Mitigation—Nine Aircraft . +495,000 

2 (000) е деер са 88,500 

RLY WARNING) HAWKEYE (MYP) . 175,000 

m Increase—Combat Loss Replacement +175,000 

FRIES (CO) ............................... 12,700 

Equipment Program Adjustment — 2,300 

ERIES (000) ............... 65,371 

grade Kits Cosi —1,529 

Pod Cost Growt! —5,200 

ES (0C0) 43,250 

SERIES (0С0) 35,510 

ES (0С0) .. 27,148 

Ahead of Nee —9,100 

RIES (0С0) 6,430 

ES (0С0) .... 6,000 

PROJECT AIRCRAFT (0С0) 6,100 

ECM EQUIPMENT (0С0) .. 31,020 

nfrared Countermeasures Installation Kit Cost Growth — 7,680 

AVIONICS CHANGES (000). 14,100 

DEFENSIVE WEAPON SYSTEM 10,500 

ЕЅ.(0С0) 2... 8,000 

/ROTOR АСЕТ) OSPREY (0С0) 36,420 

59 SPARES AND REPAIR PARTS (0С0) 3,500 208,500 

чайны» Aviation Spares PEE E OA POE IEEE TA +205,000 

DRA TOTAL -AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT: NANY тан айыны a анын a A tii AN ao at A Ara A a 420,358 1,269,549 
WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

5 SIDEWINDER (0С0) .. 2,923 0 

Е" Non-combat Expenditures .. жайрады АЙ АЫ КААН, —2,923 

9 HELLFIRE (060). 85,504 85,504 

26 SMALL ARMS AND 4,998 4,998 

ГУЕ TOTAL, WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY. nacn ыо анны ннн дыда ыйын ныннан ны ный рынан ынан аннин ыан Да ыйан ымы на Н 93,425 90,502 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMO, NAVY & MARINE CORPS 

1 GENERAL PURPOSE BOMBS (060). 6,060 0 

жы Contract [е!ау....................... ИТА — 6,060 

3 AIRBORNE ROCKETS, ALL TYPES (0С0) . 76,043 76,043 

4 MACHINE GUN AMMUNITION (0С0) .... 69,660 68,660 

былык 20mm Linked ТР, PGU-27 Cost Growth КРИТЕРИИ — 1,000 

7 AIR EXPENDABLE COUNTERMEASURES (0С0) 33,632 33,632 

11 OTHER SHIP GUN AMMUNITION (0C0) ... 455 455 

12 SMALL ARMS & LANDING PARTY AMMO ( 7,157 7,157 

13 PYROTECHNIC AND DEMOLITION (0С0) . 1,209 1,209 

15 SMALL ARMS AMMUNITION (0С0) ...... 19,498 19,498 

16 NEAR CHARGES, ALL TYPES (0С0) . 4,677 4,677 

17 40 MM, ALL TYPES (0С0) .. 11,307 11,307 

18 60MM, ALL TYPES (0С0) 17,150 17,150 

19 81MM, ALL TYPES (0С0) 27,138 27,738 

20 20MM, ALL TYPES (0C0) . 96,895 96,895 

21 CTG 25MM, ALL TYPES (0С0) 990 990 

22 GRENADES, ALL TYPES (0С0) 6,137 6,137 

23 ROCKETS, ALL TYPES (0С0) ... 13,543 13,543 

24 АК YPES (000) 137,118 137,118 

25 Е 9,296 9,296 

26 25,888 25,888 

27 31 31 

Pere 565,084 558,024 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

25 STANDARD BOATS (0C0) 23,706 

danke Riverine Patrol Boats—Unjustifie —7,000 

57 MATCALS (060) Бирн 25,080 

= ASPARCS—Unjustified Cost Grow — 2,000 

EMI CONTROL INSTRUMENTATION (OC 1,800 

EXPEDITIONARY AIRFIELDS (0С0) ...... 4,600 

Siint AM-2 Matting Expeditionary Airfiel ransfer from +4,600 

99 АМАТІОМ LIFE SUPPORT (0C0) ... 10,024 

Ganie Е кз — 16,000 

17 ISPOSAL EQU 10,386 

alana Required .. — 122,000 

22 S (0C 1,234 

23 420 

24 41,474 

aai — 14,000 

26 91,802 

29 26,016 

31 33,659 

37 2,775 

46 38,917 

Pen Need .... — 7,500 

49 SPARES AND REPAIR PARTS (0С0) 4,942 

PAREN TETAI: OTHER: PROGUREMENE, MAVI ыд налната Eaa aE AiE Инн Нан айн нына ный най анына нанынын aa АЕН aaa 480,735 316,835 
PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 

2 LAV PIP (0С0) 152,333 37,573 

fd Baseline Budget Requirement ... — 114,760 
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9, 55MM LIGHTWEIGHT TOWED HOWITZER (0С0) 103,600 103,600 
6 HIGH MOBILITY ARTILLERY ROCKET SYSTEM (0С0) 145,533 145,533 
7 WEAPONS & COMBAT VEHICLES UNDER $5 М (0CO. 7,329 7,329 
9 MODIFICATION KITS (0С0) ...................... 12,000 12,000 
10 WEAPONS ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM (0С0) 18,571 18,571 
16 NIT OPERATIONS CENTER (0C0) ...... 112,424 112,424 
17 REPAIR AND TEST EQUIPMENT (0С0) 15,962 38,762 
СЕНЕ OCO Shortfall—ETMS and Obsolescence Upgrades +22,800 
19 MODIFICATION KITS (OCO) ........... 3,345 
давна nexecutable Funding—CESAS . — 15,200 
20 TEMS UNDER $5 MILLION (COMM & ELEC) (0С0) 11,549 
21 AIR OPERATIONS C2 SYSTEMS (0С0) 41,031 
22 RADAR SYSTEMS (0С0) ...... 10,993 
s OCO Shortfall—TPS-59 +5,500 
4,710 
82,897 
21,789 
29,412 
36,256 
110,545 
аан — 45,000 
31 (060) 28,280 
КОЧЕР Previously Funded UUNS — 35,000 
35 5/47 TRUCK HMMWV (MYP) 0 
йыз Service Requested Reduction .... — 12,994 
37 MEDIUM TACTICAL VEHICLE REPLACEMENT (0С0) . 80,559 
38 LOGISTICS VEHICLE SYSTEM REP (0С0) 109,100 
39 AMILY OF TACTICAL TRAILERS (0С0) ... 22,130 
42 ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL ЕО! 27,399 
азна OCO Shortfalli—ECU апа SFRS . +9,600 
43 BULK LIQUID EQUIPMENT (0С0) .... 6,758 
Gains OCO Shortfall—Tank and Pump Modules . +15,130 
44 ACTICAL FUEL SYSTEMS (0С0) ........ 89,498 
hanstik OCO Shortfall—Liquid Fuel Storage . +5,800 
45 POWER EQUIPMENT ASSORTED (060) 41,536 
47 EOD SYSTEMS (000) ..... 188,985 
жайиз. Excess to Requirement .. — 25,000 
48 PHYSICAL SECURITY EQUIPMENT (0С0) 5,200 
50 MATERIAL HANDLING EQUIP (060) 58,264 
53 ES (060)... 55,864 
54 8,826 
56 28,401 
еи OTAL, PROCUREMENT, MARINE: CORPS: аы рн н ЫК Ан НА Аныс нын ыды ылыы а йаа» айа Майын ийне 1,778,243 1,589,119 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
1 F-35 (0C0) X 204,900 0 
йад njustified Reques' — 204,900 
19 CV=22 (060) ............ у 70,000 
Я Program Increase—Provides for One Additional Combat Loss Aircraft . +70,000 
Н—60М OPERATIONAL LOSS REPLACEMENT (000)................................. 417,400 
адь Program Increase (Adds 10 Aircraft, Not Less Than Four for the Air +303,400 
26 RQ-11 (0C0) . 9,380 
34 MQ—9 (0С0) 376,814 
ps Spares ... — 55,186 
КУ ransfer 12 Aircraft from Title 11 . +216,000 
37 В-1В (CO) ... 8,500 
39 А10 (0С0) 6,500 
44 C-5 (0C0) . 73,400 
47 C-17A (0С0) . 76,450 
ai Program Decrease .. — 48,000 
КС—10А (ATCA) (0С0) 3,540 
C-130 (0C0) ...... 66,720 
C-130 MODS INTI 0,900 
COMPASS CALL MO 0,000 
H-60 (0С0)................ 53,200 
Excess to Need for Radars — 61,000 
Program Increase—Transportable Blackhawk Operation Simulators . +92,800 
Program Increase—Control Display Unit Mission Processors +12,500 
Program Increase—GPS/Inertial Navigation Units +27,900 
OTHER AIRCRAFT (0С0) 61,600 
MQ—9 PAYLOAD—I 5 60,383 
ransfer from Тї +115,383 
CV-22 MODS (0С0) 830 
INITIAL SPARES/RE 0,900 
OTHER PRODUCTIO! 218,138 
шаа ransfer from Тї +160,638 
104 DARP (000) ............... 47,300 
PEERS TAL AIRGRAF E PROGUREMENT,: AIR FORCE: наана ныны ырны ый ни нона дынна оаа нА ннен а на йыр ИБ, 1,362,420 1,991,955 
MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
5 PREDATOR HELLFIRE MISSILE (0С0) . 41,621 41,621 
10 AGM-65D MAVERICK (0C0) 15,000 15,000 
Sane UTAL: MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR: FORGE саа ыда Анны ынана ады КА ЫМ ыйан ыан ир ындан даары ны аны ШЫН аА ЫЕ 56,621 56,621 
PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 
2 CARTRIDGES (0С0) 30,801 30,801 
4 GENERAL PURPOSE BOMBS (0C0) . 53,192 53,192 
5 JOINT DIRECT ATTACK MUNITION (000). 147,991 147,991 
11 FLARES (000) 20,486 20,486 
12 FUZES (060). 24,982 24,982 
13 SMALL ARMS (060) 15,507 15,507 
Sites OVAL, SPROCUREMENT: OPAMMUNITION, AIR: FOR GE> зонаны ба лада н а EE рн ннер E TA EA R 292,959 292,959 
OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

2 MEDIUM TACTICAL VEHICLE (0С0) 7,350 5,350 
аайын» Contract Savings .......... PESE E EAE A A — 2,000 
5 SECURITY AND TACTICAL VEHICLES (0С0) 15,540 13,540 
оны Uparmored HMMWV—Unjustified Cost Growth .. ЛИНН ООН — 2,000 
11 ITEMS LESS THAN $5,000,000(VEHICLES)(OCO) . 690 690 
16 INTELLIGENCE COMM EQUIPMENT (0С0) ... 1,400 1,400 
19 THEATER AIR CONTROL SYS IMPROVEMEN 4,354 4,354 
20 WEATHER OBSERVATION FORECAST (0C0) 9,825 0 
ahaa 05—21 Contract Delays ..................... ЕРЕКЕ РКИ — 9,825 
28 АБ FORCE PHYSICAL SECURITY SYSTEM (0С0) 6,100 6,100 
38 USCENTCOM (0C0) .... 28,784 28,784 
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44 MILSATCOM SPACE (0С0) 4,300 4,300 
46 COUNTERSPACE SYSTEM (0С0) . 8,200 8,200 
47 TACTICAL C-E EQUIPMENT (0С0) .. 2,552 2,552 
52 COMM ELECT MODS (0С0) .... 470 470 
53 NIGHT VISION GOGGLES (000) 8,833 4,433 
окш NVCD-NSL Contract Delays БИКО РОО —4,400 
57 CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS (000). 131,559 16,759 
ARN JCREW Ahead of Need ........... cea ЕРУ Жа КАЙ PAA — 114,800 
56 BASE PROCURED EQUIPMENT (0С0) . 9,070 9,070 
59 MOBILITY EQUIPMENT (0С0) .......... 16,588 16,588 
66 DEFENSE SPACE RECONNAISSANCE PROG (0С0) 9,700 9,700 
ste OTHER PROGRAMS (060) .. 2,822,166 2,736,303 
Classified Adjustment ... — 85,863 
OTAL, OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 3,087,481 2,868,593 
PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 
5 DIA 0 CENTCOM INTELLIGENCE ACT (0С0) . 27,702 27,102 
18 G L COMMAND AND CONTROL SYS (0С0) 1,000 1,000 
20 ТЕ PROGRAM (00) ....................... 6,191 6,191 
23 D E INFORMATION SYSTEM NETWORK (0С0) . 520 520 
35 АЕО DING ..... 0 189,720 
аса lock 1А: 20 Interceptors .. ана ан AA. +189,720 
50 MAJOR EQUIPMEN 5,700 5,700 
52 UNDISTRIBUTED, INTELLIGENC! 15,000 5,000 
XX OTHER PROGRAMS (0С0) 323,486 333,675 
ыйан Classified Adjustment жыйайын алый. +10,189 
55 ROTARY WI STAINMENT (0С0) . 5,600 5,600 
55А МН-476. 0 28,500 
вла. СОВА WOssiReplace тепе Аста а аА аА АНТА АННИ ИНКА +28,500 
56 M ENSION PRO 8 4,222 5,222 
үннер. Modifi at Loss Replacement кынна ыйла A +11,000 
57 M NIZATION (000) ........................... 0 7,800 
НЯ ificati at Loss Replacement Aircraft даданне а +7,800 
0 121,268 
Нее +121,268 
0 5,000 
+15,000 
8,202 
4,368 
65,878 
— 10,000 
49,776 
31,817 
22,400 
81,306 
— 42,800 
КУ — 25,300 
81 TACTIC. LES (000) ..................... 91,262 
alate? Program Increase—Unfunded Requiremen’ +55,000 
83 COMBAT MISSION REQUIREMENTS (0С0) 0 
Bethea, OCO Program Growth .... — 30,000 
88 SOF AUTOMATION SYSTEM Р 1,291 
90 SOF OPERATIONAL ENHANC NTELLIGENCE (000). 25,000 
92 SOF VISUAL AUGMENTATION, LASERS & SENSORS (0С0) 22,700 
m Increase—Unfunded Requiremen’ +19,500 
ICAL RADIO SYSTEMS (0С0) 3,985 
LANEOUS EQUIPMENT (0CO) .. 5,530 
RATIONAL ENHANCEMENTS (0С0) 95,545 
т Increase—Unfun Requiremen +51,376 
irement Addressed by — 35,700 
FIED PROGRAMS .... 2,941 2,941 
жна» OTAL,, PROGUREMENT;,_DEFENSE=WIDE's Жын нн ынын ыр дылды н раан ныи ыны рыр днн нн ны ийнинен нынан арн a ей Дайынын, 874,546 1,262,499 
NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 
NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 0 850,000 
Program Increase—Army Reserve . +140,000 
Program Increase—Navy Reserve . +70,000 
Program Increase—Marine Corps Reserve +70,000 
Program Increase—Air Force Reserve .. +70,000 
Program Increase—Army National Guard .. +250,000 
Program Increase—Air National Guard +250,000 
MINE RESISTANT AMBUSH PROTECTED VEHICLE FUND 
чей» МНЕ RESISTANT: AMBUSH PROTECTED. VEHICLE FUND? ынын Ын арнаны ннн Аша ндан ызанын ый нын ынын чыр найда ны адынын Саный кареы илине йылы ды 3,415,000 3,415,000 
Дын OTAL,: РКОСШКЕМЕМ ТХ: ааа нанамо наанаа ней ын ыар бн н ырыны Өн BAA aSa раа айды йене 21,361,868 25,316,335 
R-1 Budget Request Recommendation 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION, ARMY 
48 NIGHT VISION ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY (0С0) 0 23,100 
рны Program increase—Aviation night and limite +23,100 
60 SOLDIER SUPPORT AND SURVIVABILITY (OCO) ............................ 14,900 
oo HFDS—Transfer to line 75 for execution at request of the Army .. — 48,000 
REF—Transfer from Title IV for OCO requirement ............. +5,000 
61 ACTICAL ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM—ADV DEV 7,800 
sitai де ransfer from JIEDDO—Air Vigilance ........ +7,800 
75 ELECTRONIC WARFARE DEVELOPMENT (0С0) . 48,000 
$ HFDS Transfer from line 60 for execution at request of the Army . +48,000 
rl opment effort. ........... —5,400 
IALYSIS SYSTEM (0С0) 8,100 
N SYSTEMS SECURITY PROGRAM (0С0) .. 0 
ation—Biometrics—Transfer to line — 25,134 
OP,A line 51 at request of the Army — 38,172 
BIOMETRICS ............................. 25,134 
FicS—Tranister< trom FA Бы рн ы нне OE E ына ын дынан ннан нн EESO E EEAO Каны наара ы анаара ыйнаан. E EA Шадра. +25,134 
D COMMON GROUND/SURFACE SYSTEMS (060) 16,200 16,200 
ом. OTAL-RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST: & EVALUATION; ARMY: isiting EEE A NTE N ОЬ E SINA AE A A RA A ОПН ОЦЫЯ 150,906 143,234 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION, NAVY 
19 ELECTROMAGNETIC SYSTEMS ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY (0С0) 14,100 10,680 
йн. INjustified request “л... еы ины каанны на PERIE EN PEA реа. — 3,420 
53 OINT SERVICE EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE DEVELOPMENT (0C0) 1,000 1,000 
75 ОІМТ COUNTER RADIO CONTROLLED IED ELECTRONIC WARFA\ 0 11,800 
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олан, Network Enabled EW—Transfer from JIEDDO AERON аады н аад +11,800 
124 MEDICAL DEVELOPMENT (000) .................. 300 300 
153 NAVY SPACE AND ELECTRONIC WARFARE (5 5,200 5,200 
204 ACTICAL UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLES ..................... 0 36,000 
KEANE ransfer from OM,MC for Qualitative Risk Assessment . ыйанар Ды. +36,000 
213 К@—7 UAV (0CO) ........... 6,900 6,900 
999 OTHER PROGRAMS (0C0) 32,901 32,901 
Ratna OTAL, RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TESE & EVALUATION, NANY. г.с... Да ан а ынын ыбы наан ыы дынна ыы Ашына ыыы ырны йырды ылынар 60,401 104,781 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 
17 ADVANCED AEROSPACE SENSORS .... 0 56,000 
наа Blue Devil Block 2—Transfer from JIEDDO жаннарны а. +56,000 
36 SPACE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY (0С0) ... 16,000 16,000 
66 ACTICAL DATA NETWORKS ENTERPRISE 30,000 30,000 
128 МО9 ЏАҮ (0С0) .......................................... 0 88,500 
antes, VADER/DDR on MQ-9—Transfer from JIEDD Sree eee +88,500 
145 CSAF INNOVATION PROGRAM (OR ISR INNOVATI 0 112,000 
ТЕНИ ISR Sensor Pilot Program ............... IEE NEEE NOE ORE ынде. +112,000 
164 MISSION PLANNING SYSTEMS (0С0) .. 4,443 4,443 
211 NETWORK-CENTRIC COLLABORATIVE TARGETING (0C0) . 6,100 6,100 
230 SPECIAL TACTICS/COMBAT CONTROL (0C0) 10,325 10,325 
999 OTHER PROGRAMS (000; 199,373 161,014 
Gresta teen Classified Adjustment ... канын kates — 38,359 
ЕИ OTAL, RESEARCH) DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION, AIRFORCE tirassi aeni fontane р-н зн ны нын ынын еу инн ны ини ннан ннан ыа наннан ны нары аы: 266,241 484,382 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 
56 ARPA SENSOR 0 40,000 
жайы» ransfer from JIE арнын, +40,000 
197 LONG-HAUL COMMUNICATIONS DCS (0С0) .......... 23,125 23,125 
202 FORMATION SYSTEMS SECURITY PROGRAM (0С0) .. 750 750 
254 SPECIAL OPERATIONS INTELLIGENCE SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT (0С0) 9,440 9,440 
255 SOF Operational Enhancements ...................... 0 14,500 
ransterstrom JIEDDO—EW. Family? Of S¥SUCMS' жананын н Казан көйли Былыр ы ындыны ЫА Sithasiaseel daleshsiansdatundestiet a EAEE ARa a +14,500 
OTHER PROGRAMS (0С0) 123,925 134,801 
Classified Adjustment ... +3,376 
ransfer from JIEDDO—Wallaby +7,500 
өы OTAL, RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE ныннан Ыыы анааан ана дынын ыннаны ыннан иннин небе 157,240 222,616 
ЕЕЕ OTAL, ‘RESEARCH? DEVELOPMENT, TEST -3 EVALUATION. алыды нды айын ныны ины ыйы шы ыыы ыны нгы ырны anaieri ынын ей 634,788 955,013 
DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE . 1,398,092 1,398,092 
IN-HOUSE CARE .......... 709,004 709,004 
PRIVATE SECTOR CARE . 538,376 538,376 
CONSOLIDATED HEALTH СА 128,412 128,412 
NFORMATION MANAGE 2,286 2,286 
MANAGEMENT HEADQI 518 518 
EDUCATION AND TRAIN 18,061 18,061 
BASE OPERATIONS AND COMM 1,435 1,435 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPME 0 24,000 
Blast Recovery Monitors—tTransfer from JIEDDO ase +8,000 
Body Blood Flow Monitor—transfer from JIEDDO .. +9,000 
EMF Blast Pulse ЕНесїѕ—Тгапѕїег from JIEDDO ... +7,000 
И OTAL, DEFENSE HEALTH. PROGRAM е наа лана e a eia Ra н ноль ананан Б бан аннын 1,398,092 1,422,092 
DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE 
AFGHANISTAN AIR MOBILITY ... 141,634 141,634 
AFGHANISTAN BORDER FAC! 5,000 5,000 
AFGHANISTAN BORDER POLI 19,500 19,500 
AFGHANISTAN BORDER TRAINING 20,000 20,000 
CENTCOM SUPPORT—AFGHANISTAN COUNTER NARCOTICS POLICE AFGHANISTAN . 3,000 3,000 
FACILITIES дена EOE TA ынырыы 25,295 25,295 
RAINING COUNTER NARCOTICS POLICE AFGHANISTAN (CNP—A) 50,250 50,250 
EQUIPMENT ............................. 1,241 1,241 
INTELLIGENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 61,500 — 56,900 
КПАП АЈ теп ыар дада нанды бый» нча aana a ai eaaa МЫНИ Дымын —4,600 
PAKISTAN ... 49,590 49,590 
KAZAKHSTAN .. 7,850 7,850 
KYRGYZSTAN 27,900 27,900 
AJIKISTAN 8,500 8,500 
RKMENIS 10,350 10,350 
ZBEKISTAN 8,500 8,500 
YEMEN ........ 17,000 17,000 
PROGRAM" ADJUSTMENT? ынде ннн дн a ны ышын иран нанынын бин ы нанынын е анын аанынан Аннан Най аннады аныз haaa. aiea НЫН — 12,000 
нан OTAL, DRUG INTERDICTION АМО COUNTER-DRUG ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE .................................................а ананна ана и ннен д-ры ашады ншнен бене ы 457,110 440,510 
JOINT IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE DEFEAT FUND 
1 ATTACK THE NETWORK . 1,434,400 765,200 
ransfer to Staff and Infrastructure for proper execution . 15 — 238,800 
Air Vigilance—outside JIEDDO mission—tTransfer to RDTE,A line 61 апа ОМА line 411 for proper execution — 13,200 
Blue Devil Block 2—Transfer to RDTE,AF line 17 for proper execution . — 56,000 
Copperhead—program terminated — 125,000 
Electronic Warfare Family of Sy: — 14,500 
UON Reserve ............... tes +100,000 
Solar ISE—outside JIEDDO mission .. —7,000 
Synchronization and Integration WTI Cell—Transfer to OM,A SAG 135 and OM,DW for proper execution .. — 6,400 
ermal Station (National IED Exploitation Facility (NIEF))—Transfer to OM,A SAG 135 for proper execution .. — 13,000 
VADER development—transfer $88.5 million to RDTE,AF line 128 — 241,800 
Wallaby—tTransfer to RDTE,DW for proper execution sede —7,500 
Wide Area Surveillance Development Roadmap (WASDP)—Transfer to DARPA for proper execution .. — 40,000 
Wolfhound Il—Transfer to OM,DW for proper execution — 6,000 
FEAT THE DEVICE .............................. 1,223,090 
ES HY Roadmap—Program termina — 28,000 
nsfer to Staff and Infrastructure for proper execution . — 105,000 
eachcomber—tTransfer to OM,A SAG 135 for proper execution — 3,000 
unter Bomber—Transfer to ОМ,А SAG 135, OM,N, OM,MC and OM,AF for proper execution . — 3,000 
EW—SSM—Universal Test Set Transfer to OM,A SAG 135, OM,N and OM,MC for proper execution .. —5,000 
UON Reserve . аа — 105,000 
Networked Enabled EW—Transfer to КОТЕ, М line 75 for proper execution — 11,800 
Personnel Borne IED/Vehicle Borne IED (PBIED/VBIED)—Transfer to ОР,А line 136 for proper execution .. — 28,000 
Starlite Development Program—Program terminated ........ — 16,000 
ransfer to ОМ,А SAG 135 and OM,MC for proper execution — 1,500 
RAIN THE FORCE . 286,210 170,410 
Жыл ransfer to Sta So Mladen east cates —75,400 
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STAFF AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
Transfer from Title VI .... 
Transfer from Attack the 
Transfer from Defeat the Device for proper execution 
Transfer from Train the Force for proper execution 


OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL .... 


OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL .... 


Blast Recovery Monitors—tTransfer to ОНР КОТЕ for proper execution .. 
Body Blood Flow Monitor—Transfer to ОНР RDTE for proper execution . 
EMF Blast Pulse Effects—Transfer to DHP КОТЕ for proper execution .. 
Technical Collection Training Program—tTransfer to OM,A SAG 135 for proper execution ... 


TOTAL, JOINT IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE DEFEAT FUND лкнн анна анн A ны йынын ылдын айана иы К нарин ЫНАН оды рин 
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 


TOTAL; OTHER ‘DEPARTMENT UF DEFENSE PROGRAMS: se:sszs:tsazsssssszatecssatesshecdscrsscocchodsotahs аннын кыраны ы нынын арынан айы аныда ыны рынан ЗН 


3,250,000 


2,793,768 


10,529 10,529 


10,529 
5,115,731 


10,529 
4,666,899 


I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that speakers on 
the Republican side be limited to 10 
minutes each, with Senator COBURN 
controlling up to 25 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak on the two proposals, the Demo- 
cratic proposal and the Republican pro- 
posal from the House known as H.R. 1. 
І ат going to reluctantly support H.R. 
1. It reduces government spending by 
about $61 billion below last year’s lev- 
els. The reason I am reluctantly sup- 
porting it is because I don’t think it 
goes far enough. 

We have heard the other side rail 
that the cuts are too large, but let me 
bring to the attention of my colleagues 
a few quotes. 

This is from ADM Mike Mullen, 
Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

I believe that our debt is the greatest 
threat to our national security. 

We know our national debt is over $14 
trillion. This year, we are spending, in 
excess of what we take in, almost $1.6 
trillion. All we are talking about in the 
House bill is reducing that amount by 
$61 billion—a paltry amount. 

A few other quotes. 

This is from Treasury Secretary Tim- 
othy Geithner on February 17: 

It is an excessively high interest burden. 
It’s unsustainable. With the President’s plan, 
even if Congress were to enact it, and even if 
Congress were to hold to it and reduce those 
deficits as a percentage of GDP over the next 
5 years, we would still be left with a very 
large interest burden and unsustainable obli- 
gations over time. 


He also said: 


Our deficits are too high. They are 
unsustainable. 

I think everybody agrees. 

They are unsustainable and, if left 


unaddressed, these deficits will hurt eco- 
nomic growth and make us weaker as a na- 
tion. 

One of the bills before the Senate 
starts to address it. The other bill vir- 
tually ignores the deficit. 

This is from the President: 

What my budget does is to put forward 
some tough choices, some significant spend- 


ing cuts so that by the middle of this decade 
our annual spending will match our annual 
revenues. We will not be adding more to the 
national debt. 

It is absolutely incredible that the 
President could make such a comment 
when looking at his budget. His budget 
takes us from $14 trillion in debt to $27 
trillion in debt over the next decade, 
almost doubling the national debt. He 
says we are going to be living within 
our means? 

Here is a graph. In 2010, we are at 
about $13.5 trillion. We see that over 
the decade we go up further, further, 
and down here in 2021, it is $26.3 tril- 
lion. This is virtually a doubling of the 
national debt. 

That is why when Timothy Geithner 
says it is unsustainable—the Secretary 
of the Treasury appointed by President 
Obama—we all agree. So when are we 
going to get spending under control? 
We literally have to quit spending 
money we do not have because we are 
bankrupting the very future of Amer- 
ica. 

I wish to quote a few Senators from 
the other side of the aisle. 

Senator JOE MANCHIN said: 

The most powerful person in these negotia- 
tions, our President, has failed to lead this 
debate or offer a serious proposal for spend- 
ing cuts. 

He also said: 

[The Democratic bill] utterly ignores our 
fiscal reality, that our Nation is badly in 
debt and spending at absolutely 
unsustainable and out-of-control levels. We 
must turn our financial ship around. But the 
Senate proposal continues to sail forward as 
if there is no storm on the horizon. 

That is from one of our Democratic 
colleagues from West Virginia. 

The bill proposed by the Democratic 
majority fails to understand that there 
is a fiscal crisis in this country. It is a 
problem of spending. 

Senator CLAIRE MCCASKILL of Mis- 
souri said: 

I feel strongly that the cuts are not large 
enough. 

Senator MARK WARNER said: 

At some point we need to send some kind 
of a shock wave across the Federal Govern- 
ment that this time we really mean it. 

He was talking about spending cuts. 
He was talking about getting serious 
about deficit reduction. 

The House bill doesn’t do enough, but 
at least it is headed more in the right 


direction for getting spending under 
control. While I might not agree with 
every one of the spending cuts in it, it 
is going in the right direction, and 
shows what we need to do as a Con- 
gress. The bill the majority has put be- 
fore us shows a lack of understanding 
as to how serious the deficit and the 
debt are as an issue for the country. 

I wish to put this deficit reduction 
into some sort of context. This year, 
the Congressional Budget Office says 
we will spend $1.5 trillion more than we 
take in. That is what the deficit is this 
year. According to the President, it is 
over $1.6 trillion. Those are their esti- 
mates. The bottom line is that we are 
spending about 40 cents more per dollar 
than what we take in. 

This graph shows the spending pro- 
posals before us. This is how much the 
deficit is. The House bill will reduce 
that deficit by this tiny slice of the pie. 
The Democratic majority bill will re- 
duce it by this little tiny slice of the 
pie right here. So the House bill is a 
small slice, but at least it is a larger 
slice than what the Democratic major- 
ity has offered. The bottom line is that 
this is pathetic and will do nothing to 
actually put us on a sustainable fiscal 
path where we can start living within 
our means and quit spending money we 
do not have. 

The House bill itself is actually a 4- 
percent reduction in the amount of 
money we are borrowing. If we think 
about it, this year, since we are bor- 
rowing 40 cents out of every dollar we 
spend, to put that in terms that maybe 
a family would understand, it would be 
as if a family making $60,000 a year 
were going to spend $100,000. Any fam- 
ily would understand that is 
unsustainable. They could not continue 
along that path. If that same family 
were to decrease their spending habits 
by the same amount the Democrats 
have proposed, out of that $100,000, 
they would reduce their spending hab- 
its by $168. That is all. That is how pa- 
thetic this spending reduction is of- 
fered by the other side. 

We have to get serious. Recently, 
Senator COBURN requested a General 
Accountability Office report that came 
back and identified over $100 billion in 
duplicative and wasteful spending pro- 
grams. This GAO report underscores 


3620 


the negligence of the Federal Govern- 
ment when it comes to managing hard- 
earned taxpayer dollars. 

Let me give a couple of facts from 
that report. It said that the govern- 
ment spends $18 billion on 47 different 
job-training programs. Yet the Presi- 
dent requested another $400 million for 
anew program that will replicate prov- 
en strategies to develop even more job- 
training programs. Out of the 47 pro- 
grams, zero are measured for effective- 
ness. Yet we are going to create more 
instead of eliminating a lot of the pro- 
grams and doing the proper oversight 
this Congress should be doing. 

There are 80 programs providing 
transportation to disadvantaged per- 
sons in 8 different departments. The 
GAO found $2 billion in costs for just 29 
of these programs but, with the extent 
of fragmentation in this area, was un- 
able to identify total costs for the 
other 51 programs. In other words, they 
couldn’t even identify what the total 
costs were for these other programs. 
That is how messed up it is. 

The U.S. Government also spends 
about $63 billion on 18 different domes- 
tic food and nutrition programs and 
about $3 billion on 20 homelessness pro- 
grams. The report notes: 

This can create unnecessary work for both 
providers and applicants and may result in 
the use of more administrative resources 
than needed. 

Let me translate. That means we 
have too much bureaucracy and too 
much wasteful spending, so the money 
doesn’t actually get to the people it is 
intended to help. It gets spent in the 
bureaucracy. 

We also have another almost $60 bil- 
lion spent on over 100 duplicated and 
fragmented surface transportation pro- 
grams. 

While I am troubled that the $61 bil- 
lion from the House isn’t enough to 
tackle the problem, I am astounded by 
what the other side of the aisle has 
done. It also continues many of the 
wasteful programs we have talked 
about. 

The Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting has come under fire. Obviously, 
this morning their CEO resigned. We 
have seen the controversies there. 

Their bill also spends tens of millions 
of dollars to help unions organize— 
overseas, not even in America. Helping 
unions organize overseas—is that what 
we want to be doing with American 
taxpayer dollars? 

Today’s votes are a choice between 
modest progress and making the prob- 
lem worse. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has used 10 minutes. 

Mr. ENSIGN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent for 1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ENSIGN. The House bill needs to 
be the floor for what we accomplish out 
of this process. The House bill isn’t 
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nearly enough, and we cannot allow 
this process to capture a modest im- 
provement in the name of compromise 
by watering it down to a complete ab- 
dication of leadership. The stakes are 
too high. 

Today, I will be reluctantly sup- 
porting H.R. 1, the House bill, which 
cuts $61 billion from last year’s spend- 
ing. It is a modest step in the right di- 
rection. The other side has put forward 
a proposal that should be rejected out 
of hand because it is completely inad- 
equate. It keeps us spending money we 
do not have. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 2 
minutes and for Senator LEAHY to be 
recognized following my remarks for 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
wouldn’t mind the chart from my 
friend from Nevada staying up because 
it makes my point. 

In a few hours, the Senate will hold 
an up-or-down vote on H.R. 1, the 
House Republicans’ scorched earth 
spending proposal that counts among 
its casualties such critical priorities as 
border security, cancer research, and 
food safety inspectors. The House GOP 
proposal is a Trojan horse, and we will 
not be fooled by it. It speaks in the 
name of deficit reduction, but the dirty 
little secret about the Republican 
spending plan is that once the dust is 
settled, it would only decrease the def- 
icit by $5 billion in fiscal year 2011. 
When we look at the CBO score of the 
continuing resolution we are operating 
under and compare that to the House 
spending bill, the difference by CBO in 
budget outlays only amounts to $5 bil- 
lion in fiscal year 2011. We are talking 
about a difference of $1.36 trillion in 
budget outlays under the current CR 
versus $1.355 trillion in budget outlays 
under the Republican proposal, much 
as the chart of my colleague from Ne- 
vada has shown. In other words, all of 
the cuts the Republicans are currently 
proposing will shave a grand total of .3 
percent from the deficit. 

Some might say it is a start, but in 
relation to the damage these cuts will 
do, it is a meaningless start. Their cuts 
to domestic discretionary spending will 
do nothing to create jobs or spur short- 
term economic growth. In fact, the re- 
verse is true. AS numerous independent 
economists point out, we will see a re- 
duction in economic growth almost im- 
mediately if H.R. 1 is enacted, and 
these cuts will harm our ability to pre- 
pare for the future because they gut 
the very priorities we need to invest in 
to help our economy grow: education, 
energy investment, technology, and in- 
frastructure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 
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Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent I be given 2 addi- 
tional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. So if all these cuts 
will not improve the economy in the 
near term and will not help economic 
growth in the longer term and will not 
cut the deficit, then exactly what will 
they do? They will satisfy a very small 
but vocal segment of the Republican 
Party. That is all. 

So it is time for a reset. This morn- 
ing I called for a reset of this budget 
debate. I think it is important that 
after today’s votes both sides in the de- 
bate take a deep collective breath. We 
should all take stock of how the discus- 
sion up to now has become distorted 
and seek to reset the terms of the de- 
bate. It may not happen tomorrow, but 
in the coming weeks, as the negotia- 
tions led by the White House recon- 
vene, we should approach the talks 
with fresh eyes and a new mindset. 

Rather than continuing the fixation 
on domestic discretionary cuts, which 
at the same time do huge damage and 
cut the deficit very little just because 
of the way they are spent, the next 
offer and counteroffer should include 
mandatory cuts and revenue raisers 
such as oil royalties into the mix. 

We will only put a dent in the deficit 
through shared sacrifice. Focusing sim- 
ply on domestic discretionary and even 
leaving out the military will not 
achieve our goal of deficit reduction. 
Including mandatory cuts and revenue 
raisers such as oil royalties will. 

The bottom line is this: The blame 
for the current breakdown in budget 
negotiations rests with our failure to 
think big. A bipartisan compromise 
simply will not be found in discre- 
tionary spending cuts alone. We must 
broaden the playing field. The solution 
will only come from putting other 
kinds of cuts, as well as revenue en- 
hancements, on the table. Doing this 
will also set the table for the larger 
budget discussions still to come. 

I see my colleague from Vermont, so 
Iam ready to yield the floor to him. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate that. But I think what we are 
going to do is try to go back and forth. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Well, I yield the floor 
in any case, Mr. President. 

Mr. LEAHY. So Senator SESSIONS 
will go next. But I appreciate the cour- 
tesy of the Senator from New York. I 
yield with the consent that I then be 
recognized at the end of the speech of 
the Senator from Alabama. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee and con- 
gratulate him on a very successful pat- 
ent bill that passed with ап over- 
whelming vote. I was pleased to work 
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with him on that as a partner for 2 
years when I was ranking member of 
that committee. I think it was a good 
day. 

Mr. President, we will soon be mov- 
ing toward a vote on the continuing 
resolution. Apparently, there are going 
to be two options given to us. The 
question I would pose to our colleagues 
and to the American people is, Do we 
have to do something or can we do 
nothing? Is nothing an option? That is 
what the Democratic proposal is— 
nothing, zero, nada. 

So we had in the Budget Committee, 
which I am the ranking member now, 
the testimony yesterday of Alan Simp- 
son and Erskine Bowles. Senator Simp- 
son is a Republican from Wyoming, and 
Mr. Bowles was President Clinton’s 
Chief of Staff and a well-known busi- 
ness and Democratic leader. 

This is what they told us yesterday 
in their written statement. Both of 
them put this in to us: 

We believe that if we do not take decisive 
action our nation faces the most predictable 
economic crisis in its history. 

They have spent months wrestling 
with these numbers. A majority of the 
members voted for the reforms they 
proposed, and they gave a lot of time 
and effort to it. I did not think they 
went far enough in some of the areas. 
But I would say they made a real sig- 
nificant attempt to deal with the crisis 
we face. 

In their testimony yesterday they 
went even further. What do we mean, a 
“crisis”? We had a crisis in 2007. That 
put us in the deepest recession we have 
had in decades. Greece has had a crisis. 
That is the kind of thing they are talk- 
ing about. Forty percent of every dol- 
lar we spend is borrowed. 

Senator CONRAD, our chairman, our 
distinguished Democratic leader, asked 
them: 

What happens, in your judgment, to the 
U.S., if we fail to get an agreement in the 
range of what the commission concluded is 
necessary? 

The commission proposes a $4 trillion 
reduction in our deficit spending over 
the next 10 years. It should be more. 
That is what they proposed. President 
Obama’s budget says it reduces it by $1 
trillion. But when the CBO scores it, 
they are going to find it is filled with 
gimmicks and there will not be any re- 
duction, I predict, in the deficit in the 
Obama budget, which is disappointing. 
It is a do-nothing-about-the-debt-prob- 
lem budget. 

So what is going to happen? 

Mr. Bowles: 

This problem is going to happen, it is a 
problem, we’re going to have to face up to, in 
maybe 2 years, maybe a little less, maybe a 
little more. 

Senator Simpson commented: 

I think it will come before 2 years. 

We are talking about a crisis. 

I’m just saying at some point, I think 
within a year, at the end of the year, if they 
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[people who hold our debt] just thought 
you’re playing with fluff—s5, 6, 7 percent of 
this hole—they’re going to say, “І want some 
money for my paper.” And if there’s any- 
thing money guys love, it’s money. And 
money guys, when they start losing money, 
panic. And let me tell you they will. It won’t 
matter what the government does, they’ll 
say I want my money, I’ve got a better place 
for it... . Just saying for me, it won’t be a 
year [before we have a crisis]. 

Well, this is a serious matter. It is 
not a do-nothing circumstance. So we 
have a simple choice to make today: 
Do we take a step, even a small step, 
that sends a signal to the world that 
we intend to take action to prevent the 
crisis, not act after a disaster hits? Or 
we could do nothing, as the Democratic 
proposal does. 

The Republican proposal will imme- 
diately lower spending by $61 billion 
for the rest of the year. That is a re- 
duction of about 6 percent of the dis- 
cretionary spending budget. Most 
States, cities, and counties in America 
have had bigger deductions than that, 
and they are still here. They have not 
ceased to exist, and we are not going to 
cease to exist if we reduce spending 6 
percent. But it will make a difference. 
That amounts to 4 percent of the total 
debt. As I will show in a moment, it 
means a lot more than that. 

The Democratic proposal proposes $6 
billion, but it is clearly only a $4 bil- 
lion reduction. That is less than a one- 
half-of-1-percent reduction in the dis- 
cretionary spending budget—less than 
one-half of 1 percent. 

Now, this $61 billion is not going to 
break us. The GAO recently found that 
the government spends $8 billion on 47 
different job training programs—47 dif- 
ferent job training programs. We don’t 
have any ability to save money and do 
more with less in this country? No 
business would run the way we run the 
U.S. Government, and this is just one 
of the typical kinds of duplication and 
waste that goes on in our government. 

We are living in a fantasy world if we 
think we cannot find $61 billion to re- 
duce out of more than $1 trillion in a 
discretionary budget. Under President 
Obama, the discretionary spending in- 
creased 24 percent in the last 2 years. It 
has already gone up 24 percent. 

What do you mean we cannot take a 
6-percent reduction? We are facing a 
crisis, a debt crisis. Families across the 
country are trimming their budgets. 
They are doing so every day. Wash- 
ington just keeps on growing and 
spending and growing. 

We had the Education Secretary in 
the Budget Committee last week. They 
propose an 11-percent increase in edu- 
cation spending this year. Energy was 
in—a 9.5-percent increase this next 
year for energy, they say. And, hold 
your hat, the Secretary of Transpor- 
tation was in and proposes a 62-percent 
transportation budget increase. 

So this is where we were, as shown on 
this chart: over $2 trillion, and we have 
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jumped now to $3.7 trillion. So that is 
a 24-percent increase. I ат not making 
up these numbers. 

Well, what about the deficit num- 
bers? This year, we spend $3.7 trillion, 
maybe $3.8 trillion. Do you want to 
know how much our revenue is this 
year? Mr. President, $2.2 trillion. I 
know this is unbelievable. The Amer- 
ican people probably cannot imagine 
that we are spending $3.8 trillion and 
taking in $2.2 trillion, but it is true. 
Forty cents of every dollar we spend is 
borrowed. This is why Mr. Bowles and 
Mr. Simpson and every economist who 
has ever testified has said we are on an 
unsustainable path, a path that cannot 
be continued. 

We need to take action now. This is 
not enough. But it is a step. I think it 
sends a word to the world’s financial 
markets, the bond vigilantes, that 
maybe the United States is, in fact, on 
the road to doing something about the 
spending we are in. 

Our debt will soon be larger than the 
economy. It will exceed 100 percent of 
GDP by the end of this fiscal year, 
amazingly surging our debt load for the 
whole country. We cannot keep spend- 
ing what we do not have, borrowing 
what we cannot pay back. We cannot 
do this. 

Our crushing debt burden is like an 
anchor dragging on our economy. It 
slows growth. As the Rogoff and 
Reinhart study showed, as Secretary of 
Treasury Geithner acknowledged in the 
committee, it is already slowing our 
growth. He also added it is worse than 
that because it puts us at risk, as Mr. 
Bowles and Mr. Simpson say, for some 
sort of debt crisis. It is unpredictable 
when and how it might occur. That is 
President Obama’s Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Member’s time has expired. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have 2 addi- 
tional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. So we cannot keep 
delaying. We cannot keep promising to 
do something tomorrow. We have to 
have a vote. We will have a vote today. 
We need to act today. A vote for the 
Democratic proposal is a vote to do 
nothing. It is a vote to stay in denial. 
It is a vote that says deficits do not 
matter, we can just keep on. But defi- 
cits do matter. They have always 
mattered. They always will matter. 

Some say you cannot make any sav- 
ings from reducing discretionary 
spending. Let me show this chart be- 
cause a $61 billion reduction is a reduc- 
tion of the baseline. When you reduce 
the baseline, you save that amount 
every year, even if you have growth in 
the future years. And it adds up. It is 
kind of a geometrical reduction in 
spending and debt that we have to 
have, and it has been working the 
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other way. We have been increasing 
dramatically. You know from your 
business accounting that а 7-percent 
return on your money doubles your 
money in 10 years. 

We had 24 percent the last 2 years. 
That is why the government is dou- 
bling and quadrupling in size. But this 
would show, according to our budget 
staff and the calculators, if you reduce 
the baseline $61 billion in discretionary 
spending alone, it would save $862 bil- 
lion in deficit reduction over 10 years. 
If we were to freeze that baseline in for 
just 5 years, not only would we save 
$860 billion, but $1.65 trillion—enough 
money to make a real difference in one 
little act of $61 billion in the reduction 
of discretionary spending. We have to 
take that step. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the help of the Senator from Ala- 
bama on the patent bill which passed 
last night. It will help us increase jobs 
without adding anything to the deficit. 

We made what I think was a terrible 
mistake when the Congress voted to 
support going to war in Iraq—I was one 
of the 22 who voted against that war— 
and then voted to cut taxes and borrow 
the money to pay for the war in Iraq. 
We borrowed $1 trillion to pay for a 
war that has not made us safer. It has 
caused thousands of deaths of Ameri- 
cans and tens of thousands of others, 
and has degraded our military which 
will cost billions to rebuild. 

We also went into Afghanistan with 
the intent to catch Osama bin Laden, 
and when, according to accounts, he 
was surrounded, our personnel were 
yanked out of Afghanistan and sent to 
Iraq, and he escaped into Pakistan, and 
$1 trillion later, we are still there. 
Again, borrowed money for those two 
wars, one that went way beyond what- 
ever it was supposed to and the other 
one that should never have happened in 
the first place. We also cut taxes on oil 
companies and millionaires and every- 
body else. And now we have a sky- 
rocketing deficit, thanks to those mis- 
takes. 

Later today we will vote on H.R. 1, 
the House Continuing Resolution, and 
then the Senate substitute. I want to 
speak briefly about how the Senate CR 
compares to H.R. 1, particularly fund- 
ing for the Department of State and 
Foreign Operations. 

First, Senators should know what is 
in the House CR or, perhaps more im- 
portantly, what is not in it. 

It is notable that the House defines 
diplomacy and international develop- 
ment as non-security spending, in spite 
of, of course, the integral part they 
both play protecting our security 
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around the globe. It ignores the views 
of Secretary of State Clinton, Sec- 
retary of Defense Gates, the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs Admiral Mullen, 
former Chairman General Powell, Gen- 
eral Petraeus, President Obama, 
former Presidents George H.W. Bush 
and George W. Bush, and every former 
National Security Adviser. They have 
all made clear that these investments 
do directly protect U.S. security inter- 
ests, not only on the front line States 
of Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq, but 
around the world. 

President Reagan and former Home- 
land Security Secretary Ridge also rec- 
ognized the connection between inter- 
national assistance and our security. 
President Reagan said: 

Security assistance programs, an essential 
complement to our defense effort, directly 
enhances the security of the United States. 

Secretary Ridge said: 

The programs supported by the Inter- 
national Affairs Budget are as essential to 
our national security as defense programs. 

Secretary Gates said: 

I never miss an opportunity to call for 
more funding for and emphasis on diplomacy 
and development. 

There are a whole lot of other exam- 
ples, from both Republican and Demo- 
cratic leaders, which seem to have fall- 
en on deaf ears in the House. 

Our Republican friends in the House 
should know that we cannot counter 
the influence of al-Qaida and other vio- 
lent extremists through military force 
alone. They should know that helping 
countries such as Southern Sudan re- 
build after conflict, building stable 
democratic institutions in countries 
such as Egypt, preventing the traf- 
ficking of nuclear material and other 
weapons in the former Soviet Union, 
educating and providing jobs for youth 
who would otherwise be fodder for ter- 
rorist recruiters in the Middle East, 
combating the corrosive influence of 
organized crime in Central America, 
preventing the spread of deadly viruses 
in Africa and Asia—viruses that are 
only one airplane ride away from the 
United States—or supporting NATO, 
the International Atomic Energy Agen- 
cy, or U.N. peacekeeping—these are all 
parts of our national security. It is the 
diplomats here and abroad, and the 
funds they administer, that help make 
U.S. leadership possible around the 
world. 

While the House press releases claim 
to adequately fund operations and pro- 
grams in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and 
Iraq, that is empty rhetoric. Secretary 
Clinton has said the House CR will un- 
acceptably harm U.S. interests in those 
countries. 

That is only the beginning. The 
House CR slashes funding for refugees 
and other victims of disaster by 40 per- 
cent, at the same time Members on the 
other side of the aisle are rightly urg- 
ing that we help the tens of thousands 
of Libyans, Tunisians and Egyptians 
who have fled their homes. 
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The House CR provides no funding for 
the Global Food Security Fund which 
prevents hunger and famine in Africa 
and Asia and improves America’s 
standing. 

It eliminates funding for the Clean 
Technology Fund which supports ex- 
ports of solar, wind, and other renew- 
able energy. And by doing so it opens 
the door wider to China’s exports. How 
shortsighted can we be? It is like own- 
ing a business and you have a compet- 
itor on the other side of town and you 
say, Well, we are not going to adver- 
tise. We are not going to stock our 
shelves. We are only going to be open a 
couple of days a week. Gosh, I hope 
that competitor doesn’t drive us out of 
business. 

It drastically reduces funding to op- 
erate our embassies and consulates, 
which every American traveling, work- 
ing, or studying overseas depends on. 
Every one of us as Members of Con- 
gress knows when an American con- 
stituent has a problem somewhere we 
turn to our embassies or our consulates 
to help them. H.R. 1 would slash their 
funding. 

H.R. 1 would also sharply cut funding 
for global health programs: HIV/AIDS, 
malaria, tuberculosis, and other deadly 
diseases—denying life-saving drugs and 
other services to hundreds of thousands 
of people, condemning women and chil- 
dren in other parts of the world to 
death. 

It would renege on our treaty obliga- 
tions to the U.N. and to the inter- 
national financial institutions, threat- 
ening our voting shares which our com- 
petitors—including China—are eager to 
purchase. 

At a time when China is rapidly ex- 
panding its influence globally, the 
House would have us pull back and say, 
you take over. You can be the power 
that other countries turn to, not the 
United States. Even Great Britain’s 
conservative government, slashing 
spending left and right, is exempting, 
and even increasing, international aid, 
because unlike our Republican friends 
in the House, they recognize it is a 
matter of national security. 

The impact of H.R. 1 is equally dev- 
astating to our domestic programs. 
From the social safety net to programs 
that maintain and expand our coun- 
try’s infrastructure, these programs 
would be slashed. 

Numerous economists, from Federal 
Reserve Chairman Bernanke to Mark 
Zandi, recognize that the impact of 
H.R. 1 will be the loss of hundreds of 
thousands of jobs, at a time when our 
economy is beginning to recover. I hear 
this daily from fellow Vermonters. 
Take, for example, the mother who 
came into my Montpelier office a few 
months ago and explained how the 
Head Start Program changed her life. 
Not only did Head Start provide a reli- 
able, safe, educational environment for 
her children, it made it possible for her 
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to pursue a college education and be a 
strong tax-paying part of our society. 
But H.R. 1 would deny more than 300 of 
Vermont’s children and families these 
same opportunities. 

For those unmoved by cuts to Head 
Start, H.R. 1 would also devastate one 
of our best economic development 
tools: the community development 
block grant program. 

CDBG has a proven track record of 
putting people to work through hous- 
ing construction, public service im- 
provement projects and downtown revi- 
talization efforts. The 62-percent cut to 
CDBG in H.R. 1 would greatly hamper 
Vermont’s ability to move these types 
of projects forward at a time when they 
are needed more than ever. 

In the past 3 weeks I have heard from 
hundreds of Vermonters who rely on 
the community services block grant 
program, which would also be slashed 
in H.R. 1. This is a program that serves 
55,000 Vermonters whose incomes are 
at or below the poverty line—some of 
my State’s most vulnerable people. The 
impact of this cut would shutter as 
many as six of our largest food shelves, 
and eliminate assistance for the thou- 
sands of Vermonters looking for hous- 
ing and heating assistance each year. 

These are only three of the domestic 
programs that would be decimated by 
H.R. 1, part of a veritable laundry list 
of cuts that target the very programs 
that give Americans a hand up. Very 
simply we are talking about cutting, 
food, shelter, and heat, the basic neces- 
sities of life. 

Turning again to national security, a 
frequently asked question is how does 
the Senate CR compare to the fiscal 
year 2010 level for the Department of 
State and foreign operations? The an- 
swer depends on who you ask. 

In fiscal year 2010, the Department of 
State and foreign operations received 
close to $48.8 billion in regular appro- 
priations and $4.1 billion in emergency 
supplemental funds for these purposes 
in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iraq, and 
Mexico. In addition, the fiscal year 2009 
emergency supplemental provided 
about $2 billion for fiscal year 2010 
costs related to Iraq, Afghanistan, 
Pakistan, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, and 
Mexico. In other words, these programs 
received $54.9 billion for fiscal year 
2010. 

While the Senate CR funding level is 
$1.38 billion or 2.8 percent above the fis- 
cal year 2010 regular appropriation for 
the Department of State and foreign 
operations, it is $4.75 billion or 8.7 per- 
cent below the fiscal year 2010 level of 
$54.9 billion which supports operations 
and programs that must be continued 
in fiscal year 2011, a critical fact whol- 
ly ignored by the House. 

Although even the Senate CR cuts 
funding for the Department of State 
and foreign operations by billions of 
dollars, rather than the slash-and-burn 
approach of the House, it does so in a 
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manner that seeks to limit the damage 
to our national security. Here are a few 
of the ways the Senate CR does that. 

Although the Senate CR cuts the 
State Department’s operations budget 
by $606 million below the request, it 
provides $552 million above the amount 
in H.R. 1. These funds support U.S. em- 
bassies and consulates, as well as the 
State Department’s diplomatic per- 
sonnel and operations in Afghanistan, 
Pakistan and Iraq. 

The Senate CR provides $1.5 billion 
for worldwide security protection. Al- 
though $25 million below the request, 
this is $44.4 million above the amount 
provided in H.R. 1. This funds diplo- 
matic security agents, armored vehi- 
cles, and training to protect U.S. per- 
sonnel working in dangerous places 
overseas. It also, incidentally, protects 
Members of Congress who travel 
abroad. 

The Senate CR provides $625 million 
for educational and cultural exchange 
programs, which is $8.2 million below 
the request and $123.6 million above the 
amount provided in H.R. 1. These 
funds, which have traditionally been 
strongly supported by Republicans and 
Democrats particularly since 9/11, sup- 
port exchanges between Americans and 
citizens of other countries, including 
the Fulbright, International Visitor 
Leadership, and Citizen Exchange pro- 
grams. The House CR would result in 
the elimination of over 2,500 American 
exchanges and 8,600 foreign citizen ex- 
changes. 

The Senate CR provides $2 billion for 
U.S. contributions to international 
peacekeeping, which is $87.3 million 
below the request and $196.5 million 
above the amount provided in H.R. 1. 
These funds pay for peacekeepers in 
the Sinai, Lebanon, Haiti, Congo, and 
many other countries that might oth- 
erwise descend into chaos and poten- 
tially require the deployment of U.S. 
troops at far greater risk and expense. 

The Senate CR provides $1.5 billion 
for U.S. contributions to international 
organizations, which is $50 million 
below the request and $28.5 million 
above the amount provided in H.R. 1. 
This funds U.S. membership in the 
United Nations, NATO, the Inter- 
national Atomic Energy Agency, World 
Health Organization, and other inter- 
national organizations that directly 
protect our security. 

The Senate CR provides $39.5 million 
for the U.S. Institute for Peace, which 
is $7 million below the request. H.R. 1 
does not include any funding for USIP. 
This funds conflict resolution and 
peace building, including in Iraq, and 
has been supported by Republicans and 
Democrats since Congress first estab- 
lished it. I ask unanimous consent that 
an Op-ed by GEN Anthony Zinni about 
USIP in the March 8 New York Times, 
entitled ‘‘Peace-building that Pays 
Off,” be printed in the RECORD after my 
remarks. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. (See Exhibit 
1.) 
Mr. LEAHY. The Senate CR provides 
$7.8 billion for global health programs, 
which is $633 million below the request 
and $884 million above the amount pro- 
vided in H.R. 1. These funds support 
programs to prevent and treat HIV/ 
AIDS, malaria, tuberculosis, polio and 
neglected tropical diseases, and to sup- 
port voluntary family planning and re- 
productive health. 

The total to combat HIV/AIDS is 
$5.35 billion through the Department of 
State, which is $145 million below the 
request and $509 million above the 
amount provided in H.R. 1. H.R. 1 
would deny life-saving HIV/AIDS drugs 
to some 400,000 people. I wonder how 
many House Members even know that. 

The Senate CR provides $750 million 
for the Global HIV/AIDS fund, which is 
equal to fiscal year 2010 and $150 mil- 
lion above the amount provided in H.R. 
1. At the House level, approximately 3.7 
million people would not be tested for 
HIV, more than 10 million mosquito 
nets for malaria would not be provided, 
and 372,000 testing and treatments for 
tuberculosis would be halted. Malaria, 
which is preventable and curable, is a 
leading killer of African children. 

The Senate CR provides $879 million 
for international disaster assistance, 
which is $449 million above the amount 
provided in H.R. 1. These funds support 
aid to people displaced by war, famine 
and natural disasters, such as the 
earthquake in Haiti and floods in Paki- 
stan. The House would decimate our 
ability to respond to those catas- 
trophes. That is not the America I 
know. 

Likewise, the Senate CR provides 
$1.68 billion for refugee assistance, 
which is equal to fiscal year 2010 and 
$662 million above the amount provided 
in H.R. 1. At a time when the number 
of refugees and other displaced persons 
in the Middle East, North Africa, and 
Pakistan is skyrocketing, and pro- 
tracted refugee crises exist from 
Burma to Iraq, the House would turn 
its back on these people. 

There are many other examples. The 
point should be lost on no one. The 
House CR would cause lasting, unprece- 
dented damage to our global leadership 
and our security, and cost thousands of 
American jobs, at the same time that 
it would have no appreciable impact on 
the deficit. 

The amounts in the House CR or the 
Senate CR represent only 1 percent of 
the Federal budget, but it is a critical 
investment in our security that the 
House treats as a luxury we can do 
without. I challenge them to find a sin- 
gle current or former President, Sec- 
retary of Defense, Secretary of State, 
National Security Advisor, or, frankly, 
anyone with expertise in this area—Re- 
publican or Democrat—who would 
agree with that shortsighted, dan- 
gerous view. 
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EXHIBIT 1 
[From the New York Times, Mar. 7, 2011] 
PEACE-BUILDING THAT PAYS OFF 
(By Anthony C. Zinni) 


WILLIAMSBURG, Va.—In voting last month 
to eliminate financing for the United States 
Institute of Peace, members of the House of 
Representatives did not do their research. 
You will find the institute’s competent work 
behind practically every American success in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. It has undertaken mis- 
sions from the Balkans and Sudan to the 
Philippines and Somalia, where I supported 
the institute’s efforts to mediate conflicts, 
promote the rule of law and encourage de- 
mocracy. 

This week, as the Senate considers alter- 
natives to the House budget bill, we should 
remember that the stakes for national secu- 
rity and peace-building are high. The insti- 
tute was created in 1984, when the cold war 
was still at its height. Congressional leaders 
guided by Senator Spark M. Matsunaga, a 
Hawaii Democrat, saw the need for an insti- 
tution that would strengthen the nation’s 
ability to limit international violence and 
manage global conflict. President Ronald 
Reagan signed the act creating the institute. 
A bipartisan majority of Congress has sup- 
ported it since—until now. 

The Institute of Peace is like the Marine 
Corps or special forces for foreign affairs and 
peace building. When others are fleeing con- 
flict around the world, you’ll usually find in- 
stitute staff members going in. They were 
working in Afghanistan before 9/11 and were 
among the first nonmilitary personnel on 
the ground after the invasion of Iraq in 2003. 
The institute’s headquarters in Baghdad has 
twice been damaged by rocket and mortar 
attacks. At the height of the Iraq insur- 
gency, when virtually every other American 
and international group pulled out their per- 
sonnel, the State and Defense Departments 
requested that the institute stay. Under fire 
regularly, it was the only United States or- 
ganization outside of those departments that 
did not flee Baghdad. 

But the institute’s value goes beyond the 
bravery and commitment of its staff. In 2007, 
when the Army’s loth Mountain Division ar- 
rived in Mahmudiya, a city of half a million 
in the “triangle of death” dominated by Al 
Qaeda south of Baghdad, officers asked the 
institute to mediate between Shiite civil au- 
thorities and the Sunni sheiks who con- 
trolled the area. Institute-trained nego- 
tiators convened warring Iraqis to consoli- 
date security, restore services, develop the 
local economy, enhance local governance 
and improve the rule of law. Gen. David H. 
Petraeus called it a turning point in the war. 

In the six months before the institute’s 
intervention, there had been 93 attacks on 
American forces in the area with homemade 
bombs; in the six months after, just one. 
Mahmudiya became a cornerstone of peace 
in the district, allowing the Army to reduce 
its strength from a brigade combat team of 
3,500 soldiers to a battalion of 650, with cor- 
responding savings and reductions in casual- 
ties. 

In Afghanistan, the institute conducts me- 
diations on issues from refugees to property 
and water disputes. In the last year, these 
operations have resolved 18 tribal disputes 
throughout the country, mostly involving 
the abuse of women, and included 30 training 
programs for government officials, lawyers, 
mullahs, tribal councils and community 
leaders. The network is even supporting dia- 
logue along the Afghanistan-Pakistan bor- 
der, the earth’s most dangerous frontier— 
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home to Taliban and Qaeda attacks and a 
wellspring of religious and political extre- 
mism. 

Congress would be hard-pressed to find an 
agency that does more with less. The insti- 
tute’s entire budget would not pay for the 
Afghan war for three hours, is less than the 
cost of a fighter plane, and wouldn’t sustain 
even 40 American troops in Afghanistan for a 
year. Within the budget, peace-building is fi- 
nanced as part of national security pro- 
grams, and is recognized as an important ad- 
junct to conventional defense spending and 
diplomacy. The institute’s share of the pro- 
posed international affairs budget, $43 mil- 
lion, is minuscule: less than one-tenth of 1 
percent of the State Department’s budget, 
and one-hundredth of 1 percent of the Penta- 

on’s. 

в The idea that eliminating the United 
States Institute of Peace would benefit tax- 
payers is extremely shortsighted and ill in- 
formed. America deserves better from Con- 
gress than eliminating something that saves 
American lives and taxpayer dollars. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 
10 minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about the damage that 
would be done if H.R. 1 were to become 
law, and specifically to talk about a 
few areas I have been paying particular 
attention to: science and technology, 
for one, particularly related to energy 
policy; second, border security and law 
enforcement; as well as education. 

To me, this is not a question of 
whether there should be cuts in our 
Federal budget. Clearly, there should 
be cuts. But the real issue here is 
whether we should be smart about 
where we make those cuts. To me, it is 
clear that H.R. 1 does not represent 
smart policy about where to make 
those cuts. It represents a plan to 
mindlessly cut funding during the re- 
maining 5 months of the current fiscal 
year in order to send some kind of mes- 
sage to the world that we are serious 
about deficit reduction. In my view, 
H.R. 1 sends a message, but it is not 
the right message. The message it 
sends is that we, in fact, are not will- 
ing to look at serious deficit reduction 
at this point. 

The first area of cuts I wish to talk 
about contained in H.R. 1 that will se- 
verely impact our Nation for years to 
come and have an effect on how many 
jobs we can actually create is the area 
of science and energy innovation. Last 
December, this Congress passed a reau- 
thorization of what we call the Amer- 
ica COMPETES Act. I was very privi- 
leged to work, particularly with my 
colleague from Tennessee, Senator 
ALEXANDER, on helping to get that leg- 
islation enacted. Its purpose was to au- 
thorize funding for the Department of 
Energy’s Office of Science, for the Na- 
tional Science Foundation, and for the 
National Institutes of Standards and 
Technology for the next 3 years so that 
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by fiscal year 2016, we would have com- 
pleted a 10-year doubling of the funding 
for those agencies. I wish to note that 
this effort was first started during the 
Bush administration. It has been car- 
ried forward during this current admin- 
istration under President Obama. The 
effort has enjoyed strong bipartisan 
support and garnered endorsements 
from leading industry groups such as 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the 
Business Roundtable, and the Council 
on Competitiveness. These organiza- 
tions recognize that the future of our 
Nation depends on the strong scientific 
backbone we need for our workforce in 
order to out-innovate our competitors 
around the world. So it comes as a sur- 
prise to me to see large cuts being pro- 
posed by the House of Representatives 
in their fiscal year 2011 funding bill to 
the very programs that all of us 
seemed to agree are needed to keep us 
competitive in the years ahead. 

What cuts am I talking about? Let 
me give one example. The Office of 
Science is the Nation’s largest sup- 
porter of the physical sciences, and 
these are the very areas by which we 
intend to supply a new stream of sci- 
entists and engineers to companies 
such as Intel, Ford Motor Company, 
and others. The House bill proposes to 
cut the Office of Science budget by $1.1 
billion or 22 percent. The result is an 
estimated reduction of 4,500 full-time 
scientists and engineers working on 
basic endeavors in the area of energy 
science. It will terminate the Early Ca- 
reer Research Program for young fac- 
ulty and ongoing graduate programs in 
the energy sciences. National user fa- 
cilities that the Office of Science runs 
for upward of 27,000 researchers from 
industry and academia will be shut- 
tered or put into a standby status. This 
includes the four nanoscience centers 
across the United States, which have 
had breakthrough discoveries to propel 
our industries forward in the areas of 
solid-state lighting, new drugs, and 
microelectronics. 

Let me talk about some of the other 
programs impacted in the Department 
of Energy. The Office of Nuclear En- 
ergy, which is leading the way to a new 
generation of smaller, less costly reac- 
tors at places such as Oak Ridge and 
Idaho National Laboratories, will suf- 
fer. The ability to move this bipartisan 
program forward will cease. 

In the Office of Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy—EER&HE, as it 
is referred to in the Department—the 
House bill will result in over 31,000 
homes that will not be weatherized, 
and by July 1, it is estimated that 
something like 8,000 people who are ex- 
pected to perform this work will be out 
of jobs. The program to mix coal with 
biomass, which shows great promise, 
will be eliminated, as will programs to 
fund offshore wind. 

Let me cite some other examples of 
the damage that the House bill will 
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have on other agencies in the COM- 
PETES Act. 

The National Science Foundation 
will have reductions leading to a loss of 
10,000 university researchers and grad- 
uate students. Being so late in the 
year—and I indicated we have about 5 
months left in this fiscal year—it will 
reduce the program to train teachers in 
math and science by 53 percent, at a 
time when it is widely recognized that 
other nations are outperforming us in 
student test scores in these subjects. 

I ask unanimous consent that two 
letters be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


TASK FORCE ON 
AMERICAN INNOVATION, 
Washington, DC, March 3, 2011. 
Hon. HARRY M. REID, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR LEADERS REID AND MCCONNELL: Most 
of the undersigned organizations signed a 
November 5, 2010 letter to you in support of 
the reauthorization of the America COM- 
PETES Act. We applaud the Senate for en- 
gaging in the hard work that was necessary 
to achieve a bipartisan majority to enact 
that legislation in the previous Congress. 

Today, we write to urge you to continue to 
support the goals of the COMPETES legisla- 
tion. As the Senate considers legislation to 
complete Fiscal Year 2011 appropriations, we 
ask that you and your colleagues reject the 
cuts adopted by the House that would sig- 
nificantly reduce funding for the key re- 
search agencies, including the National 
Science Foundation (NSF), the Department 
of Energy (DOE) Office of Science, and the 
National Institute of Standards and Tech- 
nology, as well as science, technology, engi- 
neering, and math (STEM) education pro- 
grams contained in that law. 

While we recognize that Congress faces a 
major challenge to reduce federal budget 
deficits and bring the national debt under 
control, it is critical that these cuts be im- 
plemented strategically, with an eye toward 
the future economic health of the U.S. As 
many of us wrote to you last year, continued 
strong funding of basic scientific research 
and STEM education programs would help 
ensure the economic growth needed to re- 
store long-term fiscal strength and national 
prosperity. The National Commission on Fis- 
cal Responsibility and Reform, headed by Er- 
skine Bowles and Alan Simpson, said it well: 

Cut and invest to promote economic 
growth and keep America competitive. We 
should cut red tape and unproductive govern- 
ment spending that hinders job creation and 
growth. At the same time, we must invest in 
education, infrastructure, and high-value re- 
search and development to help our economy 
grow, keep us globally competitive, and 
make it easier for businesses to create jobs. 

Despite this recommendation, the House 
has passed a continuing resolution for 
FY2011 (H.R. 1) that takes the opposite ap- 
proach to research and STEM education. It 
would make deep cuts to the NSF, DOE Of- 
fice of Science, NIST core programs, and 
other science agencies which would have a 
devastating impact, magnified by being 
crowded into the less than seven months re- 
maining in the fiscal year. 
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For example, reducing funding for the DOE 
Office of Science by $886 million, or 18 per- 
cent below fiscal year 2010, during the last 
seven months of the fiscal year—an effective 
31-регсепё reduction over the seven-month 
period—would adversely impact world-class 
scientific facilities, basic research of na- 
tional importance, and some of the nation’s 
best scientific and engineering talent. Vir- 
tually all DOE national laboratory user fa- 
cilities—which the federal government built 
at tremendous expense—would cease oper- 
ations, affecting some 26,000 scientists and 
engineers from universities, industry, and 
government who rely on these unique, com- 
plex facilities to conduct their research. The 
DOE national laboratories would also be 
forced to furlough or layoff thousands of 
workers, including highly-skilled research 
staff and blue-collar workers. Finally, the 
H.R. 1 reduction would slow or bring to a 
halt the ongoing construction of a number of 
advanced research facilities aimed at keep- 
ing the United States at the technological 
forefront and American industry from mov- 
ing research and development activities 
abroad, leading to the layoff of thousands of 
construction workers and ultimately in- 
creasing construction costs. 

At NSF, the 5.2-percent overall cut (an ef- 
fective 8.9 percent over the last 7 months) 
would mean that 10,000 fewer university re- 
searchers would receive support for critical 
research and education. The 16.4 percent cut 
to vital STEM education programs embedded 
in the 5.2 percent overall NSF cut would in 
reality amount to a 28.1 percent reduction 
during the last 7 months of the fiscal year. A 
reduction of 53.8% in funding for major con- 
struction projects focused on developing ad- 
vanced sensor networks of ocean and terres- 
trial observatories would likely lead to 
schedule delays and cost increases in future 
years, and severely jeopardize the jobs of 
roughly 200-300 scientists, engineers, and 
technical personnel. At a time when our na- 
tion desperately needs to enhance its techno- 
logical workforce, these reductions are seri- 
ously counterproductive. 

The proposed cut to NIST would require 
the agency to cut support for contractors by 
25% since savings from layoffs could not be 
achieved in the current year. Contractors at 
NIST play a critical role in many areas, in- 
cluding cybersecurity research efforts, devel- 
opment of standards for the Smart Grid, and 
the upgrade, maintenance, and construction 
of NIST facilities. The cut to the Technology 
Innovation Program would mean no new 
awards in the current fiscal year; these 
would be concentrated in areas of national 
need such as advanced solutions to repairing, 
inspecting, and monitoring the nation’s in- 
frastructure system and efforts to remove 
critical bottlenecks in current manufac- 
turing processes that impede U.S. competi- 
tiveness. 

Congress took a very important step for 
our nation’s future by reauthorizing the 
America COMPETES Act in 2010, reaffirming 
its commitment to the science and innova- 
tion essential to long-term economic growth. 
We urge you now to continue implementa- 
tion funding and to reject the cuts to re- 
search and STEM education adopted by the 
House in H.R. 1. 

Sincerely, 

The Task Force on American Innovation; 
Acoustical Society of America; American 
Anthropological Association; American As- 
sociation for the Advancement of Science; 
American Association of Physics Teachers; 
American Astronomical Society; American 
Chemical Society; American Geological In- 
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stitute; American Geophysical Union; Amer- 
ican Institute for Medical and Biological En- 
gineering (AIMBE); American Institute of 
Physics; American Mathematical Society; 
American Physiological Society; American 
Psychological Association; American Soci- 
ety for Biochemistry and Molecular Biology; 
American Society for Engineering Edu- 
cation; American Society of Agricultural 
and Biological Engineers (ASABE); Amer- 
ican Society of Agronomy; American Society 
of Civil Engineers; American Society of Me- 
chanical Engineers. 

American Society of Plant Biologists; 
American Statistical Association; American 
Vacuum Society; Applied Materials, Inc.; Ar- 
izona State University; Associated Univer- 
sities, Inc. (AUI); Association for Computing 
Machinery U.S. Public Policy Council; Asso- 
ciation for Women in Mathematics; Associa- 
tion for Women in Science (AWIS); Associa- 
tion of American Universities; Association of 
American Medical Colleges; Association of 
Independent Research Institutes; Associa- 
tion of Public and Land-grant Universities; 
ASTRA, The Alliance for Science & Tech- 
nology Research in America; Battelle; Bing- 
hamton University, State University of New 
York; Brown University; California Institute 
of Technology; Carnegie Mellon University; 
Case Western Reserve University; Center for 
Innovation in Engineering & Science Edu- 
cation at Stevens Institute of Technology. 

Center for Inquiry; Clemson University; 
Columbia University; Computing Research 
Association; Cornell University; Council for 
Chemical Research; Council of Energy Re- 
search and Education Leaders; Council of 
Environmental Deans and Directors; Council 
of Graduate Schools; Cray Inc.; Crop Science 
Society of America; CSTEM Teacher and 
Student Services, Inc.; Duke University; Ec- 
ological Society of America; Emory Univer- 
sity; Federation of American Societies for 
Experimental Biology; Geological Society of 
America (GSA); Georgia Institute of Tech- 
nology; Hands On Science Partnership; Har- 
vard University. 

Human Factors and Ergonomics Society; 
IEEE-USA; Incorporated Research Institu- 
tions for Seismology; Indiana University; 
Intel Corporation; Jefferson Science Associ- 
ates, LLC; Johns Hopkins University Center 
for Educational Outreach; KDSL— 
Know.Do.Serve.Learn; Krell Institute; Mary- 
land Academy of Sciences at the Maryland 
Science Center; Maryland MESA; Massachu- 
setts Institute of Technology; Michigan 
State University; Michigan Technological 
University; Muses3, LLC; National Center for 
Women and Information Technology 
(NCWIT); National Council for Science and 
the Environment; National Ecological Ob- 
servatory Network (NEON), Inc.; National 
Girls Collaborative Project; National 
Postdoctoral Association. 

National Science Center; National Science 
Education Leadership Association (NSELA); 
National Science Teachers Association; Na- 
tional Society of Professional Engineers; 
New Mexico State University; New York 
University; North Carolina State University; 
Northeastern University; Oregon State Uni- 
versity; PBS; Princeton University; Purdue 
University; Rensselaer Polytechnic Insti- 
tute; Research!America; Rutgers, The State 
University of New Jersey; SACNAS; School 
Science and Mathematics Association; Semi- 
conductor Industry Association; Semicon- 
ductor Research Corporation; Sigma Xi, The 
Scientific Research Society. 

Society for Industrial and Applied Mathe- 
matics; Soil Science Society of America; 
Southeastern Universities Research Associa- 
tion; Southern Illinois University System; 
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SPIE, the International Society for Optics & 
Photonics; Stanford University; STEM Edu- 
cation Center University of Minnesota; 
Stony Brook University, State University of 
New York; Syracuse University; 
TechAmerica; Texas A&M University; Texas 
Tech University; The Association of Amer- 
ican Medical Colleges; The Business-Higher 
Education Forum; The Campaign for Envi- 
ronmental Literacy; The Florida State Uni- 
versity; The Johns Hopkins University; The 
Materials Research Society; The National 
Center for Manufacturing Sciences; The Ohio 
State University. 

The Optical Society; The Science Coali- 
tion; The University of Arizona; The Univer- 
sity of Georgia; The University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill; The University of 
North Carolina at Greensboro; Tulane Uni- 
versity; U.S. Chamber of Commerce; Univer- 
sities, Research Association, Inc.; University 
Corporation for Atmospheric Research 
(UCAR); University of California System; 
University of California Berkeley; Univer- 
sity of California Davis; University of Cali- 
fornia Irvine; University of California Los 
Angeles; University of California Riverside; 
University of California San Diego; Univer- 
sity of California San Francisco; University 
of California Santa Barbara; University of 
California Santa Cruz. 

University of California Merced; Univer- 
sity of Central Florida; University of Chi- 
cago; University of Cincinnati; University of 
Hawaii System; University of Illinois; Uni- 
versity of Kansas; University of Maryland; 
University of Massachusetts System; Univer- 
sity of Michigan; University of Minnesota; 
University of Nebraska; University of New 
Hampshire; University of New Mexico; Uni- 
versity of Oregon; University of Pennsyl- 
vania; University of Pittsburgh; University 
of Rochester; University of Tennessee; Uni- 
versity of the District of Columbia; Univer- 
sity of Virginia. 

University of Washington; University of 
Wisconsin-Madison; Vanderbilt University; 
Vernier Software & Technology; Washington 
University in St. Louis; Wayne State Univer- 
sity; West Virginia University; Yale Univer- 
sity. 

COUNCIL ON COMPETITIVENESS, 
Washington, DC, February 28, 2011. 
Hon. HARRY REID, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Of- 
fice Bldg., Washington, DC. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, Russell Senate 
Office Bldg., Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR REID AND SENATOR MCCON- 
NELL: As the Senate begins consideration of 
a continuing resolution to fund the federal 
government through the remainder of the 
current fiscal year, we want to express our 
concern with severe cuts being proposed to 
small but critical portions of the federal re- 
search budget that drive economic growth. 
Robust growth generates jobs, replacing ben- 
efit payments to struggling families with re- 
ceipts that accrue from prospering families. 
A growing economy will reduce the severity 
of spending cuts or tax increases necessary 
to bring our national finances back to a sus- 
tainable trajectory. 

The Council’s 2005 Innovate America report 
urged that America reverse a precipitous de- 
cline in physical science research funding as 
a share of our economy. The report also ad- 
vocated improving the number and perform- 
ance of students in science, technology, engi- 
neering and mathematics (STEM) dis- 
ciplines. Scientific research and skilled 
workers are the basis for new ideas, new 
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technologies, new products and services, new 
companies, even entirely new industries. The 
American economy cannot compete and grow 
if we neglect our capacity to innovate. 

Federal investments in these areas are nec- 
essary and affordable, yet current proposals 
being considered by Congress would reduce 
the budgets of the National Science Founda- 
tion, the Department of Energy Office of 
Science, and the core accounts of the Na- 
tional Institute of Standards and Tech- 
nology. The cuts would be severe to each 
agency, but merely symbolic in the context 
of the larger fiscal challenge. The combined 
cuts would save 0.039 percent from the FY 
2011 budget proposed by the President, but 
would set back important research, shut 
down key facilities, and exacerbate the sup- 
ply and development of skilled STEM profes- 
sionals. 

Cuts to the Office of Science could endan- 
ger America’s leadership in areas like High 
Performance Computing, which hold the po- 
tential for groundbreaking discoveries and 
game changing industries. How to make 
greater use of this comparative advantage 
we hold in the global economy should be our 
focus. 

While no program (including entitlement 
programs), department or agency should be 
off the table in the debate as to how to bring 
our nation’s fiscal house in order, we urge 
you to consider the negative implications of 
cuts to research at a time when competing 
nations are investing heavily in their inno- 
vation future. 

Sincerely, 

SAMUEL R. ALLEN, 
Chairman and CEO, 
Deere & Company. 

MICHAEL R. SPLINTER, 

Chairman and CEO, 
Applied Materials, 
Inc. 

WILLIAM P. HITE, 

General President, 
United Association 
of Plumbers and 
Pipefitters. 

CHARLES O. HOLLIDAY, Jr., 

Chairman Bank of 
America. 

DEBORAH L. WINCE-SMITH, 

President and CEO, 
Council on Competi- 
tiveness. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. The first letter is 
by the Council on Competitiveness, 
signed by Sam Allen, chairman and 
CEO of the Deere Company; Mike 
Splinter, chairman and CEO of Applied 
Materials; Chad Holliday, chairman of 
the Bank of America; William Hite, 
general president of the United Asso- 
ciation of Plumbers and Pipefitters; 
Deborah Wince-Smith, president and 
CEO of the Council. That letter suc- 
cinctly states that: 

Scientific research and skilled workers are 
the basis for new ideas, new technologies, 
new products and services, new companies, 
even entirely new industries. The American 
economy cannot compete and grow if we ne- 
glect our capacity to innovate. 

The other letter, from 175 univer- 
sities, industries, and laboratories, in- 
cluding the U.S. Chamber of Com- 
merce, supports the goals outlined in 
the America COMPETES Act and asks 
this Chamber to reject the cuts adopt- 
ed by the House funding bill. This let- 
ter states that: 
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Congress took a very important step for 
our Nation’s future by reauthorizing the 
America COMPETES Act in 2010, reaffirming 
its commitment to the science and innova- 
tion essential to long-term economic growth. 
We urge you to continue implementation 
funding and to reject the cuts to research 
and STEM education adopted by the House 
in H.R. 1. 

I will move to the issue of homeland 
security. Over the last several years, 
we have heard a lot of speeches in the 
Senate about the need to bolster border 
security, particularly along the south- 
ern border, and enhance homeland se- 
curity capabilities. Unfortunately, the 
budget the House has presented falls 
short in this respect. 

The continuing resolution would se- 
verely impact the capabilities of the 
Department of Homeland Security and 
reduce essential assistance that is pro- 
vided to organizations at the State and 
local level. This legislation would be a 
step back in terms of the progress we 
are making in securing our border and 
ensuring that communities and law en- 
forcement agencies along the border 
have the necessary resources to handle 
crime and to respond to disasters. 

With regard to border security, the 
House continuing resolution would re- 
duce planned technological, fencing, 
and security improvements along the 
southwest border. The legislation 
would reduce interoperable commu- 
nication capabilities, and it would cut 
tactical communications moderniza- 
tion efforts by 50 percent, making it 
more difficult for law enforcement to 
respond to emergencies in a timely 
way. 

The House bill would also provide 
funding for 20,500 Border Patrol agents, 
rather than the 21,370 the Senate is 
proposing to fund. This cutback in Bor- 
der Patrol agents, I think, is short- 
sighted. 

The measure would also severely im- 
pact aviation security initiatives. The 
number of advanced imaging tech- 
nology screening machines, canine 
teams, and explosive detection ma- 
chines would also be slashed by over 50 
percent. 

FEMA grants that help State and 
local governments respond to and pre- 
pare for disasters would be reduced by 
about 20 percent. 

The House bill would drastically cut 
back on DHS’s cyber security plans— 
cyber security coverage of the Federal 
civilian networks would be reduced 
from about 30 percent to 12 percent. 

And with respect to the DHS science 
and technology directorate, the CR 
would reduce funding for research and 
development by about $600 million— 
which would mean the elimination of 
entire research areas, such as border 
security and cyber security, and the 
significant reduction in nuclear and ex- 
plosives research and funding for 
projects at DOE national laboratories— 
including a potential reduction of $60 
to $80 million for New Mexico’s labs. It 
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is critical that we make the invest- 
ments in research and development 
now to ensure we stay ahead of emerg- 
ing security threats. 

The House CR also drastically cuts 
DOJ State and local law enforcement 
assistance programs that are critical in 
keeping our communities safe and pre- 
venting crime. 

State and locals law enforcement 
grants are cut by 37 percent and juve- 
nile justice programs are reduced by 45 
percent. The bill also eliminates fund- 
ing for the Weed and Seed Program and 
reduces the COPS Program by 25 per- 
cent—the Republican plan originally 
called for completely eliminating the 
COPS hiring program, which has been 
instrumental in keeping police officers 
in communities across New Mexico, but 
Democratic efforts in the House to re- 
store the funding were successful. The 
proposed cuts to the Byrne law enforce- 
ment grant program would also result 
in a $1 million drop in assistance com- 
ing to New Mexico. 

With respect to education, H.R. 1 
contains draconian cuts that would 
limit opportunities for millions of 
Americans of all ages and educational 
levels. It would cut Federal education 
spending by $11.55 billion, or 16.1 per- 
cent. This would be, if approved, the 
largest education cut in history. 

H.R. 1 would cut Head Start by $1.1 
billion—15 percent—resulting about 
2,000 fewer children in New Mexico re- 
ceiving early childhood education serv- 
ices that prepare them for success in 
school. 

It would cut title I, which provides 
academic support to disadvantaged stu- 
dents in public schools, by $693 million. 
It would also cut the Pell grant max- 
imum award by $845, or 15.2 percent. 
Mr. President, 57,402 New Mexican stu- 
dents received Pell grants in the 2009- 
10 academic year, and more are ex- 
pected to be eligible in coming years. 
Many low- and moderate-income stu- 
dents in New Mexico would find college 
less affordable and less accessible 
under H.R. 1. 

These House-passed education cuts 
would devastate New Mexico’s public 
education system, which is already fac- 
ing severe State budget cuts. And they 
would limit our country’s future eco- 
nomic competitiveness and security. 

In contrast, the proposed Senate 
Democratic year-long continuing reso- 
lution proposal provides stability in 
Federal education investments. It 
maintains the Pell grant maximum 
award while providing modest in- 
creases for title I grants, Head Start, 
and other critical Federal education 
programs. In today’s fiscal climate, 
H.R. 1’s drastic cuts to education in- 
vestments are irresponsible and would 
have dire consequences for New Mexico 
and the country. 

It is not a question of whether there 
should be cuts—but whether we should 
be smart about where we make the 
cuts. 
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To me it is clear that H.R. 1 does not 
represent smart policy about where to 
make these cuts. It represents a plan 
to mindlessly cut funding in the re- 
maining 5 months of the current fiscal 
year in order to send a ‘‘message’’ to 
the world that we are serious. 

In my view H.R. 1 sends a message 
but not the right one. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of a letter from a co- 
alition of corporations and businesses 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


TAPPING AMERICA’S POTENTIAL, 
Washington, DC, March 9, 2011. 
Hon. HARRY M. REID, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Of- 
fice Building, Washington, DC. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Republican Leader, U.S. Senate, Russell Senate 
Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR LEADERS REID AND MCCONNELL: We 
write to you as companies and business orga- 
nizations that understand the challenge Con- 
gress faces to reduce federal budget deficits 
and bring the national debt under control. 

We are well aware that every constituency 
will plead its case to be spared as you make 
difficult decisions. However, we believe that 
leaders set priorities that are in the national 
interest and determine where the federal 
government’s support is essential for U.S. 
competitiveness, economic expansion and job 
growth. The private sector is doing its part 
to ensure that the U.S. remains the world’s 
scientific and technological leader. Even in 
the midst of recessions, when revenues are in 
decline, U.S. businesses invest in research 
and development (R&D) because those activi- 
ties support future sales and market leader- 
ship. American business largely preserved its 
R&D intensity throughout the deep eco- 
nomic downturn of 2008-2009. 

The private sector cannot replace, how- 
ever, the federal support for basic science 
and engineering research and math and 
science education that undergirds America’s 
national economic competitiveness. Because 
these investments are the key to future pro- 
ductivity growth, they must remain a top 
national priority, even while deficit spending 
is reduced. 

The National Commission on Fiscal Re- 
sponsibility and Reform, headed by Erskine 
Bowles and Alan Simpson, said it well: 

“Cut and invest to promote economic 
growth and keep America competitive. We 
should cut red tape and unproductive govern- 
ment spending that hinders job creation and 
growth. At the same time, we must invest in 
education, infrastructure, and high-value re- 
search and development to help our economy 
grow, keep us globally competitive, and 
make it easier for businesses to create jobs.” 

That is why we supported passage of the 
America COMPETES Act in 2007 and its re- 
authorization in 2010. COMPETES addressed 
a serious national problem and began to re- 
verse nearly twenty years of flat funding, as 
a fraction of national output, for federal in- 
novation investments. We applaud the Sen- 
ate for engaging in the hard work that was 
necessary to achieve a bipartisan majority 
to enact that legislation in the previous Con- 
gress. 

Even in the context of reducing overall 
government spending, you have an oppor- 
tunity to reaffirm that commitment and 
continue to support the goals of the COM- 
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PETES legislation. As the Senate completes 
Fiscal Year 2011 appropriations, we ask that 
you put a priority on funding for the key 
agencies that support basic scientific re- 
search in the physical sciences and engineer- 
ing, including the National Science Founda- 
tion (NSF), the Department of Energy (DOE) 
Office of Science, and the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology, as well as 
science, technology, engineering, and math 
(STEM) education programs contained in the 
law. 

As Congress determines the budget for 
world-class scientific facilities in the U.S., 
basic research of national importance, and 
some of the nation’s best scientific and engi- 
neering brainpower, our greatest concern is 
the message that is communicated about 
America’s commitment to sustaining its 
leadership position in science and innova- 
tion. Recent trends indicate that without 
sustained investment in basic scientific re- 
search and developing U.S. STEM talent, 
America is on a path to ceding our premiere 
position to international competitors. 

In this resource constrained environment, 
we urge the Senate to prioritize and support 
strong funding of basic scientific research 
and STEM education programs. They are es- 
sential to U.S. innovation, which in turn 
produces the economic growth needed to re- 
store long-term fiscal strength and national 


prosperity. 
Sincerely, 
Accenture; Advanced Micro Devices; 
Aerospace Industries Association; 


Altera Corporation; American Council 
on International Personnel; A Plus 
Education Partnership (Alabama); 
ArvinMeritor; Avery Dennison; 
Battelle; Bechtel Corporation; The 
Boeing Company; Business Coalition 
for Educational Excellence at the New 
Jersey Chamber of Commerce; The 
Business Council of New York State; 
The Business-Higher Education Forum; 
Business Roundtable; California Busi- 
ness for Education Excellence; CEO 
Council for Growth (Greater Philadel- 
phia); CH2M Hill; Cognizant Tech- 
nology Solutions; Colorado Succeeds; 
Connecticut Business & Industry Asso- 
ciation, Education Foundation; Cor- 
porate Voices for Working Families; 
The Dow Chemical Company; DuPont 
Company; Eastman Chemical Com- 
pany; Eaton Corporation; Florida 
Council of 100, Inc.; Freescale Semicon- 
ductor  Inc.; GLOBALFOUNDRIKES; 
Harris Corporation; Illinois Business 
Roundtable; Iowa Business Council; 
Johnson City/Jonesborough/Wash- 
ington County TN Chamber of Com- 
merce; JPMorgan Chase & Co.; Macy’s, 
Inc.; Mass Insight Education and Re- 
search Institute; Massachusetts Busi- 
ness Roundtable; The McGraw-Hill 
Companies; Medtronic; Micron Tech- 
nology; Microsoft; Minority Business 
Roundtable; Motorola Solutions, Inc.; 
National Gypsum Company; NDIA; Ne- 
vada Manufacturers Association; New 
Mexico Business Roundtable; Nucor 
Corporation; Ohio Business Round- 
table; ON Semiconductor Corporation; 
Oracle; Owens Corning; Partnership for 
Learning (Washington); Partnership for 
New York City; Pennsylvania Business 
Council; The Procter & Gamble Com- 
pany; Qualcomm; Rockwell Automa- 
tion; RR Donnelley; SAP America, 
Inc.; Semiconductor Equipment and 
Materials International; Semicon- 
ductor Industry Association; Semicon- 
ductor Research Corporation; Siemens 
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Corporation; Software & Information 
Industry Association; State Farm; 
Technology CEO Council; Tennessee 
Business Roundtable; Texas Instru- 
ments Incorporated; Time Warner 
Cable; Washington Roundtable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Utah is recognized. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President in a few 
hours, this body will vote. 

This is a solemn responsibility, one 
not to be taken lightly. 

At Gettysburg, Abraham Lincoln re- 
minded Americans that those who died 
on that battlefield fought for govern- 
ment of the people, by the people, and 
for the people. 

We are only here because the people, 
our constituents, sent us here. And 
every time we vote, we represent them. 
We represent their aspirations. We rep- 
resent the dreams of growing families 
and entrepreneurs. We represent the in- 
terests of taxpayers. 

Of course, not all votes are created 
equal. Some are more important than 
others. And in my view, the votes that 
we are taking today are transcendent. 
They are quite literally about the fu- 
ture of this country. 

Are we going to be a country with a 
constitutionally limited government; 
are we going to be a country that lim- 
its the burden of taxation on individ- 
uals and families and businesses; or are 
we going to become Europe? 

Are we going to move toward a full- 
blown cradle-to-grave nanny govern- 
ment with the majority of Americans 
on the public dole and a small group of 
individuals bankrolling an ever ex- 
panding leviathan state? 

In short, are we going to remain 
America—a beacon of freedom to the 
world or do we aspire to become a sec- 
ond European Union with high taxes, 
high spending, and measly economic 
growth? 

Again, I remind you that we rep- 
resent the aspirations of our constitu- 
ents. 

I represent the people of Utah. And I 
can tell you that they do not wake up 
in the morning and say—You know 
what—America would be much better if 
we were more like France. 

This is no exaggeration. 

Right now government spending is at 
25 percent of gross domestic product. 
And if we do nothing, that number is 
just going to grow, pushing past 25 and 
cruising toward 28 percent of GDP. The 
last time we did that was during World 
War II. 

Republicans and Democrats have 
very different ideas about how to ad- 
dress this spike in spending. 

Hither we can step off the pedal, hit 
the brakes, and bring spending back in 
line with historical levels—levels that 
respect our Constitution of limited 
government and respect taxpaying citi- 
zens or we can keep the car on cruise 
control and drive the car off the cliff. 

Republicans want to hit the brakes. 

Democrats want to pull a Thelma 
and Louise with our economy. 
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I, for one, am not going to sit back 
and let them do this. Let’s be clear 
about what the Democrats and Repub- 
licans are proposing. 

H.R. 1, the bill that passed the House, 
appropriates $1.026 trillion in non- 
emergency discretionary spending. 

The alternative offered up by my 
Democratic colleagues would appro- 
priate, $1.079 trillion in total non- 
emergency discretionary spending. 

H.R. 1, the bill passed by the new Re- 
publican majority in the House—a ma- 
jority that most closely represents the 
views of millions of Americans who are 
genuinely scared about our Nation’s 
fiscal trajectory—would reduce spend- 
ing by $57 billion over the current con- 
tinuing resolution. 

The Democratic alternative would re- 
duce spending by just $4.7 billion. 

You will hear Democrats complain 
about the draconian cuts in the House- 
passed H.R. 1. 

This is nonsense. 

The fact is, when you look at Federal 
nonemergency discretionary spending 
as a whole—which has exploded under 
Democrats’ control of Congress and 
with President Obama’s acquiescence 
in their big spending ways—H.R. 1 pro- 
vides modest cuts. 

The people of Utah, and the people of 
this country, understand this. 

So now that Republicans are winning 
the game on spending cuts, Democrats 
are seeking to move the goal posts. 

It is now being suggested that we can 
bridge the gap between these two bills 
by going after entitlements and tax ex- 
penditures. 

Don’t get me wrong, we need to ad- 
dress both. But I can tell the Members 
on the other side now that we are not 
going to let you shift the debate. 

This is a debate about discretionary 
spending. This is a debate about low- 
hanging fruit. 

Last week, the Government Account- 
ability Office issued a report detailing 
possibly hundreds of billions of dollars 
in government waste and bloat. 

There is plenty of fat to be cut in the 
discretionary budget, and doing so 
would give our constituents and Mem- 
bers of Congress the courage to go after 
bigger fish. 

Yet, Democrats can’t find it in them- 
selves to cut an additional $50 billion 
when nonemergency discretionary 
spending is well over $1 trillion. 

Some are now proposing that we get 
into tax expenditures. Tax expendi- 
tures are a debate for another time. 

Nondefense discretionary spending 
has grown by 24 percent over the last 
couple of years. We can cut that back 
significantly. We need to do so, and 
Americans understand that going back 
to 2008 spending levels is not the end of 
the world. 

I also want to correct the record with 
respect to H.R. 1 and Medicare Advan- 
tage. 

Yesterday, Secretary Sebelius sent a 
letter to my colleague, the chairman of 
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the Finance Committee, Senator BAU- 
CUS, suggesting that H.R. 1 would have 
a detrimental impact on Medicare Ad- 
vantage. 

This assertion is Orwellian. The Sec- 
retary knows full well that ObamaCare 
cuts more than $200 billion from an MA 
program that currently serves nearly 
12 million seniors. According to the ad- 
ministration’s own Chief Actuary, 
these devastating cuts will reduce en- 
rollment in this popular program by 50 
percent. Furthermore, the CBO has 
also found that these cuts would reduce 
important benefits by 50 percent for 
seniors enrolled in the program. 

H.R. 1 is intended to halt the harmful 
cuts to seniors in the MA program. 

Suggesting otherwise, as the Sec- 
retary did, is both inaccurate and risks 
confusing millions of seniors. 

H.R. 1 is a good bill. It is solid and re- 
sponsible. And I will be supporting it. 
But it is only a starting point. 

The fact is, we are going to need 
many more cuts in discretionary 
spending. 

The American people—the people 
who sent us here—have not signed on 
to the Democrats’ project of Europe- 
anizing the United States economy. 

Citizens in every State want to roll 
back spending, reduce the tax burden 
on families and businesses, and—re- 
store America’s promise of opportunity 
and economic growth. 

My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle need to get with the program. 
We will be cutting spending. And we 
need to cut a lot of it. It may not all 
happen in the next 2 years. 

The American people might need to 
speak again and send people to Wash- 
ington in 2012 who will accurately rep- 
resent their interests. 

This is a big vote today. And when we 
look back, I think Americans will say: 
It was just a beginning. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico). The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I used 
to be a Governor. I sometimes say I 
used to be somebody. As Governor, you 
had to propose budgets, you had to bal- 
ance budgets, and you had to work 
with the legislature. I followed Mike 
Castle, and he followed Pete DuPont. 
We focused very hard on fiscal respon- 
sibility. During the 8 years I was Gov- 
ernor, we had eight balanced budgets in 
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a row. For 7 years, we cut taxes. A cou- 
ple of years, we actually paid down 
some debt. We ended up with a triple- 
A credit rating for the first time in the 
history of the State of Delaware. So I 
feel as though I know something about 
this issue. So do a number of my col- 
leagues. 

We are having a lot of debate, as we 
should, over what our spending plans 
are going to be in this continuing reso- 
lution to fund the government for an- 
other 2 weeks, 4 weeks, 6 months. That 
is well and good and important. We 
need to get started and demonstrate 
that we are able to reduce this deficit 
and reduce our debt. We need to keep 
in mind that while what we do in the 
next 6 months is important, what is 
really important is what we do in the 
next 6 years and beyond that. 

We had a commission put together 
that a bunch of us supported. We cre- 
ated the deficit reduction commission, 
chaired by Erskine Bowles and Alan 
Simpson. They gave us a pretty good 
roadmap of how to get to a more fis- 
cally responsible place in the next few 
years, cutting some $4 trillion out of 
the budget deficit. What they said is 
that pretty much everything needs to 
be on the table—domestic spending, de- 
fense spending, entitlement programs, 
tax expenditures, tax credits, tax de- 
ductions, tax rates. They have sug- 
gested a proposal that cuts the deficit 
by $4 trillion over 10 years, about two- 
thirds of that on the spending side and 
maybe one-third or so on the revenue 
side. I think it is a pretty good ap- 
proach, and I commend the 18 members 
of the commission who endorsed that 
approach. 

One of my core values is, everything 
I do, I know І can do better. I think the 
same is true of all my colleagues. 
Frankly, the same is true of Federal 
programs. What we need to do is to re- 
place what a lot of people think we 
have in Washington—a culture of 
spendthrift—and we need to replace it 
with a culture of thrift. We need to 
look in every nook and cranny of the 
Federal Government and all programs 
and say: Can we get better results for 
less money or can we get a better re- 
sult by at least not spending more 
money? Partnering with the General 
Accountability Office, GAO, OMB, with 
all the inspectors general, with non- 
profit groups such as Citizens Against 
Government Waste, what can we do to 
get better results for less money? That 
is part of what we need to do long 
term. We still will have tough deci- 
sions, but at the end of the day, we 
need to save some money, carve out 
some money. If we have to spend an 
extra dollar or two, where should we 
invest that money? 

There is a guy named John Cham- 
bers, whom the Presiding Officer 
knows, and some of us met with him 
earlier today. He is CEO of Cisco, a big 
technology company. He likes to say 
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that there are two things we need to do 
if we are to be successful as a nation, 
with a 21st-century economy: No. 1, in- 
vest in people so we have the most pro- 
ductive workforce, smart workers, 
whether postdocs or people with high 
school degrees—productive workforce; 
No. 2, invest in our infrastructure. 

Last year, the transportation infra- 
structure in this country got a D as in 
‘“‘delta’’—not good—a D as іп “dumb.” 
That is where our infrastructure is in 
this country. We need to invest in our 
infrastructure, not just roads, high- 
ways, bridges, rails, and ports, but 
broadband, water, wastewater—broadly 
defined infrastructure. 

The third thing we need to do is in- 
vest in research and development so we 
can continue to be an innovation econ- 
omy. The President said that if we are 
going to be successful in the 21st cen- 


tury, we need to outeducate, 
outinnovate, outcompete the rest of 
the world. 


We need to invest in our workforce, 
our very young kids and folks who are 
off to college and postsecondary train- 
ing. 

We also need to invest in our infra- 
structure, not just roads, highways, 
bridges, and rails, but infrastructure 
described broadly. 

Finally, we need to invest in R&D so 
we can invest and outcompete the best 
of the world. 

At the end of the day, we have to cre- 
ate what I call a nurturing environ- 
ment for job creation, for job preserva- 
tion. We need a nurturing environ- 
ment. Part of that is our obligation 
working with the private sector and 
others, States and local governments 
across the country. 

Right now, our debt as a percentage 
of GDP has climbed to 65 percent, I am 
told. Sixty-five percent—our debt as a 
percentage of GDP. The last time it 
was that high was at the end of World 
War II. It is the only time it has been 
that high—65 percent. Other countries 
getting into that kind of territory are 
Greece and Ireland. That is not smart. 
They found out the hard way. We need 
to learn from them, and this is the 
time to do it. It requires all of us to 
stand and do what we know we need to 
do, to share in the sacrifice, with ev- 
erything on the table. Let’s use the 
deficit commission as a good role 
model. Let’s ask the executive branch 
to provide the leadership they need to 
provide. 

I think my time has expired, Mr. 
President. I note the presence of the 
Senator from Kentucky so he can take 
the floor as my time has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky is recognized. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. President, we are dis- 
cussing and debating two different al- 
ternatives—one from the other side of 
the aisle and one from our side—about 
what we should do about the budget 
deficit. We have a projected $1.65 tril- 
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lion deficit in the next year. I think 
both alternatives are inadequate and 
do not significantly alter or change our 
course. 

On the Democrats’ side, we have a 
proposal to cut about $5 billion to $6 
billion for the rest of the year. To put 
that in perspective, we borrow $4 bil- 
lion a day. So the other side is offering 
up cuts equal to one day’s borrowing. I 
think it is insignificant, and it will not 
alter the coming and looming debt cri- 
sis we face. On our side of the aisle, we 
have done more. The cuts are more sig- 
nificant, but they also pale in compari- 
son to the problem. If we were to adopt 
the President’s approach, we would 
have a $1.65 trillion deficit in 1 year. If 
we adopt our approach, we are going to 
have a $1.55 trillion deficit in 1 year. 
Both approaches do not significantly 
alter or delay the crisis that is coming. 

It is interesting, when we talk about 
cuts, everybody seems to be giddy 
around here, saying this is the first 
time we have talked about cuts. It is 
better and it sounds good, but, guess 
what. We are not even really cutting 
spending. What we are talking about is 
cutting the rate of increase of spend- 
ing. The baseline of spending is going 
to go up at 7.3 percent, according to 
the CBO. We are talking about reduc- 
ing that increase to a 6.7-percent in- 
crease. We are talking about cutting 
the rate of increase of government. The 
problem is, it is not enough. Our deficit 
is growing by leaps and bounds. Our na- 
tional debt is $14 trillion. Our national 
debt is now equal to our entire econ- 
omy. Our gross domestic product 
equals our national debt. 

I think the President is tone-deaf on 
this issue. We had an election, and in 
the election the people said: We are 
concerned about out-of-control spend- 
ing. We are concerned about massive 
deficits. We are concerned about pass- 
ing this debt on to our kids and our 
grandkids. 

The President recently proposed a 10- 
year budget, a 10-year plan for spend- 
ing. He proposes that we spend $46 tril- 
lion. That means they are not getting 
it. Official Washington is not getting 
what the people are saying, and they 
are not getting how profound the prob- 
lems are. Spending $46 trillion? 

The President’s plan will add $13 tril- 
lion to the debt. The Republicans say: 
Oh, ours is a lot better. Theirs will add 
$12 trillion to the debt. It is out of con- 
trol, and neither plan will do anything 
to significantly alter things. 

We are spending $10 billion a day. In 
order to reform things, in order to 
change things around, we will have to 
come to grips with the idea of what 
government should be doing. What are 
the constitutional functions of govern- 
ment? What were the enumerated pow- 
ers of the Constitution? What powers 
did the Constitution give to the Fed- 
eral Government? And then we exam- 
ine what we are actually doing, what 
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we are spending money on that is not 
constitutional or should not be done 
here or should be left to the States and 
the people respectively. 

Once upon a time, our side believed 
education was a function of the States 
and localities. It is not mentioned in 
the Constitution that the Federal Gov- 
ernment should have anything to do 
with education. Does it mean we are 
opposed to education? No. We just 
think it should be done at the State 
and local level. 

Ronald Reagan was a champion of 
eliminating the Department of Edu- 
cation. It was part of the party plat- 
form for many years. Then we were in 
charge after 2000, and we doubled the 
size of the Department of Education. 

If you are serious about balancing 
the budget, if you are serious about the 
debt, you have to look at taking de- 
partments, such as the Department of 
Education, and sending them back to 
the States and the localities. You have 
to look at programs that are growing 
by leaps and bounds, such as Medicaid 
and food stamps, cap them, block grant 
them, and send them back to the 
States. The States can manage these 
issues better. The closer they are to 
the people, the better managed they 
will be. 

The other compromise that needs to 
occur—and this is something our side 
needs to compromise on—our side has 
blindly said that the military should 
get anything it wants and it is a blank 
check: What do you want? Here it is. 

We have increased military spending 
by 120 percent since 2001. We have dou- 
bled military spending. I am for a 
strong national defense. I believe it is a 
constitutional function of the Federal 
Government to provide for our national 
defense. I think it is the preeminent 
enumerated power, the thing we should 
be doing. But that being said, we can- 
not every 8 years double the Defense 
Department, double the military 
spending. 

It is also ultimately the compromise. 
Within the space of a few years, every- 
one here will come to an agreement, 
not because we want to but because we 
are forced to by the events and by the 
drama of the debt crisis. It will come. 
It has come to other nations. When it 
comes to us, the compromise that both 
sides of the aisle will have to work out, 
the other side of the aisle will have to 
admit that we cannot have enormous 
domestic spending, and our side of the 
aisle will have to admit that we cannot 
give a blank check to the military. 

We will also have to look at entitle- 
ments. Everyone is afraid to say how 
we reform entitlements. But there are 
two inescapable facts with entitle- 
ments: We are living longer, and a lot 
of people born after World War II are 
getting ready to retire. These are ines- 
capable demographic facts. We have to 
address them. If we simply do nothing, 
if we do not address the entitlements, 
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within a decade, entitlements will ac- 
count for the entire budget and inter- 
est. There will be no money left for 
anything. 

Right now, the argument is about all 
these other programs. There will be no 
money left for any of these programs if 
we do nothing. It is going to take both 
sides of the aisle grappling with this 
issue and admitting the rules and eligi- 
bility will have to change for Social 
Security and likely for Medicare. If we 
do it now, we can do it gradually. If we 
start now, we can gradually let the age 
rise for Medicare and Social Security 
for those 55 and under. Young people 
have already acknowledged this is 
going to happen. Ask young people 
anywhere across America: Do you 
think you are going to have Social Se- 
curity when you retire? Do you think 
you are going to get it at 67? Most 
young people acknowledge it is broken. 
It is broken so badly that the only way 
to fix it and continue is we have to 
look at eligibility. But so many people 
have said: Oh, we cannot talk about en- 
titlements. You will be unelected. You 
will be unelectable if you talk about 
entitlement reform. 

The President still makes this mis- 
take. He will not lead us. He will not 
talk and give a leadership role to enti- 
tlement reform. Someone must do it. 
We must stand up and be bold because 
the longer these problems fester, the 
longer we allow them to accumulate, 
the bigger the problems become and 
the more dramatic the answers must 
be. 

If we look at Greece and these other 
nations that have faced a debt crisis, 
their problem came to a head all of a 
sudden, and they changed the age on 
social security like that. If we want to 
do it gradually and let people plan for 
their future, we need to start now be- 
fore we enter into a crisis. 

My problem with the discussion and 
the debate at this point is that I do not 
think either side recognizes the enor- 
mity of the problem or the immensity 
of the problem. Even people who would 
be considered to be those of the main- 
stream—former Federal Reserve Chair- 
man Alan Greenspan said there is a 50- 
percent chance there will be some 
kinds of monetary problems, signifi- 
cant monetary problems, even to the 
point of crisis, in the next few years. 
Many people have said Japan is locked 
in crisis. That crisis is coming because 
of the debt they have accumulated. 
When that comes to America, do we 
want to have government by crisis? Al- 
ready we can’t even pass a budget. We 
can’t pass appropriations bills. Our 
bills do not even go to the committees 
anymore. They come to the floor and 
we put a patchwork quilt on them. 
There is a chance this winds up being 2 
more weeks. We have government by 2- 
week edict. It is not the way to run 
government. 

If you want to have a significant plan 
for changing things, send bills through 
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the committee. If you want a realistic 
way of running government, have ap- 
propriations bills. If you want to be 
someone who believes in good, respon- 
sible government, for goodness’ sake, 
pass a budget. We didn’t pass a budget 
last year. 

This chart shows how big the prob- 
lem is. I wish I had a magnifying glass 
because that is the only way you could 
see the other side’s proposal—$6 billion 
in cuts. It is 1 day’s borrowing. It is not 
even 1 day’s spending they are talking 
about. It is insignificant, it is incon- 
sequential, and it will do nothing to 
delay or alter the looming debt crisis. 

Look at the other proposal from our 
side. It is bigger. You can actually see 
it without a magnifying glass. But look 
how it is dwarfed by 1 year’s problem. 
I recently proposed $500 billion in cuts. 
When I went home and spoke to the 
people of my State, spoke to the tea 
party people, they said $500 billion is 
not enough. They are right—$500 bil- 
lion is one-third of 1 year’s problem. Up 
here, that is way too bold, but it is not 
even enough. 

We have to counterbalance and un- 
derstand the alternatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has used 10 minutes of time. 

Mr. PAUL. If we do nothing, all the 
programs people are so fond of extol- 
ling and saying we need money for will 
be gone. 

So I implore the American public and 
those here to look at the problem and 
to say to Congress: You are not doing 
enough. You must cut more. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor today as a Senator 
from California to speak about how 
damaging I believe the House con- 
tinuing resolution would be for the 
people and economy of my State. 

I would first like to begin by express- 
ing my approval that Congress is fi- 
nally talking about controlling the def- 
icit. I have been on the record for many 
years about our need to rein in spend- 
ing, and we are finally moving in the 
right direction. 

I believe that government—in some 
ways—must adopt some of the dis- 
cipline of a business. Businesses face 
tough choices about how to allocate re- 
sources. Businesses thrive when there 
is consistency and a commitment to 
planning for the future. These are 
things that have been lacking in our 
budget process of late. And that needs 
to change. 

The 2-week continuing resolution 
under which we are currently operating 
would not work for any business in 
California, and it does not work for the 
Federal Government. 

That being said, I must add this 
warning: we cannot balance the budget 
on the backs of California’s families 
and businesses. 

And that, unfortunately, is precisely 
what the House-passed continuing reso- 
lution does. 
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In short, H.R. 1 is budget-cutting by 
ideology. If our friends on the other 
side of the Capitol did not like a pro- 
gram, they cut it. Unfortunately, cut- 
ting by this sort of political bias left us 
with a bill that will slash hundreds of 
thousands of jobs—700,000 jobs by some 
economic estimates—and many of 
those in the private sector. 

Even worse for my home State of 
California, the programs that House 
Republicans chose to cut form the 
backbone of our job-creation strategy 
and the heart of many programs on 
which our working families rely. 

Public health and education pro- 
grams will be especially hard hit. 

The budget for community health 
centers is cut by more than half. In 
California, these clinics serve 2.8 mil- 
lion patients every year—and for 
many, they are the only health care 
option available. These cuts would 
force clinics to fire 28,000 doctors and 
staff. 

Funding for Head Start is slashed by 
14 percent, depriving 24,000 low-income 
children in California access to early 
childhood services. Thousands of teach- 
ers and staff will lose their jobs and 
parents will lose a reliable child care 
option. 

And the title X Family Planning Pro- 
gram is completely eliminated. For 
California, that means 1.2 million indi- 
viduals lose health care, counseling 
and education services. And this ends 
the program that has been credited 
with preventing more than 400,000 abor- 
tions in 2008 more than 80,000 of those 
in California. 

H.R. 1 would also sacrifice tens of 
thousands of California jobs. We have 
the second-highest unemployment rate 
in the Nation, and this bill will send us 
in the wrong direction. 

Two key priorities for California are 
in the crosshairs: our clean energy sec- 
tor and the modernization of our aging 
infrastructure. And both of these are 
proven job-creators. 

A vital Energy Department loan pro- 
gram will be lost, cutting $40 billion 
worth of investment. By ending this 
one program, California developers will 
be forced to halt 24 projects, killing 
76,000 jobs. 

Funding for energy research and de- 
velopment will be slashed by $1.9 bil- 
lion, meaning a loss of more than $200 
million for California’s laboratories 
and universities. That means a direct 
loss of 9,400 jobs and enduring damage 
to our leadership as a global innovator. 

Funding for a high-speed rail initia- 
tive will be eliminated, and $1 billion 
already sent to California will be re- 
scinded. This would likely end Califor- 
nia’s hopes for a high-speed rail line, 
and in the process eliminate 20,000 fu- 
ture jobs. 

The bill also rescinds funding for na- 
tionally significant transportation in- 
frastructure investments. For Cali- 
fornia, this ends six projects totaling 
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$59 million, including a Los Angeles 
metro line and a rail project at the 
Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. 

As the economy continues its fragile 
recovery, we simply cannot afford to 
make dramatic spending cuts driven 
purely by political ideology. Unfortu- 
nately, this is the approach employed 
by House Republicans. 

I support a different course in the 
Senate. I believe we must pair respon- 
sible, targeted spending cuts with 
smart investments that will support 
California and the Nation’s economic 
recovery, preserve jobs and protect 
families. 

The Senate Dill, introduced last 
week, takes a more pragmatic ap- 
proach. Like the Republican plan, the 
Senate bill imposes significant spend- 
ing cuts, but it does so through prudent 
action that will not jeopardize our Na- 
tion’s economic recovery. 

The Senate bill cuts $51 billion from 
the President’s fiscal year 2011 budget 
request, eliminates earmarks and ad- 
vances additional spending cuts pro- 
posed by the President for fiscal year 
2012. However, in contrast to the House 
bill, this legislation continues support 
for critical health, infrastructure, edu- 
cation, and energy investments, and 
provides necessary funding for essen- 
tial services the American people de- 
pend upon every day. 

Yes, Mr. President, we need to rein in 
spending. But we can’t do that if we 
use a political litmus test to pick and 
choose which programs to cut. 

I encourage my colleagues to join 
with me in opposition to these short- 
sighted and damaging budget cuts. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, today we 
are faced with two alternative versions 
of a fiscal year 2011 funding bill. The 
version that came over from the other 
body contains an endless list of prob- 
lems. It slashes fundamental programs 
that are important to the health and 
well-being of every America, unleashes 
attacks on our bedrock environmental 
laws that protect clear and safe water 
as well as healthy air, and undermine 
our efforts to reassert America’s lead- 
ing role in education, research and in- 
novation. Casting a vote against this 
bill will be easy. 

The alternative bill offered by the 
Senate Appropriations Committee is 
dramatically better. It is a good faith 
effort at tackling the deficit while 
maintaining critical investments in 
America’s future. This bill, however, is 
not without its problems. 

The Senate version of the fiscal year 
2011 spending bill restores a substantial 
portion of the cuts to the nation’s 
water infrastructure contained in H.R. 
1. I applaud the committee’s effort to 
protect this critical investment, but it 
doesn’t go far enough. As a nation, we 
see 650 water main breaks per day. 
That is the rate of one every 2 minutes 
and results in the loss of $2.6 billion in 
water annually. The story on waste- 
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water systems is equally dismal, re- 
sulting in sewage overflows and broken 
pipes on a daily basis. Our drinking 
water and wastewater infrastructure 
has been given a grade of D- from the 
American Society of Civil Engineers. 

These system failures aren’t just ex- 
pensive, they are also dangerous. Raw 
sewage flows into our rivers and 
streams, forcing local health authori- 
ties to warn local residents to avoid 
contact with rivers, beaches and lakes. 
Drinking water systems are forced to 
issue boil-water advisories to com- 
pensate for broken systems. We must 
do better. The investments in water in- 
frastructure in the Senate bill are a 
step in the right direction, but we 
should be doing more. 

There are other examples as well. 
The cuts to the conservation programs 
in the Senate version are dispropor- 
tionately large. The Watershed and 
Flood Prevention Operations Program 
at USDA, for example, is eliminated 


entirely. 
We need to make hard choices about 
our funding priorities. But we 


shouldn’t be doing so without also hav- 
ing a frank discussion about tax loop- 
holes that cost us billions of dollars an- 
nually. 

And finally, the Senate bill is a dra- 
matic improvement over H.R. 1 in 
terms of environmental policy. The 
other body approved legislative riders 
that would stop EPA from being able 
to protect the air Americans breathe 
every day and it would stop dead in its 
tracks the Chesapeake Bay restoration 
effort. The Senate bill, to its credit, 
eliminates these terrible policy direc- 
tives. The Senate bill, however, does 
include a provision that would legisla- 
tively de-list the gray wolf from the 
endangered species list. 

I continue to oppose legislative ef- 
forts to delist endangered species. We 
have a regulatory process that is based 
on scientific data, and we should use it. 
All that is needed is for the States in 
the Northern Rockies to submit appro- 
priate management plans to the De- 
partment of Interior so that the law 
can work the way Congress intended. 

I have no problem today in voting 
against the draconian cuts and terrible 
public policy riders in H.R. 1. My sup- 
port for the Senate alternative, which 
is dramatically better, is tempered by 
my concerns. My vote for the Senate 
substitute is a reluctant aye. AS we 
move forward to enact a fiscal 2011 
spending bill, I hope we will be able to 
address the issue I have outlined here 
to make sure that the American people 
are getting the kinds of investments 
and savings that they deserve. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
rise today to express my dismay at 
some of the irresponsible cuts in H.R. 
1, particularly the elimination of a pro- 
gram of personal importance, The Cor- 
poration for National and Community 
Service which is home to the 
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AmeriCorps and Volunteers in Service 
to America—VISTA—programs. I stand 
by a commitment to reduce the deficit, 
but we cannot be irresponsible in cuts 
to such essential programs that help 
the people of West Virginia and the 
rest of the United States. 

As you may know, I came to West 
Virginia in 1964 as a VISTA worker 
which is now a part of the Corporation 
along with other public service organi- 
zations. My decision to join VISTA was 
one of the most important decisions of 
my life. While my goal was to help the 
people of Emmons, WV, that commu- 
nity came to help me much, much 
more. It gave me a new focus of public 
service which has led me into a ful- 
filling and meaningful career. Sargent 
Shriver was the shining light and soul 
of VISTA and many other public serv- 
ice initiatives. Through these pro- 
grams, he inspired me to find my true 
home in West Virginia, and I have no 
doubt that he profoundly impacted the 
lives of many other volunteers. VISTA, 
AmeriCorps and all the public service 
programs under the Corporation pro- 
vide opportunity for everyone from 
young people to seniors. As a young 
man, it changed the direction of my 
life. It provides service opportunities 
which can provide educational vouch- 
ers and jobs skills. 

There were over a thousand appli- 
cants in 2010 to the West Virginia 
branch of AmeriCorps. I cannot support 
the continuing resolution from the 
House which eliminates this program 
and says “по thanks” to them. Since 
1994, over 9,300 West Virginians have 
served over 14 million hours in efforts 
to better communities across the state. 
Over 7,600 disadvantaged children and 
youth in West Virginia will be left 
without a tutor or mentor, directly im- 
peding their ability to achieve the aca- 
demic gains needed to succeed. This 
not only damages communities today 
but also damages our future workforce; 
we cannot rob young people of a better 
future. 

By eliminating AmeriCorps and 
VISTA, we are missing an opportunity 
to develop lifelong public servants and 
leaders—the public servants and lead- 
ers our country needs now more than 
ever before. Nationally, through the 
elimination of AmeriCorps and VISTA, 
we would lose the volunteer service of 
nearly 75,000 people. Across the coun- 
try, elimination of AmeriCorps and 
VISTA would have a devastating im- 
pact. 

I was told of the story of Elvin Camp- 
bell, an AmeriCorps member and mili- 
tary veteran, serving in Charleston, 
WV. Elvin works with homeless indi- 
viduals, providing them with life skills, 
helping them prepare a resume, search 
for a job and successfully budget their 
finances. 

Last year, Elvin helped 127 people go 
from being unemployed to self-suffi- 
cient, contributing members of society. 
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Without Elvin, there are 127 people who 
would otherwise be unemployed, an in- 
vestment in AmeriCorps is an invest- 
ment in jobs across this country. Elvin 
is one of 10 veterans doing work like 
this throughout the Charleston area. 
Through AmeriCorps, these military 
heroes help grow our economy and 
move my State, and our Nation for- 
ward. 

We talk quite a bit about jobs around 
here. Elvin’s example shows us that 
dedicated public servants can give our 
citizens the necessary skills to attain 
jobs throughout West Virginia. H.R. 1 
eliminates AmeriCorps which was orga- 
nized under President Clinton and ex- 
panded more than 50 percent by Presi- 
dent Bush. Democratic and Republican 
administrations alike have realized it 
is a great investment, leading to over 
60 million volunteer hours last year. In 
West Virginia alone, AmeriCorps vol- 
unteers have served over a million 
hours last year, improving West Vir- 
ginia communities across the State. 

Without AmeriCorps, West Virginia 
would lose 800 AmeriCorps servicemem- 
bers and 115 year-long VISTA slots, 
translating into over 691,000 service 
hours, combined. The loss of the 
VISTA slots is estimated to result in 
the loss of 18,720 volunteers providing 
over 397,000 hours of service to West 
Virginia communities. Each state 
would face similar cuts and be faced 
with the consequences. 

I urge my colleagues not to support 
these cuts in H.R. 1. Of course, this pro- 
gram is just one of many the con- 
tinuing resolution approved by the 
House proposes for elimination. I am 
willing to work together with my col- 
leagues to identify real savings, but I 
cannot support H.R. 1 or the reckless 
cuts it proposes. 

I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mrs. McCASKILL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for up 
to 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. McCASKILL. Mr. President, we 
need to make serious and substantial 
cuts and we also need to compromise. 
Cuts and compromise need to be the di- 
alog occurring across the aisle and 
with each other. I have great respect 
for some of my colleagues on the other 
side who say we have a structural debt 
problem and we have to get to it. Cer- 
tainly we do. 

But it is completely wrong that we 
would do massive cuts all in one fell 
swoop right now with our economy in 
the position that it is. That would 
cause as big a crisis as our failure to 
deal with our long-term structural 
debt. So that is where the compromise 
part comes in. We have to do signifi- 
cant cuts now, we have to put every- 
thing on the table and look at our 
long-term debt structure and we need 
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to figure out how we do that in a bipar- 
tisan way, because we are going to fail 
our country if no one is willing to com- 
promise. 

The House resolution, frankly, was 
not smart in the way they did the cuts. 
No one in any business would take all 
the cuts out of one small sliver of their 
business. They would look at their en- 
tire business to try to find cost sav- 
ings. It was not smart that all the pain 
was in one place, and they are killing 
off the very part of our budget that has 
the best chance of increasing economic 
activity in this country—the building 
of roads and bridges, the educating of 
our kids, the research and the science 
and development. So while their cuts 
were more substantial than the Demo- 
crats’ plan in the Senate, they were 
not smart cuts. They did not spread the 
pain around. 

On the other hand, the Senate has 
not gone far enough. It is, frankly, dis- 
appointing to me. I still think there 
are way too many people in denial 
around here about the nature of the 
problem and how serious it is, and I 
don’t think we are demonstrating to 
the American people we understand the 
nature of the problem when we present 
an alternative proposal with such a 
small number of cuts. The sweet spot is 
somewhere in between these two ap- 
proaches. Pain needs to be spread more 
broadly throughout the budget so the 
pain is not so acute in one area of the 
budget, and we need to look at all the 
programs, put it all on the table, and 
we need to be able to compromise. 

Let me point out where I think some 
of the compromises could come easy. 
The Senate version, which I will not be 
able to support—the Senate Demo- 
cratic version—increases the Presi- 
dent’s budget in 15 different programs. 
Think about that. We are trying to cut, 
and our appropriators have come up 
with a plan to increase 15 of the Presi- 
dent’s budget requests by a total of $2.6 
billion. We are going the wrong direc- 
tion. We should be, at a minimum, cut- 
ting what the President has rec- 
ommended cutting. Frankly, I think 
we need to go even further. 

The Pentagon. Let me give one exam- 
ple that came up in a hearing yester- 
day so people understand there are real 
savings. We have a Pentagon that we 
can’t audit, and we haven’t been able 
to audit for decades. It is frustrating 
that we don’t have business systems in 
place that allow transparency and that 
allow wise choices in terms of the ex- 
penditure of dollars. In a hearing yes- 
terday in the Armed Services Com- 
mittee, I talked with the head of the 
Navy and the Marines about a system 
they are putting in place to track 
equipment. Good idea; right? We want 
to track equipment. The Army is also 
putting in a system to track equip- 
ment. Here is the rub. They share 
equipment. You might think these two 
systems will be able to talk to each 
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other. Oh, no, they have been done sep- 
arately. They do not talk to each 
other. It is different software. We are 
going to have to spend more money for 
a mechanism so the two systems’ 
tracking equipment—sometimes' the 
equipment they are sharing—can see 
what is going on. By the way, each of 
these systems is billions of dollars. We 
could save billions of dollars by saying 
to the Army and to the Marines: Use 
the same software. Use the same pro- 
gram. 

That is the kind of savings we can 
find in the Pentagon if we just look at 
the GAO high-risk list. The Air Force 
has been trying for years to put re- 
source management software in place. 
They are saying they can’t even get 
there until 2017. Are you kidding? 

We have to be more efficient with the 
dollars we spend at the Pentagon, and 
we will not be if we always say yes and 
we never say no. There will be no in- 
centive to find savings or to find more 
jointness among our different military 
branches in terms of administrative 
costs if we always say yes and never 
say no. So the pain has to be felt at the 
Pentagon too. We cannot do this with- 
out pain being felt at the Pentagon. 

It has to be across the board, it has 
to be more substantial than $6.5 bil- 
lion, and we all have to be willing to 
compromise. 

I will be voting no on both proposals 
for that reason, but I am anxious to sit 
down, I am anxious to sit down at the 
table and find those compromises. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has used 5 minutes. 

Mrs. McCASKILL. I wish to make 
real cuts and move forward in a respon- 
sible way to show the American people 
we get it. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska is recognized. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent to speak 
for up to 8 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I rise to speak about the two 
budget bills we will be voting on short- 
ly that purport to cut spending in 
Washington. I appreciate the com- 
ments of my good friend from Missouri, 
Senator MCCASKILL, in pointing out 
many of the shortcomings of the two 
pieces of legislation. 

I am here to deliver a eulogy. Both 
bills are dead, and they deserve to be 
dead. One bill cuts too little; the other 
bill has too much hate. Neither one is 
serious. Most important, neither will 
pass, and they shouldn’t pass because 
they are unfair. They are not in the 
best interests of Nebraskans and tax- 
payers across our country. About the 
only thing they are serious about is 
guaranteeing shutting down the gov- 
ernment. 

Nebraskans want serious spending 
cuts, but these bills are loaded with 
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tricks, treats, gimmicks, and games. 
On one side, we see a bill that simply 
cuts too little. It purports to cut 
spending by $50 billion, but when you 
push through the thicket of gimmicks, 
it actually only cuts about $6 billion. 
In a budget of more than $1 trillion, a 
cut of about one-half percent isn’t 
enough. It will not get runaway gov- 
ernment spending under control, nor 
will it begin to bring down that 
unsustainable national debt that en- 
dangers America’s future. To win my 
support, there needs to be more cuts in 
spending and they need to be real and 
reasonable. 

That brings me to the other bill. The 
other bill is H.R. 1. It is chock-full of 
provisions pushing a political agenda 
snuck into the bill in the middle of the 
night. One provision is an attack on 
America’s farmers. It aims to block al- 
lowing the use of more American-made 
ethanol in our cars and trucks. Today, 
cars and trucks can use gas with 10 per- 
cent ethanol. The government has just 
approved a 15-percent ethanol blend. 
There is no cost, but that didn’t stop 
some from sneaking in an unfair ban. 

Cutting back on ethanol at a time 
when gas prices are above $3.50 a gallon 
nationwide, and rising fast, is the 
wrong thing to do. Worse, it is a gift to 
foreign oil. Looking at all the violence 
and turmoil we are seeing on ТУ ina 
key oil-producing region of the world, 
it seems the worst possible gift at the 
worst possible time. 

Another political agenda item in 
H.R. 1 will eliminate public television 
in Nebraska—an educational resource 
for our citizens and an informational 
lifeline in many parts of Nebraska. 

This bill makes other sneaky at- 
tempts to push a political agenda. It 
eliminates poison control centers, 
blocks a consumer database people 
might use to determine a product’s 
safety, and keeps high-speed Internet 
service out of rural areas. 

H.R. 1 also limits urban homeland se- 
curity funds and sets the limit arbi- 
trarily at 25 cities. That will likely bar 
any future funding to the largest city 
in my State. While some might not 
think of Omaha as a terror target, let 
me tell you it is the home to the U.S. 
Strategic Command, a major national 
telecommunications hub, and is a key 
rail and highway crossroads for freight 
and transportation. 

On the spending side, the House bill 
makes unfair cuts to the States, in- 
cluding mine, that will cost Nebras- 
kans hundreds of jobs and, indeed, un- 
necessary hardship. For example, more 
than 1,200 Nebraska children would lose 
access to Head Start, which has proven 
to help students complete high school. 
The bill cuts Pell tuition grants that 
43,000 Nebraskans need to afford col- 
lege. 

In addition, the $75 million cut for 
homeless veterans’ housing vouchers 
seems absurd. To quote the Director of 


3633 


the Omaha Veterans Hospital: ‘‘This is 
a very big deal for those veterans and 
the community.” This could impact 
10,000 homeless veterans nationwide. In 
Omaha alone, 240 veterans have used 
these vouchers, and there are likely 600 
more who need this help to find perma- 
nent housing. 

After all is said and done, the bottom 
line is Washington hasn’t gotten seri- 
ous. I will not be held accountable for 
the failings of the House and the Sen- 
ate. 

I can, however, be held accountable 
for 1 of the 12 spending bills that fund 
the government. As chairman of the 
Senate Appropriations Legislative 
Branch Subcommittee, I have the re- 
sponsibility to oversee the spending 
bill for Congress. We cut spending last 
year, we are cutting spending by 5 per- 
cent this year, and we will be back for 
more cuts next year. 

Last year, Senator MURKOWSKI and I 
did this before all the campaign-style 
speeches about cutting began. It was 
clear she didn’t bring a political agen- 
da to the table, and I hope she knows I 
didn’t either. This year, in working 
with Senator HOEVEN—also a former 
Governor, as I am—who is now ranking 
member on the subcommittee, I have 
every reason to believe he also will be 
serious and fair as we reduce spending 
in next year’s budget. 

Cutting the spending for Congress— 
for our offices, committees and staff, 
our buildings, our police—and our ef- 
forts on this Hill is an effort to lead by 
example. Our committee’s bipartisan 
example could serve as a model for how 
the other 11 spending bills are handled. 
Our message, to paraphrase Harry Tru- 
man, is: The buck shrinks here. 

Soon, we will vote on the two spend- 
ing bills. One has done nothing to at- 
tract Republicans; the other has done 
nothing to attract Democrats. In the 
end, we have bills that will divide. 
They do not unite Congress. For the 
reasons I have given, I will vote 
against both. 

Then what is next? Washington needs 
to put aside all the games and gim- 
micks, the treats and tricks, and come 
together and do what is right for the 
American people by passing the budget. 
They deserve it, they are owed it, and 
it is now time. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon is recognized. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, this 
debate today is all about jobs. The 
House Republican budget which we will 
soon be voting on in this body will de- 
stroy 700,000 American jobs. That is the 
estimate put forward by Mark Zandi, 
who advised JOHN MCCAIN’s Presi- 
dential campaign and now works for 
the nonpartisan Moody’s Group. 

That sort of estimate is not just a 
voice in the wilderness, it is repeated 
by major group after major group. Ben 
Bernanke, Chairman of the Fed, said 
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last week the plan would cost “а cou- 
ple hundred thousand jobs.” Goldman 
Sachs analyst Alec Phillips put forth 
an estimate that said ‘‘this House job- 
killing plan will reduce, in the second 
and third quarters of the next year, the 
economy of the United States by 1.5 to 
2 percentage points.”’ 

What is 2 percent of a $15 trillion 
economy? It is $300 billion. 

Whether you view it in terms of the 
gross domestic product or you view it 
in terms of the number of jobs of Amer- 
icans taken away by the job-killing Re- 
publican plan, this bill, H.R. 1, that we 
will be voting on later today, is a dis- 
aster. 

I want us to focus on this number be- 
cause I can tell you, folks back home 
in Oregon want to create jobs. They 
want us to put America back to work. 
They don’t want to have a plan put for- 
ward that continues to pay enormous 
bonuses to the billionaires of Wall 
Street and creates enormous special 
tax bonuses for the billionaires who are 
making their tax returns while taking 
out this huge economic meltdown on 
working people. 

Let’s review how this all came to 
pass. You will recall that during the 
second Bush administration there was 
a plan to launch two foreign wars and 
not pay for them, and then proceed to 
create Medicare Part D and not pay for 
it, and then to give bonus tax breaks to 
millionaires and billionaires and not 
pay for it, and reverse an enormous an- 
nual surplus and turn it into an enor- 
mous annual deficit and, in the proc- 
ess, produce a very tiny, modest expan- 
sion, in which working people actually 
lost ground. That expansion all went to 
the very top. 

That was just the beginning, before 
my colleagues across the aisle decided 
they are going to deregulate retail 
mortgages in order to ramp up preda- 
tory mortgages, produce a huge balloon 
in the real estate market, deregulate 
Wall Street so they could proceed to 
securitize those mortgages and have 
those blow up in financial institutions 
across America and have the economy 
melt down in 2008-2009. That is how we 
got where we are right now. 

Rather than take on a plan that cre- 
ates jobs in America, the plan is to 
eliminate 700,000 jobs across this coun- 
try. 

Let’s be clear. There is a tremendous 
amount we can do to reduce the deficit. 
A plan was put forward a few weeks 
ago in which we get rid of those bonus 
breaks for those who are in the top 2 
percent of this country. It saves about 
$250 billion a year in real hard cash. 
The plan has been put forward to get 
rid of the tax breaks for the oil and gas 
industry which was doing very well and 
is doing even better now with the oil 
market speculators driving it up to 
over $100 a barrel. These things actu- 
ally close the deficit. They do not de- 
stroy the economy. They actually cre- 
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ate the sort of plan that can create 
jobs across this Nation and put people 
back to work and invest in the future 
of our Nation rather than saying—after 
we blew up the economy—let’s make 
working people do even worse. 

I am going to summarize by saying 
embedded in H.R. 1 is attack after at- 
tack. For example, taking on preven- 
tive health care, preventive health care 
for women across this country by tak- 
ing out title X. 

How about the attack on homeless 
veterans? I go throughout my State 
and folks say: A lot of our sons and 
daughters are coming home from Iraq 
and Afghanistan and we need to sup- 
port them in the transition back home. 
It is very difficult, there is a lot of 
post-traumatic stress. Instead of sup- 
porting them, my colleagues across the 
aisle have produced a plan that says 
let’s take away that support for hous- 
ing for the homeless, housing for vet- 
erans. 

I could go on because the list is so 
long and the attacks are so many. But 
that option, while it does only a mod- 
est amount in the short term to affect 
the deficit, proceeds to have dev- 
astating results on the economy. And 
what will happen when the economy 
will collapse again, a double-dip reces- 
sion courtesy of H.R. 1? Then the debt 
goes back up, so it is a loss on both 
fronts. We need a responsible plan to 
reduce the deficit, not a plan to bomb 
the economy on the heads of our work- 
ing Americans. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, will you 
kindly advise me when I have 10 min- 
utes left, please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will do so. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor today to talk about where 
we find ourselves. Nobody has spent 
more time in the last 6% years on this 
floor talking about the problem in 
front of us. Hopefully I can do that in 
a way that would never impugn the 
motives of my fellow Senators. 

I enjoyed the speech of the Senator 
from Nebraska, because one of the 
things he stated is we have to come to- 
gether. You are not going to get com- 
ing together when we have the speech 
we just heard, when you have a speech 
that impugns the motives of the people 
in the other body trying to solve some 
of our problems. 

The first point I wish to make is we 
are at a place where we are going to 
vote on two bills with no amendments. 
Since when did the Senate give up its 
ability to try to amend bills going for- 
ward? The reason we are not is be- 
cause, had we not agreed to it, the tree 
would have been filled and we would 
have either voted for cloture or not to 
have cloture, but the fact is in this 
body we ought to be about amending 
what we do not like in the bills. 
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If the Senator from Oregon does not 
like what is in the bills, he ought to 
have a chance to try to change it. Yet 
we find ourselves with a very short pe- 
riod of time to debate what is the No. 
1 risk for us as a nation today. 

I have read all the economic studies 
that have been put out on H.R. 1. I 
have also read what the economists on 
the other side say in terms of the false 
assumptions that have been made in it. 
I don’t know which ones are right, but 
the fact is we are not going to have an 
actual debate on advancing amend- 
ments. 

Let me describe where we are today, 
so everybody knows. We are adding 
$4.507 billion to the deficit every day. 
We are borrowing in the international 
market $3 billion a day. By the time I 
finish this talk, we will have added $98 
million to the deficit. Adding some- 
thing to the deficit, what does that 
mean? That is the same thing as saying 
we are taking the opportunity away 
from the children and the generation 
that follows us by putting them in 
debtors prison. That is exactly what we 
have done. 

I don’t care where the blame lies. 
What we have to start doing is not 
spending money we do not have. We 
cannot continue to spend money we do 
not have. It is very interesting that a 
week ago this morning, this past Mon- 
day, the GAO issued a report. It covers 
one-third of the Federal Government 
and lists the duplications they found. 
We asked them to do that with the last 
debt limit extension in the Federal 
Government. 

According to my calculations, there 
is at least $100 billion that is not 
touched by either of these bills that 
could be eliminated tomorrow and 
saved against our children’s future. We 
do not have an opportunity to offer 
amendments to do that on this bill. 
Here is real data compiled by the Gov- 
ernment Accountability Office where 
multitudes of Members from this body 
have called me and said how do we help 
you do that? 

The first way you help me do that is 
make sure we have an open process on 
the floor where we can offer an amend- 
ment to do it. Let me highlight for a 
minute some of the things that were in 
this wonderful report put forward by 
the GAO. 

We have 47 job training programs 
across 9 different agencies that we are 
spending $18 billion a year on. Not one 
of them has a metric on whether it is 
successful or actually is accomplishing 
what it is supposed to do. Why do we 
need so many different job training 
programs? Why do we need any job 
training program if we cannot show it 
is working? Why are we spending 
money on a job training program that 
is not working? 

We have five departments, eight 
agencies, two dozen Presidential ap- 
pointees who oversee our work on bio- 
terrorism. We don’t have one agency 
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responsible for it, one group of people. 
We are spending $6.5 billion a year on 
bioterrorism and the right hand 
doesn’t know what the left hand is 
doing. 

We have 20 agencies and 56 programs 
dedicated to teaching America finan- 
cial literacy. We have no moral author- 
ity to teach anybody financial literacy 
when we have a deficit that is going to 
be $1.65 trillion this year and we are 
$14.2 trillion in debt. 

We have 80 economic development 
programs across 4 different agencies 
where we spend $6.5 billion a year. We 
don’t know if they are working. Maybe 
they are but we ought to know it be- 
fore we spend money we don’t have on 
things when we do not know if they are 
working. 

We have 15 different agencies cov- 
ering 30 food safety laws—15 different 
agencies. 

We have 18 nutrition programs, sepa- 
rate nutrition programs. We spend $62.5 
billion a year, $30 billion of it is bor- 
rowed, and we do not know the results. 
Why shouldn’t we have one? And why 
shouldn’t we put a metric on it to 
know whether it is working? 

We have 20 homeless programs. We 
heard mentioned the homeless pro- 
grams. We are going to spend $2.9 bil- 
lion at seven different agencies, and if 
you add up the money over the last 10 
years that we spent on homeless pro- 
grams we can buy every homeless per- 
son in this country a $200,000 home. Yet 
we continue to spend money. We don’t 
know if the programs are working. 
They certainly would be better off if 
they had $200,000 for their care for the 
future rather than continue the pro- 
grams we have no metrics on. 

We have 82 teacher training quality 
programs—82 of them. They are across 
10 different Federal Government agen- 
cies and we spend $4 billion a year on 
them and we have no idea whether they 
are successful. As a matter of fact, we 
do know if they are successful—we are 
not successful in our country today. 
Are we getting value for what we are 
spending? Remember, 40 cents of every 
dollar we spend on these programs we 
are borrowing from the Chinese. 

We have 52 programs for entrepre- 
neurial efforts. Since when is that a 
role of the Federal Government? We 
have 35 programs to oversee infrastruc- 
ture; 27 different programs for commer- 
cial buildings; 28 programs to oversee 
new markets outside of this country— 
28 programs; 20 programs for business 
incubators, and 17 different grant pro- 
grams for disaster preparedness. We 
have 17 different grant programs for 
disaster preparedness; 34 areas where 
Federal agencies, offices, or programs 
have redundant objectives or are frag- 
mented across several departments; 
2,100 data centers for 24 agencies. Con- 
solidating them could save $200 billion 
over a decade. We cannot even offer 
that amendment on this debate. That 
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is $20 billion a year. That is a third of 
what the House wants to save. 

We have the ability—there is the 
waste, there is the incompetency in 
what Congress has done through its du- 
plication of efforts and its lack of over- 
sight—to solve a great portion of our 
fiscal problems. 

We can do it. But we cannot do it 
when the process does not allow for de- 
bate and votes on those specific issues. 
I want to talk for a minute about what 
is ahead of us as a nation because I 
think it is important. I am very sorry 
my friend, President Obama, has not 
led on this issue. 

Let me tell you what is in front of us. 
What is in front of us is rising interest 
rates. What is in front of us is rising 
competition for capital to fund our 
deficits. The historic rate for us on our 
debt as a nation over the last 35 years 
has been greater than 6 percent. Last 
year we paid less than 2 percent for 
what we have on the books, less than 2 
percent average. 

Our historical timeframe on when 
that money is due is usually about 10- 
plus years. We are now financing that 
at 59 months. What is going to happen 
in the world next year? Well, the dif- 
ference in terms of sovereign financ- 
ing—that is, other countries that also 
need to borrow money, including us— 
and what is available to finance that 
next year is $7 trillion. In other words, 
there is a $7 trillion shortfall in terms 
of what is going to be available to fi- 
nance. 

If we are going to borrow $7 trillion 
in the world more than what is avail- 
able, what do we think is going to hap- 
pen to interest rates? What is going to 
happen? Well, they are going to rise. So 
we are going to be faced with one of the 
following two dilemmas unless Con- 
gress gets its act together. Here are the 
two dilemmas: The first is, our average 
interest cost goes back to its historical 
cost. If that happens, immediately we 
are going to see $640 billion more a 
year in interest costs—$640 billion. We 
only have less than $200 billion this 
year. We are going to see a $640 billion 
increase. That does not help any person 
who has a need. All that does is that is 
paid out to our debtors. That is a very 
real risk for us right now. 

That goes to say that we do not have 
a lot of time because what we know is 
interest rates are going to rise. So it is 
mandatory that Congress do what the 
American people have known for a 
while we need to do; that is, live within 
our means. 

Now, let me describe the second prob- 
lem or second solution; that is, what 
the Federal Reserve will do. The Fed- 
eral Reserve will just print more 
money. Well, if we print more money 
and we do not have any base for doing 
that, that creates what is called infla- 
tion. It is called debasing our currency. 

What happens in America if we de- 
cide that the way we are going to get 
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out of our problem is to debase our cur- 
rency and print more money, like the 
Fed is doing right now, what is called 
quantitative easing 2? 

They are printing $600 billion worth 
of money between now and June. Well, 
what happens is the value of every- 
thing we own in real terms declines, in 
nominal dollars goes up, but the pur- 
chasing power of the average middle- 
class family in this country declines 
tragically, and the safety net this 
country has been known for, for those 
who are far less fortunate than the av- 
erage American, will be absolutely 
unaffordable, totally unaffordable. So 
we are talking about the destruction of 
the best of America, our middle class. 
We are talking about taking opportuni- 
ties away. 

So what is the answer? The answer is 
not to have more partisan statements 
by Senator MERKLEY impugning the 
motives of people who are trying to do 
what is right even though it is dif- 
ferent from his opinion. The answer is 
for Congress to get together and recog- 
nize the threat to our future and give 
up long-held positions to solve the 
greater good. That means we have to 
move. That means we have to recognize 
that we cannot have it all our way. 

How do we actually do that? Well, 
the one failure of Congress, in my time 
in Congress, both in the House in the 
mid-1990s and now in the Senate since 
2004, is we do not do oversight. How did 
we end up with this report that shows 
$100 billion in duplications? The only 
way it could happen is we were not 
watching. We were not doing the over- 
sight. 

So one of the things that needs to 
happen is the chairman of every com- 
mittee ought to spend 90 percent of 
their time in oversight on things we 
are already doing rather than working 
on creating new bills and new pro- 
grams. 

Second, what ought to happen is we 
ought to have a vigorous debate with 
amendments on the floor of the Senate 
to solve some of the very real prob- 
lems. It is not all that hard to solve 
these problems. But what happens is in 
partisan bodies, people talk past one 
another. Nobody would decline the fact 
that we ought to get rid of unused 
property. We can save $8 billion a year 
if we get rid of unused Federal prop- 
erty. Does anybody disagree with that? 
But we have not done it. There is $8 
billion. We are going to get out of this 
$1.6 trillion hole a couple billion dol- 
lars at a time. We ought to do that. We 
ought to get rid of the wasteful print- 
ing at the Government Printing Office, 
save several hundred million dollars 
over the next 10 years. 

We ought to quit paying bonuses to 
contractors who do not do their job— 
and we have documented that multiple 
agencies are doing that—performance 
bonuses when they do not meet the 
performance requirements. 
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We ought to collect the unpaid taxes 
from Federal employees; it is $3 billion. 
Those are the settled claims; these are 
not the unsettled claims. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CARDIN.) The Chair notifies the Senator 
he has 10 minutes remaining. 

Mr. COBURN. I thank the Chair. Here 
is a list of ideas that comes to $380 bil- 
lion, of things that we would, as nor- 
mal Americans sitting at our family 
table, say: You are in trouble. Forty 
percent of your budget you are spend- 
ing you do not have the money for. 
Your credit cards are maxed out. You 
cannot do it. What can we spend? Here 
it is. 

There were 72 amendments last year. Two 
of them passed the Senate. I heard the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska talking about some pain 
that might occur in his district. I want to 
tell you, there has to be shared pain all 
across the country if we are going to get out 
of the problem we are in. We can no longer 
kick the can down the road without spilling 
the soup all over our kids. The time for ac- 
tion is now. The time for leadership is now. 

If we look at history, what we find is 
the average age of a republic is 207 
years. All republics before us have 
failed. How have they failed? What is it 
that caused them to lose their econ- 
omy and their freedom? Was it an in- 
vading army? Was it some natural dis- 
aster? None of those things. If we go 
back in history, every one that has 
failed has failed over fiscal issues, the 
very issues that confront us today. 

I think it is time America cheats his- 
tory. I think it is time we come to- 
gether and solve these big problems. It 
is going to be painful for everyone. 

It means some Senators are going to 
lose their seats if they do the best, 
right thing for America. There cannot 
be a greater calling than that, to do 
the best, right thing for our country. It 
means following a pattern of leadership 
that says personal sacrifice by me ір a 
leadership position has to come first, 
demonstrating my ability to under- 
stand the problem. 

So we are going to have a limited de- 
bate on two bills, both imperfect. But 
certainly one of them goes more to- 
ward the problem that we have than 
the other. We are going to spend $3.8 
trillion this year through September 
30. The deficit is going to be $1.6 tril- 
lion. 

The savings from the House cut is 
this little, bitty green line down here. 
It is only $57 billion. The savings from 
INOUYE is $4.7. You cannot even see a 
line. It does not begin to address the 
duplication, the waste, the fraud and 
abuse, the incompetence of what we 
have created in the Federal Govern- 
ment. It will not solve our problems. 

It will be a nice starting point for 
partisan debate, but it takes us away 
from what we need to do. Here is the 
cut. Here is the deficit. This is a pie 
chart. It is showing—it is nothing—$57 
billion is nothing. What we have to do 
to be able to compete in a world finan- 
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cial market is send a signal that we get 
what the problem is, that we are will- 
ing to make the difficult and tough 
sacrifices and choices to become viable 
and reliable and have people loan us 
money in the future. We have to extend 
the term and period of our debt where 
we buy the time to make these things 
possible so the least amount of pain— 
although very real—comes about. 

For goodness’ sake, we have to stop 
spending money we do not have on 
things we do not absolutely need. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the Senator from Louisiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana is recognized. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague. As Congress tries to get 
serious about cutting wasteful and 
reckless spending, I believe taxpayer 
subsidy of abortion providers should be 
among the first things to go. I person- 
ally believe it is morally wrong to end 
an innocent human life through abor- 
tion. I also believe it is morally rep- 
rehensible to take the dollars of mil- 
lions of pro-life Americans in order to 
fund organizations that do that. That 
is a view held by the great majority of 
Americans. Americans should not be 
forced to subsidize abortion, much less 
fund our Nation’s largest abortion pro- 
vider, Planned Parenthood. 

When the House passed its con- 
tinuing resolution before us today, it 
adopted a provision that cuts funding 
to this abortion giant, and it did it 
with significant bipartisan support. 
Unfortunately, that language was 
stripped by Senate leadership behind 
closed doors. But I believe Senators 
should have a chance to vote directly 
on that measure following a full and 
open debate. 

Again, I do not personally believe 
abortion is a right guaranteed by the 
Constitution. I believe that it is mor- 
ally wrong. But this issue is even be- 
yond that. This is not about abortion 
on demand in this country. This debate 
is about whether taxpayer dollars, in- 
cluding those billions of taxpayer dol- 
lars from pro-life Americans, should be 
sent to organizations such as Planned 
Parenthood, which performs millions of 
abortions in this country. 

According to their latest annual re- 
port, Planned Parenthood boasted 
more than $363 million in taxpayer 
funding, $363 million. By the way, that 
is the same year it performed an un- 
precedented 324,008 abortions. Every 
year since 2000 the government has in- 
creased taxpayer funding of Planned 
Parenthood, on average over a $22 mil- 
lion-a-year increase. And guess what. 
The number of abortions Planned Par- 
enthood has performed has also stead- 
ily increased, even though the overall 
abortion rate in the United States has 
declined since 2008. 

Planned Parenthood’s abortion rate 
massively outpaces its adoption refer- 
rals. In 2008, a woman entering a 
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Planned Parenthood clinic was 134 
times more likely to have an abortion 
than to be referred for an adoption. 

Planned Parenthood has also made a 
profit every year since 1987, including 
over a $63 million return profit in 2009. 
There is no justification for subsidizing 
Planned Parenthood’s profit-making 
venture with taxpayer dollars. 

There has been a recent onslaught of 
ads that claim Planned Parenthood is 
simply a leading provider of women’s 
health services. But abortions, not 
other health services, not true health 
services—abortions account for rough- 
ly one-third of the $1 billion income 
generated by its affiliated clinics. 

Let me be clear. This provision would 
not cut all title X funding for health 
services such аз breast cancer 
screenings, HIV testing, counseling, 
valuable family planning services. It 
would simply block funds, taxpayer 
dollars, from subsidizing America’s 
largest abortion provider. That has the 
support of the American people, even 
well beyond America’s prolife numbers. 
I believe the sanctity of human life is 
a principle that Congress should pro- 
claim at every opportunity. Again, this 
goes even beyond that. 

The time has come to respect the 
wishes of the great majority of Ameri- 
cans, pro-life and many pro-choice, who 
say using taxpayer dollars to fund huge 
abortion providers—Planned Parent- 
hood is the biggest—simply is not 
right. We have to cut. We have to get 
responsible. This is certainly a key 
place to start. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland is recognized. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I ask unanimous 
consent to speak for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
to address the Senate on the con- 
sequences of where we are in the debate 
on appropriations and the harsh and 
punitive consequences of H.R. 1. How- 
ever, I cannot let the comments made 
during the last half hour go unchal- 
lenged. 

First, I wish to comment on the re- 
marks of the Senator from Oklahoma 
on duplication in government. I so re- 
spect the Senator from Oklahoma. We 
have worked on many fiscal reform 
issues. But he went over a list, pro- 
gram by program by program, of where 
he says we have duplication. I don’t 
challenge his facts, but I do challenge 
his inertia. If these programs have been 
in existence and have been duplicative 
and denied value to the taxpayer, 
where has he been? The Republicans 
were in charge for 10 years, from 2000 
to 2008. They were in charge of all 
three branches of the government. So if 
he didn’t like duplication, they had the 
Presidency, the House, and they had 
the Senate. Why didn’t they change it? 
Now all of a sudden they have religion. 
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I don’t know what faith that is, but 
they now have the desire to talk about 
it. If they were serious about ending 
duplication, it should have started a 
long time ago. 

Second, bring the ideas forth, look 
for cosponsors from other reform-mind- 
ed people such as the Presiding Officer 
and myself. Let’s end the duplication. 
But let’s end the duplicity and in the 
way we talk about duplication. I am 
tired of blaming Barack Obama, who 
has been President for 2 years, for ev- 
erything that is perceived as wrong 
with the United States. Where were 
they? 

I must credit the Senator from Okla- 
homa. He has often brought fiscal folly 
to the attention of the Senate. I was 
with him when we fought lavish meat- 
balls at $4 and $7 apiece that he found. 
When he showed it to me, I joined with 
him in the reform package. I loved it, 
and I look forward to working with 
him. But don’t act holier than thou 
now about duplication. 

Now let’s go to the abortion topic. I 
will not change this conversation into 
the “А” word. However, the Senator 
talked about Planned Parenthood 
being profit making. It cannot be. It is 
a nonprofit. I am not even going to 
argue additional revenue. He doesn’t 
want to give money to Planned Parent- 
hood because they make a profit. I 
won’t debate him on that. But the next 
time he supports an oil subsidy, I am 
going to oppose it because the oil com- 
panies make a profit. I am going to 
fight tooth and nail to end the lavish 
subsidies we give on oil and gas. If we 
are not going to give it to Planned Par- 
enthood because they make money, 
then I will not support giving it to oil 
companies because they make money. 
So there. I have said it, and І am proud 
of it. 

This is no laughing matter, what we 
are dealing with on appropriations. 
H.R. 1 will have a Draconian effect on 
the middle class and a Draconian effect 
on jobs. Our economy is very fragile. 
We are barely making a recovery. If we 
pass H.R. 1, we will place our Nation at 
risk because of the impact of the cuts 
on those who really do protect Amer- 
ica. 

It will further pummel the middle 
class. I am not going to stand for fur- 
ther pummeling of the middle class. 

I am not just a Senator from Mary- 
land. Like the Presiding Officer, Iam a 
Senator for Maryland. If we take a 
look at what H.R. 1 does, it really 
whacks at Maryland’s middle-class 
families. It cuts job training, education 
and access to higher education, much- 
needed childcare and afterschool pro- 
grams. Right this very minute, if H.R. 
1 passed, we would have people lose 
their Pell grants. A tremendous num- 
ber of Marylanders would lose their 
Pell grants, not only numerically but 
their grant would be cut by over $500. 
For a lot of people, that is the money 
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that helps buy textbooks, pays the lab 
fees so they can go on to be a lab tech 
or a cyber tech in the new economy. 

Let’s take a look at the children. 
They talked about the right to life. I 
am for a right to life after one is born. 
I think after one is born, they ought to 
have a shot. I respect their position. 
They have to respect ours. Under their 
Draconian cuts, 2,471 Maryland chil- 
dren would lose Head Start opportuni- 
ties. Head Start is what gets them 
learning ready so they can take advan- 
tage of our public schools and move on 
in life. Let’s have it for these little 
children. 

Then there are those who say we need 
to compete. I want to compete too in 
the global marketplace. So what does 
that mean? It means we have to fund 
NIH. Under H.R. 1, NIH will be cut $1 
billion. In cancer screening alone, 
36,000 Marylanders will lose that oppor- 
tunity, and 5 million will lose it na- 
tionwide. If we look at program after 
program and how it affects women and 
children and access to education, we 
are the net losers. If we are going to 
out-educate and out-innovate, we can- 
not pass H.R. 1, which takes me to why 
it is bad for Maryland jobs. We have 
the great honor of representing iconic 
Federal institutions: the National In- 
stitutes of Health, the National Insti- 
tute of Standards, Goddard Space 
Agency, Goddard and Hopkins Space 
Telescope Institute, home to the great 
Hubbell telescope which serves the 
world in what it does. The fact is, it 
takes people to work there. If we do 
these Draconian cuts, it will have a 
tremendous impact. But I am not talk- 
ing about only government jobs. I am 
talking about private sector jobs. 

If H.R. 1 passes, we will lose a tre- 
mendous amount in Community Devel- 
opment Block Grant money. We will 
lose $11 million in Community Devel- 
opment Block Grant money. So wheth- 
er one is in Baltimore City, making its 
comeback under Mayor Stephanie 
Rawlings, or in a small rural county, it 
could result in 1,000 jobs being lost in 
construction where we could be cre- 
ating new housing and new opportuni- 
ties for economic development. The 
Speaker of the House says if it is going 
to cost jobs, so be it. Well, so be it is 
not OK with me. 

If we look at transportation alone, 
the cuts in transportation will cause 
Maryland to lose close to $100 million 
to fix highways, byways, beltways, the 
kinds of things we need to do that deal 
with congestion and will save lives be- 
cause we will have safer roads, and cre- 
ate jobs in construction. That is over 
3,157 Maryland jobs. Those are private 
sector construction jobs. 

The Presiding Officer and I have vis- 
ited our great Maryland biotech com- 
panies. They have NIH doing the basic 
research. They value add it, and then 
they go to FDA. FDA makes sure our 
prescription drugs are safe. When they 
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have the FDA brand of approval, we 
can sell them anywhere in the world. 
But under these cuts, we are going to 
eliminate 5,000 jobs. What that means 
is, we are going to further set back the 
backlog in order to get a biotech, a 
pharmaceutical or a medical device ap- 
proved. So it is going to cost us jobs in 
government in Maryland at FDA, but 
it is also going to cost jobs in the pri- 
vate sector in the biotech field, the 
medical device field, and the pharma- 
ceutical field. 

Right now the Social Security Ad- 
ministration—the people who calculate 
and make sure the checks go out on 
time to the right person—is facing pos- 
sible layoffs and furloughs. We are fac- 
ing nationwide an immediate possi- 
bility of furloughs of 3,500 people. What 
does that mean? The checks will go 
out, yes. But that means if one is ap- 
plying for a benefit, they are going to 
wait a long time. If they have any kind 
of disability, the backlog could in- 
crease to as much as 8 to 4 years. They 
can’t apply for Social Security dis- 
ability. If they are applying for dis- 
ability, it means they are too sick to 
work. So we are going to lay off the 
very people who make sure our checks 
are developed in a timely way. 

I have more to say, and I will say it 
as the debate continues. But if we pass 
H.R. 1, it is a job-killing, middle-class 
pummeling bill that I am going to vote 
no on and urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

I also wish to discuss the Commerce, 
Justice, Science and Related Agencies, 
CJS, in the Senate Continuing Resolu- 
tion, CR. 

CJS in the Inouye CR totals $53.6 bil- 
lion, which is $6.9 billion or 11 percent 
below the President’s request for FY 
2011. This is in contrast to the House 
Republican CR, which is $900 million 
lower. I support the Inouye CR and op- 
pose the House Republican CR because 
it would undermine our ability to 
outeducation, outinnovate, and 
outbuild the rest of the world. 

Make no mistake, the Inouye CR 
makes painful cuts, and further cuts 
will hurt even more. I would like my 
colleagues to know I will go no more. I 
am finished cutting. 

Under the Inouye CR, CJS cuts $420 
million from state and local law en- 
forcement grants, a 7 percent cut to 
every grant program, including COPS 
hiring grants, Byrne grants, grants for 
bulletproof vests for police officers who 
walk the thin blue line, and grants to 
reduce the backlog of DNA evidence. 

The CR terminates the Weed and 
Seed program, which helps local com- 
munities fight gangs and crime. State 
and local law enforcement agencies 
will lose Federal funding they need 
during a time of austerity in their own 
budgets. 

Federal law enforcement is funded at 
substantially below the President’s re- 
quest in this CR. Specifically, the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation, FBI, is 
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$500 million below President’s request, 
and the Drug Enforcement Agency, 
DEA, is $110 million below President’s 
request. The hiring freeze will con- 
tinue. Vacant positions won’t be 
filled—not just in headquarters—but in 
our local communities where agents 
are partners in fighting drugs and 
crime, and tracking down sexual preda- 
tors who prey on our children. 

The CR provides $6.3 billion for Bu- 
reau of Prisons salaries and expenses, 
which is $245.5 million below the Presi- 
dent’s FY 2011 budget request. Prisons 
will continue to have serious and dan- 
gerous overcrowding, putting the safe- 
ty of our prison guards at risk. 

The Justice Department’s core capa- 
bilities will also be degraded. The CR 
cuts $216 million from internal tech- 
nology upgrades that are supposed to 
give the Department better financial 
management and accountability, and 
better communications with State and 
local law enforcement. 

This CR cuts the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, 
NOAA, by $943 million. This cut will 
jeopardize efforts to fix ongoing prob- 
lems with the development of NOAA’s 
polar satellites by not providing new 
funding for the Joint Polar Satellite 
System. This could lead to a gap in 
weather forecasting data that the mili- 
tary and our private sector rely upon. 

The cuts in this CR will already halt 
plans to pump funds into scientific re- 
search and discovery that leads to in- 
novation and economic growth, and 
education programs that build the next 
generation of scientists and 
innovators. Specifically, it cuts the Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis- 
tration by $461 million, the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology, 
NIST, by $165 million and the National 
Science Foundation, NSF, by $573 mil- 
lion. NASA will continue to follow the 
authorizing bill with new path forward 
for human spaceflight, but the Agency 
won’t be able to initiate new space 
technology programs. NIST will not 
have funding for new Technology Inno- 
vation Partnership, TIP, grants or for 
competitive science building construc- 
tion. NSF will be halted on its path to 
doubling. 

While the CR gives the Patent and 
Trademark Office full access to fees 
paid by inventors, it cuts the Inter- 
national Trade Administration, ITA, 
$93 million less than the fiscal year 
2011 requested level. This will delay ef- 
forts to boost the economy and create 
jobs by helping more U.S. farmers, 
manufacturers, and service providers 
sell their products overseas. 

We made many responsible cuts in 
the CR. It eliminates the $48 million 
Emergency Steel Loan Guarantee pro- 
gram, which has not made a loan since 
2008, and cuts $44 million from the Cen- 
sus, eliminating duplicative and over- 
lapping analysis performed by other 
agencies or issued in other ways by 
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Census. The Inouye CR also eliminates 
one time construction projects at the 
FBI, the Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco 
and Firearms, and the U.S. Marshals 
Service. 

Even with all that, we are being 
asked to do more. How much тоге is it 
responsible to cut? I want my col- 
leagues to know, Iam done cutting. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I was 
concerned over what the effect of H.R. 
1 would be on Medicare beneficiaries. I 
wrote a letter to HHS Secretary 
Sebelius asking that question, what ef- 
fect passage of H.R. 1 would have on 
Medicare beneficiaries. I got the an- 
swer a couple days ago. Frankly, it 
spent a couple days going through the 
White House, OMB, and so forth, but I 
received the letter last night. What 
does that letter say? 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


DEPT. OF HEALTH & HUMAN SVCS., 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, DC, March 8, 2011. 
Hon. МАХ BAUCUS, 
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In a recent letter, 
you asked specifically how Medicare and 
Medicaid would be affected if the House- 
passed version of H.R. 1 were enacted. Sec- 
tions 4016 and 4018 of H.R. 1 would preclude 
use of Continuing Resolution (CR) funds for 
implementing or carrying out provisions of 
the Affordable Care Act. 

The Affordable Care Act modifies and im- 
proves almost every Medicare payment sys- 
tem—including the inpatient hospital pro- 
spective payment system, the outpatient 
hospital prospective payment system, the 
physician fee schedule, Medicare Advantage 
plan payments, and prescription drug plan 
payments. If H.R.1 were enacted, the Centers 
for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) 
would not be able to use CR funds to admin- 
ister payments based on any rate calculated 
on the basis of the provisions of the Afford- 
able Care Act—which is to say virtually all 
rates. 

Where the Affordable Care Act effectively 
repealed prior payment methodologies and 
replaced them with new ones, H.R. 1 would 
seem to preclude any payments for the items 
or services at issue. For example, the Afford- 
able Care Act replaced the old statutory pro- 
visions governing payments to Medicare Ad- 
vantage (MA) organizations with new provi- 
sions, including a freeze in payment levels in 
2011. Using CR funds to make payments to 
MA organizations under the new Affordable 
Care Act provisions would be prohibited by 
H.R. 1. Moreover, there would not appear to 
be legal authority to pay MA organizations 
under the prior payment methodology, given 
that this methodology was repealed in the 
Affordable Care Act. This would seem to 
mean that payments to MA organizations 
would have to be suspended, risking a signifi- 
cant disruption in services to beneficiaries 
enrolled in Medicare Advantage. 

In the event that any prior payment meth- 
odologies that have not been fully repealed 
by the Affordable Care Act could be decou- 
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pled from all of the additions to the Medi- 
care statute made by the Affordable Care 
Act, CMS would have to perform extensive 
analyses to determine whether it could per- 
missibly make payments of some sort. But, 
even if CMS could do so, it would be required 
to undertake rulemaking to establish new 
rates under each payment system, as the ex- 
isting rates are all in some way dependent on 
Affordable Care Act authorities. The promul- 
gation of each new rule could take several 
months to complete. While the new rates 
were implemented, CMS would be prohibited 
from paying providers and suppliers at the 
Affordable Care Act rates. 

In a system where millions of claims are 
paid each week, millions of claims would ac- 
cumulate, which CMS and its contractors 
would be prohibited from paying at the Af- 
fordable Care Act rates. At the point at 
which claims could begin to be paid at the 
new rates, it would take many months and 
significant resources to process the back- 
log—resources that H.R. 1 would not provide. 
As a result, providers and suppliers, many of 
which are small businesses—and, ultimately, 
beneficiaries—would experience significant 
disruption. 

In addition to changes in Medicare pay- 
ment methodologies, beginning this year, 
the Affordable Care Act authorizes Medicare 
to cover annual ‘‘wellness visits’? for bene- 
ficiaries and waives coinsurance and 
deductibles for critical preventive services. 
Claims could no longer be paid for any of 
these benefits using CR funds, as payments 
for these benefits are authorized only by the 
Affordable Care Act. 

Many of the provisions in the Affordable 
Care Act are aimed at slowing the growth 
rate of spending increases and improving 
health care for beneficiaries through innova- 
tive health service delivery reforms and 
value-based purchasing. None of these re- 
forms—such as hospital value-based pur- 
chasing; payment incentives for reductions 
of hospital-acquired conditions; and the care 
transitions program for high-risk Medicare 
beneficiaries—could be implemented using 
CR funds. 

H.R. 1 would adversely affect health care 
in rural areas as well. As an example, as a 
means to encourage physicians to provide 
services in rural areas, the Affordable Care 
Act established a new 10 percent bonus pay- 
ment for primary care services furnished by 
primary care practitioners and for major 
surgical procedures furnished by general sur- 
geons in shortage areas. Without available 
CR funding, CMS would no longer be able to 
provide the bonus to primary care and gen- 
eral surgery physicians for eligible services. 

The Affordable Care Act also gives CMS 
new tools to fight fraud and helps us move 
from a pay-and-chase system to a com- 
prehensive prevention-focused strategy. By 
precluding the use of CR funds for such ef- 
forts, H.R. 1 would substantially impede 
CMS’s proven and successful efforts to re- 
duce fraud and waste in the health care sys- 
tem, resulting in increased erroneous pay- 
ments. H.R. 1 would effectively require CMS 
to cease enforcing new screening and enroll- 
ment standards, diminish CMS’s ability to 
suspend payments when credible allegations 
of fraud are uncovered, and reduce resources 
that have been made available for invest- 
ments in anti-fraud work. 

The Affordable Care Act also provided 
States with a number of opportunities to 
compete for federal grants and expand eligi- 
bility and services for Medicaid beneficiaries 
at little or no cost to States. Among these 
are: funding for States to provide incentives 
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to prevent chronic diseases in Medicaid bene- 
ficiaries, increased federal funding to provide 
preventive services for eligible adults in 
Medicaid, and enhanced funding to assist in 
providing health homes to Medicaid bene- 
ficiaries. Under H.R. 1, CR funds could not be 
used in furtherance of any of these provi- 
sions. 

The Affordable Care Act also includes nu- 
merous other policies to make health care 
more affordable, accessible, and accountable 
for seniors, individuals with disabilities, 
children, and all other Americans, as well as 
businesses large and small. Its improvements 
are already woven into the fabric of our 
health care system. A broad prohibition on 
the use of CR funds would work to seriously 
impair or even halt the operation of the 
Early Retiree Reinsurance Program; the Pre- 
existing Condition Insurance Plan; and the 
health insurance rate review, consumer as- 
sistance, and Exchange grant programs. 

I hope this information is helpful. We 
would be happy to answer any additional 
questions. 

Sincerely, 
KATHLEEN SEBELIUS, 

Mr. BAUCUS. According to the Sec- 
retary of HHS, the consequences for 
Medicare beneficiaries of H.R. 1 are 
dire, to say the least. I don’t have the 
calculations for the number of Medi- 
care beneficiaries who would be af- 
fected nationwide, but I can give my 
colleagues the effect it would have on 
Montana, and that way they can ex- 
trapolate that into what the effect 
would be nationwide. 

Essentially, according to the Sec- 
retary’s letter, she says that because 
the health care reform bill repealed 
certain provisions in Medicare and 
then replaced them with other provi- 
sions to address quality and help pro- 
vide better health care especially for 
seniors, that H.R. 1, because it repeals 
the provisions in the health care law 
put in place to provide benefits for sen- 
iors, would have the effect of cutting 
health care to seniors. 

For example, essentially the House 
amendment would eliminate private 
Medicare coverage under Medicare Ad- 
vantage. That is the effect of H.R. 1. If 
one is a Medicare recipient under a 
Medicare Advantage plan, under H.R. 1 
they would no longer be allowed to re- 
ceive benefits. 

In my State of Montana, Medicare 
Advantage covers about 26,000 seniors. 
That is only the State of Montana. But 
nationwide, of course, it would be hun- 
dreds of thousands, probably close to in 
the millions of seniors who would no 
longer be able to benefit under Medi- 
care Advantage. They would be thrown 
off. That is what the HHS Secretary 
says. 

I will read the significant sentence. I 
am reading one sentence from the let- 
ter, dated March 8: 

This would seem to mean that payments to 
MA organizations would have to be sus- 
pended, risking a significant disruption in 
services to beneficiaries enrolled in Medicare 
Advantage. 

They would be suspended, according 
to the interpretation of the HHS Sec- 
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retary of the effect of H.R. 1 on Medi- 
care beneficiaries. 

Second, it would have virtually the 
same effect with respect to the part D 
prescription drug benefits; that is, 
health care reform began to close the 
doughnut hole. Earlier, seniors re- 
ceived $250 in assistance for prescrip- 
tion drugs. Under the health care re- 
form bill, they would be eligible for a 
50-percent discount for brand-name 
drugs. That, too, would be suspended. 
That is the effect of H.R. 1—to suspend. 
Let me see if I can find the operable 
sentence in the letter. I do not see it at 
the moment. In a few minutes, I will 
find it and I will give it to you. 

Add to that the payments for preven- 
tive benefits. They, too, would be sus- 
pended—wellness programs, such as for 
colonoscopies, mammographies, et 
cetera. She says ‘‘[c]laims could no 
longer be paid for any of these bene- 
fits” as a consequence of H.R. 1. 

Add to that rural health care. 

Without available CR funding, CMS would 
no longer be able to provide the bonus to pri- 
mary care and general surgery physicians for 
eligible services. 

There are other areas. In the nature 
of fraud prevention, those efforts would 
be suspended. Of course, some of the 
proponents who want to kill health 
care reform do not mind some addi- 
tional provisions I might mention— 
namely, moving more toward delivery 
system reform and toward improving 
the quality of health care and also re- 
ducing costs. 

I do not think the authors of H.R. 1 
knew what they were doing. I think 
they were a little quick in writing 
their legislation. I do not think they 
realized the effect of H.R. 1 would be to 
deny Medicare beneficiaries these pay- 
ments. Especially, I point out that the 
Medicare beneficiaries, under Medicare 
Advantage—according to the HHS Sec- 
retary, those payments to those per- 
sons under Medicare Advantage would 
have to be suspended. 

I have a hunch that if we were to 
look more deeply into the actual provi- 
sions of H.R. 1, we would find other 
similar consequences. Maybe it would 
be in the Medicare Program. It might 
be in some other health care program. 
But I just asked the Secretary to focus 
in on the effects to Medicare, and that 
is the response she gave. 

I urge all Senators, please let’s not 
cut Medicare Advantage payments. 
That is just not the right thing to do. 
Innocent seniors are getting caught in 
this crossfire here. I am sure we have 
to begin to cut Federal spending. There 
is no question about that. But let’s not 
be so foolhardy and unintelligently cut 
Medicare beneficiaries the way H.R. 1 
does. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Thank you, 
President. 


Mr. 
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I wish to follow up on the comments 
of the Senators from Montana and 
Maryland who spoke so eloquently and 
clearly about the consequences of 
adopting the House resolution which 
sets spending levels for the next year. 

In my view, a vote for H.R. 1 would 
be, indeed, a reckless vote because the 
consequences of such severe cuts in 
some areas, as outlined particularly by 
the Senator from Maryland and the 
Senator from Montana, would be, in 
fact, reckless, and also, as it relates to 
my subcommittee, which I want to 
speak about for a moment, the Sub- 
committee on Homeland Security—not 
an inconsequential area of our respon- 
sibility: protecting the 350-plus million 
Americans who live in the United 
States and trust that we are doing our 
jobs well enough to keep them safe 
every day from rising threat levels 
from a variety of different sources. 
That is what our job is on the Home- 
land Security Appropriations Sub- 
committee, and I am going to be voting 
against H.R. 1 because, in my view, it 
goes too far, and it puts our homeland 
in jeopardy. 

Let me be clear. In the State of the 
Union, the President stated that al- 
Qaida and its affiliates continue to 
plan attacks against our Nation. He 
stressed that extremists are trying to 
inspire acts of violence by those within 
our borders. According to the Attorney 
General, in the last 2 years, 126 individ- 
uals have been indicted for terrorist-re- 
lated activities, including 50 of our own 
citizens. 

The Homeland Security Secretary 
appeared before my subcommittee last 
week and said that the threat of ter- 
rorist attacks is as high as it has been 
since 9/11. And what do the Republican 
leaders, just newly minted and elected, 
come to Washington to do? Slash the 
homeland security budget. I am not 
going to do that, and I urge my col- 
leagues not to do that. 

In view of these threats, we cannot 
reduce the homeland security budget 
to levels that preceded the Christmas 
Day bombing attempt, the Times 
Square bombing attempt, the air cargo 
bombing attempt, and the Fort Hood 
shooting and before the escalation of 
violence and drugs along the Mexican 
border. We had one of our agents 
gunned down just 3 weeks ago. What 
does this budget do that they are rec- 
ommending? Slash border security. We 
literally spilled blood on this floor, al- 
most, building that fence along the 
border and adding border security. Now 
they want to dismantle it? I do not 
think so. 

The bill makes deep cuts in State and 
local grants to train and equip first re- 
sponders. Do they think it is going to 
be the FBI agents who are walking 
around Times Square every day look- 
ing for a smoking car? No. It is going 
to likely be a local New York fire- 
fighter or police officer or a citizen 
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walking by noticing something and 
calling the police. We have very 
small—really, relatively small—train- 
ing grants available. They cut that by 
over 50 percent. Is that smart? I do not 
think so. 

The House bill cuts border security 
infrastructure programs when violence 
in Mexico is at an unprecedented level. 

The House bill will cut Coast Guard 
acquisitions despite a need to recapi- 
talize its aging fleet and when the 
Coast Guard mission continues to ex- 
pand, aS was so clear not even a year 
ago, on April 20, when the Deep Horizon 
exploded. Whom did you call when you 
went to 911 and said there is a rig on 
fire? Whom did we call? The Coast 
Guard. How did they get to the rig? On 
cutters and boats that we built. What 
did they do with the Coast Guard budg- 
et? They cut it almost below mainte- 
nance levels for situations such as this. 

The House bill cuts port security and 
transit security when the Mumbai, 
London, and Madrid terrorist attacks 
proved that those sectors are vulner- 
able. How many more terrorists have 
to attack trains before we realize there 
is a level you cannot go beneath with- 
out putting our citizens at risk? And 
we are perilously close to that level. 

The House bill reduces Transpor- 
tation Security Administration pro- 
curement for its explosive-detection 
technologies that TSA needs to re- 
spond, as we have developed since the 
attempted bombing at Christmastime. 

Cyber security—I have not even spo- 
ken about this. It is very difficult, and 
some of this is classified information, 
and it is not something people can real- 
ly grasp as well as they can understand 
explosives on trains and airplanes, 
which is, I guess, easier to visualize. 

These attacks through our Internet 
and through the new interconnecting 
technologies now that our electric grid 
and all of our companies depend on 
need to be countered as well. 

Amendment No. 149 addresses these 
cuts while making responsible cuts in 
lower priority programs. 

The House bill cuts port security 
grants by 66 percent despite the fact 
that our ports produce over $3 trillion 
of economic activity and jobs for 13 
million American workers and the 
Mumbai attacks proved the vulner- 
ability of ports. The Senate bill would 
maintain the fiscal year 2010 level of 
$300 million. 

H.R. 1 would cut transit security 
grants by 66 percent, despite the fact 
that there have been over 1,300 attacks, 
killing or injuring over 18,000 people 
worldwide on trains and subways over 
the last 7 years. The Senate amend- 
ment would maintain the fiscal year 
2010 level of $300 million. 

I say to all of my friends who get on 
a plane and expect it to be safe that 
H.R. 1 would cut $562 million from the 
President’s request for the Transpor- 
tation Security Administration to pro- 
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vide our airports with scanners, screen- 
ers, and K-9 teams. Under H.R. 1, fund- 
ing for the Transportation Security 
Administration would be below the op- 
erating level on December 25, 2009, 
when a Nigerian terrorist tried to blow 
up Northwest flight 253 over the United 
States. As a result, TSA would only be 
able to purchase 250 additional ad- 
vanced imaging technology body scan- 
ners, instead of the 500 requested, and 
415 additional portable explosives trace 
detection units, instead of the 800 units 
requested. The Senate Democratic al- 
ternative restores these cuts. 

H.R. 1 would cut the precise agen- 
cies—FEMA, the Coast Guard, and 
State and local first responders—that 
are supposed to help us prevent or re- 
spond to future disasters. The Senate 
version restores these cuts. 

Under H.R. 1, the Coast Guard would 
not be able to award production of the 
fifth National Security Cutter, NSC, 
delaying the project by a year and driv- 
ing up costs by $45 to $60 million. The 
Senate amendment fully funds the $692 
million necessary to complete NSC, 
No. 5. National Security Cutters are re- 
placing the Coast Guard’s 40-year-old 
fleet of high endurance cutters, which 
are increasingly unavailable due to 
equipment breakdowns. The Senate 
amendment also includes funds to hire 
55 additional Coast Guard personnel to 
improve their capacity to respond to 
oilspills. 

The Senate amendment provides $189 
million more than the House bill for 
the border security agencies—Customs 
and Border Protection and Immigra- 
tion and Customs Enforcement. Within 
that amount, the Senate bill provides 
$150 million more than the House bill 
for border security infrastructure and 
technology, providing our Border Pa- 
trol agents with the assets they need to 
help secure the northern and southern 
borders. Cuts to border technology 
made by the House bill would postpone 
for at least 1 year the procurement, 
construction, and deployment of new 
remote video surveillance systems in 
Arizona and reduce by 50 percent funds 
available for tactical communications 
modernization along the Southwest 
border. 

H.R. 1 provides no funding to con- 
tinue construction of the DHS Head- 
quarters at the St. Elizabeths campus 
in Washington, DC. Congress has ap- 
propriated $1.1 billion for the project, 
but the House action would leave a 
half-built building, sitting in the mud. 
This decision will delay completion of 
the Coast Guard headquarters by at 
least 1 year and increase costs by $69 
million. The Senate amendment pro- 
vides $91.4 million to complete the 
Coast Guard headquarters. 

The House bill cuts emergency man- 
agement performance grants by 12 per- 
cent. The events surrounding Hurri- 
canes Katrina and Rita highlighted the 
critical importance of effective cata- 
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strophic all-hazards planning. The Sen- 
ate amendment maintains the $340 mil- 
lion fiscal year 2010 level. 

H.R. 1 would reduce science and tech- 
nology research and development fund- 
ing by 69 percent, forgoing critical in- 
vestments in the next generation of ex- 
plosives detection systems, chemical 
and biological weapons detection sys- 
tems, radiological and nuclear detec- 
tion systems, as well as sensors and 
other technologies to help secure the 
borders. The Senate version reduces 
funding by only 19 percent, a difficult 
but responsible reduction. 

The House bill makes deep cuts to 
cyber security, which is unconscion- 
able, since the President has said, ‘‘the 
cyber threat is one of the most serious 
economic and national security chal- 
lenges we face’’. The House cuts would 
delay deployment of the Hinstein pro- 
gram—our network intrusion detection 
and protection program—reducing pro- 
tection coverage of Federal agency net- 
works by 12 percent, reduce cyber at- 
tack response efforts by 25 percent, re- 
duce international collaboration, and 
reduce our development of advanced 
tools needed to keep pace with new and 
evolving cyber threats. 

In order to make these restorations, 
the Senate amendment rescinds over 
$545 million of low priority unobligated 
balances and reduces lower priority 
programs by over $900 million below 
fiscal year 2010 levels. 

My goal is to produce a fiscally re- 
sponsible Homeland Security bill that 
provides the Department with the re- 
sources it needs to prepare for, respond 
to, and recover from all threats, both 
manmade and natural. It is essential 
that we provide the Department with 
the resources that it needs to be nim- 
ble in preparing for and responding to 
an evolving threat. 

I urge Members to support amend- 
ment No. 149 to H.R. 1. 

As I said, the House bill, H.R. 1, cuts 
port security grants by 66 percent, 
transportation security grants by 66 
percent. It cuts FEMA, and it cuts the 
Coast Guard below levels that are safe. 

Homeland Security is the newest 
agency. I realize we have to make cuts 
and bring our budget into balance. If 
this were a plan to get us to a balanced 
budget, I would support it. But it is 
not. It is just a plan that jeopardizes 
our homeland security and does not do 
very much at all to close that deficit 
gap. When a real plan is present, I will 
vote for it. Until then, I am voting no. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the badly 
misguided budget cuts contained in the 
legislation the House has sent to us 
threaten to strangle our fragile eco- 
nomic recovery before it can truly 
begin. The House bill would weaken the 
social safety net that helps keep our 
communities together; it would end 
education opportunities that give 
Americans a chance to succeed; it 
would weaken investments in science 
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and new technologies that we need to 
make our Nation competitive globally; 
and it would make our Nation less se- 
cure. 

Our colleagues in the House have di- 
agnosed a patient with heart disease— 
and prescribed amputation. Their pro- 
posed cure would do little to heal the 
disease of budget deficits, and in the 
meantime, do a lot of damage to the 
patient. They propose to solve our 
budget woes by slashing nondefense 
discretionary spending—which makes 
up a mere 15 percent or so of the Fed- 
eral budget. In fact, the Congressional 
Budget Office told us just this week 
that if we eliminated all nondefense 
discretionary spending—every last 
dime of it—we would still run budget 
deficits by 2016. We cannot solve the 
budget problem this way, no matter 
how hard our Republican friends try to 
convince Americans that we can. 

Republicans say we should interpret 
their drastic, unbalanced and extreme 
legislation as sending a message on 
their seriousness about the deficit. But 
the only message it sends is that they 
are serious about eroding important 
programs from Head Start to job train- 
ing to Pell grants to food inspections 
to border security. 

This legislation would cut $61 million 
from the Presidential budget request 
for food inspections, sending the mes- 
sage that we don’t need to worry about 
food safety, despite the thousands of 
Americans every year who suffer from 
food-borne illness. It would cut over $1 
billion from the Women, Infants and 
Children Program, sending the message 
that we should do less to help poor 
families put food on the table. 

Our Republican colleagues are seri- 
ous about cutting more than $180 mil- 
lion from the Securities and Exchange 
Commission budget and more than $100 
million from the Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission budget, sending 
the message that we don’t need to put 
cops on the beat to police financial 
markets that all too recently dev- 
astated our economy. 

They are serious about cutting near- 
ly $290 million from Veterans Adminis- 
tration efforts to provide better service 
to our veterans. 

Their bill would cut $1 Dillion in 
funding for community health centers, 
sending the message that health care 
for citizens who would lose it under 
this proposal is a secondary concern. 
They would remove $17 million from 
the research on immunization and res- 
piratory disease, a message that we can 
cut back on efforts to fight childhood 
illness. 

Their bill would cut $550 million from 
the National Science Foundation re- 
search budget, and another $1.1 billion 
from Department of Energy research. 
It would cut about $900 million from 
our support of renewable energy 
sources and energy conservation—send- 
ing a message that we need not worry 
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about high gas prices and dependence 
on imported oil. 

Their bill would cut $2 billion from 
clean water programs, putting public 
health at risk, and cut $250 million 
from Great Lakes restoration efforts, 
putting at greater risk our unique 
Great Lakes, on which hundreds of 
thousands of jobs depend. 

The Republican bill would cut more 
than $1 billion from Head Start. Their 
message seems to be that 200,000 Amer- 
ican children don’t really need an early 
childhood education boost so they can 
grow up to compete in a global econ- 
omy. Their bill would also cut or elimi- 
nate Pell grants for hundreds of thou- 
sands of college students. The Repub- 
lican message: American families don’t 
need help to meet the rising cost of col- 
lege. 

Speaker BOEHNER’s Web site pro- 
claims that ‘‘[s]Jecuring our borders and 
stopping the flood of illegal immigra- 
tion into the United States must be the 
first priority of this Congress.” So 
what does the House bill do? It cuts 
more than $120 million from the Presi- 
dent’s request and more than $350 mil- 
lion from the fiscal 2010 level from bor- 
der security efforts. 

Now, the supporters of the House bill 
tell us that they regret the need for 
these cuts, that these would be worthy 
programs in happier times, but that 
the fiscal straits in which we find our- 
selves make their cuts necessary. They 
say we have no choice. 

That is false. We do have a choice. 
We can end the excessive tax cuts for 
upper income taxpayers that President 
Bush put in place, and close tax loop- 
holes that not only drain the treasury 
but send American jobs abroad to boot. 

The cost to the government of those 
upper income tax cuts is an increase in 
the deficit of about $30 billion a year. 
Ending that $30 billion tax cut for the 
wealthy—for the roughly 2 percent of 
Americans at the very top—could allow 
us to avoid the drastic cuts in impor- 
tant programs that I have mentioned, 
and much more besides. 

It is very difficult in my book to 
treat proposals adding $30 billion a 
year to the deficit by protecting tax 
cuts for upper income earners as seri- 
ous deficit reduction. 

There are also other revenues we can 
look to if we are truly serious about 
deficit reduction. There are a number 
of tax loopholes that we can close. For 
example, we should not continue to 
give corporations a tax deduction when 
they send American jobs overseas. We 
should not allow corporations and 
wealthy individuals to avoid U.S. taxes 
by hiding assets and income in offshore 
tax havens. And we should not allow 
hedge fund managers to earn enormous 
incomes and yet pay a lower tax rate 
than their secretaries and janitors pay. 

When we are willing to tackle those 
issues, when we recognize that the so- 
lution to our deficits must be com- 
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prehensive, when we acknowledge that 
it must include revenues, when we ac- 
knowledge the need to close those tax 
loopholes, then the American people 
will know we are serious about deficit 
reduction. Then, and only then, will we 
be able to tackle the deficit without 
threatening the education of our chil- 
dren, or making it harder to afford col- 
lege, or cutting food programs for chil- 
dren, or damaging our support for 
science and technology, or making our 
border less secure, or reducing efforts 
to find new sources of energy, or set- 
ting back so many other investments 
in our future well-being. 

I commend Senator INOUYE for his at- 
tempts to craft an alternative package 
that would avoid the draconian cuts 
that Republicans have proposed. But I 
cannot support that legislation. It 
deals only with cuts in nondefense dis- 
cretionary spending, and as a result it 
gives support to a pattern of debating 
only spending cuts as the solution to 
our deficits, when it fact the solution 
to this problem must include addi- 
tional revenue as well. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to share my perspectives about the 
funding for agencies and programs 
under the jurisdiction of the Appro- 
priations Subcommittee on Financial 
Services and General Government. It 
has been my privilege to chair this sub- 
committee for over 4 years. 

Overall, the Senate CR includes $23.25 
billion for financial services accounts. 
This represents a cut of $2.268 billion, 
or 9 percent, below the President’s fis- 
cal year 2011 budget request of $25.518 
billion. 

Compared to the fiscal year 2010 en- 
acted level of $24.355 billion—the 
amount presently available under the 
continuing resolution—the funding in 
the Senate CR is a reduction of over 
$1.1 billion. This is a cut of over 4 per- 
cent below a freeze. 

In comparison, the House funding of 
$20.513 billion for financial services is a 
cut of $3.84 billion, or 16 percent, below 
a freeze. This is extreme. It is harmful. 
It is unacceptable. 

The Senate approach, while making 
significant and difficult cuts, restores 
$2.737 billion of irresponsible cuts made 
in H.R. 1. The Senate CR preserves rea- 
sonable funding to minimize erosions 
in critical government programs and 
prevent harmful setbacks in the deliv- 
ery of important public services. 

Let me take this opportunity to il- 
lustrate some of the harsh, detrimental 
reductions included in H.R. 1, and why 
the funding recommended in the Sen- 
ate CR offers a prudent alternative. 

For the Treasury’s Community De- 
velopment Financial Institutions 
Fund, or CDFI, the Senate CR provides 
$247 million, a freeze to the fiscal year 
2010 level. CDFI funds provide seed fi- 
nancing in our nation’s most chal- 
lenged communities for projects such 
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as affordable housing developments, re- 
tail developments, small business lend- 
ing, and community facilities such as 
day care centers and charter schools. 

Each dollar of Federal spending pro- 
vides confidence for private investors. 
For example, last year, the Community 
Investment Corporation, a СОЕТ in Illi- 
nois, leveraged a $1 million Federal 
grant into $400 million of total financ- 
ing from 33 banks for affordable hous- 
ing. CDFI funds offer a lifeline for 
small businesses and communities that 
would otherwise have no option to find 
financing during these tough economic 
times. CDFI funds are truly the ‘‘last 
mile” of financing in struggling com- 
munities. 

By contrast, H.R. 1 reduces funding 
for the CDFI Fund to a mere $50 mil- 
lion, a drastic 80-percent reduction 
below the Senate CR level. If enacted, 
H.R. 1’s cuts to the CDFI Fund would 
result in the loss of an estimated $1.6 
billion in private sector leveraging for 
investment in America’s most chal- 
lenged communities. 

This huge reduction in financing 
would cause the loss of 19,200 new jobs 
that would otherwise be created, the 
loss of 14,100 affordable housing units 
that would otherwise be built, and the 
loss of 3,200 small business loans that 
would otherwise be made. It would be a 
mistake to enact H.R. 1’s cuts to CDFI. 
The Senate CR level is a responsible 
way to maintain investment in our Na- 
tion’s most challenged communities 
during these tough economic times. 

For the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, $286 million is provided in 
the Senate CR. On the other hand, H.R. 
1 decimates the resources for this agen- 
cy by slashing funding down to a mea- 
ger $112 million. This is a cut of $57 
million, or 33 percent, below a freeze at 
the current level of $168.8 million. The 
Senate level supports necessary staff- 
ing increases and key information 
technology investments to help the 
CFTC better protect the average inves- 
tor and increase safeguards against ex- 
cessive speculation. 

The House level would prevent the 
CFTC from meeting its mission to 
monitor the markets. It would jeop- 
ardize CFTC’s work to ensure that the 
ever evolving world of commodity fu- 
tures—diversified products from grains 
to gold, from currencies to carbon cred- 
its—are free from manipulation, fraud, 
and abusive trading and sales prac- 
tices. Futures prices—and CFTC’s over- 
sight role—impact what we pay for the 
basic necessities of everyday life: our 
food, our clothing, fuel in our vehicles, 
and heat in our homes. The House 
sledgehammer cut to the CFTC is irre- 
sponsible and irrational. 

For the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, the Senate CR provides 
$1.3 billion, consistent with the author- 
ized level for fiscal year 2011. These 
funds support increased legal and in- 
vestigative staffing for oversight and 
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enforcement responsibilities as well as 
substantial investments in IT up- 
grades. By contrast, H.R. 1 cuts re- 
sources for the SEC to $1.069 billion. 
This is a reduction of $41 million, or 4 
percent, below a freeze. It is a decrease 
of $231 million, or 18 percent, below the 
authorized level. 

Among a long list of expected set- 

backs, the decreased funding in H.R. 1 
will severely limit SEC’s ability to po- 
lice the markets and enforce Federal 
securities laws to protect investors 
from deceptive financial schemes. It 
will limit SEC’s pursuit of quality 
complaints, tips, and referrals and will 
stall investigations. 
Less funding will diminish the SEC’s 
ability to conduct public company 
oversight, review public filings of large 
financial institutions, and decrease the 
frequency of reviews of smaller and 
mid-sized companies to less than once 
every 3 years. Is this really what we 
want in the wake of the Wall Street fi- 
asco? 

H.R. 1 cuts mean that outmoded 
technology will languish without crit- 
ical modernization, leaving the SEC to 
lag far behind the industries it regu- 
lates. SEC will be hampered in its abil- 
ity to collect the tremendous amounts 
of market data needed to better iden- 
tify, address, and prevent activities 
and events that can disrupt markets 
and harm investors, such as those that 
occurred on May 6, 2010—the ‘‘flash 
crash’’. Why supporters of H.R. 1 want 
to undercut this watchdog agency is 
hard to comprehend. 

For the Small Business Administra- 
tion, the Senate CR provides $762 mil- 
lion, in essence a freeze at the fiscal 
year 2010 level due to available carry- 
over balances. In contrast, H.R. 1 re- 
duces SBA’s operating budget by $25 
million compared to the Senate CR. 
This cut would reduce staff across the 
entire SBA. Reducing staff would cause 
a backlog in loan approvals under 
SBA’s loan programs that support over 
$20 billion a year in financing for new 
and expanding small businesses. A loan 
approval backlog would impose delays 
and uncertainty in financing for small 
businesses during a critical time in the 
Nation’s economic recovery. 

The cut to SBA would also scale back 
the ability of SBA’s field staff to serve 
small businesses seeking credit and 
business counseling resources. This 
will deprive small businesses of critical 
“matchmaking” connections to banks 
participating in SBA’s loan programs 
and to counseling programs for start- 
ing and growing small businesses. The 
Senate CR funding for SBA is a respon- 
sible alternative to H.R. 1’s reckless 
cut. The Senate CR will keep SBA 
operational to support American small 
businesses working towards economic 
recovery. 

For tax law enforcement, the Senate 
CR provides $5.59 billion to the Internal 
Revenue Service. It is a modest but ra- 
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tional increase of $87 million, or 1.6 
percent, above the fiscal year 2010 en- 
acted level of $5.5 billion. The funding 
includes critical resources for tar- 
geting offshore tax evasion. 

In contrast, H.R. 1 cuts tax law en- 
forcement to $5.219 billion, which is 
$285 million, or 5 percent, below a 
freeze. Cutting IRS resources is 
counterintuitive to the goal of reduc- 
ing the Federal deficit. Under H.R. 1, 
lost enforcement revenue could surpass 
well over $4 billion. Reductions under 
H.R. 1 would necessitate furloughing 
all enforcement employees for up to 19 
business days and/or significant RIFs. 

Among other consequences, the H.R. 
1 cut means 164,000 fewer individual 
and business audits, directly affecting 
the performance of IRS’s enforcement 
revenue efforts and reducing overall 
compliance. It will mean 8,400 fewer 
taxpayer appeals case closures, as 
fewer taxpayers are able to turn to the 
appeals process to resolve disputed tax 
controversies. 

Moreover, 310 fewer criminal cases 
will be completed, 216 fewer convic- 
tions will be realized, and an estimated 
$67 million in asset forfeiture revenue 
will be sacrificed. It also means the 
discontinuance of fraud cases related 
to the Return Preparer Program, drug 
trafficking tax cases, and interagency 
efforts in coordination with the Justice 
Department and Drug Enforcement Ad- 
ministration. 

For the General Services Administra- 
tion, the Senate CR would provide $591 
million for construction of Federal 
buildings, providing continuation fund- 
ing for multiyear, consolidation 
projects and nearly $398 million for re- 
pair of Federal buildings and court- 
houses. In contrast, H.R. 1 eliminates 
all funding for Federal building con- 
struction and all major repairs for Fed- 
eral buildings. Overall, the Senate CR 
reduces GSA programs below fiscal 
year 2010 levels and by a total of ap- 
proximately $1 billion below fiscal year 
2011 requested levels. 

The House approach is irresponsible 
because it defers Federal construction 
projects, making them more expensive; 
results in more Federal leasing, which 
is more expensive over the long-term 
than federally owned space; and pre- 
vents Federal agencies from operating 
as efficiently as possible due to delays 
in moving into new space necessary to 
meet mission requirements. 

In addition, eliminating the con- 
struction and repair projects could cost 
as many as 16,000 private sector jobs in 
the construction and related indus- 
tries. It would also delay other benefits 
associated with Federal capital 
projects, including economic develop- 
ment and ‘‘multiplier effects” of infu- 
sions of Federal spending into local 
economies. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, 
it is likely that neither the House nor 
Senate version of the fiscal year 2011 
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continuing resolution will pass this 
body. 

I would like to highlight one feature 
of both of the bills we are considering 
that I believe is truly misguided. Nei- 
ther bill provides funding to continue 
the alternate engine program for the 
F-35 airplane. 

In the past, Congress has supported 
this engine in a bipartisan, bicameral 
way as a lower cost, higher perform- 
ance alternate that will save billions in 
tax dollars and give the F35 engine pro- 
gram competition it badly needs. 

There has been significant misin- 
formation circulated about the alter- 
nate engine program, which, based on 
previous experience with engine com- 
petition programs, should actually re- 
duce the Federal deficit by more than 
$20 billion. 

During the 1980s, the Air Force and 
Navy jointly qualified second sources 
for the Sidewinder, Sparrow, Amraam, 
Maverick, Standard, Tomahawk, and 
Ham missile programs. In every case, 
buying from both sources brought costs 
down dramatically. That same strategy 
brought costs down and under budget 


for the FFG-7 frigates, DDG-51 de- 
stroyers, Aegis Cruisers, and attack 
submarines. 


Absent the F85 alternative engine 
program, a company that is currently 
$3.5 billion over budget will be the mo- 
nopoly provider of the engine for the 
F35 airplane. This is not the way tax- 
payers want Washington to do busi- 
ness. 

The alternate engine program sup- 
ports 2,500 jobs in the United States, 
800 of those in Ohio. My State’s unem- 
ployment rates is already 9.3 percent, 
and it would be a tragedy if we elimi- 
nate jobs that are actually serving to 
reduce federal spending and protect 
against faulty or delayed access to en- 
gines needed by our military. 

I am disappointed no funds are con- 
tained in either bill. I don’t believe you 
walk quietly away from a $100 billion 
program that has billions of tax dollars 
invested in it without a vigorous de- 
bate. In deleting the alternate engine, 
both bills eliminated a line item today 
at the expense of significant savings 
downstream. 

We are not going to end the budget 
deficit by haphazardly taking dollars 
out of investments justified not only 
by their public policy purpose—in this 
case, equipping our military in the 
most responsible, efficient means pos- 
sible—but by their potential to produce 
major downstream savings. 

It is unclear how the negotiations on 
getting a budget deal will proceed and 
it is equally clear that they will be 
hard. But the future of this engine 
must be on the agenda. 

Our safety and security as a nation 
and the seriousness of the budget 
choices that face us are simply too im- 
portant to let expediency get the bet- 
ter of common sense. Exploring what is 
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best for our military and our budget 
goals must be part of the continuing 
resolution negotiations. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, over the 
past few weeks, I have listened to sev- 
eral of my colleagues say that the De- 
fense budget should be further reduced. 
Other Members are concerned that this 
bill cuts too much funding out of the 
Department of Defense. 

I believe the Defense bill before you 
today strikes a fair balance between re- 
sponsible reductions and protection of 
our military forces. 

The defense portion of this bill pro- 
vides a total of $671.5 billion in base 
and overseas contingency operation 
funding for fiscal year 2011. 

The base budget is $513.6 billion, 
which is $17.3 billion less than the 
President’s budget request. This bill 
cuts an additional $2.13 billion more 
than H.R. 1 for defense. I believe that 
these reductions are prudent, and re- 
flect the reality of today’s challenging 
fiscal environment where all programs 
are subject to reductions. 

But let me be clear—this bill con- 
tinues to fully support our men and 
women in uniform and protects funding 
for four important national security 
priorities. 

First, the bill takes care of our mili- 
tary personnel. It fully funds the 1.4 
percent authorized pay raise and pro- 
vides $887 million above the budget re- 
quest to cover shortfalls in the mili- 
tary personnel accounts that were 
identified by the services. 

Second, the bill fully funds health 
care for the military and their fami- 
lies. The bill provides $32.8 billion for 
the Defense Health Program, continues 
advancements in medical research, 
modernizes and maintains medical in- 


frastructure, and develops the next 
generation of electronic medical 
records. 


In addition, the bill adds $100 million 
for peer-reviewed research in psycho- 
logical health and traumatic brain in- 
jury. 

Third, the bill fully funds key readi- 
ness programs critical to prepare forces 
for combat operations and other peace 
time missions, including flying hours 
and steaming days, depot maintenance, 
training, spare parts, and base oper- 
ations. 

Additional funding is included to pro- 
vide for shortfalls identified by the 
Army for base operations, for the Navy 
and Air Force for depot maintenance, 
and tuition assistance for military 
spouses. 

Fourth, the bill provides additional 
funding to protect our forces, including 
new equipment and upgrades to exist- 
ing programs to ensure that our mili- 
tary has the hardware needed to con- 
duct operations and train during a 
time of war. High-priority programs 
are increased, such as: 

The replacement of helicopters and 
fixed-wing aircraft lost in battle, and 


3643 


increased production of Army and Air 
Force helicopters urgently needed to 
support combat operations in Afghani- 
stan; 

Support for critical intelligence, sur- 
veillance, and reconnaissance, ISR, ini- 
tiatives, including procurement of 48 
Reaper unmanned aerial vehicles and 
more than $2.5 billion of ISR programs 
identified by the Secretary of Defense 
as high priority for troops overseas; 

Better protection of deployed mili- 
tary personnel, such as $3.4 billion to 
fully fund Mine Resistant Ambush Pro- 
tected-All Terrain Vehicles and an ad- 
ditional $225 million to test and pro- 
cure the Stryker Double V Hull for ad- 
ditional protection from IEDs; 

An additional $850 million for the Na- 
tional Guard and Reserve to ensure 
that our Reserve components have the 
equipment needed to conduct their 
growing missions. 

Furthermore, the bill continues our 
goal to transfer responsibility to our 
partners in Afghanistan and Iraq so 
that our forces can safely and respon- 
sibly withdrawal. 

The bill provides $11.6 billion for the 
Afghanistan security forces fund, $1.5 
billion for the Iraq security forces 
fund, $500 million for the Commander’s 
emergency response program, and $400 
million for the Afghanistan infrastruc- 
ture fund. 

However, the Department of Defense 
is not immune from budget reductions. 
I believe this bill judiciously cuts de- 
fense spending, while improving fiscal 
accountability. Nearly 760 defense pro- 
grams are reduced in the package be- 
fore you today. 

These funding cuts are made as a re- 
sult of program terminations or delays, 
changes to policy or programs since 
submission of the budget over a year 
ago, inadequate justification, author- 
ization adjustments, or corrections to 
poor fiscal discipline. 

For instance, the bill cuts nearly $2 
billion out of the Joint Strike Fighter 
program due to production and testing 
delays. Over $450 million is deleted 
from the bill due to the termination of 
the non-line of sight launch system. 

The bill rescinds $1.2 billion from 
prior year funding in 45 different pro- 
grams due to poor execution, delays or 
terminations. The list goes on and on. 

This is a fair bill for the Department 
of Defense. It is a bipartisan com- 
promise between responsibly reducing 
defense spending while at the same 
time providing for our men and women 
in uniform that are fighting a war in 
Afghanistan, winding down operations 
in Iraq, and operating around the globe 
to protect this Nation’s security. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup- 
port this measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority’s time has expired. 

The Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I want us 
to remember why we are here. The rea- 
son we are here right now debating this 
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issue is because last year the Demo- 
cratic majority failed to pass a budget. 
They did not pass a budget and did not 
pass a single appropriations bill. This 
is a $3.7 trillion enterprise called the 
Federal Government. Last year, we did 
not pass a budget. We did not pass a 
single appropriations bill. So this is 
cleaning up the unfinished business of 
last year. 

It was always said that we could not 
do this before the election. So when the 
election was over with, instead of deal- 
ing with these important budget issues, 
we did a START treaty, which, of 
course, was important to debate; don’t 
ask, don’t tell; the DREAM Act; all 
kinds of other things but never the 
budget. We did not deal with the budg- 
et. So here we are dealing with last 
year’s unfinished business. 

So when my colleagues come in here 
and make all these arguments about 
how terrible it is that we are having to 
do this and the House Republicans have 
sent us this budget that shaves $60 bil- 
lion from last year’s spending levels, 
the reason we are having to go through 
this exercise in the first place is be- 
cause last year the Democratic major- 
ity did not even pass a budget. 

Where does that leave us today? Well, 
we all know we have a $14 trillion 
debt—$14 trillion. I think that has sunk 
in with the American people. To put 
that into perspective, historically, this 
last month—the month of February— 
our debt was $223 billion. Our deficit, in 
other words—what we added to the 
debt—was $223 billion in 1 month—the 
largest single monthly total ever. We 
added more to the debt last month 
than we did from the founding of our 
country until 1945—in just 1 month. 

The projected deficit for this entire 
year is $1.65 trillion—the largest ever 
in nominal terms. And OMB predicts it 
to be the largest as a share of our econ- 
omy since World War II. That is as 
much debt as we ran up from the 
founding of our country until 1985. This 
is the dimension of the problem we are 
dealing with. 

There is an old saying that if you are 
in a hole, stop digging. Well, we con- 
tinue to dig the hole deeper and deeper 
and deeper. So we are going to have 
votes today on a couple of alternatives. 

One is the alternative that was sent 
over from the House of Representatives 
which shaves $60 billion off of last 
year’s spending level. So there are lots 
of people coming down here, and there 
is all kinds of gnashing of teeth and 
statements of how Draconian these 
various cuts are going to be. Mr. Presi- 
dent, $60 billion, remember, in a $3.7 
trillion budget is less than 2 percent. 
Now, to the average American, if they 
were like we are at the Federal level 
and out of every dollar they spent, 
they were borrowing over 40 cents and 
running $1.5 trillion and $1.6 trillion 
deficits year over year over year, I 
think they would figure out a way to 
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tighten their belts a little bit and be 
able to absorb a 1.5-percent cut over 
last year’s spending level. 

Now, couple that with the fact that 
since 2008 spending has increased by 22 
percent. Nondefense discretionary 
spending, which is what we are talking 
about here, has gone up 22 percent—10 
times the rate of inflation. All we are 
talking about here is going back to 2008 
levels. This is not Draconian. I think 
the American people think this is rea- 
sonable. 

So what does the other side put for- 
ward? The other side said: Well, we 
think this is Draconian, and so we are 
going to put forward a proposal that 
cuts $4.7 billion—$4.7 billion compared 
to $60 billion. Mr. President, $4.7 billion 
is what the other side puts on the table 
in terms of spending reduction in try- 
ing to do something about our runaway 
Federal debt. Well, if you look at the 
clock today, it is 2:45 p.m. By this time 
tomorrow—2:45 p.m. tomorrow—we will 
have added over $4 billion to the debt— 
almost as much as they are proposing 
to save for the balance of this entire 
year. So they are laying forward sav- 
ings of $4.7 billion for the rest of the 
fiscal year, when between now and this 
time tomorrow we will add over $4 bil- 
lion to the Federal debt. That is the di- 
mension of what we are talking about. 

It is so bad that former Fed Chair- 
man Alan Greenspan said recently that 
he views the probability or the possi- 
bility of a debt crisis occurring in the 
next 2 to 3 years to be 50 percent—debt 
crisis. If that is not enough, the Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the 
highest ranking military official in 
this country, ADM Mike Mullen, said a 
few months back that the greatest 
threat to America’s national security 
is our national debt. How much more 
do we have to hear? It is not just a 
threat to our future and to future gen- 
erations; it is a threat to our national 
security, and it is a threat to our econ- 
omy. 

We have all kinds of evidence out 
there that this level of spending and 
this amount of debt costs jobs in our 
economy. Everybody says the most im- 
portant thing we want to focus on is 
the economy and job creation. I agree 
with that. One of the best ways to do 
that is to start getting spending and 
debt under control. There is a great va- 
riety of research out there that studied 
the last eight centuries of governments 
and concluded that when your gross 
debt reaches the 90-percent level of 
your total economy—in other words, 
gross debt to GDP equals 90 percent— 
that it costs you about 1 percentage 
point of economic growth every year. 
According to Christina Romer, the 
former economic adviser to the Presi- 
dent, every time you lose 1 percentage 
point of economic growth, you lose 1 
million jobs. So if we continue to sus- 
tain this level of debt, it is costing us 
economic growth, which is costing us 
literally jobs every single day. 


March 9, 2011 


A couple of weeks ago the Govern- 
ment Accountability Office issued a re- 
port and in it they looked at the gov- 
ernment and the various agencies of 
government and how much it costs and 
looked for duplication and redundancy 
and inefficiency. What did they con- 
clude? They concluded that there are 82 
programs in this country across 10 dif- 
ferent agencies and departments of 
government that are designed to im- 
prove teacher quality; granted, a very 
noble goal, but does it take 82 Federal 
programs and 10 agencies or depart- 
ments to administer programs improv- 
ing teacher quality? There are 56 Fed- 
eral programs out there which teach 
people how to manage their finances. 
When you are running a $14 trillion 
debt, arguably this is probably the last 
place that ought to be advising people 
about managing their finances. But 56 
Federal programs? The American peo- 
ple have to be looking at this, and it is 
incomprehensible to them, I think, to 
see what their Federal Government 
wastes money on. 

What we are talking about here is a 
fairly reasonable reduction in non- 
defense, nonnational security discre- 
tionary spending. I hope today we will 
take a step forward and demonstrate 
we are serious. What the Democrats 
put forward, $4.7 billion, isn’t serious. 
It completely ignores and appears to be 
in denial of the dimensions of this 
problem, which I think are wholly 
grasped by the American people. In 
fact, we had testimony yesterday in 
front of the Senate Budget Committee 
from Erskine Bowles and Senator Al 
Simpson who headed the debt commis- 
sion and said this is the most predict- 
able crisis we have ever had. We see it 
coming. We know it is coming. We can 
do something about it, and we are try- 
ing to today. 

It is about jobs. People have gotten 
up on the other side and said, Well, it 
is going to cut this or cut that. The 
majority leader said yesterday we can’t 
do this because it would cut funding at 
the Cowboy Poetry Festival. When you 
are out of every dollar you are spend- 
ing, borrowing more than 40 cents; 
when you are running a $14 trillion 
debt—there are priorities, arguably, 
that are important in terms of Federal 
priorities. I don’t think that probably 
counts as one of them and I don’t think 
the American people would think so ei- 
ther. 

The Senator from Montana said this 
is going to cut people from Medicare 
Advantage. What about the health care 
reform bill last year? That cut $2 bil- 
lion in Medicare Advantage and would 
leave literally a quarter of those people 
who get benefits under Medicare Ad- 
vantage without that coverage today. 
That wasn’t a big talking point for the 
other side when we were doing health 
care reform last year. Yet, today, 
again, we hear typical rhetorical scare 
tactics. But what I want to remind my 


March 9, 2011 


colleagues of and remind the American 
people of is that over the last 2 years, 
nondefense discretionary spending has 
increased 22 percent. 

All we are talking about is going 
back to 2008 levels. Since that time, it 
has increased 10 times the rate of infla- 
tion. We need to start living within our 
means. We cannot continue to spend 
money we don’t have. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
H.R. 1 and let the American people 
know we are serious about getting our 
fiscal house in order. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. 
how much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
11 minutes 25 seconds remaining. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Will the Chair let 
me know when 2 minutes remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will be so notified. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from South Dakota 
for his eloquent remarks. He phrased 
exactly the question before this body 
on which we are going to be casting 
two votes within a few minutes, and 
that is this: Will we or will we not stop 
spending money we don’t have? I re- 
peat, the question is: Will we or will we 
not stop spending money we don’t 
have? Do we have the courage and the 
common sense and the sense of respon- 
sibility to make difficult decisions for 
the future of our country when it 
comes to spending and debt? 

Let’s look at the facts. The Federal 
Government this year is collecting $2.2 
trillion—that is what is coming in— 
and spending $3.7 trillion. We are col- 
lecting $2.2 trillion in revenue, and we 
are spending $3.7 trillion in revenue. 
That is a fact. 

Here is another fact: Forty cents of 
every dollar the Federal Government 
spends is borrowed, much of it from 
China. 

Here is another fact: We are piling up 
new debt at the rate of $4 billion a 
day—$4 billion a day of new debt. Here 
is another fact: Last month was the 
shortest month of the year—February. 
The deficit—that is this year’s deficit 
in just that month—was the largest in 
history: $223 billion. And our friends on 
the other side are suggesting we solve 
a problem of this dimension by reduc- 
ing spending by $4.7 billion. As Senator 
THUNE said, by tomorrow, at about this 
time, we will have piled up as much 
more debt as they propose to save. 
That is not urgent; that is not respon- 
sible; that is not dealing with difficult 
decisions in the way people expect us 
to do. 

The Republicans in the House of Rep- 
resentatives have stepped up and have 
made difficult decisions. We might not 
agree with every single detail of the 
decision, and the Senate will have its 
own priorities when we pass a bill, but 


President, 
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I, for one—and I think many others on 
this side of the aisle—are going to vote 
for H.R. 1, the House-passed $57 billion 
cut, because it is a sure step toward re- 
ducing spending and stopping our coun- 
try from spending money we don’t 
have. Senate Democrats say, Sorry, we 
can only find $4.7 billion to save. 

The purpose of the vote I will cast 
today is to say we have an urgent need 
that needs to be addressed. We have a 
sense of responsibility toward that de- 
cision. We can’t solve much of it today, 
but we can solve some of it today, and 
the time to start addressing this ur- 
gent need is now. 

When I became Governor of Ten- 
nessee about 30 years ago, a friend gave 
me a book written by George Reedy, 
Lyndon Johnson’s press secretary. It 
was called “The Twilight of the Presi- 
dency.” In that book, I found a defini- 
tion I used as Governor because it was 
such a good definition of what an exec- 
utive in public life is to do. George 
Reedy said that the job of the Presi- 
dent is, No. 1, to see an urgent need; 
No. 2, to develop a strategy to meet the 
need; and No. 3, to persuade at least 
half the people that he is right. See an 
urgent need, develop a strategy to 
meet the need, and persuade at least 
half the people he is right. 

This is an urgent need facing our 
country. Forty cents out of every dol- 
lar we spend is borrowed; $2.2 trillion 
coming in; $3.7 trillion going out; 47 
top economists over 2 weekends ago 
saying it was the most urgent need fac- 
ing our country. The Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff is saying it is our 
biggest national security threat—the 
debt. As Senator THUNE said, debt costs 
jobs. Economists tell us that debt at 
this level costs us about 1 million jobs 
a year. 

Let me read what the President’s 
own debt commission had to say about 
this. This debt commission had six 
Members of the U.S. Senate as mem- 
bers—three Republicans, three Demo- 
crats. Five of the six voted for this re- 
port of the debt commission. They said, 
as members of this commission: 

We spent the past 8 months studying the 
same hard, cold facts— 

Not opinions, facts. 

Together we have reached these unavoid- 
able conclusions. The problem is real. The 
solution will be painful. There is no easy way 
out. Everything must be on the table, and 
Washington must lead. 

That is President Obama’s debt com- 
mission. After all the talk about debt 
and deficits, they go on to say: 

It is long past time for America’s leaders 
to put up or shut up. 

That is the President’s debt commis- 
sion talking. 

The era of debt denial is over. There can be 
no turning back. We sign our names to this 
plan because we love our children, our grand- 
children, and our country too much not to 
act while we still have the chance to secure 
a better future for all of our citizens. 
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That report included five Members of 
this body, two Democrats, three Re- 
publicans. That was what the debt 
commission had to say. 

Here is what the President had to 
say. In 2009 he said: 

What we have done is kicked this can down 
the road. We are now at the end of the road. 
We are not in a position to kick it any fur- 
ther. 

We can only find $4 billion to save? 

President Obama said last year: 

I hope some of the folks who are hollering 
about deficits and debt step up, because I am 
calling their bluff. 

We can only save $4 billion? 

My administration is going to seek to 
work with Congress to execute serious enti- 
tlement reform. 

And then as Senator the President 
said: 

Increasing America’s debt weakens us do- 
mestically, weakens us internationally. 
Leadership means the buck stops here. In- 
stead, Washington is shifting the burden of 
bad choices today on to the backs of our 
children and grandchildren. America has a 
debt problem and a failure of leadership. 

I ask, where is the President of the 
United States in this debate? Where is 
the President of the United States? His 
debt commission came out months ago 
and recommended $4 trillion in savings. 
No support from the President. The 
President made an eloquent State of 
the Union Address. I sat on the front 
row and applauded many times. No 
sense of urgency about the Federal 
debt. The President offered his budget 
a few weeks ago. No plan for reducing 
the Federal debt. 

Now we are taking step No. 1, which 
is to work on the discretionary part of 
the budget—only about 12 percent of 
the budget. The House is willing to 
take difficult steps; the Senate Demo- 
cratic majority says we can only find 
an amount that equals the debt we are 
piling up in one 24-hour period; and the 
President is missing in action. 

I respectfully say that is not leader- 
ship. We need the President of the 
United States to join us in an effort to 
stop our country from spending money 
we don’t have, in making difficult deci- 
sions about spending, so we can assure 
the strength and future of our country. 

The question before us is will we or 
will we not stop spending money we 
don’t have? Will we or will we not 
make the difficult decisions it takes to 
reduce spending so that our country 
will be strong for the future? 

The other side says they can find $4.7 
billion to save. We say we can start 
with $57 billion. I will vote for the $57 
billion and against the $4.7 billion be- 
cause that is a sure step toward a 
bright path for America’s future. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield back the remaining 
time? There is 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of our time. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

Under the previous order, the ques- 
tion is on the passage of H.R. 1. Under 
that order, 60 votes are required for 
passage. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 44, 
nays 56, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 36 Leg.] 


YEAS—44 
Alexander Ensign McConnell 
Ayotte Enzi Moran 
Barrasso Graham Murkowski 
Blunt Grassley Portman 
Boozman Hatch Risch 
Brown (MA) Hoeven Roberts 
Burr | Hutchison Rubio 
Chambliss Inhofe Sessions 
Coats Isakson Shelby 
Coburn Johanns Snows 
Cochran Johnson (WI) 
Collins Kirk Thune 
Corker Kyl Toomey 
Cornyn Lugar Vitter 
Crapo McCain Wicker 

NAYS—56 
Akaka Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Begich Inouye Paul 
Bennet Johnson (SD) Pryor 
Bingaman Kerry Reed 
Blumenthal Klobuchar Reid 
Boxer Kohl Rockefeller 
Brown (OH) Landrieu Sanders 
Cantwell Lautenberg Schumer 
Cardin Leahy 
Carper Lee Shaheen 
Casey Levin Stabenow 
Conrad Lieberman Tester 
Coons Manchin Udall (CO) 
DeMint McCaskill Udall (NM) 
Durbin Menendez Warner 
Feinstein Merkley Webb 
Franken Mikulski Whitehouse 
Gillibrand Murray Wyden 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 44, the nays 56. 
Under the previous order requiring 60 
votes for passage of this bill, the bill is 
rejected. 

The majority leader. 

AMENDMENT NO. 149 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on behalf of 
Senator INOUYE, I send to the desk 
amendment No. 149. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for 
Mr. INOUYE, proposes an amendment num- 
bered 149. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The amendment is printed in the 
RECORD of Friday, March 4, 2011.) 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 
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The question is 
amendment No. 149. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 42, 
nays 58, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 37 Leg.] 


on agreeing to 


YEAS—42 
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski 
Baucus Franken Murray 
Begich Gillibrand Pryor 
Bingaman Harkin Reed 
Blumenthal Inouye Reid 
Boxer Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Brown (OH) Kerry Schumer 
Cantwell Klobuchar Shaheen 
Cardin Landrieu Stabenow 
Carper Lautenberg Tester 
Casey Leahy Udall (NM) 
Conrad Lieberman Warner 
Coons Menendez Whitehouse 
Durbin Merkley Wyden 
NAYS—58 

Alexander Grassley Murkowski 
Ayotte Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Barrasso Hatch Nelson (FL) 
Bennet Hoeven Paw 
Blunt Hutchison Portman 
Boozman Inhofe Risch 
oe (MA) сон Roberts 

urr ohanns А 
Chambliss Johnson (WI) ee 

к anders 

Coats Kirk Sessions 
Coburn Kohl 
Cochran Kyl Shelby 
Collins Lee Snowe 
Corker Levin Thune 
Cornyn Lugar Toomey 
Crapo Manchin Udall (CO) 
DeMint McCain Vitter 
Ensign McCaskill Webb 
Enzi McConnell Wicker 
Graham Moran 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, there are 42 yeas, 58 nays. Under 
the previous order requiring 60 votes 
for adoption of this amendment, the 
amendment is rejected. 

Under the previous order, the meas- 
ure will be returned to the calendar. 

The Senator from Minnesota. 


EE 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to a period of morning business with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EEE 


THE BIG PICTURE 


Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about H.R. 1, the House 
bill we just voted down and which I 
will continue to oppose until major 
changes are made. With apologies to 
Nobel Prize-winning economist Paul 
Krugman, I would like to talk about 
Willy Sutton for a second. While we 
should not normally take fiscal lessons 
from criminals, Willy Sutton had it 
right. He said he robbed banks because 
“that’s where the money is.” Of course, 
he didn’t target places with only petty 
cash. What is the point of robbing a 
school or a homeless shelter? There is 
no money there. But that is exactly 
what H.R. 1 seeks to do. 
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Instead of tackling our deficits by 
going after the bank, it is targeting 
our most vulnerable. Domestic non- 
security discretionary spending makes 
up only 12 percent of our budget. We 
cannot balance the budget with only 12 
percent of the budget on the table. We 
need to be looking at the big picture. 
We need to be focusing on the bank, 
where the money is. 

In President Obama’s State of the 
Union Address he said in order to get 
back on track, to build prosperity, we 
need to out-educate, out-build, and 
out-innovate the rest of the world. Ask 
any small business owner and they will 
agree that though sometimes they 
have to trim overhead, they have to 
also make smart target investments 
for their business to grow. So why does 
H.R. 1 do exactly the opposite? 

The President calls for education 
funding that supports afterschool pro- 
grams from Bemidji to Worthington. 
Yet H.R. 1 cuts $100 million. In Min- 
nesota, H.R. 1 would effectively elimi- 
nate afterschool programs for nearly 
2,000 kids. H.R. 1 also cuts job training 
programs, virtually zeroing out the 
first title in WIA, even when 3,000 Min- 
nesotans are on waiting lists to get 
training for jobs that are going un- 
filled. I talked to businesses all over 
Minnesota and they need trained work- 
ers. They support the Workforce In- 
vestment Act. 

The President calls for infrastruc- 
ture. Yet H.R. 1 cuts surface transpor- 
tation projects across the country, in- 
cluding nearly $8 million for a new rail- 
road crossing in Staples and $250,000 for 
the St. Paul Complete Streets Plan. 

The Department of Transportation 
estimates that H.R. 1 would effectively 
cancel 75 projects in 40 States across 
the country and put more than 30,000 
jobs at risk nationwide. 

The President calls for innovation. 
Yet H.R. 1 cuts $2.5 billion in lifesaving 
biomedical and health research at the 
National Institutes of Health and Na- 
tional Cancer Institute. The United 
States and my home State of Min- 
nesota have been the world leaders in 
innovative biomedical research. Under 
H.R. 1, the United States will be forced 
to detour from our path toward break- 
ing biomedical frontiers. I think we 
can agree we must not be penny-wise 
and pound-foolish when it comes to in- 
vesting in our Nation’s future. 

H.R. 1 does exactly the opposite of 
what our country should be doing dur- 
ing an economic recovery. H.R. 1 does 
not target Willy Sutton’s bank, it goes 
after schools and roads and cancer re- 
search. 

I have a few ideas for targeting the 
bank where the money is. Let’s start 
with big oil and gas. Over the past dec- 
ade, the past 10 years, just the five 
largest oil and gas companies have 
made $1 trillion in profit—not reve- 
nues, profit; $1 trillion in profit. Yet we 
are giving them tax subsidies that have 
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been in place since as far back as 1916. 
Eliminating these wasteful subsidies 
will bring in about $64 billion over 10 
years. Let’s do that. 

Another bank: Waste and fraud in the 
health care system. Provisions in the 
health reform law reduce waste. The 
value index that I and others pushed 
for in the health care reform bill is 
going to ensure that we reward value, 
not volume, in Medicare. 

In Texas, for example, Medicare re- 
imbursements are about 50 percent 
higher per patient than they are in 
Minnesota. Yet in Minnesota we have 
better outcomes. Why? Because we de- 
liver higher value health care at a 
much lower cost. Imagine how many 
tens of billions or hundreds of billions 
of dollars we could save if every State 
delivered health care like Minnesota 
does, like my State does. 

Also, in Medicare the government 
pays too much for Medicare prescrip- 
tion drugs. Because Medicare rep- 
resents so many people, it could nego- 
tiate prices directly with the drug com- 
panies and deliver the same benefits 
for seniors at a lower cost. The VA al- 
ready does this. This simple change 
could save taxpayers up to $24 billion a 
year or $240 billion over 10 years. This 
is where the money is. I am not the 
first to point out there is waste in 
health care, but we can do something 
about it. Guess what. H.R. 1 would cut 
$250 million from health care fraud and 
abuse control. 

Another bank is the Department of 
Defense. We all agree we cannot skimp 
on national security, believe me. When 
our troops are at war, two wars, we can 
do nothing to skimp on their safety, 
their security, their readiness, their 
ability to fight these wars, or on them 
when they come back from the war. 
H.R. 1 makes cuts to programs for 
homeless vets. 

We do not want to skimp on national 
security, but when the military says it 
doesn’t need or want something, we 
should listen. When it says it doesn’t 
need the F-35 alternate engine, the Ma- 
rine Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle, 
or the Non-Line of Site Launch Sys- 
tem, we should not buy them. This 
could save billions of dollars. 

Then, of course, there is revenue. 
H.R. 1 does nothing to shore up revenue 
at a time when we still have our troops 
overseas engaged in combat. We have 
always paid for our wars before. This 
time we passed huge tax cuts for the 
wealthy, and just a couple of months 
ago my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle insisted on extending these 
tax breaks on income over $1 million. 
We had a vote on this. It was not 
enough to extend the tax breaks on the 
first million or the second million or 
the third million or the tenth million 
or the twentieth million or the fiftieth 
million or the hundredth million. End- 
ing the tax breaks for millionaires 
could have brought in around $35 to $40 
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billion every year. On the back of the 
envelope, that is $350 to $400 billion 
over 10 years—I added a zero. 

The President has stated this was 
only a temporary extension, and I plan 
to hold him to that. If we are going to 
be talking about making shared sac- 
rifices and cutting homeless vets and 
cutting Head Start, let’s make sure 
those shared sacrifices are really 
shared. 

All these ideas need to be on the 
table, not just 12 percent of our entire 
budget. If we are at all serious about 
reforming our budget, and I am talking 
about serious about this, it has to in- 
clude the bank. We have to go where 
the money is. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Мг. 
WHITEHOUSE). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the Sen- 
ate as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


SS 


CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, earlier 
this afternoon, there was a vote on a 2- 
week continuing resolution to fund the 
government, and it was divided along 
party lines. I voted for passage of H.R. 
1, the House-passed continuing resolu- 
tion, which will fund the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the remainder of the fiscal 
year. I supported this measure because 
I believe it is a critical first step to- 
ward reining in our deficit and debt 
and putting us back on a path to fiscal 
solvency. 

I appreciate the hard work of my col- 
leagues in the House. Their efforts re- 
quired a lot of compromise and tough 
decisions. I supported passage of H.R. 1, 
but I have serious concerns with the 
defense-related spending of this bill. 

The defense-related spending on H.R. 
1 is not sufficient for us to carry out 
our responsibilities to the men and 
women who are serving in the military 
and fulfill our national security re- 
quirements. Therefore, if we are going 
to embark on another 2-week con- 
tinuing resolution, as it appears that 
reports indicate may be the case, then 
I will be compelled to propose an 
amendment that will then fund our Na- 
tion’s national security requirements 
for the remainder of the year. That 
number, as I have determined it, is ap- 
proximately $535 billion for normal de- 
fense appropriations, and $159 billion 
for war funding, known as overseas 
contingency operations. 
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The Secretary of Defense, with whom 
I have disagreed from time to time— 
which I think is natural and appro- 
priate—I believe is perhaps the finest 
Secretary of Defense who has ever 
served this Nation in many respects. I 
am sure there are others who were out- 
standing. But in recent memory, I have 
not met a person who has led our De- 
fense Department with the qualities of 
leadership and dedication as Secretary 
Gates. I pay close attention—and I 
hope all of us do—particularly to the 
fact that we have Americans in harm’s 
way in two wars and the turmoil that 
now is present in the Middle East, in 
the Arab world, in the Maghreb. 

The Secretary of Defense has said un- 
equivocally that he cannot guarantee 
we are defending this Nation’s vital na- 
tional security interests if we continue 
on a 2-week by 2-week by 2-week se- 
quence. There is not the kind of fund- 
ing nor the kind of assurance to the 
men and women serving that we can 
adequately train and equip and make 
them fight at their highest efficiencies 
and capabilities. I disagree—and I will 
list some of the areas where I dis- 
agree—with the funding requirements. 
I don’t agree with the number the Sec- 
retary of Defense has said, which is 
$540 billion. I think we can do it with 
$535 billion. 

The fact is we can’t subject our Na- 
tion’s national security to a 2-week by 
2-week process. It is not the way the 
Defense Department can function and 
this Nation can defend itself and its 
vital national security interests. We 
owe it to the men and women serving 
in harm’s way as we speak. 

The aspects of the Defense Appro- 
priations bill that need to be taken 
away, eliminated, are $300 million for 
medical research. I am sure the med- 
ical research is important, but it has 
nothing to do with national defense. 
Within that $300 million is $15 million 
for peer-reviewed Alzheimer’s research, 
$150 million for peer-reviewed breast 
cancer research, $12.8 million for peer- 
reviewed lung cancer research, $20 mil- 
lion for peer-reviewed ovarian cancer 
research, $80 million for peer-reviewed 
prostate cancer research, and $4.8 mil- 
lion for multiple sclerosis—all of which 
are worthy causes, but none have any- 
thing to do with defending this coun- 
try. If they want them to be funded— 
and they deserve to be in many re- 
spects—they should come out of the 
Health and Human Services Appropria- 
tions, not out of Defense. 

What has happened around here over 
the years is what Г11 call the ‘‘Willie 
Sutton syndrome.” He was the famous 
bank robber. They once asked him why 
he robbed banks. He said: That is where 
the money is. So some special interests 
have wanted funding for various 
projects that are either good or bad, or 
programs that are either good or bad, 
which have nothing to do with defense. 
We cannot afford those anymore. If we 
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want to fund a program, it should come 
out of the appropriate area of responsi- 
bility of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. 

Both bills include about $70 million 
for private organizations and charities, 
such as $24 million for the Red Cross, 
$1.2 million for the Special Olympics, 
$20 million for youth mentoring 
grants—all worthy causes and all not 
defense related. 

Both bills direct $550 million for non- 
defense public infrastructure projects, 
such as $250 million for improvements 
to local schools that are not part of the 
Department of Defense school system. 
If they need to be funded, take it out of 
the proper appropriations moneys. It 
also includes $300 million for roads. 

Equally troubling is the way the bills 
make objectionable changes to the 
overseas contingency operations fund- 
ing—the OCO. The overseas contin- 
gency operation funds are specifically 
for Iraq and Afghanistan. Both of the 
bills cut the Iraq security force funding 
by $500 million. They also shift funding 
for nine F-18 Hornets from base to the 
overseas contingency operations, de- 
spite the fact that we have not lost an 
F-18, and that is $500 million. It shifts 
$500 million in funding for UAVs from 
the base, where they were properly re- 
quested, to OCO. They should not be 
designated to overseas contingency op- 
erations. They fund 20 additional mis- 
sile defense interceptors for $190 mil- 
lion, and they include more than $37 
million in funding support for the 
southwest border for the National 
Guard. I strongly support funding for 
the southwest border—to have it se- 
cured—and I will continue to advocate 
for that, but it doesn’t apply to over- 
seas contingency operations. 

As we proceed, I intend to work to re- 
move the nondefense-related spending 
from these bills, restore that funding 
to DOD priorities, including full fund- 
ing for our troops in combat and the 
costs needed to maintain and restore 
their equipment. 

I don’t know if the government will 
be shut down. I don’t know where there 
will be compromise. I don’t know if we 
will engage in entitlement reform and 
all of the different scenarios that we 
could draw as to what is going to hap- 
pen here at high noon in the great 
drama of our Nation’s Capitol. We can- 
not forget that we are in 2 wars; that 
we have 100,000 troops in Afghanistan 
and approximately 50,000 in Iraq—those 
are rough numbers—not to mention 
other civilians and members of the dip- 
lomatic corps and other parts of the 
U.S. Government. 

We cannot force them to live 2 weeks 
by 2 weeks by 2 weeks and not be suffi- 
ciently funded. I will be glad to engage 
with my colleagues in vigorous debate. 
Maybe they are able to find more ways 
to save money from our defense spend- 
ing—and I am sure they are there, and 
I look forward to working with them. 
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But as the Secretary of Defense has 
tried to make it as clear as possible to 
the Members of Congress—and I wish 
the President would weigh in more 
heavily—we cannot continue func- 
tioning and preserve our national secu- 
rity this way. 

That is why if we do another 2-week 
continuing resolution, I will be coming 
to the floor to propose an amendment 
to provide funding for our Nation’s de- 
fense for the remainder of the year. 

I take a backseat to no one in my 
zeal to cut unnecessary spending. I am 
aware we have mortgaged our chil- 
dren’s futures. I know we cannot stop 
spending the way we are. But the first 
priority of government—the first pri- 
ority—is to ensure the safety and secu- 
rity of its citizens. That is why we 
must appropriately fund our Depart- 
ment of Defense and all its associated 
functions and especially provide the 
equipment and training and protection, 
as much as we can, to the men and 
women who are serving and sacrificing 
so the rest of us can live freely. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EEE 
REDUCTION IN THE DEBT 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we 
had votes this afternoon on the con- 
tinuing resolution proposal from the 
House, and the Senate did not approve 
that. We did not have the 60 votes nec- 
essary to accept that. The Democratic 
proposal, which I would suggest does 
nothing about the debt, failed. I guess 
there were four or five party defec- 
tions. If we take what direction those 
defections meant, all of those defec- 
tions went to the more conservative 
side in that several thought the House 
reductions in spending were not 
enough, and several Democratic col- 
leagues thought the Democratic major- 
ity leader’s proposal did not go far 
enough. 

I would just say that what we need to 
do—and it is very important that we 
achieve it—is to move toward a grad- 
ual, credible, sustained, mature reduc- 
tion of the deficits this country has 
faced, and that takes some tough deci- 
sionmaking. It doesn’t require us to 
act in an extreme or drastic way, but it 
means sustained serious changes in the 
trajectory in which we are headed. 

I would just note that the House pro- 
posed reducing our nondefense discre- 
tionary spending $61 billion over the 
rest of the fiscal year. If we take only 
the discretionary account, that 
amounts to about a 6-percent reduc- 
tion. If we take the entire Federal 
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spending, it is less than a 2-percent re- 
duction in the entire Federal spending. 
So it is utterly implausible that this 
reduction in spending is so significant 
that it will impact adversely our econ- 
omy today—that is one of the argu- 
ments they are throwing out—particu- 
larly in light of the fact these don’t 
consider that we are dealing with out- 
lays of money that would not even be 
spent in this fiscal year. It will be 
spent in the next year or two as we 
build a project—a road or something— 
that takes several years to complete. 
So the actual reduction in outlay in 
this year would not be that significant, 
and it will not reduce the fragile 
growth rate we are in. 

What it does, though, is save $61 bil- 
lion out of this year’s appropriations. 
Over a period of 10 years, that will re- 
sult in approximately $860 billion in 
savings because it reduces the baseline 
by this amount, and it carries out each 
with the 10 years of the $61 billion re- 
duction, plus the interest saved on all 
this debt since all of this money is bor- 
rowed. We are so deeply in debt, any re- 
duction reduces our debt, it reduces 
our interest payment, and it puts us on 
a sound path. 

I do not believe the House sent us 
anything that is reckless or dangerous 
or extreme. The majority leader yes- 
terday said it was reckless and used 
those kind of pejorative terms. It is 
not. It is a reasonable step that has a 
significant impact, pushing $1 trillion, 
actually, over 10. Do a few more little 
things and we would save $1 trillion on 
our debt over 10 years, and that is sig- 
nificant. 

I would point out, Mr. President, we 
have had substantial increases in our 
budgets in the last 2 years—in 2010, in 
2011—over the 2008 budget proposal. We 
have added 25 percent increases in 
spending in these discretionary pro- 
grams. Some of them have received 
substantially more than that. So tak- 
ing down these numbers will not put us 
into the poorhouse. It is not going to 
substantially alter the nature of the 
very Republic that we are here to serve 
or the government that is supposed to 
serve the people. It is not going to sav- 
age our government. It is not going to 
savage the programs. 

For example, these reductions on 
which we voted, if they became law, $61 
billion over the rest of this fiscal year 
would bring us still above the 2008 lev- 
els by 4.3 percent. In 2008 we were 
spending $378 billion on these pro- 
grams. If this reduction were to be ac- 
complished, the spending for the rest of 
this year would be $394 billion. That is 
more than we were spending in 2008, 
and I believe it is a reasonable reduc- 
tion. 

I suppose, after this vote, that lead- 
ers and wise heads and people I affec- 
tionately call ‘‘masters of the uni- 
verse” will all get together and they 
will start deciding what we are going 
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to do: You didn’t win your vote and we 
didn’t win our vote, so let’s just sit 
down here and let’s divide up the pie 
and you give a little bit more, and we 
don’t want to cut too much spending, 
you know, and we will just not agree to 
anything like these spending levels. 

I think that would be a mistake. I be- 
lieve the American people in this last 
election were very clear that they ex- 
pected us to do something about this 
reckless Washington spending. It was 
dominant in the election. There was a 
shellacking in this election of the big 
government big spenders. They went 
down all over the country—what was 
it, 87 new House Members elected, the 
biggest surge in years, every one of 
them, virtually, promising to contain 
the reckless spending in Washington. 

I cannot understand what it is that 
people do not comprehend about the 
nature of the circumstances we are in. 
Forty cents of every dollar we spend 
today has been borrowed. Every econo- 
mist who testified has said we are on 
an unsustainable path. 

Mr. Erskine Bowles testified, Presi- 
dent Clinton’s former Chief of Staff, a 
successful businessman himself, the 
head of the debt commission, along 
with Alan Simpson, a former Senator. 
He said we could have a debt crisis in 
2 years—maybe a little less, maybe a 
little more—at the rate we are going. 
Their joint statement said this country 
has never been in a situation in which 
we have such a predictable crisis. Sen- 
ator Simpson declared that he thought 
we could have a debt crisis in less than 
a year. He said: I think it is less than 
a year, not 2 years. Alan Greenspan in 
January told the Wall Street Journal 
that there was a little better—not 
much—than a 50-50 chance that we 
would have a debt crisis in 2 to 3 years. 
These are ominous warnings. You can’t 
spend $3.8 trillion and bring in $2.2 tril- 
lion and think you can continue that. 
It is the largest deficit in the history of 
the American Republic. 

The President’s budget that he just 
submitted to us projects no budget in 
10 years less than $600 billion. The last 
3 years of his 10-year budget, those 
deficits are going up to $900 billion. It 
is the wrong trend. This is not a course 
we can sustain. We have to get off of it. 
We could be reaching the precipice 
sooner than we think—1 year, 2 years, 
3 years—if we do not get off this path. 
We need to take action now. 

There is one opportunity; that is, 
this continuing resolution which al- 
lows us to make some reductions— 
enough to send a message that there 
are sufficient votes in this Congress to 
reverse the path we are on. Are there 
sufficient votes? I believe there are. 
Partisanship was in these last two 
votes. We know that. People were pres- 
sured on both sides. But the people who 
did not follow party lines were moving 
on to the right side, the more conserv- 
ative, restrained side of spending. I 
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think that suggests there is some mo- 
mentum out there to do something 
other than just split the baby on this, 
how much we are going to reduce 
spending. 

The proposal of the majority leader 
is really a $4.6 billion reduction. That 
is less than one-half of 1 percent of the 
discretionary budget and a mere frac- 
tion of the total Federal spending this 
year. That is nothing. 

The choice is, are we going to do 
nothing or are we going to do some- 
thing? Are we going to listen to the 
warnings that we are facing a predict- 
able crisis financially or not? We can 
do this. This is not going to be a dra- 
matic reduction in spending. Frankly, I 
would like to see it go a good bit lower, 
as a number of people in the Senate I 
know believe. But most of us believed 
it was significant, it puts us on a down- 
ward path, and it saves $61 billion this 
year and $850 billion over 10. That is a 
pretty good amount to save in 7 
months of this fiscal year, and we will 
come back next year and we will do 
more and better work. 

We are going to have to bring entitle- 
ments into the discussion, but the 
President is going to have to step up on 
that. If he is going to oppose that, 
nothing is going to pass on entitle- 
ments, that is for sure. So we need 
some leadership, and we can move this 
in the right direction. 

I am disappointed there were not 
more votes for the House proposal, but 
at least on the Republican side it got 
every Republican vote except a few 
who believed it did not go far enough in 
reducing spending. 

I believe the message needs to be, to 
whoever is meeting in these secret 
chambers without the American people 
and without—I won’t be in there, I am 
sure. They will be meeting and making 
these plots. They need to know we are 
not just looking for any token cuts. We 
need to do something that is signifi- 
cant. We need to stay with the House 
number. That is what we need to do. It 
would be so good for this country. The 
whole world would say: This new Con- 
gress, they are taking a noticeable 
step. They actually reduced spending. 
Maybe in the United States they are 
ready to get their house in order. 
Maybe we do not mind continuing to 
buy their bonds. Maybe they will be 
able to honor their debts without de- 
basing their currency. Maybe it is a 
good investment. 

I believe that is what we need to be 
saying because otherwise we could be 
in a situation in which our debt surges, 
the interest on our debt surges, and the 
value of our currency is debased, and 
that will put us on the road to political 
as well as economic decline. 

As ranking Republican on the Budget 
Committee, we have been wrestling 
with these issues. I thank Senator CON- 
RAD, our chairman. He has had some 
good hearings and good witnesses and 
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good testimony, but it is time for ac- 
tion, not just talk. We need to do some- 
thing. 

This is the bill that is before us. This 
CR is a vehicle by which we can speak 
to the American people, speak to the 
financial markets, say to the entire 
world that the United States realizes 
that our path is an unsustainable one, 
and we are going to do something 
about it. We are moving off that path. 
We are going to take the hard road. It 
will be a tougher road for a while, but 
it is the road to prosperity, it is the 
road to growth, and it is the road to 
more jobs. 

Excessive debt slows down the econ- 
omy, as Reinhart and Rogoff’s book 
and testimony show, аз Secretary 
Geithner testified before the com- 
mittee. It has already slowed our 
growth, he has acknowledged, and he is 
afraid we could have a debt crisis on an 
adverse incident that is exacerbated by 
the very high levels of debt we are 
under. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NET). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


Өш 
JOB LOSSES 


Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
do not intend to speak long. I know we 
are getting ready to wrap up. I will not 
interfere with that. But I did not want 
the day to end without a reminder of 
the concern that H.R. 1 and the signifi- 
cant, serious cuts it imposes will 
produce significant, serious job losses. 
That is not something being manufac- 
tured on our side of the aisle. It comes 
from careful analysis from very neutral 
forums. 

Many people will have seen this 
graphic already. Chairman Bernanke of 
the Federal Reserve is one of the ob- 
servers who has looked at the bill and 
said it will cut significant jobs. I be- 
lieve his testimony was that it was not 
trivial, that it would be hundreds of 
thousands of jobs. Economist Mark 
Zandi has advised Republicans and 
Democrats. He is a neutral, inde- 
pendent economist. He has calculated 
that the GOP plan would cost 700,000 
jobs. When we consider the good news 
that we have just heard of job growth 
in the past reporting period, which 
was, I believe, around 170,000 jobs—less 
than 200 anyway—the idea of wiping 
out 700,000 jobs acquires a real scale 
and a real significance. 

Finally, at the bottom is Goldman 
Sachs. Goldman Sachs is no great 
friend of the Democratic Party. It is a 
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group of financial advisers and inves- 
tors who look at data as dispassion- 
ately as possible, because if they are 
wrong, they don’t make money. Gold- 
man Sachs has estimated that the 
spending cuts will hurt economic 
growth. My memory is, they estimated 
it would be 2 percentage points off of 
our economic growth. When we con- 
sider that our economic growth is 
under 3 percent right now, if we take 
two of the percents out, we are basi- 
cally getting pretty close to flat-lining 
the American economy. So prudence 
dictates that we go about the nec- 
essary adjustments to get rid of our 
debt and our deficit in a way that does 
not snuff out the gradually emerging 
recovery. 

In my State of Rhode Island, we have 
just gone from 11.5 percent unemploy- 
ment down to 11.3 percent. It is still 
pretty darn serious out there. While 
clearly things appear to have bottomed 
out and started to go in the right direc- 
tion, nothing prevents what everybody 
calls the double dip. Things such as the 
gas crisis we are experiencing now have 
been discussed as potentially creating 
a double dip. To knock out hundreds of 
thousands of jobs, to knock 2 full per- 
centage points out of growth out of a 
ratio that is not much over 8 percent is 
a very big hit to the economy. It may 
be wiser to allow the economic recov- 
ery to continue a little bit further, as 
the Bowles-Simpson group rec- 
ommended, that you couldn’t snuff out 
the recovery early. Let the blaze catch 
a little more. Let it get going, and then 
we can move into these areas. 

I will come to the floor later to talk 
about not just prudence but also fair- 
ness. There are two issues we need to 
address as we face up to our debt and 
deficit challenge. We have to do it pru- 
dently. We also should do it fairly. The 
way the House does it does not meet 
the standard either of prudence or fair- 
ness. On prudence, I think we have 
pretty strong agreement when Ben 
Bernanke and Mark Zandi and Gold- 
man Sachs all talk about significant 
job losses as a result, and fairness is a 
topic for another day. 

I yield the floor. 


ee 


REMEMBERING JAMES ARTHUR 
“ONION” EASTHAM 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to honor the extraordinary 
life and legacy of an upstanding hero of 
the Commonwealth, the late Mr. James 
Arthur “Onion” Eastham. A native of 
Somerset, KY, Mr. Eastham passed 
away peacefully on December 28, 2010. 
He was 87 years old. 

Born in Pulaski County, KY, James 
not only served both his community 
and country selflessly, but touched the 
lives of all who had the pleasure of 
meeting him. His courageous and patri- 
otic spirit led him to join the U.S. Ma- 
rines Corps where he served as a staff 
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sergeant and crew chief aboard a B-25 
bomber, and in the Asiatic-Pacific The- 
ater where he was awarded two Bronze 
Stars for duty at and during the Luzon 
and southern Philippine campaigns. He 
was also presented with the impressive 
award of the Philippine Liberation Rib- 
bon with a Bronze Star for his bravery 
during combat with the enemy. 

After the war, James continued to 
serve his community as a regional 
salesman for Morton Salt Company, as 
a longstanding member of the Kiwanis 
Club and the Somerset Masonic Lodge 
No. 111, and as a member of the First 
Baptist Church where he taught Sun- 
day school and served as a chair of a 
building committee for the church’s 
new sanctuary. It was no surprise that 
James’s conscientious and excellent 
character earned him a spot on the 
Somerset City Council for 18 years, 
where he played active roles in helping 
to establish the Somerset Community 
College and finding a location for what 
is now the Lake Cumberland Regional 
Hospital. It is evident that both his 
family and the people of his close-knit 
community respected апа valued 
James’s tireless dedication and stead- 
fast leadership, as he will always be 
fondly remembered as a man who stood 
firm in his beliefs. 

I could surely continue to praise the 
works and accomplishments of this 
brave and humble man, but I will sim- 
ply ask that my colleagues join me in 
remembering a true gentleman who 
poured his heart into serving, pro- 
tecting, and strengthening his family, 
his country, and the Commonwealth. 
My thoughts go out to his beloved wife, 
Virginia; his three children, Jimmy, 
Wayne, and Lisa; his sister Edna; his 
grandchildren and great-grandchildren, 
and many other beloved friends and 
family members. 

The Commonwealth Journal recently 
published an article about a contribu- 
tion that was made in James’s name to 
the Reid S. Jones Fund, a fund named 
in honor of his dear friend that helps 
veterans make educational advance- 
ments. I ask unanimous consent that 
the full article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Commonwealth Journal, Jan. 30, 
2011] 

FOUNDATION LAUNCHES REID S. JONES МЕМО- 
RIAL FUND WITH CONTRIBUTION HONORING 
JAMES ‘‘ONION’’? EASTHAM 
The Jones Educational Foundation Inc., a 

501(C)3 not-for-profit corporation based in 

Somerset, has launched the Reid S. Jones 

Memorial Fund with a $1,000 contribution 

made by Dr. Sonya Jones honoring the late 

James Arthur ‘‘Onion’’ Eastham. 

According to Dr. Jones, president and CEO 
of The Jones Foundation, the donation is in- 
tended to pay tribute to the friendship be- 
tween James ‘‘Onion’’ Eastham, а man who 
was regarded highly in the Somerset commu- 
nity, and her father. 


March 9, 2011 


Further, the fund is meant to honor vet- 
erans from all the wars in which the United 
States has fought. The initial donation hon- 
ors veterans who served in the European and 
Pacific theaters of World War II. 

“Т had been thinking about the Foundation 
setting up a fund for veterans in Dad’s name 
ever since I made a donation in his memory 
to help restore the Soldiers and Sailors Me- 
morial building at Union College,’’ Mr. Jones 
said. 

Reid Jones graduated from Union in 1959. 
He went on to do graduate work in education 
at Eastern Kentucky University. 

“When Mr. Eastham passed away in late 
December, I knew it was time,” Dr. Jones 
added. ‘‘Dad thought so much of his friend 
that I felt he would want me to do something 
special to honor Onion’s memory.”’ 

Reid Sievers Jones (April 24, 1926 to April 
15, 2005) entered the U.S. Army at a crucial 
point in the history of World War II. he was 
stationed in Germany, and he fought in the 
Battle of the Bulge. He was a survivor in 
what has been called “опе of the bloodiest 
battles” of World War II. 

Conducted in the dense, mountainous re- 
gion of Belgium, the Battle of the Bulge was 
Adolf Hitler’s last major offensive against 
the Allies. The battle ran from Dec. 16, 1944, 
until Jan. 25, 1945. 

When he enlisted in the Army as a private, 
Reid Jones was 18 years of age. He married 
Elva Sears on Dec. 30, 1944, shortly before 
shipping out to the European front. He was 
promoted to the rank of staff sergeant and 
remained in Germany for a short time after 
the war to help begin the process of recon- 
struction. 

James ‘‘Onion’”’ Eastham (Sept. 22, 1923, to 
Dec. 28, 2010) served in the Asiatic-Pacific 
theater where he was awarded two bronze 
stars for duty at and during the Luzon and 
Southern Philippine campaigns. He also re- 
ceived the Philippine Liberation Ribbon with 
a bronze star for duty involving combat with 
the enemy. 

Reid Jones and Onion Eastham were ‘‘two 
of a kind,” said Jimmy Eastham, son of the 
former Somerset City Council member who 
served as staff sergeant and crew chief 
aboard a B-25 bomber in the United States 
Marine Corp. 

Jones and Eastham both were salesmen 
after the war. Jones worked for many years 
for Fram Corp. and Eastham for the Morton 
Salt Co. The two men liked to get together 
and engage in the high art of Southern story- 
telling. Both formed strong friendships with 
other men in the Somerset community. 

“Dad and Onion Eastham were part of a 
group of men who convened initially at Dad’s 
car lot out on East Mt. Vernon Street, then 
at Dad’s automotive parts store on Ogden 
Street in the building now owned by Dr. 
Byron Owens,” Dr. Jones said. 

“After Dad retired from Fram, he devoted 
most of his time to the automotive business 
and our family’s rental properties,’ Dr. 
Jones continued. 

“When Dad closed the automotive parts 
store housed in the same building with 
Mother’s antiques and collectibles, he and 
his buddies met for coffee at the Sugar 
Shack over on the strip,” she said. 

Meeting for coffee was part of their ‘‘daily 
routine,” said Jimmy Eastham. 

From time to time, the group also included 
Bobby Claunch, Howard Eastham, Ledger 
Howard, Penny Starnes, Don Stone, Jim Wil- 
liams and Bob Williams in addition to Reid 
Jones and Onion Eastham. 

Like his father, Jimmy Eastham served as 
a member of Somerset City Council. He and 
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the Eastham family have given their enthu- 
siastic endorsement to the Reid S. Memorial 
Fund with Dr. Jones’ cornerstone contribu- 
tion in memory of James ‘‘Onion’’ Eastham. 

“It is a good idea to establish the fund 
even if it weren’t done in the name of my fa- 
ther,” Eastham said. 

Both Reid Jones and James Eastham were 
“very patriotic,’ according to Virginia 
Eastham, mother of Jimmy, Lisa (Bandy) 
and Wayne Eastham. 

When Reid Jones returned from the war, he 
worked first as a teacher and principal in the 
Pulaski County and Somerset City school 
systems. He is remembered, particularly by 
former students at Shopville High School as 
a firm teacher who was not afraid to exercise 
discipline when he thought it was needed. 

Later, in the 1960s, he joined Fram Corp., 
based in Providence, RI, as a district sales 
manager. Frequently, he was recognized for 
exceeding sales quotas. He was instrumental 
in placing Fram products in Wal-Marts 
across the southeastern United States. 

Reid Jones was a 32nd degree Mason and a 
member of Oleika Shriners Temple in Lex- 
ington. He served on the board of directors of 
First United Methodist Church. 

In addition to being an influential member 
of Somerset City Council, James ‘‘Onion’’ 
Eastham was a member of the Somerset Ma- 
sonic Lodge #111 and a long-standing mem- 
ber of the Kiwanis Club. He was also a mem- 
ber of First Baptist Church where he taught 
Sunday school and served as chair of a build- 
ing committee for the church’s new sanc- 
tuary. 

As a member of Somerset City Council 
from 1964 to 1982, Eastham played an active 
role in helping to establish Somerset Com- 
munity College and finding a location for 
what is now Lake Cumberland Regional Hos- 
pital. He considered running for mayor, but 
his job as a regional salesman for Morton 


Salt Co. created time constraints that 
caused him not to seek office. 
According to Clarence Love, city clerk 


during the years Eastham served on council, 
“he was very conscientious.” In Love’s opin- 
ion, Eastham was an ‘‘excellent council- 
man.” 

Jimmy Eastham said he thought his father 
most likely would be remembered most for 
“standing for what he believed in.” 

The Reid S. Jones Memorial Fund was es- 
tablished, first and foremost, to help vet- 
erans with educational issues. 

“A veteran might return from Afghanistan 
ready to go to law school and need some as- 
sistance,” Dr. Jones said. “Ог, a veteran 
might return and want to become a law en- 
forcement officer or a mechanic.” 

As interest on the fund grows, money will 
be awarded to veterans who demonstrate 
great potential for success in professional 
and vocational arenas. 

Primarily, the Reid S. Jones Memorial 
Fund intends to honor ‘‘the warrior spirit,” 
Dr. Jones said, ‘һе spirit of courage and 
bravery” that has helped to keep the United 
States free. 

The Reid S. Jones Memorial Fund is now 
open for tax-deductible contributions. Inter- 
ested parties may e-mail Dr. Jones at: 
djones@jonesfoundation.net or phone her at 
606-875-2967. 


EE 


HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 
SPECIALIST JOSHUA R. CAMPBELL 
Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, it is 


with a heavy heart that I rise today to 
honor the life and heroic service of SPC 
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Joshua R. Campbell. Specialist Camp- 
bell, assigned to the 546th Transpor- 
tation Company, based in Fort Bragg, 
NC, died on January 29, 2011, of injuries 
sustained when an improvised explo- 
sive device detonated near his vehicle. 
Specialist Campbell was serving in sup- 
port of Operation Enduring Freedom in 
Helmand Province, Afghanistan. He 
was 22 years old. 

A native of Bennett, CO, Specialist 
Campbell enlisted in the Army in 2008. 
He served a tour of duty in Afghani- 
stan, during which his commanders 
recognized his extraordinary bravery 
and talent. Specialist Campbell’s deco- 
rations include the Army Good Con- 
duct Medal, the National Defense Serv- 
ice Medal, the Global War on Terrorism 
Service Medal, and the NATO Medal. 

During his 2 years of service, Spe- 
cialist Campbell distinguished himself 
through his courage, dedication to 
duty, and absolute commitment to his 
fellow soldiers. Fellow soldiers remem- 
ber him as a consummate professional 
with an unending commitment to ex- 
cellence. They remember his generous 
character and positive disposition. 

Specialist Campbell’s family remem- 
bers him as a dedicated son, husband, 
and father. They also remember him as 
someone always willing to reach out 
and help others. 

Mark Twain once said, ‘‘The fear of 
death follows from the fear of life. A 
man who lives fully is prepared to die 
at any time.” Specialist Campbell’s 
service was in keeping with this senti- 
ment—by selflessly putting country 
first, he lived life to the fullest. He 
lived with a sense of the highest honor- 
able purpose. 

At substantial personal risk, he 
braved the chaos of combat zones 
throughout Afghanistan. And though 
his fate on the battlefield was uncer- 
tain, he pushed forward, protecting 
America’s citizens, her safety, and the 
freedoms we hold dear. For his service 
and the lives he touched, Specialist 
Campbell will forever be remembered 
as one of our country’s bravest. 

To Specialist Campbell’s entire fam- 
ily—I cannot imagine the sorrow you 
must be feeling. I hope that, in time, 
the pain of your loss will be eased by 
your pride in Joshua’s service and by 
your knowledge that his country will 
never forget him. We are humbled by 
his service and his sacrifice. 


EE 


INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY 
2011 


Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for Inter- 
national Women’s Day. 

Since the beginning of last century, 
determined and courageous women 
have fought hard and made important 
strides towards ensuring that women 
are guaranteed equality and basic 
human rights. Too often in the past, 
women were seen as victims that need- 
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ed to be protected or saved. But today, 
on the 100th anniversary of Inter- 
national Women’s Day, women should 
be viewed as they really are: farmers, 
entrepreneurs, businesswomen, teach- 
ers, policewomen, caretakers, doctors, 
lawyers, politicians, mothers, wives, 
astronauts and presidents. 

While we should reflect on incredible 
progress that women have made in 
pushing for greater rights and equal 
opportunities, we must be vigilant 
about the facts on the status of women 
around the world. We know women are 
still being discriminated against; still 
being abused; and still being treated 
unjustly. We know about the traf- 
ficking of young women and girls; the 
lack of maternal health care; the lack 
of access to an education or basic eco- 
nomic opportunities. These are the 
facts. 

What we also know is that empow- 
ering women around the world to par- 
ticipate in the political, social and eco- 
nomic life of their communities and 
their families is one of the most impor- 
tant tools that we have to alleviate 
poverty. Decades of research and expe- 
rience prove that when women are able 
to be fully engaged in society and hold 
decision making power, they are more 
likely to invest their income in food, 
clean water, education, and health care 
for their children. This creates a posi- 
tive cycle of change that lifts entire 
families, communities and nations out 
of poverty. Simply put, when women 
succeed, we all do. 

Right now, over a billion people 
worldwide live on a dollar a day or less 
let’s be conscious of the fact that 
women are most likely to be among 
them. This is a problem that affects all 
of humanity—when women are poor, 
entire communities suffer because they 
are not free to earn an income, feed 
their families, or protect themselves 
and their children from violence. And 
their efforts are critical to rebuilding 
fragile countries like Afghanistan and 
Haiti. Until women around the world 
have improved access to economic, po- 
litical and social opportunities, the 
great challenges we face today will go 
unresolved. 

Many people do not realize is that vi- 
olence against women and girls is a 
major source of poverty. Violence and 
poverty go hand and hand. Violence 
prevents women and girls from getting 
an education, going to work, and earn- 
ing the income they need to lift their 
families out of poverty. We know that 
one in three women will be the victim 
of physical or sexual abuse in her life- 
time. But we also know that women 
have the potential to lift families and 
communities out of poverty. 

And this undeniable connection 
means that we cannot ignore or sac- 
rifice women’s rights for political expe- 
diency. If meaningful reforms for 
women are rolled back or not imple- 
mented at all, particularly in places 
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like Afghanistan, real and sustainable 
development will fail. Although condi- 
tions for women in Afghanistan have 
improved since the fall of the Taliban 
in 2001, they still face serious chal- 
lenges in many aspects of life. And we 
cannot accept the status quo that 
women face in many of these countries 
as the ‘‘cost of doing business.” The 
U.S. government must continue to 
press the fundamental values of the 
rights of women—to vote, to attend 
school, to own land, to live their lives 
without violence, to make their own 
choices—if we expect to see a sustain- 
able peace in Afghanistan. 

Even in countries not in a state of 
conflict, women’s equality and access 
can make the difference between life 
and death for her family. Janet 
Wamalwa owns a 1-асге farm plot in 
rural Kenya that used to lay bare and 
was difficult to cultivate. Like many 
areas of sub-Saharan Africa, her land 
was plagued by soil erosion and low 
productivity. And for a subsistence 
farmer like 32-year-old Janet, when her 
crops don’t grow, her family doesn’t 
eat. And when the mother of five could 
not make ends meet, the first cost-sav- 
ings remedy was to pull the children 
from their studies. To save money, 
Janet said that they lived on one meal 
a day during the dry season. 

But no more. Today, Janet’s crops 
are thriving and her family is eating 
better because of several sustainable 
farming techniques she implemented 
with the help of an international NGO 
and Kenya’s Ministry of Agriculture. 
Janet’s approach is just one example of 
how small-scale farmers in Africa— 
most of whom are women—can use a 
diversity of simple practices to stave 
off hunger, earn an income and, ulti- 
mately, improve their lives, and the 
lives of those around them. And for 
Janet, the benefits have been life- 
changing. Now, she said her children’s 
overall nutrition is better. Meanwhile, 
the extra income Janet earns from sell- 
ing products in local markets means 
she can pay her children’s school fees. 

If we ignore the reality and the influ- 
ence of empowering women, the results 
will undoubtedly be negative. When de- 
velopment programs fail to consider 
gender differences, women are the ones 
that are left behind. The World Bank 
states that, at the macroeconomic 
level, there is evidence that removing 
gender disparities spurs growth. Ac- 
cording to one estimate, growth rates 
in Africa, South Asia, and the Middle 
East would have been 30-45 percent 
higher had these regions closed the 
gender gaps as East Asia did during the 
school years of 1960 and 1992. In Kenya, 
if women farmers were given the same 
level of agricultural inputs and edu- 
cation as men, they could increase 
their yields by more than 20 percent. 

Therefore, if we open women’s access 
to the means of agricultural produc- 
tion such as: farming land, fertilizers, 
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farm labor, credit and technical 
skills—the end results are crucial to 
guaranteeing food security and enhanc- 
ing the nutritional status of children. 
When we invest in women and they 
have the opportunity to augment their 
own incomes, their families and com- 
munities thrive. 

As we in Congress and in the admin- 
istration move forward with the vital 
process of revamping and modernizing 
our foreign assistance, we have an op- 
portunity to make women’s empower- 
ment a central focus of U.S. foreign 
policy. We must all remember the les- 
son that an investment in the em- 
powerment of women is an investment 
in the future. As chairman of the Inter- 
national Development and Foreign As- 
sistance Subcommittee at Foreign Re- 
lations, I vow to make that the case. 
Investing in women is the best way to 
secure stronger communities and 
economies around the world. 

Today, let us reaffirm the commit- 
ment to end gender-based discrimina- 
tion in all forms, to end violence 
against women and girls worldwide, as 
we encourage the people of the United 
States to observe March 8 as Inter- 
national Women’s Day. 


— 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO TRACY VALENTINE 


e Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, today 
I pay tribute to an outstanding Arkan- 
sas educator, Tracy Valentine. 

A teacher at Bragg Elementary 
School in West Memphis, Tracy is a re- 
cipient of the 2010 Milken Educator 
Award. 

This prestigious award is the Na- 
tion’s preeminent teacher recognition 
program that has honored 2,500 teach- 
ers, principals and specialists with 
$25,000 awards. The criteria for selec- 
tion of this award is exceptional edu- 
cational talent as evidenced by out- 
standing instructional practices in the 
classroom, school and professional and 
policy leadership, and an engaging and 
inspiring presence that motivates and 
impacts students, colleagues and the 
community. Tracy surpassed these cri- 
teria. Her outstanding contributions 
and commitment to education have 
been noticed by her students, their par- 
ents as well as her colleagues. 

Tracy’s passion for educating not 
only helps students, but also inspires 
those who work with her to do their 
best to encourage further development 
in the classroom. This truly is a major 
accomplishment in her career and 
something of which to be very proud. 

I would like to offer my appreciation 
for Tracy Valentine’s determination 
and devotion to provide a quality edu- 
cational experience for students as we 
continue to shape the eager, young 
minds of West Memphis and work to 
keep America globally competitive.e 
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TRIBUTE TO NANCY WILSON COOK 


e Mr. CARPER. Mr. President. today I 
recognize the Honorable Nancy Wilson 
Cook of Kenton, DE. A legislator, 
stateswoman, sister, mother, grand- 
mother and friend, I have known Nancy 
for many years and on many levels. I 
am very proud to be honoring her 
today. 

Born in Philadelphia, Nancy grew up 
in New Castle County and attended 
public school in the Colonial School 
District, graduating from William 
Penn High School. Nancy also attended 
the University of Delaware before 
marrying her beloved husband, the 
Honorable Allen J. Cook, and starting 
their family. 

Always curious about the political 
process, Nancy got her first taste of 
the political world when she worked as 
an attaché to the late State Senator 
Calvin McCullough. For the next 20 
years Nancy worked in Legislative 
Hall, in the Capital City of Dover, tak- 
ing in the democratic process. Fol- 
lowing the passing of her husband, 
Nancy was elected to the 15th District 
Senate seat held by Allen, during a spe- 
cial election. 

A role model of integrity and service, 
Nancy served not only as a State sen- 
ator, but as a leader within the Demo- 
cratic caucus. Nancy served as chair- 
woman and vice-chairwoman of the 
prestigious Joint Finance Committee, 
and is the longest-serving Joint Fi- 
nance Committee cochair in Delaware 
history. As the first Democratic 
woman to be elected to the Delaware 
State Senate, Nancy held other leader- 
ship roles during her tenure including 
serving as senate majority whip, chair- 
woman of the Senate Highways and 
Transportation Committee, and chair- 
woman of the Joint Capital Bond Bill 
Committee. She also served as a mem- 
ber of the Senate Committees on Agri- 
culture; Adult & Juvenile Corrections; 
Children, Youth & Families; Insurance 
& Elections; and, Revenue & Taxation. 

An icon in the Delaware General As- 
sembly, Nancy’s legislative accom- 
plishments are vast. During my terms 
as both Delaware’s treasurer and Gov- 
ernor, Nancy and I worked closely to- 
gether on many financial issues facing 
the State of Delaware. Known for her 
immense knowledge of and experience 
with Delaware financial matters, I val- 
ued her input on many major decisions. 

Throughout my 8 years as Delaware’s 
Governor, Nancy’s leadership helped 
my administration pursue a common- 
sense agenda that led to eight balanced 
budgets, tax cuts in 7 of those 8 years, 
and major increases in employment al- 
lowing Delaware to achieve a AAA 
bond rating for the first time in its his- 
tory. Nancy has been a strong ally for 
me on many occasions including cre- 
ating Delaware’s 21st Century Fund, 
the unprecedented State long-term in- 
frastructure investment fund. In 1996, 
she was a very strong supporter of the 
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purchase of the Port of Wilmington, 
which began the port’s rejuvenation 
into one of the world’s top ports. 

Another of her many noteworthy ac- 
complishments was in the late 1970s 
and early 1980s with the enacting of the 
constitutional amendments and related 
legislation to establish Delaware’s bal- 
anced budget amendment—creating the 
State’s “Rainy Day Fund” and a for- 
mula for reducing bond indebtedness. 
Nancy was also very active with the 
Legislative Council leading the way for 
the conversion and renovation of both 
Legislative Hall and the Tatnall Build- 
ing allowing for better public access to 
the General Assembly and the Gov- 
ernor. She has also been a strong sup- 
porter of the Wilmington Riverfront, 
serving on the board of directors of the 
Riverfront Development Corporation, 
as well as information technology, his- 
torical and cultural affairs and the 
Delaware Heritage Commission’s Dela- 
ware Oral History Project. 

Nancy leaves a legacy of commit- 
ment to public service for her family 
and the rest of us to follow. I join her 
friends and family, son Tommy, his 
wife Beth and their daughter Morgan; 
stepson Allen, his wife Judy and their 
children Allen III, Dale, and Shawn and 
their wives and children in congratu- 
lating Nancy for her dedication and 
service. 

On behalf of all Delawareans, I ap- 
plaud Nancy W. Cook for her out- 
standing commitment to the State of 
Delaware and extend to her my very 
best wishes for every success in the fu- 
ture.e 


EE 


2010 ALFRED P. SLOAN AWARD 
WINNERS 


ө Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, today I 
congratulate the 2010 winners of the 
Alfred P. Sloan Award for Business Ex- 
cellence in Workplace Flexibility. This 
award recognizes employers that have 
created a culture of workplace flexi- 
bility in policy and practice. The Sloan 
Awards are presented nationally by the 
When Work Works initiative, an effort 
of the Families and Work Institute in 
partnership with the Institute for a 
Competitive Workforce, an affiliate of 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, and 
the Twiga Foundation Inc. The When 
Work Works initiative is sponsored by 
the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation. 

I draw your attention to the Sloan 
Award winners because I think these 
companies are to be commended for 
their commitment to implementing 
workplace flexibility practices which 
benefit both employees and employers. 
Integrating various workplace flexi- 
bility options is instrumental to cre- 
ating a healthy work environment for 
today’s dynamic and changing work- 
force. 

Businesses in the following 28 com- 
munities were eligible for recognition 
in the 2010 Sloan Awards: Arizona, 
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statewide; Aurora, CO; Boise, ID; 
Charleston, SC; Chicago, IL; Dallas, 
TX; Dayton, OH; Durham, NC; Georgia, 
statewide; Houston, TX; Kentucky, 
statewide; Long Beach, CA; Long Is- 
land, NY; Louisville, KY; Melbourne- 
Palm Bay, FL; Michigan, statewide; 
Milwaukee, WI; Morris County, NJ; 
New Hampshire, statewide; Providence, 
RI; Richmond, VA; Rochester, MN; 
Salt Lake City, UT; San Francisco, CA; 
Seattle, WA; Spokane, WA; Twin Cit- 
ies, MN; and Winona, MN. In addition, 
there are several winners recognized in 
the at-large category. The Chamber of 
Commerce or other lead organization 
in each city hosted an interactive busi- 
ness forum to share research on work- 
place flexibility as an important com- 
ponent of workplace effectiveness. In 
these same communities, businesses 
applied for, and winners were selected 
for, the Sloan Awards through a proc- 
ess that included employees’ views as 
well as employer practices. 

I take this opportunity to congratu- 
late the 2010 winners of the Alfred P. 
Sloan Award for Business Excellence in 
Workplace Flexibility. These  busi- 
nesses are to be commended for their 
excellence in providing workplace 
flexibility. 

In Arizona the winners are Arizona 
Foundation for Legal Services and 
Education; Arizona Health Care Cost 
Containment System; Arizona Small 
Business Association; Barich Inc; BDO 
USA, LLP; Chandler Chamber of Com- 
merce; Chandler-Gilbert Community 
College; Clifton Gunderson LLP; Cus- 
tom Accounting & Tax; Henry & Horne, 
LLP; Infincom; Intel Corporation; 
Johnson Bank; Keats, Connelly and As- 
sociates, LLC; McGladrey; Microchip 
Technology, Inc.; Morrison & Associ- 
ates CPAs; Motorola, Inc.; Omega 
Legal Systems, Inc.; Orchard Medical 
Consulting; Point B; Raytheon Missile 
Systems; Ryan, Inc.; Scottsdale 
Healthcare; Southwest Institute of 
Natural Aesthetics; Verde Valley Sanc- 
tuary; Western International Univer- 
sity—Peoria; Wist Office Products; and 
WorldatWork. 

In Aurora, CO, the winners are 
Arapahoe/Douglas Works!; Aurora Men- 
tal Health Center; E-470 Public High- 
way Authority; and McGladrey. 

In Boise, ID, the winners are Amer- 
ican Geotechnics; Givens Pursley LLP; 
and Idaho Emergency Physicians. 

In Charleston, SC, the winners are 
Booz Allen Hamilton; Charleston Metro 
Chamber of Commerce; Community 
Management Group; Dixon Hughes 
PLLC; Go To Team; KFR Services, 
Inc.; Morris Financial Concepts, Inc; 


Santee Cooper; Scientific Research 
Corporation; and South Carolina 
Aquarium. 

In Chicago, IL, the winners are 


Deloitte, LLP; Draftcb; Ernst & Young; 
Falkor Group, LLC; Frost, Ruttenberg 
є Бора, Р.С; KPMG LLP; 
McGladrey; Microsoft Corporation; 
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Ryan, Inc.; Turner Construction Com- 
pany—Chicago; and Wellbuilt Equip- 


ment Inc. 
In Dallas, TX, the winners are 
Abernethy Media Professionals, Inc.; 


Aguirre Roden, Inc.; BDO USA, LLP; 
Big Brothers Big Sisters; Capital One 
Financial Corporation; Dallas Conven- 
tion & Visitors Bureau; Deloitte LLP; 
Ernst & Young LLP; KPMG LLP; 
Lockheed Martin Missiles and Fire 
Control; McQueary Henry Bowles Troy 
LLP; Medical City Dallas Hospital; 
Ryan, Inc.; and The North Highland 
Company. 

In Dayton, OH, the winners are Azi- 
muth Corporation; Cornerstone Re- 
search Group; Deloitte; MacAulay- 
Brown Inc.; and Sebaly Shillito + Dyer. 

In Durham, NC, the winners are Dur- 
ham Convention and Visitors Bureau; 
Durham’s Partnership for Children; 
McKinney; Mount Olive College at Re- 
search Triangle; and U.S. HPA—Re- 
search Triangle Park. 

In Georgia the winners are BDO USA, 
LLP; Booz Allen Hamilton; Deloitte 
LLP; Gas South, LLC; Hancock Askew 
& Co., LLP; KPMG LLP; Merrick & 
Company; Ryan, Inc.; and WellStar 
Health System. 

In Houston, TX, the winners are Ac- 
cess Sciences Corporation; BDO USA, 
LLP; Binkley & Barfield, Inc.; Brown & 
Gay Engineers, Inc.; CenterPoint En- 
ergy; City of Houston/E.B. Cape Center; 
ContentActive LLC; Deloitte LLP; El 
Paso Corporation; Ernst & Young LLP; 
HBL Architects; Houston-Galveston 
Area Council; Klotz Associates, Inc.; 
KPMG LLP; Memorial Hermann 
Healthcare System; Pannell Kerr 
Forster of Texas, P.C.; Ryan, Inc.; The 
Dow Chemical Company; The VIA 
Group; Traffic Engineers, Inc.; and Uni- 
versity of Phoenix Houston Campus. 

In Kentucky, the winners are 
AASHE; Alexander & Company, PSC; 
Anneken, Huey & Moser PLLC; Benefit 
Insurance Marketing; Employee Re- 
source Group, LLC; Fowler Measle & 
Bell PLLC; Kentucky Employers’ Mu- 
tual Insurance; Lexington Habitat for 
Humanity; Lexmark International, Inc; 
Riney Hancock CPAs, PSC; Software 


Information Systems, LLC; and 
Sturgill, Turner, Barker & Moloney 
PLLC. 


In Long Beach, CA, the winners are 
AES Alamitos, LLC; BDO USA, LLP; 
Bryson Financial Group; Deloitte 
LLP—Costa Mesa; Deloitte LLP—Los 
Angeles; KPMG LLP; Long Beach Res- 
cue Mission; and P2S Engineering, Inc. 

In Long Island, NY, the winners are 
BDO USA, LLP; Cerini & Associates 
LLP; Creative Plan Designs, Ltd.; 
Deloitte LLP; KPMG LLP; Margolin, 
Winer, & Evens LLP; 
SilvermanAcampora LLP; and YES 
Community Counseling Center. 

In Louisville, KY, the winners are A 
Speaker For You; Big Brother Big Sis- 
ters of Kentuckiana; Center for Acces- 
sible Living, Inc.; Community Coordi- 
nated Child Care (4-C); Deloitte LLP; 
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DMLO; Frankfort Regional Medical 
Center; Greater Louisville Inc.; JC Ma- 
lone Associates; KiZAN Technologies 
LLC; KPMG LLP; Louis T. Roth & Co.; 
McCauley, Nicolas & Company, LLC; 
Next Wave Systems LLC; Prestige 
Health Care; and The CMOOR Group. 

In Melbourne-Palm Bay, FL, the win- 
ners are Courtyard by Marriott Mel- 
bourne-West Palm Bay; Craig Tech- 
nologies; McGladrey; and Space Coast 
Business, LLC. 

In Michigan the statewide winners 
are Amerisure Insurance; Atomic Ob- 
ject LLC; BDO USA, LLP; Brown & 
Brown of Detroit; Educational Data 
Systems, Inc.; EIT Professionals 
Corp.; Ernst & Young Detroit; Ernst & 
Young Grand Rapids; Farbman Group; 
Kapnick Insurance Group; KPMG LLP; 
Menlo Innovations LLC; Michigan 
Health & Hospital Association; Michi- 
gan Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration; National Multiple 
Sclerosis Society, Michigan Chapter; 
Peckham Inc.; Plex Systems; Public 
Policy Associates, Inc.; Ryan, Inc.; 
Service Express, Inc. (SEI); Sphinx Or- 
ganization; Visteon Corporation; and 
Warner Norcross & Judd LLP. 

In Milwaukee, WI, the winners are 
BDO USA, LLP; Clifton Gunderson 
LLP; Deloitte LLP; Ernst & Young, 
LLP; Herzing University; Kolb+Co SC; 
KPMG LLP; Laughlin/Constable; Man- 
power, Inc.; McGladrey; Metropolitan 
Milwaukee Association of Commerce; 
Microsoft Corporation; Mortgage Guar- 
anty Insurance Corporation; Robert W. 
Baird & Co.; and The Novo Group. 

In Morris County, NJ, the winners 
are DMC Athletics and Rehabilitation; 
Family Service of Morris County; 
KPMG LLP; NJ Foundation for the 
Blind; and and Solix Inc. 

In New Hampshire the winners are 
MeetingMatrix International;  Inc.; 
Northeast Delta Dental; and Student 
Conservation Association. 

In Providence, RI, the winners are 
KPMG LLP; Rhode Island Housing; 
Rhode Island Legal Services, Inc.; and 
Sansiveri, Kimball, and Company, 
LLP. 

In Richmond, VA, the winners are 
BDO USA, LLP; Bon Secours Rich- 
mond Health System; Capital One Fi- 
nancial Corporation, Rink and Vaco 
Richmond, LLC. 

In Rochester, MN, the winners are 
Cardinal of Minnesota, Ltd.; Custom 
Alarm/Custom Communications; First 
Alliance Credit Union; Intercultural 
Mutual Assistance Association; mar- 
ket; McGladrey; Rochester Area Fam- 
ily Y; Southeast Service Cooperative; 
Stanley Jones & Associates; University 
of Minnesota Rochester; and Winona 
State University Rochester. 

In Salt Lake City, UT, the winners 
are 1-800 CONTACTS, Inc.; Café Rio 
Mexican Grill; Christopherson Business 
Travel; CRSA; Deloitte LLP; Employer 
Solutions Group; Futura Industries; 
Intermountain Financial Group, LLC; 
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Intermountain Healthcare; McKinnon- 
Mulherin, Inc.; Nelson Labs, Inc.; Soft- 
ware Technology Group; and Utah 
Food Services. 

In San Francisco, CA the winners are 
BDO USA, LLP and KPMG LLP. 

In Seattle, WA, the winners are 
Bader Martin, P.S.; BECU; Blue Gecko; 
Cascadia Consulting Group, Inc.; 
Deloitte LLP; EdLab Group; National 
CASA Association; nrg::seattle; People 
For Puget Sound; Peterson Sullivan 
LLP; Prolumina; Senior Services; SH 
Worldwide, LLC; Snohomish County 
Human Resources; Talaris Institute; 
Technology Services Company, Inc.; 
Washington State Hospital Associa- 
tion; and WithinReach. 

In Spokane, WA, the winners are As- 
sociated Industries of the Inland 
Northwest; CHRM Hill—Spokane; and 
Humanix Staffing and Recruiting. 

In the Twin Cities the winners are 
Carlson; Deloitte LLP; Dorsey & Whit- 
ney LLP; Ernst & Young; Health Di- 
mensions Group; KPMG LLP; 
Mahoney, Ulbrich, Christiansen Russ 
PA; McGladrey; MRM Minneapolis; 
Spanlink Communications; and West- 
ern National Mutual Insurance Com- 
pany. 

In Winona, MN, the winners are 
Catholic Charities of the Diocese on 
Winona; Mediascope, Inc.; Merchants 
Bank; Sport & Spine Physical Therapy 
of Winona Inc.; Thern Inc; and Winona 
Workforce Center. 

The At-large winners are BioPharm 
Systems, San Mateo, CA; Bon Secours 
Hampton Roads, Norfolk, VA; Center 
for Seabees & Facilities Engineering, 
Port Hueneme, CA; Cisco Systems Inc., 
San Jose, CA; cSubs, Ramsey, NJ; Ex- 
ecutive Transport Detachment, 
Sigonella, Sigonella, Italy; FeatureTel 
LLC, Apex, NC; George Mason Univer- 
sity—Fairfax campus, Fairfax, VA; 
J.A. Counter & Associates, Inc., New 
Richmond, WI; Machen, McChesney & 
Chastain, LLP, Auburn, AL; Marine 
Corps Recruit Depot San Diego, San 
Diego, CA; Merrick & Company, Albu- 
querque, NM; Merrick & Company, 
Oakridge, TN; Naval Aviation Forecast 
Detachment Sembach, Sembach, Ger- 
many; Naval Education and Training 
Command, Pensacola, FL; Naval Sub- 
marine Support Command Pearl Har- 
bor, Pearl Harbor, HI; Pride Inc., Bis- 
marck, ND; SiteCrafting, Inc., Tacoma, 
WA; State Farm Insurance, Austin, TX; 
Technomics, Inc., Arlington, VA; and 
USN Explosive Ordnance Disposal 
Training and Evaluation Unit TWO, 
Virginia Beach, VA. 

Companies with at-large winners in 
multiple cities are BDO USA, LLP; 
KPMG LLP; McGladrey; and Ryan, Inc. 

Again, I congratulate the 2010 win- 
ners of the Sloan awards and look for- 
ward to the ongoing recognition of this 
worthwhile initiative.e 


a 


BOB LEVINSON’S DISAPPEARANCE 


e Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi- 
dent, 4 years ago yesterday, a man who 
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had spent more than 28 years serving 
the United States of America dis- 
appeared from Kish Island in the Per- 
sian Gulf. His name is Bob Levinson, 
and he is a dedicated husband and fa- 
ther, a retired FBI agent, and one of 
my constituents. 

Today Bob Levinson remains miss- 
ing, and we must bring him home. 

On March 8, 2007, Bob traveled to 
Kish, an Iranian free trade zone, on a 
business trip. From what we know, he 
checked into his hotel, checked out on 
March 9, got into a taxi, and then dis- 
appeared. 

In the 4 years since then, I have 
worked closely with the State Depart- 
ment and the Swiss government to 
lodge a number of requests for informa- 
tion with the Iranian government. 
Bob’s wife Christine has traveled to 
Iran and visited Kish on a fact-finding 
mission. She and her children have re- 
mained steadfast and determined in 
their mission to bring Bob home. 

Just last week, Secretary Clinton of- 
fered a glimmer of hope: we now have 
recent indications that Bob is alive and 
being held somewhere in Southwest 
Asia. Secretary Clinton also asked the 
Government of Iran to undertake hu- 
manitarian efforts to return him home 
safely. 

Today, on the fourth anniversary of 
Bob’s disappearance, I join Secretary 
Clinton’s call for the Government of 
Iran to do all it can to reunite Bob 
Levinson with his family. The Iranians 
have long offered their assistance, and 
now it’s time for them to make good on 
that commitment. 

Christine Levinson and her children 
have waited 4 long years for Bob to 
come home. It is time to grant their 
wish.e 


ES 


RECOGNIZING PORTAGE WOODS 
PRODUCTS, LLC. 


ө Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, since set- 
tlers first occupied the vast forest 
areas found in my home State of 
Maine, the logging industry has been a 
vital part of the state’s economy. Last 
year, approximately 2,600 were em- 
ployed by the forestry and logging in- 
dustry, and over 4,000 were employed in 
wood product manufacturing. Maine 
loggers have constantly been at the 
forefront of advances in their industry, 
including inventing the Peavey hook 
and the Lombard log hauler. Despite 
these great advancements, the Occupa- 
tional Safety and Health Administra- 
tion, OSHA, considers logging to be one 
of the most dangerous industries in the 
United States. Today I commend and 
recognize Portage Woods’ Products 
LLC, a logging company in my home 
State of Maine, for receiving the Safe- 
ty and Health Achievement Recogni- 
tion Program, SHARP, award, OSHA’s 
highest honor for small businesses that 
show an exemplary commitment to 
workplace safety and health. 
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Portage Woods Products LLC, a divi- 
sion of Maine Woods Company LLC, lo- 
cated in the northern Maine town of 
Portage, knows what it takes to be a 
successful small business without com- 
promising safety and integrity. The 
Pingree family has been invested in 
logging since 1841. Currently their 
small business employs 63 individuals 
and distributes $2.6 million in payroll. 
In 2006, the Pingrees acquired and inte- 
grated Portage Woods Products, or 
PWP, into Maine Woods Company. The 
Portage Woods site is the only fully in- 
tegrated hardwood manufacturing com- 
plex in the Northeast. 

Throughout its history, PWP has 
strived to uphold its mission, ‘‘to man- 
ufacture quality hardwood lumber at 
the lowest cost while providing for a 
safe work environment.” To do so, the 
firm incorporates accident prevention 
into its training of employees, and asks 
workers to remember that, ‘‘no job is 
more important than your safety!’ 

Clearly, Portage Woods Products 
makes safety a priority, and in Decem- 
ber 2010 OSHA recognized this aspect of 
the business by honoring the company 
with the SHARP award. This is truly 
distinctive, as less than 1,600 small 
worksites currently possess this honor. 
I commend the company’s high 
achievement and its laudable commit- 
ment to safety. I know firsthand that 
small businesses face unparalleled bur- 
dens in complying with all types of reg- 
ulations, which only makes this ac- 
complishment all the more impressive. 

Portage Woods Products has dem- 
onstrated that when a company sets 
goals and prides itself on safety, it is 
possible to attain excellence. I thank 
everyone at PWP and Maine Woods 
Company for their dedication and com- 
mitment to a safe and productive work 
environment, and offer my best wishes 
for another 150 years of success.e 


Se 


TRIBUTE TO CHARLES “CHUCK” 
WIELGUS 


ө Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, today I wish to recognize Charles 
“Chuck” Wielgus of Colorado Springs, 
a recipient of the 2010 Great Come- 
backs Award for the Western Region. 
This award honors 12 individuals 
throughout the United States who have 
struggled with a chronic intestinal 
condition and have exhibited extraor- 
dinary strength and courage in fighting 
to ensure that this condition does not 
affect their ability to live life on their 
terms. 

Chuck was serving as executive direc- 
tor of USA Swimming in 2006 when he 
was diagnosed with stage III colorectal 
cancer. His diagnosis required radi- 
ation and chemotherapy therapy, as 
well as ostomy surgery. With the con- 
stant support of his swimming family, 
as well as the inspiration given him by 
his wife Nancy, Chuck was quickly able 
to regain his fighting spirit. 
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Four years removed from his ordeal, 
Chuck is as active as ever. In 2008, 
Chuck traveled to China with the U.S. 
Swim Team for the Beijing Olympic 
Games. Aside from his role with USA 
Swimming, Chuck is the chief execu- 
tive officer of the USA Swimming 
Foundation, and is looking forward to 
taking on the responsibility of helping 
others through sharing his personal 
story of triumph. 

There are thousands of brave Colo- 
radans who share Chuck’s story, and it 
is an honor for me to be able to tell 
that story here, for the record. I con- 
gratulate Chuck and the other Great 
Comebacks Award recipients for 2010, 
and I urge my colleagues to take the 
time to learn more about the struggles 
brave citizens such as Chuck face in 
your own respective States. Their sto- 
ries, like Chuck’s, are inspirational; 
with help from all of my colleagues 
here today, we can together begin to 
heighten awareness about some of the 
huge strides being made by people liv- 
ing with intestinal diseases or recov- 
ering from ostomy surgery.@ 


EEE 


150TH ANNIVERSARY OF BLAND 
COUNTY, VIRGINIA 


өе Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, today I 
recognize Bland County, VA, which 
celebrates its sesquicentennial this 
month. 

Bland County possesses the strong 
sense of community that makes Vir- 
ginia an outstanding place to live and 
work. The county has a rich history, 
and is the only county in the Common- 
wealth that came into being during the 
Civil War. 

Called “the land between the tun- 
nels’? because of its unique location, 
Bland County has more miles of the 
Appalachian Trail than any other 
county and contains more than 76,970 
acres of the Jefferson National Forest. 
It is a place where people are willing 
and eager to work, and where the spirit 
of independence runs freely and fierce- 
ly along its ridges and through its val- 
leys. 

Bland County will commemorate the 
150th anniversary of its founding with 
celebrations held on March 30, the date 
the county received its charter from 
the Commonwealth of Virginia. I would 
like to offer my congratulations to the 
citizens of Bland on this milestone an- 
niversary and wish them continued 
prosperity in the years to come.e 


ee 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mrs. Neiman, one of his 
secretaries. 


— 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
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from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


— m 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 525. An act to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to enhance and increase 
the number of veterinarians trained in vet- 
erinary public health; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

H.R. 570. An act to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to enhance the roles of 
dentists and allied dental personnel in the 
Nation’s disaster response framework, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 


EE 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


At 10:30 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 525. An act to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to enhance and increase 
the number of veterinarians trained in vet- 
erinary public health. 

H.R. 570. An act to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to enhance the roles of 
dentists of allied dental personnel in the Na- 
tion’s disaster response framework, and for 
other purposes. 


i—i 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

From the Committee on Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship, with amendments: 

S. 493. A bill to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for other 
purposes. 


— 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC-849. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary, Office of Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to Cooperative 
Threat Reduction Programs; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC-850. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Surface Mining , Department of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘Montana Regu- 
latory Program” (Docket No. MT-031-FOR) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 8, 2011; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-851. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of Surface Mining, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled “Louisiana Reg- 
ulatory Program/Abandoned Mine Land Rec- 
lamation Plan” (Docket No. LA-023-FOR) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
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Senate on March 8, 2011; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

ЕС-852. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regu- 
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Applica- 
tion of ASTM Standard Practice C1671-07 
When Performing Technical Reviews of 
Spent Fuel Storage and Transportation 
Packaging Licensing Actions’’ (Interim Staff 
Guidance Document No. 23) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 8, 2011; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

EC-853. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘403(b) Plan Termi- 
nations” (Revenue Ruling 2011-7) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 8, 2011; to the Committee on Finance. 

ЕС-854. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary for Legislative Affairs, 
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report prepared by the Department 
of State on progress toward a negotiated so- 
lution of the Cyprus question covering the 
periods October 1, 2010 through November 30, 
2010; to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

ЕС-855. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report prepared 
by the National Institute for Occupational 
Safety and Health, Centers for Disease Con- 
trol and Prevention, Department of Health 
and Human Services, pursuant to the MINER 
Act of 2006; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 


ES 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. VITTER, 
Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. WICKER, Mr. 
COCHRAN, and Mr. SESSIONS): 

S. 516. A bill to extend outer Continental 
Shelf leases to accommodate permitting 
delays and to provide operators time to meet 
new drilling and safety requirements; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. KYL, and Mr. BENNET): 

S. 517. A bill to authorize the Attorney 
General to award grants for States to imple- 
ment minimum and enhanced DNA collec- 
tion processes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota (for 
himself, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. BENNET, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. ROBERTS, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mr. BARRASSO, Ms. LAN- 
DRIEU, Mr. RISCH, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, 
and Mr. ISAKSON): 

S. 518. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide for an exclusion 
for assistance provided to participants in 
certain veterinary student loan repayment 
or forgiveness programs; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

By Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. ENSIGN, 
Mrs. BOXER, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN): 

S. 519. A bill to further allocate and expand 
the availability of hydroelectric power gen- 
erated at Hoover Dam, and for other pur- 
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poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By Mr. COBURN (for himself and Mr. 
CARDIN): 

S. 520. A bill to repeal the Volumetric Eth- 
anol Excise Tax Credit; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. CRAPO (for himself and Mr. 
RISCH): 

S. 521. А bill for the relief of Tim Lowery 
and Paul Nettleton of Owyhee County, 
Idaho; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WARNER: 

S. 522. A bill to clarify the rights and re- 
sponsibilities of Federal entities in the spec- 
trum relocation process, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. NELSON of Florida, 
Mrs. MCCASKILL, and Mr. TESTER): 

S. 523. A bill to provide for enhanced crimi- 
nal penalties for individuals who file a SEVP 
certification petition under false pretenses; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 524. A bill to terminate certain hydro- 
power reservations, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Ms. 
MIKULSKI): 

S. 525. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide for integration of 
mental health services and mental health 
treatment outreach teams, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
KYL): 

S. 526. A bill to provide for the conveyance 
of certain Bureau of Land Management land 
in Mohave County, Arizona, to the Arizona 
Game and Fish Commission, for use as a pub- 
lic shooting range; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. DEMINT (for himself, 
CORKER, and Mr. COBURN): 

S. 527. A bill to amend the Emergency Eco- 
nomic Stabilization Act of 2008 to terminate 
the authority of the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to provide new assistance under the 
Home Affordable Modification Program, 
while preserving assistance to homeowners 
who were already extended an offer to par- 
ticipate in the Program, either on a trial or 
permanent basis; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. CARPER, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, 
and Mr. WHITEHOUSE): 

S. 528. A bill to provide driver safety 
grants to States with graduated driver li- 
censing laws that meet certain minimum re- 
quirements; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, and Mr. CASEY): 

S. 529. A bill to extend the temporary duty 
suspensions on certain cotton shirting fab- 
rics, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and 
Mr. WEBB): 

S. 530. A bill to modify certain subsidies 
for ethanol production, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. WEBB (for himself and Mr. LIE- 
BERMAN): 

S. 531. A bill to amend section 5542 of title 
5, United States Code, to provide that any 
hours worked by Federal firefighters under a 
qualified trade-of-time arrangement shall be 
excluded for purposes of determinations re- 
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lating to overtime pay; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 
By Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Ms. 
SNOWE): 

S. 532. A bill to establish the Patriot Ex- 
press Loan Program under which the Small 
Business Administration may make loans to 
members of the military community want- 
ing to start or expand small business con- 
cerns, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Small Business and Entrepreneur- 
ship. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and 
Mr. LEE): 

S. 533. A bill to amend Rule 11 of the Fed- 
eral Rules of Civil Procedure to improve at- 
torney accountability, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. WYDEN, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. BURR, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. BROWN 
of Massachusetts, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. 
WICKER, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. TESTER, Mr. COCH- 
RAN, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. PORTMAN, 
and Mr. CARDIN): 

б. 534. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide a reduced rate of 
excise tax on beer produced domestically by 
certain small producers; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

By Mr. ISAKSON (for himself and Mr. 
CHAMBLISS): 

S. 585. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to lease certain lands within 
Fort Pulaski National Monument, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. WEBB: 

S. 536. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide that utilization of 
survivors’ and dependents’ educational as- 
sistance shall not be subject to the 48-month 
limitation on the aggregate amount of as- 
sistance utilizable under multiple veterans 
and related educational assistance programs; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. WEBB: 

S. 537. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to instruct the United States 
Executive Directors of the World Bank and 
the Asian Development Bank to use the 
voice and vote of the United States to oppose 
the provision of any loan or financial or 
technical assistance for a project for the con- 
struction of hydroelectric dams or elec- 
tricity transmission systems in the Mekong 
River Basin unless the Secretary makes cer- 
tain assurances with respect to the project, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 


Ss 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 
Mr. CORNYN): 

S. Res. 96. A resolution congratulating the 
Army Dental Corps on its 100th anniversary; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself and Mr. 
BURR): 

S. Res. 97. A resolution affirming the im- 
portance of exercise and physical activity as 
key components of a healthy lifestyle, in- 
cluding in combating obesity, reducing 
chronic disease, and lowering health care 
costs; considered and agreed to. 
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8. 228 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
COATS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
228, a bill to preempt regulation of, ac- 
tion relating to, or consideration of 
greenhouse gases under Federal and 
common law on enactment of a Federal 
policy to mitigate climate change. 
S. 296 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 296, a bill to amend the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
to provide the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration with improved capacity to pre- 
vent drug shortages. 
8. 312 
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of б. 
312, a bill to amend the Patient Protec- 
tion and Affordable Care Act to repeal 
certain limitations on health care ben- 
efits. 
S. 344 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
MENENDEZ) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 344, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to permit certain retired 
members of the uniformed services who 
have a service-connected disability to 
receive both disability compensation 
from the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs for their disability and either re- 
tired pay by reason of their years of 
military service or Combat-Related 
Special Compensation, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 358 
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. 
ENZI), the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN), the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM) and the Senator 
from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 358, a bill to codify and 
modify regulatory requirements of 
Federal agencies. 
S. 359 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of б. 
359, a bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the expan- 
sion of information reporting require- 
ments to payments made to corpora- 
tions, payments for property and other 
gross proceeds, and rental property ex- 
pense payments, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 398 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. Baucus) and the Senator from 
Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 398, a bill to 
amend the Energy Policy and Con- 
servation Act to improve energy effi- 
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ciency of certain appliances and equip- 
ment, and for other purposes. 
S. 414 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE), the Senator 
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) and 
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAU- 
TENBERG) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 414, a bill to protect girls in devel- 
oping countries through the prevention 
of child marriage, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 474 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. THUNE) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 474, a bill to reform the 
regulatory process to ensure that small 
businesses are free to compete and to 
create jobs, and for other purposes. 
S. 496 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 496, a bill to amend the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act to 
repeal a duplicative program relating 
to inspection and grading of catfish. 
8. 501 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 501, a bill to establish 
pilot projects under the Medicare pro- 
gram to provide incentives for home 
health agencies to utilize home moni- 
toring and communications tech- 
nologies. 
8. 509 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the names of the Senator from 
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) and the Sen- 
ator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 509, a bill to 
amend the Federal Credit Union Act, 
to advance the ability of credit unions 
to promote small business growth and 
economic development opportunities, 
and for other purposes. 
8. 512 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
512, a bill to amend the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 to require the Secretary of 
Energy to carry out programs to de- 
velop and demonstrate 2 small modular 
nuclear reactor designs, and for other 
purposes. 
8. 514 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 514, a bill to amend chapter 21 of 
title 5, United States Code, to provide 
that fathers of permanently disabled or 
deceased veterans shall be included 
with mothers of such veterans as pref- 
erence eligibles for treatment in the 
civil service. 
S. RES. 51 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
names of the Senator from Delaware 
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(Mr. CARPER), the Senator from Indi- 
ana (Mr. COATS), the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) and the Sen- 
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 51, 
a resolution recognizing the 190th anni- 
versary of the independence of Greece 
and celebrating Greek and American 
democracy. 
S. RES. 87 

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. JOHANNS) and the Senator from In- 
diana (Mr. LUGAR) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. Res. 87, a resolution des- 
ignating the year of 2012 as the ‘‘Inter- 
national Year of Cooperatives’’. 


—— к 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. KYL, and Mr. 
BENNET): 

б. 517. A bill to authorize the Attor- 
ney General to award grants for States 
to implement minimum and enhanced 
DNA collection processes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Katie Sepich 
Enhanced DNA Collection Act of 2011. I 
am pleased that Senators KYL, UDALL 
of New Mexico, SCHUMER, and BENNET 
of Colorado are joining me today in 
sponsoring this important piece of leg- 
islation. Congressman SCHIFF and 
REICHERT are also introducing this bi- 
partisan bill in the House. 

Similar legislation, which was cham- 
pioned in the House of Representatives 
by Congressman TEAGUE, overwhelm- 
ingly passed that body last year with a 
bipartisan vote of 357 to 32. Unfortu- 
nately, efforts to move the legislation 
last year were unsuccessful in the Sen- 
ate. I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to pass this bipartisan bill 
in the Senate this Congress. 

The bill is named after Katie Sepich, 
a promising graduate student attend- 
ing New Mexico State University who 
was tragically murdered in 2003. The 
man who killed Katie was arrested for 
aggravated assault about 3 months 
after the murder. Although police had 
collected the killer’s DNA from the 
crime scene, because there was no re- 
quirement that DNA be taken from in- 
dividuals arrested for serious felonies, 
police weren’t able to get a match until 
about 3 years after the murder when 
the man was sent to prison after being 
convicted of unrelated crimes. 

If New Mexico had the arrestee law 
then that it has today it would have 
taken 3 months, not 3 years, to solve 
the crime. Katie’s mother, Jayann, has 
worked tirelessly at the state and Fed- 
eral level to give law enforcement the 
tools they need to promptly solve 
crimes and ensure that other mothers 
don’t have to suffer the same horrible 
ordeal that her family has. 
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We can’t get Katie back, or the other 
lives that have been lost to these 
senseless crimes, but we can do some- 
thing to help solve cases and prevent 
similar crimes from occurring in the 
future. One such step is to enhance the 
capacity of States to collect the DNA 
of individuals arrested for certain fel- 
ony crimes, which would substantially 
increase the ability of law enforcement 
to match DNA found at crimes scenes 
with that of suspects and individuals 
who have been previously arrested, 
charged, or convicted of crimes. 

The Federal Government and about 
half the states, including New Mexico, 
currently collect arrestee DNA for seri- 
ous offenses. This has proven to be a 
very effective tool in solving cases, and 
it makes sense to incentivize States to 
continue and to expand this effort. 
Since New Mexico implemented 
“Katie’s Law” in 7007, there have been 
about 100 matches of arrestees. It is 
also important to note that DNA col- 
lection has not only demonstrated its 
effectiveness in terms of saving lives 
and preventing crimes, but it has also 
proved to be an important means of en- 
suring that innocent individuals are 
not mistakenly jailed for crimes they 
did not commit. 

Let me take a moment to specifically 
describe what this legislation would, 
and would not, do. First, this legisla- 
tion is aimed at creating an incentive 
for states to enact arrestee DNA collec- 
tion program’s. It is not a mandate. 
States that meet minimum collection 
guidelines could apply for DOJ grant 
assistance in covering the first-year 
costs that they have incurred or will 
incur in implementing the standards. If 
they enact laws in accordance with the 
enhanced guidelines, States would be 
eligible for an additional bonus pay- 
ment. 

Second, the bill encourages DNA 
testing for serious felonies, such as 
murder, sex crimes, aggravated as- 
sault, and burglary. It is narrowly tai- 
lored to apply to the most serious 
crimes. Third, the legislation provides 
that all of the expungement provisions 
under Federal law аге applicable. 
Arrestees who have their DNA included 
in the Federal database may have their 
records expunged if their conviction is 
overturned, they are acquitted, or 
charges are dismissed or not filed with- 
in the applicable time period. Further- 
more, the bill provides that as a condi- 
tion of receiving a grant States must 
notify individuals who submit samples 
of the relevant expungement proce- 
dures and post the information on a 
public Web site. 

Lastly, I would like to address the 
concerns some have raised about the 
constitutionality of collecting arrestee 
DNA. Although courts have upheld the 
collection of arrestee DNA, I recognize 
that the question of whether the col- 
lection of a DNA sample from an ar- 
restee is consistent with the Fourth 
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Amendment isn’t a completely settled 
question of law. Some courts have 
viewed the collection as something 
akin to fingerprinting and other courts 
have viewed it as a more intrusive 
search, such as the taking of a blood 
sample. However, the Department of 
Justice has stated that it believes that 
this legislation is constitutional and is 
supportive of encouraging states to 
pass DNA arrestee laws. I believe that 
such programs, with appropriate safe- 
guards in place, have demonstrated 
that they can be a very effective mech- 
anism to save lives, solve crimes, and 
prevent wrongful convictions. 

For these reasons, I urge my col- 
leagues to support this important leg- 
islation. 


By Mr. JOHNSON of South Da- 
kota (for himself, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
BENNET, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Mr. ROBERTS, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mr. BARRASSO, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. RISCH, Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR, and Mr. ISAKSON): 

S. 518. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for an 
exclusion for assistance provided to 
participants in certain veterinary stu- 
dent loan repayment or forgiveness 
programs; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I rise today to reintroduce 
legislation with my friend, Senator 
MIKE CRAPO of Idaho, that will exempt 
Veterinary Medicine Loan Repayment 
Program, VMLRP, awards from federal 
income taxation. I drafted this bipar- 
tisan bill with the intention of increas- 
ing veterinary services in underserved 
shortage areas that lack adequate vet- 
erinary expertise. 

The United States Department of Ag- 
riculture’s, USDA, Veterinary Medi- 
cine Loan Repayment Program was au- 
thorized in 2003 by the National Veteri- 
nary Medical Services Act, NVMSA, to 
help qualified veterinarians offset a 
significant amount of the debt they ac- 
crue while pursuing their degrees if 
they in turn serve in high-priority vet- 
erinary shortage areas for a certain 
length of time. However, the awards 
are currently taxed at a rate of 39 per- 
cent. This taxation is counter- 
productive and only delays delivery of 
veterinary services to areas that are in 
desperate need. 

In determining whether an area is el- 
igible for assistance under the VMLRP, 
USDA has the ability to declare 
“shortage situations,” in which the De- 
partment makes declarations of veteri- 
nary shortage areas. Currently, there 
are two circumstances that lead to 
such designations. The first is by geog- 
raphy, when a given geographic area 
suffers a shortage of veterinarians 
overall. The second occurs when areas 
suffer a shortage of veterinarians who 
practice in a particular field of veteri- 
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nary specialty. My home State of 
South Dakota currently has four des- 
ignated shortage situations. Two of 
these designations are statewide des- 
ignations noting a shortage of practi- 
tioners in veterinary specialties. On a 
national scale, there are 1,300 counties 
in the United States that have less 
than one food animal veterinarian per 
25,000 farm animals. Additionally, 
there are 500 counties that have at 
least 5,000 farm animals and not a sin- 
gle veterinarian. Bear in mind, the de- 
mand for veterinarians across our 
country could increase 14 percent by 
2016. 

South Dakota is truly a wonderful 
place to call home, but it is not always 
an easy place to earn a living. This is 
especially true for young people who 
are just starting out and are saddled 
with crushing levels of school debt. I 
have long fought for legislation that 
makes it easier for students to pay off 
their loans and to encourage others 
who may be reluctant to pursue higher 
education degrees, due to a lack of fi- 
nancial resources, especially when it 
comes to costly professional degrees 
including veterinary medicine. My leg- 
islation will help students pursue their 
educational goals, while also providing 
important services to underserved 
rural areas by enhancing the assistance 
veterinary graduates receive in ex- 
change for meaningful public service. 

Agriculture is the top contributor to 
our South Dakota economy. For those 
farmers and ranchers who make their 
living in agriculture, this is more than 
a job; it is a way of life. Our ranchers, 
many of whom operate in very rural 
areas, rely on the access they have to 
qualified veterinarians to care for their 
livestock. Adequate access to veteri- 
nary care in rural areas is critical for 
both human and animal health, as well 
as animal welfare, disease surveillance, 
public safety and economic develop- 
ment across America. Everyone in 
America benefits from the veterinary 
services provided in even the most re- 
mote areas of our nation. As such, I am 
committed to doing all I can to help 
bring veterinarians to underserved 
parts of our state. 

I am proud to have fought for the es- 
tablishment of the VMLRP program, 
and through my seat on the Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee, I have worked 
year after year to secure its proper 
funding. Unfortunately, however, the 
taxes assessed on these benefits pre- 
vent us from using congressionally ap- 
propriated funding to the fullest ex- 
tent. For every three veterinarians se- 
lected for the loan repayment awards, 
an additional veterinarian could also 
be selected to serve in an underserved 
shortage area if the program was made 
exempt from taxes. Such a tax exemp- 
tion is not without precedent; Congress 
exempted from taxation the assistance 
received by participants in the Na- 
tional Health Services Corps, NHSC, in 
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2004, and I hope that my colleagues will 
join me in extending this same type of 
assistance to veterinarians partici- 
pating in the VMLRP program. 

It should be noted that nearly 140 or- 
ganizations from across the nation 
have announced their support for a tax 
exemption for VMLRP, including the 
American Veterinary Medical Associa- 
tion, American Association of Equine 
Practitioners, the American Farm Bu- 
reau Federation, the American Sheep 
Industry Association, the National 
Farmers Union, and the South Dakota 
Veterinary Medical Association, South 
Dakota Farm Bureau, South Dakota 
Farmers Union, South Dakota Cattle- 
men’s Association, South Dakota 
Stockgrowers Association and many, 
many others. 

Agriculture is the economic engine 
that drives our rural communities, and 
without viable family farms and ranch- 
ers, our small towns and Main Street 
businesses throughout South Dakota 
and our nation would face significant 
hardships. It is absolutely essential 
that our agricultural producers have 
access to the services they need to be 
successful and responsible, and the 
Veterinary Medicine Loan Repayment 
Program Enhancement Act will help 
make that possible. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a letter of support be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AMERICAN VETERINARY MEDICAL AS- 
SOCIATION GOVERNMENTAL RELA- 
TIONS DIVISION, 

Washington, DC. 
STATEMENT OF SUPPORT FOR THE VETERINARY 

MEDICINE LOAN REPAYMENT PROGRAM EN- 

HANCEMENT ACT 

The undersigned organizations urge Con- 
gress to pass the Veterinary Medicine Loan 
Repayment Program Enhancement Act, 
which will provide a federal income tax ex- 
emption for payments received under the 
Veterinary Medicine Loan Repayment Pro- 
gram (VMLRP) and similar state programs. 

Since Congress passed the ‘‘National Vet- 
erinary Medical Services Act’’ (PL 108-161) 
on Dec. 6, 2003, it has appropriated $9.6 mil- 
lion for awards. About $3.75 million of this 
amount will be used by the Agriculture Sec- 
retary to pay taxes on the awards. Every dol- 
lar spent on taxes is one less available for 
loan repayment awards. If awards are made 
tax exempt, one additional veterinarian can 
be selected for every three awarded under 
current law. 

The first 62 veterinarians were selected for 
VMLRP awards in September 2010. These 
veterinarians will practice food supply medi- 
cine and veterinary public health in feder- 
ally designated shortage situations across 
the country. The selected group of veterinar- 
ians will receive up to $25,000 annually for 
three years to repay student loans. Each 
VMLRP award including taxes for three 
years costs approximately $104,250 per veteri- 
narian ($75,000 for loan repayment and $29,250 
for taxes). 

Congress set a precedent for tax exemp- 
tion. The National Health Service Corps 
(NHSC) loan repayment program (counter- 
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part program for human medicine) was ex- 
empted by ‘‘The American Jobs Creation Act 
of 2004” (H.R. 4520, P.L. 108-357), enacted on 
Oct. 22, 2004. Prior to this legislative change, 
NHSC loan repayment awards were treated 
as taxable income. 

Veterinarians selected for VMLRP provide 
a wide array of necessary veterinary services 
for farmers’ and ranchers’ livestock includ- 
ing beef and dairy cows, poultry, swine, 
goats, sheep, and farm horses. VMLRP vet- 
erinarians ensure animal health and welfare 
while protecting the nation’s food supply. 
They provide veterinarian-accredited med- 
ical procedures including routine services 
(vaccination, castration and dehorning) and 
emergency services (for acute illness, trau- 
ma, dystocia or obstetrical difficulties). 
Other services performed include those re- 
quired for interstate movement of livestock, 
including commuter agreements and animal 
health testing requirements needed to ship 
livestock. VMLRP veterinarians perform tu- 
berculosis checks and accredited blood sam- 
ple services for Brucellosis, Bluetongue, and 
Bovine Viral Diarrhea. Additionally, they 
may provide reproduction management con- 
sultation services and consultation in health 
care programs and nutrition, disease surveil- 
lance and diagnostics for state and federal 
disease programs and foreign animal dis- 
eases. They may also play a role in a state’s 
veterinary emergency response team and 
take part in disease control and eradication 
programs. 

Exempting veterinary medicine loan re- 
payment and forgiveness program awards 
from federal income taxation will lead to 
more communities having needed veterinary 
services sooner than they may otherwise. We 
strongly support Congress’ efforts to ensure 
that our nation’s livestock are healthy, that 
our food supply is safe and secure, and our 
public health is protected. 

Sincerely, 

American Veterinary Medical Association, 
Academy of Rural Veterinarians, Alabama 
Veterinary Medical Association, Alaska Vet- 
erinary Medical Association, American Ani- 
mal Hospital Association, American Acad- 
emy of Veterinary Nutrition, American As- 
sociation for Laboratory Animal Science, 
American Association of Avian Pathologists, 
American Association of Bovine Practi- 
tioners, American Association of Corporate 
and Public Practice Veterinarians, American 
Association of Equine Practitioners, Amer- 
ican Association of Feline Practitioners, 
American Association of Food Hygiene Vet- 
erinarians, American Association of Public 
Health Veterinarians, American Association 
of Small Ruminant Practitioners. 

American Association of Swine Veterinar- 
ians, American Association of Veterinary 
Clinicians, American Association of Veteri- 
nary Laboratory Diagnosticians, American 
Association of Zoo Veterinarians, American 
Board of Veterinary Practitioners, American 
Board of Veterinary Toxicology, American 
College of Laboratory Animal Medicine, 
American College of Poultry Veterinarians, 
American College of Theriogenologists, 
American College of Veterinary Derma- 
tology, American College of Veterinary Pa- 
thologists, American College of Veterinary 
Radiology, American Dairy Science Associa- 
tion, American Farm Bureau Federation,® 
American Feed Industry Association. 

American Horse Council, American Meat 
Institute, American Rabbit Breeders Asso- 
ciation, Inc., American Sheep Industry Asso- 
ciation, American Society of Animal 
Science, American Society of Laboratory 
Animal Practitioners, American Veal Asso- 
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ciation, American Veterinary Medical Foun- 
dation, Animal Agriculture Alliance’s, Ani- 
mal Health Institute, Animal Welfare Insti- 
tute, Arizona Veterinary Medical Associa- 
tion, Arkansas Veterinary Medical Associa- 
tion, Association for Women Veterinarians 
Foundation, Association of American Veteri- 
nary Medical Colleges. 

Association of Avian Veterinarians, Asso- 
ciation of Veterinary Biologics Companies, 
Association of Zoos & Aquariums, Bayer 
Animal Health, Boehringer Ingelheim 
Vetmedica, Inc., California Veterinary Med- 
ical Association, Center for Rural Affairs, 
Colorado Veterinary Medical Association, 
Connecticut Veterinary Medical Association, 
Delaware Veterinary Medical Association, 
District of Columbia Veterinary Medical As- 
sociation, Elanco Animal Health (A Division 
of Eli Lilly & Company), Federation for Ani- 
mal Science Societies, Florida Veterinary 
Medical Association, Georgia Veterinary 
Medical Association. 

Hawaii Veterinary Medical Association, 
Idaho Veterinary Medical Association, Illi- 
nois State Veterinary Medical Association, 
Indiana Veterinary Medical Association, 
International Lama Registry, Iowa Veteri- 
nary Medical Association, Kansas Bioscience 
Authority, Kansas City Animal Health Cor- 
ridor, Kansas Veterinary Medical Associa- 
tion, Kentucky Veterinary Medical Associa- 
tion, Livestock Marketing Association, Lou- 


isiana Veterinary Medical Association, 
Maine Veterinary Medical Association, 
Maryland Veterinary Medical Association, 


Inc., Massachusetts Veterinary Medical As- 
sociation. 

Michigan Veterinary Medical Association, 
Minnesota Veterinary Medical Association, 
Mississippi Veterinary Medical Association, 
Missouri Veterinary Medical Association, 
Montana Veterinary Medical Association, 
National Aquaculture Association, National 
Association of Federal Veterinarians, Na- 
tional Association of State Departments of 
Agriculture, National Association of State 
Public Health Veterinarians, National 
Chicken Council, National Council of Farmer 
Cooperatives, National Dairy Herd Informa- 
tion Association, National Farmers Union, 
National Institute for Animal Agriculture, 
National Livestock Producers Association. 

National Milk Producers Federation, Na- 


tional Pork Producers Council, National 
Renderers Association, National Turkey 
Federation, Nebraska Veterinary Medical 


Association, Nevada Veterinary Medical As- 
sociation, New Hampshire Veterinary Med- 
ical Association, New Jersey Veterinary 
Medical Association, New York State Veteri- 
nary Medical Society, North American Deer 
Farmers Association, North Carolina Veteri- 
nary Medical Association, North Dakota 
Veterinary Medical Association, Northeast 
States Association for Agriculture Steward- 
ship, Ohio Veterinary Medical Association, 
Oklahoma Veterinary Medical Association. 

Oregon Veterinary Medical Association, 
Pet Food Institute, Pfizer Animal Health, 
Puerto Rico Veterinary Medical Association 
(Colegio de Medicos Veterinarios de Puerto 
Rico), Pennsylvania Veterinary Medical As- 
sociation, Poultry Science Association, 
Rhode Island Veterinary Medical Associa- 
tion, Rocky Mountain Farmers Union, 
Silliker, Inc., Society for Theriogenology, 
South Carolina Association of Veterinarians, 
South Dakota Cattlemen’s Association, 
South Dakota Farmers Union, South Dakota 
Pork Producers Council, South Dakota 
Stockgrowers Association. 

South Dakota Veterinary Medical Associa- 
tion, South Dakota Farm Bureau, State Ag- 
riculture and Rural Leaders, Student Amer- 
ican Veterinary Medical Association, 
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Synbiotics Corporation, Tennessee Veteri- 
nary Medical Association, Texas Veterinary 
Medical Association, United Egg Producers, 
United States Animal Health Association, 
U.S. Cattlemen’s Association, Utah Veteri- 
nary Medical Association, Vermont Veteri- 
nary Medical Association, Virginia Veteri- 
nary Medical Association, Washington State 
Veterinary Medical Association, Wisconsin 
Veterinary Medical Association, Wyoming 
Veterinary Medical Association. 


By Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. 
ENSIGN, Mrs. BOXER, and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN): 
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S. 519. A bill to further allocate and 
expand the availability of hydro- 
electric power generated at Hoover 
Dam, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the text of the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 


“Schedule A 
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S. 519 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the 
Power Allocation Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. ALLOCATION OF CONTRACTS FOR POWER. 

(a) SCHEDULE A POWER.—Section 
105(a)(1)(A) of the Hoover Power Plant Act of 
1984 (48 U.S.C. 619a(a)(1)(A)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘renewal’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘June 1, 1987” and inserting 
“October 1, 2017”; and 

(8) by striking Schedule A and inserting 
the following: 


“Hoover 


Long-term Schedule A contingent capacity and associated firm energy for offers of contracts to Boulder Canyon project contractors 


Contin- | Firm energy (thousands of kWh) 
Contractor gent ca- 

вару Summer | Winter Total 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California ..........ssssssesessssesescscesesesoesesesoesesesoesesesoesesese 249,948 859,163 368,212 1,227,375 
City OTS AN LS: а eas ceca О ОЛЛО ОКК УЛТ КУЛЛ Dv a orks we bcd oda a none 495,732 464,108 199,175 663,283 
Southern California Edison COMPANY s РОГА ОО ГГ КОЛО ЛЕЛЕ а 280,245 166,712 71,448 238,160 
City of Glendale 18,178 45,028 19,297 64,325 
City of Pasadena . 11,108 38,622 16,553 55,175 
City of Burbank 5,176 14,070 6,030 20,100 
Атї7опа POWer АПЫ ООРБУ Мр даан рр амыны АО ыба ОДА А 190,869 429,582 184,107 618,689 
Colorado River Commission of Nevada 190,869 429,582 184,107 613,689 
United States, for Boulder City .............cccccscsccecscsscecscscscscescsesecsceeseescseseesesesseseseseeseseseeseseseesesees 20,198 53,200 22,800 76,000 
обаве шаб scan ead ais nated A nels Lotats uae Sac СКЕН СИЕ КЫН реа ае оаа а dun EE E A 1,462,323 | 2,500,067 | 1,071,729 3,571,796”. 
(b) SCHEDULE B POWER.—Section “(В) To each existing contractor for power ergy specified for that contractor in the fol- 


105(a)(1)(B) of the Hoover Power Plant Act of 
1984 (43 U.S.C. 619a(a)(1)(B)) is amended to 
read as follows: 


generated at Hoover Dam, a contract, for de- 
livery commencing October 1, 2017, of the 
amount of contingent capacity and firm en- 


lowing table: 


“Schedule B 
Long-term Schedule B contingent capacity and associated firm energy for offers of contracts to Boulder Canyon project contractors 
Contin- Firm energy (thousands of 
gent ca- 
Contractor pacity 
(kW) Summer | Winter Total 
LDE ДОЛЫ E >Ш ЕЛЕ ЛУГ ОО Л Л ККК КУЛО нао оа acu вроден acess dane sides qu ged КУКЕ ОСТ, 2,020 2,749 1,194 3,943 
City OF Panadona оова ово O AAA EEAO EE EA ЫНА ЫЫ ЫЫ И КЫНК Кыдыра 9,089 2,399 1,041 3,440 
City of Burbank 15,149 3,604 1,566 5,170 
City of Anaheim .. 40,396 34,442 14,958 49,400 
City of Azusa ....... 4,039 3,312 1,438 4,750 
City of Banning ... 2,020 1,324 576 1,900 
City of Colton ...... 3,030 2,650 1,150 3,800 
City of Riverside . 30,296 25,831 11,219 37,050 
CLV Of, УӨГПОП ылдыйда лыд КОО EA DE UAA OENES CUIA EIEEE GA EAS nen EADE SE ASA EEA AAE iA 22,218 18,546 8,054 26,600 
AVIZON A УКУ О E E E КЕК E T ET 189,860 140,600 60,800 | 201,400 
IN GV ACA ЫА R ES E TE AS AE A OET AA AEA TATO A ттш. 189,860 273,600 117,800 | 391,400 
TOURS жо e r AAEE A EEE EE OE E ia tis se EARRA nse Gatti EN AEA E AE TE E AAEE ДЬ 507,977 509,057 219,796 | 728,853”. 


(с) SCHEDULE С POWER.—Section 
105(a)(1)(C) of the Hoover Power Plant Act of 
1984 (48 U.S.C. 619a(a)(1)(C)) is amended— 


(1) by striking ‘‘June 1, 1987” and inserting 
“October 1, 2017; and 


“Schedule C 


Excess Energy 


(2) by striking Schedule C and inserting 
the following: 


Priority of entitlement to excess energy 


State 


First: Meeting Arizona’s first priority right to delivery of excess energy which is equal in each year of oper- 


ation to 200 million kilowatthours: Provided, That in the event excess energy in the amount 


of 200 million 


kilowatthours is not generated during any year of operation, Arizona shall accumulate a first right to deliv- 
ery of excess energy subsequently generated in an amount not to exceed 600 million kilowatthours, inclusive 
of the current year’s 200 million kilowatthours. Said first right of delivery shall accrue at a rate of 200 mil- 
lion kilowatthours per year for each year excess energy in an amount of 200 million kilowatthours is not gen- 


erated, less amounts of Excess ENeErGy йеЈіуегей. дел Ызанын кеийн L AEA AANA КАЙЫ; ЖАЯ вузда Ойра сиэл Ае АДА д» 


Arizona 
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“Schedule C—Continued 


Excess Energy 
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Priority of entitlement to excess energy 


State 


Second: Meeting Hoover Dam contractual obligations under Schedule A of subsection (a)(1)(A), under Schedule 
B of subsection (a)(1)(B), and under Schedule D of subsection (a)(2), not exceeding 26 million kilowatthours in 


CaCh yor Of OPCrablon ys иаа ахаа а ааа SA edcahe ОЛ алова ау Е Ноа НО агаараа Та Каан canned 


Arizona, Nevada, and Cali- 
fornia 


Third: Meeting the energy requirements of the three States, such available excess energy to be divided equally 


AMONG CHEZ S абе SEPE EE AOE E TEO EAA EEA E T EEE AEETI E dedaeusssgidueutisawesaleseassagne AE, 


Arizona, Nevada, and Cali- 
fornia”. 


(а) SCHEDULE D POWER.—Section 105(a) of 
the Hoover Power Plant Act of 1984 (43 U.S.C. 
619a(a)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), and 
(4) as paragraphs (8), (4), and (5), respec- 
tively; and 


(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(2)(А) The Secretary of Energy is author- 
ized to and shall create from the apportioned 
allocation of contingent capacity and firm 
energy adjusted from the amounts author- 
ized in this Act in 1984 to the amounts shown 


“Schedule D 


in Schedule A and Schedule B, as modified 
by the Hoover Power Allocation Act of 2011, 
a resource pool equal to 5 percent of the full 
rated capacity of 2,074,000 kilowatts, and as- 
sociated firm energy, as shown in Schedule D 
(referred to in this section as ‘Schedule D 
contingent capacity and firm energy’): 


Long-term Schedule D resource pool of contingent capacity and associated firm energy for new allottees 


Contin- Firm energy (thousands of 
gent ca- kWh) 
State pacity 
(kW) Summer | Winter Total 

New Entities Allocated by the Secretary of Energy .......ssssssesessssesesossesesossesesossesesossesesossesesosoesesosee 69,170 105,637 45,376 151,013 
New Entities Allocated by State 
Ат1®Өш& och EE E ADAT АА EE E E E A T TS 11,510 17,580 7,533 25,113 
California . ри 11,510 17,580 7,533 25,113 
NOV AGE EE tds Saker scat ОЛКОГО ЕУ A ea ods алат Аа КО КЕК КҮТҮШҮ 11,510 17,580 7,533 25,113 
Totals ао он а ааваа аа аа ао анаа оаа БЕККЕ ETERA ANILE S ETEA 108,700 158,377 67,975 226,352 


“(В) The Secretary of Energy shall offer 
Schedule D contingency capacity and firm 
energy to entities not receiving contingent 
capacity and firm energy under subpara- 
graphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1) (referred 
to in this section as ‘new allottees’) for de- 
livery commencing October 1, 2017 pursuant 
to this subsection. In this subsection, the 
term ‘the marketing area for the Boulder 
City Area Projects’ shall have the same 
meaning as in appendix A of the General 
Consolidated Power Marketing Criteria or 
Regulations for Boulder City Area Projects 
published in the Federal Register on Decem- 
ber 28, 1984 (49 Federal Register 50582 et seq.) 
(referred to in this section as the ‘Criteria’). 

‘(C)(@) Within 36 months of the date of en- 
actment of the Hoover Power Allocation Act 
of 2011, the Secretary of Energy shall allo- 
cate through the Western Area Power Ad- 
ministration (referred to in this section as 
‘Western’), for delivery commencing October 
1, 2017, for use in the marketing area for the 
Boulder City Area Projects 66.7 percent of 
the Schedule D contingent capacity and firm 
energy to new allottees that are located 
within the marketing area for the Boulder 
City Area Projects and that are— 

“(I) eligible to enter into contracts under 
section 5 of the Boulder Canyon Project Act 
(48 U.S.C. 617d); or 

“(ID federally recognized Indian tribes. 

“(11) In the case of Arizona and Nevada, 
Schedule D contingent capacity and firm en- 
ergy for new allottees other than federally 
recognized Indian tribes shall be offered 
through the Arizona Power Authority and 
the Colorado River Commission of Nevada, 
respectively. Schedule D contingent capacity 
and firm energy allocated to federally recog- 
nized Indian tribes shall be contracted for di- 
rectly with Western. 

‘(D) Within 1 year of the date of enact- 
ment of the Hoover Power Allocation Act of 
2011, the Secretary of Energy also shall allo- 


cate, for delivery commencing October 1, 
2017, for use in the marketing area for the 
Boulder City Area Projects 11.1 percent of 
the Schedule D contingent capacity and firm 
energy to each of— 

“(1) the Arizona Power Authority for allo- 
cation to new allottees in the State of Ari- 
zona; 

‘“(ii) the Colorado River Commission of Ne- 
vada for allocation to new allottees in the 
State of Nevada; and 

40111) Western for allocation to new 
allottees within the State of California, pro- 
vided that Western shall have 36 months to 
complete such allocation. 

“(Е) Each contract offered pursuant to this 
subsection shall include a provision requir- 
ing the new allottee to pay a proportionate 
share of its State’s respective contribution 
(determined in accordance with each State’s 
applicable funding agreement) to the cost of 
the Lower Colorado River Multi-Species Con- 
servation Program (as defined in section 9401 
of the Omnibus Public Land Management 
Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-11; 123 Stat. 
1327)), and to execute the Boulder Canyon 
Project Implementation Agreement Contract 
No. 95-PAO-10616 (referred to in this section 
as the ‘Implementation Agreement’). 

“(F) Any of the 66.7 percent of Schedule D 
contingent capacity and firm energy that is 
to be allocated by Western that is not allo- 
cated and placed under contract by October 
1, 2017, shall be returned to those contractors 
shown in Schedule A and Schedule B in the 
same proportion as those contractors’ alloca- 
tions of Schedule A and Schedule B contin- 
gent capacity and firm energy. Any of the 
33.3 percent of Schedule D contingent capac- 
ity and firm energy that is to be distributed 
within the States of Arizona, Nevada, and 
California that is not allocated and placed 
under contract by October 1, 2017, shall be re- 
turned to the Schedule A and Schedule B 
contractors within the State in which the 


Schedule D contingent capacity and firm en- 
ergy were to be distributed, in the same pro- 
portion as those contractors’ allocations of 
Schedule A and Schedule B contingent ca- 
pacity and firm energy.’’. 

(e) TOTAL OBLIGATIONS.—Paragraph (3) of 
section 105(a) of the Hoover Power Plant Act 
of 1984 (48 U.S.C. 619a(a)) (as redesignated as 
subsection (d)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking 
“schedule A of section 105(a)(1)(A) and sched- 
ule B of section 105(а)(1)(В) and inserting 
“paragraphs (1)(A), (1)(B), and (2)’’; and 

(2) in the second sentence— 

(A) by striking “апу” 
“each’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘schedule С” and inserting 
“Schedule С”; and 

(С) by striking ‘‘schedules A and B” and in- 
serting ‘‘Schedules A, B, and D”. 

(f) POWER MARKETING CRITERIA.—Para- 
graph (4) of section 105(a) of the Hoover 
Power Plant Act of 1984 (48 U.S.C. 619a(a)) (as 
redesignated as subsection (d)(1)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(4) Subdivision E of the Criteria shall be 
deemed to have been modified to conform to 
this section, as modified by the Hoover 
Power Allocation Act of 2011. The Secretary 
of Energy shall cause to be included in the 
Federal Register a notice conforming the 
text of the regulations to such modifica- 
tions.’’. 

(g) CONTRACT TERMS.—Paragraph (5) of sec- 
tion 105(a) of the Hoover Power Plant Act of 
1984 (48 U.S.C. 619a(a)) (as redesignated as 
subsection (d)(1)) is amended— 

(1) by striking subparagraph (A) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(A) in accordance with section 5(a) of the 
Boulder Canyon Project Act (48 U.S.C. 
617d(a)), expire September 30, 2067;”’; 

(2) in the proviso of subparagraph (B)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘shall use” and inserting 
“shall allocate”; and 


and inserting 
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(B) by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon 
at the end; 

(3) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(D) authorize and require Western to col- 
lect from new allottees a pro rata share of 
Hoover Dam repayable advances paid for by 
contractors prior to October 1, 2017, and 
remit such amounts to the contractors that 
paid such advances in proportion to the 
amounts paid by such contractors as speci- 
fied in section 6.4 of the Implementation 
Agreement; 

“(Е) permit transactions with an inde- 
pendent system operator; and 

“(Е) contain the same material terms in- 
cluded in section 5.6 of those long-term con- 
tracts for purchases from the Hoover Power 
Plant that were made in accordance with 
this Act and are in existence on the date of 
enactment of the Hoover Power Allocation 
Act of 2011.”’. 

(h) EXISTING RIGHTS.—Section 105(b) of the 
Hoover Power Plant Act of 1984 (48 U.S.C. 
619a(b)) is amended by striking “2017” and 
inserting ‘‘2067’’. 

(i) OFFERS.—Section 105(c) of the Hoover 
Power Plant Act of 1984 (43 U.S.C. 619a(c)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(с) OFFER OF CONTRACT TO OTHER ENTI- 
TIES.—If any existing contractor fails to ac- 
cept an offered contract, the Secretary of 
Energy shall offer the contingent capacity 
and firm energy thus available first to other 
entities in the same State listed in Schedule 
A and Schedule B, second to other entities 
listed in Schedule A and Schedule B, third to 
other entities in the same State which re- 
ceive contingent capacity and firm energy 
under subsection (a)(2) of this section, and 
last to other entities which receive contin- 
gent capacity and firm energy under sub- 
section (a)(2) of this section.’’. 

(j) AVAILABILITY OF WATER.—Section 105(d) 
of the Hoover Power Plant Act of 1984 (43 
U.S.C. 619a(d)) is amended to read as follows: 

(а) WATER AVAILABILITY.—Except with re- 
spect to energy purchased at the request of 
an allottee pursuant to subsection (a)(3), the 
obligation of the Secretary of Energy to de- 
liver contingent capacity and firm energy 
pursuant to contracts entered into pursuant 
to this section shall be subject to avail- 
ability of the water needed to produce such 
contingent capacity and firm energy. In the 
event that water is not available to produce 
the contingent capacity and firm energy set 
forth in Schedule A, Schedule B, and Sched- 
ule D, the Secretary of Energy shall adjust 
the contingent capacity and firm energy of- 
fered under those Schedules in the same pro- 
portion as those contractors’ allocations of 
Schedule A, Schedule B, and Schedule D con- 
tingent capacity and firm energy bears to 
the full rated contingent capacity and firm 
energy obligations.’’. 

(k) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 105 
of the Hoover Power Plant Act of 1984 (48 
U.S.C. 619a) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsections (e) and (f); and 

(2) by redesignating subsections (g), (h), 
and (i) as subsections (e), (f), and (g), respec- 
tively. 

(1) CONTINUED CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT.— 
Subsection (e) of section 105 of the Hoover 
Power Plant Act of 1984 (48 U.S.C. 619a)) (as 
redesignated by subsection (k)(2)) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘the 
renewal of”; and 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking 
“June 1, 1987, and ending September 30, 2017” 
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and inserting ‘“‘October 1, 2017, and ending 
September 30, 2067”. 

(m) COURT CHALLENGES.—Subsection (f)(1) 
of section 105 of the Hoover Power Plant Act 
of 1984 (48 U.S.C. 619a) (as redesignated by 
subsection (k)(2)) is amended in the first sen- 
tence by striking ‘‘this Act” and inserting 
“the Hoover Power Allocation Act of 2011”. 

(n) REAFFIRMATION OF CONGRESSIONAL DEC- 
LARATION OF PURPOSE.—Subsection (g) of sec- 
tion 105 of the Hoover Power Plant Act of 
1984 (48 U.S.C. 619a) (as redesignated by sub- 
section (k)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘subsections (с), (g), and (h) 
of this section” and inserting ‘‘this Act”; 
and 

(2) by striking ‘‘June 1, 1987, and ending 
September 30, 2017” and inserting ‘‘October 1, 
2017, and ending September 30, 2067”. 

SEC. 3. PAYGO. 

The budgetary effects of this Act, for the 
purpose of complying with the Statutory 
Pay-As-You-Go-Act of 2010, shall be deter- 
mined by reference to the latest statement 
titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of PAYGO Legisla- 
tion” for this Act, submitted for printing in 
the Congressional Record by the Chairman of 
the Senate Budget Committee, provided that 
such statement has been submitted prior to 
the vote on passage. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 

S. 524. A bill to terminate certain hy- 
dropower reservations, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation to 
remove the encumbrances from land 
patents for a dam project that will 
never be built. This will enable the cur- 
rent owner of the land to sell or be- 
queath his land more easily. 

Donald Smith and his family ac- 
quired two parcels of undeveloped pub- 
lic land in Madera County, California 
by patent of the United States in 1983 
and 1987. These parcels, comprising 
103.26 acres and 41.323 acres, respec- 
tively, are adjacent to U.S. Forest 
Service land. 

In the early 1980s, the U.S. Govern- 
ment anticipated that a hydroelectric 
power project might someday be built 
in the vicinity, causing all or a portion 
of these lands to be inundated with 
water. Accordingly, when it issued the 
1983 patent to Mr. Smith, the Bureau of 
Land Management included a ‘‘flowage 
easement’’, reserving the right of the 
government to flood the lands for a 
power dam. In the mid-1980s, the Fed- 
eral Energy Regulatory Commission 
determined that this reservation and 
others like it were ‘‘non-essential’’, 
and that no dam would be built. Ac- 
cordingly, no easement was included in 
the 1987 patent, although some believe 
it was erroneously omitted. 

Flowage easements constitute a 
cloud on the title to land, restricting 
its market value and the orderly dis- 
position of his estate. Since FERC, and 
all potentially interested parties, in- 
cluding BLM, Southern California Edi- 
son and the U.S. Forest Service, have 
agreed that the easement in this in- 
stance serves no purpose, and no dam 
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will be built, clear title should be re- 
stored. The Solicitor of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior has decided this 
requires an Act of Congress. 

Mr. Smith is now a senior citizen, 
and seeks to assure that his heirs will 
not be burdened by this matter and 
will benefit from the full fair market 
value of these now-verdant and rec- 
reational lands. Through enactment of 
this simple bill, the Congress will fi- 
nally affirm a decision made by FERC 
in 1986, and restore ‘‘clean’’ title for 
benefit of Mr. Smith, his heirs and as- 
signs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 524 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. TERMINATION OF HYDROPOWER 
RESERVATIONS. 

(a) TERMINATION OF RESERVATION RELATING 
TO BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT PATENT 
NUMBERED CA 6313.—The reservation under 
section 24 of the Federal Power Act (16 
U.S.C. 818) of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment patent numbered CA 6313 and dated 
May 18, 1983, to the approximately 103.26 
acres of land now owned by Donald L. Smith 
in Madera County, California, and more par- 
ticularly described as a portion of secs. 25, 
26, 35, and 36, Т. 4 S., R. 24 E., Mount Diablo 
Meridian, is terminated. 

(b) TERMINATION OF RESERVATION RELATING 
TO BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT PATENT 
NUMBERED CA 19394.—To the extent that any 
reservation of use for hydropower could be 
determined to have been omitted under sec- 
tion 24 of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 
818) from the Bureau of Land Management 
patent numbered CA 19394 and dated Sep- 
tember 25, 1987, to the approximately 41.323 
acres of land conveyed to Lindsay Smith, 
Peggy L. Birchim, Donald L. Smith, and 
Keith Smith, and more particularly de- 
scribed as comprising a portion of secs. 25 
and 36, unsurveyed T. 4 S., R. 24 E., Mount 
Diablo Meridian, Jackass Mining District, 
Madera County, California, the reservation 
is terminated. 


By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and 
Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 525. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for inte- 
gration of mental health services and 
mental health treatment outreach 
teams, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague from 
Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI, in intro- 
ducing the Positive Aging Act, which 
will help to increase older Americans’ 
access to quality mental health screen- 
ing and treatment services in commu- 
nity-based care settings. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today is particularly important for 
States like Maine that have a dis- 
proportionate number of older persons. 
Fifteen percent of Maine’s population 
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is 65 or older, and, with the highest me- 
dian age, Maine is the ‘‘oldest’’ State 
in the nation. Moreover, our percent- 
age of older adults is increasing, and, 
by 2030, more than one in five Mainers 
will be over the age of 65. 

One of the most daunting public 
health challenges facing our Nation 
today is how to increase access to qual- 
ity mental health services for the more 
than 44 million Americans with severe, 
disabling mental disorders that can 
devastate their lives and the lives of 
the people around them. 

What is often overlooked, however, is 
the prevalence of mental illness among 
our Nation’s elderly. Studies have 
shown that more than one in five 
Americans aged 65 and older experience 
mental illness, and that as many as 80 
percent of elderly persons in nursing 
homes suffer from some kind of mental 
impairment. Particularly disturbing is 
the fact that the mental health needs 
of older Americans are often over- 
looked or not recognized because of the 
mistaken belief that they are a normal 
part of aging and therefore cannot be 
treated. 

While older Americans experience 
the full range of mental disorders, the 
most prevalent mental illness afflict- 
ing older people is depression. Iron- 
ically, while recent advances have 
made depression an eminently treat- 
able disorder, only a minority of elder- 
ly depressed persons are receiving ade- 
quate treatment. Unfortunately, the 
vast majority of depressed elderly 
don’t seek help. Many simply accept 
their feelings of profound sadness and 
do not realize that they are clinically 
depressed. 

Moreover, those who do seek help are 
often underdiagnosed or misdiagnosed, 
leading the National Institute of Men- 
tal Health to estimate that 60 percent 
of older Americans with depression are 
not receiving the mental health care 
that they need. Failure to treat this 
kind of disorder leads to poorer health 
outcomes for other medical conditions, 
higher rates of institutionalization, 
and increased health care costs. 

Fortunately, important research is 
being done that is developing innova- 
tive approaches to improve the deliv- 
ery of mental health care for older 
adults by integrating it into primary 
care settings. This research dem- 
onstrates that older adults are more 
likely to receive appropriate mental 
health care if there is a mental health 
professional on the primary care team, 
rather than simply referring them to a 
mental health specialist outside the 
primary care setting. Multiple appoint- 
ments with multiple providers in mul- 
tiple settings simply don’t work for 
older patients who must also cope with 
concurrent chronic illnesses, mobility 
problems, and limited transportation 
options. The research also shows that 
there is less stigma associated with 
psychiatric services when they are in- 
tegrated into general medical care. 
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The Positive Aging Act builds upon 
this research and authorizes funding 
for projects that integrate mental 
health screening and treatment serv- 
ices into community sites and primary 
care settings. Specifically, the Positive 
Aging Act of 2011 would authorize the 
Substance Abuse and Mental Health 
Services Administration to fund dem- 
onstration projects to support integra- 
tion of mental health services in pri- 
mary care settings. It would also sup- 
port grants for community-based men- 
tal health treatment outreach teams to 
improve older Americans’ access to 
mental health services. To ensure that 
these geriatric mental health programs 
have proper attention and oversight, it 
would mandate the designation of a 
Deputy Director for Older Adult Men- 
tal Health Services in the Center for 
Mental Health Services, and it would 
also include representatives of older 
Americans or their families and geri- 
atric mental health professionals on 
the Advisory Council for the Center for 
Mental Health Services. Finally, it 
would require state plans under Com- 
munity Mental Health Services Block 
Grants to include descriptions of the 
states’ outreach to and services for 
older individuals. 

We are fortunate today to have a va- 
riety of effective treatments to address 
the mental health needs of American 
seniors. The Positive Aging Act will 
help to ensure that older Americans 
have access to these important serv- 
ices. I therefore urge my colleagues to 
sign on as cosponsors of the legislation, 
which has been endorsed by a broad co- 
alition of mental health and senior or- 
ganizations, including the Alzheimer’s 
Association, the American Geriatrics 
Society, the American Psychiatric As- 
sociation, the American Psychological 
Association, the American Association 
for Geriatric Psychiatry, and the Na- 
tional Council on Aging. 

Mr. President, I ask uanimous con- 
sent that a letter of support be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MARCH 7, 2011. 
Hon. SUSAN M. COLLINS, 
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS COLLINS AND MIKULSKI: On 
behalf of the undersigned organizations, we 
are writing to applaud your ongoing commit- 
ment to the mental and behavioral health 
needs of older Americans and express our 
strong support for the Positive Aging Act, 
which you are planning to introduce in the 
near future. This important legislation will 
improve access to vital mental and behav- 
ioral health care for older adults by sup- 
porting the integration of mental health 
services in primary care and community set- 
tings. 

An estimated 20 percent of community- 
based older adults in the U.S. have a mental 
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health problem. These disorders can have a 
significant impact on both physical and men- 
tal health, often leading to increases in dis- 
ease, disability, and mortality. In fact, men 
age 85 and older currently have the highest 
rates of suicide in our country and depres- 
sion is the foremost risk factor. Evidence 
suggests that up to 75 percent of older adults 
who die by suicide have visited a primary 
care professional within 30 days of their 
death. Although effective treatments exist, 
the mental health needs of many older 
Americans go unrecognized and untreated 
because of poorly integrated systems of care 
to address the physical and mental health 
needs of seniors. 

The Positive Aging Act takes an important 
step toward improving access to quality 
mental and behavioral health care for older 
adults by integrating mental health services 
in primary care and community settings 
where older adults reside and receive serv- 
ices. By supporting collaboration between 
interdisciplinary teams of mental health 
professionals and other providers of health 
and social services, this legislation promotes 
an integrated approach to addressing the 
health and well being of our nation’s growing 
older adult population. 

We commend you for your leadership and 
commitment to the mental and behavioral 
health needs of older adults and look forward 
to working with you to ensure passage of the 
Positive Aging Act. 

Sincerely, 

Alzheimer’s Association; Alzheimer’s 
Foundation of America; American Assisted 
Living Nurses Association; American Asso- 
ciation for Geriatric Psychiatry; American 
Association for Long Term Care Nursing; 
American Association for Psychoanalysis in 
Clinical Social Work; American Association 
for Psychosocial Rehabilitation; American 
Association on Health and Disability; Amer- 
ican Foundation for Suicide Prevention/ 
SPAN USA; American Geriatrics Society; 
American Group Psychotherapy Association; 
American Mental Health Counselors Associa- 
tion; American Nurses Association; Amer- 
ican Occupational Therapy Association; 
American Orthopsychiatric Association; 
American Psychiatric Association; American 
Psychological Association; American Psy- 
chotherapy Association; American Society 
on Aging; Anxiety Disorders Association of 
America. 

Association for Ambulatory Behavioral 
Healthcare; Bazelon Center for Mental 
Health Law; Clinical Social Work Associa- 
tion; Clinical Social Work Guild 49; Council 
of Professional Geropsychology Training 
Programs; Depression and Bipolar Support 
Alliance; Direct Care Alliance; Geriatric 
Mental Health Alliance of New York; Geron- 
tological Society of America; Illinois Coali- 
tion on Mental Health and Aging; Iowa Coa- 
lition on Mental Health and Aging; Jewish 
Federation of Metropolitan Chicago; Jewish 
Federations of North America; Kansas Advo- 
cates for Better Care; Kansas Suicide Pre- 
vention Committee; Mental Health America; 
Midland Area Agency on Aging; National Al- 
liance for Caregiving; National Association 
for Behavioral Health; National Association 
for Children’s Behavioral Health. 

National Association of Area Agencies on 
Aging; National Association of Social Work- 
ers; National Association of State Mental 
Health Program Directors; National Center 
for Assisted Living; National Coalition on 
Care Coordination; National Consumer Voice 
for Quality Long-Term Care; National Coun- 
cil for Community Behavioral Healthcare; 
National Council on Aging; National Council 
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on Problem Gambling; National Foundation 
for Mental Health; New Hampshire Coalition 
on Substance Abuse, Mental Health & Aging; 
Oklahoma Mental Health and Aging Coali- 
tion; PHI—Quality Care through Quality 
Jobs; Psychologists in Long Term Care; US 
Psychiatric Rehabilitation Association; Wit- 
ness Justice. 


By Mr. PRYOR (for himself and 
Ms. SNOWE): 

S. 532. A bill to establish the Patriot 
Express Loan Program under which the 
Small Business Administration may 
make loans to members of the military 
community wanting to start or expand 
small business concerns, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join with my friend and col- 
league, Senator MARK PRYOR, in intro- 
ducing the Patriot Express Authoriza- 
tion Act of 2011. This legislation codi- 
fies a critical Small Business Adminis- 
tration, SBA, lending program for 
America’s veterans and Reservists, as 
well as their spouses. 

It is critical that we support our na- 
tion’s veterans and, in particular, our 
service-members returning from Af- 
ghanistan and Iraq. Regrettably, the 
unemployment rate for veterans of 
these two wars is 12.5 percent—a full 3.6 
percent higher than the national unem- 
ployment rate for the overall popu- 
lation. Many of these brave men and 
women have aspirations of owning 
their own business, and I was proud to 
work with Senator KERRY to pass the 
Military Reservist and Veteran Small 
Business Reauthorization and Oppor- 
tunity Act of 2008, which President 
George W. Bush signed into law three 
years ago. This legislation contains a 
number of provisions to help veterans 
and Reservists who own or are seeking 
to own a business, and created an 
Interagency Task Force on Veterans 
Small Business Development, which 
President Obama formed by Executive 
Order last spring, to assist veterans 
with government contracting and cap- 
ital access opportunities in particular. 

One way the SBA has supported vet- 
eran entrepreneurs is through the Pa- 
triot Express Loan Initiative, which 
was established as a pilot program in 
2007. According to the data from the 
SBA, Patriot Express supported nearly 
7,000 loans totaling $560 million to 
small businesses owned and operated 
by eligible participants in just three 
and a half years. While the program 
was scheduled to expire in December, 
the SBA extended it for an additional 
three years, through 2013. That said, 
this legislation would provide cer- 
tainty to the program by placing it in 
statute. 

Coupled with the counseling and 
training assistance provided by the 
SBA’s Office of Veterans Business De- 
velopment, the Patriot Express loan 
program is a signal to our nation’s vet- 
erans, Reservists, service-members, 
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and their families that the Federal 
government takes seriously its obliga- 
tion to give back for all they have done 
to defend our nation. These loans will 
help participants start or expand their 
firms, purchase equipment or inven- 
tory, and ultimately, create jobs. I am 
proud to cosponsor this legislation 
with Senator PRYOR. 


By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself 
and Mr. LEE): 

S. 533. A bill to amend Rule 11 of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure to im- 
prove attorney accountability, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce important civil jus- 
tice legislation. This legislation is des- 
perately needed for several reasons— 
the most important of which is to cut 
down on the costs and expenses that 
are preventing private businesses from 
creating jobs for our fellow citizens 
during these difficult times. 

The billions of dollars wasted on friv- 
olous lawsuits cost Americans jobs and 
severely damage our economy. The pre- 
cise cost of America’s lawsuit culture 
is staggering. The tort system’s direct 
costs in 2002 were $233 billion, the 
equivalent of a 5 percent tax on wages. 
Today that number is even higher; the 
annual direct cost of American tort 
litigation exceeds $250 billion. 

Indeed, frivolous lawsuits are helping 
to prevent the ‘‘innovation’’ that the 
Obama administration is touting as the 
key to ‘‘job creation” and economic re- 
covery. For example, firms with recent 
initial public offerings are most at risk 
to be sued. In fact, companies are most 
likely to be sued in their second year of 
public trading. In other words, the very 
corporations most likely to be the 
source of significant new job creation 
are at the highest risk of being sued 
just when they are seeking expansion 
capital through public offerings. 

In particular, frivolous lawsuits hurt 
small businesses. Small businesses 
rank the cost and availability of liabil- 
ity insurance as second only to the 
cost of health care as their top con- 
cerns, and both problems are fueled by 
frivolous lawsuits. 

Our front-line defense against frivo- 
lous lawsuits and the misuse of our 
legal system is Rule 11 of the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure. This rule is 
intended to deter frivolous lawsuits by 
sanctioning the offending party. The 
power of Rule 11 was diluted in 1993. 
This weakening is unacceptable to 
those of us who want to preserve courts 
as neutral forums for dispute resolu- 
tion. 

That is why I am introducing the 
Lawsuit Abuse Reduction Act of 2011, 
“LARA,” which amends Rule 11 to re- 
store its strength and ability to truly 
deter frivolous lawsuits. Senator MIKE 
LEE of Utah is cosponsoring this bill. 

Representative LAMAR SMITH, the 
Chairman of the House Judiciary Com- 
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mittee, is introducing an identical bill 
today in the House of Representatives. 

Specifically, LARA takes three 
strong steps to help thwart frivolous 
lawsuits. 

First, LARA reverses the 1993 amend- 
ments to Rule 11 that made sanctions 
discretionary rather than mandatory. 

One of the most harmful changes 
that took effect in 1993 was to make 
sanctions for proven violations of Rule 
11 discretionary. This means that if a 
party files a lawsuit simply to harass 
another party, and the court decides 
that this is in fact the case, the offend- 
ing party still might not be sanctioned. 
This is unacceptable. The offending 
party might not be punished at all, 
which provides no deterrence for the 
offending party or anyone else who 
wants to misuse the courts. My bill re- 
instates the requirement that if there 
is a violation of Rule 11, there are sanc- 
tions. 

Second, LARA requires that judges 
impose monetary sanctions against 
lawyers who file frivolous lawsuits. 
Those monetary sanctions will include 
the attorney’s fees and costs incurred 
by the victim of the frivolous lawsuit. 

Finally, LARA reverses the 1993 
amendments to Rule 11 that allow par- 
ties and their attorneys to avoid sanc- 
tions for making frivolous claims by 
withdrawing them within 21 days after 
a motion for sanctions has been served. 

Because of Rule 11’s “safe harbor” 
provision, many frivolous claims are 
never fully reviewed by federal judges. 
Under the ‘‘safe harbor’’ provision, a 
person who is victimized by a frivolous 
claim must hire an attorney to draft a 
motion for sanctions. That motion can- 
not, however, be filed immediately. 
Rather, under Rule 11(c)(2), the motion 
is served on the offending attorney 21- 
days before it is filed. During that pe- 
riod, the offending attorney can with- 
draw the frivolous claim and thereby 
avoid any sanction. LARA would pre- 
vent such injustices by eliminating the 
“safe harbor” provision. 

Although LARA would only amend 
Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure, the procedural rules in 
State courts are often amended to 
track changes in the Federal rules. 
Consequently, it is our hope that many 
states would amend their rules gov- 
erning frivolous lawsuits to reflect the 
changes implemented by LARA, just as 
they did when Rule 11 was last changed 
in 1993. 

Without the serious threat of punish- 
ment for filing frivolous lawsuits, inno- 
cent individuals and companies will 
continue to face the harsh economic re- 
ality that simply paying off frivolous 
claimants through monetary settle- 
ments is often cheaper than litigating 
the case. This perverse dynamic not 
only results in legalized extortion, but 
it leads to increases in the insurance 
premiums all individuals апа bþusi- 
nesses must pay. That is money that 
could be going to create new jobs. 
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I want to work with those who are 
willing to be reasonable. I know that 
some have expressed concerns with 
similar bills in the past. We have con- 
sidered those concerns and have draft- 
ed a bill that takes them into account. 
For example, this bill expressly pro- 
vides that nothing in it ‘‘shall be con- 
strued to bar or impede the assertion 


or development of new claims, de- 
fenses, or remedies under Federal, 
State, or local laws, including civil 


rights laws.” 

Requiring mandatory sanctions is 
not an extreme position. It is a reason- 
able and effective solution to the prob- 
lem of runaway frivolous lawsuits. 

Indeed, a mandatory sanctions re- 
quirement is currently the law in the 
area of securities litigation. In 1995, we 
enacted the Private Securities Litiga- 
tion Reform Act, PSLRA, over Presi- 
dent Clinton’s veto. It essentially rein- 
states the 1983 version of Rule 11 for 
the purposes of securities litigation 
that falls within its coverage, and 
makes the imposition of sanctions 
mandatory. Upon a final adjudication 
of a case, the PSLRA requires courts to 
make written findings on whether the 
parties have complied with Rule 11. In 
other words, no motion for sanctions 
needs to be filed. 

At the conclusion of the case, a judge 
must review the case for compliance 
with Rule 11 and, if he finds that there 
has been a violation, he must impose 
sanctions. 

So addressing the damaging impact 
of frivolous lawsuits has had bipartisan 
support in the past. That bipartisan 
support should be even greater during 
these difficult economic times. 

Let’s look at a few examples of the 
type of lawsuits that businesses must 
contend with: 

In July 2009, three New Jersey resi- 
dents, backed by an advocacy group, 
filed a class action lawsuit against sev- 
eral hot dog manufacturers claiming 
they were exposed to carcinogens by 
eating hot dogs. None of the plaintiffs 
had actually developed cancer. The 
lawsuit sought damages in the amount 
of the total cost of the plaintiffs’ hot 
dog purchases and a requirement that 
the companies place a new label on 
packages and advertising reading: 
“Warning: Consuming hot dogs and 
other processed meats increases the 
risk of cancer.” 

The case was dismissed on a Rule 
12(b)(6) motion. Thus, a Federal court 
held that the plaintiffs had failed to 
even allege a claim, as a matter of law. 

In another case, a customer alleged 
that a wild bird ‘‘attacked’’ her while 
in a Lowe’s outdoor garden center, 
causing her head injuries. She claimed 
negligence and a violation of the Illi- 
nois Animal Control Act. She main- 
tained that the wild birds created a 
dangerous condition on the property 
and that Lowe’s failed to exercise ordi- 
nary care to ensure that the premises 
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were reasonably safe and failed to pre- 
vent the birds from entering the garden 
center. 

A Federal court entered summary 
judgment in favor of Lowe’s holding 
that a ‘‘reasonable plaintiff’ either 
would have noticed the birds or under- 
stood that contact with them was pos- 
sible in any outdoor area with plants. 
The court also held that Lowe’s was 
not the “owner” of the birds, a nec- 
essary element of the customer’s statu- 
tory claim. 

These are just two examples of the 
scores of frivolous lawsuits that Amer- 
ican businesses must contend with 
each year. 

Requiring sanctions when judges find 
lawsuits are frivolous will deter these 
types of cases from being brought. The 
savings will result in cost savings for 
businesses and new jobs for American 
workers. 

The time for words and rhetoric has 
long since passed. If the President 
means what he is saying about creating 
jobs, then we must take action. We 
need to help private business spur job 
creation. LARA is action. LARA is a 
step in the right direction. 

I urge all of my colleagues to work 
with me and to support this legisla- 
tion. 


By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. WYDEN, Ms. SNOWE, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. BURR, Ms. MIKUL- 
SKI, Mr. BROWN of Massachu- 
setts, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. 
WICKER, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. TESTER, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. 
PORTMAN, and Mr. CARDIN): 

S. 534. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a re- 
duced rate of excise tax on beer pro- 
duced domestically by certain small 


producers; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today 


Senator CRAPO and I are reintroducing 
legislation to assist small brewers 
across the country. The Brewer’s Em- 
ployment and Excise Relief, BEER, Act 
of 2011 would reduce the excise tax on 
domestic small beer producers as well 
as update the definition of what con- 
stitutes a small brewer to reflect to- 
day’s market. Senators WYDEN, SNOWE, 
SCHUMER, CORNYN, LEAHY, BURR, MI- 
KULSKI, SCOTT BROWN, MERKLEY, 
WICKER, SHERROD BROWN, CHAMBLISS, 
TESTER, COCHRAN, and CANTWELL are 
cosponsors of this legislation. 

As our economy continues on a track 
to recovery, we should remain focused 
on reducing unemployment and putting 
American’s back to work. This legisla- 
tion will do just that by helping an in- 
dustry that is hiring and plans on ex- 
panding. Massachusetts is home to 38 
small breweries. 

Though there has been a continued 
increase in consumer demand for the 
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unique brews created by these small 
brewers, these beer producers operate 
at a distinct disadvantage when com- 
pared to the largest brewers in this 
country. While demand is growing, 
small brewers account for just 5 per- 
cent of beer sales nationwide and they 
face higher costs for production, raw 
materials, and market entry when 
compared to their much larger coun- 
terparts. 


The BEER Act legislation will revise 
the classification of a domestic small 
brewer, a definition that has not been 
updated since 1976. Under current law, 
small brewers are limited to those that 
produce 2 million barrels of beer per 
year. This legislation would update and 
raise the ceiling for the small brewer 
tax rate to 6 million barrels per year to 
reflect the original intent of differen- 
tiation between the large and small 
brewers. The largest beer producer in 
America used to produce 45 million 
barrels annually and that has increased 
to over 100 million barrels. 


This legislation will also lower the 
excise tax rate on these small brewers 
on their first 60,000 barrels produced 
from $7 per barrel to $3.50 per barrel. 
Currently for the production over 60,000 
barrels up to 2 million barrels, these 
brewers pay $18 per barrel in taxes, the 
same amount that the large brewers 
pay. This legislation would reduce that 
rate for small brewers to $16 per barrel. 


Small brewers employ nearly 100,000 
people nationwide. This legislation will 
provide tax relief for this important in- 
dustry, and allow these companies to 
expand both their production and their 
work force. A March 2010 economic 
analysis of this legislation done by Dr. 
John Friedman of Harvard University 
has estimated that the legislation will 
stimulate job creation at a rate of 2,700 
new jobs in the first year to 18 months, 
with an additional 375 new jobs each 
year for the following 4 years. 


The benefits do not simply begin and 
end with the ability for these small 
breweries to grow. This legislation 
would benefit the consumer buying a 6 
pack of Sierra Nevada or Harpoon in 
their local supermarket where prices 
on craft beer would be reduced by 
about 20 cents per case. The farms in 
the states that produce the barely, 
hops, and other materials that go into 
these fine brews would also see an in- 
creased demand for their products. 


This legislation would provide impor- 
tant benefits to America’s small brew- 
ers and spur economic activity. It will 
provide relief and allow them to ex- 
pand to meet the demands of a growing 
marketplace. I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation and support 
small, domestic beer producers. 
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 96—CON- 
GRATULATING THE ARMY DEN- 
TAL CORPS ON ITS 100TH ANNI- 
VERSARY 


Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 
Mr. CORNYN) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services: 

S. RES. 96 


Whereas on March 3, 1911, Congress was the 
first to officially recognize dentistry as a 
distinct profession by establishing an Army 
Dental Service with commissioned officers, a 
seminal event for dentistry as well as for 
military history; 

Whereas dental health is a critical compo- 
nent of military medical readiness; 

Whereas throughout history, the Army 
Dental Corps has preserved the strength of 
the Army by minimizing risk for and expe- 
diting treatment of dental emergencies; 

Whereas the Army Dental Corps works 
continuously to improve the oral health of 
soldiers and their families by supporting in- 
dividual and community prevention initia- 
tives, good oral hygiene practices, and evi- 
dence-based treatment; 

Whereas the Army Dental Corps endeavors 
to improve oral health world-wide by partici- 
pating in the full spectrum of military and 
peacekeeping operations, serving as dental 
ambassadors through care rendered to 
United States and coalition military per- 
sonnel during combat operations, and local 
national citizens in humanitarian oper- 
ations; 

Whereas the Army Dental Corps, in col- 
laboration with national and international 
dental organizations, promotes synergy 
among all dental professionals; 

Whereas the Army Dental Corps supports 
the mission of the Federal dental research 
program, and endorses improved dental tech- 
nologies and therapies through research and 
adherence to sound scientific principles; and 

Whereas the Army Dental Corps recognizes 
the importance of lifelong pursuit of con- 
tinuing dental education, and executes this 
mission through specialty dental education 
and postgraduate residencies and fellowships 
for its members: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) congratulates the Army Dental Corps 
on its 100th anniversary; 

(2) commends the Army Dental Corps for 
its work to improve the dental readiness of 
the Army, and the oral health of soldiers and 
their families; 

(8) recognizes the thousands of dentists 
who have served in the Army Dental Corps 
over the last 100 years, providing dental care 
to millions of members of the Armed Forces 
and their families; and 

(4) commends the Army Dental Corps for 
its efforts to keep America’s soldiers healthy 
and the best fighting force in the world. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 97—AFFIRM- 
ING THE IMPORTANCE OF EXER- 
CISE AND PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 
AS KEY COMPONENTS OF A 
HEALTHY LIFESTYLE, INCLUD- 
ING IN COMBATING OBESITY, RE- 
DUCING CHRONIC DISEASE, AND 
LOWERING HEALTH CARE COSTS 


Mr. CASEY (for himself and Mr. 
BURR) submitted the following resolu- 
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tion; which was considered and agreed 
to: 
S. RES. 97 


Whereas data from the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention indicate that poor 
diet and physical inactivity cause over 
400,000 deaths each year; 

Whereas data from the Department of 
Health and Human Services estimate that 68 
percent of adults and 16.9 percent of children 
of the United States are obese or overweight; 

Whereas obesity is associated with more 
than 30 medical conditions, including cancer, 
diabetes, heart disease, and hypertension; 

Whereas research has clearly demonstrated 
that increased physical activity can play a 
direct role in reducing the incidence of 
chronic diseases, including heart disease and 
diabetes; 

Whereas, given the most recent trends in 
obesity, 1 in 3 children born in the United 
States in 2000 is expected to develop diabetes 
over the course of his or her lifetime; 

Whereas research has estimated that mod- 
erate aerobic exercise lowers the adult risk 
for type 2 diabetes by 58 percent, heart dis- 
ease by 45 percent, colon cancer by up to 50 
percent, and breast cancer by up to 30 per- 
cent; 

Whereas average per capita health spend- 
ing increased by 40 percent during calendar 
years 1997 through 2005, but the average per 
capita spending for the 15 costliest condi- 
tions, all associated with obesity, increased 
55 percent during those calendar years; 

Whereas the potential savings in direct 
medical costs if all inactive American adults 
engaged in regular physical activity could be 
as high as $80,000,000,000; 

Whereas approximately half of the direct 
medical costs associated with diseases that 
stem from obesity and inactivity are paid for 
by the government and the taxpayers of the 
United States through federally funded pro- 
grams, such as Medicaid and Medicare; 

Whereas regular exercise combined with 
reduced caloric intake has been shown to be 
most effective in reducing body mass; 

Whereas, even if an individual does not 
lose weight, exercise may provide health 
benefits to that individual, including psycho- 
logical benefits such as lower rates of stress 
and anxiety, lower rates of depression, high- 
er self-esteem, and an improved body image; 
and 

Whereas new research shows that financial 
incentives can be used to develop or foster 
good exercise habits: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) affirms the importance of exercise and 
physical activity as key components of a 
healthy lifestyle, including combating obe- 
sity, reducing chronic disease, and lowering 
health care costs; and 

(2) encourages the development of incen- 
tives, including responsible economic incen- 
tives, to promote exercise and a more phys- 
ically active and healthy United States. 


_ e 
AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 
SA 159. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska sub- 


mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill H.R. 1, making ap- 
propriations for the Department of Defense 
and the other departments and agencies of 
the Government for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2011, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 160. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 
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TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 159. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 1, 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Defense and the other depart- 
ments and agencies of the Government 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2011, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 4043. 


SA 160. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 1, 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Defense and the other depart- 
ments and agencies of the Government 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2011, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 4037. 


EE 


NOTICE OF HEARING 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor- 
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be- 
fore the Subcommittee on National 
Parks. The hearing will be held on 
Wednesday, March 30, 2011, at 2:30 p.m., 
in room SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building. 

The purpose of this hearing is to con- 
sider the President’s Fiscal Year 2012 
proposed budget for the National Park 
Service. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, 304 Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, Washington, DC 20510-6150, or 
by email to alli- 
son seyferth@energy.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con- 
tact David Brooks at (202) 224-9863 or 
Allison Seyferth at (202) 224-4905. 


EE 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 9, 2011, at 2:30 p.m., to conduct a 
hearing entitled, “Тһе State of the 
Housing Market.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public 
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Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on March 9, 
2011, at 2:15 p.m. in 50-406. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 

on March 9, 2011, at 9:30 a.m., in 215 

Dirksen Senate Office Building, to con- 

duct a hearing entitled “Тһе Presi- 

dent’s 2011 Trade Agenda.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate, on March 9, 2011, at 10 a.m., in 
room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en- 
titled ‘“‘Oversight of the Department of 

Homeland Security.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Small Business and Entre- 
preneurship be authorized to meet dur- 
ing the session of the Senate on March 

9, 2011, at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL MAN- 
AGEMENT, GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, FED- 
ERAL SERVICES, AND INTERNATIONAL SECU- 
RITY 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com- 

mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs’ Subcommittee on 

Federal Financial Management, Gov- 

ernment Information, Federal Serv- 

ices, and International Security be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 

the Senate on March 9, 2011, at 2:30 

p.m. to conduct a hearing entitled, 

“New Tools for Curbing Waste and 

Fraud in Medicare and Medicaid.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Se 


NATIONAL ASBESTOS AWARENESS 
WEEK 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Judiciary Com- 
mittee be discharged from further con- 
sideration of S. Res. 63 and the Senate 
proceed to its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 63) designating the 
first week of April 2011 as “National Asbes- 
tos Awareness Week.” 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, with no intervening action 
or debate, and that any statements re- 
lating to the measure be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 63) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 63 


Whereas dangerous asbestos fibers are in- 
visible and cannot be smelled or tasted; 

Whereas the inhalation of airborne asbes- 
tos fibers can cause significant damage; 

Whereas asbestos fibers can cause cancer 
such as mesothelioma, asbestosis, and other 
health problems; 

Whereas asbestos-related diseases can take 
10 to 50 years to present themselves; 

Whereas the expected survival time for 
those diagnosed with mesothelioma is be- 
tween 6 and 24 months; 

Whereas generally, little is known about 
late-stage treatment of asbestos-related dis- 
eases, and there is no cure for such diseases; 

Whereas early detection of asbestos-re- 
lated diseases may give some patients in- 
creased treatment options and might im- 
prove their prognoses; 

Whereas the United States has reduced its 
consumption of asbestos substantially, yet 
continues to consume almost 820 metric tons 
of the fibrous mineral for use in certain 
products throughout the Nation; 

Whereas asbestos-related diseases have 
killed thousands of people in the United 
States; 

Whereas exposure to asbestos continues, 
but safety and prevention of asbestos expo- 
sure already has significantly reduced the in- 
cidence of asbestos-related diseases and can 
further reduce the incidence of such diseases; 

Whereas asbestos has been a cause of occu- 
pational cancer; 

Whereas thousands of workers in the 
United States face significant asbestos expo- 
sure; 

Whereas thousands of people in the United 
States die from asbestos-related diseases 
every year; 

Whereas a significant percentage of all as- 
bestos-related disease victims were exposed 
to asbestos on naval ships and in shipyards; 

Whereas asbestos was used in the construc- 
tion of a significant number of office build- 
ings and public facilities built before 1975; 

Whereas people in the small community of 
Libby, Montana, have asbestos-related dis- 
eases at a significantly higher rate than the 
national average and suffer from mesothe- 
lioma at a significantly higher rate than the 
national average; and 

Whereas the establishment of a ‘‘National 
Asbestos Awareness Week” will raise public 
awareness about the prevalence of asbestos- 
related diseases and the dangers of asbestos 
exposure: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates the first week of April 2011 
as ‘‘National Asbestos Awareness Week”’; 

(2) urges the Surgeon General to warn and 
educate people about the public health issue 
of asbestos exposure, which may be haz- 
ardous to their health; and 

(3) respectfully requests that the Secretary 
of the Senate transmit a copy of this resolu- 
tion to the Office of the Surgeon General. 
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AFFIRMING THE IMPORTANCE OF 
EXERCISE AND PHYSICAL ACTIV- 
ITY 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of S. 
Res. 97. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 97) affirming the im- 
portance of exercise and physical activity as 
key components of a healthy lifestyle, in- 
cluding in combating obesity, reducing 
chronic disease, and lowering health care 
costs. 


There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, with no intervening action 
or debate, and that any statements re- 
lating to the measure be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 97) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 97 


Whereas data from the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention indicate that poor 
diet and physical inactivity cause over 
400,000 deaths each year; 

Whereas data from the Department of 
Health and Human Services estimate that 68 
percent of adults and 16.9 percent of children 
of the United States are obese or overweight; 

Whereas obesity is associated with more 
than 30 medical conditions, including cancer, 
diabetes, heart disease, and hypertension; 

Whereas research has clearly demonstrated 
that increased physical activity can play a 
direct role in reducing the incidence of 
chronic diseases, including heart disease and 
diabetes; 

Whereas, given the most recent trends in 
obesity, 1 in 3 children born in the United 
States in 2000 is expected to develop diabetes 
over the course of his or her lifetime; 

Whereas research has estimated that mod- 
erate aerobic exercise lowers the adult risk 
for type 2 diabetes by 58 percent, heart dis- 
ease by 45 percent, colon cancer by up to 50 
percent, and breast cancer by up to 30 per- 
cent; 

Whereas average per capita health spend- 
ing increased by 40 percent during calendar 
years 1997 through 2005, but the average per 
capita spending for the 15 costliest condi- 
tions, all associated with obesity, increased 
55 percent during those calendar years; 

Whereas the potential savings in direct 
medical costs if all inactive American adults 
engaged in regular physical activity could be 
as high as $80,000,000,000; 

Whereas approximately half of the direct 
medical costs associated with diseases that 
stem from obesity and inactivity are paid for 
by the government and the taxpayers of the 
United States through federally funded pro- 
grams, such as Medicaid and Medicare; 

Whereas regular exercise combined with 
reduced caloric intake has been shown to be 
most effective in reducing body mass; 
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Whereas, even if an individual does not 
lose weight, exercise may provide health 
benefits to that individual, including psycho- 
logical benefits such as lower rates of stress 
and anxiety, lower rates of depression, high- 
er self-esteem, and an improved body image; 
and 

Whereas new research shows that financial 
incentives can be used to develop or foster 
good exercise habits: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) affirms the importance of exercise and 
physical activity as key components of a 
healthy lifestyle, including combating obe- 
sity, reducing chronic disease, and lowering 
health care costs; and 

(2) encourages the development of incen- 
tives, including responsible economic incen- 
tives, to promote exercise and a more phys- 
ically active and healthy United States. 


Ee 


UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE- 
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that on Thursday, 
March 10, at 2:15 p.m., the Senate pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
Calendar No. 7; that there be 15 min- 
utes of debate equally divided in the 
usual form; that upon the use or yield- 
ing back of that time, the Senate pro- 
ceed to vote, without intervening ac- 
tion or debate, on Calendar No. 7; that 
the motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid on the table, with no in- 
tervening action or debate; that no fur- 
ther motions be in order; that any 
statements relating to this matter be 
printed in the RECORD and that Presi- 
dent Obama be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action and the Senate 
then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ee 


ORDER OF PROCEDURE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the following Sen- 
ators be recognized as in morning busi- 
ness at the times listed below for the 
purpose of giving their maiden speech- 
es to the Senate: Senator MORAN, 
Thursday, March 10, at 10:30 a.m. for up 
to 15 minutes, and Senator COATS, 
Tuesday, March 15, at 2:15 p.m. for up 
to 30 minutes. I will say, this is his sec- 
ond maiden speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Sa 


ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MARCH 
10, 2011 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
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completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until Thursday, March 10, at 10 
a.m.; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day; that following any leader 
remarks, there be a period for the 
transaction of morning business until 
2:15 p.m., with Senators allowed to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each; that 
at 2:15 p.m., the Senate proceed to ex- 
ecutive session as provided under the 
previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EEE 
PROGRAM 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, at approxi- 
mately 2:30 p.m., the Senate will vote 
on confirmation of the nomination of 
Max Oliver Cogburn, Jr., of North 
Carolina, to be a U.S. District Judge 
for the Western District of North Caro- 
lina. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that 
it adjourn under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:02 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
March 10, 2011, at 10 a.m. 


Ee 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 
THE JUDICIARY 


STEVE SIX, OF KANSAS, TO BE UNITED STATES CIR- 
CUIT JUDGE FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT, VICE DEANELL 
REECE TACHA, RETIRED. 

WILLIAM FRANCIS KUNTZ, II, OF NEW YORK, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN 
DISTRICT OF NEW YORK, VICE NINA GERSHON, RETIRED. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


RONALD W. SHARPE, OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS, TO BE 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF THE 
VIRGIN ISLANDS FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE 
ANTHONY JEROME JENKINS, RESIGNED. 

ROBERT WILLIAM MATHEISON, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES MARSHAL FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF VIRGINIA FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE JOHN 
ROBERTS HACKMAN. 

JUAN MATTOS JR., OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE UNITED 
STATES MARSHAL FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 
FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE JAMES THOMAS 
PLOUSIS, TERM EXPIRED. 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI- 
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. DAVID L. GOLDFEIN 
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IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. DONALD M. CAMPBELL, JR. 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
LT. GEN. JOHN F. KELLY 


IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 


VICE ADM. JOSEPH D. KERNAN 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY RESERVE TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 


CAPT. ALTHEA H. COETZEE 
CAPT. VALERIE K. HUEGEL 


IN THE ARMY 


I HEREBY APPOINT THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS 
IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531 AND 716: 


To be major 


ERIK M. BENDA 
JOHN R. GRABOWSKI 
ANDREW R. HUISMAN 
DONALD P. JOHNSON 
GEORGE P. LEWIS 
SETH D. MIDDLETON 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF 
THE UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT TO 
THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 


To be colonel 


KEVIN B. DENNEHY 
JOHN E. HOEFERT 
ELMON R. KRUPNIK 
LUIS N. MALDONADO 
MARK D. NEWHALL 
GLENDA A. SHEARN 
GREGORY A. THINGVOLD 


IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


STEPHEN J. PARKS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be commander 


HUNG CAO 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 


To be lieutenant commander 
BRANDON M. OBERLING 
To be commander 
WILLIAM A. BROWN, JR 
To be lieutenant commander 


WILLIAM M. HAMMESFAHR 
HARPREET SINGH 


March 9, 2011 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


THE PRESERVATION ОЕ ANTI- 
BIOTICS FOR MEDICAL TREAT- 
MENT ACT 


HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in 
support of The Preservation of Antibiotics for 
Medical Treatment Act. 

Every year, two million Americans acquire 
bacterial infections during their hospital stay, 
and 90,000 will die from them. 70 percent of 
these infections will be resistant to the drugs 
commonly used to treat them. 

Drug resistance prolongs the length, cost, 
and severity of the illness, raising health care 
costs and reducing health outcomes. In the 
1990s, the Institute of Medicine estimated that 
health care costs were upwards of $5 billion; 
more recent cost estimates have climbed even 
higher. According to a recent peer-reviewed 
article published in the Clinical Infectious Dis- 
eases journal, antibiotic resistant infections ex- 
tended hospital stays between six and 13 
days as well as increasing mortality. The re- 
searchers concluded that antibiotic resistance 
costs society over $35 billion nationally. 

Antibiotic resistance is a major public health 
crisis, and yet antibiotics are used regularly 
and with little oversight in agriculture. 

Many of the antibiotics used in agriculture 
as animal feed additives are also used to treat 
humans, including tetracyclines, sulfonamides, 
penicillins, macrolides, aminoglycosides, 
chloramphenicols, and streptogramins. These 
classes of antibiotics are critical to our treat- 
ment of potentially fatal human diseases. 
Tetracyclines, for example, are used to treat 
people potentially exposed to anthrax. 
Macrolides and sulfonamides are used to pre- 
vent secondary infections in patients with 
AIDS and to treat pneumonia in HIV-infected 
patients. Penicillins are used to treat infections 
ranging from strep throat to meningitis. 

Despite their importance to human medi- 
cine, antibiotics are used routinely to promote 
growth in livestock agriculture. According to 
analyses by the Food and Drug Administra- 
tion, 13.1 million kilograms of antibacterial 
drugs were sold for use in livestock and poul- 
try, and 3.3 million kilograms were sold for use 
in humans in 2009. It is unacceptable that 80 
percent of antibacterial drugs were sold for 
use in agriculture in the United States in 
2009—rather than for human health purposes. 

The overuse of antibiotics in agriculture has 
been conclusively shown to harm human 
health. 

A 2002 publication in the Clinical Infectious 
Diseases journal analyzing more than 500 sci- 
entific articles concluded that “many lines of 
evidence link antimicrobial resistant human in- 
fections to food-borne pathogens of animal ori- 
gin.” 


The Institute of Medicine, likewise, con- 
cluded that reducing the agricultural usage of 
antibiotics was necessary. Their 2003 report 
on Microbial Threats to Health concluded, 
“Clearly, a decrease in the inappropriate use 
of antimicrobials in human medicine alone is 
not enough. Substantial efforts must be made 
to decrease inappropriate overuse in animals 
and agriculture as well.” 

Federal agencies, public health organiza- 
tions, and scientists are united by their con- 
cern with the overuse of antibiotics, and its im- 
plications for human health. 

Despite increased attention to the issue, the 
response has been inadequate. Part of the 
problem has been the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration’s, FDA’s, failure to properly address 
the effect of the misuse of animal antibiotics 
on the efficacy of human drugs. 

Although the FDA could withdraw its ap- 
proval for these antibiotics, its record of re- 
viewing currently approved drugs under exist- 
ing procedures indicate that it would take 
nearly a century to remove these medically 
important antibiotics from the feed given to 
food producing animals. In October 2000, for 
example, the FDA began consideration of a 
proposal to withdraw its approval for the thera- 
peutic use of fluoroquinolones in poultry. The 
review, and eventual withdraw of approval, 
took five years to complete. Under its current 
regulations, the FDA must review each class 
of antibiotics separately. 

For this reason, | introduced the Preserva- 
tion of Antibiotics for the Medical Treatment 
Act, PAMTA. 

This legislation would phase out the use of 
the seven classes of medically significant anti- 
biotics that are currently approved for non- 
therapeutic use in animal agriculture. This bill 
only restricts the non-therapeutic use of anti- 
biotics in animals; it does not infringe upon the 
use of these drugs to treat a sick animal. 

Addressing this critical issue is not only im- 
portant for protecting the public’s health, but 
also to ensure that American livestock produc- 
tion remain competitive in international mar- 
kets. 

Nations around the world including those of 
the European Union, New Zealand, Thailand, 
and Korea all have either banned or will begin 
banning the use of antibiotics for the purpose 
of growth promotion in animal feed. Under 
World Trade Organization rules, trading part- 
ners who implement this ban will have the 
right to refuse imports that do not meet this 
standard. Accordingly, if the United States 
does not conduct similar restrictions, but con- 
tinues to allow for the non-therapeutic use of 
antibiotics in livestock, there may be major 
trade and economic implications. 

Limiting antibiotic usage in agriculture is 
eminently practical, as Denmark’s example 
shows. After banning the non-therapeutic 
usage of antibiotics, Denmark increased pro- 
ductivity while lowering antibiotic usage. A re- 
cently published article in the American Jour- 


nal of Veterinary Research evaluated the ef- 
fectiveness of Denmark’s ban on non-thera- 
peutic usage of antibiotics, and determined 
that the ban did not harm agricultural produc- 
tivity. From 1992 to 2008, antimicrobial usage 
per kilogram of pig produced decreased from 
100 to 49—a decrease of more than 50 per- 
cent. At the same time, pig production in- 
creased from 18.4 to 27.1 million pigs—an in- 
crease of 47 percent. This peer-reviewed eval- 
uation reveals that eliminating non-therapeutic 
usage of antibiotics helped position Denmark’s 
agricultural industrially globally. 

The Preservation of Antibiotics for Medical 
Treatment Act, therefore, is an urgent trade 
matter as well as an urgent public health mat- 
ter. 

When we go to the grocery store to pick up 
dinner, we should be able to buy our food 
without the worry that eating it will expose our 
family to potentially deadly bacteria that will no 
longer respond to our medical treatments. Un- 
less we act now, we will unwittingly be permit- 
ting animals to serve as incubators for resist- 
ant bacteria. 

It is time for Congress to stand with sci- 
entists, the World Health Organization, the 
American Medical Association, and the Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences and do something 
to address the spread of resistant bacteria. 
We cannot afford for our medicines to become 
obsolete. 


-r 


HONORING THE LIFE OF MILDRED 
H. BURNETT 


HON. RALPH M. HALL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in honor 
of Mildred H. Burnett, who will be celebrating 
her 100th birthday on March 11 this year. She 
is a woman who has spent her life giving back 
to her community through education and pub- 
lic service. 

A native Texan, Mildred Burnett was born 
on March 11, 1911 to Ulta Thomas Herriage 
and Bessie Farmer Herriage at Prairie Point 
Community, south of Dodd City in Fannin 
County. She grew up with her parents and five 
siblings in Fannin County, Prairie Point Com- 
munity, English Community, Flag Springs, and 
Dodd City. 

Upon graduating from Windom High School 
in 1929, Mrs. Burnett went to East Texas 
State Teachers College in Commerce, Texas 
(now Texas A&M University at Commerce). In 
1939 she began teaching at Flag Springs 
School in Fannin County—a profession she 
devoted herself to for over thirty-nine years, 
teaching grades first through fourth. 

In 1934 Mildred married Noel Y. Burnett. 
The couple celebrated over fifty years of mar- 
riage and was blessed through the birth of 
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their son, Lanny Joe Burnett, born in 1944. 
The family resided on a ranch in Fannin Coun- 
ty, close to where Mildred and Noel had been 
born. 

Mrs. Burnett is a lifelong Southern Baptist 
and is a member at the First Baptist Church 
of Bonham where she taught Sunday School 
classes and Vacation Bible School for over 
fifty years. Known for her charm, generosity of 
spirit and involvement in the community, Mil- 
dred is a member of Delta Kappa Gamma, 
Retired Teachers Association, Texoma Coun- 
cil of Governments, and is a certified Ombuds- 
man for the Texoma Region. Mrs. Burnett vol- 
unteered for the Honey Grove Nursing home 
and was a pink-lady for the Bonham Hospital. 
In 1962, Mildred was presented with a certifi- 
cate at the State FFA Convention for being 
the “Mother of the State FFA President.” 

Mr. Speaker, | ask those present today to 
join me in honoring Mildred Burnett as she 
celebrates her 100th birthday. She has used 
her years well as educator and public servant, 
and | wish her many more blessed years. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, on 
Tuesday, March 8, 2011, | missed rollcall 
votes No. 163 and No. 164 to attend to a fam- 
ily matter. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “yea” on rollcall No. 163 and “yea” on 
rollcall No. 164. 


ee 


EASTERN WASHINGTON RECOG- 
NIZES CITY OF OMAK’S CENTEN- 
NIAL 


HON. CATHY McMORRIS RODGERS 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today in celebration of the 100th birthday 
of the City of Omak—a wonderful community 
in Eastern Washington which І have the privi- 
lege to represent in Congress. 

On February 11, 1911, the City of Omak 
was Officially incorporated, and over the next 
century, this city would grow to be the largest 
in Okanogan County. To be sure, there are 
cities and towns across Washington State 
which have a remarkably rich history. But 
Omak—best known as the “Home of the 
Omak Stampede” and the world famous sui- 
cide race—has an especially rich character, 
reinforced by a hardy people living at the foot 
of the Okanogan Highlands. 

The residents of Omak have already 
marked the centennial with a “Chronicles of 
the Okanogan” book release. And in the next 
few months, the Omak Centennial Committee 
will be organizing more special festivities in- 
cluding a “Paint the Town” interactive art 
event, the showing of the “Paint the Town” 
artwork, an all-class reunion, and a Centen- 
nial-themed Twilight Christmas Parade. 
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On this Centennial, we should all reflect on 
the hard work and dedication of the pioneering 
citizens who founded Omak and have helped 
sustain it for over 100 years. 

Today, | thank and congratulate all of the 
organizers, volunteers, and residents for help- 
ing to mark this important milestone in the 
community’s history. 

In particular, | want to thank Mayor Cindy 
Gagne, City Administrator Ralph Malone, The 
Omak Centennial Committee—including the 
Committee Chair Corina Radford and Treas- 
urer Debbie Lampe—and the event sponsors: 
Havillah Road Printing, RockWall Cellars, the 
Omak Chamber of Commerce, and The 
Omak-Okanogan County Chronicle. Special 
thanks should also go to the Okanogan Coun- 
ty Society and Heatherdale’s Frame Shop. 

Because of them—and many others—the 
future of Omak is in good hands. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. RICHARD L. HANNA 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoid- 
ably absent for votes. Had | been present, | 
would have voted “yes” on rollcall votes 163 
and 164. 


a 


HONORING THE LIFE OF GLENDA 
CULPEPPER 


HON. RALPH M. HALL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in honor 
of Glenda Culpepper, who will receive the 
2011 Lifetime Achievement Award from the 
Whitesboro Area Chamber of Commerce on 
March 25th, 2012. 

Mrs. Culpepper’s tremendous contributions 
to her community go above and beyond the 
call of duty. She began volunteering as a 
young wife and mother, serving in her church 
and multiple civic organizations. This is a life- 
style she has led for over forty years. 

Glenda Culpepper has donated her own 
time and personal resources over the years, 
working with school organizations and booster 
clubs, even opening her home to host foreign 
exchange and college students. In her church, 
she served as a children and youth worker, 
camp counselor, Vacation Bible School coordi- 
nator, and volunteer in the church nursery. 

A charter member of a women’s service or- 
ganization in 1971, which was part of the 
Texas Federation of Women’s Clubs, Mrs. 
Culpepper has held various offices within the 
club and has worked to raise money to pro- 
vide scholarships for local students. 

On the Whitesboro Library Board, which 
Mrs. Culpepper served on for twenty years, 
she provided input and direction, volunteered 
at book sales, summer camps, special presen- 
tations, and library events. 

Glenda has also served on the Whitesboro 
Chamber of Commerce for over twenty-five 
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years, where she has served multiple terms 
on the Board of Directors, been honored as a 
Lifetime Member of the Chamber, and named 
Director Emeritus. She has served several 
terms as the Vice President of Membership 
Development, and has served on most cham- 
ber committees at least once. 

Glenda Culpepper’s life reflects one of self- 
less dedication to the betterment of others and 
her community. She leads by example, both in 
the public eye and behind the scenes. Her ini- 
tiative, patience, and tireless effort make her 
more than deserving of the Lifetime Achieve- 
ment Award. Mr. Speaker, | ask those present 
today to join me in honoring this woman for 
her service and leadership. 


EE 


HONORING THE YEARS OF SERV- 
ICE BY LILLIAN GATTIE TO THE 
GUNNER FAMILY AND GEORGE 
ANDROS 


HON. JIM COSTA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the outstanding service and dedication 
of Lillian Gattie, who has worked for the Gun- 
ner family in California’s Central Valley for 75 
years. 

Born June 1, 1917 to Italian immigrants, Lil- 
lian was raised on a 20 acre farm outside of 
Clovis where she stills resides to this day. It 
was on the farm that Lillian learned the values 
of hard work and loyalty that would serve her 
well in her future career. After graduating from 
Clovis High School in 1935, Lillian completed 
business school in Fresno. 

Lillian began her 75 years of service to the 
Gunner family on March 1, 1936 in an office 
position with the Mission Bell Wine Company, 
where Vas Gunner was Vice President of 
Sales. Lillian continued to work for Vas Gun- 
ner when he later formed the Argun Wine 
Company, a successful wine distributer. Lillian 
was essential in handling everything from or- 
ders to accounting. As Vas Gunner continued 
to expand his business, Lillian’s responsibil- 
ities grew as well. 

In the late sixties, Vas’ son Richard 
partnered with George Andros to form Gunner 
and Andros Investments. Again, Lillian’s duties 
expanded to meet the ever growing demands 
of the company. With Lillian’s help and dedica- 
tion to hard work, the company has grown into 
one of Fresno’s leaders in commercial real es- 
tate construction and management. 

In 2006, Lillian was quoted in the Fresno 
Bee, “Why would | want to quit? . . . I still 
really enjoy working, it keeps me going.” As a 
testament to her work ethic, Lillian reports to 
work at 9 a.m. on the dot, just as she has for 
the past 75 years. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing the hard work and dedication 
that Lillian Gattie has shown throughout her 
many years of service to the Gunner Family 
and George Andros. | congratulate her on her 
years of dedicated and successful work in our 
Valley. 
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INTRODUCTION OF THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA LOCAL FUNDS 
CONTINUATION ACT 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
offer the District of Columbia Local Funds 
Continuation Act, to permanently protect both 
the 600,000 residents of the District of Colum- 
bia and the Federal Government from an unin- 
tended catastrophe in any future Federal Gov- 
ernment shutdown. The bill would allow the 
District to spend its local funds at the start of 
a fiscal year if Congress has not approved the 
District's budget by such time and thereby 
avoid a District government shutdown if the 
Federal Government shuts down. Although the 
District raises and manages its own $8 billion 
budget, Congress technically appropriates 
these local funds back to the District, a hold- 
over and throwback to the pre-home-rule pe- 
riod. Several years ago, Republican appropri- 
ators and | reached a bipartisan agreement to 
approve the District’s local budget in the first 
continuing resolution, CR, allowing the District 
to spend at next year’s level, if Congress has 
not passed the District's regular appropriation 
bill by the start of the fiscal year. We are 
grateful that this agreement has held through 
Democratic and Republican congresses and 
administrations. This agreement has enabled 
the District to operate its complex big-city 
functions more effectively than during the 
many years when the city’s local budget was 
only approved months after the start of the fis- 
cal year. 

However, this year we see the limits of even 
this helpful agreement. As | speak, if the Fed- 
eral Government shuts down when the current 
fiscal year 2011 CR expires on March 18, 
2011, the District government would shut 
down as well, even though the city’s local 
budget was forwarded to Congress on time 
last year. | am working with our Senate allies 
to permit the District to spend its local funds 
for the remainder of fiscal year 2011, but, re- 
gardless of whether the Federal Government 
shuts down this year, a permanent solution 
has become necessary to avoid disruptive, un- 
intended consequences. The District of Co- 
lumbia Budget Autonomy Act, to end the anti- 
democratic anachronism of Congress appro- 
priating to the District its own local funds in 
the first place, is, of course, the best long-term 
solution, but today’s bill is a critical stopgap 
measure. 

The District urgently needs relief now be- 
cause even more is at stake than the ces- 
sation of vital municipal services. If the District 
shuts down, it could default under certain fi- 
nancing agreements and leases. When Con- 
gress cannot reach agreement on regular ap- 
propriation bills, it often operates under suc- 
cessive CRs to avoid a Federal Government 
shutdown. However, successive CRs greatly 
hinder the operations of the District. Not only 
do they make it difficult for the city to plan its 
activities for the year, successive CRs greatly 
increase the city’s costs of doing business. 
The city’s partners, from Wall Street to small 
vendors, may charge it a risk premium due to 
the uncertainty created by successive CRs. 
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Members who were not here during the last 
Federal Government shutdown аге probably 
unaware that the District government was 
forced to shut down, too. The District govern- 
ment had passed its budget months earlier, 
but Congress had not yet voted for final ap- 
proval. | am grateful that after the first of sev- 
eral government shutdowns and partial shut- 
downs, Speaker Newt Gingrich and | worked 
together to ensure that the District remained 
operating. 

Disputes over the Federal budget have 
nothing to do with the District’s local funds. | 
do not believe that any Member wants to shut 
down the D.C. government and bring a large, 
complicated city to its knees because of a 
purely Federal matter. Moreover, D.C. resi- 
dents are not alone in relying on vital District 
services. Federal officials, including the Presi- 
dent, Federal buildings, foreign embassies and 
dignitaries, and businesses rely daily on the 
city’s services, as well. 

It is time we remove the District and the 
multiple, unintended consequences of a Dis- 
trict government shutdown from Federal Gov- 
ernment shutdown controversies. | urge my 
colleagues to support the bill. 


a 


HONORING THE 100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF MOUNTAIN LAKES, 
NEW JERSEY 


HON. RODNEY P. FRELINGHUYSEN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in honor of the Borough of Mountain 
Lakes, in Morris County, New Jersey, which is 
celebrating its 100th Anniversary in 2011. 

From its inception, Mountain Lakes, a com- 
munity in my congressional district, has pro- 
moted family life and interaction with nature. 

In 1910, Mountain Lakes was just rural 
woodland owned by a handful of families. The 
following decade, however, changed Mountain 
Lakes forever. Developers urbanized the hills, 
woods, swamps and boulders of Mountain 
Lakes to create a neighborhood where fami- 
lies could enjoy the nature, recreation and 
simple pleasures of life. The plan also in- 
cluded two manmade lakes, to provide out- 
door swimming and boating for the commu- 
nity. By late 1912, the railroad station was 
completed and with a train line to New York, 
growth and prosperity soon followed. 

Unusual about this community is the nearly 
500 homes that were built by one developer. 
Today, 454 of these homes remain standing, 
making them one of the largest collections of 
Craftsman-influenced houses in the United 
States. 

Along with their respect for their architec- 
tural history, comes Mountain Lakes’ apprecia- 
tion for education. Its schools provide area 
students with the foundation they need for a 
successful future. Mountain Lakes High 
School is often ranked as a top school by New 
Jersey Monthly. The Lake Drive School for the 
Deaf and Hard of Hearing and the Craig 
School are two schools that offer education to 
students with special needs. 

The developers’ vision for this community 
has survived to the present. The natural and 
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architectural character that was constructed in 
the early 20th century is still a key feature 
“Lakers” appreciate today. And, with its nat- 
ural beauty, picturesque location and charm, 
Mountain Lakes still attracts residents who 
enjoy outdoor activities and community in- 
volvement. 

Today, the grand gardens have been sim- 
plified, houses renovated, but still the essential 
character remains. The rustic suburb of Moun- 
tain Lakes has maintained its unique character 
and environment created in the two decades 
following its founding. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask you and my colleagues 
to join me in congratulating the Borough of 
Mountain Lakes as they celebrate their 100th 
Anniversary. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE OF CLIFFORD 
О. POUNDS 


HON. RALPH M. HALL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the life of Clifford O. Pounds of Emory, 
Texas, who passed away on July 31, 2010 at 
the age of eighty-nine. My staff апа | are sad- 
dened that we were unable to obtain a Purple 
Heart medal for Mr. Pounds. He is among an 
unknown number of veterans who sustained 
serious injuries on the battlefields of the world, 
yet did not receive the medal—some because 
a tragic fire at the St. Louis, Missouri National 
Personnel Records Center burned 80% of the 
veterans’ records and thereby erased the 
proof of them having earned the proper 
award—or some, like Clifford Pounds, who 
didn’t complain of serious injuries sustained in 
battle, especially during the battle for control 
of North Africa against a German commander 
dubbed the “Desert Fox” who led the then 
great and feared “Afrika Korps’—one of the 
greatest battles of WWII. 

Clifford was born to John Clovis Pounds 
and Mary Oneida Pounds on September 10, 
1921 in Yantis, Texas. He attended school at 
Emory High School before attending the Sheet 
Metal Workers Trade School in Corpus Christi. 
The skills he developed there were something 
he would continue to use for the benefit of 
others his entire life. 

Mr. Pounds was inducted into the Army Air 
Force on September 24, 1942 at the age of 
22. A decorated World War 11 veteran, he 
served his country with the 34th Depot Repair 
Squadron where his talent as a sheet metal 
worker was used to repair bullet ridden 
planes. 

The records reflect that Mr. Pounds fought 
alongside his Squadron in the Rome-Arno, 
Naples-Foggia, Po Valley and Southern 
France battles and campaigns. He also spent 
several months in North Africa fighting the 
German Afrika Korps commanded by Field 
Marshal Erwin Rommel. While serving in North 
Africa, Mr. Pounds suffered wounds from a 
German bomb that landed and exploded ap- 
proximately twenty feet from him. Large pieces 
of hot flak imbedded into his back, and his hip 
was crushed resulting in a permanent limp. 
His family gave us these direct quotations— 
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made by Mr. Pounds—and we have no reason 
to doubt the veracity of his description of his 
wounds, nor his reason for not obtaining med- 
ical information. 

Following medical treatment by a British 
doctor, he served three additional years before 
being honorably discharged. Mr. Pounds was 
among the brave and compassionate soldiers 
who stormed the Nazi Concentration camps, 
rescuing and liberating their victims. In addi- 
tion, he was also responsible for guarding 
German prisoners, and rounding up the Ger- 
man citizens surrounding those camps. 

Upon time of discharge in October of 1945, 
| am told that when asked if he received any 
wounds, Mr. Pounds humbly declined to dis- 
close his injuries. He considered his own 
wounds sustained at the beginning of his mili- 
tary service insubstantial in light of what he 
witnessed in war—comrades who lost their 
lives, and the atrocities he observed at the 
concentration camps. War decorations award- 
ed to Mr. Pounds include the Good Conduct 
Metal and the EAMET Ribbon (“Europe-Africa- 
Middle Eastern Campaign”). However, be- 
cause Mr. Pounds did not complain about his 
war injuries, and no medical records from the 
British doctor who operated on his back exist, 
Mr. Pounds has yet to receive a much-de- 
served Purple Heart. My staff and | attempted 
to acquire first-hand accounts from fellow sol- 
diers who could formally verify his wounds. 
We were unable to contact the veterans Mr. 
Pounds served with from Emory, or his com- 
rades he fought alongside, due to the fact that 
they preceded him in death. 

On March 16, 1973 Clifford O. Pounds mar- 
ried Evelyn Mayfield in Corpus Christi. A de- 
voted husband and family man, he celebrated 
thirty-seven years of marriage with his wife, 
during which time they were blessed with six 
children. 

Clifford Pounds was also known as a man 
of deep faith and quiet leadership. He was a 
member of the Church of Christ, taught bible 
study classes, and could be found daily read- 
ing his bible in his family’s dining room every 
morning. Staying “behind the scenes,” he pre- 
ferred to quietly help those in need rather than 
seek out credit for his actions. If an elderly or 
disabled person needed home repairs, he 
would readily offer his services until the repair 
was complete. It was also not uncommon for 
him to answer a 1:00 or 2:00 phone call in the 
morning just to be a sympathetic ear for 
someone needing to talk. 

Clifford O. Pounds is preceded in death by 
his sisters, Joy Sickles and Mary Jo Hart, and 
his son, Russell Cole. He is survived by his 
wife Evelyn; their children Sheron McCain, 
Dell Pounds, Donna Draudt, Lisa Preuss, and 
Mike Pounds; as well as seven grandchildren 
and eight great-grandchildren. 

Mr. Pounds was such a kind and deserving 
man and veteran, that | was proud to search 
and search for the proof required, and am so 
disappointed that | am still working for his Pur- 
ple Heart award. 

Clifford Pounds was an American patriot 
and man of faith who lived with honor and in- 
tegrity. He had a compassionate heart for 
those less fortunate, and gave generously of 
himself in all aspects of his life. It has pained 
me to know how entitled Mr. Pounds was to 
receive his Purple Heart, but | am proud to 
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have gone the last mile trying to get the award 
to one so deserving. | am personally ac- 
quainted with the Pounds family, and we all 
know that although | was unable to get testi- 
mony for presentation for the Purple Heart, 
that on the 31st of July, 2010—the date of his 
death—we said goodbye to a great American, 
a great patriot, and a loving husband, father 
and grandparent to those who loved him. God, 
and those buddies he served with, know of his 
sacrifices. Though he will probably never re- 
ceive a Purple Heart award, he proudly walks 
those streets paved with gold, and he will al- 
ways be remembered as a fiercely loyal sol- 
dier, a true and loving family man, and a Red, 
White and Blue American that we will never 
forget. Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues 
present today to join me in honoring this un- 
sung American hero, Mr. Clifford O. Pounds. 


a 


RECOGNIZING TAIWAN’S 20TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF THE STRAIT EX- 
CHANGE FOUNDATION 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, recently we have 
seen many breakthroughs in cross-strait rela- 
tions: direct, scheduled flights, direct shipping 
and postal services, a framework for financial 
cooperation and investment. On June 29, 
2010 Taiwan and Mainland China signed the 
historic Economic Cooperation Framework 
Agreement (ECFA) in Chongqing, China. At 
the moment, Taiwan’s Strait Exchange Foun- 
dation (SEF) and Mainland’s Association for 
Relations Across the Taiwan Strait (ARATS) 
are discussing and exploring further measures 
to improve cross-strait relations. 

It is apparent to the international community 
that the tone of Taiwan-mainland relations has 
improved significantly. With the conclusion of 
numerous cross-strait agreements, economic 
and cultural ties between Taiwan and main- 
land China can be expected to grow in the fu- 
ture. | am happy to see increased stability in 
the Taiwan Strait and upsurge in Taiwan- 
mainland economic, cultural апа people-to- 
people contacts. 

Mr. Speaker, these acheivements would not 
have been possible without the hard work of 
President Ma Ying-jeou and the leaders of 
Taiwan’s Mainland Affairs Council (MAC) and 
the Straits Exchange Foundation. On the 20th 
anniversary of the founding of the Straits Ex- 
change Foundation, | applaud the courage 
shown by President Ma in taking steps to im- 
prove cross-strait relations. 

Again, on this anniversary, it is my belief 
that future stability in the strait will depend on 
open dialogue between Taiwan and Mainland 
China, free of force and intimidation and con- 
sistent with Taiwan’s flourishing democracy. In 
order for Taiwan to deal with Mainland China 
confidently, Taiwan needs to be confident in 
its role in the international community, its abil- 
ity to defend itself and its place in the global 
economy. 

The United States must continue to support 
Taiwan’s meaningful participation in inter- 
national organizations. We must help Taiwan 
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feel that it has the physical capacity to resist 
intimidation by selling defense articles and 
services to Taiwan, consistent with the Taiwan 
Relations Act (TRA). Lastly, we must explore 
new initiatives to expand our economic rela- 
tionship with Taiwan. 


EE 


CONGRATULATORY REMARKS FOR 
THE SAFE RETURN OF SPACE 
SHUTTLE “DISCOVERY” 


HON. SANDY ADAMS 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mrs. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
welcome home the Space Shuttle Discovery 
and its crew of six from the STS-133 mission. 
The Space Shuttle Discovery landed safely at 
Kennedy Space Center located in Florida’s 
24th Congressional District this morning. The 
brave astronauts of Discovery spent 13 days 
in Space and delivered their payload to the 
International Space Station flawlessly. 

This is the final flight of the Space Shuttle 
Discovery and with its now 39th successful 
mission since 1984, including the delivery of 
the Hubble Space Telescope and the Ulysses 
robotic probe, we will bid farewell to the most 
traveled spacecraft in our fleet. Discovery has 
carried over 180 courageous astronauts to 
space including the first female shuttle com- 
mander and shuttle pilot in history and has 
been a symbol of space exploration and tech- 
nological innovation for decades. 

| offer my congratulations on a job well done 
to Commander Steve Lindsey, Pilot Eric Boe, 
and Mission Specialists Alvin Drew, Steve 
Bowen, Michael Barratt, and Nicole Stott. 
They are true American heroes and pioneers 
in the race for discovery and exploration. Wel- 
come home team. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE NATIONAL 
GROUND WATER ASSOCIATION 


HON. PATRICK J. TIBERI 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure for 
me to recognize the efforts of the National 
Ground Water Association (NGWA), which is 
headquartered in my district in Westerville, 
Ohio. NGWA is sponsoring National Ground 
Water Awareness Week which began on 
March 6. Each year, this event puts the na- 
tional spotlight on a critically important issue, 
the preservation and protection of groundwater 
for human and environmental purposes. 

National Ground Water Awareness Week is 
the pinnacle of NGWA’s year-round effort to 
educate the public about proper groundwater 
and water well stewardship. For private house- 
hold well owners, stewardship includes regu- 
larly testing their well water quality and treat- 
ing it if necessary. An estimated 95 percent of 
America’s available fresh water is in the form 
of groundwater. 

NGWA is a nonprofit organization composed 
of more than 12,000 U.S. and international 
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groundwater professionals—contractors, 
equipment manufacturers, suppliers, scientists, 
and engineers—is dedicated to advancing 
groundwater knowledge. NGWA’s vision is to 
be the leading groundwater association that 
advocates the responsible development, man- 
agement, and use of water. 

Association members will be using Ground 
Water Awareness Week to participate in a va- 
riety of activities and events. | want to thank 
them for their efforts to preserve, protect and 
safely utilize this most valuable resource. 


ANGIE GIARRATANO TRIBUTE 


HON. SCOTT R. TIPTON 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Мг. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Angie Giarratano of Pueblo, Colo- 
rado. Before her passing, she was a philan- 
thropist and longtime leader in her community. 
She raised thousands of dollars for various 
charities and brought recognition to a number 
of other causes. 

In addition to her philanthropic work, Ms. 
Giarratano worked full time, raised two chil- 
dren and was an active member of her 
church. She also was a grandmother to four 
and great-grandmother to five. Her husband, 
John Giarratano, was a World War II hero who 
played an important role in the D-Day inva- 
sion. After the war, he became a small busi- 
ness owner and, like his wife, was a key lead- 
er in the community. Family was an important 
part of Ms. Giarratano’s life and was one of 
the reasons she became such a valuable cit- 
izen of Pueblo. While raising a family, she vol- 
unteered for the Rocky Mountain Chapter of 
the Alzheimer’s Association and was very ac- 
tive in the American Cancer Society. Ms. 
Giarratano also worked as the collection man- 
ager for the Pueblo Credit and Collection Bu- 
reau. 

Mr. Speaker, | am proud of Angie 
Giarratano and her family’s legacy. It is an 
honor to recognize her life today. 


a 


IN REMEMBRANCE OF DANIEL 
KANE 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor and remembrance of Daniel Kane, who 
devoted his life to the assistance of others and 
to improving the well being of the Cleveland 
community. 

Daniel was born and raised in Slavic Vil- 
lage, in the very same house his mother had 
been raised. Through his commitment to serv- 
ing others, he helped bring about several sig- 
nificant improvements within the community. 
He founded the Morgana little league, which 
provided the youth of his community an oppor- 
tunity to participate in America’s pastime, 
baseball. He also established the first commu- 
nity garden for Slavic Village, which would 
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eventually be named in honor and recognition 
of his hard work. 

Daniel’s devotion to his community and 
country was apparent from the early years of 
his life. He served his country in the Second 
World War, risking life and limb. After the war 
he began to work for the Cleveland Division of 
Police as a patrolman and would eventually 
work his way up to the rank of detective. He 
retired from the force in 1978, but could not be 
separated from his devotion to the community. 
He continued to serve as an Investigative 
Counselor for the Cleveland Board of Edu- 
cation. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in remembering the distinguished life of Daniel 
Kane, whose legacy of community involve- 
ment is admirable. | extend my deepest and 
sincerest condolences to his wife Yolanda and 
his children, Diane, Donna and Daniel Jr. 


EEE 
A TRIBUTE TO THE FOLSOM HIGH 
SCHOOL VARSITY FOOTBALL 


TEAM ON THEIR 2010 CIF STATE 
CHAMPIONSHIP WIN 


HON. DANIEL E. LUNGREN 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to pay tribute to the Fol- 
som High School Bulldogs Varsity Football 
Team for their 2010 CIF Division II State 
Championship win on December 18, 2010. 

With their win at the CIF Division II State 
Championship in Carson, against Serra High 
School of Gardena, the team joins the level of 
elite high school football teams in the State. 
Their win is a source of pride for the students, 
faculty, and the alumni of Folsom High School, 
as well as the residents of Folsom. 

The Bulldogs had an impressive season in 
which they attained a 14-1 record. Along the 
road to the State Championship, the Folsom 
Bulldogs had one of the greatest playoff runs 
in Section history. After defeating a solid 6—4 
Roseville team 56—13 in the first round, the 
Bulldogs then steamrolled the 10-1 Vacaville 
Bulldogs 75-6 in round two. In the Section 
Semi-finals the Folsom Bulldogs traveled to 
Atwater to face the 12-0 Buhach Colony 
Thunder. The Bulldogs defeated the Thunder 
55-20. In front of a record crowd of 20,000 
plus fans, the Bulldogs battled the nationally 
ranked Grant Pacers to a 41-20 victory and 
the Division 11 Section Championship. Winning 
the Section Championship in the toughest divi- 
sion in the San Joaquin Section and finishing 
the season with a 13-1 record earned the Fol- 
som Bulldogs a State Bowl berth. This set the 
matchup between the 13-1 Folsom Bulldogs 
and the 14-0 Serra Cavaliers in the Division 
Il State Championship. The Serra Cavaliers 
came into the State Championship game with 
a 29-game winning streak. The Folsom Bull- 
dogs proved to be too much for the Cavaliers 
as the Folsom Bulldogs rolled to a 48—20 vic- 
tory. This earned the Folsom Bulldogs their 
first State Championship and a number 5 Na- 
tional Ranking by MaxPreps. 

In their 5 postseason games the Folsom 
Bulldogs faced teams with a combined record 
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of 55-5 and outscored them 275-79. This is 
an amazing feat by an amazing team. 
Postseason awards include Dano Graves win- 
ning the title of Cal-Hi State Football Player of 
the Year and the MaxPreps National Player of 
the Year. Coach Kris Richardson has been 
honored as the Nike and MaxPreps Division II 
State Coach of the Year. 


This team represents heart, strength, deter- 
mination, and resilience. | commend Coach 
Kris Richardson for his leadership throughout 
the season, and applaud him and his fellow 
coaches for keeping the team focused and de- 
termined to achieve their goal of a state cham- 
pionship. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the accomplishments of the 
Folsom High School Varsity Football Team. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING MR. LANE 
TOKITA FOR HIS COMMITMENT 
TO THE CLOSE UP WASHINGTON 
CIVIC EDUCATION PROGRAM 


HON. MAZIE K. HIRONO 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Mr. Lane Tokita, an outstanding 
A.P. History teacher at Kauai High School in 
my district. Mr. Tokita is in Washington this 
week with his high school students for the 
Close Up Washington Civic Education Pro- 
gram. The Close Up Foundation is presenting 
him with an award for his dedication to the 
program over many years. 


Mr. Tokita’s students report that his history 
class is tough but fair. He instills his students 
with the philosophy that “Quitting is not an op- 
tion!” | experienced first-hand Mr. Tokita’s ef- 
fectiveness as a teacher when | visited his 
class. The students impressed me with their 
enthusiasm and lively participation. 


Mr. Tokita is a strong supporter of this pro- 
gram to give students a first-hand experience 
with democracy in our Nation’s capital. Using 
the Close Up curriculum—tied to state history 
standards—Mr. Tokita helps his students un- 
derstand how our democracy works, and in- 
spires them to become more active in their 
school and community. 


Over 95 percent of the program’s 500,000 
participants have reported that the program 
helped them better understand their roles as 
citizens. 


| salute Mr. Tokita for his dedication to pro- 
viding a well-rounded civic education for his 
students. | have requested to have a flag 
flown over the U.S. Capitol in his honor. 

Congratulations to Mr. Tokita and the many 


students he has helped influence over the 
years. 
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THE VOLUNTARY STATE DIS- 
COUNT PRESCRIPTION DRUG 
PLAN ACT OF 2011 


HON. CHRIS VAN HOLLEN 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | ат 
pleased to introduce, along with my colleague, 
Representative CHELLIE PINGREE, the Vol- 
untary State Discount Prescription Drug Plan 
Act of 2011—a completely voluntary, common- 
sense way to offer prescription drugs at afford- 
able prices to millions of Americans currently 
struggling without prescription drug coverage. 

With the enactment of the Affordable Care 
Act, millions of uninsured Americans will gain 
access to health insurance and prescription 
drug coverage. However, the expansion of 
coverage won't happen until 2014. 

In the meantime, high prescription drug 
costs will continue to be a burden for millions 
of Americans. This legislation would enable 
states, at their option, to create state discount 
prescription drug plans that extend Medicaid- 
negotiated rebates to citizens up to 300 per- 
cent of the poverty line and thereby provide 
discounts of roughly 40 percent to 50 million 
uninsured Americans—all at their local phar- 
macies. Just like HMOs and insurance plans 
in the private sector, participating states would 
simply leverage their purchasing power to se- 
cure better prices on behalf of their citizens. In 
that regard, our bill would explicitly authorize 
recent prescription drug affordability initiatives 
in states like Maryland, Maine, and Vermont 
by removing barriers that have to date not 
been embraced by the Centers for Medicare 
and Medicaid Services. 

In 2005, my home state of Maryland passed 
a state discount prescription drug plan law 
with the near unanimous support of our Gen- 
eral Assembly and our then Republican Gov- 
ernor Robert Ehrlich. Unfortunately, that plan 
was subsequently blocked by the Bush Admin- 
istration for reasons that have never been 
credibly explained. As a result, the broad bi- 
partisan will of our state has been thwarted 
and hundreds of thousands of Marylanders 
have been deprived of needed access to af- 
fordable prescription drugs. In fact, according 
to an analysis of U.S. Census data conducted 
by Families USA and the Center for Policy Al- 
ternatives, an estimated half million Maryland- 
ers would become eligible for immediate pre- 
scription drug price relief under this legislation. 

Since these plans are created at the state 
level, we don’t believe states should have to 
ask the federal government's permission іп 
order to establish them. For that reason, our 
legislation makes clear that Maryland—and 
any other state that chooses—can set up a 
state discount prescription drug plan without 
petitioning CMS for a Section 1115 waiver. 
Additionally, since these plans rely on govern- 
ment purchasing power rather than govern- 
ment outlays to produce price discounts, we 
remove CMS’s somewhat contrived require- 
ment that states expend some undefined 
amount of their own money as part of these 
plans. Beyond modest administrative costs, it 
simply isn’t necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation represents a 
significant opportunity to empower states to 
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deliver prescription drug affordability to mil- 
lions of our citizens who don’t currently have 
it. | hope Congress seizes this opportunity, 
and | invite my colleagues’ support. 


EE 


IN HONOR OF THOMAS G. 
MASARYK 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of Thomas G. Masaryk and in com- 
memoration of the statue that is being dedi- 
cated in his honor at the Bohemian National 
Hall in Cleveland. 

Thomas Masaryk was both the founder and 
the first president of the Czechoslovak Repub- 
lic. The Czechoslovak Republic was estab- 
lished in 1918 in the aftermath of the First 
World War; Thomas made two visits to Cleve- 
land in his lifetime, one in 1902 and another 
in 1918 where he spoke at the National Bohe- 
mian Hall. 

The statue is a plaster cast of a similar stat- 
ue that is located in the Czech Cultural Gar- 
den at Rockefeller Park. The statue’s curator, 
Frank L. Jarouch, has been a Cleveland resi- 
dent all of his life and originally dedicated the 
statue to the Czech Garden in 1961. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please rise 
with me today in honor and recognition of the 
dedication of this statue of Thomas G. Masa- 
ryk. It is a benefit to the community that 
stands in memory of a man who chose to 
make a difference with his life. 


ee 


THE FEDERAL FIREFIGHTER 
FLEXIBILITY AND FAIRNESS ACT 


HON. JOHN Р. SARBANES 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to re-introduce the Federal Firefighter Flexi- 
bility and Fairness Act which passed the 
House of Representatives by voice vote in the 
111th Congress. This legislation would correct 
a longstanding disparity between professional 
firefighters who are employed by States, coun- 
ties, or municipalities and Federal firefighters. 

In 1985, Congress amended the Fair Labor 
Standards Act so that firefighters around the 
country could engage in a practice called 
“trade time.” Trade time allows two fire- 
fighters, solely at their option and with the ap- 
proval of their supervisor, to trade shifts with- 
out affecting the pay of either firefighter. The 
Congress made this change because fire- 
fighters work uncommon schedules involving 
24-hour shifts and 72-hour workweeks, fol- 
lowed by a period of time away from the fire- 
house. Trade time enables firefighters to meet 
personal obligations such as attending a 
child’s birthday or assisting a sick family mem- 
ber without exhausting their annual leave. It 
also ensures that firehouses across the coun- 
try can maintain staffing requirements and 
keep our communities safe. 
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Federal firefighters are not covered under 
the Fair Labor Standards Act and therefore 
have been ineligible for trade time. | am re- 
introducing this legislation to amend Federal 
employee labor law to fix this problem. 

Federal firefighters work side-by-side with 
their non-federal colleagues, so this is an 
issue of equity. Correcting this inequity will 
help Federal agencies recruit and retain fire- 
fighters. Just like other firefighters, Federal 
firefighters risk their lives on a daily basis. 
They also accept the irregular hours that their 
jobs require. This legislation merely gives 
them some modest flexibility to balance that ir- 
regularity and meet their family obligations. 

| hope my colleagues will support this bipar- 
tisan commonsense legislation. 


aE 


THE RED ROUTE HIGHWAY 
THROUGH THE TOWN OF GARNER 


HON. RENEE L. ELLMERS 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mrs. ELLMERS. Mr. Speaker, the Army 
Corps of Engineers is working to put a high- 
way straight through the town of Garner, in my 
district, slicing it in half. 

| rise today for the Town of Garner, whose 
voices must be heard. 

The Red Route would pass through the liv- 
ing room of Brenda and Jerry Summer, older 
residents whose children and grandchildren 
have moved back to Garner to be close to 
them. 

They say it will be the worst thing in the 
world if they had to move, and have no idea 
where they would go. Heartbroken, is how 
Mrs. Summer described the situation. 

| rise for the seniors at the Village at 
Aversboro that moved in with the confidence 
they are buying their final home. 

Instead, they’re being put through an emo- 
tional period of stress, not knowing where 
they’ll end up. 

| stand for the thousands of families that 
would be displaced and have to find new 
homes. 

| rise for the 140 year old Springfield Baptist 
Church, and the 2,000 parishioners, who 
would literally lose all of their property which 
is some fifty acres of land. 

All because of the Clean Water Act and the 
Army Corps refusal to remove the Red Line 
from consideration. 

The oppressive regulations under the Clean 
Water Act are stifling economic growth and job 
creation. 

The Act allows a Dwarf Wedge Muscle and 
a portion of wetlands to paralyze a town and 
displace countless families and businesses. 

It gives the Army Corps of Engineers the 
power to stop development and job growth in 
their tracks. 

The situation is especially frustrating since 
the North Carolina Department of Transpor- 
tation and the North Carolina Turnpike Author- 
ity say they will never build the highway. 

Even though the road is not a real option, 
the Army Corps insists on moving forward, 
spending hundreds of thousands in taxpayer 
dollars to study road that will never be built. 
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Meanwhile, the town of Garner is “Closed 
for Business” and economically crippled as 
the state spends years studying a road with 
no future. 


I’m пої saying the highway should not be 
built. 


I’m simply asking why the federal govern- 
ment is spending millions in tax payer dollars 
on a road with no future. 


Common sense dictates the Army Corps 
should find a viable option. 


Common sense dictates the Army Corps 
should remove the Red Line from the Map 
today. 


As this map demonstrates, other options are 
much less destructive and even less costly to 
build. 


These options do not split a town in half and 
should be studied in place of the Red Line. 


The North Carolina Turnpike Authority has 
already dropped three other options from con- 
sideration because of public protests in those 
towns about the potential harm to the commu- 
nity. 

As each day goes by, Garner loses millions 
of dollars. 


Garner stands to lose a project worth $9 
million in investments and hundreds of jobs. 


Investors are literally walking away while the 
town stands in limbo, a hostage to a heavy 
handed government agency. 


Further, the proposed route would cut 
across several tributaries flowing into Lake 
Benson, a major source of drinking water for 
Garner. 


Runoff from the road would empty into the 
lake, increasing sedimentation and the risk of 
other pollutants. 


With unemployment in my district at almost 
10%, the federal government should get out of 
the way and let businesses grow. 


It's disappointing that the Army Corps, at 
the behest of Washington regulators, would 
consider the interests of a few tiny mussels 
ahead of the interests of the people of Garner. 


The Orange Route is the original plan pro- 
posed and has been on the map for nearly 
two decades. 


In Garner, millions of dollars in investments 
and thousands of jobs would be lost. 


Twenty-six commercial lots will be de- 
stroyed, with a total tax value of over $30 mil- 
lion. 


Approximately 510 residential lots in Garner 
representing a tax value of over $106 million 
would be leveled. 


| came to Washington to stop out of control 
spending and waste and remove job-killing 
regulations. It didn’t take long to find examples 
of waste and job-killing regulations right here 
in our district with the continued study of this 
“Red Line.” This option must be taken off the 
map so Garner can begin growing again. 


Garner families are fighting for their homes 
and livelihoods, and | stand with them, ready 
to fight until the Red Line is removed from 
consideration. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF CLEVELAND 
FEDERAL EXECUTIVE BOARD’S 
25TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of the 25th anniversary of the 
Cleveland Federal Executive Board, and to 
thank all the federal employees in our commu- 
nity for their individual and collective dedica- 
tion to the public good. 

The community of federal employees іп 
Cleveland, Ohio is comprised of more than 
25,000 individuals who contribute their talent 
and expertise daily in an array of roles, includ- 
ing park rangers, administrators, accountants, 
clerical employees, attorneys, engineers, mili- 
tary personnel, mail carriers, scientists, nurses 
and physicians. 

The professional contributions extended 
daily by federal employees serve as a founda- 
tion of support, safety and security throughout 
the community. Every day, the environment is 
protected; the mail is delivered; veterans re- 
ceive medical care; our national park is pre- 
served; immigrants are guided to citizenship; 
citizens are provided with benefits and pro- 
grams; and the universe is studied and ex- 
plored thanks to federal employees in North- 
east Ohio. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honoring the members of the Cleveland 
Federal Executive Board and the thousands of 
federal employees who live and work within 
the Cleveland community. Their dedication to 
their work continues to preserve, protect and 
strengthen our entire community. 


ee 


UPHOLDING THE FEDERAL GOV- 
ERNMENT’S TRUST OBLIGATIONS 
TO NATIVE AMERICANS 


HON. PAUL A. GOSAR 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Speaker, today | join Con- 
gressman DON YOUNG and Congressman Doc 
HASTINGS in supporting H.R. 887. 1 explain 
separately my reasons for doing so, and spe- 
cifically my concerns about a request for attor- 
ney’s fees of $227 million. The resolution of 
the litigation in Cobell v Salazar involved 
claims that ultimately amounted to a breach of 
trust by the government to Native Americans. 
The plaintiffs have been denied the use of 
money they were otherwise entitled to, accord- 
ing to the settlement. The petition for fees re- 
ports that “government officials have abused 
individual Indian trust beneficiaries” for dec- 
ades. 

While the mismanagement of the Native 
trust monies is bad enough, a second injury 
cannot be inflicted on these same peoples by 
a fee request that is almost a quarter of a bil- 
lion dollars. It shocks the conscience to see 
such a large request. Every dollar paid out in 
legal fees is a dollar the injured Native Ameri- 
cans will not have. That being said, | recog- 
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nize, and appreciate, the work done by Plain- 
tiffs’ counsel on behalf of the claimants, and | 
recognize the value of that work and the years 
it took. In this case, the magnitude of the re- 
covery cannot be used as a benchmark to de- 
termine attorney’s fees. | would prefer to see 
an accounting of the actual attorney’s fees in- 
curred, by the hour, to see how that compares 
as a bench mark. But a contingency fee based 
on a resolution that is itself measured in the 
billions is simply avaricious. 


| therefore support this legislation, H.R. 887, 
that limits the fee award to $50 million. Con- 
gress has the ultimate power over Indian af- 
fairs. It also has the duty to protect Native 
American rights. The Constitution grants to 
Congress the express power to make regula- 
tions governing the territory belonging to the 
United States (Art. IV, Sec. 3, Cl. 2). In addi- 
tion, the Indian Commerce Clause conveys 
the express power to Congress over Native 
American affairs. This clause provides that 
“Congress shall have the Power. . . to regu- 
late Commerce with foreign Nations, and 
among the several States, and with the Indian 
Tribes.” (Art. 1, Sec. 8, Cl. 3). As a result of 
these powers, it is well established that Con- 
gress has plenary power over Indian affairs. It 
is up to us, members of Congress, to make 
sure we exercise these supervisory obliga- 
tions. 


Finally, there is what is referred to as the 
federal government's “trust relationship” be- 
tween the federal government and the Native 
American tribes. This trust relationship obli- 
gates Congress and the federal government to 
protect the well-being of Native Americans, 
peoples who rendered their lands in return for 
this trust. As elaborated by Supreme Court 
Justice John Marshall, the tribes of our coun- 
try are considered “domestic dependant na- 
tions” whose relationship to the United States 
was like “that of a ward to his guardian.” We, 
the guardians in Congress, must now inter- 
vene to protect those under our care, espe- 
cially where a fee dispute now creates a con- 
flict of interest between the class members 
and their legal counsel. 


That brings us to the Cobell settlement. In 
rectifying the breach of fiduciary duty docu- 
mented in Cobell, we cannot allow another 
breach to proceed under our noses. Just as 
the government has a fiduciary duty to the Na- 
tive Americans in the first instance in ensuring 
trust monies are not misappropriated, so too 
Congress has plenary power to ensure that 
the Native American class members are not 
gouged in a fee award. | have long advocated 
for sensible legal reform. Excessive attorney’s 
fees in cases like this support this advocacy. 
Though the Cobell litigation was contentious 
and time consuming, no one can tell me, with 
a straight face, that a $50 million dollar fee 
award is not excellent compensation for one 
case. On behalf of the 21 federally recognized 
tribes in Arizona, over 250,000 strong, from 
the Diné in the north, to the Havasupai at the 
bottom of the Grand Canyon, down to the 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe in the south, and on be- 
half of those tribes in between and throughout 
the United States, | rise in support of H.R. 
887. 
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TRIBUTE TO DENNIS AND JANICE 
BRINKMAN 


HON. TOM LATHAM 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
pay tribute to Dennis Brinkman, Vietnam War 
veteran and Alpha Gamma Rho brother from 
lowa State University, and his wife, Janice 
Kay Reeder Brinkman, on the special occa- 
sion of their 40th wedding anniversary. This 
special day will take place on March 27, 2011, 
but family will be celebrating the event in Ga- 
lena, Illinois, this weekend—March 11-13, 
2011. 

Mr. and Mrs. Dennis Brinkman were married 
on March 27, 1971, in West Union, lowa. To- 
gether they raised one child, Ann Marie. Den- 
nis has farmed near Greene and Charles City, 
lowa, since 1972. His operation has included 
beef cattle, farrow-to-finish hog production, 
soybeans and corn. Jan, a graduate from the 
University of Northern lowa, started her career 
as an elementary school teacher. When Ann 
Marie turned two, she began working for 
Greene Limestone Company as a bookkeeper. 

Dennis and Jan currently reside in rural 
Greene, lowa. Dennis continues to expand his 
crop business and serves on the AgVantage 
FS Board of Directors. Jan is an office man- 
ager at Allied Manatts Group L.L.C. in Charles 
City, lowa, and an active member of a local 
mother’s club that helps support the Coats for 
Kids program at St. John Evangelical Lutheran 
Church. 

| salute this lovely couple on the 40th year 
of their life together, and | know that my col- 
leagues in the United States Congress join 
me, their friends and family in honoring them 
on this special occasion. 


Sa 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
today our national debt is 
$14,193,176,753,471.62. 

On January 6th, 2009, the start of the 111th 
Congress, the national debt was 
$10,638,425,746,293.80. 

This means the national debt has increased 
by $3,554,751 ,007,177.80 since then. 

This debt and its interest payments we are 
passing to our children and all future Ameri- 
cans. 


EE 


HONORING BISHOP JAMES E. 
McKNIGHT 


HON. CORRINE BROWN 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on be- 
half of the constituents of the Third Congres- 
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sional District of Florida, | rise to recognize 
and wish a Happy Birthday to Bishop James 
E. McKnight, a man of God and leader to the 
community of Gainesville, FL. 

Bishop James E. McKnight was born March 
14, 1930, and is a life-long resident of Gaines- 
ville, Florida. He has been married to Jessie 
M. McKnight over 56 years with three sons 
and one daughter. 

As a man for whom education was key, 
Bishop McKnight graduated from Lincoln High 
School in Gainesville, Florida and attended 
Florida A & M University in Tallahassee, Flor- 
ida. Bishop McKnight was not only a religious 
and community leader but also a patriot, he 
joined the U.S. Army and received special 
training in the Intelligence Division while serv- 
ing in the Korean War from 1951—1953. 
Bishop McKnight has been a pastor in the 
Church of God by Faith for 53 years. He is 
presiding pastor of Gainesville Church of God 
by Faith in Gainesville, Florida, where he and 
his wife have served as leaders for over 50 
years. 

Under his leadership at Gainesville Church 
of God by Faith, a new building was built in 
1973, and renovated and expanded in 1990. 
Bishop McKnight is very involved іп the com- 
munity and has served as a Board Member of 
the Eastside Clinic and development projects 
and the Black on Black Crime Task Force for 
many years. He was instrumental in offering 
their place of worship as a shelter to the resi- 
dents of the former Kennedy Homes Apart- 
ment Building, who were displaced by fire in 
2003. He received an award as a distin- 
guished leader in the Gainesville Community 
in March of 2007. Bishop McKnight is highly 
respected and well known as a “Praying Man” 
in the Gainesville community and surrounding 
areas, and the National Church of God by 
Faith. 


EE 


HONORING HOPE HOUSE’S 40TH 
ANNIVERSARY 


HON. RODNEY Р. FRELINGHUYSEN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 9, 2011 


Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Hope House located in the 
Town of Dover, Morris County, New Jersey as 
it celebrates its 40th Anniversary. 

Hope House, a not-for-profit, multi-service 
agency, established in 1971, is a Catholic 
Charity Agency in the Diocese of Patterson. 
This noteworthy organization serves clients 
mainly from Morris County, providing profes- 
sionally based social services, especially for 
those who are oppressed, powerless, or other- 
wise disenfranchised. Hope House Social 
Service Agency advocates fair and just treat- 
ment for all individuals. Services are delivered 
without regard to race, gender, personal belief 
or circumstances. 

Hope House provides numerous programs 
and clinical counseling for children, adoles- 
cents, and adults. They maintain a profes- 
sional staff of mental health providers with di- 
versified backgrounds. Hope House coun- 
selors are therapists, many of whom are board 
certified. Licensed clinical social workers and 
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professional counselors are also on staff to 
provide individuals with the care and support 
they need. 

Of the numerous programs Hope House 
provides, their HIV/AIDS Service extends into 
Sussex and Warren Counties. This service is 
a community based program designed to pro- 
vide comprehensive and centralized AIDS 
specific services in a compassionate, caring, 
and confidential environment. 

In addition to the excellent health and social 
services, Hope House also provides domestic 
home services to those in most need. For in- 
stance, the Chore Program assists low income 
seniors and younger, disabled adults with light 
household chores. This program enables indi- 
viduals to maintain independence and may 
help prevent premature _ institutionalization. 
Much like the chore program is the Fix-It Pro- 
gram. This service offers minor home repairs 
to Morris County low income families, persons 
with disabilities and seniors. 

The Hope House style is warm and wel- 
coming, reflecting personal attention and sen- 
sitivity with a dedicated staff and many volun- 
teers and supporters. It is a cherished re- 
source in our community that enables individ- 
uals to seek support for a wide range of 
issues and receive the attention they deserve. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask you and my colleagues 
to join me in congratulating the Hope House of 
Dover, New Jersey as they celebrate their 
40th Anniversary. 


EE 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
March 10, 2011 may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
MARCH 15 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine the situa- 
tion in Afghanistan; with the possi- 
bility of a closed session in SVC-217 
following the open session. 
SD-G50 
10 a.m. 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine the Admin- 
istration’s report to Congress, focusing 


March 9, 2011 


on reforming America’s housing fi- 
nance market. 
SD-538 
Budget 
To hold hearings to examine the report 
of the Bipartisan Policy Center’s Debt 
Reduction Task Force. 
SD-608 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold closed hearings to examine infor- 
mation regarding cyber security and 
critical electric infrastructure. 
SVC-217 
Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine the Presi- 
dent’s proposed budget request for fis- 
cal year 2012 for Tribal Programs. 
SD-628 
10:15 a.m. 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine the ‘‘Free- 
dom of Information Act’’, focusing on 
ensuring transparency and account- 
ability in the digital age. 
SD-226 
2:30 p.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings to examine realizing 
NASA’s potential, focusing on pro- 
grammatic challenges in the 215% cen- 


tury. 
SR-253 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 


Federal Financial Management, Govern- 
ment Information, Federal Services, 
and International Security Sub- 
committee 

To hold hearings to examine enhancing 
the President’s authority to eliminate 
wasteful spending and reduce the budg- 


et deficit. 
SD-342 
MARCH 16 
9 a.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To receive a briefing on Libya. 
SVC-217 


9:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings to examine the 
legislative presentations from 
AMVETS, Jewish War Veterans, Mili- 
tary Officers Association of America, 
Gold Star Wives, Blinded Veterans As- 
sociation, Non Commissioned Officers 
Association, Iraq and Afghanistan Vet- 
erans of America, Fleet Reserve Asso- 
ciation. 
SDG-50 
10 a.m. 
Budget 
To hold a joint hearing with the Task 
Force on Government Performance to 
examine modernizing performance, fo- 
cusing on using the new framework. 
SD-608 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings to examine the state of 
online consumer privacy. 
SR-253 
Environment and Public Works 
To hold hearings to examine the report 
to the President from the National 
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Commission on the BP Deepwater Hori- 
zon Oil Spill and Offshore Drilling. 
50-406 
Finance 
To hold hearings to examine health re- 
form, focusing on lessons learned dur- 
ing the first year. 
SD-215 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
Organizational business meeting to con- 
sider subcommittee assignments and 
any pending nominations. 
50-430 
10:15 а.т. 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Joseph M. Torsella, of Pennsyl- 
vania, to be Representative to the 
United Nations for U.N. Management 
and Reform, with the rank of Ambas- 
sador, Department of State. 
50-419 
10:30 а.т. 
Appropriations 
Department of Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2012 for 
the Department of the Navy. 
SD-192 
2 p.m. 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 
Business meeting to consider pending 
calendar business. 
50-342 
Appropriations 
Department of the Interior, Environment, 
and Related Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2012 for 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 
SD-124 
Aging 
To hold hearings to examine securities 
lending in retirement plans. 
SH-216 
2:30 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To receive a briefing on Afghanistan, fo- 
cusing on progress and expectations. 


SVC-217 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine certain 
nominations. 
SD-226 
MARCH 17 
9:30 a.m. 


Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force in review of the 
Defense Authorization request for fis- 
cal year 2012 and the Future Years De- 
fense Program; with the possibility of a 
closed session in SVC-217 following the 
open session. 
SD-G50 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine current 
global investment trends in clean en- 
ergy technologies and the impact of do- 
mestic policies on that investment. 
SD-366 
2 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of David Bruce Shear, of New 
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York, to be Ambassador to the Social- 
ist Republic of Vietnam, and Kurt Wal- 
ter Tong, of Maryland, for the rank of 
Ambassador during his tenure of serv- 
ice as United States Senior Official for 
the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation 
(APEC) Forum, both of the Department 


of State. 
SD-419 
2:30 p.m. 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 


To hold hearings to examine cata- 
strophic preparedness, focusing on if 
FEMA is ready for the next big dis- 
aster. 

SD-342 


MARCH 30 


10:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings to examine the 
legislative presentations from Para- 
lyzed Veterans of America, Air Force 
Sergeants Association, Military Order 
of the Purple Heart, National Associa- 
tion of State Directors of Veterans Af- 
fairs, Wounded Warrior Project, Viet- 
nam Veterans of America, The Retired 
Enlisted Association, American Ex- 
Prisoners of War. 
SD-106 
2:30 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands and Forests Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine the Presi- 
dent’s proposed budget request for fis- 
cal year 2012 for the National Park 
Service. 
SD-366 


MARCH 31 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine the Depart- 
ment of the Army in review of the De- 
fense Authorization request for fiscal 
year 2012 and the Future Years Defense 

Program. 
SD-G50 


APRIL 5 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine U.S. North- 
ern Command and U.S. Southern Com- 
mand in review of the Defense Author- 
ization request for fiscal year 2012 and 

the Future Years Defense Program; 

with the possibility of a closed session 

in SVC-217 following the open session. 
SD-G50 


APRIL 12 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine U.S. Pacific 
Command and U.S. Forces Korea in re- 
view of the Defense Authorization re- 
quest for fiscal year 2012 and the Fu- 
ture Years Defense Program; with the 
possibility of a closed session іп SH-219 

following the open session. 
SD-106 
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SENATE—Thursday, March 10, 2011 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable TOM 
UDALL, a Senator from the State of 
New Mexico. 


PRAYER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
opening prayer will be offered by the 
Reverend Joe Bates, Sr., from the 
Northwest Conference of the United 
Methodist Church of Alabama. 

The guest Chaplain offered the fol- 
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal God, Father of all human- 
kind, we come before You with humble 
hearts to ask for Your blessings and 
guidance. 

Pour out Your wisdom and discern- 
ment upon these elected representa- 
tives of Your people, and fill their 
hearts with peace and good will. Enable 
them, we pray, to practice just and 
merciful leadership that will bless and 
enhance the lives of all of our citizens. 

We thank You, O God, for all the 
ways You have led us in the past. Bless 
us this day by helping us to walk in 
Your path of righteousness so that jus- 
tice and peace may prevail in our Na- 
tion and in our world. 

To You, dear God, we give our honor 
and our praise, even as we seek Your 
mercy, and we pray to You in Your 
holy Name. Amen. 


a 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable TOM UDALL led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


—— 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The legislative clerk read the fol- 
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, March 10, 2011. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable TOM UDALL, a Senator 
from the State of New Mexico, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 


Mr. UDALL of New Mexico thereupon 
assumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 


pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 
——— с к—— 
SCHEDULE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
any leader remarks, there will be a pe- 
riod of morning business until 2:15 p.m. 
today, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes. At 10:30, 
Senator MORAN will be recognized to 
speak for up to 15 minutes to deliver 
his maiden speech to the Senate. At 
2:15 p.m., the Senate will proceed to ex- 
ecutive session to consider the nomina- 
tion of Max Oliver Cogburn, Jr., of 
North Carolina, to be U.S. District 
Judge for the Western District of North 
Carolina. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there be a total of 45 minutes 
for debate on the nomination, with the 
provisions of the previous order re- 
maining in effect, and that the vote on 
confirmation of the nomination occur 
at 3 p.m. today rather than at 2:30. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. REID. As a result of the agree- 
ment just entered, there will be a vote 
on confirmation of the Cogburn nomi- 
nation at 3 p.m. today. 

Further, the Senate Small Business 
Committee reported б. 498, the SBIR 
and STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011. 
They did that yesterday, and we hope 
to begin consideration of that bill early 
next week. 


rE 


ACTING TO STRENGTHEN THE 
ECONOMY 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is time 
once again for us to get down to busi- 
ness. Yesterday’s budget votes didn’t 
bring us any closer to a conclusion, but 
it did bring to our minds a lesson, and 
it does that very clearly. That lesson is 
that one party alone will not reach a 
resolution without the other’s coopera- 
tion and consent. 

We voted on the Republican budget 
proposal and on the Democratic budget 
proposal. Neither plan came close to 
the 60 votes needed to pass or even the 
51 votes which would represent a ma- 
jority of the Senate. But the exercise 
wasn’t in vain. We have demonstrated 
publicly and on the record that we 
know the answer lies somewhere in the 
middle. Now it is time to find that an- 
swer in a budget that will reflect our 


values, keep the country running, and 
create jobs. 

I can speak only for my caucus when 
I say we accept the lessons of yester- 
day’s vote. We know we will have to 
make sacrifices to reach consensus, 
and we are willing to do that. Repub- 
licans have to be willing to move their 
position also. Perhaps they are willing 
to finally acknowledge that, given our 
deep debt, we can’t afford government 
giveaways to millionaires and oil com- 
panies making record profits. Both ac- 
knowledgments would help close the 
deficit gap. Both would be big pieces to 
the puzzle. 

Perhaps Republicans are willing to 
offer more reasonable cuts that the 
Democratic caucus can support. By 
reasonable cuts, I mean cuts that don’t 
arbitrarily kick Head Start students 
out of class or rob college students of 
their Pell grants—both cuts resound- 
ingly rejected yesterday—and I mean 
cuts that don’t pull the plug on renew- 
able energy jobs or cuts that fire thou- 
sands of workers at community health 
centers across the country. Repub- 
licans should be willing to look at our 
country’s substantial budget and find 
cuts more worthy than those that 
would weaken law enforcement and 
border security to keep us safe. I hope 
they will. 

I hope they will join Democrats in 
saving money by attacking waste, 
fraud, and abuse. I hope they will join 
us in making tough choices and avoid- 
ing the temptation to make counter- 
productive cuts. Let’s come together to 
cut in a way that strengthens our econ- 
omy and doesn’t weaken our economy. 
Let’s cut in a way that makes our 
neighborhoods, our schools, and our 
borders stronger, not weaker. 

As the negotiation process begins 
anew, I remind my Republican friends 
that time is short. I also remind them 
that the deadline we face—a week from 
tomorrow—is the deadline they set. We 
didn’t set it. Democrats warned from 
the start that the process would take a 
month. Republicans would agree only 
to a period half as long as that—2 
weeks. Those 2 weeks are up, as I said, 
next Friday. 

So my message is this to my Repub- 
lican colleagues: You set the deadline, 
and the responsibility of meeting it is 
as much yours as it is ours. Both par- 
ties also share a responsibility to be 
reasonable. So let’s get to work. We 
cannot negotiate this in the media. We 
cannot negotiate this if we are unwill- 
ing to give any ground. We cannot be 
stubborn and expect a solution. It is 
time to negotiate in good faith, it is 
time for all political posturing to end, 
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and it is time for pragmatism, which is 
long overdue. 

I would also say to my friends in the 
House that the Senate has produced 
two very strong jobs bills. One is the 
FAA reauthorization, which is long 
overdue. That was a bipartisan bill. It 
passed overwhelmingly here in the Sen- 
ate and would save or create 280,000 
jobs—a pretty good step in the right di- 
rection. Just in the last 24 hours, we 
passed the patent reform bill. That will 
create 300,000 jobs. These two jobs bills 
need to be completed by the House of 
Representatives so we can send them 
to the President. These two jobs bills 
are important. The House should focus 
on jobs, not these arbitrary cuts they 
have been making. So I hope the House 
would right away work on the jobs bills 
that have already passed the Senate— 
patents and, of course, the FAA bill. 


a 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republican leader is recog- 
nized. 


EE 
DOMESTIC ENERGY 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
throughout the week I have pointed 
out that our Nation faces a day of 
reckoning on entitlements such as So- 
cial Security and Medicare, and I have 
expressed my disappointment about 
the White House’s failure to lead on re- 
forms that would save these programs 
at an opportune moment like our own. 

The best time to solve the kind of fis- 
cal crisis we face is when the two par- 
ties share power in Washington. Every- 
one knows we either address these 
problems together or they won’t be ad- 
dressed at all. Everyone knows the 
President has to take the lead. That is 
why Presidents from both parties have 
done just that during periods of divided 
government in the past. That is why 
many of us are calling on this Presi- 
dent to do the same for the good of the 
country now. 

But when it comes to job creation, 
the President isn’t just failing to lead; 
in many cases, he is actually blocking 
the way. Nowhere is this more evident 
than in the area of energy exploration. 

Americans looking at the price of gas 
at the pump these days are justifiably 
upset. What they may not realize is 
that some in the administration are ac- 
tively working to prevent us from in- 
creasing our own oil production here at 
home. So this morning, with gas prices 
on the rise, I would like to step back 
for a minute and quickly review what 
the administration is doing to inhibit 
energy production right here at home. 
Taken together, it would be a pretty 
long list, including delays and suspen- 
sions and revocations and outright can- 
cellations of lease permits, which 
translates into higher prices and fewer 
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American jobs. So I will just list a few 
of the highlights. 

The administration started by can- 
celing oil and gas leases for domestic 
exploration. Immediately after taking 
office, the Secretary of the Interior, 
Ken Salazar, canceled 77 oil and gas 
leases in the State of Utah. One year 
later, the administration suspended 61 
more leases, this time in Montana. 
Shortly after canceling the Utah 
leases, Secretary Salazar extended the 
public comment period to renew off- 
shore drilling by another 6 months, 
dragging out an already lengthy proc- 
ess even further. 

Then, immediately after the gulf oil- 
spill began last April, the administra- 
tion imposed a 6-month moratorium on 
offshore drilling in the gulf even as it 
canceled energy exploration that was 
set to take place thousands of miles 
away from the spill in the gulf up in 
the Arctic. Two Federal courts on 
three separate occasions have declared 
the moratorium in the gulf unjust. The 
administration has ignored them. It 
has kept the ban in place despite these 
rulings, forcing the drillers who have 
been affected by it to relocate their 
rigs—and the thousands of good-paying 
jobs they supported—to other parts of 
the world. 

So if one is wondering where the jobs 
are, a good place to start is the admin- 
istration’s efforts to block American 
energy exploration. Senator MUR- 
KOWSKI points out that U.S. oil reserves 
at just three sources in Alaska—just 
three sources in Alaska—could replace 
crude oil imports from the Persian Gulf 
for nearly 65 years. Three sources in 
Alaska, currently shut down, could re- 
place crude oil imports from the Per- 
sian Gulf for 65 years. Yet all three are 
off limits due to decisions made by or 
continued by this administration. 

Behind all these actions is a com- 
plete disconnect. At a time when gas 
prices are climbing higher and higher, 
pinching pocketbooks and threatening 
an economic recovery, Democrats in 
Washington would rather ignore the 
fact that Americans will remain de- 
pendent on fossil fuel for decades to 
come. But we shouldn’t be surprised by 
it. Two months before the President 
was elected, the man he ended up 
choosing as his Energy Secretary told 
a reporter how he would go about re- 
ducing America’s dependence on oil. He 
said: “Somehow, we have to figure out 
how to boost the price of gasoline to 
the levels in Europe.” And if that was 
the strategy, Secretary Chu seems to 
be getting his wish. And the adminis- 
tration is doing just about everything 
it can to keep them there. 

Now is the time to be asking what we 
can do to increase domestic energy pro- 
duction, not proposing ways to squeeze 
American families even more. That is 
why all of these actions by the admin- 
istration, along with the tax hike on 
energy production some have proposed 
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that will only be passed on to con- 
sumers in the form of even higher gas 
prices, are the very last thing Ameri- 
cans need right now. We should be 
looking for ways to lighten the burden 
on American families, not saddling 
them with a minivan tax. 

There is a better approach. Rather 
than squeezing the public and killing 
jobs with artificially higher prices, we 
should be looking for ways to increase 
domestic production even as we pro- 
mote alternative sources of energy for 
the future. An _ all-of-the-above ap- 
proach to energy production—and the 
jobs that come with it—of the kind Re- 
publicans have been advocating for 
years would capitalize on the abundant 
resources we already have right here at 
home while at the same time looking 
for alternative sources of energy and 
new technologies that will free us from 
dependence on fossil fuels down the 
road. 

This is a responsible approach. It pro- 
tects existing jobs and creates new jobs 
at a time when Americans need them. 
It would reduce our dependence on for- 
eign sources of oil. It honors the con- 
cerns Americans have right now about 
the rising price of gas, and it respects 
the reality that most of the cars in this 
country will run on gas for many years 
to come. But higher prices at the pump 
and fewer American jobs is the wrong 
answer. 


EE 
TRIBUTE TO DAVID BRODER 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
sadly, we lost David Broder yesterday. 
A lot has been said in the last 24 hours 
about that distinguished journalist. I 
wish to add just a brief word of my 
own. 

I will not pretend to have known him 
well, although we did talk from time to 
time over the years. I admired him 
greatly. One could not help but admire 
him, and a few things truly stand out. 
First of all, in a city that is full of peo- 
ple in a rush to make an impression, 
David was the guy who took the time 
to get it right, day in and day out, 
without bombast or pretense. 

He wasn’t looking to make an im- 
pression as much as he was trying to do 
his job and to do it well. The notoriety, 
of course, took care of itself. He was a 
workhorse first and foremost—a re- 
porter who seemed to enjoy the work 
more than any attention he got for it. 

Everyone who ever worked with him 
seems to have a story about watching 
him knocking on doors while he was in 
his late seventies or earnestly listening 
to a Midwest voter out in the cold. It 
all points to a sort of sturdiness of pur- 
pose and to the old virtues of patience, 
fairness and hard work and a sense that 
other people’s opinions were at least as 
valuable as his own. 

Add to that a deep curiosity and 
thoughtfulness and a childlike appre- 
ciation for the mechanics of democ- 
racy, and we have a pretty good model 
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for what political reporting 
about. 

I hesitate to say he was conservative 
in temperament, if not in his politics, 
but that is what came through. 

It became commonplace to say David 
Broder was the dean of American polit- 
ical reporters. But I think it is worth 
understanding what people meant by 
that. It doesn’t mean he was the most 
exciting guy in the room—he wasn’t. It 
doesn’t mean he had the most scoops— 
I am not sure he did. I think what it 
means, aside from the sheer length of 
his career, was that more than most 
people, his life came to take the shape 
of the profession he chose in life. It be- 
came sort of an extension of himself. 

That is what seemed to give him so 
much joy and satisfaction in his work, 
along with the respect and admiration 
and maybe even a little bit of envy of 
so many others. 

Republican or Democrat, liberal or 
conservative, young or old, we could 
use a few more David Broders. 

I yield the floor. 


Ee 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, leader- 
ship time is reserved. 


is all 


Ee 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business until 2:15 p.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The Senator from Oklahoma is recog- 
nized. 


ee 


ENERGY 


Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I was 
hoping to have a little bit more time, 
so I will cover this a little faster than 
I normally would. It is so critical. 

I just got back from the Middle East, 
and I know the problems that are over 
there. A lot of people are saying the 
gas prices that are going up are a re- 
sult, partially, of what is happening 
over there, but the real problem is a 
political problem. 

First of all, let me talk about the 
commitment this administration has 
to cap and trade. Some people who 
have been around for a while can re- 
member that way back at the Kyoto 
treaty I kind of led the opposition to 
ratifying that treaty. Later on—for the 
next 10 years—they tried to pass cap- 
and-trade legislation. Since I chaired 
the committee of jurisdiction at that 
time, we thought this was not going to 
work, even by the admission of the 
EPA. If we were to pass something 
such as this in the United States, it 
wouldn’t have any effect on reducing 
greenhouse gases. 
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I still say this. Something is hap- 
pening this morning in the House. 
They are looking at this issue, and we 
have introduced legislation that has 
said the EPA doesn’t have the jurisdic- 
tion to regulate greenhouse gases. I 
will get to that in a minute. 

My message is simply that higher gas 
prices are simply a product of this ad- 
ministration’s goal. The minority lead- 
er, a minute ago, said something. He 
quoted Steven Chu, the Secretary of 
Energy. He said: “Somehow we have to 
figure out how to boost the price of 
gasoline to the levels in Europe.” 

In the United Kingdom, gas is $7.87 
per gallon; in Italy, it is $7.54; in 
France, it is $7.50; in Germany, it is 
$7.41. 

That is what this administration 
wants to do with gas prices. They have 
a motive for doing that. I cannot stop 
talking about the cap-and-trade agenda 
until we realize how it does affect 
things. You might remember that back 
during the campaign, President Obama 
stated in 2008—when he was running for 
office—and he has stated it several 
times: ‘‘Under cap and trade, elec- 
tricity prices would necessarily sky- 
rocket.”’ 

He had it right. The whole point of 
that is, it would skyrocket if we were 
to pass it. That also has an effect on all 
forms of energy. The House Energy and 
Power Subcommittee is voting this 
morning on the Energy Tax Prevention 
Act, which I introduced in the Senate, 
and it was introduced by Congressman 
UPTON in the House. The bottom line of 
the Energy Prevention Act is to make 
it so EPA doesn’t have the jurisdiction 
to do what they could not do legisla- 
tively. Starting with the Kyoto treaty 
and all the way up to the following 10 
years, they tried to pass—in 2003 and 
2005 and 2008 and 2009—a similar type of 
cap and trade. 

What is the cost of cap and trade? 
The cost would be—and this goes back 
to the Kyoto treaty and when we had 
the estimates from the Wharton School 
and MIT—between $300 billion and $400 
billion a year. In Oklahoma, that 
translates to $3,000 a year for each fam- 
ily who files a tax return. What do we 
get for it? By the admission of the 
Obama EPA and Lisa Jackson, in re- 
sponse to a question I asked live on 
TV—I asked: What effect would this 
have on worldwide emissions of CO2? 
The answer was it would not because 
that only affects the United States. In 
reality, it could actually increase it, as 
our jobs go overseas, to places such as 
China and Mexico and other places 
where there are fewer emission con- 
trols. So it could have the opposite ef- 
fect. 

Nonetheless, I say this because there 
are people wandering around out there 
who say we should do something about 
emissions. Yet I wish to make sure 
they are listening. Even if we did this, 
it would not have any effect. They 
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hope, if we restrict enough supply, the 
price will increase and we can simply 
shift to what they call green energy. 

I think it is important people under- 
stand that the Republican position on 
this is, yes, we want green energy, re- 
newables, but we also want coal and 
natural gas and nuclear and oil. These 
are the products that can run America 
today. This is what we are doing. Back 
in Oklahoma, there are logical people. 
They ask: What would it be if they 
don’t want oil, gas or coal? How do we 
run this machine called America? The 
answer is, we can’t. 

Let me state this—I don’t have the 
time. It is not just the administration 
or Secretary Chu but others in the ad- 
ministration, such as Alan Krueger, 
Assistant Secretary for Economic Pol- 
icy, who said: “Тһе administration be- 
lieves that it is no longer sufficient to 
address our Nation’s energy needs by 
finding more fossil fuels.” 

They are antifossil fuels. They admit 
the tax subsidies are currently pro- 
vided in the oil and gas industry, and 
they lead to inefficiency by encour- 
aging overinvestment in domestic re- 
sources in this industry. 

This is critical. This is an adminis- 
tration official, Alan Krueger: ‘‘The 
small change in domestic producer 
costs [which I call a tax increase] could 
cause some production to shift from 
domestic to foreign suppliers.” 

There it is, folks. That means we 
would have to depend on the Middle 
East—import more of our energy from 
the Middle East. By the way, I think it 
is important to note the Congressional 
Research Service—and I think we all 
respect their work—came out with a 
report, and they stated—and nobody 
has been able to refute this yet—that 
the United States of America now has 
the largest supply of recoverable re- 
serves in gas, oil, and coal. We keep 
hearing people say it is only 3 percent 
of the amount—we are using 25 percent 
of the energy and are producing just 3 
percent. 

That is flatly not true. I think people 
understand that because they use that 
as proven reserves. You can’t prove re- 
serves until you drill. We have the po- 
litical problem that the Democrats 
don’t want us to drill. In that case, we 
have to fall back on the other way of 
looking at it; that is, recoverable re- 
serves. I say this: We are in a position 
right now to have the recoverable re- 
serves. This chart shows these are the 
recoverable reserves we have right 
now. This is America’s true oil poten- 
tial. This is what we could produce. 
These are the proven reserves they talk 
about. The bottom line is, we have— 
and this is  incontrovertible—the 
world’s largest supply of oil, gas, and 
coal. 

This chart shows the amount of oil, 
gas, and coal we have is greater than 
that of China, Iran, and Canada—all 
three put together. This is what we 
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have here. So people say: Wait a 
minute. That is a problem. Then why 
are we importing from foreign coun- 
tries? It is because we have a political 
problem. We have a majority in this 
Senate and they had a majority in the 
House and the President trying to con- 
tinue this policy of not allowing us to 
develop our own resources. 

We are the only country in the world 
that doesn’t develop our own resources. 
I do know there are a lot of problems 
out there. Certainly, we have problems 
in the Middle East. But when I talk to 
my wife at home, the problem is what 
she is paying for gas. It is not going to 
get any better. How many people went 
to school and didn’t learn about supply 
and demand? We have all the supply we 
need in America—when we add what we 
get from Mexico and Canada—to be 
independent from the Middle East. 
They don’t let us develop it. Highty- 
three percent of our Federal lands 
right now are off limits. It is a political 
problem. 

I can remember when we had the oil- 
spill down in the gulf, some of the far 
left environmentalists were rejoicing 
that it happened. They could parlay 
that into not allowing us to drill for 
our own natural resources. 

Finally, last week, the EPA issued 
its first permit for deepwater drilling 
in the gulf, due to a lot of political 
pressure being put on and the realiza- 
tion that the American people are not 
dumb. We can develop our own re- 
sources and resolve this problem we 
have. If we look at what we have right 
now in reserves, in terms of recover- 
able reserves in oil and in gas, we have 
enough oil right now to run this coun- 
try—this is in recoverable reserves—for 
90 years. Again, we have enough gas in 
recoverable reserves to run this coun- 
try for 90 years. That is not including 
shale. We all know about the great 
shale deposits in the Western part of 
the United States. That is gigantic 
compared to what we have available to 
us. We also hear about methane hy- 
drates. The reason I don’t include shale 
and methane hydrates is because they 
are not recoverable today. It is not 
something we use today. If we lifted all 
restrictions, that would not give us, to- 
morrow, the shale reserves that are out 
there, nor the methane hydrates. What 
we would be able to do is start further 
developing those. 

Even without them, we can run this 
country called America for 90 years on 
our own oil and gas. Then we go to coal 
and the significance of the oil reserves. 
Right now, we have 28 percent of the 
world’s coal and, in fact, the CRS 
states America’s recoverable coal re- 
serves to be 262 billion short tons. For 
perspective, the United States only 
uses $1.2 billion of short tons of coal 
each year. So what we have is oil, gas, 
and coal. 

The only problem is, we have an ad- 
ministration that, by its own admis- 
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sion, wants to kill oil, gas, coal, and 
fossil fuels. We can’t do this without a 
change in the administration or a 
change in policy. I think, as you can 
see, when the gas prices go up—and all 
of America should listen—all they have 
to do is remember what this adminis- 
tration’s position is, and that, as Ste- 
ven Chu said—as the Secretary of En- 
ergy told the Wall Street Journal in 
2008: “Somehow we have to figure out 
how to boost the price of gasoline to 
the levels in Europe.” 

This is President Obama’s position. If 
we take this position, we are going to 
have gas prices going up. You can talk 
around it all you want, but supply and 
demand is very simple. We have the po- 
tential supply to run this country for 
the next almost 100 years on just what 
we have developed. 

I know the Senator from Kansas is 
anxious to make his statement. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Under the previous order, the Sen- 
ator from Kansas is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak to the 
Senate for up to 25 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
AMERICA’S FISCAL HEALTH 


Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I am 
humbled today to deliver my initial, 
my very first speech on the floor of the 
Senate and to discuss a topic of vital 
importance to our country’s future— 
our Nation’s fiscal health. 

It is a privilege to join the distin- 
guished Members of this Chamber and 
to work alongside my friend of nearly 
40 years now, Senator PAT ROBERTS. 
We met some time ago when I came to 
Washington, DC, as a summer intern in 
the summer of 1974 and Watergate for a 
Congressman named Sebelius. My col- 
league PAT ROBERTS was his Chief of 
Staff and has been my friend since. 

I am also humbled to follow in the 
footsteps of Gov. Sam Brownback and 
the many who came before him and 
whose names are etched in this desk 
where I now stand. I am mindful of 
their service and particularly that of 
Senator Bob Dole who served Kansans 
for nearly three decades in this seat. 

During nearly 36 years on Capitol 
Hill, Senator Dole became known as 
the leader who worked relentlessly to 
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forge alliances in order to pass signifi- 
cant legislation. Today he serves as a 
role model for those who have dedi- 
cated their lives to public service. I 
thank Senator Dole for his call yester- 
day wishing me well today, but I thank 
him more for his distinguished service 
to our country and to Kansans. I know 
that love and respect the people of his 
hometown of Russell have for him. I 
will work to honor his legacy. 

I grew up just down the road from 
Bob Dole’s hometown in a smaller 
town, Plainville, a place where folks 
know their neighbors and look after 
them. Much of what I know about peo- 
ple I learned early in my life by work- 
ing at the local hardware store, the 
swimming pool, the drugstore, and on 
my paper route. I learned there is good 
in every person and that satisfaction in 
life comes from what you do for others 
rather than what you do for yourself. I 
learned that each family’s joys and sor- 
rows are increased and diminished 
when they are shared with their neigh- 
bors and friends. And I learned what it 
means to put others first, as my mom 
and dad always have. I was fortunate to 
grow up with loving parents who 
taught me the value of hard work, the 
importance of education, and the ne- 
cessity of integrity. In fact, they once 
made me return the 3 cents I had found 
when I turned in a pop bottle from my 
neighbor’s back porch. 

My dad, a World War II veteran, 
worked in the oilfields of western Kan- 
sas, and my mom, who grew up in the 
Depression, was the lady you paid your 
light bill to. They were my Sunday 
School teachers and my Boy Scout 
leaders, and they always encouraged 
me to do my best. My parents worked 
hard, avoided debt, paid their bills, and 
wanted to make sure my sister and I 
would have the chance to pursue our 
dreams. 

I was also fortunate to have many 
teachers who instilled in me a love for 
learning and a desire to explore the 
world beyond our city limits. As a kid, 
I enjoyed reading about politics and 
history and government. People such 
as my fourth grade teacher Mrs. Pruter 
helped me to develop an interest in our 
country and public service. Because of 
my teachers’ interest in me, I am part 
of the first generation in our family to 
attend and graduate from college. 

Nothing in my background would 
suggest I would have the opportunity 
to serve аз a Member of the Senate. 
That says something about our country 
and the opportunity we as Americans 
have to dream big and to pursue those 
dreams. It also says something about 
my home State and the special way of 
life we lead. 

The pioneering spirit of those who 
settled our State 150 years ago and 
tamed the West lives on in Kansas 
today. We work hard, we come together 
to find commonsense solutions, and try 
to make a difference in our commu- 
nities, our State, and our Nation. We 
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also strive to provide a better future 
for our kids and grandkids so they can 
pursue their dreams and reach their 
goals. This is the reason I got involved 
in public service, and it is the reason I 
remain involved today. 

Since coming to Congress in 1997, I 
made a priority to stay connected to 
the Kansans I represent, so I return 
home on the weekends. Whether I am 
at the grocery store, attending church, 
or filling the tank with gas, the con- 
versations I have with Kansans matter 
to me and impact the work I do here in 
Washington. When I served in the 
House of Representatives, I held annual 
townhall meetings in each of the 69 
counties in my district, following the 
lead of my predecessor, then-Congress- 
man PAT ROBERTS. I have continued 
this tradition as a Senator. I have con- 
tinued this tradition as a Senator and 
begun traveling throughout all 105 
counties in our State to hear directly 
from Kansans, and I am committed to 
making sure their voices are heard in 
our Nation’s Capital. 

Last spring in Kansas, I watched our 
oldest daughter walk across her college 
graduation stage and it was another 
defining moment for me. Our country 
is facing enormous fiscal challenges 
and if we fail to act, our children’s fu- 
ture is at risk. I believe all Members of 
Congress, and in fact every American, 
has the responsibility to be a good 
steward of what has been passed on to 
us. So at that moment, that graduation 
event, І renewed my commitment to do 
my part to turn this country around. 

I am one of many voices to express 
this concern. In 1985, President Reagan 
took the podium during his second in- 
augural address and spoke about one of 
his greatest concerns: our Nation’s def- 
icit spending. He told the American 
people that 50 years of deficit spending 
had finally brought our Nation to the 
time of reckoning. He said: 

We’ve come to a turning point, a moment 
for hard decisions. We must act now to pro- 
tect future generations from government’s 
desire to spend its citizens’ money and tax 
them into servitude when the bills come due. 

I am here today, 26 years later, to 
issue, unfortunately, the same warn- 
ing. We are again facing a turning 
point in our country’s history and we 
no longer can delay difficult decisions. 
When President Reagan stood and 
spoke those words, our national debt 
was $1.8 trillion. Today, that number 
has soared to $14 trillion—slowing our 
economic growth and threatening the 
prosperity of future generations who 
will have to pay for our irrespon- 
sibility. 

Our government borrows 40 cents of 
every dollar it spends and half our na- 
tional debt is held by foreigners, many 
who do not share our interests. The 
simple truth is our Nation’s debt is the 
responsibility of several Congresses 
and Presidents who have allowed us to 
live well beyond our means for way too 
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long. Members of both political parties 
have ignored this growing fiscal crisis 
and left it up to others in the future to 
deal with. 

In my travels in Kansas I am often 
asked: How can Washington continue 
to spend and borrow so much? What 
will our country be like for our kids 
and grandkids? I join Kansans in voic- 
ing these concerns. In the last 2 years, 
government spending has grown nearly 
25 percent and we have had record tril- 
lion-dollar budget deficits. This year, 
the Federal Government will spend $3.7 
trillion and collect $2.2 trillion. That is 
a shortfall of $1.5 trillion. Common 
sense—Kansas common sense—tells us 
that pattern cannot continue. 

Some will say we need to raise taxes 
to get us out of this mess. But the re- 
ality is we don’t have a revenue prob- 
lem, we have a spending problem. Ex- 
perience shows us that money raised by 
Washington, DC, results in more spend- 
ing in Washington, DC. 

The debate about government spend- 
ing is often seen as a philosophical, 
academic, or partisan issue, but the 
truth is out-of-control borrowing and 
spending has very real consequences on 
the daily lives of Americans. When we 
continue to fail to balance the budget, 
it means increasing inflation, higher 
interest rates, and uncertainty in the 
economy, which results in less business 
investment and fewer jobs. 

This is not an academic discussion. It 
is not a partisan discussion. It is about 
the future of our Nation. We were not 
elected to ignore these problems but 
rather to confront them. Congress can 
and should do what Kansans do: Make 
decisions based on solid values and be 
held accountable for those decisions. 

A few weeks ago, the International 
Monetary Fund issued a report out- 
lining how serious our financial situa- 
tion has become. America wasn’t the 
only country that came under scrutiny 
by the IMF. Japan has also fallen be- 
hind in its deficit goals. To make mat- 
ters worse, Standard & Poor’s down- 
graded Japan’s credit rating out of con- 
cern for the country’s ability to tackle 
their debt. If we do not face realities 
and take serious steps now to confront 
this challenge, we will find ourselves in 
a similar position. The impact will be 
disastrous, as it has been in Greece and 
Portugal and Ireland. 

Unfortunately, this reality has not 
yet sunk in in enough places here in 
Washington, DC. President Obama 
asked Congress to increase the debt 
ceiling—allowing our country to take 
on even more debt. But it would be ir- 
responsible to allow more spending 
without a serious plan in place to re- 
duce the deficit. Americans are looking 
for leadership in Washington to help 
create jobs and get our economy back 
on its feet. But lately, all they have 
heard is a lot of partisan rhetoric, and 
all they have seen is more government 
spending. 
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It is time for our government to 
change direction and to change dra- 
matically. We must work together to 
restrain spending and to put in place 
progrowth measures that create jobs 
by saying both no to more spending 
and yes to projobs measures. By saying 
both no to more spending and yes to 
projobs measures, we will reduce the 
uncertainty in the marketplace, en- 
courage business investment, become 
more competitive in the global econ- 
omy, and—most importantly—create 
employment. 

The best way to get our spending 
under control is to get a budget and 
stick to it. One of the basic responsibil- 
ities of Congress is to produce an an- 
nual budget, yet we are once again op- 
erating under a temporary spending 
measure called a continuing resolution 
because the Democratic leadership 
failed to pass a budget plan last year. 
Congress has taken virtually no step to 
address this deficit spending. We have 
to come together and see that we do so, 
and we must pass a commonsense budg- 
et that reduces our deficit this year, 
next year, and well into the future. 

Last month, President Obama sent 
his 2012 budget message to Congress. 
Instead of moving toward fiscal respon- 
sibility, the proposal contains more of 
the same borrow-and-spend mentality. 
It proposes $8.7 trillion in new spend- 
ing, $1.6 trillion in new taxes, and dou- 
bles the national debt by the end of his 
4-year term. At no point during the 
President’s 10-year budget projection 
would our government spend less than 
it is taking in. 

Rather than spend more, we must 
close the gap between what the govern- 
ment takes in and what it spends. Last 
month, I introduced the RESET Act to 
rescind $45 billion in unspent stimulus 
funds and direct those dollars toward 
paying down the deficit. 

Another commonsense measure I 
have long supported is a constitutional 
amendment to require a balanced budg- 
et. Unfortunately, when Members of 
Congress are not required to prioritize 
their spending, they simply borrow 
more over a long period of time. This 
proposal—this constitutional amend- 
ment—would limit Federal spending to 
20 percent of gross domestic product 
and require a two-thirds majority of 
Congress to raise the taxes. By forcing 
Congress to be disciplined, to live with- 
in a budget, we will turn away from 
record deficits and back to fiscal re- 
sponsibility. 

In addition to living by a responsible 
budget, we must also address our long- 
term unfunded liabilities, including So- 
cial Security, Medicare, and Medicaid. 
Last year, mandatory spending made 
up 56 percent of our entire budget. This 
percentage will only increase in the 
years ahead as more Americans retire 
and fewer workers are there to replace 
them. Already, Social Security pays 
out more than it collects and its total 
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debt will increase over $% trillion in 
the next 10 years. Medicaid spending 
consumes nearly a quarter of State 
budgets and will further burden States 
that are now required to pay for the 
vast Medicaid expansion found in the 
recent health care reform law. Further- 
more, Medicare’s unfunded liabilities 
are $37 trillion. This staggering sum is 
nearly three times the amount of our 
current national debt. 

This challenge cannot be ignored any 
longer. We must pursue change and re- 
form, but it will take the leadership of 
President Obama and the willingness of 
both political parties. We are ready to 
have that conversation with the Presi- 
dent and we expect his leadership. 

Finally, history shows economic 
growth starts with the private sector, 
so Congress must create an environ- 
ment where entrepreneurship and busi- 
ness can flourish. Small businesses are 
the backbone of the American economy 
and have generated 65 percent of the 
new jobs over the last two decades. 
They also employ half our private-sec- 
tor workers. Clearly, small business is 
the engine of job creation and critical 
to our country’s economic success. 

As I tour plants in Kansas, business 
owners say: What next? What next 
harmful thing is Washington, DC, 
going to do that puts me out of busi- 
ness? For too long, Washington has in- 
creased the regulatory and tax burden 
on businesses at the expense of jobs. 
Mountains of government regulations 
and higher taxes are undercutting any 
efforts to create jobs and erodes our 
global competitiveness, especially in 
the manufacturing, agricultural, and 
energy sectors. Rather than hiring new 
workers, businesses are spending their 
resources on complying with ever- 
changing regulations and increased 
taxes or, worse, those businesses are 
leaving our country. 

We need to be doing all we can to put 
people back to work and grow the econ- 
omy, and that includes replacing our 
convoluted Tax Code and eliminating 
bureaucratic intrusion into our free 
market economy. 

Maintaining a strong business envi- 
ronment at home must be coupled with 
opening new foreign markets for Amer- 
ican goods and agricultural commod- 
ities around the world. In today’s glob- 
al economy, we cannot afford to sit on 
the sidelines while other countries 
move forward. Each day that passes, 
we risk losing more of our markets and 
our market share to competing na- 
tions. 

Across our country, thousands of 
Americans depend upon exports for 
jobs, including more than one-fourth of 
all manufacturing workers in Kansas. 
By increasing our Nation’s exports, we 
will create jobs and opportunities for 
all Americans, without raising taxes or 
increasing the Federal budget. While 
our Nation’s unemployment rate hov- 
ers between 9 and 10 percent, it is sim- 
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ply inexcusable to not do what we 
know we can do that will create jobs in 
America. 

One commonsense way to open more 
markets is to pass trade agreements 
with Colombia, Panama, and South 
Korea, which have been stalled in Con- 
gress. While Congress dithers, Colom- 
bia has moved forward on trade deals 
with Canada, Chile, the EU, Brazil, and 
Argentina—to name a few of our com- 
petitors. Comparably, tariffs have 
caused American farmers to lose nearly 
20 percent of total agricultural mar- 
kets in Colombia over the last 5 years. 
It is past time to pass these trade 
agreements and create more markets 
and, therefore, more jobs for Ameri- 
cans. 

For the United States to remain 
competitive in a global market, Con- 
gress must also develop a comprehen- 
sive energy policy that allows for an 
ample energy supply which is both af- 
fordable and reliable. Rising gas prices 
and recent events in the Middle East 
have demonstrated once again the im- 
portance of having access to a reliable 
energy supply. No simple form of en- 
ergy can provide the answer. To meet 
our country’s energy needs we must de- 
velop traditional sources of oil, natural 
gas, and coal, encourage the develop- 
ment of renewable energy sources such 
as biofuels, wind, solar, geothermal, 
and hydropower, expand the use of nu- 
clear energy, and encourage conserva- 
tion. 

Lastly, we need to repeal the flawed 
health care law and replace it with 
commonsense changes that reduce in- 
creasing costs and promote choice in 
our health care system, such as in- 
creasing competition in the insurance 
market, giving States the flexibility to 
address the health needs of their 
unique populations, enacting medical 
liability reform, and enabling small 
businesses to pool together to offer 
coverage at lower prices. These ideas 
have bipartisan support and are backed 
by the American people because we 
know they will work. 

Congress should be an ally of the peo- 
ple, not an adversary. Congress has a 
responsibility to create an environ- 
ment where the free market can suc- 
ceed, so business can move forward 
with confidence and start creating jobs 
again. 

In Washington, DC, it is often easy to 
forget what is most important in the 
midst of all the talk of partisan poli- 
tics, the next election or the latest 
poll. When I need a reminder, I will 
talk a walk—and I will walk from this 
magnificent Capitol to the Lincoln Me- 
morial. Between those two points, I 
pass the World War II Memorial, the 
Vietnam Wall, and on the way back I 
will walk by the Korean War Memorial. 
These memorials to our citizen soldiers 
help put everything in its proper per- 
spective. Our freedoms are so impor- 
tant that our Nation’s sons and daugh- 
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ters were willing to risk their lives to 
defend and protect them. These brave 
men and women didn’t sacrifice for Re- 
publicans or Democrats; they gave 
their lives for the greater good of our 
country and to ensure their children 
and grandchildren would also experi- 
ence American freedom and liberty. 

We have before us an opportunity— 
an opportunity to set aside the game of 
politics and to work together to con- 
front the enormous challenges before 
us. Whether we have the courage to 
tackle our fiscal crisis now will deter- 
mine the course of our country’s future 
for the next generation. 

I stand ready to work with my col- 
leagues in this chamber to do what it 
takes to get our economy back on 
track. Americans are known for their 
enterprising spirit and strong resolve, 
and our country will recover when we 
begin to live within our means and cre- 
ate a pro-growth business and jobs en- 
vironment. 

Last month, we recognized the 100th 
anniversary of President Ronald Rea- 
gan’s birth. It was a fitting time for all 
Americans to honor the memory of a 
man whose leadership guided our coun- 
try through many challenges. Our 40th 
President believed in the greatness of 
America. He believed in the principles 
of individual liberty, self-government 
and free enterprise. And he believed 
there “аге no limits to growth and 
human progress when men and women 
are free to follow their dreams.” 

It is with that same optimism and 
hope for the future that I stand before 
you today. I didn’t come to Washington 
for personal glory. I came to Wash- 
ington because I believe we have the 
responsibility to be good stewards of 
what we have been given and to pass on 
to the next generation the life we love 
and lead. We know what American can 
and should look like. 

When I took the oath of office, I 
pledged to support and defend the 
United States Constitution and to 
faithfully fulfill the duties of this of- 
fice—so help me God. I will continue to 
seek His help and His guidance in the 
days ahead, knowing that in Him all 
things are possible. 

As I humbly begin my new respon- 
sibilities, I remain committed to lead- 
ing with Kansas common sense, and to 
making the tough choices necessary 
today, so that tomorrow—and every 
day thereafter—our children and 
grandchildren can live in an America 
that provides them the opportunity to 
dream big and pursue those dreams. 

If I am successful, I will have ful- 
filled my responsibilities. If I am suc- 
cessful, I will have fulfilled my respon- 
sibilities as a parent, just like my mom 
and dad, and as an American who be- 
lieves our country’s better and brighter 
days lie ahead. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio). The Republican leader 
is recognized. 
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Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
congratulate our new Senator from 
Kansas for his inspiring first speech to 
his colleagues and suggest that it 
seems we have a new Senator from 
Kansas in the tradition of Bob Dole and 
Sam Brownback and PAT ROBERTS, and 
I congratulate our new colleague on a 
fine and inspirational first speech. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


FISCAL CRISIS 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we 
had two important votes yesterday on 
what we are going to do about the surg- 
ing debt this Nation is incurring and 
the dangers that debt poses to the fu- 
ture health of our economy, the pros- 
perity of our people, and the employ- 
ment of our people. 

We had a debt crisis, a financial cri- 
sis in 2007, that we still have not recov- 
ered from. It damaged us. It damaged 
American individuals. There are people 
unemployed in large numbers because 
of that. We have not yet recovered 
from it. We have some growth, but we 
have not yet come out of it. We have to 
deal with it in a serious way. 

So the proposal was, as passed by the 
House, to reduce the spending for the 
rest of the 7 months in this fiscal year 
ending September 30 by $61 billion. Our 
colleagues in the Senate basically pro- 
posed to do nothing, a $4.6 billion re- 
duction in spending over the rest of 
this fiscal year. That is an unaccept- 
able number. Perhaps we can disagree 
over where cuts ought to occur, but it 
is critically important at this time in 
history, as I will discuss, that we take 
real action that sends a message and 
actually saves money, not Washington 
speak about saving money, but real 
savings in money. 

We can do that. Every city, county, 
and State is doing that all over the 
country, and far bigger reductions in 
spending than we are discussing here. 
So the House proposal was to reduce 
discretionary spending $61 billion, 
which is about a 6-percent reduction in 
the planned spending level. That is not 
going to destroy our country. It is still 
well above the levels we were spending 
in 2008. But that $61 billion, when cal- 
culated over 10 years because it reduces 
the baseline of our government spend- 
ing, would calculate a net savings of 
$862 billion, counting interest, because 
it is that $61 billion every year plus the 
interest. We pay interest on the debt 
we are running up. 

We started out projecting a $1.3 tril- 
lion deficit this year, the largest in the 
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history of the Republic. But now the 
scores have gone up, and we are look- 
ing at over 1.6. We spend $3.8 trillion, 
but we are bringing in only $2.2 tril- 
lion. This is why 40 percent of what we 
are spending this year is borrowed. 

We have an opportunity now; this CR 
is it. We need to reduce spending now. 
People say, well, we can wait. We do 
not want to reduce spending for some 
of our favorite programs. This is dam- 
aging. We hear the old speeches that 
sound like they were given 20 years ago 
about any proposal to cut any spending 
level is seen as some total disaster, 
suggesting that the Republic will cease 
to exist. Of course, Americans know 
that is not so. They are not buying 
that. What world are we in? 

The President submitted a budget 
that basically does nothing but con- 
tinue the increases in spending. We 
just had the State Department in the 
Budget Committee. I am ranking Re- 
publican on the Budget Committee. 
They are asking for a 10.5-percent in- 
crease in the State Department’s 
spending. The Department of Edu- 
cation was in last week. They want 11 
percent. The Department of the Inte- 
rior was in. The President proposes a 
9.5-percent increase in their spending. 

Increases in 2012, that is their pro- 
posal. What world are they in? What 
about Transportation? Do you know 
how much they proposed increasing 
Transportation? Sixty-two percent. 
What world are we operating in? People 
say: You are just exaggerating. It is 
business as usual. We do not have to 
make any changes. We need to make 
investments, SESSIONS. This country 
needs to have more investments. The 
State Department had a 33-percent in- 
crease in 2 years. The Education De- 
partment had a 30-percent increase. I 
mean, when does it stop? 

If we reduce some of the increases 
that have been obtained, is that a real 
cut or is it just moving back to a more 
sane level? That is what it does. But 
when we do not have money, we have 
to make tough decisions. 

So, again, the question is, Are we 
just raising this politically? Are we 
just trying to make a political point or 
is there really something that is hap- 
pening in America that is dangerous 
and requires us to take this step 
whether or not we want to take it? Are 
we required to? Is it real? Do we have 
a crisis that is dangerous for us? 

Mr. Erskine Bowles and Mr. Alan 
Simpson, Senator Simpson—Mr. 
Bowles was President Clinton’s Chief of 
Staff—were appointed by President 
Obama to cochair the debt commission 
that did their report. This is what they 
said the day before yesterday, both of 
them. This was their signed joint state- 
ment to the Budget Committee the day 
before yesterday: 

We believe that if we do not take decisive 
action, our Nation faces the most predictable 
economic crisis in its history. 
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Are these extremists? They spent 
months studying the crisis the Nation 
is in and what it takes to get us out of 
it. They proposed some substantial 
changes in what we are doing. Just yes- 
terday they said: We are facing a crisis, 
the most predictable the Nation has 
ever faced in its history. 

In other words, we can see it coming. 
People say: Oh, it will not happen to 
us. Well, they should probably pick up 
the book, ‘‘This Time Is Different,” by 
Professor Rogoff at Harvard and 
Reinhart at Maryland, one of our other 
great universities. And their book pro- 
poses and shows how governments, 
sovereigns, get into financial trouble 
and how quickly bad things can hap- 
pen. The title of it should tell you 
something. The title is, “This Time Is 
Different.” 

The title suggests that all of these 
great financiers in these countries that 
ran up too much debt never thought it 
was going to happen to them, and when 
people raised questions, they said: Do 
not worry, this time is different. 

Well, is this an extreme book? Is this 
a dangerous book? They say when your 
debt, based on history and worldwide 
studies, reaches 90 percent of your 
total economy, your total debt equals 
90 percent of your GDP, your economy, 
on average, loses 1 percent growth and 
is at risk of a catastrophic adjustment, 
some sort of crisis. 

Well, what percent of GDP are we 
now? We have gone over 95 percent. 
The experts tell us by September 30, 
when this fiscal year ends, we will be 
at 100 percent of GDP. So is this some 
sort of fearmongering talk or are we 
just dealing with reality? Are we really 
facing a crisis we can see plainly in 
front of us? I suggest it is. 

Mr. Geithner, President Obama’s Sec- 
retary of the Treasury—unlike his 
Budget Director who also testified be- 
fore the Budget Committee, Mr. 
Geithner was more frank when asked: 
Do you agree with the Rogoff study? Is 
that a sound study? ‘‘Yes, I believe it 
is.” 

Then he said this, frankly: “I think 
it understates the risks.’’ Understates 
the risk. And when asked about that, 
he said, basically, there can be sys- 
temic, immediate shocks that occur 
that are unpredictable just like in 2007 
when all of a sudden we went from a 
boom to a bust, and as things happened 
in Greece, Ireland, and Iceland these 
things can happen in this modern world 
with electronic financial transfers very 
quickly. 

I believe we can prevent this. I be- 
lieve we can prevent it. But we have to 
take action or we are heading in the 
wrong direction. Did you notice the 
news yesterday? Bill Gross, who runs 
the world’s biggest bond fund at Pacific 
Investment Management, announced 
they had totally eliminated U.S. Gov- 
ernment-related debt from their flag- 
ship fund, as the United States Govern- 
ment projected record deficits. 
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So that is a big development, frank- 
ly. I mean, he manages more money 
than anybody in the world—I guess in 
the history of the world. He has elimi- 
nated government debt from the Total 
Return Fund, and that was just an- 
nounced. 

So is that something we should be 
concerned about? I think it is. Because 
who is going to buy our debt? Who will 
buy our Treasury bonds, now 10-year 
bonds, at 3.5 percent or so interest? 
People who get worried about their 
debt sell their bonds. Who is going to 
then buy them? Where are we going to 
get people to buy our bonds without 
paying higher and higher interest 
rates? 

Well, is our crisis coming upon us? 
Let me share with you the testimony 
that Mr. Simpson and Mr. Bowles gave 
to the Budget Committee just 2 days 
ago. 

This is what Mr. Bowles said, Co- 
chairman appointed by President 
Obama. He is very worried. 

This problem is going to happen. It is a 
problem we’re going to have to face up to in 
maybe 2 years, maybe a little less, maybe a 
little more. 

He is talking about a crisis. He said 
it is the most predictable crisis the Na- 
tion has ever faced. He is pleading with 
us to get off the unsustainable path we 
are on. 

What about Alan Simpson, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Wyoming who 
is so frank and articulate. He is also a 
delight to hear. He said: 

I think it will come before 2 years. . . Pm 
just saying at some point, I think within a 
year, at the end of the year, if they [the peo- 
ple who hold our debt] just thought you’re 
playing with fluff—5, 6, 7 percent of this 
hole—they’re going to say, “I want some 
money for my paper.” And if there is any- 
thing money guys love, it’s money. And 
money guys, when they start losing money, 
panic. And let me tell you, they will. It 
won’t matter what the government does, 
they’ll say, “I want my money, I’ve got a 
better place for it... ’’ Just saying for me, 
it won’t be a year. 

Mr. President, we have a time agree- 
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time expired some time ago. The 
time is limited to 10 minutes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Chair. I 
ask unanimous consent for 2 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. This is from the 
Washington Post, late January: 

In an analysis of the U.S. debt last week, 
S&P analysts said the unthinkable could 
occur unless U.S. officials take action. 

They go on to say: 

U.S. officials must act quickly to control 
government deficits or face slower growth 
and even more difficult choices in the future, 
the International Monetary Fund said 
Thursday in a report criticizing the tepid 
U.S. response to its rising debt. 

Admiral Mullen, Chairman of Joint 
Chiefs: 
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I believe that our debt is the greatest 
threat to our national security. 

Secretary Hillary Clinton, Secretary 
of State: 

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton waded 
into the nation’s fiscal debate Wednesday, 
calling the expected $1.3 trillion U.S. deficit 
“a message of weakness internationally.” 

Clinton says the deficit is a national 
security threat. It was $1.3 trillion 
when she said that in September. The 
projected deficit now is $1.6 trillion- 
plus. Secretary Geithner said the same. 

We have had a debate. We had 10 
Democrats defect from the Democratic 
bill that did nothing, saying we needed 
to go further. We had two Republicans 
defect. One Independent defected, prob- 
ably thought it was cutting too much. 
But the majority of Members seemed 
to be saying we need to reduce more. 

I suggest that our leaders get to- 
gether. If there is a disagreement about 
where the reductions ought to occur, so 
be it. Let’s work that out. But we need 
to reduce spending significantly. The 
House number is a minimal amount. I 
believe it will send a message to the 
Bill Grosses of the world who move bil- 
lions of dollars around that this coun- 
try is willing to take action, even 
tough action, to get off this 
unsustainable path. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont is recognized. 

(The remarks of Mr. SANDERS per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 552 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
HAGAN). The Senator from Alaska. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
ENERGY POLICY 


Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
last week I spoke on five of the steps 
we need to take to increase domestic 
oil production. Today I wish to take a 
few moments to speak more broadly 
about our Nation’s energy policy as a 
whole, what the proper goals for such a 
policy should be, and the false choice 
between increased domestic production 
and reduced oil consumption. 

Energy policy has repeatedly been 
brought up as an area where this Con- 
gress and this President can find com- 
mon ground. Knowing something actu- 
ally needs to be done, however, is no 
guarantee it will be done. The truth is 
most of us know we can improve in the 
area of energy. With oil prices at above 
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$100 a barrel and the price at the pump 
heading toward $4 a gallon, we need to 
develop a coherent national energy pol- 
icy to find that common ground, and 
that need has taken on even greater ur- 
gency. 

So what makes for good energy pol- 
icy and how can we ensure that agree- 
ment is finally reached on meaningful 
energy legislation? I think we should 
have essentially five goals, and those 
five goals are: an energy that is abun- 
dant, affordable, clean, diverse, and do- 
mestic. I realize these words, especially 
in combination with one another, don’t 
lend themselves to a clever acronym or 
a catchy slogan, so maybe we need to 
rearrange them and figure out what 
word we can make. But if we follow 
these as our guiding principles and 
make sure our legislative efforts re- 
flect each and every one, I believe gen- 
uine progress can be within our reach. 
So let’s start with the concept of af- 
fordable energy, because that is cer- 
tainly the most relevant topic right 
now. 

Times such as these serve as a 
wakeup call as to how important en- 
ergy—and particularly affordable do- 
mestic energy—is to our Nation. En- 
ergy provides the base of everything we 
do; not just heat and power and light 
and transportation, but the food we 
eat, the clothes we wear—everything. 
Whether for a server farm or for a soy- 
bean farm, abundant and affordable en- 
ergy is the foundation for a robust 
economy. But, unfortunately, there 
seem to be those who feel the key to 
clean energy is to make energy scarce 
and expensive. We don’t need an experi- 
ment or an act of Congress to know an 
economic recession reduces emissions, 
and a depression, of course, would even 
do that more so. The current price of 
oil is a stark reminder that while mak- 
ing energy scarce and expensive may, 
in fact, reduce our emissions, it is an 
even more effective way to crush an 
economic recovery. That is not good 
for us. 

The President has proposed we 
should raise the taxes on oil compa- 
nies, but in the middle of tough eco- 
nomic times, the American people are 
not open to those policies that will in- 
crease their energy costs. There is a 
better path that would do more to bol- 
ster our energy security, more to cre- 
ate jobs, more to generate government 
revenues and, equally, more to reduce 
our deficit. Instead of punishing one in- 
dustry to promote another, let’s use 
our tremendous reserves of conven- 
tional resources which account for 
more than 80 percent of our energy sup- 
ply. Let’s use these to fund the next 
generation of clean technologies. Let’s 
prove up and produce our resources and 
then put these revenues toward— 
whether it is tax incentives, whether it 
is additional research, whether it is 
studies at our universities, you name 
it, but let’s use these wisely. 
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Speaking specifically to the regu- 
latory burdens on energy, I think we 
all recognize the Clean Air Act has 
made our air cleaner and certainly im- 
proved our health. Carbon monoxide, 
SOx, NOx, and a host of other pollut- 
ants have largely been removed from 
smokestack and tailpipe emissions. I 
think we recognize there is more we 
can do in terms of the regulation of 
HFCs and other greenhouse gases 
which, while they emit much lesser 
quantities, they certainly have potent 
greenhouse effects. But the Clean Air 
Act is not the proper legal framework 
for regulation of carbon dioxide, which 
is emitted in huge quantities by almost 
every human activity and whose effect 
cannot be confined to a nonattainment 
area, and which, in itself, is not harm- 
ful to health. All of us want a cleaner 
energy supply, but the approach taken 
over the last several years seems to 
have been one of all or nothing instead 
of the all-of-the-above approach, and I 
think it has been counterproductive. 
We need to seek out and accept policies 
that will lead to steady progress. 

We don’t yet know the best way to 
provide energy that is clean and abun- 
dant and affordable, but what we do 
know is there is a whole myriad of op- 
portunities. We have oil and natural 
gas; we have wind; we have solar; we 
have hydro; we have geothermal. We 
have coal, biofuels, fission, fusion. Just 
naming the types of energy and the 
subcategories within energy is a whole 
floor speech in and of itself. Whether it 
turns out to be fireflies we collect in a 
bottle or something we simply haven’t 
even imagined yet, we don’t know what 
source or what combination of sources 
will actually turn out to be best for 
America. That should be cause for 
those of us here in Congress to be ex- 
traordinarily careful in trying to pre- 
determine what sources should either 
win or lose. We are always talking 
around here about we need to steer 
clear of picking winners and losers, and 
yet it seems that is what we do all the 
time. A diversity of energy sources pro- 
vides the best proving ground and in- 
surance against overreliance on any 
one source, and a healthy economy pro- 
vides the best demand for the cleanest 
sources available. 

Winston Churchill once said: 

On no one quality, on no one process, on no 
one country, on no one route, and on no one 
field must we be dependent. Safety and cer- 
tainty in oil lie in variety and variety alone. 

Winston Churchill was talking about 
oil, but his words are just as applicable 
to our need for diversity in all of our 
types of energy. 

Finally, the need to make our energy 
domestic to the greatest degree pos- 
sible is something we have all known— 
we all know we need to do this—but we 
have failed to do anything about it for 
decades. It shouldn’t take an upheaval 
in North Africa to convince us that 
sending billions of dollars a day out of 
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our economy to countries that are not 
our friends is a bad idea. 

We know it is a bad idea. Yet we con- 
tinue year after year after year. We 
need to focus on two parallel tracks: 
increased domestic production and de- 
creased consumption. We absolutely 
should reduce our dependence on oil. In 
our early days of the automobile, we 
saw a wide range of experiments as in- 
ventors and entrepreneurs strove to 
find the best approach. Again, I think 
we are on the verge of a renaissance in 
vehicle technologies where we explore 
electric vehicles, biofuels, fuel cells, ef- 
ficient diesels, natural gas, propane, 
and other approaches. But for right 
now, today, we use 20 million barrels of 
oil a day, and for the vast majority of 
its uses there is no imminent sub- 
stitute. 

I said last week in my comments 
that for the sake of our national econ- 
omy, for the sake of our Nation’s secu- 
rity, and for the sake of the world’s en- 
vironment, we should produce at home 
the highest possible percentage of the 
oil we do consume. 

Domestic production is currently 
being stifled by those who engage in 
what I guess you would call magical 
thinking—that if only we stop pro- 
ducing oil in the United States, then 
the world’s need for oil is going to go 
away and Skittles are going to fall 
from the sky and unicorns will prance 
in the streets. It is just not real. 

The harsh reality is our foreign oil 
dependence contributes to conflicts 
where young men and women die or 
come home without limbs, and we 
wreck our economy. There always will 
be future conflicts in the world, wheth- 
er in the Middle East or elsewhere. As 
a nation, we will have to decide on our 
proper role in each. We can and should 
do everything possible, however, to 
eliminate foreign oil dependence as a 
strategic consideration. 

Madam President, none of this is due 
to America running out of oil. In Alas- 
ka, my home State, we have estimated 
reserves in excess of 65 years’ worth of 
Persian Gulf imports. So, again, in 
Alaska alone—one State—we have re- 
serves in excess of 65 years of what we 
take from the Persian Gulf. There are 
also, of course, tremendous reserves in 
other States and, of course, offshore. 

For decades, opponents of domestic 
production have argued that we should 
not produce more because we are not 
going to see this come online for years 
to come. If, 20 years ago, or even 10 
years ago we had ignored those who 
had said ANWR was unacceptable be- 
cause it would take a decade to de- 
velop, we would now, at this point in 
time, be enjoying another 1 million 
barrels of domestic production per day. 
But we said, 10 years ago, 20 years ago, 
it is going to take too long to bring 
that ANWR oil online, so we just ought 
not do it. Look where it puts us today. 

Opponents also like to say that a pol- 
icy of increased domestic production 
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will have no immediate effect on oil 
prices. We don’t even want to waste 
time arguing the folly of trying to dis- 
miss good national energy policy be- 
cause it is long term. I also note that 
using the Strategic Oil Reserve to 
mitigate high oil prices—to maybe 
push them back below $100 a barrel for 
a short term, a couple weeks—should 
be unacceptable to us. We need a viable 
long-term answer, not a short-term and 
shortsighted political alibi. 

There is nothing that OPEC fears 
more than America committing to the 
twin tracks of increased domestic pro- 
duction and reduced consumption. 
Were we to do so, we would see OPEC 
doing everything in their power to 
drive down world oil prices to make us 
abandon our policies and, once again, 
hamstring ourselves and make us reli- 
ant upon them for our oil. 

I want to offer an important perspec- 
tive. Even if we cannot accept that 
America increasing production and de- 
creasing consumption would affect 
global oil prices, remember, price is 
not the only reason to advance such a 
policy. Right now, the high price of oil 
works against America, and it works 
for every nation that deliberately pro- 
duces its reserves. Production provides 
them with jobs, it provides them with 
revenue for their government, and it 
provides better trade balances and na- 
tional security, but all at our country’s 
expense. 

We are the only country that has 
identified a huge resource base and 
then absolutely refused to produce it. 
So often we hear on this floor discus- 
sion about China eating our lunch in 
clean energy, about Japan and Ger- 
many outpacing us in wind and solar 
technology. But does anybody think if 
those countries had a Gulf of Mexico or 
an ANWR, they would not be drilling in 
those areas as we speak? Does anyone 
think those nations demagog nuclear 
power or refuse to permit coal plants? 
Their energy policies are on a better 
track than ours. They are not just 
looking at what is happening today; 
they are looking at tomorrow, at 
today—they have an energy policy that 
carries them out. 

There is an article in the Wall Street 
Journal of yesterday by Nansen Saleri. 
He concludes his article with this 
statement: 

The U.S. does not have an energy problem. 
It has an energy strategy problem. 

Think about that. It is not lacking 
the resources; it is the strategy for how 
we develop our energy resources. 

During his campaign, President 
Obama liked to quote Dr. Martin Lu- 
ther King and talk about ‘һе fierce 
urgency of now.” There are few issues 
more important or more fundamental 
to our Nation’s long-term success than 
a viable energy policy. People are very 
correct when they say that parts of 
this will take time, and parts will take 
a longer period of time. But now is 
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never more fiercely urgent than when 
we have such an important and long 
journey ahead of us. If we are ever 
going to take control of our energy fu- 
ture, now is the time to come together 
and support policies that promote 
abundant, affordable, clean, diverse, 
and domestic energy. It is critically 
important to us. 

I look forward to these conversations 
that we will continue on the Senate 
floor as we talk about ways we not 
only work to reduce our budget, ways 
we not only work to create jobs in this 
country, but ways that we truly build a 
strategic energy policy for the long- 
term for this country. 

With that, I yield the floor and sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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GASOLINE PRICES 


Mr. ENSIGN. Madam President, I 
wish to talk about gasoline prices and 
energy. Just a few years ago, this Na- 
tion was in the middle of an energy cri- 
sis not unlike the one we are in today. 
Back then Nevadans were confronted 
with record prices at the gas pump, and 
this body did nothing to relieve their 
burden. 

When I joined my colleagues to de- 
mand that we explore our own domes- 
tic energy possibilities, the call fell on 
deaf ears. In May of 2007, I said that 
“moving America toward energy inde- 
pendence needs to be more than a 
bumper sticker and a campaign slo- 
кап.” Unfortunately, it remained just 
that. 

Campaign promises to protect our 
Nation’s security interests remain on 
the campaign trail, and cheers at polit- 
ical rallies to increase America’s en- 
ergy independence are left behind with 
deflated balloons and forgotten con- 
fetti. Well, here we are. My colleagues 
on this side warned against what an 
unstable Middle East could mean for 
our gasoline needs. Yet, today, what 
are we witnessing? Turmoil in that re- 
gion and escalating gasoline prices at 
home once again. 

Unfortunately, this time around, our 
economy is also in trouble. My State of 
Nevada has continued to suffer the 
most during this recession, and econo- 
mists are not predicting a quick turn- 
around anytime soon. 

The problem with this new energy 
crisis is that a record number of people 
in Nevada and around the country are 
now without jobs and without homes. 
So how are they supposed to afford $4- 
a-gallon gasoline or maybe even $5-a- 
gallon gasoline at the pump? I will tell 
you simply, they cannot afford this. 
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Recent unrest in Egypt, Libya, and 
other countries has forced gas prices to 
rise nearly 40 cents a gallon in the re- 
cent weeks. For those struggling in my 
State, that is verging on unfavorable. 
For those who are worse off, it already 
is. The price of gas is at a 2-year high. 
The average price of a gallon of gaso- 
line in America is now $3.52. When 
President Obama first took office, the 
average price for a gallon of gasoline 
was $1.84. That is a 91-percent increase. 
What are we doing? Nothing. In Ne- 
vada, gas prices are rising and are now 
above $3.60 a gallon. The biggest con- 
cern with the rising cost of gasoline is 
that it translates into higher prices at 
the grocery store, utility bills, and vir- 
tually everything we do. 

I have spoken at length over the past 
few years about people in my State 
who are being forced to decide between 
paying the rent or putting food on the 
table to feed their families. But what 
are they going to do if they can afford 
to do either? This is a sad thought for 
me but a reality for many others. 

Throughout this economic downturn, 
Members from both sides of the aisle 
have come to the floor to talk about 
people in their home States who are 
suffering. Philosophical differences 
aside, both parties have put forth legis- 
lation that they believe will help the 
economic plight of many Americans. 
What have we done about energy prices 
that threaten to derail recovering fam- 
ilies? Nothing. 

Rising gas prices affect nearly every 
sector of our economy. Everywhere we 
look in America today, our economy 
continues to be directly affected by the 
skyrocketing price of fuel. At a time 
when unemployment is over 14 percent 
in my home State and Americans are 
already struggling financially, we can 
no longer allow this problem to be ig- 
nored or to be set aside. We need real 
solutions that develop our domestic en- 
ergy and oil production, and we need 
those solutions to decrease our depend- 
ence on dangerous foreign oil. 

We send over $500 billion a year out 
of this country to buy foreign oil. A lot 
of that money ends up financing the 
very people who would do us harm. 
What America needs is everything but 
foreign oil from dangerous countries. 
That needs to be our energy policy so 
that we can ensure that the price of 
gas does not further cripple our crum- 
bling economy. 

In 2008, I spoke on the Senate floor 
and said these following words: 

The American people are looking to us for 
solutions. We have a responsibility to make 
decisions here in order to provide them much 
needed relief at home. For many months, Re- 
publicans have been working to provide that 
relief. We have been focused on a three- 
pronged approach: boosting renewable en- 
ergy and alternative energy, encouraging en- 
ergy efficiency, and growing our American 
energy supply. This line of attack balances 
the need for us to be responsible stewards of 
our environment with the need for reliable, 
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affordable energy to fuel our lives and our 
economy. 

Again, that is what I said in 2008 
when Republicans wanted to address 
the need for American energy inde- 
pendence. But the Democratic majority 
had other priorities. 

We simply cannot continue to pass 
the buck on to another Congress and 
kick the can down the road. We need to 
take action, and we need to do it now. 

Like the spending cuts, everything 
needs to be on the table when dis- 
cussing American energy independ- 
ence. By working to eradicate our dan- 
gerous dependence on foreign oil from 
the Middle East and Venezuela, we can 
protect Americans from choosing be- 
tween paying the rent, providing food 
for their families, or paying for gas to 
drive to work. 

What does an ‘‘everything but dan- 
gerous foreign oil’’ approach look like? 
It means 10 billion barrels of oil from 
ANWR in Alaska. It means 28 billion 
barrels from deep-sea exploration; 
about 1.8 trillion barrels possibly from 
oil shale in Colorado, Utah, and Wyo- 
ming; trillions of cubic feet in Amer- 
ican natural gas. It also means a 230- 
year supply of coal and great potential 
for nuclear energy. These are American 
sources of energy. If we combine those 
with conservation and aggressive in- 
vestment in renewable and green en- 
ergy—solar, wind, geothermal, hydro- 
power, fuel cells, and electric vehi- 
cles—they are all key to our American 
energy independence. 

I recently visited a couple of dif- 
ferent places in my home State of Ne- 
vada that are producing electric cars. 
Those are great, but you still have to 
produce the energy to produce the elec- 
tricity to run those electric cars. That 
is why we need this ‘‘all of the above’’ 
approach for American energy inde- 
pendence. 

My home State of Nevada is actually 
a Shining example of many innovations 
being made on these fronts. Nevada 
Solar One in Boulder City is one of the 
largest capacity solar powerplants 
built in the world and generates 
enough electricity to power at least 
14,000 households a year. Nellis Air 
Force Base in Las Vegas has the Na- 
tion’s biggest photovoltaic solar power 
system, which supplies 30 percent of 
the energy used at the base. Henderson 
has Nevada’s first solar community, 
where each home has a rooftop solar 
electric system. Late in 2007, Ausra, 
Inc., selected Las Vegas as the site for 
the first U.S. manufacturing plant for 
solar thermal power systems. The 
world’s third largest geothermal power 
producer is headquartered in Reno, NV. 
And Nevada is home to the only asso- 
ciate degree program in the Nation in 
energy efficiency. It is absurd to think 
that people in Nevada are going to be 
crippled by increasing prices at the gas 
pump at the same time that our State 
is leading the way in renewable energy 
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innovation simply because Congress 
will not act to address this crisis. 

Throughout this last year, bills were 
passed filled with unintended con- 
sequences because every dip in the 
economy was deemed by some to be a 
crisis that required an immediate solu- 
tion. Yet we knowingly continue to ig- 
nore the energy crisis that will con- 
tinue to plague our country every time 
the Middle East cannot get along. 

According to the Department of En- 
ergy, oil is the source of more than 40 
percent of our total energy demands 
and more than 99 percent of the fuel we 
use in our cars and trucks. 

The Senator from Alaska, Ms. MUR- 
KOWSKI, was just on the floor talking 
about how we all want to transition to 
a more green economy. But the fact is, 
that is going to be years and even dec- 
ades away, во we have to have Amer- 
ican sources of energy here now. 

The United States consumed about 19 
billion barrels of petroleum products a 
day in 2009. We receive over half of this 
oil—51 percent—from foreign sources, 
predominantly from the Middle East, 
Africa, and Central America. We can- 
not continue to ignore this issue. Inac- 
tion is no longer an option. 

The Obama administration’s ap- 
proach to developing domestic energy 
production has been to impose regula- 
tions, withdraw permits, and shut off 
access to lands that contain valuable 
oil and natural gas deposits. In addi- 
tion, the EPA is currently regulating 
domestic energy resources for green- 
house gas emissions under the Clean 
Air Act. We can no longer afford orga- 
nizations, such as the EPA, claiming 
authority to cut off our access to re- 
sources because of arbitrary rules 
based on unsound science. These back- 
door climate regulations could increase 
the cost of gasoline and electricity by 
50 percent. These policies work to pro- 
mote our dependence on foreign oil, 
and they do nothing to reduce the cost 
for ordinary Americans. 

Ten billion barrels in ANWR in Alas- 
ka means that not drilling is not an op- 
tion. ANWR is roughly the size of 
South Carolina, but drilling in ANWR 
will only be about the size of McCarran 
Airport in the city of Las Vegas. That 
is about 2,000 acres out of the size of 
South Carolina. If I had a map here, it 
literally would be a dot on a huge map. 
That is how tiny an area we have to 
disturb to get this 10 billion barrels of 
oil out of ANWR. 

We can even access ANWR during the 
winter months. We can drive out on ice 
roads that are 6 feet thick, and then in 
the spring, when everything starts to 
melt and the animals need to come out 
for their breeding in the springtime, we 
can cap the wells, take all of the equip- 
ment out, and let nature take its 
course in the summer months. 

Additionally, at least 40 billion bar- 
rels of recoverable oil in the National 
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska and the 
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Chukchi and Beaufort Seas means that 
Alaska alone can replace crude imports 
from the Persian Gulf for nearly 65 
years. Let me repeat that. New oil in 
Alaska can replace what we import 
from the Persian Gulf for the next 65 
years. If that is not in the interest of 
America—our national security inter- 
ests and our national economic inter- 
ests—I don’t know what is. I bet that is 
a statistic the Obama administration 
would rather keep hidden. As a matter 
of fact, they are keeping it hidden be- 
cause the EPA is blocking the ability 
of Americans to go in and get those oil 
and natural gas reserves. 

Also, in Louisiana, drilling for nat- 
ural gas in the Haynesville Shale re- 
sulted in an estimated $5.7 billion in 
new household earnings for Louisiana 
residents in 2009, and it created over 
50,000 jobs. I mention this because 
going after American energy produces 
American jobs. I think everybody in 
this Chamber agrees we need American 
jobs today. 

Now we are finding that there are 
more reserves located in central Lou- 
isiana and southern Mississippi, and 
they may contain 7 billion more bar- 
rels of natural gas. But we have also 
found many natural gas reserves in the 
rest of the country. Shale reserves in 
Pennsylvania, Ohio, New York, Okla- 
homa, and West Virginia could provide 
us with literally billions more barrels 
of natural gas. 

Yet, in the midst of this abundance, 
the administration has strapped down 
these reserves with regulations and 
too-long-to-comply-with permits. The 
solution to this situation is simple: We 
need to streamline the process to allow 
America to access its own resources 
without the hindrance of bureaucratic 
redtape. If we are allowed to fully tap 
into the potential of these reserves, we 
will be one step closer to developing af- 
fordable and environmentally safe 
compressed natural gas vehicles. This 
will not only curb our reliance on dan- 
gerous foreign oil but also create even 
more jobs and put us at the forefront of 
alternative-fuel technology. By using 
our own natural gas reserves, we can 
build more powerplants, improve our 
transportation needs through buses 
and trucks that run on natural gas, 
power our fleets, and improve our 
country’s ability to manufacture steel, 
fabric, glass, and plastic that we need 
instead of outsourcing these jobs over- 
seas, which is what has been hap- 
pening. 

Madam President, 28 billion barrels 
of deep-sea oil means that the Obama 
administration cannot continue to hold 
these reserves hostage by banning 
deep-sea drilling. The Gulf of Mexico 
and the Atlantic coast areas alone hold 
commercial oil reserves of 28 billion 
barrels of oil and up to 140 trillion 
cubic feet of natural gas. These are 
huge reserves. 

Despite the administration lifting its 
moratorium on permits late last year, 
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only one deepwater well permit has 
been issued in the last 11 months—only 
one. We can and we must do better 
than this. 

Yesterday, it was reported that the 
Obama administration will issue an- 
other handful of deepwater drilling per- 
mits in the near future. Of course, this 
comes at a time when the administra- 
tion is appealing a ruling from a Fed- 
eral court that has ordered the admin- 
istration to act on the permits that 
have been pending and that have been 
virtually ignored. 

Secretary Salazar, in a Senate sub- 
committee hearing just yesterday, said 
oil production in the gulf will not drop 
significantly as a result of the adminis- 
tration’s delay. He said we ‘‘may see a 
blip.” Well, this country cannot afford 
to see a downward blip. As a matter of 
fact, we need to see an upward tick. We 
need to see more production coming 
out of the Gulf of Mexico. 

Recently, Senator VITTER drafted his 
No Cost Stimulus Plan, as he calls it— 
or his 3 Ds. Those 3 Ds are domestic en- 
ergy, domestic jobs, and reducing the 
deficit. This bill aims to increase our 
ability to access domestic energy 
sources to increase our energy inde- 
pendence. It would use these domestic 
energy sources to create thousands of 
real, private-sector, long-term jobs in 
areas such as my State, where we have 
the potential to lead the Nation in re- 
newable energy. 

In 2009, the Obama administration 
canceled 77 oil and gas leases in Utah, 
and in 2010 it canceled another 61 oil 
and gas leases in Montana. This is as- 
tounding to me because now, instead of 
acting on American energy independ- 
ence, we are trying to stifle the 
progress we are making. Senator VIT- 
TER’s legislation would direct the 
Obama administration to reinstate oil 
and gas leases that were canceled and 
to open ANWR to oil production. 

Senator VITTER’s legislation would 
also establish an ANWR alternative en- 
ergy trust fund so we can pay for re- 
newable energy development with our 
own money instead of borrowing 
money from China and Saudi Arabia 
and others to do it. The bill also re- 
stricts the EPA from imposing regula- 
tions that cut off our access to oil and 
gas resources instead of utilizing them. 

We have been talking about the debt 
on this floor and overspending. We need 
legislation to go after American en- 
ergy. By the way, this legislation 
would not cost us any money. AS a 
matter of fact, it brings in money to 
the U.S. Treasury because we get roy- 
alties off of American energy. That is 
the direction in which the Senate, the 
House, and the President needs to take 
our country—less dependence on for- 
eign oil, more American security from 
an energy independence standpoint, 
more economic security, and more 
military security as well. 

Republicans have solutions and we 
are eager to start this debate, but we 
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need the majority to bring these bills 
to the floor of the Senate. The issues 
are too critical for us to delay. We 
can’t afford to let gasoline continue to 
go up and up and up, to $4, $5, who 
knows where it is going to stop. 

Unfortunately, President Clinton ve- 
toed the bill that would have opened 
ANWR back in the mid-1990s. I think 
we were one vote short in passing the 
ability to open ANWR when President 
Bush was President. This body failed 
by one vote. That is unfortunate, be- 
cause if we had opened ANWR, we 
wouldn’t be in nearly as bad shape as 
we are in today. But it isn’t just 
ANWR, it is many other places where 
we can have American energy and we 
need to act and we need to act now. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Dakota. 


DEBT AND NATIONAL SECURITY 


Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I rise 
to talk about our Nation’s security and 
what the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, ADM Mike Mullen, recently 
said is the greatest threat to America’s 
future. He mentioned not too long ago 
that the greatest threat to America’s 
national security is our national debt, 
not al-Qaida or the Iranian nuclear 
threat or instability in the Middle East 
or Russian spies but our national debt. 

That is a stunning statement, but I 
think it is backed up by the numbers. 
We are more than $14 trillion in debt. 
It took 220 years of American history, 
up to the beginning of 2009 and with 48 
American Presidents, to pile up $6.3 
trillion in publicly held debt. Under the 
Obama administration’s latest budget, 
we will double that in another 2 years 
and triple it in 10. That budget calls for 
a sizable annual deficit every single 
year for the next 10 years. The smallest 
budget deficit we would face would be 
$607 billion in the year 2015, and then 
our deficits would start rising again. 

That is what the White House calls a 
balanced budget. I would call it a joke, 
but it is no laughing matter. We just 
learned China holds even more of our 
debt than the Treasury had previously 
thought—26 percent of total U.S. debt 
held by foreigners. The President’s 
budget inevitably would add to that. 

That crushing debt burden we are im- 
posing on future generations will seri- 
ously limit their ability to live the 
American dream. For generations in 
this country, parents have sacrificed so 
their children could have a better life, 
but today we are standing that tradi- 
tion on its head. Excessive spending 
and debt threaten to make the next 
generation the first in our history to 
have a lower standard of living than 
the one that came before. That was not 
what my parents did. My father fought 
in World War II. He worked hard as a 
teacher, a coach, he drove the school- 
bus, ran a motel in my hometown, and 
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basically did any job he could and 
made whatever sacrifices he needed to 
make in order to keep our family fed, 
clothed, and sheltered. His father be- 
fore him, my grandfather, traveled to 
this country from Norway and worked 
doing hard labor laying the railroad 
across the Plains. He started his own 
hardware store and ran it through the 
Depression and war until he couldn’t 
work anymore. He knew what it meant 
to sacrifice to take care of his family. 

But today, Washington seems to be 
saying the generations to follow us will 
have to sacrifice so we will not have to 
make the tough choices. We don’t want 
to do the hard work of living within 
our means, so our children and our 
grandchildren will just have to get by 
on less. Every one of us in this Con- 
gress should be ashamed of that pros- 
pect. 

But more than shame for what we are 
doing to future generations, we should 
be alarmed about what we are doing to 
our economy today. That skyrocketing 
debt means a burden of uncertainty on 
our businesses, small and large alike. 
When businesses and people are uncer- 
tain if there will be a fiscal crisis, they 
limit their investment. Added to the 
stifling amount of overregulation com- 
ing out of Congress and the administra- 
tion these past 2 years, it means busi- 
nesses have one more reason to worry 
about whether they can afford to add 
another person to the payroll. That 
means fewer jobs. 

One influential study, endorsed by 
none other than Treasury Secretary 
Geithner, found that countries with 
very high debt burdens suffer from 
lower economic growth rates. Median 
growth rates for countries with public 
debt above roughly the 90 percent of 
GDP threshold are about 1 percent 
lower than otherwise. The reasons for 
this are simple: Government borrowing 
crowds out private investment. The 
less productive public sector takes re- 
sources that could and would be better 
used by the more productive private 
sector. 

We have already crossed the dan- 
gerous 90 percent threshold—gross debt 
was 93 percent of GDP at the end of 
last fiscal year and will top the 100 per- 
cent barrier by the end of this fiscal 
year. Under the President’s budget, the 
debt will continue to grow rapidly, 
eventually reaching 107 percent of 
GDP—and that is even with the gim- 
micks and questionable assumptions 
the White House budget proposal con- 
tains, including what I believe are very 
unrealistic economic growth assump- 
tions. 

President Obama’s own economic ad- 
visers have estimated that a 1-percent 
increase in GDP translates into 1 mil- 
lion more jobs. Many more people 
would have jobs today if it weren’t for 
this crushing debt burden. 

We did finally have some good news 
last Friday about private sector job 
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creation. Nobody was happier than I to 
see that. But the fact remains that the 
labor force participation rate in the 
latest unemployment figures was un- 
changed at 64.2 percent, the lowest 
level it has been since the early 1980s. 
A lot of workers have been so discour- 
aged with the lack of jobs they have 
simply stopped looking. 

Let us not forget our recovery so far 
has lagged far behind past recessions. 
At this point after the 1981-1982 reces- 
sion, the economy had already ex- 
panded to 10 percent. But the current 
recovery has only expanded the econ- 
omy by .14 percent. That is not good 
enough. We all know if we don’t act 
soon to get control of Federal spending 
and our soaring debt, any good news 
will be short-lived. 

For 2 years, the Pied Pipers of big 
government told us they could spend 
their way out of financial troubles; 
that the money was free and it would 
lead to jobs, jobs, jobs. Well, they were 
wrong, and 2 years of their policies 
have left us dramatically worse off. It 
is simple: Too much government spend- 
ing means too much government debt. 
That means a weaker economy and 
fewer jobs. 

I think we are finally at the point 
where most people, even here in Wash- 
ington, are willing to concede we need 
to get a handle on our spending. Even 
the Obama administration—the biggest 
spending White House in history—has 
finally come around to the realization 
that just maybe we should let the cred- 
it card cool off a bit. 

There is no better time in America’s 
history to change course regarding 
Federal spending. We are at a moment 
when we are about to get hit by a suc- 
cession of three budgetary waves. 
First, the end of the 2-week continuing 
resolution on March 18. Then we will 
have to address the debt limit some- 
time this spring. After we have dealt 
with those two matters, we need to 
take up the budget for fiscal year 2012 
because the new fiscal year is only 6 
months away. 

None of those is a mystery. None of 
them snuck up on us. We have seen 
them all coming. We have had plenty of 
warning. We have no excuse for being 
unprepared. I am confident we can 
come together and solve all three of 
those issues. We showed we can do it 
with the 2-week CR, finding $4 billion 
of spending that we could agree was 
not our most important national pri- 
ority right now and could be cut. 
Thanks to the great work of our friend 
and colleague, Dr. COBURN, the GAO 
has confirmed there are hundreds of 
billions of dollars in waste and duplica- 
tion we can begin to scrub out of our 
Federal budget. 

That is our short-term situation— 
those three challenges. But there has 
also been talk of a balanced budget 
amendment, and I am a cosponsor of 
two balanced budget amendments. 
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That is not a short-term fix. That is a 
long-term issue. So that is the short 
term and the long term. 

In the midterm, we need to come up 
with additional solutions to get us off 
what I call Federal fiscal irrespon- 
sibility, budgetary brinksmanship, and 
deficits as far as the eye can see. We 
need to get back on the path of pros- 
perity, and that path cannot be built 
on borrowed money and reckless spend- 
ing. Getting back on the right path 
will require us to fix our broken budget 
process. 

To that end, I am proud to reintro- 
duce a bill I introduced last year that 
would establish commonsense reforms 
to improve transparency and efficiency 
in our budgeting process. I am proud 
Senators CHAMBLISS, CRAPO, INHOFE, 
JOHANNS, KIRK, PORTMAN, and WICKER 
have joined me in cosponsoring б. 439, 
the Deficit Reduction and Budget Re- 
form Act of 2011. 

If we don’t do something to fix this 
broken system and soon, we are going 
to keep getting hit by these budget 
waves, and sooner or later they are 
going to sink us. 

My proposal has three main parts. 
The first is budget reforms. I propose 
we start by reforming pay-go rules to 
prevent the double-counting gimmicks 
that too often are used around here, 
particularly with regard to our trust 
funds. We saw that double counting 
occur during the health care debate 
last year, when hundreds of billions of 
dollars were doubled counted—essen- 
tially spent twice—during the health 
care debate. 

My proposal would make the Federal 
budget a binding joint resolution 
signed into law by the President. 
Today, it is a nonbinding resolution 
and routinely gets waived. 

My proposal calls for a biannual 
budget timeline. There is more time 
for oversight and to see what is work- 
ing doing a budget every other year— 
during the odd-numbered years—and 
then during the even-numbered years 
doing oversight. So instead of looking 
for ways to spend taxpayer dollars, we 
look for ways to save taxpayer dollars. 

My proposal also calls for a legisla- 
tive line-item veto. Governors have it; 
the President should too. 

My proposal would prevent the abuse 
of emergency spending designations, 
which, again, have become all too rou- 
tine and all too frequent around here, 
to get around spending caps. 

My proposal calls for the creation of 
а new CLASS Act trigger, if that new 
entitlement program is not solvent 
over a 75-year timeframe. 

I would also modify the Medicare 
cost containment trigger to have hon- 
est accounting with respect to reve- 
nues and savings in the new health 
care bill. 

My proposal also would update the 
Credit Reform Act to score the pur- 
chases of debt, stock, equity, and cap- 
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ital using a discount rate that incor- 
porates market risk rather than the 
procedure that has been used in the 
past which, in my view, completely un- 
derstates the cost of many of these pro- 
grams. 

I call for a new standing joint com- 
mittee of Congress for budget deficit 
reduction. If you can believe this, there 
are 26 committees or subcommittees 
that spend tax dollars and not one that 
saves tax dollars. That joint committee 
would be responsible for producing a 
bill to cut the deficit by at least 10 per- 
cent every budget cycle without rais- 
ing taxes. This bill would get expedited 
consideration in both Chambers of Con- 
gress and use only spending reductions, 
not tax increases. Tax increases would 
be off the table. A standing com- 
mittee—not just issuing one report and 
closing up shop—its recommendations 
would get an up-or-down vote in Con- 
gress. 

There is a precedent for doing this. I 
see the Senator from West Virginia on 
the floor. Back in the 1940s, there was 
a Senator from West Virginia named 
Harry Byrd. As they were debating 
whether to raise taxes to fund World 
War II, he came up with an idea and 
said: Before we do that, we ought to 
look at savings we can find in our Fed- 
eral budget. So he proposed a joint 
committee called the Joint Committee 
on the Reduction of Nonessential Fed- 
eral Expenditures. They went about 
the process of scrubbing the Federal 
budget to see if there might be savings 
that could be achieved that would pre- 
vent having to raise taxes to fund the 
war effort. In the process of doing that, 
that committee achieved a great many 
things. It was in existence for about 30 
years. 

What this would do is draw on that 
precedent and create a joint standing 
committee in the Congress that would 
be bicameral—l10 House Members, 10 
Senate Members—bipartisan—10 Re- 
publicans and 10 Democrats—and would 
have a statutory requirement each 
budget cycle for coming up with a spec- 
ified amount of savings in deficit re- 
ductions through spending reductions. 

What would we do in the short term? 
This proposal would freeze and cap 
spending. It would propose a 10-year 
spending freeze at 2008 levels adjusted 
for inflation. After all, nondefense dis- 
cretionary spending has increased at 
an alarming rate since 2008—a 22-per- 
cent increase, when inflation has been 
roughly 2 percent. In other words, non- 
defense discretionary spending has 
grown in the last 2 years at 10 times 
the rate of inflation. 

As I said, this is not a quick fix. No 
plan is going to solve our problems 
overnight, and I hope we do not take 
seriously anyone who claims to have a 
plan that will. But just the same, I do 
not think we should take seriously any 
plan that claims that an annual deficit 
of $607 billion is the same as a balanced 
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budget. It is not the same, and it is not 
good enough. The only thing that is 
good enough for our children and for 
the future prosperity of this great 
country is for us to get our fiscal house 
in order and to embrace responsible 
budgeting. We cannot continue to 
spend money we do not have. We have 
to learn. Like the American people 
have learned to live within their 
means, we have to learn how to tighten 
our belts. 

I wish to close with a couple of state- 
ments. 

I mentioned earlier the statement by 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, ADM Mike Mullen, with regard 
to the greatest threat to our national 
security being our national debt, but I 
also want to quote what Secretary of 
State Hillary Clinton called the unex- 
pected $1.3 trillion U.S. deficit. She re- 
ferred to it as a ‘‘message of weakness 
internationally,” and she went on to 
say: 

It poses a national security threat in two 
ways: it undermines our capacity to act in 
our own interest, and it does constrain us 
where constraint may be undesirable. 

That is Secretary of State Hillary 
Clinton with regard to these year-over- 
year massive deficits we continue to 
run. 

Just today, we heard that PIMCO, 
one of the largest mutual funds in the 
country, has decided to dump govern- 
ment debt—its government debt. In 
that story that came out today that 
was discussing that particular move on 
their part, there was a quote from a 
gentleman, Jim Rogers, who is the co- 
founder of the Quantum Fund. He said: 

U.S. Government bonds are not a safe 
haven. I cannot conceive of lending money to 
the U.S. Government for 30 years. 

Think about that—the United States 
of America is being viewed increas- 
ingly as an unsafe investment because 
of this massive debt we are running 
and what it could mean to the future 
with regard to inflation and interest 
rates and the health of our economy 
and its attractiveness to people not 
only here at home but around the 
world as a place for investment. 

We have a major problem. These are 
serious times. These are serious prob- 
lems. These are serious challenges. 
They require serious solutions and seri- 
ous leadership. I hope here in the Sen- 
ate we are up to that. 

As I said before, it starts on several 
levels. In the near term, we need to get 
the spending under control. We are try- 
ing to do that with the discretionary 
spending bill that is in front of us. We 
need to deal with the longer term 
issue. I hope we can pass a balanced 
budget amendment. We have had votes 
on that in the past here in Congress, 
unsuccessfully, narrowly. But we need 
to put in place what so many States 
have that require them on an annual 
basis to balance their budgets. Then we 
need to put in place budget process re- 
forms that, in my view, will put more 
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of a straitjacket on the Congress and 
force us to make more of these hard de- 
cisions. 

I think, frankly, because we do this 
every year, this budget every year, we 
get very occupied with 12 appropria- 
tions bills in the budget—although last 
year we did not even pass a budget, nor 
did we pass a single appropriations bill, 
which is a major failure of this Con- 
gress when you are running a $3.7 tril- 
lion enterprise called the Federal Gov- 
ernment. But in our annual schedule, 
we need to provide time to do over- 
sight, time to look at what we can be 
doing not to spend more money but to 
save money. 

If we had a biennial budget process 
where we are spending money in odd- 
numbered years and doing the appro- 
priations bills in those years, and then 
in the even-numbered years, when peo- 
ple go home to run for election, instead 
of looking for ways to spend money, we 
are actually looking for ways to save 
money, I think these reforms are long 
overdue. 

I hope my colleagues will take seri- 
ously this issue of budget process re- 
form. I know it is not glamorous sub- 
ject. In fact, most people’s eyes glaze 
over when we talk about budget proc- 
ess reform. But, in my view, there is 
not anything we could do that would 
more fundamentally change the way 
Washington works than reforming this 
budget process because it drives every- 
thing else. If we do not start there, we 
are never going to get this issue of 
spending and debt under control in the 
long term. 

I thank my colleagues who have co- 
sponsored this bill. I hope there will be 
more colleagues who will join on this 
bill—if not this one, something like 
it—that will once and for all change 
the way Washington works by under- 
taking reforms in our budget process 
that will lead us to greater fiscal re- 
sponsibility and greater prosperity for 
future generations. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL). The Senator from West 
Virginia. 

_ ак 
INTEROPERABLE WIRELESS 
BROADBAND NETWORK 


Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
tomorrow is March 11. For most of us, 
this date carries no particular signifi- 
cance. It does, however, reflect exactly 
6 months before September 11. That 
date we do remember and will not for- 
get. It is 6 months from the anniver- 
sary of the worst terrorist attack ever 
and a day that we as a nation can never 
forget. It is 6 months from the date we 
will honor the memory of those whose 
lives came to an end and the way we 
came together, at least for a short pe- 
riod of time, as a nation. 

With that historic date approaching, 
I think it important that we honor the 
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tremendous bravery of all public safety 
officials. I believe this is one of the 
most important issues facing the coun- 
try, and it is one we can do something 
about very quickly and reduce the 
budget deficit by doing so. 

Our police, our firefighters, our emer- 
gency medical technicians, and the 
countless others who fought that day 
to keep us safe and who work every day 
to protect us from harm—we have es- 
sentially forgotten about them. 

The 9/11 Commission specifically said 
that you have to have a system that 
connected all law enforcement across 
this Nation in an interoperable wire- 
less system. Obviously, therefore, that 
is a way of saying that the best and 
simplest way to honor them is to give 
them the tools they need to be success- 
ful, to be safe, and to do their job in a 
way that does not expose them to need- 
less dangers. Right now, we are not 
doing that. 

Much as in the first gulf war, when 
the Army and the Navy and the Ma- 
rines and the Air Force could not com- 
municate with each other because they 
were all on different systems of com- 
munications—and we all kind of 
laughed at that as being kind of pa- 
thetic. They have solved that, sort of, 
but we have not solved this one at all, 
involving every single American and 
every single firefighter, policeman, and 
law enforcement officer, deputies, sher- 
iffs, all across America. When it comes 
to public safety communications, these 
everyday heroes do not have the net- 
works that they could so easily have 
and that they so desperately need be- 
cause we have not acted. It is the 10- 
year anniversary coming up 6 months 
from now—we have not acted. 

Too often, first responders lack that 
interoperable network that is essential 
to providing an effective response in 
emergencies, all kinds of emergencies— 
a lot of them very desperate, not all of 
them catastrophic, but there is always 
that potential. They don’t have the 
ability to communicate with one an- 
other. They don’t have the ability to 
communicate with other agencies. 
They don’t have the ability to commu- 
nicate with other cities and States 
across State lines. They cannot do 
that. It is kind of pathetic in the age of 
the Internet. We have chosen to do 
nothing. Instructed by the 9/11 Com- 
mission to do something a long time 
ago, we have done nothing. This ham- 
pers our ability to respond to a crisis, 
this lack of equipment. Whether that 
crisis is a terrorist attack or a natural 
disaster, it puts lives in unnecessary 
peril. 

I believe it is time to do something 
about it. In the Commerce Committee, 
we happen to take that approach. That 
is why I introduced S. 28, the Public 
Safety Spectrum and Wireless Innova- 
tion Act. This legislation does two 
things. First, it sets aside the 10 mega- 
hertz of spectrum known as the D- 
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block. I don’t know why it is called the 
D-Block, but it is the D-Block. Its 10 
megahertz adds on to the 10 megahertz 
they already had, making 20, which 
means they could do the whole thing, 
completely connect with each other, 
every sheriff, police person, law en- 
forcement, Federal, State, county, mu- 
nicipal. They would all be on one sys- 
tem and talk to each other from a com- 
mon communications base and a com- 
mon database. It is an interoperable 
wireless broadband network that we 
have to have, and it is that which we 
do not have. We do not have it because 
we have not made the effort. 

Secondly, it gives the Federal Com- 
munications Commission the authority 
to do something very interesting: to 
hold incentive auctions based on the 
voluntary return of spectrum which is 
not necessarily being used by a whole 
variety of people who just want to hold 
on to it. It is better to hold on to some- 
thing than to give it, but we give them 
an incentive on a voluntary basis—cru- 
cial word in this legislation—on a vol- 
untary basis to return that spectrum. 
In turn, these auctions will provide the 
funding to support the construction 
and maintenance of the public safety 
network which they need and which I 
have been speaking about, and they 
free up additional spectrum for innova- 
tive commercial uses. 

In short, this bill marries resources 
for the first responders with good com- 
mercial spectrum policy. It can keep us 
safe and help our economy grow. That 
is why the legislation has the support 
of absolutely every major public safety 
organization across this country, obvi- 
ously including those of my State. 
That is why this bill also has strong 
support from all Governors and all 
mayors across this country. They have 
to deal with this. We do not; they do. 
That is why we now have the support of 
the administration. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Public Safety Spectrum and Wireless 
Innovation Act. To those who say we 
cannot afford to do this now, obviously 
I would say we cannot afford not to. 
The role of intelligence reveals all 
kinds of things going on not only out- 
side the country but inside the coun- 
try, implying there is a target, or 
many of them, within this country. 

But if this is not compelling enough, 
I think it is important for people to 
know this. This legislation pays for 
itself, plus does not cost a dime. Ac- 
cording to the White House and even 
the industry itself, the telecommuni- 
cations industry, incentive auctions 
will bring in revenue so much above 
what funding public safety requires, it 
will leave billions over that amount 
for, for example, deficit reduction. I am 
talking a whole lot of deficit reduction. 
Billions and billions. So it is a win-win- 
win. 

I close. Let me say we have a once-in- 
a-generation opportunity to provide 
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our public safety officials with the 
spectrum they need to communicate 
when tragedy strikes. We have chosen 
not to do that. Now there is this sort of 
malicious pressure of the 9/11 Commis- 
sion’s directive to us to do our duty as 
a country to the people who keep us 
safe. 

More than that, we do need to keep 
this country safe, and it is not always 
going to be safe. We do not know when 
the next attack will come. So we have 
the incentive auctions, which are vol- 
untary, but they will work. They can 
be sold for lots of money, and we will 
have, therefore, lots of money over and 
above what it costs to build this inter- 
operable wireless broadband system 
across the entire country, connecting 
every law enforcement official to every 
other one. 

To my colleagues I say, let’s seize 
this moment. This is not Republican, 
this is not Democrat, it is simply the 
right thing to do. I ask people to think 
back to those images of 9/11, of that 
day, not just the 9/11 Commission re- 
port that emanated from that, why we 
could not stop that, but to think of the 
images of that day, of what those peo- 
ple absorbed in their lungs, the natural 
instinct for firefighters to come from 
all over the country, policemen to 
come from all over the country, ambu- 
lance people to come from all over the 
country, to New York City, a city 
which they do not start out loving gen- 
erally out there in the hinterlands. But 
they knew this was a crisis, they re- 
acted, they saved lives, they imperiled 
their own, and many of them lost their 
lives. 

Let’s do something historic, and let’s 
do it together, and let’s do it here in 
this Congress. And, certainly, let us 
get this all done before the 10th anni- 
versary of September 11. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 


_—Ыө 
FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY 


Mr. KIRK. Mr. President, We are bor- 
rowing over $5 billion per day. 

That’s $35 billion borrowed per week 
to run our government, totaling over 
$1.5 trillion in borrowed money just to 
run for a year. 

Harvard’s great economic historian, 
Niall Ferguson, noted that the decline 
of a country can be marked when it 
pays its moneylenders more than its 
army. His classic case comes from the 
French monarchy of the 1780s who 
failed to make interest payments on 
their debt, causing the financial col- 
lapse that triggered the Revolution. 
Recently, Carmen Reinhard and Ken- 
neth Rogoff wrote a brilliant book 
called “This Time is Different, Eight 
Centuries of Financial Folly.” Their 
vast study revealed that most govern- 
ment officials believe they are always 
unique and different, causing them to 
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make the same mistakes that crippled 
past nations and empires. 

Using Ferguson’s’ tipping 
where are we today? 

This year, the total cost of maintain- 
ing our army will equal $137 billion. 
This same year, we will pay $225 billion 
in interest to our money lenders for 
the use of $14 trillion borrowed from 
China, Japan and elsewhere. The star- 
tling conclusion is that we have al- 
ready passed Ferguson’s tipping point 
by paying America’s money lenders 
more than our own Army. 

It gets worse. 

In just 6 years, the administration 
says that we will have to pay over $661 
billion to our money lenders for inter- 
est on our rapidly expanding debt. With 
the expected cost of our Army at $195 
billion, our Air Force at $201 billion 
and our Navy/Marines at $217 billion, 
the total cost of $613 billion to provide 
for our common defense will be smaller 
than the $661 billion due to the money 
lenders. In simple economic terms, we 
will be forced to pay our lenders their 
interest money first, before caring for 
our own safety, or risk seeing the value 
of the dollars in our own wallets dis- 
appear. 

Remember, these numbers are opti- 
mistic. They assume no severe spike in 
interest costs and no other war. 

Recently, the Senate agonized over a 
short-term, 2-week spending bill that 
made a $4 billion cut to spending. We 
should see that bill’s cuts as modest 
knowing that we already pay $616 mil- 
lion daily in interest and over $4 billion 
per week. In sum, the cuts of the 2- 
week bill saved just 1 week of interest 
payments. 

As dire as this situation is, there is a 
bright side. Our country has seen this 
movie before. Washington, Lincoln and 
Roosevelt all accumulated economy- 
crushing debts as the fate of the United 
States hung in the balance. Our best 
example of what to do next comes from 
our own grandparents, rightly called 
the “Greatest Generation.” 

Tom Brokaw coined the title for 
Americans of the 1930s and 1940s who 
defeated the Depression, Japanese and 
Nazis simultaneously. I would add a 
fourth, largely unnoticed victory that 
Brokaw missed. After three great vic- 
tories for freedom, our grandparents 
spent the next 20 years paying the 
debts incurred to win the contests of 
the Depression, Pacific and Europe. 
Their accumulated debts of 1946 totaled 
over 120 percent of our national in- 
come. Economists report that between 
economic growth and some inflation, 
the Greatest Generation reduced the 
crippling World War II debts that se- 
cured our victory during the late 1940s 
and 1950s. The return to more fiscally 
responsible government sparked an 
economic boom that built the super 
power called the United States of 
America. 

The lesson of history is clear. Each 
generation of Americans faces conflict, 


point, 


March 10, 2011 


war and debt. Each generation is test- 
ed. The looming debt crisis facing this 
government is our generation’s test. 
While some government officials and 
bankers may still counsel ineffective 
action saying ‘“‘we owe this money to 
ourselves” or ‘‘because the dollar is the 
reserve currency, we can owe this 
amount,” we know that the crisis we 
face is not that different from the ones 
that crippled other nations. With 
spending cuts and discipline we can 
master this danger, as our grand- 
parents did. The need to do the hard 
things, like entitlement reform, is 
similar to the dramatic moves our 
grandparents made to secure our fu- 
ture. 

But there is one difference between 
us and other nations. From the dawn of 
our revolution, the United States be- 
came the greatest force for human lib- 
erty and individual dignity ever 
known. The U.S. ended slavery, gave 
women the right to vote and spread 
freedom across Europe, Latin America 
and Asia. We are now challenged by 
21st century world views in the Middle 
East and China that do not hold the 
western value of the individual as high 
as we do. It is therefore doubly impor- 
tant to do the work needed to reduce 
spending and balance the books so that 
we restore the vitality of a free people 
and their cause of expanding liberty 
and individual dignity. 

Next time you talk to a member of 
the Greatest Generation, do not just 
say thank you. Ask them for advice on 
how to trim budgets and restore 
growth in the face of extraordinary 
debts, just as they did. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I too 
take the floor of the Senate to urge all 
of us, Democrats and Republicans 
alike, to focus on the single biggest do- 
mestic threat to our country, our sin- 
gle greatest challenge in the eyes of 
every Louisianan and every American I 
know, and that is to stop this runaway 
spending and debt. 

Americans all around the country, 
certainly Louisianans all around my 
State, understand this is a grave threat 
to our economic future. It is not some 
vague threat to generations two and 
three away from us. This is an imme- 
diate threat because the path of spend- 
ing and debt we are on is completely 
unsustainable. 

For example, we must come together 
in a bipartisan way. We must act. We 
must solve this real and pressing prob- 
lem before it is an immediate crisis. 
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We should clearly do that well before 
any need for an increase in the debt 
limit arises, well before this Congress 
reaches a crisis atmosphere over the 
need for an increase in the debt limit. 

For all of these reasons, I have joined 
with many of my colleagues. I sent the 
majority leader a letter today. First, 
let me thank my colleagues who joined 
me on the letter: Senators SESSIONS, 
RUBIO, DEMINT, PAUL, LEE, TOOMEY, 
and ENSIGN. The letter is very simple 
and straightforward. It says this is the 
greatest challenge we face. It says be- 
cause of that, we need to face it. We 
need to debate and talk about it and 
act. We need to start doing that now, 
well before any significant deadline 
like when the debt limit may have to 
be increased. 

The letter says: Mr. Leader, we are 
going to oppose moving to any other 
bill that doesn’t directly address this 
crisis when we need to act on this 
grave threat. 

Let me read relevant portions that 
go right to the point: 

Dear Leader Reid: 

Yesterday, the Senate voted on two pro- 
posals to fund the government for the rest of 
the fiscal year. This debate gave only a lim- 
ited (three hours) opportunity to debate 
what many Americans believe is the issue of 
our time—cutting government spending and 
dramatically reducing our national debt. Ad- 
ditionally, no member of the Senate was per- 
mitted to offer amendments under the struc- 
tured process, which in our opinion prevents 
a full, open, and robust debate. 

With our national debt poised to reach its 
$14.3 trillion limit in the very near future, 
taxpayers expect Congress to work together 
to reduce wasteful and unnecessary spending 
and be more vigilant about how we spend 
public funds. The American people want Con- 
gress to deal with the tough issues of cutting 
spending, and almost every member of the 
Senate has agreed that we must address our 
fiscal situation immediately. 

While there are certainly many issues that 
warrant the Senate’s consideration, we feel 
that the Senate must not debate and con- 
sider bills at this time that do not affirma- 
tively cut spending, directly address struc- 
tural budget reforms, reduce government’s 
role in the economy so businesses can create 
jobs, or directly address this current finan- 
cial crisis. 

The American people resoundingly rejected 
the way the Senate waited until Christmas 
Eve as a mechanism to force hurried debate 
on President Obama’s massive health care 
legislation. Voting to proceed to another leg- 
islative measure effectively runs away from 
the central issues of spending and debt and 
repeats that flawed process. 

We, therefore, are notifying you of our in- 
tention to object to the consideration of any 
legislation that fails to directly address this 
crisis in a meaningful way. Our objections 
would be withheld if the Senate agrees to 
dedicate significant floor time to debate this 
issue well in advance of the federal govern- 
ment reaching our statutorily mandated 
debt limit. 


It is signed ‘‘Sincerely’’ from both 
myself and Senators SESSIONS, RUBIO, 
DEMINT, PAUL, LEE, TOOMEY, and EN- 
SIGN, to the majority leader. 

The statement is clear. This is a cri- 
sis. We need to act before we reach the 
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statutory debt limit. So what are we 
waiting for? Let’s act now. Let’s not 
move to other cats and dogs bills that 
may be positive legislation but can cer- 
tainly wait. Let’s move to the people’s 
business. Let’s move to the absolute 
top challenge we face domestically. 
Let’s come together and debate, vote 
on, and hopefully begin to solve this 
problem of unsustainable spending and 
debt. 

To do that we also need leadership, 
ideas, suggestions. I believe we have 
provided that on this side of the aisle, 
and we would welcome ideas, sugges- 
tions, and concrete proposals from all 
Members. 

Let me list the more than two dozen 
pieces of legislation that go directly to 
this issue: 

б. 14, by Senator ENSIGN, establishes 
a commission on congressional budg- 
etary accountability and review of Fed- 
eral agencies. 

б. 81 is an Isakson bill to direct un- 
used appropriations for Senate official 
personnel and office expenses to be de- 
posited in the Treasury and actually 
used to reduce the Federal debt. 

S. 102 is a McCain bill which requires 
OMB to transmit to Congress a mes- 
sage with specified information re- 
questing any recession the President 
proposes under the procedures insti- 
tuted under that act. 

S. 162 is a Paul bill to cut $500 billion 
in Federal spending from fiscal year 
2011. 

б. 168, by Senator TOOMEY, is the Full 
Faith and Credit Act to prioritize prin- 
ciple and interest payments when and 
if the debt limit is reached. 

S. 178, by Senator DEMINT, reduces 
Federal spending by 82.5 trillion 
through fiscal year 2021. 

S. 245 is a Corker bill, the CAP Act, 
to create a discretionary spending cap 
for Congress. 

б. 259 is my bill to prioritize Social 
Security payments if and when the 
debt limit is reached. 

S. 360, by Senator INHOFE, creates a 
point of order to exceed nonsecurity 
discretionary limits and to create 
spending limits for fiscal years 2017 to 
2021. 

S. 389, by Senator KIRK—and Senator 
HATCH has a similar bill—establishes a 
commission to review cost control. 

S. 391, by Senator MORAN, rescinds 
all unobligated balances of President 
Obama’s stimulus bill. 

S.J. Res. 3, by Senator HATCH, is a 
balanced budget amendment. 

S.J. Res. 4, by Senator SHELBY, is on 
the same topic. 

And S.J. Res. 5, by Senator LEE, is on 
the same topic. 

This is a long list, but it is certainly 
not exhaustive. I have read a partial 
list to make the point. We are coming 
up with ideas, proposals, and solutions. 
We encourage every Senator of both 
parties to come up with ideas, pro- 
posals, and solutions. Let’s actually 
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talk about the greatest threat we face. 
Let’s talk about it now. Let’s debate it 
now. Let’s exchange ideas in a positive 
atmosphere now, well before we reach 
any crisis atmosphere over the debt 
limit. 

I respectfully urge the distinguished 
majority leader, Senator REID, to heed 
our call to arms, to read our letter and 
react by creating an identified time on 
the Senate floor, well before we reach 
the statutory debt limit, to debate and 
pass solutions on this crucial topic. 

I don’t believe there is debate that 
this isn’t the greatest challenge we 
face, that this isn’t the greatest eco- 
nomic threat we face. Quite simply, 
what are we waiting for? We need time 
to bring forth these ideas and exchange 
them and debate them and act. We 
need time to do this well before the 
statutory debt limit is reached. We 
need to do the people’s business in a 
reasonable way, in a sober atmosphere, 
not in an atmosphere of hysteria or 
threats when the debt limit would be 
reached in a matter of days. 

I urge all colleagues to join us in this 
effort, to come to the floor with their 
ideas, their proposals. Let’s do the peo- 
ple’s business. 

I ask unanimous consent that a par- 
tial list of Republican solutions and 
proposals be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 14—an Ensign bill to establish the Com- 
mission on Congressional Budgetary Ac- 
countability and Review of Federal Agen- 
cies. Directs the President to designate two 
Commission co-chairpersons. 

S. 81—an Isakson bill to direct unused ap- 
propriations for Senate Official Personnel 
and Office Expense Accounts to be deposited 
in the Treasury and used for deficit reduc- 
tion or to reduce the Federal debt. 

S. 102—a McCain bill which requires OMB 
to transmit to Congress a message with spec- 
ified information requesting any recission 
the President proposes under the procedures 
established in this Act. 

S. 162—a Paul bill to cut $500 billion in fed- 
eral spending from FY 2011. 

S. 1683—Toomey’s Full Faith and Credit Act 
to prioritize principle and interest payments 
when the debt limit is reached. 

S. 178—DeMint bill to reduce federal spend- 
ing by $2.5 trillion through 2021. 

S. 245—Corker’s CAP act to create a discre- 
tionary spending cap on Congress. 

S. 259—Vitter bill to prioritize Social Secu- 
rity payments when the debt limit is 
reached. 

S. 360—Inhofe bill to create a point of order 
to exceed non-security discretionary limits; 
also creates spending limits for FY 2017-2021. 

S. 389—Kirk and Hatch bill to establish a 
commission which will conduct a review of 
cost control in the federal government every 
two years with respect to improving manage- 
ment and reducing costs. Directs the Com- 
mission to conduct in-depth studies to evalu- 
ate potential improvements in the oper- 
ations of executive agencies and to develop 
recommendations regarding: (1) opportuni- 
ties for increased efficiency and reduced 
costs that can be realized by executive ac- 
tion or legislation, (2) areas where manage- 
rial accountability can be enhanced and ad- 
ministrative control can be improved, (3) op- 
portunities for managerial improvements 
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over the short and long terms, (4) specific 
areas where further study can be justified by 
potential savings, and (5) ways to reduce 
governmental expenditures and indebtedness 
and improve personnel management. 

S. 391—Moran bill which rescinds all unob- 
ligated balances of the Obama stimulus bill. 


S.J. Res. 3—Hatch’s balanced budget 
amendment. 
S.J. Res. 4 Shelby balanced budget 
amendment. 


S.J. Res. 5—Lee balanced budget amend- 
ment. 

Mr. VITTER. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 


EEE 
ENERGY 


Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
rise to talk in morning business about 
the energy issue facing the country. 
Anyone who has filled up the car or 
truck in the last month knows we have 
an energy crisis that is building and 
needs to be addressed. Last week I 
filled up my pickup truck. It cost 
about $50. Across the Nation, parents 
are driving in carpools. Farmers, small 
business owners, and commuters are 
experiencing sticker shock at the ris- 
ing cost to put gas in their vehicles. 
Today oil is over $104 a barrel. That 
means on average Americans are pay- 
ing $3.52 a gallon. It is going in the up- 
ward direction from there. We are 
clearly in an economic downturn. We 
have high unemployment. Now is not 
the time to sit back and do nothing as 
the price of gasoline goes up at the 
pump. 

In response, the White House is be- 
ginning to talk about tapping the Stra- 
tegic Petroleum Reserve. We know 
that will not work. The Strategic Pe- 
troleum Reserve is available for nat- 
ural disasters and global disasters. But 
experience has shown that any gain 
from releasing oil from the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve is small and tem- 
porary, and prices quickly go right 
back up to their high and rising levels. 
If we diminish our resources, our re- 
serves in the Strategic Petroleum Re- 
serve, we are even more vulnerable to 
those who would do mischief to the 
country because they would know we 
have a diminished supply, or to the 
natural disasters for which we are sup- 
posed to be prepared. 

Our problem is, we are the only Na- 
tion on Earth that has vast natural re- 
sources which we will not use. Amer- 
ican energy is out there. It is under our 
land. It is under our waters. It is ready 
to be tapped, and it can be tapped envi- 
ronmentally safely. We could bring the 
prices down on our own accord. We 
know there is upheaval in the Middle 
East right now that could affect fur- 
ther the gasoline prices because of po- 
tential shortages. We are too depend- 
ent on foreign sources for our energy 
needs. It is a little more than 50 per- 
cent. That is not strategically sound, 
and it is most certainly not in our na- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


tional security interest to leave us at 
that level. 

The Gulf of Mexico is one of the big- 
gest resources we have. The Gulf of 
Mexico accounts for nearly 30 percent 
of total U.S. oil production and 13 per- 
cent of natural gas production. By fail- 
ing to take full advantage of that re- 
source, we are putting our energy secu- 
rity on the line. 

Mr. President, 400,000 jobs across the 
gulf coast are tied to the offshore en- 
ergy industry. Nearly a year after 
issuing its moratorium and months 
since the moratorium was lifted, the 
Department of the Interior last week 
approved its first, its one and only, 
deepwater permit—one in a year. It’s 
one and one only. There are thousands 
of idled leases, people sitting in the 
Gulf of Mexico idle that should be able 
to be at least exploring to determine if 
it is worth drilling. Yet the gulf is fac- 
ing a permitorium. 

My constituents know the pain of 
this ‘‘permitorium.’’ One unfortunate 
case is the Houston-based Seahawk 
Drilling Company. Seahawk Drilling 
used to be the second largest shallow 
water drilling contractor in the United 
States. It provided high-paying jobs to 
men and women in Texas and across 
the Gulf of Mexico. I say ‘‘used to” be- 
cause in February bureaucratic delays 
in shallow water permitting forced 
Seahawk Drilling to declare bank- 
ruptcy. They could not continue to 
have the costs associated with their 
employment levels, and with their 
company being there without the op- 
portunity to drill and produce and keep 
their employee base. They declared 
bankruptcy. It destroyed 1,000 high- 
paying Texas jobs. 

I received a letter describing the pain 
and distress the company felt when it 
had to inform the dedicated Seahawk 
employees they no longer had a job. 
According to the letter, on the day 
Seahawk was forced to sell its assets 
and lay off workers, the chief operating 
officer had to ‘‘fight back the emotions 
of the day. He took a deep breath and 
he left the conference room for a room 
full of Seahawk employees to tell them 
that their company was bankrupt.”’ 

These are real people with real fami- 
lies who lost real jobs—American 
jobs—and it could have been prevented. 

Since the moratorium was enacted, 
at least 13 rigs—deepwater and shallow 
water—have departed the Gulf of Mex- 
ico, taking with them good American 
jobs, and, furthermore, putting us in 
the position of having to import now 
from the foreign countries where these 
rigs have gone, not only taking away 
American jobs but forcing us to be even 
more dependent on foreign imports for 
our energy needs. 

Offshore energy production is ex- 
pected to decrease by 18 percent in 2011, 
due to the slow pace of permitting. 
This is unacceptable, and we must do 
something that is productive. 
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Yesterday, Senator LANDRIEU and I 
introduced the LEASE Act, the Lease 
Extension and Secure Energy Act of 
2011. All our bill does is extend the off- 
shore leases that are impacted by the 
moratorium and the lack of permitting 
for 1 year. 

The LEASE Act returns to lessees 
the lease time taken from them during 
the moratorium. This will increase do- 
mestic energy production and protect 
some American jobs—those that have 
not already left. Despite being unable 
to explore for energy resources, the 
leaseholders are continuing to pay the 
expenses, as time ticks away on their 
lease. 

The LEASE Act will prevent leases 
from running out, and it gives the les- 
sees the certainty they deserve that 
they will have the full amount of the 
lease for which they have paid bonus 
payments to secure. 

In 2009, the industry accounted for 
$70 billion in economic value and pro- 
vided $20 billion in revenue to Federal, 
State, and local governments through 
royalties, bonuses, and tax collections. 

I hope our bill will be noncontrover- 
sial. It would seem to me that anyone 
would agree that if you paid for a 10- 
year lease, and you have the expenses 
of exploring to see if that lease has po- 
tential, before you drill to see if the 
lease has potential, you would have the 
full 10 years, and not 9 years because 
you have not been able to use the year 
we have had the moratorium and the 
lack of permitting. 

There has been another suggestion by 
the administration that perhaps we 
should be proposing energy taxes—up 
to $90 billion over the next 10 years. 
The President suggested that in his 
State of the Union message. Much of 
the taxes that would go on the oil and 
gas industry for expenses—that any in- 
dustry, any business can write off, but 
would single out the oil and gas indus- 
try not to be able to expense their ex- 
ploration and drilling costs—what 
would happen? If the prices go up, of 
course, who is going to pay those high 
prices? The families and businesses 
that are having to fill their cars with 
gasoline. 

In fact, the administration, through 
the EPA, is trying to bring more ex- 
penses to the refining industry by pur- 
porting to regulate greenhouse gas 
emissions. The administration is also 
adding to the refiners by saying they 
should not get the manufacturing tax 
credit. 

We have been trying to encourage 
manufacturing in America because we 
want manufacturing jobs in America, 
and so many of those have gone over- 
seas. But the administration proposes 
to tax refiners who are manufacturing 
the gasoline from the oil and add more 
expense to the product, which is gaso- 
line, and, oh, by the way, take away 
the capability for these refiners to 
have the same treatment as any other 
manufacturer in our country. 
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Raising taxes on our domestic oil and 
energy industry is wrong, particularly 
at this time. We need to assure that we 
are not going to drive our energy jobs 
overseas. Yet what the administration 
is doing is counterintuitive if we all 
agree we want to keep the jobs in 
America. 

So here we are with gas at $3.52 a gal- 
lon, and the summer driving season is 
upon us. We are looking now at esti- 
mates from the experts that gasoline 
could be $4 a gallon. What is that going 
to do to the family who wants to take 
a vacation at a reasonable price? What 
is that going to do to the workers who 
have to get to work and who are al- 
ready strapped, and, for Heaven’s sake, 
the poor people who are unemployed 
who are trying to go and interview for 
jobs with gas at $4 a gallon? 

We cannot sit here and let this hap- 
pen. It is time we get together with the 
President of the United States and 
have proactive energy ideas, programs, 
and solutions that are going to keep 
jobs in America, that will allow us to 
use our natural resources to begin to 
set the stage if we have upheaval in the 
Middle East that causes the supply to 
go down at a great rate. We need to 
have our supply go up to meet the test 
we should have of lowering energy 
prices for our people with our own nat- 
ural resources. It is not to put the SPR 
out and put us in an even more vulner- 
able position. No. It is to use our re- 
sources, with Americans to take the 
jobs, and increase our supply so the 
price of gasoline at the pump goes 
down for the American people, and so 
we can have the jobs we should have in 
America stay in America. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 


HARRIET TUBMAN 


Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, 12 years 
ago this very day, the Senate passed a 
joint resolution that honored Harriet 
Tubman, with Harriet Tubman Day, on 
March 10. That resolution was spon- 
sored by Senator CARPER and then-Sen- 
ator BIDEN. In the House of Representa- 
tives, I served and I cosponsored a 
similar resolution. 

Harriet Tubman was a remarkable 
woman. She was born in Dorchester 
County, MD, in 1822. She was a slave 
for greater than 25 years of her life. At 
age 25, she married John Tubman. She 
escaped slavery in 1849. She returned to 
the eastern shore of Maryland, not 
once but 19 times that we know of 
within a 10-year period, in order to res- 
cue slaves and to set them free. 

She rescued slaves in Dorchester 
County and Caroline County in Mary- 
land and throughout the entire North- 
east. She was known as the modern day 
“Moses” for the Underground Railroad. 

In the Civil War, she joined Union 
forces аз a spy, aS a scout, and as a 
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nurse, operating in Virginia, Florida, 
and South Carolina. 

After the Civil War was over, she set- 
tled in Auburn, NY, and was very ac- 
tively involved in the women’s suffrage 
movement, and she established one of 
the first African-American homes for 
the aged. 

She died in 1913. 

Harriet Tubman embodies the Amer- 
ican spirit. She was a strong-willed 
person who fought for the rights and 
freedom of those who were oppressed in 
the barbaric institution of slavery. 

Her personal freedom was not enough 
for her because she recognized there 
was injustice in this country, and she 
wanted to be involved. As the joint res- 
olution that passed the Senate 12 years 
ago said: 

... Harriet Tubman—whose courageous 
and dedicated pursuit of the promise of 
American ideals and common principles of 
humanity continues to serve and inspire all 
people who cherish freedom... . 

A major part of learning and under- 
standing the significance of history is 
being able to experience the places 
where that history occurred. 

From Fort McHenry in Baltimore, 
MD, to the Lincoln Memorial here in 
the Nation’s capital, we have preserved 
our history for future generations. Mil- 
lions of visitors and schoolchildren 
visit these iconic places in American 
history. 

The Harriet Tubman National Histor- 
ical Park and the Harriet Tubman Un- 
derground Railroad National Historical 
Park is legislation I have filed so we 
can preserve the history of Harriet 
Tubman with these historic places for 
future generations. 

I am joined in this effort by Senator 
MIKULSKI, Senator SCHUMER, and Sen- 
ator GILLIBRAND. The natural land- 
scape on the eastern shore that existed 
during Harriet Tubman’s day exists 
today. Her homestead, where her father 
was born, Ben Ross, exists today. Stew- 
art’s Canal, where her father worked, 
exists today. The Brodess Farm, where 
Harriet Tubman worked as a slave, ex- 
ists today. Right adjacent to it, and in- 
cluding part of that property, is the 
Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge. 
So we have the landscape in which the 
Underground Railroad was operating to 
free slaves in the 19th century. It exists 
today on the eastern shore of Mary- 
land. 

In Auburn, NY, the home in which 
Harriet Tubman lived still exists, the 
home for the aged that she started still 
remains. The Thompson Memorial 
AME Zion Episcopal Church is still 
there, and the Fort Hill Cemetery, 
where she is buried. They are all in- 
tact, and all are available for preserva- 
tion. 

The legislation we have filed will pre- 
serve these places in American history 
under our National Park System for fu- 
ture generations. I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation, to honor a 
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great American, and to preserve our 
heritage for future generations. 


EE 


ASTHMA AND THE IMPACT OF 
HEALTH DISPARITIES 


Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak about asthma and the impact of 
health disparities. I have pointed out 
on the floor before that race and ethnic 
health disparities exist in America. I 
have talked on the floor before about 
sickle cell disease. Well, the same 
thing is true with the chronic inflam- 
matory diseases of the body’s airways 
that impede breathing, such as asthma. 

As I pointed out before, the Afford- 
able Care Act includes a provision I 
helped write that establishes the Insti- 
tute for Minority Health and Health 
Disparities at NIH. The purpose for in- 
cluding this information about asthma 
in the RECORD is to point out that we 
still have challenges that need to be 
met. I look forward to working with 
my colleagues on that issue. 

Asthma is a chronic inflammatory 
disease of the body’s airways that im- 
pairs breathing and affects more than 
20 million Americans. People with this 
condition have overly reactive airways 
that constrict in response to allergens, 
temperature changes, physical exer- 
cise, and stress. During asthma at- 
tacks, the airways spasm and prevent 
oxygen from getting to the lungs. This 
leads to chest tightness, shortage of 
breath, wheezing and mucus produc- 
tion. Severe attacks can require 
intubation and even result in death. Of 
the 20 million Americans affected by 
asthma, about 7 million are children. 
In fact, about 10 percent of all Amer- 
ican children have asthma. 

Genetics play a significant role in 
the development of asthma in children 
and adults, but asthma is also influ- 
enced by environmental factors and ra- 
cial, ethnic, and socioeconomic factors. 
Asthma is consistently found to be 
more prevalent among certain minor- 
ity groups, particularly among Blacks, 
Native Americans, and Puerto Ricans. 
To be more precise, research indicates 
that asthma is 30 percent more preva- 
lent in Blacks than in Whites; Amer- 
ican Indians and Alaska Natives are 20 
percent more likely to have asthma 
than Whites; Asian/Pacific Islander 
children are three times more likely to 
have asthma than White children; and 
Puerto Rican Americans have twice 
the asthma rate as the Latino Amer- 
ican population overall. 

In addition to occurring more often, 
asthma is also more severe in minority 
populations, and this leads to higher 
mortality rates for Black Americans. 
Asthma accounts for more than 4,000 
deaths in the United States each year. 
Blacks are 2.5 times more likely to die 
from asthma-related causes than 
Whites. Among children, this ratio is 
even more staggering—Black children 
are 7 times more likely to die from 
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asthma-related causes than White chil- 
dren. Interestingly, although Latino 
Americans and American Indian/Alas- 
kan Natives are more likely than 
Whites to have asthma, they have a 50 
percent lower mortality rate. 

As I noted earlier, the gap in asthma 
outcomes is also influenced by several 
socioeconomic factors. Health dispari- 
ties can be attributed to differences in 
education level, independent of race or 
ethnicity. Research shows that chil- 
dren whose mothers have not com- 
pleted high school are twice as likely 
to develop asthma as children whose 
mothers have a high school diploma, 
and this difference remains significant 
even when controlling for race and eth- 
nicity. 

Economic status also influences the 
incidence of asthma. Studies have 
shown that unemployment is cor- 
related with increased incidence, and 
that people with incomes below the 
Federal poverty level are 30 percent 
more likely to develop asthma as those 
who are above the Federal poverty 
level. 

One reason is that income level is 
correlated with quality of housing, and 
substandard housing is strongly associ- 
ated with poor asthma outcomes. Sub- 
standard housing exposes residents to 
environmental triggers for asthma 
such as dust mites, roaches, mold, and 
rodents. 

A study in the journal Pediatrics 
showed that eliminating these indoor 
pollutants could prevent 39 percent of 
asthma cases in children. Other studies 
have shown that substandard housing 
accounts for up to a 50-percent increase 
in asthma cases. 

In addition to indoor triggers, out- 
door pollutants are also contributing 
factors. Researchers have shown that 
among people living within 50 yards of 
major car traffic, people living near a 
road traveled by 30,000 vehicles per day 
are three times more likely to develop 
asthma that those who live near a road 
traveled by 10,000 vehicles per day. To 
put these figures into perspective, the 
average segment of I-495, our Capital 
Beltway, carries about 200,000 cars per 
day. 

The built environment comprising 
roads, factories, and other human- 
made surroundings is a substantial risk 
factor for asthma. Many people are 
stuck in unhealthy living conditions 
because they can’t afford to move else- 
where, particularly in the case of pub- 
lic housing projects, which are often 
situated in the most polluted locations. 
Initiatives such as the Healthy Homes 
Program run by the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development are 
encouraging, but greater effort must be 
devoted to raising the quality of the 
home environment for people living in 
poverty. 

Whether due to one or more of these 
factors, the impact of disparities in 
asthma is profound because asthma is 
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such a crippling condition. Untreated 
or inappropriately treated, asthma 
makes it difficult to concentrate at 
school and work, limits physical activ- 
ity, and often results in absenteeism. It 
also reaches beyond the patient to fam- 
ily members, as parents are often re- 
quired to miss work to care for sick 
children. The Nation’s 20 million asth- 
ma patients account for more than 100 
million days each year in lost produc- 
tivity due to absence from school and 
work, according to the American Acad- 
emy of Allergy, Asthma, and Immu- 
nology. Yearly, asthma patients ac- 
count for more than 11 million office 
visits and 500,000 hospitalizations. That 
is an annual cost of more than $6 bil- 
lion in direct and indirect medical ex- 
penditures. Much of this expense could 
be avoided with proper asthma man- 
agement. 

Patients who are diagnosed at an 
early age and whose conditions are well 
managed by a primary care physician 
and an asthma specialist can avoid 
many of the complications associated 
with the condition. The ability to se- 
cure medications, such as an albuterol 
inhaler to alleviate attacks and 
steroids to suppress inflammation, can 
allow patients to play sports and live 
normal lives. 

But patients who lack access to spe- 
cialists or can’t afford needed medi- 
cines will frequently miss school, must 
forgo physical activity, and are often 
hospitalized. So the effect of access to 
affordable, comprehensive care is ap- 


parent. 
Even so, coverage is not enough. 
Asthma disparities have multiple 


interrelated causes, as I have outlined. 
We often view health disparities 
through the narrow lenses of genetic 
differences and differences in medical 
care. But upstream determinants such 
as social inequalities and neighborhood 
conditions can have a significant im- 
pact on health outcomes as well. 

Even though we know this, national 
policies have not effectively addressed 
the problem of health disparities per- 
taining to asthma. National asthma 
guidelines that are supported by the 
National Institutes of Health rec- 
ommend preventive services and asth- 
ma care by a specialist. These guide- 
lines have been found to save money 
and improve quality of life. But data 
still show that patients covered by 
Medicaid are offered less preventive 
care and fewer referrals to asthma spe- 
cialists compared to patients in the 
private insurance market. This mat- 
ters when it comes to outcomes be- 
cause specialists are more likely to 
prescribe controller medications than 
primary care providers, regardless of 
the patient’s racial or ethnic back- 
ground. Decreased access to specialists 
has been associated with higher rates 
of hospitalization, emergency room 
use, and mortality. The bottom line is 
that Medicaid patients have been re- 
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ceiving lower quality treatment for 
asthma, despite the guidelines put 
forth by NIH and the American College 
of Allergy, Asthma, and Immunology. 

I am encouraged that there are sig- 
nificant efforts taking place to close 
the gaps at the local level. In Mary- 
land, the University of Maryland Med- 
ical Center has developed an innova- 
tive approach to bringing specialized 
care to children who otherwise would 
not have access to it. Their Breath- 
Mobile program, led by Dr. Mary Beth 
Bollinger, is an asthma clinic on 
wheels. It is staffed by a pediatric al- 
lergist, a pediatric nurse practitioner, 
a registered nurse, and a driver who 
regularly travels to over two dozen 
schools in Baltimore City. The 
BreathMobile has provided ongoing 
care to more than 800 students. 

At Johns Hopkins University, the 
Harriet Lane Clinic provides a com- 
prehensive medical home for asthma 
patients. Over 90 percent of Harriet 
Lane’s caseload are Medicaid patients, 
and they are provided with pulmonary 
specialists, social workers, and case 
managers who help them secure 
healthy housing, and seek help from 
other programs for which they may be 
eligible. 

With the passage of the Affordable 
Care Act, we have additional tools to 
address the problem of health dispari- 
ties at a national level. I helped write 
into that law the new Institute for Mi- 
nority Health and Health Disparities at 
NIH as well as the Offices of Minority 
Health at CMS and the Agency for 
Healthcare Research and Quality. 

These offices are charged with evalu- 
ating, coordinating, and advocating for 
efforts to eliminate disparities, and 
they can do much to close the gaps 
with respect to asthma. 

The new Institute will be instru- 
mental in overseeing the coordination 
of asthma research at the National 
Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute and 
ensuring that the focus of biomedical 
research sufficiently addresses health 
disparities. We must encourage partici- 
pation in clinical trials, particularly 
for underrepresented populations, so 
that we can speed the discovery of the 
most effective treatments. Provisions 
to encourage physicians to practice in 
underserved areas can improve access 
to care. The Office at AHRQ can help 
translate these findings into practice, 
and the Office at CMS can be instru- 
mental in ensuring that eligible CHIP 
and Medicaid beneficiaries are enrolled 
in these programs and that they can 
receive the best possible care. With the 
Affordable Care Act, we have the mo- 
mentum and the tools needed to make 
a difference in asthma health dispari- 
ties. 

I look forward to returning to the 
floor soon to explore the issue of health 
disparities further by focusing on an- 
other condition that disproportion- 
ately affects minorities. 
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Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
TOXIC THA 


Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
everyone is aware of how deeply con- 
cerned the American people are about 
staying in their homes, about having 
adequate health care, and about pro- 
viding education and a better path for 
the lives of their children. But every- 
one also knows there is a group calling 
themselves the tea party, and they are 
busy trying to eliminate those oppor- 
tunities. 

In Wisconsin, a tea party Governor is 
trying to take away workers’ collective 
bargaining rights to be represented. It 
is like going into a courtroom without 
a lawyer. 

In Florida, another tea party Gov- 
ernor has killed the critical high-speed 
rail project by rejecting Federal grants 
of $2.4 billion to move it along. He 
threw it away, threw it back—$2.4 bil- 
lion. Here in Congress, tea party activ- 
ists have seized control of the Repub- 
lican side of the aisle. But it is far from 
a tea party for lots of jobless people 
and those qualified to study in college 
but unable to pay the freight. Now that 
they are in power, we see them brewing 
a toxic tea—a dangerous concoction 
that will create pain for our children 
and ultimately bring shame to our 
country. 

We know cutting critical programs 
now brings sky-high prices later—in 
more illnesses and a less educated soci- 
ety. So we look at the future, we say 
we have to invest in our children, our 
environment, and medical research. 
But every time they hear something we 
need, they say no. They insist on say- 
ing no to 200,000 little kids who now go 
to Head Start Programs that help them 
in the earliest stages of life, when 
learning is fun and curiosity abounds. 
Look here. We see a young child’s face 
through the window. They are holding 
back 218,000 Head Start kids from 
learning to learn. They ought to visit 
these schoolrooms and be upfront with 
these children and their parents and 
say, Sorry, America can’t help you. 

That is not all. Look at what they 
want to do to higher education. We say 
we must invest in Pell grants which 
make the dream of college a reality for 
millions of disadvantaged Americans. 
They say, Sorry, your country can’t 
help you. They say no to future em- 
ployers. Too bad we don’t have enough 
qualified workers, so maybe the em- 
ployers then can appropriately say, Oh, 
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well, ship the jobs overseas. That is the 
alternative. Is that what we want 
America to do? They say no, even 
though the unemployment rate is twice 
as large for those who lack a bachelor’s 
degree as for college graduates. 

They are unable to look at a simple 
chart such as this one: There we can 
see the way the arrow is pointed, with 
the year 2000 over here and the year 
2009 over here, and we see rising tui- 
tions. That is what is happening. 
Therefore, it tells us how difficult it is 
for those who don’t have the money, 
the family support financially, and 
won’t able to take advantage of the 
Pell grants, because they want to slash 
them. They want to get them off the 
record as much as they can. 

The chart shows between a $10,000 
and $15,000 tuition rate in 2001. In 2008 
and 2009, we are somewhere close to 
$20,000 a year. Do we want to force mid- 
dle-class citizens to take on more debt 
in order to attend college or slam shut 
the campus doors on them altogether? 

I know the value of government in- 
vestment in college education first- 
hand. I came from a poor working-class 
family. I was a teenager when I en- 
listed in the Army. My father was on 
his deathbed. He died and left a 37- 
year-old widow, myself, and my 12- 
year-old sister. Thanks to the GI bill, I 
attended college at Columbia and later 
cofounded a company with two other 
fellows—a company that was started 
with nothing. We had zero in funding. 
We put together a few hundred bucks. 
Now that company employs 45,000 em- 
ployees in 23 countries, based in New 
Jersey. Jobs in this country. We built 
the “greatest generation” out of those 
educational opportunities we had in 
the military, and we were moving 
America to the top of the economic 
ladder. 

Government investment in my edu- 
cation made all the difference in my 
life, and now the 45,000 people who 
work for ADP. Now Republicans want 
to take away opportunities such as 
that from young people. These are peo- 
ple who go into a business, have an 
education, learn something about how 
to operate a business, but also learn 
how we ought to be creating job oppor- 
tunities and economic development for 
all in our country. 

That is not all the House Republicans 
have in store for our country. We have 
to protect women’s health, but they 
won’t listen. They want to wipe out 
funding for title X. Title X offers 
women access to critical health serv- 
ices, including cervical cancer tests, 
breast cancer screenings, encourage- 
ment to think about family planning 
and how they are going to get by. But 
these people on the other side don’t 
want to hear it. They don’t care. They 
don’t care that title X offers women ac- 
cess to take care of their health at all 
times. 

Millions of poor women benefit from 
title X. So killing it will take care 
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away from those who need it most. 
Title X funding for women’s health: 
House GOP, tea partiers, lots of them, 
eliminate $1 billion for women’s care. 
They cancel funding for 2 million 
breast cancer screenings. How cruel is 
that in this country of ours? If you 
have money, you can take care of your- 
self. If you don’t, too bad. Well, that is 
not the way we want to do it. That is 
not the way we want to do it on this 
side of the aisle. They are cutting off 
resources for 2.2 million cervical can- 
cer screenings. What a horror that is. 
What did these women do to deserve 
higher health risks during their life- 
times? 

But it gets worse. The Republicans 
are also going after medical research. 
We say we must invest in finding cures 
and treatment for millions of children 
suffering from asthma, diabetes, au- 
tism, and pediatric cancer, to name a 
few of those health-damaging afflic- 
tions. To these children they say, You 
know what. If you don’t feel good, 
maybe you should go to an emergency 
room with your parents. Stand in line. 
Too bad. We would like to help, but we 
can’t do that. 

The National Institutes of Health is 
making strides in fighting childhood 
diseases, but the Republicans want to 
reduce NIH’s ability to do their re- 
search by taking $1 billion out of the 
their budget. If you want to see brav- 
ery, look into the eyes of a child strug- 
gling with leukemia, and look in the 
parents’ eyes, and you will see tears, 
often no hope. 

Look at what the Republicans want 
to do to our environment. We say we 
must invest in the Clean Air Act, a law 
that spares millions of children from 
suffering from asthma, and the Repub- 
licans say, No can do. They say you 
can’t restrict polluters with regula- 
tions. It is too cumbersome. And if you 
don’t like regulations, for instance, 
take a look at this bothersome thing 
we have in America called red lights. 
They are cumbersome. They stop traf- 
fic. These people don’t want regula- 
tions, so we ought to get rid of the red 
lights and let the traffic move, but 
watch yourself when you get to the 
intersection. 

Maybe they want to get rid of the air 
traffic control system. Pilots have to 
wait for some government bureaucrat 
to tell them where and when they can 
fly? What a nerve that is to interfere 
with these regulations and rules. 

The Republicans also want to let 
mercury back into our air. Mercury is 
brain poisoning for children. They also 
want to stop us from restricting soot 
pollution. Look at the picture. Soot is 
ugly when it is pouring from a smoke- 
stack, but it is even uglier inside a 
child’s lungs. This is a picture we see 
in many places in our country. 

Several years ago I wrote a law 
called the Right to Know. It says to 
people who live in areas where there 
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are chemicals present—either manufac- 
turing, chemicals being stored or 
transported—so people could know if 
they hear a particular alarm, they 
have to respond to it and report it to 
the fire department. We had an inci- 
dent in Elizabeth, NJ, some years ago 
when a group of firemen responded to a 
chemical fire and, in some instances, 
their protective uniforms melted. That 
is the kind of situation we want to 
avoid. We want people to know what is 
being stored, what is being released 
into the air in case of a fire. 

Finally, when we say we have to 
clean the water our children drink, the 
Republican answer is, Oh, we can’t 
handle that. It costs too much. So they 
cut the funding that helps States pro- 
tect our drinking water from E. coli, 
arsenic, and other dangerous sub- 
stances. The water is not safe for dish- 
washing, much less consumption. 

The House GOP keeps on brewing 
their toxic tea for America. Ask any 
parent if they want their kids to drink 
from that teapot. They don’t, and we 
shouldn’t make them do it. We need to 
gather together for things such as 
birthday parties and school gradua- 
tions and lots of smiles instead of their 
toxic tea parties. 

Let’s reject the House Republican tea 
party approach to funding our govern- 
ment. When they say, hey, join us for a 
cup of toxic tea, we must say, no, we 
have had this long enough, and we are 
not going to stand for it anymore. 

Mr. President, you know very well 
that what we are looking at is very 
constricted budgets. One doesn’t have 
to be an economist or a business execu- 
tive to know that when there is a fi- 
nancial statement, it comes in two 
parts. One part is the expenses you 
need with which to operate. The other 
is the revenues that permit the compa- 
nies and the organizations to function. 
What we are looking at is revenues. I 
know the Chair shares that position 
with me. We have discussed it. 

Why should people who have the 
means, who have the good fortune to 
make lots and lots of money—we saw 
something this afternoon on a chart 
that had janitors in New York City at 
some locations paying a higher tax 
rate on their earnings than those who 
earn a million dollars or more. That is 
not fair. So if we want to do the right 
thing, we have to introduce revenues 
into the budget. We have to restore the 
cuts they want to make on the other 
side. We want to restore children’s 
health. We want to make sure the NIH 
is producing as much as it can, and we 
want to turn America back to a lot 
more smiles than we have seen. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). The Senator from Kansas is 
recognized. 

Mr. ROBERTS. It is my under- 
standing that at 2:15 morning business 
expires. I ask unanimous consent to 
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proceed as in morning business for 15 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


ASSAULT ON THE NATION’S 
ECONOMY 


Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to once again speak out against 
what I consider to be and many others 
consider to be a regulatory assault on 
our Nation’s economy. I have pre- 
viously discussed my concerns with 
regulations having a negative impact 
on our agriculture community. That 
was last week. Earlier this week, I 
spoke about what I consider to be the 
egregious regulations that are being 
promulgated by the EPA, or what Sen- 
ator GRASSLEY calls the ‘end of pro- 
duction agriculture agency.” 

Today, I rise to talk about health 
care regulations that patients and pro- 
viders have brought to my attention. I 
have listed a number of these regula- 
tions in a letter I sent earlier today to 
President Obama. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 10, 2011. 
President BARACK OBAMA, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR PRESIDENT OBAMA: I write you today 
to express my sincere appreciation for the 
Executive Order that you issued on January 
18, committing all federal agencies to review 
regulations and remove any that place un- 
reasonable burdens on our nation’s business 
community and/or impact the ability of our 
economy to grow. I agree that in light of our 
current economic crisis, establishing a regu- 
latory environment that promotes growth 
and job creation should be the number one 
priority for this Congress and Administra- 
tion. To that end, I would like to offer some 
suggested areas related to health care that 
patients and providers have communicated 
are of the most concern to them, and would 
urge you and your Administration to con- 
sider these and their impact when imple- 
menting your Executive Order. 

While the majority of this communication 
will focus on regulations already on the 
books, I would also like to take this oppor- 
tunity to share with you what seems to be an 
even greater concern within the patient, pro- 
vider and stakeholder community. When dis- 
cussing regulations in general and your Ex- 
ecutive Order more specifically with my con- 
stituents and those representing the patient 
and provider community, the number one 
concern that I hear is related to a fear of the 
impact of future regulations. While there is 
still a large concern with the burden of regu- 
lations that have already been issued, I have 
heard time and time again that there is an 
even greater concern with the uncertainty of 
future regulations, especially those regula- 
tions for implementing the “Patient Protec- 
tion and Affordable Care Act”? (PPACA) and 
their potential to have a further and greater 
impact on jobs and the economy. While I reg- 
ularly hear concerns about the compounding 
costs related to implementing any and all of 
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these regulations, the specific areas that are 
mentioned the most include, but are not lim- 
ited to: 

Individual Mandate and related penalties 

Employer Mandate and related penalties 

Defining Essential Health Benefits and re- 
lated coverage mandates 

Accountable Care Organizations 

New taxes and fees including the ‘‘Cadillac 
Tax” and new excise taxes on industries 

1099 reporting 

Additionally, I hear often that patients 
and providers feel that they do nut have a 
voice in the regulatory process and, more 
specifically, that a number of regulations are 
being issued through a shortened process. 
This shortened process allows limited or no 
input from those most affected by the regu- 
lations, prior to their implementation, and 
may result in greater costs and economic im- 
pact if changes are necessary based on com- 
ments that the Administration receives. It is 
my understanding that the PPACA rules 
that have been issued as interim final rules, 
and therefore with limited input are: 

National Provider Identifier 

Web Portal Requirements 

Early Retiree Reinsurance Program 

Coverage of Children to Age 26 

Underserved Rural Communities 

Grandfathered Health Plans 

Pre-Existing Condition Exclusions 

Preventive Services 

Internal Claims/Appeals and External Re- 
view Processes 


Pre-Existing Condition Insurance Plan 
Program 
Amendment to Grandfathered Health 
Plans Rule 


Medical Loss Ratio Requirements 

While there may have been instances in 
which a shortened process was necessary or 
appropriate I would strongly encourage your 
Administration to limit the use of this regu- 
latory process and take every available op- 
portunity to get feedback from those who 
would be most affected by these regulations 
and allow for ample time to review and con- 
sider that feedback prior to implementing 
future regulatory priorities. I would also 
strongly encourage you to review any com- 
ments you have received on these regula- 
tions for any concerns that indicate a poten- 
tial to further our economic crisis. 

Without fail in my conversations with pa- 
tients, providers, advocates, and stake- 
holders, which include my Kansas constitu- 
ents, I hear about their concerns with the 
burden of government ‘‘red tape” and the im- 
pact of regulations on their ability to main- 
tain and grow their businesses. While this is 
not an exhaustive list, I will share the health 
care regulations that I have been hearing 
about the most and would ask you to review 
them for their potential economic impact 
and modify or remove them to ensure the 
least burden on our struggling businesses, in- 
dividuals, and economy. 

It should come as no surprise the regula- 
tions that I am hearing the most about are 
related to the impact of PPACA. Although 
the full impact of recently passed health 
care legislation is still uncertain, it is clear 
that additional employer costs will be sub- 
stantial, as will the burden of what promises 
to be extreme complexity in compliance. Al- 
ready patients, providers and advocates have 
cited a number of regulations related to 
PPACA that would have profound impact on 
jobs and our economy. Specifically: 

The ‘Preexisting Condition Insurance 
Plan” and the concern that it is not being 
utilized efficiently to provide an option for 
those unable to afford coverage; 
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The ‘‘Patients Bill of Rights” and the con- 
cern that it has resulted in the loss of child- 
only insurance markets in over 20 states; 

“Grandfathered’’ health plan regulation 
and a concern that the regulation is drafted 
too narrowly to allow businesses to keep 
their current coverage and maintain current 
costs of coverage and are too cumbersome 
and don’t allow plans to comply with ‘‘the 
early requirements over a period of time”; 

‘‘Medical Loss Ratio” and the concern that 
the calculation of the standard will increase 
cost of care for patients and the concern that 
it will directly result in lost employment 
and more specifically the omission of health 
care fraud work as part of ongoing quality 
improvement activities; 

“Rate Review” and the concern that this 
requirement will do nothing to control costs 
and that there are a number of areas within 
the rule that could cause significant and 
negative disruption to States and consumers; 

‘Annual and Lifetime limits” and the con- 
cern over the impact on businesses and indi- 
viduals the more than 1,000 waivers already 
issued will have. 

Additionally, I have heard that the com- 
bination of the regulations being issued to 
implement the PPACA statute have resulted 
in an increase in premiums for individuals 
and businesses, which as you know results in 
increased costs and tough choices. Related to 
this, I am deeply concerned by signals from 
your Administration that regulations being 
issued to implement the PPACA statute will 
not be held under the scrutiny of your Exec- 
utive Order. I would strongly encourage your 
Administration to review all of the regula- 
tions that have been issued, past, present 
and future, while considering their impact 
on our economy and jobs. 

Finally, patients and providers have ex- 
pressed a number of concerns related to the 
regulatory burdens that they face. Gen- 
erally, they have asked that while the Ad- 
ministration may measure indirect benefits 
for regulatory proposals, that there is a lack 
of willingness to analyze and make publicly 
available the indirect costs to consumers, 
such as higher energy costs, jobs lost, and 
higher prices and would request that a rea- 
sonable estimate of indirect impact and the 
methodology used in determining those im- 
pacts be made available. They would prefer 
that agencies be accountable for providing a 
balanced statement of costs and benefits in 
public regulatory proposals. Also, I have 
heard that a number of patients and pro- 
viders are being buried by the paperwork 
burden of complying with all of the regula- 
tions. Specifically, I have heard about the 
compliance burden of having to adjust to the 
sheer volumes of changes that the Adminis- 
tration issues every year and the impact on 
providers to do their jobs and provide care 
for patients. 

The regulations that I have been hearing 
about their negative economic impacts and 
would suggest you review are: 

The 2011 Medicare Physician Fee Schedule 
Final Rule, which requires that laboratory 
requisition forms are signed by the ordering 
physician. This rule could have potentially 
serious implications on patient care and 
business practice. Under this new policy, lab- 
oratories will face a difficult decision when 
they receive a patient specimen with an un- 
signed requisition. Laboratories will have to 
decide not to provide their needed services 
and therefore be unable to provide a physi- 
cian the information necessary to make 
health care decisions—or—provide the serv- 
ices without a guarantee of payment and 
then work to obtain signatures in order to 
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submit claims to Medicare. As you can imag- 
ine, in the former situation, care may be sig- 
nificantly delayed; in the latter scenario the 
laboratories who serve a high percentage of 
Medicare beneficiaries could spend a large 
amount of time contacting providers to 
gather the required signatures and could see 
their payments delayed or face the possi- 
bility of being unable to receive payment. 

On November, 17, 2010, CMS issued a final 
rule, as directed by PPACA (P.L. 111-148). 
The rule conditions payment for home 
health and hospice services based upon a 
face-to-face encounter between patients and 
their physicians or certain non-physician 
practitioners prior to certification for home 
health or hospice services. This is resulting 
in burdensome requirements for our rural 
home health and hospice patients. 

Physicians Assistants are an important 
part of care for rural communities especially 
hospice and palliative care; however, they 
are often not considered when drafting regu- 
lations related to providers allowed to pro- 
vide services. 

Anti-Switching Rule in Medicare’s Com- 
petitive Bidding Program (CBP) for Durable 
Medical Equipment, Prosthetics, Orthotics 
and Supplies (DMEPOS). Specifically, the 
proposal to enforce the rule in subsequent 
rounds of the CBP, but not Round 1, may 
compromise beneficiary access to appro- 
priate diabetes testing supplies and leave 
beneficiaries vulnerable to pressure from 
suppliers to switch testing systems. 

DMEPOS Competitive Bidding implemen- 
tation continues to be a concern. We origi- 
nally had over 400 DME providers in KS; 
however, now that Round 1 has been imple- 
mented I am concerned that patients, espe- 
cially in rural areas, are facing issues re- 
lated to access. 

Two sets of regulations and guidance—one 
for hospices and one for rural health clin- 
ics—that may have resulted in an oversight 
in the Medicare billing regulations is cre- 
ating obstacles for individuals in rural, un- 
derserved communities to receive hospice 
care. In these communities, the primary care 
physicians are often (and sometimes exclu- 
sively) members of Medicare-certified ‘‘rural 
health clinics.” However, when a hospice pa- 
tient’s attending physician also happens to 
be a rural health clinic physician, Medicare 
is not reimbursing either the physician or 
the clinic for the physician’s services. 

Health IT rules related to implementing 
the Health Information Technology for Eco- 
nomic and Clinical Health (HITECH) Act 
which I am hearing are creating uncertainty 
and confusion, jeopardizing the goal of the 
rapid adoption of electronic health records. 
Without policy changes, innovation will be 
marginalized and job creation threatened. 

Privacy and security regulations adopted 
by HHS under the Health Insurance Port- 
ability and Accountability Act (HIP AA) and 
the HITECH Act expand the accounting of 
disclosures requirement to include all disclo- 
sures, even daily, routine disclosures. While 
patient safety and privacy should be a high 
priority, businesses are concerned that main- 
taining detailed records would require an 
overwhelming amount of information to be 
stored. 

The short amount of time to comply with 
new ICD10 and 5010 coding requirements im- 
pose an incredible administrative burden 
that I am hearing will increase administra- 
tive costs significantly. 

CMS regulations that restrict the ability 
of non-physician practitioners to meeting 
the CMS requirement for supervision for car- 
diac and pulmonary rehab. These rules are 
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limiting access to cardiac and pulmonary 
rehab, particularly in rural and Critical Ac- 
cess Hospitals. 

Clearly this is not a comprehensive list, 
but it represents a number of areas that pa- 
tients, providers and constituents have ex- 
pressed concerns on. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to 
share my recommendations on what rules 
and regulations pose serious negative con- 
sequences to the growth of our nation. As 
the 112th Congress gets under way, I will 
continue to identify to your Adminitration 
regulations that handicap American busi- 
nesses and halt American job creation. It is 
my hope that we can create a regulatory en- 
vironment that provides American busi- 
nesses with the necessary tools to hire and 
thrive in this global market. 

Sincerely, 
PAT ROBERTS, 
U.S. Senator. 

Mr. ROBERTS. As I have already dis- 
cussed on the Senate floor, an Execu- 
tive order was issued by the President 
on January 18. It was a good order. I 
applauded that order. It committed all 
Federal agencies to review regulations 
and then to try to remove any that 
placed unreasonable burdens on our 
Nation’s businesses and/or impact the 
ability of our economy to grow, to re- 
cover. 

I agree that, in light of our current 
economic crisis, establishing a regu- 
latory environment that promotes 
growth and job creation should be the 
No. 1 priority for this Congress and the 
administration. I applaud what the 
President said when he issued the Ex- 
ecutive order—that there are some reg- 
ulations that are duplicative, costly, 
and unnecessary and, as he said, down- 
right dumb. There was loud applause in 
farm country, manufacturing, health 
care, education—you name it. However, 
after reviewing the Executive order, I 
remind my colleagues that I was left— 
and I hope if you read it you are left— 
with some larger concerns. Specifi- 
cally, the order left open a number of 
very large loopholes. It was an Execu- 
tive order without teeth. 

When I was in Kansas over this last 
work period, I talked to virtually all of 
our Kansas patients, providers, and ad- 
vocates about the President’s Execu- 
tive order and my legislation, which is 
called the Regulatory Reform for Our 
Economy Act. I held а stakeholder 
roundtable in Topeka. I held a round- 
table in our State capitol, in order to 
get feedback from patients and pro- 
vider groups on their thoughts related 
to health care reform. I was not sur- 
prised to hear that every representa- 
tive at that meeting had a concern 
with regulations, but the sheer volume 
of regulatory concerns as seen by my 
staff and myself was truly extraor- 
dinary. 

I was already aware of regulations, 
such as those put forth by the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services, 
along with the Department of Labor 
and Treasury, that have resulted in the 
child-only insurance market effec- 
tively disappearing in 20 States. Which 
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I believe is the result of overregulation 
or overrequirements. 

I have already sent letters to the ad- 
ministration detailing my concerns 
with regulations, such as—stick with 
me now—first, the 2011 Medicare physi- 
cian fee schedule final rule, which re- 
quires that laboratory requisition 
forms are signed by the ordering physi- 
cian. This rule could have potentially 
serious implications on patient care 
and business practice. 

Second, on November 17, 2010, CMS, 
the Center for Medicare and Medicaid 
Services, issued a final rule which, as 
required by the new health care law— 
the acronym for that is PPACA—condi- 
tions payment for home health and 
hospice services based upon a face-to- 
face encounter between patients and 
their physicians or certain nonphysi- 
cian practitioners prior to certification 
for home health or hospice services. On 
top of about a $11 billion cut to hos- 
pice, which is rather incredible, this is 
resulting in burdensome requirements 
for our rural home health and hospice 
patients. For those who need this help 
the most, this is truly hard to under- 
stand. 

Third, the antiswitching rule in 
Medicare’s competitive bidding pro- 
gram—the acronym is CBP; there is an 
acronym for everything—for durable 
medical equipment, prosthetics, 
orthotics, and supplies. Specifically, 
that proposal to enforce the rule in 
subsequent rounds of the competitive 
bidding program, but not round one, 
may compromise beneficiary access to 
appropriate diabetes testing supplies 
and leave beneficiaries vulnerable to 
pressure from suppliers to switch test- 
ing systems. 

I am going to try to get rid of the 
gobbledygook and say that during the 
initial round of competitive bidding for 
medical equipment, some of the sup- 
pliers didn’t even know there was an 
initial round of competitive bidding. In 
Kansas City, there were 424 suppliers, 
and 20 submitted bids this time around. 
We delayed it to this year because it 
was so onerous. Then this year came 
around and CMS selected 20. What hap- 
pened to the other 404? What happened 
to the people who depended on phar- 
macists and home health care pro- 
viders for that walker, that crutch, or 
whatever they need—or oxygen tank, 
for that matter? We are left with huge 
holes in the home health care industry 
and a need for providing DME equip- 
ment. 

I was surprised to hear that every 
representative at this stakeholder 
meeting—and all representative groups 
were invited, including hospital admin- 
istrators, doctors, nurses, pharmacists, 
and hospice folks. I believe it was the 
first time they met at the same time. 
I was surprised to hear that every rep- 
resentative at this stakeholder meet- 
ing to discuss the impacts of health 
care reform had concerns with regula- 
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tions, some of which are buried in the 
volumes of regulations being put out 
every day, and many that defy com- 
prehension. 

When discussing the President’s Ex- 
ecutive order and regulations with my 
constituents and those representing 
the patient and provider community, 
the No. 1 concern I heard was a fear not 
just of the current regulations, which 
they are trying to keep up with, but of 
future regulations. 

While there is considerable concern 
with the burden of regulations that 
have already been issued, I heard time 
and again that there is an even greater 
concern with the uncertainty of future 
regulations, especially those imple- 
menting the Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act, or PPACA, and 
their potential to have further and 
greater impact on jobs and the econ- 
omy and health care—even greater 
than the impacts we discussed during 
the health care reform debate. At the 
stakeholder meeting we had meaning- 
ful dialog about that. This is akin to a 
second health care reform earthquake. 
If you are a health care provider, hang 
on. 

Additionally, I have heard that the 
combination of the regulations being 
issued to implement the PPACA stat- 
ute has resulted in an increase in pre- 
miums—to repeat that, an increase in 
premiums, not cost savings—for indi- 
viduals and businesses, which, as you 
know, results in increased costs and 
very tough choices. 

Related to this, I am concerned by 
reports that I am hearing that staff 
within the administration have sig- 
naled that regulations being issued to 
implement the PPACA statute already 
comply with the President’s Executive 
order and would not need to be in- 
cluded in a review. Does that mean all 
the health care regulations pouring out 
of CMS are not going to be subject to 
the President’s Executive order? What 
is that? This is one of the biggest wor- 
ries we have throughout the country 
regarding health care, and the Presi- 
dent issues an Executive order and says 
let’s take a look. Do the costs out- 
weigh the benefits? Are they duplica- 
tive, unnecessary, or just plain dumb? 
Those are his words. CMS is exempted? 
Health care is exempted? That is 
unreal. 

I believe otherwise, and this belief is 
being verified by personal stories from 
Kansans. In my letter to the President 
today, I strongly encouraged him to re- 
view all of the regulations that have 
been issued, past, present, and future, 
while considering their impact on the 
economy and jobs. Sure, it would be a 
tough job. It is time, with the 
“Katrina” of regulations pouring out 
of the various agencies in Washington. 

Understanding this, last month, I, 
along with Senators BARRASSO and 
CoATS, and with the support of 38 Sen- 
ate colleagues—have introduced the 
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Regulatory Responsibility for Our 
Economy Act, S. 358. I urge my col- 
leagues on the other side, who I am 
going to engage in the next week. We 
will go face to face and I will try to 
convince you. 

My bill moves to codify and strength- 
en President Obama’s January 18 Exec- 
utive order that directs agencies with- 
in the administration to review, mod- 
ify, streamline, expand, or repeal those 
significant regulatory actions that are, 
in the President’s words, duplicative, 
unnecessary, overly burdensome, or 
would have significant economic im- 
pacts on Americans. I have given Presi- 
dent Obama credit for saying that, but 
I don’t give him credit for including 
the loopholes. 

While I agree in principle with the 
President that we need to take a seri- 
ous look at both current and proposed 
Federal regulations, I don’t think his 
Executive order actually does what it 
purports to do. I have some loopholes 
listed. In Dodge City, where I come 
from, coming close to the truth is com- 
ing pretty close, but it still ain’t the 
truth. I think this is where this fits. 

The Executive order states—and I 
want everybody in the Senate, if you 
are listening, or if your staff is listen- 
ing, provide this to your member. Fig- 
ure this out: 

In applying these principles, each agency is 
directed to use the best available techniques 
to quantify anticipated present and future 
benefits and costs as accurately as possible. 

That is a good thing. 

Where appropriate and permitted by law, 
each agency may consider (and discuss quali- 
tatively)— 
and this is the part where I had the most 
concern, and I hope somebody can explain it. 
values that are difficult or impossible to 
quantify, including equity, human dignity, 
fairness, and distributive impacts. 

What is that? ‘‘But,’’ as the Wall 
Street Journal captured so eloquently 
in their response to President Obama’s 
editorial, ‘‘these amorphous concepts 
are not measurable at all.” They are 
not. 

On the surface, I feel this language 
has the potential to be a very large 
loophole—probably is already. I believe 
this is the loophole being used to ex- 
empt the PPACA regulations from this 
review. That is unfortunate. In fact, 
upon reading and rereading it, it could 
be better described as gobbledygook. 

As a matter of fact, it got my gobble- 
dygook award of the month this past 
month. My legislation would close the 
loopholes in President Obama’s Execu- 
tive order and would close other exist- 
ing loopholes, including those the ad- 
ministration has been using—or the 
Secretaries for the various agencies 
have been using—to bypass valuable 
stakeholder input on regulations. In 
fact, I hear often that patients and pro- 
viders believe they do not have a voice 
in the regulatory process. 

More specifically, I hear that a num- 
ber of regulations are currently being 
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issued through a shortened process 
which allows limited or no input from 
those most affected by the regulations 
prior to their implementation—that is 
wrong—and they may result in an even 
greater confusion and burden which 
then results in greater costs and eco- 
nomic impact, especially if changes are 
necessary based on later comments 
that the administration does receive. 

It is my understanding the PPACA 
rules that have been issued as interim 
final rules and, therefore, with limited 
input—and they will probably become 
final—are the national provider identi- 
fier, Web portal requirements, Early 
Retiree Reinsurance Program, cov- 
erage of children to age 26. Underserved 
rural communities, grandfathered 
health plans, preexisting condition ex- 
clusions, preventive services, internal 
claims/appeals and external review 
processes, Pre-existing Condition In- 
surance Plan Program, amendment to 
grandfathered health plans rule, and 
medical lost ratio requirements. That 
is a bunch of them—all regulations 
through a shortened process. 

While there may have been instances 
in which a shortened process was nec- 
essary or appropriate, this lengthy list 
is why passage of my legislation is so 
critically important. 

I ask the Presiding Officer if I have 
exceeded my time. If I have, I would 
like 2 additional minutes to close. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. ROBERTS. May I have 2 addi- 
tional minutes, and I will close. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERTS. In my letter to the 
President today, I have encouraged the 
administration to limit the use of this 
shortened regulatory process and take 
every available opportunity to get 
feedback from those who would be 
most affected by these regulations— 
that just makes sense—and allow for 
ample time to review and consider that 
feedback prior to implementing the fu- 
ture regulatory priorities. We are going 
to have better regulations if, in fact, 
you ask folks: Is this going to work? 
Maybe tweak it, maybe repeal it. Who 
knows. The President himself said 
that. 

In addition, I have encouraged the 
administration to review any com- 
ments received on these regulations 
that have already been issued for any 
concerns that indicate a potential to 
further our economic problems and cri- 
ses. 

In closing, I invite my friends on 
both sides of the aisle to sign on as a 
cosponsor of my legislation, realizing 
the immense opportunities it creates 
for meaningful review and possible rev- 
ocation of regulations counter to our 
Nation’s growth. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator withhold his suggestion of the 
absence of a quorum? 
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Mr. ROBERTS. I will be delighted to. 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 


Ee 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


NOMINATION OF MAX OLIVER 
COGBURN, JR., TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR 
THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF 
NORTH CAROLINA 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nomination, which the 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Max Oliver Cogburn, Jr., of 
North Carolina, to be United States 
District Judge for the Western District 
of North Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mrs. HAGAN. Mr. President, I wish 
to talk about Max Oliver Cogburn, Jr., 
judicial nominee for the U.S. district 
court in the Western District of North 
Carolina. 

Judge Cogburn was nominated for 
the second time by President Obama on 
January 25, 2011, and was favorably re- 
ported out of the Judiciary Committee 
by voice vote on February 8, 2011. 

It is extremely important to me that 
North Carolina has highly capable rep- 
resentation on our Federal courts. 
Judge Cogburn is exactly the type of 
legal mind we need as a judge on North 
Carolina’s Western District Court. 

Since coming to the Senate, I have 
worked to increase the number of 
North Carolinians on the Federal judi- 
ciary. Unfortunately, it has turned out 
to be a rather slow and arduous proc- 
ess. After months of making the case 
that North Carolina deserves more rep- 
resentation on the Fourth Circuit last 
year, Judges Jim Wynn and Al Diaz 
were confirmed unanimously by the 
Senate. 

North Carolina is better off because 
Judges Jim Wynn and Al Diaz—highly 
qualified, experienced, and fairminded 
judges—are now serving on the Fourth 
Circuit. It is my hope that very soon 
North Carolina will have another Fed- 
eral judge with the confirmation of 
Judge Cogburn. All of these judges 
have received bipartisan support, and I 
am pleased that Senator BURR has 
joined with me in recommending these 
judges. 

I recommended Judge Cogburn be- 
cause of his distinguished record as a 
jurist and attorney in both the public 
and private sectors. After earning de- 
grees from Samford University Cum- 
berland School of Law and UNC Chapel 
Hill, he entered private practice. 
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Judge Cogburn has worked in private 
practice off and on since 1976, handling 
criminal felonies and misdemeanors, 
civil torts, domestic cases, and cor- 
porate work. Judge Cogburn also 
served as an assistant U.S. attorney 
from 1980 to 1992 where he prosecuted 
murder cases, drug trafficking, voter 
fraud, and a wide variety of Federal 
crimes. 

During his time with the U.S. Attor- 
ney’s Office, Judge Cogburn served as 
the lead attorney of the Organized 
Crime and Drug Task Force, as well as 
the chief assistant U.S. attorney. 

From 1995 to 2004, Judge Cogburn 
served as a magistrate judge on the 
U.S. District Court for the Western 
District of North Carolina. As a mag- 
istrate judge, he ruled on cases involv- 
ing sexual harassment, racial discrimi- 
nation in employment, fraud, age dis- 
crimination, products liability, and 
medical malpractice. 

Judge Cogburn has received the 
American Bar Association’s highest 
rating of ‘‘well-qualified.’’ He has the 
skills and legal experience this posi- 
tion requires. 

I am pleased to speak about Judge 
Cogburn’s outstanding qualifications 
to serve on the U.S. District Court for 
the Western District of North Carolina. 
Iam confident that Judge Cogburn will 
serve on the bench with clarity and dis- 
tinction. I have worked steadily to see 
that he is confirmed quickly. I look 
forward to casting that vote shortly. I 
ask my Senate colleagues to join me 
and Senator BURR in support of Judge 
Cogburn’s nomination and vote in 
favor of his confirmation. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I also wish 
to talk about this historic day. It is 
historic because we are actually going 
to confirm Max Cogburn faster than it 
took for the nomination to come 
through. Today, in this austere body, 
that is an accomplishment. But in 
large measure it says a lot about the 
President’s nominee. 

Max Cogburn has been nominated to 
the Federal bench in North Carolina’s 
Western District. He is an excellent 
choice and I believe will be a needed 
but great addition to the court. 

The Cogburn family roots are in 
western North Carolina’s mountains, 
and they run deep. It is an impressive 
family history, but Max has made a 
name for himself in his legal career 
and his public service: Assistant U.S. 
attorney, chief assistant U.S. attorney, 
magistrate judge, and in private prac- 
tice. 

In addition to his legal career, which 
certainly qualifies him for the bench in 
his own right, the Cogburn’s other 
business cannot help but be a benefit. 
You see, he and his family run a dude 
ranch outside of Asheville, NC. 

I thank the Members of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee, as I said, for act- 
ing so quickly on this nomination. 
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Nominees to the Federal bench are be- 
stowed with a high honor but also a 
high amount of uncertainty and stress 
as they and their families go through a 
sometimes never-ending process. I am 
grateful this process has been rel- 
atively short and sweet for Max. 

He was nominated in May of 2010, had 
his hearing during the lameduck ses- 
sion, and was reported out in Decem- 
ber, still during the lameduck session. 
I am sorry this body missed the oppor- 
tunity at that time to finalize his con- 
firmation. He did not get a vote in the 
last Congress, but that, of course, is 
not unusual for a nominee of either 
party who is reported by the com- 
mittee late in the process. 

He was reported out again in Feb- 
ruary and is actually getting a vote in 
less time, as I said, than it took the 
White House to nominate him, espe- 
cially following the departure and re- 
tirement of Judge Thornburg. 

I appreciate the Judiciary Commit- 
tee’s commitment to move quickly. I 
join my colleague, Senator HAGAN, in 
encouraging all of our colleagues to 
unanimously support this appointment 
to the Federal bench. 

I might say, in conclusion, the under- 
lying reason Max Cogburn should get 
the overwhelming support of all the 
Members of the Senate and should be 
the newest member of our court in the 
Western District is because Max 
Cogburn is a good man. He comes from 
good stock, but on his own he is a good 
man and a great American. Today he 
deserves this House to unanimously 
support this nomination. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I con- 
gratulate Senator HAGAN on the Sen- 
ate’s consideration of the nomination 
of Max O. Cogburn. 

Max O. Cogburn is nominated to sit 
on the U.S. District Court for the West- 
ern District of North Carolina, the very 
district where he has served for 9 years 
as a magistrate judge and for 12 years 
as an assistant U.S. attorney. Mr. 
Cogburn is currently a partner in the 
Asheville, NC, law firm of Cogburn and 
Brazil, and also serves as an appointed 
member of the North Carolina Edu- 
cation Lottery Commission. 

This nomination could—and in my 
view should—have been considered and 
confirmed last year. Instead, it was un- 
necessarily returned to the President 
without final Senate action, despite 
the nominee’s qualifications and the 
needs of the American people to have 
judges available to hear cases in the 
Federal courts. The President has had 
to renominate him, the Senate Judici- 
ary Committee has had to reconsider 
him and now, finally, the Senate is 
being allowed to consider him. 

I suspect the Senate will now confirm 
him unanimously or nearly so. He has 
the support of both his home state Sen- 
ators, one a Democrat and the other a 
Republican. The nomination of Max 
Cogburn to fill a vacancy in the West- 
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ern District of North Carolina is one 
that was reported without opposition 
by the Judiciary Committee both last 
year and, again, earlier this year. 

Besides this nomination, there are 
two nominees ready to fill vacancies in 
the District of Columbia. Recently, 
Seth Stern reported in Congressional 
Quarterly criticism from Chief Judge 
Lamberth of the U.S. District Court for 
the District of Columbia, who warned 
that the breakdown in the judicial con- 
firmation process is “injuring the 
country.” The two judicial nominees to 
fill longstanding vacancies for his 
court are still waiting for final consid- 
eration by the Senate. They, too, were 
reported unanimously by the Judiciary 
Committee last year and again this 
year. They, too, are being needlessly 
delayed. The Senate should consider 
and confirm them without further 
delay. I will ask that a copy of the arti- 
cle be printed in the RECORD. 

Also reported from the Judiciary 
Committee and before the Senate are 
nominees to fill a judicial emergency 
vacancy in New York, a judicial emer- 
gency vacancy on the Second Circuit 
and a judicial vacancy in Oregon. They 
should be debated and confirmed with- 
out delay, as well. Earlier today, the 
Judiciary Committee moved forward to 
vote on two additional Federal circuit 
nominees and four additional district 
court nominees. They are now avail- 
able to the Senate for its consider- 
ation, as well. 

After the confirmation of Mr. 
Cogburn, there will be 11 judicial nomi- 
nees left waiting for Senate consider- 
ation having been reviewed by the Ju- 
diciary Committee. We are holding 
hearings every two weeks and hope fi- 
nally to begin to bend the curve and 
start to lower judicial vacancies across 
the country. We can do that if the Sen- 
ate continues to consider judicial 
nominations in regular order as they 
are reported by the Judiciary Com- 
mittee. 

Federal judicial vacancies around the 
country still number too many and 
they have persisted for too long. That 
is why Chief Justice Roberts, Attorney 
General Holder, White House Counsel 
Bob Bauer and many others—including 
the President of the United States— 
have spoken out and urged the Senate 
to act. 

Nearly one out of every eight Federal 
judgeships remains vacant. This puts 
at serious risk the ability of all Ameri- 
cans to have a fair hearing in court. 
The real price being paid for these un- 
necessary delays is that the judges 
that remain are overburdened and the 
American people who depend on them 
are being denied hearings and justice in 
a timely fashion. 

Regrettably, the progress we made 
during the first 2 years of the Bush ad- 
ministration has not been duplicated, 
and the progress we made over the 8 
years from 2001 to 2009 to reduce judi- 
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cial vacancies from 110 to a low of 34 
was reversed. The vacancy rate we re- 
duced from 10 percent at the end of 
President Clinton’s term to less than 4 
percent in 2008 has now risen back to 
over 10 percent. In contrast to the 
sharp reduction in vacancies we made 
during President Bush’s first 2 years 
when the Democratically controlled 
Senate confirmed 100 of his judicial 
nominations, only 60 of President 
Obama’s judicial nominations were al- 
lowed to be considered and confirmed 
during his first 2 years. We have not 
kept up with the rate of attrition, let 
alone brought the vacancies down. By 
now they should have been cut in half. 
Instead, they continue to hover around 
100. 

The Senate must do better. The Na- 
tion cannot afford further delays by 
the Senate in taking action on the 
nominations pending before it. Judicial 
vacancies on courts throughout the 
country hinder the Federal judiciary’s 
ability to fulfill its constitutional role. 
They create a backlog of cases that 
prevents people from having their day 
in court. This is unacceptable. 

We can consider and confirm this 
President’s nominations to the Federal 
bench in a timely manner. President 
Obama has worked with Democratic 
and Republican home state Senators to 
identify superbly qualified, consensus 
nominations. None of the nominations 
on the Executive Calendar are con- 
troversial. They all have the support of 
their home State Senators, Repub- 
licans and Democrats. All have a 
strong commitment to the rule of law 
and a demonstrated faithfulness to the 
Constitution. 

During President Bush’s first term, 
his first 4 tumultuous years in office, 
we proceeded to confirm 205 of his judi- 
cial nominations. We confirmed 100 of 
those during the 17 months I was Chair- 
man during President Bush’s first 2 
years in office. So far in President 
Obama’s third year in office, the Sen- 
ate has only been allowed to consider 
71 of his Federal circuit and district 
court nominees. We remain well short 
of the benchmark we set during the 
Bush administration. When we ap- 
proach it we can reduce vacancies from 
the historically high levels at which 
they have remained throughout these 
first three years of the Obama adminis- 
tration to the historically low level we 
reached toward the end of the Bush ad- 
ministration. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
article to which I referred. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From CQ Today Online News—Legal Affairs, 
Feb. 28, 2011] 

JUDGES: ‘TOTALLY BROKEN’ CONFIRMATION 
PROCESS CAUSING ‘DIRE’ CASE BACKLOGS 
(By Seth Stern) 

Two federal judges criticized the slow pace 
of judicial confirmations Monday, saying 
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cases are backlogged and judges 
whelmed at the trial court level. 

Speaking at a Brookings Institution event 
on judicial nominations, Royce Lamberth, 
the chief judge of the U.S. District Court for 
the District of Columbia, said the confirma- 
tion process is “totally broken” and that the 
pattern of ‘‘paybacks and the bickering have 
been thoroughly bipartisan.” 

Lamberth, who was appointed by President 
Ronald Reagan in 1987, raised similar con- 
cerns in a speech in March 2009, just after 
the start of the Obama administration. But 
he said he was increasingly concerned by the 
delays in the confirmation of federal trial 
judges, which has only worsened in the two 
years since. 

“Т say to both Democrats and Republicans, 
you are injuring the country,” Lamberth 
said. 

Lamberth was joined on the panel by Wil- 
liam Furgeson Jr., a Texas district court 
judge who said judges’ growing caseloads re- 
sulting from the vacancies in his district in 
western Texas are a ‘‘desperate problem”’ 
that results in ‘‘assembly-line justice.” 

Furgeson called the situation on the bor- 
der ‘‘dire,’’ adding it was a “giant mystery” 
why senators now fight over trial court 
judges. 

Chief Justice John G. Roberts Jr. had also 
emphasized the ‘‘persistent problem” of va- 
cancies on the federal bench in his annual re- 
port on the state of the judiciary released in 
December. 

“Each political party has found it easy to 
turn on a dime from decrying to defending 
the blocking of judicial nominations, de- 
pending on their changing political for- 
tunes,” Roberts wrote in the report. 

Only 67 percent of Obama’s district court 
nominees were confirmed during his first two 
years in office, compared to 92 percent for 
George W. Bush and 87 percent for Bill Clin- 
ton, according to statistics compiled by Rus- 
sell Wheeler, a visiting fellow at the liberal- 
leaning Brookings Institution, and 83 of 677 
district court seats were vacant as of Feb. 25. 

The Senate has confirmed six district 
court judges so far this year, including two 
more Monday: Amy Totenberg and Steve C. 
Jones to the Northern District of Georgia. 

On Wednesday, the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee will hold a second confirmation hear- 
ing for President Obama’s most controver- 
sial judicial nominee: Goodwin Liu, who was 
first nominated for a seat on the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the 9th Circuit in 2009. 

The University of California law professor 
has faced intense criticism from Republicans 
for his liberal views and for repeatedly 
amending the materials he has provided to 
the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business, with the under- 
standing that I will yield the floor if 
anyone comes to the floor to speak on 
the Cogburn nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

BELARUS RESOLUTION 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak in support of a bipartisan 
resolution that has been submitted by 
our colleague, Senator DURBIN, and of 
which I am proud to be a cosponsor, 
which concerns the situation in the 
country of Belarus. 


over- 
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As the winds of democratic change 
have been sweeping now across North 
Africa and the Middle East ousting 
autocratic rulers who have been long 
entrenched there, it is important for us 
to remember there is still one remain- 
ing dictatorship in Europe, and that is 
in the country of Belarus. 

In the 20 years since the fall of the 
Soviet Union, Belarus’s neighbors to 
the north and west have become suc- 
cessful, prosperous democracies. But, 
tragically, while Poland, Lithuania, 
and Latvia have broken the chains of 
tyranny and joined the flagship insti- 
tutions of the Euro-Atlantic world, 
NATO, and the European’ Union, 
Belarus and its people have been left 
behind—held back by its despot ruler 
Alexander Lukashenko, who has ruled 
his country through repression and 
rigged elections for nearly two decades. 

Some in the United States and Eu- 
rope had hoped in recent years that 
Lukashenko might be prepared to open 
up Belarus and change his ways. These 
hopes, however, came to an abrupt end 
on December 19 of last year when 
Belarus held Presidential elections. As 
it quickly became clear that the votes 
in those elections were neither free nor 
fair, thousands of Belarusian people 
took to the streets of Minsk in protest, 
and the Lukashenko regime responded 
with violence and brutality. 

This resolution would put the Senate 
on record in response to the crackdown 
launched in Belarus on December 19—a 
crackdown, I add, that continues in 
significant ways to this day. 

More than 600 people were swept up 
by Belarusian security forces on elec- 
tion day and its immediate after- 
math—among them journalists, civil 
society representatives, political activ- 
ists, and several opposition Presi- 
dential candidates. It is hard to believe 
this kind of behavior still exists in this 
world today. The detained continue to 
be denied access to family, lawyers, 
medical treatment, and open legal pro- 
ceedings, while their relatives and at- 
torneys endure harassment by 
Lukashenko’s security forces. 

This resolution will do several sig- 
nificant things. First, it will send a 
strong and clear message to 
Lukashenko that his actions are unac- 
ceptable and will carry significant 
costs. It tells him we do not consider 
the December 19 election to be legiti- 
mate and that he is, therefore, not the 
legitimately elected leader of Belarus, 
and that there should be new elections 
that are free, fair, and meet inter- 
national standards. I would add that 
the European Parliament passed a res- 
olution not long ago that says pre- 
cisely the same thing that I have just 
said here in the Senate. 

Perhaps even more important, this 
resolution will send a message to the 
people of Belarus who were struggling 
to secure their fundamental freedoms. 
It tells the dissidents there that we 
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have not and will not forget them or 
their cause; that we remember their 
names, in fact, and we will stand in sol- 
idarity with them until they achieve 
their goal, which is a free and demo- 
cratic Belarus. 

Last month, Senator MCCAIN and I 
and others traveled to Vilnius, Lith- 
uania, where we met with Belarusian 
students and opposition military lead- 
ers. This was an extremely powerful ex- 
perience for all of us. We heard directly 
from them about the repression taking 
place in their home country. The sub- 
stance of the resolution Senator DUR- 
BIN has written and submitted, with co- 
sponsorship by several of us, reflects 
what the Belarusians we met with in 
Vilnius told us, as well as what we 
heard here in Washington from other 
dissidents from that country. 

The resolution specifically calls for 
the immediate and unconditional re- 
lease of all political prisoners in 
Belarus. It also urges a tightening of 
the sanctions against Lukashenko, and 
we are urging the Obama administra- 
tion to offer the strongest possible ma- 
terial and technical support for 
Belarusian civil society, and that in- 
cludes, of course, the political opposi- 
tion. 

This resolution is broadly bipartisan 
in its sponsorship and reflects what I 
think is a wide consensus in the Senate 
about the situation in Belarus today. I 
know there are some who may look at 
the resolution and say it is merely 
symbolic, who say there is nothing we 
can do to help the people who are liv- 
ing such repressed and unfree lives in 
Belarus, and that we should simply ac- 
cept the reality of Lukashenko’s dicta- 
torship after all these years. But if the 
historic events in Tunisia and Egypt 
have taught us anything about our for- 
eign policies, it is that the United 
States does best when we stand with 
our values and with the people who 
share them—and that what appear to 
be even the most impregnable regimes 
can fall with remarkable speed. 

Obviously, I cannot say exactly when 
Belarus will be free, but I have no 
doubt that someday it will be free. I 
am confident the future of Belarus be- 
longs not to Lukashenko and his cro- 
nies but to the people of that great 
country—to the dissidents who are in 
jail, to the students we met in Vilnius 
last month, to the civil society activ- 
ists who are being harassed by the KGB 
as we speak. It belongs to the people in 
Belarus who want a future of democ- 
racy and economic opportunity, not 
Soviet-style repression. 

This resolution—put together, again 
I say with thanks, by Senator DURBIN— 
puts the Senate on the side of the peo- 
ple of Belarus and against the 
Lukashenko regime that is oppressing 
them. I hope we can come together and 
swiftly pass this bipartisan measure. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor to the Senator from Iowa. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, soon 
we will be voting on another nominee 
for district court. We continue our 
rapid pace in which the Senate has 
been confirming President Obama’s ju- 
dicial nominees. This vote will mark 
the 11th judicial nominee to be con- 
firmed this Congress. That is more 
than double the number confirmed in 
the 108th Congress, which only saw five 
confirmations at this point. Obviously, 
actions speak louder than words. So 
far, our actions have had concrete re- 
sults. 

The Judiciary Committee met this 
morning and reported six more judicial 
nominees. That puts the total at 22 
nominees reported favorably so far. We 
continue to hold hearings every 2 
weeks and have heard from 31 nominees 
currently pending before the Senate. 
As I have said in the past, we will con- 
tinue to move consensus nominees 
through the confirmation process. 
However, we will continue to do our 
due diligence in evaluating the nomi- 
nees. What we will not do is put quan- 
tity confirmed over quality confirmed. 
These lifetime appointments are too 
important to the Federal Judiciary and 
the American people to allow 
rubberstamping. 

Just this past Monday, the Senate 
confirmed three district court judges. 
In his statement for the record, the 
chairman of the committee, Senator 
LEAHY, stated: 

Nearly one out of every eight Federal 
judgeships is vacant. This puts at serious 
risk the ability of all Americans to have a 
fair hearing in court. 

However, what the chairman ne- 
glected to mention is the fact that 
President Obama has not put forth a 
nominee for every vacancy the court 
currently faces. In fact, of the 95 judi- 
cial vacancies, the Senate only has 45 
nominees. That is 58 percent of vacan- 
cies without a nominee from the White 
House. 

Today, we vote on a nominee to sit 
on the Western District of North Caro- 
lina court. While this is an important 
vacancy, and a vacancy we need to fill, 
it is not a judicial emergency. How- 
ever, there is a judicial emergency in 
the Eastern District of North Carolina. 
That seat, which has been vacant since 
2005, does not have a nominee currently 
pending. President Bush nominated 
Thomas Alvin Farr to that seat twice, 
but he was never afforded a hearing, let 
alone an up-or-down vote. I am happy 
this side of the aisle is not repeating 
the same regrettable treatment Mr. 
Farr received. 

With regard to Mr. Cogburn, the 
nominee we will be voting on, the 
American Bar Association has rated 
him ‘‘majority well qualified, minority 
qualified.” He received his B.A. from 
the University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill and his juris doctorate 
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from Cumberland School of Law. Mr. 
Cogburn has practiced law in many ca- 
pacities. Through his work in private 
practice, he has worked on a wide 
range of issues, including criminal liti- 
gation, personal injury, civil litigation, 
and a significant amount of mediation. 

As an assistant U.S. attorney for 
over a decade, Mr. Cogburn gained sub- 
stantial appellate experience. While 
there, he also served as drug task force 
attorney and chief assistant U.S. attor- 
ney. Mr. Cogburn also holds judicial ex- 
perience. He was appointed to serve an 
8-year term as a U.S. magistrate judge 
by the U.S. District Court for the West- 
ern District of North Carolina. 

After careful evaluation, the Judici- 
ary Committee reported this fine nomi- 
nee by voice vote on February 8, 2011. I 
congratulate Mr. Cogburn and his fam- 
ily on this important lifetime appoint- 
ment and his willingness to continue in 
public service. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant editor of the Daily Di- 
gest proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MCCASKILL). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all time be 
yielded back in order to start the vot- 
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ENSIGN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the nomination of 
Max Oliver Cogburn, Jr., of North 
Carolina, to be United States District 
Judge for the Western District of North 
Carolina? 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant editor of the Daily Di- 
gest called the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from California (Mrs. BOXER) 
and the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
UDALL) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) and the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 96, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 38 Ex.] 


YEAS—96 
Akaka Baucus Blumenthal 
Alexander Begich Blunt 
Ayotte Bennet Boozman 
Barrasso Bingaman Brown (MA) 
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Brown (OH) Hoeven Nelson (NE) 
Burr Inouye Nelson (FL) 
Cantwell Isakson Paul 
Cardin Johanns Portman 
Carper Johnson (SD) Pryor 
Casey Johnson (WI) Reed 
Chambliss Kerry Reid 
Coats Kirk Risch 
Coburn Klobuchar Roberts 
Cochran Kohl Rockefeller 
Collins Kyl Rubio 
Conrad Landrieu Sanders 
Coons Lautenberg Schumer 
Corker Leahy Sessions 
Cornyn Lee Shaheen 
Crapo Levin Shelby 
DeMint Lieberman Snowe 
Durbin Lugar Stabenow 
Ensign Manchin Tester 
Enzi McCain Thune 
Feinstein McCaskill Toomey 
Franken McConnell Udall (CO) 
Gillibrand Menendez Vitter 
Graham Merkley Warner 
Grassley Mikulski Webb 
Hagan Moran Whitehouse 
Harkin Murkowski Wicker 
Hatch Murray Wyden 
NOT VOTING—4 
Boxer Inhofe 
Hutchison Udall (NM) 


The nomination was confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to re- 
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table. The President shall be 
immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 


EE 
LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate shall resume legislative session. 
The majority leader. 


EEE 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to a period of 
morning business, with Senators al- 
lowed to speak for up 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ete 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. REID. There will be no further 
rollcall votes this week. We will have 
some votes Monday night. Everyone 
should be aware of that. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
IN MEMORY OF KATE PUZEY 


Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, I 
rise to acknowledge the second anni- 
versary of a tragic event that happened 
on March 11, 2009, in the nation of 
Benin in Africa. On that tragic day, a 
young lady by the name of Kate Puzey 
was tragically murdered in her sleep in 
her house at night. 
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Kate Puzey was a Peace Corps volun- 
teer from Georgia, who went to Benin 
with all the dreams, hopes and aspira- 
tions of the program John F. Kennedy 
created over a half century ago. She 
had served there for months. She was 
teaching young African children. She 
was sharing wisdom. She was sharing 
knowledge. She was sharing her love of 
mankind. She was representing the 
United States in the way the Peace 
Corps intended it. 

Unfortunately, her life was lost. I did 
not know Kate Puzey before her death. 
I only know her after her death. But I 
know her through her parents, through 
her schoolmates, and through her fel- 
low Peace Corps volunteers in Africa 
who told me the story of Kate Puzey, 
and also, tragically, stories of other 
Peace Corps volunteers who have lost 
their lives or have sacrificed in the 
service of our country. 

Tomorrow night, at 6:30, on the steps 
of the Capitol, there will be a candle- 
light vigil, acknowledging the second 
year anniversary of the death of Kate 
Puzey. Kate’s mother will be here, as 
well as Peace Corps volunteers, as well 
as people from the Peace Corps organi- 
zation. It will be a solemn moment, but 
it will also be a very sacred moment. 

As the ranking member of the Africa 
Subcommittee, I have traveled to Afri- 
ca on a number of occasions, and I have 
been in a number of African countries. 
On each visit, I arrange either a break- 
fast or a lunch, where I host the Peace 
Corps volunteers from the United 
States in that country. 

Without exception, and in every case, 
these are the finest of Americans. 

Just 2 years ago, when I was in Tan- 
zania, I met a couple—73 and 72 years 
old—who in their retirement decided 
they wanted to give back and help 
their country and serve their mankind. 
They volunteered to go to Tanzania 
and build a library where there was not 
even a library, a book or a school, and 
they built it. 

In Kenya, I visited with young people 
who went to Kenya to help carry the 
message of democracy, to help share, in 
the terrible slum of Kibera, the prom- 
ise and hope of education, of good nu- 
trition, of knowledge, of hard work, 
and of democracy. 

We as a country are blessed to have 
men and women who serve us in many 
capacities—those who may serve in the 
House or the Senate, those who serve 
in the branches of the military over- 
seas in harm’s way—but equal to their 
service is the service of our Peace 
Corps volunteers. Kate Puzey is an ex- 
ample of what those Peace Corps vol- 
unteers do—at its height. 

When I attended her funeral, I sat 
and listened, for over 2 hours, to her 
fellow volunteers, her former class- 
mates tell about the Kate Puzey they 
knew: the academic genius, the com- 
mitted volunteer, the person who loved 
life and loved people and wanted to 
share that love wherever she could. 
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The volunteers in Benin told of her 
countless sacrifices to help young peo- 
ple and children in their troubled land, 
in their difficult country, to under- 
stand better their life’s future and to 
not look to poverty as a lifetime of 
shackles but to look to opportunity as 
a lifetime of hope. 

Tomorrow night, when the vigil 
takes place on the steps of the Capitol, 
I will not be here, unfortunately, but I 
will be saying a special prayer for the 
life of Kate Puzey, for her family, and 
for what she and all volunteers who 
have sacrificed in the Peace Corps have 
done for the United States of America, 
and, better than that, for mankind. 

We have many great people to be 
thankful for in this world, but tomor- 
row, at 6:30 p.m., on the steps of the 
Capitol, there will be a pause to recog- 
nize the life, the legacy, and the sac- 
rifice of Kate Puzey and I will be there 
in spirit and I will be with her in pray- 
er. 

I yield back and suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


— 


RESTORING DISCIPLINE TO THE 
BUDGET PROCESS 


Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, 
today our Nation faces a very difficult 
political landscape when it comes to 
addressing the major challenges to our 
country, such as unemployment and 
the deficit. The American public is de- 
manding that the House and Senate 
work with the President to address 
these concerns. 

I believe the American people’s un- 
derstandable and growing concern over 
the national debt is shared by every 
Member of this body. But in order for 
the Congress to address our fiscal cri- 
sis, we must fix our broken budget 
process. 

Today, with fiscal year 2011 nearly 
halfway over, as a result of the 
Congress’s inability to finish its work, 
the Federal Government is still oper- 
ating on stopgap funding designed to 
avert a government shutdown. 

This is no way to govern. Continuing 
resolutions make it difficult for Fed- 
eral agencies to perform their duties. 
As the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Gates, 
has stated very clearly, operating 
under a CR places a great burden on 
the Department of Defense. The same 
can be said for every Federal agency. 
Our failure to act responsibly makes 
the everyday functioning of govern- 
ment more difficult and less responsive 
to the needs of the American people. 

Moreover, continuing resolutions 
make a mockery of our constitutional 
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responsibility to allocate taxpayer 
funding wisely. Putting the country on 
budgetary autopilot is simply unac- 
ceptable. It is well past the time to 
cast aside the blistering campaign 
rhetoric of the fall and find the means 
to compromise. 

Many new Members of this body were 
elected on the promise of a return to 
fiscal responsibility. I would suggest 
that returning to regular order in our 
budget process is a necessary compo- 
nent to achieve this goal. 

The Appropriations Committee pro- 
duces 12 individual bipartisan spending 
bills, but when the Congress fails to act 
on them through regular order, we 
wind up with a $1 trillion omnibus bill 
or a $1 trillion continuing resolution 
that cedes the power of the purse to 
the executive branch. 

Neither the most liberal nor the most 
conservative Member of this body 
should prefer an omnibus or a CR over 
the regular order in our budget process. 

Several weeks ago, I had the oppor- 
tunity to sit down with the new chair- 
man of the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee, Congressman Hal Rogers of 
Kentucky, to congratulate him on his 
new position. 

During our discussion, we both 
agreed that the Congress needs to rees- 
tablish regular order in the appropria- 
tions process. Both Chambers need to 
pass its bills and allow us to work out 
our differences in conference. 

I believe if we adopt this approach, 
we can do our part to help this Nation 
regain its economic health. 

The first step in the process is the 
adoption of a budget to provide the 
framework for appropriations bills. The 
House must step up to the plate with a 
budget that is workable. It cannot hide 
behind vague rhetoric and arbitrary 
spending caps, and it should not insist 
upon irrational, problematic cuts that 
would devastate the lives of the Amer- 
ican people. Likewise, it is imperative 
that the Senate do its part in moving a 
budget through a responsible and reg- 
ular order process, including the time- 
ly adoption of a budget resolution. If a 
budget resolution is not adopted by 
early May, the appropriations process 
will be delayed. Every week of delay 
further diminishes our ability to finish 
our work prior to the end of the fiscal 
year. 

In recent years, all too often appro- 
priations bills have been held hostage, 
as Members offered message amend- 
ments, knowing they would not pass, 
while the time needed to complete 12 
freestanding bills slipped away. By 
September, we had abandoned any hope 
of finishing all 12 bills as the calendar 
simply did not give us enough time. 

We Democrats must recognize that 
regular order cannot exist without bi- 
partisan cooperation. Last year, de- 
spite the lack of a budget resolution, 
the committee completed almost all of 
its work, preparing 11 of the 12 appro- 
priations bills for full consideration in 
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a timely manner. However, gridlock on 
the Senate floor eliminated any further 
progress. 

If a more open amendment process 
for relevant amendments will enable 
these bills to move forward, we should 
be open to such an approach even if 
that means taking some uncomfortable 
votes. This Chamber is split 53 to 47. 
Both sides need to give a little bit, and 
in so doing, it is my hope that we can 
get the bipartisan appropriations proc- 
ess back on track. 

Certainly, no Member of this body 
wants to explain to his or her constitu- 
ents why we have failed yet again to 
responsibly fund the government or 
ceded our constitutional authority to 
the administration or even why we are 
unable to work together responsibly to 
avoid a disastrous government shut- 
down. We must find a way to accom- 
plish the tasks the Constitution has as- 
signed to us. To do this, we need a 
budget resolution, we need the House 
to send over appropriations bills in a 
timely fashion, we need floor time, and 
we need a willingness to vote on 
amendments. Without these four 
things, there is no doubt in my mind 
that I will be standing in this Chamber 
in late September, yet again, seeking 
passage of a continuing resolution in 
order to avoid shutting down the gov- 
ernment. 

The House and the Senate need to 
find a way to work together to pass our 
bills under the regular order and send 
them to the President. This is the only 
way we can restore discipline to the 
budget process. It is the only way we 
can maintain our constitutional re- 
sponsibility to determine how tax- 
payers dollars are spent. It is truly the 
only way we can avoid repeating the 
catchall spending bills none of us 
wants. 

I yield the floor, and I note the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
REDUCING THE DEFICIT 


Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, yes- 
terday the Senate rejected two bills to 
provide funding for the rest of this fis- 
cal year. I voted against both bills, and 
I want to explain why and to explain 
what I believe is the only course open 
to us if we are to be serious about re- 
ducing the budget deficit. 

It was a victory for the American 
people when the Senate voted over- 
whelmingly to reject the spending bill 
sent to us by the House. House Repub- 
licans who tell us they want to reduce 
the deficit have proposed a cure that 
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does little to cure our budget disease 
and does great damage to the patient 
in the meantime. 

The House bill proposed cuts in non- 
defense discretionary spending, and in 
that area alone. Simple math suggests 
that we cannot meaningfully reduce 
the deficit in this manner. These pro- 
grams represent less than 15 percent of 
the total budget. Not surprisingly, 
then, the Republican proposal would 
reduce our projected budget deficit this 
year by only a token amount. As a 
matter of fact, it would reduce our 
budget deficit this year by less than 1 
percent. 

The Republican plan fails the test of 
seriousness about the deficit, but it 
would have done significant damage to 
programs that Americans depend on. It 
would have cut more than $1 billion 
from Head Start. It would have elimi- 
nated early childhood education pro- 
grams for more than 200,000 American 
children. It would have cut or elimi- 
nated Pell grants for hundreds of thou- 
sands of college students. It would have 
cut $61 million from the budget request 
for food inspections, despite the fact 
that thousands of Americans every 
year suffer from foodborne illnesses. It 
would have cut $1 billion from the 
Women, Infants and Children Program, 
weakening a program that helps poor 
families put food on the table. It would 
cut $180 million from the Securities 
and Exchange Commission budget and 
more than $100 million from the Com- 
modity Futures Trading Commission 
budget. And those are the regulators. 
Those are the cops we need on the beat 
to make sure we oversee the financial 
markets that recently devastated our 
economy. 

It would have cut nearly $290 million 
from the Veterans’ Administration ef- 
forts to provide better service to our 
veterans. 

The House budget would have cut $1 
billion of funding for community 
health centers, eliminating primary 
care for millions of Americans. 

The proposal of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, which we soundly de- 
feated here yesterday, would have cut 
$550 million from National Science 
Foundation research, another $1 billion 
plus from Department of Energy re- 
search, and almost $900 billion from 
our support for renewable energy 
sources and energy conservation. All of 
that would make us even more depend- 
ent than we now are on foreign oil. 

The Republican proposal from the 
House would have cut $2 billion from 
clean water programs, putting public 
health at risk, and it would have cut 
$250 million from the Great Lakes res- 
toration efforts. 

The House proposal would have cut 
more than $120 million from the Presi- 
dent’s request and more than $350 mil- 
lion from the fiscal 2010 level from bor- 
der security efforts. That is the very 
issue—border security—which the Re- 
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publicans, including the Speaker of the 
House, have called their No. 1 priority. 
Yet their budget would have cut more 
than $350 million from the 2010 level for 
border security. 

We need to make spending cuts, and 
I think all of us know that. We have to 
reduce and remove redundancy and in- 
efficiency in the government, and it ex- 
ists. The President has proposed cuts. 
We need to seek more cuts and we need 
to act. But the cuts the Republicans 
proposed aren’t about increasing effi- 
ciency. Their proposal, as Senator 
MANCHIN pointed out yesterday, blindly 
hacks at the budget with no sense of 
our priorities or of our values as a 
country. So we wisely rejected that 
path. 

We also rejected a second proposal, 
and I voted against that one as well. I 
rejected it because while it avoided the 
blind hacking at the budget in which 
the House Republicans engaged, it fo- 
cused solely on cuts in nondefense dis- 
cretionary spending. We had two 
choices yesterday, Draconian cuts or 
more targeted cuts. But those are not 
the only two choices available to us. 
We can choose to seriously address our 
budget deficit by acknowledging that it 
cannot be significantly reduced until 
we understand that increased revenue 
as well as spending cuts is part of the 
solution. 

How can we raise additional revenue 
without slowing the economy? We can 
end the excessive tax cuts for the upper 
income taxpayers President Bush put 
in place. We can close tax loopholes 
that not only drain the Treasury but 
send American jobs abroad to boot. 

The cost of the government to con- 
tinue that upper bracket income tax 
cut President Bush was able to obtain 
is about $30 billion a year. Ending that 
$30 billion tax cut, which goes to 
roughly 2 percent of Americans at the 
very top—those earning more than 
$200,000—could allow us to avoid the 
drastic cuts in important programs I 
have mentioned, and much more be- 
sides. 

Increasing revenue makes sense not 
only from a deficit reduction perspec- 
tive, it is also fair. Those at the top, 
incomewise, have done very well as a 
group in recent decades, while incomes 
for most Americans have stagnated. To 
be specific, the top 1 percent of all in- 
come earners has more than doubled 
their share of total U.S. income in the 
last few decades—from 8.2 percent in 
1980 to 17.7 percent in 2008. Meanwhile, 
median household income—the income 
of the typical American family—is now 
5 percent lower than it was in the late 
1990s. To eliminate programs that are 
critically important to working fami- 
lies while maintaining tax cuts for 
those whose incomes have soared would 
be a grave injustice. 

There are also other revenues we 
could look to if we are truly serious 
about deficit reduction. There are a 
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number of tax loopholes we can close. 
For example, we should not continue to 
give corporations a tax deduction when 
they send American jobs overseas. We 
should not allow corporations and 
wealthy individuals to avoid U.S. taxes 
by hiding assets and income in offshore 
tax havens. We should not allow hedge 
fund managers to earn enormous in- 
comes and yet pay a lower tax rate 
than their secretaries pay. 

The American people are looking to 
us. They are concerned about the size 
of the deficit and the effect it might 
have on future generations. But they 
also reject the notion that Draconian 
cuts—cuts that fall hardest on working 
families—are the answer. They see the 
wisdom and the fairness in making 
sure all Americans share in the sac- 
rifices that will be required as we seek 
to reduce our deficit. 

We have an opportunity now to show 
the American people that we under- 
stand too. We can craft a plan now that 
preserves vital programs, that makes 
prioritized and necessary cuts in spend- 
ing, but also a plan that recognizes the 
need for comprehensive approaches 
that address revenue as well as spend- 
ing. In the coming days, we need to 
adopt such a comprehensive approach. 

Madam President, I yield the floor, 
and I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Minnesota is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. FRANKEN. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mr. FRANKEN per- 
taining to the introduction of S. 555 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
“Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. FRANKEN. I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 


es 


SBIR/STTR REAUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 2011—MOTION TO PROCEED 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 
proceed to Calendar No. 17, S. 498. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 17, (S. 
493), a bill to reauthorize and improve the 
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SBIR and STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses. 
CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. REID. I have a cloture motion at 
the desk. I ask that it be reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo- 
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the motion to 
proceed to Calendar No. 17, S. 493, a bill to 
reauthorize and improve the SBIR and STTR 
programs, and for other purposes. 

Harry Reid, Mary L. Landrieu, Benjamin 
L. Cardin, Charles E. Schumer, Daniel 
K. Inouye, Joseph I. Lieberman, Ber- 
nard Sanders, Debbie Stabenow, Pat- 
rick J. Leahy, Tom Harkin, Kay R. 
Hagan, Michael F. Bennet, Al Franken, 
Herb Kohl, Sheldon Whitehouse, Thom- 
as R. Carper, Richard J. Durbin. 

Mr. REID. I now ask unanimous con- 
sent that the cloture vote occur imme- 
diately following the Senate’s action in 
executive session on Monday, March 14; 
further, that the mandatory quorum 
call under rule XXII be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. I now withdraw my mo- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator has that right. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am dis- 
appointed that I had to file cloture on 
a bill as important as this one. We were 
going to have a new day in the Senate. 
I think it is really too bad. This is the 
small business innovation bill, and ev- 
eryone knows we have had an open 
amendment process. People can offer 
amendments on anything they want. I 
think this is suggestive of maybe some- 
thing I do not understand. 

Why wouldn’t my Republican col- 
leagues want us to move to a small 
business bill to help create jobs? We 
are told that 85 percent of all jobs in 
America are small business jobs. 
Should we not be trying to help them? 
That is what we have been working on. 
We have not been doing all of these 
things, these ‘‘messages,’’ cutting out 
programs for little boys and girls who 
want to learn to read, cutting Pell 
grants for young men and women who 
are in college, cutting the ability of re- 
newable energy projects to go forward, 
and all of these other messages they 
are sending the American people. We 
are trying to create jobs. 

We have spent this Congress, over 
here in the Senate, on bipartisan issues 
creating jobs: FAA, 280,000 jobs. We 
just finished, within the last few hours, 
the bill that will change the patent 
system in this country. That has need- 
ed changing for 60 years, and we have 
done that. 

Now they are blocking our going to a 
small business bill, another bipartisan 
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bill. Senator SNOWE, the ranking mem- 
ber of that committee, has worked 
with Senator LANDRIEU to move this 
bill forward. Who is holding up our 
going to this very important jobs bill? 
I hope the Republicans in the House 
are understanding what we are doing 
over here, creating jobs. 

With those two bills I have just men- 
tioned, the patent bill and the bill deal- 
ing with the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration, that is 580,000 jobs. So I am 
very disappointed I had to file cloture 
on proceeding to a small business jobs 
bill. 


—— 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak for up to 
10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Ee 


ETHANOL SUBSIDIES AND 
TARIFFS 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
have introduced legislation, with my 
colleague Senator WEBB, to repeal corn 
ethanol subsidies and reduce ethanol 
tariffs. 

This legislation has two major provi- 
sions. 

First, it repeals the 45 cent per gallon 
corn ethanol blender subsidies—26 
U.S.C. 6426(b) and 26 U.S.C. 40(h)—as of 
July 1, 2011, eliminating the corn eth- 
anol subsidy six months early and sav- 
ing approximately $3 billion for Amer- 
ican taxpayers. 

The bill would not affect the credit 
for noncorn, second generation ‘‘ad- 
vanced biofuels” through 2011. 

Second, the bill would lower the tar- 
iff on imported ethanol to the per gal- 
lon level of ethanol subsidies, to rees- 
tablish parity between the subsidy and 
the offsetting tariffs. 

This removes the real trade barrier 
on imported ethanol, but also prevents 
foreign producers from benefitting 
from U.S. subsidies. 

This legislation is necessary because 
the 54 cent-per-gallon tariff on ethanol 
imports and the 45 cent-per-gallon corn 
ethanol subsidy are fiscally irrespon- 
sible and environmentally unwise. 

And their recent, 1-year extension in 
December 2010 made our country more 
dependent on foreign oil. 

Subsidizing blending ethanol 
gasoline is fiscally indefensible. 

If the current subsidy were to exist 
through 2014 as the industry has pro- 
posed, the Federal Treasury would pay 
oil companies at least $31 billion to use 
69 billion gallons of corn ethanol that 
the Federal Renewable Fuels Standard 
already requires them to use under the 
Clean Air Act. 

We cannot afford to pay industry for 
following the law. 


into 
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According to this month’s Govern- 
ment Accountability Office report on 
“Opportunities to Reduce Potential 
Duplication in Government Programs, 
Save Tax Dollars, and Enhance Rev- 
enue”: 

The ethanol tax credit and the renewable 
fuel standard can be duplicative in stimu- 
lating domestic production and use of eth- 
anol, and can result in substantial loss of 
revenue to the Treasury. 

GAO found that the ethanol tax cred- 
it, which will cost about $5.7 billion in 
2011, is largely unneeded to ensure de- 
mand for domestic ethanol production. 

The agency recommends that Con- 
gress reconsider the necessity of the 
tax credit, given the effectiveness of 
the renewable fuel standard, which is 
administered by EPA. 

This legislation would simply imple- 
ment the GAO’s recommendation by 
repealing this wasteful subsidy 6 
months early. 

In addition, this legislation would ad- 
dress the tariffs on ethanol that make 
our country more dependent on foreign 
oil. 

The combined tariffs on ethanol are 
11 to 15 cents per gallon higher than 
the ethanol subsidy it supposedly off- 
sets, and this lack of parity puts im- 
ported ethanol at a competitive dis- 
advantage against imported oil. 

This discourages imports of low car- 
bon biofuel from Brazil, India, Aus- 
tralia, and other sugar producing coun- 
tries, and it leads to more oil and gaso- 
line imports from OPEC countries that 
enter the United States tariff-free. 

Reducing the ethanol tariff will di- 
versify our fuel supply, replace oil im- 
ports from OPEC countries with low 
carbon biofuel from our allies, and ex- 


pand our trade relationships with 
democratic states. 
The data overwhelmingly dem- 


onstrate that the costs of the current 
corn ethanol subsidy and tariff far out- 
weigh the benefits. 

The Center for Agricultural and 
Rural Development at Iowa State Uni- 
versity recently estimated that a 1- 
year extension of the ethanol subsidy 
and tariff would lead to only 427 addi- 
tional direct domestic jobs at a cost of 
almost $6 billion, or roughly $14 mil- 
lion of taxpayer money per job. 

According to a July 2010 study by the 
Congressional Budget Office, ethanol 
tax credits cost taxpayers $1.78 for each 
gallon of gasoline consumption re- 
duced, and $750 for each metric ton of 
carbon dioxide equivalent emissions re- 
duced. 

The ethanol subsidy and the ethanol 
tariffs also threaten our environment. 

They support and protect signifi- 
cantly more corn production in the 
Mississippi River watershed, which ex- 
perts believe is a primary cause of a 
“dead zone” in the Gulf of Mexico. 

The current ethanol subsidy lacks 
any requirement that the subsidized 
fuel lead to a reduction in greenhouse 
gas pollution. 
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And the tariff on ethanol imports 
also prevents greater use of imported 
ethanol made from sugarcane. 

Both the U.S. Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency and the California Air Re- 
sources Board agree that putting sug- 
arcane ethanol in our current cars and 
trucks results in the least greenhouse 
gas pollution, of all widely available 
options. 

In contrast, the legislation I am in- 
troducing would—for the first time— 
limit subsidies only to ‘‘advanced 
biofuels” that reduce pollution at least 
50 percent and are produced from 
noncorn biomass, such as cellulose, 
switchgrass, or algae. 

And it would level the playing field 
for low carbon biofuel imports, which 
must compete against dirty oil from 
OPEC. 

Historically our government has 
helped a product compete in one of 
three ways: subsidize it, protect it from 
competition, or require its use. 

To my knowledge, corn ethanol is the 
only product receiving all three forms 
of support from the U.S. government at 
this time. 

By eliminating ethanol subsidies and 
trade barriers, this legislation would 
produce a smaller budget deficit; a 
healthier Gulf of Mexico ecosystem; 
less global warming pollution; and re- 
duced dependence on imported oil. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to advance responsible en- 
ergy tax policies that reduce pollution, 
create jobs, and improve our inter- 
national relationships. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 580 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. ETHANOL ELIGIBLE FOR BLENDER 
INCOME TAX AND FUEL EXCISE TAX 
CREDITS. 

(a) INCOME TAX CREDIT.—Section 40(h) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

(4) ETHANOL ELIGIBLE FOR CREDIT.—In the 
case of any sale or use for any period after 
June 30, 2011, this subsection shall apply only 
to ethanol which qualifies as an advanced 
biofuel (as defined in section 211(0)(1)(B) of 
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7545(0)(1)(B))).’’. 

(b) EXCISE TAX CREDIT.—Section 6426(b) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

“(7) ETHANOL ELIGIBLE FOR CREDIT.—In the 
case of any sale, use, or removal for any pe- 
riod after June 30, 2011, no credit shall be de- 
termined under this subsection with respect 
to an alcohol fuel mixture in which any of 
the alcohol consists of ethanol unless the 
ethanol qualifies as an advanced biofuel (as 
defined in section 211(0)(1)(B) of the Clean 
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7545(0)(1)(B))).”’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to any sale, 
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use, or removal for any period after June 30, 
2011. 
SEC. 2. ETHANOL TARIFF-TAX PARITY. 

Not later than 30 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, and semiannually 
thereafter, the President shall reduce the 
temporary duty imposed on ethanol under 
subheading 9901.00.50 of the Harmonized Tar- 
iff Schedule of the United States by an 
amount equal to the reduction in any Fed- 
eral income or excise tax credit under sec- 
tion 40(h), 6426(b), or 6427(e)(1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 and take any other ac- 
tion necessary to ensure that the combined 
temporary duty imposed on ethanol under 
such subheading 9901.00.50 and any other 
duty imposed under the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule of the United States is equal to, or 
lower than, any Federal income or excise tax 
credit applicable to ethanol under the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986. 


EE 


CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS 


Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
rise today to speak about the Senate 
votes on H.R. 1 and Inouye amendment 
No. 149 regarding spending levels for 
the remainder of this fiscal year. 

I opposed H.R. 1 because it called for 
severe cuts with little or no thought to 
the economic consequences. By cutting 
programs that support our seniors and 
veterans, as well as programs that con- 
tribute to our economic activity, H.R. 
1 would have jeopardized our economic 
recovery at a critical time. 

I voted for the necessary spending 
cuts included in the Inouye amendment 
because I saw it as a start, not an end. 
I believe additional cuts are needed to 
address our fiscal challenges. I am very 
supportive of the bipartisan negotia- 
tions that are taking place for a longer 
term comprehensive deficit reduction 
plan and I would like us to move for- 
ward with the more difficult task of ad- 
dressing our long-term fiscal chal- 
lenges. 


EE 
AMERICA INVENTS ACT 


Mrs. McCASKILL. I would like to 
discuss my amendment, No. 139, to S. 
23, the America Invents Act, on pend- 
ing claims in false marking cases. I 
want to raise the issue so we can con- 
sider it in the future as this legislation 
progresses. 

The Patent Act provides a cause of 
action against those who ‘‘falsely 
claim that their products are patented. 
A successful false-marking claimant 
must prove two elements: first, that an 
unpatented article has been marked as 
patented; and second that the marking 
was done with intent to deceive the 
public. These actions can hurt small 
businesses, start-ups and inventors who 
will be deterred from competing with 
such products. 

The underlying bill alters the false 
marking provision by stipulating that 
the statute may only be privately en- 
forced by a person who has suffered a 
competitive injury. In addition, dam- 
ages would be limited to those that are 
adequate to compensate for the injury. 
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However, the legislation would also 
apply the newer rules to pending 
claims. These include claims that are 
now in the court system and under ne- 
gotiation. By changing the rules in 
pending claims, the legislation allows 
potential wrongdoers to use the new 
law to protect themselves from past 
conduct. 

This sets a bad precedent for our 
legal system and could absolve poten- 
tial wrongdoers. My amendment would 
simply require that the changes to 
false marking provisions to apply only 
to prospective cases going forward. 
Small businesses and inventors that 
have expended considerable resources 
to protect themselves should not be pe- 
nalized ру а provision that retro- 
actively eliminates pending claims. 

My amendment is not an attempt to 
gut or strike the false markings provi- 
sion. It is simply a modification to ad- 
dress the concerns of current litigants, 
consumers and small businesses. I urge 
my colleagues to strongly consider this 
issue going forward. 


EE 
EYE DONOR MONTH 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, 
March is National Eye Donor Month— 
a month—to honor those who have re- 
stored sight to blind or vision-impaired 
Americans across the country. 

For the last 28 years, since National 
Eye Donor Month was first established 
in 1983, the eye donor community has 
raised public awareness about the need 
for eye donation. 

Every March for each of the past 28 
years, our Nation has honored dedi- 
cated individuals who work tirelessly 
at hospitals, medical centers, doctors’ 
offices, and eye banks across the coun- 
try to educate the public on the need 
for cornea donations and work with the 
transplant teams. 

We continue to give thanks to eye 
donors—and their families—who of- 
fered one last remarkable gift because 
they had the foresight to become organ 
donors. 

Eye donation provides a precious sec- 
ond chance at clear vision for those 
with ocular diseases. Approximately 
11.4 million Americans experience se- 
vere visual problems that are not cor- 
rectable by glasses. A parent or grand- 
parent cannot see their children or 
grandchildren play a little league game 
or walk across the stage at graduation. 
And many children experience momen- 
tous life events—and everyday hap- 
penings—without the eyesight that 
many of us take for granted. 

Thankfully and miraculously, 
through eye donation and corneal 
transplants, vision that has been lost 
to disease or injury or infection can be 
restored. Since 1961, more than 700,000 
corneal transplants have been per- 
formed to restore sight to children as 
young as 1 day old and adults as old as 
103. And corneal transplants are highly 
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successful; 90 percent of all corneal 
transplant operations effectively re- 
store sight to the patient. Each year, 
eye banks across the country provide 
52,000 corneal grafts for transplan- 
tation. 

Ohio’s Central Ohio Lions Eye Bank, 
COLEB, in Columbus performed cor- 
neal transplants for 340 patients in 
2010. COLEB gave these 340 patients an 
opportunity to regain their sight and, 
with that, the ability to see their loved 
ones again—or for the first time. In 
southern Ohio, the Cincinnati Eye 
Bank for Sight Restoration, Inc., 
partnered with physicians at the Uni- 
versity of Cincinnati to establish pro- 
grams for public and professional edu- 
cation as well as conduct ocular med- 
ical research. The Cincinnati Eye Bank 
is able to serve 30 hospitals in south- 
western Ohio, northern Kentucky, and 
eastern Indiana. In northern Ohio, the 
Cleveland Eye Bank, which serves 
nearly 5 million people and more than 
60 hospitals in northern Ohio, created 
the Lasting Legacy program to honor 
the families of eye donors by publicly 
recognizing the donors’ amazing gift of 
sight. 

Simply put, corneal transplants— 
made possible through eye donors— 
change people’s lives. 

But more must be done. Some 1,600 
Ohioans each year could have their 
sight restored through corneal trans- 
plants but are unable to because there 
are not enough organ donors. 

I encourage all Americans to con- 
sider becoming eye donors. Even those 
without 20/20 vision or who have cata- 
racts can donate. In Ohio, you can be- 
come an eye organ donor when you 
renew your driver’s license. It is that 
easy. 

I also urge my colleagues to work 
with local eye banks and the Eye Bank 
Association of America to promote the 
precious gift of eye donation. While 
700,000 people have had their sight re- 
stored since 1961, tens of thousands 
more are waiting. 

During this year’s Eye Donor Month, 
I thank all those who continue to pro- 
mote and advocate for eye donation 
and the gift of sight it gives. 


Ea 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO JD WAGGONER 


e Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
today I pay tribute to a dedicated pro- 
fessional who has worked at the West 
Virginia Library Commission for 40 
years, including 9 years as its execu- 
tive director, Mr. JD Waggoner. 

JD Waggoner is a true leader and ef- 
fective advocate for libraries. I have 
been extraordinarily proud to work 
closely with him over many years, and 
I understand and appreciate the special 
role that libraries play in communities 
across our State. In addition to his 
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leadership at the commission, JD also 
has been a volunteer fireman which is 
another sign of his community service. 

Thanks to the leadership of JD and 
others, our libraries are connected to 
the Internet and provide quality serv- 
ices to West Virginians. We worked to- 
gether on the program I helped to cre- 
ate in the 1996 Telecommunications 
Act known as the E-Rate. This dis- 
count program provides $2.25 billion in 
discounts for telecommunications, 
Internet access and internal connec- 
tions to libraries and schools nation- 
wide. In West Virginia, it provides over 
$10 million each year to libraries and 
schools. JD Waggoner and his team 
have done an amazing job in managing 
this program and helping the smaller, 
rural libraries deal with the paperwork 
and challenges. Thanks to this access, 
our libraries now provide access to 
thousands of current publications for 
patrons to enjoy and learn. 

The Library Commission also has a 
special initiative known as Learning 
Express. This program provides access 
to practice tests on a wide range of 
programs from the GED, ACT and SAT, 
and other professional licenses. This 
means that individuals can visit their 
libraries and, for free, take practice on- 
line exams to prepare for the real tests 
rather than pay expensive fees. This is 
a truly wonderful opportunity to help 
West Virginians advance their edu- 
cation. The director and the Library 
Commission are the support network 
for our libraries and the services range 
from Internet access to story hours and 
literacy efforts to hosting community 
groups and special events include mov- 
ies or presentations. Libraries are hubs 
of activity and recent studies indicate 
people looking for work are more com- 
fortable looking for work online at the 
library rather than an employment of- 
fice. 

Our West Virginia libraries are true 
treasures because of the dedication and 
leadership of JD Waggoner, his team 
and local librarians across our states. 
While JD Waggoner will be deeply 
missed, he most certainly deserves that 
chance to relax and enjoy his retire- 
ment. I wish him the very best and 
wanted to share his history with my 
Senate colleagues.e 


ee 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United State were communicated to 
the Senate by Mrs. Neiman, one of his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 
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(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


a 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


At 10:04 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an- 
nounced that pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 
1024(a), and the order of the House of 
January 5, 2011, the Speaker appoints 
the following Members of the House of 
Representatives to the Joint Economic 
Committee: Mr. HINCHEY of New York, 
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Ms. Lo- 
RETTA SANCHEZ of California, and Mr. 
CUMMINGS of Maryland. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


ЕС-856. A communication from the Attor- 
ney-Advisor, Office of the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Proce- 
dures Relating to Awards Under the Equal 
Access to Justice Act’’ (RIN0503-AA42) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 9, 2011; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

ЕС-857. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Secretary of Defense (Homeland Defense 
and Americas’ Security Affairs), transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the Mitigation of Power Outage Risks for 
Department of Defense Facilities and Activi- 
ties; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

ЕС-858. A communication from the Execu- 
tive Director and Designated Federal Officer 
of the Military Leadership Diversity Com- 
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port entitled ‘‘From Representation to Inclu- 
sion: Diversity Leadership for the 215% Cen- 
tury Military” and the accompanying execu- 
tive summary; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

ЕС-859. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Suspension of Community 
Eligibility” ((44 CFR Part 64)(Docket No. 
FEMA-~2011-0002)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on March 9, 2011; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-860. A communication from the Deputy 
to the Chairman, Legal Office, Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Assessments, Large Bank Pricing” 
(RIN3064-A D66) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 9, 2011; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-861. A communication from the Legal 
Information Assistant, Office of Thrift Su- 
pervision, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘Standards Governing the Re- 
lease of a Suspicious Activity Report” 
(RIN1550-AC28) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 9, 2011; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 
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ЕС-862. A communication from the Legal 
Information Assistant, Office of Thrift Su- 
pervision, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Confidentiality of Sus- 
picious Activity Reports” (RIN1550-AC26) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 9, 2011; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-863. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
“Implementation of the National Correct 
Coding Initiative in the Medicaid Program’’; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

ЕС-864. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act, 
the certification of a proposed license for the 
export of defense articles that are controlled 
under Category I of the United States Muni- 
tions List sold commercially under contract 
in the amount of $1,000,000 or more; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

ЕС-865. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act, 
the certification of a proposed amendment to 
a technical assistance agreement for the ex- 
port of defense articles, to include technical 
data, and defense services for the support of 
an Airborne Intelligence and Surveillance 
System (AISS) for the Finland Ministry of 
Defense (MOD) in the amount of $50,000,000 or 
more; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

ЕС-866. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Office of SAFETY Act Implementation, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Regulations Implementing the Sup- 
port Anti-terrorism by Fostering the Effec- 
tive Technologies Act of 2002 (the SAFETY 
Act)? (RIN1601-AA15) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on March 9, 
2011; to the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

ЕС-867. A communication from the Acting 
Protected Critical Infrastructure Informa- 
tion (PCII) Program Manager, National Pro- 
tection and Programs Directorate, Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Procedures for Handling Critical Infra- 
structure Information” (RIN1601—-AA14) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 9, 2011; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 


Ee 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 


The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. LEAHY for the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Jimmie V. Reyna, of Maryland, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the Federal 
Circuit. 

Caitlin Joan Halligan, of New York, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the District 
of Columbia Circuit. 

Arenda L. Wright Allen, of Virginia, to be 
United States District Judge for the Eastern 
District of Virginia. 

Vincent L. Briccetti, of New York, to be 
United States District Judge for the South- 
ern District of New York. 

John A. Kronstadt, of California, to be 
United States District Judge for the Central 
District of California. 
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Michael Francis Urbanski, of Virginia, to 
be United States District Judge for the West- 
ern District of Virginia. 


(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda- 
tion that they be confirmed.) 


EEE 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. CARDIN: 

S. 538. A bill to amend the Neotropical Mi- 
gratory Bird Conservation Act to reauthor- 
ize the Act; to the Committee on Environ- 
ment and Public Works. 

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE: 

б. 539. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Services Act and the Social Security Act to 
extend health information technology assist- 
ance eligibility to behavioral health, mental 
health, and substance abuse professionals 
and facilities, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. SAND- 
ERS, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and Mrs. 
MURRAY): 

S. 540. A bill to prevent harassment at in- 
stitutions of higher education, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. BENNET (for himself, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. FRANKEN, and Mr. 
BURR): 

S. 541. A bill to amend the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 to allow 
State educational agencies, local edu- 
cational agencies, and schools to increase 
implementation of schoolwide positive be- 
havioral interventions and supports and 
early intervening services in order to im- 
prove student academic achievement, reduce 
disciplinary problems in schools, and to im- 
prove coordination with similar activities 
and services provided under the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BEGICH: 

S. 542. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to authorize space-available 
travel on military aircraft for members of 
the reserve components, a member or former 
member of a reserve component who is eligi- 
ble for retired pay but for age, widows and 
widowers of retired members, and depend- 
ents; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. ENSIGN, 
Mr. NELSON of Florida, and Mr. 
BURR): 

S. 548. A bill to restrict any State or local 
jurisdiction from imposing a new discrimina- 
tory tax on cell phone services, providers, or 
property; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and 
Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 544. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to conduct a study of alter- 
natives for commemorating and interpreting 
the role of the Buffalo Soldiers in the early 
years of the National Parks, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. UDALL of Colorado: 

S. 545. A bill to amend the Energy Employ- 
ees Occupational Illness Compensation Pro- 
gram Act of 2000 to strengthen the quality 
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control measures in place for part B lung dis- 
ease claims and part E processes with inde- 
pendent reviews; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. TESTER (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS): 

S. 546. A bill to extend the Federal recogni- 
tion to the Little Shell Tribe of Chippewa In- 
dians of Montana, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mrs. MURRAY: 

S. 547. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Education to establish an award program 
recognizing excellence exhibited by public 
school system employees providing services 
to students in pre-kindergarten through 
higher education; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. MCCAIN, 
and Mr. BURR): 

S. 548. A bill to provide for the effective in- 
terrogation of unprivileged enemy belliger- 
ents and for other purposes; to the Select 
Committee on Intelligence. 

By Mr. ENSIGN (for himself, Mr. BAR- 
RASSO, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. VITTER, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. CRAPO, and Mr. MORAN): 

S. 549. A bill to require the Attorney Gen- 
eral of the United States to compile, and 
make publically available, certain data re- 
lating to the Equal Access to Justice Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. CARPER, and Mr. BROWN 
of Massachusetts): 

S. 550. A bill to improve the provision of 
assistance to fire departments, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. GRA- 
HAM, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. CHAMBLISS, 
Ms. AYOTTE, and Mr. BROWN of Mas- 
sachusetts): 

S. 551. A bill to improve procedures for the 
detention and review of status of detainees 
of the United States in connection with the 
continuing armed conflict with al Qaeda, the 
Taliban, and affiliated groups; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself and Ms. 
MIKULSKI): 

S. 552. A bill to reduce the Federal budget 
deficit by creating a surtax on high income 
individuals and eliminating big oil and gas 
company tax loopholes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. MCCAIN, Ms. AYOTTE, 
and Mr. BURR): 

S. 553. A bill to provide for the review of 
challenges to the detention of unprivileged 
enemy belligerents and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Ms. AYOTTE, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. BURR, 
Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. 
JOHANNS, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr. 
BROWN of Massachusetts): 

S. 554. A bill to prohibit the use of Depart- 
ment of Justice funds for the prosecution in 
Article III courts of the United States of in- 
dividuals involved in the September 11, 2001, 
terrorist attacks; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FRANKEN (for himself, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. BEN- 
NET, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. UDALL of 
Colorado, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. SANDERS, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
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WHITEHOUSE, Mr. CARDIN, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. MENEN- 
DEZ, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. CASEY, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mrs. 
SHAHEEN, Mr. REED, and Mr. Coons): 

S. 555. A bill to end discrimination based 
on actual or perceived sexual orientation or 
gender identity in public schools, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 
Mr. PRYOR): 

S. 556. A bill to amend the securities laws 
to establish certain thresholds for share- 
holder registration, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. BURR, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. JOHN- 
son of South Dakota, Mr. PRyor, Mr. 
LEAHY, and Mrs. GILLIBRAND): 

S. 557. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to expand tax-free distribu- 
tions from individual retirement accounts 
for charitable purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. CANTWELL, 
Mr. CARDIN, Mr. CASEY, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. JOHN- 
SON of South Dakota, Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. MUR- 
RAY, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SANDERS, 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. WYDEN): 

S. 558. A bill to limit the use of cluster mu- 
nitions; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR: 

S. 559. A bill to promote the production 
and use of renewable energy, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, 
BROWN of Ohio, and Mr. AKAKA): 

S. 560. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to deliver a meaningful 
benefit and lower prescription drug prices 
under the Medicare program; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. ENZI (for himself and Mr. BAR- 
RASSO): 

S. 561. A bill for the relief of Ashley Ross 
Fuller; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. WARNER, 
and Mr. WEBB): 

S. 562. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Transportation to establish national safety 
standards for transit agencies operating 
heavy rail on fixed guideway; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 

S. 563. A bill to provide for equal access to 
COBRA continuation coverage; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico): 

S. 564. A bill to designate the Valles 
Caldera National Preserve as a unit of the 
National Park System, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. 


Mr. 


EE 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 
The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 
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By Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. HARKIN, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, and Mr. BROWN of Ohio): 

S. Res. 98. A resolution to express the sense 
of the Senate regarding the school breakfast 
program; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. DEMINT (for himself, Mr. BAR- 
RASSO, Mr. BURR, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. 
BoOoZMAN, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
ENSIGN, Mr. ENZI, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. HATCH, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. ISAKSON, 
Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. JOHNSON of Wis- 
consin, Mr. KYL, Mr. LEE, Mr. 
McCAIN, Mr. MORAN, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 
КІѕсн, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. SESSIONS, Мг. 
VITTER, and Mr. WICKER): 

S. Res. 99. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the primary safe- 
guard for the well-being and protection of 
children is the family, and that the primary 
safeguards for the legal rights of children in 
the United States are the Constitutions of 
the United States and the several States, 
and that, because the use of international 
treaties to govern policy in the United 
States on families and children is contrary 
to principles of self-government апа fed- 
eralism, and that, because the United Na- 
tions Convention on the Rights of the Child 
undermines traditional principles of law in 
the United States regarding parents and 
children, the President should not transmit 
the Convention to the Senate for its advice 
and consent; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

By Mr. BENNET (for himself, Mrs. 
MURRAY, and Mr. MERKLEY): 

S. Res. 100. A resolution designating March 
11, 2011, as ‘‘World Plumbing Day”; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


eS 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8. 101 
At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of б. 
101, a bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to improve the oper- 
ation of employee stock ownership 
plans, and for other purposes. 
8. 164 
At the request of Mr. BROWN of Mas- 
sachusetts, the names of the Senator 
from Maine (Ms. COLLINS) and the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota (Mr. THUNE) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 164, a 
bill to repeal the imposition of with- 
holding on certain payments made to 
vendors by government entities. 
8. 185 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 185, a bill to provide United 
States assistance for the purpose of 
eradicating severe forms of trafficking 
in children in eligible countries 
through the implementation of Child 
Protection Compacts, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 253 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Con- 
necticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added 
as а cosponsor of б. 253, a bill to estab- 
lish a commission to ensure a suitable 
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observance of the centennial of World 
War I, and to designate memorials to 
the service of men and women of the 
United States in World War I. 
8. 325 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 325, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to require the 
provision of behavioral health services 
to members of the reserve components 
of the Armed Forces necessary to meet 
pre-deployment and post-deployment 
readiness and fitness standards, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 344 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 344, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to permit certain 
retired members of the uniformed serv- 
ices who have a service-connected dis- 
ability to receive both disability com- 
pensation from the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs for their disability and ei- 
ther retired pay by reason of their 
years of military service or Combat- 
Related Special Compensation, and for 
other purposes. 
8. 384 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of б. 
384, a bill to amend title 39, United 
States Code, to extend the authority of 
the United States Postal Service to 
issue a semipostal to raise funds for 
breast cancer research. 
S. 398 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 398, a bill to amend the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act to 
improve energy efficiency of certain 
appliances and equipment, and for 
other purposes. 
8. 409 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 409, a bill to ban the sale 
of certain synthetic drugs. 
S. 414 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 414, a bill to protect girls 
in developing countries through the 
prevention of child marriage, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 418 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 418, a bill to award a Con- 
gressional Gold Medal to the World 
War II members of the Civil Air Patrol. 
8. 424 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
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(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 424, a bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to preserve 
access to ambulance services under the 
Medicare program. 
8. 425 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the names of the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) and the 
Senator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI) 
were added as cosponsors of б. 425, a 
bill to amend the Public Health Serv- 
ice Act to provide for the establish- 
ment of permanent national surveil- 
lance systems for multiple sclerosis, 
Parkinson’s disease, and other neuro- 
logical diseases and disorders. 
8. 436 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 436, a bill to ensure that 
all individuals who should be prohib- 
ited from buying a firearm are listed in 
the national instant criminal back- 
ground check system and require a 
background check for every firearm 
sale. 
S. 486 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the names of the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN) and the Senator 
from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 486, a bill to amend 
the Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to 
enhance protections for members of the 
uniformed services relating to mort- 
gages, mortgage foreclosure, and evic- 
tion, and for other purposes. 
S. 488 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as а cosponsor of S. 
488, a bill to require the FHA to equi- 
tably treat homebuyers who have re- 
paid in full their FHA-insured mort- 
gages, and for other purposes. 
S. 494 
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mrs. HAGAN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 494, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to establish 
a national screening program at the 
Centers for Disease Control and Pre- 
vention and to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to provide States 
the option to increase screening in the 
United States population for the pre- 
vention, early detection, and timely 
treatment of colorectal cancer. 
S. 496 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. BROWN) and the Senator 
from New Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 496, a 
bill to amend the Food, Conservation, 
and Energy Act to repeal a duplicative 
program relating to inspection and 
grading of catfish. 
S. 506 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
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(Ms. CANTWELL) and the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. FRANKEN) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 506, a bill to amend 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 to address and take 
action to prevent bullying and harass- 
ment of students. 
8. 511 

At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 511, a bill to amend the Clean Air 
Act to provide for a reduction in the 
number of boutique fuels, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 512 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of 9. 
512, a bill to amend the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 to require the Secretary of 
Energy to carry out programs to de- 
velop and demonstrate 2 small modular 
nuclear reactor designs, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 516 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SHELBY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 516, a bill to extend outer Conti- 
nental Shelf leases to accommodate 
permitting delays and to provide opera- 
tors time to meet new drilling and 
safety requirements. 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
WEBB) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
516, supra. 

S. CON. RES. 4 

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Con. Res. 4, a concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congress that an 
appropriate site on Chaplains Hill in 
Arlington National Cemetery should be 
provided for a memorial marker to 
honor the memory of the Jewish chap- 
lains who died while on active duty in 
the Armed Forces of the United States. 

S. RES. 65 

At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
KYL) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 65, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the conviction 
by the Government of Russia of busi- 
nessman Mikhail Khodorkovsky and 
Platon Lebedev constitutes a politi- 
cally motivated case of selective arrest 
and prosecution that flagrantly under- 
mines the rule of law and independence 
of the judicial system of Russia. 


EE 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. CARDIN: 

S. 538. A bill to amend the 
Neotropical Migratory Bird Conserva- 
tion Act to reauthorize the Act; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the Neotropical Migra- 
tory Bird Conservation Act. This bill 
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promotes long-term conservation, edu- 
cation, research, monitoring, and habi- 
tat protection for more than 350 species 
of neotropical migratory birds that 
breed in North America in the summer 
and spend our winters in tropical cli- 
mates south of our border. Through its 
successful competitive, matching grant 
program, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service supports public-private part- 
nerships to countries mostly in Latin 
America and the Caribbean. Up to one 
quarter of the funds may be awarded 
for domestic projects. 

This legislation aims to sustain 
healthy populations of migratory birds 
that are not only beautiful to look at 
but help our farmers by consuming bil- 
lions of harmful insect pests each year. 
These vulnerable bird populations face 
many environmental factors such as 
pesticide pollution, deforestation, 
sprawl, and invasive species that 
threaten their habitat and, ultimately, 
their survival. As good indicators of a 
healthy ecosystem, it is troubling that, 
according to the National Audubon So- 
ciety, at least 29 species of migratory 
birds are experiencing significant popu- 
lation declines. For example, popu- 
lations of the Cerulean Warbler and 
Olive-Sided Flycatcher have declined 
as much as 70 percent since surveys 
began in the 1960s. 

The Baltimore Oriole, the State bird 
of my home state of Maryland, has 
been experiencing a decline in popu- 
lation despite being protected by Fed- 
eral law under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act of 1918 and the State of 
Maryland’s Nongame and Endangered 
Species Conservation Act. Destruction 
of their domestic breeding habitat and 
tropical winter habitat, coupled with 
the toxic pesticides ingested by insects 
which are then eaten by the Oriole, has 
significantly contributed to this de- 
cline. It is essential that we invest in 
conservation efforts in our country as 
well as others along the migratory 
route of the wide range of migratory 
birds. This legislation accomplishes 
this goal. 

The Neotropical Migratory Bird Con- 
servation Act has a proven track 
record of reversing habitat loss and ad- 
vancing conservation strategies for the 
broad range of neotropical birds that 
populate the United States and the rest 
of the Western hemisphere. According 
to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
between 2002 and 2010, this program has 
successfully supported 333 projects, co- 
ordinated by groups in 48 U.S. State/ 
territories and 36 countries. Addition- 
ally, it is a great value for taxpayers as 
it leverages over $4.00 for each Federal 
dollar spent. Since 2002, the U.S. has 
invested more than $25 million in 262 
projects and leveraged an additional 
$112 million in partner funds to support 
these projects. It also helps to generate 
$2.7 billion annually for the U.S. econ- 
omy through wildlife watching activi- 
ties. 
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This legislation is cost-effective, 
budget-friendly, and has been a highly 
successful Federal program. This sim- 
ple reauthorization bill will make sure 
that this good work continues. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 538 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. REAUTHORIZATION OF 
NEOTROPICAL MIGRATORY BIRD 
CONSERVATION ACT. 


Section 10 of the Neotropical Migratory 
Bird Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 6109) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out this Act such 
sums as are necessary for each of fiscal years 
2012 through 2017. 

“(b) USE OF FUNDS.—Of the amounts made 
available under subsection (a) for each fiscal 
year, not less than 75 percent shall be ex- 
pended for projects carried out at a location 
outside of the United States.”. 


By Mr. BEGICH: 

S. 542. A bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to authorize space- 
available travel on military aircraft 
for members of the reserve compo- 
nents, a member or former member of 
a reserve component who is eligible for 
retired pay but for age, widows and 
widowers of retired members, and de- 
pendents; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, today I 
am pleased to introduce the Space 
Available Equity Act. 

Members and retirees of the National 
Guard and Reserve, their families, and 
surviving military spouses make great 
sacrifices for our nation. However, too 
often these individuals do not receive 
the benefits they have earned for their 
service. 

In Alaska, the National Guard con- 
ducts more search and rescue missions 
in the most challenging terrain than 
any other state. They save lives every 
day in their state role and frequently 
deploy just like their active duty 
counter-parts. The demands on our re- 
serve component have been higher than 
ever before. Yet members of the re- 
serve components and ‘‘gray area” re- 
tirees, National Guardsman or Reserv- 
ist eligible for retirement but under 
the age of 60, have limited travel privi- 
leges on Department of Defense air- 
craft under current regulation. Their 
space-available travel benefits are re- 
stricted to the continental United 
States and are not extended to their 
dependents, unlike active duty mem- 
bers and retirees. 

Surviving spouses of a military mem- 
ber eligible for retired pay retain no 
space-available travel privileges at all 
after the death of their spouse, despite 
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having made a lifetime commitment to 
the military or in many cases, lost 
their loved one in war. In Alaska, we 
understand how important surviving 
spouses are. The Tragedy Assistance 
Program, or as it’s more commonly 
known—TAPS, was founded in my 
State. 

To correct these inequities, I am re- 
introducing the National Guard, Re- 
serve, ‘“‘Gray Area” Retiree, and Sur- 
viving Spouse Space-available Travel 
Equity Act. This bill will give these de- 
serving individuals comprehensive and 
equitable space-available travel privi- 
leges on Department of Defense air- 
craft. The bill is endorsed by the Na- 
tional Guard Association of the United 
States. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
giving parity to our reserve component 
members апа surviving military 
spouses. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 542 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National 
Guard, Reserve, “Gray Area” Retiree, and 
Surviving Spouses Space-available Travel 
Equity Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. ELIGIBILITY OF RESERVE MEMBERS, 
GRAY-AREA RETIREES, WIDOWS AND 
WIDOWERS OF RETIRED MEMBERS, 
AND DEPENDENTS FOR SPACE- 
AVAILABLE TRAVEL ON MILITARY 
AIRCRAFT. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY.—Chapter 157 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 2641b the following new section: 
“$2641с. Space-available travel on Depart- 

ment of Defense aircraft: reserve members, 

reserve members eligible for retired pay 
but for age; widows and widowers of re- 
tired members and dependents 

“(a) RESERVE MEMBERS.—A member of a 
reserve component holding a valid Uni- 
formed Services Identification and Privilege 
Card shall be provided transportation on De- 
partment of Defense aircraft, on a space- 
available basis, on the same basis as active 
duty members of the uniformed services 
under any other provision of law or Depart- 
ment of Defense regulation. 

(р) RESERVE RETIREES UNDER APPLICABLE 
ELIGIBILITY AGE.—A member or former mem- 
ber of a reserve component who, but for 
being under the eligibility age applicable to 
the member under section 12731 of this title, 
otherwise would be eligible for retired pay 
under chapter 1223 of this title shall be pro- 
vided transportation on Department of De- 
fense aircraft, on a space-available basis, on 
the same basis as members of the armed 
forces entitled to retired pay under any 
other provision of law or Department of De- 
fense regulation. 

(с) WIDOWS AND WIDOWERS OF RETIRED 
MEMBERS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—An unremarried widow 
or widower of a member of the armed forces 
described in paragraph (2) shall be provided 
transportation on Department of Defense 
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aircraft, on a space-available basis, on the 
same basis as members of the armed forces 
entitled to retired pay under any other pro- 
vision of law or Department of Defense regu- 
lation. 

“(2) MEMBERS COVERED.—A member of the 
armed forces referred to in paragraph (1) is a 
member who— 

(А) is entitled to retired pay; 

“(В) dies in line of duty while on active 
duty and is not eligible for retired pay; or 

“(C) in the case of a member of a reserve 
component, dies as a result of a line of duty 
condition and is not eligible for retired pay. 

(а) DEPENDENTS.—A dependent of a mem- 
ber or former member described in either 
subsections (a) or (b) or of a deceased mem- 
ber entitled to retired pay holding a valid 
Uniformed Services Identification and Privi- 
lege Card and a surviving unremarried 
spouse and the surviving dependent of a de- 
ceased member or former member described 
in subsection (b) holding a valid Uniformed 
Services Identification and Privilege Card 
shall be provided transportation on Depart- 
ment of Defense aircraft, on a space-avail- 
able basis, if the dependent is accompanying 
the member or, in the case of a deceased 
member, is the surviving unremarried spouse 
of the deceased member or is a dependent ac- 
companying the surviving unremarried 
spouse of the deceased member. 

(е) DEFINITION OF DEPENDENT.—In this 
section, the term ‘dependent’ has the mean- 
ing given that term in section 1072 of this 
title.”. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 2641b the following new item: 


‘2641c. Space-available travel on Depart- 
ment of Defense aircraft: re- 
serve members, reserve mem- 
bers eligible for retired pay but 
for age; widows and widowers of 
retired members and depend- 
ents.’’. 


By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. 
McCAIN, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. EN- 
SIGN, Mr. NELSON of Florida, 
and Mr. BURR): 

S. 543. A bill to restrict any State or 
local jurisdiction from imposing a new 
discriminatory tax on cell phone serv- 
ices, providers, or property; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, today I 
rise to introduce the Wireless Tax Fair- 
ness Act and I am delighted and hon- 
ored to be joined in this effort by Sen- 
ators SNOWE, GILLIBRAND, ENSIGN, 
MENENDEZ, MCCAIN, BURR, and Senator 
NELSON from Florida. 

I want to start with an interesting 
fact that I read a few months ago, 
which is that over 20 percent of Ameri- 
cans have gotten rid of their land line 
telephone service in favor of wireless 
mobile technology. Unfortunately, as 
more and more people make this shift, 
they are being forced to pay higher and 
higher state and local taxes for their 
wireless service. Since 2007 the average 
wireless tax rate consumers have to 
pay rose by 1.1 percentage points, from 
15.2 percent to 16.3 percent. At a time 
when the Federal Government is trying 
to improve consumer access to devel- 
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oping technologies and broadband 
Internet in particular, does it make 
sense to have local, state, and Federal 
Governments forcing higher taxes on 
them? The answer is no, especially as 
3G and 4G emerge as dominant wireless 
technologies. These taxes only act to 
hurt consumers, stifle innovation in 
the wireless industry, and restrict ac- 
cess to the Internet. 

In order to make sure that wireless 
technology can continue to flourish I 
am introducing the Wireless Tax Fair- 
ness Act. This legislation will keep 
American companies competitive by 
putting the brakes on unfair wireless 
tax increases—allowing American com- 
panies to remain leaders in innovation, 
making it easier for Americans to af- 
ford these services and providing an af- 
fordable way for consumers to access 
the Internet. The technology that is 
developed and deployed in America 
paves the way for the same American 
technology to be deployed overseas, 
creating and sustaining good American 
jobs. 

In an era when a new cellphone, 
smartphone, or tablet is introduced 
nearly every month it is essential that 
the market for these products is deter- 
mined by consumers and not by dis- 
proportionately high taxes. 17 percent 
of American families earning less than 
$30,000 rely on a wireless device to ac- 
cess the Internet. The deployment and 
availability of such services needs to 
be encouraged by keeping prices afford- 
able for both individuals and businesses 
through a fair and reasonable tax re- 
gime. 

In order to make sure that our walk 
is consistent with our talk on pro- 
moting American innovation, it is time 
to place a moratorium on discrimina- 
tory wireless taxes and fees. I hope our 
colleagues will join us in supporting 
this bill. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself 
and Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 544. A bill to authorize the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to conduct a 
study of alternatives for commemo- 
rating and interpreting the role of the 
Buffalo Soldiers in the early years of 
the National Parks, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resoruces. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today on behalf of myself and Sen- 
ator BOXER to introduce the Buffalo 
Soldiers in the National Parks Study 
Act. This legislation is an important 
step in preserving the legacy of the 
Army’s first all-black infantry and cav- 
alry units and their unique role in the 
creation of our National Park system. 

The Buffalo Soldiers served bravely 
in campaigns both at home and abroad 
before being stationed at the military 
Presidio in San Francisco and being 
given charge of patrolling the National 
Park system. Although first tasked 
with taming the frontier, these troops 
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also took on the responsibility of pre- 
serving that wilderness for future gen- 
erations. Each summer, Buffalo Soldier 
regiments traveled roughly 320 miles 
from San Francisco to either Sequoia 
or Yosemite National Park, where they 
patrolled the parks for poachers and 
loggers, built trails, and escorted visi- 
tors. They were, in essence if not in 
name, the nation’s first park rangers. 

In a time of segregation and adver- 
sity, these soldiers served their coun- 
try bravely and the National Parks 
they worked to establish are part of 
the legacy they leave behind. Unfortu- 
nately, this unique aspect of their his- 
tory is neither widely recognized nor 
remembered. This legislation would ad- 
dress that by authorizing a study to de- 
termine the most appropriate way to 
memorialize the Buffalo Soldiers. 
Money procured under the act would be 
used to determine the feasibility of es- 
tablishing a national historic trail 
along the route traveled by the Buffalo 
Soldiers, scout for properties to add to 
the National Register of Historic 
Places, and develop educational initia- 
tives and a public awareness campaign 
about the contribution of African- 
American soldiers after the Civil War. 

Although the experiences of the Buf- 
falo Soldiers are an important piece of 
our national history, we are in danger 
of losing their legacy to the passage of 
time unless we take conscious steps to 
preserve the memory. This legislation 
works to ensure that the contributions 
of the Buffalo Soldiers will be remem- 
bered and shared by all. I urge my col- 
leagues to join me in their support for 
this measure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 544 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Buffalo Sol- 
diers in the National Parks Study Act”. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) In the late 19th century and early 20th 
century, African-American troops who came 
to be known as the Buffalo Soldiers served in 
many critical roles in the western United 
States, including protecting some of the first 
National Parks. 

(2) Based at the Presidio in San Francisco, 
Buffalo Soldiers were assigned to Sequoia 
and Yosemite National Parks where they pa- 
trolled the backcountry, built trails, stopped 
poaching, and otherwise served in the roles 
later assumed by National Park rangers. 

(3) The public would benefit from having 
opportunities to learn more about the Buf- 
falo Soldiers in the National Parks and their 
contributions to the management of Na- 
tional Parks and the legacy of African-Amer- 
icans in the post-Civil War era. 

(4) As the centennial of the National Park 
Service in 2016 approaches, it is an especially 
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appropriate time to conduct research and in- 
crease public awareness of the stewardship 
role the Buffalo Soldiers played in the early 
years of the National Parks. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
authorize a study to determine the most ef- 
fective ways to increase understanding and 
public awareness of the critical role that the 
Buffalo Soldiers played in the early years of 
the National Parks. 

SEC. 3. STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In- 
terior shall conduct a study of alternatives 
for commemorating and interpreting the 
role of the Buffalo Soldiers in the early years 
of the National Parks. 

(b) CONTENTS OF STUDY.—The study shall 
include— 

(1) a historical assessment, based on exten- 
sive research, of the Buffalo Soldiers who 
served in National Parks in the years prior 
to the establishment of the National Park 
Service; 

(2) an evaluation of the suitability and fea- 
sibility of establishing a national historic 
trail commemorating the route traveled by 
the Buffalo Soldiers from their post in the 
Presidio of San Francisco to Sequoia and Yo- 
semite National Parks and to any other Na- 
tional Parks where they may have served; 

(3) the identification of properties that 
could meet criteria for listing in the Na- 
tional Register of Historic Places or criteria 
for designation as National Historic Land- 
marks; 

(4) an evaluation of appropriate ways to 
enhance historical research, education, in- 
terpretation, and public awareness of the 
story of the Buffalo Soldiers’ stewardship 
role in the National Parks, including ways to 
link the story to the development of Na- 
tional Parks and the story of African-Amer- 
ican military service following the Civil 
War; and 

(5) any other matters that the Secretary of 
the Interior deems appropriate for this 
study. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
funds are made available for the study, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall submit to the 
Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources of the Sen- 
ate a report containing the study’s findings 
and recommendations. 


By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. CARPER, and 
Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts). 

б. 550. A bill to improve the provision 
of assistance to fire departments, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
today Senators COLLINS, CARPER, 
BROWN, and I are pleased to introduce 
the Fire Grants Reauthorization Act of 
2011 to ensure that firefighters and 
emergency medical service personnel 
serving communities across the nation 
are repaid for the sacrifices they make 
every day with the best possible train- 
ing and equipment—particularly given 
the budget cuts many communities 
have been forced to make in these eco- 
nomically uncertain times. 

The bill we present to the Senate re- 
authorizes the Assistance to Fire- 
fighters, AFG, program and the Staff- 
ing for Adequate Fire and Emergency 
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Response program, SAFER, two highly 
successful programs I worked to estab- 
lish in 2000 and 2003. This is bipartisan 
legislation that has won overwhelming 
Senate support in previous years. As 
we all know, our first responders make 
great sacrifices for us. Firefighters in 
communities of all shapes and sizes 
have assumed a greater role in overall 
national emergency preparedness since 
September 11 and the Hurricane 
Katrina catastrophe. They now serve 
as the frontline of defense in many 
communities for disasters of all types. 
More than ever, firefighters need the 
training and equipment to deal not 
only with fires but also with hazardous 
materials; nuclear, radioactive, and ex- 
plosive devices; and other potential 
threats. 

The responsibilities placed on fire- 
fighters have only grown more demand- 
ing. Firefighters respond more and 
more to medical emergencies—15.8 mil- 
lion in 2008, a 213 percent increase from 
1980. Right here in Washington, D.C., at 
Fire Engine Company 10—known as the 
“House of Pain” for its grueling sched- 
ule—80 percent of the calls are for med- 
ical emergencies. Our nation’s fire- 
fighters—like other first responders— 
are the first to arrive and the last to 
leave whenever trouble hits. They de- 
serve all the support we can give them. 

Unfortunately, they do not always 
get it. Firefighters often lack the 
equipment and vehicles they need to do 
their jobs safely and effectively. In 2006 
the U.S. Fire Administration reported 
that 60 percent of fire departments did 
not have enough breathing apparatuses 
to equip all firefighters on a shift, 65 
percent did not have enough portable 
radios, and 49 percent of all fire engines 
were at least 15 years old. 

We can and must do more for these 
brave men and women. We must make 
sure they have what they need to pro- 
tect their communities and themselves 
as they perform a very dangerous job. 
Our bill takes much-needed steps to en- 
sure that they do. 

To start with, because career, volun- 
teer, and combination fire departments 
all suffer from shortages in equipment, 
vehicles, and training, our bill requires 
that each type receives at least 25 per- 
cent of the available AFG grant fund- 
ing. The remaining funds will be allo- 
cated based on factors such as risk and 
the needs of individual communities 
and the country as a whole. This cre- 
ates an appropriate balance, ensuring 
that funds are directed at departments 
facing the most significant risks while 
guaranteeing that no department is 
left out. 

We have also taken a number of steps 
in our bill to help fire departments in 
communities struggling with economic 
difficulties. In many cases, local gov- 
ernments have reduced spending on 
vital services, including fire depart- 
ments. Among other things, these cuts 
have prevented many departments 
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from replacing old equipment and 
forced them to lay off needed fire- 
fighters. To help departments rebuild, 
we have lowered the matching require- 
ments for AFG and SAFER. Depart- 
ments are still required to match some 
of their grant awards with funds of 
their own—ensuring they have some 
skin in the game—but the reduced 
amount will make it easier for them to 
accept awards. 

We have similarly created an eco- 
nomic hardship waiver for both grant 
programs that will allow FEMA to 
waive certain requirements, such as re- 
quiring that grantees provide matching 
funds, for departments in communities 
that have been especially hard hit by 
tough economic times. 

Our bill contains a number of other 
important provisions. It raises the 
maximum grant amounts available 
under AFG. As commonsense would 
suggest, large communities often re- 
quire a substantial amount of equip- 
ment, and they will now be able to 
apply for funding in amounts more in 
line with what they need. 

Our bill would provide funding for na- 
tional fire safety organizations and in- 
stitutions of higher education that 
wish to create joint programs estab- 
lishing fire safety research centers. 
There is a great need for research de- 
voted to fire safety and prevention and 
improved technology. The work these 
centers do will help us reduce fire cas- 
ualties among firefighters and civilians 
and make communities safer. 

But as important as it is to help our 
firefighters, we must also demand ac- 
countability when we spend taxpayer 
dollars. For this reason, we require 
that FEMA create performance man- 
agement systems for these programs, 
complete with quantifiable metrics 
that will allow us to see how well they 
perform. Going forward, this will allow 
us to see what works in these programs 
and what does not so that we can make 
needed improvements when required. 

We have also included provisions to 
prevent earmarks from being attached 
to these programs. AFG and SAFER 
have never been earmarked—an im- 
pressive accomplishment—and we want 
to keep it that way. The funding for 
these programs needs to go to fire- 
fighters, not pet projects. 

Finally, this legislation authorizes 
$950 million each for these vital pro- 
grams. This is actually less than what 
was authorized in the past. We believe 
that supporting our Nation’s fire- 
fighters and emergency medical service 
responders ought to be a priority, but 
we recognize that these tough fiscal 
times require some  belt-tightening. 
Authorizing funding for AFG and 
SAFER at these amounts sends the 
message that Congress can direct fund- 
ing where it is needed while also show- 
ing discipline. 

This legislation ensures that fire de- 
partments get the support they need to 
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protect their communities while also 
protecting taxpayer dollars. It address- 
es a vital national need while increas- 
ing accountability to the public. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in supporting 
the reauthorization of these important 
programs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 550 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fire Grants 
Reauthorization Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS TO DEFINITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4 of the Federal 
Fire Prevention and Control Act of 1974 (15 
U.S.C. 2203) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘, 
as otherwise provided,” after ‘‘means’’; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘ ‘Director’ 
means” and all that follows through ‘‘Agen- 
cy;? and inserting ‘‘‘Administrator of 
FEMA’ means the Administrator of the Fed- 
eral Emergency Management Agency;”’; 

(3) in paragraph (5)— 

(A) by inserting ‘Indian tribe,” 
“county,’’; and 

(B) by striking “апа ‘firecontrol’’’ and in- 
serting “апа ‘fire control’’’; 

(4) by redesignating paragraphs (6) through 
(9) as paragraphs (7) through (10), respec- 
tively; 

(5) by inserting after paragraph (5), the fol- 
lowing: 

“(6) ‘Indian tribe’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 4 of the Indian Self-De- 
termination and Education Assistance Act 
(25 U.S.C. 450b) and ‘tribal’ means of or per- 
taining to an Indian tribe;”’; 

(6) by redesignating paragraphs (9) and (10), 
as redesignated by paragraph (4), as para- 
graphs (10) and (11); 

(7) by inserting after paragraph (8), as re- 
designated by paragraph (4), the following: 

(09) ‘Secretary’ means, except as otherwise 
provided, the Secretary of Homeland Secu- 
rity;”; 

(8) by amending paragraph (10), as redesig- 
nated by paragraph (6), to read as follows: 

“(10) ‘State’ has the meaning given the 
term in section 2 of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101).”. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) ADMINISTRATOR OF FEMA.—The Federal 
Fire Prevention and Control Act of 1974 (15 
U.S.C. 2201 et seq.) is amended by striking 
“Director” each place it appears and insert- 
ing ‘‘Administrator of FEMA”. 

(2) ADMINISTRATOR OF FEMA’S AWARD.—Sec- 
tion 15 of such Act (15 U.S.C. 2214) is amend- 
ed by striking ‘‘Director’s Award” each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘Administrator’s 
Award”. 

SEC. 3. ASSISTANCE TO FIREFIGHTER GRANTS. 

Section 33 of the Federal Fire Prevention 
and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 2229) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 33. FIREFIGHTER ASSISTANCE. 

“(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

“(1) AVAILABLE GRANT FUNDS.—The term 
‘available grant funds’, with respect to a fis- 
cal year, means those funds appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria- 
tions in subsection (p)(1) for such fiscal year 
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less any funds used for administrative costs 
pursuant to subsection (p)(2) in such fiscal 
year. 

(2) CAREER FIRE DEPARTMENT.—The term 
‘career fire department’ means a fire depart- 
ment that has an all-paid force of fire- 
fighting personnel other than paid-on-call 
firefighters. 

“(8) COMBINATION FIRE DEPARTMENT.—The 
term ‘combination fire department’ means a 
fire department that has— 

“(А) paid firefighting personnel; and 

“(В) volunteer firefighting personnel. 

(4) FIREFIGHTING PERSONNEL.—The term 
‘firefighting personnel’ means individuals, 
including volunteers, who are firefighters, 
officers of fire departments, or emergency 
medical service personnel of fire depart- 
ments. 

(5) NONAFFILIATED EMS ORGANIZATION.— 
The term ‘nonaffiliated EMS organization’ 
means a public or private nonprofit emer- 
gency medical services organization that is 
not affiliated with a hospital and does not 
serve a geographic area in which the Admin- 
istrator of FEMA finds that emergency med- 
ical services are adequately provided by a 
fire department. 

*‹(6) PAID-ON-CALL.—The term ‘paid-on-call’ 
with respect to firefighting personnel means 
firefighting personnel who are paid a stipend 
for each event to which they respond. 

“(7) VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT.—The 
term ‘volunteer fire department’ means a 
fire department that has an all-volunteer 
force of firefighting personnel. 

“‹(®) ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.— 

“(1) AUTHORITY.—In accordance with this 
section, the Administrator of FEMA may, in 
consultation with the Administrator of the 
United States Fire Administration, award— 

“(А) assistance to firefighters grants under 
subsection (c); and 

“(В) fire prevention and safety grants and 
other assistance under subsection (d). 

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANCE.—The Ad- 
ministrator of FEMA shall— 

“(А) establish specific criteria for the se- 
lection of grant recipients under this sec- 
tion; and 

“(В) provide assistance with application 
preparation to applicants for such grants. 

“(с) ASSISTANCE TO FIREFIGHTERS 
GRANTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of 
FEMA may, in consultation with the chief 
executives of the States in which the recipi- 
ents are located, award grants on a competi- 
tive basis directly to— 

“(А) fire departments, for the purpose of 
protecting the health and safety of the pub- 
lic and firefighting personnel throughout the 
United States against fire, fire-related, and 
other hazards; 

“(В) nonaffiliated EMS organizations to 
support the provision of emergency medical 
services; and 

“(C) State fire training academies for the 
purposes described in subparagraphs (G), (H), 
and (1) of paragraph (3). 

(2) MAXIMUM GRANT AMOUNTS.— 

“(A) POPULATION.—The Administrator of 
FEMA may not award a grant under this 
subsection in excess of amounts as follows: 

(1) In the case of a recipient that serves a 
jurisdiction with 100,000 people or fewer, the 
amount of the grant awarded to such recipi- 
ent shall not exceed $1,000,000 in any fiscal 
year. 

(11) In the case of a recipient that serves 
a jurisdiction with more than 100,000 people 
but not more than 500,000 people, the amount 
of the grant awarded to such recipient shall 
not exceed $2,000,000 in any fiscal year. 
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“(111) In the case of a recipient that serves 
a jurisdiction with more than 500,000 but not 
more than 1,000,000 people, the amount of the 
grant awarded to such recipient shall not ex- 
ceed $3,000,000 in any fiscal year. 

“(iv) In the case of a recipient that serves 
a jurisdiction with more than 1,000,000 people 
but not more than 2,500,000 people, the 
amount of the grant awarded to such recipi- 
ent shall not exceed $6,000,000 for any fiscal 
year. 

(у) In the case of a recipient that serves 
a jurisdiction with more than 2,500,000 peo- 
ple, the amount of the grant awarded to such 
recipient shall not exceed $9,000,000 in any 
fiscal year. 

‘(B) STATE FIRE TRAINING ACADEMIES.—The 
Administrator of FEMA may not award a 
grant under this subsection to a State fire 
training academy in an amount that exceeds 
$1,000,000 in any fiscal year. 

(С) AGGREGATE.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub- 
paragraphs (A) and (B) and except as pro- 
vided under clause (ii), the Administrator of 
FEMA may not award a grant under this 
subsection in a fiscal year in an amount that 
exceeds the amount that is one percent of 
the available grant funds in such fiscal year. 

“(ii) HEXCEPTION.—The Administrator of 
FEMA may waive the limitation in clause (i) 
with respect to a grant recipient if the Ad- 
ministrator of FEMA determines that such 
recipient has an extraordinary need for a 
grant in an amount that exceeds the limit 
under clause (i). 

(3) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.—Each entity re- 
ceiving a grant under this subsection shall 
use the grant for one or more of the fol- 
lowing purposes: 

(А) To train firefighting personnel in— 

“(i) firefighting; 

“(ii) emergency medical services and other 
emergency response (including response to 
natural disasters, acts of terrorism, and 
other man-made disasters); 

(111) arson prevention and detection; 

(іу) maritime firefighting; or 

“(v) the handling of hazardous materials. 

(В) To train firefighting personnel to pro- 
vide any of the training described under sub- 
paragraph (A). 

“(С) To fund the creation of rapid interven- 
tion teams to protect firefighting personnel 
at the scenes of fires and other emergencies. 

“(D) То certify— 

(1) fire inspectors; and 

011) building inspectors— 

“(D) whose responsibilities 
safety inspections; and 

‘“(II) who are employed by or serving as 
volunteers with a fire department. 

“(Е) To establish wellness and fitness pro- 
grams for firefighting personnel to ensure 
that the firefighting personnel are able to 
carry out their duties as firefighters. 

“(Е) To fund emergency medical services 
provided by fire departments and non- 
affiliated EMS organizations. 

‘(G) To acquire additional firefighting ve- 
hicles, including fire trucks and other appa- 
ratus. 

“(H) To acquire additional firefighting 
equipment, including equipment for— 

“(i) fighting fires with foam in remote 
areas without access to water; and 

(11) communications, monitoring, and re- 
sponse to a natural disaster, act of ter- 
rorism, or other man-made disaster, includ- 
ing the use of a weapon of mass destruction. 

“(D) To acquire personal protective equip- 
ment, including personal protective equip- 
ment— 
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“(i) prescribed for firefighting personnel by 
the Occupational Safety and Health Admin- 
istration of the Department of Labor; or 

(11) for responding to a natural disaster or 
act of terrorism or other man-made disaster, 
including the use of a weapon of mass de- 
struction. 

“(J) To modify fire stations, fire training 
facilities, and other facilities to protect the 
health and safety of firefighting personnel. 

‘(K) To educate the public about arson 
prevention and detection. 

‘(L) To provide incentives for the recruit- 
ment and retention of volunteer firefighting 
personnel for volunteer firefighting depart- 
ments and other firefighting departments 
that utilize volunteers. 

(М) To support such other activities, con- 
sistent with the purposes of this subsection, 
as the Administrator of FEMA determines 
appropriate. 

‘(d) FIRE 
GRANTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of as- 
sisting fire prevention programs and sup- 
porting firefighter health and safety re- 
search and development, the Administrator 
of FEMA may, on a competitive basis— 

“(A) award grants to fire departments; 

“(В) award grants to, or enter into con- 
tracts or cooperative agreements with, na- 
tional, State, local, tribal, or nonprofit orga- 
nizations that are not fire departments and 
that are recognized for their experience and 
expertise with respect to fire prevention or 
fire safety programs and activities and fire- 
fighter research and development programs, 
for the purpose of carrying out— 

01) fire prevention programs; and 

(11) research to improve firefighter health 
and life safety; and 

“(C) award grants to, or enter into con- 
tracts with, regionally accredited institu- 
tions of higher education and national fire 
service organizations or national fire safety 
organizations to support joint programs fo- 
cused on reducing firefighter fatalities and 
non-fatal injuries, including programs for es- 
tablishing fire safety research centers as the 
Administrator of FEMA determines appro- 
priate. 

“(2) MAXIMUM GRANT AMOUNT.—A grant 
awarded under this subsection may not ex- 
ceed $1,500,000 for a fiscal year. 

(3) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.—Each entity re- 
ceiving a grant under this subsection shall 
use the grant for one or more of the fol- 
lowing purposes: 

(А) To enforce fire codes and promote 
compliance with fire safety standards. 

“(В) To fund fire prevention programs. 

“(С) To fund wildland fire prevention pro- 
grams, including education, awareness, and 
mitigation programs that protect lives, prop- 
erty, and natural resources from fire in the 
wildland-urban interface. 

“(D) In the case of a grant awarded under 
paragraph (1)(C), to fund the establishment 
or operation of— 

“(i) a fire safety research center; or 

“(ii) a program at such a center. 

“(Е) To support such other activities, con- 
sistent with the purposes of this subsection, 
as the Administrator of FEMA determines 
appropriate. 

(е) APPLICATIONS FOR GRANTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—An entity seeking a 
grant under this section shall submit to the 
Administrator of FEMA an application 
therefor in such form and in such manner as 
the Administrator of FEMA determines ap- 
propriate. 

‘(2) ELEMENTS.—Each application sub- 
mitted under paragraph (1) shall include the 
following: 
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“(А) A description of the financial need of 
the applicant for the grant. 

“(В) An analysis of the costs and benefits, 
with respect to public safety, of the use for 
which a grant is requested. 

“(C) An agreement to provide information 
to the national fire incident reporting sys- 
tem for the period covered by the grant. 

“(D) A list of other sources of funding re- 
ceived by the applicant— 

(1) for the same purpose for which the ap- 
plication for a grant under this section was 
submitted; or 

“(i) from the Federal Government for 
other fire-related purposes. 

“(Е) Such other information as the Admin- 
istrator of FEMA determines appropriate. 

‘(3) JOINT OR REGIONAL APPLICATIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—T'wo or more entities 
may submit an application under paragraph 
(1) for a grant under this section to fund a 
joint program or initiative, including acqui- 
sition of shared equipment or vehicles. 

“(B) NONEXCLUSIVITY.—Applications under 
this paragraph may be submitted instead of 
or in addition to any other application sub- 
mitted under paragraph (1). 

“(C) GUIDANCE.—The Administrator of 
FEMA shall— 

“(i) publish guidance on applying for and 
administering grants awarded for joint pro- 
grams and initiatives described in subpara- 
graph (A); and 

(11) encourage applicants to apply for 
grants for joint programs and initiatives de- 
scribed in subparagraph (A) as the Adminis- 
trator of FEMA determines appropriate to 
achieve greater cost effectiveness and re- 
gional efficiency. 

“(f) PEER REVIEW OF GRANT APPLICA- 
TIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of 
FEMA shall, after consultation with na- 
tional fire service and emergency medical 
services organizations, appoint fire service 
personnel and personnel from nonaffiliated 
EMS organizations to conduct peer reviews 
of applications received under subsection 
(е)(1). 

(2) ASSIGNMENT OF REVIEWS.—In admin- 
istering the peer review process under para- 
graph (1), the Administrator of FEMA shall 
ensure that— 

“(А) applications submitted by career fire 
departments are reviewed primarily by per- 
sonnel from career fire departments; 

“(В) applications submitted by volunteer 
fire departments are reviewed primarily by 
personnel from volunteer fire departments; 

“(C) applications submitted by combina- 
tion fire departments and fire departments 
using paid-on-call firefighting personnel are 
reviewed primarily by personnel from such 
fire departments; and 

“(0) applications for grants to fund emer- 
gency medical services pursuant to sub- 
section (с)(3)(Е) are reviewed primarily by 
emergency medical services personnel, in- 
cluding— 

“(i) emergency medical service personnel 
affiliated with fire departments; and 

(11) personnel from nonaffiliated EMS or- 
ganizations. 

‘(3) REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS FOR FIRE PRE- 
VENTION AND SAFETY GRANTS SUBMITTED BY 
NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS THAT ARE NOT FIRE 
DEPARTMENTS.—In conducting a review of an 
application submitted under subsection (e)(1) 
by a nonprofit organization described in sub- 
section (d)(1)(B), a peer reviewer may not 
recommend the applicant for a grant under 
subsection (d) unless such applicant is recog- 
nized for its experience and expertise with 
respect to— 
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(А) fire prevention or safety programs 
and activities; or 

‘(B) firefighter research and development 
programs. 

(4) APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ACT.—The Federal Advisory Com- 
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to 
activities carried out pursuant to this sub- 
section. 

‘(¢) PRIORITIZATION AND ALLOCATION OF 
GRANT AWARDS.—In awarding grants under 
this section, the Administrator of FEMA 
shall— 

“(1) consider the findings and rec- 
ommendations of the peer reviews carried 
out under subsection (f); 

“(2) consider the degree to which an award 
will reduce deaths, injuries, and property 
damage by reducing the risks associated 
with fire-related and other hazards; 

“(3) consider the extent of the need of an 
applicant for a grant under this section and 
the need to protect the United States as a 
whole; 

(4) consider the number of calls request- 
ing or requiring a fire fighting or emergency 
medical response received by an applicant; 
and 

“(5) ensure that of the available grant 
funds— 

(А) not less than 25 percent are awarded 
to career fire departments; 

(В) not less than 25 percent are awarded 
to volunteer fire departments; and 

(С) not less than 25 percent are awarded 
to combination fire departments and fire de- 
partments using paid-on-call firefighting 
personnel. 

‘“(h) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS AND LIMI- 
TATIONS.— 

‘(1) FUNDING FOR EMERGENCY MEDICAL 
SERVICES.—Not less than 3.5 percent of the 
available grant funds for a fiscal year shall 
be awarded under this section for purposes 
described in subsection (c)(8)(F). 

“(2) GRANT AWARDS TO NONAFFILIATED EMS 
ORGANIZATIONS.—Not more than 2 percent of 
the available grant funds for a fiscal year 
shall be awarded under this section to non- 
affiliated EMS organizations. 

‘(3) FUNDING FOR FIRE PREVENTION AND 
SAFETY GRANTS.—For each fiscal year, not 
less than 10 percent of the aggregate of grant 
amounts under this section in that fiscal 
year shall be awarded under subsection (d). 

(4) STATE FIRE TRAINING ACADEMIES.—Not 
more than 3 percent of the available grant 
funds for a fiscal year shall be awarded under 
subsection (c)(1)(C). 

‘“(5) AMOUNTS FOR PURCHASING FIRE- 
FIGHTING VEHICLES.—Not more than 25 per- 
cent of the available grant funds for a fiscal 
year may be used to assist grant recipients 
to purchase vehicles pursuant to subsection 
(c)(8)(G). 

(1) FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS.— 

(1) ASSISTANCE TO FIREFIGHTERS GRANTS 
TO FIRE DEPARTMENTS.—In considering appli- 
cations for grants under subsection (c)(1)(A), 
the Administrator of FEMA shall consider 
the extent to which the grant would enhance 
the daily operations of the applicant and the 
impact of such a grant on the protection of 
lives and property. 

(2) APPLICATIONS FROM NONAFFILIATED EMS 
ORGANIZATIONS.—In the case of an applica- 
tion submitted under subsection (e)(1) by a 
nonaffiliated EMS organization, the Admin- 
istrator of FEMA shall consider the extent 
to which other sources of Federal funding 
are available to the applicant to provide the 
assistance requested in such application. 

(3) AWARDING FIRE PREVENTION AND SAFE- 
TY GRANTS TO CERTAIN ORGANIZATIONS THAT 
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ARE NOT FIRE DEPARTMENTS.—In the case of 
applicants for grants under this section who 
are described in subsection (d)(1)(B), the Ad- 
ministrator of FEMA shall give priority to 
applicants who focus on— 

(А) prevention of injuries to high risk 
groups from fire; and 

(В) research programs that demonstrate a 
potential to improve firefighter safety. 

(4) AVOIDING DUPLICATION.—The Adminis- 
trator of FEMA shall review lists submitted 
by applicants pursuant to subsection 
(e)(2)(D) and take such actions as the Admin- 
istrator of FEMA considers necessary to pre- 
vent unnecessary duplication of grant 
awards. 

“(j) MATCHING AND MAINTENANCE OF EX- 
PENDITURE REQUIREMENTS.— 

(1) MATCHING REQUIREMENT FOR ASSIST- 
ANCE TO FIREFIGHTERS GRANTS.— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), an applicant seeking a 
grant to carry out an activity under sub- 
section (c) shall agree to make available 
non-Federal funds to carry out such activity 
in an amount equal to not less than 15 per- 
cent of the grant awarded to such applicant 
under such subsection. 

‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR ENTITIES SERVING 
SMALL COMMUNITIES.—In the case that an ap- 
plicant seeking a grant to carry out an ac- 
tivity under subsection (c) serves a jurisdic- 
tion of— 

“(i) more than 20,000 residents but not 
more than 50,000 residents, the applicant 
shall agree to make available non-Federal 
funds in an amount equal to not less than 10 
percent of the grant award to such applicant 
under such subsection; or 

(11) 20,000 residents or fewer, the applicant 
shall agree to make available non-Federal 
funds in an amount equal to not less than 5 
percent of the grant awarded to such appli- 
cant under such subsection. 

(2) MATCHING REQUIREMENT FOR FIRE PRE- 
VENTION AND SAFETY GRANTS.— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—An applicant seeking a 
grant to carry out an activity under sub- 
section (d) shall agree to make available 
non-Federal funds to carry out such activity 
in an amount equal to not less than 5 percent 
of the grant awarded to such applicant under 
such subsection. 

(В) MEANS OF MATCHING.—An applicant 
for a grant under subsection (d) may meet 
the matching requirement under subpara- 
graph (A) through direct funding, funding of 
complementary activities, or the provision 
of staff, facilities, services, material, or 
equipment. 

“(3) MAINTENANCE OF EXPENDITURES.—An 
applicant seeking a grant under subsection 
(c) or (d) shall agree to maintain during the 
term of the grant the applicant’s aggregate 
expenditures relating to the uses described 
in subsections (c)(3) and (4)(3) at not less 
than 80 percent of the average amount of 
such expenditures in the 2 fiscal years pre- 
ceding the fiscal year in which the grant 
amounts are received. 

(4) WAIVER.— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (C)(ii), the Administrator of 
FEMA may waive or reduce the require- 
ments of paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) in cases 
of demonstrated economic hardship. 

‘(B) GUIDELINES.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of 
FEMA shall establish and publish guidelines 
for determining what constitutes economic 
hardship for purposes of this paragraph. 

011) CONSIDERATIONS.—In developing 
guidelines under clause (i), the Adminis- 
trator of FEMA shall consider, with respect 
to relevant communities, the following: 
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“(D Changes in rates of unemployment 
from previous years. 

“(П) Whether the rates of unemployment 
of the relevant communities are currently 
and have consistently exceeded the annual 
national average rates of unemployment. 

“(ПІ) Changes in percentages of individ- 
uals eligible to receive food stamps from pre- 
vious years. 

“(ТУ) Such other factors as the Adminis- 
trator of FEMA considers appropriate. 

(С) CERTAIN APPLICANTS FOR FIRE PREVEN- 
TION AND SAFETY GRANTS.—The authority 
under subparagraph (A) shall not apply with 
respect to a nonprofit organization that— 

“(i) is described in subsection (d)(1)(B); and 

“(i) is not a fire department or emergency 
medical services organization. 

(К) GRANT GUIDELINES.— 

“(1) GUIDELINES.—For each fiscal year, 
prior to awarding any grants under this sec- 
tion, the Administrator of FEMA shall pub- 
lish in the Federal Register— 

“(А) guidelines that describe— 

“(1) the process for applying for grants 
under this section; and 

“(ii) the criteria that will be used for se- 
lecting grant recipients; and 

“(В) an explanation of any differences be- 
tween such guidelines and the recommenda- 
tions obtained under paragraph (2). 

“(2) ANNUAL MEETING TO OBTAIN REC- 
OMMENDATIONS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For each fiscal year, the 
Administrator of FEMA shall convene a 
meeting of qualified members of national 
fire service organizations and qualified mem- 
bers of emergency medical service organiza- 
tions to obtain recommendations regarding 
the following: 

“(i) Criteria for the awarding of grants 
under this section. 

“(ii) Administrative changes to the assist- 
ance program established under subsection 
(b). 

“(В) QUALIFIED MEMBERS.—For purposes of 
this paragraph, a qualified member of an or- 
ganization is a member who— 

“G) is recognized for expertise in fire- 
fighting or emergency medical services; 

“Gi) is not an employee of the Federal 
Government; and 

‘“(iii) in the case of a member of an emer- 
gency medical service organization, is a 
member of an organization that represents— 

“(I) providers of emergency medical serv- 
ices that are affiliated with fire depart- 
ments; or 

“(П) nonaffiliated EMS providers. 

‘“(3) APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ACT.—The Federal Advisory Com- 
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to 
activities carried out pursuant to this sub- 
section. 

(1) ACCOUNTING DETERMINATION.—Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, for pur- 
poses of this section, equipment costs shall 
include all costs attributable to any design, 
purchase of components, assembly, manufac- 
ture, and transportation of equipment not 
otherwise commercially available. 

‘“(m) ELIGIBLE GRANTEE ON BEHALF OF 
ALASKA NATIVE VILLAGES.—The Alaska Vil- 
lage Initiatives, a non-profit organization in- 
corporated in the State of Alaska, shall be 
eligible to apply for and receive a grant or 
other assistance under this section on behalf 
of Alaska Native villages. 

“(п) TRAINING STANDARDS.—If an applicant 
for a grant under this section is applying for 
such grant to purchase training that does 
not meet or exceed any applicable national 
voluntary consensus standards developed 
under section 647 of the Post-Katrina Emer- 
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gency Management Reform Act of 2006 (6 
U.S.C. 747), the applicant shall submit to the 
Administrator of FEMA an explanation of 
the reasons that the training proposed to be 
purchased will serve the needs of the appli- 
cant better than training that meets or ex- 
ceeds such standards. 

(о) ENSURING EFFECTIVE USE OF GRANTS.— 

“(1) AUDITS.—The Administrator of FEMA 
may audit a recipient of a grant awarded 
under this section to ensure that— 

(А) the grant amounts are expended for 
the intended purposes; and 

‘(B) the grant recipient complies with the 
requirements of subsection (j). 

(2) PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of 
FEMA shall develop and implement a per- 
formance assessment system, including 
quantifiable performance metrics, to evalu- 
ate the extent to which grants awarded 
under this section are furthering the pur- 
poses of this section, including protecting 
the health and safety of the public and fire- 
fighting personnel against fire and fire-re- 
lated hazards. 

“(В) CONSULTATION.—The Administrator of 
FEMA shall consult with fire service rep- 
resentatives and with the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States in developing the 
assessment system required by subparagraph 
(A). 

‘(3) ANNUAL REPORTS TO ADMINISTRATOR OF 
FEMA.—The recipient of a grant awarded 
under this section shall submit to the Ad- 
ministrator of FEMA an annual report de- 
scribing how the recipient used the grant 
amounts. 

‘(4) ANNUAL REPORTS ТО CONGRESS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than Sep- 
tember 30, 2012, and each year thereafter 
through 2016, the Administrator of FEMA 
shall submit to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs of the 
Senate and the Committee on Science and 
Technology of the House of Representatives 
a report that provides— 

“(i) information on the performance as- 
sessment system developed under paragraph 
(2); and 

“(ii) using the performance metrics devel- 
oped under such paragraph, an evaluation of 
the effectiveness of the grants awarded under 
this section. 

‘(B) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.—The report 
due under subparagraph (A) on September 30, 
2015, shall also include recommendations for 
legislative changes to improve grants under 
this section, including recommendations as 
to whether the provisions described in sec- 
tion 5(a) of the Fire Grants Reauthorization 
Act of 2011 should be extended to apply on 
and after the date described in such section. 

‘‘(p) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out this section— 

(А) $950,000,000 for fiscal year 2012; and 

(В) for each of fiscal years 2018 through 
2016, an amount equal to the amount author- 
ized for the previous fiscal year increased by 
the percentage by which— 

“(1) the Consumer Price Index (all items, 
United States city average) for the previous 
fiscal year, exceeds 

“(ii) the Consumer Price Index for the fis- 
cal year preceding the fiscal year described 
in clause (i). 

“(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Of the 
amounts appropriated pursuant to paragraph 
(1) for a fiscal year, the Administrator of 
FEMA may use not more than 5 percent of 
such amounts for salaries and expenses and 
other administrative costs incurred by the 
Administrator of FEMA in the course of 
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awarding grants and providing assistance 
under this section. 

(8) CONGRESSIONALLY DIRECTED SPEND- 
ING.—Consistent with the requirements in 
subsections (c)(1) and (d)(1) that grants under 
those subsections be awarded on a competi- 
tive basis, none of the funds appropriated 
pursuant to this subsection may be used for 
any congressionally directed spending item 
(as such term is defined in paragraph 5(a) of 
rule XLIV of the Standing Rules of the Sen- 
ate).’’. 

SEC. 4. STAFFING FOR ADEQUATE FIRE AND 
EMERGENCY RESPONSE. 

(a) IMPROVEMENTS TO HIRING GRANTS.— 

(1) TERM OF GRANTS.—Subsection (a)(1)(B) 
of section 34 of the Federal Fire Prevention 
and Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 2229a) is 
amended by striking ‘‘4 years” and inserting 
“3 years”. 

(2) LIMITATION ON PORTION OF COSTS OF HIR- 
ING FIREFIGHTERS.—Subsection (a)(1)(E) of 
such section 34 is amended by striking ‘‘not 
exceed—’’ and all that follows through the 
period and inserting ‘‘not exceed 75 percent 
іп any fiscal year.’’. 

(b) CLARIFICATION REGARDING ELIGIBLE EN- 
TITIES FOR RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION 
GRANTS.—The second sentence of subsection 
(a)(2) of such section 34 is amended by strik- 
ing “organizations on a local or statewide 
basis” and inserting ‘‘national, State, local, 
or tribal organizations”. 

(c) MAXIMUM AMOUNT FOR HIRING FIRE- 
FIGHTER.—Paragraph (4) of subsection (c) of 
such section 34 is amended to read as follows: 

(4) The amount of funding provided under 
this section to a recipient fire department 
for hiring a firefighter in any fiscal year may 
not exceed 75 percent of the usual annual 
cost of a first-year firefighter in that depart- 
ment at the time the grant application was 
submitted.’’. 

(d) WAIVERS.—Such section 34 is further 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (d) 
through (i) as subsection (e) through (j), re- 
spectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol- 
lowing: 

(а) WAIVERS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In a case of dem- 
onstrated economic hardship, the Adminis- 
trator of FEMA may— 

(А) waive the requirements of subsection 
(a)(1)(B)(ii) or subsection (c)(1); or 

(В) waive or reduce the requirements in 
subsection (a)(1)(E) or subsection (с)(2). 

(2) GUIDELINES.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of 
FEMA shall establish and publish guidelines 
for determining what constitutes economic 
hardship for purposes of paragraph (1). 

“(В) CONSIDERATIONS.—In developing 
guidelines under subparagraph (A), the Ad- 
ministrator of FEMA shall consider, with re- 
spect to relevant communities, the fol- 
lowing: 

“(i) Changes in rates of unemployment 
from previous years. 

“(11) Whether the rates of unemployment 
of the relevant communities are currently 
and have consistently exceeded the annual 
national average rates of unemployment. 

“(111) Changes in percentages of individuals 
eligible to receive food stamps from previous 
years. 

“(iv) Such other factors as the Adminis- 
trator of FEMA considers appropriate.’’. 

(e) IMPROVEMENTS TO PERFORMANCE EVAL- 
UATION REQUIREMENTS.—Subsection (е) of 
such section 34, as redesignated by sub- 
section (d)(1) of this section, is amended by 
inserting before the first sentence the fol- 
lowing: 
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of 
FEMA shall establish a performance assess- 
ment system, including quantifiable per- 
formance metrics, to evaluate the extent to 
which grants awarded under this section are 
furthering the purposes of this section. 

(2) SUBMISSION OF INFORMATION.—’’. 

(f) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of such sec- 
tion 34, as redesignated by subsection (d)(1) 
of this section, is amended by striking ‘‘The 
authority’? and all that follows through 
“Congress concerning” and inserting the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘Not later than September 30, 2015, 
the Administrator of FEMA shall submit to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate and the 
Committee on Science and Technology of the 
House of Representatives a report on”. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading 
for such subsection (f) is amended by strik- 
ing ‘‘SUNSET AND REPORTS” and inserting 
“REPORT”. 

(g) ADDITIONAL DEFINITIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (i) of such sec- 
tion 34, as redesignated by subsection (d)(1) 
of this section, is amended— 

(A) in the matter before paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘‘In this section, the term—’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘In this section:”’; 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 

(1) by inserting “Тһе term” before ‘ ‘fire- 
fighter’ has’’; and 

(11) by striking ‘‘; апа” and inserting a pe- 
riod; 

(C) by striking paragraph (2); and 

(D) by inserting at the end the following: 

“(2) The terms ‘career fire department’, 
‘combination fire department’, and ‘volun- 
teer fire department’ have the meaning 
given such terms in section 33(a).’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection 
(а)(1)(А) of such section 34 is amended by 
striking ‘‘career, volunteer, and combination 
fire departments” and inserting ‘‘career fire 
departments, combination fire departments, 
and volunteer fire departments’’. 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (j) of such sec- 
tion 34, as redesignated by subsection (d)(1) 
of this section, is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (6), by striking “апа” at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (7), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“*(8) $950,000,000 for fiscal year 2012; and 

(9) for each of fiscal years 2013 through 
2016, an amount equal to the amount author- 
ized for the previous fiscal year increased by 
the percentage by which— 

“(А) the Consumer Price Index (all items, 
United States city average) for the previous 
fiscal year, exceeds 

“(В) the Consumer Price Index for the fis- 
cal year preceding the fiscal year described 
in subparagraph (A).’’. 

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Such sub- 
section (j) is further amended— 

(A) in paragraph (9), as added by paragraph 
(1) of this subsection, by redesignating sub- 
paragraphs (A) and (B) as clauses (i) and (ii), 
respectively, and moving the left margin of 
such clauses, as so redesignated, 2 ems to the 
right; 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (1) 
through (9) as subparagraphs (A) through (1), 
respectively, and moving the left margin of 
such subparagraphs, as so redesignated, 2 
ems to the right; 

(С) by striking ‘‘There аге” and inserting 
the following: 

“*(1) IN GENERAL.—There аге”; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 
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‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Of the 
amounts appropriated pursuant to paragraph 
(1) for a fiscal year, the Administrator of 
FEMA may use not more than 5 percent of 
such amounts to cover salaries and expenses 
and other administrative costs incurred by 
the Administrator of FEMA to make grants 
and provide assistance under this section.’’. 

(3) CONGRESSIONALLY DIRECTED SPENDING.— 
Such subsection (j) is further amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘(3) CONGRESSIONALLY DIRECTED SPEND- 
ING.—Consistent with the requirement in 
subsection (a) that grants under this section 
be awarded on a competitive basis, none of 
the funds appropriated pursuant to this sub- 
section may be used for any congressionally 
direct spending item (as defined in paragraph 
5(a) of Rule XLIV of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate).’’. 

(i) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Such section 
34 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in paragraphs (1)(A) 
and (2), by striking ‘‘Administrator shall’’ 
and inserting ‘‘Administrator of FEMA shall, 
in consultation with the Administrator,’’; 
and 

(2) by striking ‘‘Administrator’’ each place 
it appears, other than in subsection (a)(1)(A) 
and (a)(2), and inserting ‘‘Administrator of 
FEMA”. 

(j) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 34 of 
such Act (15 U.S.C. 2229a) is amended by 
striking “EXPANSION ОЕ PRE-SEPTEMBER 
11, 2001, FIRE GRANT PROGRAM” and in- 
serting the following: “ЅТАЕЕІҸС FOR ADE- 
QUATE FIRE AND EMERGENCY RE- 
SPONSE”. 

SEC. 5. SUNSET AND PRIOR PROVISIONS. 

(a) SUNSET.—Section 3 and subsections (a), 
(с), (d), (е), (£), (€), and (h) of section 4, and 
the amendments made by such section and 
subsections shall not apply on or after Octo- 
ber 1, 2016. 

(b) APPLICATION OF PRIOR LAw.—On and 
after October 1, 2016, sections 33 and 34 of the 
Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act of 
1974 (15 U.S.C. 2229 and 2229a) are amended to 
read as such sections read on the day before 
the date of the enactment of this Act, except 
that the amendments made by subsections 
(b), (i), and (j) of section 4 shall continue to 
apply to such section 34. 

SEC. 6. REPORT. 

Not later than September 30, 2015, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs of the 
Senate and the Committee on Science and 
Technology of the House of Representatives 
a report on the effect of the amendments 
made by this Act. Such report shall include 
the following: 

(1) An assessment of the effect of the 
amendments made by sections 3 and 4 on the 
effectiveness, relative allocation, account- 
ability, and administration of the grants 
awarded under sections 33 and 34 of the Fed- 
eral Fire Prevention and Control Act of 1974 
(15 U.S.C. 2229 and 2229a) after the date of the 
enactment of this Act . 

(2) An evaluation of the extent to which 
the amendments made by sections 8 and 4 
have enabled recipients of grants awarded 
under such sections 33 and 34 after the date 
of the enactment of this Act to mitigate fire 
and fire-related and other hazards more ef- 
fectively. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am 
proud to once again cosponsor the Fire 
Grants Reauthorization Act. I am 
pleased to join with Senators LIEBER- 
MAN, BROWN, and CARPER in this effort 


3720 


to reauthorize these vital programs. I 
have always been an ardent supporter 
of our Nation’s fire services. In addi- 
tion to serving as a cochair of the Con- 
gressional Fire Services Caucus, I was 
a cosponsor of the original FIRE Act, 
and an original cosponsor of the FIRE 
Act reauthorization bills in 2004 and in 
2010. Unfortunately, last year’s bill did 
not become law. 

The FIRE Act grants program pro- 
vides fire departments with the support 
they need to purchase equipment and 
vehicles, and to conduct the training 
and exercises necessary to perform 
their jobs well. Indeed, this is one of 
the most successful programs adminis- 
tered by the Department of Homeland 
Security. 

The FIRE Act grants program is an 
efficient and effective model for deliv- 
ering grant funding because it has a 
competitive process for evaluating ap- 
plications, which are peer-reviewed. It 
is also successful because monies are 
provided directly to local fire depart- 
ments. This bipartisan legislation 
would retain and build upon these as- 
pects of the FIRE Act program that 
made it successful in the first place. 

In visits across the State of Maine, I 
have seen first-hand how these grants 
build the critical response capabilities 
of local fire departments. Maine has re- 
ceived more than $50 million through 
the FIRE Act grants program—a testa- 
ment to the needs of our often rural, 
volunteer fire departments and proof 
that the program is succeeding in de- 
livering funds to communities that 
need it most. 

Independent analyses have confirmed 
that the FIRE Act grants program has 
been effective. To quote a 2007 study by 
the National Academy of Public Ad- 
ministration, “From the standpoint of 
administrative efficiency, there is 
broad agreement among stakeholders 
and observers that the program has 
been well run. It is a positive case 
study in the management of a grant 
program by a government agency.” 

I believe this bill will increase the 
capabilities of our Nation’s fire serv- 
ices, and protect the thousands of fire- 
fighters and EMT's who put their lives 
on the line every day. 


By Mr. SANDERS (for himself 
and Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 552. A bill to reduce the Federal 
budget deficit by creating a surtax on 
high income individuals and elimi- 
nating big oil and gas company tax 
loopholes; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I will 
try to bring this budget debate down to 
Earth and talk a little bit about the re- 
ality of what is happening and go be- 
yond the amount of numbers that are 
out there. 

My good friend from Alabama who 
sits with me on the Budget Committee 
makes the point that this country has 
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a severe budget crisis. He is right. The 
question is, How did we get to where 
we are today and how do we go forward 
in a way that is fair and responsible to 
address it? In that regard, the Senator 
from Alabama and I have very strong 
disagreements. 

How did we get to where we are today 
when not so many years ago, the day 
George W. Bush became President, we 
had a significant surplus? We had a 
surplus when Clinton left office. Now 
we have a major deficit crisis. There 
are a number of reasons: 

No. 1, against my vote, we are fight- 
ing a war in Iraq which, by the time we 
take care of our last veteran, is going 
to cost us some $3 trillion. I didn’t hear 
any of my Republican friends saying 
we can’t go to war unless we figure out 
a way to pay for it. 

No. 2, my Republican friends for 
years have been pushing huge tax 
breaks for the very wealthiest people. I 
didn’t hear them ask how that was 
going to be paid for. 

No. 3, under President Bush, with 
strong Republican support and against 
my vote, Congress passed a $400 billion- 
plus Medicare Part D prescription drug 
program, written by the insurance 
companies and the drug companies. It 
drove up the deficit. 

No. 4, against my vote, Congress 
voted for a massive bailout of Wall 
Street. I didn’t hear too many people 
talking about how we would pay for 
that, $700 billion to bail out Wall 
Street. I didn’t hear them arguing that 
it was too much money and it would 
drive up the deficit. 

Yesterday, the Republicans brought 
forth and voted on H.R. 1. Almost all of 
them voted for it. Those who did not 
actually wanted to go further. 

The main point I wish to make is, A, 
we do have to address the deficit crisis, 
but, B, we have to address it in a way 
that is fair and responsible and not 
solely on the backs of working fami- 
lies, the middle class, the elderly, the 
sick, and the poor. That is immoral. 
That is wrong. That is bad economics. 

To my mind, it is absolutely absurd 
that when my Republican friends talk 
about deficit reduction, they forget to 
talk about the reality that the wealthi- 
est people have never had it so good; 
that the effective, the real tax rate for 
the richest people is the lowest on 
record; and that the wealthiest people, 
the top 2 percent, have received many 
hundreds of billions of dollars in tax 
breaks. 

I ask my Republican friends, why do 
they want to balance the budget on the 
backs of low-income children, low-in- 
come senior citizens, those who are 
sick, those who are vulnerable, without 
asking the wealthiest people who have 
never had it so good to put one penny 
into deficit reduction? I think that is 
wrong, and the American people think 
that is wrong. When we talk about def- 
icit reduction, we have to talk about 
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shared sacrifice, everybody playing a 
role, not just little kids, not just the 
elderly, not just the sick, but even— 
dare I say it—people who have a whole 
lot of money and who have never done 
so well. 

I have not been impressed at how the 
media has been covering this issue. 
They have not made it clear to the 
American people how devastating the 
cuts are that Republicans want to im- 
pose on working families. Let me brief- 
ly tick off some of them. 

The Republicans want to throw over 
200,000 children off of the Head Start 
Program. Every working family in 
America knows how hard it is today to 
come up with affordable childcare, 
early childhood education. We have the 
highest rate of childhood poverty in 
the industrialized world. The Repub- 
lican solution is to slash Head Start by 
20 percent, cut 218,000 kids off of Head 
Start, and lay off 55,000 Head Start in- 
structors. 

The cost of college education today is 
so high that many young people are 
giving up their dream of going to col- 
lege, while many others are graduating 
deeply in debt. Republican solution: 
Slash Pell grants by $5.7 billion and re- 
duce or eliminate Pell grants for 9.4 
million low-income college students. 
Middle-class families, working-class 
families, do they hear that? We are 
going to balance the budget by either 
eliminating or lowering Pell grants— 
the ability of young people to go to col- 
lege—for over 9 million college stu- 
dents. 

I know in my office we get calls 
every week from senior citizens, people 
with disabilities, widows who are hav- 
ing a hard time getting a timely re- 
sponse toward their Social Security 
claims. It takes too long to process the 
paperwork. What the Republicans want 
to do is slash the Social Security Ad- 
ministration, the people who admin- 
ister Social Security for seniors and 
the disabled, widows and orphans, by 
$1.7 billion. That means half a million 
Americans who are legally entitled to 
Social Security benefits will have to 
wait significantly longer times in order 
to receive them. 

We have 50 million Americans with 
no health insurance today, and 45,000 
Americans die because they don’t get 
to a doctor in time. Last year, as part 
of health care reform, I worked very 
hard with many Members to expand 
community health centers во that 
more and more low-and moderate-in- 
come people could walk into a doctor’s 
office, get health care, dental care, 
low-cost prescription drugs, mental 
health counseling. In H.R. 1, the bill 
they voted for yesterday, Republicans 
want to deny primary health care to 11 
million Americans at a time when 
State after State is cutting back on 
Medicaid. What are you supposed to do 
if you are 50 years old, you have a pain 
in your chest, and you don’t have any 
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health insurance? Where do you go? 
Republicans want to deny health care 
to another 11 million Americans. 

For the poorest people, community 
services block grants provide the infra- 
structure, the ability to get out emer- 
gency food help, emergency help to pay 
the electric bill, LIHEAP. They are the 
infrastructure of this country that pro- 
tects the poorest and most vulnerable. 
Republicans want to slash $405 million 
from the Community Services Block 
Grant Program. That is wrong. And the 
President’s proposed cut to the com- 
munity services block grant is also 
wrong. 

In real terms, 16 percent of our popu- 
lation today is really unemployed, if 
we add together the official unemploy- 
ment—those people who have given up 
looking for work, those people who 
work part time and want to work full 
time. Republicans want to slash $2 bil- 
lion in Federal job-training programs. 

Republicans want to slash $400 mil- 
lion in LIHEAP. That is the program 
that in my State and all over the coun- 
try enables people to stay warm in the 
winter. We have a lot of senior citizens 
in Vermont getting by on $13,000 or 
$14,000 a year in income. They need 
help. It gets cold in Vermont. It gets 20 
below zero. People don’t have the in- 
come. LIHEAP is a very valuable tool. 
Republicans want to slash $100 million 
for LIHEAP. 

They want to slash the EPA by 30 
percent. These are the people who have 
successfully enforced the Clean Air 
Act, the Clean Water Act, so that the 
air we breathe does not give us asthma, 
doesn’t provide us with the soup that 
makes us sick. The Clean Air Act has 
been an enormous success in cleaning 
up our air. Republicans want to slash 
that by 30 percent. 

Republicans want to cut the WIC 
Program. This is the program that pro- 
vides supplemental nutrition for 
women, infants, and children. They 
want to cut that by $750 million. Pov- 
erty in America is increasing. What we 
understand is that if pregnant women 
and little kids do not get good nutri- 
tion, the likelihood is that births 
might be low weight or the little babies 
might come down with illnesses if they 
don’t have good nutrition. Poverty is 
increasing. Yet the Republicans want 
to cut the WIC Program by $750 mil- 
lion—10 percent. 

Title I education funding. Everybody 
understands we have problems with 
education right now, with large drop- 
out rates. Republicans want to cut $5 
billion from the Department of Edu- 
cation. 

On and on and on it goes. 

What do I think? Do I think it is ap- 
propriate we balance the budget on 
low-income pregnant women and in- 
fants who need nutrition? Do I think 
you should throw 200,000 kids off the 
Head Start Program? Do I think we cut 
the Social Security Administration se- 
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verely? Do I think we cut Planned Par- 
enthood, which has done such a good 
job in preventing unwanted preg- 
nancies? Does that make sense? I do 
not think so. I do not think that is 
good for America. 

But I do believe we have to move to- 
ward a balanced budget. So what is one 
way to go forward, other than savage 
cuts on programs for the most vulner- 
able people in this country? That is, I 
think we have to begin talking about 
revenue, not just cuts. 

Today I am introducing legislation 
which does two things. No. 1, it creates 
a millionaire’s surtax, which will be 
used strictly for deficit reduction. It 
will be a 5.4-percent surtax on income 
over $1 million. That says that all 
households that have income over $1 
million will pay a 5.4-percent surtax on 
that income, which will go into an 
emergency deficit reduction fund. Just 
doing that—asking millionaires to pay 
a little bit more in taxes, after all the 
huge tax breaks they have received— 
will bring in approximately $50 billion 
a year. 

I think that is a good idea, but it is 
not just me who thinks it is a good 
idea. Recently, last week, there was an 
NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll, 
and they asked the American people: 
What is the best way to go forward on 
deficit reduction? Mr. President, 81 per- 
cent of the American people believe it 
is totally acceptable or mostly accept- 
able to impose a surtax on millionaires 
to reduce the deficit. 

The American people get it. They un- 
derstand you cannot move toward def- 
icit reduction just by cutting programs 
that working families, the middle 
class, and low-income people des- 
perately need in order to survive in the 
midst of this terrible recession. They 
understand serious, responsible deficit 
reduction requires shared sacrifice. It 
is insane—and I use that word advis- 
ably—it is insane to be talking about 
deficit reduction, as my Republican 
friends do on one hand, and then say: 
Oh, yes, we have to give hundreds and 
hundreds of billions of dollars in tax 
breaks to the top 1 percent, the top 2 
percent, when those guys are doing 
phenomenally well, are seeing an effec- 
tive tax rate lower than it has been in 
decades and have received huge tax 
breaks already. 

Why does anyone think it is moral or 
right to move toward deficit reduction 
on the backs of the weak and the vul- 
nerable? I understand—and I know 
something about politics—I do under- 
stand the parents of kids who are in 
Head Start do not make large cam- 
paign contributions. I know the senior 
citizens of this country who need some 
help with Social Security do not make 
large campaign contributions. I under- 
stand that. I understand college stu- 
dents, desperately trying to go through 
college on a Pell grant, do not make 
large campaign contributions. 
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But there is a sense of morality we 
have to deal with. I think it makes no 
sense, I think it is immoral, I think it 
is bad economics to balance the budget 
on the backs of working families, while 
we give continued tax breaks to those 
people who do not need it. 

So today we are introducing a piece 
of legislation which I hope will have 
strong support. I think it paves the 
way for us to go forward with serious 
deficit reduction in a way that is fair. 
Do we need to make cuts? Absolutely. 
But do we also need to ask the wealthi- 
est people in this country to start con- 
tributing toward deficit reduction? I 
think we do. 

Once again, the legislation I am in- 
troducing today creates a millionaire’s 
surtax of 5.4 percent, which would 
bring in about $50 billion a year, to be 
used exclusively for an emergency def- 
icit reduction fund. 

We also end tax breaks for big oil and 
gas companies, which will bring in 
about $3.5 billion a year. Over the past 
decade, the five largest oil companies 
in the United States have earned near- 
ly $1 trillion in profits. Meanwhile, in 
recent years, some of the very largest 
oil companies in America have paid ab- 
solutely nothing in Federal income 
taxes. In fact, some of them have actu- 
ally gotten a refund, a rebate from the 
IRS. 

So that is my plea. My plea is that, 
yes, the need for deficit reduction is 
real. It is urgent. Let’s go forward, but 
let’s go forward in a way that is fair 
and responsible and not simply on the 
backs of the most vulnerable people in 
this country. 


By Mr. FRANKEN (for himself, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LAU- 
TENBERG, Mr. BENNET, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. UDALL of Col- 
orado, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
Mr. CARDIN, Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. CASEY, 
Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. BROWN of 
Ohio, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. REED, 
and Mr. Coons): 

б. 555. A bill to end discrimination 
based on actual or perceived sexual ori- 
entation or gender identity in public 
schools, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I wish 
to tell you about a teenager whom I 
think you know about—Justin 
Aaberg—from our home State of Min- 
nesota. Yesterday should have been 
Justin’s 16th birthday. Justin was a 
kind young man, friendly and cheerful, 
a budding composer, but he was also 
the target for bullies at his high 
school, who targeted him because he 
was different—because he was gay. 
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I never had the opportunity to meet 
Justin. His family lost him to suicide 
last summer. The Presiding Officer 
knows that. But you and I have been 
privileged to meet his mother Tammy. 
I have been privileged to meet her a 
few times. She is incredible. She has 
been speaking out to protect other 
kids. Because, unfortunately, there are 
a lot of other kids out there struggling 
to get through school as they suffer 
from bullying and harassment and dis- 
crimination at their public schools. 
Nine out of ten LGBT students are har- 
assed or bullied or taunted in school. 
This harassment deprives them of an 
equal education. They are more likely 
to skip school, they are less likely to 
perform well academically, and they 
are more likely to drop out before they 
graduate from high school. 

In some tragic cases, such as 
Justin’s, the harassment of LGBT stu- 
dents can even lead to suicide. We have 
seen this in all too many cases all over 
the country, because, sadly, this prob- 
lem is so much broader than Justin. 
More than a third—more than a third— 
of lesbian, gay, and bisexual youth 
have made a suicide attempt. More 
than a third. That is horrifying beyond 
belief to me. 

We are failing these kids. That is 
why I, along with 29 of my Senate col- 
leagues, including the Presiding Offi- 
cer, have reintroduced the Student 
Nondiscrimination Act today. While 
Federal civil rights laws prohibit dis- 
crimination on the basis of race, color, 
sex, religion, disability, and national 
origin, they do not expressly cover sex- 
ual origin or gender identity. As a re- 
sult, parents of LGBT students have 
limited legal recourse when schools fail 
to protect their children from harass- 
ment and bullying. 

You might be wondering why I am 
mentioning bullying and discrimina- 
tion in the same breath. It is simple: 
When a school acts to protect kids with 
disabilities from bullying but looks the 
other way when LGBT kids are har- 
assed by their peers, that is discrimina- 
tion. When school staff members par- 
ticipate in or encourage bullying of 
LGBT youth, that is discrimination. 
When a principal excuses a bully who 
torments an LGBT kid with ‘‘boys will 
be boys,” this is discrimination and 
needs to stop. It needs to stop before 
more kids are hurt. 

The Student Nondiscrimination Act 
would prohibit discrimination and har- 
assment in public schools based on sex- 
ual orientation and gender identity. It 
would give LGBT students similar civil 
rights protections against bullying and 
harassment as those that currently 
apply to students based on characteris- 
tics such as race and gender. 

This legislation would also provide 
meaningful remedies for discrimina- 
tion in public schools based on sexual 
orientation or gender identity, modeled 
on Title IX’s protection against dis- 
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crimination and harassment based on 
gender. Fifty years of civil rights his- 
tory shows that similar laws that con- 
tain such remedies are often most ef- 
fective in preventing discrimination 
from occurring in the first place. Like 
other civil rights laws, the one we in- 
troduce today would prompt schools to 
avoid liability by taking proactive 
steps to prevent the discrimination and 
bullying of students protected by the 
bill. 

I guarantee you that when this bill is 
passed, nearly every school district in 
this country is going to go to its law- 
yer and ask, “Ноу do we come into 
compliance?” I guarantee you that the 
U.S. Department of Education will 
issue regulations, as it has under Title 
IX, so that schools have guidance in 
how to protect these kids. The goal 
isn’t for any school to be sued for fail- 
ing to protect kids from bullying and 
harassment. The goal isn’t for any 
school to come under Department of 
Education scrutiny. The goal is for 
schools to do all they can to ensure 
these incidents never happen in the 
first place. 

Parents in Minnesota and across the 
country entrust their children to pub- 
lic schools with the understanding that 
these schools will do everything in 
their power to keep their children safe. 
When 9 in 10 LGBT kids are bullied at 
school, when they are three times more 
likely than straight kids to feel unsafe 
at school, when one third of LGBT kids 
say they have skipped a day of school 
in the last month because of feeling un- 
safe, then we know that our public edu- 
cation system is not fulfilling its most 
basic obligation to parents to keep 
children safe. We have an obligation to 
do something about it. 

Yesterday, Justin Aaberg from Min- 
nesota should have celebrated his 16th 
birthday with family and friends. But 
instead, I know that his family and 
friends were missing him terribly—are 
still missing him terribly. 

No child should have to go through 
the pain that Justin went through at 
school. No mom or dad should have to 
go through the heartbreaking pain that 
Justin’s family has gone through. It is 
time. It is time that we extend equal 
rights to LGBT students. We have the 
opportunity now, as we reform No 
Child Left Behind—the ESEA, the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education 
Act—to include this legislation. Our 
children cannot afford for us to squan- 
der this opportunity. I urge my col- 
leagues to join me today in supporting 
the Student Non-Discrimination Act 
and demanding protection for all of our 
children under the law. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
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S. 555 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Student 
Non-Discrimination Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) Public school students who are lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, or transgender (referred to in 
this Act as ‘‘LGBT’’), or are perceived to be 
LGBT, or who associate with LGBT people, 
have been and are subjected to pervasive dis- 
crimination, including harassment, bullying, 
intimidation, and violence, and have been 
deprived of equal educational opportunities, 
in schools in every part of the Nation. 

(2) While discrimination, including harass- 
ment, bullying, intimidation, and violence, 
of any kind is harmful to students and to the 
education system, actions that target stu- 
dents based on sexual orientation or gender 
identity represent a distinct and especially 
severe problem. 

(3) Numerous social science studies dem- 
onstrate that discrimination, including har- 
assment, bullying, intimidation, and vio- 
lence, at school has contributed to high rates 
of absenteeism, dropping out, adverse health 
consequences, and academic underachieve- 
ment, among LGBT youth. 

(4) When left unchecked, discrimination, 
including harassment, bullying, intimida- 
tion, and violence, in schools based on sexual 
orientation or gender identity can lead, and 
has led, to life-threatening violence and to 
suicide. 

(5) Public school students enjoy a variety 
of constitutional rights, including rights to 
equal protection, privacy, and free expres- 
sion, which are infringed when school offi- 
cials engage in or are indifferent to discrimi- 
nation, including harassment, bullying, in- 
timidation, and violence, on the basis of sex- 
ual orientation or gender identity. 

(6) While Federal statutory provisions ex- 
pressly address discrimination on the basis 
of race, color, sex, religion, disability, and 
national origin, Federal civil rights statutes 
do not expressly address discrimination on 
the basis of sexual orientation or gender 
identity. As a result, students and parents 
have often had limited recourse to law for 
remedies for discrimination on the basis of 
sexual orientation or gender identity. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to ensure that all students have access 
to public education in a safe environment 
free from discrimination, including harass- 
ment, bullying, intimidation, and violence, 
on the basis of sexual orientation or gender 
identity; 

(2) to provide a comprehensive Federal pro- 
hibition of discrimination in public schools 
based on actual or perceived sexual orienta- 
tion or gender identity; 

(3) to provide meaningful and effective 
remedies for discrimination in public schools 
based on actual or perceived sexual orienta- 
tion or gender identity; 

(4) to invoke congressional powers, includ- 
ing the power to enforce the 14th Amend- 
ment to the Constitution and to provide for 
the general welfare pursuant to section 8 of 
article I of the Constitution and the power to 
make all laws necessary and proper for the 
execution of the foregoing powers pursuant 
to section 8 of article I of the Constitution, 
in order to prohibit discrimination in public 
schools on the basis of sexual orientation or 
gender identity; and 
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(5) to allow the Department of Education 
to effectively combat discrimination based 
on sexual orientation or gender identity in 
public schools, through regulation and en- 
forcement, as the Department has issued reg- 
ulations under and enforced title IX of the 
Education Amendments of 1972 and other 
nondiscrimination laws in a manner that ef- 
fectively addresses discrimination. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS AND RULE. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this Act: 

(1) EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term ‘‘edu- 
cational agency’’ means a local educational 
agency, an educational service agency, and a 
State educational agency, as those terms are 
defined in section 9101 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
7801). 

(2) GENDER IDENTITY.—The term ‘‘gender 
identity” means the gender-related identity, 
appearance, or mannerisms or other gender- 
related characteristics of an individual, with 
or without regard to the individual’s des- 
ignated sex at birth. 

(3) HARASSMENT.—The term ‘‘harassment’’ 
means conduct that is sufficiently severe, 
persistent, or pervasive to limit a student’s 
ability to participate in or benefit from a 
program or activity of a public school or 
educational agency, or to create a hostile or 
abusive educational environment at a pro- 
gram or activity of a public school or edu- 
cational agency, including acts of verbal, 
nonverbal, or physical aggression, intimida- 
tion, or hostility, if such conduct is based 
on— 

(A) a student’s actual or perceived sexual 
orientation or gender identity; or 

(B) the actual or perceived sexual orienta- 
tion or gender identity of a person with 
whom a student associates or has associated. 

(4) PROGRAM OR ACTIVITY.—The terms ‘‘pro- 
gram or activity” and ‘‘program’’ have the 
same meanings given such terms as applied 
under section 606 of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d-4a) to the operations of 
public entities under paragraph (2)(B) of such 
section. 

(5) PUBLIC SCHOOL.—The term ‘‘public 
school” means an elementary school (as the 
term is defined in section 9101 of the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965) 
that is a public institution, and a secondary 
school (as so defined) that is a public institu- 
tion. 

(6) SEXUAL ORIENTATION.—The term ‘‘sex- 
ual orientation” means homosexuality, het- 
erosexuality, or bisexuality. 

(7) STUDENT.—The term ‘‘student’’ means 
an individual who is enrolled in a public 
school or who, regardless of official enroll- 
ment status, attends classes or participates 
in the programs or activities of a public 
school or educational agency. 

(b) RULE.—Consistent with Federal law, in 
this Act the term ‘‘includes’’ means ‘“‘in- 
cludes but is not limited to”. 

SEC. 4. PROHIBITION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—No student shall, on the 
basis of actual or perceived sexual orienta- 
tion or gender identity of such individual or 
of a person with whom the student associ- 
ates or has associated, be excluded from par- 
ticipation in, be denied the benefits of, or be 
subjected to discrimination under any pro- 
gram or activity receiving Federal financial 
assistance. 

(b) HARASSMENT.—For purposes of this Act, 
discrimination includes harassment of a stu- 
dent on the basis of actual or perceived sex- 
ual orientation or gender identity of such 
student or of a person with whom the stu- 
dent associates or has associated. 

(c) RETALIATION PROHIBITED.— 
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(1) PROHIBITION.—No person shall be ex- 
cluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimina- 
tion, retaliation, or reprisal under any pro- 
gram or activity receiving Federal financial 
assistance based on the person’s opposition 
to conduct made unlawful by this Act. 

(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub- 
section, ‘‘opposition to conduct made unlaw- 
ful by this Act” includes— 

(A) opposition to conduct reasonably be- 
lieved to be made unlawful by this Act; 

(B) any formal or informal report, whether 
oral or written, to any governmental entity, 
including public schools and educational 
agencies and employees of the public schools 
or educational agencies, regarding conduct 
made unlawful by this Act or reasonably be- 
lieved to be made unlawful by this Act; 

(C) participation in any investigation, pro- 
ceeding, or hearing related to conduct made 
unlawful by this Act or reasonably believed 
to be made unlawful by this Act; and 

(D) assistance or encouragement provided 
to any other person in the exercise or enjoy- 
ment of any right granted or protected by 
this Act, 


if in the course of that expression, the person 
involved does not purposefully provide infor- 
mation known to be false to any public 
school or educational agency or other gov- 
ernmental entity regarding conduct made 
unlawful, or reasonably believed to be made 
unlawful, by this Act. 

SEC. 5. FEDERAL ADMINISTRATIVE ENFORCE- 
MENT; REPORT TO CONGRESSIONAL 
COMMITTEES. 

(a) REQUIREMENTS.—Each Federal depart- 
ment and agency which is empowered to ex- 
tend Federal financial assistance to any edu- 
cation program or activity, by way of grant, 
loan, or contract other than a contract of in- 
surance or guaranty, is authorized and di- 
rected to effectuate the provisions of section 
4 with respect to such program or activity by 
issuing rules, regulations, or orders of gen- 
eral applicability which shall be consistent 
with achievement of the objectives of the 
statute authorizing the financial assistance 
in connection with which the action is 
taken. No such rule, regulation, or order 
shall become effective unless and until ap- 
proved by the President. 

(b) ENFORCEMENT.—Compliance with any 
requirement adopted pursuant to this sec- 
tion may be effected— 

(1) by the termination of or refusal to 
grant or to continue assistance under such 
program or activity to any recipient as to 
whom there has been an express finding on 
the record, after opportunity for hearing, of 
a failure to comply with such requirement, 
but such termination or refusal shall be lim- 
ited to the particular political entity, or 
part thereof, or other recipient as to whom 
such a finding has been made, and shall be 
limited in its effect to the particular pro- 
gram, or part thereof, in which such non- 
compliance has been so found; or 

(2) by any other means authorized by law, 
except that no such action shall be taken 
until the department or agency concerned 
has advised the appropriate person or per- 
sons of the failure to comply with the re- 
quirement and has determined that compli- 
ance cannot be secured by voluntary means. 

(c) REPORTS.—In the case of any action ter- 
minating, or refusing to grant or continue, 
assistance because of failure to comply with 
a requirement imposed pursuant to this sec- 
tion, the head of the Federal department or 
agency shall file with the committees of the 
House of Representatives and Senate having 
legislative jurisdiction over the program or 
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activity involved a full written report of the 
circumstances and the grounds for such ac- 
tion. No such action shall become effective 
until 30 days have elapsed after the filing of 
such report. 

SEC. 6. CAUSE OF ACTION. 

(a) CAUSE OF ACTION.—Subject to sub- 
section (c), an aggrieved individual may 
bring an action in a court of competent ju- 
risdiction, asserting a violation of this Act. 
Aggrieved individuals may be awarded all 
appropriate relief, including equitable relief, 
compensatory damages, and costs of the ac- 
tion. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—This section 
shall not be construed to preclude an ag- 
grieved individual from obtaining remedies 
under any other provision of law or to re- 
quire such individual to exhaust any admin- 
istrative complaint process or notice of 
claim requirement before seeking redress 
under this section. 

(c) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—For actions 
brought pursuant to this section, the statute 
of limitations period shall be determined in 
accordance with section 1658(a) of title 28, 
United States Code. The tolling of any such 
limitations period shall be determined in ac- 
cordance with the law governing actions 
under section 1979 of the Revised Statutes (42 
U.S.C. 1983) in the State in which the action 
is brought. 

SEC. 7. STATE IMMUNITY. 

(a) STATE IMMUNITY.—A State shall not be 
immune under the 11th Amendment to the 
Constitution from suit in Federal court for a 
violation of this Act. 

(b) WAIVER.—A State’s receipt or use of 
Federal financial assistance for any program 
or activity of a State shall constitute a 
waiver of sovereign immunity, under the 
1% Amendment or otherwise, to a suit 
brought by an aggrieved individual for a vio- 
lation of section 4. 

(c) REMEDIES.—In a suit against a State for 
a violation of this Act, remedies (including 
remedies both at law and in equity) are 
available for such a violation to the same ex- 
tent as such remedies are available for such 
a violation in the suit against any public or 
private entity other than a State. 

SEC. 8. ATTORNEY’S FEES. 

Section 722(b) of the Revised Statutes (42 
U.S.C. 1988(b)) is amended by inserting ‘‘the 
Student Non-Discrimination Act of 2011,” 
after ‘‘Religious Land Use and Institutional- 
ized Persons Act of 2000,’’. 

SEC. 9. EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS. 

(a) FEDERAL AND STATE NONDISCRIMINATION 
LAWS.—Nothing in this Act shall be con- 
strued to preempt, invalidate, or limit 
rights, remedies, procedures, or legal stand- 
ards available to victims of discrimination 
or retaliation, under any other Federal law 
or law of a State or political subdivision of 
a State, including title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.), title IX 
of the Education Amendments of 1972 (20 
U.S.C. 1681 et seq.), section 504 of the Reha- 
bilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794), the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 12101 et seq.), or section 1979 of the Re- 
vised Statutes (42 U.S.C. 1983). The obliga- 
tions imposed by this Act are in addition to 
those imposed by title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.), title IX 
of the Education Amendments of 1972 (20 
U.S.C. 1681 et seq.), section 504 of the Reha- 
bilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794), the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 12101 et seq.), and section 1979 of the 
Revised Statutes (42 U.S.C. 1983). 

(b) FREE SPEECH AND EXPRESSION LAWS AND 
RELIGIOUS STUDENT GROUPS.—Nothing in this 
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Act shall be construed to alter legal stand- 
ards regarding, or affect the rights available 
to individuals or groups under, other Federal 
laws that establish protections for freedom 
of speech and expression, such as legal stand- 
ards and rights available to religious and 
other student groups under the First Amend- 
ment and the Equal Access Act (20 U.S.C. 
4071 et seq.). 

SEC. 10. SEVERABILITY. 

If any provision of this Act, or any applica- 
tion of such provision to any person or cir- 
cumstance, is held to be unconstitutional, 
the remainder of this Act, and the applica- 
tion of the provision to any other person or 
circumstance shall not be impacted. 

SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect 60 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act and shall not 
apply to conduct occurring before the effec- 
tive date of this Act. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. 


CANTWELL, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
CASEY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 


JOHNSON of South Dakota, Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and 
Mr. WYDEN): 

S. 558. A bill to limit the use of clus- 
ter munitions; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today with my friend and col- 
league from Vermont, Senator LEAHY, 
and 20 co-sponsors to introduce the 
Cluster Munitions Civilian Protection 
Act of 2011. 

Cluster munitions are large bombs, 
rockets, or artillery shells that contain 
up to hundreds of small submunitions, 
or individual ‘‘bomblets.”’ 

They are intended for attacking 
enemy troop formations and armor 
covering over a half mile radius. 

But, in reality, they pose a deadly 
threat to innocent civilians. Before I 
discuss our legislation, I would like to 
share a few stories that show what 
these weapons can do. 

Several months after the end of the 
Iraq war, Ahmed, 12 years old from 
Kebala, Iraq, was walking with his 9- 
year-old brother and picked up what he 
thought was just a shiny object, but 
was, in fact, a cluster bomb. 

It exploded and Ahmed lost his right 
hand and three fingers off his left hand. 

He also lost an eye and suffered 
shrapnel wounds to his torso and head. 

A young shepherd, Akim, 13 years 
old, from Al-Radwaniya, Iraq, was 
playing on his parents’ farm when it 
was hit by a cluster bomb attack. 

He suffered burns to his lower limbs 
and multiple fractures to his right leg. 

His wounds became infected and he 
developed pressure ulcers. 

In 2003, 30 years after the Vietnam 
war, Dan, 9 years old from Phalanexay, 
Laos, was injured when he picked up 
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and played with a cluster bomb. It ex- 
ploded. 

He suffered massive abdominal trau- 
ma, multiple shrapnel wounds, and a 
broken arm and leg. 

Waleed Thamer, 10 years old, is from 
Iraq. In 2003, he was wounded by a clus- 
ter bomb on his way to the local mar- 
ket. 

He lost his right hand and suffered 
shrapnel wounds to his eyes, neck, 
torso, and thighs. 

These stories are deeply distressing. 
But they show us why our legislation is 
necessary. 

Our legislation places commonsense 
restrictions on the use of cluster 
bombs. It prevents any funds from 
being spent to use cluster munitions 
that have a failure rate of more than 1 
percent; and unless the rules of engage- 
ment specify the cluster munitions will 
only be used against clearly defined 
military targets; and will not be used 
where civilians are known to be 
present or in areas normally inhabited 
by civilians. 

Finally, our legislation includes a na- 
tional security waiver that allows the 
President to waive the prohibition on 
the use of cluster bombs with a failure 
rate of more than 1 percent, if he deter- 
mines it is vital to protect the security 
of the United States to do so. 

If the President issues the waiver, he 
must issue a report to Congress within 
30 days on the failure rate of the clus- 
ter bombs used and the steps taken to 
protect innocent civilians. 

If our bill is enacted, it will have an 
immediate impact. 

Out of the 728.5 million cluster sub- 
munitions in the U.S. arsenal, only 
30,900 have self-destruct devices that 
would ensure a less than 1 percent dud 
rate. 

Those submunitions account for only 
0.00004 percent of the U.S. total. 

So, the technology exists for the U.S. 
to meet the 1 percent standard but our 
arsenal consists overwhelmingly of 
cluster bombs with high failure rates. 

Simply put, our bill will help save 
lives. 

As the above stories demonstrate, 
cluster bombs pose a real threat to the 
safety of civilians when used in popu- 
lated areas because they leave hun- 
dreds of unexploded bombs over a very 
large area and they are often inac- 
curate. 

Indeed, the human toll of these weap- 
ons has been terrible: 

In Laos, approximately 11,000 people, 
30 percent of them children, have been 
killed or injured by U.S. cluster muni- 
tions since the Vietnam war ended. 

In Afghanistan, between October 2001 
and November 2002, 127 civilians lost 
their lives due to cluster munitions, 70 
percent of them under the age of 18. 

An estimated 1,220 Kuwaitis and 400 
Iraqi civilians have been killed by clus- 
ter munitions since 1991. 

In the 2006 war in Lebanon, Israeli 
cluster munitions, many of them man- 
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ufactured in the U.S., 
killed 348 civilians. 

During the 2003 invasion of Baghdad, 
the last time the U.S. used cluster mu- 
nitions, these weapons killed more ci- 
vilians than any other type of U.S. 
weapon. 

The U.S. 8rd Infantry Division de- 
scribed cluster munitions as ‘‘battle- 
field losers” in Iraq, because they were 
often forced to advance through areas 
contaminated with unexploded duds. 

During the 1991 Gulf War, U.S. clus- 
ter munitions caused more U.S. troop 
casualties than any single Iraqi weapon 
system, killing 22 U.S. servicemen. 

Yet we have seen significant progress 
in the effort to protect innocent civil- 
jans from these deadly weapons since 
we first introduced this legislation in 
the 110th Congress. 

In December 2008, 95 countries came 
together to sign the Oslo Convention 
on Cluster Munitions which would pro- 
hibit the production, use, and export of 
cluster bombs and requires signatories 
to eliminate their arsenals within 8 
years. 

This group includes key NATO allies 
such as Canada, the United Kingdom, 
France, and Germany, who are fighting 
alongside our troops in Afghanistan. 

It includes 38 countries that have 
produced and used cluster munitions. 

To date, 108 countries have signed 
the convention and 48 have ratified it. 

It formally came into force on Au- 
gust 1, 2010. 

In 2007, Congress passed and Presi- 
dent Bush signed into law a provision 
from our legislation contained in the 
fiscal year 2008 Consolidated Appro- 
priations Act prohibiting the sale and 
transfer of cluster bombs with a failure 
rate of more than 1 percent. 

Congress extended this ban as a part 
of the Omnibus Appropriations Act for 
fiscal year 2009 and the Consolidated 
Appropriations Act of 2010. 

These actions will help save lives. 
But much more work remains to be 
done and significant obstacles remain. 

For one, the United States chose not 
to participate in the Oslo process or 
sign the treaty. 

The Pentagon continues to believe 
that cluster munitions are ‘“‘legitimate 
weapons with clear military utility in 
combat.” 

It would prefer that the United 
States work within the Geneva-based 
Convention on Certain Conventional 
Weapons, CCW, to negotiate limits on 
the use of cluster munitions. 

Yet these efforts have been going on 
since 2001 and it was the inability of 
the CCW to come to any meaningful 
agreement which prompted other coun- 
tries, led by Norway, to pursue an al- 
ternative treaty through the Oslo proc- 
ess. 

A lack of U.S. leadership in this area 
has given cover to other major cluster 
munitions producing nations—China, 
Russia, India, Pakistan, Israel, and 
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Egypt—who have refused to sign the 
Oslo Convention as well. 

Recognizing the United States could 
not remain silent in the face of inter- 
national efforts to restrict the use of 
cluster bombs, Secretary of Defense 
Robert Gates issued a new policy on 
cluster munitions in June 2008 stating 
that after 2018, the use, sale and trans- 
fer of cluster munitions with a failure 
rate of more than 1 percent would be 
prohibited. 

The policy is a step in the right di- 
rection, but under the terms of this 
new policy, the Pentagon will still 
have the authority to use cluster 
bombs with high failure rates for the 
next 10 years. 

That is unacceptable and runs 
counter to our values. The administra- 
tion should take another look at this 
policy. 

In fact, on September 29, 2009, Sen- 
ator LEAHY and I were joined by 14 of 
our colleagues in sending a letter to 
President Obama urging him to con- 
duct a thorough review of U.S. policy 
on cluster munitions. 

On April 14, 2010, we received a re- 
sponse from then National Security 
Advisor Jim Jones stating that the ad- 
ministration will undertake this re- 
view following the policy review on 
U.S. landmines policy. 

The administration should complete 
this review without delay. 

Let us not forget that the United 
States maintains an arsenal of an esti- 
mated 5.5 million cluster munitions 
containing 728 million submunitions 
which have an estimated failure rate of 
between 5 and 15 percent. 

What does that say about us, that we 
are still prepared to use, sell and trans- 
fer these weapons with well-known fail- 
ure rates? 

The fact is, cluster munition tech- 
nologies already exist, that meet the 1 
percent standard. Why do we need to 
wait 10 years? 

This delay is especially troubling 
given that in 2001, former Secretary of 
Defense William Cohen issued his own 
policy on cluster munitions stating 
that, beginning in fiscal year 2005, all 
new cluster munitions must have a 
failure rate of less than 1 percent. 

Unfortunately, the Pentagon was un- 
able to meet this deadline and Sec- 
retary Gates’ new policy essentially 
postpones any meaningful action for 
another 10 years. 

That means if we do nothing, by 2018 
close to 20 years will have passed since 
the Pentagon first recognized the 
threat these deadly weapons pose to in- 
nocent civilians. 

We can do better. 

Our legislation simply moves up the 
Gates policy by 7 years. 

For those of my colleagues who are 
concerned that it may be too soon to 
enact a ban on the use of cluster bombs 
with failure rates of more than 1 per- 
cent, I point out again that our bill al- 
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lows the President to waive this re- 
striction if he determines it is vital to 
protect the security of the United 
States to do so. 

I would also remind my colleagues 
that the United States has not used 
cluster bombs in Iraq since 2003 and has 
observed a moratorium on their use in 
Afghanistan since 2002. 

We introduce this legislation to 
make this moratorium permanent for 
the entire U.S. arsenal of cluster muni- 
tions. 

We introduce this legislation for chil- 
dren like Hassan Hammade. 

A 18-year-old Lebanese boy, Hassan 
lost four fingers and sustained injuries 
to his stomach and shoulder after he 
picked up an unexploded cluster bomb 
in front of an orange tree. 

He said: 

I started playing with it and it blew up. I 
didn’t know it was a cluster bomb—it just 
looked like a burned out piece of metal. 

All the children are too scared to go out 
now, we just play on the main roads or in our 
homes. 


I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. We should do whatever we 
can to protect more innocent children 
and other civilians from these dan- 
gerous weapons. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 558 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Cluster Mu- 
nitions Civilian Protection Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. LIMITATION ON THE USE OF CLUSTER 
MUNITIONS. 

No funds appropriated or otherwise avail- 
able to any Federal department or agency 
may be obligated or expended to use any 
cluster munitions unless— 

(1) the submunitions of the cluster muni- 
tions, after arming, do not result in more 
than 1 percent unexploded ordnance across 
the range of intended operational environ- 
ments; and 

(2) the policy applicable to the use of such 
cluster munitions specifies that the cluster 
munitions will only be used against clearly 
defined military targets and will not be used 
where civilians are known to be present or in 
areas normally inhabited by civilians. 

SEC. 3. PRESIDENTIAL WAIVER. 

The President may waive the requirement 
under section 2(1) if, prior to the use of clus- 
ter munitions, the President— 

(1) certifies that it is vital to protect the 
security of the United States; and 

(2) not later than 30 days after making 
such certification, submits to the appro- 
priate congressional committees a report, in 
classified form if necessary, describing in de- 
tail— 

(A) the steps that will be taken to protect 
civilians; and 

(B) the failure rate of the cluster muni- 
tions that will be used and whether such mu- 
nitions are fitted with self-destruct or self- 
deactivation devices. 
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SEC. 4. CLEANUP PLAN. 

Not later than 90 days after any cluster 
munitions are used by a Federal department 
or agency, the President shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a 
plan, prepared by such Federal department 
or agency, for cleaning up any such cluster 
munitions and submunitions which fail to 
explode and continue to pose a hazard to ci- 
vilians. 

SEC. 5. APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES DEFINED. 

In this Act, the term ‘‘appropriate congres- 
sional committees” means the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, the Committee on Armed 
Services, and the Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the Senate and the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, the Committee on Armed 
Services, and the Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the House of Representatives. 


By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio, and Mr. AKAKA): 

S. 560. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to deliver a 
meaningful benefit and lower prescrip- 
tion drug prices under the Medicare 
program; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this 
Congress, members from both sides of 
the aisle recognize the need to reduce 
the national deficit. Today, I am intro- 
ducing the Medicare Prescription 
Drugs Savings and Choice Act of 2011, a 
bill that would save taxpayer dollars 
by giving Medicare beneficiaries the 
choice to participate in a Medicare 
Part D prescription drug plan run by 
Medicare, not private insurance com- 
panies. 

In 2003, Congress enacted the Medi- 
care Modernization Act, which added a 
long overdue prescription drug benefit 
to Medicare. Senior citizens and people 
with disabilities were relieved to fi- 
nally have coverage for this important 
aspect of their healthcare needs. 

The way the Part D program was 
structured under the original law, it 
included a coverage gap known as the 
“donut hole.’’ Once an initial coverage 
limit was reached, beneficiaries had to 
absorb 100 percent of their drug costs 
until catastrophic coverage kicked in. 
That meant that approximately 3.4 
million seniors nationwide with the 
heaviest reliance on prescription drugs 
faced the prospect of paying up to 
$4,000 out of pocket before they quali- 
fied for further assistance from Medi- 
care. 

When Congress passed the Affordable 
Care Act last year, we made significant 
improvements to the Medicare Part D 
program. Seniors who hit the ‘‘donut 
hole” in 2010 received a one-time $250 
check. This helped 109,421 seniors in Il- 
linois pay for their prescriptions dur- 
ing the coverage gap. In addition, this 
year Medicare beneficiaries will re- 
ceive a 50 percent discount on brand 
name drugs in the donut hole, and the 
donut hole will be fully closed by 2020. 
This means that Illinois seniors will 
save $1.2 billion in out of pocket costs 
over the next decade. 
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The bill I am introducing today 
would make yet another improvement 
to the Medicare prescription drug ben- 
efit. The Part D program is not struc- 
tured like the rest of Medicare. For all 
other Medicare benefits, seniors can 
choose whether to receive benefits di- 
rectly through Medicare or through a 
private insurance plan. The over- 
whelming majority choose the Medi- 
care-run option for their hospital and 
physician coverage. 

No such choice is available for pre- 
scription drugs. Medicare beneficiaries 
must enroll in a private insurance plan 
to obtain drug coverage. 

In many regions, dozens of plan 
choices are available and each plan has 
its own premium, cost-sharing require- 
ments, list of covered drugs, and phar- 
macy network. After you have identi- 
fied the right drug plan, you have to go 
through the whole process again at the 
end of the year because your plan may 
have changed the drugs it covers or 
added new restrictions on how to ac- 
cess covered drugs. Anyone who has 
visited a senior center or spoken with 
an elderly relative knows that the 
complexity of the drug benefit has cre- 
ated confusion. 

Adding to the frustration with the 
program so far is accumulating evi- 
dence that private drug plans have not 
been effective negotiators, which 
means seniors and taxpayers end up 
paying more than they should. 

We know that drug prices are higher 
in private Medicare drug plans than 
drug prices available through the Vet- 
erans Administration, Medicaid, and 
other countries like Canada. 

The Veterans Administration has au- 
thority to directly negotiate with drug 
companies, and as a result it has cut 
drug prices by as much as 50 percent. A 
study published in 2008 found that if 
Medicare negotiated drug prices on be- 
half of seniors, $21.5 billion could be 
saved annually. 

The Medicare Prescription Drug Sav- 
ings and Choice Act of 2011 would pro- 
vide a simple and stable way to obtain 
drug coverage, since the plan Medicare- 
operated prescription drug plan would 
be available nationwide every year, and 
would charge everyone the same pre- 
mium. 

It would also save money because the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv- 
ices would have the tools to design a 
formulary and negotiate prices with 
drug companies. The best medical evi- 
dence would determine which drugs are 
covered in the formulary, and it would 
be used to promote safety, appropriate 
use of drugs, and value. 

The bill would establish an appeals 
process that is efficient, imposes mini- 
mal administrative burdens, and en- 
sures timely procurement of non-for- 
mulary drugs or non-preferred drugs 
when medically necessary. 

The Secretary would also develop a 
system for paying pharmacies that 
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would include the prompt payment of 
claims. 

Seniors want the ability to choose a 
Medicare-administered drug plan. Let 
us give them this option—just as they 
have this choice with every other ben- 
efit covered by Medicare. 

A Medicare administered drug plan 
would create a ‘“‘win-win’’ situation 
that could save billions of taxpayer 
dollars and provide a high-quality af- 
fordable option to seniors. 

Mr. President I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 560 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Medicare 
Prescription Drug Savings and Choice Act of 
2011”. 

SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF MEDICARE OPER- 
ATED PRESCRIPTION DRUG PLAN 
OPTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart 2 of part D of 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act is 
amended by inserting after section 1860D-11 
(42 U.S.C. 1395w-111) the following new sec- 
tion: 

“MEDICARE OPERATED PRESCRIPTION DRUG 
PLAN OPTION 


“бес. 1860D-11A. (a) IN GENERAL.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of this 
part, for each year (beginning with 2012), in 
addition to any plans offered under section 
18600-11, the Secretary shall offer one or 
more Medicare operated prescription drug 
plans (as defined in subsection (c)) with a 
service area that consists of the entire 
United States and shall enter into negotia- 
tions in accordance with subsection (b) with 
pharmaceutical manufacturers to reduce the 
purchase cost of covered part D drugs for eli- 
gible part D individuals who enroll in such a 
plan. 

“(0) NEGOTIATIONS.—Notwithstanding sec- 
tion 1860D-11(i), for purposes of offering a 
Medicare operated prescription drug plan 
under this section, the Secretary shall nego- 
tiate with pharmaceutical manufacturers 
with respect to the purchase price of covered 
part D drugs in a Medicare operated prescrip- 
tion drug plan and shall encourage the use of 
more affordable therapeutic equivalents to 
the extent such practices do not override 
medical necessity as determined by the pre- 
scribing physician. To the extent practicable 
and consistent with the previous sentence, 
the Secretary shall implement strategies 
similar to those used by other Federal pur- 
chasers of prescription drugs, and other 
strategies, including the use of a formulary 
and formulary incentives in subsection (e), 
to reduce the purchase cost of covered part D 
drugs. 

(с) MEDICARE OPERATED PRESCRIPTION 
DRUG PLAN DEFINED.—For purposes of this 
part, the term ‘Medicare operated prescrip- 
tion drug plan’ means a prescription drug 
plan that offers qualified prescription drug 
coverage and access to negotiated prices de- 
scribed in section 1860D-2(a)(1)(A). Such a 
plan may offer supplemental prescription 
drug coverage in the same manner as other 
qualified prescription drug coverage offered 
by other prescription drug plans. 
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(а) MONTHLY BENEFICIARY PREMIUM.— 

“(1) QUALIFIED PRESCRIPTION DRUG COV- 
ERAGE.—The monthly beneficiary premium 
for qualified prescription drug coverage and 
access to negotiated prices described in sec- 
tion 1860D-2(a)(1)(A) to be charged under a 
Medicare operated prescription drug plan 
shall be uniform nationally. Such premium 
for months in 2012 and each succeeding year 
shall be based on the average monthly per 
capita actuarial cost of offering the Medi- 
care operated prescription drug plan for the 
year involved, including administrative ex- 
penses. 

(2) SUPPLEMENTAL PRESCRIPTION DRUG 
COVERAGE.—Insofar as a Medicare operated 
prescription drug plan offers supplemental 
prescription drug coverage, the Secretary 
may adjust the amount of the premium 
charged under paragraph (1). 

(е) USE OF A FORMULARY AND FORMULARY 
INCENTIVES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the oper- 
ation of a Medicare operated prescription 
drug plan, the Secretary shall establish and 
apply a formulary (and may include for- 
mulary incentives described in paragraph 
(2)(C)(ii)) in accordance with this subsection 
in order to— 

(А) increase patient safety; 

“(В) increase appropriate use and reduce 
inappropriate use of drugs; and 

“(C) reward value. 

(2) DEVELOPMENT OF INITIAL FORMULARY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In selecting covered 
part D drugs for inclusion in a formulary, 
the Secretary shall consider clinical benefit 
and price. 

“(В) ROLE OF AHRQ.—The Director of the 
Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality 
shall be responsible for assessing the clinical 
benefit of covered part D drugs and making 
recommendations to the Secretary regarding 
which drugs should be included in the for- 
mulary. In conducting such assessments and 
making such recommendations, the Director 
shall— 

“(i) consider safety concerns including 
those identified by the Federal Food and 
Drug Administration; 

(11) use available data and evaluations, 
with priority given to randomized controlled 
trials, to examine clinical effectiveness, 
comparative effectiveness, safety, and en- 
hanced compliance with a drug regimen; 

“(iii) use the same classes of drugs devel- 
oped by the United States Pharmacopeia for 
this part; 

“(iv) consider evaluations made by— 

(I) the Director under section 1013 of the 
Medicare Prescription Drug, Improvement, 
and Modernization Act of 2003; 

“(ID other Federal entities, such as the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs; and 

‘“(IIT) other private and public entities, 
such as the Drug Effectiveness Review 
Project and Medicaid programs; and 

“(v) recommend to the Secretary— 

(1) those drugs in a class that provide a 
greater clinical benefit, including fewer safe- 
ty concerns or less risk of side-effects, than 
another drug in the same class that should 
be included in the formulary; 

“(П) those drugs іп a class that provide 
less clinical benefit, including greater safety 
concerns or a greater risk of side-effects, 
than another drug in the same class that 
should be excluded from the formulary; and 

“(ПІ) drugs in a class with same or similar 
clinical benefit for which it would be appro- 
priate for the Secretary to competitively bid 
(or negotiate) for placement on the for- 
mulary. 

(С) CONSIDERATION OF AHRQ RECOMMENDA- 
TIONS.— 
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“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, after tak- 
ing into consideration the recommendations 
under subparagraph (B)(v), shall establish a 
formulary, and formulary incentives, to en- 
courage use of covered part D drugs that— 

“(Т) have a lower cost and provide a greater 
clinical benefit than other drugs; 

“(ID have a lower cost than other drugs 
with same or similar clinical benefit; and 

“(ПІ) drugs that have the same cost but 
provide greater clinical benefit than other 
drugs. 

“(ii) FORMULARY INCENTIVES.—The for- 
mulary incentives under clause (i) may be in 
the form of one or more of the following: 

“(D) Tiered copayments. 

“(IT) Reference pricing. 

“(ПІ) Prior authorization. 

(ТУ) Step therapy. 

‘“(V) Medication therapy management. 

“(VI) Generic drug substitution. 

0111) FLEXIBILITY.—In applying such for- 
mulary incentives the Secretary may decide 
not to impose any cost-sharing for a covered 
part D drug for which— 

“(I) the elimination of cost sharing would 
be expected to increase compliance with a 
drug regimen; and 

“(П) compliance would be expected to 
produce savings under part A or B or both. 

(8) LIMITATIONS ON FORMULARY.—In any 
formulary established under this subsection, 
the formulary may not be changed during a 
year, except— 

“(A) to add a generic version of a covered 
part D drug that entered the market; 

“(В) to remove such a drug for which a 
safety problem is found; and 

“(C) to add a drug that the Secretary iden- 
tifies as a drug which treats a condition for 
which there has not previously been a treat- 
ment option or for which a clear and signifi- 
cant benefit has been demonstrated over 
other covered part D drugs. 

“(4) ADDING DRUGS TO THE INITIAL FOR- 
MULARY.— 

(А) USE OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—The 
Secretary shall establish and appoint an ad- 
visory committee (in this paragraph referred 
to as the ‘advisory committee’)— 

“(i) to review petitions from drug manufac- 
turers, health care provider organizations, 
patient groups, and other entities for inclu- 
sion of a drug in, or other changes to, such 
formulary; and 

“(ii) to recommend any changes to the for- 
mulary established under this subsection. 

“(В) COMPOSITION.—The advisory com- 
mittee shall be composed of 9 members and 
shall include representatives of physicians, 
pharmacists, and consumers and others with 
expertise in evaluating prescription drugs. 
The Secretary shall select members based on 
their knowledge of pharmaceuticals and the 
Medicare population. Members shall be 
deemed to be special Government employees 
for purposes of applying the conflict of inter- 
est provisions under section 208 of title 18, 
United States Code, and no waiver of such 
provisions for such a member shall be per- 
mitted. 

“(С) CONSULTATION.—The advisory com- 
mittee shall consult, as necessary, with phy- 
sicians who are specialists in treating the 
disease for which a drug is being considered. 

“(D) REQUEST FOR STUDIES.—The advisory 
committee may request the Agency for 
Healthcare Research and Quality or an aca- 
demic or research institution to study and 
make a report on a petition described in sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii) in order to assess— 

“(i) clinical effectiveness; 

(11) comparative effectiveness; 

“(iii) safety; and 
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““(iv) enhanced compliance with а drug reg- 
imen. 

“(E) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The advisory 
committee shall make recommendations to 
the Secretary regarding— 

“(1) whether a covered part D drug is found 
to provide a greater clinical benefit, includ- 
ing fewer safety concerns or less risk of side- 
effects, than another drug in the same class 
that is currently included in the formulary 
and should be included in the formulary; 

(110) whether a covered part D drug is 
found to provide less clinical benefit, includ- 
ing greater safety concerns or a greater risk 
of side-effects, than another drug in the 
same class that is currently included in the 
formulary and should not be included in the 
formulary; and 

(111) whether a covered part D drug has 
the same or similar clinical benefit to a drug 
in the same class that is currently included 
in the formulary and whether the drug 
should be included in the formulary. 

“(F) LIMITATIONS ON REVIEW OF MANUFAC- 
TURER PETITIONS.—The advisory committee 
shall not review a petition of a drug manu- 
facturer under subparagraph (A)(ii) with re- 
spect to a covered part D drug unless the pe- 
tition is accompanied by the following: 

“(1) Raw data from clinical trials on the 
safety and effectiveness of the drug. 

“Gi) Any data from clinical trials con- 
ducted using active controls on the drug or 
drugs that are the current standard of care. 

“Gii) Any available data on comparative 
effectiveness of the drug. 

“(1у) Any other information the Secretary 
requires for the advisory committee to com- 
plete its review. 

“(G) RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS.—The 
Secretary shall review the recommendations 
of the advisory committee and if the Sec- 
retary accepts such recommendations the 
Secretary shall modify the formulary estab- 
lished under this subsection accordingly. 
Nothing in this section shall preclude the 
Secretary from adding to the formulary a 
drug for which the Director of the Agency 
for Healthcare Research and Quality or the 
advisory committee has not made a rec- 
ommendation. 

“(Н) NOTICE OF CHANGES.—The Secretary 
shall provide timely notice to beneficiaries 
and health professionals about changes to 
the formulary or formulary incentives. 

(Р) INFORMING BENEFICIARIES.—The Sec- 
retary shall take steps to inform bene- 
ficiaries about the availability of a Medicare 
operated drug plan or plans including pro- 
viding information in the annual handbook 
distributed to all beneficiaries and adding in- 
formation to the official public Medicare 
website related to prescription drug coverage 
available through this part. 

“(¢) APPLICATION OF ALL OTHER REQUIRE- 
MENTS FOR PRESCRIPTION DRUG PLANS.—Ex- 
cept as specifically provided in this section, 
any Medicare operated drug plan shall meet 
the same requirements as apply to any other 
prescription drug plan, including the require- 
ments of section 1860D-4(b)(1) relating to as- 
suring pharmacy access.”’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 1860D-8(a) of the Social Secu- 
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1895w-103(a)) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

“(4) AVAILABILITY OF THE MEDICARE OPER- 
ATED PRESCRIPTION DRUG PLAN.—A Medicare 
operated prescription drug plan (as defined 
in section 1860D-11A(c)) shall be offered na- 
tionally in accordance with section 1860D- 
11A.”’, 

(2)(A) Section 18600-3 of the Social Secu- 
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395w-103) is amended by 
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adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

(с) PROVISIONS ONLY APPLICABLE IN 2006 
THROUGH 2011.—The provisions of this sec- 
tion shall only apply with respect to 2006 
through 2011.”’. 

(B) Section 1860D-1l(g) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1895w-111(g)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

(8) NO AUTHORITY FOR FALLBACK PLANS 
AFTER 2011.—A fallback prescription drug 
plan shall not be available after December 
31, 2011.”. 

(3) Section 18600-13(с)(3) of the Social Se- 
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1895w-113(c)(3)) is 
amended— 

(A) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘AND MEDI- 
CARE OPERATED PRESCRIPTION DRUG PLANS” 
after ‘‘FALLBACK PLANS’’; апа 

(В) by inserting “ог a Medicare operated 
prescription drug plan” after ‘‘a fallback pre- 
scription drug plan’’. 

(4) Section 1860D-16(b)(1) of the Social Se- 
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1895w-116(b)(1)) is 
amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (D), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; апа”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(E) payments for expenses incurred with 
respect to the operation of Medicare oper- 
ated prescription drug plans under section 
18600-11А.”. 

(5) Section 1860D-41(a) of the Social Secu- 
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1895w-151(a)) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

(19) MEDICARE OPERATED PRESCRIPTION 
DRUG PLAN.—The term ‘Medicare operated 
prescription drug plan’ has the meaning 
given such term in section 1860D-11A(c).’’. 
SEC. 3. IMPROVED APPEALS PROCESS UNDER 

THE MEDICARE OPERATED PRE- 
SCRIPTION DRUG PLAN. 

Section 1860D-4(h) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1805w-104(h)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

(4) APPEALS PROCESS FOR MEDICARE OPER- 
ATED PRESCRIPTION DRUG PLAN.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de- 
velop a well-defined process for appeals for 
denials of benefits under this part under the 
Medicare operated prescription drug plan. 
Such process shall be efficient, impose mini- 
mal administrative burdens, and ensure the 
timely procurement of non-formulary drugs 
or exemption from formulary incentives 
when medically necessary. Medical necessity 
shall be based on professional medical judg- 
ment, the medical condition of the bene- 
ficiary, and other medical evidence. Such ap- 
peals process shall include— 

“(i) an initial review and determination 
made by the Secretary; and 

“(11) for appeals denied during the initial 
review and determination, the option of an 
external review and determination by an 
independent entity selected by the Sec- 
retary. 

‘(B) CONSULTATION IN DEVELOPMENT OF 
PROCESS.—In developing the appeals process 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall 
consult with consumer and patient groups, 
as well as other key stakeholders to ensure 
the goals described in subparagraph (A) are 
achieved.’’. 


By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 

and Mr. UDALL of New Mexico): 

S. 564. A bill to designate the Valles 
Caldera National Preserve as a unit of 
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the National Park System, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to reintroduce legislation that 
would transfer administrative jurisdic- 
tion of the Valles Caldera National 
Preserve from the Valles Caldera Trust 
to the National Park Service. I am 
pleased that my colleague from New 
Mexico, TOM UDALL, is again a cospon- 
sor of this bill. 

For those not familiar with this area, 
the Valles Caldera in Northern New 
Mexico is one of only three supervolca- 
noes in the United States, the other 
two being Yellowstone, WY, and Long 
Valley, CA. Spanning more than 100,000 
acres, the caldera contains lush and ex- 
pansive grassland valleys, ponderosa 
pines in the foothills and mixed conifer 
forests in the higher elevations of the 
volcanic domes and peaks. Numerous 
cultural and archaeological sites are 
scattered throughout the landscape 
that provides quality habitat to elk, 
trout, golden and bald eagles, and myr- 
jad other species. In 1975, the Valles 
Caldera received formal recognition as 
an outstanding and nationally signifi- 
cant geologic resource when it was des- 
ignated a National Natural Landmark. 

More recently in 2000, the Valles 
Caldera Preservation Act authorized 
the Federal Government to acquire the 
property and established the Valles 
Caldera Trust—an independent govern- 
ment corporation led by a board of 
trustees appointed by the President 
whose mission is to provide for public 
access and protection of the Preserve’s 
natural and cultural resources. The 
Trust is also directed to manage the 
Preserve in a manner that would 
achieve financial  self-sustainability 
after fifteen years. 

While the individual board members 
have done their best to fulfill the origi- 
nal legislative directives, time has 
shown in my opinion that this manage- 
ment framework is not the best suited 
for the long-term management of the 
Preserve. These issues have been laid 
out at length in two GAO reports, dur- 
ing the hearing we held on this legisla- 
tion in the 111th Congress, and in pre- 
vious statements I have made on the 
subject. 

In weighing the various alternatives, 
the conclusion was reached that man- 
agement by the National Park Serv- 
ice—an agency with a mission of pro- 
tecting natural, historic, and cultural 
resources while also providing for pub- 
lic enjoyment of those resources—is 
more appropriate for the long-term fu- 
ture of the Valles Caldera. In my view, 
it would also best serve the public’s de- 
sire for increased public access, bal- 
anced with the need to protect and in- 
terpret the Preserve’s unique cultural 
and natural resources. 

Senator UDALL and I first introduced 
this legislation during the 111th Con- 
gress, during which time the bill re- 
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ceived a hearing in the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources and was 
reported out favorably by that Com- 
mittee. The reported legislation, which 
is what we are introducing today, in- 
corporated the many comments we re- 
ceived during the hearing process. This 
includes improvements to the provi- 
sions on hunting and fishing and cattle 
grazing as well as changes made based 
on recommendations by tribal govern- 
ments. Other stakeholder comments, 
including those from the friends group, 
Los Amigos de Valles Caldera, led to 
modifications that will ensure the eco- 
logical restoration of the Preserve re- 
mains a priority under Park Service 
management. I also appreciated the 
valuable comments we received from 
the staff at the Valles Caldera Trust 
who remain steadfast in their commit- 
ment to the highest management 
standards at the Preserve. 

Beyond these changes, however, the 
original framework and intent of the 
legislation remains the same. The ex- 
isting character of the Preserve would 
be maintained and protections for trib- 
al cultural and religious sites would be 
strengthened. The Park Service would 
manage the Preserve to protect and 
preserve its natural and cultural re- 
sources, while increasing public access 
and continuing to permit hunting and 
fishing and grazing. The National Park 
Service would also establish a science 
and education program similar to the 
highly successful program created by 
the Trust. 

While the full Senate was unable to 
take action on this bill during the last 
Congress, I remain hopeful that we will 
find an opportunity during this one to 
bring it before the Senate for consider- 
ation. Public support in my State re- 
mains very high for the Park Service 
to manage this unique resource, and it 
is my hope that the enactment of this 
legislation will allow more Americans 
as well as future generations to enjoy 
this special place. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 564 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 


This Act may be cited as the ‘Valles 
Caldera National Preserve Management 
Act”. 

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 


(1) ELIGIBLE EMPLOYEE.—The term ‘“‘eligi- 
ble employee’? means a person who was a 
full-time or part-time employee of the Trust 
during the 180-day period immediately pre- 
ceding the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) FUND.—The term “Fund” means the 
Valles Caldera Fund established by section 
106(h)(2) of the Valles Caldera Preservation 
Act (16 U.S.C. 698v-4(h)(2)). 
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(8) PRESERVE.—The term “Preserve” 
means the Valles Caldera National Preserve 
in the State. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(5) STATE.—The term “State” means the 
State of New Mexico. 

(6) TRUST.—The term “Trust” means the 
Valles Caldera Trust established by section 
106(a) of the Valles Caldera Preservation Act 
(16 U.S.C. 698у-4(а)). 

SEC. 3. VALLES CALDERA NATIONAL PRESERVE. 

(a) DESIGNATION AS UNIT OF THE NATIONAL 
PARK SYSTEM.—To protect, preserve, and re- 
store the fish, wildlife, watershed, natural, 
scientific, scenic, geologic, historic, cultural, 
archaeological, and recreational values of 
the area, the Valles Caldera National Pre- 
serve is designated as a unit of the National 
Park System. 

(b) MANAGEMENT.— 

(1) APPLICABLE LAW.—The Secretary shall 
administer the Preserve in accordance 
with— 

(A) this Act; and 

(B) the laws generally applicable to units 
of the National Park System, including— 

(i) the National Park Service Organic Act 
(16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.); and 

(ii) the Act of August 21, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 461 
et seq.). 

(2) MANAGEMENT COORDINATION.—The Sec- 
retary may coordinate the management and 
operations of the Preserve with the Ban- 
delier National Monument. 

(3) MANAGEMENT PLAN.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 fiscal 
years after the date on which funds are made 
available to implement this subsection, the 
Secretary shall prepare a management plan 
for the Preserve. 

(B) APPLICABLE LAW.—The management 
plan shall be prepared in accordance with— 

(i) section 12(b) of Public Law 91-383 (com- 
monly known as the ‘‘National Park Service 
General Authorities Act”) (16 U.S.C. la-7(b)); 
and 

(ii) any other applicable laws. 

(C) CONSULTATION.—The management plan 
shall be prepared in consultation with— 

(i) the Secretary of Agriculture; 

(ii) State and local governments; 

(iii) Indian tribes and pueblos, including 
the Pueblos of Jemez, Santa Clara, and San 
Ildefonso; and 

(iv) the public. 

(c) ACQUISITION OF LAND.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may ac- 
quire land and interests in land within the 
boundaries of the Preserve by— 

(A) purchase with donated or appropriated 
funds; 

(B) donation; or 

(C) transfer from another Federal agency. 

(2) ADMINISTRATION OF ACQUIRED LAND.—On 
acquisition of any land or interests in land 
under paragraph (1), the acquired land or in- 
terests in land shall be administered as part 
of the Preserve. 

(а) SCIENCE AND EDUCATION PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 

(A) until the date on which a management 
plan is completed in accordance with sub- 
section (0)(3), carry out the science and edu- 
cation program for the Preserve established 
by the Trust; and 

(B) beginning on the date on which a man- 
agement plan is completed in accordance 
with subsection (b)(3), establish a science 
and education program for the Preserve 
that— 

(i) allows for research and interpretation of 
the natural, historic, cultural, geologic and 
other scientific features of the Preserve; 
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(ii) provides for improved methods of eco- 
logical restoration and science-based adapt- 
ive management of the Preserve; and 

(iii) promotes outdoor educational experi- 
ences in the Preserve. 

(2) SCIENCE AND EDUCATION CENTER.—AS 
part of the program established under para- 
graph (1)(B), the Secretary may establish a 
science and education center outside the 
boundaries of the Preserve. 

(e) GRAZING.—The Secretary may allow the 
grazing of livestock within the Preserve to 
continue— 

(1) consistent with this Act; and 

(2) to the extent the use furthers scientific 
research or interpretation of the ranching 
history of the Preserve. 

(f) FISH AND WILDLIFE.—Nothing in this 
Act affects the responsibilities of the State 
with respect to fish and wildlife in the State, 
except that the Secretary, in consultation 
with the New Mexico Department of Game 
and Fish— 

(1) shall permit hunting and fishing on 
land and water within the Preserve in ac- 
cordance with applicable Federal and State 
laws; and 

(2) may designate zones in which, and es- 
tablish periods during which, no hunting or 
fishing shall be permitted for reasons of pub- 
lic safety, administration, the protection of 
wildlife and wildlife habitats, or public use 
and enjoyment. 

(g) ECOLOGICAL RESTORATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall un- 
dertake activities to improve the health of 
forest, grassland, and riparian areas within 
the Preserve, including any activities car- 
ried out in accordance with title IV of the 
Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 
2009 (16 U.S.C. 7301 et seq.). 

(2) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec- 
retary may enter into cooperative agree- 
ments with adjacent pueblos to coordinate 
activities carried out under paragraph (1) on 
the Preserve and adjacent pueblo land. 

(h) WITHDRAWAL.—Subject to valid existing 
rights, all land and interests in land within 
the boundaries of the Preserve are with- 
drawn from— 

(1) entry, disposal, or appropriation under 
the public land laws; 

(2) location, entry, and patent under the 
mining laws; and 

(3) operation of the mineral leasing laws, 
geothermal leasing laws, and mineral mate- 
rials laws. 

(i) VOLCANIC DOMES AND OTHER PEAKS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), for the purposes of preserving 
the natural, cultural, religious, archae- 
ological, and historic resources of the vol- 
canic domes and other peaks in the Preserve 
described in paragraph (2) within the area of 
the domes and peaks above 9,600 feet in ele- 
vation or 250 feet below the top of the dome, 
whichever is lower— 

(A) no roads or buildings shall be con- 
structed; and 

(B) no motorized access shall be allowed. 

(2) DESCRIPTION OF VOLCANIC DOMES.—The 
volcanic domes and other peaks referred to 
in paragraph (1) are— 

(A) Redondo Peak; 

(B) Redondito; 

(C) South Mountain; 

(D) San Antonio Mountain; 

(E) Cerro Seco; 

(F) Cerro San Luis; 

(G) Cerros Santa Rosa; 

(H) Cerros del Abrigo; 

(I) Cerro del Medio; 

(J) Rabbit Mountain; 

(K) Cerro Grande; 
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(L) Cerro Toledo; 

(M) Indian Point; 

(N) Sierra de los Valles; and 

(O) Cerros de los Posos. 

(3) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply in cases in which construction or mo- 
torized access is necessary for administra- 
tive purposes (including ecological restora- 
tion activities or measures required in emer- 
gencies to protect the health and safety of 
persons in the area). 

(j) TRADITIONAL CULTURAL AND RELIGIOUS 
SITES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con- 
sultation with Indian tribes and pueblos, 
shall ensure the protection of traditional 
cultural and religious sites in the Preserve. 

(2) ACCESS.—The Secretary, in accordance 
with Public Law 95-341 (commonly known as 
the “American Indian Religious Freedom 
Act’’) (42 U.S.C. 1996)— 

(A) shall provide access to the sites de- 
scribed in paragraph (1) by members of In- 
dian tribes or pueblos for traditional cul- 
tural and customary uses; and 

(B) may, on request of an Indian tribe or 
pueblo, temporarily close to general public 
use 1 or more specific areas of the Preserve 
to protect traditional cultural and cus- 
tomary uses in the area by members of the 
Indian tribe or pueblo. 

(3) PROHIBITION ON MOTORIZED ACCESS.—The 
Secretary shall maintain prohibitions on the 
use of motorized or mechanized travel on 
Preserve land located adjacent to the Santa 
Clara Indian Reservation, to the extent the 
prohibition was in effect on the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 

(К) CALDERA RIM TRAIL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, affected Indian tribes 
and pueblos, and the public, shall study the 
feasibility of establishing a hiking trail 
along the rim of the Valles Caldera on— 

(A) land within the Preserve; and 

(B) National Forest System land that is 
adjacent to the Preserve. 

(2) AGREEMENTS.—On the request of an af- 
fected Indian tribe or pueblo, the Secretary 
and the Secretary of Agriculture shall seek 
to enter into an agreement with the Indian 
tribe or pueblo with respect to the Caldera 
Rim Trail that provides for the protection 
of— 

(A) cultural and religious sites in the vi- 
cinity of the trail; and 

(B) the privacy of adjacent pueblo land. 

(1) VALID EXISTING RIGHTS.—Nothing in 
this Act affects valid existing rights. 

SEC. 4. TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURIS- 
DICTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Administrative jurisdic- 
tion over the Preserve is transferred from 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Trust 
to the Secretary, to be administered as a 
unit of the National Park System, in accord- 
ance with section 3. 

(b) EXCLUSION FROM SANTA FE NATIONAL 
FOREST.—The boundaries of the Santa Fe 
National Forest are modified to exclude the 
Preserve. 

(с) INTERIM MANAGEMENT.— 

(1) MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT.—Not later 
than 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary and the Trust shall 
enter into a memorandum of agreement to 
facilitate the orderly transfer to the Sec- 
retary of the administration of the Preserve. 

(2) EXISTING MANAGEMENT PLANS.—Not- 
withstanding the repeal made by section 
5(a), until the date on which the Secretary 
completes a management plan for the Pre- 
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serve in accordance with section 3(b)(8), the 
Secretary may administer the Preserve in 
accordance with any management activities 
or plans adopted by the Trust under the 
Valles Caldera Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 
698v et seq.), to the extent the activities or 
plans are consistent with section 3(b)(1). 

(3) PUBLIC USE.—The Preserve shall remain 
open to public use during the interim man- 
agement period, subject to such terms and 
conditions as the Secretary determines to be 
appropriate. 

(d) VALLES CALDERA TRUST.— 

(1) TERMINATION.—The Trust shall termi- 
nate 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act unless the Secretary determines 
that the termination date should be ex- 
tended to facilitate the transitional manage- 
ment of the Preserve. 

(2) ASSETS AND LIABILITIES.— 

(A) ASSETS.—On termination of the Trust— 

(i) all assets of the Trust shall be trans- 
ferred to the Secretary; and 

(ii) any amounts appropriated for the 
Trust shall remain available to the Sec- 
retary for the administration of the Pre- 
serve. 

(B) ASSUMPTION OF OBLIGATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—On termination of the 
Trust, the Secretary shall assume all con- 
tracts, obligations, and other liabilities of 
the Trust. 

(ii) NEW LIABILITIES.— 

(I) BUDGET.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary and the Trust shall prepare a budget 
for the interim management of the Preserve. 

(П) WRITTEN CONCURRENCE REQUIRED.—The 
Trust shall not incur any new liabilities not 
authorized in the budget prepared under sub- 
clause (I) without the written concurrence of 
the Secretary. 

(3) PERSONNEL.— 

(A) HIRING.—The Secretary and the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture may hire employees of 
the Trust on a noncompetitive basis for com- 
parable positions at the Preserve or other 
areas or offices under the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary or the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(B) SALARY.—Any employees hired from 
the Trust under subparagraph (A) shall be 
subject to the provisions of chapter 51, and 
subchapter III of chapter 53, title 5, United 
States Code, relating to classification and 
General Schedule pay rates. 

(C) INTERIM RETENTION OF ELIGIBLE EMPLOY- 
EES.—For a period of not less than 180 days 
beginning on the date of enactment of this 
Act, all eligible employees of the Trust shall 
be— 

(i) retained in the employment of the 
Trust; 

(ii) considered to be placed on detail to the 
Secretary; and 

(iii) subject to the direction of the Sec- 
retary. 

(D) TERMINATION FOR CAUSE.—Nothing in 
this paragraph precludes the termination of 
employment of an eligible employee for 
cause during the period described in subpara- 
graph (C). 

(4) RECORDS.—The Secretary shall have ac- 
cess to all records of the Trust pertaining to 
the management of the Preserve. 

(5) VALLES CALDERA FUND.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Effective on the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
assume the powers of the Trust over the 
Fund. 

(B) AVAILABILITY AND USE.—Any amounts 
in the Fund as of the date of enactment of 
this Act shall be available to the Secretary 
for use, without further appropriation, for 
the management of the Preserve. 


3730 


SEC. 5. REPEAL OF VALLES CALDERA PRESERVA- 
TION ACT. 


(a) REPEAL.—On the termination of the 
Trust, the Valles Caldera Preservation Act 
(16 U.S.C. 698v et seq.) is repealed. 

(b) EFFECT OF REPEAL.—Notwithstanding 
the repeal made by subsection (a)— 

(1) the authority of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to acquire mineral interests under 
section 104(e) of the Valles Caldera Preserva- 
tion Act (16 U.S.C. 698v—2(e)) is transferred to 
the Secretary and any proceeding for the 
condemnation of, or payment of compensa- 
tion for, an outstanding mineral interest 
pursuant to the transferred authority shall 
continue; 

(2) the provisions in section 104(g) of the 
Valles Caldera Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 
698v-2(¢)) relating to the Pueblo of Santa 
Clara shall remain in effect; and 

(3) the Fund shall not be terminated until 
all amounts in the Fund have been expended 
by the Secretary. 

(c) BOUNDARIES.—The repeal of the Valles 
Caldera Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 698v et 
seq.) shall not affect the boundaries as of the 
date of enactment of this Act (including 
maps and legal descriptions) of— 

(1) the Preserve; 

(2) the Santa Fe National Forest (other 
than the modification made by section 4(b)); 

(3) Bandelier National Monument; and 

(4) any land conveyed to the Pueblo of 
Santa Clara. 

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
Act. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, today I join Senator BINGA- 
MAN in reintroducing a bill to des- 
ignate the Valles Caldera National Pre- 
serve in New Mexico as a unit of the 
National Park System. The Valles 
Caldera is one of the largest volcanic 
calderas in the world. The vast grass- 
filled valleys, forested hillsides, and 
numerous volcanic peaks make the 
area a treasure to New Mexico, and a 
landscape of national significance mil- 
lions of years in the making. It is ap- 
propriate that an area of such value be 
protected in perpetuity as a unit of the 
National Park Service. 

Around 1.5 million years ago a series 
of explosive rhyolitic eruptions created 
the massive caldera and dropped hun- 
dreds of meters of volcanic ash for 
miles. This volcanic activity gave the 
Pajarito Plateau its distinctive cliffs of 
pink and white tuff overlaying the 
black basalts of the Rio Grande Rift. 

In the millennia following the 
caldera’s explosive creation, erosion 
and weathering carved vibrant canyons 
and left pinion-topped mesas stretching 
like fingers away from the massive cra- 
ter. In time, magma and water drained 
from the great valley, and a diversity 
of plants and wildlife took their place. 
With such resources and natural beau- 
ty, it is no wonder that for millennia 
people have also been an integral part 
of the Valles Caldera. 

For the Pueblo Tribes of northern 
New Mexico, the Valles Caldera has 
been a part of life from time immemo- 
rial. The continued cultural and reli- 
gious significance of the area must and 
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will be respected and protected as the 
preserve moves into the management 
of the National Park Service. 

Private ownership of the Caldera 
began with Spanish settlers who intro- 
duced livestock to the grassy valleys 
that continue to fatten elk and cattle 
in the summer months. After a series 
of owners managed the caldera, the 
Federal Government finally purchased 
the area in 2000 through the Valles 
Caldera Preservation Act, which I was 
proud to help shepherd through Con- 
gress with Senator BINGAMAN and then- 
Senator Domenici. The subsequent cre- 
ation of the Valles Caldera National 
Preserve included the establishment of 
a board of directors and the Valles 
Caldera Trust to manage the area, and 
mandates for stakeholder involvement 
and eventual financial self-sufficiency 
of the Trust. 

I applaud the decade of work that 
both the Board of Trustees and the 
Valles Caldera Trust have dedicated to 
the preserve. The exceptional dedica- 
tion of Caldera employees has led to 
the creation of a robust science and re- 
search program, to the development of 
incredible educational opportunities 
for visiting schools and universities, to 
a restoration of natural resources, and 
to an expansion of cutting-edge sci- 
entific research. 

Since 1939, the National Park Service 
has deemed the area of significant na- 
tional value because of its unique and 
unaltered geology, and its singular set- 
ting, which are conducive to public 
recreation, reflection, education, and 
research. By utilizing the resources 
and skills within the National Park 
Service, I believe the Valles Caldera 
National Preserve will continue to 
prosper as a natural wonder full of sig- 
nificant geology, ecology, history, and 
culture. 

The bill that we introduce today re- 
flects the comments and proposals that 
emerged through a successful com- 
mittee process on a similar bill that 
Senator BINGAMAN and I introduced 
last year. In September 2010, the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources reported the bill out favorably, 
and it is my hope that the Committee 
will act quickly to move this reintro- 
duced bill to the Senate floor for a 
vote. I look forward to working with 
Senator BINGAMAN and all of the stake- 
holders who care about the future of 
this preserve to complete our efforts to 
establish Park Service management of 
the preserve. 
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 98—TO EX- 
PRESS THE SENSE OF THE SEN- 
ATE REGARDING THE SCHOOL 
BREAKFAST PROGRAM 


Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. HARKIN, Mrs. GILLI- 
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BRAND, and Mr. BROWN of Ohio) sub- 
mitted the following resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry: 

S. RES. 98 


Whereas participants in the school break- 
fast program established by section 4 of the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773) in- 
clude public, private, elementary, middle, 
and high schools, as well as rural, suburban, 
and urban schools; 

Whereas in each of the school years begin- 
ning July 1, 2008, and July 1, 2009, 86.3 per- 
cent of schools that participated in the 
school lunch program established under the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) also participated 
in the school breakfast program; 

Whereas in each of the school years begin- 
ning July 1, 2008, and July 1, 2009, approxi- 
mately 10,800,000 students in more than 86,000 
schools participated in the school breakfast 
program on a typical day; 

Whereas in fiscal year 2009, approximately 
9,100,000 low-income children in the United 
States consumed free or reduced price school 
breakfasts on an average school day; 

Whereas for every 100 children receiving 
free and reduced price lunches, approxi- 
mately 47 children receive free and reduced 
price breakfasts; 

Whereas in each of the school years begin- 
ning July 1, 2008, and July 1, 2009, less than 
half of eligible low-income children received 
breakfasts at school each day; 

Whereas in fiscal year 2009, 62 percent of 
school lunches served, and 81 percent of 
school breakfasts served, were served to stu- 
dents who qualified for free or reduced priced 
meals; 

Whereas the current economic situation 
(including the increase in families living 
below the poverty line) is causing more fami- 
lies to struggle to feed their children and to 
turn to schools for assistance; 

Whereas implementing or improving class- 
room breakfast programs has been shown to 
increase the participation of eligible stu- 
dents in breakfast consumption dramati- 
cally, doubling, and in some cases tripling, 
numbers, as evidenced by research conducted 
in the States of Minnesota, New York, and 
Wisconsin; 

Whereas making breakfast widely avail- 
able through different venues or combina- 
tions, such as in the classroom, obtained as 
students exit a school bus, or outside the 
classroom, has been shown to lessen the stig- 
ma of receiving free or reduced price break- 
fasts, which often deters eligible students 
from obtaining traditional breakfasts in the 
cafeteria; 

Whereas providing free universal break- 
fasts, especially in the classroom, has been 
shown to significantly increase school break- 
fast participation rates and decrease ab- 
sences and tardiness; 

Whereas studies have shown that access to 
nutritious meals under the school lunch pro- 
gram and the school breakfast program helps 
to create a strong learning environment for 
children and helps to improve the concentra- 
tion of children in the classroom; 

Whereas providing breakfast in the class- 
room has been shown in several instances to 
improve attentiveness and academic per- 
formance, while reducing tardiness and dis- 
ciplinary referrals; 

Whereas students who eat a complete 
breakfast have been shown to make fewer 
mistakes and work faster in math exercises 
than students who eat a partial breakfast; 

Whereas studies suggest that eating break- 
fast closer to classroom and test-taking time 
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improves student performance on standard- 
ized tests relative to students who skip 
breakfasts; 

Whereas studies show that students who 
skip breakfasts are more likely to have dif- 
ficulty distinguishing among similar images, 
show increased errors, and have slower mem- 
ory recall; 

Whereas children who live in families that 
experience hunger have been shown to be 
more likely to have lower math scores, face 
an increased likelihood of repeating a grade, 
and receive more special education services; 

Whereas studies suggest that children who 
eat breakfasts have more adequate nutrition 
and intake of nutrients, such as calcium, 
fiber, protein, and vitamins A, E, D, and B- 
6; 

Whereas studies show that children who 
participate in school breakfast programs eat 
more fruits, drink more milk, and consume 
less saturated fat than children who do not 
eat breakfast; 

Whereas children who fail to eat break- 
fasts, whether in school or at home, are more 
likely to be overweight than children who 
eat a healthy breakfast on a daily basis; and 

Whereas March 7 through March 11, 2011, is 
National School Breakfast Week: Now, 
therefore, be it 


Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) recognizes the importance of the school 
breakfast program established by section 4 of 
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1773) and the overall positive impact of the 
program on the lives of low-income children 
and families, as well as the effect of the pro- 
gram on helping to improve the overall 
classroom performance of a child; 

(2) expresses support for States that have 
successfully implemented school breakfast 
programs in order to improve the test scores 
and grades of participating students; 

(3) encourages States— 

(A) to strengthen school breakfast pro- 
grams by improving access for students; 

(B) to promote improvements in the nutri- 
tional quality of breakfasts served; and 

(C) to inform students and parents of 
healthy nutritional and lifestyle choices; 

(4) recognizes that the Healthy, Hunger- 
Free Kids Act of 2010 (Public Law 111-296) 
and amendments made by that Act provide 
low-income children with greater access to a 
nutritious breakfast nationwide; 

(5) recognizes the impact of nonprofit and 
community organizations that work to in- 
crease awareness of, and access to, breakfast 
programs for low-income children; and 

(6) recognizes that National School Break- 
fast Week celebrated from March 7 through 
March 11, 2011, helps draw attention to the 
need for, and success of, the school breakfast 
program. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 99—ЕХ- 
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE THAT THE PRIMARY 
SAFEGUARD FOR THE WELL- 
BEING AND PROTECTION OF 
CHILDREN IS THE FAMILY, AND 


THAT THE PRIMARY SAFE- 
GUARDS FOR THE LEGAL 
RIGHTS OF CHILDREN IN THE 


UNITED STATES ARE THE CON- 
STITUTIONS OF THE UNITED 


STATES AND THE SEVERAL 
STATES, AND THAT, BECAUSE 
THE USE OF INTERNATIONAL 


TREATIES TO GOVERN POLICY 
IN THE UNITED STATES ON FAM- 
ILIES AND CHILDREN IS CON- 
TRARY TO PRINCIPLES OF SELF- 
GOVERNMENT AND FEDERALISM, 
AND THAT, BECAUSE THE 
UNITED NATIONS CONVENTION 
ON THE RIGHTS OF THE CHILD 


UNDERMINES TRADITIONAL 
PRINCIPLES OF LAW IN THE 
UNITED STATES REGARDING 


PARENTS AND CHILDREN, THE 
PRESIDENT SHOULD NOT TRANS- 
MIT THE CONVENTION TO THE 
SENATE FOR ITS ADVICE AND 
CONSENT 


Mr. DEMINT (for himself, Mr. BAR- 
RASSO, Mr. BURR, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. Booz- 
MAN, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. COBURN, Mr. 
CORNYN, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. ENSIGN, ENZI, 
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
HATCH, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. INHOFE, 
Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. JOHN- 
son of Wisconsin, Mr. KYL, Mr. ІЕЕ, 
Mr. McCAIN, Mr. MORAN, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 
RISCH, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
VITTER, and Mr. WICKER) submitted the 
following resolution; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

S. RES. 99 


Whereas the Senate affirms the commit- 
ment of the people and the Government of 
the United States to the well-being, protec- 
tion, and advancement of children, and the 
protection of the inalienable rights of all 
persons of all ages; 

Whereas the Constitution and laws of the 
United States and those of the several States 
are the best guarantees against mistreat- 
ment of children in this Nation; 

Whereas the Constitution, laws, and tradi- 
tions of the United States affirm the rights 
of parents to raise their children and to im- 
part their values and religious beliefs; 

Whereas the United Nations Convention on 
the Rights of the Child, adopted at New York 
November 20, 1989, and entered into force 
September 2, 1990, if ratified, would become a 
part of the supreme law of the land, taking 
precedence over all State laws and constitu- 
tions; 

Whereas the United States, and not the 
several States, would be held responsible for 
compliance with this Convention if ratified, 
and as a consequence, the United States 
would create an incredible expansion of sub- 
ject matter jurisdiction over all matters 
concerning children, seriously undermining 
the constitutional balance between the Fed- 
eral Government and the governments of the 
several States; 

Whereas Professor Geraldine Van Bueren, 
the author of the principal textbook on the 
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international rights of the child, and a par- 
ticipant in the drafting of the Convention, 
has described the ‘‘best interest of the child 
standard” in the treaty as ‘‘provid[ing] deci- 
sion and policy makers with the authority to 
substitute their own decisions for either the 
child’s or the parents”; 

Whereas the Scottish Government has 
issued a pamphlet to children of that coun- 
try explaining their rights under the Conven- 
tion, which declares that children have the 
right to decide their own religion and that 
parents can only provide advice; 

Whereas the United Nations Committee on 
the Rights of the Child has repeatedly inter- 
preted the Convention to ban common dis- 
ciplinary measures utilized by parents; 

Whereas the Government of the United 
Kingdom was found to be in violation of the 
Convention by the United Nations Com- 
mittee on the Rights of the Child for allow- 
ing parents to exercise a right to opt their 
children out of sex education courses in the 
public schools without a prior government 
review of the wishes of the child; 

Whereas the United Nations Committee on 
the Rights of the Child has held that the 
Governments of Indonesia and Egypt were 
out of compliance with the Convention be- 
cause military expenditures were given inap- 
propriate priority over children’s programs; 

Whereas these and many other interpreta- 
tions of the Convention by those charged 
with its implementation and by other au- 
thoritative supporters demonstrates that the 
provisions of the United Nations Convention 
on the Rights of the Child are utterly con- 
trary to the principles of law in the United 
States and the inherent principles of free- 
dom; 

Whereas the decisions and interpretations 
of the United Nations Committee on the 
Rights of the Child would be considered by 
the Committee to be binding and authori- 
tative upon the United States should the 
United States Government ratify the Con- 
vention, such that the Convention poses a 
threat to the sovereign rights of the United 
States and the several States to make final 
determinations regarding domestic law; and 

Whereas the proposition that the United 
States should be governed by international 
legal standards in its domestic policy is tan- 
tamount to proclaiming that the Congress of 
the United States and the legislatures of the 
several States are incompetent to draft do- 
mestic laws that are necessary for the proper 
protection of children, an assertion that is 
not only an affront to self-government but 
an inappropriate attack on the capability of 
legislators in the United States: Now, there- 
fore, be it 


Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) the United Nations Convention on the 
Rights of the Child, adopted at New York 
November 20, 1989, and entered into force 
September 2, 1990, is incompatible with the 
Constitution, the laws, and the traditions of 
the United States; 

(2) the Convention would undermine proper 
presumptions of freedom and independence 
for families in the United States, sup- 
planting those principles with a presumption 
in favor of governmental intervention with- 
out the necessity for proving harm or wrong- 
doing; 

(3) the Convention would interfere with the 
principles of sovereignty, independence, and 
self-government in the United States that 
preclude the necessity or propriety of adopt- 
ing international law to govern domestic 
matters; and 
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(4) the President should not transmit the 
Convention to the Senate for its advice and 
consent. 


a 


SENATE RESOLUTION 100—DESIG- 
NATING MARCH 11, 2011, AS 
“WORLD PLUMBING DAY” 


Mr. BENNET (for himself, Mrs. MUR- 
RAY, and Mr. MERKLEY) submitted the 
following resolution; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary: 

S. RES. 100 

Whereas the industry of plumbing plays an 
important role in safeguarding the public 
health of the people of the United States and 
the world; 

Whereas 884,000,000 people around the world 
do not have access to safe drinking water; 

Whereas 2,600,000,000 people around the 
world live without adequate sanitation fa- 
cilities; 

Whereas the lack of sanitation is the larg- 
est cause of infection in the world; 

Whereas in the developing world, 24,000 
children under the age of 5 die every day 
from preventable causes, such as diarrhea 
contracted from unclean water; 

Whereas safe and efficient plumbing helps 
save money and reduces future water supply 
costs and infrastructure costs; 

Whereas the installation of modern plumb- 
ing systems must be accomplished in a spe- 
cific, safe manner by trained professionals in 
order to prevent widespread disease, which 
can be crippling and deadly to the commu- 
nity; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
rely on plumbing professionals to maintain, 
repair, and rebuild the aging water infra- 
structure of the United States; and 

Whereas Congress and plumbing profes- 
sionals across the United States and the 
world are committed to safeguarding public 
health: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate designates 
March 11, 2011, as ‘‘World Plumbing Day”. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I am 
proud to rise today to submit a resolu- 
tion designating March 11 as World 
Plumbing Day. 

Water is our planet’s most precious 
resource, and it is also a resource the 
developed world often takes for grant- 
ed. When we stop at a drinking foun- 
tain, or when we prepare dinner for our 
families, we are confident that the 
water emerging from the tap is free of 
harmful and dangerous contaminants. 

Yet a reliable supply of water needed 
to maintain life is not readily available 
to nearly one billion people around the 
world. In fact, the ravages of water in- 
security and inadequate sanitation 
claim 6,000 lives every day. The major- 
ity of these casualties are children. 
Nearly one in five child deaths world- 
wide is due to waterborne illness. 

Modern plumbing technologies can 
prevent deaths and combat sickness. 
By supporting access to safe drinking 
water and proper sanitation through 
sound plumbing infrastructure and 
minimum plumbing codes, we can sig- 
nificantly raise quality of life and help 
to eliminate a historic cause of human 
suffering. 
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Today I stand in gratitude to our 
skilled, licensed plumbers and pipe fit- 
ters who work hard every day to ensure 
that the plumbing systems and infra- 
structure in our homes, places of busi- 
ness, and communities continue to 
function properly and provide us with 
water safe for consumption. 

I would like to thank the Inter- 
national Association of Plumbing and 
Mechanical Officials, IAPMO, for rais- 
ing awareness of this important issue. 
These individuals work diligently to 
create and maintain the Uniform 
Plumbing Code, which serves as the 
foundation for all plumbing installa- 
tion and inspection activities for over 
half the world’s population. 

IAPMO is the only model code devel- 
oper in America utilizing an open con- 
sensus process accredited by the Amer- 
ican National Standards Institute, 
ANSI, for plumbing and mechanical 
codes. Worldwide, IAPMO and its mem- 
bers are on the front lines of public 
health and safety in assisting cities, 
counties, states, and countries with de- 
veloping plumbing codes and providing 
training that protects our communities 
and saves lives. 

I submit this resolution in recogni- 
tion of the importance of clean water 
and the important contribution to 
America being made every single day 
by those men and women who maintain 
our plumbing infrastructure. 


EE 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 10, 2011, at 9:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 10, 2011, at 9:30 a.m. to conduct 
a hearing entitled ‘‘The Fiscal Year 
2012 Budget for the Sec.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 

TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 10, 2011, at 10 a.m. in room 253 of 
the Russell Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com- 
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mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on March 10, 
2011, at 9:30 a.m., in room 366 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on March 10, 2011, at 10 a.m., in 215 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, to con- 
duct a hearing entitled ‘Innovations in 
Child Welfare Waivers: Starting on the 
Pathway to Reform.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 

AND PENSIONS 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet, 
during the session of the Senate, to 
conduct a hearing entitled 
“Bridgepoint Education, Inc.: A Case 


study in For-Profit Education and 
Oversight’? on March 10, 2011, at 10 
a.m., in 480 Dirksen Senate Office 
Building. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on March 10, 2011, at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on March 10, 2011, at 3 p.m. to conduct 
a hearing entitled ‘‘Information Shar- 
ing in the Era of WikiLeaks: Balancing 
Security and Collaboration.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate, on March 10, 2011, at 10 a.m., in 
SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, to conduct an executive busi- 
ness meeting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 10, 2011, at 2:30 p.m. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


a 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to executive session to consider Cal- 
endar No. 41; that the nomination be 
confirmed, the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table, there be no intervening action or 
debate, and that no further motion be 
in order to the nomination; that any 
related statements be printed in the 
RECORD, and the President be imme- 
diately notified of the Senate’s action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nomination considered and con- 
firmed is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Timothy J. Feighery, of New York, to be 
Chairman of the Foreign Claims Settlement 
Commission of the United States for a term 
expiring September 30, 2012. 


EE 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent the Senate resume legis- 
lative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ES 


UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE- 
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent on Monday, March 14, at 
4:30 p.m., the Senate proceed to execu- 
tive session to consider Calendar No. 
10; that there be 1 hour of debate equal- 
ly divided in the usual form; that upon 
the use or yielding back of the time, 
the Senate proceed to vote with no in- 
tervening action or debate on Calendar 
No. 10; the motion to reconsider be con- 
sidered made and laid upon the table 
with no intervening action or debate; 
that no further motion be in order, and 
any related statements be printed in 
the RECORD; that the President be im- 
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac- 
tion, and the Senate then resume legis- 
lative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


a 


ORDERS FOR MONDAY, MARCH 14, 
2011 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until 2 p.m., on Monday, March 
14; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
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in the day; that following any leader 
remarks, there be a period of morning 
business until 4:30 p.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each; that following morning business, 
the Senate proceed to executive ses- 
sion, as provided under the previous 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


a 


PROGRAM 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senators 
should expect two rollcall votes begin- 
ning at 5:30 p.m. on Monday. The first 
vote will be on confirmation of Execu- 
tive Calendar No. 10, the nomination of 
James Emanuel Воаѕреге, of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to be U.S. District 
Judge for the District of Columbia, and 
the second vote will be on a motion to 
invoke cloture on the motion to pro- 
ceed to Calendar No. 17, the Small 
Business Reauthorization Act. 


EE 


ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. REID. If there is no further busi- 
ness to come before the Senate, I ask 
unanimous consent that it adjourn 
under the previous order, following the 
remarks of the assistant majority lead- 
er of the Senate, RICHARD DURBIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, are we 
still in morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 


EEE 


INTERCHANGE FEE REFORM 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak about the issue of interchange 
fee reform. Last year, Congress enacted 
landmark reform of the swipe fees that 
Visa and MasterCard impose on the 
debit card system. An amendment I of- 
fered to Wall Street reform passed the 
Senate with 64 votes—47 Democrats, 17 
Republicans—and was later signed into 
law. It was the first amendment out of 
the first 26 on that bill that was held to 
a 60-vote standard. Every other amend- 
ment before was held to a simple ma- 
jority. But I was lucky enough, when I 
offered the amendment, that there was 
an insistence that we had to reach 60 
votes. We did it, 47 Democrats and 17 
Republicans. It was a great victory, 
and one that came as a surprise to Wall 
Street, because Main Street—the retail 
merchants, the restaurants, the con- 
venience stores, and many others—had 
worked hard for this amendment. 

Never before had Visa and 
MasterCard, the duopoly of credit 
cards, and their big bank allies lost a 
vote such as this in Congress. Nor- 
mally, the credit card companies and 
the big banks are used to getting their 
way in this town. Visa and MasterCard 
have such power that they control over 
75 percent of all credit and debit card 
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transactions in America. Last year, 
$1.39 trillion was transacted on Visa 
and MasterCard debit cards. According 
to the American Bankers Association, 
the U.S. banking industry is a $13 tril- 
lion industry. That is trillion with a 
aes Fea 

Many Members in this body are being 
lobbied right now by banks and card 
companies to repeal this law, to undo 
the interchange reform Congress 
passed last year. It is one of the most 
active lobbying efforts I have ever 
seen. 

I want to explain why interchange re- 
form is so important, not just for the 
concepts of competition and trans- 
parency but also for the people and 
businesses affected, for small busi- 
nesses and consumers and the Amer- 
ican economy. 

A little background on the debit card 
industry: Debit cards are simply a way 
for accountholders to access funds 
stored in an account. They are the 
electronic version of a check. 

Debit cards are issued by banks, such 
as Bank of America, where the account 
is held. The cards are also part of a 
card network such as Visa or 
MasterCard, which set certain fees and 
rules about using their cards. 

The banks that issue the debit cards 
can make money in several ways. They 
make loans based on deposits and earn 
interest. They charge fees to con- 
sumers for maintaining and accessing 
accounts such as АТМ, monthly, over- 
draft, and transfer fees. They also re- 
ceive interchange fees from merchants 
every time one of their debit cards is 
used. 

If you look at any bank’s Web site, 
you can find the loan interest rates and 
the account fees the bank charges cus- 
tomers. Banks compete with one an- 
other for this consumer business. That 
competition keeps their fees in check. 
It is called the free market. But ask 
any bank to show you on their Web site 
where you can find the interchange 
fees that the bank charges merchants, 
restaurants, universities, charities, 
convenience stores, ask them what 
they charge as an interchange fee for 
the use of their debit cards, the bank 
will say: Well, you will have to call 
Visa or MasterCard. 

Card companies such as Visa fix the 
interchange fee rates received by 
issuing banks, the banks that have 
their name on the card next to the Visa 
symbol. In other words, thousands of 
banks that compete with one another 
in all other aspects of business do not 
compete with one another when it 
comes to how much in so-called swipe 
fees or interchange fees they get from 
merchants. The banks let Visa set the 
prices for all of them. 

Visa has decided that every bank 
that issues Visa cards will get the same 
rate as every other bank, no matter 
how efficient a bank is, no matter how 
much fraud a bank allows. Rather than 
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a competitive system, this is a system 
which subsidizes inefficiency. In fact, 
the only competition in the inter- 
change system right now is the com- 
petition between card networks to 
raise interchange fees. They raise the 
rates in order to get banks to join the 
network and issue more of their cards. 

It is easy to see why banks and card 
networks set up this system. It makes 
the banks happy because they get bil- 
lions of dollars a year in high fees, and 
they don’t have to worry about com- 
petition. It makes the networks happy 
because they get their own network fee 
each time a card is swiped, and high 
interchange means banks will issue 
more cards. 

But it is unfair to those who are re- 
ceiving the cards—for example, the res- 
taurants, the merchants, the shops, the 
book stores, universities, charities, 
convenience stores—because they have 
no power to negotiate this fee. They 
can’t hold off and say: Wait a minute, 
if you want us to take Visa at our 
store, we want to know how much you 
are going to charge us every time a 
customer uses a Visa card. There is no 
way to have any conversation on that. 
Visa establishes what the swipe fee will 
be. 

It is also unfair to consumers, par- 
ticularly low-income consumers and 
those without banking accounts, who 
pay billions per year in hidden inter- 
change fees that are passed on to them 
in higher prices for gas and groceries. 
How about that. I had some people in 
my office today talking about the price 
of gasoline. They said: Understand, 
every time a customer uses a Visa or a 
MasterCard, they are taking a percent- 
age of that cost on the gallon of gaso- 
line. Their percentage keeps going up, 
and in order to have a profit, to keep 
the lights on, we have to Keep raising 
the price of gasoline to keep up with 
the credit card companies, let alone 
the national oil companies. 

The Federal Reserve estimated that 
in 2009, about $16.2 billion was charged 
in debit interchange fees, a massive 
amount of money that is being paid to 
the banks by merchants and their cus- 
tomers, about $1.3 billion a month. I 
will get back to that number in a mo- 
ment. It didn’t used to be that way in 
America. It isn’t that way in many 
other countries that use Visa and 
MasterCard. 

Back when the debit card system was 
started several decades ago, debit fees 
were minimal. It wasn’t until Visa en- 
tered the market in the 1990s that we 
started seeing debit card interchange 
fees that looked like credit card inter- 
change fees. 

They are two different worlds. When 
I use a credit card, ultimately, the 
bank and credit card company have to 
collect from me. If I dodge them or 
don’t pay, there is a loss. A debit card 
comes directly out of my account. 
There is no question whether the 
money is there. It is already there. 
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There is an excellent New York 
Times article by Andrew Martin from 
last year titled “Но Visa, Using Card 
Fees, Dominates a Market.”’ 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
that article printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Jan. 5, 2010] 


THE CARD GAME—How VISA, USING CARD 
FEES, DOMINATES A MARKET 


(By Andrew Martin) 


Every day, millions of Americans stand at 
store checkout counters and make a seem- 
ingly random decision: after swiping their 
debit card, they choose whether to punch in 
a code, or to sign their name. 

It is a pointless distinction to most con- 
sumers, since the price is the same either 
way. But behind the scenes, billions of dol- 
lars are at stake. 

When you sign a debit card receipt at a 
large retailer, the store pays your bank an 
average of 75 cents for every $100 spent, more 
than twice as much as when you punch in a 
four-digit code. 

The difference is so large that Costco will 
not allow you to sign for your debit purchase 
in its checkout lines. Wal-Mart and Home 
Depot steer customers to use a PIN, the 
debit card norm outside the United States. 

Despite all this, signature debit cards 
dominate debit use in this country, account- 
ing for 61 percent of all such transactions, 
even though PIN debit cards are less expen- 
sive and less vulnerable to fraud. 

How this came to be is largely a result of 
a successful if controversial strategy 
hatched decades ago by Visa, the dominant 
payment network for credit and debit cards. 
It is an approach that has benefited Visa and 
the nation’s banks at the expense of mer- 
chants and, some argue, consumers. 

Competition, of course, usually forces 
prices lower. But for payment networks like 
Visa and MasterCard, competition in the 
card business is more about winning over 
banks that actually issue the cards than con- 
sumers who use them. Visa and MasterCard 
set the fees that merchants must pay the 
cardholder’s bank. And higher fees mean 
higher profits for banks, even if it means 
that merchants shift the cost to consumers. 

Seizing on this odd twist, Visa enticed 
banks to embrace signature debit—the high- 
er-priced method of handling debit cards— 
and turned over the fees to banks as an in- 
centive to issue more Visa cards. At least 
initially, MasterCard and other rivals pro- 
moted PIN debit instead. 

As debit cards became the preferred plastic 
in American wallets, Visa has turned its at- 
tention to PIN debit too and increased its 
market share even more. And it has suc- 
ceeded—not by lowering the fees that mer- 
chants pay, but often by pushing them up, 
making its bank customers happier. 

In an effort to catch up, MasterCard and 
other rivals eventually raised fees on debit 
cards too, sometimes higher than Visa, to 
try to woo bank customers back. 

“What we witnessed was truly a perverse 
form of competition,” said Ronald Congemi, 
the former chief executive of Star Systems, 
one of the regional PIN-based networks that 
has struggled to compete with Visa. ‘‘They 
competed on the basis of raising prices. What 
other industry do you know that gets away 
with that?” 

Visa has managed to dominate the debit 
landscape despite more than a decade of liti- 
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gation and antitrust investigations into high 
fees and anticompetitive behavior, including 
a settlement in 2003 in which Visa paid $2 bil- 
lion that some predicted would inject more 
competition into the debit industry. 

Yet today, Visa has a commanding lead in 
signature debit in the United States, with a 
73 percent share. Its share of the domestic 
PIN debit market is smaller but growing, at 
42 percent, making Visa the biggest PIN net- 
work, according to The Nilson Report, an in- 
dustry newsletter. 

THE RISK OF REFUSING 

Critics complain that Visa does not fight 
fair, and that it used its market power to 
force merchants to accept higher costs for 
debit cards. Merchants say they cannot 
refuse Visa cards because it would result in 
lower sales. 

“A dollar is no longer a dollar in this coun- 
try,” said Mallory Duncan, senior vice presi- 
dent of the National Retail Federation, a 
trade association. “It’s a Visa dollar. It’s 
only worth 99 cents because they take a 
piece of every one.” 

Visa officials say its critics are griping 
about debit products that have transformed 
the nation’s payment system, adding conven- 
ience for consumers and higher sales for mer- 
chants, while cutting the hassle and expense 
of dealing with cash and checks. In recent 
years, New York cabbies and McDonald’s res- 
taurants are among those reporting higher 
sales as a result of accepting plastic. 

“At times we have a perspective problem,” 
said William M. Sheedy, Visa’s president for 
the Americas. ‘‘Debit has become so main- 
stream, some of the people who have bene- 
fited have lost sight of what their business 
model was, what their cost structure was.” 

Visa officials said the costs of debit for 
merchants had not gone down because the 
cards now provided greater value than they 
did five or 10 years ago. The costs must not 
be too onerous, they say, because merchant 
acceptance has doubled in the last decade. 

The fees аге “not a cost-based calculation, 
but a value-based calculation,” said Eliza- 
beth Buse, Visa’s global head of product. 

As for Visa’s market share, company offi- 
cials maintain that it is rather small when 
considered within the larger context of all 
payments, where, for now at least, cash re- 
mains king. 

While Visa may be among the best-known 
brands in the world, how it operates is a 
mystery to many consumers. 

Visa does not distribute credit or debit 
cards, nor does it provide credit so con- 
sumers can buy flat-screen televisions or a 
Starbucks latte. Those tasks are left to the 
banks, which owned Visa until it went public 
in 2008. 

Instead, Visa provides an electronic net- 
work that acts like a tollbooth, processing 
the transaction between merchants and 
banks and collecting a fee that averages 5 or 
6 cents every time. For the financial year 
ended in June, Visa handled 40 billion trans- 
actions. Banks that issue Visa cards also pay 
a separate licensing fee, based on payment 
volume. MasterCard, which is roughly half 
the size of Visa, uses a similar model. 

“It’s a penny here or there,” said Moshe 
Katri, an analyst who tracks the payments 
industry for Cowen and Company. ‘‘But when 
you have a billion transactions or more, it 
adds up.”’ 

With debit transactions forecast to over- 
take cash purchases by 2012, the model has 
investors swooning: Visa’s stock traded at 
$88.14 on Monday, near a 52-week high, while 
shares of MasterCard, at $256.84 each, have 
soared by more than 450 percent since the 
company went public in 2006. 
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While there is little controversy about the 
fees that Visa collects, some merchants are 
infuriated by a separate, larger fee, called 
interchange, that Visa makes them pay each 
time a debit or credit card is swiped. The 
fees, roughly 1 to 3 percent of each purchase, 
are forwarded to the cardholder’s bank to 
cover costs and promote the issuance of 
more Visa cards. 

The banks have used interchange fees as a 
growing profit center and to pay for card- 
holder perks like rewards programs. Inter- 
change revenue has increased to $45 billion 
today, from $20 billion in 2002, driven in part 
by the surge in debit card use. 

Some merchants say there should be no 
interchange fees on debit purchases, because 
the money comes directly out of a checking 
account and does not include the risks and 
losses associated with credit cards. Regard- 
less, merchants say they inevitably pass on 
that cost to consumers; the National Retail 
Federation says the interchange fees cost 
households an average of $427 in 2008. 

While the cost per transaction may seem 
small, at Best Buy, the biggest stand-alone 
electronics chain, ‘‘these skyrocketing fees 
add up to hundreds of millions of dollars 
every year,” said Dee O’Malley, director of 
financial services. ‘‘Every additional dollar 
we are forced to pay credit card companies is 
another dollar we can’t use to hire employ- 
ees, or pass along to our customers in the 
form of savings.” 

WEIGHING RULES ON MERCHANTS 


The Justice Department is investigating if 
rules imposed by payment networks, includ- 
ing Visa, on merchants regarding ‘‘various 
payment forms” are anticompetitive, a 
spokeswoman said. Several bills have been 
introduced in Congress seeking to give mer- 
chants more ability to negotiate inter- 
change, which is largely unregulated. 

While interchange remains legal despite 
repeated challenges, a group of merchants is 
pursuing yet another class-action suit, this 
time in federal court in Brooklyn, against 
Visa and MasterCard that seeks to upend the 
system for setting fees. 

“Visa and MasterCard have morphed into a 
giant cookie jar for banks at the expense of 
consumers,” said Mitch Goldstone, a plain- 
tiff in the case. 

Fees were not an issue when debit cards 
first gained traction in the 1980s. The small 
networks that operated automated teller 
machines, like STAR, Pulse, MAC and 
NYCE, issued debit cards that required a 
PIN. MasterCard had its own PIN debit net- 
work, called Maestro. 

Merchants were not charged a fee for ac- 
cepting PIN debit cards, and sometimes they 
even got a small payment because it saved 
banks the cost of processing a paper check. 

That changed after Visa entered the debit 
market. In the 1990s, Visa promoted a debit 
card that let consumers access their check- 
ing account on the same network that proc- 
essed its credit cards, which required a sig- 
nature. 

To persuade the banks to issue more of its 
debit cards, Visa charged merchants for 
these transactions and passed the money to 
the issuing banks. By 1999, Visa was setting 
fees of $1.85 on a $100 purchase, while Mae- 
stro and other regional PIN networks 
charged less than a dime, Federal Reserve 
data shows. Visa says the fee was justified 
because signature debit was so much more 
useful than PIN debit; at the time, roughly 
15 percent of merchants had keypads for en- 
tering a PIN. 

Merchants said they had no choice but to 
continue taking the debit cards, despite the 
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higher fees; because Visa’s rules required 
them to honor its debit cards if they chose to 
accept Visa’s credit cards. 

A SEVEN-YEAR BATTLE 

Wal-Mart, Circuit City, Sears and a num- 
ber of major merchants eventually sued. 
After seven years of litigation, Visa and 
MasterCard agreed to end the ‘honor all 
cards” rule between credit and debit and to 
pay the retailers a settlement of around $3 
billion, one of the largest in American cor- 
porate history. Visa paid $2 billion, and 
MasterCard the remainder. 

Since then, only a handful of retailers have 
stopped accepting Visa debit cards, an indi- 
cation that the crux of the lawsuit was 
“much ado about nothing,” Mr. Sheedy says. 

And while some merchants said they 
thought the lawsuit would pave the way to a 
new era of competition, a curious thing hap- 
pened instead: while Visa temporarily low- 
ered its fees for signature debit, it raised the 
price on PIN debit transactions and passed 
the funds on to card-issuing banks, and its 
competitors soon followed. 

The current class-action lawsuit joined by 
Mr. Goldstone contends that Visa’s PIN 
debit network, called Interlink, is offering 
banks higher fees as an incentive to issue 
debit cards that are exclusively routed over 
this network. Interlink, which has raised its 
PIN debit fees for small merchants to 90 
cents for each $100 transaction, from 20 cents 
in 2002, is often the most expensive, espe- 
cially for small merchants, Fed data shows. 

One large retailer, who requested anonym- 
ity to preserve its relationship with Visa, 
provided data that showed Interlink’s share 
of PIN purchases rose to 47 percent in 2009, 
from 20 percent in 2002, even as its fees stead- 
ily increased ahead of most other networks— 
to 49 cents per $100 transaction in 2009, from 
38 cents in 2006. 

Visa officials say its PIN debit network is 
taking off despite rising costs because it of- 
fers merchants, banks and consumers a level 
of efficiency and security that regional net- 
works cannot match. ‘‘We are motivated as a 
company to try to drive value to each one of 
those participants so that they accept the 
card, issue more cards, use the сага,” Mr. 
Sheedy said. 

At checkout counters, meanwhile, con- 
sumers are quietly tugged in one direction or 
the other. 

Safewasy, 7-Eleven and CVS drugstores 
automatically prompt consumers to do a less 
costly PIN debit transaction. The banks, 
however, still steer consumers toward the 
more expensive form of signature debit. 
Wells Fargo and Chase are among those that 
offer bonus points only on debit purchases 
completed with a signature. 

Visa says it does not care how consumers 
use their debit card, as long as it is a Visa. 
But for now at least, the company says the 
only way to ensure that a purchase is routed 
over the Visa network is to sign. 

“When you use your Visa card, you have a 
chance to win a trip to the Olympic Winter 
Games,” a new Visa commercial promises. 

The commercial does not explain the rules, 
but the fine print on Visa’s Web site does: 
nearly all Visa purchases are eligible—as 
long as the cardholder does not enter a PIN. 

Mr. DURBIN. I urge my colleagues to 
read it. It shows how Visa leveraged its 
dominance in the credit card industry 
to enter into and dominate the debit 
card industry. Visa then changed the 
debit interchange fee system so it 
looked like the credit card fee system. 
The result: the United States has the 
highest interchange fees in the world. 
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We also have some of the worst fraud 
prevention technology in the world. 
This is because Visa gives banks higher 
interchange rates for so-called signa- 
ture debit transactions instead of PIN 
debit transactions. So the banks tell 
their customers to pay with signature 
debit, even though far less fraud occurs 
with the use of PIN numbers. 

It doesn’t have to be this way. Many 
countries such as Canada have thriving 
debit card systems with zero inter- 
change fees. Canada has low fraud and 
wide consumer debit usage. Other 
places such as the European Union 
carefully regulate interchange rates to 
keep them to a reasonable level. But in 
this country, we have let dominant 
card networks—and they are a power- 
ful bunch—take over our debit card 
system. They are driving that system 
on an unsustainable course. 

I have worked for years to reform 
interchange fees and to bring trans- 
parency, competition, and choice to 
the credit card and debit card industry. 
I first introduced a bill on this in 2008. 
In 2009, I joined with Senator Kit Bond 
of Missouri to file a modest floor 
amendment to the Credit CARD Act. 
The amendment simply said inter- 
change fees should be reported to the 
Federal Reserve and that Visa and 
MasterCard should not be allowed to 
stop merchants from offering discounts 
for debit cards against credit cards. 
The card companies and bank industry 
hated that idea like the devil hates 
holy water. They did everything they 
could to kill the amendment. They 
used their standard talking points, say- 
ing this amendment would hurt con- 
sumers, small banks, credit unions, the 
economy, everything one could think 
of. The amendment never reached a 
vote. Instead, in 2009, the banks and 
card companies said they would sup- 
port a study. We love to study things in 
Washington. So Congress delayed real 
reform and said: Let’s get on with the 
study. 

Last year, I said: Enough is enough. 
We can’t continue to let Visa, 
MasterCard, and the big banks use 
price-setting schemes to turn our debit 
card system into their own large piggy 
bank at the expense of merchants and 
consumers. The amendment I offered 
last year said: If banks are going to let 
a card network set interchange rates 
for them, those rates must be reason- 
able and proportional to the cost of 
processing a debit transaction over 
that network’s wires. 

Why would we bring the Federal Re- 
serve in to establish a reasonable and 
proportional interest change fee? Be- 
cause there is no competition in this 
market. Visa and MasterCard, recently 
under investigation by the Department 
of Justice for their practices, establish 
what these interchange fees are going 
to be. They impose them on merchants 
who many times are told late in the 
game how much the fee is. They don’t 
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bargain. Merchants can’t shop around. 
There is no competition when it comes 
to the establishment of interchange 
fees. 

The amendment will end this ineffi- 
cient subsidy that Visa and MasterCard 
have created for banks, and it will 
incentivize banks to operate their card 
systems efficiently. The amendment 
directs the Fed to issue regulations to 
implement this reasonable and propor- 
tional standard. The Fed issued draft 
regulations in December and is now 
working on final regulations to be com- 
pleted in April and take effect in July. 

Do my colleagues know what they 
found in their initial cut at this? The 
average interchange fee is in the range 
of 40 cents, and the average cost to use 
a debit card is about 10 cents. Think of 
the overcharge that is going on with 
every single transaction. The next time 
you are standing in the airport and 
somebody hands a debit card to the 
cashier to pay for a pack of gum, think 
about that retailer just having lost 
money. The only ones who made money 
in the transaction were Visa, 
MasterCard and the issuing bank. 

Last year, when I was drafting this 
amendment, I knew we had to be care- 
ful about the way the reform would af- 
fect small banks and credit unions that 
currently benefit from the rates Visa 
and MasterCard set. I didn’t want to 
drive small issuers out of the debit 
card market. So my amendment spe- 
cifically exempted them from regula- 
tion. That means that now, just like 
before, networks will compete by rais- 
ing interchange rates to win the busi- 
ness of those small, unregulated 
issuers. 

I know the small banks and credit 
unions are also lobbying on the Hill, 
saying that interchange reform will 
hurt them. For years, they have been 
making this argument against any 
type of reform. I have been on the Hill 
for a while, in the House and in the 
Senate. 

I used to really believe there was a 
qualitative—not just quantitative but 
a qualitative—difference between com- 
munity banks and credit unions and 
the big boys, the Wall Street banks. 
Over the years, I am sorry to say when 
it comes to these issues, they are the 
same. It is just a quantitative dif- 
ference. Credit unions and community 
banks are smaller, but in terms of the 
way they look at issues, there is not a 
dime’s worth of difference. 

When it comes to this issue, there is 
an interesting phenomenon at work. 
Visa and MasterCard do not dare raise 
their head on Capitol Hill. If there are 
two more unpopular companies with 
American consumers, it is hard to 
think of what they might be. Maybe 
today it is oil companies. But it is a 
close second with credit card compa- 
nies and the way they treat people. So 
they do not come in and lobby. 

Well, how about the Wall Street 
banks? Do you think they are going to 
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show up here and say: You cannot regu- 
late these interchange fees? Two-thirds 
of the debit cards come from the big- 
gest banks out of Wall Street, not the 
community banks and credit unions. 
So the big money in this whole trans- 
action is on Wall Street. But you do 
not hear from the Wall Street banks. 
Why? Because they are not going to 
win any popularity contests either. 

It was not that long ago we were 
shoveling billions of taxpayer dollars 
at these banks to keep the lights on 
after they made some pretty stupid in- 
vestment decisions that drove our 
economy into the ditch. So they can- 
not lobby, the big banks, with the big 
money involved in this issue. The cred- 
it card companies cannot lobby because 
they have no popularity with the 
American consumer. So what do they 
do? They have some beards, and the 
beards in these circumstances are the 
credit unions and the community 
banks. Those specifically exempted are 
now coming to Congress, coming to 
Capitol Hill, saying this could hurt us 
in the future. 

We drew a line and said if the asset 
value of the financial institution is 
below $10 billion—$10 billion—they are 
not affected by this law. There are, if I 
recall, only three credit unions in 
America with assets over $10 billion. 
The vast majority, the overwhelming 
majority, of credit unions in this coun- 
try do not have anywhere near that 
kind of asset value. The same thing is 
true with community banks. 

So Wall Street banks and credit card 
companies have found their great 
agents. Their agents are the credit 
unions, community banks, presenting 
their case to the Members of Congress 
as if they are directly regulated when 
they are specifically exempted from 
this. 

I know the small banks and the cred- 
it unions are working the Hill. For 
years, they have been using these argu- 
ments against any type of reform. 
When we tried to get bankruptcy re- 
form to deal with foreclosures a few 
years back—and I honestly think it 
could have had a dramatically positive 
impact to slow down foreclosures in 
this Nation—we specifically exempted 
credit unions and community banks, 
and they still lobbied against it. They 
are in concert when it comes to issues 
with the biggest banks in America. I do 
not understand it. It is a dramatic de- 
parture from where they have been his- 
torically. 

Independent analysts agree that the 
reform Congress passed last year will 
give small banks actual competitive 
advantages over big banks. I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a recent op-ed by Andrew Kahr 
in the American Banker newspaper en- 
titled ‘‘Never Mind the Lobbyists, Dur- 
bin Amendment Helps Small Banks.”’ 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From American Banker—BankThink, Mar. 
8, 2011] 
NEVER MIND THE LOBBYISTS, DURBIN 
AMENDMENT HELPS SMALL BANKS 

The Durbin Amendment in Dodd-Frank 
lowers the interchange paid to large banks 
on debit card purchase transactions, and 
hence takes money away from these banks 
to give it to merchants, almost dollar for 
dollar. When passed, this provision was po- 
litically popular. It was a time for bank- 
bashing. 

Now this component of Dodd-Frank is 
much less popular. Maybe legislators have 
noticed that even if Wal-Mart passed 
through every last penny of the 0.7% of debit 
card sales it’s apt to save to customers in 
the form of lower prices, the consumer ben- 
efit is likely to be invisible to voters. In any 
event, the banks have made themselves high- 
ly audible to voters in shrill but absurd 
threats to cap debit card purchases at $50 
and the like. Another form of lobbying. 

One of the arguments made against the 
Durbin restriction on interchange is that it 
will hurt community banks. 

Poppycock. 

Since Durbin explicitly excludes banks 
with assets under $10 billion from the re- 
striction on interchange, it takes a hyper- 
active imagination to see how these banks 
could be hurt by it. Lobbyists have the req- 
uisite inventiveness. 

If large banks get 75% less interchange 
than they do now and small banks continue 
to get today’s interchange rates, then obvi- 
ously this confers a substantial competitive 
advantage on the small banks. They can im- 
pose lower fees, pay more interest, and give 
greater rewards to depositors. Anything that 
reduces revenue for big banks but not for 
small ones should help the latter compete 
more effectively against the former. 

In opposition to common sense, bank lob- 
byists have put forward some very far- 
fetched arguments about how, in some up- 
side-down world, small banks are still going 
to be losers rather than winners from Dur- 
bin. 

One argument is that the clearing net- 
works, of which there are only four that 
matter, will not support the ‘‘two-tier”’ 
interchange system envisaged by Durbin. Ri- 
diculous. Visa is the largest of the networks. 
It’s already announced that it will imple- 
ment Durbin. (Maybe this is an object lesson 
as to why Visa remains No. 1.) 

For the small banks, MasterCard is the 
only other significant player. If MasterCard 
finds it politic not to add one more wrinkle 
to a skein of interchange levels that is al- 
ready of Byzantine complexity, then let the 
small banks gravitate to Visa in order to 
benefit from Durbin. 

A second argument of the big-bank lobby- 
ists is that merchants will reject the debit 
cards of small banks if these carry a 1% 
interchange cost, versus 0.3% for the large 
banks. Really? Then why don’t these mer- 
chants reject all credit cards, with inter- 
change of 2% or more, if the customer could 
instead use a debit card? When is the last 
time a merchant politely asked you whether 
you could pay with a debit card instead of a 
credit card? 

The reason merchants don’t do this, apart 
from association rules that purport to pro- 
hibit it, is that the retailer’s top priority is 
sales, not interchange. Selective ‘‘suppres- 
sion” of cards by merchants has occurred 
with extreme rarity. One instance took place 
long ago when merchants in Boston revolted 
against higher interchange rates from Amer- 
ican Express. This can’t happen now. Are 
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cashiers in stores going to look at a list of 
small banks in order to discriminate against 
their cards—and then have customers walk 
out and leave their would-be purchases at 
the cash register? The fraction of customers 
who would be persuaded to change banks or 
carry two debit cards is infinitesimal. 

The notion that merchants will give dis- 
counts on big-bank debit cards but not 
small-bank debit cards is equally silly. Since 
when did they offer an incentive to use debit 
rather than credit cards? If they are not mo- 
tivated to do so by 2.3% versus 1% inter- 
change, then why should they be motivated 
by 1% versus 0.3%? 

Finally, we are warned that a second, ut- 
terly unrelated provision of Durbin that 
mandates competitive network routing will 
somehow injure small banks. Impossible. It 
is predominantly the biggest banks that 
have negotiated exclusive or volume-depend- 
ent routing deals with Visa or others. This 
too gives them an advantage over small 
banks that Durbin will undermine or erase— 
to the benefit of the small banks. 

The charm of the Durbin debate on inter- 
change is that it largely amounts to ‘‘Who’s 
going to get the money, big banks or mer- 
chants?” (In other words, ‘‘Which do you like 
less, Congressman, big banks, or big mer- 
chants?’’) 

Outside the realms of taxation and appro- 
priations, it is unusual to see such a choice 
so sharply focused for our representatives in 
Washington. 

Ben Bernanke and other regulators would 
like to see less pressure on big-bank earnings 
and capital. That’s understandable. Maybe 
it’s even a winning—though illogical—argu- 
ment. 

But let’s not talk nonsense about bogey- 
man danger to community banks. 

Mr. DURBIN. Now, Kahr is no mouth- 
piece for merchants. He is a financial 
consultant who is recognized as the 
creator of many aspects of the modern 
card industry. But he says what I have 
been saying for months—that the argu- 
ments small banks have been making 
against my amendment defy economic 
logic and common sense. 

I also believe interchange reform is 
essential for consumers. Banks will tell 
you consumers will be hurt by reform 
because banks will have to raise con- 
sumer fees to make up for lost revenue. 

First, when did we start listening to 
banks and credit card companies to tell 
us what is good for consumers? Second, 
read the headlines for the past few 
years and you will see that banks were 
already raising consumer fees to record 
highs in 2008, 2009, and 2010—before my 
amendment became law. They are al- 
ways looking for ways to raise fees on 
consumers as high as the market will 
allow. 

Third, consumers are already paying 
for the current interchange system. 
Soaring interchange fees are passed on 
to consumers in the form of higher 
prices for gasoline and groceries. And 
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the current system particularly hurts 
unbanked consumers who pay with 
cash. 

I believe consumers benefit from 
transparency, competition, and choice. 
The current interchange system has 
been designed specifically to avoid 
these features. That is why consumer 
groups agree with me and support the 
interchange reform which we have on 
the books. 

I know the financial industry lobby- 
ists are out there now storming the 
Halls of Congress. They are saying: 
Let’s delay the Fed’s interchange rule- 
making for a year or two. Let’s study 
this issue some more. Study, study, 
study; this is one great study hall, this 
U.S. Senate. But there comes a point 
when we need to act, and we are pre- 
pared to act now with the Federal Re- 
serve in April and in July. 

There is no need to delay these rules. 
Read the comments I submitted to the 
Fed about their draft rulemaking. You 
will see how the new law provides rea- 
sonable timeframes for implementing 
every part of the Fed’s rules. 

I saw this call for delay and study be- 
fore, on the Credit CARD Act back in 
2009, and it does not surprise me we are 
hearing it again. 

If my colleagues remember nothing 
else, they should remember this: De- 
laying interchange reform will have 
significant consequences to employers, 
small businesses, and consumers all 
across America. Not only will busi- 
nesses, universities, government agen- 
cies, and charities keep paying the cur- 
rent $1.3 billion per month in debit 
interchange fees, the fees will keep 
going up further. There will be nothing 
to constrain Visa and MasterCard from 
setting higher and higher fees. There is 
no competition in this industry. 

Some of my colleagues say they are 
concerned about small banks and con- 
sumers. So am I. That is why I drafted 
the amendment to exempt them. Inde- 
pendent analysts and consumer groups 
agree that the reform we passed pro- 
tects small banks and consumers. 

I say to my colleagues, do not tell me 
you are worried about small banks and 
consumers and then push for a delay 
that will serve to provide $1 billion a 
month in more fees primarily to the 
largest banks in America. 

A delay in this implementation 
would give Visa and MasterCard and 
the big banks a multibillion-dollar 
handout—have we heard this song be- 
fore?—while leaving merchants and 
consumers worse off than they already 
are. Iam not going to sit by and let the 
big banks and card companies get away 
with trying to kill this reform. They 
have been bailed out enough already. 
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I urge my colleagues in Congress: Do 
not bail out the big banks on Wall 
Street another time. Once in a political 
lifetime is enough for most of us. 

I am standing with the consumers 
and merchants on this issue. I hope my 
colleagues will join me and find it is a 
good place to stand. 

I yield the floor. 


Ss 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
MARCH 14, 2011, AT 2 P.M. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
adjourned until 2 p.m. on Monday, 
March 14, 2011. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 5:35 p.m., 
adjourned until Monday, March 14, 
2011, at 2 p.m. 


EE 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 


NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION BOARD 


CHRISTOPHER B. HOWARD, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEM- 
BER OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION BOARD 
FOR A TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE KIRON KANINA SKIN- 
NER, TERM EXPIRED. 


INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND 


BEN S. BERNANKE, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE UNITED 
STATES ALTERNATE GOVERNOR OF THE INTER- 
NATIONAL MONETARY FUND FOR A TERM OF FIVE 
YEARS. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION, UNITED 
STATES AND CANADA 

DERETH BRITT GLANCE, OF NEW YORK, TO BE A COM- 
MISSIONER ON THE PART OF THE UNITED STATES ON 
THE INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION, UNITED 
STATES AND CANADA, VICE IRENE B. BROOKS. 

RICHARD M. MOY, OF MONTANA, TO BE A COMMIS- 
SIONER ON THE PART OF THE UNITED STATES ON THE 
INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION, UNITED STATES 
AND CANADA, VICE SAMUEL W. SPECK. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


DANIEL BENJAMIN SHAPIRO, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE AM- 
BASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO ISRAEL. 


NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 
ADMINISTRATION 


SUBJECT TO QUALIFICATIONS PROVIDED BY LAW, THE 
FOLLOWING FOR PERMANENT APPOINTMENT TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED IN THE NATIONAL OCEANIC AND AT- 
MOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION. 


To be lieutenant (junior grade) 
ZACHARY P. CRESS 


EE 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate March 10, 2011: 
THE JUDICIARY 


MAX OLIVER COGBURN, JR., OF NORTH CAROLINA, TO 
BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE WESTERN 
DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


TIMOTHY J. FEIGHERY, OF NEW YORK, TO BE CHAIR- 
MAN OF THE FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT COMMIS- 
SION OF THE UNITED STATES FOR A TERM EXPIRING 
SEPTEMBER 30, 2012. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, March 10, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. LATTA). 


ee 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 10, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable ROBERT E. 
LATTA to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EEE 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 5, 2011, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall 
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


ee 


END THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, 
DENNIS KUCINICH, RON PAUL, and I, 
along with other colleagues, held a 
press conference to announce House 
Concurrent Resolution 28, which would 
require the President to withdraw all 
United States Armed Forces from Af- 
ghanistan by the end of 2011. 

Last month’s USA Today/Gallup poll, 
72 percent of Americans favor congres- 
sional action this year to bring our 
troops home from Afghanistan. 

This week the Rasmussen Report 
finds that 52 percent of voters want our 
troops home from Afghanistan this 
year. To quote this poll, ‘‘A majority of 
voters, for the first time, support an 
immediate withdrawal of all U.S. 
troops from Afghanistan or the cre- 
ation of a timetable to bring them all 
home within a year.” 

Fourteen months ago, I asked a re- 
tired military general to advise me on 
Afghanistan. I have asked him for his 
thoughts, and I will read some of them 
to you. Back in November, I emailed 


this general and I said, What do you 
think about the possibility of being in 
Afghanistan for 4 more years? 

Mr. Speaker, he replied, “I do not be- 
lieve that 40 more years would guar- 
antee ‘victory,’ whatever that is; so 4 
will do nothing. The war is costing 
money and lives, all in short supply.” 

Mr. Speaker, there is a retired lieu- 
tenant colonel in Jacksonville, North 
Carolina, which is in my district, who 
served in the United States Marine 
Corps for 31 years. His name is Dennis 
Adams. He wrote me a letter, and the 
last paragraph of the letter I would 
like to read to the House. 

“Т urge you to make contact with all 
the current and newly elected men and 
women to Congress and ask them to 
end this war and bring our young men 
and women home. If any of my com- 
ments will assist you in this effort, you 
are welcome to use them and my 
name.” 

Mr. Speaker, I want to show the 
faces. I want to show the faces of war 
and the faces of pain. 

This is a young man whose name is 
Phillip Jordan. At the time of his fa- 
ther’s death—his father was a gunnery 
sergeant—he was 6 years of age. I wish 
the people could see the eyes of this 
young boy, 6 years of age, with a folded 
flag under his arm and the coffin that 
is following right behind him. This is 
war. Children feel war as adults feel 
war. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to show a 
poster from the honor guard at Dover 
walking a transfer case, which most 
people know is a coffin. It’s the re- 
mains of an American hero off the 
plane. This again is war and the pain of 
war. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a beautiful, 
handsome couple. It’s a young marine, 
his wife, and his child. This young ma- 
rine had been deployed so much that he 
developed PTSD. A year ago, on the 
main drag at Camp Lejeune known as 
McHugh Boulevard, he committed sui- 
cide. He stepped out of the car, he put 
a gun to his head, and he committed 
suicide. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the Con- 
gress would join Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. 
PAUL, and others in this House and 
let’s have a debate, and let’s vote. Let’s 
meet our constitutional responsibility, 
and let’s bring our troops home before 
we break the military. It is time to 
bring our troops home from Afghani- 
stan. 

Mr. Speaker, as I always do, I ask 
God to please bless our men and women 
in uniform. I ask God to please bless 
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the families of our men and women in 
uniform. I ask God to love the families 
who have given a child dying for free- 
dom in Afghanistan and Iraq, and I ask 
God to please bless the House and Sen- 
ate that we would do what is right in 
the eyes of God. I ask God to give wis- 
dom, strength, and courage to Presi- 
dent Obama that he will do what is 
right in the eyes of God. 

And three times I will ask, God 
please, God please, God please continue 
to bless America. 


EE 
DIRTY AIR 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. COHEN) for 1 minute. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to Chairman UPTON’s dirty 
air act. 

In 2007, the Supreme Court issued the 
Massachusetts v. EPA decision, direct- 
ing the EPA to examine greenhouse gas 
emissions and their impact on the pub- 
lic health. EPA conducted а highly 
credible, peer-reviewed scientific anal- 
ysis under the Bush EPA and the 
Obama EPA, both concluding that 
greenhouse gases harm our health. 

This was not a political analysis; it 
was a scientific analysis. But that has 
not stopped the chairman from trying 
to legislatively undermine scientific 
fact. According to the EPA, President 
Nixon’s Clean Air Act will prevent 
230,000 premature deaths and result in 
$2 trillion in economic benefits in 2020. 

But, Chairman UPTON has decided, 
with much help from corporate pol- 
luters’ lobbyists, that the fiscal and 
physical well-being of the American 
people are less important than Big 
Oil’s importance and Big Oil’s billion 
dollar bottom line next quarter. 

The bottom line for America is that 
undermining EPA science will cost 
trillions. 


EE 
PAIN AT THE PUMP 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. NUNNELEE) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Mr. Speaker, frus- 
trations are growing as Americans are 
feeling real pain at the pumps. The ris- 
ing gas prices are a serious strain on an 
economy that is beginning to show 
small signs of recovery. 

Right now, the average gas price in 
Mississippi is $3.50 a gallon, and I don’t 
think anybody would be surprised if 
that number continues to rise. Every 
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time gas prices go up by one penny, 
that costs American consumers $4 mil- 
lion a day. 

Families in north Mississippi have 
been dealing with tight budgets for the 
last couple of years, and rising gas 
prices severely impact an already 
tightened family budget. We all know 
that ultimately gas prices will be 
passed on in higher prices to the con- 
sumer through higher transportation 
costs, increased costs of groceries and 
other commodities. When there is no 
extra money in the pocketbooks, there 
is certainly no padding in the family 
budget to accommodate this increase 
in the cost of living associated with 
higher gas prices. 

As turmoil in the Middle East con- 
tinues, coupled with emerging demand 
for Third World developing countries 
that places demand on foreign energy 
demands, that’s going to cause gas 
prices to further increase. This prob- 
lem is serious, and it needs to be ad- 
dressed now. It needs to be addressed 
through exploring more domestic en- 
ergy production. 

However, President Obama has of- 
fered a short-term solution, tapping 
into the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 
The Strategic Petroleum Reserve is 
available for national emergencies at a 
time of crisis. Mississippians can all 
agree that when President Bush tapped 
into the strategic reserve during the 
aftermath of Katrina, it was in re- 
sponse to a serious supply disruption 
and an unforeseeable disaster. 

But if we draw down on these re- 
serves when gas hits $4 a gallon, what 
will we do if the reserves are depleted 
and then a real emergency hits? The 
President’s shortsighted answer to our 
rapidly increasing oil and gas prices 
does nothing to protect America from 
future energy prices skyrocketing, nor 
does it help lead toward American en- 
ergy independence. 

From the beginning, the Obama ad- 
ministration has failed to initiate a se- 
rious energy policy. Instead, this ad- 
ministration has actively taken steps 
to block or delay American energy pro- 
duction, therefore making us more de- 
pendent on unstable foreign countries’ 
oil production. 
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Recently, we remembered the 50th 
anniversary of President Kennedy’s in- 
auguration. Following that inaugura- 
tion, the President stood in this very 
Chamber and challenged our Nation to 
make it a national goal to place a man 
on the Moon and return him safely 
back to Earth before the decade is out. 
Today, we should make it a national 
priority that before the end of this dec- 
ade, the United States should achieve 
energy security and energy independ- 
ence. By actively producing our own 
energy resources, America will not 
only be independent from volatile re- 
gions of the world, but we will supply 
our own energy. 
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Now there is no single ‘‘silver bullet” 
and Republicans support an all-of-the- 
above approach that includes more 
American oil, more American natural 
gas, coal and nuclear energy. We need 
to expand U.S. oil exploration imme- 
diately in the Gulf of Mexico and Alas- 
ka. The gulf produces nearly one-third 
of our domestic oil. Offshore natural 
gas produced in the gulf region ac- 
counts for 18 percent of the total U.S. 
production. However, a de facto mora- 
torium still exists, even though the of- 
ficial moratorium was lifted last May 
and October. 

Not only has the gulf lost 12,000 qual- 
ity jobs because of the moratorium, 
but these rigs are actively leaving that 
region and moving to foreign countries 
such as Cuba, Brazil and Mexico. 

In February, Federal Judge Feldman 
gave the Department of the Interior 30 
days to rule on seven deepwater drill- 
ing permits. As of today, only one of 
those permits has been issued. That is 
simply inexcusable. This type of delib- 
erate inaction and negligence fails to 
meet the needs of a struggling U.S. 
economy. That is why I’m a proud co- 
sponsor of House Resolution 140, which 
calls for a streamlining of the permit 
process for shallow and deepwater drill- 
ing in the gulf. 

In 2008, President Obama put the en- 
tire Pacific coast, Atlantic coast and 
the eastern gulf coast off-limits to fu- 
ture energy production. This includes a 
large portion of Alaska’s Outer Conti- 
nental Shelf, even though expanding 
production would ultimately create up- 
wards of 1.2 million jobs and generate 
$8 trillion in economic output. That’s 
why we must immediately begin a 
long-term energy policy and begin to 
drill today to deal with higher gas 
prices. 

| also believe that it is vitally important to in- 
vest in the development of clean coal tech- 
nologies. Coal is our Nation’s most abundant 
and affordable energy resource, and another 
way to energy independence is through eco- 
nomically and environmentally sound clean 
coal technology. President Obama has specifi- 
cally said that he would bankrupt the coal in- 
dustry through regulations and impossible 
standards. 

Democrats continue to operate an anti-busi- 
ness agenda and restrict the advancement of 
domestic energy development through regula- 
tions, moratoriums and increased taxes on 
American energy production. The Presidents 
2012 budget includes over $60 billion in tax 
and fee increases on American energy pro- 
duction. This will only add to the burden of 
families and businesses. 

The current unrest in the Middle East only 
emphasizes the importance for America to de- 
velop more of its own domestic resources. 
American energy production can lower prices, 
create good jobs and decrease our reliability 
on foreign oil. We need to start paying Ameri- 
cans and stop funding our enemies. 

Our country has been blessed with clean 
and efficient energy resources. Lets stop put- 
ting unreasonable restrictions on our natural 
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resources and allow America to claim energy 
independence. 


EE 


FORECLOSURE CRISIS AND GOP 
GUTTING FORECLOSURE PRO- 
GRAMS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. CHU) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. CHU. Mr. Speaker, the effects of 
the foreclosure crisis and economic 
downturn have had a devastating im- 
pact on American families. Because of 
shoddy business practices and enor- 
mous risks taken by big banks, our 
housing and financial systems have ut- 
terly collapsed. And in the wake of this 
destruction, millions of Americans 
have lost their jobs, their homes and 
their quality of life. 

As the casualties rose and home- 
owners clamored for some relief, the 
government stepped in to do what it 
could. But with the scope of the prob- 
lem, government foreclosure relief pro- 
grams alone just aren’t enough. We 
should do more—more to fix the hous- 
ing market and more especially to cre- 
ate jobs, because putting people back 
to work will do more to right our econ- 
omy, help people pay their mortgages 
and get the banks back to lending than 
anything else. 

But the Republican House leadership 
hasn’t gotten the message. In the last 
10 weeks since the Republicans took 
control of the House, they haven’t cre- 
ated a single job. What’s worse, they 
haven’t even put a single jobs bill on 
the House floor. Instead of creating 
jobs, they are slashing them. The GOP 
spending plan eliminates 700,000 jobs 
and stifles economic growth. Rather 
than moving the Nation forward, they 
are forcing America backward. 

And this week is no different. Repub- 
licans are making things worse for 
American families as they continue 
their assault on the middle class. They 
want to completely abolish four pro- 
grams designed to help homeowners 
keep their houses and avoid fore- 
closure. Republicans have no interest 
in making these programs work better 
for the American people. By offering 
nothing in their place, the GOP is sim- 
ply abandoning hardworking home- 
owners who are underwater and strug- 
gling to find jobs to pay the bills. 

Now, we all know that government 
foreclosure programs are not perfect. 
But why are we completely disman- 
tling programs that have helped thou- 
sands of Americans stay in their 
homes? Though not perfect, why are we 
targeting the victims of the foreclosure 
and financial crises instead of helping 
them by fixing these programs? 

There’s a lot that we can do better 
without giving up on people like Fran- 
cisco. Francisco is from Duarte in my 
district. After a year, he was under- 
water, and, at the height of the reces- 
sion, he tried to modify his home loan. 
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He visited his servicer and was pushed 
back and forth between customer rep- 
resentatives. After 2 years of fighting 
for help, he only had four pieces of mail 
from the lender to show for it. He was 
eventually denied the modification, 
and he can’t even appeal the decision. 
And though we should be doing more to 
help him, the Republican plan of doing 
nothing means that he is completely 
out of luck. 

Commonsense improvements can be 
made to make the government fore- 
closure program better, ones that could 
provide relief to Francisco. Take the 
Home Affordable Modification Pro- 
gram, or HAMP. Simple fixes like hav- 
ing a case manager assigned to each 
case will allow for better communica- 
tion between the customer and the 
bank. If a customer is denied a loan 
modification, it would be more effec- 
tive to appeal the decision instead of 
having to reapply all over again. And 
we can do more to provide incentives 
for banks to complete modifications 
and ensure that servicers complete due 
diligence before denying modifications. 

These are reasonable solutions that 
servicers have been slow to adopt, if at 
all. And if we don’t make changes to 
these programs and instead just throw 
them away, what will struggling home- 
owners be left with? They will be left 
to the banks whose bad policies caused 
this financial crisis in the first place. 
They will be left with unstable commu- 
nities strewn with abandoned homes, 
and they will be left without a home 
and no one to turn to for help. 

It sounds like Republicans would 
rather return to old policies that we 
know don’t work rather than trying to 
fix the policies we know that can work. 
Struggling Americans deserve better 
than that. 


ee 


NO-FLY ZONE: A CHALLENGE TO 
THE WAR POWERS RESOLUTION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. PAUL) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PAUL. The important question 
being asked today with regards to for- 
eign policy is should the United States 
impose a no-fly zone over Libya? There 
are leaders on both sides of the Capitol 
and leaders in both parties who are 
now advising this as well as individuals 
in the administration. It is my opinion 
that we should not. It would be foolish, 
it would have a downside, and we 
should think very, very carefully be- 
fore we go expanding the wars that 
we’re already involved in. We’re in two 
major wars with Iraq and Afghanistan, 
and that involves Pakistan and Yemen 
already. 

So to go into Libya now and impose 
a no-fly zone—we have to remember, a 
no-fly zone is an act of war. What 
moral right do we have to participate 
in war activity against Libya? Libya 
hasn’t done anything to the United 
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States. They’re not a threat to our na- 
tional security. There’s been no aggres- 
sion. There’s no constitutional author- 
ity for a President to willy-nilly go and 
start placing no-fly zones over coun- 
tries around the world. 

We tried this in the 1990s and did it 
for 8 or 9 years. We had a no-fly zone, 
along with sanctions and blockades, 
around Iraq. Finally, it ended up with 
war. And the wars were based on lies. 
And then when that happened they 
said, yes, but it was well worth it be- 
cause we got rid of a bad guy. But we 
also lost close to 4,500 American mili- 
tary people, 30-some thousand suffered 
severe injuries and hundreds of thou- 
sands are applying now for disability 
because we went to war when we 
shouldn’t have gone to war. 

To expand this war now makes no 
sense whatsoever. It’s against inter- 
national law. It challenges the War 
Powers Resolution. For that reason, we 
should stop and think. Congress should 
act. I’m preparing to introduce a reso- 
lution next week that it is the sense of 
Congress that the executive branch 
can’t do this without approval from the 
Congress. 
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Why should we do this? Do you think 
it will cost some money? Yes, it is 
going to cost a ton of money. Innocent 
people will be killed. You can’t just all 
of a sudden turn a switch and say don’t 
fly over Libya; you have to bomb a lot 
of anti-aircraft sites and a lot of mili- 
tary establishments, so the war is on. 

From my viewpoint, this is the kind 
of thing that has been going on too 
long. It contributes significantly to our 
bankruptcy, and we are now spending 
approximately $1 trillion a year main- 
taining our empire around the world. 
We are in the process of remaking all 
the borders and leadership in the Mid- 
dle East and Central Asia, and now in 
North Africa we’re getting involved. 
We have invested $70 billion trying to 
prop up a dictator in Egypt, and look 
at how that ended up. Now we are 
hustling around to find out who the 
next dictator is. 

So if we get involved, I’m not sure 
they even know who to bomb and 
which one and who is going to come 
out on top. That is an internal matter. 
It is a civil war that is going on. We 
can cheer for one side or the other, but 
that is not a justification to place the 
burden on the American people, both 
militarily and individually, as well as 
monetarily. Some would say yes, that 
sounds good, I agree, and as long as we 
get approval from the U.N. and NATO, 
it will be okay. But, you know, that is 
just really a cop-out. What army and 
air force and technology does the U.N. 
have, and what does NATO have? You 
get a resolution at the U.N. that says 
let’s take out this bad guy and do these 
things, or NATO does it. They are all of 
our airplanes and all our money. And 
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no matter what, anything and every- 
thing that goes wrong, the United 
States will be blamed for it. There is 
enough resentment against us already 
for pretending that we can tell every 
other country how to live. 

The best way to look at this, I be- 
lieve, is how would we as a people and 
how would we as a Congress respond if 
we were a weaker nation and there was 
a stronger nation, if they came and im- 
posed a no-fly zone over us or had sanc- 
tions against us or had a blockade. We 
wouldn’t accept that. That would unify 
us. So I don’t buy into this thing that 
this is the only humanitarian thing we 
can do, expand the war. 

If we want to do something for hu- 
manity, we need a new foreign policy. 
We need a foreign policy that isn’t 
built on militarism; it’s built on more 
cooperation and more trade and not 
picking our dictators. 

Look at what happened after we 
picked a dictator for Iran. Sure, it 
lasted for 25 years or so. But eventu- 
ally it radicalized the Islamists and 
they had a revolution, and we came out 
on the short end of that. So I think it 
is time that we reassess this and think 
about a policy that makes a lot more 
sense. Economically, we need to do it. 


—— ык 


NUCLEAR WASTE AT YUCCA 
MOUNTAIN: OVER MY DEAD BODY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been in Congress now for 12 years. The 
very first speech I made on the floor of 
the House was why nuclear waste 
should not be stored at Yucca Moun- 
tain, Nevada. I cannot believe 12 years 
from when I first made that speech, I 
am back in the well of the House talk- 
ing about why Nevada should not be 
the site for the nuclear repository for 
this country. 

President Obama defunded the Yucca 
Mountain project, and let me tell you 
why he took this very bold step: be- 
cause 77 percent of the people of the 
State of Nevada do not want nuclear 
waste stored at Yucca Mountain. There 
are groundwater issues, seismic activ- 
ity, volcanic activity, and it is 90 miles 
from the major population center of 
Las Vegas. 

It is dangerous. There are no current 
EPA standards. And why is that? No 
current EPA radiation standards, be- 
cause there is no way to set radiation 
standards for material that has a ra- 
dioactive half shelf life of 300,000 years. 
But the Republican budget that has 
just been submitted resurrects Yucca 
Mountain and starts the process of 
dumping another $100 billion into a 
hole in the Nevada desert where there 
will never, ever be any nuclear waste 
stored. 

At the same time that the majority 
is calling for spending more money to 
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dump nuclear waste at Yucca Moun- 
tain, they are also pushing for dev- 
astating cuts that will end the loan 
guarantees for a new solar power plant 
in the State of Nevada near the com- 
munity of Tonopah. The result will be 
the loss of 600 jobs at a time when the 
Silver State has double-digit unem- 
ployment. Almost 15 percent of the 
people who live in Nevada have no job, 
and they are going to take away 600 
more by this very foolish act. Con- 
struction of this new solar plant will 
not only provide hundreds of paychecks 
to Nevada workers, it will also supply 
enough clean and renewable energy to 
power 75,000 homes in the State of Ne- 
vada. Without these loan guarantees 
that are now on the Republican chop- 
ping block, this solar project’s bright 
future is looking mighty, mighty dim. 

Tapping renewable energy sources, 
like the wind and solar and geo- 
thermal, all in great abundance in the 
State of Nevada, is where the future of 
this Nation and certainly Nevada’s en- 
ergy needs are. 

Do we want to continue to rely on 
the Saudis and the Venezuelans and 
the Libyans for our energy needs to be 
met? I don’t think so. Renewable is the 
way to go. 

This Nation and Nevada’s future is in 
clean energy, not in nuclear waste 
stored at Yucca Mountain, yet the Re- 
publicans want to cut funding for solar 
and other renewable resources that can 
be harnessed to provide clean energy 
and jobs for our local workers. And 
they are pushing these cuts while call- 
ing for $100 billion to be dumped down 
a hole in the middle of the Nevada 
desert, as I said, 90 miles from a major 
population center. 

I reject these efforts to restore the 
funding to Yucca Mountain. It is more 
wasteful spending at a time when they 
are talking about fixing the deficit. 
This is no way to do it by adding an 
extra $100 billion. And I will make this 
pledge to you now: There will be no nu- 
clear waste shipped to Yucca Mountain 
because it will be shipped over my dead 
body. I will lay across those railroad 
tracks and stop that train from depos- 
iting nuclear waste in my great State. 

I oppose the cuts as much as I oppose 
the funding of Yucca Mountain. I op- 
pose the cuts in the solar energy loan 
guarantee program that will cut 600 
jobs from the State of Nevada and pre- 
vent us from moving forward for a 
bright, renewable energy future. 


eS 


HONORING LANCE CORPORAL 
RAYMON JOHNSON 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. WESTMORELAND) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Speaker, 
I come before the House this morning 
with great sorrow but also with great 
honor to celebrate the life of Lance 
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Corporal Raymon Johnson, who an- 
swered his Nation’s call of duty in 2007 
after graduating from Shaw High 
School in 2006. On October 13, 2010, he 
made the ultimate sacrifice while serv- 
ing his country and protecting his 
country and fellow servicemen abroad. 
He was killed while conducting combat 
operations in the Helmand Province of 
Afghanistan. 

Lance Corporal Johnson was de- 
ployed to Afghanistan as part of the 1st 
Battalion, 8th Marine Regiment, 2nd 
Marine Division out of Camp Lejeune, 
North Carolina. He leaves behind his 
mother, Gwendolyn; his father, Greg- 
ory; a sister, LaQuita; and a brother, 
Ramon, who serves in the Georgia Na- 
tional Guard. He also leaves behind a 
nephew, Andre. 

Raymon desired to become a United 
States Marine from an early age. Fam- 
ily members recall Raymon spending 
hours playing military video games 
and watching the military channel 
when he was a teenager. Raymon began 
training to enter the service even be- 
fore he graduated from high school, 
and he passed up recruitment offers 
from the Navy, the Army, and the Air 
Force to join the Marines. Many family 
members were apprehensive about 
Raymon joining the Marines, but he 
felt it was his duty to serve. He told his 
family: Don’t try to worry about me 
much, I’m glad I’m doing what I always 
wanted to do. 

Friends and family members who re- 
called Raymon remember a young man 
who was not only driven to serve his 
country, but also someone who was 
caring, compassionate, and filled with 
integrity. At his funeral, a teary-eyed 
Ramon Johnson, his twin brother, re- 
membered the good times he and his 
brother had baking cakes with their 
grandmother. His uncle, a reverend and 
former Marine, said Raymon wanted to 
fight for a cause. 

Like all men and women in the 
armed services, Lance Corporal John- 
son wanted to serve his country brave- 
ly, and he did. He took satisfaction in 
his job every day because he knew his 
work touched so many millions of peo- 
ple. He was encouraged every day be- 
cause he truly felt the Afghani people 
appreciated what the U.S. military is 
doing. 
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He desired to build a school for the 
Afghani children once the Taliban had 
been driven out. 

No words can express the loss of 
Lance Corporal Johnson’s family and 
how they feel. And I’m proud to salute 
such a fine young son, brother, uncle, 
and friend. 

The young men and women of our 
armed services continue to make great 
sacrifices every day for the Nation that 
they love and a Nation that will never 
forget to remember the debt that they 
have paid. 
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Thank you, Raymon Johnson. 


EE 


THE FEDERAL BUDGET AND OUR 
NATION’S PRIORITIES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, it’s 
been 2 years, 5 months, and 23 days 
since Lehman Brothers collapsed and 
the Wall Street dominos began to fall. 
It’s been 242 years since Wall Street 
mortgage bond traders and their crimi- 
nal management brought the world fi- 
nancial system to its knees. 

There hasn’t been one person held ac- 
countable for it. Not one conviction. 
The biggest scandal in American his- 
tory, and there’s been no jail time for 
anyone. 

We Democrats cleaned up the mess. 
We saved the country from riots in the 
streets. But no one was convicted. I 
think a lot of voters, Tea Party voters 
included, are seething with anger about 
the injustice. 

Riding this wave of voter anger, 2 
weeks ago this House passed one of the 
worst bills ever considered in Congress, 
H.R. 1, a bill the Republicans have 
called a ‘“‘budget,’’ that was nothing 
less than an attack on children and 
working people in this country. I think 
all the people who voted for it should 
be ashamed. 

Budgets are moral documents. They 
say what a country’s priorities are. But 
looking at what the Republicans passed 
in this House, it’s hard to believe that 
the bill is what Tea Party voters really 
bargained for in the last election. 

In the papers this week, we’re read- 
ing that the Tea Party freshmen are 
now going to school. They are taking 
classes on the Federal budget—‘‘Budget 
101” is what they call it. So after they 
balanced the books of the country en- 
tirely on the backs of children and 
women, they are actually learning a 
thing or two about the budget. It’s 
about time. They’re learning the basics 
after the vote. 

But I don’t think the Tea Party vot- 
ers wanted a war on children. Tea 
Party freshmen certainly didn’t run on 
that basis. I think the voters look at 
what this country has been through in 
the last few years and they see the ter- 
rible injustice of it. I don’t think the 
Tea Party movement is about pun- 
ishing women and children and poor 
people. I think they want common- 
sense justice. 

Mr. Speaker, only 12 percent of the 
country’s budget is spent on these im- 
portant programs for the needy. When 
you cut these programs, you pull 
American children out of Head Start, 
you put Americans on the street, you 
let the bridges we go to work on crum- 
ble. That doesn’t balance the budget. 

Without any changes to current pol- 
icy, the budget deficit will drop to $500 
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billion in 2 years. Now, that deficit will 
slowly rise again. This slow rise in the 
coming years is the big issue, and it’s 
caused by two things: increased health 
care costs and a defense budget that is 
out of control. 

Mr. Speaker, we’re going to fix the 
long-term budget deficit of this coun- 
try by lowering health care costs and 
by having a sensible defense budget. We 
aren’t going to do it in an orgy of in- 
tolerance and demonization of the mid- 
dle class and working people in this Re- 
publican budget. 

I think the Tea Party voters want re- 
sponsible spending. So do my constitu- 
ents. The Tea Party voters want basic 
fairness. So do my constituents. Tea 
Party voters have been misled by the 
American fear machine into thinking 
that education and basic services and 
public employees is where the big sav- 
ings are. That is a terrible myth and a 
terrible disservice to the public. 

I hope the Tea Party members in the 
House quickly learn the basic math of 
the budget. The deficit is about defense 
and health care spending, not about 
pushing even more children into pov- 
erty. 

Every Member of this House ought to 
watch the 60 Minutes segment from 
last Sunday night on children who are 
living in cars, living in motels, living 
in shelters because they have lost their 
homes. Twenty-five percent of Amer- 
ican children in this country are living 
in poverty. That show looked like we 
were looking at Bangladesh. That’s 
what we ought to be pointing to, not 
spending our time out here today on 
H.R. 830, whacking the daylights out of 
another bill to prevent foreclosures. It 
is simply not what America is about. 

I urge all my colleagues to vote “по” 
and to go pull up on the Web that seg- 
ment from last Sunday night and look 
at the faces of those children and real- 
ize you’re creating their lives by the 
kind of economy you put together. 


a 


BUDGET/DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDING 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
congratulate the gentleman from 
Washington State for focusing America 
on what the issues are before us. 

In recent weeks I have come to the 
floor to argue that the Republican 
spending plan does two extremely 
harmful things: It weakens our econ- 
omy and fails to seriously reduce our 
debt. 

Democrats agree that cutting spend- 
ing is part of the solution to our dif- 
ficult problems that confront us. But 
we also believe that cuts should be 
smart and targeted, not reckless. 

Rather than cutting investments in 
growth—at the same time our inter- 
national competitors are ramping up 
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theirs—Democrats support the Make It 
In America agenda, a plan to invest in 
innovation, manufacturing jobs, and 
middle class opportunity. That’s what 
the President talked about in his State 
of the Union, and he was right. 

Unfortunately, the consensus that 
the Republican spending plan will halt 
our economic recovery and cost jobs is 
widespread and nonpartisan. 

Fed Chairman Ben Bernanke, ap- 
pointed by President Bush, tells us 
that the plan will cost ‘‘a couple of 
hundred thousand’’ jobs. Macro- 
economic advisers tell us that the Re- 
publican plan will wipe out approxi- 
mately 450,000 jobs. Moody’s Analytics 
chief economist Mark Zandi, who ad- 
vised Senator MCCAIN in his Presi- 
dential campaign, tells us that it will 
cost up to 700,000 jobs. The Economic 
Policy Institute puts the number at 
800,000 jobs. Whatever the precise num- 
ber, it is a large number of jobs that 
will be lost if we pass the Republicans’ 
budget solutions. 

What they want to do, as the gen- 
tleman from Washington State said, 
this is all exempt. This is security. 
These are all mandatory expenditures. 
This small slice of the budget, about 
$460 billion, the Republicans want to 
cut by 22 percent, give or take a per- 
centage point. So they are holding 
harmless almost all of 85 to 86 percent 
of the money that we spent and say 
we’re simply going to cut from edu- 
cation, from health care, from chil- 
dren, from community development— 
projects—the guts of what makes our 
communities have a better quality. At 
the same time, I have argued the Re- 
publican spending plan barely puts a 
dent in our budget deficit. 

It’s reasonable to ask how can this 
plan have such severe consequences for 
our economy, yet so little impact on 
our fiscal predicament? This chart 
helps us answer the question. All of the 
proposed cuts, all of the cuts, come 
from this small slice of the budget, the 
category of our budget called ‘‘non-se- 
curity discretionary spending.” 

But non-security discretionary 
spending, the gentleman from Wash- 
ington State said 12 percent. We have 
here 14 percent. It’s in that neighbor- 
hood depending upon exactly what you 
include as security or non-security. 
When you attempt to find $100 billion 
in savings and when you insist on get- 
ting these savings from 14 percent of 
the budget, you have to cut very deeply 
into absolutely essential projects and 
programs for our people. 
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You have to cut billions in funding 
into new medical cures and energy 
technologies. You have to kick 200,000- 
plus children off of Head Start. You 
even have to cut port and transit secu- 
rity by two-thirds. Hear that again. 
They’re cutting port and transit secu- 
rity by two-thirds while they’re hold- 
ing terrorism hearings. 
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The chairman of the House Homeland 
Security Committee, a Republican, 
said those cuts were ‘оо dangerous.” 
As David Brooks recently argued, Con- 
gress should ‘‘never cut without an 
evaluation process.” But instead, legis- 
lators—he referred to the Republican 
initiatives—‘‘are simply cutting on the 
basis of what’s politically easy and 
what vaguely seems expendable.’’ 

It may be possible to portray taking 
on 14 percent of the budget as fiscally 
responsible, but only because doing so 
exploits Americans’ misunderstanding 
of the budget. A recent poll shows that 
63 percent of Americans think we spend 
more on defense and foreign aid than 
we do on Medicare and Social Secu- 
rity—all the blue, all the green, and 
then the yellow, that small sliver— 
which, by the way, includes discre- 
tionary foreign policy expenditures. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge our citizens to 
look at the consequences of these cuts 
and look at the small sliver that the 
Republicans are focusing themselves on 
and you and me on. We need to see the 
whole picture if we’re going to come to 
grips with the challenge that confronts 
us. 

When another poll asked Americans how 
much we spend on foreign aid, the average 
estimate was 27 percent—when the right an- 
swer is about 1 percent. 

It is entirely out of step with fiscal reality to 
attempt to tackle our deficit while ignoring 86 
percent of the budget. 

“Fiscal responsibility” is not synonymous 
with “cutting non-security discretionary spend- 
ing.” 

їп truth, fiscal responsibility is much тоге 
difficult than that. 

As former Republican Congressman Joe 
Scarborough put it this week, “The belief of 
some on the right that America can balance 
the budget by cutting education, infrastructure, 
the corporation for public broadcasting, and 
home heating assistance to the poor is tanta- 
mount to budgetary witchcraft.” 

We have to start doing more. 

We have to address the Defense spending 
that takes up more than a quarter of our budg- 
et. We have to make hard choices that can 
keep our entitlements strong for generations to 
come. 

And, with tax revenues at a 60-year low, we 
have to pass deficit-reducing tax reform. 

Unless we’re willing to take on that hard 
work, on a bipartisan basis, none of us de- 
serve to call ourselves fiscally responsible. 


—— 


NFL PLAYERS AND TEACHERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, the National Football 
League contract bargaining fight could 
teach an important lesson to the Gov- 
ernor of Wisconsin about how to ensure 
high-quality teachers in his State. 
When Governor Walker dictates that 
teachers will lose their collective bar- 
gaining rights except for negotiations 
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over pay, he shows how out of touch he 
is with the teaching profession, with 
school reform in America, and, frankly, 
with the American workplace. 

Having a voice at work has never 
been just about pay. It is about wheth- 
er the American workplace will respect 
and nurture workers’ skills, their abili- 
ties, and their ingenuity, or will it sim- 
ply crush their spirits. It’s about the 
total workplace and the ability of em- 
ployees to utilize their talents and 
their time to the fullest extent, to be 
valued by and add value to the enter- 
prise, whether that enterprise is a 
school, a factory, or an NFL team. 

Ask yourself this: If he could, would 
Governor Walker limit collective bar- 
gaining for the world champion Green 
Bay Packers to just questions of pay? 
If he tried, he would discover rapidly 
that in the world of millionaires, as in 
the world of teachers, it is not just 
about pay. It is about the quality of 
the job and the career. 

The Governor would quickly discover 
that, as important as pay is in the 
world of pro sports, an NFL player in- 
nately cares about the conditions of 
employment. He knows that his ability 
to get to that all-important second 
contract is governed by more than just 
his talent. Will he have to play 16 or 18 
games? What is the increased likeli- 
hood of concussions or other injuries 
that can end his career from an ex- 
tended schedule or fewer practice 
games? Probably good for the wallet, 
but is it good for the player? 

The NFL owners who are worth $40 
billion want the players to give back $1 
billion, saying that they need it to im- 
prove and build new stadiums. Is that 
with or without the taxpayers’ help? 
The players ought to find out. 

Yes, in the world of megastar ath- 
letes, pay is important, but the work- 
place dictates so many other important 
issues that NFL players must be con- 
cerned with if they are to reach their 
potential of the profession for which 
they have trained their whole lives. 

For many teachers, like athletes, 
their careers are their passion. Re- 
search tells us that a very significant 
number of teachers start thinking 
about a career in teaching while 
they’re in middle school—not too dif- 
ferent from athletes who start to get 
serious about their athletic futures. 
Like an athlete, the teacher’s desire 
will not be enough to sustain his or her 
career. 

Other important elements are in- 
volved to ensure a teacher’s success 
and the success of his or her students. 
How will teachers be supported in 
schools? What will be their access to 
meaningful professional development? 
Will teachers be given time to perfect 
lesson plans and presentations? Will he 
or she have a say in campus safety? 
Will they be included in the reform de- 
cisions that are made for the school 
and for the students? 
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All over America school districts are 
changing the rules from the mere plati- 
tudes that teachers are the most im- 
portant influence outside the home in 
the education of our children to really 
making it possible. Districts are solic- 
iting teachers’ views to improve both 
the learning and the teaching environ- 
ment. It is happening in States and 
schools in tough unionized areas where 
some said it could never happen, and it 
will continue because it reflects what 
the new and current dedicated teachers 
view as a modern workplace, where re- 
sults and outcomes matter to students, 
parents, teachers, and the community. 
It’s not just about pay. Teachers advo- 
cate for our children. They advocate 
for our children when they are sick or 
troubled or when they’re being bullied, 
when they need help learning. 

The Governor of Wisconsin’s view of 
dictating and mandating without the 
say and collaboration that teachers 
want and expect in their careers is a 
broken model from the past and will 
not give students, parents, or our econ- 
omy the results that our country needs 
as we enter the next generation of a 
highly competitive globalized econ- 
omy. 

Many Americans may not care who 
wins between wealthy team owners and 
often highly paid NFL players, but no 
one is suggesting that the players 
should lose their right to collective 
bargaining on a wide range of issues 
and only be able to bargain just on pay. 

Governor Walker should stop attack- 
ing his State teachers and his public 
servants. 


EE 


WALL STREET RISES AS MAIN 
STREET FALLS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, almost 
one in four homeowners in our country 
is underwater, meaning they owe more 
on their mortgages than their homes 
are worth, and all of this misery is due 
to Wall Street’s rigging of our econ- 
omy. 

But on Wall Street, they’re popping 
champagne corks. The Nation’s biggest 
banks—Bank of America, Wells Fargo, 
Citigroup, JPMorgan Chase, Goldman 
Sachs, and Morgan Stanley—have been 
raking in huge profits, all at the ex- 
pense of the American people. In fact, 
these institutions have doubled in size 
through predatory mergers since the 
fall of 2007, and these six banks now 
control two-thirds of the banking sys- 
tem in our country. 

They cleaned up with profits in 2010— 
$51.6 billion in profits, more profits 
than they made before the American 
people bailed them out. Main Street is 
underwater, yet Wall Street is going on 
a pleasure cruise. It doesn’t take a 
mental giant to figure who got our 
money. 
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According to a recent report, the eco- 
nomic crisis that Wall Street precip- 
itated has now caused massive tax rev- 
enue shortfalls for the Federal Govern- 
ment and our State governments total- 
ing nearly $300 billion. This is why peo- 
ple are at one another’s throats in Wis- 
consin, in Ohio, and other places. Yes, 
ordinary Americans—teachers, police, 
firemen—are being pink-slipped, and 
the American people are being forced 
to accept cuts in government services 
while Wall Street keeps winning, and 
winning big. 

They know well how to win for them- 
selves. This year, Bank of America is 
receiving an income tax refund of—are 
you ready for this, America?—$666 mil- 
lion for 2010. Now, that followed $3.5 
billion in refunds that Bank of America 
reported in 2009. Bank of America’s 
Federal income tax benefit this year is 
roughly two times the Obama adminis- 
tration’s proposed cuts to the Commu- 
nity Development Block Grant pro- 
gram, which is a lifeline to commu- 
nities such as I represent where unem- 
ployment is still over 9 percent. 

Six banks—Bank of America, Wells 
Fargo, Citigroup, JPMorgan Chase, 
Goldman Sachs, and Morgan Stanley— 
together paid income tax at an approx- 
imate rate of 11 percent—oh, those 
poor companies—of their pretax U.S. 
tax earnings in 2009 and 2010. Had they 
paid 35 percent like every other honest 
business in this country, the Federal 
Government would have received an 
additional $13 billion in tax revenue. 
Do you know how much that is? That’s 
enough to cover the salaries of 132,000 
teachers whose jobs have been lost 
since 2008. Who do you think has 
caused all the layoffs? 
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Wells Fargo reportedly received a $4 
billion Federal income tax refund on 
$18 billion in pretax income in 2009 and 
only paid 7.5 percent of its pretax in- 
come of $19 billion in 2010. Its net Fed- 
eral income tax benefit for 2009 and 
2010 combined is $2.5 billion, which 
equals the Obama administration’s 
cuts to the low-income energy assist- 
ance program that is vital in cold 
weather to senior citizens, particularly 
women over the age of 80 years in dis- 
tricts like I represent. 

So who took their money? Pretty 
clear to me. 

Banks use a variety of mechanisms 
to avoid corporate income taxes, in- 
cluding offshore tax shelters. Fifty per- 
cent of these six big banks have 1,871 
foreign subsidiaries incorporated in ju- 
risdictions we know as off-shore tax 
havens, like the Cayman Islands. 

The Bank of America operates 371 
tax-sheltered subsidiaries, and 204 in 
the Cayman Islands alone. 

For Goldman Sachs, 75 percent of its 
foreign subsidiaries are incorporated in 
offshore tax havens. 

So who’s paying their freight? You 
are—the American people. 
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Closing tax loopholes for the finan- 
cial sector, making them pay their fair 
share of taxes, and I would support im- 
posing a financial speculation tax, 
could generate more than $150 billion 
in Federal tax revenue. And what could 
be more fair to those who cause such 
harm to the American people? 

Something is really out of kilter in 
America, and it’s not the State budg- 
ets. It’s the balance of power in our po- 
litical system. Everywhere you go, Big 
Money and Wall Street win, and the 
American people pay. 

Mr. Speaker, I just say to the Amer- 
ican people, think about who’s hurt our 
Republic—and it’s not the American 
working people. 


ee 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 51 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess until noon. 
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AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 


EE 
PRAYER 


Rev. Raymond Bowman, Spruce 
Street Baptist Church, Nashville, Ten- 
nessee, offered the following prayer: 

O God of freedom, referred to by 
many names, embraced in different 
ways by the many different people who 
make up this great Republic. 

As leaders and elected officials, cen- 
ter us on the awesome work of serving 
a people who have been identified as 
the citizenry of a free Nation, the 
United States of America. 

Grant us a powerful sense of Your 
presence so that we are not confused 
about Who really leads and inspires a 
free people. 

Help us to honor the aspirations of a 
free Nation, so that our private 
ideologies do not distort public pas- 
sions. 

May we in our own little ways pro- 
vide a concerted effort to represent 
well our unique, diverse, but united 
constituencies. 

Enable us to see that our best expres- 
sions of leadership come not from bold 
assumptions, but out of humble sub- 
missions. Submit us, I pray, to the 
lofty aspirations that continue to give 
shape to our wonderful country. 

We thank You for giving us another 
opportunity to make real our claim of 
God bless America. 

Amen. 


EE 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
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ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. WILSON) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina led 
the Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 


WELCOMING REV. RAYMOND 
BOWMAN 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Tennessee is rec- 
ognized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOPER. Thank you, Mr. Speak- 
er. 

It is an honor to recognize the Rev- 
erend Raymond Bowman today, who 
just gave the opening prayer. Seldom 
has Congress been more in need of 
prayer than we are today. 

Rev. Bowman was raised in Chicago. 
He came to Nashville, Tennessee, to at- 
tend American Baptist College. Thank- 
fully, he is the pastor of Spruce Street 
Baptist Church in Nashville, Ten- 
nessee, sometimes referred to as the 
mother church of African American 
churches in our area. He is also the 
president of the IMF, the Interdenomi- 
national Ministerial Fellowship. 

He and his wife, Nancy, are here with 
us today, and we would like to welcome 
them to our Nation’s capital. 


Ee 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Bass of New Hampshire). The Chair 
will entertain up to 15 further requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 


ee 


ENDING $1 BILLION OF FAILED 
SPENDING 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to commend the 
efforts of Representative JEB HEN- 
SARLING for introducing H.R. 836, the 
Emergency Homeowner Relief Program 
Termination Act. 

This bill prevents $1 billion from 
being spent on this failed program. In 
the current administration’s budget, it 
is estimated that the program has a 98 
percent subsidy rate. That means for 
every dollar spent, taxpayers lose 98 
cents. This is bad for taxpayers and bad 
for American families. 
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Making this reform possible is the 
South Carolina Federation of Repub- 
lican Women, which has inspired the 
Republican revolution in South Caro- 
lina since 1961. This is the 50th anniver- 
sary of the election of the first Repub- 
lican legislator in the 20th century, the 
late Charlie Boineau of Richland Coun- 
ty. In 2010, the transformation was 
completed of all statewide elected offi- 
cials being Republicans for the first 
time since 1876. 

Under the guidance of leaders such as 
our Governor, Nikki Haley of Lex- 
ington, with Jocelyn Staigar, Susan 
Dickson, Nikki Trawick, Carla Hardee, 
Kim Wellman, Betty Poe, Lisa Manini 
Sox, Grace Rentiers, Irby Shultz, 
Katrina Shealy, and Eaddy Roe Wil- 
lard, this organization will continue to 
make a difference promoting limited 
government and expanded freedom. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 


ee 


HOUSING, KEY TO ECONOMIC 
RECOVERY 


(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, today 
we will consider proposals to cut fore- 
closure prevention programs during 
one of the worst housing downturns in 
our Nation’s history. A safe and afford- 
able home is central to the American 
Dream and central to a strong neigh- 
borhood and a thriving economy. 

In Rhode Island, that dream has been 
fading because our State has been ex- 
tremely hard hit by the national fore- 
closure crisis. Last year alone, there 
were more than 4,700 foreclosures in 
Rhode Island; and according to Housing 
Works Rhode Island, one in every 10 
mortgaged homeowners was in fore- 
closure or serious delinquency by the 
end of last year. The fact of the matter 
is that we still face a serious housing 
crisis all across this country. 

Today, my friends on the other side 
of the aisle will cut mortgage relief 
and refinance programs that help the 
very homeowners who need them most. 
That will leave homeowners with no 
other choice than to turn to those who 
created these unfair and predatory 
mortgages that got us into this mess in 
the first place. 

At a time when our economy is be- 
ginning to recover, we should not be 
cutting from these programs because 
the housing sector is key to our eco- 
nomic recovery. These programs de- 
serve increased funding because a suc- 
cessful housing sector will be one of 
the major factors that will pull us out 
of this recession. 


TR 
IN HONOR OF LEONARD “BUD” 
LOMELL 
(Mr. RUNYAN asked and was given 


permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. RUNYAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor a true American hero, 
Sergeant Leonard “Виа” Lomell. 
Through his courageous actions on D- 
day as an Army Ranger, Bud earned a 
Distinguished Service Cross. Bud’s 
brave service was crucial to the success 
of D-day and left an impressive imprint 
on our Nation’s history that was docu- 
mented in two best-selling books: Tom 
Brokaw’s “The Greatest Generation” 
and Stephen E. Ambrose’s “The Vic- 
tors: Eisenhower and His Boys: The 
Men of World War II.” 

Sergeant Lomell passed away on 
March 1, 2011, at the age of 91, leaving 
his family and our country with a 
proud legacy of honor and service. I am 
proud and humbled to have been able 
to call this incredible American a con- 
stituent. I ask you today to please rise 
with me in honor of Sergeant Leonard 
“Bud” Lomell. 


-r 


TERMINATING MORTGAGE RELIEF 
PROGRAMS 


(Ms. BASS of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. BASS of California. Mr. Speaker, 
California was ground zero of the fore- 
closure crisis. At one point, 40 percent 
of all foreclosures nationwide were 
concentrated in the State of California. 
Today in California, nearly one in 
eight homes is in foreclosure. By far 
the majority of my constituents who 
walk through the door have received 
foreclosure notices or are on the brink 
of foreclosure. They have been shunned 
by the banks and have turned to my of- 
fice and the Federal Government for 
help. 

Mr. Speaker, the two programs on 
the Republican chopping block this 
week haven’t even been fully imple- 
mented: the Emergency Mortgage Re- 
lief Program and the FHA Refinance 
Program. The Emergency Relief Pro- 
gram provides no-interest loans to 
those who lost their jobs, which is the 
main reason homeowners fall behind in 
their mortgage payments. 

Not only does this response from the 
majority ignore the basic economic 
principle that the housing sector is a 
key component to economic recovery; 
it also comes without any alternative 
to reduce foreclosures. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support struggling homeowners and 
vote against H.R. 830 and H.R. 836. 


ee 


THE BORDER WAR CONTINUES ON 
THE SOUTHERN FRONT 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on 
December 14, Border Patrol Agent 
Brian Terry was murdered in Arizona 
by bandits crossing into the United 
States. Border agents approached 
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armed invaders carrying AK-47s. A 
shootout occurred where Terry was 
shot and killed. Now, there is evidence 
that Terry and possibly other agents 
fired first to defend themselves by fir- 
ing bean bags at the outlaws before 
using live ammo. Documents indicate 
that the agents were required to fire 
first with non-lethal bean bags before 
using live ammo. Allegations also show 
the AK-47 used by the bandits to kill 
Terry was a gun the ATF had allowed 
a smuggler to buy in an apparent sting 
operation and take to Mexico. 

The idea that when armed bandits in- 
vade the United States our border 
agents must fire bean bags is nonsense 
and no way to protect them or the Na- 
tion. You don’t take bean bags to a 
gunfight. And if the guns the bandits 
used came from our government in 
some type of undercover sting oper- 
ation, that is sickening and reprehen- 
sible. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


SEE 


1210 
GAS PRICES 


(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. That’s 
the Dallas Morning News front page. 
And do you know what they’re saying? 
Gas prices are going up for all drivers 
and it’s time for the gallon of gas to 
come down or stop. You know, it has 
risen nearly a buck since last Sep- 
tember. That’s why I’m calling on the 
IRS to stand up for small business by 
increasing the gas mileage rate that 
they can deduct. The IRS increased the 
optional mileage rate during spiking 
gas prices in 2005 after Hurricane 
Katrina and in 2008. Gas prices are 
going upward, and there are no signs 
that the pain at the pump will subside 
anytime soon. 

Taxpayers today, especially small 
businesses struggling to stay afloat, 
want, need, and deserve rates that re- 
flect the current cost of travel. They 
need those deductions. 

We need to drill for oil. Call the 
White House at 202-456-1414 and tell 
them about it. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind the gentleman from 
Texas that remarks in debate are prop- 
erly addressed to the Chair. 


EE 


H.R. 1 IS NOT THE ANSWER 


(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Ask Americans 
if we should reduce government spend- 
ing and most say yes. I agree. But let’s 
dig a little deeper. Let’s make the kind 
of choices that families make. 
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H.R. 1 that the Republicans have of- 
fered in cuts will result in 218,000 fewer 
children getting the proven benefits of 
a preschool program called Head Start. 
H.R. 1, at the same time, does nothing 
to cut the $4 billion that we are giving 
every year to the Big Oil companies. If 
we want to talk about oil prices, our 
taxpayers give $4 billion to the 
wealthiest corporations in the history 
of the world. 

We are cutting about $5.7 billion from 
Pell Grants in H.R. 1. I voted “по.” 
What are we doing about billionaires 
who are getting tax breaks to leave to 
their heirs? Eleven billion dollars a 
year for the wealthiest Americans and 
their heirs. 

We have to make the kind of choices 
that help middle class Americans. We 
can tighten our belt, but we don’t have 
to do it on the backs of the middle 
class. 


EEE 


TAKING A STAND FOR FISCAL 
RESPONSIBILITY 


(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PENCE. With a $14 trillion na- 
tional debt, a $1.65 trillion deficit this 
year alone, yesterday the United 
States Senate voted to reject the 
House effort to fund the government 
for the rest of the year. The Senate 
majority leader even took to the floor 
and called our $61 billion in savings 
“mean spirited,” “reckless,” and ‘‘irre- 
sponsible.” He even defended Federal 
funding for the Cowboy Poetry Fes- 
tival, apparently in his own State. 

You know, I learned a long time ago 
out here in Washington that sometimes 
things don’t change in Washington, 
D.C., until they have to. I think we 
have to pick a fight. If House Repub- 
licans want to win this battle, we need 
to take a stand for the budget cuts and 
the policy changes enshrined in H.R. 
1—that’s $61 billion in savings this 


year, defunding ObamaCare, and 
defunding Planned Parenthood of 
America. 


It’s time to take a stand for fiscal re- 
sponsibility and reform. We have to 
say, This far and no farther. For the 
sake of our children and our grand- 
children, we need to make a stand for 
the American people. And make no 
mistake about it: If we make this fight, 
we can win this fight, because the 
American people are on our side. 


EE 
THE PARTY OF NO PLAN 


(Mr. DEUTCH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, the Party 
of No has officially become the Party 
of No Plan. Every week under GOP 
control has been another week with no 
plan to create jobs. This is not a game. 
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In Florida, unemployment remains at 
12 percent. People want to work. They 
want Washington to lead with a jobs 
plan. With construction and housing so 
integral to Florida’s economy, stabi- 
lizing this sector is critical to our re- 
covery. 

Close to 1 million Florida families 
and seniors have lost their homes since 
2009. Now, through no fault of their 
own, nearly half of all mortgages in 
Florida are underwater. But instead of 
creating jobs, Republicans want to 
kick middle class families while 
they’re already down. Rather than im- 
prove mortgage modification programs 
by working with Democrats, my Re- 
publican friends want to shut them 
down altogether. 

So to families and seniors across 
America who owe more to the banks 
than their homes are actually worth, 
what’s the Republican plan? What’s the 
response? Pay up, even if you have no 
job, no income, no health care. Under 
today’s Republican bills, soon you and 
your family will have no home. 


-Á 


EGYPTIAN CHRISTIANS KILLED 


(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, this week, 
13 Coptic Christians in Egypt were 
killed in clashes with Muslims. Re- 
cently, a church in the town of Sol was 
burned to the ground, leading many 
Christians to flee the village in fear of 
their lives. This comes only 2 months 
after 24 Christians were killed in a 
church bombing. 

For thousands of years, Coptic Chris- 
tians have lived and worshiped in 
Egypt, but some extremists want to 
use the chaos in the country today to 
drive them out of their homes and 
places of worship. 

Egypt is in the process of developing 
a democratic government, one in which 
all the Egyptian people will have a say. 
These attacks undermine freedom and 
democracy. Democracy without protec- 
tion of minority rights is mob rule and 
not true freedom. 

I invite all my colleagues to join me 
on a letter to the commander in chief 
of the Egyptian Armed Forces calling 
on him to protect the Egyptian citizens 
during this critical period in his na- 
tion. We are glad to see the Egyptian 
people building a better government, 
and we must remind them that funda- 
mental respect for human rights must 
be protected. 


EE 
WISCONSIN SHENANIGANS 


(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, middle 
class Americans around the country 
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are very concerned about what’s going 
on in Wisconsin for two reasons. The 
first reason is that they fundamentally 
understand that while we all have to 
tighten our belts—and they’ve seen 
workers do that in Wisconsin, to give 
up various rights under bargaining 
agreements—they understand fun- 
damentally that we can’t solve this 
problem by attacking the middle class. 
And second, they understand that the 
shenanigans that went on last night in 
Wisconsin are an assault on some 
democratic principles that we have 
long enjoyed. 

We have long enjoyed the right to pe- 
tition our government for redress of 
grievances. It’s right there in the grand 
old document that we took an oath to. 
And fundamentally, this is a reduction 
in the ability of Americans to work to- 
gether, to speak with one voice to and 
with their government. 

This will not abide. We’ve got to re- 
spect the middle class. We’ve got to re- 
spect democracy and move forward to- 
gether as a country. 


—— 


WE MUST REDUCE GOVERNMENT 
SPENDING 


(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, some 
new statistics have just come out on 
government wages and salaries in this 
country. Government payouts, includ- 
ing Social Security, Medicare, and un- 
employment insurance, make up more 
than one-third of total wages and sala- 
ries of the United States population, a 
record figure that will only increase if 
action isn’t taken before the majority 
of baby boomers enter retirement. 

Social welfare benefits make up 35 
percent of wages and salaries this year. 
In the year 2000, that percent was 21 
percent. In the year 1960, it was 10 per- 
cent. And these are statistics that 
came from the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis data. 

Recently, it was quoted that the U.S. 
economy has become alarmingly de- 
pendent on government stimulus itself. 
So, in this country, we have a stark 
choice: We have to reduce government 
spending. Otherwise, not only will we 
go bankrupt, but there will become a 
tipping point, a tipping point where the 
government payout for wages and sala- 
ries will become 50 percent of all U.S. 
wages. All of us should know what that 
means. 


EE 
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WHERE ARE THE JOBS? 


(Ms. WILSON of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise with my colleagues for one 
reason—to talk about jobs again. 
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My constituents still need help. They 
want to work, but I don’t hear any so- 
lutions. I’ve been here for over 2 
months, and I’m still waiting to hear a 
Republican plan for jobs. I came to 
Washington to focus on jobs. When are 
we going to talk about jobs? 

I asked this same question 2 weeks 
ago. If I have to get up here every 2 
weeks for the rest of my term and ask 
the same question, I will. 

When I go home this weekend, I will 
be asked, ‘“‘What are they doing in 
Washington to help me find work or 
provide jobs for others who want to 
work? I want to work to support my 
family. I want to start a business. I’ve 
lost my home, lost my job. And the 
Congress promised to help the economy 
so that I could find a job.” 

My constituents will ask me, ‘‘Why 
did they cut job training? Why are they 
cutting educational opportunities for 
young people?” 

People are hurting and people are 
suffering. Listen to the people. 

Let’s stop the partisan bickering and 
help the people find work. If not now, 
when? If not us, who? If not here, 
where? The people want to work. 


REPUBLICANS CONTINUE ASSAULT 
ON THE AFFORDABLE HEALTH 
CARE ACT ON 1-YEAR ANNIVER- 
SARY 


(Mr. PAYNE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today on the 1-year anniversary of the 
passage of the Affordable Health Care 
Act to voice my disappointment with 
my Republican colleagues’ continued 
assault on the historic law that has al- 
ready begun to provide aid and relief 
for countless Americans. 

One year ago, my colleagues and I 
came together to enact a law because 
of the call to action from our constitu- 
ents. We heard from seniors who could 
not afford their prescriptions and were 
in the Medicaid doughnut hole, parents 
whose children were being denied cov- 
erage due to preexisting conditions, in- 
dividuals who were being denied treat- 
ment due to lifetime limits, and tax- 
payers who are bearing the costs of un- 
compensated health care. 

We answered the clarion call from 
our constituents who asked us to pro- 
tect them. Yet the Republican col- 
leagues continue to assault the law. 
Siding the special interests, particu- 
larly the health care insurance compa- 
nies that stand to lose from health care 
reform, my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle continue to assault our pro- 
gram. 

With that, I say let’s keep the law in 
force and let’s move forward with 
progress. 
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JOBS AND 99°ERS 


(Ms. LEE of California asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, 
the American people want to know 
where are the jobs. After 10 weeks of 
controlling the House, Republicans 
have no plan to create jobs, no plan to 
spur our economic growth. 

Instead of listening to the American 
people and making jobs their number 
one priority, Republicans passed a 
budget that will result in 700,000 new 
layoffs. And what’s the response? So be 
it. Taking food out of the mouths of 
hungry children by cutting WIC? So be 
it. Dropping 218,000 kids from the Head 
Start Program? So be it. Declaring a 
war on women by eliminating family 
planning services and punishing the 
one in five women across America who 
visit a Planned Parenthood clinic? So 
be it. Denying the extension of unem- 
ployment benefits to those who’ve 
reached that 99-week limit and are 
struggling to make ends meet? So be 
it. 

And now denying homeowners to stay 
in their homes, the help that they 
need, by eliminating programs to pre- 
vent foreclosures? So be it. 

The Republicans No Jobs, their So Be 
It agenda, it’s a failure on all counts. 


ee 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on H.R. 830 and to insert extra- 
neous material thereon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
STEARNS). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 


a 


FHA REFINANCE PROGRAM 
TERMINATION ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 150 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill, H.R. 830. 


1225 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 830) to 
rescind the unobligated funding for the 
FHA Refinance Program and to termi- 
nate the program, with Mr. Bass of 
New Hampshire in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 
bill is considered read the first time. 

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
BACHUS) and the gentleman from Mas- 
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sachusetts (Mr. FRANK) each will con- 
trol 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chair, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, just this week the 
American people received some very 
sobering news. The budget deficit for 
the month of February alone is $223 bil- 
lion. That is $8 billion every day. That 
is money that we are having to borrow 
from countries around the world. 

It wasn’t long ago that our budget 
deficit for the entire year was only $220 
billion. But thanks to a Washington 
spending binge that has occurred over 
the last 4 years, now our monthly 
budget deficit is larger than our annual 
deficit used to be. In fact, February’s 
budget deficit was the largest monthly 
budget deficit in the history of the 
United States. Larger in real dollars 
than when we were fighting for our ex- 
istence during World War II. Higher 
than the Civil War. And that has hap- 
pened even though government receipts 
posted an increase this February from 
last February. 

Our national debt in the last 4 years 
has doubled. Now think of that. In the 
first 220 years of our existence, we in- 
curred a national debt which, in the 
last 4 years, we’ve doubled. And by the 
end of this administration, unless we 
take action today—action the Amer- 
ican people asked us to take last No- 
vember—we will have tripled the def- 
icit. 

In 7 years or a little less than 7 years, 
we will have tripled our deficit. 

That’s why we’re here on the floor 
today, because the American people 
have sent us a message. They said, 
“Don’t spend us into a financial obliv- 
ion. We have to balance our own budg- 
ets at home. We expect the same from 
those that we send to Washington to 
represent us.” 

The bill that we’re debating today is 
an example of two things: too many 
government programs—spending pro- 
grams—and too many ineffective gov- 
ernment programs. It is a poster child 
for both. 

It’s also an example of a broken 
promise. In 2008, during our financial 
meltdown, which has led to a recession 
and record unemployment, we prom- 
ised the American people that those 
steps that were taken, that that money 
that was loaned, would be paid back to 
the national Treasury. 
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Iam happy to say that today most of 
the money that was lent to what some 
have called a Wall Street bailout, what 
the American people certainly call a 
bailout, it has been paid back with in- 
terest, but it’s not found its way into 
the national Treasury. It’s not been 
paid back despite promises to the 
American people on this very floor of 
this House a little less than 3 years 
ago. 
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Instead, that money has been di- 
verted into all sorts—and that’s the 
TARP bailout money—it’s been used 
for other social programs, just what 
many warned on the floor of this House 
would happen. It’s turned into a slush 
fund. And one of the programs that it 
has funded is a well-intentioned pro- 
gram in which $8 billion, that’s 8,000 
million dollars, has been designated for 
the FHA Refinance Program. Now, the 
FHA program today, the reserves are 
low. And that’s a program that is not 
in the greatest of shape. It’s like most 
government programs. Hight billion 
dollars for a program to allow home- 
owners who are underwater on their 
mortgages to get a reduction in their 
mortgage. 

Now, not all can take advantage of 
this program. There are what the 
American people have come to know as 
winners and losers. With all govern- 
ment programs, it seems that some 
benefit, but 99 percent of Americans 
don’t benefit. And that’s what’s hap- 
pened here. The administration said 
we'll literally have hundreds of thou- 
sands of people that will line up for 
this program. But because lenders and 
borrowers are getting together and 
working out, or some homeowners are 
deciding that they can’t afford their 
mortgage and they’re selling their 
houses, 42 American families have been 
assisted by this program. 

Now, this is a program that author- 
izes $8 billion. And $50 million has ac- 
tually been set aside and disbursed. In 
fact, the budget that the President has 
submitted has a $50 million subtraction 
there for a program that’s helped 42 
families; $50 million, 42 families. But 
think about this. How many families 
are underwater? How many American 
families have a home where they owe 
more than the home is worth? Twelve 
million, somewhere above 11 million— 
let’s say 12 million. 

That means that even if this program 
could have helped 100,000 that it would 
help 1 out of every 120 American fami- 
lies. One out of 120. And yes, some gov- 
ernment employee sitting behind a 
desk would say you are eligible, you 
can apply, you win. At the most, all 
the programs we’re going to consider 
this week and next week, which if we 
act, will save the American taxpayers 
billions and billions and billions of dol- 
lars, all of them will benefit only an es- 
timated 500,000 families. 

As the Inspector General has said, 
about 50 to 60 percent of those families, 
even if it goes to families—as we found 
out yesterday in a hearing, a lot of it is 
going to nonprofit groups. In Los Ange- 
les alone, more went to a nonprofit 
group than went to the county govern- 
ment. But we are only helping 1 out of 
22 families. What about those other 21 
families? They’re making their mort- 
gage payment, and they’re not asking 
the government for help. 

It seems that we’re in a country 
where the majority of Americans 
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aren’t underwater; about one-fourth 
are. But out of all those, we’re starting 
programs to help in this case 42 fami- 
lies, in another case 200,000 families. 
And we’re asking every American fam- 
ily, and we’re asking their government, 
to start programs when we don’t have 
enough money to finance the programs 
we have. 

But more than that, I put a photo- 
graph up. And this is the bottom line 
on this program. Fifty million dollars 
has been put into a fund, and $8 billion 
has been authorized for this program. 
And it’s money we don’t have. And it’s 
money we won’t pay back. It’s those 
children in that photograph. It’s our 
constituents’ children апа grand- 
children that will have to pay that 
back. 

Our national debt is $12 trillion—$14 
trillion. You memorize a number, and 
in a few months it’s irrelevant. It’s no 
longer the real number. Robert Gates 
on January 6, in outlining the Penta- 
gon’s budget, said, ‘‘This country’s dire 
fiscal situation and the threat it poses 
to American influence and credibility 
around the world will only get worse 
unless the U.S. Government gets its fi- 
nances in order.” Well, who will get it 
in order? It has to be the President and 
this Congress. That’s his quote Janu- 
ary 6. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff say that our 
national debt is a national security 
problem. But the message just doesn’t 
seem to get to this floor, because today 
people will come to this floor and say, 
oh, if we get rid of this program every- 
body that can’t pay their mortgage 
needs to call their Congressman and 
say you need to pay my mortgage, or 
there needs to be a government pro- 
gram to pay my mortgage. Well, let’s 
not kid ourselves. Those children, 
that’s who we are obligating. Last year 
we could stand on the floor and say 
that they each come into this world 
owing $35,000. Today it’s $45,000. 

Today we’re going to have to make 
some hard choices for them, for our 
children and our grandchildren. And 
oh, yeah, these programs do some good. 
Although for most homeowners who 
can’t pay their mortgages and they’re 
given a reduction, it doesn’t work. The 
default rate in most of these programs 
is over 50 percent. One of the programs 
we will consider tomorrow, out of 
every dollar of taxpayer money lent, 98 
percent is never repaid. Never repaid. 
How can a country continue to func- 
tion like that? What kind of future do 
these children have? 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

First, for people trying to follow this, 
the gentleman from Alabama has con- 
fused several programs in this con- 
versation, most of which aren’t up 
today. We are dealing with one at a 
time. He talked about money that went 
to Los Angeles and went to a group in- 
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stead of the county. That has zero to 
do with today’s program. Zero. And in 
fact, it doesn’t have to do with indi- 
vidual homeowners. It’s a program that 
gives aid to municipalities, which we 
will be debating later, probably next 
week, which gives aid to municipalities 
to deal with property that they have 
been stuck with. So it has nothing to 
do with today. 

But the gentleman does make a good 
point about the deficit. Unfortunately, 
he does not put his votes where his 
rhetoric is. The CBO says that this pro- 
gram is going to cost not $8 billion, but 
if it’s fully operational over a 2-year 
period, which is its life span, will cost 
$175 million. 
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Now, that’s money. But do you know 
what it is? It’s much less—and the gen- 
tleman from Alabama voted during 
that same period to send money to the 
cotton farmers of Brazil. We do have a 
debate about the deficit here, but it’s 
not about whether to reduce it. It’s 
how. 

The gentleman from Alabama, along 
with the majority of Republicans vot- 
ing, defeated an amendment—with 
some Democrats, although the major- 
ity of us voted for the amendment—to 
stop sending American tax dollars to 
subsidize the cotton farmers of Brazil. 
In the 2-year period during which we 
will be dealing with this program: Bra- 
zilian cotton farmers—$300 million. 
Americans facing foreclosure—$175 mil- 
lion. The gentleman from Alabama has 
а very odd way of saving money on the 
deficit. 

Then he says we have winners and 
losers. Well, among the big winners 
under the Republican budget and with 
the majority of their votes are the 
farmers who receive more than $250,000 
per year in subsidy. Whatever happened 
to free enterprise? Whatever happened 
to standing on your own? An amend- 
ment was offered to limit to a measly 
$250,000 the subsidy any one entity 
could get. The gentleman from Ala- 
bama voted ‘по.’ That was too harsh. 
The gentleman from Alabama is for un- 
limited amounts of subsidy to go to a 
handful of farmers—but no—we can’t 
spare much less than that over the 
time period because, in the time period 
of this bill, that would have cost $200 
million, or $100 million a year. 

Then the gentleman quoted the Sec- 
retary of Defense, that we should pay 
more attention to the Secretary of De- 
fense because he, along with many Re- 
publicans, voted to force money on the 
Secretary of Defense that he didn’t 
want. He voted to fund the programs 
the Secretary of Defense didn’t want. 
He’s trying to get some reprogramming 
now, but the Republican Appropria- 
tions Committee won’t allow it. By the 
way, I don’t agree with the Secretary 
of Defense fully on this either. 

I disagree with the gentleman from 
Alabama and the Secretary of Defense 
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because they don’t want to spend $175 
million in 2 years trying to deal with 
foreclosures in American cities. In- 
stead, they want to send more than 
twice that amount to Afghanistan for 
its infrastructure. You talk about inef- 
ficiency. Does anyone think that Presi- 
dent Karzai and his administration are 
going to spend the $400 million my 
friend from Alabama has voted to send 
toward Afghan infrastructure projects 
better than we would spend it here? 

How about $1.2 billion for the Iraqi 
security forces at a time when Amer- 
ican municipalities are having to lay 
off police officers and firefighters and 
other essential employees? The gen- 
tleman from Alabama voted to send 
$1.2 billion to the Iraqi security forces. 
Does anyone here have a great deal of 
confidence in how efficiently they’ll 
spend it? 

Now let me address a couple of mis- 
takes the gentleman made specifically 
about this program: 

The $50 million is not being spent on 
40 people; $50 million hasn’t, in fact, 
been spent at all. Not a penny has been 
spent. The $50 million was reserved out 
of TARP money to cover losses if they 
were to occur. The CBO does say, yes, 
if this program is fully funded and if it 
gets the participation they expect, the 
total amount of losses will be $175 mil- 
lion, not $8 billion. The $8 billion was a 
resurrection on the TARP for technical 
reasons. The CBO says, full scale, this 
will cost $175 million—again, less than 
the gentleman of Alabama wants to 
send during that period to Brazilian 
cotton farmers. 

Now, as to the people who vote con- 
sistently, as some do, to cut money for 
Afghan infrastructure or for Iraqi secu- 
rity forces or for Brazilian cotton 
farmers or for American cotton farm- 
ers or for other recipients of subsidy 
who then are opposed to this program, 
I honor their integrity. I disagree with 
them in some ways, but I honor it. Yet 
I cannot accept the lecture on fiscal re- 
sponsibility from someone who votes to 
lavish money in wasteful ways on Af- 
ghan cities but begrudges it in Amer- 
ican cities; who would send it for Iraqi 
police officers but not for American po- 
lice officers; who would send it to cot- 
ton farmers and to other farmers in 
America but not to struggling home- 
owners. 

This program has started slowly. By 
the way, there’s a great contradiction 
between saying it has only helped 40 
people and that it’s going to cost $8 bil- 
lion. If the pay starts to increase, it 
won’t cost the full $175 million, but 
here’s what we hope: 

There are negotiations going on now 
to allow people the benefit of a refi- 
nancing. The gentleman says it’s not 
going to take care of everybody. Of 
course not. There is not one program 
that is fit for everybody. There are a 
series of programs for people in dif- 
ferent circumstances, and this is one 
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for people who could benefit from a 
lower interest rate and a refinancing 
but who are under water and can’t do 
it. It induces the financial institutions 
to do it. It’s voluntary. If financial in- 
stitutions find this is unreasonable, 
they won’t do it. 

There is an effort going on now to 
achieve a negotiated settlement in- 
volving the services of financial insti- 
tutions, many of which are quite cul- 
pable and have misbehaved in this 
process, so these are not innocent vic- 
tims being shaken down. The Attor- 
neys General of every State, Repub- 
lican and Democrat, and the regulators 
are trying to come up with a solution. 

This is the other point that gets lost 
in the rhetoric when the gentleman 
who was so eager to send money to 
Brazilian cotton farmers begrudges a 
small amount going to Americans fac- 
ing foreclosure, which is that the fore- 
closure crisis is not just a crisis of indi- 
vidual families. It’s a national eco- 
nomic problem. It’s a macroeconomic 
problem. To the extent that we do not 
do something to retard the rate of fore- 
closure, then we make it harder to get 
out of the economic bind in which we 
have found ourselves, which, as the 
gentleman correctly said, started from 
the meltdown of 2008, and we have been 
getting out of that at too slow a pace. 
Dealing with foreclosures is a part of 
it. 

This program has not yet become 
fully operational—and it may never 
be—but it is here to be used as a tool, 
especially if we are ever to get the 
agreement among the Attorneys Gen- 
eral from both parties, the regulators 
and the financial institutions. It is a 
responsible way to deal with this. It 
will cost less than many of the unnec- 
essary agricultural subsidy programs. 

I’ve got to say, Mr. Chairman, that 
I’ve got to go reread. Maybe I missed a 
footnote. I know there are these great 
free market economic texts by Ludwig 
von Mises and Friedrich Hayek and 
others. They talk about free enterprise, 
about keeping the government out of 
business, and about letting the free 
market work. Apparently, there is a 
footnote that says, oh, except agri- 
culture. Overwhelmingly, my Repub- 
lican colleagues preach this to working 
people, to people in urban areas and to 
people in other jobs, but it doesn’t 
apply to cotton farmers or to wheat 
farmers or to corn farmers or to grain 
farmers. Billions of dollars go to them. 

As a matter of fact, as the gentleman 
from Alabama said with his vote: How 
dare you limit some farmer to a mere 
$250,000 in entitlement subsidies? Be- 
cause agriculture is an entitlement, 
but they don’t talk about that. They 
want to talk about Social Security for 
the elderly, but they don’t want to talk 
about entitlements for agriculture. 

I do believe we need to cut the def- 
icit. I think we can cut back substan- 
tially in what we’re doing in Afghani- 
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stan and Iraq. We can cut back sub- 
stantially in agriculture. We can put 
limits elsewhere, which I would like to 
do. I would throw in that I did not 
think it was a good idea to reduce the 
estate tax that the heirs of William 
Gates and Warren Buffett are going to 
have to pay. Although, to the credit of 
Mr. Gates and Mr. Buffett, they didn’t 
think so either. They weren’t for sub- 
stantially reducing the estate tax on 
people who were going to be inher- 
iting—not earning—tens of hundreds of 
millions of dollars. 

My colleagues over there, and some 
here, have supported all of that, and 
then have said we cannot put a pro- 
gram out there that will help Ameri- 
cans facing foreclosure—and not sim- 
ply to help them but to help the cities 
and to help the whole economy. There 
is a great consensus among economists 
that dealing responsibly with fore- 
closures is the way to deal with this. 

So, no, please don’t believe in $8 bil- 
lion. It’s not that. The CBO says it’s 
$175 million. And $175 million is consid- 
erable, but I will repeat that it’s less 
than my friends want to send to Brazil. 
It’s less than they want to send to 
build infrastructure in Kabul and 
Kandahar. It’s less than they want to 
spend to police Fallujah. You know, if 
I thought that latter set of funds were 
going to be well used, I might feel bet- 
ter about it, but we know how corrupt 
it is. 

There is a double standard, let me 
say finally. Expenditures within the 
United States are held to a very, very 
strict accountability, but as to expend- 
itures in Iraq and in Afghanistan and 
elsewhere in the world, we know how 
much more wastefully and corruptly 
spent they are, and that doesn’t seem 
to bother other people. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BACHUS. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chair, if I were Ranking Member 
FRANK, I would do exactly what he’s 
doing. I wouldn’t talk about the fact 
that there are only 42 people who have 
been served by this program. I wouldn’t 
talk about the fact that only $50 mil- 
lion has been set aside. I wouldn’t talk 
about the $8 billion that has been au- 
thorized. I wouldn’t talk about the fact 
that the American people were told 
this money would be repaid into the 
National Treasury. No. I would talk 
about the cotton subsidy, the deal with 
Brazil. That deal sounds pretty bad. It 
really does. The ranking member 
agrees. 
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He kept talking about this the last 
month, about don’t shut down this in- 
effective program to help balance the 
budget because some of us voted for the 
cotton deal with Brazil. Well, in fact, 
the majority of this Congress, the over- 
whelming majority did. 

But, let’s talk about that deal. Who 
made that deal? Did the gentleman 
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from Alabama make that deal? Did the 
gentleman from Texas that’s going to 
speak on our side, did he make the 
deal? Did the gentleman from Nevada 
make that deal? Did the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. DOLD) make that 
deal? No. The Obama administration 
made that deal. 

The U.S. Trade Representative, Mr. 
Kirk, made that deal in an agreement 
with the Brazilian Government, not 
your Republican colleagues. Here’s 
what he told us. He said that $60 billion 
worth of trade depended on our ability 
to export into Brazil without the tar- 
iffs they were going to impose on us. 
That’s 420,000 U.S. jobs that were 
threatened, and he told us that if we 
didn’t do that, they would impose bil- 
lion $820 worth of countertariffs on 
such products as pharmaceuticals, 
autos, electronics, textiles, wheat, 
fruit, nuts, cotton, medical equipment. 
So he made a deal with them to make 
them certain payments, to compensate 
for that. 

Now, I don’t know if he misrepre- 
sented. I don’t think that President 
Obama and his administration and his 
U.S. Trade Representative would have 
misrepresented this. But if that was a 
bad deal, then the ranking member 
ought to go over there and to complain 
to the President, whom he defends, be- 
cause both of them, apparently, want 
to spend money at every turn and 
every chance they get. 

U.S., BRAZIL AGREE ON FRAMEWORK 
REGARDING WTO COTTON DISPUTE 

WASHINGTON, D.C.—Today Brazil’s Min- 
isters reached a decision in support of a 
Framework regarding the Cotton dispute, 
which would avert the imposition of counter- 
measures of more than $800 million this year. 
This includes more than $560 million in coun- 
termeasures against U.S. exports which were 
scheduled to go into effect on Monday, June 
21, 2010, as well as possible countermeasures 
on intellectual property rights that could 
have taken effect later. We are pleased with 
this decision, and look forward to signing 
the Framework soon. 

The findings in the Cotton dispute concern 
U.S. cotton support under the marketing 
loan and countercyclical payment programs, 
and the GSM-102 Export Credit Guarantee 
Program. In line with these findings, the 
Framework has two major elements. 

First, it would provide, as a basis for a dis- 
cussion toward reaching a mutually agreed 
solution to the dispute, a limit on trade-dis- 
torting cotton subsidies. Second, the Frame- 
work would provide benchmarks for changes 
to certain elements of the current GSM-102 
program. In the Framework, the United 
States and Brazil would agree to meet quar- 
terly to discuss the successor legislation to 
the 2008 Farm Bill as it relates to trade-dis- 
torting cotton subsidies and the operation of 
GSM-102. The Framework would not serve as 
a permanent solution to the Cotton dispute. 
However, it would provide specific interim 
steps and a process for continued discussions 
on the programs at issue with a view to 
reaching a solution to the dispute. 

“Т am pleased that we have been able to 
negotiate a Framework regarding the WTO 
Cotton dispute that would avoid the imposi- 
tion of countermeasures against U.S. trade, 


3750 


including goods and intellectual property,” 
said Ambassador Kirk. ‘‘While respecting the 
role of the United States Congress in devel- 
oping the next Farm Bill, this Framework 
would now allow us to continue to work to- 
ward a final resolution of the Cotton dispute. 
I believe this Framework will go a long way 
in alleviating the uncertainty in our busi- 
ness communities and enhance the ability of 
the United States and Brazil to build upon 
our dynamic trading relationship.” 

“This framework agreement provides a 
way forward as we work with Congress to- 
ward a new farm bill in 2012,” said Secretary 
of Agriculture Tom Vilsack. ‘‘Although it is 
not a permanent solution, I am pleased that 
it allows us to maintain our programs while 
considering adjustments and avoiding the 
immediate imposition of countermeasures 
against U.S. exports as a result of the WTO 
cotton decision.” 

BACKGROUND 


The Cotton dispute is a long-running dis- 
pute brought by Brazil against the United 
States. In 2005 and again in 2008, the World 
Trade Organization (WTO) found that certain 
U.S. agricultural support payments and 
guarantees are inconsistent with WTO com- 
mitments: (1) payments to cotton producers 
under the marketing loan and counter- 
cyclical programs; and (2) export credit guar- 
antees under the GSM-102 program, a USDA 
program used to provide guarantees for cred- 
it extended by U.S. banks or exporters to ap- 
proved foreign banks for purchases of U.S. 
agricultural exports. 

On August 31, 2009, WTO arbitrators issued 
arbitration awards in this dispute. These 
awards provided the level of counter- 
measures that Brazil could impose against 
U.S. trade. The annual amount of counter- 
measures has two parts: (1) a fixed amount of 
$147.3 million for the cotton payments and 
(2) an amount for the GSM-102 program that 
varies based upon program usage. Using the 
data that we have given Brazil (in accord- 
ance with the arbitrators’ award), the cur- 
rent total of authorized countermeasures is 
more than $800 million. 

The arbitrators also provided that Brazil 
could impose cross-sectoral countermeasures 
(i.e. countermeasures in sectors outside of 
trade in goods, specifically intellectual prop- 
erty and services). It may impose cross-sec- 
toral countermeasures to the extent that it 
applies total countermeasures in excess of a 
threshold. The threshold varies annually, 
but is currently approximately $560 million. 
Therefore, of the approximately $820 million 
in countermeasures Brazil could impose now, 
about $260 million of that could be cross-sec- 
toral. 

On March 8, 2010 Brazil announced a final 
list of products that would face higher tariffs 
beginning on April 7, 2010. Goods on the list 
include autos, pharmaceuticals, medical 
equipment, electronics, textiles, wheat, fruit 
and nuts, and cotton. Brazil had not made a 
final decision on which U.S. intellectual 
property rights might be affected by cross- 
sectoral countermeasures, but it had begun 
the process to make this determination. 

On April 1, Deputy USTR Miriam Sapiro 
and USDA Undersecretary for Farm and For- 
eign Agricultural Services Jim Miller met 
with Ambassador Antonio Patriota, Sec- 
retary General of Brazil’s Ministry of Exter- 
nal Relations to discuss possible resolution 
of the dispute. As a result of that dialogue, 
the Government of Brazil agreed not to im- 
pose any countermeasures on U.S. trade at 
that time. In exchange, the United States 
agreed to work with Brazil to establish a 
fund of approximately $147.3 million per year 
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on a pro rata basis to provide technical as- 
sistance and capacity building to the cotton 
sector in Brazil, and for international co- 
operation related to the same sector in cer- 
tain other countries. Under the Memo- 
randum of Understanding that the United 
States and Brazil signed on April 20, 2010, the 
fund would continue until passage of the 
next Farm Bill or a mutually agreed solution 
to the Cotton dispute is reached, whichever 
is sooner. The fund is subject to trans- 
parency and auditing requirements. 

The United States also agreed to make cer- 
tain near term modifications to the oper- 
ation of the GSM-102 Export Credit Guar- 
antee Program, and to engage with the Gov- 
ernment of Brazil in technical discussions re- 
garding further operation of the program. In 
addition, the United States published a pro- 
posed rule on April 16, 2010, to recognize the 
State of Santa Catarina as free of foot-and- 
mouth disease, rinderpest, classical swine 
fever, African swine fever, and swine vesic- 
ular disease, based on World Organization for 
Animal Health Guidelines, and to complete a 
risk evaluation and identify appropriate risk 
mitigation measures to determine whether 
fresh beef can be imported from Brazil while 
preventing the introduction of foot-and- 
mouth disease in the United States. 

The parties further agreed on April 1 that 
they would work to develop a Framework re- 
garding the Cotton dispute by June 21, which 
would provide a path forward for a nego- 
tiated solution to the Cotton dispute and 
allow both countries to avoid the impact of 
countermeasures. Negotiators from Brazil 
and the United States have been engaged in- 
tensively over the past several months, and 
successfully concluded this Framework. 

Brazil is the United States’ 10th largest 
trading partner with a total two-way goods 
trade of approximately $60 billion in 2009. 

I yield such time as he may consume 
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CANSECO). 

Mr. CANSECO. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Alabama. 

Mr. Chairman, I am here to support 
the bill to terminate the FHA Refi- 
nance Program. This bill is not about 
programs that work. It’s not about pro- 
grams that have continually helped to 
create jobs and to help our faltering 
economy and our laggard job growth. 

This bill is about a failed government 
program, because the FHA refinance 
program that went into effect in Sep- 
tember of 2010 has failed to work prop- 
erly. By the end of December of last 
year, of 2010, a mere 22 mortgages had 
been refinanced through the program 
at a cost of $50 million. That’s an aver- 
age of $2.3 million per mortgage. The 
conclusion is very, very clear. The pro- 
gram does not work and it’s wasteful. 

We are in an economic crisis. Accord- 
ing to the Congressional Budget Office, 
the Federal Government is set to run a 
deficit for fiscal year 2011 of $1.5 tril- 
lion. If serious steps are not taken 
right now, we are set and ready to see 
in 2012 another trillion dollars added to 
our deficit. 

This river of red ink is not sustain- 
able. Americans are coming to grips 
with the fact that, if nothing is done, 
we will be the first generation in Amer- 
ican history to leave for our children a 
legacy of insurmountable debt and eco- 
nomic stagnation. 
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And while there are a number of dif- 
ficult decisions that we must make in 
the months and years ahead, common 
sense dictates that we can begin to get 
our spending under control by cutting 
programs that simply don’t work, no 
matter how large or how small they 
are or no matter how beneficent they 
may sound. They just don’t work. This 
one does not work. 

Many of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle often think that we are 
just one government program away 
from solving our problems. But when 
you think that way, you end up piling 
one government program on top of an- 
other, wasting the taxpayers’ money 
without even helping our fellow citi- 
zens who are struggling in this day and 
age. 

The last 2 years have proven that 
government programs and government 
spending do very little in the way of 
stimulating jobs that we need most and 
economic growth. We in the Congress 
of the United States have a duty to be 
the stewards of the people’s money, the 
people’s tax dollars. The least we can 
do is tell our constituents that we are 
doing our job by cutting the stuff that 
does not work. This does not work. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Two points: First, you have just 
heard a fantasy that $50 million has 
been spent for 42 loans. That is not 
even remotely close to being true. 
Fifty million has been set aside in a re- 
serve for defaults if and when they 
come. Not a penny of it has been given 
to anybody. It is simply sitting in that 
account, in case, and the 42 loans have 
nothing to do with that. 

Yes, the gentleman from Alabama 
said I didn’t talk about it. I did talk 
about it. I corrected the misuse of the 
50 million from last week. He didn’t 
misuse it today. And I mentioned that 
it started slow and it may not get be- 
yond where it is now. I mentioned that 
it is in reserve to use it more. So, yes, 
we have only got 42. I talked about 
that. 

The 8 billion is a fantasy. The CBO 
says at it’s best, this is going to cost 
$175 million. The 8 billion is a purely 
bookkeeping account. 

But I want to get back to the fas- 
cinating explanation by the gentleman 
from Alabama as to why he and the 
majority of Republicans voted to send 
$150 million per year last year, this 
year, and for the next couple of years 
to Brazil: Obama made him do it. Lis- 
ten carefully. The explanation for this 
expenditure to go to Brazil, that the 
poor gentleman from Alabama voted 
for, is Barack Obama made him do it. 

The President is a very convenient 
place for them to hide. In fact, if he is 
asking me if I am critical of the Presi- 
dent in that, yes, I am critical of the 
President many times. I agree with 
him overall. But I did not agree with 
him that we should send 1.2 billion for 
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Iraq security forces. The gentleman 
from Alabama did. I didn’t agree we 
should send $400 million for Afghan in- 
frastructure. 

The gentleman seems to think it’s 
some major debating point because the 
President takes the position that I dis- 
agree? Perhaps his view is you always 
agree with the President of your party. 
It’s not mine. It’s not a responsible 
way to legislate. 

Secondly, there was an alternative to 
sending $150 million to Brazil. We could 
have sent $150 million less to Ameri- 
cans. The finding was that we were 
putting Brazilian cotton farmers at a 
$150 million disadvantage per year be- 
cause of the subsidy we gave to Ameri- 
cans. We could have come in with legis- 
lation that would have reduced the 
Americans’. 

So, in fact, I underestimated the 
waste of money that the gentleman 
from Alabama is indulging because 
Barack Obama made him do it and he 
was powerless to resist, apparently, be- 
cause it’s $300 million a year. 

We had two options: We could keep 
the level of subsidy for American cot- 
ton farmers and match that to the Bra- 
zilians, or we could reduce it by $150 
million in America and reduce it to 
Brazil over a 4-year period when this 
will be in effect. That’s over a billion 
dollars, a considerable amount of 
money. 

So, yes, it is true, the President 
sometimes makes unwise recommenda- 
tions, in my judgment. But the argu- 
ment for the gentleman from Alabama 
that he is to be absolved from responsi- 
bility for his vote, and the majority of 
Republicans—the majority of us on our 
side repudiated the President’s position 
in this case. But the gentleman from 
Alabama has claimed, Don’t blame me; 
Obama made me do it is no more cred- 
ible than his invocation of some fan- 
tasy figures. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BACHUS. May I inquire of the 
Chair how much time each side has re- 
maining? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Alabama has 11 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from Massachusetts 
has 17% minutes remaining. 

Mr. BACHUS. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts (Mr. LYNCH). 

Mr. LYNCH. I thank the ranking 
member. 

I rise in opposition to H.R. 830, the 
FHA Refinance Program Termination 
Act and also the other bills that will be 
coming to the floor on the same sub- 
ject. 

I want to emphasize one thing that 
the ranking member has raised, and 
that is that these are voluntary pro- 
grams. These are all voluntary pro- 
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grams that are trying to keep Amer- 
ican families in their homes. These 
programs require the banks to agree 
that this is a good deal and it’s deserv- 
ing of these homeowners. These pro- 
grams require that the homeowner also 
agree, obviously, and also that in many 
cases that the servicer agree. 

Now, because you’re requiring a vol- 
untary agreement and an agreement 
that has been crafted in such a way 
that all parties are balanced in their 
interests, it’s been difficult to generate 
the number of families to be helped so 
far. 

I do want to also emphasize that this 
program started in November. This 
program started in November. We’ve 
had about 4 months to get families on 
board to be helped by these programs. 
For much of that 4 months, we have 
had abject resistance from the 
servicers. They have been the obstruc- 
tion in making these programs work. 
But I am happy to say that in the last 
10 days, we have had three major 
servicers, Allied, GMAC and Wells 
Fargo, that have finally come forward 
and said, we’re going to work within 
this program, and we’re going to try to 
help families stay in their homes not 
out of charity, but because they realize 
that we need to put a floor under this 
housing market in order to help sus- 
tain the weak economic recovery that 
we have going forward. 

What exacerbates the situation is 
also the way the banks have handled 
this up until now. In my district, and 
it’s happened all across the country, 
we’ve had situations where banks апа 
servicers have employed robosigners to 
the point where many of these fore- 
closure documents have been signed 
without full knowledge by the individ- 
uals charged with that responsibility. 
We’ve seen many courts in this country 
look at the foreclosure process used by 
these banks and have ruled them to be 
illegal and that, in fact, the banks did 
not own the homes that they were try- 
ing to foreclose on. And this has hap- 
pened thousands of times across the 
country. It has not been a smooth proc- 
ess. 

We’ve also had a very, very difficult 
situation for our men and women in 
uniform. Despite the fact that there’s 
been a law in this country since World 
War I that we will not foreclose on 
servicemembers’ homes while they are 
in combat, while they are in Afghani- 
stan or Iraq, we’ve had banks do hun- 
dreds and hundreds of foreclosures on 
our men and women in uniform. There 
are needs for these programs, and yet 
we are conveniently forgetting those 
facts. 

Lastly, this bill, with all due respect, 
has been poorly drafted in a meaning- 
ful way. This bill, if adopted, would 
prohibit all voluntary agreements be- 
tween parties to stop these fore- 
closures. And I understand what the 
targets of my Republican colleagues 
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are, but the bill is drafted so broadly it 
would prevent the banks, the FHA, the 
homeowner and the servicer to come to 
a voluntary agreement. 

Private enterprise has been some- 
thing that my colleagues used to en- 
courage, and here we have voluntary 
agreements that will be prohibited by 
this bill. And I do not think that is the 
intent of the gentleman, however, that 
is the actual impact of his legislation. 
And I have an amendment more spe- 
cifically to deal with that at a later 
time. But we have to slow down the 
foreclosure process to put a floor under 
this economy. We have to help the fam- 
ilies that can be helped. And this FHA 
Refinance Program Termination Act 
would prevent that from happening. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chair, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. DOLD). 

Mr. DOLD. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man, for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 830 is common- 
sense legislation that stops inefficient 
and ineffective government spending. 
At the outset of this $8 billion pro- 
gram, its failure was inevitable. That 
inevitable failure is now undeniable. It 
doesn’t work for the homeowner, it 
doesn’t work for the taxpaying Amer- 
ican families, and it certainly doesn’t 
work for future generations who are 
trying to claw their way out of the 
debt that we are burdening them with 
each and every day. 

So let’s go back and let’s talk about 
the homeowners. We’ve got 12 million 
mortgages in America that are cur- 
rently underwater. And yet this pro- 
gram, this program which was actually 
rolled out in March, it started about 6 
months ago, has 245 applications—245. 
How many have actually made it over 
the hurdles and have gotten actually 
some help and refinanced? Forty-four. 
Forty-four refinances. We’ve got $8.12 
billion that has been obligated. We 
have $50 million that has been dis- 


bursed. 
Now, a quick back-of-the-envelope 
calculation, that’s $1.1 million per 


mortgage refinanced thus far. If we 
look at it even further, were these mil- 
lion-dollar mortgages? Actually, the 
average mortgage was about $300,000. 
So we spent, the American taxpayers, 
in terms of their dollars, we spent $1.1 
million in order to refinance a $300,000 
loan. The administration said that 
we’re going to have 1.5 million home- 
owners get into this program, and yet 
we’ve taken almost a year and we have 
44 that have actually gone through. 

If you were to get through this pro- 
gram, if you were one of the lucky 
ones, one of the 44, clearly, it’s not 
going to help you insofar as you’re 
going to destroy your credit for the 
next several years. The average credit 
score of the 44 that are in the program 
was 711. That credit score is going to 
go down. Is their monthly payment 
going to go down? In many instances, 
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no, because they’re going to have to 
come up with closing costs. They’re 
going to have to pay private mortgage 
insurance if they haven’t been paying 
it already. And so there are other re- 
quirements that are simply a burden 
on the actual homeowners. 

It’s time that we tell the American 
public the truth. It’s time that we in 
this body recognize when a government 
program is not working. We need to get 
rid of this program—$8.12 billion obli- 
gated, $50 million disbursed for 245 ap- 
plicants and 44 mortgages actually 
redone. 

The program certainly doesn’t work 
for the American taxpayer. We’re look- 
ing at debts and deficits in Wash- 
ington. And many of us were sent here 
to Washington to try to get the out-of- 
control government spending back in 
line. And I would say that certainly 
$1.1 million per mortgage is not a good 
use of the taxpayer dollars. 

When we look at future generations 
and we look at the amount of money 
that we’re spending right now, $1.48 
trillion in deficit spending works out 
to be over $3 million a minute. The 
President’s budget comes out to talk- 
ing about 1.6 for the next year. We can- 
not continue to spend money that we 
don’t have. Our debt is at $14 trillion. 
When we actually took a look at the 
Treasury report that came out just a 
couple of days ago talking about 
TARP, because this program is basi- 
cally on TARP funds, they recognize 
that the mortgage modification pro- 
grams were never intended to be recov- 
ered. This, to me, I think is an enor- 
mous problem. 

This is a program that doesn’t work 
for the homeowner, it doesn’t work for 
the American public, and it certainly is 
not going to work for future genera- 
tions. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself 30 seconds simply to say the 
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gentleman has simply repeated an ab- 
solute fantasy. This is not a $50 million 
expenditure for 40 loans. The $50 mil- 
lion has not been given to anybody, not 
a penny of it. It has been put in a re- 
serve account. Fifty million has been 
set aside in a reserve account. It was 
disbursed from the TARP to a reserve 
account. The CBO, as I’ve submitted if 
this goes forward, it will be about 
$12,000 per loan. 

Last week, the gentleman from Illi- 
nois was claiming that if you partici- 
pate in this program, you would have a 
tax liability. He learned that that was 
totally wrong. He is perpetuating 
error. 

I now yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. MCNER- 
NEY) 

Mr. McNERNEY. Thank you, Mr. 
Ranking Member. 

I’m proud to represent much of San 
Joaquin County, which is the jewel of 
California’s Central Valley. Our valley 
is a great place to live and work; but, 
unfortunately, we’ve been hit very 
hard by the economic downturn. The 
valley has been ground zero for the 
foreclosure crisis. Over the past few 
years, thousands of families in San 
Joaquin County and throughout the 
valley have lost their homes. 
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I hosted foreclosure workshops, and I 
met with hardworking people who were 
misled by lenders who were struggling 
to stay on top of their mortgages. I 
have seen grown men cry because they 
couldn’t keep a roof over their chil- 
dren’s heads. I have talked to veterans 
who served their country, only to re- 
turn home to notices of default. And I 
have met seniors on the brink of home- 
lessness. 

The administration’s foreclosure pre- 
vention initiatives have fallen short in 
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the valley. Simply put, the administra- 
tion’s programs haven’t effectively 
served the people who are underwater 
on their mortgage, and the administra- 
tion hasn’t been tough enough on the 
big banks. I call on President Obama 
and his Cabinet to develop more effec- 
tive efforts to stem the tide of fore- 
closures. 


But despite these shortcomings, the 
bill the House Republicans are offering 
today is absolutely the wrong ap- 
proach. It is throwing the baby out 
with the bath water. Instead of can- 
celing foreclosure relief programs at 
their beginning stages, we should be 
strengthening them so they are more 
effective. Mortgage counselors from 
my district advise and plead to im- 
prove our efforts to get tough on big 
banks and provide meaningful relief to 
families. 


Stabilizing the housing market is 
critical to economic recovery and cre- 
ating jobs. For these reasons, I oppose 
H.R. 830. 


Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Illi- 
nois (Mr. DOLD). 


Mr. DOLD. Mr. Chairman, running a 
business, I have to tell you, obligated 
funds are one thing, disbursed funds 
are quite another. If I can, from the 
monthly 105(a) report delivered to the 
Congress from TARP and from the De- 
partment of the Treasury, and I will 
submit it for the RECORD, under ‘‘Obli- 
gated” all of the way down here when 
it is talking about the FHA refinance, 
it is $8.12 billion. And in an entirely 
different column under ‘‘Disbursed,”’ it 
is $50 million. From the paper here 
from the Department of the Treasury, 
obligated and disbursed are different 
things. We have $50 million that has 
been disbursed. 


FIGURE 1—DAILY TARP PROGRESS REPORT AS OF FEBRUARY 3, 2011 


[$ billions] 


(*Dollars in billions*) 


Obligated 


Principal/Investment 


Income/revenue 


Disbursed Repayments  Write-offs кае Outstanding 


Dividends 


Total cash 
Total in- back 


come 


Gain/other Warrants 


Interest income sold 


Bank Support Programs 

Capital Purchase Program (CPP) 
Preferred & Other Securities .. 
Citigroup Common 

Targeted Investment Program (TIP) 
Bank Of America 
Citigroup ....... 

Asset Guarantee Pro 
Bank Of America 
Citigroup ............ 

Community Development Capital Initiative (CDCI) . 


179.89 
25.00 


179.89 
25.00 


20.00 


0.57 .. 


Bank Program Totals ......................................а........ 
Credit Market Programs 
Public-Private Investment Program (PPIP) 
Equity . 


Term Asset Ba 
Purchase SBA 7(a) Securities (SBA) 


250.46 


= 7.51 5.37 
Debi 14.90 
4.30 
0.37 


245.46 2.58 0.00 


10.52 
0.10 .. 
0.37 


Credit Market Program Totals .................................. 
Other Programs 
American international Group (AIG) 


27.07 


16.36 


Common 47.54 47.54. 

Preferred .. 22.29 20.29 
AIG Totals .... 69.84 67.84 .. 
Automotive 

GM ...... 51.03 51.03 

Chrysler ... 14.43 12.37 
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FIGURE 1—DAILY TARP PROGRESS REPORT AS OF FEBRUARY 3, 2011—Continued 


[$ billions] 


(*Dollars in billions*) 


Obligated 


Principal/Investment 


Income/revenue 
Total cash 


Disbursed Repayments  Write-offs Realized Outstanding 


Dividends 


Gain/other 
income 


Total in- back 


come 


Warrants 


Interest sold 


АПУ AGMAG)* инана наа анына аьын 16.29 ПОСВЕТЕН КА 16.29 ОО sistaan анана ни 2.00 2.00 
МЕР Totals 81.76 79.69 26.92 1.60 4.44 46.74 2.00 1.35 3.51 30.43 
Other Programs Totals ...... 151.59 147.53 26.92 1.60 4.44 114.57 2.00 1.35 3.56 30.48 
Treasury Housing Programs Under TARP 
Making Homes Affordable ... 29.91 0.94... 
HFA Hardest-Hit Fund 7.60 0.10 
FHA Refinance .......... 8.12 0.05 


Housing Totals .. 


45.62 


ЛП... 


Grand Totals 


474.76 


410.45 238.63 4.18 4.44 161.75 


16.23 9.59 8.48 35.74 274.38 


Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself 15 seconds to further elucidate 
matters to the gentleman from Illinois. 
It has been disbursed in a letter of 
credit, none of which has been drawn 
down. It sits there as a reserve in case 
of losses. 

I now yield 3 minutes to the gentle- 
woman from New York (Mrs. MALO- 
NEY). 

Mrs. MALONEY. I thank the ranking 
member for yielding. 

I rise in opposition to H.R. 830. This 
bill is one of four separate anti-fore- 
closure programs aimed at helping 
troubled homeowners stay in their 
homes that the new House Republican 
majority is planning to end. What is 
very troubling is that they don’t have 
any idea of what to put in its place. We 
know that we have 12 million mort- 
gages that are underwater, that need 
help. They are in all of our States, but 
they are not coming forward with any 
ideas of how to help the economy or 
how to help the people. 

Now, this particular program is just 
getting started. It is the FHA Short 
Refinance Program, and it is one of the 
foreclosure prevention programs that 
would not only help the individual 
homeowners, but also help to stabilize 
the overall U.S. housing market, which 
is 25 percent of our economy. So it not 
only helps an individual. It helps a lo- 
cality, it helps our country, it helps 
our economic strength. 

The result of ending this program 
would be hundreds of thousands of ad- 
ditional foreclosures and steeper price 
declines in our housing. It is out- 
rageous. It is shortsighted. It is mean, 
and it is wrong. 

Now, in this program it would allow 
the borrowers to reduce the principal 
owed on their homes up to 10 percent 
so that their payments are lower, so 
that they can save money that they 
can’t afford. And in return, the banks 
would get an FHA-insured loan that is 
subject to all of FHA’s strict stand- 
ards. So to get this loan, you will have 
to jump through hoops to be able to 
qualify. 

And it is voluntary. Just last week, 
several major banks in America volun- 
tarily walked forward to help out— 
Citibank, Wells Fargo, and Bank of 
America, to name a few. So the pro- 


gram is just getting started and the $50 
million line of credit is like a line of 
credit you draw down on. Hopefully, we 
won’t even have to tap into it. Hope- 
fully, our economy improves and peo- 
ple are able to pay their mortgages. 

The standards are very strict. The 
owners must be current on their pay- 
ments. It must be their primary resi- 
dence. They have to have full docu- 
mentation to qualify. So it is a strict 
program. 

I want to come back to an issue that 
is very important to me and, that is, 
this affects lives. This affects people. 

In Congressman FRANK’s home State, 
there are over 222,000 residents whose 
mortgages are underwater that could 
qualify possibly if they could meet the 
criteria. It is part of a total package to 
help our economy move forward, and 
the opposition, the Republican major- 
ity, has no ideas of their own. It is just 
to come in and cut a good program 
that is just getting started. 

They mentioned the 44 people that 
have been helped. They say that is not 
important. I would say it is very im- 
portant to the 44 people who have been 
helped, and there could be 12 million 
who could be helped under this pro- 
gram. 

Mr. BACHUS. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. MILLER), one of the lead- 
ing House experts on this matter. 

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to reassure Ameri- 
cans that it is not true that no problem 
ever gets fixed in Washington. Ten 
years ago, the debate here in Congress 
was what to do with the surplus. In 
fact, we paid off $400 billion of the debt; 
and Alan Greenspan, who was then the 
chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board, worried that we would pay off 
the national debt too quickly and it 
might be unsettling to the economy. 
Mr. Chairman, if there is one problem 
that got solved in the past decade, it is 
that problem: the problem of paying off 
the national debt too quickly. 

My party can claim none of the cred- 
it for that. It was a Republican Presi- 
dent and a Republican Congress. I must 
admit that I don’t like what they did 
to solve that problem of paying off the 


national debt too quickly. They gave 
tax cuts to America’s top one-tenth of 
1 percent, Americans making more 
than $2,340,000, and we saw just a cou- 
ple of months ago that that was one 
thing that was absolutely nonnego- 
tiable for them. They would give up ev- 
erything before they would let those 
Americans have to pay any more in 
taxes. 

When there was a proposal to expand 
Medicare to take care of prescription 
drugs, something I supported gen- 
erally, Republicans in Congress passed 
a bill that was not paid for, as other 
programs like that had been paid for, 
and was a giveaway to the insurance 
industry and to the prescription drug 
industry. So when they are giving tax 
cuts to the very, very richest Ameri- 
cans, the richest of the rich, when they 
are giving away taxpayer money to the 
insurance companies and to the pre- 
scription drug industry, the drug in- 
dustry, they don’t worry about deficits 
at all. It is only when Democrats take 
the Presidency, and particularly in the 
last 2 years when we have been dealing 
with the worst recession since the 
Great Depression and have been trying 
to pull the country out of a nosedive, 
that they have suddenly become wor- 
ried about the deficits and criticized 
everything that we have done to try to 
save the country from the disaster that 
we inherited. 

It is only the programs that help 
working and middle class families that 
seem to give them a problem, like this 
one. Now, we have been on the case of 
subprime lending and its effects for a 
long time. I introduced legislation in 
2004 to rein in subprime lending, not a 
bit of help from Republicans. Mr. WATT 
and I introduced that bill. It was Mil- 
ler-Watt. Two years later, it became 
Miller-Watt-Frank. We have been on 
this case. 

The gentleman from Alabama said in 
committee the other day, Show me a 
way to deal with this problem that 
doesn’t cost taxpayer money. I did that 
in 2007. I introduced a bill that bank- 
ruptcy lawyers and judges have said 
was one way to deal with the problem, 
let bankruptcy judges modify mort- 
gages in bankruptcy the same way 
they modify all other kinds of secured 
debt; no support from Republicans at 
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all, and the opposition Republicans 
killed that. 

I urged the Federal agencies that set 
rules for the banks to require they 
treat people better than they have been 
treating them when they manage their 
mortgages, no help from Republicans 
at all. Just yesterday, the Federal 
agencies in charge of the banks’ con- 
duct and the States’ attorneys general 
have been pushing them, the banks, to 
impose fines for violating the law in 
how they handle foreclosures. 
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Several Republicans sent a letter 
yesterday to the Secretary of the 
Treasury protesting that Federal agen- 
cies were being too mean to the banks. 

I thought most politicians learned 
during the Keating Five that your of- 
fice does not give you the right to give 
your political buddies, your contribu- 
tors, a get-out-of-jail-free card, but 
that appears to be what they’re willing 
to do when it’s the banking industry 
that is complaining about it. It is not 
true that this problem of foreclosures 
is just affecting a handful of Ameri- 
cans. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. We 
are in a cycle of foreclosures leading to 
the reduced value of homes, more 
Americans underwater, and when peo- 
ple are underwater, they’ve seen their 
life savings disappear. More Americans 
underwater, more foreclosures, and on 
and on. 

We have got to put a bottom on the 
housing market. We know this can 
work. This program is very similar to a 
program in the New Deal that did 
work, the Homeowners Loan Corpora- 
tion. It turned a profit—a slight profit, 
but a profit—saved the middle class, 
and saved the housing industry. We 
need to do something. Republicans 
have offered nothing. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chair, I yield 11⁄4 
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada 
(Mr. HECK). 

Mr. HECK. I thank the gentleman 
from Alabama for the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to oppose 
H.R. 830, the FHA Refinance Program 
Termination Act. I represent the dis- 
trict that is truly ground zero for 
America’s housing crisis; 390,192 mort- 
gages in Nevada are underwater. Let 
me say that again: 390,192 families in 
Nevada are underwater. 

I agree that people need a paycheck, 
not a government check, but we must 
help individuals who are trying to do 
the right thing. This program gives 
some of those Nevadans who are cur- 
rent on their mortgage but underwater 
the ability to refinance their loan. 

Some will say this program is a fail- 
ure because too few mortgages have 
been refinanced through it. They’ll say 
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not enough money has been distrib- 
uted. I say, a failed PR job should not 
be the reason a good program dies. And 
the FHA Refinance Program can be a 
good program, but it needs more atten- 
tion, and perhaps reform, so home- 
owners know it’s an option. 

Vote “по” on H.R. 830 and give home- 
owners a chance to take advantage of 
this program. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chair, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. YODER). 

Mr. YODER. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

I rise today in strong support of H.R. 
830. The bill would repeal a well-inten- 
tioned but bankrupt policy. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
are tired of bailout after bailout and 
big spending bill after big spending 
bill. With $14 trillion in debt and bor- 
rowing $5 billion a day, yet unemploy- 
ment is at 9 percent, the American peo- 
ple are sending us an unmistakable 
message: The idea of borrowing, bailing 
out and spending isn’t working. 

We’re borrowing more money in 
Washington with this program that we 
don’t have to help Americans borrow 
more money at home that they can’t 
afford for housing they can’t afford. 
Mr. Chairman, this is madness. When 
will this stop and when will the politi- 
cians in Washington understand that 
we’re not going to be able to borrow 
and spend our way to prosperity? The 
American people are tired of this. They 
want Washington leaders to step up, re- 
duce spending, and eliminate programs 
that aren’t working. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask today that we 
pass this legislation and restore fiscal 
sanity to Washington. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. How 
much time is remaining on both sides, 
Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts has 24% minutes remain- 
ing. The gentleman from Alabama has 
4% minutes remaining. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I have 
only one remaining speaker. I will 
defer until the gentleman has his last 
speaker. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chair, I yield 2% 
minutes to the gentlelady from Illinois 
(Mrs. BIGGERT). 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, President Ronald 
Reagan famously said—with tongue in 
cheek, no doubt—that the closest thing 
to eternal life on this Earth is a Fed- 
eral Government program. 

I rise today in support of H.R. 830, 
legislation offered by my friend from 
Illinois (Mr. DOLD). At the risk of dis- 
proving the late President’s axiom, let 
me just say that H.R. 830 will dem- 
onstrate that Congress does have the 
good sense, the fortitude, and the 
wherewithal to bring an end to a Fed- 
eral program, especially one that is not 
working. 
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The program in question is the FHA 
Refinancing Program, which was au- 
thorized under the broadest of provi- 
sions in the TARP legislation back in 
2008. In 2010, the program was con- 
ceived in haste, enacted with no vote in 
Congress, and was designed to augment 
another failed program, the Making 
Homes Affordable Program, or HAMP, 
which has done more harm than good. 

Under the FHA Refinancing Pro- 
gram, the FHA is directed to use TARP 
funds to refinance mortgages that are 
current but underwater. Its record has 
been abysmal, with the FHA Commis- 
sioner stating during our hearing last 
month: “Ав of February 11, 44 loans 
have been endorsed.” Where else but in 
Washington would it be a good idea to 
obligate $8 billion in taxpayer funds 
and disburse $50 million of those dol- 
lars? Now, whether it’s to help 44 
homeowners or not, we don’t know how 
many will be in default or what it will 
cost. But that money has been dis- 
bursed from the U.S. Treasury. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill ends another 
failed government program. Taxpayers 
shouldn’t foot the bill for failure. I 
would urge my colleagues to support 
the bill. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

A week ago when we debated this in 
committee, the author of the bill, the 
gentleman from [Illinois (Mr. DOLD), 
was telling people that if they joined 
this program they would have a tax li- 
ability. He was wrong. It wasn’t his 
fault. He was told that that was the 
case. He dutifully read what he was 
told. You haven’t heard that again be- 
cause he found out that was wrong. 

He was also told that it was going to 
be $50 million disbursed. They don’t 
seem to be clear on what that means. 
No, $50 million has not been spent on 
any individual. Fifty million has been 
set aside in a letter of credit if nec- 
essary in the future to pay for defaults. 
So this million dollars per loan is, of 
course, a fantasy. 

Now, it is true, the program has not 
yet had a major impact. And if it does 
not prove itself out, it never will. It 
cannot be both wildly expensive and 
nonexistent. It is there. If we get an 
agreement involving all the attorneys 
general of both parties, involving the 
regulators and the financial institu- 
tions, this will be one of the tools that 
will accommodate people. CBO does 
think there could be a loss. Their pre- 
diction is, their best guess—and they’re 
the best objective element we have— 
you could get an amount of $12,000 or 
so per loan lost here. Not a million dol- 
lars; 12,000. It is part of a panoply of 
projects to try and reduce foreclosures 
and help the economy deal with this 
crisis. 

And for people who, and I repeat it— 
they don’t like it—they’ll send money 
to Brazil, they’ll send money to Afghan 
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cities, they’ll send money to Iraqi secu- 
rity, they’ll subsidize farmers at more 
than $250,000 a year, but $12,000 per 
homeowner at most is too much for 
them. And it isn’t just for the home- 
owners; it is a necessary part of getting 
out of our economic crisis. 

So I hope that this is defeated. I ap- 
preciated what the gentleman from Ne- 
vada said. Yes, it can be improved. The 
fact that only 44 people have been in- 
volved so far means they are pro- 
ceeding, appropriately, cautiously. 
This is a program with great promise. 
It may not turn out, but if a promise 
doesn’t turn out, then it doesn’t cost 
anything. And if it does turn out to be 
a workable part of an overall solution, 
it will be money much better spent 
than many of the billions my col- 
leagues on the other side are prepared 
to subsidize some of their favored sa- 
cred cows as opposed to doing some- 
thing that will help the whole econ- 
omy. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BACHUS. I yield myself the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. Chair, Members of this body, 
what are we talking about when we’re 
talking about cutting government 
spending? We're talking about these 
children. 
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These children cannot afford a future 
where its Federal Government spends 
$8 billion more every day than it takes 
in. 

Now, the ranking member has criti- 
cized our military spending. I could 
have a picture of my grandchildren up, 
and I could have a picture of one of my 
little granddaughters whose dad served 
in the U.S. Marines. Their unit served 
in Afghanistan and in Iraq. So I make 
no apology for supporting our troops. 
Now if the President decides to call 
them home, my son would support 
that. 

Now, Ranking Member FRANK said 
this sits in a fund. This program that 
has helped 44 families whose average 
mortgage was $330,000—that’s more 
than the cost of a home in my district. 
But here is President Obama’s report 
to us that $50 million has been dis- 
bursed, but the alarming figure is $8.12 
billion that’s obligated. 

The gentlelady from New York said 
that the banks—Citibank, Bank of 
America—they’re all lining up to use 
this program. I would be too. This 
transfers obligations from lenders to 
the taxpayer. As long as these mort- 
gages were making money, the banks 
profited. But all of a sudden when 
they’re underwater and a borrower 
maybe can’t make the payment, hey, if 
I was a bank, I would say, yeah, let the 
government, let the taxpayers reduce 
this mortgage. That ought to be be- 
tween the bank and the homeowners. 

Forty-two families? You say all these 
four programs we’re going to debate 
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this week and next week—which cost 
billions of dollars—they’re going to 
help half a million families? There are 
12 million families that are under- 
water. 

Let’s talk about something very im- 
portant. If we don’t get our financial 
house in order, ГІП quote the words of 
Admiral Mike Mullen on August 25 be- 
fore CNN, and I will close with this, 
“The most significant threat to our na- 
tional security is our debt.” And that 
threat comes from this body and the 
administration. It’s time to cut spend- 
ing. Think about them. Think about 
their future. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Chair, | rise in opposition to H.R. 830, the 
FHA Refinance Program Termination Act. 

This legislation would end the FHA’s short- 
term refinance program authorized under the 
Troubled Asset Relief Program. 

A program designed to help homeowners 
refinance their existing mortgage for lower in- 
terest rates. 

With declining home values, borrowers are 
caught in mortgages that they can no longer 
afford. 

This is because their rates have reset or be- 
cause their interest-only payments have not 
allowed them to grow any equity in their 
homes. 

They are making their payments—but just 
barely. 

Mr. Chair, we should continue to help hard 
working Americans who are paying their bills 
on time every month stay in their homes. 

Ending this vital recovery program with no 
alternative plan is just wrong. 

The Republicans reckless spending pro- 
posals will move our country backwards not 
only domestically but globally. 

Eliminating this program will cost us more in 
the long-term. 

While | believe cuts are necessary to ad- 
dress the Nation’s long-term fiscal problems, it 
must be done responsibly and with the Amer- 
ican public’s interest in mind. 

| encourage my colleagues to oppose this 
bill. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chair, | rise in opposition 
to H.R. 830, a hasty political ploy that will ter- 
minate a promising program. | refuse to let my 
Republican colleagues, determined to appear 
fiscally austere at any cost, cut budding initia- 
tives that are in the best interest of the coun- 
try. 

The FHA Refinance Program is tailored to 
benefit responsible © homeowners—home- 
owners who, through principal write-downs, 
will be able to stay in their homes. It is also 
structured to protect lenders from possible 
foreclosure losses and save communities from 
increased blight. Ten states, including my 
home state of Michigan, posted foreclosure 
discounts of more than 35 percent in 2010. 
We must use all our tools at hand to stem this 
massive foreclosure epidemic. 

| hear daily from struggling homeowners 
who are trying to keep afloat. Negative equity 
mortgages are plaguing our country from 
coast to coast. At the end of last year, 11.1 
million, or 23.1 percent, of all residential mort- 
gages were in negative equity. In Michigan, 
over 36 percent of mortgages were in negative 
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equity. Home prices are expected to fall an- 
other five to ten percent in 2011. Millions of 
borrowers are being held captive in their 
homes, unable to move or sell their properties. 
Keeping programs like the FHA Refinance 
Program alive is crucial to spurring economic 
recovery and giving the mortgage industry the 
jump-start it so desperately needs. 

My Republican colleagues like to point to 
the fact that since the program has only spent 
$50 million, it must be ineffective. | find it inter- 
esting that a Republican argument against a 
program is that it hasn’t cost the government 
enough. So much for fiscal austerity. In fact, 
the FHA Refinance Program was specifically 
designed to be cost-effective for the govern- 
ment. Its allocated funds only cover incre- 
mental credit and incentive costs, and will not 
be spent unless a borrower defaults under the 
program. Since no borrowers have defaulted, 
no money has been spent on loans. 

Let us not forget how hasty this bill is—the 
FHA Refinance Program has only been avail- 
able since September. It is no surprise that it 
takes time for such complex programs to work 
effectively and prudently. Lenders must set up 
an operational infrastructure to utilize this op- 
tion, and a great deal of coordination is re- 
quired throughout the mortgage chain. As of 
February 11th, 23 FHA-approved lenders are 
participating in the program, including Wells 
Fargo and GMAC/Ally, which intend to deliver 
several thousand loans. FHA also indicates 
that numerous other lenders are in the proc- 
ess of developing the capability to utilize the 
program by midyear. 

Not only does the Republican Leadership 
seek to terminate the FHA Refinance Pro- 
gram, but it also seeks to terminate the Home 
Affordable Modification Program, the Neigh- 
borhood Stabilization Program, and the Emer- 
gency Homeowners Loan Program. It is clear 
that more needs to be done to help struggling 
homeowners stay in their homes. However, 
terminating the very programs that were es- 
tablished to do so is not the solution. | encour- 
age my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle to come to the table and present real so- 
lutions to this epidemic. If a Member feels this 
program has not benefited enough home- 
owners, he or she should suggest a way to do 
so and we can go from there. Instead, Repub- 
licans are placing politics before people. Our 
Nation needs solutions, not denunciations. 

Mr. Chair, | strongly urge my colleagues to 
vote against this bill. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, the FHA Refi- 
nance Program proposed for termination in to- 
day’s legislation is designed to provide dis- 
tressed homeowners mortgage relief by using 
FHA loan guarantee authority to incentivize 
holders of existing single family loans to re- 
duce the outstanding principal balance of their 
loans by at least 10% in conjunction with an 
FHA refinance when the principal balance of a 
borrower's loan is greater than the property’s 
current value. Importantly, participating home- 
owners must be current on their existing loan, 
and all other FHA safety and soundness un- 
derwriting standards continue to apply. Any 
losses under the program are covered by 
funds already set aside by the TARP, adding 
no additional exposure to the FHA’s capital re- 
serves. 

Mr. Chair, while | am aware of—and frankly, 
to some extent sympathetic to—the criticism 
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and frustration around the pace and scope of 
this program to date, | would also point out 
that it has only been operational since October 
of last year. Furthermore, as a purely vol- 
untary program, its success clearly hinges on 
the active participation of our major loan 
servicers, two of whom—Wells Fargo and Ally 
Financial—have just recently announced their 
intention to let qualified borrowers take advan- 
tage of the program. Finally, with an estimated 
one in five homeowners currently underwater 
on their mortgages, it is clear to me that the 
housing crisis is not yet behind us. 

By providing struggling but credit-worthy 
homeowners with a reduced monthly payment 
and a mortgage that is more aligned with ac- 
tual property values, the FHA Refinance Pro- 
gram can help prevent foreclosures and sta- 
bilize the housing market, which is in every 
American’s long term interest. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chair, | rise today to urge 
my colleagues to vote no on H.R. 830, the 
FHA Refinance Program Termination Act. This 
bill would terminate the authority for the FHA 
to guarantee new single family refinance loans 
under the FHA refinance program at 97.75 
percent of the home’s value. | am concerned 
that the Republican plan would kill a program 
that offers a cost effective approach to assist- 
ing underwater borrowers achieve sustainable 
long-term homeownership. 

This Congress should be committed to help- 
ing struggling homeowners stay in their 
homes. Instead it seems we are taking up 
measures that would only complicate this ef- 
fort. According to the FHA nearly one quarter 
of American homeowners are underwater on 
their mortgages. Terminating a program that 
would allow hard-working Americans who are 
current in their mortgages the ability to stay in 
their homes will only add to our nation’s fore- 
closure crisis. 

Mr. Chair, homeownership is the American 
dream for many families in this country. The 
FHA Refinance Program will give the Amer- 
ican people a chance to keep their dream 
alive by allowing lenders the ability to write off 
mortgage principal, at no cost to the tax payer. 

This Congress must stand with the dis- 
tressed homeowners in this country who have 
lost their jobs through no fault of their own. 
Before moving forward we should ask our- 
selves who do we value, and more importantly 
who do we stand with? Congress must stand 
on the side of the homeowners in this country. 
| urge my colleagues to vote no H.R. 830. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de- 
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute printed in 
the bill shall be considered as an origi- 
nal bill for the purpose of amendment 
under the 5-minute rule. 

No amendment to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute is in order except those received 
for printing in the portion of the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD designated for that 
purpose in a daily issue dated March 9, 
2011, or earlier and except pro forma 
amendments for the purpose of debate. 
Each amendment so received may be 
offered only by the Member who caused 
it to be printed or a designee and shall 
be considered read if printed. 
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The Clerk will designate section 1. 
The text of section 1 is as follows: 


H.R. 830 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “ЕНА Refinance 
Program Termination Act”. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MRS. MALONEY 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

After section 1, insert the following new 
section: 
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) there are 35,610 underwater mortgages 
in Alabama; 

(2) 7,801 underwater mortgages in Alaska; 

(8) 648,387 underwater mortgages in Ari- 
zona; 

(4) 27,580 underwater mortgages in Arkan- 
ваз; 

(5) 2,172,700 mortgages in California; 

(6) 221,097 underwater mortgages in Colo- 
rado; 

(7) 97,244 underwater mortgages in Con- 
necticut; 

(8) 23,906 underwater mortgages in Dela- 
ware; 

(9) 2,029,128 underwater mortgages in Flor- 
ida; 

(10) 449,971 underwater mortgages in Geor- 
81a; 

(11) 24,664 underwater mortgages in Hawaii; 

(12) 61,566 underwater mortgages in Idaho; 

(13) 431,050 underwater mortgages in Illi- 
nois; 

(14) 68,196 underwater mortgages in Indi- 
ana; 

(15) 28,976 underwater mortgages in Iowa; 

(16) 32,787 underwater mortgages in Kansas; 

(17) 24,880 underwater mortgages in Ken- 
tucky; 

(18) 298,554 underwater mortgages in Mary- 
land; 

(19) 222,599 underwater mortgages in Mas- 
sachusetts; 

(20) 519,716 underwater mortgages in Michi- 
gan, 

(21) 90,090 underwater mortgages in Min- 
nesota; 

(22) 122,548 underwater mortgages in Mis- 
souri; 

(23) 8,650 underwater mortgages in Mon- 
tana; 

(24) 21,388 underwater mortgages in Ne- 
braska; 

(25) 390,192 underwater mortgages in Ne- 
vada; 

(26) 37,488 underwater mortgages in 
Hampshire; 

(27) 286,298 underwater mortgages in 
Jersey; 

(28) 29,375 underwater mortgages in 
Mexico; 

(29) 129,683 underwater mortgages in 
York; 

(30) 160,007 underwater mortgages in North 
Carolina; 

(31) 3,582 underwater mortgages in North 
Dakota; 

(82) 441,379 underwater mortgages in Ohio; 

(33) 24,411 underwater mortgages in Okla- 
homa; 

(34) 108,335 underwater mortgages in Or- 
egon; 

(35) 182,805 underwater mortgages in Penn- 
sylvania; 
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(36) 45,511 underwater mortgages in Rhode 
Island; 

(87) 85,226 underwater mortgages in South 
Carolina; 

(38) 183,956 underwater mortgages іп Ten- 
nessee; 

(39) 367,954 underwater mortgages in Texas; 

(40) 98,093 underwater mortgages in Utah; 

(41) 276,910 underwater mortgages in Vir- 
ginia; 

(42) 209,577 underwater mortgages in Wash- 
ington; 

(48) 15,240 underwater mortgages in Wash- 
ington D.C.; 

(44) and 81,267 underwater mortgages in 
Wisconsin. 

(45) the aggregate number of mortgages es- 
timated to be underwater in such States is 
10,780,236; and 

(46) by voting to terminate the FHA Refi- 
nance Program under this Act without a sug- 
gested replacement, the Congress is voting 
to terminate a program that may have 
helped these underwater borrowers. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The CHAIR. A point of order is re- 
served. 

The gentlewoman from New York is 
recognized for 5 minutes in support of 
her amendment. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment has the purpose of making 
very clear what we’re doing today to 
the American people. This amendment 
makes clear that we are ending a pro- 
gram that has the potential to help 
hundreds of thousands of underwater 
borrowers. 

H.R. 830, the FHA Refinance Program 
Termination Act, ignores the under- 
water borrowers of this country and 
does nothing to help families save their 
homes. 

Very simply, the bill ends a program 
that has the potential to help hundreds 
of thousands of people whose mort- 
gages now exceed the value of their 
home, and also help the communities 
and help the overall economy. 

The majority crafted a so-called 
“open гше” in such a way that it’s 
nearly impossible to offer any sub- 
stantive amendments—a number were 
voted down on a party line in the com- 
mittee debates—in response to this re- 
ality. 

In an effort to highlight the true na- 
ture of this harmful bill, my amend- 
ment identifies the numbers in each 
State of the hundreds of thousands of 
underwater borrowers across the coun- 
try and makes clear that the Repub- 
lican majority has no solution to the 
problem, nor do they have any desire 
to find one. 

Americans must be made aware of 
the intention of this majority. This 
program allows borrowers to write 
down at least 10 percent to reduce the 
debt burden. They are all paying. They 
are in financial difficulty. Banks then 
can get an insured FHA guarantee and 
move forward and people can keep liv- 
ing in their homes and can keep par- 
ticipating in the economy. 

Because of this vote today, if the ma- 
jority wins, homeowners across the 
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country may not have the opportunity 
to take advantage of the program that 
has just begun, and which should be 
made, in my opinion, available to 
them. 

Now what this does, it goes down all 
of the impacts across the country. It 
shows that in my home State of New 
York there are over 129,000 mortgages 
underwater that would not be able to 
apply for this program to allow people 
to stay in their homes. In Chairman 
BACHUS’ State, there are over 35,000 
mortgages underwater. In Florida, 
there are more than 2 million mort- 
gages underwater, and they have no al- 
ternative of any way to help these peo- 
ple. And these numbers are from an 
independent company’s study. 

If you go to California, our largest 
State, over 2 million homes are under- 
water. Nevada, 390,000 individuals are 
facing the loss of their homes. In Ari- 
zona, there are over 648,000 families 
that are underwater. Their home is not 
worth what they’re paying for it, what 
the mortgage is. 

So this program is one that I think is 
thoughtful, one that has only $50 mil- 
lion as sort of a line of credit that will 
be pulled down if there are defaults. 
But the banks participating have very 
strict standards, as does the FHA. It 
has to be their primary residence. They 
have to provide full documentation. No 
more of these “по doc”? loans. They 
must be current on the mortgage. They 
must have a job. They have to have 
many, many levels that they have to 
meet before they get the loan. But at 
least it’s a lifeline to these 12 million 
families whose homes are underwater. 

With declining home values, bor- 
rowers are caught in mortgages they 
no longer can afford because their rates 
have reset or because their interest- 
only payments have not allowed them 
to grow any equity in their homes. 
They are making their payments, but 
just barely. And so this one is there to 
help them. And it simply adds findings 
to the bill with the number of under- 
water mortgages in each State that 
we’ve secured the data for so that it be- 
comes very clear to the American peo- 
ple how many homeowners in each 
State we are not helping if we do what 
the majority wants, to terminate this 
program. 

And I might say this program is one 
of four that the Obama administration 
has put forward to help homeowners 
stay in their homes and to help sta- 
bilize our economy, which is still frag- 
ile and is still recovering. Housing is 25 
percent of our economy, according to 
many economists. So the strength of 
housing is important to the overall 
health of our Nation’s economic future. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
the amendment, to make it clear by 
the vote on this bill how many Ameri- 
cans across this country will not be 
helped if the majority gets their pas- 
sage of their bill that would terminate 
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a program that has the potential of 
helping literally millions in America. 

I urge a “уез” vote on my amend- 
ment. 
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POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amend- 
ment because in my opinion it violates 
clause 7 of rule XVI which requires 
that an amendment be germane to the 
matter it’s amending. 

It’s not germane to the bill because 
it’s outside the scope of the bill and 
fails to draw the nexus to the bill. 

The CHAIR. Does any other Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from New York. 

Mrs. MALONEY. The amendment is 
germane, Mr. Chairman. 

This program has the potential to 
help underwater mortgages across our 
great country, which is germane to the 
bill we’re debating today, because the 
bill terminates the potential of this 
help. You have no findings in this bill 
that you’re rushing to the floor. 

It is germane to talk about the hun- 
dreds of thousands of homeowners that 
are out there that possibly could lose 
their home because this program is 
being terminated. This is germane, in 
my opinion, to the underlying bill. 

The CHAIR. Does any other Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chair, she lists the 
number of mortgages that are under- 
water and says that this program may 
help them. Obviously, there are many 
of those, the buyers are behind on their 
payments and they wouldn’t qualify for 
help. Just the number 44 ought to tell 
you that when you list 12 million 
homeowners and then say that the ter- 
mination of this program would have 
helped is quite a stretch. There are cer- 
tain other qualifications under this 
legislation that are not met by simply 
being underwater. 

The CHAIR. Does the gentlewoman 
from New York wish to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mrs. MALONEY. Yes, I do. 

As a point of information, there are 
very strict criteria from the FHA and 
from the individual banks that are vol- 
untarily participating, and one of those 
criteria is that you must be current on 
your payments. You must be current. 
What the gentleman said was inac- 
curate, that they could be behind on 
their payments or not making their 
payments. They’re having difficulty 
making it because their home value is 
not equal to what the mortgage is. And 
so it’s difficult. But they must all be 
current on their payments. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman needs 
to confine her remarks to the point of 
order. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to be heard on 
the point of order. 
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The CHAIR. The Chair recognizes the 
gentlewoman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. First of 
all, the gentleman from Alabama was 
arguing the merits of the legislation. 
These are findings that pertain to the 
results that would occur from the lan- 
guage in the bill. 

The bill is eliminating the existing 
funds or leftover funds for FHA refi- 
nance. The amendment clearly lays out 
the impacted persons connected to the 
elimination. Therefore, this is germane 
because it relates to the language of 
the amendment and the intent of the 
amendment. 

Twelve million people left behind, 
thousands of homeowners in different 
States, and the fact that there is no 
other solution to these homeowners ex- 
cept FHA refinance, it is a germane 
amendment. The findings are simply 
laying out the impact. We do that in 
all of our bills to put findings on what 
the impact of legislation would be. 

I ask the Chairman to consider the 
gentlelady’s amendment being ger- 
mane. The findings are germane, and it 
is doing simply that of listing the ele- 
ments of the impact of this legislation. 

I ask for a waiver of the point of 
order. 

The CHAIR. The Chair is prepared to 
rule on the point of order. 

The gentleman from Alabama makes 
a point of order that the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from New 
York is not germane. 

The bill addresses repeal of a Federal 
Housing Administration program that 
provides for refinancing of a specified 
set of mortgages. 

One of the fundamental principles of 
germaneness is that the amendment 
must relate to the subject matter of 
the underlying bill. The bill is confined 
to a specific type of refinancing pro- 
gram. The amendment seeks, in part, 
to address mortgages on broader bases, 
beyond the ambit of the bill. 

The amendment is therefore not ger- 
mane. The point of order is sustained. 

Mrs. MALONEY. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
New York is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MALONEY. I’m distressed with 
this ruling because I think it is ger- 
mane that people will lose their homes, 
that they are eliminating a program 
that is just starting that is thoughtful, 
that would give FHA financing and 
guarantees to help people stay in their 
homes, and that people in Nevada, over 
390,000, could be affected by this; Cali- 
fornia, over 2 million people’s homes 
are underwater; in Florida, over 2 mil- 
lion homes are underwater; Arizona, 
648. 

And in my own State, over 129,000 
people will not have the access to this 
program that allows them to adjust 
their mortgages so that they reflect 
the true value of their homes, make 
their payments on that value so that 
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they can move forward and be part of 
the community, keep these homes from 
becoming blight and emptied in an 
area. 

We all have stories in our districts 
and across the Nation where people 
cannot make their mortgage payments 
because they have lost values in their 
home. They are deserting them. They 
are leaving them. In some States, they 
are literally bulldozing the homes un- 
derground because no one can afford to 
live in them. This is an answer to some 
of the challenges. 

And my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle talk about the cost. Well, I 
would say that the cost—not only to 
the individual homeowner, but to the 
overall economy—will be greater by 
terminating the four efforts, the four 
antiforeclosure efforts from the Obama 
administration to help with the hous- 
ing crisis. 

And we know that the subprime cri- 
sis was a scandal. Many people were 
not—got into homes they couldn’t af- 
ford under misinformation. 

We have helped other areas of our 
economy. We certainly should help the 
homeowners, the working Americans 
to help them through this economic 
crisis, too. 

And we have to remember that al- 
though we are digging our way out of 
this Great Recession, the recovery has 
been slow. We are still in a fragile re- 
covery. The economists testified before 
the Financial Services Committee that 
housing was 25 percent of our economy. 

So, helping people stay in their 
homes, I would say that our overall 
economy has a stake in it. 
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Now, some people said, well, the 
banks will run in and do this. Banks 
are not going to do this unless they 
think that the loan is going to be paid 
and they’re not going to be hurt with 
it. And the standards from FHA are 
very high. You have to be current. You 
have to have a job. You have to live in 
your home. You have to have a proven 
track record. You have to have good 
credit before you can be approved. So 
that is why only 50 million is the line 
of credit that will be drawn down if 
there are foreclosures. 

Hopefully the economy improves, 
people keep their jobs. Hopefully the 
banks do a good job and do not hand 
out loans unless people can actually 
repay them. And this will be a tool to 
move forward not only to help people, 
but to help the overall economy. 

Now, what I find very troubling 
about this is that my friends on the 
other side of the aisle want to termi- 
nate four antiforeclosure programs, but 
they have no alternative. It’s sort of 
like their approach to jobs. They have 
not come forward with any program to 
help create jobs. They have not come 
forward with any program to help peo- 
ple stay in their homes. It’s part of the 
“so be it’? attitude. You’re on your 
own. We’re not going to help you. 

But this is a program that helps peo- 
ple help themselves adjust to the re- 
ality of what their homes are actually 
worth. And I think that it’s important 
that this information of how many peo- 
ple, the 12 million people and where 
they live in America, is important in- 
formation that should be part of this 
bill. 


TABLE 1: NEGATIVE EQUITY BY STATE* 
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And that’s why I am now respectfully 
requesting unanimous consent to place 
into the RECORD the listing of where 
these 12 million people live so people 
will know these are the people we are 
saying “по,” “зо be it,” “were not 
going to be there to help you.”’ 

And let me tell you, my follow col- 
leagues. I would be cautious about vot- 
ing for this, because you’re voting 
against your economy. You’re voting 
against your State. You are voting 
against your own colleagues, your own 
residents and neighbors who may need 
this. We know the trouble that’s in this 
economy. Practically every family in 
America has some relative who’s lost a 
job or is unemployed. So this is some 
way to help with this economic recov- 
ery. It is thoughtful. It is a good pro- 
gram. 


And I urge my colleagues to vote 
against the ‘‘so be it’’ bill the Repub- 
licans have before us today and to real- 
ly work with, in a bipartisan way, the 
Obama administration to help working 
Americans, struggling Americans stay 
in their home. 
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It’s the least that we can do as a car- 
ing Nation, absolutely the least we can 
do as a caring Nation. So I urge my 
colleagues, and I would be very cau- 
tious in your vote, because I believe 
your constituents are going to remem- 
ber this vote if this program is termi- 
nated and their lifeline, their ability to 
stay in their homes, is terminated be- 
cause of your vote today. 


Properties With a Mortgage Outstanding 


$ Outstanding 


Negative Equity 


Near** Negative Negative Equity Near** Negative 


Mortgage Debt Out- Loan-to- 


State Mortgages Mortgages Equity Mortgages Share Equity Share Total Property Value standing Net Homeowner Equity Value Ratio 
Alabama 340,665 35,610 19,188 0.5% 5.6% 65,482,055,550 43,970,078,384 21,511,977,166 67% 
Alaska 87,286 7,801 5,160 8.9 5.9 23,773,756,773 15,920,518,570 7,853,238,203 67 
Arizona 1,333,398 648,387 63,304 48.6 47 263,693,025,194 243,760,655,061 9,932,370,133 92 
Arkansas 238,011 27,580 14,360 16 6.0 37,303,484,103 27,450,225,612 9,853,258,491 74 
California 6,870,914 2,172,700 299,067 31.6 44 2,864,273,476,858 2,008,766,937,342 855,506,539,516 70 
Colorado 1,125,434 221,097 91,187 9.6 8.1 301,289,945,528 217,120,459,818 84,169,485,710 72 
Connecticut 816,560 97,244 29,957 1.9 3.7 294,814,146,661 171,517,175,208 123,296,971,453 58 
Delaware 179,322 23,906 8,937 3.3 5.0 47,059,588,802 31,949,546,484 5,110,042,318 68 
Florida 4,459,951 2,029,128 182,323 45.5 4.1 853,646,775,841 757,212,788,734 96,433,987,107 89 
Georgia .. 1,605,825 449,971 120,854 28.0 7.5 319,934,838,691 255,319,644,351 64,615,194,340 80 
Hawaii 229,600 24,664 8,280 0.7 3.6 117,791,198,842 65,339,432,694 52,451,766,148 55 
Idaho . 243,589 61,566 12,927 25.3 5.3 48,204,517,879 35,737,930,659 2,466,587,220 74 
Illinois 2,227,602 431,050 108,239 9.4 49 534,999,520,161 377,625,407,977 157,374,112,184 71 
Indiana .. 603,484 68,196 28,936 13 48 91,672,823,585 64,195,877,062 27,476,946,523 70 
lowa .. 334,689 28,976 14,366 87 4.3 51,019,867,858 34,150,823,254 6,869,044,604 67 
Kansas .. 295,839 32,787 16,284 11 5.5 53,431,665,604 37,737,206, 158 5,694,459,446 71 
Kentucky 279,187 24,880 14,092 8.9 5.0 47,549,597,328 32,335,774,221 5,213,823,107 68 
Louisiana NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Maine .... NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Maryland 1,358,672 298,554 67,580 22.0 5.0 433,409,001,574 298, 109,259,531 135,299,742,043 69 
Massachusetts 1,494,099 222,599 51,704 4.9 3.5 546,053,917,907 329,062,834,394 216,991,083,513 60 
Michigan ... 1,381,232 519,716 76,403 37.6 5.5 198,169, 103,537 169,373,043,369 28,796,060,168 85 
Minnesota . 554,535 90,090 27,608 6.2 5.0 124,901,317,584 81,787,965,185 43,113,352,399 65 
Mississippi NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Missouri 779,328 122,543 44,13 5.7 5.7 137,735,363,892 98,445,466,785 39,289,897,107 7 
Montana 112,444 8,650 3,939 77 3.5 28,244,797,730 16,968,913,610 1,275,884,120 60 
Nebraska 221,686 21,388 13,072 9.6 5.9 35,462,342,354 25,920,022,837 9,542,319,517 73 
Nevada .. 586,515 390,192 23,037 66.5 3.9 103,720,996,430 123,072,698,809 —19,351,702,379 119 
New Hamp 211,489 37,488 11,35 77 5.4 51,974,243,397 35,837,313,271 6,136,930,126 69 
New Jersey 1,882,603 286,293 78,230 5.2 42 678,172,085,088 415,710,918,011 262,461,167,077 6 
New Mexico 234,004 29,375 10,847 2.6 46 55,009,963,072 36,551,762,344 8,458,200,728 66 
New York ... 1,838,917 129,633 40,013 7.0 2.2 835,125,621,032 415,765,632,474 419,359,988,558 50 
North Carolina 1,521,406 160,007 101,945 0.5 6.7 317,535,658,347 223,145,876,102 94,389,782,245 70 
North Dakota . 48,415 3,582 1,478 74 3.1 8,291,290,055 4,967,349,459 3,323,940,596 60 
Ohio ....... 2,204,754 441,379 137,60 20.0 6.2 324,006,229,515 242,010,058,915 81,996,170,600 75 
Oklahoma 408,155 24,411 14,962 6.0 3.7 60,039,397,170 42,451,471,333 7,587,925,837 7 
Oregon ... 693,304 108,335 38,849 5.6 5.6 179,130,635,748 122,988,902,147 56,141,733,601 69 
Pennsylvania . 1,794,563 132,805 58,312 74 3.2 401,020,775,572 248,939,681,403 152,081,094,169 62 
Rhode Island . 227,897 45,511 8,120 20.0 3.6 64,414,910,589 39,693,719,643 24,721,190,946 62 
South Carolina 598,223 85,226 37,09 42 6.2 131,254,482,178 92,349,858, 129 38,904,624,049 70 
South Dakota NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Tennessee ..... 962,894 133,956 67,386 3.9 7.0 166,572,683,790 118,119,771,078 48,452,912,712 7 
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Properties With a Mortgage Outstanding 


$ Outstanding 


State Mortgages 


Negative Equity 


Near** Negative Negative Equity Near** Negative 


Total Property Value 


Mortgage Debt Out- Loan-to- 


Net Homeowner Equity 


Mortgages Equity Mortgages Share Equity Share standing Value Ratio 

3,286,505 367,954 194,944 11.2 5.9 602,239,776,419 418,772,404,728 183,467,371,691 70 

472,867 98,093 30,339 207 6.4 114,775,697,922 84,499,611,037 30,276,086,885 74 

NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Virginia 1,252,705 276,910 73,763 22.1 5.9 419,006,811,369 295,429,338,477 123,577,472,892 71 
Washington 1,407,416 209,577 75,920 14.9 5.4 441,789,933,181 292,406,352,738 149,383,580,443 66 
Washington, DC .. 100,340 15,240 4,513 15.2 45 49,085,895,573 28,782,522,751 20,303,372,822 59 
West Virginia . NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Wisconsin .. 619,792 81,267 30,026 13.1 48 120,246,415,775 80,769,544,053 39,476,871,722 67 
Wyoming .... NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Nations tsssctestsrsssisessssestesezeestostnstanearive 47,871,838 10,780,236 2,376,159 22.5 5.0 2,711,358,863,378 8,850,515,659,256 3,860,843,204,122 70 


*This data only includes properties with a mortgage. Non-mortgaged properties are by definition not included. 


** Defined as properties within 5% of being in a negative equity position. 


Source: CoreLogic. The data provided is for use only by the primary recipient or the primary recipient's publication. This data may not be re-sold, republi 


ished or licensed to any other source, including publications and sources owned by 


the primary recipient's parent company without prior written permission from CoreLogic. Any CoreLogic data used for publication or broadcast, in whole or in part, must be sourced as coming from CoreLogic, a real estate data and ana- 


lytics company. For questions, analysis or interpretation of the data contact Lori Guyton at Iguyton@cvic.com or Bill Campbell at bill@campbelllewis. 
CoreLogic. Do not use the data in any unlawful manner. This data is compiled from public records, contributory databases and proprietary analytics, and i 


Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I am 
very sorry that Congresswoman MALO- 
NEY’Ss amendment was subject to a 
point of order. I would like to simply 
add that you need to put faces on what 
this legislation is doing. It is a simple 
act. It guts and eliminates all remain- 
ing funding. It does say that if you are 
in the midst of the program you might 
continue. 

But everyone knows how solid FHA 
is. Whenever you hear FHA, you know 
that there is a framework that really 
provides for protection for the Federal 
Government and a fiscally responsible 
program that provides the Federal 
Government with protection for those 
who are able to utilize it. 

But even traveling through airports, 
Mr. Chairman, I had a man with a fam- 
ily who indicated that in the midst of 
the holiday season, even though he had 
been told by the banking institution 
that his mortgage was intact, they 
would allow him to continue to pay, he 
was keeping up but having difficulty 
looking for modification, a few days 
into the new year, January 6, he was 
foreclosed on, and a few days later, or 
at least on that day foreclosed with a 
sign or a notice on his door, ‘‘Vacate in 
3 days.” These are the faces of individ- 
uals who probably would have fared 
better under FHA. 

At the same time, a law enforcement, 
a police officer came to me and said 
the very same thing, naming an insti- 
tution that I had never heard of, had no 
national standing, some fly-by-night. 
Here is a law enforcement officer, a 
local police officer putting his life on 
the line every day, and he needed to 
sell his home. He had managed to find 
a buyer. He had communicated that to 
the bank. But lo and behold, the lowlife 
thing to do was what this financial in- 
stitution did. And I would call it not a 
bank, but probably a mortgage entity. 
They took the house right from under- 
neath a man that goes out every day 
and projects himself into the commu- 
nity and could lay his life on the line. 


Iam against H.R. 830 and H.R. 836. It 
doesn’t make sense when we’ve got 
hundreds of thousands of individuals 
who are in need of this program. I will 
venture to say that if a program needs 
fixing, have we ever heard of fix it, 
don’t end it? Mend it, don’t end it? Of 
course it is always important to do due 
diligence and have oversight over these 
programs. But I would think that the 
Financial Services Committee, under 
our past chairman and now the ranking 
member, working with the chairman 
now, could come up with the genius to 
make FHA work better if that is the 
case. 

But the nonsensical plan of elimi- 
nating it, not helping the underwater 
mortgagees, the individuals who have 
these mortgages, with homes that are 
distressed, with mortgages that are 
worth more than the homes—we know 
there are many communities like this, 
and my colleague mentioned some, but 
let me cite three States again because 
it’s so enormous, and we have heard so 
much from them: Florida, 2 million; 
California, 2 million; Nevada, 390,000. 
They are still in distress. 

Everyone knows that the housing 
market has a lot to do with this econ- 
omy. And even without the help of my 
good friends on the other side of the 
aisle, we still saw the unemployment 
go down and 192,000 jobs created. But I 
can tell you that this does nothing to 
create jobs. It simply puts Americans 
out on the street. It devastates fami- 
lies. And who knows, with the lack of 
sales of homes and remodification or 
modification of these, it puts people 
out of work, not in work. 

So I argue vigorously, a little too 
late on the gentlelady’s amendment, 
but I want to thank her for her astute- 
ness, carefully defining what impact 
this bill would have. And it’s unfortu- 
nate that the good work of FHA that 
requires documentation, a current job, 
a decent salary, all that is needed is 
now thrown to the wolves with no 
other plan. So we go home, and con- 
stituents will ask us about modifica- 
tion or the viability of FHA, which has 
been in place for a long period of time. 
All we have to do is give them our 
empty hands and our blank face, say- 
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ing obviously greater minds than you, 
who knew this was a good program, de- 
cided to eliminate it with no substitute 
in place. 

So Mr. Chairman, let me conclude by 
simply saying to the hundreds of thou- 
sands of borrowers, have faith, because 
this is only the first step. We know this 
is wrongheaded, the wrong direction. 
Thank goodness for the Founding Fa- 
thers that gave us the House and the 
Senate and a President. I can be as- 
sured that this legislation, I hope, is 
destined for a route of no return. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR 

The CHAIR. The Chair would remind 
the gentlewoman to direct her com- 
ments to the Chair, and not the view- 
ing public. 

The Clerk will designate section 2. 

The text of section 2 is as follows: 
SEC. 2. RESCISSION OF FUNDING FOR FHA REFI- 

NANCE PROGRAM. 

Effective on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, there are rescinded and permanently can- 
celed all unexpended balances remaining avail- 
able as of such date of enactment of the 
amounts made available under title I of the 
Emergency Economic Stabilization Act (Public 
Law 110-343; 12 U.S.C. 5211 et seq.) that have 
been allocated for use under the FHA Refinance 
Program (pursuant to Mortgagee Letter 2010-23 
of the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment) of the Making Home Affordable initiative 
of the Secretary of the Treasury. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. 
FITZPATRICK 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk made 
in order under the rule. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 5, line 12, after the period insert the 
following: ‘‘All such unexpended balances so 
rescinded and permanently canceled shall be 
retained in the General Fund of the Treasury 
for reducing the debt of the Federal Govern- 
ment.’’. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 min- 
utes in support of his amendment. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank my colleague from Illi- 
nois (Mr. DOLD) for introducing this 
legislation to end a failed Federal pro- 
gram, the FHA Refinance Program. 
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This amendment ensures that the sav- 
ings realized from ending this program 
go directly to debt reduction. 

Last month, Mr. Chairman, this 
Chamber began a process of examining 
the Federal budget line by line, asking 
tough questions and making tough de- 
cisions on Federal spending. While our 
work was substantial, it is also con- 
tinuing. In order to encourage eco- 
nomic growth and job creation, the 
Federal debt is and must remain public 
enemy number one. Over the past 2 
years, Federal discretionary spending 
has increased by 24 percent. The rate of 
growth is simply unsustainable. 

Despite the record pace of new spend- 
ing over the last 2 years, that spending 
continues today. Just this week, Mr. 
Chairman, we learned that the Federal 
deficit for the month of February 2011 
was the highest ever, and exceeded the 
deficit for the entire fiscal year 2007, 
$233 billion, Mr. Chairman, the biggest 
monthly deficit in the history of our 
country. 

Over the past decade, we have seen 
the excesses and unsustainable growth 
in sectors of our economy that can 
have disastrous effects across the en- 
tire economy. Unless we take dramatic 
action now, the tax burden placed on 
small businesses and families in my 
own Bucks County and across the Na- 
tion will outpace our ability to pay, 
killing jobs and straining family budg- 
ets. 

Just as troubling is the fact that the 
money our government is using to feed 
today’s spending is being borrowed 
from future generations, much of it 
borrowed from foreign Nations. The 
sheer amount of cash owed to foreign 
powers led the chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Michael 
Mullen, last year to declare the deficit 
as the number one security threat fac- 
ing our Nation. Reduce the debt. 

I ask my colleagues to support the 
amendment, support the underlying 
bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. First, 
I would repeat that I am glad to hear 
the support for Admiral Mullen—ear- 
lier we heard of Secretary Gates—in 
their warning about the deficit. I just 
wish that all of those who were accept- 
ing their warning on the deficit would 
refrain from forcing money on them 
that they don’t want. We have people 
citing the military leadership and then 
voting for weapons systems, swelling 
an already swollen military budget, 
that they don’t want. 

As to this amendment, I am tempted 
to come to the defense of the drafters 
of the bill, because if you read the bill, 
the bill purports to do what the amend- 
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ment purports to do. Apparently the 
author of the amendment didn’t think 
the bill did a good enough job, or some- 
body thought the author of the amend- 
ment, being a nice fellow, ought to get 
in on the credit. So this is an amend- 
ment that is either editorial refine- 
ment or political redundancy. In either 
case, it does not have much effect; so I 
urge the Members to adopt it. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mrs. MILLER of 
Michigan). The gentlewoman from New 
York is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MALONEY. I would just like to 
point out to Congressman FITZPATRICK 
from the great State of Pennsylvania 
that there are over 132,000 homes that 
are underwater now that could benefit 
from this program, and urge my col- 
leagues to support the program. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 


tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FITZPATRICK). 
The amendment was agreed to. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate section 3. 
The text of section 3 is as follows: 


SEC. 3. TERMINATION OF FHA REFINANCE PRO- 


(a) TERMINATION OF MORTGAGEE LETTER.— 
The Mortgagee Letter referred to in section 2 
shall be void and have no effect and the Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Development may 
not issue any regulation, order, notice, or mort- 
gagee letter based on or substantially similar to 
such Mortgagee Letter. 

(b) TREATMENT OF REMAINING FUNDS.—Not- 
withstanding subsection (a) of this section, any 
amounts made available for use under the Pro- 
gram referred to in section 2 of this Act and ex- 
pended before the date of the enactment of this 
Act shall continue to be governed by the Mort- 
gagee Letter specified in subsection (a) of this 
section, and any other provisions of law, regula- 
tions, orders, and notices, applicable to such 
amounts, as in effect immediately before such 
date of enactment. 

(c) TERMINATION.—After the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment may not newly insure any mortgage 
under the FHA Refinance Program referred to 
in section 2 of this Act except pursuant to a 
commitment to insure made before such enact- 
ment, and upon the completion of all activities 
with respect to such commitments under the pro- 
visions of law, regulations, orders, notices, and 
mortgagee letters referred to in subsection (b) of 
this section, the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall terminate the FHA 
Refinance Program referred to in section 2. 

(а) STUDY OF USE OF PROGRAM BY MEMBERS 
OF THE ARMED FORCES, VETERANS, AND GOLD 
STAR RECIPIENTS.— 

(1) STuDY.—The Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall conduct a study to de- 
termine the extent of usage of the FHA Refi- 
nance Program referred to in section 2 by, and 
the impact of such program on, covered home- 
owners. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than the expiration of 
the 90-day period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the Congress a report setting forth the re- 
sults of the study under paragraph (1) and iden- 
tifying best practices, with respect to covered 
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homeowners, that could be applied to the FHA 
Refinance Program. 

(3) COVERED HOMEOWNER.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘‘covered homeowner”? 
means a homeowner who is— 

(A) a member of the Armed Forces of the 
United States on active duty or the spouse or 
parent of such a member; 

(B) a veteran, as such term is defined in sec- 
tion 101 of title 38, United States Code; or 

(C) eligible to receive a Gold Star lapel pin 
under section 1126 of title 10, United States 
Code, as a widow, parent, or next of kin of a 
member of the Armed Forces person who died in 
a manner described in subsection (a) of such 
section. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. LYNCH 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 5, strike lines 14 through 19. 

Page 5, line 20, strike “(р)” and insert 
“(a)”. 

Page 5, lines 20 and 21, strike ‘‘Notwith- 
standing subsection (a) of this section, апу” 
and insert ‘‘Any’’. 

Page 5, line 25, strike ‘‘specified in sub- 
section (a) of this section” and insert ‘‘speci- 
fied in section 2”. 

Page 6, line 3, strike “(с)” and insert ‘‘(b)’’. 

Page 6, lines 10 and 11, strike ‘‘subsection 
(0) and insert ‘‘subsection (a)’’. 

Page 6, line 14, strike “(d)” 
Чо. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. LYNCH. Thank you, 
Chair. 

I want to, first of all, clarify what 
this bill is intending to do. The goal of 
the bill by my colleagues is to end the 
FHA Refinance Program. While I do 
support voluntary workouts—and I 
think that’s the best way to approach 
the problem—I want to point out that 
the bill as it is written does not allow 
that to be accomplished by the FHA. 
Not only does the bill eliminate the 
targeted programs that have been iden- 
tified, but it also, in its breadth, elimi- 
nates the possibility of any voluntary 
agreements outside this program. 
That’s what my amendment would 
seek to address. 

I do know that the CQ House Action 
Report indicated that I was amending 
section 2. However, I want to make 
sure that they understand that the lan- 
guage my amendment addresses is sec- 
tion 3: Termination of FHA Refinance 
Program. 

Basically, to understand it, what this 
amendment would do is: The FHA fa- 
cilitates mortgage workouts and other 
actions under its purview through 
mortgagee letters. These are written 
guidances to mortgagees, lenders, 
HUD-approved counselors and apprais- 
ers—essentially, anyone who is ac- 
tively providing services on behalf of 
or with the permission of HUD. Similar 
guidance is done for other HUD pro- 
grams. 


and insert 
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Administrative law dictates that the 
agencies can issue administrative guid- 
ance that interprets statutes and regu- 
lations that we adopt, and it requires 
public notice and comment, and must 
be based on an authorizing statute. The 
FHA’s guidance for lenders comes in 
the form of handbooks and these mort- 
gagee letters, which essentially provide 
periodic advice and clarification while 
we are trying to do these voluntary 
agreements. Last year, the FHA issued 
43 separate versions of this mortgagee 
letter. So far this year, it has issued 
about 14. 

My amendment would strike the text 
that I believe and that the FHA be- 
lieves would interfere with the rest of 
the work that the FHA is doing in its 
operation. These are not areas targeted 
by the bill by the gentlewoman from Il- 
linois. The bill provides that anything 
substantially similar to what they 
have prohibited in section 2, which is a 
mortgagee letter titled 2010-23, would 
also be prohibited. 

That creates a problem. That stops 
the FHA from doing a lot of the other 
work that both sides agree needs to be 
done. We are talking about voluntary 
agreements where the bank and the 
servicer and the homeowner agree. Ba- 
sically, that would be stopped by this 
legislation. So I’m not trying to undo 
the targeted work that you’re trying to 
do. I’m just trying to let the FHA do 
its job in general. 

I also want to remind the gentle- 
woman from Illinois that the FHA, by 
itself, cannot recreate the finance pro- 
gram through a mortgagee letter. It 
can only do so if it is legislation that 
is clearly underlying its action. All the 
mortgagee letters must go through de- 
partmental clearance and must be 
viewed by OMB before they become of- 
ficial guidance. So I am asking that 
this amendment be accepted to clarify 
the action of the bill, itself. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. This amendment 
came up in committee and failed dur- 
ing our committee markup by a vote of 
33-22. The amendment removes all ref- 
erences to the mortgagee letter issued 
by HUD concerning the FHA Refinance 
Program, and I think that this an- 
nouncement was the defining document 
for the program and provided guidance 
to lenders on the FHA Refinance Pro- 
gram. 

I think our concern is that the 
amendment leaves the door open for 
the Treasury and for HUD to at a later 
date create another substantially simi- 
lar program to the FHA Refinance Pro- 
gram, again, without the express con- 
sent of Congress. 

As the sponsor of the bill mentioned, 
this program was never authorized by 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


Congress. The funding came from the 
TARP moneys that were set aside for 
the HAMP program, and the mortgagee 
letter was effectively the authorizing 
document for the program. If this were 
to be in, there would be no nullifica- 
tion of the program; it wouldn’t be ter- 
minated. This mortgagee letter speaks 
directly to this program, and I don’t 
think that it affects the other parts of 
the FHA. It really just voids the letter, 
in doing so, to end the program. 

We don’t need to further burden the 
FHA with this program. An FHA pro- 
gram right now is currently operating 
below its congressionally mandated 2 
percent capital reserve ratio, and this 
program has the potential to further 
expose taxpayers to FHA losses. Even 
the administration has expressed con- 
cerns over the new program loan per- 
formance. During testimony delivered 
to the Financial Services Committee, 
the FHA Commissioner testified ‘‘these 
loans may perform worse than refi- 
nanced loans that were not previously 
under water.”’ 

This is another example of the ad- 
ministration’s using TARP dollars in 
questionable ways. I think that the 
program is similar in scope to the 
failed HOPE for Homeowners program 
established under FHA in 2008, and 
even that program has helped fewer 
than 200 borrowers since its inception. 

So we are concerned that the method 
of funding for this program exposes 
taxpayers to higher levels of TARP 
money. I don’t think that it affects 
FHA other than that this program is 
terminated. This program, along with 
its companion programs and the failed 
HAMP program, should be terminated, 
and all unobligated funds associated 
with the program should instead be 
used to pay down the Nation’s 
unsustainable debt. I would oppose the 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chair, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chair, I regret the fact that my 
colleague from Massachusetts, who is a 
good lawyer and a careful student of 
what we do, has drafted a very specific 
amendment aimed at a particular 
point. He has been answered with a lot 
of general rhetoric, and I don’t think 
his point was understood. The gentle- 
woman simply repeated general rhet- 
oric about the bill. 

He is not trying by the back door to 
reestablish this program. He has talked 
to thoughtful people, and is worried 
about an overreach. I think the only 
thing we’re seeing now is pride of au- 
thorship by whoever drafted this bill 
for them. The gentlewoman from Illi- 
nois is, as I said, using a lot of general 
rhetoric, which is totally unresponsive 
to the very specific point my friend 
from Massachusetts made. 
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With that, in the hope that if he says 
it again he might get them to pay at- 
tention to the specifics, I yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. LYNCH). 

Mr. LYNCH. Madam Chair, look, I 
will concede that the gentlelady from 
Illinois has raised a lot of good points. 
Unfortunately, none of them are rel- 
evant to my amendment. If you look at 
section 2, which is what you just 
talked about, that remains intact. 
That remains intact. 
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Basically, what you have done on the 
bill is it says: effective on the date of 
the act there are rescinded and perma- 
nently canceled all unexpended bal- 
ances remaining available as of such 
date of enactment of the amounts 
made available under title I of the 
Emergency Economic Stabilization 
Act. So you have cut out the top and 
you say it can’t be used for mortgages, 
and I left that language alone. 

But then in that section you identify, 
specifically, mortgage letter 2010-23. 
And you say, nothing can be used for 
that. Iam not trying to turn over that 
apple cart. 

However, when you go to section 8, 
you say that the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development may not issue 
any regulation, any order, any notice, 
or any mortgage letter based on, or 
substantially similar to, such mort- 
gage letter referred to above. Okay, so 
what you are saying is no notice, no or- 
ders, no mortgage letters, no commu- 
nications on voluntary agreements be- 
tween the bank, the lender, the 
servicer and the homeowner. So you 
are prohibiting FHA from working out 
a voluntary agreement with any of 
your constituents. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re- 
claiming my time, the problem is the 
ambiguity is substantially similar. It 
kills this program, but it bans things 
that would be substantially similar so 
that innovator private sector entities 
trying to do something would be de- 
terred because no one could tell them 
what substantially similar is. 

I yield to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr. LYNCH. Well, let me just say 
this: The idea here, it’s a two-step 
problem. One, the gentlewoman’s bill 
would seek to eliminate voluntary 
agreements. Okay, so that’s a problem. 
So we are asking the FHA and the 
homeowner and the lender and the 
servicer all to agree that this mortgage 
should be modified and that the home- 
owner should be allowed to remain in 
their home, which is a good thing. But 
for some reason you don’t want any of 
that, so you are eliminating all four of 
those programs. That’s a problem. 

The underlying problem that we have 
here specific to this language is com- 
pounded by the fact that you are elimi- 
nating all voluntary agreements, not 
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only the ones that you seek to elimi- 
nate in these four voluntary programs. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
at this point to the gentlewoman from 
Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT) to respond. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Thank you. I think 
what we are doing here is to terminate 
the mortgage letter which sets up the 
program and to make sure that there 
won’t be a substantially similar letter. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re- 
claiming my time, because the gentle- 
woman is simply not responding, we 
have the same general rhetoric. 

The point, as my friend has pointed 
out, is you were introducing an ambi- 
guity which is substantially similar so 
that people will be deterred from fur- 
ther innovator activities. 

I yield again to my friend from Mas- 
sachusetts. 

Mr. LYNCH. Thank you. 

Madam Chair, the funding authoriza- 
tion you have already deleted in sec- 
tion 2. So there is no funds and there is 
no authorization for FHA to issue a 
letter in connection with a program 
that no longer exists. So you have 
eliminated that. 

But when you are going further, sec- 
tion 3 is saying, and we don’t want you 
even; we don’t want you issuing a let- 
ter or a notice or an order that is sub- 
stantially similar to the one we just 
eliminated. That’s the problem, that 
you are taking the ability of the FHA 
to work out voluntary agreements 
that, I think on the merits, for the peo- 
ple in your district you would like to 
see occur, that are in good faith and 
that are affecting homeowners. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mrs. MALONEY. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from New York is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Congresswoman 
BIGGERT, do you know how many un- 
derwater mortgages there are in your 
home State? 

Mrs. BIGGERT. No, I don’t. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from New York is advised to address 
her remarks through the Chair. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Reclaiming my 
time, there are 431,000 mortgages that 
are underwater in the great State of Il- 
linois where the residents would be eli- 
gible to participate in this program 
that the Republican majority is voting 
to terminate. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
LYNCH). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 


Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chair, I demand a recorded 
vote. 


The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
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ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. PAULSEN 

Mr. PAULSEN. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 6, line 15, strike ‘‘AND’’. 

Page 6, line 16, before the period insert the 
following: ‘“, AND MEMBERS AND VETERANS 
WITH SERVICE-CONNECTED DISABILITIES AND 
THEIR FAMILIES”. 

Page 7, line 11, strike “ог”. 

Page 7, line 17, strike the period and insert 
ESS Ors 

Page 7, after line 17, insert the following: 

(D) such members and veterans of the 
Armed Forces who have service-connected 
injuries, and survivors and dependents of 
such members and veterans of the Armed 
Forces with such injuries. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. PAULSEN. Madam Chair, last 
summer I met with a woman whose 
husband, who was born and raised in 
Eden Prairie, Minnesota, had died in 
Afghanistan; and we discussed issues 
that she was facing as the widow of a 
servicemember. One of the concerns 
she raised was absolutely paying her 
mortgage, given all the changes and 
stresses that had taken place in her 
life. 

This conversation led me to intro- 
duce legislation last year, which actu- 
ally passed the House last fall, that di- 
rected the appropriate agencies to take 
into account and consideration the spe- 
cial circumstances of wounded service- 
members and widows of fallen soldiers 
and their families in housing programs. 

Along those lines, this amendment 
and my amendment today would add 
military servicemembers and veterans 
who have service-related injuries, as 
well as survivors and dependents of 
such individuals, to be included in the 
study on the use of the FHA refinance 
program. 

These families do face, often, new 
hardships. They may need modification 
to their houses if the servicemember is 
now in a wheelchair. They may have 
significant changes in their ability to 
move around, as well as the skills they 
are able to perform, which could have a 
significant impact on their livelihood. 

It’s my hope, Madam Chair, through 
this amendment we can get a better 
understanding of how we can best pro- 
vide for these families who have made 
that service and sacrifice. I urge adop- 
tion of the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chair, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chair, the gentleman from 
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Texas (Mr. AL GREEN) in the com- 
mittee offered amendments that would 
have provided some substantive protec- 
tion to veterans. 

My Republican colleagues neither 
wanted to provide help to the veterans 
nor be caught not providing the help. 
So they came up with some study 
amendments that would give them the 
appearance of being concerned, but no 
reality. That was, unfortunately, 
adopted over Mr. GREEN’s objections 
and mine, but it’s part of the bill. 

This is in addition to what is largely 
a cosmetic amendment, and I see no 
reason to object to it or prolong the de- 
bate, so I urge everybody to vote for it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. MALONEY. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from New York is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Congressman PAUL- 
SEN—— 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is advised to direct her remarks to the 
Chair. 

Mrs. MALONEY. I would like to in- 
quire from Congressman PAULSEN if he 
is aware of how many mortgages are 
underwater in his home State, the 
great State of Minnesota. 

I yield to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota. 

Mr. PAULSEN. Congresswoman, I am 
not aware of the exact number. The 
amendment applies, actually, for addi- 
tion to the study. But I would be happy 
if you would share that information. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Reclaiming my 
time, I would like to point out to the 
gentleman from Minnesota that there 
are over 90,000 homes, 90,000 home- 
owners who are underwater in the 
great State of Minnesota and that 
could benefit if they meet the criteria 
in this important program that the Re- 
publican majority is urging to be 
eliminated today. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. PAULSEN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. INSLEE 

Mr. INSLEE. I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 6, line 16, before the period insert 
“AND REPLACEMENT PROGRAM”’. 

Page 6, line 19, before ‘‘the extent” insert 
“(А)”. 

Page 6, line 20, after ‘‘section 2” insert “, 
including”. 

Page 6, line 21, before the period insert the 
following: ‘‘, and (B) the need, and appro- 
priate guidelines and standards for, a mort- 
gage insurance program of the Secretary 
that (i) provides for loan modification in- 
volving a write-down of the remaining prin- 
cipal balance on existing mortgages on 1- to 
4-family residences under which such prin- 
cipal balance exceeds the appraised value of 


March 10, 2011 


the mortgaged residence, and (ii) serves the 
needs of covered homeowners with such 
mortgages’’. 

Page 7, line 1, after ‘‘paragraph (1)’’ insert 
the following: ‘‘, setting forth the Sec- 
retary’s determination of the need for, and 
the appropriate guidelines and standards for, 
the mortgage insurance program determined 
pursuant to paragraph (1)(B),”’’. 

Page 7, line 1, after ‘‘best practices,” insert 
“including”. 

Page 7, line 3, before the period insert the 
following: ‘‘and to the mortgage insurance 
program identified and described pursuant to 
paragraph (1)(В)”. 

Page 7, after line 17, add the following: 

(4) IMPLEMENTATION.—Upon the expiration 
of the 90-day period beginning upon the sub- 
mission to the Congress of the report re- 
quired under paragraph (2), the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall imple- 
ment the mortgage insurance program de- 
scribed in such report pursuant to paragraph 
(1)(B) through issuance of appropriate guide- 
lines and standards set forth in the report. 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 4. STUDY OF BORROWERS OTHERWISE ELI- 
GIBLE FOR FHA REFINANCE PRO- 
GRAM. 

Not later than the expiration of the 90-day 
period beginning on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development shall conduct a 
study, and submit to the Congress a report 
regarding the results of such study, to deter- 
mine the effects that authorizing bank- 
ruptcy courts, in bankruptcy proceedings 
under chapter 13 of title 11, United States 
Code, to reduce the debt secured by a mort- 
gage on the principal residence of a debtor 
would have on mortgagors who, but for ter- 
mination of the FHA Refinance Program 
under this Act, would have qualified for refi- 
nancing of a mortgage under such Program, 
under the terms of such Program as in effect 
immediately before the enactment of this 
Act. 
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Mrs. BIGGERT. I reserve a point of 
order against this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentleman from Washington is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Chair, we know 
how dire the situation is for tens of 
thousands of Americans with under- 
water mortgages who are making good 
faith efforts to make the right deci- 
sions both for themselves and for the 
lender. And we are very concerned that 
if this program prematurely is de- 
stroyed, we will be yanking back a life- 
line that Congress has sent to these 
folks. And, of course, this is important 
because it’s not just the people who 
own these homes that are underwater 
right now that are affected by the col- 
lapse in housing values, but all of us 
are because that housing debacle has 
affected employment in the construc- 
tion trades and in the real estate in- 
dustry broadly. We all have a stake in 
this issue. 

So what my amendment would do is 
to basically say that we want the FHA, 
if, in fact, this situation moves forward 
like this bill is, that they will conduct 
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a study and essentially implement a 
substitute program that will fix any- 
thing that needs fixing in this program 
to achieve the ends that we ought to be 
able to have as our goal. 

Now, the basic underlying theory of 
our amendment is simple. Before you 
take away a lifeline from some Amer- 
ican to solve a problem that thousands 
are experiencing, come up with a sub- 
stitute, come up with an improvement, 
come up with an alternative. And 
that’s what our amendment simply 
says. If we’re going to eliminate this 
program in its current embodiment, 
let’s come up with an alternative and 
have it implemented in a way that we 
keep this lifeline out there. 

Now, the reason we feel that this is 
important is that all too frequently in 
this Congress we have seen the major- 
ity party remove these solutions to 
programs and not replace it with an al- 
ternative. We’ve seen this in health 
care, where they have wanted to re- 
move a health care program arguing 
it’s ineffective or they think they have 
a better program but not come up with 
a substitute to replace it. That’s not 
good enough. Americans deserve bet- 
ter. 

The same thing with the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency. Today, my 
friends in the majority party sought in 
the Energy and Commerce Committee 
to eliminate protection against air- 
borne pollutants that are hurting 
human health, but they did not come 
up with any alternative to solve that 
problem. 

Now, we want to join in a bipartisan 
fashion, if there are impediments or 
imperfections in this bill, to come up 
with a solution. Let’s not allow those 
Americans to be hanging out there 
without a lifeline. My amendment 
would do that. And I would commend it 
to my fellows. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment because in my opinion it 
violates clause 7 of rule XVI, which re- 
quires that an amendment be germane 
to the matter it’s amending. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any Member 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. INSLEE. Thank you. 

Briefly, I would hope that the Chair 
would consider a couple of salient 
points. Number one, it is our intent, 
and I believe universal intent, that by 
this amendment we don’t intend to 
change the basic nature of this pro- 
gram. It does apply this benefit to 
those homeowners who are current on 
their mortgage obligations. We would 
intend that that standard and condi- 
tion would continue. 

And I would point out to the Chair 
the language of our amendment specifi- 
cally says that this program would 
only be carried out under ‘‘appropriate 
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guidelines and standards.” We think 
this solves that problem. We seek our 
congressional intent to continue. We 
hope that the Members will be able to 
be heard on this. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to be heard on the point 
of order? If not, the Chair is prepared 
to rule. 

The gentlewoman from Illinois 
makes the point of order that the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Washington is not germane. 

The bill addresses repeal of a Federal 
Housing Administration program that 
provides for refinancing of a specified 
set of mortgages. 

One of the fundamental principles of 
germaneness is that the amendment 
must relate to the subject matter of 
the underlying bill. The bill is confined 
to a specific type of refinancing pro- 
gram. The amendment seeks to address 
a different type of refinancing pro- 
gram, a matter outside the ambit of 
the bill. 

The amendment is therefore not ger- 
mane. The point of order is sustained. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam Chair, 
I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam Chair, 
I rise today for each and every person 
who owns a home. I rise today for 
every American who has struggled to 
pay their mortgage each month. I rise 
for every person who has watched their 
home, their piece of the American 
Dream, slip away because they lost 
their job through no fault of their own 
or because they got cancer and are no 
longer able to work and pay their med- 
ical bills. 

I rise to condemn what these bills are 
trying to do today. Make no mistake; 
repealing these programs will close the 
door on the American Dream for more 
and more Americans. 

Madam Chair, when I was a young 
boy, my family did not own a home. 
My father was а sharecropper. My 
mother and father had to “со without” 
for years. They saved and they saved. 
They prayed. They waited. My father 
could never get a mortgage. Mortgages 
were not available where we lived. 
They were not available for families 
like mine. It’s just the way it was. 

In 1944, my parents bought a house 
with three rooms and 110 acres outside 
of a small town called Troy in rural 
Alabama. It cost us $300. I couldn’t 
imagine that much money changing 
hands at once. I look around this 
Chamber, and I see some suits in this 
room that cost much more than what 
my father paid. Up until the time she 
died, my mother spoke about the day 
we moved in. How proud she was. It 
was a huge achievement for us. It 
changed everything. That house, that 
land, it was ours. Ours. 

Looking back, I can’t imagine what 
it would have been like to have lost it 
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all for reasons beyond my father’s con- 
trol—the harvest or the weather or be- 
cause it would fix someone else’s bot- 
tom line. 

Madam Chair, I know that buying a 
house is the biggest decision most peo- 
ple will ever make, and it is the great- 
est source of pride. For most people, 
their dream is their house. It was for 
me. When I bought my house, I thought 
of my mother and my father. His house 
made it possible for me to buy mine. 

This American Dream is built from 
hard work. But that dream is also 
made of bricks and mortar. It’s a 
house, Madam Chair. It is a home. And 
this Chamber is shutting the door on 
that house. They’re locking the door 
on the American Dream. These two 
bills today would end two new pro- 
grams that are helping struggling 
homeowners who have lost their job 
through no fault of their own. To me, it 
is unthinkable. 

Madam Chair, I strongly oppose H.R. 
836 and H.R. 830. We must stand up for 
the American homeowner. We must 
stand in their corner. We must not 
walk away from them in their time of 
need. 

I urge all of my colleagues to stand 
with me and defeat these bills. Don’t 
lock the door on the American Dream. 

The Acting CHAIR. Are there any 
other amendments to section 3 of the 
bill under consideration? If not, the 
Chair is prepared to entertain other 
amendments. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 4. STUDY ON IMPACTS REQUIRED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment shall, in consultation with the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, conduct a study on 
the negative impacts of underwater mort- 
gage loans on the housing market and the 
economy of the United States and report to 
the Congress on the findings of such study, 
including recommendations to the Congress 
on how to mitigate such impacts. 

(b) UNDERWATER MORTGAGE DEFINED.—For 
purposes of this section, the term ‘‘under- 
water mortgage’’ means a mortgage loan on 
an owner-occupied residential property that 
has an appraised value that is less than the 
outstanding obligation under such mortgage 
loan. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chairman, I 
reserve a point of order against this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentlewoman from California is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, my 
amendment would mandate that the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment and the Secretary of the Treas- 
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ury conduct a study on the negative 
impacts of underwater mortgage loans, 
or loans where the borrower owes more 
than the house is worth, on the housing 
market and the economy of the United 
States and report those findings to 
Congress. Importantly, the report 
would also include recommendations to 
Congress on how to mitigate the effects 
of these underwater mortgages. 
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Before I go any further talking about 
these underwater mortgages, I think it 
is extremely important for me to help 
everyone understand that my friends 
on the opposite side of the aisle are 
moving to eliminate all of the pro- 
grams that we have worked so hard to 
develop; good, strong public policy to 
assist homeowners of America in a 
number of ways. 

They are eliminating this FHA pro- 
gram that will assist with refinance on 
homes that are underwater. They are 
eliminating the HAMP program that 
we are going to hear more about. They 
are eliminating the neighborhood sta- 
bilization program, commonly referred 
to as NSP. And they are eliminating 
the program for homeowners who find 
themselves out of a job who would be 
able to borrow and, of course, to pay 
back the money that is loaned to 
them—they cannot afford to pay their 
mortgages because of the loss of their 
job. 

So while they are eliminating all of 
the programs that many of us have 
worked so hard to develop—in the 
former Congress, I was the chair of the 
Subcommittee on Housing and Commu- 
nity Opportunity, and so I know these 
programs very well. Not only do I know 
these programs very well, I understand 
very well what has happened here in 
America that has caused homeowners 
to be in the situations they are in now. 

We have a situation that occurred 
that created this crisis with the 
subprime meltdown. We had loans that 
were initiated in this country that 
were exotic loans, loans that were teas- 
er loans, no documentation loans, liar 
loans, loans that reset. People were en- 
couraged to sign up for mortgages that 
they did not understand. 

Now we have millions of Americans, 
really through no fault of their own, 
and I have said it once and I will say it 
again: That all of a sudden homeowners 
didn’t decide that they were going to 
default, that somehow they weren’t 
going to pay their bills. It certainly 
didn’t happen like that. It happened be- 
cause of what I just alluded to, all of 
the tricks and the fraud that were per- 
petrated on American homeowners who 
were simply trying to live the Amer- 
ican dream. 

We don’t have the numbers in com- 
mittee any more or on this floor. My 
friends on the opposite side of the aisle 
are in control. They have the majority, 
and they are going to eliminate the 
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programs. We have made every argu- 
ment possible that you can make in 
committee to try and hold on to these 
programs. AS you have seen on the 
floor today, we have the gentlelady 
from New York reminding them how 
many homes they have underwater. 
And, of course, they know because they 
are getting the calls, just as we are 
getting the calls, from homeowners 
begging for assistance. So while we 
won’t be able to stop them, I’m trying 
to make sure that at least we do this 
study so we can help bring to light 
what has taken place and how these 
underwater mortgages pose a severe 
threat to our economy. 

If you owe more than your home is 
worth, you can’t pick up and move if 
you get a new job. You’re stuck. That 
impedes our economic recovery. Like- 
wise, you can’t move if you want to go 
attend school somewhere. And you 
can’t move in order to care for an el- 
derly parent. 

The chief economist for First Amer- 
ican CoreLogic noted last month that 
negative equity is a significant drag on 
both the housing market and on eco- 
nomic growth. It is driving foreclosures 
and decreasing mobility for millions of 
homeowners. Since we expect home 
prices to slightly increase during 2010, 
negative equity will remain the domi- 
nant issue in the housing and mortgage 
markets for some time to come. The 
FHA refinance program is a modest 
step to address the problem of under- 
water mortgages. This program would 
provide that if banks agree to at least 
a 10 percent principal write-down for 
the borrower, the borrower can refi- 
nance into a FHA loan. Only borrowers 
current on their mortgages, not those 
in default, qualify for the program. So 
this study will help people to under- 
stand the impact it is having. I ask for 
an “aye” vote on my amendment. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chair, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment because in my opinion it 
violates clause 7 of rule XVI, which re- 
quires that an amendment be germane 
to the matter it is amending. It is not 
germane to the bill because it expands 
the scope of the bill. 

I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to speak to the point of 
order? 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word, I suppose. 

If we terminate a program, we should 
understand the impacts of such a ter- 
mination, and so this is relevant. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
will suspend. The gentlewoman has 
been recognized to speak to the point 
of order. 

Ms. WATERS. This is the point of 
order. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
may proceed. 

Ms. WATERS. The point of order in- 
dicates that this is not germane. I am 
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maintaining that this is germane be- 
cause if we terminate a program, we 
should understand the impact of such 
termination. I believe that does speak 
to the point of order. 

The Republicans say this program 
doesn’t work. So our regulators should 
suggest to Congress what they think 
will work. This is just a study. This is 
not a new program or an extension of 
the FHA short refinance program. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to speak to the point of 
order? If not, the Chair is prepared to 
rule. 

The gentlewoman from Illinois 
makes the point of order that the 
amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from California is not germane. 

The bill addresses repeal of a Federal 
Housing Administration program that 
provides for refinancing of a specified 
set of mortgages. 

One of the fundamental principles of 
germaneness is that the amendment 
must relate to the subject matter of 
the underlying bill. The bill is confined 
to a specific type of refinancing pro- 
gram. The amendment seeks to address 
mortgages more generally, a matter 
outside the ambit of the bill. 

The amendment is therefore not ger- 
mane. The point of order is sustained. 
AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MS. LORETTA 
SANCHEZ OF CALIFORNIA 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. Madam Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert the following: 


SECTION 1. USE OF FUNDING FOR FHA REFI- 
NANCE PROGRAM. 

Effective on the date of the enactment of 
this Act, all unexpended balances remaining 
available as of such date of enactment of the 
amounts made available under title I of the 
Emergency Economic Stabilization Act 
(Public Law 110-343; 12 U.S.C. 5211 et seq.) 
that have been allocated for use under the 
FHA Refinance Program (pursuant to Mort- 
gagee Letter 2010-23 of the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development) of the 
Making Home Affordable initiative of the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall be available 
to the Secretary of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment for carrying out a program for in- 
suring mortgages made to refinance existing 
mortgages on 1- to 4-family residences, in ac- 
cordance with such guidelines and standards 
as the Secretary shall issue, which shall pro- 
vide that under such program— 

(1) the residence subject to a mortgage 
being refinanced and to the insured refi- 
nancing mortgage shall be the principal resi- 
dence of the mortgagor; 

(2) the mortgagor under the insured refi- 
nancing mortgage shall have an annual fam- 
ily income not exceeding $180,000; 

(8) the insured refinancing mortgage shall 
have a term to maturity of 30 years; 

(4) the insured refinancing mortgage shall 
bear interest at a single rate of 4.0 percent 
annually for the entire term of the mort- 
gage; and 

(5) the mortgagor under the insured refi- 
nancing mortgage may not have failed to 
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timely make any payments due under the 
mortgage being refinanced. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chair, I re- 
serve a point of order against this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentlewoman from California is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. Madam Chair, I rise today in 
support of this amendment that I am 
sponsoring. 

My amendment replaces the FHA Re- 
finance Program Termination Act and 
would allow the use of unexpended 
funds to create a program that will 
allow qualifying homeowners to apply 
to refinance a 30-year mortgage at 4 
percent as long as the mortgage they 
are refinancing is on their primary 
home, that they are up to date on their 
mortgage, and that their annual in- 
come, adjusted gross income, does not 
exceed $180,000. 

People back home are hurting, and 
they are desperate to keep their home. 
I know there are many who have lost 
their homes. There are some who are 
behind on payments, and they haven’t 
kept up with their payments, but what 
about the people who have actually 
held onto their home? They have actu- 
ally paid. They have had to actually 
give up their car, they are walking to 
work, they are taking the bus because 
they understand how important it is 
for them to hold onto their house be- 
cause a house is not just a house. Your 
primary residence is your home. It is 
where your kids are. It is where they 
find a stable life. So while this program 
is not perfect—there is not a perfect 
program we have come up with—we 
have tried to help people who have 
been losing their houses, people who 
through no fault of their own, who 
have either lost their jobs, have had to 
take a lesser job, who were swindled, 
who were talked into loans they didn’t 
understand what they were signing be- 
cause they were hit by the subprime 
lenders, and they are paying too much, 
and people are sometimes paying in the 
double digits with respect to their 
loan. Maybe they are at 10 percent or 
9.5 percent 12 percent on their loan. 
This program would actually say to 
those who somehow have held on, we 
are going to refinance your primary 
home at 4 percent because there are a 
lot of people who could do this and 
their payment would come down sig- 
nificantly, but today, they can’t refi- 
nance. To refinance today on a 30-year 
loan is 4.9 percent. There are a lot of 
people who are paying 8 percent. It 
means a lot. It could be anywhere be- 
tween $2 and $2,000 in their payment a 
month. But they can’t qualify. They 
don’t have the chunk of money they 
need, their home is underwater, et 
cetera. 
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So this is a very important thing we 
could do. Let’s take the money. Let’s 
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take that money that we have not 
spent on this program and let’s put it 
to help the people who have done the 
right thing, the people who, no matter 
what, have continued to pay on their 
loan, because there are many of them 
out there. 

I would hope that we could find a 
compromise, that we could find a way 
in which we can keep people in their 
homes. No program is perfect, but I 
think we have the opportunity to do 
the right thing, Madam Chair. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chairman, I 
make a point of order against this 
amendment because it violates clause 
10 of rule XXI as it has the net effect of 
increasing mandatory spending within 
the time period set forth in the rule. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to speak to the point of 
order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. Madam Chair, this is about 
eliminating a program. I understand 
that those people who are behind on 
their payments, you’re just going to let 
them go. You’re just going to let them 
lose their home. Then they’re going to 
have a hard time finding an apartment. 
I understand that. But this is about 
helping the people who truly, the mid- 
dle class, the lower-income class, who 
have a home, who need to hold onto 
that home. 

I do believe that this is germane to 
the underlying bill. I respectfully re- 
quest that we consider this amend- 
ment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to speak to the point of 
order? If not, the Chair is prepared to 
rule. 

The gentlewoman from Illinois 
makes a point of order that the amend- 
ment offered by the gentlewoman from 
California violates clause 10 of rule 
XXI by proposing an increase in man- 
datory spending over a relevant period 
of time. 

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XXI and 
clause 4 of rule XXIX, the Chair is au- 
thoritatively guided by estimates from 
the chair of the Committee on the 
Budget that the net effect of the provi- 
sions in the amendment would increase 
mandatory spending over a relevant pe- 
riod of time as compared to the bill. 

Accordingly, the point of order is 
sustained and the amendment is not in 
order. 

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. INSLEE 

Mr. INSLEE. I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 4. ENFORCEMENT OF FORECLOSURE LAWS. 

The Attorney General of the United 
States, in consultation and coordination 
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with the Secretary of the Treasury, the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Di- 
rector of the Federal Housing Finance Agen- 
cy, the Secretary of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment, the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, the Director of the 
Bureau of Consumer Financial Protection of 
the Federal Reserve System, any other ap- 
propriate Federal banking regulatory agen- 
cies, and the Attorneys General of the 
States, shall pursue, to the fullest extent of 
the law, criminal prosecution of directors 
and officers of any financial institutions 
that the Attorney General, in such consulta- 
tion and coordination, determines have 
failed to comply with State laws relating to 
foreclosure of mortgages on residential real 
property and shall provide appropriate as- 
sistance to such State Attorneys General in 
such prosecutions. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chairman, I 
reserve a point of order against this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentleman from Washington is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. INSLEE. Thank you very much. 

Madam Chair, one thing that I think 
there is universal anger about, Repub- 
licans, Democrats and independents 
alike in this country, is the lack of re- 
sponsibility that has been shown, 
criminal responsibility, for the huge 
malfeasance and criminality that got 
us into this economic pickle that we 
are in. To my knowledge, there has 
been not one person go to jail as a re- 
sult of the economic collapse precip- 
itated by the shenanigans and outright 
criminality in the highest financial 
places in the land. All Americans, I 
think, are very angry, with justifiable 
reasons, about that. If you read any of 
the books about the collapse on Wall 
Street, you will share that anger, if 
you read any of those books. 

We do not want to see that replicated 
in this scandal regarding the mortgage 
servicing situation. We are now advised 
that there are multiple cases of people 
knowingly signing affidavits that were 
false. We are told there are numerous 
occasions of this robo-signing situa- 
tion. These nefarious acts have re- 
sulted in losses by Americans that 
should not have happened. 

We want to send a message, on a bi- 
partisan basis, that the criminal laws 
need to be respected. My amendment 
would simply call upon the attorneys 
general, both Federal and State, to 
prosecute, аз appropriate, these crimi- 
nal violations. The amendment does 
not change the responsibility under the 
criminal statutes for any officers or di- 
rectors if they are not personally re- 
sponsible for these wrongful acts. 
There’s no criminal liability. But we do 
think where there were violations of 
these criminal statutes, they ought to 
be prosecuted. 

This Nation has been brought to the 
brink of financial ruin because of 
many, many instances of violation of 
these standards. The least we can ask 
is that we prosecute these cases where 
it is appropriate. 
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We think it’s the right thing for us to 
do on a bipartisan basis to make that 
statement today. I hope that Members 
will join me in making that statement 
and make sure justice in fact is meted 
out here where it has not been in other 
instances. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment because, in my opinion, it 
violates clause 7 of rule XVI, which re- 
quires that an amendment be germane 
to the matter it is amending. It is not 
germane to the bill because it is out- 
side the scope of the bill. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to speak to the point of 
order? 

The Chair recognizes 
woman from California. 

Ms. WATERS. I do think this amend- 
ment is germane, for a number of rea- 
sons. The gentleman talked about the 
fact that this country was almost 
brought to the brink of total disaster 
because of this subprime meltdown. He 
pointed to things, that have already 
been identified, that we can put square- 
ly on the shoulders of the servicers who 
are responsible for the management of 
these mortgages after they have been 
packaged, securitized, and then sent on 
their way to be collected on. 

This gentleman is talking about the 
fact that many of these servicers when 
they are trying to collect on these 
mortgages can see that fraud has taken 
place, but they do nothing about it. 
They can see that amendments have 
been slipped in that the homeowners 
did not know about. They can see that 
sometimes the signature does not even 
belong to the homeowner, but they 
continue to try and collect on these 
mortgages. 

I think that this amendment is ger- 
mane. I would ask that the Chair rule 
in favor of this amendment. It is time 
somebody paid a price for what has 
been done to the American public. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to speak to the point of 
order? If not, the Chair is prepared to 
rule. 

The gentlewoman from Illinois 
makes a point of order that the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Washington is not germane. 

The bill addresses repeal of a Federal 
Housing Administration program that 
provides for refinancing of a specified 
set of mortgages. 

One of the fundamental principles of 
germaneness is that the amendment re- 
late to the subject matter of the under- 
lying bill. The bill is confined to a spe- 
cific type of refinancing program. The 
amendment seeks to address fore- 
closures generally, a matter outside 
the confines of the subject addressed by 
the bill. 

The amendment is therefore not ger- 
mane. The point of order is sustained. 


the gentle- 
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Ms. HIRONO. I move to strike the 
last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Hawaii is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. HIRONO. Madam Chair, an 
amendment offered earlier directing 
the Secretary of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
and the Secretary of the Treasury to 
study the negative impacts of under- 
water mortgages on the housing mar- 
ket and on the U.S. economy and to re- 
port the findings of this study to Con- 
gress, including recommendations on 
how to mitigate the effects of these 
mortgages, makes eminent sense to 
me. 

About 12 million to 15 million home- 
owners, nearly one quarter of home- 
owners in this country, are currently 
underwater on their mortgages, mean- 
ing that they owe more on their mort- 
gages than their homes are worth. 
These borrowers are diligently making 
their mortgage payments but need 
some kind of lifeline to reduce their 
debt burden. 

We all agree that we need to look at 
ways to cut government spending to 
address our country’s fiscal crisis, but 
what is the purpose of this underlying 
bill? Why are my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle trying to end 
programs that were established to as- 
sist families suffering from the fore- 
closure crisis without offering any plan 
or remedy to help the millions of 
Americans who are trying to stay in 
their homes? 

Families in every single one of our 
congressional districts are desperately 
seeking help to stay in their homes, 
the American Dream. Last year, I met 
with an owner of a car dealership in 
Kihei, Maui. This constituent had a 
successful business until the economic 
downturn reduced the number of her 
car sales. Increasingly, former cus- 
tomers of hers were returning to her 
dealership to return the cars that they 
had purchased from her, handing back 
their keys because they could no 
longer afford to make their car pay- 
ments. 

This car dealer eventually found her- 
self in dire straits, so much so that her 
lender wanted to put her dream home 
up for a short sale. She didn’t under- 
stand why the lender was only consid- 
ering a short sale and didn’t want to 
work with her to help her keep her 
house. 
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It was only when my office contacted 
the lender on her behalf that she was 
able to receive a forbearance on a por- 
tion of the principle and get a perma- 
nent modification. Sadly, stories like 
hers are commonplace these days. 

The Federal foreclosure mitigation 
programs, which unfortunately have 
not helped as many homeowners as we 
would like, still provide a lifeline. 
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Without these programs, many more 
lenders would be pursuing short sales 
and foreclosures rather than trying to 
help meet homeowners halfway in help- 
ing them keep their homes. 

The FHA Refinance Program, also 
known as the FHA Short Refinance Op- 
tion, assists underwater borrowers by 
facilitating voluntary mortgage prin- 
cipal write-downs and refinancing the 
loans into a new stable FHA-insured 
mortgage, thereby enabling borrows to 
have a reduced monthly payment and a 
mortgage that is more aligned with ac- 
tual property values. 

FHA just started implementing this 
program a few months ago; we need to 
give the agency time to get it off the 
ground. We should also focus on what 
can be done to make the programs 
more effective so that the maximum 
number of underwater borrowers who 
are eligible for the program can ben- 
efit. 

Instead of coming up with new initia- 
tives to assist thousands of home- 
owners or working to improve existing 
foreclosure mitigation programs, bills 
like this will only serve to destabilize 
an already fragile housing market and 
further delay our economic recovery. 
With bills like this, the House majority 
continues to turn their backs on the 
middle class families and our country. 
Let’s focus on what can be done now to 
stabilize the housing market, create 
jobs, and get the economy back on 
track. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the underlying bill. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. HOLT 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 


SEC. 4. MODIFICATION OF REAL PROPERTY 
STANDARD DEDUCTION. 

(a) EXTENSION.—Subparagraph (C) of sec- 
tion 63(с)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by striking ‘іп 2008 or 2009” 
and inserting ‘‘after December 31, 2007, and 
before January 1, 2015”. 

(b) ADJUSTMENTS FOR INFLATION.—Subpara- 
graph (B) of section 63(с)(4) of such Code is 
amended by striking “апа” at the end of 
clause (i), by striking the period at the end 
of clause (ii) and inserting ‘‘, апа”, and by 
inserting after clause (ii) the following: 

111) ‘calendar year 2010’ in the case of dol- 
lar amounts contained in paragraph (7)(B).’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this subsection, the amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2009. 

(2) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—The amend- 
ments made by subsection (b) shall apply to 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 
2011. 


Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chair, I re- 
serve a point of order against this 
amendment. 
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The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentleman from New Jersey is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chair, instead of 
focusing on job creation, innovation, 
retirement security or fair taxes, today 
we’re considering legislation that 
would terminate a program that has 
the potential to help struggling home- 
owners stay in their homes. We are not 
here to debate fixing the program or to 
consider replacing it with a more effec- 
tive alternative; but, rather, we’re here 
to end the program that is only a few 
months old, to declare it a failure and 
go home. This is not good government. 
It will not help the middle class. This 
is not what my constituents sent me to 
Washington to do. 

New Jerseyans, aS во many around 
the country, are burdened by high 
property taxes. While we allow individ- 
uals who itemize their Federal taxes to 
deduct State and local taxes, many 
non-itemizers—particularly retirees on 
fixed incomes—feel the impact of high 
rates. The amendment before us that I 
present would provide real help to mil- 
lions of homeowners, especially senior 
citizens, across the country and, yes, in 
central New Jersey, my district. 

Specifically, my amendment would 
renew for 5 years the property tax de- 
duction for American homeowners who 
don’t itemize on their Federal taxes. It 
would allow single filers to deduct $500 
and joint filers to deduct $1,000 on top 
of the standard deduction and index 
these additional deductions for infla- 
tion. This property tax provision— 
based on legislation that I wrote and 
was signed into law by former Presi- 
dent Bush in 2008 and was extended 
through the 2009 tax year—would con- 
tinue that. 

Unfortunately, although the exten- 
sion of this tax credit for 2010 was 
passed by this House, it failed to be- 
come law. So that is why on the first 
day of this Congress I introduced the 
Universal Homeowners Tax Relief Act. 
And with this amendment, we have the 
opportunity to pass my legislation to 
provide an estimated 30 million people 
nationwide, and 600,000 in New Jersey, 
with a few extra hundred dollars that 
I’m sure they could use. In these uncer- 
tain economic times, it is no small 
matter. And unlike the bill before us 
today, my amendment would provide 
real help for American homeowners. 

I urge passage of the amendment. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chairman, I 
make a point of order against this 
amendment because in my opinion it 
violates clause 7 of rule XVI, which re- 
quires that an amendment be germane 
to the matter it is amending. And it is 
not germane to the bill because it’s 
outside the scope of the bill. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to be heard on the point 
of order? 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chair, I recognize 
that under the structure of this bill 
this amendment is not in order. I only 
say it should be. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to speak to the point of 
order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much. 

Madam Chair, I rise to support the 
amendment. I’m opposed to the point 
of order. I think it is absolutely ger- 
mane. Not only do we have a bill before 
us that will eliminate taxpayers’ abil- 
ity to have their homes that are under- 
water refinanced; this also impacts 
their taxes. They will continue to have 
to be taxed on those homes at the same 
rate. And so here we have before us the 
Universal Homeowner Tax Relief Act 
that would impact 30 million Ameri- 
cans nationwide. 

And I must add that if we can, in this 
House and in this Congress, give tax 
breaks to the richest 1 percent of 
Americans in the way that we have 
done, certainly we can support these 
homeowners who are underwater, these 
homeowners who have been tricked 
into mortgages that they didn’t under- 
stand, these homeowners who are the 
victims of fraud. And I think this is 
germane. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California must confine her re- 
marks to the point of order. 

Does any other Member wish to 
speak to the point of order. If not, the 
Chair is prepared to rule. 

The gentlewoman from Illinois 
makes the point of order that the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey is not germane. 

The bill addresses repeal of a Federal 
Housing Administration program that 
provides for refinancing of a specified 
set of mortgages. 

One of the fundamental principles of 
germaneness is that the amendment 
must confine itself to the jurisdiction 
of the committees represented in the 
underlying bill. The bill was referred to 
and reported by the Committee on Fi- 
nancial Services. The amendment pro- 
poses a direct amendment to the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code, a matter within the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

The amendment is therefore not ger- 
mane. The point of order is sustained. 
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. GARAMENDI 


Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
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SEC. 4. TREATMENT OF BONUSES FOR FINANCIAL 
SECTOR EMPLOYEES. 


The Federal regulatory agencies for bank- 
ing and financial institutions and for securi- 
ties regulation shall jointly issue regulations 
that— 

(1) require all new employees of any insti- 
tution, company, or entity regulated by such 
a regulatory agency, upon hiring, to sign a 
contract stipulating that any bonus income 
provided to such employee will be paid in se- 
curities or obligations that such institution, 
company, or entity creates or deals in in its 
regular course of business; 

(2) require that any such bonuses paid shall 
be held in escrow for such period as may be 
necessary to determine whether the such se- 
curities or obligations created or dealt with 
by such institution, company, or entity are 
of substandard quality or cannot be readily 
identified as an asset or a liability; 

(3) require such escrow accounts to be port- 
able so that an employee may change jobs 
without hindrance; and 

(4) prohibit use of any such bonuses to 
hedge against future losses. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chair, I re- 
serve a point of order against this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentleman from California is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, 10 
weeks ago on this floor there was great 
celebration by our colleagues in the 
Republican Party as they took control 
of this House, and there were many ser- 
mons given to all of us by the Members 
in the majority party about the need to 
listen to Americans. I suggest we do 
that at this moment as we consider 
this bill. 

Madam Chair, 10,780,236 American 
families are crying out for help. We 
should be listening to them. 

I know the gentlewoman from Illi- 
nois has a big heart, and she knows 
that 430,000 of the homeowners in Illi- 
nois are crying out for relief. And I’m 
certain, Madam Chairman, that the au- 
thor of this bill, the gentleman from 
Alabama, is well aware that in his 
State 35,000 homeowners are crying out 
for relief. And I’m certain that all of 
the Members of the Republican Party 
are listening to the 10,780,236 families 
in America that are crying out for re- 
lief. I can assure you the Democrats 
are listening. 

My amendment, Madam Chair, is one 
that goes to one of the three reasons 
why they are crying out for relief. 
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There was no regulation imposed dur- 
ing the years 2001 to 2009. That was one 
problem. We attempted to address that 
with the Dodd-Frank law that’s now in 
place. 

The second reason was іггеѕроп- 
sibility; and certainly some of those 
homeowners who are crying out for re- 
lief were irresponsible, and certainly 
some of those who lost their homes al- 
ready that are crying out for relief 
were irresponsible. But the big irre- 
sponsibility were the bankers in this 
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Nation. They took advantage of mil- 
lions upon millions of homeowners and 
engaged in irresponsible activity. 

The third item is where my amend- 
ment goes, and that is to Wall Street 
greed. We know, from the commission 
that was assigned the responsibility of 
looking at why the great crash oc- 
curred, we know from that report that 
greed was the underlying motivation 
for Wall Street. My amendment goes to 
that greed. 

In the future, not in the past—and 
some of my colleagues have spoken to 
the need for criminal action, which is 
also part of that report done by the 
commission—this goes to the future. 
This amendment goes to the future and 
says for those in Wall Street, the high 
and the mighty that get the huge bo- 
nuses, most of whom were just in the 
newspaper this week, that their bo- 
nuses should be in the stock of the 
company in which they are operating 
and that those bonuses be held in an 
escrow account for a period of time so 
that either the good or the bad effect of 
their action would be known and so 
that they could not take immediate 
benefit from their irresponsible ac- 
tions. 

This amendment would put a damper 
on Wall Street greed. This amendment 
is necessary to put a damper on Wall 
Street greed, and it goes directly to 
one of the reasons why this bill is be- 
fore us. This bill is before us, I think in 
an inappropriate way, to deal with the 
housing crisis. The housing crisis was 
caused in part by Wall Street greed. We 
ought to be addressing that. That’s 
what this amendment does, by with- 
holding from immediate benefit those 
members of Wall Street who have cre- 
ated the crisis in the past and who may 
very well be in the process of creating 
tomorrow’s crisis. 

I ask for the support of this amend- 
ment. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment of my good friend and col- 
league because in my opinion it vio- 
lates clause 7 of rule XVI, which re- 
quires that an amendment be germane 
to the matter it is amending. It is not 
germane to the bill because it is out- 
side the scope of the bill. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to speak to the point of 
order? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I think that it’s 
necessary when we take up a bill that 
would eliminate a law that is intended 
to help 10,780,326 homeowners that we 
look to the underlying reason why the 
problem exists. This amendment does 
that. 

We ought not be using artificial rules 
that prevent us from the underlying 
problem, allowing those rules to stop 
us from taking up the real problem. 
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I oppose the proposal to rule this out 
of order. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member seek to speak to the point of 
order? If not, the Chair is prepared to 
rule. 

The gentlewoman from Illinois 
makes the point of order that the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California is not germane. 

The bill addresses repeal of a Federal 
Housing Administration program that 
provides for refinancing of a specified 
set of mortgages. 

One of the fundamental principles of 
germaneness is that the amendment 
must relate to the subject matter of 
the underlying bill. The bill is confined 
to a specific type of refinancing pro- 
gram. The amendment seeks to address 
regulation of the financial industry, a 
matter outside the confines of the sub- 
ject addressed by the bill. 

The amendment is therefore not ger- 
mane. The point of order is sustained. 

Mr. BACHUS. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Alabama is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BACHUS. Madam Chair, there 
seems to be some confusion on what 
the underlying bill does and what the 
amendments are trying to accomplish. 
In fact, in certain cases, it’s quite evi- 
dent that some of my colleagues don’t 
understand the bill. 

This bill authorizes $8 billion to go 
towards the FHA refinance plan. It has 
already disbursed $50 million. Now 
we’re hearing these claims of 10 million 
and 11 million homeowners. There are 
probably closer to 12 million home- 
owners that are underwater than 11. I 
think the numbers are understated. So 
let’s assume 12 million. 

This Federal program that we’ve dis- 
bursed $50 million to, how many Amer- 
ican families have had their mortgages 
refinanced? Forty-two. 

Now, who refinanced those? Who paid 
for that? Was it the lenders who loaned 
the money? No. Was it the borrowers 
who borrowed the money? No. It was 
these children, because it was taxpayer 
money. 

Now you say they’re not taxpayers. 
No, but they’re going to have to pay 
this back because we’re spending $8 bil- 
lion more every day than we’re taking 
in in revenue. 

It was announced earlier this week— 
I think the American people, and I 
don’t blame them, don’t want to really 
put their arms around this—but we just 
announced a deficit for the month of 
February, 28 days, that was more than 
the deficit 4 years ago for the entire 
year. We’re hemorrhaging red ink. 

Are we better off than our parents? 
Most of us are. Are these children 
going to be better off than we are? Not 
if we don’t start cutting spending. And 
the American people, those who are 
parents and grandparents, are crying 
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out for this Congress to address this. 
And that’s what we’re on this floor 
today to do. 

Now, if I were one of the 12 million 
homeowners who was underwater, I 
might say, Why those 42? But if I were 
the taxpayers, I would say, Why are 
you taking money from me that we 
have to borrow from other countries— 
42 cents out of every dollar that we’re 
putting into this program—why are 
you paying this mortgage down? Isn’t 
that the lender—if a loan gets in trou- 
ble, is it up to the taxpayers to bail 
that lender out? 

Someone mentioned Bank of Amer- 
ica. Somebody mentioned Citibank. If I 
were Citibank or Bank of America and 
someone who was making their pay- 
ments who was underwater who may 
walk off, yeah, I’d say if the taxpayers 
will come in and take that obligation 
off my hands, I would love that. 

My district, the average home is 
worth $212,000. And it’s the highest— 
one of the highest in the State. And ac- 
tually when I say that, let me say the 
community I live in, which is one of 
the more—it’s above average in in- 
come. 

But the average loan here that people 
borrowed was $313,000—the loan itself. 
That’s quite a loan. And to say that 
the taxpayers need to pay that mort- 
gage down makes no sense when these 
are the children, this is the generation 
that’s going to have to pay it back. 

We need to get serious. We need to 
get out pictures of our children and our 
grandchildren and we need to say, Do 
we really need to come to the rescue of 
these banks when they’ve overextended 
loans? 
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How about all of those Americans 
who are making their payments and 
didn’t buy a house and are not under- 
water? Should you ask those Ameri- 
cans to pay to banks money that they 
didn’t obligate themselves to? The an- 
swer is “по.” “No” to more govern- 
ment spending. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Madam Chair, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Yes, we ought to 
look to the children. Last Sunday on 
“60 Minutes’? was a report about our 
children in America today. Twenty-five 
percent of our children in America 
today are hungry, and many of them 
are homeless because their parents 
have lost their homes. 

Forty-two families. Yes, this pro- 
gram hasn’t yet kicked into its full po- 
tential. Forty-two families are in their 
homes today, and those children are 
not out on the street homeless. 

Listen to America. Listen to the 25 
percent of children in America today 
that are hungry, and a large percent- 
age of them are homeless. Listen to 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


their cry. Listen to them. Yes, we have 
an obligation as good citizens of this 
Nation to see to it that our neighbor- 
hoods, even if they are the high-end 
neighborhoods in Alabama, that those 
problems are addressed. 

Ten months ago, the new majority 
took this floor and they said, Listen, 
listen to Americans that want jobs. 
Not one job bill has passed this House. 
The only bill that’s passed this House 
that dealt with jobs was H.R. 1, the 
continuing resolution, that destroyed 
700,000 jobs and will put more of those 
children homeless, will destroy more 
families. Yes, we ought to be listening 
to the generations ahead of us. But if 
we do not listen to today’s problems, 
those problems in the future will only 
be worse. 

And $8 billion, yes, that’s a lot of 
money. But it happens to be 8 percent 
of what we spend every year in the Af- 
ghan war. Get our priorities straight 
here on this floor. You bet I’m worried 
about the children of today. But 25 per- 
cent of Americans’ children are hun- 
gry, and a large percentage of them are 
homeless because their parents have 
been unable to meet the mortgage 
commitments. 

This program is one of four that is 
going to be terminated by the Repub- 
lican majority. 

So what is it that you are offering 
those children? The children of today, 
what is it that you are offering them? 
The opportunity to be homeless. That’s 
what you’re offering. 

Come to this floor and talk to me 
about tomorrow’s generation. Yes, do 
that. And that’s my concern also. But 
I’m concerned about those that are 
homeless and hungry today. 

So don’t eliminate this program. 
Make it work. Don’t eliminate the 
other three programs that are an effort 
to try to keep people in their homes so 
that they don’t go homeless. 

Madam Chair, I know my colleagues 
on the Republican side care about the 
children of America, today’s children. 
Why they would put four bills forward 
this week and next week that elimi- 
nate the opportunity for those parents 
to stay in their home I do not under- 
stand. We need compassion. We need to 
be aware of the deficit. We need to 
make choices. If our choice is to force 
more families to be homeless, that’s 
the wrong choice. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I rise 
because I want to make sure that the 
chair of our committee, who just took 
the floor, understands that we under- 
stand the bill. When our chairman first 
took the floor to talk about what this 
bill is and what it is not, he said he did 
not think that we really understood 
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what the bill was all about. I would 
like to assure you that the Members on 
this side of the aisle understand this 
legislation. I would like to assure you 
that those of us who work on the Fi- 
nancial Services Committee, who put 
these bills into operation, who orga- 
nized these bills, who presented these 
bills, who got these bills passed into 
law to help homeowners, understand 
what is now happening to them. 

We understand that the bill before us 
would eliminate this program. This is 
an FHA program that’s designed to 
provide refinance opportunities for 
those homes that are underwater. 

What do we mean when we say ‘‘un- 
derwater’’? We mean that when middle 
class homeowners, hardworking citi- 
zens went and signed for that mortgage 
where they were paying $250,000, 
$300,000, $400,000 for a home, they 
signed that mortgage, that was sup- 
posed to be the value of that home. 
That’s what it was assessed at at the 
time. That was what it is supposed to 
be worth. 

Now, because of this crisis that we 
are in, the subprime meltdown that we 
are in, this economic difficulty, these 
homes have lost their value. They are 
no longer the homes that they signed 
that mortgage for. The value has 
changed. That $400,000 home, that 
$300,000 home that middle class citizens 
were now buying is 35 percent less, or 
50 percent less in some areas. 

Mr. BACHUS. Will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Ms. WATERS. No, I will not yield. 

These homeowners are saying, Will 
you please help me? Will you please do 
something about the fact that I am 
working every day, paying a mortgage 
amount for a home that’s 35 to 50 per- 
cent less than what I signed up for? 
Will my government please help me? 
This is not fair. They’re simply saying, 
Can’t you do something? And we said, 
Yes. We put into play legislation, FHA, 
that would help to refinance these 
homes. Let’s get the amounts right. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Alabama, because I don’t want to deny 
my friend the opportunity to have his 
say. 
Mr. BACHUS. Would the gentlelady 
tell the Members, when you write that 
check to help them with their under- 
water home, that check goes to Bank 
of America. That check goes to 
Citibank. That check goes to just fill 
in the bank, fill in the mortgage com- 
pany. It goes to whoever loaned the 
money. It doesn’t go to the home- 
owner. Are they benefited? Yes. And 
tell the Members of this body who pays 
for that check. We do. The American 
people. 

Ms. WATERS. Reclaiming my time, I 
am focused on the homeowner who was 
supposed to be protected by the regu- 
lators that have been appointed and 
given the jobs of regulation so that 
they could make sure that our con- 
sumers are being treated fairly. We 
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failed them. We let them down. We al- 
lowed them to get into mortgages 
where fraud was quite evident. We did 
not do the job. And so now they have 
these homes that are underwater, and 
they’re saying, Help us. And we did. 
That’s what this FHA legislation would 
have done, helped to refinance so that 
they could lower their mortgage pay- 
ments. 

Now, my friends on the opposite side 
of the aisle are saying to the taxpayers 
and to the homeowners, No, we’re not 
going to help you. We know your home 
is underwater. We know this informa- 
tion. We know what the servicers have 
done to you. We know that you are 
working every day to pay a mortgage 
for a home that you thought was worth 
an amount that is no longer so. 

So we are saying please don’t do 
that. We’re saying please don’t do that. 
Don’t strip the homeowners of this op- 
portunity to refinance this home. 

In addition to stripping the home- 
owners of this opportunity, the other 
programs that you are going to hear 
about, the other three programs, the 
HAMP program, the NSP program, the 
program for homeowners who have lost 
their jobs who simply want a loan, 
we’re saying no to all of this. We’re 
saying, No, homeowners, we’re not 
going to help you. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS 


Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 4. PUBLICATION OF MEMBER AVAILABILITY 
FOR ASSISTANCE. 

Not later than 5 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall pub- 
lish to its Website on the World Wide Web in 
a prominent location, large point font, and 
boldface type the following statement: ‘‘The 
FHA Short Refinance Program, which would 
have provided borrowers who are current on 
their mortgage but owe more than their 
home is worth with the ability to refinance 
into an FHA loan with better terms, has 
been terminated. If you owe more on your 
mortgage than your home is worth, please 
contact your Member of Congress for assist- 
апсе.”. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I ask 
unanimous consent that amendment 
No. 6 be modified with the modification 
that is at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re- 
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Modification to amendment No. 6 offered 
by Ms. WATERS: 

Strike all after the section heading and in- 
sert the following: 

Not later than 5 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development shall publish to 
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its website on the World Wide Web in a 
prominent location, large point font, and 
boldface type the following statement: ‘‘The 
FHA Short Refinance Program, which was 
intended to provide borrowers with refinance 
opportunities, has been terminated. If you 
are having trouble paying your mortgage 
and need help contacting your lender or 
servicer for purposes of negotiating or ac- 
quiring a loan modification, please contact 
your Member of Congress to assist you in 
contacting your lender or servicer for the 
purpose of negotiating or acquiring a loan 
modification.” 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the modification? 

Without objection, the amendment is 
modified. 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, this 
amendment that I’ve worked on with 
my colleagues on the opposite side of 
the aisle is simply about transparency. 
It is simply about making ourselves 
available to the homeowners who are 
trying to get some help because they 
are under water. This amendment 
would simply say that the program is 
no longer in existence and that you 
may call us to help you to get to your 
lender or to get to your servicer in 
some way. 

It is certainly not what I would pre- 
fer to have to do, but I understand 
we’re going to lose. The Members on 
the opposite side of the aisle have 
made up their minds, and they have de- 
cided that this is important and that 
this is what they’re going to do. 

So I would simply like our citizens to 
know that this program that they may 
have started to hear about is no longer 
in existence and that, if they call us, 
we will agree that we will try and help 
them, in some modest way, to get to 
their servicers or to their lenders. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BACHUS. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Alabama is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BACHUS. Let me say this: I 
would prefer that this amendment no- 
tify all Americans, particularly tax- 
payers, that we are stopping a program 
that authorizes $8 billion worth of 
spending. 

Having said that, I think this is a 
good amendment. I know there may be 
Members who say they don’t want to be 
contacted, but I will tell you this: Peo- 
ple do call us from time to time, and 
they say, I’m having trouble with pay- 
ing my mortgage. I’m facing fore- 
closure, and I can’t get in touch with 
my lender or my servicer, and I’m not 
sure who I should talk to. 

We put them in communication 
many times with the servicer or the 
lender. We go further and actually help 
some of them with their applications. 
On 18 occasions this last year, we 
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helped citizens with applications to 
lenders for modifications. 

I think it’s a good service, particu- 
larly with the recession we have now. I 
think it’s a far, far better approach 
than a government program that uses 
taxpayer dollars, because we are con- 
tacting the lender or the servicer, and 
that is who ought to talk to the bor- 
rower. That’s who could have an obli- 
gation or who has an interest in work- 
ing it out. On almost every occasion 
with the mortgages, it is in the inter- 
est of the borrower and the lender to 
work it out. 

Ms. WATERS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BACHUS. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. WATERS. Thank you so much. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank you for your cooperation 
on this amendment. I know that there 
are other words that you would, per- 
haps, use to explain to the homeowner 
or to the citizen your point of view; but 
you did work with me on this, and you 
thought that this kind of transparency 
was good. 

I do commend you because I know 
that you have worked directly with 
some of your constituents. We found 
out, aS we talked with you, that you 
had helped 18 people with loan modi- 
fications and that you were willing to 
contact the servicers. As you know, 
there are those who tell us that we 
shouldn’t be doing any of this, but I 
think you and I agree that we should 
offer some assistance to the home- 
owners who contact us. 

I would like to thank you for that. 

Mr. BACHUS. Thank you. 

If I continue to have time, let me say 
this in closing: I do want to caution 
Members that it is not an obligation of 
Congress or of Members of Congress— 
and I think Ms. WATERS would agree— 
to intervene and to suggest to the lend- 
ers that they do anything other than 
give due consideration. We simply put 
them in communication. Now, we will 
help them with the applications, but I 
think it is important, in all our deal- 
ings, that we do not try to intervene in 
legal obligations or in any way appear 
to coerce or influence that outcome. 

I think this is a very good amend- 
ment, and I would encourage Members 
to support it. There are also VA pro- 
grams and FHA programs that we can 
put borrowers in touch with. This, I be- 
lieve, is an amendment I will support. 

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment, as modified, offered 
by the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. WATERS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Chair, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment, as modi- 
fied, offered by the gentlewoman from 
California will be postponed. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. LYNCH of 
Massachusetts. 

Amendment No. 6 by Ms. WATERS of 
California, as modified. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for the second electronic vote 
in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. LYNCH 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
LYNCH) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 
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RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 184, noes 248, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 168] 


AYES—184 

Ackerman Davis (CA) Jackson Lee 
Andrews Davis (IL) (TX) 
Baca DeFazio Johnson (GA) 
Baldwin DeGette Johnson, E. B. 
Bass (CA) DeLauro Kaptur 
Becerra Deutch Keating 
Berkley Dicks Kildee 
Berman Dingell Kind 
Bishop (GA) Doggett Kissell 
Bishop (NY) Donnelly (IN) Kucinich 
Blumenauer Doyle Langevin 
Boren Edwards Larsen (WA) 
PEAREN Ellison Бао ne 

rady ее 
Вга1еу (ТА) st die Levin 
Brown (FL) Farr Lewis (GA) 
Butterfield Fattah Lipinski 
Capps a Loebsack 
Capuano Filner Lofgren, Zoe 
Cardoza Frank (MA) Lowey | 
Сагпаһап AA Е Lujan 
Carney Lynch 
Carson (IN) Gonzalez Maloney 
Castor (FL) Green, Al Markey 
Chandler Green, Gene Matheson 
Chu Grijalva Matsui 
Cicilline Gutierrez McCarthy (NY) 
Clarke (MI) Hanabusa McCollum 
Clarke (NY) Harris McDermott 
Clay Hastings (FL) McGovern 
Cleaver Heinrich McIntyre 
Clyburn а McNerney 
Cohen imes Meeks 
Connolly (VA) Hinchey Michaud 
Conyers Hinojosa Miller (NC) 
Cooper Hirono Miller, George 
Costa Holden Moore 
Costello Holt Moran 
Courtney Honda Murphy (CT) 
Critz Hoyer Nadler 
Crowley Inslee Napolitano 
Cuellar Israel Neal 
Cummings Jackson (IL) Olver 


Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 

Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 


Ryan (OH) 

Sanchez, Linda 
E 

Sanchez, Loretta 

Sarbanes 

Schakowsky 

Schiff 

Schwartz 

Scott (VA) 

Scott, David 

Serrano 

Sewell 

Sherman 

Sires 

Slaughter 

Speier 

Stark 

Sutton 

Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (М8) 


NOES—243 


Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
Е. 
Маск 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
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Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 


McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
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Stivers Upton Wittman 
Stutzman Walberg Wolf 
Sullivan Walden Womack 
Terry Walsh (IL) Woodall 
Thompson (PA) Webster Yoder 
Thornberry West Young (AK) 
Tiberi Westmoreland Youne (FL) 
Tipton Whitfield 

Turner Wilson (SC) Тоше N) 


NOT VOTING—5 


Diaz-Balart Manzullo Smith (WA) 
Giffords Reyes 
1553 

Messrs. DUFFY, ROGERS of Ala- 
bama, HUNTER, DENHAM, BROOKS, 
TIPTON, TERRY, LAMBORN, 
McHENRY, ROONEY, and Mrs. 
MYRICK changed their vote from 
“ауе” to Sng? 

Messrs. GARAMENDI, CARSON of 


Indiana, DINGELL, DOGGETT, and Ms. 
SPEIER changed their vote from “по” 
to “ауе.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS, AS 
MODIFIED 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
WATERS), as modified, on which further 
proceedings were postponed and on 
which the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 5- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 278, noes 147, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 169] 


AYES—278 
Ackerman Butterfield Critz 
Aderholt Calvert Crowley 
Akin Camp Cuellar 
Alexander Canseco Cummings 
Andrews Capito Davis (CA) 
Austria Capps Davis (IL) 
Baca Capuano Davis (KY) 
Bachus Cardoza DeFazio 
Baldwin Carnahan DeGette 
Barletta Carney DeLauro 
Barrow Carson (IN) Dent 
Bartlett Cassidy Deutch 
Bass (CA) Castor (FL) Dicks 
Bass (NH) Chaffetz Dingell 
Becerra Chu Doggett 
Benishek Cicilline Dold 
Berg Clarke (MI) Donnelly (IN) 
Berkley Clarke (NY) Doyle 
Berman Clay Dreier 
Biggert Cleaver Duncan (TN) 
Bilbray Clyburn Edwards 
Bilirakis Cohen Ellison 
Bishop (GA) Cole Emerson 
Bishop (NY) Connolly (VA) Engel 
Blumenauer Conyers Eshoo 
Bonner Costa Farenthold 
Boswell Costello Farr 
Boustany Courtney Fattah 
Brady (PA) Cravaack Filner 
Braley (ТА) Crawford Fitzpatrick 
Brown (FL) Crenshaw Flake 
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Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Gerlach 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Grijalva 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 


Adams 
Altmire 
Amash 
Bachmann 
Barton (TX) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Campbell 
Cantor 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Culberson 
Denham 
DesJarlais 


Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nugent 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Platts 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 


NOES—147 


Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 

Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 

Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 

Gibbs 

Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gosar 

Gowdy 

Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith (VA) 
Guthrie 

Hal 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
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Rohrabacher 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sanchez, Linda 
Т: 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schock 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Speier 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 


Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKinley 
Mica 
Mulvaney 


Murphy (PA) Roby Simpson 
Myrick Roe (TN) Smith (NE) 
Neugebauer Rogers (MI) Southerland 
Noem Rokita Stutzman 
Nunes Rooney Sullivan 
Owens Ros-Lehtinen Terry 
Palazzo Roskam Thompson (PA) 
Paul Ross (FL) Thornberry 
Pearce Royce Walberg 
Pence Runyan Walsh (IL) 
Peterson Scalise 
Pitts Schilling Webster 
Pompeo Schmidt West 
Posey Schrader Westmoreland 
Price (GA) Scott (SC) Wilson (SC) 
Quayle Scott, Austin Yoder 
Reed Sensenbrenner Young (AK) 
Rehberg Sessions Young (FL) 
Ribble Shuler Young (IN) 
Rivera Shuster 
NOT VOTING—7 
Giffords Marchant Smith (WA) 
Hurt Poe (TX) 
Manzullo Reyes 
1559 
So the amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Chair, on rollcall 
No. 169 | was unavoidably detained. Had | 
been present, | would have voted “yes.” 

Stated against: 

Mr. HURT. Madam Chair, on rollcall 
No. 169, I was unavoidably detained. 
Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘no.’ 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
CHAFFETZ) having assumed the chair, 
Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Acting Chair 
of the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con- 
sideration the bill (H.R. 830) to rescind 
the unobligated funding for the FHA 
Refinance Program and to terminate 
the program, and, pursuant to House 
Resolution 150, reported the bill back 
to the House with an amendment 
adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment re- 
ported from the Committee of the 
Whole? 

If not, the question is on the com- 
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

motion to recommit at the desk. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. DEUTCH. I am, in its current 
form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Deutch moves to recommit the bill, 
H.R. 830, to the Committee on Financial 
Services with instructions to report the 
same back to the House forthwith with the 
following amendments: 

In section 3(b), before “shall continue” in- 
sert the following: ‘‘, and any amounts made 
available for use under such Program pursu- 
ant to subsection (d),’’. 

In section 3(c), after ‘‘such enactment,” in- 
sert ‘‘or pursuant to a commitment to insure 
made pursuant amounts made available for 
use under such Program pursuant to sub- 
section (d),”’ 

In section 3, strike subsection (d) and in- 
sert the following new subsection: 

(d) CONTINUATION OF PROGRAM FOR SENIOR 
HOMEOWNERS.— 

(1) IDENTIFICATION OF AMOUNTS FOR 
REFINANCINGS FOR SENIOR HOMEOWNERS.—Not 
later than the expiration of the 180-day pe- 
riod beginning on the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall— 

(A) determine the amount necessary to 
provide assistance under the FHA Refinance 
Program described in subsection (a) to senior 
homeowners (as such term is defined in para- 
graph (3) of this subsection); and 

(B) submit notice of such determination to 
the Congress that specifies such amount. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Ef- 
fective upon the submission to the Congress 
by the Secretary of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment of the notice required under para- 
graph (1), there is authorized to be appro- 
priated, for assistance under the FHA Refi- 
nance Program referred to in section 2 only 
for mortgages for senior homeowners, the 
amount identified in such notice. 

(3) SENIOR HOMEOWNER.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘‘senior home- 
owner” means a homeowner who is a mem- 
ber of a household composed of one or more 
persons at least one of whom is 62 years of 
age or older. 

Mr. DEUTCH (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to dispense with the reading. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Florida is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, I present 
an amendment to this legislation that 
will help the seniors who built America 
from the bottom up. This amendment 
provides us with an opportunity not to 
stall this bill, but improve it, right 
here and right now. The contributions 
of the men and women who became 
known as America’s greatest genera- 
tion should humble us all. 

As teenagers, Mr. Speaker, they con- 
fronted unspeakable evil and endured 
incredible sacrifices during World War 
II. In the aftermath of the Great De- 
pression, their love of country and 
commitment to hard work created the 
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world’s most vibrant economy. They 
were doctors and nurses, teachers and 
engineers, steelworkers and pipefitters, 
secretaries and truck drivers. Today, 
they are seniors who deserve to live 
their retirement years with dignity 
and self-sufficiency. 

Unfortunately, throughout the finan- 
cial crisis and this devastating reces- 
sion, seniors have often gone forgotten. 
For many, their pensions have dried up 
or come under attack. Their life sav- 
ings were decimated by recklessness on 
Wall Street. They have not received a 
Social Security cost of living increase 
for 2 years. Finally, Mr. Speaker, their 
homes, often their last standing pillar 
of equity and economic security, have 
lost their value through no fault of 
their own. 

The community of South Florida I 
am so privileged to represent is home 
to one of our Nation’s largest popu- 
lations of retirees. But it is also ground 
zero for the foreclosure crisis. In 2010, 
Mr. Speaker, South Florida outpaced 
the Nation for new foreclosure filings. 
The counties of Palm Beach, Broward, 
and Miami Dade have suffered the ma- 
jority of these foreclosures in Florida, 
and my office fields calls from strug- 
gling homeowners every day. 

Statewide in Florida, nearly 1 mil- 
lion families and seniors have lost 
their homes since 2009. Today, nearly 
half of all Florida homeowners are un- 
derwater on their mortgages. They owe 
banks more money than their homes 
are now worth. Through no fault of 
their own, thousands of seniors who 
built this Nation face the tragedy of 
losing their homes. 

Now, America’s greatest generation 
has never been one to ask for handouts, 
and today is no exception. What we 
have the opportunity to do here today 
is to give our seniors a chance—a 
chance—to rearrange their deal with 
their lenders, make their payments, 
and keep their homes. The mortgage 
program abolished by the bill needs to 
be fixed. So let’s start by fixing it for 
seniors, as my proposal will do. 

Before us is a real opportunity to 
amend these programs for the future. 
It will not send this legislation back to 
committee. It will not stall this bill. It 
will simply preserve these mortgage 
modification programs for seniors and 
open the door to improving these ini- 
tiatives. 

According to leading economists, 
high foreclosure rates and our strug- 
gling housing sector remain the biggest 
challenge to our economic recovery. In 
Florida, with unemployment at 12 per- 
cent, the real estate industry is so in- 
tegral to our economy, we must stem 
foreclosures in order to grow the pri- 
vate sector and create jobs. We can 
begin stabilizing the housing market 
today and do right by Americans who 
made this country great for every one 
of us in this Chamber. 

Seniors answered the call of Uncle 
Sam every week of their working lives, 
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paying taxes for America’s schools, 
roads, military and health care. When 
asked to serve, these Americans always 
said yes. Now, when these same men 
and women are asking for a modest 
amount of time to renegotiate in good 
faith, to prevent foreclosure, to remain 
self-sufficient as retirees, what answer 
will this body give them? 

Every day, it seems, mortgage lend- 
ers have their day in Washington. 
Every day, Wall Street executives have 
their day in Washington. Every day, 
Mr. Speaker, banks have their day in 
Washington. Isn’t it time to give the 
seniors who made America great their 
day in our Nation’s capital? 

Let’s make today a day for the peo- 
ple who rebuilt this country after the 
Great Depression, who started the busi- 
nesses small and large so important to 
our economy, the people who are our 
parents and our children’s grand- 
parents, who served our nation, who 
made America what it is today, the 
people who taught us what it means to 
be Americans. They’re not asking for 
credit or recognition or attention, but 
we owe it to them to honor their life- 
times of hard work and responsibility 
and decency by making it possible for 
them to live out the rest of their lives 
with four walls around them and a roof 
over their heads. 

Vote “yes” on this amendment. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Alabama is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, this is 
simply a procedural measure to stop 
this legislation which cuts yet again 
another wasteful government program. 
This program has already allocated $50 
million and it has only helped 42 Amer- 
ican families. Do that math. It author- 
izes $8 billion. That’s at a time when 
this country has a record deficit for 
this year. 
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And yet they don’t get the message, 
my Democratic colleagues. They sim- 
ply do not realize this money goes to 
the lender, this goes to the banks, 
that’s who the checks are made out to. 
And who pays for it? The taxpayers. 
And, ultimately, this is who pays for 
it: our children and our grandchildren. 
We can’t pay it back because we bor- 
row 42 cents out of every dollar. And 
let me tell you, a lot of them have 
grandparents. When you talk about 
seniors, let’s talk about our children 
and our grandchildren. Let’s talk about 
that we’re endangering their future. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. GRIMM). 

Mr. GRIMM. Thank you, Chairman 
BACHUS. 

You know, I just came back from my 
district in Staten Island and Brooklyn, 
and I visited several senior centers. 
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And ГІ tell you, the seniors are nerv- 
ous, they’re worried. You know what 
their number one fear is? Their number 
one fear is that their children and 
grandchildren will not have the oppor- 
tunities that they had. I heard count- 
less story after story that their chil- 
dren are out of work. So when I hear 
about another failed program, I think 
of the mandate—and it was a mandate. 
I’m not sure if everyone in this room 
heard it in this Chamber, but I heard 
it—and the mandate was very simple: 
cut the spending, grow the economy, 
and create jobs. 

This program is broken, and to think 
that somehow suddenly—miracu- 
lously—it’s going to work for seniors is 
outrageous. And I have to tell you, I 
cannot, in good conscience, go back to 
my district, go back to those senior 
centers, look those seniors in the eye 
and tell them that I supported another 
failed program because someone stood 
up and said, well, it’s for seniors. You 
can label it any way you want, you can 
put anything you want on this, but at 
the end of the day it’s a failed program. 

And for that reason, I strongly urge 
my colleagues to support the chairman 
and end this reckless spending. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for any electronic vote on the 
question of passage. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 185, noes 248, 
not voting 4, as follows: 

[Roll No. 170] 


AYES—185 
Ackerman Chu Dingell 
Andrews Cicilline Doggett 
Baca Clarke (MI) Donnelly (IN) 
Baldwin Clarke (NY) Doyle 
Barrow Clay Edwards 
Bass (CA) Cleaver Ellison 
Becerra Clyburn Engel 
Berkley Cohen Eshoo 
Berman Connolly (VA) Farr 
Bishop (GA) Conyers Fattah 
Bishop (NY) Cooper Filner 
Blumenauer Costa Frank (MA) 
Boswell Costello Fudge 
Brady (PA) Courtney Garamendi 
Braley (ТА) Critz Gonzalez 
Brown (FL) Crowley Green, Al 
Butterfield Cuellar Green, Gene 
Capps Cummings Grijalva 
Capuano Davis (CA) Gutierrez 
Cardoza Davis (IL) Hanabusa 
Carnahan DeFazio Hastings (FL) 
Carney DeGette Heinrich 
Carson (IN) DeLauro Higgins 
Castor (FL) Deutch Himes 
Chandler Dicks Hinchey 
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Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 


McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
Te 
Sanchez, Loretta 


NOES—243 


Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hal 
Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 

Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 

Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
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Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 


Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 


Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 


Giffords 
Manzullo 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There is 1 minute left in the 


vote. 


So the motion to recommit was re- 


jected. 


The result of the vote was announced 


Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 


NOT VOTING—4 


Reyes 
Smith (WA) 
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as above recorded. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


question is on the passage of the bill. 


The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 


the ayes appeared to have it. 


RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 


A recorded vote was ordered. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


will be a 5-minute vote. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 256, noes 171, 


not voting 5, as follows: 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 


[Roll No. 171] 
AYES—256 


Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carney 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 


Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 


The 


This 


Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Jordan 

Kelly 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 

Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 

Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (ТА) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
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Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 


NOES—171 


Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 

Honda 
Hoyer 


Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
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Moran Rothman (NJ) Sutton 
Murphy (CT) Roybal-Allard Thompson (CA) 
Nadler Ruppersberger Thompson (MS) 
Napolitano Rush Tierney 
Neal Ryan (OH) Tonko 
Olver Sanchez, Linda Towns 
Pallone Ty Tsongas 
Pascrell Sanchez, Loretta Van Hollen 
Pastor (AZ) Sarbanes Velazquez 
Payne Schakowsky Visclosky 
Pelosi Schiff Wasserman 
Perlmutter Schwartz Schultz 
Peters Scott (VA) Waters 
Pingree (ME) Scott, David Watt 
Polis Serrano Waxman 
Price (NC) Sewell Weiner 
Quigley Sherman Welch 
Rahall Sires Wilson (FL) 
Rangel Slaughter Woolsey 
Richardson Speier Wu 
Richmond Stark Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—5 
Farr Manzullo Smith (WA) 
Giffords Reyes 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There is 1 minute left in the 
vote. 
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Mr. McINTYRE changed his vote 
from “ауе” to “по.” 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


AUTHORIZING THE CLERK ТО 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN- 
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 830, FHA RE- 
FINANCE PROGRAM TERMI- 
NATION ACT 


Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the engross- 
ment of H.R. 830, the Clerk be author- 
ized to correct section numbers, punc- 
tuation, and cross-references, and to 
make such other technical and con- 
forming changes as may be necessary 
to accurately reflect the actions of the 
House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 


EE 
UNEMPLOYMENT IN AMERICA 


(Mr. JACKSON of Illinois asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, last month our Nation created 
200,000 new jobs. That’s good news. But 
our country needs to create 335,000 jobs 
per month to keep up with population 
growth and to reduce unemployment to 
what it was before the recession. In 
communities like mine, unemployment 
is at least 15 percent, and the numbers 
do not include those who stopped look- 
ing for a job. 

In order to hear the stories of the un- 
employed Americans, I have asked 
them to send me their resumes to 
resumesforAmerica@mail.house.gov so 
I can submit them for the RECORD. 
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I heard from Peter Haas of Parlin, 
New Jersey, who said, “Т am sending 
out resumes every day. No response 
from any company out there. I think 
no company is hiring at all. No re- 
sponse, not even an email.” 

Ms. Christine Stumpf of Chicago said 
she’s had only one phone interview ina 
year of looking, and she can hardly be- 
lieve it. 

Why is it so hard to find work? 
Maybe it’s because the unemployed are 
not even being considered for many 
jobs. It’s been reported that some com- 
panies will not even accept applica- 
tions or grant interviews to those cur- 
rently without a job. 

I hope unemployed Americans will 
send me their resumes and stories to 
resumesforAmerica@mail.house.gov to 
keep stories of the unemployed in front 
of our government, in front of Demo- 
crats and Republicans. 

PETER HAAS 

14 Skytop Gardens Apt. 4 

Parlin, NJ 08859 

Cell: (949) 878-1953, 

Home: (782) 588-5145, 

E-mail: ph@phpeterhaas.com 

SIGNIFICANT EXPERIENCE: 
11/89—08/2006 THE WALDORF-ASTORIA IN NEW YORK 
HILTON HOTEL 
Director—Food & Beverage Operations (6 years) 

Assessed company staffing needs and re- 
cruited staff through various methods 

Coordinated the successful and complete 
training for 140 or more employees within 
the establishment 

Successfully trained team members on cus- 
tomer service, teamwork, and leadership in 
the hotel 

Assisted with training, monitoring, and de- 
veloping employee skills within all service 
departments 

Implemented policies and procedures for 
the restaurants, bars, and banquets within 
the Waldorf Astoria 

Monitored compliance with health and fire 
regulations regarding food preparation and 
serving, and building maintenance in lodging 
and dining facilities 

Performed all aspects of marketing and 
promotions for restaurants, bars, cocktail 
lounge, and banquets 

Reviewed operational procedures to deter- 
mine ways to improve services, performance, 
and safety 

Estimated food, liquor, wine, and other 
beverage consumption to anticipate amounts 
to be purchased and used for food & beverage 
operations within the hotel 

Successfully maintained and updated food, 
wine, liqueur, and equipment inventories in 
a monthly time 

Monitored budget and payroll records and 
review financial transactions to ensure that 
expenditures are authorized and budgeted 
Restaurant Manager—Managed_ restaurants, 

bars, fine dining, and casual dining (5 
years) 

Coached assistant managers and super- 
visors on management and communication 
skills 

Successfully maintained all service stand- 
ards according to Hilton Restaurant services 
and policies 

Trained, supervised and evaluated new 
staff for restaurant operation and services 

Monitored restaurant sales activities to 
ensure customer satisfaction and service 
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Maintained quality control by evaluating 
satisfaction records with restaurant sales 
and constantly sought new ways to improve 
employee performance and service 


Banquet Manager—Managed all banquet func- 
tions, liquor purchase, inventory, and sales 
(5 years) 

Directed recruitment and retention of new 
employees or potential supervisors and cur- 
rent employees 

Monitored all sales distribution through- 
out the hotel and customers satisfactory in 
banquet services 

Successfully improved banquet operations 
and customer satisfaction within the ban- 
quet department 

Monitored the budget for any banquet 
function within the client’s arrangement and 
negotiated event 

Quickly and effectively solved customers’ 
questions, comments, and concerns 


Steward Department Manager—Managed res- 
taurant, banquet, and kitchen supplies (2 
years) 


Assigned employees to specific duties to 
maintain quality service throughout the 
hotel 

Ensured all health regulations are main- 
tained and updated within the establishment 

Tracked inventory stock and reordered as 
inventory dropped to a specific level 

Responsible for restaurant, kitchen, and 
banquet supplies within the Waldorf Astoria 

Coached steward supervisors on manage- 
ment and communication skills within the 
department 

Responsible for scheduling, budgeting, and 
training employees for safety regulations, 
standards within the steward department 

Performed weekly department meetings to 
evaluate ways to improve service standards 

Ensured that all requisitions and services 
are completed according to Hilton Hotel 
policies and standards 

Maintained acknowledged all sanitation, 
dishwashing maintenance, and safety stand- 
ards 


(MOST RECENT EXPERIENCE: 04/06-03/09) 


04/2006—01/2008 ECOLAB CORPORATION IN AUSTRIA- 
VIENNA 


(Moved to Vienna to be near family when 
mother ill) 
http://www.ecolab.com/ 


District Manager—For Hospitality Services & 
Business Development 


Contacted strategic business and oper- 
ational projects, managed public and invest- 
ment relationships, prepared presentation, 
and developed business plans directly for the 
CEO 

Managed 90-110 employees and engaged in 
frequent customer contact, collaboration, 
and feedback 

Planned and directed staffing, training, 
and performance evaluations to develop and 
control sales and service programs 

Appointed as lead trainer for all company 
products and services within the establish- 
ment 

Recommended the correct use of proper 
chemicals and products in customers’ envi- 
ronment 

Maintained basic knowledge of operation, 
cleaning, and maintenance of various dish- 
washing machines and equipments 

Reviewed operational records and reports 
to project sales determine profitability 

Formulated plans to extend business with 
new established customers 

Managed all customer accounts in sales 
and marketing for better business develop- 
ment 
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Arranged weekly department meetings to 
improve customer service and satisfactory 

Reviewed monthly forecast and reports 
how to expand customer’s needs and solu- 
tions 

02/2008-03/2009 PC-MALL CORPORATION IN IRVINE, 

CALIFORNIA 

(Took position due to downturn in hospi- 
tality employment opportunities. Although 
successful, too much travel involved.) 

http://resources.bnet.com/topi/ 
pe+mall+inc,html.com 
Senior Account Manager—For Sales & Mar- 

keting Research and Business Development 

Conducted research to identify potential 
markets for products and services within the 
United States 

Consistently demonstrated excellent com- 
munication skills, customer service, team- 
work, and leadership 

Successfully refined and implemented new 
projects to improve operation and customer 
service 

Prospected and profiled current customers’ 
account information through any new 
projects 

Formulated plans to extend business with 
new and established customers 

Negotiated contracts with customers and 
vendors to manage product distributions 

Marketed hardware and software products 
for customer solutions via e-mail and tele- 
phone 

Directed and coordinated activities involv- 
ing sales of manufactured products or other 
subjects of sale 

Visited franchise dealers to stimulate in- 
terest in establishment or expansion of leas- 
ing programs 

Represented company at trade association 
meetings to promote products and company 
services 

SCHOOL EDUCATION AND CERTIFICATIONS 

Hotel & Resort Hospitality Administra- 
tion, Graduate School—Manhattan College, 
New York City 

New York Hotel & Motel Trades Council— 
Professional Labor & Delegate Training Pro- 
gram 

Master’s Degree in Electrical Engineering, 
Institute of Electrical Engineering College, 
Austria—Graz 

Professional Sales & Marketing Asset Man- 
agement, Graduate School, Germany—Ham- 
burg BMG 

Professional Institute of Graduate School, 
Masters of Electrical Building Engineering, 
Austria—Graz 

SPOKEN LANGUAGES: 


German & English—Some Spanish 


PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

2010 TO PRESENT—EXAMINER.COM, CHICAGO, IL 
Chicago Community Life Examiner 

Write online articles about events, places 
and people in Chicago 
2007 TO 2010—INTERPARK (RETAIL PARKING COM- 

PANY, A SUBSIDIARY OF GENERAL ELECTRIC), 

CHICAGO IL 
Executive Assistant 

Supported six key executives including the 
general counsel and the heads of asset man- 
agement, acquisitions and dispositions, and 
engineering 

Made travel, meeting and conference call 
arrangements; managed calendars for every- 
one in the department 

Processed expense reports and check req- 
uisitions for each member of the team; per- 
formed billing and collection projects 

Created marketing presentations, 
directories; typed documents and 
respondence for the team 


forms, 
cor- 
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Processed legal, real estate and human re- 
sources issues 

Did on-going research projects related to 
company’s many real estate holdings 

Assisted with closings by coordinating and 
typing large volumes of legal documents 
Key Accomplishments: 


Reorganized, catalogued and maintained 
confidential departmental electronic and 
hard files (legal and corporate documents) 

Created online picture gallery of properties 
for company-wide use 

Reduced costs by finding ways to save 
money, including subscription consolidation 
and bulk ordering 

Oversaw implementation of ТТ processes 
(1.е., Instant Messaging) to boost team effi- 
ciency and trained team 
2005 TO 2007—FISHER AND SHAPIRO, LLC (BANK- 

RUPTCY AND FORECLOSURE LAW), CHICAGO, IL 
Executive Legal Secretary 

Supported attorneys, helped head account- 
ant, processed evictions and assisted with 
real estate closings; planned events; main- 
tained office needs 

Opened files; prepared court documents; 
billed clients; sent out mailings; handled 
calls 

Served as a closing assistant: Opened and 
processed closing files, interacting with cli- 
ents, title companies, real estate brokers, at- 
torneys, closers; created and maintained 
hard files and database; ordered title and 
other pertinent documents; typed closing 
documents; billed and closed files 

Served as an eviction specialist: Opened 
and processed eviction cases from start to 
finish, interacting with clients, attorneys, 
title companies, real estate brokers, county 
clerks and sheriffs; researched foreclosure 
cases; created and kept hard files and data- 
base current, including client websites; cal- 
culated bills and invoiced clients; closed 
cases 


Key Accomplishment: 

Saved thousands of dollars by identifying 
accounting errors while assisting head ac- 
countant with monthly balancing of the 
books 
2003 TO 2004—MID-NORTH FINANCIAL SERVICES, 

INC. (COMMERCIAL MORTGAGE LOANS), CHI- 

CAGO, IL 
Assistant Loan Servicing Officer 

Processed insurance portion of new mort- 
gage loans and served as liaison between 
company, borrowers and insurance agencies 

Paid insurance premiums and claims 

Analyzed escrow accounts and filed quar- 
terly and annual reports 

2001 ТО 2002—NEAR NORTH INSURANCE/NEAR 

NORTH TITLE, CHICAGO, IL 


Sales Assistant/Marketing Representative 

Supported Director of Marketing and staff 
in promoting and generating business 

Participated in sales calls, presentations, 
meetings and oversaw successful client 
events; distributed client gifts/promo items; 
sent out mass mailings; handled client or- 
ders 
Key Accomplishments: 

Reduced the problem of work overload in 
the typing pool by volunteering to type title 
commitments and policies during slower 
times 

Reorganized the hard files in the Mar- 
keting Department 

2000 TO 2001—U.S. BANCORP PIPER JAFFRAY 
(INVESTMENT BANKING), CHICAGO, IL 
Executive Assistant 


Supported two investment bankers and an 
analyst in the public finance sector by gener- 
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ating municipal transaction and sales bul- 
letins 

Tended calendars; arranged travel, meet- 
ings and conference calls 

Performed check requisition and expense 
reporting 

Typed correspondence, 
tracts and proposals 

Prepared marketing presentations 


Key Accomplishments: 


Reorganized the bankers’ filing systems 
Performed special research projects uti- 
lizing the Internet and Bloomberg terminals 


1997 TO 2000—-TMP WORLDWIDE (FORMERLY LAI) 
(EXECUTIVE SEARCH), CHICAGO, IL 


Administrative Assistant 


Coordinated travel, meetings, conference 
calls; scheduled candidate interviews; main- 
tained recruiters’ calendars 

Handled expenses for consultants, 
didates; invoiced clients; paid bills 

Prepared marketing presentations; typed 
correspondence, resumes, contracts 

Assisted partner with entrepreneurial 
start-up businesses including extensive 
Internet research and study 

1995 ТО 1997—RUSSELL REYNOLDS ASSOCIATES 

(EXECUTIVE SEARCH), CHICAGO, IL 
Administrative Assistant 


Coordinated travel, meetings, conference 
calls; scheduled candidate interviews; main- 
tained recruiters’ calendars 

Handled expenses for consultants, 
didates; invoiced clients; paid bills 

Prepared marketing presentations; typed 
correspondence, resumes, contracts 


EDUCATION 


Associate’s Degree in Science, Clinical Die- 
tetic Technology, Kettering College of Med- 
ical Arts, Kettering, OH 


regulatory con- 


can- 


can- 


Northern [Illinois University, 2 years, 
DeKalb, IL 
Triton College, 1 year, River Grove, IL 
SKILLS 


Computer programs and applications in- 
clude: Windows MS Office (Word, Excel, 
PowerPoint, Outlook); Lotus Notes; DOS 
WordPerfect & Lotus 1-2-8; DeltaView, 
Workshare; CMS, PerfectPractice, Mortgage 
Computer, Vantive, AS 400, DataBase IV; 
Etrack; Bloomberg; RE/Xplorer, eMLS; 
Internet research (including 
Munistatements), etc. 

Typing speed 80+ wpm 

Transcription: shorthand, dictaphone 


EES 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind all persons in the 
gallery that they are here as guests of 
the House and any manifestation of ap- 
proval or disapproval of proceedings is 
in violation of the rules of the House. 


EE 
1640 
THE U.S. ECONOMY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HULTGREN). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. AKIN) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. AKIN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

We are going to talk for a little while 
here this afternoon about a subject 


March 10, 2011 


that is on, I think, everybody’s minds 
regardless of their political affili- 
ations. The more we look at it, the 
more significant it seems to be—in 
fact, the more frightening it seems to 
be. It is the simple situation with our 
economy and the level of what the gov- 
ernment is doing in the ‘‘spending 
money” department. This, of course, 
ties into the job situation in America. 
The many people who are looking for 
work, some of the businesses that are 
struggling as well as the families who 
are struggling, all of it is tied together 
in the economy. It is also, of course, 
tied to the Federal Government and its 
spending. 

What I’m going to try to do is paint 
a picture in simple terms. Sometimes 
economists make things seem a little 
bit too complicated. This doesn’t have 
to be so complicated. In fact, the less 
complicated it is, the less frightening 
it becomes. So, first of all, Га like to 
talk about some words that we use in 
Washington that we maybe aren’t fa- 
miliar with here, particularly our 
freshman Members. The first word is 
“entitlements.” 

I’m an engineer by training, so ‘‘enti- 
tlements”’ you could think of as a ma- 
chine. In fact, it’s a little bit like those 
machines in bathrooms, and when you 
put your hands in front of them, they 
spit out those brown paper towels you 
see. In fact, the entitlements we’re 
talking about here spit out dollar bills. 
What happened is a legislator or a leg- 
islature maybe 30 years ago created 
some bill which automatically gives 
money to certain people who come and 
put their hands in front of the ma- 
chine. Of these entitlements, the big- 
gest ones are Social Security, Medicare 
and Medicaid. These are programs that 
have been around for quite a while, but 
they’re a little bit like that, if you 
think of them as things that spend 
money automatically. So those of us 
here on the floor of the Congress talk 
about whether we’re going to fund this 
or fund that or how we’re going to run 
the government. These things were cre- 
ated a long time ago, and they just 
keep on running and spending money. 
Those are called ‘‘entitlements.”’ 

There is another thing that is like 
the entitlements, and it is the interest 
on our debt. When the U.S. Govern- 
ment issues a Treasury bill, the Treas- 
ury bill is supposed to pay some inter- 
est. It’s a little bit like that machine 
in that it spits out some dollar bills. It, 
like an entitlement, is something 
that’s spending money. 

Now, here is the thing that I think is 
frightening, and I think you’ll think 
it’s frightening as you give this a little 
bit of thought, and this isn’t sometime 
way out in the future but, rather, just 
this year. If you add up the Social Se- 
curity, the Medicare, the Medicaid, and 
the other entitlements—there are some 
other smaller entitlements—and if you 
put those together with the interest on 
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our debt, it comes to $2.2 trillion. I 
don’t know what $2.2 trillion is in 
terms of trying to visualize the money, 
but it’s very easy to visualize this. $2.2 
trillion is also the total revenue that 
the Federal Government brings in in 
taxes, so that makes it easier to see. In 
other words, these entitlements and 
the interest on the debt, $2.2 trillion, is 
the same thing as the revenue that we 
get in from taxes. 

Now, why is that frightening? 

It’s because it doesn’t include two 
other things: the defense budget and 
what’s called non-defense discre- 
tionary. 

So what are these two things over 
here? 

The defense budget is pretty obvious. 
Obviously, it’s tanks and airplanes and 
ships. It’s men with rifles, and it’s our 
national security. That’s a piece of 
that, and you can see that it’s almost 
$700 billion. Then non-defense would be 
things like the building that we’re in. 
It would be the Capitol building. It 
would be the Federal parks. It would be 
the Federal prisons. It would be the De- 
partment of Energy or Commerce or 
Justice or Education. All those dif- 
ferent government things that we 
spend money on are in this non-de- 
fense. 

In other words, if you want to bal- 
ance the budget today, what do you 
have to do? 

What you’d have to do would be to 
cut defense to zero: not one soldier, not 
one rifle left, not one uniform. You cut 
that to zero, but that’s not enough. 
Then you’d cut the rest of the stuff the 
government is spending money on. 
You’d close this building down, the 
Capitol. You’d close the Senate and the 
House down. You’d close down the Fed- 
eral parks. You’d close down all of 
those different departments, those of 
Commerce, Justice, Education, Energy, 
and all those things. You’d close them 
all down. When those are all zero, you 
will have a balanced budget. 

How is that going to work? Not very 
well. 

That’s why I say what we’re dealing 
with is a far bigger problem than, I be- 
lieve, most Americans are aware of. If 
you think about that, you ask: How in 
the world can our government and how 
can America continue when we're 
doing this? 

As I’ve said, I’m a conservative Re- 
publican. These aren’t Republican or 
Democrat numbers. These are just the 
numbers. This is just our country. This 
is a country that we inherited. This is 
really our country, and these are what 
the numbers look like. So this is pretty 
frightening. What that means is we’re 
going into debt, deeper and deeper into 
debt at an incredible rate right now, 
trying to do something that mechani- 
cally, economically, mathematically 
just will not work. That’s the nature of 
the problem. 

So, if anybody has a little bit of 
sense of intuition, if anybody has a 
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good American spirit, one of the first 
things you ask when you see a good 
problem is: Oh, how can we fix the 
problem? Because this is something all 
of us have to deal with. Let’s take a 
look at what the possibilities are. 

The real possibilities remind me a 
little bit of all of these kinds of funny 
weight-watching programs that are out 
there. I always think it’s sort of inter- 
esting when people say they’re going to 
go on a low-carb diet or this diet or 
that diet or something. When you come 
to be a little bit older, such as I am, 
you’re really faced with two realities. 
You either get more exercise or you 
don’t eat so much. It’s about that sim- 
ple. You don’t have to have a lot of 
fancy dietary programs. 

This situation suggests that it’s kind 
of simple. It’s either don’t spend as 
much money or tax everybody a whole 
lot more. The trouble is, in this situa- 
tion, the ‘‘tax everybody a whole lot 
more” doesn’t really work. Let me ex- 
plain why it doesn’t. We’ll take a look 
at another chart. 

What happens to our economy is that 
we have these different taxes that we 
run. In spite of all the different taxes— 
sometimes we raise them and some- 
times we lower them—what the experi- 
ence of the Federal Government has 
been is that our revenue kind of comes 
in at this 18 percent average. So you 
say, Well, look. We’ve got way too 
much spending and not enough revenue 
coming in, and we need an extra $1.5 
trillion in revenue, so we’re going to 
just raise taxes about 30 percent. The 
trouble is, if you do raise the taxes, 
you don’t get more revenue coming in. 
That’s sort of a weird thing, isn’t it? 
Let’s talk about that for just a minute. 

Why would it be that if you raise 
taxes the government wouldn’t get 
more revenue? 

The reason is, if you tax the economy 
to a certain degree, then you start to 
collapse the jobs and the economy. The 
economy goes south. When it does, it 
stalls, and you don’t get as much tax 
revenue. Think about it this way. Га 
like to explain it by just having you 
picture yourself, if you will, as being 
king for a year and that your job is to 
try to raise some tax revenue for your 
kingdom. 
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And the only thing you can do is to 
tax a loaf of bread. And so you start 
thinking in your mind about this. You 
say, well let’s see, in my kingdom they 
eat a lot of bread. So I could just tax a 
loaf of bread for just 1 penny a loaf. 

Or you could say to yourself, ha, I 
know how to get a lot of taxes. I am 
going to put a $10 tax on every loaf of 
bread. But you think, yeah, but I bet 
nobody would buy any bread if we did 
that. 

So your common sense would say 
somewhere between a penny and $10 for 
that loaf of bread, there is going to be 
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an optimum tax. If you raise it or 
lower it either way, you won’t get as 
much money raised in taxes, and that’s 
what’s going on here. 

You can raise the tax rate, but what 
happens is people find out ways to 
avoid it. The economy stalls and so, in 
fact, your revenue starts to fall off, and 
you don’t get any more money in. Of 
course, the problem is your spending is 
still going like mad. 

So the solution to this problem isn’t 
even as easy as trying to lose weight. 
You really don’t have two alternatives. 
What you have is really one alter- 
native, and that alternative is you 
have got to get these entitlements 
under control. 

Now, the fact of the matter is that 
even if you look at a snapshot of this 
year, you have to get the entitlements 
under control, but particularly this 
graph shows that the entitlements 
here, these are just three of them, the 
big ones, Medicaid, Medicare, Social 
Security, that these entitlements are 
growing rapidly over time. 

So even if we went to the scenario up 
here, and we got rid of defense and non- 
defense spending, and we balance the 
budget with the government spending 
nothing, except just entitlements, even 
if we did that, in a couple of years 
these entitlements are going to eat our 
lunch. 

The problem is you can’t fix it by 
getting more revenue in. And so what’s 
your alternative? 

The alternative is the uncomfortable 
fact that America cannot continue to 
afford these entitlements. 

Now, of course, that’s radioactive to 
say that politically. I am surprised I 
haven’t been hit by lightning yet. But 
that is, unfortunately, the pure mathe- 
matics of it. Now, there are some peo- 
ple in politics, they like to sugarcoat 
things and may not tell you absolutely 
all the truth, but those are the facts. 
That’s where we are. 

Now, how are you going to deal with 
these things? None of us really know. 
We have a bunch of ideas. We are strug- 
gling with how you are going to do it, 
but there are a lot of people that are 
dependent on these entitlements. Yet, 
the money is not going to be there. 

We can’t keep borrowing money from 
the Chinese to pay for these things be- 
cause sooner or later what’s going to 
happen, the interest rates will go up on 
that money, and the whole Nation will 
be bankrupt. 

And I don’t quite know what that 
would look like. What does it look like 
if you picture, you get up one morning 
and you find out that the dollar bill 
doesn’t work any more? You go to your 
grocery store and it seems like every- 
thing stopped moving. The trucks 
aren’t moving and you can’t get food 
for the shelves because the trucks 
don’t have gas. The whole thing just 
kind of comes to a stop because the 
dollar bill, the whole country has gone 
bankrupt. 
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I don’t know what that looks like. I 
don’t think it’s particularly pretty, but 
that’s going to be the picture if we 
don’t deal with this problem. 

What I am suggesting is that, first 
off, what we have to do, every one of us 
as Americans, we have to educate our- 
selves on the simple facts. You don’t 
have to be a wizard on the budget or 
economics; all you have to realize is 
that the entitlements are using up all 
of the tax revenues. That’s a problem. 
Plus the entitlements are also growing, 
and you don’t really have flexibility to 
raise the taxes too much more. 

Let’s take a look at the problem a 
little bit more closely. This is a picture 
of what’s going on relative to the na- 
tional defense. I am on the Armed 
Services Committee. We have spent 10 
years, all kinds of hearings, listening 
to what the Russians do, what the Chi- 
nese are doing, what the different 
threats are, and also understanding the 
logic of why America has a strong na- 
tional defense, why that buys us a 
great deal. 

You might ask yourself why in the 
world do we have nuclear aircraft car- 
riers. What exactly do they do, because 
other countries that are allies of ours, 
they don’t have ships like that. Why 
would we? Well, the reason is because if 
you think about America and the globe 
you find that America is sitting there 
a little bit to a degree by itself, a little 
bit of an island. And our two main 
trading partners, which is Europe and 
all the way around to China and Japan 
and India, those trading partners are a 
considerable distance around the 
world. 

And it is in our interest because of 
all of the things that we buy that are 
traded that we protect those trade 
routes from some hegemon that might 
want to cause trouble. So we have 
things like our Navy and our nuclear- 
powered aircraft carriers so that we 
can go to the other side of the world 
and conduct operations and not to 
worry about fueling these things up. 
That’s the reason why we have a lot of 
national defense. This started a long 
time ago, and you can see this blue line 
here talks about our defense and 
what’s going on with defense spending, 
and then what’s going on with entitle- 
ments. 

You see entitlements back here in 
1965, this is just Medicare, Medicaid, 
and Social Security. This chart says 
it’s 2.5 percent of GDP. You see defense 
is much, much higher, it’s jumped up 
to above 9 here. 

But then over time these entitle- 
ments are going up. That 9.9 percent is 
low because it doesn’t add all of the en- 
titlements. That’s just three of the big 
entitlements, and defense spending is 
going down. So people that say, well, 
aren’t you open-minded, shouldn’t we 
be cutting defense and cutting other 
things as well? 

The answer is no, not really. Because 
you see any freedom that you enjoy in 


March 10, 2011 


this country isn’t worth anything if we 
are being attacked by an enemy and 
there are bombs falling and there is 
chaos all around us. Our national de- 
fense provides us with what we enjoy in 
a peaceful and decent world to live in. 

As you see, the defense budget is 
going down and yet the entitlements 
are going up. So this gives you a sense, 
again, that you can’t fix this by cut- 
ting defense. You could cut defense to 
zero and you still are not going to deal 
with the problem here. 

Here is another way of saying that 
you can’t really fix the problem by 
raising taxes. This is a curve of the 
very highest marginal income rate, 
back here in 1960. If you were very 
well-to-do, your tax rate is 90 percent. 
So if you earn $1, you give 90 cents to 
the government. 

Well, you can imagine the people 
that are making a whole, whole lot of 
money aren’t dumb enough to give 90 
cents out of a dollar away. So what 
they find a way to do is move to an- 
other country, or they find different 
tax shelters and things to avoid paying 
this. But, anyway, you have this very 
high tax rate here on the people that 
are very well-to-do. 

These lines show how much revenue 
comes into the Federal Government. 
You see, as this highest tax rate is de- 
creased, that’s the red line, what you 
see is that actually the revenue that 
the government is collecting goes up. 
This is reflecting that same idea that 
we talked about, the loaf of bread. 

If the loaf of bread is overtaxed, peo- 
ple won’t buy much of it, and you 
won’t get that much tax. If you put a 
thousand-dollar tax on a loaf of bread, 
nobody would buy any. Golly, you have 
got nice, high taxes. Should you have a 
lot of money coming in? No, because it 
doesn’t make sense. That’s what this 
chart is showing: That as the taxes ac- 
tually come down, you actually get 
more revenue with the government. 

Has this actually been proven to hap- 
pen? Yes, historically it has. There are 
several times when it did. 

And those times were, first of all, 
when JFK inherited not a very good 
economy, I mention this because JFK 
was obviously a Democrat, a Democrat 
President. He understood these prin- 
ciples, and when the economy was bad, 
what JFK did was he decided to cut 
taxes. 

Now, doesn’t that seem like an odd 
thing? The economy is bad. The gov- 
ernment needs more money, and yet he 
cuts taxes. What an odd thing to do. 
Yet it certainly worked. It worked 
beautifully. 

So how did it work? 

Well, over a period of time by putting 
more money back in the economy, the 
people that were small business owners 
took the money, invested in their busi- 
nesses, and they built warehouses, new 
machines, new technology, new re- 
search to develop better products. 
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As their businesses grew, they hired 
more people. And as they hired more 
people the government got more tax 
revenue. The economy got better and 
better, and as the economy got better 
they made more money. So the result 
was, by actually cutting taxes, particu- 
larly cutting taxes in certain ways, 
that is you cut taxes on the people that 
own the businesses, when you do that, 
you can actually pick an economy up 
and get it going so you get more rev- 
enue coming in. 
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What we’re getting at is the part of 
the solution to the problem that we 
talked about in the very beginning. 
And the solution is two-fold. The first 
is fairly obvious: We have to cut spend- 
ing. And particularly we must cut 
these entitlements in some way. The 
second thing, though, is that you don’t 
have to cut them entirely. What you 
can do probably is also to some degree 
grow your way out of the problem. 

In May of 2003—George Bush had been 
elected in 2001, the same time I was 
elected—and when we came in, there 
was a recession going on. You can see 
that reflected in some of these graphs. 
This is the time period of 2001 on up to 
about 2006. This chart is a little bit old, 
but it makes an interesting point. And 
so this is the gross domestic product 
before and after tax relief. The tax re- 
lief is this vertical line right here. This 
was not a particularly popular tax. It 
was a tax relief to get rid of capital 
gains, dividends and get rid of the 
death tax. 

People say, well, those are taxes that 
favor the rich. Well, the problem is, if 
you want jobs, you’ve got to have em- 
ployers. If you tax small business into 
the dirt, you won’t have as many jobs. 
And so you can’t have it both ways. If 
you want to allow small business own- 
ers to keep enough money that they 
can invest in their business, you can’t 
tax them very, very heavily. 

And so the deal was here, you change 
capital gains, dividends and death 
taxes. That freed money up for small 
businesses to invest. Now look what 
happened. This is the GDP, or the 
growth of our economy. Here’s the tax 
cut. These average about 1.1 percent of 
GDP. And then here after that tax cut, 
this thing averages 3.5 percent. This, 
then, is the result of generating a lot 
more money for the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

So when business is doing well and 
when people are being employed, when 
people have good job markets and the 
economy is strong, not only do indi- 
vidual citizens prosper, the Federal 
Government prospers. It gets more 
money. So let’s take a look at this 
question. And we’re going to look at 
this exact same graph. This is May of 
2003 when those tax cuts went into 
place; they were called the Bush tax 
cuts, as you recall. 
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Here’s the chart on employment, job 
creation, before and after tax relief. 
You see here, these lines, anything 
going down means we lost jobs, and so 
you’re seeing we’re losing a lot of jobs 
in the front end when we were in the 
recession. Then as we did some tax cuts 
in here, it helped a little bit. But still 
when we do this tax cut, take a look at 
how things turn around; and this is the 
average loss of 100,000 jobs per month, 
this is a gain of 168,000 jobs a month 
after this tax cut goes into place. 

So, you can see where I’m going. I’m 
starting to get to a solution to this 
problem, and there are really two 
pieces of solution. And so let’s take a 
look at the final chart here. This is 
government revenues. Again, May of 
2003: Capital gains, dividends and death 
tax. So this tax goes into place. 

This is the Federal revenues coming 
down here from 2 trillion down to 1.9 
down to 1.8. Revenues are going down. 
The country is in a recession. We do 
the tax cuts. And take a look at gov- 
ernment revenue. Government revenue 
takes off. Because the economy is 
starting to strengthen now, so are the 
revenues for the Federal Government, 4 
straight years of increases right after 
the tax cut. What an odd thing. You 
might not have expected that. 

What does that say then about our 
problem overall? Coming back to our 
first chart here then, the problem is 
that the entitlements are eating our 
lunch. Entitlements are taking every- 
thing that the Federal Government 
has. 

And so the solution is what? Well, 
it’s two-fold. First of all, we’re going to 
have to reduce the amount of spending 
here, reduce spending anywhere we 
can, for that matter, particularly in 
this sector, because a lot of the spend- 
ing over here creates a tremendous 
amount of red tape and regulations for 
businesses. If we can reduce the red 
tape and regulations on businesses, if 
we can also cut taxes on businesses in 
certain specific ways, you can start to 
get this economy growing again. 

And if you do that, then what starts 
to happen is instead of having 2.2 tril- 
lion in terms of receipts from the Fed- 
eral Government, they will start to go 
up. We will get more tax revenues so 
we have less debt, and so we both re- 
duce here, but we also grow our way 
out of the problem. 

And so that’s the general strategy 
that I think most any economist would 
say that you’re going to have to do 
faced with the problems. Now, of 
course, there’s a whole lot of politics, 
as you can imagine, that’s involved in 
these questions and these issues. 

The politics are, the main political 
questions would be, first of all, what 
should the Federal Government do? Is 
it really the job of the Federal Govern- 
ment to get involved in education per 
se? Or is that something that should be 
done at the local level? Is it really the 
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Federal Government’s job to get in- 
volved in flood insurance? Is the Fed- 
eral Government to be involved in pro- 
viding loans to people? Is that really 
the job of the Federal Government? 
What really is the job of the Federal 
Government? That is the biggest polit- 
ical question here and what we argue 
about quite a lot, and with good rea- 
son, because that is the big question. 

As you recall, there was a nation 
that believed that the job of their fed- 
eral government was to provide you 
with a good education, to provide you 
with health care, to provide you with a 
home and some food, provide you with 
a job and a future. It was the federal 
government’s job to do those things. 
And that particular nation went into 
the dustbin of history. 

And we thought, as the Soviet Union 
collapsed, oh, that will never work. 
That’s communism. Communism 
doesn’t work very well. Socialism 
doesn’t work very well. And yet, here, 
years later, in America, we’re thinking 
the Federal Government should be pro- 
viding health care, the Federal Govern- 
ment should be providing housing, the 
Federal Government should be pro- 
viding food, the Federal Government 
should make sure that you have a job, 
the Federal Government should be 
doing this and that and the other 
thing. And so we’re wondering why 
we're starting to get in trouble. 

Now that’s a debate. What should the 
Federal Government be doing? Should 
it be doing all these entitlements? 
Well, if you go to the U.S. Constitu- 
tion, you would find out, well, no, in 
fact, a lot of these things are unconsti- 
tutional. The Constitution says that 
the only things the Federal Govern- 
ment can do are the things which are 
specifically enumerated. Well, what’s 
one of the main ones enumerated? 
Well, you don’t have to read past the, 
not only the first page, it’s in the first 
paragraph, it’s in the Preamble. As a 
Federal Government, we’re supposed to 
provide for the common defense. First 
of all, the job of the Federal Govern- 
ment is to protect our country. Any 
other rights you have mean nothing if 
you’re being bombed and people are at- 
tacking your shorelines. 

The main job of the Federal Govern- 
ment is to provide for the national de- 
fense. A lot of these other things, they 
might be nice. They’re probably, even 
though they’ve been around for genera- 
tions, not constitutional because 
they’re not specifically enumerated 
powers of the Federal Government. 
And what we’re seeing happening, what 
was a safety net has become a way of 
life for huge blocks of our citizens. 

And we’re getting to the point where, 
in fact, we are and have arrived at the 
point where the numbers don’t work. 
America’s solvency, everything you 
and I think of as America, is up for 
grabs. This is a very, very sober mo- 
ment for our country. 


3780 


I would ask you to, if you will, just 
pretend in your mind, pretend that you 
were a Congressman or a Senator in 
the year 1850. In the year 1850, you 
might recall, there was this 10,000- 
pound gorilla in the tent. People politi- 
cally didn’t quite know what to do 
with it. It was called the issue of slav- 
ery. And the way politics was working, 
you had the Southern guys and the 
Northern guys, and so the power was 
somewhat divided, and the people that 
were Congressmen and Senators didn’t 
know what to do with this huge gorilla 
which we call slavery. They didn’t 
know what to do with the issue, so 
they sort of tried to step around it the 
best they could politically. And they 
said, well, we’ll let one State come into 
the Union, and it will be a free State, 
and then we’ll let another one come in, 
and it will be a slave State. They tried 
to make a compromise instead of deal- 
ing head-on with a massive problem 
that they had. 
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In 1852, there was a book, ‘‘Uncle 
Tom’s Cabin,’ and it increased the 
rhetoric and the tension of the slavery 
issue. So the issue of the gorilla was 
now glowing, and he is there and he is 
threatening. By 1857, the terrible deci- 
sion from the Supreme Court, the Su- 
preme Court again decided to act like 
legislators. Instead of just interpreting 
the law, they decided to create law. 
They decided in Dred Scott that Dred 
Scott was not really a person, he had 
to go back to slavery, et cetera, he was 
property. They made other decisions 
that the Congress couldn’t decide 
whether new States coming in were 
slave or free. So now this whole great 
big slavery gorilla was really ready to 
storm out and cause trouble. 

President Lincoln, the first Repub- 
lican President, is elected. The South 
knows he is against slavery. He gets on 
the train, and he hasn’t even gotten 
here to Washington, D.C., and the 
Southern States start to secede. Amer- 
ica, like a train going off a cliff, starts 
in the Civil War. After 4 years, Abra- 
ham Lincoln writes his second inau- 
gural address, and he references the 
fact this war is more miserable, there 
has been more suffering, and it has 
been much, much worse than anybody 
imagined it would be. 

So what’s the point? The point was 
that there is this gorilla in the room 
that the leadership failed to deal with, 
and the results were absolutely hor- 
rible. Statistics don’t touch your 
heart, but statistics also are helpful to 
know. Six hundred thousand Ameri- 
cans died in the battles of the Civil 
War. That is more than all of the 
Americans killed in all the wars of our 
past other than the Civil War. 

But the stories that come from that 
war are even more compelling. I recall 
one that every time I think of it, it 
puts a face on the Civil War. There was 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


a Northern unit that was trying to 
take a position occupied on some high- 
er ground by a Southern unit. The 
Northern unit seemed like they had the 
South just wavering. They were about 
to be able to take the hill, and there 
was a young officer at the top of the 
hill who would reappear, almost not 
worried about his own safety. He would 
reposition his Southern troops, and 
they would settle down and fight the 
North back. They fought back and 
forth a number of times until the offi- 
cer of the Northern unit remembered 
he had an older man who was an excel- 
lent shot with a rifle. He said: There is 
a young officer up there that is really 
the one who is holding this hill, and I 
want you to use your great marksman- 
ship ability, and I want you to take 
that officer out. 

So the next time that young officer 
showed himself, this crack marksman 
shot him. And the young officer, the 
Southern officer, dropped dead on the 
spot. The Northern troops moved up 
and by the time they took the position, 
the marksman went over to see who he 
shot. He realized he had shot his own 
son. He was so distraught that he just 
stood up and ran across the field where 
the Southern army was shooting, and 
he was killed by rifle fire. 

That is a little personal tragedy. The 
Civil War was full of those. But they 
are full of them because there was a 
leadership failure to deal with the cri- 
sis that America had to deal with, and 
they didn’t do it, for whatever reason. 

Today, we also have a crisis that is 
right here in front of us. And as Ameri- 
cans start to understand where we are 
with the budget, we also have to deal 
with this thing. The face on our entire 
economic system collapsing could be 
very ugly indeed. 

And so my point of being here on the 
floor today is not to be particularly 
partisan, but simply to acknowledge 
that the numbers don’t work. Now I 
have to be somewhat partisan because 
our President submitted the 2012 budg- 
et. The 2012 budget is irresponsible be- 
cause it refuses to deal with these 
mathematics. It pretends that it is a 
budget but it never deals with entitle- 
ments, for whatever particular reason, 
and tries to kick the can down the 
road, pretending that the gorilla is not 
there. That we cannot do. 

The fact is that we are overspending. 
We are overspending at a horrendous 
rate, and something has to be done. So 
America now faces a great challenge in 
the next couple of years as to how are 
we going to deal with this problem. 

As I said before, the solutions are not 
simple. In fact, the solutions are sim- 
ple, they are just not easy. I think 
Ronald Reagan said that. The solution 
is simple, but it is not easy. The simple 
part is we have to cut the spending. 
The simple part is we need to grow the 
revenues of the government by getting 
the economy and the jobs going. We 
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know how to do that. We have to cut 
the redtape. We have to cut taxes on 
small business owners, and we have to 
try to make sure that the liquidity is 
available to small business owners 
through the banks. And then we have 
to stop the era of uncertainty so the 
businessman feels like the economy 
has settled down and they can actually 
make some investments. Those are the 
things you do to get jobs going. We 
know it is fairly simple what it takes 
to get jobs because we know employers 
make jobs, and that means businesses 
have to be healthy and we have to do 
the things so they are not red-taped 
out of existence. We have to allow 
them to be competitive with businesses 
overseas. I would stack up Americans 
competition-wise with any foreign 
country as long as we don’t burden 
them down with too many taxes and 
redtape and uncertainties and things, 
and scare all the jobs overseas. So it is 
simple, but it is not easy. 


Also, cutting the tremendous level of 
entitlement spending. You can see you 
have to do it. You just can’t not do it. 
But how do you do it? That is not easy. 
That is where we are. But we cannot 
continue to ignore the gorilla that is in 
the tent. If we do that, we threaten all 
kinds of very serious problems in our 
economy. 


The other different pieces that have 
to go into place—we have to stop all of 
the regulations that make it so we 
can’t drill for oil. We have a Federal 
Government now that ever since the oil 
spill has shut down drilling for oil. I 
guess they have got one well working. 
You have chaos in the Middle East, and 
we are dependent on foreign oil, which 
we shouldn’t be because we have a lot 
of oil in America. We have great nat- 
ural gas resources that we just discov- 
ered, all kinds of coal to last us for 
hundreds of years. We have the re- 
sources in America, but we are not de- 
veloping them. We don’t have drilling 
rigs going out and drilling where we 
know there is oil. Those drilling rigs 
are silent. Why? Well, because there is 
an environmental lawsuit on almost 
every promising well—the big, heavy 
wells that could really bring in oil. Or, 
if it’s not that, there are regulations 
that say you can’t drill. There is an 
area in Alaska called ANWR. It is basi- 
cally like Oklahoma only frozen. It is 
very flat and cold. The idea would be 
you could bring drilling rigs when it is 
frozen solid, drill down there and pull 
them out before it is thawed. You have 
a pipe, and you would pump the oil out 
of that area. And you could pull the 
pipes out later after the oil is tapped 
out. Why are we not drilling? 


Why is it, on our Continental Shelf, 
foreign nations are coming onto our 
Continental Shelf and drilling for oil 
and we are not? That just doesn’t make 
sense. 
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So there are some policies that kind 
of come over in this area where Amer- 
ica can do some things to get our econ- 
omy back in shape. We can cut a lot of 
the ridiculous regulations that come 
from places like the EPA. 

There was an award that we pre- 
sented last week here on the floor. I 
think was called the Golden Turkey 
Award for the fact that the EPA de- 
cided that milk, because it contained 
oil or fat or whatever it was, had to be 
treated like an oil spill. And so farmers 
had to put containment around their 
dairy barns instead of having a few 
cats to lick up the milk that was spilt. 
I guess it is a sort of cry over spilt 
milk type situation. But talk about 
overregulation, my goodness. 

Another part of EPA was a decision 
now that we cannot, if you are a farm- 
er, have any rogue dust. Well, what 
would rogue dust be? That would be if 
you are plowing a field, if any dust 
comes off your field, that would be ter- 
rible. So the EPA is very concerned 
about rogue dust. They haven’t been to 
my good State of Missouri and seen, 
when you are harvesting corn in the 
fall and that stuff has got all kinds of 
dust that the rain has deposited on it. 
And, boy, when that machine goes by, 
it is a cloud of dust. Still the corn is 
good, and it feeds a lot of cattle. What 
would you do with all of that rogue 
dust? Somehow that just seems a little 
absurd to me. So we have to get rid of 
all this redtape and ridiculous kinds of 
things and let good old American inno- 
vation go. 

On the subject of innovation, that is 
what free enterprise is all about. That 
is what we are pretty good at. There is 
guy in my district that I am just so 
proud of. His name is Kent Schien. He 
has a company called Innoventor. One 
of the things that he started playing 
with is something that some of us who 
grew up a little closer to town try to 
avoid at all cost. We try to avoid it at 
a distance. It is called pig manure. 
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It has its own special smell. Some 
people can take it and some people 
have trouble with it. He thought, well, 
maybe if we could find something good 
to do with this pig manure, we’d really 
have something. As you can tell, he’s a 
guy with a lot of imagination. 

So what did he do? Well, he gets this 
pig manure. He puts it in a big kettle. 
He puts it under pressure and tempera- 
ture and works something like a petro- 
leum cracking process until he breaks 
the stuff down into sort of a primitive 
asphalt. They’ve then taken the as- 
phalt, mixed it with gravel and used it 
to asphalt some roads. You may think, 
that must be a smelly road, but it’s 
not. It doesn’t have the smell anymore 
because of the temperature and the 
changes chemically. So now they’re 
testing out a section of highway that’s 
been made with pig manure. He has 
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this thing designed so that it’s not that 
big a unit so you could put different 
ones of these units in areas where there 
are pig farms and they could bring over 
their pig manure and get paid for it 
and still make a profit on selling the 
asphalt. 

That’s the kind of thing that makes 
America. That’s the kind of thing that 
has made America such a special place. 
It’s called freedom. It’s called free en- 
terprise. It’s called innovation. It’s 
talking about somebody that has a 
dream in their heart, and they’re will- 
ing to take a risk and to try to do 
something that no one’s ever done be- 
fore. They hear people say, you can’t 
do that and you can’t do that, and the 
American in them comes out and the 
American says, ‘‘Ain’t no such word as 
“Т can’t.’ ” And so they go forward. 

America has been built that way. 
This great nation was built that way, 
by all these people that had some crazy 
dream that became a vague possibility, 
and then a possibility, and then it ac- 
tually happened. America was built one 
dream at a time. A beautiful country. 
But a country now that because of gov- 
ernment irresponsibility is in a crisis 
state and something that we all have 
to deal with. 

Some of us that hold elective office, 
we travel around. We talk to our con- 
stituents. We talk to people in dif- 
ferent States, but our own particu- 
larly, and there’s a perception out 
there that we can solve this problem by 
taking out a line in the budget that’s 
called waste, fraud and abuse. Now, 
we’ve never found that line. It’s like a 
fat marbleized in meat. It’s all over the 
place. We try to get at that and get rid 
of waste, fraud and abuse. But you’re 
not going to fix this problem by fixing 
waste, fraud and abuse. You’re not 
going to fix this problem by more effi- 
ciency. You’re not going to fix this 
problem by saying we’re not going to 
send any more money to foreign coun- 
tries. You’re not going to fix this prob- 
lem by trimming a little bit here and 
there. This is a massive problem, and 
it’s going to require a rework of the en- 
tire way that we’re spending money in 
the Federal Government. That doesn’t 
mean that it can’t be fixed. 

I recall Ronald Reagan. It seemed 
like things were kind of in rough shape 
when he took over as President. But he 
had that can-do attitude, his little 
twinkling sets of wit. He would kind of 
cheer America along and he put us on 
the right path, got the economy going 
and basically won the Cold War. He was 
a great man, a great leader, that God 
brought to our Nation at a critical 
time. 

I think we need to be praying now for 
great leaders in America, people who 
understand the problem, are not going 
to turn their tail and run away from it; 
they’re not going to pretend it doesn’t 
exist but take it straight on, because I 
believe the American public, when they 
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understand the nature of what we’re 
dealing with here, I think they’re will- 
ing to roll their sleeves up and say, 
Let’s do what Americans have always 
done so well. Let’s just move forward 
and solve this problem. Let’s figure out 
what each of us has to do, what’s rea- 
sonable, and let’s move forward and get 
this thing done. 

It was my father’s generation. My fa- 
ther served with General Patton, and 
there was that phrase, everybody did 
their bit. That was kind of the speak of 
the day. We, likewise, are challenged 
now that we have to do our bit. We 
have to be making the wise decisions 
to put our business and industry back 
in place. 

Now, that’s very controversial. You 
might be surprised here on the floor of 
the U.S. Congress—you wouldn’t be 
surprised if I said Republicans and 
Democrats are pretty polarized on the 
abortion issue, and they are. But you 
might be surprised to know that in 
terms of voting, Republicans and 
Democrats are more polarized on the 
energy issue than they are on the abor- 
tion issue. But I believe that the fact 
that the foreign oil is starting to be- 
come very expensive and more scarce is 
going to tip the balance of that argu- 
ment. And I believe that America is 
going to start developing our own sup- 
plies of energy, and I think that’s the 
way we have to go. I think we have to 
get rid of the redtape and the ridicu- 
lous regulations like rogue dust and 
spilled milk in the dairy barn and 
things like that that just don’t make 
any sense. There’s a Clean Water Act, 
also, that has incredible kinds of regu- 
lations and things that don’t make any 
sense at all from an engineering point 
of view. 

We have to look at those things. 
We’re going to have to trim out some 
of those things in this budget in order 
to create that environment, a good, 
strong environment for business. But 
we’re going to also have to look at this 
spending. We’re going to have to figure 
out ways to reduce that spending. 

As a member of the Armed Services 
Committee, and actually I’m a chair- 
man of the subcommittee that deals 
with the Navy, the Marine Corps and 
projection forces—that would be things 
like bombers and long range—we real- 
ize that there is not a whole lot we 
dare to cut here because of the various 
other nations and the rate that they’re 
spending on defense and the threat 
they could be to our country. This 
money is not always spent as wisely as 
it should be, but, again, the Navy right 
now, the American Navy, has the same 
number of ships as we had in the year 
1916. That’s not enough ships to do 
what we need to do in order to try to 
create a peaceful and free trade area 
where we can trade back and forth 
across the oceans of the world. 

And so there’s not going to be a lot 
here to be able to solve this problem. 
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We can spend this money more effi- 
ciently probably, but we’re not going 
to be able to cut a whole lot there. The 
solution to this is, once again, pretty 
straightforward: We have to cut par- 
ticularly the amount of spending we’re 
doing on entitlements, and particularly 
we have to reduce the growth where 
the entitlements, as the years go out, 
are going to become more difficult. 
This growth is induced because of the 
fact that the population is getting 
older and the older people are taking 
up more of these entitlement pro- 
grams, so it becomes more expensive. 

So people like me, I’m a baby boom- 
er, as the baby boomers get older, then 
they’re going to get onto these pro- 
grams. It’s going to cost a lot more, 
and there’s not as many younger work- 
ers to be able to pay. That’s part of 
why this gets high. We have to be able 
to bring that curve down, and we have 
to cut the level of spending in that 
area. 

So we have to do the cutting on the 
one hand, and the other thing is we 
have to grow the economy. We know 
how to do it. It’s been done by other 
Presidents. We understand the econom- 
ics of it. But it’s just a big challenge. 
The sooner that Americans across the 
board understand what we’re dealing 
with, say, “Okay, let’s roll up our 
sleeves. Let’s get to work on this 
thing,’’ I have tremendous confidence. 
Americans in the past have always 
rolled up into challenges. They’ve done 
well, and we’ve gotten through many 
things. 

I think the way we’ll get through 
them, also, is something we can learn 
from the past. That was what the Pil- 
grims did when the Pilgrims first land- 
ed. They had a dream of creating a na- 
tion that was designed in an entirely 
different way than the European coun- 
tries. They arrived here, and in the 
first couple of months half of them 
died. The Mayflower, in the time spring 
came around, up anchor, was headed 
back to England. The captain said, 
Come back to England with me, but 50 
Pilgrims said—52 or 53—said, No, we 
felt like God called us to this country 
to do something new and different and 
unique, and they stayed, and that 
dream started the great American 
Dream. 

Later on, 160-some years later, there 
was a general by the name of General 
Washington at Valley Forge. He also 
was forced to his knees looking to God 
for help in America’s time of crisis. He 
saw the answer to his prayers. In fact, 
there was this old guy with bifocal 
spectacles when the first Constitution 
was going to be ratified that talked 
about those days when George Wash- 
ington ran the army. He rose to speak 
because the politicians were dis- 
agreeing with each other at the Con- 
stitutional Convention, and old Ben 
Franklin with his glasses down on his 
nose, 80-something years old, which of 
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course was very old in those days, 
stood to address George Washington. 

He said: I have lived through a long 
time, and the longer I have lived, the 
more convincing proofs I see of this 
truth, that God governs in the affairs 
of men. And if it’s possible that a spar- 
row cannot fall to the ground without 
His notice, is it probable that a nation 
can rise without His aid? 

Then he goes on to say that in the re- 
cent war we saw frequent instances of 
God’s superintending Providence. And 
he closed by saying: We need to be in 
prayer as a Constitutional Congress 
here as we look at adopting the new 
U.S. Constitution. 

Well, Washington called the first day 
of Thanksgiving as America adopted 
the U.S. Constitution, but that tradi- 
tion that when we got in a jam that we 
looked to God continued. General Hi- 
senhower, recognizing that trend, de- 
cided to add it to our Pledge of Alle- 
giance. And so it was that he added 
words that came from Lincoln, from 
his Gettysburg address, the words ‘‘one 
nation under God.” 
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And so Hisenhower, on just the front 
steps behind me of this Capitol, recited 
for the first time the new pledge, which 
included ‘‘one nation under God, indi- 
visible.” 

And so as we approach this crisis in 
our history, I have faith, faith in the 
American people that we will take a 
look at the problem, that we will solve 
it, we will do the right thing, and that 
we will recognize that the problem is 
bigger than we are, and that we will 
have the wisdom to also ask God’s 
blessing on our efforts, and that by His 
help we will be able to overcome and 
put America back on a more solid fis- 
cal footing. 

I thank you for allowing me to do, I 
suppose you’d call it, a 30,000-foot view 
of the budget, not a lot of details, but 
the big picture, a very sober, a very se- 
rious big picture, one that we all have 
to think about, we all have to become 
engaged in and take part in. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for your in- 
dulgence. I thank you for your atten- 
tion and the attention of my colleagues 
and friends. God bless you all and God 
bless America. 


-e 


A TRIBUTE TO PUBLIC 
EMPLOYEES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the minority leader. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
lead a Special Order this evening in 
tribute to public employees every- 
where, and especially our Federal em- 
ployees here in the United States, 85 
percent of whom do not work in Wash- 
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ington. I hope that my colleagues and 
I will be able to offer some little 
known facts about Federal employees 
today so that the word “Federal em- 
ployee” gets a face and you know who 
it is we’re talking about. 

Today I introduced a resolution sup- 
porting the right of all workers to bar- 
gain collectively, public and private 
workers. I’m grateful that Representa- 
tive DONNA EDWARDS cosponsored this 
resolution with me and invite others to 
cosponsor the resolution. The resolu- 
tion reminds us of what our grand- 
fathers and our forefathers would have 
told us, that for a long time there was 
a fight waged after it became clear 
that individual workers standing alone 
have little or no bargaining power 
against some employer that they hope 
will hire them or in whose employ they 
find themselves. Thus rose, and finally 
was legalized as the National Labor Re- 
lations Act, the right of workers to 
form unions. 

In no free society in the world is the 
right to bargain collectively barred. 
That right has been under attack for 
decades, and the decline of unions in 
the United States is directly attrib- 
utable to the difficulty in organizing 
workers today because the National 
Labor Relations Act is a figment of an- 
other century. 

I think we will see in some of the sta- 
tistics coming out of Wisconsin and out 
of the country at large that the decline 
of unions today does not mean that 
unions are not prized institutions in 
our country, and I will have some sta- 
tistics that show that. 

What I think most Americans recog- 
nize is that they owe to the American 
trade union movement much that they 
take for granted today, even if you are 
not a member of a union movement. 
Unions could have been content to bar- 
gain at the table for health and safety 
conditions, for a 40-hour week and the 
rest of it. Instead, they led the country 
in making laws that require a 40-hour 
workweek, child labor laws, require 
health and safety conditions, require 
overtime pay, and encourage health in- 
surance and pension insurance. Those 
matters which began at the bargaining 
table now many Americans enjoy, and 
yet we have seen targets especially 
placed on the backs of public employ- 
ees. 

Га like to open by giving you an idea 
of who a public employee is by speak- 
ing of a public employee in my own dis- 
trict, the District of Columbia. I don’t 
know Anthony Hutchinson, but I’ve 
heard about him. He is an example of 
an exceptional Federal employee, I un- 
derstand. He is a husband and a father 
of two. He lives on Savannah Street in 
southeast Washington. He is a trans- 
portation security officer, and he has 
worked at the Ronald Reagan National 
Airport for the last 6 years. He is also 
a member and shop steward of his 
union, which in this case happens to be 
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the National Treasury Employees 
Union. He has been named the Trans- 
portation Security Officer of the Year. 
He has received outstanding ratings 
from his employer. He was once the 
chair and once the vice chair of the 
Safety Committee. He is on a team 
that has designed ways to keep trans- 
portation security officers up to date 
on techniques for identifying weapons 
and prohibited items through x-ray 
machines. He served on the Emergency 
Readiness Team—that’s a team that 
deploys within 24 hours in the event of 
an emergency or national disaster. An- 
thony Hutchinson is a Federal em- 
ployee. 

When you speak of Federal employ- 
ees, it seems to me we owe them at 
least the courtesy of recognizing them 
for what they do for the American peo- 
ple. But you would not have understood 
that if you have been watching over 
the last few weeks the episodes in Wis- 
consin. These were shocking. And 
many I think thought, well, maybe it 
has come to this. Unions aren’t very 
popular and maybe people are ready to 
bash unions in just this way. But look 
what the polls are showing us. 

The polls show, following Wisconsin, 
when there have been national polls 
about the standing of public employees 
and public employee unions, that 
Americans oppose weakening the bar- 
gaining rights of public employee 
unions by a huge margin, by a margin 
of 2-1, 60 percent to 33 percent. Only a 
slim majority, just a slim majority of 
Republicans favored taking away bar- 
gaining rights. It’s as if Americans un- 
derstand a right when they see one. 

Now, bargaining rights are not like 
the rights of freedom of religion or 
freedom of speech. 
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But they’re right up there on my list 
of six or seven rights that Americans 
believe, once you get, you are entitled 
to because you have gotten them demo- 
cratically. You had to go worker by 
worker. You had to organize. And it 
looks as though there has been a hor- 
rific backlash from Wisconsin. 

Indeed, now Americans, when asked 
how they would choose to reduce their 
own State deficits, having watched 
Wisconsin, say they prefer tax in- 
creases over benefit cuts for State 
workers by a margin of 2-to-1. That is 
what Wisconsin has given the country. 
It has laid bare what a frontal attack 
on a basic right means. And what it 
means is Americans are not for it. 

We saw what happened in Wisconsin 
overnight, that through the tricks of 
parliamentary maneuvers they were 
able to, in fact, weaken the bargaining 
rights of Wisconsin workers. There is 
going to be a price to pay in Wisconsin, 
I believe, and I’m going to point to 
why. 

The present Governor of Wisconsin 
came in with a six-point margin of vic- 
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tory. His polls show seven points be- 
hind now. Forty-five percent strongly 
approve of his performance. The man 
has only been in office a little more 
than 3 months. Public employees’ 
unions, including teachers’ unions in 
Wisconsin, now have favorable, posi- 
tive ratings, 16 points higher than 
Walker’s ratings. 

The turnaround in Wisconsin I think 
tells us where the country is headed 
when they see the overreaching here in 
Washington and when they see the 
overreaching at the State level. 

The Wisconsin results are just as- 
tounding. They fly in the face of every- 
thing Walker was doing. They are the 
classic backlash to overreach. The 
State’s population now believes that 
Walker should reverse course and raise 
taxes on those making $150,000 a year. 
That’s by a 72 percent to 27 percent 
margin. 

There you have it. A kind of incu- 
bator in one State that I think, writ 
large, tells us where the country stands 
when it comes to public employees. 

Now, the national poll found, not un- 
expectedly, that 71 percent of Demo- 
crats opposed weakening collective 
bargaining rights. But there was also 
almost as strong opposition from Inde- 
pendents—71 percent Democrats, 62 
percent of Independents. And only a 
bare margin of Republicans were for 
weakening collective bargaining 
rights. 

We know that when it came to Walk- 
er, there was no doubt what he was 
after, because the unions, seeing that 
the State was indeed in trouble, had a 
huge deficit, gave him what he desired 
in savings. And still he would not com- 
promise. He held his ground, and in 
holding his ground, appears to have 
lost his State. 

This is a turning point moment for 
the country. This is a moment that is 
sorting out those who linger on the ex- 
treme from those who have fought to 
find their way to the mainstream. And 
Wisconsin is a harbinger of what over- 
reach will reap here in the House of 
Representatives as polls in Wisconsin 
show it has already done there. 

Look what we have here. The Presi- 
dent already announced a freeze, a 5- 
year spending freeze, on Federal em- 
ployees in the State of the Union. They 
didn’t like that. But that seems to 
have whet the appetite of Republicans 
for more and even more. 

They come to the floor with bills 
that would furlough Federal workers 
for the 2 weeks, would impose an addi- 
tional l-year pay freeze, and cut 200,000 
Federal jobs. There’s another bill that 
would limit the ability of Federal 
workers to bargain collectively. 

The bills just roll out of Repub- 
licans—a freeze, a cut in the Federal 
workforce by 15 percent. Don’t you 
think somebody would want to look 
and see who the workers are before 
coming up with a number like that? 
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Cutting agency funding to 2008 levels in 
2012, as H.R. 1 does, and then to 2006 
levels for the next 9 years. That would 
reduce most agency budgets by 40 per- 
cent. 

I see that my good friend who has 
also cosponsored the resolution paying 
tribute to America’s public and Federal 
employees has come to the floor, and I 
am pleased to grant her such time as 
she may desire. 

Ms. EDWARDS. I want to thank the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m here today because 
I’m here on behalf of and with the 
150,000 Federal workers who live in the 
Fourth Congressional District in Mary- 
land. But in our region, in our metro- 
politan region, we know that there are 
some 700,000 Federal workers just in 
the Washington metropolitan region 
who do so much to protect this coun- 
try, to keep our neighborhoods, our 
communities safe, to keep our food 
safe, to make sure that we know what 
the weather is; 2.7 to 2.8 million Fed- 
eral workers all around the country 
and around the globe. That means that 
they’re not all here in Washington. So 
I’m always troubled when I hear people 
who, for the last couple of decades, 
have just gone on an all-out attack 
against the great work of Federal 
workers. 

And I would say to the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia, I know 
a little bit of something about Federal 
workers. I grew up in a household with 
two Federal workers. My mother and 
my father both worked for the Federal 
Government. In fact, it was working 
for the Federal Government that really 
helped them become a part of the mid- 
dle class in this country. It was the 
work that they did as Federal workers 
that saved taxpayers lots of money. It 
was the work that my father did in uni- 
form in this country protecting and 
honoring all of us by his service. 

And so there’s such a wide range of 
the Federal workforce, and yet some 
who want to go after Federal workers— 
and I say “во after,” and I mean that 
very directly—do it without actually 
knowing what it is that Federal work- 
ers do. 

Well, I want to tell you about some 
of the Federal workers in my congres- 
sional district. They are workers who 
work at the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration. They’re doing some of the 
most cutting-edge research that is out 
there. They are looking to make sure 
that our—that the food and the drugs 
that are in our marketplace are safe 
for children and families and con- 
sumers. 

I want to talk about the Federal 
workers at the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. 
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Today in the Washington region, and 
up and down the east coast, we have 
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actually had flood warnings for com- 
munities, including communities 
around the District of Columbia metro- 
politan area, that are under flood 
warnings and watches today. It’s Fed- 
eral workers who actually helped us to 
analyze the data coming from the sat- 
ellite that was put up into our atmos- 
phere by Federal workers that help us 
understand what’s happening in our en- 
vironment with our climate and our 
weather. 

It’s the Federal workers at NASA 
who took the charge that President 
Kennedy gave to them to explore space, 
to discover that new frontier, who have 
been at the cutting edge of all kinds of 
research that benefit us in every capac- 
ity. I like to say to people it was actu- 
ally a Federal worker and the Federal 
workforce that figured out through 
technology and experimentation that 
they could create materials that would 
lead to the creation of air bags and 
seat belts in our space program. And 
those are the same air bags that I 
know saved my life one time when I 
was in a car accident, and have saved 
many lives all across this country. 
Well, that’s the product of what hap- 
pens when you make an investment in 
our Federal workforce. 

It’s a Federal worker who works at 
Andrews Air Force Base in my congres- 
sional district looking out for the pro- 
tection of the President and for dip- 
lomats who fly in and out of Andrews, 
making sure that we safeguard the pro- 
tected space in this capital region, 
making sure that we have an Air Force 
and personnel who are deployed to as 
far away places as Afghanistan and 
Iraq looking out for improvised explo- 
sive devices, training some of our great 
other servicemembers, those German 
shepherds and other service dogs that 
we see. It’s the Federal workforce 
that’s doing those things. 

So I am often shocked, Mr. Speaker, 
when I hear people targeting the Fed- 
eral workforce. Let’s just be clear, Fed- 
eral workers have actually absorbed 
and been willing to absorb and to take, 
not liking it, as the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia points out, a 
freeze that’s been placed on their 
wages, but they continue to serve. It’s 
the Federal worker, Mr. Speaker, who 
makes sure that that Social Security 
check and that disability claim and 
those veterans services are provided 
not just in the Fourth Congressional 
District in Maryland, but all across 
this country. 

So when I think about the range of 
things that Federal workers do that no 
one else does, it’s really extraordinary. 
People try to compare, the gentle- 
woman knows this, try to compare 
wages and salaries to wages and sala- 
ries in the private sector; but it’s not a 
direct match. I mean, imagine, if you 
would, that we could get away in the 
private sector with paying a top-notch 
engineering researcher $100,000 to work 
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for us. But that’s what happens in the 
Federal Government, even though 
those salaries may be significantly 
higher than that. 

Ms. NORTON. The gentlewoman is 
making a very important and much 
misunderstood point with these com- 
parisons between apples and bananas. 
Half of the Federal workforce, I 
learned, work in the nine highest pay- 
ing occupation groups: judges, engi- 
neers, scientists, nuclear plant inspec- 
tors. That’s half of the Federal work- 
ers. Less than a third of private sector 
workers work in these same nine top- 
drawer occupations. So when you hear 
these comparisons, you are not com- 
paring comparable workforces. The pri- 
vate sector has categories we don’t 
even have here like cooks and manu- 
facturing workers. 

So these comparisons that you speak 
of, I say to the gentlelady, could not be 
more important to distinguish. We are 
talking about the highest level work- 
force in the United States of America. 
And I will say to the gentlelady, I 
learned as well that there are far fewer 
of them than when I was a child. In 
1953, there was one Federal worker for 
every 78 residents. Today, there is one 
for every 147. How did you go from one 
Federal worker for every 78 residents 
to one for every 147 residents? Produc- 
tivity. This is a knowledge workforce. 
It is a workforce to die for. 

I yield to the gentlelady from Mary- 
land. 

Ms. EDWARDS. I want to thank the 
gentlelady, because I think it’s really 
important for us to understand really 
who is the Federal worker. You know, 
what is it that they do? And as the gen- 
tlelady has pointed out, our food is safe 
because of Federal workers. The drugs 
that we take, whether they come over 
the counter or they’re prescription 
drugs, they’re safe because of a Federal 
worker. When that prediction is com- 
ing through for severe weather that 
hits the middle of our country in the 
most oppressive way, it’s a Federal 
worker who analyzes that data and 
works really hard and really quickly to 
get that information out to the public. 

Federal workers also work in some of 
the most dangerous fields, in addition 
to being some of the most skilled fields 
in this country. You mentioned the 
work, the gentlelady did, the work of 
our nuclear scientists that Federal 
workers do, in our laboratories all 
across this country, not just in Wash- 
ington, D.C., in States like Colorado 
and California and New Mexico, some 
of the highest level of scientific work 
that’s going on in the country. 

So we have a skilled Federal work- 
force. And, you know, I was really 
shocked about this story that we have 
heard evolving in Wisconsin and the 
struggle of Wisconsin workers for col- 
lective bargaining rights that indeed 
on the committee on which we serve in 
Transportation, just a couple of weeks 
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ago we were looking at an authoriza- 
tion for the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration. In that authorization we actu- 
ally passed legislation through our 
committee that would say that if you 
didn’t show up for a union vote, maybe 
you were sick, maybe you didn’t want 
to vote, for whatever reason, your not 
showing up would be counted as a “по” 
vote. 

Can you imagine if any of us actually 
conducted elections like that? All 
those folks who decided to stay home 
for whatever reason would be counted 
as ‘по’ votes? I daresay there would be 
a lot of Members of this Congress who 
would not be Members of this Congress 
under those kinds of rules. Yet those 
are the kinds of rules that are being 
promoted by the Republican majority 
through our continuing resolution, 
through our authorization that really 
go at the heart of taking the feet out 
from under the Federal workforce. 

Ms. NORTON. I thank the gentlelady, 
and I hope she will remain with us, be- 
cause the gentlelady is pointing out 
distinctions that the public is largely 
unaware of. Some of these job cat- 
egories that my friend from Maryland 
points to ought to be instructive: rock- 
et scientists, VA nurse, park ranger, 
cancer researcher, prison guards. 

It’s interesting that the cooks in the 
Bureau of Prisons are probably paid 
more than the cooks in the private sec- 
tor because they have supervision of 
prisoners, who also work in the kitch- 
en. How do you measure that? You 
don’t do it by throwing out a bunch of 
statistics, public versus private, and 
believe that that tells the whole story. 

Now we are very pleased to be joined 
by the gentlewoman from Hawaii, our 
new Member from Hawaii, and I am 
pleased to grant her 5 minutes. 

Ms. HIRONO. Thank you. Relatively 
new Member. I am really glad to join 
the two of you in honoring and ac- 
knowledging the work of our Federal 
workers. Ms. EDWARDS and I sit on the 
same Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture Committee; and, yes, it was quite 
revealing to talk about the kinds of 
changes some people were proposing to 
the FAA bill that would have totally 
changed the way you count votes. It is 
a way to count votes that doesn’t hap- 
pen in any other arena. 

Certainly, if we had to count votes 
where all the people who were reg- 
istered to vote didn’t vote would be 
counted as a “по” vote, I would say 
that most of us here, including our 
friends on the other side of the aisle, 
would not be here. 

That’s very telling to me, the kind of 
perspective that’s reflected, any kind 
of an effort that goes after government 
employees. And today we are here to 
talk about the thousands and thou- 
sands of Federal employees who are 
doing the job every single day to keep 
our government going. 
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Who do we think keeps government 
going but our workers? We need to ac- 
knowledge that and honor them. 

When you go to the Social Security 
office, for example, as I have, and when 
you see the Federal employees proc- 
essing the paperwork, that needs to 
happen so that our seniors can get the 
benefits that they’ve worked hard for 
and that they deserve. When you go to 
an unemployment line, you see State 
workers. This is what I mean. Govern- 
ment employees are there, doing the 
jobs they need to do to enable our 
working people and middle class fami- 
lies and everyone else in our country to 
get the kinds of services that we pay 
for. 

They’re being scapegoated as though 
they’re the ones who are responsible 
for this economic crisis. Some people 
refer to it now as the “Great Reces- 
sion,” with a capital “©” and a capital 
“R,” as opposed to the Great Depres- 
sion. So many of the stories that we 
hear are about people just struggling 
to make ends meet, including our Fed- 
eral employees. They’re like the rest of 
us. Of course there are faces to all of 
these Federal employees. In fact, let 
me just tell you about some of the Fed- 
eral employees who have been ac- 
knowledged in my State for the exem- 
plary work that they’re doing. 

For example, I want to talk about 
Sergeant Michael Schellenbach, who is 
a combat camera officer in charge of 
the Kaneohe Marine Corps Base in Ha- 
waii. He won a Federal Leader of the 
Year award. He provided unparalleled 
customer service to prepare marines 
for Operations Iraqi and Enduring 
Freedom. 

Warren Au won the 2010 Federal Em- 
ployee of the Year award for profes- 
sional, administrative and technical 
professions. Warren works in the Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command as an 
electrical engineer on the Far East 
planning team. He developed and im- 
plemented an electronic data-gathering 
tool to produce an updated facilities 
plan. The tool is now required at all 
Navy and Marine Corps installations, 
and it has greatly increased produc- 


tivity and efficiency, saving tax- 
payers—that’s all of us—a lot of 
money. 


Bill Pursley was a 2008 Federal Men- 
tor of the Year. He works for the 
Transportation Security Administra- 
tion at Maui County Airports. Under 
Bill’s guidance and leadership, over 
dozens of officers have been promoted 
to lead, supervisor and master posi- 
tions. Bill’s very calm and convincing 
demeanor has earned him the respect 
of airport employees and leaders, and 
he has had a significant impact on 
keeping us safe. 

These are just a few of the 4.6 million 
Federal workers and retirees in every 
State in our country who have not only 
provided services to us over the years 
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and who have earned their retirements, 
but they’re continuing to, as we have 
referred to in so many of our commit- 
tees, step up to do more with less. They 
have been doing that for years now, 
and I am proud of them. I am proud of 
the Federal workers in Hawaii. 

Ms. NORTON. If the gentlewoman 
would yield, I think it’s very inter- 
esting that we have on the floor Mem- 
bers from, perhaps, the most dense part 
of the Federal workforce, all the way 
to Hawaii. Eighty-five percent of Fed- 
eral workers does not work in the 
Washington region. Ms. EDWARDS and I 
feel fortunate to live in the National 
Capital Region, but we by no means re- 
gard ourselves as representative of 
Federal workers. Every Member has 
Federal workers in her district. So, 
when you’re bashing Federal employ- 
ees, you’d better watch yourselves be- 
cause you’re bashing your own con- 
stituents. 

Does the gentlelady from Maryland 
want to speak to that issue? 

Ms. EDWARDS. I do. 

Too often we hear: Let’s cut Wash- 
ington. We don’t care if the Federal 
Government shuts down because it’s 
just a bunch of Federal employees. In 
fact, only 1 quarter of Federal employ- 
ees works in the Three-State Region 
that comprises the Washington Metro- 
politan Region. The other 75 percent of 
Federal employees works someplace 
else. 

I love this idea of exploring what it is 
that Federal employees do because I’m 
often fascinated by the many jobs that 
they do which provide so many impor- 
tant resources for us: 

Meteorologists. Well, could we do 
without meteorologists? Ask the peo- 
ple in California and in these other 
earthquake zones. In the gentlelady’s 
home State of Hawaii, we need mete- 
orologists in that sector. Aerospace en- 
gineers, who are exploring these 21st 
century new technologies and horizons 
that are not here on this Earth, who 
are looking at things like climate and 
planetary science, they don’t make a 
lot of money. They may have Ph.Ds. 
An aerospace engineer with a Ph.D., 
who works for the Federal Govern- 
ment, probably makes about $70,000. 
Imagine if you translated that skill 
level into the private sector. 

So I thank the gentlelady for remind- 
ing us of the fact that Federal workers 
span the spectrum of job skills, and 
they’re in every single State and in 
every congressional district in this 
country. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, may I in- 
quire as to how much time I have re- 
maining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman has 25 minutes remaining. 

Ms. HIRONO. Will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Ms. NORTON. I am glad to yield to 
the gentlewoman from Hawaii. 

Ms. HIRONO. Thank you. 
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When we think about the kinds of re- 
sources in our country that everyone 
enjoys, think about our national parks. 
What a tremendous resource for all of 
us, and so many families go to all of 
our national parks. Guess who is there 
to make sure that families, individ- 
uals—all of us—have a lovely time? 
Who is protecting our endangered spe- 
cies, these national parks? We have a 
lot of national parks in Hawaii. In fact, 
you may have seen the pictures re- 
cently of one of them. We have the con- 
tinuing eruption of Kilauea on the Is- 
land of Hawaii, which is part of my dis- 
trict. 

So there are just so many areas in 
which we could not do without the 
commitment of our Federal employees. 
Truly, I feel as though they’re getting 
picked on for basically political rea- 
sons, and it’s unjustifiable to do that 
and to scapegoat our workers in that 
way. 

Ms. NORTON. They deserve just the 
opposite. 

Ms. HIRONO. Yes. 

Ms. NORTON. Far from scapegoating, 
it seems to me we ought to stand up 
and salute Federal employees for what 
they’re doing for this country now. 

Ms. HIRONO. You mentioned Ms. 
EDWARDS and about exploration and 
about meteorologists. Well, the astro- 
naut program, that’s a Federal pro- 
gram. We had a wonderful astronaut 
from Hawaii, Ellison Onizuka, who 
tragically lost his life in the Challenger 
disaster. 

This is part of what we need to do to 
educate all of us and the young people 
and our students. In fact, I was visited 
by a group of students in my district 
yesterday. They were here with the 
Close Up program, and were here to 
learn about the Federal Government 
and what keeps the Federal Govern- 
ment going. It’s not just us. It’s all 
those 4.6 million people out there who 
are helping. 

Ms. NORTON. Ms. EDWARDS, you are 
probably also aware that we hear about 
the best and the brightest. The Federal 
workforce, now with many baby 
boomers, is eligible to retire, and there 
is absolute panic about whether or not 
we will ever see a workforce as good as 
the workforce we got in the post-Ken- 
nedy period. These were people who 
came fresh with all of the notions of 
the Kennedy era that public service 
was a wonderful thing, and they made 
their careers in the Federal service. 
Ninety percent of them could retire in 
the next 10 years. Now the whole world 
is open to them. They could go to the 
high-tech companies. They could go to 
Hawaii. They could go to California. 

Will we be able to attract the best 
and the brightest right when we most 
need them—in an era when the country 
needs, on this side as well as on the 
military side, the very best talent we 
can find? 
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Ms. EDWARDS. The gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia raises 
yet another really interesting point 
and it is that not only could they go 
anyplace in the United States, but the 
world is their oyster. We know that our 
best and brightest are not just being 
recruited from State to State outside 
of the Federal workforce, they are 
being recruited outside of the United 
States, because we know that we have 
the talent here, and what better place 
to absorb that talent in public service 
than in service in the Federal sector. 

I am just so proud. I think about the 
time that I met a scientist, a re- 
searcher over at the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology. Let me 
tell you what they do at NIST. 

Any piece of the electronic equip- 
ment that you might have, and maybe 
it’s in your doctor’s office, and it’s an 
MRI machine, or maybe it is some- 
thing, a piece of your home equipment 
in your home, or maybe it’s the iron, 
or it’s the toaster, or it’s the micro- 
wave, the National Institute of Stand- 
ards and Technology sets a standard 
for industry for those products and 
tests those to meet standards. It means 
that no matter where you go, no mat- 
ter what store you shop in, that that 
equipment is calibrated in the same 
way. Now, you may not think that 
matters for a toaster, but it surely 
matters for an MRI machine. 

Those are the kinds of jobs that our 
Federal employees do. Those are jobs 
that you really can’t translate into the 
private sector but that are so nec- 
essary to safeguard the public. 

Ms. NORTON. That’s such an impor- 
tant point about translating them. Un- 
like what the Federal Government is 
required to do, the people who have 
been throwing around the comparisons 
don’t do what the Bureau of Labor Sta- 
tistics does. Now, this is very, very dif- 
ficult work. 

When the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
compares workers in the public and 
private sector, they have to, for exam- 
ple, look beyond the title of budget an- 
alyst. In the Federal Government, they 
may be dealing with a budget analyst 
who has oversight over multimillion- 
dollar agency budgets. 

In the private sector, that may be 
somebody who is sitting in an office 
pushing papers, is qualified, but no- 
where near the same kind of responsi- 
bility. What the Bureau of Labor Sta- 
tistics does, and only the government 
can do this, because only the govern- 
ment has the resources, is to literally 
get into the weeds so that when you see 
the government statistics, those are 
the statistics to be trusted. 

I have got to ask my good friend to 
help me as well on one of the great dis- 
tortions, and that is on Federal bene- 
fits. 

I think most Americans don’t know 
that Federal employees pay for 30 per- 
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cent of the cost of their health care. If 
you get dental and vision, you pay 100 
percent. 

If you have group life insurance, the 
employee pays 66 percent of the pre- 
mium and the full cost of any addi- 
tional coverage, and if you have, and 
many employees now have, Federal 
long-term care, 100 percent. 

The Federal Government, yes, is a 
decent employer. It is by no means an 
overly generous employer. Just com- 
pare that to Fortune 1000, Fortune 500 
employers and see if these employees 
who pay 30 percent of their health care 
premium are coddled. I don’t think so. 

Another issue that is often raised is 
contractors. One of the most astound- 
ing things about the Federal work- 
force, and some things should be done 
by contracting out, but there are more 
contracted, contracted Federal em- 
ployees than there are Federal employ- 
ees. When you are attacking Federal 
employees, you are attacking people 
who work in the agencies, who work, as 
my two colleagues have spoken in de- 
tail, work as a park ranger, who work 
as a rocket scientist. 

But the invisible workforce is the 
contracting workforce. At the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security, for exam- 
ple, we have 188,000 employees but 
there are 200,000 contracting employees 
working for the Agency. So if the pub- 
lic really wants to know where the 
money goes, they shouldn’t be tar- 
geting the employee who stands up, has 
USA written across their chest, is 
proud to work for the Federal Govern- 
ment. They should look at the entire 
workforce, which turns out to be many, 
many contracted workers. 

It’s interesting to know that the 
President is cutting the number of con- 
tracted workers and expects to save $40 
billion annually by, in fact, bringing 
that work in-house, so that we know 
who is performing it, we can measure 
them. We can get rid of the work we 
don’t need. You contract the work out, 
it’s gone, and it gets a life of its own. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Well, I think that 
you raise such an amazing point for the 
American people on two points, one 
about Federal benefits. There is this 
wide assumption across the country 
that Federal workers don’t contribute 
to their own health and life insurance 
and their dental insurance, and it’s 
just not true. So I think it’s really 
born for us to debunk that right now. 

As you say, the Federal Government 
is a decent employer, but it is by no 
means the best employer when it 
comes to providing benefits, as some of 
those Fortune 500, Fortune 1000 compa- 
nies that you point to. Nonetheless, it’s 
the Federal worker who contributes to 
her own benefit, contributes to her 
pension, contributes to her health in- 
surance, contributes for her family 
members across the board. 

The gentlewoman also makes an im- 
portant distinction for us to know 
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that, in fact, the Federal workforce, 
because they sometimes work along- 
side contract employees who are paid 
different rates, who have different ben- 
efits, but are in some cases doing very, 
very similar kind of work. I applaud 
the Obama administration for trying to 
get a handle on what is uniquely gov- 
ernment work and shouldn’t be con- 
tracted out because we need much 
greater oversight. 

I know, I mentioned earlier to the 
gentlewoman that I come from a fam- 
ily of Federal workers. I want to tell 
you about one of those workers, be- 
cause I bet if anybody goes back, they 
would say that my mother saved the 
Federal Government a boatload of 
money. 

She was a steward of the taxpayer. 
She worked in the Department of De- 
fense doing military housing, over- 
seeing contracts. She would tell you in 
a minute if a contractor was violating 
a contract. She would tell you in a 
minute if they were overspending 
where they didn’t need to overspend, 
and she would save the taxpayer money 
because she viewed herself as a steward 
of the taxpayer as a public servant. 

I know that my mother is not alone. 
She is joined by millions of Federal 
workers all across this country who 
take pride in the work that they do for 
the taxpayer, the work that they do in 
service to this Nation, whether it’s 
processing Social Security disability 
claims, or it is making sure that our 
veterans get appropriate medical and 
mental health attention, or whether 
it’s making sure that our airways are 
safe and clear, that our planes are 
landing and taking off safely, pro- 
tecting us in our parks. 

After all, if someone gets lost, a child 
gets lost in a park, it’s a Federal work- 
er that goes to find that child and re- 
unite him or her with their parents. 
The Federal workforce is varied, it’s di- 
verse, it’s efficient. It’s becoming more 
efficient every day. Federal workers 
are really contributing to the lifeblood 
of this country. 

So I think for those who want to get 
about the business of cutting spending 
where it’s appropriate, let’s do that re- 
sponsibly. But let’s not make the Fed- 
eral worker the scapegoat for budget- 
cutting and for ending deficit spending. 
Let’s continue a strong and vigorous 
Federal workforce that really is work- 
ing to the best benefit of the taxpayer. 

Ms. NORTON. This is such an impor- 
tant point. I would say to my friend 
from Maryland because, remember in 
Wisconsin, the public employees said, 
look, we will do our share. Yet the 
Governor insisted upon going at collec- 
tive bargaining. Anyone who thinks 
public employees are not willing to do 
their share does not understand how 
unions operate. 
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If you have a workforce that needs to 
be downsized, if you have a workforce 
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that needs to give up some of what it 
has for a period of time, the best way 
to deal with that workforce is through 
an agent that the workers trust. If the 
employer has no agent and simply goes 
in and does it, that becomes a deflat- 
ing, morale-sapping exercise. Unions 
are very sophisticated. Unions operate 
within our capitalist system. They 
know when there’s money on the table 
and when there’s not. Unions are said 
to have been the major agent in cre- 
ating the American middle class. 

What do we mean by that? After all, 
there were businesses, automobile com- 
panies and managers. What we mean by 
it is that when that money was com- 
ing, when that revenue was coming to 
business, it was sitting across from a 
union who said, workers help produce 
this product, the revenue from this 
product should be shared with workers. 
Out of that came the great American 
middle class. That is why an auto- 
mobile worker, for example, who didn’t 
have a college education, could get a 
pension and could support a family. 

And unions did this, yes, across the 
bargaining table; but in doing it for 
their own members, they spread it 
through the society, because then com- 
petitors had to meet the union wage. 
And so what happened was you got a 
great American middle class that you 
did not have before the unionization of 
American workers. And they deserve 
credit for that. Unions deserve credit 
for that. They don’t deserve to be 
bashed. 

I have to say to my good friend, I was 
never so gratified to read what the 
polls show us. And I indicated some of 
those figures when we began this spe- 
cial hour that 2-1, Americans oppose 
weakening the bargaining rights of 
public employees. After all that has 
happened in Wisconsin, instead of their 
reaping the whirlwind for it, American 
people understand what it means to 
take away a precious right, even a 
right some of them don’t enjoy. And so 
they say they would rather have their 
taxes raised than to even weaken— 
weaken the collective bargaining 
rights of workers. 

If that is not a lesson for the other 
side of this Chamber, which is over- 
reaching in 1,000 different ways, noth- 
ing is. It is a bellwether of what is to 
come. 

Ms. EDWARDS. I want to thank the 
gentlelady and my friend because I 
think what you’ve done is you’ve 
brought the connection from the public 
sector worker in Wisconsin and 
throughout our States to the Federal 
workforce and to the private sector 
workforce. 

I think what we’ve seen over these 
last couple of decades, and I think it is 
evidenced in the poll and the support 
that all workers are showing for the 
workers in Wisconsin and for the idea 
of collective bargaining rights, is that 
we all recognize as workers whether 
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you’re in the public sector or the pri- 
vate sector, whether it’s State or mu- 
nicipal government or it’s the Federal 
Government, that, in fact, it’s that or- 
ganizing and the ability to organize 
and the ability to bargain that has 
helped so many of us to achieve a place 
in the middle class. And I think that 
there is an understandable fear of los- 
ing that given what’s transpired over 
the years. 

In fact, you look at wages in the pri- 
vate sector, and private sector wages 
have, in fact, remained stagnant for 
about the last decade. And so you can 
understand that a private sector work- 
er is actually feeling that strain, but 
they understand the position of the 
public sector workers, of the Federal 
workers. And so we’re all united as 
workers together to make sure that we 
can lift all of us into the middle class. 

And I think the Federal workforce is 
particularly important because the 
Federal workforce then becomes sort of 
a bellwether for what can happen in 
other sectors in our workforce. Thank 
you for bringing that full circle. 

Ms. NORTON. I want to thank the 
gentlelady for coming down. You make 
а very important point about the stag- 
nation of the American standard of liv- 
ing. It correlates with the stagnation 
of the American labor movement. The 
stagnation of the American labor 
movement has everything to do with 
the difficulty under the National Labor 
Relations Act of organizing a union 
today. 

When unions were first legalized in 
the 19305, they were encouraged. 
Today, it is very difficult under the ex- 
isting statute to organize a union; and 
I’m amazed that unions are still alive 
and kicking. But I must say what 
we’ve seen from Wisconsin is a national 
reawakening of the American trade 
union movement. I think unions are 
going to be able to organize in ways 
they would never have been able to or- 
ganize without Wisconsin. Thank you, 
Governor Walker. 

As I close this hour, I want to par- 
ticularly thank my two friends from 
Hawaii and from Maryland for coming 
down to share this special hour with 
us. We think the least we can do is to, 
every once in a while, say to Federal 
employees and to public employees, we 
appreciate what you’re doing. 

President Obama perhaps said it best. 
I don’t think it does any good, he said, 
when public employees are denigrated 
or vilified or their rights are infringed 
upon. We need to attract the best and 
the brightest to public service. These 
times demand it. 

Again, I thank the gentlelady for 
coming forward. 


Ee 


THE FUTURE OF EDUCATION IN 
AMERICA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
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uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Illi- 
nois (Mr. JACKSON) is recognized for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, let me first begin by associating 
myself with the remarks of the distin- 
guished gentlelady from the District of 
Columbia and the gentlelady from 
Maryland on a very thoughtful presen- 
tation that they offered the body this 
evening. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been some 
controversy in the blogosphere and on 
conservative talk radio shows about 
some comments I made last week re- 
garding my belief that every child in 
this country should have the constitu- 
tional right to an education of equal 
high quality. Let me be clear. Last 
week, I raised the possibility that such 
a right might lead to an education 
standard in this country of an iPad for 
every child just like it could lead to 
standards of class sizes and athletic fa- 
cilities and music classes and other im- 
portant resources for our children. 

Let me be clear on a few things. 
These devices are revolutionizing our 
country, and they will fundamentally 
alter how we educate our children. Mr. 
Speaker, this is an iPad. It is an in- 
credible device, so incredible, in fact, 
before I could open it up after I re- 
cently purchased it, Apple came out 
with the iPad 2. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the Kindle, a de- 
vice from Amazon that allows you to 
download books and to read them. Be- 
fore I could finish opening up my Kin- 
dle, Kindle came out with an even 
smaller Kindle, neither of which has 
been activated at this time. 

Mr. Speaker, it will not be very long 
before every child in this country is 
educated using one of these devices or 
something similar. Why? Just go to 
your local Borders bookstore, that is, if 
there’s one left. 

Recently, Borders announced it was 
closing 200 of 508 stores, including one 
in my congressional district. If the re- 
cent history of the music business is 
any guide, then other bookstores and 
libraries, both private and public, may 
not be far behind them. That’s because 
the future of publishing isn’t in hard 
copy books any more or magazines or 
newspapers. It’s all digital. The iPad, 
the Kindle, the Nook, and other similar 
devices make it possible to access any 
book, any periodical at any time any 
place. 

As digital downloadable music has 
gained in popularity, we’ve seen a fun- 
damental shift in the music industry. 
Now there are hardly any physical 
stores where we can buy CDs or other 
music products anymore. We’ve gone 
from the 78 to the 45 to the long-play- 
ing LP to DVDs, and now to 
downloadable music. The same will be 
true for publishing. Books will soon be- 
come obsolete. So the school library 
will soon, unfortunately, be obsolete. 

Schools are likely in the future to 
use that space for more classrooms. 
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Maybe it will help alleviate our class- 
room size problems. But for certain, ar- 
chitects in the future will likely be de- 
signing future schools without a li- 
brary. 
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Hard copies of textbooks will become 
obsolete. Instead of incurring the costs 
of buying them and storing them and 
instead of forcing our children to lug 
around huge backpacks full of heavy 
books, we’ll just download them onto a 
device just like one of these. This is 
going to happen in the future. In fact, 
it is happening right now. 

In my district, at Chicago State Uni- 
versity, thanks to the innovation of 
President Wayne Watson, the freshmen 
class of students this past fall, every 
single freshman received an iPad. Over 
time as new classes enroll, the admin- 
istration at Chicago State University 
hopes that all students will use elec- 
tronic devices for textbooks and to sub- 
mit assignments. It could be a 
textbookless campus within 4 years. 
“Imagine the cost savings for schools,” 
President Watson said. ‘‘Give a child 
an iPad, a Nook or a Kindle or any of 
these devices when they are in the first 
grade, and he or she could use it all of 
the way through college. All of the cost 
of buying hard copy books for the 
course of that child’s educational ca- 
reer would be simply wiped out.” 

Now, Mr. Speaker, because I sug- 
gested this idea, I have been called a 
communist and a socialist and any 
number of other things, but let me tell 
you why that is misleading and mali- 
cious. Let me go back to what I talked 
about last week. 

Last week from the House floor, I 
talked about the greatest capitalists in 
the history of our world. In my opin- 
ion, the greatest capitalists in the his- 
tory of our world were the men who 
founded our country, our Founding Fa- 
thers. They were engaged in all man- 
ners of trade and commerce that 
ranged from farming cotton and beans 
and corn. And even before the Con- 
stitution of the United States was rati- 
fied in 1788, even before the Bill of 
Rights in 1791, even before the Declara- 
tion of Independence, from 1492 until 
1776, and certainly and even more trag- 
ically in 1619, 19 scared Africans ar- 
rived on the shores of Jamestown, Vir- 
ginia, 157 years before the Declaration 
of Independence. Their desire for com- 
merce and capitalism even had them 
trading people. They traded among 
themselves and with others across the 
world. And when they rebelled against 
the government of England and estab- 
lished their own country, they had a 
choice in an unregulated, unfettered 
free market system or a system of gov- 
ernment with checks and balances and 
regulations and rules. So much for the 
antigovernment movement in our Na- 
tion. Our Founding Fathers were not 
antigovernment. They chose govern- 
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ment, but they chose government with 
an overall structure of freedom and 
personal liberty along with regulation 
and rules, which leads us to the Bill of 
Rights. 

Mr. Speaker, the First Amendment is 
one of the great landmarks in human 
rights and personal freedom. It cer- 
tainly is that not only in domestic his- 
tory but in world history. It protects 
free speech, freedom of and freedom 
from religion, the right to assemble 
and to petition the government. It also 
happens, and often not talked about in 
our country, it also happens to be the 
greatest economic program in the his- 
tory of our country. Think about it. 

I asked the Congressional Research 
Service and their experts responded by 
saying to a specific question: How 
many jobs in the United States of 
America are tied to the First Amend- 
ment? Initially they said: It is prac- 
tically incalculable. He said any job, 
and I quote, ‘‘with a public presence” 
could be considered protected under 
the First Amendment. And, therefore, 
the Congressional Research Service 
conservatively estimated that approxi- 
mately 50 percent of all jobs in the 
United States are tied to the First 
Amendment. Imagine, or just stop and 
think about it. Every newspaper in this 
Nation and the jobs that emanate from 
those newspapers are tied to the First 
Amendment. Books, Internet publica- 
tions, every TV station, social media, 
public speaking, Sirius Network, AM/ 
FM radio, advocacy, lawyers, movies, 
CDs, DVDs, VHRs, VHSs, Comcast, 
Blu-ray, MP3 players, Democrats and 
Republicans, telephone services, cell 
phones, Droids, pagers, music—clas- 
sical, R&B, pop, country western, hip- 
hop, techno, karaoke—the United 
States Postal Service, Federal Express, 
UPS, print advertising, Times Square, 
New York City, commercials, iPods, 
iPhones, iPads, computers, art, muse- 
ums, photography, education, colleges 
and schools, theaters, plays, musicals, 
and on and on and on, they have their 
basis in the First Amendment. 

That doesn’t even include freedom of 
religion, the churches, the synagogues, 
the mosques, all religions, nonprofit 
organizations, 501(с)(3)8, 501(с)(4)8, 
charitable giving. All of this is First 
Amendment activity. 

Mr. Speaker, the First Amendment, 
with American innovation through 
time, from the founding of our country 
to this very date has unleashed over 
time the greatest economy that the 
world has ever known. The Founding 
Fathers set in place a system that 
through our value system would give 
birth to more than 50 percent of all 
jobs in the United States of America. 
And that system has worked remark- 
ably well for a long, long time. 

But now there is a problem, Mr. 
Speaker. These devices will cause the 
loss of jobs at bookstores. Borders is 
closing almost 50 percent of its stores. 
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It is going to cost the jobs of librarians 
and libraries, publishing houses, print- 
ers, book binders. 

And where do we think these devices 
are made? They are not made here in 
the United States. They are most like- 
ly made in China or other places. So if 
you are not an American and if you be- 
lieve in the value system that ema- 
nates from the First Amendment, in- 
cluding all of the jobs that emanate 
from the First Amendment, and you 
are outside of America and you are 
looking in, you need only wait for 
American innovation as a result of our 
own freedom system to take advantage 
of selling to the United States at some 
cheaper labor costs a product that 
helps strengthen our First Amend- 
ment. It comes, however, at the cost of 
jobs. Significant jobs. 

So the First Amendment, the amend- 
ment that has unleashed such great 
economic activity and brought about 
such amazing innovation and helped 
America become the greatest economy 
in the world, is now known for helping 
the Chinese economy grow and create 
jobs and prosperity and, ironically, 
challenge America’s place in the global 
economy. 

We all know our economy has strug- 
gled over the past few years. The finan- 
cial and economic crises have been dev- 
astating for many Americans. The un- 
employment rate still hovers near 9 
percent. And in communities like 
mine, it is near 15 percent. 

How do we turn our economy around? 
I have suggested, Mr. Speaker, that we 
follow the mold of the greatest capital- 
ists and turn to our Constitution; turn 
to our bylaws, the bylaws of the Amer- 
ican enterprise. That is what President 
Roosevelt did as he began his fourth 
term in office. 

Mr. Speaker, here is what President 
Roosevelt said on January 11, 1944, in 
his State of the Union address. Janu- 
ary 11, 1944, unemployment is begin- 
ning to come down, but throughout 
President Roosevelt’s administration, 
we see the highest levels of unemploy- 
ment in the history of the United 
States, the period known as the Great 
Depression. 

But as we are coming out of that 
Great Depression, President Roosevelt, 
after having served nearly four terms 
as President of the United States, has 
some insights on how future genera- 
tions of Americans must address unem- 
ployment. Today, unemployment hov- 
ering at around 9 percent. 

Let’s hear what our President had to 
say: “It is now our duty to begin to lay 
the plans and determine the strategy 
for winning a lasting peace and the es- 
tablishment of an American standard 
of living higher than we have ever 
known before. We cannot be content, 
no matter how high the general stand- 
ard of living may be, if some fraction 
of our people’’—and this is January 11, 
1944—‘‘whether it be one-third or one- 
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fifth or one-tenth is ill-fed, ill-clothed, 
ill-housed and insecure.” 
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“This Republic had its beginning’’— 
1788, 1791—‘‘and grew to its present 
strength, under the protection of cer- 
tain inalienable political rights.” 

Here Roosevelt is giving deference to 
the idea that the First Amendment 
through the Great Depression is re- 
sponsible for most of the Nation’s jobs. 

“Among these rights,” President 
Roosevelt says, ‘‘is the right of free 
speech, free press, free worship, trial by 
jury, freedom from unreasonable 
searches and seizures. They were our 
rights to life and liberty. 

“As our Nation has grown in size and 
stature, however,” the President ac- 
knowledges, ‘‘as our industrial econ- 
omy expanded, these political rights 
proved inadequate to assure us’’—that 
is, every American—‘‘equality in the 
pursuit of happiness. 

“We have come to a clear realization 
of the fact that true individual freedom 
cannot exist without economic secu- 
rity and independence. 

“Necessitous men are not free men. 
People who are hungry and out of a job 
are the stuff of which dictatorships are 
made. 

“In our day, these economic truths 
have become accepted as self-evident. 
We have accepted, so to speak, a second 
Bill of Rights under which a new basis 
of security and prosperity can be estab- 
lished for all, regardless of station, 
race, or creed. 

“Among these are: 

“The right to a job; the right to earn 
enough food to provide for one’s fam- 
ily; the right to every farmer to raise 
and sell their products; the right of 
every businessman, large and small; 
the right of every family to a decent 
home; the right to adequate medical 
care; the right to adequate protection 
from the economic fears of old age and 
sickness and accident and unemploy- 
ment; the right to a good education; all 
of these rights. 

“And after this war is won,” he said, 
“they spell security. We must be pre- 
pared to move _ forward’’—forward 
through time, a time that President 
Roosevelt himself would not live to 
see—‘‘in the implementation of these 
rights, to new goals of human happi- 
ness and well-being. 

“America’s own rightful place in the 
world depends in large part upon how 
fully these rights and similar rights 
are carried into practice by our citi- 
zens.” 

Mr. Speaker, what if we amended the 
Constitution, if we amended the bylaws 
of America, to include the right of 
every citizen to an education of equal 
high quality? What would that do for 
architects, and roofers, and bricklayers 
and manufacturers, as school districts 
across this country seek to meet the 
equal high quality standard by building 
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new schools and improving existing 
ones? 

What would it do for the NASDAQ, as 
schools improve their technological ca- 
pabilities with laptops and computers 
and iPads and Nooks and Kindles and 
other devices? There are 60 million 
children in the Nation’s public school 
systems. Sixty million. I believe that, 
like the First Amendment over time, 
an amendment guaranteeing every 
American the right to a quality edu- 
cation for all students would provide a 
huge economic boost for our country, 
just like the First Amendment at the 
inception of our country is responsible 
for 50 percent of all jobs, if we truly 
want to compete with China, with 
India, with other countries around the 
world, if we truly want a population 
that is better educated than any other 
population on planet Earth, capable of 
paying more taxes, eliminating unem- 
ployment, rebuilding schools, rebuild- 
ing bridges, rebuilding hope in our 
communities, and by definition every 
time we build a newer first class 
school, we change the property values 
of every home around that school. In 
America we just don’t sell housing any- 
more, we sell housing plus schools at 
the same time. 

I wish every Member of Congress, Mr. 
Speaker, in my home State would visit 
New Trier in the northwest suburbs. 
New Trier High School represents qual- 
ity of education that is provided unlike 
any other high school in the Nation. 
There are state-of-the-art classrooms, 
with small class sizes. It has top qual- 
ity athletic facilities including two 
aquatic centers. That’s swimming. The 
school rents it out for fees, raising rev- 
enue to help offset some of its cost. 
There are 17 varsity athletic teams for 
boys and 17 varsity athletic teams for 
girls. New Trier is noted for its drama, 
for its music, for its visual arts pro- 
grams. Students are given the oppor- 
tunity to develop all of the aspects of 
their talent. They are given a full edu- 
cational experience that molds boys 
and girls into young men and women. 
The academics at New Trier are 
unrivaled. In 2006, the mean SAT 
verbal score was 620, and the mean SAT 
math score was 650, meaning that 1370 
was an average score at New Trier. The 
school literally churns out Ivy 
Leaguers. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we need more 
New Triers. We need all of our schools 
to have the facilities, the resources, 
the rigor of New Trier. I certainly need 
it in my congressional district on the 
south side of Chicago. And if there is 
someone out there in America who 
wishes they had a school like that in 
their congressional district, I wish 
they would just go touch their tele- 
vision set, Mr. Speaker and say 
“amen.” 

But we can’t get there, Mr. Speaker, 
under local property tax regimes that 
fund our schools. In the 50 States and 
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territories, there are 95,000 public 
schools in 15,000 school districts, in 
20,000 cities—all different, all separate, 
all unequal and all funded differently. 

At New Trier, roughly $15,000 is spent 
on every child per year, which is nearly 
double the State average. That’s be- 
cause New Trier is located in one of the 
wealthiest areas in my State and, 
therefore, has the resources to fund 
such a high quality education. 

Now I don’t want to take, Mr. Speak- 
er, anything from New Trier. My vision 
on the floor of this Congress is that the 
United States of America should be 
building 95,000 New Triers across our 
country—that’s 95,000 schools putting 
millions of Americans to work in high 
quality education—for as long as there 
is an America, not for the 112th Con- 
gress, not for the 118th Congress, but 
for all of these Congresses, and there 
have been 112 Congresses that have 
made the First Amendment responsible 
for 51 percent of all jobs in this Nation. 
It has taken 112 Congresses for 51 per- 
cent of all jobs to be vested in the First 
Amendment. 

What’s the great thing about my 
amendment? The jobs that are associ- 
ated with building 95,000 schools are 
not likely to end up in Beijing. Because 
building schools has something to do 
with putting Americans to work. 
That’s very different than building 
iPads, or using First Amendment val- 
ues that tend to leave our own country 
and, yes, they spread good will 
throughout the world but it takes our 
quality of life and our standard of liv- 
ing with them. 

And that’s what Mr. Roosevelt is 
talking about. I mean, he is the Presi- 
dent that had to address unemploy- 
ment. So what Roosevelt is looking for 
are jobs with domestic content. But he 
recognizes that the Constitution of the 
United States, however much we honor 
it, is insufficient on the question of 
economic rights for all Americans to 
ensure that future generations of 
Americans will be the beneficiary of 
the highest possible education standard 
that the world has ever known. 

As I have said, Mr. Speaker, it will 
create new jobs over time. As teachers 
are hired to provide that high quality 
education and schools are built and re- 
built and technology is purchased and 
maintained, that will unleash over 
time immense economic capitalistic 
activity that will drive job creation 
and corporate profits for generations to 
come. Yes, Mr. Speaker, there will be a 
cost. But if we can find money for the 
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, if we can 
find money to bail out Wall Street, if, 
as Martin Luther King, Jr. said, we can 
find money to put a man on the Moon, 
then we ought to be able to find money 
to put a man and a woman on their 
own two feet right here in America and 
guarantee our children an equal high 
quality education like that of New 
Trier. 
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Mr. Speaker, only the Constitution of 
the United States can guarantee that 
kind of education system and at the 
same time unleash incredible job 
growth and economic activity. 

With the few minutes I have remain- 
ing, I have been dedicating this session 
of Congress to the unemployed. A lot of 
unemployed people have been sending 
me their resumes, and the cost of 
inputting their resumes into the House 
RECORD, for which I am asking them to 
continue to send me their resumes and 
stories, is astronomical. 
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And I wonder sometimes, Mr. Speak- 
er, why the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
isn’t digitized, why we still have to cut 
down trees to print all of these speech- 
es delivered by Members of Congress. 
Well, the cost would be significantly 
less if the Congress of the United 
States would catch up to the Nation’s 
education system and start digitizing 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I’m not to- 
tally unconvinced yet that we’re not 
dragging our feet into the future on 
purpose. 

With that said, I want to read a few 
stories of some people who have been 
going through, well, a whole lot of hell, 
Mr. Speaker, in this economy. These 
are the stories of our men and women 
who have served. This is from John 
Bridges: 

“Representative JACKSON, I appre- 
ciate your effort to show the country 
what’s happening to the veterans by 
entering their resumes in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD. A bit of background for 
you: I was raised in Tilden, Illinois, 
and joined the U.S. Navy when I was 17. 
And after 22 years, I retired in the Dal- 
las, Texas, area. I then went into the 
wireless telecommunications industry 
for over 12 years before being laid off at 
the end of August, 2010. 

“T have not had any success with any 
position since that time. I’ve had one 
interview with the VA, and an upcom- 
ing one with the University of North 
Texas. However, I have not heard back 
from anyone, so I’m assuming that the 
positions have gone to other individ- 
uals. Thank you, and good luck with 
this effort, as well as your service to 
the Congress.” 

Thank you, Mr. Bridges. We’re going 
to do what we can, I hope, one of these 
days in this Congress to find you a job. 

How about a former sergeant from 
the United States Marine Corps, Rob- 
ert Green: ‘‘Congressman JACKSON, Jr., 
thank you for thinking of the veterans, 
whose sacrifice for our country should 
always be respected and honored the 
way one veteran honors another. 

“My story is that after getting out of 
the Marine Corps in 1980 I landed a job 
as a welder working in Arizona on a 
power plant. I went to night school, ob- 
tained my certificate of completion for 
the trade I was working in and contin- 
ued to use my benefits to add classes at 
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the local community college level 
while raising my family and trying to 
live the American Dream. After nearly 
30 years of work in the construction in- 
dustry I found myself laid off. 

“Т had not completed the degree pro- 
gram, but had the experience and 
enough credits for a 2-year degree in 
the industry. I had worked hard to es- 
tablish a role of senior project manager 
on a construction project; yet without 
that degree, most companies will not 
even give me a call. 

“It is my hope that this idea not only 
heightens the concern of veterans, but 
sheds light on the college industry’s 
business model that keeps people for- 
ever pursuing degrees that, despite 
their personal life changes, nothing 
changes. Thanks again.” Former ser- 
geant, United States Marine Corps, 
Robert Green. 

“Congressman, І am currently a gov- 
ernment contractor with the 505th 
Training Squadron at Hurlburt Field, 
Florida. We’re undergoing a Research 
Management Decision, RMD 802, which 
includes the realigning of resources for 
fiscal year 2010 and 2014 to decrease 
funding for contract support and in- 
crease funding for approximately 33,400 
new civilian manpower authorizations, 
10,000 of which are for the defense ac- 
quisition workforce. 

I and three other 30-percent-or-more 
disabled veterans are being replaced by 
workers and will be terminated from 
employment effective the 25th of Feb- 
ruary, 2011. All three of us have served 
our country for over 20 years and have 
been an integral part of the 505th Com- 
bat Training Squadron for years. It’s 
going to be a difficult task to find work 
because of our age and our disabilities. 

“Т myself, having young children and 
limited opportunities for work, find 
myself wondering if everything that 
I’ve worked for and the American 
Dream of keeping my house and put- 
ting my kids through college has now 
become a nightmare. Thanks for prom- 
ising to post the veterans’ resumes. 
And I believe that even though you’re 
not promising jobs, at least you’re try- 
ing to bring visibility to the plight of 
our Nation’s veterans.” Mr. Tracy L. 
Palmer—put his life on the line for the 
United States of America. The least we 
can do is try and find Mr. Palmer a job. 

“Good evening. My name is Thomas 
Gadbois. I recently read an article 
about this program in the Marine 
Times. I served in the Marine Corps 
from 2001 to 2002 before receiving a 
medical discharge. I was separated 
after having a seizure disorder. During 
my time in the Corps I served as a 
radio operator, a platoon sergeant, and 
worked a complex entry control point 
while serving in Iraq in 2007. I’ve been 
searching for a job for over 1 year now, 
and my family and I recently relocated 
to Okinawa, Japan, where the job 
search still continues. 

“T would like to thank you for start- 
ing this program. There are so many 
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veterans out there that can be produc- 
tive members of our society if the Con- 
gress of the United States would just 
find something for them to do.”’ 

Out of respect for your resume, which 
is going into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD tonight, my hat is off to you, 
Thomas Gadbois. We’re going to do 
what we can to try and find you a job. 

“T served as an active duty member, 
full time, in the 111th Fighter Wing of 
the Pennsylvania Air National Guard 
for over 20 years, Mr. Speaker, as an 
ordnance mechanic. I took advantage 
of the VA programs after retiring in 
2000 to start a second career in the in- 
formation technology field. I applied to 
all technology positions at a local VA 
medical center as they were available. 
My application was not even consid- 
ered. I never gave up and tried for at 
least 10 more years. 

“In my last job, I was making $44,000, 
but it was just enough for the both of 
us. Now I am forced to tell potential 
employers I will take a minimum of $15 
per hour just to get interviewed. I see 
American companies wallowing in 
their greed, Mr. Speaker, to outsource 
jobs to other countries because it’s 
cheaper, and that’s what we’re getting 
into, cheap products instead of invest- 
ing in the talents and the skills and 
the knowledge of the American worker. 
This has to stop somewhere. ‘‘Respect- 
fully yours, Pasquale Filoromo, TSgt 
United States Air Force, retired.” 

They go on and on and on. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to revise and extend my remarks 
and to submit extraneous materials for 
the RECORD relating to the subject of 
this Special Order, including the names 
of these veterans that I specifically of- 
fered tonight. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

JOHN M. BRIDGES 
(817) 846-9080 
Profile: 

Technical Applications, Quality Control, 
Training/Development, Management, Cus- 
tomer Relations, Troubleshooting 

A self-starter with proven ability to de- 
liver high quality projects from inception to 
completion, on schedule and within budget. 
Innovative, resourceful and inventive with 
an extra-ordinary ability to identify oppor- 
tunities, make things happen, and consist- 
ently achieve goals and objectives. 

Areas of expertise: 

DMS HLR100/200, ATCA, VSE , GSM, Tele- 
communication System ‘Troubleshooting, 
Commissioning/Installation, Customer Sup- 
port, System Maintenance/Upgrades/Expan- 
sion, Customer/Employee Technical Train- 
ing. 

Professional history: 

NORTEL/ERICSSON, Richardson, Texas, 
1999-2010, Network integration specialist— 

Commissioned and integrated DMS, GSM, 
iDEN, HLR100/200 and ATCA HLR (VSE) sys- 
tems. Performed internal technical support, 
installation support, as well as customer in- 
formation, documentation, and training. 
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Completed all DO-EMS application instal- 
lations for the CCMP equipment for the 
Verizon Ohio/Michigan area. 

GSM HLR Subject Matter Expert for Read- 
iness group, responsible for implementing 
and activating ATCA HLR’s and transferring 
knowledge base to co-workers and customers 
to ensure satisfaction of quality and service. 

Coordinated work activities for 6 different 
HLR200’s and the initial commissioning in 
absence of the Implementation Prime. As- 
sisted with provisioning of equipment as well 
as monitoring of sites including resolution of 
difficult or non-existent procedures. 

On-site Team Leader/Prime for HLR 200 
commissioning and installation on over 30 
HLR sites for Cingular Wireless, T-Mobile, 
and AWS. 

NSS Prime for coordinating FP Decommis- 
sioning on HLR100’s for three major market 
customers as well as over 120 different DMS- 
MSC’s. This in addition to completing the 
procedure to remove the software itself. 

Completed SDM-FT upgrades on various 
customer sites from GEM 10.1 to GEM12, 
GEM16 to GEMI17 including software and 
CPU card upgrade, SBA applications, and as- 
sociated hardware. 

Completed all NI acceptance testing re- 
quirements for iDEN CDMA and GSM DMS- 
MSC customers assigned within acceptable 
parameters and time limits. 

SPRINT PCS, Trouble Management Team 
Leader, Ft. Worth, Texas— 

Promoted rapidly to Team Leader. A posi- 
tion requiring specialized knowledge of all 
other departments within the organization 
as well as a proven ability to interact with 
the general public. Combined proven market 
cognizance with a practiced business sense. 

Coordinated efforts of 30 team members, as 
well as other department personnel, to fully 
understand all aspects of the telecommuni- 
cations industry. Exercised planning, con- 
trolling and organizing skills to set prior- 
ities and determine the correct handling of 
difficult activation’s, report and resolution 
of network transmission issues. 

THE ASSOCIATES, Customer Service Ad- 
vocate, Irving, Texas—Contributed vision, 
planning and interpersonal expertise crucial 
to organizational efficiency and business 
growth. 

Military service: 

UNITED STATES NAVY, Various Loca- 
tions/Domestic and Foreign, Radioman Chief 
Petty Officer—RMC(SW)/E-7 Various Loca- 
tions— 

Progressed through numerous promotions 
with a broad range of responsibilities culmi- 
nating in Director Navy/Marine Corps 
MARS, Region Three. 

Managed up to 80 enlisted personnel and 
more than 300 volunteers in settings that 
ranged from a one-person office to a five- 
state directorship. 

Chief in charge of Radio Communications 
aboard USS Tuscaloosa which included as- 
signment as ship’s CMS custodian. Respon- 
sible for all UHF, HF, and Satellite commu- 
nications. 

Provided physical security for all assigned 
stations as well as electronic security to pre- 
vent unauthorized access to classified mate- 
rial. 

Held a Top Secret Clearance for over 20 
years. 

Education: 


Bachelor in Business Administration, 
Northwood University—GPA 3.74 

Management/Computer Information Man- 
agement 


ROBERT G. GREEN 


Cell 480-297-4103, Scottsdale, 
rgereen@qwest.net 


AZ, 
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Profile: 

Multi-project management—More than 14+ 
years of successful management of small and 
large scale, complex construction projects, 
with a proven record of completing projects 
on time and under budget. Project portfolio 
encompasses schools, healthcare, warehouse, 
high rise, private and public sectors. My 
Completed Construction Dollar Volume 
Ranged from $5 million to $35 million. 

Communication—Reputation as an con- 
fident leader with strong interpersonal and 
written communication skills that provides 
a foundation for building a successful col- 
laboration with architects, engineers, build- 
ing officials, management and owners. 

Safety—Extensive experience in developing 
project safety programs that incorporate 
quality control specifications, OSHA safety 
standards and regulatory compliance to pre- 
vent accidents. Programs regularly exceeded 
project and governing authorities’ expecta- 
tions. 

Leadership—Proven leadership ability to 
mentor project engineers and directly man- 
age staff while indirectly supervising the ef- 
forts of project workers in support of various 
aspects of the project. Leadership qualities 
uphold honesty, integrity, and a commit- 
ment to safety. 


Experience and achievements: 


Summit Builders, Inc., 10/2008-06/2009, Sr. 
Project Manager—Recruited to organize and 
manage operations for multiple construction 
projects. Responsibilities included esti- 
mating, budget analysis, scheduling, writing 
sub contracts and maintained budgets, moni- 
toring quality control standards, sub-con- 
tractor and owner relations. 

McCarthy Building Companies, Inc., 6/2003- 
10/2008, Project Manager—Employed as a 
Project manager for the Small Projects divi- 
sion however the first assignment was the 
project manager for a large scale, high-pro- 
file LEED Green project with involvement 
from Preconstruction through completion. 
Performed tasks such as pre-construction 
schedule development, scope development, 
contract administration, constructability re- 
views, contractor coordination, and imple- 
mentation of quality control and safety 
standards, damage assessments, generated 
daily activity reports, and monitored overall 
project flow. Upon completion developed 
multi-project skills as project manager for 
the Small projects division managing mul- 
tiple school projects during the same period 
of time. 

KSL Development, 9/2002-5/2003, Owners 
Representative—Responsible for advising the 
owner of all major construction issues, budg- 
et and schedule variances, and quality con- 
cerns during the construction of a ballroom 
and parking structure. Monitored the con- 
struction process as operations for the exist- 
ing facility continued, including but not lim- 
ited to requests for information, requests for 
change orders, contractor payment requests, 
testing, inspections, Coordinated work stop- 
pages with Resort events schedule, permit- 
ting and occupancy status, commissioning, 
close-out and turn over to operations man- 
agement. 

Target General, Inc., 1999-7/2002, Project 
Manager—Projects include a big box combo 
site, public library and community center, 
community college and elementary school. 
Qualifications: 

Project Manager Training Seminar McCar- 
thy 

Advanced Project Manager McCarthy 

OSHA 10 hour Safety Course 

Red Cross CPR & First Aid Certified 
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Maricopa County Dust Control Compliance 
LEED Certified Project Completed 

Certificate Of Crane Safety Trained 

Certification as a journeyman Steam fitter 

Combat Engineer, USMC SGT. 

PV-100 NABCEP training 

Completed PMP Training awaiting test 
Work history—Projects: 

10/2008-06/2009, Sr. Project Manager, Sum- 
mit Builders, Inc., Desert Foothills YMCA, 
Community Center & College Cost—$10 Mil- 
lion 
6/2003-10/2008, Project Manager, McCarthy 
Building Companies, Inc.: Holdeman and 
Thew Elementary Schools—60,000 SF each 
Cost—$9.5 million each; Scales Elementary 
School—65,000 SF Cost—$9.2 million; Pilgrim 
Rest Wellness Center—38,000 SF Cost—$4.5 
million; ASU Foundation Fulton Center— 
147,000 SF Cost—$35.5 million. 

9/2002-5/2003, Owners Representative, KSL 
Development at the Arizona Biltmore (con- 
structed by Hunt Const.) 

1999-7/2002, Project Manager, Target Gen- 
eral, Inc.: Coconino Community College, 
Flagstaff Cost—$27 Million; Peoria 25, Zuni 
Hill K-6, 208,000 SF Cost—$9.2 Million; Foun- 
tain Hills Library and Community Center, 
55,000 SF Cost—$4.5 Million; Wal-mart 
Superstore, 208,000 SF Retail store Cost— 
Combo w/Sam’s $12 Million; Sam’s Club, 
135,000 SF Wholesale warehouse—Cost—(See 
Above); Offices at Raintree, 11 building office 
park Cost—$8 Million. 

1995-1999, Project Manager, Huber, Hunt & 
Nichols, Inc.: Anasazi Office Park and Park- 
ing Garage, 110,000 SF office building and 
100,000 SF parking garage. Cost—$7.5 million; 
VA Medic 1 Center, Phase I Ambulatory Care 
Addition, 180,000 SF Cost—$29 million. 


TRACY L. PALMER 
retaf03@yahoo.com, 604 Rowan Circle, 
Crestview, FL 32536, H: (850) 758-0558. 
Objective: 


Seeking a challenging position with your 
Professional Business Unit 


Summary of Qualifications and Career High- 
lights: 

Twenty-three years of progressively re- 
sponsible supervisory and technical experi- 
ence while on active duty with the United 
States Air Force 

Secret security clearance NACLC as of Oc- 
tober 15, 2007 

Controlled Area Monitor, Security Mon- 
itor, Communication Security (COMSEC) 
custodian, Records Manager, Cost Estimate 
Coordinator, Office Manager, Database Man- 
ager, Training Instructor, Scheduler 

Strong working background with Depart- 
ment of Defense Manuals, Regulations and 
Technical Orders 

Knowledge of all Microsoft Office products 

A.S. Degree, Information Systems Tech- 
nologies, Community College of the Air 
Force 

Currently enrolled in Northwest Florida 
State University pursuing a Computer Infor- 
mation Administrator Degree 
Professional Experience & Career Highlights: 

2008 to Present: Professional Control Force 
Controller, TYONEK Corporation, 505th 
Combat Training Squadron, 505th Command 
and Control Wing, Hurlburt Field, Florida— 

Provides air operations data through the 
Theater Battle Management Core System 
(TBMCS) and Air War Simulator (AWSIM) to 
the Air Operations Center (AOC) Joint 
Forces Air Component Commander (JFACC) 
as a simulated Wing Operations Center 
(WOC) controller during joint training 
events and experiments 
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Provides written reports using the Theater 
Battle Management Core System (TBMCS) 
information operation communication tool 
to close air support/strike, intelligence sur- 
veillance, tanker/airlift and air defense con- 
trollers through all phases of joint exercise 
training 

Provides command and control statistical 
data to the Commander Air Force Forces 
(COMAFFOR) during joint training events 
using the Logistics Simulation model 
(LOGSIM) and Time-Phased Force Deploy- 
ment Data (TPFDD) while participating in 
strategic planning of joint exercise scenario 
development of assigned major command 
programs by implementing and monitoring 
exercise events using the Joint Master Sce- 
nario Event List (JMSEL) 

Provides operational level of war subject 
matter expertise to the Air Operations Cen- 
ter (AOC) in the command and control arena 
while producing message traffic and tele- 
communications to simulate all levels of 
command and control while interacting with 
the training audience to provide joint train- 
ing 

Documents planning and programming de- 
cisions by providing after action comments 
to senior leaders for analysis of joint exer- 
cise training effectiveness 

Provides administrative direction and col- 
laborative coordination between cells within 
the control group via an embedded email 
function and message release system during 
joint exercise events 

Responsible for scheduling exercises, tests, 
and experimentation support as directed by 
Higher Headquarters using the Enterprise 
Scheduling Tool (EST) 

Manages the squadron’s current computer 
scheduling capabilities and ensures all 
events are entered into the appropriate soft- 
ware and databases 

Re-wrote the 505th Combat Training 
Squadron Controlled/Open Storage Operating 
Instruction 

Briefs squadron commanders on current 
and future events, and scheduling conflicts 

Creates, coordinates, and monitors presen- 
tations for the organization’s missions, exer- 
cises, experimentation support, and associ- 
ated conferences 

Assists in the implementation of the orga- 
nization’s SharePoint system providing a 
single integrated location where employees 
can efficiently collaborate with team mem- 
bers and find organizational resources 

Operates models, simulators and collabora- 
tion tools; prepares databases, controller 
interfaces and reports for various training 
activities 

Reviews and submits travel authorization 
request through the proper channels for ap- 
proval in support of numerous exercises and 
events 

Coordinate travel estimates between con- 
tractor, customer and contracts personnel to 
be sure funds are added to the contract 

Updates cost estimate databases and pro- 
vides reports to management in the tracking 
of expenditures involving organization travel 
cost 


2008: Center Manager/Training Instructor, 
JobsPlus, Ft. Walton Beach, FL— 

Managed and controlled facilities, equip- 
ment, and supplies while supervising 20 em- 
ployees 

Conducted research and needs assessment 
relevant to course development and revi- 
sions, changes in policies and procedures, 
professional development plans and the de- 
livery of course materials 

Planned, prepared, and revised work sched- 
ules and duty assignments according to cus- 
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tomer needs, problems, workloads and statis- 
tical forecasts 

Oversaw employment projects managed by 
Center employees, including the ability to 
reach placement goals and leverage local re- 
sources 

Conducted regular, timely, performance 
evaluations for all Center employees 

Conducted monthly Center meetings to 
analyze internal processes and recommend 
and implement procedural or policy changes 
to improve operations 

Participated in regular Center and em- 
ployee performance review sessions 

Ordered, acquired, distributed and stored 
supplies 

Directed or coordinated the supportive 
services department within the organization 

Hired and terminated administrative per- 
sonnel 

Prepared and reviewed operational reports 
and schedules to ensure accuracy and effi- 
ciency 

2006 to 2008: Military Operations Analyst, 
Lockheed Martin Corporation, 505th Combat 
Training Squadron, 505th Command and Con- 
trol Wing, Hurlburt Field, Florida 

Provided subject matter expertise in the 
command and control arena 

Received, processed, and controlled data 
for operational purposes 

Developed command and control instruc- 
tions and maintained training reference 
files, directives, office instructions, lesson 
plans, training aids and training records 

Researched and developed planning and 
training documents supporting the cus- 
tomer’s Air Operations Center (AOC) and Air 
Force Forces (AFFOR) staff training objec- 
tives 

Operated models, simulators and collabo- 
ration tools; prepares databases, controller 
interfaces and reports for various training 
activities 

Produces message traffic and tele- 
communications to simulate all levels of 
command and interacts with the training au- 
dience to provide a realistic environment 

Participated in the planning and execution 
of ARDENT SENTRY-NORTHERN EDGE 07 
which is a Joint Chiefs of Staff-directed, U.S. 
Northern Command (USNORTHCOM) spon- 
sored homeland defense and Defense Support 
of Civil Authorities (DSCA) exercise 

Developed a basic knowledge of applicable 
federal, state and local laws and regulations, 
guidelines issued by DHS, FEMA, EPA, 
OSHA and directives such as Homeland Secu- 
rity Presidential Directives (HSPDs) related 
to emergency preparedness, infrastructure 
protection and physical security 

Primary security monitor responsible for 
classified safe and records management 


2003-2006: Senior Juvenile Detention Offi- 
cer, State of Florida, Crestview Facility— 

Supervised over 400 juveniles in a 30 month 
period planning and coordinating schedules 
and daily operations 

Ensured that offender services and pro- 
grams were in compliance with Department 
of Juvenile Justice and court ordered regula- 
tions, detention services manual, facility op- 
erating procedures and quality assurance 
standards 

Assisted operations of detention center 
providing safe, secure care and custody of all 
assigned detainees without fail 

Developed and implemented corrective ac- 
tion plans 

Maintained a safe environment and created 
an atmosphere that had zero tolerance for 
detainee escapes, abuse or sexual harassment 

Ensured that all detainees were provided 
their constitutional rights with special con- 


March 10, 2011 


cern for legal, medical and mental health 
issues 

Developed and implemented a Home Deten- 
tion Monitoring system that was used in two 
counties to track at risk youths 


1980-2003: Command and Control Specialist, 
United States Air Force, Various Assign- 
ments— 

Provided supervision of a 24/7 operating 
United States Air Force command center di- 
recting oversight of the command, control, 
communication and information support to 
all agencies 

Developed and revised Quick Reaction 
Checklist (QRC) that were used in the dis- 
semination of information to Numbered Air 
Forces (NAF), Major Commands (MAJCOM), 
National Military Command Center (NMCC), 
and the Air Force Operations Center (AFOC) 

Developed and prepared management re- 
ports and briefings based on documented 
processes to provide decision makers real- 
time data to make informed decisions 

Coordinated, directed, monitored, and re- 
ported mission movement during pre, in, and 
post flight phases with on and off base agen- 
cies to ensure successful mission accomplish- 
ment 

Served as the responsible agency for com- 
mand post operations and executed mission 
movement of the unit’s peacetime, contin- 
gency, and wartime flying operations 

Reviewed and coordinated the daily flying 
schedule with all involved agencies 

Analyzed and evaluated unit response re- 
quirements and functioned as the executive 
agency for the wing command and staff as 
related to command and control activities 

Assisted in development and implementa- 
tion of proficiency training and certification 
programs for command post controllers 

Provided certification instructions to con- 
trollers in areas of emergency action proce- 
dures, flight following, SORTS, C4 systems, 
operational reports, and command post secu- 
rity procedures 

Assisted in managing wing level Status of 
Resource and Training Systems (SORTS) and 
other reporting programs 

Used computer generated messages and re- 
ports software to submit reports for unit as- 
signed aircraft, along with other operation- 
ally required reports 

Collected, consolidated, and reported to 
higher headquarters combat readiness data 
from subordinate flying and non-flying units 

Assisted with the management and control 
of facilities, equipment, and supplies 

Assisted in the management and control of 
budgets for the command post 

Assisted in establishing requirements for 
command and control activities 

Managed accountability for equipment and 
supply accounts 

Maintained a current publications library 
(to include JCS, DoD, USAF, GMAJCOM, 
AFRC, and local C2 directives) 

Exercise Evaluation team member working 
with United States Air Force, local, and fed- 
eral emergency response personnel to de- 
velop and implement exercises, drills, inspec- 
tions, training, and assisted in the establish- 
ment of documentation and evaluation of 
emergency response exercises and Emer- 
gency Operations Center activation drills 

Created course materials, developed exer- 
cise and tests which provided initial, re- 
fresher and recurring training on command 
emergency actions exercises 


EE 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 
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Mr. REYES (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of illness in the 
family. 


Ee 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move that the House do now ad- 
journ. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 56 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to- 
morrow, Friday, March 11, 2011, at 9 
a.m. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


802. A letter from the Director, Policy 
Issuances Division, Department of Agri- 
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Nutrition Labeling of Single-Ingre- 
dient Products and Ground or Chopped Meat 
and Poultry Products [Docket No.: FSIS- 
2005-0018] (RIN: 0583-А С60) received February 
18, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

803. A letter from the Congressional Re- 
view Coordinator, Department of Agri- 
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Citrus Seed Imports; Citrus Greening 
and Citrus Variegated Chlorosis [Docket No.: 
APHIS-2008-0052] (RIN: 0579-AD07) received 
February 16, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(а)(1)(А); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

804. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting a letter 
regarding the submission of the report speci- 
fying for each Reserve component the addi- 
tional items of equipment that would be pro- 
cured; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

805. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation Supplement; Govern- 
ment Support Contractor Access to Tech- 
nical Data (DFARS Case 2009-D031) received 


March 2, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 


806. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation Supplement; Limita- 
tions on Procurements with Non-Defense 
Agencies (DFARS Case 2009-D027) (RIN: 0750- 
AG67) received February 16, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

807. A letter from the Director, Depart- 
ment of the Treasury, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Transfer and Reorga- 
nization of Bank Secrecy Act Regulations- 
Technical Amendment (RIN: 1506-AA92) re- 
ceived February 17, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

808. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Reserve System, transmitting the System’s 
semiannual Monetary Policy Report, pursu- 
ant to Public Law 106-569; to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

809. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, transmit- 
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ting the Commission’s eleventh report de- 
scribing the progress made in licensing and 
constructing the Alaska natural gas pipeline 
and describing any issue impeding that 
progress; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

810. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Amendment to the International Traffic in 
Arms Regulations: Electronic Payment of 
Registration Fees; 60-Day Notice of the Pro- 
posed Statement of Registration Information 
Collection (RIN: 1400-AC74) received Feb- 
ruary 25, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

811. A letter from the Chairman, Com- 
modity Futures Trading Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission’s Strategic Plan, 
FY 2011 to FY 2015; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

812. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s Fiscal Year 2010 Agency Financial 
Report; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

818. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Indian Affairs, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the annual report on the Con- 
tract Support Costs of Self-Determination 
Awards, pursuant to Public Law 93-638, sec- 
tion 106(c); to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

814. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Alabama Regulatory Program [SATS No.: 
AL-075-FOR; Docket No. OSM-2010-0001] re- 
ceived February 16, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

815. A letter from the Rules Administrator, 
Federal Bureau of Prisons, transmitting the 
Bureau’s final rule — Use of Less-Than-Le- 
thal Force: Delegation [BOP-1146-F] (RIN: 
1120-AB46) received February 18, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

816. A letter from the Rules Administrator, 
Federal Bureau of Prisons, transmitting the 
Bureau’s final rule — Inmate Furloughs 
[BOP Docket No.: 1144-F] (RIN: 1120-AB44) re- 
ceived February 16, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

817. A letter from the President and Chief 
Executive Officer, Amtrak, National Rail- 
road Passenger Corporation, transmitting 
the Corporation’s FY 2012 General and Legis- 
lative Annual Report; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

818. A letter from the United States Trade 
Representative, Executive Office of the 
President, transmitting the 2011 Trade Pol- 
icy Agenda and the 2010 Annual Report on 
the Trade Agreements Program as prepared 
by the Administration, pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 
2213, as amended; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

819. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Lactation Expenses as Medical Expenses 
Announcement 2011-14 received February 15, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

820. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit- 
ting first quarterly report of FY 2011 on Uni- 
formed Services Employment and Reemploy- 
ment Rights Act of 1994; jointly to the Com- 
mittees on the Judiciary and Veterans’ Af- 
fairs. 
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821. A letter from the Director, Congres- 
sional Budget Office, transmitting the Con- 
gressional Budget Office’s estimate on the 
direct spending and revenue effects of H.R. 2, 
the Repealing the Job-Killing Health Care 
Law; jointly to the Committees on Energy 
and Commerce, Ways and Means, Education 
and the Workforce, the Judiciary, Natural 
Resources, House Administration, Appro- 
priations, the Budget, and Rules. 


EE сы ———— 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. MICA: Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. H.R. 658. A bill to amend 
title 49, United States Code, to authorize ap- 
propriations for the Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration for fiscal years 2011 through 2014, to 
streamline programs, create efficiencies, re- 
duce waste, and improve aviation safety and 
capacity, to provide stable funding for the 
national aviation system, and for other pur- 
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 112-29, Pt. 
1). Ordered to be printed. 


ES 


REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 


Mr. MICA: Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. H.R. 658. A bill to amend 
title 49, United States Code, to authorize ap- 
propriations for the Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration for fiscal years 2011 through 2014, to 
streamline programs, create efficiencies, re- 
duce waste, and improve aviation safety and 
capacity, to provide stable funding for the 
national aviation system, and for other pur- 
poses; with an amendment; referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary for a period end- 
ing not later than March 28, 2011, for consid- 
eration of such provisions of the bill and 
amendment as fall within the jurisdiction of 
that committee pursuant to clause 1(1), rule 
X. 

Mr. MICA: Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. H.R. 658. A bill to amend 
title 49, United States Code, to authorize ap- 
propriations for the Federal Aviation Admin- 
istration for fiscal years 2011 through 2014, to 
streamline programs, create efficiencies, re- 
duce waste, and improve aviation safety and 
capacity, to provide stable funding for the 
national aviation system, and for other pur- 
poses; with an amendment; referred to the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology for a period ending not later than 
March 23, 2011, for consideration of such pro- 
visions of the bill and amendment as fall 
within the jurisdiction of that committee 
pursuant to clause 1(p), rule X. 


e 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. RAN- 
GEL, Mr. STARK, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 
BECERRA, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, 
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Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. KIND, Mr. PAs- 
CRELL, Ms. BERKLEY, and Mr. CRow- 
LEY): 

H.R. 992. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to create jobs through in- 
creased investment in infrastructure, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. FLORES (for himself, Mr. BOU- 
STANY, Mr. BOREN, Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. 
LANDRY, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, 
Mr. OLSON, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. BRADY 
of Texas, Mr. HALL, Mr. CANSECO, Mr. 
SCALISE, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
HARPER, and Mr. PALAZZO): 

H.R. 993. A bill to extend outer Continental 
Shelf leases to accommodate permitting 
delays and to provide operators time to meet 
new drilling and safety requirements; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. REHBERG: 

H.R. 994. A bill to require Congress to lead 
by example and freeze its own pay for a fiscal 
year unless the Federal government did not 
run a deficit in the previous fiscal year; to 
the Committee on House Administration, 
and in addition to the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak- 
er, in each case for consideration of such pro- 
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. CARNAHAN (for himself and 
Mr. ROGERS of Michigan): 

H.R. 995. A bill to improve transportation 
safety, efficiency, and system performance 
through innovative technology deployment 
and operations; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. McGOVERN (for himself, Mr. 
Issa, and Mr. BOUSTANY): 

H.R. 996. A bill to limit the use of cluster 
munitions; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. KING of Iowa (for himself, Mr. 
GOHMERT, Mr. JONES, Mr. TURNER, 
Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. WESTMORE- 
LAND, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. POSEY, 
Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. LATOU- 
RETTE, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. ROE of Ten- 
nessee, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
ROKITA, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mrs. 
BLACKBURN, Mr. LONG, Mr. SCHOCK, 
Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado, Mr. 
BUCHANAN, Mr. McCaun, Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. ROHRABACHER, 
Mr. LATTA, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. 
JORDAN, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. GARY G. 
MILLER of California, Mr. HERGER, 
Mr. CAMPBELL, Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. WIL- 
SON of South Carolina, Mr. BARTLETT, 
Mr. DREIER, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. LAM- 
BORN, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, Mr. 
BACHUS, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. 
PAUL, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. 
McCoTTER, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, 
Mrs. McMorRRIS RODGERS, Ms. FOXX, 
Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. 
MILLER of Florida, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. 
SCALISE, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. 
SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. GOODLATTE, 
Mr. FLEMING, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. 
RIGELL, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Ohio, Mr. WEST, Mr. WALBERG, and 
Mr. CHABOT): 

H.R. 997. A bill to declare English as the of- 
ficial language of the United States, to es- 
tablish a uniform English language rule for 
naturalization, and to avoid misconstruc- 
tions of the English language texts of the 
laws of the United States, pursuant to Con- 
gress’ powers to provide for the general wel- 
fare of the United States and to establish a 
uniform rule of naturalization under article 
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I, section 8, of the Constitution; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce, and 
in addition to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 
By Mr. POLIS (for himself, Mr. ACKER- 

MAN, Mr. FARR, Mr. Baca, Mr. FIL- 

NER, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. FRANK of Mas- 


sachusetts, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. AL 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. 


GUTIERREZ, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. HIMES, Mrs. 
Capps, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. CAPUANO, 
Ms. HIRONO, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, 
Mr. Нот, Ms. CHU, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
CICILLINE, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. CLARKE of 
New York, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, 
Mr. COURTNEY, Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. KUCI- 
NICH, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. LANGEVIN, 
Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. LARSON of Con- 
necticut, Mr. DEUTCH, Ms. LEE of 
California, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
ELLISON, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
ENGEL, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of Cali- 
fornia, Ms. ESHoo, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. 
KEATING, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MAR- 
KEY, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Ms. MATSUI, 
Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mrs. 
McCARTHY of New York, Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Ms. LINDA T. 


SANCHEZ of California, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. 
MEEKS, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. MICHAUD, 
Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. MOORE, Ms. 


SPEIER, Mr. MORAN, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
MURPHY of Connecticut, Ms. SUTTON, 
Mr. NADLER, Mr. TONKO, Mrs. NAPOLI- 


TANO, Mr. Towns, Mr. NEAL, Ms. 
TSONGAS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. VAN HOL- 
LEN, Mr. OLVER, Ms. WASSERMAN 


SCHULTZ, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. WAXMAN, 

Mr. PETERS, Mr. WEINER, Ms. PIN- 
GREE of Maine, Mr. WELCH, Mr. 
QUIGLEY, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. RICHARD- 
son, Mr. Wu, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. PAS- 
CRELL, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, and 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia): 

H.R. 998. A bill to end discrimination based 
on actual or perceived sexual orientation or 
gender identity in public schools, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce. 

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY (for herself, Ms. 
DEGETTE, Mr. FARR, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. LEE 
of California, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Ms. МССо ОМ, Ms. PIN- 
GREE of Maine, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 
HONDA, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, 
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. 
CAPPS, and Mr. WEINER): 

H.R. 999. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to deliver a meaningful 
benefit and lower prescription drug prices 
under the Medicare Program; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad- 
dition to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider- 
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. PIERLUISI (for himself, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. BURTON of Indi- 
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ana, Mr. Towns, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, 
Mr. SERRANO, Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CRow- 
LEY, Mr. Baca, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. 
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. SABLAN, 
Mr. GRIMM, and Mr. RIVERA): 

H.R. 1000. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to increase the number of per- 
sons appointed to the military service acad- 
emies from Puerto Rico from nominations 
made by the Resident Commissioner from 
Puerto Rico; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. MCINTYRE: 

H.R. 1001. A bill to amend title II of the So- 
cial Security Act to allow workers who at- 
tain age 65 after 1981 and before 1992 to 
choose either lump sum payments over four 
years totalling $5,000 or an improved benefit 
computation formula under a new 10-year 
rule governing the transition to the changes 
in benefit computation rules enacted in the 
Social Security Amendments of 1977, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California 
(for herself, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, 
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
COBLE, Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. HALL, Mr. 
ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. GALLEGLY, 
Mr. UPTON, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 
STEARNS, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. GENE GREEN 
of Texas, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HAs- 
TINGS of Florida, Mr. HOLDEN, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
KING of New York, Mrs. MALONEY, 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. LUCAS, 
Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. 
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. JONES, Mr. 
LATHAM, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mrs. MYRICK, 
Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. BRADY of Texas, 
Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. PITTS, 
Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Ms. Lo- 
RETTA SANCHEZ of California, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. MEEKS, 
Mrs. BONO МАСК, Mr. BRADY of Penn- 
sylvania, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. CHABOT, 
Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. 
Hout, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. WEINER, Mr. 
CRENSHAW, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. 
GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. 
MATHESON, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. REH- 
BERG, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. 
Ross of Arkansas, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. 
FORBES, Mr. WILSON of South Caro- 
lina, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. ALEXANDER, 
Mr. BISHOP of New York, Mrs. BLACK- 
BURN, Mr. BURGESS, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. 
CARTER, Mr. COLE, Mr. GARRETT, Mr. 
GERLACH, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. KING of 
Iowa, Mr. KLINE, Mr. MURPHY of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. 
DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. BARROW, 
Mr. BOREN, Mr. BoustTany, Mr. CON- 
AWAY, Mr. Costa, Mr. DENT, Ms. 
Foxx, Mr. McCauL, Mrs. MCMORRIS 
RODGERS, Мг. МАСК, Mr. MARCHANT, 
Mr. POE of Texas, Mr. REICHERT, Ms. 
SCHWARTZ, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Ms. 
MATSUI, Mr. SIRES, Mrs. BACHMANN, 
Mr. HELLER, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. MCNER- 
NEY, Mr. SHULER, Mr. SMITH of Ne- 
braska, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. LATTA, 
Mr. WITTMAN, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. SCA- 
LISE, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. HARPER, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. LANCE, Mr. OLSON, Mr. 
PAULSEN, Mr. POSEY, Mr. ROONEY, 
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. CRITZ, Mr. REED, Mr. 
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FITZPATRICK, Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. 
BARLETTA, Mrs. BLACK, Mr. GOSAR, 
Mr. Grimm, Mr. НАММА, Mr. 
HUELSKAMP, Mr. HULTGREN, Mr. 


Гомо, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mrs. NOEM, Mr. 
QUAYLE, Mr. RUNYAN, Mr. SMITH of 
New Jersey, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, 
Mr. CALVERT, Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN 
of California, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. BUR- 
TON of Indiana, Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkan- 
sas, Mr. TONKO, and Mr. HINOJOSA): 

H.R. 1002. A bill to restrict any State or 
local jurisdiction from imposing a new dis- 
criminatory tax on cell phone services, pro- 
viders, or property; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 

H.R. 1003. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to authorize space-available 
travel on military aircraft for reserve mem- 
bers, former members of a reserve compo- 
nent, and unremarried surviving spouses and 
dependents of such members and former 
members; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

By Mr. BOUSTANY (for himself, Mr. 
LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. PAULSEN, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana): 

H.R. 1004. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to increase participation in 
medical flexible spending arrangements; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BOUSTANY (for himself and 
Mr. NEAL): 

H.R. 1005. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to preserve access to 
ambulance services under the Medicare pro- 
gram; to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce, and in addition to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana (for him- 
self, Mr. GARRETT, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. 
WALSH of Illinois, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. 
SHULER, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. Ross of 
Florida, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. POMPEO, 
and Mr. GRIMM): 

H.R. 1006. A bill to recognize Jerusalem as 
the capital of Israel, to relocate to Jeru- 
salem the United States Embassy in Israel, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Ms. CLARKE of New York: 

H.R. 1007. A bill to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to establish an appeal 
and redress process for individuals who are 
screened against the terrorist watchlist and 
wrongly delayed or prohibited from boarding 
a flight, or denied a right, benefit, or privi- 
lege, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security. 

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee: 

H.R. 1008. A bill to authorize the convey- 
ance of a small parcel of National Forest 
System land in the Cherokee National For- 
est and to authorize the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to use the proceeds from that con- 
veyance to acquire a parcel of land for inclu- 
sion in that national forest, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
and in addition to the Committee on the 
Budget, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Ms. ESHOO (for herself, Mr. SHIM- 
KUS, and Mr. DOYLE): 

H.R. 1009. A bill to amend the Communica- 
tions Act of 1934 to authorize 3 or more Com- 
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missioners of the Federal Communications 
Commission to hold nonpublic collaborative 
discussions, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. FORBES: 

H.R. 1010. A bill to provide for expedited 
consideration by the Supreme Court of cer- 
tain actions challenging the constitu- 
tionality of certain provisions of the Patient 
Protection and Affordable Care Act; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (for 
himself, Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, 
and Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER): 

H.R. 1011. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow tax-exempt bond 
financing for fixed-wing emergency medical 
aircraft; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER: 

H.R. 1012. A bill to provide for a 10 percent 
reduction in pay for Members of Congress, 
the President, and the Vice President; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform, and in addition to the Committee on 
House Administration, for a period to be sub- 
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. KEATING: 

H.R. 1018. A bill to amend the Magnuson- 
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Manage- 
ment Act to provide the New England Fish- 
ery Management Council additional re- 
sources to address research and monitoring 
priorities established by the Council; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. LATTA (for himself, Mrs. 
McMoRRIS RODGERS, Ms. KAPTUR, and 
Mr. Ross of Florida): 

H.R. 1014. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to recognize the dependent chil- 
dren of members of the Armed Forces who 
are serving on active duty or who have 
served on active duty through the presen- 
tation of an official lapel button; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Ms. LEE of California (for herself, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, and Ms. 
SPEIER): 

H.R. 1015. A bill to provide for the hon- 
orary promotion of Charles Young to the 
grade of brigadier general in the United 
States Army; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Ms. LEE of California: 

H.R. 1016. A bill to measure the progress of 
relief, recovery, reconstruction, and develop- 
ment efforts in Haiti following the earth- 
quake of January 12, 2010, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. WELCH, Ms. DELAURO, 
and Mrs. CAPPS): 

H.R. 1017. A bill to provide for the sale of 
light grade petroleum from the Strategic Pe- 
troleum Reserve and its replacement with 
refined petroleum product; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. NUNES (for himself and Mr. 
CROWLEY): 

H.R. 1018. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the de- 
duction for mortgage insurance premiums; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROONEY (for himself and Mr. 
HUNTER): 

H.R. 1019. A bill to ensure that members of 
the Armed Forces and civilian employees of 
the Department of Defense who were killed 
or wounded in certain attacks in 2009 and 
2011 directed at members or employees out- 
side of a combat zone are treated in the same 
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manner аз members and employees who are 
killed or wounded in combat zones; to the 
Committee on Armed Services, and in addi- 
tion to the Committee on Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. SABLAN (for himself, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, 
and Ms. BORDALLO): 

H.R. 1020. A bill to amend the Energy Pol- 
icy Act of 2005 to include American Samoa, 
Guam, the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands in certain efforts to reduce diesel 
emissions; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. COHEN, Mr. COBLE, and Mr. CON- 
YERS): 

H.R. 1021. A bill to prevent the termination 
of the temporary office of bankruptcy judges 
in certain judicial districts; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. SPEIER (for herself, Mr. AUS- 
TRIA, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. BORDALLO, 
Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
FARR, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. JACKSON LEE 
of Texas, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN 
of California, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms. 
МООВЕ, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. RAN- 
GEL, Mr. REYES, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms. ESHOO, 
and Ms. CLARKE of New York): 

H.R. 1022. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to conduct a study of alter- 
natives for commemorating and interpreting 
the role of the Buffalo Soldiers in the early 
years of the National Parks, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. THORNBERRY: 

H.R. 1023. A bill to secure unrestricted reli- 
able energy for American consumption and 
transmission; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources, and in addition to the Commit- 
tees on Ways and Means, and Energy and 
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Ms. TSONGAS: 

H.R. 1024. A bill to prohibit entities from 
using Federal funds to contribute to political 
campaigns or participate in lobbying activi- 
ties; to the Committee on the Judiciary, and 
in addition to the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. WALZ of Minnesota (for him- 
self, Mr. LATHAM, and Mr. RUNYAN): 

H.R. 1025. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to recognize the service in the 
reserve components of certain persons by 
honoring them with status as veterans under 
law; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Ms. WATERS (for herself, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. GUTIER- 
REZ, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. Cos- 
TELLO, Ms. MATSUI, and Mr. CAR- 
DOZA): 

H.R. 1026. A bill to extend the authoriza- 
tion for the national flood insurance pro- 
gram, to identify priorities essential to re- 
form and ongoing stable functioning of the 
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program, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. WEINER (for himself, Mr. ACK- 
ERMAN, Mr. BISHOP of New York, Mr. 
CROWLEY, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. HIGGINS, 
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. KING of 
New York, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. MALO- 
NEY, Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, 
Mr. MEEKS, Mr. NADLER, Mr. OWENS, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
TONKO, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. BUERKLE, 
Ms. HAYWORTH, Mr. GIBSON, Mr. 
GRIMM, Mr. HANNA, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ, and Ms. CLARKE of New 
York): 

H.R. 1027. A bill to provide for the award of 
a gold medal on behalf of Congress post- 
humously to Father Mychal Judge, O.F.M., 
beloved Chaplain of the Fire Department of 
New York who passed away as the first re- 
corded victim of the September 11, 2001, at- 
tacks in recognition of his example to the 
Nation of selfless dedication to duty and 
compassion for one’s fellow citizens; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. WEINER (for himself, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. POLIS, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. CICILLINE, Ms. 
RICHARDSON, Mr. HONDA, Mr. GUTIER- 
REZ, Ms. NORTON, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jer- 
sey, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
DOYLE, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
Mr. BERMAN, Ms. МООВЕ, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. ELLI- 
SON, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. NADLER, Mr. MORAN, 
Mr. SERRANO, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Ms. CHU, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. MICHAUD, 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Mr. FILNER, 
Mrs. САРР8, Mr. STARK, Mr. HOLT, 
Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. SHERMAN, and Ms. 
SPEIER): 

H.R. 1028. A bill to provide for equal access 
to COBRA continuation coverage; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce, 
and in addition to the Committees on Energy 
and Commerce, and Ways and Means, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. WHITFIELD (for himself and 
Mr. POLIS): 

H.R. 1029. A bill to provide for payment to 
the survivor or surviving family members of 
compensation otherwise payable to a con- 
tractor employee of the Department of En- 
ergy who dies after application for com- 
pensation under the Energy Employees Occu- 
pational Illness Compensation Program Act 
of 2000, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to 
the Committee on Education and the Work- 
force, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. WHITFIELD (for himself and 
Mr. POLIS): 

H.R. 1030. A bill to amend the Energy Em- 
ployees Occupational Illness Compensation 
Program Act of 2000 to establish the Advi- 
sory Board on Toxic Substances and Worker 
Health for the contractor employee com- 
pensation program under subtitle E of such 
Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary, and 
in addition to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
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case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas (for 
herself, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD, Ms. BROWN of Florida, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. LEE of Cali- 
fornia, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. JACKSON of Il- 
linois, Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. 
CARSON of Indiana, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. 
ELLISON, Ms. CHU, Mr. RICHMOND, Ms. 
WATERS, Ms. MOORE, Ms. RICHARD- 
SON, and Mr. AL GREEN of Texas): 

H. Res. 160. A resolution honoring the 50th 
anniversary of the Houston Forward Times; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself and Mr. 
KING of New York): 

H. Res. 161. A resolution honoring the 250th 
anniversary of New York’s St. Patrick’s Day 
parade; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

By Mr. LATTA: 

H. Res. 162. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
any comprehensive plan to reform our na- 
tional energy policy must promote the ex- 
panded use of renewable and alternative en- 
ergy sources; increase our domestic refining 
capacity; promote conservation and in- 
creased energy efficiency; expand research 
and development, including domestic explo- 
ration; and enhance consumer education; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak- 
er, in each case for consideration of such pro- 
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Ms. NORTON (for herself and Ms. 
EDWARDS): 

H. Res. 163. A resolution supporting the 
rights of all workers and calling for an end 
to the recent attacks on workers; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him- 
self, Mr. WoLF, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
CAPUANO, Mr. DUNCAN of South Caro- 
lina, Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, Mr. 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, Ms. 
SPEIER, Mr. JONES, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, and Mr. SIRES): 

H. Res. 164. A resolution expressing the 
condolences of the House of Representatives 
to the people of the Islamic Republic of 
Pakistan upon the assassination of Shahbaz 
Bhatti, Minister for Minorities, who coura- 
geously advocated for religious freedom and 
tolerance in Pakistan and calling on the 
United States to renew its efforts with inter- 
national partners in the Human Rights 
Council and the United Nations General As- 
sembly to promote religious freedom and tol- 
erance in accordance with international 
human rights standards; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. LEVIN: 

H.R. 992. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to 
Sections 7 and 8 of Article I of the United 
States Constitution and Amendment XVI of 
the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. FLORES: 

H.R. 993. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

By Mr. REHBERG: 

H.R. 994. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Section 6 of Article I of the 
Constitution which states ‘Тһе Senators and 
Representatives shall receive a Compensa- 
tion for their Services, to be ascertained by 
Law, and paid out of the Treasury of the 
United States.” and Clause 1 of Section 1 of 
Article I which states: ‘‘All legislative Pow- 
ers herein granted shall be vested in a Con- 
gress of the United States, which shall con- 
sist of a Senate and House of Representa- 
tives.” 

By Mr. CARNAHAN: 

H.R. 995. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3, the Com- 
merce Clause. 

By Mr. McGOVERN: 

H.R. 996. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Constitution’s instruction ‘‘ to provide 
for the common defense’’; and under Article 
I, Section 8, the clause stating, “То make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow- 
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con- 
stitution in the Government of the United 


States, or in any Department or Officer 
thereof.” 
By Mr. KING of Iowa: 
H.R. 997. 


Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to Congress’ 
powers to provide for the general welfare of 
the United States and to establish a uniform 
rule of naturalization under Article I, Sec- 
tion 8, of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. POLIS: 

H.R. 998. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article 1 of the 
Constitution. 

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY: 

H.R. 999. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle 1, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution (Clause 3), which grants Congress 
the power to regulate commerce among the 
several states. 

By Mr. PIERLUISI: 

H.R. 1000. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of the Congress to 
raise and support Armies, as enumerated in 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 12 of the United 
States Constitution, and to make all laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying into execution such power as enumer- 
ated in Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. McINTYRE: 

H.R. 1001. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8 of the United States Constitution. 

By Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California: 

H.R. 1002. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 5 of the 14th Amendment to the 
Constitution and Congress’ plenary power 
under Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the 
Constitution (commonly known as the ‘‘com- 
merce clause’’), in order to ensure that 
States and political subdivisions thereof do 
not discriminate against providers and con- 
sumers of mobile services by imposing new 
selective and excessive taxes and other bur- 
dens on such providers and consumers. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 

H.R. 1008. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution (Clauses 12, 18, 14, 16, and 18), which 
grants Congress the power to raise and sup- 
port an Army; to provide and maintain a 
Navy; to make rules for the government and 
regulation of the land and naval forces; to 
provide for organizing, arming, and dis- 
ciplining the militia; and to make all laws 
necessary and proper for carrying out the 
foregoing powers. 

By Mr. BOUSTANY: 

H.R. 1004. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

Sixteenth Amendment: The Congress shall 
have power to lay and collect taxes on in- 
comes, from whatever source derived, with- 
out apportionment among the several 
States, and without regard to any census or 
enumeration. 

By Mr. BOUSTANY: 

H.R. 1005. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article 1 of the 
Constitution. 

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article 1 of the 
Constitution. 

Clause 18 of Section 8 of Article 1 of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana: 

H.R. 1006. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 14 and 18. 

By Ms. CLARKE of New York: 

H.R. 1007. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee: 

H.R. 1008. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution, specifically Clause 1 (relating to 
the power of Congress to provide for the gen- 
eral welfare of the United States) and Clause 
18 (relating to the power to make all laws 
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necessary and proper for carrying out the 
powers vested in Congress), and Article IV, 
Section 3, Clause 2 (relating to the power of 
Congress to dispose of and make all needful 
rules and regulations respecting the terri- 
tory or other property belonging to the 
United States). 
By Ms. ESHOO: 

H.R. 1009. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8; Article IV, Section 3. 

By Mr. FORBES: 

H.R. 1010. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article III, Section 2, Clause 2. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: 

H.R. 1011. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1—The Con- 
gress shall have Power To lay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay 
the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. 

By Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER: 

H.R. 1012. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Congress is required by Article I, Section 6, 
of the Constitution to determine its own 
pay. This legislation is also consistent with 
the Twenty-Seventh Amendment of the Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. KEATING: 

H.R. 1013. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8 of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. LATTA: 

H.R. 1014. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This resolution is enacted pursuant to Ar- 
ticle I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Ms. LEE of California: 

H.R. 1015. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I of the 
United States Constitution and its subse- 
quent amendments, and further clarified and 
interpreted by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

By Ms. LEE of California: 

H.R. 1016. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, of the United States 
Constitution, as clarified and interpreted by 
the Supreme Court of the United States. 

By Mr. MARKEY: 

H.R. 1017. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 and Article 1, 
Section 8, Clause 18. 

By Mr. NUNES: 

H.R. 1018. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution of the United States. 

By Mr. ROONEY: 

H.R. 1019. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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Article 1, Section 8 (Clauses 12, 18, 14, 16, 
18) which grants Congress power to raise and 
support an army; provide and maintain a 
navy; to make rules for the government and 
regulation of the land and naval forces; to 
provide for the organizing, arming and dis- 
ciplining the militia; and to make all laws 
necessary and proper to carrying out the 
foregoing powers. 

By Mr. SABLAN: 

H.R. 1020. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Under Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 and Ar- 
ticle IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 

H.R. 1021. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The power of Congress to create inferior 
federal courts pursuant to Article III, Sec- 
tion 1. The power of Congress to enact uni- 
form bankruptcy laws pursuant to Article I, 
Section 8. 

By Ms. SPEIER: 

H.R. 1022. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8: Congress shall have 
the power to regulate commerce among the 
states, and provide for the general welfare. 

By Mr. THORNBERRY: 

H.R. 1023. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 and Article IV, Section 
3 of the United States Constitution. 

By Ms. TSONGAS: 

H.R. 1024. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article 1 of the 
United States Constitution. 

By Mr. WALZ of Minnesota: 

H.R. 1025. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section I: All legislative Powers 
herein granted shall be vested in a Congress 
of the United States, which shall consist of a 
Senate and House of Representatives. 

By Ms. WATERS: 

H.R. 1026. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause III. 

By Mr. WEINER: 

H.R. 1027. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 5 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. WEINER: 

H.R. 1028. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. WHITFIELD: 

H.R. 1029. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. WHITFIELD: 

H.R. 1030. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18 of the United 
States Constitution. 


ee 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 
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H.R. 3: Mr. ROONEY and Mr. REHBERG. 
H.R. 27: Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. 

H.R. 35: Mr. HUNTER. 

H.R. 68: Mr. HENSARLING. 

H.R. 104: Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. 


H.R. 122: Mr. HUELSKAMP and Mr. HERGER. 

H.R. 174: Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. RICH- 
MOND, Mr. Davıs of Illinois, and Mr. 
KEATING. 

H.R. 198: Mr. SESSIONS and Ms. HIRONO. 

H.R. 217: Mr. REHBERG. 

H.R. 218: Mr. SABLAN. 

H.R. 219: Mr. POSEY. 

H.R. 263: Ms. TSONGAS. 

H.R. 276: Mr. CARTER. 

H.R. 280: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 

H.R. 308: Мг. MCNERNEY, Ms. CLARKE of 


New York, and Ms. HANABUSA. 

H.R. 365: Mr. NUNES. 

H.R. 399: Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 412: Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. 

H.R. 482: Mr. FARR. 

H.R. 440: Mr. PAYNE, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor- 
ida, and Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 452: Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. WILSON of 
South Carolina, Mr. GOSAR, Ms. BERKLEY, 
Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. FLAKE, and Mr. LATTA. 

H.R. 455: Mr. LAMBORN and Mr. SAM JOHN- 
SON of Texas. 

H.R. 459: Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. SCHRADER. 

H.R. 469: Mr. WELCH, Mr. MCINTYRE, and 
Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. 

H.R. 470: Mr. ROYCE. 

H.R. 471: Mr. Ross of Florida and Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER. 

H.R. 513: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina and 
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 

H.R. 515: Mr. COHEN, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor- 
ida, Mr. DOGGETT, and Mr. MCINTYRE. 

H.R. 589: Ms. BROWN of Florida. 

H.R. 547: Ms. HAYWORTH. 

H.R. 548: Mr. STUTZMAN and Mr. SAM JOHN- 
SON of Texas. 

H.R. 584: Ms. 

H.R. 606: Mr. 

H.R. 610: Mr. 

H.R. 623: Mr. MORAN. 

H.R. 625: Mr. KISSELL. 

H.R. 639: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia, Mr. 
RAHALL, Mr. ROSS of Arkansas, and Mr. 
SCHRADER. 

H.R. 651: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
GARAMENDI, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Mr. NADLER, 
and Ms. KAPTUR. 


ESHOO. 
GARDNER and Mr. PITTS. 
MICHAUD. 
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H.R. 665: Mr. PITTS, Mr. 
ROKITA, and Mrs. HARTZLER. 

H.R. 674: Ms. JENKINS, Ms. HAYWORTH, 
BALDWIN, and Mr. CHAFFETZ. 

H.R. 692: Mr. BACHUS and Ms. Foxx. 

H.R. 704: Mr. SHULER, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. 
CARTER, and Mr. ROONEY. 

H.R. 734: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 

H.R. 740: Mr. Ross of Florida and Mr. 
POLIS. 

H.R. 745: Mr. POMPEO, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, 
Mr. HENSARLING, Mrs. ADAMS, and Mr. 
LATTA. 

H.R. 747: Mr. LUJAN. 

H.R. 749: Mr. KIND. 

H.R. 750: Mrs. BACHMANN and Mr. WEST- 
MORELAND. 

H.R. 751: Ms. BASS of California, Mr. BER- 
MAN, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr. LEVIN. 

H.R. 760: Mr. COSTA. 

H.R. 768: Mr. CARTER, Mr. COHEN, Mr. Walz 
of Minnesota, and Mr. JORDAN. 

H.R. 764: Mr. Ross of Arkansas, Mr. WEST- 
MORELAND, Ms. JENKINS, Mrs. EMERSON, and 
Mr. LOEBSACK. 

H.R. 780: Mr. WATT. 

H.R. 787: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. PLATTS, Mrs. 
CAPITO, Mr. KLINE, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, 
Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, and Mr. WIL- 
son of South Carolina. 

H.R. 798: Mr. RAHALL. 

H.R. 822: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
WITTMAN, and Mr. HARRIS. 

H.R. 826: Mr. OLSON, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, and Mr. KISSELL. 

H.R. 848: Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. SHULER, Mr. 
COSTELLO, and Mr. PETERSON. 

H.R. 849: Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. KING of Iowa, 
and Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 

H.R. 850: Mr. CRAVAACK. 


ScHock, Mr. 


Ms. 


H.R. 863: Mr. SIRES and Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA. 
H.R. 865: Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. BRALEY of 


Iowa, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. FILNER, Mr. LAM- 
BORN, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. 
BILBRAY, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. CON- 
NOLLY of Virginia, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. KING 
oF Iowa, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. RUNYAN, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. Ross of 
Arkansas, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. RAHALL, 
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER, Ms. SUTTON, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, and Mr. 
MCNERNEY. 
H.R. 875: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 
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H.R. 883: Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. KAPTUR, and 
Mr. ENGEL. 

H.R. 885: Mr. UPTON and Mr. CARSON of In- 
diana. 

H.R. 895: Mr. CHABOT and Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 903: Mr. COLE. 

H.R. 909: Mr. GUINTA, Mr. MANZULLO, and 
Mr. GUTHRIE. 

H.R. 910: Mr. GARDNER, Mr. SENSEN- 
BRENNER, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs. 
SCHMIDT, Mr. WALBERG, and Mr. CAMP. 

H.R. 912: Mr. MORAN and Mr. FITZPATRICK. 
H.R. 923: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. BORDALLO, 
Mr. SCHIFF, and Mr. POSEY. 

H.R. 943: Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
MARKEY, and Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 

H.R. 952: Mr. HONDA and Mr. HOLT. 

H.R. 973: Mr. LATTA and Mr. MCKINLEY. 

H.R. 984: Mr. HALL, Mr. POSEY, Mr. DUNCAN 
of Tennessee, Mr. MCHENRY, and Mr. UPTON. 

H.J. Res. 1: Mrs. ADAMS and Mr. CRAVAACK. 

H.J. Res. 2: Mrs. NOEM. 

H.J. Res. 47: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 

H. Res. 47: Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
Mr. FILNER, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. SHERMAN, 
Mr. CARNAHAN, and Mr. HOLT. 

H. Res. 60: Mr. CLAY, Mr. OLSON, and Ms. 
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California. 

H. Res. 83: Mr. SHERMAN. 

H. Res. 85: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

H. Res. 98: Mr. HURT, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, 
Mr. JONES, Mrs. BLACK, Mr. FLORES, and Mrs. 
ADAMS. 

H. Res. 134: Mr. MANZULLO and Mr. MCIN- 
TYRE. 

H. Res. 187: Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mrs. 
MCCARTHY of New York, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
DEUTCH, Mr. BISHOP of New York, and Ms. 
BERKLEY. 


H. Res. 139: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
McCAUL, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. GRIMM, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. RIVERA, Mr. Wu, Ms. 


CLARKE of New York, Mr. KELLY, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
ROYCE, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 
CICILLINE, Mr. LEWIS of California, Ms. 
HIRONO, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. Towns, and Mr. 
HONDA. 

H. Res. 140: Mr. ROKITA. 

H. Res. 148: Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. MCINTYRE, 
and Mr. LEVIN. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


RECOGNIZING THE 100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE THEODORE ROO- 
SEVELT DAM 


HON. DAVID SCHWEIKERT 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to pay tribute to the 100th anniversary 
of Theodore Roosevelt Dam, the cornerstone 
of water resource operations in Central Ari- 
zona. The reliable, sustainable water supply 
provided by the dam and its reservoir, Theo- 
dore Roosevelt Lake, has served as an eco- 
nomic catalyst that spurred decades of growth 
and helped create the greater Phoenix metro- 
politan area. 

The Salt River Valley, home to metropolitan 
Phoenix, was little more than a few military 
outposts and prospecting camps until the first 
modern canal company was organized іп 
1867. The success of this venture encouraged 
more irrigation concerns. Most used the an- 
cient canal networks created and maintained 
by an indigenous civilization that thrived in the 
area more than 1,000 years earlier. 

As a result of these canal companies, settle- 
ments cropped up across the Valley. Local 
leaders agreed a dam was needed to regulate 
the flow of the Salt River, which fed the canal 
networks, to ensure a reliable source of water 
and sustain development. 

A group including a surveyor, journalist, and 
canal company superintendent identified a 
possible dam site in 1889 about 80 miles east 
of Phoenix near the confluence of Tonto 
Creek and the Salt River. The site was nestled 
among the Superstition wilderness area, the 
Sierra Ancha Mountains, and the Salt River 
Canyon. 

Next, residents had to determine how to pay 
for such a massive undertaking. The Salt 
River Valley Water Users’ Association was or- 
ganized in 1903 when Valley landowners 
pledged their property as collateral for a gov- 
ernment loan to build the proposed dam. It 
was a unique arrangement only made possible 
by an act of Congress the previous year, the 
National Reclamation Act of 1902. 

Dam construction began in 1905 under the 
supervision of the U.S. Reclamation Service, 
now the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. When 
completed in early 1911 and dedicated per- 
sonally by the president whose name it bears, 
Roosevelt was the world’s largest masonry 
dam. 

Hydroelectric generation from the dam pro- 
vided early power to, and served as the basis 
of, power operations for the Salt River Project 
(SRP), a water and power entity that includes 
the Salt River Valley Water Users’ Associa- 
tion. 

Roosevelt Dam has undergone various im- 
provements through the ages, including three 
separate upgrades of its hydroelectric gener- 


ating capacity. A major modification of the 
dam and reservoir was completed in 1996 
when the height of the dam was raised by 77 
feet and the dam envelope was strengthened. 


This modification was part of a comprehen- 
sive project to increase water storage, improve 
dam safety and enhance flood control through- 
out central Arizona. 


Through a partnership with SRP, the federal 
government, and state and local communities, 
central Arizona has grown into a vital metro- 
politan region in the Southwest. 


Mr. Speaker, as Theodore Roosevelt Dam 
embarks on its second century of service to 
the people of the Salt River Valley, it deserves 
special recognition for its historic and invalu- 
able contributions to my state. 


EEE 


TRIBUTE TO ALEX GURGANUS 


HON. TOM LATHAM 


OF IOWA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the achievement of Alex Gurganus, 
а seventh-grade student at Ames Middle 
School in Ames, lowa. Alex was recently 
named one of only four state winners of the 
VSA/CVS Call for Art. 


Alex’s participation in and of itself is stellar. 
Alex attained this honor despite being visually 
impaired. In the classroom, Alex requires large 
print, magnifiers, and a closed circuit TV sys- 
tem to facilitate his learning and compensate 
for zero vision in his right eye and low visual 
capacity in his left eye. 

However, Alex did not allow these obstacles 
to deter him as he has been meticulously per- 
fecting his award-winning artwork, “Design by 
Surprise,” for the last three years. When com- 
posing a piece of art, Alex must memorize 
where the colors are on the palette in addition 
to utilizing a hand-held magnifying dome to 
ensure perfection. 


The example set by this young man dem- 
onstrates the rewards of hard work, dedication 
and perseverance, and | am honored to rep- 
resent Alex Gurganus and his family in the 
United States Congress. | know that all of my 
colleagues will join me in congratulating him 
on overcoming such a difficult hurdle as a 
means to achieve such wonderful results. | 
speak for all my colleagues as | wish Alex 
continued success in his future education and 
career. 


FAIR ACCESS TO VETERANS 
BENEFITS, H.R. 810 


HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, the Fair Access 
to Veterans Benefits Access Act of 2011, H.R. 
810, is a bill that would help our veterans who 
file appeals before the Court of Appeals for 
Veterans Claims. This legislation would re- 
quire the U.S. Court of Appeals for Veterans’ 
Claims to hear appeals of administrative deci- 
sions by veterans denying them benefits when 
circumstances beyond their control render 
them unable to meet the deadline for filing an 
appeal. 

This legislation would extend the 120-day 
limit for the filing of an appeal to the Court of 
Veterans Appeals after a final decision of the 
Board of Veterans’ Appeals upon a showing of 
good cause for such time as justice may re- 
quire. The bill considers as good cause the in- 
ability of a veteran to file within the 120-day 
period due to a service-connected disability. 
The bill would make such extension applicable 
to appeals of final Board decisions issued on 
or after July 24, 2008. This bill also requires 
the Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims to 
reinstate untimely appeals already dismissed 
as a result of the court’s failure to toll the filing 
period for good cause. 

Under the current system, the veterans’ ap- 
pellate processes are very difficult to navigate 
especially since so many veterans are pro se 
at that stage. Additionally, as TBI and PTSD 
are the signature disability of the current con- 
flicts of Operation Enduring Freedom and Op- 
eration New Dawn, many veterans are also fil- 
ing claims and appeals while suffering from a 
physical or mental disability. The adherence to 
rigid filing deadlines by the CAVC potentially 
has resulted in the denial of benefits for many 
veterans. My bill seeks to rectify this issue by 
allowing the veteran to show “good cause” for 
missing the filing deadline if related to the vet- 
eran’s service-connected disability. It is clear 
to me that Congress intended to allow equi- 
table tolling when it created the veterans’ 
court. 

The VSO community wholeheartedly sup- 
ports this legislation and its costs are likely 
discretionary. | urge my colleagues to support 
this bill without delay to give these veterans 
the access to justice that they deserve. 


HONORING LINDSEY WALKER 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Lindsey Walker. 


© This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Lindsey is a very special young woman who 
has exemplified the finest qualities of citizen- 
ship and leadership by taking an active part in 
the Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the 
high honor of the Gold Award. 


Lindsey’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Lindsey has ex- 
hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which 
Lindsey can take pride in for the rest of her 
life. 


Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Lindsey Walker for her accom- 
plishments with the Girl Scouts of the USA 
and for her efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of the Gold Award. 


a 


HONORING PURVIS E. ISLER, SR. 


HON. HENRY С. “HANK” JOHNSON, JR. 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | 
submit the following. 


Whereas, Ninety years ago a tenacious man 
of God was born in Newport News, Virginia on 
March 9, 1921; and 


Whereas, Mr. Purvis E. Isler, Sr., born to 
Mr. Elijah and Mrs. Esther Isler, grew up in 
New Jersey when his family moved north and 
attended Perth Amboy High School where he 
met and married his high school sweetheart 
Jeanette Deay Eaton and to their union seven 
daughters and three sons were born; and 


Whereas, Mr. Isler has shared his time and 
talents as a Husband, Father and Motivator, 
giving the citizens of the United States a per- 
son of great worth, a fearless leader and a 
servant to all advancing the lives of others, 
through service to our country in the U.S. 
Army, as a broadcast electronics technician 
and being the ideal father and grandfather; 
and 


Whereas, Mr. Isler has been blessed with a 
long, happy life, devoted to God and credits it 
all to the Will of God; and 


Whereas, Mr. Isler along with his family and 
friends are celebrating this day a remarkable 
milestone, his 90th Birthday, we pause to ac- 
knowledge a man who is a cornerstone in our 
community; and 


Whereas, the U.S. Representative of the 
Fourth District of Georgia has set aside these 
days to honor and recognize Mr. Isler on his 
birthday and to wish him well and recognize 
him for an exemplary life which is an inspira- 
tion to all; 

Now Therefore, |, HENRY С. “HANK” JOHN- 
SON, JR. do hereby proclaim March 9th and 
March 12th, 2011 as Mr. Purvis E. Isler, Sr. 
Days in Georgia’s 4th Congressional District. 

PROCLAIMED, THIS 9th day of March, 
2011. 
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NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE 
FOUNDATION 


HON. DEVIN NUNES 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. NUNES. Mr. Speaker, as Congress 
closely scrutinizes federal programs to reduce 
our massive federal debt and deficit, we must 
take a hard look at troubled, taxpayer-financed 
programs that play a role in destroying Amer- 
ican jobs. The February 25, 2011 edition of 
The Washington Examiner contained a column 
by Mr. Ron Arnold that discusses the legisla- 
tive history and current activities of the Na- 
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation—a_ non- 
profit organization authorized by Congress in 
1984 pursuant to Public Law 98—244. 

Mr. Arnold’s column illustrates how Con- 
gress originally authorized an average of 
$100,000 per year in federal taxpayer money 
to the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. 
Yet, more than a quarter century later, the or- 
ganization receives $53 million annually in fed- 
eral government funds according to its own 
records. Some of this money funds zealous 
and litigious environmental groups whose ac- 
tions threaten the livelihoods of America’s 
hard-working farmers and ranchers. At a time 
when American agriculture is threatened by 
onerous regulation, bureaucratic intimidation, 
unfair taxation, and high energy costs, our 
farmers cannot afford to defend themselves 
from advocacy groups funded by their hard- 
earned tax dollars. 

| urge my colleagues to read Mr. Arnold’s 
column on the National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation and to question whether the fed- 
eral government should continue supporting it 
and other non-profit groups that use taxpayer 
money to put people out of work. 

[From the Washington Examiner, Feb. 25, 

2011] 
CONGRESS SHOULD STOP FUNDING BIG GREEN 
LAWSUITS AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT 
(By Ron Arnold) 

America’s taxpayers need to know about a 
thorny federal program lurking in the 
Obama budget: the National Fish and Wild- 
life Foundation. It began decades ago as a 
millionaire’s hobby horse and grew into a 
Frankenstein monster that today feeds mil- 
lions of taxpayer dollars to green groups 
that sue the federal government—and thus 
sue the taxpayer. 

I began researching NFWF in a 1995 report 
on Big Green’s federally funded trial law- 
yers, “Feeding at the Trough” 
(www.undueinfluence.com/feeding-at-the- 
trough.pdf). 

NFWF’s origins are bizarre: Congress cre- 
ated it as a nonprofit corporation in 1984, 
specifying that it ‘‘is not an agency or estab- 
lishment of the United States Government.”’ 
President Reagan denounced that double 
talk when he reluctantly signed the bill, 
writing, ‘‘Entities which are neither clearly 
governmental nor clearly private should not 
be created.” 

The intent for NFWF was to develop pri- 
vate sector support for the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, a government agency. This 
perverse purpose allows a well-connected pri- 
vate elite—originally including timber heir- 
ess Nancy Weyerhaeuser, oil billionaire 
Caroline Getty, and now hedge fund billion- 
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aire Paul Tudor Jones—to carve out govern- 
ment funds, solicit limitless private funds, 
and funnel the cash to whom they please, in- 
cluding $25,000 to Nancy Weyerhaeuser’s son 
Rick for an anti-logging project he ran in 
Montana—and $23,500 to a Planned Parent- 
hood-type group in Rajasthan, India, for pop- 
ulation control near Ranthambhore National 
Park. 


As it grew, NFWF created one horror story 
after another. It gave $89,748 to the Grand 
Canyon Trust, which filed suit and shut 
down the coal-fired Mojave Power Plant in 
Laughlin, Nev., and cost 200 Navajo miners 
their high-paying jobs at the Black Mesa 
coal mine that supplied the plant. 


NFWF gave nearly $442,000 to the National 
Wildlife Federation and in return got a law- 
suit to divert water from generating elec- 
tricity in Pacific-Northwest power dams— 
and spill it for migrating salmon. The suit 
now threatens to remove four vital hydro- 
electric dams on the Snake River. Another 
NFWF recipient, American Rivers ($296,700), 
is also a party to the suit, which is still in 
court. 


The list goes on and on, lawsuits against 
fisheries, agriculture, energy, construction, 
manufacturing, the whole economy. NFWF 
claims that grantee lawsuits do not use fed- 
eral money. After examining the Internal 
Revenue Service Form 990 reports of major 
litigious NFWF recipients, I found no sepa- 
rate segregated accounts for lawsuits—you 
can’t tell federal money from private—mak- 
ing NFWF’s claims appear disingenuous at 
best. 


NFWF’s original $100,000 ‘‘one-time seed 
money” appropriation has bloated to $53 mil- 
lion in 2009, exactly what Reagan feared 
when he famously muttered, ‘‘The definition 
of immortality is a government program.” 


Even though NFWF’s wealthy directors 
should be ideal fundraisers, two-thirds of its 
income is routinely taxpayer money, and 
now the Obama administration wants to give 
it more millions of federal dollars that we 
don’t have. 


House appropriators tried to cut NFWF’s 
taxpayer umbilical in 1996. Immediately, a 
Byzantine cabal of Big Green leaders and 
hired lobbyists materialized, somehow con- 
vincing the appropriators to lay off. Reagan 
should have added, ‘‘Environmental funding 
is forever.” 


Last week, a gutsy congressman tried 
again. Rep. Том MCCLINTOCK, R-Calif., chair- 
man of the House Natural Resource Commit- 
tee’s Power and Water Subcommittee, intro- 
duced an amendment to the House’s $1.2 tril- 
lion continuing resolution bill to perma- 
nently defund NFWF. 


Once again, Big Green sent out its min- 
ions, and MCCLINTOCK’S amendment failed on 
a voice vote. 


That shouldn’t be the end of it. We need 
congressional hearings to stop feeding tax- 
payer money into NFWF’s funnel. And we 
need elected officials with the fortitude to 
instruct the National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation’s insatiable billionaires to stop 
feeding at the trough. 
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EEOIPCA AMENDMENT ACT OF 2011 
AND THE ENERGY EMPLOYEES 
OCCUPATIONAL ILLNESS COM- 
PENSATION PROGRAM IMPROVE- 
MENT ACT OF 2011 


HON. ED WHITFIELD 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, today | join 
with my colleague, Rep. JARED POLIS (0-СО- 
02) to introduce two important pieces of legis- 
lation, the EEOIPCA Amendment Act of 2011 
and the Energy Employees Occupational Ill- 
ness Compensation Program Improvement Act 
of 2011, which will help ensure former employ- 
ees at certain Department of Energy sites re- 
ceive the benefits and care they are due while 
also bringing transparency and oversight to 
the program charged with administering com- 
pensation. 

During the Cold War, thousands of workers 
employed in the nation’s atomic weapons pro- 
grams were exposed to radioactive and toxic 
substances. For this reason, Congress passed 
the Energy Employees Occupational Illness 
Compensation Program Act (EEOICPA) in 
2000 to provide compensation to employees 
who have become ill as a result of work at 
atomic weapons facilities. Individuals, or their 
eligible survivors, who worked as an em- 
ployee, contractor, or subcontractor at certain 
Department of Energy facilities may be eligible 
for compensation in the form of lump sum 
payments and medical expenses. Yet all too 
often workers and surviving family members, 
such as those in my Congressional District, 
run into challenges when weaving through the 
federal government maze to claim the benefits 
they deserve. 

The EEOIPCA Amendment Act is based 
upon a recent study by the Government Ac- 
countability Office (GAO) on how best to im- 
prove the EEOICPA program. Specifically, this 
legislation will require the President to estab- 
lish and appoint an advisory board on toxic 
substances and worker health responsible for 
overseeing a portion of the original EEOICPA 
legislation known as “Part E.” The Part E pro- 
gram provides eligible employees with com- 
pensation payments of up to $250,000, plus 
medical expenses for health conditions as a 
result of having been exposed to toxic sub- 
stances while working for DOE. Further, the 
Ombudsman for the Department of Labor will 
be required to provide an annual report to 
Congress on the program and make the report 
available to the public online. 

The second bill we introduce today, the En- 
ergy Employees Occupational Illness Com- 
pensation Program Improvement Act of 2011, 
will amend Part E of the EEOICPA program to 
allow survivors of family members who file 
claims under Part E but who pass away be- 
fore their claims are approved to receive the 
full benefit that would have been awarded to 
the claimant, rather than a lesser survivor's 
benefit. This bill will correct the sort of inequity 
in the case of a Kentucky resident who 
passed away from complications sustained 
while working for DOE and whose claim was 
approved just days after his death. 

The EEOIPCA Amendment Act of 2011 and 
the Energy Employees Occupational Illness 
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Compensation Program Improvement Act of 
2011 are two important pieces of legislation 
that will improve the efficiency and effective- 
ness of EEOICPA and, in turn, help ensure 
workers and their families receive just com- 
pensation in a timely manner. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in sup- 
porting these two bills and to push for swift 
passage in the House. 


RECOGNIZING MR. SI McCURDY 
HON. HENRY CUELLAR 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. CUELLAR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Mr. Si McCurdy for his retirement 
from his position as Dean of Students from the 
Saint Anthony Catholic School. Mr. McCurdy 
contributed to the San Antonio and Randolph 
Air Force Base, Texas area for decades with 
his military and education background. 

Mr. McCurdy attended the Elliott School of 
Saint Mary’s Hall for two years, and then he 
studied at the San Antonio Academy and the 
Texas Military Institute in San Antonio, Texas. 
In 1970, he obtained a Bachelor Associates 
degree from Hampden Sydney College in Vir- 
ginia. In the summer of 1969, Mr. McCurdy 
worked as a Train Order Operator for the 
Southern Pacific Railroad in San Antonio. 
After graduating from Hampden Sydney Col- 
lege, he received his Master’s degree from the 
University of Texas at Austin. His exceptional 
academic achievements propelled him to hold 
outstanding positions in Air Force bases in 
Texas and the nation and ultimately serve as 
a Dean for the Saint Anthony Catholic School. 

In 1971, Mr. McCurdy enrolled in the Air 
Force at Office Training School in Lackland Air 
Force Base, Texas and was commissioned as 
Second Lieutenant. He later moved to Wichita, 
Kansas, at the McConnell Air Force Base 
where he served as Combat Crew Com- 
mander, Command Post Controller, and Emer- 
gency War Order Coordinator for seven years. 
After his time in Kansas, he moved to 
Lackland Air Force Base in Texas, where he 
served as an Instructor at Officer Training 
School from 1979 to 1982. He also became a 
ROTC Instructor at the University of California 
in Berkeley for three years. By 1989, Mr. 
McCurdy returned to Texas and lived at the 
Randolph Air Force Base as a Texas Officer 
Accessions for four years. In October of 1993, 
he retired from the Air Force as a Lieutenant 
Colonel. 

After his retirement from the Air Force, Mr. 
McCurdy began his career in education at the 
Saint Anthony Catholic School in 1993, and 
was appointed Dean. He pursued his passion 
for teaching history and classics to grade lev- 
els sixth, seventh, and eighth. His tireless 
dedication to students and education contin- 
ued for eighteen years at Saint Anthony 
Catholic School. After nearly two decades of 
service to the school and students, he retires 
leaving his mark as a great leader and educa- 
tor. 

Mr. Speaker, | am honored to have this time 
to pay tribute to Mr. Si McCurdy for his out- 
standing service to Air Force bases throughout 
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the nation and recognize his retirement from 
the Saint Anthony Catholic School after eight- 
een years of service. He has truly contributed 
to the community and nation in his efforts to 
protect the nation and serve our school- 
children. Thank for you this time. 


EE 


HONORING ALAMEDA FIRE 
CAPTAIN SCOTT CARNEVALE 


HON. LYNN С. WOOLSEY 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
with my colleague, Representative FORTNEY 
PETE STARK, to honor the memory of a man 
who gave his life serving the people of the 
San Francisco Bay Area. Alameda Fire Cap- 
tain Scott Carnevale, a resident of Mill Valley, 
California, died at the age of 42 on January 3, 
2011, of occupational cancer. 

Cpt. Carnevale was a proud Mill Valley na- 
tive. He attended Mill Valley Middle School 
and Tamalpais High School, and it was at 
Tam High that he first met his future wife, Eliz- 
abeth. Mill Valley is also where Cpt. Carnevale 
took an early interest in firefighting, volun- 
teering with the Mill Valley Fire Department in 
1992. Cpt. Carnevale then attended the fire 
academy in Santa Rosa and graduated the 
following year. 

Early in his career, Cpt. Carnevale served 
as a seasonal firefighter in Marin and worked 
for the Tamalpais Fire District before finally 
joining the Alameda Air Station as a full-time 
firefighter. When the airbase closed in 1997, 
Cpt. Carnevale was hired by the city of Ala- 
meda, where he was promoted to Apparatus 
Operator in 2001 and Captain of Station Two 
in 2007. 

Cpt. Carnevale was also dedicated to his 
fellow firefighters. He served as an Executive 
Board Trustee and Shift Vice President for the 
International Association of Fire Fighters Local 
689. He was also an active member of the 
Fire Labor Management Team, and he orga- 
nized Alameda Fire Department's participation 
in the California Professional Firefighters Ex- 
posure Reporting Program. 

Cpt. Carnevale had many outside passions 
and skills, including craftsmanship and the 
outdoors. He helped design and build his fam- 
ily’s home in Mill Valley. He also helped to re- 
store the fire department's two antique fire 
rigs, and he took it on himself to repaint the 
insignia at the front door of Station Three. 
Even a diagnosis of cancer could not slow him 
down, as he continued to enjoy spending time 
with his family, traveling, and kayaking. 

Cpt. Carnevale is survived by his wife Eliza- 
beth Carnevale and his eight-year-old son. 

Mister Speaker, it is with a profound sense 
of loss that we ask you to join us in honoring 
the life of Cpt. Scott Carnevale. Family and 
friends remember Cpt. Carnevale as an ad- 
venturer who was loved and respected for his 
integrity, selflessness, and dependability. The 
people of the Bay Area remember him as a 
true hero. 
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HONORING THE FIFTIETH 
ANNIVERSARY OF ASPIRA 


HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to mark the fiftieth anniversary of ASPIRA, 
and the valuable contributions this organiza- 
tion has made enriching the lives of the Puerto 
Rican and Latino communities across our 
country. 

Since its founding in New York City by the 
educator, civil rights leader and Presidential 
Medal of Freedom awardee Dr. Antonia 
Pantoja, ASPIRA has helped strengthen Puer- 
to Rican and Latino communities through edu- 
cation and outreach programs. 

Over the past five decades ASPIRA has 
helped nearly half-a-million Puerto Rican and 
Latino youth, giving them the tools they need- 
ed to succeed through education and leader- 
ship development programs. From its humble 
beginnings, ASPIRA has grown today to 30 
centers serving 50,000 Latino youth and par- 
ents in 79 communities across nine states, as 
well as Puerto Rico and Washington, DC. In 
fact many “Aspirantes,” from actor Jimmy 
Smits to elected officials like Anthony Romero, 
Fernando Ferrer and Billy Ocasio, trace their 
success to this organization. 

At a time when too many Latino youth do 
not complete a high school education, over 
95-five percent of participating ASPIRA youth 
graduate. Of these, over 90 percent go on to 
a college education. 

Indeed, this is the kind of success we are 
celebrating today with the fiftieth anniversary 
of ASPIRA. Their accomplishments have im- 
proved the quality of life and opportunities for 
the Latino community. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me today, March 10, in recognizing 50 years 
of service by ASPIRA and its contributions to 
the social, economic, and cultural fabric of our 
great nation. 


HONORING ETERNITY HAYNIE 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Eternity Haynie. 
Eternity is a very special young woman who 
has exemplified the finest qualities of citizen- 
ship and leadership by taking an active part in 
the Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the 
high honor of the Gold Award. 

Eternity’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Eternity has ex- 
hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which 
Eternity can take pride in for the rest of her 
life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Eternity Haynie for her accom- 
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plishments with the Girl Scouts of the USA 
and for her efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of the Gold Award. 


HONORING GARNETT RHODES 
HON. HENRY C. “HANK” JOHNSON, JR. 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | 
submit the following. 

Whereas, One hundred years ago a tena- 
cious man of God was born in Taliaferro 
County, Georgia on March 11, 1911; and 

Whereas, Mr. Garnett Rhodes was born to 
Mr. Chapman and Mrs. Mary Jane Frazier 
Rhodes, he grew up farming in Taliaferro 
County, Georgia and continued to farm in 
Greene County, Georgia and Athens, Georgia 
until he turned 90 years old; and 

Whereas, Mr. Rhodes has shared his time 
and talents as a Husband, Father and 
Motivator, giving the citizens of Georgia a per- 
son of great worth, a fearless leader and a 
servant to all who want to advance the lives 
of others; and 

Whereas, Mr. Rhodes has been blessed 
with a long, happy life, devoted to God, and 
credits it all to the Will of God; and 

Whereas, Mr. Rhodes along with his family 
and friends are celebrating this day a remark- 
able milestone, his 100th Birthday, we pause 
to acknowledge a man who is a cornerstone 
in our community; and 

Whereas, the U.S. Representative of the 
Fourth District of Georgia has set aside this 
day to honor and recognize Mr. Rhodes on his 
birthday and to wish him well and recognize 
him for an exemplary life which is an inspira- 
tion to all; 

Now Therefore, 1, HENRY С. “HANK” JOHN- 
SON, JR. do hereby proclaim March 11, 2011 
as Mr. Garnett Rhodes Day in the Fourth Con- 
gressional District. Proclaimed, this 11th day 
of March, 2011. 


EE 


IN HONOR OF MARC JOHNSON, 2011 
SUPERINTENDENT OF THE YEAR 


HON. JIM COSTA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to the distinguished educational 
leadership of Marcus Johnson, Superintendent 
of Sanger Unified School District in California’s 
Central Valley, who has been honored as the 
2011 Superintendent of the Year by the Amer- 
ican Association of School Administrators. 

A California native, Marc Johnson lives in 
the small community of Reedley, where at age 
four he moved with his parents and where his 
home sits ten miles away from his office. He 
is a graduate of Reedley Community College, 
California State University, Fresno and Fresno 
Pacific University, where he received his Mas- 
ters degree and completed his credential pro- 
grams. 

Marc Johnson embarked on his career with 
Sanger Unified School District, first serving as 
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an assistant superintendent of human re- 
sources and later as an associate super- 
intendent in the district. In 2003, Marc as- 
sumed a new role of Superintendent, over- 
seeing a highly diverse student population of 
10,800 students. He entered amidst turmoil for 
the rural school community and one year later 
was faced with the challenges accompanied 
with an entire school district being designated 
for program improvement by the State of Cali- 
fornia. With boundless energy апа enthu- 
siasm, Marc proved from early on that his 
leadership was promising. By 2006, he led the 
district out of the state improvement status 
and on a path to reorganization that would 
later earn him accolades from colleagues and 
admirers of his professional endeavors across 
the country. 

Under the leadership and guidance of Marc 
Johnson, Sanger Unified School District has 
been transformed into a professional learning 
community focused on student learning, high 
quality instruction and teacher collaboration. 
The Sanger district now boasts some of the 
highest overall achievement gains in the state 
of California, including: 13 schools have been 
designated as State Distinguished School; 12 
schools have been designated as Title | Aca- 
demic Achieving Schools; two schools have 
been named National Blue Ribbon Schools 
and all 13 elementary schools have been hon- 
ored for their outstanding character develop- 
ment programs. 

Dick Sheppard, editor of the Sanger Herald, 
called Marc Johnson, “the guy who pulled the 
district out of darkness into light.” This could 
not be a more true statement and character- 
ization of the person who commits to visiting 
the 1,000 classrooms in the district twice an- 
nually, using the first occasion each year to 
affix a pin of appreciation he has selected on 
each teacher in front of his or her students. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to rise 
with me today to congratulate Mr. Marcus 
Johnson on the occasion of his special rec- 
ognition as the 2011 Superintendent of the 
Year and, on behalf of the students, parents 
and teachers of Sanger Unified School Dis- 
trict, thank him for his leadership and unwav- 
ering dedication to raising education standards 
in our community. 


EE 


CONGRATULATIONS TO NEWEST 
APPOINTEES TO THE DEPOSI- 
TORY LIBRARY COUNCIL 


HON. ROBERT A. BRADY 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, | 
wish to congratulate the five newest members 
appointed to the Depository Library Council by 
Public Printer William Boarman. The Council is 
composed of 15 members, each of whom 
serves a 3-year term. Its purpose is to advise 
the Public Printer on policy matters relating to 
the Federal Depository Library Program 
(FDLP), which is administered by the Govern- 
ment Printing Office. 

The FDLP provides public access across 
the United States to the published information 
of all three branches of the Federal Govern- 
ment through partnerships with more than 
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1,220 libraries nationwide—public libraries, 
university and college libraries, law libraries, 
research libraries, libraries of state appellate 
courts, Federal libraries, and others—about 3 
per congressional district. Federal depository 
libraries serve as vital links between “We the 
People” and our Government. Anyone can 
visit Federal depository libraries and use the 
Federal documents collections, which are filled 
with information on careers, business opportu- 
nities, health and nutrition, laws and regula- 
tions, statistical data, demographics, consumer 
information, and numerous other subjects. 
Today, this partnership is predominately elec- 
tronic, but tangible formats are distributed 
where online equivalents are not available. 

The five new DLC members for the June 1, 
2011-Јипе 1, 2014, term are: 

Stephanie Braunstein, Assistant Librarian at 
the Troy H. Middleton Library at the Louisiana 
State University in Baton Rouge, one of Lou- 
isiana’s two regional depository libraries. 
Braunstein’s outreach with the library commu- 
nity includes presenting at conferences, 
partnering with GPO to host an online list of 
Federal agency web sites, and contributing to 
Browse Topics, an online subject-based portal 
for government information. She currently 
serves as Coordinator of the Federal Docu- 
ments Task Force (FDTF) of the American Li- 
brary Association (ALA) and is the Louisiana 
Library Association Councilor to ALA. 

Donna Lauffer, County Librarian for the 
Johnson County (KS) Library system’s 13 
branches. Lauffer has a strong track record in 
delivering government information to the public 
and in promoting civic engagement. Her lead- 
ership in support of government information 
and relevant programming in her library sys- 
tem led to the Johnson County Library being 
honored as the 2010 Federal Depository Li- 
brary of the Year. 

Susan Lyons, Reference and Government 
Documents Librarian at the Rutgers University 
Law School Library in Newark, New Jersey. 
Lyons’ professional interests include digital 
preservation, authentication, and permanent 
public access to government information. She 
has served as Chair of the Government Docu- 
ments Special Interest Section of the Amer- 
ican Association of Law Librarians (AALL), 
President of the New Jersey Law Librarians 
Association, and President of the Documents 
Association of New Jersey. 

Mark Phillips, Assistant Dean for Digital Li- 
braries at the University of North Texas in 
Denton. Phillips specializes in digital collec- 
tions, knowledge of infrastructure for digital 
collections, preservation techniques, and web 
harvesting. He currently serves on the Access 
Committee in the International Internet Preser- 
vation Consortium (ПРС) and the Dublin Core 
Metadata Initiative’s, Dublin Core Library Pro- 
file Workgroup. 

Arlene Weible, Government Documents and 
Technical Services Librarian at the Oregon 
State Library in Salem. Weible has a broad 
background in technical services and public 
services, and experience working in state and 
academic libraries. She currently serves on 
the National Digital Stewardship Alliance and 
as the regional coordinator for Oregon’s intra- 
state shared regional, a successful shared 
housing arrangement that serves the deposi- 
tory libraries in Oregon. 
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In making these five appointments, Public 
Printer Boarman noted the talent and exper- 
tise these outstanding individuals bring to the 
Depository Library Council. Nearly all of us 
have depository libraries in our districts pro- 
viding our constituents with public access to 
Government information. | trust all Members 
will join me in congratulating the appointees to 
the Council, and wishing them well as they 
embark upon their mission to strengthen and 
improve the Depository Library Program for 
the benefit of all Americans. 


HONORING ALLISON DAVIS 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Allison Davis. Alli- 
son is a very special young woman who has 
exemplified the finest qualities of citizenship 
and leadership by taking an active part in the 
Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the high 
honor of the Gold Award. 

Allison’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Allison has ex- 
hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which Alli- 
son can take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Allison Davis for her accomplish- 
ments with the Girl Scouts of the USA and for 
her efforts put forth in achieving the highest 
distinction of the Gold Award. 


EEE 


HONORING CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
W. DALE YOUNG 


HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, | 
wish today to honor a legal legend from my 
District on the occasion of his retirement. 

Circuit Court Judge W. Dale Young has 
served the citizens of Blount County, Ten- 
nessee, admirably and with humor and humil- 
ity for 26 years. 

| served as a state trial judge in nearby 
Knoxville for 7 years before | was elected to 
Congress, and | was in private law practice 8 
years before that. | do not know another per- 
son whose integrity honors the legal profes- 
sion more than Judge Young. 

At a recent reception in his honor, hundreds 
of people lined up to thank Judge Young for 
his service. 

The Daily Times Newspaper in Maryville, 
Tennessee, reported, “Kind, fair, and the ulti- 
mate gentleman—that’s how friends and ad- 
mirers described Blount County Circuit Judge 
W. Dale Young . . .” 

Judge Young has a long history of pro- 
tecting and strengthening families, and his fa- 
vorite part of the job was the many adoptions 
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he helped finalize. He would often pose for 
photos with the families and showed great 
compassion during the process. 

Judge William Brewer said, “He is a won- 
derful fellow. He’s a gentleman.” 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues and 
other readers of the RECORD to join me in rec- 
ognizing Judge W. Dale Young’s 26-year serv- 
ice to Blount County, Tennessee. 

On the occasion of his retirement, | submit 
the Daily Times article offering tribute to Judge 
Young’s service. 

[From the Daily Times] 


HUNDREDS ATTEND RETIREMENT RECEPTION 
FOR JUDGE YOUNG 
(By Chloe Morrison) 

Kind, fair and the ultimate gentleman, 
that’s how friends and admirers described 
Blount County Circuit Judge W. Dale Young 
Friday at his retirement reception. 

“Не has just been so good to so many peo- 
ple and I just feel like we should turn out 
and let him know how much we appreciate 
him,” Louisville resident Sandra Stricklin 
said at the reception, which was on the third 
floor of the Justice Center. 

Over a period of two hours, hundreds 
flowed through the reception, many stopping 
to shake the judge’s hand, give him a gift or 
thank him for his service. 

“He is a man of high integrity and char- 
acter,” Maryville Police Chief Tony Crisp 
said after the reception. ‘‘He has done a won- 
derful job for Blount County.” 

Young is retiring after 26 years at the 
bench. He is 72. 

During decades of service Young has 
touched many area residents, such as Mike 
Everett, who came to Friday’s ceremony to 
honor the judge. 

Everett’s granddaughter, Allie, 20 months, 
was the last adoption that Young finalized. 
Allie’s parents—Morgan and Glenda Ever- 
ett—couldn’t attend the ceremony, but Ever- 
ett said it was important for him to come 
and bring his grandchild. 

“I was involved every step of the way,” 
Everett said about the adoption process. 
“She’s the only grandchild I have and will 
probably ever have, so I’ve been in the mid- 
dle of it.” 

Everett also said that he heard that adop- 
tions were Young’s favorite part of the job, 
and he said the judge showed care and com- 
passion for his family. 

“He was so kind to us that day,” Everett 
said of the day Young finalized Allie’s adop- 
tion. ‘‘He made pictures and sent us copies.”’ 

Judge William Brewer summed up his 
thoughts about Young, keeping his words 
simple. 

“He is a wonderful fellow,” he said. ‘‘He’s 
a gentleman.” 

At the retirement reception, Rick McNear, 
with the Blount County Sheriff’s Office, also 
had praise for the retiring judge. 


“Нез a gentle, compassionate caring 
man,” he said. ‘‘(He’s) a loving man.” 
Former Blount County Mayor Jerry 


Cunningham said at the reception that he’s 
known Young since high school. 

He called the judge brilliant, 
sionate—a gentleman. 

“He brings dignity and fairness and equity 
to the bench,’’ Cunningham said. ‘‘Anything 
he’s every done, he’s done it well.” 

Cunningham also said that Young has a 
good sense of humor and that the pair have 
had many fun times together.‘‘Sometimes in 
court, things happen that you just have to 
stop and laugh,” he said. ‘‘Then sometimes 
things happen that are funny but you are not 


compas- 
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supposed to laugh and he would always man- 
age to drop his pencil and duck down behind 
the bench (to laugh). We’ve always teased 
him about that.” 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF THE JERU- 
SALEM EMBASSY AND RECOGNI- 
TION ACT OF 2011 


HON. DAN BURTON 


OF INDIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to introduce The Jerusalem Embassy and 
Recognition Act of 2011. This legislation 
closes a loophole that has allowed the United 
States Embassy in Israel to remain in Tel 
Aviv, despite the passage of the Jerusalem 
Embassy Act in 1995 and the passage of mul- 
tiple resolutions (passed with overwhelming 
and bipartisan support) affirming the U.S. 
commitment to relocate the embassy to Jeru- 
salem. 

The Jerusalem Embassy Act declared that it 
is the official position of the United States that 
Jerusalem is, and rightly ought to remain, the 
undivided capital of Israel. On June 4, 2008, 
while still serving as a United States Senator, 
President Obama pledged that: “Jerusalem 
will remain the capital of Israel, and it must re- 
main undivided.” United States officials do 
conduct diplomatic meetings and other busi- 
ness in the city of Jerusalem in de facto rec- 
ognition of its status as the capital of Israel, 
but the Embassy remains firmly grounded in 
Tel Aviv. 

Despite this declaration of support and due 
to presidential waivers, the United States has 
failed to carry out our promise to our Israeli 
friends and has never acted to move the 
United States Embassy from Tel Aviv to Jeru- 
salem. Every sovereign country has the right 
to designate its own capital and the United 
States maintains its Embassy in the func- 
tioning capital of every country. Why is it then 
that we continue to delay the relocation of this, 
our most important embassy in the Middle 
East? 

Not only have we not relocated the em- 
bassy but our President has seemingly weak- 
ened the United States’ resolve to do so. 
Presidential Determination 2011-6, which was 
transmitted by the Administration to Congress 
just a few months ago, renewed a legally re- 
quired waiver which allows the Administration 
to suspend the 1995 law requiring the U.S. 
Embassy in Israel to move from Tel Aviv to 
Jerusalem. While the renewal of the waiver 
was not unexpected or unusual, the Obama 
Administration once again neglected to include 
a key sentence that the previous Administra- 
tion had included in previous determinations; 
specifically: “My Administration remains com- 
mitted to beginning the process of moving our 
embassy to Jerusalem.” 

During such an unstable time in the Middle 
East, it is more important that ever that the 
United States and this Congress stand firmly 
behind Israel. From the recent unrest in Egypt 
and the collapse of the Lebanese government, 
to the threat of Iran, Hezbollah, Hamas, and 
many other anti-Israel terrorist groups, Israel is 
constantly facing new challenges to maintain- 
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ing its sovereignty and security. We must 
show that we are dedicated to our alliance 
and fulfill the commitments that we have 
made. In a country where security is an elu- 
sive goal, Israel should be secure in knowing 
that the United States will deliver on its prom- 
ises. 

| believe it is well past time to revisit the Je- 
rusalem Embassy Act and close, once and for 
all, the loophole that has continued to allow 
the diplomatic embarrassment of not having 
our Embassy located in the capital city of 
Israel to continue for ten years. That is why І, 
along with a number of bi-partisan co-spon- 
sors, am reintroducing this bill which man- 
dates the relocation of the U.S. Embassy to 
Jerusalem, and reaffirms U.S. policy that Jeru- 
salem must remain the undivided capital of 
Israel. 

| strongly urge my colleagues to co-sponsor 
this important bill. 


HONORING SARAH HEAD 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Sarah Head. 
Sarah is a very special young woman who has 
exemplified the finest qualities of citizenship 
and leadership by taking an active part in the 
Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the high 
honor of the Gold Award. 

Sarah’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Sarah has ex- 
hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which 
Sarah can take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Sarah Head for her accomplish- 
ments with the Girl Scouts of the USA and for 
her efforts put forth in achieving the highest 
distinction of the Gold Award. 


EE 


HONORING LENORE CROUDY 


HON. DALE E. KILDEE 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, | ask the House 
of Representatives to join me in recognizing 
the achievements of Lenore Croudy. A Birth- 
day Tribute will be held on March 30th in Flint, 
Michigan in her honor. 

In addition to being a dear friend, Lenore 
Croudy is a tremendous asset to the Flint 
community. She was an educator for the Flint 
Community Schools for over 40 years. During 
that time she worked as a teacher, instruc- 
tional specialist, assistant principal, assistant 
dean, Director of the Reading, Language Arts 
and Humanities Department, and Steward for 
Resource and Information. Prior to her retire- 
ment she also served as President of the Con- 
gress of Flint School Administrators. 
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Lenore has also served as a member of the 
Mott Community College Board of Trustees for 
over 20 years. Re-elected to her 4th term in 
2005, she has been the board chairperson 
since 1995. Recognized by her peers, Lenore 
has served on the National Board of Directors 
and as Central Region Chairperson for the As- 
sociation of Community College Trustees. She 
is active with the YWCA of Flint, Center for 
the Visually Impaired, Salvation Army, Flint 
Rotary Club, Voluntary Action Center, Delta 
Sigma Theta Sorority, Boy Scouts of America 
Tall Pine Council, Hundred Club of Flint, and 
Flint Chapter of the NAACP. She is also the 
founder of the Youth Leadership Institute. In 
appreciation of her accomplishments, Lenore 
has received numerous awards including the 
Governors Service Award in 2007—the 
George Romney Lifetime Achievement Award. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pride that | ask 
the House of Representatives to join me in ap- 
plauding Lenore Croudy. | have known Lenore 
for many years and she is always compas- 
sionate, focused, faithful, and dedicated to im- 
proving the lives of those around her. Her en- 
thusiasm for serving others is contagious and 
| ат proud to call her my “lifetime” friend. | 
wish her a happy birthday and many, many 
more. 


ee 


STATEMENT APPLAUDING THE 
ABOLITION OF THE DEATH PEN- 
ALTY IN THE STATE OF ILLI- 
NOIS 


HON. JANICE D. SCHAKOWSKY 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to celebrate the enactment of Illinois 
Senate Bill 3539, which abolishes the death 
penalty in Illinois. As a lifelong resident of Illi- 
nois, | want to thank Governor Quinn and 
each and every state legislator who coura- 
geously voted for this important bill. 

| strongly oppose the death penalty because 
| have always believed that the government 
should never take a person’s life as punish- 
ment for a crime. This is especially true in our 
judicial system which is wrought with inequity 
and unfairness that can lead to the conviction 
of innocent people. In fact, since 1977, 20 
people sentenced to death in the state of Illi- 
nois were ultimately exonerated. This is a 
shameful record that troubles me deeply. 
Imagine if any of these persons were exe- 
cuted before evidence could be presented to 
prove their innocence. 

The enactment of Senate Bill 3539 in Illinois 
is a tremendous step forward for justice. Al- 
ready, Illinois had set an important example 
for the rest of the country, when in 2000, it 
placed a moratorium on the use of the death 
penalty. Today, with the stroke of his pen 
Governor Quinn has helped turn the tide 
against the use of capital punishment in Amer- 
ica and | sincerely hope that other states will 
soon follow. 

Mr. Speaker, the existence of the death 
penalty is not necessary to ensure that the 
most heinous crimes go punished and | will 
continue to fight for a fair justice system that 
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does not use death as a means of achieving 
justice. 


-m 


INTRODUCTION OF A RESOLUTION 
SUPPORTING THE RIGHTS OF 
ALL WORKERS AND CALLING 
FOR AN END TO THE RECENT 
ATTACKS ON WORKERS 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, today | rise, in 
advance of leading a special order this 
evening, to offer a resolution supporting the 
rights of all workers, including federal employ- 
ees and other public employees, and calling 
for the end to attacks on their ability to orga- 
nize and to collectively bargain. There are only 
a few salient rights recognized by every de- 
mocracy, such as freedom of religion and free- 
dom of speech, and on that list always ap- 
pears the right for workers to organize in order 
to bargain collectively with an employer. It has 
long been recognized that individual workers 
have little, if any, bargaining power sitting 
alone with an employer who has hired or 
could hire her. When unions organize workers, 
the ground becomes more level and economic 
conditions decide the outcome. 

Mr. Speaker, the American labor movement 
has been a major catalyst for the formation of 
a majority middle class in the United States by 
leading the way for improvements for all work- 
ers, which unions have gained through collec- 
tive bargaining. | ask the House to join me in 
recognizing the American union movement 
and those who work in the public and private 
sectors. 


HONORING ADRIEL BENNINGFIELD 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Adriel 
Benningfield. Adriel is a very special young 
woman who has exemplified the finest quali- 
ties of citizenship and leadership by taking an 
active part in the Girl Scouts of the USA and 
earning the high honor of the Gold Award. 

Adriel’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Adriel has ex- 
hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which 
Adriel can take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Adriel Benningfield for her ac- 
complishments with the Girl Scouts of the 
USA and for her efforts put forth in achieving 
the highest distinction of the Gold Award. 
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NEWSPAPERS WIN LAP DOG 
AWARD FOR BIASED COLUMNS 


HON. LAMAR SMITH 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, The New 
York Times, Los Angeles Times, and the 
Washington Post are the winners of this 
week’s Media Fairness Caucus “Lap Dog 
Award” for biased news coverage. 

Most of the regular columns in these news- 
papers have a left-wing bias. Combined, they 
feature a total of 19 columnists who show a 
liberal perspective in their articles and only 
four who regularly offer conservative views. 
That’s a ratio of almost five to one, liberal to 
conservative. 

It's no surprise that the great majority of 
Americans say the media are too liberal rather 
than too conservative, according to a recent 
Gallup public opinion poll. 

Columnists certainly are entitled to their 
opinions, but | hope the national media will 
look for opportunities to give Americans more 
balanced commentaries. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF CHRISSY 
YOUNG OF CLYMER, PENNSYL- 
VANIA 


HON. MARK S. CRITZ 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. CRITZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to rec- 
ognize a special young woman who has done 
a great deed for our servicemen and woman. 
The actions of Chrissy Young of Clymer, 
Pennsylvania, truly embody what it means to 
honor those that serve. 

On September 2, 2010, Ms. Young experi- 
enced an angst that the family members of 
our brave uniformed men and women dread to 
bear. She received the call that her high 
school sweetheart, Lance Corporal Joshua T. 
Twigg, had lost his life while conducting com- 
bat operations in Helmand Province, Afghani- 
stan. 

While Chrissy suffered a great loss, she did 
not recluse herself from the world. Instead, 
she decided to organize a care package drive 
to deliver essentials to her fallen hero’s unit, 
the Marine’s 2nd Battalion, 9th Marine Regi- 
ment. By leveraging resources from area 
churches, schools, businesses, and individ- 
uals, she was able to send almost 300 care 
packages to the Marine unit on Veterans Day 
2010. It is efforts like these that convey to our 
service members that there are Americans 
who care about you, who miss you, and who 
are thankful for the job that you are doing to 
protect our freedoms and to keep our Nation 
safe. 

This past February, Chrissy had to bear the 
brunt of Lance Corporal Twigg’s unit returning 
home without him or the fourteen other Ma- 
rines who lost their lives in Afghanistan. While 
he did not return with his unit that day, Chrissy 
could stand proud knowing that he had served 
his country bravely and that her act of kind- 
ness had deeply touched this Marine unit. 
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In referring to the dedication someone must 
possess to serve in the military, Chrissy wrote, 
“it takes a person of character, a person who 
knows what they have, is thankful for what 
they have, and is willing to give whatever it 
takes to preserve those freedoms for all of 
us.” 

Mr. Speaker, although she may not be in 
the military, Chrissy exemplifies the person of 
character, valor, and dedication that she so 
eloquently spoke of. Once again, | would like 
to honor Chrissy Young for her actions and 
selfless efforts. 


EEE 


FLAKE AMENDMENT No. 370 TO 
H.R. 1 


HON. VIRGINIA FOXX 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, due to a voting 
error that | was unaware of at the time, my 
vote on the Flake amendment, No. 370 to 
H.R. 1 (to reduce funding by $18,750,000 for 
unneeded boards and commissions) was re- 
corded incorrectly. Please let the RECORD 
show that | support this amendment. 


HONORING ANN CAMPBELL 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Ann Campbell. 
Ann is a very special young woman who has 
exemplified the finest qualities of citizenship 
and leadership by taking an active part in the 
Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the high 
honor of the Gold Award. 

Ann’s outstanding achievement reflects her 
hard work and dedication. Ann has exhibited 
unique and creative examples of service that 
have made a difference in her community. | 
am confident that she will continue to hold 
herself to the highest standards in the future. 
This is an accomplishment for which Ann can 
take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Ann Campbell for her accom- 
plishments with the Girl Scouts of the USA 
and for her efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of the Gold Award. 


EE 


THANK YOU FOR THE TIME YOU 
GAVE 


HON. JOHN SULLIVAN 


OF OKLAHOMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
submit for the RECORD a poem written by 
Kaprise Anuu, a 5th grader from Tulsa, Okla- 
homa, that was written for her Veteran’s Day 
celebration at Wesley V. Jarman Elementary 
School. It is entitled, “Thank You For The 
Time You Gave.” 
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Thank you for the time you gave 
I wish I were just that. . . very brave 
You fought for all the country 
You even fought for liberty 
Before you thought of yourself 
You thought of me 
You thought of me so Га be free 
Thank you for the time you gave 
You thought of me night and day 
I always pray you'll be okay 
Thank you for the time you gave. 
| commend the patriotism of Kaprise. It is 
wonderful that young people like her express 
such gratitude and appreciation for those men 
and women who put their lives on the line to 
protect the freedoms we cherish in America. 


ee 


HONORING THE SERVICE OF 
DONALD “DON” A. JACKSON 


HON. JIM COSTA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Donald “Ооп” A. Jackson, who recently 
stepped down as Chairman of the Kenneth L. 
Maddy Institute at California State University, 
Fresno. As Maddy Institute Chair, Mr. Jackson 
was committed to ensuring the strength of the 
Maddy Institute since its inception in 2000. 

Don attended the University of Arizona 
where he earned a Bachelor of Science de- 
gree in 1959. He then went on to Stanford 
University and received his Juris Doctorate de- 
gree in 1962. While attending Stanford Univer- 
sity, he earned class honors in Corporate Fi- 
nance and was selected to be a member of 
the Stanford Law Review. In 1962, he was ad- 
mitted to the bar in the State of California. 
Don is a member of the Bond Lawyers Asso- 
ciation and is a listed as a Bond Attorney in 
the Bond Buyer's Directory. 

Outside of Don’s professional career as an 
attorney, he has been an active member in 
the community of Fresno for over 40 years. 
He has served on several state boards and 
agencies including the Public Employee Rela- 
tions Board, the Senate Cost Control Commis- 
sion, and the Bureau of Repair Services. Don 
has also been an active member with the St. 
Agnes Medical Center Foundation Board, the 
Central California Women’s Conference, the 
Fresno Redevelopment Agency Board, and 
Rotary Club of Fresno. 

Don was a confidant and “very, very close 
friend,” according to the late California State 
Senator Kenneth L. Maddy. Senator Maddy 
credited his own success during his 1978 po- 
litical campaign to Don Jackson, describing 
Don as a “key strategist.” After Senator 
Maddy passed away, Don was instrumental in 
establishing the Maddy Institute at Fresno 
State. Under Don’s leadership, the Maddy In- 
stitute created scholarships for over 150 Fed- 
eral and State legislative interns, in addition to 
raising over $1 million for grants, events, and 
programs. During Don’s tenure, the institute 
has also successfully established an outreach 
program through radio, television, the Internet, 
and its public affairs seminar series. The 
Costa Scholars Internship in Washington, DC 
is a program Don helped me bring to fruition. 
Since 2005, we have created an opportunity 
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for students from Fresno State to spend an 
entire semester interning in San Joaquin Val- 
ley congressional offices. 

Having worked closely with Don Jackson 
and the Maddy Institute during my years in the 
California State Senate and now as a Member 
of Congress, | know firsthand of Don’s out- 
standing abilities. The dedicated effort he has 
put forth in preserving the legacy of late 
former Senator Kenneth L. Maddy is truly re- 
markable. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask you to join me in thank- 
ing Don Jackson for his tremendous contribu- 
tions and outstanding service to the Maddy In- 
stitute and Fresno State. 


EEE 


CENTENNIAL OF THE THEODORE 
ROOSEVELT DAM 


HON. BENJAMIN QUAYLE 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. Speaker, next week we 
will celebrate the centennial of the Theodore 
Roosevelt Dam; | rise today to recognize the 
important role this structure has played in Ari- 
zona’s history. 

Drought and floods often plagued the first 
settlers of our area. In 1902 the National Rec- 
lamation Act was signed into law paving the 
way for a unique public-private partnership 
that formed the Salt River Valley Water Users 
Association and later the Salt River Project 
(SRP). Soon after the Act was signed, resi- 
dents in the area pledged their land to the 
Federal Government in order to build the Roo- 
sevelt Dam on the Salt River. 

Completed in 1911, just one year before Ari- 
zona gained statehood, the Roosevelt Dam 
helped our area flourish, first as a farming 
community and then as a growing population 
center. As the Valley landscape changed, 
SRP also adapted to the changing needs of 
the community by delivering water to both city 
treatment plants and farms. 

The history and growth of our area all 
began 100 years ago with the dedication of 
the Roosevelt Dam—it helped transform the 
Valley into one of the largest metropolitan re- 
gions in the country. Roosevelt Dam services 
an area covering more than 375 square miles 
and a 13,000 square mile watershed. | wish to 
honor this structure for the important role it 
plays in meeting Arizona’s water and power 
needs, both in the past and into the next cen- 
tury. 


HONORING KATRINA LAFFOON 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Katrina Laffoon. 
Katrina is a very special young woman who 
has exemplified the finest qualities of citizen- 
ship and leadership by taking an active part in 
the Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the 
high honor of the Gold Award. 
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Katrina’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Katrina has ex- 
hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which 
Katrina can take pride in for the rest of her 
life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Katrina Laffoon for her accom- 
plishments with the Girl Scouts of the USA 
and for her efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of the Gold Award. 


EE 


HONORING THE MISSISSIPPI ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 287TH FROM 
LUCEDALE, MISSISSIPPI 


HON. STEVEN M. PALAZZO 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the hard work and determination of 
a group of my fellow soldiers who have re- 
cently returned home to Mississippi after a 
long deployment in Afghanistan. 

Over 100 troops from the Mississippi Army 
National Guard 287th from Lucedale, MS have 
just finished a yearlong deployment in Paktia 
Province. These brave soldiers have been 
providing route clearance, removing impro- 
vised explosive devices and roadside bombs 
allowing their fellow troops serving our Nation 
safe passage. 

The 287th faced danger and uncertainty 
every day. | am truly honored to represent 
these brave Americans in the U.S. House of 
Representatives. 

Having served in the military, | believe that 
all of our soldiers deserve the utmost respect 
from all of those they protect. | ask that my 
colleagues here in Washington and the Amer- 
ican people take a moment to thank these 
selfless men and women and continue to keep 
all of the brave men and women serving our 
Nation in their thoughts and prayers. 


EE 


THE EXTENT OF RADICALIZATION 
IN THE AMERICAN MUSLIM COM- 
MUNITY AND THAT COMMU- 
NITY’S RESPONSE 


HON. BOBBY 1. RUSH 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to ex- 
press my opposition to a hearing being held 
by our colleagues on the Homeland Security 
Committee. For those who may not be aware, 
the House Committee on Homeland Security 
is currently holding a hearing titled “The Ex- 
tent of Radicalization in the American Muslim 
Community and that Community's Response.” 

| applaud my colleagues’ diligence in ensur- 
ing that our Nation is safe. However, | am 
saddened to see that Members of this body 
feel the only way to do this is by singling out 
their fellow citizens, most of whom have done 
nothing wrong. 
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Mr. Speaker, | was especially saddened to 
read a quote from the gentleman from New 
York, Mr. KING, who is quoted in the New York 
Times as stating, “The threat is coming from 
the Muslim community.” This is a prime exam- 
ple of history repeating itself. | would like to 
remind my colleagues of the abysmal treat- 
ment our nation subjected Japanese-Ameri- 
cans to during World War Il. | encourage 
those who are not familiar with this disdainful 
period in our history to speak to those who 
had to live through that degradation and hu- 
miliation. In fact, they would not have to go far 
as our very own Mr. HONDA of California can 
speak first-hand as to what he endured at an 
internment camp in Colorado. 

More recently, Mr. Speaker, civil rights 
groups in the 1960’s were subject to espio- 
nage and charges of subversion. 

Examples such as this go to show us that 
time and time again this government has seen 
fit to exclude its own citizens and treat them 
as an internal threat. All of this, Mr. Speaker, 
without foundation. 

This nation, Mr. Speaker, has always been 
a rich, diverse landscape of different 
ethnicities, religions, and cultures. So much so 
that our founding fathers saw fit to include on 
our Great Seal the phrase “E pluribus unum”, 
out of many, one. One. One people, one 
country, one identity. To single out a subgroup 
out of the greater American identity is blatantly 
un-American. Our recent history has far too 
many examples of domestic terrorists that did 
not stem from the Muslim community. Names 
such as Timothy McVeigh, Terry Nichols, Ted 
Kaczynski, Eric Rudolph, The Weather Under- 
ground, and the KKK have, unfortunately, be- 
come all too familiar in our national dialogue. 

All of these, whether an individual or a 
group, was responsible for reprehensible acts 
of terrorism on their fellow Americans. None of 
these has been found to have any connection 
to the Muslim community—a community that 
has been helpful to law enforcement in catch- 
ing suspected terrorists, such as the Times 
Square bomber. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, | would like to re- 
mind my colleagues and our constituents of 
the words of Deputy National Security Advisor, 
Denis McDonough. Mr. McDonough, this past 
Sunday, reminded Americans that “In the 
United States of America, we don’t practice 
guilt by association. And lets remember that 
just as violence and extremism are not unique 
to any one faith, the responsibility to oppose 
ignorance and violence rests with us all.” 


HONORING MELISSA ANDERSON 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Melissa Anderson. 
Melissa is a very special young woman who 
has exemplified the finest qualities of citizen- 
ship and leadership by taking an active part in 
the Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the 
high honor of the Gold Award. 

Melissa’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Melissa has ex- 
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hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which Me- 
lissa can take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Melissa Anderson for her accom- 
plishments with the Girl Scouts of the USA 
and for her efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of the Gold Award. 


EE 


THE DEPLOYMENT OF THE OKLA- 
HOMA NATIONAL GUARD’S 45TH 
INFANTRY BRIGADE COMBAT 
TEAM, THE OKLAHOMA STA- 
BILIZATION TRANSITIONS TEAM 
AND THE 146TH AIR SUPPORT 
OPERATION SQUADRON 


HON. JOHN SULLIVAN 


OF OKLAHOMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
commemorate the Oklahoma National Guard’s 
45th Infantry Brigade Combat Team (IBCT), 
the Oklahoma Stabilization Transitions Team 
and the 146th Air Support Operations Squad- 
ron that are set to deploy to Afghanistan in 
support of the Global War on Terror. 

A farewell ceremony honoring more than 
3,200 deploying members of the 45th IBCT, 
the Oklahoma Stabilization Transitions Team 
and the 146th Air Support Operation Squadron 
was held at the Oklahoma City Arena and Cox 
Convention Center in Oklahoma City, Okla- 
homa. Families and friends throughout the 
state had the opportunity to celebrate the pa- 
triotism and courage of Oklahoma’s citizen 
soldiers and airmen. This will be the largest 
single deployment since the Korean War, an 
important event in the history of the Oklahoma 
National Guard. 

The 45th IBCT recently began training at 
Camp Gruber Maneuver Training Center and 
then they will move to the mobilization station 
at Fort Bliss, Texas. The brigade is under- 
going intense mission specific training that will 
prepare them for any mission unique tasks 
that they will be required to perform while de- 
ploying to Afghanistan. 

| know this is not the first deployment for 
many of these brave men and women and 
their families back home. Their collective sac- 
rifice for our nation’s security is symbolic of 
the pride Oklahoma has for our citizen soldiers 
and airmen serving in times of war and con- 
flict. 

1 am confident these soldiers and airmen 
are ready to answer the call in the defense of 
our nation. With this deployment, they are car- 
rying forward the proud history of this brigade. 
It is an honor to represent many of these 
brave citizen soldiers in Congress, and | look 
forward to supporting their critically important 
missions to the fullest extent possible. My 
prayers go out to the soldiers and their fami- 
lies during this deployment. They have my full 
support and | pray for not only successful mis- 
sions but their safe return home to their fami- 
lies. 
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HONORING KEVIN HUNTER 


HON. HENRY С. “HANK” JOHNSON, JR. 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | 
submit the following. 

Whereas, we are saddened by the untimely 
death of Mr. Kevin Hunter because our lives 
have been touched by the life of this one man 

. . who gave of himself in order for the bet- 
terment of our beloved DeKalb County; and 

Whereas, Mr. Kevin Hunters work is 
present in DeKalb County, Georgia for all to 
see, being one of DeKalb’s favorite sons; and 

Whereas, this highly effective civil servant 
utilized his skills to aid in the growth and de- 
velopment of DeKalb County since 1999; and 

Whereas, he gave of himself, his time, his 
talent and his life as he served his family, his 
friends and his community; and 

Whereas, Mr. Kevin Hunter was a son, a fa- 
ther, a friend and a man of great integrity who 
remained true to the uplifting of our commu- 
nity; and 

Whereas, the U.S. Representative of the 
fourth district of Georgia has set aside this day 
to bestow a special recognition on Mr. Kevin 
Hunter for his leadership, friendship and serv- 
ice to all of the citizens of Georgia and 
throughout the Nation as a citizen of great 
worth and so noted distinction; 

Now Therefore, |, HENRY С. “HANK” JOHN- 
SON, JR. do hereby attest to the 112th Con- 
gress of the United States that Mr. Kevin Hun- 
ter of Ellenwood, DeKalb County, Georgia is 
deemed worthy and deserving of this “Соп- 
gressional Recognition” by declaring 

Mr. Kevin Hunter 

U.S. Citizen of Distinction 

in the 4th Congressional District. 

Proclaimed, this 10th day of March, 2011. 


HONORING MAZIE EARLY 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Mazie Early. 
Mazie is a very special young woman who has 
exemplified the finest qualities of citizenship 
and leadership by taking an active part in the 
Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the high 
honor of the Gold Award. 

Mazie’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Mazie has ex- 
hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which 
Mazie can take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Mazie Early for her accomplish- 
ments with the Girl Scouts of the USA and for 
her efforts put forth in achieving the highest 
distinction of the Gold Award. 
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CONGRATULATING KAY KATZ 
HON. RODNEY ALEXANDER 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great respect and admiration that | stand be- 
fore you today to congratulate Kay Kellogg 
Katz who is being recognized as the Monroe 
Rotary Club’s Woman of the Year. She is truly 
deserving of this honor for her exemplary 
service and dedication to Northeast Louisiana. 

A woman who embodies the spirit of public 
service, Kay’s legislative career spans a dec- 
ade, and she presently serves as a member of 
the Louisiana House of Representatives. In 
addition, she is the immediate past Louisiana 
Republican national committeewoman, which 
made her an automatic member of the 168- 
member Republican National Committee. 

Preceding her legislative service, Kay was a 
valued member of the Monroe City Council. In 
this capacity, she served as council chairman 
and as a member of the Street Improvement 
Committee. 

Among her lengthy civic accomplishments, 
Kay is active with Rotary International, Amer- 
ican Heart Association, Ouachita Parish Recy- 
cling Commission, Monroe Tree Board, Fort 
Miro chapter of the Daughters of the American 
Revolution, Monroe Airport Advisory Com- 
mittee and Monroe Garden Club. 

In addition to her citizenship activities and 
community organizations, Kay is also a com- 
mitted patron of the arts through her involve- 
ment with the Monroe Symphony and sits on 
the boards of both the Northeast Louisiana 
Arts Council and the Louisiana State Arts 
Council. She served as vice president of the 
Monroe Little Theatre, and in 2000, the Lou- 
isiana Museum Association selected her as 
“Legislator of the Year.” She is also associ- 
ated with the Masur Museum, University of 
Louisiana-Monroe (ULM) Art Department, ULM 
Foundation for the Performing Arts, Children’s 
Museum, Twin City Ballet and Masterworks 
Chorus. 

Kay is a homegrown hero having graduated 
from Neville High School in Monroe. She went 
on to obtain her college degree from Mis- 
sissippi State University. 

Her dedication to community and career is 
exceeded only by her devotion to her loving 
family. Kay and her late husband Ben Katz 
are the parents of three. Ben, like his wife, 
was a faithful public servant. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you and my other 
distinguished colleagues join me in congratu- 
lating Kay Kellogg Katz on being named the 
Monroe Rotary’s Woman of the Year. Нег 
commitment, compassion and leadership war- 
rant this laudable recognition. 
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HONORING THE LATE JUDGE DOUG 
LUNA 


HON. JIM McDERMOTT 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, today | rise 
to pay special tribute to my friend, the late 
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Judge Douglas Luna. Judge Luna was born in 
1944 in Seattle, Washington, where he grew 
up in the Central District. 

Doug Luna served honorably with the 
United States Air Force during the Vietnam 
War, assigned to Da Nang until the late 
1960s. After returning from his distinguished 
military service, he completed law school and 
served as the Deputy Corporate Administrator 
for The Boeing Company’s Small and Minority 
Business Program. Doug loved the law; he be- 
came an administrative law judge for the 
Washington State Department of Employment 
Security, and also served as a review judge 
for the Department of Social and Health Serv- 
ices. 

Among Doug Luna’s many lasting achieve- 
ments is the judicial structure he helped to 
create for Alaska’s Tlingit-Haida Tribe. The 
Tribe was part of his heritage, and he was 
proud to serve as an elected judge on the 
Tribal Court for nearly twenty years. Judge 
Luna later served on the Washington State Mi- 
nority and Justice Commission, an agency 
charged with determining if racial or ethnic 
bias exists in the courts of the State of Wash- 
ington. He was a Eucharistic minister at Im- 
maculate Conception Church and also was ac- 
tive with Saint Matthew's Church. 

Throughout his life, Doug Luna was deeply 
involved in the Native American and Asian 
communities—in addition to his Tlingit herit- 
age, Doug also shared Filipino heritage. He 
was a founding member of the Asian Amer- 
ican Bar Association, and volunteered with the 
Seattle Indian Center, the Interim Community 
Development Association, the International 
District Housing Alliance, and the Filipino 
American National Historical Society. Doug 
was the volunteer every organization dreams 
of: he was smart, dedicated, absolutely reli- 
able, and a pleasure to be with. 

Doug Luna championed the poor and the 
underrepresented throughout his life. His ef- 
forts to better his community were limitless, 
and he brought to his work a gentle spirit that 
touched hundreds of lives. Doug will be long 
remembered for his kindness, his generosity, 
and his unwavering integrity. He was a proud 
and loving father to his daughter, Mercedes, 
and | join her and so many others in mourning 
the loss of this extraordinary friend. It was a 
privilege to know Doug Luna. 


TRIBUTE TO THE SUCCESS OF THE 
RIALTO HIGH SCHOOL GIRLS 
BASKETBALL TEAM 


HON. JOE BACA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the Lady Knights, the Rialto High 
School girls basketball team, and congratulate 
them for winning the ClF—Southern Section 
Division 2AA title game. 

The Lady Knights came back from behind in 
the final minutes of the championship game to 
beat Ventura Buena 55 to 53 at the buzzer, 
clinching the first section title in the school’s 
history. After a season of hard work and deter- 
mination, Rialto trailed by three points with just 
over two minutes to go in the game. 
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Point guard, Summer Webb, tied the game 
with a three-pointer. Following the play, Janae 
Sharpe stole the ball, passing to Webb for an 
assist that pushed the Lady Knights two points 
ahead. Ventura Buena answered with two free 
throws, tying the championship game. Sharpe 
converted another steal to a lay-up but Buena 
Ventura tied the game again with nineteen 
seconds remaining. 

This game was the Lady Knights first sec- 
tion appearance in the history of the Rialto 
girls’ basketball program and it came down to 
the last tenth of a second. With seventeen 
seconds remaining on the clock, Coach Mi- 
chael Anderson designed a play to give 
Sharpe the final shot of the game. Hundreds 
of fans looked on from the stands of the Ana- 
heim Convention Center. Sharpe received the 
inbounds pass. 

Crossing half court with composure, she let 
nine seconds tick off the game clock. Sharpe 
paused again at the three-point line, only three 
seconds remained. She drove into the lane, 
released a jumper, and scored the game-win- 
ning shot as the buzzer sounded. The blue- 
clad Rialto fans celebrated in an uproar as the 
players on the floor rushed into a dog-pile. 
The Lady Knights secured the championship 
in their first section final appearance. 

| would like to extend my heart-felt con- 
gratulations to Head Coach Michael Anderson 
and his coaching team, Bryant Young, 
Toneisha Knox, Erika Matkins and Juanita 
Perez. | would also like to acknowledge the 
families, fans, and teachers in the greater Ri- 
alto community for their support. Of course, | 
want to congratulate the girls on the Rialto 
High School basketball team: Janae Sharpe, 
Bianca Brown, Brittani Walker, Channe Arm- 
strong, Summer Ramsey, Summer Webb, 
Cynthia Mora, Montoya Washington, Ma’ 
Kaela Buhl, Danae “Mary” Williams, Jasmin 
Samano. | wish you all the best of luck in the 
Southern California Regional playoffs. 


ee 


COMMEMORATING THE LIFE OF 
MR. ROBERT C. HOWELL 


HON. DAVID SCOTT 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
it is with a heavy heart that | rise today to 
commemorate the life and service of one of 
my constituents, Mr. Robert C. Howell. A na- 
tive Georgian, Mr. Howell passed away at the 
age of 93 on Tuesday March 8th, 2011. He 
was an honorable man, devoted to his country 
and his community. 

Mr. Howell served our nation in the United 
States Army during World War II as ап infan- 
tryman and an engineer. One of his most dan- 
gerous duties was to remove undetonated 
land mines to protect his fellow soldiers. His 
dedication to service did not end with his re- 
tirement from the armed forces. He continued 
to support his fellow servicemen and veterans 
by actively participating in Veterans of Foreign 
Wars and his local American Legion post. 
Each time a veteran would pass in his com- 
munity, Mr. Howell would attend their funerals 
to honor their service and express his grati- 
tude. He himself was honored by the Douglas 
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County Board of Commissioners with an en- 
graved brick in the Pathway of Service Walk- 
way at the Douglas County Courthouse. 

Mr. Robert Howell was devoted to the Lord. 
During his lifetime he was a member of the 
New Georgia Baptist Church, the First Pres- 
byterian Church and the Lithia Springs First 
Baptist Church. A member of the Baptist faith, 
he attended a Men’s Bible Study, served at a 
deacon and taught Sunday School. 

Mr. Howell was preceded in death by his 
first wife, Henrietta Howell; his second wife, 
Martha McMichen Howell; stepdaughter, June 
Roland; stepson, Tony Pilgrim; and sister-in- 
law, Marie Howell. My deepest sympathies lie 
with the surviving members of this family: his 
sister and brother-in-law, Virgie and Ervin 
Chandler; his brother, Herman Howell; and his 
stepdaughters, sons-in-law, stepsons, grand- 
children, and great-grandchildren. Mr. Speak- 
er, my fellow colleagues, | hope you will join 
me in honoring Mr. Robert C. Howell for his 
life of service to Georgia and to this country. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. TOM MARINO 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. MARINO. Mr. Speaker, on March 9, | 
was unexpectedly detained and missed rollcall 
vote No. 166. Had | been present, | would 
have voted “aye.” 


MIKE COLLINS—AT BEST 


HON. JOHN В. LARSON 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 
the following entry is a poem that was given 
at the Irish Embassy by the Democratic Cau- 
cus’ Poet Laureate the Honorable BILL PAS- 
CRELL. As we approach the “Day”, | think it 
only fitting to submit Mr. PASCRELL’s work for 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—in which he 
honors Ambassador Michael Collins and the 
Nation of Ireland. 


MIKE COLLINS—AT BEST 
(By the Honorable Bill Pascrell, Jr.) 


Raising glasses to a white sky, 

Pausing.. . to look at twinkling eyes, 

In blue skies hemorrhaging avocado 

dreams of a homeland of Irish monks who 
saved Ireland— 

as Cahill wrote, 

indeed, 

saved the world... 


Raising glasses many times, 
chimes and voices clear 

And monks as advocates of avocadoes 

And prose to beat for Gaelic friends good 
cheer 


with many 


And 
Have no fear... 


Long live Ireland 
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HONORING THE LIFE OF CATO 
WALKER III 


HON. STEVE COHEN 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the life of Memphian, saxophonist, man- 
ager and promoter Cato Walker 1. Mr. Walker 
has been on the music scene in Memphis for 
many decades and was a huge proponent in 
the revitalization of Memphis’s Beale Street. 
He also served as the longtime vice president 
of development at Performa Entertainment 
Real Estate. 

Cato Walker Ill was a beloved member of 
the Memphis music community. Mr. Walker 
came from a very musically talented and well- 
known family, and he and his family have con- 
tributed so much to the musical community. 
His father, Cato Walker, Jr. was B.B. King’s 
original road manager in the 1950s while his 
beloved mother, Polly Walker, confirmed all 
show bookings and travel arrangements. Cato 
Walker 111, continuing his family’s legacy with 
B.B. King, became the band leader and road 
manager during the late 1970s. He also later 
worked with Lou Rawls, The Barkays and J. 
Blackfoot. 

Mr. Walker has influenced future musicians 
through his work by teaching recording at the 
Kansas Vocational Technical Center and as 
an adjunct professor at Memphis State Univer- 
sity. Through running his own record label, 
Strick 9, he helped advance the musical ca- 
reers of many contemporary Memphis musi- 
cians, including Academy Award winning 
group Three 6 Mafia. 

Cato Walker has touched the lives of many 
and influenced a great variety of musicians 
from the 1970s to today. Mr. Walker will be re- 
membered forever in the heart of not just his 
family and friends, but also Memphians and 
musicians everywhere. He is survived by his 
wife, VanEsta Walker, two sons, Tondtrict 
Dixon, and Dietrich Dixon, stepson, Ahmed 
Jenkins, stepdaughter, Angela Cunningham, 
and sisters, Lora Walker, Thelma Brim and Jo- 
anna Brown. His was a life well lived. 


ee 


A TRIBUTE TO DAVID RONALD 
REED, SR.: AN AMERICAN ORIGI- 
NAL 


HON. BOBBY L. RUSH 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 10, 2011 


Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today with a 
heavy heart to acknowledge the loss of a gift- 
ed man who loved his country, his family, and 
his fellow man and who, throughout his life, 
moved seamlessly through diverse cultural 
and political communities all with a focus on 
making our country a better place to live. I’m 
speaking of my dear friend and former political 
colleague, David Ronald Reed, Sr., whose life 
on Earth ended on March 4, 2011. David's 
legacy, however, lives on through his dear 
wife, Judith Reed, and the family and friends 
he leaves behind throughout our nation. David 
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spent the early part of his life in Chicago and 
the political footprint he left in our city and 
state still resonates in the lives of thousands 
of grateful Chicagoans and others, throughout 
our state, whose lives he touched during an 
important time in the rise of African-Americans 
and other progressive communities in the 
State of Illinois. 

| first got to know David by observing his 
friendship with my brother, Fred. Aside from 
their friendship and their competitive spirits, | 
watched this brilliant man look at problems 
and see opportunities. David’s quick mind and 
determination to succeed led him to step way 
beyond the cultural and political boundaries 
that, in the 1960s, so often defined the life ex- 
perience of middle-class African-Americans. 

David was born in Chicago, Illinois, on Feb- 
ruary 20, 1941. He was educated in the Chi- 
cago Public Schools where he attended Wil- 
lard Elementary School and DuSable High 
School. While a student at DuSable, David 
honed his skills as an accomplished basketball 
player. Upon graduation from DuSable in 
1959, his skills on the basketball court allowed 
him to gain a full basketball scholarship to 
Drake University in Des Moines, lowa. While 
at Drake, David became a member of Kappa 
Alpha Psi Fraternity, Inc. He graduated from 
Drake University in 1964 with a Bachelors of 
Science degree in Political Science. 

David returned to Chicago where all that he 
had learned—in the classroom and on the 
basketball courts—would serve him well in the 
rough and tumble world of Chicago politics. 
After graduating from college, David worked 
for People’s Gas Light & Coke Company for 
almost two years until his entry into politics in 
1966. 

While for the better part of his life David 
was a Democrat, he first came to prominence 
on the national stage as a young, 25-year-old 
Republican. Like many African-American youth 
in the 1960s, David and a talented group of 
his friends chafed at some of the old guard, 
“machine” politics of Illinois’ Democratic Party. 
In response, David and some of his friends 
formed a political group, the “New Breed 
Committee,” that represented forward thinking 
African-American youth. Only months after 
they were formed, their brilliance and boldness 
of spirit captured the hearts and minds of a 
whole new generation of young African-Amer- 
ican political activists, including me. 

In 1966, in what was then a stunning polit- 
ical move that inspired me and so many other 
young people who believed in America’s polit- 
ical process, 25-year-old David Reed—who, 
as a community activist, was admired in Chi- 
cago’s black community for his brilliance, his 
organizing skills, his articulate speech, and his 
comfort in speaking truth to power—re- 
sponded to a call from, then, candidate for the 
U.S. Senate, Charles Percy, to switch from the 
Democratic Party to the Republican Party! It 
was a strategically inspired move aimed at de- 
feating the intransigent political forces of the 
long-time incumbent Congressman William L. 
Dawson and other factions of the Democratic 
machine. Shortly after David filed as a “New 
Breed” Democratic challenger to Dawson, 
Percy’s senate campaign reached out to David 
and his supporters. Illinois’ statewide Repub- 
lican Party recognized David’s passion and 
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the opportunity to help elevate a younger gen- 
eration of African-Americans while also boost- 
ing Republican Party fortunes—in Illinois and 
across the nation. Percy and leaders of his 
political organization appealed to David and 
his forces and told him he’d have a better op- 
portunity to unseat Dawson if he joined the 
Republican ticket. David and his supporters 
agreed and they folded the “New Breed Com- 
mittee” into the Republican Party’s political ap- 
paratus. And the result was electric! 

While David’s candidacy ultimately fell short, 
David was part of a broader trend among Afri- 
can-American voters, in 1966, that led to 
some of the largest gains by the national Re- 
publican Party among black voters in a gen- 
eration. Not only did Percy win his first cam- 
paign for the U.S. Senate that year, but 1966 
was the year the U.S. Senate gained its first 
African-American Senator in a generation. Ed- 
ward Brooke, from Massachusetts, became 
the first African-American to be elected to the 
Senate since reconstruction. Although David 
lost his election contest, Percy and others in 
Illinois’ Republican Party recognized his talent. 
Only weeks after the election, David became 
one of the first, top leadership appointments 
by the Republican President of the Cook 
County Board, Richard V. Ogilvie. 

David’s leadership exploits brought national 
pride and acclaim to millions of African-Ameri- 
cans and others of goodwill throughout our na- 
tion. His accomplishments were profiled in the 
December 22, 1966 edition of Jet magazine 
who described him this way, “David R. Reed, 
25, the “New Breed” Republican who chal- 
lenged Congressman William L. Dawson on 
Chicago’s South Side was one of the first five 
people Richard V. Ogilvie, newly elected 
President of the Cook County Board, ap- 
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pointed to his administrative team. Reed, a 
native Chicagoan and former Drake University 
basketball star, was named an administrative 
assistant іп the President's office. . .The mem- 
bers of the New Breed are mostly young, mili- 
tant Negroes who are college graduates and 
many are Vietnam Veterans.” From 1967 to 
1971, David worked as a chief administrative 
aide to Ogilvie during his tenure as President 
of the Cook County Board and, later, during 
his statewide run for Illinois Governor. 

In the 1970s, David returned to the Demo- 
cratic Party and was active, for years, in pro- 
gressive grassroots politics. David went on to 
play a leading role in helping to elect Chi- 
cago’s first African-American Mayor, Harold 
Washington, in 1983. After the Mayor’s death 
in 1987, David became chair of the Harold 
Washington Party where, for years, he worked 
tirelessly to help other African-American can- 
didates reach their political dreams. 

By the mid-1970s, David left government 
and launched a string of successful entrepre- 
neurial pursuits—it was a level of work and 
success that would span four decades. Most 
of those businesses were based in Chicago 
and focused on various industries including a 
restaurant (Seafood Safari), a skating rink 
(Rolla World), a security agency (Best Secu- 
rity) and other business interests in real estate 
and construction. Over the years, David’s con- 
sulting practice grew and he served several 
leading clients and companies throughout 
metro Atlanta, where he spent the latter part 
of his life. 

With all that David meant to Chicago, the 
state of Illinois, our nation, and especially my 
wife, Carolyn, and 1, he was so much more. 
He and his adoring wife, Judith, were life-long 
friends and adoring life partners. David and 
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his wife, who was his high school sweetheart, 
led a life of passion, joy, service, and style 
that set an example for our nation. Over the 
years that | got to know him in Chicago, David 
remained a very dear friend. The two of us, 
and our wives, shared many joyous moments, 
and a few sorrows, along the path of life we 
walked together. | can truly say that the love 
and devotion David and Judy shared is a clas- 
sic American love story that, in and of itself, is 
worthy of acclaim. 


David was a tremendous inspiration to me, 
not only because of his brilliance and political 
skills but because of the way he carried him- 
self. He was comfortable speaking truth to 
power but he did it with dignity, class, and in 
a way that made me, and generations of Afri- 
can-American men and women like me, so 
very, very proud. 


In addition to his wife, Judy, David’s legacy 
endures through their two children, Karren 
Grant who lives in Atlanta, Georgia, and David 
Reed, Jr., who currently resides in Denver, 
Colorado. 


Mr. Speaker, on behalf of a grateful city, 
state and nation, it is my privilege to enter into 
our nation’s permanent record the inspired life 
story of my friend, David Ronald Reed, Sr., a 
man whose contributions to our nation are 
worthy of recognition. May his soul rest in 
peace. And, as | close, | want Judy and his 
children to know that they will always have the 
love and support of Carolyn and me as well as 
a large and loving extended family in Chicago, 
and the State of Illinois, whose lives they so 
magnificently touched. May God bless all of 
you. 


March 11, 2011 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, March 11, 2011 


The House met at 9 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker. 


EEE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

From the depths, O Lord, You call 
out for us to be one in mind and one in 
heart. In an ever-changing world, the 
focus of our prayer, our energies, and 
our concern can easily shift day by 
day. With all our diversity, even united 
we stand before You very vulnerable. 

Today, we pray for our families, 
friends, and constituents out in the Pa- 
cific and its surrounding coasts. Be 
with these island people who touch the 
Members and Delegates of this Con- 
gress who have represented them al- 
ways, even in their hour of need. 

From our depths, O Lord, we cry out: 
Have mercy, O Lord. Have mercy. 

Amen. 


EE 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter- 
tain up to five requests for 1-minute 
speeches from each side of the aisle. 


EE 


FOREIGN KILLERS DON’T GO 
HOME 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, Ash- 
ton Cline-McMurry, a 16-year-old kid 
with cerebral palsy, was walking home 
from a football game in Massachusetts 
when he was ambushed, beaten, 
stabbed, and murdered. 

One of the killers, Loeun Heng, an il- 
legal from Cambodia, was sent to pris- 


on. Ashton’s family was promised this 
murderer would then be deported back 
to Cambodia after serving his sentence. 
But he never was. Why? Because Cam- 
bodia and other nations refuse to take 
back their convicted felons from the 
United States. So the assassin, by U.S. 
law, has been released on the streets of 
America. He is still illegally here. 

Mr. Speaker, there are over 140,000 
criminal aliens in the United States, 
like Heng, that have been sent to pris- 
on, ordered deported, and their native 
nation stalls, delays, and eventually 
refuses to take these outlaws back. So 
they are running loose in the United 
States. 

The worst offending nations are 
Cuba, China, India, Pakistan, and Ja- 
maica. 

The United States should consider 
cutting aid and stopping visas to a na- 
tion that won’t take their criminals 
back. And maybe that will get their at- 
tention, and they will take their people 
home. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


ES 


THE REDUCE UNNECESSARY 
SPENDING ACT OF 2011 


(Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to co- 
sponsor the Reduce Unnecessary 
Spending Act of 2011. 

Many decisions made over the past 
decade on both sides of the aisle con- 
tributed to the Nation’s untenable 
debt. The Reduce Unnecessary Spend- 
ing Act provides another deficit-reduc- 
tion tool to eliminate unnecessary 
spending. It grants the President expe- 
dited rescission authority to create an- 
other opportunity to reduce spending 
and provides a strong incentive for 
Congress to work together to trim un- 
necessary spending and dedicates all 
spending cuts to deficit reduction. 

Expedited rescission is a well-known 
concept with bipartisan support. The 
Budget Committee’s current chairman, 
Mr. RYAN, introduced expedited rescis- 
sion in the 110th Congress. Senator 
JOHN MCCAIN and Senator THOMAS CAR- 
PER have introduced similar legislation 
this year, with 32 bipartisan cospon- 
sors. 

Exercising fiscal responsibility re- 
quires strong discipline and a commit- 
ment to cutting unnecessary spending. 
Expedited recession provides another 
layer of spending cuts and another op- 
portunity for deficit reduction. 


This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 


I urge my colleagues to cosponsor the 
legislation. 


—— 
ENERGY IS JOBS 


(Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
you have heard it said many times: En- 
ergy is jobs. Energy is jobs. 

We have a wealth of resources in our 
Nation: oil, natural gas, and coal. Yet 
we see gas prices rising to unbelievable 
rates here in America, approaching, in 
many places, in excess of $4 a gallon. 
And what are we doing about it? Not 
very much. We’ve got a permitting 
process that is failing America. And we 
have an opportunity today to show 
America just how bad that problem is. 

Later today, Pm going to be intro- 
ducing a bill called the ROAD to Jobs 
Act. It stands for regulatory openness, 
accountability, and disclosure. And we 
are going to show the American people, 
through a report that is going to be re- 
quired from the Council on Environ- 
mental Quality, just how flawed that 
permitting process is, requiring them 
to show the permits that are in cycle 
and what the economic implications 
are of not authorizing permits to go 
after America’s resources. 


ae 


ECONOMIC RECOVERY AND 
SPENDING CUTS 


(Ms. SCHWARTZ asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SCHWARTZ. Last week, we saw 
real signs of economic recovery when 
the unemployment rate dropped below 
9 percent for the first time in 2 years. 
This is encouraging news, but we still 
have a long way to go to promote pri- 
vate sector growth. 

The Republicans are digging their 
heels in on billions of dollars of reck- 
less cuts that threaten our economic 
growth and put 700,000 American jobs 
at risk. We agree that spending cuts 
are necessary to reduce the deficit. 
This is not about whether to cut or 
not. This is about where to cut, how 
much to cut, and how fast to cut. The 
Republican agenda threatens our core 
obligations to our seniors, to our safe- 
ty, and to our future. 

We need disciplined budgeting. We 
need targeted cuts that won’t hurt our 
economy. And we need strategic invest- 
ments to make America competitive 
for future generations. Republicans are 
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putting partisan politics ahead of 
American priorities. Instead of enact- 
ing job-destroying cuts, we should be 
focusing on job creation and sound 
budgeting. 

Enough is enough. It’s time to get se- 
rious and pass a responsible spending 
plan that grows the economy and in- 
vests in the future. 


Se 


COMMENDING THE WORK OF THE 
U.S.-INDIA BUSINESS COUNCIL 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to commend the work of 
the U.S.-India Business Council. 
Founded in 1975, the primary mission 
of the USIBC is to strengthen bilateral 
investments and trade between our two 
great nations. America and India now 
share $50 billion in annual trade that 
mutually benefits both countries. Our 
two democracies—the world’s largest 
and the world’s oldest—have held joint 
military exercises, increased two-way 
tourism, and have engaged in bilateral 
cooperation on many fronts, including 
the global war on terrorism. 

Thanks to the leadership of President 
Ron Somers, the USIBC, hosted by the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, has grown 
to 400 member companies creating jobs 
in America. Indian businesses have in- 
vested billions across the Nation, in- 
cluding Mittal Steel in Georgetown, 
South Carolina. For 36 years, USIBC 
has opened the doors of American busi- 
nesses in India, creating jobs in both 
countries as strategic partners. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 

I cherish the memory of Addison 
Morton Graves, who passed away 50 
years ago on March 8. 


a 
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BICYCLING ADVOCATES OFFER 
POSITIVE MESSAGE OF HOPE 


(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank the hundreds of cy- 
clists, parents, business people, and es- 
pecially bike industry leaders who 
flooded Capitol Hill this week with a 
message of bike partisanship. They 
were addressing the issues found on the 
front page every day in our newspapers 
about what would happen if we made it 
easier to use the most efficient form of 
urban transportation ever designed. It 
would make a huge difference to the 
health of our families, dealing with 
traffic congestion and air pollution, 
and reduce the tyranny of our addic- 
tion to oil if we burned more calories 
and less fossil fuel. 
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It is also big business. Billions of dol- 
lars are made from the sales, service, 
manufacturing, and bike tourism. And 
most important, it makes our commu- 
nities more livable, our families safer, 
healthier, and more economically se- 
cure. 

Thank you, cycling advocates, for 
your positive message of hope. I hope 
that it found receptive ears here on 
Capitol Hill. 


EEE 
BURDEN OF BUDGET CUTS 


(Mr. YARMUTH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, we are 
engaged in a process now and over the 
next week to decide how we are going 
to fund the government for the next 
few months and for the next year. Re- 
publicans have already decided where 
they want to put the burden of the cuts 
that we all know we have to make in 
the budget. They want to put them on 
the least fortunate of our country. 

Let me read something from The 
Washington Post this week written by 
Harold Meyerson. Mark Whitehouse of 
the Wall Street Journal looked at how 
businesses were dividing up the pie 18 
months into every previous recovery 
since 1947 and found that 58 percent of 
their increases in productivity trickled 
down to their workers in increased 
wages. What has happened today is the 
other way around: Only 6 percent of 
productivity gains have gone to our 
newly more productive workers. In 
other words, our people, our working 
families have already paid the price. 

What have the corporations and busi- 
nesses done with that profit that they 
have made? Mostly, they are buying 
their stock back. They are not hiring 
people or investing in research. So as 
we decide where we are going to tight- 
en the belt as we move forward on our 
budget, let’s make sure that we tighten 
it on the fat cats as well as the people 
who have already been strangled. 


EE 


OPPOSING EDUCATION SPENDING 
CUTS 


(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, it is difficult to sit 
and not say anything about how we are 
damaging our future. We cannot con- 
sider the kind of cuts that are proposed 
to our future and think that this coun- 
try will be prosperous. This plan elimi- 
nates the funding for math and science 
partnerships. We must make strategic 
investments in STEM education in 
order to maintain a competitive work- 
force. 

This plan eliminates Even Start, 
Reading is Fundamental, and Striving 
Readers. It cuts more than $1 billion 
from Head Start. This represents a 
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massive setback for youth who are 
most in need. This plan is especially 
damaging for our youngest children 
just beginning their academic careers. 
These children will fall behind before 
they even get started. The Reading is 
Fundamental program has provided 
books for young children whose fami- 
lies cannot afford them. 

Mr. Speaker, we must not allow our 
country to continue to fall behind in 
competitiveness. 


EE 
GENERAL LEAVE 


Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 days in which to revise 
and extend their remarks on H.R. 836. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. WIL- 
SON of South Carolina). Is there objec- 
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


—— 


EMERGENCY MORTGAGE RELIEF 
PROGRAM TERMINATION ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 151 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill, H.R. 836. 


0914 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 836) to 
rescind the unobligated funding for the 
Emergency Mortgage Relief Program 
and to terminate the program, with 
Mr. WESTMORELAND in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 
bill is considered read the first time. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. HEN- 
SARLING) and the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WATERS) each will con- 
trol 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
woke up several days ago to the very 
sad reality that this Nation has just in- 
curred its single largest monthly def- 
icit in the history of the Nation, $226 
billion, which, by a back-of-the-enve- 
lope calculation, that is roughly $2,500 
for every household in just 1 month. 
And, Mr. Chairman, February is the 
shortest month of the year. This is on 
top of our Nation’s first trillion-dollar 
deficit, our Nation’s second trillion- 
dollar deficit. And now, according to 
the budget presented by the President 
of the United States, the third-largest, 
the largest deficit, in America’s his- 
tory and the third trillion-dollar-plus 
deficit. 
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Mr. Chairman, the Nation is drown- 
ing in a sea of red ink. If we want to 
help job creators create jobs today, we 
have got to start taking away the un- 
certainty of this huge national debt. If 
we want to save our children from 
bankruptcy tomorrow, we have to start 
doing something about the national 
debt. But everybody says essentially: 
well, not in my backyard. Not with my 
programs. Not today. Let’s do it some 
other day. Let’s kick the can down the 
road. 

But, Mr. Chairman, this is a Nation 
that is borrowing 40 cents on the dol- 
lar, much of it from the Chinese, and 
we are sending the bill to our children 
and grandchildren. This is a form of 
intergenerational theft. The Demo- 
cratic whip, the gentleman from Mary- 
land, when Republicans were in control 
and the deficit was a fraction, a frac- 
tion of what it is today, he termed it 
“fiscal child abuse.” The gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) said that 
when the annual deficit was $200 bil- 
lion. Now the monthly deficit is $200 
billion. If we want to help create jobs 
today, if we want to spare our children 
bankruptcy, we have got to quit spend- 
ing money we don’t have. 

And so this week, Mr. Chairman, 
House Republicans have brought a cou- 
ple of bills to the floor to do something 
that is rarely ever done in this institu- 
tion, and that is to save American fam- 
ilies and save small businesses money: 
terminate a program. You know, as we 
are coming off the 100th anniversary of 
Ronald Reagan’s birthday, I am re- 
minded, and perhaps I don’t have the 
quote exact, but he said something 
along the lines of the closest thing to 
eternal life on Earth is a Federal pro- 
gram. 

So the bill we have before us today is 
a program that was originally author- 
ized in 1975 and was never funded in its 
35-year history. Now, a billion dollars 
has been allocated for this program. It 
is not out the door. Nobody has used 
that money. It is in a series of so-called 
foreclosure mitigation programs that 
the administration has put forth, al- 
most all of which have been abject fail- 
ures even by their own yardstick, by 
their own measurement. 

Number one, the best foreclosure 
mitigation program in America is a 
job. It’s a paycheck. It’s not a govern- 
ment check, it’s a paycheck. Job cre- 
ators are hampered by the uncertainty 
of the national debt. Historic levels of 
debt will lead to historic levels of tax- 
ation, which leads to historic levels of 
unemployment. 
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The equation could not be more true. 
The equation could not be more ele- 
mentary. 

But don’t take my word for it, Mr. 
Chairman. Let’s hear from some of the 
job creators in America. Let’s hear 
from the CEO of Caterpillar, which em- 
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ploys tens of thousands of people 
across our Nation: Unfunded entitle- 
ment programs, coupled with the com- 
ing wave of retiring baby boomers, will 
push the deficit to untenable levels. It 
is a train wreck. 

Mike Jackson, the CEO of 
AutoNation, with 19,000 employees: The 
best thing that this town could do to 
help the economic recovery become 
sustainable is to deal with the deficit. 

Bernie Marcus, the former chairman 
and CEO of Home Depot, with over 
200,000 employees in the U.S.: If we con- 
tinue this kind of policy, we are dead 
in the water. Businesspeople, they 
don’t know what’s coming—the debt, 
the budget. This debt we have is in the 
trillions. I’m going to have to pay for 
this somehow. 

Mr. Chairman, these are just a few of 
the voices of job creators. 

I am heartened to see that the unem- 
ployment rate ticked down last month. 
Frankly, it is attributable mostly to 
the fact that we now have a divided 
government. Job creators now know 
there is at least some check on the ex- 
cesses of the Obama administration. It 
is a testament to the fact that, at the 
end of the last Congress, Republicans 
were successful in blocking, at least for 
2 years, the single largest tax increase 
in America’s history, and I don’t know 
any American who believes that if you 
increase taxes on one’s company that 
that’s going to lead to a raise, to a 
bonus, or to employing more workers. 

Finally, we have what Warren 
Buffett calls the regenerative nature of 
the free enterprise system. This is an 
economy that wants to recover; but 
since the Great Depression, we’ve never 
had a longer recession or a more tepid 
recovery, which is due to the policies of 
the President and of the previous 
Democratic Congresses. So, if we want 
to help create jobs today, we’re going 
to have to show that we can put the 
Nation on a fiscally sustainable path. 

Now, this is a $1 billion program 
where not $1 has left the door yet. Pm 
sitting here thinking, Mr. Chairman: If 
this body, after having 75, 76 some odd 
different government housing programs 
that add up to, roughly, 56 some odd 
billion dollars that, frankly, have 
grown at an exponential over the fam- 
ily budget—the family budget has to 
pay for the HUD budget—if we can’t 
terminate, in order to save our chil- 
dren from bankruptcy, in order to help 
create jobs, one program at $1 billion 
where not one penny has left the door, 
how are we ever going to make the 
tough decisions that are necessary to 
save the country from bankruptcy? 

Mr. Chairman, at some point, you’ve 
got to quit spending money you don’t 
have. At some point, when do you ever 
say enough is enough? When do you say 
we are tired of borrowing money from 
the Chinese? Is it the future of our 
children? Is it their destiny to shine 
the shoes of the Chinese? Is it our chil- 
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dren’s destiny that one day they’ll wait 
tables for the Chinese? It’s not the 
dream I have for my 7-year-old son. It’s 
not the dream I have for my 9-year-old 
daughter. It’s not the American dream. 

The American Dream is to leave your 
children with greater freedoms, greater 
opportunity, and a higher standard of 
living. That’s what I believe the Amer- 
ican Dream is. 

If we can’t terminate one program 
from which the Obama administration 
itself says we’re going to lose 98 cents 
on the dollar—I didn’t say it; it was the 
Obama administration that said it, los- 
ing 98 cents on the dollar. If we can’t 
do this, Mr. Chairman, I have great 
fear and great trepidation for the fu- 
ture. 

So I urge my colleagues to take one 
small, tiny baby step towards the path 
of fiscal sustainability. Take one meas- 
ured baby step, and tell job creators in 
America we are going to put the Na- 
tion’s fiscal house in order. Go ahead. 
It’s safe to invest in America again. 
It’s safe to create jobs. 

We’re going to get this done. Take 
one tiny step today to help create 
those jobs and save our children from a 
pathway to bankruptcy. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts is recognized for 30 min- 
utes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I hope Members will be careful walk- 
ing on the floor right now, especially 
on the Republican side of the aisle, be- 
cause I wouldn’t want anyone to fall 
into the enormous gap that has just 
been created between the gentleman’s 
comments and his voting record. 

Mr. Chairman, we heard a great argu- 
ment about the need to cut the budget 
deficit and stop spending. During the 
recent debate on the budget, an amend- 
ment was offered to limit entitlement 
spending to farmers to $250,000 per enti- 
ty. The amendment said no agricul- 
tural entity, no individual, could get 
more than $250,000 per year. It was de- 
feated by the Republican Party. The 
majority of Democrats voted for it. It 
will cost $1 billion over 10 years—at 
least. 

We had the Brazilian cotton farmers, 
but my friends on the other side hate 
for me to mention that because un- 
pleasant reality is always bothersome. 
You know, over a 4-year period, we’re 
going to spend more money subsidizing 
American and Brazilian cotton farmers 
than we are on this program. 

The gentleman from Alabama said 
yesterday that it was Obama who made 
him do it. Rather implausibly, he ar- 
gued that he was compelled to follow 
this recommendation of the Obama ad- 
ministration to send $150 million a 
year to Brazilian cotton farmers for 4 
years because the President told him 
to do it. Well, that’s a very selective 
invocation of the President, I must 
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say—no more persuasive than Flip Wil- 
son having invoked the devil as having 
made him do it, and of course there are 
sometimes analogies in the way in 
which they refer to the President. 

One hundred fifty million dollars. 
Now, the argument, by the way, was 
that we have to send $150 million to 
Brazilian cotton farmers. The gen- 
tleman voted for it because otherwise 
we would be in trouble with the World 
Trade Organization. But we could have 
saved that $150 million to the Brazil- 
ians by not sending $150 million to the 
American cotton farmers. By the way, 
that would include American cotton 
farmers who could get more than 
$250,000 a year. 

So we’re not debating whether or not 
we should reduce the deficit. It is how. 
Do you exempt agriculture, as many of 
my friends do, because they represent 
agricultural districts? As for conserv- 
atism and the free market, it has got 
no application to the growth of cotton 
or grain or of many of these other pro- 
grams that receive so much money. 

Beyond that, we have the military. 
Now, we’re talking here about trying 
to stop a serious economic problem in 
American cities. Well, we can’t afford 
that, but $400 million was voted to be 
spent on infrastructure in Afghanistan. 
I do not think that that $400 million 
will be very well spent. I understand 
there are some national security needs, 
but I think that that war has gone on 
too long. And the notion of sending 
$400 million to build up the cities in Af- 
ghanistan and to deny helping America 
makes no sense. 

We are also being told that we can 
send $1.2 billion for Iraqi security 
forces over and above what we spend on 
the American military. We are sending 
$1.2 billion. I voted against that. Mem- 
bers on the other side voted for it. The 
whole war in Iraq has been an enor- 
mous waste, in my judgment, of Amer- 
ican money at the cost of American 
lives. Brave, young Americans went to 
war when they were asked to by their 
country, but it was a mistake for them 
to be sent there. The war in Iraq has so 
dwarfed any domestic expenditures in 
this area that I do not understand how 
Members can, on the one hand, talk se- 
riously about cutting the deficit and 
then have voted for more and more and 
hundreds and hundreds and hundreds of 
billions of dollars for that war in Iraq. 

Now we have another point that 
should be made. It is true this $1 bil- 
lion that we are asking for—and by the 
way, according to the CBO, it will cost 
$840 million, not 98 percent in total ex- 
penditure, but 84 percent. It’s still a 
high number, but $140 million is still 
$140 million. So this will cost $840 mil- 
lion, according to the CBO, if it is fully 
run. It is going to come out of the 
Treasury right now, but let’s be clear: 
The reason it will come out of the 
Treasury as we try to deal with this— 
by the way, here is what the program 
is: 
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It says to Americans who took out 
mortgages and became unemployed 
that we will help them pay their mort- 
gages because you can’t afford mort- 
gage payments out of unemployment 
compensation. 
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That’s the lavishness of this pro- 
gram. We’re taking people who are in 
trouble and facing losing their homes 
and having more foreclosures, which 
have negative effects not just on the 
individual foreclosed, but on the neigh- 
borhood, on the city, on the whole 
economy. So this has a macroeconomic 
impact, but we are going to come to 
their assistance. 

In the financial reform bill passed 
last summer, we, in the conference 
committee, voted to take this money 
from an assessment on the largest fi- 
nancial institutions. We voted that fi- 
nancial institutions with $50 billion or 
more in assets and hedge funds with $10 
billion or more in assets would have to 
pay for this. And our logic was that it 
was the activity of these institutions 
that caused the crisis that led to the 
unemployment and led to the fore- 
closures. Many of them profited from 
it. 

And we then had the TARP—and this 
is money that we voted in the TARP in 
another set of programs—and we said, 
you benefited from intervention. We 
didn’t do it because we loved you. We 
did it because we had to save the econ- 
omy from going upside down. I know 
Members like to rail about bailouts, 
but let’s be very clear: every activity 
in the United States—known as a bail- 
out recently—was at the initiative of 
the George Bush administration or Mr. 
Paulsen and Mr. Bernanke. And they 
were bipartisanly supported, апа I 
agree that we had to do them. We had 
to do them because of failures in past 
regulatory policy. 

But the fact is that in the bill we 
passed last summer, this money 
wouldn’t have come from the Treasury. 
It wouldn’t have added to the deficit. It 
would have been recouped from an as- 
sessment on large financial institu- 
tions. The Republican Party blocked 
it—not here, they didn’t have the votes 
here, aS we don’t often have the votes 
today, but in the Senate. 

So I will make this announcement: I 
plan to reintroduce next week the pro- 
vision of the financial reform bill that 
would have taken the money for this 
program and other programs to allevi- 
ate the impact of foreclosure—the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
that helps get foreclosed property back 
into productive use, aid to the home- 
owners who are unemployed—and pay 
for it, as we tried to do last July but 
Republican opposition stopped us, not 
from the taxpayer, but from the large 
institutions. And I don’t mean to de- 
monize, but I think Goldman Sachs and 
Wells Fargo and the Bank of America 
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and Citicorp and Morgan Stanley and 
the large hedge funds, I think they can 
pay for this. That’s what we would 
have done. So I agree, this should not 
come from the taxpayer. 

By the way, with regard to the bill 
we debated yesterday—and I regret not 
pointing this out, but, you know, you 
can only correct so much error in a 
limited amount of time. I talk fast, but 
error outpaces me when we get into 
these debates. 

We were talking yesterday about 
money that was going to be spent in 
another program, the FHA refi. And 
people talked about $8 billion. Yes, $8 
billion—it won’t cost $8 billion—but $8 
billion that was set aside, if necessary, 
from the TARP. And people said that 
TARP money was promised to go back 
to the taxpayers. It was, and here’s 
how—Members may have forgotten 
this, having voted for it; but in the 
TARP legislation we added a provision 
that said in 2013, when the TARP is 
concluded, the President at that time 
is mandated to send to the Congress a 
bill that would recoup the funds that 
had not been returned to the Treasury 
from those large financial institutions. 
And we reiterated that in the financial 
reform bill over the Republicans’ objec- 
tions. 

So the point is this: the TARP money 
that will be spent—if it is on the refi- 
nancing—and the TARP money that 
will be spent on the HAMP program 
will not come out of the Treasury. It 
will be reimbursed to the Treasury—if 
my colleagues on the other side go 
along with what we voted for—from the 
large financial institutions. So let’s be 
very clear, whether we are talking 
about the programs in the financial re- 
form bill or the programs in the TARP, 
they are a package of programs to deal 
with the consequences of foreclosure. 

I must say, I saw a draft of my Re- 
publican colleagues’ budget views, and 
they said—astonishingly—that spend- 
ing TARP money to deal with fore- 
closures was inappropriate because 
those were unrelated to the financial 
crisis. Foreclosures unrelated to the fi- 
nancial crisis? That is an illogic that I 
am surprised at. Ideology drives you to 
certain ridiculous conclusions, but that 
one goes further into that than I would 
have thought. 

So let’s again be very clear. Our pro- 
posals are that the large financial in- 
stitutions—assets of $50 billion or 
more, hedge funds of $10 billion or 
more, most of which would direct bene- 
ficiaries of our activity in dealing with 
the financial crisis that many of them 
helped cause—that’s how we will fund 
these programs. 

So with regard to the HAMP, with re- 
gard to the FHA refinance, no, that 
will not come out of the Treasury. 
That will be reimbursed ultimately, 
yes. The TARP money goes back and 
the law calls for that to be assessed. 
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And so, yes, I understand my Repub- 
lican colleagues, they don’t want Gold- 
man Sachs or Citicorp or any of the 
large financial institutions or any of 
the large hedge funds to have to pay 
the cost. But that’s what the debate is, 
not the Treasury and the average tax- 
payer versus alleviation of foreclosure, 
the large financial institutions. 

And, yes, they did succeed, tempo- 
rarily, I hope, in changing that. They 
knocked out of our bill a requirement 
that the large financial institutions 
would help us mitigate foreclosures 
and help us have cities buy up property 
that is rotting and causing trouble; 
and, unfortunately, temporarily, that’s 
not the case. 

But I will file the bill next week. And 
given their concern for the taxpayer 
and the deficit, they will have a choice: 
do you add the cost of these programs 
to the deficit, because they’re not 
going to become law, these repealers. 
The President is going to veto them. 
The Senate won’t pass them even for 
him to do that. Are you then going to 
say that it will come out of the deficit, 
or will you join us in taking it from 
Goldman Sachs and Morgan Stanley 
and the Bank of America and those un- 
reasonable institutions that do a lot of 
good work, but they can afford this $1 
billion. Their bonuses alone would pay 
for these programs. 

So let’s be clear what the choice is. 
First of all, we have people who are 
prepared to send money to Brazilian 
cotton farmers so they can send money 
to American cotton farmers. They will 
not limit entitlements to agricultural 
individuals to $250,000 a year. They’ll 
send billions to Afghanistan and Iraq 
that will be wasted, not for our de- 
fense, but to build up their infrastruc- 
ture and their security. And then, when 
it does come to the relatively small 
amount that we will be spending on 
some of these programs, like $840 mil- 
lion here—and that’s small compared 
to what they spend elsewhere, for in- 
stance, in their wars—they would rath- 
er have it come out of the taxpayer. 
They would rather not spend it at all; 
but if they have a second choice, it 
comes out of the taxpayer and not out 
of the large financial institutions. 

So let’s frame the debate appro- 
priately. The large financial institu- 
tions, because of inappropriate regula- 
tion and improper regulation during 
the Bush years—fairly, the Clinton 
years as well, but mostly the Bush 
years—provoked a financial crisis. We 
began to deal with it in 2008 in the last 
months of the Bush administration in a 
bipartisan way. We did it. We provided 
some funding in the first instance to 
those very financial institutions, not 
out of love for them, but because we 
thought that was needed to stabilize. 

The requirement is that any money 
spent under the TARP will ultimately 
be recouped by an assessment on the 
large financial institutions. Appar- 
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ently, the Republicans want to forget 
that one. They want to act as if it’s the 
Treasury, apparently because they 
can’t bear the thought of telling the 
large financial institutions, who were a 
large part of the cause of the financial 
crisis and benefited from our efforts to 
correct it, that they should have to 
pay. 

And we do know that when we said 
this program and programs to give 
money to municipalities—which they 
very much want—to buy up property 
that would otherwise fester because 
there would be nobody to make them 
take care of it, that they prefer that to 
be paid for by the taxpayer than by the 
large financial institutions. We’ll give 
them a chance to correct that mistake. 

So I hope this bill is defeated. And 
next week we will have legislation that 
I hope our committee will be having 
hearings on and act on which will rein- 
state the provision that says all of the 
four programs we’re dealing with this 
week and next week will be dealt with 
in one of two ways: it will be financed 
by the TARP, and that money will be 
recovered when the program is over by 
an assessment on the large financial 
institutions; and the smaller amounts 
that will go to this program, that 
money will also be recouped from the 
large financial institutions. And those 
institutions which received hundreds of 
billions—they have repaid it and it has 
been useful—but they were great bene- 
ficiaries of it. They caused some of the 
problem in general. They will be the 
ones that will bear the cost. 

So that’s the choice. We have a 
choice of doing nothing to alleviate the 
impact of foreclosures on the overall 
economy, on municipalities, and on 
families, or of doing something and re- 
couping that money from the large fi- 
nancial institutions. 
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I hope that we will, in the end, decide 
that we were right to say that the 
large financial institutions can appro- 
priately be asked to bear part of that 
burden. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time I yield 2 minutes to the dis- 
tinguished majority leader, the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CANTOR). 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, for the past several 
years the conversation in Washington 
has been about how much we can in- 
crease spending. Today, the debate is 
centered on how much we can increase 
savings. 

On November 2, voters sent a mes- 
sage that they will not sit by as Con- 
gress spends our way into national de- 
cline. It was a statement of rejection 
towards a buildup of debt and burden- 
some regulation that continues to 
cloud the prospects for the future. 

The new Republican majority has re- 
sponded with a cut-and-grow agenda 
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designed to produce results. We’re cut- 
ting spending and job-destroying regu- 
lations and growing private sector jobs 
in the economy. 

Last month, we voted to cut spending 
down to 2008 levels. Today, through our 
YouCut program, we offer American 
taxpayers the opportunity to recoup 
roughly $300 million dollars in wasteful 
spending. The savings come from ter- 
minating a program funded in the 
Dodd-Frank regulatory bill. This man- 
datory spending program allegedly pro- 
vides loans to homeowners potentially 
facing foreclosure, but it is estimated 
that the subsidy rate, meaning the 
amount of the loan that will not be re- 
paid, is 98 cents out of every dollar. 

So we are borrowing money we don’t 
have to give loans to certain home- 
owners that can’t repay and that other 
American families will have to pay 
back in higher taxes in the future. This 
program truly does not make sense and 
leaves everyone worse off. 

At a time, Mr. Chairman, when we 
must do everything in our power to 
balance the Federal budget, this legis- 
lation must pass. And I urge my col- 
leagues to vote in favor of it. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. WATT). 

Mr. WATT. I thank our ranking 
member for yielding time. 

I’m here today because this is a se- 
ries of actions, all of which I oppose, 
that are in sequence. And I think we 
need to put this in perspective. 

Yesterday, my colleagues were pro- 
posing to terminate the FHA Refinance 
Program that helps people refinance 
mortgages under FHA. Next week, 
we’ll be back on the floor out of our 
committee with a proposal that they 
have made to do away with the Com- 
munity Stabilization Program, which 
is designed really to stabilize commu- 
nities and keep people who own prop- 
erties and are trying to pay their mort- 
gages from seeing the values of their 
properties go down even further. And 
next week they’ll be offering a proposal 
to do away with the mortgage refi- 
nance assistance program called 
HAMP. 

Of all of the four proposals, including 
the one we’re here debating today, this, 
I think, is the most mean spirited and 
most duplicitous one and I think the 
one that most vigorously deserves to 
be opposed by my colleagues here in 
the House; because this proposes to do 
away with a program that assists peo- 
ple who were employed, got a mort- 
gage, were paying their mortgage, then 
lost their jobs to the downturn in the 
economy and found themselves in a po- 
sition where they could no longer af- 
ford to pay their mortgage. These are 
not people who were out getting second 
homes. These are working people who 
had jobs, fell on bad times, and lost 
their jobs and getting unemployment 
benefits. And all we’re saying is give 
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them a break for 12 months and give 
them the opportunity to go back into 
the marketplace and find a job, and 
then they can resume paying their 
mortgages. 

It is absolutely mean spirited to say 
to somebody who has complied with all 
the rules and lost their job by no fault 
of their own and then find themselves 
unable to pay their mortgages that we 
won’t try to give you some measure of 
relief. 

It’s further complicated—made even 
more duplicitous, really—by а provi- 
sion that has been inserted into this 
bill that directs the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development to conduct 
a study and, based on that study, issue 
a report on the best practices that 
could be used to implement this pro- 
gram—a program which they are pro- 
posing to terminate. 

Why would you spend taxpayer 
money to have a study on the best 
practices to implement a program that 
the bill itself says is going to be termi- 
nated? A waste of taxpayer money. Yet 
my colleagues are here representing to 
the Members of this House and to the 
American public that their whole ob- 
jective is to save the taxpayers money. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. WATT. I don’t understand the ra- 
tionale of my colleagues. And it would 
be something else if this bill were 
going to see the light of day in the Sen- 
ate. It’s not going anywhere. 

This is a message bill, Mr. Chairman. 
That’s all this is about. Let’s send a 
message to the American people that 
we can cut. Whether we’re cutting 
money that’s taxpayer money or cut- 
ting money that’s going to be paid out 
of the top fund that the law requires 
the biggest financial institutions in 
America to make the taxpayers whole, 
if, at the end of the day there is a def- 
icit in repaying this money, it doesn’t 
matter. Let’s just stand up and beat on 
our chest and say to the American peo- 
ple and think that they will believe 
that we are doing something to save 
them tax dollars. 

This bill saves no tax dollars, and it’s 
an abomination. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. GRIMM). 

Mr. GRIMM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Emergency Mortgage 
Relief Program Termination Act. 

And I’m sitting here and I hear that 
we’re mean spirited, and it makes me 
think of the last year that I had with 
my father before he passed away. I 
spent a lot of time with my dad be- 
cause I was taking him to the hospital. 
He had lung cancer. And we had to sit 
and wait, often more than an hour, to 
see the doctor to get his tests or to get 
his chemo. 

And I asked my father, knowing that 
his life was nearing the end, what was 
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the toughest thing that he ever had to 
do. My father told me the toughest 
thing he ever had to do was tell his 
children ‘по.’ Sometimes when you’re 
a child, you don’t understand. You ask 
for things, whether it be new hockey 
skates or a new baseball mitt, or what- 
ever it may be, and a good parent 
sometimes says they can’t afford it. 
Well, I don’t think it’s mean spirited 
to step up and answer the message not 
that we’re sending, but the message 
that the American people sent us that 
we cannot continue reckless spending. 
And this program, to put it right back 
on point, this program is the poster 
child of waste and reckless spending. 
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It’s not me. It’s not anyone in this 
Chamber that said it’s going to be sub- 
sidized 98 cents on the dollar, we will 
lose 98 cents on the dollar. The admin- 
istration said that: 98 cents on the dol- 
lar. We cannot continue to spend on 
programs that are failing. That is the 
definition of waste. We were sent here 
to cut the spending, to stop the waste 
for one reason, so that we can grow the 
economy. And when we grow that econ- 
omy, we actually create jobs. The 
whole point, if I understand the argu- 
ment on the Democratic side, is that 
these people have lost their jobs. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. BACHUS. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. GRIMM. For that reason, the an- 
swer is not more failed programs; it’s 
growing the economy and creating a 
job. We need to give them hope, not 
false hope. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. MCCLINTOCK). 

Mr. McCLINTOCK. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Two years ago, the President told us 
that we were all to blame for the hous- 
ing bubble and the financial crisis that 
followed. No, we’re not. Those families 
who passed up the get-rich-quick real 
estate seminars and who turned down 
the loans that they couldn’t afford, or 
who settled for a smaller home, or who 
rented because that’s all they could af- 
ford, they’re not to blame. And they 
shouldn’t be left holding the bag. 

Ninety-one percent of Americans are 
making their mortgage payments not 
only because it’s the right thing to do, 
but because they know that the sooner 
the market corrects itself the sooner 
their homes will begin to appreciate 
once again. By propping up bad loans 
and by undermining responsible home- 
owners, our government’s extending 
the agony and postponing the day when 
the market stabilizes and home buyers 
can safely reenter the housing market. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chair, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from West 
Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO). 

Mrs. CAPITO. I have been listening 
to the discussion. Certainly over the 
last several years I have been in the 
committee where we have seen pro- 
gram after program being introduced 
to try to alleviate the problem that we 
know exists with the foreclosure issue. 
But this is about making choices 
today. This is about making choices 
about programs that are working, pro- 
grams that are not working, programs 
that are costing too much, and pro- 
grams that we need to reshape and re- 
form. 

I believe this program is one that we 
can in good measure eliminate. It 
hasn’t really gotten started. It’s a bil- 
lion-dollar program, and in some sense 
we already know, and we’ve heard from 
many in the discussion, that 98 cents 
out of every dollar that’s set forth as a 
loan in this program will actually be a 
forgiven loan. 

Now, we talk about fairness and 
mean-spiritedness. Is it fair to the rest 
of the folks who are working, scraping, 
paying their mortgages every single 
day to know that 98 cents of every dol- 
lar that goes out the door in helping 
some other folks is never going to 
come back in when the original agree- 
ment—it is a loan. I think this is a 
good-sense cut that will lead to more 
jobs and better-sense government. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself 15 seconds to note that I am not 
surprised at that, because there are 
people on the other side who think it’s 
unfair to pay the unemployed any- 
thing, like unemployment compensa- 
tion. So, no, I don’t think it’s unfair to 
say to people who are unemployed in 
this economy that they will get some 
economic help. And that’s what this is 
about. 

I yield 3% minutes to the gentle- 
woman from New York (Mrs. MALO- 
NEY). 

Mrs. MALONEY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

I rise in opposition to H.R. 836. This 
is one of four anti-foreclosure programs 
that the majority is voting to termi- 
nate. This particular program they 
want to terminate today is designed to 
assist homeowners who have experi- 
enced a significant reduction in income 
or are at risk of foreclosure due to loss 
of a job, involuntary unemployment, 
underemployment, or a medical condi- 
tion. 

This is a group that needs our help. 
There are 1.2 million households with a 
mortgage where a head of household or 
spouse is unemployed. And in my home 
State of New York, where Mr. GRIMM— 
I wish I had the opportunity to ask 
him, was he aware that 142,000 house- 
holds in our home State have a mort- 
gage with a person who is the head of 
the household or spouse is unemployed. 
And this program potentially could 
have helped those people. 
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The majority leader who spoke ear- 
lier, in his home State, the great State 
of Virginia, there are over 59,000 house- 
holds that have a mortgage in which 
someone in the family is under- 
employed or unemployed. And in the 
great State of Texas, the largest num- 
ber of households with a mortgage and 
a spouse or head of household who is 
unemployed, there are over 172,000 fam- 
ilies in this terrible situation. 

Families across the country would 
benefit from the program. But instead, 
they are cutting it. The program ful- 
fills an important gap because it ad- 
dresses a temporary loss of income and 
helps homeowners when they are most 
vulnerable. It has been successful in 
Pennsylvania, which has its own State- 
run program. Over 45,000 homeowners 
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have been assisted, with an average 
loan of $11,000; and 85 percent of these 
recipients have been able to stay in 
their homes as a result. If we continued 
this program, we would be able to help 
families across the country. 

So I oppose terminating the program, 
and I oppose tossing hardworking 
Americans out in the street. I oppose 
this mean-spirited effort to terminate 
help for unemployed Americans. 

Now, to put this in perspective, this 
program is one of four that the major- 
ity is putting forward to terminate 
programs that would help people stay 
in their homes. Yesterday, they termi- 
nated the FHA Refinance Program. 
Next week they’re going to attempt to 
terminate HAMP and the Neighbor- 
hood Stabilization Program. Yet econ- 
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omist after economist tell us that in 
order to strengthen our economy we 
have to stabilize the housing market. 


So these cuts are wrong. They are 
wrong in the first place, and they are 
certainly wrong at this time when we 
are working to dig our way out of this 
hole and to get people back to work. 

This program, like the others, is nar- 
rowly tailored to help a specific class 
of homeowners because of this econ- 
omy and because of the high level of 
unemployment. During the financial 
crisis, we lost 7 million jobs in this 
country. We are slowly gaining jobs 
again, but we are not even at the point 
where we are keeping place with the 
workforce. 


I urge a ‘по’ vote on this bill. 


EMERGENCY HOMEOWNER LOAN PROGRAM (EHLP) STATE ALLOCATIONS—OCTOBER 2010 


State 


Household with a 
Mortgage, Head or 


Households with a 


Mortgage, Head or 


Share HUD Allocation 


Spouse in the Spouse 
Labor force Unemployed 

Texas ..... 3,091,395 172,280 0.1354 135,418,959 
New York 2,282,350 142,040 0.1116 111,649,112 
Pennsylvania 1,960,525 134,605 0.1058 105,804,905 
Massachusetts 1,048,520 77,650 0.0610 61,036,001 
Washington 1,052,975 71,590 0.0563 56,272,599 
Minnesota 1,003,985 71,050 0.0558 55,848,137 
Wisconsin 974,890 65,570 0.0515 51,540,638 
Missouri . 948,920 62,340 0.0490 49,001,729 
Virginia .. 1,284,620 59,320 0.0466 46,627,889 
Colorado 865,890 52,525 0.0413 41,286,747 
Maryland 986,825 50,840 0.0400 39,962,270 
Connecticut 599,820 41,915 0.0329 32,946,864 
Kansas .. 441,240 22,580 0.0177 17,748,782 
Arkansas 372,850 22,565 0.0177 17,736,991 
owa ........ 514,585 22,110 0.0174 17,379,343 
Louisiana 570,160 21,235 0.0167 16,691,558 
tah... 413,850 21,090 0.0166 16,577,582 
Oklahoma 499,880 19,815 0.0156 15,575,381 
Puerto Ric 241,335 18,720 0.0147 14,714,668 
daho ..... 243,960 16,900 0.0133 13,284,075 
New Hampshire 236,540 16,100 0.0127 12,655,243 
New Mexico 261,340 13,645 0.0107 10,725,515 
Maine .... 230,635 13,205 0.0104 10,379,657 
West Virginia 228,700 10,610 0.0083 8,339,884 
Nebraska 285,530 10,565 0.0083 8,304,512 
амай... 148,885 8,005 0.0063 6,292,250 
Delaware 146,535 7,695 0.0060 6,048,577 
Montana 132,410 7,265 0.0057 5,710,580 
Vermont . 109,490 6,145 0.0048 4,830,215 
Alaska 94,145 4,950 0.0039 3,890,898 
Wyoming 85,010 2,985 0.0023 2,346,329 
South Dakota 117,250 2,610 0.0021 2,051,563 
North Dakota ... 94,275 1,680 0.0013 1,320,547 

| t AOPE NER IEEE E NNE EN EAEE E OIEI AE EN OEE I E AAE ЕЛЕЕ ЕНЕН ЫЕ E КИ ИУ PONE OE ИИ УККАН ДГ 1,272,200 100% 1,000,000,000 


Source: Census—American Community Survey, 2009. 


Note: EHLP funds were allocated based on each eligible state's share of unemployed homeowners with a mortgage іп 2009. Actual allocations to states will be reduced on a pro-rata basis to cover HUD administrative costs (To Be 


Determined). 


Mr. BACHUS. I have no further re- 
quests for time, Mr. Chair, and I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 


Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. AL GREEN). 


Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, there is a more basic and funda- 
mental question that we аге con- 
fronting today. That question is, Can 
we continue to go out of our way to 
help major corporations? As a matter 
of fact, $700 billion. Can we go out of 
our way to help them and make sure 
that the programs work for them and 
then turn our backs on the taxpayers 
that helped those very same major cor- 
porations? That’s the basic question 
that we have to contend with. Are the 
banks and the major corporations too 
big to fail and are the taxpaying Amer- 


icans who helped bail them out too 
small to help? 
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Can we continue to end programs 
that help people stay in their homes 
that did not create the exotic products, 
that did not create prepayment pen- 
alties that coincide with teaser rates, 
that did not create loans wherein you 
qualify for your teaser rate but you 
don’t qualify for your adjusted rate? 
Can we continue to allow them to be 
evicted when we can help some of 
them? 

We may not be able to help every- 
body, but when you can help somebody, 
you ought to try to do the best that 
you can and help those that you can. 

With reference to the FHA refi that 
passed, that was ended yesterday by a 
vote of this House, that bill did not 


lose money unless persons failed to pay 
their mortgages. It was only if mort- 
gages were not repaid that FHA came 
forward and covered the cost. So to say 
that it cost $8 billion is incorrect. It 
cost whatever at the end of the pro- 
gram may have been spent; but that 
money had not been spent, so the 
money was there. 

There was also a premium to be paid 
by persons who got the refis. FHA was 
going to help a lot of people stay in 
their homes and help a lot of commu- 
nities and neighborhoods maintain 
their integrity and their property val- 
ues. 

We, today, have an opportunity to 
help people with emergency mortgage 
assistance, people who have lost their 
jobs through no fault of their own be- 
cause of this downturn in the economy. 
It is a very simple premise. 
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Will we allow ourselves to save major 
corporations and deny the people, the 
taxpaying Americans, some help in 
their time of need? 

If there is one thing that I heard 
from American people, it was: Where is 
my bailout? 

Well, when we come up to the plate, 
and we try to help people who actually 
need and merit the help, somebody 
comes forward and finds a reason why 
we can’t help them. This is the day to 
help those American people. Let’s not 
let them be too small to help while 
others will allow banks to be too big to 
fail. 

Mr. BACHUS. Madam Chair, at this 
time I yield 3% minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Мг. HENSARLING). 

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Chair, 
again, we cannot lose sight of the fact 
that our Nation is drowning in a sea of 
red ink. It is a sea of red ink that con- 
tinues to hamper job creation. Job cre- 
ators today are uncertain of our future. 

They know, though, they know that 
historic levels of debt lead to historic 
levels of taxation, which can only lead 
to historic levels of unemployment. 
They are looking for some signal from 
this body that we get it, that we get it, 
that we are going to stop borrowing 40 
cents on the dollar, much of it from the 
Chinese, and sending the bill to our 
children and our grandchildren. 

Again, when the annual deficit, the 
annual deficit was $200 billion and 
dropping, as opposed to the monthly 
deficit, which is now over 200 billion, 
but when the annual deficit was 200 bil- 
lion, the gentleman from Maryland, 
the Democratic whip, said that was fis- 
cal child abuse. 

Now, my friends on the other side of 
the aisle are introducing the term 
“mean spirited.” I don’t know. Is fiscal 
child abuse mean spirited? It’s their 
term, Madam Chair. I will let them re- 
flect upon that. 

Now I hear the ranking member talk 
about fiscal responsibility, and he 
points to one item: cotton. We have 
heard cotton throughout this debate. 
But I would note that the ranking 
member apparently voted for the con- 
ference report on the farm bill which 
includes cotton subsidies that he comes 
to this floor to decry. 

He speaks about a WTO decision, but 
it’s the Obama administration that 
says that countervailing measures 
would have cost this country more 
than 800 million. I suppose we could 
have that debate, but I would rec- 
ommend that the ranking member 
have the debate with the Obama ad- 
ministration, because that’s where 
many of us got the information. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENSARLING. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. There 
were two ways we could have dealt 
with it, yes. The gentleman and the 
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Obama administration on one side. I 
disagree with the President. We could 
have avoided that by reducing Amer- 
ican cotton subsidies to the same 
amount as we did with Brazil. So we 
could have either saved 300 million or 
not. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Reclaiming my 
time, I would just point out to the 
ranking member that was not the vote 
before us. And if there was a chance to 
get out the cotton subsidies—and I 
must admit people on both sides of the 
aisle vote for them, but the oppor- 
tunity was at the point of the con- 
ference report on the farm bill which 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
voted for. 

But to put this again in a larger con- 
text, we on this side of the aisle fer- 
vently believe that you will not have 
job creation until you put the Nation 
on a fiscally sustainable path. We are 
talking about $1 billion here. If we 
can’t do it on this program, what pro- 
gram can we do it on? 

And I must admit, I also find it iron- 
ic how many of my friends on the other 
side of the aisle will come to the floor 
and say, You know what? There are 
people in this Nation trying to force 
loans onto people who are unemployed, 
people who can’t afford to pay it back, 
people who are in debt. That’s preda- 
tory lending, and now they want the 
government to do the same thing. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mrs. MILLER of 
Michigan). The time of the gentleman 
has expired. 

Mr. BACHUS. Madam Chair, I yield 
the gentleman 30 additional seconds. 

Mr. HENSARLING. We heard 
throughout the debate there needs to 
be a consistency, a consistency of de- 
bate. So let me get this right. A pay- 
day lender is guilty of predatory lend- 
ing if they loan money to somebody 
who is underwater, to somebody who 
may be struggling, but if the Federal 
Government does it, it’s something 
else. It’s noble. I don’t see the consist- 
ency in the debate there, Madam Chair. 

But again, most importantly, when 
does the day arrive that we quit spend- 
ing money we do not have? I say today 
is that day. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. How 
much time remains, Madam Chair? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has 3% minutes re- 
maining, and the gentleman from Ala- 
bama has 914 minutes remaining. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. May I 
inquire, do we have general leave? 

The Acting CHAIR. Yes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

First of all, the last statement is, of 
course, totally contradictory from the 
gentleman from Texas. But when you 
just want to bash things, you will say 
anything. 

You cannot simultaneously say this 
program is too generous because of its 
forgiveness and is a predatory loan. 
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The fact is it has very generous for- 
giveness provisions, which is why it is 
scored at 84 percent, not 98 percent. So 
that argument the gentleman just 
made is, of course, entirely self-con- 
tradictory because it can’t be both. 

Secondly, as to agriculture, I did 
vote for an amendment that would 
change it, but the gentleman, the spec- 
tacle of my Republican colleagues hid- 
ing behind Obama is bizarre. You could 
have done what we have offered, which 
was to cut the $150 million from going 
to Brazil and then cut it out of Amer- 
ica. But it’s not the only item I men- 
tioned. 

I mentioned the $1.2 billion the gen- 
tleman wanted to send to Iraqi secu- 
rity forces, the 400 million to build in- 
frastructure in Kandahar and Kabul, 
the $250,000 limit the Republicans re- 
jected on individual entities. So, no, 
there are billions in agriculture and 
the military. I didn’t just mention one 
item. 

The gentlemen do understand that 
they are vulnerable, so they blame 
Obama. They and Obama are both 
wrong about sending money to Brazil. 
But the most important point is this, 
and I hope in his final time the gen- 
tleman from Alabama will address it. 

In the first place, on two of these 
programs—the HAMP Program, which 
we will deal with next week on the 
floor, and the FHA refi—the money 
doesn’t come from the Treasury. They 
keep saying it, but they are wrong, and 
ignoring a fact doesn’t make it go 
away. Those are funds that come from 
TARP. 

In the financial reform bill, we rein- 
forced an earlier provision. It says, the 
FDIC ‘“‘is authorized to conduct risk- 
based assessments on financial compa- 
nies” to pay for this, the money that’s 
left in the TARP. We have a mandate 
to the FDIC so that when the TARP is 
finished, large financial companies will 
have to pay this, not the Treasury. 

So I know that troubles people on the 
other side. They are solicitous of these 
large financial companies. But when 
they talk about it adding to the deficit, 
they are wrong. It is statutorily re- 
quired that this will come, over their 
objection, from the large financial in- 
stitutions. 

As to the other two programs, includ- 
ing the one today, we had similar lan- 
guage in our bill to do that. It was re- 
jected by the Republicans because we 
needed to get 60 votes in the Senate. 
So, yes, for now, that 840 million will 
come out of the taxpayer. If we had our 
way and the Republicans had not been 
successful in frustrating us, it would 
have also come from Goldman Sachs 
and from Morgan Stanley and the 
other large institutions, and I will give 
them another chance. 

So the fact is that the bulk of this 
money does not come from the Treas- 
ury. It is mandated that it will be re- 
paid back to the TARP, and I hope the 
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gentleman from Alabama will address 
that in his final remarks. 
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Is he for repealing that? Does he be- 
lieve we should not as we have said we 
would twice legislatively, including on 
one bill he voted for, assess the large 
financial institutions and hedge funds? 
Does he want to take it off? But of 
course if he doesn’t, it doesn’t come 
from the Treasury. It doesn’t add to 
the deficit. It may reduce the bonuses 
at some of the large financial firms, it 
may reduce the dividends at some of 
the large financial firms, but that’s not 
adding to the deficit in a way that we 
care about. 

And as to the other money, the 
money for the Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program and for this program, if 
they will come back with us and join, 
that also will come from the large fi- 
nancial institutions. 

So let’s drop the phony argument 
about the deficit. If you want to pro- 
tect the large financial institutions, be 
honest about saying so. 

TITLE XVI—FINANCIAL CRISIS 
ASSESSMENT AND FUND 
SEC. 1601. FINANCIAL CRISIS SPECIAL ASSESS- 
MENT. 

(a) SPECIAL ASSESSMENT.—The Council 
shall impose, and the Corporation shall col- 
lect on behalf of the Council, one or more 
special assessments on the financial compa- 
nies identified in subsections (e) and (f) to 
collect, in the aggregate, the lesser of— 

(1) $19,000,000,000; and 

(2) the product of 14% and the amount nec- 
essary to fully offset the net deficit effects of 
the provisions of this Act (excluding the ef- 
fects of sections 1601 and 1602) for the period 
starting on the date of enactment of this Act 
and through September 30, 2020, which 
amount shall be determined by the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget— 

(A) by reference to the latest statement 
submitted for printing in the Congressional 
Record by the Chairmen of the House and 
Senate Budget Committees titled ‘‘Budg- 
etary Effects of PAYGO Legislation” for this 
Act, excluding the net deficit effects of the 
special assessments imposed under sections 
1601 and 1602, provided that such statement 
has been submitted prior to the vote on pas- 
sage in the House acting first on the con- 
ference report for that Act; or 

(b) TIMING OF PAYMENTS.—The special as- 
sessments described under subsection (a) 
shall be collected on an annual basis, with 
the first payment due no later than Sep- 
tember 30, 2012, and subsequent payments 
due no later than September 30, 2013, no later 
than September 30, 2014, and no later than 
September 30, 2015, respectively. 

(c) ASSESSMENTS PLACED IN THE FINANCIAL 
CRISIS SPECIAL ASSESSMENT FUND.—Special 
assessments collected pursuant to this sec- 
tion shall be deposited by the Corporation as 
follows: 

(1) The first $15,000,000 in special assess- 
ments collected pursuant to this section 
shall be deposited in an account to be main- 
tained by the Corporation for the payment of 
reasonable implementation and administra- 
tive expenses of the Corporation associated 
with the collection of assessments for the Fi- 
nancial Crisis Special Assessment Fund es- 
tablished under section 1602; and 

(2) the remainder of the special assess- 
ments shall be deposited into the Financial 
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Crisis Special Assessment Fund established 
under section 1602. 

(е) COMPANIES SUBJECT TO ASSESSMENT.— 
The Council shall impose risk-based assess- 
ments on and the Corporation shall collect 
such assessments from financial companies 
in such amount and manner and subject to 
such terms and conditions that the Council 
determines are necessary in order to satisfy 
the requirements of subsections (a), (f), (g) 
and (h). 

(f) MINIMUM ASSESSMENT THRESHOLD.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Council shall not as- 
sess financial companies with less than 
$50,000,000,000, adjusted for inflation, in as- 
sets on a consolidated basis and shall assess 
financial companies with $50,000,000,000, ad- 
justed for inflation, or more in assets in ac- 
cordance with subsections (g) and (h). 

(2) HEDGE FUNDS.—The Council shall not 
assess financial companies that manage 
hedge funds (as defined by the Council, in 
consultation with the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission, for purposes of this sec- 
tion) with less than $10,000,000,000, adjusted 
for inflation, of assets under management on 
a consolidated basis, and shall assess any fi- 
nancial companies that manage hedge funds 
with $10,000,000,000 or more of assets under 
management in accordance with subsections 
(g) and (h). 

(h) REQUIREMENT FOR EQUITABLE TREAT- 
MENT IN ASSESSMENTS.—In establishing the 
special assessment system under this sec- 
tion, the Council shall consider differences 
among financial companies based on com- 
plexity of operations or organization, inter- 
connectedness, size, direct or indirect activi- 
ties, and any other risk-related factors the 
Council may deem appropriate to ensure 
that the assessments charged take into ac- 
count the risk posed to the financial system 
by particular classes of financial companies. 

(6) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO TIMELY PAY AS- 
SESSMENTS.—Any financial company that 
fails or refuses to pay any assessment under 
this section shall be subject to a penalty 
under section 18(h) of the Federal Deposit In- 
surance Act, as if that financial company 
were an insured depository institution. 

Mr. BACHUS. Madam Chair, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The American people have sent us 
here to tell the truth, and the truth is 
that there are too many government 
programs that do not work and actu- 
ally make things worse. These govern- 
ment programs are paid for by the 
American people. 

You can say that it’s not from the 
Treasury, or that it’s from the Treas- 
ury; that it’s from TARP, it’s not from 
TARP. But the fact remains that it is 
from the American taxpayer. In fact, 
the gentleman at one time said it 
comes out of the Treasury. Then he 
said it comes from TARP. But the 
promise in 2008 was that it would go 
back to the American people. It would 
go back in the national Treasury. In 
fact, it does not. I will address where it 
goes, and I think the American people, 
when they find out where it goes under 
this program, they’re going to be even 
more upset. I don’t think they’ll be 
surprised, because I think they’ve come 
to realize that there’s not a lot of will 
in Washington to protect them, the 
taxpayers. 

The American people already know 
that there are too many ineffective 
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government programs that cost too 
much, and this is a poster child for 
those programs. If you can’t cut this 
program, I’m not sure you can cut any. 
And when we find such programs, we as 
the representatives of the people have 
a duty and a responsibility to the tax- 
payers to end these programs. That’s 
what we are doing this morning. We’re 
going to end this program. That’s what 
we're here for. 

In this legislation by the gentleman 
from Texas, we stop a $1 billion failed 
spending program. Now it’s a well-in- 
tentioned program. But just as the 
road to hell is paved with good inten- 
tions, so is the road to higher deficits 
and record-breaking debt, a debt that 
our children and our grandchildren will 
have to pay. 

You know, when we talk about the 
taxpayers ultimately fund this pro- 
gram, when we borrow 42 cents out of 
every dollar, it’s our children and our 
grandchildren that will have to pay for 
these programs. We’re charging some- 
thing and we’re telling them to pay the 
bill. 

Today, we have an unthinkable debt 
of $14 trillion, a debt that imposes a 
birth tax on every child born in Amer- 
ica. It’s $45,000 today. Just last year it 
was $35,000. It’s grown by $10,000. Even 
worse, this debt or birth tax is growing 
every day, because our government is 
spending some days $5 billion, some 
days $8 billion more than it takes in 
and adding to what our children and 
grandchildren will have to pay. 

One question that the American peo- 
ple often confront is, are they better 
off than their parents and will their 
children be better off than they are, 
and their grandchildren? It’s inter- 
esting that in survey after survey, or 
poll after poll, the American people 
say, we’re better off than our parents. 
Our parents fought for our freedom, 
they preserved it in numerous wars, 
they saved their money, they watched 
their money, they worked hard, and 
they left us in good shape. 

But when that same question is a lit- 
tle different question, ‘‘Do you think 
your children or grandchildren will be 
better off?” the American people know. 
They instinctively know. “No” is the 
answer, sadly. And that’s because of 
our national debt and our deficit. In 
fact, both the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and Secretary Robert 
Gates have said that it’s a national se- 
curity problem. Our debt threatens our 
very existence as a country. 

This Washington spending binge is 
driving our country right off a cliff. 
We’ve seen the effect of overspending 
on our economy today. The govern- 
ment absorbs so much money from our 
citizens that it’s hard to create private 
jobs. Each dollar out of the economy is 
a job that the private sector can’t cre- 
ate. 

Now actually President Reagan and 
President Clinton both realized this 
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and they grew the economy. Those 
were the only two years with a growing 
economy and government spending ei- 
ther level or going down. That’s the 
only time in our country we had a sur- 
plus. They both realized that it was the 
private sector that would see us out of 
this. This growth in the Federal Gov- 
ernment and in its spending is ham- 
pering job creation. And that’s what 
these homeowners need. They need a 
job. 

Let’s look at this program. This is 
from the Obama administration. This 
is their budget that was just filed. Here 
is what the American people need to 
know. What does this program do? It 
offers a loan of up to $50,000 to pay all 
arrearages to homeowners on their 
first mortgage. Fifty thousand dollars. 
And then to pay up to 24 consecutive 
months of mortgage payments; 24 
months of their mortgage payment. 

Both the gentleman from Texas and 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
kept talking about the large financial 
institutions. That’s who is owed the 
money. In fact, we’re not getting this 
money from the large financial institu- 
tions. Just the contrary. We’re paying 
them, because they’re the ones that 
hold this mortgage. So when the tax- 
payers write a $50,000 check under this 
program to pay arrearages on the 
mortgage, who do you think it goes to? 
It goes to Bank of America. It goes to 
Morgan Chase. It goes to Citigroup. It’s 
shocking that the gentleman from 
Massachusetts would actually say that 
this money is coming from the very in- 
stitutions that are going to receive 
this money. This billion dollars is not 
going to homeowners. It’s going to 
these large financial institutions. He 
says they’re the ones that ought to be 
paying this, not the homeowners or not 
the taxpayers. We always thought the 
homeowners were supposed to pay their 
mortgages. But I think we could all 
agree that it’s not the taxpayer. It’s 
just an astounding thing. 

He says that if Flip Wilson told us to 
vote for something, we would. But it 
wasn’t Flip Wilson. It was Ron Kirk. 
And what did he tell us? If I were 
Chairman FRANK, I would talk about 
anything but this failed program. I 
think that’s why they’ve talked about 
everything but this failed program. It 
was Ron Kirk that told us that our 
automobile sector would suffer, that 
our pharmaceutical sector would suf- 
fer. He said that this would cost jobs in 
medical equipment, electronics, tex- 
tiles, wheat, fruit, nuts, cotton. He did 
include cotton. He said $60 billion 
worth of exports were at risk. 
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Well, do the math: 7,000 jobs for each 
$1 billion worth of exports, that’s 
420,000 jobs. So do you want to vote 
against something that would put 
420,000 Americans out of jobs? And then 
they would all line up for another gov- 
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ernment program that the minority 
would design? 

The other thing—and this is the last 
thing ГІП say. They keep saying that 
the taxpayers will get paid back. Well 
let me introduce this. This is from the 
Obama administration. This is their 
same budget for fiscal year 2012. It esti- 
mates the losses on this program, and 
they have accused us of making up 
these figures, 97.72. That’s the loss on 
this program, 98 cents out of every dol- 
lar. Madam Chair, it’s time to end this 
failed program. 

Mr. TOWNS. Madam Chair, | rise today to 
urge my colleagues to vote no on H.R. 836. 
This legislation would repeal any underlying 
authority for loans and other assistance to un- 
employed homeowners at a time when we still 
have nearly nine percent of our Nation out of 
work. The effects of this bill would kill the 
Emergency Mortgage Relief Program before it 
has any chance of helping homeowners who 
are in desperate need of immediate assist- 
ance. 

It is troublesome to me how we as a nation 
can bail out banks, the automobile industry 
and even other nations. However, when a 
neighbor has lost their job through no fault of 
his or her own, we are willing to sit on our 
hands. Mr. Speaker, this is the wrong mes- 
sage to send to our constituents. 

The Emergency Mortgage Relief Program 
will provide $1 billion to the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development and is pro- 
jected to help 30,000 to 50,000 distressed 
homeowners. The bridge loans that will be dis- 
bursed through this program will be at zero in- 
terest to the borrower. This will allow home- 
owners a chance to receive some relief from 
payments until they are able to find a job, or 
are able to resume payments through other 
means. 

Madam Chair, this Congress must ask itself 
who we value and more importantly who do 
we stand with. Congress must stand on the 
side of homeowners. | urge my colleagues to 
vote no on H.R. 836. 

Mr. STARK. Madam Chair, | rise today to 
oppose H.R. 836, the Emergency Mortgage 
Relief Termination Act. 

The new Republican Majority has been in 
control for 10 weeks. This has been enough 
time for them to reveal their agenda—an as- 
sault on working Americans. The Majority has 
no plan to keep families in their homes. They 
have no plan to create jobs and they have no 
plan to improve health care. 

Earlier this year, the Majority voted to repeal 
the Affordable Care Act. Their plan for those 
who can’t afford insurance or have a pre-exist- 
ing condition? “NoCare.” What about the ma- 
jority’s jobs agenda? The GOP’s spending bill, 
H.R. 1, would result in the loss of up to 
700,000 jobs. When asked about the impact of 
H.R. 1 on the economy, the Speaker replied: 
“So be it.” Today, we are witness to the Re- 
publican plan for those families struggling to 
pay their mortgage. In short, their plan is, 
“good luck.” If you are one of the 2 million 
homeowners in California whose mortgage is 
underwater—good luck. 

The Emergency Homeowners Loan Pro- 
gram that is on the chopping block today was 
part of last years Wall Street Reform legisla- 
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tion. It is designed to provide short-term bridge 
loans to homeowners who have lost their jobs, 
so they can stay in their home while they 
search for a new job. The program is paid for 
by a fee on large banks. The program that the 
majority voted to eliminate yesterday, the FHA 
Short Refinance Option, would allow home- 
owners with underwater mortgages to reduce 
up to 10 percent of their loans principal and 
refinance into stable FHA loans. 

Although | agree that both Congress’s and 
the Administration’s response to the mortgage 
crisis has been wholly inadequate, the answer 
is to improve these programs, not to eliminate 
them. Congress could work to provide home- 
owners with the same bankruptcy protections 
that investors have or we could require banks 
that received TARP funds to participate in loan 
modification programs. | don’t expect that Re- 
publican leaders will be pursuing any of these 
ideas. 

The Majority has no plan to create jobs, im- 
prove health care, or keep families іп their 
homes. | urge all of my colleges to reject this 
agenda and vote no. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Madam Chair, | rise in opposition to H.R. 836, 
the Emergency Mortgage Relief Program Ter- 
mination Act. 

This legislation would end the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development's Emer- 
gency Homeowners’ Relief Program, a pro- 
gram designed to help unemployed home- 
owners keep their homes. 

Buying a home is one of the biggest com- 
mitments and the most valuable investment of 
our adult life. If this program is eliminated un- 
employed homeowners will have nowhere else 
to turn when their home is threatened. 

Our unemployment rate is now 8.9 percent. 
We must not forget those still struggling to pay 
their bills and trying to provide for their fami- 
lies. 

Ending vital recovery programs and offering 
reckless spending proposals will only move 
our country backwards. While cuts are nec- 
essary to address the nation’s long-term fiscal 
problems, cutting too deeply before the econ- 
omy is in full expansion will add unnecessary 
risk to the housing recovery. 

| encourage my colleagues to oppose this 
bill. 

Ms. HIRONO. Madam Chair, | rise in strong 
opposition to H.R. 836, the Emergency Mort- 
gage Relief Program Termination Act. 

The Emergency Mortgage Relief Program, 
also known as the Emergency Homeowners 
Loan Program, EHLP, was established to help 
responsible homeowners who, through no fault 
of their own, are unemployed or under- 
employed or suffer from a medical condition 
and can no longer make their mortgage pay- 
ments. 

The $1 billion relief fund provides these 
homeowners with zero-interest loans, credit 
advances, or payments. Up to 30,000 dis- 
tressed homeowners at risk of foreclosure 
could be assisted by this program. The De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Development, 
HUD, is working to implement EHLP as soon 
as possible to assist homeowners in the 32 
states that are not participating in the Hardest 
Hit Fund, HHF, a successful $7.6 billion fund 
that has been made available to the 18 states 
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that have been hardest hit by the housing cri- 
sis. EHLP is also modeled after a highly suc- 
cessful program in Pennsylvania. Simply ter- 
minating EHLP before it has had a chance to 
take effect and help the homeowners who 
need it the most is unconscionable. 

With 13.7 million people unemployed in our 
country, | am sure that all of my colleagues 
have constituents who are unemployed or un- 
deremployed and are in need of a lifeline. 

| met a couple who work as substitute 
teachers in Kona on Hawaii Island. As the 
economy worsened, it became harder and 
harder for them to find steady work. Despite 
applying for numerous jobs, they remained un- 
deremployed. For more than a year, they tried 
to work with their mortgage lender to avoid de- 
linquency and foreclosure, submitting all of 
their financial documentation many times. The 
lender clearly was not motivated to help them. 
It was only through the support of the Hawaii 
HomeOwnership Center, a federally funded 
nonprofit in Hawaii that provides foreclosure 
prevention assistance, in addition to an inquiry 
from my office that the couple was able to get 
forbearance and a permanent modification. To 
top it off, the husband received a good job 
offer. But, this couple will never forget the 
stress and anxiety of fighting to keep their 
home. 

Not all the stories of struggling homeowners 
have a happy ending. In fact, many of them 
do not. Programs like the Emergency Home- 
owners Loan Program are a lifeline for these 
individuals and families. This bill is another ex- 
ample of Republicans turning their backs on 
middle class Americans. 

| urge my colleagues to help struggling 
homeowners throughout the country by sup- 
porting programs like EHLP and voting against 
this measure. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Chair, the Emer- 
gency Mortgage Relief program was created 
in the Dodd-Frank Act to help distressed 
homeowners who fall behind on their mort- 
gage payments due to involuntary unemploy- 
ment, underemployment or a medical condi- 
tion. The program works by providing quali- 
fying borrowers with a zero interest bridge 
loan that enables them to make their mort- 
gage payments until they can find a job or oth- 
erwise resume paying their loan. Assistance 
under the program is terminated when a bor- 
rowers income is restored to 85 percent of 
pre-crisis levels and is limited to a maximum 
of 24 months or $50,000, whichever comes 
first. 

Madam Chair, this program is modeled after 
successful initiatives at the state level—such 
as the Homeowners Emergency Mortgage As- 
sistance Program, HEMAP, in Pennsylvania, 
whose 85 percent success rate has helped 
over 45,000 homeowners stay in their homes 
at an average loan amount of $11,000 per 
borrower. With our economic recovery still 
gaining momentum, and unemployment hov- 
ering around 9 percent, now is not the time to 
terminate assistance to borrowers at risk of 
losing their homes through no fault of their 
own. Instead, we should give this program a 
chance to work and extend a temporary hand 
to those who need this assistance the most. 

The Acting CHAIR. All time for gen- 
eral debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute printed in 
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the bill shall be considered as an origi- 
nal bill for the purpose of amendment 
under the 5-minute rule. 

No amendment to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute is in order except those received 
for printing in the portion of the CoN- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD designated for that 
purpose in a daily issue dated March 9, 
2011, or earlier and except pro forma 
amendments for the purpose of debate. 
Each amendment so received may be 
offered only by the Member who caused 
it to be printed or a designee and shall 
be considered read if printed. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 

The text of section 1 is as follows: 

H.R. 836 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Emergency 
Mortgage Relief Program Termination Act”. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield for the pur- 
pose of making a unanimous consent 
request to the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Chair, | rise in opposition to both 
H.R. 830, the FHA Refinance Program Termi- 
nation Act, and H.R. 836, the Emergency 
Mortgage Relief Program Termination Act. 

| readily recognize that both these programs 
could have accomplished more in helping 
Americans to save their homes. But, just be- 
cause a program needs improving does not 
mean that it should be eliminated. 

There is a tremendous need for programs 
that help homeowners to stay in their homes. 
We have assisted large national banks, Wall 
Street investment companies, and the major 
automobile companies of our country. In fair- 
ness, we cannot turn our backs on the hard- 
working American homeowners—who in most 
cases were victims of the large, multi-billion 
dollar financial organizations—and allow them 
to lose their homes because the economy has 
hit on such low times. 

These mortgage assistance programs can 
make a difference in the Fourth Congressional 
District of Arizona. | am told by housing offi- 
cials in Arizona that part of the reason so little 
has been done and these programs have had 
such a limited level of success is that the in- 
frastructure for administering them, both in the 
private and semi-public sectors, was not in 
place. And, even when it was put into place, 
many financial institutions failed to fully co- 
operate. 

Can these programs be improved? The an- 
swer is a definite yes. 

Should these programs be 
Again, the answer is yes. 

But let us work to fix them, so that they can 
keep families in their homes. 

Local authorities need more discretion in 
making decisions. The Phoenix housing mar- 
ket is a perfect example of this. Dollar limits 
that may suffice in other parts of the country 
are not sufficient in higher priced markets like 
Phoenix, Las Vegas, Miami, and San Diego. 
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But, we should not just eliminate these pro- 
grams because they have struggled to be- 
come operative. Let’s work together to fix the 
problems, not create further problems by evict- 
ing people from their homes. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Chair, it is a 
very strange Congress. At a time when 
Wall Street has been bailed out, banks 
have been bailed out—and banks were 
bailed out who kicked people out of 
their homes, now the programs that 
have been created to help keep people 
in their homes, these programs are 
going to be canceled by the majority, 
which, of course, will cause people to 
lose their homes to the banks. So the 
banks in America have people coming 
and going. And they keep getting more 
and more money. 

Madam Chair, millions of Americans 
are facing or will face foreclosure in 
the coming months. Their hold on their 
homes has been endangered by unem- 
ployment, or predatory loan terms, or 
falling house values. We are in the 
worst crisis facing homeowners in the 
history of this country. And the facts 
are well known. No one in the House 
can feign a lack of knowledge of the 
misery that has gripped American 
homeowners and neighborhoods across 
the country. Yet today, this House 
takes up a bill to terminate a program 
intended to assist distressed borrowers. 
Next week, the House will consider 
more bills to eliminate two other as- 
sistance programs. 

What message is this Congress send- 
ing? If you’re a distressed borrower or 
you have a relative who is in trouble or 
a neighbor in distress, the message of 
this House is, tough luck. Worried 
about losing your house? Tough luck. 

Government assistance to distressed 
borrowers should be effective. I can 
agree with my colleagues on that. I 
share the belief that some of the pro- 
grams intended to assist distressed bor- 
rowers do not help enough people. But 
is that an argument to just end the 
programs? You know that people need 
help and that the programs aren’t ef- 
fective, and you just say, well, we’re 
going to end the program. How does 
that help people stay in their homes? It 
doesn’t. 

I submit that the fundamental prob- 
lem with these programs, the funda- 
mental problem is that they depended 
on the voluntary participation of the 
very banks and servicers that created 
the housing crisis in the first place. So 
the programs are set up where you 
need the banks to participate. Banks 
don’t want to participate, or they slow- 
walk the applications, and before you 
know it, people are just left in a des- 
perate strait where their homes are 
being lost. 

Now, when the banks were in trouble, 
taxpayer assistance was rushed for- 
ward. I voted against the bailouts. Now 
that the banks have emerged from a 
crisis, unfortunately, our friends in the 
majority are determined to dismantle 
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the few legal efforts that are there to 
preserve and protect homeowners. 

We should be reforming these pro- 
grams, not dismantling them. If the 
House approves the bill before us 
today, H.R. 836, Congress will be turn- 
ing its back on people whose lives have 
been wrecked by a crisis created by ir- 
responsible banking practices. So I’m 
urging a “по” vote on the bill, Madam 
Chair. But I also hope that we take a 
very cold and sober look at what we’re 
doing here. We’re really attacking the 
very victims of this housing crisis, and 
we’re giving comfort to those who cre- 
ated the crisis. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate section 2. 

The text of section 2 is as follows: 
SEC. 2. RESCISSION OF FUNDING FOR EMER- 


GENCY MORTGAGE RELIEF PRO- 
GRAM. 


Effective on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, there are rescinded and permanently can- 
celed all unobligated balances remaining avail- 
able as of such date of enactment of the 
amounts made available by section 1496(a) of 
the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Con- 
sumer Protection Act (Public Law 111-203; 124 
Stat. 2207; 12 U.S.C. 2706 note). 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. CANSECO 

Mr. CANSECO. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 4, line 22, after the period insert the 
following: ‘‘All such unobligated balances so 
rescinded and permanently canceled shall be 
retained in the General Fund of the Treasury 
for reducing the debt of the Federal Govern- 
ment.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CANSECO. Madam Chairman, I 
want to thank my colleague and friend 
from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) for offer- 
ing the bill to terminate the emer- 
gency mortgage relief program. 

The amendment I’m offering will en- 
sure every penny of savings that comes 
from terminating the emergency home- 
owner relief program will go back to 
the Treasury’s general fund in order to 
reduce the debt of our country. 

We are in the midst of a spending- 
driven fiscal crisis. Today, every child 
born in the United States is responsible 
for more than $45,000 of the debt. If we 
don’t stop spending and put our Nation 
back on a sustainable fiscal path, we 
will ensure that the futures of our chil- 
dren and grandchildren drown in a sea 
of red ink. 

The total debt of our Nation is on 
track to equal the entire size of our 
economy. The debt held by the public 
today is $10.43 trillion. That represents 
69.4 percent of GDP. Per household, 
this is $89,007. The gross debt, accord- 
ing to the monthly Treasury statement 
through February, our gross debt is 
$14.194 trillion, which is 94.41 percent of 
GDP, or $121,128 per household. No na- 
tion in history has ever survived a debt 
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burden the size towards which we are 
hurtling. 

As I travel across the 23га District of 
Texas, over and over I hear of very, 
very real concerns my constituents 
have over our out-of-control Wash- 
ington spending and our exploding defi- 
cits and debt. 

The facts are really frightening. 
There is over $14 trillion of debt on the 
backs of American families. We’ve had 
two straight years of trillion dollar- 
plus deficits. The CBO projects that the 
deficit for fiscal year 2011 will be $1.5 
trillion, and the President’s recently 
released fiscal year 2012 budget projects 
more than $1 trillion in deficits. 

Admiral Mike Mullen, Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, has warned 
that “the most significant threat to 
our national security is our debt.” 
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These are dire facts, and are more 
than just numbers on a ledger. They 
represent a real threat to our economy 
and our security and job creation. 

Yesterday, Moody’s announced that 
they had downgraded the debt of Spain, 
another country in a long line of down- 
grades in Europe. With the deficit and 
debt realization, you cannot say that 
would never happen in America. Spain 
is expected to have a budget deficit of 
6 percent of GDP in 2011, while the 
United States is expected to run a def- 
icit of about 9.8 percent of GDP in 2011. 
Without a change in our course, we are 
on track to become the next Spain, the 
next Greece. 

The writing is on the wall. We are 
headed to a fiscal and economic night- 
mare if nothing is done. This is an 
unsustainable path that will end one of 
two ways: either we have the courage 
to tackle our Nation’s problems, or we 
continue throwing money at wasteful 
programs and revert to the status of a 
Third World country. 

My colleagues on the other side have 
made clear which option they will 
choose. They want to continue to cre- 
ate wasteful programs hoping that the 
magic one will come along and fix all 
of our problems. We have to stop kid- 
ding ourselves that this is the way to 
create jobs and economic prosperity. 

Not only do we have an obligation to 
reduce our debt for the sake of our 
economy, but we have a moral obliga- 
tion to our children and grandchildren 
to leave this country to them better 
than we found it. Unfortunately, that 
is not the case right now unless we act. 

This Congress has a clear mandate 
from the people who sent us here to do 
our job: cut the spending and reduce 
the debt. With this bill and my amend- 
ment, we will do both. I urge passage of 
my amendment. 

Mr. FATTAH. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 
minutes. 
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Mr. FATTAH. We heard just the 
other day in this Chamber the leader of 
our great ally Australia talk about the 
greatness of our Nation and how it is 
the belief that we can achieve any- 
thing. 

This lack of confidence illustrated in 
the rhetoric here on the floor today 
about the greatness of America, maybe 
we need to walk back a minute and 
look at how we invested and rebuilt 
Japan and Germany after the war, how 
we bailed out Mexico, over $40 billion. 
How, today, this day alone, we are 
spending $2 billion this week in Af- 
ghanistan. We have people all over the 
world trying to assist others. We will 
be one of the first nations rushing to 
help those affected by the tsunami this 
morning in Japan. This is a great Na- 
tion. 

We come today, however, to say to 
law-abiding, tax-paying citizens who 
lost their jobs because of the shenani- 
gans on Wall Street, that even though 
we were able to help the banks to the 
tune of trillions of dollars, we can’t 
provide a small bridge loan to help a 
homeowner who has been paying their 
bills, been abiding by the law and has 
been affected by the actions or inac- 
tions of the government and Wall 
Street. 

Now, this is not a new program built 
on hopes and dreams. This is a replica- 
tion of a program that has been oper- 
ating in Pennsylvania for 20 years. It 
actually has a history in which the 
State of Pennsylvania has put in $235 
million and gotten back $250 million, 
and in which 44,000 homeowners have 
been able to secure their homes over a 
small interruption in their employ- 
ment by getting help over 24 months. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FATTAH. I yield to the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Would 
the gentleman tell us from what party 
the Governors of Pennsylvania have 
come during this period? 

Mr. FATTAH. Well, this was started 
under a Republican Governor, Gov- 
ernor Thornburgh. I introduced this as 
a young State legislator with no gray 
hair, and it has worked very well in the 
State of Pennsylvania. I offered it here 
in this Chamber. In 2007, we hit a 50- 
year high in mortgage foreclosures. 

It makes no sense to move someone 
out of their home, ruin their credit for 
a decade and have their family be 
homeless when in the Pennsylvania in- 
stance, for less than $7,000 on average, 
you can help them over a period of dif- 
ficulty. 

So here is the Republican majority. 
They say, look, we can’t find it within 
us as a Nation, even though we help 
people all across the globe, to actually 
pause for a minute for a paltry sum 
and help a citizen in our own country 
meet a burden, and do it in a way that 
would actually be more cost effective 
for our taxpayers. 
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We should reject this. We should re- 
ject the notion that somehow we are so 
much in debt that we can’t afford to 
help our own citizens. What we should 
know is we are the wealthiest country 
in the world. Just yesterday, we should 
read the story about how we have a few 
billionaires who have trillions of dol- 
lars. We should remember that last 
week on the front page of USA Today, 
we had a story saying for a quarter-of- 
a-million dollars, seats on boards of di- 
rectors were going wanting in our 
country because they weren’t being 
paid enough for six meetings a year. 

We can afford to pay our bills. The 
Republican majority says let’s cut 1.5 
percent of what the Federal Govern- 
ment is going to spend this year in the 
face of a $1.5 trillion deficit. If they 
want to balance the budget, they 
should step forward for a much more 
aggressive plan. This is not about bal- 
ancing the budget. It will not get close 
to balancing the budget. This is about 
somehow being willing to help big 
banks when President Bush stepped 
forward and said we have to do TARP. 
But when it comes to helping a home- 
owner meet their obligation, somehow 
we have to do less than our best as a 
Nation. 

This is not the America that has 
come to have great allies like the lead- 
er of Australia who spoke from that po- 
dium who said we can do anything and 
how the whole world looks at us as a 
beacon of hope. We should think again. 
This is ill advised, and I hope that this 
House rejects this bill and today stands 
up for an American citizen who needs a 
little help. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. First of all, I 
commend the gentleman from Texas 
for his good amendment. I think it is 
interesting that we keep talking about 
the country, and certainly that is im- 
portant and the taxpayers are impor- 
tant. The other flaw in this program is 
that it encourages these people to get 
further in debt. And quite honestly, the 
level of debt they have is their primary 
problem. It is the same mentality that 
has kind of gotten our country in the 
jam it is in where we will have to have 
a vote here in a few weeks about rais- 
ing the debt ceiling. It is the reason a 
lot of individuals and companies and 
governments around the world are 
overleveraged. 

So what we are saying is the way to 
fix someone’s problem that has too 
much debt is for them to take on more 
debt. It is absurd to think that is good 
for these borrowers. 

I would like to yield to my good 
friend from Texas (Mr. CANSECO). 

Mr. CANSECO. I thank you for yield- 
ing. 

I think we need to focus on what this 
amendment does and the purpose of it. 
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The purpose of it is to bring back those 
funds that are allocated to this failed 
program and bring them back into the 
Treasury so that the Treasury can use 
those funds in order to reduce the debt 
that we have. It is but a small return 
into the Treasury, but it goes a long 
way into fiscal responsibility so we can 
continue on that path and reduce that 
budget. 

Now, with regards to the program 
itself that this amendment addresses, 
we have to realize that this program 
spends an enormous amount of tax- 
payers’ money that came out of Dodd- 
Frank, a $1 billion HUD emergency 
homeowner relief program which pro- 
vides loans or credit advances to unem- 
ployed borrowers. This program would 
spend 98 cents for every dollar that 
does not come back. Those are very im- 
portant, to realize that these funds are 
taxpayer funds that would otherwise go 
as a grant to the borrower, not any re- 
payment program, but grants to the 
borrower, that does not get repaid. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. First, 
let me address the wholly contradic- 
tory argument of the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. NEUGEBAUER). 

We have heard on the other side, 
through the eagerness to just say nega- 
tive things, two entirely contradictory 
things: one, that this is too lavish a 
subsidy to the homeowner and, two, 
that it will further indebt the home- 
owner. 

Members do understand that they 
cannot possibly both be true. In fact, 
there is a significant element of sub- 
sidy here, and those who take this 
money and who pay off their mortgages 
will get a subsidy so they will not be 
further in debt. 

The argument just made by the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. NEUGEBAUER) 
is wholly without basis. The argument 
that it is a more generous subsidy is a 
more accurate one. By the way, even if 
they were to pay it back, avoiding late 
fees and interest helps them out. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Well, as the 
ranking member knows, it has been 
billed as a loan program, but what 
were saying is that it is, in fact, a 
grant program. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re- 
claiming my time, no, that’s not what 
the gentleman is saying. The gen- 
tleman is completely contradicting 
himself. 

He says it’s a grant program. First, 
he was contradicting the other gen- 


3823 


tleman from Texas. Now he’s contra- 
dicting himself. He said it’s a grant 
program. Well, if it’s a grant program, 
why did the gentleman say it was get- 
ting people further in debt? 

The gentleman has been caught in a 
totally contradictory argument. He did 
not say it was a grant program. He said 
it was getting people further in debt. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. I think one of 
the things that points out how terrible 
this program is—— 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I’m 
sorry, I reclaim my time. I will yield if 
you want to clarify what you said. You 
had your 5 minutes. I’m not going to 
yield for general philosophy. I’m sorry, 
but it’s my time. I was yielding if the 
gentleman thought I was misinter- 
preting him. For him to simply repeat 
what he already said takes time that I 
don’t want to give him. 

He did contradict himself com- 
pletely. First, it was a program that 
was going to put people further in debt. 
Now it’s a grant program. He can de- 
cide which it is. 

I now want to go back and make my 
central point, which is that the only 
reason this has any impact on the tax- 
payer is that the Republicans insisted 
on protecting the large institutions. 
The gentleman from Alabama said all 
this money is going to the large insti- 
tutions. Well, that’s not true, because 
it does go to pay off loans to keep peo- 
ple from being foreclosed. Some will go 
to smaller institutions. Some will go to 
credit unions. Some will go to commu- 
nity banks. 

But here is the point: under our pro- 
posal, which the Republicans tempo- 
rarily blocked—and I hope they’ll re- 
pent—all of the funding would have 
come from the large institutions, but 
the Members don’t want to address 
that. Under our proposal in the bill 
that passed—and we had to amend it, 
and we’re going to try and come back 
and change it again—every single 
penny that will be expended here will 
come from institutions of more than 
$50 billion in assets and hedge funds of 
more than $10 billion in assets. 

So, if you do it our way, not a penny 
will come from the taxpayer. It will 
come from the large financial institu- 
tions. And, yes, it will be a help to 
these individuals. Some of them will 
pay some of it back, but they won’t 
have late fees. And, yes, the gentleman 
was correct when he said the second 
time around that it could become a 
grant program. 

I will now yield to the gentleman 
from Texas if he can explain to me how 
it can both be a grant program and 
something that gets people further in 
debt. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. І have a question 
for the gentleman: Do you think this is 
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a loan program or a grant program? 
Which do you think it is? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I un- 
derstand it’s going to be primarily—— 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. It’s a question 
of—— 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I’m 
sorry. It’s my time. You asked me a 
question. I’m going to answer it. I will 
note you don’t want to answer the 
question. 

I am being consistent. Yes, I think it 
will work out for most people as pri- 
marily a grant program, 84 percent. I 
am pointing out that the gentleman is 
trying to cover his own embarrassment 
because he made the argument without 
any basis that it was going to put peo- 
ple further in debt. He then acknowl- 
edges that it’s a grant program. People 
do not become further indebted when 
they receive grants. 

So, yes, it will work out for people 
who are responsible, to a great extent, 
as a grant program. That’s why the 
CBO says 84 percent will be spent. That 
84 percent in our bill, as we did it, 
would come from the large financial in- 
stitutions. I don’t want it to come from 
the taxpayers. While temporarily it 
now does, we will be offering a bill—I 
hope the committee of which the gen- 
tleman is an active member will give 
us consideration—so we can amend the 
law under which this program is au- 
thorized so that every penny, whether 
it’s loans or grants or some combina- 
tion—it will be primarily grants—will 
come from the large financial institu- 
tions and not a penny from the tax- 
payer. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Will the gen- 
tleman again yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Does the gen- 
tleman think that the language in the 
legislation as it is written now rep- 
resents it as a loan or as a grant? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. It will 
work out as a grant. 

Again, I am struck by the gentleman 
from Texas. He is the one who said it 
was an excessive loan program and a 
grant program. He has made two en- 
tirely inconsistent statements in a 
very short period of time. Even for a 
politician, that’s a record for self-con- 
tradiction. 

The point is that it is both a grant 
and a loan. It will be primarily a grant. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CANSECO). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate section 3. 

The text of section 3 is as follows: 
SEC. 3. TERMINATION OF EMERGENCY MORT- 
GAGE RELIEF PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Title I of the Emergency Hous- 
ing Act of 1975 (12 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.), as 
amended by section 1496(b) of the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection 
Act, is hereby repealed. 
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(b) TREATMENT OF REMAINING FUNDS.—Not- 
withstanding the repeal under subsection (a) of 
this section, any amounts made available under 
the provision specified in section 2 of this Act 
and obligated before the date of the enactment 
of this Act shall continue to be governed by the 
provisions of law specified in subsection (a) of 
this section, as in effect immediately before such 
repeal. 

(c) TERMINATION.—Upon the completion of 
outlays to liquidate all amounts referred to in 
subsection (b) of this section and the completion 
of all activities with respect to such amounts 
under the provisions of law specified in sub- 
section (a) of this section, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall termi- 
nate the Emergency Mortgage Relief Program 
authorized under the provisions specified in 
subsection (a). 

(d) STUDY OF USE OF PROGRAM BY MEMBERS 
OF THE ARMED FORCES, VETERANS, AND GOLD 
STAR RECIPIENTS.— 

(1) STUDY.—The Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall conduct a study to de- 
termine the extent of usage of the Emergency 
Mortgage Relief Program authorized under the 
provisions specified in subsection (a) by, and the 
impact of such program on, covered home- 
owners. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than the expiration of 
the 90-day period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall sub- 
mit to the Congress a report setting forth the re- 
sults of the study under paragraph (1) and iden- 
tifying best practices, with respect to covered 
homeowners, that could be applied to the Emer- 
gency Mortgage Relief Program. 

(3) COVERED HOMEOWNER.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘“‘covered homeowner” 
means a homeowner who is— 

(A) a@ member of the Armed Forces of the 
United States on active duty or the spouse or 
parent of such a member; 

(B) a veteran, as such term is defined in sec- 
tion 101 of title 38, United States Code; or 

(C) eligible to receive a Gold Star lapel pin 
under section 1126 of title 10, United States 
Code, as a widow, parent, or next of kin of a 
member of the Armed Forces person who died in 
a manner described in subsection (a) of such 
section. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. 
NEUGEBAUER 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair, I 
offer an amendment as the designee of 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
PAULSEN). 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 5, line 23, strike ‘‘AND’’. 

Page 5, line 24, before the period insert the 
following: ‘‘t, AND MEMBERS AND VETERANS 
WITH SERVICE-CONNECTED DISABILITIES AND 
THEIR FAMILIES”. 

Page 6, line 19, strike ‘‘or’’. 

Page 6, line 25, strike the period and insert 


Page 6, after line 25, insert the following: 

(D) such members and veterans of the 
Armed Forces who have service-connected 
injuries, and survivors and dependents of 
such members and veterans of the Armed 
Forces with such injuries. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Thank you, 
Madam Chairman. 

I offer this on behalf of my good 
friend from Minnesota (Mr. PAULSEN). 
It is a good amendment. It would add 
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military servicemembers and veterans 
who have service-related injuries, as 
well as survivors and dependents of 
such individuals, to be included in the 
study in this bill. 

These families often face new hard- 
ships. They will likely need modifica- 
tions to their houses to help them get 
around, especially if the servicemem- 
bers are now disabled. There may be 
significant changes in their ability to 
move around and in the skills they are 
able to perform. This will ultimately 
have a significant impact on their live- 
lihoods. 

It is my hope that we can gain a bet- 
ter understanding of how we can best 
provide for the families of those who 
have served our country and who have 
paid the ultimate price. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chair, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman from Texas who consecu- 
tively denounced this program for put- 
ting people in debt and for being a give- 
away grant asked me whether it was 
designated as a loan or a grant. The an- 
swer is neither. The program is called 
the Emergency Mortgage Relief Pro- 
gram, meaning it leaves open what 
kind it would be. So that’s the answer 
to his question, and that’s why some of 
us were less confused than others of us. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. I think the bill 
says that it’s a loan, so as soon as that 
individual takes an advance in this 
program, it becomes the liability of 
that individual. Now, there are certain 
ways in this bill, either from forfeiture 
or through some of the provisions, 
where that indebtedness is forgiven; 
but I will tell you that the proper ac- 
counting is that the day that the indi- 
vidual payment is made on his behalf it 


becomes the liability of that indi- 
vidual. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re- 


claiming my time, the gentleman gets 
himself further and further in the hole 
when trying to explain his contradic- 
tory statements. 

The facts are very clear. He began by 
saying it was going to put them further 
and further in debt. That, of course, 
contradicted his colleagues who had 
said it was going to be too much of a 
subsidy. In fact, it does not say ‘‘loan’’ 
or “grant” in the title. It says ‘‘emer- 
gency relief,” and it does provide for a 
loan and forgiveness. 

So I am sorry the gentleman got 
himself tongue-tied, but don’t blame 
the bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. NEUGEBAUER). 
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The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 


SEC. 4. PUBLICATION OF MEMBER AVAILABILITY 
FOR ASSISTANCE. 


Not later than 5 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development shall pub- 
lish to its Website on the World Wide Web in 
a prominent location, large point font, and 
boldface type the following statement: ‘‘The 
Emergency Mortgage Relief Program, which 
would have provided unemployed home- 
owners with low-interest loans to assist 
them in paying their mortgage, has been ter- 
minated. If you are unemployed and con- 
cerned about not being able to pay your 
mortgage, please contact your Member of 
Congress for assistance.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I rise to 
present my amendment, which I be- 
lieve is a commonsense provision that 
provides transparency and clarity for 
distressed homeowners. 

Specifically, this amendment would 
require the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development to publish on 
HUD’s Web site a statement indicating 
that the Emergency Mortgage Relief 
Program has been eliminated. The 
amendment explains that this program 
would have provided unemployed 
homeowners with low or no-interest 
loans to assist them in paying their 
mortgages. 
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Further, my amendment directs un- 
employed homeowners to contact their 
Members of Congress directly since the 
Emergency Mortgage Relief Program is 
no longer available. 

If you listen to the recent debate, 
you can understand why this is impor- 
tant. First of all, we need transparency 
in what we do and in the public policy 
that we make. We need to be able to 
communicate better and clearly with 
our constituents. 

And so they have been told and start- 
ed to get involved with this program 
that would assist unemployed home- 
owners to be able to stay in their 
homes. As you know, this program was 
specifically developed so that it could 
deal with the high unemployment rates 
and the fact that people who had been 
working—some of them all of their 
lives—are now unemployed or under- 
employed or have medical conditions 
that cause them not to be able to pay 
their bills in the way that they had 
been paying them in the past. And so 
now that we are coming along just 
since this program has started and say- 
ing, oh, sorry, the program is elimi- 
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nated, we need to be able to commu- 
nicate that, and this is what this 
amendment would do. 

American homeowners deserve our 
assistance and they deserve our help. 
We have just experienced a recession, 
almost a depression, where small busi- 
nesses and big businesses alike had to 
close their doors or to downsize, and it 
has left us with some of the highest un- 
employment rates that we have experi- 
enced in many, many years. And still 
the unemployment rates are unaccept- 
ably high, still hovering around 9 per- 
cent, and in some communities it’s 
even worse than that. It goes up to 15 
and 20, and in some communities even 
30 percent. And so our American citi- 
zens have turned to government and 
said, What can I do? Can you help? 

This is but one of four programs that 
was designed to help them. Unfortu- 
nately, my friends on the opposite side 
of the aisle have decided that not only 
are they going to eliminate this pro- 
gram, the Emergency Mortgage Relief 
Program for unemployed homeowners, 
but they have decided they are going to 
eliminate the HAMP program, that is 
the Home Affordable Modification Pro- 
gram. 

Yesterday, they voted off this floor 
the FHA program that would assist 
homeowners in refinancing. And don’t 
forget, this FHA program was really 
for middle class citizens who paid their 
bills, who were not in default, had not 
lost their homes yet but their homes 
were underwater and they were trying 
to stay in them by reducing the mort- 
gage. This legislation under the FHA 
would have helped them to do that. 

You’re going to hear more about the 
NSP program that my friends on the 
opposite side of the aisle are elimi- 
nating also. 

But today, this is the most sensitive 
that we’re doing now. This is the most 
sensitive because we have seen in 
Pennsylvania, аз was described by my 
friend Mr. CHAKA FATTAH from that 
State, how this program has worked 
well for the last 20 years in assisting 
unemployed homeowners. We will set 
the regulations for how this is done. 
And of course they will look at these 
individuals in terms of how long 
they’ve been unemployed, how they’ve 
paid their bills, and whether or not 
they believe they’re capable of not only 
utilizing the program but repaying 
these loans at some point. I don’t think 
it’s too much to ask of us to be of as- 
sistance. 

I notice that my colleague from 
Texas referred to it as ‘‘these people.” 
These people are our people. These peo- 
ple are American citizens. These are 
constituents who vote and send us here 
to make good public policy. It has been 
said over and over again that we bailed 
out the too-big-to-fail institutions, 
that we were generous in our loans to 
them, billions of dollars that went into 
those too-big-to-fail institutions. 
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So I would simply ask for an “ауе” 
vote on this very simple amendment 
that would bring some transparency to 
what we’re doing. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Chair, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Мг. NEUGEBAURR. I want to read a 
portion of this amendment filed by the 
gentlewoman from California. It says, 
“The Emergency Mortgage Relief Pro- 
gram, which would have provided un- 
employed homeowners with low inter- 
est rate loans to assist them in paying 
their mortgage, has been terminated. If 
you are unemployed and concerned 
about not being able to pay your mort- 
gage, please contact your Member of 
Congress.” 

You see, that’s what is so confusing 
about the arguments by my colleagues 
on the other side. They can’t decide if 
this is a loan or a grant—one time it’s 
a loan, one time it’s a grant—but, in 
fact, the program says it’s a loan. In 
fact, HUD, the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, the title of 
their rule is Emergency Homeowners 
Loan Program. 

The other reason I rise in opposition 
to this is that we’re terminating a pro- 
gram that has had zero customers. So 
it seems ambiguous here to have the 
Federal Government go through a proc- 
ess here where we’re going to notify 
homeowners of a program that never 
was instituted, never was used, that it 
does not exist anymore. That seems a 
little wasteful and I think in many 
ways could be misleading. Obviously, 
when you look at the way that the pro- 
gram is structured, it becomes a grant 
program. And so we’re misrepresenting 
that in the sense that, well, it says it’s 
a loan, but it’s really not a loan. It’s a 
grant. 

And so I think this is something that 
is one of the things that the American 
taxpayers are really kind of tired of is 
the government out there misrepre- 
senting or creating confusion to home- 
owners that may be seeking assistance. 
So I would just say that at this par- 
ticular time this is not necessary and 
that we should not put a confusing 
piece of information out there on the 
Web site. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. I appre- 
ciate the gentleman’s yielding. I need 
to clarify this. 

I’m a freshman here in Washington, 
D.C. I was not here for the creation of 
this program, but it’s my under- 
standing—and I’m hoping to hear some 
clarification from you—that there has 
not been a single application that has 
even been put in, much less denied or 
accepted, because this program has not 
had the regulations promulgated. That 
is correct; right? I mean, it strikes me 
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that it’s like giving a job layoff notice 
before you’ve even hired anybody. And 
that really is the issue, it seems to me, 
that we need to make sure that we are 
getting people back to work. That is 
the best protection that we can pos- 
sibly give to any program out there for 
people to make sure that they can 
make their payments is by giving them 
a job. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Reclaiming my 
time, I thank the gentleman, and I 
think he makes a great point. In fact, 
it is a program that has not had an ap- 
plication, has not been promulgated. 
And so there is a reason why we feel 
like this is not necessary, and I encour- 
age my colleagues to vote against this 
amendment. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 
Madam Chair, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from Florida is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 
Madam Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to H.R. 836, the Emergency Mortgage 
Relief Program Termination Act. 

This legislation, like the other war 
on affordable housing bills being 
brought to the floor by our colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle, seems to 
terminate a much needed Federal pro- 
gram that helps struggling home- 
owners. To be clear, shutting down a 
badly needed foreclosure mitigation as- 
sistance program is not a solution to 
Federal deficits and will simply hurt 
homeowners and the current economic 
recovery. 

Rather than turning our backs on 
homeowners, we should be working to- 
gether to improve and expand pro- 
grams to help the millions of Ameri- 
cans and communities affected by the 
housing crisis all over our Nation. 

For several years now, many Ameri- 
cans have struggled with foreclosures, 
underwater mortgages, and abandoned 
and blighted properties. For local 
towns and cities, this crisis has also 
decimated their tax base, leading to a 
ripple-up effect producing funding 
shortfalls for basic services like police, 
firefighters, and teachers. This creates 
deficits at every level of government. 

I keep hearing from my Republican 
colleagues that the debt is crushing 
Americans and we must act now. Well, 
what about the crushing debt of nega- 
tive equity facing almost a quarter of 
all homeowners in this country? Nearly 
one-fourth of all Americans owe more 
on their mortgages than their homes 
are now worth. There are nearly 11 mil- 
lion families who feel trapped in their 
homes, unable to sell or move if they 
wanted to, or even to refinance to lock 
in a better interest rate. And the sta- 
tistics in my home State of Florida are 
far more staggering than the national 
average. Forty-five percent of all mort- 
gages in Florida are underwater. 
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In Broward County, where I live, that 
number is more than 50 percent. Yes, 
over half. More help is needed, not less. 

However, what is offered today is a 
“repeal and abandon” approach, leav- 
ing homeowners with few or no op- 
tions. This is simply unacceptable. For 
10 weeks now, the House Republican 
leadership has failed to bring to the 
floor a single piece of legislation to 
create jobs despite making occasional 
casual references to jobs. 

What they’ve done instead is push 
legislation that will destroy jobs—just 
like the spending bill we pushed 
through the House a few weeks ago 
that would cost our economy 700,000 
jobs. These housing bills risk further 
injury to our economic growth. 

Now, I can appreciate the arguments 
that the current housing programs 
have not done enough to help home- 
owners, and I agree. But that’s why I 
support legislation offered by Congress- 
man CARDOZA to require Fannie Mae 
and Freddie Mac to refinance under- 
water mortgages so homeowners strug- 
gling to stay out of foreclosure can bet- 
ter afford to stay in their homes. 

And that’s why I support taking a 
hard look at how we can improve the 
current Federal programs so more 
homeowners receive assistance. 

But my Republican colleagues have 
no plan to helping make housing more 
affordable or keeping people in their 
homes—nor will they. That’s because 
they believe the lending industry will 
take care of it. For those with short 
memories, that’s the same laissez faire 
approach that caused the Wall Street 
meltdown in the first place. 

The Republican leadership began the 
112th Congress with a lot of fanfare by 
reading the Constitution on the floor of 
the House. Well, it’s not enough to sim- 
ply read the Constitution, but to abide 
by it and carry out its charge. Article 
I, section 8 of the Constitution vests 
the Congress with a duty to provide for 
the general welfare and to regulate 
commerce. 

However, over the decade leading up 
to this housing crisis, the Congress 
simply abandoned its duty to the 
American public. Lax Federal regula- 
tions and oversight led to an ‘‘any- 
thing-goes”’ attitude. Banks were mak- 
ing subprime loans people couldn’t 
really afford and then bundling these 
loans and selling them off, eventually 
becoming toxic assets that crashed our 
financial markets. 

We owe more to our constituents 
than Speaker BOEHNER’s “во be it” at- 
titude. We must do more than just 
stand by and say the lending industry 
will take care of this crisis. A fore- 
closure has a devastating effect on 
each and every homeowner and tears at 
the very fabric of the family. 

Saying you support family values is 
mere lip service unless you take ac- 
tions to value the family by striving to 
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keep families intact with a roof over 
their heads. 

That is why I support the amend- 
ments offered by many of my Demo- 
cratic colleagues—most of which have 
been ruled non-germane because, as far 
as I can tell, they propose helping too 
many homeowners. Apparently, any 
Federal effort that would help more 
than zero homeowners is simply too 
broad and unacceptable to the authors 
of this legislation. 

Perhaps this boils down to a funda- 
mental disagreement of our role in 
looking out for our constituents and 
assisting at the Federal level. 

The Democratic minority remains 
committed to our goals for the 112th 
Congress—to create jobs, strengthen 
the middle class, and responsibly re- 
duce the deficit. We will continue to 
judge each of your bills by this stand- 
ard. 

The legislation before us today fails 
on all three counts, and I urge my col- 
leagues to vote against it. 

Mr. WOMACK. Madam Chair, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Arkansas is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. WOMACK. Madam Chair, hun- 
dreds of times since I took the oath of 
office just a few weeks ago, I’ve heard 
references to ‘‘kicking the can down 
the road.” 

This kicking of the can, the “сап” 
being the deficit and the debt, has 
come to the end of that road. In fact, 
we have used this term so many times, 
America has a chronic case of turf toe. 

Washington is in a state of denial. We 
continue to give away taxpayer dol- 
lars—correction, borrowed dollars—to 
people who can’t afford to pay it back. 
Our friends from the other side want 
you to believe that we don’t have a 
heart, that we’re insensitive to the 
plight of those who are struggling be- 
cause they’ve lost jobs and can’t afford 
their mortgages. 

Well, let me tell you what Americans 
understand. Americans understand 
that we cannot continue to live in this 
irresponsible way—giving away bor- 
rowed money, program after program, 
knowing that it’s going down a rat 
hole. Just another kick at the prover- 
bial can. If you can’t cut an expensive, 
irresponsible program like this one, 
then what can you cut? 

Look, we’re all about job creation. 
Job creation is the preferred way to de- 
liver us from this financial plight that 
we happen to be in. But the problem 
with job creation right now is that 
there is a dark, dark cloud hanging 
over America as we know it with a 
huge deficit, a record deficit, and a 
mounting debt, a debt so large that 
very soon in this very Chamber we’ll be 
taking up the issue of a debt ceiling in- 
crease. 

That dark cloud includes higher 
taxes, that dark cloud includes burden- 
some regulation, and that dark cloud 
certainly includes deficits and debt. 
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This program must be eliminated. 
The savings must go to deficit reduc- 
tion. 

We have come to the end of the road. 
We can no longer kick this can any fur- 
ther. My colleagues and I are dem- 
onstrating leadership in this arena, 
something this Congress has lacked for 
several years. 

I encourage support of H.R. 836. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. It amazes me that somebody 
could say that homeowners, American 
homeowners, losing their homes and us 
trying to help them to stay in them is 
like throwing money down a rat hole. I 
might suggest that we might look at 
Afghanistan or the war in Iraq where 
we’re spending $2 billion a week as a 
place where we could find the money to 
balance our budget. 

But at this moment, Madam Chair, I 
would like to yield to my good col- 
league from California (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. I thank the gentlelady 
for yielding. 

Madam Chair, I rise to oppose the 
statements that were just made by the 
new gentleman from Arkansas, the one 
who claims that he and others are pro- 
viding legitimate leadership for the 
first time. I would like to be in opposi- 
tion to the fact that he describes what 
we're doing as ‘‘pouring money down a 
rat hole.” 

Let me just be very clear about my 
opposition. I do not like the American 
people being referred to that way. One 
of the other gentlemen on the opposite 
side of the aisle this morning referred 
to our citizens as ‘‘these people.’’ Now 
I hear our citizens being referred to as 
people who are receiving funds that are 
going down a rat hole. 

The American citizens are not rats. 
The money that we are appropriating 
through good public policy is not 
money that’s going down a rat hole. As 
a matter of fact, he knows, if he knows 
anything about this crisis that we’re 
confronted with, that not only have we 
bailed out the biggest institutions in 
America that are too big to fail with 
billions of dollars that we loaned to 
them—and I didn’t hear anybody talk- 
ing about that money ‘“‘going down a 
rat hole” or “those people” or ‘‘these 
people.” 

Let us be a little bit more respectful 
as representatives of the people in the 
way we describe our public policy here. 

I don’t consider that credible leader- 
ship, Madam Chair, and I would ask the 
gentleman to refrain from referring to 
the citizens of this country in that 
way. 

And I would ask the Members of Con- 
gress to reject those arguments and to 
look at what we are doing and to un- 
derstand, as the gentlelady from Cali- 
fornia has said, if they want to be cred- 
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ible in how they reduce the deficit, 
they should look at the money that 
we’re spending оп a war that we can’t 
win—money, the billions that we’re 
putting into Afghanistan. But no, they 
choose not to do that. 

They choose to attack the most vul- 
nerable in our society, people who have 
worked all of their lives who are asking 
their government for a little assistance 
because now they’re underemployed or 
unemployed or they have medical con- 
ditions that don’t allow them to meet 
their obligations. 

I stand with the people. I stand with 
the citizens. The people on this side of 
the aisle generated the public policy 
under these four programs to help 
American citizens. And for those who 
don’t want to help people whose homes 
are underwater, who don’t want to help 
people whose neighborhoods are being 
decimated by these boarded-up prop- 
erties, who don’t want to help hard- 
working citizens who have worked all 
of their lives, who don’t want to rise to 
the occasion of this crisis in our eco- 
nomic system, let them continue to 
identify themselves. 

I have an amendment here that says, 
okay, if that’s how you feel, then let’s 
post on the HUD Web site exactly what 
were doing. We’re eliminating this 
program. And let the citizens call us so 
that we can tell them, yes, we have a 
program. They would like to say this 
program has not been started. It has. 
As a matter of fact, we started to get 
calls right after the Dodd-Frank bill 
was signed into law with people asking 
about the program, wanting to get in 
the program, being thankful that we 
had somehow come up with ways to 
help them. 
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It’s not a program that has not 
begun; it has begun. And this amend- 
ment that I have before this floor 
would simply say: Tell the people that 
you are eliminating the program. Let 
them know that it no longer exists. 
Clear up any confusion about whether 
or not we stand with the people or we 
are going to work against the people. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Madam 
Chair, I move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Madam 
Chair, everybody needs to understand a 
little history here, all right? 

This program was put first in place 
in 1975. I was 6; all right? This vital 
program has been in existence since 
1975. I understand some of my col- 
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
may have been here for either the cre- 
ation or shortly thereafter, but this 
vital program for 36 years remained un- 
used, unfunded, and ineffective because 
it didn’t exist. Now we hear that it’s a 
vital program. We hear that we cannot 
continue to protect the homeowners of 
America without this program. It is ab- 
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solutely nonsensical that we are going 
to put people further in debt and call 
that helping them. 

Here is what happened the last time 
government started going in and de- 
manding that credit be eased and all 
these other things. And I have some ex- 
perience in this. I was a former Real- 
tor, licensed Realtor in Michigan. I can 
also tell you I have done housing devel- 
opment. My family is involved in con- 
struction. 

It used to be, not that long ago, it 
used to be that you either had to own 
your lot or you had to have 20 percent 
down to go get a mortgage and a loan. 
Well, that 20 percent quickly became 15 
percent, which quickly became 10 per- 
cent, which became 7, which became 5, 
which became 2 percent, which became 
zero down, which became 120 percent 
loan-to-value because we needed to get 
people in homes. Well, that was not be- 
cause the private sector and the free 
market was dictating that. It was be- 
cause this body and others were direct- 
ing them to do that. 

We have an opportunity here to un- 
wind some things that have been done. 
As I said, I wasn’t here for the creation 
of this well-intentioned but crazy ini- 
tiative, but I am here for the 
unwinding of that program, as are 
many of my other new colleagues, and 
it’s about time we do that. 

Madam Chair, how we realize we can 
really truly help people, how we are 
going to help homeowners, is we are 
going to get them a job. We are going 
to create an atmosphere, not a govern- 
ment program. We are going to create 
an atmosphere that’s going to allow 
the private sector to go out and be pro- 
ductive. 

Prosperity is created by the private 
sector, not the public sector. The pub- 
lic sector receives the dollars that it 
gets from us, taxpayers, from me as a 
small business owner, from my employ- 
ees. It’s not a government program 
that’s going to create that prosperity; 
it’s the private sector. It’s our job to 
create an atmosphere that’s going to 
allow that private sector job creation 
to happen. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chair, I move to strike the last 
word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chair, I have to respond to 
what I just heard because it simply 
isn’t true. The notion that the govern- 
ment directed people to make these 
loans is not true. I don’t understand 
what directive the gentleman is refer- 
ring to. I would be glad to yield to him. 

What policy of the Federal Govern- 
ment, what law directed people to 
make loans of 120 percent loan-to- 
value? 

I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. I appre- 
ciate the opportunity from the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 
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Fannie and Freddie. We had Fannie 
and Freddie that were allowed to go do 
that. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I re- 
claim my time. 

Understand the difference, ‘‘directed’’ 
and ‘‘allowed.’’ Fannie Мае and 
Freddie Mac never originated a loan. 
They could not have directed anybody 
to do anything. They were the sec- 
ondary market. Fannie Мае and 
Freddie Mac could only get into action 
if some private entity made the loan in 
the first place. Beyond that, during the 
period when we had the increased 
subprime loans, which some of us were 
trying to ban, Fannie and Freddie were 
in a declining percentage. 

But I will yield again to the gen- 
tleman to tell me who directed the pri- 
vate sector to make these loans. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. I appre- 
ciate that. 

It was an encouragement that hap- 
pened, and it was allowed. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I re- 
claim my time. 

I want to say to the gentleman, we 
are here in the House of Representa- 
tives making policy. You have got to 
be precise. I would say to Members 
about what you say, “directing” and 
“allowed? are two very different 
things. It is one thing to allow it. 

By the way, when you were talking 
from the perspective of the private sec- 
tor, it’s a very big difference. And 
there are many things that the govern- 
ment allows that I wouldn’t direct. 
There are things it allows that I wish 
people wouldn’t do. But the gentleman 
didn’t say ‘‘allowed’’; he said ‘‘di- 
rected.” That’s simply wrong. I asked 
because—and he didn’t say this, and I 
acknowledge that, but there were some 
who tried to blame the Community Re- 
investment Act. 

I should note that in the Financial 
Crisis Inquiry Commission, three of the 
four Republican appointees, including 
Bill Thomas, our former colleague 
here, chair of the Ways and Means 
Committee, and Douglas Holtz-Eakin, 
who was the chief economic adviser to 
Mr. MCCAIN, specifically repudiated the 
notion that the CRA had caused this. 
So we ought to be very clear. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. I will be 
the first one to acknowledge that occa- 
sionally Republicans make mistakes as 
well. So thank you very much. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I was 
not talking about Republicans making 
mistakes. I have no idea what that’s 
supposed to contribute to the debate. I 
was citing two responsible and 
thoughtful Republicans, the former 
chair of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee and Mr. MCCAIN’s chief budget 
adviser, plus all of the financial regu- 
lators under both Bush administrations 
who said CRA wasn’t the problem. 
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Now, the gentleman didn’t say that it 
was. Some people have said that, be- 
cause CRA did have some kind of more 
mandatory position, but it wasn’t for 
those subprime loans. In fact, with re- 
gard to the loans the gentleman is le- 
gitimately complaining about, it was 
those of us on the Democratic side who 
tried to ban them. Beginning in 2004, 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. MILLER), the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. WATT), I joined 
them a little bit later, tried to outlaw 
those loans. And we were blocked by 
people who said, No, that’s a mistake. 

In fact, in 2007, when this House, 
when we became the majority, finally 
did make illegal many of those loans in 
a bill, The Wall Street Journal de- 
nounced us and said we had created a 
Sarbanes-Oxley restriction for housing. 

So I just want to make it clear that 
there was no direction by any entity of 
the Federal Government. The gen- 
tleman appears to acknowledge that 
when he said, well, Fannie and Freddie 
allowed it. That’s a long way from say- 
ing that it was directed. 

I yield to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Thank 
you. I appreciate that. I am curious, 
though, how, getting back to this par- 
ticular amendment and this particular 
bill, as we are removing this program, 
why is this program so vital if it was 
authorized in 1975, and in 1995 the Clin- 
ton administration under HUD used 
this language? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. You’ve 
got to move quickly. I have only got 5 
minutes here. 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. The lan- 
guage that they said is they wanted to 
remove this outdated, obsolete, and un- 
derutilized program. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I am 
reclaiming my time. The gentleman is 
using it up with the papers. 

Here’s the deal: 1975 is when it hap- 
pened in Pennsylvania, not in America, 
if he had been listening carefully. Sec- 
ondly, in 1995 we didn’t have this fore- 
closure crisis. Third, as to was this just 
a new program, in fact, this program 
for the 32 States where it will operate 
is based on the program which operated 
in 18 other States, so we have had expe- 
rience with it. 

By the way, the gentleman from Ala- 
bama’s Governor praised this program 
in his State where it operated. The 
Governor of New Jersey, Mr. Christie, 
praised this program. 

So this is a new program for these 32 
States, but it is modeled on a program 
that has worked successfully in these 
other 18 States. In 1975, it was Pennsyl- 
vania, not the United States. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Ms. 
WATERS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 
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Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MS. LORETTA 

SANCHEZ OF CALIFORNIA 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. Madam Chair, I have an amend- 
ment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, this Act shall take effect on, and 
any reference in this Act to the date of the 
enactment of this Act shall be construed to 
refer to, the first date occurring after the 
date of the enactment of this Act on which 
the Current Population Survey (CPS) of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Depart- 
ment of Labor, as released monthly, identi- 
fies that the unemployment rate for the 
United States is equal to 7.5 percent or less. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Chair, I 
reserve a point of order against this 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. A point of order 
is reserved. 

The gentlewoman from California is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. Madam Chair, I offer an amend- 
ment to H.R. 836, the Emergency Mort- 
gage Relief Program Termination Act. 
My amendment would simply delay im- 
plementation of H.R. 836 until the un- 
employment rate is at 7.5 percent na- 
tionally or lower. 
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Why 7.5 percent? Because if my Re- 
publican colleagues really want to ter- 
minate this program, focus on what 
people in America really want, jobs. 

Ten weeks into this Congress and not 
one single bill has come from our Re- 
publican colleagues with respect to 
jobs. We haven’t even had a chance to 
see how this program can be beneficial 
to the people we represent, to our 
neighborhoods, to the economy. 

I know that shortly after the Dodd- 
Frank Wall Street Reform and Con- 
sumer Protection Act the phone was 
ringing off the hook in my offices as 
people were trying to find out how they 
could get some help to stay in their 
homes. 

The Emergency Homeowner Loan 
Program was designed to assist home- 
owners who have experienced a signifi- 
cant reduction in income—in income, 
not because they got into a bad loan; 
because they have lost their jobs, be- 
cause they have found another job but 
it doesn’t pay enough, because they are 
underemployed, because they have 
found a part-time job which doesn’t 
give them benefits so they have to use 
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COBRA, and they have to pay for their 
health care simply because they have 
less money right now during this time 
when you all have not been able to help 
us create jobs. 

This would provide as many as 30,000 
distressed homeowners with loans until 
they are able to find better jobs or find 
jobs. Assistance terminates when the 
borrower’s income is restored to 85 per- 
cent of their pre-crisis level, and the 
assistance is limited to 24 months or 
$50,000, whichever occurs first. 

You know, unexpected situations, 
they occur in our lives. Many people 
who are unemployed today or are un- 
deremployed today didn’t expect to 
lose their jobs. They went every day. 
They worked hard every day. As people 
were losing jobs, they worked harder, 
they stayed longer. They became more 
productive and still, because of deci- 
sions made by other people other than 
those who were working hard, they lost 
their jobs, or a medical problem came 
up. You get cancer, you have got to go 
to the doctor, you have got to do chem- 
otherapy. Your employer says, don’t 
need you around because you are out. 

You have got bills piling up, and you 
have no job, and you are working and 
you can’t work. And now you are going 
to lose your home. You are going to 
put people who have cancer and other 
serious problems like that, health 
problems, out of their home? 

This is a program to help those kinds 
of people. I don’t know. The last time 
I checked, Americans cared about each 
other. If we can even save one family in 
their home, then it is worth it. 

The banks have proven that working 
to keep our neighbors in their homes is 
not a top priority for them. Don’t join 
them. Don’t join them in sending the 
message to America’s workers, to 
America’s families, to America’s home- 
owners that you, too, do not think that 
they are a priority. 

I urge you to allow this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Chair, I 
would note that the gentlelady from 
California’s economic program known 
as the stimulus has helped another 3 
million of our fellow citizens lose their 
jobs. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Chair, I 
make the point of order that the 
amendment violates clause 10 of rule 
XXI known as the cut-go rule. 

I have been advised by the chair of 
the Committee on the Budget that the 
amendment would cause a net increase 
in mandatory spending relative to the 
bill in the period specified in the rule. 

Accordingly, the point of order lies, 
and I ask for a ruling from the Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does any other 
Member wish to be heard on the point 
of order? 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. I wish to be heard, Madam 
Chair. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California is recognized. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. I think this is directly related 
to what is going on. I don’t understand 
how people don’t understand what is 
going on here. Because we have this 
program, the Republican side says let’s 
eliminate this program and then, if you 
want to help people, you need to find 
more money and cut another program. 

The Acting CHAIR. Does the gentle- 
woman from California wish to address 
the point of order? 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. I do believe it’s germane, 
Madam Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair is pre- 
pared to rule. 

The gentleman from Texas makes a 
point of order that the amendment of- 
fered by the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia violates clause 10 of rule XXI by 
proposing an increase in mandatory 
spending over a relevant period of 
time. 

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XXI and 
clause 4 of rule XXIX, the Chair is au- 
thoritatively guided by estimates from 
the chair of the Committee on the 
Budget that the net effect of the provi- 
sions in the amendment would increase 
mandatory spending over a relevant pe- 
riod as compared to the bill. 

Accordingly, the point of order is 
sustained, and the amendment is not in 
order. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Madam Chair, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Maryland is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Madam Chair, as I 
sat here and I listened to all of this, 
there are some things that are missing 
from this discussion which I think we 
are forgetting. And that, you know, 
sometimes I think that we forget that 
this is America. 

This is a country that has gained its 
power through its moral authority, not 
necessarily by its military might. And 
we have heard discussions this morning 
about kicking the can down the road, 
putting money into a rathole. You 
know, the more I think about it, 
Madam Chair, I think it is a very sad 
day when somebody from a State with 
high foreclosures can get up and talk 
about destroying a program that will 
help his own neighbors. There is some- 
thing wrong with that picture. 

President Barack Obama uses a term 
that I wish I had invented. He says that 
we have an empathy deficit in our 
country. 

And I wonder what it’s going to feel 
like on Sunday when my colleagues go 
to church, read from the same Bible 
that I read from, and can brag about 
the fact that they were able to kill a 
program that would allow some 30,000 
people to stay in their own homes 
while at the same time, when I go to 
church, I will have to explain to them 
why they did it. 
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We are better than that. We are bet- 
ter as a Nation. We are better, and it’s 
easy for people to go home. You will go 
home tonight, you will fly home. You 
will have a nice, warm house. 

But let me tell you about the other 
America, the America that has come to 
five foreclosure prevention events that 
I have held in my district, 40 miles 
away from here. They come in with pa- 
pers in hand because they simply want 
some relief. They have lost their jobs, 
duh, through no fault of their own. 

They come in with tears running 
down their faces. They are black, they 
are white, they are Hispanic, they are 
Asian. They are Americans. 

So you say to them, the taxpayer, 
the dollars that you pay, I don’t want 
to use them to help you stay in your 
house and their houses. They are the 
same Americans that I used to see get 
on the early bus, the early bus, and 
then go to work. But now they have no 
jobs, in part because of the same kinds 
of efforts we see over and over again 
about saying getting rid of regulations, 
the regulations that were not adhered 
to, the ones that were not in place are 
the very ones that got us where we are. 
That’s why many of them don’t have 
jobs and are now losing their homes. 
We are better than that. 

That’s why I was one of the authors 
of this revision. I am tired of seeing my 
fellow citizens come in, your neighbors 
and my neighbors, people that look 
like your mother and my mother, peo- 
ple that look like your son and my son. 
Tears running down their faces, simply 
wanting a break. They are not looking 
for a handout. They are looking for a 
bridge. 

And so it is when you go to church on 
Sunday, when they ask you, what did 
you do this week? What did you 
achieve? 

You could say to them, stick your 
chest out and say, yeah, I stopped some 
30,000 people from staying in their 
homes, Americans. 
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And then there’s another argument 
that bothers me, Madam Chair. They 
act like we cannot create jobs and keep 
people in their homes at the same 
time. We can do better than that. 

And so I hope that when you go back 
and you talk to your neighbors and you 
say, a $1 billion program. A billion dol- 
lars. We were trying to get a little bit 
more, but even in the conference com- 
mittee, the Republicans cut that down. 
And now they’re back at it again. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. I move to strike 
the last word. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Chair, we 
can do better than trillions of dollars 
of debt that is borrowed from the Chi- 
nese and the bills are sent to our chil- 
dren and grandchildren. When the an- 
nual deficit was $200 billion and falling, 
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another gentleman from Maryland, the 
distinguished Democratic whip, said it 
was fiscal child abuse. Now we have a 
monthly deficit equaling that annual 
deficit. 

So I listened carefully to this gen- 
tleman from Maryland. And when I go 
to church on Sunday, I’m going to be 
very glad in my heart, in my head, that 
I did not commit an act of fiscal child 
abuse on my children or anybody else’s 
children or grandchildren. We have got 
to stop spending money we don’t have. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on the amendment on 
which further proceedings were post- 
poned. 

The unfinished business is the de- 
mand for a recorded vote on the 
amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. WATERS) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 185, noes 237, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 172] 


AYES—185 
Ackerman Davis (IL) Jackson Lee 
Andrews DeFazio (TX) 
Baca DeGette Johnson (GA) 
Baldwin DeLauro Johnson, E. B. 
Barletta Deutch Jones 
Barrow Dicks Kaptur 
Bass (CA) Dingell Keating 
Becerra Doggett Kildee 
Berkley Donnelly (IN) Kind 
Berman Doyle Kissell 
Bishop (GA) Dreier Kucinich 
Bishop (NY) Duncan (TN) Langevin 
Blumenauer Edwards Larsen (WA) 
Boswell А Larson (СТ) 
Brady (РА) А LaTourette 
Braley (ТА) Farr Lee (CA) 
Brown (FL) Fattah Levin 
Butterfield Filner Lewis (GA) 
Capps Loebsack 
Capuano К (МА) Lofgren, Zoe 
Cardoza use : Lowey 
Carnahan Garamendi Lujan 
Carney Gonzalez Lynch 
Carson (IN) Green, Al Maloney 
Castor (FL) Green, Gene Markey 
Chu Grijalva Matheson 
Cicilline Gutierrez Matsui 
Clarke (MI) Hanabusa McCarthy (NY) 
Clarke (NY) Harris McCollum 
Clay Hastings (FL) McDermott 
Cleaver Heinrich McGovern 
Clyburn а McIntyre 
Cohen imes McNerney 
Connolly (VA) Hinchey Meehan 
Conyers Hinojosa Meeks 
Costa Hirono Michaud 
Costello Holden Miller (NC) 
Courtney Holt Miller, George 
Critz Honda Moore 
Crowley Hoyer Moran 
Cuellar Inslee Murphy (CT) 
Cummings Israel Nadler 
Davis (CA) Jackson (IL) Napolitano 


Neal 

Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 


Perlmutter 
Peters 

Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 


Roybal-Allard 

Ruppersberger 

Rush 

Ryan (OH) 

Sanchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 

Sarbanes 

Schakowsky 

Schiff 

Schwartz 

Scott (VA) 

Scott, David 

Serrano 

Sewell 

Sherman 

Sires 

Slaughter 

Speier 

Stark 


NOES—237 


Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
Е. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
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Sutton 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


McMorris 
Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
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Thompson (PA) Walsh (IL) Wolf 
Thornberry Webster Womack 
Tiberi West Woodall 
Tipton Westmoreland Yoder 
Upton Whitfield Young (AK) 
Walberg Wilson (SC) Young (FL) 
Walden Wittman Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—10 
Akin Gingrey (GA) Thompson (MS) 
Engel Reyes Wu 
Frelinghuysen Smith (WA) 
Giffords Thompson (CA) 
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Messrs. WALDEN, BARTON of Texas, 
and Mrs. SCHMIDT changed their vote 
from “ауе” to “по.” 

Messrs. RYAN of Ohio and RUP- 
PERSBERGER changed their vote 
from “по” to “ауе.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
CHAFFETZ) having assumed the chair, 
Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Acting Chair 
of the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con- 
sideration the bill (H.R. 836) to rescind 
the unobligated funding for the Emer- 
gency Mortgage Relief Program and to 
terminate the program, and, pursuant 
to House Resolution 151, reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend- 
ment adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment re- 
ported from the Committee of the 
Whole? 

If not, the question is on the com- 
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a motion to recommit 
at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. I am, in 
its current form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Connolly of Virginia moves to recom- 
mit the bill, H.R. 836, to the Committee on 
Financial Services with instructions to re- 
port the same back to the House forthwith 
with the following amendment: 
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In section 3(b), before ‘‘shall continue” in- 
sert the following: ‘‘, and any amounts made 
available for use under such Program pursu- 
ant to subsection (d),’’. 

In section 3, strike subsection (d) and in- 
sert the following new subsection: 

(d) CONTINUATION OF PROGRAM FOR MEM- 
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES, VETERANS, AND 
GOLD STAR RECIPIENTS.— 

(1) IDENTIFICATION OF AMOUNTS FOR ASSIST- 
ANCE FOR ELIGIBLE HOMEOWNERS.—Not later 
than the expiration of the 180-day period be- 
ginning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment shall— 

(A) determine, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs, the amount necessary to 
provide assistance under title I of the Emer- 
gency Housing Act of 1975 (12 U.S.C. 2701 et 
seq.) to eligible homeowners (as such term is 
defined in paragraph (3) of this subsection); 
and 

(B) submit notice of such determination to 
the Congress that specifies such amount. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Ef- 
fective upon the submission to the Congress 
by the Secretary of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment of the notice required under para- 
graph (1), there is authorized to be appro- 
priated, for assistance under the Emergency 
Mortgage Relief Program under the provi- 
sions of law referred to in subsection (a) of 
this section only for eligible homeowners, 
the amount identified in such notice. 

(3) ELIGIBLE HOMEOWNER.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘‘eligible home- 
owner” means a homeowner who is— 

(A) a member of the Armed Forces of the 
United States on active duty or the spouse 
or parent of such a member; 

(B) a veteran, as such term is defined in 
section 101 of title 38, United States Code; 

(C) eligible to receive a Gold Star lapel pin 
under section 1126 of title 10, United States 
Code, as a widow, parent, or next of kin of a 
member of the Armed Forces person who 
died in a manner described in subsection (a) 
of such section; or 

(D) such a member or veteran of the Armed 
Forces who has a service-connected injury, 
or a survivor or dependent of such a member 
or veteran of the Armed Forces with such an 
injury. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia (during 
the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that further reading of 
the motion be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, this final amendment, which I 
submit with the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. AL GREEN), who led this battle in 
committee, protects our men and 
women in uniform who risk their lives 
to keep us safe in our homes by pro- 
tecting theirs. It would continue pro- 
viding emergency mortgage assistance 
to servicemembers, veterans, and Gold 
Star families, amending the underlying 
bill that would otherwise strip away 
such vital assistance to homeowners in 
distress through no fault of their own. 

Whether it is the result of being laid 
off or a severe medical condition or 
emergency, Congress has not turned its 
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back on our Nation’s veterans when 
they are in need, and now is no time to 
start. 

As my colleagues are well aware, the 
foreclosure crisis has affected millions 
of American families. Sadly, our mili- 
tary families have suffered some of the 
worst brunt of this impact. Last year, 
20,000 active-duty Reservists and vet- 
erans lost their homes, the largest 
number in recent history. Did you 
know the foreclosure rate around our 
Nation’s military installations is four 
times higher than the national aver- 
age? From 2007 to 2008, the rate of fore- 
closure in towns within 10 miles of a 
military facility swelled by 217 percent 
compared with 59 percent in the rest of 
the country. 
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Right here in our own backyard—in 
my district, in the community of 
Woodbridge, Virginia—the foreclosure 
rate spiked an astounding 414 percent 
around the Quantico Marine Corps 
Base. Why is that? Because the unem- 
ployment rate for our military heroes 
who served in Iraq and Afghanistan is 
15 percent higher than the national av- 
erage. We all know how difficult the 
transition back into civilian life can 
be, particularly for the disabled as they 
try to find work. 

Congress has repeatedly singled out 
veterans for additional assistance, 
whether it is workforce training or 
small business assistance. In fact, the 
House, itself, initiated a Wounded War- 
rior Program to place veterans in our 
Member offices; but even with that as- 
sistance, the men and women who so 
bravely fought on behalf of our Nation 
find difficulty succeeding back home. 
That’s why we had more than 75,600 
homeless veterans in 2009. 

I know a young man in my district 
who returned home with a severe dis- 
ability from a tour of duty in Iraq. 
Thankfully, the modest financial sup- 
port he currently receives has enabled 
him to remain in his home, but barely, 
and he is only one adverse event away 
from foreclosure. What if his situation 
worsens? What if he suffers the loss of 
unemployment or develops a cata- 
strophic illness? How am I supposed to 
tell him or his family, not to mention 
the thousands of others like him in 
many of our communities, that we are 
turning our backs on them? 

Rather than continuing to provide 
for the needs of our veterans when they 
need us the most, this legislation pa- 
tronizes them by calling for yet an- 
other study to tell us what we already 
know: that our military families suffer 
disproportionately from foreclosures. 
We don’t need a study to tell us the 
right thing to do. 

In a sincere attempt to honor their 
memories, many of my colleagues post 
pictures outside their offices of local 
servicemembers who have made the ul- 
timate sacrifice. Those men апа 
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women fought and died protecting our 
homes. How can we now tell their fami- 
lies that we’re not going to fight to 
protect theirs? 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this final amendment and to 
help preserve the American Dream for 
those who are out there protecting 
that dream for each of us. 

With that, I yield the balance of my 
time to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
AL GREEN). 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak- 
er, this is about our veterans. I have 
but 1 minute, so please allow me to 
speak on behalf of our veterans for 1 
minute. 

This is a moment of truth for us. Our 
veterans have been there for us. We had 
the courage of our convictions to send 
them to war. They have done their 
jobs, but many of them are returning 
home to properties that are being fore- 
closed upon. That will be abated. This 
is an opportunity for us to spend 0.859 
percent of the $1.6 trillion that we have 
spent in Iraq and Afghanistan to help 
our veterans retain their homes. They 
have been there for us. The question is: 
Will we be there for them today? 

Don’t you take up time to make sure 
that the veterans don’t get what they 
deserve. Veterans have worked hard for 
us. We sent them to war. Let’s now 
make sure that we take care of them in 
peace. Let’s take care of our veterans. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to the motion to re- 
commit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HENSARLING. I yield to the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Financial 
Services Committee, the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS). 

Mr. BACHUS. I thank the gentleman. 

We are talking about our soldiers, 
our veterans. What do they do? They 
fight for our freedom, for our national 
defense. What is the greatest threat to 
our country now? What is the greatest 
threat to our national security? It is 
the debt. Don’t take my word for it. 

Admiral Mullen said just 2 months 
ago: The most significant threat to our 
national security is our debt. 

Defense Secretary Robert Gates re- 
cently said on CNN: The country’s dire 
fiscal situation and the threat it poses 
to American influence and credibility 
around the world will only get worse 
unless the United States Government 
faces its financial crisis. 

We can start representing our sol- 
diers and our veterans and those they 
defend by cutting out this worthless $1 
billion program where 98 cents out of 
every dollar is never repaid. Let’s move 
today. Let’s defend our country. Let’s 
start cutting our debt. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, re- 
claiming my time, the distinguished 
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chairman of the Financial Services 
Committee brought to our attention 
something that, I believe, every vet- 
eran now knows, which is that the big- 
gest threat to our national security is 
our national debt. 

I am not a veteran. My brother was. 
He fought during the Cold War. My fa- 
ther was. He fought during Korea. My 
grandfather was. He fought during 
World War II. So I know veterans, Mr. 
Speaker, and there are no citizens in 
our country who are more passionate 
about the preservation of our national 
security than our veterans. There is no 
veteran I know of who would not put 
country before self. There is no veteran 
I know of who wants to mortgage our 
Nation’s future to China. There is no 
veteran I know of who wouldn’t be 
ashamed and embarrassed to have 
China foreclose on our Nation because 
of the national debt that has been run 
up by our friends on the other side of 
the aisle. 

If we want to have a secure Nation, if 
we want jobs, if we want to save Amer- 
ica from bankruptcy for our children, 
we’ve got to quit spending money we 
don’t have. Veterans put country be- 
fore self. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I yield to 
the distinguished chairman of the Vet- 
erans’ Affairs Committee, the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER). 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Members, 
what we are talking about is trying to 
eliminate a program that is duplica- 
tive, a program that has been wasteful 
over the last few years. 

I think the colleagues who are speak- 
ing against what we are trying to do 
don’t quite understand how the VA 
home loan program works. Veterans 
have their own program that they can 
go to and borrow money. They are not 
being disadvantaged by our doing away 
with the program that we are talking 
about today. 

In fact, if VA individuals have loans 
that are guaranteed by the VA and 
their homes are under water, they can 
go back to the VA and, in some in- 
stances, get those loans refinanced 
without appraisals, including all the 
fees, including all the closing costs—I 
will remind you again—even if the 
homes are worth less than what the 
original loans were all about. 

Just a moment ago, we heard of the 
large increases in the number of fore- 
closures. Let me tell you what the 
number is in regards to foreclosures 
with VA loans. The foreclosure rate is 
2.5 percent. Why? Because the VA 
works with the people who have these 
loans to make sure that they don’t get 
into serious delinquencies, which is 
being more than 90 days in arrears, so 
that they can stay in their homes; and 
if something happens when they have 
problems, the VA has a program to 
take care of that, too. 
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But here we have our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle in some in- 


stances—some of my colleagues may 
not have heard this—questioning what 
we do in church on Sunday because 
we’re not committed as the Lord re- 
quires us to do to other people. That’s 
not right. Both sides of the aisle are 
committed to what we think is right, 
and what we think is right is not mort- 
gaging our country on the backs of our 
children and our grandchildren any- 
more. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Texas has 
expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques- 
tion is ordered on the motion to recom- 
mit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. 
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for any electronic vote on the 
question of passage. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 182, noes 238, 
not voting 12, as follows: 


[Roll No. 173] 


Mr. 


AYES—182 
Ackerman DeFazio Larson (CT) 
Altmire DeGette Lee (CA) 
Andrews Deutch Levin 
Baca Dicks Lewis (GA) 
Baldwin Dingell Lipinski 
Barrow Doggett Loebsack 
Bass (CA) Donnelly (IN) Lofgren, Zoe 
Becerra Doyle Lowey 
Berkley Edwards Lujan 
Berman Eshoo Lynch 
Bishop (GA) Farr Maloney 
Bishop (NY) Filner Markey 
Blumenauer Frank (MA) Matheson 
Boren Fudge Matsui 
Boswell Garamendi McCarthy (NY) 
Brady (PA) Gonzalez McCollum 
Braley (IA) Green, Al McDermott 
Brown (FL) Grijalva McGovern 
Butterfield Gutierrez McIntyre 
Capps Hanabusa McNerney 
Capuano Hastings (FL) Meeks 
Cardoza Heinrich Michaud 
Carnahan Higgins Miller (NC) 
Carney Himes Miller, George 
Carson (IN) Hinchey Moore 
Castor (FL) Hinojosa Moran 
Chandler Hirono Murphy (CT) 
Chu Holden Nadler 
Cicilline Holt Napolitano 
Clarke (MI) Honda Nea: 
Clarke (NY) Hoyer Olver 
Clay Inslee Owens 
Cleaver Israel Pallone 
Clyburn Jackson (IL) Pascrell 
Cohen Jackson Lee Pastor (AZ) 
Connolly (VA) (TX) Payne 
Conyers Johnson (GA) Pelosi 
Cooper Johnson, E. B. Perlmutter 
Costa Jones Peters 
Costello Kaptur Peterson 
Courtney Keating Pingree (ME) 
Critz Kildee Price (NC) 
Crowley Kind Quigley 
Cuellar Kissell Rahall 
Cummings Kucinich Rangel 
Davis (CA) Langevin Richardson 
Davis (IL) Larsen (WA) Richmond 
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Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
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Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 


NOES—238 


Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hur 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 


Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 


Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 

Petri 

Pitts 

Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
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Womack Yoder Young (FL) 
Woodall Young (AK) Young (IN) 
NOT VOTING—12 
DeLauro Giffords Reyes 
Ellison Green, Gene Smith (WA) 
Engel Harper Thompson (CA) 
Fattah Polis Thompson (MS) 
1227 
So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
on rollcall vote No. 173, had | been present, 
| would have voted “aye.” 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, on March 11, 
2011, | inadvertently missed rollcall vote No. 
173, had | been present, | would have voted 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 


Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 242, noes 177, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 174] 


Speaker, I 


This 


AYES—242 
Adams Costa Hanna 
Aderholt Cravaack Harper 
Akin Crawford Harris 
Alexander Crenshaw Hartzler 
Altmire Culberson Hastings (WA) 
Amash Davis (KY) Hayworth 
Austria Denham Heck 
Bachmann Dent Heller 
Bachus DesJarlais Hensarling 
Barletta Diaz-Balart Herger 
Barrow Dold Holden 
Bartlett Dreier Huelskamp 
Barton (TX) Duffy Huizenga (MI) 
Bass (NH) Duncan (SC) Hultgren 
Benishek Duncan (TN) Hunter 
Berg Ellmers Hurt 
Biggert Emerson Issa 
Bilirakis Farenthold Jenkins 
Bishop (UT) Fincher Johnson (IL) 
Black Fitzpatrick Johnson (OH) 
Blackburn Flake Johnson, Sam 
Bonner Fleischmann Jones 
Bono Mack Fleming Jordan 
Boren Flores Kelly 
Boustany Forbes King (IA) 
Brooks Fortenberry King (NY) 
Broun (GA) Foxx Kingston 
Buchanan Franks (AZ) Kinzinger (IL) 
Bucshon Frelinghuysen Kline 
Buerkle Gallegly Labrador 
Burgess Gardner Lamborn 
Burton (IN) Garrett Lance 
Calvert Gerlach Landry 
Camp Gibbs Lankford 
Campbell Gibson Latham 
Canseco Gingrey (GA) Latta 
Cantor Gohmert Lewis (CA) 
Capito Goodlatte LoBiondo 
Cardoza Gosar Long 
Carter Gowdy Lucas 
Cassidy Graves (GA) Luetkemeyer 
Chabot Graves (MO) Lummis 
Chaffetz Griffin (AR) Lungren, Daniel 
Chandler Griffith (VA) E. 
Coble Grimm Mack 
Coffman (CO) Guinta Manzullo 
Cole Guthrie Marchant 
Conaway Hall Marino 


McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 


Price (GA) 
Quayle 

Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 


NOES—177 


Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Nadler 
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Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
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Weiner Wilson (FL) Wu 
Welch Woolsey Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—13 
Bilbray Lujan Stutzman 
Brady (TX) Meeks Thompson (CA) 
Engel Polis Thompson (MS) 
Giffords Reyes 
Granger Smith (WA) 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There is 1 minute left in the 
vote. 
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Ms. BASS of California changed her 
vote from “ауе” to “по.” 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to make known that | was unable to cast 
a “yes” vote on Final Passage of H.R. 836, 
the Emergency Mortgage Relief Program Ter- 
mination Act. | am in favor of this legislation 
and would like the RECORD to reflect my sup- 
port. 


EE 


AUTHORIZING THE CLERK ТО 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN- 
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 836, EMER- 
GENCY MORTGAGE RELIEF PRO- 
GRAM TERMINATION ACT 


Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that in the en- 
grossment of H.R. 836, the Clerk be au- 
thorized to correct section numbers, 
punctuation, and cross-references, and 
to make such other technical and con- 
forming changes as may be necessary 
to accurately reflect the actions of the 
House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


EE 


AMENDMENT PROCESS FOR CON- 
SIDERATION OF H.R. 839, HAMP 
TERMINATION ACT OF 2011; AND 
H.R. 861, NSP TERMINATION ACT 


(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the Com- 
mittee on Rules is scheduled to meet 
on Tuesday, March 15, at 3 p.m., to 
grant a rule, which may limit the 
amendment process for floor consider- 
ation of H.R. 839, the HAMP Termi- 
nation Act of 2011, and H.R. 861, the 
NSP Termination Act. 

Any Member wishing to offer an 
amendment to either bill must submit 
an electronic copy of the amendment 
and description via the committee’s 
Web site. Members must also submit 30 
hard copies of the amendment, one 
copy of a brief explanation of the 
amendment, and an amendment log-in 
form to the Rules Committee in room 
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Н-312, upstairs, of the Capitol by 10 
a.m., Tuesday, March 15. Both elec- 
tronic and hard copies must be received 
by the date and time specified. Mem- 
bers should draft their amendments to 
the text of the bills as ordered reported 
by the Committee on Financial Serv- 
ices, which are available on the Rules 
Committee Web site. 

Members should use the Office of 
Legislative Counsel to ensure that 
their amendments are drafted in the 
most appropriate format. Members 
should also check with the Office of the 
Parliamentarian, the Committee on 
the Budget, and the Congressional 
Budget Office to be certain that their 
amendments comply with the rules of 
the House and the Congressional Budg- 
et Act. 

If Members have any questions, 
please contact me or the Rules Com- 
mittee staff. 


EE 
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my friend, the majority leader, to in- 
quire about the schedule for the week 
to come. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman 
from Maryland, the Democratic whip, 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the House 
will meet at noon for morning-hour 
and 2 p.m. for legislative business. On 
Tuesday and Wednesday, the House 
will meet at 10 a.m. for morning-hour 
and noon for legislative business. On 
Thursday, the House will meet at 9 
a.m. for legislative business. 

The House will consider at least two 
bills under suspension of the rules on 
Monday, which will be announced by 
the close of business today. On Tues- 
day, we expect to consider a short-term 
continuing resolution to fund the gov- 
ernment for another 3 weeks. On 
Wednesday, the House will consider one 
or possibly two more bills from the Fi- 
nancial Services Committee addressing 
mandatory spending: H.R. 839, the 
Home Affordable Modification Program 
Termination Act; and H.R. 861, the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
Termination Act. Finally, Mr. Speaker, 
on Thursday, the House will consider a 
concurrent resolution sponsored by Mr. 
KUCINICH related to the War Powers 
Resolution. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for that information. 

He mentioned the CR, the continuing 
resolution, the continuing authoriza- 
tion to operate government, which I 
understand will be for a 3-week period. 

Can the gentleman tell us what will 
be in that continuing resolution at this 
point in time? 

Mr. CANTOR. As the gentleman 
knows, our majority is committed to 
the process of providing a 3-day notice 
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for all Members, as well as their con- 
stituents, to see what we will be voting 
on. The Appropriations Committee is 
busy preparing the text of that, and it 
will be presented online this afternoon. 
The details will be in that online 
version this afternoon. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments. 

Now, it’s my understanding we are 
not scheduled, according to his an- 
nouncement, to meet next Friday. 

Is that accurate? 

Mr. CANTOR. Yes. I would say to the 
gentleman that is correct. 

Mr. HOYER. And I take it the gen- 
tleman is reasonably certain, obviously 
we don’t know what the other body will 
do, but in light of the fact that that CR 
will be offered next Tuesday, the gen- 
tleman’s presumption is that, in fact, 
we will be out sometime on Thursday. 

Mr. CANTOR. Well, I would say to 
the gentleman, we certainly look for- 
ward to the Senate acting expedi- 
tiously and acting quickly on the 
House’s 3-week extension. Assuming 
that goes as well, the gentleman is cor- 
rect in assuming that we will not be in 
session next Friday. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 

The gentleman and I have had this 
discussion, and I think we both agree 
that continuing to fund government on 
either a 2-week or 3-week cycle is not 
what we ought to be doing. Further- 
more, Mr. Speaker, a number of econo- 
mists have indicated that if, in fact, we 
proceed to funding levels that reflect 
H.R. 1, which is my assumption of what 
will happen according to what the gen- 
tleman has told me and, I think, said 
publicly, the funding levels that are in- 
cluded in H.R. 1 on a week-to-week 
basis, which leads me to believe that if 
we are having a 3-week extension will 
be somewhere in the neighborhood of $6 
billion in additional reductions. 

Would that be accurate? 

Mr. CANTOR. I would agree with the 
gentleman that, yes, as he and I have 
discussed, we intend for the 3-week ex- 
tension to maintain the current for- 
mula upon which we are operating 
today, and that is a reduction of spend- 
ing of $2 billion per week. I expect the 
Appropriations Committee, again, to 
introduce a 3-week, short-term exten- 
sion cutting $2 billion per week later 
this afternoon, consistent with the 
House position as spelled out in H.R. 1. 
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Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments, and I would observe 
to him that with respect to H.R. 1, nu- 
merous economists have indicated, in- 
cluding Mark Zandi, who was, of 
course, one of the principal advisers to 
JOHN MCCAIN when he ran for Presi- 
dent, Chairman Bernanke, chairman of 
the Federal Reserve, Goldman Sachs, 
Moody’s, and others, that the just re- 
jected H.R. 1, if adopted, would lead to 
the loss of hundreds of thousands of 
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jobs, in one analyst’s point of view, 
over 800,000 jobs. 

In fact, of course, three Republicans 
voted against H.R. 1 in the Senate, and 
one of those who voted for H.R. 1 in the 
Senate said this, Mr. Speaker: Let me 
be clear that I strongly oppose some of 
the proposed cuts in the House-passed 
bill—that was H.R. 1—particularly the 
drastic cuts that would disproportion- 
ately affect low-income families and 
seniors. Making such deep and imme- 
diate cuts to critical low-income heat- 
ing assistance, weatherization, and 
Head Start programs in the middle of 
the fiscal year would cause serious 
problems for those who rely on these 
programs. That was Senator COLLINS, a 
Republican from Maine, when the bill 
was on the floor. 

So let me ask the gentleman, do we 
have a plan to proceed so that we can, 
A, retreat from the uncertainty that 
we keep creating by these 2 weeks? I 
know that he and I agreed that this is 
not the way to proceed, but does the 
gentleman have a plan, A, to move for- 
ward so that we can fund government 
through September 30, complete fund- 
ing for this fiscal year, and turn our at- 
tention and focus on what I know the 
gentleman knows the Appropriations 
Committee is now focusing on, the fis- 
cal year 2012 appropriations and spend- 
ing plan. 

Does the gentleman have in mind 
when we might get to a plan to fund 
the balance of government, not on 2- or 
3-week cycles but between now and 
September 30? 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman. 

First of all I want to respond to the 
first part of the gentleman’s discus- 
sions regarding Mr. Zandi and the 
other individuals he spoke to regarding 
the predictions of doom because of our 
position on H.R. 1. 

I would say to the gentleman, and as 
he knows, there are aS many econo- 
mists, certainly several hundred, who 
signed a letter indicating that the cuts 
were not something that would produce 
the results that Mr. Zandi and others 
have predicted. 

In fact, it’s Mr. Zandi’s math that 
was applicable to the stimulus bill that 
I think most Americans do know now 
failed in the promises made that we 
would see unemployment not rise 
above 8 percent. 

Again, the gentleman and I have had 
a discussion before that if the answer 
was just spend more government tax- 
payer dollars to create jobs, why don’t 
we just go spend it all and then every- 
body will be employed again. Well, we 
know that’s not true and that doesn’t 
work. 

We also know that Chairman 
Bernanke did not agree with the pre- 
dictions of the kinds of cuts that Mr. 
Zandi and others have predicted, ac- 
cording to his testimony. Certainly we 
believe, very strongly, that if you cut 
government spending, we create an en- 
vironment for private sector jobs. 
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And to the gentleman’s direct ques- 
tion about when we can proceed with a 
longer term solution so that we do not 
have to continue operating in stopgap 
ways, I would say to the gentleman, as 
he knows, it’s not just the House, it’s 
trying to work with the Senate as well 
as the White House. 

The Senate did act this week, and we 
now know that the Senate rejects our 
$60 billion, approximately $60 billion 
cut off of 2010 levels, and it also re- 
jected the proposed $10 billion worth of 
cuts by Leader REID. In fact, there 
were more votes in favor of the $60 bil- 
lion H.R. 1 level than there were for 
the $10 billion level off of current 
spending. 

The problem is the White House has 
not indicated where it wants to go. And 
as we both have discussed before, as I 
have told the gentleman, I just don’t 
see where the leadership is on the part 
of the White House. 

It is obviously up to the White House 
to come to the table as well, as the 
President has got to sign the bill. We 
agree it is much better for us to be op- 
erating with some certainty and not 
have to be operating off of stopgap 
measures every several weeks. But we 
don’t want to shut government down, 
we want to cut spending. 

If this is how we are able to do it, we 
are going to deliver on that promise to 
cut spending. But I do share with the 
gentleman the frustration that we 
don’t see any type of coalescence 
around a notion that we should have 
some type of longer term agreement on 
this fiscal year. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for his response, Mr. Speaker. 

Again, I understand the gentleman’s 
issue with respect to the President. 
Both the gentleman and I understand 
and agree that the Constitution, in ar- 
ticle I, gives to the House of Represent- 
atives of the United States and the 
Senate the responsibility to raise and 
spend moneys, so that this is a primary 
responsibility of the legislative depart- 
ment of government, which he and I 
have the privilege of serving in. While 
I understand that the gentleman is ac- 
curate, both alternatives were defeated 
in the United States Senate. 

The President put an offer on the 
table in his 2011 budget. We then, in 
December, froze spending at 2010 levels, 
which was $41 billion less than the 
President’s offer which he put on the 
table. 

We have now had two additional of- 
fers put on the table. The next offer 
was, of course, included in H.R. 1. That 
passed this House but did not pass the 
Senate. 

The Senate, however, did put an offer 
on the table, as the gentleman pointed 
out, cutting an additional $10 billion 
above the $41 billion, or $6 billion above 
the $4 billion that was included in the 
short-term CR which expires on March 
18. 
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What I ask the gentleman again is, 
does the gentleman now propose, and 
will the gentleman and his side of the 
aisle be proposing, a counteroffer, as I 
said last week, or is the gentleman’s 
position you are staying, as I seemed 
to hear you say, at the $100 billion fig- 
ure that was included in H.R. 1, which 
implies that unless there is an agree- 
ment to your figure, that we will have 
to shut down government or agree to 
your figure. 

I want to make sure that I under- 
stand your thoughts on that. 

I yield to my friend. 

Mr. CANTOR. I say to the gentleman 
again, it is the House that has taken 
the position that we want to see cuts of 
approximately $60 billion off of current 
2010 levels. The Senate said it wanted 
to cut $10 billion off of 2010 levels. 

There is a $50 billion difference here. 
What we believe is we need to do every- 
thing we can to try to figure out how 
to do more with less in Washington. 

The American public sent us to 
Washington to spend their money the 
way they would. I think most people 
also, certainly our conference, believe 
you cut government spending, you cre- 
ate private sector jobs. That’s what we 
are about. We are waiting to see what 
position the White House will take so 
that we can move forward and begin 
the job that we are supposed to be 
about right now, which is the next fis- 
cal year. 

As the gentleman knows, we are here 
because, unfortunately, the last Con- 
gress did not pass a budget, did not 
pass appropriations bills. We are trying 
to clean up that mess. 

So we are waiting to see what the 
White House’s position is so we can 
begin to see how we can maximize effi- 
ciencies in government, cut spending, 
so that we can see more private sector 
jobs. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his answer. I think I 
did not receive an answer in terms of 
whether or not the gentleman is saying 
it’s either $100 billion or nothing, and 
that there will be no counteroffer to 
the offer that is on the table, either 
from the President or, more accurately 
at this point in time, in terms of the 
timing from the Senate, which got us 
to $51 billion in cuts, which, although 
the gentleman would like to say it’s 
between zero and $60 billion, the gen- 
tleman in his Pledge to America said 
he was going to cut $100 billion. The 
reason he got to $100 billion was he 
counted the $41 billion cut from the 
President’s initial offer of 2011 spend- 
ing. 

What has happened, since the gen- 
tleman and his party made that offer, 
Mr. Speaker, is that, in fact, $41 billion 
of that $100 billion was accepted in the 
CR that was passed which expired 2 
weeks ago. 
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Since that time, we’ve put from the 
Senate’s perspective an additional $10 
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billion on the table to get us to $51 bil- 
lion. The way I calculate it, that is 
more than halfway from the gentle- 
man’s offer, not of $60 billion in his 
Pledge to America but $100 billion. And 
the way he got to $100 billion is the $41 
billion that we already cut in the first 
CR, the additional $10 billion is now $51 
billion. I say to the gentleman, we’ve 
come halfway, a little more than half- 
way. And we are now asking the gen- 
tleman, is he going to have a 
counteroffer for us that we can con- 
sider from our offer of $51 billion which 
we believe is more than halfway? 

I will tell you further, Mr. Leader, 
that it is my staff’s belief, and I could 
be corrected on this, that the offer that 
is on the table represents the single 
largest cut from one year to the next 
since I have been in the Congress of the 
United States, which is largely under 
Republican Presidents. 

We obviously are prepared to agree 
and have agreed on very substantial re- 
straints in spending, cutting spending, 
trying to get a handle on this deficit. 
As you know, I’m concerned about the 
fact that in the rule we adopted on the 
first day of the session that you pro- 
vided for $4.7 trillion in additional tax 
expenditures, if you will, tax cuts, cut- 
ting of revenue, that is projected cur- 
rently by CBO which will lead to $4.7 
trillion of additional spending, while 
you have proposed a trillion dollars of 
cuts, leaving a net appreciation of the 
deficit of $3.7 trillion, increased deficit 
that is in fact planned for under your 
rule. 

All I am asking for now is, do you 
have and will you have a counteroffer 
to our $51 billion offer so that we can 
then try to move on and reach com- 
promise? If it is simply, no, we want 
$100 billion or nothing, then we’ll have 
to make a decision, as I have told the 
gentleman, on our side of the aisle: 
What do we do at that point in time? 
We obviously have the majority in the 
Senate and we have the President of 
the United States, the American people 
have elected. And as Newt Gingrich, 
your former Speaker, our former 
Speaker, said in 1998, we have to reach 
agreement. And the way you reach 
agreement is to get offers back and 
forth. We think we have an offer on the 
table and we’d like to hear your 
counteroffer. 

I yield to my friend. 

Mr. CANTOR. First of all, the prob- 
lem is that the $10 billion off of current 
spending, that that is the largest cut 
that has ever been proposed since the 
gentleman has been in Congress, that’s 
the problem. That’s the problem. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, I 
did not say it was the largest cut that 
had ever been proposed in Congress. I 
said it is the largest cut from one year 
to the other, from the previous year’s 
spending. And it is $13.6 billion, I be- 
lieve. Seventeen billion. My staffer, 
who’s brilliant, much more brilliant 
than I am, reminds me that I am—— 
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Mr. CANTOR. I’m told the gentleman 
has a lot of those. 

Mr. HOYER. Right. Both of us do. 

Mr. CANTOR. Yes. 

Mr. HOYER. I want to clarify so the 
public understands as well when they 
hear us, what we’re talking about cut- 
ting from is 14 percent of the budget, 
the discretionary, non-defense, non-se- 
curity, part of the budget. So let me 
focus on that. And when I speak of the 
cut, and it is $17 billion in non-secu- 
rity, that from year to year, since I’ve 
been here since 1981, is the largest sin- 
gle cut in non-defense, non-security 
discretionary spending from one year 
to the other. Yes, it is. And that’s іп а 
very small 14 percent slice of the budg- 
et. Frankly, the discussions we have 
had to date ignore the other 81, 82, 83 
percent of the budget. Obviously inter- 
est rates are not subject to being re- 
duced. We need to pay our debt. 

So I just want to clarify, A, that Iam 
speaking of the discretionary part of 
the budget, non-defense, non-security; 
and, yes, from year to year it is in fact 
what’s sitting on the table as an offer 
to you the largest cut we’ve had in 
non-defense, non-security discretionary 
spending in the last 30 years. 

Mr. CANTOR. I would say to the gen- 
tleman, Mr. Speaker, that’s exactly the 
problem still. Because, as the gen- 
tleman alludes, we have over a trillion 
and a half dollar deficit this year 
alone. I understand the gentleman’s 
point about there being just a smaller 
piece of the budget from which these 
cuts are being taken. But the bottom 
line is, that’s the problem. We’ve got to 
work harder to cut more so that pri- 
vate sector jobs can be created. 

I would say to the gentleman two 
things: One, I look forward to his sup- 
port, then, of the budget that we bring 
forward, because we are, as the gen- 
tleman knows, going to be dealing with 
how to reform the entitlement pro- 
grams, which are the significant driver 
of deficits into the future as he knows. 
So I do look forward to that. We will be 
dealing with that within a month’s 
time. I look forward to that debate. 

But I would lastly say, Mr. Speaker, 
does the gentleman know what kind of 
cuts the Senate can support at the 60- 
vote level? Because I don’t. So I don’t 
see a counteroffer there. I don’t see a 
position that the Senate or the gentle- 
man’s side of the aisle has taken. I 
don’t see the President having come 
down at a level that is acceptable at all 
because he hasn’t come down to a level. 

This is the problem, Mr. Speaker. We 
have made our position known. The 
House wants to cut 60 some billion dol- 
lars off of the 2010 levels or $100 billion 
off of the 2011 proposals. We don’t want 
the status quo. We want to continue to 
cut spending. We can’t come to any 
agreement when the other side doesn’t 
come forward with any offer, and that’s 
why we have been forced into this situ- 
ation where we are once again pro- 
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posing a stopgap measure so that we 
can see the government operate, so it 
doesn’t shut down, in the name of try- 
ing to do more with less. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend. 

Let me make a point here, Mr. 
Speaker. As I understand it, the gen- 
tleman continues to take the position 
until we get to 100, there is no credible 
counteroffer. Two billion a week. 

The gentleman served with a very 
conservative Member, also a great 
Member of this Congress, a guy named 
Joe Scarborough. Most of America 
knows Joe Scarborough. Let me give a 
quote from Joe Scarborough: 

“There are elements of the GOP 
spending plan that cause me great con- 
cern. The belief of some on the right 
that America can balance the budget 
by cutting education, infrastructure, 
the Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting, and home heating assistance 
for the poor is tantamount to budg- 
etary witchcraft.” 

That’s not a Democrat. That’s Joe 
Scarborough, conservative Member 
from northern Florida, with whom I 
served. Now a lot of people see him on 
Morning Joe every day. The fact of the 
matter is that’s what he said. Now 
we’re looking for a counteroffer, be- 
cause we don’t agree with some of H.R. 
1, as you well know. As a matter of 
fact, every conservative Democrat, 
every liberal Democrat and everybody 
in between voted “по” on H.R. 1, as did 
three of your Republicans over there 
and SUSAN COLLINS, who voted for it, 
said she didn’t like the elements in it. 

So what I am saying to my friend, 
very sincerely, is, he can preach all he 
wants about we need to cut spending. 
We agree with that. And the issue is 
where you cut it from. What impact 
does it have? Does it sustain the econ- 
omy or does it deflate the economy? 
Does it create jobs or does it lose jobs? 
Does it help people who need help or 
does it abandon people who need help? 
That’s the issue. 

And what I am saying to my friend 
with all due respect is, we have made 
an offer. The gentleman wants to talk 
about the President. Article I of the 
Constitution says we need to do this. 
This is our responsibility. The people 
elected us to do it. And the people 
elected us to reach agreement. 

And how do you reach agreement? 
This is what I want. This is what you 
want. We have come up. We have 
moved; pretty substantially. We think 
it was appropriate to move. Now we are 
asking you, are you prepared to move 
from the position you have taken con- 
sistently at your figure, which a lot of 
your folks think has problems in its 
constituent parts? 
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I’m asking you, and I can’t get an an- 
swer, and you apparently are not going 
to make a counteroffer as to, okay, we 
took 100, we passed it, couldn’t pass the 
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Senate, you offered something in re- 
turn. And what I mean by “уой,” the 
Senate didn’t pass it. The gentleman is 
absolutely correct. But we Democrats 
have made the offer here and there of 
the $51 billion. The President has indi- 
cated he could sign that. He said that 
publicly. 

Now, that’s our offer sitting on the 
table. My suspicion is you’ve rejected 
that offer. And if you have rejected it, 
what is your counteroffer? That is my 
question. 

I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman 
again. 

Not to belabor the point, but I did 
say, Mr. Speaker, that there were not 
60 votes in the Senate for the offer he 
speaks of. In fact, there were more 
votes for the $60 billion off of the cur- 
rent funding levels that is our plan. So 
there is really no offer on the table 
that is valid because it can’t pass the 
Senate. 

What is the Democratic Senate’s 
offer on the table? The gentleman 
rightfully says it is up to us in Con- 
gress. The people elect us to try and 
come together and agree upon a spend- 
ing plan. What is the offer? There is no 
offer that could pass in the Senate. We 
passed the House version. We know 
where the House stands. So I’m just 
having difficulty in understanding 
where the offer is. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I think the gen- 
tleman has made his points. He is frus- 
trated because he sees there is no 
movement because the Senate has been 
unable to get an offer on the table that 
can garner 60 votes. So the gentleman 
wants us to negotiate with ourselves. 
No. We want to cut spending and keep 
the government open. That’s why we’re 
in the position we are, to do another 
stopgap measure so that we can hope- 
fully iron out some differences, cooper- 
ate in trying to keep the government 
open, and cut spending so that people 
in the private sector get back to work. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 

As I understand what the gentleman 
is saying, if the Senate can’t get 60 
votes—which, of course, we have seen 
the gridlock for a long period of time 
where the Senate can’t get 60 votes— 
that we’re not going to go anywhere 
from the offer that he’s made to pass 
something that can, in fact, garner 60 
votes in the Senate. 

I regret that the Senate, frankly, 
didn’t get 60 votes for our offer. And he 
is correct that he got a few more votes 
for H.R. 1 than was gotten for the Sen- 
ate majority leader’s counteroffer. But 
the fact of the matter is this is really 
an issue between the Republicans and 
the Democrats. 

Senator MCCONNELL has said, as I 
know the majority leader says, we’ll 
pass what the House passes. That’s 
what he said. Now, if that’s the case, 
then we need to pass something that 
can garner 60 votes over there. We 
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know that H.R. 1 couldn’t get 60 votes. 
We know that Senator REID’s proposal 
couldn’t get 60 votes. 

And if we’re going to move this gov- 
ernment forward and not fund it on 2- 
week cycles—and Senator McCAIN has 
said that funding the Defense Depart- 
ment on 2-week or 3-week cycles is un- 
dermining our national security. So 
there is no disagreement that doing 
things 2 weeks at a time does not make 
sense. And if the gentleman’s view is 
simply you will not make some offer 
that we think—and we can have a dis- 
cussion about trying to come to agree- 
ment on that—that we can get 60 votes 
for in the Senate and we’re going to 
fund it on 2-week cycles, I say to my 
friend, that’s going to be damaging to 
the economy, create great uncertainty, 
and undermine our national security. 
And I would hope that the gentleman 
would see fit to determine where we 
can meet somewhere in the middle. 

We think we’ve come 51 percent of 
the way towards your hundred. To- 
wards your hundred. You keep talking 
about 60. That was not your pledge. 
Your pledge was 100. And the way you 
got to 100 was to count the 41. We’ve 
done that. We’ve done another 10. So 
we’ve come, we think, 51 percent of the 
way. You don’t count it that way, and 
we understand that. But whatever way 
we come, we need to move on. 

You won the majority. God bless you. 
I’m sorry about that, but I live with it, 
and there it is. You have the majority. 
And with the majority, you have the 
responsibility to see if we can move 
this country forward. That’s what 
Newt Gingrich said. And you can’t be 
the perfectionist caucus, as he referred 
to, of sticking just at a number that 
doesn’t have the votes in the United 
States Senate. 

And if we’re going to be on this 2- 
week cycle, I will tell my friend, you 
may keep passing these 2 weeks at a 
time. None of us want to shut down 
government. But I will tell you that 
while I and my colleagues, some of my 
colleagues, may vote to do this one 
more time, for me, it’s the last time. 
We need to have a plan to fund this 
government for the balance of the fis- 
cal year to September 30. It is irrespon- 
sible for us not to have that. And just 
each of us sticking to our number, you 
sticking to your number, and just 
pointing fingers at one another saying 
“the Senate can’t get 60 votes for any- 
thing we propose” will not serve our 
country or our people. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 


ee 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
MARCH 14, 2011 


Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet on Monday next, when it shall 
convene at noon for morning-hour de- 
bate and 2 p.m. for legislative business. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 


a 
RECOGNIZING THE CONTRIBU- 
TIONS OF DR. MICHAEL 
ALESSANDRI 


(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize a great indi- 
vidual of my south Florida community, 
Dr. Michael Alessandri, for his work 
with children and young adults who 
have been diagnosed with autism. Dr. 
Alessandri, a professor of psychology 
at my alma mater, the University of 
Miami, will be honored at the Kesher 
Annual Scholarship Journal Dinner to 
celebrate his commitment to this 
amazing organization. 

Kesher, an organization that provides 
an academic and Jewish education to 
children with special needs, was formed 
in 1995 with two classrooms and 20 stu- 
dents. Today, with the help of Dr. 
Alessandri, the organization is shaping 
the lives of over 80 children and young 
adults with autism through their per- 
sonalized student curriculum. Dr. 
Allesandri’s dedication to helping chil- 
dren and young adults with autism ob- 
tain an education has been funda- 
mental to the success of Kesher. 

Once again, I would like to congratu- 
late Dr. Alessandri and all of the staff, 
faculty, and parents and the students 
of Kesher, and hope others follow his 
lead in making our community a better 
place in which to live. 


— EEE 


LEASE EXTENSION AND SECURE 
ENERGY ACT OF 2011 


(Mr. FLORES asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. FLORES. Mr. Speaker, unem- 
ployment is still at nearly 9 percent, $4 
gasoline is on the way, and the Obama 
administration still doesn’t get it. 
They’ve locked up our domestic energy 
resources through the recently issued 
Wild Lands order, which had no con- 
gressional authority, and they con- 
tinue to pursue regulatory drilling 
moratoria. 

Every developed country in the world 
looks to their own resources to fuel 
their economies. We have access to re- 
sources that dwarf the Strategic Petro- 
leum Reserve, and we can finally put 
our country on a path to energy inde- 
pendence. The United States has vast 
energy resources on our public lands 
and off our coasts that belong to the 
taxpayers. 

This is why I’ve introduced the Lease 
Extension and Secure Energy Act of 
2011. This bill would extend offshore 
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leases impacted by the Obama adminis- 
tration’s drilling moratorium for an 
additional 12 months. This legislation 
would return time lost during the drill- 
ing moratorium, adding certainty so 
domestic producers can continue explo- 
ration without a looming lease expira- 
tion. 

We need the stability that comes 
from an all-of-the-above energy ap- 
proach. We need a commonsense energy 
policy that brings stability to the mar- 
ketplace, creates good paying Amer- 
ican jobs, grows our economy, reduces 
our dependence on foreign oil, and 
raises trillions of dollars to help pay 
off our growing $14 trillion national 
debt. We owe this to our children and 
to our grandchildren. 


EE 


IN HONOR OF ANN’S CHOICE 


(Mr. FITZPATRICK asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, 
this past week, I had the privilege of 
addressing about 700 residents back 
home in my district, the residents of 
the Ann’s Choice retirement commu- 
nity in Warminster Township, Bucks 
County, and to thank those residents 
and senior citizens for collectively put- 
ting together over 55,000 hours of com- 
munity service, really outstanding 
community service, back home in 
Bucks County. 

Some of the many activities that ac- 
counted for a tremendous amount of 
hours included tutoring and reading to 
elementary school children, providing 
wheelchair escorts, sorting and pack- 
aging clothing for the needy, creating 
blankets for ill children, and providing 
comfort to those in need. 

Mr. Speaker, communities are built 
on service to others. Through this serv- 
ice, the community of Ann’s Choice is, 
in fact, strong and vibrant. The count- 
less lives they have touched have made 
Bucks County a stronger and better 
place to live, and for that I salute 
them. 


o 
1310 
CATASTROPHIC CUTS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOHNSON of Ohio). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 5, 2011, 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
SCHRADER) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to talk a little bit about 
what has been going on recently. We 
heard a little colloquy just a moment 
ago with the majority leader and the 
minority leader talking about what is 
going on in H.R. 1 and some of the cat- 
astrophic cuts that are being proposed 
by our colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle. I spoke earlier during the de- 
bate on H.R. 1, and found from commu- 
nications that the people back in my 
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district in Oregon are taking it seri- 
ously. They are worried that we will do 
the devastating $60 billion worth of 
cuts within a short, l-year time frame 
that has been universally panned, actu- 
ally, by experts across the country. 

My colleagues and I on the Demo- 
cratic side have offered alternatives 
that I think are a little more reason- 
able. We realize, as the gentleman from 
Maryland talked about, we need to 
make some reductions, but we should 
make them in a serious way, some- 
thing that will accomplish our goals. I 
think scaring Americans needlessly is 
inappropriate. 

The cuts they are talking about are 
not going to happen. The Food and 
Drug Administration, we just passed a 
food safety bill in the last Congress, 
and they want to cut $240 million below 
the 2010 level, much less implement the 
Food and Drug Safety Administration 
work that we have asked them to do. 
USDA would be furloughing inspectors. 
Our meat safety programs would not be 
safe. We would not be able to have the 
processing plants inspected on a reg- 
ular basis going forward. 

The ability for some of our small, 
rural communities to have safe drink- 
ing water hinges on the wastewater and 
drinking programs that we have, the 
revolving loan funds that we have here 
in Congress. Reducing the programs as 
much as Republicans want would cause 
serious, serious problems. It would also 
eliminate 54,000 engineering, construc- 
tion, and support jobs as a result of 
this. We need to be adding jobs, not 
subtracting jobs at this point in time. 

We also have State and local grants. 
We have States back home, and our 
local communities are starving right 
now. A lot of the budgets are out of 
whack. The worst thing we can be 
doing is cutting our State grant pro- 
grams which fund the education, public 
safety, and health care needs of our 
local communities. We should actually 
be empowering and helping them 
through these tough budget times, and 
only the Federal Government has that 
ability. 

The firefighter grants are being cut. 
COPS grants are being cut. Our public 
safety is at serious risk here. I can’t 
believe this is being proposed in any se- 
rious manner whatsoever. I have to as- 
sume it is all part of the political the- 
ater and part of the campaign still. It 
is time to get off the campaign trail 
and quit the political circus and get 
back to actually worrying about seri- 
ous reductions we have to make to put 
our country back in balance, and that 
means going to other programs. 

They are also wanting to cut title 1 
grants to school districts. This is the 
one area where the Federal Govern- 
ment actually comes to the aid of the 
local school districts with special ed 
and IDEA moneys that they need to ac- 
tually make sure that they can deliver 
those high-cost special needs programs 
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to students. We are actually cutting 
them: $700 million from the two big for- 
mula programs we have here. It is a 4 
percent cut to title 1 programming 
when our local districts need it the 
most. 

Head Start, a proven, performance- 
based program to get our kids off to a 
great start and a great education so 
they don’t need the remediation that 
we have to do later on in high school 
and college. They are cutting Head 
Start 20 percent, so 200,000 children 
would be kicked out of the Head Start 
program. I don’t think that’s the way 
you become a world leader. I don’t 
think that is going to help our STEM 
programs do the research and innova- 
tion we need. 

Pell Grants. Pell Grants, a commit- 
ment we made to American students, I 
think it is really important. Back 
home in Oregon, I worked very, very 
hard on a scholarship program that ac- 
tually, with our Federal aid, our State 
aid, scholarship programs, parental in- 
volvement, and student working at a 
minimum wage job during the summer 
full time and during the school year 
part-time, the student could actually 
graduate from college with an under- 
graduate degree and no more than 
$18,000 or $14,000 in debt. When we take 
our share of the bargain away by cut- 
ting the Pell Grant program from our 
promised level of $5,500 down to $4,700, 
that can make the difference between 
young men and women actually being 
able to afford that college education so 
they can compete with the best and 
brightest around the world. 

Job training. It is unbelievable to me 
that in H.R. 1, our Republican col- 
leagues are cutting job training em- 
ployment services; more than $4 billion 
in cuts to job training programs. This 
is unconscionable, folks. This is ex- 
actly the time when we need to get 
these dislocated workers back into the 
workforce. The Trade Adjustment Act 
cuts are unconscionable. We need to 
make sure that there is an opportunity 
for these folks to retrain, get back in 
the workforce, pay taxes, and help get 
the economy back on track. Cutting 
these programs just doesn’t make any 
sense. 

They are even cutting Social Secu- 
rity, folks. Pretty amazing. They cut 
the operational budget from $125 mil- 
lion below the 2010 level, and $1 billion 
dollars below the President’s requested 
level for 2011. They apparently don’t 
think that we need technology to im- 
prove Social Security’s ability to work 
with seniors and make sure that they 
get the services they need, to cut down 
on mistakes and to cut down on the 
fraud and abuse in the benefit pro- 
grams for our deserving Social Secu- 
rity recipients. They don’t care. They 
really don’t care. It is pretty amazing 
the range and scope of these cuts. 

We have listened to Ben Bernanke in 
the Budget Committee say that the Re- 
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publican plan would result in hundreds 
of thousands of jobs lost in this coun- 
try. Mark Zandi, McCCAIN’s economist, 
he puts a number on it of 700,000 jobs 
lost. Goldman Sachs, not exactly a par- 
agon of liberal virtue, said it would 
really hit our GDP, maybe 2 percent. 

We need jobs, we need jobs, we need 
jobs. We have to be smart how we go 
about this. Right now we need surgical 
cuts, not the meat ax approach that is 
being proposed by my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle. 

I offered a proposal during the debate 
that would have cut our budget by 
about $22 billion. It is kind of a nice in- 
termediate approach as I see it from 
where the Senate is and where our col- 
leagues started. It also looks at the de- 
fense budget. I am a huge supporter of 
our warriors overseas and in this coun- 
try. They do great things, whether it is 
a local disaster or a serious problem 
abroad. But we have to look at the con- 
tracting and the weapons procurement 
programs. Secretary Gates has been 
very, very clear that there is lots of 
room, lots and lots of room for im- 
provement there. 

I think we need to work on a bipar- 
tisan approach. Enough of the political 
theater, frankly, on both sides. It is 
time to sit down and look at the indi- 
vidual programs and services that are 
most in need for this country right 
now. And until we are willing to sit 
down and do that, we are going to con- 
tinue to do these 2- or 3-week con- 
tinuing resolutions that make a mock- 
ery out of the greatest country in the 
world, funding the Federal Government 
of the United States of America 2 
weeks at a time. I think there is noth- 
ing that makes us look more foolish in 
the world’s eyes and in our own con- 
stituents’ eyes and to the folks at 
home. It is time for us to really move 
forward. 

There has been a lot of bashing of our 
public sector employees across the Na- 
tion. A public sector job is apparently 
a bad thing. Well, I am here to tell you 
in my corner of the universe in Oregon, 
the public sector employer is often- 
times the biggest employer, and some- 
times the only employer of any real 
size in some of these communities. The 
school districts, the school districts in 
rural Oregon are oftentimes the big 
employer. These are good jobs. These 
are people, teachers who are giving of 
their time. And, frankly, my wife is a 
teacher, she is working overtime, after 
hours, putting their own dollars some- 
times into the kitty to make sure our 
kids get a great education. The dema- 
goguery that goes on of the public sec- 
tor is, I think, unfortunate and out of 
place here. 

The hospitals in rural parts of our 
country are oftentimes the biggest em- 
ployer. Oftentimes they are public hos- 
pitals; they are not private operations. 
Not-for-profit hospitals, there are a 
bunch of them in Oregon, and they are 
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huge employers. That has got to be rec- 
ognized. Again, the demagoguery, I 
just don’t think has any place. 
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Right now, I point to a project that’s 
going on along the central coast of the 
great State of Oregon, which is moving 
the NOAA fleet, the Pacific NOAA 
fleet, down into a small community 
that has been devastated for years, not 
just by this recent recession, but by 
over 20 years of strife. Fishing has been 
cut back. Fishing grounds have been 
cut back. Timber has been cut back. 
You can’t cut any trees anymore in our 
State. They’ve been hurting for a long 
time. The recession has added to it. 
They’ve tried to go into the tourism 
business, and that has been hit, obvi- 
ously, with what has gone on in this re- 
cession. 

As a result of that, we actually have 
a very exciting opportunity for the Pa- 
cific NOAA fleet to come down and re- 
generate that economy, providing 
thousands of new jobs, with hundreds 
immediately related to the NOAA 
project, itself. For all the parts, all the 
remediation, all the opportunities to 
partner in the community, there 
should be some great opportunities, I 
think, for the central Oregon coast. 
This would all be put in jeopardy be- 
cause the Commerce budget and the 
NOAA budget are cut. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Would the gentleman 
yield at this point? 

Mr. SCHRADER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Oregon. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding since he has just made a 
good litany of ill-intentioned potential 
cuts by the Republicans. 

You just mentioned NOAA. Га like to 
point out that, as we’re speaking, we’re 
waiting for the third tidal wave to hit 
the Oregon coast. They’re about an 
hour apart. We should be hit again in 
about 10 minutes. 

Now, the reason we know where these 
waves are, what their amplitude is, 
what the potential for damage is, the 
reason we were able to evacuate those 
communities last night, and the reason 
we’re online right now with our State 
emergency services people is because of 
the warning buoys we have and because 
of the great work of the National Oce- 
anic Atmospheric Association and the 
National Weather Service. 

The Republicans have proposed to 
decimate those programs in H.R. 1. So, 
in the Republican world, when every- 
body at NOAA is furloughed for 21 
days, if there happens to be an earth- 
quake in Japan and if you live on the 
Pacific Coast or if there are some tor- 
nadoes in the Midwest, tough luck, 
sorry. We had to furlough those em- 
ployees who would have warned you to 
go to your tornado shelter. We had to 
furlough those employees who would 
have warned you to evacuate the low- 
lying areas on the Oregon-California 
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Coast and in Hawaii. But, no, they have 
targeted massive cuts in the NOAA 
budget—$450 million. It’s estimated 
that NOAA, because of the time of year 
these would be put in place, would have 
to have 21 days of furloughs for all of 
its employees. There will be $110 mil- 
lion in cuts to the National Weather 
Service and a big cut to State disaster 
preparedness grants. 

So, right now, our Emergency Oper- 
ations Centers in Oregon, in California, 
in Hawaii are in full swing. The reason 
that they’re able to be in touch with 
people in scattered coastal commu- 
nities and in relatively difficult areas 
to access, which could be cut off if the 
waves are bad enough, is because of the 
Federal assistance that we have given 
to them to set up these centers. Under 
the Republicans’ budget, we would cut 
$206 million from State Emergency Op- 
erations Centers. 

Now, where are the States going to 
get the money in this bad climate? I 
guess those places won’t be tended to 
either. 

So we won’t know the tidal waves are 
coming because they’ll have laid off 
the people at NOAA. We won’t know 
the tornadoes are happening. Even if 
we did happen to stumble over that 
fact despite these cuts, we won’t have 
the Emergency Operations Centers to 
coordinate in order to evacuate people 
and to rescue and to coordinate med- 
ical services. 

Mr. DICKS. Will the gentleman yield 
to me on that same point? 

Mr. SCHRADER. Absolutely. 

Mr. DICKS. Being from Washington 
State, I am as concerned as the gen- 
tleman is about the west coast. We 
have a number of Indian tribes that are 
right down at the coastal waters, and 
several of them are trying to move 
back because of a tsunami. This is a 
great wake-up call. 

One of the things I’m worried about 
are the satellites. We have new sat- 
ellites that we’re supposed to be pro- 
curing. This program is in some trou- 
ble, and I’m worried that these cuts are 
going to affect the ability of NOAA to 
get these satellites in a proper time. 
They give us the warning on major 
weather fronts. This is another impor- 
tant aspect of this. FEMA is another 
problem. 

I just want to rise to congratulate 
the two gentlemen from Oregon for 
bringing this to the floor as we watch 
to see how these tsunamis hit the west 
coast of the United States. I mean, 
some of the weather forecasters have 
said that this could be a very serious 
problem, but we hope it isn’t. I just 
wanted to associate myself with the re- 
marks that have been made here and 
stress how important the NOAA budget 
is and the importance of getting these 
satellites replaced in a timely way. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentleman 
would just yield again. 

Mr. SCHRADER. Indeed. 
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Mr. DEFAZIO. This all seemed to 
have started with our former colleague, 
Bobby Jindal, now the Governor of 
Louisiana, when last year or the year 
before last he made fun of money that 
was being appropriated for volcano 
monitoring. I’ll tell you, actually, that 
I live in a region that has a number of 
dormant volcanoes—not extinct, but 
dormant—and it is crucial. 

Three Sisters has got a bulge on it. 
We’re watching that all the time. 
There is the potential for a big lahar 
that could wipe out some communities 
and people downstream. Certainly, up 
in the Seattle area, there are concerns 
about Mt. Rainier. We have Mt. Hood 
and others. 

So all of these attacks on emergency 
services seem to come with all of the 
juice that Bobby Jindal got out of 
criticizing volcano monitoring. Well, I 
think it’s pretty darned important to 
monitor volcanoes, too. 

Mr. DICKS. We’ve had a volcano. 
Mount St. Helens erupted and it was 
enormous. I had been told again and 
again when I was chairman of Interior 
that California has a very complex sys- 
tem of detection. The rest of the coun- 
try doesn’t. Washington and Oregon do 
not have the same level of early warn- 
ing equipment. So I think this is an- 
other thing that we’ve got to work on. 

Again, these cuts are going to make 
it more difficult for us to get the equip- 
ment that we need to predict and to de- 
tect when these things are occurring. I 
worry about Mt. Rainier. Mt. Rainier 
could have the lahar, and we’ve been 
told by USGS that Washington State 
could have a 9. This was 8-9, and look 
at the enormous damage that was done 
there. I mean, we could have another 
major event in the future. I hope it 
doesn’t happen, but it does happen 
every 300 or 400 years. 

Mr. SCHRADER. It may even be 
sooner than that. 

I mean, you can’t help but note the 
devastation wrought by the earthquake 
in New Zealand just very recently and 
now here in Japan. This is the Pacific 
Rim, the volatile Pacific Rim. So I 
think there are a great deal of prob- 
lems that we’ve got to be careful of. 

The good Congresswoman from Ha- 
waii is feeling the brunt of it right 
now. I yield to the gentlewoman. 

Ms. HIRONO. Thank you very much. 

I thank the two gentlemen from Or- 
egon for bringing this matter to our at- 
tention. 

I think we make a very serious mis- 
take when, in a fervor to cut budgets 
and to do it in a meat-ax way, we cut 
the very programs that we’re going to 
need to rely upon in times like this, 
meaning in the times of the kind of 
devastation that has hit Japan. Of 
course, Hawaii is the first U.S. State to 
be hit with the tidal wave that fol- 
lowed that disaster, and it’s still play- 
ing out. We still haven’t done the ‘‘all 
clear” sign in Hawaii, by the way. 
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With the kinds of cuts that we are 
contemplating in H.R. 1, FEMA is 
going to have a major impact. I also 
want to say, before I go further, that 
our hearts go out to the people of 
Japan, and we stand ready to assist 
them in any way. I think that it is so 
important at a time like this that we 
have the resources to employ the best 
technology, cutting-edge equipment, 
well-trained personnel to respond when 
these emergencies occur. 

In fact, when this tragedy occurred 
in Japan, they dedicated Federal em- 
ployees at the National Weather Serv- 
ice at a specific tsunami warning cen- 
ter, and they were there to provide ad- 
vance warning to the people of our is- 
lands. This early warning allowed the 
Coast Guard, Hawaii State Civil De- 
fense, and the other State and county 
officials to put into motion the State’s 
emergency warning response plans. 

This whole thing began to unfold in 
Hawaii in the very early morning 
hours. I’m just grateful that all of our 
first responders had everything they 
needed in order to be able to take the 
appropriate action. They had to decide 
whether or not schools would be open 
and whether public buildings were 
going to remain open. In fact, they did 
evacuate people in the low-lying areas 
just to make sure that the safety of 
our people and of our visitors would be 
protected. 

So, right now, the reports are encour- 
aging in Hawaii. There has been some 
flooding on several islands, but the 
level of damage, however, thankfully, 
is not severe. There have been no re- 
ports of injuries or fatalities, but as I 
mentioned, the ‘‘all clear” sign is not 
there yet. 
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So the kind of cuts to FEMA, we 
mentioned already the National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration, 
would have seen its budget cut by $454.3 
million, including our $126 million cut 
to the National Weather Service. So 
there goes advance warning. 

The cuts would not have spared the 
Federal Emergency Management Agen- 
cy, FEMA, either. And according to the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee’s analysis, cuts to FEMA 
and the Coast Guard would have to- 
taled $441 million. This includes a $105 
million cut to the Coast Guard’s acqui- 
sition, construction and improvement 
accounts, money for ships and equip- 
ment to deal with emergencies; a $50 
million cut to FEMA’s Interoperable 
Emergency Communication Grants 
program, money that helps our first re- 
sponders get the equipment to commu- 
nicate with each other. 

This was a huge problem when 9/11 
occurred, where our first responders 
could not keep track of what was going 
on, couldn’t talk to each other. So a 
$35 million cut to FEMA’s predisaster 
mitigation grants, hurting our commu- 
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nities’ ability to implement necessary 
prevention measures against threats. 

So we’ve heard all the time about we 
should learn to do more with less. Well, 
in our Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture Committee hearing where we had 
the people from the Coast Guard come 
to testify, these kinds of cuts mean 
that they really are facing doing less 
with less. And we also hear about how 
families understand the need to cut. 
Well, when families cut, they do less 
with less. 

So these kinds of slogans and the 
kind of meat-ax approach to the kinds 
of cuts we’re looking at in H.R. 1 are 
devastating, and especially now when 
we are once again confronted with a 
huge, huge natural disaster in Japan 
that can have ramifications particu- 
larly on Hawaii and the west coast. 

It, again, shows the foolishness of 
these kinds of massive cuts that really 
disable our ability to deal with these 
disasters. 

Mr. SCHRADER. I appreciate the 
gentlelady’s comments. We have some 
breaking news from southern Oregon. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Yes, exactly. I just got 
an email—and I’ve got to go take a 
phone call in the Cloak Room—but 
they just announced that some heavy 
waves have come into the harbor at 
Coos Bay. This would be the third pe- 
riod of waves. They say the fourth or 
the fifth might be the worst. The port 
tells me the docks are breaking apart. 
Luckily—since we had ample warning 
because we still do have NOAA and we 
still do have buoys before these Repub- 
lican cuts go into effect—there were no 
people on the docks. At this point 
we’re not aware that anyone has been 
injured. But this is a serious and devel- 
oping situation. And I would expect the 
gentleman’s district just north of mine 
is probably having a similar experience 
in Newport or other areas. 

Mr. SCHRADER. Well, we’re on the 
phone right now trying to make sure 
that the folks are safe. I do know that 
schools have been evacuated, and the 
lower elevations that are very flood 
prone, they’ve taken precautions. 
Thank goodness, thanks to the com- 
ments I’ve heard from the gentlelady 
from Hawaii and the Congressman from 
Washington as well as my colleague 
from Oregon, we have some of these 
programs in place that can actually 
save lives and make sure that the eco- 
nomic infrastructure hopefully in the 
future is not at risk. 

Just this morning I had a visit from 
Mark Apple with Oregon State Univer- 
sity talking about a program that’s in 
danger because of these cuts, because 
of the cuts to the National Science 
Foundation programs, along with NIH 
and anything else that’s got research 
that the Republicans are trying to cut 
away. 

They’ve got a great project. They’ve 
hired 25 people already. They’re put- 
ting buoys on the floor of the ocean 
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and sensing devices to actually have 
real-time monitoring of ocean condi- 
tions so we can actually anticipate 
what’s going to be happening long be- 
fore it actually hits our coast. We can 
also plan—plan our fisheries, plan what 
we need to do with ocean acidification 
that’s devastating the oysters up and 
down the Pacific coast and actually in 
other parts of the world right now. 

The leading research is being done in 
my district on oyster larva and trying 
to make sure that ocean acidification 
does not cause a problem. That stuff is 
in danger right now. I don’t think some 
of my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle understand how important 
this stuff is. So we’re going to have to 
be watching very, very carefully, I 
think, going forward and make sure 
that there are not these bludgeoning 
deep cuts that are not really smart. 

Where is the discussion about the du- 
plicative programs? We just had a 
great GOP report. I’ve heard a lot of 
posturing on the other side. Where is 
it? It’s not included in H.R. 1. I mean, 
look at this. In Afghanistan and Iraq 
we’ve got USAID programs and Depart- 
ment of Defense rebuilding the coun- 
try. There’s not even a centralized data 
system that tracks U.S. funds used. I 
mean, that’s crazy. Why aren’t we 
looking at that? Why isn’t that part of 
what we’re working on? 

Our domestic food assistance pro- 
grams. There are 18 different programs. 
I want to see something in a budget 
resolution or a proposal going forward 
that talks about streamlining some of 
this stuff, that the data collection, the 
administration of these programs you 
can save millions and millions—per- 
haps billions of dollars. And here is a 
quote: “Little is known of the effec- 
tiveness of some of these programs be- 
cause they have not been well studied.” 

Job training. I talked about job 
training. They’re taking a meat ax to 
it. There are 47 programs in job train- 
ing. Let’s get those organized so we can 
leverage the limited dollars we're 
going to be able to put forward in these 
tough economic times. 

Same thing for transportation for the 
disadvantaged, 80 different programs; 
laudable, but let’s get together on this. 
Again, there doesn’t need to be 80 dif- 
ferent programs. Where are my col- 
leagues’ concrete proposals? They’re in 
charge; they’re the majority party. 
Where are their concrete proposals to 
improve this, for goodness sakes? 

Military health, veteran services. 
We’ve got to do right by our men and 
women who have served this country 
through times good and times bad. Our 
responsibilities are distributed so far 
widely we can’t even get critical pro- 
curement centralized opportunities 
that would save billions of dollars, bil- 
lions and billions of dollars. 

We also have a situation where the 
Department of Defense now, if they 
conveniently need some money, rather 
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than go through appropriate channels, 
they have urgent needs processes for 
developing, modifying and fielding new 
military capabilities. Well, that’s being 
abused, folks. GAO found eight entities 
that respond to them, five for counter- 
IED technologies, and they have no 
way of tracking the system for this 
program, no way of tracking metrics 
for this program. Must be nice to be 
able to spend the taxpayers’ money 
with no accountability. 

I was at a dinner the other night 
working on some budget issues, and it 
came out that when the Department of 
Defense was asked about contracting— 
how many civilian folks do you have 
under contract, how many people are 
you contracting with—their answer 
was, somewhere between 1 million and 
10 million. I mean, that’s a big range, 
folks; that’s a big range. 

The Department of Defense has no 
clue as to how and what they’re doing. 
Where is that money being spent? We 
cannot afford rampant, undisciplined— 
unauditable has been the term used— 
spending in the Department of Defense. 
They’re supposed to report their budg- 
et annually, come in with a coherent 
budget. It has been determined that it 
is unauditable, folks. I mean, we talk 
about the domestic side—and, yes, 
there are certain things we can do, as 
I’m talking about here, to improve the 
programs, but it’s also on the defense 
side that we’ve got to get our act to- 
gether. 

Let’s talk about economic develop- 
ment. I mean, we want to make sure 
we’re getting the biggest bang for the 
buck here. We have 80 different eco- 
nomic development programs spread 
through Commerce, HUD, USDA, Small 
Business Administration. I mean, it’s 
all good that we’re doing that, but let’s 
have some centralized opportunities. 
Let’s leverage the resources. 

In my home State of Oregon when I 
was budget chair, we would see the 
Federal Government’s money come in. 
It was all different programs tied with 
all these little strings. It made it very 
difficult for my local agencies and my 
local communities to use the money. 
Very, very inflexible. And that’s got to 
end. We’ve got to break down these 
silos, allow people to work across the 
spectrum so that we can get the big- 
gest bang for the buck. 

I would also point out that in our 
surface transportation programs we 
work really hard trying to keep Amer- 
ica competitive. In H.R. 1, there are 
huge cuts to the transportation budget. 
If we’re going to be competitive going 
forward like we were after World War 
II when Eisenhower, a Republican 
President, and Congress put together a 
secure highway fund, realizing that our 
security depended on having interstate 
highways that were connected, you 
could travel at a reasonable rate, we 
need to be thinking along those same 
lines now. 
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If they were worried about the cost of 
that program and not the security of 
this country or the economic benefits, 
it would never have gotten off the 
ground. I mean, this is a capital pro- 
gram. And, again, my colleagues across 
the aisle don’t seem to understand the 
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budget and a capital budget. 
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We need to be making infrastructure 
investments right now. 

There is an opportunity for America, 
probably a narrow window—I’d say the 
next 10 years—for us to be competitive 
going forward with the rest of the 
world. Right now, the developing na- 
tions that are pretty developed, like 
China, India, they’re developing 21st 
century infrastructure. We're still 
dealing with a 20th century infrastruc- 
ture, and that’s not going to cut it, col- 
leagues. That’s just not going to get 
the job done. 

We’ve got to be thinking about mak- 
ing the strategic investments so our 
businesses can be competitive world- 
wide around the globe. 

Right now, there’s a new enterprise 
in my home State of Oregon on the 
coast that’s currently under siege 
through the natural disasters where 
they’re actually trying to export Dun- 
geness crab—the best crab in the world, 
with no disrespect to my colleagues 
from Maryland. But the best crab in 
the world comes from the Pacific 
coast, the north coast, if you will, Dun- 
geness crab. 

They’re now able to export live crab 
to China. But the hurdles to go through 
to get there are almost insurmount- 
able. That was started back in 2003. 
They tried to get a program going. And 
because of the difficulties in trans- 
porting and some of the bureaucratic 
redtape to go through that, it didn’t 
work. 

They have now come up with a much 
more viable program for a whole new 
industry to really export to China. In- 
stead of China exporting here and hurt- 
ing our jobs, we’re creating jobs in the 
Pacific Northwest and exporting high- 
quality products to China. We need 
more of that sort of innovation going 
forward. That’s the type of investment 
in infrastructure. 

We shouldn’t have to ship it to Van- 
couver, B.C., to get it over there on a 
direct flight. We should be able to have 
a direct flight from Portland, Oregon, 
to make that actually happen. 

So I think we’re missing the boat 
here in terms of what we’re trying to 
effect and the issues I think that we’re 
dealing with in this H.R. 1. We’re try- 
ing to hit only domestic programs, pro- 
grams that our kids depend on. Penal- 
izing the kids of the future. 

Oftentimes, I hear my colleagues 
across the aisle talking about we’ve 
got to worry about our kids and our 
grandkids. I see the photos brought to 
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the floor. Well, let’s worry about our 
kids and grandkids and support the 
education programs I talked about ear- 
lier. Let’s support the early health care 
prevention programs that were in the 
health care bill last Congress, make 
sure our kids don’t suffer from the 
same problems that are debilitating 
obese Americans right now. 

I mean, we know that prevention is 
important. We must be funding preven- 
tion. We need the innovation to come 
up with the programs to make sure 
that our chronic diseases are under 
control. The health care cuts in H.R. 1 
are unbelievable. I know it’s politically 
their big mantra to roll back or repeal 
health care reform, but folks, that is 
the wrong way to go right now. Our 
health care system is broken. We des- 
perately need some help. 

I welcome my colleague from the 
north coast of Oregon. 

Mr. WU. I thank the gentleman, my 
friend, and the adjoining Representa- 
tive on my southern border and my col- 
league from the State of Oregon. 

We rise together, and I rise today to 
recognize the tremendous tragedy that 
has struck Japan early this morning. 
This tragedy follows on other tragedies 
similar in nature that affected Chile 
earlier this year and Haiti in the very 
recent past. 

We in the Pacific Northwest feel a 
special connection to these events be- 
cause we have the Cascadia fault off 
the coast of Washington, Oregon, and 
northern California. And about a 250- 
mile stretch of the Cascadia fault is 
locked tight. With great regularity 
since the last Ice Age 12,000 years ago— 
the furthest back that we can reach in 
our studies—this fault locked up, has 
snapped and created earthquakes of 9.0 
magnitude, very similar to the 8.9 
Richter scale-magnitude earthquake 
that struck Japan early this morning. 

Our hearts go out to the Japanese 
people and to their friends and rel- 
atives who are here in the United 
States. 

We have an obligation, and we have 
an ability to mitigate these problems, 
to plan for them, and to reduce the risk 
to the American people and to Orego- 
nians. My All Hazards legislation 
passed in the last Congress addresses 
these risks in a comprehensive way. By 
uniting the risks of fire, wind, flood, 
and earthquakes we can better allocate 
scarce resources in this era of scarce 
resources so that we can get a better 
buy on the Federal dollar. 

Different agencies are involved in re- 
ducing the risk of earthquake. We 
know about FEMA and how it can do a 
great job and how it can do a poor job. 
FEMA is primarily engaged in the busi- 
ness of recovering from natural disas- 
ters, and it is part of the All Hazards 
legislation that I passed last session. 

NIST, one of the agencies under the 
jurisdiction of the subcommittee which 
I chaired last Congress, NIST is in the 
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business of prevention, of researching 
what causes building failure, of doing 
model codes, of promulgating model 
codes so that the local and State build- 
ing codes can encourage and, indeed, 
require more earthquake-resistant 
buildings and, indeed, also other infra- 
structure such as rail lines, bridges, 
and airports. These are all important 
infrastructure that in Chile survived to 
a decent extent. 

With the severe earthquake in Japan, 
even with Japan’s high standards, a re- 
markable number of structures are cur- 
rently incapacitated, and we can do 
better and we will do better by ade- 
quately supporting these very impor- 


tant research and _  standard-setting 
agencies. 
Furthermore, an agency that Mr. 


SCHRADER talked about, NOAA, that is 
going to bring jobs to Oregon. And an 
important part of Mr. SCHRADER’s con- 
gressional district, but important to 
the whole Northwest and to our Na- 
tion, indeed, NOAA does a crucial serv- 
ice by helping to support education, 
educating not just our young people 
but all citizens about earthquakes and 
especially tsunami. 

It is these people just out of college 
who are funded with fellowships, and 
they call together sessions—and I’ve 
seen these sessions convene in our 
State of Oregon—and they educate the 
residents about how to reduce their 
risk, how to behave during an earth- 
quake, how to evacuate and the best 
routes to take to escape the follow-on 
tsunami. These are crucial activities to 
surviving an earthquake and the earth- 
quake’s natural consequence off our 
coast, a tsunami. 

And it’s not just the residents of the 
coast, because the population of the 
coast is swelled several times by inland 
residents who come to Oregon’s beau- 
tiful shoreline. And those students and 
those adults also need this education 
so that, instead of going out to the 
shore to look at a receding waterline, 
which many people in Indonesia did— 
you know, it’s a natural curiosity; 
right? And you don’t necessarily know 
that a tsunami is about to follow. 

This kind of education is so you 
know to head for high ground right 
now. Don’t delay. As soon as the 
ground stops moving, head for high 
ground. This inexpensive education 
will save lives. It’s what has been done 
in some parts of the world, and it has 
saved lives. It hasn’t been done in 
other parts of the world, and the cas- 
ualty figures reflect it. 

The All Hazards legislation which I 
was able to pass in the last Congress 
knits these different components to- 
gether: NOAA for education purposes; 
NIST to set standards, to do research, 
to prevent building collapses and 
bridge collapses and other collapses 
which cost us money and business 
downtime; FEMA to recover from that 
damage which occurs. These are crucial 
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things to do, and we know what the 
price of inaction is. 

This government has responded hero- 
ically and well when minimal, appro- 
priate investments are made. And when 
those investments aren’t made, when 
the preparing agencies aren’t prepared 
themselves, then we have something 
like Katrina, where American citizens 
were found floating face down in the 
dark waters of New Orleans. We should 
never, ever fail Americans in that man- 
ner again. 

And Mr. SCHRADER and Mr. DEFAZIO 
and I, we’ll be darned if we’re going to 
let Oregonians suffer the way that 
some Americans have had to. Making 
these small-dollar investments today, 
we'll save lives tomorrow. 
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It’s the smart thing to do. It’s the 
wise thing to do. It’s the right thing to 
do. Pinch pennies and pound foolish 
will cost us lives. 

Today’s tragic earthquake and tsunami that 
brought devastation to Japan was a stark re- 
minder of the importance of disaster prepared- 
ness for Oregon’s coastal communities. 

Over half of people in the United States re- 
side in coastal areas, and billions of dollars of 
commercial and recreational activity depend 
on healthy oceans and coasts. 

The efficiency of tsunami response efforts 
this morning in Oregon, Hawaii, and else- 
where demonstrates the hard work that com- 
munity officials have already put toward tsu- 
nami preparation. 

At the same time, we must be ready for the 
kind of disaster scenario that Japan faced this 
morning, one that presents much shorter 
warning times and a devastating ocean surge. 

Local officials are doing their part, but the 
federal government has a critical role to play 
in hazards preparation and response efforts. 

Without continued federal funding for ocean 
observation, seafloor modeling, and projects 
that build the infrastructure for withstanding 
ocean surge, the next tsunami could be dev- 
astating to vulnerable ocean communities. 

All of the federal R&D agencies, even if it’s 
not their primary mission, have a hand in haz- 
ard preparation and response. For example, in 
the aftermath of last year’s devastating earth- 
quake in Haiti, NASA used their satellites and 
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles to predict where 
mudslides were going to occur. 

Our thoughts today are with the people of 
Japan, who have suffered widespread loss of 
life and destruction of property. Oregonians 
and all Americans stand ready to assist the 
Japanese people in rebuilding and recovery 
efforts. 

Mr. SCHRADER. I thank the gen- 
tleman from the north coast of my 
great State of Oregon for his com- 
ments. They’re right on the money, 
and I very appreciated his time. 

I would now like to yield some time 
to the gentlelady from Hawaii, our new 
Member. Welcome. 

Ms. HANABUSA. Thank you, both 
gentlemen from Oregon. 

I would like to first begin by extend- 
ing heartfelt condolences to the people 
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of Japan, and they should all know 
that we will stand by them as they 
work to recover from this tragic dis- 
aster. But I would also like to say 
thank you to my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle who have come up to 
me today and they’ve asked a single 
question. Is everything all right at 
home? Is your family all right? Do you 
have family in Japan? It didn’t matter 
whether one was an R or one was a D. 
Those concerns were extremely gen- 
uine. 

As I walked over here, the Capitol 
guard asked me, Ms. HANABUSA, is ev- 
erything okay at home? And then it 
struck me what this is all about. We 
are people, and we are always going to 
be there to help others. 

We must also look at why Hawaii has 
really been prepared for these kinds of 
disasters. I do congratulate both the 
Pacific Tsunami Warning Center, as 
well as our officials back home who did 
an excellent job preparing. But I would 
also like people to consider what it 
cost and how we were able to come 
here. 

Remember when the good Senator 
from Hawaii, Senator INOUYE, did that 
unspeakable thing, that earmark called 
the Pacific Tsunami Warning Center. 
And, yes, it was an earmark. He had 
the foresight, as only, for example, like 
my good colleagues from Oregon and 
people who represent their districts, to 
know what that district needs and 
started way back when with the Pacific 
Tsunami Warning Center. And that has 
grown. If you watched the news this 
morning, as I did from 3 o’clock in the 
morning, you could hear them saying, 
our projections are this, we’re looking 
at what’s going on, and we think it’s 
going to be about 2 feet. We got those 
projections before they hit Hawaii. You 
know what? They were right. What do 
we have to attribute to that? The fact 
that there was wisdom and there was 
funding and there was the recognition 
that a Pacific Tsunami Warning Center 
was essential. 

It’s not only for Hawaii. It’s for the 
whole Pacific. When they wanted infor- 
mation of what it meant for Guam, 
what it meant in Japan, what it meant 
for the west coast, who was the expert? 
The Pacific Tsunami Warning Center. 
It is unfortunate that in H.R. 1 it 
stands massive cuts. It is also unfortu- 
nate that people look upon it like it’s 
“that earmark” and therefore should 
be cut. 

I ask my same colleagues on both 
sides who said, Is everything all right 
at home, to realize that and to recog- 
nize that the one way you can help pro- 
tect not only the people of the State of 
Hawaii, but the west coast, as well as 
anyone in the Pacific Rim, is to set 
aside labels and to recognize that it is 
funding like that that goes to save 
lives. That is what we can rely upon. 

So when we remember this unfortu- 
nate and tragic day, let us also remem- 
ber how fortunate we were because we 
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had information and we were prepared, 
and how inexpensive being prepared is 
when you look at the investments that 
have been made. Thank you very much. 

Mr. SCHRADER. I appreciate the 
very kind remarks. Indeed, our hearts 
go out to the people of Japan, much 
like they did in New Zealand. Very 
concerned about the health and wel- 
fare. I am sure this country will come 
to their aid like it does in any disaster, 
and like a lot of our friends did when 
we suffered similar consequences, 
whether it’s Katrina or the horrible at- 
tacks on 9/11. We have had our brothers 
and sisters around the world come to 
our aid, and I appreciate that. 

I would ask how much time we have 
left in the hour, if I may. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman has 15 minutes remaining. 

Mr. SCHRADER. To follow on the 
gentlelady’s remarks, I think there are 
areas where we can get together. The 
illusion that cutting the domestic 
budget for this country, the discre- 
tionary budget, is going to solve our 
woes and put us back in financial bal- 
ance and avoid the Armageddon that’s 
somewhat before us is a horrible illu- 
sion. I don’t think my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle really be- 
lieve that’s going to be solving any of 
our problems. Even the defense reduc- 
tions that I talked about that are tar- 
geted to increase the efficiency of the 
Department of Defense and make sure 
our warriors get what they really need, 
even including the defense budget, it’s 
not going to be getting at the root 
cause of our debt and deficit problems. 

As we all know, those two, domestic 
and defense discretionary expenses, 
only account for about 30 percent of 
the budget for the American people. 
The bulk of it is tied up in other areas. 
Our Tax Code is shown to be extremely 
inadequate. We are collecting revenues 
now at an all-time low. Yes, some of 
it’s the recession; but it’s also because 
we give away more in tax breaks than 
we actually spend on domestic and de- 
fense programs in this country in the 
discretionary budget. Yes, $1.2 billion 
given away in tax expenditures. We 
spend money on these tax breaks. It’s 
spending money by giving away all 
these breaks. 

We need to broaden our tax base, 
quite frankly, and reduce the rates. I 
think if we’re going to get real about 
solving our budget problems, we need 
to begin to embrace some of the rec- 
ommendations, if not the package that 
the fiscal commission the President set 
up last year, we need to embrace those 
recommendations in some form. This is 
the real meat of the issue, colleagues. 
This is where the rubber meets the 
road. If we do not actually have the 
guts, the political courage to step up 
and deal with some of these problems, 
we are mortgaging our children and 
grandchildren’s future. 

In the last Congress, much was said 
about the health care reform. No mat- 
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ter how you feel about that bill, and I 
said this again and again at town halls 
back home, no matter how you feel 
about the bill, you should be in favor of 
the $500 billion in savings in the Medi- 
care budget. These are long overdue. A 
lot of these things weren’t new. They 
had been proposed one Congress after 
another, but no political will, no polit- 
ical courage to step up and try and 
take them on. 

I think it’s important for Americans 
to understand and respect their lead- 
ers, that the people in this body, in 
this Chamber, and in our sister Cham- 
ber across the Capitol Rotunda, that 
we’re willing to step up and make these 
tough decisions. I don’t think anyone 
wants to pay hospitals for preventible 
readmissions. I think everyone wants 
to make sure that the repayment sys- 
tem for our hospitals and our doctors is 
as efficient as possible. I think every- 
one wants to make sure that fraudu- 
lent companies are not taking advan- 
tage of seniors in the Medicare or So- 
cial Security system. I think people 
ought to see our Medicare and support 
system, our safety net system, if you 
will, protected. It’s really important 
that we have that opportunity and that 
we make these tough decisions. 

If we’re not going to look at tax re- 
form, we’re not going to look at Social 
Security, we’re not going to look at 
Medicare, Medicaid, other mandatory 
savings in the budget, we will have 
missed the boat. I think the people 
back home get it. I think the only peo- 
ple that don’t get it are the people in 
Congress. It’s time that we step up and 
make some tough decisions and show 
these people we have some backbone. 

There is this little waiting game 
going on here in Congress right now. I 
will show a little of my hand if you 
show a little of your hand. That’s fine. 
I understand everyone wants their ‘‘po- 
litical cover,’’ but it takes leadership, 
people willing to step up and embrace 
some of the solutions that are already 
on the table. 

I think there are ways you can do it 
without causing problems. Indeed, I 
think you can actually solve problems. 
You know, I think we need spending 
caps. We did PAYGO in the last Con- 
gress. We only did half of PAYGO. We 
only dealt with mandatory spending. 
We need to have the spending caps that 
were in place when a Democratic Presi- 
dent and a Republican Congress insti- 
tuted PAYGO in the mid-nineties. If we 
put that in place, then we have real, 
real control on our domestic and de- 
fense spending. 

I think if we are going to do reduc- 
tions, we should prioritize both. Equal 
cuts in defense and domestic spending, 
at least for the first few years here. We 
can at least make sure that there is an 
opportunity for both sides, if you will. 
Both sides of the aisle have different 
priorities, I respect that, but let’s treat 
them equally. 
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I think that the draconian cuts of $60 
billion or $100 billion in the President’s 
recommended budget are too draco- 
nian. I am worried smarter people than 
I, as I alluded to earlier in my remarks, 
have talked about how devastating 
that would be. We can get to the same 
result—rolling back to 2008 levels—if 
that’s where we want to go by ap- 
proaching it in a thoughtful way. The 
fiscal commission talks about gradu- 
ally reducing it so that we are at those 
levels by 2013, and then allowing infla- 
tionary increases only. Again, the 
spending caps would help us. 

In the tax reform arena I don’t think 
there is anybody that doesn’t want to 
have their taxes reduced. I would love 
to see my tax rates go down. Right 
now, the effective rate for a lot of 
folks, when you add in the State and 
local taxes, is nearly 50 percent in my 
corner of the world. You know, that’s 
terrible. 

If we were able to get rid of the tax 
breaks, get rid of all of the giveaways 
that we have out there, we could actu- 
ally reduce the tax rates almost in 
half. We could reduce our corporate tax 
rate down to at least 29 percent. Then 
we would be a little competitive with 
the rest of the world. There wouldn’t 
be maybe quite so much overseas 
offshoring of American jobs. It would 
be more palatable, more appealing to 
keep these jobs and these businesses 
and these plants here in America so we 
could have Made in America products 
going overseas instead of importing ev- 
erything from China or India. 

I think if we were to reform the Tax 
Code along the lines that I am talking 
about, and that I see in some of the fis- 
cal commission reports, that we could 
actually use some of that savings to re- 
duce our deficit, seriously, going for- 
ward, reducing the deficit on an ongo- 
ing basis. Now I am not proposing nec- 
essarily that we reduce or get rid of all 
tax expenditures over the long haul. 
We should have an opportunity to add 
back for set periods of time with spe- 
cific sunsets targeted tax expenditures 
that help our economy or help those 
most in need of our help. I think that’s 
the more thoughtful discussion we need 
to have going forward that’s missing so 
far. 

Social Security. Social Security is 
going to be gone, cut benefits, 25 per- 
cent in about 25 years if we do nothing. 
So if you don’t care about Social Secu- 
rity, don’t do anything. Don’t do any- 
thing. That’s what we are doing right 
now. We are not doing anything. 

If you care about Social Security, I 
mean, I have friends, I have friends 
that are 30 and 40 years old, and they 
don’t expect Social Security to be 
there when they get of age. And I don’t 
think people already know Social Se- 
curity’s age for full benefits is 67. It’s 
not 65. That was changed back during 
the Reagan years. 
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We could do some pretty smart fixes 
here. The commission talks about rais- 
ing the retirement age to 69, over 65 
years gradually. I know it’s going to 
feel that, we are not going to affect the 
seniors right now. The seniors right 
now, full benefits, fully protected. Even 
those about to become seniors, full 
benefits just right now. 


But if you raise that age to 69 over 25 
years or over 65 years, I think that’s a 
pretty good deal if that helps keep So- 
cial Security solvent. The payroll tax 
originally was set up to be roughly 90 
percent of payroll. It’s down to about 
85 and scheduled to go down to about 82 
percent of the payroll out there. That’s 
not the way the system was designed. 


The system was designed to work at 
a higher level. If we just go back to 
that same payroll level that’s subject 
to the same payroll tax to fund Social 
Security, it helps keep it in balance. 
And there is early means testing. I 
mean, I have to admit as a new Mem- 
ber of Congress, a hardworking, small 
business guy, I was not focused on So- 
cial Security. But in Congress it’s a 
big, big thing, and I am getting close 
enough to where it becomes a personal 
issue. 


I did not know Social Security is al- 
ready means tested. The commission 
suggests a little tweaking of that to 
make sure the poorest of the poor still 
get good benefits and get maximum 
needs taken care of. They add another 
bracket, if you will, in Social Security. 


And with those three simple little 
things, with some hardship exclusions, 
obviously, for people in tough, labor-in- 
tensive jobs, we can make sure that So- 
cial Security is protected for the next 
75 years aS opposed to going away or 
seeing a 25 percent reduction in just 25 
years. 


There are smart things we can do, 
folks. We already started down the 
road to being smart in our Medicare 
program. There is discussion of Med- 
icaid. I don’t think voucher programs 
or privatizing have any place in this 
discussion. But there are smarter ways 
that we can come together on, Repub- 
licans and Democrats, working to- 
gether to really get at taking care of 
our country’s deficit needs. We can re- 
duce our debt, the deficit, dramatically 
in the near term if we just pay atten- 
tion to what I have talked about here. 


Let’s get off the H.R. 1 bandwagon, 
the political theater, the circus that’s 
consuming a lot of taxpayer dollars 
and really not moving this country for- 
ward. Let’s begin the dialogue right 
here, right now about taking care of 
the big cost drivers, the big spending 
items that are affecting our future and 
our children and grandchildren’s fu- 
ture. 
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EVEN COWBOY POETS WANT TO 
CUT SPENDING 


(Mrs. MILLER of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I was absolutely dumbfounded 
recently when I heard the Senate ma- 
jority leader slamming the long-term 
continuing resolution passed by this 
House, which cut government spending 
by more than $100 billion below the 
President’s FY 2011 budget request. 

He particularly lamented the elimi- 
nation of funding for an annual cowboy 
poetry festival in Nevada. 

Mr. Speaker, I can assure the Senate 
majority leader that the rugged indi- 
vidualism of the American cowboy will 
not be snuffed out due to the lack of a 
Federal subsidy. In fact, I believe that 
the American cowboy supports our ef- 
forts to get this out-of-control Federal 
spending under control. 

Let me quote, Mr. Speaker, from a 
poem written by Yvonne Hollenbeck, 
who has been featured at the National 
Cowboy Poetry Gatherings in Elko, Ne- 
vada. The title of her poem is ‘‘How to 
Cut Taxes”: 

So, I think if I was the President of 
this home of the free and the brave, 

Td close up all those departments 
and think of the money I’d save. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the poet that I 
would give a personal subsidy to, and I 
would hope that our colleagues in the 
other body would take that good old 
American cowboy common sense and 
help us start saving the American peo- 
ple’s money. 


EE 
OBAMACARE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
very much appreciate being recognized 
to address you here on the floor of the 
House of Representatives. I have come 
to the floor to raise some issues here, 
to address you and hopefully be able to 
penetrate with some rationale and 
logic that I think is essential that the 
American people benefit from, and that 
is this, that, for some time now, we 
have been making the case that there 
are automatic appropriations in 
ObamaCare in an unprecedented fash- 
ion with regard to the magnitude and 
the duration of them. 

These automatic appropriations were 
written into the bill in preparation. 
The automatic appropriations were 
written into the bill in preparation for 
and anticipated, I believe, the loss of 
the majority by the Pelosi Congress, 
because I think they expected that this 
Congress would be handed over by the 
American people to a Republican ma- 
jority that had been assigned the task 
by the American people to repeal 
ObamaCare, to defund ObamaCare. 
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That’s what everyone ran on. There 
are 87 Republican freshmen here, all of 
whom have voted to repeal ObamaCare, 
and I believe all of whom, if they spoke 
to the issue at all, Mr. Speaker, also 
pledged to cut off the funding to 
ObamaCare. 

I have sought to facilitate that hap- 
pening and taking place. In doing so, I 
have drafted legislation that’s pat- 
terned after the language that was 
written into a continuing resolution in 
April of 1974. That’s the language in a 
continuing resolution that shut off the 
funding to the Vietnam War. 

It says something very similar to 
this. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, no funds made available in 
this act and no funds heretofore appro- 
priated shall be used for offensive or 
defensive operations in Vietnam or the 
countries adjacent to it. 

In other words, it’s not really an 
exact quote, but it is the compression 
of the language, and it’s an accurate 
depiction of what it said. What it did 
was it shut off all funding for anything 
that was used to support the South Vi- 
etnamese military, including M-16 
rounds, 105 rounds, MREs, anything 
that was going to support a military 
operation offensive or defensive was 
shut off by this Congress by language 
in a CR. 

Now, who could conceive, Mr. Speak- 
er, that this Congress couldn’t figure 
out how to write language on how to 
shut off funding to ObamaCare. They 
didn’t find the Vietnam War unconsti- 
tutional. Two Federal courts have 
found ObamaCare unconstitutional. 


1410 


I hear arguments that say, well, 
there is an obscure rule somewhere 
that says that this is written into a 
legislation that makes it what they 
call mandatory spending. Therefore, 
this Congress, this 112th Congress, is 
prohibited from getting their hands on 
that and can’t shut off the automatic 
$105.5 billion. 

Please, Mr. Speaker. We all know 
that no previous Congress can bind a 
subsequent Congress. None of our pred- 
ecessors can put up a vote in 2010—or 
1810—that binds us here. We set the 
rules and we appropriate the money 
here. Automatic appropriations writ- 
ten into an authorization bill of the 
largest magnitude of any legislation 
that I know: ObamaCare. We expected 
the authorization, the authorization 
that says, we open the door up now and 
the discretion of the appropriators in 
the subsequent Congress will decide if 
those authorized categories are funded. 
Forty-eight places in ObamaCare, 
there’s authorization written right in 
with appropriations. Unprecedented. 

Yes, it does happen in small little 
ways. Ironically, National Public Radio 
has in the past gotten an authoriza- 
tion/appropriation that went in out- 
years as far as way out there to 2 
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years, Mr. Speaker. Some of the 
ObamaCare automatic authorization/ 
appropriation language goes іп per- 
petuity. There’s a billion dollars set in 
a category that says Medicare Mod- 
ernization Effort that is a billion dol- 
lars every year, that automatically 
spits out a billion dollars and goes to 
CMS to do Medicare modernization to 
the end of the world. In perpetuity. It 
takes it out of the hands of Congress. 
And this Congress is going to sit here 
and wring their hands and say, there’s 
a mandatory piece of spending lan- 
guage that’s here and we can’t stop it 
in an appropriations bill? 

This Congress stopped the Vietnam 
War in an appropriations bill, Mr. 
Speaker. Can’t we stop an unconstitu- 
tional, irresponsible socialized medi- 
cine policy in an appropriations bill? 
Yes, we can. There is no rational rea- 
son why we cannot. I have faced straw 
man argument after straw man argu- 
ment. These little things, they stand 
up a straw man and he’s supposed to 
look like a whole demon himself that 
rules the road. And it might be an ar- 
gument such as, “King’s language will 
violate the rules of the Senate. There- 
fore, they will never take it up.’’ Not 
so. You take the language down to the 
Senate and they say, Bring it. We want 
it. We want the House to send language 
to the Senate that shuts off the auto- 
matic funding to ObamaCare. 

And then they will say, “Мо, the lan- 
guage isn’t accurate enough. It isn’t 
precise enough. It doesn’t get at what 
we want.’’ Show me some better lan- 
guage. It’s patterned off the language 
that shut off the Vietnam War. That 
worked. They don’t have an argument 
as to where there’s a hole in my lan- 
guage. There isn’t a hole in my lan- 
guage, Mr. Speaker. It says, no funds in 
this act, ObamaCare, and I list the two 
of them actually. It is 111-148 and 111- 
152. That’s ObamaCare and the rec- 
onciliation package that came from 
the Senate to circumvent the filibuster 
rules that they have in the Senate. In 
both of those, we shut off any funding 
that’s automatically appropriated. And 
it says: No funds in any previous act 
and no funds in the continuing resolu- 
tion or in any fiscal year shall be used 
to carry out the provisions of 
ObamaCare, patterned exactly off the 
language that shut off the funding to 
the Vietnam War. If we can end a war 
in an appropriations bill, we can shut 
off an unconstitutional, irresponsible, 
$2.6 trillion in irresponsible spending 
bill, Mr. Speaker. And that’s what we 
must do. 

We pledged to the American people 
that we would repeal ObamaCare, and 
we won a huge majority here in order 
to repeal ObamaCare. Mr. Speaker, we 
have to act on it. We need to act on it 
now. Every day, every minute that 
goes by, we’re seeing that $105 billion 
spent to send the tentacles of 
ObamaCare down, send the roots down. 
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They’re working night and day, 24/7, 
Mr. Speaker, they’re doing that to es- 
tablish and expand the dependency 
class in America and tell us that we 
can’t live without ObamaCare, that we 
can’t take responsibility for our own 
health care, and that the money that’s 
spent and invested keeps our private 
sector and our doctor-patient relation- 
ship from functioning and growing and 
adapting to the markets that they 
must do so. 

We’re losing huge health insurance 
companies across the country. Prin- 
cipal in my State laid off hundreds. 
And that’s true across the Midwest at 
least, on down to Texas. Insurance 
company after insurance company is 
pulling out because there’s no cer- 
tainty out there in the market any- 
more, and they understand that there 
are going to be fewer insurance compa- 
nies if ObamaCare is implemented. 
They’re calling upon this Congress, 
shut off the funding to ObamaCare. 
Yes, we passed the repeal. Every Re- 
publican and with Democrat support, 
bipartisan, passed the repeal of 
ObamaCare, H.R. 2, sent it to the Sen- 
ate. HARRY REID found a way to force a 
vote on it where it didn’t succeed over 
there, but 47 Republican Senators 
voted to repeal ObamaCare. And I can- 
not be convinced that those same legis- 
lators, House and Senate, would not 
vote to shut off all the funding to 
ObamaCare if provided the language in 
a continuing resolution. 

I believe that we can look the Presi- 
dent in the eye and say, Mr. President, 
we’ve demonstrated that we will keep 
the dollars there for the legitimate and 
prudent function of government avail- 
able, aS we have in a short-term CR 
that expires March 18, as is proposed by 
a short-term CR that is likely to be re- 
leased later on today—after the whip 
team has already whipped it, by the 
way. We’ve demonstrated we want to 
keep the government open. But if the 
President, speaking through HARRY 
REID, decides that all the functions of 
government can be shut down unless he 
has his pet project, ObamaCare, the 
American people will side with those of 
us who side with them. 

We want an America that has liberty 
and freedom and vitality, where people 
make their own choices, where we have 
the selection of 1,300 health insurance 
companies, 100,000 health insurance 
policies, and not government-at-the- 
Federal-level intervention into those 
decisions that are made by individuals 
and doctors and families and _ busi- 
nesses. 

America wasn’t built by government 
plans, by one-size-fits-all, by socialized 
medicine. America wasn’t built by peo- 
ple who sit in their lofty liberal towers 
deciding that they’ve been gifted with 
an intelligence and an intellect so that 
common, ordinary people can be taken 
care of by elitists. We were built by in- 
dividuals, individuals that make indi- 
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vidual decisions, to start a business, 
end a business, take a job, quit a job, 
to make a purchase or not make a pur- 
chase, to provide a service, to stop and 
help their fellow man. We’re an Amer- 
ica that lives on the American Dream, 
to leave this country a better place 
than it was when we found it. 

Mr. Speaker, ObamaCare diminishes 
the future of all Americans. It shapes 
and diminishes the arc of history in a 
way that cannot be forgiven by those 
who follow behind us. This is a destiny 
issue for this country. This is a pivotal 
issue for this country. I stand and I 
have written a letter and I have joined 
with MICHELE BACHMANN. 

I see my friend from Texas (Mr. GOH- 
MERT) is here. We agree that a con- 
tinuing resolution that does not in- 
clude the language that shuts off the 
funding that is automatically imple- 
mented in ObamaCare, we will vote 
“по” on that continuing resolution, 
Mr. Speaker. And I will continue to do 
so until such time as ObamaCare has 
met its end. 

Some will say, the President will 
never sign а Dill that repeals 
ObamaCare. Не would never sign an ap- 
propriations bill that shuts off the 
funding for ObamaCare. I’m not sug- 
gesting that that’s an easy decision for 
him. But when I look back through the 
arc of history and I think what Soc- 
rates did at the end of his life, I think 
the President can make a hard decision 
here. If Socrates can drink the hem- 
lock, the President can sign the repeal 
of ObamaCare. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be so glad to be 
able to yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman from Texas. 


EE 
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AMERICA’S HERITAGE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas is recognized for 
the remainder of the hour, approxi- 
mately 48 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, these 
are trying times. Charles Dickens said 
“the best of times and the worst of 
times.” More freedoms than any nation 
has ever enjoyed in the history of the 
world are right here in this country. 
We have been blessed so richly. And 
lest we begin to think we’ve been 
blessed because of something that we 
did to deserve to be born in America, 
for all those wonderful people who have 
immigrated to America, we didn’t de- 
serve to be born here or immigrate 
here. So why did we end up being in the 
country with the greatest freedoms in 
the history of the world, since it wasn’t 
because of something we did to deserve 
to be here? 

The answer is very clear. We’ve been 
blessed as a nation because of the ac- 
tions of those who went before us. For 
those who believe in the Bible, it’s full 
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of one incident after another, histori- 
cally, where it was shown that genera- 
tions ended up being blessed because of 
the faithfulness of one generation. 

One of the things that was difficult 
for me to come to grips with as a judge 
is how often children pay for the sins of 
the parents. And that’s bringing me to 
where we are today. We are a nation 
that has done the unthinkable, a na- 
tion that has brought in around $2.1 
trillion for the last couple of years and 
yet has spent 3.6, 3.5, $3.6 trillion. How 
irresponsible could that be? And the 
problem is future generations will have 
to pay and pay and pay for the self-in- 
dulgence, the arrogance and the self- 
centeredness of this generation. And 
it’s heartbreaking when you step back 
and take a good look at what’s going 
on. 

Polls indicate that 70 percent or 
more of American adults believe that 
this will be the first generation—my 
generation will be the first in Amer- 
ican history that does not leave the 
country to our children better than we 
found it. It’s why I’m here. We can do 
better than that, but we’d better hurry. 
Because if we have 2, 3, 4 more years of 
what the President proposed, $1.65 tril- 
lion in deficit spending, there’s not 
going to be a country. I don’t care how 
much smarter we think we are in this 
country, how much more intellectual 
some of the liberals may be here, you 
can’t outrun history. 

There are lessons that are estab- 
lished. And if you commit this act, 
then in the laws of nature and history, 
you’re going to get this result. If you 
spend too much money you don’t have 
for long enough, you’re going to lose 
your country. It’s happened over and 
over. It doesn’t matter how smart you 
are. It doesn’t matter how many let- 
ters you have after your name. It 
doesn’t matter if you commit certain 
acts; you’re going to get certain re- 
sults, just as sure as if it’s a scientific 
experiment that’s been proven over and 
over. 

Well, it has been proven. If you spend 
too much, you’re going to lose the 
country. Now the Germans, after World 
War I, thought perhaps they could 
print the money fast enough so that 
they could pay the massive indebted- 
ness they had after World War I and 
that could get them on solid footing. 
Some remember the cartoons from his- 
tory books. There are people alive 
today that remember, themselves, 
wheelbarrows with cash being carried 
to buy bread. That was a cartoon I saw 
in my history book. 

And, ultimately, as the country’s 
economy collapsed, they became so 
desperate that they were willing to 
elect a little guy with a mustache who 
began to blame those of Jewish origin, 
leading to the worst holocaust in the 
history of mankind. Nothing we can be 
proud of. What led to it? What opened 
the door for this barbarian to take over 
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such a proud country and lead them 
into this unthinkable, horrible crime 
against humanity, over 6 million Jew- 
ish people were killed, exterminated? 
Economic problems, spending too 
much, owing too much and trying to 
print money to make it up didn’t work. 
So they got desperate. 

Look at the Soviet Union. Most his- 
torians give credit to President Reagan 
because he was unflinching even when 
some described a defense shield as Star 
Wars as some fictional, ridiculous 
thing that we might try to do. On the 
other hand, President Reagan could see 
clearly that the truth was that to have 
a doctrine called ‘‘mutual assured de- 
struction,” properly called MAD, then 
that was truly mad. You’re going to 
have two countries racing to make nu- 
clear weapons. The only defense is that 
you both agreed you’ll never put up a 
defense. So if one country launches its 
nukes at the other, then the other will 
certainly launch theirs, and both will 
be mutually assured that they will 
both be destroyed. And that’s the de- 
fense? President Reagan saw that as no 
defense. It was not a proper defense. 

And some called him a nitwit and ig- 
norant. I can identify. Pm accused of 
those things on blogs every day. Maybe 
I am. But I know history. And the his- 
tory and the truth is that by his mov- 
ing forward with a way to actually de- 
fend the people of the United States 
with a defense shield that would stop 
incoming nuclear weapons, then the 
Russians had no choice. They had to 
try to keep up. They couldn’t keep up 
financially, and they went broke. 

I learned a great deal during the 
summer I spent in the Soviet Union as 
an exchange student in college. That 
was when it was truly the Soviet 
Union. I saw socialized health care up 
close and personal. I saw it. I went 
through a medical school, I went 
through hospitals, I went through clin- 
ics and I needed some help at one 
point. But I knew one thing: I sure 
didn’t want to ever go to socialized 
medicine. That was for sure. Because 
the doctors, I was surprised to find out, 
really weren’t respected over there un- 
less it was some national doctor na- 
tionally known, otherwise these doc- 
tors were like poorly paid plumbers. 
Plumbers got a lot more respect. 

It was a 9-to-5 type job. They’d show 
up. They didn’t care if they hadn’t seen 
you before. They’d see you; it didn’t 
matter whether you got that well or 
not. That was largely the case. You’d 
run into somebody that tried to do a 
good job every now and then, from 
what the Russian students would tell 
me; but, basically, you might as well 
try to heal yourself and be your own 
physician. 

Because when you go to socialized 
medicine, just as Dr. Berwick has indi- 
cated before President Obama put him 
in charge of our health care, when you 
go to socialized medicine and you put 
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the government in charge, whether you 
want it or not, whether you will admit 
it or not, historically, if you go to so- 
cialized medicine, if you go to govern- 
ment-controlled medicine, then you’re 
going to have rationing. Dr. Berwick 
made that clear. It’s not a matter of if. 
It’s a matter of when and how much. 

So unless ObamaCare is repealed, we 
will get rationed care. Our President 
told people on that side of the aisle the 
day they were going to vote on and 
pass ObamaCare that he had some good 
news: if they would just vote for it, 
then things would be different. Where- 
as in the past—and these are his 
words—in the past you go to the doctor 
and get five tests; now you’ll go to the 
doctor and get one test. 

Well, for those of us that have experi- 
ence, I know that if my mother had 
been given one test, they would never 
have found her brain tumor. It took 6 
days. It prolonged her life for 15 years; 
and she made invaluable contributions 
to mankind, to east Texas, Texas and 
the country during that period and was 
an invaluable teacher of students, of 
children in the eighth grade. 
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One test, she would have been dead. 
Six days of tests, they found it. Well, 
Mother would have been dead. 

I have a lady in my district who con- 
tacted me when this whole debate 
started and said: You need to know my 
experience. I immigrated from Eng- 
land. My mother got cancer over there 
and died. The sole reason my mother 
died of breast cancer was because she 
was in England. And in England, you 
have to be put on a list. You’re on a 
list to get a mammography. You’re on 
a list to be treated. You’re on a list to 
get radiation or any other kind of 
chemotherapy. You’re on a list, and 
that is the way you deal with govern- 
ment-controlled health care, because 
ultimately government-controlled 
health care does not break the bank be- 
cause you ultimately, unless the na- 
tion just completely goes broke. They 
say, You know what? We have this 
much money. And, therefore, we can 
only give out this many tests. We can 
only do this many transfusions, this 
many transplants. We only have this 
much chemo, radiation. And let’s see, 
sir or ma’am, we don’t think you’re 
productive enough, and so you’re not 
getting it. We, as your government, 
overseeing your health care, have to 
make a call. Somebody has got to. 

That’s where government-controlled 
health care goes. It’s where it has to go 
or it bankrupts the country. 

But the good news is, for those who 
worry about health care bankrupting 
the country, we may not have to get 
that far unless we take responsible 
steps that any right-thinking group of 
leaders should take, then we could fin- 
ish out with a whimper. Every country 
meets its demise at some point. No na- 
tion lasts forever, and anyone who 
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thinks so has never studied history ap- 
propriately. And this Nation will be no 
exception. 

The only question is are we going to 
be a generation that takes such respon- 
sible steps and follows the rules of his- 
tory, many of which Jesus laid out. 
You want to be a generation that is 
blessed and have your children blessed, 
here are the rules. Well, we need to fol- 
low the rules if our children and our 
grandchildren are going to be blessed, 
because the track we are on right now, 
and all those left-wing blogs that like 
to take shots at us who are conserv- 
atives, they will one day be looked at 
as such blatant fools because that’s the 
way it goes. A country, toward the end 
of its demise, the liberals who say 
there can be no end to this wonderful, 
hedonistic society, they are the most 
popular because they are playing to 
people’s hopes. There will be no end to 
this society. Sure, there will be no end. 
It will go on. Forget these naysayers. 

Well, Pm not a naysayer; Pm a 
yeasayer. And I would like this genera- 
tion to say yea to blessing at least the 
next couple of generations. But it’s in 
our hands. But once the naysayers who 
are truly the naysayers who say nay, 
nay, you people who want to be respon- 
sible, spend within your means, who 
want to provide for the common de- 
fense, you guys, you’re crazy. You’re 
nuts. 

I’ve been called nuts for pointing out 
the fact that we have actually had peo- 
ple, men, associated with known ter- 
rorist groups send over their wives to 
have children in this country. Then the 
wife comes back with a baby with an 
American passport and an American 
citizenship. You can go online. China 
provides birthright citizenship. You 
pay a fee and we will get you an Amer- 
ican visa. Come into the United States. 

There is a Muslim-owned hotel in 
New York City, and they were upset 
online, it seemed like, because people 
were not giving them credit for being 
the first group to come up with birth- 
right citizenship. You pay a big fee to 
this hotel in upper New York, and they 
would put you up for a month. If you 
are pregnant, they get you a doctor to 
help deliver your baby, one of the best 
in New York, and they had the mecha- 
nism in place to help you get that 
American passport. 

And then the most precious gift that 
anybody could be given, a child, a 
blessing, not a terror, a gift of a child 
is born with an American passport, and 
it is taken back. And in some cases, I 
hope and pray it is not many, but I 
know it is happening, they are taken 
back, and until they are adult, they are 
trained to hate Americans. And that 
the greatest thing they could ever do 
for eternity is help destroy the Amer- 
ican way of life. 

They look at our way of life and they 
see rape and crimes occurring in Amer- 
ica and they say: See, that is what hap- 
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pens when you don’t have a totali- 
tarian, religious sharia law existing 
where we tell everybody what they can 
and can’t do. We don’t allow that kind 
of freedom because it leads to debauch- 
ery. I happen to think that God gave us 
that much freedom and the freedom to 
choose; and, unfortunately, some 
choose wrong. Eventually, every coun- 
try has too many who choose wrong, 
and that’s when they lose their coun- 
try. 

So it made sense, if you’re interested 
in providing for the common defense, 
that we would take a look at those who 
are trying to destroy us. And, by the 
way, the State Department is not 
going to take a look at that. I made an 
official inquiry of the State Depart- 
ment, my office did, and asked: Tell us 
how many times women have come 
into this country and had babies when 
their husband was known to be on the 
terrorist watch list or associated with 
a terrorist group. The State Depart- 
ment came back and told us: We can’t 
tell you because we don’t check. The 
husband’s name is on any woman’s ap- 
plication for a visa, but we don’t in- 
quire if there is going to be hospitaliza- 
tion. You wouldn’t want it to be spe- 
cific as to one gender, but you could in- 
quire. And to help keep immigrants 
from bankrupting our country, it 
would seem like the State Department 
would inquire: Are you anticipating 
hospitalization when you come into 
this country? 

And of course I have a bill on health 
care that says any immigrant, in order 
to get a visa, is going to have to show 
that they have already purchased 
health insurance for any health care 
they will need in the United States. We 
are willing to let people in. We let in 
more people on visas than any nation 
in the world. We are willing to let you 
in, but you’ve got to pay for your 
health care while you’re here. Well, we 
don’t do that. 

One lady had said, The great thing 
about my daughter coming in and hav- 
ing a baby—and yes, her husband was a 
member of a terrorist group in the Mid- 
dle East, on our terrorist watch list— 
but the good news is she doesn’t even 
have to pay for anything. She can leave 
with an American passport, and she 
doesn’t have to pay for anything. The 
Americans pay for it. 

We have to stop that. It’s nuts. The 
State Department doesn’t inquire if 
you anticipate hospitalization. And 
even though the spouse’s name is on 
the visa application, they say, as a 
rule, we don’t bother to check to see if 
the spouse is a terrorist. 

You have groups out here who are 
condemning Justices on the Supreme 
Court because their spouse may be po- 
litically active. They show themselves 
to be blatantly extremely partisan, 
like Common Cause, because they have 
never raised that issue with a former 
leader of the ACLU whose husband, 
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late husband, apparently a fine man, 
but he did have political interests and 
they were affected by decisions of the 
Court, and those groups never com- 
plained about that. But they only come 
after conservatives on the Court, like 
Justice Scalia, Justice Thomas, who 
believe that the words on the page of 
the Constitution, the pages, mean what 
they say. They don’t change over time; 
otherwise, you can have no consistency 
as a nation. 

So it would only make sense that 
somebody up here in Congress who has 
taken an oath to provide for the com- 
mon defense would say: You know, 
we’ve noticed that every one of these 
terrorists in the last—well, since 1991 
who have really wanted to do anything 
to destroy our way of life as a whole, 
that they seem to have a connection 
that they are not Muslim; they are rad- 
ical Muslims. They are radical Islamic 
jihadists. 
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So wouldn’t it make sense to take a 
look? 

We know the largest percentage of 
Muslims in America are peace-loving. 
They don’t believe that ‘‘jihad’’ means 
you go kill your neighbor. They believe 
it’s an internal jihad, where you 
change your life and leave the old be- 
hind; but there are disagreements over 
what percentage of Muslims are these 
radical Islamic jihadists who want to 
destroy our way of life. Wouldn’t it 
make sense that we’d make inquiry 
into that? It sure seems to me that we 
should. Yet PETE KING, the chairman of 
the appropriate committee, wanted to 
do just that, and he has been under 
death threats ever since it first came 
up. 

Now, for some of us, we say, Gee, in 
order to keep my commitment to my 
oath to provide a defense for this coun- 
try, I think we need to look at this 
issue of radical Islam when you have a 
Major Hasan at Fort Hood who kills 
American soldiers in their place of ref- 
uge while yelling “Allah Akbar.” Per- 
haps we should look at that issue. This 
is despite the fact that the Defense De- 
partment didn’t even want to mention 
the word ‘‘jihad’’ or the word ‘‘ter- 
rorist,’’ did not want to point out the 
fact that they had made him the imam 
for Fort Hood or the fact that he had 
apparently told many people, If I get 
orders to deploy to the Middle East, I 
cannot risk spiritually having to killa 
Muslim for one of the reasons besides 
the three for which I’m allowed to kill 
another Muslim, one being converting 
to Christianity. I can’t risk that spir- 
itually, so ГІ have to go ор a rampage 
and kill people here if I get orders to 
deploy. 

Amazingly, he got orders to deploy, 
and he killed American soldiers—but 
none of that was brought up in the 
record. It’s extraordinary that it’s not 
even mentioned in the report. How 
blind do we have to be? 
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So we have one responsible com- 
mittee chairman who says—well, there 
are plenty of responsible people here. 
He is the committee chair with juris- 
diction. He is going to have a hearing, 
and he gets blasted in death threats. 

So, to my way of thinking, when 
someone announces ‘уои know what? 
I’m going to have a hearing, and we’re 
going to look into whether radical 
Islam is violent”? and if the radical 
Islamists respond by saying ‘‘we’re 
going to kill you and kill your family,”’ 
I think they kind of help make PETE 
KING’s case. If he says he just wants to 
have a peaceful hearing and you say 
“were going to kill you for it,” well, 
that seems to me they’re making his 
case. 

The peace-loving Muslims are not the 
problem, but there is an element of 
radical Islam in this country and in 
this world that wants to destroy our 
way of life. There will be books that 
will ultimately, someday, belittle 
those people who are accusing PETE 
KING of all kinds of impropriety—rac- 
ism, bigotry, xenophobia—all those 
things a lot of us are accused of be- 
cause they don’t know us and because 
they don’t know our hearts. Someday, 
books will point out: Look how silly 
these people were. They had people 
saying, We’re going to kill you; and 
they said, Uh-oh, we’d better not make 
them mad and try to defend ourselves 
and figure out how to do that. Let’s 
just try to placate them. 

History shows, when you try to pla- 
cate radical Islamists, particularly 
since 700-800 AD, you’re going to not 
only not placate them; you’re going to 
grow more contempt because, not only 
do they see you as an infidel, but they 
see you as a stupid infidel who is try- 
ing to pay off the people who want to 
kill them. 

So we know that, in the hearing, our 
friend across the aisle, Mr. ELLISON, 
testified. He brought up the case of Mo- 
hammed Salman Hamdani—and my 
apologies if I mispronounce that—who 
was a Pakistani-born Muslim Amer- 
ican. As Mr. ELLISON pointed out, 
Hamdani rushed to Lower Manhattan 
on the morning of September 11, 2001, 
to assist in rescue efforts, and died in 
the collapse at the World Trade Center. 

Mr. ELLISON was thinking—and I’m 
sure, absolutely, there was no intent to 
mislead and that he actually believed 
what he was saying. But he said, after 
the tragedy, some people tried to 
smear his character solely because of 
his Islamic faith. They spread false ru- 
mors and speculated he was in league 
with the attackers, all because he was 
Muslim. 

So I’m proud to be able to point this 
out, and I hope that it’s a comfort to 
my friend Mr. ELLISON; but in fact, as 
Matthew Shaffer pointed out in this 
National Review article last night, he 
said that, in fact, 6 weeks after the 
September 11 attacks, before 
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Hamdani’s remains were identified, 
Congress did sign the Patriot Act into 
law with this line included—and this is 
in the Patriot Act: 

“Мапу Arab Americans and Muslim 
Americans have acted heroically dur- 
ing the attacks on the United States, 
including Mohammed Salman 
Hamdani, a 23-year-old New Yorker of 
Pakistani descent, who is believed to 
have gone to the World Trade Center to 
offer rescue assistance and is now miss- 
ing.’ ” 

The article goes on. It reads: 

“That is, Hamdani was actually sin- 
gled out for particular high honors 
among the thousands of victims of the 
September 11 attacks. There is little 
evidence,” if any, “of the ‘rumors’ that 
he did otherwise. You can go to Google 
and search for Mohammed Salman 
Hamdani’s name, using various time 
frames from before today’s hearings.”’ 
That was yesterday. ‘‘You’ll discover 
two discordant sets of returns, none for 
sites and news reports accusing 
Hamdani of being a terrorist and many 
thousands of pages honoring him as a 
hero while claiming that he was ‘wide- 
ly accused’ of being a terrorist.” 

They can’t find the allegation of his 
being a terrorist, only those saying he 
was widely accused and what a hero he 
was. 

“Web pages that do source that claim 
that Hamdani was ‘widely accused’ of 
being a terrorist typically trace back 
to a single report from the New York 
Post, dated October 12, 2001, and titled 
‘Missing—or Hiding? Mystery of NYPD 
Cadet from Pakistan.’ The piece has 
been taken offline, but its content is 
preserved elsewhere. 

“His family distributed missing per- 
son flyers in the fear that the 23-year- 
old, who is trained as an EMT, went in- 
stead to the World Trade Center to 
help and was killed. But investigators 
for the FBI and NYPD have since ques- 
tioned the family about which Internet 
chat rooms he visited and if he was po- 
litical. 

“Hamdani, a graduate of Queens Col- 
lege, with a biochemistry degree, had 
been in the NYPD cadet program for 3 
years. He became ‘inactive’ because he 
needed to work full time, his mother 
said. Police sources said he hadn’t been 
to work at the NYPD since April, but 
he still carried official identification. 

“Опе source told the Post: ‘That tells 
me they’re not looking for this guy at 
the bottom of the rubble. The thing 
that bothers me is, if he is up to some 
tricks, he can walk past anybody using 
the I.D. card.’ 

“Hamdani’s mother, who has been in 
the United States for two decades, de- 
nied her son was political or a religious 
fundamentalist. Cops at the Midtown 
Tunnel reported spotting someone who 
looked like Hamdani yesterday morn- 
ing. 

“So the Post reported (1) that 
Hamdani’s family believed he died in 
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the World Trade Center attacks; (2) 
that the FBI asked Hamdani’s mother 
a few background questions after a 
mistaken sighting; and (3) that an 
unnamed source felt such questioning 
implied guilt. No doubt, that was hard 
on the grieving mother; but frankly, 
this—a mistaken sighting and very pre- 
liminary investigations of many peo- 
ple, most of whom turn out to be inno- 
cent—is the kind of thing that inevi- 
tably happens after a major terrorist 
attack.” 

So the article points out that Mr. 
Hamdani has been singled out by this 
Congress and by people in New York 
for being the hero that he apparently 
was. There is no allegation by this Con- 
gress, of which I’m aware, of blanket 
smearing, saying that all Muslims are 
evil. They’re not. The disagreement is 
over what percentage. Is it 1 percent or 
10 percent that is being radicalized and 
wants to destroy our way of life? It’s a 
question worth looking into. 
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Because there were actual witnesses 
at the hearing that pointed out that 
their young children had been taken— 
I say young, a teenager to me is young 
these days—and had been turned 
against the United States through a 
mosque, taken to a foreign country and 
radicalized to finish the process. Why 
wouldn’t we want to look into that? It 
only makes sense. Because if you bury 
your head in the sand, even though you 
don’t see any danger your rear end is 
hanging out there to some pretty sig- 
nificant danger, and we shouldn’t be in 
that posture as a country. 

Now we also know that the Muslim 
Brotherhood has been active in foreign 
countries. We’ve seen what happened in 
Tunisia, Egypt, Libya, other countries 
around the Middle East. But I would 
humbly submit that the thing that 
ought to scare Americans the most 
about our stature in the world, about 
the way our allies and friends look at 
this Nation and about how they per- 
ceive whether or not we will be able 
to—and will—help in a crisis, came 
when we saw that King Abdullah, King 
of Jordan, had made an appointment to 
apparently work out some kind of deal 
with a madman named Ahmadinejad. 
Abdullah, I’ve met him before, he’s a 
brilliant man, we’ve visited a couple of 
times, he’s a brilliant man, he has a 
different world view, but this country 
in the past has appreciated his ability 
to keep order and keep peace in his 
country. 

When an ally like King Abdullah 
makes an appointment with a mad- 
man—possibly to cut his own deal for 
protection—it ought to send off alarms 
all over this Nation that we’re in trou- 
ble. The world perceives us as weak. 
Our friends have seen we don’t stand 
with our friends. We’ll snub Israel. 
We’ll leave them hanging until the last 
second on whether or not we’ll even 
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veto a resolution Lebanon brings to the 
U.N.—which is what this administra- 
tion did. We’ll snub their prime min- 
ister when he comes early on, as this 
administration did. Oh, sure, the ad- 
ministration tried to warm up to him 
right before the election and tried to 
jockey for political help back in the 
fall of 2010, but our allies and our en- 
emies are not as stupid as some in this 
town think. They see the way we treat 
our friends, our allies, those who have 
stood with this country through thick 
and thin, and they’ve seen the way 
we’ve turned on them. 

They see what we’ve done with en- 
emies of ours, aS Qadhafi has been in 
the past, as Ahmadinejad has been, as 
Kim Jong Il in North Korea has been, 
and they say, gee, if we go strongly 
against this country, the Obama ad- 
ministration will come rush to see 
what they can give us to try to make 
us friends—obviously they won’t make 
us friends, but we’ll take whatever 
they’ve got to give. In fact, in the case 
of North Korea and the Clinton admin- 
istration running over there and say- 
ing, look, we’ll build you a nuclear 
power plant if you will just quit trying 
to make a nuclear weapon. You’ll give 
us a nuclear power plant? Doesn’t that 
have nuclear fuel? Yes, it does. We 
might be able to take that fuel and 
make a nuclear weapon? Sure, yeah, I 
mean, it’s possible. But if you’ll just 
promise us you won’t do that, we’ll 
give you the nuclear material, the fa- 
cility, we’ll show you how to do it. 
Well, sure. Okay. Yeah, we’ll give you 
that promise. And of course we pro- 
vided them what they needed to go nu- 
clear and build nuclear weapons. It 
makes no sense. We ought to be smart- 
er than that. 

But we didn’t learn our lesson with 
North Korea that you can’t placate a 
terrorist leader, so this administration 
has talked about sanctions. And we’ve 
had some sanctions against Iran, and I 
really think that they’re going to work 
by 2015 or 2020, but unfortunately by 
then, Iran will have nuclear weapons, 
and they will have the ability to say 
you either withdraw your sanctions or 
we’re going to use the nukes that we’ve 
now sent on yachts and are outside 
major places you care about to blow 
your major cities up. It’s a crazy way 
to defend the country, to placate your 
enemies. 

Гуе had this bill—I’ve filed it three 
Congresses and I’m hoping now that 
were in the majority we'll get it 
passed; it seems like I pick up more 
supporters every time—called the U.N. 
Voting Accountability Act. It simply 
says that any nation—you know, 
they’re sovereign nations, they can do 
what they want as long as they don’t 
come after us, don’t commit crimes 
against humanity, but they’re sov- 
ereign nations, so basically what it 
says is any nation that votes against a 
U.S. position more than half the time 
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in the U.N. will receive no financial as- 
sistance of any kind from the United 
States in the subsequent year. As I’ve 
said before, you don’t have to pay peo- 
ple to hate you, they’ll do it for free. 
We can save the money, we need to 
save the money. 

We heard that President Mubarak— 
really a king, but called President Mu- 
barak—one report said he had $70 bil- 
lion in a bank, now there’s only $7 bil- 
lion. Where do you think he got that 
money? We’ve been giving him some- 
where around $2 billion a year for 
years. We have propped up so many evil 
people in countries where they dev- 
astate their own people, we shouldn’t 
be giving them money for that. Let 
charitable groups go in and give aid di- 
rectly to the people. They do a great 
job of that, better than the government 
because we аз a government usually 
have to give it to the government, and 
then the government uses it to go in 
their bank accounts and to do what 
they will with their people. It doesn’t 
make sense. 

I was also a little surprised to find 
out how much we help Lebanon be- 
cause they were short on some of their 
weaponry, and the U.S. was of some as- 
sistance to help them rearm last year. 
And I was trying to remember, oh, yes, 
why was Lebanon a little short on 
weaponry? That’s right. They were 
killing Israelis—our friends and al- 
lies—back 5 years ago. That’s why they 
were short on weaponry. But not to 
worry, U.S. to the aid; we’ll provide 
military weapons to our enemies, to 
the enemies of those who are dear, de- 
voted friends like Israel. Yeah, we’ll 
equip your enemies. We’ll sell jets to 
countries that won’t recognize Israel. 
Three billion dollars for a friend in 
kind of an oasis in the middle of a lot 
of hostility is a small price to pay, but 
unfortunately when you pay billions to 
Israel’s enemies $3 billion is not 
enough. 

So why, instead of running up the 
tab, why don’t we as a nation quit 
funding Israel’s enemies, quit helping 
their enemies, quit helping to put in 
place—as President Carter did by pull- 
ing the rug out from under the shah— 
apparently not a nice man what he did 
to his people—but by President Carter 
pulling the rug out from him, he fell. 
And of course President Carter wel- 
comed Khomeini as a man of peace, and 
then we shortly found he created a ter- 
rorist state like none before in history. 
Good job. 

We’ve got to stop doing those kind of 
good jobs. We’ve got to get back to the 
basics of providing for the common de- 
fense, quit condemning those who are 
not xenophobes—they’re not phobes of 
any kind—but they see the world 
through a clear window, the window of 
history, and see that if you help your 
enemies, they will destroy you. You 
help your friends, they remain your 
friends, and they remain vital and 
helpful to you in the world picture. 
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One other thing we did to Israel last 
year—I believe it was in May I read 
that this administration for the first 
time voted with all of Israel’s enemies 
to require them to disclose any and all 
nuclear weaponry. Because people in 
leadership in the appropriate places 
here in America apparently have not 
read the Old Testament. They have not 
read history. You can go back and find 
where Hezekiah was the king. And I 
know there are some journalists who 
think that Jews came from Poland, but 
actually there’s archaeological evi- 
dence to show that they were actually 
in Israel 3,000 years ago and that King 
David was King of Israel around 1000 or 
so B.C. 
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And of course we know Mohammed 
lived 600 or so A.D. So 1,600 to 1,700 
years before there was a Mohammed, 
there was a King David ruling over 
Jews in Israel. They have a history in 
the land. We voted with Israel’s en- 
emies. And the lesson from Hezekiah 
was, aS you can read from the Old Tes- 
tament, Isaiah was sent to Hezekiah. 
He knew what he had done. Pardon the 
Texas paraphrase, but he said, in es- 
sence, What have you done? He said, 
Oh, these great Babylonian leaders 
came over, and so I showed them all 
our treasure, and I showed them our 
defenses. 


And Isaiah, in essence, said, You fool. 
Because you’ve done this, you’ll lose 
the country. 


You don’t placate your enemies and 
think they’re going to be your friend if 
you give them things, you show them 
all your great defenses, because they’ll 
figure a way around them and you will 
lose your country. 


Every country meets its demise and 
heads to the dustbin of history at some 
point. We’ve got to rein in the ridicu- 
lous deficit spending. We’ve got to quit 
hurting our friends abroad and quit 
helping our enemies and be about the 
oath that we all took in this body. And 
if we will do that, if we will follow the 
precepts that history—and even FDR 
said, Follow the teachings in the Bible. 
People have found it a help for ages—if 
we do those things, future generations 
will be blessed because of us, and not 
condemned. 


COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIR OF 
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND 
GOVERNMENT REFORM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HARRIS) laid before the House the fol- 
lowing communication from the chair 
of the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform: 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND Gov- 
ERNMENT REFORM, 

Washington, DC, March 11, 2011. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: My letter of March 3, 
2011 notified you formally, pursuant to Rule 
VIII of the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, that the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform has been served with a 
subpoena for documents issued by the United 
States District Court for the District of Co- 
lumbia in a case now pending before that 
Court. That letter incorrectly referenced the 
pending case as a civil case. In fact, it is a 
criminal case. 

Sincerely, 
DARRELL E. Issa, 
Chairman, Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 


EE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 2 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 


EE 
1537 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. BISHOP of Utah) at 3 
o’clock and 37 minutes p.m. 


a 


ADJOURNMENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the House stands adjourned 
until noon on Monday next for morn- 
ing-hour debate. 

There was no objection. 

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 38 min- 
utes p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, March 
14, 2011, at noon. 


-Á 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


822. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Navy, Department of Defense, transmitting a 
report on the Repair of Naval Vessels in For- 
eign Shipyards, pursuant to (122 Stat. 4584); 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

823. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation Supplement; Award-Fee 
Contracts (DFARS Case 2006-D021) (RIN: 0750- 
AF51) received February 16, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

824. A letter from the Under Secretary, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting author- 
ization of 2 officers to wear the authorized 
insignia of the grade of brigadier general; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 
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825. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De- 
partment of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — National 
Flood Insurance Program, Policy Wording 
Correction [Docket ID: FEMA-2010-0021] 
(RIN: 1660-AA70) received February 15, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services. 

826. A letter from the Regulatory Spe- 
cialist, LRAD, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Bank Secrecy Act Compliance; Fair Credit 
Reporting; Technical Amendments [Docket 
ID: OCC-2011-0003] (RIN: 1557-AD88) received 
February 9, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

827. A letter from the Deputy to the Chair- 
man for External Affairs, Federal Deposit In- 
surance Corporation, transmitting the Cor- 
poration’s final rule — Orderly Liquidation 
Authority Provisions of the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protec- 
tion Act received February 10, 2011, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

828. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting consistent with the Authoriza- 
tion for Use of Military Force Against Iraq 
Resolution of 2002 (Pub. L. 107-248), and the 
Authorization for the Use of Military Force 
Against Iraq Resolution (Pub. L. 102-1), and 
in order to keep the Congress fully informed, 
reports prepared by the Department of State 
for the October 20 — December 20, 2010 re- 
porting period including matters relating to 
post-liberation Iraq under Section 7 of the 
Iraq Liberation Act of 1998 (Pub. L. 105-338); 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

829. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s report on the 
status of Data Mining Activities, pursuant 
to Implementing Recommendations of the 9/ 
11 Commission Act, Section 804; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

830. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Education, transmitting FY 2010 An- 
nual Performance Report; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

831. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Non-Amer- 
ican Fisheries Act Crab Vessels Harvesting 
Pacific Cod for Processing by the Offshore 
Component in the Central Regulatory Area 
of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.: 0910181362- 
0087-02] (RIN: 0648-XA177) received February 
9, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

832. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Catcher/ 
Processors Using Pot Gear in the Bering Sea 
and Aleutian Islands Management Area 
[Docket No.: 0910181363-0087-02] (RIN: 0648- 
XA176) received February 9, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

833. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 
610 in the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.: 
0910181362-0087-02] (RIN: 0648-Х А168) received 
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February 9, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 


834. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Catcher Ves- 
sels Greater Than or Equal to 60 Feet (18.3 
Meters) Legnth Overall Using Pot Gear in 
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Manage- 
ment Area [Docket No.: 0910131363-0087-02] 
(RIN: 0648-XA167) received February 9, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 


835. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 
630 in the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.: 
0910131362-0087-02] (RIN: 0648-XA169) received 
February 9, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 


836. A letter from the Assistant Adminis- 
trator for Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce- 
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans- 
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act Provisions; Fisheries of the 
Northeastern United States; Extension of 
Emergency Fishery Closure Due to the Pres- 
ence of the Toxin That Causes Paralytic 
Shellfish Poisoning [Docket No.: 050613158- 
5262-03] (RIN: 0648-AT48) received February 9, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 


837. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad- 
ministrator for Operations, NMFS, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s final rule 
— Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, 
and South Atlantic; Snapper-Grouper fishery 
Off the Southern Atlantic States; Amend- 
ment 17B [Docket No.: 0907271173-0629-03] 
(RIN: 0648-AY11) received February 15, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 


838. A letter from the Attorney General, 
Department of Justice, transmitting a letter 
to inform of the Executive Branch’s deter- 
mination and the Department’s steps in the 
two pending DOMA cases; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 


839. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Rob- 
inson Knife Manufacturing Company and 
Subsidiaries v. Commissioner 600 F.3d 121 (2d 
Cir. 2010), rev’g T.C. Memo 2009-9 received 
February 11, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 


840. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Dis- 
closure of Return Information to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture [TD 9245] (RIN: 1545- 
ВЕ15) received February 11, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 


841. A letter from the Inspector General, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting a report entitled ‘‘Review of 
Medicare Contractor Information Security 
Program Evaluations for Fiscal Year 2008”; 
jointly to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce and Ways and Means. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California: 
Committee on House Administration. House 
Resolution 147. Resolution providing for the 
expenses of certain committees of the House 
of Representatives in the One Hundred 
Twelfth Congress (Rept. 112-30). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. BACHUS: Committee on Financial 
Services. H.R. 839. A bill to amend the Emer- 
gency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 to 
terminate the authority of the Secretary of 
the Treasury to provide new assistance 
under the Home Affordable Modification 
Program, while preserving assistance to 
homeowners who were already extended an 
offer to participate in the Program, either on 
a trial or permanent basis; with an amend- 
ment (Rept. 112-31). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. BACHUS: Committee on Financial 
Services. H.R. 861. A bill to rescind the third 
round of funding for the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program and to terminate the pro- 
gram; with an amendment (Rept. 112-82). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 


a 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. TIBERI (for himself and Mr. 
McDERMOTT): 

H.R. 1031. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the shipping in- 
vestment withdrawal rules in section 955 and 
to provide an incentive to reinvest foreign 
shipping earnings in the United States; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROUN of Georgia: 

H.R. 1032. A bill to establish judicial proce- 
dures for causes and claims relating to any 
action or decision by a Federal official re- 
garding the leasing of Federal lands (includ- 
ing submerged lands) for the exploration, de- 
velopment, production, processing, or trans- 
mission of oil, natural gas, or any other 
source or form of energy, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROUN of Georgia: 

H.R. 1033. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit for unre- 
imbursed funeral expenses with respect to a 
deceased indigent individual; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CAMP: 

H.R. 1034. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend the funding and 
expenditure authority of the Airport and 
Airway Trust Fund; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. HIRONO (for herself, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. HANABUSA, and 
Ms. BORDALLO): 

H.R. 1035. A bill to amend title IV of the 
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor- 
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 to permit 
Medicaid coverage for citizens of the Freely 
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Associated States lawfully residing in the 
United States under the Compacts of Free 
Association between the Government of the 
United States and the Governments of the 
Federated States of Micronesia, the Republic 
of the Marshall Islands, and the Republic of 
Palau; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. BILBRAY: 

H.R. 1036. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow temporarily a re- 
duced rate of tax with respect to repatriated 
foreign earnings; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. KING of New York (for himself, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. PASTOR of Ari- 
zona, Mr. МССАТІ, Mr. ROTHMAN of 
New Jersey, Mr. PAULSEN, and Mr. 
FILNER): 

H.R. 1087. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for the na- 
tional collection of data on stillbirths in a 
standardized manner, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GOSAR: 

H.R. 1038. A bill to authorize the convey- 
ance of two small parcels of land within the 
boundaries of the Coconino National Forest 
containing private improvements that were 
developed based upon the reliance of the 
landowners in an erroneous survey con- 
ducted in May 1960; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. SULLIVAN (for himself, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. COLE, Mr. LUCAS, and Mr. 
LANKFORD): 

H.R. 1039. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend the 
Indian employment credit and the deprecia- 
tion rules for property used predominantly 
within an Indian reservation; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BURGESS (for himself, Mr. 
BARTLETT, Mr. COLE, and Mr. Ross of 
Florida): 

H.R. 1040. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide taxpayers a flat 
tax alternative to the current income tax 
system; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and in addition to the Committee on 
Rules, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
(for himself and Mr. ALTMIRE): 

H.R. 1041. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to repeal the Medicare 
competitive acquisition program for durable 
medical equipment and prosthetics, 
orthotics, and supplies (DMEPOS); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in 
addition to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions, and Ways and Means, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. BACA (for himself, Mr. CAL- 
VERT, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. Costa, Мг. 
CUELLAR, Mr. LEWIS of California, 
Mr. YouNG of Alaska, Mr. MCCLIN- 
TocK, and Mr. GARY G. MILLER of 
California): 

H.R. 1042. A bill to amend the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 to require that certain 
species be treated as extinct for purposes of 
that Act if there is not a substantial in- 
crease in the population of a species during 
the 15-year period beginning on the date the 
species is determined to be an endangered 
species, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself, Mr. 
CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. WELCH, 


3851 


Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. SHULER, Mr. COOPER, Mr. 
BOSWELL, Mr. SCHRADER, Mr. PETERS, 
Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. LARSEN of Wash- 
ington, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. 
HONDA, Ms. Bass of California, Mr. 
ALTMIRE, Mr. BARROW, Mr. COSTA, 
Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. Ross of Arkansas, 
Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. PETERSON, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana, Mr. 
DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, and Mr. 
MCINTYRE) (all by request): 

H.R. 1048. A bill to provide an optional 
fast-track procedure the President may use 
when submitting rescission requests, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Budget, and in addition to the Committee on 
Rules, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. JENKINS (for herself, Mr. 
CUELLAR, and Mr. AKIN): 

H.R. 1044. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide payment 
under part A of the Medicare Program on a 
reasonable cost basis for anesthesia services 
furnished by an anesthesiologist in certain 
rural hospitals in the same manner as pay- 
ments are provided for anesthesia services 
furnished by anesthesiologist assistants and 
certified registered nurse anesthetists in 
such hospitals; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. RYAN of Ohio: 

H.R. 1045. A bill for the relief of the sur- 
vivors of Michael T. Theodore, Jr., Joshua A. 
Sherbourne, and Zachary A. Nolen; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. COHEN (for himself, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. MOORE, Mr. RoG- 
ERS of Michigan, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, and Ms. RICHARD- 
SON): 

H.R. 1046. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to authorize a member of the 
Armed Forces to designate anyone as the 
person authorized to direct disposition of the 
remains of the member if the member dies 
while on active duty; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina (for 
himself, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. BISHOP of 
Utah, Mrs. NOEM, Mr. SCOTT of South 
Carolina, Mr. WILSON of South Caro- 
lina, Mr. Gowpy, Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. 
GOSAR, Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. 
KINGSTON, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. NEUGE- 
BAUER, Mr. YODER, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. 
FLORES, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, Ms. 
Foxx, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. HUELSKAMP, 
Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. MCHENRY, 
Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. PITTS, Mr. 
ROKITA, and Mr. HERGER): 

H.R. 1047. A bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to protect State re- 
quirements for a secret ballot election of 
labor organizations; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. HOLT (for himself, Mr. SIRES, 
Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. HONDA, 
and Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia): 

H.R. 1048. A bill to prevent harassment at 
institutions of higher education, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio (for himself, 
Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. 
MILLER of Florida, Ms. BUERKLE, Mrs. 
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SCHMIDT, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. 
WALBERG, Mr. SCOTT of South Caro- 
lina, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. HARPER, Mr. 
McHENRY, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. TIBERI, 
Mr. STIVERS, Mr. LANDRY, Mr. 
MCKINLEY, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. 
LATOURETTE, Mr. NUNES, and Mr. 
AUSTRIA): 

H.R. 1049. A bill to amend the National En- 
vironmental Policy Act of 1969 to direct the 
Council on Environmental Quality to report 
to Congress annually on the number of per- 
mits required under Federal law for which 
applications have been submitted and that 
have not been issued because an environ- 
mental impact statement is pending, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for 
himself, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 
BURGESS, Mr. CANSECO, Mrs. BLACK, 
Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. GERLACH, and Mr. 
McCAUL): 

H.R. 1050. A bill to amend title I of the Em- 
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to improve access and choice for entre- 
preneurs with small businesses with respect 
to medical care for their employees; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for 
himself, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. PAUL, 
Mrs. BLACK, and Mr. MCCAUL): 

H.R. 1051. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to clarify the use of pri- 
vate contracts by Medicare beneficiaries for 
professional services and to allow individuals 
to choose to opt out of the Medicare part A 
benefits; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and in addition to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. JONES: 

H.R. 1052. A bill to guarantee the right of 
individuals to receive social security bene- 
fits under title II of the Social Security Act 
in full with an accurate annual cost-of-living 
adjustment; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MATHESON (for himself and 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah): 

H.R. 1053. A bill to clarify authority grant- 
ed under the Act entitled “Ап Act to define 
the exterior boundary of the Uintah and 
Ouray Indian Reservation in the State of 
Utah, and for other purposes’’; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Ms. PINGREE of Maine (for herself, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Ms. MOORE): 

H.R. 1054. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to provide access to cer- 
tified professional midwives for women en- 
rolled in the Medicaid program; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. THORNBERRY (for himself, 
Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. BURGESS, and Ms. 
HAYWORTH): 

H.R. 1055. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to permit coverage of 
certain covered part D drugs for uses that 
are determined to be for medically accepted 
indications based upon clinical evidence in 
peer reviewed medical literature; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in 
addition to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky: 

H.J. Res. 48. A joint resolution making fur- 
ther continuing appropriations for fiscal 
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year 2011, and for other purposes; to the 

Committee on Appropriations. 
By Ms. WOOLSEY (for herself, Mr. 
OLVER, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. SLAUGH- 
TER, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. RUSH, Mr. CAPU- 
ANO, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. RICHARDSON, 
Ms. CLARKE of New York, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. MOORE, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. McCoLLuM, 
Ms. MATSUI, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. PETERSON, 
Mr. WALZ of Minnesota, Mr. PAL- 
LONE, Mr. SIRES, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. 
FARR, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
LEVIN, Ms. BORDALLO, Ms. DELAURO, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Ms. TSONGAS, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ 
of California, Mr. PRICE of North 
Carolina, Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, 
Mrs. LowEy, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN, Mr. COHEN, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. ELLISON, Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. 
RAHALL, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 

BACA, and Mr. RANGEL): 

H. Res. 165. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of National Women’s His- 
tory Month; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

By Mr. McCOTTER (for himself and 
Mr. ISRAEL): 

H. Res. 166. A resolution expressing support 
for designation of March 2011 as ‘‘National 
Kidney Cancer and Kidney Health Awareness 
Month’’; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. TIBERI: 

H.R. 1031. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill makes changes to existing law re- 
lating to Article 1, Section 7 which provides 
that “АП bills for raising Revenue shall 
originate in the House of Representatives.” 

By Mr. BROUN of Georgia: 

H.R. 1092. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3: To regulate 
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among 
the several States, and with the Indian 
Tribes. 

By Mr. BROUN of Georgia: 

H.R. 1033. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

By Mr. CAMP: 

H.R. 1034. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
United States Constitution. 

By Ms. HIRONO: 

H.R. 1035. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: ‘‘The Con- 
gress shall have Power to lay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay 
the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States.” 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: “The Con- 
gress shall have Power to regulate Com- 
merce with foreign Nations, and among the 
several States, and with the Indian Tribes.” 

By Mr. BILBRAY: 

H.R. 1036. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defense 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

By Mr. KING of New York: 

H.R. 1037. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts, and Excises to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

By Mr. GOSAR: 

H.R. 1038. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Congress has the express constitutional au- 
thority to manage and convey federal lands, 
pursuant to Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of 
the Constitution. This clause provides, in 
relevant part: ‘Тһе Congress shall have 
Power to dispose of and make all needful 
Rules and Regulations respecting the Terri- 
tory or other Property belonging to the 
United States...’ Federal lands may only 
be appropriated by an act of Congress. 
United States v. Fitzgerald, 40 U.S. (15 Pet.) 
407, 421 (1841) (“Мо appropriation of public 
land can be made for any purpose, but by au- 
thority of congress. By the third section of 
the fourth article of the constitution of the 
United States, power is given to congress to 
dispose of, and make all needful rules and 
regulations respecting the territory or other 
property belonging to the United States.’’) 

By Mr. SULLIVAN: 

H.R. 1039. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

By Mr. BURGESS: 

H.R. 1040. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The attached bill is constitutional under 
Article I, Section VIII: ‘‘The Congress shall 
have Power To lay and collect Taxes”. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania: 

H.R. 1041. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3; and includ- 
ing, but not solely limited to Article I, Sec- 
tion 8, Clause 14. 


March 11, 2011 


By Mr. BACA: 

H.R. 1042. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

U.S. Constitution, Article I, Section 8. 

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN: 

H.R. 1048 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article, I Section 9, Clause 7 and Article I, 
Section 5, Clause 2. 

By Ms. JENKINS: 

H.R. 1044. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: The Congress 
shall have Power—To regulate Commerce 
with foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian Tribes. 

By Mr. RYAN of Ohio: 

H.R. 1045. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of Congress to make 
rules for the government and regulation of 
the land and naval forces, as enumerated in 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 14 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. COHEN: 

H.R. 1046. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution (Clauses 12, 18, 14, 16, and 18), which 
grants Congress the power to raise and sup- 
port an Army; to provide and maintain a 
Navy; to make rules for the government and 
regulation of the land and naval forces; to 
provide for organizing, arming, and dis- 
ciplining the militia; and to make all laws 
necessary and proper for carrying out the 
foregoing powers. 

By Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina: 

H.R. 1047. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This legislation follows the 10th Amend- 
ment to the Constitution, standing up for 
the rights of the states to an overreach of 
the federal government as it relates to the 
National Labor Relations Board’s stated in- 
tent to sue four states over provisions in 
their state constitutions. 

By Mr. HOLT: 

H.R. 1048. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio: 

H.R. 1049. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas: 

H.R. 1050. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution, specifically Clause 1 (relating to 
providing for the general welfare of the 
United States) and Clause 18 (relating to the 
power to make all laws necessary and proper 
for carrying out the powers vested in Con- 
gress), and Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 (re- 
lating to the power of Congress to dispose of 
and make all needful rules and regulations 
respecting the territory or other property 
belonging to the United States). 
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By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas: 

H.R. 1051. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution, specifically Clause I (relating to 
providing for the general welfare of the 
United States) and Clause 18 (relating to the 
power to make all laws necessary and proper 
for carrying out the powers vested in Con- 
gress), and Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 (re- 
lating to the power of Congress to dispose of 
and make all needful rules and regulations 
respecting the territory or other property 
belonging to the United States). 

By Mr. JONES: 

H.R. 1052. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, empowers Congress to 
impose and collect taxes “Чо pay the Debts 
and provide for the common Defence and 
general Welfare of the United States.” 

By Mr. MATHESON: 

H.R. 1053. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution. 

By Ms. PINGREE of Maine: 

H.R. 1054. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. THORNBERRY: 

H.R. 1055. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky: 

H.J. Res. 48. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The principal constitutional authority for 
this legislation is Clause 7 of Section 9 of Ar- 
ticle I of the Constitution of the United 
States (the appropriation power), which 
states: “Мо Money shall be drawn from the 
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria- 
tions made by Law... . In addition, Clause 
1 of Section 8 of Article I of the Constitution 
(the spending power) provides: ‘‘The Con- 
gress shall have the Power ... to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States. 

. .’ Together, these specific constitutional 
provisions establish the congressional power 
of the purse, granting Congress the author- 
ity to appropriate funds, to determine their 
purpose, amount, and period of availability, 
and to set forth terms and conditions gov- 
erning their use. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule ХП, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 10: Mr. YODER, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs. BACHMANN, and Mr. 
WHITFIELD. 

H.R. 27: Mr. CLEAVER. 

H.R. 58: Mr. HARRIS, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. 
RIVERA. 

H.R. 104: Mr. SHIMKUS. 

H.R. 110: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, 
Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut, Mr. MICHAUD, 
and Mr. TONKO. 
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H.R. 153: Mr. MCKINLEY and Mr. KELLY. 

H.R. 154: Mr. GOODLATTE. 

H.R. 178: Mrs. CAPPS and Mr. RIVERA. 

H.R. 191: Mr. DEUTCH. 

H.R. 258: Mr. MORAN. 

H.R. 303: Mr. RIVERA and Mr. ALTMIRE. 

H.R. 308: Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. 

H.R. 358: Mr. REHBERG, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas, and Mr. RIGELL. 

H.R. 402: Mr. DEUTCH and Mr. GARAMENDI. 

H.R. 409: Mr. RIVERA. 

H.R. 421: Mr. ROKITA and Mr. LATTA. 

H.R. 459: Mr. HARRIS. 

H.R. 529: Ms. BALDWIN. 

H.R. 546: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr. 
LATHAM, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, 
Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. RIVERA, Mr. 
CARNAHAN, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. COBLE, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, and Mr. Ross of Florida. 

H.R. 576: Mr. POLIS. 

H.R. 601: Ms. ESHOO and Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 605: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. 

H.R. 625: Mr. WESTMORELAND and Mr. BUR- 
GESS. 

H.R. 651: Ms. CHU, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER of California, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. SPEIER, 
Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Ms. 
ZOE LOFGREN of California, and Mr. QUIGLEY. 

H.R. 656: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, 
and Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 665: Mr. LONG. 

H.R. 687: Mr. RIVERA and Mr. WITTMAN. 

H.R. 694: Ms. HAYWORTH. 

H.R. 700: Mr. HANNA. 

H.R. 710: Mr. SARBANES. 

H.R. 721: Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. 

H.R. 729: Mr. BISHOP of New York, Mr. 
CLAY, and Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 733: Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. 
ISRAEL, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. COOPER, Ms. LEE of California, 
Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. NEAL, and Mr. COSTA. 

H.R. 745: Mr. GARRETT and Mr. LONG. 

H.R. 750: Mr. GIBBS and Mr. DANIEL E. LUN- 
GREN of California. 

H.R. 772: Mr. NADLER. 

H.R. 780: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 

H.R. 819: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. 
POLIS, Mr. CRITZ, and Mr. OWENS. 

H.R. 822: Mr. JORDAN, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 
FLEMING, Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. RIVERA, 
and Mr. BILIRAKIS. 

H.R. 831: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 835: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. KUCINICH, and 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

H.R. 838: Mr. PEARCE. 

H.R. 840: Mr. HALL and Mr. LANDRY. 

H.R. 861: Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. 

H.R. 862: Mr. FILNER. 

H.R. 872: Ms. SEWELL, Mr. BURTON of Indi- 
ana, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms. JEN- 
KINS, Mr. POMPEO, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Ohio, Mr. OLSON, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. LONG, 
Mr. WALBERG, Mr. CRITZ, Mr. NUNES, and Mr. 
PAUL. 

H.R. 892: Ms. FUDGE, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, 
Ms. SUTTON, and Mr. RANGEL. 


H.R. 893: Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. HOLDEN, and 
Mr. COBLE. 
H.R. 896: Ms. GRANGER, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 


SAM JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. CONAWAY. 

H.R. 900: Mr. CHANDLER. 

H.R. 904: Mr. WALBERG and Mr. SCHOCK. 

H.R. 909: Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. 

H.R. 910: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. FLORES, Mrs. 
BIGGERT, Mr. PALAZZO, Mr. RENACCI, and Mr. 
AUSTRIA. 

H.R. 925: Mr. POLIS. 

H.R. 948: Mr. GRIJALVA. 

H.R. 951: Mr. POSEY. 

H.R. 959: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 

H.R. 965: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. RICH- 
ARDSON, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. JACKSON 
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of Illinois, Mr. OLVER, Mr. MORAN, Mr. KUCI- 
NICH, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas, 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, and Mr. 
GRIJALVA. 

H.R. 984: Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. ROGERS of Ala- 
bama, Mr. PAUL, and Mr. HULTGREN. 

H.R. 987: Mr. PLATTS. 

H.R. 992: Mr. DINGELL. 

H.R. 993: Mr. PAuL, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas, and Mr. CARTER. 

H.R. 1004: Mr. ScHock and Ms. SPEIER. 

H.R. 1028: Ms. CASTOR of Florida. 

H. Con. Res. 12: Mr. PAYNE, Mr. BARROW, 
Mr. WOLF, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
NEAL, Mr. MORAN, Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. 
PASCRELL. 

H. Con. Res. 18: Mr. CALVERT, Ms. Foxx, 
Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. TURNER, Mr. 
CANSECO, Mr. STEARNS, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. 
LATTA, Ms. JENKINS, Mr. UPTON, Mr. YOUNG 
of Alaska, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. HUIZENGA of 
Michigan, Mr. KINGSTON, and Mr. BOREN. 

H. Con. Res. 21: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. 
FORTENBERRY, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. WEST- 
MORELAND, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mrs. MILLER of 
Michigan, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. MILLER of North 
Carolina, Mr. JONES, Mr. YODER, Mr. HARRIS, 
Mr. GosaR, Mr. RIGELL, Mr. SMITH of Ne- 
braska, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. KIND, Mr. VIS- 
CLOSKY, Mr. FLEMING, Mr. NUNES, Mr. 
LANKFORD, Mr. DAVID ScoTT of Georgia, and 
Mr. BOREN. 
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H. Con. Res. 25: Mr. WOODALL, Mrs. ROBY, 
Mr. PENCE, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. 
WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. JONES, Mr. 
Ross of Florida, Mr. GRAVES of Georgia, Mr. 
OLSON, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. FINCHER, Mr. 
WALBERG, Mr. ISSA, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. FLEM- 
ING, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. HARRIS, Mrs. MYRICK, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. SCOTT of South 
Carolina, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. 
MARCHANT, Mr. KINGSTON, Mrs. NOEM, Mrs. 
BLACK, Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. POMPEO, Mr. 
CRAWFORD, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. NUNNELEE, Mr. 
CONAWAY, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Ms. Foxx, 


Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. AUSTRIA, Mr. 
KELLY, Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, 
Mr. HULTGREN, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. 


SOUTHERLAND, and Mr. MCKINLEY. 

Н. Res. 11: Mr. ВАСА. 

H. Res. 25: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. PAL- 
LONE, and Mr. Томко. 

H. Res. 34: Ms. BORDALLO, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. MURPHY of Con- 
necticut, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. WALZ of Min- 
nesota, Ms. NORTON, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. HONDA, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. MCGOVERN, 
Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr. GRIMM, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, and Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas. 

H. Res. 44: Mr. ROKITA and Mr. CARTER. 

H. Res. 60: Mr. ISSA. 

H. Res. 76: Mr. PITTS. 

H. Res. 85: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. MARINO. 
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H. Res. 100: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. FARR, Mr. JOHN- 
SON of Georgia, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, 
Mr. MARKEY, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. HOLT, Mr. WEI- 
NER, and Mr. DOYLE. 

H. Res. 106: Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. 
WITTMAN, Mr. JONES, Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. 
MCKINLEY. 

H. Res. 111: Mr. LANCE, Mr. CRAVAACK, Mr. 
KEATING, and Mr. PAYNE. 

H. Res. 137: Mr. KING of New York and Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida. 

H. Res. 143: Mr. POSEY. 


CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM- 
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM- 
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 


Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or 
statements on congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 

OFFERED BY MR. ROGERS OF KENTUCKY 

H.J. Res 48, Additional Continuing Appro- 
priations Amendments, 2011, does not con- 
tain any congressional earmarks, limited tax 
benefits, or limited tariff benefits as defined 
in clause 9 rule XXI. 
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HONORING STEPHANIE SCHEIB 
HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Stephanie Scheib. 
Stephanie is a very special young woman who 
has exemplified the finest qualities of citizen- 
ship and leadership by taking an active part in 
the Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the 
high honor of the Gold Award. 

Stephanie’s outstanding achievement re- 
flects her hard work and dedication. Stephanie 
has exhibited unique and creative examples of 
service that have made a difference in her 
community. | am confident that she will con- 
tinue to hold herself to the highest standards 
in the future. This is an accomplishment for 
which Stephanie can take pride in for the rest 
of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Stephanie Scheib for her accom- 
plishments with the Girl Scouts of the USA 
and for her efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of the Gold Award. 


—— 


INTRODUCTION OF THE REMOVING 
EXCESS LITIGATION INVOLVING 
ENERGY ON FEDERAL LANDS 
ACT 


HON. PAUL C. BROUN 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, today, 
| introduced the Removing Excess Litigation 
Involving Energy on Federal Lands Act, RE- 
LIEF Act. This legislation would help stream- 
line judicial procedures for causes and claims 
regarding the leasing of Federal lands for the 
exploration, development, production, proc- 
essing, or transmission of oil, natural gas, or 
any other source or form of energy. 

Excessive legal challenges have signifi- 
cantly delayed and in many cases prevented 
energy resources from reaching the American 
public. These oftentimes frivolous legal chal- 
lenges have helped contribute to our nation’s 
economic turmoil and skyrocketing energy 
costs. 

The RELIEF Act would not take away any- 
one’s “day іп court;” instead, it will simply 
streamline the process for all parties involved. 
This legislation would require that all claims be 
filed within 60 days of an action or decision 
and that any proceeding be resolved within 
180 days of the claim being filed and gives 
precedence over other court proceedings. In 
addition, it requires that all appeals from the 
District Court be reviewed by the Supreme 
Court and that any proceeding be resolved 


within 180 days of the claim being filed. To 
deter frivolous lawsuits, it also requires that 
any person seeking judicial review of any ac- 
tion under this Act shall pay the prevailing par- 
ty’s legal fees and other expenses, unless the 
Court finds that the position of the person was 
substantially justified or that special cir- 
cumstances make an award unjust. 

As the economic downturn continues and 
energy prices soar, our nation must do every- 
thing in its power to access the abundant nat- 
ural resources with which we have been 
blessed. | believe this legislation can play an 
important part in our nation’s economic recov- 
ery by alleviating current energy costs, while 
also helping to ensure our energy future. 


EE 


HONORING THOMAS PATRICK 
O'ROURKE 


HON. THADDEUS G. McCOTTER 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, today | rise 
to honor Thomas Patrick O'Rourke, a devoted 
husband, father, grandfather, son and brother 
and to mourn him upon his passing at the age 
of 75. 

Born on February 22, 1936, Thomas 
O'Rourke was the younest of six children born 
to James апа Mary O'Rourke and attended 
both Detroit Catholic Central and St. Cecelia 
before graduating from St. Cecelia in 1954. 
Having honorably served this great nation as 
a member of the United States Army, SPC 4 
Thomas O’Rourke was honorably discharged 
on September 30, 1962. Thomas married the 
love of his life, Mary Ellen on May 3, 1974. A 
dedicated and loving father to their four chil- 
dren, Thomas embodied the truest spirit of the 
Irish enjoying the boundless conversation and 
camaraderie the Gaelic League and the An- 
cient Order of Hibernians. He was affection- 
ately known as “Mr. Notre Dame” among his 
friends at the Veterans of Foreign Wars Post 
where he was an active member. 

On March 7, 2011, Thomas O'Rourke 
passed from this earthly world to his eternal 
reward. Thomas will be deeply missed by his 
wife of 36 years, Mary Ellen. He will long be 
remembered as a father devoted to his be- 
loved children Katie, Molly, Tom and Erin. 
Thomas O’Rourke leaves a legacy іп his 
grandchildren, Ella, Aidan, Jack, Megan, 
Danny, Colleen, Maggie and the impending 
James, due in July. He is survived by his sis- 
ter, Marge. Preceded into eternity by his par- 
ents, James and Mary as well as his brother 
James and his sisters Marie, Dorothy and 
Jane, Thomas was a wonderful man, kind to 
all he encountered. He will be truly and sor- 
rowfully missed. 

Mr. Speaker, during his lifetime, Thomas 
O’Rourke enriched the lives of everyone 


around him. There is no doubt that Thomas 
was a beacon of joy, hope and inspiration to 
those who knew him. As we bid farewell to 
this exceptional man, | ask my colleagues to 
join me in mourning his passing and honoring 
his life and his service to our community and 
our country. 


——— ыш 


STATEMENT ОМ H.R. 998, THE 
“STUDENT NON-DISCRIMINATION 
АСТ” 


HON. MICHAEL М. HONDA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, | rise as a proud 
cosponsor of the “Student Non-Discrimination 
Act,” SNDA, introduced today by my friend 
Congressman JARED POLIS of Colorado. 

| commend Congressman POLis for his 
commitment to creating and fostering a safe 
educational environment for all students. The 
legislation we introduced today would assure 
equal protection for lesbian, gay, bisexual, or 
transgender, LGBT, students. 

As an educator for over 30 years, | have 
witnessed firsthand the devastating impact 
bullying and harassment has оп students 
emotionally, socially and academically. These 
problems are pervasive and persistent in our 
schools. The hostile environment created by 
harassment and bullying not only deprives stu- 
dents of the opportunity to receive a quality 
education, but also contributes to academic 
underachievement. Furthermore, bullying and 
harassment can, and have, led to life-threat- 
ening violence and suicide, as evidenced by 
several nationally reported incidents including 
cases in New Jersey, Philadelphia, New York 
and across the United States. 

Existing federal civil rights statutes that ad- 
dress discrimination do not cover sexual ori- 
entation or gender identity, thus LGBT stu- 
dents are vulnerable to discrimination, harass- 
ment, and bullying. Furthermore, there is no 
recourse or legal protection when the rights of 
LGBT students are violated. 

The Student Non-Discrimination Act is a 
positive step toward achieving equal protection 
for LGBT students. It will do this by prohibiting 
discrimination in public school based on actual 
or perceived sexual orientation or gender iden- 
tity. These steps will provide LGBT students a 
safe environment free from discrimination to 
learn and succeed in school. 

The SNDA has goals similar to legislation | 
supported as chair of the Congressional Asian 
Pacific American Caucus including the Safe 
Schools Improvement Act, which helps 
schools and school districts develop and im- 
prove anti-bullying and anti-harassment initia- 
tives. We need all of this and much more, until 
our students are safe enough to study without 
the strain of discrimination or fear of bullying 
and harassment. 


© This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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| am proud to be а cosponsor of the Student 
Non-Discrimination Act and urge my col- 
leagues to join me in supporting this important 
legislation to ensure that all our students have 
access to a quality education free from fear. 


HONORING LYNESIA TAYLOR 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Lynesia Taylor. 
Lynesia is a very special young woman who 
has exemplified the finest qualities of citizen- 
ship and leadership by taking an active part in 
the Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the 
high honor of the Gold Award. 

Lynesia’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Lynesia has ex- 
hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which 
Lynesia can take pride in for the rest of her 
life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Lynesia Taylor for her accom- 
plishments with the Girl Scouts of the USA 
and for her efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of the Gold Award. 


ee 


HONORING LINDA PASTO AS A 2010 
GREAT COMEBACKS AWARD RE- 
CIPIENT 


HON. RICHARD L. HANNA 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, | pause today to 
recognize Linda Pasto, R.N., of Ithaca, New 
York. Linda has been selected as a 2010 
Great Comebacks Award recipient for the East 
Region. This program honors a group of indi- 
viduals who are living with varied intestinal 
diseases and/or recovering from ostomy sur- 
gery. It seeks to raise awareness of the quality 
of life issues confronting more than 700,000 
men, women and children throughout our 
country affected by the very conditions that 
can result in an ostomy. 

Every year on the first day of September, 
Linda throws a party. It’s not for her birthday, 
but for what she considers her rebirth—the 
day she received her ostomy. After 10 years 
of flare-ups, hospitalizations and weight gain 
from medication due to Crohn’s disease and 
ulcerative colitis, Linda opted for ostomy sur- 
gery. At age 51, Linda’s life began again. Now 
she uses her newfound zest and enjoyment 
for life to help others who are dealing with in- 
testinal diseases. 

Since her surgery, Linda went from strug- 
gling with everyday activities, including her du- 
ties as a nursing instructor, to playing with her 
grandchildren, traveling abroad and even 
going on a 3-hour kayaking trip in the Adiron- 
dack Mountains. 
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The Great Comebacks Program is spon- 
sored by ConvaTec, a leading developer of 
ostomy and wound care products, in partner- 
ship with the Crohn’s & Colitis Foundation, the 
United Ostomy Associations of America, Inc. 
and the Intestinal Disease Education and 
Awareness Society. Each year, Great come- 
backs presents regional awards to 12 individ- 
uals through the United States who have 
struggled with a chronic intestinal condition 
and have exhibited extraordinary strength and 
courage for managing to live full and produc- 
tive lives despite daily struggles. 

| urge my colleagues to take time to meet 
with some of the Great Comebacks award re- 
cipients. Their personal stories, like Linda’s, 
are inspiration and will heighten your aware- 
ness about some of the huge strides being 
made by people living with intestinal diseases 
or recovering from ostomy surgery. 


— 


INTRODUCTION OF THE INDIGENT 
FUNERAL EXPENSE REIMBURSE- 
MENT ACT OF 2011 


HON. PAUL C. BROUN 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, today, 
| am introducing the Indigent Funeral Expense 
Reimbursement Act of 2011. This common 
sense legislation would allow for up to a 
$3,000 federal tax credit for the providing of 
individual funeral services. Additionally, this 
legislation would not usurp existing state tax 
incentives for the funeral services of indigent 
individuals, but instead would supplement 
them. 

Funeral homes respectfully and diligently 
provide the last measure of care for those in 
our society who have passed away. Often- 
times the family of the deceased or the 
deceased’s estate takes care of the funeral 
expenses. However, in some cases, most es- 
pecially in the case of indigent or unclaimed 
deceased individuals, the means to pay for 
these solemn services simply do not exist. 
Typically, cities, counties and states are left to 
cover the bill, and states often have tax credits 
or tax deductions available to funeral homes 
that provide services for indigent care. How- 
ever, in these trying times, these state tax in- 
centives are among the first cuts being made. 

Across the country, because of an influx of 
the number of deceased individuals and their 
families now befitting indigent status, funeral 
homes and mortuaries are being forced to 
shoulder the financial burden of providing the 
last service of a person’s life. This straight- 
forward tax credit would simply remove the fi- 
nancial burden and allow funeral homes to 
provide the care and services that they are 
trained to provide. 


HONORING MEGAN HOTTEL 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Megan Ноќе. 
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Megan is a very special young woman who 
has exemplified the finest qualities of citizen- 
ship and leadership by taking an active part in 
the Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the 
high honor of the Gold Award. 

Megan’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Megan has ex- 
hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which 
Megan can take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Megan Hottel for her accomplish- 
ments with the Girl Scouts of the USA and for 
her efforts put forth in achieving the highest 
distinction of the Gold Award. 


—— 


IN RECOGNITION OF NATIONAL 
EACH ONE, TEACH ONE’S 44 
YEARS OF SERVICE AND TO CEL- 
EBRATE THE 70TH BIRTHDAYS 
OF ITS FOUNDING FATHERS, BOB 
McCULLOUGH AND FRED 
CRAWFORD 


HON. CHARLES В. RANGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
join the Children of the Founders in recogni- 
tion of National Each One, Teach One’s 44 
Years of Service and to celebrate the 70th 
Birthdays of its Founding Fathers, Bob 
McCullough and Fred Crawford. 

The National Association of Each One, 
Teach Опе, Inc.—‘“Where Knowledge is 
Power,” is a non-profit (501c3) youth develop- 
mental & mentoring program, which uses 
sports as a vehicle to motivate youngsters to 
pursue higher education and explore various 
careers. They conduct college tours; provide 
guest speakers from public, private and the 
entertainment sectors, while fostering self re- 
spect, community awareness and self em- 
powerment. 

“Each One, Teach One,” was а motto 
coined by Holcombe Rucker, who organized 
basketball tournaments as way to help keep 
kids off the street and out of trouble through 
life lessons. Born and raised in Harlem, 
Holcombe Rucker played guard at Benjamin 
Franklin High School in East Harlem before 
dropping out to serve in the United States 
Army during World War Il. Upon his dis- 
charged from the Army, Rucker earned his 
General Equivalency High School Diploma 
and was hired as a Playground Director in 
Harlem for the New York City Department of 
Parks. 

The Playgrounds and Parks would double- 
up as his office and meeting place, where 
people, whether they liked basketball or not, 
would come to Rucker for advice and words of 
wisdom. The word was that he spent more 
than half his day—thirteen to fifteen hours—at 
the park, beginning around 8:30 am. He even 
ate dinner there, which consisted of his favor- 
ite meal—Chinese food, vegetables with rice 
and brown gravy and was followed by a cup 
of coffee and a cigarette. 
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In 1962, Rucker would prove the importance 
of education and enrolled at the City College 
of New York, CCNY. While taking night class- 
es, Holcombe took his work ethic and thirst for 
education and completed a four-year Bachelor 
of Arts degree in only three years. He used 
the degree to teach English at Junior High 
School 139 in Harlem. In 1965, Holcombe 
Rucker passed due to cancer complications at 
the young age of 38 years old. Before he died, 
Rucker would set the standard for years to 
come. 

Over the years, Holcombe Rucker would 
help youth to obtain over 700 intercollegiate 
athletic scholarships. Bob McCullough and 
Fred Crawford are two of the many prodigies 
and leaders, touched by Holcombe Rucker, 
and most important cats in New York basket- 
ball history. In 1967, under the guidance and 
vision of the legendary New York City Parks 
Department Playground Director, Coach and 
Mentor, Bob McCullough and Fred Crawford 
developed, The Each One, Teach One Bas- 
ketball Program, where NBA Legends, Nate 
“Tiny” Archibald and Dean “The Dream” 
Meminger served as the program’s first coun- 
selors. Bob and Fred also served as the Com- 
missioners of the Holcombe Rucker Park 
Tournament and League. 

Bob McCullough played basketball for Bene- 
dict College in South Carolina from 1962—65. 
He is considered one of the all-time greatest 
basketball players in the Southern Intercolle- 
giate Athletic Conference. He was recruited by 
Coach John E. Brown and scored 2,135 points 
for a 28.4 career average during his three 
years with the Tigers. As a freshman in 1961— 
62, Bob canned 54, 56, and 64 points in exhi- 
bition games. In 1963-64, he was the star of 
Benedict’s national scoring championship bas- 
ketball team that averaged 101.2 points per 
game. In 1964—65, he was the second leading 
scorer in the nation averaging 36.4 points per 
game. He netted over 45 points on four occa- 
sions, 49 points twice and a single career high 
of 51 points against the South Carolina State 
Bulldogs. Bob was inducted into the Benedict 
College Athletic Hall of Fame in 2004. 

McCullough was the first black athlete to be 
selected for the All-Southern Textile Basketball 
All-Star Team in Greenville, SC. He was 
named to the All-American Honorable Mention 
team by sportswriters for United Press Inter- 
national and Converse Magazine in 1965, and 
was offered a contract by the Harlem Globe- 
trotters. Bob was drafted by the Cincinnati 
Royals of the National Basketball Association, 
and was dropped from the Royals when All- 
Star guard Oscar “Big O” Robinson renewed 
his contract. In 1967, Bob played with the New 
Jersey Asbury Park Boardwalkers in the East- 
ern Professional Basketball League, now 
known as the CBA. He averaged 22 points 
and five assists per game and was selected to 
the All-Rookie Team. McCullough earned a 
Master of Science degree from Lehman Col- 
lege and studied additionally at New York Uni- 
versity, Cornell University and Hunter College. 

Fred “Freddie” Crawford was a 1st team, 
All-City player at Samuel Gompers High 
School in the Bronx and played basketball for 
St. Bonaventure University, from 1960-64. In 
1961, during St. Bonaventure’s first venture 
into the NCAA tournament, sophomore Fred 
Crawford scored 614 points and led the Bon- 
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nies to their first NCAA Tournament in school 
history. Crawford continued his torrid scoring 
pace in his junior and senior seasons. He 
averaged 19.7 points per game during his jun- 
ior campaign, scoring 492 points. In his senior 
season, he scored 631 points, earning All-East 
honors. Crawford also averaged 10.3 re- 
bounds per game for his career. He was in- 
ducted into St. Bonaventure University’s Ath- 
letic Hall of Fame in 1970. 

Forward Freddie Crawford was selected 
number one in the fourth round of the NBA 
Draft by the New York Knicks in 1964 and 
spent five years in the league. Crawford had 
his best season in the NBA in 1968 with the 
Lakers when he averaged 10.3 points, 2.9 re- 
bounds, and 2.5 assists per game in the NBA 
Finals against the Boston Celtics. A team that 
featured West Virginia’s Jerry West, Keith Er- 
icson, Providence’s Johnny Egan, Saint Jo- 
seph’s Cliff Anderson, USC’s Bill Hewitt, Se- 
attle University’s Elgin Baylor, Oregon State’s 
Jay Carty, UCLA’s Keith Erickson, Notre 
Dame’s Tom Hawkins, Oregon State’s Mel 
Counts and Kansas University’s Wilt “The 
Stilt” Chamberlain. During his stellar NBA ca- 
reer, Freddie Crawford, has also played for 
the Philadelphia 76ers, the Golden State War- 
riors and the Milwaukee Bucks. 

The impact that Bob McCullough and 
Freddie Crawford have made, on young men 
and women, on and off the court through the 
Each One, Teach One Basketball Program, 
has averted generations of young people from 
falling into illegal activity on the streets, by 
promoting education, discipline, drug preven- 
tion and mentoring. 

Former Each-One Teach One Counselors 
were, NBA legends Julius Erving, Emmitt Bry- 
ant, Connie Hawkins, Mike Bantom, Willis 
Reed, Wilt Chamberlain, Dave Stallworth, 
Hawthorne Wingo, Butch Lee, Steve 
Sheppard, Arnold Duggar, Larry McNeil, 
Kareem Abdul Jabbar, Charlie Scott, Jo Jo 
White, Joe Bostic, Bill Bradley, Hubie Brown, 
Al McGuire, Mel Davis, Joe Dupree and St. 
John University’s outstanding Hall of Fame 
college coach, Luigi P. (Lou) Carnesecca, to 
name just a few. 

Today the program is run through SCAN/El 
Faro Beacon Center in East Harlem, where 
we celebrate the National Each One, Teach 
One’s 44 years of service. Please join me in 
saluting my good friends Bob McCullough and 
Freddie Crawford as we celebrate their 70th 
Birthdays. 


HONORING ERIN PRICE 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Erin Price. Erin is 
a very special young woman who has exem- 
plified the finest qualities of citizenship and 
leadership by taking an active part in the Girl 
Scouts of the USA and earning the high honor 
of the Gold Award. 

Erin’s outstanding achievement reflects her 
hard work and dedication. Erin has exhibited 
unique and creative examples of service that 
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have made a difference in her community. | 
am confident that she will continue to hold 
herself to the highest standards in the future. 
This is an accomplishment for which Erin can 
take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Erin Price for her accomplish- 
ments with the Girl Scouts of the USA and for 
her efforts put forth in achieving the highest 
distinction of the Gold Award. 


DEVASTATION IN JAPAN 
HON. MICHAEL M. HONDA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, my thoughts and 
prayers are with all those affected by the dev- 
astating earthquake on the eastern coast of 
Japan, and the resulting catastrophic tsunami 
that struck Japan and is currently moving 
throughout the Pacific, with the potential to im- 
pact Hawaii, Alaska, and the West Coast of 
the United States, including my state of Cali- 
fornia. President Obama has stated that the 
United States stands ready to help, and | join 
the President and the American people іп 
pledging our assistance to the people of 
Japan as they recover from this terrible dis- 
aster. 

The United States Congress must stand 
united with our ally Japan and provide it with 
the resources it needs to respond and re- 
cover. | will work with my colleagues on the 
House Appropriations Committee to ensure 
that we make available the resources nec- 
essary to assist the Japanese Government 
and the Japanese people during this time of 
suffering and distress. While we mourn the 
massive loss of lives, we recognize this is a 
time for action and a time for Congress to 
commit ourselves to assisting our friend and 
ally Japan. 


ES 


HONORING MS. AURELIA LOPEZ 
GONZALEZ ON HER 90TH BIRTH- 
DAY 


HON. HENRY CUELLAR 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. CUELLAR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the celebration of Ms. Aurelia Lopez 
Gonzalez’s 90th birthday. With nearly a cen- 
tury passing, Ms. Gonzalez has dedicated her 
life to her family, loved ones, and giving back 
to the community. 

Ms. Gonzalez was born March 11, 1921 at 
the San Bartolo Ranch near Cadereyta Ji- 
menez, Nuevo Leon. At a young age, Ms. 
Gonzalez and her parents migrated to the 
United States after their wooden home was 
washed away in a flood. At the age of nine, 
Ms. Gonzalez enrolled in the La Escuellita 
Amarilla Public School. She went on to attend 
Christen Jr. High School and by 1943 she 
graduated from Martin High School. In 1993, 
Ms. Gonzalez was able to attend the Martin 
High School’s 50 year reunion at the La Po- 
sada Hotel in Laredo, Texas. 
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Throughout her life, Ms. Gonzalez has 
worked to support herself and her family at the 
Law Offices of Phelps and Phelps, S & H 
Kress Store, McCllends and H.E.B. grocery 
store. By 1948, she married Mr. Eusebio 
Busto Gonzalez. A year later, Mr. and Mrs. 
Gonzalez welcomed their first child, Adolfo 
and later would go on to have two more chil- 
dren, Thomas and Eusebio Jr. Unfortunately, 
Mr. Gonzalez contracted Lou Gehrig Disease 
in 1950. For the next 10 years, she tried to 
find a cure for the disease through taking trips 
around Texas and Mexico. In November of 
1960, Eusebio passed away leaving her to 
care for herself and their three sons. After her 
husband’s passing, Ms. Gonzalez went back 
to work with S & H Kress, until they closed 
down in 1970. Soon after, Ms. Gonzalez start- 
ed working with H.E.B. grocery store in La- 
redo, Texas. She worked with them for 12 
years until her retirement in 1982. 

In her spare time, Ms. Gonzalez garnered a 
passion for baking. Her cakes and cookies, 
known as Ojaracas, can be found around La- 
redo in weddings, Quinceaneras, birthdays, 
and Christmas. Additionally, after her time with 
H.E.B., Ms. Gonzalez took up teaching class- 
es on cake decorating. The annual Wilton 
Cake decorating convention is where she 
picked up many new ideas to take back to her 
students. She also decorates bouquets, which 
can be seen during All Saints Day. Currently, 
Ms. Gonzalez spends her days tending to her 
home garden, exercising, and staying healthy. 
Her devotion to the Catholic faith does not 
waiver; she attends church every week. For 
nearly a century, Ms. Gonzalez has dedicated 
her life to the community and touching the 
lives of her family and loved ones. 

Mr. Speaker, | am honored to have had the 
time to recognize and celebrate the tremen- 
dous life of Ms. Aurelia Gonzalez and her 90th 
birthday celebration. 


HONORING ALLISON FELTON 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Allison Felton. Alli- 
son is a very special young woman who has 
exemplified the finest qualities of citizenship 
and leadership by taking an active part in the 
Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the high 
honor of the Gold Award. 

Allison’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Allison has ex- 
hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which Alli- 
son can take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Allison Felton for her accom- 
plishments with the Girl Scouts of the USA 
and for her efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of the Gold Award. 
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CONGRATULATING JOE AND _ SU- 
ZANNE PATERNO ON THEIR RE- 
CEIPT OF THE AMERICAN JEW- 
ISH COMMITTEE LEADERSHIP 
AWARD 


HON. CHAKA FATTAH 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, the name 
“Paterno” is legend across the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania. The successes of Joe 
Paterno, as football coach of the Penn State 
Nittany Lions since 1966, compiling an aston- 
ishing 401 victories, 24 bowl game triumphs, 
five undefeated seasons and two national 
championships, are well known to even the 
most casual sports fans. 


Not so well known, yet equally worthy of ac- 
claim, is the generosity of Joe and Suzanne 
Paterno in their charitable support for edu- 
cational institutions and other causes. This 
amazing couple, often known simply as 
JoePa/SuePa, has contributed over $4 million, 
and raised many millions more, to depart- 
ments, colleges, buildings, libraries and other 
causes at Penn State. Sue Paterno is recog- 
nized as a philanthropist and community lead- 
er in her own right. She has served as a 
champion of Penn State’s library system while 
volunteering for Pennsylvania Special Olym- 
pics, United Way, Centre (County) Volunteers 
for Medicine, and a tutor for student-athletes. 


No wonder the American Jewish Committee 
has selected Joe and Sue Paterno for its pres- 
tigious 2011 National Community Leadership 
Award. This nonsectarian honor will be pre- 
sented to the Paternos at the AJC Philadel- 
phia/Southern New Jersey’s Award Dinner on 
March 15, 2011, at the Union League of Phila- 
delphia. 

The National Community Leadership Award 
is an excellent example of the service commit- 
ment and broad outreach of both the Paternos 
and the bridge-building, human rights pro- 
moting organization that created it. The Amer- 
ican Jewish Committee honors stellar achieve- 
ment in civic and community circles and in the 
world of philanthropy. Past recipients of AJC 
National Awards include Sidney Kimmel, 
Jones Apparel; Rupert Murdoch, News Согр.; 
Steven Spielberg, Dreamworks; William Clay 
Ford, Ford Motor Company; Terry Lundgren, 
Federated Department Stores; Cathie Black, 
New York City Schools Chancellor; Henry 
Kravis, Kohlberg Kravis Roberts; and Steven 
A. Schwarzman, The Blackstone Group, L.P., 
among many others. 


Earlier in my career, as a state legislator, | 
served on the Board of Pennsylvania State 
University and got to know Joe Paterno. His 
fan club stretches from the Delaware River to 
the Ohio line. In Philadelphia, some of us may 
cheer for Temple, Penn or Villanova. Every 
member of this House has his or her favorite 
college team. But in the fields of philanthropy 
and community service, | urge all my col- 
leagues to join in cheering for the JoePa/ 
SuePa team and for their AJC National Lead- 
ership Award. 


March 11, 2011 
TRIBUTE TO FAITH FRAZIER 


HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, it is with deep 
sadness that | acknowledge the passing, on 
February 20, 2011, of former San Leandro 
City Councilmember Faith Frazier. Faith was a 
native of New Orleans and raised in Memphis, 
Tennessee before attending college at both 
the University of Cincinnati and Memphis 
State. She settled at the University of Cali- 
fornia, Santa Barbara, where she received her 
elementary and junior high school teaching 
credentials and bachelor of arts. Faith met her 
late husband James while attending college 
and they relocated to San Leandro in the mid- 
1950s. 


Faith was a pioneer for women’s rights and 
women in government. Shortly after moving to 
San Leandro she worked to bring women in 
the community together for purposes of edu- 
cating them about local city government. She 
wanted to help women become a part of the 
government and running for elected office. Her 
group would eventually become known as the 
Civic Information and Education Group, CIEG. 


Faith was a member of the Board of the 
San Leandro Service Center—a community- 
based group for helping citizens in San 
Leandro in need of assistance. She was also 
a charter member of the first San Leandro 
Arts Council—which was reconstituted in 1998 
and is still active today. 


Faith was a member of the Library Board of 
Trustees and sat on this committee for almost 
12 years until she won a seat on the San 
Leandro City Council in 1974. While serving 
as a member of the City Council she also 
served as a member of the Associated Com- 
munity Action Program, serving low income 
residents of Alameda County for over 30 
years, and the Alameda County Training and 
Employment Board. 


Among her many other achievements she 
was also a Founding Member of the Bonaire 
Civic League and Charter Member of the San 
Leandro League of Women Voters, appointed 
Commissioner of the Alameda County Com- 
mission on the Status of Women, helped 
found the Southern chapter of the National 
Women’s Political Caucus, Member of the 
Peralta Chapter of OWL (Older Women’s 
League) which keeps track of legislation af- 
fecting women statewide and nationally, and 
she was an original founder of the Political Ac- 
tion Committee for Excellence, PACE, which 
supports women for elective office. 


| feel privileged to have known Faith. | 
treasure the opportunity | had to work with her 
during her tenure as one of the City of San 
Leandro’s Councilmembers and my relation- 
ship with her during her active career in com- 
munity service as a public citizen. 

| join the community of San Leandro in hon- 


oring Faith Frazier. Her presence and con- 
tributions will be felt for years to come. 


March 11, 2011 
HONORING PAIGE ALLEN 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Paige Allen. Paige 
is a very special young woman who has ex- 
emplified the finest qualities of citizenship and 
leadership by taking an active part in the Girl 
Scouts of the USA and earning the high honor 
of the Gold Award. 

Paige’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Paige has ex- 
hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which 
Paige can take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Paige Allen for her accomplish- 
ments with the Girl Scouts of the USA and for 
her efforts put forth in achieving the highest 
distinction of the Gold Award. 


a 


REDUCE UNNECESSARY SPENDING 
ACT OF 2011 


HON. CHRIS VAN HOLLEN 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to introduce the “Reduce Unnecessary Spend- 
ing Act of 2011” on behalf of the President. 

There is no question we need to rein in 
spending and put our nation on the path to 
long-term fiscal sustainability—and at the 
same time invest in job growth and ensure 
that America remains competitive in the 21st 
century global economy. With that in mind, 
President Obama put forth a tough love budg- 
et that reduces our deficit over 10 years, while 
also investing in our future. 

This legislation will add another tool to make 
sure the investments we make are targeted 
and designed to maximize economic growth. 
The establishment of an expedited rescission 
process will help keep us on a responsible 
path and enforce greater fiscal discipline. An 
expedited rescission process allows the Presi- 
dent to sign a spending bill into law, and at 
the same time propose to Congress that cer- 
tain items in the bill with a budgetary cost be 
“rescinded” or cancelled. The President sends 
his recommendations for rescission to Con- 
gress within a short time-frame after present- 
ment of the spending bill, and the Congress 
takes up the proposals on a fast track, acting 
in a short period after receiving the President's 
recommendations. The rescissions take effect 
only if approved by a majority in each house. 

Even though the current law already pro- 
vides Presidential rescission authority, the law 
does not ensure that the Congress will vote on 
the President’s proposed rescissions. By con- 
trast, the measure President Obama is now 
proposing, and | am introducing by request, 
adds new procedures that will virtually guar- 
antee a vote. In addition, this version of the 
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bill ensures that any savings from Congres- 
sional passage of a rescission approval bill will 
be dedicated to deficit reduction. 

This proposal is another step forward on the 
path to greater fiscal responsibility. Other 
Members of Congress, including Chairman 
RYAN, have proposed different versions of ex- 
pedited recession legislation in past years. | 
hope this year we can work together to find 
common ground in this area. 


Ea 


INTRODUCTION OF THE MEDICAID 
COVERAGE FOR CITIZENS OF 


FREELY ASSOCIATED STATES 
ACT OF 2011 
HON. MAZIE K. HIRONO 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
introduce the Medicaid Coverage for Citizens 
of Freely Associated States Act of 2011. | 
would like to thank Congressman ЕМ! 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Congresswoman COLLEEN 
HANABUSA, and Congresswoman MADELEINE 
BORDALLO for cosponsoring this bill. 

Compact Migrants are citizens from Micro- 
nesia, the Marshall Islands, and Palau that 
have migrated to the United States. Citizens 
from these countries are allowed to freely 
enter the United States without a visa, criminal 
background check, or health certification due 
to agreements signed by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

The 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Act prohibited Federal Medicaid 
payments for nonimmigrants, a category that 
includes Compact Migrants. Prior to this spe- 
cific prohibition, Compact Migrants were cov- 
ered by Medicaid. Since enactment of the 
Federal welfare reform law, state and territorial 
governments have been the sole sources of 
funding for meeting the social service and 
public health needs of this ever growing popu- 
lation. 

In 2007, Hawaii spent over $37 million to 
cover the health care costs of the state’s 
Compact Migrant population. Of this amount, 
$30 million would have been eligible for partial 
Federal reimbursement through the Medicaid 
program. 

The decision to allow citizens of the Freely 
Associated States to come to the United 
States was a Federal decision; however, the 
cost of that decision has fallen mainly on a 
handful of states and territories. Most Com- 
pact Migrants have settled in the Pacific re- 
gion, likely because the environments and cli- 
mates are similar to their home nations. Ha- 
waii is home to 12,215 Compact Migrants; 
Guam, 18,305; and the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Marianas Islands, 2,100. Compact 
Migrants are also on the continental United 
States, including California, Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Arkansas—a state where they 
have been specifically recruited as laborers. 
Restoring Medicaid coverage is the only fair 
way to address the Federal mandate. 

Our former colleague and now Governor of 
Hawaii, Neil Abercrombie, worked with Con- 
gressman ELIOT ENGEL and Congresswoman 
ANNA ESHOO on an amendment to provide 
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Medicaid coverage for Compact Migrants dur- 
ing the mark-up of the House health care re- 
form bill by the Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee. This amendment was adopted by the 
Committee by a voice vote. 

Regrettably, the Senate health care reform 
bill did not include comparable language. So 
today, | am introducing that same, bipartisan 
supported amendment language as a stand- 
alone bill. 

Restoring the Medicaid eligibility of Compact 
Migrants is an important issue not only for Ha- 
waii, but also Arkansas, California, Oregon, 
and Washington as well as the territories of 
American Samoa, Guam, and the Northern 
Marianas Islands. | look forward to continuing 
to work with my colleagues on this important 
issue. 

Mahalo nui loa. 


HONORING MARY McCLANNAHAN 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Mary 
McClannahan. Mary is a very special young 
woman who has exemplified the finest quali- 
ties of citizenship and leadership by taking an 
active part in the Girl Scouts of the USA and 
earning the high honor of the Gold Award. 

Mary’s outstanding achievement reflects her 
hard work and dedication. Mary has exhibited 
unique and creative examples of service that 
have made a difference in her community. | 
am confident that she will continue to hold 
herself to the highest standards in the future. 
This is an accomplishment for which Mary can 
take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Mary McClannahan for her ac- 
complishments with the Girl Scouts of the 
USA and for her efforts put forth in achieving 
the highest distinction of the Gold Award. 


HONORING JOSEPH GIROLAMO 


HON. THADDEUS G. McCOTTER 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, today | rise 
to honor and acknowledge Joseph Girolamo, a 
remarkable Michigan citizen and esteemed 
veteran, upon his 90th birthday. 

Born on March 9, 1921 in New York City, 
Joseph Girolamo is the oldest of seven chil- 
dren born to Pellegrino and Mary Girolamo. 
Pellegrino came to the United States as an 
immigrant from Benevento, Italy during World 
War 1 and served in the Army. The young fam- 
ily moved to Detroit when Joe was a toddler. 
Growing up in Detroit, Joseph Girolamo has 
made Livonia his home for the last 58 years. 

Joseph Girolamo has always been active in 
his community. As a youngster Joe sold news- 
papers on the street corners of Detroit. He be- 
came a Boy Scout and a proud member of the 
Junior ROTC in high school. Young Joe joined 
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the army during World War II and served hon- 
orably as a staff sergeant of General George 
Patton’s 7th Army in the European Theatre of 
Africa, France and ltaly. It was during his time 
in the service that Joe, given his penchant for 
taking “creative liberties” on the interpretation 
of music as the camp bugler, became known 
as the “Boogie Woogie Bugler.” 

When World War Il, ended Joseph came 
home to begin a 32-year career with Ford 
Motor Company, working in the Tool and Die 
Division and holding the position of committee- 
man. Joe also became a very accomplished 
bugler. He served as Drum Major for the 
Wayne County Council and the Detroit Edison 
Lamplighter Drum and Bugle Corps. Joseph 
has written drill and instructed many marching 
units in both the United States and Canada. 

During his service as ап instructor he 
trained a women’s drum and bugle corps 
where he met Lillian Paananen. Finding a 
genuine harmony, Joseph and Lillian were 
married on June 12, 1951. The Girolamos 
quite literally made beautiful music as both be- 
came state champion buglers and Joseph be- 
come a national champion bugler. On June 5, 
1957 Joe and Lillian became parents to 
daughter Joyce Arlene and their family was 
complete. After celebrating 40 years of mar- 
riage in June of 1991, Joseph’s beloved Lillian 
succumbed to leukemia in October of that 
year. 

Joseph Girolamo continues to be involved in 
his community through various veterans’ pro- 
grams. He is the JR. VICE of VFW Post 3941 
and the Patriotic Instructor for American Le- 
gion Post 32, both in Livonia. Major Joe teach- 
es flag etiquette to the Boy Scouts, Cub 
Scouts, Girl Scouts and Brownies. He volun- 
teers as a marching and drill instructor with 
the Livonia Churchill High School Junior 
ROTC. Major Joe is also a popular speaker at 
local schools as he shares his involvement 
and experiences during World War Il. 

Mr. Speaker, for 90 years Joseph Girolamo 
has graced the world with his kindness, patri- 
otic dedication, hard work, and community 
spirit. Today, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in congratulating Joseph Girolamo upon 
reaching his 90th birthday on March 9, 2011, 
and to honor his heartfelt commitment and 
brave service to his community and his coun- 
try. 


ES 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE BEVIN 
KALATHIL VARUGHESE MEMO- 
RIAL FOUNDATION 


HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to seek Congressional recognition of the vital 
mission and achievements of the Bevin 
Kalathil Varughese Memorial Foundation 
(BKV). The BKV Memorial Foundation has 
been instrumental in raising awareness and 
resources for individuals battling leukemia. 
The Foundation’s creation was inspired by the 
remarkable life of one of my constituents, 
Bevin Kalathil Varughese—a life which was 
tragically cut short following an unsuccessful 
bout with this terrible disease. 
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Born in Manhasset, New York, Bevin 
Kalathil Varughese was an affectionate indi- 
vidual and a cherished son, brother, nephew, 
cousin, and uncle. An extraordinarily motivated 
young man, Bevin graduated from Herricks 
High School in New York and went on to earn 
his Bachelors Degree in Finance and Real 
Estate from Temple University in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania. His cheerfulness, generosity, 
and love of life were evident to all who knew 
him; his personality touched all who were 
close to him. 

Bevin’s drive and good-nature were unwav- 
ering—even when he was diagnosed with 
Acute Lymphoblastic Leukemia in January 
2004 at the age of 24. Although Bevin fluc- 
tuated between relapse and remission for four 
years, he refused to let the disease dampen 
his spirits or weaken his will. Instead, Bevin 
focused his energy on researching the disease 
and the resources available to those it afflicts. 
By working with his family and friends, he cre- 
ated the South Asian Cancer Foundation 
(SACF) which advocates for leukemia aware- 
ness, particularly within the South Asian-Amer- 
ican community. Bevin was also involved in a 
variety of other organizations dealing with the 
disease and those affected by it—he hosted 
fundraisers to benefit both the Leukemia and 
Lymphoma Society (LLS) and the SACF, took 
part in the LLS Light the Night Walk, and or- 
ganized numerous blood and bone marrow 
drives. 

Although Bevin eventually lost his battle with 
leukemia on February 7th, 2008 at the all-too- 
young age of 28, his passion and legacy live 
on through the Bevin Kalathil Varughese Me- 
morial Foundation. The BKV Memorial Foun- 
dation was created in 2008 to both preserve 
Bevin’s memory and to continue his work with 
the South Asian Cancer Foundation. The 
Foundation’s mission is to raise awareness 
about acute lymphoblastic leukemia and other 
blood-related diseases. This non-profit organi- 
zation provides resources to those suffering 
from leukemia and to their families. The as- 
sistance comes in the form of support for leu- 
kemia patients, financial aid for those who 
cannot afford treatment, and donations for re- 
search to find a cure for the disease. The BKV 
Foundation works tirelessly to raise funding 
through countless charity events and organiza- 
tions. It has also reached out to the greater 
community by encouraging individuals to reg- 
ister with the National Marrow Donor Program 
(NMDP). 

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to recognize the 
achievements and dedication of the Bevin 
Kalathil Varughese Memorial Foundation. 
Through its attempts to preserve and honor 
Bevin’s memory, this Foundation is making a 
positive and lasting impact on countless lives. 
| ask that my colleagues in the House join me 
in recognition of the achievements of the 
Bevin Kalathil Varughese Memorial Founda- 
tion. 


HONORING JORDAN GARDNER 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Jordan Gardner. 
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Jordan is a very special young woman who 
has exemplified the finest qualities of citizen- 
ship and leadership by taking an active part in 
the Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the 
high honor of the Gold Award. 

Jordan’s outstanding achievement reflects 
her hard work and dedication. Jordan has ex- 
hibited unique and creative examples of serv- 
ice that have made a difference in her com- 
munity. | am confident that she will continue to 
hold herself to the highest standards in the fu- 
ture. This is an accomplishment for which Jor- 
dan can take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Jordan Gardner for her accom- 
plishments with the Girl Scouts of the USA 
and for her efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of the Gold Award. 


EES 


RECOGNITION OF MS. NANCY 
MAZZA 


HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Nancy Mazza for her immeasurable 
contributions as a leader and corporate execu- 
tive in the field of retail banking. Nancy has 
been valuable to my district and an asset to 
local communities. On March 11, 2011, Ms. 
Mazza will be recognized by the Greater Long 
Branch Chamber of Commerce during their 
77th Annual Business Awards Dinner with the 
Lois G. Libutti Community Service Award. 
Today, | applaud Ms. Mazza, as her achieve- 
ments should serve as an inspiration to us all. 

Nancy Mazza began her career at Shadow 
Lawn Savings Bank as a teller. As a result of 
her hard work and dedication, Ms. Mazza was 
promoted to Branch Manager in 1984. Her re- 
sponsibilities included overseeing eight 
branches throughout Monmouth County. In 
1994 Ms. Mazza acquired the responsibilities 
of Senior Vice President and Senior District 
Executive for Sovereign Bank. She was ac- 
countable for overall sales, operations, per- 
formance management, facilities and district 
performance in Monmouth County. She cur- 
rently serves as the Executive Vice President 
of Retail Banking at Colonial American Bank. 

Nancy Mazza is a valued member of the 
community. Ms. Mazza honorably serves as 
past-chair of the Ronald McDonald House in 
Long Branch and New Brunswick. She con- 
tinues to remain an active member of the 
board. Ms. Mazza is also a committee mem- 
ber for United Way, Monmouth Park Charities, 
the March of Dimes, Michael’s Feat, Jason’s 
Dream for Kids, Tinton Falls C.U.R.E. and 
Toys for Tots. Nancy is an alumna of Rutgers 
University and earned a degree in Journalism 
and Communications. She is a forty-year resi- 
dent of Monmouth County and currently lives 
in Little Silver with her husband Dominick and 
their three children, DJ, Joseph and Kristyn. 

Mr. Speaker, once again | would like to 
thank Nancy Mazza for her outstanding con- 
tributions to the constituents of my district and 
congratulate her for the honors she has re- 
ceived from the Greater Long Branch Cham- 
ber of Commerce. 


March 11, 2011 
HONORING EMILY MISCHKE 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Emily Mischke. 
Emily is a very special young woman who has 
exemplified the finest qualities of citizenship 
and leadership by taking an active part in the 
Girl Scouts of the USA and earning the high 
honor of the Gold Award. 

Emily’s outstanding achievement reflects her 
hard work and dedication. Emily has exhibited 
unique and creative examples of service that 
have made a difference in her community. | 
am confident that she will continue to hold 
herself to the highest standards in the future. 
This is an accomplishment for which Emily 
can take pride in for the rest of her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Emily Mischke for her accom- 
plishments with the Girl Scouts of the USA 
and for her efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of the Gold Award. 


IN HONOR OF JACK HINES, JR. 
HON. JIM GERLACH 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Jack M. Hines, Jr. of Marshallton, 
Chester County, Pennsylvania on his retire- 
ment after 33 years of service as Municipal 
Manager of West Bradford Township and to 
honor him on his outstanding career of accom- 
plishment. 

In addition to his service as Municipal Man- 
ager of West Bradford Township, Jack has 
served on various committees of the Pennsyl- 
vania State Association of Township Officials. 
He has been an instructor for both the Penn- 
sylvania State Association of Township Super- 
visors and the Governors Center for Local 
Government Services. Jack has served as 
Chairman of the Legislative Committee, Ches- 
ter County Association of Township Officials, 
and has been a member of the Advisory 
Board for Connect Care3, which serves mem- 
bers of the Pennsylvania Municipal Health In- 
surance Cooperative. 

Further, Jack is a former Fire Chief and 
President of the West Bradford Fire Company, 
as well as being a former Fire Service Instruc- 
tor and Director of the Chester County Fire 
School. He is a former Board Member and 
President of the Chester County Crime Victims 
Center, Chairman of the Environmental Man- 
agement Center, Executive Committee Mem- 
ber of the Brandywine Conservancy, and 
Trustee of the Chester County Historical Soci- 
ety. 

Mr. Speaker, in light of his incredible years 
of service to his community and litany of out- 
standing accomplishments almost too long to 
record, | ask that my colleagues join me today 
in recognizing Jack M. Hines, Jr. for his in- 
valuable contributions to the quality of life of 
the citizens of West Bradford Township and 
Chester County. 
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JAMES BILLINGS, SR. TRIBUTE 
HON. SCOTT R. TIPTON 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, it is a great 
honor to rise and pay tribute to the life and ca- 
reer of Mr. James Billings, Sr. of Pueblo, Colo- 
rado. The community has lost a great fire- 
fighter and a man, who led a life that was 
dedicated to family, public service and leader- 
ship. 

Mr James Billings, Sr. comes from a family 
of police officers and fire fighters, and it is no 
surprise that he followed in the honorable foot- 
steps of his father and brother. Born and 
raised in Pueblo, Mr. Billings was compelled to 
serve the city, and joined the Pueblo Fire De- 
partment in 1953. Serving honorably and with 
distinction for twenty-five years, the last six of 
those years as the assistant fire chief. Mr. Bil- 
lings was so respected as a firefighter that 
many have described working with him as one 
of the highlights of their careers. Mr. Billings’ 
own son, James, Jr. said that the greatest 
memory of his long career as the Pueblo Chief 
of Police was the first time he was on the job 
with his father. For all the achievements of Mr. 
Billings’ career in public service, he was an 
even more determined family man. With his 
loving wife Rose, he raised five wonderful chil- 
dren, and was a devoted husband, father, 
grandfather and great grandfather. 

The life of Mr. James Billings, Sr. is one that 
should be celebrated and recognized. This 
was a man who endlessly devoted himself to 
public service and to his family. Mr. Speaker, 
it has been my sincere privilege to rise and 
honor Mr. James Billings, Sr. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO MAYOR TED 
JENNINGS 


HON. JO BONNER 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay 
tribute to the remarkable example and service 
of a true leader in South Alabama, someone 
who has taken the roles of successful busi- 
nessman, trusted medical adviser, and local 
and national civic leader for more than 30 
years. 

In 2012, Mayor Ted Jennings of Brewton, 
Alabama, will end nearly a quarter century of 
service as his town’s chief executive. 

For many, this accomplishment alone would 
be the epitome of a life’s work. And, indeed, 
Mayor Jennings has confidently guided his 
community for four terms. 

But Ted’s body of accomplishments does 
not begin nor end with holding public office. 

A graduate of Auburn University’s School of 
Pharmacy, a successful business owner and 
Director of Pharmacy at D.W. McMillan Memo- 
rial Hospital, Mayor Jennings has also made 
an indelible mark through his compassion and 
devotion to the well-being of his community. 
And his contributions don’t stop there. 

While Ted Jennings may be known to the 
people of Brewton as their long-time mayor 
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and trusted pharmacist, to his colleagues in 
Alabama and across America, he is an 
indispensible resource of wisdom and experi- 
ence. 

A former member of the board of the Na- 
tional League of Cities, Mayor Jennings has 
held about every post one can within that im- 
portant national organization, tirelessly defend- 
ing the principles of good government at fo- 
rums around the country. In Alabama, Mayor 
Jennings has also led his peers as president 
and long-time officer in the Alabama League 
of Municipalities where he has been a strong, 
steady voice for issues vital to local and state 
economic development. 

A man gifted with a vision for our nation’s— 
and region’s—economic future, Mayor Jen- 
nings has for decades promoted the develop- 
ment of telecommunications on the local and 
state level, leveraging the resources of busi- 
nesses and universities. 

A supporter of both electronic and paved 
highways, Mayor Jennings also helped estab- 
lish the Florida-Alabama Strategic Task Force 
to improve transportation between the two 
states to enhance both public safety and eco- 
nomic growth. 

| have had the pleasure of working with 
Mayor Jennings for more than two decades 
and | can say, without hesitation, that his de- 
votion to public service is without equal. | was 
fortunate to be a co-chair on the Alabama 
Rural Action Committee with Mayor Jennings, 
and | believe there is a no more passionate 
and informed voice for rural economic devel- 
opment than his. 

As Mayor Jennings steps off the stage from 
a remarkable civic career, | know he will con- 
tinue to have a positive impact on his commu- 
nity and state. To his family and close friends 
who have shared Ted with us for all these 
years, we offer our heartfelt thanks. And to the 
Mayor, himself, | am privileged to speak for all 
of South Alabama in offering our heartfelt 
thanks to a true servant leader, a real partner 
for progress and a man who leaves behind a 
legacy of goodness as well as success. 

Thanks, Mayor Jennings, for a job well 
done. 


HONORING WOMEN’S MONTH 


HON. LORETTA SANCHEZ 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. Mr. 
Speaker, as we work through the rigors of this 
congressional session, it is important that we 
take the time to recognize this March as Na- 
tional Women’s History Month. The theme for 
2011 is, “Our History is Our Strength,” and 
this is understood by looking back on the chal- 
lenges that women faced throughout the 
course of history and realizing that it has only 
made us stronger and more tenacious going 
into the future. 

This month, we acknowledge those women 
in history who braved the fight for equal rights 
and paved the way for myself and many of my 
colleagues here today. We honor the strong 
women in the military who are everyday help- 
ing to ensure our safety and freedom in this 
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world. And we honor all women for the impor- 
tant role that they play in their communities. 

But, despite all the challenges and hurdles 
that we have overcome, the efforts for equality 
continue. As the proud representative of the 
47th district of California, | will continue to 
strive for increase and advancement of oppor- 
tunities for women all around the world. And | 
challenge young women everywhere to do the 
same and continue with even greater strength 
and force into the future. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. MICHAEL K. SIMPSON 


OF IDAHO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
163, on Motion to Suspend the Rules and 
Pass H.R. 570, the Dental Emergency Re- 
sponder Act of 2011, | was unable to vote. 
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea.” 


EE 


IN HONOR OF THE VISIT OF PRIME 
MINISTER JULIA GILLARD OF 
AUSTRALIA TO CONGRESS 


HON. JO BONNER 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
ask that this poem by Albert Carey Caswell, 
commemorating the historic address by Prime 
Minister Julia Gillard of Australia, be placed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD in honor of the 
great friendship between our two countries. 

ACROSS THE GREAT OCEANS 


Across the great oceans 

Over the deep blue seas 

And all of the most distant shores 

And throughout the miles we see 

But lies... 

But lies, such a great love, a bond between 
America and Australia so indeed! 

For when we look into the mirror, a mirror 
image we so see 

For we are so much alike, are but you, are 
but so you and me 

As such a great bond, so very special across 
those seas 

So very strong, so very deep 

That even time and distance, cannot so de- 
stroy. 

As is such a great bond between Australia 
and America, 

That our hearts of love have so received 

For we are such fine friends, so are all of we! 

And throughout the generations, and 
throughout all of those wars 

All throughout all of those dark storms 

As we have so stood together, аз one, as one 
have all of we! 

As throughout all of those dreadful wars 

As we have sent our fine son and daughters, 
off together, off to die, off to death and 
war 

And ‘Oh, what a burden bore! 

To lose all of our most precious loves, that 
which we have all so adored! 

All of those tears, those heart broken tears, 
that together we have so poured! 

As all together we’ve so stood, so stood 
throughout the generations as one so 
for very sure! 
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For Down Under, no greater loves adorned! 

Then, that bond between Australia and 
America 

From all across those most distant shores 

AS we even speak the same language, all the 
more 

And on this day, a prayer we say as so sent 
across those most distant shores 

That this great bond, that this warm love 
and so friendship, as will live on for ev- 
ermore! 

And together as one, as out into the future 
we walk hand in hand, as we have done 
before! 

‘Oh across those great oceans, “It’s a good 
дау”... all because of our love that 
we have so poured! 


Ee 


THE CENTENNIAL CELEBRATION 
OF THEODORE ROOSEVELT DAM 


HON. PAUL A. GOSAR 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Theodore Roosevelt Dam, an 
engineering marvel that is celebrating its cen- 
tennial of service to the people of Arizona, in- 
cluding a majority of constituents in my own 
District. 

When Federal engineers built Roosevelt 
Dam on the Salt River in the beginning of the 
20th Century, they did not have the conven- 
iences of a nearby town, an existing power 
supply or a locally skilled labor force. Several 
engineering feats needed to be accomplished 
even before construction could begin at the 
site 80 miles east of Phoenix. 

A road was cut into the sides of mountains 
so supplies could be hauled from the Phoenix 
area to the dam site. Members of local 
Apache tribes helped build the road, and they 
continued with the construction effort for the 
dam. Federal engineers also constructed a 20- 
mile canal to develop hydroelectric power at 
the dam to power a cement mill, aerial trams 
and cableways, and other equipment. 

Stone masons cut massive blocks from the 
sides of the canyon. Cranes were used to 
lower the stones, some weighing as much as 
10 tons, to the riverbed. They were laid in a 
stair-step fashion, which gave the dam a dis- 
tinctive appearance. 

Federal engineers ensured the strength of 
the dam by requiring the mortar joints on the 
upstream face not to exceed 1 inch in width. 
Following the laying of the cornerstone in 
1906, crews worked nearly nonstop, with 
strings of electric lights suspended above the 
site allowing men to work through the night. 
Five years later, Roosevelt Dam had risen 280 
feet high, with a base 184 feet thick that nar- 
rowed to 16 feet at the top. On the day of its 
dedication on March 18, 1911, it was the larg- 
est rubble-masonry thick-arch dam іп the 
world. 

Due to its engineering and construction ex- 
cellence, Roosevelt Dam stood nearly un- 
changed for more than 80 years. In the 1990s, 
a new generation of engineers needed to ad- 
dress dam safety, regulatory water storage 
and flood control in central Arizona. During 
this construction effort, the entire face of the 
dam was overlain with concrete, ranging in 


March 11, 2011 


thickness from 10 to 50 feet. The concrete ex- 
tended upward to create a new crest and spill- 
ways were constructed deeper and narrower, 
allowing for greater water releases during 
floods. Renovations used nearly 450,000 cubic 
yards of cement, enough to pave a two-lane 
road between Phoenix and Tucson. The addi- 
tional 77 feet of height effectively doubled the 
capacity of the reservoir, enhancing its role in 
managing water supplies for the growing 
greater Phoenix metropolitan area. 

Mr. Speaker, as Roosevelt Dam embarks on 
its second century of service, it deserves spe- 
cial recognition for its engineering marvel and 
being an economic engine for central Arizona. 


HONORING SPECIALIST DAVID R. 
FAHEY 


HON. NAN A.S. HAYWORTH 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Ms. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, | rise to pay 
tribute to Specialist David R. Fahey, who lost 
his life on Monday, February 28, 2011, while 
courageously serving our nation in Afghani- 
stan. He was killed by an IED explosion. Yes- 
terday he was laid to rest. 

Specialist Fahey enlisted at the age of 20, 
in August, 2007. He was deployed to Afghani- 
stan in June, 2010. He is mourned by family, 
friends, and fellow soldiers from Yorktown 
Heights, New York, to Washington State, 
Korea, and Afghanistan. He has been honored 
for his service with the Combat Action Badge, 
the Purple Heart, and the Bronze Star. 

Specialist Fahey’s dedication to protecting 
his fellow citizens extended to his plans to join 
the New York City Police Department after the 
completion of his tour of duty. His sacrifice for 
our nation will be remembered through the 
family he loved and freedom he protected. | 
ask the House to keep in their thoughts and 
prayers Specialist Fahey and all the other 
brave men and women in our armed services 
who have lost their lives, as well as those who 
continue to serve abroad. 


EE 


PAYING TRIBUTE TO CAPTAIN 
THOMAS F. MCGOVERN, AS HE 
PREPARES TO RETIRE AFTER 25 
YEARS OF COMMISSIONED SERV- 
ICE TO THE UNITED STATES 
NAVY AND TO OUR NATION 


HON. C.W. BILL YOUNG 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to pay tribute to Captain Thomas F. McGov- 
ern, as he prepares to retire after 25 years of 
Commissioned Service to the United States 
Navy and for his extraordinary dedication to 
duty and service to the United States of Amer- 
ica. | have worked with Captain McGovern 
personally in his role as the Deputy Director of 
the Navy Appropriations Liaison Office, and | 
would like to share with you some highlights of 
this fine officers career. 
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Captain Thomas F. McGovern received his 
commission from the United States Naval 
Academy in May 1986, and was designated a 
Naval Aviator in March 1988. He has served 
in operational assignments with Patrol Squad- 
ron Forty at Naval Air Station Moffett Field, 
California, flying the P-3C Orion; Patrol 
Squadron Thirty-One as an Instructor Pilot; 
aboard both the USS Constellation and USS 
Saratoga as a Catapult and Arresting Gear Of- 
ficer. Captain McGovern also served with dis- 
tinction as Flag Lieutenant to the Commander, 
Pacific Fleet Patrol Wings and Anti-Submarine 
Warfare Force, at Naval Air Station Barbers 
Point, Hawaii, and with Patrol Squadron One 
as the Senior Pilot and Operations Officer. 

Ashore, Captain McGovern broadened his 
experience working in the Operations, Readi- 
ness and Mobilization Directorate of the Army 
Operations Center, Pentagon. During this joint 
assignment, he was assigned as an Oper- 
ations Officer for United Nations Peace- 
keeping Operations. His responsibilities in- 
cluded the logistical and administrative support 
for US personnel assigned to the United Na- 
tions Peacekeeping missions in Iraq, Kuwait, 
Israel, Egypt, Western Sahara, Guatemala and 
the United Nations Headquarters in New York. 
He also served with the Office of the Chief of 
Naval Personnel as the Enlisted Aviation 
Community Manager and as the Special As- 
sistant for Manpower for the Naval Aviation 
Enterprise. 

Captain McGovern served as the Com- 
manding Officer of Patrol Squadron Forty 
Seven in April 2003. During his tour, the 
squadron deployed to the FIFTH Fleet Area of 
Responsibility in support of Operations Iraqi 
Freedom and Enduring Freedom. Their out- 
standing efforts were recognized by being 
awarded the “Golden Wrench” award for 
maintenance excellence along with the Com- 
mander Pacific Fleet Retention Excellence 
Award. 

Captain McGovern reported to his current 
assignment as the Deputy Director for Appro- 
priations Matters in the Office of Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy Financial Management 
& Comptroller in March 2007. During his time 
at Financial Management Budget & Execution, 
Captain McGovern demonstrated exceptional 
leadership and foresight, engaging Members 
of Congress and the Appropriations Com- 
mittee Staff, providing essential information 
and resources for the Department of the Navy 
to maintain its role as the world’s dominant 
sea power. Captain McGovern worked through 
significant readiness and manpower chal- 
lenges, providing essential support in shep- 
herding three Navy budgets and multiple war 
supplemental requests totaling more than 
$550 billion in Department of the Navy fund- 
ing. | can assure you that my staff, the sub- 
committee staff, and my fellow Members have 
found him to be a pleasure to work with, and 
he is respected by all for his true profes- 
sionalism. 

Mr. Speaker, On behalf of a grateful Nation, 
| join my colleagues today in saying thank you 
to Captain Thomas F. McGovern for his ex- 
traordinary dedication to duty and service to 
this country throughout his distinguished ca- 
reer in the United States Navy and we wish 
him, his wife Katie, and his daughters, Rose- 
mary and Lauren “Fair Winds and Following 
Seas” in his well-deserved retirement. 
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ASPEN VOLUNTEER FIRE 
DEPARTMENT TRIBUTE 


HON. SCOTT R. TIPTON 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, it is a true honor 
for me to rise and pay tribute to the fraternal 
spirit and charitable efforts that have been ex- 
emplified by the Aspen Volunteer Fire Depart- 
ment. The tragedy that befell our country on 
September 11, 2001, was met with a resound- 
ing and galvanizing response from all citizens 
of the United States. The members of the 
Aspen Volunteer Fire Department were espe- 
cially moved to help their brothers from the 
Fire Department of New York in any way they 
could. 


In the days following the September 11th at- 
tacks, the Aspen Volunteer Fire Department 
went to all the local businesses with a fire- 
man’s helmet in hand, asking for donations to 
provide assistance for the Fire Department of 
New York. Through the efforts of the Aspen 
Volunteer Fire Fighters over $110,000 was 
raised in a span of less than ten days. To 
raise that amount of money in such a short 
amount of time is remarkable, but the Aspen 
Volunteer Fire Department thought there was 
more that could be done in support of the Fire 
Department of New York. The firefighters 
again took to the streets and urged the ski re- 
sorts, hotels and local businesses to provide 
their services to the Fire Department of New 
York at little to no cost. All the businesses 
obliged, and in February of 2002, seventy- 
seven members of New York City’s Fire De- 
partment and their families were able to enjoy 
a trip to Aspen, Colorado. The relationship be- 
tween the two fire departments has now blos- 
somed into an annual tradition. Firefighters 
from New York City have been coming to 
Aspen every winter since the tragic 9/11 at- 
tacks as guests of the Aspen Volunteer Fire 
Department. This bond forged in brotherhood 
came full circle this past Fourth of July when 
members of the Fire Department of New York 
made the long road trip to Aspen. They 
brought with them a unique and powerful gift; 
a refurbished piece of the World Trade Center 
Towers. The steel from ground zero is now 
the center piece of the newly built Aspen Vol- 
unteer Fire House. It also signifies the shared 
connection between the Aspen Volunteer Fire 
Department and the Fire Department of New 
York, and most importantly serves as a me- 
morial to all who were lost in the September 
11th attacks. 


Mr. Speaker, the efforts of the Aspen Volun- 
teer Fire Department have been truly remark- 
able. These firefighters have tirelessly given 
support to the Fire Department of New York 
for nearly a decade, and have no intentions of 
stopping their good works. It has been a stir- 
ring privilege for me to rise and pay tribute to 
the Aspen Volunteer Fire Department. 
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RECOGNITION OF MAYOR ED 
JOHNSON 


HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Edward Johnson for his outstanding 
service as Director of the Brookdale Commu- 
nity College Long Branch Higher Education 
Center and Mayor of Asbury Park, New Jer- 
sey. | would like to congratulate him for receiv- 
ing the Louis G. Libutti Community Service 
Award presented on behalf of the Long 
Branch Chamber of Commerce. 

Ed Johnson was first appointed to fill a va- 
cancy on the Asbury Park City Council in Jan- 
uary 2005. He was later elected to a four-year 
term in May 2005 and re-elected to serve a 
second term. Mr. Johnson held this position 
until 2009 when he was sworn in as Mayor of 
the City of Asbury Park. Mayor Johnson admi- 
rably serves on several key committees and 
subcommittees including the Springwood Ave- 
nue Advisory Committee, Transportation Cen- 
ter Subcommittee, Neighborhood Preservation 
Program, Urban Enterprise Zone, Tax Sub- 
committee, Asbury Works and the Parking Ad- 
visory Subcommittee. Prior to joining the City 
Council, Mayor Johnson served four consecu- 
tive terms as Chairman of the Asbury Park 
Urban Enterprise Zone (UEZ). He is credited 
with the transformation of the Asbury Park 
UEZ into a productive organization ready to 
meet its program obligations and local commit- 
ment to strengthen and grow the Asbury Park 
business community. 

Mayor Johnson currently serves as the Di- 
rector of the Brookdale Community College 
Long Branch Higher Education Center. He has 
been committed to promoting quality, afford- 
able education and workforce development 
opportunities in Monmouth County. Mayor 
Johnson has also established a successful ca- 
reer as an educator. In addition to establishing 
a successful career as an educator, he has 
worked in the fields of Experiential Education, 
International Exchange, Scholarship and Aca- 
demic Programs and Higher Education. Mayor 
Johnson continues to support and promote 
open access in education and building cross- 
cultural communication and diversity aware- 
ness through leadership development. He is 
highly commended for his continued service 
on behalf of the residents of Monmouth Coun- 
ty 


Mr. Speaker, once again | would like to ex- 
tend my congratulations to Mayor Ed Johnson 
for his exceptional contributions to the resi- 
dents of my district and congratulate him for 
the honor he received from the Greater Long 
Branch Chamber of Commerce. 


CECIL TURNER TRIBUTE 
HON. SCOTT R. TIPTON 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the life of Assistant District Attorney 
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Cecil Turner of Pueblo, Colorado. As one of 
Colorado’s outstanding attorneys, Mr. Turner 
had an exemplary record in the courtroom. 
The state of Colorado has lost a tremendous 
legal resource and his experience will be dif- 
ficult to replace. Many members of the Colo- 
rado legal community point to Mr. Turner as 
both a teacher and resource who will be sore- 
ly missed. 


Mr. Turner, a graduate of the University of 
Colorado School of Law, was an integral part 
of southern Colorado’s legal system. Following 
his graduation, he joined Pueblo’s legal de- 
partment, where he quickly advanced. In less 
than a decade he rose from a department aide 
to chief trial deputy and eventually assistant 
district attorney. In 1976, he turned to private 
practice for several years, though he never 
ceased to offer advice and guidance to the 
district attorney’s staff. He later rejoined the 
prosecutor's office, in 2005, and worked there 
for the remainder of his career. 


A strong legal system is essential to the 
freedom of all Americans, and Mr. Turner 
worked tirelessly in that pursuit. Attorneys of 
his caliber are rare, but his exemplary career 
is one to be admired. | rise today to commend 
Cecil Turner and thank him for his service to 
the people of Colorado. 
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RECOGNIZING ANNETTE SMITH AS 
THE 2012 SANTA ROSA COUNTY, 
FLORIDA TEACHER OF THE 
YEAR 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Friday, March 11, 2011 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize Mrs. Annette Smith as the 
2012 Santa Rosa County, Florida Teacher of 
the Year. For 25 years, Mrs. Smith has been 
an inspiration to her students, motivating them 
to achieve academic excellence. 

Mrs. Smith began her teaching career at 
Baghdad Elementary School, before transfer- 
ring to S.S. Dixon Elementary School. She 
taught 4th and 5th grades at S.S. Dixon Ele- 
mentary school until 1994, when she moved to 
S.S. Dixon Intermediate School. 

Mrs. Smith is highly respected by her col- 
leagues for her work and dedication to her 
students. She is well known for her work with 
at-risk students. From 1992-2005, Mrs. Smith 
taught in the Drop-Out Prevention/Alpha Pro- 
gram. In order to succeed as a teacher for 
these at-risk students, Mrs. Smith had to tran- 
scend the traditional teaching role. She acted 
as a teacher, mentor, and role model for these 
students. Her assiduous work ethic inspires 
her students, and creates an atmosphere 
where failure is nearly impossible. 
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Mrs. Smith also volunteers her time with 
myriad educational programs. She is a trainer 
for Building Better Readers, Santa Rosa 
County’s Team Teachers, the Diagnostic As- 
sessments of Reading, and a master trainer 
for Florida Assessments for Instruction in 
Reading. She is also the school coordinator 
for Pace High School/S.S. Dixon Intermedi- 
ate’s Leadership Program and the Patriot Pals 
Mentoring Program. 


Teachers are amongst our most valuable 
public servants, and they play an integral role 
in shaping the future of our nation. The Santa 
Rosa County Teacher of the Year award is a 
reflection of Mrs. Smith’s tireless work ethic 
and steadfast dedication to the students of 
Santa Rosa County. She has proven to be 
among the many exceptional teachers in our 
nation, and | am proud to have her as a con- 
stituent in Florida’s First Congressional Dis- 
trict. 


Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the United States 
Congress, | am privileged to recognize An- 
nette Smith for her accomplishments and her 
continuing commitment to excellence at S.S. 
Dixon Intermediate School and in the Santa 
Rosa County School District. Her passion for 
her students is laudable, and her dedication to 
her profession is exemplary. My wife Vicki 
joins me in congratulating Mrs. Smith, and we 
wish her all the best. 


March 14, 2011 
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SENATE—Monday, March 14, 2011 


The Senate met at 2 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable CHRIS- 
TOPHER A. COONS, a Senator from the 
State of Delaware. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal Spirit, we praise You because 
of Your righteousness, and lift our 
hearts in adoration to You, the King, 
Most High. Pour eternity into these 
brief lives of ours and use us for Your 
glory. 

Lift our lawmakers to the heights of 
noble living, renewing them with Your 
hope and strengthening them with 
Your power. Lord show them how to 
make wise use of their days to become 
the people they ought to be and to do 
the things that make for peace in our 
Nation and world. May their highest 
motive be not to win over one another, 
but to win with one another by doing 
Your will. 

Lord, we ask that You sustain the 
victims of the seismic devastation in 
Japan. We pray in Your great Name. 
Amen. 


a 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable CHRISTOPHER A. COONS 
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


Ee 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The legislative clerk read the fol- 
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, March 14, 2011. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable CHRISTOPHER A. 
Coons, a Senator from the State of Dela- 
ware, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. COONS thereupon assumed the 

chair as Acting President pro tempore. 


-m 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
leader remarks, there will be a period 
of morning business until 4:30 p.m., 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each. 

At 4:30 p.m. the Senate will proceed 
to executive session to consider Cal- 
endar No. 10, the nomination of James 
Boasberg, of the District of Columbia, 
to be a U.S. district judge for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. There will be up to 1 
hour of debate, equally divided, prior 
to a vote on that nomination. 

Senators should expect two rollcall 
votes at 5:30. They will be in relation 
to the confirmation of James Boasberg 
and cloture on the motion to proceed 
to б. 498, the Small Business Reauthor- 
ization Act of 2011. 

The current continuing resolution 
expires this Friday. We expect the 
House to send us a 3-week CR on Tues- 
day or Wednesday. We hope we can 
work out an agreement to consider the 
bill before the end of this week. 


Re С 
DOING THE COUNTRY’S BUSINESS 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, my 


thoughts and those of the entire Na- 
tion, and certainly every Member of 
the Senate, are with the people of 
Japan. The earthquake that shook that 
nation has made the entire world trem- 
ble, and the tsunami that swept over 
its shores has engulfed us all with 
grief. 

We are heartbroken at the images we 
have seen and the stories we have 
heard. We share the agony of the fami- 
lies who have lost loved ones and the 
anguish of those still searching for the 
missing. 

The earthquake, tsunami, and subse- 
quent catastrophes have created a hu- 
manitarian crisis of the first order, and 
the United States will do everything 
we can to ease Japan’s pain and help it 
heal. As the devastation and rescue ef- 
forts continue, we know Japan and the 
world will meet this tragedy with te- 
nacity and will respond to the immense 
loss with immeasurable hope. 

This dreadful disaster is not stronger 
than the people of Japan’s resolve to 
recover and rebuild, and it is no match 
for America’s determination to help a 
friend in need. 

Mr. President, it is difficult to think 
of the Senate’s business at such a time 
as this, but we must. It is difficult to 
think of the Senate’s business after 
hundreds of thousands of lives have 
been forever changed in an instant. 
Every matter seems immaterial in 
comparison, and our use of the adjec- 
tive ‘‘emergency’’ when discussing 
budget concerns seems so misplaced. 


But we must also focus on the busi- 
ness of our great country, and that is 
what the Senate will do this week. I 
hope both parties and both Houses will 
find the courage to come together be- 
fore the weekend on a plan to fund the 
country. 

I remind my Republican colleagues 
that this Friday’s deadline is one they 
set; we didn’t. We asked for 4 weeks to 
work, and they demanded 2 weeks. 
They asked for March 18. March 18 
awaits us at the other end of this week, 
so it is time to get serious. 

Last week’s budget votes proved 
what we have been saying throughout 
this negotiation: We must meet in the 
middle. The distance between Demo- 
crats and Republicans is not measured 
in money only. I regret to report that 
so far we remain far more divided on 
the willingness to compromise. 

Democrats have made it crystal clear 
that we are determined to pass a budg- 
et. We recognize the reality that one 
party alone will not reach a resolution 
without the other party’s cooperation 
and consent. We have accepted and ac- 
knowledged that we need to share the 
sacrifice. Democrats are willing to find 
reasonable ways to do that, and we 
have offered necessary cuts that will 
strengthen our future rather than 
weaken it. But we are still waiting for 
the Republicans to do the same. They 
are pretending that last week’s votes 
didn’t happen. They are covering their 
eyes and ears to the reality that their 
proposal—a shortsighted bill the tea 
party and the Republicans in the House 
of Representatives continue to sup- 
port—was roundly rejected in the Sen- 
ate. 

We are still waiting for them to bring 
something—anything—new to the 
table. They have not done that yet. 
Listen to the Republican speeches and 
sound bites and you will hear no rea- 
sonable cuts, no serious offer, no will- 
ingness to compromise, and no sense of 
shared responsibility. You will hear no 
new ideas. 

We can’t afford another week of these 
games. We cannot negotiate through 
the media, and we cannot negotiate if 
one side is unwilling to give any 
ground. 

We cannot keep funding the country 
a couple weeks at a time. How many 
times have we heard our Republican 
friends decry uncertainty, claiming it 
hurts job creation and worries the mar- 
kets. How quickly they have forgotten 
their own advice. 

Mr. President, it is time to lead. On 
this point, Democrats have been very 
clear. I hope the solution is at hand. 
But if no budget passes—if we cannot 


© This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


3866 


keep the country running—it will be 
clear which side will bear that burden. 

This week, we will also start debat- 
ing another jobs bill. We did the FAA 
bill, the patent bill, and we are told by 
the experts that is almost 600,000 jobs. 
The bill we are going to take up now 
will help small businesses do what 
American businesses do best: imagine, 
innovate, and invent. 

Our bill that we will soon discuss will 
support a research and development 
program that has helped tens of thou- 
sands of small businesses create jobs 
and shape the future since President 
Reagan started the program three dec- 
ades ago. 

These investments work. They have 
helped get new ideas off the ground— 
everything from the electric tooth- 
brush to a satellite antenna that 
helped our first responders in Haiti, to 
technologies that keep our food safe 
and our military’s tanks from over- 
heating in the desert. 

One company in Carson City, NV, has 
used this small business innovation 
program’s support to create technology 
that helps firefighters reach people on 
the highest floors of burning buildings. 
Another Nevada company from Hender- 
son has developed an advanced re- 
chargeable battery that our troops are 
using in the field. There are success 
stories such as this in every State be- 
cause of this legislation that was en- 
acted initially almost 30 years ago. 

Small businesses are the laboratories 
of visionaries who create jobs and cul- 
tivate ideas. We, in turn, must help 
these businesses grow апа succeed. 
That is what this bill will do. 

Finally, let me say something briefly 
about gas prices. This budget debate 
has shown a stark contrast between 
our Nation’s serious challenges and the 
lack of bipartisan agreement on serious 
solutions. The same is true when it 
comes to energy. 

Drivers across the country are 
watching gas prices go up and up. They 
are worried about how expensive it is 
to drive to work in the morning or to 
pick up their kids from school or just 
to get to the grocery store and back. It 
is a serious challenge. But I am dis- 
appointed that the Republicans refuse 
to join us in offering a serious solution. 

We know why gas prices are going up. 
First, the Middle East nations from 
which we import the vast majority of 
oil are in turmoil. That hurts produc- 
tion and exports. Second, OPEC and 
greedy investors control a widely spec- 
ulative market. Third, big oil cannot 
quench its thirst for record profits, and 
it will pursue them at any cost to the 
consumer. 

The Republican reflex is a replay of 
the same script we have seen time and 
time again. The Republican reflex is to 
demand more drilling, as if that will 
instantly ease the price at the pump. It 
is an easy argument to make. It will 
nicely line the pockets of their friends 
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in big oil. It sounds simple, but as a so- 
lution to high gas prices, it is plain fic- 
tion. 

Here is a little-known fact: The 
United States produced more oil in 2009 
than in any year since 2003. So for all 
of the rightwing’s finger-pointing at 
President Obama, it is worth noting 
that we have drilled more oil since 
President Obama has been in office. 

In fact, when President Bush was in 
the White House, field production of 
crude oil dropped every single year. In 
his last year in office, prices and oil 
company profits rose to record highs. 
So let’s retire the tired talking point 
that President Obama is sitting on the 
solution. 

In fact, it is those same big oil com- 
panies that are quite literally sitting 
on that oil that Republicans demand. 
Big oil is sitting on more than 60 mil- 
lion acres of Federal land and water 
that they have leased and have a right 
to drill on. That means nearly 20 per- 
cent of our Nation’s oil refining capac- 
ity sits idle. They have shown more in- 
terest in making profits than in mak- 
ing oil. 

Let’s pretend for a minute they did 
do the drilling. Even if big oil drilled 
on all of its offshore leases, it would 
have no impact on the price of gasoline 
during the whole next decade. By 2030, 
it might lower those prices by 3 cents 
a gallon. That is not my calculation; 
that comes from the Energy Informa- 
tion Agency. 

Let’s not forget the big picture: The 
U.S. consumes nearly 25 percent of the 
world’s oil, but we have less than 3 per- 
cent of the world’s oil reserves, and 
they are rapidly declining. We are ad- 
dicted to oil and are at the mercy of 
big oil and OPEC for its price. 

Instead of shortsighted straw men, 
let’s use the alternatives we have at 
home, such as solar, wind, and geo- 
thermal energy, which are abundant in 
places such as Nevada. Let’s encourage 
these investments, not cut them as the 
Republicans’ budget plan proposes. 
Their budget plan would drastically af- 
fect the ability to do more with renew- 
able energy. 

These renewable energy sources are 
cleaner for the environment, wiser for 
our national security, and more stable 
for our economy. Best of all, they are 
made in the U.S.A. and will create jobs 
in our country. 


EEE 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, leader- 
ship time is reserved. 


EE 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business until 4:30 p.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each. 
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, the morn- 
ing business time is not divided. It is 
under the control of whoever gets here; 
is that right? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
would like to speak for up to 15 min- 
utes. I understand Senator KYL will be 
joining us shortly. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
SBIR/STTR REAUTHORIZATION ACT 


Ms. LANDRIEU. I come to the floor 
to urge my colleagues to consider vot- 
ing yes on cloture this afternoon at 
5:30, to proceed to a debate on two very 
important Federal programs that come 
under the jurisdiction of the Small 
Business Committee. I know the Pre- 
siding Officer has been a leader in his 
State on this general subject matter. 
Our committee has worked very hard 
in the Senate, and in the House I might 
add, to get these programs ready for re- 
authorization. They are the Federal 
Government’s largest research and de- 
velopment programs for small business. 

As you know, I have said many times 
on the floor, as chair of the Small Busi- 
ness Committee I want and hope the 
Federal Government itself would be a 
better partner with small businesses in 
America to encourage innovation, to 
encourage appropriate risk-taking. We 
can do that in a variety of different 
ways. 

Of course, we have authority over 
banking systems and capital systems 
and financial systems. We sometimes 
do that with just big business in mind. 
We need to think about giving the 27 
million small businesses in America 
opportunities for capital through the 
banking system and through nonbank 
lenders. Our committee has been very 
busy trying to do our part helping our 
country out of this recession by con- 
tinuing to focus on capital access for 
small business. 

We also keep a close eye on regula- 
tions that might be dampening small 
businesses from growing and accel- 
erating. Whether those financial regu- 
lations come out of the financial sector 
or health or EPA, et cetera, we try to 
keep an eye, in the Small Business Ad- 
ministration itself—in fact, an inde- 
pendent agency inside it, the SBA’s Of- 
fice of Advocacy—to look at rules and 
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regulations. Our committee is going to 
take a hard look at any rule or regula- 
tion coming out of any Federal agen- 
cies that miss the mark or that fail to 
recognize the impact some of those 
regulations may have on small busi- 
ness. If it is too onerous, we are going 
to comment and push back. 

Another way our Federal Govern- 
ment can be a better partner to small 
business is to make sure they have ac- 
cess to some of the Federal Govern- 
ment’s research and development and 
technology funds. From the Depart- 
ment of Defense, to the Department of 
Health and Human Services to the De- 
partment of Commerce, and others, the 
Federal Government spends literally 
billions of dollars in research and de- 
velopment. That is good. It is only a 
small portion of our budget. 

Some people argue the research and 
development dollars are too low be- 
cause the Federal Government, by in- 
vesting in research and development 
wisely, generates and promotes pat- 
ents, inventions, discoveries, expansion 
of business, large and small. In fact, 
America does this probably better than 
any country in the world and we are 
proud of it. The Federal Government 
has a role to play. 

This particular program I will focus 
on today—the Small Business Innova- 
tion Research program—was started by 
Senator Rudman over 25—actually al- 
most 30 years ago now. Senator Rud- 
man was a Senator from New Hamp- 
shire. As a Senator from a small State 
such as New Hampshire, he was, of 
course, very familiar with the great 
universities and the great small busi- 
nesses there. He was actually shocked, 
and I think dismayed and saddened, to 
find out that small businesses in his 
own State had, even if they were in- 
venting some of the best products, and 
had some of the best technology, 
couldn’t get their foot in the front door 
to an agency such as the NIH. They 
didn’t want to talk to a small business. 
They wanted to talk to the univer- 
sities. They wanted to talk to the big 
companies. I think Senator Rudman 
got a little frustrated. He said: I think 
we need to have not a ceiling but a 
floor for amount of research agencies 
do with the small businesses in all of 
our communities, on Main Streets all 
over America, and say: What do you 
have to offer, and we will give you an 
opportunity. 

This works two ways. It is good for 
small businesses to have access to 
some of these research and develop- 
ment dollars. It is also important for 
the taxpayer to get the best bang for 
their buck they are paying in taxes, 
and they want the best technology— 
not just the easiest to access, they 
want the best technology. 

Having invested in this program now 
over almost 30 years, we have evidence 
to suggest the taxpayer has, in fact, 
gotten the best bang for its buck. In 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


fact, these companies I am going to 
show you will prove, beyond a doubt, 
what I am saying. 

This company, Qualcomm, is a very 
famous company now, but 25 years ago 
or so, no one had ever heard of it. 
Qualcomm is a company based in San 
Diego, CA. It is publicly owned now, 
but its founder—Dr. Irwin Jacobs—tes- 
tified before our Small Business Com- 
mittee a couple of weeks ago on this 
program, urging us to do this reauthor- 
ization, which is going to take the bulk 
of the debate on the floor this week— 
this particular program. He said: Abso- 
lutely, positively, Qualcomm would not 
have been able to launch as a small 
business that started in his den with 
about 35 of his friends and associates— 
not 35 in the beginning, even a smaller 
number than that—who had come up 
with the initial technology that made 
wireless communication possible. They 
did that, in part, with a couple of SBIR 
grants, about $1.5 million in total. 
Without that patient capital invested 
in a very timely way in this particular 
company, they would probably not 
have been able to make it to become 
what that eventually did become, 
which is a company that contributes 
approximately $5.5 billion to San 
Diego’s economy every year and pays 
in taxes over $1 billion every year to 
the local, State, and Federal Govern- 
ment. That is half the cost of this pro- 
gram. So one success story out of this 
program generates enough tax dollars 
to pay for almost half every year. 

This program doesn’t cost the Fed- 
eral Government anything because we 
are already investing in research and 
development. What this program does 
is say you are going allocate 2.5 per- 
cent of your research dollars for com- 
petition among small businesses—to 
invest in small businesses just like 
Qualcomm once was—in the hopes that 
they will develop into large busi- 
nesses—or, even more important, that 
they will develop something that im- 
proves the quality of life for Americans 
and for people of the world. 

Most certainly, now that everyone is 
walking around with wireless tech- 
nology, using it for any number of 
things—staying in touch with spouses, 
kids, from tracking threats to general 
business use—we know this technology 
has become a part of everyone’s life. 
Qualcomm is only one example of the 
return on investment with the SBIR 
program. 

Another involved the pilot alert sys- 
tem for the B-52 bomber. That tech- 
nology again came out of the SBIR 
Program. Reauthorizing this program 
is something we know is important to 
do to create jobs, to begin to create the 
kind of jobs that will lead us out of 
this recession. Innovation equals jobs, 
technology equals jobs. 

There is another success story I 
would like to share. This is actually 
from Louisiana. There are actually 
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success stories from every State in the 
Union. Mezzo Technologies was created 
with the help of LSU and SBIR. Dr. 
Kevin Kelly started with two employ- 
ees. Now his payroll exceeds $1.2 mil- 
lion. 

We ran into problems when we in- 
vaded Iraq and Afghanistan trying to 
run our tanks in places that were ex- 
tremely hot. The radiators we had de- 
signed were not sufficient. We were 
running into serious equipment chal- 
lenges. 

It was this small business, with the 
help of LSU, that began to develop new 
kinds of technologies that now can be 
used for our military, in this case in 
the Bradley tank. But it also has po- 
tential for significant commercial ap- 
plication, potentially in the race car 
industry. That is an example of how 
technology needed for a specific prob- 
lem the Federal Government is having, 
responded to by small business—not a 
big company, a small company—new 
technologies can create the radiators 
of the future. 

Small businesses are the key to put- 
ting Americans back to work. They are 
the innovators. In fact, small busi- 
nesses account for 18 times more pat- 
ents than large businesses. Small busi- 
nesses employ almost 40 percent of 
American scientists and engineers. 
Studies show SBIR-backed firms have 
been responsible for roughly 25 percent 
of the Nation’s most crucial innova- 
tions over the past decade. 

Unfortunately, and this is why I am 
on the floor today, this important pro- 
gram that does so much to give tax- 
payers the full measure and worth of 
their tax dollar, that gives small busi- 
nesses the opportunity to grow, to cre- 
ate jobs right here in America—not in 
China, not in France or in Spain but 
right here in America—these programs 
have been sputtering. This particular 
program has been sputtering on short- 
term extensions. Every 3 months we re- 
authorize it—or every 6 months. We 
need to move forward and provide a 
longer term extension. The bill we are 
going to be debating this week provides 
an 8-year authorization, which gives 
some certainty. It gives some stability 
to the 11 Federal agencies that use 
SBIR to help meet its research and de- 
velopment needs, to help the 300 labs in 
the United States of America that do 
primarily research and development 
for the Federal Government. It sends 
out a clear signal to innovators: The 
Federal Government has challenges, 
the Federal Government has problems, 
and now we are putting some money 
behind these challenges and problems 
and we want you to be part of the solu- 
tion. 

We believe in this program. I wish to 
thank particularly Senator Том 
COBURN for negotiating this 8-year ex- 
tension, a little bit longer than a nor- 
mal 5 but less than what some of us 
wanted initially, permanency and then 
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the 14-year authorization—because we 
think long-term stability is so impor- 
tant for these programs. 

The agencies have to do some more 
work—our Federal agencies do—to step 
up their administration of this pro- 
gram, to get even better at putting out 
the needs of their agencies, identifying 
small businesses, so we want to give 
them the confidence this program is 
actually going to last for more than a 
few months, 2 years or 3 years or even 
4. So this 8-year authorization is im- 
portant. 

I am proud, under my leadership, and 
also previously under the leadership of 
Senator SNOWE and Senator KERRY, we 
have worked very hard together to get 
this bill into its current form. In the 
very last hours of the last Congress, we 
were actually able to negotiate a land- 
mark compromise with the Bio- 
technology Industry Organization—for- 
mally known as the BIO—and the 
Small Business Technology Coalition. 
They had been basically at odds over 
some aspects of this reauthorization. 
Because we worked very hard and in 
good faith, both sides came together, 
we have now achieved a compromise 
which has the support of the National 
Small Business Administration, the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the NFIB, 
the National Venture Capital Associa- 
tion, local technology groups, many 
universities throughout the country, 
including my alma mater, Louisiana 
State University, Louisiana Tech, the 
University of Akron, in Ohio—just to 
name a few. 

I wish to make sure people under- 
stand, not only from examples, what 
this program will fund; in terms of 
Qualcomm, which was an earlier exam- 
ple, wireless technology, or whether it 
is a radiator used in military equip- 
ment, both in our tanks and sometimes 
used in other platforms, but also this 
technology can be used potentially in 
the racing car industry. 

No other SBIR and STTR reauthor- 
ization bill has had this much support 
of this many organizations, and this 
compromise is represented in the bill 
we have laid down or we will be passing 
forward today. 

The agencies have been particularly 
cooperative, particularly Department 
of Defense, USDA, and the Department 
of Energy. Along with Health and 
Human Services, they have the lion’s 
share of these research budgets. DOD, 
it is not an insignificant amount, it is 
over $1 billion. The Department of De- 
fense will invest in small businesses to 
get the best technologies available, 
such as the radiator technology they 
need for our tanks. 

HHS has $615 million. It is a very 
small part of their total research budg- 
et but an important part, so when they 
put out the challenge to small busi- 
nesses in America to come up with the 
next newest vaccine or the next med- 
ical technology or information tech- 
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nology that saves taxpayer money and 
helps provide better quality of life for 
all Americans, that word will go out 
from HHS. 

DOE has $150 million available to in- 
vest in small business; NASA $125 mil- 
lion, just to name a few. 

So not only will the taxpayers ben- 
efit, but small businesses and the peo- 
ple they hire as well. Many of these ad- 
vanced technologies, developed by busi- 
nesses that could have started in your 
garage or your den, such as Qualcomm, 
could not have existed without those 
programs. They are the brainchild of a 
scientist who took his idea to the next 
level, and had this program to get that 
first $150,000, and then that first $1 mil- 
lion. 

I am urging all of my colleagues to 
support moving to this bill this after- 
noon. It passed out of the Small Busi- 
ness Committee last week nearly 
unanimously, and has continued to 
gain large bipartisan support publicly 
and privately. The CBO estimates a 
very modest cost of $150 million over 5 
years. We have made changes that have 
decreased the estimate from last year’s 
cost of $229 million. 

We believe this $150 million is a fan- 
tastic investment for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to place research dollars in 
the hands of some of the best, most dy- 
namic, most innovative entrepreneurs 
on the face of the Earth today. We 
want to give them an opportunity, par- 
ticularly in tight credit and capital 
markets, to access these funds at the 
Federal level to produce the kind of 
goods and services and, most impor- 
tantly, jobs for the future. 

I see my time has expired. Again, I 
look forward to coming down with my 
members of the Small Business Com- 
mittee to talk more about this bill as 
the week unfolds. I urge my colleagues 
today at 5:30 to vote yes for cloture on 
this important bill so we can pass it 
out of the Senate today, get it over to 
the House as quickly as we can, and to 
the President’s desk for signature. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KYL. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent to speak for 15 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EEE 


THE BUDGET 


Mr. KYL. Mr. President, we are going 
to have a vote a little bit later this 
afternoon to proceed to a bill which I 
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do not happen to think is a very good 
bill, but I am going to vote to proceed 
to it, because the majority leader has 
made clear we will have the oppor- 
tunity to offer amendments. I know 
some of my colleagues specifically wish 
to offer amendments to get to the 
heart of the subject that should be 
most on our minds today, which is re- 
ducing wasteful Washington spending, 
to get our fiscal house in order. In 
order to provide that opportunity, we 
should, in my view, proceed to that leg- 
islation so we can offer those amend- 
ments. We should be laser-like focused 
on the deficit, the debt, the spending of 
the Congress, and what we can do to 
get a handle on that spending, so that 
we do not mortgage our children’s fu- 
ture. 

It starts, of course, with a budget. A 
few weeks ago, the President submitted 
his budget to Congress, but it seems to 
me the message that budget sends is 
one of more spending, bigger govern- 
ment, and one that trumps America’s 
well-founded concerns about this huge 
debt we are piling up and how it jeop- 
ardizes our Nation’s future. 

Under this budget, the debt held by 
the public will double by the end of 
this President’s term in 2012 and then 
triple by 2019, to an astonishing $7.3 
billion. Think about that for a mo- 
ment. In all of our history, from 1789, 
from George Washington through 
George W. Bush, we accumulated 
roughly $5 billion of debt. This Presi- 
dent’s budget, in his first term, will 
double that. So in the term of Presi- 
dent Obama, we will accumulate as 
much debt as every President of the 
United States combined before that. 
That is too much. It will triple in the 
next 5 years. That is what we are talk- 
ing about with regard to this budget. 
The debt is actually going to be larger 
than our entire economy. Think of the 
attendant consequences. 

It not only undermines confidence in 
our economy, but it crushes private 
sector investment and, therefore, job 
creation. This budget punts on every- 
thing serious we need to do to bring 
down the debt. It accelerates our path 
to national bankruptcy, it ignores all 
the major components of the Presi- 
dent’s debt commission’s deficit fi- 
nancing or reduction plan. It punts on 
serious spending cuts and punts on en- 
titlement reforms. 

In fact, the Washington Post edito- 
rialized the day after the budget was 
submitted, calling the President the 
“Punter in Chief.” It is a failure of 
leadership, and it indicates to me that 
the President is not taking the debt 
problem seriously. 

As Erskine Bowles, who was the 
Democratic chairman of the Presi- 
dent’s fiscal commission, said, ‘‘The 
White House budget request goes no- 
where near where they will need to 
have to go to resolve our fiscal night- 
mare.” 
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We cannot spend, borrow, and tax our 
way to prosperity. Unfortunately, that 
is what the budget request proposes to 
do. Let me review a few key facts and 
some of the numbers in the budget. 
Under the category of ‘‘it spends too 
much,” the size of the Federal Govern- 
ment would nearly double since the 
day President Obama took office. Let 
me say that again. Under the Presi- 
dent’s budget, the size of the Federal 
Government will nearly double since 
the day he took office. 

You cannot claim with a straight 
face that represents anything close to 
fiscal discipline. Over the next 10 years, 
the President proposes $8.7 trillion in 
new spending in this budget, with $46 
trillion in total spending. Spending in 
the 2012 fiscal year is projected to be a 
record $3.8 trillion or 25.3 percent of 
the gross domestic product, which is 
the highest spending ratio to GDP 
since World War II. 

I will note that while the President 
has touted the 5-year $400 billion in 
spending freezes in his budgets, those 
freezes merely lock in spending levels 
reached after the massive spending 
binge that occurred on his watch. In 
my view, the status quo is not good 
enough. It is like closing the door to 
the barn after the horse is already 
gone. The President says his spending 
would cut $1.1 trillion over the coming 
decade. Yes, that is true, but that is 
from what he planned to spend. So if he 
made an extraordinarily irresponsible 
request for spending and then cuts it 
by $1 trillion, it is not something to be 
cheering about. The figure is smaller 
than the projected $1.5 trillion deficit 
for the year 2011 alone. We need to do 
and we can do much better. 

Under the category ‘іб borrows too 
much,” the budget adds $13 trillion in 
new debt by the end of the decade. 
Gross debt by the end of the decade 
will reach $26.3 trillion or 107 percent 
of gross domestic product. That figure 
eclipses the size of the entire economy. 

Gross debt is projected to remain 
above 100 percent of GDP for every fol- 
lowing year. The effects of high debt on 
an economy are well known. They in- 
clude fewer jobs, less investing, and a 
lower standard of living, and that is 
not acceptable. 

Under the category of ‘‘taxes too 
much,” in total the President’s budget 
includes $1.6 trillion in new taxes on 
families, small businesses, and job cre- 
ators. Much of that is new taxes on en- 
ergy, including on the gasoline we buy, 
and new taxes on ObamaCare, the 
health care reform. In fact, the Presi- 
dent’s health care bill is mentioned 
more than 250 times in the IRS’s fiscal 
year 2012 budget request. The IRS has 
said it will have to hire thousands of 
new workers to implement the new 
taxes in the health care law. Let’s re- 
member, we are not in our current pre- 
dicament because we are an undertaxed 
nation. It is because of wasteful Wash- 
ington spending. 
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I am deeply disappointed the admin- 
istration has not put together a more 
responsible and serious budget pro- 
posal. I had hoped the White House had 
received the message that Americans 
sent in the last election about spending 
and debt and the size of our govern- 
ment. It is time for us to make tough 
choices. We need to focus on progrowth 
policies, which includes much lower 
levels of spending and borrowing, and 
leaving more money in the private sec- 
tor where it can be put to good use, in- 
cluding job creation. 

Republicans want to work with the 
President to seriously cut government 
spending and bring down the debt. 
House Republicans took the first step 
by putting together a proposal that 
will cut spending to 2008 levels. That is 
the level prior to the Obama era spend- 
ing binge, a binge which included, 
among other things, the failed stim- 
ulus plan and other massive spending 
bills. 

That is the kind of meaningful action 
we need. I ask the President: Lead. 
Work with our leaders on both sides of 
the aisle to do a better job of pro- 
moting prosperity through much more 
sensible fiscal policies. 

As I said, my colleagues will have 
amendments they will be bringing to 
the floor this week in an effort to point 
him in the right direction. 

Another thing that is of concern to 
Americans and that we ought to be 
doing something about here at the Fed- 
eral Government level is the problem 
of energy production and the implica- 
tions of that through things such as 
higher gas prices. 

Notably, the Energy Department re- 
cently estimated that the average 
American household can expect to 
spend $700 more at the gas pump this 
year than it did in 2010. Since Presi- 
dent Obama came into office our gaso- 
line prices have doubled. 

In a tight oil market, new domestic 
supply can have a very positive impact 
on gasoline prices, and developing that 
supply would create many well-paying 
American jobs. So, today, I want to 
talk about national policies in support 
of affordable, new domestic energy. 
This is an opportunity for government 
to set the stage for job creation in the 
private sector, rather than continue its 
attempts to create jobs on its own 
through costly legislation. 

Although we import 63 percent of our 
oil, America has abundant supplies of 
both oil and natural gas here at home. 
In a Washington Post op-ed published 
in 2008, columnist Robert Samuelson 
wrote at ‘іб may surprise Americans to 
discover that the United States is the 
third largest oil producer, behind Saudi 
Arabia and Russia. We could be pro- 
ducing more, but Congress has put 
large areas of potential supply off lim- 
its. They include the Atlantic and Pa- 
cific coasts and parts of Alaska and the 
Gulf of Mexico.” 
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So, why have not these energy devel- 
opment projects moved forward? 

Let me provide some background. Be- 
fore leaving office, President George W. 
Bush lifted an executive moratorium 
that had previously barred oil and nat- 
ural gas development in the deep 
waters of the Gulf of Mexico, and Con- 
gress subsequently rescinded a statu- 
tory moratorium that year. These ac- 
tions were intended to open an esti- 
mated 5.8 million acres in the central 
gulf to oil leasing and make as much as 
16 billion barrels of oil available. 

However, after the Deepwater Hori- 
zon Oilspill in the gulf in 2010, the 
Obama administration imposed a new 
moratorium that all but halted deep- 
water exploration and development in 
the area. 

A number of investigations were con- 
ducted to determine the cause of the 
Deepwater Horizon accident and pro- 
tect against similar incidents in the fu- 
ture, and that was appropriate. But it 
was neither necessary nor wise to halt 
all off-shore energy exploration and de- 
velopment in response to the spill. The 
country needs a reliable supply of oil 
to fuel our cars, homes, and power 
plants, not to mention satisfy the nu- 
merous manufacturing processes that 
rely on oil. Locking away the vast sup- 
ply of oil in the deep waters of the gulf 
merely increased our Nation’s vulner- 
ability to oil shocks emanating from 
abroad, and put consumers at risk of 
higher gas prices. 

Despite Federal court orders, it was 
not until the end of February 2011 that 
the Interior Department finally issued 
the first permit to allow the resump- 
tion of energy exploration and develop- 
ment. Unfortunately, the permit was 
for just a single project. Essentially, 
the moratorium has become a ‘‘permit- 
torium,” or an extreme slow down of 
drilling permits allocated by the ad- 
ministration. This slow down has in- 
cluded delays, suspensions, revoca- 
tions, and cancellations of lease per- 
mits. These moratoriums have caused 
six deepwater rigs to depart the gulf 
for other countries, taking valuable 
jobs, revenue, and income with them. 

Others may soon leave аз well. 
Former President Bill Clinton under- 
stands the damaging impact these de 
facto moratoriums have on the econ- 
omy. Last Friday, he called the contin- 
ued delays ‘‘ridiculous.”’ 

Just as we should reopen the deep 
waters of the Gulf of Mexico to prudent 
exploration and development, so too 
should we lift the moratorium pre- 
venting job-creating development of re- 
source-rich areas such as Alaska’s 
Outer Continental Shelf, as well as oil 
shale in various Western States. 

Senator MURKOWSKI of Alaska has 
pointed out that her State has esti- 
mated oil reserves in excess of 65 years’ 
worth of Persian Gulf oil imports. Yet 
they are virtually off limits. 
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As Alaska’s Governor, Sean Parnell, 
wrote in a recent Wall Street Journal 
op-ed: 

If Americans wonder what our economic 
Achilles’ heel is, they need look no further 
than the federal regulatory system that 
delays permits for domestic exploration and 
production. 

The Federal Government estimates 
that Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf 
holds 27 billion barrels of oil and 132 
trillion cubic feet of natural gas. We 
could be drilling now in the Arctic 
Ocean off the coast of Alaska if the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency would 
speed things up and issue an air per- 
mit. Developing these resources would 
not only generate vast new supplies 
but translate to a lot of good jobs. In 
fact, a new study by Northern Econom- 
ics and the University of Alaska An- 
chorage’s Institute of Social and Eco- 
nomic Research shows that develop- 
ment of oil and gas in the Beaufort and 
Chukchi Seas of Alaska’s Outer Conti- 
nental Shelf would create 54,700 new 
jobs that would be sustained for 50 
years. An estimated $63 billion would 
be paid to employees in Alaska, and an- 
other $82 billion would be paid to em- 
ployees in the rest of the United 
States. 

As the report notes: 

Domestic energy production is important 
for the security and prosperity of the United 
States. The money spent on domestic energy 
cycles through the U.S. economy, thereby in- 
creasing domestic activity and jobs. 

Another resource-rich area in Alaska 
is ANWR. Despite being one of the larg- 
est resources of oil and gas in the 
United States, Alaska’s ANWR is off 
limits for energy development. Tapping 
oil and gas supplies in ANWR would re- 
quire opening just 2,000 acres of the 19 
million-acre Arctic Plain to such de- 
velopment. 

Remember, ANWR was specifically 
set aside by Congress for oil and gas ex- 
ploration and development. It was spe- 
cifically created for that purpose. This 
2,000 acres would be the equivalent of 
the airport in Phoenix, called Phoenix 
Sky Harbor, inside an area the size of 
South Carolina—hardly noticeable. 

Using directional drilling with a 
small environmental footprint, at least 
1 million barrels of oil a day could be 
obtained from just this one area for the 
next 20 years. The U.S. Geological Sur- 
vey has estimated that the area could 
have up to 16 billion barrels of recover- 
able oil, an amount that is equivalent 
to 30 years of Saudi oil imports. 

Analysis from Arctic Power shows 
that opening ANWR to oil and gas pro- 
duction would create approximately 
730,000 jobs. 

Those opposed to developing these re- 
sources often make the argument that 
it will take 10 years to open ANWR. 
But if President Clinton had not vetoed 
legislation authorizing Arctic develop- 
ment in 1995, oil would likely be flow- 
ing from the area today, easing prices 
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and helping to insulate our economy 
from the whims of OPEC. Continued 
delay will only put our Nation further 
at risk. 

A few final points about abundant 
onshore oil resources—permits for 
which have also been blocked by the 
administration. In 2009, the adminis- 
tration canceled 77 oil and gas leases in 
Utah and in 2010 canceled another 61 in 
Montana. It has been estimated that 
the United States has approximately 
800 billion barrels of technically recov- 
erable shale oil, which is roughly three 
times more than the proven reserves of 
Saudi Arabia. Again, it is all off limits. 

Finally, a note about the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve. In recent days, 
some of my colleagues have called for 
tapping into the SPR to bring down gas 
prices. But this Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve is a national security tool to 
guard against an economically threat- 
ening disruption in oil supplies. It was 
never intended to be used to lower gas 
prices. Our problem today is not a mat- 
ter of supply. We have plenty of supply. 

Since its creation in 1995, a Presi- 
dentially directed release from SPR 
has occurred only twice—in 1995, at the 
beginning of Operation Desert Storm, 
and in 2005, after the devastation Hur- 
ricane Katrina caused in the Gulf of 
Mexico. The current SPR inventory is 
720 million barrels, which equates to 
about 34 days of oil at current daily 
U.S. consumption. Tapping the Reserve 
is nothing more than a short-term po- 
litical solution to a problem largely of 
the administration’s own making—its 
continued refusal to allow access to 
our Nation’s plentiful resources. 

The benefits of increasing domestic 
energy production are unquestionable, 
especially at a time when gas prices 
are soaring and good jobs are needed by 
many Americans. I urge the adminis- 
tration to move swiftly in favor of 
issuing more production permits and 
urge my colleagues to support policies 
in favor of increased domestic energy 
production. There is no reason for fur- 
ther delay. 

One of the most eloquent spokesman 
for this same point is on the floor, the 
Senator from Louisiana. 

I am happy to yield the floor to her. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
wish to follow the remarks of the Sen- 
ator from Arizona and associate myself 
with part of his remarks that have to 
do with the energy policy of our coun- 
try. 

I am disappointed in the administra- 
tion’s reluctance to get the Gulf of 
Mexico back to work. We did have a 
terrible tragedy in April, almost a year 
ago, April 20, the Deepwater Horizon 
catastrophe. For 40 years or longer, 
40,000 wells have been drilled safely in 
the gulf, in shallow water and in deep, 
since 1940, deep water coming into play 
in about 1985. Up until the Deepwater 
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Horizon accident, this industry had 
acted responsibly in large measure 
with cutting-edge technologies. Yes, we 
have to continue to investigate what 
happened, but shutting down so much 
of our domestic drilling with the un- 
rest in other parts of the world is not 
the right policy. 

I associate myself with the remarks 
of the Senator on energy as well as tap- 
ping into the Strategic Petroleum Re- 
serve. This is not a crisis of supply; it 
is a crisis of pricing. SPR should only 
be tapped when there is a supply issue. 
We can get back to drilling more at 
home and be efficient in other places. 


EE 
JAPAN EARTHQUAKE 


Ms. LANDRIEU. What I really wish 
to talk about is to give my heartfelt 
condolences to the people of Japan. We 
have watched all weekend, my family 
and I, in horror, watching the scene un- 
fold with the terrible catastrophe that 
struck Japan on Friday afternoon, fol- 
lowing the earthquake, 9.0 on the Rich- 
ter scale, followed by a terrible tsu- 
nami, a wave of water in some places 30 
feet high that devastated coastal com- 
munities. Some of the pictures are 
reminiscent of what happened to us on 
the gulf coast about 5% years ago when 
a 30-foot wave came ashore right into 
Gulfport and Biloxi and the catas- 
trophe of manmade proportion, in our 
case, when the Federal levy system 
broke and 1,800 people lost their lives. 
But this situation in Japan is the worst 
crisis, according to their Prime Min- 
ister, since the Second World War. 

It is going to take all of our best ef- 
forts, governments around the world, 
individuals, corporations, апа busi- 
nesses, to be generous. I hope the peo- 
ple of Louisiana and our cities and 
communities will be generous because 
we were so benefited by the warm gen- 
erosity of the people of Japan and 
many volunteers who came from all 
over the country and the world. 

I hope, as this week of search and 
rescue comes to a close, there will be 
time for debris cleanup and rebuilding 
and mental health counseling—all of 
the things that go into helping an area 
of the country survive and grow back. 
I know the people of Japan were as pre- 
pared as any country could be for a sit- 
uation such as this, but the events of 
that day have overwhelmed one of the 
best and most organized governments 
in the world. 

I am heartbroken to hear that thou- 
sands of people are yet unaccounted 
for. Our hearts go out to them. I hope 
our Nation will be generous in this 
time, not only from a charitable and 
moral standpoint, but Japan is one of 
the strongest economies in the world. 

From the State I represent, Lou- 
isiana, we are their second largest 
trading partner as a State. The people 
of Louisiana and all of our States have 
a vested interest in Japan getting back 
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on its feet, getting better and stronger. 
We are still in the process of rebuilding 
New Orleans and the Lower Ninth 
Ward. New Orleans East, Gulfport, and 
Waveland are still struggling to come 
back—an important economic center 
for the country. But most certainly 
this coastal and industrial community 
around Sendai and other coastal com- 
munities are very important, not just 
to Japan but to the world. 

I hope, with this 9.0 earthquake that 
hit, I hope people know this is 1,000 
times worse than an 8 point on the 
Richter scale. It is not slightly worse; 
it is 1,000 times worse. This is a huge 
earthquake and shift in the Earth’s 
plates—and then the subsequent tsu- 
nami. 

On behalf of the people of Louisiana, 
we send special condolences and best 
wishes to the people of Japan as they 
recover and bury their dead, heal their 
injured, and begin to rebuild their cit- 
ies and communities stronger than 
they were before. I hope we will all be 
as generous as we сап. 

One final point. This is a wake-up 
call to our country. As chairman of the 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Homeland Security, this is a wake-up 
call because we have not funded ade- 
quately our disaster response fund, the 
DRF. We are actually about $1.6 billion 
below where we should be. This is not a 
wise policy given what happened over 
the weekend. Catastrophes can strike 
without warning at any time. If we 
leave just the amount of money that is 
in the DRF and something like Katrina 
or this event were to happen, that 
money would be used up in 3 days. We 
have not replenished that fund. 

I have called on the President to send 
a supplemental emergency bill. We 
can’t pay for current disasters out of 
future preparedness money. That is 
what the continuing resolution in the 
House basically does. I strongly object 
to taking money we have set aside in 
the event that catastrophes happen to 
pay for past disasters. That is another 
reason I voted against the House con- 
current resolution. 

Now with the visual of this horrific 
tragedy unfolding in Japan, with the 
tsunami, the destruction of the cities, 
the two nuclear powerplants under ex- 
traordinary pressure, it does no good to 
take money out of paying for current 
disasters, paying for the past damage. 

I have sent a letter to the President 
asking him to send up an emergency 
bill. It would be wise for us to pay for 
past emergencies off-budget and then 
to use our homeland security bill to 
budget as effectively and as appro- 
priately as we can for disasters that 
may occur. 

I am proud to say that the Demo- 
cratic leadership has doubled the 
amount of money we are setting aside 
in case these things happen. It used to 
be only $800 million a year. Now we are 
budgeting close to 1.8 or 1.9, thinking 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


that in the event that something hap- 
pens, we want to be prepared. 

In 48 States, disasters have been de- 
clared in the last 2 years, not just 
along the gulf coast. We have had 
flooding up in the Northeast. We have 
had flooding in the Midwest. We could 
potentially have—we had some flood- 
ing this weekend. I am not sure how 
widespread it was, but in New Jersey, 
there were scenes throughout the 
weekend about rivers overflowing as 
the spring approaches. 

So let us, аз we mourn for Japan and 
are in solidarity with them through 
this crisis, use this as a reminder to 
get our business straight, to get our 
budget straight and not mess around 
with our disaster relief fund. Let’s pay 
for past disasters we owe the commu- 
nities—we have pledged to help them 
rebuild—and set aside the appropriate 
money in the regular budget to take 
care of things that might happen this 
year as we advance. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed in morn- 
ing business for 20 minutes instead of 
10. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. McCAIN. And, Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that after my 
opening statement, my colleague from 
Connecticut be allowed to give his 
statement, and then I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senator from Con- 
necticut and I be allowed to engage in 
a colloquy. And I understand the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut may be using 
his 10 minutes. Is that correct? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. McCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 


EEE 
LIBYA 


Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, today 
my colleague, Senator LIEBERMAN, and 
I are preparing to submit a resolution 
on the situation in Libya. 

Mr. President, is it allowed to send to 
the desk a resolution even though we 
are in morning business and its consid- 
eration be delayed until the appro- 
priate time? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The resolution will then be re- 
ceived and appropriately referred. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the 
wording of the resolution is a sense of 
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the Senate. It is pretty simple and 
straightforward. It calls for a recogni- 
tion of the provisional revolutionary 
government in Libya, and it calls for 
placing as rapidly as possible a no-fly 
zone over Libya. It has some other lan- 
guage associated with it, which I would 
go into later on. But the fact is, what 
it does is urge the President of the 
United States to take long-overdue ac- 
tion to prevent the massacres that are 
taking place in Libya as we speak. At 
this moment, opponents of Colonel Qa- 
dhafi and his supporters are fighting 
for their very survival. 

The demands of the Libyan people 
began much like those of their neigh- 
bors in North Africa and the Middle 
East—for the protection of their uni- 
versal rights, for greater political free- 
dom and representative government, 
for justice and opportunity. But the re- 
sponse of Qadhafi and those still loyal 
to him stands in stark contrast to the 
inspiring events of what some are call- 
ing the Arab spring. Qadhafi has un- 
leashed a merciless campaign of vio- 
lence against the Libyan people, in- 
cluding civilian noncombatants, using 
every tool at his disposal, from artil- 
lery barrages, to airstrikes, to the em- 
ployment of foreign mercenaries. As 
President Bill Clinton correctly stated 
last week, “It is not a fair fight.” 

It is not a fair fight, and now the 
hour is growing dark. Over the past 
week, the momentum has increasingly 
shifted away from the opposition and 
toward Qadhafi—showing once again 
what a lot of us understand about war- 
fare: that a smaller well-trained, well- 
equipped force can usually prevail over 
a larger less-trained and less-equipped 
force. 

One by one, towns that had been lib- 
erated by the opposition are now fall- 
ing to Qadhafi’s forces. We are only 
now beginning to learn the savage cost 
of those losses, especially on the civil- 
ian population—the women, children, 
and elderly who could neither fight nor 
flee Qadhafi’s rampage and, of course, 
those brave Libyan rebels, or the many 
suspected of aiding their cause, who 
face certain death or perhaps a fate 
worse than death. We are horrified by 
what we have learned already, but 
what we have yet to learn and what we 
could still witness if Qadhafi’s forces 
are allowed to finish this unfair fight 
will shock and offend the conscience of 
the entire world. 

Last week, in a hearing in the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services, the Director 
of National Intelligence said that ab- 
sent outside assistance to the opposi- 
tion, “I think over the long term that 
the [Qadhafi] regime will prevail.” And 
yet it is the policy of the United 
States, as stated by the President, that 
“Qaddafi must step down from power 
and leave.” That is the right policy, 
but it is increasingly at odds now with 
the facts on the ground. 

So we face a stark choice: either the 
President and the United States take 
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greater action to achieve the objec- 
tives he has laid out or we allow events 
to play out as they are, meaning that 
Qadhafi reclaims control of their coun- 
try. 

The resolution Senator LIEBERMAN 
and I are submitting calls on the Presi- 
dent to take a number of steps imme- 
diately to reverse this impending dis- 
aster. 

First, the President should recognize 
Libya’s Transitional National Council, 
which is based in Benghazi but rep- 
resentative of communities across the 
country as the sole legitimate gov- 
erning authority of Libya—just as the 
government of France has done. Presi- 
dent Sarkozy and the French have rec- 
ognized the sole legitimate government 
in Libya as the provisional government 
which is based in Benghazi. 

Some continue to say we do not 
know who the opposition is and, thus, 
we cannot assist them. That is ridicu- 
lous. They have been organized for 
weeks. Their senior leaders consist of 
longstanding critics of Qadhafi as well 
as officials who recently broke with his 
regime. They even have a Web site. 
And they are asking—they are plead- 
ing; they are pleading—for inter- 
national support. 

Qadhafi has forfeited the right to 
power through his vicious actions. We 
must recognize the opposition govern- 
ment. 

Second, the President should take 
immediate steps to implement a no-fly 
zone in Libya with international sup- 
port. Not only has the Libyan opposi- 
tion government called for this, the 
Gulf Cooperation Council has called for 
a no-fly zone. The head of the Organi- 
zation of the Islamic Conference has 
called for a no-fly zone. On Saturday, 
the Arab League called for a no-fly 
zone. The French and British Govern- 
ments have voiced their support and 
have drafted a U.N. Security Council 
resolution to implement a no-fly zone. 
It is long past time for the President of 
the United States to answer these calls 
ог international leadership. The 
United States of America must lead. 

A no-fly zone was never going to be 
the decisive action that tipped the bal- 
ance against Qadhafi, even when Sen- 
ator LIEBERMAN and I called for it near- 
ly 3 weeks ago, but it remains the case 
that a no-fly zone would take one of 
Qadhafi’s most lethal tools off the 
table and thereby boost the confidence 
of Libya’s opposition. It is Libyans 
themselves who want to do the fighting 
against Qadhafi, but they want it to be 
a fair fight, and so should we. 

Finally, the President should develop 
and implement a comprehensive strat- 
egy to accomplish the stated U.S. ob- 
jective of Qadhafi leaving power. Be- 
yond a no-fly zone and beyond those 
actions such as sanctions and humani- 
tarian assistance that we are already 
taking, there are many actions we 
could consider, from sharing intel- 
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ligence on Qadhafi’s forces with the op- 
position, to providing them with sup- 
port for command and control, to tech- 
nical assistance, and even forms of se- 
curity assistance if they request it—we 
could jam Qadhafi’s communications 
and his television—and if we can pro- 
vide it in a responsible way. 

Our window of opportunity to sup- 
port the Libyan people is closing 
quickly, and this country has a choice 
to make. Are we going to take action 
to support the people of Libya in their 
fight for freedom or are we going to 
stand by doing more than nothing but 
less than enough to achieve our stated 
goal of Qadhafi leaving power? 

We all say we support the universal 
rights of the Arabs and Muslims in 
countries across the Middle East and 
North Africa who are inspiring us all in 
their quest for greater freedom, oppor- 
tunity, and justice. But Libya is the 
real test. It is the test of whether we 
will provide our support not just when 
it is easy but when it is difficult, when 
it requires more of us than just speech- 
es and expressions of solidarity. If Qa- 
dhafi is allowed to prevail in Libya and 
crush his opponents, it will send a sig- 
nal throughout the region that force is 
the way to respond to peaceful de- 
mands for a better life, and it will 
cause all of our expressions of support 
for the universal rights of all people to 
ring far more hollow. 

Before I yield to my friend from Con- 
necticut, I would like to point out that 
now we have former President Clinton, 
we have the Arab League, we have the 
French, the British, other nations 
throughout the world, and organiza- 
tions in the region and without that 
are saying—crying out—that we need 
to help these people. And when Presi- 
dent Obama says the noose is tight- 
ening around Colonel Muammar al-Qa- 
dhafi, in fact, it is tightening around 
the Libyan rebels. And the way he is 
doing it and what he is doing to his 
own people are crimes against human- 
ity. 

It is time we stood up. It is time we 
read from the New York Times this 
morning an article by Anne-Marie 
Slaughter entitled ‘‘Fiddling While 
Libya Burns.” It is time we read again, 
from Saturday, the Wall Street Jour- 
nal’s lead editorial entitled ‘‘The 
Obama Doctrine, Libya is what a world 
without U.S. leadership looks like.” 

“This is the Obama conception of the U.S. 
role in the world—to work through multilat- 
eral organizations and bilateral relation- 
ships to make sure that the steps we are tak- 
ing are amplified.” 

That was by National Security Coun- 
cil spokesman Ben Rhodes, as quoted 
in the Washington Post. 

“They bombed us with tanks, airplanes, 
missiles coming from every direction. ... 
We need international support, at least a no- 
fly zone. Why is the world not supporting 
us?” 

That is from Libyan rebel Mahmoud 
Abdel Hamid, on March 10, as quoted in 
the Wall Street Journal. 
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These people are crying out for help. 
They are fighting for freedom. They 
are fighting an unequal situation on 
the battlefield. The least we can do— 
the very least we can do—is recognize 
them in their struggle for freedom and 
give them some assistance; otherwise, 
as the President’s National Security 
Adviser stated on Friday: Qadhafi will 
prevail. That will send а signal 
throughout the world that we will have 
Tiananmen Squares in this world, not 
Tahrir Squares. 

I yield to my colleague from Con- 
necticut. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend and colleague from 
Arizona. It is my honor to join with 
him in submitting this resolution. I 
hope in time that we will gather the 
support of Members on both sides of 
the political aisle and that we will 
make a statement, an urgent state- 
ment, that the Members of the U.S. 
Senate are ready, across party lines, to 
take a stand because we understand we 
are at a turning point in history and 
we cannot stand back and hope it goes 
in the right direction. In fact, today, as 
we watch events unfolding in Libya, I 
think we have reason to believe it is 
going in exactly the wrong direction. 

Let me read the first two paragraphs 
of this resolution Senator McCAIN and 
I are submitting because I think it sets 
what is happening in Libya in a con- 
text and also explains why we think 
America has a national interest in how 
the conflict in Libya ends. 

The first paragraph of the resolution 
we are submitting reads: 

Whereas peaceful demonstrations, inspired 
by similar peaceful demonstrations in Tuni- 
sia, Egypt, and elsewhere in the Middle East, 
began in Libya with calls for greater polit- 
ical reform, opportunity, justice and the rule 
of law and quickly spread to cities around 
the country. 

The second paragraph: 

Whereas Muammar Qaddafi, his sons, and 
forces loyal to them have responded to the 
peaceful demonstrations by authorizing and 
initiating violence against civilian non-com- 
batants in Libya, including the use of air- 
power, foreign mercenaries, helicopters, 
mortar and artillery fire, naval assets, snip- 
ers and soldiers. 

I read those two paragraphs because 
they set exactly in context what is 
happening in Libya. The fact is that 
Libya is occurring in the context of 
these extraordinary, peaceful, demo- 
cratic uprisings in Tunisia and Egypt 
that have been described—and I think 
correctly—as the Arab spring. 

For too long, we accepted an argu- 
ment that there were only two choices 
for the United States and most of the 
rest of the world in the Arab world. 
There was a choice between secular 
dictatorships that were cordial to us on 
one side and on the other side radical 
Islamist regimes that despised us and 
were threatening to us. We made our 
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peace with those secular dictatorships, 
but it was inherently uncomfortable 
and inconsistent with our basic demo- 
cratic values going back to the Dec- 
laration of Independence. 

Beginning in Tunisia and spreading 
to Egypt and then to Libya and other 
countries, the Arab people themselves 
rose up and said: No, there is a third 
way. And the third way is democracy. 
We want political freedom. We want 
economic opportunity. We want into 
the modern world. We don’t want ex- 
tremism of any kind. 

Those revolutions, those uprisings re- 
sulted in the end of the rule of two 
longstanding rulers, Ben Ali in Tunisia 
and Mubarak in Egypt, and they hap- 
pened peacefully for a lot of reasons. 
Part of it was that those two leaders 
did not order their militaries to turn 
on their own people, and the militaries, 
perhaps, in those two cases would not 
have done it in any case. So that is the 
Arab spring. 

But now, in Libya, because Qadhafi 
has taken exactly the opposite position 
and turned his guns and his military 
power on his own people as they peace- 
fully demonstrate for change, for uni- 
versal human rights, there is a danger 
that what is happening in Libya is es- 
sentially a wall being put up which 
says: This peaceful democratic revolu- 
tion in the Arab world ends here. To 
put it another way, the Arab spring 
may be going the way of the Prague 
spring of 1968 when the people of then- 
Czechoslovakia rose up and Soviet 
tanks and armaments suppressed their 
revolution. We simply cannot let that 
happen. 

Senator MCCAIN and I were in Tuni- 
sia and Egypt a couple of weeks ago, 
and one of the messages we got, par- 
ticularly from the young people who 
have been at the head of this remark- 
able uprising in these two countries, 
was: Don’t stand by. Please, America, 
don’t stand by and let Qadhafi bludg- 
eon his own people who are asking for 
the same rights and opportunity and 
freedoms we have been asking for. If 
you do, it will end the movement of 
freedom and opportunity across the 
Arab world. In some sense, the 
Tunisians and Egyptians said to us: It 
may set back our own cause, even 
though we have been successful thus 
far. That is why it has been so frus- 
trating, really infuriating, to watch as 
Qadhafi has moved with increasing bru- 
tality and force against his own people, 
pushing his opponents back, threat- 
ening to totally suppress their upris- 
ing. 

I have been struck as I have watched 
that the world community—most of 
it—is spending so much time discussing 
and debating, and as the world dis- 
cusses and debates what to do in Libya, 
Libya descends back into Qadhafi’s 
darkness. We simply cannot let that 
happen. 

The Libyan people are not asking us 
to come in and fight for them. The Lib- 
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yan people don’t want our troops on 
the ground. That is not what this reso- 
lution would authorize. The Libyan 
people want us to come to their aid in 
the sense of enabling them to fight Qa- 
dhafi’s forces and Qadhafi to carry on 
as freedom fighters. They want rec- 
ognition as the established and legal 
authority, sovereignty for their coun- 
try. They would like some military as- 
sistance. They would like weapons. 
They would like the kind of intel- 
ligence and electronic assistance we 
can give, and they would like us in 
some way—a no-fly zone or using our 
capacity to fire missiles from off- 
shore—to protect them from what has 
turned the tide in their struggle for 
freedom against Qadhafi and Libya, 
which is the brutal use of Libyan air 
power against the Libyan people. If we 
don’t do this, I fear this Arab spring 
will turn to winter—a winter of dark- 
ness and suppression—again, too quick- 
ly, and the world will regret it. 

People have said to Senator MCCAIN 
and me: What is the American national 
interest in getting involved in Libya? 
Let me just give a few reasons I think 
we do have an interest. 

First, we have a clear national inter- 
est—a humanitarian interest—in not 
standing idly by and watching tens of 
thousands of people slaughtered by 
their own government. As I have said, 
if we stand by and do nothing, if this 
happens, it will be devastating to 
America’s image in the Arab world and 
to our moral leadership throughout the 
world. Some people have argued: Why 
would we want to get involved in yet a 
third Arab or Muslim country, think- 
ing of Iraq and Afghanistan before 
that. But this is more like 1990 and 1991 
and the first gulf war when the Arab 
world itself was calling out to us: 
Please help us get Saddam out of Ku- 
wait. The Arab world, as Senator 
MCCAIN said, is pleading with us: Help 
stop Qadhafi from slaughtering his own 
people, the blood of our brothers and 
sisters in Libya. 

Second, we have a clear national in- 
terest in preventing Libya from becom- 
ing a failed state that al-Qaida and 
other Islamist groups will exploit, and 
that is precisely what will happen if 
this becomes a bloody and protracted 
civil war and then descends into chaos. 

Third, if Qadhafi is able to defeat this 
uprising, it will send a message, as 
Senator MCCAIN has said, to every dic- 
tator in the world that the way to stop 
peaceful democratic protest is through 
brutal violence. 

Fourth, I don’t mean this quote lit- 
erally, but remember the old phrase 
from earlier times in history: If you go 
after the king, make sure you elimi- 
nate him. Don’t leave him wounded. If 
Qadhafi survives this, he is going to 
cause no end of trouble for the United 
States and anyone else in the world 
who stood with the freedom fighters. 
So let’s not think we can stand idly by 
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and that we will not pay ourselves the 
consequences of Qadhafi surviving. 

Finally, there is a relationship be- 
tween what is happening in Libya 
today and the instability it has caused 
throughout that region of the world 
and the skyrocketing price of gasoline 
at the pump that does concern the 
American people every day. In fact, 
with all that has been discussed, I 
think the best we can do to stabilize 
the price of gasoline in America is to 
stabilize Libya and to enable the Liby- 
an opposition to Qadhafi to fight the 
fair fight they want to fight. 

So that is the intention of this reso- 
lution. It is, as the French would say, 
a “cris de coeur.” It is a cry from our 
hearts because I fear we have let so 
much time go by that it may be impos- 
sible to enable the freedom fighters in 
Libya to wage a fair fight. 

I hope their cause is not lost because 
it is our cause, and the least we can do 
is help them fight for that cause 
against the man who has suppressed 
that cause under his rule. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask my 
friend from Connecticut if we couldn’t 
review a few of the facts as they are 
now. Despite the fact that the Presi- 
dent made a statement that I am still 
bewildered by—I believe it was Satur- 
day or Friday when the President said 
the noose is tightening around Colonel 
Muammar Qadhafi. 

I think the facts on the ground indi- 
cate that with superior firepower, the 
ability to strike from the air, even if 
those strikes are not particularly effec- 
tive—although, apparently, they are 
becoming more effective—and well- 
trained and well-equipped small forces, 
Colonel Qadhafi has been able to re- 
verse the tide on the battlefield rather 
dramatically. All of the news reports 
are that the military situation on the 
ground has shifted dramatically in 
favor of Qadhafi’s forces. 

General Clapper, our Director of Na- 
tional Intelligence, said on Thursday 
that Qadhafi is likely to win in the 
long term. Then, on the other side of 
the coin, the President of the United 
States has said Qadhafi must go. 

So I guess my first question to my 
colleague is—as the Wall Street Jour- 
nal says, if Qadhafi survives, after Mr. 
Obama has told him to go, the blow to 
U.S. prestige and world order would be 
enormous. Dictators will learn that the 
way to keep America from acting is to 
keep its diplomats and citizens around 
while mowing down your opponents as 
the world debates contingency. By the 
time the babblers make a decision, it 
will be too late. This is a dangerous 
message to send at any time but espe- 
cially with the Middle East in the 
throes of revolution. 

American prestige is now on the line. 
The battlefield situation is that the 
tide is obviously against the prodemoc- 
racy forces. Wouldn’t the message be 
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sent to any dictator in any region of 
the world that rather than accept a sit- 
uation such as happened in Egypt and 
Tunisia, send in the tanks, send in the 
military, slaughter people without con- 
sequence? Is that the lesson we would 
be sending, I ask my friend from Con- 
necticut? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend and colleague from 
Arizona. I fear that is exactly the mes- 
sage we would be sending if the United 
States and our allies stand back and 
let Qadhafi, through the force of his 
arms, suppress political dissent from 
his own people. 

One of the inspiring qualities to the 
uprisings in Tunisia and Egypt was 
that they were peaceful. Incidentally, 
they were not anti-American. They 
were pro-Tunisia, pro-Egypt. The peo- 
ple of Tunisia and Egypt were pleading 
for a better life. So the model there 
and one of the most powerful examples 
of peaceful protests, which is part of 
American history, was established. It 
changed those two governments, Tuni- 
sia and Egypt. 

Now we have another model being 
set; that is, when your people rise up 
and peacefully protest, you don’t re- 
spond, you don’t negotiate, you don’t 
listen to them, you don’t react. You 
turn your firepower on them. You kill 
them wantonly, and you keep doing 
that until that dissent ends. One, in a 
world that is increasingly dangerous, 
that is a terrible message to send. 

Two, in a world in which—well, let’s 
just go back a little bit to what were 
false choices in the Arab world. But in 
the uprisings in Tunisia and in Egypt, 
there has been expressed the strongest 
possible repudiation of al-Qaida on the 
one hand, and Iran on the other—that 
is the Government of Iran—both of 
which have followed an Islamist ex- 
tremist ideology and used violence to 
achieve their ends. 

So we have the Tunisia-Egypt model 
of peaceful protest, democracy, eco- 
nomic opportunity, and now we have 
the other model of Qadhafi, which is vi- 
olence, which will beget more violence 
and will cost us dearly. 

I say to my friend from Arizona, as 
we say in our resolution, President 
Obama has made clear that he believes 
Qadhafi must go. If, after that clear 
statement of American policy by our 
Commander in Chief, Qadhafi does not 
go, and it is seen not just in the Arab 
world but throughout the wider world 
that the United States was not able to 
mobilize action in the world commu- 
nity to make sure Qadhafi went, but in 
fact he stayed, it inevitably has an ef- 
fect on the credibility of American 
leadership in the world. 

None of us want that to happen, in- 
cluding President Obama. So it is not 
too late. The actions we have taken, 
significant as they are—sanctions on 
Qadhafi and some people close to him, 
the threat or the plan to refer others 
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close to him to the International Court 
of Justice—all are important. But, un- 
fortunately, what is more important 
now is what is happening on the ground 
in Libya. On the ground in Libya, the 
power of the forces of Qadhafi are win- 
ning in a fight that is not fair. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I say to 
my friend that I think that is a strong 
and eloquent statement. I admit to the 
fact that the terrible tragedy that has 
transpired in Japan is one that has riv- 
eted the attention of our Nation and 
the world. Our hearts go out to the 
Japanese people and their government 
in this terrible time of trial. There is 
no way we can diminish the tragedy 
they are experiencing. But it is a nat- 
ural disaster that was the catalyst for 
that terrible situation. 

Meanwhile, in Libya, we have a 
human catalyst named Muammar Qa- 
dhafi. I admit and I will confess to hav- 
ing such a dull life that I watch a lot of 
cable television. I see expert after ex- 
pert come before the cameras and give 
us reasons the United States should do 
nothing. 

I commend to my colleagues for read- 
ing an article in today’s New York 
Times by Anne-Marie Slaughter, for- 
merly in policy planning at the State 
Department, as I understand it, in this 
administration or in another. It does 
respond to what we will hear continu- 
ously. The article is entitled ‘“‘Fiddling 
While Libya Burns.” 

At the beginning, she points out that 
the Organization of the Islamic Con- 
ference, the Gulf Cooperation Council, 
and now the Arab League have all 
called for imposing a no-fly zone. She 
runs through the objections raised by 
various individuals and ‘‘experts.’’ One 
part is entitled ‘‘It’s Not In Our Inter- 
est.” One is entitled “It Will Be Coun- 
terproductive.’’ Another is “It Won’t 
Work.” Another is “If It Does Work, 
We Don’t Know What We Will Get.” 
The last is ‘‘Let’s Arm The Rebels In- 
stead.” 

It addresses most of the main argu- 
ments. The only one I think should be 
added to this list is the likelihood that 
things are happening in Libya today, 
as we speak, that will remind us that 
several times in the last century—and 
even in this one—we said never again. 
We said never again after Srebenica, 
after Rwanda, after the Holocaust, and 
on several other occasions when na- 
tions stood by while slaughter was tak- 
ing place. 

Is there anyone who believes that Qa- 
dhafi has not practiced in the past, is 
practicing now, and will practice in the 
future unspeakable cruelties which will 
be inflicted upon his people who dare to 
stand up to him? So I say to my friend: 
Here we are. 

We know what happened in Tripoli 
and what happened with air attacks 
that are taking place on defenseless in- 
dividuals. We watch these brave young 
people go out there with the 
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Kalashnikovs and other things and 
fight against the tanks and air power. 
As former President Clinton said so 
eloquently: It is not a fair fight. It is 
not a fair fight. 

I guess there will be other consulta- 
tions with our allies that we will un- 
dertake. I am glad to see that the Sec- 
retary of State is meeting with the 
leadership of the provisional govern- 
ment. I hope she will, as a result of 
that meeting, ask for the U.S. recogni- 
tion of that organization as the legiti- 
mate government of the country of 
Libya. I hope all these things will hap- 
pen. But, meanwhile, events are unfold- 
ing on the ground every second and 
minute, and the longer we wait to act, 
more Libyans will die. This is a pre- 
ventable situation. 

The events in Japan, we can argue, 
were not preventable. It was an act of 
God. What is happening in Libya is an 
act of a brutal tyrant and sadist who is 
willing to butcher his own people. We 
are doing everything we can, and we 
will do everything we can to help the 
people of Japan. We ought to be doing 
what we can to keep the people of 
Libya from a fate that, in some cases, 
to some individuals, may be worse than 
death. 

I hope the majority leader will allow 
a vote on this sense-of-the-Senate reso- 
lution as soon as possible. I understand 
there will be those who may like to see 
slightly different language. We would 
be glad to change the language some- 
what, but we will not change the mes- 
sage. The message is that the United 
States of America—the Senate of the 
United States is standing on the side of 
people who are standing up for freedom 
and democracy, a universal value that 
we treasure. We will not stint in our 
obligations. Those who say the most 
powerful Nation in the world is incapa- 
ble of helping these people by install- 
ing a no-fly zone, I think that is not 
substantiated by the facts. 

GEN Raymond Odierno said the other 
day that we could install a no-fly zone 
in just a few days. We could have naval 
power offshore that could enforce it in 
a variety of ways, from the sea as well 
as from the air. Also, it is very clear to 
me that if Libyan pilots are told if 
they fly they are going to die, a lot of 
them would not fly. 

I don’t want to focus so much atten- 
tion on the no-fly zone as I do on what 
is happening to the people of Libya as 
we speak and the repercussions that 
could take place throughout the globe. 
I hope we can vote on this sooner rath- 
er than later. I ask my friend from 
Connecticut—I believe we are nearly 
out of time. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
just want to conclude by saying this: In 
our history in this country we have, 
again, been quite fortunate, and it may 
be that—as a friend of mine said to me, 
it is hard for people to imagine them- 
selves in a position where they would 
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need to be rescued from danger, from 
death. Senator MCCAIN cited some of 
the episodes, dark times in recent his- 
tory, where people needed that help 
from outside—the Holocaust, 
Srebenica, the Balkans, Rwanda. We 
acted. This is of that same type. 

But when we think about Japan, 
there is this parallel to the United 
States. There have been natural disas- 
ters in this country—earthquakes, hur- 
ricanes. Katrina is an example. When 
the people of the gulf coast region 
pleaded with us, the central govern- 
ment, the National Government, the 
Federal Government, for help, we gave 
it to them. I will never forget what the 
Coast Guard did in rescuing lives on 
the gulf coast after Katrina. In some 
ways I think we have to perhaps see it 
as a manmade disaster, as a natural 
disaster. It is a basic rescue. In this 
case they are not asking us to fight 
their fight. They are asking us to leave 
them the weapons, the cover, so that 
they can fight their fight. That is the 
intention of this resolution—bottom 
line—to recognize the opposition to Qa- 
dhafi in Benghazi as the government 
and legitimate suffering government of 
Libya, and then work with our allies in 
the world community, including not 
only our NATO allies but in the Arab 
League and the Gulf Council to protect 
the Libyan people from Qadhafi’s air 
force. 

I join with Senator McCAIN in saying 
that I hope Senators REID and McCon- 
NELL can agree on a way to bring forth 
this resolution quickly. Every moment 
that passes without us helping the Lib- 
yan opposition to make it a fair fight 
is a moment in which darkness de- 
scends over Libya. 

Again, Senator MCCAIN said we are 
willing to discuss changes to the reso- 
lution because we would like this to be 
a resolution that has the broadest pos- 
sible bipartisan support in the Senate. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Wall 
Street Journal editorial entitled ‘‘The 
Obama Doctrine,” the New York Times 
article, ‘‘Fiddling While Libya Burns,” 
and, from the Daily Beast, an interview 
with the Libyan resistance leader, enti- 
tled “Бере Leader: Give Us A 
Chance,” be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Mar. 13, 2011] 

FIDDLING WHILE LIBYA BURNS 
(By Anne-Marie Slaughter) 

President Obama says the noose is tight- 
ening around Col. Muammar el-Qaddafi. In 
fact, it is tightening around the Libyan 
rebels, as Colonel Qaddafi makes the most of 
the world’s dithering and steadily retakes 
rebel-held towns. The United States and Eu- 
rope are temporizing on a no-flight zone 
while the Organization of the Islamic Con- 
ference, the Gulf Cooperation Council and 
now the Arab League have all called on the 
United Nations Security Council to author- 
ize one. Opponents of a no-flight zone have 
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put forth five main arguments, none of 
which, on close examination, hold up. 


IT’S NOT IN OUR INTEREST 


Gen. Wesley K. Clark argues that ‘‘Libya 
doesn’t sell much oil to the United States” 
and that while Americans ‘‘want to support 
democratic movements іп the region,” we 
are already doing that in Iraq and Afghani- 
stan. Framing this issue in terms of oil is ex- 
actly what Arab populations and indeed 
much of the world expect, which is why they 
are so cynical about our professions of sup- 
port for democracy and human rights. Now 
we have a chance to support a real new be- 
ginning in the Muslim world—a new begin- 
ning of accountable governments that can 
provide services and opportunities for their 
citizens in ways that could dramatically de- 
crease support for terrorist groups and vio- 
lent extremism. It’s hard to imagine some- 
thing more in our strategic interest. 


IT WILL BE COUNTERPRODUCTIVE 


Many thoughtful commentators, including 
Al Jazeera’s director general, Wadah 
Khanfar, argue that what is most important 
about the Arab spring is that it is coming 
from Arabs themselves. From this perspec- 
tive, Western military intervention will play 
right into Colonel Qaddafi’s hands, allowing 
him to broadcast pictures of Western bombs 
falling on Arab civilians. But these argu- 
ments, while important, must be weighed 
against the appeals of Libyan opposition 
fighters for international help, and now, as- 
tonishingly, against support for a no-flight 
zone by some of the same governments that 
have kept their populations quiescent by 
holding up the specter of foreign interven- 
tion. Assuming that a no-flight zone can be 
imposed by an international coalition that 
includes Arab states, we have an opportunity 
to establish a new narrative of Western sup- 
port for Arab democrats. 


IT WON’T WORK 


The United States ambassador to NATO, 
Ivo H. Daalder, argues that stopping Colonel 
Qaddafi’s air force will not be decisive; he 
will continue to inflict damage with tanks 
and helicopters, bombing oil refineries and 
depots on his way to retaking key towns. 
But the potential effect of a no-flight zone 
must also be assessed in terms of Colonel 
Qaddafi’s own calculations about his future. 
Richard Downie of the Center for Strategic 
and International Studies argues that al- 
though Colonel Qaddafi cultivates a mad-dic- 
tator image, he has been a canny survivor 
and political manipulator for 40 years. He is 
aware of debates with regard to a no-flight 
zone and is timing his military campaign ac- 
cordingly; he is also capable of using his air 
force just enough to gain strategic advan- 
tage, but not enough to trigger a no-flight 
zone. If the international community lines 
up against him and is willing to crater his 
runways and take out his antiaircraft weap- 
ons, he might well renew his offer of a nego- 
tiated departure. 


IF IT DOES WORK, WE DON’T KNOW WHAT WE 
WILL GET 


Revolutions are almost always followed by 
internal divisions among the revolution- 
aries. We should not expect a rosy, Jeffer- 
sonian Libya. But the choice is between un- 
certainty and the certainty that if Colonel 
Qaddafi wins, regimes across the region will 
conclude that force is the way to answer pro- 
tests. And when Colonel Qaddafi massacres 
the opposition, young protesters across the 
Middle East will conclude that when we were 
asked to support their cause with more than 
words, we blinked. Americans in turn will 


3875 


read the words of Mr. Obama’s June 2009 
speech in Cairo, with its lofty promises to 
stand for universal human rights, and cringe. 


LET’S ARM THE REBELS INSTEAD 


Some commentators who agree with the 
analysis above say we could better accom- 
plish our goals by providing intelligence and 
arms to the opposition. That would, of 
course, be much easier for us. It undoubtedly 
appeals to Mr. Obama as a neat compromise 
between the desire to help the protesters and 
the desire not to overrule his defense sec- 
retary’s reluctance to participate in a no- 
flight zone. However, we would be providing 
arms not to a disciplined military, but to 
ragged groups of brave volunteers who barely 
know how to use the weapons they have. 
They need action that will change the situa- 
tion on the ground for Colonel Qaddafi, as 
well as his calculations. Moreover, by the 
time arms and intelligence could take effect, 
it is quite likely that Colonel Qaddafi will 
have retaken or at least besieged Benghazi, 
the opposition stronghold. 

The United States should immediately ask 
the Security Council to authorize a no-flight 
zone and make clear to Russia and China 
that if they block the resolution, the blood 
of the Libyan opposition will be on their 
hands. We should push them at least to ab- 
stain, and bring the issue to a vote as soon 
as possible. If we get a resolution, we should 
work with the Arab League to assemble an 
international coalition to impose the no- 
flight zone. If the Security Council fails to 
act, then we should recognize the opposition 
Libyan National Council as the legitimate 
government, as France has done, and work 
with the Arab League to give the council any 
assistance it requests. 

Any use of force must be carefully and 
fully debated, but that debate has now been 
had. It’s been raging for a week, during 
which almost every Arab country has come 
on board calling for a no-flight zone and 
Colonel Qaddafi continues to gain ground. It 
is time to act. 


[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 12, 2011] 
THE OBAMA DOCTRINE 


Libya is what a world without U.S. leader- 
ship looks like. 

“This is the Obama conception of the U.S. 
role in the world—to work through multilat- 
eral organizations and bilateral relation- 
ships to make sure that the steps we are tak- 
ing are amplified.” 

—White House National Security Council 
spokesman Ben Rhodes, March 10, 2011, as 
quoted in the Washington Post 

“They bombed us with tanks, airplanes, 
missiles coming from every direction... . 
We need international support, at least a no- 
fly zone. Why is the world not supporting 
us?” 

—Libyan rebel Mahmoud Abdel Hamid, 
March 10, 2011, as quoted in The Wall Street 
Journal 

я E 

Whatever else one might say about Presi- 
dent Obama’s Libya policy, it has succeeded 
brilliantly in achieving its oft-stated goal of 
not leading the world. No one can any longer 
doubt the U.S. determination not to act be- 
fore the Italians do, or until the Saudis ap- 
prove, or without a U.N. resolution. This 
White House is forthright for followership. 

That message also couldn’t be clearer to 
Moammar Gadhafi and his sons, who are 
busy bombing and killing their way to vic- 
tory against the Libyan opposition. As the 
U.S. defers to the world, the world can’t de- 
cide what to do, and the vacuum is filled by 
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a dictator and his hard men who have con- 
cluded that no one will stop them. ‘‘Hear it 
now. I have only two words for our brothers 
and sisters in the east: We’re coming,” said 
Gadhafi’s son, Saif al-Islam, on Thursday. 

Three weeks into the Libyan uprising, here 
are some of the live action highlights from 
what Mr. Obama likes to call ‘the inter- 
national community”: 

The United Nations Security Council has 
imposed an arms embargo, but with enough 
ambiguity that no one knows whether it ap- 
plies only to Gadhafi or also to the opposi- 
tion. Even the U.S. State Department and 
White House don’t agree. 

The U.N. has referred events to the Inter- 
national Criminal Court for a war crimes in- 
vestigation. Mr. Obama said yesterday this 
sent a message to Gadhafi that ‘‘the world is 
watching,” as if Gadhafi didn’t know. But it 
also sends a message that leaving Libya 
without bloodshed is not an option, because 
he and his sons will still be pursued for war 
crimes. Had Reagan pursued this strategy in 
the Philippines, Marcos might never have 
gone into exile. 

France has recognized the opposition Na- 
tional Council in Benghazi, though the U.S. 
is only now sending envoys to meet with the 
opposition for the first time. Dozens of West- 
ern reporters can get rebel leaders on the 
phone, an opposition delegation has visited 
French President Nicolas Sarkozy in Paris, 
but the U.S. is still trying to figure out who 
these people are. The American envoys bet- 
ter hurry because the rebels may soon be 
dead. 

The French want a no-fly zone, but the 
Italians and Germans object. NATO is having 
“a series of conversations about a wide range 
of options,” as President Obama put it yes- 
terday, but NATO Secretary-General Anders 
Fogh Rasmussen emerged from a meeting of 
defense ministers in Brussels on Thursday 
saying that ‘‘We considered . . . initial op- 
tions regarding a possible no-fly zone in case 
NATO were to receive a clear U.N. mandate” 
(our emphasis). The latter isn’t likely be- 
cause both China and Russia object, but no 
doubt NATO will keep conversing about the 
“range of options” next week. 

Even as opposition leaders were asking for 
help, U.S. Director of National Intelligence 
James Clapper told the world on Thursday 
that Gadhafi is likely to win in the long- 
term. The Administration scrambled to say 
this was merely a factual judgment about 
the balance of military power, but the mes- 
sage couldn’t be clearer to any of Gadhafi’s 
generals who might consider defecting: Do so 
at your peril because you will join the losing 
side. 

We could go on, but you get the idea. When 
the U.S. fails to lead, the world reverts to its 
default mode as a diplomatic Tower of Babel. 
Everyone discusses ‘‘options’”’ and ‘‘contin- 
gencies’’ but no one has the will to act, while 
the predators march. 

This was true in Bosnia and Kosovo in the 
1990s until the U.S. shamed Europe and 
NATO into using force with or without a 
U.N. resolution. And it has been true in 
every case in which the world finally resisted 
tyrants or terrorists, from the Gulf War to 
Afghanistan to Iraq. When the U.S. chooses 
to act like everyone else, the result is Rwan- 
da, Darfur and now Libya. 

х Ж Ж 

One difference in Libya is that the damage 
from a Gadhafi victory would not merely be 
humanitarian, though that would be awful 
enough. The only way Gadhafi can subdue 
Benghazi and the east now is with a door-to- 
door purge and systematic murder. The flow 
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of refugees heading for Southern Europe 
would also not be small. 

If Gadhafi survives after Mr. Obama has 
told him to go, the blow to U.S. prestige and 
world order would be enormous. Dictators 
will learn that the way to keep America 
from acting is to keep its diplomats and citi- 
zens around, while mowing down your oppo- 
nents as the world debates contingencies. By 
the time the Babelers make a decision, it 
will be too late. This is a dangerous message 
to send at any time, but especially with a 
Middle East in the throes of revolution. 

There is still time for Mr. Obama to sal- 
vage his Libya policy, though the costs of 
doing so are rising every day. Libya today is 
what a world without U.S. leadership looks 
like. 


[From the DailyBeast.com, Mar. 14, 2011] 
REBEL LEADER: GIVE US A CHANCE 

With the Libyan resistance in retreat, op- 
position leader Mustafa Abdul Jalil tells The 
Daily Beast’s Fadel Lamen that his side 
needs a no-fly zone and a naval blockade to 
create a fair fight. 

Muammar Gaddafi gave an official face to 
his diffused opposition on Thursday by plac- 
ing a $400,000 bounty on the head of Mustafa 
Abdul Jalil, Gaddafi’s former justice min- 
ister who has now emerged as leader of Liby- 
an National Transitional Council. And ever 
since, the dictator’s forces have seemingly 
been trying to collect, overtaking city after 
city in the past few days, putting the rebels 
in full retreat. 

The resistance’s only hope seems to be 
some kind of intervention—most critically a 
no-fly zone, which the Arab League endorsed 
Saturday. That issue is expected to be taken 
up at the United Nations imminently, and 
Hillary Clinton is also flying east this week 
to meet with Jalil and other rebel leaders. 

With that as a backdrop, The Daily Beast 
secured an exclusive interview with Jalil 
this weekend. He thanked the Arab League 
for their vote, terming it ‘‘a first and impor- 
tant step and a basis for an international de- 
cision.” Regarding Gaddafi’s issuance of the 
$400,000 bounty against him (in doing so, the 
dictator labeled him an agent of the Italians, 
the British, and Libya’s deposed royal fam- 
ily), Jalil refused to return the favor, saying 
only that “he has no place in Libya any- 
more, if he leaves now we will not pursue 
him ... the council and the Libyan people 
have no choice but to fight Gaddafi till the 
епа.” 

Jalil also touched base on the battlefield 
map, the makeup of the opposition, and the 
role of al Qaeda: 

We have heard conflicting messages about 
international intervention, and whether the 
Libyan rebels want outside help or not. What 
is it that you want from the rest of the 
world? 

We want a no-fly zone, and a naval block- 
ade. Gaddafi has been using his air force and 
navy to destroy the country and all the cit- 
ies. All we want is to have the international 
community level the playing field. We don’t 
want boots on the ground. We can fight to 
liberate our own country with our own blood 
and that will be our honor. 

We need the international community to 
recognize our council as the sole representa- 
tive of the Libyan people. No Libyan so far 
disputed the legitimacy of the council except 
Gaddafi and whatever is left of this regime. 

We need humanitarian help, like food and 
medicine. The lack of international decisive- 
ness is sending Gaddafi and his gang the 
wrong message, it emboldened him and 
makes him feel free to commit more war 
crimes against the Libyan people. 
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We expect tough and hard days as the 
world saw what Gaddafi did in Zawiya and 
how he bombed the oil installations in Ras 
Lanouf. Gaddafi will use anything to stay in 
power and the Libyan people made the deci- 
sion that he must go and genocide will be 
committed if the world community doesn’t 
get its act together and help us. 

Gaddafi’s forces are clearly on the offen- 
sive, with the rebels in retreat. How do you 
evaluate the military situation right now? 

What we see is not a war between two ar- 
mies, but revolutionaries trying to free their 
country. They started peacefully but were 
attacked with violence and bullets, anti- 
aircraft machine-guns, and rockets and of 
course mercenaries. They are defending 
themselves and trying to free the rest of the 
country that is held hostage under Gaddafi. 

The balance of power in the battlefield is 
not equal, but the sheer will of the Libyan 
people to rid the country of Gaddafi’s re- 
gime, which like a cancer, requires sacrifice 
and blood like any other major surgery. We 
will prevail. 

What about al Qaeda in Libya? Gaddafi 
blames the uprising on al Qaeda and there 
were several reports mentioning some kind 
of al Qaeda presence in Libya. 

There is no al Qaeda in Libya. Gaddafi is 
using this as a scare tactic to create fear and 
distrust between us the international com- 
munity, but the world learned a long time 
ago not to trust or believe Gaddafi. There is 
no place for al Qaeda in Libya, now or in the 
future. The Libyan people are moderate Mus- 
lims and do not subscribe to these extremist 
ideologies. Libya is and will be a moderate 
Muslim country where democracy and rule of 
law will be supreme. 

The Libyan people suffered so much for 
over 41 years from Gaddafi’s extremist ide- 
ology and will not replace it with anything 
but democracy and the rule of law. Libya is 
part of the Mediterranean basin and has a 
rich history and will always be a source of 
moderation and stability. We will respect all 
international laws and cooperate with the 
world community and bring the respect and 
trust that Libya enjoyed with the rest of the 
world before Gaddafi’s 41 years of darkness. 

There have been many reports in the West- 
ern press about the lack of a central opposi- 
tion. How did you come up with the council 
and does it represent the Libyan people? 

The council derives its legitimacy from the 
local councils that were organized by the 
local revolutionaries in every village and 
city, political councils organized to admin- 
ister the local people’s affairs like providing 
services, food, law and order. 

Each locality nominated representatives 
to be members in the National Transitional 
Council, according to their population ratio 
of the total Libyan population. The main 
role of the council is to represent the inter- 
est of the Libyan people locally and inter- 
nationally. Members of the council were cho- 
sen with no regard to the political views or 
leaning. 

How long will this council last? 

The role will end with the end of Gaddafi’s 
regime. A transitional government will be 
formed around the members of the crisis 
team, of whom we named only two of its 
members: Ambassdor Ali Issawi and Omar al- 
Hariri, head of the military affairs. The 
council withheld names of members in other 
cities like Zawiya, Nalot, Musrata, Zentan, 
Zawara, Tripoli, Jado. 

Given the unwieldly nature of such an or- 
ganization, what’s your decision-making 
mechanism? 

We use wide consultations within and out- 
side the council, we debate and discuss and 
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try to reach consciences as we keep our 
goals. We don’t suffer from any real disagree- 
ments or conflict within the council. We 
have developed several committees and 
teams to deal with legal, political, social, 
humanitarian, defense, oil, economy that we 
hope to become the seeds for the transitional 
government. 

Should you prevail, what’s your vision of 
the new Libya? 

We are striving for a new democratic, civil 
Libya, led by democratic and civil govern- 
ment that focuses on economic development, 
building civil society and civil institutions 
and a multi-party system. A Libya that re- 
spects all international agreements, is good 
to its neighbors, stands against terrorism, 
with respect for all religions and ethnicities. 

How would you the transition to a demo- 
cratic Libya? 

We will be seeking a smooth peaceful tran- 
sition, with a drafting of a new constitution 
that will lead the country to a free and fair 
legislative and parliamentarian elections as 
well as presidential election. No member of 
the transitional council will have the right 
to run for any of these elections. There will 
be peaceful conference of governance accord- 
ing to elections, under the observation of the 
international organizations. 


EE 


TRAGEDY IN JAPAN 


Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
want to take a minute to say what 
came to my mind over the weekend 
about Japan. Prime Minister Kan of 
Japan described this earthquake and 
tsunami as the worst thing to happen 
to Japan since World War II. 

I suppose what struck me and struck 
probably a lot of other Americans was, 
of course, Japan and the United States 
were at war with each other in World 
War II. Today, the U.S.-Japanese rela- 
tionship is extremely close. I believe 
we don’t have a better, more steadfast 
ally in Asia than the Japanese people. 
It is part of why I hope the people of 
Japan understand that the people of 
the United States are with them at 
this moment in which they suffer so 
from this natural disaster, and we will 
do everything we can to help them. 

They are a proud people, but now 
they can’t handle this all alone. We 
want to help them. We are a proud peo- 
ple. I want to share with my colleagues 
a conversation I had with the gen- 
tleman who was serving in the Amer- 
ican Embassy in Tokyo at the time of 
Hurricane Katrina. He told me yester- 
day the Japanese people lined up out- 
side our embassy in Tokyo after they 
heard about, watched films of Hurri- 
cane Katrina, to offer help, whatever 
they could offer. One private citizen of 
Japan, unannounced, arrived at the 
embassy and wrote out a private check 
for $1 million for Hurricane Katrina re- 
lief. This is the closeness of the rela- 
tionship. 

I hope and I am confident we will be 
as supportive of the Japanese people as 
they respond to this earthquake and 
tsunami and rebuild as they were to 
the people of the gulf coast in America 
in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina. 
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I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL). The Senator from Ten- 
nessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, as 
the Senator from Arizona and the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut have done elo- 
quently in their ways, I wish to express 
on behalf of the people of Tennessee to 
the people of Japan our sympathy for 
the devastation they have experienced. 

I applaud the administration and the 
American people for their immediate 
response to offer assistance, charitable 
aid, and search and rescue teams to 
find survivors. There is no more impor- 
tant two-country alliance than that of 
Japan and the United States. The 
former Ambassador Mike Mansfield 
used to teach that to all of us younger 
Governors during the eighties and 
nineties. We will stand with the people 
of Japan until they recover from this 
disaster. 

There is a special relationship be- 
tween the Japanese and Tennesseans 
because of the location of so many Jap- 
anese industries in our State over the 
last 30 years. As a result, Tennesseans 
have been reaching out to our friends 
and their families in Japan. 

We should also commend the Japa- 
nese for their courage they have shown 
in dealing with the devastation and in 
particular with their level-headed re- 
sponse to the damage at their nuclear 
reactors at Fukushima Daiichi. In this 
age when instant communication can 
sometimes create misinformation and 
even panic, the Japanese leadership 
and nuclear scientists are working 
with organizations from around the 
world in responding to the danger and 
keeping the rest of the world informed. 

This is the largest earthquake in Ja- 
pan’s recorded history—30 times more 
forceful than the San Francisco earth- 
quake of 1906 and 700 times stronger 
than the 2010 earthquake in Haiti. 
While the risk is by no means over and 
the events in Japan continue to evolve, 
the reactor safety systems so far ap- 
pear to have done their job in with- 
standing the earthquake, tsunami, 
power loss, and explosions, and no 
other reactor containment structures 
seem to have been breached in these 
worst-case situations. The lessons that 
America can take away from this trag- 
edy are this: Learn all we can from the 
Japanese experience to make the oper- 
ation of American reactors as safe as 
possible. 

Since the 1950s, the U.S. Navy has 
safely traveled more than 136 million 
miles on nuclear power. Today, 104 ci- 
vilian reactors produce 20 percent of 
America’s electricity and 70 percent of 
our clean electricity. That is without 
sulfur, without nitrogen, without mer- 
cury, or without carbon. No one has 
ever died from a nuclear accident at 
any of our commercial or Navy reac- 
tors. 

Let me say that again. No one has 
ever died from a reactor accident at 
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one of our Navy or commercial reac- 
tors. 

Without nuclear power, it is hard to 
imagine how the United States could 
produce enough cheap, reliable, clean 
electricity to keep our economy mov- 
ing and keep our jobs from going over- 
seas. 

Here is what we know about what has 
happened in Japan. We have all seen 
the video of the explosion of the build- 
ing at Daiichi unit 1, now unit 3. І am 
sure many of us have thought those 
were reactors exploding. Fortunately, 
that is not what happened. A buildup of 
hydrogen gas in the secondary contain- 
ment structures led to explosions 
which destroyed the buildings them- 
selves but the primary containment 
structures inside appear not to have 
been compromised. To reduce the re- 
sulting increase in containment pres- 
sure, a relatively small amount of ra- 
dioactive vapor has been dispersed into 
the atmosphere. 

The Tokyo Electric Power Company 
has told us that the highest level of ra- 
diation detected onsite to date is 155.7 
millirem per hour, and that has since 
been reduced to 4.4 millirem per hour. 
But what does that mean in regard to 
human exposure risk? To help put that 
in perspective, here are a couple of 
facts. The average American receives 
about 300 millirem of radiation expo- 
sure each year from naturally occur- 
ring sources, such as the Sun, and an- 
other 300 millirem of radiation expo- 
sure from medical applications, such as 
CT scans and x rays. 

What did happen after the earth- 
quake is that the ensuing tsunami crip- 
pled the backup electrical generators 
and batteries needed to keep cooling 
water circulating in the plants after 
they had been safely shut down. This 
ultimately led to use of the last line of 
defense emergency core cooling sys- 
tem—flooding the entire containment 
vessel with seawater. While this pretty 
much assures that the reactors will not 
ever be used again, as long as the sea- 
water continues to be pumped in, the 
possibilities of further damage ought 
to be halted. 

People have been evacuated and au- 
thorities are taking every precaution, 
and that, of course, is what we wish to 
see. Despite one of the largest earth- 
quakes in the world’s history, with ac- 
companying tsunamis, fires, and after- 
shocks—multiple disasters com- 
pounded one on top of the other—the 
primary containment at reactors near 
the epicenter appears not to have been 
breached and the radioactive venting 
appears to have been controlled and 
minimal. 

This experience has brought back 
memories of the 1979 accident at Three 
Mile Island in Pennsylvania. Although 
we remember Three Mile Island as the 
worst nuclear accident in U.S. history, 
it is also important to remember that 
no one was hurt at Three Mile Island. 
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As I said before, there has never been a 
death resulting from a commercial nu- 
clear accident in American history. 
What happened at Three Mile Island 
was basically an operator failure. A 
valve failed, and when the automatic 
safety mechanism kicked in, the opera- 
tors overrode it because they became 
confused by the number of alarms. 

Three Mile Island completely 
changed the American nuclear indus- 
try. The Kemeny Commission, ap- 
pointed by President Carter, analyzed 
the problems and made many rec- 
ommendations, almost all of which 
have been put into practice. The valve 
that started the whole thing had failed 
nine times, but the manufacturer tried 
to keep it a secret. People in the nu- 
clear industry then did not talk to 
each other. Now safety is a top priority 
of the nuclear industry. The Institute 
of Nuclear Power Operations collec- 
tively shares best practices to achieve 
the highest levels of safety, as well as 
reliability. Nuclear operators train for 
5 years before they can take over in the 
control room. They spend 1 week out of 
every 5 to 6 weeks in a simulator 
honing their skills. The nuclear compa- 
nies have special emergency teams 
that can be dispatched anywhere in the 
country at a moment’s notice. A Nu- 
clear Regulatory Commission inspector 
practically lives onsite. What is more, 
every reactor in the country is on the 
hook for $112 million if something goes 
wrong at another reactor. As one can 
imagine, they watch each other very 
carefully. 

I have talked with any number of 
Navy veterans who had experience with 
nuclear commands. One reason I am 
confident there have not been any nu- 
clear reactor accidents in the nuclear 
Navy that killed anyone over the last 
half century is because the responsi- 
bility for the safety of that reactor 
goes right up to the captain of the ves- 
sel. 

It was not the same at Chernobyl, the 
infamous 1986 Soviet accident. 
Chernobyl involved 60 immediate 
deaths and radiation exposures that, 
according to the World Health Organi- 
zation, may eventually result in 4,000 
cancers. But Chernobyl was a com- 
pletely different kind of accident and 
the result of different technology. 

More than that, the Soviets had not 
built a containment structure at 
Chernobyl. The containment structures 
at these Japanese reactors—40 to 80 
inches thick concrete and steel—ap- 
pear, aS we speak this afternoon, to 
have withstood an 8.9 magnitude earth- 
quake, tsunami, power failure, and ex- 
plosion. 

There are gas and oil fires raging in 
Japan. Water and sewer systems are 
damaged. The possibility of disease and 
starvation is imminent. There are a 
great many things to worry about in 
addition to the problems with the Jap- 
anese reactors. There are tens of thou- 
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sands of people still unaccounted for. 
Right now, the effort needs to be help- 
ing those who need help, containing 
further damage and risk, and getting 
Japan back up and running again. Then 
we can take the lessons learned from 
this earthquake and tsunami and apply 
them to make our nuclear plants as 
safe as possible and help the world do 
the same. 

America’s 104 nuclear reactors pro- 
vide, as I mentioned earlier, 20 percent 
of our electricity, 70 percent of our 
clean electricity. Japan has 54 reactors 
and gets 30 percent of its electricity 
from nuclear. France gets 80 percent of 
its electricity from nuclear power. The 
United States invented nuclear power, 
but the Nuclear Regulatory Commis- 
sion has not issued a construction li- 
cense for a new reactor in more than 30 
years. There are 65 reactors under con- 
struction around the world. However, 
only one of those 65 is in the United 
States, and that is the construction of 
a previously halted project by the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority. 

The Japanese and the French have 
surged into the lead in terms of nuclear 
power and are now being challenged by 
Korea and Russia on the international 
market. China, with 27 nuclear reac- 
tors currently under construction, will 
soon join them all. 

Nuclear power today provides about 
15 percent of the world’s electricity. 
While there are always risks with 
every form of energy, it is important 
that we be clear about the risks each 
type of energy poses. But it is also im- 
portant to remember that we do not 
abandon highway systems because 
bridges and overpasses collapse during 
earthquakes. The 1.6 million of us who 
fly daily would not stop flying after a 
tragic airplane crash. We cannot stop 
drilling after a tragic oilspill unless we 
want to rely more on foreign oil, run 
up our prices, turn our oil drilling over 
to a few big oil companies and all our 
oil hauling over to more leaky tankers. 
Mr. President, 34,000 people die in 
motor vehicle accidents every year, but 
we do not stop driving because we have 
to get our children to school and our- 
selves to work. In all of these cases, 
when there are accidents, we do our 
best to examine the tragedies and 
make our continued operation and our 
lives as safe as possible. That is what 
we need to do here. 

Our reactors in the United States are 
built to the highest standards in the 
world. The Chairman of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission said in a press 
briefing today: 

Right now we believe that the nuclear pow- 
erplants in this country operate safely and 
securely. 

The Chairman said: 

Nuclear powerplants in the United States 
are designed to very high standards for 
earthquake effects. All our plants are de- 
signed to withstand significant natural phe- 
nomena, like earthquakes, tornadoes, 
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tsunamis. We will take whatever steps are 
necessary to ensure the safety and security 
of nuclear powerplants in the country. But 
right now, we believe we have a very strong 
program in place. 

“As we get more information from 
Japan,” said the Chairman of the U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, ‘‘as 
this immediate crisis ultimately comes 
to an end, we will look at whatever in- 
formation we can gain from this event 
and see if there are any changes we 
need to make in our system.” 

The Deputy Secretary of Energy said: 

Nuclear power has been a critical compo- 
nent of the United States energy portfolio. 

The White House press secretary, on 
behalf of President Obama, said: 

Nuclear power remains a part of the Presi- 
dent’s overall energy plan. 

Despite the fact that there has never 
been a death as a result of the oper- 
ation of a commercial American reac- 
tor or in our nuclear Navy, which has 
been using reactors in its ships and 
submarines since the 1950s, our goal 
should be to continue every effort to 
try to make certain the operation of 
our existing and new nuclear power- 
plants are as safe as possible. 

For example, some have suggested 
that so-called passive cooling systems 
that operate on natural convection 
could prevent the problems that arose 
in Japan when the backup power to 
pump water was lost. 

Nuclear power is a demanding but 
manageable technology. AS we move 
forward, let us learn the proper lessons 
from this Japanese experience to make 
sure that in the United States and in 
the world, we are even better prepared 
for the unexpected events of the future. 

I thank the Chair, I yield the floor, 
and I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 


i—i 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


NOMINATION OF JAMES EMANUEL 
BOASBERG TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nomination, which the 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of James Emanuel Boasberg, of 
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the District of Columbia, to be United 
States District Judge. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will be 1 hour 
of debate, equally divided and con- 
trolled between the two leaders and 
their designees. 

The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today the 
Senate will finally consider a judicial 
nomination I have been talking about 
since last year. Judge Boasberg is one 
of four nominees to the vacancies that 
have plagued the district court for the 
District of Columbia, this Nation’s 
Capital for some time. This is another 
of the nominations that could—and in 
my view should—have been considered 
and confirmed last year. Instead, it was 
unnecessarily returned to the Presi- 
dent without final Senate action de- 
spite the nominee’s qualifications and 
the needs of the American people to 
have judges available to hear cases in 
the Federal courts. The President has 
had to renominate Judge Boasberg, the 
Senate Judiciary Committee has had 
to reconsider him and now, finally, the 
Senate is being allowed to consider 
him. 

I suspect the Senate will now confirm 
him unanimously or nearly so. Judge 
Boasberg has outstanding credentials. 
He was appointed to be a judge in DC 
by President George W. Bush in 2002. 
He has a wealth of experience, having 
presided over approximately 500 cases. 
He is a former assistant U.S. attorney, 
and received the highest peer review 
rating of well qualified from the Stand- 
ing Committee on the Federal Judici- 
ary of the American Bar Association. 

Yet as we proceed with this nomina- 
tion, Senate Republicans have objected 
to proceeding to the nomination of 
Amy Jackson. Both Judge Boasberg 
and Ms. Jackson were reported without 
opposition by the Judiciary Committee 
last year and, again, earlier this year. 
I have spoken about the vacancies in 
the District of Columbia on numerous 
occasions, including as recently as last 
week. I noted the criticism from Chief 
Judge Lamberth of the U.S. District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 
Chief Judge Lamberth wrote to Senate 
leaders last November urging action by 
the Senate to fill the vacancies that 
exist on the district court for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. We could and should 
have acted on both these nominations 
last year in response to that request. 
They were reported unanimously by 
the Judiciary Committee last year. 
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These two judicial nominees to fill 
longstanding vacancies have been wait- 
ing too long for final consideration by 
the Senate. 

While I am glad we are ending the 
wait for Judge Boasberg, the refusal to 
proceed on the Jackson nomination is 
just another example of the needless 
delays on considering outstanding 
nominees. Ms. Jackson is a former as- 
sistant U.S. attorney with outstanding 
credentials and experience. She, too, 
received the Standing Committee on 
the Federal Judiciary of the American 
Bar Association’s highest peer review 
rating of well qualified. Representative 
NORTON has called her one of the top 
practitioners in one of the District’s 
top law firms, and has strongly en- 
dorsed her nomination. 

In addition to Judge Boasberg, there 
are still 10 judicial nominees left wait- 
ing for Senate consideration having 
been reviewed by the Judiciary Com- 
mittee: nominees to fill two judicial 
emergency vacancies in New York, a 
judicial emergency vacancy on the Sec- 
ond Circuit, a judicial emergency va- 
cancy in California and vacancies on 
the Federal and DC Circuit, a vacancy 
in Oregon, and two vacancies in Vir- 
ginia. They should be debated and con- 
firmed without delay as well. I urge the 
Senate leadership to proceed to debate 
and vote on them before the upcoming 
recess. We should be working to clear 
the calendar before the recess and not 
unnecessarily extend these vacancies. 
That is what a return to regular order 
entails. 

The Judiciary Committee is holding 
hearings every 2 weeks and we hope fi- 
nally to begin to bend the curve and 
start to lower judicial vacancies across 
the country.We can do that if the Sen- 
ate continues to consider judicial 
nominations in regular order as they 
are reported by the Judiciary Com- 
mittee. 

Federal judicial vacancies around the 
country still number too many, and 
they have persisted for too long. That 
is why Chief Justice Roberts, Attorney 
General Holder, White House Counsel 
Bob Bauer and many others—including 
the President of the United States— 
have spoken out and urged the Senate 
to act. 

Nearly one out of every nine Federal 
judgeships remains vacant. This puts 
at serious risk the ability of all Ameri- 
cans to have a fair hearing in court. 
The real price being paid for these un- 
necessary delays is that the judges 
that remain are overburdened and the 
American people who depend on them 
are being denied hearings and justice in 
a timely fashion. When Chief Judge 
Lamberth wrote to Senator REID and 
Senator MCCONNELL last November, he 
noted that Senate action to fill the va- 
cancies in DC was needed so that “е 
citizens of the District of Columbia and 
the Federal Government and other liti- 
gants” who rely on the Court could re- 
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ceive “the high quality of justice they 
deserve.” The Chief Judge wrote about 
the ‘‘severe impact” these judicial va- 
cancies were having and observed that 
the ‘challenging caseload” of the court 
“includes many involving national se- 
curity issues, as well as other issues of 
national significance.” 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the Chief Judge’s letter be printed in 
the record at the end of my statement. 

I also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at the end of my 
statement recent articles from the 
Palm Beach Post and the Associated 
Press about the delays in judicial con- 
firmation and some additional exam- 
ples of difficulties being caused. The 
Florida paper reports on the crisis in 
south Florida and the watch list for 
Federal courts with high caseloads and 
high vacancies. The Associated Press 
report is on the situation in Rhode Is- 
land where dozens of cases have had to 
be reassigned to judges in New Hamp- 
shire and Massachusetts because the 
Senate continues to delay consider- 
ation of the nomination of Jack 
McConnell. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

(see exhibits 1 and 2.) 

Mr. LEAHY. Regrettably, the 
progress we made during the first 2 
years of the Bush administration has 
not been duplicated, and the progress 
we made over the 8 years from 2001 to 
2009 to reduce judicial vacancies from 
110 to a low of 34 was reversed. The va- 
cancy rate we reduced from 10 percent 
at the end of President Clinton’s term 
to less than 4 percent in 2008 has now 
risen back to over 10 percent. In con- 
trast to the sharp reduction in vacan- 
cies we made during President Bush’s 
first 2 years when the Democratically 
controlled Senate confirmed 100 of his 
judicial nominations, only 60 of Presi- 
dent Obama’s judicial nominations 
were allowed to be considered and con- 
firmed during his first 2 years. We have 
not kept up with the rate of attrition, 
let alone brought the vacancies down. 
By now they should have been cut in 
half. Instead, they continue to hover 
around 100. After tonight’s confirma- 
tion, they will still number 96. 

The Senate must do better. The Na- 
tion cannot afford further delays by 
the Senate in taking action on the 
nominations pending before it. Judicial 
vacancies on courts throughout the 
country hinder the Federal judiciary’s 
ability to fulfill its constitutional role. 
They create a backlog of cases that 
prevents people from having their day 
in court. This is unacceptable. 

We can consider and confirm this 
President’s nominations to the Federal 
bench in a timely manner. President 
Obama has worked with Democratic 
and Republican home State Senators 
to identify superbly qualified, con- 
sensus nominations. The nominations 
on the Executive Calendar should not 
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be controversial. They all have the sup- 
port of their home State Senators, Re- 
publicans and Democrats. All have a 
strong commitment to the rule of law 
and a demonstrated faithfulness to the 
Constitution. 

During President Bush’s first term, 
his first 4 tumultuous years in office, 
we proceeded to confirm 205 of his judi- 
cial nominations. We confirmed 100 of 
those during the 17 months I was chair- 
man during President Bush’s first 2 
years in office. So far in President 
Obama’s third year in office, the Sen- 
ate has only been allowed to consider 
72 of his Federal circuit and district 
court nominees. We remain well short 
of the benchmark we set during the 
Bush administration. When we ap- 
proach it we can reduce vacancies from 
the historically high levels at which 
they have remained throughout these 
first 3 years of the Obama administra- 
tion to the historically low level we 
reached toward the end of the Bush ad- 
ministration. 

I have thanked the ranking Repub- 
lican on the Judiciary Committee, Sen- 
ator GRASSLEY, for his cooperation this 
year. I was pleased to see him taking 
credit for what he called ‘‘our rapid 
pace.” I was encouraged by his com- 
mitment to ‘‘continue to move con- 
sensus nominees through the confirma- 
tion process.” That should be good 
news to Ms. Jackson and the other ju- 
dicial nominees now available and 
ready to be confirmed without further 
delay. 

My friend from Iowa is fond of point- 
ing to the vacancies for which there 
are not nominees. Of course, some of 
that is attributable to a lack of co- 
operation by certain home State Sen- 
ators with the White House. Nonethe- 
less, I agree with the Senator from 
Iowa that we can do little about con- 
firming nominations we do not have. 
What we can do is proceed expedi- 
tiously with the qualified nominations 
the President has sent to the Senate. 

In that regard, I would temper my 
friend’s extolling our achievements 
this year by observing that every judge 
confirmed so far this year could and 
should have been confirmed last year. 
Every one of them was unanimously re- 
ported last year and would have been 
confirmed had Republicans not ob- 
jected and created a new rule of ob- 
struction after midterm elections. We 
have long had the ‘‘Thurmond гше” to 
describe how Senator Thurmond shut 
down the confirmation process in ad- 
vance of the 1980 Presidential election. 
Last year’s shutdown was something 
new. I cannot remember a time when 
so many consensus nominees were left 
without Senate action at the midterm 
point of a Presidency. That new level 
of obstruction has contributed to our 
being so far behind and judicial vacan- 
cies having been perpetuated at so high 
a level for too long. 
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EXHIBIT 1 


U.S. DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, DC, November 4, 2010. 
Re Judicial Vacancies—United States Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Columbia 


Hon. HARRY REID, 

Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR REID AND SENATOR MCCON- 
NELL: On behalf of the judges of the United 
States District Court for the District of Co- 
lumbia, I request that the Senate act soon to 
fill the vacancies that exist at our Court. 

Of our 15 authorized judgeships, we cur- 
rently have four vacancies. One has been va- 
cant since January 2007. With the additional 
vacancy that will result from Judge Ricardo 
M. Urbina’s assumption of senior status, ef- 
fective January 31, 2011, this Court faces the 
prospect of having only 10 of its 15 author- 
ized judgeships filled. The severe impact of 
this situation already is being felt and will 
only increase over time. The challenging 
caseload that our Court regularly handles in- 
cludes many involving national security 
issues, as well as other issues of national sig- 
nificance. A large number of these complex, 
high-profile cases demand significant time 
and attention from each of our judges. 

Without a complement of new judges, it is 
difficult to foresee how our remaining active 
judges will be able to keep up with the heavy 
volume of cases that faces us. A 33 percent 
vacancy ratio is quite extraordinary. 

Two nominees (Beryl Howell and Robert 
Wilkins) have been reported out of the Sen- 
ate Judiciary Committee and await floor 
votes; two nominees (James Boasberg and 
Amy Jackson) have had their hearings and 
hopefully will soon be reported out of Com- 
mittee. 

We hope the Senate will act quickly to fill 
this Court’s vacancies so the citizens of the 
District of Columbia and the Federal Gov- 
ernment and other litigants who appear be- 
fore us continue to enjoy the high quality of 
justice they deserve. 

Sincerely, 
ROYCE C. LAMBERTH, 
Chief Judge. 


EXHIBIT 2 

[From the Palm Beach Post, Mar. 6, 2011] 
FEDERAL JUDGE VACANCIES: CONFIRMATION 

LAG KEEPING BENCHES COOL IN SOUTH 

FLORIDA 

(By Jane Musgrave) 

U.S. District Judge Daniel T.K. Hurley has 
been waiting 741 days—about two years—for 
his replacement to be named. 

Although the genial 67-year-old former 
Palm Beach County circuit judge planned to 
remain on the bench in a limited capacity, 
he said the delay is worrisome. 

“Опе of the great concerns for the court as 
an institution is that over time we’ll have 
other vacancies, and if the vacancies aren’t 
filled in a timely manner,” legal logjams 
eventually will prevent people from getting 
their day in court, he said. 

With two of his colleagues—U.S. District 
Judges Alan Gold in January and Paul Huck 
in July—joining him on what is known as 
senior status, his concern is more than aca- 
demic. 

The glacial speed of the U.S. Senate’s judi- 
cial confirmation process, blamed on par- 
tisan politics, has hobbled courts throughout 
the country. 
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In January, a judicial emergency was de- 
clared in Arizona. To help judges deal with 
burgeoning immigration and border security 
cases, the declaration lets them waive 70-day 
speedy-trial requirements and not bring 
criminal defendants to trial for as long as six 
months. 

Although spurred by the shooting rampage 
that left Chief Judge John Roll dead and 
U.S. Rep. Gabrielle Giffords wounded, the 
situation in Arizona was dire even before 
Roll’s death. 

South Florida is in danger of a similar cri- 
sis. Like 26 district and appellate courts 
throughout the country, it is on a federal 
watch list because of the high caseloads and 
disappearing judges. 

Today, a person filing a civil lawsuit in 
federal court can expect to wait two years to 
get to trial, according to the Administrative 
Office of the U.S. Courts. Such delays have 
widespread and unintended ripple effects, 
said Ian Millhiser, a policy analyst for the 
left-leaning Center for American Progress. 

“It has serious consequences for business,” 
he said. ‘‘Imagine you’re a corporation with 
a multimillion- dollar lawsuit hanging over 
your head. Even if you think you can win it, 
you’re not going to be hiring until it is re- 
solved, and it could take years.” 

The number of seats that have remained 
vacant since President Obama took office 
two years ago is unprecedented, he said. 
Obama’s predecessors enjoyed confirmation 
rates as high as 93 percent, but less than 60 
percent of his nominees have been con- 
firmed. George W. Bush had a 76 percent con- 
firmation rate during his first two years in 
office. 

Though the Senate confirmed six federal 
judges last month, 98 seats are vacant, says 
the Office of U.S. Courts. More vacancies are 
expected. 

“Federal judges are now retiring faster 
than they are being replaced,” Millhiser 
said. 

Further, he said, 81 of the vacancies are 
district judgeships, appointments that have 
historically never generated controversy. 
Unlike appellate judges, who often establish 
law, the work of the lower-court judges— 
drug and immigration violations, job dis- 
crimination and defective-product lawsuits— 
is generally routine. 

“It’s not ideological,” he said. ’There’s no 
Democratic or Republican way to set a sum- 
mary judgment hearing.’’ 

Rachel Brand, who oversaw judicial ap- 
pointments as an associate counsel to Bush, 
pointed out that Bush made judicial appoint- 
ments a priority. Although Obama initially 
made a flurry of nominations, it slowed, she 
said in a panel discussion in November spon- 
sored by the American Constitution Society 
for Law and Policy. Of the 98 vacancies, only 
46 nominations are pending. 

Other priorities, such as getting two U.S. 
Supreme Court justices confirmed, seemed to 
distract Obama’s administration, she said. 

Further, she said the delays can’t be 
blamed solely on Senate Republicans. ‘‘You’d 
think (59) senators could do something,’’ she 
said of the Democratic majority that existed 
until the party lost six seats in the Novem- 
ber elections. 

The problem, Millhiser said, is that Senate 
rules empower ‘‘the extreme fringes.” 
Though Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, 
D-Nev., and Minority Leader Mitch McCon- 
nell, R-Ky., recently cut a deal to speed 
nominees through floor votes, that agree- 
ment means nothing if more ideological wills 
prevail. 

“The Senate rules allow an single senator 
to allow 30 hours of debate,” he said. ‘‘The 
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extreme fringe can prevent a significant 
amount of progress. It creates a minority- 
rule situation.” 

Senate Judiciary Committee approval of 
Kathleen Williams, the lawyer tapped to re- 
place Hurley, has been delayed despite the 
bipartisan support she received from Florida 
Sens. Marco Rubio, a Republican, and Bill 
Nelson, a Democrat. Obama submitted her 
name to the committee in July. 

Local attorneys said they are flummoxed 
by the delay in confirming Williams, the fed- 
eral public defender for Florida’s Southern 
District since 1995. 

Other candidates have enjoyed bipartisan 
support. Of the 38 candidates who cleared the 
Judiciary Committee last year, 29 were en- 
dorsed unanimously but never presented for 
confirmation to the full Senate, Millhiser 
said. 

Among local attorneys, the conclusion 
seems obvious: ‘‘it’s just partisan politics,” 
Val Rodriguez said. 

Miami attorney Neal Sonnett, a former 
president of the American Judicature Soci- 
ety, which focuses on promoting an inde- 
pendent judiciary, agreed. Last year Repub- 
lican senators blocked the confirmation 
process, hoping they would seize control of 
the Senate in the November elections, he 
said. Now it appears some are intent on 
stalling nominations until after the 2012 
elections, when they hope to put one of their 
own back in the White House, he said. 

So far, attorneys said they haven’t seen 
lengthy delays in getting cases heard and re- 
solved in South Florida. Chief U.S. District 
Judge Federico Moreno said the district is 
lucky because seven senior judges still han- 
dle some cases. Further, Hurley said, case 
filings have slowed, in part, because of the 
economy. 

While he credits the 15 full-time judges 
with moving cases quickly, attorney Ted 
Babbitt says eventually something has to 
give. 

“The average person is going to get hurt 
because they’re going to have to wait to 
have their cases heard,” he said. 

[From the Associated Press, Mar. 7, 2011] 
RI JUDGE HOLDUP SENDS 2 DOZEN CASES TO 
NH, MA 
(By Ian MacDougall) 


PROVIDENCE, RI.—Rhode Island’s top fed- 
eral judge says a four-year judicial vacancy 
left open amid partisan bickering in the U.S. 
Senate has prompted her court to take the 
unusual step of reassigning more than two 
dozen civil cases to judges in New Hampshire 
and Massachusetts. 

In an interview, Chief Judge Mary M. Lisi 
told The Associated Press the vacancy has 
left her and Rhode Island’s other federal 
judge, William E. Smith, with a growing 
caseload that has begun to reach a critical 
mass. 

The vacancy ‘thas had a major impact on 
the business of the court,” Lisi said. “We 
have an increasing caseload being handled by 
only two people where three judges are au- 
thorized.” 

Lisi said her primary reason for moving 
the cases was that she worried a lag in ren- 
dering decisions at key points in the litiga- 
tion would leave plaintiffs and defendants in 
the lurch. She said she chose to reassign 
cases with important motions pending. 

“Our job is to resolve cases and to do so in 
as timely and efficient a manner as we can. 
And when our ability to do so is hampered, I 
don’t think that’s good for any participants 
in the process,” she said. 

A third judge, Ronald R. Lagueux, who is a 
senior judge, has volunteered to help to ease 
the burden on Lisi and Smith. 
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The case reassignment is one example of a 
real effect and a real cost, to travelling liti- 
gants, lawyers and judges of the often- 
snarled judicial appointment process whose 
unknotting U.S. Supreme Court Chief Jus- 
tice John Roberts called for in December. 

“Each political party has found it easy to 
turn on a dime from decrying to defending 
the blocking of judicial nominations, de- 
pending on their changing political for- 
tunes,” Roberts wrote in his 2010 report on 
the federal judiciary. ‘‘There remains... an 
urgent need for the political branches to find 
a long-term solution to this recurring prob- 
lem.” 

Twenty-five of the Rhode Island civil law- 
suits were reassigned to New Hampshire and 
two to Massachusetts in late January, about 
two weeks after President Barack Obama 
nominated Jack McConnell, a Rhode Island 
trial attorney, to the state’s vacant judge- 
ship for the third time. The nomination has 
faced resistance from some Senate Repub- 
licans and staunch opposition from the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce. The chamber claims 
McConnell’s track record, which includes 
suing former lead paint companies, evinces a 
bias against business defendants. 

McConnell declined to comment on his 
nomination. 

In November 2007 almost a year after the 
vacancy opened then-President George W. 
Bush nominated Lincoln Almond, a federal 
magistrate judge in Rhode Island. His can- 
didacy fizzled after a lukewarm reception 
from U.S. Sens., Jack Reed and Sheldon 
Whitehouse. 

Normally, cases are assigned to judges 
elsewhere, who follow the rules of the origi- 
nating court, only when all judges in a given 
district recuse themselves. Lisi says the cur- 
rent situation is unique in recent state his- 
tory. 

Other districts facing stalled appointments 
have not yet taken similar steps. 

However, Peter Oppeneer, court clerk for 
the Western District of Wisconsin, said that 
court might need to look to other districts 
for help if a vacancy there takes a long time 
to fill. Some Senate Republicans have op- 
posed Obama’s nominee to that judgeship, 
Louis Butler. 

The Rhode Island reassignment has gen- 
erated some confusion and consternation 
among state lawyers. 

George Babcock, who’s suing on behalf of 
more than a dozen clients in a foreclosures 
case transferred to New Hampshire, says the 
move is upsetting to some of his clients and 
potentially expensive. He says the court has 
told him the case, if it goes to trial, will be 
heard in Concord, N.H. 

“I want to work on my cases in my office, 
not in a Motel 6,” Babcock said. “Апа with 
all these clients, I’m going to have to rent a 
whole wing at the Motel 6.” 

Other lawyers with reassigned cases say 
New Hampshire judges have offered to travel 
to Providence. It is ultimately up to each in- 
dividual judge to decide where the case 
should be heard, according to David 
DiMarzio, clerk for federal court in Rhode Is- 
land. 

There are just over 2,500 civil cases and 205 
criminal cases pending in Rhode Island, ac- 
cording to court figures. Of the civil cases, 
over 1,600 are part of multi-district litigation 
that Lisi says the court accepted before real- 
izing it would be faced with an extended va- 
cancy. 

For now, Lisi says, she does not plan to 
transfer more cases to other districts. 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
about to suggest the absence of a 
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quorum, but I ask unanimous consent 
that when I suggest the absence of a 
quorum, the time be equally divided 
between both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi- 
dent, І ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent to speak 
as in morning business 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida are printed in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today, we will confirm yet another of 
President Obama’s judicial nominees. 
After today’s vote, we will have con- 
firmed five judicial nominees in the 
last 5 legislative days. We are moving 
swiftly in committee and on the Senate 
floor. Notwithstanding our quick pace, 
we hear from some that we are not 
moving fast enough. As I have said be- 
fore, our side will continue to work in 
good faith to process consensus nomi- 
nees. But we will not place quantity 
confirmed over quality confirmed. 
These lifetime appointments are too 
important to the Federal judiciary and 
the American people to simply 
rubberstamp them. 

Today we will vote on Judge James 
Boasberg to sit on the U.S. District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 
Judge Boasberg is not the first indi- 
vidual nominated to fill this vacancy. 
This seat became vacant in May 2008, 
when Judge Thomas F. Hogan took 
senior status. President Bush nomi- 
nated Jeffrey Adam Rosen in June 2008. 
He was unanimously rated well quali- 
fied by the ABA Standing Committee 
on the Federal Judiciary. He had over 
20 years of experience in private prac- 
tice, principally involved in complex 
business litigation matters. He had 
more than 5 years of public service, 
having served as general counsel at the 
Office of Management and Budget and 
at the U.S. Department of Transpor- 
tation. Despite his qualifications, Mr. 
Rosen’s nomination languished in com- 
mittee for over 6 months. 

While I am disappointed Mr. Rosen 
was not given any consideration, I am 
pleased to be able to support Judge 
Boasberg. He was nominated last June 
and had his hearing in September. He 
was reported out of committee last De- 
cember, during the lameduck session, 
and the Senate was unable to complete 
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action on the nomination. The com- 
mittee moved quickly on his renomina- 
tion this year, reporting him out of 
committee last month. 

Judge Boasberg presently serves as 
an associate judge of the Superior 
Court of the District of Columbia. Fol- 
lowing the Senate’s unanimous con- 
firmation, President George W. Bush 
appointed him to this position in Au- 
gust, 2002. 

Judge Boasberg earned his B.A., 
magna cum laude, from Yale College, 
his master of studies from Oxford Uni- 
versity, and his juris doctor from Yale 
Law School. After completing law 
school, he clerked for the Honorable 
Dorothy W. Nelson of the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. He then 
went into private practice, working as 
a litigator on complex business and 
white-collar defense matters. 

Judge Boasberg also served as an as- 
sistant U.S. attorney for the District of 
Columbia. There he prosecuted crimi- 
nal matters and specialized in homi- 
cide cases. He has received a unani- 
mous well qualified rating from the 
ABA Standing Committee on the Fed- 
eral Judiciary. 

I am pleased this seat is being filled 
with someone who has concrete knowl- 
edge of what it takes to be a judge, and 
I hope Judge Boasberg continues to 
work hard to serve the American peo- 
ple. 

I congratulate the nominee and his 
family on this important lifetime ap- 
pointment. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of the time 
on our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
is yielded back. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 

The question is, Will the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the nomination of 
James Emanuel Boasberg, of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to be United States 
District Judge for the District of Co- 
lumbia? 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk called the 
roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) is nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
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Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS), the Senator 
from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), and the Sen- 
ator from Idaho (Mr. RISCH). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de- 
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 96, 
nays 0, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 39 Ex.] 
YEAS—96 
Akaka Franken Mikulski 
Alexander Gillibrand Moran 
Ayotte Graham Murkowski 
Barrasso Grassley Murray 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Begich Hatch Nelson (FL) 
Bennet Hoeven Pauw. 
Bingaman Hutchison Portman 
Blumenthal Inhofe Pryor 
Blunt Inouye Reed 
Boozman Isakson Reid 
Boxer Johanns Roberts 
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Rockefeller 
Brown (OH) Johnson (WI) Rubio 
Burr Kerry Sanders 
Cantwell Kirk Schumer 
Cardin Klobuchar Sessions 
Carper Kohl Shaheen 
Casey Kyl Shelby 
Coats Landrieu Snowe 
Coburn Lautenberg Stabenow 
Cochran Leahy Tester 
Collins Lee Thune 
Conrad Levin Toomey 
Coons Lieberman Udall (CO) 
Corker Lugar Udall (NM) 
Cornyn Manchin Vitter 
DeMint McCain Warner 
Durbin McCaskill Webb 
Ensign McConnell Whitehouse 
Enzi Menendez Wicker 
Feinstein Merkley Wyden 
NOT VOTING—4 

Chambliss Harkin 
Crapo Risch 


The nomination was confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to re- 
consider is considered made and laid on 
the table. 

Under the previous order, the Presi- 
dent shall be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action. 


EEE 
LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will now resume legislative action. 


a 


SBIR/STTR REAUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 2011—MOTION TO PROCEED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order and pursuant to rule 
XXII, the Chair lays before the Senate 
the pending cloture motion, which the 
clerk will state. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 


CLOTURE MOTION 


We, the undersigned Senators, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the motion to 
proceed to Calendar No. 17, S. 493, a bill to 
reauthorize and improve the SBIR and STTR 
programs, and for other purposes. 

Harry Reid, Mary L. Landrieu, Benjamin 
L. Cardin, Charles E. Schumer, Daniel 
K. Inouye, Joseph I. Lieberman, Ber- 
nard Sanders, Debbie Stabenow, Pat- 
rick J. Leahy, Tom Harkin, Kay R. 
Hagan, Michael F. Bennet, Al Franken, 
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Herb Kohl, Sheldon Whitehouse, Thom- 
as R. Carper, Richard J. Durbin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan- 
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to S. 493, a bill to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes, shall be 
brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) is nec- 
essarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS), the Senator 
from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), and the Sen- 
ator from Idaho (Mr. RISCH). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANCHIN). Are there any other Sen- 
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 84, 
nays 12, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 40 Leg.] 


YEAS—84 
Akaka Franken Menendez 
Alexander Gillibrand Merkley 
Barrasso Graham Mikulski 
Baucus Grassley Moran 
Begich Hagan Murkowski 
Bennet Hatch Murray 
Bingaman Hoeven Nelson (NE) 
Blumenthal Hutchison Nelson (FL) 
Blunt Inhofe Portman 
Boozman Inouye Pryor 
Boxer Isakson Reed 
Brown (MA) Johanns Reid 
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Roberts 
Burr Kerry Rockefeller 
Cantwell Kirk Sanders 
Cardin Klobuchar Schumer 
Carper Kohl Shaheen 
Casey Kyl Shelby 
Coats Landrieu Snowe 
Coburn Lautenberg Stabenow 
Cochran Leahy Tester 
Collins Levin Thune 
Conrad Lieberman Udall (CO) 
Coons Lugar Udall (NM) 
Corker Manchin Warner 
Durbin McCain Webb 
Enzi McCaskill Whitehouse 
Feinstein McConnell Wyden 

NAYS—12 
Ayotte Johnson (WI) Sessions 
Cornyn Lee Toomey 
DeMint Paul Vitter 
Ensign Rubio Wicker 

NOT VOTING—4 

Chambliss Harkin 
Crapo Risch 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 84, the nays are 12. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho- 
sen and sworn having voted in the af- 
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

The majority leader. 


EE 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The Senator from Missouri is recog- 
nized. 


Ee 


TRIBUTE TO MIKE MURPHY 


Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, last 
week Kansas City lost a treasure. A 
very special person to the Kansas City 
community passed away last week. 
This is a man, Mike Murphy, who was 
loved by just about everybody in the 
area. While his family and friends are 
gathered now in Kansas City for his 
memorial service—I am sure there are 
hundreds who are there—I would like 
to place these words in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD in his memory. Obvi- 
ously, my prayers go out to his family. 

Mike Murphy has been part of the 
fabric of Kansas City for almost 50 
years. For over 40 years, he was the 
most dominant local radio personality 
in all of the Midwest. He was popular. 
In fact, he became radio lore. At times 
over his career, over 50 percent of peo- 
ple listening to the radio in Kansas 
City were listening to his program. 

He began his career in radio in 1968. 
He went on to rise to a class by himself 
in local and regional radio and, in fact, 
was the winner of the prestigious Mar- 
coni award in 1998. 

Thousands of truckers and salesmen 
throughout the Midwest heard him on 
the mighty KCMO and became his fans 
and his friends. His program was an es- 
sential part of their day. Why? What 
was there about this guy? He really did 
not have a political agenda. Unlike 
today, he was not busy trying to get 
people all upset about the issues of the 
day. He did not take sides on political 
issues. He rarely had big stars as 
guests, but from time to time they 
came through wanting to promote 
something. Because his show was such 
a dominant show in the area, they 
wanted to get on it. He was just a 
funny, irreverent guy who always made 
you feel as if you knew him when you 
listened to his program. He talked like 
a real person. He did not try to show 
off his intellect. He was smart as a 
whip, but he never felt the need to im- 
press anybody—I mean anybody. He 
just wanted to be your pal. He was fun 
and funny. 

He is most famous in Kansas City for 
starting the second largest St. Pat- 
rick’s Day parade in the country. How 
did he start it? In 1973, he was having 
a drink at a bar that a buddy of his 
owned. He and a very prominent PR 
guy who worked in campaigns around 
Kansas City, Pat O’Neill, Sr., and 
maybe one or two of their other 
friends, called Larry Moore, a local 
news reporter, and said: We are going 
to start a parade. They went out of 
Hogarty’s bar, marched a few blocks, 
and they got a little film on TV that 
night, and the Kansas City St. Pat- 
rick’s Day parade was born. 

Years later, and thousands of floats 
and hundreds of thousands of spec- 
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tators, every year in the St. Patrick’s 
Day parade, where was Mike Murphy? 
On a garbage truck. He always rode on 
a garbage truck. It was his way of sig- 
naling to the people of Kansas City: I 
am no big deal. I don’t need a fancy 
car. Iam happy up here on the garbage 
truck. 

He was getting upset about Kansas 
City’s heritage at one point, so in 1996 
he decided: We need to have a cattle 
drive again through Kansas City— 
harkening back to the days of a fron- 
tier town, and the stockyards were an 
important part of Kansas City’s legacy. 
What did he do? He started a cattle 
drive through downtown Kansas City. 
He would get some amateur cowboys 
and then invite a lot of his pals to get 
on horses and take these cattle down 
the main street of Kansas City. 

He loved characters. He thought 
being called ‘‘a little goofy’’ was the 
highest compliment you could pay him. 
He loved to talk about UFOs and 
aliens. His show was a vacation from 
serious. His humor was never at the ex- 
pense of someone else. 

I was so fortunate to be one of the 
many who became part of his large 
group of regulars. It all began with a 
phone call to his show when I was driv- 
ing back from Jefferson City to Kansas 
City as a young State legislator. This 
was over 20 years ago. He was saying 
stuff on the radio—of course, I was lis- 
tening to Mike Murphy as I drove be- 
cause everybody listened to Mike Mur- 
phy. He was saying something on the 
radio that was not correct. This is be- 
fore cell phones. I pulled my car off the 
highway. I remember to this day ex- 
actly where it was. I got on a pay 
phone, and I called his show because he 
was saying something that was not cor- 
rect. I was scared to death. He took my 
call. I was scared. He was funny. And 
we became friends. Like hundreds of 
other people just like me, we became 
friends. 

In fact, we became such close friends 
that he taunted me until I agreed to be 
part of the cattle drive. One year, there 
I was on the top of a horse riding 
through downtown Kansas City behind 
a bunch of cattle. That might have 
been the last year of the cattle drive 
because I think that was the year some 
of them escaped into a parking garage 
in downtown Kansas City, and the Kan- 
sas City police were called to see if we 
couldn’t get them off the top of a mul- 
tistory garage in downtown Kansas 
City. 

I was blessed to be in a bleacher seat 
to watch his heart at work—from his 
annual Salvation Army show to small 
acts of kindness to mere acquaint- 
ances, to his incredible loyalty to his 
friends. 

His heart was as enormous as his pa- 
tience for BS was small. He also had no 
patience for pompous. Some of his fa- 
mous shows were shows where someone 
came on his show who would be consid- 
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ered a big deal, a star. If that person 
began being arrogant on Mike Mur- 
phy’s show, if that person started talk- 
ing down to Mike Murphy’s friends— 
his listeners—Mike would let him know 
in no uncertain terms that the inter- 
view was over, that he was not inter- 
ested in allowing anyone to talk down 
to his pals—his listening audience. 

I will never, ever forget the twinkle 
in Mike Murphy’s eye. It is important 
that he remain one of Kansas City’s 
brightest legends of all time. 

My hope for Mike Murphy’s mem- 
ory—I am not surprised that Mike 
chose the first 17 days of March to 
meet his Maker because of the fun he 
had around St. Patrick’s Day. My hope 
is that every St. Patrick’s Day in Kan- 
sas City, people will raise a glass to 
Mike Murphy, and when they do, they 
will tell a funny story. It would be 
great if that story would be about Mike 
Murphy, but the most important thing 
is that it is a funny story. Let me tell 
you, Mike will not care if it is not even 
true. 

To Mike Murphy, the kind of man 
who walks as a giant among us and we 
do not even realize it until he is gone, 
aman who never lost sight that the lit- 
tle salesman out there driving in his 
car and the mother at home doing her 
family’s laundry were the most impor- 
tant people on the Earth—here’s to 
you, Mike. Godspeed, my pal. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 


EE 
CLEAN AIR ACT 


Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about the importance of 
a landmark piece of legislation, the 
Clean Air Act. Congress passed the 
Clean Air Act over 40 years ago with 
broad bipartisan support from both 
Chambers of Congress, and President 
Nixon wisely signed it into law. Since 
then, we have seen remarkable benefits 
to the health of our Nation. We have 
seen significant reductions in pollution 
from lead, mercury, sulfur dioxide, and 
a host of other contaminants. America 
reduced pollution and made remark- 
able strides in improving public health 
even while our economy adjusted and 
thrived. In fact, the Clean Air Act has 
a long track record of promoting job 
creation and economic growth while re- 
ducing pollution. 

The economic benefits of the Clean 
Air Act are significant. For every $1 
spent on Clear Air Act protections, we 
get $30 of public health benefits in re- 
turn. 

In the year 2010 alone, the Clean Air 
Act saved 160,000 lives and avoided mil- 
lions of cases of pollution-related ill- 
ness, including 1.7 million cases of 
asthma exacerbation, 130,000 heart at- 
tacks, 86,000 emergency room visits, 3.2 
million lost school days, and 13 million 
lost work days. 
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This is a profoundly important law. 
It protects every single American from 
the types of pollution that can cause 
asthma attacks, lost school days for 
young children, emergency room visits, 
heart attacks, strokes, and even pre- 
mature deaths. 

The House of Representatives re- 
cently passed a continuing resolution 
for the remainder of the fiscal year 
that would make truly Draconian cuts 
to Clean Air Act funding and author- 
ity. These policy riders do not belong 
in the 7-month budget. And I am glad 
the Senate recently voted down that 
legislation. 

Upon passage of the House bill, the 
American Lung Association, which is 
the leading organization working to 
save American lives from the ravages 
of lung disease, said: 

The House of Representatives also adopted 
amendments that would block implementa- 
tion of the Clean Air Act and its lifesaving 
protections... 

These provisions and others adopted by the 
House would result in millions of Ameri- 
cans—including children, seniors and people 
with chronic disease such as asthma—being 
forced to breathe air that is unhealthy. 

Breathing air pollution can cause asthma 
attacks, heart attacks, strokes, cancer and 
shortened lives. 

That is coming from one of the most 
respected public health organizations 
in the world telling us that this weak- 
ening of the Clean Air Act would have 
dire public health consequences, that 
more Americans will get sick from 
toxic pollution. 

We can and should be flexible and lis- 
ten to the industries affected by the 
law, but we cannot undermine its pur- 
pose. Legitimate concerns about regu- 
lation should be addressed so we can 
prosper and grow jobs in the United 
States of America. It is important that 
the Clean Air Act be enforced in a com- 
monsense manner that is workable for 
American businesses, but we cannot 
abandon its core charges—to preserve 
public health and ensure the cleanli- 
ness of the air we breathe. 

I know there is often tension between 
the EPA, the regulated community, 
and stakeholders seeking to navigate 
the Clean Air Act, and there probably 
always will be. Our economy functions 
best and in a way that is best for our 
citizens when we seek a robust Clean 
Air Act and are responsive to the needs 
of our economy. 

An example of this working well is 
recent praise that the administration 
received from the CEO of a leading en- 
ergy company, who said: 

When I look at what EPA has done so far 

. . it’s actually been pretty moderate. 

When the same CEO was asked 
whether Congress should delay the 
administrations’s work to protect pub- 
lic health for 2 years, he said: 

That’s just two more years of uncertainty 
where I think a lot of the investment will re- 
main on the sideline in our industry instead 
of being invested in technology. We know 
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how to build .. . I don’t support delay for 
those reasons. 

I support continued implementation 
of the Clean Air Act and will oppose ef- 
forts to undermine this important law. 
For my part, the decision is very sim- 
ple: We should let doctors and sci- 
entists dictate our public health policy 
instead of politicians. I hope my 
friends on both sides of the aisle will 
come to this same conclusion as well 
and vote against efforts to weaken the 
Clean Air Act. 

For more than 40 years, we have seen 
that protecting the air we breathe does 
not have to come at a cost to the Na- 
tion’s economy. Both can improve, 
both must improve hand in hand. 

To close, I would like to reiterate 
that the Clean Air Act has been suc- 
cessful in reducing levels of dozens of 
dangerous air pollutants and pro- 
tecting the health of millions of Amer- 
icans, all while our economy grew. This 
is a landmark law that has had strong 
bipartisan support for decades. The 
Senate should not weaken it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


PUBLIC-FUNDED RADIO AND 
TELEVISION 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I have 
been around Congress a few years. 
When I served in the House of Rep- 
resentatives 16 years ago, the Repub- 
licans won control of Congress for the 
first time in 40 years. They promised to 
change how business was done in Wash- 
ington and they elected Newt Gingrich 
of Georgia as Speaker of the House. On 
his first day on the job, Speaker Ging- 
rich addressed a black tie dinner of 
happy supporters and took aim at an 
enemy he said was undermining Amer- 
ica’s values, and that enemy was Big 
Bird. 

Newt Gingrich denounced public 
broadcasting as a sandbox for the rich 
and he condemned it for ‘‘eating tax- 
payers’ money.” He went on to say: 
“They are simply enclaves of the left 
using your money to propagandize your 
children against your values.”’ 

Once the Gingrich Republican revolu- 
tionaries finished passing their so- 
called Contract With America, Ging- 
rich vowed he would do everything in 
his power to do away with the Corpora- 
tion for Public Broadcasting, National 
Public Radio, and the Public Broad- 
casting Stations. Fortunately, in the 
Republican and Democratic parties, 
cooler heads prevailed. Big Bird was 
spared. 
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Well, to borrow a line from former 
President Reagan, ‘‘Here we go again.” 
When we should be talking about the 
serious budget deficit affecting Amer- 
ica, the House Republican budget spent 
too much time resurrecting the old 
bumper stickers of the past. They went 
to America’s bumper sticker museum 
and said: Well, let’s see if there are 
some oldies but goodies here, and they 
loaded up the Republican budget bill 
with a lot of old issues. Some of them 
finally went back to the day when 
Newt Gingrich went after Big Bird. 
Sixteen years after Newt Gingrich, this 
new band of Republicans in the House 
is once again denouncing public broad- 
casting as a hotbed of subversive val- 
ues, and they have vowed to pull the 
plug. 

You may remember, Mr. President, 
our friends across the aisle actually 
tried to end funding for the Corpora- 
tion for Public Broadcasting last No- 
vember during the lameduck session. 
At that time, the rallying cry was out- 
rage over NPR’s firing of commentator 
Juan Williams. Now there is a new 
defunding effort underway and a new 
source of outrage. James O’Keefe, a 
rightwing activist with a video camera 
and a conservative agenda, released a 
video last week which he claims proves 
National Public Radio is a biased lib- 
eral organization that needs no Federal 
funding. 

In the video, two allies of Mr. 
O’Keefe’s pretend to be members of a 
Muslim education group who are con- 
sidering making a large donation, they 
said, to NPR. Then they secretly re- 
corded their meeting with two NPR ex- 
ecutives. 

If the name James O’Keefe rings a 
bell with Members of the Senate, it 
should. Remember some of the other 
things he was caught doing? It was 
James O’Keefe and his colleagues who 
posed as telephone repairmen and tried 
to lie their way into the office of our 
colleague, Senator MARY LANDRIEU of 
Louisiana. They were going to try to 
make one of their “gotcha” videos 
there. They went too far. At the end of 
it, Mr. O’Keefe pleaded guilty to a mis- 
demeanor of entering Federal property 
under false pretenses. A Federal judge 
sentenced Mr. O’Keefe to 3 years proba- 
tion, a fine of $1,500, and 100 hours of 
community service. 

This same Mr. O’Keefe, in 2009, posed 
with some of his friends as a pimp and 
prostitute to secretly film a discussion 
with staffers of the grassroots anti- 
poverty group ACORN. Their video of 
that meeting was so inflammatory 
Congress vowed to eliminate all Fed- 
eral funding for that group. 

I cannot tell you, Mr. President, how 
many amendments we had on the floor 
of the Senate—in the midst of all the 
problems we were facing in the country 
and around the world—focused on 
ACORN. Three separate investigations, 
incidentally, later cleared ACORN of 
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any wrongdoing. A report by the Con- 
gressional Research Service found Mr. 
O’Keefe’s undercover videotaping may 
have broken laws both in Louisiana 
and Maryland. 

Mr. O’Keefe, obviously, is not too 
concerned about breaking a law if he 
thinks he is going to come up with a 
sensational video. He was convicted in 
Louisiana, as I mentioned earlier. 

The New York Daily News—not ex- 
actly a liberal news organization—con- 
cluded, when it came to the ACORN in- 
cident, ‘‘they edited the tape to meet 
their agenda.’’ As California’s then-At- 
torney General Jerry Brown said, after 
they investigated the ACORN video: 

Things are not always as partisan zealots 
portray them through highly selective edit- 
ing of reality. Sometimes a fuller truth is 
found on the cutting room floor. 

Mr. O’Keefe appears to be engaged in 
creative editing again, and this time 
his target is National Public Radio. 
That is not just my opinion. The Web 
site of none other than FOX News’ own 
Glenn Beck—that is right, Glenn 
Beck—compares the edited and uned- 
ited versions of Mr. O’Keefe’s latest 
video and concludes that the edited 
version appears to be deceptively edit- 
ed in order to portray statements by 
one of the secretly recorded NPR ex- 
ecutives out of context. An example: 
On the video, Ron Schiller, who was 
then in charge of fundraising for NPR, 
and has since been terminated, is heard 
to say: 

It is very clear that we would be better off 
in the long run without Federal funding. 

I have heard that repeated over and 
over; that this NPR fundraising execu- 
tive said ‘“‘we would be better off if we 
didn’t have Federal funding.” The far 
right has seized on this statement as 
proof NPR doesn’t need it and 
shouldn’t get it. But here is the part 
that ended up on the cutting room 
floor. Schiller explained, when they 
looked at the full transcript, that most 
“philanthropists” think NPR is almost 
fully funded by the government, which 
prevents many of them from donating. 
Mr. Schiller also said that if NPR lost 
all Federal funding now, ‘‘we would 
have a lot of stations go dark.” 

The Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting supports nearly 1,300 local 
radio and ТУ stations in communities 
all across America—in Illinois and I 
bet in West Virginia. Direct support for 
those stations makes up nearly "5 
cents out of every dollar they spend. I 
know, because when you turn them on 
to listen to the news, they are begging 
for money. You send them a check and 
you think, I hope they will leave us 
alone for a little while. 

Mr. President, 170 million Americans 
use public broadcasting services every 
month. That is more than half the pop- 
ulation of America. In my State of Illi- 
nois, 1 million people listen to our 14 
public radio stations, and 3 million 
people rely on our 8 public television 
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stations. All totaled, funding for public 
broadcasting works out to about $1.35 
рег American per year—ll cents a 
month. I would say that is a bargain. It 
is a fraction of what people would pay 
to get good information. 

Eliminating Federal funding for the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting is 
going to force many smaller stations to 
close, if the House Republicans have 
their way. The first ones hit—West Vir- 
ginia, the rural areas of Illinois, and 
smalltown America. They will be the 
ones to lose the service first. Rural 
communities will be hard hit, as they 
rely more than big stations in big cit- 
ies on Federal funding. 

Cutting all funding for public broad- 
casting? Does anybody seriously be- 
lieve that will affect the deficit? But it 
would be a great loss to tens of mil- 
lions of Americans who rely on public 
broadcasting for quality entertainment 
and honest, in-depth news coverage. 
With the momentous changes occur- 
ring in the world, and the major chal- 
lenges facing our Nation, it is essential 
we maintain the integrity and viability 
of public broadcasting. There is noth- 
ing in commercial broadcasting that 
can replace it. 

Some of our conservative friends— 
and one of them came up to me on the 
plane when I was heading home to Chi- 
cago last weekend—say they don’t ob- 
ject so much to the content of public 
broadcasting, they just object philo- 
sophically to the whole idea of tax- 
payers’ money being spent to subsidize 
radio and TV. They said let them go on 
the free market. If they can survive, 
fine; if they cannot, so be it. Here is 
what they ignore: FOX, NBC, ABC, 
CBS, CNN, virtually all the major net- 
work stations receive billions of dol- 
lars each year in public subsidies. How? 
In the form of free use of the public TV 
spectrum. These stations do not own 
the airwaves. The American people own 
the airwaves, and we give them li- 
censes to use our airwaves, America’s 
airwaves, to make their profits. 

The New America Foundation esti- 
mated the total value of the ТУ spec- 
trum used by commercial TV stations 
at nearly $5.5 billion a year, and that 
doesn’t count the additional tens of 
millions of dollars that commercial TV 
stations make selling political ads 
every campaign season. Sound famil- 
iar? We have all been there, writing 
checks to these commercial TV sta- 
tions to put on our ads so we can run 
for office and preserve the right of that 
TV station to use the public airwaves— 
free. The public subsidies to commer- 
cial stations dwarf what we spend on 
public broadcasting. 

I admire the reporting on NPR, but I 
am a progressive Democrat. Many con- 
servatives admire their reporting. 
David Brooks is a conservative I re- 
spect. He writes for the New York 
Times and I look forward to his col- 
umn. Even when I disagree with him, I 
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know it is a thoughtful analysis of the 
challenges we face. Listen to what he 
said: 

I think NPR has done a good job over the 
last 10 years of reducing that bias. I thought 
it was really biased 10 years ago, but now I 
think it’s pretty straight, and the Federal 
money for NPR doesn’t go so much for the 
big stations. It goes out to the rural parts of 
the country which wouldn’t have those sta- 
tions otherwise. 

David Brooks, you are right. If the 
Republicans have their way in the 
House, the losers will be a lot of red 
States in red parts of America that 
want to hear both sides of the story, as 
I believe all Americans should. 

Tony Blankley was a longtime aide 
to Newt Gingrich who works now for 
FOX News and NPR. He said: 

I’ve been on NPR regularly for a very long 
time. . . . From a personal perspective they 
have always given me plenty of access, I am 
clearly a right-wing commentator so I can- 
not complain. There’s a conservative on and 
there’s a liberal on, so that’s all fair. 

He added: 

No editor or host has ever suggested, 
“Could you not be quite so conservative on 
this show?” I have been open and free to ex- 
press my opinion. 

Michael Medved is a conservative 
radio host. This is his take on NPR: 

I think NPR tries harder to be fair than 
just about any other media source... . I lis- 
ten almost every day to Morning Edition and 
All Things Considered. I think that they do 
as good a job as anybody in media in report- 
ing the news. 

The conservative blogger 
NPR: 

My own interaction with them has been 
fine. I have found them to be fair. I think 
their coverage is often quite good. I think 
NPR does a good job. 

As proof of NPR’s political bias, some 
critics of public broadcasting point to 
what appear in the video to be critical 
comments Ron Schiller made about the 
Tea Party. 

This is another incident of deceptive 
editing. The full transcript shows that 
Mr. Schiller was recounting the views 
expressed to him by two top Repub- 
licans, including a former ambassador. 

Let me say very clearly: Even repeat- 
ing those comments was ill-advised on 
Mr. Schiller’s part. He no longer works 
for NPR. 

And his comments have been roundly 
condemned by journalists who have 
given years of good work to NPR. In an 
open letter released last week to NPR 
listeners and supporters, the journal- 
ists said Mr. Schiller’s comments: 

. violated the basic principles by which 
we live and work: accuracy and open-minded- 
ness, fairness and respect. 

But the suggestion that NPR cannot 
be relied on to cover the Tea Party or 
conservative organizations fairly is re- 
futed by Tea Party members them- 
selves. 

Katrina Pierson is a Tea Party activ- 
ist in Houston. She told the media 
watchdog group Media Matters: 


said of 
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I think NPR was very cordial to our group. 
They actually came to Texas and Spent a 
few days with us visiting our homes, and our 
work places. They attended meetings and 
asked questions. I enjoyed having them here. 
I think the reporting that they ended up 
using for All Things Considered, it was fair. 

At a time in America when we value 
our government, when we applaud free- 
dom, when we preach it to the world, 
when we beg authoritarian regimes to 
give their people a chance to hear both 
sides of the story, when we say that 
our Bill of Rights, when it comes to 
free speech and free press, should be a 
guidepost for the world, can we be in 
the business of shutting down this op- 
portunity for Americans every single 
day to hear both sides of the story 
when it comes to the big issues? I don’t 
think what was done in the House is 
about money. I think it is about a po- 
litical philosophy. Many of them think 
they just want to shut down NPR be- 
cause they are offended by some things 
that are said. 

Let me say from my side of the spec- 
trum, I have been offended the other 
way. I thought they went too far the 
other way. But isn’t that what it is all 
about? They give you both sides, make 
up your own mind, and that is the way 
it should be. 

We have seen what could happen 
when people rush to judgment after 
seeing selectively edited and some- 
times deceptively edited videos. Shir- 
ley Sherrod was fired from her job at 
the Agriculture Department and paint- 
ed unfairly as a bigot when she was, in 
fact, making a passionate plea for ra- 
cial tolerance. Her comments were 
knowingly distorted in a video pro- 
duced by a man who has, in the past, 
supported Mr. O’Keefe. 

Congress voted to cut off Federal 
funding for ACORN before there was 
any objective investigation into Mr. 
O’Keefe’s damaging video about them. 
Later investigation showed there was 
no criminal wrongdoing. 

Let’s not make the same mistake 
again. Let’s not be duped by decep- 
tively edited videos at a time when 
Americans need the objective reporting 
and informative programming that 
public radio and public television pro- 
vide. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MERKLEY). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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EXPORT POLICY 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Earlier today in 
Columbus, OH, the State capital of my 
great State, I was at the Ohio State 
University’s Fisher College of Business. 
We talked by phone with Under Sec- 
retary of Commerce Francisco San- 
chez, who is one of the leaders at the 
Department of Commerce, on how to 
grow exports in this country. 

The President has charged the Con- 
gress, our businesses, encouraged all of 
us to find ways to double exports as a 
major path to economic growth, espe- 
cially to grow manufacturing in our 
country. We know that for the last sev- 
eral months, we have seen manufac- 
turing growth, albeit too small, but 
manufacturing growth in this country. 

That is especially important in Ohio. 
My State is the third leading manufac- 
turing State in the country, behind 
only California and Texas, States 
which are two and three times our size 
in population. Yet Ohio has kept pace 
with doing relatively well in manufac- 
turing. But we know what has hap- 
pened to manufacturing in our country 
in the last 30 years. 

Only 30 years ago, manufacturing 
was more than one-quarter of our GDP, 
financial services was about 10 or 11 
percent of GDP. In these 30 years that 
position has almost flipped. Financial 
services is over one-quarter of our 
GDP, manufacturing is only 10, 11, or 12 
percent. That is why the President and 
his push on exporting is so important, 
not that we only export manufacturing 
goods, of course, we export services, as 
we should. But clearly manufacturing 
is a major component of that. 

I sit on the President’s Export Advi- 
sory Council with leaders of the admin- 
istration and the CEOs of some of 
America’s largest companies and many 
successful mid-sized and small compa- 
nies in this country. We had a meeting 
last Friday with Secretary Locke, 
Under Secretary Sanchez, Secretary of 
State Clinton, Jim McNerney of Boe- 
ing, Ursula Burns of Xerox, Alan 
Mullaly of Ford, as part of the Presi- 
dent’s export council. 

In Ohio, as a result, I have put to- 
gether an export advisory council. We 
met today in Columbus. That is what 
our meeting was about, to talk about 
ideas. We heard from Albert Green of 
Kent Displays, William Dawson of 
NexTech Materials, Philip Irwin of 
Ametek Solidstate Controls, Randall 
Willaman of Command Ilkon, Inc., 
Mark Friedman of National Biological 


Corporation, Arlinda Vaughan from 
Volk Optical, and Ken Hagen from 
Fosbel. 


All of them raised concerns directly 
to the Under Secretary of Commerce 
and directly to me, concerns about cor- 
ruption in Russia, concerns about tar- 
iffs in Brazil, concerns we all face and 
all of our companies face in breaking 
into the Chinese market, and many 
other concerns about everything from 
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medical devices to export of services 
and all of that. So the meeting was im- 
portant. 

I will mention one other. Susan Help- 
er, the head of the Economics Depart- 
ment at Case Western, had particularly 
good thoughts about how we grow man- 
ufacturing in this country. We know 
those jobs are created by medium and 
small businesses. We also know that 
fewer than 1 percent of American com- 
panies actually export. Even as close as 
we are to Canada or to Mexico, only 1 
percent of our businesses export. So we 
know we have to do much more. 

In Germany, for instance, 20 percent 
of their workforce is in manufacturing. 
They have a trade surplus with the rest 
of the world, while we have a huge al- 
most insidious trade deficit. Germany 
has done some pretty interesting 
things in encouraging manufacturing. 

AS many people point out, we have 
not had in our country a manufac- 
turing policy. I spoke with Pat Russo 
tonight, who is the former CEO of 
Lucent Technologies and a couple of— 
she sits on the General Motors board 
and a couple of other people from the 
GM board I spoke to, and talked about 
the fact that we do not have a manu- 
facturing policy in this country. That 
is why we are seeing other countries 
begin to do much better in manufac- 
turing, while we have, by and large, 
drifted in our policies and our strate- 
gies on manufacturing. 

There are several things that came 
out of this meeting that we need to do. 
We need to pay particular attention on 
economic development assistance and 
creating economic development part- 
nerships and business incubators. 

We need to pay special attention to 
help those companies get access to cap- 
ital. That has been a vital roadblock— 
as the Presiding Officer from Oregon 
has been involved—a roadblock to our 
full economic recovery. We need to 
look at our R&D tax credits. 

Part of a national manufacturing 
policy should be increases in R&D tax 
credits, including making 48(C) a part 
of the Code that encourages conserva- 
tion, encourages more efficiencies in 
energy production and in energy use, 
making 48(C) permanent. 

It means workforce training—our 
Sectors Act, which matches up what 
local businesses and labor unions and 
community colleges and workforce in- 
vestment boards do to retrain workers 
so they find jobs after that training. 
That is why we are doing at end of the 
month our fourth annual Ohio College 
Presidents Conference, where I invite 
in some 55, 60 college presidents. We 
have done it for the last 3 years, since 
my second year in the Senate, to talk 
about these issues: How do we encour- 
age people to become engineers? How 
do we help with access to college, par- 
ticularly in light of the fact that Re- 
publicans are trying to cut Pell grants 
several hundred dollars per student, 
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sometimes a couple of thousand, $3,000 
a family, whatever. 

How do we fight back and make sure 
that students have access to education 
and to our higher education system, 
those who choose to go to college? We 
have a lot of work to do. All of this in- 
cludes, as I said at the White House the 
other day in the meeting of the Presi- 
dent’s Export Council, while we work 
on exports, we need to fix our trade 
agreements, we need to fix our tax pol- 
icy, we need to make sure those work- 
ers who lose their jobs because of 
trade—and this is so often forgotten 
about by my Republican colleagues— 
workers who lose their jobs because of 
trade have to be compensated. They 
need to be retrained. They need to keep 
their health care. That is why the Pre- 
siding Officer and I and many others 
have to fight for the extension—Sen- 
ator CASEY especially from Pennsyl- 
vania—of trade adjustment assistance 
and the health coverage tax credit, two 
long-time Federal programs. The TAA, 
Trade Adjustment Assistance, was 
started bipartisanly under President 
Kennedy in 1962. 

Those are so important for workers 
who have lost jobs through no doing of 
their own but because of trade agree- 
ments passed wrongfully, wrong- 
headedly in this body and in the House. 
Because of trade agreements they have 
lost their jobs. We need those workers 
to have the opportunity to be retrained 
and to continue to keep their health 
insurance after they have been laid off 
through no fault of their own. 

Our efforts to double exports is ex- 
traordinarily important for economic 
growth. At the same time it is impor- 
tant that we are sensitive to those 
workers who have lost their jobs be- 
cause of trade policy. We can do this 
right. We can enforce our trade laws 
more aggressively as President Obama 
has begun to do. We can work on trade 
agreements. We can fix trade policy so 
it actually helps American workers and 
American consumers. Instead of prac- 
ticing trade policy adopted out of a 
textbook that is 20 years out of print, 
we ought to be adopting a trade policy 
that is in our Nation’s national inter- 
est. AS we move with President Obama 
and this Congress toward a manufac- 
turing strategy and, even better, a 
manufacturing policy such as most of 
the rest of the industrialized world has, 
we will all be in a better position to 
build a middle class in Oregon and Ohio 
and across the country. 

I yield the floor. 


EEE 
CFTC HEDGING AUTHORITY 


Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi- 
dent, you hear a lot of talk about the 
trouble in the Middle East, and people 
are saying that oil prices are going up 
and, therefore, the pain at the gas 
pump is being felt because there is this 
shakiness in the oil markets. You hear 
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the commentary: Well, we ought to be 
solving this problem by drilling more 
in the United States. In essence what 
people are talking about is they want 
to drill more in the Gulf of Mexico. Of 
course, there is plenty of opportunity 
to drill in the Gulf of Mexico. There are 
30 million acres that are already under 
lease that have not been drilled. There 
are 7 million acres that are being 
drilled under lease, but there are an ad- 
ditional 30 million acres in the Gulf of 
Mexico under lease, so there is plenty 
of opportunity. There is a lot more op- 
portunity for domestic drilling. 

But what I want to talk about today 
is, it is this simplified message that if 
we drill more domestically—which we 
clearly have the capacity to—that is 
going to solve the problem. That is not 
the problem, and that is not the reason 
for why the gas prices are going up as 
they are. 

I will grant you that whenever there 
is an oil-producing region of the world 
where there is a disruption, then that 
does have some effect on the price of 
oil. But what we have seen is an ex- 
traordinary spike in the last couple of 
months in the price of oil. I want to try 
to point out to the Senate why this 
Senator thinks, and a number of my 
colleagues join me, that spike in gas 
prices is going up. 

There is further evidence that our en- 
ergy markets are no longer governed 
just by the economic dictums of supply 
and demand when it comes to oil 
prices. That is what I want to talk 
about. It is simply this: The specu- 
lators are back. We saw the speculators 
in oil futures contracts. We saw their 
handiwork 2 years ago when the price 
of oil hit an all-time high of $147 a bar- 
rel. This time the speculators are seiz- 
ing on the turmoil in the Middle East 
and North Africa to use that as an ex- 
cuse to drive this price of oil sky high. 
Yet recent upheavals abroad have had 
little, if any, effect on the actual sup- 
ply of oil. 

Again, coming back to the economic 
theories of supply and demand, Libya, 
for example, controls only 2 percent of 
the world’s oil supply. Well, there is a 
key piece of evidence that points the 
finger at these ‘‘condo flippers” in the 
commodities market. Data from the 
Commodity Futures Trading Commis- 
sion, the CFTC, reveals that since Jan- 
uary, when the protests began in 
Egypt, speculators have increased their 
betting on future oil price increases by 
more than 38 percent. 

Meanwhile, legitimate hedgers for oil 
futures contracts, legitimate hedgers 
such as airlines and shipping compa- 
nies and oil companies have actually 
reduced their holdings in oil futures 
contracts. 

All you need to do to see what is hap- 
pening is as represented on this chart. 
You see closely how the rise of oil 
prices, the red line, tracks the in- 
creases in speculative activity, the 
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white line. A long position in a futures 
contract means you are betting that 
the price of oil will go up and, there- 
fore, you buy a contract to buy oil ata 
determined amount in the future. That 
is what this chart is about. 

As you go over here, on January 25 of 
this year, the day the protests began in 
Egypt, the speculative money was on 
long held positions in just over 217,000 
West Texas Intermediate crude oil fu- 
tures contracts. West Texas Inter- 
mediate crude is the standard by which 
they judge. When the protests began in 
Egypt, they were down at 217,000 fu- 
tures contracts. That is the equivalent 
of about 217 million barrels of oil. On 
March 8, the last day for which we have 
the data, these same speculators held 
the equivalent of more than 301 million 
barrels of crude, which was an increase 
of 38 percent, from 217,000 to 301 mil- 
lion. 

Look how closely the price of oil 
tracks those swings. This is the specu- 
lative buying or betting in futures con- 
tracts, the white line. Look how close- 
ly the price of oil follows the red line. 

During the same period, from Janu- 
ary 25 to March 8, the price of oil 
climbed from $85 a barrel all the way 
up to $105 a barrel. That is an increase 
of nearly 24 percent. Guess who is the 
loser in this game of profit gouging. It 
is the American consumer. Our gaso- 
line prices mean less money for any- 
thing the American consumer has to 
buy. And, at the end of the day, guess 
who else is the big loser. It is the 
American economy. 

These speculative bubbles in oil 
prices are becoming more and more 
common. We saw it in the summer of 
2008 when oil spiked up to an unbeliev- 
able $147 per barrel, only to plummet 
almost 80 percent a few months later. 
You cannot say that going from $147 a 
barrel all of a sudden down to $30 a bar- 
rel back in 2008 had anything to do 
with supply and demand. There had to 
be another influencing factor. 

Because of this, last year when we 
passed the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Re- 
form and Consumer Protection Act, 
Congress empowered the CFTC to rein 
in excessive speculation to keep the 
commodities markets from flying off 
the rails. Just look. It is in the last 2 
months. Yet, the Commission, the 
CFTC, has yet to finalize new rules to 
govern the speculative position limits. 

Meantime, what happens is specu- 
lators continue to buy $100 worth of oil 
futures with $6 down, 6 percent down to 
buy oil contracts for futures. I believe 
the law we passed last year has given 
the CFTC an extremely effective tool 
at its disposal that it could use to dis- 
courage excessive energy speculation 
and bring down gas prices our Amer- 
ican consumers are now finding hurt- 
ing their pocketbooks so much. That 
authority is the authority to impose 
higher margin requirements on oil fu- 
tures contracts. So instead of $6, they 
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could require that there be more than 
6 percent they would have to pay down 
on buying a futures oil contract. 

In the current system some ordinary 
investors have to put down as much as 
50 percent in order to buy things, while 
financial speculators have to post only 
6 percent to buy a futures contract in 
oil. That does not seem to me to be fair 
and is leading to this kind of system 
which is now causing pain at the pump. 

These kinds of margin requirements 
are not set by Federal regulators but, 
rather, by the exchanges themselves. 
For the same reason we do not let 
pharmaceutical companies approve of 
their own drugs, we should not let fu- 
tures exchanges self-regulate by set- 
ting their own margin requirements. 
Fortunately, in a section of the Dodd- 
Frank bill, section 736, Congress re- 
moved the broad statutory restriction 
that prohibited the CFTC from setting 
those margin requirements. That sec- 
tion authorizes the CFTC to call for 
higher margin requirements in order to 
protect the financial integrity so this 
kind of event does not happen. 

I am calling on the CFTC now to ex- 
ercise the authority the Congress, 
signed into law by the President, gave 
them last July. I am asking them to 
get going. 

There is a letter that has been cir- 
culated here among the Senators en- 
couraging the CFTC to use the Com- 
mission’s power to increase margin re- 
quirements on these oil speculators. I 
want to urge my colleagues who are 
listening to join in this letter as it is 
circulated among your offices. Under 
the Dodd-Frank Act, these new margin 
requirements would take effect as soon 
as July. But the CFTC must begin the 
rulemaking process now, because if we 
do not, and get into the summer driv- 
ing season, you know what is going to 
happen here. This is March. It is going 
to keep going up and up. 

I want to be clear, that where those 
who have a legitimate reason, such as 
airlines, shipping companies, oil com- 
panies, to buy future contracts, that 
margin level would not apply. It will 
only apply to the speculators. Imposing 
a higher margin level on speculators is 
consistent with existing exchange prac- 
tices. For example, the New York Mer- 
cantile Exchange, the major trading 
platform on oil futures, imposes dif- 
ferent margin rates on speculators as 
compared to bona fide hedgers. Any- 
body who has been at the gas pump re- 
cently knows this is a real issue, and 
they are asking us to do something 
about it. 

Then we hear in return it is supply 
and demand. I am trying to prick that 
balloon, bust that bubble. Congress and 
the administration need to be out front 
doing everything we can to ensure that 
the price of oil reflects the real supply 
and demand, not the irrational specula- 
tive fervor. With the right policies, we 
can discourage the damage excessive 
speculation is doing. 
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I ask two things of my colleagues. I 
ask that they all take a look at the let- 
ter being circulated to Commissioner 
Gensler, Chairman of the CFTC. Don’t 
fall for the notion that more drilling is 
going to put an end to the spiral. I am 
all for drilling in all those acres out 
there that are already leased. I am all 
for it, if it is done safely. But guess 
what we are hearing. We are starting 
to hear: Drill, baby, drill. 

Facts are stubborn. Even if there was 
expanded drilling in the United States, 
it is not going to affect the price of gas 
in the short term or even over the next 
half a dozen years. That is largely be- 
cause the United States holds 2 to 3 
percent of the world’s supply, which is 
not enough to affect prices globally. 
Further, the oil and gas companies 
have 30 million acres that are leased 
but not drilled offshore and another 30 
million acres onshore and they are not 
even drilling yet. Simply put, attempts 
to link the recent increases in the price 
of oil to the need for increased drilling 
are off the mark. Frankly, we haven’t 
changed the way we do business with 
oil companies. Unfortunately, it has 
been a little less than 1 year since the 
Deepwater Horizon oil rig exploded. We 
know what damage that did to the fish- 
eries, the tourism, the economy of the 
entire gulf region. A lot of oil is still 
there. American citizens continue to 
fight to get their lost claims paid. We 
are not going to know for years to 
come what the long-term impacts will 
be, but certainly the economic damage 
is rising and rising. 

Even worse, if another spill happened 
today, the responsible party would still 
have only a liability cap of $75 million. 
We have to address that. 

In the meantime, we have to confront 
high gas prices. We need a multi- 
pronged approach that includes getting 
the CFTC to do its job. 


EEE 


CLUSTER MUNITIONS CIVILIAN 
PROTECTION ACT 


Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, on March 
10, my friend from California, Senator 
FEINSTEIN, and I introduced S. 558, the 
Cluster Munitions Civilian Protection 
Act of 2011. It is identical to the bill 
she and I introduced last year and 
similar to those in prior years. 

Cluster munitions, like any weapon, 
have some military utility. But anyone 
who has seen the indiscriminate devas- 
tation cluster munitions cause over a 
wide area understands the unaccept- 
able threat they pose to civilians. 
These are not the laser-guided weapons 
the Pentagon showed destroying their 
targets during the invasion of Baghdad. 

There is the horrific problem of clus- 
ter munitions that fail to explode as 
designed and remain as active duds, 
like landmines, until they are trig- 
gered by whoever comes into contact 
with them. Often it is an unsuspecting 
child or a farmer. In Laos today, people 
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are still being killed and maimed by 
millions of U.S. cluster munitions left 
from the Vietnam war. That legacy, re- 
sulting from years of secret bombing of 
a peaceful, agrarian people who posed 
no threat to the United States, con- 
taminated more than a third of Laos’ 
agricultural land and cost countless in- 
nocent lives. It is shameful that we 
have contributed less money in the 
past 35 years to clean up these deadly 
remnants of war than we spent in a few 
days of bombing. 

Current law prohibits U.S. sales, ex- 
ports, and transfers of cluster muni- 
tions that have a failure rate exceeding 
1 percent. The law also requires any 
sale, export, or transfer agreement to 
include a requirement that the cluster 
munitions will be used only against 
military targets. 

The Pentagon continues to insist 
that the United States should retain 
the ability to use millions of cluster 
munitions in its arsenal which have es- 
timated failure rates of 5 to 20 percent. 
It has pledged to meet the 1 percent 
failure rate for U.S. use of cluster mu- 
nitions in 2018. But, like Senator FEIN- 
STEIN, I do not believe we can justify 
using antiquated weapons that so often 
fail, so often kill and injure civilians, 
and which many of our allies have re- 
nounced. That is not the kind of lead- 
ership the world needs and expects 
from the United States. 

Senator FEINSTEIN’s and my Dill 
would apply the 1-percent failure rate 
to U.S. use of cluster munitions begin- 
ning on the date of enactment. How- 
ever, the bill permits the President to 
waive the 1l-percent requirement if he 
certifies that it is vital to protect the 
security of the United States. I urge 
the Pentagon to work with us by sup- 
porting this reasonable step. 

Since December 3, 2008, when the 
Convention on Cluster Munitions 
opened for signature in Dublin, 108 
countries have signed the treaty, in- 
cluding Great Britain, Germany, Can- 
ada, Norway, Australia, and other al- 
lies of the United States. However, the 
Bush administration did not partici- 
pate in the negotiations that cul- 
minated in the treaty, and the Obama 
administration has not signed it. 

Some have dismissed the Cluster Mu- 
nitions Convention as a pointless exer- 
cise since it does not yet have the sup- 
port of the United States and other 
major powers such as Russia, China, 
Pakistan, India, and Israel. These are 
some of the same critics of the Ottawa 
treaty banning antipersonnel land- 
mines, which the United States and the 
other countries I named have also re- 
fused to sign. But that treaty has dra- 
matically reduced the number of land- 
mines produced, used, sold, and stock- 
piled, and the number of mine victims 
has fallen sharply. Any government 
that contemplates using landmines 
today does so knowing that it will be 
condemned by the international com- 
munity. I suspect it is only a matter of 
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time before the same is true for cluster 
munitions. 

It is important to note that the 
United States today has the techno- 
logical ability to produce cluster muni- 
tions that meet the requirements of 
our bill, as well as the treaty. What is 
lacking is the political will to expend 
the necessary resources. There is no ex- 
cuse for continuing to use cluster mu- 
nitions that cause unacceptable harm 
to civilians. 

I urge the Obama Administration to 
review its policy on cluster munitions 
and put the United States on a path to 
join the treaty as soon as possible. In 
the meantime, our legislation would be 
an important step in the right direc- 
tion. 

I again commend Senator FEINSTEIN, 
who has shown such passion and per- 
sistence in raising this issue and seek- 
ing every opportunity to protect civil- 
ians from these indiscriminate weap- 
ons. 


EE 
NATIONAL METRO SAFETY ACT 


Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, on 
Thursday I reintroduced the National 
Metro Safety Act with Senators 
CARDIN, MURRAY, WARNER and WEBB. I 
first introduced this bill on July 23, 
2009, after the deadly crash on the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority’s Metro system that killed 9 
people and injured more than 50. 

This legislation does three things. 
First, it gives the U.S. Department of 
Transportation Secretary the author- 
ity to establish and enforce national 
safety standards for metro systems 
across America. Second, it requires the 
U.S. Department of Transportation to 
work with the National Transportation 
Safety Board to develop these stand- 
ards. Third, it requires the U.S. De- 
partment of Transportation to imple- 
ment NTSB’s most wanted safety 
standards. These include: crash- 
worthiness, data event recorder, emer- 
gency entry and evacuation standards 
for rail cars; and hour of service regu- 
lations for train operators. 

On Monday June, 22, 2009, the un- 
thinkable happened right here in our 
Nation’s Capital. A Metro train struck 
another train during evening rush 
hour. Hight passengers were killed in- 
cluding one Marylander from Hyatts- 
ville and one Metro employee. Over 50 
passengers were injured by the crash. 
It was the worst accident in Metro’s 
history. 

Approximately, 1 year later, the 
NTSB released its report from its in- 
vestigation of the crash. This was the 
saddest report with grim revelations. It 
found that the Metro crash could have 
been prevented and nine lives could 
have been saved. The NTSB’s investiga- 
tion found two probable causes: a 
faulty track circuit and the lack of a 
track circuit verification test. This 
test would have identified the malfunc- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


tioning circuit and could have pre- 
vented the crash. 

The NTSB also found attributing 
causes to the crash. These included a 
lack of a safety culture at Metro; fail- 
ure to monitor the train control sys- 
tem and replace its oldest railcars; 
lack of a maintenance plan from the 
circuit manufacturer; Metro Board and 
the Tri-State Oversight Committee’s 
ineffective safety oversight; and the 
Federal Transit Administration’s lack 
of authority to provide safety over- 
sight. 

In its report, the NTSB also made 23 
recommendations to prevent future 
fatal crashes. Among these was the rec- 
ommendation to the U.S. Department 
of Transportation to seek the author- 
ity to provide safety oversight to tran- 
sit systems and to establish and en- 
force national safety standards. The 
NTSB did its job and now it is time for 
Congress to do ours. We must pass this 
bill to give the U.S. Department of 
Transportation the authority it needs 
to establish Federal safety standards. 

We have Federal safety standards for 
airplanes, commuter rail, and buses, 
but none for metro systems. Rail tran- 
sit is the only transportation mode 
without Federal safety standards, over- 
sight and enforcement even though it 
has over 14 million daily riders. This is 
more than U.S. airlines with 2 million 
domestic flights daily or passenger 
railroads like Amtrak and MARC each 
with 74,430 and 30,000 daily riders re- 
spectfully. Up until now, safety has 
been left up to the states. Each State 
has its own safety and enforcement 
practices. States have oversight agen- 
cies with very little staff, small budg- 
ets and varying amount of expertise. 
These oversight agencies also aren’t al- 
ways independent of the transit sys- 
tems they oversee. 

I know the Obama administration 
has its bill to establish standards and 
the Banking Committee has its bill. I 
support both of these but let me tell 
you why I am crazy about my bill. It 
requires the U.S. Department of Trans- 
portation Secretary to implement the 
NTSB’s most wanted. These are the 
recommendations the NTSB has con- 
sistently called for. 

Congress must do two things. First, 
it must meet its Federal funding obli- 
gation for Metro. We must provide $150 
million for Metro in the year-long con- 
tinuing resolution. I want to thank 
Senator MURRAY for including these 
vital funds in the Senate’s bill. This is 
really $300 million for Metro with the 
local matching funds. 

Metro needs this money to imple- 
ment the NTSB’s recommendations 
and prevent future crashes. This money 
is essential to Metro’s reform. It is 
American’s subway. This isn’t a local 
pork barrel. America needs it to go to 
work. Metro serves not only our civil- 
ian population, but also the many peo- 
ple working at the Pentagon every day 
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that need to be at their duty station 
and their battle station. We need Metro 
to be safe and operational reliable. 

Second, Congress must pass this leg- 
islation. We owe it to the people that 
ride Metro and we owe it to the people 
that work at Metro. We can never for- 
get the people that died that fateful 
day. I urge the Senate to pass safety 
legislation so no community ever has 
to suffer the loss that the National 
Capital Region did during the summer 
of 2009. 


a 
TRIBUTE TO VICKIE BEAVER 


Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, my state 
of Oregon is blessed with a tremendous 
number of generous and philanthropic 
individuals. But I would like to take a 
moment today to single out one of 
them and recognize her years of dedica- 
tion to helping others. 

Vickie Beaver of Lebanon, OR, has 
been elected president of the Inter- 
national Association of Rebekah As- 
semblies by her fellow members. The 
town of Lebanon and the State of Or- 
egon have benefited greatly from 
Vickie’s civic and philanthropic work. 
Now, in her position as president, she 
can do the same for people all across 
the U.S. I am honored to know of such 
an exemplary leader in the State I 
proudly serve. 

This is nothing new for our State. 
Vickie is the fifth Oregonian to serve 
as national president of the Rebekahs, 
and the second Lebanon, OR, native. 

The Rebekahs, along with their part- 
ners the Independent Order of Odd Fel- 
lows, are a 192-year-old service organi- 
zation with more than 10,000 lodges 
spanning over 25 countries around the 
world. The aim of the Rebekahs and 
Odd Fellows is the simple but awe-in- 
spiring goal of making the world a bet- 
ter place to live. It is a daunting goal 
that both organizations take very seri- 
ously. Members are involved in a vari- 
ety of different relief projects, includ- 
ing the Educational Foundation which 
provides scholarships and loans for stu- 
dents aspiring to go to college, the SOS 
Children’s Village which is an orphan- 
age project in Cambodia and the Living 
Legacy project which plants trees and 
enhances the environment of neighbor- 
hoods. The organization’s philosophy is 
that friendship, love and truth, can 
create peace and harmony in the world. 

Vickie has been active in the Rebek- 
ahs for more than 30 years, continuing 
a family legacy of service that goes 
back four generations. Within Rebek- 
ahs, Vickie is known for her commit- 
ment to the community and hard work 
in support of the Rebekah initiatives. 
It is this dedication that led to her 
election to various leadership positions 
in the organization over the years, and, 
finally, as president. During her tenure 
as the guiding spirit of the Educational 
Foundation, she worked closely with 
the Lebanon School District as well as 
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with nationally recognized organiza- 
tions such as the Boys and Girls Club. 
Through its grants, the foundation pro- 
vides deserving young men and women 
the opportunity to attend college, 
something they otherwise would not be 
able to do because of financial limita- 
tions. Since its creation in 1927 with 
the goal of educating future genera- 
tions, the foundation has provided 
loans and grants to over 3,500 college- 
bound students. The Rebekahs believe 
that education is the foundation of a 
more enlightened community, and has 
made it their mission to offer that gift 
to deserving young men and women 
around the country. 

Vickie’s genuine concern for the well 
being of the young adults in her com- 
munity certainly strengthened the 
Educational Foundation’s outreach to 
the students. I am sure Vickie will 
bring the same dedication to her new 
position as president of the Rebekah 
Assemblies. 

I would like to once again congratu- 
late Ms. Vickie Beaver, an inspiring 
leader from the town of Lebanon in my 
State of Oregon. Vickie’s work clearly 
embodies the Rebekah Assemblies’ and 
Odd Fellows efforts to make the com- 
munity a better place for America’s 
youth to live, grow and prosper. I know 
that she will take her new role in the 
Rebekah Assemblies very seriously, 
and I have no doubt in my mind that 
she will do an exceptional job. 


EE 


FWS FUNDING 


Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, like 
many Arkansans, I am very concerned 
about the administration’s proposal to 
cut $6,288,000 from the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, FWS, National Fish 
Hatchery Operations, where the pro- 
duction of fish is for the purpose of 
mitigating the effects of Federal water 
development projects. Under this pro- 
posal, several National Fish Hatch- 
eries, including the Greers Ferry and 
Norfork National Fish Hatcheries in 
Arkansas, are scheduled to lose their 
FWS funding. The reliability of alter- 
native mechanisms to provide Federal 
funding for the operation of FWS miti- 
gation hatcheries is currently uncer- 
tain. 

I am working with the Arkansas del- 
egation and the administration to pre- 
serve the ongoing responsibility of 
FWS to fund and operate the National 
Fish Hatcheries at Norfork and Greers 
Ferry Dams, and to make sure we 
“allow the investment in these hatch- 
eries to continue to contribute to the 
economic vitality” of Arkansas com- 
munities and our country. 

Accordingly, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have the Arkansas House Reso- 
lution No. 1014 of 2011, which was 
adopted in its entirety on February 24, 
2011, by the Arkansas House of Rep- 
resentatives, printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


HOUSE RESOLUTION No. 1014 


Whereas, the United States Fish & Wildlife 
Service plans to cut the budgets for the 
trout hatcheries below Norfork and Greers 
Ferry dams; and 

Whereas, these fish hatcheries provide the 
foundation for Arkansas’s world-renowned 
trout fishery waters that produce a total 
economic impact of well over one hundred 
fifty million dollars ($150,000,000) annually 
but only 9 cost taxpayers approximately one 
million five hundred thousand dollars 
($1,500,000) annually to operate. The hatch- 
eries at Norfork and Greers Ferry dams 
alone generate five million five hundred 
thousand dollars ($5,500,000) in federal tax 
revenues, roughly three dollars and sixty- 
five cents ($3.65) for every one dollar ($1.00) 
invested; and 

Whereas, seventy-five (75) years ago, north 
Arkansas’s White River was arguably the 
best smallmouth bass stream in America. 
Fisherman came from all over the country to 
experience once-in-a-lifetime float trips 
down the beautiful bluff-lined river; and 

Whereas, upon a series of dams being built 
in the White River basin in the 1940s, the fed- 
eral government assured the state’s citizens 
that mitigation efforts would be included to 
offset the loss of the river’s incredibly pro- 
ductive native fishery. The key component 
of this commitment was the construction of 
Norfork National Fish Hatchery in 1955 near 
Norfork Dam and the establishment of 
world-class trout waters below both Norfork 
and Bull Shoals lakes; and 

Whereas, a decade later, the trout hatch- 
ery at the base of Greers Ferry Dam provided 
the means for a similarly successful fishery 
to be established at the Little Red River in 
Greers Ferry; and 

Whereas, these modest projects rank 
among the all-time success stories of our 
federal government because of the overall 
economic impact and return on investment 
they produce; and 

Whereas, fish production at the Norfork 
hatchery employs nine hundred ninety-four 
(994) individuals, and the Greers Ferry hatch- 
ery employs an additional seven hundred 
fifty-two (752) people; and 

Whereas, dozens of resorts employing hun- 
dreds of individuals have been established in 
these world-class fishing areas because of the 
increase in tourism. The town of Cotter, Ar- 
kansas, for example, bills itself as ‘Trout 
Capital USA”; and 

Whereas, trout fishing in the White River 
basin is worth about three times the annual 
flood losses prevented by Beaver, Table 
Rock, Bull Shoals, Norfork, Greers Ferry, 
and Clearwater reservoirs, and these struc- 
tures averted fifty-one million four hundred 
thousand dollars ($51,400,000) in damages in 
the last fiscal year; and 

Whereas, the electricity generated from 
Bull Shoals Lake and Norfork Lake averages 
approximately one hundred million dollars 
($100,000,000) of electricity each year, but the 
trout fishery is worth an additional fifty per- 
cent (50%) more than that on an annual 
basis; and 

Whereas, investment in the Norfork and 
Greers Ferry Fish hatcheries has consist- 
ently demonstrated positive returns for more 
than half a century. The federal govern- 
ment’s goal to reduce the federal deficit and 
increase economic growth would be dam- 
aged, not enhanced, if funding for trout pro- 
grams is reduced or eliminated to the det- 
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riment of its promise to Arkansas and to 
these small towns whose livelihood depends 
on the fish hatcheries: Now therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the Eighty-Eighth General Assembly of the State 
of Arkansas, That the President and Congress 
of the United States work together to con- 
tinue the immediate and future funding of 
the national fish hatcheries at Norfork and 
Greers Ferry dams and allow the investment 
in these hatcheries to continue to contribute 
to the economic vitality of these towns, the 
State of Arkansas, and the entire country; 
be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the House 
of Representatives forward official copies of 
this resolution to the President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and the President of the 
Senate of the United States Congress, and to 
all the members of the Arkansas Congres- 
sional Delegation with the request that this 
resolution be officially entered in the Con- 
gressional Record. 


o 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO GENERAL GEORGE W. 
CASEY, JR. 


ө Mr. АКАКА. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myself and my Army Caucus co- 
chair, the senior Senator from Okla- 
homa, Mr. JIM INHOFE, I rise today to 
recognize one of our country’s finest 
soldiers. GEN George W. Casey, Jr., the 
36th Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army, is 
retiring after over 40 years of distin- 
guished service to our Nation. General 
Casey has led soldiers at every level 
from platoon to division and all the 
way to chief, continuing the tradition 
of service begun by his father, MG 
George W. Casey, Sr., Commander, 1st 
Cavalry Division, killed in a helicopter 
crash on July 7, 1970, while visiting his 
troops during his assignment in Viet- 
nam. 

Later in 1970, General Casey earned 
his commission as a second lieutenant 
through Georgetown University’s Re- 
serve Officer Training Corps and began 
his service to our Nation as an infantry 
officer. While serving in Germany, he 
excelled as a platoon leader and was se- 
lected to attend Ranger School and In- 
fantry Officer Advanced Course, Fort 
Benning, GA, in 1974. Over the next 12 
years, General Casey was assigned to 
units within the 4th Infantry Division, 
Mechanized, Fort Carson, CO. These 
postings culminated in his promotion 
to lieutenant colonel, serving as Com- 
mander, 1st Battalion, 10th Infantry in 
1985. 

In 1991, then-Colonel Casey continued 
his career with the 1st Calvary Divi- 
sion, Fort Hood, TX. His success led to 
an Army fellowship and congressional 
liaison assignments in the Washington, 
DC area. Colonel Casey then returned 
to Europe as the Chief of Staff, V 
Corps, United States Army Europe. 
When forces were ordered into Bosnia 
in support of Operation Joint Endeav- 
or, Colonel Casey deployed to Taszar, 
Hungary, as part of USAREUR For- 
ward. Later, leading the 1st Armored 
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Division as Assistant Division Com- 
mander for Maneuver, he oversaw the 
peaceful resettlement of Bosnian vil- 
lages throughout the Multi-National 
Division-North MND(N) area of oper- 
ations. He also oversaw the security of 
the first free elections on September 
14, 1996, as mandated by the Dayton 
Peace Accord. 

Over the next 10 years General Casey 
would make historic and lasting im- 
pacts as a leader at the highest levels 
of the Army. From 2001 until 2003, as 
the Director, Strategic Plans and Pol- 
icy (J-5) to the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, General Casey was a 
key figure in the crisis action planning 
to prosecute the global war on terror. 
In this position, General Casey was re- 
sponsible for advising National, De- 
fense, Joint and Army senior leader- 
ship about strategic issues and joint 
capabilities, requirements and re- 
sources. Later, his participation in De- 
partment of Defense and interagency 
affairs helped shape concepts that de- 
fined the future conduct of joint train- 
ing and operations. The results of his 
efforts are visible today in the ongoing 
transformation of the American mili- 
tary into a more lethal, flexible, and 
responsive Joint force. 

In 2003, as Director of the Joint Staff, 
General Casey’s uncompromising sup- 
port of our nation’s deployed forces 
contributed to successful operations in 
Afghanistan, Iraq, the Horn of Africa, 
the Philippines, and elsewhere around 
the world. During this period of chang- 
ing global conditions and evolving 
challenges to the security of the 
United States, General Casey led the 
Joint Staff with unparalleled profes- 
sional leadership and expertise. His 
participation in the national security 
decisionmaking process directly en- 
hanced the security and welfare of the 
Nation. 

As the 30th Vice Chief of Staff of the 
Army from 2003 until 2004, General 
Casey employed his outstanding leader- 
ship and management skills to assist 
the Chief of Staff in supporting the Na- 
tion’s war on terror and put the Army 
on course for one of the most profound 
transformations in their history. Rec- 
ognizing the soldier as the centerpiece 
of the Army as well as the need to sus- 
tain the all-volunteer force that was 
stressed and strained by conflict, Gen- 
eral Casey aggressively worked to care 
for soldiers and their families, ensuring 
the forces’ success throughout the 
world. His legacy as the Vice Chief of 
Staff is an Army postured to meet the 
challenges of the 2156 century as a re- 
sult of his superior ability to lead in a 
period of war and profound transition. 

As the Commanding General of 
Multi-National Force-Iraq from 2004 
until 2007 during Operation Iraqi Free- 
dom, General Casey’s leadership of a 
32-nation coalition, in coordination 
with its Iraqi partners, developed and 
implemented the actions that elimi- 
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nated numerous terrorist safe havens. 
This began the rollback of insurgent 
gains throughout the country, setting 
the conditions for Iraq’s first free na- 
tional elections after 30 years of tyr- 
anny. Later, through the implementa- 
tion of a vigorous counterinsurgency 
and counterterrorism campaign, he es- 
tablished a level of stability and secu- 
rity which allowed infrastructure re- 
construction activities in Iraq to quad- 
ruple. 

Following his service in Iraq, General 
Casey was selected to serve as the 36th 
Chief of Staff of the Army in 2007. He 
synchronized the continuous genera- 
tion and deployment of combat power 
to meet requirements of two ongoing 
wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and mul- 
tiple operations around the world. A 
strategic leader for our Army, and our 
Nation, he has personally led the trans- 
formation of the Army to meet the se- 
curity challenges of the 21st century 
and restore balance to the force to set 
the conditions for continued success in 
the second decade of this era of per- 
sistent conflict. These innovative 
changes enabled Army forces to exe- 
cute wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, as 
well as successfully implement mul- 
tiple humanitarian missions around 
the globe. 

When history looks back at the dec- 
ades of service by the 36th Chief of 
Staff of the Army, it will be clear that 
he embodied the highest ideals of the 
American military professional. Our 
Nation owes General Casey, his wife 
Sheila, and their family its sincere ap- 
preciation for his truly extraordinary 
dedication to duty and service to the 
United States throughout his distin- 
guished career in the U.S. Army. I wish 
him, his wife Sheila, their two sons 
Sean and Ryan and their families con- 
tinued success and happiness in the fu- 
ture.e 


—— 


TRIBUTE TO SERGEANT MAJOR OF 
THE ARMY KENNETH O. PRESTON 


ө Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, on be- 
half of myself and my cochair of the 
Army Caucus, the junior Senator from 
Hawaii, Mr. DANIEL AKAKA, I congratu- 
late Sergeant Major of the Army Ken- 
neth O. Preston for his extraordinary 
dedication to duty and service to the 
United States as the 13th Sergeant 
Major of the Army. Sergeant Major of 
the Army Preston is retiring after 36 
distinguished years of service. 

Sergeant Major Preston is a native of 
Mount Savage, MD. He entered the 
Army as a cavalry scout in June 1975, 
and has served in every enlisted leader- 
ship position, including cavalry scout, 
platoon sergeant, and tank com- 
mander. He served as Command Ser- 
geant Major of the 1st Armored Divi- 
sion, V Corps in Germany and the Com- 
bined Joint Task Force 7 in Baghdad, 
Iraq, during Operation Iraqi Freedom, 
where he was an instrumental leader 
during the invasion of Iraq. 
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In 1975, Sergeant Major Preston was a 
member of the 1st Cavalry Division, as 
they were transforming from an Air 
Cavalry Division to a Heavy Division. 
He spent his first years in the military 
as a scout, excelling on every vehicle 
from motorcycles to dune buggies, sur- 
passing his peers and distinguishing 
himself as a superior leader. Two years 
later, Sergeant Major Preston was pro- 
moted to sergeant and moved to the 
33rd Armor Regiment, 3rd Armor Divi- 
sion in Germany. His commanders 
again recognized his superior leader- 
ship skills and selected him first as a 
senior gunner and then as the com- 
mander of the battalion commanders 
tank. Throughout his command, his 
tank was consistently named top tank 
in the battalion. 

Sergeant Major Preston took the 
knowledge and expertise he gained in 
Germany to Fort Knox where he be- 
came a master gunner instructor. He 
excelled once again and was hand- 
picked for an exchange tour with the 
British Army as a tank instructor in 
Dorset, England. Sergeant Major of the 
Army Preston has served in every sen- 
ior enlisted position in the Army, from 
platoon sergeant to command sergeant 
major. He held command sergeant 
major positions at 8га Battalion, 8th 
Cavalry Regiment, lst Cavalry Divi- 
sion; then at 3rd Brigade, lst Cavalry 
Division, at lst Armored Division, and 
finally at V Corps in Germany. Before 
becoming Sergeant Major of the Army, 
he was the command sergeant major 
for Combined Joint Task Force 7 serv- 
ing in Baghdad, Iraq, during Operation 
Iraqi Freedom. His leadership and oper- 
ational expertise were instrumental in 
planning and executing the attack on 
the forces of Saddam Hussein. 

One of the most enduring contribu- 
tions Sergeant Major Preston has made 
to our Nation was implementing the 
largest transformation of the Army’s 
noncommissioned officer education 
system since the system was first de- 
veloped. As the backbone of the Army, 
noncommissioned officers have specific 
education requirements throughout 
their career. The Advance and Senior 
Level Courses now are more in line 
with what our leaders need in Afghani- 
stan and Iraq. With the roll out of 
Structured Self-Development, an on- 
line module system that will ensure 
our noncommissioned officers receive 
the best training, noncommissioned of- 
ficers are better educated, which pays 
huge dividends on the battlefield. Also, 
with new distributed learning, the 
Army’s first-line leaders are able to 
spend more time at home with their 
families while taking classes online. 

Over the last 7 years, Sergeant Major 
of the Army Preston served as the Ser- 
geant Major of the Army, the highest 
enlisted position attainable in the 
Army. He assumed this position during 
the first year of Operation Iraqi Free- 
dom and proved himself a tremendous 
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wartime leader, demonstrating unself- 
ish devotion to our Nation and the sol- 
diers. He worked tirelessly to restore 
balance to a force stretched and 
stressed by the demands of the longest 
war our Nation has ever known. His 
personal observations апа advice 
helped guide Army leadership during 
the implementation of the most com- 
prehensive transformation of the Army 
since World War II. The end result was 
building of the most versatile Army in 
the history of our Nation. Its modular 
units and improved capabilities en- 
abled the Army to execute its strategy 
of full-spectrum operations. Sergeant 
Major of the Army Preston was instru- 
mental in ensuring that this plan ad- 
hered to principles of commonsense 
and care for soldiers and their families. 
He worked with Army leadership to in- 
crease support to families by imple- 
menting the Army Family Covenant 
and the Army Community Covenant. 
These programs increased support for 
Army families by expanding and im- 
proving services while raising aware- 
ness about the unique challenges mili- 
tary families face. Sergeant Major of 
the Army Preston testified numerous 
times before Congress on behalf of the 
1.1 million soldiers and millions of fam- 
ily members under his care. His clear 
and passionate testimony resulted in 
increased compensation, improved 
housing, improved health services and 
an overall better quality of life. 

The impact of Sergeant Major of the 
Army Preston’s efforts will be felt and 
seen in our Army for decades to come. 
His untiring devotion to duty, his love 
for the Army and its soldiers and fami- 
lies, and his professionalism has left a 
legacy of trained and educated soldiers. 
When history looks back at the Army’s 
18th Sergeant Major of the Army, it 
will be clear that his personal leader- 
ship contributed to the building of the 
most professional Non-Commissioned 
Officer Corps the world has ever 
known. We wish him and his wife 
Karen continued success and happiness 
in all of their future endeavors.e 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec- 
retaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


At 2:03 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 


H.R. 830. An act to rescind the unobligated 
funding for the FHA Refinance Program and 
to terminate the program. 

H.R. 836. An act to rescind the unobligated 
funding for the Emergency Mortgage Relief 
Program, and to terminate the program. 


EE 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 


H.R. 830. An act to rescind the unobligated 
funding for the FHA Refinance Program and 
to terminate the program; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

H.R. 836. An act to rescind the unobligated 
funding for the Emergency Mortgage Relief 
Program and to terminate the program; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 


—_— 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


EC-868. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of а гше entitled ‘‘Bacillus 
thuringiensis eCry3.1Ab Protein in Corn; 
Temporary Exemption from the Require- 
ment of a Tolerance” (FRL No. 8866-5) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 9, 2011; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-869. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting pursuant to law, the 2010 Pack- 
ers and Stockyards Program Annual Report; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC-870. A communication from the Com- 
missioners of the Commission on Wartime 
Contracting in Iraq and Afghanistan, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the Commission’s 
Interim Report to Congress; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

EC-871. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Pentagon Renovation and Construction 
Program Office, Department of Defense, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Office’s 
Annual Report for the year ending March 1, 
2011; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-872. A communication from the Assist- 
ant General Counsel for Legislation, Regula- 
tion and Energy Efficiency, Department of 
Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Human Reliability 
Program: Identification of Reviewing Offi- 
cial” (RIN1992-AZ00) received in the office of 
the President of Senate on March 11, 2011; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

ЕС-873. A communication from the Assist- 
ant General Counsel for Legislation, Regula- 
tion and Energy Efficiency, Department of 
Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Energy Conserva- 
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tion Program: Certification, Compliance, 
and Enforcement for Consumer Products and 
Commercial and Industrial Equipment” 
(RIN1904-AC23) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 11, 2011; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

EC-874. A communication from the Assist- 
ant General Counsel for Legislation, Regula- 
tion and Energy Efficiency, Department of 
Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Energy Conserva- 
tion Program for Consumer Products: Test 
Procedure for Microwave Ovens” (RIN1904- 
AB78) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on March 11, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-875. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro- 
mulgation of Implementation Plans; Vir- 
ginia; Revisions to the Open Burning Regula- 
tions” (FRL No. 9278-7) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on March 9, 
2011; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

ЕС-876. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval of One- 
Year Extension for Attaining the 1997 8-Hour 
Ozone Standard in the Baltimore Moderate 
Nonattainment Агеа’ (FRL No. 9278-8) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 9, 2011; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

ЕС-877. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for 
Chemical Manufacturing Area Sources” 
(FRL No. 9279-8) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 9, 2011; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-878. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘National Priorities 
List, Final Rule No. 51” (FRL No. 9277-8) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 9, 2011; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

ЕС-879. A communication from the Deputy 
Director, Office of Regulations, Social Secu- 
rity Administration, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Pro- 
tecting the Public and Our Employees in Our 
Hearing Process” (RIN0960-AH29) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 11, 2011; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-880. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act, 
the certification of a proposed technical as- 
sistance agreement for the export of defense 
articles, to include technical data, and de- 
fense services to support the design, manu- 
facture and delivery of the SATMEX 8 Com- 
mercial Communication Satellite to Mexico 
in the amount of $50,000,000 or more; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

ЕС-881. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Depart- 
ment of Education Acquisition Regulation” 
(RIN1890-AA16) received in the Office of the 
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President of the Senate on March 10, 2011; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 


——— м - 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. LEVIN, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Special Report entitled ‘‘Report on the Ac- 
tivities of the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices, United States Senate, 111th Congress” 
(Rept. No. 112-2). 


ae 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
LUGAR, and Mr. UDALL of Colorado): 

S. 565. A bill to establish an employment- 
based immigrant visa for alien entrepreneurs 
who have received significant capital from 
investors to establish a business in the 
United States; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI: 

б. 566. A bill to provide for the establish- 
ment of the National Volcano Early Warning 
and Monitoring System; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. CONRAD (for himself and Ms. 
COLLINS): 

S. 567. A bill to amend the small, rural 
school achievement program and the rural 
and low-income school program under part B 
of title VI of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Mr. Con- 
RAD, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. TESTER): 

S. 568. A bill to establish a pilot grant pro- 
gram for first responder agencies that expe- 
rience an extraordinary financial burden re- 
sulting from the deployment of employees; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
НАТОН, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 


REID, Mr. LEE, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr. 
KERRY): 


S. 569. A bill to provide for fairness for the 
Federal judiciary; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. TESTER (for himself, Mr. EN- 
SIGN, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. Baucus, Mr. 
BURR, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. INHOFE, 
Mr. PAUL, Mr. BARRASSO, and Mr. 
COBURN): 

S. 570. A bill to prohibit the Department of 
Justice from tracking and cataloguing the 
purchases of multiple rifles and shotguns; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mr. 
FRANKEN, and Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 571. A bill to amend subtitle B of title 
VII of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assist- 
ance Act to provide education for homeless 
children and youths, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself, 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
MERKLEY, and Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 572. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to repeal the prohibition on col- 
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lective bargaining with respect to matters 
and questions regarding compensation of em- 
ployees of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs other than rates of basic pay, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. DEMINT (for himself and Mr. 

GRAHAM): 

S. 573. A bill to establish a harbor mainte- 
nance block grant program to provide max- 
imum flexibility to each State to carry out 
harbor maintenance and deepening projects 
in the State, to require transparency for 
water resources development projects car- 
ried out by the Corps of Engineers, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Envi- 
ronment and Public Works. 


SE 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 


By Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. McCon- 
NELL, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. ALEXANDER, Ms. AYOTTE, 
Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. Baucus, Mr. 
BEGICH, Mr. BENNET, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. 
BoozMAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BROWN of 
Massachusetts, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
Mr. BURR, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. CARPER, Mr. CASEY, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. COATS, Mr. COBURN, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. CON- 
RAD, Mr. Coons, Mr. CORKER, Mr. 
CORNYN, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. ENZI, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. FRANKEN, Mrs. GILLI- 

BRAND, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. GRASSLEY, 

Mrs. HAGAN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HATCH, 

Mr. HOEVEN, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 

INHOFE, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. 

JOHANNS, Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin, 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. 

KIRK, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 

KYL, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 


Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LEE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. 


MENENDEZ, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. MIKUL- 
SKI, Mr. MORAN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, 
Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. REED, Mr. 
RISCH, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ROCKE- 
FELLER, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs. SHA- 
HEEN, Mr. SHELBY, Ms. SNOWE, Ms. 
STABENOW, Mr. TESTER, Mr. THUNE, 
Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. VIT- 
TER, Mr. WARNER, Mr. WEBB, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. WICKER, and Mr. 
WYDEN): 

S. Res. 101. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate relating to the March 11, 
2011, earthquake and tsunami in Japan; con- 
sidered and agreed to. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8. 28 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 28, a bill to amend the 
Communications Act of 1934 to provide 
public safety providers an additional 10 
megahertz of spectrum to support a na- 
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tional, interoperable wireless 
broadband network and authorize the 
Federal Communications Commission 
to hold incentive auctions to provide 
funding to support such a network, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 214 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 214, a bill to amend the 
Oil Pollution Act of 1990 to require oil 
polluters to pay the full cost of oil 
spills, and for other purposes. 
S. 215 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a со- 
sponsor of б. 215, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re- 
quire oil polluters to pay the full cost 
of oil spills, and for other purposes. 
S. 218 
At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
218, a bill to improve patient access to 
health care services and provide im- 
proved medical care by reducing the 
excessive burden the liability system 
places on the health care delivery sys- 
tem. 
8. 242 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 242, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to enhance the 
roles and responsibilities of the Chief 
of the National Guard Bureau. 
S. 260 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the names of the Senator from 
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) and the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 260, a 
bill to amend title 10, United States 
Code, to repeal the requirement for re- 
duction of survivor annuities under the 
Survivor Benefit Plan by veterans’ de- 
pendency and indemnity compensation. 
8. 328 
At the request of Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
the name of the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 328, a bill to amend 
title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930 to 
clarify that countervailing duties may 
be imposed to address subsidies relat- 
ing to fundamentally undervalued cur- 
rency of any foreign country. 
S. 344 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, her 
name was added as а cosponsor of S. 
344, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to permit certain retired 
members of the uniformed services who 
have a service—connected disability to 
receive both disability compensation 
from the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs for their disability and either re- 
tired pay by reason of their years of 
military service or Combat—Related 
Special Compensation, and for other 
purposes. 
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S. 358 
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 
names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. VITTER), the Senator from Ten- 
nessee (Mr. CORKER), the Senator from 
Alabama (Mr. SHELBY), the Senator 
from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI), the Sen- 
ator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR) and the 
Senator from Maine (Ms. SNOWE) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 358, a bill to 
codify and modify regulatory require- 
ments of Federal agencies. 
S. 362 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land (Mr. REED) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 362, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for a 
Pancreatic Cancer Initiative, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 374 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 374, a bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to eliminate 
the 190—day lifetime limit on inpatient 
psychiatric hospital services under the 
Medicare program. 
8. 387 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 387, a bill to amend title 37, 
United States Code, to provide flexible 
spending arrangements for members of 
uniformed services, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 411 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 411, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to authorize the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to enter 
into agreements with States and non- 
profit organizations to collaborate in 
the provision of case management serv- 
ices associated with certain supported 
housing programs for veterans, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 414 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) and the Senator from 
Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 414, a bill to protect 
girls in developing countries through 
the prevention of child marriage, and 
for other purposes. 
8. 418 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 418, a bill to award a Congressional 
Gold Medal to the World War II mem- 
bers of the Civil Air Patrol. 
S. 496 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of б. 
496, a bill to amend the Food, Con- 
servation, and Energy Act to repeal a 
duplicative program relating to inspec- 
tion and grading of catfish. 
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S. 509 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the name of the Senator from Ne- 
vada (Mr. ENSIGN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 509, a bill to amend the 
Federal Credit Union Act, to advance 
the ability of credit unions to promote 
small business growth and economic 
development opportunities, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 522 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 522, a bill to clarify the rights and 
responsibilities of Federal entities in 
the spectrum relocation process, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 528 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Mary- 
land (Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 528, a bill to provide driv- 
er safety grants to States with grad- 
uated driver licensing laws that meet 
certain minimum requirements. 
S. 545 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the name of the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 545, a bill to amend 
the Energy Employees Occupational 
Illness Compensation Program Act of 
2000 to strengthen the quality control 
measures in place for part B lung dis- 
ease claims and part E processes with 
independent reviews. 
S. 549 
At the request of Mr. ENSIGN, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 549, a bill to require the Attorney 
General of the United States to com- 
pile, and make publically available, 
certain data relating to the Equal Ac- 
cess to Justice Act, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 550 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
550, a bill to improve the provision of 
assistance to fire departments, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 554 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) and the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 554, a bill to prohibit 
the use of Department of Justice funds 
for the prosecution in Article III courts 
of the United States of individuals in- 
volved in the September 11, 2001, ter- 
rorist attacks. 
S. 559 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 559, a bill to promote the 
production and use of renewable en- 
ergy, and for other purposes. 
S. 560 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
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(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 560, a bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to deliver a 
meaningful benefit and lower prescrip- 
tion drug prices under the Medicare 
program. 
S. CON. RES. 4 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, her 
name was added as а cosponsor of S. 
Con. Res. 4, a concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congress that an 
appropriate site on Chaplains Hill in 
Arlington National Cemetery should be 
provided for a memorial marker to 
honor the memory of the Jewish chap- 
lains who died while on active duty in 
the Armed Forces of the United States. 
S. RES. 51 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH), the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT), the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. BROWN), the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator 
from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY), the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL), 
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN), the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
LUGAR), the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI), the Senator from Flor- 
ida (Mr. NELSON), the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. RISCH), the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) and 
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) 
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 51, 
a resolution recognizing the 190th anni- 
versary of the independence of Greece 
and celebrating Greek and American 
democracy. 
S. RES. 98 
At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name 
of the Senator from Maine (Ms. COL- 
LINS) was added as a cosponsor of 9. 
Res. 98, a resolution to express the 
sense of the Senate regarding the 
school breakfast program. 
S. RES. 99 
At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire (Ms. AYOTTE) and the Senator 
from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 99, a res- 
olution expressing the sense of the Sen- 
ate that the primary safeguard for the 
well-being and protection of children is 
the family, and that the primary safe- 
guards for the legal rights of children 
in the United States are the Constitu- 
tions of the United States and the sev- 
eral States, and that, because the use 
of international treaties to govern pol- 
icy in the United States on families 
and children is contrary to principles 
of self-government and federalism, and 
that, because the United Nations Con- 
vention on the Rights of the Child un- 
dermines traditional principles of law 
in the United States regarding parents 
and children, the President should not 
transmit the Convention to the Senate 
for its advice and consent. 
S. RES. 100 
At the request of Mr. BENNET, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
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HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of б. 


Res. 100, a resolution designating 
March 11, 2011, as ‘“‘World Plumbing 
Day”. 

Í Á 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
LUGAR, and Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado): 

S. 565. A bill to establish an employ- 
ment-based immigrant visa for alien 
entrepreneurs who have received sig- 
nificant capital from investors to es- 
tablish a business in the United States; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise to 
support the StartUp Visa Act of 2011, 
as the leading Republican cosponsor, 
because I believe this legislation will 
increase the possibility that companies 
such as Google, Intel, Yahoo and Proc- 
tor & Gamble—which were all started 
completely or in part by immigrant en- 
trepreneurs—will continue to be found- 


ed in America. This legislation will 
help immigrant entrepreneurs like 
Paroon Chadha, Purdue University 


alumnus and cofounder of a company 
that currently employs more than two 
dozen American-born Hoosiers and con- 
tinues to grow—as demonstrated by 
plans to hire four additional staff 
members in April 2011. Paroon and I be- 
lieve America remains the best country 
in the world to do business and that we 
should continue attracting immigrant 
entrepreneurs to help drive innovation 
and job creation here at home. 

At a time when our country struggles 
to achieve full economic recovery, for- 
eign-born entrepreneurs who wish to 
establish companies and create jobs in 
the United States, often with the fi- 
nancial backing of American investors, 
are instead operating from other coun- 
tries because they find the process of 
immigrating to the U.S. too difficult. 
The logic of our current approach 
places America at a competitive dis- 
advantage in the global race to attract 
the very best talent and is counter- 
productive to our national interest. 

According to a 2009 survey of Amer- 
ican entrepreneurs conducted by the 
Kauffman Foundation, an over- 
whelming majority of the participants 
felt that “һе United States cannot 
have a sustained economic recovery 
without another burst of entrepre- 
neurial activity.” Over the past 15 
years, immigrant entrepreneurs have 
started 25 percent of venture-backed 
public companies and 40 percent of 
companies in the high technology sec- 
tor. A 2007 report commissioned by the 
National Venture Capital Association 
noted that the market capitalization of 
publically traded venture-backed com- 
panies founded by immigrant entre- 
preneurs exceeded $500 billion. 

The StartUp visa represents a com- 
monsense solution to this problem and 
does not require the creation of new 
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visas. The bill proposes to draw from 
existing visas under the EB-5 category, 
which is a set-aside of visas for immi- 
grants who invest at least $1 million in 
the U.S., and thereby create 10 jobs, to 
obtain a green card. In areas where un- 
employment is high, foreign nationals 
need only invest $500,000 to obtain resi- 
dency. Many more visas are annually 
allocated for the EB-5 category than 
are used, so the addition of immigrant 
entrepreneurs will not require addi- 
tional visas. 

Better utilizing existing visas, immi- 
grant entrepreneurs living outside the 
United States would be eligible to 
apply for a StartUp visa if a qualified 
American investor agrees to finan- 
cially sponsor their entrepreneurial 
venture with a minimum investment of 
$100,000. After 2 years, their business 
must have created five new jobs and 
raised not less than $500,000 in addi- 
tional capital investment or generate 
not less than $500,000 in revenue. 

Additionally, immigrant entre- 
preneurs currently residing in the 
United States on an unexpired H-1B 
visa or immigrant entrepreneurs cur- 
rently in the country who have com- 
pleted a graduate level degree in 
science, technology, engineering, 
math, computer science, or other rel- 
evant academic discipline from an ac- 
credited United States institution of 
higher education would be eligible for a 
StartUp visa. Eligibility in each of 
these cases is contingent upon the im- 
migrant entrepreneur demonstrating 
that they will be self-sufficient and 
that a qualified U.S. investor will fi- 
nancially back their entrepreneurial 
venture with a minimum investment of 
$20,000. After 2 years, their business 
must have created three new jobs and 
raised not less than $100,000 in addi- 
tional capital investment or generate 
not less than $100,000 in revenue. 

Finally, immigrant entrepreneurs 
living outside the U.S. who have con- 
trolling interest of a company based in 
a foreign country that has generated, 
during the most recent 12-month pe- 
riod, not less than $100,000 in revenue 
from sales in the U.S. would be eligible 
to apply for a StartUp visa. At the con- 
clusion of 2 years, this immigrant en- 
trepreneur must have created three 
new jobs in the U.S. and raised not less 
than $100,000 in additional capital in- 
vestment or generate not less than 
$100,000 in revenue. 

Immigrant entrepreneurs want to 
come to America, hire Americans, and 
create jobs right here for Americans— 
and we should be helping them come. 
Senator KERRY and I believe that it is 
in our national interest to encourage 
those who can help drive the next gen- 
eration of innovation to do it here, not 
someplace else. This plan has the sup- 
port of investors, immigrants, tech- 
nology organizations, and taxpayers. I 
ask for your support on passage of this 
bill. 
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By Ms. MURKOWSKI: 

б. 566. A bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of the National Volcano Early 
Warning and Monitoring System; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to reintroduce a bill and 
talk about an issue that has, unfortu- 
nately, become a regular occurrence in 
Alaska and holds great interest to the 
Nation and the world. I am talking 
about volcano monitoring. While erupt- 
ing volcanoes are a early constant part 
of our lives in Alaska, it usually takes 
a worldwide event such the eruption 
last year of a volcano in Iceland, which 
disrupted air traffic in Europe and 
around the world, to capture the 
public’s attention. 

Two years ago it was the eruption of 
Mount Redoubt, which cancelled hun- 
dreds of flights in Alaska that moti- 
vated me to introduce the National 
Volcano Early Warning and Monitoring 
System Act. I reintroduce the bill now 
because it is still vitally important to 
the United States. 

The volcanoes in Alaska make up 
well over three-quarters of U.S. volca- 
noes that have erupted in the last two 
hundred years. About 50 volcanic erup- 
tions occur around the world every 
year, according to the United States 
Geological Survey, USGS. The United 
States ranks third, behind Indonesia 
and Japan, in its number of histori- 
cally active volcanoes. 

That is why it is so important to 
fund volcano monitoring, which in 
Alaska is through the Alaska Volcano 
Observatory. The Alaska Volcano Ob- 
servatory, AVO, is one of five Volcano 
observatories in the United States. It 
is a joint program of the United States 
Geological Survey, the Geophysical In- 
stitute of the University of Alaska 
Fairbanks, and the State of Alaska Di- 
vision of Geological and Geophysical 
Surveys. AVO is unique in the United 
States and probably the world, in that 
it is a thoroughly collaborative under- 
taking of federal scientists, state sci- 
entists, and university faculty and stu- 
dents. 

AVO was formed in 1988, after an 
eruption of Mount Augustine, and uses 
federal, state, and university resources 
to monitor and study Alaska’s haz- 
ardous volcanoes, to predict and record 
eruptive activity, and to mitigate vol- 
canic hazards to life and property. 
Alaska has over 30 active volcanoes 
currently being monitored by the Alas- 
ka Volcano Observatory. No other ob- 
servatory in the world comes even 
close to that number. AVO also ana- 
lyzes available satellite data twice 
daily for thermal anomalies and ash 
plumes at about 80 volcanoes in the 
north Pacific. Russian volcanoes fre- 
quently put ash into areas where the 
U.S. has aviation safety responsibil- 
ities. Alaska’s active volcanoes also 
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offer superb opportunities for basic sci- 
entific investigations of volcanic proc- 
esses. An important component of 
AVO’s program is to conduct research 
at selected volcanic centers. 

Alaska’s volcanoes are potentially 
hazardous to passenger and freight air- 
craft as jet engines sometimes fail 
after ingesting volcanic ash. On De- 
cember 15, 1989, a Boeing 747 flying 240 
kilometers, 150 miles, northeast of An- 
chorage encountered an ash cloud 
erupted from Redoubt Volcano and lost 
power in all four jet engines. The 
plane, with 231 passengers aboard, lost 
more than 10,000 feet of elevation be- 
fore the flight crew was able to restart 
the engines. After landing, it was de- 
termined the airplane had suffered 
about $80 million in damage. The U.S. 
Geological Survey said about 100 en- 
counters of aircraft with volcanic ash 
were documented from 1983 to 2000. In 
some cases engines shut down briefly 
after sucking in volcanic debris, but 
there have been no fatal incidents. 

The FAA estimates, based on infor- 
mation provided by the Federal Avia- 
tion Administration, that more than 
80,000 large aircraft per year, and 30,000 
people per day, are in the skies over 
and potentially downwind of many of 
Alaska’s volcanoes, mostly on the 
heavily traveled great-circle routes be- 
tween Europe, North America, and 
Asia. Along this route, which co- 
incidently follows the northern portion 
of the Pacific ‘‘ring of fire”, are over 
100 volcanoes capable of depositing ash 
into the flight path. Some are in 
Japan, many are in Russia, but about 
half are in Alaska. By analyzing sat- 
ellite imagery and working with the 
National Weather Service to predict 
where winds will carry the ash, AVO 
assists the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration in warning aircraft of areas to 
avoid. 

Volcanic eruptions from Cook Inlet 
volcanoes, Spurr, Redoubt, Iliamna, 
and Augustine, can have severe im- 
pacts, as these volcanoes are nearest to 
Anchorage, Alaska’s largest population 
center. The last major series of erup- 
tions of Mt. Redoubt occurred in the 
spring of 2009. The Alaska Volcano Ob- 
servatory had recorded 26 volcanic 
eruptions and/or explosions at Redoubt 
volcano. 

There were several impacts from this 
series of eruptions from Mount Re- 
doubt. Two major lahars, mudflows, 
moved down the Drift River and par- 
tially inundated an oil terminal. Air- 
borne ash clouds posed a hazard to 
aviation and caused multiple flight 
cancellations and reroutes. Alaska Air- 
lines cancelled approximately 200 
flights. FedEx, United Parcel Service 
and several other cargo airlines re- 
routed aircraft to Seattle. Ash fall 
forced Ted Stevens International Air- 
port, the third busiest cargo airport in 
the world, to close for 20 consecutive 
hours. Disruption to the aviation in- 
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dustry was significant for passenger 
travel and cargo transportation be- 
tween Asia and North America. Minor 
ash fall impacted several communities 
as far downwind as Delta Junction, 
Alaska, 400 miles northeast of Anchor- 
age. Elmendorf Air Force Base assets 
were temporarily relocated. There were 
also impacts to oil field operations due 
to the cessation of oil storage at Chev- 
ron’s Drift River Oil Terminal. The 
economic impact is estimated to be 
less than or equal to the Redoubt erup- 
tions also disrupted air traffic in the 
region. Hundreds of commercial flights 
were cancelled and cargo companies 
were significantly impacted. This re- 
sulted in employees being placed on 
unpaid leave during periods when air- 
port operations were shut down. 

International volcano monitoring is 
also a role of the Federal Government. 
It likely saved many lives—and signifi- 
cant money—in the case of the 1991 
eruption of Mount Pinatubo in the 
Philippines, where the United States 
had military bases at the time. The 
cataclysmic eruption lasted more than 
10 hours and sent a cloud of ash as high 
as 22 miles into the air that grew to 
more than 300 miles across. The United 
States Geological Survey spent less 
than $1.5 million monitoring the vol- 
cano and was able to warn of the im- 
pending eruption, which allowed au- 
thorities to evacuate residents, as well 
as aircraft and other equipment from 
U.S. bases there. The USGS estimates 
that the efforts saved thousands of 
lives and prevented property losses of 
at least $250 million. 

It is not enough to justify a program 
by just identifying a danger. The more 
important question is whether some- 
thing can be done to reduce the impact 
of a volcanic eruption in terms of prop- 
erty damage and loss of life. That 
means getting people out of harm’s 
way by providing advance warning. 
And this is exactly what the USGS 
Volcano Hazards Program seeks to do 
through the existing volcano observ- 
atories in the United States. 

The advances made in monitoring 
can now provide much more accurate 
and timely predictions of eruptions. As 
an example, in 1989, AVO was only able 
to provide a few days warning before 
Mount Redoubt erupted. This year, 
they began to detect activity and noti- 
fied the public two months before it 
eventually erupted. 

The biggest challenge remains find- 
ing an adequate and stable source of 
funding. The USGS Volcano Hazards 
Program has been constantly under- 
funded. Both USGS and the FAA pro- 
vide funding, but it is not enough to 
manage all the observatories or provide 
for an expansion of the system to cover 
increased monitoring and volcano re- 
search. 

It is because of the inadequate fund- 
ing, and critical importance of this 
program, that I intend to introduce a 


March 14, 2011 


bill that will provide the funding sta- 
bility that volcano monitoring needs. 
This program shows that with a modest 
investment, a very large benefit can be 
produced in reducing the impacts of 
catastrophic events. 

My legislation will establish a Na- 
tional Volcano Early Warning and 
Monitoring System within the United 
States Geological Survey to monitor 
warn and protect citizens from undue 
and avoidable harm from volcanic ac- 
tivity. The USGS will coordinate a 
management plan with the other rel- 
evant federal departments, including 
the Department of Transportation, 
Federal Aviation Administration; the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad- 
ministration, the Department of Home- 
land Security and the Federal Emer- 
gency Management Agency. 

The legislation authorizes appropria- 
tions of $15 million annually to the De- 
partment of Interior to carry out the 
Act. 


By Mr. CONRAD (for himself and 
Ms. COLLINS): 

S. 567. A bill to amend the small, 
rural school achievement program and 
the rural and low-income school pro- 
gram under part B of title VI of the El- 
ementary and Secondary Education 


Act of 1965; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen- 
sions. 


Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President. I am 
pleased to be joined by my colleague, 
Senator COLLINS, as we introduce the 
REAP Reauthorization Act of 2011. 
Nearly one-third of America’s public 
schools are in rural places, and 23 per- 
cent of our students attend these 
schools. Unfortunately, the unique na- 
ture of rural schools creates significant 
challenges as they work to meet fed- 
eral education requirements. 

Geographic isolation, diseconomies 
of scale, and poverty are some the chal- 
lenges commonly cited as major bar- 
riers to education delivery in rural 
places. Unfortunately, Federal edu- 
cation funding programs—which are 
often based on population—do not pro- 
vide adequate resources for rural 
schools to overcome these obstacles 
and meet programmatic requirements. 
Additionally, rural school districts 
often forgo federal education dollars 
because they lack the capacity to 
apply for competitive grants. 

Senator COLLINS and I began working 
together a decade ago to ensure equity 
for rural schools. With bipartisan sup- 
port, we successfully fought to include 
the original Rural Education Achieve- 
ment Program—otherwise known as 
REAP—in the No Child Left Behind 
Act. 

To date, REAP is the only source of 
federal funding dedicated to helping 
rural school districts overcome finan- 
cial inequality caused by geographic 
isolation and poverty. REAP dollars 
make a critical difference in rural 
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States like North Dakota, where 
schools with graduating classes of five 
try to enact the same education re- 
forms and provide ash same opportuni- 
ties as those provided by schools with 
graduating classes of 500. Since its cre- 
ation, REAP has provided rural schools 
with flexibility and over $1.5 billion to 
carry out Federal education programs. 

With the pending reauthorization of 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act, we are reintroducing our 
REAP Reauthorization Act in the 112th 
Congress. The REAP Reauthorization 
Act makes improvements to the Rural 
Education Achievement Program that 
will more closely target Federal re- 
sources to geographically isolated and 
high-poverty rural districts. 

The program-wide changes made in 
this bill will provide many districts 
with access to necessary resources by 
allowing eligible districts that do not 
receive funds under the Small Rural 
Schools Program to participate in the 
Rural Low Income Schools Program. 
Our bill also incorporates new locale 
codes to make the program consistent 
with those developed by the National 
Center for Education Statistics. 

Additionally, the bill makes pro- 
gram-specific improvements to the 
Small, Rural School Achievement Pro- 
gram to increase minimum and max- 
imum grant allocations when REAP is 
funded at $200 million or above. Lastly, 
our REAP Reauthorization proposal in- 
corporates a more accurate measure- 
ment of poverty to determine eligi- 
bility for the Rural and Low-Income 
Schools Program. With these changes, 
more school districts and students in 
rural America will benefit from REAP 
resources. 

I am pleased that Senator COLLINS is 
joining me again this year as an origi- 
nal cosponsor of this bill, and I look 
forward to working with my colleagues 
to pass this important legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 567 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Rural Edu- 
cation Achievement Program Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. SMALL, RURAL SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT 
PROGRAM. 

Sections 6211 and 6212 of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 7845, 7345a) are amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“SEC. 6211. USE OF APPLICABLE FUNDING. 

“(a) ALTERNATIVE USES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, an eligible local edu- 
cational agency may use the applicable fund- 
ing that the agency is eligible to receive 
from the State educational agency for a fis- 
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cal year to carry out local activities author- 
ized under any of the following provisions: 

“(A) Part A of title I. 

“(В) Part A огр of title П. 

“(C) Title III. 

“(D) Part A or B of title IV. 

“(Е) Part A of title V. 

‘“(2) NOTIFICATION.—An eligible local edu- 
cational agency shall notify the State edu- 
cational agency of the local educational 
agency’s intention to use the applicable 
funding in accordance with paragraph (1), by 
a date that is established by the State edu- 
cational agency for the notification. 

“(b) ELIGIBILITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A local educational 
agency shall be eligible to use the applicable 
funding in accordance with subsection (a) 
if— 

“(А)(1)(1) the total number of students in 
average daily attendance at all of the 
schools served by the local educational agen- 
cy is fewer than 600; or 

“(П) each county in which a school served 
by the local educational agency is located 
has a total population density of fewer than 
10 persons per square mile; and 

‘“(ii) all of the schools served by the local 
educational agency are designated with a 
school locale code of Fringe Rural, Distant 
Rural, or Remote Rural, as determined by 
the Secretary; or 

“(В) the agency meets the criteria estab- 
lished in subparagraph (A)(i) and the Sec- 
retary, in accordance with paragraph (2), 
grants the local educational agency’s request 
to waive the criteria described in subpara- 
graph (А)(11). 

“(2) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
determine whether to waive the criteria de- 
scribed in paragraph (1)(А)(11) based on a 
demonstration by the local educational 
agency, and concurrence by the State edu- 
cational agency, that the local educational 
agency is located in an area defined as rural 
by a governmental agency of the State. 

(с) APPLICABLE FUNDING DEFINED.—In this 
section, the term ‘applicable funding’ means 
funds provided under any of the following 
provisions: 

“(1) Subpart 2 and section 2412(a)(2)(A) of 
title п. 

**(2) Section 4114. 

“(8) Part A of title V. 

“(d) DISBURSEMENT.—Each State edu- 
cational agency that receives applicable 
funding for a fiscal year shall disburse the 
applicable funding to local educational agen- 
cies for alternative uses under this section 
for the fiscal year at the same time as the 
State educational agency disburses the ap- 
plicable funding to local educational agen- 
cies that do not intend to use the applicable 
funding for such alternative uses for the fis- 
cal year. 

“(е) APPLICABLE RULES.—Applicable fund- 
ing under this section shall be available to 
carry out local activities authorized under 
subsection (a). 

“SEC. 6212. GRANT PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author- 
ized to award grants to eligible local edu- 
cational agencies to enable the local edu- 
cational agencies to carry out activities au- 
thorized under any of the following provi- 
sions: 

“(1) Part A of title I. 

“(2) Part A or D of title П. 

08) Title III. 

“(4) Part A or B of title IV. 

“(5) Part A of title V. 

““(b) ALLOCATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), the Secretary shall award a 
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grant under subsection (a) to a local edu- 
cational agency eligible under section 6211(b) 
for a fiscal year in an amount equal to the 
initial amount determined under paragraph 
(2) for the fiscal year minus the total 
amount received by the agency under the 
provisions of law described in section 6211(c) 
for the preceding fiscal year. 

*(2) DETERMINATION OF INITIAL AMOUNT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The initial amount re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1) is equal to $100 
multiplied by the total number of students 
in excess of 50 students, in average daily at- 
tendance at the schools served by the local 
educational agency, plus $20,000, except that 
the initial amount may not exceed $60,000. 

“(В) SPECIAL RULE.—For any fiscal year for 
which the amount made available to carry 
out this part is $100,000,000 or more, subpara- 
graph (A) shall be applied— 

(01) by substituting ‘$25,000’ for ‘$20,000’; 
and 

“(ii) by substituting ‘$80,000’ for ‘$60,000’. 

‘(3) RATABLE ADJUSTMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the amount made 
available to carry out this section for any 
fiscal year is not sufficient to pay in full the 
amounts that local educational agencies are 
eligible to receive under paragraph (1) for 
such year, the Secretary shall ratably reduce 
such amounts for such year. 

‘(B) ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS.—If additional 
funds become available for making payments 
under paragraph (1) for such fiscal year, pay- 
ments that were reduced under subparagraph 
(A) shall be increased on the same basis as 
such payments were reduced. 

“(с) DISBURSEMENT.—The Secretary shall 
disburse the funds awarded to a local edu- 
cational agency under this section for a fis- 
cal year not later than July 1 of that fiscal 
year. 

‘(d) SPECIAL ELIGIBILITY RULE.—A local 
educational agency that receives a grant 
under this subpart for a fiscal year is not eli- 
gible to receive funds for such fiscal year 
under subpart 2.”. 

SEC. 3. RURAL AND LOW-INCOME SCHOOL PRO- 
GRAM. 

Section 6221 of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7351) 
is amended to read as follows: 

“SEC. 6221. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

(а) GRANTS TO STATES.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts appro- 
priated under section 6234 for this subpart 
for a fiscal year that are not reserved under 
subsection (c), the Secretary shall award 
grants (from allotments made under para- 
graph (2)) for the fiscal year to State edu- 
cational agencies that have applications sub- 
mitted under section 6223 approved to enable 
the State educational agencies to award 
grants to eligible local educational agencies 
for local authorized activities described in 
section 6222(a). 

“(2) ALLOTMENT.—From amounts described 
in paragraph (1) for a fiscal year, the Sec- 
retary shall allot to each State educational 
agency for that fiscal year an amount that 
bears the same ratio to those amounts as the 
number of students in average daily attend- 
ance served by eligible local educational 
agencies in the State for that fiscal year 
bears to the number of all such students 
served by eligible local educational agencies 
in all States for that fiscal year. 

‘(3) SPECIALLY QUALIFIED AGENCIES.— 

(А) ELIGIBILITY AND APPLICATION.—If а 
State educational agency elects not to par- 
ticipate in the program under this subpart or 
does not have an application submitted 
under section 6223 approved, a specially 
qualified agency in such State desiring a 
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grant under this subpart may submit an ap- 
plication under such section directly to the 
Secretary to receive an award under this 
subpart. 

“(B) DIRECT AWARDS.—The Secretary may 
award, on a competitive basis or by formula, 
the amount the State educational agency is 
eligible to receive under paragraph (2) di- 
rectly to a specially qualified agency in the 
State that has submitted an application in 
accordance with subparagraph (A) and ob- 
tained approval of the application. 

(С) SPECIALLY QUALIFIED AGENCY DE- 
FINED.—In this subpart, the term ‘specially 
qualified agency’ means an eligible local 
educational agency served by a State edu- 
cational agency that does not participate in 
a program under this subpart in a fiscal 
year, that may apply directly to the Sec- 
retary for a grant in such year under this 
subsection. 

“(0) LOCAL AWARDS.— 

“(1) ELIGIBILITY.—A local educational 
agency shall be eligible to receive a grant 
under this subpart if— 

“(A) 40 percent or more of the children 
ages 5 through 17 years served by the local 
educational agency are eligible for a free or 
reduced price lunch under the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act; and 

“(В) all of the schools served by the agency 
are designated with a school locale code of 
Distant Town, Remote Town, Fringe Rural, 
Distant Rural, or Remote Rural, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

“(2) AWARD BASIS.—A State educational 
agency shall award grants to eligible local 
educational agencies— 

“(A) on a competitive basis; 

“(В) according to a formula based on the 
number of students in average daily attend- 
ance served by the eligible local educational 
agencies or schools in the State; or 

“(C) according to an alternative formula, 
if, prior to awarding the grants, the State 
educational agency demonstrates, to the sat- 
isfaction of the Secretary, that the alter- 
native formula enables the State educational 
agency to allot the grant funds in a manner 
that serves equal or greater concentrations 
of children from families eligible for a free or 
reduced price lunch under the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act, relative 
to the concentrations that would be served if 
the State educational agency used the for- 
mula described in subparagraph (B). 

(с) RESERVATIONS.—From amounts appro- 
priated under section 6234 for this subpart 
for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall re- 
serve— 

“(1) one-half of 1 percent to make awards 
to elementary schools or secondary schools 
operated or supported by the Bureau of In- 
dian Affairs, to carry out the activities au- 
thorized under this subpart; and 

(2) one-half of 1 percent to make awards 
to the outlying areas in accordance with 
their respective needs, to carry out the ac- 
tivities authorized under this subpart. 

(а) SPECIAL ELIGIBILITY RULE.—A local 
educational agency that is eligible to receive 
a grant under this subpart and is also eligi- 
ble to receive a grant under subpart 1, may 
receive a grant under this subpart for a fiscal 
year only if the local educational agency 
does not receive a grant under subpart 1 for 
such fiscal year.’’. 


Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about a program de- 
signed to address the unique needs of 
rural schools. The Rural Education 
Achievement Program, or REAP, is de- 
signed to help level the playing field 
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for small and high-poverty rural school 
systems. It is the only dedicated Fed- 
eral funding stream to aid rural school 
districts in overcoming the increased 
expenses caused by geographic isola- 
tion. 

Nearly one-third of America’s public 
schools are in rural places, and more 
than 21 percent of our public school 
students attend these schools. Stu- 
dents in rural America should have the 
same access to Federal dollars and a 
good education as those students who 
attend school in urban and suburban 
communities. For this reason, I worked 
with Senator KENT CONRAD in 2001 to 
author the law creating the REAP pro- 
gram. REAP created two grant pro- 
grams including the Small and Rural 
Schools Achievement Program, SRSA, 
which provides additional funding and 
flexibility to small rural school dis- 
tricts, and the Rural and Low-Income 
School Program, RLIS, which provides 
additional funding for poor rural school 
districts. 

Prior to enactment of this law, rural 
school districts received funds cal- 
culated on school enrollment. In many 
of these districts, Federal formula pro- 
grams, which are based on population, 
do not produce enough resources to 
carry out the purposes the grant is in- 
tended to fund. One school district in 
Maine, for example, received only $28 
in 2001 to fund a districtwide safe and 
drug-free school program. 

In addition, small and rural school 
districts often forgo Federal education 
dollars because they lack the personnel 
and the resources to apply for competi- 
tive grants. Having fewer personnel 
also creates additional challenges in 
providing professional development op- 
portunities. Small rural districts are 
often located long distances from other 
districts, towns, and universities, dras- 
tically reducing opportunities to part- 
ner or collaborate. By allowing rural 
school districts to combine funds, as 
well аз providing additional funds, 
REAP gives these districts the levels of 
resources required to undertake signifi- 
cant reform. Funds from this program 
have already helped to support new 
technology in classrooms, distance 
learning opportunities, and profes- 
sional development activities, as well 
as a vast array of other programs 
which will help rural districts make 
progress towards the goals of the No 
Child Left Behind Act. 

In 2007 and 2009, along with Senator 
CONRAD, I cosponsored legislation to 
reauthorize this important program. 
Unfortunately, no action has been 
taken. The REAP Reauthorization Act 
of 2011 would reauthorize and enact a 
few focused changes to the law. These 
changes will allow Federal funds to be 
even more closely targeted to geo- 
graphically isolated districts. One im- 
portant change will allow program eli- 
gible districts to participate in the 
Rural and Low-Income School Program 
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if they would not receive financial ben- 
efits from the Small and Rural Schools 
Achievement Program. 

Education is an essential driver for 
economic development. This rings true 
especially in rural America, where 
schools are the linchpin of rural com- 
munities. I am encouraged to see that 
the Maine School Management Asso- 
ciation has spoken in support of the 
REAP Reauthorization Act of 2011. As 
cochair of the Senate Rural Education 
Caucus, I will continue to work to- 
wards our goal of advancing the edu- 
cational interests of rural schools and 
districts. 

Mr. President. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter from the Maine School Manage- 
ment Association. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


MAINE SCHOOL 
MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION, 
Augusta, Maine, March 1, 2011. 
Re Reauthorization of REAP. 


Hon. SUSAN COLLINS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR COLLINS: The Maine School 
Boards Association and the Maine School 
Superintendents Association want to thank 
you for your continued sponsorship of the 
REAP Program. Specifically, our Associa- 
tions are pleased to support the 2011 Reau- 
thorization of REAP. Throughout the years, 
REAP funding has helped to provide equity 
for many small schools in Maine and our ex- 
pectation is that will continue with this Re- 
authorization. 

Both, the National School Boards Associa- 
tion and the American Association of School 
Administrators also are supportive of the 
Reauthorization of REAP. 

The Maine School Boards Association and 
the Maine School Superintendents Associa- 
tion appreciate your continued support for 
public education. We want to commend you 
for your willingness to pay attention to var- 
ious legislative issues that may impact 
Maine public schools. We also want to praise 
your staff for their expertise and accessi- 
bility to our organizations. As always, our 
Associations are available as a resource to 
you and to your staff. 

Thank you again. 

Sincerely, 
TERRY MCCABE, 
Associate Executive Director. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. REID, Mr. LEE, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. LIE- 
BERMAN, and Mr. KERRY): 

S. 569. A bill to provide for fairness 
for the Federal judiciary; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to introduce the Federal Judicial 
Fairness Act of 2011. 

I want to thank Senator HATCH, as 
well as Senators LEAHY, GRAHAM, REID, 
LEE, INOUYE, BINGAMAN, LIEBERMAN, 
and KERRY, for working with me as co- 
sponsors of this important bill. 

The Federal Judicial Fairness Act is 
a straightforward bill that would en- 
sure that Federal judges receive cost- 
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of-living adjustments to their salaries 
on the same terms as other Federal ci- 
vilian employees. 

Let me be clear from the outset: This 
bill would not provide a judicial pay 
raise. In fact, it would not even guar- 
antee a cost-of-living adjustment for 
this year, the next year, or the next. 
Instead, it would simply guarantee 
that in years in which other Federal ci- 
vilian employees receive cost-of-living 
adjustments to their salaries to ac- 
count for inflation, Federal judges will 
as well. 

Under current law, two procedural 
requirements prevent this from hap- 


pening. 
First, the “linking” of judicial and 
Congressional salaries means that 


judges cannot receive a cost-of-living 
adjustment unless Congress first votes 
to provide an adjustment for its own 
Members. 

Second, due to a 1981 provision 
known as ‘‘Section 140,” even if Con- 
gress votes to adjust its own Members’ 
salaries, Congress must pass a second, 
special provision stating that judges 
should receive this adjustment as well. 

The Federal Judicial Fairness Act’s 
would amend this pay structure and 
provide that Federal judges should re- 
ceive adjustments on the same term as 
other Federal civilian employees. 

Why is this important? 

Article III of the United States Con- 
stitution requires that Federal judges 
shall ‘‘receive for their services, a com- 
pensation, which shall not be dimin- 
ished during their continuance in of- 
fice.” 

This is a constitutional guarantee, 
entitled to due respect. Serious con- 
cerns arise when, as is the current sys- 
tem, political pressures result in the 
real value of judicial salaries dimin- 
ishing and declining over time. Justice 
Kennedy expressed it this way in his 
2007 testimony before the Senate Judi- 
ciary Committee: 

Please accept my respectful submission 
that, to keep good faith with our basic char- 
ter, you have the unilateral constitutional 
obligation to act when another branch of 
government needs your assistance for the 
proper performance of its duties. It is both 
necessary and proper, furthermore, that we 
as judges should, and indeed must, advise 
you if we find that a threat to the judiciary 
as an institution has become so serious and 
debilitating that urgent relief is necessary. 
In my view, the present Congressional com- 
pensation policy for judicial officers is one of 
these matters. 

Additionally, as members of the Sen- 
ate, I believe we have a responsibility 
to make every effort to recruit and re- 
tain the very best for the Federal 
bench. Both recruitment and retention 
become far more difficult when we can- 
not assure candidates that the salary 
provided at the beginning of a life ap- 
pointment will hold its value over 
time. This assurance is basic for other 
Federal employees and should be for 
our Federal judges as well. 
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The Federal Judicial Fairness Act is 
a commonsense, good government bill. 
I urge my colleagues to join me in sup- 
porting it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 569 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Ju- 
dicial Fairness Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. JUDICIAL COST-OF-LIVING INCREASES. 

(a) REPEAL OF STATUTORY REQUIREMENT 
RELATING TO JUDICIAL SALARIES.—Section 140 
of the resolution entitled “А Joint Resolu- 
tion making further continuing appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year 1982, and for other 
purposes.’’, approved December 15, 1981 (Pub- 
lic Law 97-92; 95 Stat. 1200; 28 U.S.C. 461 
note), is repealed. 

(b) AUTOMATIC SALARY ADJUSTMENTS.—Sec- 
tion 461(а) of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(a) Effective at the beginning of the first 
applicable pay period commencing on or 
after the first day of the month in which an 
adjustment takes effect under sections 5303 
and 5304 of title 5 in the rates of pay under 
the General Schedule, each salary rate which 
is subject to adjustment under this section 
shall be adjusted by an amount, rounded to 
the nearest multiple of $100 (or, if midway 
between multiples of $100, to the next higher 
multiple of $100) equal to the percentage of 
such salary rate which corresponds to the 
overall average percentage of the adjustment 
in the rates of pay under the General Sched- 
ule.’’. 


By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, 
Mr. FRANKEN, and Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 571. A bill to amend subtitle B of 
title VII of the McKinney-Vento Home- 
less Assistance Act to provide edu- 
cation for homeless children and 
youths, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
to talk about legislation that I have in- 
troduced that is essential to the aca- 
demic success of millions of vulnerable 
children and youth. 

The Educational Success for Children 
and Youth Without Homes Act re- 
sponds to the growing crisis of home- 
lessness in our nation. The legislation 
will help homeless children and youth 
thrive in school, despite the constant 
moves, trauma, and loss associated 
with homelessness. 

The recession has contributed to 
homelessness among two groups of stu- 
dents: children who are homeless with 
their families, and youth who are 
homeless on their own. This reality 
was brought starkly to light in a re- 
cent CBS 60 Minutes special about 
homeless children. The series docu- 
mented several Florida families that 
have fallen on hard times, yet are 
doing their best to make ends meet and 
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keep their children in school. It was 
heartbreaking to see these families 
who are struggling. However, it in- 
creased my resolve and determination 
to introduce this legislation, which 
will provide much-needed support for 
kids across the country. 

The numbers of homeless children 
are shocking. During the 2008-2009 aca- 
demic year, there were almost 1 mil- 
lion homeless children enrolled in pub- 
lic schools across the nation. That was 
a 41 percent increase over the previous 
two years. Unfortunately, this alarm- 
ing trend shows no sign of abating. 
Many states are reporting increases be- 
tween 5 and 35 percent for the 2009-2010 
school year. We owe it to these chil- 
dren to provide them with a safe place 
where they can learn and become suc- 
cessful adults. 

We know that school offers homeless 
children and youth structure, nor- 
malcy, support, and hope—it is a place 
where they can obtain the skills that 
they will need to avoid poverty and 
homelessness as adults. Yet these stu- 
dents face great educational chal- 
lenges. High mobility, precarious liv- 
ing conditions, and severe poverty 
combine to create major barriers to 
school enrollment and regular attend- 
ance. Many homeless children and 
youth lack basic supplies and a reason- 
able environment where they can do 
homework. As a result of their cir- 
cumstances, homeless students often 
perform below their peers in math and 
reading and are more likely to be held 
back. 

We must do more to assist these stu- 
dents so they do not continue to be left 
behind. The Educational Success for 
Children and Youth Without Homes 
Act of 2011 would do just that. The bill 
amends the McKinney-Vento Act’s 
Education for Homeless Children and 
Youth program. It makes a strong law 
even stronger by reinforcing and ex- 
panding the law’s key provisions: 
school stability, enrollment, and sup- 
port for academic achievement. 

My legislation will enhance the right 
of homeless children to stay in the 
same school, so that children who have 
lost their homes do not also lose their 
schools. It will assist schools in meet- 
ing the challenges of transporting 
homeless students by increasing the 
authorized funding level and allowing 
other federal funds for educating low- 
income students to be used for home- 
less transportation. When staying in 
the same school is not possible, or not 
in a child’s best interest, the legisla- 
tion will help the student make a 
seamless transition to a new school. 

One of the most successful features of 
the McKinney-Vento program is the re- 
quirement for every school district to 
designate a liaison for homeless chil- 
dren and youth. Liaisons identify 
homeless students, ensure their enroll- 
ment and attendance, and connect 
them to community resources. Liai- 
sons are the backbone of this program, 
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the unsung heroes who have become a 
lifeline for children and youth in crisis. 
Yet most liaisons do not have the ca- 
pacity to carry out their required du- 
ties; they wear many hats and struggle 
to meet the growing demands of this 
population. As a result, too many 
homeless children and youth are falling 
through the cracks and missing out on 
school. The Educational Success for 
Children and Youth Without Homes 
Act will strengthen the critical posi- 
tion of homeless liaison by ensuring 
that liaisons have the time, resources, 
and training to fulfill their mandated 
duties. 

The Educational Success for Children 
and Youth Without Homes Act also 
recognizes the unique needs of certain 
groups of homeless children: preschool- 
aged homeless children, and unaccom- 
panied homeless youth. 

Young children who are homeless 
have higher rates of developmental 
delays and other problems that set 
them back as they start out life, yet 
they face numerous barriers to partici- 
pating in early childhood programs. 
They miss out on services that can 
mitigate the harmful effect of home- 
lessness on their development. This 
legislation will increase homeless chil- 
dren’s participation in preschool pro- 
grams by requiring public preschool 
programs to identify and prioritize 
homeless children for enrollment, and 
to develop the capacity to serve all 
identified homeless children. 

Unaccompanied homeless youth 
struggle to go to school without the 
basic necessities of life or a parent to 
guide them. We must assist unaccom- 
panied homeless youth to overcome the 
unique educational challenges related 
to being without a home and without a 
parent or guardian. This legislation 
will help ensure that unaccompanied 
homeless youth have the supports nec- 
essary to stay in school, graduate with 
their peers, and move on to a brighter 
future. 

The history of litigation under the 
McKinney-Vento Act makes clear that 
we must do a better job helping edu- 
cators learn about homelessness and 
support them in implementing the law. 
To this end, the legislation provides 
funding for technical assistance and 
training, and requires participation in 
professional development activities. 

As we work on the reauthorization of 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act, we must recognize that 
children who do not know where they 
will sleep at night, or where their next 
meal will come from, face far greater 
challenges than simply remembering 
to do their homework. We must ac- 
knowledge that children who bounce 
between schools with each change of 
residence have little hope of taking ad- 
vantage of even the best school pro- 
grams. The most qualified teacher, or 
the most exceptional math or reading 
program, will not benefit children who 
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are not enrolled in school, not attend- 
ing regularly, and not assisted to over- 
come the barriers caused by homeless- 
ness. The Educational Success for Chil- 
dren and Youth Without Homes Act 
builds upon the proven successes of the 
McKinney-Vento Act’s Education of 
Homeless Children and Youth program, 
while addressing remaining challenges. 
It is critical legislation that will help 
ensure that the homeless children of 
today do not become the homeless 
adults of tomorrow. 


Ee 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 101—EX- 
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE RELATING TO THE 
MARCH 11, 2011, EARTHQUAKE 
AND TSUNAMI IN JAPAN 


Mr. REID of Nevada (for himself, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LUGAR, 
Mr. AKAKA, Mr. ALEXANDER, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. BAUCUS, 
Mr. BEGICH, Mr. BENNET, Mr. BINGA- 
MAN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. 
BooZMAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BROWN of 
Massachusetts, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
BURR, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
CARPER, Mr. CASEY, Mr. CHAMBLISS, 
Mr. COATS, Mr. COBURN, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. COONS, 
Mr. CORKER, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mr. DEMINT, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. ENSIGN, 
Mr. ENZI, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. GRA- 
HAM, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mrs. HAGAN, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. HOEVEN, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. JOHN- 
son of Wisconsin, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Mr. KIRK, Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR, Mr. KOHL, Mr. KYL, Ms. LAN- 
DRIEU, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. LEE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mrs. McCAs- 
KILL, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. MORAN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, 
Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 
PORTMAN, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. REED of 
Rhode Island, Mr. RISCH, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SESSIONS, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. SHELBY, Ms. SNOWE, 
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. TESTER, Mr. THUNE, 
Mr. TooMEY, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. VITTER, 
Mr. WARNER, Mr. WEBB, Mr. WHITE- 
HOUSE, Mr. WICKER, and Mr. WYDEN) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was considered and agreed to: 

S. REs. 101 

Whereas at 2:46 pm on March 11, 2011, an 
earthquake initially reported as measuring 
8.9 on the Richter scale, the strongest re- 
corded in more than 100 years in Japan, oc- 
curred near the Tohoku region of Northeast 
Japan, 81 miles off the coast from Sendai 
City; 

Whereas intense shaking could be felt from 
Tokyo to Kamaishi, an arc of roughly 360 
miles; 
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Whereas the earthquake generated a mas- 
sive tsunami that caused widespread damage 
to a swath of the northeast Japanese coast- 
line and traveled across the Pacific Ocean, 
causing damage to coastal communities as 
far away as the States of Hawaii, Oregon, 
and California; 

Whereas authorities in Japan confirm at 
least 2,800 deaths from the earthquake and 
resulting tsunami, a toll that is expected to 
rise aS many thousands remain missing as of 
the date of approval of this resolution; 

Whereas approximately 400,000 people have 
been displaced from their homes and are now 
living in shelters or with relatives; 

Whereas within minutes of the earthquake, 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad- 
ministration alerted emergency workers in 
the States of Hawaii, California, Oregon, 
Washington, and Alaska that a potentially 
catastrophic tsunami was heading toward 
those States and mobilized the Tsunami 
Warning System in the Pacific; 

Whereas the earthquake forced the emer- 
gency shutdown of 4 nuclear power facilities 
in Japan, representing a significant loss of 
electric generation capacity for Japan and 
necessitating rolling blackouts in portions of 
Tokyo; 

Whereas the earthquake and the resulting 
tsunami severely damaged the Fukushima 
Daiichi nuclear power station, precipitating 
a loss of power for cooling systems at that 
facility and necessitating emergency meas- 
ures to prevent serious radiation leakages; 

Whereas emergency management experts 
at the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
the Department of Energy, and the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission are continuing to 
work with authorities in Japan to address 
the challenges posed by the damage to the 
Daiichi nuclear facility; 

Whereas international response to the dis- 
aster has been swift, with search and rescue 
teams arriving from the United States, the 
United Kingdom, Australia, New Zealand, 
France, and China, among other countries; 

Whereas the USS Ronald Reagan aircraft 
carrier and its support vessels have deployed 
to the earthquake region to participate in 
search and rescue and relief operations; 

Whereas elements of the III Marine Expedi- 
tionary Force (MEF), a United States Agen- 
cy for International Development Disaster 
Assistance Response Team (DART), and 
other United States military and civilian 
personnel have deployed to Japan to render 
aid and help coordinate United States relief 
efforts; 

Whereas January 19, 2011, marked the 51st 
anniversary of the signing of the United 
States-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation 
and Security, which has played an indispen- 
sable role in ensuring the security and pros- 
perity of both the United States and Japan, 
as well as in promoting regional peace and 
stability; 

Whereas the United States-Japan alliance 
is based upon shared values, democratic 
ideals, free markets, and a mutual respect 
for human rights, individual liberties, and 
the rule of law; 

Whereas Japan is among the most gen- 
erous donor nations, providing billions of 
dollars of foreign assistance, including dis- 
aster relief, annually to developing coun- 
tries; and 

Whereas the Self-Defense Forces of Japan 
have contributed broadly to global security 
missions, including relief operations fol- 
lowing the tsunami in Indonesia in 2005, re- 
construction in Iraq from 2004 to 2006, and re- 
lief assistance following the earthquake in 
Haiti in 2010: Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) mourns the loss of life resulting from 
the earthquake and tsunami in Japan on 
March 11, 2011; 

(2) expresses its deepest condolences to the 
families of the victims of this tragedy; 

(3) expresses its sympathies to the sur- 
vivors who are still suffering in the after- 
math of this natural disaster; 

(4) commends the government of Japan for 
its courageous and professional response to 
this natural disaster; 

(5) supports the efforts already underway 
by the United States Government, relief 
agencies, and private citizens to assist the 
government and people of Japan in their 
time of need; and 

(6) urges the United States and the inter- 
national community to provide additional 
humanitarian assistance to aid the survivors 
and support reconstruction efforts. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 161. Mr. JOHANNS (for himself and Mr. 
MANCHIN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 493, to 
reauthorize and improve the SBIR and STTR 
programs, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 162. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 163. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 164. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 165. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 166. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 167. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 168. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 


SA 169. Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mr. THUNE, 
and Mr. BARRASSO) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
493, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 


TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 161. Mr. JOHANNS (for himself 
and Mr. MANCHIN) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill б. 498, to reauthorize and 
improve the SBIR and STTR programs, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 


At the end, add the following: 
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TITLE VI—COMPREHENSIVE 1099 
TAXPAYER PROTECTION 

SEC. 601. REPEAL OF EXPANSION OF INFORMA- 
TION REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
TO PAYMENTS MADE TO CORPORA- 
TIONS AND TO PAYMENTS FOR 
PROPERTY AND OTHER GROSS PRO- 
CEEDS. 

(a) APPLICATION TO CORPORATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 6041 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
is amended by striking subsections (i) and 
G). 

(b) PAYMENTS FOR PROPERTY AND OTHER 
GROSS PROCEEDS.—Subsection (a) of section 
6041 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘amounts in consideration 
for property,’’, and 

(2) by striking 
places it appears. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to payments 
made after December 31, 2011. 

SEC. 602. REPEAL OF EXPANSION OF INFORMA- 
TION REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
FOR RENTAL PROPERTY EXPENSE 
PAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6041 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking subsection (h). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to payments 
made after December 31, 2010. 

SEC. 603. INCREASE IN AMOUNT OF OVERPAY- 
MENT OF HEALTH CARE CREDIT 
WHICH IS SUBJECT TO RECAPTURE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
86B(f)(2)(B) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended to read as follows: 

“(i) ІЧ GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer 
whose household income is less than 400 per- 
cent of the poverty line for the size of the 
family involved for the taxable year, the 
amount of the increase under subparagraph 
(A) shall in no event exceed the applicable 
dollar amount determined in accordance 
with the following table (one-half of such 
amount in the case of a taxpayer whose tax 
is determined under section 1(c) for the tax- 
able year): 


“gross proceeds,” both 


The applicable 
dollar amount 
is: 


“If the household income pressed 
as a period of property line) is: 


Less than 200$ ...................... $600 
At least 200% but less than 
ООРЕНИР аза $1,500 
At least 300% but less than 
400%, мнен ткр $2,500.” 


(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2013. 


SA 162. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 493, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. 504. RECISION OF FUNDS FOR THE NA- 

TIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS 
AND THE HUMANITIES. 

(a) RECISION.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, all unobligated balances 
held by the Chairperson of the National En- 
dowment for the Arts, the Chairperson of the 
National Endowment for the Humanities, 
and the Director of the Institute of Museum 
and Library Services for the National Foun- 
dation on the Arts and the Humanities under 
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the National Foundation on the Arts and the 
Humanities Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 951 note et 
seq.), as in effect on the day before the date 
of enactment of this Act, are rescinded and 
no funds appropriated hereafter for such ac- 
tivities shall be expended, except as deter- 
mined necessary or essential by either such 
Chairperson or Director, in consultation 
with the appropriate Federal agencies. 

(b) SAVINGS.—The savings from this sec- 
tion shall be transferred to the Secretary of 
the Treasury, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall use the transferred funds to 
reduce the budget deficit of the United 
States. 


SA 163. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. PROHIBITION ON FUNDING OF 
PLANNED PARENTHOOD. 

Effective on the date of enactment of this 
Act, no Federal funds may be made available 
for any purpose to Planned Parenthood Fed- 
eration of America, Inc. or any of the fol- 
lowing affiliates of Planned Parenthood Fed- 
eration of America, Inc.: 

(1) Planned Parenthood Southeast in At- 
lanta, Georgia. 

(2) Planned Parenthood of the Great North- 
west in Seattle, Washington. 

(3) Planned Parenthood Arizona in Phoe- 
nix, Arizona. 

(4) Planned Parenthood of Arkansas and 
Eastern Oklahoma in Tulsa, Oklahoma. 

(5) Planned Parenthood of Greater Mem- 
phis Region in Memphis, Tennessee. 

(6) Planned Parenthood Affiliates of Cali- 
fornia in Sacramento, California. 

(7) Planned Parenthood Los Angeles in Los 
Angeles, California. 

(8) Planned Parenthood Mar Monte in San 
Jose, California. 

(9) Planned Parenthood of Orange & San 
Bernardino Counties, Inc. in Orange, Cali- 
fornia. 

(10) Planned Parenthood Pasadena and San 
Gabriel Valley, Inc. in Pasadena, California. 

(11) Planned Parenthood of the Pacific 
Southwest in San Diego, California. 

(12) Planned Parenthood of Santa Barbara, 
Ventura & San Luis Obispo Counties in 
Santa Barbara, California. 

(18) Planned Parenthood: Shasta-Diablo in 
Concord, California. 

(14) Six Rivers Planned Parenthood in Eu- 
reka, California. 

(15) Planned Parenthood of the Rocky 
Mountains in Denver, Colorado. 

(16) Planned Parenthood of Southern New 
England, Inc. in New Haven, Connecticut. 

(17) Planned Parenthood of Delaware in 
Wilmington, Delaware. 

(18) Planned Parenthood of Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C., Inc. in Washington, Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

(19) Florida Association of Planned Parent- 
hood Affiliates in Sarasota, Florida. 

(20) Planned Parenthood of Collier County 
in Naples, Florida. 

(21) Planned Parenthood of Greater Or- 
lando, Inc. in Orlando, Florida. 

(22) Planned Parenthood of North Florida 
in Jacksonville, Florida. 

(23) Planned Parenthood of South Florida 
and the Treasure Coast, Inc. in West Palm 
Beach, Florida. 
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(24) Planned Parenthood of Southwest and 
Central Florida, Inc. in Sarasota, Florida. 

(25) Planned Parenthood of Hawaii in Hon- 
olulu, Hawaii. 

(26) Planned Parenthood of Greater Wash- 
ington and North Idaho in Yakima, Wash- 
ington. 

(27) Planned Parenthood of Illinois in Chi- 
cago, Illinois. 

(28) Planned Parenthood of the St. Louis 
Region in St. Louis, Missouri. 

(29) Planned Parenthood of Indiana, Inc. in 
Indianapolis, Indiana. 

(30) Iowa Planned Parenthood Affiliate 
League in Des Moines, Iowa. 

(31) Planned Parenthood of East Central 
Iowa in Cedar Rapids, Iowa. 

(32) Planned Parenthood of the Heartland 
in Des Moines, Iowa. 

(33) Planned Parenthood of Southeast Iowa 
in Burlington, Iowa. 

(384) Planned Parenthood of Kansas and 
Mid-Missouri in Overland Park, Kansas. 

(35) Planned Parenthood of Kentucky, Inc. 
in Louisville, Kentucky. 

(36) Planned Parenthood Southwest Ohio 
Region in Cincinnati, Ohio. 

(87) Planned Parenthood Gulf Coast, Inc. in 
Houston, Texas. 

(38) Planned Parenthood of Northern New 
England in Williston, Vermont. 

(39) Planned Parenthood of Maryland, Inc. 
in Baltimore, Maryland. 

(40) Planned Parenthood League of Massa- 
chusetts in Boston, Massachusetts. 

(41) Planned Parenthood Affiliates of 
Michigan in Lansing, Michigan. 

(42) Planned Parenthood of West and 
Northern Michigan in Grand Rapids, Michi- 
gan. 

(48) Planned Parenthood Mid and South 
Michigan in Ann Arbor, Michigan. 

(44) Planned Parenthood of South Central 
Michigan in Kalamazoo, Michigan. 

(45) Planned Parenthood of Minnesota, 
North Dakota, South Dakota in St. Paul, 
Minnesota. 

(46) Planned Parenthood of Southwest Mis- 
souri in St. Louis, Missouri. 

(47) Tri-Rivers Planned Parenthood in 
Rolla, Missouri. 

(48) Planned Parenthood of Montana, Inc. 
in Billings, Montana. 

(49) Planned Parenthood of the Heartland 
in Omaha, Nebraska. 

(50) Planned Parenthood Affiliates of New 
Jersey in Trenton, New Jersey. 

(51) Planned Parenthood Association of the 
Mercer Area in Trenton, New Jersey. 

(52) Planned Parenthood of Central New 
Jersey in Shrewsbury, New Jersey. 

(53) Planned Parenthood of Greater North- 
ern New Jersey, Inc. in Morristown, New Jer- 
sey. 

(54) Planned Parenthood of Metropolitan 
New Jersey in Newark, New Jersey. 

(55) Planned Parenthood of Southern New 
Jersey in Camden, New Jersey. 

(56) Planned Parenthood of New Mexico, 
Inc. in Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

(57) Family Planning Advocates of New 
York State in Albany, New York. 

(58) Planned Parenthood Hudson Peconic, 
Inc. in Hawthorne, New York. 

(59) Planned Parenthood Mohawk Hudson 
in Utica, New York. 

(60) Planned Parenthood of Mid-Hudson 
Valley, Inc. in Poughkeepsie, New York. 

(61) Planned Parenthood of Nassau County, 
Inc. in Hempstead, New York. 

(62) Planned Parenthood of New York City, 
Inc. in New York, New York. 

(63) Planned Parenthood of the North 
Country New York, Inc. in Watertown, New 
York. 
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(64) Planned Parenthood of South Central 
New York, Inc. in Oneonta, New York. 

(65) Planned Parenthood of the Rochester/ 
Syracuse Region in Rochester, New York. 

(66) Planned Parenthood of the Southern 
Finger Lakes in Ithaca, New York. 

(67) Planned Parenthood of Western New 
York, Inc. in Buffalo, New York. 

(68) Upper Hudson Planned Parenthood, 
Inc. in Albany, New York. 

(69) Planned Parenthood Health Systems, 
Inc. in Raleigh, North Carolina. 

(70) Planned Parenthood of Central North 
Carolina in Chapel Hill, North Carolina. 

(71) Planned Parenthood Affiliates of Ohio 
in Columbus, Ohio. 

(72) Planned Parenthood of Central Ohio, 
Inc. in Columbus, Ohio. 

(73) Planned Parenthood of Northeast Ohio 
in Akron, Ohio. 

(74) Planned Parenthood of Northwest Ohio 
in Toledo, Ohio. 

(75) Planned Parenthood of Southeast Ohio 
in Athens, Ohio. 

(76) Planned Parenthood of Central Okla- 
homa, Inc. in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. 

(77) Planned Parenthood Advocates of Or- 
egon in Eugene, Oregon. 

(78) Planned Parenthood of Southwestern 
Oregon in Eugene, Oregon. 

(79) Planned Parenthood Columbia Willam- 
ette in Portland, Oregon. 

(80) Planned Parenthood Pennsylvania Ad- 
vocates in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. 

(81) Planned Parenthood Association of 
Bucks County in Warminster, Pennsylvania. 

(82) Planned Parenthood of Central Penn- 
sylvania, Inc. in York, Pennsylvania. 

(83) Planned Parenthood of Northeast and 
Mid-Penn in Trexlertown, Pennsylvania. 

(84) Planned Parenthood of Western Penn- 
sylvania in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

(85) Planned Parenthood Southeastern 
Pennsylvania in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

(86) Planned Parenthood of Middle and 
East Tennessee, Inc. in Nashville, Tennessee. 

(87) Texas Association of Planned Parent- 
hood Affiliates in Austin, Texas. 

(88) Planned Parenthood Association of 
Cameron & Willacy Counties, Inc. in Browns- 
ville, Texas. 

(89) Planned Parenthood Association of Hi- 
dalgo County, Inc. in McAllen, Texas. 

(90) Planned Parenthood Association of 
Lubbock, Inc. in Lubbock, Texas. 

(91) Planned Parenthood of Central Texas, 
Inc. in Waco, Texas. 

(92) Planned Parenthood of North Texas, 
Inc. in Dallas, Texas. 

(93) Planned Parenthood of the Texas Cap- 
ital Region in Austin, Texas. 

(94) Planned Parenthood of West Texas, 
Inc. in Odessa, Texas. 

(95) Planned Parenthood Trust of San An- 
tonio and South Central Texas in San Anto- 
nio, Texas. 

(96) Planned Parenthood Association of 
Utah in Salt Lake City, Utah. 

(97) Planned Parenthood Advocates of Vir- 
ginia in Charlottesville, Virginia. 

(98) Planned Parenthood of Southeastern 
Virginia, Inc. in Hampton, Virginia. 

(99) Virginia League for Planned Parent- 
hood in Richmond, Virginia. 

(100) Planned Parenthood Public Policy 
Network of Washington in Seattle, Wash- 
ington. 

(101) Mt. Baker Planned Parenthood in Bel- 
lingham, Washington. 

(102) Planned Parenthood of Wisconsin, 
Inc. in Milwaukee, Wisconsin. 


SA 164. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 


March 14, 2011 


him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 504. DEFUNDING HEALTH CARE REFORM. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no funds are authorized to be appro- 
priated to carry out the provisions of the Pa- 
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(Public Law 111-148), the provisions of title I 
and subtitle B of title III of the Health Care 
and Education Reconciliation Act of 2010 
(Public Law 111-152), and any amendment 
made by any such provision. The unobligated 
balances of funds appropriated to carry out 
such provisions are hereby rescinded. 


SA 165. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE VI—CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC 

BROADCASTING 
SEC. 601. RESCISSION OF FUNDS APPROPRIATED 
THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 2012 FOR 
CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROAD- 
CASTING. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the portion of all unobligated balances 
appropriated or otherwise made available to 
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting for 
use in any of fiscal years 2011 or 2012 are re- 
scinded and no such funds shall be obligated 
or expended by such Corporation. 

SEC. 602. PROHIBITION ON FEDERAL FUNDS FOR 
CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROAD- 
CASTING AFTER FISCAL YEAR 2012. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 396 of the Com- 
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 396) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘Prohibition on Federal Funds After Fiscal 
Year 2012 

“(n) No Federal funds may be made avail- 
able to the Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting after fiscal year 2012.’’. 

(b) CORPORATION PROHIBITED FROM ACCEPT- 
ING FEDERAL FUNDS.—Subsection (g) of sec- 
tion 396 of the Communications Act of 1934 
(47 U.S.C. 396(¢)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)(A), by inserting ‘‘sub- 
ject to paragraph (3)(C),’’ before ‘‘obtain’’; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘; 
and” and inserting a semicolon; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(С) accepting funds from the Federal Gov- 
ernment after fiscal year 2012.’’. 

(с) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 396 
of the Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 
396) is further amended— 

(1) in subsection (k)(8)(A)(iv)(II), by insert- 
ing “through fiscal year 2012” after 
“amounts received”; and 

(2) in subsection (m)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘through 
fiscal year 2012” after ‘‘every three years 
thereafter”; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting 
through fiscal year 2012,” after ‘‘1989,’’. 


SA 166. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 


“ 


апа 


March 14, 2011 


him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE VI—HAMP TERMINATION ACT 
SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “HAMP Ter- 
mination Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 602. TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY. 

Section 120 of the Emergency Economic 
Stabilization Act of 2008 (12 U.S.C. 5230) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

(с) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY TO PRO- 
VIDE NEW ASSISTANCE UNDER THE HOME AF- 
FORDABLE MODIFICATION PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 
paragraph (2), after the date of the enact- 
ment of this subsection the Secretary may 
not provide any assistance under the Home 
Affordable Modification Program under the 
Making Home Affordable initiative of the 
Secretary, authorized under this Act, on be- 
half of any homeowner. 

02) PROTECTION OF EXISTING OBLIGATIONS 
ON BEHALF OF HOMEOWNERS ALREADY EX- 
TENDED AN OFFER TO PARTICIPATE IN THE PRO- 
GRAM.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply with 
respect to assistance provided on behalf of a 
homeowner who, before the date of the en- 
actment of this subsection, was extended an 
offer to participate in the Home Affordable 
Modification Program on a trial or perma- 
nent basis.’’. 


SA 167. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. . REPEAL OF DAVIS-BACON WAGE RE- 

QUIREMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter IV of chapter 
31 of title 40, United States Code, is repealed. 

(b) REFERENCE.—Any reference in any law 
to a wage requirement of subchapter IV of 
chapter 31 of title 40, United States Code, 
shall after the date of the enactment of this 
Act be null and void. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE AND LIMITATION.—The 
amendment made by subsection (a) shall 
take effect 30 days after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act but shall not affect any 
contract in existence on such date of enact- 
ment or made pursuant to invitation for bids 
outstanding on such date of enactment. 


SA 168. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that no funds 
should be made available for fiscal year 2011 
for the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency to implement, admin- 
ister, or enforce any statutory or regulatory 
requirement pertaining to emissions of car- 
bon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, sulfur 
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hexafluoride, hydrofluorocarbons, or 
perfluorocarbons from any stationary source 
(as defined in section 111(а)(3) of the Clean 
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7411(a)(3))) that is promul- 
gated or becomes applicable or effective 
after January 1, 2011. 


SA 169. Mr. ENZI (for himself, Mr. 
THUNE, and Mr. BARRASSO) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


On page 108, strike line 7 and all that fol- 
lows through page 111, line 25, and insert the 
following: 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking “ог” 
at the end; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

“(С) the National Academy of Sciences, in 
the final report issued by the ‘America’s En- 
ergy Future: Technology Opportunities, 
Risks, and Tradeoffs’ project, and in any sub- 
sequent report by the National Academy of 
Sciences on sustainability, energy, or alter- 
native fuels; 

“(D) the National Institutes of Health, in 
the annual report on the rare diseases re- 
search activities of the National Institutes 
of Health for fiscal year 2005, and in any sub- 
sequent report by the National Institutes of 
Health on rare diseases research activities; 

“(Е) the National Academy of Sciences, in 
the final report issued by the ‘Transit Re- 
search and Development: Federal Role in the 
National Program’ project and the report en- 
titled ‘Transportation Research, Develop- 
ment and Technology Strategic Plan (2006— 
2010)’ issued by the Research and Innovative 
Technology Administration of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation, and in any subse- 
quent report issued by the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences or the Department of Trans- 
portation on transportation and infrastruc- 
ture; or 

“(Е) the national nanotechnology strategic 
plan required under section 2(c)(4) of the 21st 
Century Nanotechnology Research and De- 
velopment Act (15 U.S.C. 7501(c)(4)) and in 
any report issued by the National Science 
and Technology Council Committee on Tech- 
nology that focuses on areas of nanotechnol- 
ogy identified in such plan;’’; and 

(2) by adding after paragraph (12), as added 
by section 111(a) of this Act, the following: 

(13) encourage applications under the 
SBIR program (to the extent that the 
projects relate to the mission of the Federal 
agency )— 

“(A) from small business concerns in geo- 
graphic areas underrepresented in the SBIR 
program or located in rural areas (as defined 
in section 1898(а)(2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986); 

“(В) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by women; 

“(С) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by veterans; 

“(D) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by Native Americans; and 

“(Е) small business concerns located in a 
geographic area with an unemployment rates 
that exceed the national unemployment 
rate, based on the most recently available 
monthly publications of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics of the Department of Labor.’’. 

(b) STTR PROGRAM.—Section 9(0) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(0)), as 
amended by section 111(b) of this Act, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 
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‘or’ 


, 


(A) in subparagraph (А), by striking 
at the end; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 


SE 


WORLD PLUMBING DAY 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Judi- 
ciary Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of S. Res. 100 and 
the Senate proceed to its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 100) designating 
March 11, 2011 as ‘‘World Plumbing Рау.” 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, the mo- 
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de- 
bate, and any statements related to the 
resolution be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 100 

Whereas the industry of plumbing plays an 
important role in safeguarding the public 
health of the people of the United States and 
the world; 

Whereas 884,000,000 people around the world 
do not have access to safe drinking water; 

Whereas 2,600,000,000 people around the 
world live without adequate sanitation fa- 
cilities; 

Whereas the lack of sanitation is the larg- 
est cause of infection in the world; 

Whereas in the developing world, 24,000 
children under the age of 5 die every day 
from preventable causes, such as diarrhea 
contracted from unclean water; 

Whereas safe and efficient plumbing helps 
save money and reduces future water supply 
costs and infrastructure costs; 

Whereas the installation of modern plumb- 
ing systems must be accomplished in a spe- 
cific, safe manner by trained professionals in 
order to prevent widespread disease, which 
can be crippling and deadly to the commu- 
nity; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
rely on plumbing professionals to maintain, 
repair, and rebuild the aging water infra- 
structure of the United States; and 

Whereas Congress and plumbing profes- 
sionals across the United States and the 
world are committed to safeguarding public 
health: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate designates 
March 11, 2011, as ‘‘World Plumbing Day”. 


SE 


EARTHQUAKE AND TSUNAMI IN 
JAPAN 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of S. Res. 101 which was intro- 
duced earlier today. 


100) was 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 101) expressing the 
sense of the Senate relating to the March 11, 
2011, earthquake and tsunami in Japan. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, the mo- 
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de- 
bate, and any statements related to the 
resolution be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. REs. 101 


Whereas at 2:46 pm on March 11, 2011, an 
earthquake initially reported as measuring 
8.9 on the Richter scale, the strongest re- 
corded in more than 100 years in Japan, oc- 
curred near the Tohoku region of Northeast 
Japan, 81 miles off the coast from Sendai 
City; 

Whereas intense shaking could be felt from 
Tokyo to Kamaishi, an arc of roughly 360 
miles; 

Whereas the earthquake generated a mas- 
sive tsunami that caused widespread damage 
to a swath of the northeast Japanese coast- 
line and traveled across the Pacific Ocean, 
causing damage to coastal communities as 
far away as the States of Hawaii, Oregon, 
and California; 

Whereas authorities in Japan confirm at 
least 2,800 deaths from the earthquake and 
resulting tsunami, a toll that is expected to 
rise aS many thousands remain missing as of 
the date of approval of this resolution; 

Whereas approximately 400,000 people have 
been displaced from their homes and are now 
living in shelters or with relatives; 

Whereas within minutes of the earthquake, 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad- 
ministration alerted emergency workers in 
the States of Hawaii, California, Oregon, 
Washington, and Alaska that a potentially 
catastrophic tsunami was heading toward 
those States and mobilized the Tsunami 
Warning System in the Pacific; 

Whereas the earthquake forced the emer- 
gency shutdown of 4 nuclear power facilities 
in Japan, representing a significant loss of 
electric generation capacity for Japan and 
necessitating rolling blackouts in portions of 
Tokyo; 

Whereas the earthquake and the resulting 
tsunami severely damaged the Fukushima 
Daiichi nuclear power station, precipitating 
a loss of power for cooling systems at that 
facility and necessitating emergency meas- 
ures to prevent serious radiation leakages; 

Whereas emergency management experts 
at the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
the Department of Energy, and the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission are continuing to 
work with authorities in Japan to address 
the challenges posed by the damage to the 
Daiichi nuclear facility; 

Whereas international response to the dis- 
aster has been swift, with search and rescue 
teams arriving from the United States, the 
United Kingdom, Australia, New Zealand, 
France, and China, among other countries; 
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Whereas the USS Ronald Reagan aircraft 
carrier and its support vessels have deployed 
to the earthquake region to participate in 
search and rescue and relief operations; 

Whereas elements of the III Marine Expedi- 
tionary Force (MEF), a United States Agen- 
cy for International Development Disaster 
Assistance Response Team (DART), and 
other United States military and civilian 
personnel have deployed to Japan to render 
aid and help coordinate United States relief 
efforts; 

Whereas January 19, 2011, marked the 51st 
anniversary of the signing of the United 
States-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation 
and Security, which has played an indispen- 
sable role in ensuring the security and pros- 
perity of both the United States and Japan, 
as well as in promoting regional peace and 
stability; 

Whereas the United States-Japan alliance 
is based upon shared values, democratic 
ideals, free markets, and a mutual respect 
for human rights, individual liberties, and 
the rule of law; 

Whereas Japan is among the most gen- 
erous donor nations, providing billions of 
dollars of foreign assistance, including dis- 
aster relief, annually to developing coun- 
tries; and 

Whereas the Self-Defense Forces of Japan 
have contributed broadly to global security 
missions, including relief operations fol- 
lowing the tsunami in Indonesia in 2005, re- 
construction in Iraq from 2004 to 2006, and re- 
lief assistance following the earthquake in 
Haiti in 2010: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) mourns the loss of life resulting from 
the earthquake and tsunami in Japan on 
March 11, 2011; 

(2) expresses its deepest condolences to the 
families of the victims of this tragedy; 

(3) expresses its sympathies to the sur- 
vivors who are still suffering in the after- 
math of this natural disaster; 

(4) commends the government of Japan for 
its courageous and professional response to 
this natural disaster; 

(5) supports the efforts already underway 
by the United States Government, relief 
agencies, and private citizens to assist the 
government and people of Japan in their 
time of need; and 

(6) urges the United States and the inter- 
national community to provide additional 
humanitarian assistance to aid the survivors 
and support reconstruction efforts. 


a 


ORDER OF PROCEDURE 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the fol- 
lowing Senators be recognized at the 
times listed below, as in morning busi- 
ness, for the purpose of giving their 
maiden speech to the Senate: Senator 
PORTMAN from my State, following the 
maiden speech of Senator COATS on 
Tuesday, March 15, for up to 15 min- 
utes, and Senator BLUMENTHAL of Con- 
necticut at 12 noon, Wednesday, March 
16, for up to 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, MARCH 15, 
2011 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 


March 14, 2011 


Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 10 a.m. on Tuesday, 
March 15; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day, and following any leader re- 
marks, there be a period of morning 
business until 11 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time equally di- 
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the ma- 
jority controlling the first half and the 
Republicans controlling the final half; 
further, that at 11 a.m. the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of б. 493, the 
small business reauthorization bill; and 
finally, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate recess from 12:30 p.m. until 
2:15 p.m. to allow for the weekly caucus 
meetings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


a 


PROGRAM 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, 
tomorrow, at 2:15 p.m., Senator COATS 
will be recognized to speak for up to 30 
minutes to deliver his maiden speech 
to the Senate, and following his state- 
ment, Senator PORTMAN will be recog- 
nized to speak for up to 15 minutes to 
deliver his maiden speech. 

Rollcall votes in relation to amend- 
ments to the small business jobs bill 
are possible throughout the day tomor- 
row. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be- 
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:19 p.m., adjourned until Tuesday, 
March 15, 2011, at 10 a.m. 


EE 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


MADELYN R. CREEDON, OF INDIANA, TO BE AN ASSIST- 
ANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, VICE MICHAEL NACHT. 

ALAN F. ESTEVEZ, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR LOGISTICS 
AND MATERIEL READINESS. (NEW POSITION) 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER COMMISSION 


MAJOR GENERAL MICHAEL J. WALSH, UNITED STATES 
ARMY, TO BE A MEMBER AND PRESIDENT OF THE MIS- 
SISSIPPI RIVER COMMISSION. 

REAR ADMIRAL JONATHAN W. BAILEY, NOAA, TO BE A 
MEMBER OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER COMMISSION. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


LEWIS ALAN LUKENS, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEM- 
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF COUN- 
SELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE REPUBLIC OF SENEGAL, AND TO SERVE CONCUR- 
RENTLY AND WITHOUT ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION AS 
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC 
OF GUINEA-BISSAU. 
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PAUL D. WOHLERS, OF WASHINGTON, A CAREER MEM- 
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF COUN- 
SELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA. 


UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 


ARIEL PABLOS-MENDEZ, OF NEW YORK, TO BE AN AS- 
SISTANT ADMINISTRATOR OF THE UNITED STATES 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, VICE 
KENT R. HILL, RESIGNED. 
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 


DAN ARVIZU, OF COLORADO, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
NATIONAL SCIENCE BOARD, NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUN- 
DATION, FOR A TERM EXPIRING MAY 10, 2016. (RE- 
APPOINTMENT) 

ALAN I. LESHNER, OF MARYLAND, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE NATIONAL SCIENCE BOARD, NATIONAL SCIENCE 
FOUNDATION, FOR A TERM EXPIRING MAY 10, 2016. (RE- 
APPOINTMENT) 


NATIONAL BOARD FOR EDUCATION SCIENCES 


ROBERT C. GRANGER, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE A MEM- 
BER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE NATIONAL 
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BOARD FOR EDUCATION SCIENCES FOR A TERM EXPIR- 
ING NOVEMBER 28, 2014, VICE JAMES R. DAVIS, RESIGNED. 


Ee 


CONFIRMATION 


Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate, March 14, 2011: 


THE JUDICIARY 


JAMES EMANUEL BOASBERG, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO- 
LUMBIA, TO BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, March 14, 2011 


The House met at noon and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. CAMPBELL). 


EE 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 14, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN 
CAMPBELL to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


SS 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 5, 2011, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall 
debate continue beyond 1:50 p.m. 


EE 


CONDOLENCES TO THE PEOPLE OF 
JAPAN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. DUNCAN) for 1 
minute. 

Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. I 
rise today to speak on behalf of the 
people of the Third Congressional Dis- 
trict of South Carolina to express our 
condolences to the people of Japan in 
the wake of the 8.9 magnitude earth- 
quake that struck off the northeast 
coast of Japan this past Friday and the 
devastating tsunami that claimed the 
lives of thousands of people. 

I have visited Japan twice, once back 
in 2007 and again in 2009 when I took 
my oldest son. It’s a beautiful country; 
and I know the people of Japan to be a 
resilient, generous, and hardworking 
people. In this time of inexpressible 
suffering and need, please know that 
the people of South Carolina and the 
people of America stand with the citi- 
zens of Japan. 

May God bless them, and may God 
continue to bless America. 


FUNDING THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, the year-long continuing res- 
olution the Republicans in this House 
passed last month on a straight party- 
line vote represents misguided values. 
House Republicans sought to cut an ar- 
bitrary amount of funding and did so 
with a meat ax, indiscriminately at- 
tacking worthwhile investments, giv- 
ing no concern to the tremendously 
negative impact this irresponsible at- 
tack will have on our economy. In the 
race for ever-increasing and arbitrary 
cuts, they have demonstrated they 
know the cost of everything and the 
value of nothing. 

Moody’s Analytics said that this ap- 
proach would cost the Nation 700,000 
jobs. The Economic Policy Institute 
said 800,000 jobs. Goldman Sachs said 
the long-term Republican plan would 
lower economic growth by 2 percent 
while increasing unemployment by 1 
percent. Even the conservative Club for 
Growth called it a ‘‘mistake,”’ stating 
that ‘‘cutting spending is important, 
but economic growth is even more im- 
portant.” 

The need for fiscal discipline, of 
course, is clear. We must return to a 
long-term path of fiscal responsibility 
to reduce deficits, but we must not sac- 
rifice our values and our future all in 
the name of deficit reduction. 

Where Americans value health pro- 
tections, the Republican CR slashes 
funding for food safety inspection, 
community health centers, women’s 
health programs, and the National In- 
stitutes of Health. 

Where Americans value national se- 
curity, the Republican plan eliminates 
funding for local police officers and 
firefighters protecting our commu- 
nities and slashes funding for nuclear 
nonproliferation, air marshals, and 
Customs and Border Protection. Where 
Americans value the sacrifice our men 
and women in uniform make to protect 
us, the Republican plan slashes funding 
to assist homeless veterans. 

Where Americans value a focus on 
job creation, the Republican plan 
slashes funds for job training and dra- 
matically reduces educational support. 
Where Americans value transportation 
improvements, the Republican plan 
slashes funding for infrastructure im- 
provements and eliminates the Federal 
commitment to the Washington Metro- 
politan Area Transit Authority. 
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Where Americans value clean air and 
water, the Republican plan destroys 
the Nation’s long-fought environment 
protections. In fact, according to the 
organization Republicans for Environ- 
mental Protection, the Republican 
plan represents an unprecedented as- 
sault on America’s environment. 

The Republican plan defunds the 
landmark Chesapeake Bay restoration 
effort, a joint effort of localities, 
States, and the Federal Government to 
protect and preserve America’s largest 
estuary. In fact, that plan goes further 
and repeals longstanding Clean Water 
Act health protections, such as the 
ability to enact standards for arsenic 
pollution, lead pollution, and acid mine 
drainage in water supplies. 

The Republican plan also repeals 
much of the Clean Air Act, including 
the EPA’s ability to protect us from 
mercury pollution, soot, and green- 
house gases. In fact, the CR even re- 
peals the ability to monitor and track 
greenhouse gases, presumably because 
if you are not allowed to verify a po- 
tential problem, it must not exist. 

Where Americans value energy inde- 
pendence, the Republican plan endan- 
gers our security. Through the existing 
Clean Air Act, we are reducing our Na- 
tion’s dependence on foreign oil 
through improved fuel efficiency stand- 
ards. An agreement to improve fuel ef- 
ficiency by 30 percent by 2016 will re- 
sult in American car owners saving 
$3,000 per vehicle and will reduce the 
Nation’s oil dependence by 77 billion 
gallons of gasoline for vehicles pro- 
duced from 2012 through 2016. This effi- 
ciency improvement will keep $9.9 bil- 
lion from being sent to OPEC countries 
like Libya and Iran unless the Repub- 
lican plan succeeds in overturning 
those efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, the continuing resolu- 
tion passed 2 weeks ago is not respon- 
sible. It sacrifices our Nation’s values, 
our health, our security, our economy, 
our transportation needs, our environ- 
mental plans, and hundreds of thou- 
sands of jobs. 

But now we have a chance to work 
together in a bipartisan fashion—Re- 
publicans and Democrats working with 
the Senate—to reduce the deficit and 
in a conscientious manner. Let’s work 
together to reach a compromise on 
funding the Federal Government that 
addresses the Nation’s debt while pre- 
serving American values. 


EE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
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declares the House in recess until 2 
p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 7 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until 2 p.m. 


EE 
1400 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 2 
p.m. 


ee 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Eternal God, before Whom all cre- 
ation bows, and the Father of all hu- 
manity, another week of life and test- 
ing unfolds before us. 

With the breath of spring upon us, 
may Congress be given fresh vision on 
how to address the needs of Your peo- 
ple and, as a good steward of national 
resources, be delivered from alien 
forces and the tyranny of money. 

By respecting the goodness of Your 
creation and recognizing Your image in 
each person, make this Nation an in- 
strument of peace and an ambassador 
of reconciliation in Your holy name. 

Amen. 


Ee 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, pursu- 
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote 
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8, 
rule XX, further proceedings on this 
question will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


ee 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BURGESS) come for- 
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. BURGESS led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 
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CALLING ON TRANSPARENCY 
FROM THE OBAMA ADMINISTRA- 
TION 


(Mr. BURGESS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, we’re 
coming up on the 1-year anniversary of 
the passage of the Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act. 

President Obama, during the 2008 
Presidential campaign, repeatedly 
promised that this would be an open 
and transparent process. He acknowl- 
edged the people’s right to know. In 
fact, he said over and over again, ‘‘not 
negotiating behind closed doors but 
bringing all parties together so that 
the American people can see what the 
choices are.”’ 

“бо that the American people can see 
what the choices are.”’ 

But instead of doing that, in May of 
2009, a secret meeting of six special in- 
terest groups down at the White House. 
In September of that year, I began 
sending letters. In January of 2010, I 
filed a resolution of inquiry so we could 
see what went on in those meetings 
and what the deal was. But, unfortu- 
nately, we were shut down. 

This year, now under new leadership 
of our Speaker and Chairman UPTON of 
the Energy and Commerce Committee, 
once again we’re asking the White 
House to voluntarily provide us that 
information. And what did they re- 
spond? They said it would be too ‘‘vast 
and expensive.’’ So they acknowledged 
the information is there; they just 
don’t want to go get it. 

Is this the type of transparency that 
the President campaigned on? I think 
not. 

It’s time for the White House to 
make those documents available to 
those of us in the House who have been 
asking for them for almost 2 years’ 
time. Transparency is, indeed, a two- 
way street. 


ee 


HONORING THE MEMORY OF 
DAVID BRODER, DEAN OF THE 
WASHINGTON PRESS CORPS 


(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, back in 
1979, after I had narrowly lost my first 
election to Congress, I came to Wash- 
ington, and I went to The Washington 
Post and I had the opportunity to meet 
David Broder, the dean of the Wash- 
ington press corps. 

Mr. Broder very kindly took me on a 
tour of The Washington Post news- 
room, spent about a half hour with me, 
and that meeting left an indelible im- 
pression on me. 

I read the words of the writer and 
commentator Mark Shields, who the 
other day said that David Broder, who, 
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as we all know, passed away last week, 
never fell victim to the disease of self- 
importance. 

I heard that he spent a great deal of 
time with young reporters, but here I 
was a young defeated congressional 
candidate, and he spent time with me. 
When I had the chance to go on to the 
Rules Committee, he said, Well, it’s a 
great opportunity you’ll find, but re- 
member that committee up there is 
very small by design. It’s to keep us 
and the press corps out. 

Well, I have to say that Mr. Broder, 
over the years, provided me with 
friendship and a lot of great advice. His 
performances before the gridiron were 
legendary, and I know that he’s some- 
one who will be missed all the way 
across the board. 

Mr. Speaker, our thoughts and pray- 
ers are with the Broder family. And the 
press corps is a lesser place for his 
passing. 


EE 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CAMPBELL). Pursuant to clause 12(a) of 
rule I, the Chair declares the House in 
recess subject to the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 5 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 


EE 
1702 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. CAMPBELL) at 5 o’clock 
and 2 minutes p.m. 


a 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken after 6:30 p.m. today. 


Ee 


SPECIALIST JAKE ROBERT 
VELLOZA POST OFFICE 


Mr. ROSS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 793) to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service lo- 
cated at 12781 Sir Francis Drake Boule- 
vard in Inverness, California, as the 
“Specialist Jake Robert Velloza Post 
Office”. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 


H.R. 793 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. SPECIALIST JAKE ROBERT VELLOZA 
POST OFFICE. 


(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 12781 
Sir Francis Drake Boulevard in Inverness, 
California, shall be known and designated as 
the “Specialist Jake Robert Velloza Post Of- 
fice”. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the “Specialist Jake Robert 
Velloza Post Office”. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. Ross) and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ROSS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and to include extraneous mate- 
rial on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROSS of Florida. I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 793, introduced by 
the gentlelady from California (Ms. 
WOOLSEY), would designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service lo- 
cated at 12781 Sir Francis Drake Boule- 
vard in Inverness, California, as the 
“Specialist Jake Robert Velloza Post 
Office.” The bill is cosponsored by the 
entire California State delegation and 
was, favorably, without amendment, 
reported out of the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform last 
Thursday, March 10. 

It is altogether fitting and proper 
that we name this post office in Inver- 
ness for Army Specialist Velloza to 
honor a true American hero and his 
service to our country. 

Jake Robert Velloza was born on 
June 21, 1986, in Santa Rosa, California; 
and he grew up in Inverness. From a 
young age, he knew that he wanted to 
serve his country in the military. His 
high school football coach recalled 
after his death: “Не was set on his 
goals. He was one of those young men 
who knew what he wanted to do and 
did it. Service to his country is what 
appealed to him.”’ 

Specialist Velloza enlisted in the 
Army in 2006 and was assigned to the 
Army’s lst Battalion, 12th Cavalry 
Regiment, 3rd Brigade Combat Team, 
18% Cavalry Division based out of Fort 
Hood, Texas. Tragically, on May 2, 
2009, Specialist Velloza was shot and 
killed by enemy forces while on his 
second tour of duty in Mosul, Iraq. He 
was 22 years old, and left behind his 
fiancee, Danielle Erwin, whom he had 
proposed to just 6 months prior to his 
tragic death. For his bravery and serv- 
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ice to his country, Specialist Velloza 
was awarded the Bronze Star and Pur- 
ple Heart, both of which were presented 
to his parents, Robert and Susan 
Velloza. 

Mr. Speaker, having a father who 
fought and served in World War II, 
along with three brothers who are all 
combat veterans of the Vietnam war, it 
is a privilege for me to stand here 
today before this body and honor the 
memory of a true American hero. As 
the Representative of Florida’s 12th 
Congressional District, I have the 
honor of representing many of our 
brave retired servicemembers who were 
based out of MacDill Air Force Base in 
Tampa, just a few miles west of my dis- 
trict. 

The men and women who were once 
based out of MacDill and those who 
currently work there have much in 
common with Specialist Velloza, a cou- 
rageous young man who made the ulti- 
mate sacrifice promoting freedom and 
protecting our great Nation. 

I am grateful for the service of Spe- 
cialist Velloza and for all of those who 
serve and protect us each and every 
day. I urge all Members to join me in 
strong support of this bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LYNCH. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

First of all, I would like to thank the 
gentleman for his kind remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, aS a member of the 
House Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform, I am pleased to 
join my colleagues in the consideration 
of H.R. 793, which would rename the 
United States Postal Service facility 
at 12781 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard in 
Inverness, California, as the Specialist 
Jake Robert Velloza Post Office Build- 
ing. 

The measure before us was first in- 
troduced by my colleague and friend, 
Representative LYNN WOOLSEY from 
California, on February 17, 2011. The 
bill is cosponsored by all 52 members of 
the California delegation. Further, 
H.R. 793 was taken up by the House 
Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform on March 10, 2011, and 
was reported out of the committee on 
the same day. 

I would like to briefly highlight some 
of the achievements and honorable 
service of Specialist Velloza. The only 
son of Robert and Susan Velloza, Spe- 
cialist Jake Velloza was a lifelong resi- 
dent of Inverness, California. Specialist 
Velloza graduated from high school in 
2004 and attended the College of Marin 
before enlisting in the Army in 2006. 
Specialist Velloza was a member of the 
lst Battalion, 12th Cavalry Regiment, 
3rd Brigade, lst Cavalry Division sta- 
tioned out of Fort Hood, Texas. Army 
Specialist Velloza was serving іп 
Mosul, Iraq, when he was killed in ac- 
tion by enemy fire on May 2, 2009. 

Mr. Speaker, in recognition of this 
young man’s bravery and accomplish- 
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ments, I ask that we pass the under- 
lying bill without reservation and pay 
tribute to the commitment and sac- 
rifice made by Specialist Velloza on be- 
half of our country. 

I urge the passage of H.R. 793. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I yield 5 
minutes to the lead sponsor of this 
measure, the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia, Representative LYNN WOOLSEY. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been my honor to introduce and shep- 
herd to the floor H.R. 793, a bill paying 
tribute to an American hero in my 
home district. 

On May 2, 2009, Army Specialist Jake 
Robert Velloza of Inverness, California, 
was shot and killed during an attack 
by Iraqi soldiers near the city of Mosul. 
He was 22 years old and on his second 
tour in Iraq. He was the only child of 
Bob and Susan Velloza. He was engaged 
to be married to Danielle Erwin, pro- 
posing to her on the Golden Gate 
Bridge, between deployments, 6 months 
before his death. 

Jake was a stand-out athlete at 
Tomales High School like his father 
before him. He attended the College of 
Marin, and following in his grand- 
father’s footsteps, worked at the North 
Marin Water District. Yet he knew 
from the time he was in his teens that 
he wanted to serve, and he joined the 
Army in 2006. Jake knew that he might 
not make it back home. 

He left behind a moving poem, full of 
courage and grace, that was read at his 
funeral. In it, he comforted his family 
and his friends by saying: ‘‘Don’t 
grieve for me now for I am free. Be not 
burdened with times of sorrow. I wish 
you the sunshine of tomorrow.” 
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Mr. Speaker, I think everyone knows 
my strong feelings about our Nation’s 
policies toward Afghanistan and Iraq, 
but my opposition to these wars is 
matched in intensity only by my admi- 
ration and support for the men and 
women risking their lives to fight 
them. And that’s why, when members 
of Jake’s church and others in the com- 
munity approached my office about 
honoring his memory, we went right to 
work. 

I was proud to introduce legislation 
last month to name the post office at 
12781 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard in 
Inverness, California, the ‘‘Specialist 
Jake Robert Velloza Post Office.” I am 
grateful to all my colleagues in the 
California delegation for cosponsoring 
and to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform, especially Chair- 
man ISSA, Ranking Member CUMMINGS, 
and Member LYNCH, for approving the 
bill last week. 

I urge all my House colleagues to ap- 
prove this designation with the hope 
that the Senate will soon follow to 
make sure this proud soldier’s service 
and sacrifice are never forgotten. 
Please pass H.R. 793. 
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Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROSS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
again urge all Members to support pas- 
sage of H.R. 793. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. Ross) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 793. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. ROSS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 


EE 


PROVIDING FOR ACCEPTANCE OF 
STATUE OF GERALD R. FORD 


Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend 
the rules and agree to the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 27) providing 
for the acceptance of a statue of Gerald 
R. Ford from the people of Michigan 
for placement in the United States 
Capitol. 

The Clerk read the title of the con- 
current resolution. 

The text of the concurrent resolution 
is as follows: 


H. Con. RES. 27 


Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), 

SECTION 1. ACCEPTANCE OF STATUE OF GERALD 
R. FORD FROM THE PEOPLE OF 
MICHIGAN FOR PLACEMENT IN 
UNITED STATES CAPITOL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The statue of Gerald R. 
Ford furnished by the people of Michigan for 
placement in the United States Capitol in 
accordance with section 1814 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States (2 U.S.C. 2131), 
is accepted in the name of the United States, 
and the thanks of the Congress are tendered 
to the people of Michigan for providing this 
commemoration of one of Michigan’s most 
eminent persons. 

(b) PRESENTATION CEREMONY.—The State of 
Michigan is authorized to use the rotunda of 
the Capitol on May 8, 2011, for a presentation 
ceremony for the statue accepted under this 
section. The Architect of the Capitol and the 
Capitol Police Board shall take such action 
as may be necessary with respect to physical 
preparations and security for the ceremony. 

(c) DISPLAY IN ROTUNDA.—The Architect of 
the Capitol shall provide for the display of 
the statue accepted under this section in the 
rotunda of the Capitol, in accordance with 
the procedures described in section 311(e) of 
the Legislative Branch Appropriations Act, 
2001 (2 U.S.C. 2182(e)). 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN) 
and the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. WOOLSEY) each will control 20 
minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask that all 
Members have 5 legislative days to re- 
vise and extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of House Concurrent Resolution 27, 
providing for the acceptance of a stat- 
ue of Gerald R. Ford from the people of 
Michigan for placement in the United 
States Capitol. 

President Gerald R. Ford was a dis- 
tinguished Member and minority lead- 
er of this Chamber, a man of the House. 
He was Vice President of the United 
States and our 38th President. A proud 
citizen of the great State of Michigan, 
President Ford served this Nation at a 
time of great national pain and tur- 
moil. He ably served and helped us heal 
our wounds. 

This resolution allows, at the direc- 
tion of the people of Michigan, the Ro- 
tunda to be used for a ceremony in 
President Ford’s honor on May 3 of this 
year. It also allows for the statue to be 
permanently displayed as part of the 
prestigious and historic national Stat- 
uary Hall collection. 

Mr. Speaker, this concurrent resolu- 
tion, introduced by my colleague from 
Michigan (Mr. UPTON) and cosponsored 
by the other members of the Michigan 
delegation, should garner over- 
whelming bipartisan support. So I 
thank Mr. UPTON for introducing it, 
and I urge all my colleagues to support 
H. Con. Res. 27. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, DC, March 10, 2011. 
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER: I write to for- 
mally notify you that the Committee on 
House Administration hereby waives further 
committee consideration of H. Con. Res. 27, 
providing of the acceptance of a statue of 
Gerald R. Ford from the people of Michigan 
for placement in the United States Capitol, 
in order that the resolution may proceed ex- 
peditiously to the House floor for consider- 
ation. 

Sincerely, 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN, 
Chairman. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, Gerald R. Ford, Repub- 
lican of Michigan, served as a Member 
of the U.S. House of Representatives 
from 1949 to 1973 and also served as 
House minority leader from 1965 until 
he was nominated by the President and 
confirmed by Congress to serve as 
President Richard Nixon’s Vice Presi- 
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dent. Representative Ford was a highly 
respected Member who was well-liked 
by his colleagues. He was the first per- 
son actually selected to fill a vacancy 
in the Vice Presidency under provi- 
sions of the 25th Amendment. 

Upon President Nixon’s resignation 
in 1974, Mr. Ford assumed the Presi- 
dency and served until January 20, 1977. 
He is the only person to have served as 
President without first having won a 
national election. 

Mr. Speaker, Title 2 of the United 
States Code allows each State to have 
no more than two statues of their 
choosing to represent their State in 
the national Statuary Hall collection 
in the U.S. Capitol. The Ford statue, 
like that of other former U.S. Presi- 
dents, will be displayed in the Capitol 
Rotunda following the presentation 
ceremony on May 3, 2011. 

H. Con. Res. 27 follows the customary 
practice of accepting the statue into 
the collection and setting the date for 
use of the Rotunda for the ceremony. I 
urge all Members to support this reso- 
lution. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege 
to yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. UPTON) 
and the original sponsor of this resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I certainly 
rise this afternoon in support of this 
resolution which authorizes the place- 
ment of a statue of President Gerald R. 
Ford in the Capitol Rotunda, with an 
unveiling ceremony which is set for 
May 3. 

I’m pleased that this resolution has 
garnered the support of the entire 
Michigan delegation who have lent 
their names as original cosponsors. 
This is a testament to President Ford’s 
high esteem among Michiganders and 
Americans of all political stripes. 

As one who has the honor and privi- 
lege of representing some of the very 
same people in southwest Michigan 
that President Ford did during his ten- 
ure in the House—and I would note 
that Mr. HUIZENGA is going to speak 
after me, and he represents some of the 
same areas; certainly Mr. AMASH from 
Michigan has some of that same dis- 
trict and, I believe, Mr. CAMP as well— 
it gives us pleasure to witness this fit- 
ting tribute to Michigan’s native son. 

President Ford is a Michigan original 
and a model for all those called to pub- 
lic service. A seemingly ordinary 
American who unexpectedly found him- 
self in the Presidency at one of our Na- 
tion’s most tumultuous times, Presi- 
dent Ford led with honesty and integ- 
rity. By standing above the political 
fray, he allowed a wounded Nation to 
heal. 

And I would just note that before he 
lay in state in the Capitol, his coffin 
actually passed through this Chamber 
on the way to lie in state in the Ro- 
tunda, and it is fitting for Michigan to 
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bring his statue here and for us to pass 
this resolution. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
the honor to yield such time as he may 
consume to the dean of the Democratic 
Caucus, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. DINGELL). 

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the distin- 
guished gentlewoman from California 
for her kindness in yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to be one 
of the sponsors of the legislation before 
us. I rise in support of H. Con. Res. 27, 
a resolution providing for the accept- 
ance of a statue of the Honorable Ger- 
ald R. Ford from the people of Michi- 
gan for placement in the United States 
Capitol. It is an honor to be lead spon- 
sor on this resolution with my dear 
friend and colleague across the aisle, 
Mr. UPTON. It is a fitting tribute to the 
bipartisanship and the decency that 
Gerald Ford espoused as a Member of 
the Congress for 25 years, and then as 
Vice President and then President of 
the United States, that the resolution 
has the support of the entire Michigan 
delegation and of the people we in the 
Michigan delegation serve here in the 
Congress. 

The people of Michigan chose a fine 
President, wise legislator, and a decent 
and extraordinary man to serve as one 
of the two statues representing the 
people of Michigan in the United 
States Capitol. Millions of people each 
year will have the privilege of viewing 
the statue and be reminded of the 
thoughtfulness, courage, and sincerity 
with which he led the Nation during 
his Presidency. Indeed, much like 
today, President Ford took office at a 
time of divisiveness and uncertainty, 
and he helped to heal our Nation and to 
bring us together. 
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I was fortunate to serve with Presi- 
dent Ford in the House of Representa- 
tives. And though we disagreed on 
many issues, I was always able to say 
that I and my colleagues here re- 
spected President Ford for his decency, 
and for his ability and desire to bring 
all people together at the table and to 
form consensuses across the aisle. 
When he became President, the Con- 
gress helped work with him to enact a 
number of bipartisan laws, such as the 
Privacy Act, the Federal Elections 
Campaign Act, the Housing and Com- 
munity Development Act, which estab- 
lished the Community Development 
Block Grant program, and many oth- 
ers. 

President Ford and I worked particu- 
larly closely during his presidency on 
energy matters. He was an honorable 
man whose word was good, and his ad- 
ministration always kept in mind the 
best concerns and the best interests of 
the people of the United States. During 
that administration, we passed the En- 
ergy Policy and Conservation Act of 
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1975, EPCA, which established the Na- 
tion’s first fuel-economy standards. 

At a time when our country is deeply 
divided, I am pleased to have this mo- 
ment to reflect on Gerald Ford’s leg- 
acy. He never abandoned his beliefs, 
and he never based his decisions on 
anything except the best interests of 
the Nation. He once said that ‘‘our 
great Republic is a government of laws, 
not men.” It is wise that we should re- 
member these good words and pay trib- 
ute to Gerald R. Ford by accepting his 
statue in the halls of this great institu- 
tion. I urge my colleagues to join me in 
voting for this resolution. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, at this time I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from the State of Michi- 
gan (Mrs. MILLER). 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in very strong 
support of this House Resolution that 
is going to help put a statue of Presi- 
dent Gerald R. Ford in the United 
States Capitol Rotunda. 

Mr. Speaker, before I came to the 
Congress, I had the great honor and 
privilege of serving as Michigan’s sec- 
retary of State. And sort of an odd ap- 
pendage of that job was serving as our 
State’s official historian, so we did all 
the historic markers. I tried to get 
around the State of Michigan to go to 
some of the dedications, particularly 
the ones that I thought were so out- 
standing. I recall with such a great 
amount of pride having the historic 
marker dedicated for Gerald Ford’s 
boyhood home. A couple of young peo- 
ple had bought the home and com- 
pletely refurbished it to the period 
when Gerald Ford was there. And so we 
are standing there on the porch of his 
boyhood home in Grand Rapids, and 
there was a very large crowd assembled 
of family, friends, neighbors, and oth- 
ers that were there to see the Presi- 
dent, who came, both the President and 
Mrs. Ford came that day. 

I had just gotten elected as the sec- 
retary of State, and here I was intro- 
ducing him to this crowd of people 
there. He couldn’t have been more 
humble and more enjoyable to listen to 
because he was talking about playing 
football out in the streets there, and 
how much he enjoyed that and the 
rough and tumble of playing football 
then. And of course then he went on to 
a couple of national championships at 
the University of Michigan. Go Blue! 

But from there, you think about 
where he came from and what he 
achieved in his life, and really I think 
the humility and the honor that he had 
that took him from playing football, 
from those streets to a couple of na- 
tional championships, and then to a 
historic and very remarkable and 
impactful legislative career, serving 
here in this House, in this Chamber, 
and then on to be the Vice President of 


March 14, 2011 


the United States, and then the Presi- 
dent of the United States. It is really 
an American story. It’s just an Amer- 
ican story, a true American success 
story. 

President Ford took over the presi- 
dency at a time when our Nation was 
reeling from the nightmare of Water- 
gate, looking for somebody to give us 
some stability, some normalcy during 
those terrible times when the honor 
and the dignity of the Office of the 
President had been so severely dam- 
aged. And he managed to repair Amer- 
ica’s faith, I think, in our leaders be- 
cause he was so clearly an honest man, 
a true American patriot, an honorable 
man. He was the right leader at a very 
difficult time in our Nation’s history. 
He reflected so well the humble and the 
patriotic, honest people of the great 
State of Michigan. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I rise today in sup- 
port of this resolution. I think this 
statue of President Gerald Ford joining 
the other statues in Statuary Hall is 
certainly a fitting and appropriate 
thing. It reflects the will of the people 
of Michigan and I think is an honor 
that is long overdue to President Ger- 
ald R. Ford. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
HUIZENGA). 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. I appre- 
ciate the chairman, the gentleman 
from California, allowing me this op- 
portunity to speak in favor of House 
Continuing Resolution 27. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a special oppor- 
tunity for me, as a freshman Member 
of this body, in many different ways. 
First and foremost, it’s special to me 
because growing up in west Michigan, 
my hometown of Zeeland was rep- 
resented by the gentleman who went 
from Congressman to Vice President to 
President Ford at various times. And 
my father, who was a city councilman 
for many, many years during that 
time, actually had an opportunity to 
work with him and have a bit of a rela- 
tionship. So I grew up around the din- 
ing room table with this lore about 
Gerald Ford and what it meant to be 
involved and to give back to your com- 
munity. 

The second reason why it was very 
important to me was because of that 
time and that era. Being born in 1969, 
some of my earliest memories sur- 
rounded that turmoil of Vietnam and 
of Watergate, and of that time when, at 
the time then-Congressman Ford be- 
coming Vice President and then be- 
coming President of the United States. 
It very much shaped me as I was inter- 
ested in the political process. 

The third thing that really makes 
this special to me was, later on, just 
prior to this, I was granted the privi- 
lege of serving my community in the 
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Michigan House of Representatives, 
where I voted to replace Zachary Chan- 
dler, who had been a Governor, and the 
statue that represented him, I voted to 
replace that with Gerald Ford. Now 
this was absolutely nothing against 
Governor Chandler. He was a great 
man in and of himself at the time. He 
was an abolitionist, fought against 
slavery, and many other things. But we 
felt this was such a special opportunity 
to grant to President Ford. So it was 
really an honor to be able to do that. 

The other couple of things that make 
this special for me is, I had the oppor- 
tunity to attend his funeral here at the 
National Cathedral. It was a very mov- 
ing time. It was especially interesting 
to see people from both sides of the 
aisle talk about him with such respect 
and the way that he handled himself as 
such a gentleman. Even though he was 
tough, he came in and did it in a very 
respectful way. And I thought that was 
a true honor. I then that same day flew 
back to Grand Rapids and was able to 
pass in front of his casket at the Ger- 
ald R. Ford museum in downtown 
Grand Rapids, where there were lit- 
erally hours and hours and hours of 
lines. I literally stood in line for over 4 
hours at midnight as this line, through 
the entire night, snaked past his cas- 
ket to pay honor and respect. Then the 
next day, as the burial was happening, 
crowds of tens of thousands of people 
literally lined the streets in honor of 
this man and Mrs. Ford as well. 

And now we arrive at this point, the 
true honor of being able to be in this 
body, to have been an original cospon- 
sor of this legislation, to be able to be 
here to witness the placing of this stat- 
ue here in this great Capitol, a place 
where his heart really lied, a place 
where he served as minority leader for 
a number of years in this very Cham- 
ber. And it’s truly an honor to be here 
and to be a part of this historic time. 
We are so thankful that we can pay 
honor and respect to this wonderful 
man who served his country nobly. 
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
passage of this resolution. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, President Ford was a 
wonderful person, as everyone has said 
here. He was a remarkable man. And 
one of the most remarkable things 
about him was the humility with which 
he carried himself through his entire 
life. 

An All-American football player, he 
was criticized for being clumsy by the 
national press at times, when in fact it 
was because he had a trick knee as a 
result of injuries that he suffered. But 
he never complained about that. 

га like to just mention one little 
anecdote that I think brings to the at- 
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tention of people what a genuine per- 
son he was. We all know that President 
Ford took a rather controversial, and I 
would say courageous, act in granting 
a pardon to President Nixon because he 
thought it was best for this country. 

Now, some time thereafter, my fa- 
ther actually happened to be the physi- 
cian attending to former President 
Nixon when he was suffering from his 
phlebitis attack which led to a near- 
death occasion while he was at Long 
Beach Memorial Hospital. 

President Ford heard about that, and 
President Ford was en route to Cali- 
fornia, and he immediately summoned 
his aides to him on Air Force One and 
said, I want to go visit Richard Nixon. 
His staff replied, Mr. President, we 
would advise against it. You’ve already 
received political heat for pardoning 
Mr. Nixon. And a personal visit like 
this would draw attention to that, and 
we would recommend against it. 

In response, Gerald Ford said, Rich- 
ard Nixon is my friend; he is in trouble. 
I want to see him. 

So his aides then said, well, Mr. 
President, perhaps he is not well 
enough to see you. And President Ford 
said to his staff, call his doctor, call 
Pat Nixon, ask whether it would be 
good for me to visit him, and I will 
abide by their decision. 

They called up and talked to Mrs. 
Nixon, who then called my dad and 
asked whether it would be a good idea. 
And my dad said it might be the best 
thing for his health that could happen. 
And when that was told to Gerald Ford, 
he said, make it happen. And he did. He 
came and he visited Richard Nixon at 
the hospital. After it was over, he 
turned to his aide, his Chief of Staff, 
Dick Cheney, and said, that’s as close 
to death as I’ve ever seen anybody, be- 
cause President Nixon was very, very 
sick at the time. 

My dad called me up after that was 
over and said, this was a wonderful 
visit. It will help the health of Presi- 
dent Nixon. And then he said to me, 
this—probably politically incorrect to 
say today, but my dad said, That Presi- 
dent Ford, he’s a real man’s man. What 
he meant by that was he was a genuine 
person who, irrespective of the polit- 
ical consequences, decided to go for- 
ward with what most people would con- 
sider to be a genuine act of friendship, 
trying to help a friend in need, a friend 
who was in difficulty and, in fact, al- 
most on the doorstep of death. 

But that was Gerald Ford. He acted 
the way we would all hope that we 
would act, without concern for the con- 
sequences politically. Gerald Ford was, 
in fact, a man’s man. 

Mr. Speaker, I would urge our col- 
leagues to support this resolution so 
that we might have the presence of 
Gerald Ford’s statue here in our Na- 
tion’s Capitol so that generations from 
now children can come and visit and 
ask questions about who that man, 
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President Ford, really was, and perhaps 
they will get the real picture. 

Mr. AMASH. Mr. Speaker, President Ford 
served the State of Michigan and the United 
States with distinction during a time of im- 
mense upheaval. Placing a statue of President 
Ford in the Capitol is a great tribute and is 
well earned. 

| admire President Ford’s willingness to take 
principled stands for what he believed was 
right, even if those decisions were unpopular 
at the time. | am honored to represent the 
same district that President Ford served, and 
| will continue to strive to live up to his prin- 
cipled example. 

Thank you to the people of Michigan for 
providing this statue. It is my hope that this 
statue will serve as a symbol of political cour- 
age to future Capitol visitors. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN) that the House 
suspend the rules and agree to the con- 
current resolution, H. Con. Res. 27. 

The question was taken. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, on that I demand 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 


EE 
RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap- 
proximately 6:30 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 36 min- 
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until approximately 6:30 p.m. 

a 


1830 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. BISHOP of Utah) at 6 
o’clock and 30 minutes p.m. 


EEE 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.J. RES. 48, ADDITIONAL CON- 
TINUING APPROPRIATIONS 
AMENDMENTS, 2011 


Mr. WOODALL, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 112-33) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 167) providing for consideration of 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 48) mak- 
ing further continuing appropriations 
for fiscal year 2011, and for other pur- 
poses, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on motions to suspend the 
rules previously postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H.R. 793, by the yeas and nays; 

H. Con. Res. 27, by the yeas and nays; 

approval of the Journal, de novo. 

The first electronic vote will be con- 
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 


ES 


SPECIALIST JAKE ROBERT 
VELLOZA POST OFFICE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 793) to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service lo- 
cated at 12781 Sir Francis Drake Boule- 
vard in Inverness, California, as the 
“Specialist Jake Robert Velloza Post 
Office,” on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. Ross) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 394, nays 0, 
answered present 1, not voting 37, as 
follows: 


[Roll No. 175] 


YEAS—394 
Ackerman Buerkle Crowley 
Adams Burgess Cuellar 
Aderholt. Burton (IN) Culberson 
Alexander Butterfield Cummings 
Altmire Calvert Davis (CA) 
Amash Camp Davis (KY) 
Andrews Campbell DeGette 
Austria Canseco DeLauro 
Baca Cantor Denham 
Bachmann Capito Dent 
Bachus Capps DesJarlais 
Baldwin Cardoza Deutch 
Barletta Carnahan Diaz-Balart 
Barrow Carney Dicks 
Bartlett Carson (IN) Dingell 
Barton (TX) Carter Doggett 
Bass (CA) Cassidy Dold 
Bass (NH) Castor (FL) Donnelly (IN) 
Becerra Chabot Dreier 
Benishek Chaffetz Duffy 
Berg Chandler Duncan (SC) 
Berkley Chu Duncan (TN) 
Berman Cicilline Edwards 
Biggert Clarke (MI) Ellison 
Bilbray Clarke (NY) Ellmers 
Bishop (GA) Clay Emerson 
Bishop (NY) Cleaver Eshoo 
Bishop (UT) Clyburn Farenthold 
Black Coble Farr 
Blackburn Coffman (CO) Fattah 
Blumenauer Cohen Filner 
Bonner Cole Fincher 
Bono Mack Conaway Fitzpatrick 
Boren Connolly (VA) Fleischmann 
Boswell Conyers Fleming 
Brady (PA) Cooper Flores 
Brady (TX) Costa Forbes 
Braley (ТА) Courtney Fortenberry 
Brooks Crawford Foxx 
Brown (FL) Crenshaw Frank (MA) 
Bucshon Critz Franks (AZ) 


Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 

Holt 

Honda 

Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hurt 

Inslee 

Israel 

Issa 

Jackson (IL) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Jordan 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 

Kildee 

Kind 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 

Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 

Levin 

Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 


Long 

Lucas 

Luetkemeyer 

Lujan 

Lummis 

Lungren, Daniel 
Е. 

Lynch 

Mack 

Maloney 

Marino 

Markey 

Matheson 

Matsui 

McCarthy (CA) 

McCarthy (NY) 

McCaul 

McClintock 

McCollum 

McCotter 

McGovern 

McHenry 

McIntyre 

McKeon 

McKinley 

McMorris 
Rodgers 

McNerney 

Meehan 

Meeks 

Mica 

Michaud 

Miller (FL) 

Miller (MI) 

Miller (NC) 

Miller, Gary 

Miller, George 

Moore 

Moran 

Mulvaney 

Murphy (PA) 

Myrick 

Nadler 

Napolitano 

Neugebauer 

Noem 

Nugent 

Nunes 

Nunnelee 

Olson 

Olver 

Owens 

Palazzo 

Pallone 

Pastor (AZ) 

Paulsen 

Payne 

Pearce 

Pelosi 

Pence 

Perlmutter 

Peters 

Peterson 

Petri 

Pingree (ME) 

Pitts 

Platts 

Poe (TX) 

Polis 

Pompeo 

Posey 

Price (GA) 

Price (NC) 

Quayle 

Quigley 

Rahall 

Rangel 

Reed 

Rehberg 

Reichert 

Renacci 

Reyes 

Ribble 

Richardson 

Richmond 

Rigell 

Rivera 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 

Rogers (AL) 

Rogers (KY) 
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Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 

Ross (AR) 
Ross (FL) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Southerland 
Speier 

Stark 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 

Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 

Tipton 
Tonko 

Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 

Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Walz (MN) 
Watt 
Waxman 
Webster 
Weiner 
Welch 

West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Woolsey 

Wu 

Yoder 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


ANSWERED ‘“‘PRESENT’’—1 


Broun (GA) 
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NOT VOTING—387 


Akin Grijalva Neal 
Bilirakis Gutierrez Pascrell 
Boustany Hunter Paul 
Buchanan Jackson Lee Rush 
Capuano (TX) Sanchez, Linda 
Costello Johnson (IL) T. 
Cravaack Larson (CT) Sanchez, Loretta 
Davis (IL) Lee (CA) Tierney 
DeFazio Loebsack Wasserman 
Doyle Lowey Schultz 
Engel Manzullo 
Flake Marchant Waters 
Giffords McDermott Yarmuth 
Green, Al Murphy (CT) 

1853 


So (two-thirds being in the affirma- 
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 175, 
my flight was delayed due to inclement weath- 
er. Had | been present, | would have voted 
“aye.” 


Ee 


MOMENT OF SILENCE FOR THE 
VICTIMS OF THE EARTHQUAKE 
AND TSUNAMI IN JAPAN 


(Mr. HONDA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, I ask that 
the House observe a moment of silence 
for the injured, the missing, and for all 
those who have perished in the after- 
math of the devastating earthquake 
and tsunami that hit our endearing 
friend, the democratic nation of Japan, 
this past Friday. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
Members please rise and join us in a 
moment of silence. 


EE 


PROVIDING FOR ACCEPTANCE OF 
STATUE OF GERALD R. FORD 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, 5-minute voting will con- 
tinue. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on the mo- 
tion to suspend the rules and agree to 
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 
27) providing for the acceptance of a 
statue of Gerald R. Ford from the peo- 
ple of Michigan for placement in the 
United States Capitol, on which the 
yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the con- 
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN) that the House 
suspend the rules and agree to the con- 
current resolution. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 396, nays 0, 
not voting 36, as follows: 
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Ackerman 
Adams 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Andrews 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (CA) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (ТА) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 

Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Dent 


2011 


[Roll No. 176] 
YEAS—2396 


DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Eshoo 
Farenthold 
Farr 

Fattah 
Filner 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garamendi 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hal 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 

Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 

Holden 

Holt 

Honda 

Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 

Hurt 

Inslee 

Israel 

Issa 

Jackson (IL) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Jordan 
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Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Kucinich 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Marchant 
Marino 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCau 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (CT) 


Napolitano 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 

Olver 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paulsen 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 


Petri Ryan (OH) Thompson (CA) 
Pingree (ME) Ryan (WI) Thompson (MS) 
Pitts Sarbanes Thompson (PA) 
Platts Scalise Thornberry 
Poe (TX) Schakowsky Tiberi 
Polis Schiff Tipton 
Pompeo Schilling Tonko 
Posey Schmidt Towns 
Price (GA) Schock Tsongas 
Price (NC) Schrader Turner 
Quayle Schwartz Upton 
Quigley Schweikert Van Hollen 
ш Бош СУ Velazquez 
ange. со ; 

Reed Scott, Austin ырл 
Rehberg Scott, David Walden 
Reichert Sensenbrenner Walsh (IL) 
Renacci Serrano W. 

к alz (MN) 
Reyes Sessions Watt 
Ribble Sewell Waxman 
Richardson Sherman 
Richmond Shimkus Webster 
Rigell Shuler Weiner 
Rivera Shuster Welch 
Roby Simpson West 
Roe (TN) Sires Westmoreland 
Rogers (AL) Slaughter Whitfield 
Rogers (KY) Smith (NE) Wilson (FL) 
Rogers (MI) Smith (NJ) Wilson (SC) 
Rokita Smith (TX) Wittman 
Rooney Smith (WA) Wolf 
Ros-Lehtinen Southerland Womack 
Roskam Speier Woodall 
Ross (AR) Stark Woolsey 
Ross (FL) Stearns Wu 
Rothman (NJ) Stivers Yarmuth 
Roybal-Allard Stutzman Yoder 
Royce Sullivan Young (AK) 
Runyan Sutton Young (FL) 
Ruppersberger Terry Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—36 
Aderholt Gingrey (GA) Murphy (PA) 
Akin Green, Al Neal 
Bishop (NY) Grijalva Pascrell 
Boustany Gutierrez Paul 
Buchanan Hunter Rohrabacher 
Capuano Jackson Lee Rush 
Costello (TX) Sánchez, Linda 
Davis (IL) Johnson (IL) av 
DeFazio Larson (CT) Sanchez, Loretta 
Doyle Lee (CA) Tierney 
Engel Loebsack Wasserman 
Flake Manzullo Schultz 
Giffords McDermott Waters 
1902 


So (two-thirds being in the affirma- 
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
concurrent resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, 
on rollcall No. 176, | was unavoidably de- 
tained. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “yes.” 

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 176, 
my flight was delayed due to inclement weath- 
er. Had | been present, | would have voted 
“aye.” 


Ee 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, | was un- 
avoidably absent for votes in the House cham- 
ber today. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “yea” on rollcall votes 175 and 176. 


EEE 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, on March 
14th | missed the two rollcall votes of the day. 
Had | been present | would have voted “yea” 
on rollcall vote No. 175 on passage of H.R. 
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793, to designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 12781 Sir 
Francis Drake Boulevard in Inverness, Cali- 
fornia, as the “Specialist Jake Robert Velloza 
Post Office.” Had | been present 1 would have 
voted “yea” on rollcall vote No. 176, on pas- 
sage of H. Con. Res. 27, providing for the ac- 
ceptance of a statue of Gerald R. Ford from 
the people of Michigan for placement in the 
United States Capitol. 


жанынан 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 
on March 14, 2011 | missed rollcall votes 175 
and 176. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “yea” or “aye” on both. 


EE 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
today | was unavoidably detained and missed 
the following votes: rollcall vote 175—H.R. 
793—To designate the facility of the United 
States Postal Service located at 12781 Sir 
Francis Drake Boulevard in Inverness, Cali- 
fornia, as the “Specialist Jake Robert Velloza 
Post Office”. Had | been present, | would have 
voted “yea” on this bill; rollcall vote 176—H. 
Con. Res. 27—Providing for the acceptance of 
a statue of Gerald R. Ford from the people of 
Michigan for placement in the United States 
Capitol. Had | been present 1 would have 
voted “yea” on this bill. 


EE 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin- 
ished business is the question on agree- 
ing to the Speaker’s approval of the 
Journal, which the Chair will put de 
novo. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap- 
proval of the Journal. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


u 


CONGRATULATIONS TO JERRY 
BELLUNE, JOURNALIST OF THE 
YEAR 


(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, citizens who cherish fairness 
in the media are rejoicing that Jerry 
Bellune, editor emeritus of the Lex- 
ington County Chronicle, has been 
named Journalist of the Year. The cov- 
eted honor was announced March 5 at 
the South Carolina Press Association’s 
annual awards luncheon held in Colum- 
bia. Bellune was recognized for his 
more than half-century involvement in 
the industry. 

Bellune and his wife and business 
partner, MacLeod Bellune, have built 
the Chronicle into one of the best local 
newspapers in America, with more 
than 300 national and State awards. 
Their son, Mark Bellune, is continuing 


3914 


the tradition of professionalism with 
its creed: A Conservative Choice, Not a 
Liberal Echo. 

Bellune has been a tireless champion 
for taxpayers’ dollars not being the 
government’s money but clearly the 
people’s money. His longtime crusade 
opposing excessive spending was en- 
dorsed last week by the Student Con- 
gressional Advisory Board of the Uni- 
versity of South Carolina Student Gov- 
ernment, which issued a thoughtful re- 
port to promote debt reduction as the 
student body’s greatest concern. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops 
and we will never forget September the 
11th in the global war on terrorism. 


EEE 
WEST BANK MURDERS 


(Ms. BERKLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
call attention to the horrific murders 
that took place in Israel this past 
weekend. Late Friday night during the 
Jewish Sabbath, Palestinian terrorists 
murdered five members of a family, in- 
cluding two young children and an in- 
fant, by stabbing them to death in 
their beds while they slept in their vil- 
lage in the northern West Bank. 

This grisly murder, that young chil- 
dren can be killed along with their par- 
ents for merely living in a place they 
are not wanted. The world community 
must stand together in rejecting such 
violence and state unequivocally that 
negotiations are the only acceptable 
way forward to resolve this conflict. 

We must also reject the notion that 
the West Bank must be rid of all 
Israelis—Judenfrei, where have we 
heard that before?—before peace can be 
had in the Middle East. Palestinian 
leaders have perpetuated this dan- 
gerous myth while Israelis, by con- 
trast, have embraced their Arab neigh- 
bors as complete and equal citizens 
since 1948. 

Mr. Speaker, the Palestinians must 
not be allowed to cleanse the West 
Bank of all Jewish life before they will 
accept a peace agreement with Israel. 
The world community must call on 
them to condemn these horrific at- 
tacks and immediately return to the 
negotiating table, which they have 
avoided for far too long. 


EEE 
TRAGEDY IN VANSANT, VIRGINIA 


(Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, the Ninth Congressional Dis- 
trict of Virginia and the law enforce- 
ment community suffered a terrible 
loss yesterday. I was deeply saddened 
to learn that two deputies of the 
Buchanan County Sheriff's Department 
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were killed and two others were seri- 
ously injured in the line of duty in 
Vansant, Virginia. 

My condolences go out to the fami- 
lies of Deputy William Ezra Stiltner 
and Deputy Cameron Neil Justus, who 
lost their lives yesterday. A 10-year 
veteran of the Buchanan County Sher- 
iff’'s Department, Deputy Justus is sur- 
vived by his wife, daughter, and step- 
son. A 7-year veteran, Deputy Stiltner 
is survived by his wife and his two chil- 
dren. My prayers are with their fami- 
lies. 

Also, my continued thoughts and 
prayers are with Deputy Eric Dwayne 
Rasnake and Deputy Shane Earl 
Charles, as they recover from this hor- 
rific shooting, as well as the Buchanan 
County Sheriff's Department and the 
entire community. 

This act of violence is a reminder of 
the dangers our law enforcement offi- 
cials face daily. As our community 
grieves, we will not forget these offi- 
cers’ service, their selflessness, and 
their sacrifice. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING UNIVERSITY OF 
ARKANSAS AT LITTLE ROCK 


(Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to congratulate 
the University of Arkansas at Little 
Rock for earning berths in both the 
men’s and women’s NCAA basketball 
tournament as champions of the Sun 
Belt Conference. UALR’s sweep of the 
Sun Belt titles makes them the first 
school to do so since 2008. 

For the Lady Trojans, this is their 
first Sun Belt championship and their 
second consecutive trip to the tour- 
nament. For the Trojans, this is also 
their first Sun Belt championship and 
their first visit to the NCAA tour- 
nament since 1990. 

Congratulations to coaches Steve 
Shields and Joe Foley, as well as ath- 
letic director Chris Peterson, for their 
leadership this championship season. 
Congratulations, also, to the young 
men and women of UALR basketball. 
Thank you for representing your 
school, the City of Little Rock, and the 
State of Arkansas. 

We are rooting for you. 


EE 
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THE KING JAMES VERSION OF 
THE BIBLE 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, in 
the days of merry old England, King 
James commissioned the translation of 
the Bible into English. He made it pos- 
sible for the common man to have ac- 
cess to the Scriptures. This is the 400- 
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year anniversary of the 1611 trans- 
lation of the King James Version of the 
Bible. Explorers and then Christians 
seeking religious freedom carried the 
King James version to the New World. 
Millions of American school kids used 
the King James for decades as a basis 
for learning English. Pioneers carried 
it in covered wagons while taming the 
West. In some families, the only book 
they had was the King James Bible. 
U.S. military took pocket copies of the 
version in both World Wars. And hun- 
dreds of courtrooms use the Bible to 
swear in witnesses. Presidents still 
place their hand on a King James Bible 
at their inauguration. For 400 years, 
the King James Bible has made it pos- 
sible for the Judeo-Christian beliefs of 
the Good Book to be read and studied 
in the English language. 
And that’s just the way it is. 


ee 


CONGRATULATIONS TO EDEN 
PRAIRIE HOCKEY 


(Mr. PAULSEN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate the Eden Prairie 
High School boys’ hockey team on win- 
ning the 2A State championship. It’s 
the team’s second State title in 3 
years. 

The Eden Prairie Eagles were well 
matched in the championship game 
against the Duluth East Greyhounds. 
With the game heading into triple 
overtime, the Eagles came out on top 
3-2. This game would actually prove to 
be the longest championship game in 
the 67-year history of the Minnesota 
State hockey tournament. 

I also want to recognize Eden Prairie 
senior Kyle Rau, who was named Min- 
nesota’s Mr. Hockey by a group of 
NCAA Division I coaches and NHL 
scouts. There’s no doubt that Kyle’s 41 
season goals, including five in the 
State tournament, played a strong role 
in the Eagles’ championship victory. 

Congratulations to Coach Smith and 
Eden Prairie’s student athletes. We’re 
all very proud of you. 


EE 
IT’S A WONDERFUL LIFE 


(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, in the 
classic movie by Frank Capra called 
“It’s a Wonderful Life,” the main char- 
acter, the hero, played by Jimmy Stew- 
art, contemplated the question of what 
would the world be like if you had not 
have lived. In his case, what would his 
town have been like. And I think that’s 
the question we 485 Members of Con- 
gress have to answer: What would Con- 
gress be like if you were not serving? 
Would you go on spending money— 
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right now, borrowing forty cents for 
every dollar we spend; a national debt 
of 96 percent of GDP; a deficit right 
now of $1.6 trillion. What if you had not 
served? Would it make a difference? 
That’s what the debate is about right 
now. Highty-seven new Members who 
came to Congress to change this spend- 
ing habit, to say “по,” and Democrats 
and Republicans have their finger- 
prints on overspending, but it is now 
time for changing. 

There’s another popular movie called 
“The Blind Side” in which the main 
character was drafted by Ole Miss Uni- 
versity to protect the quarterback on 
his blind side. That’s what these Mem- 
bers need to do, Mr. Speaker, is protect 
the blind side of the taxpayers from ab- 
solute disaster. 


eS 


IRRESPONSIBILITY 


(Mr. GOHMERT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GOHMERT. Tomorrow, we’re 
going to take up another short-term 
continuing resolution. In the mean- 
time, today, tomorrow, the next day, 
we will be borrowing $4 billion a day 
that we don’t have to pay the deficit 
that this administration is running. 
We’re going to debate tomorrow about 
$6 billion here. Well, that’s a day and a 
half of deficit. We’re going to bring in 
around $2.1 trillion for this year, and 
we’re going to spend $3.6 trillion. It is 
irresponsible. It is reprehensible. 

For years, we’ve heard: For the good 
of the children. It is for the good of the 
children that this body man up across 
the aisles and quit spending money 
that our children don’t even have. 
Let’s vote “по” until we can do some 
real saving. 


——— с 


CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KINZINGER of Illinois). Under the 
Speaker’s announced policy of January 
5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CARTER) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. CARTER. Thank you, Mr. Speak- 
er. 

I would like to yield such time as he 
may consume to my good friend, Mr. 
KING, to talk about an American hero. 

HONORING CORPORAL JOHN MICHAEL PECK 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you, Judge 
CARTER. It’s with honor I take the floor 
tonight. I very much appreciate your 
yielding, and I understand your great 
respect for the troops and the pain that 
you suffered down at Fort Hood and the 
involvement that you have had in each 
and every engagement standing up for 
our military, standing up for our coun- 
try, standing up for our national secu- 
rity. 

Tonight, I step to the floor with your 
acknowledgment, Judge CARTER, to 
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honor a real American hero. This 
American hero that we honor tonight 
here on the floor of the United States 
Congress is an American hero, Corporal 
John Michael Peck, who’s with us here 
in the audience tonight up in the cor- 
ner and watching the proceedings here 
in the House of Representatives. Cor- 
poral Peck is a United States Marine, 
3rd Battalion, 1st Marine Division. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to honor this 
American hero who is from Rockford, 
Illinois. Corporal John Michael Peck is 
a member of, again, the 3rd Battalion, 
156 Marine Division. His mother, Lisa 
Peck, is here with us tonight. She was 
a single mother for 16 years. Michael 
was born in Daytona Beach, Florida, 
and grew up in Rockford, Illinois. After 
graduating from Antioch High School, 
he went into the Marine Corps. On Au- 
gust 23, 2007, in Iraq, he received his 
first Purple Heart after an explosion 
and he received a TBI injury. Then, on 
May 24, 2010, he was in Helmand prov- 
ince in Afghanistan, where he received 
his second Purple Heart after an ТЕР 
explosion nearly cost Corporal Peck his 
life. John lost all four of his limbs. 

Against all odds, and with the help of 
his mother, he climbed out into the 
light. His progress has been incredible. 
His fellow marines talk of his prowess 
in the weight room. He is truly a man 
possessed. His attitude and his courage 
have made all the difference. Like all 
these young men and women, the ones 
who do the best are the ones whose 
loved ones are there with them each 
day. And Lisa has been there from day 
one. There should be a medal of honor 
for those who stand by their children 
and put their lives on hold to help 
them rebuild theirs. 

John is one of three quads who are 
over at Walter Reed Army Medical 
Hospital. The other two are Brendon 
Marocco and Todd Nicely. Their heart 
and their souls are something of beau- 
ty to behold. I ask that this Nation 
continue to stand with and for those 
troops who stood up for us; those who 
gave the ultimate sacrifice, those he- 
roes, such as Corporal John Michael 
Peck, who paid such a high price, and 
who rewards us with his indomitable 
spirit. And the strength of family and 
the love of a mother, all here in this 
story, however sad, however tragic, it 
lifts my heart to know that we have 
Americans that will serve us in this 
way, and Americans who inspire us 
with their spirit in the aftermath of 
such a service. 

God bless you, Corporal. 

I ask that this poem penned by А1- 
bert Caswell in honor of Corporal Peck 
be placed in the RECORD. 

WHAT I GAVE 

On battlefields of honor bright... . 

There are but all of those Magnificent’s, who 
so fight! 

Who but so bring their light.... 

All in what they gave! 

Who now so lie in such cold soft quiet 
стауеѕ . . .. 
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Teaching us all how to behave! 

Whose family’s pain, is something that only 
heaven can take! 

And then, there are all of those who are so 
left. ... 

So left with such pain, so close to death 
... . living day by day! 

All because of what they gave! 

And the ones who live without arms and legs! 

Without eyes and ears, and strong faces 

..asthey.... 

wah a (0) ы ке. Шаб» дй д 

gave! 

Whose, most brilliant valor no one can ever 
so take away! 

And all of those children, who now so live 
without moms and dads who 
wake! 

And all of those parents who’ve so lost the 
greatest loves of all, as have they! 

As it’s for them we now so weep, this very 
day! 

All because of what they gave! 

So in the night, as you lay your head down 
torest.... 

While, all of your loved ones 
caress.... 

And you realize why you are so blessed, and 
what youhave.... 

Remember, all of America’s very best! 

And what they gave! 


And John, on that morning after when you 


АП . they .... 


you so 


awoke.... 

And somehow so tried to cope... . 

And so saw, all what this war had 
invoked... 


As your great heart, to you so spoke! 

So spoke of what you gave! 

Quivering, so back then .... 
tears you made! 


oh how the 


As they rolled down your fine strong 
chin.... 

And your brave heart so began to pound, yes 
back then! 


As somehow you so tried to comprehend! 

Wishing somehow that it would all so go 
away! 

All for what you gave! 

As you I had to so make a choice! 

Should, I live or should I die? 


As you who so heard that most inner 
voice.... 

Telling you .... telling you to somehow 
stay! 

As it so spoke to you, all about faith and 
courage! 

Telling you, to somehow not to be discour- 
aged! 

As you, United States Marine .... so 


marched off all out on your way! 


While, your mother with tears іп eyes.... 
so began to pray! 

And she stood behind you John, each and 
every blessed day... . 

All so you could have a fighting chance, and 
find your way.... 

As you Marine, all in your magnificent 
shades of green .... got up on that 
very day! 

As you took your very first steps, with your 
most courageous heart leading the 
way! 

The way to recovery! 

As you so chose life on that day! 


As your new war had just begun! 
As from out of the darkness, you so marched 
. .our Father’s Son! 

To so represent him, until your last and so 
dying days.... 

To So Teach Us All! 

To So Reach Us All! 

To So Beseech Us All! 
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So Each, and Every Day! 

With what you gave! 

For you were so surely put upon this 
earth. ... 

To so teach us all what comes first! 

All in your amazing grace! 

As our tears roll down our face! 


Because, each new morning as you 
awaken Я 

Опе more step forward, yes dear John you so 
take! 

All out there upon your most magnificent 
ways.... 

Because, you will walk. ... and you will 
PUR o's 


And it’s no over, and your are not done! 


You United States Marine, one of the best 
things this country has ever seen! 

Yes, arms and legs we all need! 

But, without a heart one can not so surely 
breath! 

As with your heart you now so lead! 

Just moments are all we have! 

Just seconds, to so find the path! Our way! 

To crush hearts! To turn the good into the 
bad! 

АП ір our thoughts, and deeds! 


To win wars all in our parts we 
play.... 

To but give to this our world, but a better 
day! 

Don’t cry for me! 

For I am the one who so made that choice! 

And so raised my hand, and with my voice! 

All for liberty.... 

And for something far... 
thanme.... 


But, to be A United States Marine! Oooha! 

All to defend, my sweet Country Tis of Thee! 

And Га do all again you see! 

For there are no regrets inside of me! 

For wearing those most magnificent, shades 
of green! 

As a United States Marine! 


And, for all of my brothers who have so 
died. ... 

Who in such cold dark graves of honor now 
so lie! 

I live for thee! 

As Igo out upon my way! 


I carry you all ір my heart and soul but with 
meeachday.... 

Listen closely, as you will hear God’s voice 
inside ofme.... 

As I make the best of what he has so left to 
те.... 

Апа ....What....My....Life.... 
Has....So....To....Say.... 


As a hero a was not trying to be, but this is 
what my Lord has chose for me! 

Yea, I’m not half the man I used to be! 

For my true sum, has grown far much more 
greater don’t you see? 

All with what is so left inside of me! 

As this is but the high price we must pay to 
be free! 

Were but my fine gifts... 
arms andlegs.... 

And all of this I so gave! 


Don’t cry for me! 

Yea, Spider Man.... 
me! 

In life. ... what steps, have you so taken? 

What difference is your short life, upon this 
earth so making? 

All in the steps that you are taking! 

Upon, your way! 

You see, I rather run in Heaven with my 
Lord.... 

And limp, here upon this earth each new 
morn! 

For in Heaven, you need not arms or legs! 


. far. .. . greater 


. my two strong 


aint got nothing on 
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And, that’s where I’m going when I finish my 
last and most final days! 

All because of... . 

What....I....Gave! 


1920 


Mr. CARTER. Thank you, Congress- 
man KING. That was a wonderful thing 
to do. He is a wonderful American hero, 
Mr. Peck. We are very proud to get to 
know him, and we wish him well. We 
are grateful for his spirit. 

Tonight, we are going to talk again 
about the regulations that are going on 
in this country. Iam very pleased to be 
joined by Congressman GEOFF DAVIS of 
the great State of Kentucky, which 
happens to be my father’s home State. 
Congressman DAVIS is going to join us, 
and we are going to talk about a one- 
two punch that we hope to put together 
for regulations. 

Right now, as we’ve been talking 
about in the past, we have a tool which 
allows this Congress to review certain 
major pieces of regulation that come 
from the regulators, that is, from the 
Departments and agencies of the Fed- 
eral Government. It’s called the Con- 
gressional Review Act. It allows Con- 
gress to review every new major Fed- 
eral regulation issued by the govern- 
ment agencies and, by passage of joint 
resolution, to override that regulation. 

The process you go through is that 
the Federal agencies submit to each 
House of Congress and to the Comp- 
troller General of the U.S. a com- 
prehensive report on any major pro- 
posed rule. The Congress has 60 legisla- 
tive days to pass a joint resolution dis- 
approving the rule. The Senate must 
vote on a CR resolution of disapproval. 
Now, that’s kind of where this thing is 
right now, and that’s the tool we have. 
We’ve been talking about that as we’ve 
been talking about the massive number 
of regulations that have just inundated 
this country since the beginning of this 
administration. 

So, before I yield to my friend for a 
conversation about the REINS Act, 
which will be the reverse of that and a 
new tool—and ГІ] let him explain it— 
just let me tell you something about 
the amount of regulations that have 
been put into effect during the Obama 
administration. 

It is an epidemic. The Federal Gov- 
ernment has issued 3,360 new rules and 
regulations, an average of 13 new rules 
a day—78 of those new rules just last 
year. A “major rule” is a rule that, as 
I said, may result in having an annual 
effect on the economy of $100 million or 
more, a major increase in the cost of 
prices for consumers or significant ad- 
verse effects to the economy. By the 
way, we are just getting started, it 
seems, with regard to what ObamaCare 
is doing, and it is probably going to be 
the mother of all rulemaking instru- 
ments. 

GEOFF DAVIS, Congressman DAVIS, 
has a new and better idea, a tool—al- 
though this is a great tool—that I 
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think will function even better. So I 
am going to yield to Congressman 
GEOFF DAVIS whatever time he needs to 
consume to start our talking about the 
REINS Act. 

That’s not “гаїп” like we pray for 
over in Texas all the time, is it? 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. I think it’s 
more the ‘‘reins’’ you use in Texas to 
pull back on that bull or that horse 
that’s getting away. It’s appropriate to 
Kentucky, too, with our equine culture 
as well. 

I appreciate the gentleman for yield- 
ing. 

To your point, when we talk about 
bills, like the health care bill that was 
forced through last year that has so 
many new rules that are going to be 
propagated over time and the chal- 
lenges that we’re facing with an in- 
creasing complexity of government, all 
of these rules are placing a burden on 
the consumer and are leaving virtually 
no recourse for voters and no recourse 
for our communities. The 
operationalized term would be ‘‘un- 
funded mandates,” but I think what we 
really have to come down to is looking 
at this as costs that are being levied 
that affect every area of our lives. 

The last, probably, five or six admin- 
istrations have seen a tremendous 
amount of growth in the amount of 
regulations. As you mentioned, over 
3,000 new rules and regulations were 
queued up last year. This is a real con- 
cern that affects all of us. If we think 
about education and the challenges 
that our schools have today, with re- 
gard to No Child Left Behind, which 
was a well-intended bill in terms of 
goals of improving student perform- 
ance, when that law was written into 
enough compromising or overly general 
language to be thrown over the wall to 
the Department of Education, the de- 
tailed implementing of regulations 
moved to place a massive unfunded 
mandate on the Individuals with Dis- 
abilities Education Act, which is for 
disabled children or for children who 
fall into that category. 

It was supposed to be funded at 40 
percent of the expected level. It has 
never gotten above 12 percent in any 
school district in Kentucky, in my con- 
gressional district. Those funds have to 
be reallocated from elsewhere; and in 
order to comply federally, we are see- 
ing schools lay off teachers, cancel PE 
programs, and cancel other programs 
that are deemed nonessential for Fed- 
eral compliance. This doesn’t help our 
students. It doesn’t help those the law 
was intended to help. 

When we think about the EPA, cer- 
tainly we can talk about greenhouse 
gas regulation. There is a case where 
there is a move on the part of the exec- 
utive branch—regardless of whether a 
person is Democrat, Republican, Liber- 
tarian or an independent, the Constitu- 
tion mandated that the legislature, 
both Houses of Congress, had power of 
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the purse and the power to hold the ex- 
ecutive branch accountable. The execu- 
tive branch was to execute the laws, 
not make the laws. 

When there was a Democratic super- 
majority in the House and in the Sen- 
ate, what we were seeing was cap-and- 
trade, an energy taxation. The produc- 
tion of energy in this country was not 
able to be accomplished because there 
were not functional majorities in ei- 
ther Chamber for the President to sign 
a bill, which he said in his own cam- 
paign would necessarily cause utility 
rates to skyrocket. 

Now we hear the announcement, 
well, we’re going to go ahead and do 
this anyway. Then it comes home full 
circle in a way that has hit almost 
every community in the country in one 
way or another, and that’s the issue of 
EPA compliance with stormwater or 
drainage mandates. 

Again, these could be well intended, 
but we have to look at the regulations 
in context, what they want to achieve. 
In my own area of Boone, Kenton, and 
Campbell Counties, in my first year in 
Congress—and, actually, Га been in 
Congress for about 2 months—the EPA 
imposed a consent decree on three Ken- 
tucky counties for $800 million, in ef- 
fect an $800 million tax on one water 
and sewer district for these upgrades 
which, frankly, in most cases across 
our communities were entirely unnec- 
essary at a standard way beyond what 
reality was and one that imposed a 
huge, huge burden on working families 
and on the poor. 

This bothered me for years. We 
looked at different ways to deal with 
that. The Congressional Review Act 
was a good attempt, but the challenge 
that we’ve had with the CRA is that it 
has only worked one time to repeal a 
regulation. That was the Clinton era 
ergonomics rule. In that case, all the 
stars lined up. We had a House that 
could pass it, a Senate that could pass 
it, and a President who was willing to 
sign the repeal of this regulation from 
a prior administration. 

I want to come back to the constitu- 
tional point because here you have 
working families and, in fact, towns in 
my district where the compliance cost 
with the stormwater decree are actu- 
ally more, in some cases, than the ac- 
tual revenues of the budgets of the 
towns. We went back and forth with 
different ideas; and in August of 2009, a 
constituent of mine came into my of- 
fice as we were working through dif- 
ferent ways to look at reducing and re- 
lieving the regulatory burden on busi- 
nesses, on citizens. Let’s have regula- 
tions in the context of their costs and 
also one with scale. 

This gentleman said to 
come you all can’t vote 
things? 

The light bulb went on. 
back to work, approaching 
ferent ways and came up 


me, How 
on these 


We went 
it in dif- 
with the 
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REINS Act. It stands for the Regula- 
tions from the Executive in Need of 
Scrutiny Act. In the last Congress, it 
was H.R. 3765. 

We started with the simple premise 
of major rules that have an economic 
impact of $100 million or more cumula- 
tively. Once the 60-day comment period 
is over, instead of being enforced upon 
a particular constituency, as they are 
today with very little interaction with 
industry and, frankly, with very little 
heeding of industry in the comment 
areas or in our communities—for exam- 
ple, for things like that stormwater 
bill, for things like No Child Left Be- 
hind, for things like net neutrality, for 
things like doing Card Check by regu- 
lation versus, again, going against the 
will of the people’s elected representa- 
tives—what that would do is, before en- 
forcement, force that rule back up to 
Capitol Hill under a joint resolution. 
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It’s constitutional. It would have to 
pass in the House, pass in the Senate, 
and then go to the President’s desk for 
signature. And what that would do is 
be able to give people back in the 
United States—Washington, D.C. was 
one time described as a 10-mile by 10- 
mile square surrounded by reality. 
Back in the world real, where our tax- 
payers live, where the jobs are created, 
they would now have people to hold ac- 
countable, the men in the House and 
the Senate, if these large rules that are 
imposing such significant economic 
burdens were imposed upon them. 

So, as we moved forward, got a tre- 
mendous amount of support for that 
across the business community, across 
the legal community, citizens; and, 
frankly, local governments have lauded 
this, and we’re looking forward to mov- 
ing that forward. There was so much 
momentum that we had at the end of 
the last Congress that this was put into 
the Pledge to America and was reintro- 
duced. 

Let me back up, Senator JIM DEMINT 
introduced the Senate version of this 
intact; and then in the new Congress, 
we reintroduced a slightly improved 
version of the legislation in the House, 
and the identical bill was introduced 
by our new junior Senator from Ken- 
tucky, RAND PAUL, with 23 additional 
Senate cosponsors. We’re up to 134 co- 
sponsors in the House of this bill and 
have had two hearings in the Judiciary 
Committee about it where this discus- 
sion on ultimate accountability is 
there. 

Before I yield back in this portion, 
the one thing I would share with you 
also is this is not a partisan bill. The 
opponents of the bill have tried to say 
it is anti-regulation or it is an attempt 
to go after the administration. It is not 
that at all. In the Bush administration, 
in the Clinton administration, in the 
Reagan administration, in the Carter 
administration—we can keep going on 
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back—finding rules and regulations 
that were implemented outside what 
the original intent of the Congress had 
been. You know, in the past we could 
work around these rules and regula- 
tions. Economically, now, things are so 
tight and so tough we cannot afford to 
burden the competitiveness of our busi- 
nesses any longer. 

When we come back, ГП give you 
some examples of that that will person- 
alize this to an additional degree, but 
I’m really glad you’re holding this hour 
tonight to discuss the critical impact 
of regulations, a cost that’s approach- 
ing $2 trillion a year on the American 
economy. Frankly, the cost of regula- 
tion is substantially more than the an- 
nual tax revenue that is collected by 
the government. 

Mr. CARTER. Reclaiming my time, I 
thank the gentleman for explaining 
this to us, and you hit on a bunch of 
points I think we need to keep remind- 
ing the American people about because 
we’ve all been out there living our 
lives, raising our kids, doing the things 
with our wives, and just getting caught 
up in living. And on the periphery, we 
hear of something that may interfere 
with our little business we formed or 
may interfere with a big business that 
we’ve got a job in that’s going to cause 
issues, and we just tend to say Con- 
gress did it. 

When, in reality, most of the things I 
believe that people hear those things 
about some rule that requires them to 
put up a barrier or like I had one guy 
tell me, They made me put up water re- 
tention barriers in the desert in New 
Mexico where it hadn’t rained in 4 
years. And he thought that was ridicu- 
lous; and I said, well, I kind of have to 
agree with that, and I guess there’s 
some reason for it. 

But the point is that wasn’t done by 
Congress. That was done by one of 
these regulators you are talking about. 
When you write a rule or regulation 
that would cost this country, this soci- 
ety, $100 million, then that has a major 
effect on some human being that lives 
in this country; and I think we have 
the responsibility as the representa- 
tives of the people to take a look at 
that thing and decide if that’s the right 
thing to do. 

The way the Congressional Review 
Act is, they file it and then we have to 
take aggressive action to get a vote on 
that issue. By the REINS Act, it would 
be mandatory that it be filed and it 
must have a vote. There is no excep- 
tion as I understand it. 

So if something is going to change 
$100 million or more of your life, you 
would think the guy you elected or gal 
that you voted for to come here and 
speak on your behalf ought to have 
something to say about it. That’s why 
I like the REINS Act; it puts a respon- 
sible party responsible for the things 
that bureaucrats do. Bureaucrats have 
the ability to make these fancy rules 
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that they’re not responsible for. They 
write them; but then, you know, 
they’ve got a paycheck, they’re civil 
servants, their job’s protected with 
what I would argue is a sort of tenure 
after a certain period of time. They 
may even be represented by a labor 
union. 

And so they’re sitting here safe and 
sound; and when they write that regu- 
latory act, they don’t answer to any 
voters back home to decide whether 
they keep their job, providing a good 
act or a bad act. They and probably a 
panel of people they are working with 
decide this is a good idea. 

But here’s what’s going on right now 
that has many of us very concerned. A 
lot of issues that now we’re facing with 
regulation were issues we voted on in 
this Congress. We discussed in commit- 
tees in the last 2 years when the Demo- 
crats were in charge of this House and 
the Senate and the Presidency, and 
those things they were not able to gets 
passed through both Houses and signed 
by their President, the Democratic 
President, Mr. Obama, and yet now 
they’re trying to do those same things 
by regulation; and the perfect example 
is СО». 

The whole issue of greenhouse gases, 
basically they could not get a vote by 
both Houses of Congress to support 
calling greenhouse gases noxious gases 
that should be regulated or should be 
eliminated. So now they just passed a 
rule, or they’re passing a rule, at the 
EPA and declaring it. They got one 
court to make a ruling in their favor; 
and with that, they’re going forward on 
it. But that issue is in debate in this 
House today, and it will be in debate 
when the REINS Act brings it before 
this House for a vote. 

That’s why if we can get this 
passed—and I believe we will get sup- 
port, bipartisan support, by both sides 
of the aisle, both in this House and in 
the Senate, and I’m very hopeful that 
the President will sign it because it’s a 
tool that works for—doesn’t matter 
what party you’re in because, hey, I’m 
not going to sit here and tell you that 
Republican Presidents or Republican 
administrations haven’t proposed bad 
regulations, because they have. 

And it’s not a party responsibility 
here. It’s an individual Member’s re- 
sponsibility to make sure that we don’t 
write regulations that are going to in 
such a way hinder our ability to do the 
things of commerce that keep jobs 
being created and so forth that we let 
the bureaucrats run the country. We 
elect them to run the country. They 
got hired for a job, and I think that 
anything that has this kind of influ- 
ence on the economy requires a vote of 
the people, who said I will take respon- 
sibility for making the voice of the 
people in my district heard in Wash- 
ington. You’re not going to get that 
voice heard by the regulators. It’s 
going to have to be here in Congress. 
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I commend my colleague, Mr. DAVIS, 
for a good bill, well done, and a concept 
that enhances the liberty and freedom 
of the American citizens. 

I yield back for your comments. 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. I thank you, 
Judge CARTER. The real question when 
it comes down to Presidential support 
of this, Presidents regardless of party 
don’t tend to want to relinquish party, 
but I think from a constitutional pre- 
rogative there is so much importance 
in changing the dialogue, the dialogue 
between the House and Senate on Cap- 
itol Hill, but also the dialogue between 
the executive branch and the legisla- 
tive branch. 

To this point, the thing that I would 
share, President Obama during his 
campaign called for а post-partisan 
area, and that as soon as his legislative 
agenda did not pass, he moved to want 
to implement everything by regulation 
that could not get through the House 
and the Senate. 

The reality is, to get to the post-par- 
tisan era and to restore balance be- 
tween Congress and the executive 
branch is to pass a bill like this. A sen- 
ior EPA executive, who has to remain 
nameless because of who this person 
shared with me, he thought a concept 
like REINS was a great idea for two 
reasons, not from a partisan perspec- 
tive—and this is somebody in an agen- 
cy that’s regulated. 

And the first thing that he shared 
with me was his unutterable frustra- 
tion that the Congress often sends 
overly generic or nonspecific or, in 
fact, many times contradictory titles 
in bills, health care being a specific ex- 
ample of that, where it is so difficult 
for the regulators to try to determine 
what the intent of Congress was. Often- 
times in order to get that interpreta- 
tion, they come out with something en- 
tirely against the intent of what people 
wanted who were supporting the bill. 
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The other thing that happens in that 
same vein is legislation is often crafted 
to get a majority of votes in each 
Chamber and to get a conference ac- 
ceptance between the House and Sen- 
ate with language that creates holes, 
that creates opportunity for the execu- 
tive branch to legislate or tax by regu- 
lation versus working through the reg- 
ular order of the House and the Senate. 
To me, that’s not constitutional. 

I am not an attorney, but the one 
thing I can say is the Constitution 
reads pretty clearly on who is supposed 
to legislate. And I believe that, frank- 
ly, Congress has abdicated, in the past, 
its responsibility to maintain that con- 
trol because it was easier, usually in a 
crisis. This really began in earnest dur- 
ing the Depression. Growth in the regu- 
lations related to national security 
began during the Cold War. We have 
seen the Great Society programs where 
many other agencies began to grow, 
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and it affects us in a huge number of 
ways. 

The second reason that the gen- 
tleman was supportive of a concept 
like the REINS Act was this: that it 
would force a dialogue for clarity be- 
tween the agency that would have to 
implement regulations under rules that 
were being written in the House of Rep- 
resentatives and in the Senate, it 
would force that dialogue to make sure 
that the intent of Congress is clear. In- 
stead of having 2,700-page bills that 
show up hours before a vote, the dia- 
logue could be ongoing, reduced down 
to a concise piece of legislation that 
had very clear intent, very clear expec- 
tations and metrics, and a clear out- 
come to maintain context for our citi- 
zens. 

I would like to touch on a couple of 
these that affect all citizens. The first 
one, people like to have their privacy 
protected. The Health Insurance Port- 
ability and Accountability Act in the 
late 1990s that was enacted into law 
was intended to protect patient pri- 
vacy. It was intended to make sure 
that people’s most intimate informa- 
tion would not be freely available out- 
side of very legitimate and necessary 
venues or where that person gave per- 
mission. That law, known 
euphemistically as HIPAA by its acro- 
nym, has accomplished vastly more 
than the original intent of the law, and 
mostly damage. 

I can give you an example. I was 
doing what is called a mini internship 
at St. Elizabeth’s Medical Center in 
northern Kentucky the week that 
HIPAA implemented. And I watched in 
the space of that time—the internship 
was an opportunity for people in the 
business community to come in and 
learn more about how the health care 
infrastructure works, business prac- 
tices that are being implemented. It 
fosters a dialogue between health care 
professionals. HIPAA ended that be- 
cause of liability concerns. Just simple 
interaction that had taken place be- 
fore. 

More importantly than that, every 
doctor’s office that I had visited, every 
department of the hospital suddenly 
saw their paperwork overnight double 
in dealing with the same patients with 
the same procedures. So the cost of ac- 
tually getting the treatment prepared 
was, in effect, doubled. 

We are seeing nurses no longer do 
nursing, and it’s now the patient care 
assistants. We are seeing doctors no 
longer doing medicine—it’s charge 
nurses and senior nurses on units—be- 
cause, again, the amount of docu- 
mentation that is required in order to 
cover the bases on this rule have had 
an impact far out of proportion to the 
original intent of simple privacy pro- 
tection that could have been accom- 
plished in other ways had Congress 
been more clear. 

On transportation, there is always 
interest in discussion. As you well 


March 14, 2011 


know, coming from Texas, Texas is dif- 
ferent from Kentucky, is different from 
New York, and everybody is different 
from California as trendsetters. We all 
have uniquenesses in this Nation. It’s 
what makes America great. In my part 
of Boone County, Kentucky, where I 
live, we experienced a tremendous 
amount of growth: from one tiny sub- 
division to nine subdivisions; a new ele- 
mentary school; commerce that was 
going up and down Highway 237, known 
as North Bend Road, a little two-lane 
road that would snake and curve up to 
the most northern part of the Com- 
monwealth of Kentucky. 

Well, originally in our 6-year road 
plan, it was supposed to be a four-lane 
highway that was going to be built to 
support all of this new traffic. How- 
ever, some of the new transportation 
rules got in place about green space 
and bike paths, and this is what we got 
at the end of the day. After tens of mil- 
lions of dollars, 2% years of construc- 
tion work, what we got was a beautiful 
two-lane highway with bike paths and 
green space in between where a public 
safety vehicle can’t be turned around, 
and two traffic circles. Now the traffic 
is just as bad as it was before all of 
these millions and millions of dollars 
were spent in order to comply with 
Federal regulations. 

To me, things like that don’t even 
need to be levied at the Federal level. 
That can be decided at the State or a 
community level if we want to do 
things like bike paths, if we want to do 
things like traffic circles, if you want 
to place green space in the middle of 
that road to use Federal transportation 
dollars that are appropriated to the 
State. 

Another example that comes to 
mind, a place that I dropped off some 
suits and shirts this morning—or, actu- 
ally, my wife did after I came to Wash- 
ington, D.C. early this morning. Nick 
Bell is an entrepreneur in Boone Coun- 
ty, Kentucky. Years ago, he started a 
dry cleaners, known as Braxton’s Dry 
Cleaners, with some friends. They have 
top-notch customer service. They go 
out of their way to grow their business. 

In the late 1990s, Nick had a vision to 
expand. His service was so effective and 
the quality of care he gave his cus- 
tomers was so good that he grew to a 
point where he had more business than 
his current physical plant could handle 
in this small dry cleaner. So he did 
what any enterprising entrepreneur 
would do: He pooled his savings, the 
company revenues, and decided to in- 
stall an additional dry cleaning ma- 
chine. 

He suddenly found out—this was his 
first real encounter with the regu- 
latory state from the time that he had 
started his business—that the clean 
water rules had changed after 1996, and 
he was under a whole new set of man- 
dates. Nick was informed that he was 
going to have to do about 18 boreholes 
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into the concrete pad of his little dry 
cleaner to test for potential carcino- 
gens. Dry cleaning fluid was listed a 
potential carcinogen. A potential, I 
might add. In fact, one oncologist told 
me that you would basically have to 
drink gallons of the stuff on a daily 
basis in order to induce the pH level or 
the toxicity level in your body to cause 
cancer to grow. But nonetheless, the 
rule was the rule. The environmental 
inspector came out to his facility. He 
did the 18 boreholes and paid the addi- 
tional money for that, and then an in- 
teresting thing happened. 

On one of those boreholes, they dis- 
covered one teaspoon of groundwater 
underneath the concrete pad of this 
business, which created numerous jobs 
for our county. In that teaspoon of 
water was several parts per million of 
dry cleaning fluid that had apparently 
been spilled on the floor and had leaked 
through a small fissure. To you and 
me, we wouldn’t think twice about 
that if we spilled some windshield 
wiper fluid or something on our drive- 
way. We would clean it up and we 
would move on. Or maybe some paint 
falls off of a windowsill that we’re 
painting on the outside of our house. 
Nick was informed immediately that 
he was going to have to remediate that 
teaspoon of water. He said, Well, sir, I 
can’t afford that. I just won’t install 
the dry cleaning machine. Then the 
full encounter with the regulatory 
state came into being. He was told, No, 
if you don’t remediate it to the stand- 
ard, we are going to shut down your 
business. 

There was no environmental risk. 
There was no true remediation risk. I 
am speaking as an engineer. There was 
just no risk. What was at risk were the 
jobs of the people there, the clothing of 
the folks that were trapped in there. 
And what Mr. Bell had to pay was 
$60,000 in remediation fees for one tea- 
spoon of water. It might have been dif- 
ferent if Dow Chemical had a major 
spill, but this is a dry cleaner in Boone 
County, Kentucky. It had a great im- 
pact. It made him an activist, among 
other things. These examples are rife. 

I live in the longest river district in 
the United States, along the Ohio 
River. We have a lot of flooding today 
that is going on. People can’t pick up 
the trash that comes up on their prop- 
erties, on the riverbanks. You know 
why? Very simple. Under the rules that 
are laid forth in implementing the leg- 
islation under the Clean Water Act and 
under the Corps of Engineers, if you 
reach down and take hold of any of 
that detritus that washes up on your 
land, you own that for liability pur- 
poses and are responsible for all the re- 
mediation costs of whatever that 
might be. Hence, as you go in busi- 
nesses up and down our inland water- 
ways, you will find all of this garbage, 
all of this waste that has washed up be- 
cause, by our own laws, the people who 
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want to clean it up free of charge to 
the Federal Government with no over- 
head to the State or local commu- 
nities—think of the Boy Scouts who 
want to go out on a weekend—they’re 
stopped from doing this and will not do 
it. 

And finally, the last point that I 
would make on this: We talk about the 
issues of clean water. I care about 
clean water. I want to see our water 
clean, our water pure, but we need to 
take a look at what standards are 
again in context. 

An enterprising new county judge ex- 
ecutive in Lewis County, Kentucky, 
Thomas Massie, a brilliant MIT grad- 
uate who has patented many tech- 
nology devices, came back home to set- 
tle down, to bring these practices back 
home, and he is an expert in sustain- 
able energy. We are from a coal State, 
and he wants to do something that is 
tremendously innovative. He wants to 
build in this county that doesn’t have 
inherent natural resources but is along 
a long section of the river, to wall up 
some of the large draws, with the large 
hills that come down to the river’s 
edge, and to create, in effect, a hydro- 
electric generating capability with two 
large reservoirs. 
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The proposition was simple: to fill 
them with water from the Ohio River, 
and then they could naturally be 
drained or refilled based on need, based 
on precipitation and evaporation. But 
it would be largely sustaining and 
could generate enough electricity for 
several counties around the area. 

Guess what the new judge ran into? 
The Environmental Protection Agency, 
because the clean water standard says 
that if I take one gallon of water out of 
the Ohio River, I cannot put a gallon of 
Ohio River water back into the Ohio 
River unless it is purer than drinking 
water. 

This is an issue that’s completely out 
of context. And this is part of the chal- 
lenge I think that we face, that many 
citizens don’t realize as we encounter 
this regulatory culture, that these are 
the rules that hit the pocketbooks of 
people. 

It’s not simply an issue of big busi- 
ness. It’s working families, the elderly, 
the working poor, our farmers, our 
small businesses who create jobs are all 
effected by the $2 trillion in regula- 
tions. And ultimately, if we are going 
to compete in a global environment, 
it’s not that we want to stop regula- 
tion, but we need to bring it into con- 
text and make it concise, make sure 
there is real impact and something 
that, at the end of the day, doesn’t pre- 
vent us from creating jobs and doesn’t 
prevent us from competing and keeping 
our country strong in the 21st century. 

Mr. CARTER. Reclaiming my time, 
you’re exactly right. So that people un- 
derstand, many of these regulations, as 
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they look at things, they don’t look at 
the big picture of what that regulation 
was meant to do. In fact, I don’t think 
they consider just how far reaching 
what they’re doing is going to be. I 
would venture to guess that when they 
wrote that regulation concerning that 
particular chemical that had leached 
down through a crack and gotten parts 
per billion or whatever it was into the 
dirt, that they probably envisioned 
some big factory dumping major chem- 
ical deposits out on the ground. They 
never thought of a mom-and-pop clean- 
ers that might have a slight crack in 
the foundation which causes a very 
minute amount to fall down there and 
then say, You’ve got to remediate like 
a monster company who dumps all this 
trash in there should have to reme- 
diate. I think that the people that were 
writing that were thinking about the 
big guy, never realizing what they were 
doing on the little guy. 

Last night, I guess it was, I had a 
really nice invitation from some peo- 
ple. There’s an event in Austin. I’m 
going to plug for them because it’s a 
great event. It’s called South by South- 
west. And many people think of it asa 
music festival. There’s lots of bands 
that come in. They have lots of live 
music. Austin is the live music capital 
of the world. 

But there’s also a lot of entre- 
preneurs. High-tech innovators and all 
sorts of people come there to share 
ideas, to go to seminars about how 
we’re going to thrive in the 21st cen- 
tury. It’s a great, I believe, week-long 
celebration. It may be longer than 
that. 

Last night, I was invited to a private 
meeting between—I’d say there’s at 
least 100 to 150 people with ideas, and 
what they call angel investors; that is, 
people who are willing to look at these 
ideas and maybe be willing to loan 
startup money to get these companies 
started. 

The first thing I want to tell you: I 
don’t believe I’ve ever walked into a 
room where there were more enthusi- 
astic people who thought they had a 
great idea. I mean, it just felt good 
talking to these young people. Many of 
them, you wouldn’t be able to pick 
them out on the college campus from 
all the rest of the kids on the college 
campus. They look just like all the 
kids on the college campus, and many 
of them were. But they had an idea, 
had come up with an idea. These were 
the Michael Dells and the Bill Gates of 
the future that had an idea, and they 
were gathering with other people with 
ideas. 

Of course, when we think of this, 
when we mention Michael Dell and Bill 
Gates and the people in the high-tech 
industry, we think everything is high 
tech and Internet; but, in fact, some of 
the ideas were just pretty simple. But 
somebody had a good idea. 

And one of them I thought was kind 
of innovative was a rolling kitchen. 
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These were gourmet chefs who said, 
you know, I want to cook. I’ve got good 
food, but I don’t want to have to buy a 
facility. I want to just have a Winne- 
bago with a full kitchen in it and a way 
to sell my food outside the door, and 
I’m going to sell gourmet food on the 
street like a street vendor. It’s an in- 
teresting concept, and it seems to be, 
as it was described to me, the begin- 
ning of a very successful idea. 

Now, these ideas were there, and 
there were people who come and invest 
in those things. I met one guy who 
said, Yeah, you know, sometimes you 
pick a winner and sometimes you 
don’t, but I’ve picked a couple of win- 
ners. One of them was Netflix. I got in 
the first day on Netflix. Now we’re 
doing pretty good. 

But what this was, this was the seed 
corn, if you will, of capitalism in 
America. This is what it’s all about. 
But most of the people that had 
projects there had something to do 
with a tool that we all are learning 
about, and that is the Internet. 

Now, we have rules coming down 
from the Federal Government. The 
FCC is putting out rules to grant the 
Federal Government new power to reg- 
ulate the Internet, restrict access and, 
thus, stalling this type of innovation of 
these dynamic young men and women 
that I met last night with their great 
concepts on how to improve life and 
create a business. 

Our Founding Fathers were very 
smart. They realized if you give us lib- 
erty, from that will come new ideas; 
from those new ideas will come entre- 
preneurship, entrepreneurs; from that 
will come jobs, capital to reinvest and 
grow a thriving economy. We have been 
living on that basic system of private 
enterprise in this country now since 
the inception of this country, and these 
young technocrats have learned how to 
use the Internet as a tool to make life 
better for people. Yet if you ask them 
what they don’t want, they don’t want 
the Federal Government regulating 
them. 

Now, the people that are wanting to 
regulate, they’re looking at maybe 
some things they see as problems. I 
don’t know what problems they are. 
Maybe they think somebody is using it 
to enhance politics other than theirs 
and they’re worried about the other 
guy having access for political reasons. 
Maybe they’re worried about some of 
the bad things that are on the Internet. 
And there are bad things. Our terror- 
ists are learning how to make weapons 
to kill other people on the Internet. 
But they are not realizing that, as they 
take something that’s working and 
stick the Federal Government in there, 
it probably isn’t going to be working as 
good. The Federal Government doesn’t 
do a whole lot to make things work 
well. 

So the unintended consequences of 
that is they would basically destroy 
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this exciting, innovative industry 
that’s being created in this country to 
come up with new ideas that, hope- 
fully, make life better and more con- 
venient for all of us and, in turn, hope- 
fully, generate wealth for those who 
have the ideas, because that’s what we 
are all about. 

Right now, using this tool, until we 
can get Mr. DAVIS’ REINS Act—which 
I’m a cosponsor and almost everybody 
I know is. We’re going to try to get this 
thing passed this session of Congress, 
signed into law by the President of the 
United States, as a tool that all Mem- 
bers of Congress should respect. Until 
that time, we use the Congressional 
Review Act. And here’s some things we 
are looking at in the Congressional Re- 
view Act. 
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The EPA rule disapproving the State 
of Texas’ flexible permitting system 
under the Clean Air Act. We filed H.J. 
Res. 21, JOHN CARTER sponsors that. 
FCC Net Neutrality Rule, H.J. Res. 37, 
GREG WALDEN is using the Congres- 
sional Review Act to look into that. 
HHS rule on medical loss ratio, MLR, 
requirements under the Patent Protec- 
tion and Affordable Care Act, H.J. Res. 
19, I am going after that rule with the 
Congressional Review Act. NESHAP 
Rule for Portland Cement Manufac- 
turing Industry, H.J. Res. 42. Again, 
Representative CARTER. This rule is 
likely to close 18 cement kilns around 
the country and destroy good Amer- 
ican jobs, driving them overseas to 
places like China and India, possibly 
increasing the mercury pollution in the 
United States from offshore pollution. 

These are just examples of some 
things we have been working on. We 
have talked about them before. And I 
can assure you, my office right now is 
daily checking every service we can 
find to find out about every regulation 
that is being proposed so that we can 
look at the ones that we can be aggres- 
sive and take the offense on for the 
Congressional Review Act. 

Once again, the REINS Act would 
shift the burden, as we say in the law, 
and it would mean that we would have 
to vote on any major regulation as by 
the definition that Mr. DAVIS has given 
us. So both these tools would be avail- 
able to Members of Congress for us to 
be able to look at these administrative 
rules that are being passed, which are 
basically done by individuals and agen- 
cies, not by this Congress, and give this 
Congress, which represents the people, 
to be responsible for whether or not the 
rule passes. Therefore, if the folks back 
home want somebody to blame, that is 
what you take this job for. The buck 
stops with your vote. If you support 
the rule, you are going to be respon- 
sible for it. And if the folks back home 
don’t like it, you are going to own it. 
But that is what we came up here for. 
We came up here to be responsible for 
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our constituents, to be their voice in 
Washington. 

Maybe my friend, Mr. DAVIS, would 
like to comment again. So once again I 
yield to you. 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. I thank the 
gentleman. And just your point on 
being responsible. One thing that I 
would share along these lines is that 
one of the jobs that all Members of 
Congress have is to explain to their 
constituents what is happening in 
Washington and also to explain to 
Washington what their constituents 
think. And when we come down to 
these issues with the rules, I think of 
one thing so critical for us to under- 
stand is, and I have seen it in my early 
time here. I saw it certainly during the 
health care debate when people would 
walk out and they would do press con- 
ferences and do press releases talking 
about all the great things that were 
happening. We read the bill in our of- 
fice, I didn’t see any of that happening, 
but it took 3 months and then 6 months 
and 12 months, and people were waking 
up to all these things that weren’t 
there, and it created a great backlash. 
And much of that was expressed in 
frustration at the election because of 
ultimately this growth and intrusion of 
policy that the American people didn’t 
want. 

By having this check and balance, it 
does several things. It restores trans- 
parency so people can see. It forces 
Members of Congress to communicate 
with their district. If we think a regu- 
lation is something that is important 
to have enacted or a law that will em- 
power a regulation that is going to 
have significant reach, we need to have 
that discussion with our constituents 
so they understand, as well as a discus- 
sion with the agency community long 
before that legislation ever goes to the 
floor of the House. 

By bringing about this REINS proc- 
ess, it would take these major rules at 
the end of 60 days back up here for an 
up-or-down vote. Really, if the House 
and Senate are doing their job and the 
agency community and the executive 
branch is doing its job, that should be 
a relatively straightforward exercise. 
But if there is an attempt by the exec- 
utive to step outside the will of the 
people, then we get into this. And it is 
important. 

I go back to the question of the Con- 
gressional Review Act. In corollary, 
not directly tied to this by regulation, 
but oftentimes in the agencies there is 
an attempt that takes place to fall into 
a routine of operation. And in times of 
crisis, those are not always the most 
effective thing. 

Many of us remember back in the 
early days of the wars in Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan. Regardless of one’s politics, 
positions on the policy, we suddenly 
found ourselves in a new kind of coun- 
terinsurgency that had not been ex- 
pected by the military, had not had the 
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expectation set by the administration 
that this was going to unfold, and in 
fact they were caught by surprise. Be- 
cause of the promulgation of thousands 
of improvised explosive devices by the 
fall of 2003, the Army and Marine Corps 
specifically realized we were in a full- 
blown counterinsurgency and had to 
react. The first words out of the civil- 
ian bureaucracy and the Defense De- 
partment were that it would take sev- 
eral years in order to accomplish what 
was necessary because laws would have 
to be enacted and following test doc- 
trines for various programs. 

I think of some of the things I have 
seen in military programs that began 
15, 20, 25 years ago and simply die be- 
cause, by the time something gets to a 
flyable prototype ог an executable 
weapons system, it ends up making 
itself obsolete because there is not that 
agility to respond because of the inter- 
nal regulations, not even germane to 
what we are talking about tonight, but 
these rules that govern the mindset of 
how the government operates. 

Well, telling division commanders 
and brigade commanders and regi- 
mental and battalion and company 
commanders, well, it will be a couple 
years down the road, and we will have 
a solution to your immediate combat 
problem, is not the way Americans 
think and operate. 

In World War II, we fielded all kinds 
of technology. What worked was made 
in mass, and it showed the agility of 
our industrial complex. And we were 
looking for everything, long before this 
large military-industrial bureaucracy 
came into being. 

What it took for Congress to get the 
up-armored vehicle program into the- 
ater, and it was an amazing thing after 
enactment; you were here to see that, 
39,000 armored vehicles that would not 
have gone into theater specifically in 
Iraq were there in 16 months, but it 
took an act of Congress to do that, to 
exert on the executive branch the will 
of the American people. This was even 
a case when the President agreed and 
wanted this, but even he couldn’t over- 
come the inertia of his own agency 
community. Something not uncommon 
for Presidents, regardless of party. 

Coming back into our world here 
with the regulations that affect us eco- 
nomically in day-to-day time. Restor- 
ing accountability, restoring the dia- 
logue, restoring the constitutional pri- 
macy of the legislature allows us to do 
our job to protect the American people, 
to make sure that their interests are 
seen, and give them somebody to hold 
accountable at the end of the day. You 
can’t fire the EPA administrator or the 
director of the FCC or the Secretary of 
Education or any of a number of other 
agency heads if they implement regula- 
tions that are not what our commu- 
nities, what our country, what our citi- 
zens want. And, frankly, it brings an 
end to this paternalistic government 
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that is run by experts that don’t nec- 
essarily reflect what the will of the 
American people is. 

Your colleague from Texas gave a re- 
markable speech a couple of years ago 
on the issue of CFC light bulbs. I find 
it so amazing in the mandate that was 
put down to have CFC light bulbs. In 
2007, I remember when one was dropped 
in the Longworth Office Building and 
the building was evacuated over the 
issue of this. Mr. PoE from Texas read 
this draconian list of regulatory re- 
quirements in dealing with a dropped 
light bulb. 

The thing that struck me is it is so 
expensive to comply with the regula- 
tions on the production side that none 
of them are made nor will ever be made 
in the United States of America. They 
are made in China. And I think that is 
one example that shows this complete 
dissonance. 

We can restore American economic 
competitiveness. We can strengthen 
our regulatory framework for real, 
sound regulations that protect con- 
sumers, that protect the American peo- 
ple, that protect the integrity of our 
commerce, but do it in such a way so it 
is in context and not putting layer over 
layer over layer that just increases 
complexity, increases the size and 
reach of government, and ultimately 
the cost to our pocketbook. 

Mr. CARTER. Those are excellent 
comments. And those light bulbs are a 
particular sticking point in my life. I 
don’t like being mandated to purchase 
anything, quite honestly, by the gov- 
ernment. And it is really kind of hypo- 
critical to say everybody has got to use 
these lights, but we can’t make them 
in the country because the regulators 
won’t let us. And we create the regu- 
lators. So it is just hypocritical. 

I guess what we are trying to say to 
folks out there and to the people in 
this Chamber is that it is time to take 
a look at this secret world of regu- 
lators. And it really is a secret to the 
American people. 

I don’t think I would make a bad es- 
timate if regulations were printed on 
both sides of paper like that size paper; 
and this Chamber has, what, 80 foot 
ceilings, 100 foot ceilings, and it is 
probably 40 yards long and 20 yards 
wide? Stacking these regulations on 
pages like this, you would have to have 
at least two or three of them, probably 
just to cover the IRS Code, much less 
all the other regulations. 

The voluminous number of regula- 
tions that are out there will literally 
boggle your mind. If there is a good 
reason to have the Internet, it is to 
have somebody help you keep track of 
the regulations probably better than 
anything I can think of. 

2010 

They’re there. They interfere with 

our lives. Some of them help and some 


of them don’t. And the people’s rep- 
resentatives should have a say. 
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The Congressional Review Act is 
presently giving us a chance to have a 
say, and we hope to bring many of 
these, actually all of these, to the floor 
of this House for a vote and to the floor 
of the Senate for a vote. 

With the REINS Act passed and 
signed into law, it gives us another 
way to get the people of this House 
who represent the people of this coun- 
try to cast a vote on behalf of their 
citizens back home as to whether a 
major regulation will or will not help 
this Nation. 

As we sit here trying to take down 
barriers to creating jobs, if there’s one 
thing more than anything else that 
we’ve got to do for now and for the 
foreseeable future in this Congress, it 
is help take down barriers and get the 
entrepreneurial spirit going again and 
get the environment such that people 
quit sitting on their money and go out 
and hire new people to help them make 
bigger profits and grow their compa- 
nies by hiring people and giving them a 
job. That’s our number one priority. It 
must be. These regulations, some of 
them are good, but many of them are 
onerous and prevent these jobs that 
we’re talking about. 

I thank the Speaker for his time. 


ee 


CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS 
COMMEMORATES WOMEN’S HIS- 
TORY MONTH 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentlewoman from the 
Virgin Islands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the minority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. I ask unani- 
mous consent, Mr. Speaker, that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
in which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and to add material to the sub- 
ject that we are discussing this 
evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from the Virgin Islands? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
this evening we in the Congressional 
Black Caucus are coming to the floor 
to honor the women in our commu- 
nities that have been its backbone and 
who have employed their foresight, 
their hard work, and their sacrifice to 
move us forward, serving as the inspi- 
ration for all of us in our individual 
and collective journeys. 

March, as you know, is Women’s His- 
tory Month, celebrated this year with 
the theme, “Our History is Our 
Strength.” We all know the stories in 
our families and in our communities of 
mothers, grandmothers, godmothers, 
aunts and sisters who pulled together 
to make sure that everyone within 
their power was fed, educated and re- 
mained healthy. Those with a lot of re- 
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sources shared what they had. Those 
with not much gave of their time and 
their heart to bring generations into 
existence, to nurture all of the commu- 
nity’s children despite all of the odds 
before them. 

As we highlight the achievements of 
women, we will also speak to our con- 
cerns that the gains women have made 
and the progress we still need to make 
are being threatened by the actions 
and the agenda of the 112th Congress 
under a Republican majority. 

Before I yield to my colleague from 
Texas, I would just like to read some 
quotes from the Secretary of State and 
the President of the United States. 
First the Secretary, quoting from her 
remarks on Women’s History Month: 

“This year we commemorate the 
100th anniversary of International 
Women’s Day, a global celebration of 
the economic, political and social 
achievements of women past, present 
and future. International Women’s Day 
is a chance to pay tribute to ordinary 
women throughout the world and is 
rooted in women’s century-old struggle 
to participate in society on an equal 
footing with men. This day reminds us 
that while enormous progress has been 
made, there is still work to be done be- 
fore women achieve true parity.” 

And from President Barack Obama: 

“We have to work even harder,” he 
says, ‘бо close the gap that still exists 
and to uphold that simple American 
ideal: we are all equal and deserving of 
the chance to pursue our own version 
of happiness. That’s what Eleanor Roo- 
sevelt was striving toward half a cen- 
tury ago. That’s why the report on 
women that was issued this month 
matters today. And that’s why on be- 
half of all of our daughters and our 
sons, we’ve got to keep making 
progress in the years ahead.” 

It is now my pleasure to yield to the 
gentlelady from Texas, SHEILA JACKSON 
LEE. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I would 
like to thank the gentlelady from the 
Virgin Islands for allowing us—and 
being the lead on Monday after Mon- 
day—opportunities to be able to engage 
our constituents and speak on a num- 
ber of very important issues. I thank 
you for your leadership. I have cer- 
tainly been privileged to be part of this 
very important opportunity to speak 
on a number of challenging issues. 

Many of us have just arrived back 
into Washington. We have spent pre- 
cious days with our constituents, and 
it is amazing the number of issues that 
we are encountering: individuals who 
are impacted by the broken and 
unfixed immigration laws; individuals 
who are in need of small business as- 
sistance or health care. These are the 
real issues of Americans. Or those who 
are gathering to join their allies and 
friends in Wisconsin as they are con- 
cerned and almost intimidated some- 
what about the misdirected approach 
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to budget cutting by cutting out rights 
of workers, many of whom are women. 

So I think speaking about women is 
crucial as we commemorate Women’s 
History Month, because we know from 
the early founding of this great coun- 
try, women were standing side by side 
with the Founders. Those of us who 
come from a slave history, we know 
the history of slave women who were 
the backbone of keeping families to- 
gether. That if a slave woman was sold, 
she could turn to another slave woman 
and say, Would you take care of my 
children? I can’t take them with me. 
Or if, tragically, she lost her life in the 
violence of slavery, the families of 
other slaves rallied around those chil- 
dren. 

I would think the same of Native 
Americans, Indian women, who were 
the backbone of their families, and pio- 
neering women and women who came 
from places around the world, Irish 
women, women who came from Great 
Britain or Poland or from South and 
Central America or from the Carib- 
bean. These are women who have come 
to the United States and were part of 
the founding. 

I speak of my grandmother, Olive 
Jackson, who came from Jamaica, 
West Indies, and with her husband, Al- 
bert Jackson, went to Panama and 
helped build in the teeming woods and 
forests of that era, fighting against 
malaria and mosquitoes and diseases 
and were part of building the Panama 
Canal. How my grandmother kept the 
family together and gave birth to her 
first son and survived to be able to 
make it here to the United States and 
had children born in South Carolina 
and made their way up, and then fi- 
nally got to Brooklyn, New York. A 
part of the history of this country. She 
kept the family together. 

Let me just call a roll, if you don’t 
mind, of some of the women from 
Texas. Please note that there are many 
others. 

Women like Mrs. Johnson, the wife of 
Lyndon Baines Johnson, who was so 
much involved in the beautification of 
Texas. Her daughter, Luci Baines John- 
son. Her other daughter, Lynda Robb 
Johnson. The Honorable Barbara Jor- 
dan, who made a point in the 1974 Wa- 
tergate hearings that she would not see 
the Constitution declined or dimin- 
ished, and that she believed that even 
though it did not include her when we 
started, that this Constitution means 
We the People. That’s what Women’s 
History Month means. 

Ann Richards, the former Governor, 
the late Governor of Texas. Mayor 
Kathy Whitmire. Beulah Shepard, the 
mayor of Acres Home. Ruby Mosley, 
who has been such a leader and a pio- 
neer in changes in Acres Home. Jewel 
Houston, a great educator. Willie Belle 
Boone, a great political activist. 
Christia Adair, another great political 
activist. Esther Williams, a great early 
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political activist and precinct judge. 
Irma of Irma’s fabulous Mexican res- 
taurant, a businesswoman who, with 
her children by her side, opened one of 
the famous restaurants in Houston. 
Representative Carol Alvarado. Rep- 
resentative Anna Hernandez. Commis- 
sioner Sylvia Garcia. Council Member 


Wanda Adams. Council Member 
Jolanda Jones. Doris Hubbard. The late 
Dorothy Hubbard. Mayor Annise 
Parker. 

Small businesswomen. The late 


Nancy Berkman, who was so pivotal in 
working on the Mickey Leland Kib- 
butzim program. Joyce Schechter, a 
premier advocate and supporter of 
Democratic policies. Parvin McVey, an 
outstanding humanitarian. The women 
and doctors at the March of Dimes that 
I work with, the sacrifice that they 
make. Former Councilwoman Robin- 
son, the wife of the late Judson Robin- 
son, the first council member to be 
elected, and once he passed, Council 
Member Robinson, his wife took his 
place. Jewel McGowan, another great 
educator. 

Teachers, nurses. Dr. Betty Lewis, a 
great nurse. Dr. Wanda Mott, a great 
doctor. Dr. Natalie Carroll, former 
president of the National Medical Asso- 
ciation. And certainly Ling Lui, a Chi- 
nese American. Dr. Ahmed, an Amer- 
ican from Bangladesh who’s at Texas 
Southern University. 

My mother, Ivalita Jackson. My 
aunts: Aunt Valerie, Aunt Audrey, 
Aunt Vickie, Aunt Sybil. 


2020 


The reason why I just called their 
names is because they, along with the 
women of courage that we honored just 
a week or so ago with Secretary Hil- 
lary Clinton and Mrs. Obama—Michelle 
Obama, which I include in the great- 
ness of how far women have come— 
they really make a statement, Con- 
gresswoman, that what we’re doing in 
the budget and what we’re doing in the 
CR really does not take into account 
all the sweat and toil of hardworking 
women. 

Can you tell me how we would ignore 
a health care reform that women no 
longer have to be subjected to pre- 
existing condition as a means of get- 
ting insurance and therefore pregnancy 
now does not stifle a woman who is 
working on a job from getting insur- 
ance and bans insurance companies, 
again, from dropping the women when 
they get sick or become pregnant. For 
women in new plans, it provides pre- 
coverage of important lifesaving pre- 
ventative services. Women who are 
sometimes a single head of household, 
older women who have chronic condi- 
tions, they can now be covered because 
of preventative care; bans insurance 
companies from reauthorization or re- 
ferral for access to OB/GYN care. 

What an antiquated system that re- 
quired women not to be able to go toa 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


doctor for OB/GYN care. We have got- 
ten rid of that; and the common prac- 
tice of gender rating, meaning charging 
women substantially higher premiums. 
Yet this Affordable Health Care is on 
the chopping blocks. I can’t understand 
it. Ensures children up to age 19 cannot 
be denied coverage for preexisting dis- 
ease. Sometimes babies are born with 
asthma or sickle cell or juvenile diabe- 
tes. Those people cannot get insurance. 
Women would have to take off or quit 
or get on welfare just to be able to find 
some such basis of coverage or insur- 
ance. 

Greater access to insurance by 
women. And yet as we commemorate 
Women’s History Month, we have a sit- 
uation where our friends on the other 
side of the aisle are slashing and burn- 
ing. In fact, they have already voted to 
repeal the Affordable Care Act. What 
does it say to the history of women in 
this country? 

Let me quickly move to some addi- 
tional harms to women, Republican- 
proposed cuts that will harm women 
and their families. Title X family plan- 
ning. This program has provided family 
planning services, breast and cervical 
cancer screening and other preventa- 
tive health care to low-income women. 
It has provided health centers that 
serve more than 5 million women. 

Can you imagine that healthy 
women, who make a difference in this 
country—that is less hours of sick 
women, less children away from the 
home, less women able to bear children 
and then go out into the workplace, be- 
cause they have suffered the lack of ac- 
cess to health care. Well, my friends, if 
you can imagine, this is where we are 
today. 

We had $300 million in a vote just by 
a Congressperson from Indiana, who 
won the vote 240-185 to prevent any 
Federal funding to Planned Parent- 
hood. By the way, Planned Parenthood 
reads. They understand. Their moneys 
are used for family planning. It is used 
to detect cervical cancer and breast 
cancer. It’s used to provide preventa- 
tive service to millions of women in 
health care dealing with HIV testing, 
breast exams, and, of course, contra- 
ception. But none of these dollars will 
be used for what I suppose this amend- 
ment was supposed to inhibit—and 
that’s abortion. They read. They get it. 
They have been following the law for 
years. 

In Women’s History Month, what are 
we saying to our women? It cuts nutri- 
tion programs for pregnant women and 
children $747 million, special supple- 
mental nutrition program, the WIC 
program. Can you believe it? Sug- 
gesting that it’s a waste of money, 
when most educators will tell you chil- 
dren that are not nourished in the 
early stages, they have a default in 
their ability to think and to be able to 
do well in school. Cut Head Start and 
child care. People approach me in my 
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district, on the streets here in Wash- 
ington, D.C. Cutting $1.1 from Head 
Start, $39 million from child care. 

I want you to know that I’m dealing 
with a case, Congresswoman, in my dis- 
trict where Federal dollars were sup- 
porting a home child care. As you well 
know, those requirements are less than 
Head Start. And now do you know what 
we have? Four dead babies in this child 
care home care center where a fire con- 
sumed them. Unfortunately, because 
the caretaker made a mistake. This is 
what I’m dealing with. 

And so my question is: you’re cutting 
Head Start, you’re cutting child care. 
People are standing in line to get child 
care. People are being turned away. 
They don’t know what to do. Young 
mothers who are trying to do right, are 
trying to get a job, and they realize 
this is a problem. It cuts job training. 
I’ve had young mothers in job training 
programs, $4 billion. Are they telling 
me it doesn’t work? 

These job training programs are par- 
ticularly important to women workers, 
many of them coming out of the home 
after they’ve had children and they can 
place them in a school setting or Head 
Start. They can now get back to work. 
They can be contributing to the tax 
base and to the society and be able to 
teach their children about the work 
ethic because they’re young and they 
want to do so. 

Cutting that; cutting Pell Grants. 
When I went out to Lone Star College, 
what did I see? Young women, some of 
them young mothers, getting the op- 
portunity of a second life. It halts 
funding for the implementation of the 
health care law. I’ve already spoken 
about that. Maternal and child health. 
And then Social Security for women 
who are seniors. I just don’t understand 
what we are trying to do. 

So I would just argue the point in 
this Women’s History Month that there 
is a breakdown. There’s a mental 
block. Don’t let me start talking about 
the minority women-owned businesses 
where they’re cutting MBDA $1.9 mil- 
lion; and denying minority workers 
skills training for the 218% century 
workforce, cutting $3 billion dollars, 
and leaving our American heroes out in 
cold, women who have been veterans, 
cutting them $75 million, who may be 
homeless. I have met women homeless 
veterans. I see them every day. And it 
has only been recently that we’ve ac- 
knowledged that these women have 
PTSD and other problems. I’ve met 
them. They have begged for the pro- 
grams to continue because they served 
their country as well. 

And then, lo and behold, we’ve just 
shut the doors on community health 
clinics, something that the Congres- 
sional Black Caucus worked so hard on, 
$1.3 billion, cutting 3.2 million patients 
where they can come out of their 
homes and go to a doctor and not wind 
up in the emergency room that pushes 
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up the tax base or the tax cost by the 
public hospital system and the private 
hospital system. And yet we continue 
cutting these programs. 

So I’m reminded of Barbara Jordan’s 
words about not being worried about 
being called a politician. She just said, 
I want to be called a darned good poli- 
tician. That’s what we should be look- 
ing at here in this place as we honor 
women and Women’s History Month, 
that we can all be good elected offi- 
cials, good politicians that make a dif- 
ference. We make a difference on behalf 
of all of the American people. No party 
affiliation. That we don’t cut and jab 
into collective bargaining in States 
around this country when in fact col- 
lective bargaining is simply giving 
someone the opportunity to sit down at 
the bargaining table; nurses, many of 
them women; teachers, many of them 
women, clerical workers; many of them 
women; municipal workers; women 
who have come out of the household to 
support their family and may be the 
only bread winner. 

So let me thank you very much for 
giving us the opportunity to be able to 
salute women of all persuasions all 
over this country. Let me personally 
thank you for the nurturing that you 
have given the soldiers and sons that 
you have sent off to battles throughout 
the ages; to the Gold Star Mothers, to 
the Blue Star Mothers that I work with 
in my district. Thank you for the sac- 
rifices that you have made. Thank you 
for nurturing those who are still mend- 
ing and healing those who have been 
wounded in war, whether it’s the war of 
the ages or the wars that we’ve just en- 
countered in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

And let me thank the mothers and 
the women of the Mid East, from Egypt 
to Tunisia to Bahrain to Yemen to 
Libya—and most of all to Libya. Let 
me thank the women who have gone 
into battle. Let me thank the women 
who have already lost children because 
they wanted freedom in battle. 

Let me thank the peace lovers. And 
all I would say, as we commemorate 
Women’s History Month, the names 
that I have just called, they represent 
the strength and our history. And it is 
on their shoulders that I stand. It is on 
their shoulders that I pledge that I will 
never give up; as JOHN LEWIS said, 
never give out; and never give in, be- 
cause women today are truly having as 
the wind beneath their wings all the 
women who have gone before, all the 
older women that stand alongside of 
them. 
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Finally, Congresswoman, to the 
young women, let me say that the road 
is never as smooth as one would like. It 
is rocky, with mountains and valleys; 
but take the opportunity to learn and 
to build so that you can have wings as 
well. 

Women’s History Month, I salute you 
and the women. I believe in your 
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strength, and I believe in your spirit 
and your history. 
BACKGROUND ON WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH 

Every March, the country recognizes Na- 
tional Women’s History Month. This national 
celebration and recognition of women’s his- 
toric achievements began in 1980 when Na- 
tional Women’s History Week was proclaimed 
by Presidential Proclamation. In 1987, this na- 
tional celebration was expanded by Congres- 
sional Resolution to an entire month by declar- 
ing March as National Women’s History 
Month. 

In the last several years, we have had a 
number of historic firsts to celebrate in con- 
junction with Women’s History Month—the first 
woman Speaker of the House, the first female 
President of Harvard—to name a couple. 
These historic events speak to the progress 
we have made in women participating in pub- 
lic service and the political process. 

Further, there are now a record number of 
women serving in Congress. The 112th Con- 
gress includes 93 women Members serving in 
the House and Senate. 

The Democratic-led 111th Congress fo- 
cused on a number of key concerns of Amer- 
ica’s women, including quality affordable 
health care, investments to create jobs and 
stimulate growth, investments in early child- 
hood education, ensuring that our military fam- 
ilies are receiving the resources and services 
that they need, and ensuring equal pay for all 
of America’s working women. 

Unfortunately, in the 112th Congress, the 
GOP-led House has moved in the opposite di- 
rection—failing to pass measures to create 
jobs and promote economic growth. Not only 
have Republicans failed to create jobs, they 
have passed a Spending Bill that is projected 
to destroy up to 700,000 jobs and reduce eco- 
nomic growth by up to 2 percentage points, as 
well as cut services particularly vital for Amer- 
ica’s women. 

HOW HEALTHCARE REFORM BENEFITS WOMEN 

Ensures being a woman will no longer be 
treated as a “pre-existing condition,” with in- 
surance companies banned from denying cov- 
erage for “pre-existing conditions,” beginning 
in 2014. Currently, many women are denied 
coverage or charged more for such “pre-exist- 
ing conditions” as breast or cervical cancer, 
pregnancy, having had a C-section, or having 
been a victim of domestic violence. 

Bans insurance companies from dropping 
women when they get sick or become preg- 
nant, as of 2010. 

For women in new plans, provides free cov- 
erage of important, life-saving preventive serv- 
ices, such as mammograms and 
colonoscopies, as of 2010. 

Improves the care of millions of older 
women with chronic conditions, by providing 
incentives under Medicare for more coordi- 
nated care. 

Bans insurance companies from requiring 
women to obtain a pre-authorization or referral 
for access to ob-gyn care, as of 2010. 

Ends the common practice of “gender rat- 
ing,” charging women substantially higher pre- 
miums than men for the same coverage, be- 
ginning in 2014. According to a recent study, 
the women on the individual market pay up to 
48% more in premium costs than men. 


March 14, 2011 


Ensures that children up to the age of 19 
cannot be denied coverage due to a “pre-ex- 
isting condition,” as of 2010. 

Provides greater access to affordable health 
coverage for women, with the establishment of 
new Health Insurance Exchanges for the mil- 
lions who do not have health insurance 
through an employer, beginning in 2014. Cur- 
rently, less than half of America’s women can 
obtain affordable insurance through their em- 
ployer. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSED CUTS THAT WILL HARM WOMEN 
AND THEIR FAMILIES 

Eliminates Funding for the Title X Family 
Planning—Entirely eliminates funding for the 
Title X Family Planning Program, which re- 
ceived $317 million in FY 2010. For more than 
40 years, the Title X Family Planning Program 
has provided family planning services, breast 
and cervical cancer screening, and other pre- 
ventive health care to low-income women in 
need. Title X-funded health centers serve 
more than 5 million individuals each year, at 
4,500 community-based clinics. Six іп 10 
women who obtain health care from a Title X- 
funded family planning center consider it to be 
their primary source of health care. Grantees 
include state and local health departments, 
hospitals, community health centers, and pri- 
vate non-profit organizations. 

Eliminates all federal funding for Planned 
Parenthood—In addition to eliminating all 
funding for the Title X Family Planning Pro- 
gram in the underlying bill, House Republicans 
also adopted an amendment by Representa- 
tive MIKE PENCE (R-IN), by a vote of 240—185, 
to specifically prohibit any federal funding for 
Planned Parenthood. The Pence amendment 
would have a devastating effect on women’s 
access to health care across the country. 
Planned Parenthood health centers currently 
provide preventive services to millions of 
women in need of health care, including the 
provision of contraception, cancer screenings, 
breast exams, and HIV testing. In fact, over 90 
percent of health care offered by Planned Par- 
enthood is preventive. Many low-income indi- 
viduals depend on Planned Parenthood health 
centers for the majority, if not all, of their 
health care. 

Cuts Nutrition Programs for Pregnant 
Women and Their Children—Cuts $747 million 
from the Special Supplemental Nutrition Pro- 
gram for Women, Infants, and Children, better 
known as the WIC program. The WIC program 
provides nutritious food, counseling, and other 
supports to 9.6 million low-income pregnant 
women, new mothers, апа infants each 
month. This program makes a real difference; 
studies have linked WIC participation with 
higher birth weight and lower infant mortality. 

Cuts Head Start and Child Care—Cuts $1.1 
billion from the Head Start program and $39 
million from child care, causing hundreds of 
thousands of children to lose early learning 
support. Head Start, Early Head Start, and the 
Child Care Development Block Grant are our 
key federal early learning investments. These 
initiatives: (1) allow low-income children to 
start school ready to succeed, and (2) support 
and enable parents to work. Funding is al- 
ready insufficient and these cuts will result in 
even fewer children benefiting from early 
learning programs. 

Cuts Job Training—Cuts more than $4 bil- 
lion for job training programs that are critical in 
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preparing workers for employment in growth 
industries. For example, funding under Title | 
of the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) is ze- 
roed out—eliminating a $1.4 billion program 
serving 1.7 million youth and adult workers. 
These job training programs are particularly 
important for women workers, many of whom 
are concentrated in low-wage and low-skill 
jobs without opportunity for advancement. 

Cuts Initiatives That Help Students Pay for 
College—Cuts the maximum Pell Grant 
amount by $845—from the current level of 
$5,550 to $4,705 for the coming academic 
year. Pell Grants provide the basic foundation 
of federal student aid and help millions of low- 
income American women afford to attend col- 
lege. The bill also entirely eliminates federal 
funding ($757 million in FY 2010) for Supple- 
mental Educational Opportunity Grants, which 
provide additional grants of up to $4,000 to 
the lowest income Pell recipients and reach 
1.3 million of the Nation’s neediest students. 
Cuts to these programs will make college less 
accessible for low-income women. 

Halts Funding to Implement the Health Care 
Law—House Republicans adopted a series of 
amendments on the House Floor that essen- 
tially stop any funding to implement the Afford- 
able Care Act, the landmark health care law 
enacted last year. The GOP bill, as amended, 
therefore takes away critical new patient's 
rights, many of which are critical to America’s 
women. As a result, under the GOP bill, life- 
time caps could once again be placed on cov- 
erage, young adults up to age 26 would lose 
the assurance they could stay on their par- 
ents’ plan, pregnant women could once again 
be thrown off insurance rolls, and being a 
woman could once again be considered a pre- 
existing condition. 

Cuts Maternal and Child Health—Cuts $50 
million from the Title V Maternal and Child 
Health Block Grant. Title V-supported pro- 
grams provide prenatal health services to 2.5 
million women and primary and preventive 
health care to 31 million children each year. 
Cuts this deep will severely harm state and 
local programs serving women, babies, and 
children. 

Eliminates Funding that Helps Schools 
Comply with Title IX—Eliminates the Women’s 
Educational Equity Program, which promotes 
education equity for women and girls and 
helps educational agencies meet their obliga- 
tions under Title IX, the law that requires gen- 
der equity for boys and girls in every edu- 
cational program that receives federal funding. 

Cuts Funding for Social Security Offices and 
Supports for Women Who Are Seniors—Cuts 
funding for the Social Security Administration 
by hundreds of millions of dollars. These cuts 
will force thousands of layoffs and furloughs in 
offices across the country, which means 
delays in processing applications for Social 
Security benefits Americans have earned. The 
bill also cuts funding for a range of supports 
for seniors, including senior employment serv- 
ices (cut by $525 million) and Administration 
on Aging programs (cut by $65 million). 
Women are a majority of Social Security re- 
cipients and more than two-thirds of the elder- 
ly poor—so they will be disproportionately 
harmed by these GOP cuts. 

Undermines Food Safety—Cuts funding for 
USDA food safety inspections by $88 million— 
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making it impossible to conduct daily inspec- 
tions of meat and poultry plants. This would 
force many meat and poultry plants to shut 
down for more than a month in 2011, resulting 
in estimated economic losses of up to $11 bil- 
lion. Furthermore, the bill cuts FDA funding by 
$241 million. This would lead to furloughs and/ 
or RIFs of hundreds of FDA staff including 
those who inspect our domestic and imported 
foods. 

Blocks Public Database on Safety of Con- 
sumer Products, Designed as “Early Warning 
System” for Parents—House Republicans 
adopted an amendment by Representative 
MIKE РОМРЕО (R-KS), by a vote of 234—187, 
which prohibits any funding for a new public 
consumer safety information database, op- 
posed by Big Business, which is particularly 
designed to warn parents about potentially de- 
fective products aimed at children. 


REPUBLICAN SPENDING BILL IMPACT ON MINORITIES 


Inhibiting the Creation of Minority Businesses 


Slashing $1.9 million from the Minority Busi- 
ness Development Agency (MBDA), the sole 
agency dedicated to fostering growth and in- 
novation among minority-owned firms, creates 
barriers for minority businesses to employ 
more than the 6 million Americans they did 
last year. 

In 2010, the MBDA generated $3.3 billion in 
contracts and capital for minority-owned firms. 


Denying Minority Workers Skills Training for a 
21st Century Workforce 


Cutting $3 billion from the Workforce Invest- 
ment Act eliminates access to essential job 
training initiatives that have helped millions of 
minorities gain the skills to compete in our na- 
tion’s job market. 

In 2009, Workforce Investment Act (WIA) 
programs helped approximately 8,370,000 
people, with minorities making up 43 percent 
(714,314) of the WIA Adult Program, 38 per- 
cent (384,106) of the WIA Dislocated Worker 
Program and 68 percent (186,809) of the WIA 
Youth Program. 


Ensuring a Second Rate Education for Minor- 
ity Communities 


Taking away $1 billion from Head Start de- 
nies 200,000 children an early childhood edu- 
cation and forces them to begin kindergarten 
less educated than their classmates. This cut 
disproportionately harms minority children with 
Latinos making up 36 percent and African 
Americans 29 percent of the nearly 1,114,000 
children that receive a quality early education 
from Head Start funding. 

By cutting $580 million from special edu- 
cation programs, Republicans are shifting the 
federal government's obligation to educate up 
to 324,000 children with disabilities onto our 
already burdened states, 45 of which are al- 
ready running deficits. This cut will hurt special 
education programs where Latino children 
make up 19 percent, African American chil- 
dren 15 percent and Asian Americans and Pa- 
cific Islander children 4 percent of students. 


Eliminating Health Care Services to Minority 
Communities 


Eliminating $61 million in funding from the 
Maternal and Child Health Block Grants forces 
doctors to decide which of the millions of 
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mothers they serve will not receive the pre- 
natal care they need to give birth to healthy 
babies. In one year, these grants assisted 
over 4 million mothers, including 1 million 
Latinas, 723,000 African Americans and 
195,000 Asian Americans who gave birth to 
healthy babies. 

Cutting $1.3 billion from Community Health 
Centers will deny critical health care to nearly 
3.2 million new patients. Currently, Community 
Health Centers provide quality, affordable 
health care to 20 million people 36 percent are 
Latinos, 22 percent are African Americans and 
4 percent are Asian Americans and Pacific Is- 
landers. 


Leaving Our American Heroes Out in the Cold 


Revoking $75 million from veterans’ housing 
programs will leave up to 10,000 homeless 
veterans without a roof over their head despite 
patriotically serving in our Armed Forces. 

African American and Latinos make up 56 
percent of the estimated 156,000 homeless 
veterans though they only comprise 11 per- 
cent and 6 percent of the veterans’ population, 
respectively. 

Finally, | can not end, without saluting 
NANCY PELOSI, the first women Speaker in the 
History of the United States. Many little girls 
will aspire to great heights because of her 
leadership and strength. Thank you, Speaker 
PELosI, for all of your work over the years. 
Along with Sojourner Truth, Harriet Tubman, 
Coretta Scott King, Maya Angelo, Rosa Parks 
and Dr. Dorothy Height the women of Presi- 
dents, every U.S. President sought her coun- 
sel, we are blessed because of their fight and 
their victory! 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Thank you, 
Congresswoman JACKSON LEE, for your 
inspiring words, and thank you for 
being such a faithful participant in 
these Monday evening Special Orders. 

You listed a lot of the very special 
women in your district, as you said, on 
whose shoulders we stand. I could also 
list women from my district who are 
leaders in the fight for freedom and 
justice: who are labor leaders, doctors, 
clergy, writers, nurses, teachers, and 
those who have just been role models 
and who have helped to nurture our 
territory’s children. 

I do want to spend some of my time 
saluting a pioneering educator in my 
district of the U.S. Virgin Islands, one 
who would have celebrated her 96th 
birthday on March 26 had she not left 
us this past January. Like many Virgin 
Islands women of her generation, Mrs. 
Delta Dorsch was a force of nature. 

Born in the town of Frederiksted in 
1915, 2 years before the Virgin Islands 
became a part of the American family, 
Mrs. Dorsch was a renowned educator, 
storyteller and tradition bearer of the 
territory. She was tall in stature and 
stood out as a woman of class, of intel- 
ligence and excellence in all that she 
did. In her lifetime, she witnessed the 
birth, growth and development of the 
modern Virgin Islands: from the trans- 
fer of ownership from Denmark to the 
United States, to the quest of its peo- 
ple for greater self-government and 


3926 


self-determination, to its welcoming of 
many people from many shores, to its 
present position poised at the dawn of 
a new century with its modern con- 
cerns of quality health care and edu- 
cation for all, environmental and cul- 
tural sustainability, energy independ- 
ence, and a future for its children of a 
life lived in peace and security, with 
access to a quality life that provides 
good, stable employment opportuni- 
ties. 

Mrs. Dorsch, who was educated at 
New York University, at Columbia Uni- 
versity and who studied international 
education at the University of London 
in England and at the University of 
Heidelberg in Germany, served for 
more than 38 years as a teacher and el- 
ementary supervisor in the Virgin Is- 
lands school system. From 1977 to 1982, 
she also served as an instructor of ele- 
mentary education in both under- 
graduate programs at the University of 
the Virgin Islands and as Deputy Com- 
missioner for Curriculum and Instruc- 
tion in the Virgin Islands Department 
of Education. She was also the chair of 
the board of directors of the St. 


Dunstan’s Episcopal School in St. 
Croix. 
Her excellent educational resume 


does not adequately convey the quality 
of care she gave to Virgin Islands stu- 
dents. She was a mentor and a special 
friend to many, encouraging them to 
achieve and to work for excellence. She 
also worked throughout her lifetime to 
preserve traditional values and her cul- 
tural heritage, taking it upon herself 
to learn the many folk stories that had 
been passed down from generation to 
generation and to share them with the 
young and with the not so young. 

Her message was simple: As you 
progress and embrace change, don’t 
forget your culture, your way of life, 
and the everyday things that make you 
unique and special and identifiable as a 
people. 

In addition to education and culture, 
she was active in the political life of 
the community, supporting the cam- 
paigns of worthy candidates and giving 
sage advice to those who, like myself, 
sought her counsel. 

In her lifetime, Mrs. Delta Dorsch re- 
ceived many accolades and awards. The 
National Junior Honor Society of the 
Elena Christian Junior High School is 
named in her honor as is the residence 
hall at the University of the Virgin Is- 
lands, St. Croix campus. She was 
among the tradition bearers who par- 
ticipated in the Virgin Islands Folklife 
Festival in 1990 here in Washington, 
DC, on The Mall, where she told the 
Bru Nansi and Jumbie stories that are 
particular to the U.S. Virgin Islands. 
She authored a book and an accom- 
panying video on the role of the story- 
teller and of the preservation of the 
Virgin Islands culture, and she contrib- 
uted to our town Frederiksted’s cur- 
rent edition of the ‘“‘Glory Days of 
Frederiksted.”’ 
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Mrs. Delta M. Jackson Dorsch made 
her mark as a woman of substance in 
the U.S. Virgin Islands, and left a re- 
markable trail for the rest of us to fol- 
low. It is in her spirit of determination 
and advocacy that I stand here today 
to speak about the current state of 
women, not only in the U.S. Virgin Is- 
lands, but across our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, we are now in a time 
that has shown great progress for 
women, as I read from our President 
earlier; but we also find ourselves at a 
crossroads where there are many areas 
in which our welfare is threatened. 
Some of these areas were enumerated 
by my colleague from Texas. 

According to the report prepared for 
the White House Council on Women 
and Girls, entitled, ‘‘Women in Amer- 
ica: Indicators of Social and Economic 
Well-Being,” which was published this 
month, women have outpaced men in 
educational attainment, earning more 
college degrees and graduate edu- 
cation, but they are still more likely 
than men to live in poverty. 

Black and Hispanic females are like- 
ly to be poorer than non-Hispanic 
white females. Black women have a 28 
percent rate of poverty, Hispanic 27 
percent, white women 11 percent—also 
too high. While more education in- 
creases income for both men and 
women, the pay gap between the two 
still exists. More women than men 
work part time, and of course that 
means they are less likely to be in- 
sured or to have other benefits. At all 
levels of education, women still earn 
about 75 percent as much as their male 
counterparts. The female-headed fami- 
lies have the lowest family earnings 
among all family types. 

Women today face health challenges, 
with depression, for example, and more 
women than men report having chronic 
medical conditions. Yet more of us are 
uninsured, and many women report not 
having a usual source of care. Highteen 
percent of nonelderly women lack 
health insurance. Of unmarried women, 
almost 25 percent are uninsured. Twen- 
ty-one percent of African American 
women and 38 percent of Latinas are 
uninsured. 

So the challenge to improve the lives 
of all women continues, and we Demo- 
crats are proud that in the historic 
111th Congress, presided over by the 
first female Speaker of this House, we 
passed the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay 
Act, which restores the rights of 
women and other workers to challenge 
unfair pay and work events. 

We passed the Paycheck Fairness 
Act, which updated the 47-year-old 
Equal Pay Act, by providing more ef- 
fective remedies for women who are 
not being paid equal wages for doing 
equal work. 

We also passed the American Recov- 
ery and Reinvestment Act, which cre- 
ated 3.3 million jobs, many of them 
held by American women in emerging 
industries such as clean energy. 


March 14, 2011 


The stimulus package passed by this 
House expanded opportunities for 
women and minorities in the transpor- 
tation industry by investing in on-the- 
job training for them and even highway 
construction and transportation tech- 
nology. It included technical assist- 
ance for them to obtain transportation 
infrastructure contracts, and is helping 
3.5 million women students obtain 
higher education through the increases 
in the Pell Grant funding. It provided 
for key investments in early education 
by providing additional funding to in- 
crease Head Start enrollment by 65,000, 
creating 30,000 jobs for Head Start 
teachers and staff, while strengthening 
families, including some of the women- 
headed families. 

Services for families and children 
were strengthened in the 111th Con- 
gress with the increased funding for 
child care development block grants 
and for programs to reduce violence 
against women. 

In the 111th Congress, the Affordable 
Care Act increased access for the high 
number of uninsured women to access 
health care. For the insured, it made 
their insurance more secure, and it 
made it illegal for insurance companies 
to charge women more than men for 
the same coverage or to limit their 
choices by making caesarean deliveries 
or domestic violence preexisting condi- 
tions. 

Our 1.8 million women veterans have 
the chance at improved health care 
with the expansion of the VA health 
care services by removing barriers and 
providing up to 7 days of care for new- 
born children of women veterans and 
by enhancing treatment for sexual 
trauma for women at the VA. 

Much was done in the last Congress 
to enhance and protect the lives of 
women; but in this Congress, the 112th, 
it seems as though we are about to 
take giant steps backwards when it 
comes to the health, education, busi- 
ness, and finances of women and their 
families. The budget cuts being pro- 
posed to fund this year’s budget and 
the next are definitely going to ad- 
versely impact the women of this coun- 
try. 
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I see I have been joined by another of 
my colleagues, Congresswoman GWEN 
Moore of Wisconsin, and I would invite 
her to use аз much time as she might 
consume or to enter in a dialogue if she 
would like. 

Ms. MOORE. Thank you so much, 
gentlelady from the Virgin Islands. I 
am so pleased that you put this Special 
Order together to memorialize the con- 
tributions that African American 
women have made in this, our month of 
March, a tribute to all women. 

As the Democratic cochair of the 
Women’s Caucus, I am particularly 
proud to talk about some of the accom- 
plishments and challenges, quite frank- 
ly, of African American women in this 
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country. It is so obvious that we have 
to honor some of our ancestors on 
whose shoulders we stand, women like 
Harriet Tubman, who led slaves out of 
slavery, even at the point of a gun, a 
rifle, a strong African American 
woman that really instilled the kind of 
self-respect and self-esteem in the Afri- 
can American community, that 
strength of character that has helped 
us survive all kinds of tragedies in our 
community. 

Sojourner Truth, of course, who real- 
ly was engaged very heavily in the 
women’s right to vote movement, in 
the suffrage movement. And of course 
Fannie Lou Hamer in Mississippi, who 
fought for the right to vote. And Rosa 
Parks, who fought to end the segrega- 
tion in the South on accommodation. 
And really, moving through history, 
people like Madam C.J. Walker, first 
millionaire. So many people, I could 
just go on and on naming women in 
every field of business and entertain- 
ment, Oprah Winfrey, all the way of 
course to our very own first lady, our 
own great Michelle Robinson Obama. 

But I think that such a tribute would 
not be complete if we did not recognize 
some of the people who are unknown to 
people, some of the unsung heroes 
within our own community. And I’m 
thinking of such a woman right now, a 
woman named Velvalea Phillips. 
Velvalea Phillips lived in Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin, and graduated from North 
Division High School, my alma mater, 
the same school that Golda Meir grad- 
uated from, and it was at that time a 
predominantly white school, and she 
won an oratorical contest, and the 
school was reluctant to give her that 
prize because she was a black student, 
and of course, the majority white stu- 
dent body rebelled and insisted that 
she win the prize as an orator. 

Velvalea Phillips later came to be 
known as Vel, affectionately as Vel 
Phillips, went on to run for alderman 
of the city of Milwaukee. There had 
never been a woman who had won a 
seat on the common council until Vel 
ran, and because she shortened her 
name from Velvalea to Vel, they 
thought she was a man. She didn’t put 
any pictures on her literature. So they 
also did not know she was a black. So 
she was the first woman and the first 
black person to become an alderman in 
the city of Milwaukee. 

She was the first black woman to 
graduate from the University of Wis- 
consin Law School. She was the first 
black person to become a judge in Mil- 
waukee County. She was the first black 
woman to ever serve on a national 
party committee in either the Demo- 
crat or the Republican national com- 
mittee, the very first black woman. 
She is the first and only African Amer- 
ican who has ever won a Statewide of- 
fice in the State of Wisconsin. 

She is alive and still kicking, and is 
a major force in the community brain- 
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storming conference of Milwaukee, a 
sort of black think tank in Milwaukee 
that talks about all kinds of social sit- 
uations in Milwaukee, very thriving or- 
ganization in our community. 

But even then it would be inappro- 
priate to end this tribute without talk- 
ing about those unknown women who 
have contributed so much, and I be- 
lieve that this hour started out with 
your referencing some of these people. 
Madea, Big Mama, Aunt Peaches, Cous- 
in Fannie, these people who dug deep 
into their pockets to pull out a very 
carefully folded $20 bill to press into 
your hand as you went off to college to 
give you some support. Those people 
who scrubbed floors and were not proud 
to try to give you a better life than 
they had. Those people who held the 
family together when all else failed. 
And that is why African Americans 
have thrived and survived to the extent 
that they have because of the strength 
of the African American woman in our 
community. 

I will tell you as a physician, gentle- 
lady from the Virgin Islands, that Afri- 
can American women are facing some 
tremendous challenges right now. We 
live in America, and of course, African 
Americans are very proud to be Amer- 
ican, but the fact still remains that 
there is no level playing field in Amer- 
ica for African American women. 
Women in general only earn 77 cents 
for every dollar that a man earns, and 
of course, African American women 
earn even less than that. 

And they’re faced with so many chal- 
lenges. With a very high incarceration 
rate among African American men, Af- 
rican American women are often find- 
ing themselves in situations where 
they are the sole breadwinners in a 
family where their wages are less than 
African American men or any men in 
this country. 

African American women, though, 
have continued to show that they are 
overcomers; that they can step outside 
of their story; that they can stand in 
the truth of their power and continue 
to inspire generation after generation 
after generation of African Americans. 
And we see this so often when we think 
of people in our community who have 
been raised up by single female and sin- 
gle female heads of household but have 
continued to move forward. 

We look at our own President, 
Barack Obama. He is an African Amer- 
ican. His mother was not an African 
American woman but she mirrored the 
condition of so many African American 
women in this country, finding them- 
selves rearing African American chil- 
dren on their own. 

And that is why I think it is impor- 
tant to come to this floor and to im- 
plore our colleagues to not eviscerate 
the kinds of support that makes so 
much difference to children. Like the 
Women, Infant, and Children program, 
where there have been efforts to cut 
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that by $747 million; efforts to cut 
Head Start; efforts to cut the maternal 
and child health block grant; efforts to 
cut out basic kinds of support that Af- 
rican American women need to support 
their often lonely task of trying to rear 
children who are already poor. And the 
genius of African American women to 
cobble together a living where there 
seems to be nothing is something that 
I admire a great deal and something, 
quite frankly, that I have been a bene- 
ficiary of. 

My mother was the mother of nine 
children. I’m the eighth of nine chil- 
dren, and my mother was poor. At the 
point at which I was born, my mother 
had nine children and did not have a 
high school education. She went back 
to high school—this was prior to GED— 
she went back to high school when I 
was about 5 years old and she got an 
associate’s degree after that, and she 
went on to graduate and become magna 
cum laude as an adult, and all this 
time she kept us fed with beans and 
cornbread and rice and plenty of fresh 
water out of Lake Michigan. 


2050 


She believed firmly in taking us to 
church and feeding us at the trough of 
religion and good morality and having 
compassion and loving justice. 

Her very best friend, Ceria Travis, 
who went to church with her, has a 
daughter, Dr. Dorothy Travis Moore, 
who has established a school in Mil- 
waukee devoted to helping struggling 
African American men because they 
saw how these strong black women 
worked hard. And my mom and Mrs. 
Travis inspired a whole generation of 
African American men and women to 
strive for a life better than they had. 
My mom helped so many young people 
go on and win college scholarships. She 
used to train them and tutor them to 
be able to win scholarships from the 
local Masons and Elks oratorical con- 
tests. 

This is why I can’t stop, gentlelady 
from the Virgin Islands, because I had 
a role model in my own life of a socio- 
logical miracle, someone who overcame 
all of the things that had been said she 
couldn’t do. So that is why, if people 
tell me that I cannot do something, I 
have what all children should have, and 
that is a background of someone who is 
close to them that says continuously, 
Yes, I can. Yes, I can. Yes, I can. And 
as black women, we can do it. 

However scarce our resources, how- 
ever austere these budgets are, we are 
not going to go away. We are Ameri- 
cans. We work hard. We have built this 
country, and we have provided this 
country with a lot of genius. We have 
provided original music. We have pro- 
vided inventions and agriculture. We 
have built this Capitol with our sweat, 
blood, and tears. And as African Ameri- 
cans, we are proud of the American 
part. And as black women, we have 
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given birth not only to our children, 
but we have given birth to a great 
country. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. I thank you for 
those words. And I know that those 
who are listening are really inspired by 
all of what you had to say. We are so 
proud and so very fortunate to have 
you as the cochair of the Women’s Cau- 
cus in this Congress. 

Before we close, to take us back to 
where we are today, I just want to 
recap that, among the actions being 
proposed in this Congress, there are 
some repeals that—yes, we’re going to 
rise above them—but that will make 
things very difficult for not only Afri- 
can American women but women all 
across this country. 

To recap: eliminating funding for the 
title X family planning program. These 
are the cuts that are being proposed in 
the CR for the rest of 2011 that elimi- 
nate the funding for the program that 
has provided family planning, breast 
and cervical cancer screening, and pre- 
ventive health to low-income women. 
They propose to eliminate all Federal 
funding for Planned Parenthood, as we 
have heard, and to cut nutrition pro- 
grams for pregnant women and their 
children; to cut Head Start and child 
care; to cut job training; to cut funding 
for college. 

All of these are going to make it 
much harder for our young and our 
older women to do what Gwen’s mom 
did and move themselves up the edu- 
cational ladder and help to provide a 
bridge for the youngsters that come be- 
hind. Their plan to cut funding for col- 
lege and Pell Grants, to halt the imple- 
mentation of the health care law that, 
as you have heard, will do so much for 
not just women but for all Americans, 
those who are insured and those who 
are uninsured. It will cut maternal and 
child health funding and funding that 
helps school comply with title IX. 

The CR that is proposed, the long- 
term CR for fiscal year 2011, also cuts 
funding for Social Security offices and 
support for senior programs, as the ma- 
jority of Social Security recipients are 
women and of course are elderly, and 
many are poor. All of these programs 
and others are on the chopping block, 
and women will be greatly and ad- 
versely impacted by them. 

As we honor the history of women in 
our country this month, let us not cel- 
ebrate it with an assault on women and 
their families. Let’s not make it more 
difficult for poor women and minority 
women, for children, for students, for 
seniors, for small business women, for 
the many who need these necessary 
supports if they are to be a part of the 
vibrant future that we envision for our 
country. These cuts make any praise of 
Women’s History Month by our Repub- 
lican colleagues mere lip service, no 
more than empty words in a time when 
women are vulnerable because of our 
economic crisis and when we need the 
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programs that they are planning to 
cut. We need those programs more than 
ever. 

In this month dedicated to women, 
we are calling on the leadership of the 
112th Congress to continue to build, not 
to tear down, but to build on the gains 
we have made for women and for all 
Americans in the 111th Congress. Do 
not turn back the clock to a time that 
none of us want to go back to. Do not 
turn back the clock to a time that our 
country cannot afford to go back to if 
we are to be the number one country in 
this world. 

We, the members of the Congres- 
sional Black Caucus, dedicate this hour 
to the women of African descent, those 
known and unknown on whose shoul- 
ders we stand, the sturdy bridges that 
have brought us to where we are today. 
To them, we dedicate this hour, and we 
dedicate ourselves and our work on be- 
half of families and children, African 
American and all Americans here in 
this country and around the world. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, throughout March we celebrate 
the many achievements and accomplishments 
women have made in the United States and 
around the world. 

Before the 1970s women’s history was 
largely overlooked, but today we cannot ignore 
the significant contributions women have 
made in shaping our country and building for 
a brighter, more peaceful future. 

The theme for the 2011 Women’s History 
Month is “Our History Is Our Strength.” Wom- 
en’s History Month celebrates millions of 
women who helped make our world a better 
place. We must continue to promote and en- 
courage our future generation of young 
women and girls to strive for the very best. 

In the 111th Congress, the Democratic-led 
Congress focused on a number of key con- 
cerns of America’s women, including: quality 
affordable health care; investments to create 
jobs and stimulate growth; investments in 
early childhood education; providing resources 
for our military families; and ensuring equal 
pay for all of America’s working women. 

Unfortunately, the Republican-led House 
has moved in the opposite direction. House 
Republicans have passed a spending bill that 
reduces or eliminates funding to key women 
services and wellness programs. Their spend- 
ing plan is projected to destroy up to 700,000 
jobs and reduce economic growth. Ending vital 
programs and offering reckless spending pro- 
posals will only move our country backwards. 

Mr. Speaker, while cuts are necessary to 
address the nation’s long-term fiscal problems, 
cutting too deeply before the economy is in full 
expansion will add unnecessary risk to our 
economy and to America’s women and fami- 
lies. 


ES 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (at the request 
of Ms. PELOSI) for today. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas (at the re- 
quest of Ms. PELOSI) for today on ac- 
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count of travel delay due to heavy 
storms. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 58 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues- 
day, March 15, 2011, at 10 a.m. for morn- 
ing-hour debate. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


842. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Review Group, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Asparagus Revenue Market Loss Assistant 
Payment Program (RIN: 0560-AI02) received 
February 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

848. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulations Supplement; Publica- 
tion of Notification of Bundling of Contracts 
of the Department of Defense (DFARS Case 
2009-D033) received February 16, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

844. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation Supplement; Repeal of 
the Small Business Competitiveness Dem- 
onstration Program (DFARS Case 2011-D001) 
received February 16, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

845. A letter from the Under Secretary, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s notification of the intention to 
obligate FY 2011 funds under the Cooperative 
Threat Reduction Program; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

846. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation Supplement; Payments 
in Support of Emergencies and Contingency 
Operations (DFARS Case 2009-D020) (RIN: 
0750-AG56) received February 17, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

847. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En- 
ergy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
(General Provisions) Contract Appeals and 
the Acquisition Regulation: General, Acqui- 
sition Planning, and Contracting Methods 
and Contract Types (RIN: 1991-AB81) received 
February 11, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

848. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Delegation of Authority to the 
States of Iowa; Kansas; Missouri; Nebraska; 
Lincoln-Lancaster County, NE; and City of 
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Omaha, NE, for New Source Performance 
Standards (NSPS), National Emission Stand- 
ards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) 
including Maxium Achievable Control Tech- 
nology (МАСТ) Standards [EPA-R07-OAR- 
2010-0908; FRL-9271-6] received February 28, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

849. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants for Major Sources: 
Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional 
Boilers and Process Heaters; National Emis- 
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
for Area Sources: Industrial, Commercial, In- 
stitutional Boilers; Standards of Perform- 
ance for New Stationary Sources and Emis- 
sion Guidelines for Existing Sources: Com- 
mercial and Industrial Solid Waste Inciner- 
ation Units: Notice of Reconsideration [ЕРА- 
HQ-OAR-2002-0058; EPA-HQ-OAR-2006-0790; 
EPA-HQ-OAR-2003-0119; FRL-9272-7] (RIN: 
2060-А 925; RIN: 2060-AM44; RIN: 2060-А 012) 
received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

850. A letter from the Deputy Chief, OET, 
Federal Communications Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission’s final rule — Meas- 
urement Standards for Digital Television 
Signals Pursuant to the Satellite Home 
Viewer Extension and Reauthorization Act 
of 2004 [ET Docket No.: 06-94] received Feb- 
ruary 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

851. A letter from the Co-Chairs, Commis- 
sion on Wartime Contracting, transmitting 
the Commission’s Second Interim Report 
“At what risk? Correcting over-reliance on 
contractors in contingency operations”; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

852. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department 
of State, transmitting Transmittal No. 
DDTC 10-139, pursuant to the reporting re- 
quirements of Section 36(c) of the Arms Ex- 
port Control Act; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

858. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department 
of State, transmitting Transmittal No. 
DDTC 10-116, pursuant to the reporting re- 
quirements of Section 36(c) of the Arms Ex- 
port Control Act; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

854. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s fiscal year 
2010 report on U.S. Government Assistance 
to and Cooperative Activities with Eurasia, 
pursuant to Public Law 102-511, section 104; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

855. A letter from the Deputy Archivist of 
the United States, National Archives and 
Records Administration, transmitting the 
Administration’s final rule — Appeal Au- 
thority When Researcher Privileges Are Re- 
voked [NARA-10-0005] (RIN: 3095-AB69) re- 
ceived February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

856. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air- 
worthiness Directives; Eurocopter France 
Model AS 350 B, BA, B1, B2, B3, and D, and 
Model AS355 E, F, F1, F2, and N Helicopters 
[Docket No.: FAA-2010-0611; Directorate 
Identifier 2009-SW-18-AD; Amendment 39- 
16487; AD 2010-22-08] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received 
February 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
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801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure. 

857. A letter from the Assistant Chief 
Counsel for General Law, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Hazardous Materials: En- 
hanced Enforcement Authority Procedures 
[Docket No.: PHMSA-2005-22356] (RIN: 2137- 
AE18) received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

858. A letter from the Assistant Chief 
Counsel for Hazardous Materials Safety, De- 
partment of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Hazardous Ma- 
terials: Incorporation of Certain Cargo Tank 
Special Permits into Regulations [Docket 
No.: PHMSA-2010-0017 (HM-245)] (RIN: 2137- 
AE56) received February 15, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

859. A letter from the Assistant Chief 
Counsel for Hazardous Materials Safety, De- 
partment of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Hazardous Ma- 
terials: Harmonization with the United Na- 
tions Recommendations, International Mari- 
time Dangerous Goods Code, and the Inter- 
national Civil Aviation Organization Tech- 
nical Instructions for the Safe Transport of 
Dangerous Goods by Air [Docket Nos.: 
PHMSA-2009-0126 (HM-215K)] (RIN: 2187-A E45) 
received February 15, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

860. A letter from the Assistant Adminis- 
trator for Procurement, National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — NASA 
Implementation of Federal Acquisition Reg- 
ulations (FAR) Award Fee Language Revi- 
sion (RIN: 2700-AD69) received February 9, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology. 

861. A letter from the Deputy Director, Fi- 
nancial Assistance Policy and Oversight, De- 
partment of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security Implementation 
of OMB Guidance on Drug-Free Workplace 
Requirements [Docket No.: DHS-2010-0028] 
(RIN: 1601-AA62) received February 15, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security. 

862. A letter from the Regulations Coordi- 
nator, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Medicare and Medicaid Pro- 
grams; Requirements for Long-Term Care 
(LTC) Facilities; Notice of Facility Closure 
[CMS-3230-IFC] (RIN: 0938-AQ09) received 
February 17, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce and Ways and Means. 


EEE 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BACHUS: Committee on Financial 
Services. Supplemental report on H.R. 839. A 
bill to amend the Emergency Economic Sta- 
bilization Act of 2008 to terminate the au- 
thority of the Secretary of the Treasury to 
provide new assistance under the Home Af- 
fordable Modification Program, while pre- 
serving assistance to homeowners who were 
already extended an offer to participate in 
the Program, either on a trial or permanent 
basis (Rept. 112-31, Pt. 2). 
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Mr. BACHUS: Committee on Financial 
Services. Supplemental report on H.R. 861. A 
bill to rescind the third round of funding for 
the Neighborhood Stabilization Program and 
to terminate the program (Rept. 112-32, Pt. 
2). 

Mr. WOODALL: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 167. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 48) making further continuing appro- 
priations for fiscal year 2011, and for other 


purposes (Rept. 112-33). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 
Í ——====згынчыршече сс _ 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. ISSA (for himself, Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. Gowpy, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, 
and Mr. COBLE): 

H.R. 1056. A bill to amend title 35, United 
States Code, with respect to false marking; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KIND (for himself, Mr. GER- 
LACH, Mr. INSLEE, and Mr. JOHNSON of 
Illinois): 

H.R. 1057. A bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to im- 
prove standards for physical education; to 
the Committee on Education and the Work- 
force. 

By Mr. FLEMING (for himself, Mr. 
BARROW, Mr. NUGENT, and Ms. RICH- 
ARDSON): 

H.R. 1058. A bill to allow seniors to file 
their Federal income tax on a new Form 
1040SR; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr. 
COHEN, and Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia): 

H.R. 1059. A bill to protect the safety of 
judges by extending the authority of the Ju- 
dicial Conference to redact sensitive infor- 
mation contained in their financial disclo- 
sure reports, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 

H.R. 1060. A bill to amend the Act of Sep- 
tember 30, 1961, commonly known as the 
Sports Broadcasting Act of 1961, to remove 
the antitrust immunity otherwise applicable 
to professional football teams under such 
Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FARENTHOLD (for himself, 
Ms. Foxx, and Mr. CONAWAY): 

H.R. 1061. A bill to require Federal agen- 
cies to show receipts and expenditures every 
two weeks on agency websites; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

By Ms. HAYWORTH (for herself, Mr. 
GARRETT, and Mrs. BIGGERT): 

H.R. 1062. A bill to amend the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protec- 
tion Act to repeal certain additional disclo- 
sure requirements, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania (for 
himself and Mr. KIND): 

H.R. 1063. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act with respect to the ap- 
plication of Medicare secondary payer rules 
for certain claims; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. BOSWELL: 

H.R. 1064. A bill to rescind amounts for cer- 
tain surface transportation programs; to the 
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Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 
By Mr. BUCHANAN (for himself, Mr. 
ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. MARKEY, 
Mrs. Bono МАСК, Mr. МІСА, Mr. 
DEUTCH, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. 
COOPER, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. LYNCH, 
Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. BERG, Mr. 
NUGENT, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. WILSON 
of South Carolina, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. 
LEWIS of California, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
Mr. RIVERA, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. TIP- 
TON, Mr. ROONEY, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, 
Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, and Mr. 
WEST): 

H.R. 1065. A bill to amend the Controlled 
Substances Act to provide for increased pen- 
alties for operators of pill mills, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary, and in addition to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mrs. CAPPS (for herself and Mr. 
PLATTS): 

H.R. 1066. A bill to amend chapter 81 of 
title 5, United States Code, to create a pre- 
sumption that a disability or death of a Fed- 
eral employee in fire protection activities 
caused by any of certain diseases is the re- 
sult of the performance of such employee’s 
duty; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Mr. COHEN: 

H.R. 1067. A bill to rescind earmarks for 
certain surface transportation projects, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia: 

H.R. 1068. A bill to provide for the more ac- 
curate computation of retirement benefits 
for certain firefighters employed by the Fed- 
eral Government; to the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. COOPER: 

H.R. 1069. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide an election for 
unmarried, nonitemizing individuals to have 
their returns prepared by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCHWEIKERT (for himself, Mr. 
GARRETT, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. 
JONES, and Mrs. BIGGERT): 

H.R. 1070. A bill to amend the Securities 
Act of 1933 to authorize the Securities and 
Exchange Commission to exempt a certain 
class of securities from such Act; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 

H.R. 1071. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to conduct a special resource 
study of the Medgar Evers House, located in 
Jackson, Mississippi, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 

H.R. 1072. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
95 Dogwood Street in Cary, Mississippi, as 
the ‘‘Spencer Byrd Powers, Jr. Post Office’’; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
ment Reform. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 

H.R. 1073. A bill to designate the United 
States courthouse to be constructed in Jack- 
son, Mississippi, as the “R. Jess Brown 
United States Courthouse’; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


By Mr. TIPTON: 

H.R. 1074. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to reduce the corporate in- 
come tax rate to 10 percent and to lower the 
rate of tax on capital gains and dividends to 
10 percent; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WOMACK (for himself, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, and Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkan- 
sas): 

H.R. 1075. A bill to repeal the Volumetric 
Ethanol Excise Tax Credit; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. ISSA: 

H.R. 1056. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 8 of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

By Mr. KIND: 

H.R. 1057. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress’ authority under Article 
I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the Constitution. 

By Mr. FLEMING: 

H.R. 1058. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by 
Amendment 16 of the U.S. Constitution, 
which grants Congress the power to lay and 
collect taxes on incomes, from whatever 
source derived, without apportionment 
among the several States, and without re- 
gard to any census or enumeration. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 

H.R. 1059. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 9 and Clause 18; 
and Article Ill, Section I of the Constitution. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 

H.R. 1060. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. 

By Mr. FARENTHOLD: 

H.R. 1061. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Artice I, Section 8, Clause 1 and Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 18. 

By Ms. HAYWORTH: 

H.R. 1062. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 (relating to 
the power to regulate interstate commerce). 
By Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania: 

H.R. 1063. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution. 

By Mr. BOSWELL: 

H.R. 1064. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution. 
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By Mr. BUCHANAN: 

H.R. 1065. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The power to enact this legislation is 
granted in Article 1, Section 8 of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

By Mrs. CAPPS: 

H.R. 1066. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 and Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 18 of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. COHEN: 

H.R. 1067. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 3 of the United States Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia: 

H.R. 1068. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18. 

By Mr. COOPER: 

H.R. 1069. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 8 of Article 1, which states that 
Congress shall have the power to lay and col- 
lect taxes. 

By Mr. SCHWEIKERT: 

H.R. 1070. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article One, Section Hight. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 

H.R. 1071. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 2 of Section 3 of Article IV of the 
Constitution: The Congress shall have Power 
to dispose of and make all needful Rules and 
Regulations respecting the Territory or 
other Property belonging to the United 
States; and nothing in this Constitution 
shall be so construed as to Prejudice any 
Claims of the United States, or of any par- 
ticular State. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 

H.R. 1072. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article 1, Section 
8, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 

H.R. 1073. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 2 of Section 3 of Article IV of the 
Constitution: The Congress shall have Power 
to dispose of and make all needful Rules and 
Regulations respecting the Territory or 
other Property belonging to the United 
States; and nothing in this Constitution 
shall be so construed as to Prejudice any 
Claims of the United States, or of any par- 
ticular State. 

By Mr. TIPTON: 

H.R. 1074. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

By Mr. WOMACK: 

H.R. 1075. 


March 14, 2011 


Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 states, ‘‘The 
Congress shall have Power To lay and collect 
Taxes... .” 


ee 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors were 
added to public bills and resolutions as fol- 
lows: 


H.R. 5: Mr. NEUGEBAUER. 

H.R. 10: Mr. CARTER and Mr. DANIEL E. 
LUNGREN of California. 

H.R. 11: Ms. HANABUSA and Mr. CLARKE of 
Michigan. 

H.R. 24: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
PASTOR of Arizona, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, 
Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, Mr. JACKSON 
of Illinois, Mr. BISHOP of New York, and Mr. 
REHBERG. 

H.R. 27: Mr. DICKS. 

H.R. 49: Mr. TURNER, Mr. FINCHER, Ms. JEN- 
KINS, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. HUIZENGA 
of Michigan, Mr. BACHUS, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. 
FLORES, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. LANDRY, 
Ms. GRANGER, Mr. WEST, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. 
KELLY, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. 
DENHAM, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. SHIMKUS, 
Mr. Ross of Arkansas, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. 
THORNBERRY, Mr. SHUSTER, Mrs. CAPITO, 
Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, 
Mr. SCHILLING, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. BARLETTA, 
Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. 
ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. ROONEY, Mr. PETER- 
son, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. BUR- 
GESS, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. MARINO, Mr. 
MCcHENRY, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
PAUL, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. Mica, Mr. AKIN, Mr. 
UPTON, Ms. BUERKLE, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, 
Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. 
YOUNG of Indiana, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, 
Mr. Восѕном, Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia, 
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. WEBSTER, 
Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. BOREN, Mr. FORBES, Mr. 
Lucas, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. HUNTER, 
Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. MCCARTHY of California, 
Mr. BROOKS, Mr. HALL, Mr. WALSH of Illinois, 
Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. COSTA, Mr. JONES, Mr. 
CoLE, Mr. BONNER, Mr. WALBERG, Mrs. 
SCHMIDT, Mr. HELLER, Mr. ROHRABACHER, and 
Mr. KING of New York. 

H.R. 104: Mr. KUCINICH. 

H.R. 114: Mr. WEST, Mr. BASS of New Hamp- 
shire, and Mr. Ross of Florida. 

H.R. 122: Mrs. ELLMERS. 

H.R. 143: Mr. SCALISE. 

H.R. 198: Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey. 

H.R. 237: Mr. LUJÁN and Mr. ROTHMAN of 
New Jersey. 
H.R. 303: Mr. BACHUS and Mr. MCCOTTER. 

H.R. 308: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut and 
Mr. BECERRA. 

H.R. 350: Mr. GRIJALVA. 

H.R. 396: Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. 
SCHIFF, and Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

H.R. 420: Mr. RIVERA, Mr. Ross of Florida, 
Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. BILIRAKIS. 

H.R. 426: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr. DUNCAN 
of South Carolina. 

H.R. 431: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
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H.R. 432: Ms. McCOLLUM. 

H.R. 440: Mr. BACHUS and Mr. PETRI. 

H.R. 471: Mr. PITTS. 

H.R. 488: Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 511: Mr. RIVERA. 

H.R. 535: Ms. WILSON of Florida and Ms. 
McCoLLuM. 

H.R. 539: Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, and Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 553: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 

H.R. 567: Mr. QUIGLEY. 

H.R. 575: Mr. Ross of Arkansas. 

H.R. 609: Mr. MCKINLEY. 

H.R. 700: Mr. WALDEN, Mr. BISHOP of Geor- 
gia, Mr. SCHOCK, and Mrs. BACHMANN. 

H.R. 711: Mr. BOSWELL. 

H.R. 733: Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. LEWIS of Geor- 
gia, Mr. Dicks, Ms. ScHAKOWSKy, Mr. PAL- 
LONE, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. TUR- 
NER. 

H.R. 735: Mr. OLSON and Mr. COFFMAN of 
Colorado. 

H.R. 747: Mr. WELCH and Mr. GRIJALVA. 

H.R. 750: Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mrs. ADAMS, and 
Mr. Ross of Florida. 

H.R. 773: Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H.R. 780: Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 782: Mr. GIBBS and Mr. HUNTER. 

H.R. 822: Mr. LATTA, Mr. ROGERS of Michi- 
gan, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. 
KINZINGER of Illinois. 

H.R. 863: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. Baca, Mr. 
FARR, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. HONDA, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. POLIS, and Mr. REYES. 

H.R. 870: Ms. NORTON and Ms. WILSON of 
Florida. 

H.R. 878: Mr. MCKINLEY. 

H.R. 883: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. SCHA- 
KOWSKY, Mr. PASTOR of Arizona, Mr. KUCI- 
NICH, Mr. FARR, Mr. FILNER, and Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 885: Mr. BOREN. 

H.R. 894: Mr. COURTNEY, Ms. SEWELL, Mr. 
HARRIS, Ms. WATERS, Mr. ROTHMAN of New 
Jersey, Ms. Bass of California, Ms. LEE of 
California, Mr. KUCINICH, and Ms. SLAUGH- 
TER. 

H.R. 895: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, 
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. RUSH, Mr. WOLF, 
and Mr. GARRETT. 

H.R. 898: Mr. STARK and Mr. PoE of Texas. 

H.R. 900: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. 

H.R. 909: Mr. QUAYLE. 

H.R. 910: Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. STIVERS, Mr. 
ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. 
RUNYAN, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. HAR- 
PER, Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr. BUR- 
TON of Indiana, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. NEUGE- 
BAUER, and Mr. TIBERI. 

H.R. 925: Mr. CLAY and Mr. ScotTtT of Vir- 
ginia. 

H.R. 930: Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. BROWN of Flor- 
ida, and Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H.R. 987: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. 
GRAVES of Georgia, Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. ROSS of 
Florida, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. WESTMORELAND, 
Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. WOMACK, 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN, Ms. BUERKLE, Mr. MILLER 
of Florida, Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. MAcK, Mr. 
МСНЕМКҮ, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. OLSON, Mr. 
FLEMING, Mrs. HARTZLER, Mr. RIGELL, Mrs. 
Myrick, Mr. DUFFY, Mr. GOHMERT, Mrs. 
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NoEM, Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. FINCHER, Mr. 
FARENTHOLD, Mr. YODER, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. PENCE, Mr. FRANKS of 
Arizona, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. GIBBS, Mrs. 
ELLMERS, Mrs. MCMoRRIS RODGERS, Мг. JOR- 
DAN, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkan- 
sas, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr. LANDRY, Mr. NUGENT, 
Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER, Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. 
SOUTHERLAND, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. REED, Mr. 
NUNNELEE, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. DENHAM, Mr. 
SCHILLING, Mr. STIVERS, Mr. BROUN of Geor- 
gia, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. WOODALL, Mr. AMASH, 
Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, and Mr. GOWDY. 

H.R. 943: Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr. 
SCHIFF, and Ms. SUTTON. 

H.R. 948: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, and Ms. BORDALLO. 

H.R. 964: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. WELCH, Mr. 
KISSELL, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 973: Mr. LAMBORN. 

H.R. 984: Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. 
BUCHANAN, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. WILSON of 
South Carolina, Mr. BARLETTA, Mr. LATHAM, 
Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr. BUCSHON, Mr. 
McCoTTER, Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, 
Mr. WALSH of Illinois, Mr. GUINTA, Mr. RUN- 
YAN, Mrs. BLACK, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. MURPHY 
of Pennsylvania, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. 
HUIZENGA of Michigan. 

H.R. 987: Mr. WITTMAN. 

H.R. 999: Ms. WILSON of Florida and Mr. 
KUCINICH. 

H.R. 1000: Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, and Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 1023: Mr. BURGESS. 

H.R. 1055: Mr. GONZALEZ. 

H.J. Res. 37: Mr. CANSECO, Mr. MCCOTTER, 
Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. NUNES, and 
Mr. GOODLATTE. 

H. Res. 71: Mr. AKIN, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mrs. 
BACHMANN, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. WOLF, and 
Mr. COBLE. 

H. Res. 88: Mr. LUJAN and Ms. SUTTON. 

H. Res. 111: Mr. NEAL, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, 
and Ms. JENKINS. 

H. Res. 187: Mr. WELCH, Mr. FILNER, and 
Mr. HINCHEY. 

Н. Res. 142: Mr. SCHOCK and Mr. GRIFFIN of 
Arkansas. 

H. Res. 148: Mr. KISSELL. 


EE = - 


CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM- 
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM- 
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 


Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or 
statements on congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 


OFFERED BY MR. DANIEL E. LUNGREN OF 
CALIFORNIA 


The provisions that warranted a referral to 
the Committee on House Administration in 
H. Con. Res. 27, providing for the acceptance 
of a statue of Gerald R. Ford from the people 
of Michigan for placement in the United 
States Capitol, do not contain any congres- 
sional earmarks, limited tax benefits, or lim- 
ited tariff benefits as defined in clause 9 of 
rule XXI. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


TAYLOR KNABE 
HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today to recognize and applaud Taylor Knabe 
for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge Service 
Ambassadors for Youth award. Taylor Knabe 
is a 8th grader at Oberon Middle School and 
received this award because her determination 
and hard work have allowed her to overcome 
adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Taylor 
Knabe is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to Tay- 
lor Knabe for winning the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. | have 
no doubt she will exhibit the same dedication 
and character in all her future accomplish- 
ments. 


A TRIBUTE TO ELSIE FURR 
HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Elsie Furr. 

Ms. Furr became an integral part of a team 
that provides state-of-the-art comprehensive 
cancer care to New York residents when she 
Joined Queens Hospital Center, as Senior As- 
sociate Director, in July 2004. Today, as Ad- 
ministrator of the Queens Cancer Center, she 
maintains product line responsibility for the 
Centers management, budget and accounts 
receivable. Ms. Furr also collaborates on mar- 
keting strategies to promote the Queens Can- 
cer Center and its key initiatives. 

Queens Cancer Center received a three- 
year accreditation under Ms. Furr’s administra- 
tive leadership. This accreditation included 
designation as a Cancer Center by the Amer- 
ican College of Surgeons Commission on 
Cancer. The Queens Cancer Center also 
played a pivotal role in Queens Hospital Cen- 
ters major accomplishment: receiving the 
American Hospital Association-McKesson 
Quest for Quality Citation of Merit in the spring 
of 2010. 

Prior to joining Queens Hospital Center, Ms. 
Furr served in various finance management 
capacities at Kings County Hospital Center in 
Brooklyn, New York. In her last position, she 
was responsible for a revenue target of nearly 
$50 million in outpatient revenue collections. 


She successfully met that challenge, as she 
had always done in prior years. Ms. Furr ac- 
quired a wealth of knowledge through these 
commitments, a knowledge that serves as the 
foundation for her effective decision making. 


Ms. Furr exudes enthusiasm and vitality 
when she speaks of her devoted husband, 
Carlos Furr, and their two lovely children. Her 
oldest child, Cherette Furr, earned a Master's 
in Businesses Administration, in 2010, from 
Northwestern University in Evanston, Illinois. 
Her other son, Brian Furr, is an aspiring musi- 
cian/spoken word artist; he is currently a junior 
at Morgan State University in Baltimore, Mary- 
land. 


Ms. Furr has a Bachelor of Arts degree from 
York College-City University of New York and 
a Master of Science degree from Long Island 
University. She has a passion for collaborating 
with members of the community and other 
cancer care organizations to promote the 
Queens Cancer Center and the wellbeing of 
others. 


Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Ms. Elsie Furr. 


-— a 


HONORING FAYAZ SHAWL 


HON. STENY H. HOYER 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to honor Dr. 
Fayaz Shawl, who has been widely recog- 
nized as one of the world’s foremost inter- 
ventional cardiologists. He currently serves as 
Director of Interventional Cardiology at Wash- 
ington Adventist Hospital in Takoma Park, 
Maryland, and as Professor and Director of 
Interventional Cardiovascular Medicine at the 
George Washington University School of Med- 
icine in Washington, DC. 


Dr. Shawl, who immigrated to the United 
States from Kashmir, has performed more 
than 18,000 cardiac interventional procedures 
and has written more than 150 important arti- 
cles, abstracts, editorials, and books. He is 
also the founder of the “Dr. Fayaz Shawl Phil- 
anthropic Foundation,” which he founded to 
treat impoverished patients. 


Dr. Shawl’s life has been dedicated to re- 
storing to good health those who suffer from 
cardiovascular disease; he has saved count- 
less lives and improved the quality of life for 
many more. He has our sincere gratitude for 
all that he has done to preserve his patients’ 
health and longevity. 


100TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY 


HON. RUSS CARNAHAN 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in commemoration of the 100th anniversary of 
International Women’s Day. 

Over 15 years has passed since Hillary 
Clinton famously declared in Beijing that wom- 
en’s rights are human rights. Since then, we 
have seen considerable gains in momentum 
surrounding the importance of women’s em- 
powerment, not only as a matter of equality— 
but importantly—as good development and 
national security policy. Nevertheless, despite 
the growing call for women’s rights and ele- 
vation of their roles in decision-making proc- 
esses, there is still much more progress to be 
made. 

Today, women and girls are disproportion- 
ately impacted by extreme poverty, making up 
70% of the world’s 1 billion people who live off 
less than $1 per day. While women account 
for over half of the population, they occupy 
slightly less than 19% of seats in national par- 
liaments on average worldwide. They are vast- 
ly more vulnerable in the face of crisis; four of 
every five people displaced by war or natural 
disaster are women and children. Women con- 
tinue to face broad challenges such as access 
to health care, education and economic oppor- 
tunities, lack of legal rights and judicial proc- 
ess, and targets of trafficking and sexual and 
gender-based violence. 

While the world’s women face daunting ob- 
stacles, they are also the most promising and 
untapped agents of change. What has be- 
come increasingly clear is everyone benefits 
when women and girls have access to equal 
educational, political, and economic opportuni- 
ties. When women are free to earn a living— 
as farmers, entrepreneurs, business owners, 
etc.—they make their families and commu- 
nities stronger and more secure. When 
women and girls have access to educational 
opportunities, their empowerment allows fami- 
lies and entire communities to flourish and 
prosper. And evidence shows that when 
women are empowered to engage in the polit- 
ical process, governments are more effective 
and responsive to their people. 

The world simply cannot achieve lasting 
peace and prosperity if half of the population 
is not empowered. For real advancement in 
women’s rights, we must take a comprehen- 
sive approach that combats all barriers—phys- 
ical, economic, socio-cultural, psychological 
and otherwise—to women’s equality. 

On this 100th Anniversary of International 
Women’s Day, let us celebrate the strides we 
have made in advancing women’s rights, and 
therefore, human rights and human progress. 
Let us also reaffirm our commitment to con- 
tinue these gains until women and men, girls 
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and boys, have equal opportunities to realize 
their hopes and dreams on every corner of the 
globe. 

| have also included a statement on behalf 
of Peace X Peace, a nonprofit organization 
dedicated to lifting women’s voices, strength- 
ening women’s capacity to connect across di- 
vides, promoting leadership and gender eq- 
uity, and nurturing the global network of 
peacebuilders. 

On this 100th anniversary of International 
Women’s Day, Peace X Peace 
(www.peacexpeace.org) stands proudly for 
peace and justice in solidarity with women 
around the world, especially those who are 
engaged in the struggle for human rights. We 
stand with all those who uphold the right of 
women and men to self-expression, self-deter- 
mination, and a decent standard of living for 
themselves and their families. We stand for 
the efforts of all women to have an equal 
voice and representation in their communities 
and nations. We stand for connection, not divi- 
sion: for building bridges of understanding 
across every divide. 

We celebrate the power of mothers, sisters, 
and daughters to nurture the feminine in them- 
selves and others, to remind us that we win 
when we win together and we all lose when 
we practice violence, revenge, demeaning the 
‘other and spreading fear of those who are 
different from ourselves. Women by every 
name have the same message, and it’s our 
message too: Love and respect one another, 
and win peace by peaceful means—voice by 
voice, peace by peace. 


VINNY PADILLA 
HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Vinny Padilla 
for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge Service 
Ambassadors for Youth award. Vinny Padilla 
is a 7th grader at Drake Middle School and re- 
ceived this award because his determination 
and hard work have allowed him to overcome 
adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Vinny 
Padilla is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Vinny Padilla for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
| have no doubt he will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all his future accom- 
plishments. 


A TRIBUTE TO DONNA JONES 
HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Donna Jones. 
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With an entertainment career that expands 
over thirty years, Ms. Jones has been using 
her talents to educate and expose others to 
the industry. Graduating from high school at 
the age of fifteen, Ms. Jones set out to take 
over the world by being the first black traveling 
journalist. Her career began at NBC (Channel 
4), where she worked on a variety of popular 
shows, such as Saturday Night Live and The 
Cosby Show. 

While attending a Saturday seminar at her 
alma mater L.I.U., Ms. Jones met Spike Lee, 
Monty Ross and other members of 40 Acres 
and a Mule Filmworks. They introduced her to 
comedienne/actress Phyllis Yvonne Stickney, 
who she started managing personally and pro- 
fessionally. From there, Ms. Jones found her- 
self negotiating contracts and business deals 
throughout the entertainment industry. When 
Ms. Stickney became the opening act for Patti 
LaBelle, fortune smiled upon Ms. Jones once 
again and she became part of the LaBelle 
team, putting together traveling tours. 

Being the constant networker, Ms. Jones 
had continuous opportunities to meet industry 
leaders and work on large films, TV shows 
and other projects. Ms. Jones eventually 
transitioned to work with Virginia Tech Univer- 
sity’s School of the Arts Management Team. 
While at Virginia Tech, she also obtained a 
Masters Degree and produced shows edu- 
cating the community on the tremendous work 
of Moms Mabley, Paul Lawrence Dunbar and 
Denmark Vesey. 

With her writing, organizational and net- 
working skills, Ms. Jones is always reaching 
out to others to afford them an opportunity to 
realize their own dreams and goals. Under- 
standing the impact the industry has on young 
minds, she formed the organization LEAD Inc. 
The organization exposes young adults in fail- 
ing schools to thousands of jobs that support 
the entertainment business and allows these 
individuals to put together the parallels be- 
tween entertainment and education. 

Ms. Jones is grateful for her opportunities to 
work with Congressman EDOLPHUS “ED” 
TOWNS, Senator John Sampson, and other 
local politicians; these experiences increased 
her ability to help others. Ms. Jones attributes 
her achievements to God first who orches- 
trates our journeys and her wonderful family 
who exposed her early to the business of en- 
tertainment. But she is most proud of the per- 
son she is and the character they have im- 
parted in her. “When God uses my hands to 
help others realize their journey, it frees me to 
complete the journey he has designed for 
me!” 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing Ms. Donna Jones. 


— 


RECOGNIZING THE MONTH OF OC- 
TOBER AS FAMILY HISTORY 
MONTH 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 
OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize October as Family His- 
tory Month. 
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The study of family history gives individuals 
a sense of heritage and sense of responsibility 
in carrying out a legacy that their ancestors 
began. The involvement of national, state, and 
local officials in encouraging genealogy and 
providing family history records in archives 
and libraries is an important factor in the suc- 
cessful perception of nationwide participation 
and support. Our nation’s libraries and ar- 
chives hold treasured records that detail the 
history of our nation, states, communities, and 
citizens. Increasingly, individuals across our 
nation are embarking on genealogical jour- 
neys, discovering who their ancestors were 
and learning how various forces have shaped 
their pasts. 

In the Commonwealth of Virginia, there is a 
high level of interest in genealogy and family 
history research throughout the state. Vir- 
ginians contribute to our commonwealth’s rich 
cultural diversity and history, and it is impor- 
tant to recognize the positive contributions to 
our society made by people throughout the 
history of our commonwealth. Through genea- 
logical research, Virginians are finding re- 
newed interests in history, languages, laws, 
and social science. Virginia’s libraries and ar- 
chives contain records of history that detail the 
background of the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
our communities and our citizens. There are 
over 250 genealogical and historical societies, 
archives and libraries throughout the Com- 
monwealth of Virginia to assist with family his- 
tory research. 

Several genealogical research organizations 
and centers exist in Northern Virginia that in- 
clude hundreds of members, giving significant 
research opportunities to the communities of 
Northern Virginia such as Fairfax County, 
which is an ethnically diverse jurisdiction in 
which nearly everyone has a family origin from 
another place. One such organization, the 
Mount Vernon Genealogical Society, has al- 
most 300 paid members with 100 individuals 
meeting monthly and volunteers assisting the 
general public at its research center. The Fair- 
fax Genealogical Society has approximately 
400 members with over 100 individuals meet- 
ing monthly, and holds both a fall and spring 
conference. Within the Washington area, there 
are up to 40 lectures, seminars, and con- 
ferences in a month. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in recognizing October as Family History 
Month and celebrating the preservation of 
family and heritage within our communities, 
states, and nation. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE EXCHANGE 
CLUB’S CELEBRATION OF 100 
YEARS OF COMMUNITY SERVICE 


HON. MARCY KAPTUR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to the National Exchange Club as 
it celebrates a centennial of service. The Na- 
tional Exchange Club—a service organization 
with 700 clubs and over 22,000 members 
throughout the United States and Puerto 
Rico—will begin celebrating its 100th anniver- 
sary March 27, 2011, with celebration events 
occurring throughout the year. 
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To kick-off this milestone, the Exchange 
Clubs of the Toledo area will host a special 
ceremony on the date of the anniversary, Sun- 
day, March 27, 2011, with dignitaries, mem- 
bers and guests at the National Headquarters 
located in the city of Toledo. A display of 100 
American Flags on the front lawn will greet 
visitors who will be able to view a Freedom 
Shrine featuring a collection of 29 original his- 
toric documents chronicling our nation’s jour- 
ney to freedom, including the U.S. Constitu- 
tion, the Declaration of Independence and 
several Presidential addresses. 


Founded on March 27, 1911 in Detroit, 
Michigan by businessmen who wanted to “ex- 
change” ideas, the Exchange Club moved its 
headquarters to Toledo, Ohio, in 1917. 
Through a century, its volunteer efforts have 
supported the needs of the country and of 
local communities, making it the country’s old- 
est American service organization operating 
exclusively in the United States. 


With a focus on “Americanism” the Ex- 
change Club promotes the grand ideal that our 
country plays a special role as a beacon of 
freedom, democracy, equality and inclusive- 
ness. Living the ideal, the Exchange Club’s 
national project is the Prevention of Child 
Abuse. Exchange also sponsors activities de- 
signed to benefit, award and develop our na- 
tion’s youth, prevent crime, serve senior citi- 
zens and recognize military and public safety 
service providers. Even as it remembers a 
century in practicing the ideals of “Ameri- 
сапіѕт” in voluntary service to all citizens— 
from those who are vulnerable to those who 
protect—The Exchange Club moves forward 
to bring its mission into the next century. We 
honor the efforts of the members of the Ex- 
change Club for leadership, vision, and com- 
passion. Onward! 


— 


WALKER DESHAZER 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Walker 
DeShazer for receiving the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
Walker DeShazer is a 12th grader at Arvada 
West High School and received this award be- 
cause his determination and hard work have 
allowed him to overcome adversities. 


The dedication demonstrated by Walker 
DeShazer is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 


| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Walker DeShazer for winning the Arvada 
Wheat Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth 
award. | have no doubt he will exhibit the 
same dedication and character in all his future 
accomplishments. 
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A TRIBUTE TO BARBARA FISHER 
HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Barbara Fisher. 

Ms. Fisher was born and raised in Brooklyn, 
New York. She has been a homeowner in 
East New York since 1978 and has success- 
fully nurtured three children (two sons and a 
daughter) in the community. Today, Ms. Fisher 
is a grandmother of seven children and a 
great-grandmother of four. 

Ms. Fisher began her postal career in 1966, 
as а clerk. She is a diligent worker and team 
player. While taking care of her children, Ms. 
Fisher took college courses in order to further 
her career with the Postal Service and suc- 
cessfully worked her way up through several 
positions. She served as a Level 15 Super- 
visor, Level 16 Tour Superintendent of Mails, 
Level 17 General Forman, Level 18 Tour Su- 
perintendent and a Level 20 Assistant Man- 
ager-Tour Superintendent of Postal Oper- 
ations. During her tenure at the United States 
Post Office, Ms. Fisher also received the fol- 
lowing accolades: a Patriotic Service Award, a 
Certificate of Appreciation for Twenty Years of 
Service and a Service Award Pin in Com- 
memoration of Twenty Five Years of Service. 

As a member of several civic and religious 
organizations, Ms. Fisher is active within her 
community. She is involved with the Retire- 
ment Division of the National Alliance of Fed- 
eral Postal Employees and the American Post- 
al Workers Union. She serves as President of 
the New Jersey Avenue Block Association and 
was the Vice President of the East New York 
Homeowners Association. Ms. Fisher received 
service awards from Assemblyman Darryl 
Towns and State Senator Thomas 
Bartosiewicz. Іп addition to her extensive com- 
munity involvements, Ms. Fisher is a proud 
member of the St. Paul Baptist Church. 

Ms. Fisher states, “1 was always concerned 
about improving the quality of life on my block 
and my community. She is a woman who 
works toward the betterment of others and 
sets an example for all to follow. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Ms. Barbara Fish- 
er. 


——— EE 


“WE MUST NOT LEAVE THEM 
WANTING” 


HON. STENY H. HOYER 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to put 
this important piece on early-childhood edu- 
cation into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Its 
author is Jack Bailer, an outstanding Maryland 
educator and President of the Judith P. Hoyer 
Foundation, which promotes early-childhood 
education for Maryland’s at-risk children. 

WE Must NOT LEAVE THEM WANTING 
By Jack Bailer 

“For Want of a Nail” is a proverbial verse 

showing that actions—or inactions—which 
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may seem insignificant can often have sig- 
nificant consequences: 

For want of a nail, the shoe was lost. 

For want of a shoe, the horse was lost. 

For want of a horse, the rider was lost. 

For want of a rider, the battle was lost. 

For want of a battle, the kingdom was lost. 

And all for the want of a horseshoe nail. 

I suggest we could draw a strong parallel 
between the nail in the verse and a young 
child’s having (or not having) the benefit of 
one or two years’ participation in an early 
childhood (pre-kindergarten) education pro- 
gram. 

Two examples of such programs would be 
“Head Start’? and Maryland’s 25 “Judy 
Hoyer Family Education Centers,” aka 
“Judy Centers.” The Judy Centers offer 
early education for children from birth 
through five years of age. They also arrange 
for many other services to be provided to 
these children and their families—either lo- 
cated on site year-round, or brought in on a 
visiting basis as needed. 

The primary candidates for these programs 
are three- and four-year-old children who are 
in home environments often referred to as 
“economically and/or culturally disadvan- 
taged.” This includes those who get little or 
no exposure to learning about the world 
around them, as well as those families where 
little or no English is spoken. 

Lacking experience in an early learning 
program, these children will enter kinder- 
garten with a very low level of ‘‘readiness to 
learn.” 

You may ask, what is the difference be- 
tween ‘‘readiness to learn” and actual learn- 
ing? Sesame Street provides many examples 
throughout its episodes. Here are just two: 

When Grover gets out of breath repeatedly 
running back and forth from off in the dis- 
tance yelling ‘‘This is far,’’ to face-in-the- 
camera panting ‘‘This is NEAR,” the child 
viewer learns the concept of Near vs. Far. 

When we see one of their spots with the 
song, “Опе of these things is not like the 
others; three of these things are kind of the 
same,” the child learns the concept of Same 
vs. Different. 

If you’d like more examples, ask any early 
childhood education professional and they’ll 
give you many, all falling under one or more 
of seven domains: Social Personal; Lan- 
guage; Mathematical Thinking; Physical De- 
velopment; Scientific Thinking; Social Stud- 
ies; The Arts. 

For a child who has not had the pre-kin- 
dergarten opportunity to achieve a ‘“‘readi- 
ness to learn” so essential for a successful K- 
12 experience, the sequence of consequences 
could look something like this: 

Grades K-83: For want of having acquired 
few if any readiness-to-learn experiences 
prior to kindergarten, a child doesn’t get the 
full value of what the teacher is saying. And 
often neither the child nor the teacher real- 
izes that a point made by the teacher is 
missed because the child is lacking the ben- 
efit of an earlier learning experience. 

Grades 4-6: For want of the cumulative ef- 
fects of full value of instruction because of a 
weaker K-3 foundation, student progress dur- 
ing this period is further diminished—espe- 
cially in reading comprehension. 

Grades 7-8: For want of reading skills 
which even approach grade level, in the face 
of an increased need to be able to read to 
learn, the student slips further behind. 

Grades 9-10: For want of reading and learn- 
ing skills which would make school inter- 
esting and satisfying, the student becomes 
increasingly disconnected from class work 
and school in general. The student shows up 


March 14, 2011 


less and less frequently, and even then it is 
more to be around their friends than to go to 
class. 

Grades 11-12: For want of any further in- 
terest in or hope of ever catching up, the stu- 
dent drops out, drifts for a while, maybe 
works at a menial job, and/or ends up in the 
criminal justice system. 

This discouraging sequence is not an exag- 
geration. Longitudinal studies have been 
done—the most notable being the Chicago 
school system study. That study tracked two 
groups of students for over 20 years. One 
group had a strong beginning with the ben- 
efit of a pre-kindergarten readiness-to-learn 
experience. The other group did not. 

By the time both groups were well beyond 
high school age, nearly all of those in the 
group with early childhood education were 
clearly on their way to living successful, pro- 
ductive lives. Sadly, most of those in the 
other group were not. 

As for societal and budgetary impacts, one 
study showed that, for every one dollar spent 
on pre-kindergarten preparation for learn- 
ing, seven dollars are saved on government 
spending for public safety, the justice sys- 
tem, and the prison system. 

In the years ahead we will continue to face 
tough choices among priorities competing 
for limited public funds. I believe that over- 
arching all of these is the critical need to 
give every young child a preparation for 
learning upon which to grow intellectually 
for the rest of their lives. Among the bene- 
fits we get are: A more highly skilled work 
force; A highly employable work force; An 
increase in workers contributing to the tax 
base; A decreasing percentage of our popu- 
lation who fall into the justice system; A 
higher quality of life for all. 

What can you do to make a difference? 
Contact your local school board members 
and superintendent and urge them to fully 
fund early childhood (pre-kindergarten) edu- 
cation for all children in your jurisdiction 
who need it. 

Insist that the system determine how 
many children in your district currently 
need to be in a readiness-to-learn environ- 
ment—but are not. 

Continue following up to see that, using 
these data, the school system creates and 
implements an action plan to reallocate 
funds as necessary, and to deal with staffing, 
space, and other issues to get all those chil- 
dren into the system by opening of school 
next year, or the following year at the lat- 
est. 

Clearly the increased funding for this will 
be a challenge. Nevertheless, if our nation is 
to survive and thrive, we simply must do 
this. We must not leave behind a single child 
who may have succeeded in life, but for want 
of an early childhood education which got 
them ready to learn. We must not risk the 
loss of our nation, for want of giving this our 
most urgent attention. 


STEFAN YOUNG 
HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today to recognize and applaud Stefan Young 
for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge Service 
Ambassadors for Youth award. Stefan Young 
is a 7th grader at Drake Middle School and re- 
ceived this award because his determination 
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and hard work have allowed him to overcome 
adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Stefan 
Young is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to Ste- 
fan Young for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
| have no doubt he will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all his future accom- 
plishments. 


A TRIBUTE TO SHARON GOODINE 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Sharon Goodine. 

Sharon Goodine is the president and CEO 
of J.D.S. Paralegal Services, Inc. She is also 
the proud mother of two, Dominique and 
James Goodine. 

For nearly 25 years, Sharon relentlessly 
served the community of Brooklyn, New York. 
She regularly organized and sponsored the 
Annual Brooklyn Community Outreach, a pro- 
gram focused on feeding and clothing the 
homeless population of Brooklyn. Ms. Goodine 
also dedicated her time to the empowerment 
and education of young people; she under- 
stands their value and sees the importance of 
making a positive impact on their lives. Ad- 
vancing community initiatives eventually re- 
quired Ms. Goodine to extend her talents to 
political activism. 

Ms. Goodine’s work with civic and religious 
organizations is extensive. She held leader- 
ship positions with the Ms. & Mrs. Corporate 
America National Pageant and the National 
Council of Negro Women. She also served in 
membership positions with the Nehemiah 
Home Association, Community Board Five’s 
Transportation Committee, the Brooklyn 
Chamber of Commerce, the N.A.A.C.P., the 
New York State Fraternal Order of Police, the 
United Democratic Club, the National Federa- 
tion of Paralegals Association, the T.D. Jakes 
Bishop Circle and the Worthy Matron of Shin- 
ing Start Chapter O.E.S. 

There is not enough that can be said about 
this mighty woman of God. Today, Ms. 
Goodine continues to use her talents, con- 
tacts, and name recognition to advance chari- 
table causes and community initiatives. Her 
accomplishments were recognized by Brook- 
lyn Borough President Marty Markowitz, who 
issued a proclamation declaring May 7, 2005, 
“Sharon’s Day in Brooklyn.” Ms. Goodine is 
also the recipient of many awards, including 
the following: KISS FM’s 2004 Phenomenal 
Women Award; the Paul Robeson Theatre 
Award for Outstanding Service and Dedica- 
tion; the City Council Citation for Exemplary 
Services to the Community 42nd District; the 
Mary McLeod Bethune Achiever Award; a 
Community Service Award by Assemblyman 
William Boyland, Jr.; and a Community Serv- 
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ice Award by “You Can Go To College Com- 
mittee.” 

Ms. Goodine attributes her success to her 
relationship with the Lord. Ms. Goodine’s lives 
by the motto, “Only what you do for Christ will 
last.” 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Ms. Sharon 
Goodine. 


Ee 


IN HONOR OF RAYMOND L. FLYNN 
IN RECOGNITION OF HIS LIFE- 
TIME OF ACCOMPLISHMENT AND 
DEDICATED PUBLIC SERVICE 


HON. STEPHEN F. LYNCH 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of Raymond L. Flynn in recognition of 
his lifetime of accomplishment and dedicated 
public service. 

Ray was born and raised in South Boston, 
Massachusetts by his proud parents Steve 
and Lillian Flynn. He remains a lifelong resi- 
dent of South Boston with Kathy, his wife of 
46 years, raising their six children and seven- 
teen grandchildren. 

Ray worked several jobs as a kid, including 
selling newspapers at Fenway Park, Braves 
Field, and the Boston Garden. It was his time 
at the Boston Garden that led to him becom- 
ing a ball boy for the world famous Boston 
Celtics. As a student at South Boston High 
School, Ray was named to the Massachusetts 
All-Scholastic Basketball Team. 

After graduating from South Boston High 
School, Ray attended Providence College and 
was an honors graduate in 1963 and an Aca- 
demic All-American; the only Providence Col- 
lege student-athlete to receive such an award. 

During his playing career at Providence Col- 
lege, Ray was selected as a member of the 
NCAA College All-Star Team and was named 
the Most Valuable Player at the 1963 National 
Invitational Tournament, which at the time was 
the most prestigious college basketball tour- 
nament in the Nation. The following year, Ray 
was named captain of the nationally ranked 
Providence Friars’ championship basketball 
team and was selected to the NCAA 25th An- 
niversary team as one of the top student-ath- 
letes in America. In the culmination of his tre- 
mendous collegiate basketball career, on Feb- 
ruary 20, 2011, Providence College retired 
Ray’s #14 jersey to the rafters at the Dunkin 
Donut’s Center (Providence Civic Center), 
joining other great Friar Basketball Legends. 

Ray served in the U.S. Army and played 
professional basketball in Wilmington, Dela- 
ware. In 1964, Ray made it to the final cut 
with the World Champion Boston Celtics. Re- 
turning to South Boston, Ray founded the 
South Boston Summer Basketball League 
which would later become the Boston Neigh- 
borhood Basketball League. Ray was proud to 
have organized the South Boston Men’s Soft- 
ball League and later coached at the South 
Boston Boy’s Club and at Stonehill College. 

As an elected official, Ray served as a Mas- 
sachusetts State Representative from South 
Boston and Dorchester from 1971 to 1978, 
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Boston City Councilor from 1978 to 1983, 
Mayor of Boston from 1984 to1993, President 
of the United States Conference of Mayors 
from 1991 to 1992, and was appointed U.S. 
Ambassador to the Holy See (Vatican) by 
President William J. Clinton from 1993 to 
1997. 

Ray Flynn grew up in a family and neighbor- 
hood which placed the dignity of a job and 
hard work as its highest priority. 

A long time admirer of Pope John Paul Il, 
Ray is the author of two best-selling books, 
The Accidental Pope and John Paul 11, A Per- 
sonal Portrait of the Pope and the Man. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my distinct honor to take 
to the floor of the House today to join with 
Raymond L. Flynn’s family, friends, and con- 
temporaries to honor him for his lifetime of ac- 
complishment and his dedicated public serv- 
ice. 


SPENCER STAPP 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Spencer 
Stapp for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. Spen- 
cer Stapp is a 12th grader at Arvada High 
School and received this award because his 
determination and hard work have allowed him 
to overcome adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Spencer 
Stapp is exemplary of the type of achievement 
that can be attained with hard work and perse- 
verance. It is essential students at all levels 
strive to make the most of their education and 
develop a work ethic which will guide them for 
the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Spencer Stapp for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
| have no doubt he will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all his future accom- 
plishments. 


A TRIBUTE TO SANDRA R. MARTIN 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Sandra R. Martin. 

Born to Rita and Theodore P. Martin, Ms. 
Martin is one of seven children. She grew up 
in a very loving and nurturing environment and 
was Spiritually fortified at St. Charles 
Borromeo R.C. Church. Ms. Martin was born 
and raised in Harlem and attended New York 
City Public Schools throughout her formative 
educational years. She spent her high school 
years working as a Senior Counselor at St. 
Ambrose Community Center, a Unit Clerk As- 
sistant at Cabrini Health Care Center and a 
teachers assistant at Chama Child Develop- 
ment Center, where she worked with special 
needs children. 
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Upon graduation from Mabel Dean Bacon 
Vocational High School, Ms. Martin enrolled at 
Long Island University, C.W. Post College. 
She majored majored in Criminal Justice and 
minored in Sociology; she was also a charter 
member of Zeta Phi Beta Sorority, Inc., Zeta 
Kappa Chapter. Due to her academic success, 
she earned placement on the Dean’s List, re- 
ceived the Presidential Merit Award, and gar- 
nered multiple graduate studies scholarships. 
Upon completion of her studies at LIU, Ms. 
Martin was employed at Downstate Medical 
Center as the Night Administrator then as the 
Assistant Director of Operations. 

Ms. Martin had a long career in Criminal 
Justice. She started as a Case Manager, pre- 
paring cases for alternatives to incarceration. 
She later served as an investigator for the De- 
partment of Buildings, conducting surveil- 
lances to monitor City employees and contrac- 
tors. For the next 20 years, Ms. Martin served 
as a member of the New York City Depart- 
ment of Correction. During her academy train- 
ing, she was one of two officers selected as 
company leader for her squad. While the in- 
mate population proved to be difficult and 
unyielding, she was able to work effectively 
with inmates by utilizing her problem solving 
and human relations skills to subjugate poten- 
tially violent situations. Her diligence, profes- 
sionalism and interpersonal skills earned rec- 
ognition from the department's institutional di- 
vision and gang intelligence unit. Ms. Martin 
was promoted to Captain in 2001, and pro- 
vided supervision to a staff of 25 officers; she 
eventually empowered five officers to take pro- 
motional exams and become captains them- 
selves. Ms. Martin was respected by her 
peers, higher ranking officers and the inmate 
population, who often sought her advice. 

Ms. Martin recently retired from the New 
York City Department of Correction. Now she 
likes to work behind the scenes without fan- 
fare. Ms. Martin is tireless in her efforts to as- 
sist those in need. She thanks God for all 
blessings bestowed upon her and looks for- 
ward to continued service to the community. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Ms. Sandra R. 
Martin. 


HONORING JOHN VAN GELS 
HON. W. TODD AKIN 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to honor 
Mr. John Van Gels of Boeing Defense, Space 
& Security. John will be retiring this month 
after nearly 50 years serving in various posi- 
tions in the aerospace and defense industry in 
St. Louis and southern California. 

John Van Gels is the quintessential Amer- 
ican story. In 1963, when he first joined the 
McDonnell Aircraft Company in St. Louis he 
took a job as an hourly employee making 
$2.13. Over the years he did his job, worked 
hard and was rewarded with increased re- 
sponsibility on the shop floor—holding posi- 
tions as assistant foreman, foreman, and gen- 
eral foreman on numerous programs. 

In 1981, John exchanged his blue collar for 
a white one and was named Production Man- 
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ager for McDonnell’s Tomahawk cruise missile 
program. Five years later he was named the 
Director of Production for the Tomahawk and 
in 1989 was named vice president of Produc- 
tion Centers—Missile Company. 

Most folks would consider nearly 30 years 
with one company a great career, but not 
John Van Gels. In 1990, John accepted the 
position of vice president of Product Center 
Operations at Douglas Aircraft Company in 
Long Beach, California. There he oversaw 
production of the МО-80, MD-90, MD-11 and 
Trunkliner programs. 

In 1997, he returned to St. Louis to assume 
the position of VP/GM Production Operations 
and General Services for McDonnell Douglas 
Aerospace. He will finish his career as Senior 
Site Executive for Boeing Defense, Space & 
Security—responsible for the day-to-day St. 
Louis operations. 

While his career took him from the floor to 
the executive office building, John never forgot 
his time on the floor or the value of the men 
and women who produce the world’s most ca- 
pable military and commercial aircraft. 
Throughout his career, John was actively in- 
volved in labor negotiations, helping more than 
once to bridge the gap between blue collar 
and white. 

Гуе had the pleasure of meeting John on 
more than one occasion during my time in 
Congress. His knowledge and dedication to 
“team” have been a help to both myself and 
my staff. You don’t “replace” a man with the 
knowledge, experience and character of John 
Van Gels, you simply adapt, move on and 
hope to honor his commitment to the industry 
he poured his professional life into. 

Thank you, John. | wish you God’s speed 
and blessing in your retirement. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE RETIREMENT 
OF BISHOP JOHN RICARD 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize the retirement of Bishop 
John Ricard after 14 years of serving as 
Bishop of the Roman Catholic Diocese of Pen- 
sacola-Tallahassee. 

Bishop Ricard entered the priesthood in 
1968. He served in the Archdiocese of Wash- 
ington, D.C. until 1984, when he was named 
auxiliary Bishop of the Archdiocese of Balti- 
more. In 1997, Bishop Ricard was named 
Bishop of the Diocese of Pensacola-Tallahas- 
see, holding that post until his recent retire- 
ment. The Pensacola-Tallahassee Diocese is 
home to 64,000 Catholics in 18 North Florida 
counties. As head of the Pensacola-Tallahas- 
see diocese, Bishop Ricard led an impressive 
expansion of services, including a $2.8 million 
Pastoral Center. These expansions increased 
the ability of the Catholic Church to provide 
outreach and charitable work throughout North 
Florida. 

Increasing the accessibility of the Catholic 
Church in North Florida is a lasting achieve- 
ment; however, Bishop Ricard’s lasting legacy 
as a servant of the Lord is a result of his tire- 
less work fighting poverty around the globe. 
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Bishop Ricard encouraged his local parishes 
to increase their efforts combating hunger and 
poverty. Bishop Ricard, however, is not simply 
a man of words. He practiced what he 
preached. After Hurricane Ivan devastated the 
Northwest Florida area in 2004, Bishop Ricard 
helped to rebuild homes destroyed during the 
hurricane. Bishop Ricard also worked to en- 
sure that working class families had the sup- 
port necessary to avoid becoming victims of 
homelessness. He led the effort to create the 
Interfaith Housing Coalition, which provided af- 
fordable homes for working class families. 


Bishop Ricard was also a leader in the glob- 
al community. He served as president of 
Catholic Relief Services, an international chari- 
table organization that delivers food, water 
and other essential items to the developing 
world. Additionally, Bishop Ricard served as 
head of the United States Conference of 
Catholic Bishops Office of International Justice 
and Peace. In these capacities, he traveled 
around the globe, frequently to famished and 
war-torn countries, to preach the gospel and 
help the local community build a better future. 


Spiritual leaders impact their communities in 
numerous ways, providing spiritual and emo- 
tional guidance, as well as charitable work. 
Bishop Ricard’s dedication to the Lord en- 
sured that his outreach expanded far beyond 
the confines of his local parishes and diocese, 
and his legacy will endure far beyond the dio- 
cese of Pensacola-Tallahassee. 


Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the United States 
Congress, | congratulate Bishop Ricard on his 
retirement. My wife Vicki and | wish him all the 
best as he continues to walk in the light of the 
Lord. 


EE 


VENISSA AUGUSTIN 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Venissa 
Augustin for receiving the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
Venissa Augustin is an 8th grader at Drake 
Middle School and received this award be- 
cause her determination and hard work have 
allowed her to overcome adversities. 


The dedication demonstrated by Venissa 
Augustin is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 


| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Venissa Augustin for winning the Arvada 
Wheat Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth 
award. | have no doubt she will exhibit the 
same dedication and character in all her future 
accomplishments. 
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A TRIBUTE TO LOUISA JOSEFINA 
MORRIS 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Louisa Josefina Morris on 
the occasion of her 100th birthday. 

Ms. Morris was born on January 17, 1911, 
in Colon, Panama. Her parents are Elmina 
Cox and Charles Watts; but, she was raised 
by her grandparents, Ella and Ernest Beury. 
Her grandparents were important role models, 
fostering her development and growth with a 
loving and caring home. 

Ms. Morris married Irving Benjamin Morris. 
Together they had five children: Irene Walker, 
Davina Morris, Olivia Aikens, Leo Morris, and 
Elisa Morris. 

In 1958, Ms. Morris relocated to the United 
States to work at a local hospital. After be- 
coming a citizen five years later, her children 
and husband followed. Today, all of Ms. Mor- 
ris’ children are adults. She helped raise mul- 
tiple generations of her family and is now a 
great grandmother. 

Ms. Morris lived a full life in the past 100 
years. She witnessed the events of World War 
I, World War 11, Vietnam and the Civil Rights 
Movement. She experienced the lives of Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr., Malcolm X, President 
John F. Kennedy, and President Barack 
Obama. Ms. Morris has seen it all and did 
what many are unable to. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Ms. Louisa 
Josefina Morris. 


Ea 


RECOGNIZING THE DEDICATION OF 
THE NORTH CAROLINA VET- 
ERANS PARK 


HON. LARRY KISSELL 


OF NORTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. KISSELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the millions of veterans who have 
served our country with honor. As the son of 
a WWII veteran, | understand the sacrifices 
these men and women have made for our 
country. We must all remember that we need 
to find ways to say thank you year round. | am 
always challenged to find an adequate way to 
show my appreciation to these modern-day 
heroes. No matter how heartfelt and sincere 
our “thank you” is, it can never be expressed 
enough. Today, | come to you Mr. Speaker, 
with a resolution that was passed unanimously 
by the North Carolina House and North Caro- 
lina Senate. This resolution honors the dedica- 
tion of the new North Carolina Veterans Park 
in Fayetteville, NC, the most military friendly 
city in America, for its grand opening on July 
4, 2011. The resolution reads: 

[North Carolina Senate Resolution 85, Feb. 

21, 2011] 
A SENATE RESOLUTION HONORING THE DEDICA- 


TION OF THE NORTH CAROLINA VETERANS 
PARK. 
Whereas, the citizens of North Carolina 


have a long and proud history, dating to this 
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country’s birth, of paying special honor and 
respect to its sons and daughters who protect 
our country’s freedoms; and 

Whereas, the lands of North Carolina and 
our country are enjoyed by all its citizens 
due to the unending efforts and sacrifices 
made by all of our veterans; and 

Whereas, North Carolina is proud to be the 
home to Cherry Point Air Station, 8 Char- 
lotte Air National Guard, Camp Lejeune, 
U.S. Coast Guard Air Station Elizabeth City, 
Fort Bragg, Pope Air Force Base, New River 
Air Station, and Seymour Johnson Air Force 
Base; and 

Whereas, North Carolina is proud to call 
itself the most military friendly state in 
America and, as a state, North Carolina has 
one of the highest percentages of veterans in 
America; and 

Whereas, July 4, 2011, will mark the dedica- 
tion of the North Carolina Veterans Park; 
and 

Whereas, the purpose of the North Carolina 
Veterans Park is to honor all North Carolina 
veterans and be a composition of objects, 
spaces, and images that symbolize gratitude, 
reflection, celebration, and education, and 
commemorate achievement, service, dedica- 
tion, and sacrifice; and 

Whereas, the North Carolina Veterans 
Park is located in Fayetteville, North Caro- 
lina, home of Fort Bragg and Pope Air Force 
Base, and is adjacent to the Airborne and 
Special Operations Museum, which is a part 
of the United States Army Museum System, 
providing an exciting educational experience 
and preserving the legend of airborne and 
special operation forces; and 

Whereas, the North Carolina Veterans 
Park will consist of seven water features and 
public art representing participation of indi- 
viduals from across the State; and 

Whereas, the hands of 100 veterans were 
cast to honor and represent every county in 
North Carolina and are displayed in this 
park’s Wall of Oath; and 

Whereas, soil from each of the State’s 100 
counties will be included in the construction 
of the columns in the park; and 

Whereas, public art sculptures in the pub- 
lic plaza at the North Carolina Veterans 
Park signify our veterans’ commitment, 
courage, dedication, heroism, sacrifice, serv- 
ice, and strength, as well as the incredible 
talents of our State’s artist; and 

Whereas, the city of Fayetteville has di- 
rected the design and construction of the 
North Carolina Veterans Park to meet or ex- 
ceed all guidelines and guidance provided by 
a large segment of the veteran population, 
including Content Committee members from 
all five branches of the military service; 
Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Senate: 

SECTION 1. The Senate joins the citizens 
of this State in expressing its pride and grat- 
itude to the veterans of this State for their 
service, dedication, and sacrifice in pro- 
tecting the freedoms of this country and des- 
ignates July 4, 2011, as ‘North Carolina Vet- 
erans Park Day.” 

SECTION 2. This resolution is effective 
upon adoption. 


Mr. Speaker, the storyline of the Veterans 
Park reads: 
From the soils of North Carolina, 
You left your families and homes 
With purpose to serve your country. 
In service, you made sacrifices. 
You are our veterans. 
This is your place to reflect on and 
Share your experience. 
To feel pride in your service, 
Bond with fellow veterans, and heal. 
Here, may you find support and inspiration 
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To live your lives today. 

The people of North Carolina 

Honor your service and welcome you home. 
May all our veterans continue to be honored 

with the utmost regard, both those who have 

made the ultimate sacrifice for our country as 

well as those who are still with us who con- 

tinue to carry the burdens and scars of war 

every day. 


TANYA ESTRADA 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today to recognize and applaud Tanya 
Estrada for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. Tanya 
Estrada is a 11th grader at Jefferson Senior 
High and received this award because her de- 
termination and hard work have allowed her to 
overcome adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Tanya 
Estrada is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Tanya Estrada for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
| have no doubt she will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all her future accom- 
plishments. 


ee 


A TRIBUTE TO REV. JUNE 
MONTAGUE 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Rev. June Montague. 

Rev. Montague is a woman who dares to 
make a difference. She entered ministry in 
1978, in an era when men dominated the min- 
isterial offices and women were denied the op- 
portunity to preach from the pulpit or hold spir- 
itual leadership offices. Despite this adversity, 
she preached the word with faith, boldness 
and power, paving the way for other women 
with similar callings. 

Rev. Montague was baptized and raised in 
the Methodist church, serving in the choir, 
teaching Sunday school and counseling young 
people. She was called to the Deliverance 
ministry in the early 1970s, under the leader- 
ship of the late Apostle Arturo Skinner. Rev. 
Montague sat at the Apostle’s feet and was 
nurtured in the way of holiness and the min- 
istry of Deliverance. 

Anointed by God to carry on the vision of 
the Deliverance ministry, Rev. Montague orga- 
nized and founded the United Pentecostal De- 
liverance Temple Church in 1980. The ministry 
started in a basement and then reached into 
the streets and schools. The congregation out- 
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grew its first store front building at 1125 
Church Avenue, Brooklyn (1980—1988) and re- 
located to 75 Clarkson Avenue, Brooklyn 
(1988-1991). The need to have adequate 
space to worship further led the Church to its 
present site, 810 East 49th Street, Brooklyn 
(1991—present). The Church is dedicated to 
providing the community with exposure to, and 
instruction in, the teachings of Christ. 

Rev. Montague received her Biblical training 
at the Bethel Bible Institute and the New York 
School of Bible. Her achievements include 
honorary doctorate degrees in Divinity and Hu- 
mane Letters. She received awards for out- 
standing achievement in Church and Christian 
Development апа International Evangelist. 
Rev. Montague was also awarded Pastor of 
the Year by the Church Women United. 

Rev. Montague has been on the battlefield 
for over thirty years, sharing the gospel across 
the globe, such as London, South Africa, Trini- 
dad, Jamaica, Barbados, Antigua and Costa 
Rica. Because of her faith and labor of love, 
thousands have received salvation, healing, 
and liberation from the captive of their souls. 
She has a unique talent for breaking down the 
revealed word in terms that everyone can un- 
derstand, whether it be the learned or the un- 
learned. 

Another chapter of this book is about to be 
written. Rev. Montague vows to continue the 
Deliverance ministry. She acknowledging that 
greater works are on the horizon, knowing that 
she was called to ministry for such a time as 
this; a time of widespread theological and 
moral apostasy. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Rev. June Mon- 
tague. 


EE 
INTRODUCTION ON THE BILL: TO 
PROTECT THE SAFETY OF 


JUDGES BY EXTENDING THE AU- 
THORITY OF THE JUDICIAL CON- 
FERENCE TO REDACT SENSITIVE 
INFORMATION CONTAINED IN 
THEIR FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE 
REPORTS, AND FOR OTHER PUR- 
POSES 


HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, every day, our 
federal judges make decisions in cases that 
directly and personally affect lives. They may 
find someone guilty and sentence that person 
to a lengthy prison sentence. They may rule 
against someone for thousands of dollars. Or, 
they may dismiss a medical malpractice case. 
Chicago district judge Joan Humphrey Lefkow 
did the latter and tragically, shortly thereafter, 
the plaintiff in that case went to her home and 
murdered her husband and mother in 2005. 

One way a disgruntled litigant can learn of 
a federal judge’s home address and avenge a 
ruling is by requesting a copy of the judge’s fi- 
nancial disclosure report under the Ethics in 
Government Act. Information in financial dis- 
closure reports can reveal the filers or a fam- 
ily member's residence or regular presence at 
an unsecured location such as a spouse’s 
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place of employment. Fortunately, Section 
105(b)(3) of the Ethics in Government Act (5 
U.S.C. App), allows the Judicial Conference to 
redact statutorily required information in a 
judge’s or judiciary employee’s financial disclo- 
sure report in circumstances where release of 
the information could endanger the filer or the 
filers family. 

The Judicial Conference uses its redaction 
authority carefully. Under the regulations that 
the Judicial Conference promulgated in ac- 
cordance with the statute, there must be a 
clear nexus between a security risk and the in- 
formation for which redaction is sought, before 
redaction will be permitted. As required by the 
statute, the Judicial Conference reports to 
Congress annually on the number of 
redactions and the reasons for them, usually 
involving over 200 judges and judicial employ- 
ees per year. 

This redaction authority is set to expire on 
December 31, 2011, pursuant to the “Court 
Security Improvement Act of 2007” (Pub. L. 
No. 110-177). Allowing this redaction authority 
to sunset will create tremendous security risks 
to judges and judiciary employees. Con- 
sequently, | am introducing legislation today 
which would extend the authority of the Judi- 
cial Conference to redact sensitive information 
contained in judges’ financial disclosure re- 
ports. Where we can prevent tragedies such 
as Judge Lefkow’s from happening, | believe 
we should. As our federal judges uphold the 
law, they should not have to worry about 
whether they or their family members will be 
harmed. 

|, together with my good friends, Represent- 
ative COHEN and Representative HANK JOHN- 
SON, ask Members on both sides of the aisle 
to join me in supporting this critical and timely 
legislation. We fervently hope that Congress 
will act expeditiously on it. 


STEPHANIE SCOTT 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today to recognize and applaud Stephanie 
Scott for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. Steph- 
anie Scott is a 12th grader at Arvada West 
High School and received this award because 
her determination and hard work have allowed 
her to overcome adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Stephanie 
Scott is exemplary of the type of achievement 
that can be attained with hard work and perse- 
verance. It is essential students at all levels 
strive to make the most of their education and 
develop a work ethic which will guide them for 
the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Stephanie Scott for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
| have no doubt she will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all her future accom- 
plishments. 
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A TRIBUTE TO HATTIE RUTH 
PERSONS-NELSON 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of the life of Hattie Ruth Persons- 
Nelson. 

Hattie was born on July 20, 1938, in Beuna 
Vista, Georgia. Her parents are the late Wood- 
ward Thomas Person and Hattie Williams-Per- 
sons. During her adolescence, Hattie loved to 
laugh and had a zest for learning; she com- 
pleted two grades in a single school year. 

Hattie migrated to New York City in 1959. 
She resided on Washington Avenue with her 
aunt and uncle, Fannie and Elder Williams. 
Her uncle was the founding pastor of the Ev- 
ergreen Church of God in Christ, where Hattie 
was a dedicated member for several years. In 
1972, she joined the New Canaan Baptist 
Church, under the leadership of the late Rev. 
A.L. Cunningham and the current pastor, Rev. 
Richard J. Lawson. 

Hattie’s dedication to the Lord and her 
church compelled her to work tirelessly in pur- 
suit of the crown she will receive in heaven. In 
her service at Evergreen Church of God in 
Christ, she served as a trustee, data entry 
secretary, hospitality committee president, 
Christian councilmember, Women’s Day Com- 
mittee secretary, and special projects orga- 
nizer. At New Canaan Baptist Church, Hattie 
was senior choir president, Georgia/Alabama 
Club president, Traveling Mass Choir member, 
Matron Mission Club member, Women’s Day 
chairperson, Pastors Aide Club member and 
church clerk. 

Hattie loved organizing projects and was 
dedicated to upholding the legacy of the Afri- 
can-American experience. She was involved in 
extensive community activities: yearly Black 
History Month celebrations, youth with edu- 
cational trips to Washington, D.C., literature 
handouts, yearly family reunions, fundraising, 
and various events designed to bring family 
and friends together (including her famous 
Reach One, Teach One program). Hattie can 
only be described as a passionate, purposeful, 
ambitious, and charitable person. She was al- 
ways willing to lend a hand in support of a 
cause, whether large or small. 

Hattie was an employee of the Equitable 
Life Assurance Society in New York for thirty 
years before retiring. Hattie was always dedi- 
cated to the service of her community. She 
will be dearly missed by all who worked with 
her. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Ms. Hattie Ruth 
Persons-Nelson. 


Ee 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 
OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, March 14, 2011 
Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
today our national debt is 
$14,164,360,361,278.80. 
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On January 6th, 2009, the start of the 111th 
Congress, the national debt was 
$10,638,425,746,293.80. 

This means the national debt has increased 
by $3,525,934,614,985.00 since then. 

This debt and its interest payments we are 
passing to our children and all future Ameri- 
cans. 


a 


RECOGNIZING RENA GOOLSBY ON 
HER 100TH BIRTHDAY 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to honor Ms. Rena Goolsby upon the occasion 
of her 100th birthday. Ms. Goolsby has lived 
a long life full of service to her community and 
to her family, and | am humbled to recognize 
her today. 

Rena Allene Howard was born in Mont- 
gomery, Alabama on March 14, 1911. She 
was the third of five children to John and 
Genella Howard. In 1928, at the age of 17, 
Ms. Goolsby married her sweetheart, Walter 
Goolsby. The two remained married for 57 
years until his passing in 1985. She is the ma- 
triarch of her family, raising two children, three 
grandchildren, and five great-grandchildren. 

For many years, Ms. Goolsby was an inte- 
gral member of Coosada Baptist Church, and 
she was granted Lifetime Member status in 
the Garden Club of Millbrook, Alabama. She is 
also a member of the Red Hat Society. 

Mr. Speaker, Rena Goolsby is valued mem- 
ber of our community, a true “Southern Lady”, 
and an inspiration to all who have had the 
privilege of being a part of her life. My wife 
Vicki and | wish her a happy birthday and her 
entire family all the best. 


SHANYN SPRINGFIELD 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Shanyn 
Springfield for receiving the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
Shanyn Springfield is a 12th grader at Po- 
mona High School and received this award 
because her determination and hard work 
have allowed her to overcome adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Shanyn 
Springfield is exemplary of the type of 
achievement that can be attained with hard 
work and perseverance. It is essential stu- 
dents at all levels strive to make the most of 
their education and develop a work ethic 
which will guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Shanyn Springfield for winning the Arvada 
Wheat Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth 
award. | have no doubt she will exhibit the 
same dedication and character in all her future 
accomplishments. 
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A TRIBUTE TO GLORIA THOMAS 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Gloria Thomas. 


Gloria Thomas was born and raised in the 
Bedford Stuyvesant section of Brooklyn, New 
York. She currently resides in the East New 
York community, where she has lived for 35 
years. Ms. Thomas is a graduate of Manual 
Training High School and later attended New 
York Community College. She has a certificate 
in Advanced Church Ministries from the Evan- 
gelical Training Association. 


For over twenty years, Ms. Thomas worked 
as a payroll manager for Robert B. Samuels 
Electrical Contractors. She retired in 2000 and 
became a volunteer at the Penn Wortman 
Senior Center. On November 15, 2002, she 
became the President of the Penn Wortman 
Voices and later served as the program com- 
mittee chairperson as well (June 2004—2010). 
As part of her duties, Ms. Thomas coordinated 
programs to entertain, inspire, and empower 
seniors. She is currently President of the FGC 
Penn Wortman Voices, where she and other 
choir members sing songs of inspiration at 
various events. 


Ms. Thomas attends Universal Baptist 
Church where Reverend Dr. James R. Green, 
Jr. is the pastor. She has been a member of 
this church for over 20 years. Prior to her re- 
tirement, she served in the Food and Clothing 
Ministry, Celestial Choir and the Liturgical 
Dance Ministry. She is committed to securing 
a better quality of life for seniors. As a newly 
recruited board member of the East New York 
Council for the Aging, Inc., her primary goal is 
to continue to support the mission of providing 
adequate programs and services for seniors. 


Ms. Thomas was featured in “Remembered 
Lives,” Our Times Press, December 2005. On 
May 20, 2006, the East New York Interagency 
Council for the Aging honored Ms. Thomas for 
her outstanding service and commitment to 
seniors. She also received a Beacon of Hope 
Award on August 5, 2006, from the East New 
York United Concerned Citizens, Inc. for her 
contribution and diligent work in the East New 
York community. 


Ms. Thomas remains a committed member 
of the community. She still works closely with 
the New York Branch of the NAACP, the Local 
3 IBEW Retirees Association (Brooklyn Chap- 
ter); and the East New York Interagency 
Council for the Aging. She thanks God for the 
energy and strength to continue her work in 
the community. 


Ms. Thomas has a daughter and son-in-law, 
Denise and Paul Gary. She also has a grand- 
daughter, Imani Safiya Gary, whom she loves 
dearly. 


Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Ms. Gloria Thom- 
as. 
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RECOGNIZING SUPPORT FOR TAI- 
WAN’S PARTICIPATION IN THE 
UNITED NATIONS FRAMEWORK 
CONVENTION FOR CLIMATE 
CHANGE 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize and support Taiwan’s 
bid for effective participation in the United Na- 
tions Framework Convention for Climate 
Change (UNFCCC). 

Taiwan has experienced rapid economic 
growth and industrialization, and its techno- 
logical advancement has played a significant 
role in the global economy. While Taiwan is a 
major world economy with 23 million residents, 
it is only recognized as a non-governmental 
organization (NGO) under the name of “Indus- 
trial Technology Research Institute” (ITRI) by 
the UNFCCC. This NGO status only allows 
Taiwan to partake in UNFCCC side events, 
which is neither effective nor appropriate. 

This listing goes against the Convention’s 
spirit and dampens the enthusiasm and ex- 
pectations of the 23 million people of Taiwan. 
Taiwan’s inability to participate in either the 
discussions over the post-Kyoto mechanism or 
the international carbon market has serious 
consequences affecting the welfare of the 
people and the development of Taiwan’s in- 
dustries. 

As a co-chair of the Congressional Caucus 
on Taiwan, | know the value of the bilateral re- 
lationship and hope to increase relations with 
Taiwan’s cooperation and participation in the 
UNFCCC. | hope that the leadership of the 
UNFCCC will soon invite Taiwan to participate 
in an official capacity as the World Health As- 
sembly has invited Taiwan to participate in its 
activities as an official observer in 2009 and 
2010. Taiwan, since the inauguration of Presi- 
dent Ma Ying-jeou in 2008, has been a re- 
sponsible member of the global community 
and deserves to be invited to the activities of 
the UNFCCC and other international conven- 
tions and organizations. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
in supporting Taiwan’s participation іп the 
United Nations Framework Convention for Cli- 
mate Change. 


YEKATERINA MOROZOVA 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Yekaterina 
Morozova for receiving the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
Yekaterina Morozova is a 12th grader at Ar- 
vada West High School and received this 
award because her determination and hard 
work have allowed her to overcome adversi- 
ties. 

The dedication demonstrated by Yekaterina 
Morozova is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
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ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Yekaterina Morozova for winning the Arvada 
Wheat Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth 
award. | have no doubt she will exhibit the 
same dedication and character in all her future 
accomplishments. 


——— EE 


A TRIBUTE TO FAY DOUGLAS- 
LANE 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Fay Douglas-Lane for her 
service to and excellence in the practice of 
nursing. 

Fay was born in Kingston, Jamaica. Her ex- 
tensive nursing career began at the University 
Hospital of the West Indies’ School of Nursing, 
where she received certification in both med- 
ical and surgical wards. Throughout her life, 
Fay provided critical services to her commu- 
nity as a nurse, mentor and volunteer to those 
in need. 

Fay began her career in 1983, as an Oper- 
ating Room nurse at SUNY Downstate Med- 
ical Center. For nearly nine years she served 
in this capacity. She left Downstate Medical 
Center for a brief period, but returned in 1994. 
When Fay returned, she served in supervisory 
roles until her promotion to Associate Nursing 
Director in 2003. Fay has a unique under- 
standing of perioperative nursing; her exper- 
tise was instrumental to the healthcare team 
at SUNY. Among her accomplishments, Fay 
championed and facilitated the Team STEPPS 
Program, an evidence-based teamwork sys- 
tem designed to improve quality, safety and 
efficiency for perioperative services. Fay re- 
tired from Downstate Medical Center on De- 
cember 31, 2010. 

Fay has always been committed to achiev- 
ing excellence in the practice of nursing. She 
was involved in the Brooklyn Chapter of the 
Association of Operating Room Nurses, in- 
cluding two separate terms as President. She 
also served as mentor to numerous Reg- 
istered Nurses, Operating Room Technicians, 
Nursing Assistants, and Resident Physicians. 

Fay was not consumed by hospital work. 
She devoted time to assisting teachers and 
staff at P.S. 397, a children’s elementary 
school in Brooklyn, NY, and has been actively 
involved in the Parent Teacher Association of 
Erasmus Hall High School in Brooklyn. Fay 
also spent significant time volunteering. In 
1986, she worked with a team of doctors and 
nurses to care for the poor and needy in Ja- 
maica, West Indies. In 1998, she contributed 
her time and service to the People United to 
Save Our Children Community Choir. 

Fay has a strong commitment to her faith. In 
March of 2000, she received a certificate for 
Outstanding Christian Services from Berean 
Baptist Church in Brooklyn. In December 
2010, she was ordained a deacon at Berean 
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Baptist Church, where she has been a mem- 
ber for over twenty years. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing Ms. Fay Douglas-Lane. 


ES 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE NA- 
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PAR- 
LIAMENTARIANS 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of the National Association of Par- 
liamentarians. | would also like to welcome the 
Robert Rocks in Cleveland biennial District 
Four Conference to Cleveland, Ohio. The dis- 
trict four region consists of Ohio, Illinois, Indi- 
ana, Michigan, Wisconsin and Ontario, Can- 
ada. 

The National Association of Parliamentar- 
ians advocates the studying and teaching of 
the philosophies and principles of various leg- 
islative bodies. The Association, based in 
Independence, Missouri, is currently entering 
its 80th year of existence, a monumental oc- 
casion for the organization. 

In addition, the current congregation of the 
fourth district is only the fourth time the con- 
ference has taken place in the state of Ohio. 
This year marks the first time that Cleveland 
has been chosen as the host city. 

The goal of this conference is to educate 
the public about meeting management and 
various other parliamentarian procedures. 
Educational workshops will be open to the 
public and the election of a new district direc- 
tor will take place. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, join те in 
honor of the National Association of Parlia- 
mentarians as they gather in Cleveland, Ohio 
for their District Four Conference. This con- 
ference is a benefit to both those in attend- 
ance and the community as a whole. 


e 


HONORING EBBY HALLIDAY ON 
HER 100TH BIRTHDAY 


HON. JEB HENSARLING 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize Dallas legend Ebby Halliday on 
her 100th Birthday. 

On March 9, Dallas legend Ebby Halliday 
will celebrate a century of life. From her hum- 
ble beginning on a farm in Kansas where she 
started selling tins of Clovertine Salve at age 
eight to her successful real estate company, 
which is now one of the largest privately 
owned real estate firms in the United States, 
Ebby has always reached for the stars and in- 
spired others to do the same. 

From her first job after graduation selling 
hats, to the real estate mogul we all know and 
love today, Ebby Halliday truly personifies the 
American Dream. Not only has she revolution- 
ized the real estate business with her savvy, 
her whit, and her charm—Ebby’s dedication to 
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serving her community has made her a house- 
hold name and a true Dallas treasure. Known 
to many as “The First Lady of Real Estate,” 
| am privileged to call her friend. 

Happy Birthday Ebby, and thank you for the 
many contributions you have made to the 
State of Texas and our nation over the past 
100 years. 


a 


CONGRATULATIONS TO KANSAS 
MEN’S BASKETBALL 


HON. KEVIN YODER 


OF KANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. YODER. Mr. Speaker, as a 5th genera- 
tion Kansan and proud alum, | would like to 
offer ecstatic congratulations to the University 
of Kansas Jayhawks. 

This weekend, the KU men’s basketball 
team charged their way to a 2nd consecutive 
Big 12 Tournament Championship апа 
clinched their 7th straight regular season Big 
12 title. As Coach Larry Brown said of Kan- 
sas: “There’s no better place to coach, there’s 
no better place to go to school, there’s no bet- 
ter place to play.” 

Thanks Jayhawks for again proving those 
words true. As the proud and mighty Jayhawk 
Nation gets ready for the big dance, | would 
like to wish Coach Bill Self and his team the 
best of luck in the tournament. ROCK CHALK 
JAYHAWK! Go KU! 


EE 


REMEMBERING ARVIN DALE 
SHORT, M.D. 


HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
honor the memory of Dr. Arvin Short, who 
passed away on March 3. For decades, Dr. 
Short provided a public service to the North 
Texas community through his work in General 
Surgery. 

Arvin Dale Short was born on September 
21, 1942 in Weatherford, Oklahoma. Dr. Short 
graduated from the University of Oklahoma 
Medical School in 1969, after completing his 
undergraduate work at Southwestern State 
College. After completing his internship and 
residency in General Surgery at the University 
of Texas Medical School in San Antonio, he 
earned his certification from the American 
Board of Surgery in 1975. 

Dr. Short was recruited to practice surgery 
in Denton by my father, the late H.M. Burgess, 
and the two men formed a lifelong bond. No 
matter what the circumstance, Dr. Short was 
always available with an encouraging word or 
fresh perspective. Since 2004, he has served 
as the Medical Director of the Wound Center 
at Texas Health Resources Presbyterian Hos- 
pital, where he also served on the Board of 
Directors from 2003 to 2007. 

Dr. Short has an established career which 
included serving as Chief of Staff and Chief of 
Surgery at Lewisville Memorial Hospital, Flow 
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Memorial Hospital and Denton Community 
Hospital. Committed to his field, he was affili- 
ated with the J.B. Aust Surgical Society, the 
Texas Medical Society and served as a Fellow 
of the American College of Surgeons, as well 
as President of the Denton County Medical 
Society. 


Dr. Short’s legacy extends beyond his con- 
tributions as a surgeon. His support of the arts 
went beyond his interests in reading, music, 
and history. Arvin Short was also an accom- 
plished writer, poet and playwright. His works 
include the published novel, “Reckoning”, the 
award winning play, “The Call Room,” and nu- 
merous other short stories, novels and poems. 
A philanthropist, Dr. Short served on the 
Board of Directors of the Denton Community 
Theatre and received the Greater Denton Arts 
Council Community Arts Recognition Award in 
1991. 


Through all his service as surgeon, artist, 
and philanthropist, Dr. Short was known first 
as a family man. His real love being his wife 
Carol, his sons, his daughter-in-law and 
granddaughter. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to join his 
family, friends and colleagues in honoring the 
life of Dr. Arvin Short. His legacy as family 
man, surgeon and artist is one that will endure 
for years to come. | am honored to have 
known him and represented him in the U.S. 
House of Representatives. 


ee 


HONORING ELLIOT L. LUONI 


HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the centennial of Elliot L. Luoni of Mas- 
sachusetts. Elliot celebrates his 100th birthday 
today, March 14. 


An avid musician and former professional 
drummer, Elliot has entertained young and old 
on cruise ships across the Atlantic. His sharp 
talent has given him a place in history; he has 
performed with the likes of Tommy Dorsey 
and Frank Sinatra. 


A hero of his community, he was present at 
the infamous Cocoanut Grove nightclub іп 
Boston, Massachusetts on November 28, 
1942 when disaster struck. Tragically, 492 
people lost their lives in a building fire that 
night—many of them young soldiers cele- 
brating a night off duty. Without hesitation, El- 
liot organized transportation for the injured to 
the nearest hospital. The families of the Co- 
coanut Grove fire survivors have Elliot to 
thank for his selflessness. 


No one appreciates Elliot more than his 
three children, nine grandchildren, and twelve 
great-grandchildren—sweet reminders of his 
fifty-five year marriage to the lovely Elsa 
Luoni. 


| extend my happiest wishes to Elliot on his 
100th birthday, and | wish him the best of 
health and happiness in many more to come. 
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IN HONOR OF JOSEPH MELENICK 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of Joseph Melenick, a 17 year-old man 
who has dedicated his adolescence to finding 
a cure for Crohn’s disease. 

Five years ago, Joe was diagnosed with 
Crohn’s disease, a disorder that causes swell- 
ing in the digestive tract, severe pain, and 
gastrointestinal complications. Since being di- 
agnosed, Joe has remained committed to rais- 
ing money to find a cure for the disease, to 
helping others with his condition, and to keep 
fighting for the benefit of others. 

On his twelfth birthday, Joe decided to host 
a fundraiser at a bowling alley, with the hope 
of raising $1,000 for the Crohn’s and Colitis 
Foundation for research. With over 100 partici- 
pants in the fundraiser, Joe well surpassed his 
goal and raised approximately $4,700. Since 
that first fundraiser, he has made this an an- 
nual event and has raised close to $50,000. 

In addition to his annual bowling fundraiser, 
Joe often speaks to groups in the Cleveland 
area about the disease and how he copes. His 
presentations show the group that they are not 
alone in battling this terrible disease, and that 
there is hope for a cure. 

Joe has facilitated other events to raise 
awareness and gather donations for the foun- 
dation in collaboration with a team he formed, 
called the “GI Joes.” Events include a 2-mile 
walk around Progressive Field with the Bay 
High School drum line and the GI Joes. The 
team has collected sponsorships from local 
companies, friends, families and concerned 
citizens. 

As a result of his hard work and dedication 
to finding a cure for the disease, the Crohn’s 
and Colitis Foundation chose him as the 2010 
Honored Hero for the Cleveland area. In addi- 
tion, Joe was recently named one of the top 
two youth volunteers for 2011 by the Pruden- 
tial Spirit of Community Awards. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in honoring Joseph Melenick as he strives to 
raise funds for finding a cure for Crohn’s dis- 
ease, and for acting as a role model for Cleve- 
land’s young people. 


EE 


THE PREVENT LOCKOUT OF 
ATHLETES THIS YEAR ACT 


HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, today, | am 
proud to introduce H.R. _, the PLAY Act. 
This bill will ensure that a congressionally 
granted antitrust immunity is never again mis- 
used to build up an improper “war chest” to 
gain leverage in a football lockout and put our 
nation’s most popular sport at risk. 

An independent United States District Judge 
recently found that the NFL acted in bad faith 
by negotiating broadcast contracts ensuring 
the league would be paid even if it locked out 
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players. In other words, the league manipu- 
lated broadcast negotiations to maximize its 
ability to force and win a lockout, and did so— 
in the Courts words—“to advance its own in- 
terests and harm the interests of the players.” 

Those flawed negotiations were conducted 
under the protective umbrella of the antitrust 
immunity given to football by the Congress. 
Accordingly, the PLAY Act would strip this im- 
munity from professional football so it can 
never be misused in this way again. 

FURTHER BACKGROUND 

The Sports Broadcast Act of 1961. Under 
the Sports Broadcast Act of 1961, the four 
major United States sports currently enjoy im- 
munity from our antitrust laws so they can ne- 
gotiate league wide broadcast contracts. With- 
out this immunity, the antitrust laws could limit 
league competitors from jointly negotiating 
these deals. And potentially anti-competitive 
provisions of the broadcast pacts such as 
overly extended blackout territories could be 
subject to antitrust scrutiny. 

Broadcast revenue is critical to the National 
Football League and its players. According to 
recent court testimony of Commissioner Roger 
Goodell, “broadcast contracts generate ap- 
proximately half of the NFL’s total revenues’— 
or over $4 billion per year. This revenue is 
critical to the players as well as the league 
and its owners, as it forms the heart of the 
shared revenue pool that is used for health 
and other benefits, as well as salaries. 

Congress—and the House Judiciary Com- 
mittee in particular—has long been vigilant in 
the exercise of its antitrust jurisdiction regard- 
ing the economic impact of major sports busi- 
ness on America’s communities, in particular 
taking action in the wake of a professional 
sports work stoppage. 

In 1994, following the baseball strike, the 
Judiciary Committee under Chairman Brooks 
held hearings and passed legislation partially 
repealing baseball’s antitrust exemption, which 
culminated four years later in the enaction of 
the Curt Flood Act. In 1996, after the Browns 
left Cleveland, the Committee, under Chair- 
man Hyde, again considered legislation and 
held antitrust hearings. In 2001, under Chair- 
man Sensenbrenner, after Major League 
Baseball announced the possible contraction 
and elimination of the Minnesota Twins fran- 
chise, we conducted hearings on antitrust leg- 
islation that | introduced. 

Bad Faith Contract Re-negotiations. In May 
2008, the National Football League re-nego- 
tiated its contracts with the major broadcasters 
who televise professional football. While the 
particulars of these negotiations varied, in all 
or most cases, the district court’s opinion de- 
scribes how the league insisted on provisions 
that would shield it from the economic impact 
of a lock out. 

In response, the National Football League 
Players’ Association (at the time, the certified 
bargaining representative for NFL Players), 
petitioned the United States District Court 
overseeing the league’s collective bargaining 
relationship with its players for a declaration 
that the league’s approach to the negotiations 
violated its contractual duty to maximize total 
revenue to the league and the players each 
season. 

On March 3, 2011, United States District 
Judge Doty, who is expert in NFL-related mat- 
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ters and has handled league/player disputes 
for roughly twenty years, issued an order 
agreeing with the players’ contention. Judge 
Doty explained: “The NFL sought to renego- 
tiate broadcast contracts to ensure revenue for 
itself in the event of a lockout. The record 
shows that the NFL undertook contract re- 
negotiations to advance its own interests and 
harm the interests of the players. . . . Here, 
the NFL renegotiated the broadcast contracts 
to benefit its exclusive interest at the expense 
of, and contrary to, the joint interests of the 
NFL and the Players. This conduct constitutes 
a design to seek an unconscionable advan- 
tage and is inconsistent with good faith.” 

A Lockout Harms All Americans. These bad 
faith negotiations—carried out under the pro- 
tective umbrella of the Sports Broadcast Act’s 
antitrust immunity—are of particular concern 
given the great harm to our national economy 
a lockout would likely cause. One recent re- 
port states that a single NFL game generates 
over $20 million in local economic activity—a 
total of over $5.1 billion each year in NFL and 
peripheral businesses. Over 100,000 stadium 
workers would be directly affected by a lock- 
out, and undoubtedly vastly more across dif- 
ferent segments of the economy that are con- 
nected to the football industry. 

A Congressionally Granted Immunity Should 
Not Be Used to Gain Leverage in a Lock Out. 
A business that intentionally misuses a Con- 
gressionally granted immunity to build up an 
improper “war chest” and gain leverage of col- 
lective bargaining negotiations should not be 
allowed to retain such immunity. 

The PLAY Act thus removes professional 
football from the protection of this immunity. 


EE 


HONORING GREEN BAY PACKERS 
WIDE RECEIVER GREG JENNINGS 


HON. FRED UPTON 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise today to 
pay tribute to Green Bay Packers wide re- 
ceiver Greg Jennings. Jennings, a native of 
my district from Kalamazoo, Michigan, was a 
star for the Packers in their recent 31—25 vic- 
tory over the Pittsburgh Steelers in Super 
Bowl XLV. 

Jennings began his football career playing 
for the Kalamazoo Central High School Ma- 
roon Giants. There, he was not only recog- 
nized for his accomplishments on the gridiron, 
but also as a basketball player, runner, and 
long jumper. 

After high school, Jennings went on to play 
football at Western Michigan University where 
his athletic accomplishments continued to soar 
and he won the 2005 MAC Offensive Player of 
the Year Award. In 2006, Jennings was se- 
lected in the second round of the NFL Draft 
and signed to the Green Bay Packers. During 
Super Bowl XLV on February 6, 2010, he 
scored two touchdowns that helped to secure 
a Super Bowl victory for the Packers. 

In his private life off the field, Jennings is a 
family man and a person of faith who con- 
tinues to give back, including his work through 
The Greg Jennings Foundation. He is truly a 
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model athlete and a treasure to southwest 
Michigan. True to his high school’s moniker, 
Greg has truly been a Giant, both on and off 
the field. It is no wonder that the city of Kala- 
mazoo proclaimed March 14th as Greg Jen- 
nings Day. 


—— ы 2 


IN HONOR OF THE HONORABLE 
JUSTICE NIAL FENNELLY 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
welcome the Honorable Justice Nial Fennelly, 
Judge of the Supreme Court of Ireland, to 
Cleveland as a guest of honor at the Collins 
and Scanlon annual St. Patrick’s Day Party on 
March 17th, 2011. 

A graduate of University College Dublin with 
a degree in economics, the Honorable Justice 
Fennelly completed his studies of law at 
King’s Inns, and was formally called to the Bar 
in 1964. He practiced law from 1966 to 1995, 
becoming Senior Counsel, working in commer- 
cial and constitutional law with a specialty in 
European Community law. 

Justice Fennelly became the first Irish law- 
yer to be appointed Advocate General at the 
European Court of Justice in 1995, and served 
in this capacity until 2000. His rulings dealt 
with issues regarding the free movement of 
persons, goods and services, as well as tax 
and competition. 

In 2000, he was appointed to be a Judge of 
the Supreme Court of Ireland, where he has 
served since. In addition to these achieve- 
ments, he is also a Bencher of the Honorable 
Society of King’s Inns and of the Middle Tem- 
ple in London. He is President of the Irish So- 
ciety for European Law, a member of the 
Board of Trustees of the Academy of Euro- 
pean Law at Trier in Germany, and is a former 
Chairman of the Irish Centre for European 
Law. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, please join me 
in welcoming our distinguished guest from Ire- 
land, the Honorable Justice Nial Fennelly, to 
Cleveland, as the city celebrates St. Patrick’s 
Day. 


EEE 


COMMEMORATING THE 100TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF WHITE ROCK LAKE 


HON. JEB HENSARLING 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, March 14, 2011 


Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, today | 
would like to commemorate the 100th anniver- 
sary of White Rock Lake. 

As Dallas began to grow in population dur- 
ing the early 1900s, the availability of water 
became an increasing problem. In 1909, the 
City of Dallas awarded a contract to build a 
dam on White Rock Creek which, two years 
later, led to the creation of what is known 
today as White Rock Lake. 

Over the last century, White Rock Lake has 
not only provided essential water resources to 
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one of the fastest growing areas of the coun- 
try, it has also become an ideal place for out- 
door activities for Dallas residents and visitors 
alike. Often referred to as “the jewel of Dal- 
las,” White Rock Lake is home to the Dallas 
Arboretum and maintains numerous play- 
grounds and trails for hiking, running, and 
biking. Like many Dallas residents, | enjoy 
spending quality time at this lake with my fam- 
ily, and am proud to have White Rock Lake in 
my district. 


SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 


As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 


Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, 
March 15, 2011 may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
MARCH 16 


9 a.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To receive a closed briefing on Libya. 
SVC-217 
9:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings to examine the 
legislative presentations from 
AMVETS, Jewish War Veterans, Mili- 
tary Officers Association of America, 
Gold Star Wives, Blinded Veterans As- 
sociation, Non Commissioned Officers 
Association, Iraq and Afghanistan Vet- 


erans of America, Fleet Reserve Asso- 
ciation. 
SDG-50 
10 a.m. 
Budget 


To hold a joint hearing with the Task 
Force on Government Performance to 
examine modernizing performance, fo- 
cusing on using the new framework. 

SD-608 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings to examine the state of 
online consumer privacy. 

SR-253 
Environment and Public Works 

To hold hearings to examine the report 
to the President from the National 
Commission on the BP Deepwater Hori- 
zon Oil Spill and Offshore Drilling. 

SD-406 
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Finance 
To hold hearings to examine health re- 
form, focusing on lessons learned dur- 
ing the first year. 
SD-215 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
Organizational business meeting to con- 
sider subcommittee assignments and 
any pending nominations. 
SD-430 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 
Business meeting to consider an original 
bill entitled, ‘‘Supporting Employee 
Competency and Updating Readiness 
Enhancements for (SECURE) Facilities 
Act of 2011’’, S. 550, to improve the pro- 
vision of assistance to fire depart- 
ments, an original bill entitled, ‘‘Elec- 
tronic Rulemaking Improvement Act 
of 2011”, S. 531, to amend section 5542 of 
title 5, United States Code, to provide 
that any hours worked by Federal fire- 
fighters under a qualified trade-of-time 
arrangement shall be excluded for pur- 
poses of determinations relating to 
overtime pay, S. 300, to prevent abuse 
of Government charge cards, S. 498, to 
ensure objective, independent review of 
task and delivery orders, S. 191, to di- 
rect the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity to undertake a study on emer- 
gency communications, б. 514, to 
amend chapter 21 of title 5, United 
States Code, to provide that fathers of 
permanently disabled or deceased vet- 
erans shall be included with mothers of 
such veterans as preference eligibles 
for treatment in the civil service, and 
the nominations of Heather A. 
Higginbottom, of the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be Deputy Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, Ex- 
ecutive Office of the President, and 
Carolyn N. Lerner, of Maryland, to be 


Special Counsel, Office of Special 
Counsel. 
50-342 
10:15 a.m. 


Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Joseph M. Torsella, of Pennsyl- 
vania, to be Representative to the 
United Nations for U.N. Management 
and Reform, with the rank of Ambas- 
sador, Department of State. 
50-419 
10:30 a.m. 
Appropriations 
Department of Defense Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2012 for 
the Department of the Navy. 
50-192 
2 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Department of the Interior, Environment, 
and Related Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2012 for 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 
SD-124 
Aging 
To hold hearings to examine securities 
lending in retirement plans. 
SH-216 
Commission on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe 
To hold hearings to examine Northern 
Ireland, focusing on justice in indi- 
vidual cases and accountability for 
past abuses by security services in the 
region. 
210, Cannon Building 
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2:30 p.m. 
Armed Services 
To receive a closed briefing on the up- 
dated National Intelligence Estimate 
on Iran and other related matters. 
SVC-217 
Foreign Relations 
To receive a closed briefing on Afghani- 
stan, focusing on progress and expecta- 
tions. 
SVC-217 
Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of Bernice Bouie Donald, of Ten- 
nessee, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the Sixth Circuit, J. Paul 
Oetken, and Paul A. Engelmayer, both 
to be United States District Judge for 
the Southern District of New York, and 
Ramona Villagomez Manglona, to be 
Judge for the District Court for the 
Northern Mariana Islands. 
SD-226 


MARCH 17 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine the Depart- 
ment of the Air Force in review of the 
Defense Authorization request for fis- 
cal year 2012 and the Future Years De- 
fense Program; with the possibility of a 
closed session іп SVC-217 following the 
open session. 
SD-G50 
Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to examine current 
global investment trends in clean en- 
ergy technologies and the impact of do- 
mestic policies on that investment. 


50-366 
10 a.m. 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 


Disaster Recovery Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine recouping 
improperly paid Federal assistance in 
the aftermath of disasters. 
SD-342 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold an oversight hearing to examine 
the Troubled Asset Relief Program 
(TARP), focusing on evaluating returns 
on taxpayer investments. 
SD-538 
Environment and Public Works 
Clean Air and Nuclear Safety Sub- 
committee 
Green Jobs and the New Economy Sub- 
committee 
To hold joint hearings to examine the 
“Clean Air Act” and jobs. 
SD-406 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine popular 
uprisings in the Middle East, focusing 
on the implications for U.S. policy. 
SD-419 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
To hold hearings to examine health in- 
surance exchanges and ongoing state 
implementation of the ‘‘Patient Pro- 
tection and Affordable Care Act”. 
SD-430 
Judiciary 
Business meeting to consider S. 216, to 
increase criminal penalties for certain 
knowing and international violations 
relating to food that is misbranded or 
adulterated, S. 222, to limit investor 
and homeowner losses in foreclosures, 
S. 410, to provide for media coverage of 
Federal court proceedings, and the 
nominations of James Michael Cole, of 
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the District of Columbia, to be Deputy 
Attorney General, Department of Jus- 
tice, Edward Milton Chen, to be United 
States District Judge for the Northern 
District of California, John J. McCon- 
nell, Jr., to be United States District 
Judge for the District of Rhode Island, 
Goodwin Liu, of California, to be 
United States Circuit Judge for the 
Ninth Circuit, Kevin Hunter Sharp, to 
be United States District Judge for the 
Middle District of Tennessee, Roy Bale 
Dalton, Jr., to be United States Dis- 
trict Judge for the Middle District of 
Florida, and Claire C. Cecchi, to be 
United States District Judge for the 
District of New Jersey. 

SD-226 


10:30 a.m. 


Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science and Space Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine investing in 
Federal research and development. 
SR-253 


2 p.m. 


Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2012 for 
the Food and Drug Administration. 
SD-124 
Budget 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Heather A. Higginbottom, of 
the District of Columbia, to be Deputy 
Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget, Executive Office of the 
President. 
SD-608 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of David Bruce Shear, of New 
York, to be Ambassador to the Social- 
ist Republic of Vietnam, and Kurt Wal- 
ter Tong, of Maryland, for the rank of 
Ambassador during his tenure of serv- 
ice as United States Senior Official for 
the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation 
(APEC) Forum, both of the Department 
of State. 
SD-419 


2:30 p.m. 


Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs 

To hold hearings to examine cata- 

strophic preparedness, focusing on if 
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FEMA is ready for the next big dis- 
aster. 
SD-342 
Appropriations 
Legislative Branch Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2012 for 
the Government Accountability Office 
(GAO), the Government Printing Office 
(GPO), and the Congressional Budget 
Office (CBO). 
50-188 
Armed Services 
Readiness and Management Support Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine military 
construction, environmental, and base 
closure programs in review of the De- 
fense Authorization request for fiscal 
year 2012 and the Future Years Defense 
Program. 
SR-323A 
Intelligence 
Closed business meeting to consider 
pending calendar business. 
SH-219 


MARCH 29 


2:30 p.m. 
Armed Services 
Readiness and Management Support Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine Department 
of Defense efficiencies initiatives. 
SR-232A 


MARCH 30 


10:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings to examine the 
legislative presentations from Para- 
lyzed Veterans of America, Air Force 
Sergeants Association, Military Order 
of the Purple Heart, National Associa- 
tion of State Directors of Veterans Af- 
fairs, Wounded Warrior Project, Viet- 
nam Veterans of America, The Retired 
Enlisted Association, American Ex- 
Prisoners of War. 
SD-106 
2:30 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands and Forests Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine the Presi- 
dent’s proposed budget request for fis- 
cal year 2012 for the National Park 
Service. 
SD-366 
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MARCH 31 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine the Depart- 
ment of the Army in review of the De- 
fense Authorization request for fiscal 
year 2012 and the Future Years Defense 

Program. 
SD-G50 


APRIL 5 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine U.S. North- 
ern Command and U.S. Southern Com- 
mand in review of the Defense Author- 
ization request for fiscal year 2012 and 

the Future Years Defense Program; 

with the possibility of a closed session 

in SVC-217 following the open session. 
SD-G50 


APRIL 6 


10 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 

To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of Allison A. Hickey, of Virginia, 
to be Under Secretary for Benefits and 
Steve L. Muro, of California, to be 
Under Secretary for Memorial Affairs, 
both of the Department of Veterans Af- 

fairs. 
SR-418 


APRIL 7 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine U.S. Trans- 
portation Command and U.S. Africa 
Command in review of the Defense Au- 
thorization request for fiscal year 2012 
and the Future Years Defense Pro- 
gram; with the possibility of a closed 
session in SVC-217 following the open 

session. 
SD-106 


APRIL 12 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine U.S. Pacific 
Command and U.S. Forces Korea in re- 
view of the Defense Authorization re- 
quest for fiscal year 2012 and the Fu- 
ture Years Defense Program; with the 
possibility of a closed session іп SH-219 

following the open session. 
SD-106 


March 15, 2011 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. TURNER). 


a 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 15, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable MICHAEL R. 
TURNER to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EEE 


MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 5, 2011, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall 
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


a 


THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 2011 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. JACKSON) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, the greatest threat to our democ- 
racy is unemployment. We all know 
the numbers. We all have far too many 
constituents who don’t have jobs and 
can’t provide for their families. 

Too many Americans are without 
work, and more and more of them are 
losing hope. Unemployment benefits 
are running out. Fear is creeping in. 
But for some of the unemployed, their 
tireless job search has been coming up 
empty because some employers won’t 
even consider them for openings. 

Recently, The New York Times re- 
ported that one employer listed a job 
that included the caveat: ‘‘No unem- 
ployed candidate will be considered at 
all,” and a Texas electronics company 
said that it won’t ‘‘consider/review 
anyone not currently employed, re- 
gardless of the reason.” It is reminis- 
cent of a time when signs read: Blacks 
need not apply, or Women need not 
apply. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it’s high time 
that we fix that. How are the unem- 


ployed supposed to find work if they 
don’t even get considered for a job? 
How do we expect the unemployment 
rate to go down when the unemployed 
aren’t even available or allowed to 
compete for a job? 

Along with Congressman JOHN LEWIS, 
I’m introducing legislation that will 
amend the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to 
make it illegal for employers to dis- 
criminate against applicants because 
they are currently or were currently 
unemployed. 

The Civil Rights Act of 2011 will not 
give a job to those who are unem- 
ployed, but it will give those who are 
unemployed through no fault of their 
own the opportunity to compete for a 
job on the merits of their ability. 

Mr. Speaker, we talk in pleasantries 
and political correctness about ‘‘these 
difficult economic times.” We debate 
policy and hold hearings on how to 
move America forward, but recently 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics had to 
modify its current population survey 
to be able to include responses report- 
ing a duration of unemployment over 2 
years. 

We are making room for the reality 
of chronic unemployment in America 
in very real ways, while promising it 
will get better. I think we need to do 
more to make sure that people have op- 
portunities. 

Nearly 9 percent of Americans right 
now are unemployed. That’s 13.9 mil- 
lion Americans that we represent as 
Members of Congress who are looking 
for the opportunity to pursue the 
American Dream. They are looking for 
Washington and to Washington for 
leadership and to keep things from get- 
ting any worse. 

They are writing our offices begging 
us to help them jump-start America. 
They are not just looking for a hand 
out. They are looking for a way out, 
just a chance so that they can take 
care of the rest. They are hoping that 
the next interview will mean a new 
start. 

Mr. Speaker, the job market is trou- 
blesome; but we cannot allow compa- 
nies to arbitrarily pick who will come 
out of the economic crisis by disquali- 
fying unemployed workers. It should 
not be their right to discriminate this 
way. 

We, as a Nation, face triumphs and 
challenges together. It seems to me 
that to allow such a practice is 
counterintuitive to everything that 
Congress is working towards. Why cre- 
ate jobs if those Americans currently 
without jobs are not eligible? 
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Just because an individual was un- 
lucky to be laid off or had the misfor- 
tune to graduate into a jobless market 
does not mean that we should just cast 
them aside. 

This employment practice adds in- 
sult to injury for Americans who are 
desperately looking for jobs, for college 
graduates who debate if their edu- 
cation was worth the cost, for families 
who are trying to make more on less. 

Those who live on Main Street of 
America had very little to do with the 
onset of our economic crisis. In re- 
sponse, they are doing what genera- 
tions before us have taught, carrying 
on, hoping that the darkness will give 
way to light. 

Mr. Speaker, if we allow employers 
to block consideration for those who 
are unemployed, we let that light get a 
little dimmer. We allow the American 
Dream to be tarnished. We send a mes- 
sage to the American people, those who 
are currently unemployed and those 
who are one bad break away from un- 
employment, that we will bail out 
banks but not support them as they 
fight to take care of their families. 

The Civil Rights Act and the amend- 
ments that have followed demonstrate 
what makes America exceptional. 
Here, regardless of the color of your 
skin, the god you pray to, your eth- 
nicity, your age or sex, you will be 
judged on your performance. We 
haven’t always lived up to our prin- 
ciples, but it is the collective momen- 
tum towards these values that makes 
America great. 

Discrimination against any Amer- 
ican is an affront to the very idea of 
America. A new class of citizen now 
needs protection from the superficial 
bias that is not based on the ability to 
perform. Using current employment 
status as a requirement for application 
or consideration is shameful. 

There are 13.9 million Americans cur- 
rently unemployed; that means 13.9 
million Americans are considered by 
some employers to be no longer viable 
for employment. They are dismissed 
out of hand. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I refuse to believe 
that every unemployed individual is 
unqualified for a job. It is an arbitrary 
way of narrowing an applicant pool by 
finding a loophole that allows discrimi- 
nation. 

I ask each and every Member of Con- 
gress to stand with me and to say to 
those 13.9 million Americans who are 
unemployed, you are not forgotten, 
your chance has not passed. We should 
pass the Civil Rights Act of 2011. We 
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should not allow the opportunities that 
all Americans deserve to be taken 
away. Current joblessness should not 
disqualify you from employment. Your 
ability is more valuable than any label 
ever placed upon you. 


ee 


CUBAN AMERICAN CONTRIBUTIONS 
TO THE UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize and support the 
efforts under way throughout my won- 
derful State of Florida to honor the 
courage, the achievement, and the leg- 
acy of Cuban Americans in the United 
States. 

The following cities, in addition to 
the Florida House of Representatives, 
have passed resolutions in support of 
designating a day to recognize the 
many valuable contributions of Cuban 
Americans to the United States. Hia- 
leah Gardens, Hialeah, Doral, Florida 
City, West Miami, Miami Beach, the 
City of Miami, Pembroke Pines, Home- 
stead and Key West. 

Cuban Americans have had a pro- 
found and lasting influence on the his- 
tory, values, and culture of the United 
States since the arrival of the earliest 
Cuban settlers more than 400 years ago 
in St. Augustine, Florida. 

According to the 2007 census survey, 
251,000 Cuban American-owned busi- 
nesses generated $51 billion to our 
economy. Several local south Florida 
municipalities have recognized the im- 
portant contributions that the Cuban 
American community has made to the 
economic and cultural development of 
our great Nation. 

Cuban Americans have become dedi- 
cated public servants, having held 
posts at the highest levels of govern- 
ment. 

Cubans settling in the United States 
look at this Nation, our wonderful 
United States of America, with grati- 
tude; and many have risked life and 
limb to defend this bastion of freedom 
and democracy. Countless Cuban Amer- 
icans have served bravely in all 
branches of the United States Armed 
Forces and have fought honorably in 
many wars. 

One such hero is Armando Alejandre, 
who voluntarily enlisted in the United 
States Marine Corps and served two 
tours of duty in Vietnam. Armando was 
also a volunteer for the Brothers to the 
Rescue, a pro-democracy organization 
whose mission is to promote and sup- 
port the efforts of the people of Cuba to 
free themselves from the Cuban dicta- 
torship through the use of active non- 
violence. 

While he and his fellow Brothers to 
the Rescue volunteers were carrying 
out such a humanitarian mission on 
February 24, 1996, the Cuban regime or- 
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The shoot-down resulted in the un- 
just killings of Carlos Costa, Armando 
Alejandre, Mario de la Pena, and Pablo 
Morales. 

Last month, I wrote a letter to Sec- 
retary Clinton and Attorney General 
Holder asking the administration to 
take immediate action to indict Fidel 
and Raul Castro for their role in this 
horrible shoot-down. The United States 
must make it clear that we will not 
stand for the Cuban tyrannies, manipu- 
lation, and unapologetic crimes against 
the American people nor for its abuses 
against its own people of Cuba. 

No matter how the regime and its 
enablers try to spin it, the Cuban tyr- 
anny remains as oppressive and uncom- 
promising as ever. Its methodical re- 
lease and exile of political prisoners is 
nothing but an attempt to curry favor 
with those with whom the regime seeks 
business. 

This weekend’s conviction and sen- 
tencing of U.S. citizen Alan Gross to 15 
years in prison is a clear reminder of 
this. This deplorable act is another il- 
lustration of the regime’s willingness 
to use human beings as political pawns 
to advance its destructive agenda. The 
United States and all responsible na- 
tions must demand the immediate re- 
lease of Alan Gross and all prisoners 
who remain wrongfully imprisoned in 
Castro’s gulags. 

I am proud to say that despite the 
challenges and the passing years, 
Cuban Americans remain undeterred in 
our fight for freedom, justice, and de- 
mocracy. 

Mr. Speaker, I join in the support of 
these resolutions and again urge that a 
date be set to honor the courage, the 
achievements, and the legacy of Cuban 
Americans in the glorious United 
States. 


ea 


THE COST OF THE ENERGY TAX 
PREVENTION ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Tllinois (Mr. QUIGLEY) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, Colstrip, 
Montana, is home to the second largest 
coal plant west of the Mississippi. One 
boxcar-full of coal is burned every 5 
minutes. 

The burning coal creates sodium, 
thallium, mercury, boron, aluminum, 
and arsenic, which is pumped out of the 
factory and into the air. The chemicals 
that are pumped into the air are 
caught in the factory’s scrubbers and 
then dumped with coal ash into giant 
settling ponds. These ponds are shallow 
artificial lakes of concentrated tox- 
icity which leach this poison into wells 
and aquifers. 

The sludge flows into the sur- 
rounding towns and countryside, bub- 
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bling up against foundations and 
floorings, cracking the floor in 
Colstrip’s local grocery store. Ranchers 
in eastern Montana are now suing the 
plant for damages; noxious water, they 
cite, is the only liquid that fill their 
wells and stock ponds. 

James Jansen, a renowned climate 
scientist, says Colstrip itself will cause 
the extinction of 400 species. But 
Colstrip burns on. Why? Because we 
have no national energy plan, and be- 
cause there are currently no Federal 
enforceable regulations specific to coal 
ash. 

This lack of federally enforceable 
safeguards is exactly what led to the 
disaster in Tennessee, where a dam 
holding more than 1 billion gallons of 
toxic coal ash failed. The TVA disaster 
destroyed 300 acres, dozens of homes, 
killed fish and other wildlife, and 
poisoned the Emory and Clinch Rivers. 

From Tennessee to Montana and 
across the Nation, the story is the 
same: We have no national conserva- 
tion plan, no national energy policy, no 
regulatory enforcement authority. 

What is worse, today we are faced 
with a bill, H.R. 910, the Energy Tax 
Prevention Act, which purports to pro- 
tect citizens from taxation. In reality, 
this bill is a death sentence not only to 
our land, air, water, animals, and 
plants but to humans. 

This bill overturns proven scientific 
findings that carbon pollution endan- 
gers the health of Americans. It repeals 
the greenhouse gas reporting rule and 
removes the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s authority to require energy 
efficiency at power plants and refin- 
eries. This bill simply says that science 
doesn’t matter. 

I stand here today to refute that 
claim and, further, to protect the in- 
tegrity of science. It is this science, 
these facts and figures, that have led 
hundreds of scientists to confirm that 
global warming is real. In fact, over 200 
peer-reviewed scientific studies have 
found that global warming is real and 
that man contributes to it. To this 
date, zero peer-reviewed studies have 
found otherwise. 

It is this science that led the Su- 
preme Court to rule that the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency does in fact 
have the authority to regulate green- 
house gases, and it is this science that 
led the Congress to pass the Clean Air 
Act, the act which designated the ЕРА 
as the body charged with overseeing, 
adapting, and implementing these reg- 
ulations. 

In the coming months, EPA will 
begin regulating greenhouse gases from 
certain emitters for the first time. 
These regulations have become hugely 
controversial and, sadly, political. 
These rules seek to combat man-made 
climate change; man-made climate 
change that is melting our polar ice 
caps, that is raising the level of our 
oceans, and that is modifying our sea- 
sonal temperatures; man-made climate 
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change that is altering the duration of 
our growing season, that is flooding 
part of the world and is causing 
multiyear droughts and others; man- 
made climate change that is allowing 
particulate matters to infiltrate our 
children’s lungs, making them suffer 
from lifelong asthma and making us 
die earlier. 

And still, here we are, ignoring cries 
from health and medical professionals 
who have asked us, as Members of this 
body, to fulfill the promise of clean, 
healthy air for all Americans to 
breathe. 

Support full implementation of the 
Clean Air Act and resist any efforts to 
weaken, delay, or block progress to- 
ward a healthier future for all Ameri- 
cans. 

Ignoring requests from former senior 
military officials who wrote just last 
week, “America’s dependence on oil 
constitutes a clear and present danger 
to the security and welfare of the 
United States,” and that, “Аз former 
senior military officials, we are con- 
cerned about congressional efforts to 
undermine the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency’s regulatory authority 
that is critical to reducing our depend- 
ence оп oil,’’ Mr. Speaker, we cannot 
afford the costs of the Energy Tax Pre- 
vention Act: Lost and devastated eco- 
systems, lost jobs, and lost lives. 


ES 


PASS A COMMONSENSE ENERGY 
PLAN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. WALBERG) for 2 minutes. 

Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Speaker, let me 
cut to the point. Gas prices have sky- 
rocketed at the worst possible time, 
the economy is in a slump, and people 
are hurting. The administration and 
congressional Democrats are making 
the problem worse with their burden- 
some energy regulations that destroy 
jobs and drive up costs. Democrats and 
the White House are blocking common- 
sense reforms that would allow for 
more targeted energy exploration here 
at home, which would lead to lower gas 
prices and additional job creation and 
greater security. 

Three weeks ago, I had the privilege 
of sitting in the office of Benjamin 
Netanyahu in Israel. He expressed 
great appreciation for America, but 
also ended by saying that he was great- 
ly concerned that America was unwill- 
ing at this time to do what was nec- 
essary to make sure that we had an en- 
ergy plan of independence from, as he 
called it, the earthquake zone of the 
Middle East. And I agree. So I am join- 
ing with my colleagues, my Republican 


colleagues, their common sense and 
pro-growth, in proposing an alter- 
native. 


I believe we should allow for more ex- 
ploration in Alaska, so I cosponsored 
H.R. 49, the American Energy Inde- 
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pendence and Price Reduction Act. I 
believe we should pass an all-of-the- 
above energy plan. So that is why I am 
becoming an original cosponsor of H.R. 
909, A Road Map to America’s Energy 
Future. And the government should 
stop the painfully slow permitting 
process for drilling in the gulf, so I 
joined with Representative SCALISE 
and others of my colleagues in the 
House to urge the President to do just 
that. 

Mr. Speaker, the current energy pol- 
icy is one of overregulation, and it is 
not working. We must work to change 
that now. I stand ready to work with 
my colleagues to created an energy 
policy that lowers energy prices and al- 
lows for more job creation. The people 
of my district and of this great country 
are demanding nothing less. 


EE 
PUBLIC BROADCASTING 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
this morning thousands of people on 
Capitol Hill turned to NPR radio or the 
NPR Web site to find out the latest de- 
velopments on the horrific situation in 
Japan, the potential nuclear meltdown, 
and with the fast-moving events in the 
Middle East. This is why the Pew sur- 
vey revealed yesterday that, while 
media across the board is declining— 
broadcast television news, newspapers, 
radio—that we are watching a renais- 
sance as far as public broadcasting, in 
particular NPR, which is increasing its 
audience, its revenues, and its report- 
ing staff. 

But the health and vitality of NPR is 
not a reason to slash the financial sup- 
port for public broadcasting. First and 
foremost, it is a miniscule part of the 
budget, less than one half a cent per 
day for each American. But more im- 
portant, this is the type of infrastruc- 
ture America needs right now. 

The public broadcasting support pro- 
vides a unique service that is not avail- 
able on commercial television. The 
education, culture, news, even the bor- 
ing news, is an area where there is no 
commercial market. That is why you 
will search 500 stations in vain on cable 
and satellite to find that type of pro- 
gramming that is available for news 
and for educating our children, not 
selling them something. 
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More significant, the amount of 
money that comes from Public Broad- 
casting to NPR is a tiny fraction of its 
budget. Most of the Public Broad- 
casting support that is provided by 
Congress goes to local stations, with 
particular emphasis on rural and 
small-town America. 

Taking as an example my home State 
of Oregon with its awarding-winning 
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Oregon Public Broadcasting, it costs 11 
times more to broadcast to the far 
eastern reaches in Burns, Oregon, than 
it does in metropolitan Portland. That 
is a pattern that is repeated coast to 
coast. Rural and small-town America 
relies more heavily on Public Broad- 
casting. It doesn’t have the population 
base to ever provide for itself. 

Slashing Public Broadcasting funding 
is not going to stop Public Broad- 
casting in New York or Washington, 
DC., in Seattle or Los Angeles, or even 
Portland, Oregon. What it will do is 
make the programming less rich, and it 
will reduce the ability to provide those 
services in the outlying areas. 

Even the most recent flap about the 
media ambush of a former NPR fund- 
raiser, which produced an 11-minute 
video that appeared to be very damning 
as far as Public Broadcasting is con- 
cerned, well, it took NPR to do an in- 
depth study. It reviewed the entire 2- 
hour conversation captured on tape to 
find out that the edited 11-minute 
version was misleading, trying to por- 
tray the point of view of the ambush 
journalist. This is the same guy who 
was caught by law enforcement offi- 
cials trying to illegally ‘‘bug’’ the of- 
fice of Senator MARY LANDRIEU in Lou- 
isiana. 

In the course of 2 hours, it was very 
clear, reviewing the entire record, that 
it had been inappropriately edited to 
suggest that there was an acceptance 
or that it was amusing that there was 
somehow an attempt to impose sharia 
law across the country. It ignored the 
fact that the NPR employee made it 
clear that there was a firewall between 
any contributions and influencing the 
editorial content. 

That is why NPR and PBS are the 
most trusted names in broadcasting, 
and why 78 percent of Americans in a 
recent poll said they wanted Public 
Broadcasting support maintained or 
even increased. And, indeed, two-thirds 
of the Republicans wanted support 
maintained and increased. I hope my 
Republican colleagues will listen to the 
public and support this vital resource. 


EE 


HONORING CORPORAL JONATHAN 
W. TAYLOR 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. NUGENT) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
a heavy heart that I rise today to 
honor the life of Corporal Jonathan W. 
Taylor. 

Four years to the day of his gradua- 
tion from boot camp, Corporal Taylor 
died on February 22, 2011. At the age of 
23, he bravely gave his life while con- 
ducting combat operations in Helmand 
Province, Afghanistan. 

Growing up, Corporal Taylor always 
knew that he wanted to be a United 
States Marine. As a student at Lecanto 
High School, he was a member of the 
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JROTC program. He was an active 
member of the Sea Cadet Program out 
of Yankeetown. 

In October 2007, Corporal Taylor was 
deployed on his first combat tour in 
Operation Iraqi Freedom. Following 
that tour, he was deployed to support 
Operation Enduring Freedom in Af- 
ghanistan three separate times. While 
his unit was not deployed during his 
second-to-last tour, Corporal Taylor 
bravely volunteered to go back to Af- 
ghanistan to continue the fight with 
his Marines. 

Corporal Taylor was laid to rest 
today with honors in Arlington Na- 
tional Cemetery. Over his career, his 
awards included the Marine Corps Good 
Conduct Medal, the National Defense 
Service Medal, the Afghanistan Cam- 
paign Medal, the Global War on Ter- 
rorism Medal, the NATO Medal-ISAF 
Afghanistan, and the Purple Heart. 

Now beside his fellow brothers in uni- 
form, his parents, Mark and Debbie, 
have said they are proud to have seen 
their son off on his last and final de- 
ployment, his final tour of duty. 

Corporal Taylor courageously made 
the ultimate sacrifice for his Marines 
and his fellow Americans. As a coun- 
try, as a Nation, we owe our fallen he- 
roes and their families a debt that can 
never be repaid. It is our duty to al- 
ways remember that these sacrifices 
were made on behalf of all Americans, 
and that our brave young men and 
women in uniform are clear examples 
of what makes this Nation so great. 

Today, I am humbled to have the op- 
portunity to introduce this House to a 
true American hero. Corporal Jonathan 
W. Taylor, God bless you, and God 
bless your service to this Nation. 


EE 


OPPOSE THE U.S.-KOREA FREE 
TRADE AGREEMENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, the pro- 
posed South Korea trade deal is the 
largest NAFTA-style trade agreement 
proposed in 15 years. Some people in 
Washington, including President 
Obama, support this agreement. Con- 
gress should not. Most importantly, 
this ‘““NAFTA’’-Korea deal will result 
in more job loss across countless com- 
munities in our country. 

The U.S. International Trade Com- 
mission studied this agreement and de- 
termined that it will be a net job loser 
for our country, just like the NAFTA 
deal was, just like the China deal was, 
just like all the failed nonreciprocal 
trade deals our Nation has negotiated 
over the last 25 years. Yes, a handful of 
companies will come out ahead, and 
they have a lot of power in Wash- 
ington, but, as a whole, our country 
loses. 

We have heard a lot about deficits 
lately. This deal with the Koreans will 
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only put us deeper in the hole. Why 
would Congress do this again to the 
American people and to the American 
economy? Last year, the United States 
ran up another half-trillion-dollar 
trade deficit with the world, and this 
past quarter, one of the largest in his- 
tory. Both American and Korean esti- 
mates predict that this deal will only 
add to our deficit. 

These NAFT A-type trade deals trans- 
late into net job loss. Even the Presi- 
dent doesn’t claim that the deal will 
create new jobs. That is because it 
won’t. In fact, it will cost jobs. 

America needs trade reciprocity. We 
need balance, at a minimum, where our 
exports balance our imports and more 
hopefully exceed our imports. We need 
to make goods in America again, not 
outsource more jobs. It is obvious to 
everyone we have a job crisis in Amer- 
ica. Across our economy, the real rate 
of unemployment and underemploy- 
ment is over 17 percent. 

This agreement, again, will nega- 
tively impact employment. In my dis- 
trict alone, the agreement threatens 
thousands of jobs. Why would America 
do this again to our people? More out- 
sourcing, more job loss. 

My district is at the center of the 
automotive sector, and our companies 
supply manufacturers from Alabama to 
Detroit to New Jersey to California. 
This deal is bad for the entire U.S. 
automotive sector, yes, the entire 
automotive sector. 

In December, the administration ne- 
gotiated with the Korean government a 
supplemental agreement on the auto- 
motive sector, and this side deal was 
supposed to ensure fairness for our 
auto companies. But it simply leaves 
too many unresolved concerns still on 
the table. And it doesn’t provide reci- 
procity. There is no threshold measure 
that if we take half a million Korean 
cars, which we already do, and they 
only take 6,000 of ours, which is what is 
going on right now, that they have any 
requirement at all to actually increase 
imports. We ought to fix what is wrong 
with the existing system, rather than 
trade away more of our economic sub- 
stance. 

There is also a strange logic that we 
somehow level the playing field by al- 
lowing the South Korean government 
to subject our cars to additional regu- 
lations within 4 years. And impor- 
tantly, there is no threshold measure 
that we actually are balancing the 
huge trade deficit we already have with 
that nation. 
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There’s another loophole. The cars 
don’t really have to be made in South 
Korea. Nearly two-thirds of the actual 
content can come from, guess where? 
Communist China and other countries 
that are relentlessly engaged in preda- 
tory and illegal trading practices is not 
a prescription for liberty. 
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The automotive sector isn’t the only 
industry that is at risk. Multiple sec- 
tors will be impacted, including tex- 
tiles, electronics, and metal products. 
And that’s just in manufacturing. Beef 
producers better pay attention because 
they’re going to lose under this deal as 
well. 

I look forward to the day when this 
President, or any President, submits a 
trade agreement that will actually cre- 
ate new employment opportunities 
across our country. We surely need the 
jobs. Yes, trade can help fuel economic 
growth, but we need agreements that 
yield reciprocity and put America on a 
level trade playing field. NAFTA- 
styled Korean free trade agreements 
simply don’t meet that test. This deal 
is over 400 pages long—and that’s with- 
out the annexes to the agreement. The 
American people should read it. And so 
should Congress. 

America needs jobs here at home, not 
more job outsourcing. And surely not 
more trade deficits. We need reci- 
procity, and it would be the first time 
in a quarter century. That should be 
our target, not more job loss in Amer- 
ica. 


EE 


HONORING MAYOR JOSEPH 
ESQUIVEL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ) for 5 
minutes. „ 

Ms. LINDA Т. SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to rec- 
ognize the Honorable Joseph Esquivel 
for his 39 years of public service to the 
people of Lakewood, California. Joe 
began his service to Lakewood as a 
member of the Lakewood Recreation 
and Community Services Commission 
in 1972; and in 1990, he began the first of 
his five terms on the Lakewood City 
Council. After 21 productive years of 
service on the council, Joe is retiring 
from public service to spend more qual- 
ity time with his family. 

Joe and his wife, Pat, have called 
Lakewood home since 1963, raising 
three wonderful children and in the 
process becoming proud grandparents 
and great grandparents. As an active 
leader in his community, Joe had a 
hand in the founding of many local or- 
ganizations such as the Lakewood 
Youth Hall of Fame. Joe continues to 
be a member of the Hall of Fame Board 
of Electors, which is charged with rec- 
ognizing Lakewood’s young high school 
and collegiate standout athletes. 

Throughout his time on the City 
Council and as Mayor, Joe made it his 
priority to ensure that Lakewood re- 
mains a safe, family friendly, and a 
thriving community. Joe was instru- 
mental in bringing together the re- 
sources needed to make Lakewood’s 
state-of-art Sheriff's Station a reality 
and was integral in developing several 
crime prevention programs that have 
made our community safer. 
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Over the past two decades, Joe has 
worked tirelessly to make certain 
Lakewood operates on firm financial 
footing and never outside of its fiscal 
means. While the struggling economy 
has impacted many cities throughout 
southern California, Lakewood has 
managed to maintain funding for all 
city services and capital improvement 
projects. In addition, Lakewood has 
managed to be a leading destination for 
businesses and new business develop- 
ment. 

Joe’s involvement in public service 
reaches far beyond the confines of the 
City’s Council Chamber. Joe is a dedi- 
cated member of Lakewood’s Rotary 
Club, having served for many years as 
the coordinator of the Rotary Club’s 
annual Project Shepherd holiday as- 
sistance program for families in need. 
Under his leadership, Project Shepherd 
aided hundreds of families each year 
with the help of volunteers of all ages 
from Lakewood schools, churches, and 
youth organizations. He was named Ro- 
tarian of the Year in 1995. One of his 
joys as a Lakewood resident was serv- 
ing as a volunteer coach of 8- and 9- 
year-old youngsters in basketball and 
football at Bolivar Park. He received 
the Mayor’s Award for 11 consecutive 
seasons of volunteer coaching. 

He has held various leadership posi- 
tions, including president of the Cali- 
fornia Contract Cities Association, 
president of the Greater Los Angeles 
County Vector Control District, and 
president of the Private Industry Coun- 
cil of Southeast Los Angeles County. 
Joe sits on the Lakewood Regional 
Medical Center and Lakewood 
Weingart Family YMCA Board of Di- 
rectors. As a Navy veteran, Joe has 
been a proud member of American Le- 
gion Post 496 for the past 19 years. 

From one public servant to another, 
I praise Mayor Joseph Esquivel for his 
service and dedication to the city of 
Lakewood and to the community. 
Lakewood would not be the community 
it is today without him. I want to 
thank him for his years of service and 
wish him the best of luck as he moves 
forward in new endeavors. 


EE 


EARTHQUAKE AND TSUNAMI THAT 
HIT JAPAN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, 4 
days ago, a huge earthquake and tsu- 
nami hit Japan. I was sort of surprised 
last night when we came in and there 
was no resolution recognizing the prob- 
lems of the Japanese people and the 
terror and the difficulties they are 
dealing with at this time. So I want to 
come today to rise in support of them 
as they cope with this tremendous 
tragedy and the challenges that both 
the earthquake and the tsunami have 
created for them. 
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For the last 10 years or so, I have 
been the chair of the Japanese Amer- 
ican exchange between the Diet and 
the Congress, and I’ve gotten to know 
many Japanese members of the Diet 
very well. I was a member of this com- 
mission some years ago when Kobe had 
a huge earthquake and devastation 
that took a hundred billion dollars to 
recover from. 

So I was sort of brought up short by 
what happened when I saw it on tele- 
vision, and thought of my friends. And 
I immediately started trying to call 
them. I couldn’t find them. I only this 
morning got in touch with a friend of 
mine named Matsuda San. We’ve been 
friends for a long time. In fact, I have 
been to his home a very few miles from 
Sendai City, where the earthquake— 
the center of this whole event was. He’s 
well. His family is well. He said his 
friends are also safe and his house is 
still standing. So for many people, they 
have escaped the terror of this. But 
there are thousands and thousands of 
people who are struggling with this. 

The Japanese people have shown a re- 
silience that is amazing. When the gov- 
ernment said there’s going to be rolling 
blackouts in Tokyo, we need to con- 
serve electricity, the Japanese con- 
served electricity so quickly that they 
didn’t have the rolling blackouts. 
That’s how they came together in the 
interest of the common good in Japan. 

Washington State, where I come 
from, has the third largest Japanese 
population in the United States. Only 
California and Hawaii have more. As I 
said, we have a sister city with Kobe. 
When that hit, it was shock for every- 
one in Seattle because we also live on 
the ring of fire around the Pacific 
Ocean that we’ve seen strike so re- 
cently not only in Japan, but in New 
Zealand. Sometimes you can’t believe 
that you live in a place like that; you 
know it can happen any time, but you 
still go on with your life, sort of deny- 
ing that it’s real. 

After the Japanese earthquake in 
Kobe some years ago, there was a lot of 
criticism of the government: you didn’t 
plan enough. Well, they have been 
planning for this for the last 10 years. 
But nobody can plan for an 8.9 Richter 
scale earthquake. That’s just too 
much. I think that it is important to 
remember the Japanese are not just 
good allies. They’re good friends. To 
many of us, they are brothers, sisters, 
fathers, mothers. Some of them are 
among my very best friends. 

This tragedy, as it continues to un- 
fold, just think of what life is like for 
those people who are alive and under 
the rubble, or the homeless. Imagine, 
you have a life; it’s a nice life. You’re 
working, going to school, you’re kids 
are growing up. And, suddenly, you 
have no food, no heat, no water, and 
you’re in the freezing cold. 

The United States has responded. We 
have had military bases in Japan for a 
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long time. Luckily, they were close by 
so they could immediately move some 
of the aircraft carriers and other ships 
in to deliver relief aid. It is at that 
time when you realize—in fact, their 
government has actually realized—that 
fighting about some of the things po- 
litically they fight about are not so im- 
portant. What is really important is 
the basics of life being provided to ev- 
eryone in the country. 

This is a national disaster that has 
been complicated by another factor 
that we have to consider in the United 
States, and that’s the whole question 
of nuclear power and what happens to 
nuclear power plants. We have nuclear 
power plants in this country that are 
sitting near earthquake zones. So this 
is not something that we can say, Well, 
that’s over there in Japan; that’s 9,000 
miles and 12 hours away. 
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That is, in fact, very near to us here 
in this country. For the Japanese, the 
threat of nuclear contamination, of ra- 
diation, is a special horror because 
they suffered in Hiroshima and Naga- 
saki—the only use of nuclear weap- 
ons—and the fallout that followed that. 
Today, millions of Japanese are still 
trying to absorb what they are seeing 
and are valiantly fighting to control 
the damage. 

Our thoughts and prayers go to the 
Japanese people. 


EE 


THE BULLYING OF CHILDREN 
WITH SPECIAL NEEDS: AN EPI- 
DEMIC 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. SPEIER) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to discuss an epidemic that is 
flying too far under the radar: the bul- 
lying of children with special needs. 

Bullying has gotten a fair amount of 
attention in recent years. Our Nation 
was shocked by the story of Tyler 
Clementi, a gay Rutgers student who 
jumped off the George Washington 
Bridge after being bullied by his peers. 
Earlier this month, Dateline NBC ran a 
special called “Му Kid Would Never 
Bully.” In it, hidden cameras were used 
so parents could watch their children 
react to several different bullying situ- 
ations set up by Dateline. The results 
were not great. Last week, the Presi- 
dent and the First Lady held a White 
House conference on bullying. 

What we haven’t focused on is who 
gets bullied the most. You might be 
surprised by this: It’s children with 
special needs. In fact, two times as 
many children with special needs are 
taunted every day in schools as chil- 
dren who we say are “normal.” 

Tomorrow, I will be cohosting a 
briefing with Congresswoman CATHY 
McMoRRIS ROGERS, herself a parent of 
a special needs child, to discuss the 
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heartbreaking issue. We will be joined 
by Lauren Potter, an actress on the hit 
show ‘‘Glee,’’ who has Down syndrome 
and who will share her personal stories 
as well. We will be highlighting a re- 
port by AbilityPath.org, Best Buddies, 
and the Special Olympics. This report 
shines a bright light on this epidemic. 

Here in Congress it seems there are 
as many reports as minutes in the day, 
but too often they end up collecting 
dust instead of inspiring action. In this 
case, we cannot allow that to happen. 
Bullying and harassment foster a cli- 
mate of fear and disrespect that can se- 
riously impair the physical and psycho- 
logical health of its victims, and create 
conditions that negatively affect their 
learning. 

For special needs children who al- 
ready face tremendous challenges, add- 
ing this extra burden is simply unac- 
ceptable. Those with special needs are 
more likely to be targets, either be- 
cause their differences single them out 
in the classroom or because they have 
difficulty in communicating and in 
reading social cues. 

Let me share with you a story from 
the report. These are the words of a 
mother of an 11-year-old girl with 
Down syndrome: 

“My daughter is a wonderful, ador- 
able, sweet child with Down syndrome. 
The bullying she encountered started 
in elementary school and has followed 
her to middle school. Everyone makes 
a big deal about their children being 
bullied at school, and it is a big deal. 
However, it is always the ‘normal’ chil- 
dren that you hear about. Who stands 
up for the children who are like my 
daughter?” 

It was this sense of helplessness that 
led James Jones, whose daughter suf- 
fers from cerebral palsy, to confront 
her school bullies on a Florida school 
bus in 2008. The video was unforget- 
table and shocking. The numbers are 
just as disturbing. 

A study in the British Journal of 
Learning Support found that 60 percent 
of students with special needs reported 
being bullied compared to 25 percent of 
the general student population. 

Researchers have discovered that 
students with disabilities are more 
worried about school safety and about 
being injured or harassed by other 
peers compared to students without 
disabilities. 

The National Autistic Society re- 
ports that 40 percent of children with 
autism and 60 percent of those with 
Asperger’s syndrome have experienced 
bullying. 

It is time for Congress to stand up 
and to speak up for these children and 
their families. In the coming weeks, I 
will be introducing legislation to tack- 
le this issue head-on. Under this legis- 
lation, schools that receive Federal 
funds will be required to report the 
number of incidents of bullying and 
whether the victims have special needs. 
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In addition, Federal funds used for bul- 
lying programs will be required to in- 
clude content that specifically address- 
es the bullying of those with special 
needs. 

I hope we can begin a national con- 
versation to ensure this epidemic re- 
mains silent no more. 


— 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 46 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess until noon. 


EE 
1200 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 


EE 
PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Lord God, our Hope and our Salva- 
tion, 40 years is hardly a lifetime any- 
more. Yet Your people wandered in the 
desert until a whole generation passed, 
longing for Your promises to be ful- 
filled. 

Now, 40 days seems far longer than a 
month’s time. Yet both Moses and 
Jesus withdrew from the people just 
that long to seek Your face on the holy 
mountain. 

Be with this Nation and the Members 
of this House as long as it takes, Lord. 

Allow Your people to repent and re- 
flect on old patterns that have brought 
about present crisis. Grant them Your 
power to seek new patterns of behavior 
so free people will embrace laws with 
accountability and security will spon- 
taneously give rise to self-discipline. 

Lord, heal our wounded nature and 
bring us to the fullness of life You have 
promised both now and forever. 

Amen. 


EE 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, pur- 
suant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a 
vote on agreeing to the Speaker’s ap- 
proval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
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quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8, 
rule XX, further proceedings on this 
question will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 


EE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from California (Mr. BACA) come for- 
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. BACA led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter- 
tain up to 15 requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side of the aisle. 


a 
HATE IN THE NAME OF RELIGION 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, they 
cry peace, peace, peace in the daylight, 
but, when darkness of the night comes, 
they murder the innocent. Such was 
the case over the weekend when sus- 
pected Palestinian radicals killed five 
Israeli members of the Fogel family 
living in the West Bank. The assassins 
slithered into the Fogel home and mur- 
dered Udi and his wife, Ruth, and bru- 
tally butchered three of their children, 
ages 11, 4, and 3 months. 

These homicides are an act of terror 
against the Jews of Israel. They appear 
to be political murders by radicals who 
preach hate in the name of religion. 
Baby killers of any religion or political 
belief are the lowest forms of the 
human existence. 

Israel has the absolute right to exist- 
ence. But those that have the blood of 
babies on their hands refuse to let 
Israel exist. 

The murder of the Fogel family is yet 
another example that Israel cannot 
have peace as long as their neighbors 
hypocritically preach peace in the day- 
time and practice murder in the night- 
time. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


EE 


REPUBLICAN CR 


(Mr. BACA asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, we’ve just 
seen 12 straight months of private sec- 
tor jobs growth and there is a 2-year 
low in the unemployment rate. Now is 
the time for us to give our economy an- 
other push forward with a smart budg- 
et that invests in critical needs and 
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lowers the deficit with intelligent 
spending cuts. But instead, what are 
we giving the American people? More 
uncertainty with another short-term 
extension. 

This short-term continuing resolu- 
tion must stop. The American people 
need jobs, not misguided plans that un- 
dermine the future of our Nation. Un- 
fortunately, the Republican-passed 
budget would give pink slips to 7,000 
American workers. And now, with a 
continued assault on mortgage relief 
programs, the Republicans are ready to 
start handing out foreclosure notices, 
too. 

Let’s stop this madness. Let’s work 
together on a budget plan that create 
jobs, reduces the deficit, and keeps our 
families in their homes. 


ee 


THEY JUST DON’T GET IT 


(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, with a $14 
trillion national debt and a $1.65 tril- 
lion deficit this year alone, our Federal 
Government is facing a fiscal crisis of 
unprecedented proportions. With the 
passage of H.R. 1, House Republicans 
took an important first step toward 
turning our national government back 
in the direction of fiscal discipline, 
defunding ObamaCare, and even restor- 
ing the sanctity of life to the center of 
the Federal budget. But it was rejected 
by liberals in the Senate. In fact, last 
week, the Senate majority leader 
called the Republican budget cuts 
mean spirited, reckless, and irrespon- 
sible, even defending Federal funding 
for a cowboy poetry festival. Seriously. 

Is it reckless and irresponsible to ask 
for $61 billion in cuts when the na- 
tional debt is 230 times that size? The 
truth is, they just don’t get it. 

I think it’s time to take a stand for 
taxpayers and for future generations. 
And I will not vote for the short-term 
continuing resolution that is coming to 
the floor of the House today, to make 
that statement. 

Things don’t change in Washington 
until they have to. It’s time to pick a 
fight. 


Se 


FOOD SAFETY BUDGET CUTS 


(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, as we con- 
tinue to make our way through the 
budget process, we must ensure that all 
funding reductions we make are done 
in a responsible manner. 

While I strongly agree that we need 
to get our deficit under control, we 
cannot do it in a way that undermines 
public safety and job creation. For ex- 
ample, the Republican long-term CR 
will cut $88 million in funding from the 
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Food Safety and Inspection Service. 
This little-known cut will force food 
safety inspectors off the job for over 30 
days, resulting in shutdowns of plants 
across this Nation. The USDA has esti- 
mated that such cuts will result in an 
$11 billion loss in productivity. Addi- 
tionally, meat and poultry production 
is supposed to grow over the next year. 
If we decrease funding for food safety, 
there will be fewer inspectors to exam- 
ine our food and make sure it’s accept- 
able for consumption. 

Mr. Speaker, this is just one example 
of how we need to dissect each cut and 
the impact that it will have in the real 
world. I hope this Chamber can come 
together and make sensible decisions 
when it comes to reducing our deficit. 


EEE 


WE MUST ACT TODAY 


(Mr. FARENTHOLD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Since the time 
President Obama took office in 2009, 
the price of gasoline has more than 
doubled, rising from $1.53 a gallon to 
$3.52. America has become more de- 
pendent on foreign oil, undermining 
our national security while forcing 
hardworking Americans to endure 
budget-busting gasoline prices. 

When you fill up your car, it’s not 
the oil companies you should be blam- 
ing; it’s the White House. Excessive 
government regulation, the fact that 
offshore drilling in the Gulf of Mexico 
is all but shut down, and the attempt 
to end the tax incentives for oil explo- 
ration are all factors. The culture of 
“по” from the executive branch is kill- 
ing us. Add to that the lack of any ac- 
tion in light of the deteriorating situa- 
tion in the Middle East, Egypt, and 
Libya, in particular, and we have a 
failure of leadership at the top of this 
country. 

Energy is key to our economy. 
Scores of jobs rely on it. And $3.50 gas- 
oline is unacceptable. 

I call on the President to act today. 
Call off the EPA. Issue those leases and 
permits in the gulf. Open America’s 
land for drilling. And quit demonizing 
the oil and gas industry. 


Ea 


1210 
THE ECONOMY 


(Mr. WELCH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, to my Re- 
publican colleagues, when you say that 
we have a fiscal house to get in order, 
you’re right; but when your plan is to 
focus 100 percent of your firepower on 
12 percent of the budget, I say you are 
designing a plan that will fail. 

Why is it that we have added $700 bil- 
lion to the deficit by extending tax 
cuts for the top 2 percent? 
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Why is it that we will cut low-income 
heating assistance by $2.5 billion and 
continue $55 billion in tax breaks for 
oil companies when they’re selling oil 
at $100 a barrel and when they’ve made 
$1 trillion in the past 10 years? 

Why is it that we are now having a 
threat by the Republican majority to 
say “по” on extending the debt limit, 
having America default on paying its 
bills for past obligations incurred 
under Republican and Democratic ad- 
ministrations, and playing with fire as 
to the reputation of the American peo- 
ple, despite the clear damage that it 
will do to the economy, rather than ac- 
knowledging that we have an obliga- 
tion to meet our obligations? 


e Ř— 


THE ATTITUDE OF “SO BE IT” 
CANNOT CONTINUE 


(Ms. HANABUSA asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Speaker, the 
people of America are asking us: What 
are we doing? We're going to vote 
today on another continuing resolution 
that extends the budget for another 
couple of weeks. People are asking: 
What’s the matter with all of you? Why 
can’t you just get it done? 

They’re absolutely right. 

Mr. Speaker, the attitude of ‘‘so be 
it” cannot continue. Yes, we all under- 
stand that there is a deficit, and we all 
want to work to stop that; but we also 
realize that you simply can’t just cut, 
that you have to do it smartly, that 
you’ve got to make smart cuts so it 
doesn’t hurt what we are all striving 
for, which is the creation of jobs. Peo- 
ple want jobs, and they want us to get 
this fiscal house in order. 

If you don’t want to listen to us, Mr. 
Speaker, think about the military. 
Both sides of the aisle have always 
looked upon the military as something 
we share in common, and the military 
is saying a continuing resolution does 
not work. 


EEE 
THE DEFICIT 


(Mr. PERLMUTTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 
I’ve had an opportunity to listen to two 
of my friends on the Republican side of 
the aisle. I just need to remind them, 
when you take a voluntary pay cut, 
when you subsidize and give tax cuts to 
millionaires and billionaires, when you 
prosecute a couple wars to the tune of 
$1 trillion that you don’t pay for and 
then when you let Wall Street run 
amuck without any police on Wall 
Street and you have a crash, you’re 
going to have major debt. 

So now they’re complaining about a 
debt that they were instrumental in 
creating. All right. We’ve got to pay it, 
but you’ve got to get people back to 
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work. The best way to reduce the def- 
icit is to have people working. Presi- 
dent Obama has reduced what we’re 
spending in Iraq by $100 billion. That’s 
real money. You can’t just focus on 
education. You can’t just focus on en- 
ergy efficiency. You’ve got to focus on 
tax cuts for oil companies and on tax 
cuts for millionaires and billionaires. 

It’s both sides of the ledger. It takes 
all of us working together to get this 
under control, and we Democrats in- 
tend to do that. 


EE 
GAS PRICES 


(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, soaring gas prices are impact- 
ing Americans all over the country. 
With gas costing nearly $4 a gallon, 
drivers are having to rethink how they 
get around. With families and busi- 
nesses tightening their budgets, rising 
gas prices are exactly what they don’t 
need exactly when they don’t need it. 

That’s why I am calling on the IRS 
to increase the gas mileage deduction, 
like it did in 2005 and 2008, to ease the 
pain at the pump for taxpayers. Tax- 
payers want, need and deserve this fair, 
simple and commonsense solution: for 
us to tap America’s homegrown energy 
resources right here, right now. 

Call the White House. The number is 
202-456-1414. Tell them to get with it. 


— 


HONORING THE LIFE AND SERVICE 
OF PRIVATE FIRST CLASS DAVID 
RICHARD FAHEY, JR. 


(Mr. HIMES asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
with a sad duty: to honor the life and 
service of Private First Class David 
Richard Fahey, Junior, who was killed 
in the service of our Nation. He was 
born only 23 years ago in Norwalk, 
Connecticut. On February 28, his life 
was taken from us in Kandahar prov- 
ince, Afghanistan. 

I never had the honor of meeting 
David Fahey, but I’ve read the remem- 
brances of his family and friends as 
they mourn his passing and celebrate 
his life. I learned that he was a young 
man who was blessed with a singular 
sense of humor—David was always 
ready to cheer up others with a joke or 
a prank—and I learned that he was a 
man of faith who would spend hours 
comforting friends in need. David 
Fahey was a man who put the needs of 
others first, so it is no surprise that he 
chose to serve his country as a soldier 
and MP. 

Today, on behalf of the people of Con- 
necticut and the Nation, I thank PFC 
David Richard Fahey, Junior, and I 
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offer our perpetual gratitude for his 
legacy of service and commitment to 
the defense of all that we cherish. 


EE 


JOBS 


(Ms. WILSON of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise with my colleagues to talk 
again about jobs. 

In order to reduce the deficit, every- 
one in the Nation must work. But how 
can you work when you do not have a 
job? My constituents want to work. 
They are still hurting. Maybe we can’t 
feel the hurt because we have jobs. I 
am still waiting to hear the Republican 
plan for jobs. 

When are we going to help the people 
become whole again? They are losing 
their homes. Whole families are home- 
less and are not knowing what to do 
next. Their unemployment benefits 
have expired, and still they can’t find 
work. Right now, over 50 percent of 
homeowners in the Miami housing 
market either owe more on their mort- 
gages than their homes are worth or 
they’re within 5 percent of that mark. 

Instead of figuring out ways to help, 
tomorrow Congress will be voting on 
whether or not to end programs that 
offer hope to distressed homeowners. 
We talk about a deficit that took 8 
years to create during the Bush admin- 
istration. It will take us more than 2 
years to peel away the layers of 8 years 
of bad judgment, generous tax exemp- 
tions to the rich, two wars, and a failed 
economy. 

How can we cut so deeply, so fast, 
causing so many people to lose their 
jobs? If people can’t work, they can’t 
save their homes. 

Stay on task: jobs, jobs, jobs. 


—— EE 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.J. RES. 48, ADDITIONAL 
CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS 
AMENDMENTS, 2011 


Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 167 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 


H. RES. 167 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 48) 
making further continuing appropriations 
for fiscal year 2011, and for other purposes. 
All points of order against consideration of 
the joint resolution are waived. The joint 
resolution shall be considered as read. All 
points of order against provisions in the 
joint resolution are waived. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the joint resolution to final passage without 
intervening motion except: (1) one hour of 
debate equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Appropriations; and (2) one 
motion to recommit. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CHAFFETZ). The gentleman from Geor- 
gia is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to my friend, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN). During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOODALL. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 167 
provides a closed rule for consideration 
of H.J. Res. 48. Keeping in line with the 
actions of the minority party and its 
CRs last year, this rule also provides 
for 1 hour of debate and a motion to re- 
commit. 

We are here again today dealing with 
the continuing resolution, Mr. Speak- 
er, because H.R. 1 sits idly on the Sen- 
ate side. As you will recall, H.R. 1 has 
been the singly most debated piece of 
legislation that we’ve had in this body 
this year. In fact, we considered more 
amendments on that spending bill in 
February than on all of the previous 
spending bills in the last two Con- 
gresses combined. Yet, even as the 
House has worked its will, even as, I 
think, we on both sides of the aisle 
identify that as one of the finest hours 
of this body, it sits in the Senate—un- 
used, unexamined, undebated. 

Mr. Speaker, we are in the middle of 
a debate on spending. It’s not that we 
tax too little in this country. It’s that 
we spend too much. 
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We’re operating with $1.4 trillion an- 
nual operating deficits, $1.5 trillion, 
$1.6 trillion, and now they’re saying 
next year it could be $1.7 trillion— 
spending that we do with money that 
we don’t have. 

We need to get to the big picture, Mr. 
Speaker. We need to have this debate 
about how do we move beyond what 
was last year’s business and get on to 
what is this year’s business. These 
thing that we’re working on, this 
three-week CR, Mr. Speaker, is not the 
real business. The real business is yet 
to come. I sit on the Budget Com- 
mittee. If you want to talk about real 
business, look at the tough decisions 
that are coming down the pipe from 
the Budget Committee. Look at what 
it’s going to take to get this budget 
back in balance. Look at what it’s 
going to take to restore integrity to 
our fiscal system. Look at what it’s 
going to take to inspire confidence in 
our foreign creditors. These are the 
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real issues that we have to discuss, but 
we can’t discuss them, Mr. Speaker, be- 
cause we are still working on last 
year’s business. 

Now, I think we’re frustrated on both 
sides of the aisle that we’re still work- 
ing on last year’s business, and can- 
didly, it may come as a surprise to you, 
Mr. Speaker, but I don’t blame a soul 
on the other side. The other side of this 
body has been our partner in moving 
H.R. 1 to the Senate. They’ve been our 
partner in making the tough decisions 
that had to be had, and we had Repub- 
lican amendments that succeeded and 
Republican amendments that failed. 
We had Democratic amendments that 
succeeded and Democratic amendments 
that failed, and this body worked its 
will. 

But the Senate has yet to take up the 
legislation, has yet to take up legisla- 
tion passed in February, has yet to be 
taken up as we sit here in the middle of 
March. Now, I don’t know how in the 
world we have negotiations, Mr. Speak- 
er. We have done our work here in the 
House. I’m proud not only that we did 
it but I’m proud of the way in which we 
did it. But now we wait on the Senate 
to come to the table and lay down its 
vision for how we fund this government 
through September of this year. 

We continue to wait, and hopefully, 
these 3 weeks, Mr. Speaker, will pro- 
vide the time needed for the Senate to 
gear up and get going, because I will 
say it over and over and over again 
today, this is last year’s business, and 
it is distracting us from the important 
business that needs to happen. 

ГІ tell you this. This CR for З weeks 
isn’t what I would have liked to have 
seen. What I would like to see is H.R. 1 
come back to this floor. What I would 
like to see is H.R. 1 go to the Presi- 
dent’s desk. What I would like to see 
are the tough, tough, tough decisions 
that we made and the difficult, dif- 
ficult, difficult decisions that we had 
on this floor be translated into the law 
of the land as it sits on the President’s 
desk and receives his signature. But we 
cannot move to that point until the 
Senate acts. 

So I rise today, Mr. Speaker, to sup- 
port this rule that will bring to the 
floor a continuing resolution that will 
give the Senate three more weeks to 
get its house in order to do the busi- 
ness that the American people sent the 
Senate here to do, to join us in doing 
the good work that we have done, and 
to move a bill to the President’s desk 
so that we can get on to the rest of the 
business that the country has laid be- 
fore us. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Georgia 
for yielding me the customary 30 min- 
utes, and I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, here we go again, con- 
sidering yet another short-term con- 
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tinuing resolution. The last CR was for 
2 weeks. This is a 3-week bill. So I 
guess the good news is that we’re head- 
ing in the right direction, but that’s 
about the only good news, Mr. Speaker. 
This is no way to run a budget process. 
It is no way to run a government. It is 
like water torture: drip, drip, drip. How 
are governors and mayors and city 
councils supposed to plan if we keep 
passing these short-term bills? How are 
the financial markets supposed to have 
any certainty if we’re passing bills that 
go only for 2 weeks or 3 weeks? 

We all know what needs to happen. 
Democrats and Republicans in the 
House, the Senate, and the White 
House need to get together and figure 
out a sensible, bipartisan solution to 
this year’s budget. And while it may, 
you know, be convenient to blame the 
Senate, I should remind my colleagues 
here that the majority leader in the 
Senate tried to bring up a bill, but the 
Republicans voted to not allow the bill 
to be considered. So it’s not like there 
aren’t alternatives out there. 

The time for rhetoric, Mr. Speaker, is 
past. The time for press releases and 
posturing is over. The time for finger- 
pointing must end, because despite 
what some on the other side of the 
aisle seem to believe, a government 
shutdown is not in our Nation’s best in- 
terests. 

I look at today’s Politico, and one of 
the leading Republican spokesmen, 
Representative STEVE KING, is quoted 
extensively in an article saying that 
defunding is worth a shutdown. I think 
the last thing the American people 
want is for us to shut down the govern- 
ment. 

You know, Mr. Speaker, I suppose we 
should also be grateful that the bill be- 
fore us today does not include some of 
the policy changes that were in H.R. 1, 
such as blocking money for health care 
reform and Planned Parenthood, which 
they voted to eliminate in H.R. 1. H.R. 
1, Mr. Speaker, took a meat ax to bor- 
der security, to food safety, low-income 
heating assistance, medical research, 
and I could go on and on and on. And 
thankfully, thankfully the Senate re- 
jected that approach last week. 

But make no mistake: H.R. 1 is what 
my Republican colleagues not only 
want but are demanding. Their ideolog- 
ical and rigid loyalty to H.R. 1 is what 
is holding up these negotiations, and 
the cuts in H.R. 1, Mr. Speaker, are not 
only egregious but they are reckless 
and they are damaging. According to 
former JOHN MCCAIN economic adviser 
Mark Zandi, the bill had the potential 
to lead to 700,000 lost jobs, exactly the 
wrong prescription for our recovering 
economy. 

And speaking of jobs, Mr. Speaker, 
where are the Republican jobs bills? 
Where is the legislation to encourage 
investment in new technology, in infra- 
structure, in education, and in medical 
research? It’s been 11 weeks and we 
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have seen nothing, not a thing from 
the other side of the aisle on jobs. Let 
me remind my colleagues that if you 
truly want to achieve deficit reduction 
focus on job creation. Put people back 
to work. We can help grow out of this 
deficit that we have. 

Mr. Speaker, we can and we must do 
better, and I urge my colleagues to op- 
pose this closed rule. I remind my col- 
leagues that we have yet to have a 
truly open rule in this House. This is a 
closed rule. Oppose the closed rule and 
oppose the underlying legislation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds just to say that we 
brought H.R. 1 to the floor under the 
single most open process this House 
has seen in 4 years—and I’ve only been 
on the job 65 days—the single most 
open process that this House has seen 
іп 4 years. I’m proud of that. I’m proud 
of what we did together. 

Are there other alternatives out 
there to H.R. 1? I don’t know, Mr. 
Speaker, because I haven’t seen one, 
haven’t seen one come back from the 
Senate. Is the Senate over there debat- 
ing things? Absolutely. Are they pass- 
ing things? No, they’re not, and I don’t 
know where we go to move forward 
with that. 

But a gentleman who might, Mr. 
Speaker, is my good friend, the presi- 
dent of the freshman class from the 
great State of Georgia. 

And I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Georgia (Mr. AUSTIN 
SCOTT). 

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. To 
my colleague from Georgia, I want to 
thank you for your lead on this and for 
sharing your time with me. 

Mr. Speaker, this past November the 
American people sent a clear message 
that they want and demand that rep- 
resentatives in Washington get our fis- 
cal house in order. In fact, our very 
livelihoods as Americans and that of 
our future generations depend on it. 

Now, Americans understand and we 
as Republicans understand that we 
cannot eliminate this deficit with one 
piece of legislation, but they do expect 
Congress to work continuously to re- 
duce spending, excessive spending in 
all areas of the government. 

Mr. Speaker, last week, it was an- 
nounced that February’s deficit 
reached a record $223 billion. The 
House’s continuing resolution simply 
cut $100 billion, approximately 2 weeks’ 
worth of February’s deficit, and yet the 
Democrats refer to that as reckless 
cuts, 2 weeks worth of February’s defi- 
cits that we attempted to reduce. 

Today, I ask my colleagues to join 
me in voting for this continuing resolu- 
tion, which will once again reduce the 
Federal budget deficit, this time by $6 
billion. No, it’s not enough, but it is a 
step in the right direction. 

House Republicans recognize that we 
need to do more to reduce the deficit. 
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We also know that the country expects 
the President and Senator REID to ac- 
cept their responsibility for this fiscal 
reality that they have helped create 
and to work with the House, the House 
as a whole, to reduce this deficit. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I think all of us are 
dedicated to eliminating excessive 
spending, wherever it may exist. The 
problem with H.R. 1 and the Repub- 
lican approach is that all the tough 
choices and all the burden falls on the 
middle class and on the poor in this 
country. 

The fact is that Donald Trump got 
his tax cut. We didn’t touch that. Big 
Oil companies continue to get taxpayer 
subsidies. They wrote H.R. 1 in such a 
way so we couldn’t get at those sub- 
sidies. Big agribusiness continues to 
get its subsidies, and I go on and on 
and on: No-bid defense contracts in the 
Defense Department. 
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All those special interests were pro- 
tected. But they cut LIHEAP to help 
people heat their homes this winter. 
They go after the National Institutes 
of Health. You want to find a way to 
make Medicare solvent, find a cure for 
Alzheimer’s disease. You don’t find a 
cure by cutting moneys to the National 
Institutes of Health. 

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAL- 
LONE). 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to follow up on what my friend from 
Massachusetts said when he was talk- 
ing about the cuts in H.R. 1 to research 
and development. We find in New Jer- 
sey, which is the third-largest State in 
the country for health care research 
and development, that every time the 
Federal Government spends a dollar, it 
creates five or six or seven private sec- 
tor jobs. See, that’s the problem here. 
The Republicans are not focusing on 
the issue, which is job creation. The 
problem with their continuing resolu- 
tion—the long-term one that they 
adopted and they say that we should 
just pass in the Senate and send to the 
President—is that it actually destroys 
jobs. If you listen to the things that 
are actually being cut, these are the 
things that deal with investments in 
the future. R&D, research and develop- 
ment, infrastructure that allows com- 
merce and allows us to fix our roads 
and provide for mass transit and fix 
our ports. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
mentioned PETER KING from New York, 
who actually criticized H.R. 1 because 
he said that it really hurts port secu- 
rity. Well, how are we going to trade? 
How are we going to export products if 
we don’t deepen our ports, if we don’t 
provide for safe ports? And the same 
thing is true with education. H.R. 1 ba- 
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sically cuts back on education, on Pell 
Grants for students to go to college. 
All the investments that make sense 
because they actually create jobs are 
going to be eliminated with H.R. 1, 
with this Republican resolution. I 
mean, it is extremely shortsighted. 

I feel like I was here 2 weeks ago 
with the same people, my colleague 
from Georgia on the Republican side. 
We just can’t continue to go 2 weeks, 3 
weeks at a time. You are actually 
going to go out of session and have a 
vacation or a break next week. Well, if 
you are really serious about this—be- 
cause we know that the Senate basi- 
cally couldn’t get cloture on H.R. 1— 
why don’t you, instead of going home 
next week, just spend the time here 
trying to work out something respon- 
sibly with the Senate so we can keep 
the government going? I mean, that’s 
what we need to do. We need a con- 
sensus. 

You have one point of view on the 
Republican side. The Democrats have 
another point of view. We have a 
Democratic President. We are never 
going to get through this budget year 
unless we actually sit down and have 
some consensus and some compromise. 
What I hear my colleague from Georgia 
saying is, Take it or leave it. We voted 
on H.R. 1. That’s our Republican bill. It 
has all of the cuts. The Democrats 
don’t like it because we believe strong- 
ly it is going to kill jobs. But you say, 
Take it or leave it. It can’t operate 
that way. I don’t believe that our con- 
stituents in November expected us to 
just come down here and say, Take it 
or leave it. They want us to go to work. 
They don’t want us to take next week 
off. They want us to create jobs. 

And right now, the uncertainty with 
these 2- or 3-week short-term spending 
bills is creating a lot of havoc. I think 
eventually it’s going to create havoc 
on the financial markets. It is already 
creating havoc within the Federal 
agencies because they don’t know 
whether they are going to be operating 
from one week to the next. It’s not 
good for the country. It’s not good for 
the economy. You may disagree, but 
we need to work together. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds to say to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey that I just 
couldn’t agree with him more. The 
House spoke. It wasn’t Republicans 
that spoke. It wasn’t Democrats that 
spoke. The House spoke with H.R. 1. 
We need to get to the negotiating 
table. 

Now I don’t know when the Senate is 
going to act. I hope the Senate acts 
today. And I will stay here just as long 
as it takes to work through those 
things with the Senate. But we can’t do 
it alone, as much as we’d like to. As 
much as we’d like to do it alone, we 
can’t, and we are being held at bay by 
a Senate that refuses to move some- 
thing forward. I think all of the gentle- 
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man’s words would be useful to our 
friends on the Senate side. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I am tremen- 
dously proud to yield 2 minutes to my 
good friend and a great American pa- 
triot, the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. 
STEVE KING. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Georgia. I tend to agree 
with all the Republicans from Georgia. 

Mr. Speaker, I am here on the floor 
to speak to this issue of what frames 
this rule and the continuing resolution 
that flows behind it, Mr. Speaker. And 
I would remind the American people, I 
am here to talk about ObamaCare, 
about cutting off the funding to 
ObamaCare, and keeping our pledge. 
We have 87 new freshmen Republicans 
here in the House of Representatives. I 
believe all of them ran on the repeal of 
ObamaCare. I know all of them voted 
to repeal ObamaCare. And I know this 
House has the authority to cut off the 
funding to ObamaCare. 

We passed H.R. 2, the repeal. Every 
Senate Republican voted to repeal 
ObamaCare, and H.R. 1 was the will of 
the House. We stood here, and we de- 
bated over 90 hours. And the compo- 
nents of that that affect the policy of 
this country within the rule of H.R. 1 
are not part of the negotiations of this 
CR, not the 2-week CR that passed that 
we are operating on now, and not the 3- 
week CR that is the subject of this rule 
that we are debating here, Mr. Speak- 
er. So I lament that we don’t have the 
will of the House reflected in this CR, 
and it is trying the patience of at least 
the Republicans in this House. 

A growing number have said that 
they are not willing to vote for another 
temporary spending measure in order 
to bridge it over until we get some 
kind of resolution. But the House can 
draw the line. There is not a dime that 
can be spent by this Federal govern- 
ment without the approval of the 
House. And my position that was re- 
flected by the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts is this: I’m willing to face the 
President because if we’re not willing 
to face the President, he will get ex- 
actly everything he is willing to fight 
for. That means we have to confront 
the idea of the President eventually 
shutting the government down or giv- 
ing him what he wants. It is more im- 
portant that we stand on the Constitu- 
tion and fiscal responsibility than it is 
to hand over to the President of the 
United States, who has the audacity to 
send us a budget with a $1.65 trillion 
deficit, and that level of irrespon- 
sibility, to just capitulate his demands. 
We must shut off the funding to 
ObamaCare, and I am ready to do that. 
I will vote “по” on the bill but not the 
rule. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Well, there you 
have it. That is the difference between 
Democrats and Republicans in terms of 
how we approach this issue. They want 
to shut the government down. You 
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know, what happens to Social Security 
checks and veterans’ benefits and Na- 
tional Parks, and I could go on and on 
and on? There are consequences to 
being so rigid and being so ideological. 

I am going to say to my colleague 
from Georgia, he said H.R. 1 was not 
the will of Republicans; the House 
spoke. The House didn’t speak. Three 
Democrats voted for H.R. 1. We have 
192 Democrats in the House. It was not 
the House speaking. It was what Re- 
publicans wanted. So H.R. 1 is wholly 
owned by my friends on the Republican 
side. And I again will say that that bill 
represents some of the most reckless 
and heartless cuts that I have seen 
since I have come to Congress. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

Reckless and heartless is exactly the 
debate that we are going to have to 
have. Is it reckless to pass on $14 tril- 
lion in debt to our children with no end 
in sight? I would say to you that it is. 
Is it heartless to saddle our children 
with that burden that is going to drain 
their economy dry? I would say to you 
that it is. Is it reckless to treat the 
world credit markets as if they will 
forever feed our voracious appetite? 
And I say to you that it is. We have to 
take these steps today. 

Mr. Speaker, with that, I yield 2 min- 
utes to my good friend and colleague 
on the Rules Committee, the gen- 
tleman from Florida (Mr. NUGENT). 

Mr. NUGENT. I appreciate my good 
friend from Georgia yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, today I rise in support 
of House Resolution 167 and the under- 
lying resolution, House Joint Resolu- 
tion 48. This resolution provides us 
with a rule so that we can consider a 
bill that continues to fund the Federal 
Government for the next 3 weeks. I 
want to thank the Appropriations 
Committee for the hard work they 
have done and their ability to com- 
promise. I hope my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle can follow their ex- 
ample. 
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Although I support this continuing 
resolution, and I hope my colleagues 
will support it as well, I don’t want to 
keep coming back to this issue every 2 
or 3 weeks. Funding the government a 
few weeks at a time is unacceptable. 

Although my fellow freshmen and I 
have been here for over 2 months now, 
we’re still cleaning up the mess that 
was left behind by the previous Con- 
gress. Ав I see it, they’ve kept kicking 
the can down the road, refusing to 
make hard decisions as relates to 
spending. Now it’s up to us to say 
enough’s enough, Mr. Speaker, with 
the out-of-control spending. 

The House has been at the table for 2 
months. We’re offering solutions. The 
Senate and President have been sitting 
on the sidelines offering none. 
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Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

What is reckless and heartless about 
H.R. 1 is that it attempts to balance 
the budget on the most vulnerable in 
our country, making deep cuts in the 
low income energy fuel assistance pro- 
gram to help keep people warm in the 
wintertime; cutting WIC, the Women, 
Infants and Children program to help 
keep pregnant women healthy so they 
can deliver healthy babies which, by 
the way, in the long run saves us 
money. 

What is heartless and reckless are 
the cuts in nutrition programs and the 
National Institutes of Health, medical 
research, trying to find cures to diabe- 
tes and Alzheimer’s and cancer. 

And what’s protected are taxpayer 
subsidies for oil companies. What’s pro- 
tected is Donald Trump’s tax cut. 
What’s protected are our subsidies to 
big agri-businesses. And what’s not 
even talked about is the fact that we 
are fighting two wars and we’re not 
paying for it. Everybody wants to go to 
war in this Chamber, but no one wants 
to pay for it. It is wrong and uncon- 
scionable, and that is adding consider- 
ably to our deficit. 

And what’s also adding to our deficit 
are tax cuts that are not paid for. So 
what’s heartless about H.R. 1 is that it 
goes after the people who need govern- 
ment the most, and it leaves people 
who don’t need any government or tax- 
payer subsidies alone. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN- 
DREWS). 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, there 
are 15 million unemployed Americans 
as we meet this afternoon, and this is 
the 11th consecutive week that the ma- 
jority has not brought to the floor a 
bill for us to work together to create 
an environment where small businesses 
and entrepreneurs could create jobs for 
our country. 

Now, I do agree with the proposition 
that one of the ways that we could 
have jobs created by small businesses 
and entrepreneurs is to improve the 
country’s fiscal standing and give us 
low long-term interest rates in the 
long run; and reducing our deficit is a 
key part of doing that. So I think the 
issue is not if we reduce spending; it’s 
how we reduce spending. 

And I do think we should stop send- 
ing money to the Brazilian Cotton In- 
stitute. I think we shouldn’t spend $1.5 
billion for the Police Department in 
Baghdad when American cities are lay- 
ing police officers off around our coun- 
try. 

And I certainly don’t think we should 
be giving $40 billion in subsidies to the 
oil companies that made $77 billion in 
profit last year and are raising gasoline 
to four or five bucks at the pump. I 
think those are areas we ought to 
agree on and get this budget done. 

But 11 consecutive weeks without a 
bill that helps small businesses and en- 
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trepreneurs create jobs is 11 weeks too 
many. 

I do, however, Mr. Speaker want to 
compliment the majority on a good de- 
cision I think they’ve made in this bill. 
There’s an argument in this country 
about whether to repeal the health 
care bill or not. We think that would 
be a surrender to the insurance indus- 
try and hurt the American people, and 
we’re against that repeal. 

And there’s an argument in this 
country about whether Planned Par- 
enthood should continue to get funding 
for women’s health services. Most of us 
think it should, and many on the other 
side think it should not. 

These are legitimate debates. They 
are not debates that should result in a 
shutdown of the Federal Government, 
however. The right thing to do is to 
agree on the budget and then agree to 
disagree on repealing the health care 
bill and funding for Planned Parent- 
hood later down the road. 

And I would commend the chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee and 
the chairman of the Rules Committee 
for putting on the floor this afternoon 
an extension that does not defund the 
health care bill, that leaves it in place, 
and an extension that does not defund 
Planned Parenthood, that leaves the 
funding for that in place. 

I think that’s the result that we 
should have in the long run. I think the 
budget that we adopt between now and 
September 30 should continue to fund 
the health care bill, as this bill does, 
and should continue to fund Planned 
Parenthood, as this bill does. 

But I commend the majority for its 
decision to leave those issues out of 
this bill so that these issues are not 
wrapped up in this. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional minute. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Look, there is a significant national 
debate about whether insurance com- 
panies should be able to deny someone 
health coverage because they have leu- 
kemia or diabetes. We think they 
shouldn’t be able to do that because of 
preexisting conditions. Others disagree 
with us. 

We think that if a young woman 
needs counseling and services on her 
gynecological health, that there should 
be a Planned Parenthood clinic avail- 
able to her. Others disagree with that, 
and we respect that debate. 

But to tie up the operation of the 
Marine Corps and the FBI and the 
other aspects of this government over 
those social policy disputes is a big 
mistake. It’s a mistake the majority 
has avoided in this resolution that’s 
before us today, and I think that’s a 
wise choice. I hope that the majority 
continues to avoid that choice. 

Let’s agree on a budget that creates 
the conditions to help small businesses 


The 
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and entrepreneurs put America back to 
work, and let’s leave the political de- 
bates out. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said at the begin- 
ning, these little short-term con- 
tinuing resolutions are no way to run 
our government. And beyond the social 
debates that we’re having here on a va- 
riety of issues, the fact of the matter is 
that this 2-week, 3-week continuing 
resolution puts an incredible burden on 
our local communities and our States 
and on our Federal agencies. They 
can’t proceed with initiatives that they 
thought they had the money for. 
They’re not sure whether next week we 
might cut an entire program or the fol- 
lowing week we might cut it or some- 
time down the road. So there’s uncer- 
tainty, and that uncertainty is having 
an adverse impact on our economy, and 
it’s having an adverse impact on eco- 
nomic development all across this 
country. And so we need to get serious 
about negotiating a compromise with 
the Senate and with the White House 
and get this year’s business done. 

And, again, the United States Senate 
has put a number of offers on the table. 
The one that majority leader REID put 
on the table the Republicans wouldn’t 
let come to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, one of my chief con- 
cerns about H.R. 1, which is, basically, 
the Republican continuing resolution, 
is that it has created a climate in 
Washington that makes it 
unfashionable to worry about the poor 
and the most vulnerable. Turning our 
backs on the most vulnerable in our 
country doesn’t make them go away. 
There is a cost, and all of us pay that 
cost. 

We need to get serious about job cre- 
ation, putting people back to work. 
That’s the way you reduce the deficit. 
That’s how we grow out of this eco- 
nomic crisis that we’re in. 

And yet, here we are in March and 
nobody’s talking about jobs. I mean, 
we’ve talked about everything else; but 
the Republicans have refused to talk 
about jobs or bring a jobs bill to the 
floor. 

And I would suggest to my Repub- 
lican friends, rather than this ideolog- 
ical rigidity, this allegiance to this 
bill, H.R. 1, which is filled with reck- 
less and heartless cuts, I would suggest 
to my colleagues that they understand 
that to get a deal here it requires some 
compromise. And I think I would urge 
them to get about that business. 

I would also echo what Mr. PALLONE 
said earlier. We’re going on vacation 
next week. Rather than a vacation, 
maybe we should finish the work of 
this year. Rather than having Members 
go back and go on CODELS overseas or 
go on vacations, let’s finish the busi- 
ness of this year. Let’s provide some 
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certainty to our mayors and to our city 
managers, to our city councils and our 
boards of selectmen all across this 
country. Let us provide some certainty 
that some funding that they’re depend- 
ing on will be there. 
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Having said all that, Mr. Speaker, I 
would urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’ 
on the previous question, I would urge 
them to vote “по” on this closed rule, 
and I would also urge them to vote 
“no” on the underlying bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
say there are really a number of things 
that we agree on across this body. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts has 
very strong feelings about paying for 
the bills that we create today. I share 
his passion, and I look forward to get- 
ting into the business of paying for 
those bills. 

What I do know is that we are not 
paying for the bills today. 

What I do know is that when I 
showed up for Congress on January 3 of 
this year, that there was no spending 
plan to get us past March 4. No spend- 
ing plan. 

Just to be clear, I showed up as a 
brand new Member of Congress in Jan- 
uary to learn that getting about the 
business means putting together a 
funding bill before March 4 because the 
previous Congress didn’t take care of 
business. 

Now, I know my friend from Massa- 
chusetts wasn’t in charge of the other 
side of the aisle last year. He certainly 
wasn’t in charge of the Senate, al- 
though we all wish that we could be in 
charge of the Senate. But the business 
didn’t get done, and that is why we are 
here today. That is the first reason 
why we are here today, to take care of 
business that didn’t get done last year. 

But the second reason, Mr. Speaker, 
and the more important reason that we 
are here today, is because we said when 
we took over this body on January 5 
that we would not go along with busi- 
ness as usual. It would have been a 
nothing to pass a bill that the Presi- 
dent would sign that would say, hey, 
just keep on funding the government 
the way you’ve been funding it. Keep 
on racking up those trillion-dollar defi- 
cits the way you’ve been racking them 
up. Don’t change a thing. Fiddle while 
Rome burns. 

It would have been easy. Except for 
my conscience, except for the con- 
science of the folks who were elected 
with me in November, except for our 
principles, it would have been easy. 

We chose the road less traveled that 
said, no, we’re not going to put it off. 
There is always a reason to wait Mr. 
Speaker. There is always a reason to 
wait. And we said, no, we are going to 
begin making the tough decisions 
today. Today. Now, that today was 
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back in February, and we are still 
waiting for the Senate to get to the 
table so that we can have some of those 
negotiations. 

But I will say to my friend from New 
Jersey, who was so terribly pleased 
that the riders were not included on 
this bill: If you think for a minute that 
I am done fighting for life, you’re mis- 
taken. If you think for a minute that I 
am done working to defund Planned 
Parenthood and its work that it is 
doing with Federal dollars, you’re mis- 
taken. If you think for a minute that I 
have given up on ripping every nickel 
out of the budget that belongs to 
ObamaCare and the nationalization of 
our health care system, you are mis- 
taken. And if you think for a minute 
that I am going to stop trying to repeal 
every single one of the job-killing, en- 
ergy price-hiking regulations that the 
EPA is promulgating across this coun- 
try chaining our small _ businesses 
down, you are mistaken. 

That fight might not be today. Today 
is about cutting $6 billion out of a 
budget that our children are not going 
to have to repay. Today is about keep- 
ing the government open for 3 more 
short weeks to give our friends in the 
Senate a chance to come to the table. 
But, Mr. Speaker, that day of reck- 
oning is coming. The day of reckoning 
is coming because these are ideals that 
deserve the attention of this body. 
These are decisions that cannot be 
kicked down the road even further. 
These are decisions of principle on 
which compromise is often not an op- 
tion. Sometimes you just have to take 
the vote, and somebody’s going to win 
and somebody’s going to lose. 

I rise in strong support of this rule, 
and I rise in strong support of the un- 
derlying bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


on 


Ee 


PROVIDING FOR AN ADJOURN- 
MENT OR RECESS OF THE TWO 
HOUSES 


Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I send 
to the desk a privileged concurrent res- 
olution and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The Clerk read the concurrent reso- 
lution, as follows: 

H. Con. RES. 30 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 

Senate concurring), 
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That when the House adjourns on the legis- 
lative day of Thursday, March 17, 2011, Fri- 
day, March 18, 2011, or Saturday, March 19, 
2011, on a motion offered pursuant to this 
concurrent resolution by its Majority Leader 
or his designee, it stand adjourned until 2 
p.m. on Tuesday, March 29, 2011, or until the 
time of any reassembly pursuant to section 2 
of this concurrent resolution, whichever oc- 
curs first; and that when the Senate recesses 
or adjourns on any day from Thursday, 
March 17, 2011, through Friday, March 25, 
2011, on a motion offered pursuant to this 
concurrent resolution by its Majority Leader 
or his designee, it stand recessed or ad- 
journed until noon on Monday, March 28, 
2011, or such time on that day as may be 
specified in the motion to recess or adjourn, 
or until the time of any reassembly pursuant 
to section 2 of this concurrent resolution, 
whichever occurs first. 

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the 
Majority Leader of the Senate, or their re- 
spective designees, acting jointly after con- 
sultation with the Majority Leader of the 
House and the Minority Leader of the Sen- 
ate, shall notify the Members of the House 
and the Senate, respectively, to reassemble 
at such place and time as they may des- 
ignate if, in their opinion, the public interest 
shall warrant it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the concurrent resolu- 
tion. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


on 


EE 
RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap- 
proximately 1 p.m. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 58 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess until approximately 1 p.m. 


—— чс 


1301 
AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. POE of Texas) at 1 o’clock 
and 1 minute p.m. 


EE 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: adoption of House Resolution 
167, by the yeas and nays; and approval 
of the Journal, if ordered. 

The first electronic vote will be con- 
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The re- 
maining electronic vote will be con- 
ducted as a 5-minute vote. 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.J. RES. 48, ADDITIONAL 
CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS 
AMENDMENTS, 2011 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on adop- 
tion of the resolution (H. Res. 167) pro- 
viding for consideration of the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 48) making fur- 
ther continuing appropriations for fis- 
cal year 2011, and for other purposes, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
question is on the resolution. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 241, nays 
181, not voting 10, as follows: 


[Roll No. 177] 


The 


YEAS—241 
Adams Fleischmann Long 
Aderholt Fleming Lucas 
Akin Flores Luetkemeyer 
Alexander Forbes Lummis 
Amash Fortenberry Lungren, Daniel 
Austria Foxx E. 
Bachmann Franks (AZ) Mack 
Bachus Frelinghuysen Manzullo 
Barletta Gallegly Marchant 
Bartlett Gardner Marino 
Barton (TX) Garrett McCarthy (CA) 
Bass (NH) Gerlach McCaul 
Benishek Gibbs McClintock 
Berg Gibson McCotter 
Biggert Gingrey (GA) McHenry 
Bilbray Gohmert McKeon 
Bilirakis Goodlatte McKinley 
Bishop (UT) Gosar McMorris 
Black Gowdy Rodgers 
Blackburn Granger Meehan 
Bonner Graves (GA) Mica 
Bono Mack Graves (MO) Miller (FL) 
Boustany Griffin (AR) Miller (MI) 
Brady (TX) Griffith (VA) Miller, Gary 
Brooks Grimm Mulvaney 
Broun (GA) Guinta Murphy (PA) 
Buchanan Guthrie Myrick 
Bucshon Hall Neugebauer 
Buerkle Hanna Nunes 
Burgess Harper Nunnelee 
Burton (IN) Harris Olson 
Calvert Hartzler Palazzo 
Camp Hastings (WA) Paulsen 
Campbell Hayworth Pearce 
Canseco Heck Pence 
Cantor Heller Peters 
Capito Hensarling Petri 
Cardoza Herger Pitts 
Carter Herrera Beutler Platts 
Cassidy Huelskamp Poe (TX) 
Chabot Hultgren Pompeo 
Chaffetz Hunter Posey 
Coble Hurt Price (GA) 
Coffman (CO) Issa Quayle 
Cole Jenkins Reed 
Conaway Johnson (IL) Rehberg 
Costa Johnson (OH) Reichert 
Cravaack Johnson, Sam Renacci 
Crawford Jones Ribble 
Crenshaw Jordan Rigell 
Culberson Kelly Rivera 
Davis (KY) King (IA) Roby 
Denham King (NY) Roe (TN) 
Dent Kingston Rogers (AL) 
DesJarlais Kinzinger (IL) Rogers (KY) 
Diaz-Balart Kissell Rogers (MI) 
Dold Kline Rohrabacher 
Dreier Labrador Rokita 
Duffy Lamborn Rooney 
Duncan (SC) Lance Ros-Lehtinen 
Duncan (TN) Landry Roskam 
Ellmers Lankford Ross (FL) 
Emerson Latham Royce 
Farenthold LaTourette Runyan 
Fincher Latta Ryan (WI) 
Fitzpatrick Lewis (CA) Scalise 
Flake LoBiondo Schilling 
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Schmidt Southerland Walsh (IL) 
Schock Stearns Webster 
Schweikert Stivers West 
Scott (SC) Stutzman Westmoreland 
Scott, Austin Sullivan Whitfield 
Sensenbrenner Terry Wilson (SC) 
Sessions Thompson (PA) Wittman 
Shimkus Thornberry Wolf 
Shuler Tiberi Womack 
Shuster Tipton Woodall 
Simpson Turner Yoder 
Smith (NE) Upton Young (AK) 
Smith (NJ) Walberg Young (FL) 
Smith (TX) Walden Young (IN) 
NAYS—181 

Ackerman Gonzalez Owens 
Altmire Green, Al Pallone 
Andrews Green, Gene Pascrell 
Baca Grijalva Pastor (AZ) 
Baldwin Gutierrez Payne 
Barrow Hanabusa Pelosi 
Bass (CA) Hastings (FL) Perlmutter 
Becerra Heinrich Peterson 
Berkley Higgins Pingree (ME) 
Berman Himes Polis 
Bishop (GA) Hinchey Price (NC) 
Bishop (NY) Hinojosa iel 
Blumenauer Hirono Quigley 
Boren Holden Rahall 
Boswell Holt Reyes 
Brady (PA) Honda Richardson 
Braley (IA) Hoyer Richmond 
Brown (FL) Inslee Ross (AR) 
Butterfield Israel Rothman (NJ) 
Capps Jackson (IL) Roybal-Allard 
Capuano Jackson Lee Ruppersberger 
Carnahan (TX) Rush 
Carney Johnson (GA) Ryan (OH) 
Carson (IN) Johnson, E. B. Sanchez, Linda 
Castor (FL) Kaptur Т. 
Chandler Keating Sarbanes 
Chu Kildee Schakowsky 
Cicilline Kind Schiff 
Clarke (MI) Kucinich Schrader 
Clarke (NY) Langevin Schwartz 
Clay Larsen (WA) Scott (VA) 
Cleaver Larson (CT) Scott, David 
Clyburn Lee (CA) Serrano 
Cohen Levin Sewel 
Connolly (VA) Lewis (GA) Sherman 
Conyers Lipinski Sires 
Cooper Loebsack Slaughter 
Costello Lofgren, Zoe Smith (WA) 
Courtney Lowey Speier 
Critz Lujan Stark 
Crowley Lynch Sutton 
Cuellar Maloney п 

2 Thompson (СА) 
Cummings Markey Thompson (MS) 
Davis (CA) Matheson Tonko 
DeFazio Matsui 
DeGette McCarthy (NY) Towns 
DeLauro McCollum Tsongas 
Deutch McDermott Van Hollen 
Dicks McGovern Velazquez 
Dingell McIntyre Visclosky 
Doggett McNerney Walz (MN) 
Donnelly (IN) Meeks Wasserman 
Doyle Michaud Schultz 
Edwards Miller (NC) Waters 
Ellison Miller, George Watt 
Eshoo Moore Waxman 
Farr Moran Weiner 
Fattah Murphy (CT) Welch 
Filner Nadler Wilson (FL) 
Frank (MA) Napolitano Woolsey 
Fudge Neal Wu 
Garamendi Olver Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—10 

Davis (IL) Noem Sanchez, Loretta 
Engel Nugent Tierney 
Giffords Pau 
Huizenga (MI) Rangel 
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Ms. RICHARDSON, Messrs. KILDEE, 
MEEKS, GUTIERREZ, and LARSON of 
Connecticut changed their vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 

Mrs. NOEM. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
177, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been 
present, | would have voted “yes.” 


EE 
THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin- 
ished business is the question on agree- 
ing to the Speaker’s approval of the 
Journal, which the Chair will put de 
novo. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap- 
proval of the Journal. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


ee 


ADDITIONAL CONTINUING APPRO- 
PRIATIONS AMENDMENTS, 2011 


Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to the rule, I call up 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 48) mak- 
ing further continuing appropriations 
for fiscal year 2011, and for other pur- 
poses, and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The text of the joint resolution is as 
follows: 


H.J. RES. 48 


Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the Continuing Ap- 
propriations Act, 2011 (Public Law 111—242) is 
further amended— 

(1) by striking the date specified in section 
106(3) and inserting ‘‘April 8, 2011”; and 

(2) by adding after section 226, as added by 
the Further Continuing Appropriations 
Amendments, 2011 (Public Law 112-4), the 
following new sections: 

“SEC. 227. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Agricultural Pro- 
grams—Agricultural Research Service—Sal- 
aries and Expenses’ at a rate for operations 
of $1,135,501,000. 

“SEC. 228. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Agricultural Pro- 
grams—Agricultural Research Service— 
Buildings and Facilities’ at a rate for oper- 
ations of $0. 

“SEC. 229. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Agricultural Pro- 
grams—National Institute of Food and Agri- 
culture—Research and Education Activities’ 
at a rate for operations of $665,345,000: Pro- 
vided, That the amounts included under such 
heading in Public Law 111-80 shall be applied 
to funds appropriated by this Act by sub- 
stituting ‘$0’ for ‘$89,029,000’ and ‘$11,253,000’ 
for ‘$45,122,000’. 

“SEC. 230. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Agricultural Pro- 
grams—National Institute of Food and Agri- 
culture—Extension Activities’ at a rate for 
operations of $483,092,000: Provided, That the 
amounts included under such heading in 
Public Law 111-80 shall be applied to funds 
appropriated by this Act by substituting 
‘$8,565,000’ for ‘$20,396,000’. 

“SEC. 231. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Agricultural Pro- 
grams—Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service—Salaries and Expenses’ at a rate for 
operations of $880,543,000. 
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“SEC. 232. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Conservation Pro- 
grams—Natural Resources Conservation 
Service—Conservation Operations’ at a rate 
for operations of $850,247,000. 

“SEC. 233. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Conservation Pro- 
grams—Natural Resources Conservation 
Service—Watershed and Flood Prevention 
Operations’ at a rate for operations of $0: 
Provided, That the amounts included under 
such heading in Public Law 111-80 shall be 
applied to funds appropriated by this Act by 
substituting ‘$0’ for ‘$12,000,000’. 

“SEC. 234. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Rural Develop- 
ment Programs—Rural Housing Service— 
Rural Housing Insurance Fund Program Ac- 
count’ for the cost of direct and guaranteed 
loans, including the cost of modifying loans, 
at a rate for operations of $70,200,000: Pro- 
vided, That the amounts included under such 
heading in Public Law 111-80 shall be applied 
to funds appropriated by this Act by sub- 
stituting ‘$70,200,000’ for ‘$40,710,000’ in the 
case of direct loans and ‘$0’ for ‘$172,800,000’ 
in the case of unsubsidized guaranteed loans. 

“SEC. 235. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Rural Develop- 
ment Programs—Rural Business-Cooperative 
Service—Rural Cooperative Development 
Grants’ at a rate for operations of $31,754,000: 
Provided, That the amounts included under 
such heading in Public Law 111-80 shall be 
applied to funds appropriated by this Act by 
substituting ‘$0’ for ‘$300,000’ and ‘$0’ for 
‘$2,800,000’. 

“SEC. 236. Sections 718, 723, 727, 728, and 738 
of Public Law 111-80 shall be applied to funds 
appropriated by this Act by substituting ‘$0’ 
for each of the dollar amounts specified in 
those sections. 

“SEC. 237. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Commerce—International Trade Administra- 
tion—Operations and Administration’ at a 
rate for operations of $450,989,000: Provided, 
That the sixth proviso under such heading in 
division B of Public Law 111-117 shall not 
apply to funds appropriated by this Act. 

“SEC. 238. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Commerce—Minority Business Development 
Agency—Minority Business Development’ at 
a rate for operations of $30,400,000: Provided, 
That the first proviso under such heading in 
division B of Public Law 111-117 shall not 
apply to funds appropriated by this Act. 

“SEC. 239. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Commerce—National Institute of Standards 
and Technology—Scientific and Technical 
Research and Services’ at a rate for oper- 
ations of $504,500,000: Provided, That the sec- 
ond proviso under such heading in division B 
of Public Law 111-117 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated by this Act. 

“SEC. 240. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Commerce—National Institute of Standards 
and Technology—Construction of Research 
Facilities’ at a rate for operations of 
$100,000,000: Provided, That the first proviso 
under such heading in division B of Public 
Law 111-117 shall not apply to funds appro- 
priated by this Act. 

“SEC. 241. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Commerce—National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration—Operations, Re- 
search, and Facilities’ at a rate for oper- 
ations of $3,205,883,000: Provided, That the 
sixth proviso under such heading in division 
B of Public Law 111-117 shall not apply to 
funds appropriated by this Act. 
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“SEC. 242. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Commerce—National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration—Procurement, Acqui- 
sition and Construction’ at a rate for oper- 
ations of $1,340,353,000: Provided, That the 
sixth proviso under such heading in division 
B of Public Law 111-117 shall not apply to 
funds appropriated by this Act. 

“SEC. 243. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Justice—Office of Justice Programs—State 
and Local Law Enforcement Assistance’ at a 
rate for operations of $1,349,500,000: Provided, 
That the amount included in paragraph (4) 
under such heading in division B of Public 
Law 111-117 shall be applied to funds appro- 
priated by this Act by substituting ‘$0’ for 
‘$185 ,268,000’. 

“SEC. 244. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Justice—Office of Justice Programs—Juve- 
nile Justice Programs’ at a rate for oper- 
ations of 8332,500,000: Provided, That the 
amount included in paragraph (2) under such 
heading in division B of Public Law 111-117 
shall be applied to funds appropriated by this 
Act by substituting ‘$0’ for ‘$91,095,000’. 

“SEC. 245. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Justice—Community Oriented Policing Serv- 
ices’ at a rate for operations of $597,500,000: 
Provided, That the amounts included under 
such heading in division В of Public Law 111- 
117 shall be applied to funds appropriated by 
this Act as follows: in paragraph (2), by sub- 
stituting ‘$15,000,000’ for ‘$40,385,000’ and by 
substituting ‘$0’ for ‘$25,385,000’; and in para- 
graph (3), by substituting ‘$1,500,000’ for 
‘$170,223,000’ and by substituting ‘$0’ for 
*$168,723,000’. 

“SEC. 246. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration—Cross 
Agency Support’ at a rate for operations of 
$3,131,000,000: Provided, That the third proviso 
under such heading in division B of Public 
Law 111-117 shall not apply to funds appro- 
priated by this Act. 

‘Sec. 247. Of the funds made available for 
‘Department of Commerce—Bureau of the 
Census—Periodic Censuses and Programs’ in 
division B of Public Law 111-117, $1,740,000,000 
is rescinded. 

“SEC. 248. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Commerce—National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration—Public 
Telecommunications Facilities, Planning 
and Construction’ at a rate for operations of 
$0. 

“SEC. 249. Of the unobligated balances 
available for ‘Emergency Steel, Oil, and Gas 
Guaranteed Loan Program Account’, 
$48,000,000 is rescinded. 

“SEC. 250. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Treasury—Community Development Finan- 
cial Institutions Fund Program Account’ at 
a rate for operations of $243,600,000, and the 
funding designation of $3,150,000 for an addi- 
tional pilot project grant under such heading 
in division C of Public Law 111-117 shall not 
apply to funds appropriated by this Act. 

“SEC. 251. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Executive Office of 
the President and Funds Appropriated to the 
President—Office of National Drug Control 
Policy—Other Federal Drug Control Pro- 
grams’ at a rate for operations of $152,150,000, 
and the matter under such heading in divi- 
sion C of Public Law 111-117 relating to the 
National Drug Court Institute and the Na- 
tional Alliance for Model State Drug Laws 
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shall not apply to funds appropriated by this 
Act. 

“SEC. 252. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘District of Colum- 
bia—Federal Funds—Federal Payment to the 
Office of the Chief Financial Officer for the 
District of Columbia’ at a rate for operations 
of $0. 

“SEC. 258. Notwithstanding section 101, the 
aggregate amount of new obligational au- 
thority provided under the heading ‘General 
Services Administration—Real Property Ac- 
tivities—Federal Buildings Fund—Limita- 
tions on Availability of Revenue’ for Federal 
buildings and courthouses and other pur- 
poses of the Fund shall be available at a rate 
for operations of $7,519,772,000, of which: (1) $0 
is for ‘Construction and Acquisition’; and (2) 
$284,000,000 is for ‘Repairs and Alterations’ 
for Special Emphasis Programs and Basic 
Repairs and Alterations. 

“SEC. 254. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘General Services 
Administration—General Activities—Oper- 
ating Expenses’ at a rate for operations of 
$71,881,000, and the matter relating to the 
amount of $1,000,000 under such heading in 
division C of Public Law 111-117 shall not 
apply to funds appropriated by this Act. 

“SEC. 255. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘National Archives 
and Records Administration—Repairs and 
Restoration’ at a rate for operations of 
$11,848,000. 

“SEC. 256. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for section 523 of divi- 
sion C of Public Law 111-117 at a rate for op- 
erations of $0. 

“SEC. 257. Of the unobligated balances 
available for ‘Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity—U.S. Customs and Border Protection— 
Construction and Facilities Management’ for 
construction projects, $106,556,000 is re- 
scinded: Provided, That the amounts re- 
scinded under this section shall be limited to 
amounts available for Border Patrol projects 
and facilities: Provided further, That no 
amounts in this section may be rescinded 
from amounts that were designated by Con- 
gress аз an emergency requirement pursuant 
to a concurrent resolution on the budget or 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

“SEC. 258. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—Bureau of Land Management— 
Management of Lands and Resources’ at a 
rate for operations of $957,971,000: Provided, 
That the amounts included under such head- 
ing in division A of Public Law 111-88 shall 
be applied to funds appropriated by this Act 
by substituting **$957,951,000"’ for 
‘*$959,571,000’’ the second place it appears. 

“SEC. 259. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—Bureau of Land Management—Con- 


struction’ at a rate for operations of 
$6,626,000. 
“SEC. 260. Notwithstanding section 101, 


amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—Bureau of Land Management— 
Land Acquisition’ at a rate for operations of 
$26,650,000: Provided, That the proviso under 
such heading in division A of Public Law 111- 
88 shall not apply to funds appropriated by 
this Act. 

“SEC. 261. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service—Resource Management’ at a rate for 
operations of $1,257,356,000. 

“SEC. 262. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—United States Fish and Wildlife 
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Service—Construction’ at a rate for oper- 
ations of $27,139,000. 

“SEC. 263. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service—Land Acquisition’ at a rate for op- 
erations of $63,890,000. 

“SEC. 264. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—National Park Service—National 
Recreation and Preservation’ at a rate for 
operations of $57,986,000, of which $0 shall be 
for projects authorized by section 7302 of 
Public Law 111-11. 

“SEC. 265. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—National Park Service—Historic 
Preservation Fund’ at a rate for operations 
of $54,500,000: Provided, That the amounts in- 
cluded under such heading in division A of 
Public Law 111-88 shall be applied to funds 
appropriated by this Act by substituting 
“$0” for ‘‘$25,000,000’’: Provided further, That 
the proviso under such heading in division A 
of Public Law 111-88 shall not apply to funds 
appropriated by this Act. 

“SEC. 266. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—National Park Service—Construc- 
tion’ at a rate for operations of $185,066,000: 
Provided, That the last proviso under such 
heading in division A of Public Law 111-88 
shall not apply to funds appropriated by this 
Act: Provided further, That of the unobligated 
balances available under such heading in di- 
vision A of Public Law 111-88 and prior ap- 
propriation Acts, $25,000,000 is rescinded, in- 
cluding $1,000,000 from amounts made avail- 
able for the (now completed) project at Cape 
Hatteras National Seashore, North Carolina, 
and $1,000,000 from amounts made available 
for the (now completed) project at Blue 
Ridge Parkway, North Carolina. 

“SEC. 267. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—National Park Service—Land Ac- 
quisition and State Assistance’ at a rate for 
operations of $108,846,000. 

“SEC. 268. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—United States Geological Survey— 
Surveys, Investigations, and Research’ at a 
rate for operations of $1,094,344,000. 

“SEC. 269. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—Bureau of Indian Affairs—Oper- 
ation of Indian Programs’ at a rate for oper- 
ations of $2,334,515,000. 

“SEC. 270. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of the 
Interior—Departmental Offices—Insular Af- 
fairs—Assistance to Territories’ at a rate for 
operations of $84,295,000. 

“SEC. 271. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Environmental 
Protection Agency—Science and Tech- 
nology’ at a rate for operations of 
$840,349,000, of which $0 shall be for the pur- 
poses specified in ‘Research/National Prior- 
ities’ under the heading ‘Science and Tech- 
nology’ in the joint explanatory statement 
of the managers accompanying Public Law 
111-88. 

“SEC. 272. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Environmental 
Protection Agency—Environmental Pro- 
grams and Management’ at a rate for oper- 
ations of $2,963,263,000: Provided, That of the 
amounts provided by this Act for such ac- 
count, amounts are provided for the Geo- 
graphic Programs specified in the joint ex- 
planatory statement of the managers accom- 
panying Public Law 111-88 at a rate for oper- 
ations of $599,875,000: Provided further, That 
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of the amounts provided by this Act for such 
account, $0 shall be for cap and trade tech- 
nical assistance and $0 shall be for the pro- 
gram specified in ‘Environmental Protec- 
tion/National Priorities’ under the heading 
‘Environmental Programs and Management’ 
in the joint explanatory statement of the 
managers accompanying Public Law 111-88. 

“SEC. 273. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Environmental 
Protection Agency—Buildings and Facilities’ 
at a rate for operations of $36,501,000: Pro- 
vided, That the amounts included under such 
heading in division A of Public Law 111-88 
shall be applied to funds appropriated by this 
Act by substituting ‘$0’ for ‘$500,000’. 

“SEC. 274. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Environmental 
Protection Agency—State and Tribal Assist- 
ance Grants’ at a rate for operations of 
$4,777,946,000: Provided, That the amounts in- 
cluded under such heading in division A of 
Public Law 111-88 shall be applied to funds 
appropriated by this Act as follows: by sub- 
stituting ‘$14,500,000’ for ‘$17,000,000’; by sub- 
stituting ‘$10,000,000’ for ‘$13,000,000’; by sub- 
stituting ‘$0’ for ‘$156,777,000’; by sub- 
stituting ‘$0’ for ‘$20,000,000’; and by sub- 
stituting ‘$1,106,446,000’ for ‘$1,116,446,000’. 

“SEC. 275. The matter pertaining to com- 
petitive grants to communities to develop 
plans and demonstrate and implement 
projects which reduce greenhouse gas emis- 
sions under the heading ‘Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency—State and Tribal Assistance 
Grants’ in division A of Public Law 111-88 
shall not apply to funds appropriated by this 
Act. 

“SEC. 276. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of Ag- 
riculture—Forest Service—Forest and 
Rangeland Research’ at a rate for operations 
of $311,612,000. 

“SEC. 277. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of Ag- 
riculture—Forest Service—State and Private 


Forestry’ at a rate for operations of 
$301,611,000. 
“SEC. 278. Notwithstanding section 101, 


amounts are provided for ‘Department of Ag- 
riculture—Forest Service—National Forest 
System’ at a rate for operations of 
$1,550,089,000. 

“SEC. 279. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of Ag- 
riculture—Forest Service—Capital Improve- 
ment and Maintenance’ at a rate for oper- 
ations of $548,962,000. 

“SEC. 280. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of Ag- 
riculture—Forest Service—Land Acquisition’ 
at a rate for operations of $33,184,000. 

“SEC. 281. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of Ag- 
riculture—Forest Service—Wildland Fire 
Management’ at a rate for operations of 
$2,097,387,000: Provided, That of the unobli- 
gated balances available under such heading 
in division A of Public Law 111-88 and prior 
appropriation Acts, $200,000,000 is rescinded. 

“SEC. 282. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for section 415 of divi- 
sion A of Public Law 111-88 at a rate for op- 
erations of $0. 

“SEC. 283. Notwithstanding section 101 and 
section 200, amounts are provided for ‘De- 
partment of Labor—Employment and Train- 
ing Administration—Training and Employ- 
ment Services’ at a rate for operations of 
$3,654,641,000: Provided, That the amounts in- 
cluded in paragraph (8)(E) under such head- 
ing in division D of Public Law 111-117 shall 
be applied to funds appropriated by this Act 
by substituting ‘$0’ for ‘$125,000,000’ and by 
substituting ‘$0’ for ‘$65,000,000’. 
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“SEC. 284. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Labor—Employment and Training Adminis- 
tration—Community Service Employment 
for Older Americans’ at a rate for operations 
of $600,425,000: Provided, That for purposes of 
funds appropriated by this Act, the amounts 
included under such heading in division D of 
Public Law 111-117 shall be applied by sub- 
stituting ‘$0’ for ‘$225,000,000’ in the first 
place it appears, and the first and second 
provisos under such heading in such division 
shall not apply. 

“SEC. 285. Notwithstanding sections 101 
and 208, amounts are provided for ‘Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services—Health 
Resources and Services Administration— 
Health Resources and Services’ at a rate for 
operations of $7,001,520,000: Provided, That 
the eighteenth, nineteenth, twenty-second, 
and twenty-fifth provisos under such heading 
in division D of Public Law 111-117 shall not 
apply to funds appropriated by this Act. 

“SEC. 286. Notwithstanding section 101, in 
addition to amounts otherwise made avail- 
able by section 130, amounts are provided for 
‘Department of Health and Human Serv- 
ices—Office of the Secretary—Public Health 
and Social Services Emergency Fund’ at a 
rate for operations of $731,109,000, of which 
$65,578,000 shall be for expenses necessary to 
prepare for and respond to an influenza pan- 
demic (none of which shall be available past 
September 30, 2011) and $35,000,000 shall be for 
expenses necessary for fit-out and other 
costs related to a competitive lease procure- 
ment to renovate or replace the existing 
headquarters building for Public Health 
Service agencies and other components of 
the Department of Health and Human Serv- 
ices. 

“SEC. 287. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting’ at a rate for operations 
of $36,000,000: Provided, That the amounts in- 
cluded under such heading in division D of 
Public Law 111-117 shall be applied to funds 
appropriated by this Act by substituting ‘$0’ 
for ‘$25,000,000’ each place it appears. 

‘SEC. 288. Of the funds appropriated for 
‘Social Security Administration—Limitation 
on Administrative Expenses’ for fiscal years 
2010 and prior years (other than funds appro- 
priated in Public Law 111-5) for investment 
in information technology and telecommuni- 
cations hardware and software infrastruc- 
ture, $200,000,000 is rescinded. 

“SEC. 289. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘House of Rep- 
resentatives—Salaries and Expenses’ at a 
rate for operations of $1,367,525,000. 

“SEC. 290. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘House of Rep- 
resentatives—Salaries, Officers and Employ- 
ees’ at a rate for operations of $196,801,000, of 
which $129,282,000 shall be for the operations 
of the Office of the Chief Administrative Of- 
ficer. 

“SEC. 291. Notwithstanding section 101 and 
section 221, amounts are provided for ‘Li- 
brary of Congress—Salaries and Expenses’ at 
a rate for operations of $445,201,000, of which 
$0 shall be for the operations described in the 
fifth and seventh provisos under such head- 
ing in Public Law 111-68. 

“SEC. 292. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Bilateral Eco- 
nomic Assistance—Funds Appropriated to 
the President—International Fund for Ire- 
land’ at a rate for operations of $0. 

“SEC. 293. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Housing and Urban Development—Commu- 
nity Planning and Development— 
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Brownfields Redevelopment’ at a rate for op- 
erations of $0. 

“SEC. 294. Notwithstanding section 101, 
amounts are provided for ‘Department of 
Transportation—Federal Railroad Adminis- 
tration—Railroad Safety Technology Pro- 
gram’ at a rate for operations of $0.’’. 

This joint resolution may be cited as the 
“Additional Continuing Appropriations 
Amendments, 2011”. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah). Pursuant to House 
Resolution 167, the gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) and the gen- 
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on H.J. Res. 48, and that I 
may include tabular material on the 
same. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I rise today to support H.J. Res. 48, 
the fiscal year 2011 further continuing 
appropriations resolution. This tem- 
porary CR will allow us to avoid a gov- 
ernment shutdown that could other- 
wise occur on March 18, while cutting 
spending by $6 billion to control our 
Nation’s staggering deficits and to fa- 
cilitate the continued recovery of our 
Nation’s economy. 

We’ve made it clear that a govern- 
ment shutdown is not an option, pe- 
riod. We will not allow this to happen 
on our watch. 

This bill funds the government for an 
additional 3 weeks, until April 8, main- 
taining the critical support the govern- 
ment provides to the American people 
and allowing for the necessary time to 
complete negotiations on a final long- 
term agreement for the remainder of 
this year. 

While funding the essential govern- 
ment agencies and programs, this CR 
makes $6 billion in spending cuts, trim- 
ming $2 billion for every week, to con- 
tinue our efforts to rein in spending 
and put a dent in our massive and 
unsustainable deficit. Together with 
the $4 billion that we cut 2 weeks ago, 
Mr. Speaker, along with the $6 billion 
we cut in this bill, we will have cut $10 
billion from current year spending. 
That makes it the largest rescission in 
American history, and so it is working. 

H.J. Res. 48 reduces or terminates a 
total of 25 programs for a savings of 
$3.5 billion. These cuts include funding 
rescissions, reductions, and program 
terminations. It also eliminates ear- 


March 15, 2011 


mark accounts within the Agriculture; 
Commerce, Justice and Science; Finan- 
cial Services; General Government; and 
Interior subcommittee jurisdictions, 
saving the American taxpayers $2.6 bil- 
lion in earmark spending, which the 
President and both Houses of Congress 
have agreed they do not support. 

These cuts are the tough, but nec- 
essary, legwork required to help bal- 
ance our budgets and halt the dan- 
gerous downward spiral of sky- 
rocketing deficits. While short-term 
funding measures such as this are not 
the preferable way to fund the govern- 
ment, at this point, it’s vital. 

The budget for fiscal 2011, which was 
punted to us by the previous Congress, 
is long, long overdue. I agree with 
many of my colleagues that we must 
get down to business and come to a 
final agreement as quickly as possible. 
Our economy must not be threatened 
by perpetual government shutdowns, 
which create uncertainty and a loss of 
confidence for job creators across the 
country. 

This continuing resolution provides 
us with an appropriate length of time 
for negotiations, makes good on our 
promise to the American people to cut 
spending, provides certainty and sta- 
bility, and allows essential Federal 
programs to continue while these nego- 
tiations ensue. 

I’m hopeful, Mr. Speaker, that this 
continuing resolution can be passed 
swiftly so we can turn our attention to 
the realities of our debt and deficit cri- 
sis and begin to put the Nation on the 
right path for the next fiscal year, 2012. 

Our constituents have asked us to 
whip our spending into shape, to pro- 
vide solutions that help our economy 
grow, and to help our citizens get jobs. 
This CR addresses their expectations 
responsibly over the short term and is 
just one of the set of bills that we in- 
tend to produce over the next year that 
will continue to put the Nation’s budg- 
et back into balance and help our econ- 
omy continue on the road to recovery. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, today, the House is con- 
sidering the fifth continuing resolution 
for FY 2011 to keep the Federal Govern- 
ment running. Here we are, in the mid- 
dle of March, considering yet another 
short-term bill that is supposed to buy 
us time to negotiate funding for the re- 
mainder of the fiscal year, and I hope 
that proves to be true. We need to 
bring this to a conclusion. 

The extension reduces spending in 
FY 2011 by $45 billion below the Presi- 
dent’s request. It adds another $6 bil- 
lion in “common ground” spending re- 
ductions. In total, the measure cuts $51 
billion below the President’s request. 

The idea behind the 3-week extension 
is to provide an opportunity for the 
House, Senate, and White House to set- 
tle all outstanding issues on fiscal year 
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2011 appropriations. I remain hopeful 
that negotiations will succeed and we 
will be able to give our agencies some 
amount of certainty for what little re- 
mains of fiscal year 2011. 

Today, in The New York Times, there 
was a long article showing what kind 
of disruption occurs in Federal agen- 
cies, including Defense and Social Se- 
curity and others, Head Start for ex- 
ample, because we haven’t gotten these 
bills enacted, but I must remind my 
colleagues that if this CR is extended 
for the remainder of the year, we would 
be cutting spending at historic levels, 
$51 billion below the President’s re- 
quest. Iam worried that cutting deeper 
will threaten a fragile economic recov- 
ery. Most economists see cuts in H.R. 1 
as a drag on economic growth leading 
to the loss of hundreds of thousands of 
jobs, as Fed Chairman Bernanke 
projects. Moody’s Mark Zandi esti- 
mates 400,000 jobs lost for the remain- 
der of this year and 700,000 more next 
year if H.R. 1 is enacted. Goldman 
Sachs think it would be as high as 2.4 
million jobs lost. In yesterday’s ABC 
News-Washington Post poll, the Amer- 
ican people believe that the Republican 
proposed cuts in H.R. 1 will hurt the 
economic recovery. 

I am relieved that Chairman ROGERS 
crafted a bill that relies on previously 
identified reductions, a significant por- 
tion of which were old earmarks. And 
while I know my colleagues will not 
agree with, and may not be able to sup- 
port, some of the specific program cuts 
included in this package, I appreciate 
that there was a genuine attempt to 
engage the Senate and White House be- 
fore they were chosen. 

Most importantly, I am tremen- 
dously relieved the chairman has 
stayed away from controversial riders 
in this stopgap measure. He knows, as 
I do, that these riders would almost 
guarantee a veto by the administra- 
tion, which would almost guarantee a 
government shutdown. An appropria- 
tions bill is not the place to decide 
enormously complex and controversial 
policy issues. 

I am not pleased to be here today 
with yet another short-term bill. I sin- 
cerely hope that we will use this 3- 
week period of time judiciously so the 
next time we consider a bill for fiscal 
year 2011 it will be the last and for the 
remaining 6 months of this year. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Florida, a new member of 
our committee, Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you very 
much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Speaker, there are a couple of 
things that are really not debatable. I 
think the American people understand, 
and I think everybody understands, 
that we are on an unsustainable path. 
We’re on an unsustainable path as far 
as unemployment. The unemployment 
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numbers are still frighteningly high. 
We are on an unsustainable path as far 
as borrowing and as far as spending. 

So, frankly, we have a couple of op- 
tions here. We can continue that 
unsustainable path, which is borrowing 
more and spending more, or we could 
change the way we’re doing and try to 
get our fiscal act and our fiscal house 
in order. 
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I commend the chairman, Chairman 
ROGERS, for bringing forward a CR, an 
extension, that does just that, that 
brings some sanity to this process, that 
reduces the size, the scope, and the 
amount of spending, that does so re- 
sponsibly after reviewing programs and 
reviewing funding and reviewing what 
the Federal Government is doing. And 
that’s exactly what we have in front of 
us today. 

Yes, we wish that we could have not 
just an extension but that we could go 
through the entire year. The reason, by 
the way, that we are even talking 
about this right now is because the 
Democrats failed to pass it. So now we 
are forced to do so. We already passed 
a CR for the remaining part of the 
year; but, unfortunately, the Senate 
has not been able or has not been will- 
ing to do their part. So we are forced, 
once again, to do an extension. This is 
a real extension that reduces cost, that 
reduces expenses, that does so respon- 
sibly, and takes us off this 
unsustainable path. This does so by 
borrowing less, by spending less. And, 
yes, it will have the effect, Mr. Speak- 
er, of getting our fiscal house in order 
and once again allowing this country 
to start creating jobs in a real way, not 
just in a piecemeal way. 

So I urge our colleagues to support 
this responsible CR. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia, BARBARA LEE, a member of the 
Appropriations Committee. 

Ms. LEE. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

I rise to oppose this continuing reso- 
lution. Once again, the majority is 
reading from a very familiar script 
that imposes budgetary pain on vulner- 
able communities that can least endure 
these budget cuts. For a third consecu- 
tive time now, the majority is pre- 
senting a temporary spending bill to- 
taling $6 billion in spending cuts and 
$2.6 billion in earmark cuts to very 
meaningful programs. And once again, 
this CR does nothing to promote job 
creation. The majority pledged to de- 
velop jobs when they regained control 
of the House, but they continue to re- 
nege on their promise. 

It is important to emphasize that the 
proposed cuts will hit communities 
that can least afford these hits. The 
loss of $185 million in State and local 
law enforcement assistance provided by 
Byrne grants will further squeeze tight 
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police budgets. With these cuts, com- 
munities will be struggling to find 
funding to support vital police func- 
tions. At a time when methamphet- 
amine drug use and drug trafficking is 
on the rise, this CR includes cuts to 
COPS to combat the spread of meth use 
and distribution. 

Rather than continue to fund vital 
programs at the community level that 
work, we are witnessing budgeting 
through biweekly CRs. And these cuts 
will further harm highly vulnerable 
communities that rely greatly on 
COPS policing services and technology 
grants. 

Now, also, my constituents regularly 
call my office asking what source of 
funding is going to replace the ear- 
marks that historically have supported 
jobs, small businesses, schools, non- 
profits. Also, I continue to press ad- 
ministration witnesses in budget jus- 
tification hearings regarding the im- 
pact of the elimination of earmarks 
and what alternative resources will re- 
place them. 

I hope we vote “no” on the CR. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM), the 
chairman of the Transportation, HUD, 
and Related Agencies Subcommittee 
on Appropriations. 

Mr. LATHAM. I thank the chairman 
for yielding time. 

Mr. Speaker, I do rise in support of 
this joint resolution. It’s not because I 
want to, but because it is necessary to 
support it today. It is necessary be- 
cause we are stuck in a situation that 
results from the previous majority’s 
lack of completing its work last year. I 
think we need to step back and just 
look at the situation that we were 
handed this year. 

For the first time since the Budget 
Act of 1974, Mr. Speaker, the House 
failed to pass a budget last year. The 
House also failed—except for two occa- 
sions—to pass appropriation bills. The 
Senate did nothing. So what we are left 
with today is this mess that we are in 
with no fiscal year 2011 budget, no ap- 
propriation bills passed last year, noth- 
ing done. So we are given this mess 
today to clean up. And what we need is 
a little more time. 

But in the meantime, we are going to 
cut spending, $6 billion of cuts, $2 bil- 
lion a week for the 3 weeks that this 
bill will be in place. It’s not enough. 
We have got to look at the overall 
problem that we have in this country: 
$14.3 trillion of debt, an annual 1-year 
deficit of $1.65 trillion. 

Now, while this just scratches the 
surface, we have got to address long- 
term spending here in Washington, DC. 
We have got to look at not just the dis- 
cretionary side, which this bill does, 
but look at all the entitlements. We 
are only addressing about 15 percent of 
the whole budget in this bill. We have 
got to make sure that we look at the 
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other 85 percent which is mandatory, 
which is the other spending that is out 
there that has caused this explosion of 
debt that we have. This is a very good 
first step of going forward to really get 
a handle on the spending. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, I would ask that 
the White House finally get involved 
and show some leadership as far as try- 
ing to get our fiscal house in order. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. MORAN), who is the ranking mem- 
ber on the Interior, Environment, and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Sub- 
committee and is also the former 
chairman of that committee. 

Mr. MORAN. I thank the very distin- 
guished Member from Washington and 
thank him for his leadership. But he 
knows, аз well as I trust all of the 
Members do, that this is no way to run 
a government, lurching back and forth 
like a drunken sailor, the agencies not 
knowing when or whether they are 
going to get their money. Actually, I 
should take that back because the 
Navy would never conduct operations 
like this. And the distinguished chair- 
man from Kentucky well knows that 
this is not the way we want to be doing 
business; yet here we are with another 
CR for 3 short weeks this time. 

We just had a hearing this week with 
the Forest Service. As the Members 
know, they hire hundreds, sometimes 
thousands, of temporary seasonal 
workers to fight fires in our Nation’s 
forests. They can’t do that. They don’t 
know how much money they are going 
to have. And the folks that they would 
hire seasonally as a result can’t take 
those jobs, don’t know what they are 
going to do. This unconscionable delay 
in funding disrupts people’s lives, hun- 
dreds of thousands of people’s lives, di- 
rectly; millions of people’s lives indi- 
rectly. 

As I say, this is no way to run a gov- 
ernment. But why are we doing it? Be- 
cause we can’t agree on H.R. 1, and we 
shouldn’t agree to H.R. 1, as passed by 
the House. 

So many riders that should have 
gone through legislative committees 
were put in the bill with 10 minutes of 
debate in the wee hours of the morn- 
ing, stripping language from the au- 
thorizing legislation that had been sub- 
ject to months, if not years, of careful 
deliberation. That’s no way to run a 
government. 

And beyond those riders, there are 
thousands of programs that are being 
cut willy nilly. One such program, for 
example, is the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. They 
provided the early warning to people 
on the west coast and Hawaii when 
they detected the recent tsunami. 
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And yet, we are told by NOAA, that 
the 30 percent cut in this bill, excuse 
me, 28 percent, cut in this bill for 
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NOAA would dismantle our early warn- 
ing system to save a few million dol- 
lars. That’s just wrong. 

There was just an article in the 
Washington Post that people are begin- 
ning to realize other essential things 
that are cut in this program to save a 
few dollars. Now, $285 million is not a 
few dollars, but consider what happens 
when you cut $285 million out of the 
program integrity section of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Service. They collect $10 
for every dollar we spend. And so you 
cut out $285 million, and it costs you 
about $3 billion in revenue that should 
be collected. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield the gentleman an 
additional minute. 

Mr. MORAN. The point that I started 
by suggesting, and I’m sure it’s not in 
contention, is that this is no way to 
run a government. We have a responsi- 
bility on the Appropriations Com- 
mittee to fund these agencies, to deter- 
mine our priorities, to reflect the in- 
terests and the will of the American 
people. This process does not do that. 
The bill, H.R. 1, does not do that. 

The American people deserve better. 
They deserve careful deliberation. We 
need to cut, but we need to cut respon- 
sibly, using a scalpel, not a sledge- 
hammer. 

This bill will pass, but this should be 
the last CR. Let’s get a full-year appro- 
priations bill passed as soon as pos- 
sible. 

Mr. 
yield? 

Mr. MORAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. There is an article today 
in the Washington Post how House 
GOP spending cuts would add up to 
more spending later. This is what we 
worry about here. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield an additional 
minute. 

And one of the things that I’m most 
concerned about is the women and in- 
fant care program, WIC, which provides 
nutrition to an expectant mother, 
who’s probably on Medicaid, and help 
her and the baby to be born in a more 
healthy way. And we find out that the 
hospitals in this country provide $26 
billion of health care for these same 
babies who are born premature. So it’s 
pay me now or pay me later. And in 
this case, it would be a lot more. 

The IRS is another example. NOAA 
weather satellites is another example. 
In the middle of this tsunami and 
earthquake, we need to be doing more 
in these areas. And the American peo- 
ple understand this. They want us to 
make reasonable judgments. And I 
hope we can make reasonable judg- 
ments. 

I happen to be the ranking on De- 
fense. We can cut some money out of 
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defense. We cut $15 billion. We can do a 
little bit more in that area. But I think 
we’ve got to be careful. And when this 
final package comes together, we’ve 
got to talk out the ones that would be 
revenue raisers. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

The gentleman from Virginia says 
that the public deserves that we pass 
appropriations bills, and I could not 
agree with him more. His majority last 
year failed to enact a single bill out of 
the 12 that we were supposed to pass. 
That’s why we’re here. We’re trying to 
clean up the mess that the gentleman 
from Virginia’s party left us when we 
took office in January. 

Yes, it’s a terrible way to do busi- 
ness. And this should be the last CR ex- 
tension that we pass before we have an 
agreement with the other body and the 
White House on the rest of this year. 
However, Mr. Speaker, again, the gen- 
tleman’s party in the Senate refuses to 
pass a bill and lay something on the 
table. We are going to the conference 
table to negotiate, and we’re sitting 
there by ourselves. The other body will 
not come forward with a proposition. 
Until that time, I don’t know what we 
do. 

I yield 3 minutes to the chairman of 
the Homeland Security Subcommittee 
on Appropriations, the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. ADERHOLT). 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, the 
bill before us today is another nec- 
essary step in addressing the national 
imperative of reducing our debt while 
also keeping the government oper- 
ating. Essential funds like homeland 
security are sustained under this bill 
and sustained in a fiscally responsible 
way. 

Within the more than $6 billion of 
spending reductions contained in this 
bill is a rescission of $107 million to 
Customs and Border Protection, a re- 
scission of unobligated balances re- 
quested by the administration for 
FY11, supported by a minority, passed 
by this body as part of H.R. 1, and also 
included in the Senate Appropriations 
Committee’s recently reported bill. 

But this bill also sends a very clear 
signal to the White House and to the 
Senate. As the Speaker and Chairman 
ROGERS have clearly stated, no one 
wants a government shutdown. The 
only people that are talking about a 
shutdown of the government are those 
who are avoiding the tough decisions 
and seeking to shift blame from their 
own failure to act. 

Instead of excuses, the American peo- 
ple want results: less spending and a 
leaner, more effective government. And 
that’s exactly what this temporary 
stopgap bill delivers. 

I couldn’t agree more with what the 
chairman just stated just a couple of 
minutes ago. Congress didn’t get its 
work done, and the Senate has yet to 
provide a viable alternative to the 
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House-passed H.R. 1, a bill that stands 
as the only year-long spending measure 
for FY11 passed by either Chamber of 
Congress. So complaints about a short- 
term stopgap bill like this CR ring hol- 
low when the House-passed solution 
has been on the negotiating table for 
almost a month. 

The President’s proposed spending 
level for FY11 is no longer a viable op- 
tion, a fact acknowledged by not only 
the administration itself, but also by 
both parties in both Chambers of Con- 
gress. So the time to get to work and 
fulfill our duty to the American people 
is long overdue. 

Congress needs to deliver what the 
American people have so resoundingly 
demanded. I can only hope that the ad- 
ministration and the Senate will also 
acknowledge the reality of our Na- 
tion’s fiscal crisis, demonstrate the re- 
solve to reduce spending significantly 
below the current FY10 level, and come 
to the table with a viable budget for 
the remainder of this year. 

The American people demand no less. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADERHOLT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. You 
know, it was stated a moment ago by a 
gentleman on the other side that this 
CR cuts NOAA and the tsunami pre- 
diction monies. That is not so. The 
only thing in this bill that cuts money 
from NOAA are the earmarks, and, yes, 
we cut the earmarks, but they had 
nothing to do with tsunami warning. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield myself 15 seconds. 

I want to correct the record. I was re- 
ferring to H.R. 1, not to the CR. 

The gentleman from Kentucky is ab- 
solutely correct. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. H.R. 1 
doesn’t cut tsunami warning monies 
nor weather service monies. 

Mr. DICKS. There are some things 
that I think NOAA thinks would have 
an effect on their weather forecasting. 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Well, 
NOAA’s wrong. 

Mr. DICKS. Okay. Well, we’ll check 
that out. 

I yield 2 minutes to the Delegate 
from the District of Columbia, ELEA- 
NOR HOLMES NORTON. 

Ms. NORTON. Look, the majority has 
chosen to run the government, the Fed- 
eral Government, from CR to CR. But 
the majority has no right to inflict this 
operational outrage on the local funds 
of a local jurisdiction, the District of 
Columbia. 

The majority may want to incur for 
the Federal Government the oper- 
ational difficulties. After all, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia delivers services to 
Federal officials, including the Presi- 
dent, Federal buildings, foreign embas- 
sies, and the like. But does the major- 
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ity really want to risk, to put the Dis- 
trict and its operations at risk or to 
place, what Wall Street almost surely 
will do, a risk premium on the District 
due to the uncertainty that we are at 
bay from CR to CR? 

This is a fragile economy for every 
big city, but D.C.’s local budget was ap- 
proved a year ago in the city and last 
summer by the Appropriations Com- 
mittees. Yet the District of Columbia 
is being held hostage to a Federal 
fight, although the District of Colum- 
bia can do nothing to free itself from 
this Federal fight. 

I have tried to get the District on 
successive CRs so that we could spend 
our own money all year. There is no 
disapproval of that here. I wager that 
very few Members even know that the 
District would close down if the Fed- 
eral Government closed down; would be 
perplexed by it; would have no objec- 
tion to our spending our own local 
money all year long. 

We raise and manage $8 billion. We 
have a right to spend our local funds 
without being dragged into a Federal 
fight. 
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You can’t run a big city from CR to 
CR. I ask you to find a way between 
now and 3 weeks to free D.C. to run its 
own city for the rest of the fiscal year. 

Let my people go. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to a new 
member of our committee, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT). 

Mr. DENT. I rise in support of H.J. 
Res. 48. 

As has been stated, this legislation 
cuts $6 billion in funding. They are re- 
sponsible cuts. This is $2 billion per 
week. It should be noted, too, there is 
broad bipartisanship agreement to 
nearly all the cuts contained in this 
legislation. Basically everything that 
is in this legislation was also contained 
in H.R. 1. 

We should also note, too, that if this 
legislation is enacted, this legislation 
would represent the largest spending 
cut in domestic discretionary programs 
in history, when you combine this with 
what was cut 2 weeks ago, the $4 bil- 
lion. Again, if enacted, this will rep- 
resent the largest spending cut in do- 
mestic discretionary programs in 
American history, should we enact this 
legislation. 

Now, I know that some people around 
here think that this bill really doesn’t 
go far enough, but it certainly does 
represent a very big step forward. 

The cuts that are contained in here, 
we are eliminating $2.6 billion in ear- 
mark funding from Agriculture, CJS, 
Financial Services, and Interior. The 
cuts include rescissions, reductions, 
and program terminations. 

I think we all understand, too, that if 
we pass this, this will prevent a gov- 
ernment shutdown, and we need to pre- 
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vent that while these negotiations can 
continue. We need to come to some 
type of agreement for the balance of 
this fiscal year. But in the meantime, 
this represents responsible cuts and 
broad bipartisan agreement. 

I say, let’s cut spending, let’s cut it 
now, and let’s cut it today. Take yes 
for an answer. Don’t snatch defeat 
from the jaws of victory. This is the 
right thing to do, and the American 
people will appreciate it. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished Demo- 
cratic whip, the gentleman from Mary- 
land (Mr. HOYER). 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I am not sure whether I rise for or 
against this, very frankly, because I 
think this process is not the process 
that we ought to be pursuing. I think 
in that context I speak for the chair- 
man and for the ranking member and 
for most Members in this body. 

I was going to wait a while, but then 
I heard Mr. DENT of Pennsylvania 
speak and I want to reiterate this point 
that he made, because I made it last 
week in my colloquy with the majority 
leader. 

I made the point that we are about to 
make the largest single reduction in 
discretionary spending that we have 
made, the gentleman said in history; I 
was more modest and said in the 30 
years that I have been here. But in any 
event, this is not an insubstantial cut. 

The problem those of us have on this 
side of the aisle is it is not enough for 
a large number of your folks, and they 
have said so, and the Heritage Founda- 
tion has said so, and the Family Re- 
search Council has said so, and some of 
your Members have said so. 

Now, the fact of the matter is this is 
a lousy way to run a railroad. We are 
trying to run the largest enterprise in 
the world in 2-week segments. It is 
costly to the private sector, it is ex- 
traordinarily inefficient for the public 
sector, and it is demoralizing for the 
private sector who deals with the gov- 
ernment and for the public employees 
we have asked to perform the services 
that we have set forth as policy. And so 
I say at this juncture, this ought to be 
the last of this type. We need to reach 
agreement. 

Now I say to my friend from Pennsyl- 
vania, because it is the largest cut, we 
think we’ve come a long way. You said 
you wanted to cut $100 billion. Now, 
you’re not cutting the $41 billion that 
we cut. You were using the 2011 base- 
line. That’s how you got your $100 bil- 
lion. $41 billion, we have all agreed, is 
gone. We’re going to freeze at 2010 and 
go below that. So we have come $41 bil- 
lion away, and we agree on that. 

Now, you used the 2011. That wasn’t 
our figure first. You used it September; 
we used it in December. So my view is 
we have agreed on $41 billion. You 
don’t say that. You say we’re between 
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zero and 60. I understand your ration- 
ale. But it’s your figure, it’s your base- 
line that you used in September in 
your Pledge to America. 

If we have gone 41 and we are now 
going to go another 10 or 15, what I ask 
of you is, in light of the fact, as the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania points 
out, we’ve already done the deepest cut 
under Republicans, under Democrats, 
under any of us, it is time to hear from 
you, what is your alternative to make 
a deal? 

Now, ‘compromise? is a prettier 
word, but we need to come to agree- 
ment. If we’re going to serve our coun- 
try, and those who serve our country, 
then we need to come to agreement, be- 
cause they elected all of us. None of us 
has any greater superiority. We’re all 
the same. And we need to come to 
agreement. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Would the 
gentleman talk to his colleagues over 
in the other body and tell them to pass 
something we can begin to negotiate 
on? 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, 435 
of us have tried to talk to the people in 
the other body. But I will tell you, 
under the Constitution of the United 
States, we have the responsibility of 
initiating bills. Read the Constitution. 

We sent H.R. 1 over there, as my good 
friend, the former Speaker of Idaho, 
says to me, and they didn’t pass it. It’s 
not their responsibility to initiate. 
That didn’t go anywhere. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. HOYER. I will say to you, we can 
wring our hands and say that the Sen- 
ate’s not doing its job. We’re not in the 
Senate. We’re here. Let us come to 
agreement. And we know the agree- 
ment is going to be someplace in be- 
tween where you are and where we are. 
We know that. But what we don’t know 
is what you can pass. What you don’t 
know is what you can pass. You don’t 
know what your caucus will do. I un- 
derstand that. You are deeply divided, 
in my opinion, and we need to know, 
because it is not just us here that are 
adversely affected. 

Let us come to agreement. Let us 
stop this process of funding govern- 
ment in very short cycles. It is not 
good for our country, it is not good for 
the people who work for our country, 
and it is not good for the people who 
are doing work around the world. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, could you 
tell the chairman and myself what our 
time remaining is? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Washington has 1234 min- 
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Kentucky has 16 minutes remain- 
ing. 
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Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Of which I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
chairman of the Interior Sub- 
committee on Appropriation, the gen- 
tleman from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON). 

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I can tell the gentleman 
that just spoke, the minority whip, a 
good friend of mine, what we can pass 
in this House and what our conference 
will agree to, and that is the $61 mil- 
lion in cuts or $100 million overall that 
we have already agreed to and already 
passed. We can pass that in this House. 

I have heard that this is no way to 
run a railroad. My good friend from 
Virginia said this is no way to run a 
government. I have heard this is oper- 
ational outrage. I will tell you the out- 
rage here is that we are having to do 
this because the former majority, when 
they had the majority in the House, 
the majority in the Senate and the 
White House, failed to pass an appro- 
priation bill. They left the American 
people in this country with this pile of 
crap. They should not complain about 
how we try to clean this up. 

Mr. Speaker, by the end of this week, 
the appropriations subcommittee 
which I am privileged to chair, the In- 
terior and Environment Subcommittee, 
will have had 12 budget oversight hear- 
ings over the past 3 weeks. That is 12 
hearings addressing the fiscal 2012 
budget that we will soon be writing. 

It is worth noting that we are now 5% 
months into the fiscal year 2011, and 
we still don’t have a budget to fund the 
government through the end of the cur- 
rent fiscal year. The CR we are consid- 
ering today keeps the government op- 
erating for another 3 weeks. And you’re 
right: We need to solve this within this 
next 3 weeks. The problem is you can- 
not negotiate with a body across the 
Rotunda that fails to act. We can’t be 
the only ones at the table. We have to 
have something to negotiate with. We 
don’t have that. 

This CR saves taxpayers $6 billion, 
including $650 million in spending cuts 
from the Interior Subcommittee ac- 
counts that Republicans, Democrats, 
and the administration agree are rea- 
sonable and supportable on а bipar- 
tisan basis. The overall savings 
achieved through this CR, at a rate of 
$2 billion per week, is the 3-week equiv- 
alent to the $100 billion in cuts 
achieved in the long-term CR passed by 
House Republicans several weeks ago. 
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In the Interior budget alone, we have 
cut $380 million out of earmarks. We 
have cut the National Park Service 
Preserve America Program, eliminated 
it, and other programs, Save America’s 
Treasures in the National Park Serv- 
ice, programs that the administration 
did not request funding for in their 2012 
budget. So these are things that are 
agreed on by both Republicans and 
Democrats. 
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Now that the Senate has voted down 
two versions of the year-long CR, the 
Republican version, H.R. 1, that cut 
spending by $100 billion and the Demo- 
cratic version that cut substantially 
less, it is time for both sides to come 
together on a funding bill for the rest 
of this year. The truth is that we really 
need to get the fiscal year 2011 budget 
written, passed, and signed into law so 
that we can turn our attention to next 
year’s budget. 

In the midst of the back and forth de- 
bate on spending, it is important to re- 
member that these funding bills don’t 
write themselves. Our Appropriations 
Committee staff have been working 
day and night, 7 days a week, for 
months now writing one CR after an- 
other, even as they prepare for hear- 
ings and study budget proposals for 
next year. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this CR to keep the government open 
while both parties work to identify an 
acceptable level of spending cuts for 
the rest of the year. We can and should 
cut more from the spending budget, 
and I encourage my colleagues to sup- 
port this CR. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentlelady from Hawaii, 
MAZIE HIRONO, who is going to correct 
the record on the NOAA issue. 

Ms. HIRONO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

First of all, the cuts to NOAA and 
our Weather Service are contained in 
H.R. 1, and we have not reached agree- 
ment on H.R. 1, which is why we are 
doing yet another CR. And, believe me, 
those kinds of cut to NOAA and our 
Weather Service will have an impact 
on our ability to implement early 
warning systems. 

Some of you may not know that Ha- 
waii has already suffered millions and 
millions of dollars of damages as a re- 
sult of the tsunami. And, yes, it does 
not compare at all to the tragedy that 
the Japanese people are facing, but 
nonetheless, thank goodness, our early 
warning systems were in place. 

Now, as to this CR, I rise in opposi- 
tion to this CR, which continues the 
Republican strategy of cutting $2 bil- 
lion every week from programs that 
support jobs and our families. 

I want to focus on just one program 
being cut, out of many, by the way, 
that affect real people in real ways 
that is particularly troubling to me in 
this CR. This is the elimination of all 
funding for the Watershed and Flood 
Prevention Operation Program, popu- 
larly known as PL 566. 

This $30 million program means a lot 
to small rural communities nation- 
wide. For Hawaii, the decline of the 
sugar and pineapple industries has 
forced us to transition from large scale 
plantation agriculture to small scale 
farming. PL 566 has been the only Fed- 
eral program that has really worked to 
deal with our agricultural water issues, 


March 15, 2011 


and it is the single most important 
Federal agriculture program for Ha- 
waii. 

Hawaii is the most food import-de- 
pendent State in the entire country, so 
agricultural self-sufficiency is a pri- 
ority for us, which is one reason why 
continued funding for Hawaii’s PL 566 
project is so critical. 

In addition, PL 566 provides flood 
prevention for small communities that 
the Army Corps does not serve. Hawaii 
projects include the Lower Hamakua 
Ditch Watershed Project to rehabili- 
tate a 26-mile-long irrigation ditch 
that provides water to hundreds, hun- 
dreds of small farmers on Hawaii Is- 
land. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield the gentlelady an- 
other 30 seconds. 

Ms. HIRONO. Another project is the 
Upcountry Maui Watershed Project, 
providing water to 170 farmers and 
ranchers on Maui, and also the 
Wailuku-Alenaoi Watershed and 
Lahaina Watershed Projects that pre- 
vent flooding on Hawaii and Maui. 

These long-term projects help to 
build our local economies and create 
jobs, and stopping these projects in 
midstream is irresponsible, unsafe, and 
makes no economic sense at all. Most 
of these projects are well under way. 
We need to continue funding these pro- 
grams to support our communities and 
support jobs. 

This program has long had bipartisan 
support. In fact, last year, I signed a 
joint letter, led by Agriculture Com- 
mittee Chairman LUCAS, urging fund- 
ing for this program. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield myself 30 seconds. 

In going back and looking, NOAA op- 
erations, research, and facilities in 
H.R. 1 is cut by $454.3 million. And one 
of the officials there said what would 
happen in the continuing resolution, 
there will be a dismantling of our Na- 
tion’s early warning system, Dan 
Sobien, president of the National 
Weather Service Employees Organiza- 
tion, said in a telephone interview. It 
will result in a roughly 30 percent cut 
in the budget of the National Weather 
Service. Sobien said the current plan 
called for the Weather Service to close 
individual offices for about a month at 
a time on a rolling basis. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Legislative 
Branch Appropriations Subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. CREN- 
SHAW). 

Mr. CRENSHAW. I thank the chair- 
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to encourage my 
colleagues to vote in favor of this con- 
tinuing resolution, for two reasons. 

Number one, it keeps us on the path 
to put the brakes on this runaway 
spending that has gone around this 
place too long. It continues us to get to 
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the place where we start a culture of 
savings instead of this culture of 
spending. 

The second reason to vote for this, of 
course, is to make sure that we don’t 
shut down the government, to give us a 
little more time to try to have a final 
negotiation on the spending levels for 
next year. 

Somebody asked the question, is this 
the best way to fund the government? 
Of course it is not. There is no way. It 
would have been a whole lot better if 
last year under the Democratic leader- 
ship in this House we had a budget be- 
fore this House that would pass. But 
that didn’t happen. 

It would have been better last year 
during the session if the Democratic 
leadership had gone through regular 
order. We would have passed the appro- 
priations bill, and then the government 
would be funded for 2011. But they 
didn’t do that. 

It would have been a whole lot better 
after this House got together and made 
some tough choices, set some prior- 
ities, made difficult decisions, and 
passed a spending bill that cut $100 bil- 
lion out of this year’s spending and 
sent it down to the Senate. It would 
have been better if they would have 
taken that up and passed it, or at least 
done something. But they didn’t do 
that. 

So here we are. We find ourselves 
with another CR, 3 more weeks. But let 
me tell you, these are difficult times, 
and in difficult times leaders have to 
lead. We have got to sit down together 
and establish the priorities we have for 
spending. We have to make tough 
choices. That is what every American 
family does, that is what every Amer- 
ican business does. If we are going to 
get this economy moving again, we 
need to settle this once and for all. 

So I just hope that we will pass this 
continuing resolution and that this 
will indeed be the last time we do this; 
that in 3 weeks we sit down, have that 
other body sit down and negotiate with 
us. It takes two to tango, as they say. 

We sent the whole ball of wax down 
there and they didn’t like it, so now we 
are sending them a little at a time. But 
we are honoring that pledge to cut $100 
billion. When you cut $2 billion every 
week, that all adds up to $100 billion. 
So this is $6 billion more we are cut- 
ting on top of the $4 billion we cut. 
But, again, that is no way to settle the 
year. 

Let’s settle it once and for all. Let’s 
pass this, move ahead, and get this 
thing done. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentlelady from Ohio, 
MARCY KAPTUR, who is a very senior 
member of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee and, I think, the longest serving 
woman in the House of Representa- 
tives. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank my dear col- 
league for his great leadership and for 
yielding me this time. 
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Let me just say that I urge my col- 
leagues to vote no on this continuing 
resolution. It cuts money for jobs to 
people that give social services to our 
senior citizens at a time when gas 
prices are going up and food prices are 
going up; it cuts jobs to clean up our 
brownfield sites across this country, 
and if you don’t know what those are, 
you are lucky; it cuts jobs that affect 
our public broadcasting, the only de- 
cent broadcasting left in this country 
with the garbage that’s on the air- 
waves today; and it cuts jobs dealing 
with construction and repair of our 
Save America’s Treasures Program, 
some of the oldest buildings in Amer- 
ica that our children and grandchildren 
have a right to enjoy, as we have. 

So people say, where are you going to 
get the money? Let me tell you where 
the money is, and what is not on the 
table in trying to balance the Federal 
budget. How about the profits of the 
Wall Street ‘‘Big Six’’: Goldman Sachs, 
J.P. Morgan Chase, Bank of America, 
Wells Fargo, Morgan Stanley, and 
Citigroup. They scooped up just last 
year $51 billion in profits; $51 billion at 
the expense of the American people hit 
hard in this great recession that we’re 
enduring. Wall Street titans are happy 
as clams. 
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Their top executives alone took $26 
million in compensation, not counting 
all their stock options. We didn’t touch 
a penny of their bonuses. Oh, we can’t 
do that! Wall Street banks are paying 
at an effective 11 percent tax rate when 
businesses in my district have to pay 
at 35 percent. What’s fair about that? 
We could have $13 billion, $14 billion, 
$15 billion, $16 billion if Wall Street 
just paid at the same rate as other hon- 
est businesses do—just for last year. 

And oil prices? The American people 
are being gouged all across this coun- 
try. But Exxon made $9 billion in the 
third quarter of last year—the largest 
profit of a company in U.S. history. 
Guess how much they paid in taxes? A 
big goose egg. Zero. Zero. And British 
Petroleum, $5 billion in one quarter. 
How much did oil companies pay in 
taxes? Where’s that on the deficit cut- 
ting table? 

So, we say to the American people, 
you can’t balance a trillion-dollar def- 
icit on 14 percent of the budget. All you 
do is hurt people. Wall Street and Big 
Oil have already hurt the American 
people. 

Let’s pay the bills by expecting those 
who have much and give nothing to 
pay their fair share.That’s how you se- 
riously balance the budget—everything 
has to be on the table. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to a very 
hardworking member of our com- 
mittee, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. COLE). 

Mr. COLE. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge the adop- 
tion of H.J. Res. 48 for the continuing 
appropriations for this fiscal year. It 
seems to me that we’ve got three ques- 
tions we ought to address in the course 
of this debate. First, and very ele- 
mentally, why are we here? Second, 
what does the bill do? And third, what 
are the consequences if the bill isn’t 
passed? 

We’re here for the simple reason that 
the last Congress, that my good friends 
on the other side ran, never passed a 
budget and never passed a single appro- 
priations bill. We’re here because the 
Democratic majority failed to do its 
work. We’re also here because the cur- 
rent Democratic majority in the other 
body has so far failed to do its work. 

I remind my colleagues, we actually 
passed legislation and sent it over. I 
also remind my colleagues that the one 
proposal in the Senate that actually 
got the most votes was actually the 
Republican H.R. 1. But nevertheless, 
they failed to give us something to ne- 
gotiate against. It’s their obligation in 
the Senate at some point to have a 
common negotiating position. I don’t 
know how we can sit down and nego- 
tiate otherwise. 

So we’re here, I think, because of a 
Democratic failure both in the last 
Congress and this one. 

Second, what does this bill do? Well, 
it’s pretty commonsensical. It cuts and 
reduces 25 programs, saving $3.5 billion. 
Most of those programs the President 
and the majority say they don’t want 
to continue. It eliminates $2.6 billion in 
earmarks and, by itself, is one of the 
largest cuts any CR has ever adminis- 
tered. As has been pointed out earlier, 
if you combine it with the previous CR, 
it is a very substantial cut indeed. It 
buys time, but it also keeps the gov- 
ernment running and it keeps us on 
course to reduce spending at $2 billion 
a week, something that my colleagues 
and I are committed to. 

Finally, what happens if we don’t 
pass this bill? I know there’s some that 
want to spend more, some that want to 
spend less. The first thing that happens 
is we shut down the government, some- 
thing all of us know is not a wise thing 
to do. The second thing that happens is 
that we probably create financial panic 
in the country and harm a fragile econ- 
omy. Finally, the last thing that hap- 
pens, and I think actually the most im- 
portant, is we raise fundamental 
doubts amongst the American people 
as to whether or not this institution 
and we, as elected officials, have the 
capacity to actually address and solve 
our problems. 

So I think we need to pass this bill. 
We need to give our friends on the 
other side of the aisle, particularly in 
the Senate, another 3 weeks to see if 
they can possibly come up with a nego- 
tiating position. And I’m confident 
once those negotiations begin, our 
Speaker will keep the government run- 
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ning, will bargain in good faith, but 
will cut spending, as we’re committed 
to do. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to take a 
moment to congratulate and thank two 
long-time committee staff members 
who both are leaving us this month 
after many years of service. 

Beverly Pheto spent 10 years on the 
committee, serving as clerk on both 
the Transportation Subcommittee and 
the Homeland Security Subcommittee 
before becoming the first woman staff 
director of the full committee under 
former Chairman David Obey. Bev was 
the top Democratic staff person during 
9/11, the creation of the Transportation 
Security Administration, and the De- 
partment of Homeland Security, and 
during Hurricane Katrina. And in the 
last Congress, aS majority clerk, Bev- 
erly helped craft the American Recov- 
ery and Reinvestment Act—the Recov- 
ery Act that saved tens of thousands of 
American jobs and kept this country 
from slipping into another Great De- 
pression. 

We thank Bev for agreeing to stay on 
with us and help with the committee’s 
transition and congratulate her on her 
many years of service, both in the ex- 
ecutive branch as well as for us. She 
will be missed, but we wish her well in 
her new endeavors. 

I also want to extend my deep appre- 
ciation to Chris Topik, who has served 
on the Interior Appropriations Sub- 
committee since 1995, most recently as 
the minority clerk. Chris began his ca- 
reer with the U.S. Forest Service be- 
fore coming to the committee as a 
detailee. During his time on the Inte- 
rior Subcommittee, Chris found him- 
self in the middle of some of the most 
contentious environmental policy dis- 
putes but always remained the consum- 
mate professional. While I chaired the 
Interior Subcommittee, I relied heavily 
on his solid judgment and wise counsel. 
I wish Chris the very best as he leaves 
the committee and thank him again for 
his service. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the distin- 
guished chairman. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Let me 
join, on behalf of us on this side, in 
thanking those two wonderful individ- 
uals for their dedicated public service. 
They have worked hard on behalf of the 
public, and they deserve our utmost 
thanks, which I offer at this time. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Idaho. 

Mr. SIMPSON. 
tleman. 

On behalf of the majority, I would 
like to echo the comments of my good 
friend, the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. DICKS). 


I thank the gen- 
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Chris Topik came to the Interior 
Subcommittee on Appropriations as a 
detailee from the Forest Service in the 
mid-1990s and, since that time, has 
worked on a nonpartisan basis to ad- 
dress many of the most critical issues 
facing our land management agencies. 
Chris is one of the most professional 
and widely respected individuals on the 
Appropriations Committee staff. His 
dry wit and friendly disposition will be 
greatly missed, and his institutional 
knowledge of Forest Service issues will 
be impossible to replace. 

Chris, we appreciate your dedication 
and commitment over your many years 
of public service and wish you all the 
best in your future endeavors. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, how much 
time do I have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman has 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, may I inquire of the time re- 
maining on our side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Kentucky has 7% minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to a very 
hardworking member of our com- 
mittee, the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. BONNER). 

Mr. BONNER. I thank the chairman, 
and I urge my colleagues to support 
this continuing resolution, as unpleas- 
ant as it is. 

Our Democrat colleagues, our Repub- 
lican colleagues, we agree; we don’t 
like being in the situation that we’re 
in, but we’re in the situation neverthe- 
less. Our colleagues remember that for 
the first time since 1974, we didn’t pass 
a budget last year. We didn’t pass a 
single appropriation bill, as the chair- 
man of the committee has noted. We 
don’t like being in this situation, but 
we’re in this situation. And yet I think 
there’s a real disconnect between 
Washington and the American people. 

I was listening to the television news 
that Sunday when Senator KYL put the 
budget debate in perspective. While 
rarely do House Members quote Sen- 
ators, I think it’s worth it. We talk 
about trillions and billions and mil- 
lions, but if you had a $10,000 budget, 
which most Americans can more easily 
identify with, and 40 percent of that is 
actually borrowed money, then what 
we’re talking about with H.R. 1, which 
is the basis upon which this CR is 
going forward, we’d be shaving off $28 
from a $10,000 budget. 

Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen, 
the reason that Congress has continued 
to draw such unpopular respect with 
the American people is that there is a 
disconnect. Last year, we had a $223 
billion deficit; the largest in the his- 
tory. We’re talking about shaving $6 
billion until we can get a resolution be- 
tween the House and the Senate and 
encourage the White House to join the 
mix. 
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I thank the chairman for allowing me 
to speak out, and I encourage our col- 
leagues to support this CR. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished leader of 
the Democratic Party in the House, 
NANCY PELOSI of California. 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding, and I thank him for his 
hard work to help keep the government 
open. 

While many of us will not agree on 
the legislation before us today, we 
know it is necessary for us to proceed. 
So I don’t rise to support or oppose the 
legislation but, instead, to comment on 
the situation that we are in. 
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Again, today, we are in a situation. 
We are debating a short-term bill to 
keep the government open on a week- 
by-week basis. This is not any way to 
run a government or a business. It cer- 
tainly is not the way, as the military 
leadership has told us, to protect the 
national security of our country—on a 
week-to-week basis. 

Democrats will work with Repub- 
licans on legislation that will create 
jobs, that will strengthen the middle 
class, and that will reduce the deficit. 
On all three of these scores, this Re- 
publican spending bill fails. 

Democrats have long fought for fiscal 
responsibility as a top priority of this 
Congress. We won’t go into the history 
right now, but it’s well known that 
President Clinton took us out of a pe- 
riod of deficit—his last five budgets 
being in surplus, or in balance. Presi- 
dent Bush turned that around imme- 
diately when he became President, and 
now we have to dig ourselves out of the 
deficit that he has taken us into. Last 
December, Democrats passed a $41 bil- 
lion cut in the President’s budget. We 
did so with only one Republican vote, 
$41 billion. Democrats are in the lead 
on fiscal soundness. 

On the subject of jobs, we are in the 
llth week of the Republican majority 
in the Congress, and we have not seen 
one bill that will create jobs. In fact, 
the only bill coming from the Repub- 
licans, the only legislation that has 
come to the floor to create jobs, would 
be the Democratic initiatives. 

One is Build America Bonds: to build 
the infrastructure of America to keep 
ahead of the game in terms of innova- 
tion. Build America Bonds. Repub- 
licans overwhelmingly rejected that. 
The other bill was a bill to keep our 
jobs from going overseas by rewarding 
businesses that sent jobs overseas. 
Democrats said “по” to that idea. Re- 
publicans said ‘по’ to our legislation. 
Zero jobs bills in 11 weeks. 

It is quite different from the record 
of President Obama, who came into of- 
fice 2 years ago with a Democratic Con- 
gress. President Obama was a job cre- 
ator from day one, one week and one 
day after the President’s inaugural ad- 
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dress, calling for swift bold action now 
to create jobs. The House of Represent- 
atives passed the recovery bill, which 
was then passed by the Senate and 
signed into law in a matter of weeks. 
That legislation created or saved 3.6 
million jobs. This is important in 
terms of the deficit because it produced 
jobs. It produced revenue into the 
Treasury that helped reduce the def- 
icit. 

Tax cuts for the wealthy, which has 
been the job creator that the Repub- 
licans put forth in the Bush adminis- 
tration and have put forth since, do not 
create jobs but increase the deficit. 

So we are at the place, again, of 11 
weeks. Fed Chairman Ben Bernanke 
said the Republican spending bill would 
cost not a trivial amount of jobs; Mark 
Zandi, the Republican economist, said 
the Republican spending bill would de- 
stroy 700,000 jobs. Goldman Sachs said 
the Republican spending bill would re- 
duce U.S. economic growth by 1.5 to 2 
percent; 320 economists sent a letter, 
calling Republican cuts a threat to our 
economy’s long-term economic com- 
petitiveness and to the strength of our 
current economic recovery. 

They all agree, to one extent or an- 
other, that the Republican agenda is 
taking us in the wrong direction, and 
that agenda is manifested in the con- 
tinuing resolution, H.R. 1, and in the 
budget approach that they are taking. 
In fact, in addition to not creating 
jobs, the Republican initiative is mak- 
ing matters worse. 

Many of us have come to the floor to 
talk about budgets year in and year 
out. We all say that our national budg- 
et should be a statement of our na- 
tional values. What is important to our 
country should be reflected in the allo- 
cation of our resources. We want to 
have that debate on values rather than 
just on cuts. 

Again, we all agree we have to get rid 
of waste, fraud, abuse, duplication, ob- 
solescence, and the rest. The GAO has 
given us a blueprint for that, and we 
subscribe to that. We all agree that we 
must reduce the deficit, and the fiscal 
commission has given us a road map 
for that. We can agree or disagree with 
some of it; but the fact is it gives us a 
blueprint for how to go forward, and we 
should take heed of that. That blue- 
print says that we should not be mak- 
ing cuts right now that will be harmful 
to our recovery. Yet that’s exactly 
what the Republican initiatives do. 

So as to this statement of value, 
when we have this debate, it’s not a de- 
bate about are we going to cut 6 mil- 
lion or 3 million seniors off of Meals on 
Wheels. It’s about who we are as a 
country, how do we protect the Amer- 
ican people both in our national secu- 
rity and our neighborhoods. It’s how we 
educate our children to make them 
happy and also how to keep us com- 
petitive as innovators internationally. 
It’s how we maintain a healthy Amer- 
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ica. It’s not just about their health 
care but about their good health: the 
air they breathe, the water they drink, 
the safety of the food they eat. 

It is about the creation of jobs. I be- 
lieve we have an obligation as a gov- 
ernment to be job creators. Jobs give 
people the means to find their own hap- 
piness and also to bring revenue into 
the Treasury, if we’re just speaking 
pragmatically and not in terms of val- 
ues. 

I don’t believe it’s just about the dol- 
lars. It’s because of the values that we 
have to have this debate. Unfortu- 
nately, the bills that we are being pre- 
sented with, like H.R. 1, are like a bal- 
loon. You squeeze it here and it pops 
out there. It doesn’t change anything 
for the better. In fact, as has been indi- 
cated, it makes matters worse. 

So as we consider our budgetary deci- 
sions as a discussion, as a statement of 
our national values, we have to remem- 
ber that the greatness of our country 
depends on the strengthening of our 
middle class. We have to do that by 
creating jobs, and we certainly must 
reduce the deficit. 

Now we are waiting at the negoti- 
ating table for the Republicans to show 
that they are willing to work to- 
gether—we cut $41 billion with one Re- 
publican vote—and that they are will- 
ing to work together to reach an agree- 
ment that is a statement of our values. 
I think we can do that. Many of us 
have worked together on the Appro- 
priations Committee over the years. 

I urge our Republican colleagues to 
join us in our efforts to create jobs, to 
strengthen the middle class, and to re- 
duce the deficit—and to do so in the in- 
terest of the American people. 

That’s why I think, on this vote 
today, people will vote however they 
view their own statements about it. 
The big vote that is coming up is the 
vote on the continuing resolution, on 
the long-term basis to keep the govern- 
ment open and functioning for people— 
again, in a way that is a statement of 
values for our great country. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to a new 
member of our committee, a hard- 
working member, the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. WOMACK). 

Mr. WOMACK. I thank the gentleman 
from Kentucky for his leadership on 
the Appropriations Committee and for 
yielding me some time here this morn- 
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, yes, it’s true. I came 
here on January 5. Just a few weeks 
ago, I put my hand up and took the 
oath of office. As I did, I was reminded 
of the fact that, at that precise time in 
my life, I was taking the oath of office 
already 3 months into the fiscal year. 
Now, you show me what business or 
what governmental jurisdiction any- 
where in America is effectively and ef- 
ficiently managed when you’re oper- 
ating without a budget already 3 
months into the budget year. 
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I was a mayor of a very dynamic city 
in northwest Arkansas. We never did 
that. We couldn’t survive by passing 
our budget sometime during the course 
of the ongoing year. So our conference, 
in particular, is leading by example. 
We are providing a leadership example 
for the spending cuts that so many peo- 
ple around America have said over and 
over again we have to achieve. 

Look, America gets it. We are at a 
$1.5 trillion deficit in this FY, and we 
are $14-plus trillion in debt. We have to 
do something about spending. It’s all 
about the end game, which is where 
this side of the aisle and that side of 
the aisle can come to an agreement be- 
cause we know that the end game is 
about the creation of jobs. The ideolog- 
ical difference about how we get there, 
I think, is what divides us; but Iam a 
firm believer and will tell you—as will 
any businessman, any mayor, any 
county judge, any government offi- 
cial—that your balance sheet drives a 
lot of things. 
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I think fundamental to that balance 
sheet is how much you’re in debt, be- 
cause how much you are in debt in 
business is tied to your assets. In gov- 
ernment, it’s tied to your capacity to 
tax; and right now, one of the funda- 
mental problems about growing jobs in 
this economy is the uncertainty that 
hangs over the job creators in America. 

Let me just finish by saying that I 
urge support of H.J. Res. 48. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. May I in- 
quire of the time remaining, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Kentucky has 3% minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Wash- 
ington has 4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. HURT). 

Mr. HURT. I thank the chairman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, today, I rise in support 
of this temporary continuing resolu- 
tion to urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

As we debate this measure, let’s re- 
member why we are here. Let’s remem- 
ber that on November 2, the people of 
Virginia’s Fifth District and the people 
across this country sent a message to 
Washington, a message to Republicans 
and to Democrats. The message was ur- 
gent, it was clear, and it was loud. The 
message sent was that now is the time 
to stop the government spending, stop 
the government borrowing, and stop 
the raid on our children’s future. 

So what have we found since we got 
here? We find that our President and 
the last Congress, despite enjoying 
great majorities in each Chamber, 
completely and totally failed nearly 6 
months ago to live up to its funda- 
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mental responsibility to adopt a budget 
for fiscal year 2011. Because of their 
failure to lead, the American people 
still 6 months later do not have a budg- 
et. 

After the House worked into the 
early morning hours nearly a month 
ago and sent H.R. 1 down the Hall to 
the opposite Chamber, what has the 
Senate done? They left town, and they 
failed to adopt any proposal to fund the 
government for the rest of the fiscal 
year. 

And what has the President done? 
While continuing to fail to lead on the 
2011 budget, he has now proposed a 
budget for fiscal year 2012 that does not 
decrease spending and borrowing but 
instead increases government spending 
and nearly doubles government bor- 
rowing in the next 10 years. After it is 
all said and done, the Senate and the 
White House have not heard the mes- 
sage from the people in the last elec- 
tion and are continuing to fail to lead. 

Now is the time for this Congress to 
listen. Now is the time for this Con- 
gress to act. I believe that the majority 
in this House is listening and this tem- 
porary continuing resolution gets us 
one step closer to fulfilling the purpose 
given us by the American people: cut 
government spending and reduce gov- 
ernment borrowing for the sake of fu- 
ture generations. 

Simply put, by voting in favor of this 
measure today, we are putting a $6 bil- 
lion deposit on the account for our 
children and our grandchildren who for 
far too long have been forgotten here 
in Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. I yield myself the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Madam Speaker, I rise to review the 
bidding here. We are down to the end of 
this debate on this continuing resolu- 
tion, and I hope—and as I know Chair- 
man ROGERS hopes—that this will be 
the last continuing resolution and that 
working together we can come to- 
gether on a solution to the FY11 budg- 
et. 

Now, I’ve heard repeatedly, repeat- 
edly, and I’ve even mentioned this in 
my last statement, and the next thing 
I knew it was on CANTOR’s Web site, 
but back in 2007, the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Kentucky will remember 
that when we took over power and won 
the election in 2006, most of the nine, I 
think, or 10 of the appropriations bills 
were not enacted, and the Democrats 
had to pass a bill in February enacting 
all of these things. So maybe we 
learned that lesson from you-all over 
there, and I hope you will remember it 
because you seem to act like this has 
never happened before. Well, that’s 
number one. 

Number two, the American people in 
a Washington Post-ABC poll yesterday 
over the weekend said that they are 
worried that the cuts in H.R. 1 will 
hurt the economy. It was narrow. It 
was 45-41, but 71 percent of the people 
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said the problem was that your side 
isn’t engaging and that they blame the 
Republicans for not getting this deal. 

Now, why would they think that? I 
think the reason for it is when the first 
Rogers amendment proposal came out, 
that was kind of a reasonable ap- 
proach, but that was rejected; and then 
they doubled the amount of these cuts, 
and the cuts became very severe and 
very questionable. 

There was a story in The Washington 
Post today that lays out if you cut food 
inspectors, you’re going to pay for it; if 
you cut WIC funding, you’re going to 
pay for it, billions, in these children. 

So I just point these things out. Cut- 
ting Head Start, this was perceived by 
the American people as too extreme, 
and that is why the Senate rejected 
H.R. 1, the President rejected H.R. 1. 
We need to have reasonable people sit 
down and work out a compromise and 
not let the government be shut down. 

I believe that this should be the last 
CR and that we all should agree here 
today that this is going to be the last 
CR and that we are committed to get- 
ting this resolved. And that’s what the 
American people also said in this ABC- 
Washington Post poll, not that I follow 
the polls much; but they also said they 
wanted us to come to an agreement. 

So, again, I pledge to our chairman 
that we’re not going to let this happen 
again; that this year we will pass all 12 
appropriation bills by August, and 
we’ve done that before; and that we 
will end this process that started back 
in 2007 and which got continued in 2011. 
It is not the way to do the govern- 
ment’s business. So let’s make a pledge 
today that after this CR, we’re going to 
work together to solve this problem 
and move on to FY12. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I yield the balance of my time 
to a hardworking member of our com- 
mittee, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
LATOURETTE). 

Mr. LATOURETTE. 
chairman for yielding. 

I listened with great interest to the 
distinguished minority leader and her 
remarks, and I always like listening to 
her. I never cast my ballot for her to 
become the Speaker of the House in the 
last two Congresses, but as an Amer- 
ican we all celebrated the historic ac- 
complishment when she became the 
first woman to preside over this Cham- 
ber since the founding of the Republic. 
And a lot of wonderful things will be 
said and written about her tenure as 
Speaker of the House. 

One thing that will not be said or 
written is that she presided over two 
Congresses that will be known for fis- 
cal responsibility—that Congress 
passed a bank bailout bill costing $700 
billion which may bankrupt the Na- 
tion; passed an $800 billion stimulus 
bill that created no jobs that may 
bankrupt the Nation; passed a cap-and- 
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tax piece of legislation that would gut 
jobs in Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, and 
would have bankrupted the Nation; 
and, finally, a health care bill that 
took over one-sixth of the Nation’s 
economy, did not bend the cost curve 
and, if not checked, will, in fact, bank- 
rupt the Nation. 

The distinguished minority leader’s 
speech reminds me of that old adage 
that everybody wants to go to heaven 
but nobody wants to die. We hear con- 
tinuously we have to cut, we have to 
cut, we have to cut, but not these cuts, 
not those cuts, not this program, not 
my program. The time is now. The 
time is serious. We have laid an offer 
upon the table, and we wait with great 
expectation. 

Now, I know what all those people in 
St. Peters Square must feel like when 
they are waiting for the white smoke 
to come out of the top of the dome for 
the election of a Pope. We would like 
very much for the other side of this 
Capitol to give us a proposal to nego- 
tiate with. We would like very much 
for the Vice President of the United 
States to return to this Nation to talk 
to us. It’s not happening. We need to 
pass the bill. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Madam Speaker, today’s 
legislation is designed to allow the federal 
government to continue operating through 
April 8, 2011. Additionally, this three-week CR 
does not contain the kind of truly reckless cuts 
and extreme policy riders contained in H.R. 1. 

While this measure is clearly preferable to a 
government shutdown, we simply can’t con- 
tinue running the government on a series of 
short term extensions. The time has come to 
negotiate a long term CR that makes respon- 
sible reductions in federal spending while 
keeping job creation and our ongoing eco- 
nomic recovery on track. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, | rise 
in opposition to H.J. Res. 48, another short- 
term Continuing Resolution. 

This is enabling bad Congressional behav- 
ior. 

Continuing to cut specific environmental pro- 
grams that have meant so much to commu- 
nities across the country without at least put- 
ting it in the context of the broader budget re- 
quest is irresponsible. It does not make sense 
to chip away at the Environmental Protection 
Agency by cutting local climate change and 
targeted airshed grants or the Department of 
Interior by cutting the Save America’s Treas- 
ures program without looking at the rest of the 
budget to ensure that community needs are 
still being met. 

This CR continues to target public broad- 
casting. It aims to eliminate all funding for the 
Public Telecommunications Facilities Program, 
PTFP. This program—started before the Pub- 
lic Broadcasting Act of 1967—is the only 
source of federal revenue for the replacement 
of aging or damaged equipment. Public 
broadcasting’s programming can’t be enjoyed 
if there’s no way to maintain the infrastructure 
that delivers it to our homes. 

PTFP is needed because by statute, station 
funds from the Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting, CPB, are to be used for the produc- 
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tion or acquisition of programming, not up- 
keep. Unfortunately, infrastructure needs far 
outpace recent funding. In FY 2009, stations 
received nearly $38 million from the PTFP and 
the CPB Digital Program. However, in that 
same time period, stations spent nearly $191 
million in equipment апа infrastructure—re- 
flecting the fact that both programs together 
have only been able to help stations address 
roughly 20% of their needs. We should be 
supporting these infrastructure investments 
and public broadcasting, not defunding them. 

On the first CR, | was willing to vote yes in 
hopes we’d get serious. The problem with 
multiple short term CRs is more short-term 
spending authority that cripples the ability of 
the federal government to manage important 
functions while it drives up costs. It is expen- 
sive to make decisions on a week-to-week 
basis. 

| am disappointed that this bill avoids the 
tough decisions that must be made, unsettles 
the business climate, and makes the job of 
our state and local partners harder. 

Mr. WEST. Madam Speaker, | rise today to 
take a stand, a stand that may not be popular 
with the Leadership of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, but a stand | must take because 
| believe we cannot kick the can down the 
road for even another 3 weeks. The American 
people recognize that we must no longer take 
these small calculated measures. Today | will 
vote against another short-term Continuing 
Resolution. 

In the shortest month of the year, February, 
the Federal Government had the largest deficit 
of $223 billion in our nation’s entire history. 
The American people know that we are in a 
fiscal crisis and have sent me to address out- 
of-control spending. 

The majority in the House of Representa- 
tives passed H.R. 1 which reduced spending 
by $61 billion for the remainder of this fiscal 
year. Even though H.R. 1 only cut spending 
by approximately 1.5 percent of the entire re- 
quested budget for fiscal year 2011, H.R. 1 re- 
versed the trend of the Democrat Majority 
which increased overall discretionary funding 
by 24% over the last 2 years. The United 
States Senate rejected this amount as too 
much. They believe that, after President 
Barack Obama and the Democrat Congress 
presented trillion dollar deficit budgets, a 
freeze is the only viable approach. 

| am not a supporter of big government. 
However, the Federal Government does per- 
form certain important functions. Many essen- 
tial Federal agencies cannot move forward 
with planning and using resources if every 
several weeks they are faced with the threat 
that they will need to close their doors until we 
resolve this impasse. Could any business in 
America function this way? Can а family 
household function this way? 

Madam Speaker, President Obama and the 
United States Congresses of the past have 
created the Nanny States of America. Vast 
segments of the American people are now de- 
pendent on our Federal Government and not 
dependent on their own ability, skills and en- 
trepreneurial spirit to succeed in this Nation. 

We are in this position today because the 
Democrats in the last Congress failed to pass 
a budget. Further, the President appoints Vice 
President Biden as the Administration point 
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person on the negotiations while he flies off to 
Europe. The Democrats failed to show leader- 
ship last year and the President is showing a 
lack of leadership today. | will show what | 
consider appropriate leadership now and vote 
against this Continuing Resolution. 

Madam Speaker, the American people are 
watching us closely. Today, with information 
so readily available on the Internet they know 
the truth of our desperate economic situation. 
The days of Washington, D.C. double-talk no 
longer works. 

The American people know that the Federal 
Government is collecting $2.2 trillion and 
spending $3.7 trillion this year. The American 
people know forty cents of every dollar the 
Federal Government spends is borrowed, 
much of it from China. The American people 
also know our nation is piling up new debt at 
the rate of $4 billion a day. So, what does $6 
billion of spending cuts really buy the Amer- 
ican people? 

Further, the General Accountability Office 
released a 345-page report detailing the 
redundancies of Federal programs and the 
$100 to $200 billion of savings that could be 
achieved if these programs were consolidated 
or eliminated. 

My colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
want to argue that these cuts in spending will 
weaken an already slow economy and con- 
tribute to an increase in the loss of jobs. | be- 
lieve this is a disingenuous argument. The 
truth is, the spending over the last 2 years has 
not reduced the loss of jobs, but instead has 
contributed to the largest debt in American 
history which will be passed on to my children 
and my grandchildren. 

In Wisconsin, we have seen what the union- 
ized entitlement class can do and the pressure 
they can place on their elected officials. Wis- 
consin State Legislators running to а neigh- 
boring state to hide from making a hard vote 
and protestors storming the Wisconsin State 
Capitol are not in concert with the principles of 
a representative democracy. 

Madam Speaker, Madison, Wisconsin is 
only 700 miles from the United States Capitol. 

The Founders of our nation wrote in the 
Declaration of Independence “We hold these 
truths to be self- evident, that all men are cre- 
ated equal, that they are endowed by their 
Creator with certain unalienable Rights that 
among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit 
of Happiness.” The “Pursuit” of Happiness, 
not the Federal Government’s “Guarantee” of 
Happiness! 

Finally, Madam Speaker, we can continue to 
rehash the past of how we have gotten into 
this situation, but | would rather focus on the 
future. The future is now and the place is here 
for us to get our Nation back on track. | sup- 
port the cuts in the Continuing Resolution. | 
support the elimination of these projects. 

However, my “No” vote should not be con- 
strued as my willingness for a “government 
shutdown.” My “No” vote is based on a sim- 
ple principle that we need to complete the 
Federal budget for 2011. It is time to have this 
debate on Federal spending and get our na- 
tion back on track by cutting spending for the 
long term economic restoration of our Repub- 
lic. 

Alexander the Great once stated, “Fortune 
favors the bold.” The American people are 


3970 


looking for principled and bold leadership. | 
understand “political maneuvering” but the 
time has come to engage in the battle for the 
fiscal responsible future of America. | take my 
position on the frontlines. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Speaker, we all agree 
that we must get our fiscal house in order, 
which is why Democrats sought to cut more 
than $40 billion from the President’s 2011 
budget request in December. We must evalu- 
ate every program and determine whether it 
merits taxpayer funding. 

| have significant reservations about some 
of the cuts included in H.J. Res. 48, particu- 
larly eliminating funding for the Public Tele- 
communications Facilities Program, which was 
created nearly 50 years ago and is the only 
source of ongoing infrastructure assistance for 
public broadcasting stations. Its competitive 
grants require a local match, resulting in a 
successful public-private partnership, and it is 
the only source of emergency funding for sta- 
tions with facilities devastated by disasters. 
Funding has already been cut by more than 
half since 2004, and it is a mistake to elimi- 
nate it. 

Instead of continuing their quest to dis- 
mantle public broadcasting, the authors of the 
bill should have found savings by ending tax- 
payer-funded subsidies to large oil companies, 
which fleece taxpayers of tens of billions of 
dollars. 

However, while | may not support every cut, 
it is imperative that Congress do everything it 
can, and reach common ground whenever 
possible, to avoid a government shutdown. 
We cannot allow for the possibility of seniors 
going without Social Security checks or vet- 
erans losing access to the health benefits they 
have earned. 

The 7-month continuing resolution the 
House passed in February is a dangerous bill 
that would create not a single job, hurt federal 
programs essential to economic growth, and 
compromise our security. With no better op- 
tions, we must adopt this short-term continuing 
resolution to keep the government operating 
while we negotiate spending for the remainder 
of the fiscal year that will continue economic 
growth. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MILLER of Michigan). All time for de- 
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 167, 
the joint resolution is considered read 
and the previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the joint resolu- 
tion. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 
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MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. CRITZ. Madam Speaker, I have a 
motion to recommit at the desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the joint resolu- 
tion? 

Mr. CRITZ. Yes, I am. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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Mr. Critz moves to recommit the joint res- 
olution H.J. Res. 48 to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations with instructions to report the 
same back to the House forthwith with the 
following amendment: 

Page 20, line 2, strike the final period and 
the preceding quotation marks. 

Page 20, after line 2, insert the following: 

“SEC. 295. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to develop or imple- 
ment a system that cuts Social Security 
benefits, or that privatizes Social Security. 

“SEC. 296. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to develop or imple- 
ment a system that cuts Medicare benefits, 
eliminates guaranteed health coverage for 
seniors, or establishes a Medicare voucher 
plan that limits payments to beneficiaries in 
order to purchase health care in the private 
sector.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 min- 
utes in support of his motion. 

Mr. CRITZ. Madam Speaker, as I lis- 
ten to the debate on the current CR 
and where this debate has been taking 
us throughout this year, I have some 
reasons for alarm. I think the best way 
to start it off is to at least start to let 
you know a little bit about myself. 

For most of my life, I have worked in 
the private sector. I have worked all 
my life and paid into Social Security. 
And the folks that I live with and live 
around and the people of my district 
have come to rely on Social Security, 
as it provides for, actually, generations 
at this point. 

As I have been sitting here listening 
to this current CR, which I am opposed 
to, you know, all 485 of us are sent here 
to lead. Unfortunately, what we have 
heard time and time again is finger- 
pointing as, “It’s your fault,” “It’s our 
fault,” “It’s their fault,” instead of us 
sitting down, talking to one another 
and figuring out where we can com- 
promise and how we can come to a 
final solution to what our problems 
are. And it’s really very disheartening. 

I can understand that the folks who 
watch this at home are trying to figure 
out, well, whose side are we on? Are we 
on their side? Or are we on our par- 
ticular party’s side or on our particular 
stance’s side? And I think it’s very un- 
fortunate because, at the end of the 
day, we all have very strong opinions 
on what the best way forward is in this 
country. Unfortunately, it’s about 
compromise. Because even though we 
all have strong opinions, we all have 
differing opinions; and if we don’t work 
it out, we are not going to get any- 
where. 

As I stand in opposition to this CR, it 
is something that is disheartening. 

Now, I am on the Armed Services 
Committee and have been hearing from 
industry time and time again at how 
difficult it is for them in the long term. 
So as we talk about cutting, we are 
going to cut $2 billion a week for these 
next 3 weeks. Well, by doing these 
short-term CRs, we are actually cost- 
ing our country money. And no one 
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talks about that, of what the impact is 
going to be from this temporary solu- 
tion. The Republicans have talked 
about, well, the Democrats didn’t com- 
plete their work last year. That’s true. 
But now the Republicans are in charge. 
You are in charge. You were given a 
charge to lead this country. And here 
we are going around again doing a 2- 
week, a 3-week. This isn’t leading. This 
is playing games, and it’s time to stand 
up and do the right thing for this coun- 
try. 

But my MTR, motion to recommit, 
involves Social Security, because the 
debate that has been happening has 
been trying to frame Social Security as 
a problem and the reason for the defi- 
cits that this country is experiencing. I 
brought a chart with me, and I want to 
read to you the net increase in assets 
in the Social Security Trust Fund for 
the last 6 years. 

In 2005, the Social Security Trust 
Fund increased $172 billion. In 2006, it 
increased by $189.5 billion. These are 
increases. This means that the money 
that comes in to Social Security via 
your taxes and interest is more than 
what is going out, being paid in bene- 
fits. So when people start talking 
about, well, Social Security is causing 
our deficit problem and we have to ad- 
dress entitlement programs, they’re 
not giving you the whole picture. They 
are trying to tell you that down the 
road we may have an issue. Well, no. 

In 2007, the Social Security Trust 
Fund increased $190.4 billion. In 2008, it 
increased $180 billion. In 2009, it in- 
creased $122 billion. So the trust fund 
is going up. And it actually has $2.6 
trillion in it right now. So the people 
that are receiving Social Security now 
shouldn’t be worried about what it’s 
doing to the deficit, because that in- 
crease in the trust fund is actually 
money that’s coming in to the govern- 
ment in excess of what Social Security 
is spending. 

But I brought up a chart here because 
I want to show people that when you 
start talking about Social Security— 
now, if you look at the 12th District of 
Pennsylvania, I have an elderly popu- 
lation. I am one of the districts that 
has a lot of senior citizens in it. A lot 
of people are on Social Security. And if 
you look at this chart, 77 percent of 
people say, Leave Social Security 
alone. Don’t touch the retirement age. 
Don’t touch the benefits. They say, 
Come to a solution. Figure out a way 
to move forward. 

And there are compromises that can 
be had to help solve the Social Secu- 
rity issue because we do have an issue 
long term. Baby boomers are retiring. 
Less people are paying in. So there are 
some issues that we have to address. 
But don’t be buying into this crisis leg- 
islation that, if we don’t do something 
immediately, Social Security is going 
to be in trouble. You are hearing all 
kinds of scenarios. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CRITZ. I urge support of this 
amendment. It does not recommit the 
bill. It is an amendment and will just 
be added to the bill. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the mo- 
tion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, this provision doesn’t do any- 
thing. Nothing in the CR would cut So- 
cial Security or Medicare benefits, nor 
would it privatize Social Security. We 
are totally committed in this bill to 
saving Social Security. 

Let me be honest. This is a proce- 
dural motion that is simply a fog 
screen, trying to hide us from our real 
task at hand, but I don’t think we’ll be 
fooled at that. The debate should not 
be about procedure or fog screens or 
things unrelated to the bill. It should 
be about doing our job. 

We are here this afternoon to provide 
the necessary resources to keep the 
government’s doors open while we lock 
in important budget savings totaling $6 
billion. That is $2 billion in spending 
reductions, or savings, to the taxpayer, 
$2 billion a week, the path this body 
has set with the passage of H.R. 1 a 
couple of weeks ago. 

I would also like to remind my col- 
leagues that, with the passage of this 
CR today, we will have cut over $10 bil- 
lion in the span of 2 weeks. That sets a 
record. That has never been done be- 
fore in this body. The closest was 1995 
at $9 billion. This is more than double 
the $4.7 billion that Senator REID and 
the Senate Democrats proposed in 
their CR last week to fund the govern- 
ment for the remaining 6 months. We 
do in 2 weeks what they would take 6 
months to do. 

The American people sent us here 
with a clear message last November. 
They want us to end the partisan bick- 
ering and get our work done. Instead of 
picking political fights, they want us 
united in cutting the budget. This mo- 
tion moves us further away from that 
goal. It would send us backwards, not 
forwards. It’s a smokescreen, a proce- 
dural motion. 

Let’s get on with it. Vote “по,” and 
then vote “yes” on final. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. CRITZ. Madam Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
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this 15-minute vote on the motion to 
recommit will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on passage of H.J. Res. 48, if or- 
dered; and adoption of H. Con. Res. 30, 
by the yeas and the nays. 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 190, nays 
239, not voting 3, as follows: 
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YEAS—190 
Ackerman Garamendi Pallone 
Altmire Gonzalez Pascrell 
Andrews Green, Al Pastor (AZ) 
Baca Green, Gene Payne 
Baldwin Grijalva Pelosi 
Barrow Gutierrez Perlmutter 
Bass (CA) Hanabusa Peters 
Becerra Hastings (FL) Peterson 
Berkley Heinrich Pingree (ME) 
Berman Higgins Polis 
Bishop (GA) Himes Price (NC) 
Bishop (NY) Hinchey Quigley 
Blumenauer Hinojosa 
Boren Hirono Rabal 

Rangel 
Boswell Holden 5 
Вгайу (РА) Holt Reyes 
Braley (IA) Honda Richardson 
Brown (FL) Hoyer Richmond 
Butterfield Inslee Ross (AR) 
Capps Israel Rothman (NJ) 
Capuano Jackson (IL) Roybal-Allard 
Cardoza Jackson Lee Ruppersberger 
Carnahan (TX) Rush 
Carney Johnson (GA) Ryan (OH) 
Carson (IN) Johnson, E. B. Sanchez, Linda 
Castor (FL) Jones ы н 
Chandler Kaptur Sarbanes 
Chu Keating Schakowsky 
Cicilline Kildee Schiff 
Clarke (MI) Kind Schrader 
Clarke (NY) Kissell Schwartz 
Clay Kucinich Scott (VA) 
Cleaver Langevin Scott, David 
Clyburn Larsen (WA) Serrano 
Cohen Larson (CT) Sewell 
Connolly (VA) Lee (CA) Sherman 
Conyers Levin Shuler 
Cooper Lewis (GA) Sires 
Costa Lipinski Slaughter 
Costello Loebsack Smith (WA) 
Courtney Lofgren, Zoe Speier 
Critz Lowey Stark 
Crowley Lujan Sutton 
Cuellar Lynch Thompson (CA) 
Cummings Maloney Thompson (М8) 
Davis (CA) Markey Tierney 
Davis (IL) Matheson 
DeFazio Matsui Tonko 
Towns 

DeGette McCarthy (NY) 
DeLauro McCollum Tsongas 
Deutch McDermott Van. Hollen 
Dicks McGovern Velazquez 
Dingell McIntyre Visclosky 
Doggett McNerney Walz (MN) 
Donnelly (IN) Meeks Wasserman 
Doyle Michaud Schultz 
Edwards Miller (NC) Waters 
Ellison Miller, George Watt 
Enge Moran Waxman 
Eshoo Murphy (CT) Weiner 
Farr Nadler Welch 
Fattah Napolitano Wilson (FL) 
Filner Neal Woolsey 
Frank (MA) Olver Wu 
Fudge Owens Yarmuth 

NAYS—239 
Adams Bilbray Burton (IN) 
Aderholt Bilirakis Calvert 
Akin Bishop (UT) Camp 
Alexander Black Campbell 
Amash Blackburn Canseco 
Austria Bonner Cantor 
Bachmann Bono Mack Capito 
Bachus Boustany Carter 
Barletta Brady (TX) Cassidy 
Bartlett Brooks Chabot 
Barton (TX) Broun (GA) Chaffetz 
Bass (NH) Buchanan Coble 
Benishek Bucshon Coffman (CO) 
Berg Buerkle Cole 
Biggert Burgess Conaway 
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Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 


Giffords 


Messrs. 


Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Labrador 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 


NOT VOTING—3 


Moore 
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Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Sanchez, Loretta 


WITTMAN and SULLIVAN 


and Ms. GRANGER changed their vote 
from “yea” to “пау.” 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas and Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia changed their 


vote from “пау” to “yea.” 


So the motion to recommit was re- 


jected. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


The 


question is on the passage of the joint 


resolution. 


The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 


RECORDED VOTE 


Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 
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A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 271, noes 158, 
not voting 3, as follows: 

[Roll No. 179] 


This 


AYES—271 
Adams Fleischmann Michaud 
Aderholt Flores Miller (FL) 
Alexander Forbes Miller (MI) 
Altmire Fortenberry Miller (NC) 
Austria Foxx Miller, Gary 
Baca Frelinghuysen Moran 
Bachus Gallegly Murphy (CT) 
Barletta Gardner Murphy (PA) 
Barrow Gerlach Myrick 
Bass (NH) Gibbs Neugebauer 
Berg Gibson Noem 
Berkley Gonzalez Nugent 
Biggert Goodlatte Nunes 
Bilbray Gosar Nunnelee 
Bilirakis Granger Olson 
Bishop (GA) Graves (MO) Owens 
Bishop (NY) Griffin (AR) Palazzo 
Bishop (UT) Griffith (VA) Pascrell 
Black Grimm Paulsen 
Blackburn Guinta Perlmutter 
Bonner Guthrie Peters 
Bono Mack Hanna Peterson 
Boren Harper Petri 
Boswell Hartzler Pingree (ME) 
Boustany Hastings (WA) Platts 
Brady (PA) Hayworth Polis 
Brady (TX) Heck Pompeo 
Braley (ТА) Heinrich Posey 
Brooks Hensarling Price (GA) 
Broun (GA) Herger Price (NC) 
Buchanan Herrera Beutler Quayle 
Bucshon Higgins Quigley 
Buerkle Himes Rahall 
Burgess Holden Reed 
Butterfield Hoyer Reichert 
Calvert Hultgren Renacci 
Camp Hunter Ribble 
Canseco Hurt Rivera 
Cantor Inslee Roby 
Capito Israel Roe (TN) 
Capps Issa Rogers (AL) 
Cardoza Jenkins Rogers (KY) 
Carney Johnson (OH) Rogers (MI) 
Carson (IN) Johnson, Sam Rohrabacher 
Carter Keating Rokita 
Cassidy Kelly Rooney 
Castor (FL) Kildee Ros-Lehtinen 
Chandler Kind Roskam 
Coble King (NY) Ross (AR) 
Coffman (CO) Kingston Rothman (NJ) 
Cole Kinzinger (IL) Royce 
Conaway Kissell Runyan 
Cooper Kline Ruppersberger 
Costa Lance Ryan (WI) 
Courtney Langevin Sarbanes 
Cravaack Lankford Scalise 
Crawford Latham Schiff 
Crenshaw LaTourette Schilling 
Cuellar Latta Schock 
Culberson Lewis (CA) Schrader 
Davis (CA) Lipinski Schwartz 
Davis (KY) LoBiondo Schweikert 
DeFazio Loebsack Scott (SC) 
DeGette Lowey Scott, Austin 
Denham Lucas Sensenbrenner 
Dent Luetkemeyer Sessions 
DesJarlais Lujan Sherman 
Deutch Lummis Shimkus 
Diaz-Balart Lungren, Daniel Shuler 
Dicks E. Shuster 
Dingell Manzullo Simpson 
Doggett Marchant Sires 
Dold Marino Smith (NE) 
Donnelly (IN) Matheson Smith (TX) 
Doyle McCarthy (CA) Smith (WA) 
Dreier McCarthy (NY) Speier 
Duffy McCaul Stark 
Duncan (TN) McClintock Stivers 
Ellmers McHenry Terry 
Emerson McKeon Thompson (CA) 
Engel McKinley Thompson (PA) 
Farenthold MeMorris Thornberry 
Fattah Rodgers Tiberi 
Fincher Meehan Turner 
Fitzpatrick Mica Upton 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


Van Hollen Welch Wu 
Visclosky Westmoreland Yoder 
Walden Whitfield Young (AK) 
Walz (MN) Wittman Young (FL) 
Wasserman Wolf Young (IN) 

Schultz Womack 
Webster Woodall 

NOES—158 
Ackerman Grijalva Pallone 
Akin Gutierrez Pastor (AZ) 
Amash Hall Paul 
Andrews Hanabusa Payne 
Bachmann Harris Pearce 
Baldwin Hastings (FL) Pelosi 
Bartlett Heller Pence 
Barton (TX) Hinchey Pitts 
Bass (CA) Hinojosa Poe (TX) 
Becerra Hirono 
Benishek Holt коо 
ehberg 

Berman Honda Reyes 
Blumenauer Huelskamp Richardson 
Brown (FL) Huizenga (MI) Richmond 
Burton (IN) Jackson (IL) 4 
Campbell Jackson Lee Rigell 
Capuano (TX) Ross (FL) 
Carnahan Johnson (GA) Roybal-Allard 
Chabot Johnson (IL) Rush 
Chaffetz Johnson, E. B. Ryan (OH) 
Chu Jones Sanchez, Linda 
Cicilline Jordan T. 
Clarke (MI) Kaptur Schakowsky 
Clarke (NY) King (IA) Schmidt 
Clay Kucinich Scott (VA) 
Cleaver Labrador Scott, David 
Clyburn Lamborn Serrano 
Cohen Landry Sewell 
Connolly (VA) Larsen (WA) Slaughter 
Costello Larson (CT) Smith (NJ) 
Critz Lee (CA) Southerland 
Crowley Levin Stearns 
Cummings Lewis (GA) Stutzman 
pai (IL) а Zoe Sullivan 

eLauro ong Sutton 
Duncan (SC) Lynch 
Edwards Mack ieee (М8) 
Ellison Maloney Tipton 
Eshoo Markey Tonko 
Farr Matsui 
Filner McCollum Towns 
Flake McCotter Tsongas 
Fleming McDermott Velazquez 
Frank (MA) McGovern Walberg 
Franks (AZ) McIntyre Walsh (IL) 
Fudge McNerney Waters 
Garamendi Meeks Watt 
Garrett Miller, George Waxman 
Gingrey (GA) Moore Weiner 
Gohmert Mulvaney West 
Gowdy Nadler Wilson (FL) 
Graves (GA) Napolitano Wilson (SC) 
Green, Al Neal Woolsey 
Green, Gene Olver Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—3 
Conyers Giffords Sanchez, Loretta 
1532 
Mr. CICILLINE changed his vote 


from “ауе” to “по.” 

Mr. INSLEE changed his vote from 
“no” to “aye.” 

So the joint resolution was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


PROVIDING FOR AN ADJOURN- 
MENT OR RECESS OF THE TWO 
HOUSES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on adop- 
tion of H. Con. Res. 30, on which the 
yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the con- 
current resolution. 


March 15, 2011 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the concurrent resolu- 
tion. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 232, nays 
197, not voting 3, as follows: 


[Roll No. 180] 


YEAS—232 
Adams Goodlatte Noem 
Aderholt Gosar Nugent 
Akin Gowdy Nunes 
Alexander Granger Nunnelee 
Altmire Graves (GA) Olson 
Amash Griffin (AR) Palazzo 
Austria Griffith (VA) Paul 
Bachus Grimm Paulsen 
Barletta Guinta Pearce 
Bartlett Guthrie Pence 
Barton (TX) Hall Petri 
Bass (NH) Hanna Pitts 
Benishek Harper Pompeo 
Berg Hartzler Posey 
Berkley Hastings (WA) Price (GA) 
Biggert Hayworth Quayle 
Bilbray Heck Reed 
Bilirakis Heinrich Rehberg 
Bishop (UT) Heller Reichert 
Black Hensarling Renacci 
Blackburn Herger Ribble 
Bonner Herrera Beutler Rigell 
Bono Mack Huelskamp Rivera 
Boustany Huizenga (MI) Roby 
Brady (TX) Hultgren Roe (TN) 
Brooks Hunter Rogers (AL) 
Broun (GA) Hurt Rogers (KY) 
Buchanan Issa Rogers (MI) 
Bucshon Jenkins Rohrabacher 
Buerkle Johnson (IL) Rokita 
Burton (IN) Johnson (OH) Rooney 
Calvert Johnson, Sam Ros-Lehtinen 
Camp Jones Roskam 
Campbell Jordan Ross (FL) 
Canseco Kelly Royce 
Cantor Kind Runyan 
Capito King (IA) Ryan (WI) 
Carter King (NY) Scalise 
Cassidy Kingston Schilling 
Chabot Kinzinger (IL) Schmidt 
Chaffetz Kline Schock 
Coble Labrador Schweikert 
Coffman (CO) Lamborn Scott (SC) 
Cole Lance Scott, Austin 
Conaway Landry Sensenbrenner 
Cooper Lankford Sessions 
Cravaack Latham Shimkus 
Crawford LaTourette Shuster 
Crenshaw Latta Simpson 
Culberson Lewis (CA) Smith (NE) 
Davis (KY) LoBiondo Smith (NJ) 
Denham Long Smith (TX) 
Dent Lucas Southerland 
DesJarlais Luetkemeyer Stearns 
Diaz-Balart Lummis Stivers 
Dold Lungren, Daniel Sullivan 
Dreier E. Thompson (PA) 
Duffy Mack Thornberry 
Duncan (SC) Manzullo Tiberi 
Duncan (TN) Marchant Tipton 
Ellmers Marino Turner 
Farenthold McCarthy (CA) Upton 
Fincher McClintock Walberg 
Flake McCotter Walden 
Fleischmann McHenry Walsh (IL) 
Fleming McKeon Waxman 
Flores McKinley Webster 
Forbes McMorris West 
Fortenberry Rodgers Westmoreland 
Foxx Meehan Whitfield 
Franks (AZ) Mica Wilson (SC) 
Frelinghuysen Miller (FL) Wolf 
Gallegly Miller (MI) Womack 
Gardner Miller, Gary Woodall 
Garrett Mulvaney Yoder 
Gibbs Murphy (PA) Young (AK) 
Gibson Myrick Young (FL) 
Gingrey (GA) Neugebauer Young (IN) 

NAYS—197 
Ackerman Bachmann Bass (CA) 
Andrews Baldwin Becerra 
Baca Barrow Berman 


March 15, 2011 

Bishop (GA) Grijalva Payne 
Bishop (NY) Gutierrez Pelosi 
Blumenauer Hanabusa Perlmutter 
Boren Harris Peters 
Boswell Hastings (FL) Peterson 
Brady (PA) Higgins Pingree (ME) 
Braley (IA) Himes Platts 
Brown (FL) Hinchey Poe (TX) 
Burgess Hinojosa Polis 
Butterfield Hirono Price (NC) 
Capps Holden Quigley 
Capuano Holt Rahall 
Cardoza Honda Rangel 
Carnahan Hoyer Reyes 
Carney Inslee Richardson 
Carson (IN) Israel ‘ 

Castor (FL) Jackson (IL) aaron 
ae я Lee Rothman (NJ) 
Cicilline Johnson (GA) a sea 
Clarke (MI) Johnson, E. B. Rush 

Clarke (NY) Kaptur Ryan (OH) 
Clay Keating Sanchez, Linda 
Cleaver Kildee i 
Clyburn Kissell Sarhanes 
Cohen Kucinich Schakowsky 
Connolly (VA) Langevin Schiff 
Conyers Larsen (WA) Schrader 
Costa Larson (CT) Schwartz 
Costello Lee (CA) Scott (VA) 
Courtney Levin Scott. David 
Critz Lewis (GA) x 
Crowley Lipinski Serrano 
Cuellar Loebsack Sewell 
Cummings Lofgren, Zoe Sherman 
Davis (CA) Lowey Shuler 
Davis (IL) Luján Sires 
DeFazio Lynch Slaughter 
DeGette Maloney Smith (WA) 
DeLauro Markey Speier 
Deutch Matheson Stark 

Dicks Matsui Sutton 
Dingell McCarthy (Ny) Terry 
Doggett McCaul Thompson (CA) 
Donnelly (IN) McCollum Thompson (MS) 
Doyle McDermott Tierney 
Edwards McGovern Tonko 
Ellison McIntyre Towns 
Emerson McNerney Tsongas 
Engel Meeks Van Hollen 
Eshoo Michaud Velazquez 
Farr Miller (NC) Visclosky 
Fattah Miller, George Walz (MN) 
Filner Moore Wasserman 
Fitzpatrick Moran Schultz 
Frank (MA) Murphy (CT) Waters 
Fudge Nadler Watt 
Garamendi Napolitano Weiner 
Gerlach Neal Welch 
Gohmert Olver Wilson (FL) 
Gonzalez Owens Wittman 
Graves (MO) Pallone Woolsey 
Green, Al Pascrell Wu 

Green, Gene Pastor (AZ) Yarmuth 


NOT VOTING—3 


Giffords Sanchez, Loretta Stutzman 


1542 


Ms. McCOLLUM, Mr. WELCH, and 
Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas changed 
their vote from “уеа” to “пау.” 

So the concurrent resolution was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL 
SERVICES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following resigna- 
tion as a member of the Committee on 
Financial Services: 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 15, 2011. 
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER, 
The Capitol, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER: Please accept this 
letter as my notice of resignation from the 
Committee on Financial Services, effective 
today. 

It has been a great honor and pleasure to 
serve on this committee. 

Sincerely, 
KENNY MARCHANT, 
Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 


— сы ———. 


SUCCESS FOR KIDS 


(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak- 
er, I rise today to recognize Success for 
Kids, a wonderful organization working 
in my congressional district to help 
improve the lives of children and ado- 
lescents. 

Success for Kids is dedicated to em- 
powering at-risk children by focusing 
on the improvement of four personal 
strategies: interpersonal skills, emo- 
tional intelligence, problem-solving 
skills, and improved self-sufficiency. 

In addition to its great work in south 
Florida, Success for Kids operates in 
eight countries and has proven to be ef- 
fective in some of the most challenging 
areas in the world. 

Our children must be provided with 
every possible opportunity to achieve 
success, and this program is certainly 
making a positive difference in their 
lives. 

I especially applaud our local execu- 
tive director, Yossef Sagi, and all the 
wonderful staff at Success for Kids for 
their valiant efforts in improving the 
lives of our children. 


EE 


END THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN 


(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, Con- 
gress heard from General Petraeus 
today that significant progress is being 
made in Afghanistan. We’ve heard that 
before. Military and civilian leaders 
have for years told lawmakers and the 
public that we’re making progress in 
Afghanistan. 

We heard it here 7 years ago when 
President Karzai of Afghanistan talked 
about our presence there as being a 
journey of success and victory. Presi- 
dent Bush at the same time was saying 
that a revival was under way. In an- 
other joint press conference in 2006, 
President Bush says progress is being 
made. In 2007, Lieutenant General 
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Hikenberry says were on a steady 
path. In 2008, President Bush says we’re 
making good progress. In October 2008, 
General McKiernan says we’re not los- 
ing, and President Bush says there has 
been progress. 

We keep hearing the same story over 
and over again. 

Now President Obama has requested 
another $113 billion to continue the 
war in Afghanistan in fiscal year 2012. 
That sum will be on top of the $454.7 
billion that has already been spent. 

It is time that Congress stepped up, 
denied the money, and got out of Af- 
ghanistan. Mr. Speaker, we have a vote 
coming up this Thursday to accomplish 
that. 


© 
ELECTING CERTAIN MEMBERS ТО 
CERTAIN STANDING COMMIT- 


TEES OF THE HOUSE OF REP- 
RESENTATIVES 


Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Republican Conference, 
I offer a privileged resolution and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. REs. 168 

Resolved, That the following named Mem- 
bers be and are hereby elected to the fol- 
lowing standing committees of the House of 
Representatives: 

(1) COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS.—Mr. 
Hanna. 

(2) COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS.—Mr. 
Marchant (to rank immediately after Mr. 
Paulsen). 

Mr. HENSARLING (during the read- 
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be consid- 
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LANDRY). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EE 


BALANCING THE BUDGET 


(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, can 
you imagine in your household if, for 
every $1 you spent, 40 cents was bor- 
rowed? Can you imagine if you were in 
that situation and didn’t change your 
buying or your spending habits? 

That would be absurd. Yet that’s 
what the U.S. Congress is doing. We’ve 
had a debate on a spending reduction of 
less than 2 percent. Yet, the way some 
people are screaming and hollering, 
you would think that we were cutting 
spending in half. 

This isn’t about protecting programs 
and the status quo. This is about the 
next generation. Sit down, and tell 
your children: You know what? We’ve 
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got a deficit of $1.6 trillion, and we’ve 
decided the tough decisions that are 
necessary to balance the budget aren’t 
worth it for the next generation. 

That is not the America that you and 
I know and love. We deserve better. We 
can do better. It’s time for Democrats 
and Republicans and independents to 
come together to do what is best for 
the United States of America, to not 
worry about the next election but to 
worry about the next generation. 


EE 
1550 


DIRTY AIR ACT 


(Mr. TONKO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, we are 
some 11 weeks into a new Congress and 
still we have not seen a single bill fo- 
cused on job creation from the other 
side of the aisle. What are they focused 
on? Allowing big polluters a free pass 
to pollute the air we breathe and poi- 
son the water we drink. 

In the pockets of Big Oil and Big Pol- 
luters, Republicans are advancing the 
Dirty Air Act, a radical bill that would 
undo over four decades of public 
health, scientific advancement, and 
pollution standards. The Dirty Air Act 
would ban EPA from exercising its role 
as the protector of our air and as the 
protector of our water. 

For decades, the Clean Air Act has 
protected children from asthma and 
seniors from emphysema, while reduc- 
ing our dependence on foreign oil. It 
has created jobs, and we simply cannot 
undo it. 

My friends on the other side of the 
aisle should be focussed on America’s 
priorities, that being job creation and 
economic growth. Instead, they remain 
committed to the deep pockets of the 
dirty energy industry. 

What is more important, public 
health for our children and seniors or 
lining the pockets of the oil industry? 
I think the choice is very clear. I rise 
today in support of the Clean Air Act. 


— 


THE FEDERAL BUDGET 


(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I just 
wanted to reiterate some statistics 
that I entered into the record earlier 
today as we try to balance the Federal 
budget. Let’s look at who has the 
money. 

If you look at the big banks from 
Wall Street that took us down this 
dangerous road, six banks—among 
them Citigroup, Goldman Sachs, 
JPMorgan Chase, Wells Fargo—made 
last year $51.5 billion in profits. That’s 
with a “B,” billion. Today, the major- 
ity passed a few billion dollars in cuts, 
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and they took it out of the hides of or- 
dinary Americans who are paying the 
price of this recession. But imagine if 
you worked for a Wall Street bank and 
only had to pay an effective tax rate of 
11.5 percent or 11 percent when most 
businesses in America have to pay 35 
percent. They are getting a really good 
deal. We didn’t nick their bonuses a 
penny, and the top executives walked 
home with $26 million. 

If you really want to ask yourself the 
question how to balance the budget, 
why don’t we look at where the money 
really is, and none of that is on the 
table. And while you’re paying those 
high gas prices, take a look at Exxon. 
They have the largest profits in Amer- 
ican history: $9 billion last year in one 
quarter. Paid no taxes. 

American people, wake up. 


EEE 
JOBS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. GARAMENDI) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to take this opportunity to talk 
about what’s on the minds of the con- 
stituents in my district, and that’s 
jobs. They’re worried about the econ- 
omy, they’re worried about jobs, and 
they want to find an opportunity to get 
a job. 

Unfortunately, it’s actually 11 weeks 
since the Republicans took control of 
this House, and there’s not been one 
job bill. The big bill that passed here 4 
weeks ago was the continuing resolu- 
tion for the year, and that piece of leg- 
islation actually disposed of 700,000 
jobs. It was all couched in the terms of 
how we’re going to solve the deficit, 
but the reality is you’re not going to 
solve the deficit by making small cuts 
through multiple programs, and that’s 
what it did. What it actually would 
have accomplished is to destroy 700,000 
jobs here in America. 

What we need to do is to take the 
long view. We need to look at the over- 
arching problem, and we do have a def- 
icit problem. Most of it, frankly, was 
created during the George W. Bush ad- 
ministration. If you look back to the 
year 2000 when the Clinton administra- 
tion ended, there would have been, if 
the same policies had continued, a $5 
billion surplus. We would have wiped 
out the American debt. That didn’t 
happen. Policies changed, two wars, 
tax reductions, and an incredible def- 
icit, and the collapse of the American 
and the worldwide economy. 

So where are we today? We’re left 
with a problem. We’re going to talk 
about that today. 

I’ve asked my friend from New York 
(Mr. TONKO) to join us and my good 
friend from Illinois, JAN SCHAKOWSKY, 
to join us. 
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Mr. TONKO, if you would start us. 

Mr. TONKO. Sure. Absolutely my 
pleasure, and, Mr. GARAMENDI, thank 
you for bringing us together during 
this coming hour so that we can ad- 
dress what is the most critical issue: 
the jobs and the economy. 

The American public speaks out 
overwhelmingly to make certain that 
that is our highest priority here in 
Congress. In every public opinion sur- 
vey that you have seen in the last sev- 
eral months, it’s about jobs. It’s the 
pledge that we have made since I’ve 
been here as a Member of this House. 
As Democrats in this House, we have 
been pushing the agenda for jobs. We 
believe there’s no other higher pri- 
ority. 

I think of the 8.2 million jobs lost 
during the Bush recession when there 
was a willful neglect of the manufac- 
turing sector, of the ag sector of our 
economy. It was dedicated and directed 
towards service sector, primarily the 
financial industry and the investment 
community. We know what happened. 
There was not stewardship over that 
arena. There was not the sort of watch- 
dog application, and we allowed for 
many people to be hurt by that painful 
recession, where their lifetimes’ worth 
of savings were invested through port- 
folios of investment on Wall Street, 
and because of the greed, they got 
brought down, and people were left 
hurting, losing their homes, losing 
their lifetime savings, and 8.2 million 
jobs lost to this American economy. 

So we have got to turn that around. 
We have begun carefully with the pro- 
grams and the policies, working with 
this President, starting in the 111th 
Congress over a year or two ago where 
we made certain that jobs, jobs, jobs 
were the highest priority. We put to- 
gether a package a policies that would 
make certain that we would grow jobs 
in America. 

We began with some very strong ef- 
forts to invest, through the Recovery 
Act, in those industries that need that 
sort of launching, that we could some- 
how take this clean energy agenda, 
their industry, the innovation econ- 
omy, and make it work for America, 
and that affects people in the elements 
of trades on over to the Ph.D.s. And we 
saw what happened. In the last year, 
for instance, 1.5 million jobs added 
from the private sector column. Now 
our friends want to put on this cut in 
domestic programs that every think 
tank has forewarned would cost us 
jobs. In fact, many are suggesting 
700,000 jobs would be lost if these cuts 
to the domestic investments that are 
so important to America’s working 
families would be allowed to have hap- 
pen. 

So we need to go forward with a very 
thoughtful plan that enables us to not 
only grow jobs, in fact, jobs not yet on 
the radar screen, but to grow jobs in a 
way that can allow us to compete, and 
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compete effectively, on the global 
scene, in that global marketplace; be- 
cause I agree with the President on 
this notion: Whoever wins this race on 
clean energy, the global race on inno- 
vation, will become the exporter of en- 
ergy intellect, energy ideas, innova- 
tion. 

We saw it happen decades ago with 
the global race on space, and America 
embraced that with passionate resolve 
and said we are going to win this race; 
we’re going to invest. President Ken- 
nedy set a tone that was a winning 
tone. It engaged everybody. We worked 
as a team in this country. People came 
together in a bipartisan, spirited way, 
and all we talked about was investing 
in science and technology and engi- 
neering. And guess what? We won that 
race because we embraced it with pas- 
sionate resolve. And it wasn’t just the 
poetry of landing a person, an Amer- 
ican, on the Moon first where he was 
quoted as saying, One small step for 
man; one giant step for mankind, but it 
was the unleashing of several elements 
of technology that pervaded every sec- 
tor of development out there from 
health care to education to commu- 
nications to energy generation. 


1600 


And it was using new technology, 
making the difference by embracing 
that technological advancement. 

We not only won the global race on 
space but created all sorts of tech- 
nology, science and tech investment in 
our American industries and our Amer- 
ican fabric. That made a difference. 
And that’s the sort of synergy, that’s 
the sort of focus, laser-sharp focus we 
need today; not the cutting and dis- 
mantling of R&D investments that en- 
able us, empower us, give us the muscle 
to win the global race on innovation, 
but also to have the sort of human in- 
frastructure developed through invest- 
ments in education. That’s where we 
need to be. 

This conference, the Democratic con- 
ference in this House has made it its 
mantra: Make it in America. Bring it 
back. Rebuild America. Let’s show the 
hope to the American public. Let’s 
make a difference. Let’s win this global 
race on innovation. We can do it. But 
we won’t do it if we disinvest in Amer- 
ica, which is happening on this floor. 
The attempts to disinvest in America 
will set us back. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you, Mr. 
TONKO. 

I would also point out that in the 
continuing resolution, H.R. 1, that 
passed this House by the Republican 
Party, the innovation was essentially 
destroyed. There had been a layoff of 
over 6,000 researchers at our national 
laboratories; money for the ARPA-E, 
which is the advanced energy research 
program which was decimated, lit- 
erally stopped, so that the energy 
issues you talked about would not be 
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funded going forward. And in the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health, cancer re- 
search, heart ailment research, those 
were also cut. So one thing after an- 
other, all that new technology, includ- 
ing technology for the health of Ameri- 
cans, was defunded. 

Mr. TONKO. Representative 
GARAMENDI, I would add to that public 
safety. We even dismantle the efforts 
to forecast tsunamis. We just saw the 
devastation in Japan with this horrific 
earthquake. We take away the oppor- 
tunity for science to work for us, to ad- 
dress our own public safety. How long 
can we be here? 

Mr. GARAMENDI. If the gentleman 
will yield, not more than 23 minutes 
ago, the House, under the Republican 
leadership, voted to remove almost $120 
million of funding for the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion. That’s where the information 
comes from about the tsunami. The 
tsunami warning came from that agen- 
cy. And here we find the Republicans 
pulling money out of that not more 
than 25 minutes ago here on the floor. 

I would like now to turn to our col- 
league from the great State of Illinois. 
JAN, if you would share with us. I know 
that you have got a project underway, 
a bill that you are about to introduce. 
Perhaps you can share it with us. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I do. First of all, 
let me thank you for focusing not just 
tonight but so many days on the floor 
of this House on jobs, especially since 
the new majority has done nothing, ab- 
solutely nothing to create jobs for the 
American people since they have been 
in charge and, instead, want to gut 
Federal programs in a way that econo- 
mists say will eliminate jobs and slow 
our economic recovery and put hard- 
ship on the American people. 

Yes. I do want to say, first of all, 
that Democrats have a plan, and we 
know what it takes to make invest- 
ments by building strong infrastruc- 
ture and what our plan is called. And I 
want to thank our leader, the whip, 
STENY HOYER, for summarizing it in 
the best way possible, and that is: 
Make it in America. I know he will 
talk about that, that we mean both 
making stuff here, which we ought to 
do, and I think Americans every- 
where—and certainly in my district, 
they start nodding as soon as I say, 
“We need to make it in America,” and 
everybody, regardless of party, regard- 
less of income starts to nod. 

But this week, I am reintroducing a 
bill that I have had called the Patriot 
Corporations of America Act, which 
provides incentives to and rewards 
companies that are good corporate citi- 
zens of the United States of America. 
Right now, sadly, the United States 
gives billions of dollars in subsidies and 
tax breaks and government contracts 
to companies that outsource jobs, that 
exploit workers, that avoid their fair 
share of taxes. And this only encour- 
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ages those companies to invest abroad 
instead of making it in America and 
using the best workers in the world— 
American workers. 

The Patriot Corporations of America 
Act would help us reverse course by 
providing incentives to companies that 
create a real partnership with Amer- 
ican workers and invest in our eco- 
nomic future. It would be paid for, this 
legislation, by closing corporate 
offshoring loopholes and reining in 
some of the new tax breaks for million- 
aires. 

This bill would reward companies 
that voluntarily meet the following pa- 
triotic standards by moving them to 
the front of the line for government 
contracts and giving them a 5 percent 
reduction in their taxable income. To 
qualify as a patriot corporation, busi- 
nesses must produce at least 90 percent 
of their goods and services in the 
United States; spend at least 50 percent 
of their research and development 
budgets in the United States; limit top 
executive pay to no greater than 100 
times that of their lowest compensated 
full-time workers—pretty generous, ac- 
tually; contribute at least 5 percent of 
payroll to a portable pension fund; pay 
at least 70 percent of the cost of health 
insurance premiums; maintain neu- 
trality and employee organizing drives; 
and comply with Federal regulations 
regarding the environment, workplace 
safety, consumer protections, and labor 
relations, which they’re supposed to do 
anyway. 

So I think it’s time for the United 
States to reward companies that show 
a dedication to the American work- 
force, and that’s why I call it the Pa- 
triot Corporations of America Act. I 
certainly would invite all my friends 
on both sides of the aisle to support 
this kind of legislation that helps to 
make it in America. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. That kind of legis- 
lation is the type of policy we ought to 
be pushing forward here, one that re- 
wards American corporations that are 
actually making things in America and 
employing Americans. 

I’m going to turn to our minority 
whip in just a moment, but this Make 
It in America slogan was created by 
STENY HOYER, and there are about six, 
seven different policies, some of which 
we have already covered. We haven’t 
talked about trade yet, but tax policy, 
which is what you just brought for- 
ward, a tax incentive for corporations 
to be good citizens here. Mr. TONKO 
talked about energy policy. Labor, cer- 
tainly that’s part of what you talked 
about; education, which we haven’t yet 
covered; intellectual property, which 
is, in fact, that research agenda; and 
the infrastructure. These are all ele- 
ments of the Make It in America agen- 
da. 

Mr. HOYER, this is your concept of 
using this term ‘‘Make It in America.” 
Would you share with us where we are 


3976 


today with this whole agenda and how 
things are moving along. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. GARAMENDI has been as faithful 
in bringing before the American people 
the concept of the Make It in America 
agenda. And, of course, the gentlelady 
from Illinois pointed out that it means 
two things: that we’re going to suc- 
ceed. We’re going to grab opportunity. 
We’re going to expand our quality of 
life. We’re going to make it, in other 
words. And we’re going to make it in 
America. We’re going to manufacture 
it in America. We’re going to grow it in 
America, and we’re going to sell it here 
and across the world. 

We can compete with anybody in the 
world, frankly, given the proper envi- 
ronment. And I have talked to numer- 
ous members of the corporate commu- 
nity. I have talked to labor. I have 
talked to the National Association of 
Manufacturers. And we are going to 
pursue this Make It in America agenda 
because Americans know that we need 
to be focused on jobs, on expanding op- 
portunity and providing for good wages 
and good benefits for working Amer- 
ican families so they can provide a 
good life for themselves and their fami- 
lies; and, as a consequence of doing so, 
will create communities and States 
and a Nation which will be and will 
continue to be the envy of the world. 

Democrats believe, Mr. GARAMENDI, 
that when more products are made in 
America, more families will be able to 
make it in America, as I said. That’s 
why we’ve worked hard since the last 
Congress to advance the Make It in 
America agenda—nobody has worked 
harder than you have to do that—a leg- 
islative agenda that helps create condi- 
tions for American companies to stay 
here, innovate here, and create jobs 
here. When more products are made in 
America, more families have access to 
well-paying middle class jobs. And 
when more products are made in Amer- 
ica, we are able to turn expertise in 
manufacturing them into the new prod- 
ucts and new industries of the future. 
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“Make It in America” is about cre- 
ating middle class opportunity and 
about keeping America’s innovators 
here and keeping our innovative edge. 

Mr. Grove, who founded Intel, made 
the observation that the problem that 
we have in America today is we are 
still the inventive center of the world. 
We’re still the innovative and develop- 
ment center of the world. But too often 
what we’re doing is taking the prod- 
ucts that we’ve invented, innovated, 
and developed and taking them to scale 
overseas. His proposition is—and I 
think Andy Grove is absolutely right 
on this—if you continue to do that, the 
inventors, innovators, and developers 
will move to where the product is being 
taken to scale. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


The president of Dow recently wrote 
a book—by the way, in January, the 
publishers named it—and the name of 
that book is ‘‘Make It in America.” As 
a matter of fact, I think I am going to 
get copies of that book for all our 
Members. 

So far, President Obama has signed 
seven Make It in America pieces of leg- 
islation that we passed last year. They 
speed up the patent process for inven- 
tors; help small businesses with loans 
and tax cuts that enable them to inno- 
vate, grow, and create new jobs; and 
strengthen science, technology, engi- 
neering, and math education, much of 
which is on your poster there. 

One thing I would add that I’d say to 
my friend is, and I’m not sure where 
you want to add it, but regulatory pol- 
icy is going to be critical. And what I 
have said is that in the last adminis- 
tration the financial community got 
way out of hand. Why? We took the ref- 
eree off the field. 

We need to put the referee back on 
the field but make sure the referee 
doesn’t get in the way of the game 
being played within the rules. And 
that’s of a critical nature. 

Some people want to take the referee 
off the field and forget about the envi- 
ronment. Some people want to take the 
referee off the field and forget about 
fair wages. Some people want to take 
the referee off the field and not worry 
about a safe working place. 

All of those things are important, 
but it’s important to make sure that, 
within the rules—and we can do so 
profitably in America. I’ve talked to 
Alan Mulally at Ford. Whirlpool has 
brought enterprises back from offshore. 
GE has brought enterprises up. They 
still have a lot offshore, but they 
brought some back. 

And the proof of the pudding is for- 
eign manufacturers have come to the 
United States and are exporting their 
cars to other places. They’re selling 
them here but exporting, which shows, 
clearly, that you can make it in Amer- 
ica and do so profitably. 

In the weeks to come we will be pro- 
posing more ‘‘Make It in America” leg- 
islation. And we hope that it will win 
support of both sides of the aisle. This 
is not a partisan agenda. There’s not a 
Republican who doesn’t want to make 
sure Americans make it in America. 

But we haven’t, frankly, in the first 3 
months of this session, and we’re about 
to leave. But there’s nothing on the 
schedule that’s focused on jobs. So we 
will have taken up January, February, 
and March, and not focused on jobs. 

As a matter of fact, as the gentleman 
knows, the only thing we have done is 
pass H.R. 1, which, Mr. Zandi, JOHN 
MCCAIN’s advisor, says will cost us 
700,000 jobs. 

So I’m hopeful that we can pursue, in 
a bipartisan basis, the Make It in 
America agenda, expand our manufac- 
turing capability, grow those jobs that 
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pay well, and provide good benefits, 
and make America the kind of country 
it has been, is now, and we want to be 
in the future. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding, 
and I thank him for focusing America’s 
attention on this critical agenda. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I thank you very 
much, Mr. HOYER. And we thank you 
for your leadership on this entire agen- 
da because this is about middle class 
America. This is the middle class 
America that was rapidly disappearing 
over the last 15 to 20 years as we ex- 
ported American manufacturing jobs. 
Your agenda, the Make It in America 
agenda, brings those jobs back to 
America. 

I will note that there are a couple of 
pieces of legislation that you could add 
to that list. 

Mr. HOYER. These are, of course, the 
ones that we have already passed and 
that have been signed into law. But 
you have a very important piece of leg- 
islation. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. ГІІ come to the 
future, but I’d like to add one to the 
past, and that is, in the legislation 
that we passed last December, without 
any Republican votes, there was a pro- 
vision that gave to every business in 
America the opportunity to imme- 
diately write off, against their taxes, 
100 percent of a capital investment. So 
if they wanted to expand their business 
they could write off immediately, not 
depreciate over several years, but im- 
mediately. Not a Republican vote for 
that. 

There was also in that piece of legis- 
lation, actually in a previous piece of 
legislation, a tax provision, one of the 
things we talk about here on our agen- 
da, that would eliminate a tax break 
that American corporations had when 
they offshored a job. When they sent a 
job offshore, American corporations re- 
ceived about $12 billion in tax breaks 
every year. Well, what’s that about? 
We eliminated it. Again, we had no 
help from our colleagues on the Repub- 
lican side. 

So our agenda started way before 
this year. We’re going to carry it for- 
ward with your leadership. And we’ve 
got an agenda here of seven different 
elements in that, tax policy being one 
of them. 

Thank you so much for your leader- 
ship on all of this. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. I 
thank you for yielding again, but sim- 
ply to say I thank you for your leader- 
ship. You have been one of the most 
faithful, effective, and articulate 
spokespersons for an agenda for middle 
and working class Americans. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. You’re kind, but 
Mr. TONKO’s been there this entire 
time. Let me turn back to Mr. Томко. 

Thank you very much, Mr. HOYER. 


Mr. TONKO. Thank you, STENY. 
Thank you, Representative 
GARAMENDI. 
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I think the tragedy that results from 
the lack of vision by the new Repub- 
lican majority in this House, the sad- 
ness that results, is that not only is it 
near 3 months of a new regime with 
zero numbers of bills as a number of 
bills that’s been approved that would 
create jobs—that would be bad enough. 
But it’s dismantling success that’s 
been achieved in the last couple of 
years. That translates into jobs, the 
health care industry, the innovation 
economy, dismantling that, 
disinvesting in America. That’s even 
worse. Instead of standing still, which 
is tragic, we’re going backward, back- 
ward, that takes us into what could be 
the recession of the recent past that 
was 8.2 million jobs lost. 

We need to invest. Now, it’s a no 
brainer to assume that if you put R&D 
into play—and they’ve dismantled 
R&D, education, higher education, 
health care—all of this impacts jobs 
and the potential to compete with the 
muscle that America needs. 

The American public is asking for 
hope to be built into the fabric of this 
Nation. We have advanced that mes- 
sage of hope. We’re talking about mak- 
ing it in America. We’re talking about 
investing in R&D. Why? Because where 
R&D takes place is probably where 
manufacturing follows. 

It makes sense to incorporate the 
R&D elements with the manufacturing 
sector. That’s a given in the current 
economy, in the present day industry. 
So we need to invest. We need to invest 
in R&D, rather than cutting dras- 
tically the programs that will lead to 
energy research. 

I served at NYSERDA as president 
and СЕО, the New York State Energy 
Research and Development Authority. 
I saw what happened with job creation 
when you create new shelf opportuni- 
ties, new product lines. And this R&D 
effort is about taking ideas and moving 
them along. You prototype, you test, 
you evaluate, and then you manufac- 
ture. And we need to carry those steps 
through. We need to fund them, we 
need to invest. It’s going to take that 
kind of effort to grow the economy and 
grow it in a way that allows us to have 
reasonable expectation to win the glob- 
al race on energy, clean energy, and in- 
novation. 

You don’t dismantle education by 
making drastic cuts. You don’t undo 
the opportunity to dream of a higher 
education and advance your skill set 
and allow your dreams to be met, to be 
tethered. 
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Instead, you invest. We have not 
done that. I represent a necklace of 
communities called mill towns that 
were established with the Erie Canal, 
Barge Canal District. We created a port 
out of a little town called New York 
City, and we developed the westward 
movement through the mill towns that 
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were established in the district that I 
represent. 

That pioneer spirit where these mill 
towns became the epicenter of inven- 
tion and innovation still exists. It is 
still part of the American DNA. And 
America knows that if we invest, if we 
instill hope into the equation, they are 
there. We know that we can make it 
happen, but it takes the sort of invest- 
ment and not the denial that we have 
seen in this House where zero jobs are 
the result of zero bills being passed 
here that would promote an American 
Make It in America campaign, where 
we would have an American industrial 
bolstering by this kind of effort. 

America knows that this is not the 
action that they called for. This kind 
of standing still is not good, because it 
takes us backwards. It takes us back- 
ward when we need to build upon the 
progress that was achieved over the 
last year where 1.5 million sector jobs 
were added to the equation. We can do 
it. We can do it in significant measure. 
We can do it in cutting-edge fashion 
where we advance the intellectual ca- 
pacity of this great Nation, where we 
are continually investing in the brain 
power, and we are not tapping into it. 

Patents are going off shore. Why are 
we standing here now talking about 
continuing the mindless effort of sub- 
sidies, handouts to big oil companies to 
the tune of $100 billion, when that 
could be denied and we could invest, 
fungibly move those dollars over to in- 
vesting in R&D for new product deliv- 
ery so we are not dependent on an oil 
industry, we are not dependent on dis- 
ruption in the Mid East, but rather 
controlling our own energy future, self- 
sufficiency energy independence. 

Those are the thematics. Those are 
the dynamics that should guide us. I 
don’t see that here. We are walking 
away from it. We are walking away 
from the sound faith we should have in 
America’s workers. 

Look what is happening in Wis- 
consin. Workers are revolting. We need 
to respect workers. We need to under- 
stand that they are the solution. 

Let’s invest in America. Let’s invest 
in Make It America, and let’s turn this 
around. America is placing its hope in 
the leaders here, and to have the re- 
sults be zero jobs because zero bills 
were introduced and passed is unac- 
ceptable. And the majority needs to ac- 
count for the 700,000 jobs they want to 
kill simply by the cuts they are mak- 
ing to the budget that has been pre- 
sented. 

Мг. GARAMENDI. Mr. Томко, your 
passion and knowledge on this is ex- 
traordinary and so well placed. 

If we look at what has happened here 
on the floor in the last 11 weeks, it has 
only been about destroying jobs imme- 
diately. The continuing resolution that 
was passed by the Republicans 4 weeks 
ago actually would destroy, if it be- 
came law—fortunately, it hasn’t— 
would destroy 700,000 jobs. 
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And it’s not just those immediate 
jobs that are lost. As you so correctly 
point out, the key investments in to- 
morrow’s economy were similarly de- 
stroyed. The research agenda for the 
energy economy was wiped out. The 
program called ARPA-E, Advanced Re- 
search in Energy policy, the program, 
was wiped out. Those are where the 
clean energy jobs, those are where the 
conservation, where the new lights, the 
new energy systems that we need to 
deal with the reality of our dependence 
on foreign oil and the climate change 
issue, just wiped them out. 

Similarly, in the National Institutes 
of Health, where you are talking about 
cancer research, research in diabetes, 
the things that hold back the Amer- 
ican economy, because people do get 
sick. And when they are sick, they are 
not able to work. So this whole array 
of research, which is one of the funda- 
mental ingredients of future economic 
growth, was wiped out by the Repub- 
lican agenda. 

Just today, if I might just add this 
piece to it, I was looking at the details 
of the continuing resolution which 
passed this House some 50 minutes ago. 
On agricultural research, we know that 
we have a food crisis coming up. There 
are going to be 7 billion people in this 
world. We have a food crisis that is im- 
minent; and in fact, much of the dis- 
ruption that is going on in the Middle 
East is in part due to the price of food. 
There are food shortages. Agricultural 
research to the tune of over $220 mil- 
lion to $230 million wiped out. Where 
are we going to get the food for future 
generations? They like to talk about 
that. 

One final point before I turn it back 
to you is all of this discussion about 
the deficit. We have to deal with the 
deficit. But you can’t deal with the def- 
icit by cutting off the ability of the 
American economy to grow and to per- 
form in the years ahead. So it is the re- 
search, it is the Pell Grants for edu- 
cation. All of those things are critical 
for tomorrow’s economic growth. 

And you cannot deal with the deficit 
in 1 year. This is a multiyear program. 
Therefore, we need to be very careful 
where we are spending our money so 
that we create the jobs for tomorrow 
and we create the opportunity for 
America to make it, to make things in 
America once again. 

Mr. TONKO? 

Mr. TONKO. I will make this one 
point. Obviously, it is about invest- 
ments. Not spending, investments. Ex- 
pecting lucrative dividends, lucrative 
returns. And who is this cutting frenzy 
an attack on? It is an attack on middle 
class America. It is an attack on chil- 
dren, it is an attack on working fami- 
lies, it is an attack on our seniors. And 
we only get here what we are wanting 
to invest here. I think that we can go 
forward with the soundness of policy 
and a resourcefulness of investments 
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made that allow us to carry us, transi- 
tion us into a new economy designed 
intentionally to grow the potential of 
this Nation. 

That is what America wants from us, 
and I think this attack is a tremen- 
dously cold-hearted attack on Amer- 
ica’s working families. It is going to 
destroy our middle class. Without a 
strong middle class, there is not a 
strong America. 

Someone needs to create the prod- 
ucts, build the products; someone needs 
to purchase the products. And without 
a strong middle class, without strong 
purchasing power for that middle class, 
that story is over. So let’s move on. 
Let’s march forward with Make It in 
America. 

It is great to join you, Representa- 
tive GARAMENDI, for this Special Order. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Томко, if I 
could just pick up on one of the issues 
you raised, which is the ways in which 
we spend our money. 

Now, we all pay gasoline tax. Right 
now, it seems as though we are being 
taxed by the oil companies an extra 50 
cents or $1 because the price of gaso- 
line is way up there, but actually the 
Federal tax on gasoline is about 18.5 
cents and on diesel some 25 cents. That 
money is used to build our infrastruc- 
ture, our streets, our roads, the inter- 
state highway system, as well as 
trains, buses, and the like. 

The question is, where do we spend 
that money? Now, previously we would 
spend that money on buses that were 
made overseas. We would spend that 
money on trains and light rail cars 
that were made overseas. But our agen- 
da here is to bring it home to America. 
If it is our tax money, we want that 
money to be spent on things that are 
made in America. Let me give you a 
couple of examples on transportation. 

Buses: Are they made in America? 
Our tax money, is it being used to pur- 
chase buses that are made in America? 
It can be. I have a bill that I have in- 
troduced that says if it is our tax 
money, it is going to be spent on Amer- 
ican-made equipment. It happens to be 
the exact same policy that China is fol- 
lowing, and it is a good policy. 

You have talked about solar and you 
have talked about wind, the energy fu- 
ture of tomorrow. People and econo- 
mists that look at the energy issues 
say that if we go to renewable energy, 
clean energy sources, we can have an 
enormous new economy in America. 
But if we fail to take up the challenge, 
that economy will be overseas. 

How can we jump-start the American 
economy in the new energy sector? We 
can do it by using our tax money to 
support American-made solar systems, 
whether they are panels like this or 
the new solar thermal programs, the 
wind systems. It’s our tax money that 
is allowing these systems to be built. 

But are those American-made? My 
legislation would say, yes, they must 
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be American made. I will give you one 
example of where this has worked, and 
this is the President’s agenda on high- 
speed rail. It happens to be mine. I in- 
troduced a piece of legislation in Cali- 
fornia in 1989 that established the 
High-Speed Rail Commission. We need 
to do that. And in the legislation, and 
this was the Recovery Act, the stim- 
ulus, it said: money for high-speed rail 
must be spent on American-made 
equipment. So Siemens, Austin, other 
companies are establishing manufac- 
turing facilities in America. We can do 
it with wise public policy. 

I know that you have talked about 
this and you have introduced some leg- 
islation of your own. So if you would 
share with us your views on how this is 
working. 

Mr. TONKO. Well, I think that it is 
important for us to make certain that 
we create the renewable industry here 
in this country. 

You talked about the challenges of 
competing with China. Let’s look at 
the proof in the pudding. Let’s take a 
look at what it looked like in 2008. 

Private sector investment in the 
United States was at some $32 billion 
and China was at about $23 billion in 
terms of private sector investment and 
renewables. Then fast forward to the 
next year in 2009, and it flipped. China 
was at $35 billion, and we are down to 
$19 billion. We need to be certain we 
can compete, and we can compete ef- 
fectively by investing. 

It is there. The clarion wake-up calls 
are sounding, and we need to heed 
them. We need to listen to those 
alarms that are going off, telling us 
that without investing into the future, 
we are going to lose the race. 

So I want to put a hopeful spin on 
this. I think that our efforts as Demo- 
crats in this House to make it in Amer- 
ica are right on. It is what the doctor 
ordered. We are talking about invest- 
ing in a clean energy innovation econ- 
omy, we are talking about investing in 
higher ed, in R&D. That is how we win 
it. We win it by a complete commit- 
ment to an agenda that is well docu- 
mented through the years. 

It is no different now. If we want to 
win this global race on innovation, we 
need to march forward aggressively 
with the resources and with passionate 
resolve, and we can win it. I believe in 
my heart we can win it. We just need 
to commit to the American public that 
is counting on us to provide the hope 
at their doorstep. 
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Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you very 
much, Mr. TONKO. You are a tremen- 
dous representative of New York State 
and America. Your passion for the 
build it in America, Make It in Amer- 
ica agenda, is so very obvious. We 
thank you for that. 

I want to wrap this session up by 
going back to what we dealt with on 
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the floor earlier today. Earlier today, 
we dealt with a continuing resolution 
that would go for 3 weeks, and it has a 
series of cuts in it. Some of those cuts 
are appropriate. Some of them are 
very, very detrimental. 

For example, about $120 million of re- 
duction in the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. That is 
where we get information on tsunamis. 
That is where we get information on 
hurricanes. Why we would cut that out, 
I have no idea. It is going to be very, 
very detrimental to America. 

On research, we have talked about 
that, not only in this bill. Agricultural 
research, so we can move forward once 
more with a new green revolution so 
that there will be food for the people of 
this world and for ourselves, that was 
cut out of this budget. 

And if you love to have germs and 
other problems with your food, well, 
you will love what the Republicans did 
earlier this afternoon when they cut 
some $24 million out of the animal and 
plant inspection services. Why we want 
to have contaminated food, I don’t 
know, but apparently our Republican 
colleagues do know. So, anyway, that 
has been done. 

But if you take the whole thing in 
context, I want to point out here that 
in December, with the continuing reso- 
lution in December that was a Demo- 
cratic-sponsored resolution to continue 
funding the government for about 3 
months, we cut $41 billion out of the 
budget; $41 billion out of the budget. 

Now, when the Republicans came in, 
they decided to do a new resolution a 
couple of weeks ago, and that resolu- 
tion would actually eliminate some 
700,000 jobs in America. Is it going to 
lead to a solution to the deficit? Not 
really, because we are talking about 
the discretionary spending, which is a 
very, very small part of the American 
budget. As such, there is no way you 
can really solve the deficit problem in 
that way. 

Yes, we need to make reductions. 
That is why we did $41 billion back in 
December. But those were targeted 
cuts that continued to allow America 
to invest in those things that create 
jobs. 

We are now into a new set of con- 
tinuing resolutions, 2 weeks 2 weeks 
ago, another 3 weeks this week. That is 
no way to run a government, but that 
is apparently what we have been re- 
duced to. 

Now, I understand the argument that 
we didn’t get an appropriation bill last 
fall. Why wasn’t there an appropriation 
bill last fall? The reason is that it was 
blocked in the Senate by a handful of 
folks that threatened a filibuster. That 
is why we don’t have a resolution. That 
is why we have been thrown into this 
continuing resolution problem. 

What we need to do is take the long 
term. In President Obama’s budget, the 
long-term deficit is dealt with over a 
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period of 5 years, bringing down the 
deficit to a point where it is an accept- 
able part of the American economy. It 
allows the economy to grow with in- 
vestments that are made now in infra- 
structure, education, investments 
made in research and development, so 
that we can grow the economy for to- 
morrow. That is a wise way to do it. 
But a feeding frenzy of cuts that actu- 
ally would eliminate 700,000 jobs is not 
the way you grow the American econ- 
omy. 

We have to be wise. We have to have 
the long term. And we have had the 
long term before. During the Clinton 
administration, we actually balanced 
the budget for the last 2% years of that 
administration; and had those policies 
gone forward during the Bush adminis- 
tration, had those policies been kept in 
place, we would have eliminated the 
American debt. It would have been 
gone. 

But those policies were radically 
changed by the George W. Bush admin- 
istration; two tax cuts, not paid for, 
most of those benefits going to the 
high end of the economy, to the very, 
very wealthy, resulting in a significant 
increase in the deficit; and then an in- 
crease in the Medicare program for 
drug benefits, again not paid for, in- 
creasing the deficit; and two wars, nei- 
ther of which were paid for, the Af- 
ghanistan war and the Iraq war, not 
paid for but, rather, borrowed money 
from China and other places. 

The result of that was an enormous 
increase in the deficit followed by the 
Great Recession, which was basically 
caused by greed, Wall Street greed and 
the elimination of regulation. It was as 
though you had an NFL football game 
and you wiped out the sidelines, you 
took the referees off the field, sent 
them back to the locker room, and 
said, Okay, play ball, boys. You know 
what would happen. Chaos. That is 
what we got in the financial sector 
when regulation was removed, and we 
wound up with the Great Recession. 

We need to put in place sound regula- 
tion, good regulation, and we need to 
have the referees on the field. We also 
need to have a long-term vision on how 
to deal with the deficit, and you cannot 
do it by just, in a feeding frenzy, wip- 
ing out critical programs that create 
future economic growth. Unfortu- 
nately, that is what our Republican 
colleagues have suggested we do. 

We are not there yet. H.R. 1, the reso- 
lution that would have lost 700,000 jobs, 
was stopped in the Senate. We are now 
into a process of short-term continuing 
resolutions to keep the government 
going. 

Be wise as you put forward those res- 
olutions, I would ask my colleagues on 
the Republican side. It is a great chal- 
lenge. It is a challenge that we must 
and we will meet. We need a balanced, 
long-term vision, bringing the economy 
along, allowing it to grow and to build 
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in the future, whether that be the 
green tech economy of the future, the 
medical systems, the health care sys- 
tems. We have great opportunity, but 
those opportunities will not be met if 
we are not wise and if we have the 
wrong kinds of deficit reduction plans, 
which, again, we saw today on this 
floor not more than an hour ago. 

I thank my colleagues for their par- 
ticipation. 


EE 
CELEBRATING WOMEN’S HISTORY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Mrs. SCHMIDT) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma- 
jority leader. 

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker, thank 
you for giving me this opportunity to 
talk about a subject I really love, and 
that is history, especially women’s his- 
tory. 

I think all too often as we grew up as 
children, our history books failed to 
mention the courageous activities of 
women throughout the Nation and 
throughout the world. Somehow we 
learned about men, but all too often 
not about women. But when we did 
learn about women, we didn’t learn 
what they really were all about. 

Growing up as a little girl, I grew up 
in an era where women were not really 
allowed to do all the things we could do 
today. We weren’t allowed to run mara- 
thons or drive race cars or be in the 
pits at the Indianapolis 500 as a press 
person. We weren’t allowed in Rotaries. 
It was just not something women were 
allowed to do. Why, shoot, women 
weren’t even allowed to vote until 1920. 
In fact, the first woman that served in 
this House served there 2 full years be- 
fore women had the right to vote. 

And when you think about all the 
things that happened in this last cen- 
tury, we have to look to a century be- 
fore to see, wow, who were the folks 
that really made this happen, because 
it just didn’t happen overnight. 

In the hallway out in the Rotunda 
there is what I think is the best statue, 
and it is the statue of the pioneers for 
women’s suffrage. It is an extraor- 
dinary piece of artwork, one that de- 
picts the likenesses of Elizabeth Cady 
Stanton, Lucretia Mott, and Susan B. 
Anthony, arguably the women who 
pushed the button for women today to 
have true equal rights with men. 
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These were the most pro-women 
feminists in the history of America. 
And as you will see in a few moments, 
the rest of the story, as Paul Harvey 
would say, for Elizabeth Cady Stanton 
and Susan B. Anthony was just not 
written when I was a little girl. 

I would like to begin this hour by re- 
ferring to a few quotes from a couple of 
these four mothers that truly show 
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where they stood in history with what 
I believe is the most pro-feminine 
issue, and that’s the issue of abortion. 
You see, Mr. Speaker, every one of us 
has the right to life, born and unborn. 
And it is the women who have the re- 
sponsibility to make sure that that 
baby is born. Unfortunately, our courts 
over 38 years ago decided to change 
that and said that women had the right 
to end that life. But, Mr. Speaker, we 
don’t have that right. It is our respon- 
sibility to bear those children. And 
these four mothers knew that. 

In a letter to Julia Ward Howe in 
1873, Elizabeth Cady Stanton, the 
woman who shocked society, Mr. 
Speaker, by daring to leave her house 
proudly showing her pregnancy—be- 
cause that was just not done—wrote: 
“When we consider that women are 
treated as property, it is degrading to 
women to treat our children as prop- 
erty to be disposed of as we see fit.” 

When I was a child in school learning 
about the issues of women’s suffrage 
and women’s rights, I knew Elizabeth 
Cady Stanton was pro-woman, pro-free- 
dom pioneer, but I didn’t know she was 
pro-life. I didn’t know she was pro-life 
until a few years ago. She was hardly 
alone in her pro-life views. Ав you can 
see, Susan B. Anthony also expressed 
her thoughts about pro-life in the pub- 
lication “Тһе Revolution”: 

“Guilty? Yes. No matter what the 
motive, love of ease, or a desire to save 
from suffering the unborn innocent, 
the woman is awfully guilty who com- 
mits the deed. It will burden her con- 
science in life; it will burden her soul 
in death.” 

Mr. Speaker, those words were writ- 
ten over 150 years ago, and yet they 
could easily be written today. Because 
today, Mr. Speaker, we hear from 
women who have had the painful trag- 
edy of abortion on their soul, and they 
talk about how their heart weeps be- 
cause of the life that they gave up and 
how they want not just to forgive 
themselves but to protect women from 
that awful decision that they made to 
protect other women from the suffering 
that they have. And yet Susan B. An- 
thony knew that years ago. So, you 
see, in history, pro-life was an issue. 

You have to think about it, Mr. 
Speaker, and you have to think it 
makes sense because the whole issue of 
abortion, it just didn’t come about in 
the 2186 century. It came about cen- 
turies ago. Unfortunately, indiscre- 
tions have happened throughout his- 
tory. And when indiscretions happen, 
babies are created, and then the issue 
becomes what do you do to hide the 
dirty little secret. Are you like Hester 
Prynne in Nathaniel Hawthorne’s, 
“The Scarlet Letter,” where you put 
her in prison and then put her out into 
the wilderness, trying to hide Pearl, 
her beautiful daughter; in the end, only 
knowing that Pearl became the most 
beautiful little girl? 
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What was Nathaniel Hawthorne say- 
ing about the pregnancy? What was he 
saying about the birth of that child? 
Was he saying that child had the right 
to life or was Nathaniel Hawthorne 
thinking other things? We don’t know. 
We can only wonder why he put her in 
prison and why he chastised her to the 
wilderness, but the point was they 
wanted to hide the secret. And because 
she chose to have the child, that secret 
was going to be born. 

So for people like Susan B. Anthony 
and Elizabeth Cady Stanton in the 
1860s to say, wait a minute; women 
should have the right to get married, 
to get divorced, to raise their children, 
and, oh, by the way, have their chil- 
dren, own property, be able to vote; we 
shouldn’t be surprised that protecting 
the child and the birth of that child 
was part of their platform. 

Today, in 2011, I am very proud to 
stand here and carry on with their 
message, because today, ever more so, 
the assault of life is all around us. And 
I believe that assault to life is there be- 
cause we don’t recognize the meaning 
of life at its conception. And when you 
compromise it at its conception, I 
think you question the validity of life 
all the way through to its end. 

Each year—and I’m so proud to rep- 
resent the Second Congressional Dis- 
trict of Ohio—I am really proud of the 
hundreds of thousands of people that 
come out to the lawn on the Capitol on 
probably the coldest day in January to 
petition Congress to end abortion. It’s 
called the Right to Life March. In the 
5 years that I have been in Congress, 
standing with them, we’ve yet to have 
a decent day. Sometimes it’s just cold. 
Sometimes it’s cold and snowy. Some- 
times it’s cold and rainy. But it’s al- 
ways cold. 

And I stand out on a platform, and 
I’m there for maybe an hour, but 
they’re standing there for hours. Kids 
from schools are coming up in buses, 
traveling all night, getting off the bus, 
only to stand on cold ground, only to 
get back on that bus and go right back 
home and go right back to school. Par- 
ents are coming with small kids, buses, 
cars, airplanes, caravans asking Con- 
gress to end something that is so 
wrong. 

And as I look out on the lawn and I 
see these brave people, I say to myself, 
Wow, that’s what America is all about. 
And among the crowd I see so many 
women. I believe more women than 
men, because women, we have the 
privilege to experience childbirth, and 
we understand firsthand what that life 
is like inside a womb. And I think 
when we do have that experience and 
we understand the meaning of life, it 
makes us want to get out and protect 
it so that it can have its natural right 
to come into the world and be the per- 
son God wants it to be. And I do this 
because I’m so proud of the folks that 
are out there, but I also do it for some 
folks back home. 
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Back when I was in high school, the 
whole issue of abortion began to 
emerge before Roe v. Wade because 
States were considering whether they 
should legalize abortion or not. There 
was a couple in Cincinnati by the name 
of Dr. Jack and Barbara Wilke—he a 
physician, she a nurse—who were at 
the forefront of this movement. They 
gathered people like my parents and 
other people around their coffee table 
to discuss how we could protect Ohio 
from legalizing abortion. Of course, 
Roe у. Wade hit in 1978, and the cam- 
paign escalated to a national debate. 

But along the way—and they weren’t 
the only ones, Mr. Speaker. There were 
people all across coffee tables all 
across America debating how we’re 
going to protect life. But it was Bar- 
bara among the group. And they were 
talking on the telephone. It was before 
email and BlackBerrys and even fax 
machines, talking on the phone long 
distance with one another. 

But it was Barbara at her kitchen 
table that said one day, Jack, I just 
don’t understand this whole debate. My 
gosh, we’re protected. Our Nation pro- 
tects us. It’s as if everybody has the 
right to life. And he says, Barbara, 
that’s the name of the movement. And 
the name of the movement was brand- 
ed: the National Right to Life move- 
ment. 

Now, Barbara and Jack Wilke have 
served for many years in many capac- 
ities in this movement. Jack served as 
president of the National Right to Life 
Committee for well over a decade. 
They founded the International Right 
to Life Federation and wrote the 
“Handbook on Abortion,” a book often 
described as the unofficial bible of the 
pro-life movement during the seventies 
and eighties. 
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They also have other groups that 
they work with around the world, 
fighting all kinds of life issues, not just 
for the unborn but for human traf- 
ficking and women’s rights. I mention 
this because this couple, this simple 
couple from College Hill, Ohio, is just 
one of many across our Nation who rec- 
ognizes the importance of this issue 
and is dedicating their lives to eradi- 
cating abortion. 

So, when I stand out on that lawn on 
those cold January days each and 
every year, I look at people, and I 
think there are other Jack and Barbara 
Willkes—maybe not as famous—who 
are doing the same thing, hundreds and 
hundreds and thousands. 

Then I think of Susan B. Anthony 
and Elizabeth Cady Stanton and of the 
contemporary bearers of that message 
like that of the Willkes, and I say, 
wow, there is a plan out there, and the 
last note on abortion hasn’t been writ- 
ten. Alice Paul is another pretty im- 
portant feminist in history. She was 
actually the original author of the 
Equal Rights Amendment. 
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Mr. Speaker, if you think that abor- 
tion is a hot issue, I can remember 
back in the 1970s when the Equal 
Rights Amendment was being debated 
across this land and the hot issue that 
that was. Oh, my gosh. 

Should we give women the same 
rights as men? 

There were women who said, No, no, 
no. They need to be back in the home. 

Then there were folks who said, No, 
no, no. Women need to have equal pay 
as men. 

What are we going to do about pri- 
vate facilities? 

Ah, it was just an awful debate be- 
cause it really deflected from the real 
issue that all of us are God’s creatures 
and that all of us are created equal. 

So I remember Alice Paul as being at 
the forefront of this, and I remember 
the debate both in high school and col- 
lege—but, man, I didn’t know until a 
few years ago that Alice Paul was pro- 
life. Now, here is a woman who was 
painted as this equal rights, left-wing 
feminist. When we look at pro-life 
issues, we think they’re conservative, 
right-wing issues. Yet it was Alice 
Paul, the original author of the Equal 
Rights Amendment, who stated: ‘‘Abor- 
tion is the ultimate exploitation of 
women.” Let me repeat that. ‘‘Abor- 
tion is the ultimate exploitation of 
women.” This is from this far-left, 
hard-nosed person. Add to her views 
the ones previously referenced, and it 
is difficult to see any ambiguity or 
confusion about where these feminists 
and advocates of the women’s rights 
movement stood on the issue of abor- 
tion. Simply put, they detested abor- 
tion and went as far publicly and pri- 
vately as they could in condemning it. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, it seems 
as though their rhetoric has been 
largely lost over the years, hidden in 
the annals of history, and I just don’t 
know why, because, if we don’t under- 
stand the full depth of history, we’ll 
never understand March 15, 2011, and 
the views that we debate in this very 
Chamber today. 

It’s sad because, as a little girl, I 
didn’t know about these pioneers. I 
didn’t know about their pro-life posi- 
tions. I didn’t know that they were sis- 
ters with me. I thought they were dif- 
ferent. I thought that the folks who 
stood before me to give us equal rights 
were pro-choice. That couldn’t be far- 
ther from the truth. 

I think many people wrongly believe 
that feminism and pro-life principles 
are mutually exclusive and cannot be 
reconciled with each other; but when 
you look at history, you can see that 
they’re not exclusive but inclusive be- 
cause it is we, as I said earlier, who 
have the responsibility to have the 
children, to continue to procreate for 
the future. That is why we were put 
here on Harth—to have children. It is 
our responsibility to make sure that 
these children are cared for both inside 
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the womb and out; and for a court to 
say it is our right to end it I think is 
exclusive of what we are made of. It is 
against what we are made of. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, Г11 speak more, 
but I’ve had the privilege of being 
joined by my good friend, the Congress- 
woman from North Carolina. I would 
like to yield as much time to the good 
Congresswoman as she would like. 

Mrs. ELLMERS. Thank you so much, 
my esteemed colleague from Ohio. 
Your comments are so pertinent to to- 
day’s fight. 

We are women. We are conservative 
women. As for those who have come be- 
fore us, aS you pointed out so elo- 
quently, we don’t know what they be- 
lieved, but we are starting to unveil all 
of that. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of women, to honor the rich contribu- 
tions women have made in the history 
of this world. I want to take a moment 
to discuss the strong pro-life move- 
ment that my colleagues and I are con- 
tinuing to fight today. I rise in support 
of and fight on behalf of women. In this 
month dedicated to women, I ask them 
to choose life for themselves and for 
their children. 

The original feminists were, indeed, 
against abortion. These women be- 
lieved that there was power in mother- 
hood and in choosing life. Alice Paul, 
the author of the original Equal Rights 
Amendment, said it best: Abortion is 
the exploitation of women. 

It is this exploitation by groups like 
Planned Parenthood that frighten me 
for the women of our country. It has 
been proven that a woman who has had 
an abortion is six to seven times more 
likely to commit suicide in the fol- 
lowing year than a woman who chooses 
to deliver her child. We all know of the 
syndrome postpartum depression. 
Women who abort are 65 percent more 
likely than women who deliver to be at 
risk for long-term clinical depression. 
Sixty-five percent of U.S. women who 
had abortions experienced multiple 
symptoms of posttraumatic stress dis- 
order, which they attributed to their 
abortions. In another study, 60 percent 
said they felt ‘‘part of me died.” Com- 
pared to women who deliver, women 
who abort are more than twice as like- 
ly to be subsequently hospitalized for 
psychiatric illnesses within 6 months 
and to subsequently require signifi- 
cantly more treatments for the psy- 
chiatric illnesses through outpatient 
care. 

There are also numerous health risks 
that can occur after an abortion is per- 
formed. Reproductive complications 
and problems with subsequent deliv- 
eries can occur, one of these being pel- 
vic inflammatory disease, which is a 
major direct cause of infertility. After 
an abortion, there is a 7- to 15-fold in- 
crease in placenta previa in subsequent 
pregnancies, which is a life-threatening 
condition for the mother and baby that 
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increases the risk of birth defects, a 
still birth and excessive bleeding, lead- 
ing to the possible loss of life of the 
woman. 

Honestly, I could go on and on about 
the aftereffects of an abortion, but I 
think that the picture has been made 
quite clear. 
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The picture has been made, as Susan 
B. Anthony said, who believed it was 
not sufficient merely to denounce abor- 
tion. Anthony considered it the work 
of women to prevent this violation. 
This is the task that Susan B. Anthony 
gives us to continue today. Like An- 
thony, we, too, must challenge the sta- 
tus quo for the sake of women and 
their children. Women deserve better 
than abortion. 

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Thank you to the 
gentlelady from North Carolina for so 
eloquently pointing out some of the 
dangers of abortion, both physical and 
emotional, and I don’t think the chap- 
ter, Mr. Speaker, has been written on 
the dangers of abortion, but I do won- 
der about the lives that we’ve missed 
and the fabric, and how it has been 
compromised, the fabric of America, 
the fabric of the world, because an in- 
nocent life didn’t get to be woven into 
it. 

You know, when we’re born, our par- 
ents don’t know what we’re going to 
become. They just hope that we’re 
happy. They hope that we’re healthy. I 
mean, if you look at our President, do 
you think when he was born his mom 
thought he was going to be the Presi- 
dent of the United States? I seriously 
doubt it. He didn’t come from a dy- 
nasty of Presidents. He was just an or- 
dinary person born from an ordinary 
mom, but he, you know, had the oppor- 
tunity and the privilege to live in 
America and become the President. 

Our very own Speaker from Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio, I dare say, his parents 
never thought he would be Speaker of 
the House. They were ordinary people. 
They owned a bar. They had 12 kids. 
Chances are 12 kids will do 12 different 
things, but I don’t think any of them 
thought they were going to be Speaker 
of the House. But that mother gave all 
those kids love, and because they lived 
in America, the piece of fabric that he 
has become resides over this wonderful 
body. 

And I point that out because none of 
us knows what our children or grand- 
children will become, but it’s incum- 
bent upon us to give them that chance 
to be the best person they can be, the 
best version of themselves, and that 
starts at conception. It doesn’t start 
when we choose for it to start. It starts 
when God chooses for it to start, or if 
you don’t want to use the term “God,” 
nature chooses for it to start, and when 
you compromise that, you compromise 
life all the way through. 

You know, as I said before, many 
people see feminism and pro-life issues 
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as exclusive. Well, they’re inclusive, 
and I would like to offer evidence of 
the pro-life feminists in the past, the 
ones that we owe so much to, because 
they are in large part responsible for 
women being able to go to college, to 
serve in the military, to vote, and may 
I dare say, stand on the floor this very 
evening. It is because of them that we 
are here today arguing for this pre- 
cious position. 

In a few minutes, I am going to be 
joined by another good lady from 
North Carolina, and I believe that this 
young lady is going to eloquently talk 
about her views on women in history 
and the pro-life movement, and I now 
yield to the gentlelady from North 
Carolina. 

Ms. FOXX. Well, I thank the gentle- 
woman from Ohio, my colleague, for 
organizing this time to speak about the 
importance of protecting unborn chil- 
dren in this country. 

March is national Women’s History 
Month, and each year other Members 
and I of the Pro-Life Women’s Caucus 
make a point of coming to the House 
floor to celebrate the achievements of 
women and talk about the detrimental 
impact of abortions on women. 

Last year, it was brought to my at- 
tention that the University of North 
Carolina’s system, which I attended, 
three of the universities in the system 
required its students to purchase 
health care through the university if 
they did not have acceptable coverage 
through their parents or on their own. 
These plans automatically enrolled 
students in abortion coverage, regard- 
less of gender or their feelings regard- 
ing abortion. 

Pro-life groups in North Carolina, as 
well as the Students for Life of Amer- 
ica, wrote to the UNC system, as well 
as North Carolina Governor Bev Pur- 
due, requesting that they not force stu- 
dents to purchase abortion coverage as 
part of their student health plan. The 
UNC system responded by allowing stu- 
dents to opt-out of abortion coverage. 
However, a student still pays the same 
amount for health care coverage re- 
gardless of whether or not abortions 
are included on his or her plan. 

This situation was brought to my at- 
tention because the UNC system, along 
with at least 37 other university sys- 
tems across the country, requires their 
students to purchase health care cov- 
erage that includes abortion. These 
universities are including the cost of 
this health care plan in the total cost 
of attendance, which means there may 
be Federal money covering these 
health insurance plans and thereby 
covering abortion. 

My concerns about unborn children 
not only in North Carolina but across 
the United States prompted me to send 
a letter to the Secretary of Education, 
Arne Duncan, requesting that he look 
into the UNC situation and determine 
if, in fact, taxpayer money was being 
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used to purchase these health insur- 
ance plans. Secretary Duncan re- 
sponded last month and said the De- 
partment of Education was not able to 
determine if students were able to use 
Federal, also known as taxpayer, stu- 
dent aid money to purchase these 
health insurance plans, which can in- 
clude abortion coverage. 

This is unacceptable. There should be 
no question whatsoever that taxpayer 
money should not be used to purchase 
abortion coverage, regardless of wheth- 
er it is through a student health plan 
at a university or at an abortion clinic. 
I will continue to work with the De- 
partment and the UNC system to en- 
sure that taxpayer money is not being 
used to pay for abortions. 

As a Christian, I am adamantly op- 
posed to the practice of abortion, and 
I’m especially opposed to American 
taxpayers being forced to pay for it. 
This is why last month I voted with 239 
of my colleagues to stop subsidizing 
Planned Parenthood’s radical abortion 
agenda with taxpayer money. In 2009 
alone, Planned Parenthood reported 
that the organization performed over 
332,000 abortions nationwide, and in the 
next 2 years will require each and 
every one of its 87 affiliates to have at 
least one abortion clinic. 

The vast majority of my constituents 
do not want their hard-earned money 
paying for abortions, and аз their 
elected Representative, I will continue 
fighting to protect unborn children and 
taxpayers from the scourge of abortion. 

Congresswoman SCHMIDT, I have here 
a chart that I’d like to make sure peo- 
ple watching can see. This is from a 
Quinnipiac poll in December 2009. It is 
a little hard to read Quinnipiac down 
here, but it was a poll that asked 
women: Do you support or oppose al- 
lowing abortions to be paid for by pub- 
lic funds under a health care reform 
bill? Only 25 percent of the women 
polled said they support it, 70 percent 
opposed, and 5 percent didn’t know or 
didn’t care. That is an astounding 
number to have. 

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Especially for 
women because we’re always cast as 
the ones that really want abortion, and 
it’s the men that don’t want it, but 
you’re telling me that 70 percent of the 
women in that December 2009 study 
adamantly opposed Federal funding of 
abortion under the health care bill? 
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Ms. FOXX. That’s correct. I’m sorry I 
couldn’t be on the floor for your entire 
presentation. I was in the Rules Com- 
mittee and could not leave to come 
down. But as I came in, I heard you 
talking about the fact that pro-life 
women can be feminists, and I think 
that’s very important for us to point 
out. I do quote from Alice Paul, who 
worked very hard for equality for 
women, who said, ‘‘Abortion is the ulti- 
mate exploitation of women.” And I 
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think that as we work hard to see that 
women are treated equally in our soci- 
ety under the law that we make sure 
that they are not exploited by abor- 
tion. 

And there is another quote from Eliz- 
abeth Cady Stanton. I don’t know if 
you have used it. But she said, “When 
we consider that women are treated as 
property, it is degrading to women that 
we should treat our children as prop- 
erty to be disposed of as we see fit.” 
That was in a letter to Julia Ward 
Howe in October 1873 and was recorded 
in Howe’s diary. 

I think, again, that it’s so important 
that women be here during Women’s 
History Month to speak in favor of 
rights for women and that we point out 
that we are opposed to abortion, which 
is the ultimate exploitation of women. 

Mrs. SCHMIDT. Thank you so much. 
Iam really glad that you took the time 
to point out that survey, because I be- 
lieve that the Nation has shifted its 
opinion on abortions since 1973. And 
maybe it’s because with technology 
and the fact that sonograms can now 
show us the color of a baby’s eyes and 
what it’s going to look like inside the 
mom’s womb as early as like 3 months, 
that we’re really believing and know- 
ing that it really is a baby. It’s not this 
little fetus, this little mushy thing. It’s 
really a baby. And when you see that 
sonogram and you see that baby inside 
the womb, you’ve got to say to your- 
self, How can I call this anything else 
but life? And I think that’s probably 
one of the reasons why, throughout the 
years, public opinion has truly shifted 
on abortion. 

A decade ago, back in 2001, there was 
a poll taken wherein 40 percent of the 
respondents identified themselves as 
being pro-life while 49 percent identi- 
fied themselves as being pro-choice. 
Well, in 2005, another poll was taken. 
There was little movement toward the 
pro-life position: 42 percent said 
they’re pro-life while 52 percent said 
they’re pro-choice. But for some rea- 
son, in 2006, the number grew 45 to 47; 
and in 2008, the numbers were 46 to 48. 
Now maybe that’s because of the preva- 
lence of all these sonograms. And 
today when your daughter or your son 
goes in with his wife for the sonogram, 
the grandparents and great grand- 
parents go, too. It didn’t happen a dec- 
ade ago. But, oh, my gosh, it’s a family 
thing because we can’t wait to see 
what the baby is. And we are told to 
cover our eyes at that one moment if 
you don’t want to know what the sex of 
the baby is. Believe me, I couldn’t tell 
anyway. But I have gone twice and had 
to close my eyes twice. And I think be- 
cause the family is involved in this 
whole sonogram with the birth of the 
baby, that all of our eyes are beginning 
to light up and say, Wow, that really is 
a life. In just 3 months’ time, it’s a real 
baby. 

In May 2009, 51 percent of those 
polled identified themselves as being 
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pro-life where only 42 percent re- 
sponded that they were pro-choice. 
Now, the latest poll I could find on the 
subject was conducted in January of 
this year, just a couple of months ago; 
and it was consistent with the 2009 poll. 
Half the respondents said they were 
pro-life. The numbers become even 
more definitive when it comes to pub- 
lic funding or taxpayer moneys going 
towards the funding of abortions, even 
indirectly. 

This is a very real and timely debate 
as we struggle today to tackle our 
enormous deficit and debt which, Mr. 
Speaker, if we don’t get under control 
will reshape this country in a way that 
I don’t believe will allow our children 
to have at least as equal an oppor- 
tunity as us, if not to have a better op- 
portunity than us. But that’s a debate 
for another day on the debt and deficit. 

When I first got here in September of 
2005, the very first person I wanted to 
meet was Henry Hyde of Illinois be- 
cause he was my hero. You see, after 
Roe v. Wade, people at my kitchen 
table and in my family were talking 
about money, Federal money being 
used for abortion. My mom and dad 
were mad; and, shoot, even I was mad. 
And Henry Hyde was mad, too. 

In 1976, he offered the Hyde amend- 
ment, and it simply said that Federal 
taxpayer dollars were barred from 
funding abortion, period, case closed. 
And that amendment has been con- 
sistent with the policy of this House 
ever since. So I wanted to meet that 
hero, that gentle man. And when you 
walk into my office, you see a picture 
of him and me on the last day that he 
served in this House. Of all the people 
that I have ever met, he is truly my 
hero. 

Anyway, every year we debate this. 
Even in the health care bill, it was a 
hotly contested issue. And after the 
bill was voted on, the President had an 
executive order that at this point still 
stops the Federal funding of abortion 
in health care, we believe. But that’s a 
very fragile piece of paper, and I really 
believe this body needs to recodify in 
the health care bill that no money will 
ever be spent for abortion and no insur- 
ance policies will have any Federal dol- 
lars attached to it that would allow for 
abortions to occur. But that’s some- 
thing I believe we have to work on this 
year, Mr. Speaker. 

And even today in this body as we 
voted on the CR, the issue of abortion 
was there. Do we put it in the CR and 
stop the Federal funding of abortion or 
not? You know, we have a lot of pro- 
life leaders in the House. They have 
looked at the budget very, very 
shrewdly; and they have determined 
that if we don’t put these protections 
in place, Federal funding will slip into 
the budget in the future. And that’s 
why they are so adamant about putting 
out bills and provisions in CRs that 
would stop the Federal funding of abor- 
tion. 
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One of the latest initiatives to re- 
ceive a full vote in the House was an 
amendment introduced by my good 
friend from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) that 
would prohibit Federal funding for 
Planned Parenthood, which happens to 
be the largest abortion provider in the 
country. Now, I know what you are 
going to say, Well, they have a sepa- 
rate wall, and they’re really only using 
the money for women’s health issues. 
They’re not using it for abortion. But 
we know money is fungible, and we 
know in a building, you can’t really 
dissect how much energy costs are 
going to one side of the building and 
how much are going to the other. We 
know that while, yeah, the actual pro- 
cedure isn’t using Federal money, we 
know that the building is. So it’s fun- 
gible, and it’s slipping through. 

But a few weeks ago when we had the 
CR, his amendment received, I think, 
239 votes out of this body that said, No, 
Planned Parenthood shouldn’t receive 
the money. And you know, Mr. Speak- 
er, maybe it’s a bigger debate than just 
the abortion issue because what we saw 
last fall was a sting operation that 
showed where in some cases, abortion 
clinics, Planned Parenthood clinics 
across the country were actually talk- 
ing about or ignoring the fact that peo- 
ple were coming in about human traf- 
ficking and saying there was a human 
trafficking issue, and if the underage 
girl got pregnant, how could they get 
an abortion. And the gal at the desk 
didn’t think there seemed to be a prob- 
lem with that conversation. 
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Now, I’m not saying that Planned 
Parenthood International condones it, 
and I’m sure that they don’t, but I’m 
saying that there were clinics at which 
this conversation occurred. I know in 
my own hometown in Cincinnati, Ohio, 
where in 2 cases there were young girls 
that went to the Planned Parenthood 
clinic on Auburn Avenue, and both told 
the abortion provider they were under- 
age and they were pregnant, one by her 
father, one by a coach. The father’s 
now in jail. And the situation with the 
parents was, they didn’t know the 
coach took her to the abortion clinic. 
He signed the document that said, oh, 
I’m the legal guardian, and it wasn’t 
until later when she went to the doctor 
on another issue that the doctor said— 
When did your daughter have an abor- 
tion?—that this whole thing exploded. 
And right now it’s in court. They’re 
going after the coach, and they’re try- 
ing to go after Planned Parenthood be- 
cause the girl said, I’m 15. 

So maybe Planned Parenthood 
shouldn’t have our money if they’re 
not careful stewards about people that 
are coming through their doors, be- 
cause a 15-year old that’s pregnant, 
well, I think that’s called statutory 
rape, no matter who the father was. 
And if a girl comes in at 15 we should 
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be asking questions—How did you get 
pregnant? Who was the father? What 
happened?—because that’s breaking 
the law. 

So above the fact that we have a 
looming deficit and a looming debt, 
above the fact that I believe that 
money is fungible with Planned Par- 
enthood, above the fact that in some 
cases they have people that go into 
clinics and they have a lady or a guy at 
the desk that doesn’t understand what 
human trafficking is all about, maybe 
they shouldn’t have the money, be- 
cause when it’s right in their eye, they 
simply choose to ignore the issue. 

Mr. Speaker, there are a lot of pro- 
life people in America, and there are a 
lot of pro-life people in this House. And 
I think it is time that we discussed this 
issue more openly, because people of 
this Nation understand that all life is 
precious, including the life of the un- 
born. They also understand that our 
money comes from taxpayers, and tax- 
payers expect us to do the right things 
with their money, and that means pro- 
tecting life at all costs. 

One of the things that I want to say 
before I wrap up—and we talked about 
polling—is that there have been mul- 
tiple polls conducted on the subject 
within the last year of Federal funds 
and abortion. Two that I want to high- 
light were conducted by CNN and 
Quinnipiac. Now, CNN is hardly a 
right-wing organization. But the CNN 
poll showed that 60 percent of Ameri- 
cans oppose public moneys going to 
fund abortion. That’s well over a ma- 
jority. The Quinnipiac poll shows 72 
percent oppose it. Wow, that’s a lot of 
Americans. 

I believe that we need to do the right 
thing and end the public funding of 
abortion whether it’s in the health care 
bill, any bill that comes here, or any 
moneys that go overseas. 

Like the feminists, the pro-life 
women of the past, pro-life women 
today simply believe that we are all af- 
forded the right to life. It is not a gift 
from our government; it is a gift from 
our Lord. He is the one that has al- 
lowed us to stand here in America and 
across the world. He is the one that has 
said to us, He wants us to be in His 
image and His likeness. It is our Lord 
that wants us to be the best person we 
can be. And if we are to be the best per- 
son we can be, we have to ensure that 
each other has that same chance 
whether it’s a little seed in a womb 
that is 20 minutes old or it’s an elderly 
person in a nursing home. All of us are 
equal in the Lord’s eyes. All of us have 
the right to life. 

So I am proud to stand here today, 
like my sisters before me—like Eliza- 
beth Cady Stanton, like Susan B. An- 
thony and, yes, like Alice Paul—and 
say, enough’s enough. Women’s rights 
are women’s rights, and if a woman has 
rights, those rights are the child’s 
rights because everybody has the right 
to life. 
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CONTINUING RESOLUTION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my privilege and honor to address you 
here on the floor of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and also to have listened 
in on the presentation over the pre- 
vious hour, the Republican Women for 
Life, led by Congresswoman SCHMIDT, 
who has relentlessly stood up for the 
innocent unborn. I certainly support 
that cause and lend my voice to it, al- 
though I don’t know that there’s much 
to be added after the presentation that 
Гуе just heard. I’m just thankful that 
it’s in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and 
that your ear has been tuned to it, Mr. 
Speaker, and that the ear of the Amer- 
ican people is tuned to that message as 
well. 

I have a couple of subjects that I 
wanted to discuss here within the up- 
coming 30 minutes that’s been allotted. 
The first one is to speak to the vote 
that we’ve just had here on the floor on 
the continuing resolution for extending 
the funding for this government for an 
additional 3 weeks. It is known as a 
clean CR. 

This House came together to work its 
will on H.R. 1. We debated that con- 
tinuing resolution, which would be de- 
signed to fund this government for the 
balance of the fiscal year. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it’s really im- 
portant that you and the American 
people are reminded that we’re in this 
condition of this debate over this con- 
tinuing resolution because the Pelosi 
Congress didn’t do business as directed 
and as framed under the Constitution 
of the United States. 

The Pelosi Congress continued to di- 
gress when it first opened up here in 
January of 2007, after the majority and 
the gavel was passed right behind me 
where you are, Mr. Speaker. This Con- 
gress functioned for the first few weeks 
pretty much the same as it had under 
the previous Speaker. 

But in that transition that took 
place, the rules began to get changed, 
and there were fewer and fewer oppor- 
tunities for Members to weigh in. The 
committees began to function less and 
less. More and more bills were written 
out of the Speaker’s office, and as this 
unfolded, the rules changed. They took 
away—one of the things was an open 
rule under the appropriations process 
so that Members couldn’t offer their 
amendments and force a debate and a 
vote on an issue of their concern. 

The appropriations bills have always 
been the tool that allowed Members to 
work their will on the package that 
came from committee. Well, that went 
away. That was taken away, I just pre- 
sume it was, by order of the Speaker, 
Speaker PELOSI. 

So the House was no longer able to 
work its will. Bills came down under a 
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closed rule. Appropriations bills came 
down under, well, modified closed rule, 
and then they didn’t come down at all. 
Then they turned into omnibus spend- 
ing bills or they turned into continuing 
resolutions, and this government 
limped along, without having the op- 
portunity to gather together from 
across this country the collective wis- 
dom of the 435 Members of Congress, as 
informed by our constituents. 
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So the Congress became dysfunc- 
tional. One of the things that is a re- 
sult of that is the legacy today of hav- 
ing to be in this business now of seek- 
ing to put Congress back on its tracks 
again in the fashion that the Constitu- 
tion frames and the tradition of func- 
tional Congresses direct us. That has 
been the mission of Speaker BOEHNER, 
and he has been very clear about this 
to make this Congress work again. Be- 
cause of that commitment, it brought 
about the debate on H.R. 1, which de- 
bated all the funding of the Federal 
Government for the balance of this fis- 
cal year and allowed it under an open 
rule. 

There were hundreds of amendments 
that were offered by Members that had 
4 years of pent-up frustration, Demo- 
crats and Republicans alike, that had a 
voice that wanted to be heard, votes 
that we wanted to see cast, and a mes- 
sage that helped shape, let’s say, the 
political consensus of this body before 
a bill goes over to the United States 
Senate. 

We worked through that bill for over 
90 hours of debate. Of the hundreds of 
amendments that were offered, there 
were a good number that were passed, 
and some of them shut off funding to 
certain pieces of policy. But it was the 
will of the House wrapped up in the re- 
sult of the passage of H.R. 1 that went 
over to the Senate. That was the first 
offer, and it was the best offer of the 
House so far, and it reflects the will of 
the House of Representatives and the 
House of Representatives designed, by 
definition, to reflect the will of the 
American people. 

So I want to make it clear, Mr. 
Speaker, that we are in this debate and 
in this discussion over continuing reso- 
lutions: the continuing resolution that 
was passed in the lame duck session 
that carried this Congress until March 
4 of this year and the 2-week ‘‘clean 
CR” that funded this government for 2 
weeks that is set to expire on the night 
of March 18. They’ve extended now a 3- 
week ‘‘clean CR” that extends the 
funding an additional 3 weeks under 
similar terms, not identical terms, to 
the previous continuing resolution. 

That is the scenario that we are in, 
Mr. Speaker, and we are in this sce- 
nario because Congress wasn’t doing its 
job from 2007 on up until we gaveled in 
here in January of 2011. 

There is a 4-year period of time 
where, in 2007, it wasn’t too bad when 
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it started. It digressed progressively 
until it became as close to completely 
dysfunctional as the Congress has been, 
at least in my understanding of the 
history. And I would say, Mr. Speaker, 
that I have lived a fair amount, and I 
have studied the rest of it, although I 
wouldn’t present myself as being a con- 
gressional scholar and historian on all 
of the detail, but that is generally 
what has taken place. 

Now we have Speaker BOEHNER put- 
ting this Congress back on the tracks. 
And, yes, there were some growing 
pains going through those 90-plus hours 
of debate on the continuing resolution 
under an open rule. And, yes, some of 
us compromised. Many of us actually 
compromised to take our amendments 
down and negotiated a unanimous con- 
sent agreement that was negotiated in 
good faith. I appreciate all the effort 
that went into that. It was a very, very 
good exercise. 

Democrats and Republicans alike, I 
heard no one argue that the process of 
open rules and open debate was a bad 
process or that it wasn’t fair or that it 
somehow should not have been done, 
that we should have engaged in a 
closed-rule process. No, Mr. Speaker, 
that was the right thing to do. And the 
subsequent continuing resolution, the 
first one for 2 weeks, was designed to 
buy some time for the Senate to digest 
H.R. 1. The one that passed here on this 
floor, over my vote when I voted “по” 
on it, is an extension of a similar phi- 
losophy with another little slice out of 
the cuts. So maybe, just maybe, the 
Senate will swallow this one bite at a 
time when the whole loaf seems to be 
too much. But, on the other hand, the 
leverage is diminishing as the pages on 
the calendar turn. 

Mr. Speaker, I didn’t come here to- 
night to belabor this issue but just to 
make the point that there is a reason 
that we are at this position with de- 
bates over continuing resolutions, and 
it is because the Congress didn’t func- 
tion in previous years and handed over 
this CR scenario to be taken up by 
March 4. We are trying to resolve this 
with a Senate that has been coopera- 
tive and complicit in the downward spi- 
ral of the functionality of the House of 
Representatives. I am not speaking on 
the functionality of the Senate; al- 
though, I might not be complimentary 
of that either, should I dig into that. 

So that is the scenario that we are 
in. It has brought about some leverage 
points. It puts the House in the posi- 
tion where, if we choose to, we can hold 
our ground, and we can direct policy 
across to the Senate and through to 
the President of the United States. 

We should all understand that when 
the majority leader in the United 
States Senate speaks, he is speaking in 
such a way that is designed to be, in a 
way, a mouthpiece for the President, a 
shield to protect the President from 
public criticism and to protect the 
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President from the initiatives that 
start here in this House. 

If Members of this House will make 
the argument that we can’t pass legis- 
lation here that we believe in because 
HARRY REID won’t take it in the Sen- 
ate, we should be thinking in terms of: 
The proxy for the President in the Sen- 
ate is resisting the Republican initia- 
tive, which is the will of the people 
that was brought about by the 87 new 
freshmen that have come here to sup- 
port the incumbent Republicans. All 
the gavels in the United States House 
of Representatives were passed from 
the hands of one party into the hands 
of the other party. That is what has 
happened, the will of the people. 

Mr. Speaker, we have the obligation 
to carry out this will of the people in 
conformance, though, with our best ef- 
forts and our best judgment. And that 
works in consultation with Democrats, 
as it should. It hasn’t always been the 
case working across the aisle, and 
there have been times that I have been 
accused of that myself. I will be a little 
more open than I have in the past, but 
in the end, the House should work its 
will. 

I stand on that principle, and I com- 
pliment the Speaker for laying that 
standard out. It is not going to be an 
easy banner to carry. He knows that. 
He understands this organism of the 
House of Representatives. And, in spite 
of all of the stress that is going on 
here, the House is positioning itself to 
work its will on the Senate. Working 
its will on the Senate is working its 
will through the proxy for the Presi- 
dent and on towards the White House. 

If the President of the United States 
believes that all of the functions of 
government don’t match up to his de- 
sire to protect his signature issue, 
ObamaCare, the American people need 
to know that that is his priority. My 
priority is to repeal it and defund it 
until such time as we can get a Presi- 
dent to sign the repeal of ObamaCare. 
That has been my effort: to first kill 
the bill and then work to repeal it. We 
are about 1% years into this effort, and 
I will continue my effort as intensively 
as I need to and for as long as it takes 
until the day comes when we can actu- 
ally celebrate: free at last, free from 
the yoke of the socialized medicine pol- 
icy called ObamaCare and free to exer- 
cise our liberty that I believe has been 
unjustly taken from us by the legisla- 
tion. And something, too: two Federal 
courts have found it unconstitutional. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, that is my little 
editorial here. I haven’t worked out a 
smooth transition into the next subject 
matter, but it occurs to me, as I stand 
here, that it has been a little while 
since I addressed you on the subject of 
immigration and that it has been a lit- 
tle bit quiet in the House of Represent- 
atives on the subject of immigration. 

So I want to raise this point and have 
this discussion, and it is this: We are 
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looking at numbers that show still mil- 
lions of illegals here in the United 
States, about 60 percent of whom came 
across the border illegally, about 40 
percent of whom overstayed their 
visas. And it is odd that the number of 
illegals is reported by the Department 
of Homeland Security to be less than it 
has been over the previous 8 years that 
I have been here in this Congress. 

When I came here, the number was 12 
million illegals here in the United 
States. I have gone down to the border 
many times. I have sat in on hearings 
year after year, week after week, where 
expert witnesses come forward and tes- 
tify, and they will testify that, of the 
net numbers of people that are inter- 
dicted coming across the border, they 
would perhaps stop one out of four of 
those. And it is not too hard to ex- 
trapolate those numbers: 3 to 5 years 
ago would come to 4 million illegal 
border crossings in a year, of which 
they contend that they stop about one 
out of four. I think they said perhaps 
they catch one out of three or one out 
of four. That would be the under-oath 
testimony of one of the representatives 
of the Border Patrol. I think that num- 
ber may or may not be higher now. 

But I would go down to the border, 
and the agents down there would tell 
me, 25 percent? 10 percent has to come 
first, a 10 percent effectiveness rate. 

Now, one could argue whether 10 per- 
cent is the right number, and I hear 
numbers less than that, too, or whether 
25 percent is the right number. What it 
says that, I don’t think anybody con- 
tends that the effectiveness rate of the 
full list of Border Patrol officers we 
have all across our southern border is 
interdicting a number that would be 
approaching even half of those that at- 
tempt to cross the border. And those 
attempts to cross the border are prob- 
ably down from the data that I have 
given you from 4 or 5 years ago. 

But think of 4 million illegal border 
crossings. Think of those attempts. 
Think of stopping perhaps 1 million, 
and now there are 3 million in the 
United States in a year. And that 3 
million number is going to grow. Now, 
some of them go back to their home 
country again, and they cross multiple 
times; that is true. 

But if we had 12 million illegals in 
2003 and we have less than 12 million 
illegals today, according to Janet 
Napolitano’s Department of Homeland 
Security, what happened to all those 
people? We were accumulating people 
for all of these last 8 years. And if 
somehow by some miracle or some 
mystery of nature of humanity we 
don’t accumulate illegals in America 
when we have large numbers of them 
coming in here, I suppose you could 
chalk it up to a death rate or a self-de- 
portation rate. 

But, Mr. Speaker, we got to 12 mil- 
lion somehow. They came from some- 
where. And people agree that 12 million 
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was the illegal number—at least it was 
the floor, not the ceiling. I have always 
thought it was higher. 
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But if in the years prior to 2003 we 
accumulated 12 million illegals, and if 
we are watching 4 million illegal bor- 
der crossings a year, that might even 
be a peak, and maybe that number is 
down by a third or so now, and a large 
percentage get into the United States, 
and a significant percentage of them 
stay here, the 12 million gets to be a 
bigger number, not a smaller number. 

How did Janet Napolitano come up 
with a number lower than 12 million? 
That is a question I would like to ask 
her, if she would stop before the Immi- 
gration Subcommittee so we could 
have that conversation. But I think the 
number is larger than 12 million. I have 
always thought it was larger than 12 
million since I have been in this Con- 
gress, and I don’t think that reduction 
shows the real population that is here. 

And as we look at the enforcement 
ratio that they show us on the south- 
ern border, it will show that they are 
stopping fewer and fewer illegals on the 
border. The Department of Homeland 
Security contends that because there is 
less interaction with our agents and 
illegals, that that says that there are 
fewer illegals. Well, that might be the 
case. But it also might be the case that 
there are just less arrests, fewer inter- 
dictions. 

But I do think that when you double 
the number of Border Patrol agents, 
which we have done and then some on 
the southern border, they are out there 
competing to be able to make those ar- 
rests and make those pickups. So I 
think the natural order of our law en- 
forcement officers, they will still be 
doing the enforcement. 

But also it pushes people out away 
from those highly concentrated en- 
forcement areas, those areas like El 
Paso, for example, and puts them 
through places in the desert that aren’t 
watched as closely. 

So I ask the question: I used to hear 
testimony that would show that there 
were several hundred people that died 
in the desert trying to sneak into the 
United States, and as that number 
would grow, it would be 200 a year, 
then 250 a year, and a number that I re- 
call that went up to 450 a year. Now, 
that is data that is more than 5 years 
old, and I haven’t been able to get my 
hands on that old data, but I do re- 
member. 

So if the number of deaths in the 
desert is going down, that would indi- 
cate that there are fewer people going 
through the desert, if the climate 
hasn’t changed and other factors being 
all the same. But if the number of 
deaths in the desert of illegals is going 
up, that would indicate the traffic is 
going up. 

So in a number of the sectors we 
have seen those deaths go down, but in 
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the Tucson sector most recently we 
have seen the number go up, which 
would indicate a larger number of 
illegals coming into the United States 
through the Arizona desert. 

As I traveled across New Mexico, the 
people there in a town hall meeting in 
Columbus, New Mexico, said almost 
unanimously that they believe there 
are more drugs coming through and 
more illegals coming through than 
they have seen before, and they believe 
that it is more dangerous for them 
than it has been before. 

That, Mr. Speaker, is the cir- 
cumstance on the border. In any case, 
whether we have 11% million illegals 
here or whether we have 20% million 
illegals here, I don’t believe the num- 
ber is shrinking. I think the number 
still grows. We know we have a signifi- 
cant number of illegal entrants into 
the United States. We don’t have oper- 
ational control of the whole border. We 
may have operational control of seg- 
ments of the border, but there is much 
of it that we do not have. We’ve got a 
long ways to go. 

But I do believe, I believe that we can 
get operational control of the border, 
and I mean operational control of the 
border as defined in the Secure Fence 
Act that was pushed through this Con- 
gress by Congressman DUNCAN HUNTER 
of California, whose son now serves in 
this Congress, and I am grateful that 
he does. I want to do honor to DUNCAN 
HUNTER’s work that passed the Secure 
Fence Act. I want to complete that 
project, because there are some other 
things I know. 

We are spending about $12 billion, let 
me see if I can get these numbers right, 
about $12 billion on our southern bor- 
der, and that turns out to be about $6 
million a mile; $6 million a mile. 

Mr. Speaker, I think about, what is a 
mile? That is four laps around an old 
track. Where I live in Iowa, it is to my 
west corner, or any other corner, for 
that matter. Our roads are laid out in 
a mile grid pattern, every section, a 
mile to the corners, and there is a sur- 
vey pin in the center of every intersec- 
tion that is a mile apart each way. 
They surveyed the old way, and they 
got a lot of it very, very close. 

A mile, $6 million a mile for every 
mile, all 2,000 miles of our southern 
border. Six million dollars a mile. And 
we are guarding that border with a 10 
percent or 25 percent or maybe even a 
higher efficiency rate, but not up to 50 
percent. And we think we are getting 
our money’s worth in doing that? It 
doesn’t mean that the agents aren’t 
doing their job. It is, tactically, are we 
investing the right dollars into the 
right resources to get the best results 
that we can? 

So I look across my west mile, for ex- 
ample, and I think what if Secretary of 
Homeland Security Janet Napolitano 
came to me and said, STEVE, I’m going 
to make you an offer. ГІ make you ап 
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offer for a contract for you to guard a 
mile. 

How about a mile by my house? 
Guard that so that people that want to 
cross it cannot cross it unless they are 
authorized, and, if they are, direct 
them to a port of entry. And I’m going 
to pay you $6 million next year to see 
to it that no more than, say, oh, 75 per- 
cent of the people that try get across. 

That’s what we’re looking at. If it is 
a 25 percent efficiency rate at our 
southern border, that means that 75 
percent of those that try are getting 
through. I admit, it is a little bit of old 
testimony, but not that old, Mr. 
Speaker, and it has changed in some of 
the sectors, but not all of them. 

So I am thinking in numbers that is 
the most recent congressional testi- 
mony that I know of, and that is a 25 
percent efficiency rate, which was, 
some thought, a stretch then. So it is a 
75 percent inefficiency rate. 

So if Janet Napolitano came to me 
and said, I have this offer for you. Here 
is $6 million. Guard that west mile of 
your house, and you can only let 75 per- 
cent of the people that illegally want 
to cross it go across. The other 25 per- 
cent, you’ve got to turn them back. 

Would I take that deal for that level 
of efficiency, especially if it’s a 10-year 
contract? So now it’s $60 million for 10 
years? I would just hope I could live 
long enough to spend it all. Yes, I 
would take them up on that. 

Now, if the offer was, you’re going to 
get your $60 million for your mile, $60 
million over 10 years for guarding a 
mile of the border, you’ll get your $60 
million, but you have to provide effi- 
ciency, and you don’t get to build em- 
pire, and you’re not going to grow an 
empire that gives you political clout 
by hiring a lot of people and giving 
them good benefits packages and mar- 
keting it off in that fashion. You’re 
going to have to make the best effi- 
ciency with it you can. 

I would look at that mile, and here is 
what I would do, Mr. Speaker. I would 
pick up the DUNCAN HUNTER proposal 
and I would say, let’s build a fence, a 
wall and a fence. Let’s build a fence, a 
wall and a fence across that mile. And 
I would put the capital investment in 
it, and for a couple of million dollars, I 
would have that all done. 

For about a third of my first annual 
budget I would have that all done, and 
it would cut my costs on the guard and 
manpower costs for the duration of the 
decade and beyond, if you build a fence, 
a wall and a fence, when you amortize 
it and depreciate it out about for 40 
years, and it would yield benefits every 
single year. They built that kind of a 
barrier in Israel, and it is 99-point- 
something percent effective. If you 
look around the world, there is fence 
after fence after fence. 

The people over on this side of the 
aisle as a rule will say, Don’t you know 
that we don’t do that? Don’t you know 
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that the Berlin Wall is abhorrent to us? 
My answer to that is, how did you get 
history so distorted in your mind that 
you would compare a fence to keep peo- 
ple out with a fence to keep people in? 
They are two opposite proposals, two 
opposite reasons. 

You can’t argue that the Berlin Wall 
is like building a fence on our southern 
border unless you want to argue that 
the people that were in the west want- 
ed to get over that wall into the east. 
They did not. There was no traffic 
sneaking in behind the Iron Curtain. It 
was the other way around. 

So we are trying to keep large 
masses of people out of the United 
States and force them all through the 
ports of entry and let them come in 
here the legal way. And there is no 
country in the world that is more gen- 
erous than the United States. In fact, 
all of the countries in the world don’t 
match up to the generosity of the 
United States from an immigration 
perspective. 

So we are generous. We bring in 
about 1.5 million people a year legally, 
and we watch as every night we have 
dozens and hundreds of people that 
come into the United States. One cal- 
culation showed during the peak of this 
11,000 a night, 11,000 in a 24-hour period. 
Most of that is at night. 

Santa Anna’s army was only about 
5,000 to 6,000. It is nearly twice as large 
as Santa Anna’s army every single 
night. No, they weren’t in uniform, and 
a lot of them weren’t carrying guns, 
and maybe they weren’t a physical 
threat to us in a general sense. But 
that is a pretty large group of people, 
every night to see twice the size of 
Santa Anna’s army coming into the 
United States illegally. And I will tell 
you, I believe it is at least the size of 
Santa Anna’s army now, every night. 

And we are letting this happen day 
by day by day, and we turn a little 
blind eye to it, and we watch as we 
tragically pick up the bodies in the 
desert of those who are sneaking into 
the United States illegally that don’t 
make it across that desert. 
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As the summer comes along, the 
numbers go up and up. But I asked the 
question a few years ago when they 
were testifying before the Immigration 
Committee about how many lives were 
lost in the desert while they were 
sneaking into the United States. How 
many Americans died at the hands of 
those who made it into the United 
States? How many times have we seen 
fatalities on the highway of someone 
who didn’t have a driver’s license? 
didn’t have an insurance policy? that 
was in the United States illegally that 
didn’t understand our laws? drinking 
and driving? had been picked up and 
had been interdicted by law enforce- 
ment? 

We lost a nun in Virginia last year 
very close to home. Corey Stewart 
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knows about that, the county super- 
visor down there in, I believe, Prince 
William County. That’s an example. 

We lost several kids in a school bus 
wreck in southwest Minnesota, north 
of me. That happened with an illegal 
that had been interdicted several times 
and turned loose into our society. And 
those families grieve for their lost chil- 
dren in a school bus wreck that would 
have been avoided if we’d enforced our 
laws at the border, if we’d enforced our 
law with local law enforcement here in 
the United States when we come across 
people in the United States illegally. 

This is not a big ask. A sovereign na- 
tion has to have borders. And what do 
borders mean? They mean that you 
control the traffic that’s coming into 
those borders. And we can actually de- 
cide. You control the traffic going out 
of the United States. But we don’t have 
to do that because we’ve developed a 
pretty good country here, but we’re 
going to lose this country if we don’t 
adhere to the rule of law. And the rule 
of law is that, when this Congress acts, 
the executive branch is bound to en- 
force the law. It’s a prudent decision 
that reflects the will of the American 
people. 

The American people have said, We 
want our borders secure, and we don’t 
want workers in the United States ille- 
gally taking jobs away from Americans 
or legal immigrants who become Amer- 
icans. We want to have a tighter labor 
supply than that. 

If we wanted to up our 1» million im- 
migrants into the United States, we 
could do that. We could double this. We 
could triple it. We could go tenfold. We 
can say that anybody could come to 
the United States. All you have to do is 
sign up at the U.S. Embassy in your 
home country, and we’ll give you a visa 
to come to the United States. We could 
say that. We could bring anybody in 
that wanted to come in. But why do we 
say no? Because there’s a limit. 

We have asked the question here in 
this Congress, and a previous Congress 
has asked and answered the question: 
How many are too many? And what 
kind of people do we want to encourage 
to come here? And what kind of people 
do we want to discourage from coming 
here? 

These are the questions. We have all 
kinds of people involved in this debate 
that don’t have the slightest idea how 
to begin to answer those questions. 
They just say, Oh, my compassion com- 
pels me to be for open borders. My 
heart bleeds for people that aren’t as 
fortunate as Americans are. So, there- 
fore, I’m just going to be for turning a 
blind eye or granting amnesty so that 
I don’t feel guilty that everybody can’t 
live the American Dream like we all 
do. 

Well, things have changed. Things 
have changed. 

There was a time when we had high 
levels of immigration into this country 
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and a zero welfare state. When my 
grandmother came over here in 1894, we 
weren’t a welfare state. They screened 
people before they got on the boat, and 
they checked them out physically; 
they checked them out mentally. If 
they had a lot of resources, they got to 
ride first class and got unloaded in a 
different dock, but the rest of them 
went to Ellis Island. 

And even though they screened a 
good number of the people out before 
they boarded the ship—and, remember, 
they didn’t want to haul them back to 
Europe. It was Europe primarily at this 
time. But even still, after they were 
screened and they arrived at Ellis Is- 
land, they gave them a physical. They 
looked in their eyes. They gave them 
kind of a quick mental test. They 
looked underneath their eyelids to see 
if they had a disease that put little 
white spots underneath there. And if 
they weren’t of physical ability or 
mental ability to be able to take care 
of themselves, they put them back on 
the boat—I should say ‘‘ship’’—and 
sent them back to the place where they 
came from. About 2 percent were sent 
back. 

Now here we are. We’re interdicting 
10 percent, 25 percent. We don’t even 
get that many sent back because it’s 
round robin. For a long time, we did 
catch and release, and we said, Come 
back and appear. Of course, they didn’t 
appear. Then we did catch and return. 
We’d pick them up at downtown 
Nogales, take them up to the station 
sector location, and they would come 
in with their little Ziploc bag. We 
fingerprinted them, took the digital 
photograph of them, and sometimes we 
saw that same person came back. The 
peak one that I know of down there 
was in 27 times. 

We had a really good return trade 
going on with people that were coming 
into the United States illegally. We’d 
pick them up, give them a ride up to 
the headquarters, and all they had to 
do is just have their prints taken 
again, get their picture taken again, 
and then they got a little van ride 
down to the port of entry where they 
turned that little white van sideways, 
opened up the side door, and they’d get 
out and walk back to Mexico. The van 
would take off and go get another load. 
Around and around and around we 
went. It was round robin, and it wasn’t 
accomplishing very much. 

Now we’re at least bringing prosecu- 
tion against most of them, which is 
providing a little more of a deterrent, 
Mr. Speaker. We’ve got to do a lot bet- 
ter. We’ve got to understand this mis- 
sion. The mission is to protect our bor- 
ders for this sovereign Nation. You 
can’t have a border if you don’t control 
the border. 

We need to control the border—all of 
it. We need to force all traffic through 
the ports of entry. We can do it if we 
build a fence, a wall and a fence. Yes, 
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we need to put sensory devices up there 
and use some of the other technology 
that’s there. And yes, we have to have 
Border Patrol agents that are there 
that are manning the fence and run- 
ning to the locations where they need 
to to make the proper interdictions. 
All of that needs to take place. 

But we need to use our resources 
smartly, and we can. We can shut off 
all illegal traffic that’s going to come 
across our southern border if we do 
these smart things. And I have not ad- 
vocated, I will point out, Mr. Speaker, 
a 2,000-mile fence. I simply advocated 
that we build a fence, a wall and a 
fence, and build it until they stop 
going around the end—that’s the stand- 
ard—and force all the traffic through 
the ports of entry. Then we have to 
widen our ports of entry, beef them up 
so we can handle the increased traffic 
that’s there so that it’s not a signifi- 
cant impediment. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 


EE 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 839, HAMP TERMINATION 
ACT OF 2011; AND PROVIDING 
FOR CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 861, 
NSP TERMINATION ACT 


Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 112-34) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 170) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 839) to amend the Emer- 
gency Economic Stabilization Act of 
2008 to terminate the authority of the 
Secretary of the Treasury to provide 
new assistance under the Home Afford- 
able Modification Program, while pre- 
serving assistance to homeowners who 
were already extended an offer to par- 
ticipate in the Program, either on a 
trial or permanent basis; and providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 861) 
to rescind the third round of funding 
for the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program and to terminate the pro- 
gram, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 


a 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 3 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
March 16, 2011, at 10 a.m. for morning- 
hour debate. 


——— с —_ 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

863. A letter from the Under Secretary, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting author- 
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ization of 6 officers to wear the authorized 
insignia of the grade of brigadier general; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

864. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary, Department of Defense, 
transmitting the National Defense Stockpile 
(NDS) Annual Materials Plan (AMP) for Fis- 
cal Year 2011, along with proposed plans for 
FY 2012 through 2015, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 
98h-2(b); to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

865. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, 
Department of Energy, transmitting copy of 
the Department’s Energy Fleet Alternative 
Fuel Vehicle Acquisition Report in Fiscal 
Year 2008; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

866. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Approval and Promulgation of 
State Air Quality Implementation Plans; 
Maryland; Amendment to the Definition of 
Fuel-Burning Equipment [HPA-R03-OAR- 
2011-0011; FRL-9268-2] received February 22, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

867. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Approval and Promulgation of 
Air Quality Implementation Plans; District 
of Columbia; Update to Materials Incor- 
porated by Reference [DC103-2051; FRL-9267- 
6] received February 17, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

868. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Approval and Promulgation of 
Air Quality Implementation Plans; Illinois 
[EPA-R05-OAR-2010-0617; FRL-9267-8] ге- 
ceived February 17, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

869. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Approval and Promulgation of 
Air Quality Implementation Plans; Texas; 
Revisions To Control Volatile Organic Com- 
pound Emissions From Consumer Related 
Sources [EPA-R06-OAR-2010-0252; FRL-9269-9] 
received February 17, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce. 

870. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
Quality Implementation Plans; Kansas: Pre- 
vention of Significant Deterioration; Green- 
house Gas (GHG) Permitting Authority and 
Tailoring Rule Revision; Withdrawal of Fed- 
eral GHG Implementation Plan for Kansas 
[EPA-R07-OAR-2010-0932; FRL-9268-7] re- 
ceived February 17, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

871. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Approval and Promulgation of 
Air Quality Implementation Plans; Mary- 
land; Control of Volatile Organic Compound 
Emissions from Industrial Solvent Cleaning 
Operations [EPA-R03-OAR-2010-0594; FRL- 
9268-1] received February 17, 2011, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

872. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
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final rule — Designation, Reportable Quan- 
tities, and Notification; Notification Re- 
quirements [EPA-HQ-SFUND-2010-1068; FRL- 
9268-8] received February 17, 2011, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

873. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Standards of Performance for 
New Stationary Sources and Emission 
Guidelines for Existing Sources: Commercial 
and Industrial Solid Waste Incineration 
Units [EPA-HQ-OAR-2003-0119; FRL-9273-4] 
(RIN: 2060-A012) received February 28, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

874. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — Standards of Performance for 
New Stationary Sources and Emission 
Guidelines for Existing Sources: Sewage 
Sludge Incineration Units [EPA-HQ-OAR- 
2009-0559; FRL-9292-9] (RIN: 2060-AP90) re- 
ceived February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

875. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, transmit- 
ting the Commission’s eleventh report de- 
scribing the progress made in licensing and 
constructing the Alaska natural gas pipeline 
and describing any issue impeding that 
progress; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 


876. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — License and Certificate of Com- 
pliance Terms [NRC-2008-0361] (RIN: 3150- 
А109) received February 23, 2011, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

877. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting certifications and waivers of 
the prohibition against contracting with 
firms that comply with the Arab League 
Boycott of the State of Israel, pursuant to 
Public Law 103-236, section 565(b) (108 Stat. 
845); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

878. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad- 
ministrator, Bureau for Legislative and Pub- 
lic Affairs, Agency for International Devel- 
opment, transmitting a formal response to 
the GAO report GAO-11-138; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

879. A letter from the Administrator, Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra- 
tion, transmitting the 2011 NASA Strategic 
Plan; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

880. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s Annual Report of the Adminis- 
tration of the Government in the Sunshine 
Act for Calendar Year 2010; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

881. A letter from the Commissioner, Com- 
modity Futures Trading Commission, trans- 
mitting a letter regarding the current budg- 
et deliberations for the Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission; jointly to the Commit- 
tees on Agriculture and Appropriations. 

882. A letter from the Director, Office of 
National Drug Control Policy, Executive Of- 
fice of the President, transmitting a letter 
regarding the Northern Boarder Counter- 
narcotics Strategy; jointly to the Commit- 
tees on the Judiciary and Homeland Secu- 
rity. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. SESSIONS: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 170. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 839) to 
amend the Emergency Economic Stabiliza- 
tion Act of 2008 to terminate the authority of 
the Secretary of the Treasury to provide new 
assistance under the Home Affordable Modi- 
fication Program, while preserving assist- 
ance to homeowners who were already ex- 
tended an offer to participate in the Pro- 
gram, either on a trial or permanent basis; 
and providing for consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 861) to rescind the third round of fund- 
ing for the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram and to terminate the program (Rept. 
112-34). Referred to the House Calendar. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. LAMBORN: 

H.R. 1076. A bill to prohibit Federal fund- 
ing of National Public Radio and the use of 
Federal funds to acquire radio content; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. RICHARDSON (for herself and 
Ms. BASS of California): 

H.R. 1077. A bill to establish a pilot pro- 
gram to provide training and certification in 
the culinary arts for Federal inmates to be 
utilized during the normal inmate meals 
process and to be accredited for future em- 
ployment and educational opportunities, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: 

H.R. 1078. A bill to make technical correc- 
tions to section 3013(b) of the Water Re- 
sources Development Act of 2007; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

By Mr. MICA (for himself, Mr. CAMP, 
Mr. PETRI, Mr. RAHALL, and Mr. Cos- 
TELLO): 

H.R. 1079. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend the funding and 
expenditure authority of the Airport and 
Airway Trust Fund, to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to extend the airport improve- 
ment program, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure, and in addition to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Ms. DEGETTE (for herself, Mr. KING 
of New York, Mr. FRANK of Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, 
Mrs. EMERSON, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Ms. SUTTON, 
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. VAN HOL- 
LEN, Mr. McDERMOTT, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. LYNCH, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. CARNA- 
HAN, Mr. CLAY, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY): 

H.R. 1080. A bill to amend title IV of the 
Public Health Service Act to provide for the 
establishment of pediatric research con- 
sortia; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mrs. CAPITO (for herself, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. LUETKE- 
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MEYER, Mr. RENACCI, Mr. PERL- 
MUTTER, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. CANSECO, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mrs. 
BACHMANN, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. MCCLIN- 
TocK, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. GIBBS, Mr. 
PETERS, Mr. HERGER, Mr. MARCHANT, 
Mr. KELLY, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. 
CHAFFETZ, Mr. KISSELL, Mr. GARY G. 
MILLER of California, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, Mr. 
POLIS, Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. 
OWENS, and Ms. WOOLSEY): 

H.R. 1081. A bill to delay the implementa- 
tion of proposed or final rules issued under 
the authority of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street 
Reform and Consumer Protection Act relat- 
ing to the reasonable and proportional fees 
and rules for electronic debit transactions, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

By Mr. HURT (for himself and Mr. Coo- 
PER): 

H.R. 1082. A bill to amend the Investment 
Advisers Act of 1940 to provide a registration 
exemption for private equity fund advisers, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

By Mr. OWENS: 

H.R. 1083. A bill to amend the Rural Elec- 
trification Act of 1936 to establish an Office 
of Rural Broadband Initiatives in the De- 
partment of Agriculture, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture, and 
in addition to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Ms. DEGETTE (for herself, Mr. HIN- 
CHEY, Mr. POLIS, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CONNOLLY 
of Virginia, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. ENGEL, 
Mr. FARR, Mr. FRANK of Massachu- 
setts, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. 
Нот, Mr. HONDA, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. MALO- 
NEY, Ms. McCouuum, Мг. MORAN, Ms. 
MOORE, Mr. NADLER, Mr. PALLONE, 
Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Mr. SARBANES, 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKy, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
TONKO, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. WEINER, 
and Ms. WOOLSEY): 

H.R. 1084. A bill to repeal the exemption 
for hydraulic fracturing in the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. LEE of California (for herself, 
Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. FARR, 
Mr. FILNER, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Mr. HOLT, Mr. JACKSON of 
Illinois, Mrs. LOWEy, Mrs. MALONEY, 
Mr. McGovERN, Ms. Moore, Mr. 
MORAN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. OLVER, Ms. 
PINGREE of Maine, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. STARK, Ms. WOOL- 
SEY, Mr. HONDA, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, 
Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of 
California, Mr. NADLER, and Mr. CON- 
YERS): 

H.R. 1085. A bill to amend title V of the So- 
cial Security Act to eliminate the absti- 
nence-only education program; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad- 
dition to the Committee on Appropriations, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider- 
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee (for him- 
self, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. HARPER, Mr. 
TONKO, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Ms. 
FUDGE, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, and 
Mr. SABLAN): 
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H.R. 1086. A bill to mandate the monthly 
formulation and publication of a consumer 
price index specifically for senior citizens for 
the purpose of establishing an accurate So- 
cial Security COLA for such citizens; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas: 

H.R. 1087. A bill to direct the head of a Fed- 
eral department or agency that is carrying 
out a project involving the construction of a 
culvert or other enclosed flood or drainage 
system to ensure that certain child safety 
measures are included in the project; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

By Mr. HELLER: 

H.R. 1088. A bill to prohibit any increase in 
the amount established for the Members’ 
Representational Allowance during a period 
of high unemployment and public debt; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. HOLT (for himself, Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER of California, Mr. ROTHMAN of 
New Jersey, and Mrs. DAVIS of Cali- 
fornia): 

H.R. 1089. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to direct the Secretary of De- 
fense to provide members of the Individual 
Ready Reserve, Individual Mobilization 
Augmentees, and inactive members of the 
National Guard who served in Afghanistan or 
Iraq with information on counseling to pre- 
vent suicide, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HOYER (for himself, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MEEKS, 
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. FILNER, Mr. GUTIER- 
REZ, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. NOR- 
TON, and Mr. SABLAN): 

H.R. 1090. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Education to award grants for the support 
of full-service community schools, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce. 

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself, Mr. 
BILBRAY, Mr. POE of Texas, Mr. 
ROYCE, Mr. SHULER, Mr. MCINTYRE, 
and Mr. RYAN of Ohio): 

H.R. 1091. A bill to amend the Illegal Immi- 
gration Reform and Immigrant Responsi- 
bility Act of 1996 to authorize the Secretary 
of Homeland Security to construct not less 
than 350 miles of reinforced fencing along the 
United States-Mexico border and to gain 
operational control over such border; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security. 

By Mr. JONES (for himself and Mr. 
BOREN): 

H.R. 1092. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to prohibit certain increases in 
fees for military health care; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. KING of Iowa (for himself and 
Mr. ALTMIRE): 

H.R. 1098. A bill to reform the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives, 
modernize firearms laws and regulations, 
protect the community from criminals, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, and in addition to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1094. A bill to abolish the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
and the Federal reserve banks, to repeal the 
Federal Reserve Act, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 
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By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1095. A bill to sunset Federal laws and 
regulations which treat the American people 
like children by denying them the oppor- 
tunity to make their own decision regarding 
control of their bank accounts and what type 
of information they wish to receive from 
their banks, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1096. A bill to provide that human life 
shall be deemed to exist from conception, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1097. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to expand and make perma- 
nent the standard deduction for real prop- 
erty taxes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1098. A bill to repeal the legal tender 
laws, to prohibit taxation on certain coins 
and bullion, and to repeal superfluous sec- 
tions related to coinage; to the Committee 
on Financial Services, and in addition to the 
Committees on Ways and Means, and the Ju- 
diciary, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1099. A bill to prohibit any Federal of- 
ficial from expending any Federal funds for 
any population control or population plan- 
ning program or any family planning activ- 
ity; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
and in addition to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. PIERLUISI (for himself, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. MAR- 
KEY, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. ROTH- 
MAN of New Jersey, Ms. BORDALLO, 
and Mr. SABLAN): 

H.R. 1100. A bill to amend the Tsunami 
Warning and Education Act to direct the Ad- 
ministrator of the National Oceanic and At- 
mospheric Administration, through the Na- 
tional Weather Service, to establish, main- 
tain, and operate a Caribbean tsunami fore- 
cast and warning center in Puerto Rico; to 
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech- 
nology. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1101. A bill to restore the American 
people’s freedom to choose the health insur- 
ance that best meets their individual needs 
by repealing the mandate that all Americans 
obtain government-approved health insur- 
ance; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and in addition to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1102. A bill to reduce the price of gaso- 
line by allowing for offshore drilling, elimi- 
nating Federal obstacles to constructing re- 
fineries and providing incentives for invest- 
ment in refineries, suspending Federal fuel 
taxes when gasoline prices reach a bench- 
mark amount, and promoting free trade; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in 
addition to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
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in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. SABLAN: 

H.R. 1103. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to develop, maintain, and ad- 
minister an annex in Tinian, Commonwealth 
of the Northern Mariana Islands, as an ex- 
tension of the American Memorial Park lo- 
cated in Saipan, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. STUTZMAN (for himself and 
Mr. BRALEY of Iowa): 

H.R. 1104. A bill to amend the Environ- 
mental Research, Development, and Dem- 
onstration Authorization Act of 1978 to re- 
quire the appointment of a member of the 
Science Advisory Board based on the rec- 
ommendation of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture; to the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi (for 
himself, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of 
California, Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, Mr. CUELLAR, and Mr. RICH- 
MOND): 

H.R. 1105. A bill to ensure that Transpor- 
tation Worker Identification Credentials 
held by certain maritime workers do not ex- 
pire before the deadline for full implementa- 
tion of electronic readers for such creden- 
tials or December 31, 2014, whichever is ear- 
lier; to the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity. 

By Mr. TOWNS (for himself, Ms. LEE of 
California, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. McGov- 
ERN, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. 
МООВЕ, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. GUTIER- 
REZ, Ms. NORTON, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. 
KILDEE, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, Ms. CLARKE of New York, Ms. 
FUDGE, Mr. COHEN, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Ms. 
SCHWARTZ, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
Hout, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mrs. 


NAPOLITANO, Mr. FILNER, Mr. RAN- 
GEL, and Mr. CLEAVER): 

H.R. 1106. A bill to establish the Social 
Work Reinvestment Commission to provide 
independent counsel to Congress and the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services on 
policy issues associated with recruitment, 
retention, research, and reinvestment in the 
profession of social work, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Mr. AMASH (for himself, Mr. FIL- 
NER, Mr. JONES, Mr. KUCINICH, and 
Mr. PAUL): 

H.J. Res. 49. A joint resolution directing 
the President to remove the United States 
Armed Forces from Afghanistan; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.J. Res. 50. A joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to abolishing personal 
income, estate, and gift taxes and prohib- 
iting the United States Government from en- 
gaging in business in competition with its 
citizens; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WOODALL: 

H. Con. Res. 30. A concurrent resolution 
providing for a conditional adjournment of 
the House of Representatives and a condi- 
tional recess or adjournment of the Senate; 
considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. DUNCAN 
of Tennessee, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
HONDA, Mr. JONES, Ms. LEE of Cali- 
fornia, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr. CAPU- 
ANO): 

H. Con. Res. 31. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of Congress that the 
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President is required to obtain in advance 
specific statutory authorization for the use 
of United States Armed Forces in response 
to civil unrest in Libya; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HENSARLING: 

H. Res. 168. A resolution electing certain 
Members to certain standing committees of 
the House of Representatives; considered and 
agreed to. 

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself, Ms. 
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Ms. 
EDWARDS, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, and Mr. 
STARK): 

H. Res. 169. A resolution amending the 
Rules of the House of Representatives to re- 
quire that a Member, Delegate, or Resident 
Commissioner notify the Clerk of whether 
that Member, Delegate, or Resident Commis- 
sioner elects to participate in the Federal 
Employee Health Benefits Program; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania (for 
himself, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. MEEKS, Mr. CLARKE of Michigan, 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. HONDA, Ms. NORTON, 
Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Ms. MOORE, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 
GARAMENDI, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, 
Mr. PASTOR of Arizona, Ms. SCHA- 
KOWSKY, and Mr. AL GREEN of Texas): 

H. Res. 171. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of National Minority Health 
Awareness Month in April 2011 in order to 
bring attention to the severe health dispari- 
ties faced by minority populations such as 
American Indians and Alaska Natives, 
Asians, Blacks or African-Americans, His- 
panics or Latinos, and Native Hawaiians and 
other Pacific Islanders; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. HONDA (for himself, Mr. MAN- 
ZULLO, Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. DEGETTE, Mrs. 
DAVIS of California, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. 
McCoLLuM, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. RICH- 
ARDSON, Mr. RUSH, Ms. МООВЕ, Mr. 
DAVID ScoTT of Georgia, Ms. BASS of 
California, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. НА8- 
TINGS of Florida, Ms. CHU, Mr. 
MCcCNERNEY, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali- 
fornia, Ms. LEE of California, Ms. 
MATSUI, Mr. SABLAN, Ms. BORDALLO, 
Mr. Wu, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. CICILLINE, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of 
California, Mr. PIERLUISI, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. 
LARSEN of Washington, Mr. DEUTCH, 
Mr. McINTYRE, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. BALD- 
WIN, Mr. NEAL, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. 
BERMAN, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. 
бсотт of Virginia): 

H. Res. 172. A resolution expressing heart- 
felt condolences and support for assistance 
to the people of Japan and all those affected 
in the aftermath of the deadly earthquake 
and tsunamis of March 11, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule ХП, private 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 
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By Mr. FILNER: 

H.R. 1107. A bill for the relief of Adrian 
Rodriguez; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mr. FILNER: 

H.R. 1108. A bill for the relief of Francisco 
Rivera and Alfonso Calderon; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


——— лш — 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of the 
Rules of the House of Representatives, the 
following statements are submitted regard- 
ing the specific powers granted to Congress 
in the Constitution to enact the accom- 
panying bill or joint resolution. 

By Mr. LAMBORN: 
H.R. 1076. 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1. 

By Ms. RICHARDSON: 

H.R. 1077. 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clauses 1 and 3 of the United States Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: 

H.R. 1078. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. MICA: 

H.R. 1079. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the United States 
Constitution, specifically Clause 1, Clause 8, 
and Clause 18. 

By Ms. DEGETTE: 

H.R. 1080. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution and Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 18 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mrs. CAPITO: 

H.R. 1081. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Commerce Clause, Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 3 of the Constitution states that Con- 
gress shall have power to regulate Commerce 
with foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian Tribes. 

By Mr. HURT: 

H.R. 1082. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 8. 

By Mr. OWENS: 

H.R. 1083. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, section 8 of the United States Constitu- 
tion, specifically Clause 1 (relating to the 
power of Congress to provide for the general 
welfare of the United States), Clause 3 (relat- 
ing to the power to regulate interstate com- 
merce), and Clause 18 (relating to the power 
to make all laws necessary and proper for 
carrying out the powers vested in Congress). 

By Ms. DEGETTE: 

H.R. 1084. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Ms. LEE of California: 

H.R. 1085. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I of the 
United States Constitution and its subse- 
quent amendments, and further clarified and 
interpreted by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee: 

H.R. 1086. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I: Section 1. All legislative Powers 
herein granted shall be vested in a Congress 
of the United States, which shall consist of a 
Senate and House of Representatives. 

Section 8. (1) The Congress shall have 
Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Im- 
posts and Excises, to pay the Debts and pro- 
vide for the common Defence and general 
Welfare of the United States; but all Duties, 
Imposts and Excises shall be uniform 
throughout the United States; 

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas: 

H.R. 1087. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1. 

By Mr. HELLER: 

H.R. 1088. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The appropriation authority outlined by 
Article I, Section 9 of the U.S. Constitution. 

By Mr. HOLT: 

H.R. 1089. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. HOYER: 

H.R. 1090. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution of the United States. 

By Mr. HUNTER: 

H.R. 1091. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Article 1, Section 8, which 
grants Congress with the authority to pro- 
vide for the common defense and general 
welfare of the United States and Clause 18 of 
Article 1, Section 8, which allows the author- 
ity to make laws deemed necessary and prop- 
er. 

By Mr. JONES: 

H.R. 1092. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle 1, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution (Clauses 12, 18, 14, and 16), which 
grants Congress the power to raise and sup- 
port an Army; to provide and maintain a 
Navy; to make rules for the government and 
regulation of the land and naval forces; and 
to provide for organizing, arming, and dis- 
ciplining the militia. 

By Mr. KING of Iowa: 

H.R. 1093. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill makes specific changes to exist- 
ing law in a manner that returns power to 
the States and to the people, in accordance 
with Amendment II of the Constitution of 
the United States of America. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1094. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This legislation is authorized by Article I, 
Section 8 of the Constitution: 
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“То make all Laws which shall be nec- 
essary and proper for carrying into Execu- 
tion the foregoing Powers, and all other 
Powers vested by this Constitution in the 
Government of the United States.” 

This includes the power to repeal legisla- 
tion that exercises power beyond that which 
is granted to the Congress in the Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1095. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This legislation is authorized by Article I, 
Section 8 of the Constitution: 

“То make all Laws which shall be nec- 
essary and proper for carrying into Execu- 
tion the foregoing Powers, and all other 
Powers vested by this Constitution in the 
Government of the United States.” 

This includes the power to repeal legisla- 
tion that exercises power beyond that which 
is granted to the Congress in the Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1096. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Sanctity of Life Act is authorized by 
Article 1, Section 8 and Article 3, Section 1 
which gives the Congress power to establish 
and limit the jurisdiction of lower federal 
courts as well as Article III, Section 2 which 
gives Congress the power to make exceptions 
to Supreme Court regulations. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1097. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This legislation is authorized by Article I, 
Section 8 of the Constitution: ‘‘The Congress 
shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes.” 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1098. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This legislation is authorized by Article I, 
Section 8 of the Constitution: “То coin 
Money, regulate the Value thereof, and of 
foreign Coin, and fix the Standard of Weights 
and Measures.”’ 

“To provide for the Punishment of coun- 
terfeiting the Securities and current Coin of 
the United States.” 

“To regulate Commerce with foreign Na- 
tions, and among the several States, and 
with the Indian Tribes.” 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1099. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 9, Paragraph 7, which 
states that no money shall be drawn from 
the treasury but in consequence to an appro- 
priation made by law, and Article 1, Para- 
graph 1, which vests all legislative authority 
in the Congress giving Congress the ability 
to prevent the expenditure of taxpayer funds 
on activities such as abortion and family 
planning. 

By Mr. PIERLUISI: 

H.R. 1100. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of the Congress to pro- 
vide for the general welfare of the United 
States, as enumerated in Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 1 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1101. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The End the Mandate Act is justified by 
Article 1, Section 8’s grant of power to Con- 
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gress to regulate commerce which includes 

the authority to repeal federal laws that ex- 

ceed Congress’s power under that provision. 
By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1102. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Affordable Gas Price Act is justified 
by the 16th amendment, which gives Con- 
gress the power to lay and collect taxes, the 
Commerce Clause of Article 1 Section 8, 
which gives Congress the power to regulate 
commerce with foreign nations, and Article 
1, Section 1 of the Constitution which vests 
all legislative power in the Congress. This 
clearly gives Congress authority to pass leg- 
islation changing laws and polices relating 
to offshore drilling and the use of environ- 
mental impact statements in litigation. 

By Mr. SABLAN: 

H.R. 1103. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Under Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 and Ar- 
ticle IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. STUTZMAN: 

H.R. 1104. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article 1, Section 
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution. 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution bestows upon Congress 
the authority ‘“‘To regulate Commerce with 
foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian Tribes.” 

Congress is within its constitutionally pre- 
scribed role to direct the Environmental 
Protection Agency, a body which regulates 
interstate commerce under the auspices of 
Congress, to appoint a member of the 
Science Advisory Board based on the rec- 
ommendation of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 

H.R. 1105. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Constitution including Article I, Sec- 
tion 8. 

By Mr. TOWNS: 

H.R. 1106. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This Bill is enacted pursuant to Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 1 of the United States Con- 
stitution, known as the ‘‘General Welfare 
Clause.” This provision grants Congress the 
broad power ‘о pay the Debts and provide 
for the common defense and general welfare 
of the United States.” 

Please note, pursuant to Article I, Section 
8, Congress has the power ‘‘to make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu- 
tion in the Government of the United States, 
or in any Department or Officer thereof.” 

By Mr. FILNER: 

H.R. 1107. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle 8, Section 2, which states that judicial 
Power shall extend to all Cases, in Law and 
Equity, arising under this Constitution, the 
Laws of the United States and Controversies 
to which the United States shall be a Party. 

By Mr. FILNER: 

H.R. 1108. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle 3, Section 2, which states that judicial 
Power shall extend to all Cases, in Law and 
Equity, arising under this Constitution, the 
Laws of the United States and Controversies 
to which the United States shall be a Party. 

By Mr. AMASH: 

H.J. Res. 49. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Art. I, Sect. 8, Cl. 14 of the Constitution 
(authorizing Congress to ‘‘make Rules for 
the Government and Regulation of the land 
and naval Forces’’). Art. I, Sect. 8, Cl. 11 of 
the Constitution authorizes Congress to ‘‘de- 
clare War.” Congress did not properly de- 
clare war in Afghanistan, and this resolution 
takes corrective action. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.J. Res. 50. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This legislation is authorized by Article V 
of the Constitution. 


ee ата 
ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 23: Mr. BOREN, Mr. KISSELL, Mr. MuR- 
PHY of Pennsylvania, and Mr. DENT. 

H.R. 59: Mr. RUNYAN, Ms. Foxx, and Mr. 
SMITH of Nebraska. 

H.R. 74: Mr. ELLISON. 

H.R. 96: Mr. LANCE. 

H.R. 104: Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 114: Mr. ROKITA and Mr. GRIFFITH of 
Virginia. 

H.R. 115: Mr. COURTNEY. 

H.R. 122: Ms. Foxx. 

H.R. 177: Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Ohio, and Mrs. CAPITO. 

H.R. 223: Mr. ELLISON. 

H.R. 286: Mr. RIGELL. 

H.R. 324: Mr. GUTHRIE. 

H.R. 329: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. MICHAUD, and 
Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 358: Mr. LEWIS of California. 

H.R. 380: Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 382: Mr. VISCLOSKY. 

H.R. 385: Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 414: Mr. JONES and Ms. TSONGAS. 

H.R. 452: Mr. KISSELL, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. 
МОСОТТЕВ, and Mr. MARINO. 

H.R. 459: Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. DEFAZIO, and 
Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. 

. 469: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. 

. 470: Mr. QUAYLE and Mr. GRIJALVA. 

. 540: Mr. COURTNEY. 

. 544: Mr. CARNAHAN. 

. 601: Mr. MCGOVERN. 

. 605: Mr. MCCOTTER. 

.R. 642: Mr. HERGER, Mr. NUNES, and Mr. 
MULVANEY. 

H.R. 663: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. GOH- 
MERT, Mr. PAUL, and Mr. LATHAM. 

H.R. 674: Mr. MORAN, Mr. BRADY of Texas, 
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, and Mr. HUN- 
TER. 

H.R. 676: Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 
and Mr. FATTAH. 

. 681: Mr. REED. 

. 690: Mr. SCHOCK. 

. 700: Mr. HALL. 

. 702: Mr. MANZULLO. 
. 704: Mr. FORBES. 

H.R. 718: Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. CARSON of Indi- 
ana, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. PRICE of North Caro- 
lina, Mr. Ѕсотт of Virginia, and Mr. POSEY. 

H.R. 719: Mr. NUGENT, Mr. BISHOP of New 
York, Mr. DENT, Mr. BOREN, Mr. GIBBS, Mr. 
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ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. McCaun, Mr. CRITZ, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. HIMES, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. GRIF- 
FIN of Arkansas, Мг. BILIRAKIS, Ms. 
HANABUSA, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. TURNER, Ms. 
SUTTON, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. 
YARMUTH, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, Mr. 
LOEBSACK, Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. FORTENBERRY, 
and Mr. ELLISON. 

H.R. 733: Mr. MCNERNEY, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. 
FITZPATRICK, Ms. МООВЕ, and Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 745: Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. COFFMAN of 
Colorado, Mr. LANDRY, and Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT 
of Georgia. 

H.R. 747: Ms. HIRONO. 

H.R. 764: Mr. CRAWFORD. 

H.R. 802: Mr. GRIMM. 

H.R. 805: Mr. MCINTYRE. 

H.R. 812: Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 818: Mr. COURTNEY and Ms. WILSON of 


Florida. 
H.R. 816: Mr. FLEMING. 
H.R. 822: Mr. GIBBS, Mr. PALAZZO, Mr. 


BUCHANAN, Mr. CRENSHAW, and Mr. GRIFFITH 
of Virginia. 

H.R. 827: Mr. STARK and Mr. HUNTER. 

H.R. 849: Mr. CHAFFETZ. 

H.R. 854: Mr. ВАСА, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 
CARNEY, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. DAVIS of 
Illinois, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. KLINE, Mr. MCNERNEY, 
Mr. MICHAUD, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. PETERS, 
Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. SIRES, Mr. THOMPSON of 
Mississippi, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WELCH, and 
Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H.R. 862: Ms. BORDALLO, Ms. MCCOLLUM, 
Ms. ESHOO, and Mr. POLIS. 

H.R. 863: Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.R. 866: Mr. CHANDLER. 

H.R. 872: Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 
MCKINLEY, Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. LANDRY, Mr. 
COFFMAN of Colorado, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. 
Bacuus, Мг. LATTA, Mr. CANSECO, Mr. ALT- 
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MIRE, Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana, Mr. GRIFFIN 
of Arkansas, and Mr. SHIMKUS. 

H.R. 875: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. GIBBS, Mr. 
LANDRY, Mr. FORBES, and Mr. LANKFORD. 

H.R. 880: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. BURTON of In- 
diana, and Mr. MCCOTTER. 

H.R. 886: Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. JENKINS, and 
Ms. BORDALLO. 

H.R. 890: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. COHEN, Mr. ISRAEL, and Ms. 
WILSON of Florida. 

H.R. 891: Mrs. CAPITO. 

H.R. 905: Mr. LANCE. 

H.R. 910: Mr. REHBERG, Mr. SMITH of Ne- 
braska, Mr. FLEMING, Mr. CANSECO, Mr. 
KLINE, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
BucsHon, and Mr. LANDRY. 

H.R. 936: Mr. Ross of Florida. 

H.R. 948: Mr. GRIMM. 

H.R. 959: Ms. BERKLEY. 

H.R. 964: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
CARNAHAN, and Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 965: Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. 
Dicks, Ms. BORDALLO, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 

H.R. 969: Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. POSEY, and Mr. 
BUCSHON. 

H.R. 977: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. 

H.R. 984: Mr. GIBBS, Mr. WALDEN, Mr. SUL- 
LIVAN, Mr. TERRY, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. SHIM- 
kus, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. LANCE, Mr. 
HARPER, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. POMPEO, Mr. 
GRIFFITH of Virginia, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. CAs- 
SIDY, and Mr. PEARCE. 

H.R. 993: Mr. FLEMING. 

H.R. 997: Mr. GIBBS, Mr. FORBES, and Mr. 
HALL. 

H.R. 998: Ms. EDWARDS. 

H.R. 1000: Mr. SIRES, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, 
Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr. 
REYES, and Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

H.R. 1004: Mr. PAUL. 

H.R. 1006: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 

H.R. 1023: Mr. CONAWAY. 

H.R. 1027: Mr. REED. 


STARK, Mr. 
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H.R. 1040: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 

H.R. 1044: Mr. HELLER. 

H. R 1046: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. 
WILSON of Florida, Mr. KISSELL, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mrs. 
LUMMIS, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. ROGERS of Ken- 
tucky, Mr. ALEXANDER, and Mr. JONES. 

H.R. 1049: Mr. CHABOT and Mr. LATTA. 

H.R. 1056: Mr. BERMAN and Mr. GALLEGLY. 

H.R. 1065: Mrs. BLACK and Mr. BRALEY of 
Iowa. 

H.R. 1070: Mr. CANSECO and Mr. MANZULLO. 

H.R. 1075: Mr. BOREN and Mr. GOODLATTE. 

H.J. Res. 37: Mr. PoSEY and Ms. HAYWORTH. 

H.J. Res. 47: Ms. NORTON. 

H. Con. Res. 25: Mr. BURGESS, Mr. FORBES, 
Mr. GARRETT, Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. LABRADOR, 
Mr. CHABOT, Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado, Mr. 
AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. GRIFFITH of 
Virginia, Mr. CANSECO, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 
DUFFY, and Mr. HALL. 

H. Con. Res. 28: Mr. CAPUANO. 

H. Res. 60: Mrs. SCHMIDT and Ms. BUERKLE. 

H. Res. 83: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 

H. Res. 187: Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. RICHARDSON, 
Mr. BERMAN, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
and Ms. LEE of California. 

H. Res. 154: Mr. CARDOZA. 


EE 


CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM- 
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM- 
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 


Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or 
statements on congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 

OFFERED By MR. ELLISON 

My amendment No. 1 printed in part B of 
the Committee Report to accompany H. Res. 
170 does not contain any congressional ear- 
marks, limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits as defined in clause 9 of rule XXI. 
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SENATE—Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable 
JEANNE SHAHEEN, a Senator from the 
State of New Hampshire. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Eternal God, keep us always thankful 
for Your mercy and grace. May we 
never take for granted Your generous 
gifts to us and begin and end each day 
with words of petition, intercession, 
and thanksgiving. 

Continue to bless our lawmakers. 
Give them the wisdom to keep our Na- 
tion on the sure foundation of Your 
righteousness. May our Senators be 
bastions of moral and spiritual power 
for the coming of Your kingdom of jus- 
tice and peace. Lord, give them the 
higher vision to work with integrity 
and to be content with the judgment of 
history and the knowledge of Your ap- 
proval. 

We pray in Your holy Name. Amen. 


SE 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable JEANNE SHAHEEN led 
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


———— 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The legislative clerk read the fol- 
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, March 15, 2011. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable JEANNE SHAHEEN, a 
Senator from the State of New Hampshire, 
to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem- 
pore. 


anne oe 
RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. REID. Madam President, fol- 
lowing any leader remarks, the Senate 
will proceed to morning business until 
11 a.m. Senators will be permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each during 
that time. The majority will control 
the first half, the Republicans will con- 
trol the final half. 

Following morning business, the Sen- 
ate will proceed to the consideration of 
the reauthorization of the Small Busi- 
ness Innovation Act, S. 493. The Senate 
will recess from 12:30 p.m. until 2:15 
p.m. for the weekly caucus meetings. 
At 2:15 p.m., Senator COATS will be rec- 
ognized to deliver his maiden speech. 
He will be recognized for up to 30 min- 
utes. Rollcall votes in relation to 
amendments to the small business jobs 
bill are possible during today’s session. 


EE 


SBIR/STTR 


Mr. REID. Madam President, this bill 
is another jobs bill. It is a very impor- 
tant bill. I did a press event yesterday 
with the chairman of the committee, 
Senator LANDRIEU. It was a good meet- 
ing. We talked about some of the 
things that are happening in our States 
regarding small business under this 
program that was developed during 
President Reagan’s administration. 
Some remarkably good things happen 
in every State. 

As to New Hampshire, I do not know 
which ones happen there, but there are 
a number of things in every State. In 
the State of Nevada, wonderful things 
have occurred. One of the things a 
smart man decided is that we should 
not have 9/11-type incidents where peo- 
ple are trapped and cannot get out of 
high stories. He has an apparatus that 
goes up and brings people down. For an 
initial grant of some $150,000, he was 
able to do that. 

We have another—a battery that is 
now being used by the military—for 
$180,000. It does all these great things 
improving batteries in vehicles. 

This did not occur in Nevada, but one 
of the amazing things is the electric 
toothbrush came about as a result of 
one of these small grants. 

Every State in America has benefited 
from these grants. The program has 
worked well for almost 30 years, and we 
are reauthorizing it. That is what we 
are doing so these programs can con- 
tinue. 

We hope people will offer amend- 
ments to improve this legislation and 
not detract from it. We would like to 
complete this legislation this week. We 
know we have the CR coming over 
probably tonight sometime. We will 


have to deal with that. The next work 
period is going to be filled with a lot of 
business. We are going to soon have to 
reauthorize the PATRIOT Act. We have 
many things to do, but the things we 
have done so far this year are job cre- 
ating. Not only the small business leg- 
islation I just talked about, but the 
patent bill, the first revision of that in 
some 60 years, that is 300,000 jobs. We 
did FAA reauthorization; that is 280,000 
jobs. 

I hope the House will complete these 
measures—we are waiting for them; the 
President is waiting for these mat- 
ters—rather than doing what they are 
doing, which is not job creating. 

There is a piece in the Washington 
Post today about how the Republicans 
are being so shortsighted. For every 
dollar we spend with the IRS going 
after people who cheat, we bring in 
more than $10 to the Treasury. They 
are cutting the ability of the IRS to go 
after people who cheat on paying their 
taxes. That makes it more difficult for 
the people who pay their taxes. I hope 
they will get off the government bash- 
ing program they have been on and 
focus on job creation. 

We all know we need to reduce our 
debt. We are engaged in that, but in a 
way that is smart, not a way that is, as 
indicated in that Washington Post arti- 
cle, penny-wise and very pound-foolish. 

Will the Chair now announce morn- 
ing business. 


EE 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


ES 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period for the trans- 
action of morning business until 11 
a.m., with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each, with 
the time equally divided and controlled 
between the two leaders or their des- 
ignees, with the majority controlling 
the first half and the Republicans con- 
trolling the final half. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


© This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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THE BUDGET 


Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, last 
week, Senator INOUYE of Hawaii, the 
chairman of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, proposed a bill to fund the 
government through the end of this fis- 
cal year. It is hard to believe we are al- 
most halfway through this year and 
still haven’t resolved the basic issue of 
our budget. Our failure to resolve it, 
lurching from 2 weeks to 8 weeks of 
funding, may serve some political pur- 
pose, but it doesn’t serve the purpose of 
good government because many people 
who have to make critical decisions 
that involve more than a momentary 
glimpse or glance at our fiscal situa- 
tion are held back. 

I met a man last night whose busi- 
ness is to supply the United States 
with vaccine for anthrax, tuberculosis, 
and similar things. We have an inad- 
equate stockpile of vaccine. The gov- 
ernment has said to him: We want you 
to produce more vaccine, but we are 
only funded for 2 more weeks. 

He said to me: How can I, as a busi- 
nessman, make a commitment to 
produce vaccine with an uncertainty as 
to whether it will be paid for? 

That is a pretty reasonable question, 
and it reflects the fact that as we move 
from 2 weeks to 3 weeks of funding, 
postponements are made in decisions 
which have an impact on the future of 
our country. 

This morning, I wish to address, as 
well, something that goes beyond the 
obvious—stockpiling vaccine—and 
looks to some of the other aspects of 
the House Republican budget bill and 
what it will mean to America if it is 
adopted. This is a bill which they 
proudly boast will cut $100 billion in 
spending. Most people across America, 
sensitive to our deficit crisis, say we 
should start by cutting spending. That 
is a reasonable request by voters in 
New Hampshire and Illinois. But there 
comes a moment when we have to use 
our best judgment about where cuts 
should be made and where cuts, when 
made, would cost us dearly for a long 
time to come. 

Senator INOUYE, in his bill, tried to 
balance $51 billion in cuts below the 
President’s original budget request in a 
way that would not hurt our invest- 
ment in America’s future and economic 
growth. 

American innovation has always 
fueled economic sustainability and job 
creation. Senator INOUYE’s bill lays out 
a wise path toward providing more jobs 
and less debt—two things we des- 
perately need to do. Under his alter- 
native spending bill, which I supported, 
the budget for the National Institutes 
of Health—which is the premier agency 
for medical research in America—is 
frozen at $31 billion, the same amount 
it received last year. This means the 
funds required to perform cutting edge 
breakthrough medical research and 
new clinical trials for much-needed 
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cures and treatments will be available. 
It also means that nearly 12,000 jobs 
across the State of Illinois in hospitals, 
universities, and medical centers will 
continue to be supported under the 
Inouye budget. 

Under the House Republican budget, 
the National Institutes of Health is cut 
by $1.6 billion. That is a cut that is se- 
vere by any measure. It would cause 
new construction projects to be halted 
when it comes to medical research lab- 
oratories and put 351,000 U.S. jobs in 
danger of being lost. We can’t afford 
these shortsighted cuts when our Na- 
tion is struggling but is determined 
that we will come out of this stronger 
than we went in. 

That said, we know that freezing 
budgets is not going to be enough. 
Thoughtful and difficult cuts will have 
to be made. The Senate appropriations 
bills provide $6.8 billion for the Na- 
tional Science Foundation. This is a 
cut of $573 million from the President’s 
budget, but it is still $284 million more 
than was provided in the bill passed by 
the House. Under the Democratic Sen- 
ate alternative, we can continue to 
fund basic research and create jobs and 
programs that educate the next genera- 
tion of scientists in America. That is 
not possible under the House bill. 

As I travel to research laboratories 
in my State—Argonne National Re- 
search Laboratory, Northwestern Uni- 
versity Medical Care Center—I meet 
some of the best and brightest young 
people I have ever seen in my life. They 
are from all over the world, and they 
come here because this is the place to 
do research and to make the break- 
through findings that will change 
America and change the world. Thank 
God for their intelligence and their 
idealism. But they look at me and say: 
Senator, am I going to have a job 6 
weeks from now? If I am not, tell me 
now. I have to make a plan with my 
life. 

Maybe they will leave research and 
go into work for a private company and 
make more money. Maybe they will go 
back home to another country where 
they will be welcomed in their research 
capacity. So the generation of sci- 
entists affected by this decision are as 
important as the breakthroughs that 
might be found in the research itself. 

The National Science Foundation 
will continue to provide $8 million of 
innovation research to Illinois small 
businesses under the Inouye bill, but 
the funding level difference between 
the House and the Senate and what 
they want to cut and what we want to 
cut is dramatic. 

Let me give an example: We are 
working on a new supercomputer at 
the University of Illinois, Urbana- 
Champaign. It is called Blue Waters. 
When it is completed, it will be the 
fastest computer in the world. Most 
Americans, when asked where is the 
fastest computer in the world today, 
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would probably say America; we are 
the leaders. No, it is in China. But we 
are trying to devise and invent the 
next computer. 

Now, what difference does that 
make? We know fast computers make 
quick decisions and help us find ways 
to solve problems we never even imag- 
ined. We are about to sacrifice many of 
the economic gains we can realize if we 
go through with the House Republican 
budget. 

The budget for the Department of 
Energy’s Office of Science was also ex- 
amined and cut by $388 million to $4.7 
billion for the year. Now, that is a $200 
million cut. It is difficult because the 
Office of Science supports seven of our 
National Laboratories. University re- 
search centers and private companies 
use their facilities to create new drugs, 
biofuels, and solutions to our country’s 
toughest problems. Research done by 
Abbot Laboratories at the Advanced 
Photon Source at the Argonne Na- 
tional Laboratory is crucial to the de- 
velopment of an AIDS drug—Kaletra— 
which is now the world’s most pre- 
scribed drug for fighting AIDS and the 
HIV virus. Cutting back on the funds 
for Argonne National Laboratory, dis- 
missing one-third of their scientists 
and engineers—as the House Repub- 
lican budget calls for—cutting back 
their research by 40 to 50 percent for 
the remainder of the year, slows down 
the use of the Advanced Photon 
Source, which is utilized by virtually 
every major pharmaceutical company. 

The question may be asked: Does it 
work? Here is living proof—Kaletra, 
the most widely prescribed drug for 
fighting AIDS, developed at the Ar- 
gonne National Laboratory. 

The House Republicans say: Slow 
down, stop, we will get back to you 
later. Can we say that in a world that 
demands innovation and research and 
that is looking for solutions to prob- 
lems? If we cut $1.1 billion from this 
account, as the House Republican 
budget suggests, facilities at the Na- 
tional Laboratories in my State and 
across the country will shut down and 
workers will be laid off. That is a sim- 
ple reality. 

I am not coming to the floor and en- 
gaging in scare tactics. This is what 
the Directors of the National Labora- 
tories have told me. If these centers 
and Laboratories are closed, private 
companies—Eli Lily, Texas Instru- 
ments, GE Research, and 3M—have a 
choice. If our Laboratories are closed, 
they will find labs overseas, outside the 
United States. Does that help our econ- 
omy? Does that create jobs in Amer- 
ica—to cut research? 

The House Republican budget cuts 
this research and innovation and wel- 
comes these companies to leave and go 
overseas to create jobs. Could we pos- 
sibly be envisioning that at a moment 
when we have so much unemployment 
and we are facing a recession in this 
country? 
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Japan, China, and Europe are ready 
to receive these research projects. 
They are building facilities in the 
hopes that these companies will decide 
they are more reliable than the United 
States. That is what the House Repub- 
lican budget threatens. Whether it is in 
medical research, energy research, or 
finding new drugs, unless we make a 
commitment that people can count on, 
that research is going overseas and 
jobs will flow with that research to 
other countries and not to America. 

We need to cut the budget and reduce 
our deficit, no doubt about it. Let’s not 
do so in a way that costs America jobs 
and cuts off American innovation at 
the knees. The spending bill before the 
House of Representatives is going to 
cripple our economy at a time when it 
is just starting to recover. Economists 
tell us the House Republican budget 
will cost us more than 700,000 jobs. 
That is not the way to move America 
forward. 

We can find a way to eliminate tax 
loopholes and benefits, improve the 
way we spend money, and thought- 
fully—thoughtfully—decrease our 
spending. These are elements of a sus- 
tainable plan for reaching the budget 
balance we are seeking and, equally 
important, the economic growth we 
need. We cannot balance the budget of 
America with 15 million people out of 
work. We have to build an economy 
that creates good-paying jobs and peo- 
ple drawing paychecks who pay their 
taxes. That sustains government 
growth as well as economic growth. 

I am going to be working with my 
colleagues in the Senate to come up 
with a better approach than the House 
Republican budget, and I certainly be- 
lieve we can and should. 


EE 


WESTWOOD COLLEGE AND THE GI 
BILL 


Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I 
have come to the Senate floor a num- 
ber of times over the past year to 
speak about my concerns about the 
rapid growth of for-profit colleges. I be- 
lieve some for-profit colleges are qual- 
ity institutions, but I also believe 
many are taking advantage of Federal 
taxpayer dollars and doing more harm 
than good for unsuspecting students. In 
no area is this issue more important 
than when it comes to our veterans. 

A few years ago, I proudly joined 
Senator JAMES WEBB of Virginia, who 
said to me when he came to the Senate 
5 years ago: I want to pass a new GI 
bill. It is my No. 1 priority. And he did 
it. Thank goodness, he did. This is a 
man—a veteran of the Vietnam conflict 
who served in the U.S. Marines and 
later as Secretary of the Navy—who 
knows what he is talking about when it 
comes to veterans. He helped put to- 
gether the modern GI bill, and I am 
proud to have voted for it, as many of 
us did. 
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When we passed that bill, we pro- 
vided veterans with improved benefits 
to go to college. Veterans can receive 
up to $17,000 a year to cover the cost of 
tuition, fees, housing, and supplies at 
the college of their choice. Veterans 
can also access private schools through 
the Yellow Ribbon Program, which al- 
lows the VA to pay a portion of private 
school tuition under agreements with 
these schools. 

A lot of students are using the GI bill 
to attend for-profit colleges which are 
far more expensive than their public 
counterparts and even more expensive 
than many private not-for-profit uni- 
versities. There is a rapid growth in 
veteran enrollment in these for-profit 
schools. For-profit schools cost an av- 
erage of $14,000 a year compared to 
$2,500 a year at public 2-year colleges 
and $7,000 at public 4-year universities. 

In the first year of the post-9/11 GI 
bill implementation, the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration spent $697 million on stu- 
dents attending public schools and $640 
million on students attending for-prof- 
it schools—almost the same. But we 
educated far more students for our 
money in public schools—203,000 stu- 
dents at public schools compared to 
76,000 at for-profit schools, which 
charge two or three times as much for 
tuition and obviously educate one-half 
to one-third of what the public schools 
educated. 

The top five for-profit recipients of 
the post-9/11 dollars received over $320 
million from the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs last year: ITT received 
$79 million; Apollo, which is the Uni- 
versity of Phoenix, $76.9 million; Edu- 
cation Management Corporation, $60.5 
million; Career Education Corporation, 
$58.2 million; and DeVry, $47.9 million. 

There are reports of for-profit col- 
leges aggressively targeting military 
servicemembers and veterans with ex- 
pensive ad campaigns and hundreds of 
recruiters. One prominent for-profit 
college has 452 recruiters focusing on 
recruiting veterans out of the military. 
Another employs 300. Why do they 
want these students? Because when 
they bring the students in under the GI 
bill, they get compensated at higher 
levels by the Federal Government. We 
have a limit that says that none of 
these for-profit schools can take more 
than 90 percent of their revenue out of 
the Federal Treasury. That is money 
that comes in through Pell grants and 
Federal college loans. When it comes 
to the GI bill, we raised the 90 percent. 
So these schools that argue: We are 
just in the private sector, just little 
businesses, get more than 90 percent of 
their revenue from the Federal Govern- 
ment. They are the most heavily sub- 
sidized private businesses in America. 
It is time for us to ask, Are the tax- 
payers getting their money’s worth? 
Are the veterans getting their money’s 
worth? 

It is troublesome when these schools 
spend so much money on recruiting 
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students instead of educating them. I 
am concerned. The current system al- 
lows for-profit colleges to earn millions 
of dollars from taxpayer-funded pro- 
grams while providing a low-quality 
education to students. We need to put 
the brakes on for-profit colleges that 
are targeting veterans to reap profits 
from taxpayers’ dollars. 

Last week, the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs announced that it and the 
Texas Veterans Commission had dis- 
qualified three Texas campuses of 
Westwood College. They could no 
longer receive GI bill benefits. 
Westwood College is a for-profit college 
based out of Colorado, with 17 locations 
in 6 States—several in Illinois. 

When I drive to O’Hare, I am on the 
Kennedy Expressway, and I look up and 
there is this office building and a big, 
huge sign, ‘‘Westwood College.” Wow, 
the campus of Westwood College. 

I know one of the students who went 
to Westwood College. This is a young 
lady who decided she needed to im- 
prove her life after high school and 
wanted to get into law enforcement. 
She enrolled at Westwood College to 
get a bachelor’s degree in law enforce- 
ment. Five years later, they handed 
her a diploma at Westwood College. 
She went to the Chicago police depart- 
ment, and they said: We don’t recog- 
nize that college; that is not a real col- 
lege. All of the law enforcement in the 
region said to her: Westwood is not a 
real college; this is not a real diploma. 
She learned that to her disappoint- 
ment, and she also learned to her dis- 
appointment that she had incurred 
$90,000 in college student loans for this 
worthless Westwood College diploma. 

Now the Veterans’ Administration 
has disqualified three Westwood Col- 
lege campuses in Texas for their re- 
cruiting tactics when it comes to our 
veterans—a lesson learned and a word 
of warning. This action against 
Westwood was in response to findings 
of erroneous, deceptive, misleading ad- 
vertising and enrollment practices at 
the Houston South, Dallas, and Fort 
Worth campuses. 

The Department of Veterans Affairs 
began its investigation after the GAO 
report on recruiting practices at for- 
profit colleges. They sent undercover 
applicants to 15 of these for-profit col- 
leges. They found that all 15 made de- 
ceptive or otherwise questionable 
statements to potential applicants, in- 
cluding Westwood. Investigators found 
admissions representatives at 
Westwood misstating the cost of pro- 
grams, failing to disclose graduation 
rates, and even suggesting that appli- 
cants falsify Federal financial aid 
forms. 

When asked about the cost of the 
program by the undercover investi- 
gator, the recruiter replied: 

It depends on the program. Usually a bach- 
elor’s program, coming in with no college 
credits, this could be—it could range from 
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$50,000 to $75,000. Most schools, more tradi- 
tional schools, you’re looking at about 
$100,000 to $150,000 to $200,000. 

That isn’t true. To obtain the same 
degree from a public university in 
Texas would cost the student $36,000. 

Another financial aid counselor told 
a student with $250,000 in the bank that 
he should not report that money on his 
Federal financial aid forms, counter to 
Department of Education require- 
ments. 

The Westwood representative said, 
“Frankly, in my opinion, they don’t 
need to know how much cash you 
have.” 

In December, the Texas Workforce 
Commission fined Westwood College 
$41,000 and put its Texas campuses on 
probation for the high-pressure recruit- 
ing practices that GAO discovered. And 
Westwood’s online operation was put 
out of business in Texas for operating 
without a certificate of approval. Wis- 
consin has also banned Westwood from 
enrolling its students online. 

These are not the only problems that 
have arisen at Westwood College. 
Former recruiters have spoken out 
about the high-pressure sales tactics 
they were encouraged to use at 
Westwood. Recruiters talk about how 
they were given a script and told to 
make prospective students ‘‘feel their 
pain.” 

Joshua Pruyn testified before the 
Senate HELP Committee as an admis- 
sions officer for Westwood College. He 
testified about how he was taught that 
enrolling a student was a psychological 
game. 

Recruiters told students that they 
could only be accepted into Westwood 
by interviewing with and securing a 
recommendation from an admissions 
representative. But in reality there 
was no standard for enrollment. 

Joshua testified: 

A student only needed a high school di- 
ploma or GED and $100 for the application 
fee. This fake interview would allow the rep- 
resentative to ask students questions to un- 
cover a student’s motivators and pain 
points—their hopes, fears, and insecurities— 
all of which would later be used to pressure 
a student to enroll. 

And I have heard from a number of 
former students of Westwood College in 
my State. They tell me of being lied to 
by recruiters and being buried under a 
mountain of debt for a degree that they 
are afraid will be worthless. 

Westwood College is accredited by a 
national accrediting agency. Because 
Westwood lacks regional accreditation, 
some employers such as the Illinois 
State Police will not consider grad- 
uates for employment. 

It also means that credits from 
Westwood College will not be accepted 
by most traditional public and non- 
profit colleges. 

Westwood admits this on its Web 
site, which states: 

Credits earned at Westwood College are 
typically not transferable to other colleges 
or universities. 
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How do they explain this to prospec- 
tive students on the Web site? 

As a career-focused college, we offer a 
hands-on approach to learning that’s dif- 
ferent—though, we believe, no less valu- 
able—than approaches students may experi- 
ence at other colleges and universities. 

But the real story is that traditional 
colleges do not view credits earned at 
Westwood as equivalent to their 
courses. 

Jason Longmore is a Navy veteran 
from Colorado who spent 6 months at 
Westwood College. His story was re- 
cently highlighted in a New York 
Times article. About his experience, 
Jason says “I felt like I made a hor- 
rible, horrible decision.” After 6 
months, he left and had to repeat class- 
es elsewhere because his Westwood 
credits wouldn’t transfer. 

I have heard similar stories from my 
constituents. Bret, from Rockford, at- 
tended Westwood for a year and a half. 
He told me that his education was very 
low in quality and that his credits 
weren’t accepted at any traditional 
schools. He says, ‘‘I now have a moun- 
tain of debt and literally a degree that 
means absolutely nothing.” 

When I met with a former Westwood 
College student named Michelle in Chi- 
cago, she told me that Westwood re- 
peatedly promised that regional ac- 
creditation was right around the cor- 
ner. 

That never happened. Westwood Col- 
lege was pursuing accreditation from 
the Higher Learning Commission, a re- 
gional accrediting agency. The Higher 
Learning Commission declined to ac- 
credit Westwood and its application 
was withdrawn last November. 

And at least one Westwood campus is 
in trouble with its national accreditor 
as well. 

The Accrediting Commission of Ca- 
reer Schools and Colleges placed 
Westwood’s Denver North campus on 
probation in September. The 
accreditor’s notice states that 
Westwood ‘‘has not demonstrated com- 
pliance with the Commission’s require- 
ments relative to student achievement 
outcomes” and that it ‘is gravely con- 
cerned about the recruiting activities 
of the system of Westwood affiliated 
institutions.” 

Many students who enroll at 
Westwood aren’t sticking around long 
enough to graduate. 

The Senate HELP Committee made 
official information requests of 30 for- 
profit companies, including the com- 
pany that owns Westwood. 

According to that information, 2,500 
students were enrolled as associate’s 
degree students in 2008-2009. By Sep- 
tember 2010, 57.6 percent of those stu- 
dents had withdrawn from the school. 

One of the Westwood campuses in Il- 
linois has a graduation rate of just 32 
percent. 

The evidence suggests that Westwood 
may be more focused on enrolling stu- 
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dents than supporting their academic 
success. I am glad to see the VA take 
action to address this issue. 

Congress gave the VA additional 
tools to do so at the end of our last ses- 
sion with the Post-9/11 GI Bill Improve- 
ments Act of 2010. 

The VA will soon have greater flexi- 
bility to act on its own to disapprove 
courses at schools that abuse student- 
veterans. 

We also gave the State approving 
agencies, which work hand-in-hand 
with the VA to monitor course quality, 
authority to disapprove courses pro- 
vided at schools that fail to follow the 
rules, regardless of the State in which 
the school is located. 

These are important changes to VA’s 
oversight authority at a time when dis- 
tance learning takes on greater signifi- 
cance and for-profit schools are re- 
cruiting nationwide from call centers 
in various locations. 

I am glad that the VA has taken ac- 
tion to identify colleges like Westwood 
using abusive practices and end their 
participation in the VA education ben- 
efits program. But we have to do more 
for our veterans and all our students. 

I don’t think Westwood will be the 
only college facing scrutiny under the 
G.I. bill program. I met with Secretary 
Shinseki this week and asked him to 
take more aggressive steps to identify 
colleges misusing the G.I. bill program. 
Veterans deserve to know that they 
have real support at their school and 
that their education will be meaningful 
when they are considering college or 
enrolled in college. 

I will continue to work with my col- 
leagues, including Chairman HARKIN 
and Senator WEBB, to address this im- 
portant issue. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Missouri. 


EE 
HEALTH CARE AND JOB CREATION 


Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, next 
Wednesday marks the first anniversary 
of the day President Obama signed the 
bill into law that, in my opinion and in 
the opinion of most Americans, is the 
greatest involvement in our Nation’s 
health care system in history. 

What we see, as that law is discussed, 
as it is challenged in court, is a bill 
that was signed into law that was full 
of problems when it was signed into 
law. It was a bill full of constitutional 
questions, and, in fact, while some 
courts have said it may be constitu- 
tional, others have said it is not. 

It was a bill where the courts say the 
Federal Government cannot make you 
buy a commercially available product, 
then the same people who were saying 
a year ago that this requirement is not 
a tax are saying: Maybe it is a tax. 
Maybe the Constitution allows us to 
define that particular purpose as a tax 
on the American people. 


March 15, 2011 


But a year ago, they were saying: 
This is not a tax at all. This is defi- 
nitely not a tax. There is no way this 
could ever be interpreted as a tax. 

But when courts say you cannot do 
this the way this bill does it, suddenly 
they try to reinvent what the law was 
designed to do. 

One of the reasons this bill has so 
many of these problems is there was a 
rush to get a bill into law, a bill with 
more government control of health 
care into law, a bill that could not 
have passed the Senate the day the 
President signed it into law. A bill that 
was full of concerns, a bill that the 
Senate voted on never believing that it 
actually would become law but would 
create a vehicle to become law, became 
the only option the House leaders 
thought was available to them, and 
they passed it. They passed it without 
the kind of process that would have 
produced a law that could stand a con- 
stitutional challenge, produced a law 
to which Americans would be more re- 
sponsive. 

While I believe the law was mis- 
guided in its concept, more impor- 
tantly, it was put together in what I 
think will be seen as the worst possible 
way—a rush to judgment, to get a law 
on the books. Now the people who 
voted for the law are saying things 
like: There may be a better way than 
an individual requirement that every- 
body buy a specified, defined insurance 
policy. Not all the people are saying 
that but some are. They are saying: 
Maybe we ought to look for that better 
way. The time to look for that better 
way was before the bill was signed into 
law, not after it was signed into law. 
Even the White House is saying: Cer- 
tainly let’s work together to change 
this. This is headed in fundamentally 
so much the wrong direction, changing 
it would not be the best option. 

Already in the Senate we have voted 
not to vote on a repeal of this law that 
would allow us to replace it with better 
things. Unless those votes change, that 
will not happen this year. But the view 
that Americans have of this law is not 
likely to change either. I certainly do 
not believe government has the author- 
ity in the Constitution to penalize peo- 
ple for not buying a commercially 
available product. 

Sometimes people say that the 
States require that under their con- 
stitution, to buy auto insurance if you 
drive a car. No. 1, that is a State deci- 
sion, and No. 2, they do not require you 
to drive a car. You don’t have to have 
that particular product if you do not 
make that decision. This gives you no 
options but to pay a penalty or to do 
what the government says you have to 
do. 

During the debate surrounding this 
bill and immediately following the en- 
actment of the bill, the American peo- 
ple began to tell us that this was not 
the approach they wanted. In Missouri, 
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where I am from, the first place that 
had an issue on the ballot where voters 
could speak about whether they want- 
ed to be part of this new concept of 
more government control of health 
care, 71 percent of them said they did 
not want to be part of it. That was in 
a primary election. Hundreds of thou- 
sands of people voted and 71 percent of 
them said: We do not want to go in this 
direction. 

Missouri is a State that generally is 
pretty reflective of the country in our 
elections, in our economy, in how our 
population comes together. Madam 
President, 71 percent of them said: 
Let’s not do this; let’s do something 
besides this. They had a sense that this 
was a misguided plan that put govern- 
ment between them and their doctors, 
that had as one of its major tenets that 
the government would describe a cer- 
tain regimen of care that would have 
to be followed for doctors and hospitals 
to be reimbursed. Missourians by and 
large believe this significantly 
changes—some would say implodes— 
our current health care system. 

To make it worse, this law cuts Medi- 
care by $500 billion, not to save Medi- 
care or improve Medicare, but it cuts 
Medicare by $500 billion so we could 
start another health care program. 
This makes so little sense as we look 
at Medicare—one of our major chal- 
lenges as the demographics of the pop- 
ulation change. Medicare is one of the 
areas where we know that in a handful 
of years, Medicare will face a genera- 
tion of great challenge. We look for 
savings in Medicare not to save Medi- 
care but to start a new program. That 
would be totally unacceptable any- 
where except Washington, DC. It 
makes as little sense to people as the 
idea that we could come up with a new 
$1 trillion program over a handful of 
years and say that is going to save 
money. Nobody believes that. 

When you look at the greater concept 
of what this law will do, if it is ever 
implemented, to change the relation- 
ship of people and their government, I 
can’t think of anything, besides the 
government taking over the economy, 
that actually has greater potential to 
change that relationship than the gov- 
ernment having more control of your 
health care. What more controlling ele- 
ment could the government look to 
than your health care and your fam- 
ily’s health care to make sure that you 
never got on the wrong side of that 
government? It does change that rela- 
tionship. 

It also creates real uncertainty in 
what should be the No. 1 goal in Amer- 
ica today: private sector job creation. 
If a year ago the President would have 
signed bills into law that encouraged 
private sector job creation or created 
more certainty about our health care 
costs, about our utility bills, about our 
taxes, about regulation, rather than 
signing this bill into law, I believe we 
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would be much further down the road 
toward seeing private sector jobs, jobs 
that create taxpayers that help govern- 
ment provide the services only govern- 
ment can provide. We would be much 
further down that road. 

The very clear message I and others 
heard all over the country in the last 
year was, we do not want to create 
these jobs with all of these issues out 
there not yet really decided and if they 
are decided, likely to be decided in a 
way that makes that job-creating deci- 
sion less of a good situation than it 
would have been otherwise. 

Cap and trade, in the middle of the 
country, in Missouri, the sixth most 
dependent State on coal for its utili- 
ties—the estimate was that it would 
double the utility bills in a dozen 
years. What is the job-creation mes- 
sage there? 

We are exactly where we were 2 years 
ago on the tax question because just a 
few months ago the President signed a 
bill that extended current tax policies 
but only for 2 years. So we are no fur- 
ther down the road on that question 
than we were 2 years ago today. 

The President calls for regulations 
that make sense. I join him in that. 
But we see none of that coming from 
the regulating authorities right now. 
The clear message people had was, they 
would like the government to create 
more certainty in the areas the govern- 
ment controls so they can decide 
whether they want to take the certain 
risk you always have when you create 
a job. 

I was in northwest Missouri not too 
long after this bill was signed into law 
1 year ago and very well remember a 
conversation I had with someone whose 
business was going well. In fact, he 
said: I have 47 employees. You will re- 
member the bill creates a threshold of 
50, that you have different kinds of ob- 
ligations and regulations once you get 
to 50—over 50 employees—than you had 
before that. He said: I have 47 employ- 
ees. I need to hire six more people right 
now. But I have looked at this health 
care law, my accountants have looked 
at this health care law, and we are not 
going to get 1 employee closer to 50 
than we are right now. 

So there are six jobs that did not get 
created. His view of what to do about 
his current situation was, I am going 
to pay overtime until I can figure out 
what I am doing that is not making 
much money or, in fact, maybe even 
losing a little money, and I am going 
to quit doing that. I am going to be 
sure we get back to where we are truly 
a 47-employee business again, instead 
of what should be a 53-employee busi- 
ness. 

Many employers I talked to said: We 
are not going to hire full-time employ- 
ees. We think we can get our job done 
with more part-time employees who do 
not force us into the environment 
under this law, where the government 
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comes in and says: You have to pay a 
penalty or you have to offer an un- 
known insurance policy that will be 
created by some group created by the 
Congress that says what everybody’s 
insurance policy has to look like. 

“One size fits all” almost never fits 
anybody, and it will not fit anybody in 
this insurance plan that this bill an- 
ticipates and mandates. What you need 
is more competition, more choice, real, 
sustainable understanding that the 
marketplace works. On the job cre- 
ation front, private sector job creation 
will not occur until we do the things 
we need to do that create more cer- 
tainty in the job-creating marketplace: 
letting families keep more of what 
they earn, economic incentives for 
small business, government that does 
not constantly talk about how it can 
raise all the costs that you have as the 
underlying costs of the business you 
create. 

While I would be voting—if we would 
have a chance to repeal this bill—I 
would also be working hard to replace 
it with better solutions. Maybe the 
only good thing about this health care 
bill is, it requires us to either go down 
a road most Americans now think is 
the wrong direction or to truly tackle 
these big questions involving health 
care, things such as small business 
health care plans—at one time they 
were called association health care 
plans—where you could find some big- 
ger group to affiliate with if you are an 
individual or a business and get your 
insurance that way rather than trying 
to get it as an individual. 

Medical liability reform is a concept 
I have sponsored legislation on and 
others have, over and over again, to see 
it pass the House of Representatives 
and not get voted on seven times in the 
Senate. The medical liability bill last 
year, the estimate was it would save 
$56 billion for health care under cur- 
rent government programs and at least 
that much more in health care costs 
for Americans who pay for their own 
health care or have their own private 
insurance. That is over $100 billion in 
savings at a time when we need to be 
looking for every $100 billion in savings 
we can find. Unfortunately, in our cur- 
rent situation, it takes several of those 
$100 billion in savings—16 of them, in 
fact—to just get the budget back in 
balance. We cannot afford to not do 
things that would save $100 billion. 

Risk pools. Nobody wants people not 
to be able to get insurance because of 
preexisting conditions. But they are 
not moving in the direction this bill 
would allow them to move. In fact, the 
people who have signed up for the con- 
cept the bill put out there of how to 
open risk pools, I think, is about 6 per- 
cent of the anticipated number. When 
the target is 6 percent of what you 
thought the law would encourage peo- 
ple to do, obviously there is something 
wrong with the way that is put to- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


gether. It is only 94 percent short of 
the estimate of people who would rally 
to risk pools that allowed for access if 
you have а preexisting condition. 
There are better ways to expand these 
risk pools that are better than telling 
people: No, you will get insurance the 
same way everybody else gets it, for 
the same thing they pay for it, any- 
time you need it, which is what the bill 
says. You will have to pay a penalty, in 
the interim, that is much less than it 
would have cost you to have insurance. 
People will figure that out and pretty 
quickly. 

On what may have been that same 
visit with the employer in Rockport, 
MO, I was talking to a hospital in that 
area right after this bill passed. They 
said: I guess, if this bill goes into law, 
we will put the insurance application 
forms in the ambulance. That way you 
can get your insurance on the way to 
the hospital. Because, after all, under 
the bill, you would pay 100 percent of 
what everybody else was paying. So 
why would you want to pay 100 percent 
until the day you knew you needed it? 
This is a badly thought-out concept. 
Expanding risk pools in other ways and 
helping fund and encourage those risk 
pools would have been the better way 
to do that. 

Being sure families still make family 
decisions about health care instead of 
being told: No, there is only one option 
your health care plan that is defined by 
the government will pay for; encour- 
aging coverage available in other 
States, buying this product across 
State lines. There is no reason not to 
have a health care marketplace. It does 
not just have to be buying the product 
in the half dozen States that touch 
Missouri, the six or seven States that 
touch Missouri. There is no reason it 
cannot be bought in a marketplace 
that is the national marketplace. Com- 
petition produces better choices, and it 
also produces more choices so you can 
look at the health care plan that is 
right for your family or you as an indi- 
vidual, rather than the health care 
plan some newly created board and 
agency said had to be the health care 
plan for everyone to meet the new Fed- 
eral Government standards. 

Tax equity. If you buy a health care 
plan on your own, you should do that 
with pretax dollars, just like the big- 
gest corporations in America buy 
health care for their employees with 
pretax dollars. 

More transparency of how health 
care works. I would like to know, if I 
am on the way to get a health care pro- 
cedure, I would like to know, before I 
leave to do that, what do people charge 
and what are their results. Most trips 
for health care are not to the emer- 
gency room, they are planned trips for 
health care. Once you are in the car, if 
it means driving another 20 minutes or 
1 hour and 20 minutes to get to the 
place that does a better job for less 
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money, I think most Americans would 
do that. 

We know this. These factors are gen- 
erally known. I remember a study just 
1 year or so ago that was checking to 
see the survival rates for inhospital 
heart attacks based on the response 
time. That information is all available. 
At this point, it is available anony- 
mously. But if it is available anony- 
mously, it would also be available spe- 
cifically. 

More transparency in the system. 
How do you go to the place to get the 
best results or, if the results are the 
same, how do you go to the place that 
gets the best results for the better 
cost? When employers are telling us 
they are not hiring because of the un- 
certainty created by this law, when 
courts are ruling the law is unconstitu- 
tional or even when courts disagree on 
this topic—when some courts think it 
is unconstitutional and some think it 
is—when voters are overwhelmingly re- 
jecting it every opportunity they have 
had at the polling place to vote on it, 
something is wrong with the direction 
we are headed. 

Americans deserve a plan where the 
people are still in the driver’s seat, 
where the people are bigger than the 
government, where the people are mak- 
ing decisions for themselves and their 
families about lots of things but par- 
ticularly about health care. 

I am working and will keep working 
to repeal this bill and replace it with 
policies that make more sense, policies 
that move us toward more competi- 
tion, more transparency, and better 
health care. The anniversary of this 
signing next week would be better 
spent if we were all here next week try- 
ing to come up with policies that make 
health care sense, that make economic 
sense, that meet the constitutional 
standard, and still keep people in 
charge of these important life-sus- 
taining, health-sustaining decisions. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for 10 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EEE 


ENERGY PRODUCTION 


Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I 
would like to speak this morning on an 
issue that I believe is of great impor- 
tance to our economy and to our na- 
tional security. In recent weeks, we 
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have seen political turmoil in Libya 
and Egypt and Tunisia and throughout 
the Middle East and other North Afri- 
can nations. 

Only time will tell what the outcome 
of these historic events will be. What is 
clear, however, is that there is, once 
again, disruption in the worlds’s petro- 
leum supplies as a result of the turmoil 
in this region of the world, and Amer- 
ican consumers and businesses are feel- 
ing the brunt of it. 

In the United States, we have seen 
the price of gasoline and other petro- 
leum products increase dramatically. 
The pain is particularly sharp at the 
pump. 

Over the last few weeks, retail gaso- 
line prices have risen to more than 
$3.50 a gallon. They are expected to rise 
to more than $3.70 a gallon during the 
peak summer driving season and, of 
course, they could go substantially 
higher. This is a reflection of what is 
happening in the crude oil commodity 
markets around the world. In fact, the 
Energy Information Administration’s 
latest forecast of the average West 
Texas spot price for the remainder of 
this year increased from $93 a barrel to 
more than $100 a barrel. The EIA ex- 
pects continued tightening of world oil 
markets in the next 2 years in light of 
the events in North Africa and in the 
Middle East. 

For example, in Libya it is widely re- 
ported that much of the country’s 1.6 
million barrels a day of total produc- 
tion in 2010 has been largely shut down. 
It is unclear how long this will last. 
However, the reality is that the prob- 
lem is not a matter of current supply. 
Prices are going up not because of lack 
of supply but because of concerns in 
the market about future supplies. 
Therefore, to address this problem, we 
must increase domestic production. We 
must produce more American energy, 
and we can do it. 

Furthermore, taking steps now to 
create a legal, tax, and regulatory en- 
vironment that will stimulate more do- 
mestic production will help take pres- 
sure off prices even before that supply 
comes on line, as markets anticipate 
more production. 

Of course, the opposite scenario ex- 
ists today as markets anticipate less 
supply from the Middle East and they 
do not see the commitment domesti- 
cally to offset that reduction in supply. 
We must change that perception by 
taking real action to encourage pro- 
duction here at home. Stalled energy 
projects and impediments to domestic 
oil production in our own country are 
costing our Nation’s economy billions 
of dollars and millions of jobs. 

A study released last week by the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce says 351 en- 
ergy projects, both renewable and tra- 
ditional, are stalled, at a cost of $1.1 
trillion to the American economy and 
nearly 2 million jobs for the American 
people. When we combine disruptions 
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in foreign sources of production and a 
domestic market hobbled by bureauc- 
racy and delays, the result is higher 
energy prices, a sluggish economy, and 
fewer jobs. That is exactly what we see 
happening. That should be a cause of 
huge concern, but it should also be a 
huge call to action. There is a path out 
of this for America, a path we in my 
home State of North Dakota success- 
fully followed starting a decade ago by 
building a comprehensive energy plan 
called Empower North Dakota. 

Through Empower North Dakota, we 
worked to create a business climate 
that incentivized energy companies 
across all industry sectors, including 
the oil industry, to invest in our State. 
We created the kind of legal, tax, and 
regulatory certainty that attracted 
capital, expertise, and jobs to North 
Dakota. In fact, when we started 10 
years ago, oil companies had either left 
or they were leaving the oil-producing 
region in our State, the Williston 
Basin. Why was that? 

First, they were getting better re- 
turns elsewhere. Technology was lack- 
ing to produce oil economically from 
new formations. Companies were going 
to other places in the world where they 
could extract oil less expensively. Sec- 
ond, data on confirmed reserves was 
lacking, and the technology to produce 
oil from shale wasn’t sufficiently de- 
veloped. Third, the workforce was 
aging, and we lacked the training and 
education for new workers. And fourth, 
transport constraints limited produc- 
tion. In other words, there were better 
places for the industry to invest share- 
holder dollars and earn a return. 

To turn that around, we built a cli- 
mate for investment. We established an 
oil and gas research fund paid for by 
the industry. We put tax incentives in 
place. We initiated studies of the 
Bakken formation at the heart of the 
Williston Basin through the North Da- 
kota Geological Survey. That was fol- 
lowed by a U.S. Geological Survey 
study. I have requested another USGS 
study I believe will demonstrate that 
we have billions more in recoverable 
oil reserves in our State. 

We also improved infrastructure. We 
created a pipeline authority to expand 
transportation capacity, and we estab- 
lished a center of excellence for petro- 
leum safety and technology at 
Williston State College to train work- 
ers in oilfield drilling and recovery 
methods. Before that we had to send 
workers to Wyoming or Oklahoma and 
other places for training and edu- 
cation. Now we do it in our State. 

In response, our enhanced business 
environment drew investment capital, 
technology, and ingenuity to Williston 
Basin which unlocked the potential of 
North Dakota’s oil patch. We took full 
advantage of the Bakken and Three 
Forks, which are deep shale formations 
with billions of barrels of oil locked 
away in porous rock, by using innova- 
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tive, unconventional technologies and 
with good environmental stewardship. 

To release the oil, companies in 
North Dakota use hydraulic fracturing 
which involves pumping water under 
pressure deep into the Earth to crack 
the shale and release the crude oil. The 
water is then recycled or deposited 
safely back into the ground 2 miles 
down, well below, far below the water 
table. Companies also use directional 
drilling which enables drilling rigs to 
drill one vertical bore and multiple 
horizontal bores deep in the ground, 
producing more oil with a smaller foot- 
print and, again, better environmental 
stewardship. 

As a result, this year North Dakota 
will produce more than 120 million bar- 
rels of oil. That number is growing dra- 
matically. This is sweet crude oil. 

Since 2006, we have grown to become 
the fourth largest oil-producing State 
among all 50 States in the Union, pass- 
ing States such as Oklahoma and most 
recently Louisiana. Bear in mind that 
in North Dakota the measures we took 
were not about government spending. 
They were about creating an environ- 
ment for private investment that gen- 
erated revenues for the State, broad- 
ened the economic base, and actually 
enabled us to reduce taxes. This isn’t a 
Republican or a Democratic issue. It is 
an American issue, and it will take 
both parties to fix it. That is why Iam 
cosponsoring a bill with Senator ROB- 
ERTS that actually works with a direc- 
tive from President Obama. 

The Regulatory Responsibility for 
Our Economy Act will give the force of 
law to a Presidential Executive order 
issued in January. The order proposes 
to review rules that may be outmoded, 
ineffective, or excessively burdensome, 
and to modify, streamline, or repeal 
them. We are all committed to good 
environmental stewardship and effec- 
tive consumer protections. But the 
President’s order acknowledges that 
Federal regulations are hindering the 
Nation’s economic growth and our abil- 
ity to create jobs. The law we are pro- 
posing, if passed, will make sure we 
take a clear-eyed look at our rules and 
help to bring regulatory and legal cer- 
tainty to the markets. 

While we are working to produce 
more oil in America, with the right ap- 
proach, with the approach I am de- 
scribing, we can also enlist the help of 
our friend and close ally to the north, 
Canada. To do that, for example, we 
need to complete some very ambitious 
projects that need permitting and ap- 
proval. One example is the Keystone 
XL pipeline. This $12 billion, high-tech 
transcontinental petroleum pipeline is 
designed to carry crude from the Cana- 
dian oil sands in Alberta to the Gulf of 
Mexico. As it passes through the Mid- 
west, an onramp will receive mid- 
western sweet crude from States such 
as North Dakota and Montana to mix 
with the heavier Canadian crude and 
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send it to refineries that will turn it 
into gasoline and diesel fuel in Amer- 
ica. With no overseas involvement, this 
one promising project would help dou- 
ble current flows of oil from Canada, 
which is already our No. 1 trading part- 
ner. 

One estimate projects that the 
project will create—and these are num- 
bers the company has put forward in 
advancing this project—at least 20,000 
high-paying jobs during the construc- 
tion phase and more than 250,000 per- 
manent jobs. It will spur more than 
$100 billion in annual total expendi- 
tures in the U.S. economy. It will gen- 
erate $6.5 billion in new personal in- 
come for U.S. workers and their fami- 
lies, and it will stimulate nearly $600 
million in revenue for State and local 
governments along its route. 

Federal approval is something that 
will cost our Nation not one penny. 
What it will do, however, is create as- 
surances in markets that the energy 
we need to power our Nation will be 
there in the future, and it will be there 
when we need it. That in turn will help 
to reduce our dependence on unstable 
overseas regimes, hold down the cost of 
gasoline at the pump, and create thou- 
sands of good American jobs at a time 
when unemployment is still hovering 
at about 9 percent. 

Keystone XL is just one example. 
Across America there are hundreds of 
projects like it that could be advanced 
with good environmental stewardship 
and responsible oversight, if we resolve 
to do it and we create the climate to do 
it. 

Today the United States, Canada, 
and Mexico combined produce 75 per- 
cent of the total oil we need. We can do 
much more. Our Nation needs to send a 
signal to energy markets that the 
United States is committed to a policy 
of aggressive domestic energy develop- 
ment by creating a strong business en- 
vironment and a pro-energy agenda, in- 
cluding the legal, tax, and regulatory 
certainty companies need in order to 
make the kinds of investments that 
will truly lessen our dependence on for- 
eign oil. 

We are at a moment in history when 
we can truly turn adversity into oppor- 
tunity and potential into reality. I 
urge Members to seize this opportunity 
to make America stronger, safer, and 
more financially secure with a com- 
prehensive approach to truly develop 
American energy right here at home, 
to meet our needs both now and for fu- 
ture generations. We can do it. We 
must do it, for the well-being of our 
country today and for future genera- 
tions. 

I thank the Chair for this oppor- 
tunity, yield the floor, and suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 
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Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Morning business is closed. 


SBIR/STTR REAUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 2011 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will proceed to the consider- 
ation of S. 498, which the clerk will re- 
port. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 493) to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for other 
purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Small Business and En- 
trepreneurship, with amendments; as 
follows: 

(The parts of the bill intended to be 
stricken are shown in boldface brack- 
ets and the parts of the bill intended to 
be inserted are shown in italic.) 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘SBIR/STTR 
Reauthorization Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol- 
lows: 

Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
Sec. 3. Definitions. 

TITLE I—REAUTHORIZATION OF THE 

SBIR AND STTR PROGRAMS 
101. 
102. 
103. 
104. 
105. 
106. 
107. 


Extension of termination dates. 
Status of the Office of Technology. 
SBIR allocation increase. 

STTR allocation increase. 

SBIR and STTR award levels. 

Agency and program flexibility. 

Elimination of Phase П invita- 
tions. 

Participation by firms with sub- 
stantial investment from mul- 
tiple venture capital operating 
companies in a portion of the 
SBIR program. 

SBIR and STTR special acquisition 
preference. 

Collaborating with Federal labora- 
tories and research and devel- 
opment centers. 

Notice requirement. 

Express authority for an agency to 
award sequential Phase II 
awards for SBIR or STTR fund- 
ed projects. 

TITLE II —OUTREACH AND 
COMMERCIALIZATION INITIATIVES 

Sec. 201. Rural and State outreach. 

[Sec. 202. SBIR-STEM Workforce Develop- 

ment Grant Pilot Program.] 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 108. 


Sec. 109. 


Sec. 110. 


111. 
112. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
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[2081202. Technical 
awardees. 

[2041203. Commercialization Readiness 
Program at Department of De- 
fense. 

[205]204. Commercialization Readiness 
Pilot Program for civilian 
agencies. 

[206]205. Accelerating cures. 

(2071206. Federal agency engagement 
with SBIR and STTR awardees 
that have been awarded mul- 
tiple Phase I awards but have 
not been awarded Phase II 
awards. 

. 12081207. Clarifying the definition of 

“Phase ПІ”. 

Sec. [209]208. Shortened period for final de- 
cisions on proposals and appli- 
cations. 

TITLE III—OVERSIGHT AND EVALUATION 


Sec. 301. Streamlining annual evaluation re- 
quirements. 

Data collection from agencies for 
SBIR. 

Data collection from agencies for 
STTR. 

Public database. 

Government database. 

Accuracy in funding base calcula- 
tions. 

Continued evaluation by the Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences. 
Technology insertion reporting re- 

quirements. 

Intellectual property protections. 

Obtaining consent from SBIR and 
STTR applicants to release con- 
tact information to economic 
development organizations. 

Pilot to allow funding for adminis- 
trative, oversight, and contract 
processing costs. 

GAO study with respect to venture 
capital operating company in- 
volvement. 

Reducing vulnerability of SBIR and 
STTR programs to fraud, waste, 
and abuse. 

314. Interagency policy committee. 

315. Simplified paperwork requirements. 

TITLE IV—POLICY DIRECTIVES 


401. Conforming amendments to the 
SBIR and the STTR Policy Di- 
rectives. 

TITLE V—OTHER PROVISIONS 


501. Research topics and program diver- 
sification. 

502. Report on SBIR and STTR program 
goals. 

503. Competitive selection procedures 
for SBIR and STTR programs. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act— 

(1) the terms “Administration” and ‘‘Ad- 
ministrator’’ mean the Small Business Ad- 
ministration and the Administrator thereof, 
respectively; 

(2) the terms ‘‘extramural budget’’, ‘‘Fed- 
eral agency”, “Small Business Innovation 
Research Program”, “ВІВ”, “Small Busi- 
ness Technology Transfer Program”, and 
“STTR” have the meanings given such terms 
in section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638); and 

(3) the term ‘‘small business concern” has 
the meaning given that term under section 3 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632). 
TITLE I—REAUTHORIZATION OF THE SBIR 

AND STTR PROGRAMS 
SEC. 101. EXTENSION OF TERMINATION DATES. 

(a) SBIR.—Section 9(m) of the Small Busi- 

ness Act (15 U.S.C. 638(m)) is amended— 


Sec. assistance for 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 302. 


Sec. 303. 
304. 
305. 
306. 


Sec. 
Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 307. 


Sec. 308. 


309. 
310. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 311. 


Sec. 312. 


Sec. 313. 


Sec. 
Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 


Sec. 
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(1) by striking ‘‘TERMINATION.—’’ and all 
that follows through ‘һе authorization’’ 
and inserting ‘‘TERMINATION.—The author- 
ization”’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘2008’’ and inserting ‘‘2019’’; 
and 

(3) by striking paragraph (2). 

(b) STTR.—Section 9(n)(1)(A) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 688(n)(1)(A)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking “IN GENERAL.—’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘with respect” and in- 
serting “Ім GENERAL.—With respect”; 

(2) by striking ‘‘2009’’ and inserting ‘‘2019’’; 
and 

(3) by striking clause (ii). 

SEC. 102. STATUS OF THE OFFICE OF TECH- 
NOLOGY. 

Section 9(b) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking “апа” at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (8) as para- 
graph (9); and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

(10) to maintain an Office of Technology 
to carry out the responsibilities of the Ad- 
ministration under this section, which shall 
be— 

“(А) headed by the Assistant Adminis- 
trator for Technology, who shall report di- 
rectly to the Administrator; and 

“(В) independent from the Office of Gov- 
ernment Contracting of the Administration 
and sufficiently staffed and funded to comply 
with the oversight, reporting, and public 
database responsibilities assigned to the Of- 
fice of Technology by the Administrator.’’. 
SEC. 103. SBIR ALLOCATION INCREASE. 

Section 9(f) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(f)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking “Each” and inserting ‘‘Ex- 
cept as provided in paragraph (2)(B), each’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; and 

(C) by striking subparagraph (C) and in- 
serting the following: 

(С) not less than 2.5 percent of such budg- 
et in fiscal year 2013; 

‘“(D) not less than 2.6 percent of such budg- 
et in fiscal year 2014; 

(Е) not less than 2.7 percent of such budg- 
et in fiscal year 2015; 

(Е) not less than 2.8 percent of such budg- 
et in fiscal year 2016; 

(С) not less than 2.9 percent of such budg- 
et in fiscal year 2017; 

“(Н) not less than 3.0 percent of such budg- 
et in fiscal year 2018; 

“(Т) not less than 3.1 percent of such budget 
in fiscal year 2019; 

“(J) not less than 3.2 percent of such budg- 
et in fiscal year 2020; 

(К) not less than 3.3 percent of such budg- 
et in fiscal year 2021; 

“(L) not less than 3.4 percent of such budg- 
et in fiscal year 2022; and 

(М) not less than 3.5 percent of such budg- 
et in fiscal year 2023 and each fiscal year 
thereafter.’’; [and] 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, and 
adjusting the margins accordingly; 

(В) by striking “А Federal agency” and in- 
serting the following: 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A Federal agency”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(B) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND DEPART- 
MENT OF ENERGY.—For the Department of De- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


fense and the Department of Energy, to the 
greatest extent practicable, the percentage 
of the extramural budget in excess of 2.5 per- 
cent required to be expended with small busi- 
ness concerns under subparagraphs (D) 
through (M) of paragraph (1)— 

“(1) may not be used for new Phase I or 
Phase II awards; and 

“(ii) shall be used for activities that fur- 
ther the readiness levels of technologies de- 
veloped under Phase II awards, including 
conducting testing and evaluation to pro- 
mote the transition of such technologies into 
commercial or defense products, or systems 
furthering the mission needs of the Depart- 
ment of Defense or the Department of En- 
ergy, as the case may be.’’[.]; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection may be construed to prohibit a Fed- 
eral agency from expending with small business 
concerns an amount of the extramural budget 
for research or research and development of the 
Federal agency that exceeds the amount re- 
quired under paragraph (1).’’. 

SEC. 104. STTR ALLOCATION INCREASE. 

Section 9(n)(1)(B) of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 638(n)(1)(B)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘thereafter.’’ 
and inserting ‘‘through fiscal year 2012;”’; 
[and] 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(111) 0.4 percent for fiscal years 2013 and 
2014; 

“(iv) 0.5 percent for fiscal years 2015 and 
2016; and 

“(v) 0.6 percent for fiscal year 2017 and 
each fiscal year thereafter.” [.]; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection may be construed to prohibit a Fed- 
eral agency from expending with small business 
concerns an amount of the extramural budget 
for research or research and development of the 
Federal agency that exceeds the amount re- 
quired under paragraph (1).’’. 

SEC. 105. SBIR AND STTR AWARD LEVELS. 
(a) SBIR ADJUSTMENTS.—Section 9(j)(2)(D) 


of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
638(j)(2)(D)) is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘$100,000’ and inserting 


“*$150,000’’; апа 


(2) by striking ‘‘$750,000’ and inserting 
“*$1,000,000’’. 
(b) STTR ADJUSTMENTS.—Section 


9(p)(2)(B)(ix) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(p)(2)(B)(ix)) is amended— 


(1) by striking ‘‘$100,000’ and inserting 
‘*$150,000’’; апа 
(2) by striking ‘‘$750,000’ and inserting 


‘*$1,000,000’’. 

(c) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENTS.—Section 9 of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638) is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in subsection (j)(2)(D), by striking 
“once every 5 years to reflect economic ad- 
justments and programmatic consider- 
ations” and inserting ‘‘every year for infla- 
tion”; and 

(2) in subsection (p)(2)(B)(ix), as amended 
by subsection (b) of this section, by inserting 
“(each of which the Administrator shall ad- 
just for inflation annually)” after 
“*$1,000,000,’’. 

(d) LIMITATION ON SIZE OF AWARDS.—Sec- 
tion 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
638) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

“(aa) LIMITATION ON SIZE OF AWARDS.— 

“(1) LIMITATION.—No Federal agency may 
issue an award under the SBIR program or 
the STTR program if the size of the award 
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exceeds the award guidelines established 
under this section by more than 50 percent. 

(2) MAINTENANCE OF INFORMATION.—Par- 
ticipating agencies shall maintain informa- 
tion on awards exceeding the guidelines es- 
tablished under this section, including— 

“(A) the amount of each award; 

“(B) a justification for exceeding the 
award amount; 

“(C) the identity and location of each 
award recipient; and 

‘(D) whether ап award recipient has re- 
ceived any venture capital investment and, 
if so, whether the recipient is majority- 
owned by multiple venture capital operating 
companies. 

‘(3) REPORTS.—The Administrator shall in- 
clude the information described in paragraph 
(2) in the annual report of the Administrator 
to Congress. 

‘(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this subsection shall be construed to prevent 
a Federal agency from supplementing an 
award under the SBIR program or the STTR 
program using funds of the Federal agency 
that are not part of the SBIR program or the 
STTR program of the Federal agency.’’. 

SEC. 106. AGENCY AND PROGRAM FLEXIBILITY. 

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 688), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(рр) SUBSEQUENT PHASE II AWARDS.— 

“(1) AGENCY FLEXIBILITY.—A small business 
concern that received an award from a Fed- 
eral agency under this section shall be eligi- 
ble to receive a subsequent Phase II award 
from another Federal agency, if the head of 
each relevant Federal agency or the relevant 
component of the Federal agency makes a 
written determination that the topics of the 
relevant awards are the same and both agen- 
cies report the awards to the Administrator 
for inclusion in the public database under 
subsection (К). 

‘(2) SBIR AND STTR PROGRAM FLEXI- 
BILITY.—A small business concern that re- 
ceived an award under this section under the 
SBIR program or the STTR program may re- 
ceive a subsequent Phase II award in either 
the SBIR program or the STTR program and 
the participating agency or agencies shall 
report the awards to the Administrator for 
inclusion in the public database under sub- 
section (k). 

03) PREVENTING DUPLICATIVE AWARDS.—Be- 
fore making an award under paragraph (1) or 
(2), the head of a Federal agency shall verify 
that the project to be performed with the 
award has not been funded under the SBIR 
program or STTR program of another Fed- 
eral agency.’’. 

SEC. 107. ELIMINATION 
TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9(e) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(e)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4)(B), by striking ‘‘to fur- 
ther’’ and inserting: ‘‘which shall not include 
any invitation, pre-screening, pre-selection, 
or down-selection process for eligibility for 
the second phase, that will further’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (6)(B), by striking ‘‘to fur- 
ther develop proposed ideas to” and inserting 
“which shall not include any invitation, pre- 
screening, pre-selection, or down-selection 
process for eligibility for the second phase, 
that will further develop proposals that”. 
SEC. 108. PARTICIPATION BY FIRMS WITH SUB- 

STANTIAL INVESTMENT FROM MUL- 
TIPLE VENTURE CAPITAL OPER- 
ATING COMPANIES IN A PORTION OF 
THE SBIR PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638), as amended by 
this Act, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 


OF PHASE II INVITA- 
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(сс) PARTICIPATION OF SMALL BUSINESS 
CONCERNS MAJORITY-OWNED BY VENTURE CAP- 
ITAL OPERATING COMPANIES IN THE SBIR PRO- 
GRAM.— 

(1) AUTHORITY.—Upon a written deter- 
mination described in paragraph (2) provided 
to the Administrator and to the Committee 
on Small Business and Entrepreneurship of 
the Senate and the Committee on Small 
Business of the House of Representatives not 
later than 30 days before the date on which 
an award is made— 

“(A) the Director of the National Insti- 
tutes of Health, the Secretary of Energy, and 
the Director of the National Science Founda- 
tion may award not more than 25 percent of 
the funds allocated for the SBIR program of 
the Federal agency to small business con- 
cerns that are owned in majority part by 
multiple venture capital operating compa- 
nies through competitive, merit-based proce- 
dures that are open to all eligible small busi- 
ness concerns; and 

“(В) the head of a Federal agency other 
than a Federal agency described in subpara- 
graph (A) that participates in the SBIR pro- 
gram may award not more than 15 percent of 
the funds allocated for the SBIR program of 
the Federal agency to small business con- 
cerns that are owned in majority part by 
multiple venture capital operating compa- 
nies through competitive, merit-based proce- 
dures that are open to all eligible small busi- 
ness concerns. 

(2) DETERMINATION.—A written deter- 
mination described in this paragraph is a 
written determination by the head of a Fed- 
eral agency that explains how the use of the 
authority under paragraph (1) will— 

(А) induce additional venture capital 
funding of small business innovations; 

“(В) substantially contribute to the mis- 
sion of the Federal agency; 

(С) demonstrate a need for public re- 
search; and 

‘(D) otherwise fulfill the capital needs of 
small business concerns for additional fi- 
nancing for the SBIR project. 

(3) REGISTRATION.—A small business con- 
cern that is majority-owned by multiple ven- 
ture capital operating companies and quali- 
fied for participation in the program author- 
ized under paragraph (1) shall— 

“(A) register with the Administrator on 
the date that the small business concern sub- 
mits an application for an award under the 
SBIR program; and 

‘(B) indicate іп any SBIR proposal that 
the small business concern is registered 
under subparagraph (A) as majority-owned 
by multiple venture capital operating com- 
panies. 

(4) COMPLIANCE.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The head of a Federal 
agency that makes an award under this sub- 
section during a fiscal year shall collect and 
submit to the Administrator data relating to 
the number and dollar amount of Phase I 
awards, Phase II awards, and any other cat- 
egory of awards by the Federal agency under 
the SBIR program during that fiscal year. 

“(В) ANNUAL REPORTING.—The Adminis- 
trator shall include as part of each annual 
report by the Administration under sub- 
section (b)(7) any data submitted under sub- 
paragraph (A) and a discussion of the compli- 
ance of each Federal agency that makes an 
award under this subsection during the fiscal 
year with the maximum percentages under 
paragraph (1). 

“(5) ENFORCEMENT.—If a Federal agency 
awards more than the percent of the funds 
allocated for the SBIR program of the Fed- 
eral agency authorized under paragraph (1) 
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for a purpose described in paragraph (1), the 
head of the Federal agency shall transfer an 
amount equal to the amount awarded in ex- 
cess of the amount authorized under para- 
graph (1) to the funds for general SBIR pro- 
grams from the non-SBIR and non-STTR re- 
search and development funds of the Federal 
agency not later than 180 days after the date 
on which the Federal agency made the award 
that caused the total awarded under para- 
graph (1) to be more than the amount au- 
thorized under paragraph (1) for a purpose 
described in paragraph (1). 

“(6) FINAL DECISIONS ON APPLICATIONS UNDER 
THE SBIR PROGRAM.— 

“(А) DEFINITION.—In this paragraph, the 
term ‘covered small business concern’ means a 
small business concern that— 

“(i) was not majority-owned by multiple ven- 
ture capital operating companies on the date on 
which the small business concern submitted an 
application in response to a solicitation under 
the SBIR programs; and 

“(ii) on the date of the award under the SBIR 
program is majority-owned by multiple venture 
capital operating companies. 

“(В) IN GENERAL.—If a Federal agency does 
not make an award under a solicitation under 
the SBIR program before the date that is 9 
months after the date on which the period for 
submitting applications under the solicitation 
ends— 

“(i) a covered small business concern is eligi- 
ble to receive the award, without regard to 
whether the covered small business concern 
meets the requirements for receiving an award 
under the SBIR program for a small business 
concern that is majority-owned by multiple ven- 
ture capital operating companies, if the covered 
small business concern meets all other require- 
ments for such an award; and 

“(ї) the head of the Federal agency shall 
transfer an amount equal to any amount 
awarded to a covered small business concern 
under the solicitation to the funds for general 
SBIR programs from the non-SBIR and non- 
STTR research and development funds of the 
Federal agency, not later than 90 days after the 
date on which the Federal agency makes the 
award. 

“1T(6)1(7) EVALUATION CRITERIA.—A Federal 
agency may not use investment of venture 
capital as a criterion for the award of con- 
tracts under the SBIR program or STTR pro- 
gram. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—Section 8 of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 632) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

(аа) VENTURE CAPITAL OPERATING COM- 
PANY.—In this Act, the term ‘venture capital 
operating company’ means an entity de- 
scribed in clause (i), (v), or (vi) of section 
121.103(b)(5) of title 13, Code of Federal Regu- 
lations (or any successor thereto).’’. 

(c) RULEMAKING TO ENSURE THAT FIRMS 
THAT ARE MAJORITY-OWNED BY MULTIPLE 
VENTURE CAPITAL OPERATING COMPANIES ARE 
ABLE TO PARTICIPATE IN A PORTION OF THE 
SBIR PROGRAM.— 

(1) STATEMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL INTENT.— 
It is the stated intent of Congress that the 
Administrator should promulgate regula- 
tions to carry out the authority under sec- 
tion 9(сс) of the Small Business Act, as 
added by this section, that— 

(A) permit small business concerns that 
are majority-owned by multiple venture cap- 
ital operating companies to participate in 
the SBIR program in accordance with sec- 
tion 9(cc) of the Small Business Act; 

(B) provide specific guidance for small 
business concerns that are majority-owned 
by multiple venture capital operating com- 
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panies with regard to eligibility, participa- 
tion, and affiliation rules; and 

(C) preserve and maintain the integrity of 
the SBIR program as a program for small 
business concerns in the United States, pro- 
hibiting large businesses or large entities or 
foreign-owned businesses or entities from 
participation in the program established 
under section 9 of the Small Business Act. 

(2) RULEMAKING REQUIRED.— 

(A) PROPOSED REGULATIONS.—Not later 
than 4 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Administrator shall issue pro- 
posed regulations to amend section 121.103 
(relating to determinations of affiliation ap- 
plicable to the SBIR program) and section 
121.702 (relating to ownership and control 
standards and size standards applicable to 
the SBIR program) of title 13, Code of Fed- 
eral Regulations, for firms that are major- 
ity-owned by multiple venture capital oper- 
ating companies and participating in the 
SBIR program solely under the authority 
under section 9(cc) of the Small Business 
Act, as added by this section. 

(B) FINAL REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
and after providing notice of and oppor- 
tunity for comment on the proposed regula- 
tions issued under subparagraph (A), the Ad- 
ministrator shall issue final or interim final 
regulations under this subsection. 

(3) CONTENTS .— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The regulations issued 
under this subsection shall permit the par- 
ticipation of applicants majority-owned by 
multiple venture capital operating compa- 
nies in the SBIR program in accordance with 
section 9(cc) of the Small Business Act, as 
added by this section, unless the Adminis- 
trator determines— 

(i) in accordance with the size standards 
established under subparagraph (B), that the 
applicant is— 

(I) a large business or large entity; or 

(II) majority-owned or controlled by a 
large business or large entity; or 

(ii) in accordance with the criteria estab- 
lished under subparagraph (C), that the ap- 
plicant— 

(I) is a foreign business or a foreign entity 
or is not a citizen of the United States or 
alien lawfully admitted for permanent resi- 
dence; or 

(П) is majority-owned or controlled by a 
foreign business, foreign entity, or person 
who is not a citizen of the United States or 
alien lawfully admitted for permanent resi- 
dence. 

(B) SIZE STANDARDS.—Under the authority 
to establish size standards under paragraphs 
(2) and (3) of section 3(a) of the Small Busi- 
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 632(a)), the Administrator 
shall, in accordance with paragraph (1) of 
this subsection, establish size standards for 
applicants seeking to participate in the 
SBIR program solely under the authority 
under section 9(cc) of the Small Business 
Act, as added by this section. 

(C) CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING FOREIGN 
OWNERSHIP.—The Administrator shall estab- 
lish criteria for determining whether an ap- 
plicant meets the requirements under sub- 
paragraph (A)(ii), and, in establishing the 
criteria, shall consider whether the criteria 
should include— 

(i) whether the applicant is at least 51 per- 
cent owned or controlled by citizens of the 
United States or domestic venture capital 
operating companies; 

(ii) whether the applicant is domiciled in 
the United States; and 

(111) whether the applicant is a direct or in- 
direct subsidiary of a foreign-owned firm, in- 
cluding whether the criteria should include 
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that an applicant is a direct or indirect sub- 
sidiary of a foreign-owned entity if— 

(I) any venture capital operating company 
that owns more than 20 percent of the appli- 
cant is a direct or indirect subsidiary of a 
foreign-owned entity; or 

(II) in the aggregate, entities that are di- 
rect or indirect subsidiaries of foreign-owned 
entities own more than 49 percent of the ap- 
plicant. 

(D) CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING AFFILI- 
ATION.—The Administrator shall establish 
criteria, in accordance with paragraph (1), 
for determining whether an applicant is af- 
filiated with a venture capital operating 
company or any other business that the ven- 
ture capital operating company has financed 
and, in establishing the criteria, shall speci- 
fy that— 

(i) if a venture capital operating company 
that is determined to be affiliated with an 
applicant is a minority investor in the appli- 
cant, the portfolio companies of the venture 
capital operating company shall not be de- 
termined to be affiliated with the applicant, 
unless— 

(I) the venture capital operating company 
owns a majority of the portfolio company; or 

(II) the venture capital operating company 
holds a majority of the seats on the board of 
directors of the portfolio company; 

(ii) subject to clause (i), the Administrator 
retains the authority to determine whether a 
venture capital operating company is affili- 
ated with an applicant, including estab- 
lishing other criteria; 

(iii) the Administrator may not determine 
that a portfolio company of a venture capital 
operating company is affiliated with an ap- 
plicant based solely on one or more shared 
investors; and 

(iv) subject to clauses (i), (11), and (iii), the 
Administrator retains the authority to de- 
termine whether a portfolio company of a 
venture capital operating company is affili- 
ated with an applicant based on factors inde- 
pendent of whether there is a shared inves- 
tor, such as whether there are contractual 
obligations between the portfolio company 
and the applicant. 

(4) ENFORCEMENT.—If the Administrator 
does not issue final or interim final regula- 
tions under this subsection on or before the 
date that is 1 year after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Administrator may not 
carry out any activities under section 4(h) of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 633(h)) (as 
continued in effect pursuant to the Act enti- 
tled “Ап Act to extend temporarily certain 
authorities of the Small Business Adminis- 
tration’’, approved October 10, 2006 (Public 
Law 109-316; 120 Stat. 1742)) during the period 
beginning on the date that is 1 year and 1 
day after the date of enactment of this Act, 
and ending on the date on which the final or 
interim final regulations are issued. 

(5) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘‘venture capital operating company” 
has the same meaning as in section 3(aa) of 
the Small Business Act, as added by this sec- 
tion. 

(d) ASSISTANCE FOR DETERMINING AFFILI- 
ATES.— 

(1) CLEAR EXPLANATION REQUIRED.—Not 
later than 30 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act, the Administrator shall 
post on the Web site of the Administration 
(with a direct link displayed on the home- 
page of the Web site of the Administration or 
the SBIR and STTR Web sites of the Admin- 
istration)— 

(A) a clear explanation of the SBIR and 
STTR affiliation rules under part 121 of title 
13, Code of Federal Regulations; and 
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(B) contact information for officers or em- 
ployees of the Administration who— 

(i) upon request, shall review an issue re- 
lating to the rules described in subparagraph 
(A); and 

(ii) shall respond to a request under clause 
(i) not later than 20 business days after the 
date on which the request is received. 

(2) INCLUSION OF AFFILIATION RULES FOR 
CERTAIN SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS.—On and 
after the date on which the final regulations 
under subsection (c) are issued, the Adminis- 
trator shall post on the Web site of the Ad- 
ministration information relating to the reg- 
ulations, in accordance with paragraph (1). 
SEC. 109. SBIR AND STTR SPECIAL ACQUISITION 

PREFERENCE. 

Section 9(r) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(r)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

“(4) PHASE Ш AWARDS.—To the greatest ex- 
tent practicable, Federal agencies and Fed- 
eral prime contractors shall issue Phase III 
awards relating to technology, including sole 
source awards, to the SBIR and STTR award 
recipients that developed the technology.’’. 
SEC. 110. COLLABORATING WITH FEDERAL LAB- 

ORATORIES AND RESEARCH AND DE- 
VELOPMENT CENTERS. 

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 688), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(аа) COLLABORATING WITH FEDERAL LAB- 
ORATORIES AND RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
CENTERS.— 

“(1) AUTHORIZATION.—Subject to the limi- 
tations under this section, the head of each 
participating Federal agency may make 
SBIR and STTR awards to any eligible small 
business concern that— 

“(А) intends to enter into an agreement 
with a Federal laboratory or federally funded 
research and development center for portions 
of the activities to be performed under that 
award; or 

“(В) has entered into a cooperative re- 
search and development agreement (as de- 
fined in section 12(d) of the Stevenson- 
Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 
U.S.C. 3710a(d))) with a Federal laboratory. 

“(2) PROHIBITION.—No Federal agency 
shall— 

“(A) condition an SBIR ог ТТЕ, award 
upon entering into agreement with any Fed- 
eral laboratory or any federally funded lab- 
oratory or research and development center 
for any portion of the activities to be per- 
formed under that award; 

“(В) approve an agreement between a 
small business concern receiving a SBIR or 
STTR award and a Federal laboratory or fed- 
erally funded laboratory or research and de- 
velopment center, if the small business con- 
cern performs a lesser portion of the activi- 
ties to be performed under that award than 
required by this section and by the SBIR 
Policy Directive and the STTR Policy Direc- 
tive of the Administrator; or 

“(C) approve an agreement that violates 
any provision, including any data rights pro- 
tections provision, of this section or the 
SBIR and the STTR Policy Directives. 

(3) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, the Administrator shall modify the 
SBIR Policy Directive and the STTR Policy 
Directive issued under this section to ensure 
that small business concerns— 

“(A) have the flexibility to use the re- 
sources of the Federal laboratories and feder- 
ally funded research and development cen- 
ters; and 

“(В) are not mandated to enter into agree- 
ment with any Federal laboratory or any 
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federally funded laboratory or research and 
development center as a condition of an 
award.’’. 

SEC. 111. NOTICE REQUIREMENT. 

(а) SBIR PROGRAM.—Section 9(g) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(g)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (10), by striking “апа” at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (11), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(12) provide timely notice to the Adminis- 
trator of any case or controversy before any 
Federal judicial or administrative tribunal 
concerning the SBIR program of the Federal 
agency; and’’. 

(b) STTR PROGRAM.—Section 9(0) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(0)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (15); 

(2) in paragraph (16), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (16) as para- 
graph (15); and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

(16) provide timely notice to the Adminis- 
trator of any case or controversy before any 
Federal judicial or administrative tribunal 
concerning the STTR program of the Federal 
agency.’’. 

SEC. 112. EXPRESS AUTHORITY FOR AN AGENCY 
TO AWARD SEQUENTIAL PHASE II 
AWARDS FOR SBIR OR STTR FUNDED 
PROJECTS. 

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 688), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(ее) ADDITIONAL PHASE II SBIR AND STTR 
AWARDS.—A small business concern that re- 
ceives a Phase II SBIR award or a Phase II 
STTR award for a project remains eligible to 
receive an additional Phase II SBIR award or 
Phase П STTR award for that project.’’. 

TITLE II—OUTREACH AND 
COMMERCIALIZATION INITIATIVES 
SEC. 201. RURAL AND STATE OUTREACH. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638) is amended by in- 
serting after subsection (r) the following: 

(8) FEDERAL AND STATE TECHNOLOGY 
PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM.— 

“(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the 
following definitions apply: 

(А) APPLICANT.—The term ‘applicant’ 
means an entity, organization, or individual 
that submits a proposal for an award or a co- 
operative agreement under this subsection. 

‘(B) FAST PROGRAM.—The term ‘FAST 
program’ means the Federal and State Tech- 


nology Partnership Program established 
under this subsection. 
“(С) RECIPIENT.—The term ‘recipient’ 


means a person that receives an award or be- 
comes party to a cooperative agreement 
under this subsection. 

“(D) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means each 
of the several States, the District of Colum- 
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, Guam, and American Samoa. 

“(Е) DEFINITIONS RELATING TO MENTORING 
NETWORKS.—The terms ‘business advice and 
counseling’, ‘mentor’, and ‘mentoring net- 
work’ have the meanings given those terms 
in section 34(e). 

(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The Ad- 
ministrator shall establish a program to be 
known as the Federal and State Technology 
Partnership Program, the purpose of which 
shall be to strengthen the technological 
competitiveness of small business concerns 
in the States. 

(8) GRANTS AND COOPERATIVE AGREE- 
MENTS.— 
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“(A) JOINT REVIEW.—In carrying out the 
FAST program, the Administrator and the 
program managers for the SBIR program and 
STTR program at the National Science 
Foundation, the Department of Defense, and 
any other Federal agency determined appro- 
priate by the Administrator shall jointly re- 
view proposals submitted by applicants and 
may make awards or enter into cooperative 
agreements under this subsection based on 
the factors for consideration set forth in sub- 
paragraph (B), in order to enhance or develop 
in a State— 

“(i) technology research and development 
by small business concerns; 

“(ii) technology transfer from university 
research to technology-based small business 
concerns; 

(111) technology deployment and diffusion 
benefitting small business concerns; 

“(iv) the technological capabilities of 
small business concerns through the estab- 
lishment or operation of consortia comprised 
of entities, organizations, or individuals, in- 
cluding— 

“(D State and local development agencies 
and entities; 

“(П) representatives of technology-based 
small business concerns; 

(ПІ) industries and emerging companies; 

“(IV) universities; and 

‘“(V) small business development centers; 
and 

(у) outreach, financial support, and tech- 
nical assistance to technology-based small 
business concerns participating in or inter- 
ested in participating in an SBIR program or 
STTR program, including initiatives— 

(П) to make grants or loans to companies 
to pay a portion or all of the cost of devel- 
oping SBIR or STTR proposals; 

“(IT) to establish or operate a Mentoring 
Network within the FAST program to pro- 
vide business advice and counseling that will 
assist small business concerns that have 
been identified by FAST program partici- 
pants, program managers of participating 
SBIR agencies, the Administration, or other 
entities that are knowledgeable about the 
SBIR and STTR programs as good candidates 
for the SBIR and STTR programs, and that 
would benefit from mentoring, in accordance 
with section 34; 

(ПТ) to create or participate in a training 
program for individuals providing SBIR or 
STTR outreach and assistance at the State 
and local levels; and 

“(ТУ) to encourage the commercialization 
of technology developed through funding 
under the SBIR program or the STTR pro- 
gram. 

(В) SELECTION CONSIDERATIONS.—In mak- 
ing awards or entering into cooperative 
agreements under this subsection, the Ad- 
ministrator and the program managers re- 
ferred to in subparagraph (A)— 

“(1) may only consider proposals by appli- 
cants that intend to use a portion of the Fed- 
eral assistance provided under this sub- 
section to provide outreach, financial sup- 
port, or technical assistance to technology- 
based small business concerns participating 
in or interested in participating in the SBIR 
program or STTR program; and 

“(ii) Shall consider, at а minimum— 

“(Т whether the applicant has dem- 
onstrated that the assistance to be provided 
would address unmet needs of small business 
concerns in the community, and whether it 
is important to use Federal funding for the 
proposed activities; 

“(II) whether the applicant has dem- 
onstrated that a need exists to increase the 
number or success of small high-technology 
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businesses in the State or an area of the 
State, as measured by the number of Phase 
I and Phase II SBIR awards that have his- 
torically been received by small business 
concerns in the State or area of the State; 

“(П1) whether the projected costs of the 
proposed activities are reasonable; 

“(ТУ) whether the proposal integrates and 
coordinates the proposed activities with 
other State and local programs assisting 
small high-technology firms in the State; 

“(V) the manner in which the applicant 
will measure the results of the activities to 
be conducted; and 

“(УЮ whether the proposal addresses the 
needs of small business concerns— 

(аа) owned and controlled by women; 

“(bb) that are socially and economically 
disadvantaged small business concerns (as 
defined in section 8(a)(4)(A)); 

“ (се) that are HUBZone small business 
concerns; 

“(dd) located in areas that have histori- 
cally not participated in the SBIR and STTR 
programs; 

“ (ее) owned and controlled by service-dis- 
abled veterans; 

““(ff) owned and controlled by Native Amer- 
icans; and 

“(gg) located in geographic areas with ап 
unemployment rate that exceeds the na- 
tional unemployment rate, based on the 
most recently available monthly publica- 
tions of the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the 
Department of Labor. 

“(С) PROPOSAL LIMIT.—Not more than 1 
proposal may be submitted for inclusion in 
the FAST program under this subsection to 
provide services in any one State in any 1 
fiscal year. 

“(D) PROCESS.—Proposals and applications 
for assistance under this subsection shall be 
in such form and subject to such procedures 
as the Administrator shall establish. The Ad- 
ministrator shall promulgate regulations es- 
tablishing standards for the consideration of 
proposals under subparagraph (B), including 
standards regarding each of the consider- 
ations identified in subparagraph (B)(ii). 

(4) COOPERATION AND COORDINATION.—In 
carrying out the FAST program, the Admin- 
istrator shall cooperate and coordinate 
with— 

“(А) Federal agencies required by this sec- 
tion to have an SBIR program; and 

“(В) entities, organizations, and individ- 
uals actively engaged in enhancing or devel- 
oping the technological capabilities of small 
business concerns, including— 

“G) State and local development agencies 
and entities; 

“(ii) State committees established under 
the Experimental Program to Stimulate 
Competitive Research of the National 
Science Foundation (as established under 
section 118 of the National Science Founda- 
tion Authorization Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 
1862g)); 

“(iii) State science and technology coun- 
cils; and 

“(iv) representatives of technology-based 
small business concerns. 

‘(5) ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(А) COMPETITIVE BASIS.—Awards and co- 
operative agreements under this subsection 
shall be made or entered into, as applicable, 
on a competitive basis. 

“(В) MATCHING REQUIREMENTS.— 

‘“(i) IN GENERAL.—The non-Federal share of 
the cost of an activity (other than a plan- 
ning activity) carried out using an award or 
under a cooperative agreement under this 
subsection shall be— 

“(I) except as provided in clause (iii), 35 
cents for each Federal dollar, in the case of 
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a recipient that will serve small business 
concerns located in 1 of the 18 States receiv- 
ing the fewest Phase I SBIR awards; 

“(II) except as provided in clause (ii) or 
(iii), 1 dollar for each Federal dollar, in the 
case of a recipient that will serve small busi- 
ness concerns located in 1 of the 16 States re- 
ceiving the greatest number of Phase I SBIR 
awards; and 

“(IIT) except as provided in clause (ii) or 
(iii), 50 cents for each Federal dollar, in the 
case of a recipient that will serve small busi- 
ness concerns located in a State that is not 
described in subclause (I) or (II) that is re- 
ceiving Phase I SBIR awards. 

(11) LOW-INCOME AREAS.—The non-Federal 
share of the cost of the activity carried out 
using an award or under a cooperative agree- 
ment under this subsection shall be 35 cents 
for each Federal dollar that will be directly 
allocated by a recipient described in clause 
(i) to serve small business concerns located 
in a qualified census tract, as that term is 
defined in section 42(4)(5)(В)(11)(1) of the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1986. Federal dollars 
not so allocated by that recipient shall be 
subject to the matching requirements of 
clause (i). 

“(iii) RURAL AREAS.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subclause (II), the non-Federal share of the 
cost of the activity carried out using an 
award or under a cooperative agreement 
under this subsection shall be 35 cents for 
each Federal dollar that will be directly allo- 
cated by a recipient described in clause (i) to 
serve small business concerns located in a 
rural area. 

“(Т) ENHANCED RURAL AWARDS.—For a re- 
cipient located in a rural area that is located 
in a State described in clause (i)(I), the non- 
Federal share of the cost of the activity car- 
ried out using an award or under a coopera- 
tive agreement under this subsection shall 
be 15 cents for each Federal dollar that will 
be directly allocated by a recipient described 
in clause (i) to serve small business concerns 
located in the rural area. 

“(ТП) DEFINITION OF RURAL AREA.—In this 
clause, the term ‘rural area’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 1393(а)(2) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(іу) TYPES ОЕ FUNDING.—The non-Federal 
share of the cost of an activity carried out 
by a recipient shall be comprised of not less 
than 50 percent cash and not more than 50 
percent of indirect costs and in-kind con- 
tributions, except that no such costs or con- 
tributions may be derived from funds from 
any other Federal program. 

“(у) RANKINGS.—For the first full fiscal 
year after the date of enactment of the 
SBIR/STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011, and 
each fiscal year thereafter, based on the sta- 
tistics for the most recent full fiscal year for 
which the Administrator has compiled sta- 
tistics, the Administrator shall reevaluate 
the ranking of each State for purposes of 
clause (i). 

“(C) DURATION.—Awards may be made or 
cooperative agreements entered into under 
this subsection for multiple years, not to ex- 
ceed 5 years in total. 

“(6) ANNUAL REPORTS.—The Administrator 
shall submit an annual report to the Com- 
mittee on Small Business of the Senate and 
the Committee on Science and the Com- 
mittee on Small Business of the House of 
Representatives regarding— 

“(A) the number and amount of awards 
provided and cooperative agreements entered 
into under the FAST program during the 
preceding year; 
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(В) a list of recipients under this sub- 
section, including their location and the ac- 
tivities being performed with the awards 
made or under the cooperative agreements 
entered into; and 

“(С) the Mentoring Networks and the men- 
toring database, as provided for under sec- 
tion 34, including— 

“(i) the status of the inclusion of men- 
toring information in the database required 
by subsection (k); and 

“(11) the status of the implementation and 
description of the usage of the Mentoring 
Networks. 

(7) PROGRAM LEVELS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out the FAST pro- 
gram, including Mentoring Networks, under 
this subsection and section 34, $15,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2011 through 2016. 

“(В) MENTORING DATABASE.—Of the total 
amount made available under subparagraph 
(A) for fiscal years 2011 through 2016, a rea- 
sonable amount, not to exceed a total of 
$500,000, may be used by the Administration 
to carry out section 34(d). 

“(8) TERMINATION.—The authority to carry 
out the FAST program under this subsection 
shall terminate on September 30, 2016.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.—The Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
631 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by striking section 34 (15 U.S.C. 657d); 

(2) by redesignating sections 35 through 43 
as sections 34 through 42, respectively; 

(3) in section 9(k)(1)D) (15 U.S.C. 
638(k)(1)(D)), by striking ‘‘section 85(@)” and 
inserting ‘‘section 34(d)’’; 

(4) in section 34 (15 U.S.C. 657e), as so redes- 
ignated— 

(A) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 84(с)(1)(Е)(11)” and inserting ‘‘section 
9(s)(8)(A)(v)AT)”’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘section 34’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘section 9(s)’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol- 
lowing definitions apply: 

“(1) BUSINESS ADVICE AND COUNSELING.— 
The term ‘business advice and counseling’ 
means providing advice and assistance on 
matters described in subsection (c)(2)(B) to 
small business concerns to guide them 
through the SBIR and STTR program proc- 
ess, from application to award and successful 
completion of each phase of the program. 

“(2) FAST PROGRAM.—The term ‘FAST pro- 
gram’ means the Federal and State Tech- 
nology Partnership Program established 
under section 9s). 

(3) MENTOR.—The term ‘mentor’ means an 
individual described in subsection (c)(2). 

(4) MENTORING NETWORK.—The term ‘Men- 
toring Network’ means an association, orga- 
nization, coalition, or other entity (includ- 
ing an individual) that meets the require- 
ments of subsection (c). 

(5)  RECIPIENT.—The term ‘recipient’ 
means a person that receives an award or be- 
comes party to a cooperative agreement 
under this section. 

“(6) SBIR PROGRAM.—The term ‘SBIR pro- 
gram’ has the same meaning as in section 
9(е)(4). 

(7) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means each 
of the several States, the District of Colum- 
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, Guam, and American Samoa. 

(8) STTR PROGRAM.—The term ‘ТТВ pro- 
gram’ has the same meaning as in section 
9(е)(6).””; 

(5) in section 36(d) (15 U.S.C. 657i(d)), as so 
redesignated, by striking ‘‘section 48” and 
inserting ‘‘section 42”; 
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(6) in section 39(d) (15 U.S.C. 6571(d)), as so 
redesignated, by striking ‘‘section 48” and 
inserting ‘‘section 42”; and 

(7) in section 40(b) (15 U.S.C. 657m(b)), as so 
redesignated, by striking ‘‘section 48” and 
inserting ‘‘section 42”. 

[SEC. 202. SBIR-STEM WORKFORCE DEVELOP- 
MENT GRANT PILOT PROGRAM. 

[(a) PILOT PROGRAM ESTABLISHED.—From 
amounts made available to carry out this 
section, the Administrator shall establish a 
SBIR-STEM Workforce Development Grant 
Pilot Program to encourage the business 
community to provide workforce develop- 
ment opportunities for college students, in 
the fields of science, technology, engineer- 
ing, and math (in this section referred to as 
“STEM college students”), particularly 
those that are socially and economically dis- 
advantaged individuals, from rural areas, or 
from areas with high unemployment, as de- 
termined by the Administrator, by providing 
a SBIR bonus grant. 

[(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES DEFINED.—In this 
section the term ‘‘eligible entity” means а 
grantee receiving a grant under the SBIR 
Program on the date of the bonus grant 
under subsection (a) that provides an intern- 
ship program for STEM college students. 

[(с) AWARDS.—An eligible entity shall re- 
ceive a bonus grant equal to 10 percent of ei- 
ther a Phase I or Phase II grant, as applica- 
ble, with a total award maximum of not 
more than $10,000 per year. 

(а) EVALUATION.—Following the fourth 
year of funding under this section, the Ad- 
ministrator shall submit to Congress as part 
of the report under section 9(b)(7) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(b)(7)) the 
results of the SBIR-STEM Workforce Devel- 
opment Grant Pilot Program. 

[(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

[ (1) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2012; 

[(2) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2013; 

[(3) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2014; 

[ (4) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2015; and 

[(5) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2016.] 

SEC. [203]202. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR 
AWARDEES. 

Section 9(q) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(q)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by inserting “ог STTR program” after 
“SBIR program”; and 

(В) by striking ‘‘SBIR projects” and insert- 
ing ‘“‘SBIR ог STTR projects”; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘3 years” 
and inserting ‘‘5 years”; and 

(3) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 

(1) by inserting “ог STTR” after ‘‘SBIR”’; 
and 

(11) by striking 
“*$5,000’’; 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and in- 
serting the following: 

“(В) PHASE II.—A Federal agency described 
in paragraph (1) may— 

(1) provide to the recipient of a Phase II 
SBIR or STTR award, through a vendor se- 
lected under paragraph (2), the services de- 
scribed in paragraph (1), in an amount equal 
to not more than $5,000 per year; or 

“(i) authorize the recipient of a Phase II 
SBIR or STTR award to purchase the serv- 
ices described in paragraph (1), in an amount 
equal to not more than $5,000 per year, which 
shall be in addition to the amount of the re- 
cipient’s award.’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) FLEXIBILITY.—In carrying out sub- 
paragraphs (A) and (B), each Federal agency 
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shall provide the allowable amounts to a re- 
cipient that meets the eligibility require- 
ments under the applicable subparagraph, if 
the recipient requests to seek technical as- 
sistance from an individual or entity other 
than the vendor selected under paragraph (2) 
by the Federal agency. 

“(D) LIMITATION.—A Federal agency may 
not— 

“(i) use the amounts authorized under sub- 
paragraph (A) or (B) unless the vendor se- 
lected under paragraph (2) provides the tech- 
nical assistance to the recipient; or 

“(ii) enter a contract with a vendor under 
paragraph (2) under which the amount pro- 
vided for technical assistance is based on 
total number of Phase I or Phase П awards.’’. 
SEC. [204]203. COMMERCIALIZATION READINESS 

PROGRAM AT DEPARTMENT OF DE- 
FENSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9(y) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(у)) is amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“PILOT” and inserting ‘‘READINESS”’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘Pilot’’ each place that 
term appears and inserting ‘‘Readiness’’; 

(3) in paragraph (1)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘or Small Business Tech- 
nology Transfer Program” after “Small 
Business Innovation Research Program”; 
and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
“The authority to create and administer a 
Commercialization Readiness Program under 
this subsection may not be construed to 
eliminate or replace any other SBIR pro- 
gram or STTR program that enhances the 
insertion or transition of SBIR or STTR 
technologies, including any such program in 
effect on the date of enactment of the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2006 (Public Law 109-163; 119 Stat. 
3136).”’; 

(4) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘or Small 
Business Technology Transfer Program’’ 
after “Small Business Innovation Research 
Рго гат”; 

(5) by striking paragraphs (5) апа (6); and 

(6) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol- 
lowing: 

(5) INSERTION INCENTIVES.—For any con- 
tract with a value of not less than 
$100,000,000, the Secretary of Defense is au- 
thorized to— 

“(А) establish goals for the transition of 
Phase III technologies in subcontracting 
plans; and 

(В) require a prime contractor on such a 
contract to report the number and dollar 
amount of contracts entered into by that 
prime contractor for Phase ПІ SBIR or 
STTR projects. 

(6) GOAL FOR SBIR AND STTR TECHNOLOGY 
INSERTION.—The Secretary of Defense shall— 

“(A) set a goal to increase the number of 
Phase II SBIR contracts and the number of 
Phase II STTR contracts awarded by that 
Secretary that lead to technology transition 
into programs of record or fielded systems; 

“(B) use incentives in effect on the date of 
enactment of the SBIR/STTR Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 2011, or create new incentives, to 
encourage agency program managers and 
prime contractors to meet the goal under 
subparagraph (A); and 

(С) include in the annual report to Con- 
gress the percentage of contracts described 
in subparagraph (A) awarded by that Sec- 
retary, and information on the ongoing sta- 
tus of projects funded through the Commer- 
cialization Readiness Program and efforts to 
transition these technologies into programs 
of record or fielded systems.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—Section 9(1)(1) of the Small Business 
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Act (15 U.S.C. 638(1)(1)) is amended by insert- 

ing “(including awards under subsection 

(y))’” after ‘‘the number of awards’’. 

SEC. [205]204. COMMERCIALIZATION READINESS 
PILOT PROGRAM FOR CIVILIAN 
AGENCIES. 

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 688), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“Р PILOT PROGRAM.— 

(1) AUTHORIZATION.—The head of each cov- 
ered Federal agency may allocate not more 
than 10 percent of the funds allocated to the 
SBIR program and the STTR program of the 
covered Federal agency— 

(А) for awards for technology develop- 
ment, testing, and evaluation of SBIR and 
STTR Phase II technologies; or 

“(В) to support the progress of research or 
research and development conducted under 
the SBIR or STTR programs to Phase III. 

(2) APPLICATION BY FEDERAL AGENCY.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A covered Federal agen- 
cy may not establish a pilot program unless 
the covered Federal agency makes a written 
application to the Administrator, not later 
than 90 days before to the first day of the fis- 
cal year in which the pilot program is to be 
established, that describes a compelling rea- 
son that additional investment in SBIR or 
STTR technologies is necessary, including 
unusually high regulatory, systems integra- 
tion, or other costs relating to development 
or manufacturing of identifiable, highly 
promising small business technologies or a 
class of such technologies expected to sub- 
stantially advance the mission of the agen- 
су. 
“(В) DETERMINATION.—The Administrator 
shall— 

“(i) make a determination regarding an ap- 
plication submitted under subparagraph (A) 
not later than 30 days before the first day of 
the fiscal year for which the application is 
submitted; 

“(11) publish the determination in the Fed- 
eral Register; and 

“(iii) make a copy of the determination 
and any related materials available to the 
Committee on Small Business and Entrepre- 
neurship of the Senate and the Committee 
on Small Business of the House of Represent- 
atives. 

(8) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF AWARD.—The 
head of a covered Federal agency may not 
make an award under a pilot program in ex- 
cess of 3 times the dollar amounts generally 
established for Phase II awards under sub- 
section (j)(2)(D) or (р)(2)(В)(іх). 

“(4) REGISTRATION.—Any applicant that re- 
ceives an award under a pilot program shall 
register with the Administrator in a registry 
that is available to the public. 

“(5) REPORT.—The head of each covered 
Federal agency shall include in the annual 
report of the covered Federal agency to the 
Administrator an analysis of the various ac- 
tivities considered for inclusion in the pilot 
program of the covered Federal agency and a 
statement of the reasons why each activity 
considered was included or not included, as 
the case may be. 

“(6) TERMINATION.—The authority to estab- 
lish a pilot program under this section ex- 
pires at the end of fiscal year 2014. 

“(7) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection— 

“(A) the term ‘covered Federal agency’— 

“(1) means a Federal agency participating 
in the SBIR program or the STTR program; 
and 

“(11) does not include the Department of 
Defense; and 

“(В) the term ‘pilot program’ means the 
program established under paragraph (1).’’. 
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SEC. [206]205. ACCELERATING CURES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.) is amended by inserting 
after section 42, as redesignated by section 
201 of this Act, the following: 

“SEC. 43. SMALL BUSINESS INNOVATION RE- 
SEARCH PROGRAM. 

“(а) NIH CURES PILOT.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—An independent ad- 
visory board shall be established at the Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences (in this section 
referred to as the ‘advisory board’) to con- 
duct periodic evaluations of the SBIR pro- 
gram (as that term is defined in section 9) of 
each of the National Institutes of Health (re- 
ferred to in this section as the ‘NIH’) insti- 
tutes and centers for the purpose of improv- 
ing the management of the SBIR program 
through data-driven assessment. 

‘(2) MEMBERSHIP.— 

“(А) ІЧ GENERAL.—The advisory board shall 
consist of— 

‘“(i) the Director of the NIH; 

“Gi) the Director of the SBIR program of 
the NIH; 

“(111) senior NIH agency managers, 
lected by the Director of NIH; 

“(iv) industry experts, selected by the 
Council of the National Academy of Sciences 
in consultation with the Associate Adminis- 
trator for Technology of the Administration 
and the Director of the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy; and 

“(у) owners or operators of small business 
concerns that have received an award under 
the SBIR program of the NIH, selected by 
the Associate Administrator for Technology 
of the Administration. 

“(В) NUMBER OF MEMBERS.—The total num- 
ber of members selected under clauses (iii), 
(iv), and (v) of subparagraph (A) shall not ex- 
ceed 10. 

“(C) EQUAL REPRESENTATION.—The total 
number of members of the advisory board se- 
lected under clauses (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) of 
subparagraph (A) shall be equal to the num- 
ber of members of the advisory board se- 
lected under subparagraph (A)(v). 

“(0) ADDRESSING DATA GAPS.—In order to 
enhance the evidence-base guiding SBIR pro- 
gram decisions and changes, the Director of 
the SBIR program of the NIH shall address 
the gaps and deficiencies in the data collec- 
tion concerns identified in the 2007 report of 
the National Academy of Science entitled 
‘An Assessment of the Small Business Inno- 
vation Research Program at the NIH’. 

“(c) PILOT PROGRAM.— 

**(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the SBIR 
program of the NIH may initiate a pilot pro- 
gram, under a formal mechanism for design- 
ing, implementing, and evaluating pilot pro- 
grams, to spur innovation and to test new 
strategies that may enhance the develop- 
ment of cures and therapies. 

‘(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—The Director of the 
SBIR program of the NIH may consider con- 
ducting a pilot program to include individ- 
uals with successful SBIR program experi- 
ence in study sections, hiring individuals 
with small business development experience 
for staff positions, separating the commer- 
cial and scientific review processes, and ex- 
amining the impact of the trend toward larg- 
er awards on the overall program. 

(а) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Director of 
the NIH shall submit an annual report to 
Congress and the advisory board on the ac- 
tivities of the SBIR program of the NIH 
under this section. 

(е) SBIR GRANTS AND CONTRACTS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In awarding grants and 
contracts under the SBIR program of the 
NIH each SBIR program manager shall em- 
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phasize applications that identify products, 
processes, technologies, and services that 
may enhance the development of cures and 
therapies. 

“(2) EXAMINATION OF COMMERCIALIZATION 
AND OTHER METRICS.—The advisory board 
shall evaluate the implementation of the re- 
quirement under paragraph (1) by examining 
increased commercialization and other 
metrics, to be determined and collected by 
the SBIR program of the NIH. 

‘(3) PHASE I AND II.—To the greatest extent 
practicable, the Director of the SBIR pro- 
gram of the NIH shall reduce the time period 
between Phase I and Phase II funding of 
grants and contracts under the SBIR pro- 
gram of the NIH to 90 days. 

“(© LimiT.—Not more than a total of 1 per- 
cent of the extramural budget (as defined in 
section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
638)) of the NIH for research or research and 
development may be used for the pilot pro- 
gram under subsection (c) and to carry out 
subsection (e).’’. 

(b) PROSPECTIVE REPEAL.—Effective 5 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking section 43, as added by sub- 
section (a); and 

(2) by redesignating sections 44 and 45 as 
sections 43 and 44, respectively. 

SEC. [207]206. FEDERAL AGENCY ENGAGEMENT 
WITH SBIR AND STTR AWARDEES 
THAT HAVE BEEN AWARDED MUL- 
TIPLE PHASE I AWARDS BUT HAVE 
NOT BEEN AWARDED PHASE II 
AWARDS. 

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 688), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(66) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO FEDERAL 
AGENCY ENGAGEMENT WITH CERTAIN PHASE I 
SBIR AND STTR AWARDEES.— 

“(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘covered awardee’ means a small busi- 
ness concern that— 

(А) has received multiple Phase I awards 
over multiple years, as determined by the 
head of a Federal agency, under the SBIR 
program or the STTR program of the Federal 
agency; and 

“(В) has not received a Phase П award— 

“(i) under the SBIR program ог STTR pro- 
gram, as the case may be, of the Federal 
agency described in subparagraph (A); or 

“(ii) relating to a Phase І award described 
in subparagraph (A) under the SBIR program 
or the STTR program of another Federal 
agency. 

(2) PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—The head of 
each Federal agency that participates in the 
SBIR program or the STTR program shall 
develop performance measures for any cov- 
ered awardee relating to commercializing re- 
search or research and development activi- 
ties under the SBIR program or the STTR 
program of the Federal agency.’’. 

SEC. [208]207. CLARIFYING THE DEFINITION OF 
“PHASE IIT’. 

(a) PHASE III AWARDS.—Section 9(e) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(е)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4)(C), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘‘for work that 
derives from, extends, or completes efforts 
made under prior funding agreements under 
the SBIR program” after ‘‘phase’’; 

(2) in paragraph (6)(C), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘‘for work that 
derives from, extends, or completes efforts 
made under prior funding agreements under 
the STTR program” after ‘‘phase’’; 

(3) in paragraph (8), by striking “апа” at 
the end; 
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(4) in paragraph (9), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 

“(10) the term ‘commercialization’ 
means— 

(А) the process of developing products, 
processes, technologies, or services; and 

“(В) the production and delivery of prod- 
ucts, processes, technologies, or services for 
sale (whether by the originating party or by 
others) to or use by the Federal Government 
or commercial markets;’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.—The Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
631 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 9 (15 U.S.C. 638)— 

(A) in subsection (e)— 

(1) in paragraph (4)(C)(ii), by striking ‘‘sci- 
entific review criteria?” апа inserting 
“merit-based selection procedures”; 

(ii) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘the sec- 
ond or the third phase” and inserting ‘‘Phase 
II or Phase ПГ’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 

“(11) the term ‘Phase Г means— 

(А) with respect to the SBIR program, the 
first phase described in paragraph (4)(A); and 

“(В) with respect to the ТТЕ program, 
the first phase described in paragraph (6)(A); 

(12) the term ‘Phase II’ means— 

(А) with respect to the SBIR program, the 
second phase described in paragraph (4)(B); 
and 

(В) with respect to the ТТЕ program, 
the second phase described in paragraph 
(6)(B); and 

(18) the term ‘Phase ПГ means— 

(А) with respect to the SBIR program, the 
third phase described in paragraph (4)(C); and 

(В) with respect to the ТТЕ program, 
the third phase described in paragraph 
(6)(C).”’; 

(B) in subsection (j)— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(В), by striking ‘‘phase 
two” and inserting ‘‘Phase II’’; 

(ii) in paragraph (2)— 

(I) in subparagraph (B)— 

(aa) by striking ‘һе third phase” each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘Phase ПІ”; 
and 

(bb) by striking ‘‘the second phase” and in- 
serting ‘‘Phase П’; 

(II) in subparagraph (D)— 

(aa) by striking ‘‘the first phase’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘Phase I”; and 

(bb) by striking ‘‘the second phase” and in- 
serting ‘‘Phase П”; 

(III) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘‘the 
third phase” and inserting ‘‘Phase ПІ”; 

(IV) in subparagraph (G)— 

(aa) by striking ‘‘the first phase’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘Phase Г’; and 

(bb) by striking ‘‘the second phase” and in- 
serting ‘‘Phase II”; and 

(V) in subparagraph (H)— 

(aa) by striking ‘‘the first phase’’ and in- 
serting ‘‘Phase Г”; 

(bb) by striking ‘‘second рһазе” each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘Phase II”; and 

(cc) by striking ‘‘third phase” and insert- 
ing ‘‘Phase IIT”; and 

(iii) in paragraph (3)— 

(I) in subparagraph (A)— 

(аа) by striking ‘һе first phase (as de- 
scribed in subsection (e)(4)(A))’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘Phase Г”; 

(bb) by striking ‘‘the second phase (as de- 
scribed in subsection (е)(4)(В)) and insert- 
ing ‘‘Phase П”; and 

(cc) by striking ‘‘the third phase (as de- 
scribed in subsection (e)(4)(C))’’ and inserting 
“Phase IIT”; and 

(II) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sec- 
ond phase” and inserting ‘‘Phase П”; 
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(C) in subsection (k)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘first phase” each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘Phase Г’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘second phase” each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘Phase П”; 

(D) in subsection (1)(2)— 

(1) by striking “Пе first phase” and insert- 
ing ‘‘Phase Г”; and 

(11) by striking “Пе second phase” and in- 
serting ‘‘Phase II’’; 

(E) in subsection (0)(13)— 

(i) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sec- 
ond phase” and inserting ‘‘Phase П”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘third 
phase” and inserting ‘‘Phase ПІ”; 

(Е) in subsection (p)— 

(i) in paragraph (2)(B)— 

(Т) in clause (vi)— 

(aa) by striking ‘‘the second phase” and in- 
serting ‘‘Phase П’; and 

(bb) by striking ‘‘the third phase” and in- 
serting ‘‘Phase ПІ’; and 

(П) in clause (ix)— 

(aa) by striking “е first phase” and in- 
serting ‘‘Phase I’’; and 

(bb) by striking ‘‘the second phase” and in- 
serting ‘‘Phase П’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (3)— 

(I) by striking ‘‘the first phase (as de- 
scribed in subsection (e)(6)(A))’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘Phase Т”; 

(II) by striking ‘‘the second phase (as de- 
scribed in subsection (e)(6)(B))’’ and insert- 
ing “Phase II”; and 

(III) by striking “the third phase (as de- 
scribed in subsection (e)(6)(A))’’ and insert- 
ing ‘‘Phase III’’; 

(G) in subsection (q)(3)— 

(i) in subparagraph (A)— 

(I) in the subparagraph heading, by strik- 
ing ‘‘FIRST PHASE” and inserting ‘‘PHASE Г”; 
and 

(1) by striking ‘‘first phase” and inserting 
“Phase I”; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B)— 

(I) in the subparagraph heading, by strik- 
ing ‘‘SECOND PHASE” and inserting ‘‘PHASE 
п’; and 

(П) by striking ‘‘second phase” and insert- 
ing ‘‘Phase П”; 

(Н) in subsection (r)— 

(i) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“THIRD PHASE” and inserting ‘‘PHASE III’’; 

(ii) in paragraph (1)— 

(Т) in the first sentence— 

(aa) by striking ‘‘for the second phase” and 
inserting ‘‘for Phase II’’; 

(bb) by striking “іга phase” and insert- 
ing ‘‘Phase III”; and 

(cc) by striking ‘‘second phase period” and 
inserting ‘‘Phase II period’’; and 

(II) in the second sentence— 

(aa) by striking ‘‘second phase” and insert- 
ing “Phase П’; and 

(bb) by striking “іга phase” and insert- 
ing “Phase IIT”; and 

(iii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘third 
phase” and inserting ‘‘Phase IIT”; and 

(I) in subsection (u)(2)(B), by striking ‘һе 
first phase” and inserting ‘‘Phase Г’; and 

(2) in section 34(с)(2)(В)(уіі) (15 U.S.C. 
657e(c)(2)(B)(vii)), as redesignated by section 
201 of this Act, by striking ‘‘third phase” and 
inserting ‘‘Phase IIT”. 

SEC. [209]208. SHORTENED PERIOD FOR FINAL 
DECISIONS ON PROPOSALS AND AP- 
PLICATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 688) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (g)(4)— 

(A) by inserting ‘(А)’ after “(4)”; 

(В) by adding ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon at 
the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
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“(В) make a final decision on each pro- 
posal submitted under the SBIR program— 

“(i) not later than 90 days after the date on 
which the solicitation closes; or 

“(ii) if the Administrator authorizes an ex- 
tension for a solicitation, not later than 180 
days after the date on which the solicitation 
closes;’’; and 

(2) in subsection (0)(4)— 

(A) by inserting ‘(А)’ after ‘‘(4)’’; 

(B) by adding ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon at 
the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘(B) make a final decision on each pro- 
posal submitted under the STTR program— 

“(i) not later than 90 days after the date on 
which the solicitation closes; or 

“(ii) if the Administrator authorizes an ex- 
tension for a solicitation, not later than 180 
days after the date on which the solicitation 
closes;’’. 

(b) NIH PEER REVIEW PROCESS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638), as amended by 
this Act, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘(hh) NIH PEER REVIEW PROCESS.—The Di- 
rector of the National Institutes of Health 
may make an award under the SBIR program 
or the STTR program of the National Insti- 
tutes of Health if the application for the 
award has undergone technical and scientific 
peer review under section 492 of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 289a).’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.—Section 105 of the National Insti- 
tutes of Health Reform Act of 2006 (42 U.S.C. 
284n) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(3)— 

(1) by striking “А grant”? and inserting 
“Except as provided in section 9(hh) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(hh)), a 
grant’’; and 

(11) by striking ‘‘section 402(6) and all 
that follows through “Асё)” and inserting 
“section 402(1) of such Act”; and 

(B) in subsection (b)(5)— 

(1) by striking “A grant” and inserting 
“Except as provided in section 9(hh) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(hh)), a 
grant”; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘section 402(k)’’? and all 
that follows through “Асё)” and inserting 
“section 402(1) of such Act”. 


TITLE III—OVERSIGHT AND EVALUATION 


SEC. 301. STREAMLINING ANNUAL EVALUATION 
REQUIREMENTS. 

Section 9(b) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(b)), as amended by section 102 of 
this Act, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (7)— 

(A) by striking “ТТЕ, programs, including 
the data? and inserting the following: 
“STTR programs, including— 

“(А) the data’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘(g)(10), (0)(9), and (0)(15), 
the number” and all that follows through 
“under each of the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and a description’’ and inserting the 
following: ‘‘(g)(8) and (0)(9); and 

‘(B) the number of proposals received 
from, and the number and total amount of 
awards to, HUBZone small business concerns 
and firms with venture capital investment 
(including those majority-owned by multiple 
venture capital operating companies) under 
each of the SBIR and STTR programs; 

“(С) a description of the extent to which 
each Federal agency is increasing outreach 
and awards to firms owned and controlled by 
women and social or economically disadvan- 
taged individuals under each of the SBIR and 
STTR programs; 
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(0) general information about the imple- 
mentation of, and compliance with the allo- 
cation of funds required under, subsection 
(cc) for firms owned in majority part by ven- 
ture capital operating companies and par- 
ticipating in the SBIR program; 

“(Е) a detailed description of appeals of 
Phase III awards and notices of noncompli- 
ance with the SBIR Policy Directive and the 
STTR Policy Directive filed by the Adminis- 
trator with Federal agencies; and 

(Е) a description”; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (7) the fol- 
lowing: 

(8) to coordinate the implementation of 
electronic databases at each of the Federal 
agencies participating in the SBIR program 
or the STTR program, including the tech- 
nical ability of the participating agencies to 
electronically share data;’’. 

SEC. 302. DATA COLLECTION FROM AGENCIES 
FOR SBIR. 

Section 9(g) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(g)) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (10); 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (8) and (9) 
as paragraphs (9) and (10), respectively; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (7) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(8) collect annually, and maintain in a 
common format in accordance with the sim- 
plified reporting requirements under sub- 
section (v), such information from awardees 
as is necessary to assess the SBIR program, 
including information necessary to maintain 
the database described in subsection (k), in- 
cluding— 

“(A) whether an awardee— 

(1) has venture capital or is majority- 
owned by multiple venture capital operating 
companies, and, if so— 

(П) the amount of venture capital that the 
awardee has received as of the date of the 
award; and 

“(Ч) the amount of additional capital that 
the awardee has invested in the SBIR tech- 
nology; 

“(ii) has an investor that— 

“(I) is an individual who is not a citizen of 
the United States or a lawful permanent 
resident of the United States, and if so, the 
name of any such individual; or 

“(IT) is a person that is not an individual 
and is not organized under the laws of a 
State or the United States, and if so the 
name of any such person; 

“(iii) is owned by a woman or has a woman 
as a principal investigator; 

(іу) is owned by a socially or economi- 
cally disadvantaged individual or has a so- 
cially or economically disadvantaged indi- 
vidual as a principal investigator; 

“(v) received assistance under the FAST 
program under section 34, as in effect on the 
day before the date of enactment of the 
SBIR/STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011, or 
the outreach program under subsection (s); 

“(vi) is a faculty member ог a student of 
an institution of higher education, as that 
term is defined in section 101 of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001); or 

“(vii) is located in a State described in 
subsection (u)(3); and 

‘(B) a justification statement from the 
agency, if an awardee receives an award in 
an amount that is more than the award 
guidelines under this section;’’. 

SEC. 303. DATA COLLECTION FROM AGENCIES 
FOR STTR. 

Section 9(0) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(0)) is amended by striking para- 
graph (9) and inserting the following: 

“(9) collect annually, and maintain in а 
common format in accordance with the sim- 
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plified reporting requirements under sub- 
section (v), such information from applicants 
and awardees as is necessary to assess the 
STTR program outputs and outcomes, in- 
cluding information necessary to maintain 
the database described in subsection (k), in- 
cluding— 

“(А) whether an applicant or awardee— 

“(1) has venture capital or is majority- 
owned by multiple venture capital operating 
companies, and, if so— 

“(I) the amount of venture capital that the 
applicant or awardee has received as of the 
date of the application or award, as applica- 
ble; and 

‘“(II) the amount of additional capital that 
the applicant or awardee has invested in the 
SBIR technology; 

‘“(ii) has an investor that— 

“(Т) is an individual who is not a citizen of 
the United States or a lawful permanent 
resident of the United States, and if so, the 
name of any such individual; or 

“(П) is a person that is not an individual 
and is not organized under the laws of a 
State or the United States, and if so the 
name of any such person; 

‘“(iii) is owned by a woman or has а woman 
as a principal investigator; 

“(1у) is owned by a socially or economi- 
cally disadvantaged individual or has a so- 
cially or economically disadvantaged indi- 
vidual as a principal investigator; 

“(у) received assistance under the FAST 
program under section 34 or the outreach 
program under subsection (s); 

“(vi) is a faculty member or a student of 
an institution of higher education, as that 
term is defined in section 101 of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001); or 

“(уіі) is located іп a State in which the 
total value of contracts awarded to small 
business concerns under all STTR programs 
is less than the total value of contracts 
awarded to small business concerns in a ma- 
jority of other States, as determined by the 
Administrator in biennial fiscal years, begin- 
ning with fiscal year 2008, based on the most 
recent statistics compiled by the Adminis- 
trator; and 

“(В) if an awardee receives an award in an 
amount that is more than the award guide- 
lines under this section, a statement from 
the agency that justifies the award 
amount;’’. 

SEC. 304. PUBLIC DATABASE. 

Section 9(k)(1) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 638(k)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (E), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(Е) for each small business concern that 
has received a Phase I or Phase II SBIR or 
STTR award from a Federal agency, whether 
the small business concern— 

(1) has venture capital and, if so, whether 
the small business concern is registered as 
majority-owned by multiple venture capital 
operating companies as required under sub- 
section (cc)(4); 

“(ii) is owned by a woman or has a woman 
as a principal investigator; 

‘“(iii) is owned by a socially ог economi- 
cally disadvantaged individual or has a so- 
cially or economically disadvantaged indi- 
vidual as a principal investigator; 

“(1у) received assistance under the FAST 
program under section 34, as in effect on the 
day before the date of enactment of the 
SBIR/STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011, or 
the outreach program under subsection (s); 
or 
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“(v) is owned by a faculty member or a stu- 
dent of an institution of higher education, as 
that term is defined in section 101 of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1001).”. 


SEC. 305. GOVERNMENT DATABASE. 


Section 9(k) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(6)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘Not later” and all that fol- 
lows through “Act of 2000” and inserting 
“Not later than 90 days after the date of en- 
actment of the SBIR/STTR Reauthorization 
Act of 2011”; 

(B) by striking subparagraph (C); 

(C) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respec- 
tively; 

(D) by inserting before subparagraph (B), 
as so redesignated, the following: 

“(A) contains, for each small business con- 
cern that applies for, submits a proposal for, 
or receives an award under Phase I or Phase 
II of the SBIR program or the STTR pro- 
gram— 

“(i) the name, size, and location, and an 
identifying number assigned by the Adminis- 
tration of the small business concern; 

“(ii) an abstract of the project; 

““(iii) the specific aims of the project; 

“(iv) the number of employees of the small 
business concern; 

“(v) the names of key individuals that will 
carry out the project; 

(уі) the percentage of effort each indi- 
vidual described in clause (iv) will contribute 
to the project; 

“(vii) whether the small business concern 
is majority-owned by multiple venture cap- 
ital operating companies; and 

“(viii) the Federal agency to which the ap- 
plication is made, and contact information 
for the person or office within the Federal 
agency that is responsible for reviewing ap- 
plications and making awards under the 
SBIR program or the STTR program;”’; 

(Е) by redesignating subparagraphs (D), 
and (E) as subparagraphs (E) and (F), respec- 
tively; 

(F) by inserting after subparagraph (C), as 
so redesignated, the following: 

“(D) includes, for each awardee— 

“(i) the name, size, location, and any iden- 
tifying number assigned to the awardee by 
the Administrator; 

“(11) whether the awardee has venture cap- 
ital, and, if so— 

(П) the amount of venture capital as of the 
date of the award; 

“(П) the percentage of ownership of the 
awardee held by a venture capital operating 
company, including whether the awardee is 
majority-owned by multiple venture capital 
operating companies; and 

“(IIT) the amount of additional capital that 
the awardee has invested in the SBIR tech- 
nology, which information shall be collected 
on an annual basis; 

“(iii) the names and locations of any affili- 
ates of the awardee; 

‘“(iv) the number of employees of the 
awardee; 

(у) the number of employees of the affili- 
ates of the awardee; and 

(уі) the names of, and the percentage of 
ownership of the awardee held by— 

“(Т) any individual who is not a citizen of 
the United States or a lawful permanent 
resident of the United States; or 

(П) any person that is not an individual 
and is not organized under the laws of a 
State or the United States;”’’; 
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(G) in subparagraph (E), as so redesignated, 
by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; 

(H) in subparagraph (F), as so redesignated, 
by striking the period at the end and insert- 
ing ‘‘; апа”; апа 

(I) by adding at the end the following: 

“(G) includes a timely and accurate list of 
any individual or small business concern 
that has participated in the SBIR program 
or STTR program that has committed fraud, 
waste, or abuse relating to the SBIR pro- 
gram ог STTR program.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by adding at the end 
the following: 

(С) GOVERNMENT DATABASE.—Not later 
than 60 days after the date established by a 
Federal agency for submitting applications 
or proposals for a Phase I or Phase II award 
under the SBIR program or STTR program, 
the head of the Federal agency shall submit 
to the Administrator the data required under 
paragraph (2) with respect to each small 
business concern that applies or submits a 
proposal for the Phase I or Phase II award.’’. 
SEC. 306. ACCURACY IN FUNDING BASE CALCULA- 

TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
every year thereafter until the date that is 5 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall— 

(1) conduct a fiscal and management audit 
of the SBIR program and the STTR program 
for the applicable period to— 

(A) determine whether Federal agencies 
comply with the expenditure amount re- 
quirements under subsections (f)(1) and (n)(1) 
of section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638), as amended by this Act; 

(B) assess the extent of compliance with 
the requirements of section 9(i)(2) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(1)(2)) by 
Federal agencies participating in the SBIR 
program or the STTR program and the Ad- 
ministration; 

(C) assess whether it would be more con- 
sistent and effective to base the amount of 
the allocations under the SBIR program and 
the STTR program on a percentage of the re- 
search and development budget of a Federal 
agency, rather than the extramural budget 
of the Federal agency; and 

(D) determine the portion of the extra- 
mural research or research and development 
budget of a Federal agency that each Federal 
agency spends for administrative purposes 
relating to the SBIR program or STTR pro- 
gram, and for what specific purposes, includ- 
ing the portion, if any, of such budget the 
Federal agency spends for salaries and ex- 
penses, travel to visit applicants, outreach 
events, marketing, and technical assistance; 
and 

(2) submit a report to the Committee on 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship of the 
Senate and the Committee on Small Busi- 
ness of the House of Representatives regard- 
ing the audit conducted under paragraph (1), 
including the assessments required under 
subparagraphs (B) and (C), and the deter- 
mination made under subparagraph (D) of 
paragraph (1). 

(b) DEFINITION OF APPLICABLE PERIOD.—In 
this section, the term “applicable period” 
means— 

(1) for the first report submitted under this 
section, the period beginning on October 1, 
2005, and ending on September 30 of the last 
full fiscal year before the date of enactment 
of this Act for which information is avail- 
able; and 

(2) for the second and each subsequent re- 
port submitted under this section, the pe- 
riod— 
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(A) beginning on October 1 of the first fis- 
cal year after the end of the most recent full 
fiscal year relating to which a report under 
this section was submitted; and 

(B) ending on September 30 of the last full 
fiscal year before the date of the report. 

SEC. 307. CONTINUED EVALUATION BY THE NA- 
TIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES. 

Section 108 of the Small Business Reau- 
thorization Act of 2000 (15 U.S.C. 638 note) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(е) EXTENSIONS AND ENHANCEMENTS ОЕ AU- 
THORITY.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of the SBIR/ 
STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011, the head 
of each agency described in subsection (a), in 
consultation with the Small Business Ad- 
ministration, shall cooperatively enter into 
an agreement with the National Academy of 
Sciences for the National Research Council 
to, not later than 4 years after the date of 
enactment of the SBIR/STTR Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 2011, and every 4 years there- 
after— 

“(A) continue the most recent study under 
this section relating to— 

“(1) the issues described in subparagraphs 
(A), (B), (С), and (E) of subsection (a)(1); and 

“(11) the effectiveness of the government 
and public databases described in section 
9(k) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
638(k)) in reducing vulnerabilities of the 
SBIR program and the STTR program to 
fraud, waste, and abuse, particularly with re- 
spect to Federal agencies funding duplicative 
proposals and business concerns falsifying 
information in proposals; 

“(В) make recommendations with respect 
to the issues described in subparagraph 
(A)(ii) and subparagraphs (А), (D), and (E) of 
subsection (a)(2)[.]; and 

“(C) estimate, to the extent practicable, the 
number of jobs created by the SBIR program or 
STTR program of the agency. 

“(2) CONSULTATION.—An agreement under 
paragraph (1) shall require the National Re- 
search Council to ensure there is participa- 
tion by and consultation with the small busi- 
ness community, the Administration, and 
other interested parties as described in sub- 
section (b). 

“(3) REPORTING.—An agreement under 
paragraph (1) shall require that not later 
than 4 years after the date of enactment of 
the SBIR/STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011, 
and every 4 years thereafter, the National 
Research Council shall submit to the head of 
the agency entering into the agreement, the 
Committee on Small Business and Entrepre- 
neurship of the Senate, and the Committee 
on Small Business of the House of Represent- 
atives a report regarding the study con- 
ducted under paragraph (1) and containing 
the recommendations described in paragraph 
@.”. 

SEC. 308. TECHNOLOGY INSERTION REPORTING 
REQUIREMENTS. 

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 688), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“Gi) PHASE III REPORTING.—The annual 
SBIR or STTR report to Congress by the Ad- 
ministration under subsection (b)(7) shall in- 
clude, for each Phase III award made by the 
Federal agency— 

“(1) the name of the agency or component 
of the agency or the non-Federal source of 
capital making the Phase III award; 

“(2) the name of the small business con- 
cern or individual receiving the Phase III 
award; and 

“(8) the dollar amount of the Phase III 
award.’’. 
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SEC. 309. INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY PROTEC- 
TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct a study of 
the SBIR program to assess whether— 

(1) Federal agencies comply with the data 
rights protections for SBIR awardees and the 
technologies of SBIR awardees under section 
9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638); 

(2) the laws and policy directives intended 
to clarify the scope of data rights, including 
in prototypes and mentor-protégé relation- 
ships and agreements with Federal labora- 
tories, are sufficient to protect SBIR award- 
ees; and 

(8) there is an effective grievance tracking 
process for SBIR awardees who have griev- 
ances against a Federal agency regarding 
data rights and a process for resolving those 
grievances. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to the 
Committee on Small Business and Entrepre- 
neurship of the Senate and the Committee 
on Small Business of the House of Represent- 
atives a report regarding the study con- 
ducted under subsection (a). 

SEC. 310. OBTAINING CONSENT FROM SBIR AND 
STTR APPLICANTS TO RELEASE 
CONTACT INFORMATION TO ECO- 
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZA- 
TIONS. 

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 688), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(jj) CONSENT TO RELEASE CONTACT INFOR- 
MATION TO ORGANIZATIONS.— 

(1) ENABLING CONCERN TO GIVE CONSENT.— 
Each Federal agency required by this section 
to conduct an SBIR program or an STTR 
program shall enable a small business con- 
cern that is an SBIR applicant or an STTR 
applicant to indicate to the Federal agency 
whether the Federal agency has the consent 
of the concern to— 

(А) identify the concern to appropriate 
local and State-level economic development 
organizations аз an SBIR applicant or an 
STTR applicant; and 

“(В) release the contact information of the 
concern to such organizations. 

“(2) RULES.—The Administrator shall es- 
tablish rules to implement this subsection. 
The rules shall include a requirement that a 
Federal agency include in the SBIR and 
STTR application a provision through which 
the applicant can indicate consent for pur- 
poses of paragraph (1).’’. 

SEC. 311. PILOT TO ALLOW FUNDING FOR ADMIN- 
ISTRATIVE, OVERSIGHT, AND CON- 
TRACT PROCESSING COSTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638), as amended by 
this Act, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘“(kk) ASSISTANCE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE, 
OVERSIGHT, AND CONTRACT PROCESSING 
CostTs.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
for the 8 full fiscal years beginning after the 
date of enactment of this subsection, the Ad- 
ministrator shall allow each Federal agency 
required to conduct an SBIR program to use 
not more than 3 percent of the funds allo- 
cated to the SBIR program of the Federal 
agency for— 

“(A) the administration of the SBIR pro- 
gram or the STTR program of the Federal 
agency; 

“(В) the provision of outreach and tech- 
nical assistance relating to the SBIR pro- 
gram or STTR program of the Federal agen- 
cy, including technical assistance site visits 
and personnel interviews; 
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(С) the implementation of commercializa- 
tion and outreach initiatives that were not 
in effect on the date of enactment of this 
subsection; 

‘“(D) carrying out the program under sub- 
section (y); 

“(E) activities relating to oversight and 
congressional reporting, including the waste, 
fraud, and abuse prevention activities de- 
scribed in section 313(a)(1)(B)(ii) of the SBIR/ 
STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011; 

(Е) targeted reviews of recipients of 
awards under the SBIR program or STTR 
program of the Federal agency that the head 
of the Federal agency determines are at high 
risk for fraud, waste, or abuse, to ensure 
compliance with requirements of the SBIR 
program or STTR program, respectively; 

‘(G) the implementation of oversight and 
quality control measures, including 
verification of reports and invoices and cost 
reviews; 

“(Н) carrying out subsection (cc); 

“(1) carrying out subsection (ff); 

‘“(J) contract processing costs relating to 
the SBIR program or STTR program of the 
Federal agency; and 

(К) funding for additional personnel and 
assistance with application reviews. 

(2) PERFORMANCE CRITERIA.—A_ Federal 
agency may not use funds as authorized 
under paragraph (1) until after the effective 
date of performance criteria, which the Ad- 
ministrator shall establish, to measure any 
benefits of using funds as authorized under 
paragraph (1) and to assess continuation of 
the authority under paragraph (1). 

(8) RULES.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this subsection, the 
Administrator shall issue rules to carry out 
this subsection.”’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (f)(2)(A), as so designated 
by section 103(2) of this Act, by striking 
“shall поб’ and all that follows through 
“таке available for the purpose” and insert- 
ing “shall not make available for the pur- 
pose”; and 

(B) in subsection (y), as amended by sec- 
tion [204] 203— 

(i) by striking paragraph (4); 

(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6) 
as paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively. 

(2) TRANSITIONAL RULE.—Notwithstanding 
the amendments made by paragraph (1), sub- 
section (f)(2)(A) and (y)(4) of section 9 of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638), as in ef- 
fect on the day before the date of enactment 
of this Act, shall continue to apply to each 
Federal agency until the effective date of the 
performance criteria established by the Ad- 
ministrator under subsection (kk)(2) of sec- 
tion 9 of the Small Business Act, as added by 
subsection (a). 

(3) PROSPECTIVE REPEAL.—Effective on the 
first day of the fourth full fiscal year fol- 
lowing the date of enactment of this Act, 
section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
638), as amended by paragraph (1) of this sec- 
tion, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (f)(2)(A), by striking 
“shall not make available for the purpose” 
and inserting the following: ‘‘shall not— 

“(i) use any of its SBIR budget established 
pursuant to paragraph (1) for the purpose of 
funding administrative costs of the program, 
including costs associated with salaries and 
expenses; or 

(11) make available for the purpose”; and 

(B) in subsection (y)— 

(i) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) 
as paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively; and 
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(ii) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol- 
lowing: 

(4) FUNDING.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of De- 
fense and each Secretary of a military de- 
partment may use not more than an amount 
equal to 1 percent of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense or the military 
department pursuant to the Small Business 
Innovation Research Program for payment 
of expenses incurred to administer the Com- 
mercialization Pilot Program under this sub- 
section. 

“(В) LIMITATIONS.—The funds described in 
subparagraph (A)— 

(1) shall not be subject to the limitations 
on the use of funds in subsection (f)(2); and 

“(ii) shall not be used to make Phase III 
awards.’’. 

SEC. 312. GAO STUDY WITH RESPECT TO VEN- 
TURE CAPITAL OPERATING COM- 
PANY INVOLVEMENT. 

Not later than 3 years after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, and every 3 years there- 
after, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall— 

(1) conduct a study of the impact of re- 
quirements relating to venture capital oper- 
ating company involvement under section 
9(cc) of the Small Business Act, as added by 
section 108 of this Act; and 

(2) submit to Congress a report regarding 
the study conducted under paragraph (1). 
SEC. 313. REDUCING VULNERABILITY OF SBIR 

AND STTR PROGRAMS TO FRAUD, 
WASTE, AND ABUSE. 

(a) FRAUD, WASTE, AND ABUSE PREVEN- 
TION.— 

(1) GUIDELINES FOR FRAUD, WASTE, AND 
ABUSE PREVENTION.— 

(A) AMENDMENTS REQUIRED.—Not later 
than 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Administrator shall amend the 
SBIR Policy Directive and the STTR Policy 
Directive to include measures to prevent 
fraud, waste, and abuse in the SBIR program 
and the STTR program. 

(B) CONTENT OF AMENDMENTS.—The amend- 
ments required under subparagraph (A) shall 
include— 

(i) definitions or descriptions of fraud, 
waste, and abuse; 

(ii) a requirement that the Inspectors Gen- 
eral of each Federal agency that participates 
in the SBIR program or the STTR program 
cooperate to— 

(Т) establish fraud detection indicators; 

(II) review regulations and operating pro- 
cedures of the Federal agencies; 

(III) coordinate information sharing be- 
tween the Federal agencies; and 

(IV) improve the education and training of, 
and outreach to— 

(aa) administrators of the SBIR program 
and the STTR program of each Federal agen- 
су; 

(bb) applicants to the SBIR program or the 
STTR program; and 

(cc) recipients of awards under the SBIR 
program or the STTR program; 

(iii) guidelines for the monitoring and 
oversight of applicants to and recipients of 
awards under the SBIR program or the STTR 
program; and 

(iv) a requirement that each Federal agen- 
cy that participates in the SBIR program or 
STTR program include the telephone number 
of the hotline established under paragraph 
(2)— 

(I) on the Web site of the Federal agency; 
and 

(П) in any solicitation or notice of funding 
opportunity issued by the Federal agency for 
the SBIR program or the STTR program. 
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(2) FRAUD, WASTE, AND ABUSE PREVENTION 
HOTLINE.— 

(A) HOTLINE ESTABLISHED.—The Adminis- 
trator shall establish a telephone hotline 
that allows individuals to report fraud, 
waste, and abuse in the SBIR program or 
STTR program. 

(B) PUBLICATION.—The Administrator shall 
include the telephone number for the hotline 
established under subparagraph (A) on the 
Web site of the Administration. 

(b) STUDY AND REPORT.— 

(1) STUDY.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, and every 3 
years thereafter, the Comptroller General of 
the United States shall— 

(A) conduct a study that evaluates— 

(i) the implementation by each Federal 
agency that participates in the SBIR pro- 
gram or the STTR program of the amend- 
ments to the SBIR Policy Directive and the 
STTR Policy Directive made pursuant to 
subsection (a); 

(ii) the effectiveness of the management 
information system of each Federal agency 
that participates in the SBIR program or 
STTR program in identifying duplicative 
SBIR and STTR projects; 

(iii) the effectiveness of the risk manage- 
ment strategies of each Federal agency that 
participates in the SBIR program or STTR 
program in identifying areas of the SBIR 
program or the STTR program that are at 
high risk for fraud; 

(iv) technological tools that may be used 
to detect patterns of behavior that may indi- 
cate fraud by applicants to the SBIR pro- 
gram or the STTR program; 

(v) the success of each Federal agency that 
participates in the SBIR program or STTR 
program in reducing fraud, waste, and abuse 
in the SBIR program or the STTR program 
of the Federal agency; and 

(vi) the extent to which the Inspector Gen- 
eral of each Federal agency that participates 
in the SBIR program or STTR program effec- 
tively conducts investigations of individuals 
alleged to have submitted false claims or 
violated Federal law relating to fraud, con- 
flicts of interest, bribery, gratuity, or other 
misconduct; and 

(B) submit to the Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Sen- 
ate, the Committee on Small Business of the 
House of Representatives, and the head of 
each Federal agency that participates in the 
SBIR program or STTR program a report on 
the results of the study conducted under sub- 
paragraph (A). 

SEC. 314. INTERAGENCY POLICY COMMITTEE. 


(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the 
Office of Science and Technology Policy (in 
this section referred to as the ‘‘Director’’), in 
conjunction with the Administrator, shall 
establish an Interagency SBIR/STTR Policy 
Committee (in this section referred to as the 
““Committee’’) comprised of 1 representative 
from each Federal agency with an SBIR pro- 
gram or an STTR program and 1 representa- 
tive of the Office of Management and Budget. 

(b) COCHAIRPERSONS.—The Director and the 
Administrator shall serve as cochairpersons 
of the Committee. 

(c) DUTIES.—The Committee shall review, 
and make policy recommendations on ways 
to improve the effectiveness and efficiency 
of, the SBIR program and the STTR pro- 
gram, including— 

(1) reviewing the effectiveness of the public 
and government databases described in sec- 
tion 9(k) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
638(k)); 

(2) identifying— 
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(A) best practices for commercialization 
assistance by Federal agencies that have sig- 
nificant potential to be employed by other 
Federal agencies; and 

(B) proposals by Federal agencies for ini- 
tiatives to address challenges for small busi- 
ness concerns in obtaining funding after a 
Phase II award ends and before commer- 
cialization; and 

(3) developing and incorporating a standard 
evaluation framework to enable systematic 
assessment of the SBIR program and STTR 
program, including through improved track- 
ing of awards and outcomes and development 
of performance measures for the SBIR pro- 
gram and STTR program of each Federal 
agency. 

(d) REPORTS.—The Committee shall submit 
to the Committee on Small Business and En- 
trepreneurship of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Science and Technology and the 
Committee on Small Business of the House 
of Representatives— 

(1) a report on the review by and rec- 
ommendations of the Committee under sub- 
section (c)(1) not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act; 

(2) a report on the review by and rec- 
ommendations of the Committee under sub- 
section (c)(2) not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act; and 

(3) a report on the review by and rec- 
ommendations of the Committee under sub- 
section (с)(3) not later than 2 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 315. SIMPLIFIED PAPERWORK REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

Section 9(v) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(v)) is amended— 

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking 
“(SIMPLIFIED REPORTING REQUIREMENTS” and 
inserting “REDUCING PAPERWORK AND COMPLI- 
ANCE BURDEN”’; 

(2) by striking “The Administrator” and in- 
serting the following: 

“(1) STANDARDIZATION OF REPORTING RE- 
QUIREMENTS.—The Administrator”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) SIMPLIFICATION OF APPLICATION AND 
AWARD PROCESS.—Not later than one year after 
the date of enactment of this paragraph, and 
after a period of public comment, the Adminis- 
trator shall issue regulations or guidelines, tak- 
ing into consideration the unique needs of each 
Federal agency, to ensure that each Federal 
agency required to carry out an SBIR program 
or STTR program simplifies and standardizes 
the program proposal, selection, contracting, 
compliance, and audit procedures for the SBIR 
program or STTR program of the Federal agen- 
cy (including procedures relating to overhead 
rates for applicants and documentation require- 
ments) to reduce the paperwork and regulatory 
compliance burden on small business concerns 
applying to and participating in the SBIR pro- 
gram or STTR program.’’. 

TITLE IV—POLICY DIRECTIVES 
SEC. 401. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE 
SBIR AND THE STTR POLICY DIREC- 
TIVES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall promulgate amend- 
ments to the SBIR Policy Directive and the 
STTR Policy Directive to conform such di- 
rectives to this Act and the amendments 
made by this Act. 

(b) PUBLISHING SBIR POLICY DIRECTIVE AND 
THE STTR POLICY DIRECTIVE IN THE FEDERAL 
REGISTER.—Not later than 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Adminis- 
trator shall publish the amended SBIR Pol- 
icy Directive and the amended STTR Policy 
Directive in the Federal Register. 
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TITLE V—OTHER PROVISIONS 
SEC. 501. RESEARCH TOPICS AND PROGRAM DI- 
VERSIFICATION. 

(a) SBIR PROGRAM.—Section 9(g) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 688(g)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘broad research topics and 
to topics that further 1 or more critical tech- 
nologies” and inserting ‘‘applications to the 
Federal agency for support of projects relat- 
ing to nanotechnology, rare diseases, secu- 
rity, energy, transportation, or improving 
the security and quality of the water supply 
of the United States, and the efficiency of 
water delivery systems and usage patterns in 
the United States (including the territories 
of the United States) through the use of 
technology (to the extent that the projects 
relate to the mission of the Federal agency), 
broad research topics, and topics that fur- 
ther 1 or more critical technologies or re- 
search priorities’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (А), by striking “ог” 
at the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(С) the National Academy of Sciences, in 
the final report issued by the ‘America’s En- 
ergy Future: Technology Opportunities, 
Risks, and Tradeoffs’ project, and in any sub- 
sequent report by the National Academy of 
Sciences on sustainability, energy, or alter- 
native fuels; 

“(D) the National Institutes of Health, in 
the annual report on the rare diseases re- 
search activities of the National Institutes 
of Health for fiscal year 2005, and in any sub- 
sequent report by the National Institutes of 
Health on rare diseases research activities; 

“(Е) the National Academy of Sciences, in 
the final report issued by the ‘Transit Re- 
search and Development: Federal Role in the 
National Program’ project and the report en- 
titled ‘Transportation Research, Develop- 
ment and Technology Strategic Plan (2006— 
2010)’ issued by the Research and Innovative 
Technology Administration of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation, and in any subse- 
quent report issued by the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences or the Department of Trans- 
portation on transportation and infrastruc- 
ture; or 

“(Е) the national nanotechnology strategic 
plan required under section 2(c)(4) of the 21st 
Century Nanotechnology Research and De- 
velopment Act (15 U.S.C. 7501(c)(4)) and in 
any report issued by the National Science 
and Technology Council Committee on Tech- 
nology that focuses on areas of nanotechnol- 
ogy identified in such plan;’’; and 

(2) by adding after paragraph (12), as added 
by section 111(a) of this Act, the following: 

(13) encourage applications under the 
SBIR program (to the extent that the 
projects relate to the mission of the Federal 
agency )— 

“(A) from small business concerns in geo- 
graphic areas underrepresented in the SBIR 
program or located in rural areas (as defined 
in section 1898(а)(2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986); 

“(В) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by women; 

“(С) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by veterans; 

“(D) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by Native Americans; and 

“(Е) small business concerns located in a 
geographic area with an unemployment rates 
that exceed the national unemployment 
rate, based on the most recently available 
monthly publications of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics of the Department of Labor.’’. 
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(b) STTR PROGRAM.—Section 9(0) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(0)), as 
amended by section 111(b) of this Act, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘broad research topics and 
to topics that further 1 or more critical tech- 
nologies” and inserting ‘‘applications to the 
Federal agency for support of projects relat- 
ing to nanotechnology, security, energy, rare 
diseases, transportation, or improving the 
security and quality of the water supply of 
the United States (to the extent that the 
projects relate to the mission of the Federal 
agency), broad research topics, and topics 
that further 1 or more critical technologies 
or research priorities”; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking 
at the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) the National Academy of Sciences, in 
the final report issued by the ‘America’s En- 
ergy Future: Technology Opportunities, 
Risks, and Tradeoffs’ project, and in any sub- 
sequent report by the National Academy of 
Sciences on sustainability, energy, or alter- 
native fuels; 

“(D) the National Institutes of Health, in 
the annual report on the rare diseases re- 
search activities of the National Institutes 
of Health for fiscal year 2005, and in any sub- 
sequent report by the National Institutes of 
Health on rare diseases research activities; 

“(E) the National Academy of Sciences, in 
the final report issued by the ‘Transit Re- 
search and Development: Federal Role in the 
National Program’ project and the report en- 
titled ‘Transportation Research, Develop- 
ment and Technology Strategic Plan (2006— 
2010)’ issued by the Research and Innovative 
Technology Administration of the Depart- 
ment of Transportation, and in any subse- 
quent report issued by the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences or the Department of Trans- 
portation on transportation and infrastruc- 
ture; or 

“(F) the national nanotechnology strategic 
plan required under section 2(c)(4) of the 21st 
Century Nanotechnology Research and De- 
velopment Act (15 U.S.C. 7501(c)(4)) and in 
any report issued by the National Science 
and Technology Council Committee on Tech- 
nology that focuses on areas of nanotechnol- 
ogy identified in such plan;”’’; 

(2) in paragraph (15), by striking “апа” at 
the end; 

(3) in paragraph (16), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

(17) encourage applications under the 
STTR program (to the extent that the 
projects relate to the mission of the Federal 
agency )— 

“(A) from small business concerns in geo- 
graphic areas underrepresented in the STTR 
program or located in rural areas (as defined 
in section 1893(a)(2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986); 

“(В) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by women; 

“(С) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by veterans; 

“(D) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by Native Americans; and 

“(E) small business concerns located in a 
geographic area with an unemployment rates 
that exceed the national unemployment 
rate, based on the most recently available 
monthly publications of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics of the Department of Labor.’’. 

(c) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT Focus.— 
Section 9(x) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(х)) is amended— 


‘ , 


‘or’ 
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(1) by striking paragraph (2); and 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para- 
graph (2). 

SEC. 502. REPORT ON SBIR AND STTR PROGRAM 
GOALS. 

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 688), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(11) ANNUAL REPORT ON SBIR AND ТТЕ 
PROGRAM GOALS.— 

“(1) DEVELOPMENT OF METRICS.—The head 
of each Federal agency required to partici- 
pate in the SBIR program or the STTR pro- 
gram shall develop metrics to evaluate the 
effectiveness, and the benefit to the people of 
the United States, of the SBIR program and 
the STTR program of the Federal agency 
that— 

(А) are science-based and statistically 
driven; 

“(B) reflect the mission of the Federal 
agency; and 

“(C) include factors relating to the eco- 
nomic impact of the programs. 

“(2) EVALUATION.—The head of each Fed- 
eral agency described in paragraph (1) shall 
conduct an annual evaluation using the 
metrics developed under paragraph (1) of— 

“(А) the SBIR program and the STTR pro- 
gram of the Federal agency; and 

‘(B) the benefits to the people of the 
United States of the SBIR program and the 
STTR program of the Federal agency. 

‘(3) REPORT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The head of each Fed- 
eral agency described in paragraph (1) shall 
submit to the appropriate committees of 
Congress and the Administrator an annual 
report describing in detail the results of an 
evaluation conducted under paragraph (2). 

‘(B) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF REPORT.—The 
head of each Federal agency described in 
paragraph (1) shall make each report sub- 
mitted under subparagraph (A) available to 
the public online. 

(С) DEFINITION.—In this paragraph, the 
term ‘appropriate committees of Congress’ 
means— 

“(i) the Committee on Small Business and 
Entrepreneurship of the Senate; and 

“(ii) the Committee on Small Business and 
the Committee on Science and Technology of 
the House of Representatives.’’. 

SEC. 503. COMPETITIVE SELECTION PROCE- 
DURES FOR SBIR AND STTR PRO- 
GRAMS. 

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 688), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(mm) COMPETITIVE SELECTION PROCE- 
DURES FOR SBIR AND STTR PROGRAMS.—AI1 
funds awarded, appropriated, or otherwise 
made available in accordance with sub- 
section (f) or (n) must be awarded pursuant 
to competitive and merit-based selection 
procedures.”’. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that in pro- 
ceeding to the consideration of S. 493 
there be a period of debate until noon. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
appreciate the cooperation of both 
leaders to help us get to the floor this 
morning for a debate on this very im- 
portant piece of legislation and one 
that we have actually and, unfortu- 
nately, struggled with for the last two 
Congresses. 

The Acting President pro tempore 
knows, as a member of the Small Busi- 
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ness Committee and as a Senator from 
New Hampshire, how important this 
piece of legislation is as we continue to 
fight—and that is what the word is, 
‘“fight’’—to create jobs right here at 
home in America, not just on Wall 
Street, not just in the fancy places, but 
on Main Street in our hometowns all 
over America. 

Senator SNOWE and I are on the Sen- 
ate floor today together, happily, to 
talk about a bill into which she has put 
a tremendous amount of time and ef- 
fort before as the chair of the com- 
mittee. I serve as the chair of the com- 
mittee, and she is my very able rank- 
ing member. Together our staffs have 
worked very closely for a long period of 
time to try to fashion the compromise 
that is before the Senate today. 

I thank the 84, I believe, Members of 
the Senate who voted for cloture last 
night. I know the rules of the Senate 
are strange, still, to many Americans. 
But we cannot operate without unani- 
mous consent. So it takes an extra spe- 
cial level of cooperation. While we did 
not get everyone last night to go on 
the record, we did get the prerequisite 
number—above 60—to move to this de- 
bate. Iam hoping our amendment proc- 
ess can be very smooth, that we stay 
focused on small business-related 
amendments, that we work in good 
faith, and, hopefully, in the next couple 
of days we can get this bill off the floor 
because this is a job creator. 

One of the Senators was here earlier 
this morning talking about creating an 
atmosphere for job growth and develop- 
ment. Tax codes do some of that, Fed- 
eral investments in infrastructure do 
that, investments in education do that. 
But one other thing that does it is 
fashioning Federal programs that work 
for the job creators of America, and 
that is what the SBIR Program does 
and the STTR Program does. It is the 
Federal Government’s largest research 
and development investment program 
for small businesses. It was created ac- 
tually 30 years ago, and the idea devel- 
oped from one of our outstanding Fed- 
eral workers. 

Roland Tibbetts was a staffer at the 
National Science Foundation. He took 
the lead in 1976 in directing a greater 
and more significant share of the re- 
search and development budget of the 
National Science Foundation and di- 
rected it to small business in a new in- 
novation program. 

Why did he do this? He did it because 
from his position, directing a very es- 
tablished and strong research compo- 
nent, he saw the Federal Government 
giving most of its awards to large busi- 
nesses. I think—although I have not 
spoken to him personally; but I most 
certainly intend to because he has tes- 
tified before former committees—I am 
imagining he probably had a heart for 
actually wanting to find cures for some 
diseases and realized that not all of 
that technology and innovation rested 
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with the large companies; that, in fact, 
there might be small pharmaceutical 
companies or brilliant scientists in 
Maine or in New Hampshire or in Lou- 
isiana who had discovered or had the 
potential to discover something that 
could be transformative. So this staffer 
said: Let’s set aside or direct a small 
portion, but an important portion, to 
small businesses. That is how this pro- 
gram began. 

I am so pleased with this funding, 
which only government can do. Only 
government can do this. There are cer- 
tain things the private sector does 
well. They do venture capital when an 
idea has been proven or when the po- 
tential has clearly been established or 
when the potential is at least clearly 
established in the mind of one or two 
individuals—such as the guy who cre- 
ated Facebook or Bill Gates with 
Microsoft. But mostly great ideas need 
early, patient capital—very risky, but 
when it hits, it hits big. 

That is what this program does. It 
sets aside 2.5 to 3 percent of all the re- 
search and development budgets of all 
the Federal agencies ranging from the 
Department of Defense, which is about 
$1 billion that would be contributed to 
this program, down to the smaller 
agencies, which have maybe up to a 
couple million dollars in their research 
budgets. But out of that very pilot-like 
initiative back in 1976, that was fo- 
cused on discovering, funding, and 
evaluating the initial highest risk, 
most cost-cutting exploratory research 
that is necessary to achieve significant 
technological innovations and break- 
throughs, this program was created. 

Let me share with you what a gen- 
tleman who testified before our com- 
mittee—we have had several hearings 
on this particular program, and no pro- 
gram is perfect. Let me begin with 
this: This program is not perfect. But 
we are perfecting it as we bring this 
bill to you. We have looked at its 
weaknesses. We have tried in our reau- 
thorization to correct those, to firm 
those up. But the gentleman who is ac- 
tually probably the leading expert on 
this program, Dr. Wessner, of the Na- 
tional Research Council, recently testi- 
fied before our committee. He said: 

An important point to keep in mind is 
[that] you can have really good ideas that 
die. They will die because they do not have 
funding. 

Not because they do not have poten- 
tial but because they do not have fund- 
ing. I would add to this, particularly in 
this time of recession and tightening 
back on capital and the closing down of 
credit card lending: If you think it is 
normally tough for entrepreneurs and 
innovators and discoverers and inven- 
tors to get capital, it has been a very 
rocky road in the last year or two. So 
he said these ideas just die. 

He said: 

SBIR brings capital to transform those 
ideas into innovations. You are not done 
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then ... but that gets you the innovation 
and product development and the start of the 
uptake. . . . The rest of the world thinks this 
is the greatest thing since sliced bread... . 
The rest of the world is copying it, putting it 
on steroids, while we are debating it. 

That is the point I want to make. We 
have debated the reauthorization of 
this legislation for 6 years. The time 
has come to stop the debate, pass the 
bill, and recognize this is a world 
model. No program is perfect. But the 
wisdom and the importance of setting 
aside a small portion of the research 
and development programs of all the 
Federal agencies, and then to train our 
workforce and our managers to look 
out, seek, and find some of the inter- 
esting technologies that could be cre- 
ated and grow into big businesses is 
very forward thinking, and we should 
be very grateful to Roland Tibbetts and 
the Senators and Representatives who 
started this program. 

Senator Warren Rudman took this 
idea, saw this pilot program, and made 
it a national program. We have him 
and others to thank for the jobs, the 
businesses that have been created. 

Let me give you one example. The 
founder of Qualcomm came and testi- 
fied before our committee. Qualcomm 
is a very famous business. It developed 
a lot of technologies that made wire- 
less communications possible. It start- 
ed 25 years ago in the den of its found- 
er, Dr. Jacobs. He testified before the 
committee and said basically 
Qualcomm was just at one time, 25 
years ago, an exciting new idea. It was 
not a company. It was not a business. 
He and 35 of his colleagues consulted 
and talked about the new technologies 
they were seeing. They got an SBIR 
grant of $150,000, and then they were 
subsequently awarded, because they de- 
veloped the idea, to $1.5 million. They 
got another grant, which are the limits 
of the program. This program has lim- 
its. You have to test your idea, and 
then you come back for phase II fund- 
ing. 

Well, Qualcomm now employs 17,500 
people. They are operating in 22 coun- 
tries. They paid more in taxes last year 
to local, State, and Federal govern- 
ments than 50 percent of the cost of 
this entire program. So that is one suc- 
cess story. That is what I mean when I 
say: When it hits, it hits big. 

Now, not every company will turn 
into Qualcomm. But without programs 
like this, there is what they call a val- 
ley of death. There are ideas that are 
created out of the minds and hearts of 
Americans who have been well edu- 
cated, raised to believe that dreams 
come true, and are encouraged to risk. 
We are natural risk takers. We have 
these ideas and these innovations. But 
what happens is, if there is not that 
important, early funding to develop 
that kind of science and technology, in 
large measure some of these ideas just 
fall into the valley of death. We are 
going to catch them. That is what this 
bill does. It is what it attempts to do. 
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So as it has grown and developed— 
and we have reauthorized it over the 
years—there have been some important 
changes and improvements. 

I am going to recognize the ranking 
member, but I want to finish up in just 
a few minutes. 

In 1980, the White House Conference 
on Small Business echoed these senti- 
ments, recognized the value of the pro- 
gram. The end result of the rec- 
ommendation was this program, as I 
said, first authored by Senator Warren 
Rudman. It had 84 cosponsors, 8 of 
whom are still serving in the Senate: 
Senator Baucus, Senator COCHRAN, 
Senator GRASSLEY, Senator HATCH, 
Senator INOUYE, Senator LEAHY, Sen- 
ator LEVIN, and Senator LUGAR. They 
all were original sponsors of this bill. I 
hope they are proud. In their careers 
they have sponsored many bills. I hope 
they are proud of this one because it 
has done its job and it has helped 
America to continue to honor our en- 
trepreneurs and our inventors. 

As I mentioned, Senator Rudman, a 
Republican from New Hampshire, and 
once a member of our committee, was 
the Senate champion for the creation 
of the SBIR and STTR Programs. He 
was a true statesman—a man of vision 
with regard to the importance of tech- 
nology to our economy. I wish to quote 
him as we begin this debate: 

The issue addressed in Senate bill 881— 

The bill at the time— 
is one which plays an underlying role in the 
ability of this Nation to maintain its secu- 
rity to achieve energy independence, in- 
crease productivity, and preserve the quality 
of life we all enjoy. Our national strength 
and confidence in these areas depend upon 
maintaining a leading role in technological 
superiority. 

That is what he said in his opening 
statement at the Senate Subcommittee 
on Innovation and Technology on June 
30, 1981. 

Senator SNOWE was in the House at 
the time. She was a Congresswoman 
when President Reagan signed this leg- 
islation, creating it in 1982. She quoted 
from President Reagan. I know she will 
probably remember this and I think it 
is worth repeating: 

Our nation is blessed with two important 
qualities that are often missing in other so- 
cieties, our spirit of entrepreneurship and 
our capacity for invention and innovation. 
These two elements are combined in the 
small businesses that dot our land. 

I am proud to bring this bill to the 
floor. It has had extraordinarily posi- 
tive and noble champions since its be- 
ginning. As I said, no program is per- 
fect, but we have tried in this reau- 
thorization to look at the places where 
the program is weak and strengthen it. 
I will go through some of those details 
in the latter part of the afternoon. But 
for an overview this morning, I wanted 
to give more of a historical context of 
this bill, and to thank the Members for 
moving so quickly at our request to 
the bill. 
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I look forward to the debate. I hope 
Members will be responsible in offering 
their amendments. I know the time for 
debate on the floor is precious. We wish 
to limit debate to be focused around 
the principles, at least, and the details 
of this bill as best we can so we can get 
this program reauthorized. Then we 
can continue to be the leaders in cut- 
ting-edge innovation, and the Federal 
Government can do its part—an impor- 
tant part—that venture capitalists 
can’t do, big banks don’t want to do, 
investment bankers aren’t made to do, 
and small community banks don’t do 
in this kind of lending. Only patient, 
directed capital can give that boost 
over the valley of death and create 
that bridge so small businesses and our 
scientists and engineers can walk over 
it safely. 

I wish to recognize at this time my 
ranking member and thank her for her 
support of this legislation from its be- 
ginning and her championship to this 
day. 

For clarification purposes, the time 
until noon will be for debate only and 
no amendments until after lunch. 

I yield to Senator SNOWE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
TESTER). The Senator from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, first I 
wish to commend the Chair of the 
Small Business Committee. She has 
done an extraordinary job in bringing 
this legislation to the floor in a bipar- 
tisan fashion, which I think is so essen- 
tial to ensuring the passage of this leg- 
islation which, suffice it to say, has 
been long overdue. It has been on a 
long journey since 2008 in terms of ex- 
tensions and reextensions, but we have 
never been able to accomplish a reau- 
thorization for a variety of reasons 
which I will explain later in my state- 
ment. But I do wish to congratulate 
the Chair for working mightily on both 
sides of the aisle and in the committee, 
accommodating bipartisanship by al- 
lowing the new members of the com- 
mittee—particularly on our side of the 
aisle where we have five new members 
of the committee—who were not able 
to have the opportunity to review this 
legislation as new Members of the Sen- 
ate because we had passed this unani- 
mously in the last session of Congress. 
So she did hold a hearing and a markup 
to accommodate those views and give 
them a chance to review this legisla- 
tion as well as to amend it in the com- 
mittee. I know some of the Members 
will have amendments they will offer 
on the floor as well. So I wish to thank 
the Chair for accommodating those 
various issues and the members of the 
committee as they attempted their 
new duties as members of the Small 
Business Committee. 

I also wish to thank the Chair for 
working through these issues dili- 
gently, because these are two critical 
programs, as she indicated in her open- 
ing statement, that are crucial to 
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small businesses, but also important to 
innovation in America. 

Reauthorizing both the SBIR and the 
STTR Programs represents a profound 
opportunity for us to reaffirm the 
truth in the optimistic vision of Amer- 
ica that indeed it is small businesses 
that are going to make the contribu- 
tions not only for job creation but 
through their innovation and inven- 
tions, as the Chair mentioned, with 
President Reagan’s comments many 
years ago. That is why I am very ex- 
cited about reauthorizing these pro- 
grams, which foster an environment of 
innovative entrepreneurship by direct- 
ing more than $2 billion annually in 
Federal research and development 
funding to the Nation’s small firms 
most likely to create jobs and commer- 
cialize their products. 

Small businesses are our Nation’s job 
generators, employing more than half 
of all private-sector employees and cre- 
ating 64 percent of the net new jobs 
over the past 15 years. They also rep- 
resent 99.7 percent of all employer 
firms. Furthermore, small businesses 
are our Nation’s most effective 
innovators, producing roughly 13 times 
more patents per employee than large 
firms—patents which are at least two 
times as likely to be among the top 1 
percent of high-impact patents. Recipi- 
ents of both of these programs have 
produced more than 85,000 patents and 
have generated millions of well-paying 
jobs across all 50 States. It is crucial, 
then, that both of these programs—one 
of the strongest examples of a success- 
ful public-private partnership—be a 
key part of our job creation agenda. 

The SBIR program got its start at 
the National Science Foundation back 
in 1976 following growing concerns that 
small businesses were not receiving an 
adequate share of Federal research and 
development funding despite their 
prominent role in innovation. It was 
officially established in law as part of 
the Small Business Innovation Devel- 
opment Act of 1982. As the Chair indi- 
cated, I was an original cosponsor in 
the House—hopefully that is not dating 
myself too much—which set four goals 
for the program: stimulate techno- 
logical innovation; use small business 
to meet Federal R&D funds; foster and 
encourage participation by minority 
and disadvantaged persons in the tech- 
nological innovation; and increase pri- 
vate-sector commercialization of inno- 
vation derived from Federal R&D. 

The STTR program was established 
in 1992 to complement the SBIR pro- 
gram by stimulating partnerships be- 
tween small businesses and nonprofit 
research institutions such as univer- 
sities and research laboratories. To- 
gether, these vital job creation pro- 
grams have provided small firms with 
over $28 billion during their lifespans. 

These programs have been front and 
center in improving our Nation’s ca- 
pacity to be innovative. According to a 
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report by the Information Technology 
and Innovation Foundation, SBIR- 
backed firms have been responsible for 
roughly 25 percent of the Nation’s most 
crucial innovations over the past dec- 
ade—‘‘a powerful indication that the 
SBIR program has become a Key force 
in the innovation economy of the 
United States.” 

Furthermore, a comprehensive 2008 
National Academy of Sciences study of 
the SBIR program noted that more 
than 20 percent of companies respond- 
ing to their survey noted they were 
founded entirely, or at least in part, 
because of a prospective SBIR award, 
and a full two-thirds said the projects 
they performed would not have taken 
place without the funding. Just under 
half of the projects pursued in the 
SBIR program reached the market- 
place, bringing countless new innova- 
tions to our everyday lives. Addition- 
ally, the study noted that over one- 
third of the companies awarded SBIR 
funding participate in the program for 
the first time each year, thus... “еп- 
couraging innovation across a broad 
spectrum of firms.” It concludes that 
SBIR is ‘‘sound in concept and effective 
in practice.” 

In fact, there is a wide range of re- 
markable success stories associated 
with the SBIR program, including 
Qualcomm, which the Chair mentioned, 
which is a remarkable story. 
Qualcomm received roughly $1.5 billion 
in SBIR grants to pursue several inno- 
vative programs and develop break- 
through technologies. Now it employs 
17,500 individuals worldwide with an 
annual revenue of $11 billion. In fiscal 
year 2010 alone, Qualcomm paid $1.4 
billion in Federal, State, and local 
taxes—a significant return on invest- 
ment. 

Another example of SBIR’s success is 
LASIK eye surgery. The company be- 
hind the technology for the procedure 
received SBIR awards from both NASA 
and the Department of Defense. In the 
1980s, NASA awarded funding for a 
project developing technology for 
docking of space vehicles to satellites 
by pointing laser beams. This concept 
was then applied to develop LASIK, 
which corrects vision problems. 

The technology that went into the 
Sonicare electronic toothbrush was 
funded by an SBIR award. According to 
NIH, which made the award, SBIR 
funding allowed the firm that devel- 
oped the technology to create a $300 
million business, employing over 500 
individuals. 

In my home State of Maine, Tex Tech 
Industries has researched and devel- 
oped high-tech textiles that are used in 
body armor for U.S. troops and bullet- 
proof vests for public safety personnel. 
Tex Tech also developed a fire-resist- 
ant material to be used as the primary 
fire barrier in the seating cabins of new 
commercial aircraft. 

Additionally, BioSciCon in Maryland 
is responsible for the MarkPap system, 


March 15, 2011 


which is a diagnostic device that tests 
for cervical cancer and can be used as 
a research tool to improve cervical 
cancer screening. 

Other companies such as Symantec, 
which makes antivirus software for 
computers, and Genzyme, one of the 
world’s leading biotechnology firms, 
all received SBIR funding at some 
point during their formative years. 
Some of these firms are now household 
names; others are still small businesses 
with a plethora of novel ideas. 

As these examples demonstrate, 
SBIR funding has helped small busi- 
nesses nationwide develop incredible 
breakthrough technologies for a whole 
host of applications. These are innova- 
tions we use in our everyday lives, that 
help strengthen our national defense, 
improve our health, and boost our com- 
petitiveness. Regrettably the SBIR 
program expired in September 2008 and 
has been subject to a series of 10 short- 
term, temporary extensions since then, 
plaguing the programs with uncer- 
tainty and potentially dissuading some 
of our Nation’s most promising firms 
from participating in them. This is leg- 
islation that our committee has 
worked to have signed into law for 
nearly 6 years—since the time, in fact, 
when I was chair of the committee. In- 
deed, we passed legislation out of the 
Small Business Committee unani- 
mously in 2006 to preempt this stale- 
mate by making improvements to the 
program and doubling the SBIR alloca- 
tion from 2.5 percent to 5 percent over 
5 years, and doubling the STTR alloca- 
tion immediately. 

Last Congress, with our Chair, we 
once again passed legislation out of our 
committee unanimously which was 
very similar to the bill we reported out 
in the previous Congress. Specifically, 
it maintained the allocation increases 
spread out incrementally that had been 
developed in the previous Congress as a 
compromise, as well as the 18-and-8 
compromise on the venture capital 
issue. This time, the full Senate passed 
the legislation unanimously and sent it 
to the House of Representatives, where 
the bill sat. 

The legislation we are debating today 
is very similar to the bill we passed out 
unanimously 3 months ago. But we 
have already wasted too much time 
over the past several years, and it is 
now vitally critical that we act now 
and pass this legislation to provide 
these crucial innovation initiatives 
with certainty for the future. As the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce has noted: 

[E]ven though this important program for 
the small business has a proven track record 
of success, its full potential has been held 
hostage by a series of short-term reauthor- 
izations which has created uncertainty for 
SBIR program managers and limitations for 
potential small business grant recipients. 

As in the previous two Congresses, 
our legislation increases the allocation 
for SBIR from 2.5 percent of an agen- 
cy’s extramural research and develop- 
ment to 3.5 percent for over 10 years, 
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and doubles the STTR allocations from 
0.3 to 0.6 percent over 5 years. This 
means the Federal Government can 
make more awards to a greater number 
of small businesses out of its existing 
research and development budget. It 
would also codify increased award sizes 
of $150,000 for phase I and $1 million for 
phase II in the SBIR program, and 
apply those levels to the STTR pro- 
gram as well to adjust for inflation. 
The last statutory increase in award 
sizes for the SBIR program was 19 
years ago as part of the 1992 reauthor- 
ization. 

It is critical that we bring the pro- 
gram into the 2186 century to acknowl- 
edge the growing costs of quality re- 
search. 

Furthermore, in December, Chair 
LANDRIEU and I sent a letter to SBA 
Administrator Karen Mills stating that 
rooting out fraud and abuse in the 
agency’s program will be our commit- 
tee’s first priority this Congress. To 
that end, this bill includes stringent 
oversight and fraud prevention meas- 
ures, requiring inspectors general of 
participating Federal agencies to es- 
tablish fraud detection measures. 

In a similar vein, the legislation in- 
cludes a series of data-collection provi- 
sions that we worked on with Senator 
COBURN to ensure we have a better base 
of information to use when considering 
future policy changes to the programs 
and engaging in necessary oversight. 

This reauthorization act contains an 
unprecedented compromise on the ven- 
ture capital issue which has long 
bogged down any serious progress in re- 
authorizing these valuable programs. It 
would make firms majority owned by 
multiple venture capital companies eli- 
gible for up to 25 percent of SBIR funds 
at the National Institute of Health, Na- 
tional Science Foundation, and Depart- 
ment of Energy, and up to 15 percent of 
the funds at the remaining agencies. 
My longstanding guiding principle on 
reauthorization of these programs has 
been simple: These are small business 
programs, not big business programs or 
venture capital programs. I have 
worked closely with Chair LANDRIEU to 
ensure changes we make to these pro- 
grams keep it squarely as a small busi- 
ness program. The unprecedented land- 
mark compromise on the venture cap- 
ital issue passes this test. Our com- 
promise has the backing of diverse 
stakeholders, from the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, NFIB, Small Business 
Technology Council, to the Bio- 
technology Industry Organization, the 
National Venture Capital Association, 
and a whole host of other organiza- 
tions, aS we can see on this chart. 

It is critical to note that funding for 
both of these programs is meant to 
serve as early-stage seed capital for eli- 
gible small businesses. In general, ven- 
ture capital companies invest in firms 
that are further along in their develop- 
ment and commercialization, and they 
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focus on larger investments that are 
easier to manage than is normally ap- 
propriate for many small, innovative 
technology firms. Nonetheless, particu- 
larly for firms in the biotechnology in- 
dustry, venture capital investment is 
essentially a necessity to commer- 
cialize their technology. 


Here is what some of the groups en- 
dorsing our legislation have to say 
about the compromise we arrived at. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD let- 
ters of support we have received re- 
garding this legislation, as well as the 
report from the Information Tech- 
nology and Innovation Foundation I 
referenced earlier. 


There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Washington, DC, March 8, 2011. 

Hon. Mary L. LANDRIEU, 

Chairwoman, Committee on Small Business and 
Entrepreneurship, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC. 

Hon. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE, 

Ranking Member, Committee on Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship, U.S. Senate, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRWOMAN LANDRIEU AND RANKING 
MEMBER SNOWE: The U.S. Chamber of Com- 
merce, the world’s largest business federa- 
tion representing the interests of more than 
three million businesses and organizations of 
every size, sector, and region, strongly sup- 
ports S. 493, the ‘‘SBIR/STTR Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 2011,” which, if enacted into law, 
would unleash the innovative talents of our 
nation’s entrepreneurs to help create jobs 
and revive the economy. 


The Small Business Innovative Research 
Program (SBIR) serves as an important ave- 
nue by which agencies harness the creativity 
and ingenuity of small business to meet spe- 
cific research and development needs of the 
Federal government. In effect, this program 
requires federal agencies with a certain level 
of research dollars to give a small percent- 
age of those dollars to small businesses 
through a competitive grant process. 


Even though this important program for 
small business has a proven track record of 
success, its full potential has been held hos- 
tage by a series of short-term reauthoriza- 
tions which has created uncertainty for 
SBIR program managers and limitations for 
potential small business grant recipients. 
This landmark compromise bill, if passed 
into law, would unlock the door for entry for 
businesses that acquire equity funding 
through venture capital firms without di- 
minishing the programs effectiveness for tra- 
ditional small businesses, thus setting the 
stage for a robust and revitalized SBIR pro- 
gram. 


Ninety-six percent of the Chamber’s mem- 
bers are small businesses with fewer than 
one-hundred employees. On behalf of our 
smaller members, we thank you for intro- 
ducing the ‘‘SBIR/STTR Reauthorization Act 
of 2011’’ and look forward to working with 
you to expeditiously pass it into law. 

Sincerely, 
R. BRUCE JOSTEN. 
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CONNECT, 
Washington, DC, March 8, 2011. 

Hon. MARY LANDRIEU, 

Hon. OLYMPIA SNOWE, 

U.S. Senate, Small Business and Entrepreneur- 
ship Committee, Russell Senate Office Build- 
ing, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIR LANDRIEU AND RANKING MEM- 
BER SNOWE: As the Committee meets to 
markup S. 493—the SBIR/STTR Reauthoriza- 
tion Act of 2011, I write to introduce you to 
CONNECT and to encourage the Committee’s 
support of S. 493 since the bill will have a 
positive impact in the formation of start-up 
technology companies. The formation of 
such companies will create jobs and help re- 
juvenate the American economy. We appre- 
ciate your strong and consistent leadership 
in shepherding previous versions of this re- 
authorization through the Committee and 
the Senate floor. 

CONNECT is an innovation accelerator 
with the mission to assist entrepreneurs in 
their efforts to propel creative ideas and 
emerging technologies to the marketplace. 
As a regional innovation development orga- 
nization, our commercialization efforts in 
Southern California span the spectrum of 
technologies from IT, wireless health, soft- 
ware, clean energy, environmental, life 
sciences/biotech, defense and security, and 
sports/action technologies. Over the last 25 
years, CONNECT’s commercialization capac- 
ity-building model has helped over 2,000 
start-ups and has been replicated in numer- 
ous U.S. cities, states and regions, as well as 
overseas. 

From our experience, CONNECT knows 
that the Small Business Innovation Research 
and Small Business Technology Transfer 
programs can be advantageous to start-up 
formation, thus CONNECT’s interest in S. 
493 is profound. Because acquiring funding 
through traditional lending sources con- 
tinues to prove difficult in today’s tight 
credit market, SBIR/STTR grants provide 
tech start-up companies another viable 
chance to compete for early-stage funding. 

We recognize the delicate balance that S. 
493 strikes related to the issue of venture- 
backed applicants and are grateful for the ef- 
forts made to reach an agreement. However, 
we encourage the Committee to explore a 
more robust approach that would increase 
the percentage of funds available to VC- 
backed applicants because such applicants 
provide extra value to the American tax- 
payer. Given that venture capital firms con- 
duct extensive due diligence reviews before 
investing, venture-backed applicants have 
already demonstrated a strong business plan 
by which to break into an industry sector. In 
this time when the federal dollar needs to re- 
turn revenues to the Treasury, allowing for 
more VC-backed applicants increases the 
likelihood that SBIR/STTR funds will create 
new jobs and grow companies in a way that 
will generate new tax revenue. 

The Committee is right on point in pro- 
posing to increase award amounts and add- 
ing new data collection, reporting require- 
ments, and performance metrics to ensure 
the SBIR/STTR missions are being upheld. 
Although the SBIR program allocation in- 
crease of 1% is critically important, such al- 
location presents another opportunity for 
the Committee to explore a more robust ex- 
pansion. Because the 1% increase is spread 
evenly over 10 years, further adjusting the 
increase would give stakeholders plenty of 
notice to plan accordingly. 

As the bill moves to the floor, we’d like to 
suggest one new proposal that could be added 
to a Manager’s Amendment. We continue to 
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hear that one of the major costs that start- 

ups face are the legal costs to secure intel- 

lectual property rights through the patent 
and trademark application process. Because 

IP is indispensable for a start-up’s growth, 

the Committee should consider allowing a 

percentage of Phase I awards (possibly up to 

one third) to be directed toward IP acquisi- 
tion. 

Again, thank you for your work to advance 
the cause of SBIR/STTR reauthorization. We 
are ready to assist you, your staff, and other 
Committee members as the bill moves onto 
the Senate floor. 

Best wishes, 
TIMOTHY TARDIBONO, 
Director of Public Policy. 
DAWNBREAKER® 
Rochester, New York, March 8, 2011. 

Hon. Mary L. LANDRIEU, 

Chairwoman, U.S. Senate, Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship, Russell 
Senate Office Bldg., Washington, DC. 

Hon. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE, 

Ranking Member, U.S. Senate, Committee on 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship, Rus- 
sell Senate Office Bldg., Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRWOMAN LANDRIEU AND RANKING 
MEMBER SNOWE: I am writing to express my 
support for S. 493, the “ВІВ and STTR Re- 
authorization Act of 2011.” In 2008, the Na- 
tional Research Council completed a com- 
prehensive assessment of the SBIR program 
and found the program to be, ‘‘sound in con- 
cept and effective in practice.” Reflecting 
the sentiment of the NRC study, S. 493 pre- 
serves the program’s concept and improves 
its effectiveness. 

This legislation ensures the economic en- 
gine of our nation—small businesses—will 
have access to a larger share of federal re- 
search funding. This is timely and necessary 
given the fragile state of our economy. These 
programs play a critical role in our innova- 
tion ecosystem by providing important com- 
petitively awarded seed funding for prom- 
ising innovative ideas. With proper nur- 
turing, these ideas will grow into engines of 
economic growth and the solutions for to- 
morrow’s most pressing technological chal- 
lenges. 

Dawnbreaker is a small women-owned 
business and we have had the great fortune 
to work side-by-side with more than 3,000 
SBIR recipients since 1992. We consistently 
hear from SBIR awardees about the need for 
increased award levels so they can further 
the maturation of their technologies; more 
efficient program management across the 
agencies; and, the need for additional com- 
mercialization support—this bill remedies 
these concerns and accomplishes a lot more. 

S. 493 ensures that our nation’s most im- 
portant small business research and develop- 
ment program will continue while operating 
more efficiently. Dawnbreaker supports S. 
493, and we thank you both for your efforts 
to see this deserving program reauthorized 
and improved. 

Sincerely, 
JENNY C. SERVO, 
President. 
SMALL BUSINESS CALIFORNIA, 
San Francisco, CA, March 8, 2011. 

Hon. MARY LANDRIEU, 

Dirksen Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LANDRIEU: Small Business 
California supports greater private sector 
participation in the market for Federal Re- 
search and Development, and especially in- 
creased engagement of small businesses 
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through open, merit-based, and competitive 

bidding. 

The R&D dollars spent at small business 
deliver outsized returns. As of 2005, the 
Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) 
program has created over 87,000 patents. 
Overhead rates at many small companies are 
1/2 to 1/38rd of the administrative costs typ- 
ical of larger organizations. 

The employment of scientists and engi- 
neers at small companies has grown rapidly 
over the last 20 years, now accounting for 
more than 50% of scientists and engineers in 
the United States. Nothing could be more 
critical to the competitiveness of the United 
States than to open the Federal marketplace 
to participation by the fastest growing and 
the most productive sector of the economy, 
America’s small businesses. 

Small Business California is therefore 
pleased to support S. 493 to reauthorize the 
highly successful SBIR program. 

Sincerely, 
SCOTT HAUGE, 
President. 
NATIONAL DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL 
ASSOCIATION, 
Arlington, VA, March 8, 2011. 

Hon. Mary L. LANDRIEU, 

United States Senate, Senate Committee on 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship, 

Washington, DC. 

DEAR MADAM CHAIRWOMAN: On behalf of the 
1,748 corporate members and over 87,755 indi- 
vidual members of the National Defense In- 
dustrial Association (NDIA), I am writing to 
express our support for S. 493, the SBIR/STIR 
Reauthorization Act of 2011. 

Small business represents about two thirds 
of NDIA’s total membership and we regard 
the SBIR program as the nation’s most via- 
ble tool in leveraging small business re- 
sources that employ about half of the U.S. 
workforce. American small businesses cur- 
rently employ more than half of all U.S. sci- 
entists and engineers, yet have access to less 
than five percent of government research 
and development funds. One critical access 
point to those funds is the SBIR Program. 
SBIR awards have led to important develop- 
ments in technologies that directly sup- 
ported our war fighters. 

As I have previously testified before Con- 
gress, NDIA has a laser focus on American 
competitiveness in a global defense industry 
that increasingly challenges our members 
for primacy. We have therefore concluded 
that small business resources offer our de- 
fense industry the competitive advantages 
needed in these especially difficult economic 
times. 

Madam Chairwoman, NDIA and its member 
companies support S. 493 and urge the Sen- 
ate to consider this bill as promptly as pos- 
sible. We thank you for your leadership and 
commitment to work in support of small 
businesses. 

If NDIA can be of any further assistance, 
please feel free to have a member of your 
staff contact Mr. Peter Steffes, Vice Presi- 
dent Government Policy for NDIA. 

Sincerely and respectfully, 
LAWRENCE P. FARRELL, JR., 
Lt. General, USAF (Ret), 
President and CEO. 
THE NEW ENGLAND 
INNOVATION ALLIANCE, 
March, 7, 2011. 

Hon. Mary L. LANDRIEU, 

Chair, Committee on Small Business & Епітерте- 
neurship, United States Senate, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LANDRIEU: The New Eng- 
land Innovation Alliance represents scores of 
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small high technology businesses with a 
vital interest in the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams. We know that you understand how 
important this program is in creating ad- 
vanced technologies, products and jobs. How- 
ever, SBIR and STTR have been operating 

under ten continuing resolutions since 2008. 

It is scheduled to expire on May 31, 2011. This 

uncertainty has adversely affected small 

business and the SBIR/STTR program, and it 
needs to be reauthorized immediately. 

It should be noted that NEIA companies 
have worked closely with university re- 
searchers across the country, providing over 
$50M in subcontracts to more than 60 univer- 
sities over the past five years. We believe 
that small high tech companies and the 
SBIR/STTR program provide the ideal bridge 
from academia to the marketplace, while 
providing future employment to tens of 
thousands of science and engineering grad- 
uates. 

The New England Innovation Alliance sup- 
ports the passage of Senate Bill S. 493. 

Respectfully, 
ROBERT F. WEISS, 
Chairman. 
NATIONAL VENTURE 
CAPITAL ASSOCIATION, 
March 8, 2011. 

Hon. MARY L. LANDRIEU, 

Chairwoman, Senate Small Business Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. OLYMPIA J. SNOWE, 

Ranking Minority Member, Senate Small Busi- 
ness Committee, U.S. Senate, Russell Senate 
Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS LANDRIEU AND SNOWE: On 
behalf of the National Venture Capital Asso- 
ciation (NVCA) and its members, I am writ- 
ing in support of Senate passage of S. 493, 
the SBIR/STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011, 
which reauthorizes the Small Business Inno- 
vation Research (SBIR) and Small Business 
Technology Transfer (STTR) programs. This 
legislation represents a fair compromise to 
ensure that America’s most innovative small 
businesses can once again have access to ex- 
isting government incentives to grow jobs by 
commercializing new discoveries. 

In particular, МУСА supports the bill’s 
provisions allowing greater access to SBIR 
funds for majority owned venture-backed 
small businesses and fixing the affiliation 
rules to ensure these companies will be able 
to once again participate in the program. 
Many small businesses that are developing 
truly disruptive innovations rely on venture 
capital investment to help bring break- 
through products to market and grow U.S. 
jobs. The legislation will correct a regu- 
latory interpretation made by SBA in 2003 
which revoked the eligibility of many ven- 
ture-backed companies from participating in 
the program. This compromise will help to 
ensure that small U.S. venture-backed com- 
panies have increased access to capital for 
meritorious cutting-edge early-stage re- 
search. 

At a time when our country needs to build 
new businesses, the venture capital industry 
believes that the best use of government dol- 
lars is to leverage public/private partner- 
ships and we are committed to working with 
the government to bring a steady stream of 
innovation and economic value to market. S. 
493 is a positive step forward to allow ven- 
ture-backed companies to have a fair chance 
to thrive under the SBIR program alongside 
non-venture-backed counterparts. Doing so 
will only strengthen the future success of 
the program. 
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For these reasons, I hope the Senate will 
move quickly and pass б. 493, the SBIR/ 
STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011, and work 
with the House on an appropriate com- 
promise prior to the May 31, 2011 reauthor- 
ization deadline. 

Sincerely, 
MARK G. HEESEN, 
President. 
SMALL BUSINESS 
TECHNOLOGY COUNCIL, 
March 7, 2011. 

Hon. Mary LANDRIEU, 

U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LANDRIEU: As the nation’s 
largest tech-oriented small business organi- 
zation representing diverse industries, the 
Small Business Technology Council (SBTC) 
would like to express its support on behalf of 
its members for S. 493, ‘Тһе SBIR/STTR Re- 
authorization Act of 2011”. This bipartisan 
legislation is the result of years of negotia- 
tions and compromise between both parties 
and the many organizations that have a 
stake in this program. It is thanks to the 
hard work and leadership of yourself and 
Ranking Member Snowe that an agreement 
between those stakeholders was finally 
reached. 

The Small Business Innovation Research 
(SBIR) Program is one of the most successful 
innovation programs in the country, pro- 
viding technology-oriented small businesses 
with seed-stage R&D funding that they oth- 
erwise would not have access to. It has been 
praised by multiple studies from the Na- 
tional Academies of Science, and has in- 
spired similar programs in foreign countries 
such as the UK, Japan, South Korea, and the 
Netherlands. Not only does this program 
spur technological innovation and entrepre- 
neurship, it helps create high-tech jobs, and 
does so without increasing Federal spending. 

This program is currently under its 10th 
continuing resolution, and is set to expire on 
May 31, 2011. While most agree this is a good 
program that deserves to be reauthorized, 
disputes over what should be in the reau- 
thorization legislation and proposed changes 
to the program have held it up until now. 
Those disputes have finally been resolved, 
and the current legislation is supported by 
all stakeholders. It has been over two years 
since the last reauthorization period ended, 
and after years of uncertainty and short- 
term continuing resolutions, the SBTC asks 
all Senators to support S. 493, and urges the 
swift passage of this important legislation. 

Sincerely, 
JERE W. GLOVER, 
Executive Director. 
BIOTECHNOLOGY 
INDUSTRY ORGANIZATION, 
Washington, DC, March 7, 2011. 

Hon. Mary LANDRIEU, 

Chair, U.S. Senate Committee on Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship, Russell Senate Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

Hon. OLYMPIA SNOWE, 

Ranking Member, U.S. Senate Committee on 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship, Rus- 
sell Senate Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIR LANDRIEU AND RANKING MEM- 
BER SNOWE: On behalf of the Biotechnology 
Industry Organization (BIO) and our more 
than 1,100 biotechnology companies, aca- 
demic institutions, state biotechnology cen- 
ters and related organizations, I am writing 
in support of S. 493, legislation to reauthor- 
ize the Small Business Innovation Research 
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(SBIR) and Small Business Technology 
Transfer Program (STTR) programs. This 
bill represents a balanced approach to ensure 
that America’s most innovative small busi- 
nesses can access existing incentives to grow 
jobs by commercializing new discoveries. As 
such, I commend you for your introduction 
of S. 498 and I urge the committee to favor- 
ably report the legislation to the full Senate 
for prompt consideration. 

In particular, I am writing in support of 
the bill’s provisions allowing greater access 
to SBIR funds for small businesses reliant 
upon venture capital financing. Small bio- 
technology, medical device and other life 
sciences firms increasingly rely on venture 
capital investments to fund research and de- 
velopment. The legislation will correct a 
regulatory interpretation made by SBA in 
2003 which revoked the eligibility of many 
venture capital-reliant small companies 
from participating in the SBIR and STTR 
programs over the last several years. This 
provision will ensure that many of America’s 
most innovative small businesses are not ex- 
cluded simply because of how they raise cap- 
ital and can once again compete in the SBIR 
and STTR programs based on scientific 
merit. The legislation will help to ensure 
that small, U.S. biotech companies have in- 
creased access to capital for meritorious cut- 
ting-edge, early-stage research. 

Small biotechnology companies face the 
constant challenge of raising sufficient cap- 
ital to fund biomedical research. This fund- 
ing shortage is most acute for research 
projects at the earliest stages, exactly the 
point at which SBIR funds can be most pro- 
ductive in fostering science and innovation. 
By filling this market gap, SBIR funds have 
helped small biotechnology companies con- 
tinue lines of medical research that might 
otherwise go unfunded. The legislation will 
increase access to critical, early-stage 
sources of funding for small businesses, in- 
cluding small biotechnology firms, thus fa- 
cilitating economic growth, job creation, 
new breakthrough therapies for patients in 
need, and American economic competitive- 
ness in the global economy. This is exactly 
the intent of the SBIR program, as created 
in 1982. 

S. 493 represents a compromise to ensure 
that America’s small businesses remain at 
the forefront of global innovation. While the 
legislation does not give any single inter- 
ested party in the debate over reauthoriza- 
tion all that it might want, the legislation 
creates a framework that will help move the 
process forward and will hopefully ensure 
that SBIR reauthorization is enacted into 
law this year. The bill recognizes that the 
Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) 
Program—last reauthorized in 2000—plays an 
important role in the development of new 
breakthrough therapies to improve human 
health, and must be updated to reflect the 
new realities facing America’s small busi- 
nesses in the 21st Century. 

For these reasons, I urge the committee to 
favorably discharge S. 493 so that it can be 
passed promptly by the Senate. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES C. GREENWOOD, 
President and CEO. 
WHERE Do INNOVATIONS COME FROM? TRANS- 
FORMATIONS IN THE U.S. NATIONAL INNOVA- 
TION SYSTEM, 1970-2006 
(By Fred Block and Matthew R. Keller) 

How should the United States craft poli- 
cies that effectively spur technological inno- 
vation? With increasing competitive chal- 
lenges from other nations, particularly in 


4017 


technology and innovation-based sectors 
once thought to be largely immune from for- 
eign competition, there is increasing inter- 
est in crafting policies to help spur innova- 
tion. But if innovation policies are to be ef- 
fective, it’s critical that they be based on an 
accurate understanding of the U.S. innova- 
tion system—in particular, an understanding 
of where U.S. innovations come from. This 
report does this by analyzing the sources of 
award-winning innovations over the past few 
decades. It finds that the sources of these in- 
novations have changed in two key ways. 
First, large firms acting on their own ac- 
count for a much smaller share of award- 
winning innovations, while innovations 
stemming from collaborations with spin-offs 
from universities and federal laboratories 
make up a much larger share. Second, the 
number of innovations that are federally- 
funded has increased dramatically. These 
findings suggest that the U.S. innovation 
system has become much more collaborative 
in nature. Federal innovation policy needs to 
reflect this fact. 
ANALYSIS OF DATA ON FUNDING OF 
INNOVATIONS 

The growing weight of public institutions 
as the source of U.S. innovations that win 
R&D 100 Awards and the growing role of 
interorganizational collaboration in U.S. in- 
novations are suggestive that public fund- 
ing has become steadily more important to 
the U.S. innovation process in recent years. 
Nevertheless, it is necessary to probe a bit 
further, because the U.S. firms coded as ‘‘pri- 
vate”? are sometimes recipients of federal 
funding—sometimes for the precise R&D ac- 
tivity that wins the award. 

Back in the 1970s, for example, some of the 
laboratories of the Fortune 500 firms that 
were frequent R&D 100 Award winners re- 
ceived substantial amounts of direct federal 
funding. And in the more recent period, 
there has been a proliferation of programs 
through which government agencies support 
private sector R&D. An example of the latter 
is the growing importance of Small Business 
Innovation Research (SBIR) firms among the 
award winners. 

The SBIR program, established in the 
1980s, is one of the most important mecha- 
nisms through which the federal government 
supports smaller innovative firms, including 
the firms that we have labeled as supported 
spinoffs. The SBIR program is a set-aside 
program; all government agencies that fi- 
nance a large amount of R&D must set aside 
2.5 percent of their R&D budgets for projects 
that originate with small businesses. The 
program awards up to $750,000 in no strings 
support for projects in Phase I and up to $1.5 
million for Phase II projects that have shown 
significant progress in meeting the initial 
objectives. Some of the SBIR firms have now 
been in existence for 20 or more years, and at 
least one has grown to become a Fortune 500 
firm. 

Figure 6 shows the total number of past 
and present SBIR winners among winners of 
R&D 100 Awards. 

The results show that these SBIR-nurtured 
firms consistently account for a quarter of 
all U.S. R&D 100 Award winners—a powerful 
indication that the SBIR program has be- 
come a key force in the innovation economy 
of the United States. 

Figure 7 shows a more comprehensive 
measure of the role of federal financing of 
R&D 100 Award winners in the United States 
in 1975 and in 2006. The bottom part of the 
bar graph for each year shows the number of 
award-winning innovations from public sec- 
tor entities in the United States that rely 
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heavily on federal funding. As indicated ear- 
lier, the number of award-winning innova- 
tions from public sector entities increased 
dramatically from 14 in 1975 to 61 in 2006. 

The top part of the bar graph for each year 
in Figure 7 shows the number of Fortune 500 
and ‘‘other’’ U.S. firms that received at least 
1 percent of their revenues from the federal 
government. The 1 percent screen picks up 
both large defense contractors and firms 
that have received substantial federal grants 
to support their R&D efforts. In 1975, 23 inno- 
vations that won R&D 100 Awards were de- 
veloped by private firms in the United States 
that received at least 1 percent of their reve- 
nues from federal support. Prominent among 
these firms was General Electric, which de- 
veloped nine of the award-winning innova- 
tions that year. 

There is evidence that in 2006. the federal 
government directly funded three of the five 
private collaborations in the United States 
that produced innovations that received 
R&D 100 Awards. Of the 20 “other firms” 
that won awards in 2006, 13 had federal sup- 
port above the 1 percent threshold and we 
were able to link the federal money directly 
to the specific innovation that received the 
award. Hence, 16 of these ‘‘private’’ innova- 
tions count as federally funded. The overall 
result in Figure 7 is that the number of fed- 
erally funded innovations rises from 41 in 
1975 to 77 in 2066. 

In 2006, only 11 of the U.S. entities that 
produced award-winning innovations were 
not beneficiaries of federal funding. And 
even among this group of 11, there were some 
ambiguous cases. Dow Automotive won an 
R&D 100 Award for its work in developing an 
adhesive used with composite auto parts 
that was installed in Volkswagen cars. But a 
few years earlier, Dow had been a beneficiary 
of a substantial grant from the Advanced 
Technology Program in the Department of 
Commerce that was designed to accelerate 
the use of composites in automobiles. Two 
other winning firms—Brion Tech and MMR 
Technologies—were recent spinoffs from 
Stanford University, but since the firms had 
not received federal support, they were not 
coded as ‘‘supported spinoff’; however, it is 
likely that the professors behind the compa- 
nies received federal research grants while at 
Stanford. Finally, we were unable to ascer- 
tain whether any of those remaining firms 
received research support from federal lab- 
oratories. 

In short, Figure 7 probably understates the 
magnitude of the expansion in federal fund- 
ing for innovations in the United States that 
R&D 100 Awards between 1975 and 2006. After 
all, in 1975, we counted innovations as feder- 
ally funded even if support was not going to 
the specific unit of the firm that was work- 
ing on a particular innovation. For 2006, 
however, a demonstration of federal support 
required showing that the federal funds were 
going to the same unit that was responsible 
for the particular technology that won the 
award. 

The fundamental point is that even in the 
period that Fortune 500 corporations domi- 
nated the U.S. innovation process, they drew 
heavily on federal funding support. If one is 
looking for a golden age in which the private 
sector did most of the innovating on its own 
with federal help, one has to go back to the 
era before World War II. Nevertheless, over 
the last 40 years, the R&D 100 Awards indi- 
cate a dramatic increase in the federal gov- 
ernment’s centrality to the innovation econ- 
omy in the United States. In the earlier pe- 
riod, U.S. technology policies were almost 
entirely monopolized by the military and 
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space programs. More recently, a wide range 
of federal agencies that are not part of the 
Department of Defense are involved in sup- 
porting private sector R&D initiatives. Key 
agencies now include the Department of 
Commerce, Department of Energy, National 
Institutes of Health, Department of Agri- 
culture, National Science Foundation, and 
Department of Homeland Security. In addi- 
tion, over the last 20 years, state govern- 
ments have become much more involved in 
technology policy, with many, if not all 
states funding technology-based economic 
development activities. To the extent that 
state programs help small firms or univer- 
sity and federal lab innovations, their role 
would not be picked up in this analysis. 
DISCUSSION 


Back in 1887, Thomas Edison built an in- 
vention factory that has long been seen as 
the inspiration for the rise of the corporate 
research labs established by large U.S. firms 
during the 20th century. Our analysis sug- 
gests that although large corporations in the 
United States emulated Edison’s model for 
decades, this pattern became much weaker 
after the corporate reorganizations of the 
1970s and 1980s. Thus, the ‘‘era of Edison’’ did 
not last the full century. 

It is not clear why the relative role of For- 
tune 500 companies in the U.S. innovation 
system has declined. We can hypothesize 
three factors. First, it seems likely that big 
corporations facing relentless pressures from 
the financial markets have been forced to 
cut back on expenditures that do not imme- 
diately strengthen the bottom line. In some 
cases, corporate cutbacks have meant elimi- 
nating laboratories altogether; in other 
cases, such cutbacks have meant reducing 
expenditures on early stage technology de- 
velopment that is often both expensive and 
risky and is more likely to lead to the kind 
of radical breakthroughs that win awards 
like the ones analyzed here 

A second factor that may be involved in 
the decline in Fortune 500 companies in the 
U.S. innovation system is that several fac- 
tors, including the rise of computers and the 
Internet, have made it much easier for small 
firms to enter markets previously dominated 
by large firms. Many technologies today re- 
quire less capital-intensive production proc- 
esses (e.g., software), making it possible for 
small firms to innovate the technologies for 
which they received R&D 100 Awards. In 
other industries (e.g., biopharmaceuticals), 
small, innovative companies can contract 
out manufacturing (e.g., of new drugs). Be- 
cause small and mid-sized firms can now bet- 
ter compete in product markets, they have 
dramatically increased their R&D invest- 
ments. In fact, while the ratio of R&D in- 
vestments to U.S. gross domestic product 
more than doubled between 1980 and 2000, al- 
most all of that increase was due to in- 
creased R&D investments by small and mid- 
sized firms with fewer than 5,000 employees. 
Moreover, large firm R&D may now be more 
focused on improving existing product lines, 
as opposed to generating radically new inno- 
vations. 

The third factor that may have contrib- 
uted to the decline of Fortune 500 companies 
dynamic is a change in the employment pref- 
erences of scientists and engineers. As the 
employment landscape has shifted, it seems 
quite possible that many talented scientists 
and engineers have voted with their feet and 
have left work in corporate labs in favor of 
work at government labs, university labs, or 
smaller firms. More research is necessary to 
tease out the causes. 

But returning to the history of the Edison 
lab suggests a longer term and more struc- 
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tural explanation for the recent shifts in the 
U.S. innovation system that we have uncov- 
ered. Revisionist scholars have discovered 
that Edison’s laboratory actually operated 
differently from the corporate labs of the 
20th century. It is true that Edison assem- 
bled a team of scientists and engineers that 
had built up considerable expertise in work- 
ing with electrical devices—but Edison’s 
team divided its time between internal 
projects and external projects. The Edison 
laboratory did extensive contract work for 
other firms, helping them develop solutions 
to particular problems that their industry 
faced. Edison’s employees worked closely 
with employees with technical knowledge 
from those other firms. 

The argument by revisionist historians is 
that the extraordinary productivity of the 
Edison labs was a result of the systematic 
interaction between Edison’s team and other 
groups of experts with very specific types of 
knowledge. When U.S. corporations sought 
to emulate Edison’s model in the 20th cen- 
tury, though, they built elaborate labora- 
tories that tended to cut their in-house tech- 
nologists off from these systematic encoun- 
ters with experts in other organizations. 
This choice fit with the model of the cor- 
poration that was exemplified by Henry 
Ford’s decision to produce his own steel at 
the River Rouge plant. The idea was that 
bringing these activities, including R&D, 
fully in-house maximized management’s 
ability to deploy the organization’s re- 
sources. 

What we have found in the United States 
at the end of the 20th century, though, is ba- 
sically a return to Edison’s model—with suc- 
cessful research organizations; public. or pri- 
vate, developing a highly productive mix of 
internal and external projects. There appear 
to be an increasing number of private sector 
research laboratories that combine their own 
internal projects—often funded with federal 
money—with contracted research for other 
firms. Some of their innovations show up as 
a winners of R&D 100 Awards. 

CONCLUSION 


These findings suggest that the U.S. fed- 
eral government’s role in fostering innova- 
tion—both in terms of organizational, aus- 
pices and funding—across the U.S. economy 
has significantly expanded in the last several 
decades. But the federal government’s role is 
not to act as the agent of centrally planned 
technological change. 

In Chalmers Johnson’s classic account of 
the Japanese model of industrial policy, he 
shows how government officials, working at 
the Ministry of Trade and Industry, operated 
as both coordinators and financiers for the 
conquest by Japanese firms of new markets. 
Japanese government officials were imple- 
menting a shared plan that linked invest- 
ments in particular technologies with spe- 
cific business strategies to win in particular 
markets—both domestically and inter- 
nationally. That strategy may have allowed 
Japan to catch up the leading nations in an 
array of industries, but it did not and does 
not fit the new innovation environment 
where cutting-edge innovation produced in a 
new collaborative and dispersed models is 
the key to success. It is for that reason that 
many other nations have shifted their inno- 
vation policies to be less directed. 

In the United States, there is no central 
plan for innovation, and different federal 
agencies engage in support for new tech- 
nologies often in direct competition with 
other agencies. The federal government had 
created a decentralized network of publicly 
funded laboratores where technologists will 
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have incentives to work with private firms 
and find ways to turn their disoveries into 
commercial products. Moreover, an alphabet 
soup of different federal programs provides 
agencies with opportunities to help fund 
some of these more compelling technological 
possibilities, just as there has been increas- 
ing support, at both the federal and state 
levels, for industry-university research col- 
laboration. 

Complementing these decentralized efforts 
are, more targeted federal government pro- 
grams that are designed to accelerate 
progress across specific technological bar- 
riers. Today, for example, the. Advanced Re- 
search Projects Agency in the Department of 
Defense is prioritizing support for computer 
scientists to find ways to overcome the ob- 
stacles to creating.ever more powerful 
microchips for computers. It is also helping 
biological scientists find ways to accelerate 
the production of large batches of vaccine, 
which would be useful to protect the popu- 
lation both against biological weapons and a 
global pandemic of a deadly influenza. For 
these targeted efforts, officials in these gov- 
ernment offices decide to renew grant sup- 
port to one research group because it has 
made progress, withhold it from another re- 
search group that appears to be heading to- 
wards a dead end, and encourage connections 
with still another research group—working 
on a seemingly unrelated problem—because 
they suspect that the-third group’s, findings 
might have relevance for solving the tar- 
geted problem. 

Both types of U.S. government innovation 
initiatives—decentralized and targeted—are 
increasingly described with the language of 
venture capital. Private sector venture cap- 
italists, such as the famous firms in Silicon 
Valley, have an open door policy for sci- 
entists and engineers who have a bright idea 
for a new business. Of every hundred pitches 
they hear, they might decide to invest in 20 
with the idea that if even one or two of the 
20 are successful, then they make vast 
amounts of money that they can recycle into 
new rounds of initial investments. But the 
key assumption behind venture capital is 
that even after careful screening, most of 
these new business ventures will fail. Some 
won’t be able.to develop the promised tech- 
nology, some won’t find a market for their 
particular innovation, and some won’t be 
able to build an organization capable of ex- 
ploiting the Market. Nevertheless, the enor- 
mous gains from the small percentage of 
winners are more than enough to cover the 
bases from the others. 

Many U.S. government officials, now use 
the same rhetoric. They know that most new 
startups begun by scientists and engineers at 
universities or government laboratories will 
fail, but the minority that succeed will cre- 
ate jobs and advance new technologies. With 
the decentralized approach, they may pro- 
vide support to several hundred firms with 
the idea that 20 to 50 might actually flour- 
ish. With the more targeted efforts, they re- 
alize that in each funding cycle, only a mi- 
nority of the researchers will make any sig- 
nificant headway on the key problems. But 
the idea is that over time, a few incremental 
advances will eventually set the stage for 
the big breakthrough that they are looking 
for. 

The largest federal government program 
that fits this venture capital model is the 
Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) 
program. In 2004, the SBIR program gave out 
more than $2 billion for some 6,300 separate 
research projects. The success of programs 
such as SBIR helps to explain what is per- 
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haps the most surprising turn in federal in- 
novation policy of the last decade. 

Starting with the Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA) in 1999, a number of govern- 
ment agencies have now set up their own 
venture capital operations. The CIA’s ven- 
ture capital arm, In-Q-Tel, maintains its own 
Website and lists 90 recent startup firms in 
which it has invested. Congress provided a 
$500 million initial fund, and just as with pri- 
vate sector venture capital, the idea is that 
the initial fund will be replenished and ex- 
panded as In-Q-Tel sells its stake in those 
firms that have been successful. The Depart- 
ment of the Army has followed the CIA 
model, and the Department of Energy has 
partnered with Battelle—the large nonprofit 
organization that manages several of the de- 
partment’s labs—which has now created its 
own not-for-profit venture capital arm with 
an emphasis on supporting startup firms 
that originated in the laboratories. 

Although this explicit turn towards ven- 
ture capital by U.S. government agencies is 
understandable, it will not, by itself, solve 
what we see as the main weaknesses in the 
current system of federal support for innova- 
tion in the United States. In our view, the 
system of federal support for innovation has 
enormous strengths, but it also suffers from 
three major, interconnected weaknesses. 
First, the system carries decentralization to 
an unproductive extreme. Under current ar- 
rangements, it is entirely possible that five 
different government agencies might be sup- 
porting 30 different teams of technologists 
working on an identical problem without a 
full awareness of the duplication of efforts. 
This situation is a particular problem if dif- 
ferent groups are unable to learn from each 
other in a timely fashion. Second, because 
the importance of the federal role in fos- 
tering innovation is not widely recognized, 
federal programs in support of innovation 
lack the broad public support that would be 
commensurate with their economic impor- 
tance. Third, the budgetary support for the 
current system is inadequate and uncertain. 
Funding for more collaborative research and 
commercialization efforts are relatively lim- 
ited, and total federal levels of R&D spend- 
ing have been declining in real terms since 
2003. These declines put the entire U.S. inno- 
vation system at risk. 

This analysis has shown a dramatic shift 
in the locus of innovation in the U.S. econ- 
omy that has occurred over the last three 
decades. We hope these findings spur a broad 
debate about the changing role of the federal 
government in our national innovation sys- 
tem. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, the Bio- 
technology Industry Organization 
noted: 

[t]his bill represents a balanced approach 
to ensure that America’s most innovative 
small businesses can access existing incen- 
tives to grow jobs by commercializing new 
discoveries. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce said: 

[t]his landmark compromise bill, if passed 
into law, would unlock the door for entry for 
businesses that acquire equity funding 
through venture capital firms without di- 
minishing the programs effectiveness for tra- 
ditional small businesses, thus setting the 
stage for a robust and revitalized SBIR pro- 
gram. 

That is really our goal—a modern 
program that recognizes the reality of 
today’s innovative small businesses 
and provides the appropriate environ- 
ment in which they can flourish. 
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Given the nature of the compromise 
we have reached—from increasing allo- 
cations over a number of years to al- 
lowing limited participation by major- 
ity-owned venture capital firms—we 
must allow time for these provisions to 
take shape and enhance these pro- 
grams. That is why our legislation re- 
authorizes these measures for 8 years, 
through 2019. Indeed, the past two reau- 
thorizations of the SBIR program have 
been for 8 years each—in 1992 and 2000— 
as was the last reauthorization for the 
STTR program in 2001. 

This long-term reauthorization will 
allow more small businesses to access 
this funding without the fear of con- 
stant interruptions based on whims of 
whether Congress will extend these 
programs for an indefinite period of 
time. Indeed, a company’s life cycle in 
either of these programs is by nature a 
multiyear process—a phase I award 
will last 6 months, while a phase II 
award will last for 2 years. That time- 
frame does not include the time it 
takes for businesses to apply for fund- 
ing and await a decision, as well as the 
time between three phases waiting for 
new solicitations from agencies. 

It will also allow the Government Ac- 
countability Office to effectively study 
the venture capital compromise over 
time to see if it is serving its intended 
purpose of allowing promising small 
businesses to utilize these resources. 
We include a provision in the bill man- 
dating that the GAO issue a report on 
the subject 3 years after enactment and 
every 3 years thereafter. By reducing 
the length of the reauthorization, we 
would be allowing this delicate com- 
promise to be relitigated immediately 
without the benefit of studying its im- 
pact, and we would effectively negate 
any modicum of certainty provided in 
the pending legislation. 

Finally, on the matter of procedure, I 
am very pleased the majority leader 
has indicated he will be allowing an 
open amendment process to this legis- 
lation. That is also important as well 
as necessary for working through these 
issues and others that are critical to 
our consideration. 

Mr. President, I thank you for the 
consideration, but I most especially 
thank the chair of the Small Business 
Committee for providing the kind of 
leadership that has been so essential to 
bringing this legislation forward. After 
10 reauthorizations and for about 6 
years in the process, to bring it to this 
point will be critical for the innovation 
that is so essential to creating new 
products and to also creating new jobs 
we desperately need in our economy. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
thank Senator SNOWE. I could not have 
a better partner on this committee. 
Her expertise is noted and admired 
among the Members. She has served as 
a member of this committee—often- 
times its chair—for many years. I ap- 
preciate her help and the help of her 
staff as well. 
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In the 10 minutes we have left, I wish 
to add a couple of specifics of the com- 
promise Senator SNOWE has outlined. 

It is true that this program has been 
sputtering along on very uncertain ter- 
rain because of every 3-month or 6- 
month reauthorization hastily put for- 
ward because there has been no agree- 
ment on a few of the details. We finally 
reached an agreement on some of those 
details, the largest of which had to do 
with the percentage of awards that 
could be given or funded to companies 
that are owned by venture capitalists. 

This program was started as a small 
business program. Senator SNOWE and I 
feel very strongly and the same to try 
to keep it as a small business entrepre- 
neurial program but to obviously rec- 
ognize the changes and opportunities 
for capital presented by some venture 
capitalists. That has been the subject 
of the largest piece of negotiation. Iam 
happy to say we have letters of support 
from the Bay Area Innovation Alli- 
ance, the BioDistrict from New Orle- 
ans, just to name one, the Bio- 
technology Council. They are all very 
supportive of this compromise. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD 
these letters of support. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Hon. Mary L. LANDRIEU, 

Committee on Small Business & Entrepreneur- 
ship, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

Subject: Senate Bill S. 493 

DEAR SENATOR LANDRIEU: The Bay Area In- 
novation Alliance, representing more than 60 
technology companies in the San Francisco 
Bay Area who participate extensively in the 
SBIR/STTR programs, is pleased to support 
compromise legislation for SBIR reauthor- 
ization. 

We urge a timely passage of Senate Bill S. 
493. 

Sincerely, 
CHRISTOPHER WHITE. 
Bay Area Innovation Alliance, 
BIODISTRICT NEW ORLEANS, 
New Orleans, LA, March 9, 2011. 

Hon. Mary LANDRIEU, 

Chair, Senate Committee on Small Business and 
Entrepreneurship, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRWOMAN LANDRIEU: BioDistrict 
New Orleans is pleased to support your com- 
promise Small Business Innovation Research 
(SBIR) and Small Business Technology 
Transfer (STTR) programs reauthorization 
legislation. Rebuilding the New Orleans 
economy around the biotech, digital media 
and other knowledge-based industries is our 
#1 priority. 

As you know, SBIR is the nation’s largest 
source of early-stage research and develop- 
ment funding. Providing more than 50,000+ 
patents since its inception, SBIR has suc- 
cessfully harnessed the proven innovative 
power of small, technology-based businesses 
to meet the nation’s technology needs, and 
New Orleans needs to become a center of 
such activity. 

Unfortunately, the reauthorization of this 
demonstrably effective program has been 
beset by various tribulations, court interpre- 
tations and special interests. This has lead 
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to nine short-term reauthorizations since 
2008. These repeated, temporary extensions 
have wreaked havoc on agencies’ ability to 
make strategic decisions in regard to the 
programs. The uncertain future of the pro- 
gram has also deterred potential partici- 
pants and investors. 


Thankfully, S.B. 493 allows for increased 
venture-capital participation but retains the 
small-business integrity of the program. 
This bill has been endorsed by the Bio- 
technology Industry Organization and the 
Small Business Technology Council, the na- 
tion’s largest tech-oriented small business 
organization from diverse industries. 


The BioDistrict also fully supports this 
legislation and urges its swift adoption. We 
wish to thank you for your unflagging and 
indispensable efforts to protect the small- 
business focus of the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams and achieve this balanced and fair 
compromise reauthorization package. 

Sincerely, 
BONITA A. ROBERTSON, 
Special Counsel. 


NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS 
ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, March 7, 2011. 

Hon. MARY LANDRIEU, 

U.S. Senate, 

Washington, DC. 

Hon. OLYMPIA SNOWE, 

U.S. Senate, 

Washington, DC. 


DEAR CHAIRWOMAN LANDRIEU AND RANKING 
MEMBER SNOWE: The National Small Busi- 
ness Association is pleased to support the 
SBIR/STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011 (S. 
493). Reaching 150,000 small-business owners 
across the nation, NSBA is the country’s old- 
est small-business advocacy organization 
and a longtime supporter of the Small Busi- 
ness Innovation Research, SBIR, program. 


As you both know, the SBIR program is 
the nation’s largest source of early-stage re- 
search and development funding. Providing 
more than 50,000 patents since its inception, 
SBIR has successfully harnessed the proven 
innovative power of small, technology-based 
businesses to meet the nation’s technology 
needs. On average, SBIR generates seven new 
patents per day—which is far more than all 
U.S. universities combined, at less than one- 
twelfth their level of federal research and de- 
velopment funding. 


Unfortunately, the reauthorization of this 
demonstrably-effective program has been 
beset by various tribulations. This has led to 
ten short-term reauthorizations since 2008. 
These repeated, temporary extensions have 
wreaked havoc on agencies’ ability to make 
strategic decisions in regard to the pro- 
grams. The uncertain future of the program 
also has deterred potential participants and 
investors. 


Thankfully, a compromise reauthorization 
package—which allows for increased ven- 
ture-capital participation but retains the 
small-business integrity of the program—has 
been forged. This compromise has been en- 
dorsed by the Biotechnology Industry Orga- 
nization, the National Venture Capital Asso- 
ciation, and the Small Business Technology 
Council, the nation’s largest tech-oriented 
small business organization from diverse in- 
dustries. 

NSBA also fully supports S. 493 and urges 
its swift adoption. NSBA thanks you both for 
your unflagging and indispensable efforts to 
protect the small-business focus of the SBIR 
and STTR programs and achieve this bal- 
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anced and fair compromise reauthorization 
package. 
Sincerely, 
TODD О. MCCRACKEN, 
President. 
SMALLER BUSINESS ASSOCIATION 
OF NEW ENGLAND, 
Waltham, MA, March 8, 2011. 

U.S. Senator MARY LANDRIEU, 

Chairman, Senate Small Business & Entrepre- 
neurship, Russell Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LANDRIEU: The Smaller 
Business Association of New England fully 
supports б. 493, which reauthorizes the Small 
Business Research Innovation program for 
the next eight years. Life sciences, defense, 
high technology and the energy sectors in 
Massachusetts have been tremendous bene- 
ficiaries of the SBIR/STTR programs aver- 
aging almost one quarter of a billion dollars 
per year. This research and development en- 
gine has spawned new revolutionary prod- 
ucts that have been utilized in an innovative 
way by the military and commercial mar- 
kets. 

The proposed incremental increases in the 
SBIR/STTR formulas will only enhance the 
technology readiness of the program and will 
provide incentives for further innovation. 

We think your compromise on the sticky 
venture capital issue is an equitable one, 
particularly if it is inextricably linked to 
the increase in the SBIR formula from 2.5 
percent to 3.5 percent. Secondly, the in- 
creased-size limits on Phase I and Phase II 
and allowance of sequential phasing from I 
to II appears to be reasonable and permits 
program flexibility for both the agency and 
recipient. 

In summary, we think you and your staff 
have crafted an excellent compromise in 
order to satisfy divergent interests and most 
importantly, preserve the integrity of the 
SBIR/STTR programs. Please let us know if 
there is anything else SBANE can do to fa- 
cilitate Senate 493. Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT A. BAKER, 
President. 


V-LABS, INC. 
Covington, LA, March 8, 2011. 
Senator MARY LANDRIEU, 
U.S. Senate Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LANDRIEU: I am writing to 
give my support for SBIR/STTR Reauthor- 
ization Bill (S. 493). І am also a supporter of 
Senator Landrieu as a Louisiana resident. 
She has worked tirelessly for the business 
community in Louisiana. I have a small high 
tech company in Covington LA and have re- 
ceived several SBIR grants that enabled us 
to do research that we could not have af- 
forded. I have worked many years in support 
of the development of biotechnology in Lou- 
isiana. 

I am Councilor of the Division of Small 
Chemical Businesses, SCHB, of the American 
Chemical Society. The SBIR/STTR program 
is very important to our members. We offer 
symposia to our membership at national and 
regional meeting to share the opportunities 
of the SBIR/STTR program. The Division 
supports reauthorization of the SBIR/STTR 
program. 

I have campaigned for support of the pro- 
gram by the American Chemical Society, 
ACS, for a number of years. The American 
Chemical Society has 163,000 members; it is 
the largest scientific society in the world. 
The support of the program was announced 


March 15, 2011 


by the ACS Board of Directors in December, 
2010 in a position statement, ‘‘A Competitive 
U.S. Business Climate: The Role of Chem- 
istry”, on creating new U.S. based science 
jobs. The complete publication is on the ACS 
webpage under policy, www.acs.org/policy 
The last paragraph of this statement reads: 
“Recommendations: Small Business and En- 
trepreneurship—ACS supports policies that 
foster the growth of small research and de- 
velopment businesses and encourage entre- 
preneurship: Expanding funding for the 
Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR), 
Small Business Technology Transfer (STTR), 
and Small Business Investment Companies 
(SBIC) programs and reforming these pro- 
grams to make direct research funding for 
small businesses more easily available Pro- 
viding incentives for larger companies to ex- 
pand investments in start-up research and 
development businesses” 

I thank you for your work as well as the 
Committee on Small Business in introducing 
this bill S. 493 for the Reauthorization of the 
SBIR/STTR program. 

Yours truly, 
SHARON V. VERCELLOTTI, 
President. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, CON- 
МЕСТ, which is out of the University of 
California, is another important player 
in this particular field, and 
Dawnbreaker, a  commercialization 
company. They were part of helping us 
forge this important compromise. 

I also note that the guidelines of the 
awards have been raised in the first 
stage from $100,000 to $150,000 and from 
$750,000 to $1 million for phase П and 
allows for sequential phase II awards— 
another important change. 

I particularly thank Senator COBURN 
for agreeing to an 8-year extension. We 
think, for a program such as this which 
is dealing with technologies that some- 
times take years to develop, that can 
be very promising, but it takes some 
planning, it takes patience. This is not 
a program that lends itself readily to 2- 
to 4-year reauthorizations. That is too 
much uncertainty for a program such 
as this. Maybe other programs in the 
Federal Government should go through 
4-year and 5-year authorizations. Both 
Senator SNOWE and I pressed for a 
longer time. Senator COBURN is some- 
what reluctant, but we are very grate- 
ful that he and others stepped up and 
said 8 years would be a good com- 
promise in that way. We are grateful. 
This will be a very important author- 
ization because it will set the direction 
for the next 8 years for our Federal 
agencies. 

We have also made an important 
change—and I am very pleased about 
this because I think you can have the 
greatest programs in the world, but if 
you are not focused on quality, if you 
are not focused on exchanging best 
practices, if you are not focused on 
good management of those programs, 
even some of the best intentions fall 
apart or the taxpayers’ money is wast- 
ed. We do not want to see that happen 
here. So we have set aside a small por- 
tion for administration, which was rec- 
ommended by this study of oversight, 
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so that the managers in each of these 
departments can be better trained to 
actually identify promising tech- 
nologies, make sure they are request- 
ing in the right areas the kinds of tech- 
nologies they are looking for, and re- 
ceive that information in a more pro- 
fessional way. That is an important 
component of this compromise—the 3- 
percent allocation for administration 
and oversight. 

As I said, it reauthorizes it for 8 
years, and the arrangement between 
venture capital and small businesses— 
that kind of capsulizes the major 
changes. 

I do wish to recognize Senator 
ROCKEFELLER’s amendment that he put 
on in the 111th Congress which is a pol- 
icy directive against waste, fraud, and 
abuse. Senator ROCKEFELLER has been 
very helpful in this regard. His amend- 
ment, along with others, requires in- 
spectors general in participating Fed- 
eral agencies to establish fraud-detec- 
tion measures, coordinate fraud infor- 
mation sharing between agencies, and 
provide fraud prevention related to 
education and training of the adminis- 
tration. 

In addition to all of this, it actually 
gets even better because Senator 
SNOWE and I have figured out a way to 
reduce the cost from the last Congress 
to this Congress from $229 million over 
5 years to $150 million. We are being as 
efficient with taxpayers’ dollars as we 
can, strengthening administration and 
fraud detection, giving a longer lead 
time and runway for some of these 
technologies. 

Again, we think this is a model pro- 
gram in the world. We do not think, we 
know that because of the research and 
review that has been done of this pro- 
gram and from what we hear from 
other countries. They wonder: How 
does your system work? This is one im- 
portant aspect. The government does 
have a role to play—not the most sig- 
nificant role potentially but a portion 
of one of the most significant roles to 
play in promoting entrepreneurship, 
creativity, innovations, and expanding 
the number of patents that are issued 
in the United States by providing pro- 
grams that give an open door, access, 
and level playing field to the smallest 
businesses in America to give them a 
chance to compete against some of the 
big guys. That is really what this is all 
about. 

Mr. President, let me see if the rank- 
ing member has anything else to add. 
We have a few minutes left. She may 
have one or two points to add as we 
close out before the lunch period. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I thank 
the chairman. The points she raised are 
very critical because of the contribu- 
tions these programs have made to our 
economy, most especially because 
much of the innovation that occurs in 
America comes from small businesses. 
In fact, this report by the Information 
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and Innovation Technology Foundation 
underscores this point, that the inno- 
vations coming from big companies is 
actually on the decline. We really do 
depend on the entrepreneurial spirit of 
small businesses to create the kind of 
innovation we require in America if we 
are going to be on the vanguard of 
change and vanguard of technologies 
and which is so crucial in moving for- 
ward as a nation. 

The SBIR program in particular has 
played a very crucial role in that re- 
gard. I think this report truly does em- 
phasize the degree to which it has 
played a paramount role over the years 
since the program was created in 1982. 
It certainly has had an extraordinary 
history in that regard. 

We talk about a lot of programs that 
we underwrite at the Federal level, but 
I can say this is a good use of tax- 
payers’ dollars when we are thinking 
about how we maximize taxpayers’ dol- 
lars within the Federal agencies that 
are now utilizing these programs, of 
which we have 11 different agencies 
that are setting aside the research and 
development funds specifically to en- 
sure that small business has an alloca- 
tion among the research and develop- 
ment dollars so they get their fair 
share because that is from where the 
innovation is derived in the final anal- 
ysis. That certainly has been the indi- 
cation of the many results we have 
achieved due to these programs, and 
that is what makes them outstanding 
in that regard. 

You can draw a cause and effect. Cer- 
tainly, there is a correlation between 
the effectiveness of these programs 
among the agencies that award them 
to small businesses that then become 
the true laboratories for the innova- 
tion. That transformation, as this re- 
port indicated, has been central to the 
types of technologies that have 
emerged over the last three decades. 

We want to continue to advance 
these programs because they are unde- 
niably beneficial and well worth the in- 
vestments that are made by these 
agencies because of their required set- 
asides for these programs and to ensure 
that small businesses are part of the 
research and development funding that 
is in the billions of dollars at the Fed- 
eral level, if you look at the collective 
budgets of just these 11 agencies. We 
want to make sure small businesses are 
key to our technological growth and, 
therefore, having these types of pro- 
grams becomes a major force in devel- 
oping our innovative economy, as this 
report indicated recently. 

Again, I wish to thank the Chair for 
her efforts in that regard. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
thank Ranking Member SNOWE and, ac- 
cording to the previous agreement, I 
think we are going to move to a 
quorum call at this point. Within a 
short period of time, I think the leader- 
ship is going to lay down two amend- 
ments and then, after lunch, of course, 
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we will be open to consider others. We 
are hoping they will be limited to the 
subject matter before us, but it is an 
open debate on this bill. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the committee-re- 
ported amendments be agreed to en 
bloc; the motions to reconsider be con- 
sidered made and laid upon the table en 
bloc; the amended version of S. 493 be 
considered original text for the pur- 
poses of further amendment; that Sen- 
ator NELSON of Nebraska then be recog- 
nized to offer an amendment to S. 493; 
that following the reporting of the Nel- 
son amendment, the amendment be set 
aside and the Republican leader be rec- 
ognized to offer a first-degree amend- 
ment to the bill; and following the re- 
porting of the McConnell amendment, 
the Republican leader be recognized for 
up to 5 minutes for debate only relative 
to his amendment; that following the 
Republican leader’s remarks, the Sen- 
ate resume consideration of the Nelson 
amendment and Senator NELSON be 
recognized for up to 10 minutes for de- 
bate only relative to his amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent this be modified to allow the Re- 
publican leader to speak for whatever 
time he needs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The committee-reported 
ments were agreed to en bloc.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

AMENDMENT NO. 182 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent to call 
up the amendment I just sent to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. NELSON] 
proposes an amendment No. 182. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent to dis- 
pense with further reading of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

It is the sense of the Senate that it sup- 
ports reducing its budget by at least 5 per- 
cent. The Senate has made the findings that: 

Finding that, Congress must pursue com- 
prehensive deficit reduction, 

Finding that, the nation is deeply involved 
in military action on two fronts 

Finding that, Admiral Mullen has noted 
the most significant threat to national secu- 
rity is the national debt 


amend- 
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Finding that, the nation is in fragile recov- 
ery from an economic downturn that has 
spanned two administrations 

Finding that, the offices and agencies that 
serve Members of Congress must be reduced 
along with the rest of the budget 

Finding that, in order to address the Na- 
tion’s fiscal crisis, the Senate should lead by 
example and reduce its own legislative budg- 
et 

It is the sense of the Senate, that it should 
lead by example and reduce the budget of the 
Senate by at least 5 percent. 

AMENDMENT NO. 183 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re- 
publican leader. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
with gas prices on the rise, Americans 
want to know what Washington is 
going to do about it. So let me provide 
a little update: The White House has 
responded by locking up domestic en- 
ergy supplies and pushing an energy 
tax that will drive gas prices up even 
higher and Democrats in Congress 
aren’t doing anything at all. 

So we have a total disconnect right 
now between Democrats in Washington 
when it comes to gas prices. Both the 
White House and Democrats in Con- 
gress are acting as if they haven’t seen 
a nightly newscast or driven by a gas 
station in weeks. 

Senator INHOFE, Senator MURKOWSKI, 
and Senator BARRASSO have done a ter- 
rific job of raising the alarm on the ad- 
ministration’s efforts to lock up do- 
mestic energy, even as it continues to 
push costly new regulations at the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency. I wish 
to commend them for their efforts on 
this most important and timely issue. 
They have shown how American fami- 
lies are getting a double whammy right 
now. Refiners would pass the costs re- 
lated to these regulations on to con- 
sumers, and the White House’s efforts 
to lock up domestic energy production 
puts even more pressure on gas prices. 

If you are just tuning in, let’s review 
what the White House has been up to 
on that front: They have resisted our 
push for American production offshore, 
onshore and in Alaska and the jobs 
that go along with it. They have can- 
celed existing drilling permits and the 
jobs that come with them. They have 
needlessly delayed offshore leases, 
which even former President Clinton 
has referred to as ridiculous. They have 
imposed a moratorium on oil and gas 
drilling, which amounts to a morato- 
rium on domestic energy-related jobs. 
They have proposed a tax on domestic 
energy production that might be called 
a ‘“‘minivan tax.” Now they are trying 
to impose a backdoor national energy 
tax through the EPA. 

It is a strange way to respond to ris- 
ing gas prices. But it is perfectly con- 
sistent with the current Energy Sec- 
retary’s previously stated desire to get 
gas prices in the United States up to 
where they are in Europe. 

These new regulations would destroy 
jobs at a time when Americans need 
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them the most, and they would be espe- 
cially devastating for States such as 
Kentucky and other coal States. ЕРА 
regulations resulting in dramatic en- 
ergy price increases would jeopardize 
the livelihoods of the 18,000 miners in 
Kentucky and the additional 200,000 
jobs that depend on coal production 
and the low cost of electricity that 
Kentuckians enjoy. 

They would raise the price of every- 
thing from electricity, gasoline, fer- 
tilizer, to the food we eat, and that is 
why farmers, builders, manufacturers, 
small businesses, and the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce oppose them and support 
an effort to stop them. 

But the White House is determined to 
get its way, and that is why they are 
attempting to do through regulation 
what they couldn’t do through legisla- 
tion regardless of whether the Amer- 
ican people want it. In my view, it is 
an insult to the millions of Americans 
who are already struggling to make 
ends meet and to find a job. 

Fourteen million Americans are 
looking for work, gas prices are ap- 
proaching $4 a gallon, and the Obama 
administration wants unelected and 
unaccountable bureaucrats to impose 
new regulations that will destroy even 
more jobs and drive gas prices even 
higher. 

If you want proof that common sense 
is taking a backseat to ideology in the 
White House, look no further: This 
plan is bad for jobs and bad for the 
economy and it must be stopped. That 
is why, at the end of my remarks, I will 
be introducing an amendment to block 
it. 

In an effort to prevent the adminis- 
tration from adding yet another bur- 
densome, job-destroying regulation 
through the backdoor, we will have a 
vote on whether, at a time of rising gas 
prices and growing concern about the 
scope of government, we should allow 
the White House to impose new energy 
regulations through the EPA. 

This vote is needed because the 
White House appears ready to advance 
its goal by any means possible, regard- 
less of our economy or the will of the 
people. That is why it is my hope we 
will vote to stop this power grab in its 
tracks. 

I wish to, in particular, give credit to 
Senator INHOFE. This is legislation he 
has introduced and has been pro- 
moting. It is exactly the same legisla- 
tion that is moving over in the House 
of Representatives, and it is time the 
Senate took a stand on this measure as 
well. 

Mr. President, I believe there is an 
amendment pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend- 
ing amendment be temporarily set 
aside, and I send an amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
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The bill clerk read as follows: 


The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCon- 
NELL] proposes an amendment No. 183. 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read- 
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To prohibit the Administrator of 

the Environmental Protection Agency 

from promulgating any regulation con- 
cerning, taking action relating to, or tak- 

ing into consideration the emission of a 

greenhouse gas to address climate change) 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE VI—ENERGY TAX PREVENTION 
SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Energy Tax 
Prevention Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 602. NO REGULATION OF EMISSIONS OF 
GREENHOUSE GASES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7601 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 330. NO REGULATION OF EMISSIONS OF 
GREENHOUSE GASES. 

(а) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘greenhouse gas’ means any of the following: 

“(1) Water vapor. 

(02) Carbon dioxide. 

(8) Methane. 

“(4) Nitrous oxide. 

“(5) Sulfur hexafluoride. 

“(6) Hydrofluorocarbons. 

“(7) Perfluorocarbons. 

(8) Any other substance subject to, or pro- 
posed to be subject to, regulation, action, or 
consideration under this Act to address cli- 
mate change. 

(0) LIMITATION ON AGENCY ACTION.— 

(1) LIMITATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
not, under this Act, promulgate any regula- 
tion concerning, take action relating to, or 
take into consideration the emission of a 
greenhouse gas to address climate change. 

“(В) AIR POLLUTANT DEFINITION.—The defi- 
nition of the term ‘air pollutant’ in section 
302(¢) does not include a greenhouse gas. 
Nothwithstanding the previous sentence, 
such definition may include a greenhouse gas 
for purposes of addressing concerns other 
than climate change. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) does not 
prohibit the following: 

(А) Notwithstanding paragraph (4)(B), im- 
plementation and enforcement of the rule 
entitled ‘Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Standards and Corporate Average 
Fuel Economy Standards’ (75 Fed. Reg. 25324 
(May 7, 2010) and without further revision) 
and finalization, implementation, enforce- 
ment, and revision of the proposed rule enti- 
tled ‘Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards 
and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- 
and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles’ pub- 
lished at 75 Fed. Reg. 74152 (November 30, 
2010). 

‘(B) Implementation and enforcement of 
section 211(0). 

“(C) Statutorily authorized Federal re- 
search, development, and demonstration pro- 
grams addressing climate change. 

‘(D) Implementation and enforcement of 
title VI to the extent such implementation 
or enforcement only involves one or more 
class I or class II substances (as such terms 
are defined in section 601). 

“(E) Implementation and enforcement of 
section 821 (42 U.S.C. 7651k note) of Public 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


Law 101-549 (commonly referred to as the 
‘Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990’). 

(8) INAPPLICABILITY OF PROVISIONS.—Noth- 
ing listed in paragraph (2) shall cause a 
greenhouse gas to be subject to part C of 
title I (relating to prevention of significant 
deterioration of air quality) or considered an 
air pollutant for purposes of title V (relating 
to air permits). 

(4) CERTAIN PRIOR AGENCY ACTIONS.—The 
following rules, and actions (including any 
supplement or revision to such rules and ac- 
tions) are repealed and shall have no legal ef- 
fect: 

“(А) ‘Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse 
Gases’, published at 74 Fed. Reg. 56260 (Octo- 
ber 30, 2009). 

“(B) ‘Endangerment and Cause or Con- 
tribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases under 
section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act’ published 
at 74 Fed. Reg. 66496 (Dec. 15, 2009). 

““(C) ‘Reconsideration of the Interpretation 
of Regulations That Determine Pollutants 
Covered by Clean Air Act Permitting Pro- 
grams’ published at 75 Fed. Reg. 17004 (April 
2, 2010) and the memorandum from Stephen 
L. Johnson, Environmental Protection Agen- 
cy (EPA) Administrator, to EPA Regional 
Administrators, concerning ‘EPA’s Interpre- 
tation of Regulations that Determine Pollut- 
ants Covered by Federal Prevention of Sig- 
nificant Deterioration (PSD) Permit Pro- 
gram’ (Dec. 18, 2008). 

“(D) ‘Prevention of Significant Deteriora- 
tion and Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailoring 
Rule’, published at 75 Fed. Reg. 31514 (June 3, 
2010). 

“(Е) ‘Action To Ensure Authority To Issue 
Permits Under the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration Program to Sources of Green- 
house Gas Emissions: Finding of Substantial 
Inadequacy and SIP Call’, published at 75 
Fed. Reg. 77698 (December 13, 2010). 

“(F) ‘Action to Ensure Authority to Issue 
Permits Under the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration Program to Sources of Green- 
house Gas Emissions: Finding of Failure to 
Submit State Implementation Plan Revi- 
sions Required for Greenhouse Gases’, pub- 
lished at 75 Fed. Reg. 81874 (December 29, 
2010). 

“(@) ‘Action To Ensure Authority To Issue 
Permits Under the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration Program to Sources of Green- 
house Gas Emissions: Federal Implementa- 
tion Plan’, published at 75 Fed. Reg. 82246 
(December 30, 2010). 

“(Н) ‘Action To Ensure Authority To Im- 
plement Title V Permitting Programs Under 
the Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule’, pub- 
lished at 75 Fed. Reg. 82254 (December 30, 
2010). 

‘(D ‘Determinations Concerning Need for 
Error Correction, Partial Approval and Par- 
tial Disapproval, and Federal Implementa- 
tion Plan Regarding Texas Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration Program’, pub- 
lished at 75 Fed. Reg. 82430 (December 30, 
2010). 

“(J) ‘Limitation of Approval of Prevention 
of Significant Deterioration Provisions Con- 
cerning Greenhouse Gas Emitting-Sources in 
State Implementation Plans; Final Rule’, 
published at 75 Fed. Reg. 82536 (December 30, 
2010). 

“(K) ‘Determinations Concerning Need for 
Error Correction, Partial Approval and Par- 
tial Disapproval, and Federal Implementa- 
tion Plan Regarding Texas Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration Program; Proposed 
Rule’, published at 75 Fed. Reg. 82365 (De- 
cember 30, 2010). 

“(L) Except for action listed in paragraph 
(2), any other Federal action under this Act 
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occurring before the date of enactment of 
this section that applies a stationary source 
permitting requirement or an emissions 
standard for a greenhouse gas to address cli- 
mate change. 

“(Б) STATE ACTION.— 

“(A) NO LIMITATION.—This section does not 
limit or otherwise affect the authority of a 
State to adopt, amend, enforce, or repeal 
State laws and regulations pertaining to the 
emission of a greenhouse gas. 

“(В) EXCEPTION.— 

(01) RULE.—Notwithstanding subparagraph 
(A), any provision described in clause (ii)— 

“(I) is not federally enforceable; 

(П) is not deemed to be a part of Federal 
law; and 

“(III) is deemed to be stricken from the 
plan described in clause (ii)(I) or the pro- 
gram or permit described in clause (ii)(ID, as 
applicable. 

(11) PROVISIONS DEFINED.—For purposes of 
clause (i), the term ‘provision’ means any 
provision that— 

(П) is contained in а State implementa- 
tion plan under section 110 and authorizes or 
requires a limitation on, or imposes a permit 
requirement for, the emission of a green- 
house gas to address climate change; or 

(П) is part of an operating permit pro- 
gram under title V, or a permit issued pursu- 
ant to title V, and authorizes or requires a 
limitation on the emission of a greenhouse 
gas to address climate change. 

(С) ACTION BY ADMINISTRATOR.—The Ad- 
ministrator may not approve or make feder- 
ally enforceable any provision described in 
subparagraph (B)(ii).’’. 

SEC. 603. PRESERVING ONE NATIONAL STAND- 
ARD FOR AUTOMOBILES. 

Section 209(b) of the Clean Air Act (42 
U.S.C. 7543) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(4) With respect to standards for emis- 
sions of greenhouse gases (as defined in sec- 
tion 330) for model year 2017 or any subse- 
quent model year for new motor vehicles and 
new motor vehicle engines— 

“(A) the Administrator may not waive ap- 
plication of subsection (a); and 

(В) no waiver granted prior to the date of 
enactment of this paragraph may be consid- 
ered to waive the application of subsection 
(а).”. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

AMENDMENT NO. 182 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I rise to speak on the amendment 
I have just offered dealing with cutting 
the Senate budget by at least 5 per- 
cent. 

When I go home every weekend and I 
am at the grocery store or I am ata 
hardware store, I have people coming 
to me saying they are concerned about 
the growing deficit, they are concerned 
about the increasing debt, and they are 
asking what Congress can do, what can 
the Senate do, specifically, to avoid 
having this unsustainable growth and 
debt and deficit. They are concerned. 

In many respects, the growth of that 
debt is most threatening to the na- 
tional security of this country. 

Mr. INHOFE. Would the Senator 
from Nebraska yield for a question? 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Sure. 

Mr. INHOFE. I ask the Senator from 
Nebraska—the minority leader has just 
introduced an amendment that is pend- 
ing right now, and I was going to speak 
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on that amendment. Rather than going 
to another one, would the Senator 
yield for 3 or 4 minutes so I can at least 
weigh in on this amendment? 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Ordi- 
narily, I would grant that request, but 
I have a speech at another location 
that should be starting about right 
now. So I will be brief. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the conclu- 
sion of the Senator’s remarks I be rec- 
ognized next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. The Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admi- 
ral Mullen, noted that the most signifi- 
cant threat to our national security is 
in fact the national debt. 

The Nation is in a fragile state of re- 
covery, one that we hope will improve 
the unemployment situation in our 
country and will improve the overall 
economy. But as we look at dealing 
with the deficit and deficit reduction, 
we must in fact pursue a very impor- 
tant part of that reduction ourselves 
here within the confines of the Senate. 
The offices and agencies that serve the 
Members of Congress have to be re- 
duced along with the rest of the budg- 
et. 

In order to address the Nation’s fiscal 
crisis I think the Senate must lead by 
example and reduce our own legislative 
budget. It is in that context I have in- 
troduced this resolution of the Senate 
today, a sense of the Senate that it 
should lead by example and reduce the 
budget of the Senate by at least 5 per- 
cent. 

This is not something new to me. 
Two years ago, we held the line in the 
growth of the Senate budget. A year 
ago we cut the legislative branch budg- 
et. We are looking forward, beyond this 
current budget, this continuing resolu- 
tion, and looking at 2012. I hope the 
legislative branch on а bipartisan 
basis—as in the past, with Senator 
MURKOWSKI, now with Senator 
HOEVEN—will be able to further reduce 
the legislative branch budget as we go 
forward on the 2012 budget that will 
take effect on October 1 of this year. 

This is designed for us to set an ex- 
ample by cutting our own budgets, not 
just asking other people to tighten 
their belts and go through the process 
of deficit reduction through cuts, but 
to lead by example and do it ourselves. 
Obviously there will be an opportunity 
to speak more at a later time. I hope 
that will generate some more discus- 
sion on the floor of the Senate. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first I 
thank the Senator from Nebraska for 
allowing me to come in immediately 
following his remarks. 

AMENDMENT NO. 183 

An amendment was just offered by 

the minority leader. Let me explain 
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what this is. As the former chairman of 
the Environment and Public Works 
Committee, and now the ranking mem- 
ber, we have been very much concerned 
for a long period of time over what 
they are trying to do with cap-and- 
trade. All the way back to the Kyoto 
treaty and then through the five dif- 
ferent bills that were debated on the 
Senate floor, we recognized the incred- 
ible cost to the American people if we 
were to pass cap-and-trade legislation. 

The interesting thing about this is 
the most votes that were in the Senate 
at any one time in order to pass cap- 
and-trade were about 30. Obviously it 
takes a lot more than that. So what 
this administration did was say: All 
right, if you are not going to pass cap- 
and-trade regulation—keep in mind 
what that is; that would end up being 
the largest tax increase in the history 
of America on the American people—if 
you are not going to do it through leg- 
islation, we will do it through our reg- 
ulations, through the Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

There was an endangerment finding. 
The Administrator of the EPA had the 
endangerment finding and it was based 
on the IPCC flawed science, but none- 
theless it was there. So they started on 
a route to regulate CO, through regula- 
tions. Let’s stop and think about what 
that would be. The costs we have deter- 
mined, over a period of 10-years, to 
take over the regulation and have in 
fact a type of cap-and-trade through 
regulation—or by regulation—would be 
about $300 billion to $400 billion a year. 
I did a calculation as to what that 
would cost the average family in the 
State of Oklahoma and it was about 
$3,000 for each family who actually files 
a tax return. 

You have to ask the question, what 
do you get if you pass this. First of all, 
I think most people right now are con- 
cerned with the price of gasoline at the 
pump. It is going up again. I suggest it 
is not market forces that are forcing 
the price up. It is nothing less than 
regulation. We have an administration 
that is doing all it can to kill fossil 
fuels in America. This is a chart show- 
ing—and this all happened in the last 
year—in the United States we have the 
largest recovery reserves in oil, coal, 
and gas of any other country. In fact, 
our research is right there. You can see 
recovery reserves are astronomical 
compared to China, Iran, Canada, and 
some of the other countries. 

The problem we have is a political 
problem. We are not allowed to go 
ahead and exploit our own reserves. It 
is simple supply and demand. I think 
there is not a person listening to us 
now who has not studied supply-and- 
demand basics back in school. If we 
have all this supply here, why can’t we 
exploit the supply? 

To give another illustration of what 
we have—this is coal reserves. We have 
28 percent of all the world’s coal re- 
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serves. We are exploiting right now 
clean coal technology, being very suc- 
cessful. We have, in addition to this, oil 
and gas reserves. But the problem we 
have is a political problem. 

It was the Secretary of Energy, Ste- 
ven Chu, who made the statement in 
the Wall Street Journal: 

[S]lomehow we have to figure out how to 
boost the price of gasoline in Europe. 

“To boost the price of gasoline to the 
levels in Europe.” Right now the levels 
in Europe are around $8 a gallon. That 
is what the administration wants us to 
pay. Why do they want that? They 
want that so we will be priced out of 
using fossil fuels. We are talking about 
oil, gas, and coal. 

Right now we are faced with this. 
Frankly, as we speak, in this very mo- 
ment over in the House of Representa- 
tives they are taking up what they call 
the Upton-Inhofe bill. That is the same 
amendment the minority leader just 
filed. What that does is propose the 
content of the Inhofe-Upton bill, which 
says the EPA does not have jurisdic- 
tion over controlling СО». That should 
be a legislative matter. You say, Who 
would agree with that? 

Max Baucus, Democrat from Mon- 
tana, said: 

I do not want the EPA writing those regu- 
lations. I think it’s too much power in the 
hands of one single agency, but rather cli- 
mate change should be a matter that’s essen- 
tially left to the Congress. 

The Senator from Nebraska who just 
walked off the floor: 

Controlling the levels of carbon emissions 
is the job of Congress. We don’t need the 
EPA looking over Congress’ shoulder telling 
us we’re not moving fast enough. 

He went on further to say: 

Because the EPA regulations would be a 
government-directed command-and-control 
regime, they would raise the price of en- 
ergy— 

. in his State and for all the other 
States. 

This is something I think we have 
talked about but there is one thing 
that seems to keep getting overlooked. 
Somebody asked me the other day, 
they said: Inhofe, what if you are 
wrong, in terms of how CO.—they аге 
talking about catastrophic global 
warming. I said: It is very simple. I 
have a great deal of respect for the Di- 
rector of the Environmental Protection 
Agency. She actually said—Lisa Jack- 
son—in response to my question, live 
on TV, in our committee. I said: 

Let’s say we pass a cap-and-trade either by 
regulation or legislation. What do you think 
that is going to do in terms of the overall 
emissions of CO2? 

Her response was, well, it wouldn’t 
really affect them because that would 
only affect the United States. 

I go on further and say: If we were to 
restrict these, and stop us from pro- 
ducing oil, gas, and coal in the United 
States, necessarily our power would be 
reduced. That would move it to China, 


March 15, 2011 


to India, to Mexico, to places where 
they do not have these regulations and 
do not have restrictions on emissions. 
It would have the effect of actually in- 
creasing, not decreasing, CO2. Even if 
we are wrong on that we have to keep 
in mind it would not make any dif- 
ference. 

I know there are several others who 
want to talk about this. I am very ex- 
cited we now have this as a pending 
amendment, to adopt what I refer to as 
the Inhofe-Upton bill. He referred to it 
as the Upton-Inhofe bill. It would 
merely take out the jurisdiction of the 
EPA to regulate СО». 

I would say also in the case of the Di- 
rector, Lisa Jackson, when I asked the 
question—and this was a year ago in 
October, I say to my good friend from 
Louisiana—I said: If you are going to 
try to have an endangerment finding so 
that would allow the EPA to regulate 
the same as the cap-and-trade would, it 
has to be based on science. What 
science would you base it on? Her re- 
sponse was the United Nations IPCC. 
What is that? It was Climategate IPC. 
It happened about a year ago. It was 
cooked science. I remember standing at 
this podium in this Senate many times, 
talking about how they have tried to 
falsify the science to make people be- 
lieve catastrophic global warming is 
going to come in as a result of СО» 
emissions. 

I am glad this has come up. Right 
now we are looking at gasoline ap- 
proaching $4 a gallon. It is a supply- 
and-demand situation. My friend from 
Louisiana has a lot of gas and oil in her 
State. We do in my State of Oklahoma. 
We need to get the regulators, who are 
the politicians, to allow us to go ahead 
and exploit our own resources. Eighty- 
three percent right now of the Federal 
lands where we could be producing oil 
and gas is off limits. 

The last thing I will say before yield- 
ing the floor is that if we were to take 
the recoverable oil and the recoverable 
gas and take away the political obsta- 
cles that are in the way, we would have 
enough to run this country for 90 years, 
in terms of the supply of oil, and for 90 
years in the supply of gas, all produced 
here in the United States. That would 
mean we would not have to be reliant 
upon the Middle East to run this ma- 
chine called America. 

Let’s pull away those. The way to do 
that is to vote in favor of this amend- 
ment and I am very excited we will 
have the opportunity to do that short- 
ly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. The Senator and 
Senator MCCONNELL have an amend- 
ment. There is an amendment pending. 
We only have a minute and a half. I 
wish to call to the attention of the 
Chair, Senator VITTER has an amend- 
ment which we will take up to discuss 
later this afternoon. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 

ator from Louisiana. 
AMENDMENT NO. 178 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I want 
to briefly preview an amendment, Vit- 
ter amendment No. 178, which I will 
formally call up this afternoon about 
2:45. This is a spending amendment to 
get back to what I believe is the cen- 
tral challenge we face as a country 
right now, this unsustainable path we 
are on with regard to Federal spending 
and debt. This is a very simple, 
straightforward amendment which I 
think deserves and will hopefully get 
strong bipartisan support. It requires 
the Federal Government to get rid of 
its billions of dollars of inventory—lit- 
erally billions and billions of dollars of 
unutilized or underutilized real prop- 
erty. 

The Federal Real Property Council 
reports that the Federal Government 
owned or operated more than 1.1 mil- 
lion assets worldwide in 2007. It was 
worth an estimated $1.5 trillion. But a 
lot of those assets, real property build- 
ings, land, are unused or underused. 
According to OMB, there are about 
47,000 underutilized properties, almost 
19,000 completely unutilized properties. 
That is over 65,000 properties with an 
estimated value of $83 billion that 
would better be diminished, sold, or de- 
molished. 

This is a commonsense way to save 
money in the Federal budget, to move 
us forward in terms of a more sustain- 
able path on spending and debt. Obvi- 
ously we need many more larger steps, 
but this is brought in that spirit. 

I look forward to returning to the 
floor around 2:45 to make it formally 
pending and to offer some brief addi- 
tional comments. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, ac- 
cording to the agreement, we are going 
to break now at 12:30 and take up this 
debate this afternoon and stay on this 
bill with open debate. Hopefully, it can 
be productive and cordial and then, 
hopefully, we can move to pass this im- 
portant bill, the reauthorization of 
SBIR. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the order with respect to 
Senator PORTMAN be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, we 
will break now and come back and re- 
sume our debate at 2:15. 


EE 


RECESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem- 
bled when called to order by the Pre- 
siding Officer (Mr. WEBB). 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Indiana. 


ES 


FISCAL DISCIPLINE 


Mr. COATS. Mr. President, returning 
to the Senate is in many ways like 
having a chance to relive part of one’s 
life; yet doing so with the benefit of ex- 
perience, experience that I gained in 
serving in this body before and also 
from service in the private sector. It 
allows one to see things differently 
than before. 

While I can discuss with my col- 
leagues many things that remain the 
same in the Senate, there is also much 
that has changed in our country that 
requires change in this institution. It 
is what has changed that has brought 
me back to the Senate. The more I wit- 
nessed what was happening to our 
country, the more I realized that I, like 
many others across the country, need- 
ed to reengage in some way or another 
in the task of returning our country to 
its basic values and time-tested prin- 
ciples, not the least of which is return- 
ing our Federal Government to one 
that ensures a healthy fiscal nation 
whose finances and policies promote 
job opportunities for its citizens. 

I could not get comfortable with the 
fact that my generation might be the 
first to leave a country to our children 
that is in worse fiscal shape and with 
less opportunity than the one we had 
the privilege of inheriting. 

When I first came to Congress in 1981, 
one of the first votes I had to deal with 
was to raise the national debt limit to 
just over the $1 trillion mark. It was a 
tough one. Think of that. For nearly 
200 years, as our country prospered and 
grew financially, we spent ourselves 
into $1 trillion worth of debt. As a 
newly elected Member of the House of 
Representatives at that time, the last 
thing I wanted to do, particularly hav- 
ing run on a campaign of limited gov- 
ernment and trimming the size of gov- 
ernment and spending, was to make 
one of my very first votes on raising 
the national debt to accommodate ex- 
cessive spending. But gritting my teeth 
and swallowing hard, I followed the re- 
quest of newly elected President Ron- 
ald Reagan, who said we need to pay 
past bills so we can get to the job of 
cutting spending and cutting taxes and 
getting our country back on the right 
track economically. 

It is difficult for me to comprehend 
that I am standing here 30 years later, 
and we are looking at a national debt 
of over $14.5 trillion. So in just 30 years 
we have gone from $1 trillion to $14.5 
trillion. I cannot comprehend that 
number. Very few Americans can com- 
prehend that number. But, clearly, one 
thing stands out; that is, this Federal 
Government has grown faster and 
much deeper in debt than any of us 
could have imagined over a very short 
period. We will pay a steep price tag for 
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that debt. It threatens our way of life, 
as well as our Nation’s security. 

During the 1990s, the combination of 
economic growth and defeat of the 1993 
health care plan, President Clinton’s 
decision to move to the middle and 
support welfare reform—all contrib- 
uted to moving us toward a more sen- 
sible and fiscally responsible balance 
between revenue and spending. In fact, 
in 1998, we actually reached a surplus 
of about $69 billion, the first surplus 
reached since the year 1969. That would 
have been the ideal time to lock ina 
balanced budget amendment to ensure 
we would not slip back into deficit 
spending and that Congress and the 
White House would be held accountable 
for future spending. There were two se- 
rious attempts during the 1990s, both of 
which I supported, to enact a balanced 
budget amendment. They failed, each 
one, by one vote. Think today where 
we would be fiscally had we gotten that 
one vote and passed either of those 
amendments and sent it to the States 
for ratification, which I am sure they 
would have done. We would not be fac- 
ing the dire situation we face today. 

I have decided not to go into the de- 
tails of our exploding deficit and debt. 
Much has already been said and pub- 
lished in that regard. Much has been 
said on this floor, and more will be 
said. Based on the last election, the 
American public is now much better in- 
formed of our current financial situa- 
tion and the dangerous consequences of 
unchecked spending. We have spent be- 
yond our means in all areas of govern- 
ment. We have increased unfunded li- 
abilities, and we have committed to 
programs which we cannot afford or 
sustain. Americans have heard the 
warnings of many who have analyzed 
the situation and sounded the alarm. 

In 2010, they said immediate action 
must be taken to avoid a national fis- 
cal crisis of unprecedented negative 
consequences. What are those con- 
sequences? Ultimately, those con- 
sequences include a lower standard of 
living, less income for families to take 
home to pay the mortgage, to buy that 
new car, to save and send their chil- 
dren to school. Those consequences 
have, unfortunately, over the past cou- 
ple of years put our Nation in a serious 
unemployment situation. People are 
out of work, and they have been out of 
work for months if not years. Ulti- 
mately, it all turns back to jobs. 

Having the ability to bring home 
earnings that will sustain a family and 
provide opportunities for education, 
health, growth for those families, and 
give our children and grandchildren 
and all those who follow the opportuni- 
ties so many of us have enjoyed—those 
are the consequences we face if we 
don’t today address these problems. 

Many respected economists and fi- 
nancial experts have continued to issue 
dire warnings about our current fiscal 
condition. Let me quote a few. 
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Erskine Bowles, former Chief of Staff 
to President Clinton and cochair of the 
President’s deficit reduction com- 
mittee, said: 

This debt is like a cancer [that] will de- 
stroy the country from within [unless Wash- 
ington acts]. 

Pete Peterson, former U.S. Secretary 
of Commerce and finance executive, 
said about the national debt: 

We need to ask ourselves, not just is this 
sustainable, but is it moral? What does it 
mean to burden our kids to an unconscion- 
able doubling of their taxes? 

Admiral Mullen, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, said: 

I believe our debt is the greatest threat to 
our national security. If we as a country do 
not address our fiscal imbalances in the near 
term, our national power will erode, and the 
costs to our ability to maintain and sustain 
influence could be great. 

Finally, former U.S. Comptroller 
General David Walker, who served 
under both Republican and Democratic 
administrations, said: 

What threatens the ship are large, known 
and growing structural deficits ... Habit- 
ually spending more money than you make 
is irresponsible. 

But that is exactly what Washington 
has done, habitually spend, sinking our 
fiscal ship deeper and deeper each year. 

We saw a drastic swing in November: 
Hoosiers and Americans united in a 
common purpose to demand that our 
newly elected representatives and all 
representatives repair our fiscal health 
that has been destroyed by excessive 
tax-and-spend policies. They called for 
a change in course. They called for bold 
action today to preserve our country 
for tomorrow. They realized that the 
stakes are too high to ignore or delay 
addressing our fiscal challenges. Hoo- 
sier families and businesses, local com- 
munities, States, and virtually every 
other entity across Indiana and the 
country have had to make sacrifices to 
trim their budgets. They are now call- 
ing for the Federal Government and 
Congress to do the same. 

We cannot succeed unless we to- 
gether, Republicans and Democrats, 
agree that addressing our current fiscal 
crisis requires political courage and 
bold action from both parties, both 
Chambers of Congress, and President 
Obama. 

I wish to offer what I think are some 
solutions I believe Congress must exe- 
cute, perhaps, in a coordinated way, es- 
sential steps if we are serious about ad- 
dressing the fiscal challenge before us. 

First, stop the fiscal bleeding and 
avoid economic distress by doing so. 
Washington has to break its spending 
and borrowing addiction. Like curing 
any bad habit, it will take discipline 
and commitment. As we consider 
spending cuts and ways we can reverse 
the growth of government, I believe ev- 
erything must be on the table. All 
functions of government should be ex- 
amined, including mandatory spending 
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and defense spending. Serious discus- 
sions and proposals are currently un- 
derway in this Congress. I am partici- 
pating in many of them. These pro- 
posals need to be considered carefully. 
They need to be debated and voted on. 

Secondly, it is important we recog- 
nize that spending cuts alone will not 
solve our fiscal challenges and preserve 
our future. We need to pair our cuts 
with a pro-growth agenda that puts 
Hoosiers and Americans back to work. 
One of the ways Congress can achieve 
this goal is by reforming the Tax Code. 
By lowering marginal rates, by low- 
ering corporate rates to make us more 
competitive with our competitors 
around the world, by eliminating ex- 
clusions and special introductions and 
credits and simplifying the complex 
and convoluted Tax Code, Congress can 
help advance the economic recovery. 
This is a necessary element in the task 
of returning to fiscal health. I cur- 
rently am working on legislation on 
this very topic and hope to introduce it 
in the coming weeks. 

Third, Washington needs to examine, 
reduce and, in many cases, eliminate 
harmful regulations and mandates. As 
I have traveled across Indiana, perhaps 
one story I have heard over and over 
from every business with which I en- 
gage is, regulations coming out of 
Washington, many of which do not re- 
flect the will of the people, the will of 
Congress but are imposed by non- 
elected bureaucrats, have put us at a 
disadvantage with our competitors, 
have added additional burdens of pa- 
perwork and compliance that don’t 
make sense from a health and safety 
standpoint. 

Oversight and proposals to address 
the regulatory burdens also need to be 
considered, debated, and voted on by 
this Congress. 

Fourth, I think we need to promote 
trade policies. Six thousand businesses 
in Indiana export overseas. One-fourth 
of all of our manufacturing jobs result 
from exports. A good first step in this 
process is to open our markets by ap- 
proving the three pending trade agree- 
ments we have: Korea, Colombia, and 
Panama. This will increase job oppor- 
tunities at home and put us on the 
path of continuing open trading that 
provides so many jobs to so many 
Americans. 

Having said all this, the greatest 
threat to our fiscal security is the 
growing and unsustainable mandatory 
spending. We cannot strengthen our 
country’s financial health without ad- 
dressing Medicare and Medicaid and 
Social Security. These programs along 
with the interest on the national debt 
consume nearly two-thirds of the Fed- 
eral budget. While we hear a lot of talk 
about the necessity of tackling entitle- 
ment spending, little action occurs be- 
cause it is often considered too politi- 
cally dangerous. However, I believe we 
no longer have a choice. We no longer 


March 15, 2011 


can defer addressing these problems 
until after the next election. The enti- 
tlement crisis is before us and has been 
growing for several years. 

We know about the coming baby 
boom generation that is retiring and 
the impact that will put on entitle- 
ment programs. We have to commit to 
finding a way to restructure these pro- 
grams and make them solvent. 

Let me repeat that. We are not here 
to undercut these programs; we are 
here to preserve them. We are here to 
make the necessary structural, long- 
term incremental changes во those 
benefits will be there for people when 
they retire. 

As Winston Churchill once said: 

One ought never to turn one’s back on a 
threatened danger and try to run away from 
it. If you do that, you will double the danger. 
But if you meet it promptly and without 
flinching, you will reduce the danger [at 
least] by half. 

We have not met this promptly. But 
I believe it is not too late to begin the 
process of making commonsense ad- 
justments to the current systems. Mod- 
est incremental changes now will help 
us avoid much more drastic and painful 
changes later. 

In 1983, Congress was faced with a se- 
rious Social Security crisis. We were 
months away from having checks not 
sent out. Together, President Reagan, 
Tip O’Neill, majority and minority 
members of the Senate and the House, 
and the political leaders of the respec- 
tive parties gathered together and de- 
cided to put this issue and the solution 
to this issue above politics, and they 
did so. It was a difficult debate and dis- 
cussion, but we made the changes that 
were implemented on an incremental 
basis. 

Social Security bought 30 years of 
solvency on the basis of that decision. 
The sky did not fall. The economy did 
not collapse. And the people, when 
they learned why we were doing what 
we were doing—to preserve the pro- 
gram, not leave it in a dire situation 
where benefits would have to be cut or 
reduced dramatically—they backed 
what we did and supported it. 

I believe we are in that position now 
with our entitlements. So if we can 
propose sensible, modest changes that 
will save these programs, I think the 
public will gladly support them. 

Over the last decade, we have 
watched the storm clouds gather, and 
we have watched as those fiscal clouds 
have drawn ever closer and become 
ever darker. They are now bearing 
down upon us, and alarms are sounding 
louder than ever. As I have said, it is 
incumbent upon each of us in this Con- 
gress to acknowledge that the storm is 
here and to do all we can to mitigate 
the damage. 

But given the current division of au- 
thority in our Congress and executive 
branch, it is incumbent upon the two 
Chambers and the two parties to set 
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aside the politics of 2012 for the sake of 
the future of our Nation. I believe the 
voters will respond favorably to that 
decision. 

However, no matter what we do as 
elected representatives, we cannot ulti- 
mately succeed without the engage- 
ment and the support and the leader- 
ship of the President of the United 
States. We know the President under- 
stands the gravity of the fiscal crisis. 
As a former Senator, as a Presidential 
candidate, and now as Commander in 
Chief, he has clearly articulated his un- 
derstanding of the issue. 

In 2006, then-Senator Obama said: 

Increasing America’s debt weakens us do- 
mestically and internationally. Leadership 
means that the ‘‘buck stops here.’’ Instead, 
Washington is shifting the burden of bad 
choices today onto the backs of our children 
and grandchildren. America has a debt prob- 
lem and a failure of leadership. 

Those are the words of former Sen- 
ator Barack Obama, now President of 
the United States. 

As a candidate for President, in 2008, 
Presidential candidate Barack Obama 
said: 

We’re going to have to take on entitle- 
ments and I think we’ve got to do it quickly. 

And in 2009, President Obama said: 

What we have done is kicked this can down 
the road. We are now at the end of the road 
and are not in a position to kick it any fur- 
ther. 

He also promised his administration 
would ‘‘work with Congress to execute 
serious entitlement reform.” 

President Obama, as both Repub- 
licans and more and more Democratic 
Members of Congress are committing 
to go forward—and as Republican and 
Democratic Governors of States in fis- 
cal peril are responding—our Nation, 
Mr. President needs you now to assume 
the primary leadership role in helping 
us avert these financial problems and 
potential financial meltdown. 

The 2012 election must be subordi- 
nate to the urgency and the challenge 
before us. We cannot afford to wait 
until 2013 to begin the necessary work 
to prevent a fiscal disaster. We need 
Presidential leadership now. Our coun- 
try’s future is at stake. 

Given the immensity of our fiscal 
challenges we face today, some would 
say it is too late to remedy the prob- 
lem. I do not hold that view. And I do 
not hold that view primarily because of 
our Nation’s history in rising to the 
challenge that faces us. From the 
Founding Fathers to George Wash- 
ington, from Abraham Lincoln to Roo- 
sevelt and Reagan, times of trial and 
crisis have always produced moments 
of great leadership and the response of 
the American people to support that 
leadership. 

That is what Americans are yearning 
for today: leadership—leadership to 
guide us out of this dangerous financial 
hole that threatens our Nation’s secu- 
rity and future. 
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So I ask our President—as other 
Presidents throughout our history 
have done in times of major threats— 
Mr. President, grant us your leader- 
ship. Grant us the leadership needed to 
restore the strength and prosperity 
that has been the American story and 
has allowed our Nation to be the de- 
fenders and protectors of democracy 
and freedom. 

Thirty years ago, Ronald Reagan de- 
livered his first inaugural address, and 
expressed the urgent need to rein in 
spending and curb the size and growth 
of the Federal Government. He said 
doing so will require ‘‘our best effort, 
and our willingness to believe in our- 
selves and to believe in our capacity to 
perform great deeds; to believe that to- 
gether, with God’s help, we can and 
will resolve the problems which now 
confront us.” 

For each of us serving here today, I 
believe it is our duty to rise to the im- 
mediate challenge and ‘‘resolve the 
problems which now confront us.” It 
will take all of us uniting behind a 
common purpose—that above all else, 
we must first restore and strengthen 
our fiscal security. We must articulate 
a clear vision, set specific goals, and 
make the tough decisions needed to 
bring our Nation out of debt and pre- 
serve prosperity and opportunity for 
future generations. 

I am here today to commit to Hoo- 
siers, to my colleagues, to my children 
and grandchildren, to all our Nation’s 
children and grandchildren, that I will 
not turn my back on our economic dan- 
gers or seek the false safety of political 
denial. 

I am standing here today to find so- 
lutions, to make the hard decisions, 
and to leave behind a country that is 
stronger and more fiscally secure for 
future generations. 

This crisis is not insurmountable. We 
can overcome it by doing what great 
generations before us have done: mus- 
tering our will to do what is right. If 
we do, I know that America’s greatest 
days are not behind us but still lie 
ahead. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re- 
publican leader is recognized. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING SENATOR 
COATS 


Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, not 
often in life does someone get a second 
opportunity to make a good first im- 
pression. The Senator from Indiana has 
had a chance to make two maiden 
speeches in the Senate. I confess I was 
not there for the first one, but I am 
pleased to have been here for the sec- 
ond, and I want to commend him for 
his extraordinary speech, particularly 
his emphasis on the importance of the 
President of the United States leading 
on the issue of entitlement reform. 

We all know that under the Constitu- 
tion only the President’s signature can 
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make a law. I think what the Senator 
from Indiana has pointed out, and 
many others have pointed out, is that 
on the issue of entitlement reform—the 
over $50 trillion of unfunded liabilities 
we have lying out there ahead of us; 
promises we have made we cannot 
keep—this cannot be done without 
Presidential leadership and a Presi- 
dential signature. I thank the Senator 
from Indiana for reminding us all of 
that. We all still hope the President 
will step up and help us meet this enor- 
mous challenge. I commend the Sen- 
ator from Indiana for a wonderful first 
impression. 


SBIR/STTR REAUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 2011—Continued 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I under- 
stand Senator VITTER will seek rec- 
ognition to offer some amendments. I 
ask unanimous consent that after Sen- 
ator VITTER has offered his amend- 
ments, I be recognized for up to 10 min- 
utes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. If the Senator amends 
his request that at the conclusion of 
his remarks we return to amendment 
No. 183. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator so amend his request? 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator was distracted over there. 
If the Senator would amend his unani- 
mous consent request so that we would 
return to amendment No. 183 at the 
conclusion of his remarks. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor to the Senator from Mary- 
land. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be able to speak 
as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

HUMAN RIGHTS 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to share my thoughts on the 
hearings held last week in the House of 
Representatives called ‘Тһе Extent of 
Radicalization in the American Muslim 
Community and that Community’s Re- 
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sponse.” Congressional hearings are 
supposed to serve as an important role 
of oversight, investigation, or edu- 
cation, among other purposes. How- 
ever, this particular hearing—billed as 
the first of a series—served only to fan 
flames of fear and division. 

My first concern is the title of the 
hearing—targeting one community. 
That is wrong. Each of us has a respon- 
sibility to speak out when commu- 
nities are unfairly targeted. 

In 1975, the United States joined all 
the countries of Europe and established 
the Conference on Security and Co- 
operation in Europe, now known as the 
OSCE. The Congress created the U.S. 
Helsinki Commission to monitor U.S. 
participation and compliance with 
these commitments. The OSCE con- 
tains commitments in three areas or 
baskets: security, economics, and 
human rights. Best known for its 
human rights advancements, the OSCE 
has been aggressive in advancing these 
commitments in each of the OSCE 
states. The OSCE stands for religious 
freedom and protection of minority 
rights. 

Iam the Senate chair of the U.S. Hel- 
sinki Commission. In that capacity, I 
have raised human rights issues in 
other countries, such as in France 
when, in the name of national security, 
the Parliament banned burqas and 
wearing of all religious articles or 
when the Swiss restricted the building 
of mosques or minarets. 

These policies were restrictive not 
only to the religious practice of Mus- 
lims but also Christians, Jews, and oth- 
ers who would seek to wear religious 
symbols and practice their religion as 
they saw fit. 

I have also raised human rights 
issues in the United States when we 
were out of compliance with our Hel- 
sinki commitments. In that spirit, I 
find it necessary to speak out against 
the congressional hearing chaired by 
Congressman PETER KING. 

Rather than constructively using the 
power of Congress to explore how we as 
a nation can use all of the tools at our 
disposal to prevent future terrorist at- 
tacks and defeat those individuals and 
groups who want to do us harm, this 
spectacle crossed the line and chipped 
away at the religious freedoms and 
civil liberties we hold so dearly. 

Radicalization may be the appro- 
priate subject of a congressional hear- 
ing but not when it is limited to one 
religion. When that is done, it sends 
the wrong message to the public and 
casts a religion with unfounded sus- 
picions. 

Congressman KING’s hearing is part 
of a disturbing trend to demonize Mus- 
lims taking place in our country and 
abroad. Instead, we need to engage the 
Muslim community in the United 
States. 

A cookie-cutter approach to profile 
what a terrorist looks like will not 
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work. As FBI Director Mueller recently 
testified to the Senate: 

... during the past year, the threat from 
radicalization has evolved. A number of dis- 
ruptions occurred involving extremists from 
a diverse set of backgrounds, geographic lo- 
cations, life experiences, and motivating fac- 
tors that propelled them along their separate 
radicalization pathways. 

Let us remember that a number of 
terrorist attacks have been prevented 
or disrupted due to informants from 
the Muslim community who contacted 
law enforcement officials. 

I commend Attorney General Holder 
and FBI Director Mueller for increas- 
ing their outreach to the Arab-Amer- 
ican community. As Attorney General 
Holder said: 

Let us not forget it was a Muslim-Amer- 
ican who first alerted the New York police to 
a smoking car in Times Square. And his vigi- 
lance likely helped to save lives. He did his 
part to avert tragedy, just as millions of 
other Arab-Americans are doing their parts 
and proudly fulfilling the responsibility of 
citizenship. 

We need to encourage this type of co- 
operation between our government and 
law enforcement agencies in the Mus- 
lim community. 

As the threat from al-Qaida changes 
and evolves over time, the piece of the 
puzzle is even more important to get 
right. FBI Director Mueller testified 
before the House recently that: 

At every opportunity I have, I reaffirm the 
fact that 99.9 percent of Muslim-Americans, 
Sikh-Americans, and Arab-Americans are 
every bit as patriotic as anyone else in this 
room, and that many of the anti-terrorism 
cases are a result of the cooperation from 
the Muslim community and the United 
States. 

As leaders in Congress, we must live 
up to our Nation’s highest ideals and 
protect civil liberties, even in wartime 
when they are most challenged. The 9/ 
11 Commission summed up this well 
when they wrote: 

The terrorists have used our open society 
against us. In wartime, government calls for 
greater powers, and then the need for those 
powers recedes after the war ends. This 
struggle will go on. Therefore, while pro- 
tecting our homeland, Americans must be 
mindful of threats to vital personal and civil 
liberties. This balancing is no easy task, but 
we must constantly strive to keep it right. 

I agree with Attorney General Hold- 
er’s recent speech to the Arab-Amer- 
ican Anti-Discrimination Committee, 
where he stated: 

In this Nation, our many faiths, origins, 
and appearances must bind us together, not 
break us apart. In this Nation, the document 
that sets forth the supreme law of the land— 
the Constitution—is meant to empower, not 
exclude. And in this Nation, security and lib- 
erty are—at their best—partners, not en- 
emies, in ensuring safety and opportunity for 
all. 

Actions, such as the hearing held last 
week, that pit us against one another 
based on our religious beliefs, weaken 
our country and its freedoms and ulti- 
mately do nothing to make our coun- 
try any safer. Hearings such as the one 
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held last week only serve as a distrac- 
tion from our real goals and provide 
fuel for those who are looking for ex- 
cuses to find fault or blame in our way 
of life. 

Let’s not go the way of other coun- 
tries but instead hold dear the protec- 
tions in our Constitution that safe- 
guard the individual’s right to freely 
practice their religion and forbid a reli- 
gious test to hold public office in the 
United States. Our country’s strength 
lies in its diversity and our ability to 
have strongly held beliefs and dif- 
ferences of opinion, while being able to 
speak freely and not fear the govern- 
ment will imprison us for criticizing 
the government or holding a religious 
belief that is not shared by the major- 
ity of Americans. 

On September 11, 2001, our country 
was attacked by terrorists in a way we 
thought impossible. Thousands of inno- 
cent men, women, and children of all 
races, religions, and backgrounds were 
murdered. As the 10-year anniversary 
of these attacks draws closer, we con- 
tinue to hold these innocent victims in 
our thoughts and prayers, and we will 
continue to fight terrorism and bring 
terrorists to justice. 

After that attack, I went back to my 
congressional district in Maryland at 
that time and made three visits as a 
Congressman. First I visited a syna- 
gogue and prayed with the community. 
Then I visited a mosque and prayed 
with the community. Then I went to a 
church and prayed with the commu- 
nity. My message was clear on that 
day: We all needed to join together as 
a nation to condemn the terrorist at- 
tacks and to take all necessary meas- 
ures to eliminate safe havens for ter- 
rorists and bring them to justice. We 
all stood together on that day regard- 
less of our background or personal be- 
liefs. 

But my other message was equally 
important: We cannot allow the events 
of September 11 to demonize а par- 
ticular community, religion, or creed. 
Such actions of McCarthyism harken 
back to darker days in our history. Na- 
tional security concerns were used in- 
appropriately and led to 120,000 Japa- 
nese-Americans being stripped of their 
property and rights and placed in in- 
ternment camps in 1942, though not a 
single act of espionage was ever estab- 
lished. 

The United States should not carry 
out a crusade against any particular 
religion as a response to 9/11 or other 
terrorist attacks. The United States 
will not tolerate hate crimes against 
any group, regardless of their religion 
or ethnicity, and we should not allow 
our institutions, including Congress, to 
be used to foment intolerance and in- 
justice. Let’s come together as a na- 
tion and move forward in a more con- 
structive and hopeful manner. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand Senator INHOFE and Senator 
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VITTER are both on the floor to offer 
amendments to the SBIR and STIR 
Program. Are we under а consent 
agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are 
not. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Ms. LANDRIREU. Yes, I yield to Sen- 
ator INHOFE. 

Mr. INHOFE. The pending amend- 
ment is No. 183. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it be temporarily set aside 
for the purpose of introducing amend- 
ment No. 161. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Is that Senator VIT- 
TER’s amendment? Senator VITTER was 
here, so I wanted him to have the op- 
portunity to offer his. It doesn’t mat- 
ter to me in what order. 

Mr. INHOFE. Why not recognize Sen- 
ator VITTER for his amendment, set 
aside our amendment temporarily, and 
then we will get to the Johanns amend- 
ment after that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Louisiana. 

AMENDMENT NO. 178 

Mr. VITTER. Thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and thanks to my colleagues for 
their courtesies and cooperation. 

At this point, I move to temporarily 
set aside the pending amendment and 
to call up Vitter amendment No. 178. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. VITTER] 
proposes an amendment numbered 178. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require the Federal Govern- 

ment to sell off unused Federal real prop- 

erty) 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. . SALE OF EXCESS FEDERAL PROP- 
ERTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 5 of subtitle I of 
title 40, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 


“SUBCHAPTER VII—EXPEDITED 
DISPOSAL OF REAL PROPERTY 


“§ 621. Definitions 


“In this subchapter: 

“(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘Director’ means 
the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget. 

(02) LANDHOLDING AGENCY.—The term 
‘landholding agency’ means a landholding 
agency (as defined in section 501(i) of the 
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 11411(1))). 

08) REAL PROPERTY .— 

“(А) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘real property’ 
means— 

“(i) a parcel of real property under the ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction of the Federal Gov- 
ernment that is— 
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“(1) excess; 

(П) surplus; 

‘(III) underperforming; or 

“(ТУ) otherwise not meeting the needs of 
the Federal Government, as determined by 
the Director; and 

“(ii) a building or other structure located 
on real property described in clause (i). 

“(В) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘real property’ 
excludes any parcel of real property, and any 
building or other structure located on real 
property, that is to be closed or realigned 
under the Defense Authorization Amend- 
ments and Base Closure and Realignment 
Act (10 U.S.C. 2687 note; Public Law 100-526). 
“5 622. Disposal program 

(а) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (e), the Director shall, by sale or 
auction, dispose of a quantity of real prop- 
erty with an aggregate value of not less than 
$15,000,000,000 that, as determined by the Di- 
rector, is not being used, and will not be 
used, to meet the needs of the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the period of fiscal years 2010 
through 2015. 

“(b) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The head of each 
landholding agency shall recommend to the 
Director real property for disposal under 
subsection (a). 

(с) SELECTION OF PROPERTIES.—After re- 
ceiving recommendations of candidate real 
property under subsection (b), the Director— 

“(1) with the concurrence of the head of 
each landholding agency, may select the real 
property for disposal under subsection (a); 
and 

“(2) shall notify the recommending land- 
holding agency head of the selection of the 
real property. 

“(d) WEBSITE.—The Director shall ensure 
that all real properties selected for disposal 
under this section are listed on a website 
that shall— 

(1) be updated routinely; and 

*(2) include the functionality to allow any 
member of the public, at the option of the 
member, to receive updates of the list 
through electronic mail. 

(е) TRANSFER OF PROPERTY.—The Director 
may transfer real property selected for dis- 
posal under this section to the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development if the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment determines that the real property is 
suitable for use in assisting the homeless.”’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 5 of 
subtitle I of title 40, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 611 the following: 

‘“SUBCHAPTER VII—EXPEDITED DISPOSAL OF 

REAL PROPERTY 
“Sec. 621. Definitions. 
“Sec. 622. Disposal program.”’’. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, right be- 
fore lunch, I laid the groundwork for 
this amendment, so let me quickly 
summarize. 

This is one of a series of amendments 
that conservatives are bringing to the 
floor that go to our central challenge 
of reining in uncontrolled spending and 
debt. Clearly, we face a monumental 
challenge in this country from the fact 
that we are on an unsustainable path 
right now of Federal spending and debt. 
Clearly, this endangers our future. We 
are used to talking about it as a threat 
to our kids and grandkids—something 
that will come home to roost years 
from now. 
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Sadly, in the last several years, it 
has grown to much more than that. It 
is such an unsustainable path that it 
yields the possibility of a crisis within 
weeks or months or a couple of years. 
So we cannot kick the can down the 
road. We cannot fail to act now. We 
must change the fiscal path we are on 
to protect not just future generations 
but our country as we know it right 
now. In that spirit, a number of fiscal 
conservatives are coming to the floor 
to offer spending and debt amend- 
ments, and I am honored to be associ- 
ated with that group. We will see other 
Senators come down, including Senator 
CORNYN and Senator RUBIO, Senator 
DEMINT, Senator PAUL, and others, 
with other spending and debt amend- 
ments. 

Amendment No. 178 is a very simple, 
straightforward idea. It would mandate 
that the Federal Government, in an or- 
derly way, begin to get rid of billions of 
dollars worth of unused or underused 
Federal property. There have been 
many studies on this topic. They all 
come to the same bottom line, which is 
that the Federal Government owns 
many tens of billions of dollars worth 
of unused or underused Federal prop- 
erty that not only represents assets 
that could be liquidated to yield money 
to the Federal Treasury, but as long as 
we hold on to it as a Federal Govern- 
ment, it represents enormous ongoing 
costs to simply maintain and deal with 
this unused Federal property. 

The Office of Management and Budg- 
et says there are over 46,000 underuti- 
lized properties but almost 19,000 com- 
pletely unused properties, with an esti- 
mated value between the two cat- 
egories of $83 billion. Those properties 
could be liquidated and that money 
brought to the Treasury. Also, in the 
meantime, if we don’t do this, that is 
actually costing us money in terms of 
upkeep—mowing the grass, if you will, 
and a lot more other and expensive up- 
Keep. 

This amendment is very simple and 
straightforward to require the Federal 
Government to sell off or demolish this 
property and help contribute, in a lim- 
ited way but an important way, to get 
us on a different, more sustainable fis- 
cal path. 

Again, І commend this amendment to 
all of my colleagues, Democrats and 
Republicans. As I said, it is part of a 
broader effort on this bill—as well as 
on other bills, I am sure, in the fu- 
ture—to get us on a different fiscal 
path. 

Today and over the next few days, we 
will be seeing Senators CORNYN, 
DEMINT, RUBIO, and others coming to 
the floor with this set of fiscal amend- 
ments to nudge, push, pull—anything 
we can do—this body and the Congress 
in this important direction before it is 
too late. 

Thank you, Mr. President. With that, 
I yield the floor. 
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Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, let 
me just add a word. I see the Senator 
from Oklahoma. Again, as the man- 
agers of this bill, Senator SNOWE and I 
have worked across party lines to bring 
the SBIR bill to the floor. We want to 
have as open an amendment process as 
possible. We think that is fair. We 
would like to really ask people to focus 
on amendments specific to this legisla- 
tion. I know time on the Senate floor is 
precious, and we don’t get as much 
time as we would like to offer our bills 
and amendments, but we do ask that of 
everyone so we can try to get this bill 
to the House and, hopefully, to the 
President’s desk. 

Senator INHOFE is here to offer an 
amendment. We agreed earlier to allow 
that to happen, so I will turn the floor 
over to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 161 

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

First of all, we are currently on, it is 
my understanding, amendment No. 183. 
I ask unanimous consent to set aside 
the current amendment for consider- 
ation of amendment No. 161 by Senator 
JOHANNS and ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE], 
for Mr. JOHANNS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 161. 

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 to repeal the expansion of in- 
formation reporting requirements to pay- 
ments made to corporations, payments for 
property and other gross proceeds, and 
rental property expense payments, and for 
other purposes) 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE VI—COMPREHENSIVE 1099 
TAXPAYER PROTECTION 
SEC. 601. REPEAL OF EXPANSION OF INFORMA- 
TION REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
TO PAYMENTS MADE TO CORPORA- 
TIONS AND TO PAYMENTS FOR 


PROPERTY AND OTHER GROSS PRO- 
CEEDS. 


(a) APPLICATION TO CORPORATIONS.—Sec- 
tion 6041 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
is amended by striking subsections (i) and 
G). 

(b) PAYMENTS FOR PROPERTY AND OTHER 
GROSS PROCEEDS.—Subsection (a) of section 
6041 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘amounts in consideration 
for property,’’, and 

(2) by striking 
places it appears. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to payments 
made after December 31, 2011. 


“gross proceeds,” both 
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SEC. 602. REPEAL OF EXPANSION OF INFORMA- 
TION REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
FOR RENTAL PROPERTY EXPENSE 
PAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6041 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking subsection (h). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to payments 
made after December 31, 2010. 

SEC. 603. INCREASE IN AMOUNT OF OVERPAY- 
MENT OF HEALTH CARE CREDIT 
WHICH IS SUBJECT TO RECAPTURE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
36B(f)(2)(B) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended to read as follows: 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer 
whose household income is less than 400 per- 
cent of the poverty line for the size of the 
family involved for the taxable year, the 
amount of the increase under subparagraph 
(A) shall in no event exceed the applicable 
dollar amount determined in accordance 
with the following table (one-half of such 
amount in the case of a taxpayer whose tax 
is determined under section 1(c) for the tax- 
able year): 


The appli- 
cable dol- 
lar amount 
is: 


“Tf the household income (ex- 
pressed as 
a percent of poverty line) is: 


Less than 200% ......................... $600 

At least 200% but less than 
ОТТОРУН РОТИ А $1,500 

At least 300% but less than 
ОНР МИн кыны $2,500.”’. 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 


made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2013. 
AMENDMENT NO. 183 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to return to the 
pending amendment, amendment No. 
183. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Thank you. Again, I 
thank the Senator from Louisiana. 

This is an amendment to the under- 
lying bill. It is a very significant one. 

To give a little background, for the 
last 9 years, I have had an effort to 
stop legislation called cap-and-trade 
legislation. It is one that I think every- 
one now—no one used to hear about it, 
but everyone is familiar with it now 
after all these 9 years. It goes all the 
way back to the Kyoto treaty, when 
people realized, under the Clinton ad- 
ministration, that we were not going 
to ratify that treaty. In fact, President 
Clinton never even brought it up for 
ratification. But people realized this 
would be something very, very expen- 
sive to America. 

So after that, in 2003, 2005, 2008, and 
on up, there were about seven different 
times that Members of the Senate 
brought up different cap-and-trade leg- 
islation. It was in 2003 that MIT and 
the Wharton School came out with 
analyses of what it would cost to do a 
cap-and-trade bill. The amount always 
ranged between $300 billion and $400 
billion a year. I quite often say, when 
we are talking about billions and bil- 
lions of dollars, you have to bring this 
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home so people understand what we are 
talking about. In this case, in my State 
of Oklahoma, this would equate to 
something a little bit over $3,000 for 
every family that files a tax return. 

The reason I am bringing this up at 
this time is that they tried to pass this 
all throughout the years. I think the 
last one was the Waxman-Markey bill 
over in the House. It came over to the 
Senate, and, of course, they didn’t have 
near the votes to pass it over here. I 
think the most votes they could have 
gotten at any time in the Senate to 
pass a cap-and-trade bill was about 30 
votes. Obviously, that is not enough. 

So this administration decided: Since 
they won’t do it legislatively, we will 
do what they wouldn’t do legislatively 
through regulations. That is where the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
came along and—of course, back when 
the Republicans were in the majority, I 
was the chairman of the Environment 
and Public Works Committee. Now it is 
Senator BOXER from California, and I 
am the ranking member. So we have 
jurisdiction over the Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

I think it is very important that we 
draw this in and make an attempt to 
connect the dots and make people real- 
ize what we are talking about now. 
There is great concern in this country 
about the price of gas at the pumps. It 
is approaching $4 a gallon, and this is 
something of great concern to my wal- 
let and to everybody else I know in the 
State of Oklahoma. 

The problem we have is a bureau- 
cratic problem. It is a problem of this 
administration not allowing us to ex- 
ploit the reserves we have in this coun- 
try. 

We hear over and over—or we did; we 
have not heard it recently—that we 
have only 28 billion barrels of proven 
reserves and that is not enough to pro- 
vide for our own consumption in this 
country. I ask us now to go to the CRS 
report. Less than 1 year ago, Senator 
MURKOWSKI and I requested a CRS, 
Congressional Research Service, re- 
port. They said, right now, the United 
States of America has more oil, gas, 
and coal reserves than any other coun- 
try in the world. 

Let’s take first the oil reserves. 
These are the proven reserves. The 
problem with using the word ‘‘proven”’ 
instead of ‘‘recoverable’’ is that proven 
has to be the result of drilling. We have 
to drill and know it is there. Obviously, 
if we have obstacles so that a majority 
of people, along with the administra- 
tion, do not want us to drill offshore, 
do not want us to drill on public lands, 
and we cannot get in there and prove 
it, then we have to go back and take 
the recoverable oil. 

This is what the geologists say we 
have in this country. No one has re- 
futed this, I might add. Instead of 
being 28 billion barrels, it is 185 billion 
barrels of oil. If we carry that further, 
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we realize this report is one that shows 
clearly we could have these huge re- 
serves. 

Let’s go to natural gas and see what 
this same CRS report says about nat- 
ural gas. This chart shows a combina- 
tion of the fossil fuels; that is, gas, 
coal, and oil. First is the United States 
of America. Second is Russia. It shows 
the United States has greater recover- 
able reserves than Saudi Arabia, China, 
Iraq, and these countries combined. 
There is a huge reserve out there. In 
fact, the reserves of oil we are talking 
about, we have the equivalent to re- 
place our imports from the Persian 
Gulf for more than 90 years. In other 
words, if we lift the restrictions we 
currently have in place on drilling for 
oil, it will be 90 years. 

Gas turns out to be about the same. 
Based on the CRS report, it says the 
2009 assessment of the Potential Gas 
Committee states that America’s fu- 
ture supply of natural gas is 2,000 tril- 
lion. At today’s rate of use, this would 
be enough natural gas to meet Amer- 
ica’s demand for 90 years. 

The report also reveals the number of 
coal reserves. The coal reserves are 28 
percent of the world’s coal. CRS cites 
America’s recoverable coal reserves to 
be 262 billion short tons. For perspec- 
tive, the United States consumes 1.2 
billion short tons of coal per year. That 
is a major export opportunity for us, as 
well as for jobs. 

When we talk about our reserves in 
oil, gas, and coal, there are a lot more 
out there. This is just what we know is 
recoverable. For example, I did not in- 
clude oil and gas shale. The Green 
River Formation located in Colorado, 
Wyoming, and Utah contains the equiv- 
alent of 6 trillion barrels of oil. The De- 
partment of Energy estimates that of 
this 6 trillion, approximately 1.38 tril- 
lion barrels are potentially recover- 
able. That is equivalent to more than 
five times the oil reserves of Saudi 
Arabia. I did not include these when I 
said we have enough to sustain us for 
90 years. 

Another domestic energy source is 
methane hydrates. That is another one 
that has tremendous potential. While 
the estimates vary significantly, the 
U.S. Geological Survey recently testi- 
fied that “the mean in-place gas hy- 
drate resource for the entire United 
States is estimated to be 320,000 tril- 
lion cubic feet of gas.” For a perspec- 
tive, if just 3 percent of this resource 
can be commercialized in the years 
ahead, at current rates of consumption, 
that level of supply would be enough to 
provide America natural gas for more 
than 400 years. I did not include that. 
For 400 years, Iam only including what 
is recoverable and what is out there. 
That is what I call energy security. 

We need to also realize it is not just 
energy we can do. There is nothing 
more basic than supply and demand. If 
we are stopping our supply of oil and 
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gas in this country, the demand is 
going to go up, and we will have to go 
elsewhere. If we want to become inde- 
pendent—and we could become inde- 
pendent if we were to exploit our own 
resources. 

We have other reports that talk 
about the number of jobs at stake. 
Only two deepwater well permits have 
been issued in the last 11 months. I 
thought, at the time when we had the 
oilspill in the gulf, there were going to 
be people around saying: Aha, we are 
going to parlay this into stopping pro- 
duction, stopping exploration. Sure 
enough, they did. 

While the moratorium on the gulf 
has been lifted, only two deepwater 
well permits have been issued in the 
last 11 months. Delays and continu- 
ation of the current permitting pace 
could cost 125,000 jobs in 2015, and get- 
ting down to the developing of Alaska’s 
offshore, for example, would create 
55,000 jobs a year. We are talking about 
a lot of jobs. We are talking about a lot 
of reasons we should go ahead and 
adopt this amendment. 

Let’s keep in mind what this amend- 
ment is. It is an amendment that 
would take away jurisdiction from the 
Environmental Protection Agency to 
regulate greenhouse gases, anthropo- 
genic gases, and leave that as some- 
thing that should be done by Members 
of the Senate and the House. 

Senator BAUCUS from Montana said: 

I mentioned that I do not want the EPA 
writing those regulations. I think it’s too 
much power in the hands of one single agen- 
cy, but rather climate change should be a 
matter that’s essentially left to the Con- 
gress. 

That is what we are talking about. 
AS we speak, the House is marking up 
the bill. It is the Upton-Inhofe bill over 
there, and over here it is the Inhofe- 
Upton bill. That is to stop EPA from 
this regulation. 

Senator NELSON from Nebraska said: 

Controlling the level of carbon emissions is 
the job of Congress. We don’t need the EPA 
looking over Congress’ shoulder telling us 
we’re not moving fast enough. 

We have some eight Democratic Sen- 
ators joining them saying that the 
EPA does not have the authority and 
should not be doing it. We are talking 
about Senators such as Senator MARK 
BEGICH, Senator SHERROD BROWN, Sen- 
ator BOB CASEY, Senator CLAIRE 
MCCASKILL, Senator CARL LEVIN, and 
Senator MAX BAUCUS. 

That is the reason I feel optimistic 
that if we can call up this amendment 
for a vote, we are going to have a fa- 
vorable vote on it. I know all the Re- 
publicans are going to vote for it, and 
I think an awful lot of the Democrats 
will when we are facing a situation 
where we have gas going so high it is 
going to be difficult to not give serious 
consideration to this amendment. 

I go further to say the administra- 
tion has been of no help. I have a quote 
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I have used several times on the floor. 
Steven Chu, the Secretary of Energy, 
told the Wall Street Journal that 
somehow we have to figure out how to 
boost the price of gasoline to the levels 
in Europe. That is $8 a gallon. What 
they are saying is, they want to do 
away with fossil fuels, and before we 
can go to other forms of energy, we 
have to do that. In the meantime, how 
do we run this machine called Amer- 
ica? We cannot do it without oil, gas, 
and coal. 

The bottom line is, we do have 
enough oil, gas, and coal to run this 
country. We could be independent from 
our reliance on the Middle East—to- 
tally—after a short period of time. Peo- 
ple say: If we were to open all these 
places, it would be another 5 or 6 years 
before we are able to actually produce 
this oil and gas we so desperately need 
in this country. In response to that I 
say: First of all, it will not be that 
long. Secondly, I heard that same argu- 
ment 5, 6 years ago, and if we had done 
it then, we would be there today. 

We have a serious problem that is 
looming out there. I know others want 
to speak. I know Senator BARRASSO— 
by the way, Senator BARRASSO has a 
different amendment than this amend- 
ment, even though he is a cosponsor of 
this amendment No. 183. This would go 
into such things as NEPA, the Endan- 
gered Species Act, and the other things 
the EPA is trying to use to regulate 
greenhouse gases to change our life- 
style in America. That is where we are 
today. 

I yield the floor. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). The Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 


thank my colleague for his courtesy. I 
am not speaking about this issue. I saw 
he looked over in this direction. I will 
be brief. 

I rise to speak about the current de- 
bate over the Federal debt. Last week, 
H.R. 1, the House Republican scorched- 
earth spending proposal that counts 
among its casualties such priorities as 
border security, cancer research, dis- 
aster preparedness, and much needed 
investments in domestic energy pro- 
duction, was summarily defeated in the 
Senate. That same day, a Democratic 
alternative that would have cut spend- 
ing by $10 billion, compared to current 
levels, and $51 billion, compared to the 
President’s budget request, was also 
defeated. We were hopeful these failed 
votes would be an opportunity to start 
afresh. We thought it would allow us to 
hit the reset button on the negotia- 
tions. 

The purpose of those votes was to 
make it clear that both sides’ opening 
bids in this debate were nonstarters 
and thus pave the way for a serious, 
good-faith compromise. 

Unfortunately, an intense ideological 
tail continues to wag the dog in the 
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House of Representatives. One week 
after those test votes failed in the Sen- 
ate, House conservatives are still show- 
ing no yield. We have moved $10 billion 
in their direction. They have not 
budged an inch off H.R. 1, even though 
H.R. 1 did not get a single Democratic 
vote in the Senate. In fact, the Repub- 
lican conservatives in the House are 
digging in. In the last 48 hours, there 
has been a wave of hard-liners who are 
now rejecting even the 3-week stopgap 
measure negotiated last week. This 
measure is needed to avert a govern- 
ment shutdown this Friday. But in a 
vote occurring very shortly in the 
House, there is expected to be a num- 
ber of rightwing defections on this 
short-term continuing resolution. 

Look, Democrats agree this short- 
term solution is not ideal. Running the 
government 2 weeks at a time is not 
good for anyone. We prefer not to have 
to do another stopgap measure, but we 
recognize the need, the necessity of 
averting a government shutdown. 

Throughout this debate, Democrats 
have shown a willingness to negotiate, 
a willingness to meet Republicans in 
the middle. Yet the rank and file of the 
House GOP has been utterly unrelent- 
ing. They have wrapped their arms 
around the discredited reckless ap- 
proach advanced by H.R. 1, and they 
will not let go. 

But why are House conservatives 
bucking their leadership by resisting 
even the stopgap measure? It certainly 
cannot be because it does not cut 
spending because it does by another $6 
billion over just 3 weeks. The real rea- 
son many of the House conservative 
Republicans, particularly the fresh- 
men, oppose the stopgap CR is clear. It 
is because it does not contain the ex- 
traneous riders they demand. 

H.R. 1 was chock-full of ideological 
policy measures. These items deal with 
controversial issues such as abortion, 
global warming, and net neutrality. 
They do not belong on a budget bill, 
but they were shoehorned onto it any- 
way. These measures are akin to a 
heavy anchor bogging down the budget 
negotiations. 

In recent days, a number of right- 
wing interest groups—the Heritage 
Foundation and the Family Research 
Council—began encouraging Repub- 
licans to vote against any budget 
measure that does not contain these 
controversial policy measures. This is 
what is driving the defections on the 
Republican side. 

For example, MIKE PENCE explained 
he is voting no because the 3-week 
measure doesn’t weigh in on abortion. 
He is the author of the controversial 
hard-right amendment to  defund 
Planned Parenthood. Yesterday, he 
said he wouldn’t mind a government 
shutdown if it meant he could succeed 
in passing his rider. MICHELE BACH- 
MANN said she is voting no because the 
short-term CR doesn’t repeal the 
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health care law. TIM HUELSKAMP, a 
freshman from Kansas on the Budget 
Committee, said he would oppose the 
stopgap measure because it lacked rid- 
ers against EPA and against family 
planning. 

We finally know why a compromise 
has been so hard to come by on the 
budget. It is because Republicans want 
more than spending cuts; they want to 
impose their entire social agenda on 
the back of a must-pass budget. They 
are entitled to their policy positions, 
but there is a time and place to debate 
these issues—and this ain’t it. 

We have seen this type of overreach 
before. In the recent battle in Wis- 
consin, where Governor Scott Walker 
went to war with the State’s public 
workers. Governor Walker started out 
seeking concessions from the unions on 
their benefits in order to reduce Wis- 
consin ’s budget shortfall. In the spirit 
of cooperation, unions agreed to reduce 
their benefits. But the Governor didn’t 
take yes for an answer. He went further 
and insisted on ending collective bar- 
gaining entirely. 

The budget fight going on right now 
in this Chamber is also about more 
than just budget cuts. The conserv- 
ative Republicans in the House are 
showing themselves to be Scott Walker 
Republicans. They are using the budget 
to try to shoot the Moon on a wish list 
of far-right policy measures. 

If this debate were only about spend- 
ing cuts, we would probably come to an 
agreement before too long. But we will 
have a hard time coming to an agree- 
ment with these Scott Walker Repub- 
licans who are trying to use the budget 
to enact a far-right social agenda. 

I urge Speaker BOEHNER to consider a 
path to a solution to this year’s budget 
that may not go through the tea party. 
He should consider moving on without 
them and forge a consensus among 
more moderate Republicans and a 
group of Democrats because if these ex- 
traneous policy items are going to be a 
must-have on the budget, a com- 
promise will be very, very, very hard to 
come by. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I rise this 
afternoon to speak in support of the in- 
credibly important legislation that is 
on the Senate floor, the Small Business 
Innovation Research Program reau- 
thorization, a bill, S. 498, which also re- 
authorizes the Small Business Tech- 
nology Transfer Program. 

I want to commend Senator LAN- 
DRIEU, the chair of the Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship Committee, and 
her ranking minority member, Senator 
SNOWE of Maine, for their leadership in 
moving this to the Senate floor. Get- 
ting this considered is vital to making 
progress on this bipartisan bill. 

This is the third in a series of bipar- 
tisan bills we have taken up. The first 


March 15, 2011 


two—the FAA reauthorization, and the 
second, the patent reform bill—have 
passed, and it is my hope that all of us 
in this Chamber will seriously consider 
supporting S. 493. 

The 30 million small businesses in 
America are incubators of creativity 
and job creation. They drive our inno- 
vation sector and make us more com- 
petitive globally. In addition to em- 
ploying over half our private sector 
workforce, small businesses are the 
backbone of our American commu- 
nities and can be a source of economic 
advancement for millions of Americans 
in every State. 

The Small Business Innovation Re- 
search Program, or SBIR, sets aside a 
small part of the research and develop- 
ment budget from a number of Federal 
agencies to be used as grants for small 
businesses, and the Small Business 
Technology Transfer Program, or 
STTR, helps scientists and innovators 
at research institutions take their dis- 
coveries and commercialize them 
through small business startups. 

Since their creation in 1982 and 1992, 
respectively, SBIR and STTR have in- 
vested more than $28 billion in helping 
American small businesses turn into 
big businesses through innovation and 
commercialization of cutting-edge 
products. The classic example, which a 
number of our colleagues, including 
Senator LANDRIEU, have highlighted in 
the conversation so far is Qualcomm of 
San Diego, which began as a small 
business of just 35 employees and has 
now, in fact, grown to a company of 
17,000. It pays more in taxes every year 
than the whole budget of the SBA. 

We can’t lose sight that every large 
company in America at one point 
began as a small business. The SBIR 
and STTR Programs were created 
through bipartisanship and should 
maintain wide support. In fact, SBIR 
was signed into law by former Presi- 
dent Ronald Reagan. They more than 
pay for themselves and the jobs and 
economic growth they create and the 
taxes paid by these companies as they 
grow. 

For too long, the Senate has kicked 
the can down the road by passing tem- 
porary extensions month after month, 
year after year, for these two vital pro- 
grams. This week, at long last, we have 
a chance to pass real long-term reau- 
thorization. 

It is a shame that we had to vote for 
cloture even to just begin debating this 
bill which has wide bipartisan support. 
Ideology should not trump practical so- 
lutions that can put more Americans 
back to work and get our economy 
moving again. These two programs are 
proven vehicles for growth in all our 
States, including my home State of 
Delaware. 

In Delaware, where we have a strong 
and growing high-tech sector, small 
businesses have been benefiting from 
these two programs. With your forbear- 
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ance, Mr. President, I will, for a mo- 
ment, just mention three. 

One Delaware company that received 
a critical SBIR grant was Elcriton. 
Elcriton started with two employees 
who patented a process to take bac- 
teria which turned algae into butanol 
for fuel. Imagine that. Think of the 
possibility of literally using pond scum 
to produce fuel for cars and trucks. Bu- 
tanol is superior to ethanol in many re- 
spects because it is more compatible 
with the whole current petroleum in- 
frastructure. This SBIR grant enabled 
this company to expand significantly, 
to grow their production, and to scale 
up not just the research and develop- 
ment but their early-stage manufac- 
turing. 

Another company—Compact Mem- 
brane Systems of Newport, DE—is put- 
ting a $1 million SBIR grant to work 
developing a hollow fiber filter that is 
used to filter hydraulic fluid from 
water. This extends the life of machin- 
ery, such as wind turbines, that use hy- 
draulic fluid or filter oil. They started 
with three employees and now have 24. 
Five of those hires were directly made 
possible through the SBIR grant. 

Last, in Newark, DE, ANP Tech- 
nologies is using an SBIR grant to 
build biological detection systems for 
our American Department of Defense. 
The kit they are developing is rapid, 
lightweight, and lifesaving for our 
troops and our first responders. This is 
another example of a great application 
of cutting-edge technology by a small 
business that will have positive im- 
pacts for our first responders, our 
Armed Forces, and my home commu- 
nity of Newark, DE. 

Since 1983, over 403 Delaware small 
businesses have received more than 
$100 million in SBIR grants. I know 
every one of my colleagues in the Sen- 
ate has a similar positive story from 
his or her State. Each one of these 
businesses I just spoke about in Dela- 
ware could be the next Qualcomm. Any 
one of the small businesses in our 
States that receive grants through 
SBIR and support through STTR could 
generate a revolution in high tech that 
spurs the creation of thousands of jobs. 

In my view, we cannot afford to let 
this critical job-creating program ex- 
pire. According to one report, busi- 
nesses backed by SBIR grants have 
been responsible for almost one-quar- 
ter of our Nation’s most important in- 
novations over the past decade, and 
they account for almost 40 percent of 
our Nation’s patents. The applications 
range from the military to medicine, 
from education to emergency services. 

Congress must have a smart ap- 
proach to budget reform that balances 
budget cuts with strategic long-term 
investments that create growth and job 
creation for our communities—a great 
example of exactly what it is that the 
SBIR and STTR Programs do. I hope 
all our colleagues will join in sup- 
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porting Senator LANDRIEU of Louisiana 
in supporting this vital bill and the 
great work she and the committee have 
done to advance it to this stage. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I sin- 
cerely appreciate the remarks of the 
Senator from Delaware and thank him 
for his support not only of this pro- 
gram but for his expertise and leader- 
ship in the whole area of small business 
innovation and technological advance- 
ments. He was quite a leader in his pre- 
vious positions in Delaware, and he 
brings a great deal of expertise to the 
Senate. 

I know the Senator from Alaska is on 
the floor to speak about an amendment 
that is pending for debate and consider- 
ation. We may have amendments that 
are called up for votes today—that has 
not been finally decided—but we can 
come to the floor, of course, and offer 
amendments and debate several that 
are pending. 

One thing I want to say before I turn 
it over to Senator MURKOWSKI is that I 
think Senator Coons hit the nail on 
the head when he said a smart budget 
plan is going to work to meet the chal- 
lenges of this extraordinary debt we 
have that has been caused for multiple 
reasons. It is important we address 
that correctly and not just one-sided. 

This bill addresses a significant as- 
pect of smart budgeting and debt re- 
duction by creating jobs that generate 
revenues for governments at the local 
level that are looking for those reve- 
nues, at the State level where they are 
desperate for those revenues, and at 
the Federal level that could most cer- 
tainly use some additional tax reve- 
nues so we can maintain our leadership 
in strategic investments. 

Now, there were some on the floor 
this morning and in the Senate who 
said the only way to get to a balanced 
budget is by slashing some of the im- 
portant programs that help create the 
atmosphere in America for businesses 
to thrive. Some of that would be stra- 
tegic investments in infrastructure; 
some of that would be strategic invest- 
ments in education. But even the Busi- 
ness Roundtable would say the last 
programs we should be cutting from 
the budget are effective job training 
and education programs. Yet, accord- 
ing to the philosophy of some, those 
are the first programs that get slashed. 

That is not smart budgeting. That is 
not closing the budget gap. That is not 
putting your head to the problem. 
What the Senator from Delaware said 
is, it is a combination of some stra- 
tegic cutting and some discretionary 
budgets. We are going to have to pare 
down the defense budget appropriately 
and find some cuts in some savings. 

Even Secretary Gates acknowledges 
there is waste, fraud, and abuse in the 
Defense bill. But, most importantly, I 
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think Democrats and Republicans are 
coming together to say we can grow 
our way out by producing jobs, and this 
reauthorization bill is one of the bills 
that can actually do that. So I just 
wanted to put a little exclamation 
point on that part. 

I see the Senator from Alaska, who is 
going to be expressing her views on one 
of the amendments that is pending. 
Then Senator BOXER is also on the Sen- 
ate floor, as is Senator LAUTENBERG 
from New Jersey. I think Senator 
SNOWE may want to say just one word. 

Senator SNOWE is here to offer an 
amendment. So why don’t we turn to 
Senator MURKOWSKI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Just a parliamentary 
inquiry: Since we are going back and 
forth, I ask unanimous consent to be 
recognized after Senator MURKOWSKI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Alaska. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
thank the chairman of the Small Busi- 
ness Committee, as well as the ranking 
member, for their work on this legisla- 
tion. Senator LANDRIEU has spoken 
about the necessity, particularly in 
this environment today, as we are com- 
ing out of a recession, to ensure we 
have a conducive environment for our 
small businesses to thrive. It is not 
just about incentives and opportuni- 
ties, it is that business environment. 

One of the things I think is impor- 
tant for us as policymakers to look at 
is those things that are put in place 
that perhaps smother our businesses, 
whether it is through regulation or the 
cost of permitting, but also those 
things that create uncertainty. That is 
what I would like to speak to for just 
a few minutes this afternoon. 

The minority leader put forth an 
amendment several hours ago that 
would put a stop to the EPA’s com- 
mand-and-control climate regulations. 
This is an amendment for which I am 
rising today to offer my support. This 
is not the first time I have had an op- 
portunity to be here on the Senate 
floor to speak about my concern about 
the agency advancing policies ahead of 
the Congress; of the EPA advancing 
regulations that set climate policy— 
again, before the Congress had acted. 
We spent a considerable amount of 
time here last year discussing the pit- 
falls of EPA’s massive and unprece- 
dented expansion of regulatory powers 
as they sought to advance those regu- 
lations that would impose that uncer- 
tainty on our businesses. 

I remain as convinced now as I was 
when we had the arguments previously, 
when we were talking about this reso- 
lution of disapproval against the EPA, 
I remain as convinced as ever that 
EPA’s efforts to impose these backdoor 
climate regulations is the wrong way, 
and perhaps it is the worst way to ad- 
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dress our Nation’s energy and climate 
challenges. 

Our country is struggling to recover 
from the worst economic downturn in 
our modern history. We talk daily 
about the need for us, as lawmakers, to 
advance those policies that will help 
our Nation restore job growth. All this 
is going on in the midst of global 
events that are clearly out of our con- 
trol. We have chaotic global events 
that have driven our energy prices to 
near 2-year highs. The last thing in the 
world for us to do would be to allow 
unelected bureaucrats to impose new 
economic burdens on our families and 
on our businesses. 

In combination with these recent 
events overseas, the EPA’s regulation 
of greenhouse gases is contributing to 
increased energy prices. The prolifera- 
tion, the numbers are astounding in 
terms of what the EPA is advancing in 
terms of these regulations that hit our 
businesses every day. The proliferation 
of EPA rulemaking on climate change 
is creating pervasive uncertainty 
throughout our economy. It has sty- 
mied and delayed new investments in 
energy production and this will only 
become worse once the temporary re- 
lief provided by the EPA’s “tailoring 
rule” is tossed out by the courts or per- 
haps ratcheted down by EPA’s own 
timeline. 

What is most troubling is that the 
EPA has consistently failed to consider 
what the economic impact of their 
rulemaking is. We have asked repeat- 
edly. Yet there is no response back 
from the EPA. It is kind of a shell 
game that we have seen moving for- 
ward. First, the EPA claimed its 
endangerment finding is simply a sci- 
entific finding, it is nothing more; 
there is not going to be any regulatory 
burden that will be created as a result 
of this. 

Then we saw a deal struck between 
the automakers and the State of Cali- 
fornia and the environmentalists and 
the EPA to tie emissions standards to 
already enacted mileage increases for 
light-duty vehicles. That move then 
triggered regulation of greenhouse 
gases under the Clean Air Act for all 
emitters, including stationary sources. 
But here again there was no economic 
analysis provided by the EPA. A lack 
of this analysis or this assessment and 
the lack of information led many Mem- 
bers of Congress, myself included, to 
repeatedly ask for a study of the poten- 
tial impacts. But EPA has disregarded 
these requests. Finally, they published 
their tailoring rule, which was not only 
finished without a real economic anal- 
ysis, but it was somewhat brazenly 
pitched as regulatory relief. They first 
said this was not a burden that had 
been imposed, and then they come back 
and say now we are providing regu- 
latory relief. That is kind of an odd 
claim to have made. 

But what became clear throughout 
all of this is that the EPA wants us to 
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believe that none of their actions have 
imposed new regulatory requirements 
and therefore there is no cost. If we 
have not added any regulatory burden 
there is not going to be any subsequent 
cost. 

But this assertion simply denies 
logic. Their regulations require that 
expensive new permits be obtained. To 
do that you have expensive new tech- 
nologies that have to be purchased, in- 
stalled, and operated. 

In the next few years these require- 
ments will become more severe and 
more businesses will be folded in to 
face them. To accept these economy- 
wide climate regulations with no sub- 
stantive analysis of their economic im- 
pacts is to take a huge gamble with an 
already fragile American economy. 
This is a gamble that I believe we 
should not take. The amendment from 
the minority leader that was presented 
earlier today would ensure that we do 
not. 

As I mentioned just starting off on 
my comments, I think it is fitting that 
this debate does take place on legisla- 
tion that is designed to help our small 
businesses. It is true that because the 
EPA has decided they are not going to 
regulate greenhouse gases under the 
Clean Air Act—but not according to 
it—they are not going to regulate the 
small businesses at this point in time. 
Soon, however, they are going to be 
caught up in the same net as their 
larger counterparts. In the meantime, 
as the customers of the refiners and 
powerplants throughout the country 
that are now regulated, our small busi- 
nesses will inevitably face increased 
costs. Innovation should not mean hav- 
ing to find creative ways to comply 
with government regulations in order 
to keep your doors open. 

Fortunately, it is not too late to pre- 
vent this situation from becoming 
worse. The first round of regulations 
kicked in at the start of this year, and 
then the so-called New Source Per- 
formance Standards for refineries and 
powerplants, one of the next steps in 
the EPA’s regulatory process, are not 
expected until later this year. We can 
and we should step in now to prevent 
this additional growth of the now 
sweeping regulatory burden from the 
EPA. If we do not act now, if we fail to 
act now, America’s competitive posi- 
tion in the world will continue to dete- 
riorate. 

This should be cause for concern for 
all of us serving here in the Congress. 
Unfortunately, we have not only failed 
to put a stop to this agenda but some 
have actually embraced it. Expla- 
nations are out there, I am sure. Per- 
haps the most common is a misplaced 
hope that by forcing consumers to pay 
more for energy, somehow or other this 
is going to usher in the green jobs to 
manufacture the wind turbines and 
other equipment that can just as easily 
be made overseas. It is this kind of 
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thinking that brought us to where we 
were last year, or the year before, with 
the tremendously unpopular cap-and- 
trade bill. 

For too many in this town, here in 
Washington, DC, higher energy prices 
have been an explicit goal. The Presi- 
dent, when the cap-and-trade proposal 
was being debated, very clearly stat- 
ed—his words—‘‘electricity rates would 
necessarily skyrocket.” 

The Secretary of Energy has said a 
couple of years ago, ‘Somehow we have 
to figure out how to boost the price of 
gasoline to the levels in Europe.” Nota- 
bly, I think those comments were made 
when gasoline was even more expensive 
than it is today. 

But every Member of this Chamber 
should recognize where EPA is going 
with these regulations. They are the 
administration’s plan В, initially 
meant to force us here in Congress to 
pass cap-and-trade and now of course 
substitute for it. I think the question 
that is worth asking is, if cap-and- 
trade could not pass for lack of sup- 
port, why should we let these regula- 
tions replace them? If we would not 
agree to a legislative program because 
it was too damaging, why would we let 
command-and-control regulations, 
pressed into place through 
rulemakings, be the answer instead? 

If we knew these regulations are a 
bad idea whose time should not have 
соте, why—why—would we let Amer- 
ican families and businesses suffer 
greater and greater consequences? 

In the midst of our economic recov- 
ery and high energy prices, we need to 
protect our small businesses, not ex- 
pose them to new regulatory burdens. I 
think the amendment of the minority 
leader would do just that. I am hopeful 
the Senate will have an opportunity to 
vote on it and pass it within the near 
future. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have 
the floor now to respond to some of the 
statements of my friend from Alaska, 
and also to be able to enter into some 
colloquies about this very dangerous 
and radical amendment. But before I do 
that, without losing my right to the 
floor, I yield for a moment to Senator 
SNOWE to lay down an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from California for yield- 
ing to me so I could call up an amend- 
ment. I ask unanimous consent to set 
aside the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 193 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise to 
call up amendment No. 198. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
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The assistant editor of the Daily Di- 
gest read as follows: 


The Senator from Maine [Ms. SNOWE], for 
herself, Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr. COBURN, pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 193. 


Ms. SNOWE. I ask unanimous con- 
sent the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 


(Purpose: To strike the Federal authoriza- 
tion of the National Veterans Business De- 
velopment Corporation) 


At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 504. NATIONAL VETERANS BUSINESS DEVEL- 
OPMENT CORPORATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.) is amended by striking 
section 33 (15 U.S.C. 657c). 

(b) CORPORATION.—On and after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the National Vet- 
erans Business Development Corporation and 
any successor thereto may not represent 
that the corporation is federally chartered or 
in any other manner authorized by the Fed- 
eral Government. 

(с) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) SMALL BUSINESS ACT.—The Small Busi- 
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.), as amended 
by this Act, is amended— 

(A) by redesignating sections 34 through 45 
as sections 33 through 44, respectively; 

(B) in section 9(8)(1)(0) (15 U.S.C. 
638(k)(1)(D)), as amended by section 201(0)(3) 
of this Act, by striking ‘‘section 34(d)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘section 33(d)’’; 

(C) in section 9s), as added by section 
201(a) of this Act— 

(i) by striking ‘‘section 84” each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘section 33”; 

(11) in paragraph (1)(Е), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 34(е)’ and inserting ‘‘section 33(e)’’; and 

(iii) in paragraph (7)(B), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 34(d)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 33(d)’’; 

(D) in section 35(d) (15 U.S.C. 657i(d)), as so 
redesignated and as amended by section 
201(b)(5), by striking ‘‘section 42” and insert- 
ing ‘‘section 41”; 

(E) in section 38(d) (15 U.S.C. 6571(d)), as so 
redesignated and as amended by section 
201(b)(6) of this Act, by striking ‘‘section 42” 
and inserting ‘‘section 41”; and 

(F) in section 39(b) (15 U.S.C. 657m(b)), as 
so redesignated and as amended by section 
201(b)(7) of this Act, by striking ‘‘section 42” 
and inserting ‘‘section 41”. 

(2) THIS ACT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made 
by section 205(b) of this Act shall have no 
force or effect. 

(B) PROSPECTIVE REPEAL OF THE SMALL 
BUSINESS INNOVATION RESEARCH PROGRAM.— 
Effective 5 years after the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
631 et seq.) is amended— 

(i) by striking section 42, as added by sec- 
tion 205(a) of this Act and redesignated by 
paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection; and 

(ii) by redesignating sections 43 and 44, as 
redesignated by paragraph (1)(A) of this sub- 
section, as sections 42 and 48, respectively. 

(3) VETERANS ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND 
SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1999.— 
Section 203(с)(5) of the Veterans Entrepre- 
neurship and Small Business Development 
Act of 1999 (15 U.S.C. 657b note) is amended 
by striking ‘‘In cooperation with the Na- 
tional Veterans Business Development Cor- 
poration, develop” and inserting ‘‘Develop’’. 

(4) TITLE 10.—Section 1142(b)(13) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
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“and the National Veterans Business Devel- 
opment Corporation’’. 

(5) TITLE 38.—Section 3452(h) of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“any of the” and all that follows and insert- 
ing ‘‘any small business development center 
described in section 21 of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 648), insofar as such center of- 
fers, Sponsors, or cosponsors an entrepre- 
neurship course, as that term is defined in 
section 3675(c)(2).’’. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I will ad- 
dress this amendment later. I wish to 
add that the Chair and Senator COBURN 
are both cosponsors of this amendment 
as well. 

I thank the Senator from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
happy my friend has her amendment 
lined up so we can get to that. 

I commend, first of all, the Senator 
from Louisiana for her measure that is 
before us. It is a bill I support very 
strongly. Therefore, to say I was dis- 
appointed to see an unrelated amend- 
ment offered is an understatement. But 
that is the way it is. We are going to 
have to vote on this. Frankly, we have 
had votes similar to this before. I feel 
comfortable and hopeful that we will 
defeat this amendment. 

In about 5 minutes I am going to 
yield for a question to my friend from 
New Jersey, but before I do that I want 
to make about 5 minutes worth of re- 
marks. 

The amendment that is pending on 
this bill has been named by Senators 
McCONNELL and INHOFE The Energy 
Tax Prevention Act. Good title. The 
bill doesn’t do one thing to lower the 
price of oil—not one thing. We know 
what we can do right now to lower the 
price of oil. We know we should go 
after the speculators who are specu- 
lating on futures. We know we have the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve that the 
President is looking at. Every time we 
have taken some oil out of that it has 
had a salutary impact on the price of 
gas immediately. We know we should 
increase our investment in alternative 
clean fuels. We know what we have to 
do. We have to work for more stability 
in the Middle East. Most of all, we have 
to get off foreign oil. We cannot be hos- 
tage to what is going on in the world. 
This bill does nothing about it. It has a 
good title but it has nothing to do with 
the price of oil. We know what we have 
to do to do something about that. I 
hope we will. 

Let me tell you what I would name 
this amendment. I would not name it 
what it has been called, the Energy 
Tax Prevention Act, because it doesn’t 
do a thing about that. I would call it 
the Reliance On Foreign Oil Forever 
Act, because part of it says we can no 
longer look at fuel economy through 
the Clean Air Act and make gains on 
fuel economy. 

We all now have the opportunity to 
buy gas-efficient cars. How do you 
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think that happened? It did not happen 
without some leadership here. AS a 
matter of fact, the Senator from 
Maine, OLYMPIA SNOWE, was very in- 
volved in that. My colleague Senator 
FEINSTEIN was as well. We all worked 
on this—Senator LAUTENBERG. We said 
we are going to have more fuel-effi- 
cient cars. According to this, it is over 
and no State can step out and pass 
tougher fuel economy standards. It is 
stopping our States from acting. That 
is No. 1. So I call it the Reliance On 
Foreign Oil Forever Act because as 
long as we drive cars that do not do 
well on fuel economy, we will be stop- 
ping at the gas pump. Mark my words. 

How wonderful is it for me. I drive a 
hybrid car. I go about 50 miles per gal- 
lon. I can wave at that gas station and 
say І am glad I don’t have to stop here 
for a long time. 

If you don’t want to name the 
amendment the Reliance On Foreign 
Oil Forever Act, you can name it some- 
thing else: 

The More Air Pollution for Ameri- 
cans Act. The More Air Pollution for 
Americans Act. More air pollution. 
Now, we all ran for office and we all 
run for office. I never met one person 
who said: Please go back there and get 
me more air pollution. Not one person 
ever said that. What they tell me is 
that they know someone with asthma. 
They have asthma. Their kid has asth- 
ma. 

So here is what happens here. This 
bill says, forever, the EPA can never, 
ever go after carbon pollution. Let me 
repeat that. This amendment, despite 
the fact that the Clean Air Act specifi- 
cally says that carbon pollution is cov- 
ered, says, no more. EPA cannot go 
after it. It is going to keep on keeping 
on, and there is going to be more air 
pollution for every American. That is 
what this amendment promises that 
they want to pass. 

I have to tell you, my colleagues are 
playing scientist and they are playing 
doctor. They are deciding for us wheth- 
er we should be exposed to pollution. 
When we hear from my colleague, Sen- 
ator LAUTENBERG, we are going to hear 
what it is like to have a grandchild 
with terrible asthma and to worry 
about it 24/7. 

So who are the real doctors and what 
are they saying? We got a letter in op- 
position to this terrible amendment 
from the American Lung Association. I 
guarantee you, Mr. President, even 
though you are an extremely persua- 
sive person, if you went outside and 
just stopped people on the street and 
said: Well, who is really more trust- 
worthy about your health, the Amer- 
ican Lung Association or a Senator, I 
don’t care what you say, they would 
take the American Lung Association. 
They oppose this. 

The American Public Health Associa- 
tion, the American Thoracic Society, 
the Asthma and Allergy Foundation of 
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America, the Physicians for Social Re- 
sponsibility and Trust for America’s 
Health—they write to us. 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MARCH 15, 2011. 

DEAR SENATOR: We the undersigned write 
to express our strong opposition to the 
McConnell Amendment, known as the ‘‘En- 
ergy Tax Prevention Act of 2011.’’ We believe 
that this legislation would block the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency, EPA, from 
setting sensible safeguards to protect public 
health from the effects of air pollution. 

Our organizations are keenly aware of the 
health impacts of air pollution. The Clean 
Air Act guarantees all Americans, especially 
the most vulnerable, air that is safe and 
healthy to breathe. Despite tremendous air 
pollution reductions, more progress is needed 
to fulfill this promise. 

If passed by Congress, this legislation 
would interfere with EPA’s ability to imple- 
ment the Clean Air Act; a law that protects 
the public health and reduces health care 
costs for all by preventing thousands of ad- 


verse health outcomes, including: cancer, 
asthma attacks, heart attacks, strokes, 
emergency department visits, hospitaliza- 


tion and premature deaths. A rigorous, peer- 
reviewed analysis, The Benefits and Costs of 
the Clean Air Act from 1990 to 2020, con- 
ducted by EPA, found that the air quality 
improvements under the Clean Air Act will 
save $2 trillion by 2020 and prevent at least 
230,000 deaths annually. 

Additionally, the public strongly opposes 
Congress blocking EPA’s efforts to imple- 
ment the Clean Air Act. A recent bipartisan 
survey, which was conducted for the Amer- 
ican Lung Association by the Republican 
firm Ayres, McHenry & Associates and the 
Democratic polling firm Greenberg Quinlan 
Rosner Research indicates the overwhelming 
view of voters: 69 percent think the EPA 
should update Clean Air Act standards with 
stricter limits on air pollution; 64 percent 
feel that Congress should not stop the EPA 
from updating carbon dioxide emission 
standards; 69 percent believe that EPA sci- 
entists, rather than Congress, should set pol- 
lution standards. 

The McConnell Amendment would strip 
away sensible Clean Air Act protections that 
safeguard Americans and their families from 
air pollution. We strongly urge the Senate to 
support the continued implementation of 
this vital law. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES CONNOR, 

President and Chief 
Executive Officer, 
American Lung As- 
sociation. 

GEORGES C. BENJAMIN, MD, 
FACP, FACEP (E), 
Executive Director, 

American Public 
Health Association. 

DEAN E. SCHRAUFNAGEL, 
MD, 

President, American 
Thoracic Society. 

BILL McLin, 

President and CEO, 
Asthma and Allergy 
Foundation of Amer- 
ica. 

PETER WILK, MD, 
Executive Director, 

Physicians For So- 
cial Responsibility. 
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JEFFREY LEVI, PhD., 


Executive Director, 
Trust for America’s 
Health. 
Mrs. BOXER. ‘‘We the undersigned 


write to express our strong opposition 
to the McConnell amendment known as 
the Energy Tax Prevention Act of 2011. 
We believe this legislation would block 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
from setting sensible safeguards to pro- 
tect public health and the effects of air 
pollution.” 

So here is where we are. This is a ter- 
rible amendment. It is going to keep us 
reliant on foreign oil. It is going to 
overturn the endangerment finding, a 
health finding made by scientists and 
doctors that says carbon pollution is 
dangerous. It is even going to stop us 
from having a greenhouse registry 
where we know how much carbon pol- 
lution we are producing. This is a rad- 
ical amendment. I trust we will defeat 
it. 

I yield to Senator LAUTENBERG, with- 
out losing my right to the floor, for a 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
would ask the Senator from California 
how she sees the amendment we are 
discussing in terms of the lives of our 
countrymen as we see them. And I wish 
to first mention what I see and see if 
the Senator agrees with me. 

Mrs. BOXER. Absolutely. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The amendment 
that has been proposed by the Senator 
from Kentucky, Republican MITCH 
MCCONNELL, is аз dangerous an effort 
as we can imagine. It would undermine 
our children’s health while helping pol- 
luters and their lobbyists. And what a 
strange thing this is. I hope the Amer- 
ican public sees it for what it really is. 
It is an attack on the well-being of our 
children, our grandchildren, at the ex- 
pense of promoting those companies, 
taking the rules off so those companies 
can run rampant, do any darned thing 
they want, put up any pollution they 
feel like doing, not having to care that 
effluent from their manufacturing 
process has to be properly packaged 
away but just dump it, get rid of it. 
Often, those dump sites wind up as 
Superfund sites. But it does not mat- 
ter; just go ahead and do what you 
want. 

I was watching television, as every- 
body here must be, looking at the ca- 
lamity that struck Japan, and I saw 
one bright moment. They found a child 
who was under debris for something 
like 3 days, and they unearthed her. 
She was so beautiful, and it brought 
tears to my eyes—I am a tough guy, it 
is believed—to see this beautiful thing 
alive and wanting to be protected and 
continue her life. 

I never met a grandparent who was 
not ready to show you pictures of their 
latest grandchild. So there is no deeper 
love that can be found. 
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Here, we hear the message that has 
been going around: Let’s get rid of the 
EPA’s ability to regulate. Who are 
they to tell us what businesses can do? 

Thank goodness that in this demo- 
cratic society in which we live, there 
are rules and regulations to keep us as 
a civilized nation. The Supreme Court 
and scientists at the Environmental 
Protection Agency agreed that the 
Clean Air Act is a tool we must use to 
stop dangerous pollution. 

This amendment, it is very clear, fa- 
vors one group—the business commu- 
nity. I come from the business commu- 
nity. I know what companies will do to 
help stretch their profits. Most compa- 
nies do it reliably, honestly, and so 
forth, but there are others who encour- 
age this kind of thinking and say: Get 
rid of this regulation, this bureaucratic 
stuff. 

You know, the Republican tea party 
politicians—and we see them, we see 
their thoughts reflected here—say: 
Just ignore the Supreme Court. Ignore 
the scientists. We know better. They 
want to reward the polluters by crip- 
pling EPA’s ability to enforce the 
Clean Air Act. 

Gutting this vital law is a clear and 
present danger. The Clean Air Act pro- 
tects our children from toxic chemicals 
in the air and illnesses such as asthma 
and lung cancer. Last year alone, the 
law prevented 1.7 million cases of 
childhood asthma—1.7 million chil- 
dren—and more than 160,000 premature 
deaths, according to the EPA. 

Those numbers are gigantic, but they 
loom much larger when it is your child, 
when it is your doctor who says: I hate 
to tell you this, Mr. or Mrs., but your 
child is sick. Your child has asthma. 
Your child may have lung cancer. And 
the largest cause of these conditions is 
pollution in the air. 

Numbers are big in what we say here 
because it doesn’t seem to be entering 
the thought process. What goes around 
comes around, and it may be your child 
in danger, and heaven forbid, because 
there isn’t a parent or a grandparent 
around who wouldn’t give their own 
life to protect the lives of their chil- 
dren or grandchildren. 

Do you really want to know the real 
value of the Clean Air Act to American 
families? Talk to the millions of par- 
ents who live in fear of their child’s 
next asthma attack, and it is one my 
own family knows very well. A grand- 
son of mine suffers from the disease. He 
is an active athlete, and every time he 
goes to a soccer game or another game, 
my daughter first checks to see where 
the nearest emergency room is because 
if he starts wheezing, she knows very 
well that she has to get him to a clinic. 

The experience in our family with 
asthma is a tragic one. My sister, who 
was in her early fifties, 52 years of age, 
was at a school board meeting when 
she felt an attack of asthma coming 
on. She started out to run to her car, 
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where she carried a little plug-in res- 
pirator. She never made it. She col- 
lapsed in the parking lot, and she died 
within 3 days. 

So when you see the effects of these 
things, you say: What could we pos- 
sibly do to prevent this from happening 
again to another family, to another 
relative? The tea party Republicans 
say to these families: Clean air is nice, 
but, listen, these companies have to 
make money, they have to pay divi- 
dends, they have to pay big salaries to 
these executives. So for them, on that 
side, they say the most important 
thing is those profits, those companies. 
Too bad, kids; sorry, we can’t help you. 

The tea party Republicans say you 
can’t restrict polluters with regula- 
tions. It is too cumbersome. By their 
logic, we ought to get rid of traffic sig- 
nals. Those red lights really slow down 
traffic. It is a darn nuisance. How does 
that sound for logic? That is what they 
are essentially saying. While we are at 
it, maybe we ought to get rid of the air 
traffic control system, too, because 
why should pilots of these big aircraft 
have to wait for some government bu- 
reaucrat to tell them where and when 
they can land or take off? Just another 
bureaucratic agency. As ridiculous as 
it sounds, that is how ridiculous this 
sounds and should sound to the Amer- 
ican people, the people across this 
country. 

Stop it, Republicans. Stop threat- 
ening our children. Stop taking away a 
level of protection they now have. And 
if the tea party Republicans have their 
way, we will get rid of these environ- 
mental regulations because they inter- 
fere with some of these companies’ 
rights to pollute. Do we want to pro- 
tect our children from playing outside 
in foul air by keeping them indoors on 
a permanent basis or would it be better 
if the air were clean and they could go 
outside and play and you don’t have to 
worry about it? 

If you want to see where the Repub- 
licans will lead us, look at China. 
China has no clean air act. The air 
there is so polluted that many people 
wear masks when they walk outside. 
During the Olympics in Beijing, some 
U.S. athletes delayed their arrival to 
avoid the exposure to the polluted air. 

I was on a trip to China some years 
ago, and I went to visit the Minister of 
Environment. He started complaining 
about how much of the energy supply 
the United States uses and fouls the 
air. So I was stunned because I had 
looked outside the window, and I in- 
vited him to join me from the 23rd 
floor and look down at the street. The 
only thing is, you couldn’t see the 
street. It was so blocked with soot and 
mist, poisonous mist out there, you 
couldn’t see the sidewalk. That is how 
heavy the pollution in the air was. We 
don’t need that. 

We want to make sure we take care 
of our obligation to our families, to the 
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children, and the strongest obligation 
anybody has in America is to the kids. 
The bottom line is that a day on the 
playground should not end in an emer- 
gency room. But for millions of chil- 
dren with asthma in America, that is 
exactly where the tea party Repub- 
licans want to take our country. 

As a corollary, I just met with a 
group concerned about diabetes, par- 
ents, each one of them, of a child with 
diabetes. I have a grandchild who suf- 
fers from diabetes. The forecast is that 
of children born in 2000, the year 2000, 
one-third of them will ultimately have 
diabetes. And it sends a chill through 
your body when you look at these kids 
and you think, well, one of the three of 
them is going to be a diabetic before 
their life ends. 

I use that example to remind every- 
body, those who can see and hear what 
we are talking about and those on the 
other side who want to sweep away all 
of the protections we passed with the 
Clean Air Act and let those who would 
pollute go on unencumbered. So I hope 
my colleagues will stand up and vote 
down this amendment. 

I ask the Senator from California, do 
you generally agree with what I have 
had to say here? 

Mrs. BOXER. Well, I say to my 
friend, not only do I generally agree, I 
agree wholeheartedly. 

Let me show you a picture of a cou- 
ple of kids. We have a couple of pic- 
tures. I would love my friend to look at 
this, these beautiful children. 

They say a picture is worth 1,000 
words. This is worth 1 million words. 
This baby has to go to a mask to 
breathe air because the air is so foul. 
We have another picture of another 
child. І am sure my colleague has seen 
it. Iam a grandma. I would say we are 
talking maybe 3 years old, maybe even 
younger, a child knowing how to gasp 
for air. Here is another beautiful child. 
The answer I give to my friend is— 
thanking him for his passion, because 
this is what he has dealt with with one 
of his grandkids, the fear, the blood- 
curdling fear, as my friend has said 
over and over, that when he is out and 
playing a sport, he might have to rush 
to an emergency room and my friend’s 
daughter having to know in advance 
where the nearest emergency room is— 
this amendment is an attack on our 
children. 

Let me prove it. We have the leading 
health experts who have just sent us a 
letter telling us it is an attack on our 
children. I put up any Senator against 
these groups for a debate. When I hear 
from the American Lung Association, 
the American Public Health Associa- 
tion, the American Thoracic Society, 
the Asthma and Allergy Foundation, 
from physicians across the country, 
the Trust for America’s Health—they 
say: Beat this McConnell amendment; 
it is dangerous—I listen. So should 
every American. I don’t care if one is a 
Republican or a Democrat. 
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The Senator from Alaska was railing 
against the Environmental Protection 
Agency. Let’s see what the American 
people think of the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency. There was a bipartisan 
poll done by a Republican pollster and 
a Democratic pollster. Sixty-nine per- 
cent of Americans think EPA should 
update the Clean Air Act standards 
with stricter air pollution limits. The 
McConnell amendment says to EPA: 
You may not do this. You may not up- 
date air pollution standards as it re- 
lates to carbon pollution. 

We are a country that is polarized by 
a lot of issues. I appreciate that. I 
often say, I just came out of an elec- 
tion that was tough. But 68 percent of 
the people believe Congress should not 
stop EPA from enforcing Clean Air Act 
standards. Let me repeat: 68 percent of 
the American people—this poll was 
done February 16, very recently—be- 
lieve Congress should not stop EPA 
from enforcing Clean Air Act stand- 
ards. Guess what the McConnell 
amendment does. It stops the EPA 
from enforcing Clean Air Act stand- 
ards. 

Sixty-nine percent believe EPA sci- 
entists, not Congress, should set pollu- 
tion standards. What does the McCon- 
nell amendment do? It says that MITCH 
MCCONNELL and JIM INHOFE—my 
buddy, my pal, and we are friends. But 
on this one, we are on opposite sides. I 
stand with the American people on this 
one. Sixty-nine percent say EPA sci- 
entists, not Congress, should set pollu- 
tion standards. 

Why would that be? These are people 
from Alabama, Florida, California, 
New Hampshire. It doesn’t matter. 
This is a huge number. Why do they 
think that? Common sense. We trust 
doctors and scientists to tell us what is 
good for us, not politicians. Period. We 
have Members of Congress who are doc- 
tors. But I have to say, some of them 
come out against the science and the 
doctors because they have given that 
up. They are politicians now. Here is 
the deal. We have the McConnell 
amendment. It is taken straight from 
the Upton bill in the House and the 
Inhofe bill in the Senate that stops 
EPA in its tracks from updating Clean 
Air Act standards, so that we have a 
standard for carbon pollution which is 
dangerous. Who tells us it is dan- 
gerous? The doctors. Who tells us it is 
dangerous? The scientists. Who made 
an endangerment finding? The Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency. 

Do my colleagues know who actually 
came up with the idea of an Environ- 
mental Protection Agency in the 1970s? 
Richard Nixon. Everyone knows Rich- 
ard Nixon was a Republican. By the 
way, I have the same Senate seat he 
once held. In this, we are in agreement. 
The EPA was a brilliant idea. Why? Be- 
cause if we can’t breathe, we can’t 
work. My colleagues may think they 
are doing something for the economy 
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by telling the EPA to go into their 
rooms and forget about their jobs. But 
when people start getting more asth- 
ma, when there are increased pre- 
mature deaths, they will think about it 
again. 

Let me show my colleagues what 
happened in Los Angeles since the 
Clean Air Act was passed. This is an 
amazing graph. I hope people can see 
this clearly. In the 1970s, when Richard 
Nixon and Congress voted the Clean 
Air Act in—and it was voted in with a 
huge majority, it was overwhelming— 
in Los Angeles, 166 days were lost 
where people were told they had to 
stay in, sensitive people. I remember 
those years. You used to go to the 
radio to make sure it was safe to go 
out, if you had a kid with asthma or 
you had a mom who had a breathing 
problem. More than half the year, in 
those years, you couldn’t go out of the 
house. Think about what that says 
about the economy, when people are 
trapped inside their houses. Think 
about what it means to their freedom 
of movement and think about what it 
means to the economy when so many 
people have to stay home and not go to 
work, not go to school. 

Over the years, as the EPA starts to 
do its job, we start to see fewer and 
fewer lost days where people could ac- 
tually go out. I am proud to tell my 
colleagues, in 2010, in Los Angeles, 
which was once the smog capital of the 
Nation, not one day was there an advi- 
sory, not one day. What more of a suc- 
cess rate can we have? 

Do my colleagues want to see more 
success? I will show you some of the 
benefits in another way. The Congress 
said to the EPA: We want to make sure 
there are benefits that go along with 
your enforcement of the Clean Air Act, 
so that when you go to a company that 
is belching smoke and you say they 
have to install some cleanup devices, it 
is working. What did we find out? In 
2010, the Clean Air Act prevented 
160,000 cases of premature death. We 
understand why the heart doctors and 
the lung doctors and the physicians 
and the public health doctors are tell- 
ing us: Don’t vote for McConnell. It 
will turn the clock back. We saved 
160,000 lives in 2010 alone. Projected 
out, it is going to go way higher in the 
number of premature deaths averted, if 
we move forward with the Clean Air 
Act and we don’t substitute politicians 
for doctors and scientists. Clearly, we 
are on the right track. In the future, 
we prevent even more deaths—230,000, 
to be exact, by 2020. 

I don’t care if one is a Republican or 
a Democrat, liberal, conservative, 
Independent, whatever, this has noth- 
ing to do with politics. This has to do 
with families. This has to do with 
health. That is why we see 69 percent of 
the people saying: Congress, butt out of 
this. Let the EPA do its work. That is 
why a defeat of the McConnell amend- 
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ment means we are standing with the 
doctors, with the scientists and, more 
than anything else, we are standing 
with the kids. We are standing with 
these beautiful kids, these kids who at 
age 3 are having to learn how to 
breathe oxygen because they can’t go 
outside because the air is dirty. 

Whose side are we on? Are we on the 
side of this baby and his family or are 
we on the side of the biggest polluters 
in the country who are making billions 
of dollars? They are doing fine, and all 
they have to do is do a little bit more 
to clean up the air. We had lots of ar- 
guments over the years. Every time we 
had Clean Air Act amendments, people 
argued: Don’t do it. The air is clean 
enough. Stop. Enough. Business can’t 
do it. 

Guess what we found out. Not only 
did business step up to the plate and do 
it, but what was created was an incred- 
ible export business, exports of clean 
air products, technologies, machinery, 
the best available technology made in 
America. We are talking about taking 
the lead on clean air and keeping it, 
not retreating. 

We remember when the Berlin Wall 
came down. Everyone said: Hooray. 
But then they could see the air settling 
on the other side. Germany did the 
right thing, and they said: We are 
going to clean up the air in Eastern 
Europe. Because without clean air, you 
can’t have growth. 

I am happy to see my friend from 
Washington State. I will yield to her 
for a question. I want her to know how 
much I rely on her leadership. MARIA 
CANTWELL has been a leader from the 
beginning on clean air, clean water, 
safe drinking water, cleaning up Super- 
fund sites. She never flinches. 

Before I yield for a question, I start- 
ed off my debate by telling the Senate 
what my friends on the other side call 
their amendment. They call it the En- 
ergy Tax Prevention Act. I have al- 
ready told my colleagues why it should 
be called the more air pollution for 
every American act or, if they don’t 
like that, we could call it the relying 
on foreign oil forever act. That is what 
it truly is. It stops us from cleaning up 
our air, which the people definitely do 
not support, 69 percent of the people in 
a bipartisan poll. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD this Truth-O- 
Meter Politifact. That is an inde- 
pendent Web site that judges the truth 
of these claims. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FRED UPTON SAYS PENDING BILL ТО BLOCK 
EPA CURBS OF GREENHOUSE GASES WILL 
“STOP RISING GAS PRICES” 

To hear Reps. Fred Upton and Ed Whitfield 
talk about their new energy bill, you’d think 
it will prevent gas prices from increasing be- 
fore your next fill-up. 

Upton, the Michigan Republican who 
chairs the influential Energy and Commerce 
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Committee, and Ed Whitfield, the Kentucky 
Republican who heads the Energy and Power 
subcommittee, recently argued in a letter to 
fellow lawmakers that one way to stop rising 
gas prices would be to pass the Energy Tax 
Prevention Act of 2011 (H.R. 910). 

The bill grows out of longstanding frustra- 
tion by industry groups and lawmakers who 
believe that Environmental Protection 
Agency regulations unnecessarily burden 
many companies. 

The measure—which Whitfield’s sub- 
committee approved on March 10, 2011, and 
which now heads to the full committee— 
would prevent the EPA from regulating 
greenhouse gases for the purpose of address- 
ing climate change. 

Here’s a portion of what Upton and Whit- 
field wrote to their colleagues in the March 
8, 2011, letter, which is headlined, ‘‘Con- 
cerned About High Gas Prices? Cosponsor 
H.R. 910 and Make a Difference Today!!’’ 

“Whether through greenhouse gas regula- 
tion, permit delays, or permanent morato- 
riums, the White House takes every oppor- 
tunity to decrease access to safe and secure 
sources of oil and natural саз,” the law- 
makers wrote. ‘‘Gasoline prices have climbed 
dramatically over the past three months. 
American consumers deal with this hardship 
every day, and as this poll indicates, the ma- 
jority of respondents do not see the pain sub- 
siding anytime soon. Americans also under- 
stand the realities of supply and demand as 
it relates to oil prices. Unfortunately the 
White House does not... . 

“H.R. 910, the Energy Tax Prevention Act 
of 2011, is the first in this legislative series 
to stop rising gas prices by halting EPA’s 
Clean Air Act greenhouse gas regulations. As 
one small refiner testifying before the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce put it: 
‘EPA’s proposed [greenhouse gas] regulations 
for both refinery expansions and existing fa- 
cilities will likely have a devastating effect 
on... all of our nation’s fuels producers. 
... If small refiners are forced out of busi- 
ness, competition will suffer and American 
motorists, truckers and farmers will be in- 
creasingly reliant on foreign refiners to sup- 
ply our nation’s gasoline and diesel fuel.’ 

“We... һауе taken the first steps in at- 
tempting to restrain this regulatory over- 
reach that will restrict oil supplies and cause 
gasoline prices to rise.” 

But can the bill really stop gas prices from 
going up, as the letter says? 

We’ll look at two key questions. Could the 
proposed EPA regulations on oil refineries 
actually increase prices at the pump? And 
when would the impact of the regulations be 
felt? 

As to the first question, experts had dif- 
ferent opinions. 

The oil industry argues that regulations 
imposing new costs on refiners could force 
U.S. refineries to charge more. (The proposed 
regulations are supposed to shield smaller 
operations from regulatory impacts, but ex- 
perts said that a significant proportion of 
U.S. refineries would indeed be affected.) 

“It’s Economics 101,” said John Felmy, 
chief economist at the American Petroleum 
Institute. ‘The refinery business is a very 
low-margin business. They have no margin 
for error and face tough competition inter- 
nationally.” 

Others argue the refining industry could 
adapt to new regulations. 

“Looking at past public claims when the 
Clean Air Act was passed would show that 
U.S. refining capacity still managed to in- 
crease over time, despite the high expense 
refiners had to put out to comply with the 
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Clean Air act,” said Amy Myers Jaffe, a fel- 
low in energy studies at Rice University. 

“So one might imagine, depending on the 
details on how carbon regulation would be 
implemented, U.S. industry could likely 
similarly adjust,” Jaffe said. “It depends on 
the specifics of how a policy is implemented. 
There are no doubt some small refineries in 
the United States that might be really ineffi- 
cient, so maybe some of them would close if 
they had to increase their costs substan- 
tially, but tiny, uncompetitive, regional re- 
fineries are not the main thing that makes 
the US refining and marketing industry 
‘competitive.’ ” 

Indeed, while a shift to overseas refiners 
could have negative consequences for the na- 
tion—it could weaken the United States’ in- 
dustrial base, threaten U.S. jobs and pose 
problems for national security—it’s not a 
foregone conclusion that prices at the pump 
would rise. If U.S. refiners become less com- 
petitive and more oil is instead imported 
from overseas refiners, it will be because the 
cost of refining overseas becomes more com- 
petitive. That’s the essence of a free market. 

And even if the cost of refining did go up, 
the cost of gasoline is volatile and affected 
by many factors such as global demand and 
supply disruptions. So there’s no certainty 
that a bump in refining costs would nec- 
essarily translate into higher prices at the 
pump. 

As for the second question—when any im- 
pact might be felt—the rules wouldn’t take 
affect for months or years. 

The EPA won’t even propose the first-ever 
greenhouse-gas standards for refineries until 
December 2011 and doesn’t plan to issue final 
standards until November 2012. Those stand- 
ards would govern emissions for new and sig- 
nificantly overhauled refineries. Rules for 
existing refineries are expected to be un- 
veiled in July 2011. 

Based on the past history of EPA regula- 
tions, the new rules aren’t likely to take ef- 
fect until a few years after that, experts 
said. 

So, if the bill were to pass, it would pre- 
vent EPA regulations that would otherwise 
take effect in 2018, 2014 or 2015. That’s a long 
way away. 

Another factor: the regulations targeted 
by the House bill are new ones. So if the 
House bill passes, it would essentially pro- 
tect the status quo—not take any explicit 
action to stop price hikes. 

So where does this leave us? 

While Upton and Whitfield’s letter is care- 
fully worded, it frames the argument for the 
bill in the context of today’s trend of rising 
gasoline prices. Yet the impact of the bill— 
if there is an one—would be years away. And 
there’s no proof that the law would actually 
stop gas prices from rising. The added regu- 
lations now being planned may hamper U.S. 
refiners, but the international free market 
could just as easily end up keeping refining 
costs low. And it’s hardly assured that any 
changes in refining costs—up or down—will 
influence gasoline prices, which are subject 
to a wide array of influenes. We find their 
claim False. 

Mrs. BOXER. They looked at this 
amendment. They said the claim is 
false, that gasoline prices would go 
down. So beware of things that are 
called good names. But when we get be- 
hind them, we see they are not good. 
They are dangerous. This is a red flag 
coming from me to everybody watching 
the debate. This bill would tell the 
EPA they can no longer do their job— 
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EPA, one of the most popular agencies 
in the Nation. Sixty-nine percent of 
the people say: Do your job. 

It would, in essence, stop us from 
making more fuel-efficient cars be- 
cause it would say States cannot do 
more, and that would mean reliance on 
foreign oil. 

I am happy to yield to my friend 
from Washington for a question. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Thank you, Madam 
President. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, 
can I just inquire? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. How long does the 
Senator think the Senator from Wash- 
ington will proceed and how long will 
the Senator herself proceed? 

Mrs. BOXER. I have the floor, and I 
plan to proceed as long as colleagues 
want to come and ask questions. I 
could go until about 5. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. OK. Because Sen- 
ator SNOWE has an amendment. 

Mrs. BOXER. She was already al- 
lowed to offer it. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. She would like to 
speak on it. 

Mrs. BOXER. I will continue yielding 
without losing my right to the floor be- 
cause there will be a question. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Do you think Sen- 
ator SNOWE can go after Senator CANT- 
WELL? 

Mrs. BOXER. I do not at this point. 
We are taking our time. I wish to say 
through the Chair to my friend, this 
amendment is so radical, it is so far be- 
yond any other amendment we have 
ever had on this subject, so I am not 
going to yield the floor until I have 
given people a chance on my side to 
ask questions about it. I intend to hold 
the floor at this point. I cannot give 
you a time when I will stop. I am also 
very willing to have a vote on this at a 
time we can mutually agree to. But at 
this point, I will not be able to yield 
the floor. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Let me see what we 
can do. 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield to my friend for 
a question or a series of questions—as 
many as she might have. 

Ms. CANTWELL. I thank my col- 
league from California, who is the 
chair of the committee, for working so 
hard on this important amendment to 
try to articulate and help colleagues 
understand what is the basis of it. 

I too was surprised to learn that the 
McConnell-Inhofe amendment would 
overturn what has been the hard-won 
future gains in fuel economy we passed 
overwhelmingly on a bipartisan basis 
just a few years ago. I don’t get it, 
EPA’s clean car standards through 2016 
will save so much gasoline that car 
buyers will actually save as much as 
$3,000 over the life of the car. That is 
because of the hard work we have done 
in the Senate on a bipartisan basis. 

I know our colleagues from both 
sides of the aisle worked to get that 
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last agreement that we did in 2008, and 
while we are doing this, we will save 1.8 
billion barrels of oil. So I was surprised 
to hear that this legislation—the 
McConnell-Inhofe amendment—would 
overturn all that progress we have 
made in the last couple decades on hav- 
ing cleaner air and more opportunities 
for fuel efficiency. 

When I look at this, I look at our do- 
mestic automakers in Detroit who are 
making much more progress based on 
this new generation of technology. Our 
domestic automakers are getting back 
to profitability based on a new genera- 
tion of vehicles offering much better 
fuel economy. So they are actually— 
because we have said you have to have 
more fuel-efficient cars—they are actu- 
ally now winning in the marketplace 
with consumers because of those offer- 
ings. I know the Department of En- 
ergy, for the first time, has said we 
have reduced our dependence on foreign 
oil because of these fuel economy im- 
provements. 

So I say to my colleague from Cali- 
fornia, it was not because of ‘‘drill, 
baby, drill” that we got fuel efficiency 
and got off foreign oil. It was because 
we had fuel efficiency in automobiles 
that we were able to reduce our de- 
pendence. 

So I ask my friend from California 
why we would want to go backward on 
that if we have made progress and bet- 
ter cars out of Detroit, if they have be- 
come cheaper for consumers over the 
life of the car. If we have made ad- 
vancements in reducing our depend- 
ence on fossil fuel, why would we want 
Americans to pay more at the pump 
and have cars that do not go as far per 
gallon of gas as they do today? So I do 
not understand what kind of scheme 
this is, to keep the oil companies in 
business? Why would we want to go 
back on that level of fuel efficiency 
and override that by this amendment? 

Am I correct in understanding that? 

Mrs. BOXER. I will answer and then 
yield for further questioning. The Sen- 
ator is making the case so clearly. The 
one area we know we can make 
progress on in terms of getting off for- 
eign oil is cars that get better fuel 
economy. My friend worked so dili- 
gently on the Commerce Committee, 
along with Senator SNOWE, Senator 
FEINSTEIN, and others. We all worked. 
But my friend took a tremendous lead 
on it. 

In this particular amendment, which 
is named something that has nothing 
to do with reducing or preventing gas 
taxes or something—it has nothing to 
do with that. If this passes—and I hope 
it will not pass—but if it were to be 
signed into law, it essentially takes the 
EPA completely out of the picture, in 
terms of fuel economy, which means 
that all the progress we have made in 
getting more fuel economy, cleaning 
up the air, will be gone. 

This little child, shown in this pic- 
ture, gasping for air, as it is, is going 
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to be gasping for more air. Children are 
particularly vulnerable. 

So the Senator is right on so many 
fronts. If we were to pass this, we 
would turn around from all our 
progress we just made. We would stop 
the States from being able to do more 
on their own. We would lose the com- 
petition in the world for the most fuel- 
efficient vehicles, which is so critical— 
everybody looks to us—and consumers, 
as my friend points out, would miss out 
on, frankly, thousands of dollars a year 


in savings. 

I hope I have answered my friend’s 
question. 

Ms. CANTWELL. I am amazed be- 


cause my predecessor, a Republican 
from Washington, was fighting for fuel 
efficiency standards in the 1990s. So I 
do not know why we would be here in 
2011 with a radical proposal to basi- 
cally erase the ability for fuel effi- 
ciency standards. 

But I have a question about public 
health too because I think my col- 
league from California has articulated 
something that is greater than any 
economic issue; that is, health and 
clean air and healthier children be- 
cause of that. I do not understand why 
we would want to go back on the Clean 
Air Act as it relates to adverse health 
outcomes. 

Why would you want to have more 
problems with asthma attacks, heart 
attacks, strokes, visits to the emer- 
gency room, hospitalization, premature 
deaths, all these things? EPA just 
came out with a comprehensive cost- 
benefit study on the Clean Air Act, and 
their findings were stark. They said 
the Clean Air Act will save our society 
$2 trillion through 2020. That is amaz- 
ing. 

So when I look at that, and we are 
going to say to polluters do not have to 
pay or adhere to the law, we are going 
to cause ourselves more costs in the fu- 
ture with health care. Yes, some pol- 
luters need to pay more, but as mem- 
bers of Congress we need to think of 
what’s good for America, not just spe- 
cial interests. And the Clean Air Act 
creates $30 for every $1 investing in re- 
ducing pollution. 

I ask my colleague from California, 
what is it that Senators MCCONNELL 
and INHOFE think they know about this 
that is different than what the Amer- 
ican Lung Association, the American 
Public Health Association, the Amer- 
ican Thoracic Society, the Asthma and 
Allergy Foundation of America, Physi- 
cians for Social Responsibility, and 
Trust for America’s Health—what is it 
they know that those organizations do 
not know? Because those organizations 
are saying we have a serious health 
problem, and let’s make sure it is ad- 
dressed through the Clean Air Act. Are 
they just ignoring this issue? 

Mrs. BOXER. Obviously, I cannot 
speak for my colleagues. I cannot. But 
I have to look at what would happen if 
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this were to become law. EPA, the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency, signed 
into law by Richard Nixon, a Repub- 
lican, overwhelmingly—and, by the 
way, the Clean Air Act amendments 
were signed into law by George Herbert 
Walker Bush—they would say to the 
EPA: You are out. You no longer have 
the ability to do your job, which is laid 
out in the Clean Air Act. This par- 
ticular amendment changes the Clean 
Air Act and says—I say to my friend— 
to the EPA: You no longer can look at 
carbon pollution. You cannot look at 
any pollution at all that relates to the 
climate change issue. In doing so, they 
are in a frontal assault against the 
American Lung Association, the Amer- 
ican Public Health Association, the 
American Thoracic Society, the Asth- 
ma and Allergy Foundation of Amer- 
ica, Physicians for Social Responsi- 
bility, and Trust for America’s Health. 

But I say to my friend, even more 
than that, they are going against the 
American people. I wished to share this 
poll with the Senator. 

In February, 1 month ago—truly 1 
month ago—there was а bipartisan 
poll. A Republican pollster and a 
Democratic pollster teamed up, and 
they asked the people what they 
thought about these very issues. Sixty- 
nine percent of the American people— 
this is not people in Washington State 
or California; this is all over the coun- 
try—think EPA should update the 
Clean Air Act standards with stricter 
air pollution limits. 

The McConnell amendment stops 
them, stops them from updating the 
Clean Air Act standards. As a matter 
of fact, it repeals the ability of the 
EPA to ever address carbon pollution, 
which, by the way, is а clear 
endangerment to the people. I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD EPA’s Endangerment Find- 
ing. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EPA’s ENDANGERMENT FINDING 
HEALTH EFFECTS 

The key effects that support EPA’s deter- 
mination that current and future concentra- 
tions of greenhouse gases endanger public 
health include: 

TEMPERATURE 

There is evidence that the number of ex- 
tremely hot days is already increasing. Se- 
vere heat waves are projected to intensify, 
which can increase heat-related mortality 
and sickness. Fewer deaths from exposure to 
extreme cold is a possible benefit of mod- 
erate temperature increases. Recent evi- 
dence suggests, however, that the net impact 
on mortality is more likely to be a danger 
because heat is already the leading cause of 
weather-related deaths in the United States. 

AIR QUALITY 

Climate change is expected to worsen re- 
gional ground-level ozone pollution. Expo- 
sure to ground-level ozone has been linked to 
respiratory health problems ranging from de- 
creased lung function and aggravated asth- 
ma to increased emergency department vis- 
its, hospital admissions, and even premature 
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death. The impact on particulate matter re- 
mains less certain. 
CLIMATE-SENSITIVE DISEASES AND 
AEROALLERGENS 

Potential ranges of certain diseases af- 
fected by temperature and precipitation 
changes, including tick-borne diseases and 
food and water-borne pathogens, are ex- 
pected to increase. 

Climate change could impact the produc- 
tion, distribution, dispersion and 
allergenicity of aeroallergens and the growth 
and distribution of weeds, grasses, and trees 
that produce them. These changes in 
aeroallergens and subsequent human expo- 
sures could affect the prevalence and sever- 
ity of allergy symptoms. 

VULNERABLE POPULATIONS AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Certain parts of the population may be es- 
pecially vulnerable to climate impacts, in- 
cluding the poor, the elderly, those already 
in poor health, the disabled, those living 
alone, and/or indigenous populations depend- 
ent on one or a few resources. 

Environmental justice issues are clearly 
raised through examples such as warmer 
temperatures in urban areas having a more 
direct impact on those without air-condi- 
tioning. 

EXTREME EVENTS 

Storm impacts are likely to be more se- 
vere, especially along the Gulf and Atlantic 
coasts. Heavy rainfall events are expected to 
increase, increasing the risk of flooding, 
greater runoff and erosion, and thus the po- 
tential for adverse water quality effects. 
These projected trends can increase the num- 
ber of people at risk from suffering disease 
and injury due to floods, storms, droughts 
and fires. 

Mrs. BOXER. I say to my good friend 
and colleague from Washington State, 
in EPA’s summary of the 
endangerment our people would face, 
they talk about the worsening of 
ground-level ozone pollution if the EPA 
is not allowed to enforce the law, 
which is what McConnell offers us 
today. 

They say: 

Exposure to ground-level ozone has been 
linked to respiratory health problems rang- 
ing from decreased lung function— 

We know kids, even today, with all 
the progress we have made—kids who 
are born in areas that are close to free- 
ways, I say to my friend, close to rail- 
roads, close to ports—have a reduced 
lung function. At birth, they have a 
lesser lung function. What are we 
doing? How dare people come and hurt 
the American people. That is what this 
is. This is about hurting the American 
people, hurting America’s families, 
stopping the Environmental Protection 
Agency from cleaning up the air, clean- 
ing up pollution. 

Here is this poll: 69 percent say EPA 
scientists—not Congress—should set 
pollution standards. Yet this amend- 
ment says: EPA, get out of the picture. 
We do not want you. We want to do 
this, the politicians. Well, the people 
do not want this. That is why I hope we 
will reject this terrible amendment 
that endangers the people. 

I continue to yield for a further ques- 
tion. 
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Ms. CANTWELL. I thank my col- 
league because my next question deals 
with technology. One thing I appre- 
ciate about working with the Senator 
from California is that we certainly 
share an interest in innovation and the 
innovation economy and making sure 
we do not do things to damage it, since 
so much job creation has happened 
from the technology sectors and from 
our improvements. 

So I was surprised to think about 
this amendment from the perspective 
of that it would kill a wide range of 
jobs in America, including many that 
can’t be outsourced. If we basically say 
we are going to allow people to con- 
tinue to pollute and not adhere to the 
Clean Air Act, all those technologies 
that are about to get us off those pol- 
lutants and diversifying our energy 
sources would no longer be incented. 
The Senator and I probably would say 
we need to do a lot more to incent 
those and stop incenting those that 
cause so much harmful pollution. 

But the United States is the largest 
producer and consumer of environ- 
mental technology, goods, and services. 
The environmental technology indus- 
try has approximately 119,000 firms and 
generates $300 billion in revenues and 
$43.8 billion in exports. 

Mrs. BOXER. Could the Senator re- 
peat that, please? 

Ms. CANTWELL. That is just the en- 
vironmental technology industry. So 
that is 119,000 firms, $300 billion in rev- 
enue, and $43 billion in exports. So it is 
a very vibrant part of our economy 
that is based on that we want to do 
something about toxic pollutants. If all 
of a sudden you pass a bill in the Sen- 
ate saying we do not want to do any- 
thing about these toxic pollutants, 
even though the Clean Air Act says we 
should, and the Supreme Court said, 
yes, EPA you should, then all of a sud- 
den we are basically saying: OK. How 
far are we willing to go in saying we do 
not need to deal with toxins and pollut- 
ants? 

To me, the foreign markets in devel- 
oping countries that are already get- 
ting an edge on some of the clean en- 
ergy technologies would worry me that 
they would continue to make advance- 
ments even more with these tech- 
nologies. 

I do not understand why people would 
think this radical measure would some- 
how help us, when the foreign tech- 
nology market would continue to grow, 
and we would lose market share. 

But foreign markets, particularly 
those of developing countries offer the 
most opportunity for U.S. companies. 

The U.S. share of foreign environ- 
mental technology markets has contin- 
ued to grow from 5.7 percent in 1997 to 
9.8 percent in 2007, giving the U.S. envi- 
ronmental technology industry a posi- 
tive trade surplus for the past decade. 

I ask my friend from California, 
doesn’t it make more sense to think 
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about the future jobs we are trying to 
attract—because they are so much big- 
ger—than thinking about this in the 
sense of 20th century jobs? That is al- 
most what we are advocating: Let’s go 
back to saying, if you are a pollutant, 
it is OK because somehow you are cre- 
ating jobs. 

I ask my colleague, isn’t the market 
opportunity more in these technology 
jobs and environmental technology 
jobs? 

Mrs. BOXER. Well, my friend is so 
right. If this is an economic argument, 
bring it on to us. We know the num- 
bers. The Senator has laid them out. 
We know tens of thousands of firms are 
moving forward because we have these 
laws on the books. The clean air tech- 
nologies and the clean water tech- 
nologies and the safe drinking water 
technologies are wanted by the whole 
world. 

I have to say to my friends who are 
pushing this—I wish to tell them some- 
thing they do not seem to either under- 
stand or maybe they do not want to 
hear, but I am going to say it—the 
whole world is going green, no matter 
where you look. Walmart is going 
green. I have had my differences with 
them on their policies on workers. 

Walmart is going green. And why? 
Because, as my friend said, it saves 
money. The whole world is going green. 
What does it mean? It means everyone 
wants to save money. Everyone is look- 
ing for better energy opportunities 
that are clean. And everybody wants 
clean energy. If we back away from 
that, we are saying to China: Go for it. 
You will get the whole market, and we 
will still be pumping for oil. 

By the way, I have a message on that 
front: Oil companies have 57 million 
acres of land and offshore tracts they 
already have a permit to drill in. My 
friends on the other side, in another de- 
bate, keep saying: Let’s drill, drill. 
Why don’t they drill where they al- 
ready have the leases and it is already 
approved? So that is not at debate 
here. 

What is at debate here is why would 
we, аз my friend asked me, turn away 
from policies that result in clean tech- 
nologies that the entire world wants— 
clean technologies that support more 
than 100,000 businesses and tens of 
thousands of more jobs? Why would we 
do that? My answer is, to me, it would 
be a self-inflicted wound on our coun- 
try, when this is an opportunity. 

I think my friend from Washington 
knows John Doerr who is a venture 
capitalist. He has told us for years now 
that if we invest in clean energy, if we 
incentivize clean energy, the venture 
capitalists will come off the sidelines 
with more billions than they ever gave 
to high tech and biotech combined. So 
why would anyone support this amend- 
ment which would turn the clock back 
on fuel economy, as my friend said, on 
clean energy technology, and turn the 
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clock back on our little kids who are 
struggling as it is with asthma? 

I yield for another question. 

Ms. CANTWELL. I thank my col- 
league from California. 

I am also interested in the Senator’s 
opinion about this as it relates to gas 
prices because people are—I think 
House Republicans, anyway, and 
maybe even the minority leader, feel 
that if we pass this amendment, some- 
how gas prices are going to come down. 
Well clearly they don’t believe this 
radical measure will actually pass be- 
cause then they would have to worry 
about misleading their constituents. 

We all know this: It seems about 
every summer we have these debates 
about the impact of gas prices. But this 
measure is so radical. When I think 
about even if EPA continued to act on 
their fulfillment of the Supreme Court 
decision that they must act in regu- 
lating pollutants—and rules on oil re- 
fineries won’t even go into effect until 
December of 2011 and the final rules 
aren’t even due until July 2011. So we 
are talking about rules that don’t go 
into effect until 2018, 2014, 2015. 

I ask my colleague from California, 
how would that have an impact? We 
don’t even know what they are going to 
be. We have to wait until July, hope- 
fully, to hear from EPA about that. So, 
somehow, that is going to affect gas 
prices today? 

I think what we know to be true is 
that getting off of oil and having more 
fuel-efficient cars has reduced our de- 
pendence, saved consumers money, and 
allowed them to have a choice in the 
marketplace. We ought to continue in 
that direction, not this direction. But 
does the Senator think those rules 
going into effect are somehow having 
an effect today? Aren’t we talking 
about people who have already written 
about this as false rhetoric in the de- 
bate, that it is not accurate and that 
this will impact the price at the pump 
tomorrow? 

Mrs. BOXER. Well, of course my 
friend from Washington is right on tar- 
get when she points out that—first of 
all, the EPA is being very cautious in 
the way it moves on this. They are 
only going after the biggest, dirtiest 
polluters. I think most of the people I 
talk to out there say—my mother al- 
ways said, Clean up your room. If you 
are belching all of this smoke into the 
air, you have to take some responsi- 
bility for it, especially when you are 
making billions and billions and bil- 
lions of dollars of profit. 

No one has come to me and said big 
oil is suffering because they were under 
the Clean Air Act all of these years. 
But it is true. There is no pressing 
matter before us. They are using the 
problems in Libya and the tragedy in 
Japan. 

The Upton bill, as in this McConnell 
amendment, says—Upton: A bill that 
would halt the EPA from regulating 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


greenhouse gases would help stop ris- 
ing gas prices. That is what he says, 
that this amendment before us will 
help stop rising gas prices. The non- 
partisan PolitiFact, which is an inde- 
pendent Web site, looked at this. When 
they came to the end of looking at Mr. 
UPTON’s claim that this would reduce 
gas prices—and this is the same bill as 
the Upton bill—they say, We find this 
claim false. 

I feel comfortable in this debate be- 
cause I am on the side of the truth. I 
am on the side of the American people 
who are telling us: Stop, Congress. 
Don’t tell EPA to stop enforcing the 
law. That is wrong. So I feel good 
about that. We are on the side of these 
children whom we are protecting. We 
are on the side of consumers. We are on 
the side of progress. We are on the side 
of business. We are on the side of ex- 
ports. We want America to be the lead- 
er. 

My friend from Washington is an in- 
novator. My friend knows what it is to 
go to the capital markets and say, I 
have a great idea, and she knows what 
government can do to encourage this 
type of investment. Government can’t 
do everything, but we can set the 
stage. One of the ways we set the stage 
for a great multibillion-dollar economy 
to take off is by having a Clean Air Act 
that saves our children from these ter- 
rible air-gasping days, but also creates 
technology that cleans up our air. 

My friend is so right. The false claim 
that this amendment is going to lower 
gas prices has been debunked right 
now. That claim has been debunked by 
people who have no axe to grind. 

I appreciate my friend coming here 
and engaging this. Does she have any 
further questions? 

Ms. CANTWELL. I do, if the Senator 
from California would indulge me on 
this. Because I see our colleagues on 
the floor, and as a member of the Small 
Business Committee I am as frustrated 
as they are that this important legisla- 
tion that would help small businesses 
in America grow is being now held hos- 
tage by this amendment. 

I look at this issue, the broader issue 
of discussion, as some of our colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle have said, 
as a major policy issue. Well, if it isa 
major policy issue and it is a major 
policy change, why should we try to 
hang it in an amendment onto the 
small business bill? Is that making 
some industry happy? Is that why they 
are doing it? Because if this is, as they 
are saying, a major policy issue, then 
let’s have a major policy discussion. I 
know my colleague and I support legis- 
lation that would instigate a major 
policy discussion here. Some of that 
legislation has gotten bipartisan sup- 
port. I think some of our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle have been 
saying we should address climate. Well, 
if that is the case, let’s have that broad 
debate. Is that the understanding of 
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my colleague, that some Republicans 
wish to address it and are saying now 
that we need to address it and not 
leave it all to EPA? If that is the case, 
then let’s have that debate, but let’s 
not have a rifle shot amendment that 
basically guts the law as it is being im- 
plemented. Let’s have a discussion 
about what would be a more flexible 
approach to implementation of the re- 
quirements to regulate pollutants. 

Mrs. BOXER. The Senator from 
Washington poses an important ques- 
tion, and that is: Why are we seeing 
this kind of amendment on a small 
business bill? It is ridiculous. It makes 
the American people lose faith in us, 
frankly. This is a bill about small busi- 
ness innovation. This isn’t a bill that is 
about telling EPA they can no longer 
do their job in protecting the American 
people. This is ridiculous. 

We already know from reports how 
many lives have been saved. We have it 
here, and I want my friend to see this. 
In 2010, the Clean Air Act prevented 
160,000 cases of premature deaths. That 
is a fact. By 2020, that number is pro- 
jected to grow to 230,000. So excuse me. 
If this amendment were to pass and 
stop EPA from cleaning up the air, peo- 
ple will die. 

If this is what you want to do, don’t 
hang it on a small business bill. Why 
don’t you have a press conference and 
say, You know what, we don’t think 
this is worth it: 160,000 deaths; win a 
few, lose a few, you know. They don’t 
care at all. But we care, and that is 
why we are talking about this. 

I yield again to my friend. 

This is what they would turn away 


from: preventing 160,000 premature 
deaths—that is documented—in 2010 
alone. 

Ms. CANTWELL. I have one last 


question for my colleague. I think 
these attempts that try to carve out 
pollutants and give them exemptions 
are never good policy, because there is 
so much at stake for the American peo- 
ple who believe our job is to protect 
them with clean air and clean water 
and to make sure that polluters are 
regulated. But it reminds me of that 
2003 energy bill that was kind of done 
behind closed doors when the whole 
MTBE debate—you know, the additive 
to fuel—came up. I remember one 
newspaper ended up dubbing the bill 
the ‘‘hooters and polluters and cor- 
porate looters’’ bill or something like 
that, because it ended up trying to 
carve out for the manufacturers of that 
product that they would be exempted. 
It was a bipartisan effort on the Senate 
floor. My colleagues from the North- 
east, from New Hampshire, I believe, 
and there may have been the Senators 
from Maine, all said, Wait a minute. 
We are not going to exempt MTBE 
from this legislation as a way to get an 
energy policy for the future. 

I ask my colleague from California if 
she remembers that and other at- 
tempts to try to do this without the 
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public fully understanding what is at 
stake for clean air and clean water, and 
if she remembers that failure because 
of doing this. It left the public vulner- 
able. Are there other instances of that 
debate she could recall for us? Because 
I think it is very similar. 

Mrs. BOXER. There have clearly been 
a lot of moves on the part of special in- 
terests in this country—the biggest 
polluters—to try to get their way, and 
they try every which way to try to get 
their way. If they were to present the 
case to the Senator from Washington 
or to me that what they want is good 
for the American people, that is great. 
Make the case. Who could ever make 
the case that stopping the EPA from 
enforcing the Clean Air Act is good for 
the people? They can’t. So what do 
they do? My friend is right to recall 
these other attempts. They couch it as: 
Oh, it is going to lower the price of gas, 
or it is good for business, or it is good 
for jobs. The truth is, it is devastating 
for all of those things. 

My friend from Washington has been 
a leader on consumer protection. Oh, 
my goodness, we remember the fights 
when we had the Enrons of the world 
destroying people by raising the price 
of electricity behind closed doors, and 
the conspiracy to do that. Remember 
those battles we were in? These battles 
keep coming back at us. Does my col- 
league know—my friend is asking me 
questions, but I would ask her one rhe- 
torically. This amendment is so rad- 
ical, it goes after fuel economy stand- 
ards, and it says, No more. EPA, you 
are out of that. You can’t deal with it 
ever again, even though we know fuel 
economy, when we get it done right, 
takes those toxins out of the air, plus 
we get better fuel mileage, and that 
will get us off of foreign oil. It takes 
that away. Chalk one up in the Middle 
East for oil barons. That is good for 
them. It is not good for America, but 
yes, chalk that up for them. 

We already know what happens to 
kids. Let’s show this picture because it 
shows the look on this child’s face. 
This is what happens to our kids when 
the air is dirty. 

The fact is, if we take EPA out of the 
business of cleaning up carbon pollu- 
tion and all the co-contaminants that 
go into the air with it, such as mercury 
and others I could list, people are going 
to be sick. But here is beyond the pale 
what they do: In addition to those 
things, they even stop in this amend- 
ment the Carbon Registry, so that, 
America, you might as well cover your 
eyes, cover your ears, and cover your 
mouth, because you will not speak evil, 
you will not hear evil, you will not see 
evil. You will not see, you will not 
hear, and you cannot speak about the 
carbon pollution in the air. 

That is what is going on here. So my 
friend is right to connect this to a 
whole line of faulty reasoning that the 
American people have been asked to 
swallow. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


But I have news for you. They are 
smart. Madam President, 69 percent 
think EPA should update the Clean Air 
Act standards with stricter air pollu- 
tion limits; 68 percent believe Congress 
should not stop EPA from enforcing 
the Clean Air Act; and 69 percent be- 
lieve EPA scientists, not Congress, 
should set pollution standards. 

So this vote we will have tonight—I 
hope we will have it tonight—is about 
whether Congress should play doctor 
and scientist and decide what is best 
for the people or allow that to be done 
by the physicians, by the scientists, 
and by an agency that is extremely 
popular in this country. 

It is not popular right here, right 
now, I will tell you that, because the 
polluters don’t want anything to do 
with it. But we don’t represent pol- 
luters, we represent everyone—every- 
one. And a vast majority want us to 
say no to this McConnell amendment. 

So I yield to my friend, if she has a 
final comment or question. 

Ms. CANTWELL. I thank the chair of 
the EPW Committee, a great legis- 
lator, for protecting the interests of 
consumers on this issue. I serve with 
the Senator on the Commerce Com- 
mittee, and I see her fight for con- 
sumers every day. Her passengers’ bill 
of rights for the airlines on the FAA 
bill is another perfect example of how 
she is thinking about how all legisla- 
tion impacts individuals апа their 
rights, and this is about the right to 
clean air and clean water and to make 
sure we are not going to cut EPA out of 
the regulation of pollutants business. I 
don’t know why we would do that. That 
is their day job. They are supposed to 
regulate pollutants. The Supreme 
Court says they are supposed to regu- 
late pollutants. 

So I thank my colleague for waging 
this battle against this amendment 
that, as she has outlined, has these rad- 
ical notions in it. But I guess I go back 
and say: We can try to keep hanging on 
to the past and saying the past is going 
to take us somewhere, but that usually 
doesn’t work. 

My colleague from California under- 
stands probably more than any other 
because of the efficiency gains her 
State, California, has made in creating 
jobs and in getting more out of our cur- 
rent energy supply. The initiative that 
was just run in California, I think that 
was about going back to the past, too, 
wasn’t it? That was the initiative 
where people said: Do we want to go 
backward or forward? The people spoke 
in California, and they said let’s move 
forward. 

So I would conclude by thanking my 
colleague and asking her just one last 
time, from an economic perspective, if 
America can afford this amendment. 
How can we afford this amendment if it 
is going to cost us that much in health 
care costs; if it is going to cause the 
loss of the advancements we have seen 
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in the automobile industry? I would 
think Detroit alone, if we pass this 
amendment, would stop and say: Wait 
a minute. Do we even have to comply 
with the mile-per-gallon already on the 
books because it seems as if Congress is 
saying they are out of the business. 

So I would just say to my colleague 
from California, how can we afford this 
amendment? They would like to try to 
claim that as the only high ground of 
their debate, that somehow they are 
protecting jobs. But they are not pro- 
tecting jobs. They are basically trying 
to take 18th-, 19th-, and 20th-century 
jobs and somehow saying they do not 
have to comply with the Clean Air Act. 
So I, again, ask my colleague whether 
we can afford that kind of amendment 
and just thank her for her leadership 
and tremendous support. 

We all come here for different rea- 
sons, and we are all motivated by dif- 
ferent reasons, but I know the Senator 
from California is motivated by doing 
what is right for the consumer and con- 
sumer interests. So I thank her for 
standing up for that voice that may 
not be heard today on this important 
issue. 

Mrs. BOXER. Before my friend 
leaves, I thank her so much, and I am 
going to leave the floor so my Repub- 
lican friends have time to speak on this 
issue. America will hear a lot of dif- 
ferent stories from a lot of different 
people. But, remember, this is pretty 
simple. This amendment stops the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency from 
doing its job. 

I thank my friend and tell her that 
we can’t afford this amendment. This 
amendment will hurt America. It will 
hurt it in every way. It will hurt the 
health of Americans, it will hurt jobs 
in this country, it will hurt consumers, 
and I am proud to stand with her. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Maine. 

AMENDMENT NO. 193 

Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, I 
would like to speak to the amendment 
that I called up earlier, amendment No. 
198. This is a bipartisan amendment 
that is being cosponsored by the chair 
of the committee, Senator LANDRIEU, 
as well as Senator COBURN, who, as we 
all know, has been recognized as a true 
leader in this body for streamlining the 
Federal Government. 

We had a discussion recently about 
what programs or agencies or entities 
could be eliminated, and we readily 
identified the National Veterans Busi- 
ness Development Corporation—simply 
known as the TVC—as an example of 
an organization that the Federal gov- 
ernment should sever its ties with, for 
the reasons that I will enumerate, 
Madam President. 

The Veterans Corporation has been 
ineffective and controversial since its 
inception as part of the Veterans En- 
trepreneurship and Small Business De- 
velopment Act back in 1999. In fact, in 
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December of 2008, the former Small 
Business Committee chairman, Senator 
KERRY, and I investigated the Veterans 
Corporation and issued a report detail- 
ing the organization’s blatant mis- 
management and the wasting of tax- 
payer dollars. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
pages one through four of the report 
and refer interested persons to the fol- 
lowing Web site, for the full text of the 
report: http://sbc.senate.gov/ 
Committee%20Report™%200n% 
20TVC.pdf 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

UNITED STATES SENATE COMMITTEE ON 

SMALL BUSINESS AND ENTREPRE- 

NEURSHIP 


REPORT ON THE VETERANS 
CORPORATION 


1. COMMITTEE INVESTIGATION 


On March 8, 2008, the Senate Committee on 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship (Com- 
mittee) launched a bipartisan investigation 
of the National Veterans Business Develop- 
ment Corporation—better known as The Vet- 
erans Corporation (TVC)—at the request of 
Senator John Kerry, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee, and Senator Olympia Snowe, the 
Committee’s Ranking Member. TVC, a feder- 
ally-chartered, nonprofit corporation, has re- 
ceived $17 million in taxpayer funds since 
2001, but has struggled to fulfill its statutory 
mission of providing veterans with access to 
entrepreneurial technical assistance and 
partnering with public and private resources 
to help veteran entrepreneurs start or grow 
small businesses. 

Since TVC was authorized in 1999, the 
Committee has raised questions about the 
management and spending decisions made by 
the organization and its leaders. Two reports 
issued in 2003 and 2004 by the Government 
Accountability Office (GAO) criticized TVC 
for a lack of internal controls, an inability 
to measure the effectiveness of its programs, 
and TVC’s failure to become self-sufficient. 
Over the years, staff members from several 
Congressional committees have rivet repeat- 
edly with ТУС to impress upon T'VC’s leaders 
the importance of becoming self-sufficient 
and reminding them of TVC’s duty to “... 
establish and maintain a network of infor- 
mation and assistance centers for use by vet- 
erans... аз mandated by the organiza- 
tion’s enabling legislation, Public Law 106- 
50—the Veterans Entrepreneurship and 
Small Business Development Act of 1999 (PL 
106-50). 

In response to concerns raised by the Com- 
mittee and several veteran service organiza- 
tions, TVC has repeatedly assured members 
of Congress that TVC was taking the nec- 
essary steps to correct its past failures. How- 
ever, after various meetings with TVC offi- 
cials and after reviewing its FY 2007 annual 
report, the Committee questioned TVC’s di- 
rection and whether any significant changes 
had been made over the past few years. Con- 
sequently, the Committee launched the in- 
vestigation to determine whether TVC has 
adequately addressed the concerns raised by 
the GAO in its previous reports, and by Con- 
gress and veterans groups in recent years. 

During the course of the investigation, the 
Committee’s staff reviewed various cat- 
egories of documents furnished by ТУС, as 
well as others that the Committee subpoe- 
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naed from TVC’s financial institutions. Addi- 
tionally, Committee staff conducted numer- 
ous interviews with TVC insiders, including 
each current member of TVC’s board of di- 
rectors (Board); TVC’s acting president, 
John Madigan; its former director of finance; 
and its highest-paid independent contractor. 
TVC’s former president, Walter Blackwell, 
declined Committee staff’s repeated requests 
for an interview. 


II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


There are 23,400,000 veterans in America 
today.2 TVC was founded to provide these 
veterans with the resources and guidance 
needed to start and grow successful small 
businesses. The Committee staff's investiga- 
tion revealed an entity that has been not 
only ineffective in meeting its responsibil- 
ities to our nation’s veterans, but also 
troublingly irresponsible in its use of tax- 
payer dollars. 


A. SUMMARY OF REPORT FINDINGS 


Based upon its investigation, the Com- 
mittee staff makes the following findings: 

1. Failure to Achieve Statutory Mission. 
TVC has not accomplished its statutory mis- 
sion as a result of the organization’s: 

a. Failure to Support Veteran Business Re- 
source Centers. Since its founding, TVC has 
spent only 15 percent of the federal funding 
it has received on the veterans business re- 
source centers (Centers), which TVC was re- 
quired to establish and maintain under PL 
106-50. In FY 2008, the percentage dropped to 
about 9 percent. As a result, the Centers 
have been faced with the possibility of clo- 
sure. 

b. Wasteful Programs. TVC spent its lim- 
ited resources on several programs that bore 
little or no relation to the organization’s 
statutory mission, including at least $13,000 
on a teen essay contest and a movie pro- 
motional tour. Most Board members either 
had no recollection of the promotional tour 
or did not fully understand the extent to 
which TVC was involved with it. 

c. Lack of Outcomes-Based Measurements. 
TVC has largely reported the results of its 
programs by measuring their activity, rather 
than their outcomes. This has prevented 
TVC from accurately determining whether 
its programs are accomplishing their in- 
tended purposes. 

2. Mismanagement of Federal Funds by 
TVC’s Leadership. TVC’s leaders misspent 
hundreds of thousands of dollars in taxpayer 
funds on: 

a. Unacceptably High Executive Compensa- 
tion. TVC’s executives received unacceptably 
high levels of compensation given the orga- 
nization’s limited resources and reach. While 
an average of 15 percent of TVC’s federally 
appropriated funds went to the Centers, 22 
percent of TVC’s FY 2007 federal appropria- 
tion dollars were spent on its top two execu- 
tives’ compensation packages alone. T'VC’s 
Board continued to reward these executives 
with raises and bonuses, despite reductions 
in TVC’s federal appropriation and a lack of 
citable program results under their leader- 
ship. See Appendix A. 

b. Dubious Expenditures. TVC spent tens of 
thousands of dollars on expensive dinners for 
employees and Board members at high- 
priced D.C. restaurants, luxury hotel rooms, 
first class travel arrangements, and member- 
ships to various airline club lounge pro- 
grams. T'VC’s top two executives failed to re- 
port over $91,000 in charges on their com- 
pany-issued credit cards. In addition, TVC’s 
executives failed to follow proper expense re- 
imbursement procedures and, in some cases, 
either approved their own expense reports or 
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had them approved by a subordinate em- 
ployee who was under their direct super- 
vision. And even when their expenses were 
reported, the executives appeared to have 
demonstrated a general disregard for the 
value of taxpayer dollars, incurring, for ex- 
ample, over $40,000 in meal expenses in less 
than three years. See Appendix В. 

c. Failed Fundraising Efforts. During fiscal 
years 2005 through 2007, TVC leaders spent 
$2.50 for every $1.00 they raised through the 
organization’s fundraising efforts—almost 
entirely at the taxpayers’ expense. During 
FY 2007, TVC spent over $240,000 in fund- 
raising expenses while raising only $64,000. In 
the absence of a successful private fund- 
raising program, TVC spent much of its lim- 
ited resources lobbying members of Congress 
for annual appropriations. 

B. CAUSES OF TVC’S FAILURES 


Based upon its investigation, the Com- 
mittee staff identified the following causes 
for TVC’s failures: 

1. Ineffective Board Governance. Through 
broad decision-making powers granted to 
TVC’s executive committee under the orga- 
nization’s bylaws, the committee has ap- 
proved a number of measures without proper 
approval or ratification from the full Board. 
For instance, last year $40,000 in employee 
bonuses were not properly approved by the 
full Board. In addition, several of TVC’s 
Board members have lacked the level of en- 
gagement necessary to effectively discharge 
their duties to the organization. For exam- 
ple, the chairman of TVC’s audit committee 
could not correctly identify the committee’s 
other two members. 

2. Fragmented Oversight. TVC’s status as a 
private entity—outside the reach of typical 
federal agency oversight—led to fragmented 
and inadequate oversight mechanisms. The 
lack of sufficient oversight prevented law- 
makers from properly monitoring TVC’s op- 
erations and diminished opportunities for 
necessary changes to TVC’s culture. Even 
where federal law required an oversight 
mechanism through the Single Audit Act, 
TVC either ignored, or was incorrectly ad- 
vised of, its duty to comply with the statute. 
In doing so, TVC removed a crucial external 
check on the organization’s internal con- 
trols, as well as an additional means to 
measure its efficiency and effectiveness in 
expending taxpayer dollars. 

C. SUMMARY OF REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 


Based upon its findings, the Committee 
makes the following, recommendations: 

1. No Further Federal Funding. Through 
its misguided programs, excessive executive 
compensation, and questionable spending de- 
cisions, TVC has squandered hundreds of 
thousands—if not millions—of the $17 mil- 
lion in taxpayer dollars it has received since 
2001. Given TVC’s poor track record, its lack 
of effective programs, and its Board mem- 
bers’ own admission that taxpayers have not 
received an adequate return on their invest- 
ment, TVC should receive no federal funds 
for the remainder of FY 2009 and for the fore- 
seeable future. 

2. Transfer of Responsibility. if, in the ab- 
sence of federal funding, TVC cannot ade- 
quately support the Centers, responsibility 
for funding and overseeing the Centers 
should be transferred to the Small Business 
Administration’s Office of Veterans Business 
Development, which should receive addi- 
tional federal funds to carry out this new re- 
sponsibility. 

Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, the 
report was initiated by the Small Busi- 
ness Committee, and it found, among 
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other things, that the Veterans Cor- 
poration failed to support Veterans 
Business Resource Centers; it had 
wasteful programs; it lacked outcome- 
based measurements; it provided its 
employees with unacceptably high ex- 
ecutive compensation; it engaged in 
dubious expenditures; and it failed to 
properly raise the necessary funds to 
become self-sufficient, as they were re- 
quired to do under the law. 

For example, our report concluded 
that the Veterans Corporation had 
spent only 15 percent of the Federal 
funding that it had received on Vet- 
erans Business Resource’ Centers, 
which the TVC was required to estab- 
lish and maintain under law. In fact, in 
fiscal year 2008, the percentage dropped 
to about 9 percent. 

We also found that the executives at 
TVC received unacceptably high levels 
of compensation given the organiza- 
tion’s limited resources and reach. 
While an average of 15 percent of the 
Veterans Corporation’s federally appro- 
priated funds went to the centers, 22 
percent of the funds that were appro- 
priated in 2007 were spent on its top 
two executives’ compensation packages 
alone. Moreover, the organization mis- 
erably failed to raise the sufficient 
funds, as required by law, in order to 
develop self-sufficiency and independ- 
ence from Federal appropriations. 

During fiscal years 2005 through 2007, 
the Veterans Corporation leaders spent 
$2.50 for every $1 they raised through 
the organization’s fundraising efforts— 
almost entirely at the taxpayers’ ex- 
pense. Additionally, through broad- 
based decision making powers granted 
to the Veteran Corporation’s executive 
committee under the organization’s by- 
laws, the committee approved a num- 
ber of measures without proper ap- 
proval or ratification from the full 
board, including $40,000 in employee bo- 
nuses in 1 year alone. 

Since the issuing of the Small Busi- 
ness Committee’s report, Congress has 
appropriated no additional funding for 
TVC, and the Small Business Adminis- 
tration has incorporated the Veterans 
Business Resource Centers previously 
funded into the existing network of the 
Veterans Business Outreach Centers. 
These moves were publicly supported 
by a variety of veterans service organi- 
zations, including the American Legion 
and the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

For example, in August of 2008, the 
American Legion passed a resolution at 
its national convention stating that 
the legion ‘‘no longer supports the con- 
tinuing initiatives or existence of the 
national Veterans Business Develop- 
ment Corporation.” 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have a copy of that resolu- 
tion printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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RESOLUTION NO. 223 

Whereas, small business ownership and en- 
trepreneurship are the backbone of the 
American economy and foundation for de- 
mocracy; and 

Whereas, veterans, through their service, 
have cultivated experiences, skills, and self- 
discipline that make them well suited for 
self-employment; and 

Whereas, Congress enacted the Veterans 
Entrepreneurship and Small Business Devel- 
opment Act of 1999 (P.L. 106-50) to assist vet- 
eran and service-disabled veteran owned 
businesses by creating the National Veterans 
Business Development Corporation; and 

Whereas, the National Veterans Business 
Development Corporation is no longer fully 
engaged in providing entrepreneurial edu- 
cation, services and advocacy to promote 
and foster successful veteran entrepreneur- 
ship within the veteran business community: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by The American Legion in Na- 
tional Convention assembled in Phoenix, Ari- 
zona, August 26, 27, 28, 2008, That The Amer- 
ican Legion no longer support the continuing 
initiatives or existence of the National Vet- 
erans Business Development Corporation. 

Ms. МОМЕ. At present, TVC still ex- 
ists, and it is still federally chartered. 
But as I indicated earlier, it receives 
no Federal funds, and has no depart- 
ment or agency oversight. 

So in light of everything I have dis- 
cussed, and based on the report, it is 
my belief that the Federal Government 
must take the next step and fully sever 
all ties with the organization. I urge 
my colleagues to support this bipar- 
tisan initiative. 

It is important to underscore the fact 
that the report the committee under- 
took back in 2008 illustrated serious 
mismanagement problems with this or- 
ganization. 

As indicated in the summary of the 
report findings, it failed to achieve its 
statutory commission, which was to 
support the Veterans Business Re- 
source Centers; it spent its limited re- 
sources on several programs that bore 
little or no relation to the organiza- 
tion’s statutory mission; and it largely 
reported the results of its programs by 
measuring its activity rather than its 
outcomes. So it was very difficult to 
actually determine what TVC’s results 
were and whether they were consistent 
with the intended purposes under Fed- 
eral statute. TVC mismanaged Federal 
funds by providing for high executive 
compensation, and had dubious expend- 
itures. 

The report indicates that TVC spent 
tens of thousands of dollars on expen- 
sive dinners for employees and board 
members at high-priced restaurants in 
Washington, luxury hotels, first-class 
travel arrangements, memberships to 
various airline club lounges, and TVC’s 
top two executives failed to report over 
$91,000 in charges on their company- 
issued credit cards. 

It is certainly an abysmal track 
record, regrettably, and that is why I 
think it is important that even though 
we do not provide any additional ap- 
propriations—no appropriations—we 
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should sever any linkage of Federal 
ties with this entity. 

So, Madam President, I would hope 
we could get bipartisan support, and I 
will ask for the yeas and nays. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there a sufficient second? 

At this time there is not a sufficient 
second. 

The Senator from Texas. 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment and call up my 
amendment, No. 186. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I will object. I know 
the Senator is very interested in offer- 
ing this amendment, and we are very 
interested in hearing about it, but we 
have now six amendments pending. So 
if the Senator would like to go ahead 
and speak about the amendment, ex- 
plain the amendment, and when we can 
get an agreement about how we should 
proceed with these amendments, we 
will move forward. 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 
am sorry the Senator from Louisiana 
objects to my calling up the amend- 
ment and getting it pending. I was 
told—and, indeed, I think everyone is 
operating under the impression this is 
going to be an open amendment proc- 
ess—we would have debate on impor- 
tant issues. This happens to be relating 
to the establishment of a sunset com- 
mission, such as that which was rec- 
ommended by the fiscal commission 
appointed by the President of the 
United States and which enjoyed broad 
bipartisan support. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Will the Senator 
yield for a clarification? 

This most certainly is an open proc- 
ess. What I was trying to explain to the 
Senator is there have been about a half 
dozen other Senators who have come to 
the floor during the day—such as Sen- 
ator HUTCHISON, who came down ear- 
lier—and we are trying to be accommo- 
dating in the order the Senators come. 
So if the Senator doesn’t mind explain- 
ing his amendment, I commit to him 
that Senator SNOWE and I will try to 
get a pending list as soon as we can. 

Mr. CORNYN. Well, Madam Presi- 
dent, I have been waiting all day, as all 
my colleagues, and I am on the Senate 
floor to offer an amendment. I am 
sorry the Senator thinks it is nec- 
essary to object. I am not sure what 
harm it causes to get another amend- 
ment pending, and I am happy to vote 
on any of these amendments as the ma- 
jority leader determines to set the 
votes, or the bill managers. But I will 
speak just briefly on amendment No. 
186, which I will call up at the appro- 
priate time. 

All of us can agree the Nation faces 
the greatest fiscal challenge in its his- 
tory, with growing deficits and record 
debt. Currently, the deficit is roughly 
9.8 percent of our gross domestic prod- 
uct, and the debt is north of $14 tril- 
lion—so high that, in fact, we will be 
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asked sometime in the spring to con- 
sider voting on lifting the debt limit, 
in effect raising the debt limit on the 
Nation’s credit card because it is 
maxed out. 

According to the two Cochairs of the 
President’s own fiscal commission, the 
Nation could be facing a debt crisis, a 
loss of confidence that we would actu- 
ally be able to pay back our debts, and 
that crisis could come as soon as in the 
next 2 years. 

That is why the amendment I am of- 
fering today, which I hope will enjoy 
broad bipartisan support, establishes, 
indeed, a bipartisan U.S. Authorization 
and Sunset Commission that will help 
improve oversight апа eliminate 
wasteful government spending. The 
amendment is modeled after the sunset 
process that was instituted in Texas in 
1977, which has over the years elimi- 
nated 50 different State agencies and 
saved taxpayers more than $700 mil- 
lion. That may not seem like big 
money in Washington terms, but that 
is a substantial savings in Texas. 

This is what the President’s own fis- 
cal commission had to say about such 
a concept: 

Such a committee has been recommended 
many times and has found bipartisan sup- 
port. The original and arguably the most ef- 
fective committee exists at the State level 
in Texas. The legislature created a sunset 
commission in 1977 to eliminate waste and 
inefficiency in government agencies. Esti- 
mates from reviews conducted between 1982 
and 2009 showed a 27-year savings of over $780 
million, compared with expenditures of $28.6. 
Based on savings achieved, for every dollar 
spent on the sunset commission the State 
has received $27 in return. 

This commission under my amend- 
ment would be made up of eight Mem- 
bers of Congress who would focus on 
unauthorized programs that continue 
to receive taxpayers’ money. As the 
chair knows, one of the biggest prob- 
lems we have when it comes to unsu- 
pervised spending is the fact that the 
authorizing committees do not nec- 
essarily authorize a program, but yet 
the appropriators for one reason or an- 
other have appropriated money, and 
those are never given the kind of over- 
sight that is really necessary. This 
means Congress has dropped the ball— 
spending without authorization—when 
it comes to doing the hard work of fig- 
uring out if these programs are work- 
ing, but the spending nevertheless con- 
tinues. 

As Ronald Reagan famously said, the 
closest thing to eternal life here on 
Earth is a temporary government pro- 
gram—there is no such thing here in 
Washington, DC. 

The Congressional Budget Office reg- 
ularly finds that billions of dollars are 
being spent in unauthorized programs. 

In addition, the commission would 
focus on duplicative and redundant 
government programs annually identi- 
fied by the Government Accountability 
Office. The GAO, as we all recall, re- 
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cently found that billions of taxpayer 
dollars are being spent on duplicative 
and redundant government programs. 
For example, the Federal Government 
has more than 100 different programs 
dealing with surface transportation 
issues—100; 82 monitoring teacher qual- 
ity; 80 for economic development; 47 for 
job training; and 17 different grant pro- 
grams for disaster preparedness. I 
think common sense would tell us that 
kind of duplication and overlap is not 
efficient and it is not an effective use 
of taxpayer dollars. 

Under my amendment, the sunset 
commission would review each pro- 
gram and submit the recommenda- 
tions, which must be considered by 
Congress under expedited procedures 
like we use under the Budget Act. In 
other words, it could not be filibus- 
tered; it would have to be voted on. 
Congress would not be able to ignore 
the commission’s reports. 

The amendment provides expedited 
procedures that would force Congress 
to consider and debate the commis- 
sion’s work. Congress would have 2 
years to consider and pass the commis- 
sion’s recommendations or to reauthor- 
ize the program before it would be 
abolished by operation of the law. In 
other words, the program is abolished 
if Congress fails to reauthorize it 2 
years after the commission completes 
its review and analysis of the program. 

This commission would help force 
Congress to do the necessary oversight 
to make sure every taxpayer dollar is 
wisely spent. While we all do our best 
to ensure that proper oversight is given 
to each program, we simply do not 
have the tools currently available to 
monitor and review every program. 
This sunset commission would provide 
Congress with those tools. It would im- 
prove government accountability and 
provide for greater openness in govern- 
ment decisionmaking. 

We know programs that have simply 
outlived their usefulness or failed to 
spend taxpayer dollars efficiently are a 
burden on the American taxpayer and 
should be eliminated. We simply do not 
have the means to get there from here. 
Congress has a spending process in 
place, and we should put together a 
sunset process for streamlining and 
eliminating government waste. That is 
what this amendment would do. 

The commission would supplement 
the work of the congressional commit- 
tees that are already in place that I 
know mean well and intend to do the 
oversight but simply never seem to get 
around to it. It will not replace the 
work of those committees; however, it 
will supplement—and I would say im- 
prove and strengthen—their oversight 
work. It will serve as another set of 
eyeballs, keeping a close eye on the 
wallets belonging to taxpayers. 

This commission will help Congress 
answer a simple but powerful question: 
Is this program still needed? Is this 
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program still needed? A sunset com- 
mission would help us make many pro- 
grams more effective by giving them 
the attention they deserve and expos- 
ing their faults to the light of day. It 
will improve government account- 
ability and provide for greater open- 
ness and government decisionmaking. 
Programs that outlive their usefulness 
or fail to spend tax dollars efficiently 
are a burden on the American taxpayer 
and must be eliminated or reformed. 

AS we continue to face the mounting 
deficit and а struggling economy, 
shouldn’t we be doing everything in 
our power to spend smarter and spend 
less? Imagine the tax dollars that could 
be saved by reviewing and revamping 
outdated and inefficient programs. 

It is my hope that our colleagues will 
join me in supporting a government- 
wide sunset commission, and I urge all 
my colleagues to support this amend- 
ment so we can start setting our spend- 
ing priorities straight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CASEY). The Senator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
know Members are following this de- 
bate carefully, and their amendments. 
Let me bring everybody up to date. It 
is about 5 after 5. We hope to have a 
vote around 6 o’clock, potentially two 
votes. We have about five amendments 
pending. Senator CORNYN would like 
his amendment pending, Senator 
HUTCHISON is here to speak about I 
think two amendments she may want 
to have pending, and Senator BAR- 
RASSO is on the floor to speak on the 
underlying McConnell amendment. 

I will ask unanimous consent in a few 
minutes to try to get one or two votes 
set up for 6 o’clock, potentially get 
these other amendments pending, and 
set a time for votes tomorrow so we 
can move through it. We want to have 
as open a debate as possible, but we 
also really want to focus on the bill at 
hand, which is the Small Business Re- 
authorization Act and related meas- 
ures. Many of these are somewhat re- 
lated to jobs and the economy, so we 
are trying to be liberal in our views 
here. But we do want to try to be as or- 
derly and as appropriate, as Members 
have come down to the floor, in the 
order they have come. 

Why don’t we turn now to Senator 
HUTCHISON, and Senator CORNYN—we 
will get back to the Senator as soon as 
we can about getting his amendment 
pending, if we can do that before the 
night ends. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I am 
going to object to any unanimous con- 
sent requests until we have some un- 
derstanding about when I will be al- 
lowed and others will be allowed to 
offer their amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 183 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

wish to speak in favor of the McConnell 
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amendment, which is the pending 
amendment, which the Senator from 
Louisiana is trying to get tagged for a 
vote. But I also wish to have the oppor- 
tunity to support two of the amend- 
ments that I have offered—at least 
filed—and would like to have them 
pending as soon as the process allows. 

Let me just say that I do support the 
McConnell amendment. Let me be pret- 
ty clear and pretty simple. In the last 
session of Congress, Senator LIEBER- 
MAN and Senator KERRY offered a cli- 
mate change regulation that would 
have caused our fuel prices to go up ex- 
ponentially. Senator Bond and I did a 
study on the Kerry-Lieberman multi- 
trillion-dollar tax bill that would have 
happened if Congress had passed their 
legislation. We estimated that it would 
have been about $3.6 trillion in total 
fuel-added expense to the small busi- 
nesses and the families in this country. 
We have documented that in this re- 
port. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the executive 
summary of this report. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The American Power Act proposed by Sen- 
ators Kerry of Massachusetts and Lieberman 
of Connecticut is the latest attempt to cap 
American carbon emissions through new fed- 
eral legislation. However, Kerry-Lieberman 
is unique from previous efforts by also pro- 
posing a new gas tax on the transportation 
sector. American families and workers will 
pay this new climate-related tax on the gaso- 
line, diesel and jet fuel they use to drive and 
ride in their cars, trucks, tractors and 
planes. This report documents the cost of 
this proposed Kerry-Lieberman gas tax. 

Past attempts at federal climate legisla- 
tion have struggled with how to cut carbon 
emissions from the transportation sector. A 
cap-and-trade approach used on industrial fa- 
cilities is not ideal for transportation emis- 
sions, essentially becoming a complicated in- 
direct tax on fuels. Kerry-Lieberman takes 
the direct approach of assessing a fee on 
transportation fuels linked to their carbon 
content. 

Kerry-Lieberman’s climate-related gas tax 
will drive up the prices of gasoline, diesel 
and jet fuel. The Kerry-Lieberman gas tax 
hits families at every income level, farmers 
in every field, truckers on every road and 
workers in every position. Determining the 
size and cost of the Kerry-Lieberman gas tax 
is essential to knowing how heavily this pro- 
posal will hurt Americans. 

The information and methodology needed 
to calculate the Kerry-Lieberman gas tax is 
all publicly available. The U.S. Energy Infor- 
mation Administration annually predicts fu- 
ture U.S. fuel consumption. The U.S. Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) has al- 
ready adopted methods for calculating the 
amount of CO2 emitted from each gallon of 
transportation fuel. Finally, Kerry-Lieber- 
man includes both a floor and ceiling for car- 
bon prices that will form the cost range for 
the program. Additionally, EPA has just re- 
leased its estimates of future carbon prices 
that would form the basis of the gas tax 
under Kerry-Lieberman. Utilizing this infor- 
mation reveals a truly massive gas tax that 
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Kerry-Lieberman would impose on the Amer- 
ican people. 

Kerry-Lieberman will impose a new gas tax 
of at least $2.3 trillion and up to $7.6 trillion. 
Under EPA estimates, the Kerry-Lieberman 
gas tax would total $3.4 trillion: 

$1.29 trillion to $4.18 trillion gasoline tax 
on American drivers, workers and businesses 
($1.87 trillion under EPA estimates) 

$744 billion to $2.46 trillion diesel fuel tax 
on American truckers, farmers, workers and 
businesses ($1.08 trillion under EPA esti- 
mates) 

$294 billion to $963 billion jet fuel tax on 
American air passengers ($425 billion under 
EPA estimates) 

These figures include provisions in the leg- 
islation intended to reduce the impact of 
this massive new gas tax. While present, the 
allowances provided to refiners mitigates 
only 2% of the gas tax, leaving consumers 
with a new $2.3 trillion to $7.6 trillion gas tax 
bill. 

Another component of Kerry-Lieberman is 
its refund program. Building on legislation 
from Senators Cantwell and Collins, Kerry- 
Lieberman refunds a portion of its tax and 
fee revenues back to consumers. Kerry-Lie- 
berman, like the House-passed Waxman-Mar- 
key cap-and-trade bill, also attempts to 
shield energy consumers from its massive 
cost increases with price relief subsidies. 
Over the life of the bill, these refund and re- 
lief programs amount to approximately 69 
percent of the revenues it collects. However, 
Kerry-Lieberman proposes the government 
keep the remaining 31 percent of its new tax 
and fee revenues and spend it on new govern- 
ment programs and deficit reduction. Apply- 
ing this 69/31 refund/spending ratio to the 
new gas tax means that U.S. consumers 
would still face a net tax burden of between 
$734 billion and $2.4 trillion under Kerry-Lie- 
berman (31 percent of $2.3 trillion and $7.6 
trillion). 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, the 
reason we did not pass this legislation 
is everyone realized it would have 
raised the cost of gasoline. Now the 
EPA is trying to do the same thing by 
fiat. By executive fiat, they are trying 
to regulate greenhouse gases. What 
they are going to do is raise the cost of 
fuel at a time when people are suffering 
at the pump. I mentioned earlier that I 
filled up my pickup truck last week- 
end. It was almost $50. I know every 
American is having the same experi- 
ence. If they have an SUV, it is even 
more. 

We cannot allow the EPA, through 
greenhouse gas regulations, to increase 
the cost of fuel when they put that reg- 
ulation on a refinery. We have very few 
refineries. We have not built a new re- 
finery in this country since 1973 be- 
cause it is so regulated, so that we 
really have a shortage of refineries. It 
is one of the problems with the supply 
issue in providing gasoline at reason- 
able prices. 

We need to be stepping back, not 
stepping forward with more regula- 
tions. The EPA is doing something 
Congress would not do. Oddly, the EPA 
is not authorized to make regulations 
that Congress does not pass. They are 
to implement the law, not make it. But 
that is what they are doing, and we are 
trying to stop it with the McConnell 
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amendment that would repeal the EPA 
greenhouse gas regulations. I hope my 
colleagues will support it. 

In addition, as a former small busi- 
nessperson myself, I know it is very 
hard for small businesses to make ends 
meet. I have heard from so many of the 
people in Texas who are now trying to 
make ends meet and keep people em- 
ployed in small businesses. This health 
care reform bill is causing them to not 
hire people because they do not know 
what the costs are going to be. 

Basically, you are going to be taxed 
if you are an individual or a small busi- 
ness that does not adopt the govern- 
ment-prescribed health care insurance 
for your employees or your family. 
That is the bottom line. If you do not 
do exactly what the government says 
and meet their government-required 
standards, even if the employees are 
happy with their health care coverage 
or certainly do not want to be left to 
the government health care, you will 
still get the fine. 

Most small businesses I talked to 
were saying: Iam going to pay the fine. 
It is easier. I don’t have liability. I 
don’t have to hire people to work with 
my employees to get the best prices. 
That takes a lot of my time and it is 
not helpful to the bottom line of my 
company, and therefore I am just going 
to pay the fine and let the government 
do it. 

Health care is not going to improve 
for the small businesses and for the 
families in this country. 

My amendment, No. 197, that has 
been filed, which I hope to have pend- 
ing, is called the SOS Act—Save Our 
States—meaning that while the Flor- 
ida case that has said the health care 
reform law is unconstitutional is still 
unsettled, States and small businesses 
should not be spending the money to 
implement a law that may be thrown 
out anyway by the courts. Let’s not 
cause the financially strapped States 
and small businesses in this country to 
have to spend the money to implement 
the health care reform bill until we 
know it really is the law of the land. 
Right now, that is a question because 
two courts have thrown it out as un- 
constitutional, one in Virginia and one 
in Florida. 

So my amendment, No. 197, will say 
that we will delay implementation. We 
will not require any costs to be in- 
curred by a business, an individual, or 
a State until it is clear it has gone to 
the Supreme Court and the health care 
reform act really is the law of the land. 

How much could that save? Millions 
for our States and millions for the 
businesses across our country. I hope 
we can get this amendment pending. 

The second amendment is No. 198. It 
is called the Lease Act. It is simple. 
Today, we have a virtual moratorium. 
My colleague from Louisiana has des- 
ignated what we have as a 
permitorium, because there is almost 
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no activity—new activity—in the Gulf 
of Mexico in deepwater drilling activ- 
ity. 

We know that gasoline at the pump 
is going up because there is a shortage 
of supply. If we would get these leases 
out there, all of the exploration that is 
being done, and allow the people who 
have paid the bonuses for the leases to 
fully use their leases, then we would 
give them 1 more year to be able to de- 
termine if it is worth it to drill a well 
in the Gulf of Mexico and start pump- 
ing oil and increase our supplies 
through our own natural resources that 
God has given to our country. 

Our amendment No. 198, which is the 
Hutchison-Landrieu bill, would extend 
for 1 year, which is the time these peo- 
ple have paid for a lease but not been 
able to use it, because there is a mora- 
torium on the deepwater drilling, and 
the Department of Interior has now 
only given a maximum of up to three, 
possibly only two permits for the peo- 
ple who had been able to explore before 
the BP spill. 

I hope to get both of those amend- 
ments up. I can think of nothing that 
would help small business more than to 
know they will not have to implement 
the health care reform act, they can go 
ahead and hire people, free them to 
build up their employment base, which 
is what we all want to do, build our 
economy and, secondly, to hopefully 
get a better price on fuel for them so 
they will not have to suffer with these 
high gasoline prices. 

Most small businesses, in a poll, said 
their top three expenditures include 
the cost of fuel, electricity, and nat- 
ural gas. So we need to give our small 
businesses help. I hope we can get our 
amendment Nos. 197 and 198 pending at 
the appropriate time. 

At this point, I hope my colleagues 
will support Senator McCCONNELL’s 
amendment to stop the EPA from add- 
ing costs to the refineries and the gaso- 
line producers of our country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator 
from Texas. I appreciate the patience 
of my colleagues who are on the floor. 
Because we have had two or three col- 
leagues from this side of the aisle 
speak, I thought it would be appro- 
priate to go to the Senator from Or- 
egon, then recognizing Senator BAR- 
RASSO to speak on his amendment and 
Senator PAUL to then speak on his 
amendment. 

If no one objects—I do not see anyone 
on the floor—if we can go in that order, 
I think everyone can be accommodated 
before the vote at 6 o’clock. 

Is that okay with everyone? 

Thank you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

AMENDMENT NO. 183 

Mr. MERKLEY. I rise to address the 

McConnell-Inhofe amendment to repeal 
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EPA’s authority to regulate green- 
house gases. My colleague from Texas 
was addressing this amendment and 
noting her support for it. But I wish to 
bring to my colleagues’ attention sev- 
eral reasons this amendment is bad 
policy for America. 

First and foremost, this amendment 
increases our addiction to foreign oil. 
It increases oil consumption by 455 mil- 
lion barrels. Right now we import 
about 9.7 million barrels of oil per day. 
This amendment is equivalent to 6 
weeks worth of oil imports. Recognize 
that gas prices are about $3.50 per gal- 
lon, so the McConnell-Inhofe amend- 
ment amounts to a $68 billion pricetag 
for working families to buy gas from 
oil imported from overseas. 

This is not a tax that in any way sup- 
ports our economy. In fact, this is a 
tax that goes out of our economy to 
purchase energy from overseas—from 
the Middle East, from Nigeria, from 
Venezuela. That is very profitable to 
the companies that supply that oil. It 
is very profitable to the governments 
far outside of the United States of 
America. But it certainly hurts the 
citizens of our Nation. It takes our en- 
ergy dollars and puts them elsewhere, 
rather than keeping them inside our 
economy. It decreases our national se- 
curity rather than increasing our na- 
tional security. 

Furthermore, gasoline prices are set 
by the law of supply and demand. This 
amendment increases our demand for 
foreign oil. So if anything, this amend- 
ment increases gas prices. 

My colleague from Texas said we can- 
not afford to ‘‘raise the cost of fuel.” I 
absolutely agree, and that is why we 
should defeat this amendment. Indeed, 
I think almost everyone understands 
that when you increase demand for a 
product, you drive the price up, not 
down. But there are some third parties 
that have weighed in on this conversa- 
tion. 

PolitiFact.com did an analysis of the 
claim that this amendment would keep 
prices from increasing, and it did not 
find this claim to be true. It found it to 
be false. So at this moment, when 
world events are unfolding in Cairo in 
Egypt, in Libya, and we recognize that 
our dependence on foreign oil is a huge 
strategic vulnerability for the United 
States of America, that the flow of our 
energy dollars overseas is a huge mis- 
take for our economy, why—why— 
would we vote for an amendment de- 
signed to increase our dependence, our 
dependence on oil, our dependence on 
foreign governments, decrease our se- 
curity, and damage our economy? It is 
simply a wrong amendment in all that 
framework about our dependence on 
foreign oil. 

Second, this amendment is an attack 
on public health. It is an unprece- 
dented attack, asking Congress to step 
in and veto the scientific judgment of 
the EPA scientists. It tells the agency 
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charged with protecting our public 
health and the health of our children 
to ignore dangerous global warming, 
gas pollution, carbon pollution, and a 
long list of other global warming gases. 

The Clean Air Act in 1990 alone pre- 
vented 205,000 premature deaths, 674,000 
cases of chronic bronchitis, 22,000 cases 
of heart disease, 850,000 asthma at- 
tacks, and 18 million cases of child res- 
piratory illness. 

In 2010, the Clean Air Act prevented 
1.7 million asthma attacks, 180,000 
heart attacks, 86,000 emergency room 
visits. It has been studied time and 
time again. What we know is the appli- 
cation of the effort to clean up our air 
results in all of us having a better 
quality of life. 

This amendment, this attack on pub- 
lic health, is the wrong policy for our 
Nation. Again, it is something that 
third parties have weighed in on, those 
who seek to protect our health and our 
health care system. The American 
Lung Association calls this amendment 
“a reckless and irresponsible attempt 
to put special interests ahead of public 
health.” The American Public Health 
Association has weighed in similarly. 

Finally, this amendment is an attack 
on science. The Clean Air Act, passed 
by a large bipartisan majority and 
signed by President George H. W. Bush, 
tasked the EPA with updating our 
clean air standards and setting com- 
monsense limits on pollution based on 
recent science. 

This amendment would have Con- 
gress step in and overrule the EPA on 
science, not just by gutting basic pro- 
tections for clean air and clean water 
but by repealing EPA’s program for 
having polluters simply report their 
pollution. 

In other words, this amendment says 
to the American public, we are not 
even going to let you know about the 
dangerous pollutants being put in the 
air. Certainly that philosophy, not 
only of attacking our public health, 
but of attacking our right to know, is 
absolutely wrong. 

Colleagues, let me wrap up. This 
amendment increases our dependence 
on foreign oil, it increases air pollution 
that endangers our health, it overrules 
the Nation’s top scientific experts who 
are warning us to reduce pollution, not 
increase it, it asks American families 
to pay $68 billion to the oil industry 
and foreign governments, instead of 
keeping that money here at home. It is 
a mistake. Let’s vote it down. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. PAUL. I ask unanimous consent 
to set aside the pending amendment 
and call up my amendment No. 199. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I object to making 
it pending but not for discussion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 
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Mr. PAUL. This amendment, No. 199, 
would save taxpayers $200 billion. Re- 
cently you have seen some discussion, 
but I think the American taxpayers are 
actually baffled that there is not more 
discussion up here. 

We have proposals of a deficit from 
the other side of $1.65 trillion and yet 
we are not down here discussing this. 
We have not passed a budget. We have 
not passed any appropriations bills this 
year. The American people wonder 
what we are doing. You wonder why 
the American people say Congress has 
about a 13-percent approval rate? Why 
are we not today talking about a budg- 
et? Why are we not talking about ap- 
propriations bills? Why do they not 
come out of committee? 

Then when we get to the proposals, 
look at the proposals. In the red we 
have the deficit, $1.5 trillion, maybe 
$1.6 trillion. Here we have the pro- 
posals. The other side, you cannot even 
see without a magnifying glass, $6 bil- 
lion. We borrow $4 billion in 1 day. We 
spend $10 billion in 1 day. And the best 
they can do is $6 billion for a whole 
year. 

Our proposal is a little bit better but 
still does not touch the problem, $61 
billion in cuts. It sounds like a lot of 
money. You know what, we increased 
spending by $700 billion, and now we 
are going to nibble away at $61 billion. 
But put it in perspective. Saving $61 
billion on $1.5 trillion means that ei- 
ther proposal, Republican or Democrat, 
is going to add trillions of dollars to 
the deficit. 

I am proposing something a little 
more bold. I am proposing $200 billion 
in cuts. I think it is the very least we 
can do. Two hundred billion dollars in 
cuts can be gotten rather easily. The 
Government Accountability Office said 
there is $100 billion in waste, duplicate 
programs. Why do we not cut that? 
What are we doing? 

If you look at the chart of what is 
going on here, and you say, what has 
happened to spending, the yellow line, 
around 2008 when we got the current 
administration, is going up exponen- 
tially. That is the spending that is 
going up. The spending is driving the 
deficit. 

You look at the two lines over here. 
You cannot even see the difference. 
This is the Republican proposal to cut 
$61 billion in proposed increases. 
Spending is still going up. The deficit 
is going up. We need to do more. The 
danger is if we do nothing that we may 
well face a debt crisis in our country. 
We need to do more. My amendment 
will cut $200 billion in spending. 

When I go home and I talk to the 
grassroots voters, they say, that is not 
even enough, we need more. But at the 
very least, let’s have a significant cut 
in spending and do something to get 
the deficit under control before it is 
too late. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 
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Ms. LANDRIEU. Please let me cor- 
rect myself. Earlier today I said that 
Senator Coons is from Connecticut. 
Clearly he is from Delaware. And Sen- 
ator JOHANNS is not on the floor, but 
Senator BARRASSO is. It has been a 
long day and I apologize to my col- 
leagues. But the Senator from Wyo- 
ming is going to speak for a few min- 
utes, and then the Senator from 
Vermont, Mr. SANDERS. 

I am still hoping we can have a vote 
on one or two amendments at 6 o’clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak about the McConnell amend- 
ment, in favor of the McConnell 
amendment. Gas prices have increased 
43 cents in the last month, and 77 cents 
a gallon over the last year. These sky- 
rocketing prices are hurting American 
families, and are threatening to derail 
the economic recovery. 

You say, how much is this impact on 
the American family? Well, the Depart- 
ment of Energy says the average Amer- 
ican family will spend about $700 more 
on gas this year than they did last 
year. That is going to impact every 
family, every family trying to deal 
with bills and kids and a mortgage. It 
is not as if this problem happened over- 
night. For over 2 years, Americans 
have heard the President deliver 
speeches and make promises on energy. 

But the President says one thing and 
then he does another. That ‘‘say one 
thing, do another” policy does nothing 
to ease the pain at the pump. The ad- 
ministration’s policies are making the 
problems today worse. The President’s 
reckless policies have virtually shut 
down offshore exploration for oil. Last 
week, former President Bill Clinton 
called the delays in offshore oil and gas 
drilling permits ridiculous. Offshore oil 
production in the Gulf of Mexico is ex- 
pected to drop 15 percent this calendar 
year. What that means is higher gas 
prices and fewer American jobs. The 
administration actually told Congress 
we can replace the loss of American oil 
from the Gulf of Mexico with more oil 
from OPEC. That is exactly what this 
administration told Congress in Octo- 
ber. In justifying more restrictive off- 
shore drilling rules, the administration 
admitted this would lead to lower pro- 
duction of American oil. 

The administration wrote: 

The impact on domestic deepwater hydro- 
carbon production as a result of these regu- 
lations is expected to be negative. 

Then the administration went on to 
say: 

Currently there is sufficient spare capacity 
in OPEC to offset a decrease in Gulf of Mex- 
ico deepwater production that could occur as 
a result of this rule. 

That is this administration’s 
mindset: Don’t worry about domestic 
production. OPEC has us covered. 

The administration’s shutdown of 
American exploration is not the only 
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problem. The administration is also ag- 
gressively implementing Environ- 
mental Protection Agency regulations 
that will drive up the cost of energy. 
The EPA’s climate change regulations 
under the Clean Air Act will cause gas 
prices for every American to go up 
even more. That is why I am here 
today. The McConnell amendment will 
fix this problem. Senator INHOFE origi- 
nally introduced the legislation in the 
Senate. It was introduced in conjunc- 
tion with a bill in the House by Rep- 
resentative FRED UPTON. This legisla- 
tion will stop the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency’s regulatory overreach 
that is going to increase gas prices. 

When Congress refused to pass the 
President’s cap-and-trade scheme last 
year, the administration turned to plan 
B—the use of the Clean Air Act to reg- 
ulate climate change. The theory be- 
hind it is that additional restrictions 
on carbon-based energy and higher 
costs for gasoline are needed to make 
green energy more competitive. The 
key word is ‘competitive,’ not actu- 
ally making green energy more afford- 
able, just more competitive, not by 
driving down the cost of green energy 
but by driving up the cost of red, white, 
and blue American energy. 

Energy Secretary Steven Chu has 
even said publicly: ‘‘We have to figure 
out how to boost the price of gasoline 
to the levels in Europe.” 

The price in Europe is $8 a gallon. 
Under this cover of creating green jobs, 
EPA regulations are increasing the 
cost of red, white, and blue energy. 
This administration is trying to 
achieve its goals, the same goals as cap 
and tax, by placing a massive energy 
tax on gasoline and gasoline produc- 
tion. 

One of the ways the EPA will use the 
Clean Air Act is to regulate greenhouse 
gas emissions from America’s oil refin- 
eries. We have not had a new oil refin- 
ery built in this country since 1976. The 
EPA’s climate regulations will make it 
even more difficult and more costly to 
build and operate refineries. The re- 
sult, of course, is higher gas prices at 
the pump and a greater reliance on im- 
ported gasoline. The Environmental 
Protection Agency’s climate regula- 
tions must be stopped. They are arbi- 
trary; they are costly; they are de- 
structive; and they are politically driv- 
en. 

The EPA’s climate rules are just one 
tool to make gasoline prices go up. But 
this administration is proposing dozens 
more. I have introduced legislation 
similar to the McConnell amendment 
and the Inhofe bill. But my bill is more 
comprehensive. My bill, б. 228, is called 
the Defending America’s Affordable 
Energy and Jobs Act. It will block the 
same manipulation of laws to increase 
the future cost of gasoline for all 
Americans. My legislation, which has 
the support of 20 Senators, would block 
the manipulation and misuse of the 
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Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, 
the Endangered Species Act, the Na- 
tional Environmental Policy Act, and 
the use of citizen lawsuits. 

I am trying to stop this administra- 
tion from placing a massive energy tax 
on gasoline and other forms of afford- 
able energy. The Environmental Spe- 
cies Act is currently being used to re- 
move 187,000 square miles of land from 
energy exploration. A decision of this 
magnitude will drastically limit oil 
and gas development and exploration. 
They do this all in the name of climate 
change. 

When the administration blocks pro- 
duction of American oil used to make 
gasoline, American families pay higher 
prices at the pump. They pay higher 
prices today, and the prices will remain 
high in the future. I plan to continue 
to fight the many ways this adminis- 
tration is trying to enact cap-and-tax 
policies and raise gas prices. The Presi- 
dent says he wants renewable energy to 
be the cheapest form of energy. He 
needs to level with the American peo- 
ple. He needs to admit his scheme is to 
raise the cost of all other forms of en- 
ergy and make the American people 
pay the bill. 

We should be exploring for more 
American energy offshore, on Federal 
lands, and in Alaska. I urge my col- 
leagues to support the McConnell 
amendment so we can block the admin- 
istration’s costly regulations and pro- 
tect the pocketbooks of American fam- 
ilies. The President’s policies are mak- 
ing the pain at the pump even worse. It 
is time to stop these policies today 
with the McConnell amendment. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I 
think we all know elections have con- 
sequences. I doubt seriously, however, 
that when most voters went to the 
polls last November, they were voting 
for more of their kids to get aggra- 
vated asthma or more people to go to 
the hospital with respiratory problems 
or more people to get sick in general. I 
do not think the people went to the 
polls this past November to vote to put 
big oil and big polluters in charge. I 
didn’t see those T'V ads. 

But make no mistake. People may 
not have voted for a polluter poison 
agenda, but that is exactly what they 
are getting from Republicans in the 
House and their colleagues in the Sen- 
ate. Their agenda is to deregulate pol- 
luters, even if it harms our national se- 
curity. They want to gut the bipartisan 
Clean Air Act, even if doing so harms 
public health. Republicans claim the 
Inhofe amendment would lower gas 
prices. That claim was found to be false 
by politifact.com. Meanwhile, the 
Clean Air Act is actually raising fuel 
economy standards and is projected to 
save drivers $2,800 on gas for new vehi- 
cles. 
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The reason for that is pretty obvious. 
We are making an effort to see that 
cars manufactured and sold in this 
country get decent mileage per gallon. 
We wonder why all over the world peo- 
ple are driving cars that get 40, 50, 60 
miles per gallon, and we are stuck with 
cars that get 15 or 20. We can, we must, 
and we are doing better in that area. 
We have to continue to go forward. 

The Clean Air Act standards are pro- 
jected to save 2.3 billion barrels of oil. 
When we get cars that are energy effi- 
cient—hybrids, electric cars—we are 
not consuming oil from Saudi Arabia. 
We all talk in the Senate about the 
need to move this country toward en- 
ergy independence. But the Clean Air 
Act is actually helping to deliver it. 
That is good news for our national se- 
curity but not for polluters. The Inhofe 
amendment would keep us dependent 
on foreign oil, something we certainly 
do not want to be the case. 

My Republican friends claim the 
Clean Air Act regulations are destroy- 
ing the economy. That claim is also 
false. This chart shows that even as we 
have reduced pollution in the air by 63 
percent since 1970, our economy grew 
by 210 percent and added nearly 60 mil- 
lion jobs. In fact, the Clean Air Act and 
other environmental laws have helped 
create hundreds of thousands of jobs in 
environmental technologies and pollu- 
tion control industries. If we invest 
properly in energy efficiency and in 
such sustainable energies аз wind, 
solar, geothermal, biomass, over a pe- 
riod of years we will, in fact, not only 
clean up our environment, not only 
move toward energy independence but 
create millions of good-paying jobs. 

For every $1 invested in clean air, we 
see up to $40 in return in economic and 
health benefits to America. We should 
all understand, however, that while big 
polluters may not like the Clean Air 
Act, it benefits every American. Why is 
it that after we have made significant 
progress in beginning to clean up our 
air, there are people who want to bring 
us back to the days when polluters 
could fill the air with all kinds of soot 
and other harmful products which 
cause disease all over America? 

Thanks to the Clean Air Act, we are 
actually saving 160,000 lives each year. 
People are not dying from premature 
deaths, as they would have if the air 
they were breathing was dirty. We are 
literally avoiding sending tens of thou- 
sands of people to the hospital and 
emergency rooms every year, avoiding 
thousands of cases of heart attacks, 
skin cancer, aggravated asthma, and 
lung damage thanks to the Clean Air 
Act. 

Senator MERKLEY made the point a 
few moments ago about the view of the 
American Lung Association on this 
issue. They have strong concerns as to 
what will happen to respiratory ill- 
nesses if we weaken the Clean Air Act. 
We are currently reducing toxic pollu- 
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tion such as mercury that the CDC has 
said causes major developmental prob- 
lems for children. Our Nation’s leading 
public health experts, including the 
American Academy of Pediatrics, the 
American College of Preventative Med- 
icine, the American Public Health As- 
sociation, the Asthma and Allergy 
Foundation of America, the American 
Heart Association, and the American 
Lung Association, recently said the 
Clean Air Act’s continued implementa- 
tion is ‘‘quite literally a matter of life 
and death for tens of thousands of peo- 
ple and will mean the difference be- 
tween chronic debilitating illness or a 
healthy life for hundreds of thousands 
тоге.” 

That is what is at stake. I will vote 
against the Inhofe amendment and 
urge my colleagues to vigorously op- 
pose this attack on our public health. 
While this amendment may benefit 
wealthy oil companies, it is an attack 
on the health of all Americans who 
want to breathe healthy air and drink 
clean water. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I see 
two Members on the floor. I ask unani- 
mous consent for Senator JOHANNS to 
go next and Senator ROCKEFELLER, who 
wanted to speak, and then we will try 
to get some sort of consent for one or 
two votes tonight. We are still hoping 
to do that around 6. We will try to keep 
Members posted. 

AMENDMENT NO. 161 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the pending Johanns- 
Manchin amendment 161, which I be- 
lieve would send a positive, strong mes- 
sage to job creators that Congress is 
listening, that we have heard them. 
The bill we are debating today to help 
small businesses utilize Federal fund- 
ing for research and development is 
certainly important. But I have to tell 
my colleagues, I believe what our small 
businesses are focused on, what they 
are worried about is the avalanche of 
new regulations headed their way. 
They are worried about the mountain 
of paperwork that is about to over- 
whelm them due to the 1099 reporting 
requirements contained in section 9006 
of the health care law. Instead of focus- 
ing on hiring new workers and growing 
their businesses, they are meeting with 
accountants. They are wondering why 
those in Washington choose to weigh 
them down further after the last 2 
years. 

So the amendment I offer today 
seeks to solve that problem by repeal- 
ing the 1099 reporting mandate that is 
weighing down upon them. As we all 
know, I am referring to the tax paper- 
work nightmare that, as I said, is bur- 
ied in section 9006 of the health care 
law. It is straightforward. It says if a 
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business purchases more than $600 of 
goods or services from another busi- 
ness, then they are required to gen- 
erate and provide to that business and 
to the Internal Revenue Service a 1099 
form. 

This new mandate will affect 40 mil- 
lion businesses in this Nation. That is 
not even mentioning the nonprofits, 
the churches, our local and State gov- 
ernments that are also impacted. Fur- 
thermore, it will stand in the way of 
job creators by forcing businesses to 
waste capital and human resources on 
useless paperwork. 

Considering the high unemployment 
rates plaguing many States, it does not 
make sense that we would keep this 
job-suppressing paperwork mandate. 
Yet repealing the nonsensical mandate 
has been a long and somewhat tortured 
path. I first circulated a ‘‘Dear Col- 
league” letter asking for cosponsors on 
the 1099 repeal back in June of last 
year. When we introduced it in July, 
we had 25 cosponsors, and small busi- 
ness watched us with great anticipa- 
tion. It gave them hope that common 
sense was going to prevail in the Sen- 
ate and that partisanship could be set 
aside to simply do the right thing. 

Unfortunately, that hope did evapo- 
rate. They have been frustrated, time 
and time again, when it failed to ad- 
vance in September and in November 
and appeared stalled as we came into 
the new year. But, finally, they saw a 
ray of hope on March 3 when the House 
passed 1099 repeal. It was a very large 
bipartisan effort, 314 to 112. 

Small businesses cheered last week 
when Majority Leader REID endorsed 
the House-passed version and indicated 
H.R. 4 would likely be passed and go on 
directly to the President by the end of 
the week. Yet, when Thursday rolled 
around, a vote on 1099 repeal was 
shelved and replaced with a vote on a 
judicial nominee. Once again, our job 
creators were left scratching their 
heads, disappointed by the continued 
political gamesmanship on this very 
important issue. 

Moving the goalposts yet again, we 
now hear that some are objecting to 
the House bill’s offset to completely 
pay for the repeal of the 1099 mandate. 
This now supposedly controversial pro- 
vision simply reduces improper over- 
payments of insurance subsidies. 

As the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services said, the repayment of 
improper subsidies makes it ‘‘fairer for 
recipients and all taxpayers.’’ Yet some 
have now decided this House offset is 
somehow a middle-class tax increase. 
That argument, to me, is stunning. 

Since when is requiring someone to 
repay what was given to them erro- 
neously ever regarded as a tax in- 
crease? Where I come from that is sim- 
ply smart government for the tax- 
payer. Furthermore, I find it a bit too 
convenient that not one Senator com- 
plained about using this very offset to 
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pay for the Medicare doc fix last De- 
cember. Remember, the Senate passed 
the doc fix, and they did it unani- 
mously. Only two people opposed it in 
the House. The President signed it ea- 
gerly. 

Yet, today, some have decided it is 
somehow a tax increase. It does not 
pass the smell test. Our small busi- 
nesses—well, they are not buying it ei- 
ther. They will see it as one more hol- 
low excuse why we cannot provide busi- 
nesses and their workers relief from 
the nonsensical paperwork mandate. 

These job creators have watched 
dueling amendments and proposals and 
counterproposals for too long, and they 
have grown impatient. Our small busi- 
nesses do deserve better, but, unfortu- 
nately, at the moment, we are getting 
more of the same. 

More legislative squabbling only 
delays the certainty that our business 
community wants us to provide to 
them. They are looking for us to help 
them through this paperwork mess. 

Well, what is happening out there— 
because this is now starting to stare 
them in the face—is they are already 
starting to think about software be- 
cause they have to track this, and 
there is a cost to that. They are talk- 
ing to their accountants, and that 
costs money. They are diverting very 
precious capital in anticipation of the 
new mandate, not to mention the fact 
that rental property owners are cur- 
rently subject to the new mandate. Un- 
fortunately, our rental property own- 
ers are having to comply with it and 
track each payment for repairs and for 
upkeep. 

We need to give these folks a break 
so they can focus on growing and cre- 
ating jobs, not worrying about how to 
pay for additional accountants. Pass- 
ing H.R. 4 would show them we are lis- 
tening to their concerns and we are 
committed to removing unnecessary 
barriers to their success. Instead, we 
are requiring our job creators to wait 
out on the sidelines while this con- 
tinues to go on and on and on. They de- 
serve better. 

So I join our Nation’s job creators, 
once again, asking the Senate to act on 
this very important issue and repeal 
the 1099 requirement. Rest assured, 
they will not go away, and we do not 
want them to. We want them to do ev- 
erything they can to create jobs. 

I will offer this legislation as an 
amendment to every legislative vehicle 
moving in the Senate until it becomes 
law. I am hopeful not many more of 
these amendments will be needed be- 
cause there is a simple solution: Repeal 
it. I believe there is strong bipartisan 
support for it. We can then send it to 
the President. He can sign it, as he said 
he would, and we can celebrate this in 
a very bipartisan way. 

A vote on this amendment is signifi- 
cant, not only because it truly is the 
right thing to do but because it will 
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show that H.R. 4 has more than 60 
votes needed to pass the Senate. All we 
need to do is try on this and get it 
done. 

Once again, I point out, this is a bi- 
partisan effort. This is an effort where 
Republicans and Democrats and Inde- 
pendents can claim victory and say we 
got this done. It was the right thing to 
do. It never should have been in the 
health care bill in the first place. 

My hope is my colleagues will stick 
with me. We can get it done. We can 
get it passed and get it signed by the 
President. You will hear a cheer all 
over this country by our job creators 
when it is finally repealed. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
have comments I wish to make on 1099 
which are at odds with the distin- 
guished Senator from Nebraska, but I 
will hold that for another moment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 183 

I think it is well known that in West 
Virginia we have had our problems 
with EPA, and I have an amendment 
which would say for a period of 2 years 
they would not have the power to en- 
force their laws on stationary sources, 
i.e., powerplants. But it lasts for 2 
years and then it stops. 

What is my reason for doing that? I 
will offer this amendment. My reason 
for doing that is, I wish to give us the 
time to come up with a good carbon se- 
questration bill and also give us the 
time to come up with an energy policy, 
since, if my amendment were to pass— 
since it is 2 years from the date of pas- 
sage—that does give us the time, if it is 
the will of the Congress, to have an en- 
ergy policy. If it is not, then that, of 
course, is quite a different matter. 

But I simply cannot support and will 
not support the McConnell amendment, 
which calls for a complete emascula- 
tion of EPA forever. I do not under- 
stand this type of thinking. I under- 
stand we are in a very sort of difficult 
position in a postelection period, where 
people have very strong ideas: Let’s get 
rid of government, and let’s size every- 
thing down and get rid of all these peo- 
ple who have been giving us trouble. 

I think we have to be mature in the 
way we approach these problems. I do 
not think by saying EPA, created by 
President Nixon in 1972, shall virtually 
cease to exist with respect to any ef- 
fect on greenhouse gases at all, for- 
ever—the concept of doing something 
forever is, to me, a very risky thing on 
its face. It does not usually make any 
sense, whether it is health care or en- 
ergy policy or any other kind of policy, 
to make a law which has to do with 
regulation and then say: You cannot 
regulate forever. 

What if you did that to the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Commission? 
We have discovered that for children 
the little models they use for crash 
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tests are not, in fact, big enough. They 
were created a number of years ago, 
and kids are much bigger now. So we 
have to change, and the Commerce 
Committee is working on this. We have 
to change the size of the little dum- 
mies they put in these seats to crash 
test them to see what happens to them 
because kids are larger. So if you made 
a rule that this was to last forever, 
under original circumstance, obvi- 
ously, that would hurt our children and 
create discomfort and sadness. 

The Environmental Protection Agen- 
cy is not a frivolous agency. It is cre- 
ated, yes, to regulate pollution. I have 
been saying to the West Virginia Coal 
Association, which for the most part 
does not believe in climate science— 
they do not believe there is a climate 
problem, and I have been saying to 
them for a number of years that is 
wrong. In my judgment, the science is 
true, the science is unequivocally true, 
and there is a price to carbon in their 
future. I said this a couple months ago. 
There is a price to carbon in their fu- 
ture. You cannot simply carry on busi- 
ness the way you are doing it now and 
avoiding any sense of responsibility 
and be called a mature corporation or a 
mature person in this country or a ma- 
ture public servant. 

I understand the fervor of the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma, the Senator from 
Kentucky, and others who put up this 
amendment for a permanent ban on 
any regulation of carbon dioxide or any 
other of these areas. But in the proc- 
ess, of course, what they say they are 
for is that the EPA can no longer regu- 
late CAFE standards; that is, how 
many miles per gallon your car gets. If 
you look at the private sector, there is 
a drive and a competition now to in- 
crease and raise the level of corporate 
average fuel economy standards, low- 
ering emissions. That is as it should be. 
That is a natural product of free enter- 
prise competition. 

But to say that the HPA—what if 
there were to be a backslide? What if 
the Big Three and a number of others 
decided: Well, this isn’t worth our 
while. There is nobody regulating us, 
so we don’t have to do anything about 
it, and they slipped backward and then 
created a much more emission-charged 
climate? 

I cannot abide by that. I cannot be- 
lieve that is sensible government. I 
cannot believe that in the theological 
drive to make government small, to 
make government disappear, to make 
health care disappear, to make all 
kinds of things disappear—so we can 
all be happy again, as we were in the 
1910s and 1950s, I guess—life does not 
work like that and legislation should 
not work like that. 

We should approach it thoughtfully, 
with a long view as well as a short 
view. The short view says: Oh, I have to 
be mad at EPA—and I am because they 
have done things in West Virginia 
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which I think are wrong and should be 
changed—but I would never, for a mo- 
ment, consider saying they should for- 
ever be banned from having anything 
to do with climate change policies or 
CAFE standards. It does not make any 
sense. 

It is embarrassing. It is embar- 
rassing. That is not a favor to the peo- 
ple of West Virginia. What that means 
is the companies—coal companies, 
power companies—that are looking at 
all of this, they will just start walking 
away from coal very quickly. This 
would also be true in Pennsylvania, the 
home of the Presiding Officer. Natural 
gas is beginning to take over large 
parts of our electric power industry. 
That has happened in North Carolina 
and in Ohio and probably a little bit in 
Pennsylvania and, yes, a little bit in 
West Virginia. The Marcellus Shale is 
an unbounded, endless pool of natural 
gas, and it lies up and down the Appa- 
lachian spine. Companies are beginning 
to switch away from coal to natural 
gas. 

Now, if one doesn’t care about coal 
miners and one doesn’t care about coal 
companies—but, particularly, coal 
miners. They are not responsible for 
any of this. They just dig the coal God 
put in the Earth 1 billion years ago. 
They dig it, and then it is shipped by 
truck or by rail or in some fashion, 
perhaps by barge, off to a power com- 
pany. The power companies are the 
ones that have to make the decision 
how are they going to burn it. Are they 
going to burn it cleaner? 

Two companies in West Virginia, one 
being American Electric Power, has 
conducted an experiment in New 
Haven, which is the large powerplant 
in the state. They have picked out 18 
percent of all their emissions, and they 
have applied carbon-capturing seques- 
tration to that 18 percent. That 18 per- 
cent of the flue gas emissions have 
gone from whatever carbon content 
down to about 10 percent carbon con- 
tent. That is called clean coal. 

When we talk about coal on this 
floor, everybody assumes coal is always 
dirty. Well, coal is dirty when it is 
taken out of the ground and nothing 
happens to it. But with all of the 
science and technology we have avail- 
able, carbon-capturing sequestration is 
not only working to make that clean 
coal, therefore, highly competitive— 
much more competitive than natural 
gas, which is 50 percent carbon diox- 
ide—it makes it only 10 percent when 
we use these technologies. That is what 
my amendment—the 2-year amend- 
ment, and then only 2 years, that is 
what is meant to give us the time. Sen- 
sibly, that is what we ought to be doing 
if people cared about having an energy 
policy. 

Then there is another facility, oper- 
ated by Dow Chemical. Dow Chemical 
is not usually associated with these 
things. But they are running exactly 
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the same kind of a burning of coal 
focus and demonstration using a slight- 
ly different technology, but also get- 
ting about 90 percent of the carbon out 
of the coal, and they use the power 
from that. They use that. So don’t tell 
me it can’t be done. Just tell me we 
don’t have the technology to do it 
broadly enough. But if we are talking 
about a nation with a couple hundred 
years’ of coal left, don’t—I don’t want 
to hear about dirty coal because that is 
not going to get anywhere. But clean 
coal, that can do a lot better than nat- 
ural gas and do a lot better than a lot 
of other alternative energies. 

What is going on in Japan right now, 
I shy away from the idea of saying: Oh, 
well, then we have to stop from ever 
building any nuclear powerplant for- 
ever. I am not a big fan of nuclear 
power, but I don’t think we make deci- 
sions because of that. We don’t make 
them out of emotion. We don’t make 
them because of a catastrophe in an- 
other country. Maybe there is and 
maybe there isn’t; I haven’t checked 
the news in 4 or 5 hours. But that is 20 
percent of all of the power in this coun- 
try. So before we make the decision, 
let’s be thoughtful about it. 

I think we ought to be thoughtful 
about this amendment, the McConnell 
amendment, which says that forever 
and ever the EPA will be completely 
stripped away of its authority for car- 
bon monoxide, climate problems, plus 
anything else that creates carbon—it 
could be factories; all kinds of things. 
They will be completely free of any 
kind of regulation. I think that is 
wrong. 

I think the regulation has to be put 
in place which is reasonable, which 
would be the purpose of my amendment 
for 2 years. Then that would be it. Then 
we would see where we are. But to do a 
permanent, complete emasculation of 
the EPA isn’t what a mature body of 
legislators does, in my judgment. I, 
therefore, will vote against this amend- 
ment and will wait to see the result 
and then offer my amendment which I 
think is much more sensible. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
thank Senator ROCKEFELLER and all of 
the Members who have come to the 
floor today debating this important 
bill and to share their thoughts about 
other amendments that are—some di- 
rectly but some indirectly—related to 
our discussion. It doesn’t look as if we 
are going to vote tonight, but we are 
going to continue to work throughout 
the evening as Members want to come 
to the floor and speak on their amend- 
ments, so we can try to work some- 
thing out for tomorrow. 

I thank Senator SNOWE and her staff 
for their good work today. I see Sen- 
ator WHITEHOUSE on the floor. He may 
wish to speak about an amendment. 
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But I remind everyone that we are on 
the SBIR and STTR Reauthorization 
Act. It is a very important piece of leg- 
islation that has been sputtering for a 
reauthorization now for over 6 years, 
and there are literally thousands of en- 
tities—small businesses, dozens of Fed- 
eral agencies, many, many organiza- 
tions from the Chamber of Commerce 
to the American Small Business Asso- 
ciation—that are depending on us to do 
our work and actually get this program 
reauthorized. It is important to give 
consistency and permanency. So we are 
going to continue to work to do that. 

I look forward to speaking in more 
detail about the bill later tonight and 
tomorrow. But it looks as though we 
are not going to have votes tonight; 
but, hopefully, we can get some order 
and some agreement to proceed. 

At this time I see Senator WHITE- 
HOUSE on the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). The Senator from Rhode Is- 
land. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi- 
dent, we are not at this moment with- 
out votes on this important legislation 
for lack of effort by the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana. She has been 
extraordinarily determined, as she was 
with her earlier small business legisla- 
tion which she fought through to a suc- 
cess, and I am sure this will be fought 
through to a success as well. 

One of the ways in which our friends 
on the other side are seeking to harass 
and impede this important piece of leg- 
islation is by putting on unrelated 
amendments—particularly poisonous 
unrelated amendments, including the 
one Senator ROCKEFELLER just spoke 
about—to completely gut and strip the 
authority the U.S. Supreme Court has 
recognized EPA has to protect us from 
the hazard of carbon pollution. 

Underlying this procedural maneuver 
which would interfere with this signifi- 
cant jobs-related bill is a fundamental 
disagreement about whether our at- 
mosphere is being affected by the car- 
bon pollution we have been pumping 
into it. I would submit the facts are en- 
tirely on one side of that debate, and 
the polluters are entirely on the other. 
It is only in a building such as this in 
which so many special interests have 
such sway that the debate has the cur- 
rency it appears to have achieved. 

Much of what is happening is non- 
debatable. Scientists know—not from 
theory but from observation, from cal- 
culation—what the range of parts per 
million of carbon dioxide has been in 
the atmosphere for 8,000 centuries. We 
can go back and find the carbon record 
in ice and in other ways, and we can es- 
tablish what the range was of carbon 
dioxide in our atmosphere. 

For the last 800,000 years, it has been 
between 170 and about 300 parts per 
million. That is the bandwidth—170 to 
300 parts per million—over 800,000 
years. For the first time in 800,000 
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years, we are out of that range. The 
present concentration—again, a meas- 
urement, not a theory—exceeds 391 
parts per million. Scientists can draw a 
trajectory which is something that 
people do all over this world. It is not 
complicated. It is not theory. If you 
draw a trajectory based on where we 
are going, the trajectory puts us at 688 
parts per million in the year 2095 and 
1,097 parts per million in the year 2195. 
These are levels that not only haven’t 
been seen in 800,000 years, they haven’t 
been seen in millions of years. 

This is an experiment in the very na- 
ture, the very physics of our planet. It 
has been known since just after the 
Civil War when the Irish scientist Tyn- 
dall discovered that CO, in the atmos- 
phere had a warming effect, had a blan- 
keting effect and warmed the atmos- 
phere. That has been bomb-proof 
science for more than a century. It is 
in basic textbooks. 

When we take that scientific the- 
ory—basic, established, more than 130, 
140 years old—and then combine it with 
the facts as we see it, that it has been 
in this range, it is now out of an 8,000- 
century range and climbing, and we 
look at some of the effects that are be- 
ginning to happen that are also con- 
sistent with that, a fairly undeniable 
story begins to emerge. 

The day will come, I am confident, 
when our grandchildren will look back 
at this moment at our unwillingness to 
deal with the plain scientific evidence 
in front of us and to instead be per- 
suaded by merchants of doubt with big 
checkbooks who have a vested interest 
in the outcome, who have a conflict of 
interest. We are listening to them, and 
we are not listening to the plain facts 
and to the plain science and the theo- 
ries that have been known for more 
than a century. People will look back 
at us with real shame—there is no 
other word for it—shame and disgust, 
that this was the way we addressed this 
problem on our planet. 

We can look back at other events 
such as this. Galileo had a view based 
on his observations on science as to 
how the planets worked, and he was in- 
timidated out of it by the power of the 
day which couldn’t abide that, and he 
was taken before the inquisition and 
was forced to recant. The legend is that 
when he recanted, he quietly said to 
himself: I recant, but the planets stay 
their courses. 

Well, the planets stay their courses, 
the laws of physics and chemistry don’t 
change, and we are on a slope toward a 
very severe problem. We can’t just sim- 
ply, like the ostrich, put our heads in 
the sand over and over. It is just 
wrong. 

So this amendment is wrong that 
would strip EPA of their authority. It 
will hurt people who depend on this. It 
has always been good for America when 
we have made our air and water clean- 
er. We simply cannot go on this way. It 
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is bad for this bill because it puts a poi- 
sonous amendment on it when this 
should be a bill we should all be getting 
behind. It is certainly wrong from a 
point of view of history and science and 
the obligation we have to our younger 
people and to their children who have 
to live in a world that faces the con- 
sequences of our negligence this day. 

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, 
this has actually been a very invig- 
orating debate on the bill that is pend- 
ing before the Senate. We have heard a 
few amendments that have been filed 
that are directly related to the reau- 
thorization of this important program, 
and there are others who have an argu- 
ably indirect impact on small business 
jobs and the creation of opportunity 
for research and technology invest- 
ments for small business in America. 
But we are unable to vote tonight and 
to come to any consensus about the 
order of votes. Hopefully, we can do 
that sometime this evening. 

Let me take this moment to again 
thank the 84 Members of the Senate 
who voted yesterday to give us an op- 
portunity to get to this important bill. 
As people have watched this debate 
throughout the day and continue to 
watch this evening, one of the reasons 
the leadership likes to sometimes put 
appropriate limits on the debate is to 
keep people focused on the underlying 
issue. But Senator SNOWE and I decided 
to urge our leaders to have a really 
open debate because we understand 
there are Members who feel very 
strongly about the EPA issues and the 
climate change rules and regulations 
and about the 1099 provision. Senator 
NELSON feels strongly about reducing 
legislative spending. Senator 
HUTCHISON and I in particular have 
strong feelings about the LEASE Act. 
So we are going to be as inclusive and 
incorporate as many of these ideas as 
we can. 

But I really want to ask, since we 
have looked at the amendment list just 
within the hour and we have 48 amend- 
ments pending on this bill—and some 
people have half a dozen—if Members 
and their staffs will please look and see 
what is absolutely essential for them 
to offer as an amendment on this bill 
so that we don’t miss this opportunity. 
That is really what I want to express 
right now, that this will be a missed 
opportunity to reauthorize one of the 
best programs at the Federal level. 

We have heard a lot of talk about 
programs that don’t work, about pro- 
grams that are wasteful, programs that 
are full of fraud and abuse. This is not 
one of them. This is the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s largest investment program 
in research and development. This 
gives small businesses in America— 
businesses we all represent on main 
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streets everywhere, whether North 
Carolina, Louisiana, California, or 
Massachusetts, small businesses with 
cutting-edge technology and new and 
exciting science, with very bright peo- 
ple who have graduated from some of 
the finest universities in the world— 
this gives them an opportunity to put 
their technology and their know-how 
in front of Federal agencies for the sole 
purpose of saving taxpayer money, cre- 
ating jobs, and increasing the revenues 
paid to governments at the local, 
State, and Federal level to solve our 
deficit problem. 

We are not going to solve our debt 
and deficit problem by cutting, slash- 
ing recklessly, domestic discretionary 
spending alone. No one in America be- 
lieves that. I don’t know why people 
come to the floor to continue to pro- 
mote that idea. It is not going to hap- 
pen. We are going to get to a balanced 
budget when we bring our revenues and 
our spending, in appropriate order, in 
line and when we pass bills such as this 
that literally help create thousands of 
jobs in America. That is what is going 
to end the recession. That is what is 
going to close this budget gap. And 
that is why I will stay on the floor all 
week with Senator SNOWE, who has 
been wonderfully helpful today, and we 
will continue until we can get this bill 
passed. 

I don’t want us to miss this oppor- 
tunity because it has been three Con- 
gresses—not one, not two, but three 
Congresses—that have tried and failed. 
We are not going to fail this week. We 
are going to pass this bill this week in 
the Senate. We are going to get a bill 
out of here and over to the House. It is 
very likely that the House will take up 
our bill as it is generally written. 

Why do I say that? Because we have 
already incorporated so many of the 
House views and thoughts over the last 
several years. This is not new language 
to them. We have a new chairman— 
Chairman GRAVES—and he understands 
perfectly that we are working hard in 
the Senate to get this bill over to him 
and to his good committee. 

We have literally thousands of busi- 
nesses kind of on hold because they do 
not know whether this program is 
going to be here from week to week. 
We have agencies that don’t know if 
they should put out solicitations for 
new technologies. Why wouldn’t we 
want to take this opportunity when we 
clearly know this is one of the most ef- 
fective programs? Let me give a spe- 
cific example. We have used it before, 
but it is worth using again, although 
we have hundreds. 

Qualcomm is a company that is very 
well known. It developed the software 
primarily that allows wireless commu- 
nication. Twenty years ago, nobody 
ever heard of Qualcomm, and very few 
people had cell phones that weighed 
less than 3 pounds each, as I remember. 
But 25 to 30 people came together with 
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Dr. Jacobs. They sat in his den, as he 
testified before our committee just last 
week. He said that through the SBIR 
Program, their initial idea got a couple 
hundred dollars. In phase II, they got 
$1.5 million. 

That is what this program does— 
incentivizes or gives grants or con- 
tracts to emerging technologies well 
before a bank would take a look, well 
before a venture capital fund would 
even look in their direction. You have 
to develop the technology to a point 
and then have it launched. This is 
where there is what he described as the 
valley of death—great ideas, but there 
is just not a lot of venture capital out 
there and particularly in this reces- 
sionary period. So he says we helped, 
that without this program, it would 
have been very difficult to grow their 
company. 

Today, that company employs 17,500 
people in about 22 countries in the 
world, including right here in the 
United States, and it pays in taxes, in 
1 year, $1 billion. That is 50 percent of 
the cost of this entire program. So one 
company—Qualcomm—in its 25-year 
life, has grown so much that it pays 
enough taxes that it supports 50 per- 
cent of the cost of this program annu- 
ally. 

I can give dozens of examples of other 
companies that have been launched 
through this program. 

Let me say that our Federal depart- 
ments are getting better at this. It was 
a little touch-and-go at first. The Fed- 
eral agencies weren’t quite used to it. 
Senator Rudman helped to create this 
program. He was very passionate about 
it, as were others, so we sort of pushed 
the Federal agencies to do this. They 
were more comfortable doing research 
and development with the big compa- 
nies. They felt more comfortable. They 
felt they weren’t taking as much risk. 
No one likes to fail. So they thought: 
Well, I have this project, and I am 
going to give it to IBM. If it doesn’t 
work, nobody can blame me. The prob- 
lem was that IBM didn’t have all the 
answers. We have come to find out that 
sometimes they had very few during 
parts of their career as a company. 

Not to be disrespectful to that com- 
pany, but right down the road there 
were 10 small businesses, but nobody 
ever heard of them; scientists nobody 
ever heard of. Senator Rudman knew 
this, so he said: We are going to man- 
date a certain percentage of your re- 
search and development money, you 
have to push it out to small business. 
And some of them, yes, failed. But as 
the folks testified, if they are not fail- 
ing, this program isn’t working. I want 
to repeat. If they are not failing, this 
program isn’t working because this 
program is front-end, high-risk, but 
with great returns for the American 
taxpayer and great returns for small 
businesses. 

I might say, as I said earlier today, it 
is the envy of many other countries in 
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the world. The gentleman who has done 
the most research and looking over at 
this program testified before our com- 
mittee that he travels around the 
world, and he is called by other nations 
that ask: How is it that the Federal 
Government sets up programs that 
allow the small businesses to enter 
into research and development? 

So Senator SNOWE and I have taken 
this on as our first priority for this 
year and for this Congress. We know 
there are many important bills pending 
before our committee, but we believe 
this is the right bill to present to the 
Congress in the right order. The Chair 
is on the committee, so she knows this 
very well. But we are trying to think of 
what we could get out of our com- 
mittee to the floor, to the President’s 
desk, that has the most immediate im- 
pact, creates the most jobs, and this is 
the program. 

This program extends the authoriza- 
tion for 8 years. It updates the award 
sizes for the program from $100,000 to 
$150,000. It takes the phase II awards 
from $750,000 to $1 million. It increases 
investment in small businesses by in- 
creasing the percentage from 2.5 to 3.5 
percent of the research and develop- 
ment monies at all agencies over 10 
years, including NIH and the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

These are very significant numbers 
for the Department of Defense. It is $1 
billion. It is $1 billion this bill will sort 
of set aside and say: Defense Depart- 
ment, if you are looking for that new 
radiator for that tank, if you are look- 
ing at ways to cool or looking at ways 
to sort your ammo more efficiently or 
looking at ways to come up with new 
software to help that warfighter, here 
is $1 billion of research money, and we 
want you to ask not just the big com- 
panies in America and around the 
world but the small companies, the 
innovators out there. Give them a 
chance to show you what they have. 
That is what this program does, and we 
have reams and reams of data sup- 
porting its effectiveness. 

It also includes this compromise be- 
tween the biotech, the venture capital 
industry, and the small business com- 
munity. We had a big fight over the 
last several years, but we have come to 
a compromise. Neither side is ecstatic, 
which means it is a good compromise. 
They are all sort of just understanding 
that without this compromise, this bill 
could fall apart, and they know how 
important it is. So they have come to 
terms on the basic portion that can be 
invested by venture capital funds, leav- 
ing the integrity of this program as a 
small business program, which is the 
way it was created, but allowing an ap- 
propriate level of involvement with the 
venture capital industry. 

It also creates Federal, State, and 
technical partnerships. It improves the 
SBA’s ability to oversee and coordinate 
this program. It adds some metrics and 
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measurements so we can really get 
some good data about how it is work- 
ing and where it is not working. And as 
we authorize it for 8 years, we will be 
able to really say that we got down to 
business and we got serious about reau- 
thorizing this important program, 
while leaving this debate open and 
flexible and allowing the Members to 
have an opportunity to speak about 
things they feel strongly about. 

I am hoping that sometime tomorrow 
we can vote on some of the amend- 
ments we discussed today—the McCon- 
nell amendment, the Johanns amend- 
ment, potentially, the Vitter amend- 
ment, and the Nelson amendment. Sen- 
ator CORNYN, Senator HUTCHISON, and 
others were down here to speak. We 
hope to get their amendments in the 
queue. But again, if the Members would 
just be cooperative and let Senator 
SNOWE and me know whether you could 
choose one or two and not offer six or 
seven amendments, that would be ex- 
tremely helpful to us. Just let us know 
and our staffs know, and we will work 
as hard as we can to have the votes 
that are necessary to move this bill off 
the floor and get it to the President’s 
desk. 

For those who say, why aren’t we 
talking about the budget and debt, my 
answer is, we are talking about the 
budget and debt. This is part of closing 
the budget gap. This is about creating 
jobs that generate revenue that closes 
that gap. It is not just about discre- 
tionary domestic spending cuts. We 
will never get where we need to be 
going down that road. We are going to 
get to it by a combination of things, 
and that is why Senator SNOWE and I 
feel very strongly about bringing this 
bill to the floor to talk about growing 
and encouraging job creation, particu- 
larly by small businesses, innovators, 
entrepreneurs, inventors, and risk tak- 
ers who need and rely on this program 
to launch new and exciting businesses 
that benefit us all. 

Whether it is in the State of Oregon, 
the State of Louisiana, or, as I said, 
Massachusetts, New York, or Cali- 
fornia, we have literally thousands of 
companies that have used this program 
successfully to grow. Our people are 
employed, and America is continuing 
to lead in many areas. Unfortunately, 
we don’t lead in every area, but in 
many areas in new emerging tech- 
nology, depending on the field, of 
course, we are very proud of this Fed- 
eral program, and it is an example of a 
program that works. 

If we could work as well as this pro- 
gram does in doing our work this week 
and getting this bill actually off the 
floor intact—with some amendments, 
of course, that will be voted on—and 
get it over to the House, let them do 
their work, and get this bill to the 
President’s desk, we will have done 
some good work this week. 

Mr. President, I am going to suggest 
the absence of a quorum. I don’t see 
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anyone else on the floor. There may be 
Members who will want to come to 
talk about amendments. There will be 
nothing that will be pending for the 
next few hours, and hopefully we can 
get an agreement later on tonight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MERKLEY). The Senator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, unfor- 
tunately, all too often it seems Federal 
agencies do not take into account the 
impacts to small businesses and job 
growth before imposing new rules and 
regulations. And so, I am introducing 
three amendments to the Small Busi- 
ness Reauthorization bill to force Fed- 
eral agencies to cut the redtape that 
impedes job growth. 

The first of my three amendments re- 
quires Federal agencies to analyze the 
indirect costs of regulations, such as 
the impact on job creation, the cost of 
energy, and consumer prices. 

Presently, Federal agencies are not 
required by statute to analyze the indi- 
rect cost regulations can have on the 
public, such as higher energy costs, 
higher prices, and the impact on job 
creation. However, Executive Order 
12866, issued by President Clinton in 
1993, obligates agencies to provide the 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs with an assessment of the indi- 
rect costs of proposed regulations. My 
amendment would essentially codify 
this provision of President Clinton’s 
Executive Order. 

My second amendment obligates Fed- 
eral agencies to comply with public no- 
tice and comment requirements and 
prohibits them from circumventing 
these requirements by issuing unoffi- 
cial rules as guidance documents.” 

After President Clinton issued Execu- 
tive Order 12866, Federal agencies found 
it easier to issue so-called guidance 
documents, rather than formal rules. 
Although these guidance documents 
are merely an agency’s interpretation 
of how the public can comply with a 
particular rule, and are not enforceable 
in court, as a practical matter they op- 
erate as if they are legally binding. 
Thus, they have been used by agencies 
to circumvent OIRA regulatory review 
and public notice and comment re- 
quirements. 

In 2007, President Bush issued Execu- 
tive Order 13422, which contained a pro- 
vision closing this loophole by impos- 
ing “Сооа Guidance Practices” on Fed- 
eral agencies, which requires them to 
provide public notice and comment for 
significant guidance documents. My 
amendment would essentially codify 
this provision of President Bush’s Ex- 
ecutive Order. 

My third amendment helps out the 
“little guy” trying to navigate our in- 
credibly complex and burdensome regu- 
latory environment. So many small 
businesses don’t have a lot of capital 
on hand. When a small business inad- 
vertently runs afoul of a Federal regu- 
lation for the first time, that first pen- 
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alty could sink the business and all the 
jobs it supports. My amendment would 
provide access to SBA assistance to 
small businesses in a situation where 
they face a first-time, nonharmful pa- 
perwork violation. It simply doesn’t 
make sense to me to punish small busi- 
nesses the first time they accidently 
fail to comply with paperwork require- 
ments, so long as no harm comes from 
that failure. 

Each of the provisions of these 
amendments have been endorsed by the 
National Federation of Independent 
Business, NFIB, and the Small Busi- 
ness and Entrepreneurship Council. I 
urge my colleagues to support these 
important amendments to our regu- 
latory system. 


EE 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi- 
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NET). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
NOMINATION HOLD 


Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, last 
year, I was disappointed to hear that 
some members of the Oregon National 
Guard who were demobilizing at Joint 
Base Lewis-McChord, JBLM, were not 
given access to all of the medical treat- 
ment to which they were entitled. Fur- 
ther, a document surfaced that showed 
that medical staff at the facility were 
being taught to believe that National 
Guard soldiers were not equal to ac- 
tive-duty soldiers and were to not re- 
ceive the same standard of care. 

Several investigations into the inci- 
dent were conducted by the Army. 
However each of the reports was classi- 
fied as a medical quality assurance 
document, preventing anyone, includ- 
ing myself, from seeing them. 

I have been working with Secretary 
of the Army John McHugh to try to re- 
solve this issue. I also hope to meet 
with Ms. Jo Ann Rooney—who, has 
been nominated to be Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense for Per- 
sonnel and Readiness, and if confirmed, 
would be involved in shaping policy re- 
garding the demobilization of National 
Guard troops—so that we can discuss 
this issue. 

However, until I am satisfied that 
the Army has conducted a proper in- 
vestigation of the incidents at JBLM, 
is working to resolve any problems 
that exist, and that Ms. Rooney will 
work to ensure that all servicemem- 
bers receive the care and benefits they 
have earned, I cannot allow Ms. Roo- 
ney’s nomination to proceed. 

Therefore, I will object to any unani- 
mous consent agreement to consider 
Ms. Rooney’s nomination. Thank you 
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for your assistance in this important 
matter. 


ae 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO HAL TURNER 


e Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
have come to the Senate floor many 
times before to speak about the impor- 
tant role that Louisiana sheriffs play 
in our State. Our sheriffs are unique 
among their nationwide counterparts 
in three distinct ways: in that they 
serve as the chief law enforcement offi- 
cer of the parish, the chief executive 
officer of the parish court, and the offi- 
cial tax collector for their parishes. 
This position, established in our State 
Constitution, gives our sheriffs a high- 
ly influential and distinct position of 
power and responsibility. 

Today I have come to commemorate 
one of our State’s most distinguished 
sheriffs, and a true leader within our 
law enforcement committee, Hal Tur- 
ner. Late last week, I learned that Hal, 
the executive director of the Louisiana 
Sheriffs’ Association, LSA, will be re- 
tiring at the end of March. He has 
served in this important role since 2004, 
and is only the third individual to do 
so since the LSA’s inception in 1938. 
While I am sad to see him leave, I 
would like to take a moment to honor 
Hal, his over 30 years of public service, 
and the many contributions he made to 
Louisiana. 

Hal began his law enforcement career 
in 1980 and rose through the ranks of 
the Allen Parish Sheriff’s Office from 
patrol deputy to criminal investigator. 
From the beginning he knew that law 
enforcement was something he ‘‘want- 
еа to ао,” but later in life he would 
learn that it was something he ‘‘had to 
do.” For Hal, law enforcement was 
about more than solving crimes; he 
recognized the role of the community 
in deterring criminal activity. To fos- 
ter that engagement, Hal began men- 
toring youth as one of Louisiana’s first 
Drug Abuse Resistance Education— 
DARE—officers. To this day, that post 
remains a source of great pride for him. 

Hal’s passion for law enforcement 
and service fueled participation on nu- 
merous LSA boards as well as the Lou- 
isiana Commission on Law Enforce- 
ment and Administration of Criminal 
Justice. In 2001, Hal achieved the high- 
est honor awarded to a Louisiana sher- 
iff—president of the LSA. Because of 
his effectiveness as a leader and con- 
tinued advocacy for the sheriffs, this 
part-time role soon became a full-time 
position. Hal took the helm as execu- 
tive director in 2004. 

As executive director, Hal ensured 
that the LSA was prepared for the 
challenges of the 21st century. Some of 
his initiatives included the promotion 
of the Sex Offenders Tracking Web- 
Site, establishing Louisiana as one of 
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the first States to take advantage of 
this National Precursor Log Exchange, 
NPLEx, and launching the Louisiana 


Methamphetamine Task Force, a 
project I was proud to help Hal accom- 
plish. 


During his tenure Hal and his sheriffs 
were tested in unprecedented ways, but 
his dedication to agency coordination 
allowed the sheriffs to utilize their 
unique role as both law enforcement 
and first responders throughout the 
State. This role was particular clear 
during both hurricanes Katrina and 
Rita. As my colleagues know, August 
2005 saw the worst natural disaster in 
the gulf coast’s history. For me, the re- 
sponse to these disasters revealed the 
depth of Hal’s character. Even under 
the most difficult of circumstances, he 
responded calmly, and continued to 
work for the people of Louisiana. Hal’s 
unfailing support during these disas- 
ters, and his efforts to coordinate with 
State and local law enforcement made 
our State’s response measures as effec- 
tive as those circumstances would per- 
mit. 

I could go on and on about Hal: from 
his efforts during other hurricanes to 
his work during catastrophic oilspills 
in the Gulf of Mexico. However, I know 
that I could never fully express what 
Hal has done for the people of Lou- 
isiana. Hal will always be remembered 
as the reliable voice of fortitude for 
and on the behalf of the Louisiana 
sheriffs. We will surely miss him but 
can take great comfort knowing that 
his wonderful wife Kathy and five 
grandchildren will be spending more 
time with their “Рау Paw.” I wish my 
friend all the best in his retirement 
and thank him for his steadfast duty to 
our great State.e 


— 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 10:35 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 793. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
12781 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard in Inver- 
ness, California, as the ‘‘Specialist Jake Rob- 
ert Velloza Post Office”. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con- 
current resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 27. Concurrent resolution pro- 
viding for the acceptance of a statue of Ger- 
ald R. Ford from the people of Michigan for 
placement in the United States Capitol. 


At 3:54 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following joint resolution, in which 
it requests the concurrence of the Sen- 
ate: 
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H.J. Res. 48. Joint resolution making fur- 
ther continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con- 
current resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 30. Concurrent resolution pro- 
viding for a conditional adjournment of the 
House of Representatives and a conditional 
recess or adjournment of the Senate. 


—u кс 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 


H.R. 793. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
12781 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard in Inver- 
ness, California, as the ‘‘Specialist Jake Rob- 
ert Velloza Post Office”, to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 
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MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 


The following joint resolution was 
read the first time: 


H.J. Res. 48. Joint resolution making fur- 
ther continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other puropses. 


—— к 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


EC-882. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Commission, Commodity Fu- 
tures Trading Commission, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Reporting Certain Post-Enactment Swap 
Transactions” ((17 CFR Part 44)(RIN3038- 
AD29)) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 11, 2011; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-883. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Defense Procurement and Acquisition 
Policy, Department of Defense, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Defense Federal Acquisition Regula- 
tion Supplement; Ownership or Control by a 
Foreign Government’? (DFARS Case 2010- 
D010) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on March 5, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

ЕС-884. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi- 
ness), transmitting a report on the approved 
retirement of Lieutenant General Thomas G. 
Miller, United States Army, and his advance- 
ment to the grade of lieutenant general on 
the retired list; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

ЕС-885. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi- 
ness), transmitting the report of (3) officers 
authorized to wear the insignia of the grade 
of brigadier general in accordance with title 
10, United States Code, section 777; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

ЕС-886. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Personnel and Readi- 
ness), transmitting the report of (6) officers 
authorized to wear the insignia of the grade 
of brigadier general in accordance with title 
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10, United States Code, section 777; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

ЕС-887. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Policy), transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to Cooper- 
ative Threat Reduction Programs; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

ЕС-888. A communication from the Legal 
Information Assistant, Office of Thrift Su- 
pervision, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Community Reinvestment 
Act—Community Development” (RIN1550- 
AB48) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 11, 2011; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-889. A communication from the Legal 
Information Assistant, Office of Thrift Su- 
pervision, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Personal Transactions in Se- 
curities’’ (RIN1550-AC16) received during ad- 
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 11, 2011; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC-890. A communication from the Legal 
Information Assistant, Office of Thrift Su- 
pervision, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘Stock Benefit Plans in Mu- 
tual-to-Stock Conversions and Mutual Hold- 
ing Company Structures” (RIN1550—AC07) re- 
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 11, 2011; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-891. A communication from the Legal 
Information Assistant, Office of Thrift Su- 
pervision, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
а rule entitled ‘“‘Permissible Activities of 
Savings and Loan Holding Companies’’ 
(RIN1550-AC10) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on March 11, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs. 

ЕС-892. A communication from the Legal 
Information Assistant, Office of Thrift Su- 
pervision, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Prohibited Service at Sav- 
ings and Loan Holding Companies” (RIN1550- 
AC14) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 11, 2011; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-893. A communication from the Legal 
Information Assistant, Office of Thrift Su- 
pervision, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Community Reinvestment 
Act—Interagency Uniformity’? (RIN1550- 
AC08) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 11, 2011; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-894. A communication from the Assist- 
ant General Counsel, General Law, Ethics, 
and Regulation, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel- 
ative to a vacancy announcement in the po- 
sition of Under Secretary (Terrorism and Fi- 
nancial Crimes), received during adjourn- 
ment of the Senate in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on March 11, 2011; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

ЕС-895. A communication from the Chair- 
man and President of the Export-Import 
Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port relative to transactions involving U.S. 
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exports to Ireland; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-896. A communication from the Chair- 
man and President of the Export-Import 
Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Bank’s 2010 Annual Report; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs. 

EC-897. A communication from the Pro- 
gram Manager, Centers for Medicare and 
Medicaid Services, Department of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Medi- 
care Program; Revisions to the Reductions 
and Increases to Hospitals’ FTE Resident 
Caps for Graduate Medical Education Pay- 
ment Purposes” (RIN0938-AQ92) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 14, 2011; to the Committee on Finance. 

ЕС-898. A communication from the Chief of 
the Trade and Commercial Regulations 
Branch, Customs and Border Protection, De- 
partment of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Extension of Import Restrictions Im- 
posed on Certain Archaeological and Ethno- 
logical Materials from Colombia” (RIN1515— 
А073) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 11, 2011; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

ЕС-899. A communication from the Chief of 
the Trade and Commercial Regulations 
Branch, Customs and Border Protection, De- 
partment of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en- 
titled ‘‘Country of Origin of Textile and Ap- 
parel Products’? (RIN1515-AD57) received 
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on March 
14, 2011; to the Committee on Finance. 

ЕС-900. A communication from the Deputy 
Chief Human Capital Officer, Department of 
Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Department’s third and final report on the 
category rating system; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

ЕС-901. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Occupational Safety and Health 
Review Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the Commission’s Buy American Act 
Report for fiscal year 2010; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

ЕС-902. A communication from the Senior 
Counsel for Regulatory Affairs, Depart- 
mental Offices, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Garnishment of Accounts 
Containing Federal Benefit Payments” 
(RIN1505-AC20) received іп the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 10, 2011; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

ЕС-903. A communication from the Admin- 
istrator of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a report entitled ‘‘2011 National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA) Strategic Plan’’; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

ЕС-904. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Merit Systems Protection Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti- 
tled ‘‘Making the Right Connections: Tar- 
geting the Best Competencies for Training”; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

ЕС-905. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the Consumer Product Safety Com- 
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Commission’s Fiscal Year 2010 Annual Per- 
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formance and Accountability Report; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

ЕС-906. A communication from the Chair- 
man of the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Commission’s Performance and Account- 
ability Report for fiscal year 2010; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

ЕС-907. A communication from the Chair- 
man, Federal Labor Relations Authority, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Authority’s Fiscal Year 2010 Performance 
and Accountability Report; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

ЕС-908. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to a one-year extension 
of the District of Arizona’s declaration of a 
judicial emergency; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

ЕС-909. A communication from the Direc- 
tor, Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled ‘‘Report of the Pro- 
ceedings of the Judicial Conference of the 
United States’? for the September 2010 ses- 
sion; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-910. A communication from the Deputy 
General Counsel, Office of Surety Guaran- 
tees, Small Business Administration, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Surety Bond Guarantee Program; 
Disaster and Miscellaneous Amendments” 
(RIN3245-AF77) received during adjournment 
of the Senate in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on March 11, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Small Business and Entrepreneur- 
ship. 

ЕС-911. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulations Management Office of 
the General Counsel, Office of Public and 
Intergovernmental Affairs, Department of 
Veterans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled “U.S. 
Paralympics Monthly Assistance Allowance” 
(RIN2900-AN48) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 15, 2011; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

ЕС-912. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to Executive Order 13313 of July 31, 2003, 
the semiannual report detailing payments 
made to Cuba as a result of the provision of 
telecommunications services pursuant to De- 
partment of the Treasury specific licenses; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-913. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act, 
the certification of a proposed technical as- 
sistance agreement for the export of defense 
articles, to include technical data, and de- 
fense services to Singapore related to the 
sale of one G550 aircraft modified with a 
military TACAN beacon system and an AN/ 
ARC-210 VHF/UHF radio in the amount of 
$50,000,000 or more; to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

ЕС-914. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act, 
the certification of a proposed manufac- 
turing license agreement for the export of 
defense articles, to include technical data, 
and defense services to the Commonwealth 
of Australia for the manufacture, assembly, 
testing, qualification, maintenance and re- 
pair of military aiming lasers, infrared 
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illuminators, and associated military elec- 
tronics; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

ЕС-915. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act, 
the certification of a proposed manufac- 
turing license agreement for the export of 
defense articles, to include technical data, 
and defense services to Japan for the manu- 
facture and support of the KD2R-5 Aerial 
Target System Program for the Japanese 
Ministry of Defense in the amount of 
$100,000,000 or more; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 


a 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The following petition or memorial 
was laid before the Senate and was re- 
ferred or ordered to lie on the table as 
indicated: 

POM-5. A resolution adopted by the House 
of Representatives of the State of Michigan 
urging the Congress of the United States to 
take steps to insure that the Wall Street Re- 
form and Consumer Protection Act does not 
result in increased fees on consumers at ex- 
empted institutions; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 21 

Whereas, under certain provisions (section 
1075) of the Wall Street Reform and Con- 
sumer Protection Act (Public Law No. 111- 
203), the Federal Reserve Board is required to 
issue regulations that would provide for rea- 
sonable interchange transaction fees for 
electronic debit transactions and place limi- 
tations on payment card network restric- 
tions; and 

Whereas, in drafting Section 1075, Congress 
included language to exempt small issuers 
from this provision, defining small institu- 
tions as those ‘‘with less than $10 billion in 
total assets.” Small issuers rely on debit 
interchange fees to provide free checking 
services to their customers and to cover 
costs associated with fraud prevention and 
data security. If these costs were not fully 
recoverable, small issuers would be unable to 
offer debit services to their customers, and 
the result could be decreased consumer 
choice and higher fees. Because of these con- 
cerns, Congress specifically exempted those 
institutions with less than $10 billion in as- 
sets; and 

Whereas, the Federal Reserve Board’s cur- 
rent debit interchange fee regulatory pro- 
posal (Docket No. R-1404) could lead to the 
unintended consequences of increasing costs 
on consumers and limiting consumer choice. 
The proposal does not include any provision 
designed to enforce the carve-out for small 
issuers. It is incumbent on Congress to re- 
visit this issue and help insure that these 
regulations do not ultimately result in less 
choice and higher costs for consumers: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives, 
That we urge Congress to stop or delay the 
implementation of Section 1075 so that stat- 
utory changes can be made to ensure institu- 
tions with less than $10 billion in assets are 
exempted without consequence in order to 
ensure Section 1075 does not result in in- 
creased fees on consumers at exempted insti- 
tutions; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele- 
gation. 
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 


The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. LEVIN for the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

*Michael Vickers, of Virginia, to be Under 
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence. 

*Jo Ann Rooney, of Massachusetts, to be 
Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
for Personnel and Readiness. 

Army nomination of Lt. Gen. Purl K. Keen, 
to be Lieutenant General. 

Army nomination of Gen. 
Dempsey, to be General. 

Army nomination of Maj. Gen. Joseph L. 
Votel, to be Lieutenant General. 

Army nomination of Brig. Gen. Donald L. 
Rutherford, to be Major General. 

Army nomination of Maj. Gen. Donald M. 
Campbell, Jr., to be Lieutenant General. 

Marine Corps nomination of Maj. Gen. 
Thomas L. Conant, to be Lieutenant Gen- 
eral. 

Marine Corps nomination of Lt. Gen. John 
F. Kelly, to be Lieutenant General. 

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. James P. 
Wisecup, to be Vice Admiral. 

Navy nomination of Vice Adm. Joseph D. 
Kernan, to be Vice Admiral. 


Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, for the 
Committee on Armed Services I report 
favorably the following nomination 
lists which were printed in the 
RECORDS on the dates indicated, and 
ask unanimous consent, to save the ex- 
pense of reprinting on the Executive 
Calendar that these nominations lie at 
the Secretary’s desk for the informa- 
tion of Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Air Force nominations beginning with 
David Lewis Buttrick and ending with 
Theadore L. Wilson, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on February 28, 2011. 

Air Force nominations beginning with 
Martin D. Adamson and ending with John 
Marion Von Almen, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on February 28, 2011. 

Air Force nominations beginning with 
Christian R. Schlicht and ending with 
Kamekea C. Willis, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on March 4, 2011. 

Army nomination of Stacy J. Taylor, to be 
Major. 

Army nominations beginning with 
Temidayo L. Anderson and ending with Allen 
P. Zent, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on February 16, 2011. 

Army nomination of Paul L. Robson, to be 
Major. 

Army nomination of Brian M. Boyce, to be 
Major. 

Army nomination of Jan I. Maby, to be 
Lieutenant Colonel. 

Army nominations beginning with Jason 
K. Burgman and ending with Cody D. 
Whittington, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on February 28, 2011. 

Army nominations beginning with Lee A. 
Burnett and ending with Robert A. Marsh, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on February 28, 2011. 

Army nominations beginning with Ken- 
neth P. Donnelly and ending with Richard J. 


Martin E. 


March 15, 2011 


Vanarnam, Jr., which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on February 28, 2011. 

Army nominations beginning with Kevin J. 
Mccann and ending with Gordon E. Vincent, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on February 28, 2011. 

Army nominations beginning with John S. 
Kuttas and ending with Wesley G. White, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on February 28, 2011. 

Army nomination of Nicole K. Avci, to be 
Major. 

Army nomination of Edmond K. Safarian, 
to be Major. 

Army nominations beginning with Charles 
L. Clark and ending with Russell D. Taylor, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on March 4, 2011. 

Army nominations beginning with Erik M. 
Benda and ending with Seth D. Middleton, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on March 9, 2011. 

Army nominations beginning with Kevin 
B. Dennehy and ending with Gregory A. 
Thingvold, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on March 9, 2011. 

Marine Corps nomination of Daniel A. Si- 
erra, to be Major. 

Marine Corps nomination of Jeffrey S. 
Forbes, to be Lieutenant Colonel. 

Navy nominations beginning with Garry 
W. Lambert and ending with Bryan P. Ras- 
mussen, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on February 14, 2011. 

Navy nominations beginning with Karin E. 
Thomas and ending with Leslie A. Waldman, 
which nominations were received by the Sen- 
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on February 14, 2011. 

Navy nomination of Daniel A. Freilich, to 
be Captain. 

Navy nominations beginning with Richard 
T. Grossart and ending with Andrew G. 
Mortimer, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on March 4, 2011. 

Navy nominations beginning with John A. 
Salvato and ending with Jay A. Ferns, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
March 4, 2011. 

Navy nomination of Brandon M. Oberling, 
to be Lieutenant Commander. 

Navy nominations beginning with William 
A. Brown, Jr. and ending with Harpreet 
Singh, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on March 9, 2011. 

*Nomination was reported with rec- 
ommendation that it be confirmed sub- 
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes- 
tify before any duly constituted com- 
mittee of the Senate. 

(Nominations without an asterisk were re- 
ported with the recommendation that they 
be confirmed.) 


EEE 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


March 15, 2011 


By Mr. McCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
RUBIO): 

S. 574. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals to des- 
ignate that up to 10 percent of their income 
tax liability be used to reduce the national 
debt, and to require spending reductions 
equal to the amounts so designated; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. TESTER (for himself, Mr. 
CORKER, Mr. CARPER, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. Coons, Mr. LEE, Mr. NELSON of 
Nebraska, Mr. KYL, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. 
THUNE, and Mr. COBURN): 

S. 575. A bill to study the market and ap- 
propriate regulatory structure for electronic 
debit card transactions, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Hous- 
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. HARKIN: 

S. 576. A bill to amend the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 to improve 
standards for physical education; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. VITTER: 

S. 577. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to clarify eligibility for the 
child tax credit; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, 
Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
BEGICH, Мг. WYDEN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
Mr. KERRY, and Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. 578. A bill to amend title V of the Social 
Security Act to eliminate the abstinence- 
only education program; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 

S. 579. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to direct the Secretary of De- 
fense to provide members of the Individual 
Ready Reserve, Individual Mobilization 
Augmentees, and inactive members of the 
National Guard who served in Afghanistan or 
Iraq with information on counseling to pre- 
vent suicide, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mr. 
LUGAR, and Mr. NELSON of Nebraska): 

S. 580. A bill to amend the Environmental 
Research, Development, and Demonstration 
Authorization Act of 1978 to require the ap- 
pointment of a member of the Science Advi- 
sory Board based on the recommendation of 
the Secretary of Agriculture; to the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. BURR (for himself and Mr. 
ENZI): 

S. 581. A bill to amend the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 to re- 
quire criminal background checks for child 
care providers; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. BROWN 
of Ohio, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. BOXER, 
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, and Mr. LAUTENBERG): 

S. 582. A bill to establish a point of order 
against any efforts to reduce benefits paid to 
Social Security recipients, raise the retire- 
ment age, or create private retirement ac- 
counts under title II of the Social Security 
Act; to the Committee on Rules and Admin- 
istration. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself and Mr. 
INOUYE): 

S. 583. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to permit direct pay- 
ment under the Medicare program for clin- 
ical social worker services provided to resi- 
dents of skilled nursing facilities; to the 
Committee on Finance. 
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By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. BEGICH, and Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 584. A bill to establish the Social Work 
Reinvestment Commission to provide inde- 
pendent counsel to Congress and the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services on pol- 
icy issues associated with recruitment, re- 
tention, research, and reinvestment in the 
profession of social work, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. NELSON of Nebraska (for him- 
self, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Ms. MIKUL- 
SKI, Mr. Coons, and Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 585. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Education to award grants for the support of 
full-service community schools, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and 
Mrs. MCCASKILL): 

S. 586. A bill to amend the Congressional 
Accountability Act of 1995 to apply whistle- 
blower protections available to certain exec- 
utive branch employees to legislative branch 
employees, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. ScHU- 
MER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mrs. GILLI- 
BRAND, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. WHITE- 
HOUSE, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. 
CARDIN): 

S. 587. A bill to amend the Safe Drinking 
Water Act to repeal a certain exemption for 
hydraulic fracturing, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works. 

By Mr. CASEY: 

S. 588. A bill to amend the Workforce In- 
vestment Act of 1998, to authorize a national 
grant program for on-the-job training; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CASEY: 

S. 589. A bill to provide for an expedited re- 
sponse to emergencies related to oil or gas 
production or storage; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Ms. MURKOWSKI) (by request): 

S. 590. A bill to convey certain submerged 
lands to the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands in order to give that terri- 
tory the same benefits in its submerged 
lands as Guam, the Virgin Islands, and 
American Samoa have in their submerged 
lands; to the Committee on Energy and Nat- 
ural Resources. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself, 
Ms. STABENOW, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. 
CASEY, and Mr. MERKLEY): 

S. 591. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to extend the qualifying 
advanced energy project credit; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. McCAIN: 

S. Res. 102. A resolution calling for a no-fly 
zone and the recognition of the Transitional 
National Council in Libya; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 


4059 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 102 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
102, a bill to provide an optional fast- 
track procedure the President may use 
when submitting rescission requests, 
and for other purposes. 
8. 244 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 244, a bill to enable States to opt 
out of certain provisions of the Patient 
Protection and Affordable Care Act. 
8. 274 
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 274, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to ex- 
pand access to medication therapy 
management services under the Medi- 
care prescription drug program. 
8. 325 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. COONS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 325, a bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to require the pro- 
vision of behavioral health services to 
members of the reserve components of 
the Armed Forces necessary to meet 
pre-deployment апа _ post-deployment 
readiness and fitness standards, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 362 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Min- 
nesota (Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 362, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to provide 
for a Pancreatic Cancer Initiative, and 
for other purposes. 
8. 376 
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of б. 
376, a bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide that persons 
having seriously delinquent tax debts 
shall be ineligible for Federal employ- 
ment. 
S. 398 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 398, a bill to amend the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act to 
improve energy efficiency of certain 
appliances and equipment, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 437 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the name of the Senator from 
Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI) was added as 
a cosponsor of б. 487, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re- 
quire the Secretary of the Treasury to 
provide each individual taxpayer a re- 
ceipt for an income tax payment which 
itemizes the portion of the payment 
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which is allocable to various Govern- 
ment spending categories. 
S. 489 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 489, a 
bill to require certain mortgagees to 
evaluate loans for modifications, to es- 
tablish a grant program for State and 
local government mediation programs, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 509 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the name of the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 509, a bill to amend the 
Federal Credit Union Act, to advance 
the ability of credit unions to promote 
small business growth and economic 
development opportunities, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 520 
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. CORKER), the Senator from Maine 
(Ms. COLLINS), the Senator from Maine 
(Ms. SNOWE) and the Senator from Ne- 
vada (Mr. ENSIGN) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 520, a bill to repeal the 
Volumetric Ethanol Excise Tax Credit. 
S. 530 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of б. 
530, a bill to modify certain subsidies 
for ethanol production, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 555 
At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 555, a bill to end discrimi- 
nation based on actual or perceived 
sexual orientation or gender identity 
in public schools, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 565 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 565, a bill to establish an 
employment-based immigrant visa for 
alien entrepreneurs who have received 
significant capital from investors to 
establish a business in the United 
States. 
S. 570 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) and the Senator from Lou- 
isiana (Mr. VITTER) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 570, a bill to prohibit the 
Department of Justice from tracking 
and cataloguing the purchases of mul- 
tiple rifles and shotguns. 
S. CON. RES. 4 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 4, a concurrent 
resolution expressing the sense of Con- 
gress that an appropriate site on Chap- 
lains Hill in Arlington National Ceme- 
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tery should be provided for a memorial 
marker to honor the memory of the 
Jewish chaplains who died while on ac- 
tive duty in the Armed Forces of the 
United States. 
S. CON. RES. 7 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. Con. Res. 7, a concurrent reso- 
lution supporting the Local Radio 
Freedom Act. 
S. RES. 51 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. Res. 51, a resolution rec- 
ognizing the 190th anniversary of the 
independence of Greece and celebrating 
Greek and American democracy. 
S. RES. 80 
At the request of Mr. KIRK, the name 
of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. Res. 80, 
a resolution condemning the Govern- 
ment of Iran for its state-sponsored 
persecution of its Baha’i minority and 
its continued violation of the Inter- 
national Covenants on Human Rights. 
8. RES. 87 
At the request of Mr. THUNE, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 87, a resolution designating the 
year of 2012 as the ‘‘International Year 
of Cooperatives’’. 
S. RES. 94 
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Res. 94, a resolution to express the 
sense of the Senate in support of reduc- 
ing its budget by at least 5 percent. 
AMENDMENT NO. 161 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. BROWN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of amendment No. 161 proposed 
to S. 493, a bill to reauthorize and im- 
prove the SBIR and STTR programs, 
and for other purposes. 


— с _ 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. HARKIN: 

б. 576. A bill to amend the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 to improve standards for physical 
education; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen- 
sions. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the FIT Kids Act. That 
first word, FIT, an acronym for Fitness 
Integrated with Teaching, an impor- 
tant concept that I am proud to pro- 
mote today. The FIT Kids Act encour- 
ages schools to provide children with 
quality physical education in an effort 
to promote health апа wellness 
throughout their lives. 

Since the 1970s, the incidence of obe- 
sity has more than doubled for pre- 
school children aged 2-5 years and for 
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young people aged 12-19 years; for chil- 
dren aged 6-11 years, it has more than 
tripled. Since there are many reasons 
for this public health crisis, we know 
that addressing it will require multiple 
solutions. An important place we can 
address childhood obesity is in our 
schools. The Centers for Disease Con- 
trol and Prevention has found that 
fewer than 10 percent of our public 
schools offer daily physical education 
for the entire school year for all stu- 
dents. Let me repeat that, fewer than 
10 percent. Our kids deserve better. Re- 
search has shown that physical edu- 
cation not only promotes health and 
wellness, it also has a direct correla- 
tion with kids’ academic performance 
in school. 

The FIT Kids Act would amend the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act to shine a light on the availability 
of quality physical education for all 
public school children through grade 
12, and to ensure they receive impor- 
tant health and nutritional informa- 
tion. As Chairman of the Senate 
Health, Education, Labor and Pensions 
Committee, I have been working in a 
bipartisan way with my colleagues on 
the committee to reauthorize the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 

With the reauthorization of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act, 
we must fix the things that are not 
working, while protecting the goals of 
the bill, including narrowing achieve- 
ment gaps. It is truly alarming to see 
the discrepancies in achievement be- 
tween children in the United States 
and children abroad. Here in the U.S., 
despite making some progress, we con- 
tinue to have wide апа persistent 
achievement gaps that are leaving be- 
hind children of color, young people 
from disadvantaged backgrounds, and 
children with disabilities. 

In addition to achievement gaps, I 
am also concerned about the trends in 
physical education in schools across 
the Nation. Currently, schools are de- 
creasing the amount of free play or 
physical activity that children engage 
in during school hours. Only about one- 
third of elementary children have daily 
physical education, and less than one- 
fifth have extracurricular physical ac- 
tivity programs at their schools. I 
know that difficult resource decisions 
have to be made but we cannot short- 
change our children’s health. This is 
short-sighted for two big reasons: One, 
we are fighting a childhood obesity epi- 
demic of frightening proportions. And, 
two, aS research shows, and as any 
teacher or parent knows, kids have to 
have time to play and burn off energy 
if they are going to be in a proper 
frame of mind to learn. 

The association between physical ac- 
tivity and academic achievement is an 
important part of why we need to con- 
tinue to support physical education. 
Broad evidence suggests a positive re- 
lationship between physical activity 
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and grade point average, rate of learn- 
ing, memory, attention span, and class- 
room behavior, as well as cognitive, so- 
cial, and motor skill development. Re- 
search indicates that youth who report 
engaging in physical activity at school 
are 20 percent more likely than their 
less active peers to earn good grades in 
math or English. Furthermore, data 
suggests that children who are over- 
weight have greater risk for school ab- 
senteeism than their peers who are av- 
erage weight. In order for our Nation’s 
children to be successful students, we 
must do all that we can to ensure they 
are in school and ready to learn. 

This legislation will ensure that par- 
ents receive critical information re- 
garding the time and resources devoted 
to their children for a quality physical 
education. Specifically, the bill will re- 
quire schools, local educational agen- 
cies, and state educational agencies to 
publicly report on the quantity and 
quality of physical education courses 
provided using nationally recognized 
guidelines and standards. This will give 
parents the information they need to 
assess whether their children are re- 
ceiving an appropriate physical edu- 
cation. Furthermore, the FIT Kids Act 
would give parents the tools necessary 
to encourage and support a healthy and 
active lifestyle, including increased 
physical activity during and outside 
the school day, and nutritious eating 
habits both at home and at school. 

In addition, the bill promotes profes- 
sional development for teachers and 
school principals to promote healthy 
lifestyles and physical activity through 
evidence-based curricula, and thereby 
boost students’ ability to learn more 
effectively. The bill also promotes 
physical activity in after-school pro- 
grams and amends the school coun- 
seling program to take into account 
both students’ emotional wellbeing and 
their physical wellbeing. 

Finally, this legislation authorizes 
research on the ways physical activity 
can be incorporated into all aspects of 
the school day, the impact of physical 
activity on students’ readiness to 
learn, and the best ways to measure 
student progress in increasing physical 
activity. 

The FIT Kids Act shines a spotlight 
on children’s health and how our 
schools can play a greater role in 
teaching our children healthy behav- 
iors. AS we move forward in reauthor- 
izing the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, we cannot neglect the 
importance of proper physical edu- 
cation. We know that sedentary life- 
styles that begin in childhood can lead 
to number of major chronic diseases 
that affect their health and wellbeing 
in adulthood. Accordingly, we owe it to 
American students to teach them 
healthy behaviors and the importance 
of physical activity, and how these les- 
sons will benefit them throughout 
their lives. The FIT Kids Act provides 
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the framework to accomplish this. I 
urge my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 


S. 576 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 


This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fitness Inte- 
grated with Teaching Kids Act” or the “FIT 
Kids Act’’. 


SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 


Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) Childhood obesity has reached epidemic 
proportions in the United States. 

(2) Obesity-related diseases cost the United 
States economy more than $117,000,000,000 
every year. 

(3) The prevalence of overweight in chil- 
dren between the ages of 6 and 11 years in- 
creased from 4.0 percent in 1971-1974 to 17.5 
percent in 2001-2004, and the prevalence of 
overweight in adolescents between the ages 
of 12 and 19 years increased from 6.1 percent 
to 17.0 percent. 

(4) More than 9,000,000 children and adoles- 
cents between the ages of 6 and 19 years are 
considered overweight on the basis of being 
in the 95th percentile or higher of BMI val- 
ues in the 2000 CDC growth chart for the 
United States. 

(5) If children do not become more active 
and healthy, one-third of all children born in 
2000 or later will suffer from diabetes at 
some point in their lives. 

(6) Of all United States deaths from major 
chronic disease, 23 percent are linked to sed- 
entary lifestyles that now begin at child- 
hood. 

(7) Adolescents who are overweight have a 
70-80 percent chance of becoming overweight 
adults, increasing their risk for chronic dis- 
ease, disability, and death. 

(8) A recent study showed that plaque 
build-up in the neck arteries of children who 
are obese or those with high cholesterol is 
similar to those levels seen in middle-aged 
adults. 

(9) A decline in physical activity has con- 
tributed to the unprecedented epidemic of 
childhood obesity. 

(10) The Physical Activity Guidelines for 
Americans recommend that children engage 
in 60 minutes or more of physical activity 
each day. 

(11) In a 2005 Government Accountability 
Office report on key strategies to include in 
programs designed to target childhood obe- 
sity, ‘‘increasing physical activity” was 
identified as the most important component 
in any such program. 

(12) Part of the decline in physical activity 
has been in our Nation’s schools, where phys- 
ical education programs have been cut back 
in the past 2 decades. 

(13) The national standard for physical 
education frequency is 150 minutes per week 
in elementary school and 225 minutes per 
week in middle school and high school. 

(14) Only 3.8 percent of elementary school, 
7.9 percent of middle school, and 2.1 percent 
of high schools provide daily physical edu- 
cation or its equivalent for the entire school 
year, and 22 percent of schools do not require 
students to take any physical education at 
all. 
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(15) Among children ages 9 to 13, 61.5 per- 
cent do not participate in any organized 
physical activity during out-of-school hours. 

(16) Regular physical activity is associated 
with a healthier, longer life and a lower risk 
of cardiovascular disease, high blood pres- 
sure, diabetes, obesity, and some cancers. 

(17) Research suggests a strong correlation 
between children’s fitness and their aca- 
demic performance as measured by grades in 
core subjects and standardized test scores. 

(18) Approximately 81 percent of adults be- 
lieve daily physical education should be 
mandatory in schools. 


SEC. 3. REPORT CARDS. 


Section 1111(h) of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6311(h)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(C)— 

(A) in clause (vii), by striking ‘‘and’’ after 
the semicolon; 

(B) in clause (viii), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ix) the amount of time students spend in 
required physical education as measured 
against the national standards of 150 min- 
utes per week of required physical education 
for students in elementary school and 225 
minutes per week of required physical edu- 
cation for students in middle school and sec- 
ondary school; 

(х) the percentage of local educational 
agencies in the State that have a required, 


age-appropriate physical education cur- 
riculum for all students in elementary 
schools, middle schools, and secondary 


schools that adheres to national guidelines 
adopted by the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention and State standards; 

(хі) the percentage of elementary school 
and secondary school physical education 
teachers who are State licensed or certified 
as physical education teachers; and 

(хіі) the percentage of schools that have a 
School Health Council that includes parents, 
students, representatives of the school food 
authority, representatives of the school 
board, school administrators and members of 
the public and that meets monthly to pro- 
mote a healthy school environment.’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(B)(i)— 


(A) in subclause (D), by striking “апа” 
after the semicolon; 
(B) in subclause (II), by striking “апа” 


after the semicolon; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

‘“(IIT) the percentage of elementary school 
and secondary school physical education 
teachers who are State certified as physical 
education teachers; and 

(ТУ) the amount of square feet of indoor 
and outdoor facilities that are primarily 
used for physical education and the amount 
of square feet of indoor and outdoor facilities 
that are primarily used for physical activity; 
and”; and 

(3) in paragraph (2)(В)(11)— 

(A) in subclause (1), by striking 
after the semicolon; 

(B) in subclause (II), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(ПІ) the percentage of elementary school 
and secondary school physical education 
teachers who are State certified as physical 
education teachers; and 

“(ТУ) the number of meetings of a School 
Health Council that includes parents, stu- 
dents, representatives of the school food au- 
thority, representatives of the school board, 
school administrators and members of the 
public during the school year.’’. 


“апа?” 
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SEC. 4. PROMOTING PHYSICAL EDUCATION AND 
ACTIVITY IN SCHOOL PROGRAMS. 

(a) ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL 
COUNSELING PROGRAMS.—Section 5421 of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7245) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2)(H), by inserting 
which design and implementation shall take 
into consideration the overall emotional and 
physical well-being of students” after ‘‘the 
program”; and 

(2) in subsection (c)(2)(E), by inserting 
“health, the importance of regular physical 
activity,” after ‘‘relationships,’’. 

(b) SMALLER LEARNING COMMUNITIES.—Sec- 
tion 5441(b) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7249(b)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(14) How the local educational agency will 
ensure that smaller learning communities 
support healthy lifestyles including partici- 
pation in physical education and physical ac- 
tivity by all students and access to nutri- 
tious food and nutrition education.’’. 

(c) 21ST CENTURY COMMUNITY LEARNING 
CENTERS.— 

(1) PURPOSE; DEFINITIONS.—Section 4201 of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7171) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(2), by inserting ‘‘nu- 
trition education programs, structured phys- 
ical activity programs,” after ‘‘recreation 
programs,’’; and 

(B) in subsection (b)(1)(A), by inserting 
“nutrition education, structured physical ac- 
tivity,” after ‘‘recreation,’’. 

(2) LOCAL COMPETITIVE GRANT PROGRAM.— 
Section 4204(b)(2) of the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
7174(b)(2))— 

(A) in subparagraph (M), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (N) as 
subparagraph (O); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (M) the 
following: 

(№) an assurance that the proposed pro- 
gram is coordinated with the physical edu- 
cation and health education programs of- 
fered during the school day; and’’. 

(3) LOCAL ACTIVITIES.—Section 4205(a) of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7175(a))— 

(A) in paragraph (11), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon; 

(B) in paragraph (12), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; апа”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

(13) programs that support a healthy, ac- 
tive lifestyle, including nutritional edu- 
cation and regular, structured physical ac- 
tivity programs.’’. 

(d) PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT.—Section 1118 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (E), by striking “апа” 
at the end; 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 
subparagraph (G); and 

(С) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
following: 

(Е) involve and train parents іп encour- 
aging and supporting a healthy and active 
lifestyle, including increased physical activ- 
ity during and outside the school day, and 
nutritional eating habits in the home and at 
school; апа”; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in the subsection heading, by inserting 
after ‘‘ACHIEVEMENT’’ the following: ‘‘BY 
HEALTHY, ACTIVE STUDENTS”; 

(B) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘standards.’’ and inserting 


Jk 
p 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


“standards and to ensure that the children 
lead healthy, active lives.”; and 

(C) in paragraph (1)— 

(1) by inserting after ‘‘supportive” the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘, healthy,” ; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘; and participating” and 
inserting ‘‘; participating”; and 

(iii) by inserting after ‘‘extracurricular 
time” the following: “апа supporting their 
children in leading a healthy and active life, 
such as by providing healthy meals and 
snacks, encouraging participation in phys- 
ical education, and sharing in physical activ- 
ity outside the school day’’; and 

(8) in subsection (e)— 

(A) by  redesignating paragraphs (6) 
through (14) as paragraphs (7) through (15), 
respectively; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(6)(A) shall ensure that parents and 
teachers have information about the impor- 
tance of a healthy lifestyle, including nutri- 
tional eating habits, physical education, and 
physical activity, to an effective learning en- 
vironment; and 

“(В) shall coordinate activities with par- 
ents and teachers to ensure that children are 
provided with nutritious meals and snacks, 
and have ample opportunities for physical 
education and physical activity during and 
outside the school day;’’. 

SEC. 5. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR 
TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS. 

(a) STATE APPLICATIONS.—Section 2112(b) of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6612(b)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“(13) A description of how the State edu- 
cational agency will use funds under this 
part to provide professional development 
that is directly related to the fields of phys- 
ical education and health education to phys- 
ical education teachers and health education 
teachers to ensure that children are leading 
healthy, active lifestyles that are conducive 
to effective learning.’’. 

(b) STATE USE OF FUNDS.—Section 2113(c)(6) 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6613(с)(6)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘, in cases in which a State 
educational agency determines support to be 
appropriate,’’; and 

(2) by inserting physical education 
teachers, and health education teachers” 
after ‘‘pupil services personnel”. 

(c) LOCAL APPLICATIONS AND NEEDS ASSESS- 
MENT.—Section 2122(b)(9) of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6622(b)(9)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (С), by striking “апа” 
after the semicolon; 

(2) in subparagraph (D), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(Е) improve the health and eating habits 
of students and increase rates of physical ac- 
tivity of students.’’. 

(d) LOCAL USE OF FUNDS.—Section 
2123(a)(3) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6623(a)(3)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ after 
the semicolon; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 

(111) effective strategies for improving the 
healthy habits of students and the rates of 
physical activity by students that result in 
the ability to learn more effectively; and’’; 
and 

(2) in subparagraph (B)— 

(A) in clause (iv), by striking ‘‘and’’ after 
the semicolon; 
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(B) in clause (v), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

(уі) provide training, with curricula that 
is evidence-based, in how to teach physical 
education and health education that results 
in the ability of students to learn more effec- 
tively.’’. 

SEC. 6. NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL STUDY. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Edu- 
cation shall enter into a contract with the 
National Research Council of the National 
Academy of Sciences to— 

(1) examine and make recommendations 
regarding— 

(A) various means that may be employed 
to incorporate physical activity into Head 
Start and childcare settings, elementary, 
middle, and high school settings, and before- 
and after-school programs; and 

(B) innovative and effective ways to in- 
crease physical activity for all students; 

(2) study the impact of health, level of 
physical activity, and amount of physical 
education on students’ ability to learn and 
maximize performance in school; and 

(3) study and provide specific recommenda- 
tions for— 

(A) effectively measuring the progress of 
students, at the school level, in improving 
their health and well-being, including im- 
proving their— 

(i) knowledge, awareness, and behavior 
changes, related to nutrition and physical 
activity; 

(ii) cognitive development, and fitness im- 
provement, in physical education; 

(iii) knowledge of lifetime physical activ- 
ity and health promotion; 

(iv) decrease in obesity; and 

(v) levels on overall health indicators; and 

(B) effectively measuring the progress of 
students, at the school level, in increasing 
physical activity. 


By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself 
and Mr. INOUYE): 

б. 588. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to permit di- 
rect payment under the Medicare pro- 
gram for clinical social worker services 
provided to residents of skilled nursing 


facilities; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, in 


honor of World Social Work Day, I rise 
today to introduce the Dorothy I. 
Height and Whitney M. Young, Jr. So- 
cial Work Reinvestment Act and the 
Clinical Social Work Medicare Equity 
Act of 2011. I am proud to introduce 
legislation that will reduce the short- 
age of social workers in our nation and 
properly reimburse social workers for 
the services they provide. 

Social workers play a crucial role 
combating the social problems facing 
our nation and are essential providers 
in our health care system. Our health 
care and social service needs have dras- 
tically increased over the past decade 
and will continue to do so in the next 
decade. We must have the workforce in 
place to make sure that our returning 
soldiers have access to mental health 
services, our elderly maintain their 
independence in the communities in 
which they live, and abused children 
are placed in safe homes. Social work- 
ers provide mental health therapy, 


March 15, 2011 


caregiver and family counseling, 
health education, program coordina- 
tion, and case management. In these 
tough economic times, social workers 
have an essential role in keeping com- 
munities together and helping individ- 
uals and families cope with the stresses 
they are facing. Social workers are 
vital to America’s social safety net. 

The Dorothy I. Height and Whitney 
M. Young, Jr. Social Work Reinvest- 
ment Act provides grants to social 
workers, identifies workforce chal- 
lenges and resource needs, and deter- 
mines how any workforce shortage will 
affect the communities social workers 
serve. I am honored to introduce this 
bill named after two social visionaries, 
Dorothy I. Height and Whitney M. 
Young. Dorothy Height, who passed 
away last year, was a pioneer of the 
civil rights movement. Like me, she 
began her career as a case worker and 
continued to fight for social justice. 
Whitney Young, another trailblazer of 
the civil rights movement, also began 
his career transforming our social 
landscape as a social worker. He helped 
create President Johnson’s War on 
Poverty and has served as President of 
the National Association of Social 
Workers. 

This bill is about continued invest- 
ment in social work. It provides grants 
for social work education, research, 
and training. These grants will fund 
community-based programs of excel- 
lence and provide scholarships to train 
the next generation of social workers. 
This bill addresses the recruitment and 
retention of social workers and will re- 
sult in a renewed focus on improving 
social worker workplace safety. Ac- 
cording to the National Association of 
Social Workers, 44 percent of social 
workers surveyed have faced personal 
safety issues when on the job. In addi- 
tion, this bill will help identify and dis- 
seminate evidence-based best practices 
in social work interventions. This bill 
also establishes a national coordina- 
tion center that will allow social edu- 
cation, advocacy and research institu- 
tions to collaborate and work together. 
The coordination center will facilitate 
gathering and distributing social work 
research to make the most effective 
use of the information we have on how 
social work service improves our social 
fabric. This bill also creates a media 
campaign that will promote social 
work. This bill gives social work the 
attention it deserves. 

As a social worker, I understand the 
critical role social workers have in the 
overall care of our populations. Social 
workers can be found in every facet of 
community life—in hospitals, mental 
health clinics, senior centers, and pri- 
vate agencies that serve individuals 
and families in need. Social workers 
are there to help struggling students, 
returning soldiers, and the chronically 
ill. Oftentimes, socials workers are the 
only available option for mental health 
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care in rural and underserved urban 
areas. Yet there are not enough social 
workers to meet these needs. By 2018, 
it is estimated an additional 100,000 so- 
cial workers will be needed. We need to 
get our workforce in place today so 
that we can meet the needs of our pop- 
ulation, particularly our aging Ameri- 
cans. The first of the baby boomers 
turn 65 this year. The aging tsunami 
will hit us. We must be prepared. 

I believe that social work is full of 
great opportunities, both to serve and 
to lead. Social work is about putting 
our values into action. Social workers 
are among our best and brightest, our 
most committed and compassionate. 
They are at the frontlines of providing 
care, often putting themselves in dan- 
gerous and violent situations. Social 
workers have the ability to provide 
psychological, emotional, and social 
support—quite simply, the ability to 
change lives. I think we can do better 
by our constituents including our serv- 
icemembers, seniors, and children. We 
must make sure we have the social 
workers in place to meet their needs. 
I’m fighting to make sure we do. 

I also stand on the Senate floor today 
to introduce the Clinical Social Work 
Medicare Equity Act of 2009. This bill 
ensures that clinical social workers re- 
ceive Medicare reimbursement for the 
mental health services they provide in 
skilled nursing facilities. Under the 
current system, social workers cannot 
bill Medicare directly for the services 
they provide. Psychologists and psychi- 
atrists, who provide similar counseling, 
are able to separately bill Medicare for 
their services. 

Since my first days in Congress, I 
have been fighting to protect and 
strengthen the safety of our Nation’s 
seniors. Making sure that seniors have 
access to quality, affordable mental 
health care is an important part of this 
fight. I know that millions of seniors 
do not have access to, or are not re- 
ceiving, the mental health services 
they urgently need. Five million sen- 
iors are affected by depression, yet few 
ever receive treatment. According to 
the American Psychological Associa- 
tion, 20 percent of people over the age 
of 55 have a mental health disorder and 
2/3 of nursing home residents have a 
mental or behavioral health issue, but 
less than 3 percent receive treatment. 
These mental health disorders, which 
include severe depression and debili- 
tating anxiety, interfere with a per- 
son’s ability to carry out activities of 
daily living and adversely affect their 
quality of life. Furthermore, older peo- 
ple account for 20 percent of suicide 
deaths in the U.S., and white men age 
85 or older have the highest suicide 
rate of any age group. Every year near- 
ly 5,000 older Americans kill them- 
selves. This is unacceptable and must 
be addressed. 

This bill helps residents of skilled 
nursing facilities across the country 
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get the mental health and psychosocial 
services they need. It ensures that sen- 
iors living in underserved urban and 
rural areas, where clinical social work- 
ers are often the only available option 
for mental health care, continue to re- 
ceive the treatment they need. Clinical 
social workers, much like psycholo- 
gists and psychiatrists, diagnose and 
treat mental illnesses. In fact, clinical 
social workers are the primary mental 
health providers for nursing home resi- 
dents and seniors residing in rural en- 
vironments. Unlike other mental 
health providers, clinical social work- 
ers cannot bill Medicare directly for 
the important services they provide to 
their patients. Protecting seniors’ ac- 
cess to clinical social workers ensures 
that our most vulnerable citizens get 
the quality, affordable mental health 
care they need. This bill will correct 
this inequity and make sure clinical 
social workers get the payments and 
respect they deserve. 

Before the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997, clinical social workers billed 
Medicare Part B directly for mental 
health services they provided in nurs- 
ing facilities for each patient they 
served. Under the Prospective Payment 
System, services provided by clinical 
social workers are lumped, or ‘‘bun- 
dled,” along with the services of other 
health care providers for the purposes 
of billing and payments. Psychologists 
and psychiatrists, who provide similar 
counseling, were exempted from this 
system and continue to bill Medicare 
directly. This bill would exempt clin- 
ical social workers, like their col- 
leagues, from the Prospective Payment 
System, and would make sure that 
clinical social workers are paid for the 
services they provide to patients in 
skilled nursing facilities. 

This bill is about more than paper- 
work and payment procedures. This 
bill is about equal access to Medicare 
payments for the equal and important 
work done by clinical social workers. It 
is about making sure our nation’s most 
vulnerable citizens have access to qual- 
ity, affordable mental health care. The 
overarching goal we should be striving 
to achieve for our seniors is an im- 
proved quality of life. Without clinical 
social workers, many nursing home 
residents would never get the coun- 
seling they need when faced with a life 
threatening illness or the loss of a 
loved one. I think we can do better by 
our nation’s seniors. I am fighting to 
make sure we do. 

As a social worker, I have been on 
the frontlines of helping people cope 
with issues in their everyday lives. I 
started off fighting for abused children, 
making sure they were placed in safe 
homes. I will continue to fight every 
day for our children, seniors, and fami- 
lies on the floor of the United States 
Senate. 

The Dorothy I. Height and Whitney 
M. Young, Jr. Social Work Reinvest- 
ment Act and the Clinical Social Work 
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Medicare Equity Act of 2011 are both 
strongly supported by the National As- 
sociation of Social Workers. I also 
want to thank Senator INOUYE for his 
cosponsorship of the Clinical Social 
Work Medicare Equity Act of 2012 and 
thank Senator BEGICH, Senator CARDIN, 
and Senator INOUYE for their cospon- 
sorship of the Social Work Reinvest- 
ment Act. I look forward to working 
with my colleagues to enact these two 
important pieces of legislation. 


By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself 
and Mrs. MCCASKILL): 

S. 586. A bill to amend the Congres- 
sional Accountability Act of 1995 to 
apply whistleblower protections avail- 
able to certain executive branch em- 
ployees to legislative branch employ- 
ees, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing a bill that will 
keep the Federal Government account- 
able. 

Whistleblowers are the key to 
unlocking the secrets of wrongdoing 
because they have access to informa- 
tion about how the frauds were per- 
petrated and can help lead authorities 
in the right direction to uncover the 
frauds. However, for their brave efforts, 
they are often the victims of retalia- 
tion and are removed from their jobs 
by supervisors who don’t want the 
wrongdoing uncovered. I have often 
said whistleblowers are as welcome as 
skunks at a Sunday picnic, despite the 
fact that all they do is bring forward 
the truth. This is wrong and that is 
why I have supported strong whistle- 
blower protection laws during my time 
in Congress. 

The landmark whistleblower law, the 
Whistleblower Protection Act of 1989, 
WPA, provided rights and remedies to 
Executive Branch whistleblowers that 
are the victims of retaliation. I proudly 
cosponsored the WPA, but like many 
laws that are 20 years old, it needs to 
be updated. So, I cosponsored legisla- 
tion introduced by Senator AKAKA in 
the previous Congress to do just that. 
We are currently working to introduce 
similar legislation in this Congress. 
Despite this effort, there is still a crit- 
ical gap in whistleblower protections 
for government employees, namely the 
lack of whistleblower protections for 
employees of the Legislative and Judi- 
cial branches of the Federal Govern- 
ment. I am here today to start that 
discussion and introduce legislation 
that will provide the same whistle- 
blower protection rights currently ex- 
tended to Executive Branch employees 
to the Legislative Branch. 

I am pleased to be joined by Senator 
MCCASKILL in introducing the Congres- 
sional Whistleblower Protection Act of 
2011. This important legislation simply 
adds whistleblower protections to the 
Legislative Branch by incorporating 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


the WPA into the Congressional Ac- 
countability Act of 1995, a law I au- 
thored to bring Congress in line with 
many labor laws and workplace protec- 
tions. I have long believed Congress 
should practice what it preaches, and 
this legislation will do just that. 

A theme that has dominated this new 
Congress, as well as the elections this 
past November, is accountability and 
responsibility in Washington. In most 
instances, the only reason we discover 
waste or fraud is because employees 
are brave enough to stand up to the 
wrongdoers and expose their offenses. 
Without these whistleblowers, the 
American taxpayer would continue to 
foot the bill. 

This bill is long overdue. I have pre- 
viously introduced similar legislation 
but, unfortunately, those bills were 
never brought up in Committee. I hope 
that the Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernment Affairs Committee will exam- 
ine this legislation closely and expedi- 
tiously report it to the full Senate so 
we can ensure employees of the Legis- 
lative Branch that they are protected 
from any reprisals related to protected 
whistleblowing. 

Now, it’s been a number of years 
since the Congressional Accountability 
Act was signed into law by President 
Clinton, so I would like to remind my 
colleagues why we passed this law. It 
was a time very similar to today, the 
American people were demanding more 
from their elected officials in Wash- 
ington and wanted accountability and 
transparency in all branches of Govern- 
ment. I believed then, as I do now, that 
Congress needs to put its money where 
its mouth is and apply the various 
labor and employment laws that we en- 
force on other branches of government 
and businesses all across the country 
to ourselves. The Congressional Ac- 
countability Act did just that. 

It applied a number of important 
laws to Congress, including, the Fair 
Labor Standards Act, Title VII of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Americans 
with Disabilities Act, the Age Dis- 
crimination and Employment Act, the 
Family Medical Leave Act, the Occupa- 
tional Safety and Health Act, the Em- 
ployee Polygraph Protection Act, the 
Worker Adjustment and Retraining No- 
tification Act, the Rehabilitation Act, 
as well as some provisions of title 5 re- 
lated to Federal service labor-manage- 
ment relations. It also created the Of- 
fice of Compliance in the Legislative 
Branch that oversees application of 
these important laws to the Legislative 
Branch and ensures that employee’s 
rights under these laws are protected. 
While the Congressional Account- 
ability Act was a good start, the Office 
of Compliance has recommended addi- 
tional laws be applied to the Legisla- 
tive Branch, including the Whistle- 
blower Protection Act. 

We have already taken the steps to 
protect whistleblowers in the Execu- 
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tive Branch. It doesn’t make sense not 
to extend these same protections to 
whistleblowers in our own backyard. 
This bill will, very simply, give con- 
gressional employees the same protec- 
tions that workers in the other 
branches of government already pos- 
sess. It does this by simply adding the 
Whistleblower Protection Act to the 
preexisting list of statutes that are ap- 
plied to the Legislative Branch by the 
Congressional Accountability Act. This 
is a straightforward and simple solu- 
tion to ensure that employees of the 
Legislative Branch are not without 
vital whistleblower protections. 

I hope my colleagues will join me and 
Senator MCCASKILL in supporting this 
bill to ensure that those who help us in 
the fight to hold government account- 
able are not punished for their efforts. 


By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 
and Ms. MURKOWSKI) (by re- 
quest): 

б. 590. A bill to convey certain sub- 
merged lands to the Commonwealth of 
the North Mariana Islands in order to 
give that territory the same benefits in 
its submerged lands as Guam, the Vir- 
gin Islands, and American Samoa have 
in their submerged lands; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
today I join with my colleague and the 
Ranking Member of the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, LISA 
MURKOWSKI, in re-introducing, by re- 
quest, legislation to convey certain 
submerged lands to the Commonwealth 
of the North Mariana Islands, CNMI, 
that would give that territory the 
same benefits in its submerged lands as 
Guam, the Virgin Islands, and Amer- 
ican Samoa have in their submerged 
lands. 

This bill is identical to H.R. 934 that 
was considered in the 111th Congress 
and which passed the House on July 15, 
2009 and was reported by the Com- 
mittee on May 6, 2010. Enactment of 
this legislation is time-sensitive be- 
cause there is currently no Federal or 
local administrative regime in place to 
manage the lands from the mean high- 
tide line out to 3 miles surrounding the 
14 islands of the CNMI. As a result, de- 
velopment and other near shore activi- 
ties are on hold, or are conducted 
under a cloud of legal uncertainty. 

I refer those interested in additional 
information on this proposal to Senate 
Report 111-197. Included in that report, 
is the CBO estimate which states that 
enacting H.R. 934 would not affect di- 
rect spending or revenues; therefore, 
pay-as-you-go procedures would not 
apply. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a letter of support be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 14, 2011. 

Hon. JEFF BINGAMAN, 

Chairman, Energy and Natural Resources Com- 
mittee, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

Hon. LISA MURKOWSKI, 

Ranking Member, Energy and Natural Re- 
sources Committee, U.S. Senate, Wash- 
ington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BINGAMAN AND RANKING 
MEMBER MURKOWSKI: As you know, the Sen- 
ate Energy and Natural Resources Com- 
mittee favorably reported in the last Con- 
gress H.R. 934, a bill conveying submerged 
lands to the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands. The measure had received 
unanimous support in the House. And it was 
included in Majority Leader Reid’s amend- 
ment to S. 303, the America’s Great Outdoors 
Act, but proceeded no further in the Senate. 

I have now reintroduced the bill, exactly as 
reported by the Energy and Natural Re- 
sources Committee, as H.R. 670 in this Con- 
gress; and I would like to request that, as a 
courtesy, you together introduce companion 
legislation in the Senate. 

For your ready reference a copy of H.R. 670 
is attached. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
GREGORIO KILILI CAMACHO SABLAN, 
Member of Congress. 


a 


SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 102—CALL- 
ING FOR A NO-FLY ZONE AND 
THE RECOGNITION OF THE 
TRANSITIONAL NATIONAL COUN- 
CIL IN LIBYA 


Mr. McCAIN submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 102 


Whereas peaceful demonstrations, inspired 
by similar peaceful demonstrations in Tuni- 
sia, Egypt, and elsewhere in the Middle East, 
began in Libya with calls for greater polit- 
ical reform, opportunity, justice, and the 
rule of law and quickly spread to cities 
around the country. 

Whereas Muammar Qaddafi, his sons, and 
forces loyal to them have responded to the 
peaceful demonstrations by authorizing and 
initiating violence against civilian non-com- 
batants in Libya, including the use of air- 
power, foreign mercenaries, helicopters, 
mortar and artillery fire, naval assets, snip- 
ers, and soldiers; 

Whereas, in response to Qaddafi’s assault 
on the people of Libya, the imposition of a 
“по-Пу zone” in Libya was called for by the 
Gulf Cooperation Council on March 7, 2011; 
by the head of the Organization of the Is- 
lamic Conference on March 8, 2011; and by 
the Arab League on March 12, 2011; 

Whereas the Governments of France and 
the United Kingdom have drafted a United 
Nations Security Council Resolution to man- 
date the imposition of a ‘‘no-fly zone” in 
Libya; 

Whereas the Libyan Transitional National 
Council was formed in Benghazi, with rep- 
resentation of Libyan leaders from across 
the country; 

Whereas, on March 10, 2011, the Govern- 
ment of France recognized the Libyan Tran- 
sitional National Council, based in Benghazi, 
as the sole legitimate government of Libya 
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and has announced its intention to send an 
ambassador there; 

Whereas, despite initial gains, the opposi- 
tion has been losing ground against Qaddafi’s 


forces, which are currently advancing 
against the opposition stronghold of 
Benghazi; 

Whereas, on March 3, 2011, President 


Barack Obama said, ‘‘Let me just be very un- 
ambiguous about this. Colonel Qaddafi needs 
to step down from power and leave”; and 

Whereas, on March 10, 2011, the Director of 
National Intelligence testified before Con- 
gress that, because of Qaddafi’s superior 
military resources, including airpower, and 
in the absence of outside assistance to the 
opposition, “I think [over] the long term 
that the [Qaddafi] regime will prevail.’’: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) applauds the bravery of the Libyan peo- 
ple, who are fighting to secure their uni- 
versal rights against the violent dictatorship 
of Muammar Qaddafi; 

(2) condemns Muammar Qaddafi, and the 
forces loyal to him, for using overwhelming 
and indiscriminate violence, including the 
use of airpower and foreign mercenaries, 
against peaceful demonstrators and civil- 
ians, which has resulted in gross human 
rights abuses, grave loss of innocent life, and 
potentially crimes against humanity; 

(3) strongly welcomes the calls for impos- 
ing a “по-Пу zone” in Libya made by the 
Arab League, the Gulf Cooperation Council, 
and the Organization of the Islamic Con- 
ference; 

(4) reiterates that it is the policy of the 
United States, as stated by President 
Obama, that Colonel Qaddafi must step down 
and leave power; and 

(5) calls on the President— 

(A) to recognize the Libyan Transitional 
National Council, based in Benghazi but rep- 
resentative of Libyan communities across 
the country, as the sole legitimate governing 
authority in Libya; 

(B) to take immediate steps to implement 
a ‘‘no-fly zone” in Libya with international 
support; and 

(C) to develop and implement a comprehen- 
sive strategy to achieve the stated United 
States policy objective of Qaddafi leaving 
power. 


————— 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 170. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, to reauthorize and improve the 
SBIR and STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 171. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 172. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 173. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 174. Mr. RUBIO submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 175. Mr. RUBIO submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 176. Mr. McCAIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
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bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 177. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 178. Mr. VITTER proposed an amend- 
ment to the bill б. 498, supra. 

SA 179. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 180. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1, making appropriations for the 
Department of Defense and the other depart- 
ments and agencies of the Government for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2011, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 181. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, to reauthorize and improve the 
SBIR and STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 182. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska (for him- 
self, Mr. TESTER, Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. 
MERKLEY) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 498, supra. 

SA 183. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 498, supra. 

SA 184. Mr. COBURN (for himself, Ms. CoL- 
LINS, and Mrs. MCCASKILL) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 185. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 186. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 187. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr. 
BROWN of Massachusetts) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 188. Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Mr. KOHL, 
and Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, supra; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 189. Mr. PRYOR submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 190. Mr. PRYOR submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 191. Mr. CASEY submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 192. Mr. CASEY submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 198. Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Ms. LAN- 
DRIEU, Mr. COBURN, Mr. WEBB, and Mr. 
KERRY) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by her to the bill б. 493, supra. 

SA 194. Ms. COLLINS submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 195. Ms. COLLINS submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 196. Ms. COLLINS submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
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bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 197. Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. MORAN, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. KYL, 
Ms. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. BARRASSO) sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by her to the bill S. 493, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 198. Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr. 
CORNYN, Mr. VITTER, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
SHELBY, Mr. WICKER, Mr. COCHRAN, and Mr. 
WEBB) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by her to the bill S. 493, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 199. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 200. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 201. Mr. ENSIGN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 202. Mr. ENSIGN (for himself, Ms. MUR- 
KOWSKI, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. MORAN, and Mr. 
BARRASSO) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
493, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 203. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 204. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 205. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 206. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 207. Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr. 
Brown of Ohio, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. STABENOW, 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. LAUTENBERG) sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 493, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 208. Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 493, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 209. Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 493, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 210. Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 493, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 211. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Mr. 
COBURN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 493, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 212. Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts (for 
himself and Mr. VITTER) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 213. Mr. McCAIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 214. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill S. 498, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 215. Mr. ROCKEFELLER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


to the bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 216. Mr. CASEY submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 217. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 218. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 219. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 220. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 221. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 222. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 223. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 224. Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 225. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 226. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 227. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 228. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 


EE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 170. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

On page 49, strike line 11 and all that fol- 
lows through page 51, line 15. 


SA 171. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

On page 31, strike line 20 and all that fol- 
lows through page 47, line 22, and insert the 
following: 


SEC. 201. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS. 
(a) REDESIGNATION.—The Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.) is amended— 
(1) by redesignating sections 48, 44, and 45 
as sections 44, 45, and 46 respectively; 
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(2) in section 87(d) (15 U.S.C. 657i(d)), by 
striking ‘‘section 43” and inserting ‘‘section 
44”; 

(3) in section 40(d) (15 U.S.C. 6571(d), by 
striking ‘‘section 43” and inserting ‘‘section 
44”; and 

(4) in section 41(b) (15 U.S.C. 657m(b)), by 
striking ‘‘section 43” and inserting ‘‘section 
44”, 

(b) SECTION 205.—The amendments made by 
section 205(b) of this Act shall have no force 
or effect. 

(c) PROSPECTIVE REPEAL OF THE SMALL 
BUSINESS INNOVATION RESEARCH PROGRAM.— 
Effective 5 years after the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
631 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by striking section 43, as added by sec- 
tion 205(a) of this Act; 

(2) by redesignating sections 44, 45, and 46, 
as redesignated by subsection (a)(1) of this 
subsection, as sections 43, 44, and 45, respec- 
tively; 

(3) in section 87(d) (15 U.S.C. 657i(d)), by 
striking ‘‘section 44” and inserting ‘‘section 
48”; 

(4) in section 40(d) (15 U.S.C. 6571(d), by 
striking ‘‘section 44’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
43”; and 

(5) in section 41(b) (15 U.S.C. 657m(b)), by 
striking ‘‘section 44” and inserting ‘‘section 
48”. 


SA 172. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end, add the following: 

SEC. _. PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL FED- 
ERAL FUNDING. 

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 688), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(пп) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the 
term ‘earmark’— 

“(A) means a provision or report language 
included primarily at the request of a Sen- 
ator or Member of the House of Representa- 
tives providing or recommending a specific 
amount of discretionary budget authority, 
credit authority, or other spending authority 
for a contract, loan, loan guarantee, grant, 
loan authority, or other expenditure with or 
to an entity, or targeted to a specific State, 
locality, or congressional district; and 

“(В) does not include a provision or report 
language that— 

“(i) is specifically authorized ру an appro- 
priate congressional authorizing committee 
of jurisdiction; 

“(ii) meets funding eligibility criteria es- 
tablished by an appropriate congressional 
authorizing committee of jurisdiction by 
statute; or 

“(iii) is awarded through a statutory or ad- 
ministrative formula-driven or competitive 
award process. 

‘(2) ELIGIBILITY FOR SBIR AND ТТЕ 
AWARDS.—A Federal agency may not make 
an award under the SBIR program or STTR 
program of the Federal agency to a small 
business concern that receives— 

(А) a Federal grant (other than an award 
under an SBIR program or STTR program); 
or 

“(B) Federal funding as a result of an ear- 
mark. 

(8) PROHIBITION ON RECEIPT OF FEDERAL 
GRANTS.—A small business concern carrying 
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out activities funded using an award under 
an SBIR program or STTR program may 
not— 

(А) apply for or receive a Federal grant 
(other than an award under an SBIR program 
or STTR program); or 

“(В) receive Federal funding as a result of 
ап earmark.’’. 


SA 173. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

On page 4, line 1, strike ‘2019 and insert 
“2018”. 

On page 4, line 9, strike ‘‘2019° and insert 
2013”. 

On page 42, line 15, strike 2016 and insert 
“2013”. 

On page 42, line 18, strike 2016” and insert 
“2018”. 

On page 42, line 24, strike ‘‘2016’’ and insert 
“2013”. 

On page 46, strike lines 14 through 18 and 
insert the following: 

(1) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2012; and 

(2) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2013. 

On page 54, line 8, strike ‘‘2014’’ and insert 
“2018”. 


SA 174. Mr. RUBIO submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, insert the following: 
SEC. __. RESCINDING ARRA FUNDING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are rescinded all 
unobligated balances remaining available as 
of the date of enactment of this section, of 
the discretionary appropriations provided by 
division A of the American Recovery and Re- 
investment Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-5). 

(b) OVERSIGHT.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available to Offices of Inspector Gen- 
eral and the Recovery Act Accountability 
and Transparency Board by division A of the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 (Public Law 111-5). 

(c) SIGNAGE.—Effective on the date of en- 
actment of this section and thereafter, no 
Federal agency administering funds provided 
by division A of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-5) 
may provide funding or reimbursement to 
any entity awarded funds from such Act for 
the cost associated with physical signage or 


other advertisement indicating that a 
project is funded by such Act. 
SA 175. Mr. RUBIO submitted an 


amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
ЅЕС. 5  . WATER QUALITY STANDARDS. 

None of the funds made available by this 
Act or any other provision of law may be 
used to implement, administer, or enforce 
the final rule of the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency entitled ‘‘Water Quality Stand- 
ards for the State of Florida’s Lakes and 
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Flowing Waters” (75 Fed. Reg. 75762 (Decem- 
ber 6, 2010)). 


SA 176. Mr. McCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. . BUDGET OF THE UNITED STATES 

GOVERNMENT. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON PRINTING THE BUDGET OF 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 18 of title 44, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“51345. Prohibition on printing of the budget 

of the United States Government 

“The Government Printing Office shall not 
print the budget of the United States Gov- 
ernment described under section 1105 of title 
31, United States Code.”’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 13 of 
title 44, United States Code, is amended by 
adding after the item relating to section 1844 
the following: 

“Sec. 1845. Prohibition on printing of the 
budget of the United States 
Government.’’. 

(b) ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY.—The Office 
of Management and Budget shall make the 
budget of the United States Government sub- 
mitted to Congress under section 1105 of title 
31, United States Code, available— 

(1) to the public on the website of the Of- 
fice of Management and Budget; and 

(2) in a format which enables the budget to 
be downloaded and printed by users of the 
website. 


SA 177. Мг. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 504. TERMINATION OF NATIONAL VETERANS 

BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CORPORA- 
TION. 

(a) TERMINATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The National Veterans 
Business Development Corporation is hereby 
terminated. 

(2) WINDING-UP.—The Board of Directors of 
the National Veterans Business Development 
Corporation shall take such actions as are 
necessary and appropriate to wind up the af- 
fairs of the Corporation as soon as prac- 
ticable after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) CONFORMING REPEAL.—Section 33 of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 657c) is re- 
pealed. 


SA 178. Mr. VITTER proposed an 
amendment to the bill б. 498, to reau- 
thorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. . SALE OF EXCESS FEDERAL PROP- 
ERTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 5 of subtitle I of 
title 40, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
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‘SUBCHAPTER VII—EXPEDITED 
DISPOSAL OF REAL PROPERTY 


“§ 621. Definitions 


“In this subchapter: 

“(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘Director’ means 
the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget. 

(2) LANDHOLDING AGENCY.—The term 
‘landholding agency’ means a landholding 
agency (as defined in section 501(1) of the 
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 11411(1))). 

(8) REAL PROPERTY .— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘real property’ 
means— 

“(i) a parcel of real property under the ad- 
ministrative jurisdiction of the Federal Gov- 
ernment that is— 

“(1) excess; 

(П) surplus; 

(ПІ) underperforming; or 

“(ТУ) otherwise not meeting the needs of 
the Federal Government, as determined by 
the Director; and 

“(ii) a building or other structure located 
on real property described in clause (i). 

“(В) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘real property’ 
excludes any parcel of real property, and any 
building or other structure located on real 
property, that is to be closed or realigned 
under the Defense Authorization Amend- 
ments and Base Closure and Realignment 
Act (10 U.S.C. 2687 note; Public Law 100-526). 


“5 622. Disposal program 


“(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (e), the Director shall, by sale or 
auction, dispose of a quantity of real prop- 
erty with an aggregate value of not less than 
$15,000,000,000 that, as determined by the Di- 
rector, is not being used, and will not be 
used, to meet the needs of the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the period of fiscal years 2010 
through 2015. 

“(b) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The head of each 
landholding agency shall recommend to the 
Director real property for disposal under 
subsection (a). 

(с) SELECTION OF PROPERTIES.—After re- 
ceiving recommendations of candidate real 
property under subsection (b), the Director— 

“(1) with the concurrence of the head of 
each landholding agency, may select the real 
property for disposal under subsection (a); 
and 

“(2) shall notify the recommending land- 
holding agency head of the selection of the 
real property. 

“(d) WEBSITE.—The Director shall ensure 
that all real properties selected for disposal 
under this section are listed on a website 
that shall— 

(1) be updated routinely; and 

(2) include the functionality to allow any 
member of the public, at the option of the 
member, to receive updates of the list 
through electronic mail. 

(е) TRANSFER OF PROPERTY.—The Director 
may transfer real property selected for dis- 
posal under this section to the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development if the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment determines that the real property is 
suitable for use in assisting the homeless.”’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 5 of 
subtitle I of title 40, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 611 the following: 


‘*SUBCHAPTER VII—EXPEDITED DISPOSAL OF 
REAL PROPERTY 


“Sec. 621. Definitions. 
“Sec. 622. Disposal program.”’’. 
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SA 179. Ms. LANDRIEU submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 493, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of section 501, add the fol- 
lowing: 

(d) SUNSET.—Effective on the date that is 5 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638), as amended by this section, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (g)— 

(A) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘applications to the Federal 
agency for support of projects relating to 
nanotechnology, rare diseases, security, en- 
ergy, transportation, or improving the secu- 
rity and quality of the water supply of the 
United States, and the efficiency of water de- 
livery systems and usage patterns in the 
United States (including the territories of 
the United States) through the use of tech- 
nology (to the extent that the projects relate 
to the mission of the Federal agency), broad 
research topics, and topics that further 1 or 
more critical technologies or research prior- 
ities” and inserting ‘‘broad research topics 
and to topics that further 1 or more critical 
technologies”; and 

(11) in subparagraph (A), by adding “ог” at 
the end; 

(iii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the 
semicolon at the end and inserting a period; 
and 

(iv) by striking subsections (С), (D), (Е), 
and (F); and 

(B) by striking paragraph (13); 

(2) in subsection (о)— 

(A) in paragraph (3)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘applications to the Federal 
agency for support of projects relating to 
nanotechnology, rare diseases, security, en- 
ergy, transportation, or improving the secu- 
rity and quality of the water supply of the 
United States, and the efficiency of water de- 
livery systems and usage patterns in the 
United States (including the territories of 
the United States) through the use of tech- 
nology (to the extent that the projects relate 
to the mission of the Federal agency), broad 
research topics, and topics that further 1 or 
more critical technologies or research prior- 
ities” and inserting ‘‘broad research topics 
and to topics that further 1 or more critical 
technologies”; and 

(11) in subparagraph (A), by adding “ог” at 
the end; 

(iii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the 
semicolon at the end and inserting a period; 
and 

(iv) by striking subsections (С), (D), (Е), 
and (F); 

(В) in paragraph (15), by adding “апа” at 
the end; 

(С) in paragraph (16), by striking ‘‘; 
and inserting a period; and 

(D) by striking paragraph (17); and 

(3) in subsection (x)— 

(A) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) UTILIZATION OF PLANS.—The criteria 
and procedures described in paragraph (1) 
shall be developed through the use of the 
most current versions of the following plans: 

“(A) The Joint Warfighting Science and 
Technology Plan required under section 270 
of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public Law 104-201; 10 
U.S.C. 2501 note). 

“(B) The Defense Technology Area Plan of 
the Department of Defense. 


апа” 
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“(C) The Basic Research Plan of the De- 
partment of Defense.”’. 


SA 180. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making appro- 
priations for the Department of De- 
fense and the other departments and 
agencies of the Government for the fis- 
cal year ending September 30, 2011, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered 
to lie on the table; as follows: 


On page _, between lines апа _, insert 
the following: 
SEC. . None of the funds made available 


by this Act may be used by the Secretary of 
Energy to make grants to State or local gov- 
ernments under the Weatherization and 
Intergovernmental Program. 


SA 181. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. - DOMESTIC AIR TRAVEL RESTRIC- 

TIONS FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 57 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 5710 the following: 

“$5711. Domestic air travel restriction 

“(a) In this section, the term ‘United 
States’ means the several States, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the United States Virgin Is- 
lands, Guam, American Samoa, the Com- 
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
and any other territory or possession of the 
United States, but does not include the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 

““(b) An employee may only be reimbursed 
for the actual and necessary expenses of offi- 
cial air travel within the United States if 
that travel is coach-class.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 57 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by in- 
serting after the item relating to section 5710 
the following: 

“5711. Domestic air travel restriction.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of enactment of this Act and apply to 
travel taken on or after that date. 


SA 182. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska (for 
himself, Mr. TESTER, Mr. PRYOR, and 
Mr. MERKLEY) proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize and 
improve the SBIR and STTR programs, 
and for other purposes; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

It is the sense of the Senate that it sup- 
ports reducing its budget by at least 5 per- 
cent. The Senate has made the findings that: 

Finding that, Congress must pursue com- 
prehensive deficit reduction, 

Finding that, the nation is deeply involved 
in military action on two fronts, 

Finding that, Admiral Mullen has noted 
the most significant threat to national secu- 
rity is the national debt, 

Finding that, the nation is in fragile recov- 
ery from an economic downturn that has 
spanned two administrations, 

Finding that, the offices and agencies that 
serve Members of Congress must be reduced 
along with the rest of the budget, 
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Finding that, in order to address the Na- 
tion’s fiscal crisis, the Senate should lead by 
example and reduce its own legislative budg- 
et, 

It is the sense of the Senate, that it should 
lead by example and reduce the budget of the 
Senate by at least 5 percent. 


SA 183. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an 
amendment to the bill б. 498, to reau- 
thorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE VI—ENERGY TAX PREVENTION 
SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “Energy Tax 
Prevention Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 602. NO REGULATION OF EMISSIONS OF 
GREENHOUSE GASES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7601 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“SEC. 330. NO REGULATION OF EMISSIONS OF 
GREENHOUSE GASES. 

“(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘greenhouse gas’ means any of the following: 

“(1) Water vapor. 

*(2) Carbon dioxide. 

(3) Methane. 

“(4) Nitrous oxide. 

“(5) Sulfur hexafluoride. 

“(6) Hydrofluorocarbons. 

“(7) Perfluorocarbons. 

“(8) Any other substance subject to, or pro- 
posed to be subject to, regulation, action, or 
consideration under this Act to address cli- 
mate change. 

(0) LIMITATION ON AGENCY ACTION.— 

“(1) LIMITATION.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
not, under this Act, promulgate any regula- 
tion concerning, take action relating to, or 
take into consideration the emission of a 
greenhouse gas to address climate change. 

‘(B) AIR POLLUTANT DEFINITION.—The defi- 
nition of the term ‘air pollutant’ in section 
302(¢) does not include a greenhouse gas. 
Nothwithstanding the previous sentence, 
such definition may include a greenhouse gas 
for purposes of addressing concerns other 
than climate change. 

“(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) does not 
prohibit the following: 

(А) Notwithstanding paragraph (4)(B), im- 
plementation and enforcement of the rule 
entitled ‘Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Standards and Corporate Average 
Fuel Economy Standards’ (75 Fed. Reg. 25324 
(May 7, 2010) and without further revision) 
and finalization, implementation, enforce- 
ment, and revision of the proposed rule enti- 
tled ‘Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards 
and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- 
and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles’ pub- 
lished at 75 Fed. Reg. 74152 (November 30, 
2010). 

‘(B) Implementation and enforcement of 
section 211(0). 

“(C) Statutorily authorized Federal re- 
search, development, and demonstration pro- 
grams addressing climate change. 

‘(D) Implementation and enforcement of 
title VI to the extent such implementation 
or enforcement only involves one or more 
class I or class II substances (as such terms 
are defined in section 601). 

“(E) Implementation and enforcement of 
section 821 (42 U.S.C. 7651k note) of Public 
Law 101-549 (commonly referred to as the 
‘Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990’). 

(3) INAPPLICABILITY OF PROVISIONS.—Noth- 
ing listed in paragraph (2) shall cause a 
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greenhouse gas to be subject to part C of 
title I (relating to prevention of significant 
deterioration of air quality) or considered an 
air pollutant for purposes of title V (relating 
to air permits). 

(4) CERTAIN PRIOR AGENCY ACTIONS.—The 
following rules, and actions (including any 
supplement or revision to such rules and ac- 
tions) are repealed and shall have no legal ef- 
fect: 

(А) ‘Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse 
Gases’, published at 74 Fed. Reg. 56260 (Octo- 
ber 30, 2009). 

“(В) ‘Endangerment and Cause or Con- 
tribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases under 
section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act’ published 
at 74 Fed. Reg. 66496 (Dec. 15, 2009). 

(С) ‘Reconsideration of the Interpretation 
of Regulations That Determine Pollutants 
Covered by Clean Air Act Permitting Pro- 
grams’ published at 75 Fed. Reg. 17004 (April 
2, 2010) and the memorandum from Stephen 
L. Johnson, Environmental Protection Agen- 
cy (ЕРА) Administrator, to EPA Regional 
Administrators, concerning ‘EPA’s Interpre- 
tation of Regulations that Determine Pollut- 
ants Covered by Federal Prevention of Sig- 
nificant Deterioration (PSD) Permit Pro- 
gram’ (Dec. 18, 2008). 

“(D) ‘Prevention of Significant Deteriora- 
tion and Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailoring 
Rule’, published at 75 Fed. Reg. 31514 (June 3, 
2010). 

“(Е) ‘Action To Ensure Authority To Issue 
Permits Under the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration Program to Sources of Green- 
house Gas Emissions: Finding of Substantial 
Inadequacy and SIP Call’, published at 75 
Fed. Reg. 77698 (December 18, 2010). 

“(F) ‘Action to Ensure Authority to Issue 
Permits Under the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration Program to Sources of Green- 
house Gas Emissions: Finding of Failure to 
Submit State Implementation Plan Revi- 
sions Required for Greenhouse Gases’, pub- 
lished at 75 Fed. Reg. 81874 (December 29, 
2010). 

“(G) ‘Action To Ensure Authority To Issue 
Permits Under the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration Program to Sources of Green- 
house Gas Emissions: Federal Implementa- 
tion Plan’, published at 75 Fed. Reg. 82246 
(December 30, 2010). 

“(H) ‘Action To Ensure Authority To Im- 
plement Title V Permitting Programs Under 
the Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule’, pub- 
lished at 75 Fed. Reg. 82254 (December 30, 
2010). 

“(I) ‘Determinations Concerning Need for 
Error Correction, Partial Approval and Par- 
tial Disapproval, and Federal Implementa- 
tion Plan Regarding Texas Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration Program’, pub- 
lished at 75 Fed. Reg. 82430 (December 30, 
2010). 

“(J) ‘Limitation of Approval of Prevention 
of Significant Deterioration Provisions Con- 
cerning Greenhouse Gas Emitting-Sources in 
State Implementation Plans; Final Rule’, 
published at 75 Fed. Reg. 82536 (December 30, 
2010). 

“(K) ‘Determinations Concerning Need for 
Error Correction, Partial Approval and Par- 
tial Disapproval, and Federal Implementa- 
tion Plan Regarding Texas Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration Program; Proposed 
Rule’, published at 75 Fed. Reg. 82365 (De- 
cember 30, 2010). 

‘(L) Except for action listed in paragraph 
(2), any other Federal action under this Act 
occurring before the date of enactment of 
this section that applies a stationary source 
permitting requirement or an emissions 
standard for a greenhouse gas to address cli- 
mate change. 
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“(5) STATE ACTION.— 

“(А) NO LIMITATION.—This section does not 
limit or otherwise affect the authority of a 
State to adopt, amend, enforce, or repeal 
State laws and regulations pertaining to the 
emission of a greenhouse gas. 

“(В) EXCEPTION.— 

“G) RULE.—Notwithstanding subparagraph 
(A), any provision described in clause (ii)— 

“(Т) is not federally enforceable; 

“(II) is not deemed to be a part of Federal 
law; and 

“(TIT) is deemed to be stricken from the 
plan described in clause (11)(1) or the pro- 
gram ог permit described in clause (11)(П), as 
applicable. 

(11) PROVISIONS DEFINED.—For purposes of 
clause (i), the term ‘provision’ means any 
provision that— 

“(I) is contained іп a State implementa- 
tion plan under section 110 and authorizes or 
requires a limitation on, or imposes a permit 
requirement for, the emission of a green- 
house gas to address climate change; or 

“(П) is part of an operating permit pro- 
gram under title V, or a permit issued pursu- 
ant to title V, and authorizes or requires a 
limitation on the emission of a greenhouse 
gas to address climate change. 

(С) ACTION BY ADMINISTRATOR.—The Ad- 
ministrator may not approve or make feder- 
ally enforceable any provision described in 
subparagraph (B)(ii).’’. 

SEC. 603. PRESERVING ONE NATIONAL STAND- 
ARD FOR AUTOMOBILES. 

Section 209(b) of the Clean Air Act (42 
U.S.C. 7543) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(4) With respect to standards for emis- 
sions of greenhouse gases (as defined in sec- 
tion 330) for model year 2017 or any subse- 
quent model year for new motor vehicles and 
new motor vehicle engines— 

“(А) the Administrator may not waive ap- 
plication of subsection (a); and 

“(В) no waiver granted prior to the date of 
enactment of this paragraph may be consid- 
ered to waive the application of subsection 
(а).”. 


SA 184. Mr. COBURN (for himself, 
Ms. COLLINS, and Mrs. MCCASKILL) sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 493, to 
reauthorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. __. REQUIREMENT TO IDENTIFY AND DE- 

SCRIBE PROGRAMS. 

(a) Each fiscal year, the head of each Fed- 
eral agency shall— 

(1) identify and describe every program ad- 
ministered by the agency, including the mis- 
sion, goals, purpose, budget, and statutory 
authority of each program; 

(2) report the list and description of pro- 
grams to the Office of Management and 
Budget, Congress, and the U.S. Government 
Accountability Office; and 

(3) post the list and description of pro- 
grams on the agency’s public website. 

(b) Not later than 120 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall pre- 
scribe regulations to implement this section. 

(c) This section shall be implemented be- 
ginning in the first full fiscal year occurring 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 


SA 185. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
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him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. . IMPROVED TRANSPARENCY. 

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv- 
ices shall publish on the Internet website of 
the Department of Health ad Human Serv- 
ices any application submitted by any entity 
for a waiver from any requirement of the Pa- 
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(and the amendments made by that Act). 


SA 186. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
TITLE __ —UNITED STATES AUTHORIZA- 

TION AND SUNSET COMMISSION ACT OF 

2011 
SEC. 01. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘United 
States Authorization and Sunset Commis- 
sion Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 02. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title— 

(1) the term ‘‘agency’’ means an Executive 
agency as defined under section 105 of title 5, 
United States Code; 

(2) the term ‘‘Commission’’ means the 
United States Authorization and Sunset 
Commission established under section 03; 
and 

(3) the term ‘‘Commission Schedule and 
Review bill” means the proposed legislation 
submitted to Congress under section _ 04(b). 
SEC. 03. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
the United States Authorization and Sunset 
Commission. 

(b) COMPOSITION.—The Commission shall be 
composed of eight members (in this title re- 
ferred to as the ‘‘members’’), as follows: 

(1) Four members appointed by the major- 
ity leader of the Senate, one of whom may 
include the majority leader of the Senate, 
with minority members appointed with the 
consent of the minority leader of the Senate. 

(2) Four members appointed by the Speak- 
er of the House of Representatives, one of 
whom may include the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, with minority members 
appointed with the consent of the minority 
leader of the House of Representatives. 

(3) The Director of the Congressional Budg- 
et Office and the Comptroller of the Govern- 
ment Accountability Office shall be non-vot- 
ing ex officio members of the Commission. 

(с) QUALIFICATIONS OF MEMBERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— 

(A) SENATE MEMBERS.—Of the members ap- 
pointed under subsection (b)(1), four shall be 
members of the Senate (not more than two 
of whom may be of the same political party). 

(B) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE MEMBERS.— 
Of the members appointed under subsection 
(b)(2), four shall be members of the House of 
Representatives, not more than two of whom 
may be of the same political party. 

(2) CONTINUATION OF MEMBERSHIP.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—If a member was ap- 
pointed to the Commission as a Member of 
Congress and the member ceases to be a 
Member of Congress, that member shall 
cease to be a member of the Commission. 
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(B) ACTIONS OF COMMISSION UNAFFECTED.— 
Any action of the Commission shall not be 
affected as a result of a member becoming 
ineligible under subparagraph (A). 

(d) INITIAL APPOINTMENTS.—Not later than 
90 days after the date of enactment of this 
title, all initial appointments to the Com- 
mission shall be made. 

(е) CHAIRPERSON; VICE CHAIRPERSON.— 

(1) INITIAL CHAIRPERSON.—An individual 
shall be designated by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives from among the 
members initially appointed under sub- 
section (b)(2) to serve as chairperson of the 
Commission for a period of 2 years. 

(2) INITIAL VICE CHAIRPERSON.—An indi- 
vidual shall be designated by the majority 
leader of the Senate from among the individ- 
uals initially appointed under subsection 
(0)(1) to serve as vice-chairperson of the 
Commission for a period of 2 years. 

(3) ALTERNATE APPOINTMENTS OF CHAIRMEN 
AND VICE CHAIRMEN.—Following the termi- 
nation of the 2-year period described under 
paragraphs (1) and (2), the Speaker and the 
majority leader of the Senate shall alternate 
every 2 years in appointing the chairperson 
and vice-chairperson of the Commission. 

(f) TERMS OF MEMBERS.— 

(1) MEMBERS OF CONGRESS.—Each member 
appointed to the Commission shall serve for 
a term of 6 years, except that, of the mem- 
bers first appointed under paragraphs (1) and 
(2) of subsection (b), two members shall be 
appointed to serve a term of 3 years. 

(2) TERM LIMIT.—A member of the Commis- 
sion who serves more than 3 years of a term 
may not be appointed to another term as a 
member. 

(g) INITIAL MEETING.—If, after 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this title, five or 
more members of the Commission have been 
appointed— 

(1) members who have been appointed 
may— 

(A) meet; and 

(B) select a chairperson from among the 
members (if a chairperson has not been ap- 
pointed) who may serve as chairperson until 
the appointment of a chairperson; and 

(2) the chairperson shall have the author- 
ity to begin the operations of the Commis- 
sion, including the hiring of staff. 

(h) MEETING; VACANCIES.—After its initial 
meeting, the Commission shall meet upon 
the call of the chairperson or a majority of 
its members. Any vacancy in the Commis- 
sion shall not affect its powers, but shall be 
filled in the same manner in which the origi- 
nal appointment was made. 

(i) POWERS OF THE COMMISSION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— 

(A) HEARINGS, TESTIMONY, AND EVIDENCE.— 
The Commission may, for the purpose of car- 
rying out the provisions of this title— 

(i) hold such hearings and sit and act at 
such times and places, take such testimony, 
receive such evidence, administer such 
oaths; and 

(ii) require, by subpoena or otherwise, the 
attendance and testimony of such witnesses 
and the production of such books, records, 
correspondence, memoranda, papers, and 
documents, that the Commission or such 
designated subcommittee or designated 
member may determine advisable. 

(B) SUBPOENAS.—Subpoenas issued under 
subparagraph (A)(ii) may be issued to require 
attendance and testimony of witnesses and 
the production of evidence relating to any 
matter under investigation by the Commis- 
sion. 

(C) ENFORCEMENT.—The provisions of sec- 
tions 102 through 104 of the Revised Statutes 
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of the United States (2 U.S.C. 192 through 
194) shall apply in the case of any failure of 
any witness to comply with any subpoena or 
to testify when summoned under authority 
of this paragraph. 

(2) CONTRACTING.—The Commission may 
contract with and compensate government 
and private agencies or persons for services 
without regard to section 3709 of the Revised 
Statutes (41 U.S.C. 5) to enable the Commis- 
sion to discharge its duties under this title. 

(3) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES.— 
The Commission is authorized to secure di- 
rectly from any executive department, bu- 
reau, agency, board, commission, office, 
independent establishment, or instrumen- 
tality of the Government, information, sug- 
gestions, estimates, and statistics for the 
purposes of this section. Each such depart- 
ment, bureau, agency, board, commission, of- 
fice, establishment, or instrumentality shall, 
to the extent authorized by law, furnish such 
information, suggestions, estimates, and sta- 
tistics directly to the Commission, upon re- 
quest made by the chairperson. 

(4) SUPPORT SERVICES.— 

(A) GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE.— 
The Government Accountability Office is au- 
thorized on a reimbursable basis to provide 
the Commission with administrative serv- 
ices, funds, facilities, staff, and other sup- 
port services for the performance of the func- 
tions of the Commission. 

(B) GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION.— 
The Administrator of General Services shall 
provide to the Commission on a reimburs- 
able basis such administrative support serv- 
ices as the Commission may request. 

(C) AGENCIES.—In addition to the assist- 
ance under subparagraphs (A) and (B), de- 
partments and agencies of the United States 
are authorized to provide to the Commission 
such services, funds, facilities, staff, and 
other support services as the Commission 
may determine advisable as may be author- 
ized by law. 

(5) POSTAL SERVICES.—The Commission 
may use the United States mails in the same 
manner and under the same conditions as de- 
partments and agencies of the United States. 

(6) IMMUNITY.—The Commission is an agen- 
cy of the United States for purposes of part 
V of title 18, United States Code (relating to 
immunity of witnesses). 

(7) DIRECTOR AND STAFF OF THE COMMIS- 
SION.— 

(A) DIRECTOR.—The chairperson of the 
Commission may appoint a staff director and 
such other personnel as may be necessary to 
enable the Commission to carry out its func- 
tions, without regard to the provisions of 
title 5, United States Code, governing ap- 
pointments in the competitive service and 
without regard to the provisions of chapter 
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of that 
title relating to classification and General 
Schedule pay rates, except that no rate of 
pay fixed under this subsection may exceed 
the equivalent of that payable to a person 
occupying a position at level II of the Execu- 
tive Schedule. Any Federal Government em- 
ployee may be detailed to the Commission 
without reimbursement from the Commis- 
sion, and such detailee shall retain the 
rights, status, and privileges of his or her 
regular employment without interruption. 

(B) PERSONNEL AS FEDERAL EMPLOYEES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The executive director 
and any personnel of the Commission who 
are employees shall be employees under sec- 
tion 2105 of title 5, United States Code, for 
purposes of chapters 63, 81, 83, 84, 85, 87, 89, 
89A, 89B, and 90 of that title. 
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(11) MEMBERS OF COMMISSION.—Clause (i) 
shall not be construed to apply to members 
of the Commission. 

(C) PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND 
INTERMITTENT SERVICES.—With the approval 
of the majority of the Commission, the 
chairperson of the Commission may procure 
temporary and intermittent services under 
section 3109(b) of title 5, United States Code, 
at rates for individuals which do not exceed 
the daily equivalent of the annual rate of 
basic pay prescribed for level V of the Execu- 
tive Schedule under section 5316 of such 
title. 

(8) COMPENSATION AND TRAVEL EXPENSES.— 

(A) COMPENSATION.—Members shall not be 
paid by reason of their service as members. 

(B) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member of 
the Commission shall be allowed travel ex- 
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist- 
ence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 
5703(b) of title 5, United States Code. 


(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as necessary for the purposes of car- 
rying out the duties of the Commission. 


(k) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall 
terminate on December 31, 2041. 


SEC. _ 04. DUTIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF 
THE UNITED STATES AUTHORIZA- 
TION AND SUNSET COMMISSION. 


(a) SCHEDULE AND REVIEW.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of the enactment of this title 
and at least once every 10 years thereafter, 
the Commission shall submit to Congress a 
legislative proposal that includes the sched- 
ule of review and abolishment of agencies 
and programs (in this section referred to as 
the ‘‘Commission Schedule and Review 
pill’). 

(2) SCHEDULE.—The schedule of the Com- 
mission shall provide a timeline for the Com- 
mission’s review and proposed abolishment 
of— 

(A) at least 25 percent of unauthorized 
agencies or programs as measured in dollars, 
including those identified by the Congres- 
sional Budget Office under section 602(е)(3) of 
title 2, United States Code; and 

(B) at least 25 percent of the agencies and 
programs with duplicative goals and activi- 
ties within Departments and government- 
wide as measured in dollars identified by the 
Comptroller General of the Government Ac- 
countability Office under section 21 of the 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010 (P. L. 
111-139; 31 U.S.C. 712 note). 

(3) REVIEW OF AGENCIES.—In determining 
the schedule for review and abolishment of 
agencies under paragraph (1), the Commis- 
sion shall provide that any agency that per- 
forms similar or related functions be re- 
viewed concurrently. 

(4) CRITERIA AND REVIEW.—The Commission 
shall review each agency and program identi- 
fied under paragraph (1) in accordance with 
the following criteria as applicable: 

(A) The effectiveness and the efficiency of 
the program or agency. 

(B) The achievement of performance goals 
(as defined under section 1115(g)(4) of title 31, 
United States Code). 

(C) The management of the financial and 
personnel issues of the program or agency. 

(D) Whether the program or agency has 
fulfilled the legislative intent surrounding 
its creation, taking into account any change 
in legislative intent during the existence of 
the program or agency. 

(Е) Ways the agency or program could be 
less burdensome but still efficient in pro- 
tecting the public. 
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(F) Whether reorganization, consolidation, 
abolishment, expansion, or transfer of agen- 
cies or programs would better enable the 
Federal Government to accomplish its mis- 
sions and goals. 

(G) The promptness and effectiveness of an 
agency in handling complaints and requests 
made under section 552 of title 5, United 
States Code (commonly referred to as the 
Freedom of Information Act). 

(H) The extent that the agency encourages 
and uses public participation when making 
rules and decisions. 

(I) The record of the agency in complying 
with requirements for equal employment op- 
portunity, the rights and privacy of individ- 
uals, and purchasing products from histori- 
cally underutilized businesses. 

(J) The extent to which the program or 
agency duplicates or conflicts with other 
Federal agencies, State or local government, 
or the private sector and if consolidation or 
streamlining into a single agency or program 
is feasible. 

(b) SCHEDULE AND ABOLISHMENT OF AGEN- 
CIES AND PROGRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of the enactment of this title 
and at least once every 10 years thereafter, 
the Commission shall submit to the Congress 
a Commission Schedule and Review bill 
that— 

(A) includes a schedule for review of agen- 
cies and programs; and 

(B) abolishes any agency or program 2 
years after the date the Commission com- 
pletes its review of the agency or program, 
unless the agency or program is reauthorized 
by Congress. 

(2) EXPEDITED CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDER- 
ATION PROCEDURES.—In reviewing the Com- 
mission Schedule and Review bill, Congress 
shall follow the expedited procedures under 
section _ 06. 

(c) RECOMMENDATIONS AND LEGISLATIVE 
PROPOSALS.— 

(1) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this title, the Com- 
mission shall submit to Congress and the 
President— 

(A) a report that reviews and analyzes ac- 
cording to the criteria established under sub- 
section (a)(4) for each agency and program to 
be reviewed in the year in which the report 
is submitted under the schedule submitted to 
Congress under subsection (a)(1); 

(B) a proposal, if appropriate, to reauthor- 
ize, reorganize, consolidate, expand, or trans- 
fer the Federal programs and agencies to be 
reviewed in the year in which the report is 
submitted under the schedule submitted to 
Congress under subsection (a)(1); and 

(C) legislative provisions necessary to im- 
plement the Commission’s proposal and rec- 
ommendations. 

(2) ADDITIONAL REPORTS.—The Commission 
shall submit to Congress and the President 
additional reports as prescribed under para- 
graph (1) on or before June 30 of every other 
year. 

(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to limit the 
power of the Commission to review any Fed- 
eral program or agency. 

(e) APPROVAL OF REPORTS.—The Commis- 
sion Schedule and Review bill and all other 
legislative proposals and reports submitted 
under this section shall require the approval 
of not less than five members of the Commis- 
sion. 
SEC. 05. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF COM- 

MISSION RECOMMENDATIONS. 

(a) INTRODUCTION AND COMMITTEE CONSID- 

ERATION.— 
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(1) INTRODUCTION.—If any legislative pro- 
posal with provisions is submitted to Con- 
gress under section 04(с), a bill with that 
proposal and provisions shall be introduced 
in the Senate by the majority leader, and in 
the House of Representatives, by the Speak- 
er. Upon introduction, the bill shall be re- 
ferred to the appropriate committees of Con- 
gress under paragraph (2). If the bill is not 
introduced in accordance with the preceding 
sentence, then any Member of Congress may 
introduce that bill in their respective House 
of Congress beginning on the date that is the 
5th calendar day that such House is in ses- 
sion following the date of the submission of 
such proposal with provisions. 

(2) COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION.— 

(A) REFERRAL.—A bill introduced under 
paragraph (1) shall be referred to any appro- 
priate committee of jurisdiction in the Sen- 
ate, any appropriate committee of jurisdic- 
tion in the House of Representatives, the 
Committee on the Budget and the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs of the Senate, and the Com- 
mittee on the Budget and the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs of the House of Representatives. 

(B) REPORTING.—Not later than 30 calendar 
days after the introduction of the bill, each 
committee of Congress to which the bill was 
referred shall report the bill or a committee 
amendment thereto. 

(C) DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE.—If a com- 
mittee to which is referred a bill has not re- 
ported such bill at the end of 30 calendar 
days after its introduction or at the end of 
the first day after there has been reported to 
the House involved a bill, whichever is ear- 
lier, such committee shall be deemed to be 
discharged from further consideration of 
such bill, and such bill shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar of the House involved. 

(b) EXPEDITED PROCEDURE.— 

(1) CONSIDERATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 5 calendar 
days after the date on which a committee 
has been discharged from consideration of a 
bill, the majority leader of the Senate, or the 
majority leader’s designee, or the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, or the Speak- 
er’s designee, shall move to proceed to the 
consideration of the committee amendment 
to the bill, and if there is no such amend- 
ment, to the bill. It shall also be in order for 
any member of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives, respectively, to move to 
proceed to the consideration of the bill at 
any time after the conclusion of such 5-day 
period. 

(B) MOTION TO PROCEED.—A motion to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of a bill is highly 
privileged in the House of Representatives 
and is privileged in the Senate and is not de- 
batable. The motion is not subject to amend- 
ment, to a motion to postpone consideration 
of the bill, or to a motion to proceed to the 
consideration of other business. A motion to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion to 
proceed is agreed to or not agreed to shall 
not be in order. If the motion to proceed is 
agreed to, the Senate or the House of Rep- 
resentatives, as the case may be, shall imme- 
diately proceed to consideration of the bill 
without intervening motion, order, or other 
business, and the bill shall remain the unfin- 
ished business of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives, as the case may be, until 
disposed of. 

(С) LIMITED DEBATE.—Debate on the bill 
and all amendments thereto and on all de- 
batable motions and appeals in connection 
therewith shall be limited to not more than 
50 hours, which shall be divided equally be- 
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tween those favoring and those opposing the 
bill. A motion further to limit debate on the 
bill is in order and is not debatable. All time 
used for consideration of the bill, including 
time used for quorum calls (except quorum 
calls immediately preceding a vote) and vot- 
ing, shall come from the 50 hours of debate. 

(D) AMENDMENTS.—No amendment that is 
not germane to the provisions of the bill 
shall be in order in the Senate. In the Sen- 
ate, an amendment, any amendment to an 
amendment, or any debatable motion or ap- 
peal is debatable for not to exceed 1 hour to 
be divided equally between those favoring 
and those opposing the amendment, motion, 
or appeal. 

(E) VOTE ON FINAL PASSAGE.—Immediately 
following the conclusion of the debate on the 
bill, and the disposition of any pending 
amendments under subparagraph (D), the 
vote on final passage of the bill shall occur. 

(F) OTHER MOTIONS NOT IN ORDER.—A mo- 
tion to postpone consideration of the bill, a 
motion to proceed to the consideration of 
other business, or a motion to recommit the 
bill is not in order. A motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the bill is agreed to or not 
agreed to is not in order. 

(2) CONSIDERATION BY OTHER HOUSE.—If, be- 
fore the passage by one House of the bill that 
was introduced in such House, such House re- 
ceives from the other House a bill as passed 
by such other House— 

(A) the bill of the other House shall not be 
referred to a committee and may only be 
considered for final passage in the House 
that receives it under subparagraph (C); 

(B) the procedure in the House in receipt of 
the bill of the other House, with respect to 
the bill that was introduced in the House in 
receipt of the bill of the other House, shall 
be the same as if no bill had been received 
from the other House; and 

(C) notwithstanding subparagraph (B), the 

vote on final passage shall be on the bill of 
the other House. 
Upon disposition of a bill that is received by 
one House from the other House, it shall no 
longer be in order to consider the bill that 
was introduced in the receiving House. 

(3) CONSIDERATION IN CONFERENCE.— 

(A) CONVENING OF CONFERENCE.—Imme- 
diately upon final passage of a bill that re- 
sults in a disagreement between the two 
Houses of Congress with respect to a bill, 
conferees shall be appointed and a con- 
ference convened. 

(B) ACTION ON CONFERENCE REPORTS IN THE 
SENATE.— 

(i) MOTION TO PROCEED.—The motion to 
proceed to consideration in the Senate of the 
conference report on a bill may be made even 
though a previous motion to the same effect 
has been disagreed to. 

(ii) DEBATE.—Consideration in the Senate 
of the conference report (including a mes- 
sage between Houses) on a bill, and all 
amendments in disagreement, including all 
amendments thereto, and debatable motions 
and appeals in connection therewith, shall be 
limited to 20 hours, equally divided and con- 
trolled by the majority leader and the mi- 
nority leader or their designees. Debate on 
any debatable motion or appeal related to 
the conference report (or a message between 
Houses) shall be limited to 1 hour, to be 
equally divided between, and controlled by, 
the mover and the manager of the conference 
report (or a message between Houses). 

(iii) CONFERENCE REPORT DEFEATED.— 
Should the conference report be defeated, de- 
bate on any request for a new conference and 
the appointment of conferrees shall be lim- 
ited to 1 hour, to be equally divided between, 
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and controlled by, the manager of the con- 
ference report and the minority leader or the 
minority leader’s designee, and should any 
motion be made to instruct the conferees be- 
fore the conferees are named, debate on such 
motion shall be limited to % hour, to be 
equally divided between, and controlled by, 
the mover and the manager of the conference 
report. Debate on any amendment to any 
such instructions shall be limited to 20 min- 
utes, to be equally divided between and con- 
trolled by the mover and the manager of the 
conference report. In all cases when the man- 
ager of the conference report is in favor of 
any motion, appeal, or amendment, the time 
in opposition shall be under the control of 
the minority leader or the minority leader’s 
designee. 

(iv) AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT.—In 
any case in which there are amendments in 
disagreement, time on each amendment 
shall be limited to 30 minutes, to be equally 
divided between, and controlled by, the man- 
ager of the conference report and the minor- 
ity leader or the minority leader’s designee. 
No amendment that is not germane to the 
provisions of such amendments shall be re- 
ceived. 

(v) LIMITATION ON MOTION TO RECOMMIT.—A 
motion to recommit the conference report is 
not in order. 

(c) RULES OF THE SENATE AND THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES.—This section is enacted 
by Congress— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives, respectively, and is deemed to be part 
of the rules of each House, respectively, but 
applicable only with respect to the procedure 
to be followed in that House in the case of a 
bill, and it supersedes other rules only to the 
extent that it is inconsistent with such 
rules; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu- 
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as they relate to the procedure 
of that House) at any time, in the same man- 
ner, and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of that House. 

SEC. 06. EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF COM- 
MISSION SCHEDULE AND REVIEW 
BILL. 

(a) INTRODUCTION AND COMMITTEE CONSID- 
ERATION.— 

(1) INTRODUCTION.—The Commission Sched- 
ule and Review bill submitted under section 
__04(b) shall be introduced in the Senate by 
the majority leader, or the majority leader’s 
designee, and in the House of Representa- 
tives, by the Speaker, or the Speaker’s des- 
ignee. Upon such introduction, the Commis- 
sion Schedule and Review bill shall be re- 
ferred to the appropriate committees of Con- 
gress under paragraph (2). If the Commission 
Schedule and Review bill is not introduced in 
accordance with the preceding sentence, 
then any member of Congress may introduce 
the Commission Schedule and Review bill in 
their respective House of Congress beginning 
on the date that is the 5th calendar day that 
such House is in session following the date of 
the submission of such aggregate legislative 
language provisions. 

(2) COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION.— 

(A) REFERRAL.—A Commission Schedule 
and Review bill introduced under paragraph 
(1) shall be referred to any appropriate com- 
mittee of jurisdiction in the Senate, any ap- 
propriate committee of jurisdiction in the 
House of Representatives, the Committee on 
the Budget and the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs of the 
Senate and the Committee on the Budget 
and the Committee on Oversight and Govern- 
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ment Reform of the House of Representa- 
tives. A committee to which a Commission 
Schedule and Review bill is referred under 
this paragraph may review and comment on 
such bill, may report such bill to the respec- 
tive House, and may not amend such bill. 

(B) REPORTING.—Not later than 30 calendar 
days after the introduction of the Commis- 
sion Schedule and Review bill, each Com- 
mittee of Congress to which the Commission 
Schedule and Review bill was referred shall 
report the bill. 

(C) DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE.—If a com- 
mittee to which is referred a Commission 
Schedule and Review bill has not reported 
such Commission Schedule and Review bill 
at the end of 30 calendar days after its intro- 
duction or at the end of the first day after 
there has been reported to the House in- 
volved a Commission Schedule and Review 
bill, whichever is earlier, such committee 
shall be deemed to be discharged from fur- 
ther consideration of such Commission 
Schedule and Review bill, and such Commis- 
sion Schedule and Review bill shall be placed 
on the appropriate calendar of the House in- 
volved. 

(b) EXPEDITED PROCEDURE.— 

(1) CONSIDERATION.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 5 calendar 
days after the date on which a committee 
has been discharged from consideration of a 
Commission Schedule and Review bill, the 
majority leader of the Senate, or the major- 
ity leader’s designee, or the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, or the Speaker’s 
designee, shall move to proceed to the con- 
sideration of the Commission Schedule and 
Review bill. It shall also be in order for any 
member of the Senate or the House of Rep- 
resentatives, respectively, to move to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of the Commission 
Schedule and Review bill at any time after 
the conclusion of such 5-day period. 

(B) MOTION TO PROCEED.—A motion to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of a Commission 
Schedule and Review bill is highly privileged 
in the House of Representatives and is privi- 
leged in the Senate and is not debatable. The 
motion is not subject to amendment, to a 
motion to postpone consideration of the 
Commission Schedule and Review bill, or to 
a motion to proceed to the consideration of 
other business. A motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the motion to proceed is 
agreed to or not agreed to shall not be in 
order. If the motion to proceed is agreed to, 
the Senate or the House of Representatives, 
as the case may be, shall immediately pro- 
ceed to consideration of the Commission 
Schedule and Review bill without inter- 
vening motion, order, or other business, and 
the Commission Schedule and Review bill 
shall remain the unfinished business of the 
Senate or the House of Representatives, as 
the case may be, until disposed of. 

(C) LIMITED DEBATE.—Debate on the Com- 
mission Schedule and Review bill and on all 
debatable motions and appeals in connection 
therewith shall be limited to not more than 
10 hours, which shall be divided equally be- 
tween those favoring and those opposing the 
Commission Schedule and Review bill. A mo- 
tion further to limit debate on the Commis- 
sion Schedule and Review bill is in order and 
is not debatable. All time used for consider- 
ation of the Commission Schedule and Re- 
view bill, including time used for quorum 
calls (except quorum calls immediately pre- 
ceding a vote) and voting, shall come from 
the 10 hours of debate. 

(D) AMENDMENTS.—No amendment to the 
Commission Schedule and Review bill shall 
be in order in the Senate and the House of 
Representatives. 
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(E) VOTE ON FINAL PASSAGE.—Immediately 
following the conclusion of the debate on the 
Commission Schedule and Review bill, the 
vote on final passage of the Commission 
Schedule and Review bill shall occur. 

(F) OTHER MOTIONS NOT IN ORDER.—A mo- 
tion to postpone consideration of the Com- 
mission Schedule and Review bill, a motion 
to proceed to the consideration of other busi- 
ness, or a motion to recommit the Commis- 
sion Schedule and Review bill is not in order. 
A motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the Commission Schedule and Review bill is 
agreed to or not agreed to is not in order. 

(2) CONSIDERATION BY OTHER HOUSE.—If, be- 
fore the passage by one House of the Com- 
mission Schedule and Review bill that was 
introduced in such House, such House re- 
ceives from the other House a Commission 
Schedule and Review bill as passed by such 
other House— 

(A) the Commission Schedule and Review 
bill of the other House shall not be referred 
to a committee and may only be considered 
for final passage in the House that receives 
it under subparagraph (C); 

(B) the procedure in the House in receipt of 
the Commission Schedule and Review bill of 
the other House, with respect to the Com- 
mission Schedule and Review bill that was 
introduced in the House in receipt of the 
Commission Schedule and Review bill of the 
other House, shall be the same as if no Com- 
mission Schedule and Review bill had been 
received from the other House; and 

(C) notwithstanding subparagraph (B), the 
vote on final passage shall be on the Com- 
mission Schedule and Review bill of the 
other House. Upon disposition of a Commis- 
sion Schedule and Review bill that is re- 
ceived by one House from the other House, it 
shall no longer be in order to consider the 
Commission Schedule and Review bill that 
was introduced in the receiving House. 

(c) RULES OF THE SENATE AND THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES.—This section is enacted 
by Congress— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives, respectively, and is deemed to be part 
of the rules of each House, respectively, but 
applicable only with respect to the procedure 
to be followed in that House in the case of a 
Commission Schedule and Review bill, and it 
supersedes other rules only to the extent 
that it is inconsistent with such rules; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu- 
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as they relate to the procedure 
of that House) at any time, in the same man- 
ner, and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of that House. 


SA 187. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and 
Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts) sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 493, to 
reauthorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 504. ANGEL INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part IV of 
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 

“SEC. 30E. ANGEL INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT. 

“(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—There shall be 
allowed as a credit against the tax imposed 
by this chapter for the taxable year an 
amount equal to 25 percent of the qualified 
equity investments made by a qualified in- 
vestor during the taxable year. 
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‘(b) QUALIFIED EQUITY INVESTMENT.—For 
purposes of this section— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified eq- 
uity investment’ means any equity invest- 
ment in a qualified small business entity if— 

(А) such investment is acquired by the 
taxpayer at its original issue (directly or 
through an underwriter) solely in exchange 
for cash, and 

“(В) such investment is designated for pur- 
poses of this section by the qualified small 
business entity. 

‘(2) EQUITY INVESTMENT.—The term ‘equity 
investment’ means— 

“(A) any form of equity, including a gen- 
eral or limited partnership interest, common 
stock, preferred stock (other than non- 
qualified preferred stock as defined in sec- 
tion 351(9)(2)), with or without voting rights, 
without regard to seniority position and 
whether or not convertible into common 
stock or any form of subordinate or convert- 
ible debt, or both, with warrants or other 
means of equity conversion, and 

‘(B) any capital interest in an entity 
which is a partnership. 

“(3) REDEMPTIONS.—A rule similar to the 
rule of section 1202(c)(3) shall apply for pur- 
poses of this subsection. 

(с) QUALIFIED SMALL BUSINESS ENTITY.— 
For purposes of this section— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified 
small business entity’ means any domestic 
corporation or partnership if such corpora- 
tion or partnership— 

“(A) is a small business (as defined in sec- 
tion 41(b)(3)(D)(iii)), 

‘(B) has its headquarters in the United 
States, 

“(C) is engaged in a high technology trade 
or business related to— 

“(1) advanced materials, nanotechnology, 
or precision manufacturing, 

(11) aerospace, aeronautics, or defense, 

‘(iii) biotechnology or pharmaceuticals, 

“(iv) electronics, semiconductors, soft- 
ware, or computer technology, 

“(v) energy, environment, or clean tech- 
nologies, 

(уі) forest products or agriculture, 

“(vii) information technology, communica- 
tion technology, digital media, or photonics, 

“(viii) life sciences or medical sciences, 

(1х) marine technology or aquaculture, 

(х) transportation, or 

“(xi) any other high technology trade or 
business as determined by the Secretary, 

“(D) has been in existence for less than 5 
years as of the date of the qualified equity 
investment, 

“(E) employs less than 100 full-time equiv- 
alent employees as of the date of such in- 
vestment, 

“(Е) has more than 50 percent of the em- 
ployees performing substantially all of their 
services in the United States as of the date 
of such investment, and 

(©) has equity investments designated for 
purposes of this paragraph. 

(2) DESIGNATION OF EQUITY INVESTMENTS.— 
For purposes of paragraph (1)(G), an equity 
investment shall not be treated as des- 
ignated if such designation would result in 
the aggregate amount which may be taken 
into account under this section with respect 
to equity investments in such corporation or 
partnership exceeds— 

(А) $10,000,000, taking into account the 
total amount of all qualified equity invest- 
ments made by all taxpayers for the taxable 
year and all preceding taxable years, 

(В) $2,000,000, taking into account the 
total amount of all qualified equity invest- 
ments made by all taxpayers for such tax- 
able year, and 
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“(C) $1,000,000, taking into account the 
total amount of all qualified equity invest- 
ments made by the taxpayer for such taxable 
year. 

(4) QUALIFIED INVESTOR.—For purposes of 
this section— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified in- 
vestor’ means an accredited investor, as de- 
fined by the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission, investor network, or investor fund 
who review new or proposed businesses for 
potential investment. 

“(2) INVESTOR NETWORK.—The term ‘inves- 
tor network’ means a group of accredited in- 
vestors organized for the sole purpose of 
making qualified equity investments. 

08) INVESTOR FUND.— 

“(A) ІЧ GENERAL.—The term ‘investor fund’ 
means a corporation that for the applicable 
taxable year is treated as an S corporation 
or a general partnership, limited partner- 
ship, limited liability partnership, trust, or 
limited liability company and which for the 
applicable taxable year is not taxed as a cor- 
poration. 

“(B) ALLOCATION OF CREDIT.— 

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), the credit allowed under sub- 
section (a) shall be allocated to the share- 
holders or partners of the investor fund in 
proportion to their ownership interest or as 
specified in the fund’s organizational docu- 
ments, except that tax-exempt investors 
shall be allowed to transfer their interest to 
investors within the fund in exchange for fu- 
ture financial consideration. 

(11) SINGLE MEMBER LIMITED LIABILITY 
COMPANY.—If the investor fund is a single 
member limited liability company that is 
disregarded as an entity separate from its 
owner, the credit allowed under subsection 
(a) may be claimed by such limited liability 
company’s owner, if such owner is a person 
subject to the tax under this title. 

“(4) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘qualified inves- 
tor’ does not include— 

“(A) a person controlling at least 50 per- 
cent of the qualified small business entity, 

“(В) an employee of such entity, or 

“(C) any bank, bank and trust company, 
insurance company, trust company, national 
bank, savings association or building and 
loan association for activities that are a part 
of its normal course of business. 

(е) NATIONAL LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF 
INVESTMENTS DESIGNATED.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There is an angel invest- 
ment tax credit limitation of $500,000,000 for 
each of calendar years 2011 through 2015. 

(2) ALLOCATION OF LIMITATION.—The limi- 
tation under paragraph (1) shall be allocated 
by the Secretary among qualified small busi- 
ness entities selected by the Secretary. 

(8) CARRYOVER OF UNUSED LIMITATION.—If 
the angel investment tax credit limitation 
for any calendar year exceeds the aggregate 
amount allocated under paragraph (2) for 
such year, such limitation for the succeeding 
calendar year shall be increased by the 
amount of such excess. No amount may be 
carried under the preceding sentence to any 
calendar year after 2020. 

(Р) APPLICATION WITH OTHER CREDITS.— 

(1) BUSINESS CREDIT TREATED AS PART OF 
GENERAL BUSINESS CREDIT.—Except as pro- 
vided in paragraph (2), the credit which 
would be allowed under subsection (a) for 
any taxable year (determined without regard 
to this subsection) shall be treated as a cred- 
it listed in section 38(b) for such taxable year 
(and not allowed under subsection (a)). 

‘(2) PERSONAL CREDIT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi- 
vidual who elects the application of this 
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paragraph, for purposes of this title, the 
credit allowed under subsection (a) for any 
taxable year (determined after application of 
paragraph (1)) shall be treated as a credit al- 
lowable under subpart A for such taxable 
year. 

‘(B) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF 
TAX.—In the case of a taxable year to which 
section 26(a)(2) does not apply, the credit al- 
lowed under subpart A for any taxable year 
(determined after application of paragraph 
(1)) by reason of subparagraph (A) shall not 
exceed the excess of— 

“(i) the sum of the regular tax liability (as 
defined in section 26(b)) plus the tax imposed 
by section 55, over 

“(ii) the sum of the credits allowable under 
subpart A (other than this section) and sec- 
tion 27 for the taxable year. 

(С) CARRYFORWARD OF UNUSED CREDIT.—If 
the credit allowable under subsection (a) by 
reason of subparagraph (A) exceeds the limi- 
tation imposed by section 26(a)(1) or subpara- 
graph (B), whichever is applicable, for such 
taxable year, reduced by the sum of the cred- 
its allowable under subpart A (other than 
this section) for such taxable year, such ex- 
cess shall be carried to each of the suc- 
ceeding 20 taxable years to the extent that 
such unused credit may not be taken into ac- 
count under subsection (a) by reason of sub- 
paragraph (A) for a prior taxable year be- 
cause of such limitation. 

(6) SPECIAL RULES.— 

“(1) RELATED PARTIES.—For purposes of 
this section— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—AII related persons shall 
be treated as 1 person. 

‘(B) RELATED PERSONS.—A person shall be 
treated as related to another person if the 
relationship between such persons would re- 
sult in the disallowance of losses under sec- 
tion 267 or 707(b). 

*(2) BASIS.—For purposes of this subtitle, 
the basis of any investment with respect to 
which a credit is allowable under this section 
shall be reduced by the amount of such cred- 
it so allowed. This subsection shall not apply 
for purposes of sections 1202, 1897B, and 
1400B. 

“(3) RECAPTURE.—The Secretary shall, by 
regulations, provide for recapturing the ben- 
efit of any credit allowable under subsection 
(a) with respect to any qualified equity in- 
vestment which is held by the taxpayer less 
than 3 years, except that no benefit shall be 
recaptured in the case of— 

“(A) transfer of such investment by reason 
of the death of the taxpayer, 

(В) transfer between spouses, 

“(С) transfer incident to the divorce (as de- 
fined in section 1041) of such taxpayer, or 

“(D) a transaction to which section 381(a) 
applies (relating to certain acquisitions of 
the assets of one corporation by another cor- 
poration). 

‘(h) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be appro- 
priate to carry out this section, including 
regulations— 

“(1) which prevent the abuse of the pur- 
poses of this section, 

“(2) which impose appropriate reporting re- 
quirements, and 

(3) which apply the provisions of this sec- 
tion to newly formed entities.’’. 

(b) CREDIT MADE PART OF GENERAL BUSI- 
NESS CREDIT.—Subsection (b) of section 38 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amend- 
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (35), by striking ‘‘plus’’; 

(2) in paragraph (36), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘, plus”; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 
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‘(87) the portion of the angel investment 
tax credit to which section 30E(f)(1) ap- 
plies.’’. 

(с) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 1016(a) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end of paragraph (36), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end of paragraph (87) and insert- 
ing ‘‘, and”, and by inserting after paragraph 
(37) the following new paragraph: 

(038) to the extent provided in section 
30E(g)(2).””. 

(2) Section 24(b)(3)(B) of such Code is 
amended by striking “апа 30D” and inserting 
“80р, and 30E”. 

(3) Section 25(e)(1)(C)(ii) of such Code is 
amended by inserting ‘‘30E,” after ‘‘30D,”. 

(4) Section 25A(i)(5)(B) of such Code is 
amended by striking “апа 30D” and inserting 
‘* 30D, and 30E”. 

(5) Section 25A(i)(5) of such Code is amend- 
ed by inserting ‘‘30E,”’ after ‘‘30D,’’. 

(6) Section 25B(g)(2) of such Code is amend- 
ed by striking “апа 30D” and inserting ‘‘30D, 
and 30E”. 

(7) Section 26(a)(1) of such Code is amended 
by striking “апа 30D” and inserting 300, 
and 30E”. 

(8) Section 30(с)(2)(В)(11) of such Code is 
amended by striking “апа 30D” and inserting 
‘* 30D, and 30E”. 

(9) Section 30B(g)(2)(B)(ii) of such Code is 
amended by striking “апа 30D” and inserting 
‘30D, and 30E”. 

(10) Section 30D(d)(2)(B)(ii) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘and 25D” and inserting 
‘* 25D, and 30E”. 

(11) Section 904(1) of such Code is amended 
by striking “апа 30D” and inserting ‘‘30D, 
and 30E”. 

(12) Section 1400C(d)(2) of such Code is 
amended by striking “апа 30D” and inserting 
‘30D, and 30E”. 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart B of part IV of sub- 
chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new item: 

“Sec. 30E. Angel investment tax credit.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to invest- 
ments made after December 31, 2010, in tax- 
able years ending after such date. 

(£) REGULATIONS ON ALLOCATION OF NA- 
TIONAL LIMITATION.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Treasury or the Sec- 
retary’s delegate shall prescribe regulations 
which specify— 

(1) how small business entities shall apply 
for an allocation under section 30H(e)(2) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as added 
by this section, 

(2) the competitive procedure through 
which such allocations are made, 

(8) the criteria for determining an alloca- 
tion to a small business entity, including— 

(A) whether the small business entity is lo- 
cated in a State that is historically under- 
served by angel investors and venture capital 
investors, 

(B) whether the small business entity has 
received an angel investment tax credit, or 
its equivalent, from the State in which the 
small business entity is located and reg- 
istered, 

(C) whether small business entities in 
low-, medium-, and high-population density 
States are receiving allocations, and 

(D) whether the small business entity has 
been awarded a Small Business Innovative 
Research or Small Business Technology 
Transfer grant from a Federal agency, 

(4) the actions that such Secretary or dele- 
gate shall take to ensure that such alloca- 
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tions are properly made to qualified small 
business entities, and 

(5) the actions that such Secretary or dele- 
gate shall take to ensure that angel invest- 
ment tax credits are allocated and issued to 
the taxpayer. 

(g) AUDIT AND REPORT.—Not later than 
January 31, 2014, the Comptroller General of 
the United States, pursuant to an audit of 
the angel investment tax credit program es- 
tablished under section 30E of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (as added by subsection 
(a)), Shall report to Congress on such pro- 
gram, including all qualified small business 
entities that receive an allocation of an 
angel investment credit under such section. 

(h) RESCISSION OF UNSPENT FEDERAL FUNDS 
TO OFFSET LOSS IN REVENUES.— 

(1) ІЧ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, of all available unob- 
ligated funds, $5,000,000,000 in appropriated 
discretionary funds are hereby rescinded. 

(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall de- 
termine and identify from which appropria- 
tion accounts the rescission under paragraph 
(1) shall apply and the amount of such rescis- 
sion that shall apply to each such account. 
Not later than 60 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall sub- 
mit a report to the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury and Congress of the accounts and 
amounts determined and identified for re- 
scission under the preceding sentence. 


SA 188. Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Mr. 
KOHL, and Mr. BROWN of Massachu- 
setts) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 504. ESTABLISHMENT OF SMALL BUSINESS 

SAVINGS ACCOUNTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part I of 
subchapter D of chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting 
after section 408A the following new section: 
“SEC. 408B. SMALL BUSINESS SAVINGS AC- 

COUNTS. 

*(а) GENERAL RULE.—Except as provided in 
this section, a Small Business Savings Ac- 
count shall be treated for purposes of this 
title in the same manner as an individual re- 
tirement plan. 

“(b) SMALL BUSINESS SAVINGS ACCOUNT.— 
For purposes of this title, the term ‘Small 
Business Savings Account’ means a tax pre- 
ferred savings plan which is designated at 
the time of establishment of the plan as a 
Small Business Savings Account. Such des- 
ignation shall be made in such manner as the 
Secretary may prescribe. 

(с) TREATMENT OF CONTRIBUTIONS.— 

(1) NO DEDUCTION ALLOWED.—No deduction 
shall be allowed under section 219 for a con- 
tribution to a Small Business Savings Ac- 
count. 

“(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate amount 
of contributions for any taxable year to all 
Small Business Savings Accounts main- 
tained for the benefit of an individual shall 
not exceed $10,000. 

“(В) AGGREGATE LIMITATION.—The aggre- 
gate of the amounts which may be taken 
into account under subparagraph (A) for all 
taxable years with respect to all Small Busi- 
ness Savings Accounts maintained for the 
benefit of an individual shall not exceed 
$150,000. 
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(С) COST OF LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—The 
Secretary shall adjust annually the $10,000 
amount in subparagraph (A) for increases in 
the cost-of-living at the same time and in 
the same manner as adjustments under sec- 
tion 415(d); except that the base period shall 
be the calendar quarter beginning July 1, 
2011, and any increase which is not a mul- 
tiple of $500 shall be rounded to the next low- 
est multiple of $500. 

(3) CONTRIBUTIONS PERMITTED AFTER AGE 
70¥2.—Contributions to a Small Business Sav- 
ings Account may be made even after the in- 
dividual for whom the account is maintained 
has attained age 70%. 

(4) ROLLOVERS FROM RETIREMENT PLANS 
NOT ALLOWED.—A taxpayer shall not be al- 
lowed to make a qualified rollover contribu- 
tion to a Small Business Savings Account 
from any qualified retirement plan (as de- 
fined in section 4974(c)). 

“(а) DISTRIBUTION RULES.—For purposes of 
this title— 

(1) GENERAL RULES.— 

(А) LIMITATIONS ON DISTRIBUTIONS.—AIL 
qualified distributions from a Small Busi- 
ness Savings Account— 

“(1) shall be limited to a single business, 
and 

“(ii) must be disbursed not later than the 
last day of the 5th taxable year beginning 
after the initial disbursement. 

“(В) EXCLUSIONS FROM GROSS INCOME.—Any 
qualified distribution from a Small Business 
Savings Account shall not be includible in 
gross income. 

‘(2) QUALIFIED DISTRIBUTION.—For purposes 
of this subsection, the term ‘qualified dis- 
tribution’ means any payment or distribu- 
tion made for operating capital, the purchase 
of equipment or facilities, marketing, train- 
ing, incorporation, and accounting fees. 

03) NONQUALIFIED DISTRIBUTIONS.— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—In applying section 72 to 
any distribution from a Small Business Sav- 
ings Account which is not a qualified dis- 
tribution, such distribution shall be treated 
as made from contributions to the Small 
Business Savings Account to the extent that 
such distribution, when added to all previous 
distributions from the Small Business Sav- 
ings Account, does not exceed the aggregate 
amount of contributions to the Small Busi- 
ness Savings Account. 

‘(B) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS REMAINING IN 
ACCOUNT.—Any remaining amount in a Small 
Business Savings Account following the date 
described in paragraph (1)(А)(11) shall be 
treated as distributed during the taxable 
year following such date and such distribu- 
tion shall not be treated as a qualified dis- 
tribution. 

“(4) ROLLOVERS TO A ROTH IRA.—Subject to 
the application of the treatment of contribu- 
tions in section 408A(c), distributions from a 
Small Business Savings Account may be 
rolled over into a Roth IRA.’’. 

(b) EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS.—Section 4973 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

“(h) EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS TO SMALL BUSI- 
NESS SAVINGS ACCOUNTS.—For purposes of 
this section, in the case of contributions to 
all Small Business Savings Accounts (within 
the meaning of section 408B(b)) maintained 
for the benefit of an individual, the term ‘ex- 
cess contributions’ means the sum of— 

“(1) the excess (if any) of— 

“(A) the amount contributed to such ac- 
counts for the taxable year, over 

“(В) the amount allowable as a contribu- 
tion under section 408B(c)(2) for such taxable 
year, and 
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“(2) the amount determined under this sub- 
section for the preceding taxable year, re- 
duced by the sum of— 

“(A) the distributions out of the accounts 
for the taxable year, and 

“(В) the excess (if any) of— 

“(i) the maximum amount allowable as a 
contribution under section 408B(c)(2) for such 
taxable year, over 

“(11) the amount contributed to such ac- 
counts for such taxable year.’’. 

(с) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart A of part I of subchapter 
D of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 408A the following 
new item: 

“Sec. 408B. Small Business 
counts.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2010. 

SEC. 505. REDUCTION OF GOVERNMENT PRINT- 
ING COSTS. 

(a) STRATEGY AND GUIDELINES.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Director of the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget shall coordinate with 
the heads of the Executive departments and 
independent establishments, as those terms 
are defined in chapter 1 of title 5, United 
States Code— 

(1) to develop a strategy to reduce Govern- 
ment printing costs during the 10-year period 
beginning on September 1, 2011; and 

(2) to issue Government-wide guidelines for 
printing that implements the strategy devel- 
oped under paragraph (1). 

(b) CONSIDERATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In developing the strategy 
under subsection (a)(1), the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget and the 
heads of the Executive departments and 
independent establishments shall consider 
guidelines for— 

(A) duplex and color printing; 

(B) the use of digital file systems by Exec- 
utive departments and independent estab- 
lishments; and 

(C) determining which Government publi- 
cations might be made available on Govern- 
ment Web sites instead of being printed. 

(2) ESSENTIAL PRINTED DOCUMENTS.—The 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall ensure that printed versions of 
documents that the Director determines are 
essential to individuals— 

(A) who are entitled to or enrolled for ben- 
efits under part A of title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.); 

(B) who are enrolled for benefits under part 
B of such title; 

(C) who receive old-age survivors’ or dis- 
ability insurance payments under title II of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), or 

(D) who have limited ability to use or ac- 
cess the Internet, 
are available after the issuance of the guide- 
lines under subsection (a)(2). 


SA 189. Mr. PRYOR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

On page 73, after line 23, add the following: 
SEC. 2 . INITIATIVE TO PUBLICIZE THE SBIR 

PROGRAMS AND STTR PROGRAMS 
TO VETERANS. 

The Administrator, in consultation with 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, shall de- 
velop an initiative— 


Savings Ac- 
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(1) to publicize the SBIR programs and 
STTR programs of the Federal agencies to 
veterans recently separated from service in 
the Armed Forces; and 

(2) to encourage veterans with applicable 
technical skills to apply for awards under 
the SBIR programs and STTR programs of 
the Federal agencies. 


SA 190. Mr. PRYOR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. _. PROVIDING EXPLANATIONS TO UNSUC- 
CESSFUL APPLICANTS. 

Section 9 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

“(nn) PROVIDING EXPLANATIONS TO UNSUC- 
CESSFUL APPLICANTS.—Each Federal agency 
required to carry out an SBIR program or 
STTR program shall— 

“(1) include in each solicitation relating to 
a contract awarded under the SBIR program 
or STTR program a notice in plain language 
stating that a small business concern that 
responds to the solicitation and is not 
awarded the contract may request from the 
Federal agency an explanation of the reasons 
the small business concern was not awarded 
the contract; and 

‘“(2) upon request, provide to a small busi- 
ness concern an explanation of the reasons 
the small business concern was not awarded 
a contract under the SBIR program or STTR 
program.’’. 


SA 191. Mr. CASEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. 3 . SUBCONTRACTOR NOTIFICATIONS. 


Section 8(d) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 687(d)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

(18) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—An offeror with respect 
to a contract let by a Federal agency that is 
to be awarded pursuant to the negotiated 
method of procurement that intends to iden- 
tify a small business concern as a potential 
subcontractor in the offer relating to the 
contract shall— 

“(1) notify the small business concern that 
the offeror intends to identify the small 
business concern as a potential subcon- 
tractor in the offer; and 

“i) include with the offer a written ac- 
knowledgment by the small business concern 
that the small business concern has received 
the notice required under clause (i). 

“(В) PENALTIES.—If an offeror fails to no- 
tify a small business concern under subpara- 
graph (A)(i), the head of the Federal agency 
that let the contract described in subpara- 
graph (A) shall— 

‘“(i) for the first such failure by the offeror, 
fine the offeror, in an amount equal to 20 
percent of the value of the contract; 

‘“(ii) for the second such failure by the of- 
feror— 

“(0 fine the offeror, іп an amount equal to 
50 percent of the value of the contract; and 
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“(ID debar the offeror from contracting 
with the United States for a period of 1 year; 
and 

“(iii) for the third such failure by the offer- 
or, debar the offeror from contracting with 
the United States. 

(14) REPORTING BY SUBCONTRACTORS.—The 
Administrator shall establish a reporting 
mechanism that allows a subcontractor to 
report fraudulent activity by a contractor 
with respect to a subcontracting plan sub- 
mitted to a procurement authority under 
paragraph (4)(B).’’. 


SA 192. Mr. CASEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


On page _, between lines and _, insert 
the following: 
SEC. _. MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 


PROGRAM. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) HISTORICALLY DISADVANTAGED INDI- 
VIDUAL.—The term “historically disadvan- 
taged individual” means any individual who 
is a member of a group that is designated as 
eligible to receive assistance under section 
1400.1 of title 15, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions, as in effect on January 1, 2009. 

(2) PRINCIPAL.—The term ‘‘principal’’ 
means any person that the Director deter- 
mines exercises significant control over the 
regular operations of a business entity. 

(b) PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Director of 
the Minority Business Development Agency 
shall establish the Minority Business Devel- 
opment Program (in this section referred to 
as the ‘‘Program’’) to assist qualified minor- 
ity businesses. The Program shall provide 
contract procurement assistance to such 
businesses. 

(с) QUALIFIED MINORITY BUSINESS.— 

(1) CERTIFICATION.—For purposes of the 
Program, the Director may certify as a 
qualified minority business any entity that 
satisfies each of the following: 

(A) Not less than 51 percent of the entity is 
directly and unconditionally owned or con- 
trolled by historically disadvantaged indi- 
viduals. 

(B) Each officer or other individual who ex- 
ercises control over the regular operations of 
the entity is a historically disadvantaged in- 
dividual. 

(C) The net worth of each principal of the 
entity is not greater than $2,000,000. (The eq- 
uity of a disadvantaged owner in a primary 
personal residence shall be considered in this 
calculation.) 

(D) The principal place of business of the 
entity is in the United States. 

(E) Each principal of the entity maintains 
good character in the determination of the 
Director. 

(F) The entity engages in competitive and 
bona fide commercial business operations in 
not less than one sector of industry that has 
a North American Industry Classification 
System code. 

(G) The entity submits reports to the Di- 
rector at such time, in such form, and con- 
taining such information as the Director 
may require. 

(H) Any additional requirements that the 
Director determines appropriate. 

(2) TERM OF CERTIFICATION.—A certification 
under this subsection shall be for a term of 
5 years and may not be renewed. 

(d) SET-ASIDE CONTRACTING OPPORTUNI- 
TIES.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director may enter 
into agreements with the United States Gov- 
ernment and any department, agency, or of- 
ficer thereof having procurement powers for 
purposes of providing for the fulfillment of 
procurement contracts and providing oppor- 
tunities for qualified minority businesses 
with regard to such contracts. 

(2) QUALIFICATIONS ON PARTICIPATION.—The 
Director shall by rule establish requirements 
for participation under this section by a 
qualified minority business in a contract. 

(3) ANNUAL LIMIT ON NUMBER OF CONTRACTS 
PER QUALIFIED MINORITY BUSINESS.—A quali- 
fied minority business may not participate 
under this section in contracts in an amount 
that exceeds $10,000,000 for goods and services 
each fiscal year. 

(4) LIMITS ON CONTRACT AMOUNTS.— 

(A) GOODS AND SERVICES.—Except as pro- 
vided in subparagraph (B), a contract for 
goods and services under this subsection may 
not exceed $6,000,000. 

(B) MANUFACTURING AND CONSTRUCTION.—A 
contract for manufacturing and construction 
services under this subsection may not ex- 
ceed $10,000,000. 

(e) TERMINATION FROM THE PROGRAM.—The 
Director may terminate a qualified minority 
business from the Program for any violation 
of a requirement of subsections (c) and (d) by 
that qualified minority business, including 
the following: 

(1) Conduct by a principal of the qualified 
minority business that indicates a lack of 
business integrity. 

(2) Willful failure to comply with applica- 
ble labor standards and obligations. 

(3) Consistent failure to tender adequate 
performance with regard to contracts under 
the Program. 

(4) Failure to obtain and maintain relevant 
certifications. 

(5) Failure to pay outstanding obligations 
owed to the Federal Government. 


SA 193. Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. COBURN, Mr. WEBB, and 
Mr. KERRY) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill S. 493, to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 504. NATIONAL VETERANS BUSINESS DEVEL- 
OPMENT CORPORATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.) is amended by striking 
section 33 (15 U.S.C. 657c). 

(b) CORPORATION.—On and after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the National Vet- 
erans Business Development Corporation and 
any successor thereto may not represent 
that the corporation is federally chartered or 
in any other manner authorized by the Fed- 
eral Government. 

(с) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) SMALL BUSINESS ACT.—The Small Busi- 
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.), as amended 
by this Act, is amended— 

(A) by redesignating sections 34 through 45 
as sections 33 through 44, respectively; 

(B) in section 9(8)(1)(0) (15 U.S.C. 
638(k)(1)(D)), as amended by section 201(b)(3) 
of this Act, by striking ‘‘section 34(d)”’ and 
inserting ‘‘section 33(d)”’; 

(С) in section 9(5), as added by section 
201(a) of this Act— 

(i) by striking ‘‘section 84” each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘section 33”; 

(11) in paragraph (1)(Е), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 34(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 33(e)’’; and 

(111) in paragraph (7)(В), by striking ‘‘sec- 
tion 34(d)”’ and inserting ‘‘section 33(d)’’; 
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(D) in section 35(d) (15 U.S.C. 657i(d)), as so 
redesignated and as amended by section 
201(b)(5), by striking ‘‘section 42” and insert- 
ing ‘‘section 41”; 

(E) in section 38(d) (15 U.S.C. 6571(d)), as so 
redesignated and as amended by section 
201(b)(6) of this Act, by striking ‘‘section 42” 
and inserting ‘‘section 41”; and 

(F) in section 39(b) (15 U.S.C. 657m(b)), as 
so redesignated and as amended by section 
201(b)(7) of this Act, by striking ‘‘section 42” 
and inserting ‘‘section 41”. 

(2) THIS ACT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made 
by section 205(b) of this Act shall have no 
force or effect. 

(B) PROSPECTIVE REPEAL OF THE SMALL 
BUSINESS INNOVATION RESEARCH PROGRAM.— 
Effective 5 years after the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
631 et seq.) is amended— 

(i) by striking section 42, as added by sec- 
tion 205(a) of this Act and redesignated by 
paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection; and 

(ii) by redesignating sections 43 and 44, as 
redesignated by paragraph (1)(A) of this sub- 
section, as sections 42 and 48, respectively. 

(3) VETERANS ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND 
SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1999.— 
Section 203(с)(5) of the Veterans Entrepre- 
neurship and Small Business Development 
Act of 1999 (15 U.S.C. 657b note) is amended 
by striking ‘‘In cooperation with the Na- 
tional Veterans Business Development Cor- 
poration, develop” and inserting ‘‘Develop’’. 

(4) TITLE 10.—Section 1142(b)(13) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“апа the National Veterans Business Devel- 
opment Corporation”. 

(5) TITLE 38.—Section 3452(h) of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
“any of the” and all that follows and insert- 
ing ‘‘any small business development center 
described in section 21 of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 648), insofar as such center of- 
fers, sponsors, or cosponsors an entrepre- 
neurship course, as that term is defined in 
section 3675(c)(2).’’. 


SA 194. Ms. COLLINS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 4. AGENCY ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANT 
REGULATORY ACTIONS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term “Administrator” means the 
Administrator of the Office of Information 
and Regulatory Affairs in the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget; 

(2) the term ‘‘agency’’ has the same mean- 
ing as in section 3502(1) of title 44, United 
States Code; 

(8) the term ‘‘disseminated’’— 

(A) means prepared by an agency and dis- 
tributed to the public or regulated entities; 
and 

(B) does not include— 

(i) distribution limited to Federal Govern- 
ment employees; 

(ii) intra- or interagency use or sharing of 
Federal Government information; and 

(iii) responses to requests for agency 
records under section 552 of title 5, United 
States Code (commonly referred to as the 
“Freedom of Information Act’’), section 552a 
of title 5, United States Code, (commonly re- 
ferred to as the ‘‘Privacy Act”), the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.), or 
other similar laws; 
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(4) the term ‘‘guidance document” means 
an agency statement of general applicability 
and future effect, other than a regulatory ac- 
tion, that sets forth a policy on a statutory, 
regulatory or technical issue or an interpre- 
tation of a statutory or regulatory issue; 

(5) the term ‘‘regulation’’ means an agency 
statement of general applicability and future 
effect, which the agency intends to have the 
force and effect of law, that is designed to 
implement, interpret, or prescribe law or 
policy or to describe the procedure or prac- 
tice requirements of an agency; 

(6) the term ‘‘regulatory action”? means 
any substantive action by an agency (nor- 
mally published in the Federal Register) 
that promulgates or is expected to lead to 
the promulgation of a final regulation, in- 
cluding notices of inquiry, advance notices 
of proposed rulemaking, and notices of pro- 
posed rulemaking; 

(7) the term ‘‘significant guidance docu- 
ment’’— 

(A) means a guidance document dissemi- 
nated to regulated entities or the general 
public that may reasonably be anticipated 
to— 

(i) lead to an annual effect on the economy 
of $ 100,000,000 or more or affect in a material 
way the economy, a sector of the economy, 
productivity, competition, jobs, the environ- 
ment, public health or safety, or State, local, 
or tribal governments or communities; 

(ii) create a serious inconsistency or other- 
wise interfere with an action taken or 
planned by another agency; 

(iii) materially alter the budgetary impact 
of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan 
programs or the rights and obligations of re- 
cipients thereof; or 

(iv) raise novel legal or policy issues aris- 
ing out of legal mandates and the priorities, 
principles, and provisions of this section; and 

(B) does not include— 

(i) legal advisory opinions for internal Ex- 
ecutive Branch use and not for release (such 
as Department of Justice Office of Legal 
Counsel opinions); 

(ii) briefs and other positions taken by 
agencies in investigations, pre-litigation, 
litigation, or other enforcement proceedings; 

(iii) speeches; 

(iv) editorials; 

(v) media interviews; 

(vi) press materials; 

(vii) congressional correspondence; 

(viii) guidance documents that pertain to a 
military or foreign affairs function of the 
United States (other than guidance on pro- 
curement or the import or export of non-de- 
fense articles and services); 

(ix) grant solicitations; 

(x) warning letters; 

(xi) case or investigatory letters respond- 
ing to complaints involving fact-specific de- 
terminations; 

(xii) purely internal agency policies; 

(xiii) guidance documents that pertain to 
the use, operation or control of a govern- 
ment facility; 

(xiv) internal guidance documents directed 
solely to other agencies; and 

(xv) any other category of significant guid- 
ance documents exempted by an agency head 
in consultation with the Administrator; and 

(8) the term ‘“‘significant regulatory ac- 
tion” means any regulatory action that is 
likely to result in a regulation that may— 

(A) have an annual effect on the economy 
of $100,000,000 or more or adversely affect in 
a material way the economy, a sector of the 
economy, productivity, competition, jobs, 
the environment, public health or safety, or 
State, local, or tribal governments or com- 
munities; 
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(B) create a serious inconsistency or other- 
wise interfere with an action taken or 
planned by another agency; 

(C) materially alter the budgetary impact 
of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan 
programs or the rights and obligations of re- 
cipients thereof; or 

(D) raise novel legal or policy issues aris- 
ing out of legal mandates and the priorities, 
principles, and provisions of this section. 

(b) AGENCY ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANT 
REGULATORY ACTIONS.—For each significant 
regulatory action, each agency shall submit, 
at such times specified by the Adminis- 
trator, a report to the Office of Information 
and Regulatory Affairs that includes— 

(1) an assessment, including the underlying 
analysis, of benefits anticipated from the 
significant regulatory action, such as— 

(A) the promotion of the efficient func- 
tioning of the economy and private markets; 

(B) the enhancement of health and safety; 

(C) the protection of the natural environ- 
ment; and 

(D) the elimination or reduction of dis- 
crimination or bias; 

(2) to the extent feasible, a quantification 
of the benefits assessed under paragraph (1); 

(3) an assessment, including the underlying 
analysis, of costs anticipated from the regu- 
latory action, such as— 

(A) the direct cost both to the Federal 
Government in administering the significant 
regulatory action and to businesses, con- 
sumers, and others (including State, local, 
and tribal officials) in complying with the 
regulation; and 

(B) any adverse effects on the efficient 
functioning of the economy, private markets 
(including productivity, employment, and 
competitiveness), health, safety, the natural 
environment, job creation, the prices of con- 
sumer goods, and energy costs; 

(4) to the extent feasible, a quantification 
of the costs assessed under paragraph (3); and 

(5) an assessment, including the underlying 
analysis, of costs and benefits of potentially 
effective and reasonably feasible alternatives 
to the planned significant regulatory action, 
identified by the agency or the public (in- 
cluding improving the current regulation 
and reasonably viable nonregulatory ac- 
tions), and an explanation why the planned 
regulatory action is preferable to the identi- 
fied potential alternatives. 


SA 195. Ms. COLLINS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 4. REDUCTION OR WAIVER OF CIVIL PEN- 
ALTIES IMPOSED ON SMALL ENTI- 
TIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 6 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“$ 618. Reduction or waiver of civil penalties 
imposed on small entities 

(а) Upon the request of a small entity, a 
Regional Advocate of the Office of Advocacy 
of the Small Business Administration (re- 
ferred to in this section as a ‘Regional Advo- 
cate’) shall submit to an agency a request 
that the agency reduce or waive a civil pen- 
alty imposed on the small entity, if the Re- 
gional Advocate determines that— 

“(1) the civil penalty was the result of a 
first-time violation by the small entity of a 
requirement to report information to the 
agency; and 
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“(2) the reduction or waiver is consistent 
with the conditions and exclusions described 
in paragraphs (1), (3), (4), (5), and (6) of sec- 
tion 223(b) of the Small Business Regulatory 
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 (Public 
Law 104-121; 110 Stat. 862). 

“(b) Not later than 60 days after the re- 
ceipt of a request from a Regional Advocate 
under subsection (a), an agency shall send 
written notice of the decision of the agency 
with respect to the request, together with 
the reasons for the decision, to the Regional 
Advocate that made the request and the rel- 
evant small entity. 

“(с) The Chief Counsel for Advocacy shall 
submit to Congress an annual report summa- 
rizing— 

“(1) the requests received by the Regional 
Advocates from small entities under sub- 
section (a); and 

“(2) the requests submitted by the Re- 
gional Advocates to agencies under sub- 
section (а) and the results of the requests.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 6 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

“618. Reduction or waiver of civil penalties 
imposed on small entities.’’. 


SA 196. Ms. COLLINS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 493, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end, add the following: 
SEC. 4. REGULATORY REFORM. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 

(1) the term ‘Administrator’ means the 
Administrator of the Office of Information 
and Regulatory Affairs in the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget; 

(2) the term ‘‘agency’’ has the same mean- 
ing as in section 3502(1) of title 44, United 
States Code; 

(3) the term ‘‘economically significant 
guidance document”? means а significant 
guidance document that may reasonably be 
anticipated to lead to an annual effect on the 
economy of $ 100,000,000 or more or adversely 
affect in a material way the economy or a 
sector of the economy, except that economi- 
cally significant guidance documents do not 
include guidance documents on Federal ex- 
penditures and receipts; 

(4) the term ‘‘disseminated’’— 

(A) means prepared by an agency and dis- 
tributed to the public or regulated entities; 
and 

(B) does not include— 

(i) distribution limited to Federal Govern- 
ment employees; 

(ii) intra- or interagency use or sharing of 
Federal Government information; and 

(iii) responses to requests for agency 
records under section 552 of title 5, United 
States Code (commonly referred to as the 
“Freedom of Information Act’’), section 552a 
of title 5, United States Code, (commonly re- 
ferred to as the ‘‘Privacy Act”), the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.), or 
other similar laws; 

(5) the term ‘‘guidance document” means 
an agency statement of general applicability 
and future effect, other than a regulatory ac- 
tion, that sets forth a policy on a statutory, 
regulatory or technical issue or an interpre- 
tation of a statutory or regulatory issue; 

(6) the term ‘‘regulation’’ means an agency 
statement of general applicability and future 
effect, which the agency intends to have the 
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force and effect of law, that is designed to 
implement, interpret, or prescribe law or 
policy or to describe the procedure or prac- 
tice requirements of an agency; 

(7) the term “regulatory action”? means 
any substantive action by an agency (nor- 
mally published in the Federal Register) 
that promulgates or is expected to lead to 
the promulgation of a final regulation, in- 
cluding notices of inquiry, advance notices 
of proposed rulemaking, and notices of pro- 
posed rulemaking; 

(8) the term ‘‘significant guidance docu- 
ment’’— 

(A) means a guidance document dissemi- 
nated to regulated entities or the general 
public that may reasonably be anticipated 
to— 

(i) lead to an annual effect on the economy 
of $ 100,000,000 or more or affect in a material 
way the economy, a sector of the economy, 
productivity, competition, jobs, the environ- 
ment, public health or safety, or State, local, 
or tribal governments or communities; 

(ii) create a serious inconsistency or other- 
wise interfere with an action taken or 
planned by another agency; 

(iii) materially alter the budgetary impact 
of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan 
programs or the rights and obligations of re- 
cipients thereof; or 

(iv) raise novel legal or policy issues aris- 
ing out of legal mandates and the priorities, 
principles, and provisions of this section; and 

(B) does not include— 

(i) legal advisory opinions for internal Ex- 
ecutive Branch use and not for release (such 
as Department of Justice Office of Legal 
Counsel opinions); 

(ii) briefs and other positions taken by 
agencies in investigations, pre-litigation, 
litigation, or other enforcement proceedings; 

(iii) speeches; 

(iv) editorials; 

(v) media interviews; 

(vi) press materials; 

(vii) congressional correspondence; 

(viii) guidance documents that pertain to a 
military or foreign affairs function of the 
United States (other than guidance on pro- 
curement or the import or export of non-de- 
fense articles and services); 

(ix) grant solicitations; 

(x) warning letters; 

(xi) case or investigatory letters respond- 
ing to complaints involving fact-specific de- 
terminations; 

(xii) purely internal agency policies; 

(xiii) guidance documents that pertain to 
the use, operation or control of a govern- 
ment facility; 

(xiv) internal guidance documents directed 
solely to other agencies; and 

(xv) any other category of significant guid- 
ance documents exempted by an agency head 
in consultation with the Administrator; and 

(9) the term ‘“‘significant regulatory ac- 
tion” means any regulatory action that is 
likely to result in a regulation that may— 

(A) have an annual effect on the economy 
of $100,000,000 or more or adversely affect in 
a material way the economy, a sector of the 
economy, productivity, competition, jobs, 
the environment, public health or safety, or 
State, local, or tribal governments or com- 
munities; 

(B) create a serious inconsistency or other- 
wise interfere with an action taken or 
planned by another agency; 

(C) materially alter the budgetary impact 
of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan 
programs or the rights and obligations of re- 
cipients thereof; or 
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(D) raise novel legal or policy issues aris- 
ing out of legal mandates and the priorities, 
principles, and provisions of this section. 

(b) AGENCY ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANT 
REGULATORY ACTIONS.—For each significant 
regulatory action, each agency shall submit, 
at such times specified by the Adminis- 
trator, a report to the Office of Information 
and Regulatory Affairs that includes— 

(1) an assessment, including the underlying 
analysis, of benefits anticipated from the 
significant regulatory action, such as— 

(A) the promotion of the efficient func- 
tioning of the economy and private markets; 

(B) the enhancement of health and safety; 

(C) the protection of the natural environ- 
ment; and 

(D) the elimination or reduction of dis- 
crimination or bias; 

(2) to the extent feasible, a quantification 
of the benefits assessed under paragraph (1); 

(3) an assessment, including the underlying 
analysis, of costs anticipated from the regu- 
latory action, such as— 

(A) the direct cost both to the Federal 
Government in administering the significant 
regulatory action and to businesses, con- 
sumers, and others (including State, local, 
and tribal officials) in complying with the 
regulation; and 

(B) any adverse effects on the efficient 
functioning of the economy, private markets 
(including productivity, employment, and 
competitiveness), health, safety, the natural 
environment, job creation, the prices of con- 
sumer goods, and energy costs; 

(4) to the extent feasible, a quantification 
of the costs assessed under paragraph (3); and 

(5) an assessment, including the underlying 
analysis, of costs and benefits of potentially 
effective and reasonably feasible alternatives 
to the planned significant regulatory action, 
identified by the agency or the public (in- 
cluding improving the current regulation 
and reasonably viable nonregulatory ac- 
tions), and an explanation why the planned 
regulatory action is preferable to the identi- 
fied potential alternatives. 

(c) AGENCY GOOD GUIDANCE PRACTICES.— 

(1) AGENCY STANDARDS FOR SIGNIFICANT 
GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS.— 

(A) APPROVAL PROCEDURES.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Each agency shall develop 
or have written procedures for the approval 
of significant guidance documents, which 
shall ensure that the issuance of significant 
guidance documents is approved by appro- 
priate senior agency officials. 

(ii) REQUIREMENT.—Employees of an agen- 
cy may not depart from significant guidance 
documents without appropriate justification 
and supervisory concurrence. 

(В) STANDARD ELEMENTS.—Each significant 
guidance document— 

(i) shall— 

(I) include the term ‘‘guidance’”’ or its func- 
tional equivalent; 

(II) identify the agency or office issuing 
the document; 

(ПІ) identify the activity to which and the 
persons to whom the significant guidance 
document applies; 

(IV) include the date of issuance; 

(V) note if the significant guidance docu- 
ment is a revision to a previously issued 
guidance document and, if so, identify the 
document that the significant guidance doc- 
ument replaces; 

(VI) provide the title of the document and 
a document identification number; and 

(VII) include the citation to the statutory 
provision or regulation (in Code of Federal 
Regulations format) which the significant 
guidance document applies to or interprets; 
and 
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(ii) shall not include mandatory terms 
such as ‘“‘shall’’, ‘‘must’’, ‘‘required’’, or ‘‘re- 
quirement” unless— 

(Т) the agency is using those terms to de- 
scribe a statutory or regulatory require- 
ment; or 

(II) the terminology is addressed to agency 
staff and will not foreclose agency consider- 
ation of positions advanced by affected pri- 
vate parties. 

(2) PUBLIC ACCESS AND FEEDBACK FOR SIG- 
NIFICANT GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS.— 

(A) INTERNET ACCESS.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Each agency shall— 

(Т) maintain on the website for the agency, 
or as a link on the website of the agency to 
the electronic list posted on a website of a 
component of the agency a list of the signifi- 
cant guidance documents in effect of the 
agency, including a link to the text of each 
significant guidance document that is in ef- 
fect; and 

(II) not later than 30 days after the date on 
which a significant guidance document is 
issued, update the list described in clause (i). 

(ii) LIST REQUIREMENTS.—The list described 
in subparagraph (A)(i) shall— 

(Т) include the name of each— 

(aa) significant guidance document; 

(bb) document identification number; and 

(cc) issuance and revision dates; and 

(I) identify significant guidance docu- 
ments that have been added, revised, or 
withdrawn in the preceding year. 

(B) PUBLIC FEEDBACK.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Each agency shall estab- 
lish and clearly advertise on the website for 
the agency a means for the public to elec- 
tronically submit— 

(Т) comments on significant guidance docu- 
ments; and 

(II) a request for issuance, reconsideration, 
modification, or rescission of significant 
guidance documents. 

(ii) AGENCY RESPONSE.—Any comments ог 
requests submitted under subparagraph (A)— 

(Т) are for the benefit of the agency; and 

(II) shall not require a formal response 
from the agency. 

(iii) OFFICE FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS.— 

(I) IN GENERAL.—Each agency shall des- 
ignate an office to receive and address com- 
plaints from the public relating to— 

(aa) the failure of the agency to follow the 
procedures described in this section; or 

(bb) the failure to treat a significant guid- 
ance document as a binding requirement. 

(П) WEBSITE.—The agency shall provide, on 
the website of the agency, the name and con- 
tact information for the office designated 
under clause (i). 

(3) NOTICE AND PUBLIC COMMENT FOR ECO- 
NOMICALLY SIGNIFICANT GUIDANCE DOCU- 
MENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), in preparing a draft of an eco- 
nomically significant guidance document, 
and before issuance of the final significant 
guidance document, each agency shall— 

(i) publish a notice in the Federal Register 
announcing that the draft document is avail- 
able; 

(ii) post the draft document on the Inter- 
net and make a tangible copy of that docu- 
ment publicly available (or notify the public 
how the public can review the guidance docu- 
ment if the document is not in a format that 
permits such electronic posting with reason- 
able efforts); 

(iii) invite public comment on the draft 
document; and 

(iv) prepare and post on the website of the 
agency a document with responses of the 
agency to public comments. 
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(В) EXCEPTIONS.—In consultation with the 
Administrator, an agency head may identify 
a particular economically significant guid- 
ance document or category of such docu- 
ments for which the procedures of this sub- 
section are not feasible or appropriate. 

(4) EMERGENCIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In emergency situations 
or when an agency is obligated by law to act 
more quickly than normal review procedures 
allow, the agency shall notify the Adminis- 
trator as soon as possible and, to the extent 
practicable, comply with this subsection. 

(B) SIGNIFICANT GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS SUB- 
JECT TO STATUTORY OR COURT-IMPOSED DEAD- 
LINE.—For a significant guidance document 
that is governed by a statutory or court-im- 
posed deadline, the agency shall, to the ex- 
tent practicable, schedule the proceedings of 
the agency to permit sufficient time to com- 
ply with this subsection. 

(5) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
take effect 60 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act. 


SA 197. Mrs. HUTCHISON (for her- 
self, Mr. HATCH, Mr. MORAN, Mr. COCH- 
RAN, Mr. KYL, Ms. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. 
BARRASSO) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill б. 498, to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 504. EFFECTIVE DATE OF PPACA. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the provisions of the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(Public Law 111-148) and the Health Care and 
Education Reconciliation Act of 2010 (Public 
Law 111-152), including the amendments 
made by such Acts, that are not in effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act shall not 
be in effect until the date on which final 
judgment is entered in all cases challenging 
the constitutionality of the requirement to 
maintain minimum essential coverage under 
section 5000A of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 that are pending before a Federal 
court on the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
Federal Government shall not promulgate 
regulations under the Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act (Public Law 111-148) 
or the Health Care and Education Reconcili- 
ation Act of 2010 (Public Law 111-152), includ- 
ing the amendments made by such Acts, or 
otherwise prepare to implement such Acts 
(or amendments made by such Acts), until 
the date on which final judgment is entered 
in all cases challenging the constitutionality 
of the requirement to maintain minimum es- 
sential coverage under section 5000A of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 that are pend- 
ing before a Federal court on the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 


SA 198. Mrs. HUTCHISON (for her- 
self, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. VITTER, Ms. MUR- 
KOWSKI, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. WICKER, Mr. 
COCHRAN, and Mr. WEBB) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of title V, add the following: 
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SEC. 5 č. EXTENSION OF CERTAIN OUTER 
CONTINENTAL SHELF LEASES. 

(a) DEFINITION OF COVERED LEASE.—In this 
section, the term ‘‘covered lease” means 
each oil and gas lease for the Gulf of Mexico 
outer Continental Shelf region issued under 
section 8 of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1337) that was— 

(1) not producing as of April 30, 2010; or 

(2) suspended from operations, permit proc- 
essing, or consideration, in accordance with 
the moratorium set forth in the Minerals 
Management Service Notice to Lessees and 
Operators No. 2010-N04, dated May 30, 2010, or 
the decision memorandum of the Secretary 
of the Interior entitled ‘‘Decision memo- 
randum regarding the suspension of certain 
offshore permitting and drilling activities on 
the Outer Continental Shelf” and dated July 
12, 2010. 

(b) EXTENSION OF COVERED LEASES.—The 
Secretary of the Interior shall extend the 
term of a covered lease by 1 year. 

(c) EFFECT ON SUSPENSIONS OF OPERATIONS 
OR PRODUCTION.—The extension of covered 
leases under this Act is in addition to any 
suspension of operations or suspension of 
production granted by the Minerals Manage- 
ment Service or Bureau of Ocean Energy 
Management, Regulation and Enforcement 
after May 1, 2010. 


SA 199. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 


TITLE —CUT FEDERAL SPENDING 
ACT OF 2011 
SEC. 01. SHORT TITLE AND DEFINITION. 


(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 
as the ‘‘Cut Federal Spending Act of 2011”. 

(b) DEFUND.—In this Act, the term 
‘“defund” with respect to an agency ог pro- 
gram means— 

(1) all unobligated balances of the discre- 
tionary appropriations, including any appro- 
priations under this Act, made available to 
the agency or program are rescinded; and 

(2) any statute authorizing the funding or 
activities of the agency or program is 
deemed to be repealed. 

SEC. 02. LEGISLATIVE BRANCH. 

Amounts made available for fiscal year 
2011 for the legislative branch are reduced by 
$654,000,000. 

SEC. 03. JUDICIAL BRANCH. 

Amounts made available to the judicial 
branch for fiscal year 2011 are reduced on a 
pro rata basis by the amount required to 
bring total reduction to $155,000,000. 

SEC. 04. AGRICULTURE. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for fiscal year 2011 are 
reduced on a pro rata basis by the amount 
required to bring total reduction to 
$1,427,000,000. 

SEC. 05. COMMERCE. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Commerce for fiscal year 2011 are re- 
duced on a pro rata basis by the amount re- 
quired to bring total reduction to 
$2,700,000,000. 

SEC. 06. DEFENSE. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense for fiscal year 2011 are re- 
duced on a pro rata basis by the amount re- 
quired to bring total reduction to 
$30,000,000,000. 
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SEC. 07. EDUCATION. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Education for fiscal year 2011 are re- 
duced on a pro rata basis by the amount re- 
quired to bring total reduction to 
$46,258,000,000, except for the Pell grant pro- 
gram which shall be capped at $17,000,000,000. 
SEC. 08. ENERGY. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Energy for fiscal year 2011 are re- 
duced on a pro rata basis by the amount re- 
quired to bring total reduction to 
$9,602,000,000. 

SEC. 09. HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services for fis- 
cal year 2011 are reduced on a pro rata basis 
by the amount required to bring total reduc- 
tion to $26,510,000,000. 

SEC. 10. HOMELAND SECURITY. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security for fiscal year 
2011 are reduced on a pro rata basis by the 
amount required to bring total reduction to 
$4,603,000,000. 

SEC. 11. HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development for 
fiscal year 2011 are reduced on a pro rata 
basis by the amount required to bring total 
reduction to $22,000,000,000. 

SEC. 12. INTERIOR. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of the Interior for fiscal year 2011 are 
reduced on a pro rata basis by the amount 
required to bring total reduction to 
$1,808,000,000. 

SEC. 13. JUSTICE. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Justice for fiscal year 2011 are re- 
duced on a pro rata basis by the amount re- 
quired to bring total reduction to 
$4,811,000,000. 

SEC. 14. LABOR. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Labor for fiscal year 2011 are reduced 
on a pro rata basis by the amount required 
to bring total reduction to $3,260,000,000. 

SEC. 15. STATE. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of State for fiscal year 2011 are reduced 
on a pro rata basis by the amount required 
to bring total reduction to $8,216,000,000. 

SEC. 16. INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE. 

International assistance programs are 
defunded effective on the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC. 17. TRANSPORTATION. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Transportation for fiscal year 2011 
are reduced on a pro rata basis by the 
amount required to bring total reduction to 
$14,724,000,000. 

SEC. 18. VETERANS’ AFFAIRS. 

The Department of Veterans’ Affairs shall 
not be subject to funding cuts in fiscal year 
2011. 

SEC. 19. CORPS OF ENGINEERS. 

Amounts made available to the Corps of 
Engineers for fiscal year 2011 are reduced on 
a pro rata basis by the amount required to 
bring total reduction to $4,135,000,000. 

SEC. 20. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEN- 
СҮ. 

Amounts made available to the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency for fiscal year 
2011 are reduced on a pro rata basis by the 
amount required to bring total reduction to 
$3,506,000,000. 

SEC. 21. GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION. 

Amounts made available to the General 
Services Administration for fiscal year 2011 
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are reduced on a pro rata basis by the 

amount required to bring total reduction to 

$1,140,000,000. 

SEC. 22. NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION. 

Amounts made available to the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration for 
fiscal year 2011 are reduced on a pro rata 
basis by the amount required to bring total 
reduction to $480,000,000. 

SEC. 22. NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION. 

Amounts made available to the National 
Science Foundation for fiscal year 2011 are 
reduced on a pro rata basis by the amount 
required to bring total reduction to 
$1,733,000,000. 

SEC. 23. OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT. 

Amounts made available to the Office of 
Personnel Management for fiscal year 2011 
are reduced on a pro rata basis by the 
amount required to bring total reduction to 
$133,000,000. 

SEC. _ 24. SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION. 

The Social Security Administration shall 
not be subject to funding cuts in fiscal year 
2011. 

SEC. 25. REPEAL OF INDEPENDENT AGENCIES. 

The following agencies are defunded effec- 
tive on the date of enactment of this Act: 

(1) Affordable Housing Program. 

(2) Commission on Fine Arts. 

(3) Consumer Product Safety Commission. 

(4) Corporation for Public Broadcasting. 

(5) National Endowment for the Arts. 

(6) National Endowment for the Human- 
ities. 

(7) State Justice Institute. 


SA 200. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 504. REDUCTION OF FEDERAL PELL GRANT 
FUNDING. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the amount appropriated for Federal 
Pell Grants under subpart 1 of part A of title 
IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 1070a et seq.) for fiscal year 2011 shall 
equal the amount appropriated for Federal 
Pell Grants for fiscal year 2009. 


SA 201. Mr. ENSIGN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. . REQUIREMENTS WITH RESPECT TO 

GRANTING WAIVERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services (referred to in this sec- 
tion as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall— 

(1) publish detailed criteria used by the 
Secretary to determine approval of an appli- 
cation submitted by a group health plan, 
health insurance issuer, employer, State, 
municipality, or other entity eligible for a 
waiver, adjustment, or other compliance re- 
lief provided for under the authority of the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(Public Law 111-148) or the Health Care and 
Education Reconciliation Act (Public Law 
111-152), including— 
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(A) how much of a significant decrease in 
benefits with respect to a health insurance 
plan or health insurance coverage would 
need to occur in order have such a waiver ap- 
plication approved by the Secretary; and 

(B) how much of a significant increase in 
premiums with respect to a health insurance 
plan or health insurance coverage would 
need to occur to have such a waiver applica- 
tion approved by the Secretary; 

(2) publish on the Internet website of the 
Department of Health and Human Services 
each application for a waiver described in 
paragraph (1); and 

(3) publish on the Internet website of the 
Department of Health and Human Services 
the determination of the Secretary whether 
to approve or reject such application, and 
the reason for such approval or rejection. 

(b) PROTECTION OF PROPRIETARY INFORMA- 
TION.—In carrying out subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall ensure the confidentiality of 
proprietary information of each applicant. 

(с) PROHIBITION OF PREFERENTIAL TREAT- 
MENT.—In no case, during any stage of the 
application process for an application de- 
scribed in subsection (a)(1), shall preferential 
treatment be given to an applicant based on 
political contributions or association with a 
labor union, a health plan provided for under 
a collective bargaining agreement, or an- 
other organized labor group. 


SA 202. Mr. ENSIGN (for himself, Ms. 
MuRKOWSKI, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. MORAN, 
and Mr. BARRASSO) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
TITLE —САЅТІМО LIGHT ON ЕАЈА 

AGENCY RECORDS FOR OVERSIGHT 

ACT OF 2011 
SEC. 01. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Casting 
Light on EAJA Agency Records for Over- 
sight Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 02. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 

(1) The Equal Access to Justice Act, estab- 
lished in 1980 to provide small businesses, in- 
dividuals, and public interest groups the op- 
portunity to recover attorney fees and costs, 
is funded through a permanent Congressional 
appropriation. 

(2) The Equal Access to Justice Act, as 
passed, includes statutory reporting require- 
ments to Congress on the administration and 
payments funded through the Act. 

(3) The Department of Justice and the Ad- 
ministrative Conference of the United States 
ceased reporting to Congress оп EAJA pay- 
ments and administration in 1995. 

(4) Payments authorized by EAJA have 
continued every year without Congressional 
oversight. 

SEC. 03. DATA COMPILATION, REPORTING, AND 
PUBLIC ACCESS. 

(a) REPORTING IN AGENCY ADJUDICATIONS.— 
Section 504(c) of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘After 
consultation with the Chairman of the Ad- 
ministrative Conference of the United 
States, each” and inserting ‘‘Each’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (e) and inserting 
the following: 

“(е)(1) The Attorney General of the United 
States shall issue an annual, online report to 
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the Congress on the amount of fees and other 
expenses awarded during the preceding fiscal 
year under this section. The report shall de- 
scribe the number, nature, and amount of 
the awards, the claims involved in the con- 
troversy, a justification for awards exceeding 
the cap provided in subsection (b)(1)(A), and 
any other relevant information that may aid 
the Congress in evaluating the scope and im- 
pact of such awards. The report shall be 
made available to the public online, and con- 
tain a searchable database, total awards 
given, and total number of applications for 
the award of fees and other expenses that 
were filed, defended, and heard, and shall in- 
clude, with respect to each such application, 
the following: 

“(A) Name of the party seeking the award 
of fees and other expenses. 

“(В) The agency to which the application 
for the award was made. 

“(C) The name of administrative law 
judges in the case. 

‘“(D) The disposition of the application, in- 
cluding any appeal of action taken on the ap- 
plication. 

“(Е) The hourly rates of attorneys and ex- 
pert witnesses stated in the application that 
was awarded. 

“(2) The report under paragraph (1) shall 
cover payments of fees and other expenses 
under this section that are made under a set- 
tlement agreement. 

“(3) Each agency shall provide the Attor- 
ney General with such information as is nec- 
essary for the Attorney General to comply 
with the requirements of this subsection.’’. 

(b) REPORTING IN COURT CASES.—Section 
2412(d) of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after paragraph (4), the 
following: 

“(5) The Attorney General of the United 
States shall issue an annual, online report to 
the Congress on the amount of fees and other 
expenses awarded during the preceding fiscal 
year under this subsection. The report shall 
describe the number, nature, and amount of 
the awards, the claims involved in the con- 
troversy, a justification for awards exceeding 
the cap provided in paragraph (2)(A)(ii), and 
any other relevant information that may aid 
the Congress in evaluating the scope and im- 
pact of such awards. The report shall be 
made available to the public online and shall 
contain a searchable database of total 
awards given and the total number of cases 
filed, defended, or heard, and shall include 
with respect to each such case the following: 

“(А) The name of the party seeking the 
award of fees and other expenses in the case. 

“(В) The district court hearing the case. 

“(C) The names of presiding judges in the 
case. 

“(D) The name of the agency involved in 
the case. 

“(Е) The disposition of the application for 
fees and other expenses, including any appeal 
of action taken on the application. 

“(Е) The hourly rates of attorneys and ex- 
pert witnesses stated in the application that 
was awarded. 

The report under this paragraph shall cover 
payments of fees and other expenses under 
this subsection that are made under a settle- 
ment agreement.’’. 

SEC. 04. GAO STUDY. 

Not later than 30 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Comptroller General 
shall commence an audit of the Equal Access 
to Justice Act for the years 1995 through the 
end of the calendar year in which this Act is 
enacted. The Comptroller General shall, not 
later than 1 year after the end of the cal- 
endar year in which this Act is enacted, com- 
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plete such audit and submit to the Congress 
a report on the results of the audit. 


SA 203. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 504. PROHIBITION ON FUNDING FOR TITLE 
X OF THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
ACT. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no Federal funds may be used to carry 
out the program under title X of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300 et seq.) to 
provide for voluntary family planning 
projects. All unobligated balances of the dis- 
cretionary appropriations made available for 
such purpose as of the date of enactment of 
this Act are rescinded. 


SA 204. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of title V, add the following: 

SEC. 504. TERMINATION OF TAXPAYER FINANC- 
ING OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 
CAMPAIGNS. 

(a) TERMINATION OF DESIGNATION OF INCOME 
TAX PAYMENTS.—Section 6096 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

(а) TERMINATION.—This section shall not 
apply to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 2009.”’. 

(b) TERMINATION OF FUND AND ACCOUNT.— 

(1) TERMINATION OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 
CAMPAIGN FUND.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 95 of subtitle H 
of such Code is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 

“SEC. 9014. TERMINATION. 

“The provisions of this chapter shall not 
apply with respect to any presidential elec- 
tion (or any presidential nominating conven- 
tion) after the date of the enactment of this 
section, or to any candidate in such an elec- 
tion.’’. 

(B) TRANSFER OF EXCESS FUNDS TO GENERAL 
FUND.—Section 9006 of such Code is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub- 
section: 

(а) TRANSFER OF FUNDS REMAINING AFTER 
TERMINATION.—The Secretary shall transfer 
all amounts in the fund after the date of the 
enactment of this section to the general fund 
of the Treasury, to be used only for reducing 
the deficit.’’. 

(2) TERMINATION OF ACCOUNT.—Chapter 96 of 
subtitle H of such Code is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 

“SEC. 9043. TERMINATION. 

“The provisions of this chapter shall not 
apply to any candidate with respect to any 
presidential election after the date of the en- 
actment of this section.’’. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) The table of sections for chapter 95 of 
subtitle H of such Code is amended by adding 
at the end the following new item: 

“Sec. 9014. Termination.’’. 

(2) The table of sections for chapter 96 of 
subtitle H of such Code is amended by adding 
at the end the following new item: 
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“Sec. 9043. Termination.’’. 


SA 205. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. 


PARTICIPATION BY COOPERATIVE 
GROCERIES. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 7(a) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘*(36) COOPERATIVE GROCERIES.— 

(А) DEFINITION.—In this paragraph, the 
term ‘cooperative grocery’ means a business 
concern organized as a cooperative that— 

“(i) is owned by not fewer than 150 and not 
more than 20,000 individuals— 

“(D that are customers or employees of the 
business concern; and 

“(П) no 1 of which owns more than 1 share 
of the business concern; 

“(11) distributes any portion of the profits 
of the business concern to the owners of the 
cooperative; and 

“(111) operates a physical storefront selling 
a variety of fruits, vegetables, and dairy 
products. 

“(В) ELIGIBILITY.—Notwithstanding section 
120.110 of title 13, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions, for purposes of this subsection, a coop- 
erative grocery shall be deemed to be a small 
business concern.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 
1133(b) of the Small Business Jobs Act of 2010 
(15 U.S.C. 636 note) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking “апа” at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (36), as 
added by the SBIR/STTR Reauthorization 
Act of 2011, as paragraph (35).”. 


SA 206. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

In title V, insert the following: 

SEC. . WORKER OWNERSHIP, READINESS, 
AND KNOWLEDGE. 

(а) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) EXISTING PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘existing 
program” means a program, designed to pro- 
mote employee ownership and employee par- 
ticipation in business decisionmaking, that 
exists on the date the Secretary is carrying 
out a responsibility authorized by this sec- 
tion. 

(2) INITIATIVE.—The term “Initiative” 
means the Employee Ownership and Partici- 


pation Initiative established under sub- 
section (b). 
(3) NEW PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘new pro- 


gram” means a program, designed to pro- 
mote employee ownership and employee par- 
ticipation in business decisionmaking, that 
does not exist on the date the Secretary is 
carrying out a responsibility authorized by 
this section. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” 
means the Secretary of Labor, acting 
through the Assistant Secretary for Employ- 
ment and Training. 
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(5) STATE.—The term “State” means any of 
the 50 States within the United States of 
America. 

(b) EMPLOYEE OWNERSHIP AND PARTICIPA- 
TION INITIATIVE.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of 
Labor shall establish within the Employ- 
ment and Training Administration of the De- 
partment of Labor an Employee Ownership 
and Participation Initiative to promote em- 
ployee ownership and employee participation 
in business decisionmaking. 

(2) FUNCTIONS.—In carrying out the Initia- 
tive, the Secretary shall— 

(A) support within the States existing pro- 
grams designed to promote employee owner- 
ship and employee participation in business 
decisionmaking; and 

(B) facilitate within the States the forma- 
tion of new programs designed to promote 
employee ownership and employee participa- 
tion in business decisionmaking. 

(8) DUTIES.—To carry out the functions 
enumerated in paragraph (2), the Secretary 
shall— 

(A) support new programs and existing pro- 
grams by— 

(i) making Federal grants authorized under 
subsection (d); and 

(11)(1) acting as a clearinghouse on tech- 
niques employed by new programs and exist- 
ing programs within the States, and dissemi- 
nating information relating to those tech- 
niques to the programs; or 

(II) funding projects for information gath- 
ering on those techniques, and dissemination 
of that information to the programs, by 
groups outside the Employment and Train- 
ing Administration; and 

(B) facilitate the formation of new pro- 
grams, in ways that include holding or fund- 
ing an annual conference of representatives 
from States with existing programs, rep- 
resentatives from States developing new pro- 
grams, and representatives from States with- 
out existing programs. 

(c) PROGRAMS REGARDING EMPLOYEE OWN- 
ERSHIP AND PARTICIPATION.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall establish a pro- 
gram to encourage new and existing pro- 
grams within the States, designed to foster 
employee ownership and employee participa- 
tion in business decisionmaking throughout 
the United States. 

(2) PURPOSE OF PROGRAM.—The purpose of 
the program established under paragraph (1) 
is to encourage new and existing programs 
within the States that focus on— 

(A) providing education and outreach to in- 
form employees and employers about the 
possibilities and benefits of employee owner- 
ship, business ownership succession plan- 
ning, and employee participation in business 
decisionmaking, including providing infor- 
mation about financial education, employee 
teams, open-book management, and other 
tools that enable employees to share ideas 
and information about how their businesses 
can succeed; 

(B) providing technical assistance to assist 
employee efforts to become business owners, 
to enable employers and employees to ex- 
plore and assess the feasibility of transfer- 
ring full or partial ownership to employees, 
and to encourage employees and employers 
to start new employee-owned businesses; 

(C) training employees and employers with 
respect to methods of employee participa- 
tion in open-book management, work teams, 
committees, and other approaches for seek- 
ing greater employee input; and 

(D) training other entities to apply for 
funding under this subsection, to establish 
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new programs, and to carry out program ac- 
tivities. 

(3) PROGRAM DETAILS.—The Secretary may 
include, in the program established under 
paragraph (1), provisions that— 

(A) in the case of activities under para- 
graph (2)(A)— 

(i) target key groups such as retiring busi- 
ness owners, senior managers, unions, trade 
associations, community organizations, and 
economic development organizations; 

(ii) encourage cooperation in the organiza- 
tion of workshops and conferences; and 

(iii) prepare and distribute materials con- 
cerning employee ownership and participa- 
tion, and business ownership succession 
planning; 

(B) in the case of activities under para- 
graph (2)(B)— 

(i) provide preliminary technical assist- 
ance to employee groups, managers, and re- 
tiring owners exploring the possibility of em- 
ployee ownership; 

(ii) provide for the performance of prelimi- 
nary feasibility assessments; 

(111) assist in the funding of objective 
third-party feasibility studies and prelimi- 
nary business valuations, and in selecting 
and monitoring professionals qualified to 
conduct such studies; and 

(iv) provide a data bank to help employees 
find legal, financial, and technical advice in 
connection with business ownership; 

(C) in the case of activities under para- 
graph (2)(C)— 

(i) provide for courses on employee partici- 
pation; and 

(ii) provide for the development and fos- 
tering of networks of employee-owned com- 
panies to spread the use of successful partici- 
pation techniques; and 

(D) in the case of training under paragraph 
(2)(D)— 

(i) provide for visits to existing programs 
by staff from new programs receiving fund- 
ing under this section; and 

(ii) provide materials to be used for such 
training. 

(4) GUIDANCE.—The Secretary shall issue 
formal guidance, for recipients of grants 
awarded under subsection (d) and one-stop 
partners affiliated with the statewide work- 
force investment systems described in sec- 
tion 106 of the Workforce Investment Act of 
1998 (29 U.S.C. 2881), proposing that programs 
and other activities funded under this sec- 
tion be— 

(A) proactive in encouraging actions and 
activities that promote employee ownership 
of, and participation in, businesses; and 

(B) comprehensive in emphasizing both 
employee ownership of, and participation in, 
businesses so as to increase productivity and 
broaden capital ownership. 

(d) GRANTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the pro- 
gram established under subsection (c), the 
Secretary may make grants for use in con- 
nection with new programs and existing pro- 
grams within a State for any of the following 
activities: 

(A) Education and outreach as provided in 
subsection (c)(2)(A). 

(B) Technical assistance as provided in 
subsection (c)(2)(B). 

(C) Training activities for employees and 
employers as provided in subsection (c)(2)(C). 

(D) Activities facilitating cooperation 
among employee-owned firms. 

(Е) Training as provided in subsection 
(c)(2)(D) for new programs provided by par- 
ticipants in existing programs dedicated to 
the objectives of this section, except that, 
for each fiscal year, the amount of the 


4082 


grants made for such training shall not ex- 
ceed 10 percent of the total amount of the 
grants made under this section. 

(2) AMOUNTS AND CONDITIONS.—The Sec- 
retary shall determine the amount and any 
conditions for a grant made under this sub- 
section. The amount of the grant shall be 
subject to paragraph (6), and shall reflect the 
capacity of the applicant for the grant. 

(3) APPLICATIONS.—Hach entity desiring a 
grant under this subsection shall submit an 
application to the Secretary at such time, in 
such manner, and accompanied by such in- 
formation as the Secretary may reasonably 
require. 

(4) STATE APPLICATIONS.—Each State may 
sponsor and submit an application under 
paragraph (8) on behalf of any local entity 
consisting of a unit of State or local govern- 
ment, State-supported institution of higher 
education, or nonprofit organization, meet- 
ing the requirements of this section. 

(5) APPLICATIONS BY ENTITIES.— 

(A) ENTITY APPLICATIONS.—If a State fails 
to support or establish a program pursuant 
to this section during any fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall, in the subsequent fiscal 
years, allow local entities described in para- 
graph (4) from that State to make applica- 
tions for grants under paragraph (3) on their 
own initiative. 

(B) APPLICATION SCREENING.—Any State 
failing to support or establish a program 
pursuant to this section during any fiscal 
year may submit applications under para- 
graph (3) in the subsequent fiscal years but 
may not screen applications by local entities 
described in paragraph (4) before submitting 
the applications to the Secretary. 

(6) LIMITATIONS.—A recipient of a grant 
made under this subsection shall not receive, 
during a fiscal year, in the aggregate, more 
than the following amounts: 

(A) For fiscal year 2012, $300,000. 

(B) For fiscal year 2018, $330,000. 

(C) For fiscal year 2014, $363,000. 

(D) For fiscal year 2015, $399,300. 

(Е) For fiscal year 2016, $439,200. 

(7) ANNUAL REPORT.—For each year, each 
recipient of a grant under this subsection 
shall submit to the Secretary a report de- 
scribing how grant funds allocated pursuant 
to this subsection were expended during the 
12-month period preceding the date of the 
submission of the report. 

(е) EVALUATIONS.—The Secretary is author- 
ized to reserve not more than 10 percent of 
the funds appropriated for a fiscal year to 
carry out this section, for the purposes of 
conducting evaluations of the grant pro- 
grams identified in subsection (d) and to pro- 
vide related technical assistance. 

(£) REPORTING.—Not later than the expira- 
tion of the 36-month period following the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall prepare and submit to Congress a re- 
port— 

(1) on progress related to employee owner- 
ship and participation in businesses in the 
United States; and 

(2) containing an analysis of critical costs 
and benefits of activities carried out under 
this section. 

(g) AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 
appropriated for the purpose of making 
grants pursuant to subsection (d) the fol- 
lowing: 

(A) For fiscal year 2012, $3,850,000. 

(B) For fiscal year 2018, $6,050,000. 

(C) For fiscal year 2014, $8,800,000. 

(D) For fiscal year 2015, $11,550,000. 

(Е) For fiscal year 2016, $14,850,000. 

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—There are 
authorized to be appropriated for the purpose 
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of funding the administrative expenses re- 
lated to the Initiative, for each of fiscal 
years 2012 through 2016, an amount not in ex- 
cess of— 

(A) $350,000; or 

(B) 5.0 percent of the maximum amount 
available under paragraph (1) for that fiscal 
year. 


SA 207. Mr. SANDERS (for himself, 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. 
STABENOW, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. 
LAUTENBERG) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE VI—SOCIAL SECURITY PROTECTION 
ACT 
SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Social Se- 
curity Protection Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 602. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) Social Security is the most successful 
and reliable social program in our Nation’s 
history. 

(2) For 75 years, through good times and 
bad, Social Security has reliably kept mil- 
lions of senior citizens, individuals with dis- 
abilities, and children out of poverty. 

(8) Before President Franklin Roosevelt 
signed the Social Security Act into law on 
August 14, 1935, approximately half of the 
senior citizens in the United States lived in 
poverty; less than 10 percent of seniors live 
in poverty today. 

(4) Social Security has succeeded in pro- 
tecting working Americans and their fami- 
lies from devastating drops in household in- 
come due to lost wages resulting from retire- 
ment, disability, or the death of a spouse or 
parent. 

(5) More than 53,000,000 Americans receive 
Social Security benefits, including 36,500,000 
retirees and their spouses, 9,200,000 veterans, 
8,200,000 disabled individuals апа their 
spouses, 4,500,000 surviving spouses of de- 
ceased workers, and 4,300,000 dependent chil- 
dren. 

(6) Social Security has never contributed 
to the Federal budget deficit or the national 
debt, and benefit cuts should not be proposed 
as a solution to reducing the Federal budget 
deficit. 

(7) Social Security is not in a crisis or 
going bankrupt, as the Social Security Trust 
Funds have been running surpluses for the 
last quarter of a century. 

(8) According to the Social Security Ad- 
ministration, the Social Security Trust 
Funds currently maintain a $2,600,000,000,000 
surplus that is project to grow to 
$4,200,000,000,000 by 2023. 

(9) According to the Social Security Ad- 
ministration, even if no changes are made to 
the Social Security program, full benefits 
will be available to every recipient until 
2037, with enough funding remaining after 
that date to pay about 78 percent of prom- 
ised benefits. 

(10) According to the Social Security Ad- 
ministration, ‘‘money flowing into the [So- 
cial Security] trust funds is invested in U.S. 
Government securities . . . the investments 
held by the trust funds are backed by the full 
faith and credit of the U.S. Government. The 
Government has always repaid Social Secu- 
rity, with interest.’’. 

(11) All workers who contribute into Social 
Security through the 12.4 percent payroll 
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tax, which is divided equally between em- 
ployees and employers on income up to 
$106,800, deserve to have a dignified and se- 
cure retirement. 

(12) Social Security provides the majority 
of income for two-thirds of the elderly popu- 
lation in the United States, with approxi- 
mately one-third of elderly individuals re- 
ceiving nearly all of their income from So- 
cial Security. 

(18) Overall, Social Security benefits for 
retirees currently average a modest $14,000 a 
year, with the average for women receiving 
benefits being less than $12,000 per year. 

(14) Nearly 1 out of every 4 adult Social Se- 
curity beneficiaries has served in the United 
States military. 

(15) Social Security is not solely a retire- 
ment program, as it also serves as a dis- 
ability insurance program for American 
workers who become permanently disabled 
and unable to work. 

(16) The Social Security Disability Insur- 
ance program is a critical lifeline for mil- 
lions of American workers, as a 20-year-old 
worker faces a 30 percent chance of becoming 
disabled before reaching retirement age. 

(17) Proposals to privatize the Social Secu- 
rity program would jeopardize the security 
of millions of Americans by subjecting them 
to the ups-and-downs of the volatile stock 
market as the source of their retirement 
benefits. 

(18) Raising the retirement age would jeop- 
ardize the retirement future of millions of 
American workers, particularly those in 
physically demanding jobs as well as lower- 
income women, African-Americans, and 
Latinos, all of whom have a much lower life 
expectancy than wealthier Americans. 

(19) Social Security benefits have already 
been cut by 18 percent, as the Normal Retire- 
ment Age was raised in 1983 from 65 years of 
age to 67 years of age by 2022. 

(20) According to the Social Security Ad- 
ministration, raising the retirement age for 
future retirees would reduce benefits by 6 to 
7 percent for each year that the Normal Re- 
tirement Age is raised. 

(21) Reducing cost-of-living adjustments 
for current or future Social Security bene- 
ficiaries would force millions of such individ- 
uals to choose between heating their homes, 
putting food on the table, or paying for their 
prescription drugs. 

(22) Social Security is a promise that this 
Nation cannot afford to break. 

SEC. 603. LIMITATION ON CHANGES TO THE SO- 
CIAL SECURITY PROGRAM FOR CUR- 
RENT AND FUTURE BENEFICIARIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, it shall not be in 
order in the Senate or the House of Rep- 
resentatives to consider, for purposes of the 
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance 
benefits program established under title II of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et 
seq.), any legislation that— 

(1) increases the retirement age (as defined 
in section 216(1)(1) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 416(1)(1))) or the early retirement 
age (as defined in section 216(1)(2) of the So- 
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 416(1)(2))) for in- 
dividuals receiving benefits under title II of 
the Social Security Act on or after the date 
of enactment of this Act; 

(2) reduces cost-of-living increases for indi- 
viduals receiving benefits under title II of 
the Social Security Act on or after the date 
of enactment of this Act, as determined 
under section 215(i) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 415(i)); 

(3) reduces benefit payment amounts for 
individuals receiving benefits under title II 
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of the Social Security Act on or after the 
date of enactment of this Act; or 

(4) creates private retirement accounts for 
any of the benefits individuals receive under 
title II of the Social Security Act on or after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) WAIVER OR SUSPENSION.— 

(1) IN THE SENATE.—The provisions of this 
section may be waived or suspended in the 
Senate only by the affirmative vote of two- 
thirds of the Members, present and voting. 

(2) IN THE HOUSE.—The provisions of this 
section may be waived or suspended in the 
House of Representatives only by a rule or 
order proposing only to waive such provi- 
sions by an affirmative vote of two-thirds of 
the Members, present and voting. 

(c) POINT OF ORDER PROTECTION.—In the 
House of Representatives, it shall not be in 
order to consider a rule or order that waives 
the application of paragraph (2) of subsection 
(b). 

(d) MOTION TO SUSPEND.—It shall not be in 
order for the Speaker to entertain a motion 
to suspend the application of this section 
under clause 1 of rule XV of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. 


SA 208. Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 493, to 
reauthorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 504. ITEMIZED FEDERAL TAX RECEIPT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 77 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 

“SEC. 7529. FEDERAL TAX RECEIPT. 

“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall send 
to every taxpayer who files an individual in- 
come tax return for any taxable year an 
itemized Federal tax receipt showing a pro- 
portionate allocation (in money terms) of 
the taxpayer’s total tax payment for such 
taxable year among major expenditure cat- 
egories for the fiscal year ending in such tax- 
able year. The Federal tax receipt shall also 
include 2 separate line items showing the 
amount of Federal debt per legal United 
States resident at the end of such fiscal year, 
and the amount of additional borrowing per 
legal United States resident by the Federal 
Government in such fiscal year. 

“(®) TOTAL TAX PAYMENTS.—For purposes 
of subsection (a), the total tax payment of a 
taxpayer for any taxable year is equal to the 
sum of— 

“(1) the tax imposed by subtitle A for such 
taxable year (as shown on such taxpayer’s 
return), plus 

“(2) the tax imposed by section 3101 on 
wages received by such taxpayer during such 
taxable year. 

(с) DETERMINATION OF PROPORTIONATE AL- 
LOCATION OF TAX PAYMENT AMONG MAJOR EX- 
PENDITURE CATEGORIES.—For purposes of de- 
termining a proportionate allocation de- 
scribed in subsection (a), not later than 60 
days after the end of any fiscal year, the Di- 
rector of the Congressional Budget Office 
shall provide to the Secretary the percentage 
of Federal outlays for such fiscal year for the 
following categories and subcategories of 
Federal spending: 

“(1) Social Security. 

“(2) National defense. 

(А) Overseas combat operations. 

(3) Medicare. 

(4) Low-income assistance programs. 

“(A) Housing assistance. 
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“(В) Food stamps and other food programs. 

“(5) Other Federal health programs. 

“(A) Medicaid, Children’s Health Insurance 
Program, and other public health programs. 

“(В) National Institutes of Health and 
other health research and training programs. 

“(C) Food and Drug Administration, Con- 
sumer Product Safety Commission, and 
other regulatory health and safety activi- 
ties. 

““(6) Unemployment benefits 

“(7) Net interest on the Federal debt. 

““(8) Veterans benefits and services. 

“(9) Education. 

“(A) K-12 and vocational education. 

“(В) Higher education. 

“(С) Job training and assistance. 

“(10) Federal employee retirement and dis- 
ability benefits. 

“(11) Highway, mass transit, and railroad 
funding. 

“(12) Mortgage finance (Federal National 
Mortgage Association, Federal Home Loan 
Mortgage Corporation, Federal Housing Ad- 
ministration, and other housing finance pro- 
grams). 

“(13) Justice and law enforcement funding, 
including Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
Federal courts, and Federal prisons. 

“(14) Natural resources, land, and water 
management and conservation funding, in- 
cluding National Parks. 

“(15) Foreign aid. 

“(16) Science and technology research and 
advancement. 

“(А) National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
ministration. 

(17) Air transportation, including Federal 
Aviation Administration. 

“(18) Farm subsidies. 

“(19) Energy funding, including renewable 
energy and efficiency programs, Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve, and Federal Energy Reg- 
ulatory Commission. 

‘(20) Disaster relief and insurance, includ- 
ing Federal Emergency Management Admin- 
istration. 

“(21) Diplomacy and embassies. 

(22) Environmental Protection Agency 
and pollution control programs. 

‘(23) Internal Revenue Service and United 
States Treasury operations. 

(24) Coast Guard and maritime programs. 

(25) Community Development Block 
Grants. 

“(26) Congress and legislative branch ac- 
tivities. 

“(27) United States Postal Service. 

‘(28) Executive Office of the President. 

‘(29) Other Federal spending. 

(а) ADDITIONAL MAJOR EXPENDITURE CAT- 
EGORIES.—With respect to each fiscal year, 
the Director of the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice shall include additional categories and 
subcategories of Federal spending for pur- 
poses of subsection (c), but only if, and only 
for so long as, each such additional category 
or subcategory exceeds 3 percent of total 
Federal outlays for the fiscal year. 

(е) TIMING OF FEDERAL ТАХ RECEIPT.—A 
Federal tax receipt shall be made available 
to each taxpayer as soon as practicable upon 
the processing of that taxpayer’s income tax 
return by the Internal Revenue Service. 

“Ф USE OF TECHNOLOGIES.—The Internal 
Revenue Service is encouraged to utilize 
modern technologies such as electronic mail 
and the Internet to minimize the cost of 
sending Federal tax receipts to taxpayers. 
The Internal Revenue Service shall establish 
an interactive program on its Internet 
website to allow taxpayers to generate Fed- 
eral tax receipts on their own. 

(в) CosT.—No charge shall be imposed to 
cover any cost associated with the produc- 
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tion or distribution of the Federal tax re- 
ceipt. 

“(h) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary may 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec- 
essary to carry out this section.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 77 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new item: 

“Sec. 7529. Federal tax receipt.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

SEC. 505. REDUCTION OF GOVERNMENT PRINT- 
ING COSTS. 

(a) STRATEGY AND GUIDELINES.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Director of the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget shall coordinate with 
the heads of the Executive departments and 
independent establishments, as those terms 
are defined in chapter 1 of title 5, United 
States Code— 

(1) to develop a strategy to reduce Govern- 
ment printing costs during the 10-year period 
beginning on September 1, 2011; and 

(2) to issue Government-wide guidelines for 
printing that implements the strategy devel- 
oped under paragraph (1). 

(b) CONSIDERATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In developing the strategy 
under subsection (a)(1), the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget and the 
heads of the Executive departments and 
independent establishments shall consider 
guidelines for— 

(A) duplex and color printing; 

(B) the use of digital file systems by Exec- 
utive departments and independent estab- 
lishments; and 

(C) determining which Government publi- 
cations might be made available on Govern- 
ment Web sites instead of being printed. 

(2) ESSENTIAL PRINTED DOCUMENTS.—The 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall ensure that printed versions of 
documents that the Director determines are 
essential to individuals— 

(A) who are entitled to or enrolled for ben- 
efits under part A of title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.); 

(B) who are enrolled for benefits under part 
B of such title; 

(C) who receive old-age survivors’ or dis- 
ability insurance payments under title II of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), or 

(D) who have limited ability to use or ac- 
cess the Internet, 
are available after the issuance of the guide- 
lines under subsection (a)(2). 


SA 209. Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 493, to 
reauthorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 504. ITEMIZED FEDERAL TAX RECEIPT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 77 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 

“SEC. 7529. FEDERAL TAX RECEIPT. 

(а) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall send 
to every taxpayer who files an individual in- 
come tax return for any taxable year an 
itemized Federal tax receipt showing a pro- 
portionate allocation (in money terms) of 
the taxpayer’s total tax payment for such 
taxable year among major expenditure cat- 
egories for the fiscal year ending in such tax- 
able year. The Federal tax receipt shall also 
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include 2 separate line items showing the 
amount of Federal debt per legal United 
States resident at the end of such fiscal year, 
and the amount of additional borrowing per 
legal United States resident by the Federal 
Government in such fiscal year. 

“(®) TOTAL TAX PAYMENTS.—For purposes 
of subsection (a), the total tax payment of a 
taxpayer for any taxable year is equal to the 
sum of— 

“(1) the tax imposed by subtitle A for such 
taxable year (as shown on such taxpayer’s 
return), plus 

“(2) the tax imposed by section 3101 on 
wages received by such taxpayer during such 
taxable year. 

(с) DETERMINATION OF PROPORTIONATE AL- 
LOCATION OF TAX PAYMENT AMONG MAJOR EX- 
PENDITURE CATEGORIES.—For purposes of de- 
termining a proportionate allocation de- 
scribed in subsection (a), not later than 60 
days after the end of any fiscal year, the Di- 
rector of the Congressional Budget Office 
shall provide to the Secretary the percentage 
of Federal outlays for such fiscal year for the 
following categories and subcategories of 
Federal spending: 

“(1) Social Security. 

“(2) National defense. 

(А) Overseas combat operations. 

(3) Medicare. 

(4) Low-income assistance programs. 

“(A) Housing assistance. 

(В) Food stamps and other food programs. 

‘(5) Other Federal health programs. 

“(A) Medicaid, Children’s Health Insurance 
Program, and other public health programs. 

“(B) National Institutes of Health and 
other health research and training programs. 

“(C) Food and Drug Administration, Con- 
sumer Product Safety Commission, and 
other regulatory health and safety activi- 
ties. 

6) Unemployment benefits 

“(7) Net interest on the Federal debt. 

“(8) Veterans benefits and services. 

“(9) Education. 

“(A) K-12 and vocational education. 

“(B) Higher education. 

“(С) Job training and assistance. 

(10) Federal employee retirement and dis- 
ability benefits. 

“(11) Highway, mass transit, and railroad 
funding. 

“(12) Mortgage finance (Federal National 
Mortgage Association, Federal Home Loan 
Mortgage Corporation, Federal Housing Ad- 
ministration, and other housing finance pro- 
grams). 

“(13) Justice and law enforcement funding, 
including Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
Federal courts, and Federal prisons. 

“(14) Natural resources, land, and water 
management and conservation funding, in- 
cluding National Parks. 

“(15) Foreign aid. 

“(16) Science and technology research and 
advancement. 

“(A) National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
ministration. 

(17) Air transportation, including Federal 
Aviation Administration. 

*(18) Farm subsidies. 

(19) Energy funding, including renewable 
energy and efficiency programs, Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve, and Federal Energy Reg- 
ulatory Commission. 

“(20) Disaster relief and insurance, includ- 
ing Federal Emergency Management Admin- 
istration. 

(021) Diplomacy and embassies. 

(22) Environmental Protection Agency 
and pollution control programs. 

‘(23) Internal Revenue Service and United 
States Treasury operations. 
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(24) Coast Guard and maritime programs. 

(25) Community Development Block 
Grants. 

“(26) Congress and legislative branch ac- 
tivities. 

“(27) United States Postal Service. 

‘(28) Executive Office of the President. 

‘(29) Other Federal spending. 

(а) ADDITIONAL MAJOR EXPENDITURE CAT- 
EGORIES.—With respect to each fiscal year, 
the Director of the Congressional Budget Of- 
fice shall include additional categories and 
subcategories of Federal spending for pur- 
poses of subsection (c), but only if, and only 
for so long as, each such additional category 
or subcategory exceeds 3 percent of total 
Federal outlays for the fiscal year. 

(е) TIMING OF FEDERAL TAX RECEIPT.—A 
Federal tax receipt shall be made available 
to each taxpayer as soon as practicable upon 
the processing of that taxpayer’s income tax 
return by the Internal Revenue Service. 

“(f) USE OF TECHNOLOGIES.—The Internal 
Revenue Service is encouraged to utilize 
modern technologies such as electronic mail 
and the Internet to minimize the cost of 
sending Federal tax receipts to taxpayers. 
The Internal Revenue Service shall establish 
an interactive program on its Internet 
website to allow taxpayers to generate Fed- 
eral tax receipts on their own. 

“(6) CosT.—No charge shall be imposed to 
cover any cost associated with the produc- 
tion or distribution of the Federal tax re- 
ceipt. 

“(h) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary may 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec- 
essary to carry out this section.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 77 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new item: 

“Sec. 7529. Federal tax receipt.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

SEC. 505. REDUCTION OF GOVERNMENT PRINT- 
ING COSTS. 

(a) STRATEGY AND GUIDELINES.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Director of the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget shall coordinate with 
the heads of the Executive departments and 
independent establishments, as those terms 
are defined in chapter 1 of title 5, United 
States Code— 

(1) to develop a strategy to reduce Govern- 
ment printing costs during the 10-year period 
beginning on September 1, 2011; and 

(2) to issue Government-wide guidelines for 
printing that implements the strategy devel- 
oped under paragraph (1). 

(b) CONSIDERATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In developing the strategy 
under subsection (a)(1), the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget and the 
heads of the Executive departments and 
independent establishments shall consider 
guidelines for— 

(A) duplex and color printing; 

(B) the use of digital file systems by Exec- 
utive departments and independent estab- 
lishments; and 

(C) determining which Government publi- 
cations might be made available on Govern- 
ment Web sites instead of being printed. 

(2) ESSENTIAL PRINTED DOCUMENTS.—The 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall ensure that printed versions of 
documents that the Director determines are 
essential to individuals— 

(A) who are entitled to or enrolled for ben- 
efits under part A of title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.); 
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(B) who are enrolled for benefits under part 
B of such title; 

(C) who receive old-age survivors’ or dis- 
ability insurance payments under title II of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), or 

(D) who have limited ability to use or ac- 
cess the Internet, 


are available after the issuance of the guide- 
lines under subsection (a)(2). 


SA 210. Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 493, to 
reauthorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 504. REPEAL OF MEDICAL DEVICE EXCISE 

TAX. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsections (a), (b), and 
(c) of section 1405 of the Health Care and 
Education Reconciliation Act of 2010, and 
the amendments made thereby, are hereby 
repealed; and the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 shall be applied as if such section and 
amendments had never been enacted. 

(b) RESCISSION OF UNSPENT FEDERAL FUNDS 
TO OFFSET LOSS IN REVENUES.— 

(1) ІЧ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, of all available unob- 
ligated funds, $39,000,000,000 in appropriated 
discretionary funds are hereby rescinded. 

(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall de- 
termine and identify from which appropria- 
tion accounts the rescission under paragraph 
(1) shall apply and the amount of such rescis- 
sion that shall apply to each such account. 
Not later than 60 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall sub- 
mit a report to the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury and Congress of the accounts and 
amounts determined and identified for re- 
scission under the preceding sentence. 

(8) EXCEPTION.—This subsection shall not 
apply to the unobligated funds of the Depart- 
ment of Defense or the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs. 


SA 211. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and 
Mr. COBURN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill б. 498, to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE —SMALL BUSINESS 


REGULATORY FREEDOM 
SEC. 01. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Small Busi- 
ness Regulatory Freedom Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 02. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 

(1) A vibrant and growing small business 
sector is critical to the recovery of the econ- 
omy of the United States. 

(2) Regulations designed for application to 
large-scale entities have been applied uni- 
formly to small businesses and other small 
entities, sometimes inhibiting the ability of 
small entities to create new jobs. 

(3) Uniform Federal regulatory and report- 
ing requirements in many instances have im- 
posed on small businesses and other small 
entities unnecessary and disproportionately 
burdensome demands, including legal, ac- 
counting, and consulting costs, thereby 
threatening the viability of small entities 
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and the ability of small entities to compete 
and create new jobs in a global marketplace. 

(4) Since 1980, Federal agencies have been 
required to recognize and take account of 
the differences in the scale and resources of 
regulated entities, but in many instances 
have failed to do so. 

(5) In 2009, there were nearly 70,000 pages in 
the Federal Register, and, according to re- 
search by the Office of Advocacy of the 
Small Business Administration, the annual 
cost of Federal regulations totals 
$1,750,000,000,000. Small firms bear a dis- 
proportionate burden, paying approximately 
36 percent more per employee than larger 
firms in annual regulatory compliance costs. 

(6) All agencies in the Federal Government 
should fully consider the costs, including in- 
direct economic impacts and the potential 
for job creation and job loss, of proposed 
rules, periodically review existing regula- 
tions to determine their impact on small en- 
tities, and repeal regulations that are unnec- 
essarily duplicative or have outlived their 
stated purpose. 

(7) It is the intention of Congress to amend 
chapter 6 of title 5, United States Code, to 
ensure that all impacts, including foresee- 
able indirect effects, of proposed and final 
rules are considered by agencies during the 
rulemaking process and that the agencies as- 
sess a full range of alternatives that will 
limit adverse economic consequences, en- 
hance economic benefits, and fully address 
potential job creation or job loss. 

SEC. _ 03. INCLUDING INDIRECT ECONOMIC IM- 
PACT IN SMALL ENTITY ANALYSES. 

Section 601 of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing: 

(09) the term ‘economic impact’ means, 
with respect to a proposed or final rule— 

(А) any direct economic effect of the rule 
on small entities; and 

“(В) any indirect economic effect on small 
entities, including potential job creation or 
job loss, that is reasonably foreseeable and 
that results from the rule, without regard to 
whether small entities are directly regulated 
by the rule.’’. 

SEC. 04. JUDICIAL REVIEW TO ALLOW SMALL 
ENTITIES TO CHALLENGE PRO- 
POSED REGULATIONS. 

Section 611(а) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting “608,” 
after ‘‘601,”’; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by inserting “608,” 
after ‘‘601,”’; 

(3) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following: 

“(3) A small entity may seek such review 
during the 1-year period beginning on the 
date of final agency action, except that— 

‘(A) if a provision of law requires that an 
action challenging a final agency action be 
commenced before the expiration of 1 year, 
the lesser period shall apply to an action for 
judicial review under this section; and 

“(В) in the case of noncompliance with sec- 
tion 603 or 605(b), a small entity may seek ju- 
dicial review of agency compliance with such 
section before the close of the public com- 
ment period.’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (4)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking “, 
and” and inserting a semicolon; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod and inserting ‘‘; or”; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

(С) issuing an injunction prohibiting an 
agency from taking any agency action with 
respect to a rulemaking until that agency is 
in compliance with the requirements of sec- 
tion 608 or 605.”’. 
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SEC. 05. PERIODIC REVIEW AND SUNSET ОЕ EX- 


ISTING RULES. 
Section 610 of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 


“§ 610. Periodic review of rules 


“(а)(1) Not later than 180 days after the 
date of enactment of the Small Business 
Regulatory Freedom Act of 2011, each agency 
shall establish a plan for the periodic review 
of— 

“(A) each rule issued by the agency that 
the head of the agency determines has a sig- 
nificant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities, without regard to 
whether the agency performed an analysis 
under section 604 with respect to the rule; 
and 

“(В) any small entity compliance guide re- 
quired to be published by the agency under 
section 212 of the Small Business Regulatory 
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 (5 U.S.C. 
601 note). 

“(2) In reviewing rules and small entity 
compliance guides under paragraph (1), the 
agency shall determine whether the rules 
and guides should— 

“(А) be amended or rescinded, consistent 
with the stated objectives of applicable stat- 
utes, to minimize any significant adverse 
economic impacts on a substantial number 
of small entities (including an estimate of 
any adverse impacts on job creation and em- 
ployment by small entities); or 

“(В) continue in effect without change. 

“(3) Each agency shall publish the plan es- 
tablished under paragraph (1) in the Federal 
Register and on the Web site of the agency. 

“(4) An agency may amend the plan estab- 
lished under paragraph (1) at any time by 
publishing the amendment in the Federal 
Register and on the Web site of the agency. 

““(b)(1) Each plan established under sub- 
section (a) shall provide for— 

“(А) the review of each rule and small enti- 
ty compliance guide described in subsection 
(а)(1) in effect on the date of enactment of 
the Small Business Regulatory Freedom Act 
of 2011— 

‘“(i) not later than 8 years after the date of 
publication of the plan in the Federal Reg- 
ister; and 

‘“(ii) every 8 years thereafter; and 

“(В) the review of each rule adopted and 
small entity compliance guide described in 
subsection (a)(1) that is published after the 
date of enactment of the Small Business 
Regulatory Freedom Act of 2011— 

(1) not later than 8 years after the publi- 
cation of the final rule in the Federal Reg- 
ister; and 

‘“(ii) every 8 years thereafter. 

“(2)(А) If an agency determines that the 
review of the rules and guides described in 
paragraph (1)(A) cannot be completed before 
the date described in paragraph (1)(А)(1), the 
agency— 

“G) shall publish a statement in the Fed- 
eral Register certifying that the review can- 
not be completed; and 

“Gi) may extend the period for the review 
of the rules and guides described in para- 
graph (1)(A) for a period of not more than 2 
years, if the agency publishes notice of the 
extension in the Federal Register. 

“(В) An agency shall transmit to the Chief 
Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business 
Administration and Congress notice of any 
statement or notice described in subpara- 
graph (A). 

“(с) In reviewing rules under the plan re- 
quired under subsection (a), the agency shall 
consider— 

“(1) the continued need for the rule; 
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(2) the nature of complaints received by 
the agency from small entities concerning 
the rule; 

(3) comments by the Regulatory Enforce- 
ment Ombudsman and the Chief Counsel for 
Advocacy of the Small Business Administra- 
tion; 

(4) the complexity of the rule; 

(5) the extent to which the rule overlaps, 
duplicates, or conflicts with other Federal 
rules and, unless the head of the agency de- 
termines it to be infeasible, State and local 
rules; 

“(6) the contribution of the rule to the cu- 
mulative economic impact of all Federal 
rules on the class of small entities affected 
by the rule, unless the head of the agency de- 
termines that such a calculation cannot be 
made; 

“(7) the length of time since the rule has 
been evaluated, or the degree to which tech- 
nology, economic conditions, or other fac- 
tors have changed in the area affected by the 
rule; and 

(8) the impact of the rule, including— 

“(A) the estimated number of small enti- 
ties to which the rule will apply; 

“(В) the estimated number of small entity 
jobs that will be lost or created due to the 
rule; and 

“(C) the projected reporting, record- 
keeping, and other compliance requirements 
of the proposed rule, including— 

“(i) an estimate of the classes of small en- 
tities that will be subject to the require- 
ment; and 

“(ii) the type of professional skills nec- 
essary for preparation of the report or 
record. 

“(d)(1) Each agency shall submit an annual 
report regarding the results of the review re- 
quired under subsection (a) to— 

“(A) Congress; and 

“(В) in the case of an agency that is not an 
independent regulatory agency (as defined in 
section 3502(5) of title 44), the Administrator 
of the Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs of the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

(02) Hach report required under paragraph 
(1) shall include a description of any rule or 
guide with respect to which the agency made 
a determination of infeasibility under para- 
graph (5) or (6) of subsection (c), together 
with a detailed explanation of the reasons 
for the determination. 

(е) Each agency shall publish in the Fed- 
eral Register and on the Web site of the 
agency a list of the rules and small entity 
compliance guides to be reviewed under the 
plan required under subsection (a) that in- 
cludes— 

“(1) a brief description of each rule or 
guide; 

(2) for each rule, the reason why the head 
of the agency determined that the rule has a 
significant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities (without regard to 
whether the agency had prepared a final reg- 
ulatory flexibility analysis for the rule); and 
“(3) a request for comments from the pub- 
lic, the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the 
Small Business Administration, and the Reg- 
ulatory Enforcement Ombudsman con- 
cerning the enforcement of the rules or pub- 
lication of the guides. 

‘(f)(1) With respect to each agency, not 
later than 6 months after each date described 
in subsection (b)(1), the Chief Counsel for Ad- 
vocacy of the Small Business Administration 
shall determine whether the agency has com- 
pleted the review required under subsection 
(b). 
(2) If, after a review under paragraph (1), 
the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small 
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Business Administration determines that an 
agency has failed to complete the review re- 
quired under subsection (b), each rule issued 
by the agency that the head of the agency 
determined under subsection (a) has a sig- 
nificant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities shall immediately 
cease to have effect.’’. 

SEC. 06. REQUIRING SMALL BUSINESS REVIEW 
PANELS FOR ALL AGENCIES. 

(a) AGENCIES.—Section 609 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘a covered 
agency’’ each place it appears and inserting 
“an agency”; and 

(2) in subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘the 
covered agency” and inserting ‘‘the agency”. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) SECTION 609.—Section 609 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking subsection (d), as amended 
by section 1100G(a) of Public Law 111-208 (124 
Stat. 2112); and 

(B) by redesignating subsection (e) as sub- 
section (d). 

(2) SECTION 603.—Section 603(d) of title 5, 
United States Code, as added by section 
1100G(b) of Public Law 111-203 (124 Stat. 2112), 
is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘a covered 
agency, as defined in section 609(d)(2)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘the Bureau of Consumer Financial 
Protection”; and 

(В) in paragraph (2), by striking “А cov- 
ered agency, as defined in section 609(d)(2),”’ 
and inserting “Тһе Bureau of Consumer Fi- 
nancial Protection’’. 

(3) SECTION 604.—Section 604(a) of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by redesignating the second paragraph 
designated as paragraph (6) (relating to cov- 
ered agencies), as added by section 
1100G(c)(3) of Public Law 111-208 (124 Stat. 
2113), as paragraph (7); and 

(B) in paragraph (7), as so redesignated— 

(i) by striking ‘‘a covered agency, as de- 
fined in section 609(d)(2)”’ and inserting ‘һе 
Bureau of Consumer Financial Protection’’; 
and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘the agency” and inserting 
“the Bureau”. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall take effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act and apply 
on and after the designated transfer date es- 
tablished under section 1062 of Public Law 
111-208 (12 U.S.C. 5582). 

SEC. 07. EXPANDING THE REGULATORY FLEXI- 
BILITY ACT TO AGENCY GUIDANCE 
DOCUMENTS. 

Section 601(2) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after ‘‘public 
comment” the following: “апа any signifi- 
cant guidance document, as defined in the 
Office of Management and Budget Final Bul- 
letin for Agency Good Guidance Procedures 
(72 Fed. Reg. 3432; January 25, 2007)”. 

SEC. 08. REQUIRING THE INTERNAL REVENUE 
SERVICE TO CONSIDER SMALL ENTI- 
TY IMPACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 603(a) of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended, in the fifth 
sentence, by striking “риё only” and all that 
follows through the period at the end and in- 
serting ‘‘but only to the extent that such in- 
terpretative rules, or the statutes upon 
which such rules are based, impose on small 
entities a collection of information require- 
ment or a recordkeeping requirement.’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 601 of title 5, 
United States Code, as amended by section 3 
of this Act, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (6), by striking “апа” at 
the end; and 
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(2) by striking paragraphs (7) and (8) and 
inserting the following: 

“(7) the term ‘collection of information’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
3502(3) of title 44; 

(8) the term ‘recordkeeping requirement’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
3502(13) of title 44; апа”. 

SEC. 09. MITIGATING PENALTIES ON SMALL EN- 
TITIES. 

Section 223 of the Small Business Regu- 
latory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 
(Public Law 104-121; 110 Stat. 862) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

(а) REVIEW OF POLICIES AND PROGRAMS.— 

“(1) REVIEW REQUIRED.—Not later than 6 
months after the date of enactment of this 
subsection, and every 2 years thereafter, 
each agency regulating the activities of 
small entities shall review the policy or pro- 
gram established by the agency under sub- 
section (a) and make any modifications to 
the policy or program necessary to comply 
with the requirements under this section. 

“(2) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this sub- 
section, and every 2 years thereafter, each 
agency described in paragraph (1) shall sub- 
mit a report on the review and modifications 
required under paragraph (1) to— 

“(A) the Committee on Small Business and 
Entrepreneurship and the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs of the Senate; and 

“(В) the Committee on Small Business and 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the House 
of Representatives.’’. 

SEC. 10. REQUIRING MORE DETAILED SMALL 
ENTITY ANALYSES. 

(a) INITIAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANAL- 
ysis.—Section 603 of title 5, United States 
Code, as amended by section 1100G(b) of Pub- 
lic Law 111-203 (124 Stat. 2112), is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

“(b) Each initial regulatory flexibility 
analysis required under this section shall 
contain a detailed statement— 

“(1) describing the reasons why action by 
the agency is being considered; 

‘“(2) describing the objectives of, and legal 
basis for, the proposed rule; 

(3) estimating the number and type of 
small entities to which the proposed rule 
will apply; 

“(4) describing the projected reporting, 
recordkeeping, and other compliance re- 
quirements of the proposed rule, including 
an estimate of the classes of small entities 
which will be subject to the requirement and 
the type of professional skills necessary for 
preparation of the report and record; 

“(Б) describing all relevant Federal rules 
which may duplicate, overlap, or conflict 
with the proposed rule, or the reasons why 
such a description could not be provided; and 

“(6) estimating the additional cumulative 
economic impact of the proposed rule on 
small entities, including job creation and 
employment by small entities, beyond that 
already imposed on the class of small enti- 
ties by the agency, or the reasons why such 
an estimate is not available.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(е) An agency shall notify the Chief Coun- 
sel for Advocacy of the Small Business Ad- 
ministration of any draft rules that may 
have a significant economic impact on a sub- 
stantial number of small entities— 

“(1) when the agency submits a draft rule 
to the Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs of the Office of Management and 
Budget under Executive Order 12866, if that 
order requires the submission; or 
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(2) if no submission to the Office of Infor- 
mation and Regulatory Affairs is required— 

“(A) a reasonable period before publication 
of the rule by the agency; and 

(В) in any event, not later than З months 
before the date on which the agency pub- 
lishes the rule.’’. 

(b) FINAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANAL- 
YSIS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 604(a) of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘detailed’’ before 
scription” each place it appears; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘detailed’’ before ‘‘state- 
ment” each place it appears; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘(or certification of the 
proposed rule under section 605(b) after 
“initial regulatory flexibility analysis”; 

(C) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘an expla- 
nation” and inserting “а detailed expla- 
nation”; and 

(D) in paragraph (6) (relating to a descrip- 
tion of steps taken to minimize significant 
economic impact), as added by section 1601 of 
the Small Business Jobs Act of 2010 (Public 
Law 111—240; 124 Stat. 2251), by inserting ‘‘de- 
tailed” before “statement”. 

(2) PUBLICATION OF ANALYSIS ON WEB SITE, 
ETC.—Section 604(b) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) The agency shall— 

“(1) make copies of the final regulatory 
flexibility analysis available to the public, 
including by publishing the entire final regu- 
latory flexibility analysis on the Web site of 
the agency; and 

(02) publish in the Federal Register the 
final regulatory flexibility analysis, or a 
summary of the analysis that includes the 
telephone number, mailing address, and ad- 
dress of the Web site where the complete 
final regulatory flexibility analysis may be 
obtained.’’. 

(c) CROSS-REFERENCES TO OTHER ANAL- 
YSES.—Section 605(a) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) A Federal agency shall be deemed to 
have satisfied a requirement regarding the 
content of a regulatory flexibility agenda or 
regulatory flexibility analysis under section 
602, 603, or 604, if the Federal agency provides 
in the agenda or regulatory flexibility anal- 
ysis a cross-reference to the specific portion 
of an agenda or analysis that is required by 
another law and that satisfies the require- 
ment under section 602, 603, or 604.’’. 

(d) CERTIFICATIONS.—Section 605(b) of title 
5, United States Code, is amended, in the sec- 
ond sentence, by striking ‘‘statement pro- 
viding the factual’’ and inserting ‘‘detailed 
statement providing the factual and legal”. 

(e) QUANTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—Sec- 
tion 607 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“5 607. Quantification requirements 


“In complying with sections 603 and 604, an 
agency shall provide— 

(1) a quantifiable or numerical descrip- 
tion of the effects of the proposed or final 
rule, including an estimate of the potential 
for job creation or job loss, and alternatives 
to the proposed or final rule; or 

(2) а more general descriptive statement 
regarding the potential for job creation or 
job loss and a detailed statement explaining 
why quantification under paragraph (1) is 
not practicable or reliable.’’. 

SEC. 11. ENSURING THAT AGENCIES CONSIDER 
SMALL ENTITY IMPACT DURING THE 
RULEMAKING PROCESS. 

Section 605(b) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting “(1)” after ‘‘(b)’’; and 


“de- 
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(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(2) If, after publication of the certifi- 
cation required under paragraph (1), the head 
of the agency determines that there will be 
a significant economic impact on a substan- 
tial number of small entities, the agency 
shall comply with the requirements of sec- 
tion 603 before the publication of the final 
rule, by— 

(А) publishing an initial regulatory flexi- 
bility analysis for public comment; or 

“(В) re-proposing the rule with an initial 
regulatory flexibility analysis. 

‘(3) The head of an agency may not make 
a certification relating to a rule under this 
subsection, unless the head of the agency has 
determined— 

“(A) the average cost of the rule for small 
entities affected or reasonably presumed to 
be affected by the rule; 

“(В) the number of small entities affected 
or reasonably presumed to be affected by the 
rule; and 

“(C) the number of affected small entities 
for which that cost will be significant. 

“(4) Before publishing a certification and a 
statement providing the factual basis for the 
certification under paragraph (1), the head of 
an agency shall— 

“(A) transmit a copy of the certification 
and statement to the Chief Counsel for Advo- 
cacy of the Small Business Administration; 
and 

“(В) consult with the Chief Counsel for Ad- 
vocacy of the Small Business Administration 
on the accuracy of the certification and 
statement.’’. 

SEC. 12. ADDITIONAL POWERS OF THE OFFICE 
OF ADVOCACY. 

Section 203 of Public Law 94-305 (15 U.S.C. 
634c) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; апа”; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol- 
lowing: 

“(7) at the discretion of the Chief Counsel 
for Advocacy, comment on regulatory action 
by an agency that affects small businesses, 
without regard to whether the agency is re- 
quired to file a notice of proposed rule- 
making under section 553 of title 5, United 
States Code, with respect to the action.’’. 
SEC. 13. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 

AMENDMENTS. 

(a) HEADING.—Section 605 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended in the section head- 
ing by striking ‘‘Avoidance’”’ and all that fol- 
lows and inserting the following: 
“Incorporations by reference and certifi- 
cation.”’. 

(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec- 
tions for chapter 6 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking the item relating to section 
605 and inserting the following: 

“605. Incorporations by reference and certifi- 
cations.’’; 
and 

(2) by striking the item relating to section 

607 inserting the following: 


“607. Quantification requirements.”’. 


SA 212. Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts 
(for himself and Mr. VITTER) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 493, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
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SEC. 504. REPEAL OF IMPOSITION OF WITH- 
HOLDING ON CERTAIN PAYMENTS 
MADE TO VENDORS BY GOVERN- 
MENT ENTITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by 
section 511 of the Tax Increase Prevention 
and Reconciliation Act of 2005 is repealed 
and the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall 
be applied as if such amendment had never 
been enacted. 

(b) RESCISSION OF UNSPENT FEDERAL FUNDS 
TO OFFSET LOSS IN REVENUES.— 

(1) ІЧ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, of all available unob- 
ligated funds, $39,000,000,000 in appropriated 
discretionary funds are hereby permanently 
rescinded. 

(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall de- 
termine and identify from which appropria- 
tion accounts the rescission under paragraph 
(1) shall apply and the amount of such rescis- 
sion that shall apply to each such account. 
Not later than 60 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall sub- 
mit a report to the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury and Congress of the accounts and 
amounts determined and identified for re- 
scission under the preceding sentence. 

(3) EXCEPTION.—This subsection shall not 
apply to the unobligated funds of the Depart- 
ment of Defense or the Department of Vet- 
erans Affairs. 


SA 213. Mr. McCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. 504. IMPOSITION OF A NO-FLY ZONE AND 
RECOGNITION OF THE TRANSI- 
TIONAL NATIONAL COUNCIL IN 
LIBYA. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) Peaceful demonstrations, inspired by 
similar peaceful demonstrations in Tunisia, 
Egypt, and elsewhere in the Middle East, 
began in Libya with calls for greater polit- 
ical reform, opportunity, justice, and the 
rule of law and quickly spread to cities 
around the country. 

(2) Muammar Qaddafi, his sons, and forces 
loyal to them have responded to the peaceful 
demonstrations by authorizing and initi- 
ating violence against civilian non-combat- 
ants in Libya, including the use of airpower, 
foreign mercenaries, helicopters, mortar and 
artillery fire, naval assets, snipers, and sol- 
diers. 

(3) In response to Qaddafi’s assault on the 
people of Libya, the imposition of a ‘‘no-fly 
жопе” in Libya was called for by the Gulf Co- 
operation Council on March 7, 2011; by the 
head of the Organization of the Islamic Con- 
ference on March 8, 2011; and by the Arab 
League on March 12, 2011. 

(4) The Governments of France and the 
United Kingdom have drafted a United Na- 
tions Security Council Resolution to man- 
date the imposition of a ‘‘no-fly zone” in 
Libya. 

(5) The Libyan ‘Transitional National 
Council was formed in Benghazi, with rep- 
resentation of Libyan leaders from across 
the country. 

(6) On March 10, 2011, the Government of 
France recognized the Libyan Transitional 
National Council, based in Benghazi, as the 
sole legitimate government of Libya and has 
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announced its intention to send an ambas- 
sador there. 

(7) Despite initial gains, the opposition has 
been losing ground against Qaddafi’s forces, 
which are currently advancing against the 
opposition stronghold of Benghazi. 

(8) On March 3, 2011, President Barack 
Obama said, ‘‘Let me just be very unambig- 
uous about this. Colonel Qaddafi needs to 
step down from power and leave”. 

(9) On March 10, 2011, the Director of Na- 
tional Intelligence testified before Congress 
that, because of Qaddafi’s superior military 
resources, including airpower, and in the ab- 
sence of outside assistance to the opposition, 
“Т think [over] the long term that the 
[Qaddafi] regime will prevail.” 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—The Senate— 

(1) applauds the bravery of the Libyan peo- 
ple, who are fighting to secure their uni- 
versal rights against the violent dictatorship 
of Muammar Qaddafi; 

(2) condemns Muammar Qaddafi, and the 
forces loyal to him, for using overwhelming 
and indiscriminate violence, including the 
use of airpower and foreign mercenaries, 
against peaceful demonstrators and civil- 
ians, which has resulted in gross human 
rights abuses, grave loss of innocent life, and 
potentially crimes against humanity; 

(3) strongly welcomes the calls for impos- 
ing a ‘‘no-fly zone” in Libya made by the 
Arab League, the Gulf Cooperation Council, 
and the Organization of the Islamic Con- 
ference; 

(4) reiterates that it is the policy of the 
United States, as stated by President 
Obama, that Colonel Qaddafi must step down 
and leave power; and 

(5) calls on the President— 

(A) to recognize the Libyan Transitional 
National Council, based in Benghazi but rep- 
resentative of Libyan communities across 
the country, as the sole legitimate governing 
authority in Libya; 

(B) to take immediate steps to implement 
a “по-Пу zone” in Libya with international 
support; and 

(C) to develop and implement a comprehen- 
sive strategy to achieve the stated United 
States policy objective of Qaddafi leaving 
power. 


SA 214. Mr. NELSON of Nebraska 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 493, to 
reauthorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of title V, insert the following: 
SEC. __.8ЕМ8Е OF THE SENATE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 

(1) the debt of the United States exceeds 
$14,000,000,000,000; 

(2) it is important for Congress to use all 
tools at its disposal to address the national 
debt crisis; 

(8) Congress will not earmark funds for 
projects requested by Members of Congress; 
and 

(4) the earmark ban should be utilized to 
realize actual savings. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that Congress should reduce 
spending by the amount resulting from the 
recently announced earmark moratorium. 


SA 215. Mr. ROCKEFELLER sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 493, to 
reauthorize and improve the SBIR and 
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STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE VI—BUSINESS INCUBATOR 
PROMOTION 
SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the “ЕРА Sta- 
tionary Source Regulations Suspension 
Act”. 

SEC. 602. SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN EPA ACTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), notwithstanding any provi- 
sion of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et 
seq.), until the end of the 2-year period be- 
ginning on the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency may not take any action 
under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et 
seq.) with respect to any stationary source 
permitting requirement or any requirement 
under section 111 of that Act (42 U.S.C. 7411) 
relating to carbon dioxide or methane. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsections (a) and (c) 
shall not apply to— 

(1) any action under part A of title II of the 
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7521 et seq.) relating 
to the vehicle emissions standards; 

(2) any action relating to the preparation 
of a report or the enforcement of a reporting 
requirement; or 

(3) any action relating to the provision of 
technical support at the request of a State. 

(с) TREATMENT.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, no action taken by 
the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency before the end of the 2- 
year period described in subsection (a) (in- 
cluding any action taken before the date of 
enactment of this Act) shall be considered to 
make carbon dioxide or methane a pollutant 
subject to regulation under the Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) for any source 
other than a new motor vehicle or new 
motor vehicle engine, as described in section 
202(a) of that Act (42 U.S.C. 7521(a)). 


SA 216. Mr. CASEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of title III, add the following: 
ЅЕС. З _. SUBCONTRACTOR NOTIFICATIONS. 

Section 8(d) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 687(d)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

(13) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—An offeror with respect 
to a contract let by a Federal agency that is 
to be awarded pursuant to the negotiated 
method of procurement that intends to iden- 
tify a small business concern as a potential 
subcontractor in the offer relating to the 
contract shall— 

“(i) notify the small business concern that 
the offeror intends to identify the small 
business concern as a potential subcon- 
tractor in the offer; and 

(14) REPORTING BY SUBCONTRACTORS.—The 
Administrator shall establish a reporting 
mechanism that allows a subcontractor to 
report fraudulent activity by a contractor 
with respect to a subcontracting plan sub- 
mitted to a procurement authority under 
paragraph (4)(B).’’. 


SA 217. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
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and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of title V, add the following: 

SEC. . ELIMINATING THE NATIONAL HIS- 
TORIC COVERED BRIDGE PRESERVA- 
TION PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Section 1224 of the Transpor- 
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century (Pub- 
lic Law 105-178; 112 Stat. 225; 112 Stat. 837) is 
repealed. 

(b) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law— 

(1) no Federal funds may be expended on or 
after the date of enactment of this Act for 
the National Historic Covered Bridge Preser- 
vation Program under the section repealed 
by subsection (a); and 

(2) any funds made available for that pro- 
gram that remain unobligated as of the date 
of enactment of this Act shall be rescinded 
and returned to the Treasury. 


SA 218. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of title V, add the following: 

SEC. . TERMINATING LEFTOVER CONGRES- 
SIONAL EARMARK ACCOUNTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any language specifying 
an earmark in an appropriations Act for fis- 
cal year 2010, or in a committee report or 
joint explanatory statement accompanying 
such an Act, shall have no legal effect. 

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec- 
tion, the term ‘‘earmark’’ means a congres- 
sional earmark or congressionally directed 
spending item, as defined in clause 9(е) of 
rule XXI of the Rules of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and paragraph 5(a) of rule XLIV. 

(c) REDUCTION REQUIRED.—Any funds ap- 
propriated in fiscal year 2011 to any program 
shall be reduced by the total amount of con- 
gressional earmarks or congressionally di- 
rected spending items contained within a 
committee report or joint explanatory state- 
ment accompanying such an Act that pro- 
vided appropriations to the program in fiscal 
year 2010. 

(d) RESCISSION.—The amounts reduced by 
subsection (c) are rescinded and returned to 
the Treasury. 

(e) PRIOR LAW.—Subsections (c) and (d) 
shall not apply to any programs or accounts 
that were reduced in the same manner by 
Public Law 112-4 or any other bill that takes 
effect prior to date of enactment of this Act. 


SA 219. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. . CONSOLIDATING UNNECESSARY DUPLI- 

CATIVE AND OVERLAPPING GOV- 
ERNMENT PROGRAMS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, not later than 150 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall co- 
ordinate with the heads of the relevant de- 
partment and agencies to— 

(1) use available administrative authority 
to eliminate, consolidate, or streamline Gov- 
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ernment programs and agencies with dupli- 
cative and overlapping missions identified in 
the March 2011 Government Accountability 
Office report to Congress entitled ‘‘Opportu- 
nities to Reduce Potential Duplication in 
Government Programs, Save Tax Dollars, 
and Enhance Revenue” (GAO-11-818SP); 

(2) identify and report to Congress any leg- 
islative changes required to further elimi- 
nate, consolidate, or streamline Government 
programs and agencies with duplicative and 
overlapping missions identified in the March 
2011 Government Accountability Office re- 
port to Congress entitled ‘‘Opportunities to 
Reduce Potential Duplication in Govern- 
ment Programs, Save Tax Dollars, and En- 
hance Revenue” (GAO-11-818SP); 

(3) determine the total cost savings that 
shall result to each agency, office, and de- 
partment from the actions taken described 
in subsection (1); and 

(4) rescind from the appropriate accounts 
the amount greater of— 

(A) $5,000,000,000; or 

(B) the total amount of cost savings esti- 
mated by paragraph (3). 


SA 220. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. __. ELIMINATING THE TAX CREDIT SUB- 

SIDY OF ETHANOL. 

(a) ELIMINATION OF EXCISE TAX CREDIT OR 
PAYMENT.— 

(1) Section 6426(b)(6) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 is amended by striking 
“December 31, 2011” and inserting ‘‘the date 
of the enactment of the SBIR/STTR Reau- 
thorization Act of 2011)’’. 

(2) Section 6427(e)(6)(A) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2011” and 
inserting ‘‘the date of the enactment the 
SBIR/STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011”. 

(b) ELIMINATION OF INCOME TAX CREDIT.— 
The table contained in section 40(h)(2) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘2011’’ and inserting ‘‘the 
enactment date of the SBIR/STTR Reauthor- 
ization Act of 2011”, 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
“After such enactment. . . zero zero”. 

(c) REPEAL OF DEADWOOD.— 

(1) Section 40(h) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 is amended by striking para- 
graph (8). 

(2) Section 6426(b)(2) of such Code is amend- 
ed by striking subparagraph (C). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to any sale, 
use, or removal for any period after the date 
of the enactment of the Act. 


SA 221. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 


SEC. _. REDUCING THE NUMBER OF NON-ES- 
SENTIAL NEW VEHICLES PUR- 
CHASED AND LEASED BY THE FED- 

ERAL GOVERNMENT. 
(a) REDUCTIONS IN NON-ESSENTIAL VEHICLE 
PURCHASES.—Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, the Office of Management and 
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Budget shall coordinate with the heads of 
the relevant departments and agencies to— 

(1) Determine the total dollar amount 
spent by each department and agency to pur- 
chase of civilian and non-tactical vehicles in 
Fiscal Year 2010; 

(2) Determine the total dollar amount 
spent by each department and agency to 
lease civilian and non-tactical vehicles in 
Fiscal Year 2010; 

(3) Determine the total number of civilian 
and non-tactical vehicles purchased by each 
department and agency in Fiscal Year 2010; 

(4) Determine the total number of civilian 
and non-tactical vehicles leased by each de- 
partment and agency in Fiscal Year 2010; 

(5) Determine the dollar amounts that 
would be twenty percent less than (1) and (2); 

(6) Reduce the dollar amounts spent to pur- 
chase and lease civilian and non-tactical ve- 
hicles by each department and agency by the 
dollar amounts identified by (5) in Fiscal 
Years 2011 and 2012; and 

(7) Rescind the amounts identified from (5) 
from each department and agency in Fiscal 
Years 2011 and 2012 and return those amounts 
to the Treasury. 

(b) SHARING.—The General Services Admin- 
istration shall ensure agencies may share ex- 
cess or unused vehicles with agencies that 
may need temporary or long term use of ad- 
ditional vehicles through the Federal Fleet 
Management System. 

(c) EXCEPTION.—This moratorium shall not 
apply to the purchase or procurement of any 
vehicle deemed essential for defense or secu- 
rity reasons or necessary for other reasons 
deemed as essential and approved by the di- 
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

(а) STUDY.— The Inspector General of each 
department and agency shall review its re- 
spective agencies system for monitoring the 
use of motor vehicle owned or leased by the 
Government for non-official use, including a 
review of the ‘‘written authorizations within 
the agency” to monitor the use of motor ve- 
hicles in each agencies fleet, as required 
under 41 C.F.R. §102-34 and report the find- 
ings to Congress no later than 180 days after 
the enactment of this Act. 


SA 222. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON FEDERAL FUNDS FOR 

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROAD- 
CASTING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 396 of the Com- 
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 396) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘Prohibition on Federal Funds After Fiscal 

Year 2012 

“(n) No Federal funds may be made avail- 
able to the Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting after fiscal year 2012.’’. 

(b) CORPORATION PROHIBITED FROM ACCEPT- 
ING FEDERAL FUNDS.—Subsection (g) of sec- 
tion 396 of the Communications Act of 1934 
(47 U.S.C. 396(g)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)(A), by inserting ‘‘sub- 
ject to paragraph (3)(C),’’ before ‘‘obtain’’; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘; 
and” and inserting a semicolon; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; апа”; and 
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(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

“(С) accepting funds from the Federal Gov- 
ernment after fiscal year 2012.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 396 
of the Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 
396) is further amended— 

(1) in subsection (k)(8)(A)(iv)(I), by insert- 
ing “through fiscal year 2012” after 
“amounts received’’; and 

(2) in subsection (m)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘through 
fiscal year 2012” after ‘‘every three years 
thereafter”; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting 
through fiscal year 2012,” after ‘‘1989,’’. 

(d) PARTIAL RESCISSION OF FUNDING FOR 
CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING.— 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law— 

(1) $100,000,000 of the funds made available 
for fiscal year 2012 under the heading ‘‘Cor- 
poration for Public Broadcasting” in division 
D of Public Law 111-117 are rescinded; and 

(2) a portion of the remaining Federal 
funds made available under the heading 
“Corporation for Public Broadcasting” under 
such Act may be used during that fiscal year 
by the Corporation to wind down its oper- 
ations. 


“and 


SA 223. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of title V, add the following: 

SEC. . ENDING UNEMPLOYMENT PAYMENTS 
TO JOBLESS MILLIONAIRES AND 
BILLIONAIRES. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, no Federal funds may 
be used to make payments of unemployment 
compensation (including such compensation 
under the Federal-State Extended Com- 
pensation Act of 1970 and the emergency un- 
employment compensation program under 
title IV of the Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 2008) in a year to an individual whose 
resources in the preceding year were equal to 
or greater than $1,000,000. For purposes of the 
preceding sentence, with respect to a year, 
an individual’s resources shall be determined 
in the same manner as a subsidy eligible in- 
dividual’s resources are determined for the 
year under section 18600-14(а)(3)(Е) of the 


Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1895w-1 
14(a)(3)(B)). 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The prohibition 


under subsection (a) shall apply to weeks of 
unemployment beginning on or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 


SA 224. Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
TITLE VI—PATIENTS’ FREEDOM TO 
CHOOSE 
SEC. 601. REPEAL OF DISTRIBUTIONS FOR MEDI- 


CINE QUALIFIED ONLY IF FOR PRE- 
SCRIBED DRUG OR INSULIN. 


Section 9003 of the Patient Protection and 
Affordable Care Act (Public Law 111-148) and 
the amendments made by such section are 
repealed; and the Internal Revenue Code of 
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1986 shall be applied as if such section, and 
amendments, had never been enacted. 
SEC. 602. REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON HEALTH 
FLEXIBLE SPENDING ARRANGE- 
MENTS UNDER CAFETERIA PLANS. 
Sections 9005 and 10902 of the Patient Pro- 
tection and Affordable Care Act (Public Law 
111-148) and section 1403 of the Health Care 
and Education Reconciliation Act of 2010 
(Public Law 111-152) and the amendments 
made by such sections are repealed. 


SA 225. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of title V, insert the following: 
SEC. __. CREDIT REFORM ACT TREATMENT ОЕ 
THE PURCHASE OF PRIVATE STOCK, 

EQUITY, OR CAPITAL. 

Section 502(5) of the Federal Credit Reform 
Act of 1990 (2 U.S.C. 661a(5) is amended by in- 
serting at the end the following: 

(С) The cost of the purchase of stock, eq- 
uity, capital, or debt instruments, or the op- 
tion to purchase any such assets, of a private 
or publicly-traded company or any enter- 
prise under the conservatorship of the Fed- 
eral Government shall be determined on a 
fair value basis according to Financial Ac- 
counting Standards No. 157 of the Financial 
Accounting Standards Board.’’. 


SA 226. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, insert the following: 
SEC. . PAYGO AND TRUST FUNDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any increase in revenues 
or reduced spending in a Federal trust fund 
resulting from a bill, amendment, resolu- 
tion, motion, or conference report shall— 

(1) not be counted for purposes of offsetting 
revenues, receipts, or discretionary spending 
under the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
or the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010; 
and 

(2) only be used for the purposes of the 
Federal trust as provided by law. 

(b) INTERGOVERNMENTAL TRANSFERS.— 
Nothing in this section shall impact inter- 
governmental lending from a Federal trust 
fund to annual government operations. 


SA 227. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of title V, insert the following: 
SEC.  — . EMERGENCY DESIGNATIONS. 

Section 4(g)(3) of the Statutory Pay-As- 
You-Go Act of 2010 (Public Law 111-139) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(38) PROCEDURE IN THE SENATE AND VOTE 
REQUIREMENT.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—When the Senate is con- 
sidering a PAYGO Act, any provision mak- 
ing an emergency designation shall be 
stricken from the measure and may not be 
offered as an amendment from the floor un- 
less a waiver is offered and agreed to. 
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“(В) 
PEALS.— 

(1) WAIVER.—Subparagraph (A) may be 
waived or suspended in the Senate only by 
an affirmative vote of two-thirds of the 
Members, duly chosen and sworn. 

(11) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this subsection shall be limited 
to 1 hour, to be equally divided between, and 
controlled by, the appellant and the manager 
of the bill or joint resolution, as the case 
may be. An affirmative vote of two-thirds of 
the Members of the Senate, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal 
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this subsection. 

“(С) WAIVER PETITION.—Prior to making a 
motion to waive under this paragraph, a Sen- 
ator shall file a petition— 

“(i) signed by 16 members requesting the 
waiver; 

“(11) with a Member of both the majority 
and minority signing; and 

(111) stating that the spending is an emer- 
gency as described in subparagraph (D). 

‘(D) EMERGENCY SPENDING.— 

(1) ІЧ GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub- 
paragraph, spending is emergency spending if 
the spending is— 

“(1) necessary, essential, 
merely useful or beneficial); 

“(IT) sudden, quickly coming into being, 
and not building up over time; 

“(Ш) an urgent, pressing, and compelling 
need requiring immediate action; 

“(IV) subject to clause (ii), unforeseen, un- 
predictable, and unanticipated; and 

(У) not permanent, temporary in nature. 

“(ii) UNFORSEEN.—An emergency that is 
part of an aggregate level of anticipated 
emergencies, particularly when normally es- 
timated in advance, is not unforeseen.’’. 


SA 228. Mr. CARDIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

On page 4, line 9, strike ‘‘2019’’ and insert 
2023”. 

Оп page 4, line 17, strike 2019 and insert 
“2028”. 


SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND AP- 


or vital (not 


ee 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 15, 2011, at 9:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 15, 2011, at 10 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com- 
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mittee on Commerce, Science, and 

Transportation be authorized to meet 

during the session of the Senate on 

March 15, 2011, at 2:30 p.m. in room 253 

of the Russell Senate Office Building. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on March 15, 2011, at 10 a.m. in 

Room 628 of the Dirksen Senate Office 

Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate on March 15, 2011, at 10:15 a.m., in 
room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en- 
titled “Тһе Freedom of Information 

Act: Ensuring Transparency and Ac- 

countability in the Digital Age.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 

Committee on Intelligence be author- 

ized to meet during the session of the 

Senate on March 15, 2011, at 2:30 p.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL MAN- 
AGEMENT, GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, FED- 
ERAL SERVICES, AND INTERNATIONAL SECU- 
RITY 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com- 

mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs’ Subcommittee on 

Federal Financial Management, Gov- 

ernment Information, Federal Serv- 

ices, and International Security be au- 
thorized to meet during the session of 

the Senate on March 15, 2011, at 2:30 

p.m. to conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘En- 

hancing the President’s Authority to 

Eliminate Wasteful Spending and Re- 

duce the Budget Deficit.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
a 
PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
staff of the Finance Committee be 
granted the privilege of the floor for 
the duration of the debate: Andrew 

Fishburn, Eric Roberts, and Cindy 

Yang. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


a 


ORDER OF PROCEDURE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
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resumes its consideration of S. 493 to- 
morrow, Wednesday, March 16, the Sen- 
ate proceed to votes in relation to the 
amendments listed: Nelson of Nebraska 
No. 182 and Snowe-Landrieu-Coburn 
No. 193; that there be 2 minutes of de- 
bate equally divided prior to each vote; 
that no amendments be in order to ei- 
ther amendment prior to the votes, and 
that the motions to reconsider be con- 
sidered made and laid upon the table 
with no interviewing action or debate. 

Further, I ask that following those 
votes, the next first-degree amend- 
ments in order be the following: Casey 
No. 216, Cornyn No. 186, Sanders No. 
207, Paul No. 199, a Democratic amend- 
ment, and Hutchison No. 197. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 


EEE 


CONGRATULATING THE ARMY 
DENTAL CORPS 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Armed Services be discharged from fur- 
ther consideration of S. Res. 96 and the 
Senate proceed to its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 96) congratulating the 
Army Dental Corps on its 100th anniversary. 


There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
and the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 96) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 96 


Whereas, on March 3, 1911, Congress was 
the first to officially recognize dentistry as a 
distinct profession by establishing an Army 
Dental Service with commissioned officers, a 
seminal event for dentistry as well as for 
military history; 

Whereas dental health is a critical compo- 
nent of military medical readiness; 

Whereas, throughout history, the Army 
Dental Corps has preserved the strength of 
the Army by minimizing risk for and expe- 
diting treatment of dental emergencies; 

Whereas the Army Dental Corps works 
continuously to improve the oral health of 
soldiers and their families by supporting in- 
dividual and community prevention initia- 
tives, good oral hygiene practices, and evi- 
dence-based treatment; 

Whereas the Army Dental Corps endeavors 
to improve oral health world-wide by partici- 
pating in the full spectrum of military and 
peacekeeping operations, serving as dental 
ambassadors through care rendered to 
United States and coalition military per- 
sonnel during combat operations, and local 
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national citizens 
ations; 

Whereas the Army Dental Corps, in col- 
laboration with national and international 
dental organizations, promotes synergy 
among all dental professionals; 

Whereas the Army Dental Corps supports 
the mission of the Federal dental research 
program, and endorses improved dental tech- 
nologies and therapies through research and 
adherence to sound scientific principles; and 

Whereas the Army Dental Corps recognizes 
the importance of lifelong pursuit of con- 
tinuing dental education, and executes this 
mission through specialty dental education 
and postgraduate residencies and fellowships 
for its members: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) congratulates the Army Dental Corps 
on its 100th anniversary; 

(2) commends the Army Dental Corps for 
its work to improve the dental readiness of 
the Army, and the oral health of soldiers and 
their families; 

(3) recognizes the thousands of dentists 
who have served in the Army Dental Corps 
over the last 100 years, providing dental care 
to millions of members of the Armed Forces 
and their families; and 

(4) commends the Army Dental Corps for 
its efforts to keep America’s soldiers healthy 
and the best fighting force in the world. 


in humanitarian oper- 


Ee 


REAPPOINTMENT OF SHIRLEY 
ANN JACKSON AS A CITIZEN RE- 
GENT OF THE SMITHSONIAN 
BOARD OF REGENTS 


APPOINTMENT OF STEPHEN M. 
CASE AS A CITIZEN REGENT OF 
THE SMITHSONIAN BOARD OF 
REGENTS 


REAPPOINTMENT OF ROBERT Р. 
KOGOD AS A CITIZEN REGENT 
OF THE SMITHSONIAN BOARD OF 
REGENTS 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Rules Com- 
mittee be discharged from further con- 
sideration of S.J. Res. 7, 8, and 9, and 
the Senate proceed to their immediate 
consideration en bloc; that the joint 
resolutions be read three times and 
passed en bloc, the motions to recon- 
sider be laid upon the table en bloc, 
with no intervening action or debate, 
and that any statements be printed in 
the RECORD. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The joint resolutions were ordered to 
a third reading, were read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 7 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That, in accordance with 
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes (20 
U.S.C. 43), the vacancy on the Board of Re- 
gents of the Smithsonian Institution, in the 
class other than Members of Congress, occur- 
ring by reason of the expiration of the term 
of Shirley Ann Jackson of New York, is filled 
by reappointment of the incumbent for a 
term of 6 years, effective May 6, 2011. 

S.J. RES. 8 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That, in accordance with 
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes (20 
U.S.C. 43), the vacancy on the Board of Re- 
gents of the Smithsonian Institution, in the 
class other than Members of Congress, occur- 
ring by reason of the resignation of Phillip 
Frost of Florida is filled by the appointment 
of Stephen M. Case of Virginia. The appoint- 
ment is for a term of 6 years, effective on the 
date of enactment of this joint resolution. 

S.J. RES. 9 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That, in accordance with 
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes (20 
U.S.C. 48), the vacancy on the Board of Re- 
gents of the Smithsonian Institution, in the 
class other than Members of Congress, occur- 
ring by reason of the expiration of the term 
of Robert P. Kogod of the District of Colum- 
bia, is filled by reappointment of the incum- 
bent for a term of 6 years, effective May 6, 
2011. 


EE 


MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—H.J. RES. 48 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, H.J. Res. 48 
has been received from the House and 
is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the measure by title for 
the first time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 48) making 
further continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for its 
second reading and object to my own 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. The joint resolution will 
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be read a second time on the next legis- 
lative day. 


EE 


ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, MARCH 
16, 2011 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until tomorrow at 9:30 a.m., 
Wednesday, March 16; that following 
the prayer and pledge, the Journal of 
proceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day, and that fol- 
lowing leader remarks, there be a pe- 
riod of morning business until 10:30 
a.m., with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each, with 
the time equally divided and controlled 
between the two leaders or their des- 
ignees, with the majority controlling 
the first half and the Republicans con- 
trolling the final half; further, that fol- 
lowing morning business, the Senate 
resume consideration of S. 493, the 
SBIR and STTR Reauthorization Act 
of 2011. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


SE 


PROGRAM 


Mr. REID. Senators should expect 
the first votes of the day to begin at 
about 10:30 in the morning in relation 
to the Nelson of Nebraska and the 
Snowe-Landrieu-Coburn amendment. 
Additional rollcall votes are expected 
to occur throughout the day. Under a 
previous order, Senator BLUMENTHAL 
will be recognized at 12 noon for up to 
20 minutes in order to give his maiden 
speech. 


——— 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. REID. If there is no further busi- 
ness to come before the Senate, I ask 
unanimous consent that it adjourn 
under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:13 p.m., adjourned until Wednes- 
day, March 16, 2011, at 9:30 a.m. 
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HONORING THE GENESEE COUNTY 
FREE MEDICAL CLINIC 


HON. DALE E. KILDEE 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, on March 30th 
the Genesee County Free Medical Clinic will 
honor the healthcare providers that volunteer 
their time and talents to ensuring the unin- 
sured low-income people of Genesee County 
have access to quality medical care. 

Conceived in 1991 by Dr. M. Nagaraju, the 
Genesee County Free Medical Clinic started 
as a one night a week clinic. Because there 
was no waiting room, the patients had to wait 
outside regardless of the weather. Today the 
clinic has its own building with 10 exam 
rooms, a licensed on-site pharmacy, and a 
waiting room. During an average week be- 
tween 80 and 85 patients are treated and the 
clinic is the primary care provider for 3,000 un- 
insured patients. To be treated, a patient must 
be a Genesee County resident between 18 
and 64 years old, have no medical coverage 
and income under 200 percent of the federal 
poverty level. The clinic is funded through their 
annual fundraising event—the Healing Hands 
5K Run/Walk, grants and private donations. 

The commitment of the medical community 
is integral to the success of the clinic. Thirty- 
nine physicians, 48 nurses, 8 pharmacists, 
and other professionals donate their time and 
skills to treat patients. Sixty specialty care 
physicians and the 3 hospitals in Genesee 
County; Genesys Health Park, Hurley Medical 
Center and McLaren Regional Medical Center; 
work with the clinic to provide hospitalizations, 
laboratory services and diagnostic tests. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the House of Represent- 
atives to join me in applauding the work of the 
staff, medical community, volunteers, and sup- 
porters of the clinic for their selfless dedication 
to serving those in need. Twenty years ago 
the medical community saw a need in the 
greater Flint area to help those individuals that 
did not have health insurance and the Gen- 
esee County Free Medical Clinic was born. 
For the past 20 years the men and women of 
the medical community have been steadfast in 
their commitment to the clinic and | commend 
them for their enthusiasm, devotion, work and 
compassion. 


-Á 


INTRODUCING THE FREE 
COMPETITION IN CURRENCY ACT 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to introduce 
the Free Competition in Currency Act. Cur- 


rency, or money, is what allows civilization to 
flourish. In the absence of money, barter is the 
name of the game; if the farmer needs shoes, 
he must trade his eggs and milk to the cobbler 
and hope that the cobbler needs eggs and 
milk. Money makes the transaction process far 
easier. Rather than having to search for some- 
one with reciprocal wants, the farmer can ex- 
change his milk and eggs for an agreed-upon 
medium of exchange with which he can then 
purchase shoes. 

This medium of exchange should satisfy 
certain properties: it should be durable, that is 
to say, it does not wear out easily; it should 
be portable, that is, easily carried; it should be 
divisible into units usable for everyday trans- 
actions; it should be recognizable and uniform, 
so that one unit of money has the same prop- 
erties as every other unit; it should be scarce, 
in the economic sense, so that the extant sup- 
ply does not satisfy the wants of everyone de- 
manding it; it should be stable, so that the 
value of its purchasing power does not fluc- 
tuate wildly; and it should be reproducible, so 
that enough units of money can be created to 
satisfy the needs of exchange. 

Over millennia of human history, gold and 
silver have been the two metals that have 
most often satisfied these conditions, survived 
the market process, and gained the trust of 
billions of people. Gold and silver are difficult 
to counterfeit, a property which ensures they 
will always be accepted in commerce. It is 
precisely for this reason that gold and silver 
are anathema to governments. A supply of 
gold and silver that is limited in supply by na- 
ture cannot be inflated, and thus serves as a 
check on the growth of government. Without 
the ability to inflate the currency, governments 
find themselves constrained in their actions, 
unable to carry on wars of aggression or to 
appease their overtaxed citizens with bread 
and circuses. 

At this country’s founding, there was no 
government controlled national currency. 
While the Constitution established the con- 
gressional power of minting coins, it was not 
until 1792 that the U.S. Mint was formally es- 
tablished. In the meantime, Americans made 
do with foreign silver and gold coins. Even 
after the Mint’s operations got underway, for- 
eign coins continued to circulate within the 
United States, and did so for several decades. 

On the desk in my office | have a sign that 
says: “Don’t steal—the government hates 
competition.” Indeed, any power a government 
arrogates to itself, it is loathe to give back to 
the people. Just as we have gone from a con- 
stitutionally-instituted national defense con- 
sisting of a limited army and navy bolstered by 
militias and letters of marque and reprisal, we 
have moved from a system of competing cur- 
rencies to а government-instituted banking 
cartel that monopolizes the issuance of cur- 
rency. In order to introduce a system of com- 
peting currencies, there are three steps that 
must be taken to produce a legal climate fa- 
vorable to competition. 


The first step consists of eliminating legal 
tender laws. Article | Section 10 of the Con- 
stitution forbids the States from making any- 
thing but gold and silver a legal tender in pay- 
ment of debts. States are not required to 
enact legal tender laws, but should they 
choose to, the only acceptable legal tender is 
gold and silver, the two precious metals that 
individuals throughout history and across cul- 
tures have used as currency. However, there 
is nothing in the Constitution that grants the 
Congress the power to enact legal tender 
laws. We, the Congress, have the power to 
coin money, regulate the value thereof, and of 
foreign coin, but not to declare a legal tender. 
Yet, there is a section of U.S. Code, 31 U.S.C. 
5103, that purports to establish U.S. coins and 
currency, including Federal Reserve notes, as 
legal tender. 

Historically, legal tender laws have been 
used by governments to force their citizens to 
accept debased and devalued currency. 
Gresham’s Law describes this phenomenon, 
which can be summed up in one phrase: bad 
money drives out good money. An emperor, a 
king, or a dictator might mint coins with half an 
ounce of gold and force merchants, under 
pain of death, to accept them as though they 
contained one ounce of gold. Each ounce of 
the king’s gold could now be minted into two 
coins instead of one, so the king now had 
twice as much “money” to spend on building 
castles and raising armies. As these legally 
overvalued coins circulated, the coins con- 
taining the full ounce of gold would be pulled 
out of circulation and hoarded. We saw this 
same phenomenon happen in the mid-1960s 
when the U.S. government began to mint sub- 
sidiary coinage out of copper and nickel rather 
than silver. The copper and nickel coins were 
legally overvalued, the silver coins under- 
valued in relation, and silver coins vanished 
from circulation. 

These actions also give rise to the most 
pernicious effects of inflation. Most of the mer- 
chants and peasants who received this de- 
valued currency felt the full effects of inflation, 
the rise in prices and the lowered standard of 
living, before they received any of the new 
currency. By the time they received the new 
currency, prices had long since doubled, and 
the new currency they received would give 
them no benefit. 

In the absence of legal tender laws, Gresh- 
am’s Law no longer holds. If people are free 
to reject debased currency, and instead de- 
mand sound money, sound money will gradu- 
ally return to use in society. Merchants would 
have been free to reject the king’s coin and 
accept only coins containing full metal weight. 

The second step to reestablishing com- 
peting currencies is to eliminate laws that pro- 
hibit the operation of private mints. One pri- 
vate enterprise which attempted to popularize 
the use of precious metal coins was Liberty 
Services, the creators of the Liberty Dollar. 
Evidently the government felt threatened, as 
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Liberty Dollars had all their precious metal 
coins seized by the FBI and Secret Service in 
November of 2007. Of course, not all of these 
coins were owned by Liberty Services, as 
many were held in trust as backing for silver 
and gold certificates which Liberty Services 
issued. None of this matters, of course, to the 
government, who hates to see any competi- 
tion. 

The sections of U.S. Code which Liberty 
Services is accused of violating аге erro- 
neously considered to be anti-counterfeiting 
statutes, when in fact their purpose was to 
shut down private mints that had been oper- 
ating in California. California was awash in 
gold in the aftermath of the 1849 gold rush, 
yet had no U.S. Mint to mint coinage. There 
was not enough foreign coinage circulating in 
California either, so private mints stepped into 
the breech to provide their own coins. As was 
to become the case in other industries during 
the Progressive era, the private mints were 
eventually accused of circulating debased 
(substandard) coinage, and with the supposed 
aim of providing government-sanctioned regu- 
lation and a government guarantee of purity, 
the 1864 Coinage Act was passed, which 
banned private mints from producing their own 
coins for circulation as currency. 

The final step to ensuring competing cur- 
rencies is to eliminate capital gains and sales 
taxes on gold and silver coins. Under current 
federal law, coins are considered collectibles, 
and are liable for capital gains taxes. Short- 
term capital gains rates are at income tax lev- 
els, up to 35 percent, while long-term capital 
gains taxes are assessed at the collectibles 
rate of 28 percent. Furthermore, these taxes 
actually tax monetary debasement. As the dol- 
lar weakens, the nominal dollar value of gold 
increases. The purchasing power of gold may 
remain relatively constant, but as the nominal 
dollar value increases, the federal government 
considers this an increase in wealth, and 
taxes accordingly. Thus, the more the dollar is 
debased, the more capital gains taxes must 
be paid on holdings of gold and other precious 
metals. 

Just as pernicious are the sales and use 
taxes which are assessed on gold and silver 
at the state level in many states. Imagine hav- 
ing to pay sales tax at the bank every time 
you change a $10 bill for a roll of quarters to 
do laundry. Inflation is a pernicious tax on the 
value of money, but even the official numbers, 
which are massaged downwards, are only on 
the order of 4 percent per year. Sales taxes in 
many states can take away 8 percent or more 
on every single transaction in which con- 
sumers wish to convert their Federal Reserve 
Notes into gold or silver. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, allowing for 
competing currencies will allow market partici- 
pants to choose a currency that suits their 
needs, rather than the needs of the govern- 
ment. The prospect of American citizens turn- 
ing away from the dollar towards alternate cur- 
rencies will provide the necessary impetus to 
the U.S. government to regain control of the 
dollar and halt its downward spiral. Restoring 
soundness to the dollar will remove the gov- 
ernment’s ability and incentive to inflate the 
currency, and keep us from launching uncon- 
stitutional wars that burden our economy to 
excess. With a sound currency, everyone is 
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better off, not just those who control the mon- 
etary system. | urge my colleagues to consider 
the redevelopment of a system of competing 
currencies and cosponsor the Free Competi- 
tion in Currency Act. 


HONORING KIRSTEN A. CLEMONS 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize the outstanding 
achievement of Kirsten Clemons of Blue 
Springs, Missouri. Kirsten is the assistant prin- 
cipal of Blue Springs South High School in 
Blue Springs, Missouri, and is the Missouri As- 
sistant Principal of the Year. Kirsten has also 
been nominated by the National Association of 
Secondary School Principals (NASSP) as a fi- 
nalist for the 2011 NASSP/Vicro National As- 
sistant Principal of the Year. This prestigious 
nomination recognizes Kirsten’s ability to excel 
in the ever-demanding role of assistant-prin- 
cipal in all aspects of education. 

Mr. Speaker, Kirsten is a major contributing 
factor to the collaborating leadership success 
at Blue Springs South High School by devising 
a comprehensive reading initiative along side 
the school’s 1,400 students and their parents. 
Put in charge of curriculum and assessment, 
Kirsten used teamwork and collaboration 
amongst teachers, students and parents to 
strengthen the reading program at Blue 
Springs South High School. Kirsten is a true 
asset to the Blue Springs School District with 
her commitment to students, relationship build- 
ing and long-range goals for students, teach- 
ers, and Blue Springs South High School. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you join me in ap- 
plauding Kirsten Clemons’ outstanding profes- 
sionalism and commitment to educating the 
American youth. | join with Kirsten’s col- 
leagues, family, friends, and students in con- 
gratulating Kirsten on her outstanding achieve- 
ment, and wish her good luck in her future en- 
deavors. 


——— 


CONGRATULATIONS TO MR. PAUL 
F. LEONARD, SR. 


HON. LOU BARLETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
honor and acknowledge Mr. Paul F. Leonard, 
Sr., this year’s recipient of the Greater Pittston 
Friendly Sons of St. Patrick’s Man of the Year 
award. 

Mr. Leonard was born and raised in Pittston, 
and has long been involved in the community. 
After graduating from Pittston High School, 
Scranton University, and the McAllister School 
of Embalming in New York City, and serving 
in the United States Army, Paul worked for 
thirty-one years at St. John’s/Seton Catholic 
High School. Paul was the school’s athletic di- 
rector, Physical Education and Business 
teacher, and coach of the baseball, basketball, 
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and cross country teams. Since 1961 when he 
joined his father’s business, Mr. Leonard has 
worked as a funeral director. Paul still resides 
in Pittston with his wife. He has eight children 
and five grandchildren. 

Mr. Leonard is not only a member and past 
President of the Greater Pittston Friendly Sons 
of St. Patrick, but he is also an active member 
of the Our Lady of the Eucharist Parish in 
Pittston. Paul belongs to the Luzerne County, 
Pennsylvania, and National Funeral Directors’ 
Associations. Paul is a part of the retired Ath- 
letic Directors’ Association and the President 
John F. Kennedy Council #372 Knights of Co- 
lumbus and its Fourth Degree Assembly. Mr. 
Leonard is also a member of Veterans of For- 
eign Wars, Dupont, the American Legion, 
Avoca, the Ancient Order of Hibernians, 
Avoca, the Niagara Engine Hose Company, 
Pittston, the Fox Hill Country Club, the North- 
east PA Retirees Golf League, and the 
Knights of Columbus Bowling League. 

Mr. Speaker, Leonard has been а lifetime 
contributing member of our community. He 
has dedicated his life to serving Pittston and 
its people. Mr. Speaker, today, | ask my col- 
leagues to join me in congratulating Mr. Paul 
F. Leonard, Sr. on being named this year’s 
Greater Pittston Friendly Sons of St. Patrick’s 
Man of the Year. 


a 


INTRODUCING THE FREEDOM TO 
BANK ACT 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to in- 
troduce legislation repealing two unconstitu- 
tional and paternalistic federal financial regula- 
tions. First, this legislation repeals a federal 
regulation that limits the number of with- 
drawals someone can make from a savings 
account in a month’s time without being as- 
sessed financial penalties. As hard as it is to 
believe, the federal government actually forces 
banks to punish people for accessing their 
own savings too many times in a month. This 
bill also repeals a regulation that requires 
bank customers to receive a written monthly fi- 
nancial statement from their banks, regardless 
of whether the customer wants such a com- 
munication. 

These regulations exceed Congress’s con- 
stitutional powers and violate individual prop- 
erty and contract rights. Furthermore, these 
regulations insult Americans by treating them 
as children who are unable to manage their 
own affairs without federal control. | urge my 
colleagues to show their respect for the Con- 
stitution and the American people by cospon- 
soring the Freedom to Bank Act. 


HONORING ADAM PASLEY 
HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Adam Pasley. 
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Adam is a very special young man who has 
exemplified the finest qualities of citizenship 
and leadership by taking an active part in the 
Boy Scouts of America, Troop 1051, and earn- 
ing the most prestigious award of Eagle Scout. 

Adam has been very active with his troop, 
participating in many scout activities. Over the 
many years Adam has been involved with 
scouting, he has not only earned numerous 
merit badges, but also the respect of his fam- 
ily, peers, and community. Most notably, 
Adam has contributed to his community 
through his Eagle Scout project. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Adam Pasley for his accomplish- 
ments with the Boy Scouts of America and for 
his efforts put forth in achieving the highest 
distinction of Eagle Scout. 


a 


HONORING MARIA GUZMAN-KEN- 
NEDY, DEDICATED PUBLIC SERV- 
ANT FOR THE STATE OF CALI- 
FORNIA 


HON. GRACE F. NAPOLITANO 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor Maria Guzman-Kennedy, a 
good friend and committed public servant who 
is retiring this week after twenty years of serv- 
ice to the State of California. Throughout her 
career, Maria has shown resourcefulness, cre- 
ativity, and dedication in improving the lives of 
the people of California. Her energy and com- 
passion will be greatly missed. 

Raised in East Los Angeles, Maria began 
her career with the State of California in 1991, 
when she was appointed to the Department of 
Consumer Affairs as Assistant Deputy Direc- 
tor. She created the California C.A.R.E.S. (Ca- 
reer and Resource Exchange Seminar) pro- 
gram, which helped find new employment for 
workers who were laid off by the closure of 
the Mare Island Naval Shipyard in Vallejo. Act- 
ing without the benefit of additional funding or 
staff, Guzman-Kennedy organized more than 
100 private businesses and government agen- 
cies for a one-day job-finding seminar for 
5,200 former base personnel. Maria built upon 
this success with the second California 
C.A.R.E.S. at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, 
and her program was duplicated again at Cas- 
tle Air Force Base in Atwater. Her efforts 
brought new employment and opportunities for 
thousands of base personnel who had lost 
their jobs. 

When Maria Guzman-Kennedy moved to 
the California Department of Social Services in 
1996 during the implementation of the CAL 
Works welfare-to-work program, she created 
several new programs to help welfare recipi- 
ents who were returning to the job market. 
Maria created the Fast Track Family Child 
Care licensing program to quickly establish 
qualified child care providers for the many par- 
ents participating in welfare-to-work. By help- 
ing provide trustworthy and effective childcare, 
her program made work possible for many 
parents who might otherwise have been 
forced to stay at home. Maria also ensured 
that many of the new childcare centers hired 
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mothers who had previously been on welfare, 
creating new jobs. She continued this work 
with a collaboration between White Memorial 
Medical Hospital and the Mexican-American 
Opportunity Foundation (MAOF) in Boyle 
Heights, which helped many low-income par- 
ents in that area with child care and continues 
to operate successfully today. The Fatherhood 
Conference program, which Maria also cre- 
ated, helped CAL Works fathers with edu- 
cation, counseling, and networking opportuni- 
ties by pooling the resources of several private 
partners and community groups. 

When Maria Guzman-Kennedy moved to 
the California State License Board in 1998, 
she developed two innovative seminar series 
that used public education to combat scam 
artists and fraudulent contractors. The Con- 
sumer Information Fairs helped Spanish- 
speakers avoid exploitation by scam artists 
who saw them as vulnerable targets. Through 
this program, Maria educated 15,000 people 
across California, again without budget or staff 
and relying on volunteers and community part- 
ners. She continued this model with the Senior 
Scam Stoppers seminars series, which edu- 
cated senior citizens about fraud and helped 
protect them from scam artists. To date, 132 
Scam Stoppers seminars have been held in 5 
different languages, serving an estimated 
90,000 Californians. 

Maria Guzman-Kennedy has been a great 
partner and defender of the community. She 
has used her creativity, passion, and perse- 
verance to deliver new services to Californians 
who needed help, and she never allowed a 
lack of resources to stand in the way. | ask my 
colleagues in the House to join me in con- 
gratulating her on her many years of service, 
and | wish her much success in her future en- 
deavors. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. TIMOTHY V. JOHNSON 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, un- 
fortunately | was unable to cast my votes on 
Monday, March 14, 2011 due to a scheduled 
meeting in my District with constituents to dis- 
cuss local transportation issues and wish the 
RECORD to reflect my intentions had | been 
present to vote on H.R. 793 and H. Con. Res. 
27. 

Had | been present to vote on H.R. 793, to 
designate the facility of the United States 
Postal Service located at 12781 Sir Francis 
Drake Boulevard in Inverness, California, as 
the “Specialist Jake Robert Velloza Post Of- 
fice”, | would have reluctantly voted in favor of 
this bill. | do not believe that in this time of 
high unemployment and rising deficit and debt 
levels we should be wasting time naming post 
offices. However, since | have a high respect 
for our military members and their sacrifices, 
on this bill | would have voted “aye.” 

Had | been present to vote on H. Con. Res. 
27, providing for the acceptance of a statue of 
Gerald R. Ford from the people of Michigan 
for placement in the United States Capitol, | 
would have again reluctantly voted in favor of 
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this bill. Again, at this time of high unemploy- 
ment and record deficits and debts, | do not 
believe that we should be spending our time 
on placing statues in the U.S. Capitol. How- 
ever, since we have set up a program allowing 
states to place statues in the Capitol and the 
people of Michigan have selected to honor 
President Gerald Ford, on this bill | would 
have voted “aye.” 


HONORING ELLIOTT J. KIEFFER 


HON. SAM GRAVES 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, | 
proudly pause to recognize Elliott J. Kieffer. 
Elliott is a very special young man who has 
exemplified the finest qualities of citizenship 
and leadership by taking an active part in the 
Boy Scouts of America, Troop 1214, and earn- 
ing the most prestigious award of Eagle Scout. 

Elliott has been very active with his troop, 
participating in many scout activities. Over the 
many years Elliott has been involved with 
scouting, he has not only earned numerous 
merit badges, but also the respect of his fam- 
ily, peers, and community. Most notably, Elliott 
has served as the Tamegonit Lodge Chapter 
Seven Chief and earned the rank of Warrior in 
the Tribe of Mic-O-Say. Elliott has also con- 
tributed to his community through his Eagle 
Scout project. Elliott built a handicap-acces- 
sible ramp with handrails for St. James Catho- 
lic Church in Liberty, Missouri, providing easy 
access to the church’s educational wing. 

Mr. Speaker, | proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Elliott J. Kieffer for his accom- 
plishments with the Boy Scouts of America 
and for his efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of Eagle Scout. 


RAELEE ROSSEL 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today to recognize and applaud Raelee 
Rossel for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
Raelee Rossel is a 12th grader at Standley 
Lake High School and received this award be- 
cause her determination and hard work have 
allowed her to overcome adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Raelee 
Rossel is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Raelee Rossel for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
| have no doubt she will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all her future accom- 
plishments. 
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INTRODUCING THE FEDERAL 
RESERVE BOARD ABOLITION ACT 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to introduce 
legislation to restore financial stability to Amer- 
ica’s economy by abolishing the Federal Re- 
serve. Since the creation of the Federal Re- 
serve, middle- and working-class Americans 
have been victimized by a boom-and-bust 
monetary policy. In addition, most Americans 
have suffered a steadily eroding purchasing 
power because of the Federal Reserve’s infla- 
tionary policies. This represents a real, if hid- 
den, tax imposed on the American people. 

From the Great Depression, to the stagfla- 
tion of the seventies, to the current economic 
crisis caused by the housing bubble, every 
economic downturn suffered by this country 
over the past century can be traced to Federal 
Reserve policy. The Fed has followed a con- 
sistent policy of flooding the economy with 
easy money, leading to a misallocation of re- 
sources and an artificial “boom” followed by a 
recession or depression when the Fed-created 
bubble bursts. 

With a stable currency, American exporters 
will no longer be held hostage to an erratic 
monetary policy. Stabilizing the currency will 
also give Americans new incentives to save as 
they will no longer have to fear inflation erod- 
ing their savings. Those members concerned 
about increasing America’s exports or the low 
rate of savings should be enthusiastic sup- 
porters of this legislation. 

Though the Federal Reserve policy harms 
the average American, it benefits those in a 
position to take advantage of the cycles in 
monetary policy. The main beneficiaries are 
those who receive access to artificially inflated 
money and/or credit before the inflationary ef- 
fects of the policy impact the entire economy. 
Federal Reserve policies also benefit big 
spending politicians who use the inflated cur- 
rency created by the Fed to hide the true 
costs of the welfare-warfare state. It is time for 
Congress to put the interests of the American 
people ahead of special interests and their 
own appetite for big government. 

Abolishing the Federal Reserve will allow 
Congress to reassert its constitutional author- 
ity over monetary policy. The United States 
Constitution grants to Congress the authority 
to coin money and regulate the value of the 
currency. The Constitution does not give Con- 
gress the authority to delegate control over 
monetary policy to a central bank. Further- 
more, the Constitution certainly does not em- 
power the federal government to erode the 
American standard of living via an inflationary 
monetary policy. 

In fact, Congress’ constitutional mandate re- 
garding monetary policy should only permit 
currency backed by stable commodities such 
as silver and gold to be used as legal tender. 
Therefore, abolishing the Federal Reserve and 
returning to a constitutional system will enable 
America to return to the type of monetary sys- 
tem envisioned by our nation’s founders: one 
where the value of money is consistent be- 
cause it is tied to a commodity such as gold. 
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Such a monetary system is the basis of a true 
free-market economy. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, | urge my col- 
leagues to stand up for working Americans by 
putting an end to the manipulation of the 
money supply which erodes Americans’ stand- 
ard of living, enlarges big government, and en- 
riches well-connected elites, by cosponsoring 
my legislation to abolish the Federal Reserve. 


—— 


HONORING MAYOR JOSEPH 
ESQUIVEL 


HON. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise today to recognize the Honor- 
able Joseph Esquivel for his 39 years of public 
service to the people of Lakewood, California. 
Joe began his service to Lakewood as a 
member of the Lakewood Recreation and 
Community Services Commission in 1972, and 
in 1990, began the first of his five terms on 
the Lakewood City Council. After 21 produc- 
tive years of service on the Council, Joe is re- 
tiring from public service to spend more quality 
time with his family. 

Joe and his wife Pat have called Lakewood 
home since 1963, raising three wonderful chil- 
dren, and in the process becoming proud 
grandparents and great-grandparents. As an 
active leader in his community, Joe has had a 
hand in the founding of many local organiza- 
tions such as the Lakewood Youth Hall of 
Fame. Joe continues to be a member of the 
Hall of Fame Board of Electors, charged with 
recognizing Lakewood’s young high school 
and collegiate standout athletes. 

Throughout his time on the City Council and 
as Mayor, Joe made it his priority to ensure 
Lakewood remains a safe, family-friendly, and 
thriving community. Joe was instrumental in 
bringing together the resources needed to 
make Lakewood’s state-of-the-art Sheriff's 
Station a reality and was integral to devel- 
oping several crime prevention programs that 
have made our community safer. 

Over the past two decades, Joe has worked 
tirelessly to make certain Lakewood operates 
on firm financial footing and never outside its 
fiscal means. While the struggling economy 
has impacted many cities throughout Southern 
California, Lakewood has managed to main- 
tain funding for all city services and capital im- 
provement projects. In addition, Lakewood has 
managed to be a leading destination for busi- 
nesses and new business development. 

Joe’s involvement in public service reaches 
far beyond the confines of the City’s Council 
Chamber. Joe is a dedicated member of Lake- 
wood’s Rotary Club, having served for many 
years as the coordinator of the Rotary Club’s 
annual Project Shepherd holiday assistance 
program for families in need. Under his leader- 
ship, Project Shepherd aided hundreds of fam- 
ilies each year with the help of volunteers of 
all ages from Lakewood schools, churches, 
and youth organizations. He was named Ro- 
tarian of the Year in 1995. 

One of his joys as a Lakewood resident was 
serving as a volunteer coach of 8- and 9-year- 
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old youngsters in basketball and football at 
Bolivar Park. He received the Mayors Award 
for 11 consecutive seasons of volunteer 
coaching. 

He has held various leadership positions, in- 
cluding President of the California Contract 
Cities Association, President of the Greater 
Los Angeles County Vector Control District, 
and President of the Private Industry Council 
of Southeast Los Angeles County. Joe sits on 
the Lakewood Regional Medical Center and 
Lakewood Weingart Family YMCA Boards of 
Directors. As a Navy veteran, Joe has been a 
proud member of the American Legion Post 
496 for the past 19 years. 

From one public servant to another, | praise 
Mayor Joseph Esquivel for his service and 
dedication to the City of Lakewood and the 
community. Lakewood would not be the com- 
munity it is today without him. 


RHETT GUTIERREZ 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today to recognize and applaud Rhett Gutier- 
rez for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. Rhett 
Gutierrez is a 10th grader at Standley Lake 
High School and received this award because 
his determination and hard work have allowed 
him to overcome adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Rhett 
Gutierrez is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Rhett Gutierrez for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
| have no doubt he will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all his future accom- 
plishments. 


EEE 


CONGRATULATIONS TO MR. 
JOSEPH J. JOYCH, JR. 


HON. LOU BARLETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
honor and acknowledge Mr. Joseph J. Joyce, 
Jr., this year’s recipient of the Friendly Sons of 
St. Patrick’s Swingle Award. 

Mr. Joyce was born in Avoca, PA. He grad- 
uated from St. John the Evangelist’s High 
School in Pittston, PA, and Luzerne County 
Community College in Nanticoke, PA. Joseph 
also attended Bloomsburg University, majoring 
in Business Education and Accounting. In 
1989, Joseph became licensed in Property 
and Casualty, Life, Accident, and Health Insur- 
ance, and joined his father’s business. Joseph 
is currently the Principal in Joyce Insurance 
Group, Joyce Haggerty and Bell Insurance, 
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and the Joyce Financial Group, located in 
Pittston. Joseph resides in Hughestown with 
his wife of thirty-two years. He has five chil- 
dren and one grandchild. 

Mr. Joyce is a long-time member and a past 
President of the Friendly Sons, where he is a 
Program Chairman. He is a part of St. Mary’s 
R.C. Church, the Jolly Boys Association, the 
Greater Pittston Chamber of Commerce, the 
Knights of Columbus John F. Kennedy Council 
#372, the Association of the Blind, Miles for 
Michael, and the Fox Hill Country Club. Jo- 
seph is a member of the Pittston YMCA where 
he was named Volunteer of the Year, and the 
Avoca Lions Club, where he has served as 
Secretary to the Board of Directors. Joe has 
also been named the Sunday Dispatch’s 
Greater Pittston Person of the Year. 

Mr. Speaker, Joseph has been a stand-out 
of our community. His service to Northeast 
Pennsylvania is something to be noted. Mr. 
Speaker, today, | ask my colleagues to join 
me in congratulating Mr. Joseph J. Joyce, Jr. 
on receiving this year’s Friendly Sons of St. 
Patrick’s Swingle Award. 


ee сс 2 


INTRODUCTION OF THE END THE 
MANDATE ACT 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, today | am intro- 
ducing the End the Mandate Act. This legisla- 
tion repeals the sections of the health reform 
law that force all Americans to purchase feder- 
ally-approved health insurance plans. 

As two federal courts have ruled, forcing 
every American to obtain health insurance is a 
blatant violation of the Constitution. Defenders 
of this provision claim the Congress’s constitu- 
tional authority to regulate “interstate com- 
merce” gives Congress the power to mandate 
every American obtain a federally-approved 
health insurance plan. However, even the 
broadest definition of “regulating interstate 
commerce” cannot reasonably encompass 
forcing Americans to engage in commerce by 
purchasing health insurance. 

Forcing every American to obtain a congres- 
sionally-approved health insurance plan is not 
just unconstitutional; it is a violation of the 
basic freedom to make our own decisions re- 
garding how best to meet the health care 
needs of ourselves and our families. 

Mr. Speaker, the health care law does not 
just require Americans to buy health insur- 
ance—it forces them to obtain what the fed- 
eral government decides is “minimum essen- 
tial coverage.” Some people may claim that 
the requirement to have “minimal essential 
coverage” does not impose an unreasonable 
burden on Americans. There are two problems 
with this claim. 

First, the very imposition of a health insur- 
ance mandate, no matter how “minimal,” vio- 
lates the principles of individual liberty upon 
which this country was founded. 

Second, the mandate is unlikely to remain 
“minimal” for long. The experience of states 
that allow their legislatures to mandate what 
benefits health insurance plans must cover 
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has shown that politicizing health insurance in- 
evitably makes health insurance more expen- 
sive. As the cost of government-mandated 
health insurance rises, Congress will likely re- 
spond by increasingly subsidizing health insur- 
ance for an ever increasing number of Ameri- 
cans. 


When the cost of government-mandated in- 
surance proves to be an unsustainable burden 
on individuals, small employers, and the gov- 
ernment, Congress will likely impose price 
controls on medical treatments, and even go 
so far as to limit what procedures and treat- 
ments mandatory insurance will reimburse. 


Mr. Speaker, Congress made a grave error 
by forcing all Americans to purchase health in- 
surance. The mandate violates fundamental 
principles of individual liberty, and will lead to 
further government involvement in health care. 
| therefore ask all of my colleagues to join me 
in correcting this mistake by cosponsoring the 
End the Mandate Act. 


EE 


POE POH 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Poe Poh for 
receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge Service 
Ambassadors for Youth award. Poe Poh is a 
12th grader at Arvada High School and re- 
ceived this award because her determination 
and hard work have allowed her to overcome 
adversities. 


The dedication demonstrated by Poe Poh is 
exemplary of the type of achievement that can 
be attained with hard work and perseverance. 
It is essential students at all levels strive to 
make the most of their education and develop 
a work ethic which will guide them for the rest 
of their lives. 


| extend my deepest congratulations to Poe 
Poh for winning the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. | have 
no doubt she will exhibit the same dedication 
and character in all her future accomplish- 
ments. 


EE 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. DONALD A. MANZULLO 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday, 
March 10, 2011, and on Monday, March 14, 
2011, | missed a series of votes because | 
was ill. If | was here, | would have voted “no” 
on rollcall No. 168, “no” on rollcall No. 169, 
“no” on rollcall No. 170, “yea” on rollcall No. 
171; “yea” оп rollcall No. 175; and “yea” on 
rollcall No. 176. 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. BEN RAY LUJAN 


OF NEW MEXICO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, due to my partici- 
pation in a meeting with some of my constitu- 
ents, | was unable to be present for rollcall 
vote No. 174. Had | been present, | would 
have voted “no” on this vote. 


NOAH BENNETT 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today to recognize and applaud Noah Bennett 
for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge Service 
Ambassadors for Youth award. Noah Bennett 
is a 7th grader at Drake Middle School and re- 
ceived this award because his determination 
and hard work have allowed him to overcome 
adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Noah Ben- 
nett is exemplary of the type of achievement 
that can be attained with hard work and perse- 
verance. It is essential students at all levels 
strive to make the most of their education and 
develop a work ethic which will guide them for 
the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Noah Bennett for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
| have no doubt he will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all his future accom- 
plishments. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. MIKE THOMPSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker, 
on March 11, 2011, | missed rollcall votes 
Nos. 172-174 due to a tsunami in my district. 
Had | been present, | would have voted in the 


following manner: rollcall No. 172, “aye;” roll- 
call No. 173, “aye;”’ and rollcall No. 174, 
“nay.” 

I 


INTRODUCTION OF THE 
AFFORDABLE GAS PRICE ACT 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to introduce 
the Affordable Gas Price Act. This legislation 
reduces gas prices by reforming government 
policies that artificially inflate the price of gas. 
Because of a number of factors, including the 
instability in the Middle East, the average price 
of gas has risen approximately 13% since the 
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beginning of the year. In some areas, the 
price of gas is approaching $4.00 per gallon. 
There is thus a real possibility that the Amer- 
ican people will soon be once again hard hit 
by skyrocketing gas prices. 


High gas prices threaten our fragile econ- 
omy and diminishes the quality of life for all 
Americans. One industry that is particularly 
hard hit is the trucking industry. The effects of 
high gas prices on the trucking industry will be 
reflected in increased costs for numerous con- 
sumer goods, thus further harming American 
consumers. 


Unfortunately, many proposals to address 
the problem of higher energy prices involve in- 
creasing government interference in the mar- 
ket through policies such as price controls. 
These big government solutions will, at best, 
prove ineffective and, at worst, bring back the 
fuel shortages and gas lines of the seventies. 


Instead of expanding government, Congress 
should repeal federal laws and polices that 
raise the price of gas, either directly through 
taxes or indirectly though regulations that dis- 
courage the development of new fuel sources. 
This is why my legislation repeals the federal 
moratorium on offshore drilling and allows oil 
exploration in the ANWR reserve in Alaska. 
My bill also ensures that the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act's environmental impact 
statement requirement will no longer be used 
as a tool to force refiners to waste valuable 
time and capital on nuisance litigation. The Af- 
fordable Gas Price Act also provides tax in- 
centives to encourage investment in new refin- 
eries. 


Federal fuel taxes are a major part of gaso- 
line’s cost. The Affordable Gas Price Act sus- 
pends the federal gasoline tax any time the 
average gas prices exceeds $3.00 per gallon. 
During the suspension, the federal govern- 
ment will have a legal responsibility to ensure 
the federal highway trust fund remains funded. 
My bill also raises the amount of mileage re- 
imbursement not subject to taxes, and, during 
times of high oil prices, provides the same 
mileage reimbursement benefit to charity and 
medical organizations as provided to busi- 
nesses. 


Misguided and outdated trade polices are 
also artificially raising the price of gas. For in- 
stance, even though Russia and Kazakhstan 
allow their citizens the right and opportunity to 
emigrate, they are still subject to Jackson- 
Vanik sanctions, even though Jackson-Vanik 
was a reaction to the Soviet Union’s highly re- 
strictive emigration policy. Eliminating Jack- 
son-Vanik’s threat of trade-restricting sanc- 
tions would increase the United States’ access 
to oil supplies from non-Arab countries. Thus, 
my bill terminates the application of title IV of 
the Trade Act of 1974 to Russia апа 
Khazaskin, allowing Americans to enjoy the 
benefits of free trade with these oil-producing 
nations. 


In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, | urge my col- 
leagues to support the Affordable Gas Price 
Act and end government polices that increase 
the cost of gasoline. 
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SERGIO ALFARO 
HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Sergio Alfaro 
for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge Service 
Ambassadors for Youth award. Sergio Alfaro 
is a 11th grader at Jefferson Senior High and 
received this award because his determination 
and hard work have allowed him to overcome 
adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Sergio 
Alfaro is exemplary of the type of achievement 
that can be attained with hard work and perse- 
verance. It is essential students at all levels 
strive to make the most of their education and 
develop a work ethic which will guide them for 
the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to Ser- 
gio Alfaro for winning the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. | have 
no doubt he will exhibit the same dedication 
and character in all his future accomplish- 
ments. 


INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 818 


HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on several occa- 
sions when we begin a discussion about tak- 
ing care of veterans, we sometimes bypass or 
overlook the veterans’ survivors. 

Today, | am introducing a bill to help our 
veterans’ survivors. 

Mr. Speaker, survivors often serve as the 
backbone of our veterans. In many instances 
while they are serving and giving selflessly to 
their nation, their loved ones are holding down 
the homefront for when they return. 

However, | believe that current law short- 
changes our survivors. 

This bill speaks directly to the appropriate- 
ness of our current regulations regarding De- 
pendency and Indemnity Compensation (DIC) 
because it would shorten the time period for 
which a veteran must be rated continuously 
totally disabled immediately preceding his or 
her death before the veteran’s survivors are 
eligible for these benefits from 10 years to 1 
year. 

DIC is a monetary payment made to sur- 
vivors of our service-connected disabled vet- 
erans. Survivors deserve to be taken care of 
when their spouse who served and gave their 
all has died. 

Given the current backlog in the VA’s claims 
processing system, veterans wait years, even 
decades, to receive their final rating. In the 
case of totally disabled veterans, the resulting 
benefits may, unfortunately, come too late. 
These delays should not negate our responsi- 
bility to these veterans’ families and this legis- 
lation would ensure that their survivors receive 
the benefits due to them. 

Mr. Speaker, when we provide for and pro- 
tect our veterans we must always remember 
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to include their survivors. They cannot be an 
afterthought. 

When | was the Chair of this Committee, | 
always remembered our veterans’ survivors 
and made them a priority. | hope we continue 
that tradition in this Congress. 

| urge my colleagues to support this impor- 
tant legislation. 


ES 


SALUTING LIEUTENANT COLONEL 
CHESTER L. RICE 


HON. BILL POSEY 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. POSEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise to com- 
memorate the life and service of Lieutenant 
Colonel, U.S. Army (Ret.) Chester L. Rice for 
his distinguished service to the U.S. Army and 
his nation. 

LTC Rice honorably served his country for 
twenty-one years from 1955 to 1976. 

Chester served as a member of my Service 
Academy Nominating Committee since 2009. 
He also served as a member of Congressman 
Weldon’s Service Academy Nominating Com- 
mittee from 1997 to 2008. | applaud his com- 
mitment to our youth, military and the future of 
our Armed Services. 

On May 15, 2001, Chester was awarded the 
TROACC Award from the Cape Canaveral 
Chapter of the Retired Officers Association for 
his leadership and dedicated work as Vice 
President and President of TROACC. Under 
his direction, the Chapter was twice selected 
as the TROA Chapter of the Year and the 
chapter magazine, the Intercom, was twice se- 
lected as the best in its category. 

LTC Rice served as Chairman of the 
TROACC Student Affairs Committee and is 
credited for improvements to the program, 
which recognizes outstanding cadets from the 
Junior ROTC Programs in eleven Brevard 
County High Schools and from the ROTC 
Panther Battalion at the Florida Institute of 
Technology. The excellent support that 
TROACC provided to these Junior and Senior 
ROTC programs is a direct result of the lead- 
ership and dedicated work of LTC Rice. 

Born in Lawrenceville, Virginia on Nov. 28, 
1933, he attended high school in Derry Town- 
ship, Pennsylvania and was President of his 
high school class all four years. All his class- 
mates loved him. 

His awards and decorations include the Le- 
gion of Merit, the Bronze Star Medal and the 
Army Commendation Medal with Oak Leaf 
Cluster. 

Chester is survived by his wife, Helen and 
brother, Donald Rice. He was preceded in 
death by his brothers, Harry Rice and Robert 
Rice, Jr. and his sister, Dolores Henderson. 
Our thoughts and prayers are with his family 
and friends. 

| am honored to rise and call attention to the 
service that Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. Army 
(Ret.) Chester L. Rice has provided our na- 
tion. | am proud to have known him and to 
see his commitment to the cause of liberty 
and freedom. 
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RUSLAN PSHICHENKO 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today to recognize and applaud Ruslan 
Pshichenko for receiving the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
Ruslan Pshichenko is a 8th grader at North 
Arvada Middle School and received this award 
because his determination and hard work 
have allowed him to overcome adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Ruslan 
Pshichenko is exemplary of the type of 
achievement that can be attained with hard 
work and perseverance. It is essential stu- 
dents at all levels strive to make the most of 
their education and develop a work ethic 
which will guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Ruslan Pshichenko for winning the Arvada 
Wheat Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth 
award. | have no doubt he will exhibit the 
same dedication and character in all his future 
accomplishments. 


a 


20TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
SARASOTA BALLET 


HON. VERN BUCHANAN 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in cele- 
bration of the 20th Anniversary of The Sara- 
sota Ballet. 

Jean Weidner founded The Sarasota Ballet 
in 1987 as a presenting organization. Her 
dream of a full resident ballet company was 
realized in 1990 when The Sarasota Ballet be- 
came the first and only professional ballet 
company on the Gulf Coast of Florida. 

Through the seasons, The Sarasota Ballet 
has become an exceptional company of artis- 
tic and talented dancers. 

In recent years, under the direction of lain 
Webb, The Sarasota Ballet has achieved na- 
tional and international recognition with critical 
acclaim from the New York and European 
press. In October of this year, the Company 
will be performing at the John F. Kennedy 
Center for the Performing Arts. 

The Sarasota Ballet has made a significant 
contribution to the arts community for which 
Sarasota is famous. 

| join my constituents in celebration of The 
Sarasota Ballet’s 20th Anniversary. 


SE 


INTRODUCING THE SANCTITY OF 
LIFE 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today the 
Sanctity of Life Act. This legislation provides 
that the federal courts of the United States, up 
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to and including the Supreme Court, do not 
have jurisdiction to hear abortion-related 
cases. Since the Supreme Court invented a 
“right” to abortion in Roe v. Wade, federal 
judges have repeatedly thwarted efforts by 
democratically elected officials at the state and 
local level to protect the unborn. 

However, the federal courts have no legiti- 
mate authority to tell states and local commu- 
nities what restrictions can and cannot be 
placed on abortion. Even some intellectually 
honest supporters of legalized abortion ac- 
knowledge that Roe v. Wade was incorrectly 
decided. Congress must use the authority 
granted to it in Article 3, Section 1 of the Con- 
stitution to rein in rogue federal judges from 
interfering with a state’s ability to protect un- 
born life. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that my col- 
leagues will join me in support of using the 
power granted to the Congress by the Con- 
stitution to protect the ability of individual 
states and the people to restore respect for 
the sanctity of human life. 


NOE GODINES 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize and applaud Noe Godines 
for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge Service 
Ambassadors for Youth award. Noe Godines 
is a 12th grader at Arvada High School and 
received this award because his determination 
and hard work have allowed him to overcome 
adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Noe 
Godines is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to Noe 
Godines for winning the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. | have 
no doubt he will exhibit the same dedication 
and character in all his future accomplish- 
ments. 


———— 


HONORING FRANK WOODRUFF 
BUCKLES 


HON. ROBERT T. SCHILLING 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. SCHILLING. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
express honor and respect for Frank Woodruff 
Buckles. Frank was born on February 1st, 
1901, and recently passed away on February 
27, 2011 as the last of 4.7 million Americans 
who served іп World War І. | rise today to me- 
morialize and honor his amazing life. 

Eager to serve his country, Mr. Buckles en- 
listed in the Army at the age of 16. Even 
though he was not old enough to serve in the 
military, Frank found a way. When asked for 
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his birth certificate, Frank told the Army re- 
cruitment officer, “...the public records were 
not made of births in Missouri at the time | 
was born, and my record would be in the fam- 
ily Bible.” He was subsequently deployed to 
Europe in 1917 and returned home in 1921 to 
begin his career. 

During WWII Frank worked in Manila. After 
the Japanese invaded the Philippines in 1941, 
Frank spent three-and-a-half years in a Japa- 
nese prison camp before being rescued in 
1945. 

Frank was a true patriot, and made it a pri- 
ority to contribute to the success of the coun- 
try he loved. He lived a long and accom- 
plished life, and it is very important to com- 
memorate the conclusion of this generation of 
American soldiers. As Frank Buckles is laid to 
rest today at Arlington National Cemetery, with 
full military honors, let us pause and reflect on 
the sacrifices of his generation. 


SAUL DELGADO 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today to recognize and applaud Saul Delgado 
for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge Service 
Ambassadors for Youth award. Saul Delgado 
is an 11th grader at Jefferson Senior High and 
received this award because his determination 
and hard work have allowed him to overcome 
adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Saul 
Delgado is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to Saul 
Delgado for winning the Arvada Wheat Ridge 
Service Ambassadors for Youth award. | have 
no doubt he will exhibit the same dedication 
and character in all his future accomplish- 
ments. 


—— ы 


INTRODUCTION OF THE SOCIAL 
WORK REINVESTMENT ACT TO 
COMMEMORATE WORLD SOCIAL 
WORK DAY 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, today we cele- 
brate World Social Work Day, a day when the 
international social work and social welfare 
communities celebrate the profession’s con- 
tributions to society. The 2011 theme is, “So- 
cial Work Voices Responding to Global Crises: 
Together We Develop the Agenda.” This 
event, which occurs on the third Tuesday in 
March, is even more relevant this year as the 
United States and the international commu- 
nities have faced significant economic, social, 
and political challenges. 
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Social work is the helping profession and 
social workers across the globe help people to 
address challenges in their lives, guide them 
to critical resources, counsel them on impor- 
tant life decisions, and help them reach their 
full potential. Social workers are a part of soci- 
ety’s safety net. These highly trained profes- 
sionals work with our most vulnerable individ- 
uals in communities across the country. With- 
out the help of these professionals, many indi- 
viduals would not have a voice. 

It is for this reason that | am re-introducing 
the Dorothy I. Height and Whitney M. Young 
Social Work Reinvestment Act. Today we 
stand before pivotal crossroads. With crises in 
Japan, the Middle East, and the lingering ef- 
fects on our economy of foreclosures and un- 
employment, social workers continue to assist 
those most in need. 

Yet, as | stand before you today, our na- 
tion’s social workers face daunting challenges. 
These challenges compromise the ability of 
the many dedicated professionals to provide 
their clients with unparalleled service and 
care. Many future social workers have opted 
to leave the field rather than endure the com- 
peting policy priorities, fiscal constraints, safe- 
ty concerns, significant educational debt, and 
comparatively low salary that await them upon 
graduation. 

The Dorothy |. Height and Whitney M. 
Young, Jr. Social Work Reinvestment Act is 
designed to address these challenges to the 
social work profession, thereby helping to en- 
sure that millions of individuals and families 
throughout the nation can continue to receive 
necessary social work services. This legisla- 
tion creates the foundation for a professional 
workforce to meet the ever-increasing demand 
for the essential services that social workers 
provide. 

| urge my colleagues to support this bill, as 
it is one step towards a stronger workforce in 
these challenging times. 


a 


INTRODUCING THE LIBERTY 
AMENDMENT 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to in- 
troduce the Liberty Amendment, which repeals 
the 16th Amendment, thus paving the way for 
real change in the way government collects 
and spends the people’s hard-earned money. 
The Liberty Amendment also explicitly forbids 
the Federal Government from performing any 
action not explicitly authorized by the U.S. 
Constitution. 

The 16th Amendment gives the Federal 
Government a direct claim on the lives of 
American citizens by enabling Congress to 
levy a direct income tax on individuals. Until 
the passage of the 16th Amendment, the Su- 
preme Court had consistently held that Con- 
gress had no power to impose an income tax. 

Income taxes are responsible for the trans- 
formation of the Federal Government from one 
of limited powers into a vast leviathan whose 
tentacles reach into almost every aspect of 
American life. Thanks to the income tax, today 
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the Federal Government routinely invades our 
privacy, and penalizes our every endeavor. 

The Founding Fathers realized that “the 
power to tax is the power to destroy,” which 
is why they did not give the Federal Govern- 
ment the power to impose an income tax. 
Needless to say, the Founders would be horri- 
fied to know that Americans today give more 
than a third of their income to the Federal 
Government. 

Income taxes not only diminish liberty, they 
retard economic growth by discouraging work 
and production. Our current tax system also 
forces Americans to waste valuable time and 
money on complacence with an ever-more 
complex tax code. The increased interest in 
flat-tax and national sales tax proposals, as 
well as the increasing number of small busi- 
nesses that questioning the Internal Revenue 
Service’s (IRS) “withholding” system provides 
further proof that America is tired of the lab- 
yrinthine tax code. Americans are also in- 
creasingly fed up with an IRS that continues to 
ride roughshod over their civil liberties, despite 
recent “pro-taxpayer” reforms. 

Mr. Speaker, America survived апа pros- 
pered for 140 years without an income tax, 
and with a Federal Government that generally 
adhered to strictly constitutional functions, op- 
erating with modest excise revenues. The in- 
come tax opened the door to the era (and er- 
rors) of Big Government. | hope my col- 
leagues will help close that door by cospon- 
soring the Liberty Amendment. 


ee 


INTRODUCTION OF THE STARTUP 
VISA ACT OF 2011 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
introducing a new version of the StartUp Visa 
Act, a bill that would encourage innovation 
and economic growth by permitting immigrant 
entrepreneurs greater access to temporary 
U.S. visas. The bill matches legislation intro- 
duced this week by Senators JOHN KERRY, 
RICHARD LUGAR, and MARK UDALL in the Sen- 
ate. 

What do American household names such 
as Google, eBay and Proctor & Gamble have 
in common? They are all former start-ups 
founded by immigrants. 

Our current visa laws have made it unnec- 
essarily difficult for immigrants to launch new 
companies in the United States. | am reintro- 
ducing the StartUp Visa Act because the eco- 
nomic dynamism of foreign-born talent has al- 
ways been a crucial factor in our country’s 
growth, and we must take steps to enable it to 
continue. By allowing immigrant entrepreneurs 
greater access to American visas, we truly can 
drive American job creation and channel the 
power of innovation. 

This legislation would be an expansion of 
the bill from last Congress, extending the pool 
of eligible immigrants to include holders of H- 
1B visas and entrepreneurs living outside the 
United States with a market presence in the 
country. 

The entrepreneurial spirit is ingrained in our 
country’s history and success. | believe that 
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this legislation is a vital component of pro- 
moting our global competitiveness. We must 
ensure a strong foundation for foreign-born, 
highly-skilled talent to create American jobs 
and promote economic prosperity and this bill 
works toward that end. 


PATRICK RATNECHT 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today to recognize and applaud Patrick 
Ratnecht for receiving the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
Patrick Ratnecht is a 12th grader at Arvada 
West High School and received this award be- 
cause his determination and hard work have 
allowed him to overcome adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Patrick 
Ratnecht is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to Pat- 
rick Ratnecht for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
| have no doubt he will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all his future accom- 
plishments. 


SE 


FRANK WOODRUFF BUCKLES, OUR 
NATION’S OLDEST SURVIVING 
WORLD WAR I VETERAN 


HON. NICK J. RAHALL II 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
tribute to Frank Woodruff Buckles, a fellow 
West Virginian and our Nation’s oldest sur- 
viving World War | veteran, who was buried 
today at Arlington National Cemetery with full 
military honors. 

When asked to explain his long life, Frank 
Buckles answered, “Hope.” All of America’s 
veterans hope that their service will not have 
been in vain. They hope that their service 
leads to a better future for our Nation and the 
world. And they hope that the freedoms se- 
cured through their sacrifices will live long past 
their days with us on this Earth. 

We honor our veterans and their dedication 
to duty and selfless sacrifice. Nourishing the 
memory of their contributions feeds our own 
generation of hope. 

Today, our Nation honors the mortal re- 
mains of Frank Buckles and memorializes a 
generation of Americans, whose common pur- 
pose, whose lasting hope, was so nobly ad- 
vanced by their last comrade. 
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CONGRATULATIONS TO MR. 
ROBERT CALPIN 


HON. LOU BARLETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
honor and acknowledge Mr. Robert Calpin, 
this year’s recipient of the Friendly Sons of St. 
Patrick’s Lifetime Achievement Award. 

Mr. Calpin was born in Minooka, PA. He 
graduated from Scranton Central High School 
and the University of Scranton. Robert has 
held positions at GEICO Insurance Company, 
RCA Picture Tubes, Karibe, Inc. He is cur- 
rently employed at the Pennsylvania Depart- 
ment of Welfare in Wilkes-Barre, PA in the 
Nursing Home Division. Robert now resides in 
Pittston with his wife. They have three children 
and one grandchild. 

A member, past President, and current 
Membership Chairman of the Friendly Sons of 
St. Patrick, Mr. Calpin currently serves as an 
officer of President John F. Kennedy Council 
#372 Knights of Columbus and its Fourth De- 
gree. Robert is also a member of the Ancient 
Order of Hibernians, Wolf Tone Division, the 
Minooka Notre Dame Club, the Scranton Area 
Organized Runners, and the PIAA. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Calpin has been an active 
member of our community. He continues to go 
above and beyond to serve our area. Mr. 
Speaker, today, | ask my colleagues to join 
me in congratulating Mr. Robert Calpin on re- 
ceiving this year’s Friendly Sons of St. Pat- 
rick’s Lifetime Achievement Award. 


PROVIDE SAN DIEGO WITH WATER 
HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | have introduced 
H.R. 917, the South San Diego County Water 
Reclamation Project of 2011, to authorize the 
Bureau of Reclamation’s participation in Phase 
| of the South San Diego County Water Rec- 
lamation Project. 

Southern California must reduce depend- 
ence on water that is imported from outside 
the region. The South San Diego County 
Water Reclamation Project is a comprehen- 
sive and coordinated approach by public water 
agencies to address this need by sustainably 
using groundwater resources through desali- 
nation of brackish water, and recycling of 
wastewater for non-potable uses. 

When fully implemented, the Project will re- 
duce dependence on imported water by ap- 
proximately 18,600 acre-feet (or 4 billion gal- 
lons) per year, enough to provide service to 
about 37,000 households. This will minimize 
supply and environmental impacts to the re- 
gion’s imported water sources, the Colorado 
River, and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Bay- 
Delta. This water supply would also mitigate 
the potential impacts of planned or emergency 
water supply interruptions. 

The Project includes the following compo- 
nents: 
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A Regional Concentrate Conveyance Facil- 
ity would serve existing and future desalting 
and water reclamation facilities. The proposed 
Conveyance Facility will facilitate continued 
and expanded operation of the existing Rey- 
nolds Desalination Facility and potentially 
other facilities that may be developed in the 
region. 

An additional groundwater desalination facil- 
ity in the Otay River Valley. 

A Recycled Water Membrane Bioreactor Fa- 
cility to treat wastewater and produce recycled 
water that will be constructed as part of Phase 
Il of the project. 

The South San Diego County Water Rec- 
lamation Project will highly leverage scarce 
Federal resources. The maximum Federal 
share would be 25 percent, so each Federal 
dollar authorized would be matched by a min- 
imum of three nonfederal dollars. In addition, 
no Federal funding would be used for the op- 
eration or maintenance of these facilities. 


PETRA REAGAN 


HON. ED PERLMUTTER 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise 
today to recognize and applaud Petra Reagan 
for receiving the Arvada Wheat Ridge Service 
Ambassadors for Youth award. Petra Reagan 
is an 8th grader at North Arvada Middle 
School and received this award because her 
determination and hard work have allowed her 
to overcome adversities. 

The dedication demonstrated by Petra 
Reagan is exemplary of the type of achieve- 
ment that can be attained with hard work and 
perseverance. It is essential students at all 
levels strive to make the most of their edu- 
cation and develop a work ethic which will 
guide them for the rest of their lives. 

| extend my deepest congratulations to 
Petra Reagan for winning the Arvada Wheat 
Ridge Service Ambassadors for Youth award. 
| have no doubt she will exhibit the same dedi- 
cation and character in all her future accom- 
plishments. 


CONGRATULATING LINDA ELLIOT 


HON. ED PASTOR 


OF ARIZONA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, | ask 
my colleagues to join me in congratulating 
Linda Elliot, a loyal and committed LGBT 
rights advocate, who will receive the Human 
Rights Campaign (HRC) Arizona Individual 
Equality Award on March 19, 2011. She is 
truly deserving of this unique honor, and we 
recognize her many contributions in address- 
ing issues affecting Arizona’s LGBT commu- 
nity. 

Ms. Elliot's commitment to HRC is com- 
mendable, and will soon be marked by 20 
years of service to this organization. Through- 
out her tenure, Ms. Elliot has served in a vari- 
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ety of diverse roles, including her most recent 
position as the National Co-Chair for the HRC 
Board of Directors Public Policy Committee. 
In this capacity, Ms. Elliot and her fellow com- 
mittee members have helped achieve a series 
of accomplishments for the LGBT movement, 
including hate crimes legislation, the repeal of 
Don’t Ask Don’t Tell, and other gains related 
to the Employment Non-Discrimination Act and 
gender rights. 

Ms. Elliot should also be congratulated for 
her efforts as a founding member of two HRC 
chapters in Phoenix and Denver, and for her 
dedicated membership on a host of commu- 
nity boards and steering committees, including 
Arizona’s Southwest Center for HIV/AIDS, the 
One-Voice Community Center, the “No On 
Prop 107” steering committee, and the Colo- 
rado AIDS Project. 

Ms. Elliot has maintained a constant pres- 
ence in the community she serves, encour- 
aging and inspiring the involvement and par- 
ticipation of numerous other LGBT activists in 
Arizona. 

Personally, | also want to thank Linda for 
her continued friendship and support, which 
she has generously offered to me throughout 
the years. 

In considering all of these achievements, | 
ask that you join me in recognizing Linda Elliot 
for her tireless advocacy efforts and offer her 
sincere congratulations upon acceptance of 
her laudable award. 


a 


A TRIBUTE TO BARBARA BROWN- 
ALLEN 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Barbara Brown-Allen. 

Barbara has a feisty attitude and no-non- 
sense approach to life’s obstacles; she be- 
lieves there is nothing that cannot be achieved 
if one formulates a plan and acts on it. This 
ambition led to a life of exciting opportunity for 
this proud, Jamaican-born, businesswoman. 

One of Barbara’s greatest opportunities 
came from Crown Heights North in Brooklyn, 
New York. In 2000, she and her husband, Mi- 
chael, lived in East Flatbush. They drove 
through Crown Heights North one day and no- 
ticed a neighborhood filled with potential. Bar- 
bara immediately invested in property there 
and spent the next few years developing it. 
Despite several construction obstacles, she 
accomplished her goal: a beautifully renovated 
five story townhouse to call home. 

While developing her property in Crown 
Heights North, Barbara found herself in two 
new careers: community activism and real es- 
tate. She was originally a secretary for a fed- 
eral bankruptcy judge, but wanted new chal- 
lenges. Barbara took real estate classes and 
began bringing buyers and renters to Crown 
Heights North. To raise the reputation of the 
neighborhood, Barbara began lobbying local 
politicians for change. For example, she en- 
couraged Borough President Marty Markowitz 
to offer homeowners tree guards to protect the 
neighborhood trees, a successful program that 
remains in place today. 
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As her political strength grew, Barbara re- 
mained dedicated to improving the quality of 
life in Crown Heights North. She joined local 
organizations that advocated for land-marking, 
increased city services, and business improve- 
ment. To better the quality of life for all of 
Crown Heights’ residents, she also worked 
with several organizations: Crown Heights 
North Association, CHARM, Nostrand Park 
and the Crow Hill Association. With a store- 
front on Franklin Avenue, Barbara’s dedication 
to the community was exemplified by her ac- 
tions as a landlord: she would only rent to the 
“right” tenant, one who would help revitalize 
the Crow Hill section of Crown Heights. 

Barbara excelled in the real estate business 
and is now an agent for Prudential Douglas 
Elliman. She was voted Rookie of the Year in 
2008, and received two awards in 2009: the 
Top Two Sales Agent in New York City for In- 
dividual Transactions and the 2009 President’s 
Circle Award. In spite of the recent down mar- 
ket, Barbara sees a bright future for her busi- 
ness and her neighborhood. “I think long 
term,” she says. “I just look around, and | 
know.” The vision and continued success of 
Barbara will be no surprise to anyone who has 
encountered this determined force of nature. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Ms. Barbara 
Brown-Allen. 


a 


INTRODUCING THE TAXPAYER’S 
FREEDOM OF CONSCIENCE ACT 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to in- 
troduce the Taxpayers’ Freedom of Con- 
science Act, which forbids federal funds from 
being used for population control or “family 
planning.” President Obama’s executive order 
allowing those who perform and/or promote 
abortion overseas to receive taxpayer money, 
as well as the health care law’s failure to pre- 
vent taxpayer money from being used for 
abortions, bring new urgency to the need to 
protect pro-life Americans from being forced to 
subsidize abortion. 

It is not enough to say that “family planning” 
groups may not use federal funds to perform 
or promote abortion. After all, since money is 
fungible, federal funding of any activities of 
these organizations forces taxpayers to under- 
write the organizations abortion activities. 
Thus, the Taxpayers’ Freedom of Conscience 
Act is the only way to protect taxpayers from 
having to support what they “disbelieve and 
abhor.” 

Thomas Jefferson eloquently made the case 
for Taxpayers Freedom of Conscience Act 
when he said that: “To compel a man to fur- 
nish contributions of money for the propaga- 
tion of opinions which he disbelieves and ab- 
hors is sinful and tyrannical.” 

| hope all my colleagues will join me in help- 
ing end the “sinful and tyrannical” policy of 
forcing pro-life Americans to subsidize, either 
directly or indirectly, abortion by cosponsoring 
the Taxpayer Freedom of Conscience Act. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


20TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE RE- 
ESTABLISHMENT OF US-ALBA- 
NIAN RELATIONS 


HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to offer my 
warmest wishes to the people of Albania on 
the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of 
the re-establishment of diplomatic relations be- 
tween the United States and Albania. For 
more than 50 years, our countries were sepa- 
rated by more than just distance, and Albania 
lived in darkness. But, twenty years ago, the 
Albanian people threw off the yoke of repres- 
sion and ushered in an era of democracy and 
freedom. 

| believe that the renewal of ties between 
the United States and Albania flowed naturally 
following the end of the dictatorship. With the 
strong hand of President Woodrow Wilson and 
the United States early last century, the Euro- 
pean powers were not able to divide Albania 
among its neighbors, and Albania’s territorial 
integrity and sovereignty were ensured. 

Today, our relations are strong and Albania 
has taken its rightful place within Europe and 
on the international scene. It has joined NATO 
and has begun the process of moving toward 
the European Union (EU). As a member of 
NATO, Albania has sent members of its 
armed forces to fight along side US and other 
countries’ troops in the International Security 
Assistance Force in Afghanistan. And, it is my 
fervent hope that through continued demo- 
cratic progress, Albania will someday soon 
join the EU. 

| have visited Albania many times since the 
early 1990s and have personally seen the im- 
mense progress the country has made. When 
| first walked the streets of Tirana, | was al- 
most as likely to have seen a horse-drawn 
cart as a car driving down the streets and 
boulevards. Today, however, Albania’s capital 
is a flourishing city and the country is full of 
life and has a European outlook. 

So, again, on this twentieth anniversary of 
the establishment of diplomatic relations be- 
tween the U.S. and Albania, | would like to 
offer my congratulations and my best wishes 
for the next twenty years of friendship and 
progress. 


EE 


A TRIBUTE TO JEAN MARGARET 
ELIGON 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Jean Margaret Eligon. 

Ms. Eligon was born in Grenada, West In- 
dies, and immigrated to the United States at 
the age of seven. She graduated from Bishop 
McDonnell Memorial High School, received a 
Bachelor of Arts degree from Brooklyn Col- 
lege, and a Master of Science degree from 
Long Island University. 

Ms. Eligon is a Teacher, Educator, Special 
Education Itinerary Teacher, and a Resource 
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Room Coordinator; she is licensed in General 
Education and Special Education. Ms. Eligon 
taught Communication Arts, Math and Global 
History at Samuel J. Tilden High School. She 
retired in June 2009, after working in the pub- 
lic school system for 35 years. 

Today, Ms. Eligon works with at risk chil- 
dren and has formed her own agency, known 
as the JME Agency. This agency was created 
to service children diagnosed with various dis- 
abilities, providing one-on-one support іп 
daycare centers and in the home. 

She has two children: a son, who is an ele- 
mentary school teacher, and a daughter, who 
is a high school teacher. Besides her love for 
people, Jean loves reading, cooking, baking, 
and traveling. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Ms. Jean Mar- 
garet Eligon. 


EE 


OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 


HON. MIKE COFFMAN 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, 
today our national debt is 
$14,166,030,787,779.80. 

On January 6, 2009, the start of the 111th 
Congress, the national debt was 
$10,638,425,746,293.80. 

This means the national debt has increased 
by $3,527,605,041,486.00 since then. 

This debt and its interest payments we are 
passing to our children and all future Ameri- 
cans. 


EE 


HONORING HENRY OGINSKY 


HON. DALE E. KILDEE 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Henry “Hank” Oginsky as he 
celebrates his 80th birthday. Hank is a dear 
friend, | have known for many, many years 
and | congratulate him on reaching this mile- 
stone in his life. A party will be held in his 
honor on March 27 in Corunna, Michigan. 

Hank was born on March 1, 1931 in New 
Lothrop, Michigan. He graduated from North- 
eastern High School in Detroit and in 1950 he 
started working for Buick Motor Division of 
General Motors. He worked at Buick for 40 
years. As a member of UAW Local 599, Hank 
was elected as a Committeeman, then Shop 
Committeeman, and as the Local’s Financial 
Secretary. He served as Financial Secretary 
for 25 years. During this time he was also a 
member of the Executive Committee and con- 
tinued serving when he became a retiree. 
Over the years he played a pivotal role in pas- 
sage of the “30 and Out” retirement policy 
and obtaining dental benefits for the member- 
ship. 

As a father of ten children, Hank also finds 
time to maintain two farms. He has his own 
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farm in Lennon, Michigan and he operates his 
grandfather's farm in the New Lothrop area. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the House of Represent- 
atives to join me in applauding Henry “Hank” 
Oginsky as he celebrates his 80th birthday. | 
have always welcomed his insight, thoughtful- 
ness, astute judgment and assistance over the 
years. | wish him the best in the coming year 
and many, many more. 


A TRIBUTE TO ANDREA PIPER 
HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Andrea Piper. 

Andrea Piper was born and raised in Al- 
bany, New York. She was fortunate to attend 
private school from kindergarten through 
eighth grade. She then attended Albany High 
School, where she graduated at the top of her 
class. Ms. Piper had a strong educational and 
ethical philosophy during her childhood, a phi- 
losophy that still remains with her. This foun- 
dation, along with continued support from fam- 
ily and friends, allowed Ms. Piper to embrace 
her dream of becoming an educational leader. 
After high school, Ms. Piper received a Bach- 
elor’s Degree from SUNY College at Cortland. 
She later went on to pursue a Master’s degree 
from Cambridge College and a certification in 
Education and Administration from the College 
of St. Rose CITE Program. 

Ms. Piper has been an educator for seven- 
teen years with the New York City Department 
of Education. She started as a middle school 
science teacher, in 1993, at Intermediate 
School 55, in Brownsville. In 1999, she moved 
on to teach for another seven years at 
ACORN Community High School, in Crown 
Heights; during this time, she was recognized 
by the UFT as a Teacher of the Year. While 
at ACORN Community High School, Ms. Piper 
served on several committees and started var- 
ious after school clubs, including the ACHS 
Chorus and the Forensics Science Club. Her 
Principal recognized her effectiveness as a 
classroom teacher and assigned her as Lead 
Teacher of the Science Department; this 
prompted Andrea to pursue her administrative 
license. Very soon thereafter, Andrea was of- 
fered an Assistant Principal (“AP”) position at 
ACORN Community High School, where she 
served as AP of Supervision, Guidance, Secu- 
rity and Organization. Her hard work and de- 
votion to educating the lives of the children of 
ACORN Community High School led her to 
her current position: Principal of ACORN Com- 
munity High School. 

Affectionately known as “Piper,” Ms. Piper 
has been recognized by colleagues for her 
hard work and contributions to the legacy of 
the schools she taught in. During her tenure 
as teacher and educational leader, Ms. Piper 
strived to help students become aware of their 
self-worth and limitless potential. She sets the 
bar high for both students and staff members; 
she understands what it takes to succeed. 

Ms. Piper’s hobbies are singing, crocheting, 
shopping and drawing. She loves spending 
time with her two daughters, Akili and Chey- 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


enne. Ms. Piper owes her success and work 
ethic to her parents, Hilliard Sr. (deceased) 
and Anna Piper, as well as her great mentors. 
Through their love and dedication, as well as 
their commitment to entrench her in a guided 
and religious background, Ms. Piper maintains 
her strength and identity. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Ms. Andrea Piper. 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION 
THAT THE PRESIDENT IS RE- 
QUIRED TO OBTAIN IN ADVANCE 
SPECIFIC STATUTORY AUTHOR- 
IZATION FOR THE USE OF U.S. 
ARMED FORCES IN RESPONSE TO 
CIVIL UNREST IN LIBYA 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to introduce 
a resolution expressing the sense of the Con- 
gress that the President is required to obtain 
in advance specific statutory authorization for 
the use of United States Armed Forces in re- 
sponse to civil unrest in Libya. As many in the 
administration, Congress, and elsewhere 
clamor for the President to initiate military ac- 
tion to support those seeking to overthrow the 
Libyan regime, Congress sits by, as usual, 
pretending that Article |, Section 8 of the U.S. 
Constitution does not exist. According to this 
long-ignored section, “Тһе Congress shall 
have Power To declare War, grant Letters of 
Marque and Reprisal, and make Rules con- 
cerning Captures on Land and Water.” 

This is black letter law, not some aspira- 
tional statement by our Founders. Their intent 
was indisputably clear: Congress alone, not 
the Executive Branch, has the authority and 
the obligation to declare war if hostilities are to 
be initiated against a foreign state that has not 
attacked the United States. 

Let us be clear about one thing: for the U.S. 
to take action to establish a “no fly” zone over 
all or part of Libya would constitute an act of 
war against Libya. For the U.S. to establish 
any kind of military presence on the sovereign 
territory, waters, or over the airspace of Libya 
is to engage in a hostile action that requires 
Congressional authorization. 

Whatever we may think about the Gaddafi 
regime, we must recognize that this is a coup 
d'etat іп a foreign country. What moral right do 
we have to initiate military action against 
Libya? Libya has not attacked the United 
States. Neither the coup leaders nor the re- 
gime pose an imminent threat to the United 
States and therefore, as much as we abhor vi- 
olence and loss of life, this is simply none of 
our business. 

| would remind my colleagues that we have 
been here before. In the 1990s we established 
“no fly” zones and all manner of sanctions 
against Saddam Hussein’s regime in Iraq in 
an attempt to force him from power. When 
that did not work—at a high cost іп Iraqi 
lives—the U.S. ultimately went to war to 
achieve these ends. The costs of this war, | 
do not need to remind my colleague; was 
much higher even, in U.S. military lives, in 
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Iraqi civilian lives, in our diminished moral 
standing in the world, in our economy. Yet 
none of us seem able to learn from an enor- 
mous mistake made only a few years ago. 
Once again a bad man is doing bad things 
thousands of miles away and once again irre- 
sponsible voices are demanding that the U.S. 
“do something” about it. Will we ever learn? 
We continue to act as the policemen of the 
world at our own peril, and as we continue we 
only accelerate our economic collapse. 

Let the supporters of yet another war in the 
Middle East come forth to make their case for 
a U.S. attack against Libya. | will strongly op- 
pose such a move, but it should be very clear 
that if a war against Libya is to be initiated it 
must be declared by the proper Constitutional 
authority: the U.S. Congress. 


———— 


A TRIBUTE TO DR. CHINWE 
OKONKWO 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Dr. Chinwe Okonkwo. 

Dr. Chinwe Okonkwo is board certified (and 
re-certified until 2018) in Internal Medicine. 
She is the Medical Director of Tina Medical 
PC, at 8925 Flatlands Ave., and Rutland Med- 
ical Plaza, in Brooklyn. She remains affiliated 
with and actively treats patients at New York 
Methodist Hospital, Brookdale University Hos- 
pital, Brooklyn’s Kingsbrook Jewish Medical 
Center, and two Long Island hospitals: Good 
Samaritan Hospital and Southside Hospital. 

Dr. Chinwe Okonkwo is experienced in both 
Medical and Epidemiological Research. She 
was one of the research investigators that par- 
ticipated in Blood Pressure Research on longi- 
tudinal observational study of blood pressure 
success. She also participated in a research 
program focusing on migraine headaches, 
helping to bring powerful migraine headache 
medication from Europe to the United States 
as part of the research investigation in 2003. 

Dr. Okonkwo received numerous awards: a 
Certificate of Medical Achievement Awards by 
the Medical Society of the County of Kings 
Inc.; the Academy of Medicine of Brooklyn; 
State of New York Executive Chamber, Certifi- 
cate of Recognition by Governor David 
Paterson; the New York State Senate 22nd 
District Certificate of Medical Achievement 
Award; the New York State Assembly Certifi- 
cate of Medical Merit Award; the Kingsbrook 
Jewish Hospital’s Presidents Award; the pres- 
tigious Family Service Network of New York 
Award; and the Strathmore’s Lifetime Profes- 
sional Membership Award, from 2004 to the 
present. She was also awarded one of Amer- 
ica’s Registrys Тор 10 Members in 
HealthCare Profession by America’s Registry 
of Outstanding Professionals 2009 to present. 
In light of this award, she participated in 
skilled training programs with the World Health 
Organization (“WHO”) in the areas of Family 
Planning, Counseling and Management in Ni- 
geria; in 1998, she was awarded a Certificate 
of Achievement by the Medical Director of 
WHO from the United States. She also played 
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an essential role in establishing several rural 
medical centers for the poor in the Enugu 
State of Nigeria from 1986 to 1990, when she 
relocated to the United States for further edu- 
cation. 

Dr. Okonkwo has more than 24 years of 
medical experience. She has lived, worked 
and been involved with the families of Brook- 
lyn for the past 20 years. In spite of her hectic 
schedule, Dr. Chinwe Okonkwo remains a 
dedicated and family-centered mother and 
wife. She is also the CEO/Founder of Hope 
Outreach Inc, a not for profit 501(c)(3). 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Dr. Chinwe 
Okonkwo. 


EE 


IN HONOR OF THE 163RD ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE 1848-1849 HUN- 
GARIAN REVOLUTION 


HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of the 163rd Anniversary of the 1848- 
1849 Hungarian Revolution and the valiant 
contribution of the Hungarian people to those 
efforts. The European revolutions of 1848- 
1849, known as the “Spring of Nations,” will 
always remind us that independence, self-rule, 
and democracy can never be permanently ex- 
tinguished in any society. 

The year 1848 marked a momentous occa- 
sion for the nations of Europe. All across the 
continent, oppressed people rose up to at- 
tempt to secure their liberty and freedom. The 
people of Hungary followed suit and attempted 
to overthrow the oppressors in the Habsburg 
monarchy. 

March 15th marked the day that the Hun- 
garians made their stand. They marched, col- 
lectively as Hungarians, to demand their 
rights. In solidarity, they marched and dem- 
onstrated until their ruling governors had no 
choice, but to relinquish to them their freedom 
and liberty. 

Today, we see Hungary as a regional suc- 
cess story for democracy and civil society. 
This eventual, if delayed, victory shows us that 
though the road to democracy is not always 
an easy one, the spirit of people will ultimately 
prevail in the determined march toward de- 
mocracy. 

Mr. Speaker and Colleagues, please join me 
in honoring the values of freedom, independ- 
ence, and democracy that the Hungarians de- 
manded in 1848. The Hungarian Revolution of 
1848 stands as a reminder and inspiration of 
the undying desire of any society to be free 
and independent. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING THE NEOSHO, 
MISSOURI, HIGH SCHOOL WRES- 
TLING TEAM 


HON. BILLY LONG 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to con- 
gratulate the Neosho High School Wrestling 
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Team for winning the Missouri Class 3 State 
Championship. 

One might not think of a team when you 
think of wrestling, but wrestling is a team 
sport. These young champions, River Buttram, 
Tanner Schaack, Nate Rodriguez, Trevor 
Hughes, Paxon Fowler, Rimo Elwise, Carter 
Boatright, Ethan Pogue, Payne Hatter, Chase 
Espinosa, Blake Stauffer, Dallas Smith, Matt 
Millard, and Riley Plew are a team. They 
trained as one, they competed as one, and to- 
gether though their hard work and dedication 
they won the Missouri Class 3 State Cham- 
pionship. 

Of course, the wrestlers aren’t the only 
champions; they had an outstanding team of 
talented coaches supporting them and guiding 
them along the way. | commend Head Coach 
Jeremy Phillips and assistant coaches Cody 
Crocker, Josh Sonis, Dane Espinosa, and 
Trey Jackson on an amazing accomplishment 
and a job well done. 

The Neosho wrestling team had an unfair 
advantage against their opponents: their 
friends, family, and fans attended the tour- 
naments, cheered them on throughout the 
wrestling season, and followed them to Co- 
lumbia for the state championships. The Neo- 
sho community is justifiably proud of their 
team, and the team is fortunate to have such 
strong support from their community. 

As if winning a state championship isn’t 
enough of an accomplishment, the Neosho 
High School Wrestling Team has the distinct 
honor of winning it two years in a row. This 
shows that our athletes and coaches in Neo- 
sho are among the best in America and can 
stand proud in their accomplishments. 

But even more important than that, the Neo- 
sho wrestling team will have memories to last 
a lifetime. They’ve had that extraordinarily op- 
portunity to live the dream of anyone who has 
ever dreamed of competing with the best and 
achieving victory. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in congratu- 
lating the Neosho High School Wrestling 
Team, the Missouri Class 3 State Champions. 


EEE 


HONORING CORPORAL JOHNATHAN 
W. TAYLOR, HOMOSASSA, FLORIDA 


HON. RICHARD В. NUGENT 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Corporal Johnathan W. Taylor, of 
Homosassa, Florida who died on February 22, 
2011 while conducting combat operations in 
the Helmand Province of Afghanistan. 

Growing up, Corporal Taylor always knew 
that he wanted to one day become a Marine. 
As a student at Lecanto High School, he was 
an active member of the JROTC Program and 
participated in the Yankeetown U.S. Navy Sea 
Cadet corps. 

In October 2007, Corporal Taylor was de- 
ployed on his first combat tour of duty in sup- 
port of Operation Iraqi Freedom. Following 
that tour, he was also deployed in support of 
Operation Enduring Freedom three separate 
times. While his unit was not deployed during 
his second to last tour, Corporal Taylor brave- 
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ly volunteered to go back to Afghanistan to 
continue the fight with his fellow Marines. 

Corporal Taylor was laid to rest today with 
full military honors at Arlington Cemetery. Now 
beside his fellow brothers in uniform, his par- 
ents say they are proud to see him off on 
what they like to call his fifth and final tour of 
duty on behalf of this great country. 

As a nation, we owe our fallen heroes and 
their families a debt that can never truly be re- 
paid. Corporal Taylor courageously made the 
ultimate sacrifice for his fellow Marines and for 
our country. | am humbled to have the oppor- 
tunity to honor a true American hero today. 


a 


AMERICAN MEMORIAL PARK 
ANNEX IN TINIAN 


HON. GREGORIO КІШІ CAMACHO 
SABLAN 


OF THE NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. SABLAN. Mr. Speaker, today | am re-in- 
troducing the American Memorial Park Annex 
in Tinian Act at the request of Senators Jude 
U. Hofschneider and Francisco Cruz, and 
many of the people of Tinian, one of the 
Northern Mariana Islands | represent. 

The bill, which | also introduced late in the 
last Congress, authorizes the Secretary of the 
Interior, acting through the National Park Serv- 
ice, to establish an annex of the American Me- 
morial Park, located on the island of Saipan, 
on the adjacent island of Tinian. 

Tinian is only 39 square miles in area. But 
the island played an outsize role in ending 
World War Il. 

While a military lease of two-thirds of Tinian 
precludes any set-aside of the historical land 
on Tinian, creating an annex of the American 
Memorial Park, a repository for artifacts to be 
displayed, and a locus for the interest of visi- 
tors to Tinian and locals alike, would be ap- 
propriate. 

| am submitting for the RECORD the letter of 
request from Senators Hofschneider and Cruz. 
1 ат also submitting NMI Senate Resolution 
No. 17-37 that supports the establishment of 
annex. The Resolution refers to H.R. 6380, 
the bill number from the 111th Congress. But 
the language of today’s bill is essentially the 
same as H.R. 6380. 

| ask that my colleagues support the Amer- 
ican Memorial Park Annex in Tinian Act. 

NORTHERN MARIANAS 
COMMONWEALTH LEGISLATURE, 
Saipan, MP, March 14, 2011. 
Hon. GREGORIO KILILI CAMACHO SABLAN, 
Delegate, Commonwealth of the Northern Mar- 
iana Islands, Cannon House Office Build- 
ing, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I am writing to re- 
quest your reintroduction of legislation au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Interior to es- 
tablish an annex of the American Memorial 
Park in Saipan, on the Island of Tinian. 

The North Field on Tinian has been des- 
ignated as one of the most important World 
War II (WWII) sites in the Pacific. The North 
Field was used as the launching point for the 
dropping of two atomic bombs on Japan dur- 
ing WWII, in addition to the strategic bomb- 
ing of Japan. Many historians believe use of 
the Atomic bomb ended America’s war with 
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the Japanese expeditiously, saving the lives 
hundreds of thousands, if not millions of 
lives had the U.S. naval and ground forces 
invaded Japan. 

On June 18, 2009, I wrote you regarding 
adding Tinian’s North Field to the national 
park system. However, as I stated in that 
letter, the U.S. military leases approxi- 
mately two thirds of Tinian, and their train- 
ing needs preclude inclusion. On December 
23, 2009, the National Park Service suggested 
several options to recognize the North Field 
such as brochures, an interpretive film and 
providing interpretive tours on Saipan. 
While these suggestions are a good start, the 
people of Tinian feel a permanent memorial, 
the Tinian Annex of the American Memorial 
Park, will appropriately recognize the his- 
toric role of Tinian in WWII. 

The Tinian Delegation of the Common- 
wealth Legislature, Senator Cruz and me, 
and the Mayor and Municipal Council of 
Tinian and Aguiguan humbly encourage you 
to assist us with this legislation to obtain 
the Tinian Annex to the American Memorial 
Park. Such a memorial appropriately recog- 
nizes the historic role of Tinian in WWII. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Sincerely, 
JUDE U. HOFSCHNEIDER, 
Senator, CNMI Legis- 
lature. 
FRANCISCO Q. CRUZ, 
Senator, CNMI Legis- 
lature. 


SENATE RESOLUTION No. 17-87 

Whereas, the people of Tinian agreed to 
sacrifice two-thirds of their island to the 
United States Department of Defense in sup- 
port of the creation of “Тһе Covenant to Es- 
tablish a Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands in Political Union with the 
United States of America’’; and 

Whereas, this unique relationship is codi- 
fied at 48 U.S.C. §1801; and 

Whereas, Federal Public Law 94-241 (H.J. 
Res. 549) was adopted on March 24, 1976 to ap- 
prove ‘‘The Covenant to Establish a Com- 
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands 
in Political Union with the United States of 
America,” and for other purposes; and 

Whereas, Federal Public Law 95-348, passed 
on 18 August 1978 by the United States Con- 
gress, authorized and directed the National 
Park Service ‘о develop, maintain and ad- 
minister the American Memorial Park ... 
for the primary purpose of honoring the dead 
in the World War II Mariana Islands cam- 
paign”; and 

Whereas, Federal Public Law 95-348 further 
stated that ‘‘[o]ther points in the Northern 
Mariana Islands relevant to the park may be 
identified, established, and marked by the 
Secretary in agreement with the Governor of 
Northern Mariana Islands’’; and 

Whereas, the Marianas Islands Range Com- 
plex Record of Decision was signed on Au- 
gust 20, 2010; and 

Whereas, the Record of Decision noted that 
the North Field National Historic Landmark 
will be closed to the public during certain 
exercises; and 

Whereas, the North Field National Historic 
Landmark is essential to the historic preser- 
vation and promotion of Tinian as a tourist 
destination; and 

Whereas, on September 29, 2010, CNMI Del- 
egate Gregorio ‘“‘Kilili” Sablan introduced 
into the United States Congress H.R. 6380, a 
bill to authorize the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, acting through the National Park Serv- 
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ice, to establish an annex in Tinian, Com- 
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
as an extension of the American Memorial 
Park located in Saipan; and 

Whereas, H.R. 6380, the ‘‘American Memo- 
rial Park Annex in Tinian Act,” directs that 
the annex be used to interpret historical 
events related to the World War II Marianas 
Campaign and for curatorial storage of 
World War II artifacts; and 

Whereas, H.R. 6380 has been referred to the 
House Committee on Natural Resources, for 
which Congressman Sablan has requested a 
legislative hearing as soon as possible; and 

Whereas, the Tinian Leadership is working 
diligently with CNMI Delegate Gregorio 
“Kilili” Sablan to increase National Park 
Service activity on Tinian, through the es- 
tablishment of a center that would interpret 
historical events and impart our cultural 
heritage: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, that the Senate of the Seven- 
teenth Northern Marianas Commonwealth 
Legislature supports the passage of H.R. 6380 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
establish an annex in Tinian as an extension 
of the American Memorial Park located in 
Saipan; and be it further 

Resolved, that the President of the Senate 
shall certify and the Senate Legislative Sec- 
retary shall attest to the adoption of this 
resolution, and thereafter the Senate Clerk 
shall transmit a certified copy to the Honor- 
able Nick J. Rahall II, Chairman, Committee 
on Natural Resources, United States House 
of Representatives; the Honorable Doc Has- 
tings, Ranking Republican Member, Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources, United States 
House of Representatives; the Honorable 
Raul M. Grijalva, Chairman, Subcommittee 
on National Parks, Forests and Public 
Lands, United States House of Representa- 
tives; the Honorable Rob Bishop, Ranking 
Republican Member, Subcommittee on Na- 
tional Parks, Forests and Public Lands, 
United States House of Representatives; the 
Honorable Madeleine Z. Bordallo, Chair- 
woman, Subcommittee on Insular Affairs, 
Oceans and Wildlife, United States House of 
Representatives; and the Honorable Benigno 
R. Fitial, Governor of the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. ADAM SMITH 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thursday, March 10 and Friday, March 11, 
2011, | was unable to be present for recorded 
votes. 

Had | been present on Thursday, March 10, 
| would have voted “yes” on rollcall vote No. 
168 (on agreeing to the amendment offered by 
Mr. LYNCH), “yes” on rollcall vote No. 169 (on 
agreeing to the amendment as modified, of- 
fered by Ms. WATERS), “yes” on rollcall vote 
No. 170 (on the motion to recommit with in- 
structions on H.R. 830), and “no” on rollcall 
vote No. 171 (on passage of H.R. 830). 

On Friday, March 11, | would have voted 
“yes” on rollcall vote No. 172 (on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by Ms. WATERS), 
“yes” on rollcall vote No. 173 (on the motion 
to recommit with instructions on H.R. 836), 
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and “по” on rollcall vote No. 174 (on passage 
of H.R. 836). 


THE TWIC PROGRAM ACT 


HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON 


OF MISSISSIPPI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuesday, March 15, 2011 


Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, | am proud to introduce legislation today 
with the following Democratic Members of the 
Committee on Homeland Security: Ms. LORET- 
TA SANCHEZ, Ms. SHEILA JACKSON LEE, Mr. 
HENRY CUELLAR, and Mr. CEDRIC RICHMOND. 

The SAFE Port Act of 2006 authorizes the 
Transportation Worker Identification Credential 
(TWIC) Program to be administered jointly by 
the Transportation Security Administration 
(TSA) and Coast Guard within the Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS). The TWIC pro- 
gram is focused on protecting the Nation’s 
maritime transportation facilities and vessels 
by requiring maritime workers and other work- 
ers who need unescorted access to secure 
port facilities to obtain a biometric identification 
card. 

After initial delays, all maritime workers 
were required to obtain biometric TWICs by 
April 2009. The initial cost to workers for these 
cards is $132.50 per credential, and in the 
event that a card is lost, stolen, or damaged, 
a replacement TWIC costs $60.00. To date, 
over 1.8 million longshoremen, truckers, mer- 
chant mariners, and rail and vessel crew 
members have undergone extensive home- 
land security and criminal background checks 
to obtain TWICs. 

However, the full promise of a biometric ac- 
cess security system has not been realized, 
as DHS has made little progress in deploying 
TWIC card readers to ports and vessels. TSA 
was two years late in starting a pilot program 
for the readers, even as workers raced to ob- 
tain TWICs to continue working in our Nation’s 
ports. Finally, in April 2009, TSA commenced 
a limited pilot program to test the business 
processes, technology, and operational im- 
pacts necessary for full deployment of the 
TWIC readers. 

The law requires DHS to issue final regula- 
tions for the deployment of TWIC readers 
based on the results of these pilots by April 
2011. TSA has said that it expects to com- 
plete the pilots by August 2011 and that Coast 
Guard would then issue final regulations in 
late 2012. Under current law, starting in Octo- 
ber 2012, workers would be required to renew 
their TWICs, even though DHS has yet to 
issue regulations requiring TWIC readers. 

In the interest of security and in order not to 
place an undue burden on workers, | am intro- 
ducing legislation to ensure that the full prom- 
ise of the TWIC program is realized. The 
“TWIC Program Act” ensures that Transpor- 
tation Worker Identification Credentials held by 
workers for unescorted access to port facilities 
are valid until the earlier of (1) the deadline for 
full implementation of a final rule by the De- 
partment of Homeland Security for readers to 
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the credential presented to gain access to is legislation will help ensure that the fu ; поа 

promise of the TWIC program is realized. | cameral basis to see that this bill is enacted. 
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SENATE—Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable 
KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND, a Senator from 
the State of New York. 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of- 
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 

Creator God, alert our senses to Your 
world. Let sight and sound, taste and 
touch remind us that You are sov- 
ereign and in control of the unfolding 
events of our planet. 

Give our lawmakers the desire to do 
Your will. Equip them with deeper in- 
sight and loftier courage, enabling 
them to act not only for today but for 
the coming hour of Your Kingdom. 
Keep their idealism and dreams of a 
better world from being crushed by dis- 
appointment, doubts, and despair. 
Show them the way of servanthood, 
which sanctifies every task done for 
Your glory. We pray in Your sacred 
Name. Amen. 


EE 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI- 
BRAND led the Pledge of Allegiance, as 
follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


———— 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, March 16, 2011. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI- 
BRAND, a Senator from the State of New 
York, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND thereupon as- 
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 


EE 
RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


SCHEDULE 


Mr. REID. Madam President, fol- 
lowing any leader remarks, the Senate 
will proceed to a period of morning 
business until 10:30 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the majority con- 
trolling the first half and the Repub- 
licans controlling the second half. 

Following morning business, the Sen- 
ate will resume consideration of S. 493, 
the Small Business jobs bill. 

Senators should expect two rollcall 
votes at about 10:30 this morning. 
Those votes will be in relation to the 
following amendments: Nelson of Ne- 
braska, regarding a sense-of-the-Senate 
resolution to reduce the Senate’s budg- 
et by 5 percent, and a Snowe-Landrieu- 
Coburn amendment striking the Fed- 
eral authorization of the National Vet- 
erans Business Development Program. 

Additional rollcall votes in relation 
to amendments to the Small Business 
bill are expected during today’s session 
of the Senate. 

At 12 noon, Senator BLUMENTHAL, 
from Connecticut, will deliver his 
maiden speech and will speak for up to 
20 minutes. 

Yesterday, we received a 3-week con- 
tinuing resolution from the House. I 
hope we will be able to reach an agree- 
ment to consider that before the end of 
the week. 


— лн ——— 


MEASURE PLACED ON 
CALENDAR—H.J. RES. 48 


Mr. REID. Madam President, I am 
told that H.J. Res. 48 is at the desk and 
due for its second reading. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will read the bill by 
title for the second time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 48) making 
further continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I object 
to any further proceedings with respect 
to the joint resolution. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Objection having been heard, the 
joint resolution will be placed on the 
calendar. 


EE 


LEGISLATIVE COOPERATION 


Mr. REID. Madam President, no one 
can count the number of times this 
Chamber has heard calls for com- 
promise. That call has come from Sen- 
ators of good faith, from Senators on 
both sides. Indeed, it is the very es- 
sence of the legislative branch, which 


was purposefully designed to run on 
consensus by our Founding Fathers. 


As Senators we search for the right 
arguments, and the right incentives 
that will help us strike the right bal- 
ance—a balance that will let the Sen- 
ate and the country move forward. But 
there has been no stronger argument 
for bipartisanship than the series of 
budget votes over the past few days. 


Last week, the Senate voted on two 
proposals—one written by Republicans 
and one written by Democrats. Some 
Republicans voted against the Repub- 
lican bill and some Democrats voted 
against the Democratic bill. In the end, 
neither passed. 


Yesterday, the House voted on an- 
other Republican proposal. Again, 
some Republicans voted against their 
own party’s plan—a lot of them did— 
and some Democrats voted for the 
other party’s plan. This time, it 
passed—but only because it had bipar- 
tisan support. We don’t know what will 
happen when that same question comes 
before the Senate this week, but we 
know we won’t see a strictly party-line 
vote. 


The lesson is obvious: Neither party 
can pass a bill without the other party, 
and neither Chamber can send that bill 
to the President without the other 
Chamber. Therefore, if you’re looking 
for a case study on why cooperation is 
necessary, that is as clear as it comes. 


It is just as obvious that we cannot 
meet in the middle if one side refuses 
to give any ground. Both parties and 
both Houses must be willing to work 
together. We cannot negotiate without 
a partner on the other side of the table. 
We will not find a solution in stubborn- 
ness. 


I will repeat the request I have made 
since the beginning of the budget de- 
bate. It is a request for reasonableness. 
It is the same call for compromise and 
consensus that has always kept this di- 
verse Nation moving forward. It is the 
same appeal made by one of the great 
Senators in the history of this coun- 
try—a Senator whose seat the Repub- 
lican leader now holds. Kentucky’s 
Henry Clay said: 


All legislation is founded upon the prin- 
ciple of mutual concession. 


If the Senate and House cannot pass 
a long-term budget that keeps the 
country open for business, another re- 
ality will be made very plain for the 
American people to see. It will be crys- 
tal clear which party was willing to 
work toward a common goal and which 
party lacked the courage to com- 
promise. 


© This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, leader- 
ship time is reserved. 


o 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business until 10:30 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time equally di- 
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders, or their designees, with the 
majority controlling the first half of 
the time, and the Republicans control- 
ling the final half. 

The Senator from Maryland is recog- 
nized. 


-o 


AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 


Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I 
take this time to reflect with my col- 
leagues and say that we celebrate 
today the 1-уеаг anniversary of the 
passage of the Affordable Care Act, and 
to reflect how much happened to im- 
prove health care in America since the 
passage of the Affordable Care Act. 

We have reason to celebrate. If you 
are a senior in the Medicare Program, 
and you now know that you can see 
your primary care doctor every year 
for an annual wellness exam, and that 
wellness exam will now be covered 
under Medicare, and you will have an 
opportunity to meet with your doctor 
and take charge of your own health, 
you have a reason to celebrate passage 
of the Affordable Care Act. 

If you are a senior who happens to 
fall within the coverage gap under the 
prescription drug benefits in Medicare, 
the so-called doughnut hole, and you 
have been forced at times to leave pre- 
scriptions on the counter of a drug- 
store because you could not afford to 
pay the cost of the prescription, and 
you now know that there is coverage in 
Medicare if you fall within that gap— 
for last year, 3.2 million seniors who 
fell within the gap received a $250 
check. This year, the seniors who fall 
within this coverage gap will receive a 
50-percent discount on their brandname 
drugs. Next year, their benefit will be 
worth as much as $2,400 and, by 2020, we 
will close the gap entirely, all as a re- 
sult of the passage of the Affordable 
Care Act. So you have reason to cele- 
brate that Congress finally got the job 
done. 

If you are an American family, like 
many, and you celebrate your child’s 
graduation from college, only to find 
that your child could no longer be cov- 
ered under your health insurance pol- 
icy because of the age restriction, and 
now you learn that Congress has 
changed that age to 26, so you can keep 
your youngster under your family in- 
surance program, and that child now 
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has health insurance, and you are one 
of 1.2 million people who benefit from 
this provision that was in the Afford- 
able Care Act, you have reason to cele- 
brate the passage of the Affordable 
Care Act. 

If you are a small business owner 
who can now afford to cover your em- 
ployees because of the small business 
tax credit that was included in the Af- 
fordable Care Act—4 million eligible 
institutions will be eligible for that tax 
credit, and soon you will be able to get 
competitive rates. Small businesses 
today pay 20 percent more for the same 
coverage large companies have. Con- 
gress took action last year to elimi- 
nate that disparity. If you are one of 
those small business owners now bene- 
fiting from that tax credit or who will 
benefit from more competitive rates 
and better choice, you have reason to 
celebrate the passage of the Affordable 
Care Act. 

If you happen to be a consumer of 
health insurance, as almost all of us 
are, and you want value for your pre- 
mium dollar, you now know that with 
passage of the Affordable Care Act, the 
lion’s share of your health premiums 
must go for health benefits, reining in 
the excessive administrative costs of 
private insurance companies, and you 
know now that Congress has taken ac- 
tion to prevent the abusive practices of 
private insurance companies, you have 
reason to celebrate the passage of the 
Affordable Care Act. 

If you happen to be the woman in 
Maryland, who was hiking in the 
mountains of West Virginia and fell off 
a cliff, was unconscious, and was flown 
to the closest emergency room to re- 
ceive care and was denied coverage be- 
cause she did not call ahead for 
preauthorization, you have a reason to 
celebrate the enactment of the Afford- 
able Care Act. 

Yes, insurance companies have de- 
nied coverage for emergency care be- 
cause of requirements for 
preauthorization or have denied cov- 
erage because the ultimate diagnosis 
did not meet their standard for reim- 
bursement, even though your symp- 
toms indicated you should seek emer- 
gency care. I started working on that 
issue in 1995, known as the prudent 
layperson’s standards for requiring in- 
surance companies to reimburse their 
policyholders for visits to emergency 
rooms, where their symptoms indicated 
they should go to the emergency room. 

In 1997, Medicare and Medicaid were 
changed in order to provide for the pru- 
dent layperson’s standard for reim- 
bursement. Now all insurance compa- 
nies must comply with that standard 
because of the passage of the Afford- 
able Care Act. 

If you are a parent who has a child 
who has asthma or you have been told 
that the insurance company won’t pro- 
vide full coverage because of your 
child’s preexisting condition, and now 
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you can get full coverage for your 
child, you too have a reason to cele- 
brate the passage of the Affordable 
Care Act. 

If you are an adult and have been 
told you cannot get insurance because 
of a preexisting condition, such as high 
blood pressure, or you happen to be 
like a couple from Montgomery Coun- 
ty, MD, who had to get two separate in- 
surance policies because of preexisting 
conditions, paying two separate pre- 
miums and two separate deductibles, 
and now you know you can get one in- 
surance plan that will cover your fam- 
ily, you have a reason to celebrate, be- 
cause that too was corrected by the Af- 
fordable Care Act that was passed by 
Congress 1 year ago. 

If you happen to be a taxpayer who is 
concerned about the fiscal soundness of 
Medicare or the budget deficit, you too 
have a reason to celebrate enactment 
of the Affordable Care Act, because the 
Affordable Care Act extended the sol- 
vency of the Medicare system by 12 
years, putting it on a safer basis, mak- 
ing it less vulnerable for our budget. 

The enactment of the Affordable Care 
Act reduced the Federal budget deficit 
by over $100 billion during the first 10 
years, and over $1.5 trillion during the 
first 20 years. This is because, quite 
frankly, this bill manages illness much 
more cost effectively. It uses health in- 
formation technology more effectively 
and it invests in wellness, and it brings 
down the cost. That is not what this 
Senator is saying has been established; 
it is what the CBO has told us will 
bring in savings on our budget deficit. 
Taxpayers have a reason to celebrate 
the enactment of the Affordable Care 
Act. 

There is one other reason to cele- 
brate the year’s anniversary of the en- 
actment of this legislation. Let me 
give one more example. A couple of 
weeks ago I was at the Greater Baden 
Health Center located about 7 or 8 
miles from where we are today. They 
are doing something about the infant 
mortality rate in our community. We 
have too high of an infant mortality 
rate because of low birth weight babies. 
Some do not survive and become part 
of our infant mortality numbers in 
America where we are much higher 
than we should be. Others survive and 
have complications that need to be ad- 
dressed by our health care system, 
making it challenging for the infant 
and expensive for our society. 

At the Greater Baden Health Center, 
they are doing something about that 
situation. They are expanding their 
qualified health center to include pre- 
natal care so pregnant women can get 
the type of attention they need to have 
healthy babies. That money comes 
from the Affordable Care Act because 
of the expansion of our qualified health 
centers. 

We all celebrate what we are able to 
accomplish. It will keep our children 
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healthier and save us money and have 
less use of the emergency rooms by ex- 
panding care at our qualified centers. 

Madam President, if you are con- 
cerned about health disparities in 
America—and you have reason to be— 
minorities are two times more likely 
to suffer from diabetes and 33 percent 
more likely to die from heart disease. 
In the African-American community, 
the infant mortality rate is 2.3 times 
higher than the White community. 
When we look at the number of people 
who have access to health care and 
health insurance, the minority popu- 
lation represents one-third. Yet they 
are one-half of the people who do not 
have health insurance. 

I think we all agree that we need to 
do something about that situation. 
That is not right in our sense of fair- 
ness. But let me give one more reason 
it will save us money. 

A study done at Johns Hopkins Uni- 
versity and the University of Maryland 
points out that we can save $260 billion 
in excess direct medical care costs if 
we can deal with the minority health 
disparities. We had done something 
about that in the Affordable Care Act. 
An amendment that I was proud to 
offer established the Institute for Mi- 
nority Health and Health Disparities 
within the National Institutes of 
Health. We have developed minority 
health and disparity offices in each of 
our agencies that deal with health care 
to do something about health dispari- 
ties in America. We can all celebrate 
that we are able to move that forward 
in the Affordable Care Act. 

We should all take pride that Amer- 
ica at long last, after decades of unsuc- 
cessful attempts, has acted. Health 
care is a right, not a privilege. As our 
dear friend, the late Senator Kennedy, 
said: We no longer have a sick care sys- 
tem. We have taken action to include 
all under health care in America. 

I understand the Republicans in the 
House want to repeal each and every 
one of these improvements and accom- 
plishments. They offer no hope of tak- 
ing up these issues in a serious manner 
during this Congress. Speaking on be- 
half of our seniors, speaking on behalf 
of our small business owners, speaking 
on behalf of the consumers of health 
insurance in America, speaking on be- 
half of what is right, as far as covering 
and making sure everyone has access 
to affordable care, we do not want to 
see that happen. We do not want to 
move backwards. We have reason to 
celebrate the accomplishments of mov- 
ing forward with health care. We want 
to move forward, not back, and con- 
tinue to build on an American health 
care system that provides affordable 
quality care to all Americans. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The minority leader is recog- 
nized. 


EEE 
GAS PRICES ON THE RISE 


Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
the rising cost of gasoline has become 
a major source of concern for most 
Americans. With prices in most States 
moving closer and closer to $4 a gallon, 
and already higher in some areas, 
America has a right to know where the 
President and Democrats in Congress 
stand on the issue. 

Let me begin this morning with a 
simple observation that it is no acci- 
dent gas prices are skyrocketing at a 
time when Democrats control two- 
thirds of official Washington. It is no 
secret Democratic leaders in Wash- 
ington do not particularly care for this 
issue. Ask them about gas prices and 
chances are they will tell you about 
some car they plan to build and have 
ready for production about 25 years 
down the road. Suggest we tap some of 
our domestic sources of oil and they 
will give you 101 reasons we cannot and 
how that is not a real solution anyway 
because it will take too long to get it 
out of the ground. 

We have been having that particular 
argument for decades now—literally 
for decades. Then they have the audac- 
ity to step in front of the cameras and 
tell us they are all for reducing our de- 
pendence on foreign sources of oil. 
With what—windmills? 

It is time to be serious about a seri- 
ous problem. The fact is, there is no 
reason in the world we cannot invest in 
future technologies at the same time 
we are tapping into the resources we 
already have right here at home and 
creating jobs while we do it. But Demo- 
crats do not seem to like that idea. 
They would rather force a change in 
behavior now than giving struggling 
American families the relief they need 
from the rising gas prices. 

Do not listen to what they say on the 
issue, watch what they do. Here is what 
they have done. 

Over the past 2 years, the Obama ad- 
ministration has delayed, revoked, sus- 
pended, or canceled an enormous range 
of development opportunities. 

One month after the President took 
office, his administration canceled 177 
oil and gas leases in Utah. Once the re- 
view was complete, the administration 
refused to reinstate even a single one. 

A month after that, the administra- 
tion shortened lease terms for offshore 
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oil and gas production and raised fees 
for permit applications. 

Last January, it announced new re- 
strictions for onshore oil and gas explo- 
ration in the mountain West. 

Last February, it denied a permit to 
build a bridge needed to access an oil- 
producing field in Alaska, after the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency des- 
ignated a nearby river an aquatic re- 
source of national importance. 

Last April, the administration sus- 
pended 61 oil and gas leases in Montana 
that were issued in 2008 and then an- 
nounced that all oil and gas leases in 
Montana, North Dakota, and South Da- 
kota would be delayed indefinitely. 

Last May, the President announced a 
6-month moratorium on deepwater 
drilling—a moratorium that has been 
repeatedly struck down in the courts. 

The list of actions such as these go 
on and on, and that is to say nothing of 
the proposed new Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency regulations on energy 
that would either cause oil refineries 
to pass along their resulting new pro- 
duction costs to consumers at the 
pump or drive them and their jobs 
overseas. 

Let there be no doubt, the efforts of 
the White House are costing jobs and 
putting even more pressure on gas 
prices. Paying lipservice to the public’s 
concerns will not solve the problem. 
Unlocking our own sources of energy at 
home would help immensely. 

Just to give an idea of the kind of re- 
sources we have right here at home, 
consider that just one 2,000-acre sec- 
tion of the nonwilderness sections of 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, 
along with the Chukchi and Beaufort 
Seas, have enough recoverable oil to 
replace crude imports from the Persian 
Gulf for nearly 65 years—65 years. 

The problem is not that we need to 
look elsewhere for energy. The problem 
is that Democrats in Washington will 
not let us use it. The problem is that 
even with gas prices on the rise, they 
want to tax it even more. 

Let’s make this simple. I am going to 
propose just two concrete practical 
things we can do in Washington to give 
the American people some relief, cre- 
ate jobs, and help us be less dependent 
on foreign sources of oil, two ideas that 
would have wide bipartisan support. 
Let’s increase American energy pro- 
duction, and let’s block any new regu- 
lations that will drive up the produc- 
tion costs for energy. These are two 
ideas that will create jobs and alleviate 
the increasing pressure on gas prices. 

Let’s leave the ideology aside and do 
some practical good for Americans who 
are struggling out there. Let’s increase 
American production of energy with 
American jobs and stop the job-stifling 
regulations. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
ENERGY POLICY 


Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, we 
are all facing the challenge of gasoline 
prices adding a new burden to family 
budgeting as well as small businesses 
and large businesses alike. It couldn’t 
come at a worse time, in light of our 
recession and unemployment. But it is 
important for us to put into perspec- 
tive where we are and how we should 
resolve this issue. 

When we look at the entire known re- 
serves of oil and gas in the world—in 
the entire world—the United States 
has 3 percent—3 percent—and each 
year the United States consumes 25 
percent of the energy that is used in 
the world. So when I hear my col- 
leagues on the other side come to the 
floor and say we can drill our way out 
of this, I say to them: That is unreal- 
istic and doesn’t reflect the reality of 
what we face today. 

Yes, we should have responsible drill- 
ing for oil and gas. We should be sen- 
sitive to the environment to avoid the 
kind of hazards and accidents we saw 
in the Gulf of Mexico, to protect that 
part of America and part of the world 
we believe should be preserved for fu- 
ture generations. But the notion if we 
could start drilling more our problems 
would go away is not only naive, it is 
wrong—flatout wrong. 

We heard the chants of ‘‘drill, baby, 
drill” a year and a half ago in the 
course of a Presidential campaign. It is 
not the answer to America’s energy 
policy, ever. We still import $1 billion 
worth of oil a day into the United 
States. It is an indication of our de- 
pendence on foreign oil that any inter- 
ruption in the Middle East or from 
other sources is going to raise our 
prices. 

What should we do about it? Several 
things. First, on the immediate agen- 
da, we should look at the Strategic Pe- 
troleum Reserve. The President has to 
decide—and said Friday he was consid- 
ering—on releasing oil we have saved 
in this reserve to bring down prices and 
keep the economy moving forward. I 
support that. I hope the President will 
do that. 

Secondly, we have to look at ways 
that the current oil pricing is being 
gamed by some financiers and specu- 
lators. From my point of view, this is 
something that needs to be not only 
examined but stopped. This speculation 
in oil prices runs up prices way too 
high, way too fast. 

Third, take a look at the oil compa- 
nies themselves. The top five oil com- 
panies are extremely profitable and, in 
the midst of crises, they make even 
more money. That is the reality. 
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Then, we need to step back and look 
at our national energy policy. How do 
we encourage the use of more efficient 
cars and trucks? Well, we don’t do it by 
entertaining the amendment by the 
Republican leader in the Senate. He 
says the Environmental Protection 
Agency should step back from even en- 
couraging the kind of fuel efficiency in 
cars and trucks which reduce our de- 
pendence on foreign oil and reduce pol- 
lution in the atmosphere. That is a 
step backward to the past. It is a rejec- 
tion of basic science. 

So when the Republican leader comes 
to the floor and gives his prescription 
for today’s energy challenge in Amer- 
ica, I would say to him: The patient is 
not going to get well, Senator, with 
your prescription. We have to have a 
coordinated energy policy moving to- 
ward fuel efficiency, reducing the use 
of energy, and still fueling our econ- 
omy with renewable and sustainable 
sources of energy that don’t pollute the 
atmosphere. 

The Senator from Kentucky, who was 
giving us a speech this morning about 
energy, actually has an amendment he 
is preparing for the floor which re- 
moves the right of the Environmental 
Protection Agency to even deal with 
greenhouse gas emissions as they affect 
climate change and the world we live 
in. That is a stick-your-head-in-the- 
sand approach to an issue which future 
generations will look back on and say: 
What were they thinking; that they 
would ignore the reality of climate 
change in the world and the reality of 
what pollution is doing to our lungs, 
our health, our future. It is a reality 
that is being rejected by the Repub- 
lican side of the aisle. 

Madam President, I ask how much 
time is remaining in morning business? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Four minutes on the majority 
side. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair. 


EE 


ANNIVERSARY OF HEALTH CARE 
REFORM 


Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, this 
is the l-year anniversary of the Presi- 
dent’s signing of health care reform, 
and I am happy to stand and say it rep- 
resents one of the most important 
pieces of legislation in decades. For too 
long, we let our Nation’s health care 
crisis grow and ignored it. People who 
said let the market work its will, have 
to be honest about what the market 
did. The market started excluding peo- 
ple who had preexisting conditions— 
and who among us doesn’t? The market 
started charging higher and higher 
prices for health insurance. The mar- 
ket, unfortunately, was uncontrollable. 

We tried to deal with it, to bring 
pricing under control and deal with the 
realities families face across America. 
When I was in the most heated debate 
about the health care bill with tea 
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party devotees in front of my office in 
Springfield, I told them: Let me tell 
you about some of the people in Illinois 
I have met. At some point, the tea 
party people said: Stop telling stories, 
DURBIN. We don’t want to hear any 
more stories. Of course, they don’t be- 
cause those stories are the reason we 
did this. Those stories represent real 
lives. 

Let me tell one of those stories, rep- 
resenting a family who comes from 
East Peoria, IL. This is Jill and Ric 
Lathrop. They have two sons, Sam and 
Nat. One of them has a Superman t- 
shirt on. They are 12 and 14 years old 
and they have severe hemophilia. It is 
а rare and costly medical condition. 

Thanks to the twice-weekly injec- 
tions of blood clotting replacement fac- 
tor they receive, the boys are able to 
live happy and healthy lives—and they 
look pretty darn good in that picture. 
That lifesaving medication costs 
roughly $250,000 per child, per year. 

For years, the family has lived in 
fear they would reach the lifetime 
limit of their insurance plan. That was 
a reality. Many of these plans had a 
ceiling that paid no more beyond a cer- 
tain amount. Well, it happened to them 
in 2005. The hospital where Ric works 
as an MRI technician instituted a $2 
million lifetime cap on benefits. For 
most families, that wouldn’t even be an 
issue, but for the Lathrops, who know 
their annual medical expenses will al- 
ways total hundreds of thousands of 
dollars to keep their boys alive, that 
was devastating. 

Rather than waiting for their bene- 
fits to run out, the Lathrops moved to 
Peoria, where Ric found a job that pro- 
vided insurance without lifetime lim- 
its. He moved his family and found a 
job to get an insurance policy that 
would keep their boys alive. When the 
open enrollment period for their health 
insurance plan rolled around, they 
waited on edge to see if their insurance 
would, once again, institute an annual 
or lifetime limit on care that would 
force them to move again to ensure 
adequate coverage for their sons. 

Thanks to the bill we passed last 
year, insurance companies can no 
longer place lifetime limits on care. 
Think about what that means to this 
family who picked up and moved and 
looked for a new job to get health in- 
surance to keep their boys alive. Is 
that what America should be? I think 
not. 

Let me be very blunt about this. As 
good as this law was, it was not per- 
fect. There are things that need to be 
addressed, examined, and changed. I 
have said before, and say again, the 
only perfect law was written on stone 
tablets and carried down a mountain 
by “Senator Moses.” Everybody else 
has been trying and hasn’t quite hit 
that standard. So let’s be humble about 
this and be open to change. But let’s 
not repeal this, as the Republicans 


4110 


have called for time and again. Let’s 
not say to the Lathrop family: Sorry. 
You are on your own if another life- 
time limit comes along that may lit- 
erally endanger the lives of these two 
beautiful little blue-eyed boys. 

That is what this debate is about. It 
is a story about a real family. That is 
why the other side hates to hear these 
stories, because the stories literally ex- 
plain why stepping backward in time 
and repealing health care is exactly the 
wrong course for America. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 
A SECOND OPINION 


Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, 
we are just about 1 year to the day 
from the day the President signed into 
law the health care law that is going to 
have an impact on all the people of this 
country. Here we are, 1 year later and 
we know a lot more about this law and 
people all around the country know a 
lot more about this law. 

I spent part of the weekend visiting 
folks in Buffalo, WY, attending the 
Buffalo health fair. A health fair is a 
place in the community where people 
get together and get their blood tested 
ahead of time. It is very inexpensive. It 
is based on prevention and early detec- 
tion—issues this health care law was 
supposed to address but has failed mis- 
erably at. At the health fair, I talked 
to people who were getting their blood 
results back, checking their choles- 
terol, checking their blood sugars to 
see about diabetes, checking their thy- 
roid levels, and as these people were 
getting their blood tested—and many 
people, probably half the population of 
Buffalo, turned out to have their blood 
tested—they started asking me ques- 
tions about the health care law, the 
kind of questions any American would 
be concerned about: Am I going to lose 
my freedoms? Am I still going to be 
able to keep my doctor? Will it truly 
get the cost of care down? 

Regrettably, this health care law, 
now 1 year since it has been signed, 
turns out to actually be bad for pa- 
tients, bad for providers—the nurses 
and the doctors who take care of those 
patients—and bad for the taxpayers, 
the people left footing the bill because 
we know a lot more now, 1 year after 
the law was passed, than we did when it 
was passed. 

People remember this as the law that 
was crammed through the Senate in 
the dead of night, written behind 
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closed doors, and all the unseemly bar- 
gains that were cut to convince Sen- 
ators to vote for it, getting by on the 
barest number of votes. There were 
things such as the cornhusker kick- 
back, the Louisiana purchase—the sort 
of things that offended people all 
across this country. So people are 
upset with this health care law, No. 1, 
in the way it was passed: In spite of the 
fact the President promised it would be 
seen on C-SPAN, all the discussions 
were held behind closed doors and de- 
spite the fact that many Americans 
never had a chance to read this 2,700- 
page law. 

When the President made his initial 
speech about what he was aiming to ac- 
complish in health care reform, I said 
that would be great. I am an ortho- 
pedic surgeon, practiced medicine for 
25 years, and I think we need to do the 
sorts of things the President initially 
addressed. Unfortunately, the health 
care law went in the opposite direction. 
When people worked their way through 
the 2,700-page bill, they found that in- 
stead of lowering the cost of care, the 
cost of their care was going to go up; 
instead of allowing people to keep the 
doctor they wanted, they were going 
to, unfortunately, have to change that 
situation. That is why I have been 
coming to the floor week after week 
with a doctor’s second opinion about 
this health care law. 

So here we are, 1 year later. We know 
the cost of health care is going up. The 
President said health care premiums 
would be lower for families by $2,500. 
No family has seen that—or none that 
I know of; certainly none I have talked 
to in Wyoming, not one. Instead, peo- 
ple have seen the cost of their health 
insurance going up, not down. 

The President said he was never 
going to raise taxes. It turns out, in 
fact, there are a lot of tax increases as 
part of this health care law. Even the 
1099 form Senator JOHANNS has cham- 
pioned on the part of small businesses 
around the country, the efforts to re- 
move these onerous obligations on our 
small businesses, have nothing to do 
with health care. That got crammed 
into this bill in the dead of night so 
those who support the bill can claim it 
was going to lower the cost. Even the 
Congressional Budget Office admits 
costs are going up, not down, and this 
is absolutely impacting jobs. 

The President promised there would 
be efforts for small businesses to have 
some advantages and some tax credits 
and some help, but what we found out 
is that if you have a small business 
with 10 employees and that number 
climbs to 11, you are going to lose some 
of those benefits. If you are paying 
your employees an average of over 
$25,000 a year and you want to give 
them a raise, you start losing some of 
the benefits. So in spite of the fact the 
President had 4 million postcards sent 
out to small business owners, very few 
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of them have been able to take advan- 
tage of what was promised to them. 

Now here we are where additional 
waivers are being given. We are at a 
point where over 2.5 million Americans 
have been given waivers from partici- 
pating in the health care law. Interest- 
ingly enough, these are the very peo- 
ple, for the most part—a significant 
number—who lobbied for the bill. Once 
they found out what was in it, they 
said no, I don’t want this to apply to 
me. Now we see that the State of 
Maine, the entire State of Maine, has 
been given a waiver. 

I come to the floor today, a year 
after this has passed into law, and I say 
everybody in the country ought to be 
able to get a waiver and opt out of this 
health care law, opt out completely. 
These are decisions that should be 
made at the State level, at the local 
level. Washington’s “опе size fits all” 
has hardly ever worked for anything 
and it surely does not work for health 
care. 

In Wyoming, at the Wyoming Health 
Fair in Buffalo, as I visited with people 
and talked to them, do you know what 
they are worried about? They are wor- 
ried about losing their freedoms, losing 
their choice, losing their doctor, losing 
the health care plan they like. In spite 
of the President’s promises, we know 
that about 80 percent of people who get 
their health insurance through small 
businesses are not going to be able to 
keep the health care they like. Why? 
Because of government mandates. Gov- 
ernment has said we know what is best 
for you. You do not, we do. The govern- 
ment says: We know what is best for 
your family. Government doesn’t know 
what is best. These ought to be local 
decisions. That is why Senator LINDSEY 
GRAHAM and I and a number of other 
cosponsors have introduced legislation 
to allow States to opt out of this 
health care law, opt out of the indi- 
vidual mandate, the requirement that 
forces Americans to buy government- 
approved insurance. 

Let States make that decision if peo- 
ple in their own State need to live 
under those laws. Let States decide if 
the employers, the people who are the 
job creators in our communities, if 
they have to supply government-ap- 
proved insurance to the people who live 
there. Let people make decisions at the 
local level. 

You can lift any newspaper and look 
at what the Medicaid mandates are 
doing to our States and the budgets of 
the States. States such as Wyoming, 
where we balance our budgets every 
year and live within our means, are 
being crushed by these Medicaid man- 
dates. But it is not just small States 
such as Wyoming, in terms of popu- 
lation—California, New York, States 
all across the country are saying to 
this body: Let us out, let us opt out. 
We cannot live under these mandates. 

The President’s solution is to cram 
more people onto Medicaid, a program 
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that doesn’t work, where many doctors 
will not see these patients, where the 
reimbursements are so low hospitals 
say we cannot afford to see these pa- 
tients because of the impact it will 
have. Even the actuaries, the people 
who look at this in the fair and appro- 
priate way to look at the numbers, say 
15 percent of the hospitals in this coun- 
try 10 years from now may not be able 
to be open because of the way this 
health care law is going. That is not 
going to provide more access. It is pro- 
viding less access. 

Why have seniors rejected this so 
overwhelmingly? Seniors have looked 
at this and they see $500 billion in 
Medicare cuts, in things such as Medi- 
care Advantage. There is an advantage 
to being in that program. That is why 
one out of four seniors has set up that 
program and chosen that program. It is 
because they want choice. 

This health care law is one that is 
taking choice out of the hands of the 
American families, taking freedom out 
of the hands of the American families. 
Something I continue to hear from the 
people in Wyoming and across the 
country: We need to repeal and replace 
with commonsense solutions to allow 
people to buy insurance across State 
lines, make it legal to do that; to allow 
small businesses to pool their re- 
sources; to give incentives to individ- 
uals who go to something like the Wyo- 
ming Health Fair; and work on preven- 
tion and early detection of problems. 
Give those people the opportunity to 
make individual choices. Expand 
health savings accounts. Those are the 
sorts of things we can deal with in a re- 
sponsible way to help American fami- 
lies get the care they want from the 
doctor they need at a price they can af- 
ford. 

That is all the American people are 
asking for: the care they need from the 
doctor they want at a price they can 
afford. They are not getting it under 
this health care law. It has now been 
enacted for a full year. The American 
people know the truth. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Nebraska. 

Мг. JOHANNS. Madam President, I 
rise today to also speak about the 
health care bill. 

The first anniversary of a new law 
should be a time to celebrate good pol- 
icy, one would think. The mood sur- 
rounding the new health care law is 
much different. One year later, Ameri- 
cans are demanding as loudly as ever 
that we repeal it. That is not sur- 
prising, considering the almost con- 
stant flow of bad news, broken prom- 
ises, higher costs, and sky-rocketing 
health insurance premiums. 

We did not need a year of bad news 
and broken promises to know this new 
law was bad policy. It was fraught with 
problems even before it hit the Senate 
floor. Many of us pointed out the inevi- 
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table problems within this legislation. 
We warned how this law was predicated 
on faulty accounting that would exac- 
erbate our current and future fiscal 
problems. 

It is simply irresponsible and short- 
sighted to argue that legislation will 
reduce the debt when it is filled with 
budget gimmicks. But that is exactly 
what Congress did when passing this 
legislation, and we are paying the 
price. 

The administration now admits that 
the funding elements of this law do not 
add up. For example, in testimony be- 
fore the Finance Committee, HHS Sec- 
retary Sebelius described the newly 
created CLASS Act entitlement as ‘‘to- 
tally unsustainable.” Furthermore, in 
recent congressional testimony, Sec- 
retary Sebelius was asked whether the 
Medicare cuts in the law are used to 
save Medicare or pay for the health 
care law. Remarkably, she responded 
“both.” Even a young child knows you 
can’t spend a dollar on a new toy and 
then spend that exact same dollar to 
buy an ice cream cone. It is wonderland 
accounting and even the administra- 
tion’s own Medicare actuary seems to 
agree. He said the Medicare reductions 
in the law ‘‘cannot be simultaneously 
used to finance other Federal outlays 
(such as the coverage expansions... ) 
and to extend the trust fund.” 

Double-counting this money is com- 
pletely illogical and the American peo- 
ple can see through the smoke-screen 
long ago. But the fiscal problems with 
this legislation are not even the half of 
it. As a former Governor, I shared my 
concern that putting 16 million people 
into the broken Medicaid Program is a 
fatal flaw of this law. Medicaid bene- 
ficiaries already have a huge problem 
finding doctors to treat them. Nation- 
wide, 40 percent of doctors will not see 
a Medicaid patient. 

The Medicaid expansion is like giving 
someone a free bus ticket, and then 
taking the bus away. 

But instead of addressing this prob- 
lem, the law exacerbates the problem 
by doubling the number of people on 
the broken system—Medicaid. If you 
have an airplane that is already over- 
weight, you wouldn’t decide to double 
the number of passengers to solve the 
problem, yet that is exactly what the 
law prescribes. 

But even if you overlook the access 
nightmares created by this expansion, 
our States simply cannot afford it. 
States are already struggling to pay 
their bills and now we are heaping 
more obligations on them. As a former 
Governor it breaks my heart we are 
making those problems even greater. 

That is why cash-strapped States are 
begging us for relief from the crushing 
Medicaid mandate headed their way. 

One didn’t have to be a fortune teller 
to predict the budgetary panic spread- 
ing from State capitol to State capitol. 

And for what benefit? One year later, 
many of the promises that were used to 
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sell this law have been debunked. For 
example, remember the President say- 
ing “if you like your plan, you can 
keep it”? Turns out, that’s not exactly 
true. Again, the administration’s own 
Medicare actuary concluded that the 
President’s promise is ‘‘not true in all 
cases.” Turns out truth seems to be 
more the exception than the rule with 
this law. One of the administration’s 
own estimates projects as many as 80 
percent of small businesses being 
forced to give up their current cov- 
erage within the next 2 years. 

Remember the President promising 
that he would not sign into law any 
legislation that did not bring down the 
cost curve? 

In June 2009, President Obama 
claimed that any health care legisla- 
tion must control costs. He said, “If 
any bill arrives from Congress that is 
not controlling costs, that’s not a bill 
I can support. It’s going to have to con- 
trol costs.’’ One is left to wonder why 
the President signed this law since his 
own actuaries estimated it would in- 
crease Federal health care spending by 
$310 million. 

Earlier this year, the Medicare actu- 
ary provided a moment of sad truth. He 
testified that President Obama’s prom- 
ise that the health care law would 
lower costs was ‘‘false, more so than 
true.” That is so astonishing that I will 
repeat it again—the administration’s 
own experts said the President’s prom- 
ise was false, more so than true. That 
is astonishing. 

Remember how the President prom- 
ised that the health care law would 
bring down the cost of insurance pre- 
miums? As a presidential candidate, 
President Obama promised no fewer 
than 20 times that he would cut pre- 
miums by $2,500 for the average family 
by the end of the first term. Yet the 
average employee’s health insurance 
premium has risen by nearly $1,100 per 
family since President Obama took of- 
fice. A recent New York Times article 
highlighted this missed opportunity: 

Groups of 20 or more workers have been ex- 
periencing premium increases of around 20 
percent, insurance agents say, while smaller 
groups are seeing increases of 40 percent to 
60 percent or more. 

Finally, the first year of imple- 
menting this law provides clear evi- 
dence that the administration does not 
think this health care bill is good for 
everyone. The administration has now 
granted over one thousand waivers to 
certain States, employers, unions, and 
insurance companies, allowing them to 
be exempt from several of the law’s 
new mandates. 

The plans approved for waivers cover 
nearly 3 million individuals. If the law 
is so popular and so beneficial, why are 
we exempting almost 3 million people 
while the other 300 million have to live 
with its higher premiums and man- 
dates? This and many other questions 
have yet to be answered by the admin- 
istration. 
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However, the President’s recent 
budget request does outline his game 
plan to advance this flawed policy. The 
current strategy seems to be spending 
more taxpayer dollars to continue to 
try to convince a skeptical public that 
the health care law is good policy; and 
if they don’t agree, use an enforcement 
hammer to ensure compliance. 

Buried within the President’s budget 
is a request for a 315 percent increase 
for the public affairs office at the De- 
partment of Health and Human Serv- 
ices. One of the primary tasks of the 
Public Affairs Office is to sell the 
health care reform law to the Amer- 
ican people. Furthermore, they also re- 
quested a whopping 1,270 new Internal 
Revenue Service agents to implement 
the law and to enforce its individual 
mandate and other related provisions. 

While Speaker PELOSI may have ad- 
vocated passing the bill so that we 
could learn what is in it, many Ameri- 
cans were not so naive. They under- 
stand that you can’t spend the same 
dollar twice. They understand that if 
something sounds too good to be true, 
it probably is. They know when some- 
one shows up from the government of- 
fering a carrot, there is probably a 
stick not far behind. 

Last year, a real opportunity to craft 
health care policy on a bipartisan basis 
was squandered. That missed oppor- 
tunity will continue to haunt us. 

Unfortunately, I worry that the sec- 
ond year under the oppressive provi- 
sions of this law will be no better than 
the last. It is regrettable that we have 
reached this point, having known so 
many of these problems existed before 
this law passed. But of course we were 
warned. 

So, I will use the occasion of the sol- 
emn first anniversary to redouble my 
efforts to right the wrong. 

We will work to wipe this misguided 
law from the books to protect the 
rights of Americans to choose their 
doctor, select their insurance, and 
trust in their own good judgment. 
Many are committed to the cause. I be- 
lieve it will happen. 

I yield the floor. 


EE 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Morning business is closed. 


Ee 


SBIR/STTR REAUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 2011 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of S. 
493, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 493) to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for other 
purposes. 

Pending: 

Nelson (NE) amendment No. 182, of a per- 
fecting nature. 
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McConnell amendment No. 183, to prohibit 
the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency from promulgating any 
regulation concerning, taking action relat- 
ing to, or taking into consideration the 
emission of a greenhouse gas to address cli- 
mate change. 

Vitter amendment No. 178, to require the 
Federal Government to sell off unused Fed- 
eral real property. 

Inhofe (for Johanns) amendment No. 161, to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
repeal the expansion of information report- 
ing requirements to payments made to cor- 
porations, payments for property and other 
gross proceeds, and rental property expense 
payments. 

Snowe amendment No. 193, to strike the 
Federal authorization of the National Vet- 
erans Business Development Corporation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 182 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, there is 
now 2 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided prior to a vote in relation to 
amendment No. 182, offered by the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska, Mr. NELSON. 

The Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Madam 
President, I rise to speak on my 
amendment proposing а sense-of-the- 
Senate agreement to cut the Senate’s 
budget by at least 5 percent. 

When I go home every weekend, peo- 
ple come up to me at the grocery store, 
hardware store and elsewhere, and they 
tell me they are concerned about our 
national debt and deficit. They want 
Washington to cut spending and bring 
down the cloud of debt that hangs over 
our economic environment. 

As chairman of the Senate Appro- 
priations Legislative Branch Sub- 
committee, I have been pursuing a 5- 
percent cut in this year’s budget for 
Congress and agencies and offices on 
Capitol Hill. We cut this budget a year 
ago, we are cutting it this year, and we 
will be back for further cuts next year. 

My amendment says that as Congress 
pursues comprehensive debt reduction 
while conducting major military ac- 
tion on two fronts, all in the midst of 
a fragile economic recovery, Congress 
still should not be exempt from the 
pain. Fiscal restraint starts at home 
and with our own budget. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. WICKER. Madam President, I 
rise to agree with my colleague from 
Nebraska, to support his amendment, 
and to congratulate him for his new- 
found enthusiasm for this idea. 

Actually, on January 10, the House of 
Representatives passed a rule to reduce 
its spending by 5 percent. This measure 
was passed on a rollcall vote of 410 to 
18. Soon thereafter, I was the first Sen- 
ator to call on my colleagues in the 
Senate to cut their office expenditures 
by 5 percent. This small but symbolic 
step could save the taxpayers over $20 
million. 

On February 4, some 6 weeks ago, I 
requested unanimous consent to take 
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up a sense-of-the-Senate resolution I 
authored, urging all Senators to take 
such action. Unfortunately, at that 
time and since then, there has been an 
objection from the other side of the 
aisle to this unanimous consent re- 
quest. 

My effort was bipartisan. I was joined 
by 14 of my colleagues, Republicans 
and Democrats, and I thank them. 

We now have an agreement to take 
up my sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
by unanimous consent later in the day 
so as to expedite and refine enactment 
of the provisions of the Nelson amend- 
ment. Based on that understanding—— 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr. WICKER. I commend the Senator 
from Nebraska for coming to this idea 
somewhat late. But I support his 
amendment nonetheless. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIBU. Is there any time re- 
maining? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. There is no time remaining. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, І 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER) is necessarily absent. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 98, 
nays 1, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 41 Leg.] 


YEAS—98 
Akaka Feinstein Merkley 
Alexander Franken Mikulski 
Ayotte Gillibrand Moran 
Barrasso Graham Murkowski 
Baucus Grassley Murray 
Begich Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Bennet Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bingaman Hatch Paul 
oa eae Portman 
un utchison 
Boozman Inhofe oe 
eed 

Boxer Inouye Reid 
Brown (MA) Isakson Risch 
Brown (OH) Johanns 150 

Roberts 
Burr Johnson (SD) Rubio 
Cantwell Johnson (WI) sanders 
Cardin Kerry 
Carper Kirk Schumer 
Casey Klobuchar Shaheen 
Chambliss Kohl Shelby 
Coats Kyl Snowe 
Coburn Landrieu Stabenow 
Cochran Lautenberg Tester 
Collins Leahy Thune 
Conrad Lee Toomey 
Coons Levin Udall (CO) 
Corker Lieberman Udall (NM) 
Cornyn Lugar Vitter 
Crapo Manchin Warner 
DeMint McCain Webb 
Durbin McCaskill Whitehouse 
Ensign McConnell Wicker 
Enzi Menendez Wyden 
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NAYS—1 
Sessions 


NOT VOTING—1 
Rockefeller 


The amendment (No. 182) was agreed 
to. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The motion to reconsider is con- 
sidered made and laid on the table. 

AMENDMENT NO. 193 

Under the previous order, there is 
now 2 minutes of debate equally di- 
vided prior to a vote in relation to 
amendment No. 193 offered by the Sen- 
ator from Maine, Ms. SNOWE. 

The Senator from Maine is recog- 
nized. 

Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, this 
bipartisan amendment is supported by 
me; Chair LANDRIEU; Senator KERRY, 
the former chair of the committee; 
Senator COBURN; and Senator WEBB. 

This amendment is based on a report 
that was conducted by the Small Busi- 
ness Committee back in 2008, when 
Senator KERRY was chair of the com- 
mittee, and we both requested an in- 
vestigation into the National Veterans 
Business Development Corporation, 
also known as TVC, and found egre- 
gious mismanagement. TVC was en- 
gaged in mismanagement, misuse of 
taxpayer money, and did not abide by 
its statutory obligations. 

Our committee issued a very detailed 
report explaining how they misused 
hundreds of thousands if not millions 
of dollars. In light of our investigation 
and subsequent efforts, they do not re- 
ceive any federal appropriations now. 

But we want to remove them from 
statute so they do not have any Fed- 
eral linkage, any Federal charter, or 
any ability to use the auspices of the 
Federal Government for any activities 
in the future. 

So I urge support of this amendment 
and note that both the Veterans of For- 
eign Wars and the American Legion 
supported discontinuing the funding 
for this organization, after our report 
was released. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
will speak for just a moment, if I could. 

I know people in Washington and 
people in America do not believe we 
can actually eliminate a program. We 
are getting ready to eliminate one now 
in a bipartisan fashion to cut funding 
and to cut a program that has not 
worked. I just want to underline that 
we most certainly can do that in a bi- 
partisan way. That is what this vote is 
about. 

I do not believe there is any opposi- 
tion, so I yield back the remaining 
time. 

Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there a sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 
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The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER) is necessarily absent. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 42 Leg.] 


YEAS—99 
Akaka Feinstein Merkley 
Alexander Franken Mikulski 
Ayotte Gillibrand Moran 
Barrasso Graham Murkowski 
Baucus Grassley Murray 
Begich Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Bennet Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bingaman Hatch Paul 
Blumenthal Hoeven Portman 
Blunt Hutchison Pryor 
Boozman Inhofe Reed 
Boxer Inouye Reid 
Brown (MA) Isakson Risch 
Brown (OH) Johanns Roberts 
Burr Johnson (SD) Rubio 
Cantwell Johnson (WI) Sanders 
Cardin Kerry Schumer 
Carper Kirk Sessions 
Casey Klobuchar Shaheen 
Chambliss Kohl Shelby 
Coats Kyl Snowe 
Coburn Landrieu Stabenow 
Cochran Lautenberg Tester 
Collins Leahy Thune 
Conrad Lee Toomey 
Coons Levin Udall (CO) 
Corker Lieberman Udall (NM) 
Cornyn Lugar Vitter 
Crapo Manchin Warner 
DeMint McCain Webb 
Durbin McCaskill Whitehouse 
Ensign McConnell Wicker 
Enzi Menendez Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Rockefeller 


The amendment (No. 193) was agreed 
to. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The motion to reconsider is con- 
sidered made and laid on the table. 

The Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to engage in a col- 
loquy with the distinguished Repub- 
lican leader for 3 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I say 
to my friend and leader and to all my 
colleagues, it is of deep concern to the 
Secretary of Defense and to this Mem- 
ber, and I am sure many other Mem- 
bers, that we are defending this Nation 
on a 2-week-to-2-week basis, and it is 
harming our ability to defend this Na- 
tion’s national security. I know we are 
probably now going to go into another 
3-week continuing resolution. 

Is it the intention of the Republican 
leader, along with myself and others, 
that we will not do another continuing 
resolution unless we take up a Defense 
appropriations bill for the year? We 
can’t do this to the men and women 
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who are serving—deprive them of the 
equipment, the training, and where- 
withal—when we are in two wars. It is 
vital, in my view, that we not allow an- 
other continuing resolution without 
addressing the Defense appropriations 
bill for, hopefully, what should be the 
remainder of the year. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I would say to my 
friend from Arizona, he is entirely cor- 
rect. I don’t intend, myself, to support 
another continuing resolution. It does 
not contain the full-year Defense ap- 
propriations bill. I think everybody un- 
derstands the urgency of that. My 
friend from Arizona, our leader on 
these issues, has been very clear and 
articulate about it. I can say with total 
confidence that the House and Senate 
are not going to be passing another 
continuing resolution without the 
funding for the Defense Department for 
the remainder of this fiscal year. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Republican 
leader, and I thank my colleague from 
Louisiana. I hope this message is trans- 
mitted to our friends and colleagues on 
the other side of the Capitol; that they 
should not send over another CR with- 
out funding the Defense Department 
for the rest of the year. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I would say to my 
friend, I believe his position is shared 
by the leadership of our party in the 
House, and I think there is no chance 
we will not complete work on the De- 
fense appropriations bill in the next 
few weeks. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Senator. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, 
before I get into the business before us, 
which is SBIR and STTR reauthoriza- 
tion, a very important small business 
program, let me just ааа a few 
thoughts to the colloquy of the Sen- 
ator from Arizona and the minority 
leader. I would most certainly support 
that view, and there may be others on 
the Democratic side who feel that way 
as well. As chair of the Homeland Secu- 
rity Appropriations Committee, let me 
be very clear that I don’t think we 
should go to another short-term CR 
without a full-year appropriation of 
Homeland Security. Not only is the De- 
fense Department appropriations bill 
absolutely essential to the well-being 
of this Nation, but so is the Homeland 
Security budget. They have complete 
jurisdiction over Customs and Immi- 
gration, over safety and security at our 
ports and our airports and train sta- 
tions. We most certainly can’t let our 
guard down as it pertains to our over- 
seas operations, but we absolutely can- 
not let our guard down as it pertains to 
our safety here at home. 

I hope both Republican and Demo- 
cratic leadership, as we find our way 
through this complicated and difficult 
appropriations process, will remember 
Defense and Homeland Security. 
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I see Senator CORNYN on the floor. I 
know he is going to call up, with no ob- 
jection from me, his amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 216 

Before that, I ask unanimous consent 
to call up Casey amendment No. 216 to 
be put in the pending column. Senator 
CASEY will be here shortly to discuss 
his amendment, and then we will go in 
just a minute to Senator CORNYN. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Louisiana [Ms. LAN- 
DRIEU], for Mr. CASEY, proposes an amend- 
ment numbered 216. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I ask unanimous 
consent that the reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require contractors to notify 

small business concerns that have been in- 

cluded in offers relating to contracts let by 

Federal agencies) 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
ЅЕС. З _. SUBCONTRACTOR NOTIFICATIONS. 

Section 8(d) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 637(4)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

(13) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.— 

(А) IN GENERAL.—An offeror with respect 
to a contract let by a Federal agency that is 
to be awarded pursuant to the negotiated 
method of procurement that intends to iden- 
tify a small business concern as a potential 
subcontractor in the offer relating to the 
contract shall— 

“(1) notify the small business concern that 
the offeror intends to identify the small 
business concern as а potential subcon- 
tractor in the offer; and 

(14) REPORTING BY SUBCONTRACTORS.—The 
Administrator shall establish a reporting 
mechanism that allows a subcontractor to 
report fraudulent activity by a contractor 
with respect to a subcontracting plan sub- 
mitted to a procurement authority under 
paragraph (4)(B).’’. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Our intention is for 
Senator CASEY to have an opportunity 
when he comes to the floor. 

Before Senator CORNYN speaks, for 
just one moment I wish to add a few 
comments about what happened this 
morning. We did get two amendment 
votes on the bill. Those were the first 
two amendments, the Nelson of Ne- 
braska amendment, and then Senator 
SNOWE and I offered an amendment. We 
have approximately six other amend- 
ments pending not yet scheduled for a 
vote. Most of them were discussed at 
some length yesterday on the floor, the 
most notable Senator MCCONNELL’s 
amendment, which Senator BOXER and 
others strongly opposed. 

I wish to say one thing, as respect- 
fully as I can, in response to a com- 
ment Senator WICKER made regarding 
the Nelson amendment. He said some- 
thing along the lines that Senator NEL- 
SON had found some new—how did he 
say it—new-found enthusiasm for cut- 
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ting the budget. In defense of Senator 
NELSON, I wish to say his enthusiasm is 
most certainly not new found. He has 
been a leader on our side in cutting the 
agencies and departments respectfully 
and appropriately under his jurisdic- 
tion. He has been the lead sponsor of 
legislation for a long time that has cut 
legislative spending. I might say it is 
very difficult with his bill because he 
also has had to absorb $22 million in 
additional expenses related to the oper- 
ation of the Visitor Center which all of 
our constituents enjoy and support. So 
he has absorbed that into his operating 
budget and still managed to cut. 

I know Senator WICKER is relatively 
new to the Senate, but I do wish to re- 
mind him and others that Senator NEL- 
SON has been a leader in that field. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Texas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 186 
(Purpose: To establish a bipartisan commis- 
sion for the purpose of improving oversight 
and eliminating wasteful government 
spending) 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to call up 
amendment No. 186 and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration, and I ask unan- 
imous consent that any pending 
amendments be set aside. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CORNYN] pro- 
poses an amendment numbered 186. 

Mr. CORNYN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the reading of the amend- 
ment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

(The amendment is printed in the 
RECORD of Tuesday, March 15, 2010, 
under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, this 
is a very important amendment, which 
addresses the three critical issues that 
face our country today: too many peo- 
ple out of work, the Federal Govern- 
ment engaged in runaway spending, 
and our unsustainable national debt. 
This actually comes from a portion of 
President Barack Obama’s fiscal com- 
mission report, which pointed out a 
Texas program that had been in place 
since 1977 and its impact on providing 
oversight and review of wasteful or no 
longer needed programs for spending. 

That is what this amendment does. It 
establishes a bipartisan U.S. Author- 
ization and Sunset Commission. 

Actually, it would be composed of 
eight Members of Congress, who would 
go through programs that have spend- 
ing associated with them but have not 
been authorized by the Congress, and 
who review redundancies and duplica- 
tive programs such as those pointed 
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out most significantly by the General 
Accounting Office within the last week 
to 10 days. 

As I said, this is modeled after the 
sunset process that my State insti- 
tuted in 1977, which has been enor- 
mously successful. It has eliminated 
more than 50 different State agencies 
and saved taxpayers in the hundreds of 
millions of dollars. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen- 
ators VITTER, ENZI, DEMINT, RUBIO, 
PAUL, ENSIGN, AYOTTE, and RISCH be 
added as cosponsors to my amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. CORNYN. This is what the Presi- 
dent’s own fiscal commission has said 
about such a concept. I know Members 
of the Senate and the political parties 
are divided about many things, but this 
is something that should be non- 
controversial and should be bipartisan. 
I hope my colleagues will listen briefly 
and consider cosponsoring and joining 
us in passing this important amend- 
ment establishing this sunset commis- 
sion. Again, this is what the Presi- 
dent’s own fiscal commission said 
about this concept: 

Such a committee has been recommended 
many times, and has found bipartisan sup- 
port. The original and arguably most effec- 
tive committee exists at the State level in 
Texas. The legislature created a sunset com- 
mission in 1977 to eliminate waste and ineffi- 
ciency in government agencies. Estimates 
from reviews conducted between 1982 and 
2009 showed 27-year savings of over $780 mil- 
lion, compared with expenditures of $28.6 
million. Based on the estimated savings 
achieved, for every dollar spent on the sun- 
set process, the State received $27 in return. 

We all know the challenges we face in 
Washington when it comes to proper 
oversight. Once programs are created— 
even so-called temporary programs— 
they tend to take on a life of their own. 
Indeed, I think that must be what Ron- 
ald Reagan was talking about in one of 
my favorite quotations, when he said 
that “һе closest thing to eternal life 
here on earth is a temporary govern- 
ment program.” 

We all know what happens once a 
program is created. A constituency is 
created, and they come in and ask for 
a cost of living or other increase, and 
they grow and grow, and there is no 
one—I am not criticizing the standing 
committees, but there is not adequate 
time or opportunity given to looking 
at these programs to see whether they 
are still needed or whether their budg- 
ets are justified. So you see these pro- 
grams growing and Federal spending 
growing and no real time and effort 
given to cutting out wasteful spending 
and eliminating programs that have 
not been authorized or which are dupli- 
cative or redundant, as pointed out by 
the GAO. 

My hope is that when we soon have a 
chance to vote on this amendment, we 
can all answer this important call. I 
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think in the process we can ask the 
single most important question Con- 
gress can ask when it comes to spend- 
ing and programs, which is: Is this pro- 
gram still needed? 

A sunset commission would help us 
do our job of oversight and account- 
ability. It would help rein in runaway 
Federal spending and, hopefully, along 
with growth in the private sector and 
investments by the job creators and en- 
trepreneurs, help us get past where we 
are now, where we have not only run- 
away spending but unsustainable debt, 
and a private sector sitting on the side- 
lines not creating new jobs the way we 
need them to do it. 

I yield the floor and thank the man- 
ager. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Will the Senator 
yield for a question on his amendment? 

Mr. CORNYN. Yes. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Most of the pro- 
grams I am familiar with at the Fed- 
eral level have built-in sunsets, be- 
cause they have limited authorization. 
How does the Senator’s amendment ei- 
ther override that or undercut that? 
Why is his amendment necessary? 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I 
am glad to respond to the question. As 
the Senator knows, many programs 
that are currently up and running are 
operating on the basis of an appropria- 
tion without an authorization by the 
committee of jurisdiction, and that is 
part of what the sunset commission 
would look at because, frankly, it 
hasn’t been authorized, the kind of 
oversight that is needed in order to 
scrub the numbers and make sure the 
program is still necessary and the 
spending is appropriate doesn’t happen. 

This also is designed specifically to 
deal with what the GAO pointed out in 
the last 7 to 10 days, where we have 
dozens of programs designed to do ex- 
actly the same thing. In other words, 
rather than making sure that existing 
programs work, we tend to layer those 
on over time, forgetting that those ex- 
isting programs are even there. So this 
would be designed primarily to do two 
things: one, to deal with programs 
where there is spending because there 
has been an appropriation made but no 
authorization; and it would also deal 
with that duplication. 

If, in fact, Congress comes back and 
authorizes the program, that is one 
way they could respond to the report of 
the commission. 

Ms. LANDRIBU. I thank the Senator. 
I will comment, and I know the Sen- 
ator wants to genuinely root out the 
waste and duplication. I only say that 
for programs that are operating under 
appropriations only. The Senator will 
know that that authorization is only 
intact for 1 year under the general 
rules. When you appropriate money, it 
is only for 1 year at a time. It can only 
be extended by an act of this body 
every year. On the authorizing pro- 
grams, to my knowledge—and I will get 
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the committee to check on that— 
Homeland Security has jurisdiction 
over government operations. It is my 
understanding that every authorized 
program has a length of time and that 
each committee here is responsible for 
their own oversight. 

If the Senator is suggesting that 
committees either can’t, or don’t, do 
their work and we need an extra com- 
mission, we will consider that. I under- 
stand what the Senator is trying to do. 
I will have the Homeland Security 
team look at it on our side and we will 
respond. 

Mr. CORNYN. I don’t think anybody 
believes the way things are operating 
now is appropriate. What this does is it 
seeks to bring a new set of eyes, par- 
ticularly regarding the spending levels 
in programs—whether they are nec- 
essary. As the President’s own fiscal 
commission pointed out, this is not a 
partisan issue. We know with that kind 
of increased scrutiny, we can begin to 
cut out duplicative and unnecessary 
spending and prioritize those that are 
important, such as homeland security. 

Part of the problem we have is that 
the spending levels we have now make 
it almost impossible for us to decide 
what our priorities are and fund those 
because everything seems to be a pri- 
ority. Well, everything can’t be a pri- 
ority, everything cannot be essential. 
This is a commonsense approach, based 
on an effective State model, that would 
allow Congress to do its job better and 
deal with the most important issues 
that face the country today, which is 
runaway spending and unsustainable 
debt, and too high unemployment. 

I yield the floor. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator 
from Texas. 

Hopefully, as we go through the day, 
we will have a discussion on that 
amendment and others. I will try to 
give a recap. My ranking member is on 
the floor, and we wish to proceed today 
as we did yesterday, fairly orderly. We 
have made progress. We got two 
amendments voted on already. There 
are now several amendments pending. I 
want to ask this for clarification. We 
have Johanns 161, Vitter 178, McCon- 
nell 183, Casey 216, and Cornyn 186. 
Those are all pending, but no time has 
been established for a vote. Can I ask 
the Chair to confirm that? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator is correct. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Can I also ask the 
Chair this: We have filed and discussed 
Hutchison 197, Paul 199, and Sanders 
207, which are not pending but have 
been discussed on the floor. Does that 
list exist at the desk? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Those amendments have been 
filed and will need to be offered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Let me say again 
how pleased I am that only a handful of 
amendments out of the 68 that are 
pending actually pertain directly to 
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the programs we are getting ready, 
hopefully, to authorize. Actually, out 
of the 68 amendments pending, only 14 
are related to this particular program, 
and 3 others to the Small Business Ad- 
ministration itself. I want to believe 
that is because Senator SNOWE and I 
have tried hard to take all Members’ 
views into consideration as we have 
moved the bill through the process. As 
I said, yesterday, we worked on reau- 
thorization of this important pro- 
gram—the largest Federal research 
program for small business in the coun- 
try, the largest program—we have 
worked on this reauthorization for 6 
years. So in the last three Congresses 
this bill has been debated, both in com- 
mittee and on the floor, in the House 
and in the Senate. It has been modified 
many different times to accommodate 
different views. 

The great news is that the bill is still 
strong, very focused. It provides an ad- 
ditional percentage of funding for 
small business so they can actually 
have access to the research and devel- 
opment dollars like big businesses, 
which often have better access. It gives 
an open door and an opportunity for 
small businesses—for some of our best 
patents, our best inventors, our strong- 
est risk takers, which are often very 
small startups. We want to encourage 
that, because the country is fighting 
its way—and I mean that—out of this 
recession. It is not easy, and it will not 
happen automatically. It will happen 
by what actions the Federal Govern- 
ment takes, State governments, and 
local governments, creating 
atmospheres so the private sector can 
grow. This bill helps to improve that 
atmosphere. That is why we are talk- 
ing about this. 

Many people have come to the floor 
and said: Why aren’t we talking about 
closing the deficit? We are talking 
about reducing the deficit and debt, be- 
cause one of the ways we do that is by 
creating private-sector jobs. This bill 
is one of the bills filed in this Con- 
gress—I am not saying it is the top or 
the absolute best, but I can promise 
you that it is one of the best bills that 
is filed that will have a direct and im- 
mediate impact on job creation in 
America. That is why Senator SNOWE 
and I are spending our time talking 
about it because it is a jobs bill. It is 
also a deficit closing bill. It is also a 
debt reduction bill. It is also a great 
bill that is going to help level the play- 
ing field between large and small com- 
panies and say to some of those risk 
takers out there who look at Wash- 
ington and shake their head and say, 
What is going on, doesn’t anyone pay 
attention to us, yes, we are paying at- 
tention, we know you are out there. We 
know if we can provide open-door ac- 
cess to Federal Government research 
and development dollars, we can have 
literally hundreds of companies grow 
and expand. 


4116 


One example I gave yesterday—and I 
will give many more today—is 
Qualcomm, unknown 85 years ago. It 
started in Dr. Jacobs’ den. It received 
early funding through this program, 
SBIR. They received multiple grants. 
You can get multiple grants as your 
technology improves and it shows 
promise. Of course, it showed promise. 
At a point, they were recognized by the 
venture capital community and inves- 
tors came in. History has shown now 
that company employs 17,500 people 
and last year their local San Diego- 
based company paid taxes to local gov- 
ernments in California and around the 
country of $1 billion. That covers half 
the cost of this entire program—one 
company. 

That is why Senator SNOWE and I 
have spent so much time on this reau- 
thorization and why she has been fight- 
ing for this program for actually al- 
most 20 years, since she was a Member 
of Congress. This program is one that 
works. We have tweaked it. We have 
improved it. We are extending our au- 
thorizations from 4 years to 8 years to 
give certainty. 

Those are some of the comments I 
wanted to make about the bill. We 
have, as I said, 68 amendments that 
have been filed. I ask Members, if they 
are interested in getting their amend- 
ments pending, to come to the floor to 
see what we can do to work that out. I 
am not sure we will get to final passage 
of the bill this week, but we want to do 
as much work on the bill as we can so 
when we get back, it will hopefully be 
the first order of business. We will see. 
Maybe there will be a breakthrough in 
the next 2 or 3 days and we can get it 
done before we leave. That would send 
a positive signal. We are working with 
the leadership to see if that can be 
done. If not, we will continue to work 
this week to get as many amendments 
offered and pending and some votes 
today and tomorrow. 

I see the ranking member on the 
floor. I wish to turn the time over to 
her now. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Madam President, I cer- 
tainly concur in the comments that 
have been made by the Chair of the 
Small Business Committee, Senator 
LANDRIEU, who has exhibited tremen- 
dous leadership in bringing these ini- 
tiatives to the floor for reauthoriza- 
tion. It has been a long journey for 
these programs, reaching the point of 
reauthorizing them for the first time 
since 2008. In the intervening years, the 
programs have had to rely on multiple 
extensions to continue to operate. 

These programs are of indisputable 
value to the growth in America when it 
comes to innovation and invention on 
the part of small businesses. They un- 
deniably have been critically effective. 
When they have had access to venture 
capital and research and development 
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dollars that are available in more than 
11 agencies across the government, in- 
cluding the National Institutes of 
Health, the Department of Defense, the 
Department of Energy, to name a few, 
they have provided invaluable support 
to the entrepreneurial spirit that is so 
critical to this country. 

As the Chair indicated, it is the small 
businesses in America, the one segment 
of the economy that undeniably cre- 
ates the kinds of jobs that are so im- 
portant to this country. In fact, they 
create two-thirds of all the net new 
jobs. We have to do everything we can 
to make sure that they are getting ac- 
cess to the kind of capital and support 
and the research and development dol- 
lars that are available at the national 
level. 

These two programs, were created 
back in 1982. As the Chair indicated, I 
was an original cosponsor of that legis- 
lation when I was serving in the House 
of Representatives because we knew it 
could ultimately be a great catalyst for 
innovative and technological ideas in 
America. It has provided it, without 
question. 

The National Academy of Sciences 
study of the SBIR Program—which is a 
landmark study—called the program 
sound in concept and effective in prac- 
tice. Just over 20 percent of companies 
they surveyed were founded partly or 
entirely because of the SBIR program. 
Over two-thirds of the respondents said 
that the SBIR projects would not have 
taken place without the funding. Each 
year, over one-third of firms awarded 
SBIR funds participate in the program 
for the first time. 

Again, it is encouraging innovation 
across a broad spectrum of businesses 
and creating additional competition 
among suppliers for the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s procurement agencies. We 
see that it produces over and over 
again the benefits, the jobs, the cre- 
ativity. 

The Chair spoke about Qualcomm. 
That is true. We saw the Sonicare 
toothbrush. In May, we had a company 
called Tex Tech that developed armor 
for our troops in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
If we can give the infusion of these dol- 
lars—dollars already being expended by 
Federal agencies but redirected to 
small businesses and making sure that 
they are getting a fair share of the 
Federal pie—then they can put that 
money to good use in creating the 
kinds of jobs and the inventions that 
are so important to moving this coun- 
try forward in the 21st century. 

I am very pleased we are at this 
point. Hopefully, we will be able to get 
this legislation through and signed 
into law because it is critical to ven- 
ture capital investments. It is a promi- 
nent source of investment in bio- 
technology research and development. 
As we know, it takes 10 to 15 years of 
work and hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars to bring a drug to market and to 
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complete the testing of the drug proc- 
ess along the way costs millions of dol- 
lars. The biotechnology companies are 
able to commercialize their tech- 
nologies with this kind of backing from 
these programs and money that is 
being expended at the Federal level in 
these key agencies, such as the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health. Such in- 
vestments in biotechnology and med- 
ical device industries totaled more 
than $1 billion in 2007. 

Again, it is a demonstration of the 
kind of value and results we achieve 
through this program without pro- 
viding additional Federal appropria- 
tions. It is not as if we are spending 
more money on a new program. We are 
not. What we are saying is that with 
the research and development dollars 
that are already being appropriated 
within the Federal agencies, we are 
asking that they set aside more than 
$2.5 billion in Federal research and de- 
velopment to fund our Nation’s small- 
est firms because they are the ones 
that are most likely to create the jobs 
and to commercialize their products. 
They have demonstrated time and 
again, year after year, at an all-time 
high, that the innovations coming out 
of small businesses аге directly 
through these two programs. Their in- 
ventions reach the marketplace. They 
commercialize them. 

Qualcomm, 25 years ago started with 
a $1.5 million grant from the SBIR Pro- 
gram. They had less than a dozen em- 
ployees. Currently, they have more 
than 17,000 employees in their com- 
pany, and are a multibillion dollar For- 
tune 500 company. Again, it is an ex- 
ample how this program can work. 

The Information Technology Innova- 
tion Foundation indicated in its report 
recently that 25 percent of the top 100 
innovations came from small busi- 
nesses funded through the SBIR Pro- 
gram, and stated further that it is a 
powerful indication that this program 
has become a key force in the innova- 
tion economy of the United States. 

If there were ever a time that we 
should be supporting these programs 
and promptly and expeditiously, it is 
here and now. We saw last month 
where we created 200,000 jobs. But the 
month prior was 36,000 jobs. In order to 
reach prerecession levels of unemploy- 
ment, it would take eight consecutive 
years of creating jobs at a rate of 
200,000 a month in order to achieve the 
prerecession levels of unemployment of 
5 percent. 

That is an indication of how far we 
need to go to create jobs in this econ- 
omy, and it is creating the anxiety, the 
apprehension, the fear all across this 
country because people are struggling 
to find jobs or to keep the ones they 
have. This would go a long way to ben- 
efitting the sector of the economy that 
does create the jobs, and that is, of 
course, small businesses. 

Again, I hope that we can move 
quickly to get this legislation enacted 
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and signed into law and create the 
kinds of jobs people in this country un- 
deniably deserve. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, at 
this time, Senator CASEY, whose 
amendment is pending, wishes to speak 
a few minutes. I know at 12 o’clock, 
under a unanimous consent agreement, 
we will have a speech from the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

I ask unanimous consent that at 2:30 
p.m., Senator PORTMAN be recognized 
for up to 20 minutes as in morning 
business for the purpose of giving his 
maiden speech. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, first, 
I thank Senator LANDRIEU for her lead- 
ership on these many issues and espe- 
cially on this critically important leg- 
islation to small businesses and for al- 
lowing me for a few minutes to talk 
about the amendment I have sub- 
mitted. It is amendment No. 216. It ad- 
dresses a crucial issue that affects sub- 
contractors, particularly subcontrac- 
tors who are minority owned or 
women-owned firms in the United 
States of America. 

When I was the auditor general of 
Pennsylvania, we audited a similar 
program at the State level and found 
all kinds of problems, all kinds of 
abuses when prime contractors do not 
do what they are supposed to do. In 
many instances, prime contractors will 
routinely list a minority-owned firm or 
women-owned firm to make their ap- 
plication in a competitive process 
without informing the named subcon- 
tractor. It puts that subcontractor at a 
disadvantage. Once the contract is 
awarded, the business is not given to 
the named subcontractor. 

The purpose of this amendment is 
very simple. It will ensure that all sub- 
contractors are aware of their inclu- 
sion in Federal procurement bids by 
prime contractors and establish a sys- 
tem in which those subcontractors can 
report any fraudulent activity. It is a 
simple but critically important remedy 
to part of this problem. We have more 
work to do on this issue, but it will 
give subcontractors the ability to more 
fairly and more fully participate in 
contracting. That is the least we 
should be doing at a time when so 
many small businesses are struggling 
to survive and to thrive. 

I am grateful Senator LANDRIEU gave 
me this opportunity. I yield the floor. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. I do intend to sup- 
port his amendment. It is an excellent 
one. Hopefully, we can get a vote on it 
sometime today or tomorrow. 

At this time, pursuant to a unani- 
mous consent agreement, we will hear 
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a speech from the Senator from Con- 
necticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
FRANKEN). The 
necticut. 

FIGHTING FOR CONNECTICUT’S INTERESTS 

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 
the people of Connecticut sent me here 
to fight for their interests and today I 
rise to amplify their voices and share 
their concerns in my first remarks 
from the floor of the United States 
Senate. 

I know these voices firsthand from 
listening day after day, year after year, 
traveling the State to be with people 
and to see people where they live and 
work, and recently on a 2-week listen- 
ing tour as one of my first actions as a 
Member of the Senate. 

What I am hearing is people are still 
hurting, still struggling, trying to stay 
in their homes, make ends meet, find 
jobs, and keep their families together. 
They feel rightly that Washington is 
not listening, Washington is not heed- 
ing their voices or responding with the 
right action or results. 

The people of Connecticut are clear 
about their priorities. They want to be 
back at work with good jobs and a 
growing economy and_ responsible, 
smart cuts in government spending to 
reduce our debt and deficit. They want 
to know that Washington is listening 
to them and that their leaders are 
fighting for them, standing up and 
speaking out against powerful special 
interests and predatory wrongdoing. 
And that is the kind of listener and 
leader they sent me here to be. 

In the northeast corner of my State, 
known as the ‘‘Quiet Corner,’ the 
president of Nutmeg Container Cor- 
poration, Charlie Pious, tells me he is 
hoping to hire more workers, but he 
has difficulty finding people with the 
skills he needs. 

Not far away, in Putnam, at a meet- 
ing at the Putnam Bank with chairman 
Thomas Borner, one after another 
small business leaders tell me they 
could create more jobs with more cer- 
tainty and consistency in government 
action. 

In Hartford, our State’s capital, we 
celebrate a Jobs Corps graduating 
class—kids who dropped out and came 
back through training and determina- 
tion. 

In Bridgeport, unemployed, older 
workers are crowding the WorkPlace, a 
highly successful job training center. 
There and all around the state, people 
simply want work. 

At the Fuel Cell Energy Corporation 
in Torrington, R. Daniel Brdar, the 
president of this cutting-edge green en- 
ergy manufacturer, plans to expand his 
workforce, but he needs to know that 
he can continue to count on the renew- 
able energy tax credit and workers 
with the right skills. 

In Waterbury, at a meeting hosted by 
Joe Vrabley, president of Atlantic 
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Steel, small business manufacturers 
described again and again how they are 
facing unfair competition from compa- 
nies in countries breaking the rules. 

At Crescent Manufacturing in Bur- 
lington, Steve Wilson demonstrates the 
destructive consequences of Chinese 
currency manipulation, when they ef- 
fectively devalue their money and sub- 
sidize their exports so the prices of 
their products undercut Connecticut- 
made goods and jobs. 

The people of Connecticut don’t need 
Washington to tell them what is 
wrong; they need help making it right. 
They want job creation to be the pri- 
ority in Washington, just as it is in 
Connecticut. They are frustrated be- 
cause Washington seems beholden not 
to them but to some of the financial 
gamblers who made the economy their 
own personal casino and put millions of 
Americans out of work and out of their 
homes. 

On Main Street, small businesses 
struggle to get started and ongoing 
businesses face roadblocks when they 
try to grow. They can’t get capital, 
credit, or loans. They can’t find work- 
ers with the skills they need. They face 
unfair trade practices from foreign 
governments promoting the products of 
their manufacturers. 

Taxpayers are angry for good reason, 
not just for themselves but for their 
children and the growing danger to the 
American dream, the great fear they 
will be the first generation to leave the 
next a lesser America and trillions in 
unpaid bills. 

A new report from the Government 
Accountability Office documents what 
we instinctively have known: Waste 
and duplication in government costs 
taxpayers billions of dollars every 
year—early estimates say between $100 
billion and $200 billion. And experts say 
we could save tens of billions of dollars 
by aggressively prosecuting health care 
waste and abuse, just as we saved mil- 
lions of dollars going after health care 
fraud when I was attorney general. 

The people of Connecticut—indeed, of 
America—will not tolerate and should 
not tolerate billions in waste and du- 
plication. It must be cut. That is where 
we should focus, not on the thoughtless 
slashing of essential services that pro- 
vide a safety net for our most vulner- 
able citizens. When we cut, let’s be 
smart about it. 

The people of Connecticut are sick of 
the special breaks and tax loopholes 
that have been protected for far too 
long—tax breaks to companies that 
send jobs overseas; subsidies to huge 
oil and gas interests, some of them the 
most profitable companies in the his- 
tory of the planet; and giveaways to 
giant agribusinesses, many given tax 
dollars not to grow anything. 

Shutting down those loopholes and 
special breaks and sweetheart deals 
will take a fight, but the people of Con- 
necticut and the country are ready for 
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that fight, and so am I. And we must 
fight. That fight will require support 
for the prosecutors and enforcers who 
prevent and go after waste, abuse, and 
lawbreaking. Cutting enforcement 
funds may make appealing political 
sound bites until we realize that real- 
world lawlessness has real-world con- 
sequences. Consistent, vigorous en- 
forcement is critical. Good cops on the 
beat make a difference. 

These steps—responsible cuts in 
spending, clear rules, and consistent, 
rigorous enforcement—are absolutely 
necessary to help our economy grow 
again, but they alone are not enough to 
create jobs. Washington must provide 
tools and remove obstacles to the peo- 
ple and small businesses that are the 
real job creators. We have to make 
“Made in Connecticut” and “Маде in 
America” mean something again. We 
must invest more, we must make more, 
and we must invent more right here in 
the United States. 

Step No. 1, we must invest more. We 
must invest in infrastructure and edu- 
cation—in roads, transmission lines, 
and airports, in everything from our 
grade schools to our community col- 
leges and job-training programs. In 
New Haven, as just one example, cut- 
ting-edge biotechnologies are taking 
root and growing thanks to the Down- 
town Crossing project, where a new 
building and road rebuilding are nec- 
essary for dynamic growth. Instead of 
thoughtless threats to slash Downtown 
Crossing transportation grants, we 
should be encouraging this promising 
development. 

In the coming weeks, I will introduce 
new legislation that will help small 
businesses to set aside money to invest 
and reinvest in their business. 

Step 2, making more, which means 
more manufacturing and fair trade, 
and strengthening “Buy American” re- 
quirements to ensure that our tax dol- 
lars are creating jobs here not abroad. 
Chinese currency manipulation is cost- 
ing us jobs and undermining our busi- 
nesses, and it must be stopped. And we 
need stronger enforcement of laws to 
prevent foreign export subsidies and in- 
tellectual property theft. 

Third, we must invent more. The re- 
newable energy tax credits and other 
incentives which encourage businesses 
to create and produce green energy so- 
lutions should be made permanent. The 
R&D tax credit, which creates incen- 
tives for businesses to invest in re- 
search, should be extended indefinitely 
and expanded. 

The people of Connecticut want bi- 
partisan efforts to achieve job creation 
and economic growth. They want part- 
nerships among business, labor, and 
education. They want bipartisan ef- 
forts to help our veterans so that after 
those veterans serve our country, they 
return to a paycheck instead of an un- 
employment line. That is why, in com- 
ing weeks, I will introduce a bill to 
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help secure job opportunities for our 
veterans and provide training, health 
care, higher education, and more. 

As I travel across the State of Con- 
necticut, I listen to people like the 
Squatritos of Carla’s Pasta. Their busi- 
ness is in South Windsor. An immi- 
grant from Italy, Carla Squatrito 
started making pasta in her kitchen 
and grew it into a successful small 
business. This year, thanks to smart, 
targeted tax incentives, Carla’s finan- 
cial recipe includes investing in a fuel 
cell from the Fuel Cell Energy Cor- 
poration in Torrington to provide a 
low-cost source for most of her com- 
pany’s electricity needs. This cleaner, 
greener energy source will lower their 
energy bills and allow them to hire 
more workers and create more Con- 
necticut jobs. 

The people of Connecticut sent me 
here to fight for them—to fight for jobs 
and justice, to fight against a Capitol 
that caters to powerful special inter- 
ests. The best moments of my career 
have been when we fought and won bat- 
tles for ordinary people—for Skylar 
Austin and others when their health 
insurance companies wrongly denied 
them medically necessary, sometimes 
lifesaving treatment; for 
businesspeople such as Kathy Platt 
when General Motors sought wrong- 
fully and unfairly to shut down her car 
dealership, Alderman Motors; or Terry, 
a marine, like many veterans, who re- 
turned from Iraq or other military 
service only to be denied proper treat- 
ment from our own government. I am 
here because the people of Connecticut 
know me as a fighter, and in the chal- 
lenging time, again, I will fulfill that 
trust by listening to them and working 
for them and fighting for them. 

As we gather today, young Ameri- 
cans are serving and sacrificing at 
home and abroad. Like all of you, I am 
grateful to them every day, and to all 
the veterans who have served and sac- 
rificed before them, for giving us the 
freedoms we enjoy every day, including 
the extraordinary opportunity to speak 
today in this historic Chamber and par- 
ticipate in the greatest democracy in 
the greatest Nation the world has ever 
known. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, while 
we are waiting for Senators to come to 
the floor, I would like to put a couple 
other quotes or comments from very 
well-respected organizations about the 
importance of this bill into the record. 
I, again, appreciate the 84 Members of 
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the Senate who voted yes to bring this 
bill to the floor because those 84 Mem- 
bers of the Senate understand we can- 
not close budget gaps and reduce defi- 
cits without growing the economy. 
Those 84 Members understand that in 
order to grow the economy, helping 
government create the atmosphere for 
the private sector to grow is absolutely 
imperative. If we would spend a little 
less hot air time around here and a lit- 
tle more on illuminating discussion, 
the benefits of programs such as this 
would be clear. It is actually a Federal 
program, but it is a Federal program 
that establishes a partnership with the 
private sector that is exciting and that 
works and that helps to create jobs. 

The Biodistrict in New Orleans, 
which was newly formed after Katrina, 
sent a document to the office that said, 
in reference to the temporary exten- 
sions of this program: 

These repeated, temporary extensions have 
wreaked havoc on agencies’ ability to make 
strategic decisions in regard to the pro- 
grams. 

The Small 
Council says: 

Not only does this program spur techno- 
logical innovation and entrepreneurship, it 
helps create high-tech jobs, and does so with- 
out increasing Federal spending. 

The National Small Business Asso- 
ciation, another strong supporter, said: 

The uncertain future of the program has 
deterred potential participants and inves- 
tors. 

We do not want to deter anyone. We 
do not want to discourage anyone from 
making that investment or taking that 
step to create the next business that 
could create not just a handful of jobs 
but dozens, hundreds, and potentially 
thousands. That is why President 
Obama is talking about—and I support 
his efforts—the need to outinnovate 
and outcompete, to fight our way out 
of this recession. 

This bill of Senator SNOWE and mine 
might be a relatively small bill from a 
small agency, but it packs a lot of 
power and potential to create the jobs 
that people—in your home State of 
Minnesota, in my home State of Lou- 
isiana, in Maine, and other places— 
want to see us creating, with virtually 
no additional cost to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. We are simply setting aside a 
slightly larger portion of research and 
development moneys already budgeted 
for cutting-edge research and develop- 
ment and targeting those to small 
businesses that have proven themselves 
to produce excellent innovations, tech- 
nology, and in fact have a dispropor- 
tionate share of high-impact patents. 

The National Venture Capital Asso- 
ciation says: 

At a time when our country needs to build 
new businesses, the venture capital industry 
believes the best use of government dollars is 
to leverage public/private partnerships... . 

That is what this does. I know there 
are a few people around this place who 
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do not think the Federal Government 
can do anything right. I am not one of 
them. I actually think the Federal 
Government can do lots of things right. 
Yes, we make mistakes; yes, there is 
money wasted; yes, there is duplica- 
tion; and, yes, sometimes there is even 
fraud. But programs such as this need 
to be reauthorized. We have been de- 
bating now for 6 years whether this 
program should be authorized. 

If it takes us 6 years to reauthorize 
one of the best programs in the Federal 
Government, I wonder how long it is 
going to take us to reauthorize some of 
those that are not as well run and to 
give us the opportunity to make them 
run better instead of just running 
around, throwing up our hands, saying 
nothing works, nothing ever works, ev- 
erything in Washington is broken. This 
program is not broken, and it deserves 
to be reauthorized. 

According to the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce: 

The SBIR program serves as an important 
avenue by which agencies harness the cre- 
ativity and ingenuity of small business to 
meet specific research and development 
needs of the Federal Government. 

Might I say, they may be the today 
needs of the Federal Government; such 
as we need a way to cool our tanks in 
Afghanistan and Iraq because our 
tanks are operating in temperatures 
that are excessive. That was a real 
need of the Defense Department. They 
sent out, basically, an SOS: Can any- 
body come up with a better way? 

Not only did we come up with a bet- 
ter way in a radiator out of technology 
we actually developed in Louisiana, 
but as you know, these technologies do 
not stay in the Department of Defense. 
Once they go out to be used in our 
tanks, helping keep our war fighters 
safe and helping win the wars we send 
them to fight, this technology can now 
be deployed, potentially, in the racing 
car industry or in Detroit or some of 
our other car manufacturing. While it 
is launched by Federal scientists and 
inventors and people who are good em- 
ployees and good, solid Americans who 
are looking for a better way, it finds 
its way out into the general public for 
all of our benefit. 

Let me give two more quotes. I see 
the Senator from Kentucky. The Bio- 
Technology Industry Organization 
says: 

This bill represents a balanced approach to 
ensure that America’s most innovative small 
businesses can access existing incentives to 
grow jobs by commercializing new discov- 
ег1ез. 

Finally, from the University of Cali- 
fornia, the CONNECT group says: 

Because acquiring funding through tradi- 
tional lending sources continues to prove dif- 
ficult in today’s tight credit market, SBIR/ 
STTR grants provide tech start-up compa- 
nies another viable chance to compete for 
early-stage funding. 

Yes, there are many venture capital- 
ists out there. There are always very 
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savvy inventors looking for the next 
best thing. But before the next best 
things are invented, there has to be 
somebody betting on the human cap- 
ital in our Federal agencies, the human 
capital in our academic institutions, 
and the human capital in small busi- 
nesses that take the risks and believe 
they can invent that next best thing. 

This financing is early. It is high 
risk. Not every SBIR grant works. But 
according to the man who gave us the 
review of this program, if every one of 
these inventions works, we are not run- 
ning the program correctly. This pro- 
gram is early, before it is clear whether 
it is going to work, a chance to get it 
to work. But the upside is so great 
when one or more does work, and we 
have hundreds of companies that have 
sort of broken out. 

I see the Senator from Kentucky. I 
will rest my discussion. I do want to 
put some other things in the RECORD, 
but to keep the debate moving forward, 
this would be a good time for him to 
proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

AMENDMENT NO. 199 

Mr. PAUL. I ask unanimous consent 
to set aside the pending amendment 
and call up my amendment, No. 199. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. PAUL] 
proposes an amendment numbered 199. 

Mr. PAUL. I ask unanimous consent 
the reading of the amendment be dis- 
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment follows: 

(Purpose: To cut $200,000,000,000 in spending 

in fiscal year 2011) 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 

lowing: 


TITLE —CUT FEDERAL SPENDING 
ACT OF 2011 
SEC. 01. SHORT TITLE AND DEFINITION 


(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 
as the ‘‘Cut Federal Spending Act of 2011”. 

(b) DEFUND.—In this Act, the term 
“defund’’ with respect to an agency or pro- 
gram means— 

(1) all unobligated balances of the discre- 
tionary appropriations, including any appro- 
priations under this Act, made available to 
the agency or program are rescinded; and 

(2) any statute authorizing the funding or 
activities of the agency or program is 
deemed to be repealed. 

SEC. 02. LEGISLATIVE BRANCH. 

Amounts made available for fiscal year 
2011 for the legislative branch are reduced by 
$654,000,000. 

SEC. 03. JUDICIAL BRANCH. 

Amounts made available to the judicial 
branch for fiscal year 2011 are reduced on a 
pro rata basis by the amount required to 
bring total reduction to $155,000,000. 

SEC. 04. AGRICULTURE. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for fiscal year 2011 are 
reduced on a pro rata basis by the amount 
required to bring total reduction to 
$1,427,000,000. 
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SEC. 05. COMMERCE. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Commerce for fiscal year 2011 are re- 
duced on a pro rata basis by the amount re- 
quired to bring total reduction to 
$2,700,000,000. 

SEC. 06. DEFENSE. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense for fiscal year 2011 are re- 
duced on a pro rata basis by the amount re- 
quired to bring total reduction to 
$30,000,000,000. 

SEC. 07. EDUCATION. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Education for fiscal year 2011 are re- 
duced on a pro rata basis by the amount re- 
quired to bring total reduction to 
$46,258,000,000, except for the Pell grant pro- 
gram which shall be capped at $17,000,000,000. 
SEC. 08. ENERGY. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Energy for fiscal year 2011 are re- 
duced on a pro rata basis by the amount re- 
quired to bring total reduction to 
$9,602,000,000. 

SEC. 09. HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services for fis- 
cal year 2011 are reduced on a pro rata basis 
by the amount required to bring total reduc- 
tion to $26,510,000,000. 

SEC. 10. HOMELAND SECURITY. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security for fiscal year 
2011 are reduced on a pro rata basis by the 
amount required to bring total reduction to 
$4,603,000,000. 

SEC. 11. HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP- 
MENT. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development for 
fiscal year 2011 are reduced on a pro rata 
basis by the amount required to bring total 
reduction to $22,000,000,000. 

SEC. 12. INTERIOR. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of the Interior for fiscal year 2011 are 
reduced on a pro rata basis by the amount 
required to bring total reduction to 
$1,808,000,000. 

SEC. 13. JUSTICE. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Justice for fiscal year 2011 are re- 
duced on a pro rata basis by the amount re- 
quired to bring total reduction to 
$4,811,000,000. 

SEC. 14. LABOR. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Labor for fiscal year 2011 are reduced 
on a pro rata basis by the amount required 
to bring total reduction to $3,260,000,000. 

SEC. 15. STATE. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of State for fiscal year 2011 are reduced 
on a pro rata basis by the amount required 
to bring total reduction to $8,216,000,000. 

SEC. 16. INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE. 

International assistance programs are 
defunded effective on the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC. 17. TRANSPORTATION. 

Amounts made available to the Depart- 
ment of Transportation for fiscal year 2011 
are reduced on a pro rata basis by the 
amount required to bring total reduction to 
$14,724,000,000. 

SEC. 18. VETERANS’ AFFAIRS. 

The Department of Veterans’ Affairs shall 
not be subject to funding cuts in fiscal year 
2011. 

SEC. 19. CORPS OF ENGINEERS. 

Amounts made available to the Corps of 

Engineers for fiscal year 2011 are reduced on 
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a pro rata basis by the amount required to 

bring total reduction to $4,135,000,000. 

SEC. 20. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY. 

Amounts made available to the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency for fiscal year 
2011 are reduced on a pro rata basis by the 
amount required to bring total reduction to 
$3,506,000,000. 

SEC. 21. GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRA- 
TION. 

Amounts made available to the General 
Services Administration for fiscal year 2011 
are reduced on a pro rata basis by the 
amount required to bring total reduction to 
$1,140,000,000. 

SEC. 22. NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION. 

Amounts made available to the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration for 
fiscal year 2011 are reduced on a pro rata 
basis by the amount required to bring total 
reduction to $480,000,000. 

SEC. 22. NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION. 

Amounts made available to the National 
Science Foundation for fiscal year 2011 are 
reduced on a pro rata basis by the amount 
required to bring total reduction to 
$1,733,000,000. 

SEC. 23. OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGE- 
MENT. 


Amounts made available to the Office of 
Personnel Management for fiscal year 2011 
are reduced on a pro rata basis by the 
amount required to bring total reduction to 
$133,000,000. 

SEC. 24. SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION. 

The Social Security Administration shall 
not be subject to funding cuts in fiscal year 
2011. 


SEC. 25. REPEAL OF INDEPENDENT AGEN- 


CIES. 

The following agencies are defunded effec- 
tive on the date of enactment of this Act: 

(1) Affordable Housing Program. 

(2) Commission on Fine Arts. 

(3) Consumer Product Safety Commission. 

(4) Corporation for Public Broadcasting. 

(5) National Endowment for the Arts. 

(6) National Endowment for the Human- 
ities. 

(7) State Justice Institute. 

Mr. PAUL. This amendment would 
cost $200 billion in spending. Earlier 
this morning we voted, nearly unani- 
mously in this body, to cut 5 percent 
from our legislative budget. Similar to 
so much in Washington, it sounds good. 
I voted for it. But 5 percent of our leg- 
islative budget will be a few million 
dollars. We have a deficit this year of 
$1.65 trillion. We are awash in debt. It 
is America’s No. 1 problem. Even the 
administration has said our national 
debt is our No. 1 threat to our national 
security at this point. We have to get 
our fiscal house in order. 

Voting to cut our own budget by 5 
percent is wonderful. It is a first step. 
It is about $1 million—a couple million 
dollars. It will not put a dent in the 
overall problem. 

If we were truly concerned as a body 
about our deficit, we could cut the en- 
tire budget by 5 percent. It has gone up 
by 25 percent in the last couple years. 
If we were to cut our entire budget by 
5 percent, it would be about $200 bil- 
lion. That is what I am proposing, a 
$200 billion cut in spending. 
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Are we bold enough? Will we do it? If 
we do not do it, what happens? My fear 
is, if we do not have significant cuts in 
Federal spending, that ultimately in 
the next few years we could have a debt 
crisis. This amendment will give us a 
chance, will give the Members of this 
body a chance to say: Are we serious? 
Are we serious about addressing the 
debt problem or do we only want to do 
token things such as cutting our legis- 
lative budget 5 percent? 

It is a good start, but it is not 
enough. This was actually only a sense- 
of-the-Senate resolution, so we didn’t 
cut our budget by 5 percent. We said we 
might be in favor of that. This would 
be a real cut, $200 billion. 

I hope the Senate will support it. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senate set aside the pending 
amendment so I can call up amend- 
ment No. 207. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 207 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 207. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS], 
for himself, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. BOXER, 
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, proposes an amendment num- 
bered 207. 

Mr. SANDERS. I ask unanimous con- 
sent the reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a point of order 

against any efforts to reduce benefits paid 
to Social Security recipients, raise the re- 
tirement age, or create private retirement 
accounts under title II of the Social Secu- 
rity Act) 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE VI—SOCIAL SECURITY PROTECTION 
ACT 
SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Social Se- 
curity Protection Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 602. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 

(1) Social Security is the most successful 
and reliable social program in our Nation’s 
history. 

(2) For 75 years, through good times and 
bad, Social Security has reliably kept mil- 
lions of senior citizens, individuals with dis- 
abilities, and children out of poverty. 

(3) Before President Franklin Roosevelt 
signed the Social Security Act into law on 
August 14, 1935, approximately half of the 
senior citizens in the United States lived in 
poverty; less than 10 percent of seniors live 
in poverty today. 

(4) Social Security has succeeded in pro- 
tecting working Americans and their fami- 
lies from devastating drops in household in- 
come due to lost wages resulting from retire- 
ment, disability, or the death of a spouse or 
parent. 
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(5) More than 53,000,000 Americans receive 
Social Security benefits, including 36,500,000 
retirees and their spouses, 9,200,000 veterans, 
8,200,000 disabled individuals апа their 
spouses, 4,500,000 surviving spouses of de- 
ceased workers, and 4,300,000 dependent chil- 
dren. 

(6) Social Security has never contributed 
to the Federal budget deficit or the national 
debt, and benefit cuts should not be proposed 
as a solution to reducing the Federal budget 
deficit. 

(7) Social Security is not in a crisis or 
going bankrupt, as the Social Security Trust 
Funds have been running surpluses for the 
last quarter of a century. 

(8) According to the Social Security Ad- 
ministration, the Social Security Trust 
Funds currently maintain a $2,600,000,000,000 
surplus that is project to grow to 
$4,200,000,000,000 by 2023. 

(9) According to the Social Security Ad- 
ministration, even if no changes are made to 
the Social Security program, full benefits 
will be available to every recipient until 
2037, with enough funding remaining after 
that date to pay about 78 percent of prom- 
ised benefits. 

(10) According to the Social Security Ad- 
ministration, ‘‘money flowing into the [So- 
cial Security] trust funds is invested in U.S. 
Government securities the invest- 
ments held by the trust funds are backed by 
the full faith and credit of the U.S. Govern- 
ment. The Government has always repaid 
Social Security, with interest.’’. 

(11) All workers who contribute into Social 
Security through the 12.4 percent payroll 
tax, which is divided equally between em- 
ployees and employers on income up to 
$106,800, deserve to have a dignified and se- 
cure retirement. 

(12) Social Security provides the majority 
of income for two-thirds of the elderly popu- 
lation in the United States, with approxi- 
mately one-third of elderly individuals re- 
ceiving nearly all of their income from So- 
cial Security. 

(18) Overall, Social Security benefits for 
retirees currently average a modest $14,000 a 
year, with the average for women receiving 
benefits being less than $12,000 per year. 

(14) Nearly 1 out of every 4 adult Social Se- 
curity beneficiaries has served in the United 
States military. 

(15) Social Security is not solely a retire- 
ment program, as it also serves as a dis- 
ability insurance program for American 
workers who become permanently disabled 
and unable to work. 

(16) The Social Security Disability Insur- 
ance program is a critical lifeline for mil- 
lions of American workers, as a 20-year-old 
worker faces a 30 percent chance of becoming 
disabled before reaching retirement age. 

(17) Proposals to privatize the Social Secu- 
rity program would jeopardize the security 
of millions of Americans by subjecting them 
to the ups-and-downs of the volatile stock 
market as the source of their retirement 
benefits. 

(18) Raising the retirement age would jeop- 
ardize the retirement future of millions of 
American workers, particularly those in 
physically demanding jobs as well as lower- 
income women, African-Americans, and 
Latinos, all of whom have a much lower life 
expectancy than wealthier Americans. 

(19) Social Security benefits have already 
been cut by 18 percent, as the Normal Retire- 
ment Age was raised in 1983 from 65 years of 
age to 67 years of age by 2022. 

(20) According to the Social Security Ad- 
ministration, raising the retirement age for 
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future retirees would reduce benefits by 6 to 
7 percent for each year that the Normal Re- 
tirement Age is raised. 

(21) Reducing cost-of-living adjustments 
for current or future Social Security bene- 
ficiaries would force millions of such individ- 
uals to choose between heating their homes, 
putting food on the table, or paying for their 
prescription drugs. 

(22) Social Security is a promise that this 
Nation cannot afford to break. 

SEC. 603. LIMITATION ON CHANGES TO THE SO- 
CIAL SECURITY PROGRAM FOR CUR- 
RENT AND FUTURE BENEFICIARIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, it shall not be in 
order in the Senate or the House of Rep- 
resentatives to consider, for purposes of the 
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance 
benefits program established under title II of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et 
seq.), any legislation that— 

(1) increases the retirement age (as defined 
in section 216(1)(1) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 416(1)(1))) or the early retirement 
age (as defined in section 216(1)(2) of the So- 
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 416(1)(2))) for in- 
dividuals receiving benefits under title II of 
the Social Security Act on or after the date 
of enactment of this Act; 

(2) reduces cost-of-living increases for indi- 
viduals receiving benefits under title II of 
the Social Security Act on or after the date 
of enactment of this Act, as determined 
under section 215(1) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 415(i)); 

(3) reduces benefit payment amounts for 
individuals receiving benefits under title II 
of the Social Security Act on or after the 
date of enactment of this Act; or 

(4) creates private retirement accounts for 
any of the benefits individuals receive under 
title II of the Social Security Act on or after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) WAIVER OR SUSPENSION.— 

(1) IN THE SENATE.—The provisions of this 
section may be waived or suspended in the 
Senate only by the affirmative vote of two- 
thirds of the Members, present and voting. 

(2) IN THE HOUSE.—The provisions of this 
section may be waived or suspended in the 
House of Representatives only by a rule or 
order proposing only to waive such provi- 
sions by an affirmative vote of two-thirds of 
the Members, present and voting. 

(c) POINT OF ORDER PROTECTION.—In the 
House of Representatives, it shall not be in 
order to consider a rule or order that waives 
the application of paragraph (2) of subsection 
(b). 

(d) MOTION TO SUSPEND.—It shall not be in 
order for the Speaker to entertain a motion 
to suspend the application of this section 
under clause 1 of rule XV of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, this 
amendment is identical to the Social 
Security Protection Act I introduced 
yesterday with Senators MIKULSKI, 
BOXER, SHERROD BROWN, BLUMENTHAL, 
STABENOW, AKAKA, WHITEHOUSE, 
BEGICH, and LAUTENBERG. 

This legislation has the strong sup- 
port of the National Committee to Pre- 
serve Social Security and Medicare, 
the American Federation of Federal 
Employees, the Paralyzed Veterans of 
America, the Military Order of the 
Purple Heart, and the Jewish Veterans 
of America, among others. 

Social Security is the most success- 
ful and reliable Federal program in our 
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Nation’s history. For 75 years, through 
good times and bad, when the economy 
was strong and when the economy was 
weak, Social Security has paid out 
every nickel owed to every eligible 
American. While we take that for 
granted, that, in fact, is an extraor- 
dinary accomplishment. It is all done 
at very modest administrative costs. 

Social Security has been enormously 
successful in accomplishing exactly 
what its founders hoped to accomplish. 
Before President Roosevelt signed the 
Social Security Act into law in August 
of 1935, approximately half our senior 
citizens lived in poverty. Before Social 
Security, about half our seniors lived 
in poverty. Today, fewer than 10 per- 
cent of seniors live in poverty. That 
number is too great, but it is a signifi- 
cant improvement over what occurred 
before the establishment of Social Se- 
curity. 

What we should be very clear about, 
given the volatility of today’s econ- 
omy—there is a great deal of anxiety 
among the American people about 
whether they are going to be able to re- 
tire with dignity. At a time when mil- 
lions of Americans have seen the value 
of their private retirement plans plum- 
met, at a time when major corpora- 
tions have significantly cut back on 
the defined benefit pension plans and 
401(k) contributions, it makes no sense 
to me that anybody in this Chamber 
would contemplate dismantling the one 
retirement program that has been 
there for 75 years and has worked for 75 
years. 

There was an interesting article in 
USA Today yesterday. These are just a 
couple facts they threw out in yester- 
day’s USA Today. The percentage of 
workers who are not at all confident 
about saving enough money for a com- 
fortable retirement reached 27 percent 
in 2011 compared with 22 percent just 
last year—a significant increase in a 1- 
year period. When combined with those 
who said they are ‘‘not too confident,” 
the total reaches 50 percent of workers. 
So we are in a situation, according to 
USA Today, where almost 50 percent of 
American workers lack confidence 
about whether they are going to have 
enough money to retire with dignity. 
There is another point that the article 
made. This is what they say: 

Quite a few workers virtually have no sav- 
ings or investments. In 2011, 29 percent said 
they have less than $1,000. 

Well, you are not going to go too far 
in your retirement with less than 
$1,000. 

56 percent said that their savings and in- 
vestments, excluding their home value, to- 
tals less than $25,000. 

The bottom line is, for a variety of 
reasons, A, the Wall Street collapse of 
a few years ago, the fact that wages for 
millions of workers have not kept up 
with inflation, a significant part of our 
older workforce today is extremely 
worried about what will happen to 
them when they retire. 
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Within that context, why there are 
people in the Congress who would want 
to start dismantling the one program 
that has, without fail, been there for 75 
years, makes no sense to me at all. Let 
me also make another point. I think it 
is important to make this point 24 
hours a day because we hear so much 
misinformation coming to us from pun- 
dits, from the media, and from Mem- 
bers of Congress. So let me be very 
clear. 

This country has a very serious na- 
tional debt problem and a very serious 
deficit problem. We just heard about 
that, a $1.6 trillion deficit. That is seri- 
ous business. In my view, Congress has 
to be aggressive to address that issue. 
But here is the point. Social Security 
has not contributed one nickel to the 
Federal deficit or the national debt— 
not one penny. 

So when you hear people say we have 
a serious deficit problem, therefore we 
have to cut benefits in Social Security 
or raise the retirement age, what they 
are saying makes no sense at all. These 
are two very separate issues. 

In fact, Social Security currently has 
a $2.6 trillion surplus. Let me repeat 
that. Social Security has a $2.6 trillion 
surplus. That is projected to grow to 
$4.2 trillion in 2023. In 1983, when we 
look back a little bit, it turns out that 
Social Security did face a crisis. At 
that point, in 1983, if the Congress and 
then-President Reagan had not acted, 
Social Security was projected to run 
out of necessary funding in 6 months— 
6 months. That is a crisis. 

As a result of the discussions and ne- 
gotiations and a committee put to- 
gether by the President, Tip O’Neill, et 
cetera, a resolution was reached to 
that problem. The Congress over- 
whelmingly voted for it. Today is not 
1983. Today the Social Security Admin- 
istration has estimated that Social Se- 
curity will be able to pay out 100 per- 
cent of promised benefits to every eli- 
gible recipient for the next 26 years. 

This country does face a whole lot of 
crises: Unemployment is off the wall; 
childhood poverty is too high; we have 
serious deficit problems; two wars; we 
are worried about global warming. We 
have a lot of problems. But it seems to 
me to be totally absurd that people 
would say: Oh, my goodness, we have to 
cut Social Security because it can only 
pay out benefits for the next 26 years. 

Go to Minnesota and say to a busi- 
ness person: If you could pay out all 
that you owe for the next 26 years, do 
you think it is a crisis? People would 
be shaking their heads. 

I should point out that after those 26 
years, if nothing is done—and I think 
something should be done—Social Se- 
curity will be able to fund about 78 per- 
cent of promised benefits. So it seems 
to me that given the enormous impor- 
tance of Social Security not only to 
the elderly but to people with disabil- 
ities, to people who are widows and or- 
phans who have lost the income that a 
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bread winner had brought into the fam- 
ily, we have to do everything we can to 
protect Social Security. 

We have to make it very clear that 
Social Security is strong, can pay out 
every benefit for 26 years, that has not 
contributed one nickel to the deficit. 
And that is the amendment that I will 
be bringing up as soon as I possibly 
can. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Would the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. SANDERS. I sure would. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Would the Senator 
explain—I think he knows because he 
is quite an expert on this program. I 
agree 100 percent with the views he just 
expressed. What is the basic average 
Social Security income that a person 
might receive? I understand it is some- 
where between $7,000 and $10,000. 

Mr. SANDERS. I think it is a hair 
higher than that. I think it is about 
$14,000 a year. But the point is, I would 
say to the Senator from Louisiana, 
there are millions of seniors for whom 
that is either all or almost all of their 
income. That is it. That is it. In this 
day and age, that is the average. So 
your point is, there are people cer- 
tainly below the average. 

Ms. LANDRIBEU. The reason I ask the 
Senator that is because it is striking to 
me that some Members from the other 
side of the aisle will come and argue 
that programs like this should be slat- 
ed for cuts and reductions, and yet 
failed to vote favorably to raise slight- 
ly the income tax on families making 
over $1 million a year in annual in- 
come. I, frankly, Senator, do not un- 
derstand that. Iam not sure people lis- 
tening to this understand it. 

Could you enlighten us? 

Mr. SANDERS. Here is the story. I 
agree with you. I find it hard to under- 
stand that there are people who get up 
here—and we hear the speeches every 
day. They say we have a serious deficit 
crisis. It is unfair to leave that burden 
to our kids and our grandkids. We 
agree with that. 

We say, OK, let’s address the deficit 
crisis. But let’s do it in a way that is 
not on the backs of the sick, the elder- 
ly, the children, the most vulnerable 
people in the country. So what this 
Senator is pointing out is that in the 
last number of years what we have seen 
is that the people on top have been 
doing very well—the top 1 percent now 
earns about 23 percent of all income, 
which is more than the bottom 50 per- 
cent. The effective tax rate for the very 
wealthiest people in this country is 
about 16 percent, which is the lowest in 
recent history. We have given huge 
amounts of tax breaks in recent years 
to these very same people. 

So what I think the Senator from 
Louisiana is saying, and I agree with 
her, is, if we are going to go forward 
with deficit reduction, which you and I 
agree we should, let’s do it in a way 
that calls for shared sacrifices. 
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The Senator from Louisiana knows 
that H.R. 1, the Republican House- 
passed bill, would throw over 200,000 
kids off of Head Start. Millions of stu- 
dents who are trying to get through 
college would either get lower Pell 
grants or no Pell grants at all. 

It is an attack, a devastating attack, 
a cruel attack, against some of the 
most vulnerable people in this country. 
They are cutting back on the Supple- 
mental Nutrition Program for Women, 
Infants, and Children. There are low-in- 
come women now, who are trying to 
make sure they do not give birth to 
low-weight babies—cut back on their 
program. But when we say, well, maybe 
billionaires—who are doing phenome- 
nally well—might be asked to pay a lit- 
tle bit more in taxes, oh, my word. We 
will have none of that at all. 

So the issue is shared sacrifice. Do 
not balance the budget on the backs of 
the weak and the vulnerable. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator 
from Vermont for that eloquent and 
very accurate description of the situa- 
tion we are in. I see the Senator from 
Oklahoma here for an amendment. We 
want to keep these amendments being 
discussed. So I thank the Senator from 
Oklahoma for joining us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, so the 
chairman knows, my planned time to 
introduce these amendments is 3:30. 
That is what they have given me time 
on. I did want to engage in some of the 
comments of the Senator from 
Vermont. 

As someone who was on the deficit 
commission and looking at that, the 
first presumption was making Social 
Security solvent was our goal, making 
it solvent for 75 years. The flaw in the 
argument given by my colleague from 
Vermont is the assumption that the 
IOU at the Treasury for Social Secu- 
rity is good. 

It is good as long as people will loan 
us money. It is not any good if they 
will not. So when people say, why fix 
Social Security? We can fix Social Se- 
curity by taking the very haircut from 
the people the Senator from Vermont 
just described and markedly lessening 
the benefits, even though they con- 
tinue to pay into Social Security, that 
they will receive, the billionaires and 
the millionaires. We can do that. But 
if, in fact, we do not send a signal to 
the international financial community 
that on the largest expenditure we 
have, that we are going to make it sol- 
vent, then we will not be in the market 
and available and have the ability to 
borrow the $2.8 trillion. 

Now, one other thing on which I 
would disagree: The Social Security 
trust fund trustees say Social Security 
is running a net deficit this last year 
and will run one this year and for every 
year forward in terms of what comes in 
versus what goes out. There is no ques- 
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tion I want to keep our commitments. 
Nobody is talking about eliminating 
benefits except to the very rich in this 
country in terms of Social Security. As 
a matter of fact, the deficit commis- 
sion raised the benefits in Social Secu- 
rity for the poorest in this country. So 
we actually did the opposite of what 
the Senator claims that Republicans 
might want to do. 

What we have to do is to make sure 
Social Security is viable for the future. 
And having looked at every aspect of 
Social Security, I can tell you if we are 
not able to borrow the $2.6 trillion, the 
benefits will not be there. The money 
has been stolen. There is no trust fund. 
There is no money there. If you read 
what the head of the OMB said in 1999, 
he said it is not there. 

So what is really happening in Social 
Security? Congresses, under both Re- 
publican and Democratic control, both 
Republican and Democratic Presi- 
dencies, have stolen money from Social 
Security and spent it. The money is 
gone. It has been used for another pur- 
pose. 

So there are two ways of solving this: 
One is to make Social Security the pri- 
ority and not fund anything but that 
until we get it paid back or we can ac- 
tually refund that $2.6 trillion by going 
to the debt market, to which we will go 
every year from now forward under the 
present plan on Social Security. The 
rate of taxes between now and 2035 that 
will be taxed will rise from $106,000 or, 
I think, $107,000 to $168,000 between now 
and then. That is a 60-percent increase 
in the taxes on the wealthy that is 
planned and programmed right now. 

Even with that, Social Security will 
run a deficit every year, every year 
now forward. Even with the $2.8 tril- 
lion, it still is in a negative cashflow. 
So to deny the fact, if we do not want 
to fix Social Security, then what we 
are saying is we do not want to fix it 
for our children’s children or our chil- 
dren. 

Mr. SANDERS. Will my friend yield? 

Mr. COBURN. I would like to finish 
my point. It is not about taking some- 
thing away, except from the very 
wealthy, the fix from the deficit com- 
mission. That is what it did. We also 
added back. When you reach 80—and a 
lot of people may be running out of 
their combination of what their retire- 
ment was plus their Social Security— 
we give another little bump. 

So what the deficit commission did 
was significantly increase the viability 
for Social Security for the next 75 
years. The Social Security trustees 
know we have to do this. Everybody 
knows we have to do this. The question 
is, Does this Congress owe that $2.8 
trillion back to Social Security? Yes. 
But where do we get the money to 
repay it? 

Unless we can calm down the inter- 
national financial markets, where we 
make major changes not just in Social 
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Security but in discretionary spend- 
ing—$50 billion out of the Pentagon, 
modifying Medicare, where we get the 
fraud waste and abuse out of Medi- 
care—unless we do those things, we are 
not going to be able to borrow the 
money. 

One final fact and then I will yield 
back to my chairman because I have a 
meeting to go to. So far, in the last 5 
months, who do you think has bought 
our bonds to finance the deficit? We 
ran a $223 billion deficit in the month 
of February. 

Who bought them? Was it the Chi- 
nese? Who was the biggest buyer? The 
Federal Reserve bought 70 percent of 
the bonds we put on the market. What 
are they doing? They are debasing our 
currency and creating future inflation 
which will hurt the very people who 
are going to be on Social Security be- 
cause the cost of living index will 
never truly keep up with the real cost 
of inflation. 

All of us have received letters from 
constituents wondering why there was 
no COLA. We know why there was no 
COLA. When we look at food and trans- 
portation costs and what they have 
done in the last 3 years, that is what is 
important to seniors—their health care 
costs, housing costs, food costs. Yet we 
have a COLA system that does not rec- 
ognize that we may get into a period of 
hyperinflation because the Federal Re- 
serve is buying the bonds because no- 
body else will buy them. Right now, 30 
percent are bought in the market. 

Final point. The largest bond trader 
in the world, PIMCO, last week sold 
every U.S. Government bond they had. 
They expect the price of the bonds to 
go down because they expect the inter- 
est rates to go up. What happens to us 
if we don’t fix Social Security? If the 
interest rates are going to be a lot 
higher on our debt and if they are a lot 
higher and we owe $14 trillion for every 
1 percent increase in the cost of bor- 
rowing that we have, it adds to our def- 
icit $140 billion. 

I am honored Senator SANDERS is ad- 
amant about making sure we keep our 
commitments. But in terms of 
cashflow, it isn’t there. We have to ad- 
dress that. That is the only way we cre- 
ate confidence for the international fi- 
nancial community to say: You have a 
solvent program for 75 years—the larg- 
est segment of our expenditures—and 
we are going to loan you money. If we 
don’t do that, interest costs are going 
to be higher, and we are going to pay 
for it anyway. Right now, we are al- 
most to the point where these decisions 
will not be controlled by us. I would 
rather us be in a situation of control. 

This is not a partisan issue. There 
isn’t one Senator who wants to take 
money away from needy seniors. This 
is about making changes far down the 
road that will affect people 30, 40, 50 
years from now. It makes sense to do 
that. 
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I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, let me 
make a few points, if I may. 

Is the Senator leaving? 

Mr. COBURN. I have to. 

Mr. SANDERS. I did wish to make a 
few points. 

No. 1, the Senator from Oklahoma 
gave his understanding about what the 
debt commission would do to Social 
Security. I do not agree with his char- 
acterization. In point of fact, what the 
debt commission does do is cut retire- 
ment benefits by more than 35 percent 
for young workers entering the work- 
force today. Today’s 20-year-old work- 
ers who retire at age 65 would see their 
benefits cut by 17 percent if their 
wages average $43,000 over their work- 
ing lives, by 30 percent if their wages 
average $69,000 over their working 
lives, and by 36 percent if their wages 
average $107,000 over their working 
lives, according to the Social Security 
Chief Actuary. The proposed cuts 
would apply to retirees, disabled work- 
ers and their families, children who 
have lost parents, widows, and wid- 
owers. It is not accurate to say that 
the debt commission left unscathed 
workers—quite the contrary. There are 
devastating cuts to young workers. 

If the Senator from Oklahoma wants 
to make sure Social Security is finan- 
cially solvent for the next 75 years— 
and I want to see that as well—there is 
an easy and fair way to do it. It is a 
way that doesn’t require slashing bene- 
fits for younger workers. When Barack 
Obama ran for President, he had a pret- 
ty good idea. I hope he still has that 
idea. What he said is that it is impor- 
tant to understand that right now 
somebody making $1 million a year 
pays the same amount of money into 
the Social Security trust fund as some- 
body who makes $106,000. If we lift that 
cap, start at $250,000, ask those people 
to contribute into the Social Security 
trust fund, we will go a very long way 
to solving the financial solvency of So- 
cial Security. I think we should do 
that. That is certainly not what the 
deficit reduction commission rec- 
ommended. 

We keep hearing that the Social Se- 
curity trust fund has a pile of worth- 
less IOUs. The fact is, Social Security 
invests the surplus money it receives 
from workers, from the payroll tax, 
into U.S. Government bonds, the same 
bonds China or anybody else purchases. 
These bonds are backed by the full 
faith and credit of the U.S. Govern- 
ment. And in our entire history—and 
many of us want to make sure this con- 
tinues—the U.S. Government has never 
defaulted on its debt obligations. 

The point is, to say these are worth- 
less IOUs is not dissimilar to saying: 
Guess what. Because we have a deep 
deficit and a deep national debt, we 
don’t have any money to fund equip- 
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ment for soldiers who are in the field in 
Afghanistan or Iraq. They are just 
worthless IOUs, and we can’t fund 
them. 

That is, of course, nonsense. 

Do we have to address the deficit cri- 
sis? Yes, we do. But my friend from 
Oklahoma did not respond to the issue 
of why, if he and his friends are so con- 
cerned about our deficit crisis, they 
vote year after year for hundreds of bil- 
lions of dollars in tax breaks for the 
wealthiest people or why they want to 
repeal the estate tax, which will pro- 
vide $1 trillion dollars in tax breaks to 
the top three-tenths of 1 percent. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, this 
has been a very interesting debate. It 
really gets to the heart of the larger 
amendment on Capitol Hill and in the 
minds of all Americans. How are we 
going to close this budget deficit, an- 
nual deficit, and how are we going to 
substantially reduce the national debt? 

I am pleased this discussion is taking 
place on this bill because the intention 
of this legislation is to close that gap 
by creating jobs. Some Senators actu- 
ally believe we can accomplish that by 
cutting discretionary spending alone. 

The Senator from Kentucky, Mr. 
PAUL, was arguing along that line, that 
if we just accept his amendment, which 
I will strongly object to, and cut $200 
billion out of the discretionary side of 
the budget, that will get us in the di- 
rection we need to go. All that will do 
is eat the seed corn this country needs 
to invest in important things such as 
infrastructure and education to secure 
the future for our children and grand- 
children. 

I remind Senators that since 1982, 
military discretionary spending has 
never dropped below 5.5 percent in any 
given year. The Paul amendment, if 
adopted—and I doubt it will be—would 
propose a 50-percent reduction in the 
discretionary funding of Education, 
Energy, Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment. It is a drastic cut that would not 
support a foundation for growth and 
expansion. 

Having said that, the other offensive 
thing to that approach is that there 
never seems to be a discussion of a re- 
duction of the military budget when it 
comes to waste, fraud, and abuse. 
There are billions of dollars, hundreds 
of millions of dollars documented in 
the Defense Department by the Sec- 
retary of Defense himself that people 
object to in trying to get to a balanced 
budget. Then we have Members who are 
trying to use the Social Security situa- 
tion to argue for their point that the 
roof is falling in, the world is col- 
lapsing, and we have to cut back on So- 
cial Security. 

I wish to add to what Senator SAND- 
ERS said and clarify something. I re- 
spect Senator COBURN. No Member has 
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worked harder on the issue of deficits 
and debt reduction. I do not agree with 
all the things he suggests, but I most 
certainly recognize effort when I see it. 
Senator COBURN has most certainly put 
in the effort. When he says the Social 
Security Program is running a deficit 
in terms of money in and money out, 
he is correct. But, as Senator SANDERS 
pointed out, the reason is because the 
Federal Government used the surplus 
over the last 15 or 20 years to fund 
other operations of government. But 
the Social Security Program itself is 
intact. When that money is paid back, 
it will have a surplus. Using the fact 
that it is running an annual deficit to 
argue for either cutting benefits to So- 
cial Security or cutting benefits from 
education or from health to pay for So- 
cial Security is not a legitimate argu- 
ment. Again, Social Security is intact. 
It is actually running a surplus. They 
would have a surplus right now in the 
account if the money had been left 
there. 

It continues to amaze me that even 
in this discussion, we never, ever hear 
from the other side a willingness to 
raise $50 billion, if we are trying to get 
to $100 billion in cuts—and some people 
want to get to 200, but we would like to 
close the gap by anywhere from $10 to 
$100 billion—if we want to get 50 of 
that billion by raising the income tax 
on people who make over $1 million, we 
could get halfway to $100 billion by 
doing that. But we never hear that. We 
just hear: Cut Social Security benefits, 
cut education, cut health care, cut Pell 
grants, cut homeland security. 

I know we have to cut back on spend- 
ing. I know we have to get our deficit 
under control. I know our debt is too 
high. But we are not going to achieve 
the goal of fiscal responsibility by cut- 
ting discretionary spending on the do- 
mestic side, which means cutting Head 
Start, Pell grants, and education, and 
adamantly refusing to raise the income 
tax for people who make over $1 mil- 
lion. 

This is going to be a very interesting 
debate over the next couple of weeks. 
It will not be settled on the SBIR bill, 
but it will be settled sometime in the 
next couple of weeks in this Congress. 
I, for one, look forward to the debate. 
I believe the American people need to 
have an open and honest debate about 
what is actually going on. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Iowa. 

AMENDMENT NO. 183 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve there is a pending amendment, 
which hopefully we will vote on, called 
the McConnell amendment. It basically 
takes away from the Environmental 
Protection Agency the authority to 
regulate greenhouse gases. The Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency gets this 
power from a Supreme Court decision 
that said they had the authority to do 
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so. That decision was about 2 or 3 years 
ago. It came about 16 or 17 years after 
the 1990 Clean Air Act was passed. 
Those of us who were around here and 
debated and worked on the Clean Air 
Act of 1990 don’t remember any discus- 
sion about EPA under that legislation 
having the authority to regulate green- 
house gases, but obviously the Su- 
preme Court read the law differently 
than we intended. 

The Environmental Protection Agen- 
cy was told it could regulate green- 
house gases. The Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency did not have to do that, 
but I suppose they are like regulators, 
generally. Some ask: Why do cows 
moo? Why do pigs squeal? And why do 
regulators regulate? Because regu- 
lators know how to regulate, and that 
is all they know how to do. So they are 
going to issue a regulation if they 
think they have the authority. 

The situation is this: If we don’t take 
away the authority—and in a sense 
overturn the Supreme Court case—EPA 
is going to put us in a position of being 
economically uncompetitive with the 
rest of the world, particularly in manu- 
facturing. 

When you increase the cost of energy 
by anywhere from $1,800, under one 
study, to $3,000, under another study, 
per household, you are very dramati- 
cally increasing the cost of manufac- 
turing. If we are worried about too 
many manufacturing jobs going over- 
seas—and we if would let the EPA fol- 
low through with what they want to 
do, increasing the cost of energy—we 
will lose all our manufacturing over- 
seas. 

I have not checked the record, but 
my guess is a lot of my colleagues who 
are fighting the McConnell amendment 
and think it is not the right thing to do 
are the very same people who are very 
chagrined because jobs are going over- 
seas and are blaming American indus- 
try. 

Well, if we are going to pass a law 
that increases the cost of energy in 
this country, we are not going to have 
a level playing field with our competi- 
tors overseas. That is why I have al- 
ways said, if we want to regulate СО», 
we need to do it by international agree- 
ment. Because if China is not on the 
same level playing field as we are, then 
we are going to lose our manufacturing 
to China and other countries. 

It happens that China puts more СО» 
in the air than we do. Take China and 
Brazil and India and Indonesia, and 
they put a lot more CO, into the air 
than the United States does. Yet some- 
how EPA is of the view that the United 
States acting alone can solve the glob- 
al warming problem? Well, even the 
EPA Director has testified before com- 
mittees of Congress that if the rest of 
the world does not do it, we are not 
going to make a dent in СО» just by the 
United States doing it. 

But the argument goes that the 
United States ought to show political 
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leadership in this global economy we 
have, and if the United States would do 
something about ОСО», the rest of the 
world would follow along. But China 
has already said they are not going to 
follow along. Even Japan, which signed 
on to the Kyoto treaty, said they would 
not be involved in extending the Kyoto 
treaty beyond 2012. 

If the United States did it by itself, 
under the guise of being a world leader 
and setting an example, and the rest of 
the world did not do it, Uncle Sam 
would soon become ‘‘Uncle Sucker,” 
and we would find our manufacturing 
fleeing the United States to places 
where they do not have regulation on 
СО», where energy expenses are not as 
high, and we would lose the jobs ac- 
cordingly. In a sense, then, those peo- 
ple who have complained for decades 
about American manufacturing moving 
overseas would destine the United 
States to lose more of it. 

I do not understand how people who 
are concerned about losing jobs over- 
seas could be fighting the McConnell 
amendment. Because if we want to pre- 
serve jobs in America, our industry has 
to be competitive with the rest of the 
world. So I hope the McConnell amend- 
ment will be adopted, and I hope there 
will be some consistency in the rea- 
soning of people who are concerned 
about the movement of jobs overseas, 
that it is intellectually dishonest to 
support EPA adopting regulations that 
are going to make America uncompeti- 
tive. 

There is nothing wrong with seeking 
a solution to the СО» problem. There is 
nothing wrong with working on the 
issue of global warming. But it ought 
to be a level playing field for American 
industry so we can be competitive with 
the rest of the world and not lose our 
industry, not lose our manufacturing 
overseas, and not lose the jobs that are 
connected with it. 

But it often is the case that when ei- 
ther the courts or the Congress dele- 
gates broad powers to the executive 
branch agencies, it seems like we give 
them an inch and they take a mile. 

There are plenty of other examples as 
well—and I will go into some of them 
in just a moment—of EPA having some 
authority and moving very dramati- 
cally beyond what Congress intended in 
a way that does not meet the common- 
sense test. 

The work of EPA on CO; is a perfect 
example of this kind of overreach. 
First of all, they did not have to do it 
just because the Supreme Court said 
they could do it. But like regulators, 
they want to regulate, and they are 
moving ahead. 

I suppose they are moving ahead also 
because, in 2009, the House of Rep- 
resentatives passed a bill regulating 
CO.—a bill that would have made the 
United States very uncompetitive, as I 
have stated the EPA will—but the Sen- 
ate declined to take it up. I think this 
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administration is intent upon getting 
the job done, and so they go to EPA to 
issue a rule because Congress will not 
pass the legislation it wants. 

It is so typical of so many things this 
administration is doing; that because 
Congress will not pass a law they want, 
they see what they can do by regula- 
tion. So they are setting out to accom- 
plish a lot of change in public policy 
that Congress declines to endorse, but 
they are going to act anyway. If they 
claim the authority to do it, they will 
probably get away with it and avoid 
the will of the people, the will of the 
people expressed through the Congress 
of the United States. So if Congress de- 
cides to not do something, can the ad- 
ministration ignore the will of the peo- 
ple? Yes, they can, if they want to, but 
they should not, in my judgment. 

It brings me to not only the McCon- 
nell amendment but a lot of other 
things we should be doing around here 
to prevent this outrageous overreach 
by not only the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency but by a lot of other agen- 
cies as well. 

Because when the EPA and other 
agencies promulgate rules that go be- 
yond the intent of Congress—and never 
could have passed Congress—it under- 
mines our system of checks and bal- 
ances. The American people can hold 
their member of Congress accountable 
for passing laws they do not like. How- 
ever, when unelected bureaucrats im- 
plement policies with the force of law 
that they would not have been able to 
get through the Congress—and that is 
without direct accountability when a 
regulator acts instead of Congress act- 
ing—something is very wrong, and it is 
against the will of the people. 

I think it is time for Congress to re- 
assert its constitutional role. We try to 
do this from time to time in a process 
called the Congressional Review Act. I 
recall last June the Senator from Alas- 
ka, Ms. MURKOWSKI, proposed doing 
that on these very rules affecting СО. 
We did not get a majority vote, so it 
did not happen. Maybe in the new Con- 
gress such an attempt would get a ma- 
jority vote. 

We cannot apply that Congressional 
Review Act again to those same rules, 
so that brings about the McConnell 
amendment I am speaking about—to 
take away the authority of EPA to do 
it. But perhaps we can use the congres- 
sional Review Act on a lot of other 
issues yet that regulators are regu- 
lating maybe against the will of the 
people, and I hope we will. 

But there is one measure Senator 
PAUL has suggested and I ask unani- 
mous consent to be added as a cospon- 
sor to amendment No. 231. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. He uses the acro- 
nym REINS, but it is called the Regu- 
lations From the Executive in Need of 
Scrutiny Act. Basically, what it does— 
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and I applaud Senator PAUL for his 
amendment, and I will surely vote for 
it—and that is, when we delegate au- 
thority to agencies in the executive 
branch of government to write regula- 
tions, and if those regulations are con- 
sidered ‘‘major rules,” then they would 
have to be submitted to the Congress 
for our approval before they can go 
into effect and then would also have to 
be signed by the President before they 
would go into effect. 

It seems to me that is a natural ex- 
tension of Congress’s authority under 
the Constitution to legislate and to be 
the only branch of government that 
can legislate. It seems to me to be a 
very adequate check on out-of-control 
bureaucracy, that they can only do 
those things Congress intended they do 
in the legislation they pass. 

I would extend my remarks on some- 
thing a little bit unrelated to the 
McConnell amendment but still to the 
overreach of the Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency; this is, in regard to 
some of their regulations on agri- 
culture. When it comes to their regula- 
tion of agriculture, instead of EPA 
standing for Environmental Protection 
Agency, I think it stands for ‘‘End Pro- 
duction Agriculture.” That is not their 
intent. But in this city of Wash- 
ington—and I describe it sometimes as 
an island surrounded by reality—it is 
evidence of not enough common sense 
being put into the thought process of 
issuing regulations. I could give several 
examples, but I may just give a few. 

Before I give those examples, I wish 
to compliment EPA on one thing. A 
year or two ago, when one of their sub- 
division heads testified before Con- 
gress—and the issue was agriculture, 
and she said she had never been on a 
family farm, in the 20-some years they 
had been working in the EPA and yet 
dealing with agriculture issues—I in- 
vited her to a family farm and she 
came and showed a great deal of inter- 
est. We had a very thorough tour of 
some facilities in research, agriculture, 
and biofuels industries within our 
State. They were very thankful we did 
it. I believe it has helped their consid- 
eration of the impact that maybe some 
of their regulation writing has on agri- 
culture. 

But, still, Iam not totally convinced. 
So I would use one or two examples of 
regulation that is out of control. One 
of them would deal with what I call the 
fugitive dust issue. 

“Fugitive dust” is a term EPA uses 
to regulate what they call particulate 
matter. The theory behind fugitive 
dust rules is that if you are making 
dust that is harmful, then you have to 
keep it within your property line. So 
let’s see the reality of that. 

You are farming. The wind is blow- 
ing, and you have to work in the fields. 
The wind is blowing so hard that you 
cannot keep the dust, when you are 
tilling the fields, within your property 
line. 
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Well, are you supposed to not farm? 
Are you supposed to not raise food? Are 
you supposed to not be concerned 
about the production of food that is so 
necessary to our national defense and 
the social cohesion of our society? Be- 
cause we are only nine meals away 
from a revolution. If you go nine meals 
without eating, and you do not have 
prospects of it, are we going to have re- 
volts such as they have in other coun- 
tries because they do not have enough 
food? No, we have a stable supply of 
food in this country, so we do not have 
to worry about it. But suppose we did 
have to worry about it. Well, there is 
more to farming than just the pros- 
perity of rural America. There is the 
national defense and social cohesion, 
and all those issues. 

But the point is, they are thinking 
about issuing a rule—in fact, they 
started a process, 2 or 3 years ago, of 
issuing a rule maybe a year or two 
from now—hopefully, they will decide 
not to—that says you have to keep the 
dust within your property line. I won- 
der, when I talk about the common 
sense that is lacking in this big city— 
not only in EPA, but in a lot of agen- 
cies—do they realize only God deter- 
mines when the wind blows? Do they 
realize only God determines when soy- 
beans have 13 percent moisture in Sep- 
tember or October, and at 13 percent 
moisture you have to harvest them and 
you only have about 2 or 3 days of ideal 
weather to harvest them? When you 
combine soybeans, dust happens; and if 
dust happens and you can’t keep it 
within your property lines, you are 
going to violate the EPA regulation. 
What are you supposed to do, shut 
down and let a whole year’s supply of 
food stay in the field? No. Good busi- 
ness practices would say when beans 
get to 18 percent moisture, whether the 
wind is blowing or not, you are going 
to take your combine out into the field 
and not worry about the dust. Does 
somebody at EPA think John Deere 
and Caterpillar and New Holland and 
all of those companies are thinking 
about: Well, we have this problem with 
EPA; we have to do something about 
the dust and we have to control it com- 
ing out of our combines? Or, when our 
tillage equipment goes across the field 
we have to consider the dust that 
comes up from tilling the field? Well, 
we have asked these manufacturers. 
They don’t have any solutions to these 
problems. I think they probably think 
it is ridiculous, after 6,000 years of ag- 
riculture throughout our society, that 
it is an issue. But there are people 
down at EPA who think it is an issue. 
So I use fugitive dust as one example 
as to whether they realize what they 
are doing to production agriculture. 

Another one would be spilled milk. 
Milk has fat in it. So now they are say- 
ing if dairy farmers have above-the- 
ground tanks to store their milk, they 
are the same as above-the-ground oil 


4126 


tanks and they are going to have the 
same regulation applied to them as ap- 
plied to petroleum. The compliance re- 
quirements on this have been delayed 
pending action on an exemption, so 
maybe this won’t go through. But 
think how ridiculous it is that people 
at the Environmental Protection Agen- 
cy are saying if you are a dairy farmer 
and you happen to spill a little milk, 
you have to follow the same environ- 
mental requirements as an oil company 
if they spill oil with respect to the 
cleanup. But that is where we are on 
these sorts of rules. 

І have other examples such as 
Atrazine, and the potential application 
of Chesapeake Bay requirements to the 
rest of the country. But I hope we will 
take a look at this McConnell amend- 
ment that speaks to carbon dioxide 
plus the examples I have given of the 
harm EPA regulations will do to fam- 
ily farming and stop to think about it. 
We have to find ways to stop EPA from 
doing things that don’t make common 
sense. I think a start would be to vote 
for the McConnell amendment, and I 
am going to vote for it. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico). The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 2 o’clock I 
be given 5 minutes to speak, and the 
Senator from Texas, Mrs. HUTCHISON, 
speak immediately after me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FEDERAL BUDGET DEBATE 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about the current de- 
bate over the Federal budget. Yester- 
day, we had a very telling and trou- 
bling vote in the House of Representa- 
tives. On the 3-week continuing resolu- 
tion needed to avoid a government 
shutdown on March 18, Speaker BOEH- 
NER was forced to rely on votes from 
House Democrats in order to pass a 
measure he himself had negotiated. 
The reason was that conservative Re- 
publicans abandoned their party lead- 
ership in droves out of anger that the 
measure lacks special interest add-ons 
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dealing with ideological issues, such as 
abortion, global warming, and net neu- 
trality. 

In all, 54 conservative Republicans 
rejected the measure, even though it 
was necessary to avert a shutdown and 
even though it included $6 billion in 
cuts to domestic discretionary spend- 
ing. 

This is a bad omen. This was not sup- 
posed to happen. Last week, the Senate 
held two test votes—one on H.R. 1 and 
one on a Democratic alternative. We 
knew that neither one would have the 
votes to pass, but we held the votes 
anyway. And, sure enough, they both 
went down. The purpose of those votes 
was to make it clear that both sides’ 
opening bids in this debate were non- 
starters and thus pave the way for a se- 
rious, good-faith compromise. But, un- 
fortunately, an intense ideological tail 
continues to wag the dog over in the 
House of Representatives. Speaker 
BOEHNER had hoped after H.R. 1 failed 
in the Senate that it would convince 
his conservatives of the need to com- 
promise. Instead, those conservatives 
have only dug in further. Not only will 
they not budge off $61 billion in ex- 
treme cuts on the long-term measure 
and special-interest add-ons, but they 
also won’t support any more stopgaps 
to avert a shutdown. So Speaker BOEH- 
NER is now caught between a shutdown 
and a hard place. 

The Speaker has said all along he 
wants to avoid a shutdown at all costs, 
and I believe him. He is a good man. 
The problem is, a large percentage of 
those in his party don’t feel the same 
way. They think ‘‘compromise’’ is a 
dirty word. They think taking any 
steps to avert a shutdown would mean 
being the first to blink. And don’t take 
my word for it. Here is what some in 
the other Chamber are saying: Conserv- 
ative House Member MIKE PENCE said 
passing a 3-week bill to keep the gov- 
ernment running would ‘‘only delay a 
confrontation that must come. I say, 
let it come now. It’s time to take a 
stand.” That is what Congressman 
PENCE said. MICHELLE BACHMANN said, 
“If a Member votes for the continuing 
resolution, that vote effectively says, ‘I 
am choosing not to fight.’ ” 

Outside forces on the far right are 
also cheerleading a shutdown. Tea 
Party Nation, for example, has called 
on Republicans to oppose any more 
budget measures unless they repeal 
health care and do away with family 
planning. 

The tea party element in the House 
is digging in its heels. That is putting 
the Speaker in a real bind. His need to 
avoid a shutdown is in conflict with his 
political desire to keep his tea party 
base happy. 

I don’t envy the position the Speaker 
is in, but he is going to have to make 
a choice one way or the other. There 
are two choices but only one of them is 
responsible. The Republican leadership 
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can cater to the tea party element and, 
as MIKE PENCE has suggested, ‘‘pick a 
fight? that will inevitably cause a 
shutdown on April 8 or the leadership 
can abandon the tea party in these ne- 
gotiations and forge а consensus 
among more moderate Republicans and 
a group of Democrats. I think we all 
know what the right answer is. Speak- 
er BOEHNER wouldn’t have been able to 
pass this short-term measure without 
Democratic votes, and he won’t be able 
to pass a long-term one without Demo- 
cratic votes either. It is clear that 
there is no path to compromise that 
goes through the tea party. We urge 
Speaker BOEHNER to push ahead with- 
out them. We are ready to work with 
him if he is willing to buck the ex- 
treme elements in his party. 

Throughout this debate, Democrats 
have repeatedly shown a willingness to 
negotiate, a willingness to meet Repub- 
licans somewhere in the middle. Yet 
the rank-and-file of the House GOP has 
been utterly unrelenting. They have 
wrapped their arms around the discred- 
ited, reckless approach advanced by 
H.R. 1, and they won’t let go. Worse, 
the last few days have taught us that 
spending cuts alone will not bring a 
compromise. 

The new demand from the far right is 
that we go along with all their extra- 
neous riders. They do not belong on a 
budget bill, but they were shoehorned 
onto H.R. 1 anyhow. Now these 
hardliners in the House want them in 
any deal. These measures are like a 
heavy anchor bogging down the budget. 

In recent days, a number of right- 
wing interest groups, such as the Fam- 
ily Research Council, began encour- 
aging Republicans to vote against any 
budget measure that doesn’t contain 
some of these controversial policy 
measures. That is why a compromise 
has been so hard to come by on the 
budget. It is because hard-right Repub- 
licans want more than spending cuts; 
they want to impose their entire social 
agenda on the back of a must-pass 
budget. Those on the right are entitled 
to their policy positions, but there is a 
time and a place to debate these issues 
and, Mr. President, this ain’t it. 

If this debate were only about spend- 
ing cuts, we could possibly come to an 
agreement before too long, but we will 
have a hard time coming to an agree- 
ment with those on the far right 
threatening the budget as an oppor- 
tunity to enact a far-ranging social 
agenda. 

The tea party lawmakers are putting 
a drag on the progress of these budget 
talks. Many Republicans in the House 
recognize the unreasonableness of the 
hardliners. KEVIN MCCARTHY was re- 
ported to have gotten into a ‘‘tense ex- 
change’’ with Mr. PENCE, one of the 
lead defectors. Republican MIKE SIMP- 
SON acknowledged it was ‘‘unexpected’’ 
to have so many defections yesterday. 
STEVE LATOURETTE of Ohio said pass- 
ing the 3-week stopgap was ‘‘exactly 
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what people expect us to do—find cuts 
and continue to talk.” And MICHAEL 
GRIMM, from my home State of New 
York, said the tea party lawmakers 
were “а big mistake.” This shows there 
are enough commonsense conservatives 
in the House to go along with reason- 
able Democrats that Speaker BOEHNER 
can find a way around the tea party. In 
order to avoid a dead end on these 
budget talks, he should abandon the 
tea party and work to find a bipartisan 
consensus. It is the only way out of 
this bind. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER 
SANDERS). The Senator from Texas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 197 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend- 
ing amendment be set aside, and I call 
up amendment No. 197. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. No objection, Mr. 
President, but may I ask—I see Sen- 
ator MURRAY on the floor and Senator 
STABENOW is on the floor, so I ask 
unanimous consent that after Senator 
HUTCHISON from Texas, we recognize 
Senator MURRAY for 7 minutes and 
Senator STABENOW for 7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Texas so modify her re- 
quest to allow the others to speak after 
her? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I do, Mr. Presi- 
dent. I would like to have my amend- 
ment called up, then speak, and then I 
am happy to have the unanimous con- 
sent so that they know the order fol- 
lowing me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. May I request of the 
Senator how long she intends to speak? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. For 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the request is granted. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON] 
proposes an amendment numbered 197. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read- 
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To delay the implementation of 

the health reform law in the United States 

until there is final resolution in pending 
lawsuits) 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 504. EFFECTIVE DATE OF PPACA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the provisions of the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(Public Law 111-148) and the Health Care and 
Education Reconciliation Act of 2010 (Public 
Law 111-152), including the amendments 
made by such Acts, that are not in effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act shall not 
be in effect until the date on which final 
judgment is entered in all cases challenging 
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the constitutionality of the requirement to 
maintain minimum essential coverage under 
section 5000A of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 that are pending before a Federal 
court on the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS.—Not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
Federal Government shall not promulgate 
regulations under the Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act (Public Law 111-148) 
or the Health Care and Education Reconcili- 
ation Act of 2010 (Public Law 111-152), includ- 
ing the amendments made by such Acts, or 
otherwise prepare to implement such Acts 
(or amendments made by such Acts), until 
the date on which final judgment is entered 
in all cases challenging the constitutionality 
of the requirement to maintain minimum es- 
sential coverage under section 5000A of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 that are pend- 
ing before a Federal court on the date of en- 
actment of this Act. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
do wish to thank the Senator from 
Louisiana, who is managing the bill for 
her side, for allowing us to go forward 
with amendments. I think that is very 
important, and I do have an amend- 
ment that I think will help our small 
businesses and our States throughout 
the country. The cosponsors to amend- 
ment No. 197 are Senators HATCH, KYL, 
BARRASSO, BURR, JOHANNS, MURKOWSKI, 
COCHRAN, MORAN, and ENSIGN. 

We are approaching the 1-уеаг anni- 
versary of health care reform becoming 
law, and it is important to highlight 
the reality of what this bill has done to 
every American family, every patient, 
every doctor, health care provider, and 
every small business in this country. 

One year later, the skyrocketing cost 
of health care is still the No. 1 concern 
among our Nation’s job creators. Just 
today, my office heard from a small 
business in Corpus Christi, TX, that 
has 34 employees. This company has 
now gotten the bids for renewal of the 
policies they had before, and the cheap- 
est option for their health insurance 
represents a 44-percent increase from 
last year’s cost. They have until April 
1 to decide whether to continue to offer 
their employees health insurance and 
to try to figure out how they are going 
to compensate for that increase in 
cost. But this isn’t the first small busi- 
ness I have heard from that is telling 
me the same thing—that their pre- 
miums are coming up for renewal, they 
are getting bids, they are trying to get 
the best bid they possibly can, and the 
costs are skyrocketing. 

These price increases have not hap- 
pened in a vacuum. They are the result 
of the 2,000-page, $2.6 trillion health 
care bill signed into law 1 year ago. 
One year after that bill was signed, 
small businesses are facing unprece- 
dented premium increases. Their poli- 
cies are being canceled as insurers 
close up shop because of new Federal 
regulations. 

The reality of the small business tax 
credits touted by the administration 
are really just an empty promise that a 
majority of small businesses will never 
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see. In fact, the Obama administration 
estimated that by 2013 as many as 80 
percent of small businesses will not 
even be offering their current health 
care plan anymore due to the new Fed- 
eral regulations and mandates and the 
increasing costs, leaving the promise 
our President made—if you like what 
you have, you can keep it—as a distant 
memory. 

A former Director of the Congres- 
sional Budget Office has warned that 
health reform includes strong incen- 
tives for employers and employees to 
drop employer-sponsored health insur- 
ance for аз many as 35 million Ameri- 
cans. 

A recent employer survey conducted 
by the National Business Group on 
Health reports that 81 percent of em- 
ployers have experienced increased ad- 
ministrative burdens because of health 
reform. This same survey also reported 
that because of the increased cost from 
health reform, 68 percent of employers 
are increasing the contributions re- 
quired for dependent insurance cov- 
erage. The Congressional Budget Office 
agrees and has reported that these in- 
creased burdens and mandates on em- 
ployers will result in fewer jobs, as well 
as a shift from full-time to part-time 
jobs in our country. The Congressional 
Research Service adds that lower 
wages will also become a reality be- 
cause of the new employer mandates. 

The only good news our small busi- 
nesses have gotten recently on this 
health care reform bill is from the 
courts. Two Federal courts have found 
the law unconstitutional—one in Vir- 
ginia and one in Florida. In January, 
the Florida judge voided the entire law 
because the Constitution doesn’t allow 
Congress to force individuals, small 
businesses, or families to purchase any- 
thing just because you live in this 
country. That is why I am offering an 
amendment to S. 493, the small busi- 
ness innovation bill, that would delay 
any further implementation of health 
reform until the Supreme Court rules 
whether the law is actually a valid law. 

Included within the 2,000 pages of the 
law are provisions that harm small 
businesses, their employees, and fami- 
lies. The health reform law contains 
$500 billion in new taxes, cuts nearly 
$500 billion from Medicare to fund the 
new government entitlement, and puts 
the Federal Government between pa- 
tients and their doctors. Health reform 
requires individuals and businesses to 
buy government-approved health care 
or have IRS agents knocking at their 
door. If business owners want to grow 
their business and hire new employees, 
health reform says: If you have over 50 
employees, there will be costly new 
Federal regulations with which you 
have to comply. Small businesses 
across the country that now have 48 or 
49 employees are facing a Federal man- 
date that discourages them from hiring 
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more people. And this is occurring dur- 
ing one of the highest unemployment 
rates in our country’s history. 

We need to get government off the 
backs of small businesses, our job cre- 
ators, and stop putting up miles of red- 
tape that restrict innovation. This bill 
is the perfect place to do it. 

My amendment would pause further 
implementation of this law so that we 
don’t spend millions of our taxpayer 
dollars and our small business dollars 
implementing a bill that ultimately 
could be struck down by the highest 
Court in the land in a case that has al- 
ready said the law is unconstitutional. 
It is making its way to the Supreme 
Court as we speak. 

In addition to the effects on the indi- 
viduals and small businesses of our 
country, State legislators and Gov- 
ernors across our country are also 
making very tough decisions needed to 
close nearly $125 billion in budget 
shortfalls. They too are having to meet 
the Federal mandates of health care re- 
form. Their Medicaid systems are being 
drastically impacted. 

Some States are saying, because of 
the Florida judge’s ruling, they are not 
going to go further in implementing 
the law. They do not want to spend the 
millions if the law is going to be de- 
clared unconstitutional by the Su- 
preme Court. On the other hand, we are 
putting them in the position of taking 
a chance because there are fines if they 
do not implement the law in a timely 
way, according to the law that was 
passed. If they do not implement it, 
while the court has said the law is un- 
constitutional, they could pay, on the 
other end, by having fines because they 
did not implement it. 

My home State of Texas is going for- 
ward with implementation, but they 
are facing a $27 billion shortfall in 
their budget. Yet they are spending 
money that may be money down a rat 
hole to implement a law that may not 
be a valid law. 

Today we could take one Federal 
mandate off the list. Today we can 
make it easier for job creators to cre- 
ate jobs. The least we can do for the 
businesses and States and families in 
our country is to delay the burden, the 
mandates, the regulations and taxes 
until the highest Court in the land 
rules on whether it is a valid law. 

This amendment would not affect 
any of the law that has already been 
implemented. We are not doing some- 
thing that is retroactive at all. But 
when this bill passes, everything going 
forward would be halted until the Su- 
preme Court has ruled on whether, in 
fact, the health care law that was 
passed last year is a valid law. I ask 
my colleagues to join me in taking this 
heavy burden from our employers and 
our States. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Washington. 
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Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, let me 
thank the Senator from Louisiana, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, for her tremendous work on 
the bill in front of us today, the small 
business bill. It is so important that we 
keep focusing on what is most impor- 
tant right now for families and small 
business owners across the country; 
that is, to continue working to create 
jobs and boost the economy. That is ex- 
actly what this bill is all about. 

Last month our economy added over 
200,000 private sector jobs, and the un- 
employment rate fell to the lowest in 2 
years. We have a long way to go, but I 
am confident we have turned the cor- 
ner and we are now beginning to move 
in the right direction. But we have to 
continue to make progress. That is ex- 
actly why I strongly support this long- 
term reauthorization of the Small 
Business Innovation Research Pro- 
gram, which supports research and de- 
velopment efforts by small businesses 
that will help them grow and create 
jobs. 

That is why I will continue working 
with all of our colleagues to make sure 
we pass a budget for this year that cuts 
spending responsibly while continuing 
to invest in programs that create jobs 
and boost our economy. 

The Small Business Innovation Re- 
search Program, or SBIR, is a bipar- 
tisan bill that has been successfully 
creating jobs since it was signed into 
law by President Reagan in 1982. The 
resources this program has provided to 
small businesses over the years have 
led to new products, new ideas, and 
new innovations. In fact, small busi- 
ness tech firms that receive SBIR 
grants produce 38 percent of our coun- 
try’s taxes, they employ 40 percent of 
America’s scientists and engineers, and 
they have produced many of the most 
important innovations that have driv- 
en our economy forward. 

This program has been especially im- 
portant in my home State of Wash- 
ington, for over 200,000 grants have 
been awarded to small businesses total- 
ing close to $700 million. One company 
that received the support of the Small 
Business Innovation Research Program 
is Infinia, in the Tri-Cities area of my 
State. Infinia was founded in 1985 as an 
R&D firm, but they have been able now 
to successfully transition to commer- 
cial production and have emerged as a 
leader in our State’s clean-tech indus- 
try. 

With support from SBIR’s other pro- 
grams, Infinia has been able to develop 
their products and grow from 30 em- 
ployees to over 150. These are good 
family-wage jobs in that community. 
This is such a great example of what 
small businesses can do with just a lit- 
tle bit of support. 

There are thousands of companies 
across the country with similar stories 
that have received a critical boost 
from SBIR. Unfortunately, the Small 
Business Innovation Research Program 
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has been operating now under a short- 
term authorization over the last sev- 
eral years, and that creates uncer- 
tainty and makes planning very dif- 
ficult for companies that do want to 
participate in this program. 

I hope we support this long-term leg- 
islation that will help our innovative 
small businesses develop their products 
and expand and create jobs and we do 
not continue to see all these extra- 
neous measures added onto it that will 
stop us from getting it passed in the 
Senate and moving to a place that can 
help create jobs and grow our economy. 

I also want to mention another issue 
we are going to be discussing on the 
floor because it is directly connected 
to Senate Democrats’ efforts to get 
workers back on the job; that is, the 
need to pass a long-term budget bill to 
keep the government open through the 
end of this fiscal year. 

I am disappointed that the same Re- 
publicans who came into office saying 
they were going to focus on the econ- 
omy have now put forward a very dam- 
aging and short-sighted budget pro- 
posal that would literally destroy hun- 
dreds of thousands of jobs and dev- 
astate our workers and small busi- 
nesses and undermine our fragile eco- 
nomic recovery. 

I am disappointed that at a time 
when our middle-class families still 
need some support to get back on their 
feet, Republicans have proposed this 
very highly politicized slash-and-burn 
budget that is going to pull the rug out 
from under these families at a critical 
time. 

I am disappointed that while on this 
side, Senate Democrats have put for- 
ward some ideas to make responsible 
and prudent budget cuts that will allow 
us to continue to out-innovate, out- 
educate, and out-build our competitors, 
that we need to do, we are seeing a Re- 
publican budget proposal that is going 
to hack away at the investments that 
strengthen our ability to compete right 
now and improve the quality of life for 
all of our families in this country. 

The proposal they put forward would 
slash programs such as Head Start. It 
would decimate housing and economic 
development. It would eliminate com- 
munity health centers that the Pre- 
siding Officer has worked so hard to 
put in place. It would cut off critical 
investments for our workers and our 
infrastructure. 

Independent analysts have said their 
plan would destroy up to 700,000 Amer- 
ican jobs. That includes 15,000 in my 
home State. That is a hit we cannot 
take right now. It would be dev- 
astating. 

Senate Democrats are trying to put 
forward a proposal that goes in a very 
different direction. We will cut spend- 
ing billions of dollars, but we will do it 
in a responsible and measured way to 
protect our middle-class families and 
not kill jobs and continue making the 


March 16, 2011 


investments we need to compete and 
win in the 21th-century economy. 

Unfortunately, as we all know, we 
were not able to pass that proposal last 
week. Now, unfortunately, we are back 
to passing a short-term funding bill 
just to keep the government from shut- 
ting down. I have to tell you, weekly 
spending bills are no way to run the 
government. I am hopeful that mod- 
erate Republicans will say no to the ex- 
treme members of their party and 
come to the table to work with us to 
pass a responsible long-term budget 
that will help us create jobs and invest 
in middle-class families and workers 
across the country. That is what this is 
all about: creating jobs, getting our 
economy back on track, and setting 
our country up for continued success 
and prosperity now and in the future. 
That is exactly why this debate is so 
important, and it is also why having 
the Small Business Research Invest- 
ment Program is so critical. 

I urge my colleagues today to sup- 
port this reauthorization, to support 
small businesses and investment in in- 
novation and growth. I hope we can get 
rid of these extraneous matters for all 
of us to come together and do some- 
thing that helps create jobs and gets 
our economy back on track rather than 
diving into all the political debates of 
the past and offering all the amend- 
ments we can think of in order to slow 
it down. 

This bill is important, and I hope we 
can move it forward to final passage. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
rise today in strong support of the 
Small Business Innovation Research 
Act. I congratulate and thank our dis- 
tinguished chair, the Senator from 
Louisiana, for her leadership and advo- 
cacy for small business. I was pleased 
to join with her as we worked very 
hard last fall to pass the Small Busi- 
ness Jobs Act to create more capital 
for small businesses to be able to grow 
and thrive and start a new business, ex- 
pand their business. The eight different 
tax cuts that were in that proposal as 
well are beginning to take effect and 
help our small businesses. 

This particular bill in front of us is 
one more opportunity for us to partner 
with small businesses that are on the 
cutting edge of innovation and new 
ideas. We just passed a patent change 
to update our patent laws last week. I 
am proud the one satellite patent of- 
fice in the country is in Detroit be- 
cause we are the heart of innovation 
and new technology. We need to make 
sure small businesses are able to com- 
pete successfully and have the partner- 
ship knowledge they need to create 
these innovations. That is what this 
legislation does. 

We know small businesses create 
two-thirds of all new jobs in America. 
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Our top priority should be working 
with them to create an environment so 
small businesses can thrive and create 
jobs. I have to say, even in our wonder- 
ful automobile industry, which is roar- 
ing back, the majority of our jobs are 
in the small- and medium-size sup- 
pliers. It is very much about small 
business and medium-size businesses. 

This particular program was first 
created by President Reagan in 1982, 
and it has helped literally tens of thou- 
sands of small businesses create jobs— 
new ideas, new innovations in our 
economy. We have led the way in a va- 
riety of military and communication 
and health care innovations. It has 
been extremely successful. In fact, 
small business tech firms have partici- 
pated in SBIR producing 38 percent of 
our patents. Thirty-eight percent of 
America’s patents have come from 
small businesses involved in the tech 
sector partnering with the Federal 
Government on new innovative oppor- 
tunities—13 times more patents than 
coming from large businesses. 

This is a big deal. This is very much 
about out-innovating in a global econ- 
omy so we can compete globally and 
create jobs. Our small businesses in the 
tech sector employ about 40 percent of 
our scientists and engineers. They pro- 
duced 25 percent of our Nation’s crucial 
innovations over the last three dec- 
ades. Unfortunately, this important 
partnership has been allowed to nearly 
lapse, and it had to be reauthorized 10 
different times in the last 3 years—over 
and over again, for just a few months 
at a time. It is impossible for small 
businesses to plan for the future and be 
able to create those innovative invest- 
ments and partnerships without a long- 
term view. 

We have in front of us a bill that 
would reauthorize this important part- 
nership for the next 8 years and give 
some opportunity to plan a little bit 
more long term, which I think is also 
critical. 

We have many outstanding small 
businesses that are partnering right 
now with our universities and with our 
Federal agencies to create jobs and in- 
novations. One of those outstanding 
entities is Cybernet Systems in Ann 
Arbor, a leader in research and devel- 
opment in the medical and defense 
fields. They are one of the largest 
small business innovative research con- 
tract winners. Because of their success 
they have now added up to 60 employ- 
ees, and they have had 30 patents as a 
result of the SBIR Program. 

Another important entity is Niowave 
in Lansing, MI, a high-tech business 
specializing in superconducting par- 
ticle accelerators. They have been dou- 
bling their staff, and talking to them 
today, tripling their workforce because 
of new innovations they have created, 
they have now been nominated for the 
National SBIR business of the year. 

Finally, an important part of our 
economy in Michigan—and nationally 
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as we look to alternatives to bring 
down gas prices by having better com- 
petition for alternatives, alternative 
energy through battery policy and 
electric vehicles—has been aided by the 
small business program in front of us 
today. 

As an example, А123 Systems is а 
company that has received SBIR sup- 
port. I was very pleased in September 
of last year to join with them when 
they opened the largest lithium ion 
battery manufacturing plant in North 
America, in Livonia, MI, and they are 
now creating 400 jobs. 

I could go on and on. I will not in the 
interest of time. But focusing on small 
business, focusing on innovation, new 
technologies, will create jobs, allow us 
to out-compete in a global economy, 
and allow us to grow our economy. We 
in Michigan are very proud to be help- 
ing to lead the way. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I know Senator 
PORTMAN is here on the floor, and 
under a previous order will be recog- 
nized in a few minutes. But before that, 
for clarification purposes on the pre- 
vious agreement, I want to state that 
the next first-degree amendment in 
order after Senator HUTCHISON, who 
spoke a minute ago, will be from the 
Democratic side. 

Ав a recap, there are, I think, seven 
amendments pending. We are hoping to 
get some votes on those amendments 
that are pending later this afternoon, 
potentially in the morning. If there are 
other amendments Senators have to 
offer, come down to floor. We want to 
limit, of course, what we can. It is very 
important for us to move this bill for- 
ward. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio. 

TWIN CHALLENGES 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate being given the time to make 
a few remarks as a new Senator from 
Ohio. To be in the Senate, representing 
the people of Ohio, is a great honor and 
solemn responsibility, particularly at 
this critical time in our Nation’s his- 
tory. 

And it is actually not an honor I ex- 
pected to have. After representing 
southern Ohio in the U.S. House for 12 
years, and serving in the Bush adminis- 
tration, I returned home to Cincinnati, 
OH, 4 years ago. Although we had kept 
our home in Cincinnati, and raised our 
kids there, I had commuted for 15 
years, and it was time to be home with 
three teenagers, my amazing wife Jane, 
and other family members including 
my dad, one of my true heroes. 

At that time, my predecessor, Sen- 
ator George Voinovich, was serving 
with distinction here, and had said he 
intended to run for reelection. I was 
happy to be back in the private sector, 
involved in two small family busi- 
nesses, practicing law, teaching at the 
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Ohio State University and enjoying 
being a dad, including getting to coach 
my daughter’s soccer teams. But I was 
also watching with apprehension the 
worsening economy and the way the 
administration and Congress were re- 
sponding. 

When George Voinovich announced 
he would not seek reelection to the 
Senate, I made the decision to run be- 
cause I was so concerned with the di- 
rection of my State and our country. I 
saw the bottom falling out of the Ohio 
economy. And I saw firsthand the pain 
that comes with layoffs and 
downsizing. 

Like others, I was frustrated that 
while Ohio small businesses and fami- 
lies were making the tough decisions 
to deal with a deepening recession, the 
Federal Government seemed immune, 
and out of touch. Instead of cutting ex- 
penses and figuring out how to do more 
with less, and focusing on private sec- 
tor job growth, the Obama administra- 
tion and Congress responded with a big 
government approach. Unfortunately, 
the $800 billion stimulus package had 
less to do with creating private sector 
jobs than growing the size and scope of 
government. 

And, in the midst of all this, I saw a 
new national health care bill working 
its way through the system that would 
substantially increase the Federal Gov- 
ernment role and lock in place the 
unsustainable costs and inefficiency of 
our health care system, making health 
care even more expensive for families 
and small businesses and making it 
harder to deal with the exploding costs 
of health care in the Federal budget. 

And I saw record deficits building up 
to dangerous levels of debt that further 
threatened our economy. 

These issues, these deep concerns 
over jobs and the direction of our econ- 
omy and fiscal crisis we face as a na- 
tion are my focus now in the Senate. 
And I am not alone. Whether Repub- 
lican, Democrat, or Independent, I be- 
lieve Ohioans understand that our 
State and our country are in trouble, 
and it is going to take real change and 
all of us working together across party 
lines to set things right. 

I believe the twin challenges of our 
time are how to revive the American 
economic miracle, and how to stop the 
reckless overspending by government 
that threatens to extinguish the Amer- 
ican dream. And one affects the other. 
Without a growing economy and more 
jobs we cannot hope to reverse the dan- 
gerous trend of record deficits and 
deepening debt. 

And without getting our spending 
under control, we can not get our econ- 
omy moving. It is not one or the other. 

These two goals are not inconsistent; 
in fact, they are reinforcing. With the 
fiscal time bomb on our doorstep and 
all the uncertainty it creates, we will 
never see the kind of strong recovery 
we hope for. We have to do both. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


In addition to taking steps to get our 
fiscal house in order, we revive the 
American economic miracle by moving 
aggressively to create the climate for 
job growth, for innovation, invention, 
and entrepreneurship. We need an envi- 
ronment that encourages risk-taking 
and private investment, which econo- 
mists will tell you is the biggest chal- 
lenge we face in this weak recovery. 
The current economic climate encour- 
aged by Washington is one of uncer- 
tainty and apprehension. I have seen it 
all over Ohio. 

Last fall, I visited an independent 
trucking company, Wooster Trucking, 
based in Wayne County, OH. Paul Wil- 
liams, the owner, pulled together a 
dozen or so local small business owners 
from the area for a roundtable discus- 
sion, one of the many I have had in the 
last couple years. Struggling in a 
tough economy, these small businesses 
all wondered the same thing: why has 
Washington made it harder on them to 
grow and create jobs, not easier? They 
talked about the threat of new EPA 
regulations that will drive up energy 
costs. Depending on their business, 
they were worried about other specific 
Federal regulations or mandates in 
trucking, manufacturing and banking 
that would drive up their compliance 
make them less competitive. 

They talked about the threat of high- 
er income taxes coming, which creates 
uncertainty at a time when the oppo- 
site is needed to incentivize businesses 
to invest and grow. Like the vast ma- 
jority of small businesses, most of 
those businesses around the table that 
day pay their taxes as individuals not 
corporations. The temporary extension 
of tax rates and capital gains and death 
taxes, with the very real possibility of 
higher taxes soon reduces their incen- 
tive to invest and create the jobs we 
need. 

Every single small business owner 
around the table talked about health 
care. All of them said the same thing. 
They said, since the health care bill 
passed, their health care costs are 
going up more, not less, and how that 
was increasing their cost of doing busi- 
ness and hurting their ability to create 
jobs. They talked about premium in- 
creases of 10 to 25 percent, eating away 
any profit and chance to expand even 
after cutting other expenses. 

At one of the 80 factory visits I have 
made in the past 2 years, Bruce 
Beeghley, an impressive small business 
entrepreneur in northeast Ohio, told 
me his orders were picking up but he 
was not hiring. He was paying overtime 
instead of hiring permanent workers 
for the long-term because of the em- 
bedded and increasing cost of health 
care. 

And our education system and Fed- 
eral worker retraining system is failing 
us in Ohio: Around the State, high-tech 
companies have told me they cannot 
find the skilled workers they need. 
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This is wrong: At a time of soaring un- 
employment, there is a skills gap in 
America. There are high-skilled, high- 
wage jobs available but our schools are 
not producing a sufficient supply of 
well-trained American workers. 

You cannot be out there talking to 
workers and management without see- 
ing these issues. But I have heard it 
closer to home. In fact, I am the prod- 
uct of small family business. My dad, 
Bill Portman, who we lost at age 88 
last year, was one of those small busi- 
ness risk takers. He took a big risk 
when I was a kid. At age 40, he left a 
job. He had a good job with a big com- 
pany as a salesman. He had health care 
coverage and retirement benefits. He 
gave it all up to start his own business, 
Portman Equipment Company, with 
five other guys and my mom as book- 
keeper. 

He could not get a loan and his fam- 
ily did not have the money and the 
bank would not lend him money, so he 
borrowed money from my mom’s uncle. 
The company lost money over the first 
few years, but they kept it alive 
through hard work, ingenuity, and sac- 
rifice. My brother took the reins later 
and took it to a new level. By the time 
my dad retired the company employed 
almost 300 people, 300 families. 

We all worked there, and when I was 
growing up, the discussion around the 
kitchen table was often about how gov- 
ernment—taxes, rules, and regula- 
tions—affected Portman Equipment 
and other Ohio small businesses. My 
dad is among my heroes because of his 
hard work and sacrifice. Because with 
my mom they built something of value. 
I have seen it done, and I know the role 
government can play and should not 
play in helping to create jobs and op- 
portunities. 

About a year ago, I asked my dad if 
he would take the same risk today. He 
said, “І don’t know, there’s a lot of un- 
certainty out there... That is a word 
I hear a lot from small business owners 
all over Ohio. That is why a lot of job 
creators, or potential job creators are 
staying on the sidelines, and keeping 
their cash on the sidelines, and keeping 
their cash on the sidelines rather than 
investing in plant, equipment, and peo- 
ple. 

Leadership is needed to create a posi- 
tive climate which spurs job growth, 
drives opportunity and restores the 
American dream. Leadership is needed 
to get a handle on our serious fiscal 
issues. Instead, we are debating at the 
margins. You will see it play out on 
the floor of the Senate this week. We 
are locked in a fierce partisan debate 
about less than 1 percent of Federal 
outlays, actual federal spending, for 
this fiscal year. And we are not even 
addressing the biggest апа fastest 
growing part of the budget, which is 
the important, but, unsustainable, en- 
titlement programs. 
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In fact, as American families have 
tightened their belts over the past cou- 
ple of years and businesses have had to 
do more with less, the Federal Govern- 
ment has taken the opposite path, 
spending more, growing bigger, and be- 
coming more involved in our private 
economy and our lives. 

Over the past 2 years, Paul Williams 
at that trucking company in Wooster I 
told you about had to cut expenses to 
stay afloat. They had to sell some of 
their trucks and let folks go. Here in 
Washington during that same time, the 
U.S. Government, though going deeper 
into debt, borrowing more money, 
brought on more government employ- 
ees, and grew in size. During these 
same 2 years, Washington spent 27 per- 
cent more in its so-called domestic dis- 
cretionary spending that is being de- 
bated this week. And that does not 
count the stimulus bill and other one- 
time spending, which gave us stag- 
gering 80 percent increase in this type 
of spending in 2 short years. 

This historic failure to control spend- 
ing, directly affects all of us because it 
affects our economy and the ability to 
create jobs. It pushes up interest rates, 
affecting car loans, mortgages, and stu- 
dent loans, and crowds out private in- 
vestment, and leaves us with three bad 
choices, far higher taxes, even more 
borrowing, or both. 

This will surprise no one, but re- 
cently, a group of 47 respected business 
economists agreed that the greatest 
threat to our economy was our debt 
and deficits. 

Restoring fiscal restraint is critical 
to creating the certainty that employ- 
ers and entrepreneurs need to create 
jobs across Ohio and our country. It is 
truly dangerous because left un- 
checked, these mounting debts are 
likely to lead to the kind of debt crisis 
we have seen in Greece and other coun- 
tries. 

The government spending more than 
it takes in hurts our economy today 
and mortgages the future for our chil- 
dren and grandchildren. Think about 
this: every child born in America today 
automatically, through no fault of 
their own, inherits $45,000 in U.S. debt. 

People are looking for a better way. 
People are looking for leadership from 
Washington that takes on those chal- 
lenges that Ohio’s businesses and work- 
ers face. The status quo is not working. 
There is an urgency about this that the 
American people get, even while many 
in Washington seem to be in denial. We 
must rise to the challenge and work to- 
gether across party lines to meet our 
economic and fiscal problems head-on 
by aggressively putting in place pro- 
growth measures and spending re- 
straint, and we must do it now. 

We must think and act differently to 
compete and win in the global econ- 
omy, regain America’s place in the 
world and give working families the 
hope of a better tomorrow. We can no 
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longer rest on our laurels, no longer af- 
ford the luxury of living with a sub- 
standard education system that does 
not produce young people with the 21st 
century skills they need to succeed. We 
cannot afford a bureaucratic regu- 
latory regime and a hopelessly com- 
plicated Tax Code that favors social 
engineering over sound business deci- 
sions. We can no longer sit back while 
our dependence on imported oil charts 
our destiny rather than American tech- 
nology and innovation. 

And we cannot compete and win if 
our health care system is so inefficient 
that its costs are double the rest of the 
developed world while outcomes are 
unsatisfactory, especially for those 
millions of American families without 
coverage. This is wrong for the small 
businesses at the roundtable I talked 
about earlier who are trying to provide 
health care and yet stay afloat. And it 
is wrong for working families whose 
rising costs are eating away at their 
opportunity to move up the ladder. 

To revive the American economic 
miracle, we need to revolutionize the 
way we think about all the major insti- 
tutions of our economy. We need struc- 
tural reform of our regulatory system, 
energy policy, tax code, worker re- 
training and education, health care de- 
livery, our trade policy and legal sys- 
tem. And of course, we must fix our 
broken budgeting process that has us 
so deeply in debt. 

These challenges are not insurmount- 
able. I know because we are Americans 
and we have done this before. We waged 
a World War that required more re- 
sources and sacrifices than anything 
we face today, and we have come out 
stronger. We survived a Civil War, a 
Great Depression, and a Cold War to 
emerge as the beacon of hope and op- 
portunity for the rest of the world. 

There is a long line of distinguished 
Senators from Ohio who were part of 
these historic times, including Warren 
G. Harding and William Henry Har- 
rison. 

One famous predecessor is John 
Glenn, an American hero who, along 
with his wife, Annie, I have been hon- 
ored to know and work with over the 
years. And immediately follow Senator 
George Voinovich—one of the very fin- 
est public servants our State has ever 
known. Jane and I are grateful to 
George and Janet for their support and 
friendship, and for the extraordinary 
legacy they leave. 

And there is another former Ohio 
Senator whose desk I requested and 
speak from today: Robert A. Taft, a fel- 
low Cincinnatian, who actually worked 
at the same law firm where I was a 
partner before being elected to Con- 
gress. Like me, he also served in the 
executive branch. Unlike me, he was 
first in his class in high school, college 
and law school and was said to have 
had ‘һе best mind in Washington.” 
Democrats joked that “һе had the best 
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mind in Washington until he made it 
up.” He was a principled and effective 
Republican leader. In fact, when his 
peers commissioned a review of the top 
five U.S. Senators in history, he was 
selected to be among them. That is 
why he is one of only five Senators to 
have a portrait in the President’s 
Room off the Senate floor. He was a 
featured ‘‘Profile in Courage” in John 
Kennedy’s book; on his memorial 
across Constitution Avenue it is writ- 
ten that it ‘‘stands as a tribute to the 
honesty, indomitable courage and high 
principles of free governments symbol- 
ized by his life.” 

It is always dangerous to predict how 
a former Senator would react to to- 
day’s predicaments. But I am confident 
that were Robert A. Taft among us 
today, he would rise in full-throated 
support of addressing the twin chal- 
lenges we have talked about today. His 
honesty would force him to admit that 
our economic systems are not up to the 
global competition of the 2156 century, 
his courage would force him to insist 
we address our budget woes, including 
entitlements, and his love of liberty 
would compel him to fight for solutions 
to our economic challenges that pro- 
mote free markets and the power and 
dignity of the individual over the 
heavy hand of government. 

AS we have discussed, there is a lot of 
hard work to do. In my role, I hope to 
be worthy of this great and temporary 
privilege. I will rely on my faith, my 
family, and the good people of Ohio. I 
will work constructively with my col- 
leagues to achieve results, including 
working with the senior Senator from 
Ohio, SHERROD BROWN, апа others 
across the aisle. I will work every day 
to try to earn the confidence and trust 
the people of Ohio have placed in me. 
As we go forward together, may God 
bless Ohio and this great Nation and 
help guide us in our shared commit- 
ment to a better future. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re- 
publican leader. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
say to my friend from Ohio, I have lis- 
tened with great interest to his first 
speech in the Senate. I was particu- 
larly interested in his reference to Rob- 
ert A. Taft, whose portrait is in the Re- 
publican leader’s office and has been 
there for some time. In fact, the place 
that is currently the office of the Re- 
publican leader became the office of 
the Republican leader about the time 
Senator Taft, in that all-too-brief pe- 
riod, was majority leader. He was actu- 
ally only in that position for about 8 
months before he passed away, but he 
left an incredible impression in this 
town, which the junior Senator from 
Ohio pointed out. 

Listening to the new Senator from 
Ohio, he is entirely able to fill the 
shoes of those who have come before 
representing the great State of Ohio in 
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the Senate. He made reference to some 
of them. I predict by the time the Sen- 
ator from Ohio leaves this body, he will 
be widely referred to in the same cat- 
egory. 

I thank him for his important first 
contribution in the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
join the Republican leader in congratu- 
lating Senator PORTMAN on his first 
speech on the Senate floor. I remember 
those days some 4 years ago when I had 
the honor of doing that. I know how 
close ROB and Jane are and their chil- 
dren. I have seen them often over the 
last year, and I know the sacrifice and 
difficulty of leaving home, as he points 
out. I know he feels that way about his 
family. I look forward to this relation- 
ship. I look forward to what we have 
been working to do, especially on man- 
ufacturing, on jobs. Senator PORTMAN 
has visited some 80 manufacturing 
plants in the last 3 years. He sees what 
I see on the shop floors. If we keep 
these jobs in the United States—much 
of the innovation is done on the shop 
floor—we will continue to lead the 
world in innovation and continue to 
lead the world in job creation. That is 
the importance of working with small- 
and medium-size and large manufac- 
turing companies. 

І also would add that Senator 
PORTMAN already understands Ohio is 
the home of two major Federal instal- 
lations, NASA Glenn in Cleveland and, 
in the part of the State I live in, 
Wright Patterson Air Force Base near 
Dayton. In the part of the State Sen- 
ator PORTMAN lives in, there is the 
Battelle Memorial Institute, in Colum- 
bus, which, while not a Federal agency 
per se, serves much of the Federal Gov- 
ernment by running the country’s en- 
ergy labs. There is synergism among 
those three, coupled with Ohio State 
and Case Western. I met today with 
President Williams of the University of 
Cincinnati, Senator PORTMAN’s home- 
town. The kind of synergism that 
comes out of this and innovation and 
high-end manufacturing and all the 
kinds of things that he and Senator 
PORTMAN and I will do together in job 
creation, whether it is USEC in south- 
ern Ohio or the solar industry in To- 
ledo or the auto industry in the north 
or the aerospace industry in the south- 
west and throughout the State, this 
kind of work will absolutely matter to 
put people back to work and create the 
kinds of good-paying industrial jobs 
and good-paying other jobs Ohioans as- 
pire to, to create a strong, vibrant mid- 
dle class. 

I congratulate Senator PORTMAN. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 
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Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MERKLEY). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank all of my colleagues for 
really helping us to focus on this de- 
bate yesterday and today. We started 
discussing the reauthorization of the 
SBIR and STTR Programs within the 
Small Business Administration. Sen- 
ator SNOWE has been on the floor most 
of the day yesterday and part of the 
day today as we have managed this 
bill. 

As I have said many times, this par- 
ticular program is the Federal Govern- 
ment’s largest research program for 
small business. It was started in 1982 by 
a bipartisan group of Senators and 
House Members who believed small 
businesses in America had something 
to contribute in the technological and 
scientific advances in this country, and 
they were right. They said the Federal 
Government spends billions of dollars 
every year on research and develop- 
ment, and yet some of our most prom- 
ising small businesses—maybe inde- 
pendent scientists or researchers or en- 
gineers or inventors of all different 
backgrounds апа persuasions—could 
not really get in the front door of the 
Department of Defense or NIH. In those 
days, people only wanted to see people 
from big companies. 

Well, not only was that not allowing 
small business an opportunity, but it 
was shortchanging the taxpayers be- 
cause what taxpayers want is the best 
technology. It does not matter to them 
whether it comes from a small shop 
down the street operating on the sec- 
ond floor above a doughnut shop—like 
my father got started many years 
ago—or whether it comes from the 
back office of IBM. They just want the 
best, and they deserve it. This program 
delivers it. So this is about innovation 
and jobs. 

One thing I want to stress again: Sev- 
eral people have come down to the 
floor and said, why aren’t we—I guess 
meaning Democrats—focused like a 
laser on closing the budget gap? 

Let me say that this is an effort to 
close the budget gap and to reduce the 
debt and to close the annual deficit be- 
cause that can be done by cutting dis- 
cretionary spending, cutting defense 
spending, where it is wasteful and not 
effective, raising revenues where it is 
appropriate—particularly for those 
making over $1 million a year would be 
a good place to start—and most impor- 
tantly or equally important to all of 
the above is creating an atmosphere so 
the private sector can get about the 
business of creating jobs. That is what 
this program does. That is why Senator 
SNOWE and I are on the floor. That is 
why our committee voted this bill out 
18 to 1. We know it is important. Inno- 
vation creates jobs. 
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I want to show you just three exam- 
ples, аз we are waiting for Senators to 
come to the floor to talk about their 
amendments. I want to share one 
story. This is from Connecticut. 

Might I say that over the 20-plus 
years of this program, there have been 
small businesses in every State that 
have benefited either through grants or 
through contracts. The Department of 
Defense has about $1 billion of their re- 
search and development set aside for 
this purpose. Other departments call 
them grants. The Department of De- 
fense actually enters into contracts 
with small businesses. 

I am not sure if this example came 
out of the Department of Defense. It is 
not noted on the chart. But one of our 
agencies thought it might be impor- 
tant to create a device to safely trans- 
port toxic chemicals. 

I am from Louisiana. We have a tre- 
mendous and are proud of our indus- 
trial base in petrochemicals. Some 
things we produce are really safe. Some 
things we produce are quite dangerous 
but necessary to undergird our econ- 
omy. So the transport of these toxic 
chemicals—to do it safely—is impor- 
tant. 

So one of the agencies—and I do not 
have exactly which one—identified a 
company in Connecticut that might be 
able to come up with some such device. 
They did. That particular company, 
which is now ATMI, paid more than 10 
times in taxes now that that invention 
has been commercialized, as we can see 
here on this chart. But what people 
really need to know is that this com- 
pany paid more than 10 times in taxes 
than what they received from the pro- 
gram. This is just one example. 

ATMI went from 40 employees to em- 
ploying 800 people worldwide. I am hop- 
ing their company is still located in 
Danbury, CT, and I am hoping most of 
these 800 people are working in Amer- 
ica. There is no requirement in this 
particular program for that to occur, 
and we would not want to have that re- 
quirement because we are producing 
technology and innovation for America 
and for the world, and our people will 
benefit from it. But let’s hope that is 
the case. That is just one example. 

A second example comes from Ann 
Arbor, MI. Senator STABENOW was on 
the floor earlier today, and I thank her 
so very much. She was a very strong 
supporter of our very important small 
business jobs and innovation bill in the 
last Congress. I am pleased the leader- 
ship has given our committee an oppor- 
tunity to be on the floor with another 
important bill so early in this Con- 
gress. 

I think Leader REID knows and feels 
strongly—as strongly as I do—that 
there are more ways to cut a deficit 
than the one being trumpeted on the 
other side of this Capitol, and it is not 
even a way because it will not work. 
All we hear from the other Chamber is 
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cut discretionary spending and you will 
get there. A, we will not get there, and 
B, we are going to shoot off both feet in 
the process of trying to go down that 
road because it is a road to a dead end. 

You cannot get to where we want to 
go the way some people are arguing. 
We can get to reducing our deficit, 
eliminating our debt, by doing all four 
of the things I mentioned, and one of 
them is creating jobs and doing it in 
the private sector. 

This is a Cybernet ammo sorter, as 
shown on this chart. This did come 
from the Defense Department. When 
people ask, how can you save millions 
of dollars, well, this particular inven- 
tion has saved the government hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars in defense 
costs over 5 years. It started in Michi- 
gan. Now it is expanding to Florida. 
That will make Senator NELSON very 
happy. It was initially implemented at 
one of our camps in Kuwait. It was in 
support of Operation Iraqi Freedom. It 
is now also in use at Fort Irwin, the 
National Training Center in the Mo- 
jave Desert, where troops train before 
deployment. It sorts ammunition in a 
way that saves our troops many 
manhours and hundreds of millions of 
dollars. 

So there is another way to cut spend- 
ing besides just slashing and burning 
some of the best programs in the world, 
literally. Some of the best programs in 
the world have been left on the chop- 
ping block—not just in America, in the 
world, have been left on the chopping 
block—on the House of Representatives 
floor. 

I might suggest that they think out- 
side the box and they think of other 
ways to reduce spending, which is in- 
vesting in smart investments that 
streamline operations, that create effi- 
ciencies and save taxpayers money and 
create jobs at the same time; thus, 
companies can pay in more taxes at the 
local, State, and Federal levels, and we 
continue to get spending under control 
and reduce our deficit. 

So that is Cybernet’s Automated 
Tactical Ammunition Classification 
System. Leave it to the Department of 
Defense to make up such a name. 

As shown on this chart, this is Bea- 
con Interactive Systems’ TurboWork 
out of Cambridge, MA. This company 
created technology to help sailors keep 
the fleet safe through streamlined and 
uniformed maintenance. It will be 
going now into all 250 ships in the 
Navy, and 460,000 sailors will use this 
technology developed out of the SBIR 
Program every day to protect and pre- 
serve our warships. In its first full year 
of implementation, the software should 
give a 300-percent return on the initial 
SBIR investment. 

The Presiding Officer knows this be- 
cause he has been a very strong advo- 
cate nationally—not just in the State 
of Oregon—for small business. The Pre- 
siding Officer knows that with a little 
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investment at the right time, there can 
be a tremendous upside, and that is 
what we are seeing here with this pro- 
gram. 

Our initial grants are only $150,000. 
People might say, geez, what can you 
do with $150,000? Well, $150,000 given to 
the scientist or the engineer or the in- 
ventor at the right time can help pro- 
vide that half-year or year of research 
and development necessary to grow and 
to mobilize the technologies to develop 
it into something that could work. 
Then phase II comes in with the poten- 
tial: If it looks inviting and exciting 
and interesting to the agency, they 
might award such a grantee another 
$150,000 for phase II, and then it can go 
up to $1.5 million. That is the way 
these companies or these ideas grow. 

At some point, this program ceases 
to be necessary because what happens 
is it either becomes clear to the people 
managing it that this idea has failed, 
the technology is not going to work 
and the grant is simply shut down or 
the contract comes to end, then, yes, 
that money will be lost. But what often 
happens, although not in every case, is 
that technology goes to such a phase 
that it becomes so promising that ven- 
ture capitalists step in, as they should, 
and other investors step in and take 
that company way up. That is what 
happened to Qualcomm. Twenty years 
ago nobody ever heard of them. They 
got a small grant from this program 
and they were one of the winners. We 
were winners too, not just the com- 
pany, because now they employ 17,800 
people operating in more than 30 coun- 
tries worldwide. They paid in taxes in 1 
year half of the cost of this entire pro- 
gram. 

As the doctor who researched this 
program said to us in our hearing—we 
have five new members of our com- 
mittee from the Republican side and 
Senator SNOWE and I wanted to give 
them a chance to understand this bill. 
I am proud to say all but one supported 
it coming out of committee when they 
understood—of course, some of them 
had served in the House before and 
were familiar with this. But when they 
understood that this has been one of 
the most successful programs, and 
when it was reviewed by—I think it 
was Dr. Wessner who gave us a review 
of the program, he said, Let me tell 
you, Senator: If every single grant pro- 
duces a company, you are running the 
wrong kind of program. Because this is 
a high-risk effort, but it is a risk that 
over time has paid off tremendously to 
the taxpayer and will continue if it 
continues to run in that fashion. 

We have tightened up fraud and 
abuse statutes in this bill. We have put 
in more oversight, which Senator 
SNOWE and I thought was important, 
not to heavily burden the program but 
to make sure the people in our Depart- 
ments, whether it is in Defense or NIH 
or the NASA program, are utilizing 
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this program to the extent and with 
the spirit Congress intends. So we have 
made some adjustments, some perfec- 
tions through some adjustments and 
modifications, and we think we have 
made this program hopefully even 
stronger. 

Not every grant that is given will re- 
sult in jobs, and it will be folded. But 
when it works, it works, and we are so 
benefited as a nation. In fact, there was 
also testimony given before our com- 
mittee that countries all over the 
world are trying to model some of their 
programs after this one. They keep 
asking: How is it in America you have 
such an innovative spirit? How is it 
you start so many small businesses, 
and many of them—not all—succeed? 
What is it? 

It is a number of things. It is our own 
nature and spirit. It is also because 
people have traditionally had a variety 
of accesses to capital, whether it is eq- 
uity in their homes or a savings ac- 
count or a banking system that is for 
the most part very honest and trans- 
parent. We have had some difficulties 
in the past few years with some of the 
antics on Wall Street that caused peo- 
ple to catch their breath. Generally, 
compared to many other countries in 
the world, our people have access to 
those things—private property they 
own. In many countries people can’t 
even own private property. They can’t 
even get a clear title to property, so 
how can they borrow against it to start 
a business? They don’t. 

There are many things that go into 
this miracle we call the American 
economy, and this is a big part of it. 
The Federal Government doesn’t do it 
all. But Iam hoping, as people consider 
this debate, every State in the Union 
will create a similar program. Some of 
them already have. I will try to provide 
to all the Members here a list of what 
their individual States have done. Be- 
cause if we think about it, the large 
cities, whether it be New York or San 
Francisco or Detroit or Chicago—if 
every city government would think 
about setting aside a small portion of 
some of their research and develop- 
ment money to push out the small 
businesses that aren’t obvious some- 
times to Wall Street and New York or 
they are not obvious to Pennsylvania 
Avenue and Washington or they are not 
exactly located in the Silicon Valley in 
California, but there are budding entre- 
preneurs and Americans with great 
ideas and great drive and great deter- 
mination—I am hoping our government 
can be smarter. I would like the Fed- 
eral Government to be as smart as it 
can possibly be, and I am hoping our 
State governments will look at this 
program as a model and, potentially, 
cities. 

I can tell my colleagues one thing I 
am very excited about. I haven’t talked 
with them about it specifically, but I 
have spoken at some length to the 
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Goldman Sachs executives, and I wish 
to speak for a minute about a program 
I am very impressed with. It is not 
something we are doing. It is some- 
thing they are doing, but I think it is 
worth mentioning here. 

Goldman Sachs has decided to try to 
create 10,000 new small businesses in 
America—not new small businesses. 
They are trying to grow 10,000 small 
businesses in America. They have a 
very strategic plan and one I am 
watching very closely for a number of 
reasons. One, their model is scaleable 
and other companies could potentially 
do it and maybe we could model some 
kind of Federal program, if theirs is 
successful. 

Secondly, I am watching it closely 
because one of the cities they chose for 
their pilot is the City of New Orleans, 
the city I represent. My brother serves 
as mayor there now. He is very engaged 
with the leadership there, because New 
Orleans has become a hotbed of innova- 
tion. When I hear President Obama 
talking about out-competing and out- 
innovating, that is not going to happen 
on Pennsylvania Avenue or right down 
on the intersection of М and Wisconsin 
in Georgetown. It is going to happen on 
Canal Street and in the lower ninth 
ward in New Orleans east, in Gentilly, 
and places all over the world. 

Goldman Sachs is saying, All right, 
Mr. Mayor, you get the city leadership 
and one of the community colleges to 
get the training. We jointly choose 
these entrepreneurs that have prom- 
ise—they are already established and 
they have proven they can run a busi- 
ness and they can turn a profit, but 
they are stagnating. They are smaller. 
They have the potential to be larger, 
but they are not. What is it that is 
causing this? Maybe lack of knowledge, 
lack of capital. Our Delgado Commu- 
nity College—and I am very proud of 
Delgado. It is one of the finest commu- 
nity colleges in the country. Delgado 
stepped up and said, Let us put them 
through the training. When they suc- 
ceed and successfully exit the train- 
ing—and I believe it is a 6-month to 9- 
month program—at the other end, 
Goldman Sachs gives them a check for 
X amount of money. I am not sure if it 
is $25,000 or $100,000 or $200,000. I will 
get that into the RECORD so we can be 
clear. But they give them a check so 
they have the capital and know-how 
and then they have the support of some 
of the nonprofits in the area to help 
them grow. 

Think about that. If that is some- 
thing only one company is doing, think 
about what companies such as Chev- 
ron—and I see them advertising—what 
they are doing to help small business. I 
think about other companies. Amer- 
ican Express with their Plum card, if I 
am correct, talks about what they are 
doing. I am not promoting these com- 
panies, but they are examples of pro- 
grams that are out there supporting 
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small business. The Federal Govern- 
ment can do its part as well, and we 
have an obligation. We can’t do every- 
thing, but we most certainly can do 
our part, ав many large companies 
around the country and the world are 
also thinking about what they can do 
to help grow small businesses in their 
area. That is just one example. 

We are going to watch the success of 
some of these programs in the private 
sector, and then we will get some of 
their best ideas and potentially even 
strengthen our partnership. But this is 
a partnership between the Federal Gov- 
ernment and private small businesses 
throughout our country. 

Let me switch for a minute to men- 
tion a couple of the organizations that 
are supporting this program. I don’t 
see anyone on the floor at this time to 
speak, so let me read into the RECORD 
again some of the comments we have 
received from very strong organiza- 
tions. 

The Small 
Council says: 

Not only does this SBIR program spur 
technological innovation and entrepreneur- 
ship, it helps create high-tech jobs and does 
so without increasing the Federal deficit. 

The National Small Business Asso- 
ciation says: 

The uncertain future of this program— 

and as I said, for 6 years it has been 
operating on short-term arrangements: 
3 months here, 2 months there. For 6 
years, nobody has had any idea, either 
from the private sector, from some of 
the best labs, from our agencies, 
whether this program would be there 
next week. That is unconscionable. 
That is why Senator SNOWE and I have 
fought so hard to get this program au- 
thorized. 

I see Senator COBURN on the floor, 
the Senator from Oklahoma, and I wish 
to thank him, because as a result of his 
good compromising efforts with us last 
Congress we will be able to authorize 
this program for 8 years, as the Sen- 
ator will know, because he has been a 
strong advocate for good management 
and streamlining. Programs such as 
this need certainty. The labs, our agen- 
cies need to know. We are looking out 
2 years or 3 years for this new tech- 
nology, but if there is a company out 
here we think could provide it to us, we 
need to know. So this 8-year authoriza- 
tion is important. I thank the Senator 
from Oklahoma, because some pro- 
grams are only authorized for 4 years 
or 5 years. But we feel because we have 
been in limbo for 6 years, it would be a 
good idea to get an 8-year authoriza- 
tion. 

One more comment for 30 seconds 
and I will yield the floor. I wish to read 
into the RECORD the letters of support 
from a short list of companies, and as 
additional ones come in we will read 
into the RECORD their support: 

The Bay Area Innovation Alliance 
has sent their support. The Bio District 
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of New Orleans, the Biotechnology In- 
dustry Organization, Connect of Cali- 
fornia, the National Defense Industrial 
Association, the New England Innova- 
tion Alliance, the National Small Busi- 
ness Association, the National Venture 
Capital Association, the Small Busi- 
ness Association of New England—and 
I wish to thank Senator SHAHEEN par- 
ticularly for her support—Small Busi- 
nesses of California, Small Business 
Technology Council, V-Labs, Inc./ 
American Chemical Society, and the 
United States Chamber of Commerce, 
to name a few. 

Let’s keep this debate moving for- 
ward. We have had a number of amend- 
ments today. I see Senator COBURN on 
the floor. 

I yield the floor at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. COBURN. I thank the chair- 
woman for her kind words. It is nec- 
essary that we move this bill, I agree. 
Iam thankful to Senator LANDRIEU and 
the ranking member for the movement 
on some of the commitments they 
made to me on programs that don’t 
work within the small business area. 

I have multiple amendments, but in 
due deference to the chairwoman, I will 
not call those up. Iam going to call up 
two. I wish to explain both of them. 

Amendment No. 184. Everybody was 
excited about the GAO report that 
looked at the first third of the Federal 
Government in terms of all the dupli- 
cation. We don’t know the extent of 
that duplication, and we are going to 
have to do some hard work to winnow 
out a lot of savings, but there are a lot 
of savings. People don’t agree with me 
on my estimate, but nobody knows 
these programs better than I do. I have 
been studying them for 6 years. There 
is at least $100 billion where we can 
save the American taxpayers and actu- 
ally do a better job through rede- 
signing the programs and eliminating 
the bureaucracies that make them less 
than effective. 

So one of the things we need to do to 
help GAO is have the agencies report to 
OMB and to us on a yearly basis on 
their programs. There are at least 2,100 
programs that we know of in the Fed- 
eral Government. When GAO looks at 
this, it is very difficult for them to fer- 
ret it all out. We only have one agency 
that publishes a list of their programs 
every year, and that is the Department 
of Education. The book is very thick, 
and it lists all their programs. That 
will make it much easier for GAO to do 
the next third. 

This is a simple amendment that re- 
quires every department of the Cabinet 
to fulfill to OMB, within a short period 
of time, all their programs and also re- 
port to us. When that happens that will 
make GAO much more effective in how 
it brings to us this next group of dupli- 
cations. So it is a straightforward 
amendment. I hope it can be accepted. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 184 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to call up amendment No. 184 and 
make it pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. There is no objec- 
tion. But before we do that, I ask the 
Senator a question. I actually like this 
amendment, No. 184. The Senator 
spoke with me about this previously. It 
has some merit. I thank the Senator 
for being cooperative. 

If he could identify his other number, 
I would like to suggest that if we can 
get a Democratic amendment slid in 
between these, we might call up his 
two and the Democratic one. 

Mr. COBURN. The other amendment 
is No. 220. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Would the Senator 
mind explaining that amendment, and 
I will make sure it is cleared on our 
side and we will see what we can do. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I under- 
stand my first amendment is up and 
pending; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 184. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide a list of programs ad- 

ministered by every Federal department 

and agency) 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. . REQUIREMENT TO IDENTIFY AND DE- 

SCRIBE PROGRAMS. 

(а) Each fiscal year, the head of each Fed- 
eral agency shall— 

(1) identify and describe every program ad- 
ministered by the agency, including the mis- 
sion, goals, purpose, budget, and statutory 
authority of each program; 

(2) report the list and description of pro- 
grams to the Office of Management and 
Budget, Congress, and the U.S. Government 
Accountability Office; and 

(3) post the list and description of pro- 
grams on the agency’s public website. 

(b) Not later than 120 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall pre- 
scribe regulations to implement this section. 

(c) This section shall be implemented be- 
ginning in the first full fiscal year occurring 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 220 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I will 
discuss amendment No. 220 now. Is the 
chairman’s intention that I defer call- 
ing up that amendment right now? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I may not have an 
objection. We are trying to get it 
cleared on our side. If the Senator will 
explain it, we can get back to him in 
short order. 

Mr. COBURN. Amendment No. 220 is 
about making sure we don’t send good 
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money after bad. When you go to the 
pump today to buy gasoline that is 
blended with ethanol, you pay, as a 
taxpayer, $1.78. As a taxpayer, you pay 
that before you ever pay the $3.51 we 
are paying per gallon, through incen- 
tives, tax credits, and rebates for eth- 
anol and blending. 

This doesn’t take away incentives on 
corn-based ethanol. It says that be- 
cause we already have a mandate that 
says 15 billion gallons of ethanol must 
be available and put through the sys- 
tem this year, no longer is there a ne- 
cessity to have a blender’s credit to the 
tune of $6 billion a year. So what this 
does is two things: One, it takes away 
an incentive that is no longer needed 
because we have already mandated the 
ethanol will be there. But it saves us $6 
billion that we are paying to firms that 
are going to do the business whether 
we pay it or not. 

So it is silly to continue to spend $6 
billion of American taxpayer money of 
which almost $3 billion of it will be 
borrowed money from either the Fed- 
eral Reserve or from the Chinese to 
incentivize something that is already 
mandated to happen. 

If we look at ethanol, it is two-thirds 
as efficient when blended as gasoline. 
It gets poorer mileage, and there is no 
savings in terms of carbon output or 
pollution. So we are incentivizing the 
use of a fuel that goes against what 
most people would like to do environ- 
mentally. It causes us to markedly in- 
crease the cost of food, which we are 
seeing in our country and around the 
world today, and we are incentivizing 
something that is going to happen any- 
way. 

So it is a straightforward amend- 
ment. It says on the blender’s tax cred- 
it we are no longer going to give a 
credit for something on which we al- 
ready have a market—we are going to 
do without it. Some will say that is a 
tax increase. But when we send $6 bil- 
lion to a small segment of American 
industry, and it is not going to impact 
their sales at all, what is the purpose 
for having tax credits? If we use tax 
credits or expenditures to expand the 
economy and it is not doing that, why 
would we continue to do it? 

As part of the President’s deficit 
commission, we looked at that and said 
it is a no-brainer. There is no reason 
we would incent something that is al- 
ready mandated by law and has to hap- 
pen. I know it is a controversial sub- 
ject for a lot of my colleagues from 
farm States. But the fact is, worldwide 
sophistication and food preference has 
markedly increased. This is creating an 
enormous pressure in taking food 
stocks out of the human food chain and 
putting it into the energy chain. So we 
are not stopping that. There are still 
all the other credits available, incen- 
tives and mandates. But we are saying 
we should not spend $6 billion of Amer- 
ican taxpayer money that we don’t 
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have—by the way, we do not have it— 
for something they are going to do 
anyway. 

The other point I make is that we are 
now a net exporter of ethanol. A lot of 
people don’t recognize that. Through 
November 2010, we exported 397 million 
gallons of ethanol. That is almost 1 bil- 
lion gallons since 2005. Not counting 
the blender’s credit but all the other 
credits, we are supporting that to the 
tune of $1.20 a gallon. 

Now we are subsidizing the consump- 
tion of ethanol in Europe to the tune of 
$1.20 a gallon. That makes no sense 
when, in fact, we have significant en- 
ergy needs ourselves. 

My hope is that we will consider this 
amendment and that we will vote on it. 
I recognize it is going to be a close 
vote. My count is at 55, and I know we 
have to get 60. I want the other 45 
Members of our body to go and explain 
to their constituents why we are send- 
ing $6 billion to something that is 
going to happen anyway. It is a gift. 
That is all it is. We don’t have $6 bil- 
lion to spend that way. 

The other point I will make is that 
with the trouble we are in, we are not 
going to get out of it by cutting $200 
billion at a time. We are going to get 
out of it $6 billion at a time. Senator 
BEGICH and I found $1 billion in the 
FAA bill from earmarks that are tied 
up. So if we do it $1 billion, $2 billion, 
$3 billion, $4 billion, $5 billion, or $6 bil- 
lion at a time, pretty soon it will add 
up and we will take pressure off our 
country in terms of funding our debt. 

The ultimate course has to be to con- 
vince the world that we get it, that we 
can’t continue to borrow 40 percent of 
our expenditures in the world financial 
market and expect them to continue to 
loan us money. It is very straight- 
forward. 

My corn farmers in Oklahoma don’t 
like it, and I understand that. It is 
about doing the right thing for our 
country. Now is the time to do it. 

I yield the floor. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the cooperation of the Senator 
from Oklahoma. We have been able to 
get his amendment No. 184 pending in 
the list of seven others, which gives us 
eight pending but not yet set for a 
vote. If he would allow me to get back 
to him about whether I will be able to 
clear that, I would appreciate it. Sen- 
ator SNOWE is not on the floor, and we 
need to consult with her. 

The number of the Senator’s other 
amendment is 220. I will let him know 
within the hour about that. 

Senator SHAHEEN is here. I appreciate 
her letting me say—and she will ask to 
be recognized—that she has been an 
outstanding member of our Small Busi- 
ness Committee. She most certainly 
was the job creator in chief in New 
Hampshire and has brought a tremen- 
dous amount of expertise to the Sen- 
ate. I am very pleased to have her 
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input on many of these bills that come 
out of our committee. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire is recog- 
nized. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Louisiana, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, for those nice words and 
also for her leadership. We are all in- 
debted to Senator LANDRIEU and Rank- 
ing Member SNOWE for their leadership 
of the Small Business Committee and 
in bringing forward this legislation be- 
fore us, the small business innovation 
research program. 

They worked very hard in the last 
session of Congress to get this bill 
through the Senate, and it would have 
passed then except the House ad- 
journed before taking it up. I am 
thrilled that we are getting back to it 
this early in this session. 

I think most of us recognize that our 
future economic prosperity depends on 
whether this country continues to be a 
leader in science and innovation. We 
can’t compete with India, China, and 
other Third World countries for low- 
wage manufacturing jobs. That is not 
our future. America’s future is to be 
the global leader in science and tech- 
nology. America makes the best, most 
innovative products and services. That 
ingenuity and excellence is our chief 
economic strength as a nation. 

As a former small business owner, I 
understand it is the private sector and 
business, and not government, that is 
responsible for most of the job creation 
in this country. But I also understand 
that government has a critical role to 
play in fostering the positive business 
climate that we need in this country to 
remain competitive. I believe there are 
a few things we can do through policy 
to unleash the innovative spirit that is 
so alive and well throughout this coun- 
try, and particularly in my State of 
New Hampshire. 

One of those policy initiatives that 
we can do that is essential in maintain- 
ing the creative dominance that has al- 
lowed us to lead the world in innova- 
tion is to enact a long-term reauthor- 
ization of the Small Business Innova- 
tion Research Program or the SBIR 
Program. 

SBIR is not just a typical grant pro- 
gram. Under the SBIR Program, a 
small business is able to compete for 
research that Federal agencies need to 
accomplish their mission—agencies 
such as the Department of Defense. 
Small businesses employ about one- 
third of America’s scientists and engi- 
neers and produce more patents than 
large businesses and universities. Yet 
small business receives only about 4 
percent of Federal research and devel- 
opment dollars. 

SBIR ensures that small business 
gets a tiny fraction of the existing Fed- 
eral research dollars. Just in the last 
few weeks, I visited three New Hamp- 
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shire companies that are doing cutting 
edge research because of the SBIR Pro- 
gram. Those three are Airex in 
Somersworth, Spire Semiconductor in 
Hudson, and Active Shock in Man- 
chester. The research they have done 
under the SBIR Program has allowed 
them to develop new products, to add 
customers, and hire new workers—in 
other words, create jobs. All three have 
done essential research for the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

Airex, for example, has developed a 
state-of-the-art program to manufac- 
ture critical components for our Na- 
tion’s strategic missiles. This SBIR 
award positioned them perfectly to 
compete and win a contract to manu- 
facture motors for use in military pro- 
grams and to commercialize their re- 
search. They have been able to expand 
from a workforce of 10 to, currently, 25 
workers since they got that SBIR 
award, and they are continuing to 
grow. 

In Hanover, we have a company 
called Creare that is a poster child for 
the economic benefit that can be 
reaped through the SBIR Program. 
Senator LANDRIEU has talked on the 
floor about Qualcomm in San Diego. 
We should put Creare in Hanover, NH, 
in the same category as Qualcomm. 

Creare can trace more than $670 mil- 
lion of revenues they have earned be- 
cause of the SBIR Program, its spin- 
offs, and technology licensees for the 
commercialization of its SBIR 
projects. 

Many New Hampshire small busi- 
nesses have successfully competed for 
SBIR funding in the 28 years since the 
program has been in existence. All 
across New Hampshire, small _ busi- 
nesses that otherwise would not be able 
to compete for Federal R&D funding 
have won competitive SBIR grants 
that advance technology and science 
and create good jobs—what we all want 
to happen right now in this economy. 

In just the last 2 years, New Hamp- 
shire firms have won 80 SBIR awards, 
and, in fact, despite its small size, New 
Hampshire is ranked 22nd in the coun- 
try for the total grants awarded 
through the Department of Defense 
under the SBIR Program. 

As a Senator from New Hampshire, I 
take particular pride in the SBIR Pro- 
gram because it was New Hampshire 
Senator Warren Rudman who, back in 
1982, sponsored the Small Business In- 
novation Development Act which es- 
tablished the SBIR Program. 

SBIR has a proven track record and 
its cost, as Chair LANDRIEU has said so 
often on the floor, is minimal. CBO es- 
timates that implementing this bill 
would cost only $150 million over the 
next 5 years, and most of that minimal 
cost would have zero impact on the 
budget. That is because what this bill 
does is establish a 3-year pilot program 
that authorizes participating agencies 
to use the same dollars they set aside 
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anyway for SBIR research to pay for 
administrative costs. That means we 
will not be using general operating 
funds to pay for administrative costs, 
and this bill imposes no mandates on 
business and imposes no costs on State 
and local governments. 

We need to address the long-term def- 
icit and debt in this country. Our col- 
league from Oklahoma just spoke very 
eloquently to the need to do that and 
what it is going to take. We all know 
that. But the best way we can start 
dealing with the debt and deficit is 
through more robust economic growth. 
Objecting to the SBIR Program, as 
some have done, on the grounds that 
we should be focusing on the deficit 
alone makes no sense at all because the 
jobs created by the SBIR Program will 
lower the deficit. 

Just like stopgap budgeting is bad for 
business, so are stopgap extensions of 
the SBIR Program. Unfortunately, 
SBIR has been operating under short- 
term extensions—10 of them—since 
2008. Short-term extensions are a prob- 
lem because, as I hear and I know we 
all hear regularly from businesses— 
they need certainty in planning. This 
bill reauthorizes the SBIR Program for 
8 years. It is a reasonable period of 
time, and it will allow small businesses 
and Federal agencies to effectively 
plan their research. 

I know we have heard from some 
quarters and it has become fashionable 
on the part of some people to say that 
this country’s best days are behind us. 
But I do not believe that for one mo- 
ment. As I have traveled around New 
Hampshire, I see cutting-edge 
innovators who are creating jobs. We in 
the Senate know what needs to be 
done. We just need the will to do it. 

I urge all our colleagues to join Sen- 
ator LANDRIEU, Ranking Member 
SNOWE, and the Small Business Com- 
mittee in voting to reauthorize and 
strengthen the SBIR Program. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TRIBUTE TO FRANK BUCKLES 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, we 
are waiting 10 or 15 minutes for Sen- 
ators to come to the floor to speak 
about the bill. Senator SNOWE, myself, 
and others have fairly described it for 
hours today and yesterday. I thought I 
would take a minute to pay honor to a 
gentleman, the last U.S. veteran of 
World War I, who was laid to rest in 
Arlington Cemetery just yesterday and 
to put into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
an article. I would like to read as much 
of it as I am able before the other 
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Members come because it struck me as 
something important. It is a beau- 
tifully written article in the Post this 
morning. I hope many people got to see 
it. Iam hoping many of our Members 
are able to read it. I learned some 
things I had actually no idea about, 
which will become apparent as I read 
this short article. It was beautifully 
written by Paul Duggan. 

I thought I would take a minute to read it 
into the RECORD. This is the last U.S. vet- 
eran of World War I so, of course, it was not 
just any ordinary funeral—not that any fu- 
neral is ordinary. It was extremely special to 
our country and to the world. President 
Obama was in attendance. Vice President 
JOE BIDEN was in attendance. I would like to 
read as much of it as I can: 


A lowly corporal of long ago was buried 
Tuesday at Arlington National Cemetery, 
ushered to his grave with all the Army’s Old 
Guard solemn pomp. 

Frank Woodruff Buckles lived to be 110, 
the last of nearly 5 million U.S. veterans of 
a dimly remembered war—a generation now 
laid to rest. 

In a late-day chill, after hundreds of 
strangers had paid their respects in public 
viewings since the weekend, soldiers carried 
the former doughboy’s flag-draped coffin 
partway up a knoll and set it on polished 
rails above his plot, a stone’s toss from the 
grave of his old supreme commander, Gen. 
John J. ‘“‘Blackjack’’ Pershing. 

A chaplain commended his soul to God; 
rifle volleys cracked; a bugler sounded taps 
below the gentle rise. With flags at half-staff 
throughout the U.S. military and govern- 
ment, it was a fine send-off for the country’s 
last known veteran of World War I, who died 
peacefully Feb. 27 in his West Virginia farm- 
house. 

Yet the hallowed ritual at grave No. 34-581 
was not a farewell to one man alone. A rev- 
erent crowd of the powerful and the ordi- 
nary—President Obama and Vice President 
Biden, laborers and store clerks, heads 
bowed—came to salute Buckles’s deceased 
generation, the vanished millions soldiers 
and sailors he came to symbolize in the end. 

Who were they? Not the troops of “е 
Greatest Generation,” so celebrated these 
days, but the unheralded ones of 1917 and 
1918, who came home to pats on the back and 
little else in an era before the country em- 
braced and rewarded its veterans. Their 20th- 
century narrative, poignant and meaningful, 
is seldom recalled. 

“T know my father would want me to be 
here,” said Mike Oliver, 73, a retiree from Al- 
exandria, leaning on a cane near the ceme- 
tery’s amphitheater hours before the burial. 
Inside, a hushed procession of visitors filed 
past Buckles’s closed coffin in the chapel. 

“I’m here for Mr. Buckles, and I’m here for 
what he represents,” Oliver said. On his left 
lapel, he wore a tiny gold pin, the insignia of 
his long-dead father’s infantry division in 
World War I, the Army’s 80th. ‘‘I’m here to 
say goodbye to my dad,” he said. 

Buckles, who fibbed his way into the Army 
at 16, was a rear-echelon ambulance driver in 
war-ravaged France, miles behind the battle- 
front. More than 116,000 Americans died, 
about half in the fighting, most of the rest 
from illnesses, in the nation’s 19-month long 
engagement in a conflict that scorched Eu- 
rope for four years. 

Now the veterans who survived are all 
gone. What’s left is remembrance—the col- 
lective story of 4.7 million lives, an obituary 
for a generation. 
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Arriving stateside in 1918 and 1919, many of 
them, scarred in mind and limb, they were 
met by postwar recession and joblessness. 

A lot of veterans thought that they were 
owed a boost, that they ought to be com- 
pensated for the good civilian wages they 
had missed. But— 

Unfortunately, my words— 
lawmakers, year after year, said no. 

“Oh, the YMCA did give me a one-month 
free membership,” Buckles recalled when he 
was a very old fellow. Except for the $60 
most veterans got from the government 
when they mustered out, the YMCA gift was 
“the only consideration I ever saw given to 
a soldier after the war,” the last doughboy 
said. 

What he and other veterans finally re- 
ceived, in 1924, were bonus certificates re- 
deemable for cash in 1945. And Congress had 
to override a veto to secure even that. 

With the 1920s roaring by then, the young 
veterans tucked away their certificates and 
went about their lives. Buckles became a 
purser on merchant ships, traveling the 
globe. 

Then the Depression hit, and their genera- 
tion’s legacy took on another aspect, one of 
activism that helped propel a reshaping of 
the nation’s social landscape. 

Thousands of ruined veterans were left 
with nothing of value but the promise of 
eventual bonuses. In 1932, while Buckles was 
at sea, a ragtag army of ex-servicemen de- 
scended on Washington with their wives and 
kids to lobby for early redemption of the cer- 
tificates, and a disaster ensued that would 
long reverberate. 


This is the part I had no idea about, 
and I think it is important to recall it, 
to remember it: 

Living for weeks in a sprawling shanty- 
town on mud flats in the Anacostia and in 
tents and hovels near the U.S. Capitol, the 
dirt poor ‘“‘Bonus Army,” numbering more 
than 20,000, defied orders to disperse. So the 
White House unleashed the military. 

Infantrymen, saber-wielding cavalry troops 
and a half-dozen tanks swept along the ave- 
nues below the Capitol, routing the veterans 
and their families in a melee of blood and 
tear gas. Then soldiers cleared out the Ana- 
costia shacks and set them ablaze. 

Two veterans died, and hundreds were in- 
jured. Four years later, after a Florida hurri- 
cane killed 259 destitute veterans at a make- 
shift federal work camp, political support fi- 
nally tipped for the bonuses, and the genera- 
tion that fought World War I finally got a 
substantial benefit. 

“I think mine was $800,” Buckles said of 
his bonus, equal of $12,000 today. He said he 
gave it to his father, an Oklahoma Dust 
Bowl farmer barely hanging on. 

The Bonus Army debacle weighed on Con- 
gress and the Roosevelt administration dur- 
ing World War II. With 16 million Americans 
in uniform—more than three times the 
World War I total—policymakers feared mas- 
sive unrest if the new veterans got the same 
shabby treatment that Buckles’ generation 
had received. 

The result, in 1944, was the GI Bill, widely 
viewed as the most far-reaching social pro- 
gram in U.S. history. 

I underscore that to say widely 
viewed as the most far-reaching social 
program in world history. 

It made college and homeownership pos- 
sible for the great wave of returning World 
War II veterans, when such opportunities 
were considered luxuries, and spurred a vast, 
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decades-long expansion of America’s middle 
class. 

Unfortunately for the veterans of 
Buckles’s era, the bill wasn’t retroactive. 

Tuesday’s hours-long viewing in the am- 
phitheater chapel was а consolation. 
Buckles’s family and members of West Vir- 
ginia’s congressional delegation had wanted 
him to lie in honor in the Capitol Rotunda. 


They wanted him to lie in honor 
here, but it was not to be permissible. 


So the people of Arlington came to say 
goodbye. 


The article continues: 


A generation’s end. 
When Murial Sue Kerr met Buckles— 


This was his wife— 


in the 1970s, she was a secretary at the Alex- 
andria headquarters of Veterans of World 
War I of the USA, which had a large office 
staff at the time, scores of chapters across 
the country and a quarter-million members 
out of 750,000 surviving veterans of the war. 

“The commander,” Kerr calls Buckles, who 
got that title in 2008 when the only other liv- 
ing member, a Florida man, passed away. 

The group was formed in 1948 after millions 
of World War II veterans swelled the ranks of 
the American Legion and similar organiza- 
tions. 


It goes on to quote Kerr: 


“The World War II guys had business loans, 
home loans, education, all kinds of things,” 
she said. ‘‘My World War I guys? Nothing. So 
they said, ‘Okay . . . we’ll go start our own 
bunch.’ ” 

Which included Buckles, who had been cap- 
tured by the Japanese while working in Ma- 
nila at the outbreak of hostilities in the Pa- 
cific. Although he spent World War II in an 
enemy prison camp, he was a civilian, so the 
GI Bill didn’t extend to him. 

In 1974, when Kerr was hired, most of the 
men were retirees. 


She said: 


“Every year they’d come to Washington, 
bus loads of them, and testify before Con- 
gress,” she recalled. They wanted money for 
eyeglasses, hearing aids, dentures. “And a 
little pension,” she said. ‘‘Good ol’ H.R. 
1918—it was a bill they were always putting 
in to give them $50 a month. But, of course, 
it never, ever passed.” 

Just lot of memoirs now—the lobbying, the 
quarterly magazine, the big annual conven- 
tions in Hot Springs and Daytona Beach. 
Time ran out for all but the heartiest of the 
Veterans of World War I of the USA, and 
they died fast. By 1993, when the office shut 
for good, Kerr, then in her 40s, was the only 
staff member left. 

And occasionally she got phone calls from 
some of the few remaining members, whose 
frail voices broke her heart. 

“The typical sad things you’ll hear from 
the elderly,” she said. ‘І had one of my guys, 
he was absolutely in tears. He was from Ne- 
vada, and his new nurse wouldn’t cut the 
crust off of his sandwich.” 

They were buried with honors Tuesday as 
scores of somber onlookers crowded the hill- 
side, a distant generation borne to the grave 
with the last old veteran, who was cared for 
lovingly by his family to the end. 

In the waning afternoon, the soldiers of the 
burial detail strode in formation up the ave- 
nue from the grand marble amphitheater to 
Section 34 of the cemetery, escorting the 
horse-drawn caisson with Buckles’s metal 
coffin, the procession slow and deliberate, 
like the march of time. 
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After the prayer and the echoes of the 
bugle and the rifles had faded, the Army’s 
vice chief of staff, Gen. Peter W. Chiarelli, 
knelt before Buckles’s daughter, seated by 
the grave, and handed her a tri-folded Amer- 
ican flag. He whispered words of comfort, 
then stood and walked away. 

No more doughboys now. 

So long. Rest in peace. 

Madam President, I thought this was 
an article worth entering into the 
RECORD. I am pleased I had the time 
today, before Senators came to the 
floor, to actually read it into the 
RECORD so that we could pause to re- 
member this week the burial of the last 
veteran of World War I and what an ob- 
ligation we have to our veterans today 
and the kind of determination that we 
must continue to foster to honor them 
for the sacrifices they make, whether 
it was this generation, which we in 
large measure failed to do, the veterans 
of World War II, the veterans of Viet- 
nam and Korea, of course, Desert 
Storm, our veterans from Iraq and 
from Afghanistan who are currently 
fighting those battles. It helps us to re- 
member that the important work we do 
here—the bills passing, particularly 
bills that provide these kinds of fair 
and equitable benefits—is most cer- 
tainly something the Federal Govern- 
ment must continue to keep as one of 
its highest priorities. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). The Senator from Arkansas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 229 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I am 
sorry for the delay, but we wanted to 
make sure we had our i’s dotted and 
our t’s crossed. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to call up and make pending 
the Pryor amendment numbered 229, 
the Patriot Express loan program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] 
proposes an amendment numbered 229. 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish the Patriot Express 

Loan Program under which the Small 

Business Administration may make loans 

to members of the military community 

wanting to start or expand small business 
concerns, and for other purposes) 

On page 116, after line 24, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 504. PATRIOT EXPRESS LOAN PROGRAM. 

(a) PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 7(a)(31) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(31)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

““(G) PATRIOT EXPRESS LOAN PROGRAM.— 

01) DEFINITION.—In this subparagraph, the 
term ‘eligible member of the military com- 
munity’— 
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“(D) means— 

“(aa) a veteran, including a service-dis- 
abled veteran; 

““(bb) a member of the Armed Forces on ac- 
tive duty who is eligible to participate in the 
Transition Assistance Program; 

““(cc) a member of a reserve component of 
the Armed Forces; 

“(аа) the spouse of an individual described 
in item (aa), (bb), or (cc) who is alive; 

(ее) the widowed spouse of a deceased vet- 
eran, member of the Armed Forces, or mem- 
ber of a reserve component of the Armed 
Forces who died because of a service-con- 
nected (as defined in section 101(16) of title 
38, United States Code) disability; and 

“(ff) the widowed spouse of a deceased 
member of the Armed Forces or member of a 
reserve component of the Armed Forces re- 
lating to whom the Department of Defense 
may provide for the recovery, care, and dis- 
position of the remains of the individual 
under paragraph (1) or (2) of section 1481(a) of 
title 10, United States Code; and 

“(П) does not include an individual who 
was discharged or released from the active 
military, naval, or air service under dishon- 
orable conditions. 

(11) LOAN GUARANTEES.—The Adminis- 
trator shall establish a Patriot Express Loan 
Program, under which the Administrator 
may guarantee loans under this paragraph 
made by express lenders to eligible members 
of the military community. 

(111) LOAN TERMS.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
this clause, a loan under this subparagraph 
shall be made on the same terms as other 
loans under the Express Loan Program. 

“(П) USE OF FUNDS.—A loan guaranteed 
under this subparagraph may be used for any 
business purpose, including start-up or ex- 
pansion costs, purchasing equipment, work- 
ing capital, purchasing inventory, or pur- 
chasing business-occupied real estate. 

“(ШП MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The Adminis- 
trator may guarantee a loan under this sub- 
paragraph of not more than $1,000,000. 

“(ТУ) GUARANTEE RATE.—The guarantee 
rate for a loan under this subparagraph shall 
be the greater of— 

“(аа) the rate otherwise applicable under 
paragraph (2)(A); 

“ (00) 85 percent for a loan of not more than 
$500,000; and 

““(cc) 80 percent for a loan of more than 
$500,000.’’. 

(2) GAO REPORT.— 

(A) DEFINITION.—In this paragraph, 
term ‘‘programs’’ means— 

(i) the Patriot Express Loan Program 
under section 7(a)(31)(G) of the Small Busi- 
ness Act, as added by paragraph (1); and 

(ii) the increased veteran participation 
pilot program under section 7(a)(83) of the 
Small Business Act, as in effect on the day 
before the date of enactment of this Act. 

(B) REPORT REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Senate 
and the Committee on Small Business of the 
House of Representatives a report on the 
programs. 

(C) CONTENTS.—The report submitted under 
subparagraph (B) shall include— 

(i) the number of loans made under the 
programs; 

(ii) a description of the impact of the pro- 
grams on members of the military commu- 
nity eligible to participate in the programs; 

(111) an evaluation of the efficacy of the 
programs; 
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(iv) an evaluation of the actual or poten- 
tial fraud and abuse under the programs; and 

(v) recommendations for improving the Pa- 
triot Express Loan Program under section 
7(a)(31)(G) of the Small Business Act, as 
added by paragraph (1). 

(b) FEE REDUCTION.—Section 7(a)(18) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(18)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by striking ‘‘With respect 
to” and inserting ‘“‘Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (С), with respect to”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(С) MILITARY COMMUNITY.—For an eligible 
member of the military community (as de- 
fined in paragraph (81)(G)(i)), the fee for a 
loan guaranteed under this subsection, ex- 
cept for a loan guaranteed under subpara- 
graph (G) of paragraph (31), shall be equal to 
75 percent of the fee otherwise applicable to 
the loan under subparagraph (A).’’. 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) SMALL BUSINESS ACT.—Section (a) of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking paragraph (83); and 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (34) and 
(35) as paragraphs (33) and (34), respectively. 

(2) SMALL BUSINESS JOBS ACT OF 2010.—Sec- 
tion 1133(b) of the Small Business Jobs Act of 
2010 (Public Law 111-240; 124 Stat. 2515) is 
amended by striking paragraphs (1) and (2) 
and inserting the following: 

“(1) by striking paragraph (33), as redesig- 
nated by section 504(c) of the SBIR/STTR Re- 
authorization Act of 2011; and 

02) by redesignating paragraph (34), as re- 
designated by section 504(c) of the SBIR/ 
STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011, as para- 
graph (83).”. 

(d) REDUCTION OF GOVERNMENT PRINTING 
CosTs.— 

(1) STRATEGY AND GUIDELINES.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Director of the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget shall coordinate with 
the heads of the Executive departments and 
independent establishments, as those terms 
are defined in chapter 1 of title 5, United 
States Code— 

(A) to develop a strategy to reduce Govern- 
ment printing costs during the 10-year period 
beginning on September 1, 2011; and 

(B) to issue Government-wide guidelines 
for printing that implements the strategy 
developed under subparagraph (A). 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In developing the strat- 
egy under paragraph (1)(A), the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget and 
the heads of the Executive departments and 
independent establishments shall consider 
guidelines for— 

(i) duplex and color printing; 

(ii) the use of digital file systems by Exec- 
utive departments and independent estab- 
lishments; and 

(iii) determine which Government publica- 
tions might be made available on Govern- 
ment Web sites instead of being printed. 

(B) ESSENTIAL PRINTED DOCUMENTS.—The 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall ensure that printed versions of 
documents that the Director determines are 
essential to individuals entitled to or en- 
rolled for benefits under part A of title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et 
seq.) or enrolled for benefits under part B of 
such title, individuals who receive old-age 
survivors’ or disability insurance payments 
under title II of such Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et 
seq.), and other individuals with limited 
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ability to use or access the Internet have ac- 
cess to printed versions of documents that 
the Director are available after the issuance 
of the guidelines under paragraph (1)(B). 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I 
wish to thank Senator LANDRIEU and 
Senator SNOWE for their efforts to get 
this bill to the floor, to handle these 
amendments, and to show the leader- 
ship we need to try to really focus on 
and emphasize small business. 

I am convinced that if we are going 
to get the full economic recovery we 
all want to see, the private sector—and 
especially small business—is going to 
have to drive that recovery. That 
brings me to the amendment that I 
have filed today and that I have called 
up. 
In 2007, there were roughly 25,000 vet- 
eran-owned small businesses in my 
State. So you can do the math on that. 
There are probably 2 million around 
the country or more—maybe 3 million 
veteran-owned small businesses around 
the country. 

In 2007, the SBA created the Patriot 
Express Pilot Loan Initiative for mem- 
bers of the military community. That 
is part of the 7(a) program. My amend- 
ment would move that Patriot Express 
loan program from a pilot program to a 
fully authorized one, and this would 
ensure that veterans and members of 
the military community continue to 
have the ability to access capital when 
starting a new business or even when 
operating an existing one. 

The Patriot Express pilot program 
has been a very successful program, 
issuing close to 7,000 loans valued at 
$560 million and increasing veteran 
participation in the SBA programs. 
The amendment would make the Pa- 
triot Express loan program available to 
all members of the military commu- 
nity, including Active and non-Active 
members, veterans, spouses and chil- 
dren, widows and widowers of service- 
members. It would increase the max- 
imum loan amount from $500,000 to $1 
million. It would guarantee rates 
would be 85 percent for loans of $500,000 
or less and 80 percent for loans over 
$500,000 up to $1 million. It would also 
reduce the fees imposed by the SBA for 
all veterans to 75 percent of the fees 
otherwise applicable under the 7(a) and 
express programs. 

This is a way we can really help our 
men and women in uniform. And one of 
the reasons I think this particular 
pilot program has been a success is be- 
cause obviously these folks are hard- 
working, they are disciplined, they are 
well trained, and they are serious be- 
cause of what they have been through 
for our country. But also one of the 
reasons I think this is compelling is 
that they have given years of their 
lives to military service. If they are in 
the Reserve or National Guard, these 
can be very disruptive years. It is hard 
for them to get anything going and in 
some cases hard to maintain a job over 
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a period of years because they are 
being deployed, they are back and forth 
doing the training and fulfilling the re- 
quirements the country has required of 
them. So it is a very disruptive time 
during what otherwise would be poten- 
tially strong earning years where they 
could be really building their busi- 
nesses. 

So this pilot program has been very 
effective and successful in providing 
access to capital, speeding the process 
along for our men and women in uni- 
form, and we want to encourage small 
business ownership, we want to encour- 
age that innovation, and I think this is 
a great way to do it. Again, this is a 
program that has been on the books, 
has proven to be successful, and we cer- 
tainly hope we can move it from a pilot 
program to a fully authorized program. 

With that, Madam President, I yield 
the floor. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
really appreciate the Senator coming 
to the floor, and I thank him for his 
help in advancing this bill and sup- 
porting many of the proposals. 

The ranking member is not on the 
floor, so until we run this through the 
other side for review, I am not sure we 
will be able to support it. But we are 
looking at it now, and I thank the Sen- 
ator for offering it. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, we 
are currently, it is my understanding, 
on my amendment No. 183 to S. 493, is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
not the pending amendment at this 
time. 

AMENDMENT NO. 183 

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to set the pending amendment 
aside for the purpose of considering 
amendment No. 183. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I no- 
tice we did not have any speakers here 
so I thought I would come down. We do 
have a bill in consideration right now, 
in process for a vote. It is my under- 
standing there will be a vote on amend- 
ment No. 183 in the next perhaps hour 
or so, maybe in a few minutes. 

Let me give a little background on 
what happened on this, where we are 
today. Back in the early 1990s we had 
the Kyoto treaty that was up for con- 
sideration. That was during the Clin- 
ton administration. The Kyoto treaty 
was one we looked at and studied here 
in this Senate. One of the concerns 
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about it was it was assuming we have 
catastrophic global warming that was 
due to manmade gases, anthropogenic 
gases—methane. That assumption ev- 
erybody thought probably was right, 
because everybody said it was—until 
such time as we thought what the cost 
would be if at that time we would have 
ratified the Kyoto treaty and lived by 
its emissions restrictions. The cost 
would be somewhere between $300 and 
$400 billion. That actually came from 
the Wharton School. 

We looked at that and thought we 
better look at that pretty closely. Over 
some debate we decided, if this treaty 
came back—which President Clinton 
signed but had to come to the Senate 
for ratification—if it came to the Sen- 
ate for ratification we would not ratify 
any treaty that had either one of two 
things—No. 1, would be devastating to 
our economy and, No. 2, it would not 
treat developing countries the same as 
developed countries. 

As it turned out, it did both. It is one 
that only affected the developed coun- 
tries and, of course, with the reports 
we had on the cost, it would be very ex- 
pensive. But that was back in the 1990s. 

Starting around the year 2000 and 
specifically 2003, this was called to our 
attention at that time. I say to you, 
Madam President, I was the chairman 
of the Environment and Public Works 
Committee that had jurisdiction. We 
looked at this and evaluated the 
science that was behind it as well as we 
could. The science on which this is 
predicated came from the United Na- 
tions. Actually, in 1988 the IPCC, the 
International Panel on Climate 
Change, was formed. This came in the 
United Nations and the science behind 
it was pretty much confined to rec- 
ommendations from the IPCC. 

We started getting phone calls from 
well-respected scientists all over the 
country and these scientists would say 
to us that the IPCC is a closed society. 
They would not let anyone in to offer 
their judgment unless they agreed that 
in fact anthropogenic gases were caus- 
ing catastrophic global warming. 

These scientists started piling up 
until, I believe it was around 2003, we 
had a couple of hundred of them. I re- 
member standing at this podium and 
talking on the floor about all the sci- 
entists who disagreed with the science 
of the IPCC. At that time I made a 
statement that became quite an irri- 
tant to a lot of people when I said: The 
notion that we are having catastrophic 
global warming due to anthropogenic 
gases could be the greatest hoax ever 
perpetrated on the American people. 

I remember going to one of the meet- 
ings. Every year the United Nations 
throws a big party. We just had our 
15th, I would add. Everyone remembers 
a year ago it was Copenhagen. This 
year it was Cancun. Back then, in 2003, 
it happened to be in Milan, Italy. I was 
kind of detested by everyone there be- 
cause everyone else there was saying 
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we have to do something about this ca- 
tastrophe that was about to hit us. 

As the years went by we had bills. We 
had the bill in 2003, the bill in 2005, the 
bill in 2007, in 2009, the last one was the 
Markey-Waxman—Waxman-Markey 
bill. Each time those who were behind 
this, seeking to pass some kind of cap- 
and-trade bill, were fewer every time 
we voted. The last count there were a 
total of 30 Members of the Senate who 
would say they would vote for the last 
cap-and-trade bill. 

The interesting thing about the bill 
coming up now is that they were un- 
able to pass it legislatively, which is 
what we should be doing. We should be 
handling this through legislation. We 
tried. We considered it and it went 
through the process and it failed. Now 
they are trying to do it through regula- 
tions. It has been speculated that the 
cost to the American people would be 
even greater if done through the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency than if it 
were done legislatively. 

It was not long ago we had a hearing. 
I have a great deal of respect for Presi- 
dent Obama’s Director of the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, Lisa Jack- 
son. She testified before our committee 
live on TV, and I asked the question. I 
said if we were to pass this—it might 
have been the Waxman-Markey bill—it 
doesn’t matter, they are all the same. 
Cap-and-trade is cap-and-trade—it 
would have cost between $300 and $400 
billion if we ratified Kyoto and the 
same would be true of any of the five or 
six cap-and-trade bills we have de- 
feated since then. 

But I said let’s say we pass this and 
have it signed into law. Would this re- 
duce CO, emissions? That is the whole 
idea. СО» emissions were supposed to be 
causing all this. I was very proud of 
her, because it took a lot of courage to 
give the response she did. She said in 
response: No, it wouldn’t, because it 
would only affect the United States of 
America. 

Then I would take it one step fur- 
ther. What would happen if we have 
cap-and-trade—whether it is by legisla- 
tion or by regulation, it doesn’t mat- 
ter—what they are going to do is regu- 
late everything that is out there in our 
society. As I say, the cost would be be- 
tween $300 and $400 billion. 

What I do, since I am not as smart as 
the rest of them around here, when I 
hear the billions and trillions of dol- 
lars, I try to see what does this cost my 
people in Oklahoma. I did the math, 
and in Oklahoma, if we take the total 
number of people who have filed tax re- 
turns, and divide it into the amount of 
taxes this would cost, it would be 
about $3,100 per family in my State of 
Oklahoma. 

What do you get if you get it? You 
get something even the EPA Director 
said is not going to lower worldwide 
СО» emissions, so you don’t get any- 
thing for it. 
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The big vote coming up in a few min- 
utes is on a bill I have introduced, and 
we have now introduced this as an 
amendment to this small business bill, 
that would say to the EPA: You no 
longer have jurisdiction—which they 
should not have, and I questioned that 
they have it in the first place—over the 
regulation of СО». 

There is a lot of talk about the Clean 
Air Act. I was a very strong supporter 
of the Clean Air Act. Several people 
who take a different position from me 
on the vote that is coming up talk 
about the Clean Air Act and all the 
wonderful things it has done—and I 
agree. It has. So I feel strongly about 
it. We have cleaner air now than we 
have had in a long period of time. The 
thing is, it was designed to take care of 
six known pollutants. СО» was not one, 
it was not a pollutant. The Court said 
you do not have to count it as a pollut- 
ant but if you want to you can do it. So 
it was optional to the Environmental 
Protection Agency and to the govern- 
ment of our country. 

They elected to do that. In order to 
do that they have to have an endanger- 
ment finding. An endangerment finding 
is something that says СО» is an 
endangerment to public health. When 
the same administrator, Administrator 
Jackson, was before our committee— 
and this was right before Copenhagen; 
this would have been a year ago last 
December—I can remember making a 
statement to her, again in the same 
public meeting: Madam Administrator, 
I have a feeling when I leave for Copen- 
hagen tomorrow you are going to have 
an endangerment finding. 

I could see a few smiles. I said: If 
that happens, it has to be based on 
some science, doesn’t it? 

She said yes, it does. 

What science do you base it on? 

Well, primarily the IPCC. 

Primarily—this was right before all 
the Climategate stuff came out, where 
they saw that they were falsifying 
science. All the things we found during 
the mid-1990s about scientists coming 
in, they were correct after all and they 
had been cooking the science on this 
thing. So that is another problem we 
have that we are faced with. 

The way to solve the problem, and I 
think many of my Democratic 
friends—many of them said they agree 
this should be a matter of the legisla- 
ture and not a matter of the EPA mak- 
ing these decisions. This morning I 
quoted some of them. I have it right 
here. 

Senator BAUCUS, a Democratic Sen- 
ator, said: 

I mentioned I do not want the EPA writing 
these regulations. I think it is too much 
power in the hands of one single agency, but 
rather climate change should be a matter es- 
sentially left to Congress. 

I agree with that and it was left to 
Congress. We considered five or six 
bills on this. 
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Senator BEN NELSON, another Demo- 
crat from Nebraska, said: 

Controlling the levels of carbon emissions 
is the job of Congress. We don’t need EPA 
looking over Congress’ shoulder telling us we 
are not moving fast enough. 

I agree with him. In addition to that, 
we have eight other Democratic Sen- 
ators who said essentially the same 
thing, so I think that is pretty well un- 
derstood. 

One reason I wanted to mention this 
before the vote takes place, my wife 
thinks the greatest problem facing 
America is the price of gas at the 
pump. My wife is not the only wife 
around here believing that, I know. She 
was saying for a long period of time, 
what causes these things? And it is 
very easy. 

Even my grandkids understand sup- 
ply and demand. That is taught in ele- 
mentary schools nowadays. So supply 
and demand is at work here. We have 
supply in the United States of Amer- 
ica. We have—and I am going to show 
you in just a minute—in fact, I will go 
ahead and do that now because I want 
everyone who votes on this to under- 
stand anyone, Democrat or Republican, 
who votes against my amendment is 
voting to increase dramatically the 
price of gas at the pumps. 

The next time we hear someone say 
we have—this is something you keep 
hearing, that we have just 3 percent of 
the oil in this country. I think that is 
interesting because they say 3 percent 
of the proven reserves. Well, proven re- 
serves cannot take place until such 
time as you drill to prove it. 

We have Members of the majority, 
along with the White House, the major- 
ity of the Members of the Senate have 
disallowed us to go out and drill. So if 
you cannot drill—something like 83 
percent of our public lands where we 
could be drilling for oil, we cannot do 
it because they will not let us do it. So 
if they will not let us do it, then there 
cannot be proven reserves. 

But they do have recoverable re- 
serves. Our recoverable reserves right 
now in America are 135 billion barrels. 
All we have to do, in order to do that, 
is go out and take advantage of that 
and use these recoverable reserves. 

With the CRS report that came out— 
the CRS is something that is recog- 
nized as an impartial, bipartisan or 
nonpartisan study group. They study 
these things. They said that, as of 1 
year ago, the United States of Amer- 
ica—now this is very important be- 
cause the United States of America has 
the largest recoverable reserves in 
coal, gas, and oil of any of the nations. 
There they are right there. These are 
the reserves of coal—this is all three, 
isn’t it? Fossil fuels. Yes, coal, gas, and 
oil. There it is. This is the United 
States of America. 

If you add this up, we have more than 
Saudi Arabia, China, Canada, and Iraq 
combined. That is what we have. But 


March 16, 2011 


the problem is, politically, they will 
not let us drill for it. 

I know—and I regret to say this be- 
cause I was just challenged, but it was 
true because I was there—21 years ago 
we had the Exxon Valdez. It was a dis- 
aster. It took place up in Prince Wil- 
liam Sound. Most people here remem- 
ber that now. It was an accident where 
you had a deficient ship that had 
leaked in that beautiful, pristine water 
up there. 

I went up there. Quite frankly, there 
are a bunch of the far left who were 
celebrating that it happened. Why 
would they celebrate a disaster such as 
that? They celebrated because they 
said: We are going to parlay this into 
stopping oil production on ANWR or on 
the North Slopes of Alaska. 

Well, that is kind of interesting that 
they are going to parlay that into that. 
I said: How do you figure that? Because 
Prince William Sound, the Exxon 
Valdez, that was a transportation acci- 
dent. That hit something causing it to 
break. 

Then, I said: If you do away with 
drilling in America, that means we are 
going to have to transport it in from 
foreign countries, and the likelihood of 
it happening again is far greater. None- 
theless, they said: We are going to use 
that. 

I hate to say this also, but when we 
had our spill in the gulf not too long 
ago, a lot of people were saying: Aha, 
now we are going to stop all drilling, 
deepwater drilling in the Gulf. 

We have tremendous reserves down 
there in the gulf. While the morato- 
rium was lifted, the administration has 
only issued one deepwater drilling per- 
mit since that happened. 

What I am saying is, we have all 
these reserves out there, and we can do 
it. Iam talking about gas and oil and 
coal. It is not just the oil and gas, but 
we have another opportunity out there. 

We have talked about oil. We have 
talked about gas. In oil, if we would 
just export our own resources, that is 
what we know is there, the reserves 
that we have in oil and in gas, it would 
run this country, in oil and gas, for 90 
years. That is our own stuff. That is 
not from Saudi Arabia. It is not from 
the Middle East. It is not even from 
Mexico. That is our stuff. 

The same is true with the coal re- 
serves. There is the United States, 28 
percent of all the coal reserves. Right 
now, 50 percent of the power generated 
in the United States is generated with 
coal-fired generation, and they are try- 
ing to do away with that. So that is a 
target. 

But again, we have these tremendous 
reserves in the United States—let’s not 
forget—so we can run this country for 
100 years on just what we have, except 
the politicians will not let us go in and 
recover our own reserves. 

Let’s not forget about oil shale. 
Right now oil shale is something—yes, 
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there are several pilot projects to prove 
the shale’s commercial viability. The 
Green River Formation, located in Col- 
orado, Wyoming, and Utah, contains 
the equivalent of 6 trillion barrels of 
oil. Let me say that again, 6 trillion 
barrels of oil. The Department of En- 
ergy estimates that of the 6 trillion, 
approximately 1.38 trillion barrels are 
potentially recoverable. That is the 
equivalent of more than five times the 
oil reserves in Saudi Arabia. 

When I made this statement about 
having all these reserves, more than 
any other country, I was not counting 
shale because that is not quite here 
yet—almost but not quite. Another do- 
mestic energy source that could lessen 
our dependence is methane hydrates. I 
think everybody knows that. But I did 
not count that either. 

So all these things that we could 
have counted are not there. But the 
point is this: We have enough reserves 
to take care of all the problems we 
have in this country for the years to 
come. I look at—some people will come 
in, and they are well-meaning people, 
they will say: Well, we have to go to 
green energy. I am for green energy. 

But if you have something that is 
under development, and it might be 1 
year, it might be 20 years or 30 years 
before it comes, you have to continue 
to run this machine called America in 
the meantime. What do we know works 
and what is available? It is oil, gas, and 
coal. 

Just for a minute, I am going to devi- 
ate over there to what has happened in 
Japan. We just came from a hearing. I 
am very proud that not just our admin- 
istration, the President and the Sec- 
retary of Energy, but also the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission has said that 
should not affect what we are doing 
right now. We currently have 12 appli- 
cations pending. Two of them are pend- 
ing for almost immediate consider- 
ation for nuclear reactors, so that we 
will get into nuclear. Right now, we 
only develop about 20 percent of our 
energy from nuclear. France, for exam- 
ple, does 80 percent. So that is some- 
thing that is out there. 

I would say, in my opinion, as one 
Member of the Senate, in order to stop, 
not reduce but stop, our dependance 
upon the Middle East altogether, all we 
have to do is keep working on all of the 
above. I want wind, I want solar, and 
all that. But I also want those things 
that are developed and available 
today—coal, gas, and oil. 

You may wonder what I am getting 
around to with these charts. It is the 
fact that we have a—everyone admits 
that the goal of this administration—I 
am looking for it right now—is to get 
prices so high, oil and gas so high that 
we will have to be dependent upon 
other things. 

President Obama said, not long ago: 
Under this cap and trade—we are talk- 
ing about it could either be legislative 
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or it could be regulations—‘‘electricity 
prices would necessarily skyrocket.” 
Notice he said, ‘‘necessarily sky- 
rocket.” His administrator, or the Sec- 
retary of Energy, to give you an idea of 
what is behind this, the high price of 
gas at the pumps, said—now this is 
Steven Chu, Secretary of Energy for 
the Obama administration. He said: 
“Somehow we have to figure out a way 
to boost the price of gasoline to the 
levels in Europe.” 

Let me repeat that. “Somehow we 
have to figure out a way to boost the 
price of gasoline to the levels in Eu- 
горе.” 

What are the levels in Europe? The 
United Kingdom, $7.87 per gallon; Italy, 
$7.54; France, $7.50; Germany, $7.41. 
That is the motivation out there to do 
this. I think we have many others 
whom we could quote from the admin- 
istration, but I do not want this to 
turn into something that gives the ap- 
pearance that we are just criticizing 
the administration. 

The fact is, we have to do something 
about developing our own resources. If 
we do that, we are going to be able to 
bring down the price—do two things. 
First of all, for our national security, 
quit worrying about depending upon 
the Middle East for our oil. We can 
stop that just by developing our own 
resources. Secondly, go right back to 
elementary supply and demand. If we 
can supply the oil and gas and coal, 
then we will lower the price and lower 
it dramatically. 

Everybody knows that. That is why 
this vote that is coming up is so impor- 
tant. Because the vote is not just to 
try to keep us from having between a 
$300 and $400 billion tax increase on the 
American people that will not accom- 
plish anything. Remember what I said 
the Administrator of the EPA said— 
not only that we would stop that kind 
of a tax increase but also that we can 
stop the rise of gas at the pump. 

So if somebody votes against this 
amendment, all it does is say that 
the—which many Democrats, all Re- 
publicans and many Democrats agree— 
we are going to find out how many— 
the Congress should be the one to ad- 
dress these issues, not the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency. So that is 
what the amendment is all about. Any- 
one who is going to be voting against 
the amendment is saying we do not 
want to develop our own resources. 
That is one of the most serious prob- 
lems we are dealing with right now. 

We have other problems that have to 
do with the EPA right now with all the 
regulations. They have this minimum 
achievable technology on emissions, on 
other things such as boilers and other 
things that would end up increasing 
the cost to do business. Ultimately, it 
is the consumer who pays. I actually 
have a quote I cannot seem to find 
right now, since I am not using notes, 
that says we do have the technology to 
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do all these things. Yet we are going to 
allow this to happen, even though it is 
not necessary. So we have a big vote 
coming up. That vote is: Do you think 
the EPA should regulate the emissions 
of СО» in America or do you think Con- 
gress should do it? 

If you think the EPA should do it, 
get ready for a tax increase, because I 
can assure you, the President is just 
waiting to sign something that will 
allow them to continue down the road 
of overregulating. There is a cost to 
regulation. I think we all know that. It 
is one that is huge. 

If you look at the regulations we 
have, I have already mentioned the $300 
to $400 billion and how that relates to 
everybody in my State of Oklahoma 
who files a tax return. The boiler regu- 
lation that is coming out right now— 
the same EPA—that would affect 
800,000 jobs in America. The utility 
MACT—that is something the Director 
of the EPA just had a news conference 
on today. The minimum achievable re- 
duction in utilities would cost about 
$100 billion. The ozone and the PM 
would be about $90 billion. 

As I say, we would be talking about a 
pretty big jobs bill but only on this. I 
wish to make sure everyone under- 
stands. My very good friend, JOHN BAR- 
RASSO, a Senator from Wyoming, has a 
bill that is going to go a lot further 
than this. I am a strong supporter of 
his legislation. It will go into the— 
keeping the EPA from using СО» to 
change the Clean Air Act, the Clean 
Water Act, the Endangered Species 
Act. That is very good. That is not 
what this is. 

I heard something this morning that 
I want to make sure to clarify because 
it is important because there are all 
kinds of things out there people are 
saying will happen if we pass this 
amendment. 

They are saying that is going to 
somehow affect—in fact, they said I re- 
spectfully asked the members of the 
committee to keep in mind that EPA’s 
implementation of the Clean Air Act 
saves millions of American adults and 
children from debilitating and expen- 
sive illnesses that occur when smoke- 
stacks and tailpipes release unre- 
stricted amounts of pollution. Yes, I 
agree with that. But let’s keep in mind, 
I was a strong supporter when the 
Clean Air Act came out and when the 
amendments came out. 

It was designed for the six criteria 
pollutants at the heart of the Clean Air 
Act: lead, ozone, nitrogen oxide, sul- 
phur dioxide, carbon monoxide, and 
particulate matter. These are real pol- 
lutants, not imaginary pollutants such 
as СО». But that is what was targeted 
by the Clean Air Act. 

Of course, it has nothing to do with 
anything else. So those things are still 
going to be restricted. We have had 
some people say—and I have heard this 
several times today—this amendment 
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would block the administration’s an- 
nounced plan to follow up with the 
Clean Air Act standards for cars and 
light trucks. This is not at all true. 
That is all done by the National High- 
way Traffic Safety Administration. 
That is not within the jurisdiction of 
the EPA. That is NHTSA, they call it. 

It has nothing do with mileage on 
cars, nothing do with the whole effort 
to increase mileage. 

EPA is contributing practically noth- 
ing to the administration’s global 
warming car deal—about 4 percent of 
the joint ЕРА-МНТЭА program’s emis- 
sions reductions. Dropping EPA would, 
therefore, have a meaningless effect on 
oil consumption. According to the 
EPA, its greenhouse gas car standards 
would mean that ‘‘global mean tem- 
perature” is reduced by ‘‘0.006 to 0.0015 
[Celsius] by 2100.” 

That is not even measurable. Don’t 
let anyone use the argument that this 
has anything to do with CAFE stand- 
ards. It doesn’t affect anything that is 
harmful for people to breathe. 

The amendment will be coming up 
soon. We are going to find out who 
wants to keep us from developing our 
own resources. It should be a very in- 
teresting vote. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, the 
amendment from the Senator from 
Kentucky seeks to reduce discre- 
tionary spending by $200 billion. The 
actual amendment would cut in excess 
of $155 billion from domestic discre- 
tionary spending programs and the bal- 
ance from security-related programs. 
While I am sure the Senator is serious 
in his desire to cut spending, I would 
point out to my colleagues that for the 
remaining 6 months of this fiscal year, 
with the passage of the next short-term 
continuing resolution, the Federal 
Government will have less than $200 
billion in fiscal year 11 funds remain- 
ing for domestic discretionary spend- 
ing. 

My colleagues need to be advised 
that the CR that has passed the House 
will set a ceiling on domestic discre- 
tionary funding for the whole year at 
$400 billion. Since we are half way 
through the fiscal year, we have al- 
ready allocated approximately half of 
these resources. Moreover, during the 
first 6 months of the fiscal year the 
government was funded at a higher 
rate, approximately $405 billion. There- 
fore, we only have approximately $195 
billion remaining for the balance of the 
year to spend on all discretionary do- 
mestic programs. While there are ex- 
amples where unobligated balances re- 
main in some agencies, in general it is 
fair to say the Senator’s amendment 
would cut this year’s remaining domes- 
tic spending by 80 percent. 

The amendment stipulates that the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
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the National Endowments for the Arts 
and Humanities, the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting are all abolished. 
If this wasn’t bad enough, the amend- 
ment would also cut more funding from 
the Department of Education than 
they have remaining for the balance of 
the fiscal year. It would cut more than 
remains available for the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development and 
from the Office of Personnel Manage- 
ment. 

Some domestic agencies would have 
sufficient resources to survive this cut, 
but none without dire consequences. 

A cut of 35 percent to the EPA would 
seriously curtail funding for sewer and 
drinking water infrastructure, while 
leaving the agency with little funding 
to pay its personnel for the balance of 
the fiscal year. 

For the Department of the Interior, 
the Paul amendment would almost cer- 
tainly necessitate the closure of our 
national parks and Indian schools. 

On security funding, the bill would 
slash the State Department’s budget 75 
percent below last year’s level, effec- 
tively eliminating funding for most 
State Department functions worldwide 
with devastating consequences for on- 
going operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, 
and Pakistan. 

The $30 billion cut to the Department 
of Defense would likely delay or termi- 
nate procurement programs supported 
by the Congress as the Department 
uses its authority to target cuts away 
from readiness and personnel programs 
toward investment programs. 

The Energy Department’s nuclear 
weapons program would be cut by $2.5 
billion. This would put the safety, se- 
curity and reliability of our nuclear 
weapons at risk. 

The only thing that many agencies 
would be able to do if they were faced 
with cuts of this magnitude would be 
to plan their shut down operations. 

Not a single Member of this Chamber 
can responsibly vote for this amend- 
ment. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 216 

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I rise 
to speak about an amendment I have 
offered and we will be voting on in a 
little while. It is amendment No. 216, 
and it is a basic, very simple amend- 
ment, but it will rectify or remedy a 
problem we have in our contracting. 

We have all kinds of businesses 
across the country that are part of the 
contracting process. But often when we 
have prime contractors who will have 
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the opportunity to bid on Federal 
work, they will list subcontractors in 
their application. In some cases those 
subcontractors happen to be minority- 
owned firms and women-owned firms, 
known, of course, by the acronyms 
MBE and WBE. So the prime contrac- 
tors will list them to make their appli- 
cations more competitive, without in- 
forming—this is where the problem 
comes in—without informing the sub- 
contractor. 

This amendment does two basic 
things, and it is an amendment all of 
about 13 lines when we get to the heart 
of it. Basically, what it requires in 
these instances is that the prime con- 
tractor notify the subcontractor. That 
is part one. Part two is, in these in- 
stances where there may be an allega- 
tion of fraud or other problems the sub- 
contractor wants to report, the Admin- 
istrator, in this case, will establish a 
reporting mechanism that allows that 
subcontractor to report fraudulent ac- 
tivity by the contractor. 

So two very basic elements: a notifi- 
cation provision, so if you are a firm 
that is listed on paperwork a prime 
contractor files, you be notified of 
that—that is No. 1—and, in addition to 
the notification of the subcontractor, 
that the Administrator set up a pro- 
gram, a method where you can report 
fraudulent activity by the contractor. 

It is that simple. At a time when we 
are trying to create jobs and support 
small businesses across the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania and across the 
country, I think it is a very basic 
change that needs to be made. 

So I commend the work Chairman 
LANDRIEU has done on this bill and her 
leadership but in particular her sup- 
port for this amendment. 

I yield to Senator LANDRIEU. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE). The Senator from Lou- 
isiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania being so supportive and so help- 
ful. I think this is an amendment we 
can support. I am hoping to get clari- 
fication to actually go to a vote on this 
amendment sometime in the next 20 
minutes or so. We do not have that 
cleared at this point, but we are hoping 
to be able to vote on this amendment. 

I would like to ask the Presiding Of- 
ficer, though, to read the pending 
amendments just by number and name 
because I think we have seven or eight 
pending amendments. Could the Pre- 
siding Officer clarify what amendments 
are currently pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendments are No. 183, a 
McConnell amendment; No. 178, a Vit- 
ter amendment; No. 161, an Inhofe for 
Johanns amendment; No. 216, a Lan- 
drieu for Casey amendment; No. 186, a 
Cornyn amendment; No. 199, a Paul 
amendment; No. 207, a Sanders amend- 
ment; No. 197, a Hutchison amendment; 
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No. 184, a Coburn amendment; and, fi- 
nally, No. 229, a Pryor amendment. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Thank you, Mr. 
President. That is what our records 
show. 

I appreciate all these Members being 
very patient. We have their amend- 
ments pending. We are going to try to 
line up votes for them, hopefully, 
sometime either later tonight or to- 
morrow. 

We also have a few other Members 
who have said they would like to have 
their amendments considered. I would 
simply ask if they can come down to 
the floor. Tonight would be a good time 
because we have had a very good, open, 
encompassing debate on a variety of 
different issues. Of course, the under- 
lying bill before us is the reauthoriza- 
tion of the SBIR and STTR Programs 
that have been operating on a very 
short term with very ineffectual au- 
thorizations that do not allow these 
programs to have the benefit for tax- 
payers they deserve. So we have strug- 
gled now for 6 years, three Congresses. 
It is time to get this done. 

So while we have many, many 
amendments that have been filed, I am 
happy to report that there are probably 
just a few more Members who want to 
actually come and speak on their 
amendments. Some have said: We will 
take up our amendments on a later 
day. Many of the Members who have 
filed five and six amendments have 
said: I am only going to go with one, 
Senator LANDRIEU and Senator SNOWE. 

We are very grateful for everyone’s 
cooperation. 

So, hopefully, we can vote on the 
Casey amendment tonight, and then 
have a queue of other amendments po- 
tentially in this order or some revision 
of this order. But all those pending will 
be, of course, provided an opportunity 
for a vote. We do have some out- 
standing questions about one of the 
Coburn amendments we have not 
cleared on either side. 

So Iam hoping we can have that vote 
tonight, and we will know something 
in a few minutes. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 216 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we resume 
consideration of the Casey amendment 
No. 216; that there be 2 minutes equally 
divided before we proceed to a vote in 
relation to the amendment; that there 
be no amendments in order to the 
Casey amendment prior to the vote; 
that the motion to reconsider be con- 


4143 


sidered made and laid upon the table, 
with no intervening action or debate, 
and that the vote occur at 5:25. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIRKU. Mr. President, as we 
are waiting for Senator CASEY, I don’t 
think there is any opposition to this 
amendment. I see the ranking member 
on the floor and I am wondering if she 
has anything she wishes to add at this 
point. 

I said earlier Members have been 
very cooperative in trying to mini- 
mize—still have an open debate but 
nevertheless minimize—the issues and 
the amendments so we can pass this 
important bill and get it over to the 
House and onto the President’s desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair as well. I wish to speak to 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. I think it is a crit- 
ical amendment for the contracting 
process. As the Chair well understands, 
because I know the Chair has called 
many meetings on contracts and proc- 
esses, and over the years we have at- 
tempted to rectify and mitigate many 
of the problems that have arisen during 
the course of a contract to make sure 
there is access for small business with- 
in the Federal agencies, I have heard, 
as I know the Chair has as well, from 
countless small businesses who feel 
abused by large prime contractors. 
During the procurement process when 
preparing for government bids, often- 
times large prime contractors do not 
fulfill their obligations to use small 
businesses as outlined in the subcon- 
tracting plan. They identify the small 
businesses in their own plan that they 
submit to the government, they win 
the contract, and then they turn 
around and don’t use the small busi- 
nesses they have identified in their bid 
they have submitted to the Federal 
Government. So I wish to congratulate 
the Senator from Pennsylvania for 
identifying an important way to make 
sure small businesses are not left out 
of this process, because they are re- 
quired—once they have been identified 
in an open, large prime contractor’s 
plan, they are required to use that 
small business. But, unfortunately, if a 
small business is not notified that the 
large prime contractor has won that 
bid from the Federal agency, they have 
no way of pursuing a process by which 
they make sure they are part of that 
overall bid. 

I think it is very important that 
small businesses have access to the 
procurement process, and when large 
contractors are including small busi- 
nesses, we have to make sure they no- 
tify the small businesses about their 
intent to use them in the bid process, 
and to make sure they are aware that 
they have won the contract as well. 
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This becomes paramount because small 
businesses then have the opportunity 
to contract with Federal agencies be- 
cause the Federal Government is the 
largest purchaser of goods and services 
in the world, spending more than $500 
billion in fiscal year 2000 alone. For 
small firms that are struggling to stay 
afloat and maintain their workforce, 
Federal contracting can be an instru- 
mental part of the larger strategy for 
broadening their customer base in cre- 
ating jobs. So it is a commonsense 
amendment that protects small busi- 
nesses from abuses during the Federal 
procurement process. 

Also, I think the reporting mecha- 
nism that is created by the Senator’s 
amendment will allow small businesses 
to report fraudulent activity with re- 
spect to subcontracting plans. These 
small business protections will benefit 
small contracting firms without adding 
an undue burden to the government’s 
acquisition workforce. I think it is an 
amendment that is not only practical 
but critical in making sure small busi- 
ness has fair access and opportunities 
for procurement within the Federal 
agencies, and more to curb the abuses 
that have occurred with large prime 
contractors that either disguise them- 
selves аз small businesses and go 
through the contracting process or use 
small businesses in their bid but never 
notify the small businesses of their in- 
tent to use them and, therefore, small 
businesses have no opportunity to pur- 
sue the legal process, due process to 
make sure they can report these 
abuses. 

I urge support of the Casey amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I already 
spoke earlier on the amendment—actu- 
ally, twice today, so I won’t reiterate 
those points. I wish to thank and com- 
mend the work done by Senator LAN- 
DRIEU and Senator SNOWE and the way 
they have worked together in a bipar- 
tisan manner to move this bill forward 
but in particular to help us pass this 
amendment. We are looking forward to 
the vote, and I want to thank them for 
their help. 

I yield the floor. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, how 
much time remains before the vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 45 seconds remaining. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Let me use the 45 
seconds to ask unanimous consent to 
be listed as a cosponsor of the Casey 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I wish to join Sen- 
ator SNOWE in supporting this amend- 
ment. We have received actually many 
complaints from small businesses at 
any number of the roundtables we have 
held in our committee about the old 
bait and switch that is going on, where 
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their names are used by large contrac- 
tors to actually succeed in receiving 
the bid or winning the bid, and then, as 
Senator SNOWE stated, their companies 
are switched out and they don’t even 
know it. This also puts an enforcement 
mechanism in place and actually man- 
dates the SBA to come up with an en- 
forcement mechanism so we can have 
more honesty and transparency. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 

The question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 216. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NET). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 48 Leg.] 


YEAS—99 
Akaka Feinstein Merkley 
Alexander Franken Mikulski 
Ayotte Gillibrand Moran 
Barrasso Graham Murkowski 
Baucus Grassley Murray 
Begich Hagan Nelson (NE) 
Bennet Harkin Nelson (FL) 
Bingaman Hatch Paul 
Blumenthal Hoeven Portman 
Blunt Hutchison Pryor 
Boozman Inhofe Reed 
Boxer Inouye Reid 
Brown (MA) Isakson Risch 
Brown (OH) Johanns Roberts 
Burr Johnson (SD) Rubio 
Cantwell Johnson (WI) Sanders 
Cardin Kerry Schumer 
Carper Kirk Sessions 
Casey Klobuchar Shaheen 
Chambliss Kohl Shelby 
Coats Kyl Snowe 
Coburn Landrieu Stabenow 
Cochran Lautenberg Tester 
Collins Leahy Thune 
Conrad Lee Toomey 
Coons Levin Udall (CO) 
Corker Lieberman Udall (NM) 
Cornyn Lugar Vitter 
Crapo Manchin Warner 
DeMint McCain Webb 
Durbin McCaskill Whitehouse 
Ensign McConnell Wicker 
Enzi Menendez Wyden 
NOT VOTING—1 
Rockefeller 


The amendment (No. 216) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURE WEEK 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to highlight the importance of 
agriculture and celebrate National Ag- 
riculture Week. 

President Dwight D. Eisenhower once 
said: 
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Farming looks mighty easy when your 
plow is a pencil and you’re a thousand miles 
away from a cornfield. 

This week reminds us that it is our 
job to bridge the gap between plowing 
fields and crafting laws and make sure 
our ranchers and farmers have the 
tools they need. 

In my home State of Montana, agri- 
culture is the heart and soul of our 
economy. It is an essential part of who 
we are. In Montana, agriculture is not 
simply a livelihood, it is our way of 
life. Growing up on a ranch outside of 
Helena taught me firsthand the values 
of hard work, faith, family, and doing 
what is right—values I try to bring 
with me to work every day. 

Fifty percent of Montana’s economy 
is tied to ranching and farming, and 
one in five Montana jobs is tied in 
some way to agriculture. It is our No. 
1 industry. Each year, Montana ranch- 
ers and farmers produce nearly $3 bil- 
lion of the highest quality agricultural 
goods produced anywhere in the world. 

As a nation, we are blessed with a 
safe, affordable, and abundant food sup- 
ply. Our farmers and ranchers in our 
country put food on the tables of fami- 
lies around the world, and they help 
create good-paying jobs here at home. 
Every year, the average American 
farmer feeds 155 people worldwide. 

While agriculture stands in the spot- 
light this week, it is critical to remem- 
ber the words of President Eisenhower 
and recognize the needs of our ranchers 
and farmers every day throughout the 
year. 

Next week, I will be holding a series 
of listening sessions across Montana to 
discuss the next farm bill. I did that 
last time around and they were ter- 
rific. I learned so much by having these 
listening sessions all across our State. 
I will be starting Monday in the east- 
ern part of Montana—in towns such as 
Forsyth and Miles City—and over the 
next year I will work my way across 
the State collecting ideas and informa- 
tion from Montana’s farmers and 
ranchers to make sure the next farm 
bill works for them. 

I am lucky to represent so many 
ranchers and farmers in our State who 
have dedicated their life to the land. It 
is so important, and it roots us in our 
State. It grounds us. I am proud to 
honor these folks today during Na- 
tional Agriculture Week. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Senate is proceeding 
to consider legislation to reauthorize 
the Small Business Innovation Re- 
search Program and Small Business 
Technology Transfer Program, SBIR/ 
STTR. Our Nation’s small businesses 
and start-ups are crucial to maintain- 
ing America’s position as the world 
leader in technology and innovation. 
The SBIR/STTR programs improve the 
ability of small businesses to take part 
in federally funded research. 

Last week, the Senate voted 95-5 to 
pass another bill to help small busi- 
nesses and our economic recovery, the 
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America Invents Act. This legislation 
will provide our small businesses and 
start-ups the legal landscape that they 
need to protect and commercialize 
their inventions to create jobs and 
boost our economy. 

The Small Business and Entrepre- 
neurship Council, in strongly endorsing 
the America Invents Act, wrote that 
‘“Tpjatent reform is needed to clarify 
and simplify the system; to properly 
protect legitimate patents; and to re- 
duce costs in the system, including 
when it comes to litigation and the 
international marketplace.’’ 

Similarly, Louis Foreman, an inven- 
tor and advocate for other independent 
inventors wrote that the legislation 
“will make independent inventors, 
such as myself, more competitive in to- 
day’s global marketplace.” 

Both the council and Mr. Foreman 
specifically noted the importance of 
transitioning to  ‘‘first-inventor-to- 
file” and ending fee diversion at the 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. 

The America Invents Act will benefit 
small businesses and start-ups in sev- 
eral specific ways. First, the legisla- 
tion will make it more difficult for 
large infringers to harass a patent 
owner through successive administra- 
tive challenges of the patent or chal- 
lenges that have no likelihood of suc- 
cess. Large corporations often use 
these challenges to avoid license fees 
or discourage an infringement suit. For 
small businesses, patent owners and 
independent inventors, the expense of 
countering these tactics can make en- 
forcement of their patents difficult to 
impossible. The improvements that 
this legislation makes to the inter 
partes system will limit harassment. 

Second, the America Invents Act re- 
quires discounts for small businesses at 
the Patent and Trademark Office, PTO. 
Specifically, the bill mandates that the 
PTO provide a 50-percent reduction in 
fees for small business, and а 75-рег- 
cent reduction in fees for businesses 
that receive a new ‘‘micro-entity’’ des- 
ignation as truly small and inde- 
pendent inventors. Together, these pro- 
visions ensure that the PTO’s need to 
collect fees for services is not done on 
the backs of small businesses. Small 
businesses will, therefore, be able to af- 
ford patent protection better than 
today. 

Third, as part of the transition to 
first-inventor-to-file, the America In- 
vents Act eliminates costly inter- 
ference proceedings as the method for 
determining the right to a patent be- 
tween competing inventors in favor of 
a derivation proceeding. Under current 
law, before enactment of the American 
Invents Act, when more than one appli- 
cation claiming the same invention is 
filed, the patent is given to the appli- 
cant who has the resources to prove 
their claim to the invention. This cost- 
ly proceeding is almost always won by 
larger corporations. A derivation pro- 
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ceeding is far simpler and does not re- 
quire meticulous notes by the inventor, 
which gives large corporations an ad- 
vantage, because the key date is the 
date of application. 

Finally, the legislation will improve 
patent quality overall. Roughly half of 
all patents in litigation have claims in- 
validated. When there are too many 
patents out there that are not able to 
withstand court scrutiny, it leads to a 
more difficult climate for small busi- 
nesses to license their inventions and 
raise capital from investors. By im- 
proving our patent system, we can pro- 
vide confidence that when a patent is 
granted, it is of high quality, and in- 
vestors can rely on that. 

The New York Times editorialized 
last week that today, ‘‘The patent sys- 
tem is too cumbersome, and it doesn’t 
protect the small inventor. The Amer- 
ica Invents Act is a smart reform.” In- 
deed, the legislation is crucial to ful- 
filling the promise that we make to 
small businesses and independent in- 
ventors that if they put in the hard 
work, the United States is the place 
where a great invention will be re- 
warded. I thank the 95 Senators who 
voted in favor of Senate passage of the 
America Invents Act and look forward 
to continuing our work with Chairman 
SMITH the House of Representatives to 
get the legislation to the President’s 
desk without unnecessary delay. We 
tried to make sure that patent reform 
in the America Invents Act helps small 
businesses and increases their ability 
to serve as an engine for economic 
growth and good jobs here in America. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


MORNING BUSINESS 


Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed to a pe- 
riod of morning business, with Sen- 
ators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that we are in morning 
business. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 


c 


DEBIT CARD SWIPE FEES 


Mr. DURBIN. This week, we are con- 
sidering legislation on the Senate floor 
that affects small businesses. I want to 
talk about another issue very impor- 
tant to small businesses; that is, the 
topic of interchange fees, also known 
as swipe fees. 

Last week, nearly 200 small busi- 
nesses came to Washington, DC, from 
Illinois and from all across America. 
They came to stand up in support of 
the reform of interchange fees, swipe 
fees, that Congress passed last year. 
They came to stand up to the major 
credit card companies, Visa and 
MasterCard, and the $13 trillion bank- 
ing industry that is doing everything 
in its power to reverse this reform. 

We all know small businesses are the 
key to our economy and its future. We 
need for them to be able to grow, to 
hire more workers, and serve their cus- 
tomers well. But debit card swipe fees 
set by Visa and MasterCard on behalf 
of their big bank allies are crushing 
many small businesses. 

Back in 2009, the banks made over $16 
billion per year in debit swipe fees, 
about $1.3 billion per month. Now, $16 
billion may not sound like a lot of 
money when you compare it to the 
$20.8 billion that the New York State 
comptroller said was paid out in Wall 
Street bonuses to major financial insti- 
tutions just last year, but it is a huge 
amount when it affects small business. 

For most Americans on Main Street, 
$16 billion in swipe fees is quite a lot. 
This money comes out of the pockets 
of small business owners across Amer- 
ica and out of the pockets of their cus- 
tomers, who pay higher prices for gas 
and groceries as a result. 

According to data from the Federal 
Reserve and the Nilson Report, over 
half of all debit interchange fees—more 
than $8 billion per year—goes to just 10 
giant banks. 

What it boils down to is this: Some 
who are pushing for a delay in this re- 
form are literally offering a handout of 
$16 billion mainly to the biggest banks 
in America. 

The swipe fee system does not have 
transparency and has no competition. 
The bottom line is that the current 
debit card system in this country is a 
broken market. Ask any retailer, large 
or small, hotel owner, restaurant 
owner, convenience store owner, gas 
station, ask them what bargaining 
power they have when it comes to the 
amount they are charged for the use of 
a debit card, and the answer is, none. 
Ask them how much is being paid in 
each transaction. And the answer is, it 
is secret. Now, is that how you would 
build an economy, with no competition 
and no transparency? That is exactly 
what is going on with the duopoly of 
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Visa and MasterCard imposing these 
fees on small businesses. 

The banks and card companies are 
sending an army of lobbyists to Con- 
gress to undo the reform Congress 
passed last year. There are hundreds of 
bankers swarming over Capitol Hill 
this week. Several Members who have 
never supported an interchange reform 
in the first place have introduced legis- 
lation to delay that reform that we 
passed. I am sorry to say that this 
plays right into the banking industry’s 
effort to avoid accountability. 

I want my colleagues to know that 
small businesses are going to tell their 
side of the story too. 

Todd McCracken is the president of 
the National Small Business Associa- 
tion. He came to Capitol Hill last week, 
and this is what he said: 

Small businesses aren’t trying to do away 
with credit and debit cards, we just want 
them to play by the rules. Small businesses 
have been at the mercy of these large banks 
for years, and the swipe fee reforms merely 
inject fairness and transparency into a mar- 
ket that has been dictated by a handful of 
companies for years. 

Hundreds of small businesses also 
submitted formal comments to the 
Federal Reserve in support of reform. 
Those comments are posted on the Fed- 
eral Reserve’s Web site. I would like to 
read a few of those from my home 
State of Illinois. 

Nolan Williamson runs a flower shop. 
It is called Jerry’s Flower Shoppe in 
Carbondale, IL. Carbondale, IL, in 
southern Illinois, is the home of South- 
ern Illinois University. Here is what 
Nolan wrote to the Federal Reserve: 

In 1964, Jerry’s Flower Shoppe opened, and 
for 35 years I have been a partner in the busi- 
ness. We are located in a university town, 
and our business depends greatly on the uni- 
versity. Since the university budget is down 
and they are not spending, our business is 
suffering. 

We have streamlined our business as much 
as possible. We were forced to lay off one em- 
ployee for a while, then brought her back at 
reduced pay and reduced hours. As a retail 
business, we have no choice but to accept 
credit and debit cards. We had to increase 
prices to cover the high interchange card 
fees. Even with a price increase, these high 
card fees are eating away our profits. 

Nolan concluded by saying: 

Help our struggling business and other 
small businesses around the country. Reduce 
our swipe fees to 12 cents as proposed. 

He alludes to the fact that when the 
Federal Reserve took a look at the ac- 
tual interchange fee being charged for 
the use of a debit card, they estimated 
the average to be over 40 cents per 
transaction, which is more than 1.1 
percent of the value of each trans- 
action. The actual cost? Less than 10 
cents. So what the credit and debit 
card companies are doing is imposing a 
fee that there is no bargaining over, no 
competition, no disclosure, and forcing 
retailers to pay it. Jerry’s Flower 
Shoppe does not have a fighting chance 
against Visa and MasterCard. They 
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have to pay it or else. That is, of 
course, transferred to a cost to cus- 
tomers and reduced profit to the own- 
ers. 

Here is another comment from Bob 
Stork. He owns Stork’s Catering in 
Springfield. I know Bob. Here is what 
he says: 

My business has been in operation for 
about 35 years. We are just a small enter- 
prise with five employees. The economic sit- 
uation has taken a toll not only on my busi- 
ness, but also on companies all across the 
country. Personally, I believe that swipe fees 
are hindering these struggling businesses 
even further. If these fees keep rising, they 
will eventually place such a strain on us that 
we may be forced to close our doors. Please 
continue your efforts to regulate the debit 
swipe fees. 

Here is a comment from Norman 
Flynn. He has a business, Culligan 
Water Conditioning, in Macomb, had it 
for over 70 years in his family. He said: 

We really cannot afford to keep getting hit 
with unnecessary fees. Please seek to get the 
proposed rule implemented quickly so that 
debit swipe fees will be lowered and small 
businesses will get some breathing room. 

I hope my colleagues understand that 
these small businesses need relief right 
now. They need to understand that de- 
laying swipe fee reform, which a bill 
just introduced this week would do, 
would give Visa and MasterCard and 
the banks a multibillion-dollar hand- 
out and would leave small businesses 
and consumers footing the bill. 

We have heard a lot about the bailout 
of Wall Street. This is the handout to 
Wall Street. To think that they would 
turn around and give to these compa- 
nies $32 billion in handouts, most of it 
going to the largest banks in America, 
by delaying this rule at the expense of 
small businesses and consumers all 
across America. 

As the big banks and card companies 
make their pitch, I hope my colleagues 
will make their choice to stand with 
Main Street instead of Wall Street. I 
hope they choose to stand on the side 
of hard-working small business owners. 
Most Americans understand—and I 
sure do—that good jobs are created by 
small businesses all over this country. 
We have to be on their side in this 
struggle and not on the side of the big- 
gest banks and Wall Street. 

I wish to respond to another argu- 
ment that was raised recently against 
interchange reform. Banks such as 
JPMorgan Chase have started threat- 
ening that interchange reform will 
force them to limit debit card trans- 
actions to $100 per transaction. This 
threat is so hollow, I am amazed they 
are saying it publicly. It is a threat 
that defies basic logic. Remember, it 
does not cost a bank any more to con- 
duct a $100 debit transaction than it 
does a $1 transaction. In both cases, the 
cardholder must already have the 
money in his account. The costs to 
transfer that money through the net- 
work’s wires are the same no matter 
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the dollar amount. The only logical 
reason why banks such as Chase would 
make this threat is to scare opposition 
to interchange reform. 

Once reform takes effect, big banks 
such as Chase would be crazy to follow 
through on this threat of imposing dol- 
lar limits on debit transactions. If they 
did, consumers will start moving in 
droves to small banks which are not 
regulated by this bill and will not im- 
pose unnecessary restrictions. 

Chase also has no business to argue 
that they have to limit large-dollar 
debit transactions because they are 
afraid about fraud. Remember, this is 
the same Chase bank that last April 
told all of its debit card holders not to 
use PIN numbers even though PIN has 
one-sixth as much fraud loss as signa- 
ture debit cards. Chase did this because 
Visa and MasterCard give higher inter- 
change fees for signature debit than for 
PIN debit. Chase is the poster child for 
banks that have brought increased 
fraud risks upon themselves by not 
using PIN numbers. 

I also want to respond to my col- 
leagues who tell me they are hearing 
from banks and card companies that 
consumers might be hurt by inter- 
change reform. First of all, these banks 
and card companies have no credibility 
when it comes to speaking on behalf of 
consumers. They say interchange re- 
form will force them to raise fees on 
consumers, but they will not even 
admit that they were already raising 
consumer fees to record levels before 
interchange change reform passed. 

Glance back at headlines like these: 
November 12, 2008, Wall Street Journal, 
“Banks Boost Customer Fees to Record 
Highs.” May 28, 2009, USA TODAY, 
“Banks Find Ways to Boost Fees; 
Checking Accounts Latest Target.” 

Banks and card companies also refuse 
to concede that consumers already 
bear the cost of interchange fees in the 
form of higher retail prices. That is 
particularly hard on the unbanked and 
low-income Americans. 

Instead of listening to banks and 
card companies about consumer inter- 
ests, I suggest my colleagues listen to 
those consumer groups in Washington. 

Just this week, the Consumer Fed- 
eration of America sent a letter to all 
Senators. Here is what it said: 

The current interchange system is uncom- 
petitive, non-transparent, and harmful to 
consumers. It is simply unjust to require less 
affluent Americans who do not participate in 
or benefit from the payment card or banking 
system to pay for excessive debit inter- 
change fees that are passed through to the 
cost of goods and services. As a result, the 
Consumer Federation of America does not 
support delaying implementation of the new 
law. 

Other groups, such as U.S. Public In- 
terest Research Group, Public Citizen, 
and the Hispanic Institute, have argued 
strongly that interchange reform will 
help consumers across America, just as 
it has helped consumers in many other 
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countries that have undertaken 
form. 

Do you know what the interchange 
fee is in Canada? It is zero. The same 
companies that are offering debit cards 
here in the United States do not charge 
an interchange fee in Canada. And they 
have just recently reduced the inter- 
change fees dramatically in Europe, 
much lower than the United States. 
Same companies. 

How can they do that? They did it be- 
cause the governments of Europe 
stepped up and said: This is a ripoff. 
You can no longer impose, unilaterally, 
interchange fees, and we are going to 
regulate it. 

They said: Please do not. We will just 
drop the fees dramatically. 

And they did. 

Look what is happening here. We 
have a group of Senators and Congress- 
men who are now saying: We are not 
only refusing to assert the rights of 
consumers, we are going to back off 
and let the banks and card companies 
charge whatever they want for at least 
2 more years. Whatever happened to 
our sensitivity to the people we are 
supposed to represent—the consumers 
and the small businesses? That, to me, 
is a troubling outcome, if, in fact, 
those who push this legislation con- 
tinue to do so. 

We all know the game plan that Visa, 
MasterCard, and the $13 trillion bank- 
ing industry is using. 

We have seen it before. They will try 
to kill interchange reform outright 
using threats and scare tactics. If they 
can’t kill it, they will try to delay it, 
praying that the next President and 
the next Congress will be even friend- 
lier to the banking industry. 

Exactly the same thing happened 
when Congress passed the Credit Card 
Act in 2009. The banks and card compa- 
nies fell all over themselves trying to 
raise fees before the rules went into ef- 
fect. When I would go home to Spring- 
field, my wife would say to me: Guess 
what, here is another notice from the 
credit card company raising the inter- 
est rate you have to pay on late 
charges. I thought you passed credit 
card reform. 

I said: It doesn’t take effect for a few 
more months. They are running as fast 
as they can to run up the fees in the 
meantime. 

That is what is happening to busi- 
nesses with the interchange fees. A lot 
of people don’t know it because they 
don’t get a notice in the mail about the 
interchange fee. That has been their 
game plan in the past, and it is their 
game plan again. 

I am sick of the big banks and card 
companies squeezing American con- 
sumers and small businesses with 
tricks and traps and unfair fees. I will 
stand with the small businesses and 
consumers of America on this issue. I 
will fight the big banks and the big 
credit cards and their efforts to kill or 
delay swipe fee reform. 


re- 
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I urge my colleagues to join me in 
standing up for Main Street and 
against the abusive fees and practices 
of Wall Street. 


ӨЫ 
JAPAN TRAGEDY 


Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer my deepest condolences 
to the people of Japan, and to reaffirm 
that the United States stands ready to 
assist the country and its people in 
this time of tremendous need. 

On Friday, March 11, the world 
watched in horror as a devastating 9.0- 
magnitude earthquake struck off the 
northeastern coast of Japan, triggering 
a devastating tsunami that sent a 30- 
foot high wall of water hurtling into 
coastal towns and leaving complete de- 
struction in its wake. 

As a Senator from California, which 
has far too often experienced the devas- 
tation of earthquakes, I was horrified 
by the magnitude of this event. 

In a stunning development, scientists 
are now saying that the quake caused 
the island of Japan to shift by 8 feet 
and the Earth’s axis to move by 4 
inches. 

In Japanese cities such as Sendai and 
Minami Sanriku, entire communities 
and countless lives vanished in an in- 
stant. In Minami Sanriku alone, 10,000 
members of a population of 17,000 re- 
main unaccounted for. 

The force of the tsunami generated 
by the quake was so great that waves 
traveled across the Pacific Ocean at 
more than 500 miles per hour, slam- 
ming into Hawaii and cities along the 
California and Oregon coasts. 

Today, we know that an estimated 
4,277 lives have been confirmed lost—a 
figure that will undoubtedly rise—and 
that hundreds of thousands have been 
displaced. In this time of extraordinary 
grief, our thoughts and prayers go out 
to those who have lost loved ones and 
to those whose family and friends re- 
main missing. 

What we also know is that without 
Japan’s strict building codes and well- 
developed early warning systems, this 
terrible tragedy would have been much 
worse. 

I praise the work of all the first re- 
sponders who are working around the 
clock in Japan. Tens of thousands of 
Japanese rescue workers have been 
joined by teams from around the world, 
including from the United States and 
China. 

I know that this includes a search 
and rescue team from Los Angeles 
County. 

The team, which left for Japan on 
Saturday, is made up of 74 rescue per- 
sonnel including firefighters and para- 
medics as well as six teams of search 
dogs who are trained to look for sur- 
vivors trapped in debris left by the 
earthquake and tsunami. 

There are also approximately 600 
servicemembers from Naval Air Sta- 
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tion Lemoore in California aboard the 
U.S.S. Ronald Reagan aircraft carrier, 
who are assisting relief efforts off the 
Japanese coast. 

Our deepest gratitude goes out to all 
of those who are working tirelessly to 
save lives and bring comfort to com- 
munities in need. 

We also know that the earthquake 
and tsunami have caused tremendous 
difficulty at a number of nuclear en- 
ergy facilities within Japan. 

The damage and subsequent failure of 
systems at these nuclear reactors are a 
clear warning that we must step up ef- 
forts to ensure that every precaution is 
taken to safeguard all of our people 
from a similar nuclear disaster. 

Special and immediate attention 
should be given to those nuclear reac- 
tors that share similar conditions as 
the failing reactors in Japan—those lo- 
cated near a coastline or fault line, or 
those with a similar design. 

We must all reexamine our assump- 
tions about what constitutes a credible 
threat to those reactors and ensure we 
learn the lessons shown to us by the re- 
cent events in Japan. 

As chairman of the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, which has ju- 
risdiction over domestic nuclear regu- 
latory activities, I will ensure that our 
members have full briefings on all of 
these issues, and I will hold a hearing 
on the safety of the Nation’s nuclear 
facilities and what lessons can be 
learned from the dangerous situation 
at the failing reactors in Japan. I am 
also calling on the NRC to conduct a 
comprehensive investigation of these 
issues, with a focus on areas that are 
especially vulnerable to seismic activ- 
ity like California. 

I would also like to spend a few mo- 
ments talking about the approximately 
300,000 Japanese-Americans who call 
California home. 

Iam particularly proud that the Jap- 
anese American community in my 
State has quickly stepped up to assist 
with relief efforts in the aftermath of 
this horrible tragedy. This includes the 
Japan America Society of Southern 
California—a nonprofit organization 
founded in 1909 to build relationships 
between the United States and Japan. 
This also includes the nonprofit Japa- 
nese Cultural and Community Center 
of Northern California. These are just a 
couple of examples of how Californians 
are pulling together to help the thou- 
sands who have been devastated by the 
earthquake and tsunami. 

I thank all those in California, and 
those across the country and the world, 
who have responded to this tragedy 
with an outpouring of support for the 
people of Japan. 

I would also like to take just a brief 
moment to thank the Federal, State, 
and local officials in Hawaii, California 
and along the west coast for their 
quick response in warning residents of 
the tsunami threat and assisting those 
communities affected by severe waves. 
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Coastal areas in northern California, 
particularly Crescent City and Santa 
Cruz, were impacted by these waves, 
resulting in damages to port and har- 
bor infrastructure. I am pleased that 
federal officials arrived in California 
Monday and are working with State 
and local officials to assess the situa- 
tion. 

And finally, I thank Senators REID, 
MCCONNELL, KERRY, and LUGAR for 
drafting a resolution on the tragedy 
which passed the Senate Monday 
evening. I am proud to be a cosponsor. 

The resolution expresses the Senate’s 
deepest condolences to all of those af- 
fected by this tragedy, including the 
families of the victims. It also urges 
the U.S. Government and the inter- 
national community to provide any ad- 
ditional assistance the Japanese gov- 
ernment may need as it moves toward 
healing, rebuilding, and recovery. 

Experts tell us that events of this 
magnitude are rare—in fact, this was 
the largest recorded earthquake in Ja- 
pan’s history. 

While we hope and pray that we 
never see such a horrific event again, 
this tragedy serves as a stark reminder 
of nature’s extraordinary power and 
how precious and fragile life is. 

Let us also use this as an opportunity 
to redouble our commitment here in 
America to do the hard work of pre- 
paring for the unthinkable. 


ee сс 


HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 


CORPORAL LOREN M. BUFFALO 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to honor the life of one of America’s 
bravest killed in action in Afghani- 
stan—CPL Loren M. Buffalo—a fallen 
hero who served our Nation in support 
of Operation Enduring Freedom. 

Corporal Buffalo, 20, of Mountain 
Pine, AR, was by all accounts, driven 
by a call to serve his country and 
strong sense of civic duty. 

The son of an Arkansas National 
Guardsman and the grandson of a 
World War II veteran, Corporal Buffalo 
joined the Army in 2009, just after 
graduating from Mountain Pine High 
School. His father, Cecil Buffalo, told 
The Sentinel-Record, that he knew his 
son wanted to serve his country all the 
way back in junior high. Mr. Buffalo 
said his son was a ‘‘strong-hearted all- 
American boy” who ‘‘loved his country 
and wanted to serve 1%.” 

In Mountain Pine, Corporal Buffalo is 
remembered as a young man who would 
make the best out of any situation. 
One of his mentors said that Corporal 
Buffalo ‘‘was 100 percent about commu- 
nity.” During his teenage years, Cor- 
poral Buffalo undertook a number of 
projects honoring and supporting our 
Nation’s veterans. 

Beyond a life of service, Corporal 
Buffalo enjoyed making music. A 
multitalented musician, Mr. Buffalo 
said his son could play the guitar, 
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drums, bass and ‘‘just about anything 
you put in his hand.” 

Corporal Buffalo was assigned to B 
Troop, lst Squadron, 75th Cavalry 
Regiment, 10lst Airborne Division 
based out of Fort Campbell, KY. Ac- 
cording to initial reports, he died from 
injuries sustained when an improvised 
explosive device detonated near his dis- 
mounted patrol in Kandahar. He re- 
ceived multiple medals for service, in- 
cluding a Purple Heart and a Bronze 
Star. 

Corporal Buffalo made the ultimate 
sacrifice for our freedoms. I ask my 
colleagues in the Senate to join me in 
honoring his life and legacy. I ask that 
we all keep his family, fellow soldiers 
and friends in our thoughts and prayers 
during this difficult time. He is a true 
American hero. 


ee 


RECOGNIZING POLAND SPRINGS 


Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, in 
these challenging economic times, it is 
a pleasure to recognize a business that 
is growing and creating new jobs as it 
demonstrates environmental steward- 
ship and community citizenship. The 
Poland Spring Water Company of 
Maine is such a business. 

The pure, natural spring water found 
in Maine’s Western Mountains has been 
prized by residents and travelers since 
the earliest days of our Nation. In 1845, 
Hiram Ricker began bottling this 
water and a company was born. By 
1904, the water had gained inter- 
national praise earning medals of ex- 
cellence at the Columbian Exposition 
and the World’s Fair. The Ricker Inn, 
which opened a decade later, hosted 
such illustrious guests as Presidents 
Cleveland and Taft. 

Today, Poland Spring is one of the 
best-selling bottled spring water 
brands in North America. Its bottling 
plants in three Maine communities 
provide some 800 good-paying, skilled 
jobs. Its annual payroll of $40 million 
and $65 million in purchases of goods 
and services from other Maine compa- 
nies make it a mainstay of our State’s 
rural economy. Its generous support 
for schools, fire and rescue, conserva- 
tion, and many other causes strength- 
en our communities. 

Three years ago, Poland Spring 
opened its newest plant in the small 
town of Kingfield with 40 workers. This 
year, employment stands at 70 and the 
Kingfield operation was recently 
named ‘‘The Best Plant in North Amer- 
іса’ by Poland Springs’ parent com- 
pany, Nestle Waters. That is an out- 
standing record of growth and accom- 
plishment in such a short time, but it 
doesn’t surprise me to see a Maine fa- 
cility achieve this distinction. 

Poland Spring does not just bottle 
water—it is a diligent guardian of 
Maine’s precious groundwater re- 
sources. The company’s extensive mon- 
itoring efforts to protect water quality 
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and the local watershed set a standard 
for the industry worldwide. From its 
ultra-light plastic bottle and energy-ef- 
ficient building design to its operation 
of the largest biodiesel trucking fleet 
in Maine, Poland Spring’s commitment 
to the environment is seen at every 
step of the process. 

I congratulate the Poland Spring 
Water Company for more than 160 
years of contributions to the State of 
Maine and the Kingfield facility for its 
recognition as the best in North Amer- 
ica. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO KATIE HURLEY 


e Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, today I 
recognize a great Alaskan as she cele- 
brates her 90th birthday at the end of 
this month. Katie Hurley was born and 
raised in Juneau, AK, and embodies so 
much of what makes Alaska great. She 
is a living history of the State of Alas- 
ka. 

Katie was there at the very begin- 
ning of the push for Alaska Statehood, 
serving Governor Ernest Gruening in 
Alaska’s territorial days. Katie served 
as chief clerk to the Alaska Constitu- 
tional Convention in Fairbanks during 
the very cold winter of 1955-1956. With 
a manual typewriter and mimeograph 
machine, she had minutes and amend- 
ments ready every morning for the del- 
egates. It is Katie’s voice you can hear 
in the audio recordings of the final roll 
call vote of the Constitutional Conven- 
tion. 

Katie’s public service to Alaska tran- 
scends every level of government. Gov- 
ernor Bill Egan appointed Katie to the 
State Board of Education where she 
served for 7 years. She served to the 
term limit under Governor Egan but 
was reappointed by Governor Jay Ham- 
mond. She has been elected to the 
Alaska State Legislature апа the 
Matanuska Telephone and Matanuska 
Electric association boards. She em- 
bodies completely what it means to be 
a public servant and community mem- 
ber. 

It is appropriate Katie’s birthday 
falls during Women’s History Month. 
Katie is a role model for so many Alas- 
kan women. She was the first woman 
in Alaska to win her party’s nomina- 
tion for statewide office. Katie was the 
first executive director of the Alaska 
Commission on the Status of Women 
and was appointed by Governor Steve 
Cowper to the Human Rights Commis- 
sion in 1987, serving twice as chair. 

She is still active in the Alaska chap- 
ter of the National Organization of 
Women. In the past, she would grab her 
knitting—baby blankets for her grand- 
children—to attend legislative hear- 
ings on women’s reproductive health 
rights. She has been a tenacious advo- 
cate for title IX funding and education 


March 16, 2011 


equity. Katie is a breast cancer sur- 
vivor of 21 years and still participates 
in the annual Alaska Run for Women 
to raise money for breast cancer re- 
search. Last year—at age 89—she fin- 
ished the 5-mile course with her team. 

Anyone who knows Katie under- 
stands she is never one to slow down. 
Her enthusiasm is infectious, and she 
still spends time imparting Alaska’s 
history to young Alaskans and remind- 
ing all Alaskans of the common goals 
we shared at statehood and the spirit 
in which our State constitution was 
drafted. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
honoring Katie and her decades of serv- 
ice to Alaska on her 90th birthday.e 


Ee 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mrs. Neiman, one of his 
secretaries. 


a 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


Se 


MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 


The following joint resolution was 
read the second time, and placed on the 
calendar: 

H.J. Res. 48. Joint resolution making fur- 
ther continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 


es 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. HARKIN for the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

Jonathan Andrew Hatfield, of Virginia, to 
be Inspector General, Corporation for Na- 
tional and Community Service. 

*Kelvin K. Droegemeier, of Oklahoma, to 
be a Member of the National Science Board, 
National Science Foundation for a term ex- 
piring May 10, 2016. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN for the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

Heather A. Higginbottom, of the District 
of Columbia, to be Deputy Director of the Of- 
fice of Management and Budget. 

*Carolyn N. Lerner, of Maryland, to be 
Special Counsel, Office of Special Counsel, 
for the term of five years. 


*Nomination was reported with rec- 
ommendation that it be confirmed sub- 
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes- 
tify before any duly constituted com- 
mittee of the Senate. 
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(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda- 
tion that they be confirmed.) 


ee 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 


By Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SCHU- 
MER, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. LEAHY, and Mrs. 
SHAHEEN): 

S. 592. A bill to amend title 46, United 
States Code, to remove the cap on punitive 
damages established by the Supreme Court 
in Exxon Shipping Company v. Baker; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 
BuRR, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. ISAKSON, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. 
BEGICH, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mrs. GILLI- 
BRAND, Mr. INOUYE, Mrs. HAGAN, and 
Ms. SNOWE): 

S. 593. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to modify the tax rate for 
excise tax on investment income of private 
foundations; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE: 

S. 594. A bill to amend the Oil Pollution 
Act of 1990 to facilitate the ability of persons 
affected by oil spills to seek judicial redress; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub- 
lic Works. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself and Mr. 
THUNE): 

S. 595. A bill to amend title VIII of the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 to require the Secretary of Education to 
complete payments under such title to local 
educational agencies eligible for such pay- 
ments within 8 fiscal years; to the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr. 
CORNYN): 

S. 596. A bill to establish a grant program 
to benefit victims of sex trafficking, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and 
Ms. COLLINS): 

S. 597. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to include neurologists 
as primary care physicians for purposes of 
incentive payments for primary care services 
under the Medicare program; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
Coons, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. FRANKEN, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. UDALL 
of Colorado, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and 
Mr. WYDEN): 

S. 598. A bill to repeal the Defense of Mar- 
riage Act and ensure respect for State regu- 
lation of marriage; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WEBB (for himself and Ms. 
LANDRIEU): 

S. 599. A bill to establish a commission to 
commemorate the sesquicentennial of the 
American Civil War; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. 
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WHITEHOUSE, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
FRANKEN, and Mr. MERKLEY): 

S. 600. A bill to promote the diligent devel- 
opment of Federal oil and gas leases, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico (for 
himself, Mr. LAUTENBERG, and Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL): 

S. 601. A bill to encourage and ensure the 
use of safe football helmets and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. ROB- 
ERTS, and Mr. BARRASSO): 

S. 602. A bill to require regulatory reform; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida (for himself 
and Mr. BURR): 

S. 603. A bill to modify the prohibition on 
recognition by United States courts of cer- 
tain rights relating to certain marks, trade 
names, or commercial names; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


EE 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr. 
ALEXANDER): 

S. Res. 103. A resolution providing for 
members on the part of the Senate of the 
Joint Committee on Printing and the Joint 
Committee of Congress on the Library; con- 
sidered and agreed to. 


—— 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


S. 206 
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) and the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 206, a bill to 
reauthorize the DC Opportunity Schol- 
arship Program, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. 328 
At the request of Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
the name of the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 328, a bill to amend 
title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930 to 
clarify that countervailing duties may 
be imposed to address subsidies relat- 
ing to fundamentally undervalued cur- 
rency of any foreign country. 
S. 358 
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN) and the Senator from Maine 
(Ms. COLLINS) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 358, a bill to codify and modify 
regulatory requirements of Federal 
agencies. 
S. 382 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the names of the Senator from 
Nevada (Mr. ENSIGN) and the Senator 
from Washington (Mrs. MURRAY) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 382, a bill to 
amend the National Forest Ski Area 
Permit Act of 1986 to clarify the au- 
thority of the Secretary of Agriculture 
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regarding additional recreational uses 
of National Forest System land that is 
subject to ski area permits, and for 
other permits. 
S. 398 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
names of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) and the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. WARNER) were added as 
cosponsors of б. 398, a bill to amend the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act to 
improve energy efficiency of certain 
appliances and equipment, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 409 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 409, a bill to ban the sale 
of certain synthetic drugs. 
S. 412 
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 412, a bill to ensure that 
amounts credited to the Harbor Main- 
tenance Trust Fund are used for harbor 
maintenance. 
S. 418 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 418, a bill to award a Congres- 
sional Gold Medal to the World War II 
members of the Civil Air Patrol. 
8. 453 
At the request of Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
the names of the Senator from New 
York (Mr. SCHUMER) and the Senator 
from New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 453, a bill to 
improve the safety of motorcoaches, 
and for other purposes. 
8. 461 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Wash- 
ington (Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 461, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
financing of the Superfund. 
S. 468 
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 
the name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 468, a bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to clarify 
the authority of the Administrator to 
disapprove specifications of disposal 
sites for the discharge of, dredged or 
fill material, and to clarify the proce- 
dure under which a higher review of 
specifications may be requested. 
S. 520 
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) was added as 
a cosponsor of б. 520, a bill to repeal 
the Volumetric Ethanol Excise Tax 
Credit. 
S. 534 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from Lou- 
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isiana (Mr. VITTER), the Senator from 
Maine (Ms. COLLINS) and the Senator 
from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 534, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to provide a reduced rate of excise 
tax on beer produced domestically by 
certain small producers. 
S. 541 
At the request of Mr. BENNET, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 541, a bill to amend the Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 to allow State educational agen- 
cies, local educational agencies, and 
schools to increase implementation of 
schoolwide positive behavioral inter- 
ventions and supports and early inter- 
vening services in order to improve 
student academic achievement, reduce 
disciplinary problems in schools, and 
to improve coordination with similar 
activities and services provided under 
the Individuals with Disabilities Edu- 
cation Act. 
S. 554 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. COBURN) and the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. LEE) were added as cospon- 
sors of S. 554, a bill to prohibit the use 
of Department of Justice funds for the 
prosecution in Article III courts of the 
United States of individuals involved 
in the September 11, 2001, terrorist at- 
tacks. 
S. 570 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
names of the Senator from South Da- 
kota (Mr. THUNE), the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Ms. AYOTTE) and the 
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 570, a 
bill to prohibit the Department of Jus- 
tice from tracking and cataloguing the 
purchases of multiple rifles and shot- 
guns. 
S. 575 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. 575, a bill to study the 
market and appropriate regulatory 
structure for electronic debit card 
transactions, and for other purposes. 
S. 585 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Ne- 
braska, the name of the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN) was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 585, a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of Education to award 
grants for the support of full-service 
community schools, and for other pur- 
poses. 
S. RES. 99 
At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. Res. 99, a resolution express- 
ing the sense of the Senate that the 
primary safeguard for the well-being 
and protection of children is the fam- 
ily, and that the primary safeguards 
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for the legal rights of children in the 
United States are the Constitutions of 
the United States and the several 
States, and that, because the use of 
international treaties to govern policy 
in the United States on families and 
children is contrary to principles of 
self-government and federalism, and 
that, because the United Nations Con- 
vention on the Rights of the Child un- 
dermines traditional principles of law 
in the United States regarding parents 
and children, the President should not 
transmit the Convention to the Senate 
for its advice and consent. 
S. RES. 102 

At the request of Mr. MCCANN, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the Sen- 
ator from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) and the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 102, a 
resolution calling for a no-fly zone and 
the recognition of the Transitional Na- 
tional Council in Libya. 

AMENDMENT NO. 161 

At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 161 proposed to S. 493, 
a bill to reauthorize and improve the 
SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 182 

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Ne- 
braska, the name of the Senator from 
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) was added as 
a cosponsor of amendment No. 182 pro- 
posed to S. 493, a bill to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 183 

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 
the names of the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. MANCHIN), the Senator 
from Utah (Mr. HATCH), the Senator 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) and 
the Senator from Texas (Mr. CORNYN) 
were added as cosponsors of amend- 
ment No. 183 proposed to S. 493, a bill 
to reauthorize and improve the SBIR 
and STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses. 

At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 183 proposed to S. 493, 
supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 186 

At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 
names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. VITTER), the Senator from Wyo- 
ming (Mr. ENZI), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT), the Sen- 
ator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky (Mr. PAUL), the 
Senator from Nevada (Mr. ENSIGN), the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Ms. 
AYOTTE) and the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. RISCH) were added as cosponsors of 
amendment No. 186 proposed to S. 493, 
a bill to reauthorize and improve the 
SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 194 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO) was added as a cospon- 
sor of amendment No. 194 intended to 
be proposed to S. 493, a bill to reau- 
thorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses. 

AMENDMENT NO. 195 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO) was added as a cospon- 
sor of amendment No. 195 intended to 
be proposed to S. 493, a bill to reau- 
thorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses. 

AMENDMENT NO. 196 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO) was added as a cospon- 
sor of amendment No. 196 intended to 
be proposed to S. 493, a bill to reau- 
thorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses. 

AMENDMENT NO. 197 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. BURR), the Senator from Ne- 
vada (Mr. ENSIGN) and the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. JOHANNS) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
197 proposed to S. 493, a bill to reau- 
thorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses. 

AMENDMENT NO. 210 

At the request of Mr. BROWN of Mas- 
sachusetts, the name of the Senator 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) was 
added as a cosponsor of amendment No. 
210 intended to be proposed to S. 493, a 
bill to reauthorize and improve the 
SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 215 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the names of the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. WEBB), the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia (Mr. MANCHIN), the Senator from 
Missouri (Mrs. MCCASKILL) and the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN- 
SON) were added as cosponsors of 
amendment No. 215 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 493, a bill to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
CONRAD) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 215 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 493, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 216 

At the request of Mr. CASEy, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. BENNET) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 216 proposed to S. 
493, a bill to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes. 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
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amendment No. 216 proposed to S. 493, 
supra. 
AMENDMENT NO. 219 

At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
name of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. PAUL) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 219 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 493, a bill to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 223 

At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) and the Senator from Col- 
orado (Mr. UDALL) were added as co- 
sponsors of amendment No. 223 in- 
tended to be proposed to S. 493, a bill to 
reauthorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses. 


EE 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and 
Mr. CORNYN): 

S. 596. A bill to establish a grant pro- 
gram to benefit victims of sex traf- 
ficking, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join today with my partner, 
Senator CORNYN, to reintroduce the 
Domestic Minor Sex Trafficking Deter- 
rence and Victims Support Act. This 
bi-partisan legislation, which was ap- 
proved unanimously by the Senate in 
the 111th Congress, just a few months 
ago, aS 5.2925, is the first comprehen- 
sive approach to combating the terrible 
and fast-growing criminal enterprise of 
trafficking of children for sex right 
here in the U.S. 

Many people don’t have any idea how 
many children in the U.S. are forced 
into sexual slavery. It is truly a moral 
abomination that an estimated 100,000 
minors are trafficked for sex in the 
U.S. each year. The reason that this 
crime has reached epidemic propor- 
tions is simple: the resources are not in 
place to help innocent victims escape 
from trafficking, nor to punish the vio- 
lent, ruthless pimps who are traf- 
ficking them. 

In talking to law enforcement offi- 
cials in Oregon, I learned that gang 
members, pimps, and traffickers have 
figured out that trafficking a person is 
a lot less risky, and just as profitable, 
as trafficking drugs. A pimp can make 
$200,000 a year on one trafficking vic- 
tim. And they know they can exploit 
vulnerable minors and not get caught 
because law enforcement lacks the 
training and resources to stop this 
crime. The Domestic Minor Sex Traf- 
ficking Deterrence and Victims Sup- 
port Act aims to turn that around. 

This bill would, for the first time, 
provide a comprehensive solution for 
addressing this problem. The bill would 
establish a pilot project of six block 
grants in locations in different regions 
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of the country with significant sex 
trafficking activity. The block grants 
would be awarded by the Department 
of Justice to state or local government 
applicants that have developed a work- 
able, comprehensive plan to combat 
sex trafficking. The grants would re- 
quire a multi-disciplinary approach to 
addressing trafficking problems. Appli- 
cants for the grants would have to 
demonstrate they can work together 
with local, State, and Federal law en- 
forcement agencies, prosecutors, and 
social service providers to achieve the 
goals of the bill. 

Government agencies that get the 
grants would be required to create 
shelters where trafficking victims 
would be safe from their pimps, and 
where they could start getting treat- 
ment for the trauma they have suf- 
fered. The shelters would provide coun- 
seling, legal services, and mental and 
physical health services, including 
treatment for substance abuse, sexual 
abuse, and trauma-informed care. The 
shelters would also provide food, cloth- 
ing, and other necessities, аз well as 
education and training to help victims 
get their lives on track. 

The bill would also provide training 
for law enforcement officers. I worked 
with some of the pioneering officers 
out there like Doug Justus in Portland 
and Byron Fassett in Dallas who really 
understand this issue. But, unfortu- 
nately, what Doug and Byron have told 
me is that most officers don’t have the 
training to recognize a sex trafficking 
victim and don’t know how to handle 
those victims in a way that will allow 
them to feel like they can turn away 
from their pimp. Without this train- 
ing—and without shelters—there’s no 
way to begin building criminal cases 
against the pimps, and no way to get 
these victims to come to court to tes- 
tify in criminal trials. 

That is why it is going to take a 
comprehensive plan to finally turn the 
tables on pimps. Without trained offi- 
cers and service providers, and avail- 
able shelters, there is no support and 
safe place for children who are being 
trafficked. Right now there are only 
between 50 and 70 shelter beds in the 
entire country for minor victims of sex 
trafficking. That is unacceptable. This 
bill will change that, and begin to pro- 
vide hope for trafficking victims. 

Another serious aspect of this prob- 
lem that this bill would address is the 
issue of repeat runaways. Evidence 
shows that the children at greatest 
risk of becoming involved in sex traf- 
ficking are kids who have run away 
from home over and over again. Many 
of them are children who have been in 
the foster care system. The problem is 
that there is often no report made 
when a child runs away, and thus no 
way to know when a child is a repeat 
runaway and at greatest risk. 

This bill would strengthen reporting 
requirements for runaway or missing 
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children, and encourage the FBI to en- 
hance the National Crime Information 
Center, NCIC, database, which is where 
missing child reports are filed. Doing 
so would give law enforcement officers 
better information on the children at 
greatest risk by flagging repeat run- 
aways. 

Before I conclude, I want to express 
that this is a very personal issue with 
very personal consequences. I had a 
chance to feel this personal heartbreak 
last year when I accompanied police of- 
ficers along 82nd Avenue in my home- 
town of Portland. I will never forget a 
15-year-old girl working out there with 
the tools of the trade. She had a cell 
phone to stay in constant contact with 
her pimp and report how much money 
she had made. She had a 15-inch butch- 
er knife because she knew she needed 
to protect herself. She had a purse full 
of condoms, because she knew she 
couldn’t stop until she’d had more cus- 
tomers during the course of the 
evening. 

The fact that there are thousands of 
young girls like her out on the streets, 
all across the country, every single 
day, is nothing short of a national 
emergency. This bill sends a clear and 
powerful message to the victims of this 
abuse, that somebody cares about her 
health and wellbeing. That is why I 
hope Congress will act quickly to pro- 
vide help for young girls like the one I 
met by passing this bill. 

Last year, this legislation passed the 
Senate by unanimous consent and the 
House by voice vote. Unfortunately, 
the bill passed the House shortly before 
Congress adjourned, and there was no 
time to resolve the minor differences 
between the two chambers’ bills. But I 
will do everything I can to see that 
this bill moves forward promptly so 
that sex trafficking victims can begin 
to receive the care they need and de- 
serve. 

Finally, I want to acknowledge the 
efforts of the non-profit and faith-based 
organizations in working on this issue. 
There are a lot of deeply committed 
groups and individuals working to help 
victims of sex trafficking. Their good 
work has laid the foundation for our ef- 
forts here in the Congress. 

I want to acknowledge the National 
Center for Missing and Exploited Chil- 
dren, the FBI’s Innocence Lost Project, 
Polaris Project, Shared Hope Inter- 
national, ECPAT-USA, Rebecca 
Project for Human Rights, Sorop- 
timists, and the YWCA; and there are 
many other fine groups that deserve 
thanks. 

I also want to recognize the work of 
champions—like Ambassador Luis 
CdeBaca, filmmaker Libby Spears, and 
local officials like Multnomah County 
Commissioner Diane McKeel, who have 
raised awareness and made it their pri- 
ority to fight this horrific crime. The 
effort to save children from sex traf- 
ficking would not be possible without 
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the involvement of all of these groups 
and individuals. 

Again, I want to thank Senator COR- 
МҮМ for his dedication and cooperation 
in combating sex trafficking. I am also 
indebted also to the members of the 
Judiciary Committee who played a 
constructive role in shaping the bill; 
and I particularly thank Chairman 
LEAHY, Senator SESSIONS, Senator 
DURBIN, Senator FRANKEN, and Senator 
COBURN for their input and work to 
move this legislation forward in the 
last Congress. Finally, I want to ac- 
knowledge our House partners, Rep- 
resentatives CAROLYN MALONEY and 
CHRIS SMITH, who introduced com- 
panion legislation last Congress. I look 
forward to working with them again to 
quickly move this legislation forward 
to passage. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. 
AKAKA, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. Coons, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
MERKLEY, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. SHA- 
HEEN, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. WYDEN): 


S. 598. A bill to repeal the Defense of 
Marriage Act and ensure respect for 
State regulation of marriage; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
am very pleased to introduce today a 
bill to strike the law commonly known 
as DOMA, the Defense of Marriage Act. 

I want to thank my cosponsors—Sen- 


ators LEAHY, GILLIBRAND, KERRY, 
BOXER, COONS, WYDEN, LAUTENBERG, 
BLUMENTHAL, MERKLEY, DURBIN, 


FRANKEN, SCHUMER, MURRAY, WHITE- 
HOUSE, SHAHEEN, UDALL of Colorado, 
INOUYE, and AKAKA for working with 
me on this important bill. 

Today, there are between tens of 
thousands of legally married same-sex 
couples in the United States, and more 
than 18,000 in my State of California 
alone. 

These couples live their lives like all 
married people. They share financial 
expenses, they raise children together, 
and they care for each other in good 
times and bad, in sickness and in 
health, until death do they part. 

But here is the rub. Right now, be- 
cause of DOMA, these couples cannot 
take advantage of federal protections 
available to every other married couple 
in this country. 

For example, because of DOMA, these 
couples cannot file joint Federal in- 
come taxes and claim certain deduc- 
tions; receive spousal benefits under 
Social Security; take unpaid leave 
under the Family and Medical Leave 
Act when a loved one falls seriously ill; 
obtain the protections of the estate tax 
when one spouse passes and wants to 
leave his or her possessions to another. 

This has a very real impact. Let me 
tell you, for example, the stories of a 
married couple in California. 
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Jeanne Rizzo and Pali Cooper of 
Tiburon, CA, have been in a committed 
relationship for more than two dec- 
ades. In 2008, they were married in 
California before their family and 
friends. 

They have lived in the same house, 
shared expenses, and raised their son, 
Christopher, together. The Defense of 
Marriage Act, however, means that 
they cannot enjoy the simple conven- 
iences of filing joint tax returns as a 
married couple or obtaining continuing 
health coverage under COBRA. 

They have also told me the story of 
re-entering the United States at the 
end of their honeymoon in 2008. They 
approached a customs agent together 
but were told that they could not go 
through the line as a family. When 
they said that they were legally mar- 
ried, a customs agent reportedly re- 
sponded with a curt phrase to the ef- 
fect of: “Not to the United States 
you’re not.” 

Put simply, under DOMA, the Fed- 
eral government does not treat people 
equally or fairly. 

Last year, a Federal District Court 
declared the law unconstitutional; the 
Obama Administration has concluded 
that the law violates fundamental con- 
stitutional guarantees of equal protec- 
tion; and even former President Clin- 
ton, who signed the law in 1996, now 
supports its repeal. 

The Respect for Marriage Act would 
right DOMA’s wrong. 

It would strike DOMA in its entirety. 
It would ensure that the Federal pro- 
tections afforded to a married couple 
remain stable and predictable no mat- 
ter where a couple lives, works, or 
travels. 

In my lifetime, I have seen the happi- 
ness, stability, and comfort that mar- 
riage brings. When two people love 
each other and decide to enter this sol- 
emn commitment, I believe that is a 
very positive thing. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Respect for Marriage Act to repeal 
DOMA and call on our Federal Govern- 
ment to honor the legal, valid mar- 
riages of all Americans. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today I 
join the senior Senator from California 
and others to introduce the Respect for 
Marriage Act of 2011. This legislation 
would repeal the Defense of Marriage 
Act, DOMA, so that same-sex mar- 
riages authorized under State law will 
be recognized by the Federal Govern- 
ment and protected under Federal law. 
Since the passage of DOMA, several 
States, including the State of 
Vermont, have provided the protec- 
tions of marriage to same-sex couples. 
Unfortunately, under current Federal 
law, these families are not treated fair- 
ly. That is why today’s action is need- 
ed. 

As Chairman of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee, I often find myself con- 
fronted by those who think the issue of 
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civil rights is merely one for the his- 
tory books. This is not true. There is 
still work to be done. The march to- 
ward equality must continue until all 
individuals and all families are both 
protected and respected. Today, Con- 
gress will begin to help bring fairness 
to all our Nation’s families. 

The issue of marriage is one that has 
long been left for the states to deter- 
mine, and they have. Today, five 
States, including my home State of 
Vermont, plus the District of Colum- 
bia, have granted same-sex couples the 
right to get married. With DOMA as 
law, however, we are creating a tier of 
second-class families in States that 
have authorized same-sex marriage. As 
a Vermonter who has been married for 
48 years, I believe it is important that 
we encourage and sanction committed 
relationships. That is the best way to 
provide for stable, supportive families. 
Vermont has led the Nation in this re- 
gard. In 2000, Vermont took a crucial 
step when it became the first State in 
the Nation to allow civil unions for 
same-sex couples. In 2009, Vermont 
took another important step to help 
sustain the relationships that fulfill 
our lives by becoming the first state to 
adopt same-sex marriage through the 
legislative process. I am proud of the 
progressive example set by my con- 
stituents, and I do not want any of 
them harmed by the continuing effect 
of DOMA. 

The time has now come for the Fed- 
eral Government to recognize that 
these families deserve all of the legal 
protections afforded to opposite-sex 
married couples recognized under state 
law. The Government Accountability 
Office issued a report in 2004 that stat- 
ed that same-sex couples are denied 
more than one thousand Federal bene- 
fits. Right now, couples in states that 
authorize same-sex marriage laws can- 
not file joint Federal tax returns and 
are not entitled to the same Social Se- 
curity and medical leave benefits as 
opposite-sex married couples under 
Federal law. This goes against Amer- 
ican values and it must end. 

This is a question of basic civil 
rights, and how the constitutional 
principles of the Equal Protection and 
Due Process Clause protect all of us 
from discrimination. The President and 
the Attorney General recognized this 
when they announced that the Depart- 
ment of Justice will no longer defend 
two court cases that have challenged 
the constitutionality of the DOMA. I 
applaud President Obama and Attorney 
General Holder for making the right 
decision. However, the administration 
is still enforcing DOMA elsewhere, be- 
cause it is the law of the land. It is now 
time for leaders in Congress to change 
that law. The Respect for Marriage Act 
of 2011 would allow same-sex couples 
who are married under state law to be 
eligible for Federal benefits. Nothing 
in this bill would obligate any person, 
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religious organization, state, or local- 
ity to celebrate or perform a marriage 
between two persons of the same sex. 
Those prerogatives would remain. 
What would change, however, and what 
must change, is the Federal Govern- 
ment’s treatment of State-sanctioned 
marriage. 

I believe this legislation is overdue, 
and it is a step in the right direction 
toward fostering equal treatment 
under law. I urge my fellow Senators to 
come together to support this impor- 
tant bill. 


By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico 
(for himself, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

and Mr. BLUMENTHAL): 
S. 601. A bill to encourage and ensure 
the use of safe football helmets and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 


Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 


President, football fans today are won- 
dering if there will be a National Foot- 
ball League season this fall. Many fans 
could find that their Sundays are not 
the same if team owners and players do 
not reach an agreement. Business own- 
ers who depend on those fans will also 
be affected. That is an issue that mem- 
bers of Congress have weighed in on al- 
ready. 

But today I want to discuss a more 
important issue for the future of foot- 
ball. Football is facing a concussion 
crisis—a brain injury crisis—that af- 
fects up to 4.5 million football players 
who are still too young to play in the 
NFL but may aspire to make it to the 
pros some day. 

This fall, those kids and young adults 
will put on their uniforms and pads and 
take to the gridiron. It is a time-hon- 
ored tradition that will continue re- 
gardless of what happens to the upcom- 
ing NFL season. For many rural com- 
munities in states like New Mexico, 
high school football means Friday 
night lights excitement and civic pride 
in the school team. This year, about 
8,000 New Mexican high school players 
will continue this American tradition. 

But football is a contact sport, and 
thousands of student athletes are in- 
jured every year. Many of those inju- 
ries are concussions. In fact, one study 
estimates that aS many as one in five 
football players suffers head injuries in 
any given football season. For young 
people between 15 and 24 years old, 
playing sports is the second-leading 
cause of traumatic brain injury, behind 
only motor vehicle crashes. Every 
year, there are up to 3.8 million sports- 
related concussions, many of which go 
undiagnosed and unreported. 

Those alarming statistics highlight 
the need for more awareness about 
sports concussion. That is why it is ap- 
propriate to discuss this important 
public health and children’s safety 
issue today, which is ‘‘Brain Injury 
Awareness Day.” 
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Retired NFL great Nick Lowery—the 
all time leading scorer for the Kansas 
City Chiefs and one of the greatest 
kickers to play the game—explained to 
me: 

When I played football in high school, in 
college, and in the National Football League, 
suffering a concussion was often shrugged off 
as merely having your ‘bell rung.’ My team- 
mates had no shortage of toughness and 
wanted to build the mentality to ‘out tough’ 
our opponents. . . We now know that mul- 
tiple concussions can lead to lasting brain 
damage and should be treated as a serious 
matter. Today’s NFL players want to set a 
good example for the next generation. 

There have been alarming news sto- 
ries about what has happened to sev- 
eral retired NFL players who were fa- 
mous for that toughness Lowery de- 
scribed. Long after their careers ended, 
some of those NFL greats succumbed 
to chronic traumatic encephalopathy, 
CTE, caused by repeated head trauma. 
Last month, retired NFL player Dave 
Duerson took his own life with a gun- 
shot to the chest. According to news 
reports, he left instructions to his fam- 
ily that his brain be given to the NFL 
Brain Bank, presumably to be exam- 
ined for evidence of CTE. 

Yet, what is even more alarming is 
that researchers have already found 
CTE in the brain of a deceased 18-year- 
old high school football player with a 
history of concussions. Researchers do 
not yet know how early an athlete 
might develop CTE. 

TBI can also be an ‘‘invisible’”’ injury. 
Without the kind of brain injury 
awareness that families and health 
care providers are trying to raise 
today, an athlete who suffers a mild 
TBI may not link that injury to com- 
mon symptoms later such as head- 
aches, nausea, and cognitive changes. 

One of my constituents, Alexis Ball, 
is a bright college student and star soc- 
cer player at the University of New 
Mexico. She told my office how she 
struggled for months with post-concus- 
sive symptoms. Concussions forced her 
to sit out from play and miss classes. 
Thankfully, she’s recovered today and 
now volunteers to raise concussion 
awareness among young athletes in Al- 
buquerque. 

But there are other cases that are 
much more unfortunate. The parents of 
one high school student athlete from 
Oregon named Max Conradt wrote me 
to explain how Max, their 17-year-old 
son, returned to play quarterback too 
soon after suffering a concussion. Max 
was wearing a 20-year-old helmet when 
he suffered another concussion that led 
to brain damage. Max’s parents wrote 
me to ask, ‘‘How is it possible that our 
son was issued a helmet three years 
older than he was?’’ 

Unfortunately, there are an esti- 
mated 100,000 helmets out there that 
are more than a decade old. These hel- 
mets will be worn by high school and 
younger football players this fall. 
Many coaches will not know that some 
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of their helmets might be older than 
their players. And one helmet safety 
expert has stated that even the best 
new football helmets would need to be 
four times better—in terms of attenu- 
ating direct, linear forces—to protect 
against concussion. 

These facts drive my serious con- 
cerns about the current voluntary safe- 
ty standards for new and reconditioned 
football helmets, which have not been 
significantly revised in three decades. 

On this Brain Injury Awareness Day 
2011, I am pleased to introduce bipar- 
tisan legislation, the Children’s Sports 
Athletic Equipment Safety Act, to re- 
quire improvements to the voluntary 
football helmet standards, including 
clearly visible warning and date of 
manufacture labels, concussion resist- 
ance, if feasible, reconditioned helmets 
and youth helmets. 

I am pleased to be joined in this ef- 
fort by colleagues Senator FRANK LAU- 
TENBERG and Senator BLUMENTHAL. We 
are joined by Representatives BILL 
PASCRELL and TODD PLATTS, who lead 
the Congressional TBI Task Force, and 
Representative ANTHONY WEINER—all 
of whom are original sponsors of the 
companion bill in the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

The Children’s Sports Equipment 
Safety Act takes а ‘light touch” ap- 
proach to improving safety. This legis- 
lation gives industry groups time to 
put safety first and improve their vol- 
untary helmet standards before any 
mandatory federal safety rules replace 
them. But if those improvements are 
not made, then the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission must issue product 
safety rules for football helmets to pro- 
tect kids. 

I want to emphasize that the Chil- 
dren’s Sports Athletic Equipment Safe- 
ty Act isn’t just about football hel- 
mets. This legislation would also in- 
crease the potential penalties for mak- 
ing false injury prevention claims for 
other types of sports and athletic gear. 

Tackling false advertising with more 
severe penalties may be an increas- 
ingly important tool if companies con- 
tinue to sell new headbands, helmets, 
and mouth guards with potentially de- 
ceptive and misleading safety claims. 
Young athletes could put themselves at 
great risk if they think a new ‘‘anti- 
concussion” football helmet, soccer 
headband, or mouth guard makes them 
invulnerable to brain injury. The costs 
of such injuries in financial terms 
alone are staggering. The direct med- 
ical costs and indirect costs of trau- 
matic brain injuries totaled an esti- 
mated $60 billion in the United States 
in the year 2000. That figure of course 
does not account for the pain and suf- 
fering of victims and their families. 

I am pleased that the Children’s 
Sports Athletic Equipment Safety Act 
enjoys support from a broad range of 
organizations and individuals. 
DeMaurice Smith, the Executive Direc- 
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tor of the NFL Players Association, 

NFLPA, states in a letter that: 

Not only is the NFLPA committed to the 
safety of professional football players, but to 
all who play the sport. We recognize a sig- 
nificant portion of those players are youth 
and high school athletes who are currently 
at risk for traumatic brain injury due to the 
absence of helmet safety standards. We sup- 
port the Children’s Sports Athletic Equip- 
ment Safety Act as introduced and commend 
you for addressing this issue. 

Other supporters include: Brain In- 
jury Association of America; Brain 
Trauma Foundation; Cleveland Clinic; 
Consumer Federation of America; Con- 
sumers Union; National Consumers 
League; National Research Center for 
Women & Families; and Safe Kids USA. 

Nick Lowery, who played 18 years as 
a professional football player and is a 
member of the Kansas City Chiefs Hall 
of Fame, notes that: 

Improving sports safety for kids and dis- 
couraging sports equipment companies from 
making false injury prevention claims are 
two straightforward ways to reduce brain in- 
juries. You can count on my enthusiastic 
support for this important children’s safety 
and consumer protection legislation. 

Sports and exercise should be encour- 
aged for everyone—especially children. 
We must do more to ensure that kids 
participate in sports and exercise for 
all the health benefits they bring. 
While there will always be some risk of 
injury, we must make sure that ath- 
letes, coaches and parents know about 
the dangers and signs of concussion. 
We must make sure that they are using 
safe equipment. And we must take 
false advertising of safety gear out of 
the game. 

I ask all my colleagues for their sup- 
port of the Children’s Sports Athletic 
Equipment Safety Act as part of this 
vital effort. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 601 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Children’s Sports Athletic Equipment 
Safety Act’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

Sec. 2. Findings. 

Sec. 3. Football helmet safety standards. 

Sec. 4. Application of third party testing 
and certification requirements 
to youth football helmets. 

Sec. 5. False or misleading claims with re- 
spect to athletic sporting activ- 
ity goods. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 

(1) Participation in sports and athletic ac- 
tivities provides many benefits to children 
and should be encouraged. 

(2) Participation in sports and athletic ac- 
tivities does involve some inevitable risk of 


March 16, 2011 


injury that no protective gear or safety de- 
vice can fully eliminate. 

(3) Sports-related concussion is a form of 
traumatic brain injury that can lead to last- 
ing negative health consequences. 

(4) Direct medical costs and indirect costs 
of traumatic brain injuries totaled an esti- 
mated $60,000,000,000 in the United States in 
the year 2000. 

(5) Sports are the second leading cause of 
traumatic brain injury for Americans who 
are 15 to 24 years old, behind only motor ve- 
hicle crashes. 

(6) Every year, American athletes suffer up 
to an estimated 3,800,000 sports-related con- 
cussions. 

(7) The potential for catastrophic injury 
resulting from multiple concussions make 
sports-related concussion a significant con- 
cern for young athletes, coaches, and par- 
ents. 

(8) Football has the highest incidence of 
concussions, which also occur in many other 
sports such as baseball, basketball, ice hock- 
ey, lacrosse, soccer, and softball. 

(9) An estimated 4,500,000 children play 
football in organized youth and school sports 
leagues, including approximately 1,500,000 
high school players. 

(10) According to the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission, more than 920,000 ath- 
letes under the age of 18 were treated in 
emergency rooms, doctors’ offices, and clin- 
ics for football-related injuries in the year 
2007. 

(11) In any given football season, 20 percent 
of all high school football players sustain 
brain injuries. 

(12) One study that included a post-season 
survey of football players found that 47 per- 
cent experienced at least one concussion and 
almost 35 percent experienced multiple con- 
cussions. 

(18) Medical experts at Boston University 
School of Medicine found that a deceased 18 
year old athlete, who had experienced mul- 
tiple concussions playing high school foot- 
ball, suffered from chronic traumatic 
encephalopathy, a degenerative brain disease 
caused by head trauma. 

(14) A football helmet’s ability to protect 
players from injury by attenuating accelera- 
tion forces can decline over time as the hel- 
met experiences thousands of hits from use 
during successive football seasons after its 
original date of manufacture. 

(15) According to industry estimates, 
100,000 football helmets more than ten years 
old, and thousands almost twenty years old, 
were worn by players in the 2009 season. 

(16) A high school football player who suf- 
fered brain damage from being hit in the 
head soon after suffering a previous concus- 
sion was wearing a twenty year old football 
helmet when he was injured. 

(17) Children as young as 5 years old rely 
on football helmets to protect against head 
injury. 

(18) The widespread adoption of a vol- 
untary industry standard for football helmet 
safety led to an 80 percent reduction in life- 
threatening subdural hematoma injuries. 

(19) The voluntary industry safety stand- 
ard for football helmets does not specifically 
address concussion risk. 

(20) There is no voluntary industry safety 
standard specifically for youth football hel- 
mets worn by children, who have different 
physiological characteristics from adults in 
terms of head size and neck strength, espe- 
cially those who are younger than 12-years 
old. 
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(21) Some football helmet manufacturers 
and resellers have used misleading concus- 
sion safety claims to sell children’s football 
helmets. 

(22) Some used helmet reconditioners have 
falsely certified that reconditioned helmets 
provided to schools and youth football teams 
met voluntary industry safety standards. 

(23) Used helmet reconditioners do not 
independently test reconditioned helmets be- 
fore certifying that they meet voluntary in- 
dustry safety standards. 

(24) The industry organization that sets 
voluntary football helmet safety standards 
does not conduct independent testing nor 
market surveillance to ensure compliance 
with such voluntary safety standards by 
manufacturers and reconditioners that cer- 
tify new and used helmets to such standards. 

(25) Football helmet manufacturers and re- 
conditioners place product warning labels 
underneath padding where the warning la- 
bels are obscured from view and not clearly 
legible. 

(26) The Consumer Product Safety Act (15 
U.S.C. 2051 et seq.) charges the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission with protecting 
the public from unreasonable risks of serious 
injury or death from consumer products, in- 
cluding consumer products used in recre- 
ation and in schools. 

(27) The Federal Trade Commission Act (15 
U.S.C. 41 et seq.) empowers the Federal 
Trade Commission to prevent unfair or de- 
ceptive acts or practices, and prohibits the 
dissemination of misleading claims for de- 
vices or services. 

SEC. 3. FOOTBALL HELMET SAFETY STANDARDS. 

(a) VOLUNTARY STANDARD DETERMINA- 
TION.—Within 9 months after the date of en- 
actment of this Act, the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission shall determine, with re- 
spect to a standard or standards submitted 
by a voluntary standards-setting organiza- 
tion regarding youth football helmets, recon- 
ditioned football helmets, and new football 
helmet concussion resistance (if feasible) 
whether— 

(1) compliance with the standard or stand- 
ards is likely to result in the elimination or 
adequate reduction of the risk of injury in 
connection with the use of football helmets; 

(2) it is likely that there will be substan- 
tial compliance with the standard or stand- 
ards; and 

(3) the standard or standards are main- 
tained by a standards-setting organization 
that meets the requirements of the docu- 
ment ‘ANSI Essential Requirements: Due 
Process Requirements for American National 
Standards’ published in January 2010 by the 
American National Standards Institute (or 
any successor document). 

(b) CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY STAND- 
ARD.—Unless the Consumer Product Safety 
Commission makes an affirmative deter- 
mination with respect to a standard or 
standards under subsection (a) that address- 
es the matters to which the following stand- 
ards would apply, the Commission shall ini- 
tiate a rulemaking proceeding for the devel- 
opment of a consumer product safety rule 
with respect to the following: 

(1) YOUTH FOOTBALL HELMETS.—A standard 
for youth football helmets which is informed 
by children’s different physiological charac- 
teristics from adults in terms of head size 
and neck strength. 

(2) RECONDITIONED FOOTBALL HELMETS.—A 
standard for all reconditioned football hel- 
mets. 

(3) NEW FOOTBALL HELMET CONCUSSION RE- 
SISTANCE.—A standard for all new football 
helmets that addresses concussion risk, if 
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the Commission determines that such a 
standard is feasible given current under- 
standing of concussion risk and how helmets 
can prevent concussion. 

(4) FOOTBALL HELMET WARNING LABELS.—A 
standard for warning labels on all football 
helmets that, at a minimum, requires clear- 
ly legible and fully visible statements warn- 
ing consumers of the limits of protection af- 
forded by the helmet. This standard may in- 
clude requirements for pictograms, instruc- 
tions, guidelines, or other cautions to con- 
sumers about injury risk and the proper use 
of football helmets. 

(5) DATE OF MANUFACTURE LABEL FOR NEW 
FOOTBALL HELMETS.—A standard for a clearly 
legible and fully visible label on all new foot- 
ball helmets stating the football helmet’s 
original date of manufacture and warning 
consumers that a football helmet’s ability to 
protect the wearer can decline over time. 

(6) DATE OF RECONDITIONING LABEL FOR RE- 
CONDITIONED HELMETS.—A standard for a 
clearly legible and fully visible label on all 
reconditioned football helmets stating the 
helmet’s last date of reconditioning, its 
original date of manufacture, and warning 
consumers that a football helmet’s ability to 
protect the wearer can decline over time, de- 
spite being properly and regularly recondi- 
tioned. 

(c) SAFETY STANDARDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall— 

(A) in consultation with representatives of 
coaches, consumer groups, engineers, med- 
ical experts, school sports directors, sci- 
entists, and sports equipment standard-set- 
ting organizations, examine and assess the 
effectiveness of any voluntary consumer 
product safety standards for youth football 
helmets, reconditioned football helmets, and 
new football helmet concussion resistance 
proposed by a voluntary standards-setting 
organization; and 

(B) in accordance with section 553 of title 
5, United States Code, promulgate consumer 
product safety standards that— 

(i) are substantially the same as such vol- 
untary standards; or 

(ii) are more stringent than such voluntary 
standards, if the Commission determines 
that more stringent standards would further 
reduce the risk of injury associated with 
football helmets. 

(2) TIMETABLE FOR RULEMAKING.—If the 
Commission does not make an affirmative 
determination under subsection (a) within 
the 9-month period, the Commission shall 
commence the rulemaking required by sub- 
section (b) within 30 days after the end of 
that 9-month period. The Commission shall 
periodically review and revise the standards 
set forth in the consumer product safety rule 
prescribed pursuant to that proceeding to en- 
sure that such standards provide the highest 
level of safety for football helmets that is 
feasible. 

SEC. 4. APPLICATION OF THIRD PARTY TESTING 


AND CERTIFICATION REQUIRE- 
MENTS TO YOUTH FOOTBALL HEL- 
METS. 


(a) IN GENERAL.—The third party testing 
and certification requirements of section 
14(a)(2) of the Consumer Product Safety Act 
(15 U.S.C. 2063(a)(2)) shall apply to any youth 
football helmet (including a reconditioned 
youth football helmet) to which any con- 
sumer product safety rule prescribed under 
section 3(b) of this Act applies as if the hel- 
met were a children’s product that is subject 
to a children’s product safety rule without 
regard to the age of the individual for whom 
it is primarily designed or intended. 

(b) SPECIAL APPLICATION OF DEFINITION OF 
CHILDREN’S PRODUCT FOR PURPOSES OF TEST- 
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ING AND CERTIFICATION OF FOOTBALL HEL- 
METS.—For the exclusive purpose of applying 
the definition of the term ‘‘children’s prod- 
uct” in section 3(a)(2) of the Consumer Prod- 
uct Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2052(a)(2)) to the re- 
quirements of subsection (a) of this section, 
“18 years” shall be substituted for ‘12 years” 
each place it appears. 

(c) For the purposes of this section, third 
party testing and certification shall be con- 
ducted by a testing laboratory that has an 
accreditation— 

(1) that meets International Organization 
for Standardization/International Electro- 
technical Commission standard 17025:2005 en- 
titled General Requirements for the Competence 
of Testing and Calibration Laboratories (or any 
successor standard that is from an accredita- 
tion body that is signatory to the Inter- 
national Laboratory Accreditation Coopera- 
tion for testing accreditation); 

(2) that meets International Organization 
for Standardization/International Electro- 
technical Commission Guide 65:1996 entitled 
General Requirements for Bodies Operating 
Product Certification Systems (or any suc- 
cessor standard that is from an accreditation 
body that is signatory to the International 
Accreditation Forum for product certifi- 
cation accreditation); and 

(3) that includes all appropriate football 
helmet standards and test methods within 
the scope of the accreditation. 

SEC. 5. FALSE OR MISLEADING CLAIMS WITH RE- 
SPECT TO ATHLETIC SPORTING AC- 
TIVITY GOODS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—It is unlawful for any per- 
son to sell, or offer for sale, in interstate 
commerce, or import into the United States 
for the purpose of selling or offering for sale, 
any item of equipment intended, designed, or 
offered for use by an individual engaged in 
any athletic sporting activity, whether pro- 
fessional or amateur, for which the seller or 
importer, or any person acting on behalf of 
the seller or importer, makes any false or 
misleading claim with respect to the safety 
benefits of such item. 

(b) ENFORCEMENT BY FEDERAL TRADE COM- 
MISSION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Violation of subsection 
(a), or any regulation prescribed under this 
section, shall be treated as a violation of a 
rule under section 18 of the Federal Trade 
Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 57a) regarding un- 
fair or deceptive acts or practices. The Fed- 
eral Trade Commission shall enforce this Act 
in the same manner, by the same means, and 
with the same jurisdiction, powers, and du- 
ties as though all applicable terms and provi- 
sions of the Federal Trade Commission Act 
(15 U.S.C. 41 et seq.) were incorporated into 
and made a part of this Act. 

(2) REGULATIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Commission may 
promulgate such regulations as it finds nec- 
essary or appropriate under this Act under 
section 553 of title 5, United States Code. 

(3) PENALTIES.—Any person who violates 
subsection (a) or any regulation prescribed 
under that section, shall be subject to the 
penalties and entitled to the privileges and 
immunities provided in the Federal Trade 
Commission Act as though all applicable 
terms and provisions of the Federal Trade 
Commission Act were incorporated in and 
made part of this Act. 

(4) AUTHORITY PRESERVED.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to limit the au- 
thority of the Commission under any other 
provision of law. 

(c) ENFORCEMENT BY STATE ATTORNEYS 
GENERAL.— 

(1) RIGHT OF ACTION.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (5), the attorney general of a 
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State, or other authorized State officer, al- 
leging a violation of subsection (a) or any 
regulation issued under that section that af- 
fects or may affect such State or its resi- 
dents may bring an action on behalf of the 
residents of the State in any United States 
district court for the district in which the 
defendant is found, resides, or transacts busi- 
ness, or wherever venue is proper under sec- 
tion 1891 of title 28, United States Code, to 
obtain appropriate injunctive relief. 

(2) INITIATION OF CIVIL ACTION.—A State 
shall provide prior written notice to the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission of any civil action 
under paragraph (1) together with a copy of 
its complaint, except that if it is not feasible 
for the State to provide such prior notice, 
the State shall provide such notice imme- 
diately upon instituting such action. 

(3) INTERVENTION BY THE COMMISSION.—The 
Commission may intervene in such civil ac- 
tion and upon intervening— 

(A) be heard on all matters arising in such 
civil action; and 

(B) file petitions for appeal of a decision in 
such civil action. 

(4) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed— 

(A) to prevent the attorney general of a 
State, or other authorized State officer, from 
exercising the powers conferred on the attor- 
ney general, or other authorized State offi- 
cer, by the laws of such State; or 

(B) to prohibit the attorney general of a 
State, or other authorized State officer, from 
proceeding in State or Federal court on the 
basis of an alleged violation of any civil or 
criminal statute of that State. 

(5) LIMITATION.—No separate suit shall be 
brought under this subsection if, at the time 
the suit is brought, the same alleged viola- 
tion is the subject of a pending action by the 
Federal Trade Commission or the United 
States under this section. 


By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
ROBERTS, and Mr. BARRASSO): 

б. 602. A bill to require regulatory re- 
form; to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, yester- 
day I offered three amendments to the 
SBIR/STTR Reauthorization Bill to 
make commonsense reforms to our reg- 
ulatory system. Today, Senators ROB- 
ERTS and BARRASSO join me in offering 


the “CURB Act’’—which stands for 
“Clearing Unnecessary Regulatory 
Burdens.” This legislation combines 


the provisions of those three amend- 
ments to force federal agencies to cut 
the red tape that impedes job growth. 

As I explained yesterday, all too 
often it seems Federal agencies do not 
take into account the impacts to small 
businesses and job growth before im- 
posing new rules and regulations. The 
bill we are introducing today obligates 
them to do so. 

The CURB Act does three things: 
first, it requires Federal agencies to 
analyze the indirect costs of regula- 
tions, such as the impact on job cre- 
ation, the cost of energy, and consumer 
prices. 

Presently, Federal agencies are not 
required by statute to analyze the indi- 
rect cost regulations can have on the 
public, such as higher energy costs, 
higher prices, and the impact on job 
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creation. However, Executive Order 
12866, issued by President Clinton in 
1993, obligates agencies to provide the 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs with an assessment of the indi- 
rect costs of proposed regulations. Our 
bill would essentially codify this provi- 
sion of President Clinton’s Executive 
Order. 


Second, the CURB Act obligates Fed- 
eral agencies to comply with public no- 
tice and comment requirements and 
prohibits them from circumventing 
these requirements by issuing unoffi- 
cial rules as ‘‘guidance documents.” 


After President Clinton issued Execu- 
tive Order 12866, Federal agencies found 
it easier to issue so-called ‘‘guidance 
documents,” rather than formal rules. 
Although these guidance documents 
are merely an agency’s interpretation 
of how the public can comply with a 
particular rule, and are not enforceable 
in court, as a practical matter they op- 
erate as if they are legally binding. 
Thus, they have been used by agencies 
to circumvent OIRA regulatory review 
and public notice and comment re- 
quirements. 


In 2007, President Bush issued Execu- 
tive Order 13422, which contained a pro- 
vision closing this loophole by impos- 
ing ‘‘Good Guidance Practices”? on Fed- 
eral agencies, which requires them to 
provide public notice and comment for 
significant guidance documents. Our 
bill would essentially codify this provi- 
sion of President Bush’s Executive 
Order. 


Third, the CURB Act helps out the 
“little guy” trying to navigate our in- 
credibly complex and burdensome regu- 
latory environment. So many small 
businesses don’t have a lot of capital 
on hand. When a small business inad- 
vertently runs afoul of a Federal regu- 
lation for the first time, that first pen- 
alty could sink the business and all the 
jobs it supports. Our bill would provide 
access to SBA assistance to small busi- 
nesses in a situation where they face a 
first-time, non-harmful paperwork vio- 
lation. It simply doesn’t make sense to 
me to punish small businesses the first 
time they accidently fail to comply 
with paperwork requirements, so long 
as no harm comes from that failure. 


Each of these provisions has been en- 
dorsed by the National Federation of 
Independent Business, NFIB, and the 
Small Business & Entrepreneurship 
Council. I urge my colleagues to sup- 
port the CURB Act, which contains 
these important reforms to our regu- 
latory system. 


March 16, 2011 
SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 103—РКО- 
VIDING FOR MEMBERS ON THE 
PART OF THE SENATE OF THE 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING 
AND THE JOINT COMMITTEE OF 
CONGRESS ON THE LIBRARY 


Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr. 
ALEXANDER) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. REs. 103 


Resolved, That the following named Mem- 
bers be, and they are hereby, elected mem- 
bers of the following joint committees of 
Congress: 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING: Mr. Schu- 
mer, Mrs. Murray, Mr. Udall of New Mexico, 
Mr. Alexander, and Mr. Chambliss. 

JOINT COMMITTEE OF CONGRESS ON THE LI- 
BRARY: Mr. Schumer, Mr. Durbin, Mr. Leahy, 
Mr. Alexander, and Mr. Cochran. 


—— с. 


AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 


SA 229. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
493, to reauthorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other purposes. 

SA 230. Mr. PRYOR submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 281. Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. GRASS- 
LEY, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. ENZI, and 
Mr. LEE) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 493, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 232. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 233. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 234. Ms. LANDRIKU (for herself and Mr. 
KERRY) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 493, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 235. Mr. LEVIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 236. Mr. BAUCUS submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill б. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 237. Mr. McCAIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 238. Mr. McCAIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 239. Mr. McCAIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 
SA 240. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 241. Mr. RISCH (for himself and Mr. 
BARRASSO) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
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493, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 242. Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for him- 
self, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LIEBER- 
MAN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. REED, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mrs. 
BOXER, and Mr. REID) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 243. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and 
Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 


EE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 229. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; as fol- 
lows: 

On page 116, after line 24, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 504. PATRIOT EXPRESS LOAN PROGRAM. 

(a) PROGRAM.— 

(1) ІЧ GENERAL.—Section 7(a)(31) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(31)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(С) PATRIOT EXPRESS LOAN PROGRAM.— 

“(1) DEFINITION.—In this subparagraph, the 
term ‘eligible member of the military com- 
munity’— 

“(I) means— 

“(aa) a veteran, 
abled veteran; 

“(bb) a member of the Armed Forces on ac- 
tive duty who is eligible to participate in the 
Transition Assistance Program; 

(сс) a member of a reserve component of 
the Armed Forces; 

“(аа) the spouse of an individual described 
in item (aa), (bb), or (cc) who is alive; 

(ее) the widowed spouse of a deceased vet- 
eran, member of the Armed Forces, or mem- 
ber of a reserve component of the Armed 
Forces who died because of a service-con- 
nected (as defined in section 101(16) of title 
38, United States Code) disability; and 

“(ff) the widowed spouse of a deceased 
member of the Armed Forces or member of a 
reserve component of the Armed Forces re- 
lating to whom the Department of Defense 
may provide for the recovery, care, and dis- 
position of the remains of the individual 
under paragraph (1) or (2) of section 1481(a) of 
title 10, United States Code; and 

“(ID does not include an individual who 
was discharged or released from the active 
military, naval, or air service under dishon- 
orable conditions. 

“(ii) LOAN GUARANTEES.—The Adminis- 
trator shall establish a Patriot Express Loan 
Program, under which the Administrator 
may guarantee loans under this paragraph 
made by express lenders to eligible members 
of the military community. 

“(iii) LOAN TERMS.— 

“(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
this clause, a loan under this subparagraph 
shall be made on the same terms as other 
loans under the Express Loan Program. 

“(ID USE OF FUNDS.—A loan guaranteed 
under this subparagraph may be used for any 
business purpose, including start-up or ex- 
pansion costs, purchasing equipment, work- 
ing capital, purchasing inventory, or pur- 
chasing business-occupied real estate. 

“(ТП) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The Adminis- 
trator may guarantee a loan under this sub- 
paragraph of not more than $1,000,000. 


including a service-dis- 
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“(IV) GUARANTEE RATE.—The guarantee 
rate for a loan under this subparagraph shall 
be the greater of— 

“(аа) the rate otherwise applicable under 
paragraph (2)(A); 

““(bb) 85 percent for a loan of not more than 
$500,000; and 

“(сс) 80 percent for a loan of more than 
$500,000.’’. 

(2) GAO REPORT.— 

(A) DEFINITION.—In this paragraph, 
term ‘‘programs’’ means— 

(i) the Patriot Express Loan Program 
under section 7(a)(31)(G) of the Small Busi- 
ness Act, as added by paragraph (1); and 

(ii) the increased veteran participation 
pilot program under section 7(а)(33) of the 
Small Business Act, as in effect on the day 
before the date of enactment of this Act. 

(B) REPORT REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Senate 
and the Committee on Small Business of the 
House of Representatives a report on the 
programs. 

(C) CONTENTS.—The report submitted under 
subparagraph (B) shall include— 

(i) the number of loans made under the 
programs; 

(ii) a description of the impact of the pro- 
grams on members of the military commu- 
nity eligible to participate in the programs; 

(111) an evaluation of the efficacy of the 
programs; 

(iv) an evaluation of the actual or poten- 
tial fraud and abuse under the programs; and 

(v) recommendations for improving the Pa- 
triot Express Loan Program under section 
7(a)(31)(G) of the Small Business Act, as 
added by paragraph (1). 

(b) FEE REDUCTION.—Section 7(a)(18) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)(18)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), in the matter pre- 
ceding clause (i), by striking ‘‘With respect 
to” and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (C), with respect to”; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

“(C) MILITARY COMMUNITY.—For an eligible 
member of the military community (as de- 
fined in paragraph (31)(G)(i)), the fee for a 
loan guaranteed under this subsection, ex- 
cept for a loan guaranteed under subpara- 
graph (С) of paragraph (31), shall be equal to 
75 percent of the fee otherwise applicable to 
the loan under subparagraph (A).’’. 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) SMALL BUSINESS ACT.—Section 7(a) of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking paragraph (83); and 

(В) by redesignating paragraphs (34) and 
(35) as paragraphs (33) and (34), respectively. 

(2) SMALL BUSINESS JOBS АСТ OF 2010.—Sec- 
tion 1133(b) of the Small Business Jobs Act of 
2010 (Public Law 111-240; 124 Stat. 2515) is 
amended by striking paragraphs (1) and (2) 
and inserting the following: 

“(1) by striking paragraph (33), as redesig- 
nated by section 504(c) of the SBIR/STTR Re- 
authorization Act of 2011; and 

““(2) by redesignating paragraph (34), as re- 
designated by section 504(c) of the SBIR/ 
STTR Reauthorization Act of 2011, as para- 
graph (33).’’. 

(d) REDUCTION OF GOVERNMENT PRINTING 
CosTs.— 

(1) STRATEGY AND GUIDELINES.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Director of the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget shall coordinate with 


the 
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the heads of the Executive departments and 
independent establishments, as those terms 
are defined in chapter 1 of title 5, United 
States Code— 

(A) to develop a strategy to reduce Govern- 
ment printing costs during the 10-year period 
beginning on September 1, 2011; and 

(B) to issue Government-wide guidelines 
for printing that implements the strategy 
developed under subparagraph (A). 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In developing the strat- 
egy under paragraph (1)(A), the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget and 
the heads of the Executive departments and 
independent establishments shall consider 
guidelines for— 

(i) duplex and color printing; 

(ii) the use of digital file systems by Exec- 
utive departments and independent estab- 
lishments; and 

(iii) determine which Government publica- 
tions might be made available on Govern- 
ment Web sites instead of being printed. 

(B) ESSENTIAL PRINTED DOCUMENTS.—The 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall ensure that printed versions of 
documents that the Director determines are 
essential to individuals entitled to or en- 
rolled for benefits under part A of title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et 
seq.) or enrolled for benefits under part B of 
such title, individuals who receive old-age 
survivors’ or disability insurance payments 
under title II of such Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et 
seq.), and other individuals with limited 
ability to use or access the Internet have ac- 
cess to printed versions of documents that 
the Director are available after the issuance 
of the guidelines under paragraph (1)(B). 


SA 230. Mr. PRYOR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows. 

Strike section 501 and insert the following: 


SEC. 501. NATIONALLY IMPORTANT RESEARCH 
TOPICS AND CRITICAL TECH- 
NOLOGIES. 


(а) SBIR PROGRAM.—Section 9(g) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(g)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘critical 
technologies” and all that follows and in- 
serting the following: ‘‘nationally important 
research topics or critical technologies, in- 
cluding nationally important research topics 
or critical technologies identified by the 
Interagency SBIR/STTR Policy Com- 
mittee;’’; and 

(2) by adding after paragraph (12), as added 
by section 111(a) of this Act, the following: 

(13) encourage applications under the 
SBIR program (to the extent that the 
projects relate to the mission of the Federal 
agency )— 

“(A) from small business concerns in geo- 
graphic areas underrepresented in the SBIR 
program or located in rural areas (as defined 
in section 1893(a)(2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986); 

“(В) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by women; 

“(С) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by veterans; 

“(D) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by Native Americans; and 

“(E) small business concerns located in a 
geographic area with an unemployment rates 
that exceed the national unemployment 
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rate, based on the most recently available 
monthly publications of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics of the Department of Labor.’’. 

(b) STTR PROGRAM.—Section 9(0) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638(0)), as 
amended by section 111(b) of this Act, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘critical 
technologies’? and all that follows and in- 
serting the following: ‘‘nationally important 
research topics or critical technologies, in- 
cluding nationally important research topics 
or critical technologies identified by the 
Interagency SBIR/STTR Policy Com- 
mittee;’’; 

(2) in paragraph (15), by striking “апа” at 
the end; 

(3) in paragraph (16), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

(17) encourage applications under the 
STTR program (to the extent that the 
projects relate to the mission of the Federal 
agency )— 

“(A) from small business concerns in geo- 
graphic areas underrepresented in the STTR 
program or located in rural areas (as defined 
in section 1893(a)(2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986); 

“(В) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by women; 

“(С) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by veterans; 

“(D) small business concerns owned and 
controlled by Native Americans; and 

“(E) small business concerns located in a 
geographic area with an unemployment rates 
that exceed the national unemployment 
rate, based on the most recently available 
monthly publications of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics of the Department of Labor.’’. 

(c) NATIONALLY IMPORTANT RESEARCH TOP- 
ICS AND CRITICAL TECHNOLOGIES.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 9 of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 638) is amended by 
adding after subsection (mm), as added by 
section 503 of this Act, the following: 

‘“(nn) BIENNIAL REPORT ON NATIONALLY IM- 
PORTANT RESEARCH TOPICS AND CRITICAL 
TECHNOLOGIES.— 

(1) REPORT REQUIRED.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 
1, 2012, and every 2 years thereafter, the 
Interagency SBIR/STTR Policy Committee 
shall submit to the Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Senate 
and the Committee on Small Business of the 
House of Representatives a report that iden- 
tifies nationally important research topics 
and critical technologies. For purposes of 
this subsection, a nationally important re- 
search topic or critical technology may in- 
clude a research topic or technology that re- 
lates to nanotechnology, rare diseases, secu- 
rity, energy, transportation, improving the 
security and quality of the water supply of 
the United States, or the efficiency of water 
delivery systems. 

‘“(B) CONTENTS.—Each report required 
under subparagraph (A) shall include, for 
each research topic or critical technology 
identified in the report— 

“(i) the reasons the Interagency SBIR/ 
STTR Policy Committee selected the re- 
search topic or technology; 

(11) the state of the development of the re- 
search topic or technology in the United 
States and in other countries; and 

“(iii) an estimate of the current and antici- 
pated level of research and development ef- 
forts in the United States concerning the re- 
search topic or technology. 

(С) MAXIMUM NUMBER OF NATIONALLY IM- 
PORTANT RESEARCH TOPICS AND CRITICAL TECH- 
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NOLOGIES.—A report submitted under sub- 
paragraph (A) may not identify more than 30 
research topics and technologies as nation- 
ally important research topics or critical 
technologies. 

“(2) DETERMINATION OF NATIONAL IMPOR- 
TANCE.— 

“(A) DETERMINATION.—The Interagency 
SBIR/STTR Policy Committee may identify 
a research topic or technology as a nation- 
ally important research topic or critical 
technology if the Interagency SBIR/STTR 
Policy Committee determines it is essential 
for the United States to develop the research 
topic or technology to further the long-term 
national security or economic prosperity of 
the United States. 

“(В) CONSIDERATIONS.—In making a deter- 
mination under subparagraph (A), the Inter- 
agency SBIR/STTR Policy Committee shall 
consider— 

““(i) reports by the National Academies of 
Science; and 

“(ii) other nationally recognized strategic 
plans, strategies, ог roadmaps.’’. 

(2) PROSPECTIVE REPEAL.—Effective Sep- 
tember 30, 2016, section 9 of the Small Busi- 
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 638), as amended by this 
subsection, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (g)(3), by striking “, in- 
cluding nationally important research topics 
or critical technologies identified by the 
Interagency SBIR/STTR Policy Committee”; 

(B) in subsection (0)(8), by striking ‘‘, in- 
cluding nationally important research topics 
or critical technologies identified by the 
Interagency SBIR/STTR Policy Committee”; 
and 

(C) by striking subsection (nn). 


SA 231. Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. RUBIO, 
Mr. ENZI, and Mr. LEE) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. 


__. REGULATIONS FROM THE EXECUTIVE 
IN NEED OF SCRUTINY. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the “Regulations From the Execu- 
tive in Need of Scrutiny Act of 2011” or the 
“REINS Act”. 

(b) FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.— 

(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following: 

(A) Section 1 of article I of the United 
States Constitution grants all legislative 
powers to Congress. 

(B) Over time, Congress has excessively 
delegated its constitutional charge while 
failing to conduct appropriate oversight and 
retain accountability for the content of the 
laws it passes. 

(C) By requiring a vote in Congress, this 
Act will result in more carefully drafted and 
detailed legislation, an improved regulatory 
process, and a legislative branch that is 
truly accountable to the people of the United 
States for the laws imposed upon them. 

(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
increase accountability for and transparency 
in the Federal regulatory process. 

(c) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY 
RULEMAKING.—Chapter 8 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

“CHAPTER 8—CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW 

OF AGENCY RULEMAKING 
“Sec. 
“801. Congressional review. 
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‘802. Congressional approval procedure for 
major rules. 
Congressional disapproval 

for nonmajor rules. 
Definitions. 
Judicial review. 
‘806. Exemption for monetary policy. 
‘807. Effective date of certain rules. 
“§ 801. Congressional review 


“(а)(1)(А) Before a rule may take effect, 
the Federal agency promulgating such rule 
shall submit to each House of the Congress 
and to the Comptroller General a report con- 
taining— 

“(i) a copy of the rule; 

“(11) a concise general statement relating 
to the rule; 

“(iii) a classification of the rule as a major 
or nonmajor rule, including an explanation 
of the classification specifically addressing 
each criteria for a major rule contained 
within sections 804(2)(A), 804(2)(B), and 
804(2)(C); 

“(iv) a list of any other related regulatory 
actions intended to implement the same 
statutory provision or regulatory objective 
as well as the individual and aggregate eco- 
nomic effects of those actions; and 

(у) the proposed effective date of the rule. 

“(В) On the date of the submission of the 
report under subparagraph (A), the Federal 
agency promulgating the rule shall submit 
to the Comptroller General and make avail- 
able to each House of Congress— 

“(i) a complete copy of the cost-benefit 
analysis of the rule, if any; 

“(ii) the agency’s actions under title 5 of 
the United States Code, sections 603, 604, 605, 
607, and 609; 

“(iii) the agency’s actions under sections 
202, 203, 204, and 205 of the Unfunded Man- 
dates Reform Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1532, 1533, 
1534, and 1535); and 

“(iv) any other relevant information or re- 
quirements under any other Act and any rel- 
evant Executive orders. 

(С) Upon receipt of a report submitted 
under subparagraph (A), each House shall 
provide copies of the report to the chairman 
and ranking member of each standing com- 
mittee with jurisdiction under the rules of 
the House of Representatives or the Senate 
to report a bill to amend the provision of law 
under which the rule is issued. 

“(2)(А) The Comptroller General shall pro- 
vide a report on each major rule to the com- 
mittees of jurisdiction by the end of 15 cal- 
endar days after the submission or publica- 
tion date as provided in section 802(b)(2). The 
report of the Comptroller General shall in- 
clude an assessment of the agency’s compli- 
ance with procedural steps required by para- 
graph (1)(B). 

(В) Federal agencies shall cooperate with 
the Comptroller General by providing infor- 
mation relevant to the Comptroller Gen- 
eral’s report under subparagraph (A). 

(3) A major rule relating to a report sub- 
mitted under paragraph (1) shall take effect 
upon enactment of a joint resolution of ap- 
proval described in section 802 or as provided 
for in the rule following enactment of a joint 
resolution of approval described in section 
802, whichever is later. 

“(4) A nonmajor rule shall take effect as 
provided by section 803 after submission to 
Congress under paragraph (1). 

‘“(5) If a joint resolution of approval relat- 
ing to a major rule is not enacted within the 
period provided in subsection (b)(2), then a 
joint resolution of approval relating to the 
same rule may not be considered under this 
chapter in the same Congress by either the 
House of Representatives or the Senate. 


“808. procedure 


“804. 
‘805. 
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“(0)(1) A major rule shall not take effect 
unless the Congress enacts a joint resolution 
of approval described under section 802. 

(2) If a joint resolution described in sub- 
section (a) is not enacted into law by the end 
of 70 session days or legislative days, as ap- 
plicable, beginning on the date on which the 
report referred to in section 801(a)(1)(A) is re- 
ceived by Congress (excluding days either 
House of Congress is adjourned for more than 
3 days during a session of Congress), then the 
rule described in that resolution shall be 
deemed not to be approved and such rule 
shall not take effect. 

“(ceX1) Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this section (except subject to para- 
graph (3)), a major rule may take effect for 
one 90-calendar-day period if the President 
makes a determination under paragraph (2) 
and submits written notice of such deter- 
mination to the Congress. 

(2) Paragraph (1) applies to a determina- 
tion made by the President by Executive 
order that the major rule should take effect 
because such rule is— 

“(A) necessary because of an imminent 
threat to health or safety or other emer- 
gency, 

“(В) necessary for the enforcement of 
criminal laws; 

“(С) necessary for national security; or 

‘“(D) issued pursuant to any statute imple- 
menting an international trade agreement. 

(3) An exercise by the President of the au- 
thority under this subsection shall have no 
effect on the procedures under section 802. 

“d)(1) In addition to the opportunity for 
review otherwise provided under this chap- 
ter, in the case of any rule for which a report 
was submitted in accordance with subsection 
(a)(1)(A) during the period beginning on the 
date occurring— 

“(А) in the case of the Senate, 60 session 
days, or 

(В) in the case of the House of Represent- 
atives, 60 legislative days, 
before the date the Congress is scheduled to 
adjourn a session of Congress through the 
date on which the same or succeeding Con- 
gress first convenes its next session, sections 
802 and 803 shall apply to such rule in the 
succeeding session of Congress. 

*(2)(А) In applying sections 802 and 803 for 
purposes of such additional review, a rule de- 
scribed under paragraph (1) shall be treated 
as though— 

“(i) such rule were published in the Federal 
Register on— 

“(I) in the case of the Senate, the 15th ses- 
sion day, or 

‘(II) in the case of the House of Represent- 
atives, the 15th legislative day, 
after the succeeding session of Congress first 
convenes; and 

“(ii) a report on such rule were submitted 
to Congress under subsection (a)(1) on such 
date. 

‘(B) Nothing in this paragraph shall be 
construed to affect the requirement under 
subsection (a)(1) that a report shall be sub- 
mitted to Congress before a rule can take ef- 
fect. 

(3) A rule described under paragraph (1) 
shall take effect as otherwise provided by 
law (including other subsections of this sec- 
tion). 

“5802. Congressional approval procedure for 
major rules 

(а) For purposes of this section, the term 
‘joint resolution’ means only a joint resolu- 
tion introduced on or after the date on which 
the report referred to in section 801(a)(1)(A) 
is received by Congress (excluding days ei- 
ther House of Congress is adjourned for more 
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than 3 days during a session of Congress), the 
matter after the resolving clause of which is 
as follows: ‘That Congress approves the rule 
submitted by the __relating to __.’ (The 
blank spaces being appropriately filled in). 

“(1) In the House, the majority leader of 
the House of Representatives (or his des- 
ignee) and the minority leader of the House 
of Representatives (or his designee) shall in- 
troduce such joint resolution described in 
subsection (a) (by request), within 3 legisla- 
tive days after Congress receives the report 
referred to in section 801(a)(1)(A). 

“(2) In the Senate, the majority leader of 
the Senate (or his designee) and the minority 
leader of the Senate (or his designee) shall 
introduce such joint resolution described in 
subsection (a) (by request), within 3 session 
days after Congress receives the report re- 
ferred to in section 801(a)(1)(A). 

“(0)(1) A joint resolution described in sub- 
section (a) shall be referred to the commit- 
tees in each House of Congress with jurisdic- 
tion under the rules of the House of Rep- 
resentatives or the Senate to report a bill to 
amend the provision of law under which the 
rule is issued. 

‘“(2) For purposes of this section, the term 
‘submission date’ means the date on which 
the Congress receives the report submitted 
under section 801(a)(1). 

“(с) In the Senate, if the committee or 
committees to which a joint resolution de- 
scribed in subsection (a) has been referred 
have not reported it at the end of 15 session 
days after its introduction, such committee 
or committees shall be automatically dis- 
charged from further consideration of the 
resolution and it shall be placed on the cal- 
endar. A vote on final passage of the resolu- 
tion shall be taken on or before the close of 
the 15th session day after the resolution is 
reported by the committee or committees to 
which it was referred, or after such com- 
mittee or committees have been discharged 
from further consideration of the resolution. 

**(d)(1) In the Senate, when the committee 
or committees to which a joint resolution is 
referred have reported, or when a committee 
or committees are discharged (under sub- 
section (c)) from further consideration of a 
joint resolution described in subsection (a), 
it is at any time thereafter in order (even 
though a previous motion to the same effect 
has been disagreed to) for a motion to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of the joint resolu- 
tion, and all points of order against the joint 
resolution (and against consideration of the 
joint resolution) are waived. The motion is 
not subject to amendment, or to a motion to 
postpone, or to a motion to proceed to the 
consideration of other business. A motion to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to shall not be in 
order. If a motion to proceed to the consider- 
ation of the joint resolution is agreed to, the 
joint resolution shall remain the unfinished 
business of the Senate until disposed of. 

*(2) In the Senate, debate on the joint res- 
olution, and on all debatable motions and ap- 
peals in connection therewith, shall be lim- 
ited to not more than 2 hours, which shall be 
divided equally between those favoring and 
those opposing the joint resolution. A mo- 
tion to further limit debate is in order and 
not debatable. An amendment to, or a mo- 
tion to postpone, or a motion to proceed to 
the consideration of other business, or a mo- 
tion to recommit the joint resolution is not 
in order. 

“(8) In the Senate, immediately following 
the conclusion of the debate on a joint reso- 
lution described in subsection (a), and a sin- 
gle quorum call at the conclusion of the de- 
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bate if requested in accordance with the 
rules of the Senate, the vote on final passage 
of the joint resolution shall occur. 

(4) Appeals from the decisions of the 
Chair relating to the application of the rules 
of the Senate to the procedure relating to a 
joint resolution described in subsection (a) 
shall be decided without debate. 

““(e)(1) In the House of Representatives, if 
the committee or committees to which a 
joint resolution described in subsection (a) 
has been referred have not reported it at the 
end of 15 legislative days after its introduc- 
tion, such committee or committees shall be 
automatically discharged from further con- 
sideration of the resolution and it shall be 
placed on the appropriate calendar. A vote 
on final passage of the resolution shall be 
taken on or before the close of the 15th legis- 
lative day after the resolution is reported by 
the committee or committees to which it 
was referred, or after such committee or 
committees have been discharged from fur- 
ther consideration of the resolution. 

‘“(2)(A) A motion in the House of Rep- 
resentatives to proceed to the consideration 
of a resolution shall be privileged and not de- 
batable. An amendment to the motion shall 
not be in order, nor shall it be in order to 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion is agreed to or disagreed to. 

‘(B) Debate in the House of Representa- 
tives on a resolution shall be limited to not 
more than two hours, which shall be divided 
equally between those favoring and those op- 
posing the resolution. A motion to further 
limit debate shall not be debatable. No 
amendment to, or motion to recommit, the 
resolution shall be in order. It shall not be in 
order to reconsider the vote by which a reso- 
lution is agreed to or disagreed to. 

(С) Motions to postpone, made in the 
House of Representatives with respect to the 
consideration of a resolution, and motions to 
proceed to the consideration of other busi- 
ness, shall be decided without debate. 

‘(D) All appeals from the decisions of the 
Chair relating to the application of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives to the proce- 
dure relating to a resolution shall be decided 
without debate. 

“(f) If, before the passage by one House of 
a joint resolution of that House described in 
subsection (a), that House receives from the 
other House a joint resolution described in 
subsection (a), then the following procedures 
shall apply with respect to a joint resolution 
described in subsection (a) of the House re- 
ceiving the joint resolution— 

“(1) the procedure in that House shall be 
the same as if no joint resolution had been 
received from the other House; but 

“(2) the vote on final passage shall be on 
the joint resolution of the other House. 

(е) The enactment of a resolution of ap- 
proval does not serve as a grant or modifica- 
tion of statutory authority by Congress for 
the promulgation of a rule, does not extin- 
guish or affect any claim, whether sub- 
stantive or procedural, against any alleged 
defect in a rule, and shall not form part of 
the record before the court in any judicial 
proceeding concerning a rule. 

“(һ) This section and section 803 are en- 
acted by Congress— 

“(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
respectively, and as such it is deemed a part 
of the rules of each House, respectively, but 
applicable only with respect to the procedure 
to be followed in that House in the case of a 
joint resolution described in subsection (a), 
and it supersedes other rules only to the ex- 
tent that it is inconsistent with such rules; 
and 
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“(2) with full recognition of the constitu- 
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same man- 
ner, and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of that House. 

“§ 803. Congressional disapproval procedure 
for nonmajor rules 

(а) For purposes of this section, the term 
‘joint resolution’ means only a joint resolu- 
tion introduced in the period beginning on 
the date on which the report referred to in 
section 801(a)(1)(A) is received by Congress 
and ending 60 days thereafter (excluding 
days either House of Congress is adjourned 
for more than 8 days during a session of Con- 
gress), the matter after the resolving clause 
of which is as follows: ‘That Congress dis- 
approves the nonmajor rule submitted by the 

_ relating бо __ _, and such rule shall 
have no force or effect.’ (The blank spaces 
being appropriately filled in). 

“(0)(1) A joint resolution described in sub- 
section (a) shall be referred to the commit- 
tees in each House of Congress with jurisdic- 
tion. 

(02) For purposes of this section, the term 
‘submission or publication date’ means the 
later of the date on which— 

“(А) the Congress receives the report sub- 
mitted under section 801(a)(1); or 

“(В) the nonmajor rule is published in the 
Federal Register, if so published. 

“(с) In the Senate, if the committee to 
which is referred a joint resolution described 
in subsection (a) has not reported such joint 
resolution (or an identical joint resolution) 
at the end of 15 session days after the date of 
introduction of the joint resolution, such 
committee may be discharged from further 
consideration of such joint resolution upon a 
petition supported in writing by 30 Members 
of the Senate, and such joint resolution shall 
be placed on the calendar. 

“(4)(1) In the Senate, when the committee 
to which a joint resolution is referred has re- 
ported, or when a committee is discharged 
(under subsection (c)) from further consider- 
ation of a joint resolution described in sub- 
section (a), it is at any time thereafter in 
order (even though a previous motion to the 
same effect has been disagreed to) for a mo- 
tion to proceed to the consideration of the 
joint resolution, and all points of order 
against the joint resolution (and against 
consideration of the joint resolution) are 
waived. The motion is not subject to amend- 
ment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a 
motion to proceed to the consideration of 
other business. A motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the motion is agreed to or dis- 
agreed to shall not be in order. If a motion 
to proceed to the consideration of the joint 
resolution is agreed to, the joint resolution 
shall remain the unfinished business of the 
Senate until disposed of. 

(2) In the Senate, debate on the joint res- 
olution, and on all debatable motions and ap- 
peals in connection therewith, shall be lim- 
ited to not more than 10 hours, which shall 
be divided equally between those favoring 
and those opposing the joint resolution. A 
motion to further limit debate is in order 
and not debatable. An amendment to, or a 
motion to postpone, or a motion to proceed 
to the consideration of other business, or a 
motion to recommit the joint resolution is 
not in order. 

(8) In the Senate, immediately following 
the conclusion of the debate on a joint reso- 
lution described in subsection (a), and a sin- 
gle quorum call at the conclusion of the de- 
bate if requested in accordance with the 
rules of the Senate, the vote on final passage 
of the joint resolution shall occur. 
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“(4) Appeals from the decisions of the 
Chair relating to the application of the rules 
of the Senate to the procedure relating to a 
joint resolution described in subsection (a) 
shall be decided without debate. 

“(е) In the Senate the procedure specified 
in subsection (c) or (d) shall not apply to the 
consideration of a joint resolution respecting 
a nonmajor rule— 

“(1) after the expiration of the 60 session 
days beginning with the applicable submis- 
sion or publication date, or 

““(2) if the report under section 801(a)(1)(A) 
was submitted during the period referred to 
in section 801(d)(1), after the expiration of 
the 60 session days beginning on the 15th ses- 
sion day after the succeeding session of Con- 
gress first convenes. 

“(Р If, before the passage by one House of 
a joint resolution of that House described in 
subsection (a), that House receives from the 
other House a joint resolution described in 
subsection (a), then the following procedures 
shall apply: 

“(1) The joint resolution of the other 
House shall not be referred to a committee. 

““(2) With respect to a joint resolution de- 
scribed in subsection (a) of the House receiv- 
ing the joint resolution— 

“(А) the procedure іп that House shall be 
the same as if no joint resolution had been 
received from the other House; but 

“(В) the vote on final passage shall be on 
the joint resolution of the other House. 


“§ 804. Definitions 


“For purposes of this chapter— 

“(1) the term ‘Federal agency’ means any 
agency as that term is defined in section 
651(1); 

““(2) the term ‘major rule’ means any rule, 
including an interim final rule, that the Ad- 
ministrator of the Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs of the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget finds has resulted in or is 
likely to result in— 

“(A) an annual effect on the economy of 
$100,000,000 or more; 

“(В) a major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, Federal, 
State, or local government agencies, or geo- 
graphic regions; or 

“(С) significant adverse effects on competi- 
tion, employment, investment, productivity, 
innovation, or on the ability of United 
States-based enterprises to compete with 
foreign-based enterprises in domestic and ex- 
port markets; 

(3) the term ‘nonmajor rule’ means any 
rule that is not a major rule; and 

“(4) the term ‘rule’ has the meaning given 
such term in section 551, except that such 
term does not include— 

“(A) any rule of particular applicability, 
including a rule that approves or prescribes 
for the future rates, wages, prices, services, 
or allowances therefore, corporate or finan- 
cial structures, reorganizations, mergers, or 
acquisitions thereof, or accounting practices 
or disclosures bearing on any of the fore- 
going; 

“(В) any rule relating to agency manage- 
ment or personnel; or 

“(C) any rule of agency organization, pro- 
cedure, or practice that does not substan- 
tially affect the rights or obligations of non- 
agency parties. 


“$ 805. Judicial review 


“(a) No determination, finding, action, or 
omission under this chapter shall be subject 
to judicial review. 

“(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), a 
court may determine whether a Federal 
agency has completed the necessary require- 
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ments under this chapter for a rule to take 
effect. 
“5 806. Exemption for monetary policy 

“Nothing in this chapter shall apply to 
rules that concern monetary policy proposed 
or implemented by the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System or the Federal 
Open Market Committee. 

“§ 807. Effective date of certain rules 

“Notwithstanding section 801— 

“(1) any rule that establishes, modifies, 
opens, closes, or conducts a regulatory pro- 
gram for a commercial, recreational, or sub- 
sistence activity related to hunting, fishing, 
or camping; or 

“(2) any rule other than a major rule which 
an agency for good cause finds (and incor- 
porates the finding and a brief statement of 
reasons therefore in the rule issued) that no- 
tice and public procedure thereon are im- 
practicable, unnecessary, or contrary to the 
public interest, 
shall take effect at such time as the Federal 
agency promulgating the rule determines.”’’. 


SA 232. Mr. CARDIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
low: 

On page 4, line 9, strike ‘‘2019”’ and insert 
2025”. 

On page 4, line 17, strike 2019’ and insert 
“2025”. 


SA 233. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
low: 

On page 27, line 21, strike the quotation 
marks and the second period and insert the 
following: 

“(5) PREFERENCE FOR PHASE Ш AWARDS.— 
To the greatest extent practicable, in mak- 
ing Phase III awards, Federal agencies and 
Federal prime contractors shall give pref- 
erence to applicants that will carry out 
projects іп the United States.’’. 

On page 49, line 16, strike ‘‘and’’. 

On page 49, between lines 18 and 19, insert 
the following: 

(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(D) in subparagraph (D), by striking the pe- 
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(E) by adding at the end the following: 

(Е) developing, manufacturing, and com- 
mercializing in the United States new com- 
mercial products and processes resulting 
from such projects.”’; 

On page 54, line 4, strike the quotation 
marks and the second period and insert the 
following: 

(7) INCENTIVES FOR DOMESTIC TESTING AND 
PRODUCTION.—In carrying out the Commer- 
cialization Readiness Program, the Sec- 
retary of Defense shall give preference to re- 
search programs that— 

“(A) test products or services in the United 
States; and 

‘(B) would allow the Department of De- 
fense to fulfill the requirements under chap- 
ter 83 of title 41, United States Code (com- 
monly referred to as the ‘Buy American 
Act’).’”’. 

On page 56, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 
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(5) INCREASING DOMESTIC CAPABILITIES.—In 
carrying out a pilot program, the head of a 
covered Federal agency shall give preference 
to applicants that intend to test, develop, 
manufacture or commercialize a product or 
service in the United States. 

On page 56, line 16, strike “(5)” and insert 


“(6)”, 
On page 57, line 1, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert 
KT)”, 
On page 57, line 4, strike “(7)” and insert 
“(8)”, 


On page 60, line 7, after ‘‘processes,’’ insert 
the following: ‘‘giving preference to research 
conducted in the United States,’’. 

On page 91, line 20, strike “and” at the end. 

On page 91, strike line 22 and insert the fol- 
lowing: 
award; and 

“(4) whether the small business concern or 
individual receiving the Phase III award is 
developing, testing, producing, or manufac- 
turing the product or service that is the sub- 
ject of the Phase III award in the United 
States.’’. 

On page 105, line 2, strike ‘‘and’’. 

On page 105, between lines 6 and 7, insert 
the following: 

(C) ways for Federal agencies to create in- 
centives for recipients of awards under the 
SBIR program and the STTR program to 
carry out research, development, testing, 
production, manufacturing, and commer- 
cialization in the United States; and 

On page 107, between lines 10 and 11, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 316. GAO STUDY AND REPORT ON DOMESTIC 
PRODUCTION, MANUFACTURING, 
AND COMMERCIALIZATION. 

(a) STUDY.—Not later than 8 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, and every 3 
years thereafter, the Comptroller General of 
the United States shall— 

(1) conduct a study that— 

(A) determines the amount of production, 
manufacturing, and commercialization in 
the United States that resulted from awards 
under the SBIR and STTR programs during 
the applicable period; and 

(B) estimates the number of jobs created as 
a result of awards under the SBIR and STTR 
programs during the applicable period; and 

(2) submit a report to Congress that con- 
tains the results of the study under para- 
graph (1), together with recommendations, if 
any, for how to use the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams to increase production, manufac- 
turing, and commercialization in the United 
States. 

(b) APPLICABLE PERIOD.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘applicable period” means, for each 
report submitted under paragraph (2), the 3- 
year period ending on the date that is 30 days 
before the date of the report. 

On page 115, line 8, insert after ‘‘programs”’ 
the following: ‘‘, including the impact on 
production and manufacturing in the United 
States”. 


SA 234. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself 
and Mr. KERRY) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by her to 
the bill S. 493, to reauthorize and im- 
prove the SBIR and STTR programs, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE VI—SMALL BUSINESS BROADBAND 
AND EMERGING INFORMATION TECH- 
NOLOGY ENHANCEMENTS 

SEC. 601. BROADBAND AND EMERGING INFORMA- 

TION TECHNOLOGY COORDINATOR. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Small Business Act 

(15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.) is amended— 
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(1) by redesignating section 45 as section 
46; and 

(2) by inserting after section 44 the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 45. BROADBAND AND EMERGING INFORMA- 
TION TECHNOLOGY. 

“ (а) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘broadband and emerging information tech- 
nology coordinator’ means the individual as- 
signed the broadband and emerging informa- 
tion technology coordination responsibilities 
of the Administration under subsection 
(b)(1). 

‘(b) ASSIGNMENT OF COORDINATOR.— 

(1) ASSIGNMENT OF COORDINATOR.—The Ad- 
ministrator shall assign responsibility for 
coordinating the programs and activities of 
the Administration relating to broadband 
and emerging information technology to an 
individual who— 

“(А) shall report directly to the Adminis- 
trator; 

“(В) shall work in coordination with— 

‘“(i) the chief information officer, the chief 
technology officer, and the head of the Office 
of Technology of the Administration; and 

“(i) any Associate Administrator of the 
Administration determined appropriate by 
the Administrator; 

“(С) has experience developing and imple- 
menting telecommunications policy in the 
private sector or government; and 

“(0) has demonstrated significant experi- 
ence in the area of broadband or emerging 
information technology. 

(2) RESPONSIBILITIES OF COORDINATOR.— 
The broadband and emerging information 
technology coordinator shall— 

“(А) coordinate programs of the Adminis- 
tration that assist small business concerns 
in adopting, making innovations in, and 
using broadband and other emerging infor- 
mation technologies; 

“(В) serve as the primary liaison of the Ad- 
ministration to other Federal agencies in- 
volved in broadband and emerging informa- 
tion technology policy, including the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, the Department of Agri- 
culture, and the Federal Communications 
Commission; and 

“(C) identify best practices relating to 
broadband and emerging information tech- 
nology that may benefit small business con- 
cerns. 

(3) TRAVEL.—Not more than 20 percent of 
the hours of service by the broadband and 
emerging information technology coordi- 
nator during any fiscal year shall consist of 
travel outside the United States to perform 
official duties. 

(с) BROADBAND AND EMERGING TECH- 
NOLOGY TRAINING.— 

“(1) TRAINING.—The Administrator shall 
provide to employees of the Administration 
training that— 

“(А) familiarizes employees of the Admin- 
istration with broadband and other emerging 
information technologies; and 

“(В) includes— 

“(i) instruction counseling small business 
concerns regarding adopting, making inno- 
vations in, and using broadband and other 
emerging information technologies; and 

(11) information on programs of the Fed- 
eral Government that provide assistance to 
small business concerns relating to 
broadband and emerging information tech- 
nologies. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this sub- 
section. 

(а) REPORTS.— 

(1) BIENNIAL REPORT ON ACTIVITIES.—Not 
later than 2 years after the date on which 
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the Administrator makes the first assign- 
ment of responsibilities under subsection (b), 
and every 2 years thereafter, the broadband 
and emerging information technology coor- 
dinator shall submit to the Committee on 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship of the 
Senate and the Committee on Small Busi- 
ness of the House of Representatives a report 
regarding the programs and activities of the 
Administration relating to broadband and 
other emerging information technologies. 

“(2) REPORT ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS.—Not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment 
of the SBIR/STTR Reauthorization Act of 
2011, the broadband and emerging informa- 
tion technology coordinator, in consultation 
with the Secretary of Agriculture, the As- 
sistant Secretary of Commerce for Commu- 
nications and Information, and the Chair- 
man of the Federal Communications Com- 
mission, shall submit to the Committee on 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship of the 
Senate and the Committee on Small Busi- 
ness of the House of Representatives a report 
on the programs of the Federal Government 
that provide assistance to small business 
concerns relating to broadband and emerging 
information technologies, which shall in- 
clude recommendations, if any, for improv- 
ing coordination among the programs.’’. 

(b) ELIMINATION OF VACANT POSITION RE- 
QUIRED.— 

(1) ELIMINATION.—Before assigning the first 
broadband and emerging technologies coordi- 
nator under section 45 of the Small Business 
Act, as added by subsection (a) of this sec- 
tion, the Administrator shall— 

(A) identify a position within the Adminis- 
tration that is— 

(i) vacant on the date of enactment of this 
Act; and 

(ii) required to be filled by an employee in 
the Senior Executive Service or at GS-15 of 
the General Schedule; and 

(B) eliminate the position identified under 
subparagraph (A). 

(2) RESTRICTION.—For purposes of para- 
graph (1), the Administrator may not elimi- 
nate a position established by the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.), the Small 
Business Investment Act 1958 (15 U.S.C. 661 
et seq.), or any other Federal statute. 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 
section 205(b) shall have no force or effect. 

(2) PROSPECTIVE REPEAL OF ACCELERATING 
CURES PILOT PROGRAM.—Effective 5 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking section 48, as added by sec- 
tion 205(a); and 

(B) by redesignating sections 44, 45 (as 
added by subsection (a)), and 46 (as redesig- 
nated by subsection (a)) as sections 43, 44, 
and 45, respectively. 

SEC. 602. ENTREPRENEURIAL DEVELOPMENT. 

Section 21(c)(3)(B) of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 648(с)(3)(В)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
inserting ‘‘accessing broadband and other 
emerging information technology,” after 
“technology transfer,’’; 

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(3) in clause (iii), by adding “апа” at the 
end; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 

“(iv) increasing the competitiveness and 
productivity of small business concerns by 
assisting entrepreneurs in accessing 
broadband and other emerging information 
technology;’’. 
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SEC. 603. CAPITAL ACCESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7(a) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a)) is amended in 
the matter preceding paragraph (1) by insert- 
ing ‘‘(including to purchase equipment for 
broadband or other emerging information 
technologies)” after ‘‘equipment’’. 

(0) MICROLOANS.—Section 7(m)(1)(A)(iii)(D 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
636(m)(1)(A)(iii)(1)) is amended by inserting 
“(including to purchase equipment for 
broadband or other emerging information 
technologies)” after ‘‘or equipment”. 

SEC. 604. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 45 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator, in consultation with the Ad- 
ministrator of General Services, shall submit 
to the Committee on Small Business and En- 
trepreneurship of the Senate and the Com- 
mittee on Small Business of the House of 
Representatives a report on ways to assist 
with the development of broadband and wire- 
less technology that would benefit small 
business concerns. 

(b) CONTENT OF THE REPORT.—The report 
submitted under subsection (a) shall— 

(1) outline the participation by the Admin- 
istration in the National Antenna Program, 
including the number of wireless towers de- 
ployed on facilities which contain an office 
of the Administration; 

(2) information on agreements between the 
Administration and the General Services Ad- 
ministration related to broadband and wire- 
less deployment in offices of the Administra- 
tion; and 

(3) recommendations, if any, on opportuni- 
ties for the Administration to improve 
broadband or wireless technology in offices 
of the Administration that are in areas cur- 
rently underserved or unserved by broadband 
service providers. 


SA 235. Mr. LEVIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol- 
lowing: 
SEC. 


SMALL BUSINESS INTERMEDIARY 
LENDING PILOT PROGRAM TECH- 
NICAL CORRECTION. 

Section 7(1)(4)(B) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 636(1)(4)(B)) is amended by insert- 
ing ‘‘under the Program” after ‘‘to the eligi- 
ble intermediary by the Administrator”. 


SA 236. Mr. BAUCUS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. . GREENHOUSE GAS-RELATED EXEMP- 


TIONS FROM PERMITTING REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section 
are— 

(1) to ensure that the greenhouse gas emis- 
sions from certain sources will not require a 
permit under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7401 et seq.); and 

(2) to exempt greenhouse gas emissions 
from certain agricultural sources from per- 
mitting requirements under that Act. 

(0) AMENDMENT.—Title ПІ of the Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7601 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
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“SEC. 329. GREENHOUSE GAS-RELATED EXEMP- 
TIONS FROM PERMITTING REQUIRE- 
MENTS. 

(а) DEFINITION OF GREENHOUSE GAS.—In 
this section, the term ‘greenhouse gas’ 
means any of the following: 

“(1) Carbon dioxide. 

“(2) Methane. 

“(8) Nitrous oxide. 

“(4) Sulfur hexafluoride. 

“ (5) Hydrofluorocarbons. 

“(6) Perfluorocarbons. 

“(7) Nitrogen trifluoride. 

“(8) Any other anthropogenic gas, if the 
Administrator determines that 1 ton of the 
gas has the same or greater effect on global 
climate change as does 1 ton of carbon diox- 
ide. 

*‹(®) NEW SOURCE REVIEW.— 

(1) MODIFICATION OF DEFINITION OF AIR 
POLLUTANT.—For purposes of determining 
whether a stationary source is a major emit- 
ting facility under section 169(1) or has un- 
dertaken construction pursuant to section 
165(a), the term ‘air pollutant’ shall not in- 
clude any greenhouse gas unless the gas is 
subject to regulation under this Act for rea- 
sons independent of the effects of the gas on 
global climate change. 

(2) THRESHOLDS FOR EXCLUSIONS FROM 
PERMIT PROVISIONS.—No requirement of part 
C of title I shall apply with respect to any 
greenhouse gas unless the gas is subject to 
regulation under this Act for reasons inde- 
pendent of the effects of the gas on global 
climate change or the gas is emitted by a 
stationary source— 

“(A) that is— 

“() a new major emitting facility that will 
emit, or have the potential to emit, green- 
house gases in a quantity of at least 75,000 
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year; 
or 

“Gi) an existing major emitting facility 
that undertakes construction which in- 
creases the quantity of greenhouse gas emis- 
sions, or which results in emission of green- 
house gases not previously emitted, of at 
least 75,000 tons carbon dioxide equivalent 
per year; and 

“(В) that has greenhouse gas emissions 
equal to or exceeding 250 tons per year in 
mass emissions or, in the case of any of the 
types of stationary sources identified in sec- 
tion 169(1), 100 tons per year in mass emis- 
sions. 

(8) AGRICULTURAL SOURCES.—In calcu- 
lating the emissions or potential emissions 
of a source or facility, emissions of green- 
house gases that are subject to regulation 
under this Act solely on the basis of the ef- 
fect of the gases on global climate change 
shall be excluded if the emissions are from— 

“(А) changes in land use; 

“(В) the raising of commodity crops, stock, 
dairy, poultry, or fur-bearing animals, or the 
growing of fruits or vegetables; or 

“(С) farms, plantations, ranches, nurseries, 
ranges, orchards, and greenhouses or other 
similar structures used primarily for the 
raising of agricultural or horticultural com- 
modities. 

(с) TITLE V OPERATING PERMITS.—Not- 
withstanding any provision of title III or 
title V, no stationary source shall be re- 
quired to apply for, or operate pursuant to, a 
permit under title V, solely on the basis of 
the emissions of the stationary source of 
greenhouse gases that are subject to regula- 
tion under this Act solely on the basis of the 
effect of the greenhouse gases on global cli- 
mate change, unless those emissions from 
that source are subject to regulation under 
this Act.’’. 
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SA 237. Mr. McCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. _. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON PRINTING THE CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 9 of title 44, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
section 903 and inserting the following: 
“5903. Congressional Record: daily and per- 

manent forms 

(а) IN GENERAL.—The public proceedings 
of each House of Congress as reported by the 
Official Reporters, shall be included in the 
Congressional Record, which shall be issued 
in daily form during each session and shall 
be revised and made electronically available 
promptly, as directed by the Joint Com- 
mittee on Printing, for distribution during 
and after the close of each session of Con- 
gress. The daily and the permanent Record 
shall bear the same date, which shall be that 
of the actual day’s proceedings reported. The 
Government Printing Office shall not print 
the Congressional Record. 

‘(b) ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY.— 

(1) GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE.—The 
Government Printing Office shall make the 
Congressional Record available to the Sec- 
retary of the Senate and the Chief Adminis- 
trative Officer of the House of Representa- 
tives in an electronic form in a timely man- 
ner to ensure the implementation of para- 
graph (1). 

(2) WEBSITE.—The Secretary of the Senate 
and the Chief Administrative Officer of the 
House of Representatives shall make the 
Congressional Record available— 

“(А) to the public on the websites of the 
Secretary of the Senate and the Chief Ad- 
ministrative Officer of the House of Rep- 
resentatives; and 

“(В) in a format which enables the Con- 
gressional Record to be downloaded and 
printed by users of the website.’’. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 9 of title 44, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in section 905, in the first sentence, by 
striking ‘‘printing’’ and inserting ‘‘inclu- 
sion”; and 

(B) by striking sections 906, 909, and 910. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENTS.—The table of sections for chapter 9 of 
title 44, United States Code, is amended by 
striking the items relating to sections 906, 
909, and 910. 


SA 238. Mr. McCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

On page 116, after line 24, insert the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 504. DISPOSITION OF FEDERAL HIGH SPEED 
RAIL FUNDING NOT USED BY STATE 
TO WHICH IT WAS ALLOCATED. 

Amounts allocated to any State under the 
Federal Railroad Administration’s High- 
Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program that 
are not used by that State— 

(1) shall be deposited into the General 
Fund of the Treasury to reduce that national 
deficit; and 
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(2) may not be reallocated to another 
qualifying State for any high speed rail 
project. 


SA 239. Mr. McCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

On page 116, after line 24, add the fol- 
lowing: 

SEC. 504. ELIMINATION OF DUPLICATIVE SECU- 
RITY ASSESSMENTS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Transportation Security Adminis- 
tration is not authorized to conduct security 
assessments on hazardous material trucking 
companies that are similar to the security 
contact reviews conducted by the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration. 


SA 240. Mr. CARDIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. . SURETY BONDS. 

(a) MAXIMUM BOND AMOUNT.—Section 
411(a)(1) of the Small Business Investment 
Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 694b(a)(1)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘(1)’’ and all that follows and in- 
serting the following: ‘‘(1)(A) The Adminis- 
tration may, upon such terms and conditions 
as it may prescribe, guarantee and enter into 
commitments to guarantee any surety 
against loss resulting from a breach of the 
terms of a bid bond, payment bond, perform- 
ance bond, or bonds ancillary thereto, by a 
principal on any total work order or con- 
tract amount at the time of bond execution 
that does not exceed $5,000,000. 

“(В) The Administrator may guarantee a 
surety under subparagraph (A) for a total 
work order or contract amount that does not 
exceed $10,000,000, if a contracting officer of a 
Federal agency certifies that such a guar- 
antee is necessary.’’. 

(b) DENIAL OF LIABILITY.—Section 411 of 
the Small Business Investment Act of 1958 
(15 U.S.C. 694b) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (e) and inserting 
the following: 

“(е) REIMBURSEMENT OF SURETY; CONDI- 
TIONS.—Pursuant to any such guarantee or 
agreement, the Administration shall reim- 
burse the surety, as provided in subsection 
(c) of this section, except that the Adminis- 
tration shall be relieved of liability (in whole 
or in part within the discretion of the Ad- 
ministration) if— 

“(1) the surety obtained such guarantee or 
agreement, or applied for such reimburse- 
ment, by fraud or material misrepresenta- 
tion; 

(2) the total contract amount at the time 
of execution of the bond or bonds exceeds 
$5,000,000; 

“(3) the surety has breached a material 
term or condition of such guarantee agree- 
ment; or 

“(4) the surety has substantially violated 
the regulations promulgated by the Adminis- 
tration pursuant to subsection (d).”’; 

(2) by striking subsection (k); and 

(8) by adding after subsection (i) the fol- 
lowing: 

(3) DENIAL OF LIABILITY.—For bonds made 
or executed with the prior approval of the 
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Administration, the Administration shall 
not deny liability to a surety based upon ma- 
terial information that was provided as part 
of the guaranty application.’’. 

(c) SIZE STANDARDS.—Section 410 of the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958 (15 
U.S.C. 694a) is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraph (9); and 

(2) adding after paragraph (8) the following: 

“(9) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law or any rule, regulation, or order of the 
Administration, for purposes of sections 410, 
411, and 412 the term ‘small business concern’ 
means a business concern that meets the size 
standard for the primary industry in which 
such business concern, and the affiliates of 
such business concern, is engaged, as deter- 
mined by the Administrator in accordance 
with the North American Industry Classi- 
fication System.’’. 


SA 241. Mr. RISCH (for himself and 
Mr. BARRASSO) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize and 
improve the SBIR and STTR programs, 
and for other purposes; which was or- 
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. _. NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER 
REGULATIONS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis- 
trator’? means the Administrator of the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency. 

(2) SMALL SYSTEM.—The term ‘‘small sys- 
tem’’ means a public water system (as de- 
fined in section 1401 of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300f)) that serves not 
more than 10,000 individuals. 

(b) SUSPENSION OF ENFORCEMENT.— 

(1) ІЧ GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, subject to paragraph 
(2), none of the funds made available by this 
or any other Act may be used for the en- 
forcement of national primary drinking 
water regulations promulgated under the 
Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300f et 
seq.) until such date as the Administrator— 

(A) implements a program to provide to 
small systems subject to those regulations, 
using the authority available to the Admin- 
istrator under that Act, financial and tech- 
nical assistance for use in complying with 
those regulations; and 

(B) ensures that sufficient funds have been 
made available under this section to assist 
each small system in meeting requirements 
under those regulations. 

(2) CONTINUED SUSPENSION.—If, after the 
date described in paragraph (1), a small sys- 
tem certifies to the Administrator that the 
small system lacks funds necessary to com- 
ply with the regulations referred to in para- 
graph (1) for a fiscal year, the Administrator 
shall suspend enforcement of the regulations 
(including any action to assess or collect a 
fine under the regulations) with respect to 
the small system for the fiscal year. 


SA 242. Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for 
himself, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. SAND- 
ERS, Mr. REED, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. 
NELSON of Florida, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. 
REID) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 
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TITLE VI—SMALL BUSINESS LENDING 
ENHANCEMENT 


SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE; DEFINITIONS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 
as the “Small Business Lending Enhance- 
ment Act of 2011”. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this title— 

(1) the term ‘‘Board’’ means the National 
Credit Union Administration Board; 

(2) the term ‘‘insured credit union” has the 
same meaning as in section 101 of the Fed- 
eral Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1752); 

(3) the term ‘‘member business loan” has 
the same meaning as in section 107A(c)(1) of 
the Federal Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C. 
1757a(c)(1)); 

(4) the term “net worth” has the same 
meaning as in section 107A(c)(2) of the Fed- 
eral Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1757a(c)(2)); 
and 

(5) the term ‘‘well capitalized’? has the 
meaning given that term in section 
216(c)(1)(A) of the Federal Credit Union Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1709d(c)(1)(A)). 

SEC. 602. LIMITS ON MEMBER BUSINESS LOANS. 

Effective 6 months after the date of enact- 
ment of this title, section 107A(a) of the Fed- 
eral Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1757a(a)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(а) LIMITATION.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), an insured credit union may 
not make any member business loan that 
would result in the total amount of such 
loans outstanding at that credit union at 
any one time to be equal to more than the 
lesser of— 

“(A) 1.75 times the actual net worth of the 
credit union; or 

“(В) 12.25 percent of the total assets of the 
credit union. 

(2) ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.—The Board 
may approve an application by an insured 
credit union upon a finding that the credit 
union meets the criteria under this para- 
graph to make 1 or more member business 
loans that would result in a total amount of 
such loans outstanding at any one time of 
not more than 27.5 percent of the total assets 
of the credit union, if the credit union— 

“(A) had member business loans out- 
standing at the end of each of the 4 consecu- 
tive quarters immediately preceding the 
date of the application, in a total amount of 
not less than 80 percent of the applicable 
limitation under paragraph (1); 

(В) is well capitalized, as defined in sec- 
tion 216(c)(1)(A); 

“(C) can demonstrate at least 5 years of ex- 
perience of sound underwriting and servicing 
of member business loans; 

‘(D) has the requisite policies and experi- 
ence in managing member business loans; 
and 

“(E) has satisfied other standards that the 
Board determines are necessary to maintain 
the safety and soundness of the insured cred- 
it union. 

(3) EFFECT OF NOT BEING WELL CAPITAL- 
IZED.—An insured credit union that has made 
member business loans under an authoriza- 
tion under paragraph (2) and that is not, as 
of its most recent quarterly call report, well 
capitalized, may not make any member busi- 
ness loans, until such time as the credit 
union becomes well capitalized (as defined in 
section 216(c)(1)(A)), as reflected in а subse- 
quent quarterly call report, and obtains the 
approval of the Board.’’. 

SEC. 603. IMPLEMENTATION. 

(a) TIERED APPROVAL PROCESS.—The Na- 
tional Credit Union Administration Board 
shall develop a tiered approval process, 
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under which an insured credit union gradu- 
ally increases the amount of member busi- 
ness lending in a manner that is consistent 
with safe and sound operations, subject to 
the limits established under section 
107A(a)(2) of the Federal Credit Union Act (as 
amended by this title). The rate of increase 
under the process established under this 
paragraph may not exceed 30 percent per 
year. 

(0) RULEMAKING REQUIRED.—The Board 
shall issue proposed rules, not later than 6 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, to establish the tiered approval process 
required under subsection (a). The tiered ap- 
proval process shall establish standards de- 
signed to ensure that the new business lend- 
ing capacity authorized under the amend- 
ment made by section 2 is being used only by 
insured credit unions that are well-managed 
and well capitalized, as required by the 
amendments made under section 2, and as 
defined by the rules issued by the Board 
under this subsection. 

(c) CONSIDERATIONS.—In issuing rules re- 
quired under this section, the Board shall 
consider— 

(1) the experience level of the institutions, 
including a demonstrated history of sound 
member business lending; 

(2) the criteria under section 107A(a)(2) of 
the Federal Credit Union Act, as amended by 
this title; and 

(8) such other factors as the Board deter- 
mines necessary or appropriate. 

SEC. 604. REPORTS TO CONGRESS ON MEMBER 
BUSINESS LENDING. 

(a) REPORT OF THE BOARD.— 

(1) ІЧ GENERAL.—Not later than З years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Board shall submit a report to Congress on 
member business lending by insured credit 
unions. 

(2) REPORT.—The report required under 
paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) the types and asset size of insured cred- 
it unions making member business loans and 
the member business loan limitations appli- 
cable to the insured credit unions; 

(B) the overall amount and average size of 
member business loans by each insured cred- 
it union; 

(C) the ratio of member business loans by 
insured credit unions to total assets and net 
worth; 

(D) the performance of the member busi- 
ness loans, including delinquencies and net 
charge offs; 

(E) the effect of this title and the amend- 
ments made by this title on the number of 
insured credit unions engaged in member 
business lending, any change in the amount 
of member business lending, and the extent 
to which any increase is attributed to the 
change in the limitation in section 107A(a) of 
the Federal Credit Union Act, as amended by 
this title; 

(F) the number, types, and asset size of in- 
sured credit unions that were denied or ap- 
proved by the Board for increased member 
business loans under section 107A(a)(2) of the 
Federal Credit Union Act, as amended by 
this title, including denials and approvals 
under the tiered approval process; 

(G) the types and sizes of businesses that 
receive member business loans, the duration 
of the credit union membership of the busi- 
nesses at the time of the loan, the types of 
collateral used to secure member business 
loans, and the income level of members re- 
ceiving member business loans; and 

(H) the effect of any increases in member 
business loans on the risk to the National 
Credit Union Share Insurance Fund and the 
assessments on insured credit unions. 
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(b) GAO STUDY AND REPORT.— 

(1) Stupy.—The Comptroller General of the 
United States shall conduct a study on the 
status of member business lending by in- 
sured credit unions, including— 

(A) trends in such lending; 

(B) types and amounts of member business 
loans; 

(C) the effectiveness of this section in en- 
hancing small business lending; 

(D) recommendations for legislative ac- 
tion, if any, with respect to such lending; 
and 

(E) any other information that the Comp- 
troller General considers relevant with re- 
spect to such lending. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp- 
troller General shall submit a report to Con- 
gress on the study required by paragraph (1). 


SA 243. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself 
and Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts) sub- 
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by her to the bill S. 493, to re- 
authorize and improve the SBIR and 
STTR programs, and for other pur- 
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 73, at the end, add the following: 
SEC. 209. INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY DEVELOP- 

MENT LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) CLEAN TECHNOLOGY.—The term ‘‘clean 
technology” means— 

(A) technology that improves energy effi- 
ciency, including— 

(i) technologies to reduce energy consump- 
tion; 

(ii) energy-efficient building technologies 
and applications; and 

(iii) efficient electricity transmission, dis- 
tribution, and electrical grid-based storage; 

(B) technology relating to energy storage; 

(C) fuel cells and batteries; and 

(D) component technologies for electric ve- 
hicles. 

(2) RENEWABLE ENERGY.—The term ‘‘renew- 
able energy” means energy generated from 
any of the following: 

(A) Solar, wind, geothermal, 
based sources. 

(B) Biomass, biofuels, or feedstock. 

(C) Landfill gas. 

(D) Municipal solid waste. 

(E) Incremental hydropower. 

(F) Hydropower that has been certified by 
the Low Impact Hydropower Institute 

(3) SMALL- OR MEDIUM-SIZE HIGH GROWTH 
TECHNOLOGY COMPANY.—The term ‘‘small- or 
medium-sized high growth technology com- 
pany” means a small business concern that 
primarily engages in commerce in 1 or more 
of the following industries: 

(A) Life sciences. 

(B) Medical devices. 

(C) Computer hardware. 

(D) Computer software. 

(E) Clean technology. 

(F) Renewable energy generation and man- 
ufacturing. 

(G) Such other industries as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

(4) SECRETARY.—Except as otherwise pro- 
vided, the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec- 
retary of Commerce. 

(5) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN.—The term 
“small business concern” has the meaning 
given that term under section 3(a) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(а)). 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF INNOVATIVE PRODUCT 
LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a loan guarantee program to help 
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small- and medium-sized high growth tech- 
nology companies who the Secretary deter- 
mines— 

(A) are operating in a phase of the business 
life cycle in which technological, market, or 
regulatory uncertainty constrains the 
amount of capital available from lenders and 
equity investors to such companies during 
such phase; and 

(B) are unable to progress to the next 
phase of the business life cycle because of 
such constraints on the availability of cap- 
ital. 

(2) DESIGNATION.—The loan guarantee pro- 
gram established under paragraph (1) shall 
be known as the ‘‘Innovative Technology De- 
velopment Loan Guarantee Program”. 

(с) GENERAL AUTHORITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may, under 
the program established pursuant to sub- 
section (b)(1), guarantee the full or partial 
repayment of a loan that meets the require- 
ments of this section. 

(2) GUARANTEE PERCENTAGE.—For a loan 
guaranteed under the program established 
pursuant to subsection (b)(1), the Secretary 
may guarantee such percentage of such loan 
as the Secretary considers appropriate, ex- 
cept that such percentage shall be not less 
than 50 percent and not more than 90 per- 
cent. 

(d) LOAN REQUIREMENTS.—A loan referred 
to in subsection (c) meets the requirements 
of this section if each of the following re- 
quirements is met: 

(1) PURPOSE.—The loan is for— 

(A) fixed assets relating to reequipping, ex- 
panding, or establishing a facility the Sec- 
retary considers necessary for the loan re- 
cipient to enter the next phase of the busi- 
ness life cycle; or 

(B) providing the loan recipient with work- 
ing capital the Secretary considers nec- 
essary for the loan recipient to enter the 
next phase of the business life cycle. 

(2) INTEREST RATE.—The interest rate for 
the loan does not exceed such maximum rate 
as the Secretary considers appropriate. 

(3) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The loan has 
such terms and conditions as the Secretary 
considers commercially reasonable and con- 
sistent with prevailing market standards. 

(4) PRE-QUALIFIED LENDERS.—The loan is of- 
fered by a lender who has been pre-qualified 
under subsection (e). 

(е) PRE-QUALIFICATION OF LENDERS.—The 
Secretary shall pre-qualify lenders who— 

(1) are nongovernmental entities who spe- 
cialize in providing financing to high growth 
technology companies; and 

(2) the Secretary determines will expedite 
the loan process and are competent to carry 
out credit underwriting, loan origination, 
loan documentation, loan administration, 
and loan servicing under the program estab- 
lished pursuant to subsection (b)(1). 

(f) SYNDICATION.—A lender offering a loan 
that is guaranteed under the program estab- 
lished pursuant to subsection (b)(1) shall 
agree not to syndicate or assign the loan un- 
less— 

(1) the loan is syndicated or assigned to a 
third party financial institution that the 
Secretary considers qualified; 

(2) the lender retains a pre-specified por- 
tion of the unguaranteed credit risk; and 

(3) the lender continues to perform as the 
servicing and administrative agent for the 
loan. 

(g) DEFAULT.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, in the case of a default on 
a loan guaranteed under this section, the 
lender shall have the right of first refusal to 
serve аз workout and collection agent for 


March 16, 2011 


purposes of such default and under such 
terms as the Secretary considers appro- 
priate. 

(h) FEES.—The Secretary may establish 
such fees as the Secretary considers nec- 
essary to cover the costs of administering 
the program established under subsection 
(b)(1). 

(i) INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT 
FUND.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established in the 
Treasury of the United States a revolving 
fund known as the ‘‘Innovative Technology 
Development Fund” (in this subsection re- 
ferred to as the ‘‘Fund’’). 

(2) ELEMENTS.—There shall be deposited in 
the fund the following, which shall con- 
stitute the assets of the Fund: 

(A) Amounts paid into the Fund under any 
provision of law or regulation established by 
the Secretary imposing fees under subsection 
(h). 

(B) All other amounts received by the Sec- 
retary incident to operations relating to the 
loan guarantee program established under 
subsection (b)(1). 

(3) USE OF FUNDS.—The Fund shall be avail- 
able to the Secretary, without fiscal year 
limitation, to carry out the provisions of 
this section. 

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out this section 
$200,000,000 for fiscal year 2011. 

SEC. 210. INTERNET WEBSITE PROMOTING COM- 
MERCIALIZATION OF TECHNOLOGY 
IDEAS INVENTED BY FEDERALLY 
FUNDED RESEARCHERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Commerce shall, acting 
through the Director of the National Insti- 
tute for Standards and Technology, establish 
and maintain an Internet website that con- 
nects Federally funded researchers who have 
ideas for technologies that they believe 
could be commercialized with persons who 
express interest in working with Federally- 
funded researchers on the commercialization 
of their technologies. 

(b) PARTICIPATION OPTIONAL.—Participa- 
tion of a Federally-funded researcher in the 
Internet website required by subsection (a) 
shall be optional. 

(c) REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the establishment of the Internet 
website required by subsection (a), the Sec- 
retary shall submit to Congress a report on 
such Internet website. 

(2) HELEMENTS.—The report required by 
paragraph (1) shall include the following: 

(A) The status of the Internet website re- 
quired by subsection (a). 

(B) An assessment of 
website. 

(C) Such recommendations as the Sec- 
retary may have for improvements to the 
Internet website and any additional funding 
or legislative action as the Secretary con- 
siders necessary to implement such improve- 
ments. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of Commerce to carry out this sec- 
tion $1,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2011 
through 2015. Amounts appropriated under 
this subsection shall remain available until 
expended. 

SEC. 211. LIMITATION ON GOVERNMENT PRINT- 
ING COSTS. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget shall 
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coordinate with the heads of Federal depart- 
ments and independent agencies to— 

(1) determine which Government publica- 
tions could be available on Government 
Internet websites and no longer printed and 
to devise a strategy to reduce overall Gov- 
ernment printing costs over the 10-year pe- 
riod beginning with fiscal year 2011, except 
that the Director shall ensure that essential 
printed documents prepared for social secu- 
rity recipients, medicare beneficiaries, and 
other populations in areas with limited 
Internet access or use continue to remain 
available; 

(2) establish government-wide 
guidelines on employee printing; and 

(3) issue on the Office of Management and 
Budget’s public Internet website the results 
of a cost-benefit analysis on implementing a 
digital signature system and on establishing 
employee printing identification systems, 
such as the use of individual employee cards 
or codes, to monitor the amount of printing 
done by Federal employees; except that the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall ensure that Federal employee 
printing costs unrelated to national defense, 
homeland security, border security, national 
disasters, and other emergencies do not ex- 
ceed $860,000,000 annually. 


Federal 


NOTICE OF HEARING 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 


Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor- 
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be- 
fore the Senate Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. The hearing 
will be held on Thursday, April 14, 2011, 
at 10 a.m., in room 50-366 of the Dirk- 
sen Senate Office Building. 


The purpose of this hearing is to re- 
view S. 343 a bill to amend Title I of PL 
99-658 regarding the Compact of Free 
Association between the Government 
of the United States of America and 
the Government of Palau, to approve 
the results of the 15-year review of the 
Compact, including the Agreement Be- 
tween the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of the Republic of Palau following the 
Compact of Free Association Section 
432 Review, to appropriate funds for the 
purposes of the amended PL 99-658 for 
fiscal years ending on or before Sep- 
tember 30, 2024, and to carry out the 
agreements resulting from that review. 


Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record may do so by 
sending it to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, United States 
Senate, Washington, D.C. 20510-6150, or 
by e-mail to Abigail Campbell 
@energy.senate.gov. 


For further information, please con- 
tact Al Stayman or Abigail Campbell. 
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AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 16, 2011, at 2:30 p.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE AND 
TRANSPORTATION 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011, at 10 a.m. in room 253 of 
the Russell Senate Office Building, to 
hold a hearing entitled, ‘‘The State of 
Online Consumer Privacy.”’ 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on March 16, 
2011, at 10 a.m. in 50-406. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on March 16, 2011, at 10 a.m., in 215 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, to con- 
duct a hearing entitled ‘“‘Health Re- 
form: Lessons Learned During the 
First Year.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 16, 2011, at 9 a.m., to 
hold a hearing entitled, ‘‘Intelligence 
Update on Libya.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 16, 2011, at 10:15 a.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 16, 2011, at 2:30 p.m., 
to hold a hearing entitled, ‘‘Afghani- 
stan: Progress and Expectations.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on March 16, 2011, at 10:30 a.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate, on March 16, 2011, at 2:30 p.m., in 
room SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Of- 
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en- 
titled “Nominations.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 16, 2011. The Com- 
mittee will meet in room 506-50 in the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building begin- 
ning at 9:30 a.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous that the Special Committee 
on Aging be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on March 16, 
2011, from 2-4 p.m. in Hart 216. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ES 


UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—H.J. RES. 48 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 12 noon, on 
Thursday, March 17, the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 20, H.J. Res. 48, a 3-week con- 
tinuing resolution; that there be up to 
3 hours of debate, equally divided be- 
tween the two leaders or designees; 
that upon the use or yielding back of 
time, the joint resolution be read a 
third time, and the Senate proceed to a 
vote on passage of the joint resolution; 
that there be no amendments in order 
to the joint resolution prior to the 
vote, and the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de- 
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to executive session to con- 
sider the following nominations: Cal- 
endar Nos. 50, 51, 52, 58, 54, 55, 56, 57 and 
58 and all nominations placed on the 
Secretary’s desk in the Air Force, 
Army, Marine Corps, and Navy; that 
the nominations be confirmed en bloc, 
the motions to reconsider be consid- 
ered made and laid upon the table, with 
no intervening action or debate; that 
no further motions be in order to any 
of the nominations; that any state- 
ments related to the nominations be 
printed in the RECORD; that the Presi- 
dent be immediately notified of the 
Senate’s action, and the Senate then 
resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con- 
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

IN THE ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. Purl K. Keen 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment as the Chief of Staff, United States 
Army, and appointment to the grade indi- 
cated while assigned to a position of impor- 
tance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., sections 601 and 3033: 

To be general 
Gen. Martin E. Dempsey 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Joseph L. Votel 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment as Chief of Chaplains, United States 
Army, and appointment to the grade indi- 
cated under title 10, U.S.C., section 3036: 

To be major general 
Brig. Gen. Donald L. Rutherford 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Donald M. Campbell, Jr. 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment to the grade of lieutenant general in 
the United States Marine Corps while as- 
signed to a position of importance and re- 
sponsibility under title 10, U.S.C., section 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Thomas L. Conant 

The following named officer for appoint- 
ment to the grade of lieutenant general in 
the United States Marine Corps while as- 
signed to a position of importance and re- 
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sponsibility under title 10, U.S.C., section 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. John F. Kelly 


IN THE NAVY 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 
To be vice admiral 
Rear Adm. James P. Wisecup 
The following named officer for appoint- 
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im- 
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 
To be vice admiral 


Vice Adm. Joseph D. Kernan 
NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY’S 
DESK 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


PN278 AIR FORCE nominations (14) begin- 
ning DAVID LEWIS BUTTRICK, and ending 
THEADORE L. WILSON, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of February 28, 
2011. 

PN279 AIR FORCE nominations (20) begin- 
ning MARTIN D. ADAMSON, and ending 
JOHN MARION VON ALMEN, which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 28, 2011. 

PN311 AIR FORCE nominations (13) begin- 
ning CHRISTIAN R. SCHLICHT, and ending 
KAMEKEA C. WILLIS, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of March 4, 2011. 

IN THE ARMY 


PN264 ARMY nomination of Stacy J. Tay- 
lor, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 16, 2011. 

PN265 ARMY nominations (90) beginning 
TEMIDAYO L. ANDERSON, and ending 
ALLEN P. ZENT, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 16, 2011. 

PN280 ARMY nomination of Paul L. 
Robson, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
February 28, 2011. 

PN281 ARMY nomination of Brian M. 
Boyce, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 28, 2011. 

PN282 ARMY nomination of Jan I. Maby, 
which was received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 28, 2011. 

PN283 ARMY nominations (2) beginning 
JASON K. BURGMAN, and ending CODY D. 
WHITTINGTON, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 28, 2011. 

PN284 ARMY nominations (4) beginning 
LEE A. BURNETT, and ending ROBERT A. 
MARSH, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of February 28, 2011. 

PN285 ARMY nominations (6) beginning 
KENNETH P. DONNELLY, and ending RICH- 
ARD J. VANARNAM, JR., which nomina- 
tions were received by the Senate and ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record of Feb- 
ruary 28, 2011. 

PN286 ARMY nominations (12) beginning 
KEVIN J. MCCANN, and ending GORDON E. 
VINCENT, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of February 28, 2011. 
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PN287 ARMY nominations (15) beginning 
JOHN S. KUTTAS, and ending WESLEY G. 
WHITE, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of February 28, 2011. 

РМ№З12 ARMY nomination of Nicole К. 
Avci, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 4, 2011. 

PN313 ARMY nomination of Edmond K. 
Safarian, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 4, 2011. 

PN314 ARMY nominations (2) beginning 
CHARLES L. CLARK, and ending RUSSELL 
D. TAYLOR, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of March 4, 2011. 

PN327 ARMY nominations (6) beginning 
ERIK M. BENDA, and ending SETH D. MID- 
DLETON, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of March 9, 2011. 

PN328 ARMY nominations (7) beginning 
KEVIN B. DENNEHY, and ending GREGORY 
A. THINGVOLD, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of March 9, 2011. 


IN THE MARINE CORPS 


PN177 MARINE CORPS nomination of 
Daniel A. Sierra, which was received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of February 2, 2011. 

PN196 MARINE CORPS nomination of Jef- 
frey S. Forbes, which was received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of February 2, 2011. 


IN THE NAVY 


PN258 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
GARRY W. LAMBERT, and ending BRYAN 
P. RASMUSSEN, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 14, 2011. 

PN259 NAVY nominations (23) beginning 
KARIN E. THOMAS, and ending LESLIE A. 
WALDMAN, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 14, 2011. 

PN289 NAVY nomination of Daniel A. 
Freilich, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
February 28, 2011. 

PN315 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
Richard T. Grossart, and ending Andrew G. 
Mortimer, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of March 4, 2011. 

PN316 NAVY nominations (2) beginning 
JOHN A. SALVATO, and ending JAY A. 
FERNS, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record of March 4, 2011. 

PN331 NAVY nomination of Brandon M. 
Oberling, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 9, 2011. 

PN332 NAVY nominations (3) beginning 
WILLIAM A. BROWN, JR, and ending 
HARPREET SINGH, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of March 9, 2011. 


a 
LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will now resume legislative session. 


— ee 2 


UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE- 
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following the 
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disposition of H.J. Res. 48, the con- 
tinuing resolution, the Senate proceed 
to executive session to consider the fol- 
lowing nomination: Calendar No. 11; 
that there be 2 minutes for debate 
equally divided in the usual form; that 
upon the use or yielding back of time 
the Senate proceed to vote without any 
intervening action or debate on cal- 
endar No. 11; the motions to reconsider 
be considered made and laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de- 
bate; that no further motions be in 
order; that any related statements be 
printed in the Record; that the Presi- 
dent be immediately notified of the 
Senate’s action, and the Senate then 
resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BEGICH). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


Ee 


PROVIDING FOR THE ACCEPTANCE 
OF A STATUE OF GERALD R. FORD 


Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Senate proceed to the im- 
mediate consideration of H. Con. Res. 
27 which was received from the House 
and is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu- 
tion by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 27) 
providing for the acceptance of a statue of 
Gerald R. Ford from the people of Michigan 
for placement in the United States Capitol. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ate is poised to approve a concurrent 
resolution providing for the acceptance 
of a statue of President Gerald R. Ford 
to be placed in the Capitol. I am proud 
as a Michiganian, and proud as an 
American, to support this resolution. 

In this turbulent moment, it is good 
to remember that this is not the first 
time our Nation has faced adversity. 
At another time—a time of distress and 
doubt and anguish—Gerald Ford as- 
sumed our Nation’s highest office. We 
were fortunate indeed that at that 
time of great danger, Jerry Ford was 
there to take the helm and keep our 
country on an even Keel. 

President Ford’s courage in the per- 
formance of his duties and his willing- 
ness to act in the Nation’s interest 
even when it brought criticism were 
the capstone of a lifetime of service. As 
a young Navy officer during World War 
II, this son of Grand Rapids served his 
Nation with distinction. In December 
1944, when a great typhoon and fire 
threatened Когаз ship, he dem- 
onstrated the courage and cool judg- 
ment that would serve him so well in 
Congress and the White House. 

Gerald Ford served Michigan and his 
country for 13 terms as a Member of 
the House of Representatives, earning 
bipartisan respect. He became Vice 
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President at a time of great con- 
troversy, but it was in navigating the 
storm that brought him to the Presi- 
dency that he provided his greatest 
service. At a time when our nation 
needed healing, he was a healer. When 
we needed unity, he was our unifying 
force. 

The people of Michigan are proud to 
call Gerald Ford one of our own. Place- 
ment of this statue, a gift from the 
people of Michigan, in the Rotunda of 
the Capitol on May 8, will be a fitting 
tribute to his service. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the concur- 
rent resolution be agreed to, the mo- 
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de- 
bate, and any statements related to the 
measure be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 27) was agreed to. 


IN SUPPORT OF REDUCING THE 
SENATE’S BUDGET BY AT LEAST 
5 PERCENT 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Rules 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of S. Res. 94 and the Sen- 
ate proceed to its immediate consider- 
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 94) to express the 
sense of the Senate in support of reducing its 
budget by at least 5 percent. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table with no intervening ac- 
tion or debate, and any statements re- 
lated to the resolution be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 94) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 94 

Whereas, the current level Federal spend- 
ing is unsustainable and action to reverse 
this course should not be delayed; 

Whereas, in 2010, Federal spending was 
nearly 24 percent of the value of all the 
goods and services produced in the United 
States; 

Whereas, the Federal deficit was over $1 
trillion in fiscal year 2010; 

Whereas, Federal spending is at its highest 
percentage since World War II; 

Whereas, the Congressional Budget Office 
estimates if the United States maintains its 
current track of Federal spending, the Fed- 
eral debt would reach 90 percent of the value 
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of all the goods and services produced in the 
United States by 2020; 

Whereas, the national debt exceeds $13.9 
trillion dollars; 

Whereas, the United States borrows $44,000 
for every person in the country; 

Whereas, the unemployment rate was 9.8 
percent in December; 

Whereas, the American people have re- 
sponded to the economic downturn by mak- 
ing hard choices and trimming their family 
budgets; 

Whereas, spending in the legislative branch 
rose nearly 50 percent over the last 10 years; 
and 

Whereas, in order to address the Nation’s 
fiscal crisis, the Senate should lead by exam- 
ple and reduce its own legislative budget: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that it should lead by example and reduce 
the budget of the Senate by at least 5 per- 
cent. 


aE 


PROVIDING FOR MEMBERS OF 
JOINT COMMITTEES 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of S. Res. 103, submitted earlier 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 103) providing for 
members on the part of the Senate of the 
Joint Committee on Printing and the Joint 
Committee of Congress on the Library. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table, with no inter- 
vening action or debate, and that any 
statements relating to the resolution 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to, as follows: 

S. REs. 103 

Resolved, That the following named Mem- 
bers be, and they are hereby, elected mem- 
bers of the following joint committees of 
Congress: 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING: Mr. Schu- 
mer, Mrs. Murray, Mr. Udall of New Mexico, 
Mr. Alexander, and Mr. Chambliss. 

JOINT COMMITTEE OF CONGRESS ON THE LI- 
BRARY: Mr. Schumer, Mr. Durbin, Mr. Leahy, 
Mr. Alexander, and Mr. Cochran. 


103) was 


EE 


ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MARCH 
17, 2011 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it ad- 
journ until 9:30 a.m. on Thursday, 
March 17, St. Patrick’s Day; that fol- 
lowing the prayer and pledge, the Jour- 
nal of proceedings be approved to date, 
the morning hour be deemed expired, 
the time for the two leaders be re- 
served for their use later in the day, 
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and that following any leader remarks, 
there be a period for the transaction of 
morning business until 10:30 a.m., with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each, with the 
time equally divided and controlled be- 
tween the two leaders or their des- 
ignees, with the Republicans control- 
ling the first half and the majority 
controlling the final half; further, that 
following morning business, the Senate 
resume consideration of S. 493, the 
small business jobs bill; and finally, 
that at 12 noon, the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of H.J. Res. 48, the 3- 
week continuing resolution, as pro- 
vided under the previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, rollcall 
votes in relation to amendments to the 
small business bill are possible tomor- 
row morning. Senators should also ex- 
pect two rollcall votes at approxi- 
mately 3 p.m. in relation to the con- 
tinuing resolution and on the con- 
firmation of the Jackson nomination 
to be U.S. District Judge for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 


EE 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent 
that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:06 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
March 17, 2011, at 9:30 a.m. 


ES 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 
THE JUDICIARY 


MARY GEIGER LEWIS, OF SOUTH CAROLINA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
SOUTH CAROLINA, VICE HENRY F. FLOYD. 

JANE MARGARET TRICHE-MILAZZO, OF LOUISIANA, TO 
BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN 
DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA, VICE MARY ANN VIAL LEMMON, 
RETIRED. 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be general 
LT. GEN. ROBERT W. CONE 
IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY RESERVE TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be rear admiral (lower half) 


CAPTAIN SANDRA E. ADAMS 
CAPTAIN MARK L. LEAVITT 
CAPTAIN JON G. MATHESON 
CAPTAIN KERRY M. METZ 
CAPTAIN JOHN F. WEIGOLD 


IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE 
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be colonel 
MICHAEL K. PYLE 


March 16, 2011 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE 
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 


To be colonel 


JANET MANNING 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
AS CHAPLAINS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 624 AND 
3064: 


To be major 


JOHN H. BARKEMEYER 
NED BARTLEBAUGH 
JASON B. BLAKE 

JAY K. CLARK 
PRIMITIVO R. DAVIS 
DARYL W. DENSFORD 
RAYMOND L. ESTES 
SHAREEN S. FISCHER 
EMMITT M. FURNER II 
SETH H. GEORGE 
THOMAS E. GIDLEY 
BRADLEY C. GODDING 
CHARLES D. GORDON 
WILLIAM E. GRAHAM 
ERIK J. GRAMLING 
FRANTISEK HALKA 
MEGAN E. HODGE 
CLAUDE E. HOFFMAN 
JOHN V. ІЈЕОМА 
STANISLAW JASIURKOWSKI 
JERRY E. JOHNSON 
PETER E. KEOUGH 
SAMUEL E. KIM 

BRIAN G. KOYN 

PHILIP A. KRAMER 
MARK C. LEE 

JOSH L. LLANO 

LUIS E. LOPEZCOLON 
VINCENT MANUEL 
WILLIE MASHACK 

JEFF S. MATSLER 

SCOT W. MCCOSH 
LUCILIO G. MIZERANI 
CHRISTOPHER P. MOELLERING 
SEAN A. MOORE 

LEO MORAS 

SCOTT E. NICHOLS 
DOUGLAS A. OCHNER 
KELLY L. OLEAR 
CHRISTOPHER C. OPARA 
JAMES Y. PENNINGTON 
SHANNON K. PHILIO 
MYUNG Y. RYU 

DAVID J. SNYDER 

ERIK Т. SPICER 
MICHAEL W. SPIKES 
JASON R. TOBIN 
ARTHUR D. VANDERVELDE 
VALERIA R. VANDRESS 
LARRY M. VANHOOK 
WALLACE J. WALDROP, JR. 
RICHARD W. WEST 
STEVEN K. WHITE 

PAUL D. WILBOURN 
DONALD A. WILLIAMSON 
DANIEL H. WILSON 

YAN XIONG 


ee 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate March 16, 2011: 
IN THE ARMY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
LT. GEN. PURL K. KEEN 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS THE CHIEF OF STAFF, UNITED STATES ARMY, AND 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED WHILE AS- 
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSI- 
BILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 601 AND 3033: 


To be general 
GEN. MARTIN E. DEMPSEY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. JOSEPH L. VOTEL 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS CHIEF OF CHAPLAINS, UNITED STATES ARMY, AND 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 
10, U.S.C., SECTION 3036: 


To be major general 
BRIG. GEN. DONALD L. RUTHERFORD 


March 16, 2011 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. DONALD M. CAMPBELL, JR. 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
MAJ. GEN. THOMAS L. CONANT 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be lieutenant general 
LT. GEN. JOHN F. KELLY 
IN THE NAVY 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 
REAR ADM. JAMES P. WISECUP 


THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 


To be vice admiral 
VICE ADM. JOSEPH D. KERNAN 
IN THE AIR FORCE 


AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DAVID 
LEWIS BUTTRICK AND ENDING WITH THEADORE L. WIL- 
SON, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SEN- 
ATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
ON FEBRUARY 28, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MARTIN D. 
ADAMSON AND ENDING WITH JOHN MARION VON ALMEN, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 156, Pt. 12 


WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 28, 2011. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH CHRISTIAN 
R. SCHLICHT AND ENDING WITH KAMEKEA C. WILLIS, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MARCH 4, 2011. 


IN THE ARMY 


ARMY NOMINATION OF STACY J. TAYLOR, TO BE 
MAJOR. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH TEMIDAYO L. 
ANDERSON AND ENDING WITH ALLEN P. ZENT, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
16, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF PAUL L. ROBSON, TO BE MAJOR. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF BRIAN M. BOYCE, TO BE MAJOR. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF JAN I. MABY, TO BE LIEUTEN- 
ANT COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JASON К. 
BURGMAN AND ENDING WITH CODY D. WHITTINGTON, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
FEBRUARY 28, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH LEE A. BURNETT 
AND ENDING WITH ROBERT A. MARSH, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 28, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH KENNETH P. 
DONNELLY AND ENDING WITH RICHARD J. VANARNAM, 
JR., WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SEN- 
ATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
ON FEBRUARY 28, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH KEVIN J. 
MCCANN AND ENDING WITH GORDON E. VINCENT, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
28, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JOHN S. KUTTAS 
AND ENDING WITH WESLEY G. WHITE, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 28, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF NICOLE K. AVCI, TO BE MAJOR. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF EDMOND K. SAFARIAN, TO BE 
MAJOR. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH CHARLES L. 
CLARK AND ENDING WITH RUSSELL D. TAYLOR, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 4, 
2011. 
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ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ERIK M. BENDA 
AND ENDING WITH SETH D. MIDDLETON, WHICH NOMINA- 
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 9, 2011. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH KEVIN B. 
DENNEHY AND ENDING WITH GREGORY A. THINGVOLD, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MARCH 9, 2011. 


IN THE MARINE CORPS 


MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF DANIEL A. SIERRA, TO 
BE MAJOR. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF JEFFREY S. FORBES, 
TO BE LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 


IN THE NAVY 


NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH GARRY W. LAM- 
BERT AND ENDING WITH BRYAN P. RASMUSSEN, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
14, 2011. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH KARIN E. THOM- 
AS AND ENDING WITH LESLIE A. WALDMAN, WHICH NOMI- 
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON FEBRUARY 
14, 2011. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF DANIEL A. FREILICH, TO BE CAP- 
TAIN. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH RICHARD Т. 
GROSSART AND ENDING WITH ANDREW G. MORTIMER, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MARCH 4, 2011. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JOHN A. 
SALVATO AND ENDING WITH JAY A. FERNS, WHICH NOMI- 
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 4, 
2011. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF BRANDON M. OBERLING, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COMMANDER. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH WILLIAM A. 
BROWN, JR. AND ENDING WITH HARPREET SINGH, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP- 
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 9, 
2011. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES’ COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE- 
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mrs. ELLMERS). 


-Á 


DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid þe- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 16, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable RENEE 
ELLMERS to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


EE 
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of Janu- 
ary 5, 2011, the Chair will now recog- 
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 1 hour and each Member 
other than the majority and minority 
leaders and the minority whip limited 
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall 
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 


—— 


‘““FEARLESS’’—STAFF SERGEANT 
MARK C. WELLS, U.S. ARMY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. POE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, 
most Americans are not personally af- 
fected by the two wars that America is 
engaged in the countries of Iraq and 
Afghanistan. We go about our daily 
routine. We are concerned about March 
Madness, the gasoline prices, but war 
does not really affect most Americans 
personally. The media doesn’t put 
those events on the front page. They 
are more concerned about the personal 
lives of celebrities than they are about 
the personal sacrifice of our warriors 
overseas. 

But war is real. Real Americans are 
tenaciously fighting on two fronts for 
the rest of us. For them, it is personal; 
and for their families, it is very per- 
sonal. The United States is engaged in 
the longest continuous combat in 
American history as our troops serve 
overseas. 

Staff Sergeant Mark C. Wells was 31 
years of age. He was a member of the 
United States Army, and he was killed 
on March 5, 2011, in the Helmand prov- 
ince of Afghanistan by an IED. That is 


an improvised explosive device. That is 
the way the cowards that we do battle 
with fight our troops. Of course, they 
wouldn’t come out in the open because 
they would be overwhelmingly de- 
feated. 

Mark was born in San Jose, Cali- 
fornia, and his parents live in Spring, 
Texas, in my district. He joined the 
United States Army in 2003. Growing 
up he always said, “I want to be in the 
Army.”’ 

He was a volunteer, Madam Speaker, 
as all of those that are serving in Iraq 
and Afghanistan are. They are volun- 
teers. They have the motto, “Неге am 
I. Send те.” And Mark went. He went 
to Iraq for 14 months serving on active 
duty, and he has been in Afghanistan 
since August of last year. He was a 
member of the 303 EOD Battalion and, 
get this, Madam Speaker, an explosive 
ordinance disposal technician. And, 
yes, that means exactly what it says. 

His dad, Burl, told me this week that 
his son was ‘‘fearless.’’ What a great 
attribute for an American warrior. And 
he also wanted to be a soldier. Also, at 
the age of 12, he learned how to play 
the bagpipes. It goes back to his Irish 
heritage. He grew up eating corned beef 
and cabbage. And when he was in Iraq, 
one of his assignments was to play the 
bagpipes at funerals for other soldiers 
that had been killed in combat. 

He would continually say, ‘‘I love the 
Army.” His dad said of his son Mark, 
““Не was my personal hero.”’ 

His family said he was patriotic, he 
was a great dad, and he loved America. 
He leaves behind a wife, Danielle, who 
is 8 months pregnant, also a son named 
Finn that is 2 years of age. 

His father would say that, ‘‘Mark un- 
derstood the risk involved in being in 
the Army, but he loved what he was 
doing. And, what I miss most is I won’t 
be able to talk to him anymore.” 

Madam Speaker, being in the Army 
affects people personally, like his fa- 
ther, Burl, and his mother, Sharon; his 
wife, Danielle; Finn, their son; and a 
baby yet to be born. 

Mark Wells’ memorial service will be 
on St. Patrick’s Day. Yes, that Irish 
heritage comes into play. 

Many of us in this House have been 
down the street at Arlington Cemetery 
to attend the funerals of our warriors 
that have been killed overseas. We all 
know about those bagpipers that stand 
on the hill and play “Amazing Grace” 
in the fog as we bury our war dead. So 
I suspect that on St. Patrick’s Day an- 
other bagpiper will play for the funeral 
of Mark Wells, Staff Sergeant of the 
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United States Army, and play that 
amazing song, ‘‘Amazing Grace.”’ 

Madam Speaker, the cause for Amer- 
ica and the cause for freedom is expen- 
sive. It cost America a son, it cost 
America a husband, and it cost Amer- 
ica a daddy. 

Where does America get such great 
men? They are the rare breed. They are 
the American breed. And our prayers 
go out for his family. But while we 
mourn the loss of Mark Wells, we 
should also thank the good Lord that 
such men as Mark Wells ever lived. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


EE 


TAX EXPENDITURES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOYER. Last week, as I have 
been doing for a number of weeks, I 
have been speaking about our budget 
and the crisis that confronts us and the 
challenge that confronts us. 

Last week, former Republican Con- 
gressman Joe Scarborough said this 
about the hard work of getting Amer- 
ica out of debt: ‘“‘The belief of some оп 
the right that America can balance the 
budget by cutting education, infra- 
structure, the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting, and home heating assist- 
ance to the poor is tantamount to 
budgetary witchcraft.” That was Joe 
Scarborough, a former conservative 
Republican Member of Congress from 
northern Florida. 

Last week, Budget Committee Chair 
PAUL RYAN expressed a similar thought 
when he said this: “If you literally 
think you can just balance the budget 
by cutting waste, fraud, and abuse, for- 
eign aid, and NPR, it doesn’t work like 
that,” said PAUL RYAN, chairman of 
the Budget Committee. 

Both Congressman Scarborough and 
Congressman RYAN are exactly right. 
Last week I explained why Repub- 
licans’ spending plan, even as it crip- 
ples America’s competitiveness, barely 
makes a dent in our debt. That is be- 
cause the spending targeted by Repub- 
licans, non-security discretionary 
spending, only amounts to 14 percent of 
the entire budget. Should we focus on 
that? Yes. Can we get to where we need 
to be from there? No. 

If you want to meet an arbitrary goal 
of cutting $100 billion and you confine 
yourself to just 14 percent of the budg- 
et, you severely damage investments in 
education, in innovation, and in com- 
petitiveness without making our fiscal 
condition significantly healthier. 
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That is why, to really get our debt 
under control, we have to go beyond 
that 14 percent. We have to stop mak- 
ing the cuts that, while reckless, are 
politically easy. We have to start doing 
what is in the best interests of our 
country even though it is politically 
hard. 

That means addressing the defense 
spending that takes in more than one 
quarter of our budget. It means making 
hard choices that can keep our entitle- 
ments strong for generations to come. 
But we also need to pass deficit-reduc- 
ing tax reform. 

Our Tax Code is a monumental col- 
lection of rules and regulations riddled 
with loopholes and preferences which 
are a drain on job creation and, frank- 
ly, exacerbate the deficit. 
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Many of those loopholes, or tax ex- 
penditures, as they are also called, are 
popular with all sorts of special inter- 
ests. But they exact a high price from 
the rest of us: billions of dollars and 
more than 225 million collective hours 
spent on tax preparation, money and 
time that could be invested in more 
productive activity. 

Just as importantly, when the Tax 
Code is full of loopholes, businesses and 
families start making decisions on 
maximizing tax breaks, not on their 
economic common sense. Closing those 
loopholes in return for lower tax rates 
frees us all to make more economically 
sensible choices; in other words, fewer 
preferences, lower rates. 

Closing those loopholes can also re- 
duce the deficit. In the spending bill on 
the floor this week, total discretionary 
spending for fiscal year 2011 adds up to 
$1.1 trillion, an awful lot of money. 
How much do our tax expenditures cost 
for the same fiscal year? Coinciden- 
tally, $1.1 trillion. This chart reflects 
that realty: $1.077 trillion in expendi- 
tures, $1.068 trillion, almost exactly 
the same sum, in tax expenditures. 
How much do our tax expenditures cost 
for the same fiscal year? Just as much 
as we spend on non-security discre- 
tionary spending and security spend- 
ing. 

Clearly, tax expenditures must be 
part of the answer. The two commis- 
sions that met to try to focus on get- 
ting our deficit under control, making 
sure that we are economically viable 
into the next century and making sure 
that our children are not left in a deep 
economic hole, that they will have the 
resources necessary to meet the chal- 
lenges of their time and will not look 
at our generation as the generation of 
debt, said as much. 

It must be part of the answer, tax ex- 
penditures, because if we attempt to 
solve our debt without addressing de- 
fense, entitlements, and revenues, we 
are fighting with one hand and four fin- 
gers behind our back. 
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HONORING THE WORK OF THE 
PIEDMONT WOMEN’S CENTER 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. DUNCAN) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 
Madam Speaker, I rise today to honor 
life and the work of a ministry that is 
literally saving lives in the State of 
South Carolina. But before I begin, let 
us pause to recognize our friends in 
Japan and the tragic loss of life there. 

The Piedmont Women’s Center is a 
Christian ministry in the Upstate, pro- 
viding love and compassion to literally 
thousands of young women each year 
who face unplanned pregnancies. By of- 
fering free pregnancy tests, limited 
ultrasounds, and confidential coun- 
seling, they have protected the most 
innocent among us, the unborn. 

The doors of this life-affirming min- 
istry opened 20 years ago this day next 
door to the largest abortion clinic in 
South Carolina. In 1991, a group of 
Christians came together and decided 
to collectively start a ministry funded 
by individuals, churches, and _ busi- 
nesses to offer real alternatives to 
those in crisis. 

The staff and volunteers of the Pied- 
mont Women’s Center can hold new- 
born babies who have been given the 
gift of life because of their ministry. 
They have countless stories of real peo- 
ple, like Liza and her boyfriend, Peter, 
who came into their center early one 
Saturday morning with the intent of 
ending their pregnancy at the abortion 
clinic next door, a story that I would 
like to submit and share with you 
today. 

Minutes before this young couple 
came through the door, the four volun- 
teers at the center joined hands and 
prayed that God would do a work of re- 
demption in someone’s life that morn- 
ing. Their “Amen” had barely been 
voiced when the door opened and Liza 
and Peter, mistaking the center for an 
abortion clinic, entered and announced 
they were there for their appointment. 
In 10 minutes, the life of their 12-week- 
old unborn child was scheduled to end. 

Realizing that they were not at the 
abortion clinic, they started to leave. 
The director boldly stepped up and 
asked them to use the 10 minutes be- 
fore their appointment to talk about 
their decision. They agreed. 

Alone, Liza went into the counseling 
room with the director while a volun- 
teer talked with Peter about their un- 
born child. Later, Peter was invited to 
join Liza, who had made the decision to 
trust our director and have an 
ultrasound. This decision would change 
their lives forever. 

Our volunteer nurse sonographer si- 
lently prayed, and with her highly 
skilled touch, the cold steel of the 
ultrasound machine came alive with 
activity. Liza and Peter were mesmer- 
ized as they observed the antics of the 


4171 


little life they had conceived. They 
both melted at the sight of their pre- 
cious child and completely changed 
their minds about their abortion. 

They wept as they tried to contain 
their excitement. Not only had a baby 
been saved, but before their eyes the 
King of Kings, the Lord of Lords had 
penetrated their hardened hearts and 
allowed them to see past their fears 
and enabled them to accept their child 
as God’s creation. 

Liza shared that she was an adopted 
child, and Peter said his family had of- 
fered to help financially so they could 
continue their college education. They 
walked out of the center teary-eyed 
and full of joy, their shining coun- 
tenance giving evidence to the change 
that had taken place in their hearts. 

Lenna Fox Neill, the CEO for the 
past 20 years at the Piedmont Women’s 
Center, said she is continually encour- 
aged as she sees more and more in her 
community who are giving of their 
time, energy, and resources to see that 
all life is protected and respected. 

Piedmont Women’s Center helped es- 
tablish the South Carolina Association 
of Pregnancy Care Centers 10 years ago 
for the purpose of providing a network 
across the State of compassionate min- 
istries to care for women in need. The 
abortion rate through collaborative ef- 
forts of ministries and legislation has 
reduced the rate of abortions in my 
home State of South Carolina almost 
50 percent in the last 20 years. 

While Congress is fighting to defund 
Planned Parenthood and protect life at 
conception, the staff and volunteers at 
the Piedmont Women’s Center are on 
the front lines every day literally sav- 
ing lives. 

I would like to congratulate the 
Piedmont Women’s Center and their 
CEO, Lenna Neill, on reaching their 
20th anniversary. I thank them for 
their commitment to protecting the 
most innocent among us and wish them 
God’s blessing as they continue to 
spread their ministry across the Pal- 
metto State. 

May God bless you, the unborn, and 
may God continue to bless America. 


EE 


STOPPING THE ASSAULT ON 
PUBLIC BROADCASTING 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, 
the Republican assault on public broad- 
casting continues. We are told that to- 
morrow we will be considering H.R. 
1076, which really goes further than 
anything that we have considered to 
date. It would prohibit the purchase of 
any content for public broadcasting re- 
sources using Federal money. 

Now, I think we are going to see in 
the course of the debate some unfortu- 
nate, and I hope unintended, con- 
sequences. 
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It is ironic that my Republican 
friends who came to Congress this time 
with a pledge of regular order, that ev- 
erybody would have 72 hours to review 
legislation online, that we are going to 
have the committee process working in 
a robust fashion, have again decided to 
violate their own rules by rushing this 
to the floor without extensive com- 
mittee work and without being avail- 
able for Americans to review this legis- 
lation for 72 hours. 

I don’t understand why, but I can 
guess that if they really want to try to 
pass this, they would be far better off 
rushing it, not having it carefully ex- 
amined. 

First and foremost, the whole point 
of public broadcasting is the develop- 
ment and broadcast of content that 
doesn’t have commercial value, that 
doesn’t inspire the networks, the chan- 
nels, radio and television, to be able to 
sell advertising for this particular type 
of program. 

You will search in vain reviewing the 
thousands of commercial radio and tel- 
evision stations, cable channels and 
networks, to find the type of edu- 
cational programming that we rely on 
PBS for, for example, to supply to our 
children. There is no content for our 
children on the vast commercial sea of 
broadcasting that doesn’t come from 
people who are trying to sell something 
to our kids, not educate them. 
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You’re at a time when news is 
shrinking in the commercial arena. 
Newspapers are getting thinner. Broad- 
cast networks are withdrawing cor- 
respondence from overseas at precisely 
the time that the American public 
needs to know what is happening in the 
Middle East, in Japan. At precisely the 
time commercial coverage is shrink- 
ing, public broadcasting has actually 
expanded coverage and, in fact, at 
times devotes a lot of time and atten- 
tion to boring news—boring news 
which often we find is some of the most 
important for us to understand. 

This proposal would prohibit not just 
purchase of NPR, which is the target. 
Ironically, National Public Radio has a 
miniscule level of support from the 
Federal Government. Most of this 
money flows to provide content and 
programing to smaller stations in rural 
and small-town America, where they 
don’t have the financial base to be able 
to provide robust public broadcasting. 

We're always going to have public 
broadcast stations in New York and 
San Francisco, Los Angeles. Even Port- 
land, Oregon, a medium-size city, will 
have that resource. It will be dimin- 
ished if we don’t have the program sup- 
port, but it will be there. In rural 
Burns, Oregon, where it costs 11 times 
as much to send a signal, that’s where 
it’s going to be hit. 

Now, denying the ability to purchase 
content doesn’t mean just NPR. It’s 
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“Car Talk.” It’s “Prairie Home Com- 
panion.” And most significantly, in my 
mind, it is some of the special pro- 
grams that have been developed for the 
Pacific Northwest. Again, no commer- 
cial station would do it because no ad- 
vertiser will pay for it. But it serves a 
market for important news that people 
need to have about their communities. 
It’s not just in the Pacific Northwest. 
It’s in the Rocky Mountain States, in 
the Upper Midwest. In fact, some of 
these stations are the sole source of 
programming. And so by prohibiting 
the use of this resource, it’s going to 
cut them off at the knees. 

Well, that’s unfortunate because pub- 
lic broadcasting is the most trusted 
name in American media. It’s why Re- 
publicans and Democrats alike don’t 
want it cut. In fact, some would even 
increase it. I hope my colleagues will 
listen to what the American public 
wants and reject this legislation. 


EE 


GENERAL PETRAEUS AND “THE 
CHARLIE SHEEN COUNTERINSUR- 
GENCY STRATEGY” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WOOLSEY) for 5 min- 
utes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, the 
American people are rapidly losing 
confidence in the Nation’s Afghanistan 
policy. Public opposition has reached 
an all-time high. According to the new 
ABC News/Washington Post poll, near- 
ly two-thirds of Americans, or 64 per- 
cent, say this war isn’t worth fighting. 
I wonder if any of the programs that 
my Republican colleagues want to cut 
have sunk to that level of nonsupport. 
And yet this charade goes on. 

The July drawdown, the date we 
should be leaving Afghanistan, is rap- 
idly approaching; and there are pre- 
cious few signs of preparations for a 
massive military redeployment. In 
fact, top officials have been ‘‘walking 
back” the July 2011 commitment from 
almost the moment the President made 
it. 

General Petraeus has returned to 
Capitol Hill this week to pat us on the 
head and tell us the same things he’s 
told us before. During testimony he 
gave last year, he offered up this—I 
call it a doozy—describing the July 
deadline as ‘һе point at which a proc- 
ess begins to transition security tasks 
to Afghan forces at a rate to be deter- 
mined by conditions at the time.” With 
all due respect to the general, Madam 
Speaker, that’s an awful lot of weasel 
words. 

His testimony in the Senate yester- 
day didn’t inspire much confidence ei- 
ther. He continues to offer the same 
bland and tone-deaf talking points—a 
lot of vague reassurances about 
progress we’ve supposedly made, while 
being sure to say that challenges re- 
main so he can continue justifying a 
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substantial troop presence. He’s over 
here on the House side today. I hope 
my colleagues on the Armed Services 
Committee will hold his feet to the 
fire, demanding the clarity and candor 
that the American people deserve. 

With everyone hanging on General 
Petraeus’ every word, even though he 
is the symbol of a discredited and un- 
popular policy, I thought some of us 
should speak for the overwhelming ma- 
jority opinion—for that 64 percent. So 
yesterday, the Congressional Progres- 
sive Caucus Peace and Security Task 
Force held a briefing with a fascinating 
group of panelists. We heard from Rob- 
ert Pape, the suicide terrorism scholar, 
who posed an interesting analogy—if 
suicide bombings are the lung cancer of 
terrorism, then foreign occupation is 
the smoking habit, the lethal but pre- 
ventable addiction that’s feeding the 
illness. 

Matthew Hoh, the former marine 
captain and State Department official, 
noted that we’re laying off police offi- 
cers here at home while building up a 
corrupt and ineffective police force in 
Afghanistan. And Rolling Stone con- 
tributing editor Michael Hastings, who 
recently broke the story about the 
Army using psyops propaganda on U.S. 
Senators, was also there; and he made 


this observation. He said General 
Petraeus is giving us ‘һе Charlie 
Sheen counterinsurgency strategy, 


which is to give exclusive interviews to 
every major network and keep saying 
you’re winning and hope the public ac- 
tually agrees with you.” 

Madam Speaker, it was a compelling 
briefing. I hope all of us in the 112th 
Congress will listen to people like Pro- 
fessor Pape, Mr. Hoh, and Mr. Hastings. 
But, most of all, I hope we’ll listen to 
the American people, who are angry, 
disillusioned, and pleading with us to 
bring our troops home. They want us to 
do that so there will be no more deaths 
like Staff Sergeant Mark Wells, the 
young man from Congressman POER’s 
district. 


et 
HONORING DALE EVERETT CRANE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. QUAYLE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to honor a man who lived a life 
that epitomized the American Dream— 
aman who put his family and country 
first, yet never asked for anything in 
return. We here in Washington talk a 
lot about the American Dream. Unfor- 
tunately, we often talk about this 
dream in abstract terms. Yet, every 
day there are people all across this 
great country who are living this 
dream without any recognition. 

And for many of them, that’s exactly 
how they like it. They don’t want acco- 
lades or praise. They simply want to 
live a happy life and be surrounded by 
the people they love. They believe that 


March 16, 2011 


building a strong family and serving 
their country is nothing special. They 
believe it’s ordinary. Madam Speaker, 
that mindset and that belief is what 
makes these people extraordinary, and 
that is what made Dale Everett Crane 
extraordinary. 

Dale Crane came from humble begin- 
nings in southern California. After he 
graduated from high school, Dale brief- 
ly attended college until he found an- 
other calling. Instead of furthering his 
education, Dale joined the marines and 
went on to fight for our country in 
Vietnam. After being honorably dis- 
charged from his beloved corps, he met 
the love of his life, Shawn, and married 
her. Dale went on to be a successful 
small businessman. He scraped and he 
saved; but in the end, he built up one of 
those small businesses that make our 
country strong. 

Although Dale built a tremendous 
small business, this was not his great- 
est accomplishment. In Dale’s mind, 
his greatest accomplishment was his 
family. His marriage to Shawn and his 
four children were far and away the 
most important thing in his life. I 
don’t know this because I read a story 
about Dale in a newspaper. I know this 
because I felt it firsthand. Dale Crane 
was my father-in-law. The love he 
knew for his family knew no bounds— 
and if we all embraced this love of fam- 
ily and country, we would be in a bet- 
ter place. 

Madam Speaker, on February 19 of 
this year, Dale Crane’s family and 
friends mourned his death. But more 
importantly, we celebrated his life. We 
will never forget the sacrifices he made 
for his family and his country. 


Ee 
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REPUBLICANS RESCHEDULE DE- 
BATE ON HOME AFFORDABLE 
MODIFICATION PROGRAM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) for 5 
minutes. 

Мг. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I 
am here to report that the Republican 
follies continue today. 

Today, we were scheduled to debate 
the Republicans’ proposal to terminate 
the President’s foreclosure prevention 
program called HAMP. But late last 
night, the Republican leadership de- 
cided to postpone debate until after re- 
turning from the recess. 

As the country faces a number of 
problems, including a serious housing 
crisis, the House Republican leadership 
decided that today wasn’t the best 
time to terminate a program that has 
helped more than half a million home- 
owners stay in their homes. 

See, tomorrow, the House will close 
up shop until March 28, and Repub- 
licans recognize that killing a fore- 
closure prevention program today 
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would be bad politics. It would force 
Republican Members to go home and 
defend this feckless move for 10 
straight days—to defend ending a fore- 
closure prevention program face to 
face with the people they represent, 
many of whom are struggling right 
now to keep their mortgage and keep 
their home. But, after the 10-day re- 
cess, when House Republicans come 
back out of the sight of their constitu- 
ents, they’11 move forward with their 
plans to end the home loan modifica- 
tion program. 

This kind of leadership is disgraceful. 
American homeowners are struggling. 
Nearly 7 million homeowners are fac- 
ing foreclosure in this country. One in 
every four houses are owned by people 
who owe more than the house is worth. 
Nearly half a million homeowners have 
been able to stay in their homes be- 
cause of the Affordable Modification 
Program, or HAMP. Ending that pro- 
gram will undoubtedly kick families 
out of their homes. That’s something 
the Republicans realized they didn’t 
want to do before a 10-day recess. 

ГІ be the first to admit the Afford- 
able Modification Program is not per- 
fect. So let’s fix it or replace it with 
something better. However, I have yet 
to see a legitimate alternative from 
House Republicans. They just want to 
cut, cut, cut, cut. Cutting deficits is 
important, but the Republicans’ poli- 
cies and scheduling gimmicks indicate 
that they don’t really care about the 
American people. 

Every Republican Member should 
watch the ‘‘60 Minutes” special, enti- 
tled, “Нага Times Generation.” It 
aired two Sundays ago, on March 6. 
The special focused on families that 
were homeowners and part of the mid- 
dle class before the 2007 recession start- 
ed. Now hundreds of thousands of those 
American people are homeless and hun- 
gry for the first time in their lives. The 
children of one former home-owning 
family described what it was like to 
live in their parents’ van. Before 
school, they’d go to a Walmart bath- 
room to brush their teeth, wash their 
faces, and get cleaned up to go to 
school. The kids and their parents are 
now living in a motel room, the whole 
family of six, which is, quote, ‘‘better 
than the уап,” although it’s small. 

Is this the America that Republicans 
want our children to grow up in? Are 
Republicans really comfortable killing 
a program that has prevented 500,000 
people from moving out of their house 
and living in their car? Clearly, my Re- 
publican colleagues need a wake-up 
call today, and I am here to help. 
Watch that ‘‘60 Minutes” special. 

I’ve made it easier for you to watch 
the “60 Minutes” segment. All you 
have to do is go to my Web site, 
mcdermott.house.gov, then click on 
the very first slide in the slideshow 
that says, ‘60 Minutes Special: Pov- 
erty.” If you see that, click on it and 
you can watch what’s going on. 
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And when my colleagues, Madam 
Speaker, are back in their districts 
over the 10-day recess after they’ve 
watched this, then they should meet 
with some of these people and see what 
their thoughts are about ending the 
program and doing nothing to help 
American families. If they still believe 
that they should simply do away with 
the modification program, my belief is 
they have forgotten why they were 
elected and who they represent. 

The housing program that we will de- 
bate after the 10-day recess has saved 
the homes of over half a million people, 
or 500,000 families. It’s far from perfect, 
but we need to focus on improving it or 
replacing it with something better, not 
just killing it. 

How many more kids have to take 
their morning bath in the Walmart 
bathroom or the Exxon gasoline bath- 
room before we begin to help the home- 
owners who were caught in the debacle 
from Wall Street from which not one 
person has gone to prison or served one 
single day? 


ES 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until noon 
today. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 36 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re- 
cess until noon. 


EE 


1200 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 


EE 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Come and help us, Lord our God. 
Those wounded returning from war are 
not afraid to submit themselves to 
physicians. In this humility, they live 
patience and offer You alone the glory. 
By their being faithful to the course 
outlined for them, they learn that it 
takes many small steps to make full 
recovery. 

In the same light, O Lord, grant this 
Nation patience. Give this representa- 
tive government wise discernment and 
courageous action to excise whatever 
poisons the whole system while pre- 
serving each healthy member. 

AS we pray today, we ask You, Divine 
Physician, to bless, sustain and reward 
the Navy medical team that cares for 
Members, staff and guests here on Cap- 
itol Hill. With them, may we give full 
measure aS we serve in Your holy 
name. 

Amen. 
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THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- 
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


EEE 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS) come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. PITTS led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


EE 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter- 
tain up to 15 requests for 1-minute 
speeches on each side. 


ee 


RECOGNIZING DEVELOPMENTAL 
DISABILITIES AWARENESS MONTH 


(Mr. MCKINLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, in 1987, 
President Ronald Reagan officially de- 
clared March as Developmental Dis- 
abilities Awareness Month. He called 
upon our Nation to provide under- 
standing, encouragement and opportu- 
nities to help persons with develop- 
mental disabilities lead productive and 
fulfilling lives. There are currently 
over 7 million Americans who experi- 
ence developmental disabilities. Dis- 
abilities have no boundaries. They cut 
across the lines of racial, ethnic, edu- 
cational, social and economic back- 
grounds and can occur in any family. 

As an individual with significant 
hearing disability and a grandfather of 
a child with special needs, I am very fa- 
miliar with the hardships of over- 
coming the obstacles of disabilities. 
My grandson, Maxwell, has CHARGE 
syndrome and deals with intensive de- 
velopmental and medical challenges 
every day of his life. He is a true inspi- 
ration to our family and our commu- 
nity. 

During Developmental Disabilities 
Awareness Month, I encourage us all to 
learn more about the people in our 
community who have developmental 
disabilities and to recognize that all of 
us have talents and abilities that we 
can offer to make this a better Nation. 


a 


REPUBLICANS PUSH SPENDING 
CUTS THAT DESTROY JOBS 
(Ms. BASS of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 
Ms. BASS of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in strong opposition to the ma- 
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jority’s spending plan that would cost 
jobs and threaten our economic recov- 
ery. Republicans have held the major- 
ity for 11 weeks now, and we have yet 
to see a jobs plan. Instead of focusing 
on jobs, which is the number one pri- 
ority of Americans, the majority is 
pushing spending cuts that destroy 
thousands of jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, the majority is ignoring 
the warnings from economists that the 
sharp cuts they propose would guar- 
antee major job losses in the public and 
private sectors. The Economic Policy 
Institute shows that the majority’s 
plan would destroy more than 800,000 
jobs. Mark Zandi, JOHN MCCAIN’s 
former economic adviser, puts the job 
loss figure at 700,000. No matter who is 
right, the number is far too high. 

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle don’t par- 
ticularly like public employees, but we 
do need to ask just who are these pub- 
lic employees. Just one example is the 
staff at the tsunami warning center. 
Under the majority’s plan, the Na- 
tional Weather Service, the agency 
that houses the tsunami center that 
issued alerts after Friday’s earth- 
quake—and there was significant dam- 
age in California after the tsunami— 
would be cut by $126 million. These 
cuts would result in furloughs and of- 
fice closures affecting the center’s abil- 
ity to issue future warnings. 

The type of cuts proposed by the ma- 
jority does not create jobs; it destroys 
them. I urge the majority to work with 
us on a responsible spending plan that 
drives economic growth and job cre- 
ation. 


EE 


GAS PRICES 


(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, where do we 
get the gasoline to power our cars and 
jet fuel to power our airplanes? We all 
know that it comes from oil and that 
its price is dictated by supply and de- 
mand. 

President Obama realizes this. In 
fact, his advisers have considered open- 
ing up the Strategic Petroleum Re- 
serve in order to stabilize supply. But 
if we are willing to open up this emer- 
gency supply, then why are we not tak- 
ing advantage of the natural reserves 
that we have throughout our Nation? 

Following BP’s careless accident in 
the gulf, six deepwater drilling rigs left 
for foreign shores, some even moving 
to Egypt. Deepwater drilling will con- 
tinue, but off foreign shores. America 
will continue to need oil, but it will in- 
creasingly come from foreign nations. 
Rather than reducing our dependence 
on foreign fossil fuels, the actions of 
this administration are increasing 
them. 

With instability in the Middle East, 
our gas prices naturally rise. Let’s 
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open our natural reserves off our 
shores and throughout our country. 
Let’s create energy jobs here and sta- 
bilize the price of gasoline in the 
United States. 


—— 


COMMEMORATING ST. JOSEPH’S 
DAY 


(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor and recognize the rich 
history of the Italian American com- 
munity in the United States as we cele- 
brate the Feast of St. Joseph—La 
Festa Di San Giuseppe—on March 19. 
St. Joseph was credited with pre- 
venting a famine in Sicily in the Mid- 
dle Ages, and the Feast of St. Joseph is 
celebrated widely among Italian Amer- 
icans—including my family and many 
others across my home State of Rhode 
Island—and is an opportunity to recall 
the many contributions of Italian 
Americans to our country and to honor 
the patron saint of the family. 

Here in the United States, we recog- 
nize the powerful impact of the Italian 
American experience, which began five 
centuries ago with the explorations of 
Vespucci and Verrazano. Italian Ameri- 
cans represent some of this country’s, 
and indeed the world’s, foremost 
innovators—in health апа science, 
business and industry, politics and gov- 
ernment, arts and culture. 

In celebrating the many milestones 
of the Italian American heritage on 
this Feast of St. Joseph, we honor the 
lives, work, and rich history of Italian 
Americans throughout our Nation. 

Buona Festa Di San Giuseppe, Happy 
St. Joseph’s Day, to everyone. 


ee 


HONORING WES LEONARD AND 
THE FENNVILLE BLACKHAWKS 
BASKETBALL TEAM 


(Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to honor a young 
man named Wes Leonard in Michigan, 
the Fennville Blackhawks, and the 
community that rallied around that 
family. 

Wes was a star basketball player 
who, after winning a basketball game 
with the final shot of the game on 
March 8, collapsed and passed away a 
short while later. That was an 
undefeated season for the Blackhawks, 
and they went on 3 days later to start 
their first playoff game. They won four 
additional games. 

At the visitation for Wes’s family, I 
was struck by the rival teams that 
showed up in their letter jackets to 
come and honor and pay respects to 
Wes, his family, and the team that he 
led. This team played admirably 
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throughout all of their final games. On 
Monday, this run came to an end. But 
a true mark of character, as I said to 
these young players, is how they re- 
spond to adversity. These young men 
truly are of character. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that we rise today 
and honor Wes, the team, and the fans 
that supported them and that they ac- 
cept condolences on my behalf and the 
behalf of so many others who have 
asked, as I have been wearing this rib- 
bon, to pass those condolences along to 
the community and to his family. 

We thank Wes for his leadership and 
all that he has done for his community. 


7 
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DEVASTATING EARTHQUAKE AND 
TSUNAMI IN NORTHERN JAPAN 


(Ms. HIRONO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, I grew up 
in Fukushima, Japan, where earth- 
quake preparedness is part of life, but 
nothing could have prepared any na- 
tion for the natural disasters that oc- 
curred on Friday. 

While my mother has successfully 
contacted our relatives in Japan, many 
families haven’t been able to find or 
contact their loved ones. Thousands of 
victims are in shelters. Many are still 
missing. The death toll continues to 
rise. 

“Tsunami” is a Japanese word that 
the world understands. We have seen 
the 30-foot walls of water sweeping 
across farmlands, wiping out every- 
thing in its path. 

“Gaman’’ is a Japanese word that de- 
scribes strength and endurance. Gaman 
will help the Japanese people through 
this tragedy, but they do not stand 
alone. People from all over the world 
have sent messages of support, and do- 
nations continue. In the midst of trag- 
edy, common humanity transcends 
geopolitical boundaries. 

Hawaii’s ties to Japan are deep. Ha- 
waii’s banks are donation dropoff 
points. The Hawaii blood bank is co- 
ordinating a national drive. 
Fukushima and Miyagi Kenjin Kai and 
the Honolulu Japanese Chamber of 
Commerce are among many helping. 

Minasan, doomo arigatou 
gozaimasu—everyone, thank you very 
much. 


Ee 


OBAMA’S IRRESPONSIBLE ENERGY 
POLICY 


(Mr. FLEMING asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Speaker, we in 
Louisiana had to suffer through the BP 
spill, which is bad enough, but look 
what the President has done to us 
since. First, he placed a moratorium on 
offshore drilling, killing thousands of 
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Louisiana jobs. Then the President was 
held in contempt of court for not 
issuing permits, and now we have two 
token permits created when gas prices 
are headed to $4 a gallon. On top of 
that we have a tax on coal, domestic 
oil, and hydrofracking, which is nec- 
essary for natural gas production. Fi- 
nally, Secretary Chu told us higher 
prices may be a good thing. 

Perhaps we’re discovering President 
Obama’s real agenda, and that is delib- 
erately constraining fossil fuel produc- 
tion to make prices go higher so alter- 
native energy sources, which aren’t 
really cutting it in the marketplace, 
will appear more competitive. 


eS 


NO JOBS PLAN AND ASSAULT ON 
MIDDLE CLASS HOMEOWNERS 


(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, the Repub- 
licans have had control of this Cham- 
ber for 11 weeks now, and yet there’s 
still no plan to create jobs or spur our 
economic recovery. Instead of tackling 
unemployment, my Republican col- 
leagues are again targeting vital pro- 
grams designed to keep families in 
their homes. 

The Republicans are proposing to ter- 
minate the Home Affordable Modifica- 
tion Program, which provides critical 
mortgage modifications to deserving 
homeowners who are facing dev- 
astating foreclosures. To date, more 
than 600,000 homeowners have received 
a permanent mortgage modification, 
and tens of thousands of Americans are 
joining their ranks each month. 

The Republicans also want to elimi- 
nate the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program, which works to stabilize 
areas hard-hit by the housing crisis by 
helping States and cities purchase fore- 
closed homes and protect the value of 
our communities. My home State of 
New Jersey is slated to receive $11.5 
million through this program. 

Mr. Speaker, this is funding that my 
constituents need to help redevelop our 
communities, create jobs, and grow our 
local economies. I urge my colleagues 
to stop blindly cutting programs and 
focus on legislation to create jobs and 
bring the economy around. 


жаманнан 


NO MORE SHORT-TERM 
CONTINUING RESOLUTIONS 


(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
no more short-term continuing resolu- 
tions. All respected economists and the 
deficit commission have told us we 
should not make cuts in this fiscal 
year. 

Is no one listening? These short and 
the longer CRs will make our recession 
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worse and destroy jobs. At a time when 
the recovery is beginning to make 
small steps forward, these cuts will de- 
stroy the progress we have made. 

Yesterday, the Republican majority 
cut wildfire suppression by $200 mil- 
lion. Oklahoma, are you hearing this? 
Flood prevention, again. Are you hear- 
ing that, New Jersey? Funding for po- 
lice. Don’t Americans deserve safe 
neighborhoods? Programs that protect 
our food supply. Good for salmonella 
and E. coli but not for the American 
people 

It isn’t enough for Republicans to 
deny the science on greenhouse gases; 
H.R. 44 and 48 cut funding from EPA 
programs that keep our air clean and 
our water safe. Are we creating jobs? 
No. Are we making a dent in the def- 
icit? No. But are we hurting families? 
Yes. 

Don’t stop the recovery our people 
need. Listen to the experts. Extend the 
CR at 2010 levels. No more cuts this 
year. 


EE л 


THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET 


(Mr. MORAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 


marks.) 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, the Re- 
publicans’ budget would endanger 


American lives while it destroys Amer- 
ican jobs. It will increase every Ameri- 
can’s likelihood of getting sick from 
unsafe meat and poultry, contaminated 
drinking water, and foreign food addi- 
tives. Fewer police will make our 
streets less safe. The chances of curing 
cancer, Parkinson’s, and Alzheimer’s 
disease are all seriously diminished. 
Most of the cuts target poor people, 
but the hundreds of program cuts will 
also endanger all of our lives. 

We’ve thrown hundreds of programs 
into a dump truck Republicans call 
H.R. 1 bound for the trash compactor. 
Let’s reach in, though, and look at just 
one of those: meat inspection. The law 
requires a Federal inspector to be 
present at all 6,000 slaughterhouses and 
packing plants across the country, but 
this Republican budget’s 19 percent cut 
will require 8,600 such inspectors to be 
furloughed for 22 days, which means 
that packing plants like Hormel’s may 
have to lay off thousands of people for 
that period of time. 

Why do this when Federal inspectors 
stopped 9.5 million pounds of poisoned 
meat just last year alone in 71 recalls. 
Let’s derail this dump truck called 
H.R. 1. 


EE 
GET AMERICA WORKING AGAIN 


(Mr. WALZ asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. WALZ. Mr. Speaker, we’ve all 
been here since January, dutifully col- 
lecting paychecks, and no budget for 
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the American public, creating uncer- 
tainties in the businesses and keeping 
job growth down. It’s straining our na- 
tional security forces and making dif- 
ficult choices for our Reserve com- 
manders to plan ahead. It’s putting po- 
litical ideology above job creation and 
facts. 

My Republican colleague friends 
have often told me what they thought 
last November’s election meant and 
what the American people were saying. 
I will tell you what they weren’t say- 
ing: We want you to go to Washington 
and put party above what’s good for 
America; we want you to play chicken 
with America’s economic future; we 
want you to protect millionaire CEO’s 
and then blame the middle class and 
make sure you cut programs to their 
children; we want you to hold count- 
less hearings on issues that do nothing 
except divide America and won’t create 
a single job; oh, yeah, and we want you 
to point fingers at the other side and 
blame them, even though you run the 
House. 

Here’s what I think they might have 
been saying: Be leaders, compromise 
for the good of the country, and get 
America working again. 


анарны 


PROVIDE HOMEOWNERS TIME 


(Mr. CLARKE of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, our homeowners need help 
right now, and I’m asking this Con- 
gress to provide homeowners with 
something they don’t have when 
they’re facing foreclosure. It’s time— 
time to find more income, time to find 
another buyer to pay off the mortgage, 
and most importantly, time and lever- 
age to negotiate with their lender and 
mortgage holder, who typically keeps 
losing the paperwork until the home- 
owner runs out of time. 

So I’m asking this Congress to freeze 
all foreclosures for homeowners who 
deserve it, for homeowners who can af- 
ford to maintain their property, be- 
cause that’s the best way to stabilize 
our economy and to save family homes. 


———— ы _ 


1220 


NOAA FUNDING CUTS 


(Ms. EDWARDS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today because I am really concerned 
about the continuing resolution we 
passed yesterday with over $1 billion in 
cuts to one of the most important Fed- 
eral agencies, NOAA. That’s right, our 
weather and natural disaster folks. 
When some people think of NOAA, they 
think of an agency that only impacts 
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the coastal States, so cuts to this agen- 
cy wouldn’t impact them or their fami- 
lies. But it’s important to know that 
every time we get the day’s weather so 
we can prepare and make sure we are 
warm or dry, we use NOAA technology. 
Every time we get alerts about torna- 
does or earthquakes, it’s NOAA’s tech- 
nology. 

In the wake of the tsunami that dev- 
astated Japan, the House yesterday 
passed a measure that would hamper 
our own ability to detect tsunamis. 
Currently, seven of the 39 Deep-ocean 
Assessment and Reporting of 
Tsunamis, DART, stations are non- 
operational due to broken moorings 
and equipment failures. And the cuts 
that we made yesterday put us in jeop- 
ardy—that’s right—in the Pacific 
Ocean, in the Atlantic, and in the gulf. 
We are all in jeopardy because of those 
cuts yesterday, and NOAA won’t have 
an opportunity to repair them and to 
restore them, degrading the quality of 
our warnings. 

Mr. Speaker, this is senseless, and 
it’s time for the American people to 
speak up against this senseless policy. 


EE 


THE REPUBLICAN WAR ON THE 
MIDDLE CLASS 


(Ms. CLARKE of New York asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in opposition to 
the majority’s aggressive war on the 
middle class and those who aspire to be 
in the middle class. Today we’re debat- 
ing two bills that, if passed, will leave 
Americans with no Federal support to 
save their homes, and the worsening of 
the foreclosure crisis. Which, in effect, 
is a “body blow” that will leave mil- 
lions of Americans who are struggling 
to find jobs even more vulnerable to 
losing their homes. 

We are now in the 11th week of the 
112th Congress, and the majority has 
yet to bring a single jobs bill to the 
floor for a vote. Instead, the majority 
has proposed a long-term continuing 
resolution that would eliminate 700,000 
jobs while at the same time protecting 
tax cuts for multimillionaires and bil- 
lionaires, the so-called job creators. 
The question remains, what exactly is 
the majority proposing to incentivize 
and encourage job creation? Where are 
the jobs? Mr. Speaker, the American 
people are waiting for the majority to 
stop the recalcitrant assault on the 
middle class and those who are aspiring 
to be in the middle class and work in a 
bipartisan way to do what we all were 
elected to do, which is to work for 
them, not against them. 


Ee 


WE NEED A REAL BUDGET 


(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 
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Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I know we’re not supposed to 
remind us of our history. I won’t be 
long. But if you will recall, some 8 
years prior to this present administra- 
tion, day after day after day, our budg- 
et was simply imploding with millions, 
trillions of dollars going into the war 
in Iraq. So here we are. Someone wants 
to blame the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act. Well, let me explain 
to you, we were in double-digit unem- 
ployment. Look where we are today, 
going up and not down in terms of job 
creation and going down in terms of 
unemployment. The economy was sick, 
and it is coming back. But what do our 
colleagues want to do? Pass CRs that 
every economist says is the wrong di- 
rection to go in 2011. 

It’s like you started out with $150 for 
the household expenses that you have. 
You had that money to pay for the ex- 
penses of that month, and all of a sud- 
den, somebody came and said, You 
know what, I’m taking $75 away from 
you, so you don’t have that money to 
pay your expenses. And guess what, 
you are in the hole. Why are you cut- 
ting budgets in 2011? Why are you cut- 
ting 16,000 law enforcement jobs? Why 
are you cutting 800,000 jobs? Why are 
you cutting 800 Border Patrol jobs? 
This is the wrong direction to go. We 
need a real budget. We need real lead- 
ership. Adults need to come to the 
table and work together and solve this 
budget crisis. 


i—mar 


HAPPY 100TH BIRTHDAY TO 
WESTMINSTER, COLORADO 


(Mr. POLIS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in recognition of the 100th birthday of 
the city of Westminster, Colorado, one 
of the Colorado Front Range urban cor- 
ridor’s principal cities. Westminster is 
framed by the natural beauty of the 
nearby Rocky Mountains. West- 
minster’s scenic and convenient setting 
is located between the economic hubs 
of Denver and Boulder, which has at- 
tracted many residents and businesses 
to the city. Settlers from the East first 
came to the area of Westminster in the 
1870s. It used to be known as the Vil- 
lage of Harris and was formally found- 
ed as the town of Westminster on April 
4, 1911. 

Westminster is notable in the Front 
Range urban area for its long-term 
commitment to the preservation of 
open spaces. It has received numerous 
national rewards and recognition for 
sustainable development, technology 
integration in city government, and 
quality of life. The miles of trails pro- 
vide public access for outdoor rec- 
reational activities that are so impor- 
tant to Colorado residents. I congratu- 
late the people of Westminster on 100 
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years of progress and prosperity and 
look eagerly forward to what the fu- 
ture holds for this forward-looking Col- 
orado city. 


STILL NO JOBS PLAN AFTER 11 
WEEKS 


(Mr. HINCHEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HINCHEY. We have now gone 11 
weeks and still there hasn’t been any 
action in committee or on this House 
floor on anything resembling a jobs 
plan from our friends here in the ma- 
jority. In fact, we’ve seen just the op- 
posite. Economists are estimating that 
from the initial action here, an esti- 
mated 800,000 jobs will be lost under 
their first plan and many more over 
the course of the rest of this issue. 
Hundreds of New York Head Start 
teachers will be fired, and thousands 
more teachers will be fired all across 
America. Thousands of my constitu- 
ents won’t be able to find jobs because 
of cuts to the Workforce Investment 
Act that will close job centers through- 
out New York, as well as thousands of 
others that will be closed in other 
States all across America. And jobs in 
the Hudson Valley’s growing solar en- 
ergy industry will be hurt by cuts to 
investments in renewable energy, just 
as it will be cut all across America. 
After 11 weeks, it’s clear that the Re- 
publicans don’t just have a no-jobs 
agenda, they have an anti-jobs agenda. 
And New Yorkers and millions of oth- 
ers across America will pay the price 
for their bad policies. 


a 


MAKING ІЧ ORDER CONSIDER- 
ATION OF H. CON. RES. 28, AF- 
GHANISTAN WAR POWERS RESO- 
LUTION 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
at any time to consider House Concur- 
rent Resolution 28 in the House, if 
called up by the chair of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs or her des- 
ignee; that the concurrent resolution 
be considered as read; that the previous 
question be considered as ordered on 
the concurrent resolution to final 
adoption without intervening motion 
except: number one, 1 hour of debate 
controlled by Representative KUCINICH 
of Ohio or his designee; and, number 
two, 1 hour of debate equally divided 
and controlled by the chair and rank- 
ing minority member of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs; and that section 7 
of the War Powers Resolution not 
apply to the concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
YODER). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 839, HAMP TERMINATION 
ACT OF 2011; AND PROVIDING 
FOR CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 861, 
NSP TERMINATION ACT 


Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 170 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Н. REs. 170 


Resolved, That at any time after the adop- 
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur- 
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 839) to amend 
the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act 
of 2008 to terminate the authority of the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to provide new assist- 
ance under the Home Affordable Modifica- 
tion Program, while preserving assistance to 
homeowners who were already extended an 
offer to participate in the Program, either on 
a trial or permanent basis. The first reading 
of the bill shall be dispensed with. All points 
of order against consideration of the bill are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal- 
ly divided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Financial Services. After general debate 
the bill shall be considered for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in 
order to consider as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment under the five-minute 
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute recommended by the Committee on 
Financial Services now printed in the bill. 
The committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute shall be considered as read. All 
points of order against the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute are 
waived. No amendment to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be in order except those printed in part 
A of the report of the Committee on Rules 
accompanying this resolution. Each such 
amendment may be offered only in the order 
printed in the report, may be offered only by 
a Member designated in the report, shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an op- 
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi- 
sion of the question in the House or in the 
Committee of the Whole. All points of order 
against such amendments are waived. At the 
conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re- 
port the bill to the House with such amend- 
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem- 
ber may demand a separate vote in the 
House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except one motion to recom- 
mit with or without instructions. 

SEC. 2. At any time after the adoption of 
this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 861) to rescind the 
third round of funding for the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program and to terminate the 
program. The first reading of the bill shall be 


4177 


dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Financial 
Services. After general debate the bill shall 
be considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider 
as an original bill for the purpose of amend- 
ment under the five-minute rule the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute rec- 
ommended by the Committee on Financial 
Services now printed in the bill. The com- 
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute shall be considered as read. All points 
of order against the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute are waived. No 
amendment to the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute shall be in order 
except those printed in part B of the report 
of the Committee on Rules accompanying 
this resolution. Each such amendment may 
be offered only in the order printed in the re- 
port (except that amendment number 9 and 
amendment number 10 may be offered only 
en bloc), may be offered only by a Member 
designated in the report, shall be considered 
as read, shall be debatable for the time speci- 
fied in the report equally divided and con- 
trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall 
not be subject to a demand for division of the 
question in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. All points of order against such 
amendments are waived. At the conclusion 
of consideration of the bill for amendment 
the Committee shall rise and report the bill 
to the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted. Any Member may de- 
mand a separate vote in the House on any 
amendment adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole to the bill or to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with- 
out instructions. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Texas is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus- 
tomary 30 minutes to my friend, the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS), 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider- 
ation of this resolution, all time is 
yielded for the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, House 
Resolution 170 provides for a struc- 
tured rule designed and designated by 
the Rules Committee for consideration 
of H.R. 861 and H.R. 839. This rule al- 
lows the amendments submitted to the 
Rules Committee to be made in order 
as long as they were not subject to a 
point of order and were germane to the 
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underlying text of H.R. 861 and H.R. 
839. 

This rule provides for debate and 
amendment opportunities for members 
of the minority and the majority to 
change the legislative text of the un- 
derlying bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of this rule and the two underlying 
bills. The first piece of legislation, the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
Termination Act, was introduced by 
my friend, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. GARY MILLER) on March 1, 
2011, and went through committee 
markup in the Financial Services Com- 
mittee last week on March 9. The sec- 
ond bill, H.R. 839, the Home Affordable 
Modification Program Termination 
Act, was introduced by my dear friend, 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. MCHENRY) on February 28 and 
marked up last week as well. 

Both of these bills went through reg- 
ular order, which allowed Members 
from both sides of the aisle the oppor- 
tunity to offer amendments in the Fi- 
nancial Services Committee and in the 
Rules Committee yesterday. 

The chairman of the Rules Com- 
mittee, DAVID DREIER, has once again 
provided Members of this body a trans- 
parent and accountable structure 
under the rule that we are discussing 
today, allowing Members from both 
sides of this body to offer amendments 
and both sides to join in debate of the 
underlying legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, last fall, Republicans 
pledged to the American people that we 
would stop the wasteful spending and 
put Americans back to work. These 
two bills that we’re discussing today 
continue to roll back the abuse of tax- 
payer funds, the diminishment of jobs, 
and the creation of a proper govern- 
ment responsibility with any balance 
in the housing sector. 

By the way, Mr. Speaker, we also 
said that we would make sure that we 
went through regular order and would 
allow Members time to read the bills. 
That is what Republicans bring forth 
to the floor today as we debate these 
two important aspects that have gone 
through regular order through the Fi- 
nancial Services Committee. 

H.R. 861, the NSP Termination Act, 
terminates the Neighborhood Stability 
Program and rescinds $1 billion in un- 
obligated funds that was authorized in 
the Dodd-Frank bill last year. 

Congress has appropriated approxi- 
mately $7 billion in three rounds of 
funding for this program. Eligible users 
for the funds include emergency assist- 
ance to State and local governments to 
acquire, develop, redevelop, or demol- 
ish foreclosed homes. So this doesn’t 
stop or assist folks in getting through 
foreclosures. It gives money to lenders 
to fix up the houses to sell, while re- 
turning not one cent of the $7 billion 
back to the American taxpayer. 

The NSP has done little to resolve 
the root causes of the increase in fore- 
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closures. In fact, the NSP continues to 
extend and further exacerbate the cur- 
rent housing downturn. This program 
represents a costly bailout for lenders, 
servicers, and real estate speculators 
who made risky bets on the housing 
market, all at the expense of the Amer- 
ican taxpayer and our debt. 

While putting billions of taxpayer 
dollars at risk, we should understand 
that this is a program, two programs 
that must be halted. There should be 
an appropriate accountability and re- 
porting, and this program lacks both. 
This is just another two examples, fol- 
lowing up what we did last week with 
two other examples, of the Democrats’ 
solution of throwing money at a prob- 
lem rather than something that would 
work and be cost effective. 

Taxpayers from all over this Nation 
are struggling with their mortgage 
payments, keeping their jobs, and pro- 
viding for their families. Allowing for a 
stable economy, a future, and reining 
in government spending by eliminating 
wasteful government spending will pro- 
vide for more transparency and govern- 
ment accountability across economic 
markets. That is why we are elimi- 
nating these two programs today on 
the floor of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

Let’s be honest about this. Repub- 
licans are here to try and save jobs 
that are on the chopping block from 
what wasteful government spending 
has done for us the last 4 years of Dem- 
ocrat control. Today, Republicans are 
on the floor to stop wasteful Wash- 
ington government spending, which 
says directly to the taxpayers we don’t 
want 40 cents out of every dollar that 
we spend to be put on a credit card, a 
future debt that our children and our 
future will be put at risk by mort- 
gaging our future. Republicans are not 
going to allow that. That is why we’re 
on the floor of the House of Represent- 
atives. That is why we will encourage 
every Member of this body, Republican 
or Democrat, to make tough decisions 
today about not just today, but about 
our future. 

The second bill under this rule today, 
H.R. 839, rescinds the Home Affordable 
Modification Program known as 
HAMP. This is another unnecessarily 
and poorly managed housing program 
that wastes tens of billions of dollars of 
taxpayer dollars. Terminating this pro- 
gram would prevent the use of $29 bil- 
lion of TARP funds, $29 billion of 
TARP funds we do not think should be 
spent. 

HAMP was established in February of 
2009 with the goal of assisting with 
loan modifications for up to 4 million 
homeowners. Over the life of this pro- 
gram, only 521,306 loans have been per- 
manently modified, and the redefault 
rate for these loans is very high. 
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So what we started with is trying to 
help 4 million people. Thus far, we have 
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only helped 521,000, but it comes at a 
high cost to the taxpayer. Only $840 
million of the $29 billion earmarked for 
this purpose has been used—only $800 
million of the $29 billion. 

We need the money back, Mr. Speak- 
er. We need the money back because 
this is another case in which the pro- 
gram actually made matters worse for 
many of the homeowners who were 
seeking to participate. The govern- 
ment is pushing a program which 
harms these homeowners. It creates a 
perverse incentive for borrowers to de- 
liberately and willfully stop making 
their mortgage payments in the hopes 
that they can get government loans to 
reduce their payments. 

This program that the government 
has actually encourages people to quit 
making payments, which still add up, 
including the interest on what they 
owe. It harms their credit ratings and 
adds, what I think, is a further unfair 
circumstance in which the government 
is pushing ‘‘we’re here to help you” 
when, in fact, it doesn’t know the rules 
of the game or whether a homeowner 
will even be able to qualify, making 
the homeowner wait months to then 
find out, ‘‘Whoops. Sorry. You didn’t 
qualify. Now you need to continue 
what you’re doing.” 

A false hope, Mr. Speaker. 

The Washington Times, which is a 
great newspaper here in Washington, 
published an article on this program on 
March 1 of this year. It stated that in, 
perhaps, hundreds of thousands of 
cases, homeowners are far worse off 
after HAMP than they were before 
being talked into and getting involved 
with the program. Borrowers are typi- 
cally not told all the potential con- 
sequences of falling behind on their 
mortgages. They’re simply told that 
there’s a government plan out there to 
help you when, in fact, they do fall be- 
hind on their mortgages. 

Services have repeatedly lost docu- 
mentation and have provided false in- 
formation to home borrowers who were 
in need of assistance and good discus- 
sion about how to pay their bills—in- 
stead, trying to talk them into partici- 
pating in a government program and, 
in some instances, even pushing indi- 
viduals into default, individuals who 
could have continued making their 
payments. 

In a report from the Inspector Gen- 
eral of TARP to Secretary of the 
Treasury Geithner on March 25, 2010— 
that is 1 year ago—he notes: ‘‘Several 
aspects of the HAMP design make it 
particularly vulnerable to redefaults.”’ 

It is time to pull the plug. That is 
why Republicans are on the floor today 
to say straight up: We need to look at 
what is not working. We need to look 
at the $29 billion that has been spent 
on this program, and we need to be 
honest with ourselves, as has been 
noted in newspapers across the coun- 
try, as to what the Democrats have 
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done. What this administration and 
this House have done has been adver- 
sarial in helping people who needed as- 
sistance. Today, we can save the tax- 
payers $28 billion that has not been 
spent on this program. 

Continued government intervention 
and the questionable use of taxpayer 
dollars only prolong our current eco- 
nomic crisis and ensure that the hous- 
ing market will simply continue to 
struggle. The market needs to find its 
own footing free of government inter- 
vention and manipulation by this gov- 
ernment so that we can get on with a 
full recovery. The deficit is expected to 
reach a record under President Obama: 
using his numbers, $1.65 trillion this 
year while our national debt is well 
over $14 trillion. The U.S. and its citi- 
zens cannot afford to spend billions of 
taxpayer dollars that will not be re- 
paid, and it ends up, in many instances, 
harming the people it was intended to 
help. 

Job creation is the most effective 
foreclosure prevention tool. Job losses 
rather than unsustainable mortgage 
terms are now the driving force behind 
foreclosures and mortgage defaults. 
Eliminating these programs will not 
only save taxpayer dollars; it will en- 
courage more responsible government 
spending by the Federal Government. 

So, Mr. Speaker, as no surprise to 
you, I encourage a “уез” vote on the 
rule and a “уез” vote on the under- 
lying legislation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself such time 
as І may consume. 

Here we are again. At a time when 
Americans are calling for more jobs to 
improve the economy, my Republican 
colleagues want to pass legislation 
that won’t create a single job and that 
will hurt the middle class by further 
destabilizing our housing markets. 

Mr. Speaker, this week, we take up 
two more bills to continue weakening 
our housing markets and abandoning 
families who are working hard, strug- 
gling to stay in their homes, both of 
which show that my friends on the 
other side of the aisle continue to put 
partisan politics ahead of creating jobs 
and growing the economy. 

Yesterday, in the Rules Committee, 
when we had several Members there 
from both sides who were testifying, 
the question was asked: Are we in a 
housing crisis? Everybody there 
agreed—and I think most of my col- 
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
and on my side of the aisle agreed as 
well—that we are in a housing crisis. 
So the answer is: What is and what 
should be the response? 

Now, this response is what we have. 

My colleague from Dallas said that 
the current program, HAMP, lacks ac- 
countability. Well, it seems like the 
logical answer to that would be to cre- 
ate accountability for the program, not 
to eliminate the program. We are talk- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


ing about repeal without replace. We 
are talking about ending rather than 
mending. If there is truly a housing 
crisis, as I believe Members across both 
sides of the aisle agree there is, it calls 
for a public policy response. Rather 
than talking about what we shouldn’t 
do, I think it would be more construc- 
tive to talk about what we should do. 

We are leaving nothing in the wake if 
this proposed repeal moves forward. At 
a time when our economy is finally be- 
ginning to show signs of strong, sus- 
tained growth, we need to do every- 
thing we can to put people back to 
work and create jobs. Instead, here we 
have legislation after legislation that 
will increase burdens on already strug- 
gling middle class families. Rather 
than improving and building upon or 
even replacing programs that keep 
families in their homes, the Repub- 
licans have chosen to eliminate these 
four programs that keep families in 
their homes, and they have no plan to 
strengthen the housing market or to 
help the families who will, quite lit- 
erally, be left on the street as a result. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 839 will eliminate 
one of the last lifelines available to 
many homeowners. According to Treas- 
ury Secretary Geithner, ending the 
HAMP program would cause a huge 
amount of damage to a very fragile 
housing market and would leave hun- 
dreds and hundreds of thousands, if not 
millions of Americans, without the 
chance to take advantage of mortgage 
modifications that would allow them 
to stay in homes that they can afford. 

Now, we could go into how we got 
into this mess in the first place, and we 
all know, Mr. Speaker, that there is 
plenty of blame to go around. Yes, peo- 
ple who got in over their heads with 
mortgages they couldn’t afford deserve 
some of the blame. So do the brokers 
who shouldn’t have sold them on those 
mortgages. So do the banks that 
underwrote those mortgages. So does 
Wall Street for packaging those mort- 
gages and creating derivative prod- 
ucts—and yes, so does the government 
for being asleep at the regulatory 
switch. There is plenty of blame to go 
around. 

When the bankers needed help, they 
came to the government, and the gov- 
ernment helped them. When the regu- 
lators needed help, they came to the 
government, and we passed financial 
regulatory reform last year. Well, the 
people who are most affected, the peo- 
ple who literally risk being tossed out 
on the street, rely on these programs 
to help them. How in good conscience 
can this Congress even consider bailing 
out Wall Street and bankers and not 
help mainstream America stay in their 
homes? 

Yes, there is plenty of blame to go 
around. Believe me, many of these peo- 
ple facing this situation, who are bare- 
ly able to make their mortgages, are 
not being rewarded for their bad deci- 
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sions. They would much rather spend 
half as much on homes and not be 
under water, suffering as they are 
today. Yet the least we can do as a 
country to help them is to acknowl- 
edge that, yes, personal responsibility 
and blame don’t just fall on their 
shoulders. 

My Republican colleagues will argue 
that this is a failed government pro- 
gram and that this program hasn’t 
helped the 3 million to 4 million home- 
owners it was originally projected to 
help. What they fail to mention is that 
HAMP, A, has helped to stabilize the 
housing market and that, B, it has 
helped over half a million families. 
Yes, that’s not the 3 million or 4 mil- 
lion, and yes, our side of the aisle 
would be very open to suggestions 
about improving this program, whether 
it’s the accountability of this program, 
the scale of this program, how it’s de- 
livered, or whether it’s replacing it 
with another program to help those 
who are barely able to make their 
mortgage payments. 
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But what we are talking about today 
is to eliminate the tool that has kept 
one-half million American families in 
their homes, Mr. Speaker. 

There is no doubt that many folks on 
the other side of the aisle are also call- 
ing this program a waste of taxpayer 
money. According to the CBO, the av- 
erage cost per assisted homeowner in 
HAMP is $13,000. Now, that is a small 
price and actually a sound investment. 
It is far smaller than the $60,000 that it 
has been estimated to cost Freddie, 
Fannie, and large banks to foreclose on 
a home. So $18,000 to prevent the banks 
from foreclosing on a home, keeping 
that family in a home, allowing them 
to go to work and make their pay- 
ments and pay back what is due; or, 
$60,000 to foreclose on that home and 
leave that family on the streets. The 
money for this program is well spent. 

If an individual shows they can’t stay 
current on their programs, they are re- 
moved from HAMP at no cost to tax- 
payers. In fact, of the homeowners that 
have had their trial modifications can- 
celled through the end of 2010, only 5.1 
percent have been foreclosed on, and 
only 14.9 percent are at all in the fore- 
closure process. 

Mr. Speaker, the program keeps fam- 
ilies in their homes. Mortgages that 
have been modified under HAMP have a 
sustainability rate of 85 percent. Yes, 
we can do better. Yes, we would love to 
bring this program or others to keep 3 
million to 4 million families in their 
home and stabilize housing prices. But 
what the bill before us does is repeal 
one of the only tools we have to help 
keep American families in their homes. 

I understand the program hasn’t 
reached the initial projections that the 
Obama administration put forward. 
But there is no question, talking to 
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some of the families that this program 
has benefited, that it does work for 
them. With our help, the Treasury can 
continue to take steps to improve the 
effectiveness of this program and in- 
crease compliance from banks and bor- 
rowers. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 861 would rightly 
be titled the ‘‘Illegal Trade Commer- 
cial Real Estate Act.” The majority 
seeks to undermine the efforts of our 
Nation’s mayors, city councils, and 
real estate developers and ensure that 
areas which have suffered due to eco- 
nomic downturn remain safely in con- 
trol of those who do damage to commu- 
nities. This is a critical program to 
help reform our communities. 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram, which I remind my colleagues 
was established and signed into law by 
President Bush, was designed to turn a 
crisis into an opportunity. In 2008, al- 
most $4 billion was appropriated and 
helped 307 State and local agencies ac- 
quire, rehabilitate, and sell abandoned 
and foreclosed properties, exactly what 
is most needed now not only to revi- 
talize our blighted areas but to help 
prevent the housing crisis and commer- 
cial real estate crisis from getting 
worse. I remind my colleagues that 
every dime of this program that is not 
spent by the sunset of this program 
will already, under statute, be returned 
to the Treasury. 

By creating a mechanism for commu- 
nities to acquire, rehabilitate, and sell 
back to the private market abandoned 
and blighted properties, we give local 
governments a very powerful tool for 
economic growth and fighting crime 
and keeping our communities safe. 

In the midst of our ongoing liquidity 
crisis, where many developers are hav- 
ing a tough time finding financing for 
many of their prime projects, it is a 
matter of public safety and critical 
economic importance that we continue 
this vehicle by which blighted prop- 
erties are returned to being productive 
economic engines, particularly in our 
Nation’s most troubled neighborhoods. 

I also want to point out that this pro- 
gram isn’t limited to commercial prop- 
erty. In my district in Adams County, 
Colorado, which like other areas of the 
country was devastated by the wave of 
foreclosures, we have used this pro- 
gram to revitalize residential neighbor- 
hoods. The Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program allows local governments to 
build communities with home rehabili- 
tation, down payment and closing cost 
assistance for low- and middle-income 
families. By using these Federal dol- 
lars to leverage local efforts, many 
struggling families have been able to 
find and keep a home, and a modest 
Federal investment has been magnified 
severalfold by private investment, city 
investment, and county investment. 

Mr. Speaker, I think most people in 
this country agree, yes, there is a hous- 
ing crisis and, yes, there is plenty of 
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blame to go around and, yes, we need a 
public policy response. These programs 
aren’t perfect. We hope to work in a bi- 
partisan way with our colleagues 
across the aisle on improving these 
programs, coming up with new market- 
oriented programs to help end the cri- 
sis in real estate. But the answer is not 
to simply repeal one of the only instru- 
ments that we have to keep families in 
their homes with only the vaguest of 
assurances that someday, somehow 
Congress might think up a better plan. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I appre- 
ciate the gentleman’s comments about 
our being here today on the floor in a 
bipartisan way with a bill that went 
through regular order with an oppor- 
tunity for any Member that would 
choose that has any ideas that are ger- 
mane to the issue and that fall within 
the rules to be included. And you are 
going to see where there are a bunch of 
amendments today. 

Mr. Speaker, the conversation that 
the gentleman and I were having 
should further extend, and that is the 
common sense that is related to why 
we are on the floor today, the discus- 
sion about whether we should make it 
better or simply repeal it. And I would 
quote from the IG of the TARP fund in 
his report to Secretary Geithner: 

“Although in the final analysis it is 
up to the policymakers in the adminis- 
tration and the Congress to determine 
whether it is worth spending tens of 
billions of taxpayer dollars on a pro- 
gram that is assumed at its outset to 
fail ultimately for 40 percent of the 
participants, several aspects of 
HAMP’s design make it particularly 
vulnerable to redefaults.”’ 

I think the IG has said it best. When 
any objective person looked at what 
the Democrat Congress passed, they 
would have to question whether it was 
worth spending tens of billions of dol- 
lars on a program at the outset we 
should have known would fail for 40 
percent of the participants. I think 
that is good reason to say, common 
sense should say, let’s stop the plan, 
not continue it. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield 4 
minutes to the chairwoman of the Fi- 
nancial Services Committee, the gen- 
tlewoman from Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT). 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I do rise in support of 
House Resolution 170, the rule for con- 
sideration of H.R. 861, the Neighbor- 
hood Stabilization Program, NSP, Ter- 
mination Act, and H.R. 839, the Home 
Affordable Program (HAMP) Termi- 
nation Act. H.R. 861 would end NSP 
and rescind 1 billion taxpayer dollars 
that would otherwise be spent to con- 
tinue this troubled program. 

In total, Congress has already spent 
$7 billion for NSP. And instead of stabi- 
lizing neighborhoods or helping people 
whose mortgages are underwater, the 
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program allows lenders and servicers to 
offload their bad investments onto tax- 
payers and delay market recovery. 
Even more disturbing is that critics 
warn that NSP creates incentives for 
banks and other lenders to foreclose on 
troubled borrowers, worsening the cri- 
sis and kicking families out of their 
homes. 

This program is not about helping 
homeowners. They have already lost 
their house to foreclosure. They are 
not involved in this. This is help for 
lenders and bankers to take the money 
and build more homes through the 
counties, through the States, through 
not-for-profits, and then to sell these 
homes and reap the benefits of the 
money. There is no place in this bill to 
tell us where that money goes. It prob- 
ably is in a slush fund. 

The GAO, the inspector general for 
HUD, and other auditors have noted 
the program is plagued with problems, 
including lax reporting requirements 
and poor accountability. There is little 
evidence to suggest that the funds 
spent through NSP are producing cost- 
effective results. 

Finally, the program lacks any re- 
quirement that remaining NSP funds 
are returned to taxpayers when a spon- 
sored property is sold. Instead, the 
money is treated like a fund, some- 
where, never to be returned. 

The other bill approved by our com- 
mittee is H.R. 839. This bill would ter- 
minate HAMP, which has become the 
poster child for failed foreclosure miti- 
gation programs. According to the 
CBO, this bill would save $1.4 billion 
over 10 years. 

Announced by the Obama adminis- 
tration in February of 2009, the HAMP 
program to date has spent $840 million 
out of the $30 billion in TARP funds 
that were set aside for the program. 
For this extraordinary investment, the 
administration predicted that up to 4 
million homeowners would receive 
help. Instead, only 580,000 homeowners 
have received mortgage modifications. 

Sadly, a failure to meet expectations 
is the least of the program’s troubles. 
Of those who were promised help, 
740,000 homeowners have had their 
modifications cancelled. In many 
cases, these homeowners were strung 
along on a false hope, only to end up in 
worse financial straits than if they had 
never heard of HAMP. 
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to share a 
statement from a March 2 sub- 


committee hearing during which Neil 
Barofsky, the Special Inspector Gen- 
eral for the TARP program, or 
SIGTARP, exposed the most hazardous 
failings of the program. He said that 
there had been countless published re- 
ports on HAMP participants who 
wound up worse off, having engaged in 
a false attempt. Failed modifications 
often leave borrowers with more prin- 
cipal outstanding on their loans. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I would like to yield 
the gentlewoman an additional minute. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Numerous oversight 
bodies, including the GAO, have cited 
the Treasury for failing to respond to 
recommendations to increase’ the 
transparency, accountability, and con- 
sistency of the program. Americans for 
Tax Reform called the program ‘‘a 
costly failure.” 

Out-of-control spending has left us 
with a $14.1 trillion national debt that 
is damaging our recovery and harming 
job growth. Economists agree that re- 
ducing government spending will cre- 
ate a more favorable environment for 
private sector jobs; and that is what 
Americans need, a job and a paycheck, 
not more failed experiments and tax- 
payer-funded housing. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
rule. 

Mr. POLIS. It is my honor to yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Maryland (Ms. EDWARDS). 

Ms. EDWARDS. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today really trou- 
bled because I am opposed to termi- 
nating the HAMP program and the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 
But I am troubled because these pro- 
grams have actually been very trou- 
bled. They are not perfect. They 
haven’t helped every homeowner that 
we want, but we shouldn’t be in a posi- 
tion of just destroying the programs. 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram in particular was established to 
help communities acquire, rehabili- 
tate, and resell abandoned and fore- 
closed properties as a result of the 
growing foreclosure crisis. There are so 
many economists across this country 
who tell us every single day that until 
we get the housing market straight, we 
will not get this economy straight. So 
I believe in theory in these programs. 

Declining home values in my commu- 
nity have led to lower tax revenues for 
our local jurisdictions that are already 
suffering from the impacts of the eco- 
nomic downturn. The statewide fore- 
closure crisis has hit particularly hard 
in my district and the counties that I 
represent, in Prince George’s and 
Montgomery Counties, in Maryland. 
They have the first and third highest 
number of foreclosures in our State 
and account for 40 percent of the fore- 
closures statewide. 

Through the Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program, Montgomery County re- 
ceived $2 million and Prince George’s 
County nearly $12 million in funding. 
This has helped in these communities. 
I would urge the majority to look at 
the benefits, and let’s try to fix the 
programs. 

At the beginning of this crisis, sure, 
there were bad loans. There were bad 
actors all over the place. But we also 
know that people have lost their jobs 
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and that has contributed to fore- 
closures, and these families should not 
be punished because we can’t seem to 
get it straight. Neighborhood stabiliza- 
tion does stabilize communities. It 
doesn’t do any good to have homes that 
are empty and in decline and neighbor- 
hoods that will never bring the market 
back. 

So while I am concerned about some 
of the programs and would like to work 
to try to fix these, it is not right for us 
to simply throw them out and mini- 
mize the impact of helping 521,000 fami- 
lies to stay in their homes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I would like to yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from Cherryville, North 
Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY), the author of 
one of the pieces of underlying legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. MCHENRY. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill that I am spon- 
soring is the HAMP Termination Act, 
and it is a bill that will protect at-risk 
homeowners across the country from a 
government program that has proven 
to be an abysmal failure. 

The Home Affordable Modification 
Program, or HAMP, was originally sup- 
posed to help as many as 3 million to 4 
million struggling homeowners avoid 
foreclosure by modifying loans to a 
level that is affordable to borrowers 
now and sustainable over the long 
term. That was the intention. However, 
nearly 800,000 of the 1.4 million home- 
owners who enrolled in this program 
have subsequently been rejected or ter- 
minated. 

In his most recent testimony to Con- 
gress, the Special Inspector General for 
TARP, Neil Barofsky, stated: “Тї is 
just not working. The Home Affordable 
Modification Program has to date been 
a failure.” ‘‘A failure,” in the words of 
the independent individual to oversee 
this program. A failure. 

Now, there is no doubt that people of 
good will created this program. There 
is no doubt about that. The intention 
was to help those that are facing fore- 
closure. That was the intention. 

Unfortunately, the design of this pro- 
gram has led to more people being 
harmed than actually helped. Under- 
stand that. We have a government pro- 
gram that harms more people than it 
was designed to help because it strings 
them along with a so-called verbally 
modified change to their payments, 
and so it drains their savings. At the 
end of the day, the majority of the peo- 
ple enrolled in this program are kicked 
out, and they are left not only with 
their savings depleted, which is bad 
enough that a government program 
strings people along for that, but it 
also ruins their credit rating, because 
this government program only verbally 
modifies their loan terms. 

In the end, you have folks that have 
depleted their savings, ruined their 
credit, and lost their house. And this is 
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a Federal Government program paid 
for by the American people’s tax dol- 
lars. It is an abject failure. Worse than 
that, it is destroying people’s lives. 

I would ask my colleagues to vote for 
this rule. It allows for a number of 
amendments, some of which are wise, 
others that I think are very flawed 
from my colleagues across the aisle. 

But this HAMP program, we have to 
come to a consensus on it. All the folks 
that oversee this, nonpartisan, bipar- 
tisan, have all looked at this and de- 
scribed it as a failure. 

So if we can’t eliminate this govern- 
ment program, then I ask my col- 
leagues, What government programs 
can we eliminate? Vote for the rule; 
and, please, I ask my colleagues to vote 
for the HAMP Termination Act as well. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to yield 14% minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CLARKE). 

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. You are 
right, it is all about debt. Debt. Our 
homeowners, they are very concerned 
about debt. It may not be the Federal 
debt that their grandchildren may have 
to pay decades from now, but it is defi- 
nitely that mortgage payment that is 
due next month. That is the debt that 
our homeowners cannot afford to pay. 

So here is what I am asking this Con- 
gress to do: hold off on cutting back on 
these foreclosure initiatives before we 
directly help our homeowners. And we 
can help them in a way that won’t cost 
much more money. 

As a matter of fact, let’s give home- 
owners something that they typically 
don’t have when they are facing fore- 
closure, and that is time. Time. Time 
to find a home buyer to pay off their 
mortgage; time to get more income to 
pay off their bills; and, most impor- 
tantly, the time and the leverage to 
voluntarily negotiate with a mortgage 
servicer that typically will keep losing 
their loan modification papers until 
the homeowner runs out of time. Time. 

I am asking this Congress to first do 
this: freeze all foreclosures to those 
homeowners who deserve the help and 
who can afford to stay in their homes 
and maintain their homes. That is the 
best way to stop our property values 
from dropping, from providing the rev- 
enue that our police officers and fire- 
fighters and emergency medical pro- 
viders definitely need; and, finally, 
that is the best way to help save family 
homes, by providing time to our home- 
owners. 
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Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
honor to yield 1% minutes to the gen- 
tlewoman from Hawaii (Ms. HIRONO). 

Ms. HIRONO. I thank the gentleman 
from Colorado for the time. 

I rise in strong opposition to H.R. 861, 
the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram Termination Act, NSP. 
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We keep hearing from the other side 
about wasteful government spending. 
Nothing represents wasteful govern- 
ment spending more than the con- 
tinuing billions and billions of dollars 
of taxpayer money that we give to Big 
Oil, which is making record profits. 
This bill continues the Republican as- 
sault on the middle class and the work- 
ing people. 

For the sake of our communities, we 
cannot afford to terminate NSP. By re- 
developing foreclosed and abandoned 
properties, this program is stabilizing 
neighborhoods nationwide. This not 
only increases property values but also 
reduces the number of foreclosures. 
NSP provides a lifeline to struggling 
families who are trying to secure af- 
fordable housing or simply stay in 
their homes. 

Like the rest of the country, Hawaii 
has a foreclosure crisis. We rank 10th 
in the Nation in the rate of fore- 
closures. The $19.6 million in NSP fund- 
ing that Hawaii received is helping our 
communities in the greatest need 
throughout my State. The City and 
County of Honolulu will use these 
funds to redevelop vacant properties 
and build two affordable rental housing 
projects in Ewa and Waianae. In Ha- 
waii County, an affordable rental hous- 
ing project will be built on vacant 
property in Kailua-Kona. In the coun- 
ties of Maui and Kauai, NSP funds will 
be used to buy and rehabilitate aban- 
doned or foreclosed homes and residen- 
tial properties throughout both coun- 
ties. 

So you can see that this is money 
that is not represented as wasteful 
spending. Our communities need our 
help. Vote against this bill. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield 1% minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN- 
DREWS). 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, as we began this week, 
there were 15 million unemployed 
Americans looking for this Congress to 
work together to try to get something 
done for entrepreneurs and small busi- 
nesses to create jobs. What has the 
Congress done? Yesterday, the major- 
ity managed, only with the help of a 
few dozen Democrats, to keep the gov- 
ernment running for the next 3 weeks 
because they couldn’t agree among 
themselves as to what to do with the 
budget. Today, they’re taking up this 
bill that, rather than fixing a flawed 
program, they rip it up from the roots 
and throw it out. Tomorrow, they’re 
going to pull the plug on National Pub- 
lic Radio. 

Now, I would suggest if you’re like 
some of those 15 million Americans 
who are spending the day at the public 
library in front of Monster.com or 
looking at the want ads in the news- 
papers, wearing out your shoe leather 
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to figure out where your next job is 
going to come from, this has not been 
a great week. Eleven weeks the major- 
ity has been in control—no jobs bill, no 
jobs plan, no jobs idea. Not one word, 
not one bill, not one minute. 

The priorities of this majority are 
wrong. 

Republicans and Democrats should 
come together, work together to create 
an environment where small businesses 
and entrepreneurs can create jobs for 
the American people. Eleven weeks—no 
jobs, no sense of priorities. That’s the 
record of this majority. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I was 
just reminded by the gentleman, Mr. 
МІСА, the favorite son of Florida, who’s 
the chairman of our Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee, that 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
ANDREWS) had referred that we’ve done 
nothing about jobs. But the gentleman, 
Mr. MICA, as chairman of the com- 
mittee reminded me that this House 
passed just 2 weeks ago a transpor- 
tation bill that had been lagging, wait- 
ing since 2009, that will add a substan- 
tial number of jobs. And that was a 
good jobs bill. 

So I wouldn’t expect to get credit for 
anything, necessarily, on the floor, but 
at least we need to be honest about 
this. The Republicans did pass a bill 
that was adding jobs as opposed to this 
massive undertaking that we are try- 
ing to save jobs that are at risk as a re- 
sult of the outlandish spending and 
wasteful government spending taking 
place here. 

Secondly, the gentleman said, Why 
are Republicans now trying to get rid 
of this? Why didn’t we do something to 
fix the program? But I would remind 
the American people that this is a re- 
port that went to the Secretary of the 
Treasury over a year ago. And I would 
ask the question: Why did the Demo- 
crats, why did this administration con- 
tinue a failed program? Why did they 
continue it? That’s because they were 
happy with it. In fact, as we’ve already 
read, a 40 percent failure rate and thou- 
sands of more people harmed. That’s 
why Republicans are trying to fix 
this—because we have tried to work. 

Today, we’re going to pass this on 
the floor. It’s a great bill. And we’re 
going to ask every single person to be 
able to vote for this opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS). 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend. 

I want to agree with my friend from 
Texas that investing in transportation 
construction creates jobs. We agree 
with him. And I would ask the gen- 
tleman if he would support our Build 
America bill that offsets the deficit by 
cutting job outsources and creates 
more transportation construction jobs. 
Would he agree to put that on the 
floor? 
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I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. SESSIONS. As soon as it’s on the 
floor, ГІІ consider that. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Reclaiming my time, 
we'll give the gentleman a chance on 
the previous question motion, perhaps 
tomorrow. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 30 seconds. 

I would point out that the one bill 
that the gentleman from Texas has 
pointed to as a jobs bill is one bill that 
contained many, many earmarks from 
previous sessions. Also included is con- 
tinuing funding for a bridge to nowhere 
in Alaska. So if this is the best jobs bill 
that a Republican Congress can bring 
forward, I think the American people 
deserve better. 

It is my honor to yield 174 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Alabama (Ms. 
SEWELL). 

Ms. SEWELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 861, which would ter- 
minate all funding for the Neighbor- 
hood Stabilization Program. The pro- 
gram has really helped families and 
communities in Alabama’s Seventh 
Congressional District tremendously. 

Our Nation is recovering from one of 
the worst recessions experienced in our 
lifetime, and in my district, the eco- 
nomic downturn happened long before 
the rest of the Nation began to experi- 
ence it. The foreclosure rate in my dis- 
trict has reached 8 percent. These fore- 
closures have devastated homeowners. 
The foreclosures have had a debili- 
tating effect on the neighborhoods, 
leading to blight, decay, and reduced 
property values. 

The NSP program provides States 
and hard-hit cities with program fund- 
ing to help them recover from the ef- 
fects of foreclosures, abandoned prop- 
erties, and declining property values. 
The City of Birmingham, the City of 
Bessemer, Jefferson County, and the 
State of Alabama have received fund- 
ing from this program. In my district, 
the NSP program has revitalized 259 
homes, relocated 69 families, and has 
saved at least nine distressed neighbor- 
hoods. 

In speaking recently with the mayor 
of the City of Birmingham, Mayor Bell, 
about the effectiveness of this pro- 
gram, he informed me that the pro- 
gram has benefited greatly distressed 
neighborhoods in Birmingham. I’ve 
also heard from families whose neigh- 
borhoods have been improved because 
of this funding. 

My colleagues across the aisle want 
to terminate NSP, but I respectfully 
disagree. There’s still much work to be 
done for our families and our commu- 
nities. Without a doubt, we must re- 
duce our national budget and Congress 
must work together to make the tough 
cuts. However, such cuts cannot be 
made on the backs of our communities, 
families, and seniors. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 
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Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to yield 1% minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker and my 
friends on both sides of the aisle, we 
could very easily come up with money 
to save this program if we would just 
put a windfall profits tax on the oil 
companies. 

I’m here today to point out the crit- 
ical importance of the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program and to urge my 
fellow Members to vote against cancel- 
ling it. 

Over the past decade, the people of 
my State in Ohio, and my district in 
particular, have weathered a terrible 
storm of foreclosures, devastating en- 
tire communities. While some neigh- 
borhoods in my district have been 
hollowed out by the effects of this 
storm, the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program funds have made neighbor- 
hoods and communities safer. Those 
communities faced the constant risk of 
crime and vandals taking advantage of 
empty structures, and Neighborhood 
Stabilization funds have been used to 
demolish hundreds of abandoned homes 
in the neighborhood, to help protect 
existing home values, and prevented 
neighborhoods from falling apart. 

But the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program has not just financed demoli- 
tion of abandoned structures. In Cuya- 
hoga County alone, this program fund- 
ed the creation of 237 units of afford- 
able rental housing and 25 single-fam- 
ily home renovations and neighborhood 
green space improvements. 
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It has also been used to leverage non- 
Federal money to fund the innovative 
Land Bank, a public entity that buys 
vacant and abandoned land and puts 
ownership of that land back in the 
hands of the public so that it can be 
used again, often in conjunction with 
private development, to renew and re- 
vitalize communities. Anyone who has 
ever spent any time in blighted com- 
munities knows that they cry out for 
innovative solutions like the Land 
Bank. 

When NSP was first being developed, 
I held hearings to find out how specifi- 
cally HUD planned to allocate the 
funds. I convinced them of the wisdom 
of using U.S. Postal Service and census 
tract data on residential home vacan- 
cies. Because of that, they adopted a 
need-based formula for allocating the 
money to neighborhoods and commu- 
nities that needed it most. 

Vote against this bill. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I con- 
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. POLIS. It is my honor to yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle- 
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, we are facing a CR of $61 bil- 
lion in cuts causing the loss of 800,000 
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jobs. What is more precious to America 
than the opportunity to own a home? 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram has gone into inner city and 
urban areas and recaptured neighbor- 
hoods, giving them a boost of energy 
that they needed. There is always the 
opportunity for reform, Mr. Speaker, 
but I would simply raise the question: 
Let’s mend it, don’t end it. Let’s not 
leave cities abandoned with broken 
down, ramshackle homes that would in 
fact create more blight, more gang op- 
portunities, more dangerous condi- 
tions. 

And, yes, HAMP needs reform. But 
what does it mean to eliminate a pro- 
gram? Of course the HAMP has a 
grandfather provision. But all America 
wants is to get these programs to work. 
Neighborhood stabilization works. 
HAMP can work. Now you're letting 
banks off the hook, so that every day a 
homeowner calls, they can hear the 
sound ‘‘foreclosed.’’ At least the inter- 
vention allowed those hardworking 
Americans to keep their home and to 
provide for their family and to keep 
jobs will be lost if these bills are 
passed. Vote no. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
honor to yield 14% minutes to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Rhode Is- 
land (Mr. CICILLINE). 

Mr. CICILLINE. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

I rise in strong opposition to the bill 
to end the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program. It is time for Americans to 
seriously question the Republican lead- 
ership’s dedication to job creation. 
After 11 weeks in Congress, they’ve of- 
fered no jobs plan, no jobs bill. 

What’s worse, by their own expert 
witness’s testimony, the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program, or NSP, sup- 
ports 93,000 jobs nationally. In light of 
this estimate, I submitted an amend- 
ment to the NSP Termination Act that 
would require the Congressional Budg- 
et Office to study and report to Con- 
gress the impact of this legislation on 
job creation or job loss. However, my 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
prevented consideration of my amend- 
ment on the floor of the House. 

Last week, the Republicans waged an 
attack on American homeowners by 
voting to eliminate foreclosure mitiga- 
tion programs that help underwater 
homeowners refinance their mortgage 
as well as assist temporarily unem- 
ployed Americans to remain current on 
their mortgage; all of this in the midst 
of one of the worst housing crises in 
the history of America. And now the 
Republicans are putting our most vul- 
nerable communities at even greater 
risk. Terminating the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program will damage our 
neighborhoods, devastate home values, 
and will slow our economic recovery. 

Now is the time to protect our most 
vulnerable neighborhoods, families who 
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are struggling, and now is the time to 
invest in the future of our communities 
and help to restore the American 
dream of homeownership, recognizing 
that stabilization of our housing mar- 
ket is key to our economic recovery. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the termination of this program. I’ve 
seen it work in Rhode Island. It’s 
worked well. It’s making a difference. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, once 
again, my friends and colleagues are 
talking about a no jobs bill, nothing 
about jobs. But at least there’s a purist 
on the floor and, that is, there was one 
Democrat in the House who voted 
against the Republican jobs bill, trans- 
portation bill. That was the gentleman, 
Mr. POLIS. So I would think that he 
would have great standing on saying 
we’ve never had a bill that added jobs, 
but everybody else I would have to 
question that because they voted for 
the bill, because, in fact, it’s a good 
jobs bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

With regard to the jobs bill, I ac- 
knowledge that that was the bill that 
my colleague from Texas cited as the 
one jobs bill the Republicans have 
brought before us. This was a bill that 
had dozens and dozens of earmarks, 
which is why, in standing with Presi- 
dent Obama, I opposed that bill, includ- 
ing an indefensible earmark on which 
we proposed an amendment on the 
floor, which was voted down, I might 
add, without a single Republican vote, 
to eliminate funding for what I 
thought there was broad consensus we 
should eliminate funding for; namely, a 
$300 million bridge in Alaska. There 
was a $70 million bridge to an island 
with 50 people, and an additional 
project that is another bridge. 

This is an example of earmarks at 
their worst, of pork barrel politics at 
their worst. I’m beginning to think if 
the Republicans do come up with a job 
bill, we need to ask at what price jobs? 
Is it going to be so filled up with Re- 
publican pork that we have to either 
take it or leave it? That’s a choice the 
American people don’t want to face. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be the first to 
admit that we can improve HAMP. We 
can improve the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program. There’s no doubt 
about that. I would advance that we 
should be doing exactly that. My col- 
league from Michigan (Mr. CLARKE) 
had some excellent ideas about improv- 
ing these programs. I am a cosponsor of 
a bill to provide for a capital gains tax 
exemption for investment in commu- 
nity banks to help them shore up their 
balance sheets. Why not look at, for in- 
stance, allowing investment properties 
to have the same mortgage deduct- 
ibility as primary residences? There’s a 
number of great ideas that I’m sure 
Members on both sides of the aisle 
could discuss and agree upon to address 
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our housing crisis. But what the an- 
swer isn’t is to repeal one of the only 
tools we have and to replace it with si- 
lence. 

It is my honor to yield 1% minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

I just want to use an example here 
from a district in northeast Ohio, an 
old industrial district. We’ve had 
chronic foreclosures for 30 years. The 
census just came out. The city of 
Youngstown went from 180,000 people 
down to about 65,000 people. The tax 
base has been eroded. And in the last 
few years, Youngstown has been cited 
as one of the top 10 best cities to start 
a business by Entrepreneur magazine. 
Site Selection magazine says it’s one of 
the top 10 places to start or grow a 
business. 

In part, the renaissance of Youngs- 
town is because of Federal investments 
like this that help us downsize and 
shrink our community. And I find it 
ironic that our friends who are trying 
to reduce government spending, we’re 
trying to get rid of dilapidated housing 
where it increases crime, prostitution, 
drug use. This all puts more pressure 
on the safety services within a town 
like Youngstown. 

This bill to repeal this money is ac- 
tually going to cost cities and rural 
areas more money because you’re not 
allowing us to reinvest into these 
places, downsize them, shrink them, 
make them more manageable and, over 
time, reduce the tax burden on the 
local taxpayer. These are critical in- 
vestments that are needed in the 
United States of America. This should 
have been $5 billion, not just $1 billion. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, if it 
worked that way, we’d be for it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 
seconds to the gentleman to respond. 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I would invite the 
gentleman to Youngstown, Ohio. He 
can see it for himself. 

Mr. POLIS. It is my honor to yield 
1% minutes to the gentleman from Col- 
orado who serves on the Financial 
Services Committee, Mr. PERLMUTTER. 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. I thank my 
friend from Colorado. 

I would invite my friend from Texas 
to come to Aurora, Colorado, where 
we’ve actually, with the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program, had tremendous 
successes. This country was on its back 
financially 2 years ago, 2% years ago. 
We’re just now getting back on our 
feet, and my friends from the Repub- 
lican side of the aisle want to just pull 
the rug right back out. You’ve got to 
get strong before you can do away with 
some of these programs. 

So let’s talk about Aurora, Colorado. 
They got $4.7 million to go and buy 
homes that were vacant because there 
had been foreclosures which were caus- 
ing blight and lots of property devalu- 
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ation. They went in, fixed the homes, 
and sold them to good families. The 
neighborhood starts growing again. Au- 
rora has taken that $4.7 million and 
turned it into $7.8 million by the sales 
of these properties, so that the neigh- 
borhoods get strengthened, families are 
helped, and we stop this cycle of fore- 
closure in tough neighborhoods. 
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My friends on the Republican side of 
the aisle are blaming all sorts of things 
for the debt that have nothing to do 
with it and are taking away things 
that are really helping middle Amer- 
ica. Га urge them to rethink this whole 
bill, and I know my friend from Colo- 
rado has seen these same things, the 
benefits of these programs. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I will 
assure the gentleman I will be in Au- 
rora, Colorado, and I’ll be pleased to be 
there this year and probably next year, 
also. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to get some items on the schedule for 
the gentleman from Dallas during his 
visit to Colorado as well. 

I’m the last speaker for my side, and 
I would like to inquire if the gentleman 
has any further requests for time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman’s asking. I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I appreciate the 
collegiality the gentleman has ex- 
tended me. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to share with 
you a few stories from constituents in 
my district that the HAMP program 
has helped. My office has helped a num- 
ber of constituents with this program, 
and I’m not alone in doing that. 

Last year, I had a local artist who 
ran her own small business contact my 
office asking for help with her mort- 
gage. Her income had declined signifi- 
cantly and unexpectedly due to the 
tough economy. She tried to find a sec- 
ond job but it wasn’t enough. With the 
help of a HAMP loan modification, 
she’s still in her home today. 

We also helped a truckdriver who had 
become ill and needed dialysis. Al- 
though he still receives Social Secu- 
rity, he couldn’t afford his mortgage 
payments without his old salary. He 
had nowhere else to turn, but with the 
HAMP modification, he was able to 
lower his interest rate by 2 percent and 
convert his loan from an adjustable 
rate to a 30-year fixed and stay in his 
home. 

Mr. Speaker, the stories don’t end 
there. HAMP has proven that it can 
save families on the brink of fore- 
closure and keep them there for the 
long haul. It’s not the ideal program. It 
hasn’t reached the 3 million families 
that were initially projected, but you 
ask any of those 500,000 families that 
HAMP has helped keep in their home 
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and they will agree that this program 
works for them. 

Mr. Speaker, we should be focusing 
on jobs. Last month, I’m proud to say, 
our economy added over 150,000 private 
sector jobs, and instead of working to 
increase that number, we’ve been pass- 
ing legislation that threatens to re- 
verse the progress that has been made 
by creating additional uncertainty 
within the real estate sector and leav- 
ing more families at risk of losing 
their homes. 

Republicans promised to promote job 
creation and economic growth with 
their new majority. Instead of deliv- 
ering on these promises, they’ve al- 
ready used their majority to raise 
taxes on middle class Americans, to at- 
tack the middle class, and promote 
their own social agenda. This is not the 
change that the American people asked 
for. 

It is time to get our fiscal house in 
order. Га like to make it clear that 
this is not the way to solve our budget 
problems, by repealing a program that 
helps keep middle class families in 
their home. Mr. Speaker, the best way 
to get our deficit under control is 
through creating jobs, not through cut- 
ting the safety net of hardworking 
Americans and preventing our cities 
and counties from revitalizing their 
blighted neighborhoods. 

Most distressing, however, is that 
through these bills the promise of job 
creation is broken yet again. I ask my 
colleagues to join me and vote “по” on 
this rule and “по” on the underlying 
legislation so we can keep our promise 
to help all of our communities rebuild 
and succeed, and work in a bipartisan 
fashion to get the very best ideas on 
the table about what our proper public 
policy response should be with regard 
to the housing crisis and the jobs crisis 
that this Nation faces. 

I ask for a “по” vote on the rule and 
the underlying bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Colorado 
for not only engaging in a spirited de- 
bate here on floor but also for his 
collegiality in that endeavor. 

Mr. Speaker, this Nation is being 
overrun still by too high a taxation, 
borrowing, and spending, and just last 
month, we hit a record deficit, $223 bil- 
lion in 1 month. That is simply unac- 
ceptable. With the debt looming at 
over $14 trillion and unemployment 
hovering still around 9 percent, Ameri- 
cans want solutions, not handouts. And 
that is why we are here on the floor 
today, to protect the taxpayer and the 
integrity, I think, of the government, 
rather than creating more problems, at 
least trying to alleviate some of those 
and give the taxpayer back some 
money. The American people asked 
Congress to rein in spending and for ef- 
ficiency, and that is what Republicans 
are here to do today. 
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We did this in an open process where 
every single Member of this body had a 
chance through regular order to pre- 
pare themselves and to come to the 
floor today. Since Republicans have 
gained the majority in January we 
have cut $1.2 trillion worth of spending, 
first of all, by repealing ObamaCare; 
secondly, by cutting $61 billion in H.R. 
1, $8 billion last week in additional un- 
necessary government housing pro- 
grams, and another $30 billion with 
this rule today. We’re getting our job 
done. 

By gaining control of government 
spending and eliminating wasteful gov- 
ernment handouts, the private sector 
can, again, gain confidence in our econ- 
omy and the direction of the future of 
this country to begin investing in jobs 
and our economic future. After all, we 
finally decided last year that what we 
would do is extend tax cuts which will 
help save jobs and grow our economy. 

I applaud my colleagues for intro- 
ducing the bills we are discussing here 
today. In just a few minutes, you will 
see the chairman of the Financial 
Services Committee or his designee 
lead that discussion through lots of 
amendments, lots of ideas by Members. 

I want to thank the young chairman 
of the Rules Committee, the gentleman 
from California, DAVID DREIER, for pro- 
viding us such a great, open, and trans- 
parent process. I encourage a “уез” 
vote on the rule and perhaps, more im- 
portantly, on the resolution before us 
today. 

I yield back the balance of my time, 
and I move the previous question on 
the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 241, nays 
180, not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 181] 


YEAS—241 
Adams Boustany Cravaack 
Aderholt Brady (TX) Crawford 
Akin Brooks Crenshaw 
Alexander Broun (GA) Culberson 
Altmire Buchanan Davis (KY) 
Amash Bucshon Denham 
Austria Buerkle Dent 
Bachmann Burgess DesJarlais 
Bachus Burton (IN) Diaz-Balart 
Barletta Calvert Dold 
Bartlett Camp Dreier 
Barton (TX) Campbell Duffy 
Bass (NH) Canseco Duncan (SC) 
Benishek Cantor Duncan (TN) 
Berg Capito Ellmers 
Biggert Carter Emerson 
Bilbray Cassidy Farenthold 
Bilirakis Chabot Fincher 
Bishop (UT) Chaffetz Fitzpatrick 
Black Coble Flake 
Blackburn Coffman (CO) Fleischmann 
Bonner Cole Fleming 
Bono Mack Conaway Flores 


Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 

Gibbs 

Gibson 

Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 

Granger 

Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 

Guinta 

Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 

Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 

Heck 

Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hur 
Inslee 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 

Kelly 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lance 

Landry 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 


Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
Е. 
Маск 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 


NAYS—180 


Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 


Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
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McCollum Price (NC) Sires 
McDermott Quigley Slaughter 
McGovern Rahall Smith (WA) 
McIntyre Rangel Speier 
McNerney Reyes Stark 
Meeks Richardson Sutton 
Michaud Richmond Thompson (CA) 
Miller (NC) Ross (AR) Thompson (MS) 
Miller, George Rothman (NJ) Tierney 
Moore Roybal-Allard Tonko 
Moran Ruppersberger Towns 
Murphy (CT) Rush Tsongas 
Napolitano Ryan (OH) Van Hollen 
Neal Sanchez, Linda Velazquez 
Olver T, Visclosky 
Owens Sanchez, Loretta Walz (MN) 
Pallone Sarbanes Wasserman 
Pascrell Schakowsky Schultz 
Pastor (AZ) Schiff Watt 

Payne Schrader Waxman 
Pelosi Schwartz Weiner 
Perlmutter Scott (VA) Welch 
Peters Scott, David Wilson (FL) 
Peterson Serrano Woolsey 
Pingree (ME) Sewell Wu 

Polis Sherman Yarmuth 


NOT VOTING—11 


Cardoza Giffords McHenry 
Carnahan Labrador Nadler 
Costa Langevin Waters 
Crowley Lee (CA) 
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Messrs. FARR and DAVID SCOTT of 
Georgia changed their vote from “yea” 


to “nay.” 


Mr. ALTMIRE changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 


the table. 


HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 


Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 


House adjourns today, 


meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen- 

tleman from Oregon? 
There was no objection. 


it adjourn to 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
The Speaker, U.S. Capitol, House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per- 


Washington, DC, March 16, 2011. 


mission granted in Clause 2(h) of rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives, the Clerk received the following mes- 
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011 at 11:08 a.m.: 

That the Senate agreed to S.J. Res. 7. 

That the Senate agreed to S.J. Res. 8. 

That the Senate agreed to S.J. Res. 9. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 
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COMMUNICATION FROM FORMER 
CONSTITUENT SERVICES REP- 
RESENTATIVE, THE HONORABLE 
JOHN P. SARBANES, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from Margaret Stephenson, 
former Constituent Services Rep- 
resentative, the Honorable JOHN P. 
SARBANES, Member of Congress: 

MARCH 9, 2011. 


Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives that I have 
been served with a subpoena, issued by the 
District Court of Maryland for Baltimore 
County, to appear as a witness in the crimi- 
nal trial of a third party who contacted Con- 
gressman JOHN P. SARBANES’ District office. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen- 
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli- 
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
MARGARET STEPHENSON, 
Former Constituent 
Services Representa- 
tive, Office of U.S. 
Representative John 
P. Sarbanes. 


EE 


GENERAL LEAVE 


Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks on H.R. 861 and to insert extra- 
neous material thereon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 


Ee 


NSP TERMINATION ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 170 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill, H.R. 861. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 


itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 861) to 
rescind the third round of funding for 
the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram and to terminate the program, 
with Mr. BASS of New Hampshire in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 
bill is considered read the first time. 

The gentlewoman from Illinois (Mrs. 
BIGGERT) and the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK) each will con- 
trol 30 minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes 
woman from Illinois. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 861, the Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program Termination Act, and I 
commend my colleague Mr. MILLER for 
introducing this bill that would end 
NSP. 

As I mentioned during the debate on 
the rule for this bill, in total, Congress 
has appropriated $7 billion for NSP. 
This bill could save taxpayers up to $1 
billion. Instead of stabilizing neighbor- 
hoods, NSP allows lenders and 
servicers to off-load their bad invest- 
ments onto taxpayers, and some critics 
point to the hazard of NSP, which ac- 
tually may speed up foreclosures for 
families. 

If the lenders and servicers know 
that they can quickly sell a property 
to a nonprofit or local government 
with NSP funds, why wouldn’t they do 
this? Why wouldn’t they simply evict 
the homeowner instead of doing a pro- 
prietary, private sector-funded modi- 
fication of the mortgage that would 
allow the homeowner to keep his 
home? 

This program does not help home- 
owners facing foreclosure; and the bot- 
tom line is that, if the lenders and 
servicers own a home due to fore- 
closure—not the taxpayers but these 
same lenders and servicers—they are 
responsible for the upkeep, security 
and eventual sale of that home. Why 
should the taxpayers pay for this re- 
sponsibility which rightly belongs to 
the lender or servicer? They shouldn’t. 

The GAO, the HUD Inspector General 
and other auditors have noted that the 
program is plagued with problems, in- 
cluding lax reporting requirements and 
poor accountability. There is no evi- 
dence to suggest that funds spent 
through NSP have produced cost-effec- 
tive results. 

Finally, upon the sale of a property, 
NSP does not require these groups to 
return the profit to the taxpayer. In- 
stead, the money is treated like a slush 
fund. This money is never returned to 
the taxpayer but will stay with the 
local governments and nonprofit enti- 
ties that received it. Of course, any 
group would support keeping the prof- 
its of homes sold instead of returning 
it to the taxpayer. Who wouldn’t? 

We need to break down barriers that 
have delayed recovery in the housing 
market, including expensive and inef- 
fective government programs like NSP. 
We need to stop funding programs that 
don’t work with money we don’t have. 
NSP doesn’t stabilize neighborhoods. It 
simply spends billions of taxpayer dol- 
lars to allow a few homes, scattered 
here and there, to be purchased, reha- 
bilitated and resold. Again, upon the 
sale, the money is never returned to 
the taxpayer. We are facing a $14.1 tril- 
lion national debt. This debt is dam- 


the gentle- 
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aging our economic recovery and is sti- 
fling job growth. 

We have been warned. Economists 
say, if we don’t address our debt, in a 
couple of years we could end up bank- 
rupt like Greece. Economists also 
agree that we must reduce our out-of- 
control government spending to create 
a more favorable environment for pri- 
vate-sector job growth. Unemployed 
Americans and homeowners need a job 
and a paycheck, not a handout or an- 
other failed, taxpayer-funded program. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to a mem- 
ber of the committee, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH). 

Mr. LYNCH. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I do want to point out 
that the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program that we’re talking about here 
today isn’t just dealing with fore- 
closures. Аз we all know in this coun- 
try, there have been pockets where the 
foreclosure phenomenon and the wave 
of foreclosures and property abandon- 
ment have been concentrated. I have 
an area like that in my district, in the 
area of Brockton, Massachusetts, but I 
can point to other areas all across this 
country. 

What the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program allows is for cooperation be- 
tween communities, banks, lenders, 
homeowners, and servicers to either 
preserve homeownership; or in areas 
across this country such as in Illinois, 
Nevada, California, and Florida, where 
thousands and thousands of units have 
been abandoned in one concentrated 
area, it allows us to address those 
abandoned properties where the lender 
has taken a walk, where the home- 
owner has taken a walk, where the 
servicer has taken a walk. 

The surrounding communities of 
homeowners who are trying to stay in 
their homes are having, first of all, 
their property values lowered because 
of the density of abandoned properties 
in their neighborhoods. This Neighbor- 
hood Stabilization Program provides 
the only opportunity for us to address 
that crisis. We are trying to put a floor 
under the housing market in this coun- 
try—some of us are—and this is one 
program that allows us to do that. 

So I rise in opposition to this bill. I 
ask that we rethink this idea about 
eliminating the four voluntary pro- 
grams that we’ve got to support hous- 
ing and to support families who are in 
a tough spot right now. I would just 
urge my colleagues to oppose the un- 
derlying bill and to try to preserve the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. GRIMM), a member of 
the Financial Services Committee. 

Mr. GRIMM. I thank the gentle- 
woman for yielding. 
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Mr. Chairman, I rise today to support 
this bill because it doesn’t do what it’s 
supposed to do. 

This is exactly why I came to Con- 
gress. 

This bill hurts struggling home- 
owners. It doesn’t help them, because 
it gives some type of perverse incentive 
for the banks to foreclose. That’s what 
this program actually does. It pur- 
chases these homes from the lenders, 
from those who are already foreclosed. 
That is not helping struggling home- 
owners. I don’t deny that the intent 
was very good, but it is not following 
through on that intent. It’s reckless; 
it’s being misused; and it’s wasting 
millions of taxpayer dollars. It really 
ends up being nothing more than an- 
other bailout. That’s the last thing 
that we need is another bailout. 

It’s a double hit to the taxpayer. 
Why? Very simple. Because when the 
city or municipality purchases this 
home, that means there are no taxes 
paid. The argument is, ‘‘well, there are 
no taxes being paid now because it’s 
abandoned,” but that’s not true. There 
is something called a ‘‘tax lien,” and 
the private sector at some point will 
buy that tax lien, and that munici- 
pality will get its incentive. 
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So for many, many reasons this bill 
is failing. It does not follow through on 
the intent. And we must stop the out- 
of-control reckless spending. And this 
is exactly where we need to start, this 
type of program, $1 billion of hard- 
working taxpayer dollars. Let’s end the 
bailouts. Let’s stop and remember that 
the answer to everything is not the 
government. Often, it is the govern- 
ment that is the problem. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds to 
say that the gentleman has just ex- 
plained why this is bad for the cities. 

Every organization representing cit- 
ies and counties and local governments 
and local economic development agen- 
cies disagree with him. They have writ- 
ten to us and asked us to support this 
program because he is simply wrong 
about the tax implications. 

H.R. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “Emergency 
Mortgage Relief and Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Programs Cost Recoupment Act of 
2011”. 

SEC. 2. COST RECOUPMENT. 

Subtitle H of title XIV of the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protec- 
tion Act (Public Law 111-203; 124 Stat. 2205 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“SEC. 1499. FUNDING OFFSET FOR EMERGENCY 
MORTGAGE RELIEF AND NEIGHBOR- 
HOOD STABILIZATION PROGRAMS. 

“The Secretary of the Treasury shall, for 
the purpose of offsetting the costs of assist- 
ance under sections 1496 and 1497 of this Act 
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and not later than the expiration of the 6- 
month period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of the Emergency Mortgage Re- 
lief and Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
grams Cost Recoupment Act of 2011, make 
risk-based assessments in the total amount 
of $2,500,000,000 on financial companies that 
manage hedge funds with $10,000,000,000 or 
more in assets under management on a con- 
solidated basis and on other financial compa- 
nies with $50,000,000,000 or more in total con- 
solidated assets, subject to such terms and 
conditions as the Treasury Secretary may 
establish with the concurrence of the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
and the Board of the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation. Any such assessments col- 
lected shall be covered into the General 
Fund of the Treasury.’’. 
PROVISIONS AND POLICIES TO ENSURE THAT 
NSP FUNDS USED EFFECTIVELY 


STATUTORY PROVISIONS 


All purchases of foreclosed properties must 
be below current market appraised value, 
taking condition into account. 

Rehabilitation of foreclosed properties can 
only be to extent necessary to comply with 
housing safety, quality and habitability 
codes, laws, regulations in order to sell, rent 
or redevelop. 

No profit can be earned on the sale of an 
abandoned or foreclosed upon home or resi- 
dential property to an individual as a pri- 
mary residence—the sale must be in an 
amount equal to or less than the cost to ac- 
quire and redevelop or rehabilitate the home 
or property up to a decent, safe and habit- 
able condition. 

All funds must be used to assist individuals 
and families with incomes at or below 120% 
AMI. 

At least 25% of funds must be used to pur- 
chase/redevelop abandoned or foreclosed resi- 
dential properties that will be used to house 
individuals or families with incomes at or 
below 50% of AMI. 

Requires HUD to ensure by rule “Чо the 
maximum extent practicable and for the 
longest feasible term” that properties as- 
sisted under program remain affordable to 
households at/below 120% AMI. 

HUD 


Current fair market appraisals are re- 
quired for all NSF-funded acquisition of fore- 
closed property except where property value 
is below $25,000. 

Requires grantees to establish minimum 
rehabilitation requirements and affordable 
rent policy pursuant to HERA. 

Weekly tracking of performance against 
the requirement that 25% of funds be used to 
benefit households at or below 50% of AMI. 

Requires that program income to be used 
in accordance with NSP rules. Program in- 
come is gross income received by a grantee 
or a subrecipient directly generated by use of 
program funds. 

Establishment of grantee internal audit re- 
quirement as an NSP2 award condition. 

Monitors NSP grantees for compliance 
with program requirements. 

Conducts a risk assessment process to 
identify grantees having potential issues. 

Can impose sanctions on the grantee by 
HUD for programmatic violations. 

OIG audits the NSF program and grantees. 
ORGANIZATIONS SUPPORTING THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION PROGRAM 

Given the impact the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program (NSP) has had through- 
out the country, over 50 national, state and 
local organizations have expressed their 
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strong support for continued funding of the 
program and their strong opposition to H.R. 
861. 

National Association of Counties, National 
League of Cities, U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
National Community Development Associa- 
tion, National Association for County Com- 
munity and Economic Development, Council 
of State Community Development Agencies, 
Enterprise Community Partners, Inc., Asso- 
ciation for Neighborhood and Housing Devel- 
opment, Arizona Foreclosure Prevention 
Task Force, Atlanta Neighborhood Develop- 
ment Partnership, Inc., Center for Commu- 
nity Progress, Center for New York City 
Neighborhoods, Citizens’ Housing and Plan- 
ning Association, City of Chicago Depart- 
ment of Housing and Economic Develop- 
ment, City of Newark, Columbus Housing 
Partnership, Council of State Community 
Development Agencies, Cypress Hills Local 
Development Corporation, Detroit Office of 
Foreclosure Prevention and Response, Dia- 
mond State Community Land Trust. 

Enterprise Community Partners, Habitat 
for Humanity International, Healthy Neigh- 
borhoods, Inc., HousingWorks RI, Greater 
Rochester Housing Partnership, Local Initia- 
tives Support Corporation, Louisiana Hous- 
ing Alliance, Massachusetts Housing Part- 
nership, Mercy Housing, National Associa- 
tion of Housing and Redevelopment Officials, 
National Community Land Trust Network, 
National Community Reinvestment Coali- 
tion, National Community Stabilization 
Trust, National Council of State Housing 
Agencies, National Housing Conference, Na- 
tional Housing Institute, National Law Cen- 
ter on Homelessness & Poverty, National 
NeighborWorks Association, Neighborhood 
Housing Services of Phoenix, Inc., Neighbor- 
hood Housing Services of South Florida. 

New York Mortgage Coalition, Northfield 
Community LDC of Staten Island, Inc., Omni 
New York, LLC, PolicyLink, Rebuilding To- 
gether, Restoring Urban Neighborhoods, 
LLC, RISE, America!, Smart Growth Amer- 
ica, St. Ambrose Housing Aid Center, Stew- 
ards for Affordable Housing for the Future, 
The Community Builders, Inc., The Housing 
Partnership Network, The Wisconsin Part- 
nership for Housing Development, Inc., 
Urban Housing Solutions, Inc. 

I now yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. BACA). 

Mr. BACA. I thank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts for yielding. 

Today we are here again not to dis- 
cuss any piece of legislation that will 
create jobs, but to eliminate a program 
that helps communities across the 
country—and I state, communities 
that are helped across the country. 

The Neighborhood Stabilizing Pro- 
gram allows local governments to pur- 
chase, rehab, and sell foreclosure prop- 
erties. Without these programs, houses 
would stay empty—and I say, would 
stay empty—so we would have to look 
at our neighborhoods and other areas, 
causing the value of property to plum- 
met. Local neighborhoods would be 
forced to use their own funds for main- 
tenance measures and legal fees. Addi- 
tionally, any empty properties also 
force communities to adjust and deal 
with the missing tax revenue—and I 
say, missing tax revenue—at a time 
that we need the additional revenue 
within our communities. 

A lot has been made by my col- 
leagues on the other side about one 
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particular group that receives NSP 
funds, Chicanos por la Causa. What if it 
was another name? It doesn’t matter. 
But because it has the name of ‘‘Chi- 
canos,” the stereotypes and the images 
are there. It is about programs that are 
doing good, not because of the name 
that is there. 

Chicanos por la Causa has unmatched 
records of providing affordable hous- 
ing, stabilizing neighborhoods, and 
serving the needs of low-income com- 
munities. They offer a broad range of 
programs and services and serve over 
1,000 clients each year, many of whom 
live below the Federal poverty, which 
in a family of four is only $22,000. 

In 2009, the Chicanos led the applica- 
tion for a group of 13 members of the 
National Association of Latino Com- 
munity Asset Builders. Together, this 
group received over $130 million in NSP 
funds and put this money to use in 
projects like in California, where we 
have a high deficit, Arizona, and 16 
other States. 

Instead of looking out for Wall 
Street, instead of looking out for Wall 
Street and protecting the banks that 
caused the crisis—and I say, that 
caused the crisis—NSP awards this 
funding to invest in Main Street. 

This award represents one of the 
largest single Federal investments ever 
made that target Latinos and low-in- 
come communities, the same commu- 
nities that have seen a higher rate of 
foreclosure and unemployment than 
the national average. 

I would ask my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle to go to the com- 
munities where Chicanos or Hispanics 
or Latinos and their parents spend 
their money. Instead of using this tun- 
nel vision—I say, this tunnel vision— 
solely looking at the numbers, I would 
ask my friends to look at the actual 
work that is done in the communities 
and how those communities have im- 
proved and have gotten a lot better. 

It is time to stop letting partisan 
talking points set the agenda for our 
government. It is time that we start fo- 
cusing on programs—I say, it is time 
that we start focusing on programs 
like NSP and the Chicanos por la Causa 
that help the Americans get back on 
their feet. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from California, the 
sponsor of this bill and the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Financial Serv- 
ices on International Monetary Policy 
and Trade, Mr. MILLER. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I enjoyed the comments of my good 
friend, Mr. BACA, from San Bernardino 
County. I have some correspondence 
from San Bernardino County that 
might interest him. 

According to the county offices, 
there is no one at the county that 
would support current NSP programs, 
period. The letters of support did not 
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come from San Bernardino County, 
which is one of the hardest hit in the 
Nation. In fact, the county might have 
supported the current NSP, but this is 
before they fell victim to complete 
lack of direction from HUD, mixed 
messages from HUD, апа gross 
misallocation of awards that were re- 
leased. 

As it applies to my bill, the county 
says, ‘‘We believe it is a means for Con- 
gress to get its financial house in 
order, just like the challenges we are 
facing at the local level.” 

Mr. BACA made a very nice written 
speech, but his own county that he rep- 
resents does not support the program. 
And I was disappointed that a group 
called Chicanos por la Causa was men- 
tioned. Well, let me just talk about the 
numbers that I have a problem with. 

This NSP allocation program was 
meant to be a one-time program. It 
ended up three times. Now, the alloca- 
tions applied, the problems I had when 
you look at a county the size of Los 
Angeles County, they got $26.3 million; 
San Bernardino County, Mr. BACA’s 
county, got $33.2 million; Orange Coun- 
ty got $4.3 million; and San Diego 
County got $5.1 million. 

Now, all of these counties had to 
apply Davis-Bacon rules and wage 
standards to rehab these houses, which 
meant it cost 25 percent more to do it 
than the private sector could have done 
it on a competitive bidding nature. 

Now, my good friend Mr. BACA men- 
tioned one group, as if I had something 
against Chicanos. The problem I have 
is that nongovernment agencies, such 
as Neighborhood Lending Partners, got 
$50 million—$50 million; the Commu- 
nity Builders, Inc. got $78.6 million; 
Los Angeles Neighborhood Housing 
Services, Inc. got $60 million; Neigh- 
borhood Lending Partners of West 
Florida, Incorporated got $50 million; 
Chicanos por la Causa got $137 million. 

Understand, L.A. County got $26.3 
million; San Bernardino County got 
$33.2 million; Orange County got $4.3 
million; San Diego County got $4.5 mil- 
lion. The largest population base in 
California got less money than Chi- 
canos por la Causa. Does that make 
anybody in America happy? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Does 
the gentleman not want to mention 
that Chicanos por la Causa—— 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
І reclaim my time. 

If it had been Germans for Affordable 
Housing, I would have opposed it. If it 
had been Italians for Affordable Hous- 
ing, I would have opposed it. Had it 
been Irish Germans for Affordable 
Housing at $137 million, I would have 
opposed it. 

Understand, these are taxpayer dol- 
lars from people who lost their houses, 
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people who are behind in their pay- 
ments, people who are facing fore- 
closure, and none of this money does 
one thing to help you. It was not an eq- 
uitable application based on who got 
money and how they got it. In fact, a 
lot of these private groups write off 17 
percent off the top for overhead and 
costs—17 percent. 

Now, we talked about banks. When 
we lent banks the money in TARP 1, 
they paid us interest. We paid money 
because we got our money back. 
Freddie and Fannie, the money we allo- 
cated to them, we are charging them 10 
percent interest and they have to pay 
us back, and the American public is fu- 
rious at that. 

We just gave away $50 million to one 
private group, gave $78 million to an- 
other, $60 million to another, $50 mil- 
lion to another. And as my good friend 
JOE BACA says, Chicanos por la Causa, 
the poor group, got $137 million given 
to you. We are not charging you inter- 
est. We gave you the money. 

Now, are we helping housing this 
country? No. Housing starts fell 22 per- 
cent in February, the lowest levels 
since 1959. It has done nothing for hous- 
ing: 11.8 percent fall in single-family, 
47 percent fall in multifamily. Tell me 
one thing this has done. It has not kept 
one person in their house. 

Now, let’s assume this is supposed to 
be helping poor people buy houses. You 
just lost your house. In Hawaii, a per- 
son making $73,825 can buy a house 
through these organizations. A person 
in California making over $68,000 can 
buy a house through these organiza- 
tions. A group in Virginia, $74,000; New 
Jersey, $78,000; Massachusetts, $72,000; 
Utah, $75,000; Alaska, $76,000; Colorado, 
$73,000; New Hampshire, $79,000. 

So a group, an entity, a State, a 
county, a city can buy a house. They 
have to sell it for less than they have 
in it, and they can sell it to people 
making more than the person who may 
have lost the house. 
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Now, how in the world does that do 
one thing for poor people? It does not 
do one thing for poor people. 

Now let’s talk about jobs. If we had 
invested $1 billion in the construction 
industry to build houses, you would 
have got $2.8 billion in economic ac- 
tivities. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
If you would have invested $1 billion, 
you would have generated $2.8 billion 
in economic activities: $5.5 million in 
wages, $138 million in income for small 
businesses, $156 million in corporate 
profits, $1.98 billion in spending on 
goods and services from the above 
three line items. It is huge. So if we are 
talking about jobs, let’s create jobs. 
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Now, they say we have had no alter- 
native to what they did. In 2008, I en- 
dorsed a bill and introduced it called 
the Public-Private Partnership Com- 
munity Stabilization Act. It took gov- 
ernment dollars and invested them 
with private groups to do the same 
thing, to buy houses that were fore- 
closed upon and rehab them in commu- 
nities. And when the houses were sold, 
guess what? The money would have 
been paid back to the Federal Govern- 
ment. We would have probably made a 
profit. We wouldn’t have given a dime 
away. We would have made money on 
doing the same thing. 

Now, the other side talks about aban- 
doned houses. Not a dime of this money 
can be used for eminent domain, so ei- 
ther the house is for sale or it can’t be 
bought. It can’t be foreclosed upon by 
the government through eminent do- 
main. So to say that some private 
group could not have bought this house 
and rehabbed it themselves is ludi- 
crous, because the house has to be for 
sale. 

Now, this group can go out and buy 
the house, demolish it and end up with 
a vacant lot. They can go out and buy 
a house, rehab it and sell it for a dol- 
lar, 10, any amount they want to sell it 
for, to anybody they want to sell it to, 
as long as it is less than they have in 
it. 

I had a bill passed out of this House 
that Mr. FRANK соѕропѕогеа—һе 
thought it was a good bill—that al- 
lowed banks to take foreclosed prop- 
erties and lease them for 5 years. If you 
want to get rid of foreclosed properties, 
allow banks to take the property, 
rehab it, put it on the marketplace, or 
lease it out for 5 years. It would have 
done the same thing, and perhaps 
banks would not have driven the mar- 
ketplace down on resales because they 
were glutted with foreclosures. 

We could have taken these houses, 
leased them, and in 5 years when the 
market turned around, they could have 
sold them. And guess what. They could 
have given a lease option to the person 
losing the house to stay in the house 
for 5 years and buy it back at the end 
of 5 years. It would have at least helped 
foreclosure projects. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself the 30 seconds the gentleman 
wouldn’t allow me to mention—Chi- 
canos Por la Causa, which he keeps in- 
voking, in what I must say is an in- 
flammatory way, yes, it has $137 mil- 
lion in eight States. It is a consortium 
of several groups. Comparing it to one 
county is quite misleading. It is $137 
million to an organization that has 
eight States in which it works and 
which has produced affordable housing 
units. And as to his argument that it is 
not for the poor people, almost all of 
the groups in this country that advo- 
cate for housing for low-income groups 
have sent us a letter urging that this 
go forward, Habitat for Humanity and 
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others. I take them as more credible on 
this than my friend. 

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. CARSON). 

Mr. CARSON of Indiana. Thank you, 
Ranking Member FRANK. 

As our Nation’s economy moves for- 
ward, we must not forget about our 
neighborhoods, and we must continue 
to help those areas that are still strug- 
gling to come back. That is why I am 
appalled at the efforts to terminate the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

In my own district of Indianapolis, 
the neighborhood of Mapleton Fall 
Creek has been revitalized with NSP 
funds. What were once eyesores and 
magnets for crime, they have been ren- 
ovated, and they are now for resale. 
These improvements have encouraged 
low- and middle-income residents to 
settle into areas known for abandon- 
ment and blight. New businesses have 
opened, and an area once in decline is 
actually blossoming again. This was all 
possible because of NSP funding. 

We must continue this program for 
the neighborhoods in Indianapolis and 
across this great Nation. 

| would like to express my support for the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) 
and to oppose the majority’s plans to termi- 
nate the program. 

All three rounds of NSP are critical because 
they provide emergency assistance to states, 
local governments, and nonprofits to acquire 
and redevelop foreclosed, vacant, and aban- 
doned properties. Many of these properties 
have become blights on the community and 
are driving down neighboring property values. 
The first two rounds of the NSP program im- 
pacted an estimated 80,000 foreclosed, aban- 
doned, or vacant properties, and it is esti- 
mated that NSP3 will impact tens of thou- 
sands more. Terminating the program in the 
middle of the worst foreclosure crisis since the 
Great Depression would further harm neigh- 
borhoods and many struggling American fami- 
lies. This would most certainly slow the recov- 
ery of the housing market. 

Specifically in the 7th district of Indiana, the 
district | represent, | would like to highlight the 
work of Mapleton Fall Creek Development 
Corporation which has used NSP funds effec- 
tively. On March 14, 2011, Mapleton Fall 
Creek Development Corporation reported they 
are halfway through their NSP work. They 
have completed renovations on 50 units of 
rental housing and 47 of them are rented. 
Many of these properties sat empty and 
boarded up for 5 years and 25 of them were 
foreclosure properties. They have also ac- 
quired 32 houses and 28 lots that will be ren- 
ovated for new homes. The rebuilt homes will 
vary from low income apartments to market 
rate homes for purchase. Lastly, they have de- 
molished 12 vacant and blighted structures, le- 
veraged funds from local banks and other not 
for profits to increase cash flow and stretch 
their NSP dollars further, and provided work 
for four construction managers and numerous 
contractors. 

Mr. Chair, in the 7th district of Indiana, near- 
ly $3 million of NSP funds were used to obtain 
and rehab 32 residences as part of the 2012 
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Super Bowl Housing Legacy Project on Indian- 
apolis’ near eastside. NSP 3 funds will also be 
used to demolish blighted structures in key 
neighborhoods that have high foreclosure 
rates, including the old Winona Hospital and 
Keystone Towers—two enormous blighted 
structures that have been plagued with crime 
and environmental concerns for years. 

| strongly urge the majority to permit the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program to con- 
tinue. As our nation’s economy moves forward 
we must not forget about our neighborhoods 
and middle class families. We must help those 
families and communities that are still strug- 
gling to come back. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield 30 seconds to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARY G. MILLER). 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I seem to have hit a nerve with my 
good friends on the other side of the 
aisle when I said Chicanos Por la 
Causa. It is not who it went to if it is 
not a government agency, if it was Ger- 
mans for Affordable Housing. It is $137 
million that I object to going to a 
group that is a non-government entity 
that has the money that we will not 
get back. 

And we keep talking about letters of 
support. Now, if you are a city, a coun- 
ty, or if you are one of these nonprofit 
groups that received the money, you 
would be an absolute hypocrite to take 
the money and then not send a letter 
saying, thank you for the money. I 
think the money was well spent be- 
cause you gave it to me to spend. No- 
body would take money that they 
didn’t want to take. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
PEARCE). 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 861, the Neigh- 
borhood Stabilization Program Termi- 
nation Act. The program has been ill- 
fated from the start. It has been 
plagued with problems. We have given 
almost $7 billion into a program that 
has yet to work. HUD was slow in get- 
ting the money out the door. Poor re- 
porting has hampered our ability to 
even measure what has been happening 
on the program. 

Further, the NSP simply acts as a 
taxpayer bailout for risky lenders, 
servicers and real estate speculators 
who bet on the housing market and 
now can’t sell their properties. It has 
become an even bigger example of 
those people who believe that the gov- 
ernment is the solution to the prob- 
lems. Government is not the solution 
to the problem; government is the 
problem. 

We are spending $3.5 trillion in our 
annual government spending, and we 
are bringing in $2.2 trillion. Next year 
we are going to have a deficit of $1.6 
trillion; and it is composed of programs 
exactly like this, programs that do no 
good, that don’t really cause the mar- 
ket to cure itself, and instead tax- 
payers pay the bill for people who have 
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been speculating and people who just 
want out. 

I had a friend in the office today who 
talked about his situation with a house 
in Tucson where he got in at a higher 
price than it should have been. He was 
willing to settle for a lesser amount. 
He was willing to pay. But because the 
bank could go to the government and 
make up the difference, they did not 
have to negotiate with this individual 
homeowner. Instead, this program 
causes lenders to say, the taxpayer will 
make us whole and we are not going to 
take our losses. 

The market will cure the problems 
we face if we allow the markets to 
work, but this government program 
does not allow the market to work. 
This Nation is dying for jobs, and it is 
government spending, government reg- 
ulation and government taxation that 
are causing the jobs to be killed and to 
be sent out of this country. 

If we will get our focus correct on 
lowering taxes, lowering the regulatory 
environment, especially to lenders who 
would be out lending now except they 
are afraid to because of the regulatory 
environment, we would begin to create 
jobs for the first time in a long time. 

With 9 percent unemployment, it is 
time for us to cure the problems of the 
economy, to quit spending on wasteful 
programs, and to give this country a 
leg up on prosperity. That is the thing 
we are missing right now. 

The hope of prosperity for the middle 
class is gone, and it is because of pro- 
grams like this soaking the taxpayer 
and giving money to people who prob- 
ably could do something different. It is 
not fixing up any neighborhood. I don’t 
see the reports in any magazine or 
newspaper telling us of the flock of 
people moving to these rehabilitated 
neighborhoods. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I rise to ex- 
press support for H.R. 861. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

The gentleman from California says 
he is not singling out Chicanos Por la 
Causa, that there are other private or- 
ganizations, but he never mentions 
them. And he says, well, they are not a 
government entity. That is right. We 
don’t think it all has to go through the 
government. We think places like 
Habitat for Humanity and others have 
a role to play. 

I yield 3 minutes to the former 
mayor of the city of Somerville, Mas- 
sachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO). 

Mr. CAPUANO. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the most legitimate 
argument I have heard is we have a def- 
icit and we have to deal with it. That 
is a fair and reasonable point to make. 
However, it is not a fair and reasonable 
approach towards the problem to begin 
with programs like this. We can’t even 
talk about what we are spending on the 
Iraq war. We can’t talk about any 
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money in the Defense Department or 
anyplace else. The first programs we 
start with are these types of programs. 
Let me be clear about what this pro- 
gram is. I am a former mayor in a 
strong mayor form of government. 
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We get a fair amount of Federal and 
State money, and we use some of our 
own money on occasion to buy and re- 
habilitate property. Sometimes 1% 
meant knocking it down, sometimes it 
meant making a recreational area, 
sometimes it meant building a school, 
whatever it might be, to improve a 
neighborhood. And to say this money is 
not improving neighborhoods is just to 
be blind. There are stories all over the 
country where improvements are being 
made. 

I’m not going to argue that every 
single penny of this program or any 
other program has been perfectly well 
spent. That would be crazy. I have no 
problem at all looking at this program 
or any program to come up with things 
we don’t like; to change the rules as to 
who might be eligible tomorrow. And 
on and on and on. Those are fine and 
fair things to say. I’m not going to de- 
fend one group or any formula. Those 
are legitimate things to argue about. 
But to say that the program doesn’t 
work and this is where we should start 
addressing our deficit, I think, is to be 
shortsighted. 

It also says to me, if you don’t like 
the program, that’s fine. Then I would 
strongly suggest that anybody who 
doesn’t like the program pick up the 
phone to their mayor, to their county 
administrator, to their Governor, and 
say, Send the money back. Every State 
in the country has gotten money. Cali- 
fornia has gotten over $886 million. If 
you don’t want it, send it back. Massa- 
chusetts only got $106 million. Now, we 
think it’s doing pretty well, so we’re 
going to keep it. But if you don’t want 
it, send it back. Nevada, a much small- 
er State than Massachusetts, got al- 
most as much money because they got 
hit harder than we did in this economy. 

To argue that a few problems that 
you have—and I’m not even going to 
suggest that I agree or don’t agree. The 
points are well made. If you don’t want 
one entity, any entity to get $137 mil- 
lion, fine. Let’s talk about it. Let’s say 
they don’t do it. That’s not a problem. 
If you want to say that we have to 
change about how this money is being 
used, fine. Let’s limit it. No problem. 

But to pretend that a neighborhood, 
any neighborhood, is well served by ig- 
noring boarded-up properties, by say- 
ing, Walk away from your home, walk 
away from your business, and the 
neighborhood will recover without you, 
is shortsighted and wrong. And to pre- 
tend that somehow because we’re giv- 
ing this money away, that that is an 
inherent evil in and of itself, ignores 
all the grants that this government 
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gives away, that other governments 
give away, not just in housing, but in 
research, in any number of fields. 
Again, if you want to cut out all 
grants, fine. That is a reasonable and 
consistent argument. But you also 
then have to cut out tax credits, be- 
cause we give out billions of dollars in 
Federal tax credit dollars that do the 
same thing in housing. 

All I’m saying is if you want to fix 
the program, fix it. If you want to turn 
your back on neighborhoods, go ahead 
and do that. But not with my help. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chair, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. GARY G. MILLER). 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Mr. Chair, I appreciate my good friend 
admitting that we’re giving the money 
away, because we are. I struck a nerve 
for some reason when everybody keeps 
bringing up Chicanos Por La Causa for 
$137 million. The reason I think it’s 
egregious is we gave $1.3 billion away 
to nongovernment entities. And this 
one entity got 10 percent of all the non- 
government funding that went out. No- 
body has mentioned that I mentioned 
other groups that got $50 million, $70 
million, $60 million, $50 million each. I 
mentioned those groups. But what did 
HUD say about the money? When I 
quizzed Mercedes Marquez of HUD, her 
quote was ‘Тһе money is going to 
homeowners and to American citi- 
zens.” 

The problem I have with this, how do 
you feel about the people who lost the 
home? You’ve got a family, they put 
money into the home. The last couple 
of years have been tough. They 
couldn’t repair the plumbing, they 
couldn’t replace the appliances, they 
couldn’t afford to replace the broken 
window, they couldn’t paint the house 
because their house was in foreclosure. 
They lost that house. Now, we're 
spending $7 billion, and we have not 
helped one person in this country re- 
main a homeowner. 

If your house is going into fore- 
closure, you’re going to lose it. And 
these dollars are going to be spent to 
rehab your house and sell it to some- 
body else. 

Wake up, America. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chair, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota (Mr. ELLISON). 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, it’s 
amazing to me that we’re here at this 
time when we’ve seen 4 million fore- 
closures across America, perhaps 7 mil- 
lion. We’ve seen neighborhoods dev- 
astated. And instead of the majority 
conference offering solutions to this 
foreclosure crisis, instead of them com- 
ing forth and saying, You know what, 
here’s what we think we need to do for 
the American people to stay in their 
homes, all they want to do is destroy 
what Democrats have done. It’s amaz- 
ing. It’s really something that I hope 
the American people pay very close at- 
tention to. 
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The gentleman on the other end says 
that, Look, somebody’s going to buy 
the house that you lost in foreclosure. 
If we can be successful with programs 
like the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program, we will create an environ- 
ment where people will not lose their 
homes because the value of their homes 
will not plummet. They will not end up 
underwater. And people will have 
somewhere that they can live and a 
neighborhood that they can be proud 
of. 

But because the Republican con- 
ference is making itself abundantly 
clear, I think it needs to be clear to the 
American people whose side we’re on. 
The Democrats are on the side of the 
American people staying in their 
homes. The Republican conference is 
on the side of throwing people out and 
foreclosing on Americans. And it’s a 
sad, sad day in our Congress. We are in 
the middle of an enormous debate on 
the proper role of government. We be- 
lieve the proper role of government is 
to have fair rules, to have real enforce- 
ment of our financial regulations, to 
have real consumer protection, and to 
intervene when people’s neighborhoods 
are being destroyed by foreclosure. 

The Republicans say, You’re on your 
own. The market has all the answers. 
The market answers every question. 
Well, it doesn’t answer every question, 
especially when the market doesn’t 
have any cops on the beat, and when 
you let the people engage in all sorts of 
nefarious practices that caused the 
economic conditions that меге in 
today. 

The Republican conference was in 
power when the regulations that led to 
this destruction were in place—and 
they did nothing. When the Democrats 
got in charge, we solved it. And now 
they’re trying to disassemble it. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time I yield 4 minutes to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. BACHUS), the chairman of the Fi- 
nancial Services Committee. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to address two things that the mi- 
nority has raised. One is they’ve talked 
about fairness. And I will tell you that 
there’s nothing fair about this pro- 
gram. In fact, it’s an unfair program. 
It’s unfair for most Americans. The 
second thing they’ve talked about is 
foreclosures. This program causes fore- 


closures. This program encourages 
foreclosures. This program promotes 
foreclosures. 


Now let’s talk about the foreclosures 
first and then we’ll talk about fair. 
What does this program do? Does it 
prevent foreclosures? No. It encourages 
foreclosures. It allows nonprofits, com- 
munity organizations, and cities and 
counties to buy foreclosed properties. 
In other words, to create a market for 
foreclosed properties. The minority 
supplied us with pictures of two of 
these properties. This is the one in Bal- 
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timore, Maryland. This was one of two. 
I think the other one was in Los Ange- 
les, as I recall. This is the property. 

Now, just like all these properties, 
it’s not owned by a homeowner. There’s 
no homeowner there. It’s owned by a 
bank or a real estate speculator. It 
might have been somebody that put 
someone in this house with what we 
call an exploding loan. Put someone in 
that house that couldn’t afford it. 

So, what do we do? We construct a 
program that says to this bank that 
owns this property, that’s paying taxes 
to the government on this property— 
we don’t say to tear this down, or we 
don’t say we’re going to condemn it 
and convert it, and we’re going to get 
it with no charge. No. We buy it. Now, 
is that right? 

You said the banks caused this, the 
lenders. We ought to penalize those 
that are at fault. Well, how does penal- 
izing a lender who made a loan on this 
property, how is writing them a check 
fair? No, it’s not. This is a bailout for 
lenders and speculators. Now, is it fair? 
Well, is it fair to our grandchildren and 
our children, $4 billion every day that 
goes out of our Treasury, more than we 
bring in. Four billion dollars a day. In 
fact, the deficit for February was 230- 
something billion dollars. 

Now, every day they talk about fair- 
ness, and I have quoted this with every 
one of these failed programs. I have 
quoted Mike Mullen, chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, who says our debt 
is the biggest threat to our national se- 
curity, the existence of our country. 
Well, let’s just talk about one thing we 
do every day. We owe China 9% percent 
of our debt; 9 to 9% percent is owed to 
China. Every day we write a check to 
China because we won’t face up to this 
exploding spending of $120 million a 
day. 
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They could buy a Joint Strike Force 
Fighter every day and still put $20 mil- 
lion in their pocket. Every day. They 
could build an Air Force bigger than 
our Air Force in 5 years on money they 
earn from us and that our taxpayers 
pay because we won’t confront pro- 
grams like this. Because ‘‘fair’’ to us is 
saying yes to everyone except the tax- 
payers. 

And, oh, there are 4 million fore- 
closures in this country this year. 
That’s a terrible figure. But I tell you, 
this program will do nothing but in- 
crease that number. And to think that 
it’s fair to our children and grand- 
children to devise a program but not 
have the money to pay it and stick it 
on our children and grandchildren, it 
ought to infuriate any of us who are 
grandparents. It does me. 

It’s time now to end this foolishness 
which threatens the very existence of 
our country. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself 2 minutes to say I am struck by 
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the incongruity of Members who have 
voted for the war in Iraq, a trillion-dol- 
lar huge mistake, ongoing, who vote to 
continue what seems to me a futile ef- 
fort now in Afghanistan. 

The gentleman from Alabama, and 
we’ve talked about this before, he said 
that because the Obama administra- 
tion told him he had to, he voted to 
send $150 million a year last year, next 
year, for the next 2 years to the cotton 
farmers of Brazil. The gentleman op- 
posed a $250,000 limit on subsidies to 
any individual farmer. In the budget, 
the gentleman voted, as did most on 
his side, to send $1.2 billion to beef up 
Iraqi security forces. What about 
American security forces? What about 
giving some money to the cities so 
when they have to deal with abandoned 
property, they don’t have to take that 
out of the hides of their police depart- 
ments and fire departments? 

Yes, we should reduce the deficit. But 
to be for the enormous waste in the 
Pentagon—and, by the way, Members 
cite Mike Mullen. I wish, in addition to 
citing the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, they would make a simple 
commitment not to vote for the Pen- 
tagon money he doesn’t want. Because 
Members on that side cite his warning 
about the defense budget, about the 
deficit, and then force money on him 
that he thinks is useless. 

So let’s talk about the disparity be- 
tween people who vote enormous 
amounts of money; $400 million goes to 
Afghan infrastructure, we’re told. Well, 
let’s have it be done efficiently. I can- 
not think that in any program in 
America we are going to be spending 
the money less efficiently than the $400 
million my friends over there have 
voted to send to Afghanistan. 

So let’s look at this in a reasonable 
way. And we also believe that this bil- 
lion dollars, in fact, helps our cities. 
And there’s one fundamental error 
they make: the assumption is that for 
every piece of property—by the way, it 
is not simply foreclosed property; it is 
abandoned property—for every piece of 
property that’s out there, there is a re- 
sponsible financial institution whom 
you can sue and get the money from. 
That simply isn’t true. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself 30 more seconds. 

For many of these pieces of property, 
the cities are left with no recourse. 
There is no one to do it. One of the 
Members said the other day in com- 
mittee, Well, they can send out their 
bulldozer. Yeah, they can pull a fire- 
fighter off and hire a bulldozer oper- 
ator. 

The fact is that it is not simply for 
foreclosed property. It’s for foreclosed 
and abandoned property, and the no- 
tion that there are no buildings out 
there in the cities where there is no re- 
sponsible financial entity is nonsense. 
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And so what we’re telling the cities is, 
It’s tough. You’ve had these fore- 
closure problems. You’ve had this 
abandonment problem. You could sell 
it to the private sector, and the private 
sector will buy some, but they won’t 
buy it all. 

I now yield 3 minutes to the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman and 
Members, I think that my colleague 
from Minnesota said it all: Whose side 
are you on? Are you on the side of the 
American taxpayers who trusted us to 
regulate this industry that had respon- 
sibility for these mortgages? Are you 
on the side of taxpayers who simply 
wanted to live the American Dream, 
who simply wanted to get into a mort- 
gage so that they could own a home 
and do what it is the American Dream 
says we can do and we can accomplish? 

They trusted us to make sure that 
our regulators did their job. We all let 
them down. We allowed these mortgage 
firms, these loan initiators, these big 
banks to create these exotic products, 
products we had never heard of before. 

Nobody questioned what was a no doc 
loan. Nobody asked what is this teaser 
loan. Nobody talked about what hap- 
pens when these loans reset. And the 
American taxpayer was confronted 
with a mortgage with 30, 40 pieces of 
paper and they signed on the dotted 
line, because they wanted to live the 
American Dream. Little did they know 
that they would not be able to meet 
the reset amount, 6 months, 1 year, 2 
years from now; and so they got caught 
up in the scheme. It was a huge, fraud- 
ulent scheme perpetrated on the Amer- 
ican people by major financial institu- 
tions. 

Americans didn’t decide all of a sud- 
den that they didn’t want to pay their 
bills, that they didn’t want to pay their 
mortgage. Something big happened. 
And what happened was this big fraud 
that was perpetrated on the American 
people came to reality and the devil 
came due, and now it was time to pay, 
and they couldn’t afford it. 

Added to that, the recession that was 
caused by the subprime meltdown 
caused people to be in situations where 
they lost their jobs, or they were now 
in jobs that paid less than the jobs that 
they had when the economy was good. 
And so now we have people who have 
lost all these homes. They’re foreclosed 
on, they’re boarded up, they’re aban- 
doned. And, guess what, they’re bring- 
ing down the neighborhoods. Those 
people who stay in the neighborhoods 
and keep up their homes, they’re losing 
value because of these boarded-up prop- 
erties and because of these abandoned 
properties. 

So the government said, and I said 
and BARNEY FRANK said, those of us 
who created this program said, we have 
a responsibility to help the American 
people, because, through no fault of 
their own, now their homes are under- 
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water, their homes have lost value, and 
so we have the Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program. The Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program does give money to 
counties and cities and nonprofits and 
all to go in and rehab these properties, 
put them back on the market, upgrade 
the neighborhood, reduce the cost to 
fire and police and all of those city 
agencies that now have got to look 
after these boarded-up properties, 
where the animals are coming in and 
the weeds are growing up and neigh- 
bors are saying, My government, please 
help me. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle- 
woman has expired. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
the gentlewoman 1 additional minute. 

Ms. WATERS. That’s what the Neigh- 
borhood Stabilization Program is all 
about. And it creates jobs. It creates 
jobs, because now we’ve got the con- 
tractors, the subcontractors, the paint- 
ers, the Realtors all involved in helping 
to rehab this neighborhood, helping to 
stabilize these communities, creating 
jobs, assisting the American taxpayers 
who got into these situations through 
no fault of their own. 

Whose side are you on? Are you on 
the side of those who rip off our tax- 
payers? Or are you on the side of the 
taxpayers who sent you here to look 
after them and to be responsible? 

Mrs. BIGGERT. May I inquire of the 
Chair how much time each side has re- 
maining. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
Illinois has 9% minutes remaining. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts has 11%4 
minutes remaining. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. At this time I would 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. BACHUS), the chairman 
of the Financial Services Committee. 

Mr. BACHUS. Well, there you go 
again. Instead of talking about this 
program, you want to talk about the 
Brazil cotton deal, or you want to talk 
about Afghanistan. And ГІ talk about 
those. 

But before I do, I have a question for 
you, for my colleagues on the Demo- 
cratic side who talk about investing in 
this property. I want you to get a good 
look at this. 

Are you willing to put your money up 
to buy that? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BACHUS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. No, I 
don’t think any private entity would— 
I’m sorry. May I answer the question? 

That’s why we want to give money to 
the cities so they can tear it down, be- 
cause otherwise they’ll be stuck with 
it. I don’t think any private investor 
would put money in that. There’s no 
other way to deal with it, and the way 
to deal with it is to give them the 
money so they can tear it down. 
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Mr. BACHUS. Let’s tear it down. I 
agree with you. And let’s make the per- 
son who owns it tear it down. And this 
idea that this person can’t be found, 
that this person—— 

I would ask for order. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR 


The CHAIR. The Chair will remind 
Members to address their comments to 
the Chair. 

Mr. BACHUS. And I would say to the 
Chair—and I appreciate that—that if 
any of my colleagues want to buy this 
property and think it’s a good invest- 
ment, they can hire painters and Real- 
tors and put all these people to work, 
but the taxpayers, they’re having trou- 
ble paying their own mortgages. 
They’re having trouble financing their 
own children’s education. And whose 
side are we on? 

Listen, this program has benefited 
less than 2,000 pieces of property— 
banks—but we’ve got 12 million Amer- 
ican families who are underwater on 
their mortgage. And do you think it’s 
even fair to pay off, as y’all proposed, 
a half a million of those mortgages? 
How about the other 21 out of 22? You 
know, you can’t pay off all 12 million. 
You will break the country. So you 
say, well, we’re going to do the best we 
can. You’re going to pick winners and 
losers. 

Let me tell you something. The tax- 
payers that are paying their mortgages 
or own their own homes or didn’t get 
into this problem—don’t you get the 
message from November? The Amer- 
ican people don’t want us paying—they 
don’t want to pay for someone else’s 
obligations. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. BACHUS. Now, let’s talk about 
this Brazilian cotton, and let me tell 
you, if I were you—I’d say to the Chair, 
if I were the ranking member, I would 
talk about anything but buying this 
property and fixing it up. Га do any- 
thing to avoid that conversation. I’d 
avoid anything to talk about that 
we’re paying the banks with taxpayer 
money. 

But you mentioned Brazil and you 
said it was a stupid deal. You said it 
took a Flip Wilson to do this. Well, it 
was Ron Kirk, trade ambassador, that 
entered into the agreement. And who 
hired him? President Obama. So you 
ought to take it up with the Demo- 
cratic administration who saddled us 
with this $150 million obligation. 

I close with Afghanistan. I have a son 
who’s in the U.S. Marines. He was in 
there for 10 years and he’s out now, but 
let me tell you something. I will spend 
money to build up an Afghan force so 
we can bring our young men and 
women home. 
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[From the Office of the United States Trade 
Representative, Executive Office of the 
President] 


U.S., BRAZIL AGREE ON FRAMEWORK 
REGARDING WTO COTTON DISPUTE 


WASHINGTON, DC.—Today Brazil’s Min- 
isters reached a decision in support of a 
Framework regarding the Cotton dispute, 
which would avert the imposition of counter- 
measures of more than $800 million this year. 
This includes more than $560 million in coun- 
termeasures against U.S. exports which were 
scheduled to go into effect on Monday, June 
21, 2010, as well as possible countermeasures 
on intellectual property rights that could 
have taken effect later. We are pleased with 
this decision, and look forward to signing 
the Framework soon. 

The findings in the Cotton dispute concern 
U.S. cotton support under the marketing 
loan and countercyclical payment programs, 
and the GSM-102 Export Credit Guarantee 
Program. In line with these findings, the 
Framework has two major elements. 

First, it would provide, as a basis for a dis- 
cussion toward reaching a mutually agreed 
solution to the dispute, a limit on trade-dis- 
torting cotton subsidies. Second, the Frame- 
work would provide benchmarks for changes 
to certain elements of the current GSM-102 
program. In the Framework, the United 
States and Brazil would agree to meet quar- 
terly to discuss the successor legislation to 
the 2008 Farm Bill as it relates to trade-dis- 
torting cotton subsidies and the operation of 
GSM-102. The Framework would not serve as 
a permanent solution to the Cotton dispute. 
However, it would provide specific interim 
steps and a process for continued discussions 
on the programs at issue with a view to 
reaching a solution to the dispute. 

“Т am pleased that we have been able to 
negotiate a Framework regarding the WTO 
Cotton dispute that would avoid the imposi- 
tion of countermeasures against U.S. trade, 
including goods and intellectual property,” 
said Ambassador Kirk. ‘‘While respecting the 
role of the United States Congress in devel- 
oping the next Farm Bill, this Framework 
would now allow us to continue to work to- 
ward a final resolution of the Cotton dispute. 
I believe this Framework will go a long way 
in alleviating the uncertainty in our busi- 
ness communities and enhance the ability of 
the United States and Brazil to build upon 
our dynamic trading relationship.” 

“This framework agreement provides a 
way forward as we work with Congress to- 
ward a new farm bill in 2012,” said Secretary 
of Agriculture Tom Vilsack. ‘‘Although it is 
not a permanent solution, I am pleased that 
it allows us to maintain our programs while 
considering adjustments and avoiding the 
immediate imposition of countermeasures 
against U.S. exports as a result of the WTO 
cotton decision.” 


Background 


The Cotton dispute is a long-running dis- 
pute brought by Brazil against the United 
States. In 2005 and again in 2008, the World 
Trade Organization (WTO) found that certain 
U.S. agricultural support payments and 
guarantees are inconsistent with WTO com- 
mitments: (1) payments to cotton producers 
under the marketing loan and counter- 
cyclical programs; and (2) export credit guar- 
antees under the GSM-102 program, a USDA 
program used to provide guarantees for cred- 
it extended by U.S. banks or exporters to ap- 
proved foreign banks for purchases of U.S. 
agricultural exports. 

On August 31, 2009, WTO arbitrators issued 
arbitration awards in this dispute. These 
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awards provided the level of counter- 
measures that Brazil could impose against 
U.S. trade. The annual amount of counter- 
measures has two parts: 1) a fixed amount of 
$147.3 million for the cotton payments and 2) 
an amount for the GSM-102 program that 
varies based upon program usage. Using the 
data that we have given Brazil (in accord- 
ance with the arbitrators’ award), the cur- 
rent total of authorized countermeasures is 
more than $800 million. 

The arbitrators also provided that Brazil 
could impose cross-sectoral countermeasures 
(i.e. countermeasures in sectors outside of 
trade in goods, specifically intellectual prop- 
erty and services). It may impose cross-sec- 
toral countermeasures to the extent that it 
applies total countermeasures in excess of a 
threshold. The threshold varies annually, 
but is currently approximately $560 million. 
Therefore, of the approximately $820 million 
in countermeasures Brazil could impose now, 
about $260 million of that could be cross-sec- 
toral. 

On March 8, 2010 Brazil announced a final 
list of products that would face higher tariffs 
beginning on April 7, 2010. Goods on the list 
include autos, pharmaceuticals, medical 
equipment, electronics, textiles, wheat, fruit 
and nuts, and cotton. Brazil had not made a 
final decision on which U.S. intellectual 
property rights might be affected by cross- 
sectoral countermeasures, but it had begun 
the process to make this determination. 

On April 1, Deputy USTR Miriam Sapiro 
and USDA Undersecretary for Farm and For- 
eign Agricultural Services Jim Miller met 
with Ambassador Antonio Patriota, Sec- 
retary General of Brazil’s Ministry of Exter- 
nal Relations to discuss possible resolution 
of the dispute. As a result of that dialogue, 
the Government of Brazil agreed not to im- 
pose any countermeasures on U.S. trade at 
that time. In exchange, the. United States 
agreed to work with Brazil to establish a 
fund of approximately $147.3 million per year 
on a pro rata basis to provide technical as- 
sistance and capacity building to the cotton 
sector in Brazil, and for international co- 
operation related to the same sector in cer- 
tain other countries. Under the Memo- 
randum of Understanding that the United 
States and Brazil signed on April 20, 2010, the 
fund would continue until passage of the 
next Farm Bill or a mutually agreed solution 
to the Cotton dispute is reached, whichever 
is sooner. The fund is subject to trans- 
parency and auditing requirements. 

The United States also agreed to make cer- 
tain near term modifications to the oper- 
ation of the GSM-102 Export Credit Guar- 
antee Program, and to engage with the Gov- 
ernment of Brazil in technical discussions re- 
garding further operation of the program. In 
addition, the United States published a pro- 
posed rule on April 16, 2010, to recognize the 
State of Santa Catarina as free of foot-and- 
mouth disease, rinderpest, classical swine 
fever, African swine fever, and swine vesic- 
ular disease, based on World Organization for 
Animal Health Guidelines, and to complete a 
risk evaluation and identify appropriate risk 
mitigation measures to determine whether 
fresh beef can be imported from Brazil while 
preventing the introduction of foot-and- 
mouth disease in the United States. 

The parties further agreed on April 1 that 
they would work to develop a Framework re- 
garding the Cotton dispute by June 21, which 
would provide a path forward for a nego- 
tiated solution to the Cotton dispute and 
allow both countries to avoid the impact of 
countermeasures. Negotiators from Brazil 
and the United States have been engaged in- 
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tensively over the past several months, and 
successfully concluded this Framework. 

Brazil is the United States’ 10th largest 
trading partner with a total two-way goods 
trade of approximately $60 billion in 2009. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

First of all, the gentleman says why 
are you talking about other programs, 
why don’t you just talk about this pro- 
gram, but he talks about hundreds of 
billions of dollars of deficit, and this is 
a billion dollar program. So he hardly, 
Mr. Chairman, follows his own rules. 
He talks about hundreds of billions of 
dollars about a billion dollar program. 
I am joining him in saying, yes, we 
have a large deficit, of which this pro- 
gram is an infinitesimal part. 

Secondly, I am puzzled that my Re- 
publican friends, who generally tell us 
that the President is not very good at 
his job, hide behind him when it’s po- 
litically convenient. Yes, this is an 
Obama deal. The President was wrong. 
And unlike the gentleman from Ala- 
bama, if I think the President has 
made a foolish decision, I’m going to 
vote against it, not to send the money 
to Brazil. It wasn’t the President who 
told you to vote not to limit the sub- 
sidies to $250,000 per person. 

And as to bringing people home from 
Afghanistan, we will have a chance to- 
morrow to bring people home from Af- 
ghanistan. I will vote for that. Sending 
$400 million for corrupt infrastructure 
expenditures isn’t bringing anybody 
home. So let’s bring them home. The 
gentleman will have a chance to do 
that tomorrow. 

But then I want to go back to his 
thing about do you want to invest? No. 
He just ignored the facts. This is not 
just about foreclosed properties. It’s 
about abandoned properties. He says do 
I want to invest? He said do I want to 
buy it? Does he know who owns that? 
Could he give me the address? And 
what the gentleman said, he said of 
course you can find out who owns it; 
it’s not hard. 

We believe that there are properties 
where you can’t find the owner. Now, 
the gentleman got the picture. He must 
know about the property. 

Would you give us the address and 
the name of the responsible owner so 
we can tell the city not to use public 
money? 

I yield to the gentleman from Ala- 
bama. 

Mr. BACHUS. Well, let me ask you 
this—— 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. No. I 
will yield for the purpose of asking the 
gentleman a question. 

He said it’s possible to find the ad- 
dress and the owner. I am asking him 
to live up to what he said. Can he tell 
us who the owner is? He’s got the pic- 
ture of the property. He says, no, you 
don’t have to spend public money to 
tear it down. Go after the responsible 
owner. 
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I ask the gentleman, can he tell us 
who is the responsible owner? 

I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BACHUS. It was the person that 
you wrote the check to. You have to 
buy it, and you wrote the check out. So 
you know who the owner is. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
gentleman is wrong. 

I reclaim my time. 

Mr. BACHUS. You wrote the check to 
somebody. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Please 
instruct the gentleman as to the rules. 
He is blatantly wrong. It is not simply 
purchasing property. This gives the 
city money, and maybe that’s why they 
are so wrong on this. They don’t under- 
stand the program. It includes giving 
the city money to go in—— 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself another minute, because these 
people take a lot of work to get them 
to explain it. 

The fact is that it isn’t simply to buy 
it from a responsible owner. It includes 
money, as we have tried to explain to 
them, to demolish property. In fact, in 
the cities of Detroit and Cleveland, 
they specifically asked us—the gentle- 
woman from Los Angeles amended it— 
you can use city money to demolish 
property when there is no owner. So, 
no, there is no—you don’t write a 
check to someone who has abandoned 
the property. 

I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BACHUS. Well, let me ask you 
this: The IG said they couldn’t trace 
some of this money, and I think we’ve 
all figured that out. If we don’t know 
whom we’re paying—— 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I re- 
claim my time to point out the eva- 
sion. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has again expired. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself another 30 seconds. 

The gentleman made a big point of 
saying, buy the property from this per- 
son. He doesn’t know who owns the 
property. No one knows who owns the 
property because no one owns the prop- 
erty. They walked away from it. 

And what we’re saying is part of this 
is not to pay off the bank. And I will 
say, last point, and as you know, the 
taxpayers shouldn’t do it. In the bill 
that passed the conference committee 
which authorized this billion dollars, 
we said that the money should come 
not from the taxpayers but from large 
financial institutions that have more 
than $50 billion in assets and hedge 
funds with more than $10 billion. Re- 
publican opposition killed it. I’m going 
to refile that bill today. 

So I invite my Republican colleagues 
to join me and we will sponsor this bill, 
and it’s in the committee that the gen- 
tleman chairs. Let’s pass a bill that 
says the money that will go to cities to 
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knock down property where they can’t 
find the owner will get it from the 
large banks and from the large hedge 
funds. And if the gentleman will agree 
with that, then this whole argument 
about the deficit will disappear. 

But I will predict, Mr. Chairman, 
that they will find that that’s not so 
persuasive, and they will put up with 
the deficit when it means saving 
money for the large banks. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARY G. MILLER). 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Well, my good friend Mr. FRANK knows 
you can go to any land title company 
and they’ll tell you who owns the prop- 
erty: either the person lost it to a bank 
that had a loan on it or the bank owns 
it now; and if they didn’t have a loan 
on it, they still own the property. And 
if the property’s been abandoned, under 
rules of public safety, the city can go 
and demolish a property for public 
safety measures. 

But the difference is—I’m glad that 
Mr. FRANK said he disagrees with the 
Obama administration because I think 
they’re wrong, too, but in this case I 
think you’re wrong. 

This proposal does not make any 
sense. We believe we’re on the side of 
the people who are paying taxes in this 
country. Many are going through fore- 
closure. Many are out of work. We’ve 
taken your tax dollars and we’ve de- 
cided to give it to somebody else to buy 
property from the very banks that they 
take and say are so awful. 

Now, there’s been a lot of predatory 
loans made in this country. Lenders 
should not have made loans to people. 
They took advantage of people, no 
doubt. But then they foreclosed on 
those very people and we give private 
groups and government entities the 
ability to go buy the property from 
those banks, take and refurbish it, and 
sell it to people. 
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Now I will state again, in California, 
you can earn over $68,000 and buy one 
of these homes. You can earn between 
$73,000 and $80,000 and live in Hawaii, 
Virginia, New Jersey, Massachusetts, 
Utah, Alaska, Colorado, New Hamp- 
shire, and qualify to pick up a very 
good deal. Sometimes it might be 
based on who you know that has the 
house currently. Are you affiliated 
with somebody at the city at a good 
level or the county? Or do you know 
one of these people at the nongovern- 
ment agencies on the board of direc- 
tors, and you say, Hey, my cousin 
would like to buy one of these houses. 
And by the way, he’d like a good deal. 
There is nothing in the bill that pre- 
cludes that. The bill says clearly that 
you have to sell it for less than you 
paid and reinvested in it. It does not 
say how much less you have to sell it 
for or how much you sell it for. 
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

First of all, this program has been 
going on for some time. If there were 
any of the horror stories to match 
those hypotheticals, we would have 
heard from them. But I will say this to 
the gentleman from California. He ad- 
mits under public safety, the city 
might have to go in and tear it down 
with no recompense. Here is my pro- 
posal, and I invite my Republican col- 
leagues again to do this. Come back 
with us to when we had a bill that said, 
This program will be paid for not by 
the taxpayers but by an assessment on 
financial institutions with more than 
$50 billion in assets and hedge funds 
with more than $10 billion in assets. I 
will introduce this bill tomorrow. They 
can give us a hearing on it, mark it up, 
and it won’t cost the taxpayers a cent. 
And it will save the cities money. 

I now yield 3 minutes to the gentle- 
woman from New York (Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ). 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I thank the rank- 
ing member for yielding. 

As the ranking member stated be- 
fore, this is not only about foreclosed 
properties, this is about abandoned 
properties. The Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program will help rehabili- 
tate over 600 properties in New York 
City alone, but this is not just an issue 
for New York. This is a national prob- 
lem. It was created by a decade of over- 
heated mortgage lending and excess on 
Wall Street. It makes sense that our 
cities should have a national response. 
But contrary to common sense, the bill 
we consider today would abandon our 
cities and towns and force them to deal 
with this issue on their own. 

The foreclosure crisis has a ripple ef- 
fect on our whole economy. Foreclosed 
and abandoned homes consume limited 
city resources. At the same time, these 
homes lower property values for every- 
one in the neighborhood. Assistance 
from the NSP can not only rehabilitate 
empty homes, it can also reverse the 
downward spiral in property values. 
This bill eliminates the only housing 
mitigation program committed to 
stemming these ripple effects. Fore- 
closures are costly to everyone. With- 
out the NSP, Main Street will bear the 
costs of the problem created on Wall 
Street. 

Nationwide, nearly 100,000 projects 
will be undertaken with NSP funds. 
Property values will be restored in 
these neighborhoods, and working fam- 
ilies will once again have access to af- 
fordable housing. Yet if this legislation 
is enacted, 200 projects in New York 
City will go unfinished. Withdrawing 
support for the NSP at this stage will 
slow the budding recovery in our hous- 
ing sector not just for New York City 
but also for cities and towns across 
America. Mr. Chairman, I urge a “по” 
vote on this ill-conceived and, I have to 
say, mean-spirited legislation. 
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Mrs. BIGGERT. At this time, Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. CANTOR), the majority leader. 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentlelady. 

Mr. Chairman from day one, the ma- 
jority of this Congress promised the 
American people that we would focus 
like a laser on producing results. And 
over the past 2 months, we have al- 
ready begun to deliver on that promise 
by upending the culture of spending 
that prevailed in Washington and re- 
place it with a culture of savings. The 
most important thing government can 
do right now is to create an environ- 
ment that fosters opportunity for peo- 
ple. But if you talk to the small busi- 
nesses and entrepreneurs who create 
jobs, they will tell you that the explo- 
sion of government debt is threatening 
their ability to innovate and compete. 
Unless we move swiftly to change 
course, our economy will be consumed 
by fears of future tax increases, infla- 
tion, and higher borrowing costs. 
That’s why our majority is dedicated 
to our cut-and-grow agenda, cutting 
spending and job-destroying regula- 
tions and growing private sector jobs 
in the economy. 

Yesterday we took another signifi- 
cant step toward returning spending to 
2008 levels. Today we offer Members a 
chance through the YouCut program to 
cut an additional $1 billion in waste. 
This legislation, endorsed by millions 
of voters in the YouCut program, 
would terminate the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program, a pot of money, 
as the other side will tell you, that en- 
ables State and local governments to 
buy and rehabilitate foreclosed homes. 
Instead of benefiting at-risk home- 
owners facing foreclosure, however, 
this program may instead create per- 
verse incentives for banks and other 
lenders to foreclose on troubled bor- 
rowers. The people’s House is drawing a 
firm line in the sand against wasteful 
spending and inefficient government 
programs, and I urge my colleague the 
to support this legislation. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. How 
much time remains on both sides, Mr. 
Chairman? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts has 4 minutes remain- 
ing. The gentlewoman from Illinois has 
3% minutes remaining. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield 1% minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARY G. MILLER). 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
My good friend Mr. FRANK brought up a 
good point. He said, Well, show me 
where any of these egregious things 
and illegal things have occurred where 
somebody has cut somebody a deal. 
Well, I can’t show you any because 
there are no requirements. You could 
take one of these nonprofit, nongovern- 
ment entities out here that bought a 
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house. They have $180,000 in the house. 
One of the board members’ cousins 
could buy that house for $100,000, and it 
does not violate the requirements with- 
in the bill because it says you have to 
sell that house for less than the acqui- 
sition and rehabilitation prices. It does 
not say how much less. It says that you 
must not exceed an amount. 

So my good friend is absolutely cor- 
rect. I cannot show you an egregious 
act because there is no egregious act 
defined within the legislation. And 
that’s the problem with the bill. I be- 
lieve we are trying to say that the Re- 
publicans are on the side of the tax- 
payers. We believe that we need to do 
everything we can in this country to 
create jobs. And if we leave $7 billion in 
the economy based on the basic money 
multiplier of 10 percent, it creates $70 
billion worth of economy and genera- 
tion. We believe in that. We do believe 
in fair rules. And we believe that if a 
person has to watch their home go into 
foreclosure, and they live in California, 
and they watch a county, a city, or a 
nonprofit group buy that home, that 
they can sell that home to someone for 
$68,000 and all that person can do that 
lost their home is wipe the tears away. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

I appreciate the gentleman’s ac- 
knowledgement. With all of their ef- 
forts, they are out finding pictures of 
abandoned houses, they couldn’t find 
one example of where that abuse took 
place. In fact, there are a set of rules 
and restrictions that HUD has that I 
will submit under general leave. But 
again, let’s review some of their errors. 
The fundamental error is the argument 
that this is a program which buys 
money from banks that have foreclosed 
and own the property. In fact, it is 
foreclosed and abandoned property. 
There are also entities that foreclose 
that weren’t banks, that are not in ex- 
istence anymore. Yes, it does not deal 
with all the properties. Where there is 
a responsible bank that you can go 
after, the cities go after them. But the 
suggestion that in Detroit, in Cleve- 
land, in Boston, in Chicago, in all of 
our cities and in our rural areas there 
are no abandoned properties that lack 
someone you can sue is unreality. This 
is a triumph of ideological reflex over 
empirical observation. What this says 
to cities is, where you cannot find a re- 
sponsible owner to go after, and the 
property is festering, if it’s too far 
gone, you can tear it down. If it’s not 
too far gone, you can take it and resell 
it for an affordable unit. Yes, it’s got 
to be a limited income situation. 
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So that just disputes the whole no- 
tion that there’s always somebody else 
you can get. But I still believe it’s true 
that we shouldn’t let this come from 


the taxpayer. 
But I want to reiterate, and Г make 
this offer. In the conference committee 
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on Financial Reform, when this bill 
was passed—that’s true also, by the 
way, of the emergency homeowners’ re- 
lief—we said, let’s not have it come 
from the taxpayer. Let’s have it come 
from financial institutions with $50 bil- 
lion or more in assets, except for hedge 
funds, where it’s $10 billion or more in 
assets. 

If that had passed, it would have cost 
the taxpayers, the general revenue 
nothing. It would not have added to the 
deficit. And to the extent that some fi- 
nancial institutions were benefiting, 
they would have had to contribute. In 
fact, it would have had the larger fi- 
nancial institutions help the smaller 
financial institutions. 

The Republicans killed that before, 
but I believe in repentance, Mr. Chair- 
man. I believe in second chances for 
miscreants. I’m going to give, Mr. 
Chairman, my Republican colleagues a 
second chance. So for all their rhetoric 
about the deficit, here’s the response. 
Here are the choices: 

You can tell Detroit and Cleveland 
and other cities, you tear down that 
property when there’s nobody else to 
go to and you pay for it and lay off 
some teachers and cops and fire- 
fighters, or you leave the property up 
there to fester. Or you do it our way. 
You join in assessing the large finan- 
cial institutions. And I don’t mean to 
demonize Citicorp or Bank of America, 
Goldman Sachs, Blackstone. These are 
decent people. They are trying to make 
a profit. I don’t always agree with 
them. Why don’t we let them pay the 
billion dollars? 

So if there is a genuine concern 
about the deficit—I’m skeptical when 
people want to send the money to Af- 
ghanistan and Iraq and to Brazilian 
cotton farmers. Obama made them do 
that. Whenever they have a tough po- 
litical decision, Mr. Chairman, Obama 
did it. Why can’t they solve the prob- 
lems of Fannie and Freddie? Well, 
Obama won’t tell them how to do it. So 
they always hide behind the President 
when it’s convenient. 

But here’s the deal. It is undeniable. 
Let’s go back to the gentleman from 
Alabama. He found a building that was 
so decrepit he had a picture, and he 
said to us, You can go to the owner of 
that building and get the money. Well, 
he could find the building to take a pic- 
ture, but he couldn’t find the owner. 
Because I asked him, If that’s the case, 
if we can go to the owner, tell me who 
the owner is and let’s try and go after 
him. And he left the floor because he 
doesn’t know who the owner is because 
in some cases nobody knows who the 
owner is because the property has been 
abandoned or it was foreclosed upon by 
an entity that’s no longer in existence. 

So join with us, make the large fi- 
nancial institutions and the hedge 
funds pay for this, and save the cities 
money that they do not have. 
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MARCH 8, 2011. 
OPPOSE BILLS THAT SHUT OUT HOMEOWNERS 
AND ABANDON COMMUNITIES 


House Financial Services Committee, House of 
Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The following civil 
rights and consumer organizations are writ- 
ing to urge you to vote AGAINST the four 
bills coming before the House Financial 
Services Committee tomorrow that would 
eliminate the primary foreclosure preven- 
tion lifelines available to homeowners and 
communities struggling to make it out of 
our economic recession. For the reasons 
stated below, now is precisely the wrong 
time to end these programs. 

It is in the nation’s interest to prevent 
foreclosures. Everyone benefits when we can 
help families stay in their homes. Prevent- 
able foreclosures cripple the overall economy 
by adding vacant houses to the already 
flooded housing market, further depressing 
housing prices and adding harmful uncer- 
tainty to this critical market sector. An es- 
timated 11.57 million borrowers—1 in 5—are 
currently in danger of losing their homes. 
And unemployment and foreclosure now go 
hand-in-hand. Despite the average length of 
unemployment now at eight months, so 
many families who have lost their jobs or 
seen a drop in income as a result of the re- 
cession are now also losing their homes. We 
need to do more, not less, to help these fami- 
lies and stabilize the economy. 

It is in the nation’s interest to bring com- 
munities back. When families fail, commu- 
nities fail. Families who have suffered fore- 
closure will feel the impact of foreclosure for 
years to come. Among many destabilizing 
consequences, they must confront their 
lives’ disruption, the loss of their credit 
standing, and the higher cost and limited 
availability of future credit. But the impact 
of the foreclosure crisis is being felt far be- 
yond the immediate home and neighborhood. 
This crisis has devastated entire commu- 
nities, which suffer from a loss of commu- 
nity members, the disruption of community 
institutions, a decline in property values, 
and an increase in vacant and abandoned 
properties. Virtually every community 
across the country is feeling the fallout in 
the form of falling tax revenues and growing 
budget crises. Now is not the time to cut the 
programs created to prevent the foreclosures 
that fuel these broader problems. 

Foreclosures continue to proceed at record 
levels, with disproportionately heavy im- 
pacts on communities and families of color, 
who are facing foreclosure at twice the rate 
of other families because of discrimination. 
Foreclosure prevention is a civil rights issue, 
and communities of color are suffering a dis- 
proportionate loss of wealth. Several studies 
have documented pervasive racial discrimi- 
nation in the distribution of subprime loans. 
One such study found that borrowers of color 
are more than 30 percent more likely to re- 
ceive a higher-rate loan than white bor- 
rowers even after accounting for differences 
in creditworthiness.1 Another study found 
that high-income African Americans in pre- 
dominantly Black neighborhoods were three 
times more likely to receive a subprime pur- 
chase loan than low-income white bor- 
rowers.? An analysis of loan, credit, and cen- 
sus data has shown that even after control- 
ling for percent minority, low credit scores, 
poverty, and median home value, “racial 
segregation is clearly linked with the pro- 
portion of subprime loans originated at the 
metropolitan level.” 3 This research supports 
the conclusion that racial segregation is 
itself an important determinant of subprime 
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lending. The resulting flood of high cost 
loans in communities of color has artifi- 
cially elevated the costs of homeownership 
for residents of those neighborhoods.4 

Homeowners need more help, not less, and 
the mortgage and servicing industry has 
proven to be particularly ill-equipped in pro- 
viding it. A massive body of recent evidence 
exists which shows pervasive lender fore- 
closure processing problems and problems 
with mortgage transfers and assignments 
within the securitization process. These 
shortcomings show a deep disregard for legal 
requirements among lenders and servicers, 
and also demonstrate that they are badly 
understaffed, perform poorly, and lack ac- 
countability. Problems uncovered in the 
foreclosure process mirror the problems that 
homeowners seeking loan modifications have 
experienced: borrowers frequently report an 
inability to reach bank staff, loss of paper- 
work that they have sent in, and little over- 
sight or enforcement. 

We cannot leave the important job of fore- 
closure mitigation solely to an industry that 
has repeatedly refused to do the job cor- 
rectly. Just two days ago, HSBC suspended 
all foreclosures after an investigation by fed- 
eral regulators uncovered ‘‘problems in the 
company’s processing, preparation, and sign- 
ing off of affidavits and other documents 
supporting foreclosures, and in HSBC’s man- 
agement of third-party law firms retained to 
carry out foreclosures.” 5 Rather than elimi- 
nating the only lifelines that help people 
from losing their homes, we should be in- 
creasing that help. It is irresponsible to 
eliminate these programs at a time when our 
nation needs them most. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

AFL-CIO, 

Americans for Financial Reform, 

Bazelon Center for Mental Health Law, 

Center for NYC Neighborhoods, 

Center for Responsible Lending, 

Community Reinvestment Association of 
North Carolina, 

Consumer Action, 

Consumer Federation of America, 

Empire Justice Center, 

Family Equality Council, 

HomeFree-USA, 

The Leadership Conference, 


NAACP, 

National Association of Consumer Advo- 
cates, 

National Community Reinvestment Coali- 
tion, 

National Consumer Law Center (on behalf 


of its low-income clients), 

National Fair Housing Alliance, 

National Gay and Lesbian Task Force Ac- 
tion Fund, 

National 
Poverty, 

National Urban League, 

Neighborhood Economic Development Ad- 
vocacy Project, 

PICO National Network, 

SEIU, 

Woodstock Institute. 
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MARCH 7, 2011. 

Hon. SPENCER BACHUS, 

Chairman, Financial Services Committee, House 
of Representatives, 2129 Rayburn House Of- 
fice Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BACHUS: I am writing to 
express my strong opposition to H.R. 861, the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) 
Termination Act. NSP has helped cities 
across the country address and mitigate the 
deleterious effects that vacant and blighted 
properties have on neighborhoods and prop- 
erty values. As a result of the foreclosure 
crisis, communities throughout the country, 
including Los Angeles, face significant chal- 
lenges as foreclosed homes create a vicious 
cycle of blight, neighborhood decay, and 
lower property values. NSP has been instru- 
mental in helping to stem this downward spi- 
ral by addressing the negative effects of 
abandoned and foreclosed properties. 

In the City of Los Angeles, where, over the 
past four years, we have an estimated 39,000 
foreclosed properties, NSP has played a crit- 
ical role stabilizing our fragile housing mar- 
ket and helping to construct and rehabilitate 
a total of 1,200 housing units. Furthermore, 
at a time when unemployment in our con- 
struction industry is at an all-time high, 
NSP has created more than 900 jobs spurring 
Los Angeles’ economic recovery. 

Given the economic challenges facing cit- 
ies today, I urge the committee to continue 
funding for the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program. 

Very truly yours, 
ANTONIO В. VILLARAIGOSA, 
Mayor. 
NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF 
HOUSING PRESERVATION & DEVEL- 
OPMENT, 
New York City, March 9, 2011. 

Rep. SPENCER BACKUS, Chairman, 

Rep. BARNEY FRANK, Ranking Member, 

House Financial Services Committee, House of 
Representatives, Washington, DC. 

Re H.R. 839—‘‘The HAMP Termination Act of 
2011;” H.R. 861—‘‘NSP Termination Act” 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES: I am writing this 
letter to express the City of New York’s op- 
position to the above-referenced bills coming 
before the House Financial Services Com- 
mittee. These measures would eliminate cru- 
cial foreclosure prevention and neighborhood 
stabilization support available to home- 
owners and communities grappling with the 
devastating effects of the foreclosure crisis 
here in New York City. 

The Home Affordable Modification Pro- 
gram (HAMP) has been an invaluable tool for 
homeowners throughout the city who have 
unsustainable mortgages. 
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Data shows us that permanent HAMP 
modifications have on average saved home- 
owners almost $400 more in monthly pay- 
ments than the savings achieved by non- 
HAMP modifications ($1200 vs. $828). 

Of the permanent modifications reported 
by the Center for New York City Neighbor- 
hood’s extensive network of service pro- 
viders, 46% are HAMP modifications (479 out 
of 1036), which is on par with the national av- 
erage of 41%, as reported by the OCC (http:// 
tinyurl.com/4qajkkt). 

HAMP has had a tremendous impact in 
New York. In the NYC MSA, there have been 
41,785 HAMP modifications (32,785 permanent 
and 9,000 active trials), which represents 6% 
of all HAMP activity nationwide. 

Without HAMP foreclosure prevention ef- 
forts would be greatly diminished. HAMP 
has been critically important in moving the 
mortgage industry to make more affordable, 
sustainable modifications for homeowners 
who have the ability to stay in their homes. 
We know from counselors on the ground that 
the banks’ own proprietary modifications 
have become more affordable and ‘‘HAMP- 
like” since the full roll-out of the program, 
further illustrating HAMP’s impact. How- 
ever, HAMP must be preserved because even 
as the quality of non-HAMP modifications 
improves, they are not nearly as beneficial 
as HAMP modifications. 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
(NSP) provides states and municipalities 
with much-needed funds to stabilize neigh- 
borhoods hardest-hit by the foreclosure cri- 
sis. In NYC, we have used NSP funds to ac- 
quire and rehabilitate foreclosed homes for 
resale as affordable housing. 

NSP funds are reducing the city’s stock of 
vacant, foreclosed homes that are a blight on 
communities. To date, we have acquired 65 
homes that are in various stages of rehab, 
and on track to buy and restore 25 more. We 
are poised to launch a program that will 
offer NSP funds as downpayment assistance 
to encourage homeowners to buy foreclosed 
homes. These programs accomplish dual 
goals of incentivizing homeownership while 
also improving the housing stock in neigh- 
borhoods devastated by foreclosure. 

NSP funding has also been used to assist 
multifamily, rental buildings in distress, 
providing long-term affordability for in- 
come-eligible families. As a result of the eco- 
nomic downturn, New York City is wit- 
nessing an increase in the number of rental 
buildings with deteriorating physical condi- 
tions, with many of these buildings in de- 
fault on their mortgages. Addressing the 
needs of these properties is putting a strain 
on our typical funding sources, making NSP 
a particularly valuable tool. We have ex- 
pended over $3M of NSP funds on the acquisi- 
tion of foreclosed multi-family buildings, 
creating over 200 affordable rental units in 
The Bronx and Brooklyn. At least $10 million 
in future NSP funds will be targeted towards 
stabilizing some of the most distressed 
multi-family rental housing in the City. 

As outlined here, the aforementioned pro- 
grams offer critical assistance to New York 
City families and neighborhoods suffering 
from the harmful effects of the foreclosure 
crisis. These programs’ positive impacts are 
extensive and they are compelling. To elimi- 
nate them now would be unwise. For these 
reasons, The City of New York opposes their 
termination. 

Sincerely, 
RAFAEL E. CESTERO, 
Commissioner. 


Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield myself the 
balance of my time. 
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The gentleman might be interested 
to know that there was a HOPE VI bill 
that was an amendment to that, to 
H.R. 3524, made by Representative SES- 
SIONS. The amendment sought to main- 
tain HUD’s authority to issue demoli- 
tion only grants, and that failed by a 
recorded vote of 186-221. Voting “по” 
on that was the gentleman, Mr. FRANK 
and Ms. WATERS, Mr. ELLISON, Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ. 

I have been listening to all of this, 
and I think that everybody knows, we 
all want to get the housing market 
back on track. We all want to be able 
to help those that are in trouble. 

But many of my colleagues on the 
other side have said that if you end 
these programs there will be nothing, 
and that’s just not true. Of the 4.1 mil- 
lion mortgage modifications that were 
completed, 3.5 million were done by the 
private sector with no government pro- 
gram and not a dime from the tax- 
payers. So there is a market out there. 

There is also the Home Affordable 
Refinance Program, HARP, for home- 
owners. And don’t forget the Hardest 
Hit Fund, which President Obama es- 
tablished. And in 2008, $300 million in 
guarantees were committed for home- 
owners, a voluntary FHA program. $475 
million had been appropriated to 
Neighbor Works for foreclosure coun- 
seling. And finally, there are countless 
local, State and private sector initia- 
tives. 

So let us not forget that this is being 
taken care of. And rather than have a 
program that really doesn’t affect 
those that have been foreclosed on, it 
really is a program for counties, not- 
for-profits, for States, and it can cause 
incentives for banks and other lenders 
to foreclose on troubled borrowers, 
worsening and prolonging the housing 
credit crisis. 

So let’s get back to what this bill 
really does, and it doesn’t help tax- 
payers. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chair, | rise today to urge 
my colleagues to vote no on H.R. 861 the 
“Neighborhood Stabilization Program Termi- 
nation Act’. Mr. Chair, the termination of a 
program designed and dedicated to the sta- 
bilization of neighborhoods suffering through 
the foreclosure crisis is simply the wrong ap- 
proach. 

NSP was created to help stabilize commu- 
nities that have suffered from foreclosures and 
abandonment. The program will continue to 
work towards accomplishing these goals by 
purchasing and redeveloping foreclosed and 
abandoned homes in communities that were 
distressed by the economic downturn. NSP 
grants provide much needed assistance to 
state and local governments to acquire, de- 
molish and rehabilitate blighted properties. 

NSP funds also help to redevelop hard-hit 
communities, create jobs and grow local 
economies. HUD estimates that NSP alone 
will support 93,000 jobs nationwide once fully 
implemented. Mr. Chair, with unemployment at 
9 percent and many communities still seriously 
suffering from slow job growth, it is imperative 
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that we support programs like NSP that create 
jobs. 

| Mr. Chair, vacant and blighted properties 
have a serious effect on neighborhoods and 
property values. The U.S. Conference of May- 
ors and the National Community Development 
Association and many others have spoke out 
in favor of NSP. | urge this body to listen to 
the voices from the people on the ground in 
these communities. H.R. 861 does not ad- 
dress the urgent needs of these distressed 
communities. | urge a no vote on H.R. 861. 

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in 
opposition to H.R. 861, the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program Termination Act. The depth 
of our foreclosure crisis is astounding. Accord- 
ing to Realty Trac we witnessed over one mil- 
lion foreclosures last year and they predict we 
are on track to break that unfortunate record 
once again this year. 

Furthermore, the same group found that 
foreclosure proceedings were initiated against 
2.9 million of our nation’s households in 2010. 
They predict this number to increase by 20 
percent this year. 

With no apparent slowing of this trend, the 
Miami Valley region of Ohio has averaged 
roughly 7,000 foreclosures each of the last 
three years; there were more than 1100 fore- 
closures in just the first two months of this 
year. This is a three-fold increase from a dec- 
ade ago. 

This crisis hurts individuals, families, neigh- 
borhoods, and communities. In my area of 
Ohio, the foreclosures were not due to an irre- 
sponsible home buying “boom and bust” cycle 
with dramatic increases and falling home val- 
ues—but rather due to high unemployment 
caused by the deep recession; sharp declines 
in population, along with families who were 
victimized by predatory lenders and the lack of 
loan modification standards. 

The result has been an almost doubling of 
the vacancy rate made up mostly of abandon 
foreclosed properties. The City of Dayton cur- 
rently has 15,000 vacant excess units with 
some neighborhoods seeing half of their units 
vacant. 

Foreclosed properties sit vacant for long pe- 
riods of time, and not only become an eye- 
sore, but a threat to public health and safety. 
In response, the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program was created to help address this cri- 
sis with which our communities struggle. 

The resources that this program has 
brought to bear are continuing to make a con- 
siderable difference. Not only have hundreds 
of vacant units have been demolished, but the 
structures with value were rehabilitated and 
sold. In addition, the program has allowed lo- 
calities to partner with local builders, trade 
schools for at-risk youth, universities and non- 
profits, to further leverage these funds. 

| have stood on this floor and voted time 
and again to cut wasteful spending and termi- 
nate ineffective government programs, but | 
cannot vote to end the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program. In Southeast Ohio NSP 
has proven its value and demonstrated its ef- 
fectiveness at addressing one of the biggest 
problems to confront my communities. 

In Southeast Ohio this program has re- 
moved long standing blight. It is positively af- 
fecting real estate values, training at risk youth 
and also creating jobs. For all of these rea- 
sons, | urge my colleagues to join me in voting 
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against H.R. 861, The Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program Termination Act. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair, | rise 
today to oppose this spurious legislation to 
eliminate a program that has helped our towns 
and cities recover from the horrible housing 
crisis that has taken hold of these commu- 
nities. 

The intent of this program which | voted for 
was to stabilize neighborhoods. The legislation 
allowed hard-working American families іп 
danger of losing their homes to refinance into 
lower-cost government-insured mortgages 
they can afford to repay. 

| was able to hold foreclosure workshops in 
cities and towns throughout my district to help 
these families at risk of losing their homes. 
With my community’s help, many families 
were able to stay in their homes, keeping 
neighborhoods intact. 

| believe that more money should be used 
to keep people in their homes. To the adminis- 
tration’s credit, they attempted to create other 
programs that would do that. The Republican 
majority has spent the last weeks attempting 
to eliminate those programs also. 

The intent of the NSP legislation, begun 
more than three years ago, was to quickly and 
efficiently distribute funds to neighborhoods 
and communities that have a large number of 
foreclosed, vacant, or bank-owned properties. 
The local government’s goal should be to uti- 
lize the funds to secure communities and 
neighborhoods that have unique needs as a 
result of the foreclosure crisis. 

The use of non-governmental agencies in 
the NSP program was innovative. HUD could 
have further been innovative and used rent to 
own to keep people in their homes. 

NSP also seeks to prevent future fore- 
closures by requiring housing counseling for 
families receiving homebuyer assistance. HUD 
seeks to protect future homebuyers by requir- 
ing States and local grantees to ensure that 
new homebuyers under NSP receive home- 
ownership counseling and obtain a mortgage 
loan from a lender who agrees to comply with 
sound lending practices. 

Defeat this legislation and vote to keep peo- 
ple in their homes and our communities living 
and vibrant. 

| would like to submit this article from the 
Florida Times-Union into the RECORD about 
the amount of Jacksonville homes underwater. 

[From the Florida Times-Union, March 8, 

2011] 

NEARLY HALF OF JACKSONVILLE HOME 
MORTGAGES UNDERWATER AT END OF 2010 
(By Kevin Turner) 

MARCH 8.—Nearly half of mortgages resi- 
dences in Jacksonville were underwater at 
the end of 2010—47 percent—primarily be- 
cause their values have sunk below the 
amount their owners owe on their mort- 
gages. 

The phenomenon is also known as ‘‘nega- 
tive equity.” According to real estate data 
aggregator CoreLogic, another 4.8 percent of 
all mortgaged Jacksonville mortgages were 
in “near negative equity” status, or owed 
the same or nearly the same as much as 
their homes were worth. 

Combined, 51.8 percent of Jacksonville 
homes are underwater or nearly so, accord- 
ing to a report released today by real estate 
data aggregator CoreLogic. 

Although sinking values are thought to be 
the chief cause, increases in mortgage debt 
are also a factor, CoreLogic noted. 
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The local combined underwater percentage 
is significantly higher than the national av- 
erage of 27.9 percent of mortgaged homes na- 
tionwide that are underwater or near under- 
water. Some 23.1 percent were fully under- 
water. 

The difference in the statistic locally and 
nationally underscores the lingering effects 
of bursting of the real estate value bubble in 
hardest-hit Florida, Nevada, Arizona and 
California. 

The Associated Press also reported: 

Nationally, the number of Americans who 
owe more on their mortgages than their 
homes are worth rose at the end of last year, 
preventing many people from selling their 
homes in an already weak housing market. 

The percentage of homes underwater at the 
end of the fourth quarter, at 23.1 percent, 
was up from 22.5 percent, or 10.8 million 
households, in the third quarter. 

The number of underwater mortgages na- 
tionally had fallen in the previous three 
quarters, mostly because more homes had 
fallen into foreclosure. 

Underwater mortgages typically rise when 
home prices fall. Home prices in December 
hit their lowest point since the housing bust 
in 11 of 20 major U.S. metro areas. In a 
healthy housing market, about 5 percent of 
homeowners are underwater. 

About 2.4 million people have only 5 per- 
cent equity or less in their homes, putting 
them near the tipping point if prices in their 
area fall. 

Roughly two-thirds of homeowners in Ne- 
vada with a mortgage had negative home eq- 
uity, the worst in the country. Arizona, Flor- 
ida, Michigan and California were next, with 
nearly 50 percent of homeowners with mort- 
gages in those states underwater. 

Oklahoma had the smallest percentage of 
underwater homeowners in the October-De- 
cember quarter, at 5.8 percent. Only nine 
states recorded percentages less than 10 per- 
cent. 

When a mortgage is underwater, the home- 
owner often can’t qualify for mortgage refi- 
nancing and has little recourse but to con- 
tinue making payments in hopes the prop- 
erty eventually regains its value. 

The slide in home prices began stabilizing 
last year. But prices are expected to con- 
tinue falling in many markets due to still- 
high levels of foreclosure and unemploy- 
ment. 

That means homes purchased at the height 
of the real estate boom are unlikely to re- 
cover lost value for years. 

Underwater mortgages also dampen home 
sales. Homeowners who might otherwise sell 
their home refuse to take a loss or can’t get 
the bank to agree to a short sale—when a 
lender lets a borrower sell their property for 
less than the amount owed on the mortgage. 

Home sales have been weaker in areas 
where there are a large number of home- 
owners with negative equity. 

The total amount of negative equity in- 
creased to $751 billion nationwide, up from 
$744 billion in the previous quarter. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chair, | rise today in 
opposition to the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Termination Act, or H.R. 861, a bill to elimi- 
nate the Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
(NSP). | would like to shed light on the posi- 
tive impact the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program has had on neighborhoods and com- 
munities across the country and particularly in 
Chicago, Illinois, as well as dispel myths my 
Republican colleagues have been passing off 
as the truth. 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Program is 
one of several programs targeted for elimi- 
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nation by House Republicans. These are pro- 
grams that are helping middle-class and work- 
ing-class Americans avoid losing their homes 
through the calamity of foreclosure. While im- 
perfect, these programs are literally keeping a 
roof over people’s heads, keeping families to- 
gether, and preserving the fabric of American 
neighborhoods. 

Let’s not forget, Congress bailed out finan- 
cial institutions when they hit rock bottom and 
Congress acted to shore up the economy 
when it was on the brink of a deeper crisis. 

But now Republicans are saying we can’t 
afford programs that lend a hand to American 
homeowners in their hour of greatest need? 
Thats not the America | know, that’s not the 
America that families need, and that is not the 
America we were sent to Washington to pro- 
tect. Let’s help our neighbors and our neigh- 
borhoods and not leave them to fend for them- 
selves during these tough times. 

Recently, several worthy and notable orga- 
nizations, such as Chicanos Por la Causa 
(CPLC), have been specifically targeted by my 
Republican colleagues for the funds they’ve 
received under the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program. Let me make this clear, Chicanos 
Por La Causa is the lead applicant for a na- 
tional consortium of non-profit affordable hous- 
ing developers that have received federal 
funding to revitalize neighborhoods in eight 
states and the District of Colombia that have 
been negatively impacted by foreclosures and 
abandoned properties. CPLC, which was 
awarded $137 million to address foreclosed 
and vacant properties, submitted one of the 
highest scoring grants. The grant to CPLC in- 
creased the equitable allocation of NSP funds 
by providing the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) with important 
tools to help American communities. Specifi- 
cally, it provided HUD with a method for in- 
vesting through 13 consortium members in a 
mix of urban and rural communities that have 
been hardest hit by the foreclosure crisis, and 
in predominately Latino communities through 
organizations that provide culturally and lin- 
guistically competent services. 

Currently, there are approximately 1.3 mil- 
lion Latinos who are in the process of fore- 
closure or have already lost their homes. 
There is no doubt the Latino community has 
been disproportionately affected by the fore- 
closure crisis. For this reason, Chicanos Por 
La Causa, together with the National Associa- 
tion for Latino Community Asset Builders, 
have helped blighted communities repair the 
devastation and distress that comes with 
abandoned properties. The Resurrection 
Project is one of the organizations under this 
consortium that is in my own backyard in Chi- 
cago. The Resurrection Project has served the 
Back of the Yards community in my district by 
investing $12 million in NSP funds to help sta- 
bilize the community. Back of the Yards is one 
the poorest and most blighted communities in 
my district and one of the hardest hit by the 
foreclosure crisis. These funds will certainly 
assist with the recovery efforts and revitalize 
this historic neighborhood in the city of Chi- 
cago. 

Mr. Chair, our nation is facing extraordinarily 
dire economic times. American homeowners, 
our neighborhoods, and our communities do 
not deserve to have Congress turn our backs 
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on them in the hour of greatest need. | believe 
the Neighborhood Stabilization Program is 
vital to our states, to our cities, and to our 
communities that have been hardest hit by the 
largest housing crisis of our generation. This is 
why | am opposing the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Termination Act. Two weeks ago | 
submitted a letter for the record during the In- 
surance, Housing and Community Opportunity 
Subcommittee hearing on foreclosure mitiga- 
tion programs targeted for elimination. The let- 
ter was submitted on behalf of the National 
Association of Counties, National League of 
Cities, U.S. Conference of Mayors, National 
Community Development Association, National 
Association for County Community and Eco- 
nomic Development, Council of State Commu- 
nity Development Agencies, and the Enter- 
prise Community Partners, Inc., all of whom 
support this very valuable neighborhood revi- 
talization program. | ask my colleagues to 
stand with our neighborhoods and our commu- 
nities and vote no on this bill. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Chair, | rise in opposition to H.R. 861, the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program Termi- 
nation Act. 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
was established in 2008 to help stabilize com- 
munities across American that has suffered 
from foreclosures and abandonment. 

Neighborhood Stabilization Program funds 
give states and local governments the tools 
needed to purchase and redevelop foreclosed 
and abandoned homes. 

Without this funding whole neighborhoods 
suffer sliding real estate values, increases in 
crime, and decreases in the overall morale of 
its citizens. 

From the total Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program appropriations of $7 billion, HUD esti- 
mates that 100,000 properties in the hardest- 
hit areas will be impacted. 

In my district, Dallas, Texas, a little over 7.9 
million dollars was awarded through Neighbor- 
hood Stabilization Program funding. 

At the beginning of the foreclosure crisis 
Dallas’ housing market suffered from an aver- 
age of 300 foreclosures a month. 

The City of Dallas has identified 13 areas in 
the city that can benefit from this funding. 

Without programs like the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program, neighborhoods in my 
area would have nowhere else to turn. 

Neighborhood Stabilization Program funds 
help to redevelop hard-hit communities, cre- 
ates jobs, and grows local economies. 

With nearly 14 million Americans out of a 
job, Americans need a Republican Congress 
that works to create jobs and strengthen the 
economy. 

In the last 11 weeks, the House Repub- 
licans have passed reckless spending pro- 
posals estimated to destroy 700,000 jobs and 
stall our economic growth. 

| encourage my colleague to stand by strug- 
gling neighborhoods and vote no on this 
measure. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chair, | rise in strong 
opposition to H.R. 861, the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program (NSP) Termination Act. This 
bill stops in its tracks the successful efforts to 
rebuild neighborhoods hardest hit by the fore- 
closure crisis. The Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program has provided resources to allow cit- 
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ies and states to rehabilitate foreclosed and 
abandoned homes that are driving down home 
prices and destabilizing neighborhoods. 

In Rhode Island, we were hit early and hard 
by the housing crisis. We currently have the 
fourth highest unemployment rate, and Rhode 
Islanders are struggling with mortgage pay- 
ments due to the loss of jobs through no fault 
of their own. This program has provided the 
state with much needed resources to stabilize 
our housing market and create new low-in- 
come housing. Rhode Island housing agencies 
have warned me that ending this program 
would be detrimental to their efforts to build 
homes, save buildings, stabilize blighted 
neighborhoods, and most importantly, put 
Rhode Islanders to work. 

In my district, $800,000 out of Rhode Is- 
land’s NSP funds went to creating a new 
building that houses 12 homeless veterans, a 
police station, and commercial space. This 
funding also helped create two additional 
apartments for homeless veterans in a nearby 
building that also includes a social services of- 
fice for the residents. This legislation would 
stop projects that are already planned to cre- 
ate jobs that would support 90 affordable 
homes and apartments in the most at-risk 
neighborhoods. 

Mr. Chair, without the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program, Rhode Island would not 
have been able to undertake this remarkable 
partnership, as well as numerous other suc- 
cessful examples around the State that have 
brought together Federal, State, business and 
community organization efforts. 

| urge my colleagues to vote against this 
measure. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chair, | rise in opposition 
to H.R. 861, which will terminate an important 
Federal response to the mortgage crisis that 
continues to threaten American economic 
growth. 

Last week, House Republicans voted to ter- 
minate the Federal Housing Administration 
(FHA) Refinance Program, a promising fore- 
closure prevention program directed toward 
responsible homeowners. Today, we are con- 
sidering terminating a program that helps sta- 
bilize communities rocked by massive fore- 
closure and home abandonment. With about 
13.7 million Americans struggling with unem- 
ployment, | urge the Republican leadership to 
focus on creating jobs, not on terminating pro- 
grams. It is time to be constructive, not de- 
structive. 

Mr. Chair, | am starkly opposed to H.R. 861, 
which would terminate the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program (NSP). This important pro- 
gram provides grants to State and local gov- 
ernments and eligible entities to buy and re- 
store abandoned and foreclosed properties. 
This funding allows the hardest hit commu- 
nities, like those in my home state of Michi- 
gan, to start tearing down dilapidated prop- 
erties with an eye toward shrinking struggling 
cities and rehabilitating healthy neighbor- 
hoods. This funding helps increase nearby 
property values and decrease the risk of fore- 
closure for remaining residents. It also enables 
communities to cut down on havens for crimi- 
nal activity, reducing law enforcement costs. 
Several communities in my Congressional Dis- 
trict, like Dearborn, Taylor, and Inkster have 
benefited from this program, and its continued 
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funding is crucial for local governments to re- 
spond to the mortgage crisis. If my Republican 
colleagues refuse to believe NSP is a wise 
public investment, | extend an invitation for 
them to visit my home state and witness the 
critical impact this program has on hard-hit 
communities. 

Mr. Chair, | strongly urge my colleagues to 
vote against this bill. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, today’s legis- 
lation is the third in a series of four announced 
bills explicitly intended to dismantle our na- 
tion’s foreclosure prevention efforts. 

In this case, the initiative being terminated is 
the Neighborhood Stabilization Program, 
which has to date impacted over 100,000 
properties in our nation’s hardest hit areas 
while supporting an estimated 93,000 jobs. 
The program works by providing critical assist- 
ance to states, local governments and non- 
profit organizations to demolish or rehabilitate 
blighted properties, as well as establish finan- 
cial assistance programs for low- and middle- 
income homebuyers. The resulting redevelop- 
ment of foreclosed and abandoned homes has 
helped stabilize communities, preserve the 
value of adjacent properties, and begun to re- 
store municipalities’ tax base. 

Mr. Chair, with seven million people having 
lost their homes to this housing crisis so far, 
another three million foreclosures expected 
through 2012, and unemployment still hov- 
ering around 9 percent, now is not the time to 
pull the rug out from under distressed home- 
owners and communities struggling to get 
back on their feet. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The CHAIR. All time for general de- 
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute printed in 
the bill shall be considered as an origi- 
nal bill for the purpose of amendment 
under the 5-minute rule and shall be 
considered read. 

The text of the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

H.R. 861 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the “NSP Termi- 
nation Act’’. 

SEC. 2. RESCISSION OF $1 BILLION FUNDING FOR 
ЗЕР ROUND OF NEIGHBORHOOD 
STABILIZATION PROGRAM. 

Effective on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, there are rescinded and permanently can- 
celed all unobligated balances remaining avail- 
able as of such date of enactment of the 
amounts made available by section 1497(a) of 
the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Con- 
sumer Protection Act (Public Law 111-203; 124 
Stat. 2209; 42 U.S.C. 5301 note). 

SEC. 3. TERMINATION OF NEIGHBORHOOD STA- 
BILIZATION PROGRAM. 

(a) REPEAL.—Sections 2301 through 2303 of the 
Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008 
(Public Law 110-289; 122 Stat. 2850; 42 U.S.C. 
5301 note) are hereby repealed. 

(b) TREATMENT OF REMAINING FUNDS.— 

(1) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Notwithstanding the re- 
peal under subsection (a), any amounts made 
available under the provisions specified in para- 
graph (2) of this subsection shall continue to be 
governed by any provisions of law applicable to 
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such amounts as in effect immediately before 
such repeal. 

(2) REMAINING FUNDS.—The provisions speci- 
fied in this paragraph are as follows: 

(A) Section 2301(a) of the Housing and Eco- 
nomic Recovery Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-289; 
122 Stat. 2850; 42 U.S.C. 5301 note). 

(B) The second undesignated paragraph 
under the heading ‘‘Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, Community Planning and 
Development, Community Development Fund” 
in title XII of division A of the American Recov- 
ery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Public Law 
111-5, 123 Stat. 217). 

(c) TERMINATION.—Upon the obligation of all 
amounts made available under the provisions 
specified in subsection (b)(2), and outlays to liq- 
uidate all such amounts, the Secretary of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development shall terminate the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program authorized 
under the provisions specified in subsections (a) 
and (b)(2). 

SEC. 4. PUBLICATION OF MEMBER AVAILABILITY 
FOR ASSISTANCE. 


Not later than 5 days after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development shall publish to its 
Website on the World Wide Web in a prominent 
location, large point font, and boldface type the 
following statement: “The Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program (NSP) has been terminated. 
If you are concerned about the impact of fore- 
closed properties on your community, please 
contact your Member of Congress, State, county, 
and local officials for assistance in mitigating 
the impacts of foreclosed properties on your 
community.’’. 

The CHAIR. No amendment to the 
committee amendment is in order ex- 
cept those printed in part B of House 
Report 112-34. Each such amendment 
may be offered only in the order print- 
ed in the report (except that amend- 
ment No. 9 and amendment No. 10 may 
be offered only en bloc), may be offered 
only by a Member designated in the re- 
port, shall be considered read, shall be 
debatable for the time specified in the 
report equally divided and controlled 
by the proponent and an opponent, 
shall not be subject to amendment, and 
shall not be subject to a demand for di- 
vision of the question. 

MOTION TO RISE 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a preferential motion at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will report the 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. ELLISON moves that the Committee 
do now rise and report the bill to the House 
with the recommendation that the enacting 
clause be stricken. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Minnesota is recognized for 5 minutes 
in support of his motion. 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, I rise to 
make this motion today because I’m 
opposed to the underlying bill, the NSP 
Termination Act. 

Mr. Chair, in the course of this de- 
bate on the termination of foreclosure 
mitigation programs, including this 
bill, we’ve been enmeshed in a huge de- 
bate around what the proper role of 
government is. 

The Republican Caucus clearly 
thinks that government has no role, 
that citizens are on their own, and that 
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no matter how much devastation a par- 
ticular phenomenon like the fore- 
closure crisis has caused, that citizens 
just have no help in the government. 
The government can’t be there for 
them. 

And, on the other hand, the Demo- 
cratic Caucus, we believe that, in the 
proper circumstances, the government 
has an important role and does need to 
be there for the American people, and 
when we see property values dropping, 
whole neighborhoods destroyed, that 
we should do something about it. 

This motion to strike the enacting 
clause, according to Rule XVIII, clause 
9, “if carried in the House, shall con- 
stitute a rejection of the bill.” 

And, Mr. Chair, I urge that we do re- 
ject this bill. This bill is an affront and 
an insult at a time when Americans 
have seen over 4 million foreclosures 
across this Nation, devastating whole 
communities, devastating communities 
and wiping out city and municipal 
budgets, so that cities, when they have 
abandoned properties in their neighbor- 
hoods, are left with tearing them down 
and demolishing them on the nickel of 
the taxpayer in that city when, in fact, 
this is a community-wide problem. 

There’s no money in many cities to 
do the demolition. So what will happen 
is that an old, burned-out hulk will sit 
there and sit there as neighbors look 
on and see the property values in their 
homes plummet. And what we’ll see, 
Mr. Chair, is people leaving dogs there. 
Perhaps the house will be an attractive 
nuisance. Perhaps some crime will be 
committed there, drug dealing there, 
dead animals left there, and neighbor- 
hoods will fall deeper and deeper in de- 
spair. 

I grew up in the city of Detroit. Pm 
honored to represent the Fifth District 
of Minneapolis today, but I grew up in 
the city of Detroit, and I saw how the 
foreclosures in that city ripped that 
town apart. And the good people of 
that city had to sit by and watch folks 
burn houses. They would put them on 
fire, and years later, no money to de- 
molish them that the city had, and it 
just helped folks say that, You know 
what? I’m going to leave this city be- 
cause I can’t stand to live here with 
that big hulk right next to my home. 
Who’s going to help out? 

Well, according to the Republican 
Caucus, that’s not the proper role of 
government. And this is really what 
this is all about. 

Mr. Chairman, I’ve heard our friends 
in the Republican Caucus talk about 
jobs, yet they haven’t introduced one 
single jobs bill, and we’ve been here for 
11 weeks. 

They talk about the deficit and go on 
and on ad nauseam about putting debt 
on our children and grandchildren. And 
yet, when they had the chance to raise 
revenue so that we could, in fact, pay 
the bills of this country, they were ab- 
solutely and adamantly opposed to it. 
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But now, when we see Americans 
have their neighborhoods slipping into 
oblivion, slipping into a situation 
where people can’t live in their neigh- 
borhood and people can’t sell their 
homes so they’re just suffering, the Re- 
publican Caucus said, There’s nothing 
we can do for you either. 
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They don’t really demonstrate a 
commitment to jobs. They don’t really 
demonstrate a commitment to even 
dealing with the deficit, at least not 
through revenue raising. They have a 
commitment to set Americans adrift, 
on their own. 

I make this motion to correct the 
record on this Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program. This isn’t a broken or 
ineffective program that should be 
eliminated. It is a vitally important 
program for local and State govern- 
ments that need all the resources they 
can get to address neighborhoods that 
are overrun by foreclosures. 

According to HUD, the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program has supported 
close to 100,000 jobs nationwide. They 
will be eliminated if we pass this bill. 
That’s right. The Republicans, again, 
are cutting another 100,000 jobs for 
working Americans. 

So, Mr. Chair, what does the Neigh- 
borhood Stabilization Program do? 

It helps local and State governments 
renovate abandoned and foreclosed 
properties. It helps local governments 
revitalize communities instead of 
watching these neighborhoods deterio- 
rate. It gives communities the ability 
to get back on their feet as quickly as 
possible. 

In my district, the city of Min- 
neapolis has put NSP funding to good 
use. Thomas Streitz is the director of 
Housing and Policy Development for 
the city of Minneapolis, and he ex- 
plains: ‘Тһе Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program has enabled the city of 
Minneapolis to stabilize neighborhoods 
throughout the city affected by fore- 
closure. Funding to date has impacted 
more than 530 properties, and with the 
additional funding sought, 56 more 
properties could һе rehabilitated, 
bringing even more homeowners back 
into neighborhoods.”’ 

| believe NSP funding is a good investment, 
because the foreclosure crisis hasn’t stopped 
and it is continuing to affect neighborhoods in 
my district, and every district across the coun- 


try. 
"This bill that slashes funds to NSP turns a 
blind eye to the way cities and counties are 
struggling to get a handle on the foreclosure 
crisis that is tearing apart neighborhoods. 
Eliminating this funding will leave cities and 
counties defenseless against the high costs 
that foreclosures have on local government. 
Leaving homes abandoned and empty is not 
a strategy for success. 
It means that local governments will pay 
more for code enforcement. 
Local governments will pay more for police 
and fire services. 
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Local governments will pay more for mainte- 
nance costs like lawn mowing. 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
has broad support from a wide coalition of or- 
ganizations. 

Groups support this program because it 
helps revitalize neighborhoods in places that 
desperately need all the help they can get. 
The U.S. Conference of Mayors supports this 
program; the National League of Cities sup- 
ports this program; Enterprise Community 
Partners supports this program. In total, over 
50 organizations have come out to support the 
NSP program. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for my 
motion to strike the enacting clause. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
preferential motion offered by the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON). 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 183, noes 240, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 182] 


AYES—183 
Ackerman Farr McGovern 
Andrews Fattah McIntyre 
Baca Filner McNerney 
Baldwin Frank (MA) Meeks 
Barrow Fudge Michaud 
Bass (CA) Garamendi Miller (NC) 
Becerra Gonzalez Miller, George 
Berkley Green, Al Moore 
Bishop (GA) Green, Gene Moran 
Bishop (NY) Grijalva Murphy (CT) 
Blumenauer Gutierrez Napolitano 
Boswell Hanabusa Neal 
Brady (PA) Hastings (FL) Olver 
Braley (ТА) Heinrich Owens 
Brown (FL) Higgins Pallone 
Butterfield Himes Pascrell 
Capps Hinchey Pastor (AZ) 
Capuano Hinojosa Payne 
Cardoza Hirono Pelosi 
Carnahan Holden Peters 
Carney Holt Peterson 
Carson (IN) Honda Pingree (ME) 
Castor (FL) Hoyer Polis 
Chu Inslee Price (NC) 
Cicilline Israel Quigley 
Clarke (MI) Jackson (IL) Rangel 
Clarke (NY) Jackson Lee Reyes 
Clay (TX) Richardson 
Cleaver Johnson (GA) Richmond 
Clyburn Johnson, E. B. Ross (AR) 
Connolly (VA) Kaptur Rothman (NJ) 
Conyers Keating Roybal-Allard 
Cooper Kildee Ruppersberger 
Costa Kind Rush 
Costello Kissell Ryan (OH) 
Courtney Kucinich Sanchez, Linda 
Critz Langevin T. 
Crowley Larsen (WA) Sanchez, Loretta 
Cuellar Larson (CT) Sarbanes 
Cummings Lee (CA) Schakowsky 
Davis (CA) Levin Schiff 
Davis (IL) Lewis (GA) Schrader 
DeFazio Lipinski Schwartz 
DeGette Loebsack Scott (VA) 
DeLauro Lofgren, Zoe Scott, David 
Deutch Lowey Serrano 
Dicks Lujan Sewell 
Dingell Lynch Sherman 
Doggett Maloney Shuler 
Donnelly (IN) Markey Sires 
Doyle Matheson Slaughter 
Edwards Matsui Smith (WA) 
Ellison McCarthy (NY) Speier 
Engel McCollum Stark 
Eshoo McDermott Sutton 


Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 

Tonko 

Towns 

Tsongas 

Van Hollen 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 


Berman 
Burton (IN) 
Cohen 


Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 


NOES—240 


Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
Е. 
Маск 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 


NOT VOTING—9 


Garrett 
Giffords 
Labrador 
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Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 


Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 

Petri 

Pitts 

Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Rahall 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Nadler 
Perlmutter 
Smith (NJ) 
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Messrs. BENISHEK, MANZULLO, 
ALTMIRE, HELLER and TERRY and 
Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER changed 
their vote from “ауе” to “по.” 

Messrs. GENE GREEN of Texas and 
RUPPERSBERGER and Ms. LEE 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to “ауе.” 

So the motion was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON 


The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 1 printed in part 
B of House Report 112-34. 

Mr. ELLISON. I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 


Page 5, line 4, before ‘‘Effective’’ insert 
(а) RESCISSION.—’’. 

Page 5, after line 10, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(b) IDENTIFICATION OF AMOUNTS SUBJECT TO 
POSSIBLE RESCISSION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development has allocated fund- 
ing to the States, including city, county, and 
municipal governments, under the 8rd round 
of funding for the Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program, as set forth in paragraph (2). 
Amounts from the allocations set forth in 
paragraph (2) of this subsection will be sub- 
ject to possible rescission and cancellation, 
to the extent provided in subsection (a). 

(2) ALLOCATION.—The allocations set forth 
in this paragraph for the following States 
are the following amounts: 

(A) Alaska: $5,000,000. 

(B) Alabama: $7,576,151. 

(C) Arizona: $45,377,073. 

(D) Arkansas: $5,000,000. 

(E) California: $149,308,651. 

(F) Colorado: $17,349,270. 

(G) Connecticut: $9,322,756. 

(H) District of Columbia: $5,000,000. 

(I) Delaware: $5,000,000. 

(J) Florida: $208,437,144. 

(K) Georgia: $50,421,988. 

(L) Hawaii: $5,000,000. 

(M) Iowa: $5,000,000. 

(N) Idaho: $5,000,000. 

(O) Illinois: $30,143,105. 

(P) Indiana: $31,509,101. 

(Q) Kansas: $6,137,796. 

(R) Kentucky: $5,000,000. 

(S) Louisiana: $5,000,000. 

(T) Massachusetts: $7,387,994. 

(U) Maryland: $6,802,242. 

(V) Maine: $5,000,000. 

(W) Michigan: $57,524,473. 

(X) Minnesota: $12,427,113. 

(Y) Missouri: $13,110,604. 

(Z) Mississippi: $5,000,000. 

(AA) Montana: $5,000,000. 

(BB) North Carolina: $5,000,000. 

(CC) North Dakota: $5,000,000. 

(DD) Nebraska: $6,183,085. 

(EE) New Hampshire: $5,000,000. 

(FF) New Jersey: $11,641,549. 

(GG) New Mexico: $5,000,000. 

(HH) Nevada: $43,314,669. 

(II) New York: $19,834,940. 

(JJ) Ohio: $51,789,035. 

(KK) Oklahoma: $5,000,000. 

(LL) Oregon: $5,000,000. 

(MM) Pennsylvania: $5,000,000. 

(NN) Puerto Rico: $5,000,000. 

(OO) Rhode Island: $6,309,231. 
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(PP) South Carolina: $5,615,020. 

(QQ) South Dakota: $5,000,000. 

(RR) Tennessee: $10,195,848. 

(SS) Texas: $18,038,242. 

(TT) Utah: $5,000,000. 

(UU) Virginia: $6,254,970. 

(VV) Vermont: $5,000,000; 

(WW) Washington: $5,000,000. 

(XX) Wisconsin: $7,687,949. 

(YY) West Virginia: $5,000,000. 

(ZZ) Wyoming: $5,000,000. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 170, the gentleman from Min- 
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) and a Member op- 
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 
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Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chair, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

The middle class is shrinking and 
deficits are rising because the Repub- 
licans are giving a pass to special in- 
terests who cheated homeowners and 
wrecked our economy. Instead of work- 
ing to keep middle class families in 
their homes, the Republican plan is to 
foreclose on the American middle 
class. The American people sent us 
here to protect the American Dream, 
not to perpetuate a Wall Street night- 
mare. Democrats are standing with the 
American people to create good-paying 
American jobs and to keep them in 
their homes. Democrats are working to 
ensure that every American who wants 
a good job, can find one, and that mid- 
dle class Americans can afford to buy a 
home and live the American Dream. 

The legislation on the floor today 
proposes cutting funding for the Neigh- 
borhood Stabilization Program. Repub- 
licans want to foreclose on the middle 
class, and my amendment forces Mem- 
bers to look at how this legislation will 
impact their State. So far, for each 
Member, if you read my amendment, 
you will see how much funding may be 
cut from your State. My feeling is that 
before Republicans vote to cut funding 
for a successful housing program and a 
foreclosure mitigation program, they 
should know how much funding is at 
risk for their State and what the peo- 
ple back home are going to think about 
their vote. 

This legislation to cut housing fund- 
ing makes it clear that the majority is 
not focused on creating jobs. The 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
helps local communities redevelop 
abandoned and foreclosed properties, 
and that funding helps to create jobs. 
It takes workers to demolish an aban- 
doned building. 

Overall, the Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program has created about 93,000 
jobs. This legislation to cut NSP fund- 
ing is just another bill offered up by 
the majority that will actually cut 
jobs. The unemployment rate is cur- 
rently 8.9 percent. This rate is far too 
high. It is wasting human capital. Peo- 
ple’s skills and talents are sitting on 
the sidelines instead of being put to 
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good use and earning a good paycheck. 
Unemployed Americans are ready to 
get back to work, and we must use 
every tool at our disposal to create new 
jobs. 

Instead of creating jobs, the Repub- 
lican majority is launching an attack 
on American workers and foreclosing 
on the American Dream. The Repub- 
lican plan to cut funding and cut jobs 
won’t help our economy. It’s going to 
do the opposite. It’s going to hold back 
our economic recovery. The continuing 
resolution passed last month by the 
majority would cut $60 billion from 
programs and agencies that help the 
middle class and working families. 

Economist Mark Zandi has estimated 
these cuts would result in the loss of 
700,000 jobs. We can’t afford to add to 
the already unacceptably high level of 
unemployment in this country. Repub- 
licans in Congress are pushing a reck- 
less and irresponsible plan that pro- 
tects tax breaks for millionaires and 
giveaways for corporate special inter- 
ests at the expense of the middle class. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment and to vote against the un- 
derlying bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Mr. Chair, I rise to claim time in oppo- 
sition. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I’m not opposed to this amendment. 
This amendment only deals with stage 
three of a project that should have 
only been one phase. Now, I wish they 
would have talked about phase two be- 
cause I wish you would study where the 
money went on phase two. Because in 
phase two alone, we give away $1.3 bil- 
lion to nongovernment entities, incor- 
porated businesses that are nonprofit. 

But you have to say we did not stop 
a foreclosure. We just gave away in 
NSP2 $1.3 billion. Of that, Neighbor- 
hood Lending Partners received $50 
million. They do not have to pay it 
back. Now, they can take that $50 mil- 
lion—I’m sure they’re a very reputable 
company. I’m not accusing anybody of 
anything. But they can sell those 
houses for any amount to whomever 
they want as long as it’s below the 
price they have invested in business. 

Community Builders, Inc., $78.6 mil- 
lion; Los Angeles Neighborhood Hous- 
ing, Services, Inc., $60 million; Neigh- 
borhood Lending Partners of West 
Florida, Inc., $50 million; Chicanos Por 
la Causa, Inc., $187 million. 

I wish we would have taken the time 
to review those and say how was the 
money spent, but HUD did some work 
for us. So let’s see what HUD did. 

HUG and OIG audited the State of 
Kansas Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program, NSP1, and found that the 
State improperly obligated more than 
$12 million of its NSP1 funds. HUD and 
OIG audited the Sacramento Housing 
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Redevelopment Agency of Sacramento, 
California, and found the agency did 
not administer its NSP funds in ac- 
cordance with HUD rules and regula- 
tions. Specifically, it allowed ineligible 
properties to be rehabilitated; did not 
adequately monitor projects, which re- 
sulted in ineligible costs; permitted the 
developer to make unnecessary up- 
grades and overinflated construction 
budgets; did not ensure that it met the 
reporting requirements; and lacked 
management controls. I wish we would 
have audited this one in this amend- 
ment, too. 

HUD and OIG audited the city and 
county of Denver, Colorado, NSP1, and 
found that the city improperly obli- 
gated more than $1.5 of its NSP funds 
by recording its funds as obligated. 
HUD and OIG reviewed the city of 
Chattanooga, Tennessee, and found 
that the city generally administered 
its program, however sometimes incon- 
sistent with identifying obligations 
and was not always accurate on report- 
ing to HUD. On Louisville, Kentucky, 
again, very similar to the previous. 

Augusta, Georgia. Did not have inter- 
nal controls in place to perform contin- 
uous and routine monitoring of its ob- 
ligation process to ensure its obliga- 
tions were processed as intended. HUD 
and OIG reviewed Clark County, Ne- 
vada NSP and found that Clark County 
needs to revise its written procedures 
and developer agreements to ensure 
that properties to be sold to eligible 
home buyers will be sold at a price per- 
mitted by NSP requirements, which 
means they probably were selling it at 
too much money. 

So although I do support the amend- 
ment at hand, I wish it would have re- 
viewed phase one and two. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ELLISON. I yield myself the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Two particular points, Mr. Chair. One 
is that, first of all, there’s never been a 
program from any State, Federal, or 
local program that did not need review. 
I can tell you that in the city of Min- 
neapolis, and in many other places, 
this program has been high quality and 
has been well, well run. 

Now, the question is interesting be- 
cause if the gentleman wanted to talk 
about inefficiencies in a program, we 
could talk about fixing those programs. 
We’re not talking about fixing the NSP 
program. We’re talking about elimi- 
nating it. So I think if this was a sin- 
cerely made point, that we would be 
talking about how we can improve the 
program. We should mend it, not end 
it. 

Secondly, this amendment that I’m 
offering tries to inform Members as to 
the losses that their communities will 
endure by cutting the program. This 
program elimination will be felt across 
America in local communities where 
foreclosures are happening, and in 
those particular communities Members 
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should know what is going to happen: 
that expenditures for demolishing and 
rehabilitating abandoned homes are 
not going to be there any more. And I 
think it’s important the Members 
should know. And I think it’s impor- 
tant that the people who live in the 
Members’ communities should know. 

And so I ask that the amendment be 
adopted. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Mr. Chair, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

I disagree. It’s not time to amend and 
pretend. It’s time to end. 

The problem with this program is I 
highlighted you a few violations, but 
it’s really hard to violate the program 
requirements because there are so few 
requirements. It says, We’re going to 
give you money. You can buy property, 
you can demolish houses. You can buy 
property, you can rehabilitate those 
properties. You have vast guidelines on 
how you rehabilitate them. In fact, an 
organization is not even required to 
have competitive bids. I can say I need 
some framing done, I can lend a sole 
source contract. Only one person ap- 
plied—that’s the person I asked to 
apply—and I can pay them the moneys 
I deem appropriate. 

It says you have to sell the house for 
less than you have in it. It doesn’t say 
you should attempt to try to sell at 
fair market value, although I have 
given you a list previously of how 
much you can make, which is quite a 
bit of money, and buy these houses. It 
just says you cannot sell them for 
more. It does not restrict them on who 
you sell them to; it does not restrict on 
whose affiliation you have that might 
be buying them. In fact, it’s almost im- 
possible to have a conflict of interest 
because there’s conflict designed with- 
in the bill. 

So we can say let’s amend and pre- 
tend, but let’s just end. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota will be postponed. 


1600 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. HURT 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 2 printed in part 
B of House Report 112-34. 

Mr. HURT. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk made in order 
under the rule. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 
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Page 5, line 10, after the period add the fol- 
lowing: “А11 such unobligated balances so re- 
scinded and permanently canceled should be 
retained in the General Fund of the Treasury 
for reducing the budget deficit of the Federal 
Government.’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 170, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. HURT) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. HURT. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank my 
colleagues, Mr. MILLER, Chairman 
BACHUS and Chairman BIGGERT, for 
their leadership on this very important 
issue. 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram is another misdirected, multibil- 
lion-dollar bailout that hurts strug- 
gling homeowners ру incentivizing 
lenders to foreclose properties rather 
than continue to work with those who 
are facing tough economic challenges. 

At a time when our Nation faces over 
$14 trillion in debt, $1.6 trillion in def- 
icit spending, and we are borrowing 
over 40 cents on every dollar we spend, 
we cannot continue to have taxpayers 
foot the bill for these unaccountable 
government programs that do nothing 
to solve the problems for which they 
were originally intended and harm our 
economic recovery. That is why I am 
offering an amendment to H.R. 861 
which would direct all unobligated 
funds to be returned to the Treasury to 
reduce the deficit of the Federal Gov- 
ernment once the program is termi- 
nated. 

The people of Virginia’s Fifth Dis- 
trict called for serious and bold change 
last November. By working to reduce 
the size and scope of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, save taxpayer dollars and 
rein in out-of-control spending, we are 
listening to the people and taking the 
first steps to change the culture in our 
Nation’s Capitol so that we can grow 
the economy and create jobs for all 
central and southside Virginians and 
all Americans. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment and the underlying bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I don’t think there’s any- 
body exactly in opposition to the 
amendment because it doesn’t do any- 
thing, but there is some opposition to 
the rhetoric; so I will claim the time in 
opposition to the gentleman’s speech. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. In the 
first place, there is a consistent mis- 
understanding on the Republican side 
manifested by their talking about this 
as a program that there was foreclosed 
property. That, of course, allows them 
conveniently to pretend that, for every 
piece of property that a city is stuck 
with, there is an entity that stood be- 
hind it that foreclosed and can be sued. 
But that’s not true. 
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This is not only about foreclosed 
property. It is about foreclosed and 
abandoned property, and there is prop- 
erty that has been abandoned. It has 
been abandoned by the owner who’s 
walked away. It has been abandoned by 
some financial institutions that did 
not have the substance of banks. There 
is demonstrably property in the cities 
which cannot be traced. 

The chairman of the committee dis- 
played a picture before of a beat-up 
piece of property and said, Look at this 
piece of property. It’s so far gone, who 
would want to buy it? 

We said, No one would. It should be 
demolished. Tell us who owns it. 

He said, You can always find out who 
owns it—except for that piece of prop- 
erty. 

So it’s not just about foreclosed prop- 
erty. Somebody has to demolish prop- 
erty where there is no owner. Some- 
body has to demolish property where 
there is no responsible party standing 
behind it. I just left the Chamber to 
meet with three firefighters from the 
city of Fall River in my district. They 
were appalled at the notion that they 
would be left in the city of Fall River 
to deal with abandoned property, which 
is a set of fire traps, and not have any 
help. So for that reason, I believe that 
we ought to be clear that this is not 
about only foreclosed property. And 
some property, by the way, has been 
foreclosed upon by entities that are 
bankrupt, by entities that have no 
funds. 

The other point I would make, 
though, is this. I do agree with my col- 
leagues that we should do something 
about the deficit. Now, I wish that they 
listened to that when we subsidized ag- 
riculture or when we sent money to Af- 
ghanistan and Iraq for their social pur- 
poses. But I have an alternative. I will 
repeat again, and they’ll ignore it all 
day, I know. In the bill that originally 
authorized this billion dollars, we re- 
quired that it be funded not by the gen- 
eral revenues but by a special assess- 
ment on financial institutions that 
have $50 billion or more in assets and 
hedge funds at $10 billion. 

Now let’s be clear, Mr. Chairman. 
Members on the other side know this 
bill is unlikely to become law. Indeed, 
some have even said they understand 
the money will be spent before it can 
move. So the billion dollars is almost 
certainly going to be spent. My col- 
leagues now have a choice. They can 
allow it to be spent by the taxpayers, 
or they can reconsider their opposition 
to our proposal of last summer and as- 
sess this on the large financial institu- 
tions and hedge funds. By the way, 
some of it, it is true, was caused by 
banks and some of it will go to banks. 

But here’s the answer. Instead of 
complaining that some of this will go 
to banks, join us and have it all come 
from banks and from hedge funds. But 
please, Mr. Chairman, let’s not perpet- 
uate the myth that, for every piece of 
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property with which our poorer cities 
and rural areas are burdened, there is 
somebody they can go and sue and get 
it down. In fact, the gentleman from 
California himself has said, well, they 
can get a bulldozer and tear it down. 
Those bulldozers cost money. The peo- 
ple driving the bulldozers cost money. 

So we believe that the approach 
should be to take money from the large 
financial institutions and from the 
hedge funds and take the billion dollars 
from them and provide it to munici- 
palities and groups like Habitat for Hu- 
manity and others who will use it ei- 
ther to tear down the property, in some 
cases, or rehabilitate the property and 
make it affordable housing. 

That, Mr. Chairman, is the choice be- 
tween us. Again, I want to stress, this 
notion that it is only foreclosed prop- 
erty is a misstatement with a purpose, 
because it means that you ignore the 
fact that much of the property existing 
in the cities is abandoned and will only 
be dealt with by the city spending its 
own money or, by our preferred mode, 
having the large financial institutions 
and the hedge funds join us. 

So I hope at some point today, one 
member of the majority will tell us 
whether or not they agree, Mr. Chair- 
man, that if this program survives, we 
should get it not from the taxpayer and 
not from the property taxpayers of our 
cities or rural areas but from the large 
financial institutions. That’s what I 
hope will happen. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. HURT. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
balance of my time to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. MILLER). 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Thank you for yielding. 

I totally support the gentleman from 
Virginia’s amendment. This is doing 
the right thing. It is saying, we’re 
going to take a billion dollars back of 
your money, the taxpayers, and we’re 
going to pay off the deficit that we’ve 
created for you. 

It’s about time we start paying down 
the debt. We cannot continue to spend 
dollars we don’t have. Forty percent of 
every dollar we spend today is financed 
through the Treasury because we don’t 
have the money. We’re spending deficit 
dollars and it has to stop. 

But I want to return to the argument 
that my good friend makes. And I re- 
spect my good friend. He knows that. 
Somebody owned a home sometime, 
someplace, somewhere. Now, the indi- 
vidual who owned it, because it wasn’t 
created by a miracle. Somebody built 
the house, somebody sold it to some- 
body, the individual might have gotten 
a loan on it from the bank. If the indi- 
vidual defaulted on the loan, the bank 
might have taken the house back. But 
the Federal Government and the local 
agencies look at taxes. We look at in- 
come taxes. The local governments, the 
city, the county, looks at property 
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taxes. Somebody, some institution, is 
listed on the property tax bill. 

Now, at some point in time, they’re 
going to continue to notice the owner, 
whoever it might be. If it’s an heir, 
you’re going to get a notice, and it’s 
going to say you did not pay your prop- 
erty taxes. At some point in time, that 
piece of property, home, vacated, aban- 
doned, whatever it may be, is going up 
for a sale for property taxes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. What 
if it is abandoned and it is of not much 
value and has to be torn down, so peo- 
ple buy it and tear it down? 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I reclaim the balance of my time. 

If it’s a public safety issue, a local 
government has a right to demolish 
property based on public safety. That 
assessment could be placed against the 
tax bill. At some point in time, the 
local government, if they so choose, if 
nobody wants to pay a dollar for that 
property, can buy it based on the tax 
basis for a dollar. The problem with 
that is, once the government entity 
buys the property, it’s taken off the 
tax rolls. 

Some of my colleagues have talked 
about police and fire and the benefit to 
them. The worst thing you can do is 
eliminate funding through taxation to 
police and fire. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I would be happy to. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. We 
were told, for instance, by Detroit and 
Cleveland, they have abandoned prop- 
erty. There is no owner they can find. 
Who’s going to pay to knock it down? 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I reclaim the balance of my time. 

If you go to any title company, it 
will list who the owner of record is. Re- 
gardless, if you can find that entity or 
individual, it will list it. Regardless of 
who it is, at some point in time, it goes 
to a tax sale. 
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At that point in time, the local gov- 
ernment or an investor can buy it ata 
much reduced price for just the tax lien 
against it, and if it’s abandoned and de- 
molished and not worth anything, the 
tax bill is going to be very low. So 
somebody can pick up a very good deal 
on a piece of property by waiting for a 
tax sale. But if they choose not to and 
they want to go out and just buy it as 
a city or a county, they can do that 
and get a very good deal on it. So to as- 
sume that because nobody can find an 
owner out there, somebody is listed, 
and the government has a right to fore- 
close based on taxes. 

I ask for an “ауе” vote on the 
amendment. 
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The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. HURT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the voice vote by which amend- 
ment No. 1 was rejected be vacated to 
the end that the Chair put the question 
de novo. 

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIR. The earlier voice vote is 
vacated. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Min- 
nesota (Mr. ELLISON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 3 printed in part 
B of House Report 112-34. 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 4, after line 25, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 

(1) the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram has assisted local governments across 
the United States in alleviating many of the 
impacts of abandoned and foreclosed prop- 
erties, including the increased code enforce- 
ment, maintenance, and demolition costs re- 
sulting from abandoned and/or foreclosed 
properties; 

(2) the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram has assisted local governments across 
the United States in alleviating many of the 
impacts of abandoned and foreclosed prop- 
erties, including the decreased property tax 
revenues due to unpaid property taxes on 
abandoned and/or foreclosed properties; 

(3) the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram has supported 93,000 jobs nationwide 
and impacted over 100,000 properties across 
the country; 

(4) the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram, including the third round of funding 
made available by section 1497(a) of the 
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Con- 
sumer Protection Act, provides funding for 
State and local governments to redevelop 
abandoned and foreclosed homes; and 

(5) by voting to terminate the Neighbor- 
hood Stabilization Program under this Act 
without a suggested replacement, the Con- 
gress is eliminating an effective program 
that has been used to provide affordable 
housing, create jobs, leverage private invest- 
ment, and improve communities. 

Page 5, line 1, strike “SEC. 2.” and insert 
“SEC. 3.”’. 

Page 5, line 11, strike ‘‘SEC. 3.” and insert 
“SEC. 4.”. 

Page 6, line 17, “SEC. 3.” and insert ‘“‘SEC. 
5.”. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 170, the gentleman from Min- 
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) and a Member op- 
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 
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Mr. ELLISON. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chair, the middle class is shrink- 
ing and deficits are rising because the 
Republicans are giving a pass to special 
interests who cheated some home- 
owners and wrecked our economy. In- 
stead of working to keep the middle 
class families in their homes, the Re- 
publican plan is to foreclose on the 
American middle class. 

The amendment I have right here in 
front of you describes findings which 
talk about the positive benefits of the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 
This program is a good program, and 
no matter what may happen here 
today, the record should reflect the 
benefits of this program. This program 
was good, and the amendment offers 
language which sets forth findings, and 
the findings state the positive impacts 
of the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram, including assisting local govern- 
ments, supporting jobs, and impacting 
approximately 100,000 properties. 

The highlights of this amendment 
about the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program talk about the positive bene- 
fits to the communities that the Neigh- 
borhood Stabilization Program bene- 
fited—it helped local governments, and 
the fact is, Mr. Chair, local govern- 
ments really did benefit from this pro- 
gram, and the record should reflect and 
the bill should report language that 
talks about those benefits. 

га like to just say this as well, Mr. 
Chair. The fact is that it is true that 
once an abandoned property is sitting 
there on the tax rolls after a certain 
amount of time somebody may at some 
point buy it, as the gentleman on the 
other side says. But what happens in 
the meantime? In the meantime, the 
grass grows, dead cats and dogs get left 
there. In the meantime, the windows 
are broken. In the meantime, people’s 
property values plummet. In the mean- 
time, we have an attractive nuisance 
where young people might be pulled in 
and taken advantage of. Horrible sto- 
ries have happened, Mr. Chair. 

So the gentleman has been right in 
his argument that sometime in the fu- 
ture maybe somebody will buy this 
rundown, abandoned, stripped-out 
property with no copper left in it, with 
neighbors who have just been deci- 
mated in the value of their homes, but 
that would be a far cry from what we 
could do. And if we’re going to termi- 
nate this program, which has helped so 
many local governments, we should at 
least put language and findings in the 
record which reflect the positive as- 
pects of this program, including the 
93,000 jobs that we’re getting rid of and 
the 100,000 properties that we’ve al- 
ready helped, and the more that we 
could help. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
If you want to talk about attractive 
nuisances, let’s talk about next April 
when people have to pay their taxes. 
You’re going to find out that govern- 
ment has become an incredible attrac- 
tive nuisance to most people. 

We’re talking about middle class is 
shrinking, yeah, we’re taxing them to 
death, and we’re not only taxing them 
to death, but we’re spending money on 
programs like this that is not an in- 
vestment but is just a giveaway of tax 
dollars. Now we say we can’t find the 
data to support that we bought 100,000 
properties, but let’s say we bought 
100,000 properties. Somebody has the 
money, the $6 billion going on $7 bil- 
lion, that we’ve given them. That’s 
about 20,000 homes per State. Now you 
break that down to high-impact coun- 
ties, compared to the millions of homes 
out there that are in foreclosure, these 
100,000 homes have already been aban- 
doned or foreclosed. I will say aban- 
doned because the other side of the 
aisle wants to talk about abandoned 
homes, but they’re homes that some- 
body does not live in anymore, and the 
people who lost them, yes, they lost 
them. 

And how many jobs were created? 
Nobody can definitively give me a 
number because nobody knows for sure 
how much money was spent on jobs. 
Now, we can say we spent $6 billion, 
but understand clearly, we bought 
properties with the bulk of that 
money. Now, how much money did we 
spend after the local groups, the non- 
profits took 17 percent off the top for 
overhead and expenses, how much did 
we spend for jobs? Now, if we had taken 
that $6 billion, going on $7 billion, and 
invested it in residential construction, 
just $1 billion, as I said, in residential 
construction creates $5.5 million in 
wages. It creates $1.98 billion in spend- 
ing on goods and services as a result of 
the new earnings and profits that were 
created through that. 

Now, those goods and services, those 
companies employ workers. The wages 
are paid to workers. So you can defini- 
tively come up with a number based on 
a $1 billion investment that we would 
generate in the economy. Now, we 
spent $6 billion, and if we were able to 
create what $1 billion would have cre- 
ated in private residential construc- 
tion, we’re probably lucky, but the 
problem with that is investing in resi- 
dential construction is different than 
giving $6 billion away of the taxpayers’ 
money. 

Now, the people listening to this de- 
bate understand, when you write your 
check to the Federal Government next 
month, we just gave away $6 billion of 
it, we’re going to give away another 
billion. Now, that infuriates me. I 
would assume it infuriates you. You 
tell me, middle class America, what 
this does to help you? I told you the 
amounts earlier of how much you can 
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earn to buy a house or how little you 
might have to pay for the house, de- 
pending on whoever bought the house 
what they want to charge and who they 
want to sell it to. 

So the basis I would argue here is the 
amendment does nothing. I oppose it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ELLISON. May I inquire as to 
the remaining time? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Minnesota has 2% minutes remaining. 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, let me 
only add this: that this language, 
which should be put in the bill and this 
amendment calls for, sets forth in the 
record the positive impacts of the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program, 
which should be memorialized in the 
bill, things like job creation, saving 
the neighborhood, saving local govern- 
ments exorbitant costs. The Repub- 
lican caucus has not created a single 
job, and now they’re even eliminating 
jobs. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield myself the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog- 
nized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
The facts speak for themselves. When 
you can say $1.3 billion was given away 
to nongovernmental agencies—and I 
have listed the groups, and I have told 
you how many millions of your dollars 
were given to these groups that they 
get to keep—they are not coming back 
to us right now. These people are going 
to keep these moneys, and there is a 
wide array of things they can use them 
for. This was a bad investment. In fact, 
it was not an investment. It was a bad 
giveaway. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MS. LORETTA 

SANCHEZ OF CALIFORNIA 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 4 printed in part 
B of House Report 112-34. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I have an amend- 
ment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Page 4, after line 25, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that, if the amounts 
that are rescinded and canceled under sec- 
tion 2 of this Act were instead made avail- 
able under the Neighborhood Stabilization 
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Program authorized under the provisions of 
law specified in subsections (a) and (b)(2) of 
section 3 of this Act, the Congress could have 
helped to rebuild neighborhoods throughout 
the United States where foreclosures on 
home mortgage loans are common. 

Page 5, line 1, strike “SEC. 2.” and insert 
“SEC. 3.”’. 

Page 5, line 11, strike ‘‘SEC. 3.” and insert 
“SEC. 4.”. 

Page 6, line 17, “SEC. 3.” and insert ‘“‘SEC. 
5.”. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 170, the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of my amendment. 

My amendment would state simply 
that the Congress acknowledges that 
we could have helped to rebuild neigh- 
borhoods where foreclosures are com- 
mon through the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program, or as we know it, 
NSP. 

You see, my Republican colleagues 
are offering today a bill that would ter- 
minate NSP. This program, I believe, 
has been particularly successful in 
helping to rebuild neighborhoods in my 
district and throughout Orange Coun- 
ty, California. The city of Anaheim, 
which I represent, acquired and reha- 
bilitated 17 single-family homes and 
sold them to low- to moderate-income 
families. 

It also acquired and rehabilitated a 
four-unit multifamily complex for 
lease to persons with developmental 
disabilities. This project was crucial 
because it is very difficult to find prop- 
erties for people who have develop- 
mental disabilities. 

In Anaheim, one in 303 homes is in 
foreclosure. Not only does this have an 
emotional impact, as you can imagine, 
when you lose your home—it is the in- 
stability, especially for your kids; par- 
ents are worried, and children can see 
that—but it also has economic impacts 
on our neighborhoods. With the help of 
this program, the city of Anaheim im- 
proved neighborhoods and provided the 
families with homes. 

And I know that my colleague on the 
Republican side also represents Ana- 
heim. And if he would have spoken to 
some of the staff from Anaheim, he 
would have realized that they really 
believe that this program was impor- 
tant to keep blight from happening in 
neighborhoods and to attempt to keep 
the prices of the homes level for those 
families that were struggling to make 
their payments and to stay in their 
homes and to keep up their neighbor- 
hoods. 

The city of Garden Grove, where one 
in 348 homes is in foreclosure, also ac- 
quired and rehabilitated property. 
They acquired and rehabilitated five 
homes and sold them to first-time 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


home buyers. And, of course, the city 
of Santa Ana, where one in 252 homes 
is in foreclosure, they acquired and re- 
habilitated 13 single-family homes and 
27 condos, and they sold them to first- 
time home buyers. They acquired and 
renovated a 138-unit multifamily com- 
plex and have leased them now to low- 
income families. They assisted five 
families with down payment assist- 
ance, and they are also in the process 
of acquiring 16 single-family homes 
that will be sold to first-time home 
buyers. 

Now, I know that my colleague on 
the other side mentioned that some of 
this money went to nongovernmental 
agencies, to private companies; but I 
would like him to really take a look at 
the fact that cities really stepped up to 
work very hard to keep families in 
their homes, to keep neighborhoods 
afloat as we work through this very 
difficult time of the financial melt- 
down and the housing crisis. 

In Orange County, the Neighborhood 
Housing Services, with the assistance 
of what we call NSP Round One mon- 
eys, acquired and rehabilitated a total 
of 11 single-family homes and condos. 
And with Round Two moneys, the 
Neighborhood Housing Services ac- 
quired and rehabilitated 17 single-fam- 
ily homes/condos and sold them to 
first-time home buyers. 

This program has helped to rebuild 
our neighborhoods, to stabilize our 
neighborhoods, and have given families 
the opportunity to become home- 
owners. So it is my hope that my col- 
leagues on the other side reconsider 
eliminating what I believe has been a 
successful program in Orange County, 
California, one that has benefited not 
just those who got to buy their first 
home but those neighborhoods and 
those cities that so desperately needed 
to keep up the neighborhood and get 
people in their homes. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Mr. Chair, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

My good friend, she mentioned the 
Neighborhood Housing Services of Or- 
ange County. They got $7.5 million for 
17 houses. Orange County, overall in 
the whole county, got $4.3 million for 
the whole county. You have to say, is 
that a good investment? We have spent 
$6 billion on this program, and we’re 
saying, let’s not spend the last billion. 
And Congress could have rebuilt neigh- 
borhoods. There is only $1 billion left. 

Now I don’t see that the U.S. neigh- 
borhoods have been rebuilt for $6 bil- 
lion. I see $6 billion that has been given 
away of taxpayers’ moneys. And Or- 
ange County itself, which is a huge 
area, irrespective of the few examples 
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that were given by my good friend, 
only got $4.3 million. That’s not equi- 
table. 

San Bernardino County, one of the 
hardest hit counties in this country, 
got a mere $33.2 million. One of the 
hardest hit. That’s the county. That 
had to go to all these cities that did 
not receive any distribution in NSP1 ог 
NSP2, nothing. And they’re having to 
take—and in Orange County, with $4.3 
million—take that and distribute it to 
all these cities that did not receive a 
dime. That’s not fair. 

And to say that we spent $6 billion— 
and all the counties and cities haven’t 
been rehabilitated, it’s obvious—and to 
say we’re going to spend $1 billion 
more, and that’s going to solve the 
problem? No, it’s not. It’s just going to 
take it and put us another $1 billion in 
debt that our children and our grand- 
children are going to have to pay for. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I would remind 
the gentleman from California that 
some cities, it’s true, did not receive 
moneys and did not go through the 
process of buying up homes, et cetera, 
and trying to get neighborhoods back. 
One of the reasons they did not is it’s 
really a competitive situation. You 
have to want to do it, and some cities 
simply did not have the need or did not 
want to do it. I mean, I would assume 
that in some places in Orange County, 
you could probably do as the gen- 
tleman said, and that is to sell at a fire 
sale some of those homes on Newport 
Beach or other places. 

But with respect to the central por- 
tion of Orange County where you really 
have households that are working fam- 
ilies, this program was very, very im- 
portant; and the city stepped up. The 
city of Anaheim, the city of Garden 
Grove, the city of Santa Ana stepped 
up to do the right thing to work 
through and to ensure that their neigh- 
borhoods again were stabilized and to 
get new people into those homes. 
Again, I do believe that it worked for 
those cities, and I would encourage a 
“yes”? vote on this amendment, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

The problem I have with the pro- 
gram—I have just mentioned San 
Bernardino County; and according to 
the county, there is no one at the coun- 
ty level that would support the current 
NSP program. And they state very spe- 
cifically the county might have sup- 
ported the concept of NSP, but this is 
before they fell victim to a complete 
lack of direction from HUD, mixed 
messages from HUD, апа gross 
misallocations of the awards that were 
released. And the county, in support of 
my bill, said, We believe it is a means 
for Congress to get its financial house 
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in order, just like the challenges we are 
facing at the local government level. 
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And not only is government facing 
challenges, the American people are 
facing challenges. They’re working 
hard. They’re trying to support their 
families. They’re trying to make their 
house payments. Nothing in this last 
billion dollars will stop one foreclosure 
from occurring. 

I yield the balance of my time to the 


gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT). 
Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, 


look, I’ve been a Member now of this 
august body for 75-some days. And I’m 
starting to learn much of what we do 
seems to be more based in theater than 
reality. 

If I read this amendment correctly, 
what we’re trying to do here is add lan- 
guage that basically says, well, we 
could repair neighborhoods with the 
last billion dollars. Of course it didn’t 
happen with the previous money. 

But think about it, if we take a step 
back. What’s the money been used ulti- 
mately for? It’s been used to bail out 
lenders. In many ways this is another 
back-door bailout to the very folks 
that my constituents are furious with, 
and handing them more government 
dollars in the name that, well, this 
time we passed the cash to those lend- 
ers, but this time we did it through 
local governments. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. LORETTA 
SANCHEZ). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MS. RICHARDSON 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con- 
sider amendment No. 5 printed in part 
B of House Report 112-34. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, this Act shall take effect on, and 
any reference in this Act to the date of the 
enactment of this Act shall be construed to 
refer to, the earlier of the following dates: 

(1) The date of the expiration of the 5-year 
period beginning on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act. 

(2) The first date occurring after the date 
of the enactment of this Act on which both 
of the following conditions exist: 

(A) The percentage of existing mortgages 
on 1- to 4-family residential properties lo- 
cated in the United States and under which 
the outstanding principal balance exceeds 
the value of the property subject to the 
mortgage is 10 percent or less. 
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(B) In the case of the State that, on such 
date, has the highest percentage, among all 
States, of existing mortgages on 1- to 4-fam- 
ily residential properties located in the 
State and under which the outstanding prin- 
cipal balance exceeds the value of the prop- 
erty subject to the mortgage, such percent- 
age for such State is 15 percent or less. 


The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso- 
lution 170, the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia (Ms. RICHARDSON) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 


The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 
Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 


the Richardson amendment to H.R. 861, 
the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram Termination Act which we’ve 
been talking about this afternoon, is a 
vehicle to discuss a program that was 
really urgently needed when it was es- 
tablished, when it was funded in the 
Recovery Act, and why it’s still needed 
today. 

The Richardson amendment is sim- 
ple, it’s straightforward, and it’s nec- 
essary. It takes the politics out of it. It 
says that the programs should be ter- 
minated based upon whether they’re 
needed or not, not based upon using 
funny numbers. 

Now, let’s talk about this particular 
bill. Pm suggesting, with the Richard- 
son amendment, that we could consider 
two things: One, that it would be based 
upon a termination of 5 years after the 
initial date of enactment. Two, that 
the date would be triggered when the 
national average of underwater mort- 
gages would be at a point that it’s 10 
percent or less, or in the highest State 
that happens to have high mortgages, 
that it would be at least 15 percent, 
and if it didn’t meet that test then it 
would be terminated. 

Now, the most current data available 
in the third quarter of 2010 reported by 
CoreLogic, a leading provider of mort- 
gage information, indicates that of the 
Nation’s 47.8 million residential mort- 
gages, approximately 10.8 million, 
that’s 22.5 percent, are underwater. 

In Nevada the percentage is 67 per- 
cent. In Arizona it’s 48.6 percent. In 
Florida it’s 45.5 percent. And in Mr. 
MILLER’s and mine, our great State, 
California, it’s 31.6 percent. 

I will insert into the RECORD a chart 
indicating the underwater mortgage 
percentages for each State in the Na- 
tion. 

Now, clearly the housing crisis is far 
from over, and anyone who thinks that 
we’ve stabilized the neighborhoods in 
this country is not really living in the 
real world; certainly, not with Ameri- 
cans like who live in my district. 

So now it’s time to not terminate 
NSP. Instead, it should be phased out 
gradually after it serves the purpose of 
what it was intended to do. 
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I offered the Richardson amendment 
because the NSP grants provide crit- 
ical assistance to State and local gov- 
ernments and nonprofit developers that 
collaborate. How do they collaborate? 
To demolish or rehabilitate blighted 
properties, to establish financing 
mechanisms such as down payment 
programs for low to middle-income 
home buyers, and it also helps the 
grantees with at least 25 percent of the 
funds to be appropriated to house indi- 
viduals and families whose incomes do 
not exceed 50 percent of the area’s me- 
dian income. 


When I look at this—it’s also impor- 
tant: NSP funds and is helping to rede- 
velop hard-hit communities and to cre- 
ate jobs. In fact, 9,700 blighted prop- 
erties have been demolished or have 
been cleared. 


HUD estimates that NSP will support 
93,000 jobs nationwide. I think we need 
those. 


And then finally, when we look at 
some of the groups that are supporting 
these programs, it’s not about who’s on 
this side of the aisle and who’s on the 
other one. It’s the National Associa- 
tion of Counties, the National League 
of Cities, the U.S. Conference of May- 
ors. That’s what the housing officials 
in my district are talking about—hav- 
ing a way to be able to solve the prob- 
lem. 

MARCH 7, 2011. 
Hon. SPENCER BACHUS, 
Chairman, Financial Services Committee, House 
of Representatives, Washington, DC. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN BACHUS: I am writing to 
express my strong opposition to H.R. 861, the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) 
Termination Act. NSP has helped cities 
across the country address and mitigate the 
deleterious effects that vacant and blighted 
properties have on neighborhoods and prop- 
erty values. As a result of the foreclosure 
crisis, communities throughout the country, 
including Los Angeles, face significant chal- 
lenges as foreclosed homes create a vicious 
cycle of blight, neighborhood decay, and 
lower property values. NSP has been instru- 
mental in helping to stem this downward spi- 
ral by addressing the negative effects of 
abandoned and foreclosed properties. 


In the City of Los Angeles, where, over the 
past four years, we have an estimated 39,000 
foreclosed properties, NSP has played a crit- 
ical role stabilizing our fragile housing mar- 
ket and helping to construct and rehabilitate 
a total of 1,200 housing units. Furthermore, 
at a time when unemployment in our con- 
struction industry is at an all-time high, 
NSP has created more than 900 jobs spurring 
Los Angeles’ economic recovery. 


Given the economic challenges facing cit- 
ies today, I urge the committee to continue 
funding for the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program. 

Very truly yours, 
ANTONIO В. VILLARAIGOSA, 
Mayor. 
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TABLE 1: NEGATIVE EQUITY BY STATE* 
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Properties With a Mortgage Outstanding 


$ Outstanding 


State 


Negative Equity 


Equity Negative Equity Near** Negative 


Mortgage Debt Loan-to- 


Mortgages Mortgages Mortgages Share Equity share Total Property Value Outstanding Net Homeowner Equity Value Ratio 
Alabama 340,665 35,610 19,188 0.5% 5.6% 65,482,055,550 43,970,078,384 21,511,977,166 67% 
Alaska 87,286 7,801 5,160 8.9% 5.9% 23,773,756,773 15,920,518,570 7,853,238,203 67% 
Arizona .. 1,333,398 648,387 63,304 48.6% 4.1% 263,693,025,194 243,760,655,061 9,932,370,133 92% 
Arkansas 238,011 27,580 14,360 1.6% 6.0% 37,303,484,103 27,450,225,612 9,853,258,491 74% 
California 6,870,914 2,172,700 299,067 31.6% 4.4% 2,864,273,476,858 2,008,766,937,342 855,506,539,516 70% 
Colorado 1,125,434 221,097 91,187 9.6% 8.1% 301,289,945,528 217,120,459,818 84,169,485,710 72% 
Connecticut 816,560 97,244 29,957 1.9% 3.7% 294,814,146,661 171,517,175,208 123,296,971,453 58% 
Delaware 179,322 23,906 8,937 3.3% 5.0% 47,059,588,802 31,949,546,484 5,110,042,318 68% 
Florida 4,459,951 2,029,128 182,323 45.5% 4.1% 853,646,775,841 757,212,788,734 96,433,987,107 89% 
Georgia .. 1,605,825 449,971 120,854 28.0% 7.5% 319,934,838,691 255,319,644,351 64,615,194,340 80% 
Hawaii 229,600 24,664 8,280 0.7% 3.6% 117,791,198,842 65,339,432,694 52,451,766,148 55% 
Idaho . 243,589 61,566 12,927 25.3% 5.3% 48,204,517,879 35,737,930,659 2,466,587,220 74% 
Illinois 2,227,602 431,050 108,239 9.4% 4.9% 534,999,520,161 377,625,407,977 157,374,112,184 71% 
Indiana .. 603,484 68,196 28,936 1.3% 4.8% 91,672,823,585 64,195,877,062 27,476,946,523 70% 
lowa .. 334,689 28,976 14,366 8.7% 4.3% 51,019,867,858 34,150,823,254 6,869,044,604 67% 
Kansas .. 295,839 32,787 16,284 1.1% 5.5% 53,431,665,604 37,737,206, 158 5,694,459,446 71% 
Kentucky 279,187 24,880 14,092 8.9% 5.0% 47,549,597,328 32,335,774,221 5,213,823,107 68% 
Louisiana NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Maine .... NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Maryland 1,358,672 298,554 67,580 22.0% 5.0% 433,409,001,574 298,109,259,531 135,299,742,043 69% 
Massachusetts 1,494,099 222,599 51,704 4.9% 3.5% 546,053,917,907 329,062,834,394 216,991,083,513 60% 
Michigan ... 1,381,232 519,716 76,403 37.6% 5.5% 198,169, 103,537 169,373,043,369 28,796,060,168 85% 
Minnesota . 554,535 90,090 27,608 6.2% 5.0% 124,901,317,584 81,787,965,185 43,113,352,399 65% 
Mississippi NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Missouri 779,328 122,543 44,13 5.7% 5.7% 137,735,363,892 98,445,466,785 39,289,897,107 71% 
Montana 112,444 8,650 3,939 1.1% 3.5% 28,244,797,730 16,968,913,610 1,275,884,120 60% 
Nebraska 221,686 21,388 13,072 9.6% 5.9% 35,462,342,354 25,920,022,837 9,542,319,517 73% 
Nevada .. 586,515 390,192 23,037 66.5% 3.9% 103,720,996,430 123,072,698,809 -19,351,702,379 119% 
New Hampshire . 211,489 37,488 11,35 1.1% 5.4% 51,974,243,397 35,837,313,271 6,136,930,126 69% 
New Jersey 1,882,603 286,293 78,230 5.2% 4.2% 678,172,085,088 415,710,918,011 262,461,167,077 61% 
New Mexico 234,004 29,375 10,847 2.6% 4.6% 55,009,963,072 36,551,762,344 8,458,200,728 66% 
New York ... 1,838,917 129,633 40,013 7.0% 2.2% 835,125,621,032 415,765,632,474 419,359,988,558 50% 
North Carolina 1,521,406 160,007 101,945 0.5% 6.7% 317,535,658,347 223,145,876,102 94,389,782,245 10% 
North Dakota . 48,415 3,582 1,478 74% 3.1% 8,291,290,055 4,967,349,459 3,323,940,596 60% 
Ohio ....... 2,204,754 441,379 137,60 20.0% 6.2% 324,006,229,515 242,010,058,915 81,996,170,600 75% 
Oklahoma 408,155 24,411 14,962 6.0% 3.7% 60,039,397,170 42,451,471,333 7,587,925,837 71% 
Oregon ... 693,304 108,335 38,849 5.6% 5.6% 79,130,635,748 122,988,902,147 56,141,733,601 69% 
Pennsylvania . 1,794,563 132,805 58,312 74% 3.2% 401,020,775,572 248,939,681,403 152,081,094,169 62% 
Rhode Island . 227,897 45,511 8,120 20.0% 3.6% 64,414,910,589 39,693,719,643 24,721,190,946 62% 
South Carolina 598,223 85,226 37,09 4.2% 6.2% 31,254,482,178 92,349,858,129 38,904,624,049 10% 
South Dakota NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Tennessee . 962,894 133,956 67,386 3.9% 7.0% 66,572,683,790 118,119,771,078 48,452,912,712 71% 
Texas . 3,286,505 367,954 194,944 1.2% 5.9% 602,239,776,419 418,772,404,728 183,467,371,691 10% 
Utah .. 472,867 98,093 30,339 20.7% 6.4% 14,775,697,922 84,499,611,037 30,276,086,885 74% 
Vermont . NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Virginia . 1,252,705 276,910 73,763 22.1% 5.9% 419,006,811,369 295,429,338,477 123,577,472,892 71% 
Washingto 1,407,416 209,577 75,920 4.9% 5.4% 441,789,933,181 292,406,352,738 149,383,580,443 66% 
Washington, 100,340 15,240 4,513 5.2% 4.5% 49,085,895,573 28,782,522,751 20,303,372,822 59% 
West Virginia NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Wisconsin .. 619,792 81,267 30,026 3.1% 48% 20,246,415,775 80,769,544,053 39,476,871,722 67% 
Wyoming .... NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

47,871,838 10,780,236 2,376,159 22.5% 5.0% 12,711,358,863,378 8,850,515,659,256 3,860,843,204,122 10% 


*This data only includes properties with a mortgage. Non-mortgaged properties are by definition not included. 


** Defined as properties within 5% of being in a negative equity position. 


Source: CoreLogic. The data provided is for use only by the primary recipient or the primary recipient's publication. This data may not be re-sold, republished or licensed to any other source, including publications and sources owned by 
the primary recipient’s parent company without prior written permission from CoreLogic. Any Corelogic data used for publication or broadcast, in whole or in part, must be sourced as coming from CoreLogic, a real estate data and ana- 
lytics company. For questions, analysis or interpretation of the data contact Lori Guyton at Iguyton@cvic.com or Bill Campbell at bill@campbelllewis.com. Data provided may not be modified without the prior written permission of 
CoreLogic. Do not use the data in any unlawful manner. This data is compiled from public records, contributory databases and proprietary analytics, and its accuracy is dependent upon these sources. 


I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mrs. EMERSON). 
The gentleman is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

I guess the question should be how 
long do we need to wait? How many 
more billions of dollars needs to be 
given away? We’ve already spent $6 bil- 
lion. I guess we could spend more if 
somebody wanted to. 

And when we talk about phasing out 
a program, it speaks to the argument 
that we need to spend more money on 
a program and continue the program. I 
think we’ve already spent too much 
money. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield to the gentlewoman from Cali- 
fornia. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. MILLER, the 
question that was asked is how long we 


should wait. In my amendment that’s 
my exact point. It’s not how long we 
should wait; it’s whether it’s needed or 
not. So if we find that the mortgages 
are above 10 or 15 percent, then the 
program should exist. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I reclaim my time. On this issue, how 
long we wait is predicated on how 
much we are going to spend. And my 
colleagues on this side of the aisle be- 
lieve the American people, the tax- 
payers have given too much of their 
money away, and they are saying we 
want it stopped, and we want you to be 
responsible for this money. 

If this were our dollars, and we’re 
getting in her purse and my wallet and 
handing the money out, that’s a pre- 
rogative we have. That’s not what’s oc- 
curring, other than we are taxpayers 
too. 

We’ve just got our hands in your 
pocket and your purse and spent your 
money on a giveaway program. 

I ask for a “по” vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Madam Chair, in 
regards to the comments that have 


been recently stated, for the largest 
city that’s in our State of California, 
from Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa, he 
states that the NSP has helped cities 
across the country to address and miti- 
gate the terrible effects of what this 
crisis has done. 

In closing, what I would also say is 
that my amendment is really building 
upon what I hope both sides of the aisle 
would consider, and that is, this pro- 
gram should be based upon if there is a 
need, then it should assist. If there is 
no longer a need, then I would support 
phasing it out. 

And what I would also say is that the 
key point to keep in mind is, when 
we’re looking at this program, this pro- 
gram, people need—it’s for the counties 
and the cities to determine to be able 
to help improve their programs. And 
that’s the way the program is intended. 
And if there’s unintended consequences 
or things that can be done to support 
the program, I would work with my 
colleague on the other side of the aisle 
to fix those changes. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Madam Chair, I ask unanimous consent 
to reclaim my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I am happy to yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT). 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for up to 34% minutes. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Chair- 
man, on this Richardson amendment, 
it’s interesting because I always like 
amendments that are trying to do 
something technical. But where I’m 
finding actually sort of a problem in 
the flow of logic is—think about this: 
We have a neighborhood stabilization 
program down to its last billion dol- 
lars, we’ve already spent what, 6 bil- 
lion? And the concept written in this 
amendment is saying that, well, it’s 
going to keep acquiring one, two, three 
to four units, fourplexes, properties, 
and it’s going to keep acquiring them 
until a certain number of mortgages 
are—only this percentage are under- 
water, or the mortgage value is greater 
than the value of the house. Does that 
seem like I’m going in the right direc- 
tion? 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Fairly. 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. But here’s the 
classic problem in the design of that. If 
the Neighborhood Stabilization Act 
does what I think it does, it’s either a 
municipality, a nonprofit, this and 
that, buying a property, sometimes 
rehabbing it, sometimes removing the 
boarded-up windows, sometimes just 
buying a property and competing with 
the private investors and the first-time 
home buyers in that neighborhood and 
then turning around and putting it 
back on the market. 

Well, if one of our problems out there 
is we have a glut of properties on the 
market, and that’s one of the things 
holding down our values, and I’m going 
to continue to support a program 
that’s going to drop another billion 
dollars buying properties and then put- 
ting them back on the market. We 
have a circular logic here where I can’t 
imagine the mechanics within this, 
well meaning as they may be, actually 
have any basis in economics or particu- 
larly real estate economics. 
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Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

The other point that is significant 
and that needs to be dealt with here is 
the $6 billion that has already been 
given away. That money continues to 
recycle with those groups. It should. As 
to the cities, the counties, the non- 
profits, when they buy a house, refur- 
bish it and sell it and when the money 
comes back at whatever level, they 
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could take that money and buy an- 
other piece of property. 

Nothing in my bill does anything 
with the $6 billion that’s out there. It 
just says: We’re not going to give you 
another $1 billion. We’re going to try 
to give that back to the taxpayers. 

If we could get the $6 billion back 
and could find a way to do it, I believe 
we'd be trying to attack that vein, too, 
but that will not occur and cannot 
occur as the money has already been 
given away. They’re going to continue 
to recycle it, hopefully to some ben- 
efit—hopefully somebody will benefit 
from this—but it’s $6 billion given 
away. My colleague was exactly cor- 
rect in his statements. As for the $1 
billion that we have not given away, 
we're saying it is time to stop giving 
away taxpayer dollars. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Madam Chair, I 
ask unanimous consent to reclaim my 
remaining time. 

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from California has 30 seconds remain- 
ing. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. 
Madam Chairwoman. 

Just to summarize again what my 
amendment is talking about, it is the 
ability of State and local governments 
to revitalize, to rehab and to help the 
neighborhoods so that those property 
values can go up and so we can improve 
the economy. I would venture to say 
it’s not giving away the money. It’s ac- 
tually helping to revitalize and stimu- 
late our economy. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Ms. RICH- 
ARDSON). 

The amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
part B of House Report 112-34. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 5. NOTIFICATION TO NSP GRANTEES RE- 
QUIRED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment shall inform each covered entity (as 
such term is defined in subsection (b)) in 
writing— 

(1) that the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program has been terminated; 

(2) of the name and contact information of 
such entity’s Member of Congress that rep- 
resents its district; and 


Thank you, 
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(3) that such entity should contact such 
Member of Congress directly for assistance 
in mitigating foreclosed properties. 

(b) COVERED ENTITY DEFINED.—For pur- 
poses of this section, the term ‘‘covered enti- 
ty”? means any nonprofit, government, or 
other organization that— 

(1) received or was scheduled to receive 
funding pursuant to section 2301 of the Hous- 
ing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008 (Pub- 
lic Law 110-289; 122 Stat. 2850) or title XII of 
division A of the American Recovery and Re- 
investment Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-5; 123 
Stat. 218) through the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program; and 

(2) as a result of the rescission of funding 
under section 2 and termination of the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program under 
section 3, will have funding for the entity 
made available under the provision of law 
specified in section 2 rescinded and canceled. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 170, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WATERS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, my 
amendment would simply require the 
Secretary of the Department of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development to send a 
notice to all of the NSP grantees who 
would have received funding under the 
third round of NSP that the program 
has been terminated. Further, the no- 
tice would include the name and con- 
tact information for the Member of 
Congress representing that grantee’s 
district, along with a notice saying 
that the grantee can contact that 
Member directly for assistance in miti- 
gating foreclosed properties. 

As you know, we passed such an 
amendment off the floor when we took 
up the FHA bill, which would have ba- 
sically allowed the homeowners to refi- 
nance their properties. So we have one 
such amendment with the elimination 
of that program. 

The CBO has scored this amendment 
at zero cost. Since the passage of the 
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and 
Consumer Protection Act of 2010, which 
provided the NSP funds that are now 
subject to this repeal, my office has re- 
ceived many calls from potential 
grantees about the status of the pro- 
gram and what funding they could ex- 
pect. 

Because this act would rescind those 
funds nearly 8 months after the pas- 
sage of Dodd-Frank, I think that a sim- 
ple letter from HUD, sent to States, 
counties and cities, which would sim- 
ply notify them of this change, is in 
order. Moreover, a note to these 
States, counties and cities saying that 
their Members of Congress are avail- 
able to assist them in mitigating fore- 
closed properties can help these grant- 
ees find alternative solutions. 

I’ve discovered there are any number 
of Members starting to do this kind of 
thing. They are getting calls from their 
constituents who are asking for help 
with loan modifications, and the Mem- 
bers are able to, not get involved with 
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the particular problem, but to help 
guide them and send them to the prop- 
er servicers to get their loan modifica- 
tions. This is similar to that. Simply, 
our office has been able to say: Yes, the 
program is no longer in existence, but 
this is what you can do if there is an 
alternative. 

Now, I would prefer not to rehash the 
back-and-forth we saw in the Financial 
Services Committee about the termi- 
nation of this program. Members on 
my side of the aisle showed pictures, 
talked about the problems caused by 
abandoned properties, and even show- 
cased letters from their districts, let- 
ters which talked about the good work 
NSP was doing. Yet the debate, it 
seems, will not sway my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle. Instead, I 
think it’s best to focus on my amend- 
ment. 

I believe this is a commonsense pro- 
vision that can be accepted by both 
sides of the aisle regardless of whether 
they agree with the underlying bill. 
Grantees should be made aware of this 
funding recision, and Members of Con- 
gress should stand ready to help com- 
munities mitigate the effects of blight- 
ed properties. 

I would ask for the support of my col- 
leagues. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Madam Chair, the Congresswoman’s 
amendment does nothing to help at- 
risk borrowers, and the notification 
the Congresswoman proposes would 
apply only to community groups, lead- 
ers and speculators currently partici- 
pating in the program. It is not a seri- 
ous attempt to address the underlying 
problem homeowners are facing today. 

If we are going to have a notification 
requirement, it makes more sense to 
have the recipients of these funds to 
date notify taxpayers how much, in 
what way they have spent taxpayer 
dollars and what return taxpayers can 
expect from their investments. 

Unfortunately, the answer is: none. 
Many have questioned HUD’s ability to 
properly monitor the use of such ex- 
traordinary amounts of money being 
spent at the State level and in various 
ways. The Inspector General of HUD 
has already identified multiple misuses 
of NSP money at the State level. The 
GAO has questioned the information 
system in place at HUD, and has ques- 
tioned its ability to track the NSP 
funds. 

I wish the amendment had said: 
Please continue using the $6 billion in 
an appropriate way, and in some way, 
do everything you can to create jobs 
for the American workers with the $6 
billion we’ve given you. 

It does not say that, and I cannot 
support the amendment the way it is 
drafted. 
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I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I have 
heard so many convoluted arguments 
today about this legislation from the 
opposite side of the aisle. 

My colleague from California, my 
friend and someone I highly respect, 
knows that he does not have to wish 
what an amendment would say. If he is 
interested in an amendment, he can 
offer it. My colleague from California 
did not offer the amendment that he 
has just alluded to, and he did not sug- 
gest when we were in committee that 
somehow he would like to have an al- 
ternative. So I find it rather curious 
that he would come to the floor and 
start wishing what my amendment 
would say. 

Secondly, I want to straighten out 
something. My colleague from Cali- 
fornia keeps talking about how this 
bill does not stop any foreclosures. The 
NSP legislation was not intended to 
stop foreclosures. It was intended to do 
exactly what the name implies, which 
is to stabilize communities by taking 
these boarded up and abandoned prop- 
erties, rehabbing them or tearing them 
down so that they discontinue the de- 
valuing of the properties of those 
homeowners who are trying to keep 
their properties up and stay in the 
community. 
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If he, in fact, was concerned about 
helping homeowners, he would have 
supported the FHA refi programs. That 
program, he voted against. The FHA 
refi program was basically a program 
for middle class people who paid their 
bills on time, but who simply knew 
that their homes were underwater. 
They were not worth what they 
thought they should be worth when 
they got into the market, and they 
want to refinance them. He voted 
against that. 

So I am not so sure, when he talks 
about this NSP program not helping 
anybody stay in their homes, whether 
or not he really, really wants to help 
people stay in their homes when he is 
voting against something like the FHA 
refi. 

As for jobs, this bill creates jobs; and 
I think my colleague knows that. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Well, I did not introduce an amend- 
ment because I introduced the bill. I 
think that bill speaks for itself. 

But I am glad that my good friend 
admitted that this was not meant to 
mitigate the foreclosure process for 
people going through. I am glad you 
admitted that, because that is not 
what your amendment says. It says 
that: such entities should contact such 
Members of Congress directly for as- 
sistance in mitigating foreclosed prop- 
erties. You can’t mitigate a foreclosure 
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when you don’t help anybody with the 
foreclosure. 

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT). 

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Chair, 
first, this is one of those few moments 
I get to stand behind the microphone; 
and I say, having met the good woman 
from California, she has actually been 
very gentle to me as a freshman, so far. 

But one of my concerns here is very, 
very simple: there is $6 billion out 
there. And I won’t call it a slush fund. 
Back in my days as Maricopa County 
Treasurer, we would call it a revolving 
fund. There is $6 billion out there al- 
ready that goes out, and if the property 
is sold, comes back; and that I believe 
operates for 5 years from the enact- 
ment of the bill. 

Well, a letter like this goes out and 
says, Oh, well, the last $1 billion isn’t 
going to be there for you, but please 
keep using the $6 billion you already 
have to go do more good works in the 
neighborhood. 

My great fear is something like this 
doesn’t really accomplish much good. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield myself the balance of my time. 

As much as I respect my good 
friend—and she knows—we have 
worked together on a lot of issues, and 
I don’t believe anything between us has 
ever been personal in all the years we 
have known each other. And nothing in 
this debate is personal. We both are 
well intended. We both really want to 
help the American people. And I say 
that from the heart, and you know 
that. And I know your efforts are for 
the right purposes. But good people can 
disagree in a good way. And on this 
amendment, I have to respectfully dis- 
agree, and I would ask for a “по” vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Ms. 
WATERS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California will 
be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 7 printed in 
part B of House Report 112-34. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 5. STUDY ON IMPACTS REQUIRED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Housing 

and Urban Development shall conduct a 
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study to determine the approximate number 
of foreclosed and abandoned properties that 
will not be purchased or rehabilitated with 
amounts appropriated or otherwise made 
available under section 2301 of the Housing 
and Economic Recovery Act of 2008 (Public 
Law 110-289; 122 Stat. 2850; 42 U.S.C. 5301 
note) in the district of each Member of Con- 
gress as a result of the rescission and termi- 
nation of funding under sections 2 and 3 of 
this Act. 

(b) REPORT.— Not later than the expiration 
of the 60-day period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Congress a report setting 
forth the results of the study under sub- 
section (a). 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 170, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WATERS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from California. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

My amendment would direct the Sec- 
retary of HUD to conduct a study to 
determine the approximate number of 
foreclosed and abandoned properties 
that will not be purchased or rehabili- 
tated in the district of each Member of 
Congress as a result of the rescission 
and termination of funding under this 
act. The Secretary would then report 
these findings to Congress. CBO has 
scored this amendment at zero cost. 

Now, personally, I do not believe that 
the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram should be terminated because 
NSP creates jobs. So far, about 72,000 
housing units are projected to be im- 
pacted by round one of NSP. HUD 
projects that an additional 24,000 hous- 
ing units are projected to be impacted 
by NSP2. 

Each of these projects requires the 
work of contractors, such as roofers 
and painters and landscapers and pav- 
ers. And through the program, other 
real estate professionals like Realtors 
and title insurance agents have also re- 
ceived employment and contracting op- 
portunities. This NSP program really 
does create jobs, and this is a program 
that creates jobs by doing important 
work in the community. 

Contrary to what some say, the prob- 
lem of homes abandoned by banks is 
common, and it is difficult for munici- 
palities to mitigate their effects. As 
GAO has noted in a report from No- 
vember 2010, servicers sometimes 
charge off properties or fail to formally 
foreclose on borrowers because the 
costs of maintaining the property post- 
foreclosure exceed the costs of just 
writing the property off. These charge- 
offs typically occur after the fore- 
closure proceedings were initiated. 
However, borrowers aren’t aware that 
the servicers are stopping short of tak- 
ing their title. 

Because borrowers think that their 
servicer has finalized the foreclosure 
process, they may move away and be- 
come unreachable by the municipal 
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agency now dealing with the upkeep of 
the property. 

Additionally, it may become 
logistically difficult or cost prohibitive 
to track down thousands of borrowers 
now responsible for property mainte- 
nance, taxes, and code violations be- 
cause of servicers’ failure to formally 
foreclose. 

Additionally, NSP provides an alter- 
native to speculative investors pur- 
chasing foreclosed properties. Unlike 
homeowners and municipalities, some 
speculative investors often purchase 
properties for cash and in bulk, some- 
times sight unseen, buying them up be- 
fore others have a chance to bid. Some 
of these investors may not resell prop- 
erties to owner-occupants, but let them 
sit on the market without any im- 
provements while the investor waits 
for housing prices to rebound. 

Alternatively, anecdotal evidence 
suggests that investor-owners some- 
times rent properties out to tenants 
with little or no rehabilitation or 
maintenance of the property. 

We had a field hearing in Minneapolis 
in January 2010. At that field hearing, 
State Senator Linda Higgins said, 
“Homes are being snapped up by inves- 
tors. Some are clueless about how to 
rehabilitate a building and get good 
tenants. Others think that the laws 
really aren’t meant for them. They buy 
a house for pennies, paint the wall, 
scrub the kitchen appliances, and rent 
it out. They forget the small details 
like the condemnation order and the 
requirements for lifting the condemna- 
tion and getting a new certificate of 
occupancy and the need for a rental li- 
cense.”’ 

That is not to say that all private in- 
vestment is bad, but we must recognize 
that the work NSP is doing is a critical 
counterweight to some of these bad 
practices. For all of these reasons, I 
will defend the work that NSP is doing 
across the country. However, we are 
here now because we need to talk about 
this amendment and what it would do 
once this program is terminated. 

My NSP study amendment would 
provide critical information to Mem- 
bers of Congress. If Members knew the 
number of abandoned and foreclosed 
properties in their district that will 
not be mitigated because of this rescis- 
sion of funds, they would be better pre- 
pared to help grantees access respon- 
sible private market sources of funds 
that can help community revitaliza- 
tion. I would ask my colleagues’ sup- 
port. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

My friend has said that we need to 
determine the approximate number of 
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foreclosed and abandoned properties 
that will be purchased or rehabilitated 
because of termination of NSP. That is 
impossible. We have no idea how many 
times the money will be recycled, be- 
cause the $6 billion that is out there 
could be recycled over and over and 
over. We don’t know. We don’t know 
how much money is going to be given 
away to somebody who bought the 
house, how much is going to be taken 
back in the sale. So that is an unknown 
quantity. 

But my good friend did say that 
72,000 units were impacted by NSP 1. 
So, America, for $6 billion you im- 
pacted 72,000 units. How do you feel 
about that? Now, I am not sure what 
we did to impact them, but we im- 
pacted them. We sure spent a lot of 
your money impacting them. 

Now, at the same time, we are asking 
HUD to do a study. That is like the fox 
guarding the hen house. I am really 
sorry. Because when I asked Mercedes 
Marquez of HUD at our committee 
hearing to discuss where the money 
went, she finally said, The money is 
going to homeowners and to American 
citizens. And they strongly support the 
program and they are strongly encour- 
aging the President to veto this bill, 
should it get to him. 

So let’s just have the very organiza- 
tion do a study on a program that they 
said they support and love and, if we 
are successful in getting the bill 
passed, would encourage the adminis- 
tration to veto it. 

That is the biggest conflict of inter- 
est I have ever had presented to me to 
vote on, but it is an easy conflict of in- 
terest that I say is a conflict of inter- 
est. I would strongly encourage my col- 
leagues to vote “по.” 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from California (Ms. 
WATERS). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chair, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from California will 
be postponed. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MRS. MALONEY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 8 printed in 
part B of House Report 112-34. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk which 
is in order under the rule. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol- 
lows: 

Add at the end the following new section: 
SEC. 5. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 
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(1) The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram funds have the potential to rehabili- 
tate housing units in all 50 states: 

(A) There are 13369 homes in Alabama that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(B) There are 974 homes in Arkansas that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(C) There are 52511 homes in Arizona that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(D) There are 92186 homes in California 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(E) There are 20671 homes in Colorado that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(F) There are 8501 homes in Connecticut 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(G) There are 224 homes in the District of 
Columbia that have been vacant 90 or more 
days and could be eligible to receive funding 
under the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram. 

(H) There are 549 homes in Delaware that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(I) There are 203882 homes in Florida that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(J) There are 92950 homes in Georgia that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(K) There are 754 homes in Hawaii that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(L) There are 2609 homes in Iowa that have 
been vacant 90 or more days and could be eli- 
gible to receive funding under the Neighbor- 
hood Stabilization Program. 

(M) There are 375 homes in Idaho that have 
been vacant 90 or more days and could be eli- 
gible to receive funding under the Neighbor- 
hood Stabilization Program. 

(N) There аге 49043 homes in Illinois that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(O) There are 74100 homes in Indiana that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(P) There are 2311 homes in Kansas that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(Q) There are 1191 homes in Kentucky that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(R) There are 2489 homes in Louisiana that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(S) There are 7331 homes in Massachusetts 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(T) There are 1878 homes in Maryland that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 
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(U) There are 167 homes in Maine that have 
been vacant 90 or more days and could be eli- 
gible to receive funding under the Neighbor- 
hood Stabilization Program. 

(V) There are 120365 homes in Michigan 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(W) There аге 13937 homes in Minnesota 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(X) There are 20084 homes in Missouri that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(Y) There are 4431 homes in Mississippi 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(Z) There are 172 homes in Montana that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(AA) There are 4510 homes in North Caro- 
lina that have been vacant 90 or more days 
and could be eligible to receive funding 
under the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram. 

(BB) There are 7 homes in North Dakota 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(CC) There are 2911 homes in Nebraska that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(DD) There are 155 homes in New Hamp- 
shire that have been vacant 90 or more days 
and could be eligible to receive funding 
under the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram. 

(EE) There are 10859 homes in New Jersey 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(FF) There are 41297 homes in Nevada that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(GG) There are 16422 homes in New York 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(HH) There are 116325 homes in Ohio that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(II) There are 2961 homes in Oklahoma that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(JJ) There are 32 homes in Oregon that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(KK) There are 847 homes in Pennsylvania 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(LL) There are 3142 homes in Rhode Island 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(MM) There are 11172 homes in South Caro- 
lina that have been vacant 90 or more days 
and could be eligible to receive funding 
under the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram. 

(NN) There are 18141 homes in Tennessee 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(OO) There are 33982 homes in Texas that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
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be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(PP) There are 85 homes in Utah that have 
been vacant 90 or more days and could be eli- 
gible to receive funding under the Neighbor- 
hood Stabilization Program. 

(QQ) There are 5638 homes in Virginia that 
have been vacant 90 or more days and could 
be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(RR) There are 71 homes in Washington 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(SS) There are 5413 homes in Wisconsin 
that have been vacant 90 or more days and 
could be eligible to receive funding under the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 

(2) Congress finds that by voting to termi- 
nate the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram these housing units may not be able to 
be rehabilitated and may remain vacant. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 170, the gentlewoman 
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from New York. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Chair, I rise 
in support of my amendment to the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
Termination Act which will quantify 
the number of vacant homes across the 
country and add findings to the bill 
listing these numbers in every State so 
that it will be transparent exactly 
what the impact will be in not con- 
tinuing this program that is needed. 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram is one of four programs that my 
friends and colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle are attempting to elimi- 
nate. All of these programs in one way 
or another help to stabilize neighbor- 
hoods and help to provide affordable 
housing to keep people in their homes. 

Economists have testified before our 
committee and other committees that 
housing is as much as 25 percent of our 
economy, so it is critical that we do 
what we can to stabilize housing, not 
just for the benefit of the families ben- 
efiting from the housing, but also for 
their neighbors, for their localities, for 
their cities, for their States and for the 
overall economy. 

Foreclosed properties lead to volatile 
housing prices, blight and the deterio- 
ration of communities. The mayor of 
New York cited at a recent meeting of 
the delegation how important the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
has been to help New York recover 
from the housing crisis. He said that 
over 500 units were rehabbed and con- 
verted into affordable rental housing 
through the three rounds of funding 
that have come forward. 

Now, some of my colleagues say this 
is not important or should not be a pri- 
ority, but I can tell you it has been a 
lifesaving program, particularly to the 
families that are living there now and 
to their neighbors and to the housing 
prices and the neighbors where these 
housing units are located. 
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Funding has also been used to assist 
multifamily buildings in distress and 
has provided long-term affordability 
for renters. It also has provided jobs. 
The two main priorities of most com- 
munities across this country are hous- 
ing and jobs, and this program helps 
provide both. 

My amendment points out why the 
program is so desperately needed by 
listing, through findings, the number 
of vacant homes that could be eligible 
for funding by State. For example, in 
the home State of my good friend and 
colleague Mr. MILLER, California, there 
are over 92,000 homes that have been 
vacant for 90 or more days. In my State 
of New York, there are over 16,000 
homes that have been vacant for over 
90 days. 

The amendment clarifies that by ter- 
minating the program, vacant homes 
across the country cannot benefit from 
the Neighborhood Stabilization funds 
that could help acquire, demolish in 
some cases, rehab in some cases and re- 
develop in other cases. 

We have all seen the pictures on tele- 
vision of bulldozers plowing vacant 
homes under because they are pulling 
down the prices and are a blight in 
neighborhoods. This is one program 
that I have received phone calls on, not 
just from the mayor in the city in 
which I serve, but in cities across this 
country, where they have expressed the 
importance of the program in helping 
them to stabilize and to recover from 
this financial crisis caused primarily 
from the subprime mortgages. 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram accomplishes the dual goals of 
incentivizing homeownership while 
also improving the housing stock in 
neighborhoods devastated by fore- 
closures. Vacant, foreclosed properties 
have a very negative effect on the sur- 
rounding neighborhoods and on the 
property values of homes in those 
neighborhoods. 

I believe this is an important amend- 
ment to highlight the potential hous- 
ing stock in this country that Neigh- 
borhood Stabilization funds could be 
used to help, to rehab, to redevelop, to 
resell, to preserve neighborhood prop- 
erty values in communities across our 
great country; so I urge my colleagues 
to support my amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Madam Chair, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Well, I know my good friend Mrs. 
MALONEY has the best of intentions in 
putting this amendment forward, but 
you are talking about the number of 
homes in each State that have been va- 
cant 90 days or more and could ulti- 
mately receive funding under the NSP. 
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Well, the homes are not eligible to 
receive funding. Entities are eligible to 
receive funding. Then those entities, 
whether they be government or private 
sector, can go buy those homes. The 
problem is they can buy any home they 
want to. The only restriction on the 
program is that you can only earn up 
to 120 percent of the median income in 
an area to qualify to buy the house, but 
it does not restrict the price of the 
home being bought by the agency or 
the nonprofit. They can buy virtually 
any home they want to, and that is one 
of the flaws in the bill. 

For example, if you have any home 
that has been vacant 90 days or more, 
well, I have a partner of mine and my- 
self, we had four homes for sale in the 
last year that were on the market 
more than 90 days. The houses were in 
perfect condition, but yet they re- 
mained on the market for over 90 days. 
So based on this encouragement, one of 
these groups, whether it be a city, a 
county, a private entity that is not af- 
filiated with government, could have 
bought those houses and resold the 
houses for far less than they paid for 
them. That is the flaw with this pro- 
gram here. 

We are saying that what this wants 
us to do here is congressional findings 
to the bill listing all 50 States and the 
District of Columbia in separate sub- 
paragraphs and the number of homes in 
each State that have been vacant 90 
days or more and could be eligible to 
receive funding in NSP. 

What you mean is any home vacant 
for over 90 days would have to be list- 
ed, because there is not a dollar 
amount in the bill saying how much 
you can pay for a house. There is only 
a dollar amount saying how much a 
person can earn to buy the house. 

For example, if you live in Hawaii, 
you can make up to $73,825.20 a year 
and qualify to buy a home. In Cali- 
fornia, you can earn $68,416.80 a year 
and qualify to buy a home. It might be 
an $800,000 home, but you can still 
qualify, if they sell it to you cheap 
enough. In Virginia, you could earn 
$74,382 and buy a home; in New Jersey, 
$78,367; in Massachusetts, $72,384; in 
Utah, $75,044; in Alaska, $76,786; in Col- 
orado, $73,181; апа іп New Hampshire, 
$79,411. 

So the concept of this program is just 
helping people at the lower rungs who 
are really struggling. I am not saying 
people aren’t struggling in these in- 
come brackets. That is not what I 
mean. But I don’t want the American 
people to have the perception we are 
just trying to pick up deals and sell 
them to the lowest of income levels. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman is listing those numbers. 
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Would the gentleman tell us what the 
maximum number is he thinks people 
should be eligible to get a house 
through the FHA and Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Reclaiming my time, I was in the 
building industry from my early 
twenties, and the most excitement you 
could ever see on a person’s face was 
when they bought a home and they 
were moving into that home and they 
thought about raising their family. 

I would love a country that every 
person in this country has the ability 
and the opportunity at some point in 
their life to buy a home. But, in some 
fashion, lenders have put people in po- 
sitions to put them in homes that they 
could not afford, and those homes, in 
many cases the individuals lost those 
homes through foreclosures. And those 
people, who were well-intentioned, 
moved into homes that they could not 
afford because the lender perhaps did 
not describe it exactly or they thought 
the way the economy is going, in 3 or 
4 or 5 years the house is going to be 
worth 40 percent more than I paid and 
Iam going to make a lot of money. The 
problem is the market went the other 
way, as it did in 1974-1975, 1981-1983, 
1990-1996, and recently in 2007 to cur- 
rent the market slid. 
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And then we’re saying we’re going to 
go out and we’re going to ask to do a 
survey and we’re going to list any 
home throughout the United States in 
separate paragraphs that have been va- 
cant for 90 days or more that could be 
eligible. Well, all of them would be eli- 
gible. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. From 
my recollection, I was struck by the 
gentleman talking about those figures, 
that they were too high, because the 
last I heard, the gentleman and I were 
together in trying to establish— 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Reclaiming my time, Mr. FRANK, what 
specifically has been said throughout 
this debate, as if we’re trying to help 
people at the lower rungs, which I have 
no problem with, but I’m saying that 
there was not a restriction on the 
amount that could be paid for the 
house and there was not a requirement 
of how much it should be sold for. 

I ask for a ‘по’ vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman 
from New York has 30 seconds remain- 
ing. 

Mrs. MALONEY. The problem is the 
other side of the aisle wants to abolish 
four programs that help people stay in 
their homes, helps affordable housing. 
They have no idea or no program to be 
helpful. They say it will be taxpayers’ 
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money. But if they supported the 
Democratic plan, it would have come 
out of an assessment on the banks. 

I understand the chairman will be in- 
troducing a bill, and I would like to co- 
sponsor that. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MALONEY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I just 
would say that the gentleman from 
California previously had agreed with 
some of us that you could be able to 
get a house in the FHA for up to 


$729,000. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Reclaiming my 
time, I urge a “уез” vote on the 
amendment. 


STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
H.R. 861—NSP TERMINATION ACT 
(Rep. Miller, R-CA, and 4 cosponsors) 


The Administration strongly opposes 
House passage of H.R. 861, which would 
eliminate the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development’s Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program (NSP) and rescind $1 bil- 
lion of funding from the program’s current 
efforts. This program allows States and se- 
lect local governments to stabilize neighbor- 
hoods by redeveloping foreclosed and aban- 
doned properties, leading to increased prop- 
erty values and lowered risk of foreclosure 
from remaining residents. The Administra- 
tion is committed to helping struggling 
American homeowners stay in their homes, 
and has taken many steps over the last two 
years to stabilize what was a rapidly-declin- 
ing housing market. With many commu- 
nities still struggling with the impact of the 
severe decline in the housing market, the 
Administration believes that continued 
funding of the NSP grants is important to 
the Nation’s sustained economic recovery. 

If the President is presented with H.R. 861, 
his senior advisors would recommend that he 
veto the bill. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES, 
March 7, 2011. 
Hon. SPENCER BACHUS, 
Chairman, Financial Services Committee, House 
of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BACHUS: I am writing to 
express my strong opposition to H.R. 861, the 
Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) 
Termination Act. NSP has helped cities 
across the country address and mitigate the 
deleterious effects that vacant and blighted 
properties have on neighborhoods and prop- 
erty values. As a result of the foreclosure 
crisis, communities throughout the country, 
including Los Angeles, face significant chal- 
lenges as foreclosed homes create a vicious 
cycle of blight, neighborhood decay, and 
lower property values. NSP has been instru- 
mental in helping to stem this downward spi- 
ral by addressing the negative effects of 
abandoned and foreclosed properties. 

In the City of Los Angeles, where, over the 
past four years, we have an estimated 39,000 
foreclosed properties, NSP has played a crit- 
ical role stabilizing our fragile housing mar- 
ket and helping to construct and rehabilitate 
a total of 1,200 housing units. Furthermore, 
at a time when unemployment in our con- 
struction industry is at an all-time high, 
NSP has created more than 900 jobs spurring 
Los Angeles’ economic recovery. 

Given the economic challenges facing cit- 
ies today, I urge the committee to continue 
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funding for the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program. 
Very truly yours, 
ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA, 
Mayor. 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 
CITY OF CHICAGO, 
March 8, 2011. 
Hon. BARNEY FRANK, 
Ranking Member, House Committee on Finan- 
cial Services, Washington, DC. 

DEAR RANKING MEMBER FRANK: I under- 
stand that the Financial Services committee 
is marking up two bills on Wednesday, 
March 9, and marked up two more last week. 
I am concerned that these bills would elimi- 
nate four important programs that help both 
homeowners facing foreclosure and localities 
facing increasing numbers of vacant and 
abandoned properties. I am especially con- 
cerned with the NSP Termination Act, which 
would terminate the Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program and eliminate a third round of 
funding, known as NSP 8, crated under the 
dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform bill. 

Localities, like Chicago, are in desperate 
need of funding such as NSP 3 to assist 
neighborhoods that are facing unprecedented 
numbers of foreclosures. In 2010, for example, 
there were 23,364 foreclosure filings in Chi- 
cago. To put this in perspective, before the 
housing crisis began in 2007, Chicago saw an 
average of 8,375 foreclosure filings per year. 

As you are aware, foreclosures are dev- 
astating for neighborhoods—vacant and 
abandoned properties depress home values, 
weaken the tax base, breed crime, and drive 
up government costs as municipalities bear 
the burden of securing and maintaining 
them. Cities are already stretched thin fi- 
nancially and need as much support as pos- 
sible from the federal government. 

We have already used funds from previous 
NSP programs to revitalize neighborhoods 
and create jobs. To date, the City of Chicago 
has committed funds from the first two 
rounds of NSP to assist 579 units in 120 prop- 
erties in targeted hard-hit areas, rep- 
resenting more than $75 million in NSP in- 
vestment. In addition, our NSP work thus 
far has created 344 construction jobs. 

Using the $15.9 million the City of Chicago 
expects to receive in NSP 3 funds, we esti- 
mate we can acquire and rehabilitate ap- 
proximately 70 vacant units and demolish 
approximately 100 vacant, blighted units. 
These funds will allow us to continue the 
work we have started in communities across 
Chicago that have been hardest hit by fore- 
closure. Every vacant property that is 
rehabbed moves us closer to stabilizing these 
neighborhoods. 

Thank you for your consideration in this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD M. DALEY, 
Mayor. 


MARCH 1, 2011. 
Re Neighborhood Stabilization Program. 


Hon. JUDY BIGGERT, 

Subcommittee on Insurance, Housing and Com- 
munity Opportunity, House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, DC. 

Hon. LUIS GUTIERREZ, 

Subcommittee on Insurance, Housing and Com- 
munity Opportunity, House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRPERSON BIGGERT AND RANKING 
MEMBER GUTIERREZ: The undersigned organi- 
zations representing local elected officials, 
State and local program practitioners, and 
community-based organizations write in sup- 
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port of the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram—NSP1, NSP2, and МРЗ. The collapse 
of the housing market in 2008 wreaked havoc 
on neighborhoods across America; fore- 
closures were rampant and abandoned homes 
dotted both urban and rural landscapes. This 
national crisis threatened to bring down 
local economies. Congress stepped in to pro- 
vide funding for NSP1—the first round of 
funding under the Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program—to abate the crisis. This fund- 
ing was quickly followed by NSP2 and МРЗ 
to further aid local neighborhoods. While 
more funding is needed, the contribution 
these programs have made have been impor- 
tant to abating the foreclosure crisis and ar- 
resting neighborhood decline. NSP8 is needed 
to continue the reverberating effect of the 
activities started under NSP1 and NSP2. 

According to the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD), NSP1 апа 
NSP2, combined, have assisted approxi- 
mately 100,000 properties. The programs have 
assisted a wide mix of income levels, from 
very-low income persons at or below 50% of 
area median income to middle-income people 
with incomes up to 120% of area median in- 
come. 

NSP funds are efficiently allocated and 
managed. NSP funds are highly targeted to 
communities with the most severe neighbor- 
hood problems associated with the fore- 
closure crisis. Grantees are under very tight 
deadlines to obligate and expend the funds, 
ensuring that funds are spent quickly. The 
programs have strict reporting requirements 
that allows HUD to see that the funds are 
being spent as directed by statute and regu- 
lation and in a timely fashion. 

The programs could not have been imple- 
mented in such an efficient and quick man- 
ner without the guidance and technical as- 
sistance that has been provided by HUD. 
HUD staff have devoted a lot of time and re- 
sources to NSP grantees to ensure they have 
the capacity and tools to allocate funds 
quickly and implement program activities to 
arrest neighborhood decline. 

We urge you and the other Subcommittee 
members to support these valuable neighbor- 
hood revitalization programs. 

Sincerely, 

National Association of Counties, National 
League of Cities, U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
National Community Development Associa- 
tion, National Association for County Com- 
munity and Economic Development, Council 
of State Community Development Agencies, 
Enterprise Community Partners, Inc. 

NYC DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 
PRESERVATION & DEVELOPMENT, 
New York, NY, March 9, 2011. 
Re H.R. 839—‘‘The HAMP Termination Act of 
2011”; H.R. 861—‘‘NSP Termination Act”. 


Hon. SPENCER BACHUS, 

Chairman, 

Hon. BARNEY FRANK, 

Ranking Member, Financial Services Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES: I am writing this 
letter to express the City of New York’s op- 
position to the above-referenced bills coming 
before the House Financial Services Com- 
mittee. These measures would eliminate cru- 
cial foreclosure prevention and neighborhood 
stabilization support available to home- 
owners and communities grappling with the 
devastating effects of the foreclosure crisis 
here in New York City. 

The Home Affordable Modification Pro- 
gram (HAMP) has been an invaluable tool for 
homeowners throughout the city who have 
unsustainable mortgages. 
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Data shows us that permanent HAMP 
modifications have on average saved home- 
owners almost $400 more in monthly pay- 
ments than the savings achieved by non- 
HAMP modifications ($1200 vs. $828). 


Of the permanent modifications reported 
by the Center for New York City Neighbor- 
hood’s extensive network of service pro- 
viders, 46% are HAMP modifications (479 out 
of 1036), which is on par with the national av- 
erage of 41%, as reported by the OCC (http:// 
tinyurl.com/4qajkkt). 


HAMP has had a tremendous impact in 
New York. In the NYC MSA, there have been 
41,785 HAMP modifications (32,785 permanent 
and 9,000 active trials), which represents 6% 
of all HAMP activity nationwide. 


Without HAMP foreclosure prevention ef- 
forts would be greatly diminished. HAMP 
has been critically important in moving the 
mortgage industry to make more affordable, 
sustainable modifications for homeowners 
who have the ability to stay in their homes. 
We know from counselors on the ground that 
the banks’ own proprietary modifications 
have become more affordable and ‘‘HAMP- 
like” since the full roll-out of the program, 
further illustrating HAMP’s impact. How- 
ever, HAMP must be preserved because even 
as the quality of non-HAMP modifications 
improves, they are not nearly as beneficial 
as HAMP modifications. 


The Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
(NSP) provides states and municipalities 
with much-needed funds to stabilize neigh- 
borhoods hardest-hit by the foreclosure cri- 
sis. In NYC, we have used NSP funds to ac- 
quire and rehabilitate foreclosed homes for 
resale as affordable housing. 


NSP funds are reducing the city’s stock of 
vacant, foreclosed homes that are a blight on 
communities. To date, we have acquired 65 
homes that are in various stages of rehab, 
and on track to buy and restore 25 more. We 
are poised to launch a program that will 
offer NSP funds as downpayment assistance 
to encourage homeowners to buy foreclosed 
homes. These programs accomplish dual 
goals of incentivizing homeownership while 
also improving the housing stock in neigh- 
borhoods devastated by foreclosure. 


NSP funding has also been used to assist 
multifamily rental buildings in distress, pro- 
viding long-term affordability for income-el- 
igible families. As a result of the economic 
downturn, New York City is witnessing an 
increase in the number of rental buildings 
with deteriorating physical conditions, with 
many of these buildings in default on their 
mortgages. Addressing the needs of these 
properties is putting a strain on our typical 
funding sources, making NSP a particularly 
valuable tool. We have expended over $3M of 
NSP funds on the acquisition of foreclosed 
multi-family buildings, creating over 200 af- 
fordable rental units in The Bronx and 
Brooklyn. At least $10 million in future NSP 
funds will be targeted towards stabilizing 
some of the most distressed multi-family 
rental housing in the City. 


As outlined here, the aforementioned pro- 
grams offer critical assistance to New York 
City families and neighborhoods suffering 
from the harmful effects of the foreclosure 
crisis. These programs’ positive impacts are 
extensive and they are compelling. To elimi- 
nate them now would be unwise. For these 
reasons, The City of New York oppose their 
termination. 

Sincerely, 
RAFAEL E. CESTERO, 
Commissioner. 
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REPORT ON THE NUMBER OF HOMES VACANT 90 DAYS OR 
MORE 


Number of Homes 
Vacant 90 Days or 
More 


State 


Alabama 
Arkansas 


Arizona .. §2,511 
California 92,186 
Colorado 20,671 
Connecticut 8,501 


Washington, DC .. 
Delaware 


Florida 203,882 
Georgia .. 92,950 
Hawaii 754 
lowa ... 2,609 
Idaho 375 
Illinois 49,043 
Indiana 74,100 
Kansas .. 2,31 
Kentucky 1,19 
Louisiana 2,439 
Massachusetts 7,33 
Maryland 1,878 
Maine .... 67 
Michigan 120,365 
Minnesota 13,937 
Missouri . 20,084 
Mississippi . 4,43 
Montana ..... 72 
North Carolina 4,510 
North Dakota .. 7 
Nebraska .... 2,91 
New Hampshire 55 
New Jersey .. 10,859 
New Mexico 0 
41,297 

16,422 

116,325 

2,961 

32 

н 847 

Puerto Rico . 0 
Rhode Island .. 3,142 
South Carolina 11,172 
Tennessee 18,141 
Texas 33,982 
р 85 
Virginia .. 5,638 
Vermont . 0 
Washington 71 
Wisconsin 5,413 
Wyoming ..... 0 


The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. MALO- 
NEY). 

The question was taken; and the Act- 
ing Chair announced that the noes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Chair, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro- 
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from New York will 
be postponed. 

EN BLOC AMENDMENTS NO. 9 AND 10 OFFERED BY 
MS. CASTOR OF FLORIDA 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider en bloc amendments No. 9 
and 10 printed in part B of House Re- 
port 112-34. 

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Madam 
Chair, I have en bloc amendments at 
the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the en bloc amendments. 

The text of the en bloc amendments 
is as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. 5. GAO STUDY OF ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF 
ROUND 3 NSP FUNDING. 

The Comptroller General of the United 
States shall conduct a study to determine 
the economic impacts that providing assist- 
ance under the Neighborhood Stabilization 
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Program, using the funding identified in sec- 
tion 2, would have on States and commu- 
nities in the United States, if such funding 
were not rescinded and canceled under such 
section, but remained available and was used 
in accordance with the provisions of law ap- 
plicable to such amounts as in effect imme- 
diately before the repeal under section 3(a). 
Not later than the expiration of the 90-day 
period beginning on the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General 
shall submit to the Congress a report setting 
forth the results and conclusions of the 
study under this section. 
AMENDMENT NO. 10 

At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 


SEC. 5. GAO STUDY OF ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF 
ROUNDS 1 AND 2 NSP FUNDING. 


The Comptroller General of the United 
States shall conduct a study to determine 
the economic impacts that providing assist- 
ance under the Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program has had on States and communities 
in the United States. The study shall iden- 
tify such impacts resulting from the funding 
under the each of the provisions of law speci- 
fied in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of section 
3(b)(2). Not later than the expiration of the 
90-day period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral shall submit to the Congress a report 
setting forth the results and conclusions of 
the study under this section. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 170, the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. CASTOR) and a Mem- 
ber opposed each will control 5 min- 
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle- 
woman from Florida. 

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Madam 
Chair, my amendments are very sim- 
ple. They say that 90 days after enact- 
ment of this bill, we will commence a 
Government Accountability study to 
determine the impact of Neighborhood 
Stabilization rounds 1, 2, and 3 on com- 
munities all across the country. 

Now, I have to tell you, Madam 
Chair, I do not need a study to tell me 
that in my community Neighborhood 
Stabilization has provided terrific ben- 
efits. Neighborhood Stabilization in 
the Tampa Bay area in Florida, a com- 
munity that was very hard hit by pred- 
atory lending, subprime mortgage, and 
the foreclosure crisis, Neighborhood 
Stabilization has given us the tools to 
create vital housing in the midst of 
this horrendous crisis and it has cre- 
ated jobs. 

Things have been tough in my neck 
of the woods, and Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization has given communities in 
our neighborhoods and our nonprofit 
agencies a little bit of hope. Property 
values in the Tampa Bay area have 
plummeted by over 40 percent since 
2007. Neighborhood Stabilization has 
helped us to stop the bleeding. Neigh- 
borhood Stabilization has helped us 
protect our property values. And 
Neighborhood Stabilization has turned 
some of the worst abandoned and fore- 
closed homes that were causing blight 
all across our community into rehabili- 
tated properties. And here are just a 
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few examples of what Neighborhood 
Stabilization has done in Tampa and in 
Hillsborough County. 

First, with the help of our local non- 
profit partners, in East Tampa we have 
taken an abandoned, dilapidated resi- 
dential property and we are turning it 
into housing for 18 homeless female 
veterans and their families. If you 
come down to my neck of the woods, 
unfortunately, you will see folks out 
on the street corner. We have a pan- 
handling problem like never before— 
nothing I have ever seen in my lifetime 
in my hometown—and it’s very dif- 
ficult to deal with. A lot of the home- 
less are veterans, and some of them are 
female veterans. So we’ve taken that 
Neighborhood Stabilization money and 
plugged it into buying an old aban- 
doned residential property, and we’re 
now providing housing for those home- 
less veterans. We broke ground last 
fall, and all of the construction work- 
ers, the architects, the engineers, they 
were there to thank us because they 
also needed the work. 

Here’s a second example. We also 
breathed new life into a new downtown 
redevelopment mixed use initiative. 
Years ago, the Tampa community tore 
down what was the worst public hous- 
ing project anywhere around. It was 
named Central Park Village. Well, 
thanks to Neighborhood Stabilization, 
next week we are going to break 
ground on the first residential piece of 
this new community. The first residen- 
tial piece will provide affordable apart- 
ments to seniors. Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization did that. We did not have the 
funds and our local partners did not 
have the funds to continue on that 
mixed use public-private partnership. 
And it gets even better, because that 
big mixed use project is going to create 
4,000 construction jobs in an area that 
really needs them and 1,000 permanent 
jobs once the new redevelopment is fin- 
ished. 

Third, through our community, we 
have targeted those ugly, abandoned, 
dilapidated houses and duplexes on the 
street or boarded-up apartment com- 
plexes. We put people to work cleaning 
them up. We’ve sold them or rerented 
to a family that met eligibility stand- 
ards. A renovated home can sometimes 
set off a chain reaction of home im- 
provement throughout your neighbor- 
hood, and that is what we’re seeing. 

The alternative would be letting 
houses stay vacant, continuing to drag 
down property values in my commu- 
nity even further. We’re putting fami- 
lies back into these homes. Our local 
nonprofit partners are returning them 
to the fabric of the neighborhoods rath- 
er than just having them sit there or 
seeing them flipped by out-of-town in- 
vestors. 

In addition to the meaningful tools 
Neighborhood Stabilization gives to 
local communities like mine and the 
thousands of jobs it has helped create, 
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I would like you to take one step back 
and consider the modest investment 
Neighborhood Stabilization has pro- 
vided—overall, $7 billion over the past 
few years. I can’t help but compare 
that to the $700 billion that was pro- 
vided to Wall Street through the Wall 
Street bailout that I did not support 
because that was not directing the big 
banks to provide any help to our local 
communities. Well, Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization, this very modest invest- 
ment—1l percent of the Wall Street 
bailout funds—now is providing greater 
stabilization throughout our commu- 
nities. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
my amendments and oppose H.R. 861. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Madam Chair, I rise to claim the time 
in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Some of the arguments that the gentle- 
lady made are heart-wrenching. You 
hate to think about homeless people. 
Veterans are suffering in this country, 
there’s no doubt about it. Veterans are 
coming back. Some of them have prob- 
lems from being on the front in com- 
bat. In our church every week, our pas- 
tor talks about that, and we pray for 
these veterans. You feel sorry for 
them. 

But we talk about elderly; we talk 
about veterans; we talk about children; 
we talk about homeless. Nothing in 
this bill prioritizes them in any fash- 
ion. There are groups that could be 
helped as a consequence of it, and I un- 
derstand that, but nothing prioritizes. 

I’m going to accept the gentlelady’s 
amendment because I have no problem 
with trying to determine the economic 
impact of the Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program. I think there’s been a 
huge impact on the economy because 
we've given away, to date, $6 billion of 
taxpayers’ money on this program. And 
I think we could have done a much bet- 
ter job at investing that money in an- 
other fashion that wouldn’t have put 
the taxpayers at risk and perhaps cre- 
ated jobs in doing that. 

But I met with the NAHB, National 
Association of Home Builders, to talk 
about all the people in the industry out 
of work. I’ve talked to BIA, talking 
about all the Building Industry Asso- 
ciation members out of work, and 
they’re trying to put them to work. 
This bill does not help them. 

We talk about a giveaway to banks. 
In TARP 1, we lent money to banks, 
yes, and they paid it back with inter- 
est. Freddie and Fannie, yes, we’re 
lending money to Freddie and Fannie. 
They’re paying 10 percent interest on 
the money. So to create this straw man 
out there of the bank giveaway and 
Wall Street and Freddie and Fannie is 
fallacious. Freddie and Fannie are pay- 
ing 10 percent interest on the money. 

We did not just, the people who voted 
for the first half of TARP, vote to give 
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banks money and forget it, go home. It 
was to stop a major run on the banks 
and to stop this economy from plum- 
meting. And Bernanke and Paulson and 
the administration, everybody on both 
sides of the aisle agreed it had to be 
done. And the money was paid back, 
and we made money on it. Shock. 

This money was given away and we 
will not be getting it back. 

I yield 14% minutes to the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT). 
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Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Chair- 
man, І am pleased that we’re actually 
accepting this amendment, because if 
we get an honest study from it, it could 
be some very interesting numbers. But 
I hope it’s an honest study that also 
looks from top to bottom. Such as in 
the Neighborhood Stabilization Pro- 
gram in the previous $6 billion that has 
been spent, what crowding out has it 
done? What first-time homebuyers, 
what investors, found themselves com- 
peting with government? It would be 
interesting to know. 

Also, we keep hearing the numbers of 
saying, well, with our government 
money we created this many jobs. How 
many jobs were being created if they 
were private investors or first-time 
homebuyers or other families that were 
acquiring the same sort of properties 
and fixing them up? If we’re going to 
get like for like, it will be fascinating. 

Then we also have to deal with the 
reality of it as we saw in the previous 
amendment. In that amendment, it was 
claiming there were about 1,061,000, 
we'll call them vacant units in the 
country. Okay. If we start doing the 
math with the remaining billion dol- 
lars of additional money, how much 
impact does that have? And will the 
study also step up and say, with the $6 
billion that’s out there that’s supposed 
to be acting like a revolving fund, 5 
years from the beginning of this pro- 
gram, which was what, last summer? 
How is that money being used? How 
much velocity is it really getting? Or is 
it now sitting in houses that are com- 
peting with other neighbors who are 
trying to sell theirs. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I would be happy to yield to the gentle- 
lady. I was not meaning to be rude or 
forget about you. 

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. I thank my 
colleague very much for agreeing to ac- 
cept my amendments. 

My point on comparing neighborhood 
stabilization to the Wall Street bailout 
was just to point out—and I know both 
sides of the aisle were involved in the 
Wall Street bailout. It was the Bush 
administration, but a number of Demo- 
crats worked to do that, and I’m not 
here to criticize that. It’s just to com- 
pare the scale. There was $700 billion 
provided to Wall Street banks, just to 
compare, and 1 percent of that to com- 
munities under neighborhood stabiliza- 
tion. 
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Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Madam Chair, I reclaim my time. 

I was going to allow for adequate 
time on that, but it was not a give- 
away. It was a loan. You’re comparing 
$350 billion in the first half that was 
lent to lenders to stabilize the econ- 
omy versus $700 billion that was a give- 
away. 

It’s my time, Madam Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
has 15 seconds remaining. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will 
the gentleman yield to me briefly? 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Regular order, Madam Chair. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts will allow the gen- 
tleman from California to continue. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I think we’re comparing things that 
have nothing to do with the bill before 
us. So we can talk about Wall Street. 
We can talk about banks. If anything, 
this has helped banks because it’s 
taken foreclosed properties that 
they’ve had and it’s bought them. So 
we can add all these straw men to the 
debate that we want to. The thing is, 
should we give away taxpayer dollars? 
I say no and I ask for an “ауе” on the 
gentlelady’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendments en bloc offered by 
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
CASTOR). 

The en bloc amendments were agreed 
to. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in part B of House Report 112- 
34 on which further proceedings were 
postponed, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. ELLISON of 
Minnesota. 

Amendment No. 6 by Ms. WATERS of 
California. 

Amendment No. 7 by Ms. WATERS of 
California. 

Amendment No. 8 by Mrs. MALONEY 
of New York. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLI- 
SON) on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre- 
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


redesignate the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 183, noes 244, 
not voting 5, as follows: 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 


[Roll No. 183] 
AYES—183 


Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 


NOES—244 


Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
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Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 


Pay: 


ne 


Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Price (NC) 
Quigley 


Rah: 
Бап 
Rey' 


all 
gel 
es 


Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 


Roy 
Rup: 


bal-Allard 
persberger 


Rush 


Rya: 


Sanchez, Linda 


T. 


Sanchez, Loretta 


n (OH) 


Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 


Schiff 


Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 


Sew 


ell 


Sherman 


Shu. 


Sires 


ler 


Slaughter 


Smi 


th (WA) 


Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 


Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 


Tierney 


Ton 


ko 


Towns 
Tsongas 


Van 


Hollen 


Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 


Wasi 


serman 


Schultz 


Wat 
Wat 


ers 
t 


Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 


Wu 


Yarmuth 


Dold 
Dreier 
Duffy 


Dun 
Dun 


can (SC) 
can (TN) 


Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 


Fitz 


patrick 


Flake 


Flei 


schmann 


Fleming 
Flores 


For 
For 


Foxx 


ез 
enberry 


Franks (AZ) 


Fre. 
Gal 


inghuysen 
egly 


Gardner 
Garrett 


Ger 


ach 


Gib 


8 


Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 


Goh: 
Соо 


mert 
dlatte 
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Gosar Lungren, Daniel Rogers (MI) 
Gowdy E. Rohrabacher 
Granger Mack Rokita 
Graves (GA) Manzullo Rooney 
Graves (MO) Marchant Ros-Lehtinen 
Griffin (AR) Marino Roskam 
Griffith (VA) McCarthy (CA) Ross (FL) 
Grimm McCaul Royce 
Guinta McClintock Runyan 
Guthrie McCotter Ryan (WI) 
Hall McHenry Scalise 
Hanna McKeon Schilling 
Harper McKinley Schmidt 
Harris McMorris Schock 
Hartzler Rodgers Schrader 
Hastings (WA) Meehan Schweikert 
Hayworth Mica Scott (SC) 
Heck Miller (FL) Scott, Austin 
Heller Miller (MI) Sensenbrenner 
Hensarling Miller, Gary Sessions 
Herger Mulvaney Shimkus 
Herrera Beutler Murphy (PA) Shuster 
Holden Myrick Simpson 
Huelskamp Neugebauer Smith (NE) 
Huizenga (MI) Noem Smith (NJ) 
Hultgren Nugent Smith (TX) 
Hunter Nunes Southerland 
Hurt Nunnelee Stearns 
Issa Olson Stivers 
Jenkins Palazzo Stutzman 
Johnson (IL) Paul Sullivan 
Johnson (OH) Paulsen Terry 
Johnson, Sam Pearce Thompson (PA) 
Jones Pence Thornberry 
Jordan Peterson Tiberi 
Kelly Petri Tipton 
King (IA) Pitts Turner 
King (NY) Platts Upton 
Kingston Poe (TX) Walberg 
Kinzinger (IL) Pompeo Walden 
Kline Posey Walsh (IL) 
Lamborn Price (GA) Webster 
Lance Quayle West 
Landry Reed Westmoreland 
Lankford Rehberg Whitfield 
Latham Reichert Wilson (SC) 
LaTourette Renacci Wittman 
Latta Ribble Wolf 
Lewis (CA) Rigell Womack 
LoBiondo Rivera Woodall 
Long Roby Yoder 
Lucas Roe (TN) Young (AK) 
Luetkemeyer Rogers (AL) Young (FL) 
Lummis Rogers (KY) Young (IN) 
NOT VOTING—5 
Cohen Labrador Schwartz 
Giffords Nadler 
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Messrs. BERG, PENCE, PITTS, and 
YOUNG of Indiana changed their vote 
from “ауе” to “по.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
WATERS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 5- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 174, noes 248, 
not voting 10, as follows: 


4218 


Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (ТА) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Garamendi 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 


[Roll No. 184] 


AYES—174 


Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 


NOES—248 


Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Duffy 
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Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 


Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 


Grimm McClintock Ross (FL) 
Guinta McCotter Royce 
Guthrie McHenry Runyan 
Hall McKeon Ryan (WI) 
Hanna McKinley Scalise 
Harper McMorris Schilling 
Hartzler Rodgers Schmidt 
Hastings (WA) Meehan Schock 
Heek Miller (FL) ные 
Heller Miller (MI) Schweikert 
Hensarling Miller, Gary Scott (SC) Я 
y Scott, Austin 

Herger Mulvaney Sensenbrenner 
Herrera Beutler Murphy (PA) Soasicnia 
Holden Myrick М 
Huelskamp Neugebauer Shimkus 
Huizenga (MI) Noem Shuler 
Hultgren Nugent Shuster 
Hunter Nunes Simpson 
Hurt Nunnelee Smith (NE) 
Issa Olson Smith (NJ) 
Jenkins Palazzo Smith (TX) 
Johnson (IL) Paul Smith (WA) 
Johnson (OH) Paulsen Southerland 
Johnson, Sam Pearce Stearns 
Jones Pence Stivers 
Jordan Peters Stutzman 
Kelly Peterson Sullivan 
King (IA) Petri Terry 
King (NY) Pitts Thompson (PA) 
Kingston Platts Thornberry 
Kinzinger (IL) Poe (TX) Tiberi 
ти ro Tipton 

amborn оѕеу 
Lance Price (GA) ee 
Landry Quayle Visclosky 
Lankford Reed Walberg 
Latham Rehberg Walden 
LaTourette Reichert 
Latta Renacci Walsh (IL) 
Lewis (CA) Ribble Webster 
LoBiondo Rigel Wes 
Long Rivera Wes moreland 
Lucas Roby Whitfield 
Luetkemeyer Roe (TN) Wilson (SC) 
Lummis Rogers (AL) Wittman 
Lungren, Daniel Rogers (KY) Wol 

E. Rogers (MI) Womack 
Mack Rohrabacher Woodall 
Manzullo Rokita Yoder 
Marino Rooney Young (AK) 
McCarthy (CA) Ros-Lehtinen Young (FL) 
McCaul Roskam Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Bass (CA) Labrador Schwartz 
Cohen Marchant Welch 
Franks (AZ) Nadler 
Giffords Owens 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There are 2 minutes remaining in this 
vote. 
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Mr. MEEHAN changed his vote from 
“aye” to “по.” 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MS. WATERS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
WATERS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The Acting CHAIR. This is a 5- 
minute vote. 


March 16, 2011 


The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 178, noes 249, 
not voting 5, as follows: 


[Roll No. 185] 


AYES—178 
Ackerman Gonzalez Owens 
Andrews Green, Al Pallone 
Baca Green, Gene Pascrell 
Baldwin Grijalva Pastor (AZ) 
Barrow Gutierrez Payne 
Bass (CA) Hanabusa Pelosi 
Becerra Harris Perlmutter 
Berkley Hastings (FL) Pingree (ME) 
Berman Higgins Polis 
Bishop (GA) Himes ; 
Bishop (NY) Hinchey Cae ш, 
Blumenauer Hinojosa R Eoy 
ч ahall 
Boswell Hirono Rangel 
Brady (PA) Holden 
Braley (IA) Holt Reyes 
Brown (FL) Honda Richardson 
Butterfield Hoyer Richmond 
Capps Inslee Ross (AR) 
Capuano Israel Rothman (NJ) 
Cardoza Jackson (IL) Roybal-Allard 
Carnahan Jackson Lee Ruppersberger 
Carney (TX) Rush 
Carson (IN) Johnson (GA) Ryan (OH) 
Castor (FL) Johnson, E. B. Sanchez, Linda 
Chu Kaptur Te 
Cicilline Keating Sanchez, Loretta 
Clarke (MI) Kildee Sarbanes 
Clarke (NY) Kind Schakowsky 
Clay Kissell Schiff 
Cleaver Kucinich Scott (VA) 
Clyburn Langevin Scott, David 
Connolly (VA) Larsen (WA) Serrano 
Conyers Larson (CT) Sewell 
Costa Lee (CA) Sherman 
Costello Levin Shuler 
aera ae ce Sires 
ritz oebsac 
Crowley Lofgren, Zoe RA чег 
Cuellar Lowey Stark 
Cummings Lujan Sutton 
Davis (CA) Lynch Thom: 
A pson (CA) 
Davis (IL) Maloney 
DeFazio Markey Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
DeGette Matheson 
DeLauro Matsui Tonko 
Deutch McCarthy (NY) Towns 
Dicks McCollum Tsongas 
Dingell McDermott Van Hollen 
Doggett McGovern Velazquez 
Donnelly (IN) McIntyre Walz (MN) 
Doyle McNerney Wasserman 
Edwards Meeks Schultz 
Ellison Michaud Waters 
Engel Miller (NC) Watt 
Eshoo Miller, George Waxman 
Farr Moore Weiner 
Fattah Moran Welch 
Filner Murphy (CT) Wilson (FL) 
Frank (MA) Napolitano Woolsey 
Fudge Neal Wu 
Garamendi Olver Yarmuth 
NOES—249 
Adams Brady (TX) Crawford 
Aderholt Brooks Crenshaw 
Akin Broun (GA) Culberson 
Alexander Buchanan Davis (KY) 
Altmire Bucshon Denham 
Amash Buerkle Dent 
Austria Burgess DesJarlais 
Bachmann Burton (IN) Diaz-Balart 
Bachus Calvert Dold 
Barletta Camp Dreier 
Bartlett Campbell Duffy 
Barton (TX) Canseco Duncan (SC) 
Bass (NH) Cantor Duncan (TN) 
Benishek Capito Ellmers 
Berg Carter Emerson 
Biggert Cassidy Farenthold 
Bilbray Chabot Fincher 
Bilirakis Chaffetz Fitzpatrick 
Bishop (UT) Chandler Flake 
Black Coble Fleischmann 
Blackburn Coffman (CO) Fleming 
Bonner Cole Flores 
Bono Mack Conaway Forbes 
Boren Cooper Fortenberry 
Boustany Cravaack Foxx 
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The Acting CHAIR. This is a 5- 
minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 179, noes 246, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 186] 


Franks (AZ) Lipinski Rogers (AL) 
Frelinghuysen LoBiondo Rogers (KY) 
Gallegly Long Rogers (MI) 
Gardner Lucas Rohrabacher 
Garrett Luetkemeyer Rokita 
Gerlach Lummis Rooney 
Gibbs Lungren, Daniel Ros-Lehtinen 
Gibson. E. Roskam 
Gingrey (GA) Mack Ross (FL) 
Gohmert Manzullo Royce 
Goodlatte Marchant Runyan 
Gosar Marino Ryan (WI) 
Gowdy McCarthy (CA) Scalise 
Granger McCaul :115 
Graves (GA) McClintock сое 
Graves (MO) McCotter Schock 
Griffin (AR) McHenry Schrader 
Griffith (VA) McKeon Schweikert 
Grimm McKinley Scott (80) 
Guinta McMorris Scott. Austin 
Guthrie Rodgers 8 ‘ b 
Hal Meehan Баа 
Наппа Міса И 
Нагрег Miller (FL) aa 
Hartzler Miller (MI) Simpson 
Hastings (WA) Miller, Gary Smith (NE) 
Hayworth Mulvaney Smith (NJ) 
Heck Murphy (PA) м 
Heinrich Myrick Smith (TX) 
Heller Neugebauer Smith (WA) 
Hensarling Noem Southerland 
Herger Nugent Stearns 
Herrera Beutler Nunes Stivers 
Huelskamp Nunnelee Stutzman 
Huizenga (МІ) Olson Sullivan 
Hultgren Palazzo Terry 
Hunter Paul Thompson (PA) 
Hurt Paulsen Thornberry 
Issa Pearce Tiberi 
Jenkins Pence Tipton 
Johnson (IL) Peters Turner 
Johnson (OH) Peterson Upton 
Johnson, Sam Petri Visclosky 
Jones Pitts Walberg 
Jordan Platts Walden 
Kelly Poe (TX) Walsh (IL) 
King (IA) Pompeo Webster 
King (NY) Posey West 
Kingston Price (GA) Westmoreland 
Kinzinger (IL) Quayle Whitfield 
Kline Reed Wilson (SC) 
Lamborn Rehberg Wittman 
Lance Reichert Wolf 
Landry Renacci Womack 
Lankford Ribble Woodall 
Latham Rigell Yoder 
LaTourette Rivera Young (AK) 
Latta Roby Young (FL) 
Lewis (CA) Roe (TN) Young (IN) 
NOT VOTING—5 
Cohen Labrador Schwartz 
Giffords Nadler 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There are 2 minutes remaining in this 
vote. 


1803 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MRS. MALONEY 


The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
MALONEY) on which further pro- 
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend- 
ment. 


the 


RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 


AYES—179 

Ackerman Green, Al Pallone 
Andrews Green, Gene Pascrell 
Baca Grijalva Pastor (AZ) 
Baldwin Gutierrez Payne 
Barrow Hanabusa Pelosi 
Bass (CA) Hastings (FL) Perlmutter 
Becerra Heinrich Peters 
Berkley Higgins Pingree (ME) 
Berman Himes Polis 
Bishop (GA) Hinchey Price (NC) 
Bishop (NY) Hinojosa Quigley 
Blumenauer Hirono Rahall 
Boswell Holt Rangel 
Brady (PA) Honda Reyes 
Braley (IA) Hoyer Richardson 
Brown (FL) Inslee Richmond 
Butterfield Israel Ross (AR) 
Capps Jackson (IL) 
Capuano Jackson Lee Rothman (NJ) 

ы Roybal-Allard 
Cardoza (TX) Ruppersberger 
Carnahan Johnson (GA) Rush 
Carney Johnson, E. B. Ryan (OH) 
Carson (IN) Kaptur Sanchez. Linda 
Castor (FL) Keating T 4 
Chu Kildee y 

AEN к Sanchez, Loretta 
Cicilline Kind Баратов 
Clarke (MI) Kissell Schakowsk 
Clarke (NY) Kucinich Schutt y 
Clay Langevin 
Cleaver Larsen (WA) Scott (VA) 
Clyburn Larson (CT) Scott, David 
Connolly (VA) Lee (CA) Serrano 
Conyers Levin Sewell 
Costa Lewis (GA) Sherman 
Costello Lipinski Shuler 
Courtney Loebsack Sires 
Critz Lofgren, Zoe Slaughter 
Crowley Lowey Smith (WA) 
Cummings Lujan Speier 
Davis (CA) Lynch Stark 
Davis (IL) Maloney Sutton 
DeFazio Markey Thompson (CA) 
DeGette Matheson Thompson (MS) 
DeLauro Matsui Tierney 
Deutch McCarthy (NY) Tonko 
Dicks McCollum Towns 
Dingell McDermott: Tsongas 
Doggett McGovern Van Hollen 
Donnelly (IN) McIntyre Velazquez 
Doyle McNerney Walz (MN) 
Edwards Meeks Wasserman 
Ellison Michaud Schultz 
Engel Miller (NC) Waters 
Eshoo Miller, George Watt 
Farr Moore Waxman 
Fattah Moran Weiner 
Filner Murphy (CT) Welch 
Frank (MA) Napolitano Wilson (FL) 
Fudge Neal Woolsey 
Garamendi Olver Wu 
Gonzalez Owens Yarmuth 
NOES—246 

Adams Boren Cole 
Aderholt Boustany Conaway 
Akin Brady (TX) Cooper 
Alexander Brooks Cravaack 
Altmire Broun (GA) Crawford 
Amash Buchanan Crenshaw 
Austria Bucshon Cuellar 
Bachmann Buerkle Culberson 
Bachus Burgess Davis (KY) 
Barletta Burton (IN) Denham 
Bartlett Calvert Dent 
Barton (TX) Camp DesJarlais 
Bass (NH) Campbell Diaz-Balart 
Benishek Canseco Dold 
Berg Cantor Dreier 
Biggert Capito Duffy 
Bilbray Carter Duncan (SC) 
Bilirakis Cassidy Duncan (TN) 
Bishop (UT) Chabot Ellmers 
Black Chaffetz Emerson 
Blackburn Chandler Farenthold 
Bonner Coble Fincher 
Bono Mack Coffman (CO) Fitzpatrick 


4219 


Flake Landry Roby 
Fleischmann Lankford Roe (TN) 
Fleming Latham Rogers (AL) 
Flores LaTourette Rogers (KY) 
Forbes Latta Rogers (MI) 
Fortenberry Lewis (CA) Rohrabacher 
Foxx LoBiondo Rokita 
Franks (AZ) Long Rooney 
Frelinghuysen Lucas Ros-Lehtinen 
Gallegly Luetkemeyer Roskam 
Gardner Lummis Ross (FL) 
Garrett Lungren, Daniel Royce 
Ger. ach E. Runyan 
Gibbs Mack Ryan (WI) 
Gibson Manzullo Scalise 
Gingrey (GA) Marchant Schilling 
Gohmert Marino Schmidt 
Goodlatte McCarthy (CA) Schock 
Gosar McCaul Schrader 
Gowdy McClintock Schweikert 
Granger McCotter Scott (SC) 
Graves (GA) McHenry Scott. Austin 
Graves (MO) McKeon Gandenbrenise 
Griffin (AR) McKinley Sessions 
Griffith (VA) McMorris Shimkus 
Grimm Rodgers Shuster 
Guinta Meehan Si 
Guthrie Mica рор 
Hall Miller (FL) Smith (NE) 
Hanna Miller (MI) Smith (NJ) 
Harper Miller, Gary Smith (TX) 
Harris Mulvaney Southerland 
Hartzler Murphy (PA) Stearns 
Hastings (WA) Myrick Stivers 
Hayworth Neugebauer Stutzman 
Heck Noem Sullivan 
Heller Nugent Terry 
Hensarling Nunes Thompson (PA) 
Herger Nunnelee Thornberry 
Herrera Beutler Olson Tiberi 
Holden Palazzo Tipton 
Huelskamp Paul Turner 
Huizenga (MI) Paulsen Upton 
Hultgren Pearce Visclosky 
Hunter Pence Walberg 
Hurt Peterson Walden 
Issa Petri Walsh (IL) 
Jenkins Pitts Webster 
Johnson (IL) Platts West 
Johnson, Sam Poe (TX) Westmoreland 
Jones Pompeo Whitfield 
Jordan Posey Wilson (SC) 
Kelly Price (GA) Wittman 
King (IA) Quayle Wolf 
King (NY) Reed Womack 
Kingston Rehberg Woodall 
Kinzinger (IL) Reichert Yoder 
Kline Ribble Young (AK) 
Lamborn Rigell Young (FL) 
Lance Rivera Young (IN) 
NOT VOTING—7 

Cohen Labrador Schwartz 
Giffords Nadler 
Johnson (OH) Renacci 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 


The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There are 2 minutes remaining in this 


vote. 


1809 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 


Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
CHAFFETZ) having assumed the chair, 
Mrs. EMERSON, Acting Chair of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider- 
ation the bill (H.R. 861) to rescind the 
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third round of funding for the Neigh- 
borhood Stabilization Program and to 
terminate the program, and, pursuant 
to House Resolution 170, reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend- 
ment adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or- 
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment re- 
ported from the Committee of the 
Whole? 

If not, the question is on the com- 
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a motion to recommit at the 
desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. I am in its cur- 
rent form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Braley of Iowa moves to recommit the 
bill, H.R. 861, to the Committee on Financial 
Services with instructions to report the 
same back to the House forthwith with the 
following amendment: 

In section 3(b)(1), before ‘‘shall continue” 
insert the following: ‘‘, and all amounts 
made available for use pursuant to sub- 
section (d),’’. 

In section 3(c), before ‘‘, and outlays” in- 
sert ‘‘or under subsection (d)’’. 

At the end of section 8, add the following 
new subsection: 

(d) CONTINUATION OF STATE PROGRAM; PRI- 
ORITY FOR RURAL AREAS.—There is author- 
ized to be appropriated an amount equal to 
the portion of the unobligated balances de- 
scribed in section 2 that, pursuant to the 
provision of law specified in section 2, was 
allocated to States. Any amounts made 
available pursuant to the authorization 
under this subsection shall be used for assist- 
ance under the same provisions of law appli- 
cable to the amounts made available by the 
provision of law specified in section 2, except 
that assistance made available pursuant to 
the authorization under this subsection shall 
be allocated only to States and any State 
that receives an allocation from such 
amounts shall, in distributing such allocated 
amounts, give priority emphasis and consid- 
eration to rural areas (within the meaning 
given such term for purposes of the provision 
of law specified in section 2). 

In section 4, after ‘(МӘР)’ insert the fol- 
lowing; ‘‘for assistance for units of general 
local government”. 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa (during the 
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to dispense with the reading. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa? 


“ 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve a point of order 
against the amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point 
of order is reserved. 

The gentleman from Iowa is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
this picture tells the story of why this 
amendment is so important. This isn’t 
Wall Street. You don’t see any hedge 
fund managers or investment bankers 
here. They are doing pretty well these 
days. This isn’t the headquarters of 
BP. 

Most small towns are lucky to have a 
single convenience store, and they are 
even luckier if that convenience store 
sells gasoline. This is a Main Street in 
my State of Iowa, and there are far too 
many of these in communities in my 
State and in my district. And I guar- 
antee you, there are far too many of 
these in rural communities in your 
States. Because while Wall Street and 
big corporations are doing fine, our 
rural communities and small towns are 
facing a real crisis, and the Neighbor- 
hood Stabilization Program is making 
a real difference in rural America. 

I want to tell you about a woman 
from Oelwein, a small town in my dis- 
trict. She is 23 years old. She only 
makes $22,000 a year working at a day 
care. She grew up in Oelwein and she 
wants to raise her children in Oelwein, 
and the national Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program is helping her be- 
come a first-time homeowner. 

Now, our amendment would simply 
take the money that has already been 
allocated for this program апа 
prioritize it for our rural communities 
so we can change the way that streets 
like this look, and so we can make sure 
that more moms can raise their kids in 
the towns where they grew up. This 
amendment doesn’t cost any money. It 
allows a mom to raise a child in her 
home community. And our amendment 
will not kill this bill. It would simply 
give our rural communities the ability 
to weather the worst crisis they have 
faced in a generation. 

Now, maybe our small towns or this 
young mom should incorporate as a 
bank. Maybe then they would get the 
same kind of attention that we have 
given to Wall Street. Because, folks, 
Wall Street is getting through this cri- 
sis; Main Streets are not. And it is 
time we answer this question: Are we 
going to stand with Wall Street and 
Big Oil and corporate CEOs, or are we 
going to stand up for small towns all 
across America that need our help now 
more than ever? 

At this time, I yield to my good 
friend from the State of Iowa, Con- 
gressman BOSWELL. 

Mr. BOSWELL. I appreciate the op- 
portunity to speak on this. And, again, 
I want to say this amendment does not 
kill the bill. 
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Republicans have put forth a bill 
that again forces our middle class and 
our working families to sacrifice, sac- 
rifice, and sacrifice so they can con- 
tinue the giveaways for Big Oil, bil- 
lionaires, and corporations that 
outsource American jobs. 

As a former professional soldier, I ap- 
proach our economy with a military 
eye to take the hill and get our econ- 
omy going again, and we need all of our 
troops behind us. In this case, our 
troops are our workers, the middle 
class Americans who must be healthy 
and armed with the tools to rebuild the 
economy. Our camps are the commu- 
nities that must have the resources to 
do just that. So why are our troops and 
communities in rural America being 
left behind? 

Rural Main Streets in Iowa have been 
devastated as Republicans have re- 
warded outsourcing. Manufacturing 
plants in my district, like Maytag—all 
of you know who Maytag is—in New- 
ton, Iowa, they have packed up and 
moved their jobs to Mexico. Many of 
you have similar situations. 

Rural workers have lost jobs in eth- 
anol, biodiesel, and wind turbine plants 
because we have given tax breaks to 
Big Oil while cutting investments in 
renewable energy. These communities 
have weathered farm crisis after crisis, 
as Republicans defend Wall Street 
speculators tinkering with the markets 
that they depend on. 

I urge my colleagues to say “уез” to 
rural America and the middle class by 
supporting this amendment to H.R. 861. 
Rural America is not blue or red. Rural 
America is simply hardworking com- 
munities that are already struggling to 
keep the American Dream alive for 
their residents who live, work, and be- 
lieve in them. 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
to many people, rural America is a pol- 
icy or a program. To Congressman Bos- 
WELL and me, it is where we came 
from. That is why I urge all of my col- 
leagues to vote for this motion to re- 
commit. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman from California continue to 
reserve his point of order? 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
I withdraw my point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California. 
That was a very nice picture of a store- 
front. It was not a picture of a home. 
Now, why would you impose a terrible 
program on rural America that you 
don’t want on urban America? 

You have to say we have given away 
$6 billion of taxpayer monies and it 
will never come back to the Federal 
Government. We are saying let’s pre- 
serve the last billion dollars. 
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There is a huge lack of account- 
ability in this program. The inspector 
general of HUD has already identified 
multiple misuses of NSP money at the 
State level. The GAO has questioned 
the information system that places 
HUD at risk using the tracking system. 

How many of you want to use your 
money to buy this house that Chair- 
man BACHUS has pointed out? Nobody. 
But, taxpayers, guess what? We are 
using your money. The biggest problem 
with this program is unfair allocation. 

Now, rural America, you probably 
got ripped off in this whole process like 
everybody else did because, let’s see, 
where did the money go? In the NSP 1, 
we spent $4 billion. In the NSP 2, $1.93 
billion. We are saying the last billion 
dollars, let’s at least save that for the 
taxpayers and use it for some bene- 
ficial purpose. 

Where did the money go? Let’s see if 
it was fairly distributed. Let’s look at 
my area. L.A. County got $26.3 million. 
San Bernardino County, one of the 
hardest hit, got $33.2 million. Orange 
County got $4.3 million. San Diego 
County, $5.1 million. A total of $68.9 
million on hard-hit counties. 

Now, let’s see. What did nongovern- 
ment agency groups get out there that 
are incorporated? Neighborhood Lend- 
ing Partners, Incorporated got $50 mil- 
lion; the Community Builders, Incor- 
porated got $78.6 million; Los Angeles 
Neighborhood Housing Service, Incor- 
porated got $60 million; Neighborhood 
Lending Partners of West Florida, In- 
corporated got $50 million; and Chi- 
canos por la Causa, Inc. got $137 mil- 
lion. 

Now, all of my counties got $68.9 mil- 
lion; the Community Builders got $78.6 
million; Chicanos por la Causa got $137 
million. Is that considered nonequi- 
table qualification? It is nonequitable, 
period. It does not make sense. And we 
say $1.3 billion went to nongovernment 
agencies. 

Now, somebody said I was racist be- 
cause I said Chicanos por la Causa got 
$137 million. They got 10 percent of all 
the funds given to nongovernment 
agencies. If it was Germans for Afford- 
able Housing that got $137 million, I 
would oppose it just like I oppose this 
one. 

Now, taxpayers understand, clearly, 
it did not prevent one foreclosure in 
this entire country. Not one person got 
to keep their home because we spent $6 
billion. In fact, imagine the family who 
owned the home. Maybe the ma or pa 
got in trouble with their job. They 
couldn’t quite make the payments. For 
the last 3 years, they have been unable 
to repair the plumbing. They couldn’t 
replace the oven that wasn’t working. 
A couple windows were broken out. 
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The house needed painting. And they 
had to sit there and let their house go 
back to the lender, to watch some enti- 


ty, a nonprofit or government agency, 
buy that home, fix it up, and sell it to 
somebody else. How would you feel 
when nobody came to your aid when 
you were losing your home, but yet 
your tax dollars were used to buy that 
home to give it to somebody else? 


Now, understand clearly, the argu- 
ment they have made is look at all the 
money we gave to bail out the banks. 
Well, I got an update from Treasury 
today. Ninety-nine percent of the 
money that we lent to banks has been 
paid back. And, guess what? We made 
$20 billion on it. But we gave $7 billion 
away to this program. So, yes, we made 
20, and we ended up with a net 13, by 
lending the money that you say bailed 
out the banks. It was a loan. 


This program does nothing but say 
we are going to send you a check, and 
you never send us a dime back. And the 
sweet part is you can pay any amount 
of money you want for the house. It is 
almost impossible to violate the terms 
of this deal, because there are no condi- 
tions. You can pay $800,000 for a house 
and sell it for $50. The requirement is 
whatever you pay for the house, plus 
whatever you pay to rehabilitate the 
house, you have to sell it for less. 

And it doesn’t say who you have to 
sell it to. A nonprofit, I am not saying 
they would, could have a cousin who 
wanted to buy the house that they paid 
$180,000 for and they could sell it legiti- 
mately for $20,000, and, guess what? 
You have not violated the terms of 
NSP 1, 2 or 3, and you have not broken 
the law. And when you sell the house, 
if you sell it, you can take the money 
and recycle it again. You could even 
take this money and do a private ven- 
ture with a private group, splitting 
profits, and, falling under the condi- 
tions of how you buy the house and sell 
the house, money gets split. There are 
very few restrictions in this bill. 

This is a terrible bill. I would encour- 
age a “по” vote on the motion to re- 
commit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for any electronic vote on the 
question of passage. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 153, noes 272, 
not voting 7, as follows: 
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Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (ТА) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Costa 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 


[Roll No. 187] 
AYES—153 


Garamendi 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Holden 

Holt 

Honda 
Hoyer 

Inslee 

Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kind 

Kissell 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Maloney 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Napolitano 
Olver 


NOES—272 


Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
DeGette 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 

Dold 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 

Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
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Owens 


Pa 


lone 


Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 


Ре 


osi 


Perlmutter 
Pingree (ME) 


Ро 


is 


Price (NC) 


Ra: 


hall 


Rangel 
Reyes 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 


Ro 
Ru 


hman (NJ) 


persberger 


Rush 

Ryan (OH) 

Sanchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 

Sarbanes 

Schakowsky 

Schrader 

Scott (VA) 

Scott, David 

Serrano 


Sewel 
Shuler 
Sires 


Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 


Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 


Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 


Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 


Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 


We 


lch 


Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 


Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 

Heller 
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Hensarling McKinley Royce 
Herger McMorris Runyan 
Herrera Beutler Rodgers Ryan (WI) 
Himes Meehan Scalise 
Huelskamp Mica Schiff 
Huizenga (MI) Miller (FL) Schilling 
Hultgren Miller (МІ) Schmidt 
Hunter Miller, Gary Schock 
Hurt Mulvaney Schweikert 
Issa Murphy (PA) Scott (SC) 
Jackson Lee Myrick Scott, Austin 

(TX) Neal Sensenbrenner 
Jenkins Neugebauer Sessions 
Johnson (IL) Noem 
Johnson (OH) Nugent oe 
Johnson, Sam Nunes Shuster 
Jones Nunnelee Simpson 
Jordan Olson Smith (NE) 
Kelly Palazzo Smith (NJ) 
Kildee Paul Smith (TX) 
King (IA) Paulsen Southerland 
King (NY) Pearce 
Kingston Pence Stearns 
Kinzinger (IL) Peters Stivers 
Kline Peterson Бн 
Kucinich Petri е 
Lance Pitts 
Landry Platts Thompson (PA) 
Lankford Poe (TX) Thornberry 
Latham Pompeo Tiberi 
LaTourette Posey Tipton 
Latta Price (GA) Tsongas 
Lee (CA) Quayle Turner 
Lewis (CA) Quigley Upton 
LoBiondo Reed Walberg 
Long Rehberg Walden 
Lucas Reichert Walsh (IL) 
Luetkemeyer Renacci Waters 
Lummis Ribble Watt 
Lungren, Daniel Richardson Waxman 

E. Rigell Webster 
Lynch Rivera Weiner 
Mack Roby West 
Manzullo Roe (TN) Westmoreland 
Marchant Rogers (AL) Whitfield 
Marino Rogers (KY) Wilson (SC) 
Markey Rogers (MI) Wittman 
Matheson Rohrabacher Wolf 
McCarthy (CA) Rokita Womack 
McCaul Rooney Woodall 
McClintock Ros-Lehtinen Yoder 
McCotter Roskam Young (AK) 
McHenry Ross (FL) Young (FL) 
McKeon Roybal-Allard Young (IN) 

NOT VOTING—7 

Cohen Lamborn Wasserman 
Giffords Nadler Schultz 
Labrador Schwartz 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain- 
ing in this vote. 
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Messrs. WATT, MARKEY, KUCI- 
NICH, Ms. TSONGAS, Ms. RICHARD- 
SON, and Ms. BERKLEY changed their 
vote from “уеа” to “пау.” 

So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above record. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 242, noes 182, 
not voting 8, as follows: 


This 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 


Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 


[Roll No. 188] 


AYES—242 


Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Holden 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
Е. 
Маск 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 


NOES—182 


Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (ТА) 
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Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson 
Petri 

Pitts 

Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 


March 16, 2011 


Castor (FL) Inslee Polis 
Chu Israel Price (NC) 
Cicilline Jackson (IL) Quigley 
Clarke (MI) Jackson Lee Rahall 
Clarke (NY) (TX) Rangel 
Clay Johnson (GA) Reyes 
Cleaver Johnson, E. B. Richardson 
Clyburn Kaptur Richmond 
Connolly (VA) Keating Ross (AR) 
Conyers Kildee Rothman (NJ) 
Costa Kind R 
Я oybal-Allard 
Costello Kissell Ruppersberger 
Courtney Kucinich 
Critz Langevin Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Crowley Larsen (WA) У: к 
Cuellar Larson (CT) Sanchez, Linda 
Cummings LaTourette T. 
Davis (CA) Lee (CA) Sanchez, Loretta 
Davis (IL) Levin Sarbanes 
DeFazio Lewis (GA) Schakowsky 
DeGette Lipinski Schiff 
DeLauro Loebsack Scott (VA) 
Deutch Lofgren, Zoe Scott, David 
Dicks Lowey Serrano 
Dingell Lujan Sewel 
Doggett Lynch Sherman 
Donnelly (IN) Maloney Shuler 
Doyle Markey Sires 
Edwards Matheson Slaughter 
Ellison Matsui Smith (WA) 
Engel McCarthy (NY) Speier 
Eshoo McCollum Stark 
Farr McDermott Sutton 
Fattah McGovern Thompson (CA) 
SEA (MA) етуге Thompson (MS) 
тап cNerney н 
Fudge Meeks pias 
Garamendi Michaud Powis 
Gonzalez Miller (NC) T 
Green, Al Miller, George воправ 
Green, Gene Moran Turner 
Grijalva Murphy (CT) Van Hollen 
Gutierrez Napolitano Velazquez 
Hanabusa Neal Visclosky 
Hastings (FL) Olver Walz (MN) 
Heinrich Owens Waters 
Higgins Pallone Watt 
Himes Pascrell Waxman 
Hinchey Pastor (AZ) Weiner 
Hinojosa Payne Welch 
Hirono Pelosi Wilson (FL) 
Holt Perlmutter Woolsey 
Honda Peters Wu 
Hoyer Pingree (ME) Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—8 
Cohen Moore Schwartz 
Giffords Nadler Wasserman 
Labrador Schrader Schultz 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain- 
ing in this vote. 
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So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


e 


REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO- 
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1076, PROHIBITING FEDERAL 
FUNDING OF NATIONAL PUBLIC 
RADIO 


Mr. DREIER, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 112-35) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 174) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 1076) to prohibit Federal 
funding of National Public Radio and 
the use of Federal funds to acquire 
radio content, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 


March 16, 2011 


REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 979 


Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to have my name re- 
moved as cosponsor of the bill (H.R. 
979) to amend chapter 89 of title 5, 
United States Code, to ensure program 
integrity, transparency, and cost sav- 
ings in the pricing and contracting of 
prescription drug benefits under the 
Federal Employees Health Benefits 
Program. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE CONTRIBU- 
TIONS OF THE MIAMI HEBREW 
ACADEMY 


(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize an extraor- 
dinary school in my south Florida com- 
munity, the Miami Hebrew Academy. 
Founded in 1947 with just a handful of 
students, the Hebrew Academy was the 
first Jewish day school in the south- 
eastern United States. 

Today, the Hebrew Academy has 
grown to over 600 students and serves 
with distinction the educational and 
religious needs of our Jewish families 
and students. In addition to а phe- 
nomenal general education, students of 
the Miami Hebrew Academy are taught 
the values of the Torah, the benefits of 
a strong American-Israeli partnership, 
and the importance of Holocaust edu- 
cation. 

I cannot thank the Hebrew Academy 
enough for its leadership in both the 
general and spiritual education of our 
south Florida community. 


a 


YUCCA MOUNTAIN 


(Ms. BERKLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re- 
marks.) 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to express my sympathy for the 
people of Japan as they battle a nu- 
clear disaster that threatens lives and 
their environment, and I rise to reject 
calls for more wasteful spending, $100 
billion more of wasteful spending, on 
the Yucca Mountain project in re- 
sponse to Japan’s nuclear tragedy. 

Dumping radioactive waste on top of 
an earthquake fault located inside a 
volcanic zone 90 miles outside of Las 
Vegas will only increase the danger to 
Americans from radioactive waste pro- 
duced at nuclear power plants. Nuclear 
industry plans call for decades of waste 
shipments to be unleashed on commu- 
nities across the United States that are 
unprepared to deal with the death and 
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destruction that this radioactive gar- 
bage can cause. 

Whether it’s a tragic accident involv- 
ing a train or a truck carrying nuclear 
waste or a deliberate 9/11 style ter- 
rorist attack on even one shipment, 
the risk to human lives and the poten- 
tial for billions of dollars in economic 
damage is staggering. 

Let us stop pushing Yucca Mountain 
and start focusing on securing waste at 
existing plant sites, stored in hardened 
bunkers engineered to keep this mate- 
rial isolated from our fellow citizens. 
With what we are witnessing in Japan, 
these pro-dump forces should put con- 
cern for safeguarding lives above con- 
cerns about profits. 


Ee 


IN MEMORY OF DERRY 
BROWNFIELD 


(Mr. CRAWFORD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with a heavy heart that I come to the 
floor today to mourn the passing of 
Derry Brownfield, a pioneer in the farm 
broadcasting industry. As the only 
agri-reporter and farm broadcaster in 
Congress, I feel compelled to honor him 
today. 

Derry’s influence across the farm 
broadcasting industry was far-reach- 
ing, and it will be felt for years to 
come. While many overlook the impor- 
tance of agri-reporting, Derry under- 
stood the necessity. He prided himself 
on ‘‘speaking as a farmer, to the farm- 
er, for the farmer, from the farm.” 

His vision and passion for informing 
and educating rural America was un- 
paralleled and an inspiration to the 
farmers and farm broadcasters he influ- 
enced. There is now a noticeable hole 
in the agriculture community, but we 
can take what Derry taught us and 
honor his legacy by continuing the tra- 
dition of quality agricultural report- 
ing. 


EE 
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HONORING ST. PATRICK’S DAY 


(Mr. KEATING asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
honor of the great holiday of St. Pat- 
rick’s Day. My district is home to the 
largest population of Irish Americans 
in the Nation. Like many of my con- 
stituents, my paternal grandparents 
emigrated from Ireland at the turn of 
the 20th century. When they came to 
this country, they had all their worldly 
possessions in one trunk each. There- 
after, they had eight children, five of 
whom served in our Armed Forces, one 
of whom gave his life for this country. 

So many of my friends and neighbors 
share similar stories of sacrifice and 
dedication to family and to their new 
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country. It is no wonder that Irish 
Americans have come to embody the 
values of loyalty, community, and hard 
work in the fabric of our Nation. 

As they say, everyone is Irish on St. 
Patrick’s Day. So let us all embody 
those values as we tackle the chal- 
lenges facing our Nation currently. 

May the road rise up to you, 

May the wind be always at your 
back, 

May the sun shine warm upon your 
face, 

The rains fall soft upon your fields 
and, 

Until we meet again, 

May God hold you in the palm of His 
hand. 


EE 
RETREAT? 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 9 
months after the administration sent 
1,200 National Guard troops to the bor- 
der, Washington has decided that it is 
time for the troops to withdraw. In my 
opinion, this decision is dangerously ir- 
responsible. Violence has already 
spilled into the United States from 
Mexico. The 16 Texas border counties 
are packed with foreign nationals 
charged with serious crimes in the 
United States. 

According to the GAO, 56 percent of 
the border is wide open; and instead of 
fulfilling their duty to protect the peo- 
ple of this country, Washington orders 
retreat. It defies logic that we would 
remove the National Guard from the 
border. If anything, we need more 
troops on the ground. 

Doesn’t Washington know that the 
border is a war zone? To abandon the 
third front puts Americans at risk with 
cross-border crime. This is a national 
security issue that cannot be ignored. 
It is the first duty of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to protect the people and the 
homeland, not order retreat. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


EE 
EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR JAPAN 


(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to rise this evening on behalf of 
the people of the State of Ohio to offer 
our great heartfelt support to our 
brothers and sisters in the nation of 
Japan. Every person in the world really 
is bound with compassion and with 
hope that we can find a way to help 
heal the great damage that is occur- 
ring there and has occurred. I know 
that we have over 12 naval vessels that 
have moved across the Pacific to offer 
assistance, and nations around the 
world will try to help the people of 
Japan. 

My message this evening is one of 
hope to the Japanese people, so many 
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that I have met in my own career, cer- 
tainly their national leaders in the 
Diet, in their executives, so many edu- 
cational leaders, and just the people of 
Japan who have been so kind to us on 
our visits there. I hope they know that 
Japanese Americans living in our coun- 
try, certainly in Ohio’s Ninth District, 
are bound with them in an attitude of 
rebuilding and healing. 

As the State of Ohio’s name means 
“hello,” we offer tonight a very special 
hello to the valiant people of Japan. 


EE 
OUR NATURAL RESOURCES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LONG). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 5, 2011, the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I do 
echo the comments of my friend from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). Our hearts do go 
out, our prayers do go out for the peo- 
ple in Japan, difficult time there. 

At the same time, there are so many 
people struggling in this country. 
There are so many people out of work; 
and although in the last week gas 
prices have come down some, sadly in 
the wake of the Japan tragedy, there is 
no doubt speculation will eventually go 
back up unless this administration 
stops, ceases, desists in putting our 
natural resources off limits for our use 
to help our economy to create jobs for 
our citizens. You know, certainly other 
countries welcome the pigheadedness 
of those in charge of this administra- 
tion who are determined to keep us 
from using our own resources. 

We had a hearing today in the Nat- 
ural Resources Committee, and the 
chairman of the Railroad Commission, 
the regulating body in Texas, Ms. Eliz- 
abeth Jones, had indicated—and I was 
not aware of what exactly she had 
said—but, apparently, this administra- 
tion is making a big deal of reopening 
and granting a permit that actually 
was not a new permit. This is some- 
thing that had been pending that was a 
re-release and was not a new permit. 

And how ironic, the ultimate irony, 
that this administration’s first sup- 
posed new permit would be to a drilling 
project in which British Petroleum, 
BP, would be the major investor. How 
about that? This administration sim- 
ply cannot get away from trying to 
help their buddies at BP. 

It was interesting to hear our friend 
across the aisle from Massachusetts in 
our hearing today indicate that in the 
European waters, off their coasts, they 
have the same driller, the same inter- 
national companies; and yet, the safety 
records over there are much better 
than they are in the Gulf of Mexico. 
Quite interesting because the only dif- 
ference is, in this country, the adminis- 
tration is run by those who help out 
President Obama, and they have sadly 
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looked the other way while BP racked 
up safety violation after safety viola- 
tion, after dozens of safety violations. 

In the meantime, the other major 
drillers had one, two violations over 
the same period. BP racked up dozens 
of violations and then hundreds of vio- 
lations until they had reached around 
800 safety violations. But did this ad- 
ministration rein them in? No. 

And then we later read that actually 
when this administration could not 
bring itself to really come down on BP 
after the disastrous blowout of the 
Deepwater Horizon, that BP executives 
were negotiating and working out the 
day, the time, the place that they 
would come out in support of President 
Obama’s and our Democratic col- 
leagues’ great pride and joy called the 
cap-and-trade bill. І don’t want to of- 
fend people by calling it the crap-and- 
trade bill, so we will call it the cap- 
and-trade bill instead of what I really 
think it is. 

But they were negotiating to come 
out and be the administration’s one big 
international energy company that em- 
braced this whole cap-and-trade bill. 
Why? Because they had special perks 
they were getting out of it with regard 
to carbon sales, and so they were com- 
ing onboard. 
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Well, of course this administration 
did not want to come down on BP when 
they were going to be the big energy 
company that came out saying, Yes, 
we're for this cap-and-trade bill. Yes, 
we think it’s good. Why? Because we’re 
going to get rich off of it even though 
Americans are going to be paying out 
the nose for energy once this thing 
kicks in. Americans will be losing their 
jobs right and left; but, boy, we will 
make a lot of money because we’re cro- 
nies with the administration. So they 
were going to come out in support. 

The administration didn’t want to 
shut them down. They were hoping 
that what BP was telling them about it 
not really being that big of a deal 
would be true. So of course the Presi- 
dent didn’t fly down there imme- 
diately, like he had said about Presi- 
dent Bush that he should have after 
Katrina. This President waited and 
waited, really didn’t want to come 
down on BP because these were his 
buddies that were going to help him 
get across the finish line the cap-and- 
trade bill. They were the guys that had 
safety violation after safety violation. 
So it gets a little difficult to hear 
friends across the aisle talk about cro- 
nyism when we know that when you 
really examine the facts where the cro- 
nyism lies. 

We have heard people talk about how 
offensive it was that there were off- 
shore leases that had language re- 
moved from the pricing from which 
royalties were paid that cost the 
United States Treasury billions of dol- 
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lars in royalties that rightfully would 
have been the U.S. Treasury’s, except 
that our hearings indicated that there 
was actually at least one or two people 
in the Clinton administration who had 
it pointed out, Hey, we need this lan- 
guage in here that allows us to get the 
amount of royalties we should. But 
they were instructed, We are leaving it 
out here. 


When we had a hearing with a friend 
of the Clinton administration, a former 
appointee of the Clinton administra- 
tion who had done his research, I asked 
him why he had not questioned those 
people who had ordered that that lan- 
guage be kept out. He said, Well, they 
left the administration, so we really 
can’t question them. They are in the 
private sector now. 


Well, you do a little further research, 
and you find out that the private sec- 
tor, these people that cost the United 
States Government billions of dollars 
and made billions of dollars for the cro- 
nies of the Democrats in the Big Oil, 
they actually had gone to work for 
British Petroleum. How about that. So 
to have heard the former Clinton ap- 
pointee who did the investigations say, 
Well, I couldn’t possibly question these 
people because they left, and they were 
in the private sector, I was surprised 
because if someone intentionally and 
knowingly defrauds the government, 
it’s a crime. And the FBI doesn’t have 
any trouble normally going after folks, 
subpoenaing records. They know how 
to do it. They do it quite well. But they 
didn’t go after these individuals be- 
cause—well, they had left government 
service, and this one in particular had 
gone to work for British Petroleum. 
How about that. 


So imagine our surprise in 2009 when 
we find out that the person who was 
most knowledgeable about the lan- 
guage being taken out that cost us bil- 
lions of dollars and had gone to work 
for British Petroleum had now been 
brought on to the Obama administra- 
tion to supervise these offshore leases. 
How about that. Or to quote our friends 
from Saturday Night Live: “What’s up 
with that?” It cost the country billions 
of dollars, went to work for British Pe- 
troleum, and then you bring them back 
on and put them in charge of the off- 
shore leases? 


Then we find out that those who 
worked for the Interior Department, 
the offshore rig inspectors who stand 
between this country and disastrous 
problems off the coast that are man- 
made, were the ones within the Bureau 
of Land Management that were allowed 
to unionize. 


Well, that sounds kind of strange be- 
cause, you know, union negotiations— 
normally, if you go back to the incep- 
tion of unions, it was to overcome 
issues of corporate greed. It didn’t 
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seem to fit here because here were peo- 
ple that were supposed to stand be- 
tween our Nation and man-made disas- 
ters off our coast. And they were al- 
lowed to unionize because we know 
unions, they’ll negotiate—oops, these 
folks can’t work too many hours, can’t 
work too many hours in succession. 
You have got to do this. You can’t go— 
you know, there are all kinds of things 
negotiated. It would be like negoti- 
ating a union contract on behalf of the 
military soldiers. You can’t overwork 
them. You can’t expect them to work 
too late into the evening, travel too 
much. 

When people are standing between us 
and disaster, it just is not appropriate 
to have contracts negotiated in a union 
manner, because they stand between us 
and disaster. It’s not appropriate for 
people in the military, and it’s not ap- 
propriate for our offshore rig inspec- 
tors. If they have to work extra hours, 
if they have to travel extra, if they 
have to do some task to ensure that 
our country does not get devastated be- 
cause of man-made negligence, a dis- 
aster off our coast, they will have to do 
that job; and if you don’t like it, go to 
work for the private sector. 

That is the way it was supposed to 
be, not to have unions organize people 
who stand between us and disaster. Be- 
cause if you go back to the founding, 
the Founders anticipated—and some of 
them wrote in their letters, in their 
diaries that we had within our grasp, 
they indicated, the chance to do what 
philosophers had only dreamed about, 
to govern ourselves. 

We can understand the need for union 
collective bargaining, to overcome cor- 
porate greed in cases where it’s oc- 
curred; but to need unions to extort 
things from the government that is 
supposed to be ‘‘We, the people,” in a 
democratic Republic? Offshore inspec- 
tors standing between us and disaster, 
and they get to have a bargaining ses- 
sion where, Gee, we don’t want them to 
work too many hours even if it meant 
saving America, saving thousands of 
jobs. 

Well, in the hearing where we heard 
from the director of the Bureau of 
Land Management who was over that 
whole system, when I asked, What are 
the checks and balances? Since you 
have these offshore inspectors union- 
ized, what are the checks and balances 
that protect us from disaster? It should 
be these offshore inspectors. So how do 
you ensure that the allegations that we 
read and have been hearing that some 
of the administration’s offshore inspec- 
tors had been bribed, have been given 
perks to look the other way with safe- 
ty violations, and they had done so— 
we’ve read allegations of that kind of 
thing. So what is it that protects us 
and ensures there are checks and bal- 
ances to make sure offshore inspectors 
are not bribed, are not given things to 
make them look the other way? 
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And the director indicated they do 
have a solid system of checks and bal- 
ances for such offshore inspectors. 
They send them out in teams of two 
people at a time. That way, we can rest 
assured that if one inspector were sub- 
jected to some type of bribe or perk, 
something to look the other way, the 
other inspector would report them, 
would refuse to accept the bribe or the 
perk to look the other way, so that we 
could rest assured that we were pro- 
tected. 
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Apparently, she was not aware that I 
was aware that the last two-person 
team of inspectors that went out, sent 
by this administration out to the Deep- 
water Horizon before the disastrous 
blowout, was a father and son union- 
ized inspection team. That’s who was 
sent to stand between us and disaster. 

Now, there are some disasters, like 
earthquakes, like tsunamis, that insur- 
ance companies call acts of God. I still 
do, too. I don’t believe that God causes 
those things to happen to punish peo- 
ple. I think He has the power to do so. 

But we do have the power to build 
and to inspect and to prepare for disas- 
ters so that we can mitigate and mini- 
mize damages after such things occur. 
But you can’t very well mitigate and 
minimize when you’re allowing the 
kind of abuses that have gone on from 
this administration with the cronies in 
Big Oil like British Petroleum. 

And it’s interesting to have heard, 
today, friends across the aisle trying to 
wrap British Petroleum around Repub- 
licans’ necks as an albatross when, ac- 
tually, the group that has protected 
British Petroleum over and over has al- 
lowed them to continue to drill, and 
when this administration finally got 
around to granting a new permit that 
really wasn’t new after all, it happens 
to be to their cronies, their buddies— 
good old crony capitalism—where BP is 
the major investor. How about that? 
Another “апа what’s up with that?” 

BP gets the latest right to drill in 
the gulf when others have lost thou- 
sands of jobs, families have been left 
destitute. And that means not just that 
the workers who work on those oil rigs 
have been hurt, their families have 
been hurt, and then all the places 
where they did business have been 
hurt. The restaurants, clothing stores, 
everybody who did business with those 
have been suffering because this ad- 
ministration did not punish the com- 
pany responsible for nearly 800 safety 
violations. It punished all those who 
were not their cronies. 

And how ironic that the biggest fi- 
nancial supporter of this administra- 
tion and Democratic politics, in George 
Soros, had as his biggest individual in- 
vestment in Brazilian drilling, oil and 
gas. 

How ironic that when this adminis- 
tration granted a $2 billion loan from 
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the United States of money—we don’t 
have over 40 cents of every dollar of 
that $2 billion that we have to borrow 
and pay interest on—we loaned it to 
Brazil to do offshore drilling that we 
won’t allow here. 

Oh, but by the way, that helps the 
Democrats’ biggest supporter finan- 
cially, George Soros, with his biggest 
individual investment; so, therefore, 
it’s okay to drill off the coast of Brazil 
with money borrowed from America at 
low interest rates that we have to bor- 
row from other countries at a different 
interest rate. That’s just astounding. 

And then we have calls to eliminate 
the method that has produced over 100 
years, perhaps 200 years, of natural gas 
reserves. We’ve been provided informa- 
tion that indicates that if all of the 18- 
wheelers in America started utilizing 
natural gas instead of gasoline or die- 
sel, then we would cut our dependency 
on those who hate us by 50 percent. But 
no, we’re not going to do that. 

In fact, there are measures being 
pushed by this administration and the 
EPA to eliminate our ability to utilize 
over 100, 200 years of natural gas that 
could provide our electricity, even cut- 
ting the need for more nuclear power 
plants. It could be of tremendous as- 
sistance in cutting our reliance on for- 
eign oil. And this administration wants 
to eliminate that ability. It makes no 
sense. 

Our hearts still go out to Japan for 
the decimation that’s occurred, for the 
loss of life and the livelihoods, and this 
administration has expressed that so 
eloquently. But not so for this adminis- 
tration’s actual activities to help the 
lives and livelihoods in the gulf coast 
area of those who this administration 
didn’t save their job. They cost them 
their job. They cost them their liveli- 
hood. They caused gasoline prices to go 
up because we will not help ourselves. 

We were told when gasoline reached 
$4 a gallon that probably 25 percent or 
more of that was speculation. Well, 
when speculators see that we’re doing 
nothing to help ourselves with our own 
energy needs and, in fact, we’re making 
it more and more difficult to produce 
our own oil, gas, natural resources to 
take care of ourselves and instead are 
going deeper and deeper in debt to 
countries that don’t like us—thank 
goodness we’re friends with Canada, 
and they’re helpful in our energy 
needs. But we’re funding some of the 
very terrorism we’re concerned about 
in the Middle East because we refuse to 
use our own natural resources. 

I was told by a Chinese gentleman 
that he thought he had figured out 
what our energy policy was, because 
often the Chinese, they look farsighted. 
They look down the road. They try to 
examine issues and policies in a far- 
sighted manner generations down the 
road, when we here in America some- 
times have a hard time looking at what 
we’re going to do tonight. Certainly, 
tomorrow is a stretch. 
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But, anyway, this Chinese gentleman 
had said, I think we figured out what 
you are doing. You continue constantly 
to put your own natural resources off 
limits, and that forces the rest of the 
world to use all of their natural re- 
sources. And then eventually everyone 
will have used their natural resources 
but you, and then you’ll be the only 
one with natural resources. You’ll still 
be the superpower, and you’ll still be 
the superdominant country in the 
world because everyone else lost their 
resources. They’re used up, and you 
still have yours. 

And I told him, I wish I could take 
credit and say you caught us; that’s 
our plan. Everybody else used up their 
natural resources. But we haven’t been 
that strategic in our thinking. No, 
we’re just having people say it may 
devastate the economy. Obviously, it 
is. It does when you put your natural 
resources off limits. 

But they claim that will save the en- 
vironment, not understanding that 
when you devastate an economy and 
people are losing their jobs and they 
can’t pay their bills, they’re not con- 
cerned about the environment. They’re 
concerned about getting by and just 
living. And it’s only when you have a 
vibrant economy, like we did have, 
that you have a country where we’re 
concerned about pollution of air and 
water, and we rein it in. 

Instead, policies of this administra- 
tion are sending more and more jobs 
overseas where they pollute four to ten 
times more than we do doing the same 
job, and yet that pollution goes into 
the same atmosphere and often floats 
over into our country. Mercury, toxic 
materials come floating up because we 
ran those manufacturers off in think- 
ing we were doing some good for the 
economy and for the environment, and 
we were hurting both. 
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That’s not the way it works when 
you have natural resources, when you 
have been so richly blessed, as we have 
been in this country, with so many re- 
sources. You’re expected to be good 
stewards, to use those resources wisely, 
but don’t be an idiot and not use them. 
We’ve been blessed with them. Use 
them. 

Help the environment, help the econ- 
omy, and you help the world. 

As I mentioned here before—but I’ve 
not forgotten—a West African told me 
last year when I was over in West Afri- 
ca that they were all excited when we 
elected an African American as Presi- 
dent; but they have seen this Presi- 
dent’s policies weakening America, and 
he asked me to make sure people here 
understood that, when we weaken or 
allow America to grow weaker, we hurt 
the peace-loving people around the 
world, particularly Christians, who 
want to live in peace. 

He said, When you allow the United 
States to get weaker, we don’t have 
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hope of anyone coming to our rescue 
when people come after us. You’re our 
hope in this world. Please tell your 
friends in Congress and in the adminis- 
tration, Don’t keep weakening your 
country. You’re hurting those who 
hope and want peace around the world. 

We owe it to ourselves. We owe it to 
all of those who want peace around the 
world and who count on us to act re- 
sponsibly. 

I know the Obama administration 
and those in the Interior Department 
have said, Gee, we’re not going to be 
allowing these risky ventures out in 
the Gulf of Mexico. Yet they turn 
around and let the most unconscion- 
able violator of safety regulations be 
the major investor in the permit they 
just released. 

And what about these major oil com- 
panies that keep being demonized? A 
moratorium in the gulf has caused 
many of them to move rigs to other 
countries. They won’t be back for a 
number of years, if at all. We’re costing 
ourselves thousands of jobs, and we’re 
forcing ourselves to send more money 
to countries that hate our guts. 

And what about those who are unable 
to just move because they’re inter- 
national, big companies—the inde- 
pendent oil companies—of which we 
have numerous in Texas and in Lou- 
isiana and in other Gulf States? Well, 
they can’t just take off and go to 
Brazil or go to other countries. They 
go out of business. They’ve got no- 
where else to go because this adminis- 
tration is putting them and those they 
hire and those they buy from out of 
business. 

It makes no sense to keep shooting 
ourselves in the foot and hurting those 
who rely on us. 

Now, we’ve had a temporary ces- 
sation in the explosion in gas prices. 
There is a chance here that the admin- 
istration will take advantage of it and 
will quit running off more jobs with 
more regulations and continuing an ac- 
tual moratorium, in fact, on offshore 
drilling. There is a chance that the ad- 
ministration will take advantage of 
this time-out to say, You know what? 
We’ve seen the light. We’ve heard the 
human cry from across America about 
expensive gas prices. We’ve heard the 
human cry about 100-plus years of nat- 
ural gas, So we’re going to encourage 
cars or 18-wheelers to start utilizing 
natural gas for their fuel. It does not 
produce carbon monoxide, which truly 
is poisonous and dangerous to human 
life. 

So it’s a good idea. My friend across 
the aisle, DAN BOREN, has a great bill. 
I’m hoping that the House will move it, 
that the Senate will take it up and 
that the President will sign it, and we 
can help ourselves get off such an in- 
credible reliance on foreign oil. 

It’s time to start helping ourselves. 
It’s time for people to stop helping 
those simply because they’ve helped 
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them get elected. It’s time for people 
here in Washington to follow our oath, 
to protect our country, and that in- 
cludes helping to create a strong econ- 
omy. That means, like doctors who 
have taken the oath to do no harm, we 
should take the same oath: 

First, do no harm. Quit trying to 
force people out of business because 
you don’t like them. 

Once we do that, we’ll be on the road 
to a greater economy than this Nation 
has ever experienced. 

Now I want to finish up. I was given 
a book of an historical nature. It’s 
called, ‘‘Mr. Jones, Meet the Master.” 
It has sermons and prayers of Peter 
Marshall during his time as Chaplain of 
the United States Senate during the 
1940s. It has got some wonderful mate- 
rial in here, and I would just like to 
finish my time by reading a prayer by 
the Chaplain of the U.S. Senate as he 
prayed it in the U.S. Senate. Senate 
Chaplain Peter Marshall prayed these 
words in the U.S. Senate: 

“Our Father in Heaven, give us the 
long view of our work and our world. 

“Help us to see that it is better to 
fail in a cause that will ultimately suc- 
ceed than to succeed in a cause that 
will ultimately fail. 

“May Thy will be done here, and may 
Thy program be carried out, above 
party and personality, beyond time and 
circumstance, for the good of America 
and the peace of the world. Through 
Jesus Christ Our Lord, amen.” 

That was the prayer of Chaplain 
Peter Marshall during his time as 
Chaplain of the United States Senate. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 


a 
THE PROGRESSIVE CAUCUS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Min- 
nesota (Mr. ELLISON) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the mi- 
nority leader. 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, my name 
is KEITH ELLISON. I claim the time on 
behalf of the Progressive Caucus. I 
want to thank you, Mr. Speaker, for 
providing the time so that we can 
share our views and opinions about the 
world we live in and about the impor- 
tance of Congress’ being responsive to 
the American people. 

Tonight, I am here on behalf of the 
Progressive Caucus. The Congressional 
Progressive Caucus is a caucus in the 
United States Congress, 83-member- 
strong, who can be counted on to stand 
up for peace as opposed to war, who can 
be counted on to stand up for working 
and middle class people and economic 
justice and a fair distribution of our 
Nation’s resources, who can be counted 
on to stand up for civil and human 
rights, who believe that color, culture, 
sexual orientation, and things like this 
are not important as they relate to the 
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worth or merit of a human being, and 
we can be counted on to stand up for 
these ideas that make our country 
great. 

In fact, for every great movement in 
our country, whether it has been the 
civil rights movement, the women’s 
rights movement, whether it has been 
the right to expand the vote to 18-year- 
olds, whether it has been the fight to 
end slavery or to support the rights of 
working people on the job, including 
our public employees so imperiled 
today, it has been Progressives who 
have made these struggles. It has been 
conservatives who have always fought 
progress. They fought against ending 
slavery. They fought against integra- 
tion. They fought against women’s 
rights. Always the conservatives have 
been the ones against moving our coun- 
try forward, and they are today again. 

So we are the Progressive Caucus, 
and we are proud to be Members of this 
Congress. We are proud to be able to 
stand up and articulate a people-fo- 
cused, American-focused agenda that 
we know and believe is going to be to 
the benefit of the American people. We 
are the Congressional Progressive Cau- 
cus, and we are very pleased to be 
Members of the Congress, standing up 
for the American people. 

Tonight, I am here to talk about the 
Progressive message. 
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The Progressive message. The mes- 
sage that we are going to share tonight 
is protecting the American Dream. 
Protecting the American Dream, stop- 
ping corporate tax cheats, and having a 
sane budget. That’s what we want to 
talk about tonight, protecting the 
American Dream. 

What is the American Dream? The 
American Dream is the dream, not the 
fantasy, but the dream that if you 
work hard and you live life by the 
rules, that you will be able to be suc- 
cessful in America; that you will be 
able to get a job, go to school; that if 
you live long enough and are blessed to 
do so, that you will be able to retire 
with Social Security and Medicare; 
that your children and grandchildren 
will be able to get a quality education 
at a public school if they want to; and 
that, no matter what color they are or 
what culture they are or what religion 
they are, they are welcomed, because 
Americans are Americans are Ameri- 
cans. That’s the American Dream. 

This is a dream shared by people who 
go back 14 generations in America, like 
my family does, or people who are 
brand-new arrivals in America, the 
newest person who just got their green 
card or just got their citizenship, 
sworn in and just got naturalized yes- 
terday. The American Dream. This is 
the dream we are talking about. 

Now, I believe that the conservatives 
in this body have another kind of 
dream. Their dream, based on the poli- 
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cies that they pursue, is to get the 
rights of workers away from them. 
They are all applauding what happened 
in Wisconsin so that in the workforce 
and workplace you have got no democ- 
racy; you have no say-so on what hap- 
pens to you. They want to have us 
working for China wages. They want us 
competing with the people in the Third 
World, and they want to drive wages 
down so that we can be price competi- 
tive with people who basically don’t 
make anything. 

They want to have a Tax Code that 
allows the richest of the richest to 
keep their money and not contribute to 
society, and push the expenses of soci- 
ety onto the working and middle class 
people. They envision a society where 
you have a tiny elite and a vast num- 
ber of Americans who are desperate 
and will work for anything, because 
they will have gotten rid of the social 
safety net that we as a society come 
together and put in place. They want 
to get rid of LIHEAP, which is home 
heating oil; get rid of Pell Grants, 
which help our students from moderate 
and low incomes have a chance to get 
ahead; get rid of foreclosure mitigation 
programs so that Americans could try 
to keep their homes; get rid of all this 
stuff that helps people and just say, 
Yeah, you can work, but you had better 
work for whatever the big boss pays 
you, and you can’t have a union. And if 
you are lucky enough to be among the 
top 1 percent, then life is going to be 
good. 

This is the Progressive message. 
That is what we are here to talk about 
today, the American Dream. But the 
dream I am talking about is rooted in 
the Pledge of Allegiance. 

I have got to confess to you, Mr. 
Speaker, I love coming here to say the 
Pledge of Allegiance. Whenever I am 
privileged enough to be able to be on 
the House Floor at 10 a.m. or 12, when- 
ever we open, I always feel good about 
saying the Pledge of Allegiance. I 
teach it to my children, the Pledge of 
Allegiance. And my favorite part of 
it—and of course I love the whole 
thing. But my favorite part of it is 
when we say, ‘liberty and justice for 
all.” I love that part of it. “For all.” 

Now see, the conservatives in this 
body, they like to talk about liberty. 
And then when they are talking about 
liberty, they are not talking about a 
woman’s right to choose, because that 
is liberty. They are not talking about 
the freedom of worship to be Muslim, 
Christian, Jewish, Baha’i. No religion 
at all. They don’t believe in that. They 
believe only one way to seek the Di- 
vine, and they get more radical with it 
every single day. They don’t believe in 
liberties like that. They don’t believe 
you should be able to say whatever you 
want to say. They don’t necessarily be- 
lieve in the liberties that I am talking 
about. 

They believe in property rights. 
That’s the liberty they are talking 
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about. They mean that you ought to be 
able to own as much as you want. And 
if you can buy the whole State of 
Texas, Oklahoma or Minnesota and you 
have got the money for it, you ought to 
be able to do it. That is what they are 
talking about. They are talking about 
property. 

Now, I believe in property rights, too. 
I am a very firm believer that you 
ought to own your home, you ought to 
own your business. You ought to be 
able to have some things that are 
yours, and they are not for the govern- 
ment to control. I share that belief 
with them, not to the extreme they be- 
lieve it, but I do believe that there is 
an important role for property rights. I 
also believe that there is a right for 
personal liberties, too, and they are 
not so hot about that. 

But it seems like they end the whole 
discussion after “апа justice for all.” 
They are okay with the liberty part as 
long as it is property rights, but they 
are against the ‘‘and justice for all’’ be- 
cause it is the “апа justice,” not “ог 
justice.” “Апа justice.” 

Justice has to do with treating peo- 
ple equally—all colors, all cultures, all 
faiths. Justice means that you marry 
who you want to marry in America. It 
is not the government’s business. Jus- 
tice means treating people with fair- 
ness. That is what it means. Justice in 
the economic sphere means that all of 
us have to share the burden of expense 
of this great country of ours and that 
none of us can reap all the goodies of 
being in America but don’t have to pay 
anything when it comes to footing the 
bill. That is justice. 

Now, this last part, in some ways, is 
the best part, ‘‘for all.” For everyone. 
Last week, we had some hearings in 
the Homeland Security Committee 
where one particular religious group 
was pointed out for persecution, actu- 
ally. That was a sad day. For all, 
though. America is about for all. For 
everybody. All Americans of whatever 
faith group, of whatever color, of what- 
ever, rural or urban, straight, gay. All 
of us. Liberty and justice for all. It 
ought to make you feel good. 

And when you think about liberty, 
this means you can do what you want 
to do. My conservative friends think it 
only means property, but it really 
means property or personal liberty. 
Justice means we treat people fairly in 
America. You have got a right to a fair 
trial. Even if you are accused of a 
crime, we can’t take your liberty or 
your justice away or your money until 
it is proven beyond a reasonable doubt. 
Justice. 

We have the Fourth Amendment that 
says the government has to have a rea- 
sonable basis and has to get a warrant 
before they go snooping on you. That is 
justice. Justice, the right to a lawyer. 
These things are important. And we 
don’t give up on justice. Even if you 
are a person accused of something real- 
ly bad and it looks like you really did 
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it, still you get justice in this America 
I love so much. And it is for all. Every- 
body. We have no exceptions. 

It seems like some of my friends on 
the conservative side of this body 
would have ‘‘and liberty and justice for 
all except gays, Muslims, and immi- 
grants.” That is what it seems like 
their opinion is. That is how they be- 
have anyway. 

Anyway, I am just going to leave 
that up there for a moment because I 
am going to refer to it. But I want to 
say, the fact is that Democrats aren’t 
afraid to stand up for the middle class. 
We are not afraid to say that Ameri- 
cans, if you want, if you are ready to 
work hard, ought to be able to get a 
piece of that American Dream. If you 
are ready to study hard, we ought to do 
something to make sure that you can 
go to school and get a quality edu- 
cation. And the government, the Amer- 
ican Government has a role, a certain 
responsibility to make sure that is 
there for you. 

One of the big debates we are having 
in Congress now, Mr. Speaker, is sim- 
ply this: On the one side, we have peo- 
ple on this side of the aisle, and they 
are under the impression that the gov- 
ernment can’t do anything for you, 
shouldn’t do anything to help you out. 


1940 


On the other side, we believe in 
mixed government. Yes, the govern- 
ment should be there for you, but you 
should be able to do—I mean, of course 
you have liberty and you have the pri- 
vate sector and the mixture with the 
public sector together. They say the 
private sector. We say private and pub- 
lic sector. This is the debate going on 
in Congress right now. 

When I think about the things that 
we worked on today, they wanted to 
get rid of all the foreclosure mitigation 
programs. In America, 4 million fore- 
closures, and perhaps 7 million before 
it is all done, and we literally voted on 
the House floor today that all those 
people can just let the market deal 
with their problem. That is it. 

Now, we didn’t let the market deal 
with its problems when they came here 
and asked for $700 billion for Wall 
Street. We didn’t let the market deal 
with them. They get some socialism 
when they are in a jam. 

But really, when that bailout hap- 
pened to those banks and Republicans 
voted for it, Democrats too—I voted for 
it, full disclosure—what happened is we 
said, Look, you have been irrespon- 
sible. You have done the wrong thing. 
You are like a person who has been 
smoking cigarettes in bed. You are like 
a person who has been drinking and got 
busted, and you are in jail. 

And like that person who smoked in 
bed, your house burned down. But I 
can’t run out and lecture you about 
how smoking in bed is wrong. I have 
got to go get some water and put the 
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fire out, because the fire you started 
can burn my house down if I don’t do 
something. 

And just like that friend who got 
drunk and was out, you call me up at 2 
o’clock in the morning and say, Man, I 
am really wasted. Yes, I am going to 
tell you off and tell you how wrong you 
are, but I am going to get up out of 
bed, and I am going to pick you up be- 
cause I don’t want you to get in the car 
and hurt yourself or hurt somebody 
else. 

So, yes, I voted for the bailout. I 
voted for the bailout because, if Wall 
Street went down, it was going to take 
all the rest of us with it. 

But the point is, under the Bush ad- 
ministration, they asked us to step up, 
and they asked all of America. This is 
a representative democracy. We rep- 
resent our districts. And they asked 
the American people, through us as 
their representatives, to say, Could you 
please help Wall Street out? They were 
very irresponsible, but if we don’t help 
them, we are all going to suffer. So can 
you help them? 

And the American people, through 
us, their representatives, came up with 
the majority that said, Okay, we will 
help. We don’t want to go through this 
again. We want our money back. We 
have rules we are going to impose, but 
we are going to help. And today, guess 
what? We pretty much are going to get 
all that money back. 

But when the American people need- 
ed a hand, as soon as the Republican 
caucus got in the majority, they start- 
ed tearing down all the foreclosure 
mitigation programs. This is a sad day, 
and it is wrong. It is morally reprehen- 
sible, and I am sad they did it. I fought 
against it. I voted against it every time 
I could. But we go by the rules, and the 
rules are the majority decides. There is 
another election coming up, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Anyway, there are two things that 
should be pointed out about the Repub- 
lican caucus. They say two things, two 
things that don’t make much sense. 
Well, they say a lot of things that 
don’t make much sense, but they say 
two things in particular. One is that 
they are fighting for jobs. They are not 
fighting for jobs, because if they were 
fighting for jobs, you would see them 
introduce at least one jobs bill. We 
have been here for 11 weeks. They have 
introduced exactly zero job bills. None. 

I know people listening, Mr. Speaker, 
might think, well, maybe. I am sure 
they introduced at least one or two. 
No. Check it. None. They have intro- 
duced none. Absolutely none. They 
have introduced no bills for jobs. In 
fact, they introduced these spending 
cuts that are going to cut jobs. 

We showed today the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program, which they cut 
and voted to eliminate today, offered 
100,000 jobs across America. One of 
those people was looking forward to 


March 16, 2011 


that job so they could put groceries on 
the table, pay their rent, take care of 
business. But we cut that program out, 
and they are all fine with that. 

The budget they introduced, H.R. 1— 
that bill—experts, even conservative 
economists, say, will cut 700,000 jobs. 
They are not even embarrassed about 
it. It is amazing. 

Then they also say we’ve got to cut 
it. We’ve got to cut it because—you 
know what?—We have got this enor- 
mous debt, and we don’t want to put 
this debt—and they always say this, 
they always say this—on our children 
and grandchildren. They always say it. 
You know what they are about to say 
once they start saying it. We are 
broke. We can’t put this debt on our 
children and grandchildren. 

You know what? America is not 
broke. America is the biggest economy 
in the world. As a matter of fact, this 
economy is three times bigger than the 
Chinese economy. You wouldn’t know 
that listening to them, because they 
are always running around like Chick- 
en Little. Oh, my god, the sky is fall- 
ing. The sky falling. America has got 
doom and gloom. 

Well, I don’t believe America is doom 
and gloom. I believe the best days of 
this country are yet to come. I think 
we have got to stop all this crying, and 
we have to understand that we have to 
grow ourselves out this deficit, not just 
cut everything so that we get rid of the 
social safety net that people rely on in 
order to climb up the ladder to the 
middle class. That is right, Mr. Speak- 
er. We can’t allow that to happen. 

We have got to say that there are two 
things that Republicans say but are 
wrong. They are, one, not about jobs, 
because if they were, they would have 
introduced at least one jobs bill. They 
are not about cutting the deficit, be- 
cause if they were, they wouldn’t have 
forced President Obama into this bar- 
gain where they basically extended tax 
cuts for the richest, extended all of the 
tax cuts, which cost this country $858 
billion. And they forced him into that 
bargain all so that we could extend un- 
employment benefits for people who 
have been out of work because of Re- 
publican mismanagement of the econ- 
omy. 

This is the reality. They say they are 
about the deficit. When we try to do 
anything to get some more revenue in, 
they are against it. They want to ex- 
tend tax cuts for the richest Ameri- 
cans, and they are letting $858 billion 
go right out the door. If we had just let 
those tax cuts expire, it would have 
gone down to the rates when Bill Clin- 
ton was in office. And, do you know 
what? We had a booming economy 
then, because Democrats are just bet- 
ter at managing money than the Re- 
publicans are. 

During the Bush years, we had slow 
job growth. We had very abysmal job 
growth. Middle class people had flat 
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pay. We didn’t have any increases. Of 
course, rich people had huge growth. 
They had precipitous growth in their 
income. It is amazing how much in- 
come the rich got during the Bush ad- 
ministration. 

I will never forget that, at a big fund- 
raiser that George Bush was having, he 
was talking to a body of people where 
there was an $800 a plate dinner, and 
the President said, ‘‘Some people call 
you the elite. I call you my базе.” You 
know what? He wasn’t lying when he 
said that, and he went into office and 
he took care of those people too. 

So, they are not really about deficits, 
because if we didn’t extend any of the 
tax cuts, we would eliminate the def- 
icit in 4 years. I am for that. I will sign 
up for that. If we did not extend any of 
the tax cuts and if we let them all ex- 
pire, the deficit would be wiped out in 
4 years. But you know the Republicans 
aren’t serious about deficit reduction, 
so they would never do that. 

So they are not serious about jobs. 
They are not serious about deficit re- 
duction. I will tell you what they are 
serious about. They are absolutely seri- 
ous about giving the richest Americans 
as much as they possibly can. That is 
what they are serious about. They are 
serious about giving the richest Ameri- 
cans as much as they can, and they are 
serious about taking and depriving 
lower income and working class Ameri- 
cans of a social safety net. They are se- 
rious about those two things, but they 
are not serious about jobs or deficit re- 
duction. 

But we in the Progressive Caucus are 
serious about liberty and justice for 
all. I really like this board, so I hate to 
take it down, but I will put it back up. 

Now, I just said that the Republicans, 
conservatives, are absolutely not really 
about deficit reduction. They are really 
about cutting out the social safety net, 
cutting out aid for students, cutting 
out aid for poor people who need heat 
in our northern climates. They are for 
that kind of stuff. And they are for cut- 
ting out Head Start. 

What they do is they extend these 
Bush tax cuts, and then they say, Oh, 
we don’t have any money. And then 
they say the only way we can solve the 
deficit is through cuts. So you, grand- 
ma, you sonny boy who is in school, 
you little kid who is in Head Start, all 
of you guys are out of luck. 
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But that doesn’t happen to some peo- 
ple. 

Now here’s a board, Mr. Speaker. And 
this board is what I call an interesting 
board. This board has on it Bank of 
America, General Electric, Citigroup, 
ExxonMobil, Wells Fargo. Mr. Speaker, 
in my pocket right now, I have $25. 
That’s what I’ve got in my pocket. I 
went to the ATM today because I need 
a little bit of money. That’s all I got. 

Mr. Speaker, I got more money in my 
pocket than all of these companies 
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paid in taxes. Mr. Speaker, I got $25 in 
my pocket, and it’s $25 more than Bank 
of America, General Electric, 
Citigroup, ExxonMobil, and Wells 
Fargo altogether paid in taxes. I need 
you to look this up, Mr. Speaker. I 
need you to investigate this. You 
might think, Oh, that’s just a politi- 
cian talking. I’m telling you. And I will 
back this up. They didn’t pay any 
taxes. 

And guess what? The Republican cau- 
cus is telling us that the students can’t 
have any Pell Grants, that we can’t af- 
ford a foreclosure mitigation program. 
They’re telling us that we’ve got to cut 
Head Start, and we’ve got to cut home 
heating assistance. They’re telling us 
that we’ve got to cut the basics that 
people rely on. We’ve got to cut re- 
search programs. We’ve got to cut pro- 
grams that are going to help us inves- 
tigate new scientific breakthroughs. 
But these guys don’t want to pay. You 
don’t want to pay anything? 

Wait a minute, Bank of America. 
Wait a minute, GE. Aren’t you guys 
proud to be American companies? 
Didn’t you guys benefit from being 
here in the United States? Don’t you 
feel good about being here in the 
United States of America, the greatest 
country in the world, where you’re free 
to pursue profit all you want? All we 
want to do is ask you to do a little 
something for people who are still try- 
ing to climb the ladder. And, appar- 
ently, the Republicans say, Don’t 
worry about it, guys. You don’t have to 
pay anything. Oh, my goodness. This is 
really quite amazing. 

Mr. Speaker, this board here is a 
challenge to all these companies and 
any other ones—the big ones that 
didn’t pay any taxes. It’s a challenge. 
It’s a challenge to support tax policy to 
help America. It’s a challenge to sup- 
port the policy of ‘‘and liberty and jus- 
tice for all.” They benefit from being 
here. They’re protected by our Nation’s 
fighting men and women in our mili- 
tary. They’re protected by local police. 
If any one of their members gets in- 
jured or hurt or sick on the job, the 
emergency medical services come to 
their rescue. 

They drive their big trucks and prob- 
ably put more wear and tear on our 
roads than the regular citizens do. 
They use aS much water as anybody 
else, sometimes even pollute it. In 
their cafeterias, they rely on the meat 
that’s going to be served to be in- 
spected by our government agencies. 

Yet they don’t want to pay nothing. 
And the sad thing about it is they prob- 
ably wouldn’t mind paying, but the Re- 
publican caucus insists that they pay 
nothing. Look at it, Mr. Speaker. They 
didn’t pay. But on April 15, me and you 
are going to pay. We’re going to pay 
big time. But guess what? Those com- 
panies didn’t pay. 

Also, it’s not just corporations. It’s 
individuals. I have no problem with Mr. 
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Trump. I’m sure he’s a nice person. 
Doesn’t really seem like it on tele- 
vision, but he probably is. That’s prob- 
ably just an act. And I’m sure Ms. Hil- 
ton is a nice person, too. I’ve got noth- 
ing against them personally at all. 
Nothing bad to say about them. But I 
don’t think they need a tax break. I 
don’t think they need a tax break. I 
think they should pay their fair shares. 
I think the billionaires should pay 
their fair share. 

As we are in the middle of a mighty 
budget battle, Mr. Speaker, I think pa- 
triotic Americans should say, We need 
a progressive Tax Code that asks the 
most privileged of all of us to pony it 
up, too. If you’re going to ask Mildred, 
who bangs it out nine hours а day at a 
diner on $9 an hour for money for 
taxes; if you’re going to ask teachers 
and cops, firefighters, and EMTs to 
bang it out and pay up on April 15, I 
think Donald Trump and Paris Hilton 
should pay up, too. 

Now, I don’t have any problem with 
these people. I hope nobody thinks that 
this is a personal attack on them. It’s 
not. It’s just the statement that in all 
your houses that you own—both of 
them probably have many—somebody 
has got to heat them houses, somebody 
has got to protect those houses if 
somebody breaks in them. Somebody 
has got to come put the fire out should, 
heaven forbid, it should ever happen. 
The road has got to be built; the sewer 
lines have got to be maintained and 
put out there. 

That’s the government. That’s our 
American Government. And I just 
think these good folks here ought to 
feel good about writing a check so that 
the cops and the teachers can stay on 
the job; so that the kids who need a 
Pell Grant can get it; so that the kids 
who are in Head Start can have a pro- 
gram; so that there can be home heat- 
ing assistance for our seniors. I would 
just think that they would do that. 
And I hope that they do. Again, noth- 
ing personal. 

Mr. Speaker, I’ve looked at the Re- 
publican program, and I’ve looked at it 
carefully. І ask myself about their pro- 
gram, and I say to myself, Mr. Speaker, 
you know what? I don’t want to just 
say their program is this or that; I 
want to look at what their program is 
and see what is actually there. And 
then after we can see what is there, 
then we can determine what actually 
their program is. 

We can’t go by what they just say, 
because they say, Oh, we just want to 
take the debt off of our children and 
grandchildren. Oh, we just want to get 
rid of this debt, or we don’t have any 
money. None of that is true. But what 
is true? I think it’s important to really 
dig into what’s actually true, and I 
think it’s important for us to really 
try to figure out what their program is 
based on their behavior. 

So what I have come up with is the 
plan for a Republican recession. This is 
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their plan. They want a permanent tax 
break for billionaires at the expense of 
working families. I’m sure these bil- 
lionaires are nice people. In fact, you 
don’t see too many billionaires down 
here saying, Hey, I need more money, 
Keith. We hear the Republicans saying 
that, who are supposed to be elected by 
the people. Which people? 

The second thing is put BP, British 
Petroleum, in charge of our energy pol- 
icy because the last speaker got up, 
going on and on about BP. I would 
check the facts. But here’s a fact that 
you don’t need to check, but you 
should. Leaders in their caucus—lead- 
ers on the Energy and Commerce Com- 
mittee and their caucus—accuse Presi- 
dent Obama of doing a shakedown of 
BP when you have to clean up the oil 
spill in the gulf, and now we have Mem- 
bers attacking him. That’s an inter- 
esting fact right there. I found that 
quite remarkable. 

Anyway, put Goldman Sachs in 
charge of our economic policy. Put in- 
surance companies between you and 
your doctor. They always are saying, 
Oh, government takeover. They want 
to repeal health care, the Affordable 
Care Act, which will put you back at 
the whim of an insurance company bu- 
reaucrat. At least the government you 
can vote on. You can’t vote on the in- 
surance company. That’s a privately 
held company. 

Bonuses for CEOs who ship American 
jobs oversees. Privatize Social Secu- 
rity. Oh, yes, they did. Raise the retire- 
ment age. Gut Medicare. And some of 
them have even stood for repeal of the 
14th Amendment and the 17th Amend- 
ment. 

This is a Republican plan. This is 
what they stand for. This is what 
they’re about. This is what they be- 
lieve in. I think that they should be 
proud and come down here and claim it 
and say, Yeah, we are for the very rich. 
We’re not for you working class people. 
Because that’s their program. That’s 
what they stand for. 
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The conservative position is to call 
for tax cuts and deregulation because 
they believe that will unleash the com- 
petitive economy. Tax cuts and deregu- 
lation resulted in the worst financial 
disaster since the Great Depression. 
But even though we’ve seen massive 
drops in home values, we’ve seen 8.9 
percent unemployment, the longest un- 
employment since the Great Depres- 
sion, even though we’ve seen so much 
economic devastation, they’re back 
here right now calling for the same old 
thing. It’s crazy, it’s amazing, and it’s 
actually quite scary. 

But we stand for the American 
Dream. We stand for liberty and justice 
for all. Folks, unless you actually live 
by it, it’s just words. You’ve got to put 
meaning into these words in order for 
them to really make a difference. Lib- 
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erty and justice for all. Shared pros- 
perity. Shared costs. Not just one or 
the other. 

Bank of America, as I said, didn’t pay 
a single penny in Federal income tax in 
2009. 

Despite receiving billions from the 
Federal Government every single year 
in taxpayer giveaways, Boeing didn’t 
pay a dime in U.S. Federal corporate 
income tax in 2008, 2009 or 2010. 

Citigroup, deferred income taxes for 
the third quarter in 2010, amounted to 
a grand total of zero. At the same time, 
Citigroup has continued to pay its staff 
lavishly. A gentleman by the name of 
John Havens, head of Citigroup’s in- 
vestment bank, is expected to be the 
bank’s highest paid executive for the 
second year in a row. He got $9.5 mil- 
lion. Citigroup is a big TARP recipient, 
by the way. 

ExxonMobil, Big Oil tax dodgers, 
used offshore subsidiaries in the Carib- 
bean to pay their fair share. Although 
ExxonMobil paid $15 billion in taxes in 
2009, not a single penny of it went to 
the American Treasury. This is the 
same year that the company overtook 
Wal-Mart in the Fortune 500. Mean- 
while, total compensation of 
ExxonMobil’s CEO was $29 million. 

General Electric, 2009, the world’s 
largest corporation, filed more than 
7,000 tax returns and still didn’t pay 
anything to America’s government. GE 
managed to do this with the aid of a 
rigged Tax Code that essentially sub- 
sidizes companies for losing money. 
With the aid of Republicans in Con- 
gress whose campaigns they financed, 
they exploit our Tax Code to avoid pay- 
ing their fair share. 

And who do Republicans blame? The 
middle class. Republicans blame public 
employees, who are really America’s 
everyday heroes. Public employees are 
America’s everyday heroes. Think 
about it. If somebody breaks into your 
house, who are you going to call? A 
public employee, who’s going to help 
apprehend the people who stole your 
stuff, known as a police officer. 

If your house starts burning, who are 
you going to call? A public employee, 
also known as a firefighter. If your kid 
wants to go to school, public school, 
who’s staying after working on that al- 
gebra, working on that geometry, mak- 
ing sure that kid gets that lesson, who 
believes in that child’s ability to learn. 
Who’s doing that? Teachers. 

Heaven forbid, you get a heart attack 
or a stroke and you need an emergency 
medical technician. Who’s that? A pub- 
lic employee. These public employees, 
who have been viciously slandered in 
Wisconsin and in other places, they 
don’t deserve that. They’re hard- 
working people and they help us every 
single day. When we are running out of 
burning buildings, they are running 
into them, and I think they deserve 
better than what they’ve been getting. 
That goes for Federal employees, too. 
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These are the people who inspect our 
water, who take care of our national 
forests and our parks. These are people 
who make our government run. I think 
they do a pretty good job. 

In order for them to have a decent 
life, in order for them to do well, in 
order for them to be able to prosper— 
to hear the Republicans talk, you’d 
think that being a government em- 
ployee, a public employee, a person 
who’s an American hero, who takes 
care of us every single day, you’d think 
that they’re just the ones living lav- 
ishly and getting too much. They’ve 
got nothing to say about these bonuses. 
You ever hear anything on the Repub- 
lican side of the aisle talk about how 
it’s ridiculous for the CEO of 
ExxonMobil to be making $29 million a 
year? You don’t hear that. You don’t 
hear that. 

But I think that it’s time for those 
folks, those millionaires and billion- 
aires, to start ponying up. That’s why 
today I was happy to join JAN SCHA- 
KOWSKY and several other Progressive 
Caucus members to introduce the Fair- 
ness in Taxation Act. During these 
times, millionaires апа billionaires 
should be giving in charity, not getting 
charity. They should be giving in char- 
ity, not getting charity. The middle 
class is shrinking and deficits are ris- 
ing because Republicans are giving a 
pass to the special interests who aren’t 
paying their fair share. It’s time to put 
that money in the hands of people who 
work for a living. The Fairness in Tax- 
ation Act is part of a plan to level the 
playing field. 

According to the NBC News/Wall 
Street Journal poll of March 2, 2011, 
with 81 percent of support, the most 
popular way to reduce the deficit is by 
placing a surtax on Federal income 
taxes for those who make more than a 
million a year. And if you don’t think 
there’s plenty of people who make 
more than a million a year, you’d be 
surprised to know that if we taxed 
them, it would raise about $78 billion. 

It’s time for millionaires and billion- 
aires to pay their fair share. The mid- 
dle class is disappearing, and it’s no ac- 
cident. Over the last 30 years, there has 
been the most dramatic and deliberate 
redistribution of wealth from the mid- 
dle class up to the millionaires and bil- 
lionaires. Not since 1928, right before 
the Great Depression, has income in- 
equality in this country been this ri- 
diculous. Wages have stagnated for 
middle and lower income families, de- 
spite enormous gains in productivity, 
meaning that we’re making more with- 
in the same amount of time, because 
they’re working us harder and we’re 
just doing more. We’ve got technology 
and we’re just pretty good at what we 
do. 

Where did the money go? Where did 
the extra money go? The money went 
to the richest 1 percent which owns 34 
percent of the Nation’s wealth, more 
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than the entire bottom 90 percent who 
owns just 29 percent of the country’s 
wealth. The top one-tenth of 1 percent, 
I’m talking about the richest of the 
rich, now makes an average of $27 mil- 
lion per household. The average income 
for the bottom 90 percent of Americans 
is $31,000 a year. 

Mr. Speaker, a lot of people who tune 
into C-SPAN make $31,000 a year. They 
have relatives and friends who make 
$31,000 a year. You might be a brand 
new teacher making $31,000 a year. You 
might be a brand new cop making 
$31,000 a year. But the top one-hun- 
dredth of 1 percent makes $27 million a 
year on average. They can’t pay any- 
thing. They don’t want to pay to help 
Head Start. They don’t want to pay to 
help Pell Grants. It’s a shame. I would 
think that they would pony up and 
want to do the right thing. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I want to say 
that it is always a pleasure to come be- 
fore the House for the Special Order for 
the Progressive Caucus, but tonight I 
just want to leave one thought, and 
that one thought is liberty and justice 
for all. No exceptions. Everybody. 


EE 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. NADLER (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today after 1 p.m. and for 
the balance of the week on account of 
medical reasons. 

Mr. LABRADOR (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of family medical 
reasons. 


EE 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S.J. Res. 7. Joint resolution providing for 
the reappointment of Shirley Ann Jackson 
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution; to the Com- 
mittee on House Administration. 

S.J. Res. 8. Joint resolution providing for 
the reappointment of Stephen M. Case as a 
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the 
Smithsonian Institution; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

S.J. Res. 9. Joint resolution providing for 
the reappointment of Robert P. Kogod as a 
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the 
Smithsonian Institution; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 


ee 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 10 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, March 17, 2011, at 9 a.m. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


883. A letter from the Under Secretary, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting notice 
that the Department is taking essential 
steps to award a Multi-Year Procurement 
(MYP) contract; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

884. A letter from the Chairman and Presi- 
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting the 
Bank’s annual report for fiscal year 2010; to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

885. A letter from the Chairman and Presi- 
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Ireland pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the 
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

886. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting the 
Department’s Vehicle Fleet Report on Alter- 
native Fuel Vehicles for fiscal year 2010, pur- 
suant to 42 U.S.C. 13218; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

887. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad- 
ministrator, Bureau for Legislative Affairs, 
Agency for International Development, 
transmitting a formal response to the GAO 
report GAO-11-124; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

888. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad- 
ministrator, Bureau for Legislative Affairs, 
Agency for International Development, 
transmitting a formal response to the GAO 
report GAO-11-42SU; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

889. A letter from the Director, Defense Se- 
curity Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
Transmittal No. 10-10, pursuant to the re- 
porting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of 
the Arms Export Control Act, as amended; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

890. A letter from the Under Secretary, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting a letter of 
justification for the implementation of Coop- 
erative Threat Reduction; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

891. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department 
of State, transmitting the Department’s re- 
port on progress toward a negotiated solu- 
tion of the Cyprus question covering the pe- 
riod October 1, 2010 through Novemeber 30, 
2010; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

892. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad- 
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting report prepared by the 
Department of State concerning inter- 
national agreements other than treaties en- 
tered into by the United States to be trans- 
mitted to the Congress within the sixty-day 
period specified in the Case-Zablocki Act; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

893. A letter from the Senior Program Ana- 
lyst, Department of Transportation, trans- 
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Amendment of Class E Airspace; Sturgis, KY 
[Docket No.: FAA-2010-0992; Airspace Docket 
No. 10-ASO-36] received February 24, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

894. A letter from the Assistant Chief 
Counsel for General Law, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Hazardous Materials: 
Limiting the Use of Electronic Devices by 
Highway [Docket No.: PHMSA-2010-0221 (HM- 
256)] (RIN: 2137-AE63) received February 28, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
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Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

895. A letter from the Assistant Chief 
Counsel for General Law, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart- 
ment’s final rule — Pipeline Safety: Mechan- 
ical Fitting Failure Reporting Requirements 
[Docket No.: PHMSA-RSPA-2004-19854, Amdt. 
Nos. 191-22; Amdt. 192-116] (RIN: 2137-АЕ60) 
received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

896. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment 
to Class B Airspace; Cleveland, OH [Docket 
No.: FAA-2009-0514; Airspace Docket No. 07- 
AWA-1] (RIN: 2120-AA66) received February 
28, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra- 
structure. 

897. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Muncie, IN [Docket No.: 
FAA-2010-1032; Airspace Docket No. 10-AGL- 
20] received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

898. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Establishment 
of Class E Airspace; Martinsville, IN [Docket 
No.: FAA-2010-1031; Airspace Docket No. 10- 
AGL-19] received February 28, 2011, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

899. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Revision of 
Class E Airspace; Savoonga, AK [Docket No.: 
FAA-2010-1103; Airspace Docket No. 10-AAL- 
18] received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

900. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Revision of 
Class E Airspace; Shungnak, AK [Docket 
No.: FAA-2010-1104; Airspace Docket No. 10- 
AAL-19] received February 28, 2011, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

901. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Revision of 
Class E Airspace; Barrow, AK [Docket No.: 
FAA-2010-0722; Airspace Docket No. 10-AAL- 
17] received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

902. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Revision of 
Class E Airspace; Platinum, AK [Docket No.: 
FAA-2010-1105; Airspace Docket No. 10-AAL- 
20] received February 28, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 


Ee 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MICA: Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. Supplemental report on 
H.R. 658. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to authorize appropriations for 
the Federal Aviation Administration for fis- 
cal years 2011 through 2014, to streamline 
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programs, create efficiencies, reduce waste, 
and improve aviation safety and capacity, to 
provide stable funding for the national avia- 
tion system, and for other purposes (Rept. 
112-29, Pt. 2). 

Mr. NUGENT: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 174. Resolution providing for con- 
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1076) to prohibit 
Federal funding of National Public Radio 
and the use of Federal funds to acquire radio 
content (Rept. 112-35). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 


EE 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 

By Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia: 

H.R. 1109. A bill to raise achievement in 
international education in elementary 
schools and secondary schools through 
grants to improve teacher competency and 
to support programs in international edu- 
cation that supplement core curricula in 
such schools, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. MCNERNEY (for himself, Mr. 
WALZ of Minnesota, and Mr. FILNER): 

H.R. 1110. A bill to amend title 37, United 
States Code, to increase the maximum 
monthly rate for the military special pay 
known as hostile fire pay, imminent danger 
pay, or hazardous duty pay, to increase the 
maximum monthly rate for the family sepa- 
ration allowance paid to deployed members 
of the Armed Forces, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. PRICE of Georgia (for himself, 
Mrs. BLACK, Mr. BUCSHON, Mr. BUR- 
TON of Indiana, Mr. CANSECO, Mr. 
CHAFFETZ, Mr. COBLE, Mrs. ELLMERS, 
Mr. FLORES, Ms. Foxx, Mr. GARRETT, 
Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. GUINTA, Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. 
LONG, Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. 
PoMPEO, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. SESSIONS, 
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
WESTMORELAND, and Mr. WILSON of 
South Carolina): 

H.R. 1111. A bill to rescind $45 billion of un- 
obligated discretionary appropriations, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Ap- 


propriations. 
By Mr. NEUGEBAUER (for himself, 
Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. 


BacuHus, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mrs. CAPITO, 
Mr. GARRETT, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, 
Mr. AKIN, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. BRALEY of 
Iowa, Mr. CANSECO, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. 
CARSON of Indiana, Mr. CHANDLER, 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. DOLD, Mr. DONNELLY of 
Indiana, Ms. Foxx, Mr. GERLACH, Mr. 
AL GREEN of Texas, Ms. HAYWORTH, 
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michi- 
gan, Mr. JONES, Mr. KINZINGER of Illi- 
nois, Mr. LANCE, Mr. LARSON of Con- 
necticut, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. LUETKE- 
MEYER, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MAN- 
ZULLO, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. MCHENRY, 
Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, Ms. 
MOORE, Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut, 
Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. 
РО8ЕҮ, Mr. RENACCI, Mr. Ross of Ar- 
kansas, Mr. SCHRADER, Mr. STIVERS, 
Mr. TERRY, Mr. WALSH of Illinois, and 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ): 

H.R. 1112. A bill to reform the National As- 
sociation of Registered Agents and Brokers, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 
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By Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia (for him- 
self, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. 
Towns, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, 
Ms. NoRTON, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. CLARKE 
of Michigan, Ms. LEE of California, 


Mr. COHEN, Mr. WEINER, Mr. 
SERRANO, and Mr. HASTINGS of Flor- 
ida): 


H.R. 1113. A bill to amend the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 to prohibit discrimination on the 
basis of unemployment status; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mrs. MALONEY: 

H.R. 1114. A bill to establish an employ- 
ment-based immigrant visa for alien entre- 
preneurs who have received significant cap- 
ital from investors to establish a business in 
the United States; to the Committee on the 


Judiciary. 

By Mr. FLORES (for himself, Mr. 
LANDRY, Mr. DUNCAN of South Caro- 
lina, Mr. GOHMERT, and Mr. 
CANSECO): 


H.R. 1115. A bill to amend the Outer Conti- 
nental Shelf Lands Act to establish a dead- 
line and other requirements for issuance of 
drilling permits under that Act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr. 

FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. BALD- 

WIN, Mr. POLIS, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. 

CONYERS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 

LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. ACKER- 

MAN, Ms. BAss of California, Ms. 

BERKLEY, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BLU- 

MENAUER, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl- 

vania, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. 

CASTOR of Florida, Ms. CLARKE of 

New York, Ms. CHU, Mr. CLEAVER, 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. 

COURTNEY, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. DAVIS 

of Illinois, Mrs. DAVIS of California, 

Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. 

DEUTCH, Mr. DOYLE, Ms. EDWARDS, 

Mr. ELLISON, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. ESHOO, 

Mr. FARR, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. FILNER, 

Ms. FUDGE, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. GRI- 

JALVA, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HASTINGS 

of Florida, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. HIG- 

GINS, Mr. HIMES, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. 

HIRONO, Mr. HOLT, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 

ISRAEL, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. 

JACKSON LEE of Texas, Ms. EDDIE 

BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. JOHN- 

SON of Georgia, Mr. KEATING, Mr. 

KUCINICH, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 

LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN 

of California, Mrs. Lowky, Mr. 

LYNCH, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MARKEY, 

Ms. MATSUI, Ms. McCoLLum, Mr. 

MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 

MEEKS, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali- 

fornia, Ms. MOORE, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 

MURPHY of Connecticut, Mrs. NAPOLI- 

TANO, Ms. NORTON, Mr. OLVER, Mr. 

PALLONE, Mr. PASTOR of Arizona, Mr. 

PAYNE, Mr. PETERS, Ms. PINGREE of 

Maine, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, 

Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. ROTH- 

MAN of New Jersey, Ms. ROYBAL- 

ALLARD, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of 

California, Mr. SARBANES, Ms. SCHA- 

KOWSKY, Mr. ScHIFF, Mr. бсотт of 

Virginia, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SHERMAN, 

Mr. SIRES, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. 

SPEIER, Mr. STARK, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. 

Томко, Mr. Towns, Ms. TSONGAS, Мг. 

VAN HOLLEN, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms. 

WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. WAXMAN, 

Mr. WEINER, Mr. WELCH, Ms. WOOL- 
SEY, Mr. Wu, and Mr. YARMUTH): 


March 16, 2011 


H.R. 1116. A bill to repeal the Defense of 
Marriage Act and ensure respect for State 
regulation of marriage; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. MILLER of Michigan (for her- 
self and Мг. ALTMIRE): 

H.R. 1117. A bill to recognize and clarify 
the authority of the States to regulate the 
medical aspects of intrastate air ambulance 
services pursuant to their authority over 
health care services, patient safety and pro- 
tection, emergency medical care, the quality 
and coordination of medical care, and the 
practice of medicine within their jurisdic- 
tions; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure, and in addition to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. WEINER (for himself, Ms. WIL- 
SON of Florida, Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. 
FILNER, and Mr. DEUTCH): 

H.R. 1118. A bill to establish a point of 
order against any efforts to reduce benefits 
paid to Social Security recipients, raise the 
retirement age, or create private retirement 
accounts under title II of the Social Security 
Act; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. WEINER (for himself, Mr. HIN- 
CHEY, Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
OLVER, Ms. NORTON, Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER, and Mr. HONDA): 

H.R. 1119. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish the position 
of National Nurse for Public Health; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mr. 
LYNCH): 

H.R. 1120. A bill to require a site operator 
of an international travel Web site to pro- 
vide information on its Web site to con- 
sumers regarding the potential health and 
safety risks associated with overseas vaca- 
tion destinations marketed on its Web site; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. BACHUS (for himself, Mrs. CAP- 
ITO, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. GARRETT, Mr. 
HENSARLING, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of 
California, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. 
GRIMM, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. DOLD, Mr. YODER, Mr. MANZULLO, 
Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, 


Mr. PEARCE, Mr. STIVERS, Mr. 
McHENRY, Mr. CANSECO, Mr. SES- 
SIONS, Mr. POSEY, Mr. DUFFY, Mr. 


HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. LUCAS, 
Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. KING of New 
York, and Mr. HULTGREN): 

H.R. 1121. A bill to replace the Director of 
the Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec- 
tion with a five person Commission; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Ms. RICHARDSON: 

H.R. 1122. A bill to provide for merit-based 
investment in the freight transportation sys- 
tem of the United States to ensure economic 
growth, increase vitality and competitive- 
ness in national and global markets, address 
goods mobility and accessibility issues, re- 
duce air pollution and other environmental 
impacts of freight transportation, better 
public health conditions, enhance energy se- 
curity, and improve the condition and 
connectivity of the freight transportation 
system, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture, and in addition to the Committees on 
Ways and Means, and Rules, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 
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By Ms. RICHARDSON: 

H.R. 1123. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to revise certain infrastructure 
finance provisions; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY (for herself, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. JACKSON 
of Illinois, Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. NADLER, Mr. COHEN, Mr. YAR- 
MUTH, and Mr. DEFAZIO): 

H.R. 1124. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to impose increased rates 
of tax with respect to taxpayers with more 
than $1,000,000 taxable income, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. FATTAH: 

H.R. 1125. A bill to establish a fee on trans- 
actions which would eliminate the national 
debt and replace the income tax on individ- 
uals; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and in addition to the Committees on the 
Budget, Rules, and Appropriations, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ (for himself, Mr. 
HERGER, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mrs. 
McMorrRis RODGERS, Mr. MCCLIN- 
Tock, Mr. BARTLETT, and Mr. FLAKE): 

H.R. 1126. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to sell certain Federal lands in 
Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Ne- 
braska, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, 
and Wyoming, previously identified as suit- 
able for disposal, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. PASCRELL (for himself, Mr. 
PLATTS, and Mr. WEINER): 

H.R. 1127. A bill to encourage and ensure 
the use of safe football helmets and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Ms. RICHARDSON (for herself, Ms. 
Bass of California, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, Mr. BAcA, Mr. SABLAN, Ms. 
JACKSON LEE of Texas, Ms. NORTON, 
and Mr. FILNER): 

H.R. 1128. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Homeland Security to establish a com- 
petitive program to make emergency pre- 
paredness planning and implementation 
grants to local educational agencies and dis- 
tricts located in areas under a high threat of 
terrorist attacks, natural disasters, or public 
health emergencies; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, and in 
addition to the Committees on Homeland Se- 
curity, and Energy and Commerce, for a pe- 
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. RICHARDSON (for herself, Ms. 
BASS of California, and Ms. HIRONO): 

H.R. 1129. A bill to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to prohibit requiring the 
use of a specified percentage of a grant under 
the Urban Area Security Initiative and State 
Homeland Security Grant Program for spe- 
cific purposes, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: 

H.R. 1130. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide authority for certain 
members of the Armed Forces who have 
served 20 years on active duty to transfer en- 
titlement to Роѕё-9/11 Educational Assist- 
ance to their dependents; to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. COHEN: 

H.R. 1131. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development to pro- 
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vide grants to State and local governments 
to carry out programs to provide mediation 
between mortgagees and mortgagors facing 
foreclosure; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 
By Mr. COHEN (for himself, Mr. DUN- 
CAN of Tennessee, Mr. Wu, and Ms. 
HIRONO): 

H.R. 1132. A bill to direct the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency to establish a grant program to 
improve the ability of trauma center hos- 
pitals and airports to withstand earth- 
quakes, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc- 
ture. 

By Mr. FILNER: 

H.R. 1133. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to enter into agreements 
with States and nonprofit organizations to 
collaborate in the provision of case manage- 
ment services associated with certain sup- 
ported housing programs for veterans, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs, and in addition to the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself, Mr. 
BILBRAY, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Ms. 
Foxx, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Mrs. 
BACHMANN, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. KING- 
STON, Mr. CARTER, Mr. ROHRABACHER, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. POSEY, 
Mrs. Myrick, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
BARTON of Texas, Mr. COFFMAN of 
Colorado, Mr. JONES, Mr. AKIN, and 
Mr. KING of Iowa): 

H.R. 1134. A bill to amend section 241(i) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act to 
deny assistance under such section to a 
State or political subdivision of a State that 
prohibits its officials from taking certain ac- 
tions with respect to immigration; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JORDAN (for himself, Mr. 
SCOTT of South Carolina, Mr. QAR- 
RETT, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr. 
GOHMERT): 

H.R. 1185. A bill to provide information on 
total spending on means-tested welfare pro- 
grams, to provide additional work require- 
ments, and to provide an overall spending 
limit on means-tested welfare programs; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in 
addition to the Committees on Agriculture, 
the Budget, Rules, and Energy and Com- 
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. LANGEVIN (for himself, Mr. 
BARTLETT, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Ms. 
LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, Mr. 
ANDREWS, and Mr. DICKS): 

H.R. 1186. A bill to amend chapter 35 of 
title 44, United States Code, to create the 
National Office for Cyberspace, to revise re- 
quirements relating to Federal information 
security, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form, and in addition to the Committee on 
Homeland Security, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Ms. WOOL- 
SEY, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. KUCINICH, 
Ms. ScHAKOWSKY, Mr. HONDA, Ms. 
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NORTON, Mr. NADLER, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
and Mr. GRIJALVA): 

H.R. 1187. A bill to amend the Truth in 
Lending Act to provide coverage under such 
Act for credit cards issued to small busi- 
nesses, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services. 

By Ms. MOORE (for herself, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, 
Mr. FILNER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. 
CARSON of Indiana, Mrs. LOWEy, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. POLIS, and Mr. HOLT): 

H.R. 1138. A bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to es- 
tablish a grant program to fund additional 
school social workers and retain school so- 
cial workers already employed in high-need 
local educational agencies; to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1139. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide that tips shall 
not be subject to income or employment 
taxes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. POSEY (for himself, Mr. RI- 
VERA, Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. WEST, 
and Mrs. BLACKBURN): 

H.R. 1140. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to repeal taxes on the in- 
come of senior citizens and to improve in- 
come security of senior citizens; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider- 
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. SABLAN (for himself, Mr. AUS- 
TRIA, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, and Ms. BORDALLO): 

H.R. 1141. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to study the suitability and 
feasibility of designating prehistoric, his- 
toric, and limestone forest sites on Rota, 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is- 
lands, as a unit of the National Park Sys- 
tem; to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. WEST (for himself, Mr. GRIFFIN 
of Arkansas, Mr. NUGENT, Mrs. 
McMorrIs RODGERS, Мг. WESTMORE- 


LAND, Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. 
KISSELL, Mrs. ELLMERS, and Mr. 
STIVERS): 


H.R. 1142. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to ensure the equitable treat- 
ment of members of the Armed Forces and 
civilian employees of the Department of De- 
fense who are killed or wounded in an at- 
tack, occurring outside of a combat zone, 
that targeted the members or employees on 
account of their status as members of the 
Armed Forces or civilian employees of the 
Department of Defense; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 

H.R. 1148. A bill to amend title 46, United 
States Code, to require delivery by United 
States mail of any transportation security 
card issued to an individual who resides in a 
remote location; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security. 

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself and 
Mr. GOHMERT): 

H. Res. 173. A resolution amending the 
Rules of the House of Representatives to pro- 
hibit the consideration of any bill or joint 
resolution that appropriates foreign assist- 
ance for more than one country; to the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. LATTA: 

H. Res. 175. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that in 
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order to continue aggressive growth in the 
Nation’s telecommunications and tech- 
nology industries, the United States Govern- 
ment should ‘‘Get Out of the Way and Stay 
Out of the Way”; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 


-m 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 


By Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia: 

H.R. 1109. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the debts 
and provide for the common Defense and 
general Welfare of the United States; but all 
duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uniform 
throughout the United States. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: The Congress 
shall have Power to regulate Commerce with 
foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian Tribes. 

By Mr. McNERNEY: 

H.R. 1110. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the United States 
Constitution (Clauses 12, 13, 14, and 16), 
which grants Congress the power to raise and 
support an Army; to provide and maintain a 
Navy; to make rules for the government and 
regulation of the land and naval forces; and 
to provide for organizing, arming, and dis- 
ciplining the militia. 

By Mr. PRICE of Georgia: 

H.R. 1111. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 7 of Section 9 of Article I whereby 
Congress is given the authority to appro- 
priate moneys in the Treasury. 

By Mr. NEUGEBAUER: 

H.R. 1112. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: The Congress 
shall have Power to regulate Commerce with 
foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian Tribes. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia: 

H.R. 1113. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. 

By Mrs. MALONEY: 

H.R. 1114. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 4, which reads: 
To establish a uniform rule of naturaliza- 
tion, and uniform laws on the subject of 
bankruptcies throughout the United States. 

By Mr. FLORES: 

H.R. 1115. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

By Mr. NADLER: 

H.R. 1116. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 18 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution, and Section 5 of Amendment 
XIV to the Constitution. 

By Mrs. MILLER of Michigan: 

H.R. 1117. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is authorized under the Tenth 
Amendment of the United States Constitu- 
tion, restoring power to regulate medical 
services to the States. 

By Mr. WEINER: 

H.R. 1118. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. WEINER: 

H.R. 1119. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. MARKEY: 

H.R. 1120. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. BACHUS: 

H.R. 1121. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 (relating to 
the general welfare of the United States); 
and Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 (relating to 
the power to regulate interstate commerce). 

By Ms. RICHARDSON: 

Н.В. 1122. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution. 

By Ms. RICHARDSON: 

Н.В. 1123. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution. 

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY: 

Н.В. 1124. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Sixteenth Amendment: The Congress shall 
have power to lay and collect taxes on in- 
comes, from whatever source derived, with- 
out apportionment among the several 
States, and without regard to any census or 
enumeration. 

By Mr. FATTAH: 

H.R. 1125. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution, 
which states the Congress shall have power 
to lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and 
Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the 
common defence and general Welfare of the 
United States. 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ: 

H.R. 1126. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 2. 

By Mr. PASCRELL: 

H.R. 1127. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 
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Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Ms. RICHARDSON: 

H.R. 1128. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clauses 1 and 18 of the United States Con- 
stitution. 

By Ms. RICHARDSON: 

H.R. 1129. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clauses 1 and 18 of the United States Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: 

H.R. 1130. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 which says 
“The Congress shall have power to lay and 
collect taxes, duties, imposts and excises to 
pay the debts and provide for the common 
defence and general welfare of the United 
States; but all duties, imposts and excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States.” 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 16 which says 
“To provide for organizing, arming, and dis- 
ciplining the Militia, and for governing such 
part of them as may be employed in the serv- 
ice of the United States.” 

By Mr. COHEN: 

H.R. 1131. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 (relating to 
the general welfare of the United States) and 
Clause 3 (relating to the power to regulate 
interstate commerce). 

By Mr. COHEN: 

H.R. 1132. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. FILNER: 

H.R. 1133. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 18 of the United States Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. HUNTER: 

H.R. 1134. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of Article 1, Section 8, which 
grants Congress the authority to provide for 
the common defense and general welfare of 
the United States and Clause 18 of Article 1, 
Section 8, which allows the authority to 
make laws deemed necessary and proper. 

By Mr. JORDAN: 

H.R. 1135. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The bill makes specific changes to existing 
law in a manner that returns power to the 
States and to the people, in accordance with 
Amendment X of the United States Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. LANGEVIN: 

H.R. 1136. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of Congress to make 
all Laws which shall be necessary and proper 
for carrying into Execution the foregoing 
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Powers, and all other Powers vested by the 
Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Offi- 
cer thereof, as enumerated in Article I, Sec- 
tion 8, Clause 18 of the United States Con- 
stitution. 

By Mrs. LOWEY: 

H.R. 1187. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 3, of Section 8, of Article 1 of the 
Constitution. 

By Ms. MOORE: 

H.R. 1138. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1139. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This legislation is authorized by Article I, 
Section 8 of the Constitution: ‘‘The Congress 
shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes’’ 

By Mr. POSEY: 

H.R. 1140. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 
States Constitution; The 16th Amendment to 
the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. SABLAN: 

H.R. 1141. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Under Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 and Ar- 
ticle IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. WEST: 

H.R. 1142. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

“The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution (Clauses 12, 18, 14, 16, and 18), which 
grants Congress the power to raise and sup- 
port an Army; to provide and maintain a 
Navy; to make rules for the government and 
regulation of the land and naval forces; to 
provide for organizing, arming, and dis- 
ciplining the militia; and to make all laws 
necessary and proper for carrying out the 
foregoing powers.” 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 

H.R. 1143. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3. 


ee 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 


H.R. 5: Mr. WALSH of Illinois. 

H.R. 58: Mr. Mica, Mr. CANSECO, and Mr. 
WEBSTER. 
. 100: Mrs. MYRICK. 
. 114: Mr. GUINTA and Mr. YOUNG of In- 


. 118: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. 
. 122: Mr. POMPEO and Mr. POE of Texas. 
. 124: Mr. RIGELL. 
. 186: Mr. BISHOP of New York. 
. 158: Mrs. ADAMS. 
Б. 172: Mr. RIGELL. 
H.R. 178: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. MCCOTTER, 
and Mr. ELLISON. 
H.R. 181: Mr. MCKINLEY. 
H.R. 186: Mr. Mica. 
H.R. 187: Mr. RIGELL. 
H.R. 213: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 
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H.R. 282: Mr. MCCOTTER. 

H.R. 303: Mr. ELLISON. 

H.R. 324: Mr. GERLACH. 

H.R. 361: Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. LEWIS of Cali- 
fornia, and Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 376: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.R. 440: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

H.R. 481: Ms. BALDWIN. 

H.R. 497: Mr. TURNER. 

H.R. 498: Mr. GIBBS. 

H.R. 520: Mr. THOMPSON of California and 
Ms. McCoLLuM. 

H.R. 521: Mr. THOMPSON of California and 
Ms. McCoLLuUM. 

H.R. 535: Mr. DEUTCH. 

H.R. 539: Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 546: Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. GARAMENDI, 
Mr. PLATTS, Mr. MARINO, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs. 
MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. 
GRIMM, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mrs. SCHMIDT, 
Mr. HIMES, Mr. NEAL, and Mr. FLORES. 

H.R. 567: Mr. ROKITA. 

H.R. 610: Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 615: Mr. HARRIS and Mr. CANSECO. 

H.R. 625: Mrs. BLACKBURN. 

H.R. 645: Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, 
Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. WEST, Mr. 
РОЅЕҮ, Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. RIVERA, Mr. 
CANSECO, and Mr. MICA. 

H.R. 657: Mr. ROKITA. 

H.R. 676: Ms. Bass of California, Ms. JACK- 
SON LEE of Texas, and Mr. JOHNSON of Geor- 
gia. 

H.R. 713: Mr. POLIS. 

H.R. 714: Mr. POLIS. 

H.R. 715: Mr. RANGEL and Ms. WILSON of 
Florida. 

H.R. 716: Ms. RICHARDSON. 

H.R. 733: Ms. DEGETTE. 

H.R. 750: Mr. PEARCE, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. 
HULTGREN, Mr. WALSH of Illinois, Mr. KING- 
STON, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. FLEMING, Mr. 
GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. 
RIBBLE, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. PENCE, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. FRANKS of Ari- 
zona, and Mr. CONAWAY. 

H.R. 758: Mr. DENHAM. 

H.R. 763: Мг. CUELLAR, Mrs. BLACKBURN, 
and Mr. STUTZMAN. 

H.R. 764: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. 

H.R. 776: Ms. MATSUI. 

H.R. 790: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 795: Mr. FORTENBERRY. 

H.R. 801: Mr. SCHOCK. 

H.R. 820: Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. 
MCcCNERNEY, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. CASTOR of 
Florida, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. BOREN, Mr. Bos- 
WELL, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HONDA, Ms. MOORE, 
Ms. HANABUSA, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. Ross of 
Arkansas, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. BLUMENAUER, 
and Ms. LEE of California. 

H.R. 822: Mr. DENT, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. ALT- 
MIRE, Mr. THORNBERRY, and Mrs. MILLER of 
Michigan. 

H.R. 831: Mr. JONES, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, and Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 840: Mr. NEUGEBAUER. 

H.R. 862: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 872: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. PETRI, Mr. 
STIVERS, and Mr. FARENTHOLD. 
H.R. 875: Mr. NEUGEBAUER. 

H.R. 878: Mrs. MALONEY. 

H.R. 895: Mr. Ров, Mr. 
McDERMOTT, and Mr. SCHOCK. 

H.R. 900: Mr. PETERS and Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 909: Mr. ROKITA and Mr. HUNTER. 

H.R. 910: Mr. PENCE and Mr. CARTER. 

H.R. 912: Mr. BACHUS and Mr. WOLF. 

H.R. 930: Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mrs. MALO- 
NEY, and Mr. MICHAUD. 

H.R. 931: Mr. HARRIS, Mr. WALBERG, and 
Mr. FITZPATRICK. 


WALBERG, Mr. 
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H.R. 949: Mr. FARR. 

H.R. 951: Mr. DENT. 

H.R. 967: Mr. SOUTHERLAND. 

H.R. 977: Mr. WALBERG. 

H.R. 993: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 
H.R. 998: Mr. BOSWELL and Mr. LOEBSACK. 
H.R. 999: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. 


COHEN, and Mr. CARNAHAN. 

H.R. 1000: Mr. SCHOCK. 

H.R. 1002: Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. MARINO, Mr. 
Ross of Florida, Ms. CLARKE of New York, 
Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. 
WALSH of Illinois, Mr. Towns, Mrs. CAPPS, 
Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, 
Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. BAcA, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, 
Mr. PENCE, Mr. FLORES, Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. 
BOSWELL, Mr. BUCSHON, and Mr. MCCOTTER. 

H.R. 1016: Ms. BORDALLO, Ms. BROWN of 
Florida, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. 
CLARKE of New York, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Ms. MOORE, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
RUSH, Mr. Ѕсотт of Virginia, Mr. THOMPSON 
of Mississippi, and Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 1044: Mr. BUCSHON. 

H.R. 1046: Mr. JAcKSON of Illinois, 
RUSH, Mr. PIERLUISI, and Mr MICHAUD. 

H.R. 1057: Mr. BOSWELL, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. MEEKS, and Mr. 
HOLT. 

H.R. 1058: Mr. LATTA, Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. 
MULVANEY, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. GARRETT, Mr. 
ROE of Tennessee, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. HARRIS, 
Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. HUIZENGA 
of Michigan, Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mr. WALSH of 
Illinois, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. GINGREY of 
Georgia, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr. 
GOHMERT. 

H.R. 1062: Mr. РоѕЕҮ, Mr. KING of New 
York, Mr. DOLD, Mr. CANSECO, and Mr. 
GRIMM. 

H.R. 1065: Mr. MCKINLEY. 

H.R. 1075: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 

H.R. 1081: Mr. SIRES, Mr. TIPTON, Mr. SES- 
SIONS, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 

H.R. 1085: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
COHEN, and Mr. BERMAN. 

H.J. Res. 13: Ms. 
FITZPATRICK. 

H.J. Res. 42: Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. YODER, Mr. 
PAULSEN, and Mr. PAUL. 

H. Con. Res. 12: Mr. SIRES, Mr. ANDREWS, 
Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. WALSH of Illinois, and 
Mr. CAPUANO. 

H. Con. Res. 18: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, 
Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. HALL, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, 
Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas, Mr. GOODLATTE, 
Mr. PoE of Texas, and Mr. BISHOP of Utah. 

H. Con. Res. 25: Mr. PRICE of Georgia and 
Mr. RIGELL. 

H. Con. Res. 28: Mr. NADLER. 

H. Con. Res. 29: Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr. 
LANDRY, and Mr. ROYCE. 

H. Res. 25: Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. AUSTIN 
бсотт of Georgia, Mr. RUNYAN, Mr. GRIMM, 
and Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 

H. Res. 60: Mr. RuSH, Mr. KINGSTON, and 
Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H. Res. 86: Mr. DENT. 

H. Res. 102: Mr. RIVERA. 

H. Res. 130: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Mr. 
BECERRA. 

H. Res. 184: Mr. OLVER. 

H. Res. 137: Mr. SCHIFF, Ms. BASS of Cali- 
fornia, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, 
Ms. EsHoo, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, Mr. CAR- 
DOZA, and Ms. HIRONO. 

H. Res. 140: Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. 

Н. Res. 164: Mr. CHABOT and Mr. GOWDY. 

H. Res. 172: Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. AL GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. CLARKE of Michigan, Mr. KING of 
New York, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. CROW- 
LEY, and Mr. MARKEY. 


Mr. 


Foxx and Mr. 
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CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM- 
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM- 
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 


Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or 
statements on congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 


OFFERED By MR. UPTON 


H.R. 1076, a bill to prohibit Federal funding 
of National Public Radio and the use of fed- 
eral funds to acquire radio content, does not 
contain any congressional earmarks, limited 
tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as de- 
fined in clause 9 rule XXI. 


DELETION OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso- 
lutions as follows: 


H.R. 979: Mr. CLAY. 


March 16, 2011 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


CONGRATULATING RUTH BEAVERS 
HON. RODNEY ALEXANDER 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great pride that | rise today to congratulate 
Ruth Beavers for being selected as a recipient 
of the Daily Point of Light Award. This award 
is a testament that Ruth is a true leader for 
her volunteer service to St. Francis Medical 
Center in Monroe, LA. 

Ruth joined the St. Francis Medical Center 
volunteer program in 2000. As of September 
30, 2010, she has devoted 7,764 hours of 
service to St. Francis Medical Center. Ruth 
has continually demonstrated the mission of 
St. Francis Medical Center by her commitment 
to reaching out to others in their time of need. 
She has brought comfort and hope to patients 
and their families with her sincere concern for 
their welfare. 

During this past decade, Ruth has dedicated 
her time, talent and energy to helping others. 
Her commitment to service is a true example 
of citizenship. She is truly an unsung hero to 
St. Francis Medical Center and the St. Francis 
Volunteer program. Her compassion and faith- 
ful service to St. Francis Medical Center’s pa- 
tients, families, and staff exemplifies the best 
in volunteerism. 

She is an example of how one person can 
change the lives of many, and | commend 
Ruth for her hard work and dedication to mak- 
ing a positive difference in the community. | 
ask my colleagues to join me in honoring Mrs. 
Ruth Beavers for this significant achievement. 


ee 


HONORING MRS. MARGARET ANN 
RUSSELL ON HER EIGHTIETH 
BIRTHDAY 


HON. VICKY HARTZLER 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize the eightieth birthday of a distin- 
guished member of Missouri’s 4th Congres- 
sional District, Mrs. Margaret Ann Russell. 
Mrs. Russell, of Lebanon, Missouri, will cele- 
brate her birthday March 22nd surrounded by 
family and friends; | join them in commending 
her role as a faithful family servant and com- 
munity pillar. 

Born on March 22, 1931 to George T. and 
Vesta Carr, Margaret grew up rooted in the 
values of rural America. She graduated from 
Lebanon High School in Lebanon, Missouri, 
and went on to attend the historic Stephens 
College in Columbia, Missouri, ап institution 
dedicated since 1833 to the education and 
cultivation of female leaders. 


Mrs. Russell married John T. Russell, also 
of Lebanon, Missouri, who served in the Mis- 
souri House of Representatives and the Mis- 
souri Senate for almost forty years. She la- 
bored diligently to raise their three children 
Doug, Jeanette, and Melissa. John, Jason, 
Jordan, Jimmy, Nicole, Makenzie, and Audrey 
have been blessed to know her as their grand- 
mother; now, Harper and Drew have the spe- 
cial privilege of knowing her as their great 
grandmother. 

While prioritizing her family, Mrs. Russell 
has long been involved in public service as 
well. She is an active part of the First Baptist 
Church of Lebanon. She also has encouraged 
local candidates to pursue public office, has 
given insight to community leaders, and has 
worked to strengthen her hometown. Recog- 
nizing the key role private citizens can play in 
protecting children, she consistently supports 
the Missouri Baptist Children’s Home. 

| applaud Mrs. Russell for her quiet service 
in support of family and a vibrant local com- 
munity. The diligent attention she has given to 
civil society should inspire us all. It is with sin- 
cere admiration that | wish her a very happy 
birthday on this milestone occasion. 


аманла 


CONGRATULATING JIM REED OF 
PHILADELPHIA FOR A LIFE OF 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 


HON. CHAKA FATTAH 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Jim Reed, a respected and be- 
loved member of the greater Philadelphia 
business and civic community, who will be 
honored on April 14, 2011, at The Enterprise 
Center, 4548 Market Street, in West Philadel- 
phia. 

Mr. Reed is Director of External Affairs for 
Verizon Pennsylvania in Philadelphia. His 
service to his community both includes and 
extends far beyond the workplace. An active 
and passionate leader, Jim Reed is committed 
to the well-being of children, youth and adults 
alike. From board participation to teaching; 
mentoring, community service and advocating 
for change, he has proven his commitment to 
the community. 

Mr. Reed is a native of Savannah, Georgia, 
and was educated in Savannah and the 
School District of Philadelphia. He is a grad- 
uate of The Pennsylvania Institute of Tech- 
nology and Spring Garden College. He was a 
math instructor at Dobbins and Edison High 
Schools in Philadelphia, the Opportunities In- 
dustrial Center, founded by Leon Sullivan, and 
Temple University. 

Jim Reed has more than 45 years experi- 
ence in all facets of telecommunications. He 
began his career with AT&T and then trans- 


ferred to Bell of Pennsylvania where he 
moved to the External Affairs Department as 
Community Relations Director, and assumed 
his current position in 1993. 

Mr. Reed’s community involvement includes 
a wide range of interests and activities. He 
has chaired the Mayor’s Commission on Serv- 
ices to the Aging. He is an active board mem- 
ber of the Urban Affairs Coalition, West Phila- 
delphia Partnership, Korean Community Cen- 
ter, Citizens Crime Commission, The Men of 
the 644th Engineer Battalion “C,” and many 
other organizations. 

Jim Reed is an active member of Tindley 
Temple United Methodist Church where he 
serves as an usher. He is a member of the 
Methodist Men, and also a board member of 
Charles A. Tindley Community Development 
Corporation. 

He has been honored by countless organi- 
zations including OIC, Philadelphia Chinatown 
Development Corporation, Asian American 
Women Coalition, Cheyney University, Berean 
Institute, Operation PUSH, Teenagers In 
Charge, Concerned Black Men, City of Phila- 
delphia, Frontiers International, the Ducky 
Birts Foundation, Haddington, Multi-Service 
Center for Older Adults, Grands As Parents, 
and many others. He is a concerned commu- 
nity advocate in the Wynnefield neighborhood 
where he resides. 

Jim Reed is an exemplary Philadelphian 
who has earned the admiration and gratitude 
of all who know him—and will get to know him 
as he continues his service—in Philadelphia. | 
offer my warm and sincere congratulations to 
Jim Reed for a life well lived and brimming 
with accomplishment. 


WEST POINT FOUNDERS DAY 2011 
HON. NAN A.S. HAYWORTH 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Ms. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, the 19th 
District of New York is home to the United 
States Military Academy and today | join the 
cadets and alumni of West Point in celebrating 
Founders Day. On March 16, 1802, President 
Thomas Jefferson signed into law the Military 
Peace Establishment Act that founded the 
United States Military Academy at West Point. 
Since then, over 50,000 men and women 
have joined the Long Gray Line and served in 
the United States Army in times of war and 
peace. This year, approximately 1,000 cadets 
will be commissioned as Second Lieutenants 
and continue a great Army tradition dedicated 
to Duty, Honor, Country. Their deep and en- 
during patriotism; their tenacity, talent, and 
sacrifice, make the United States Army the 
greatest in the world. May God continue to 
protect them in their mission to preserve our 
peace and freedom every day. 


@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 


Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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HONORING MEMBERS OF 3RD BAT- 
TALION, 135TH THEATER AVIA- 
TION BATTALION OF LEBANON, 
MISSOURI 


HON. VICKY HARTZLER 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize the safe return of an 11-member 
section of the Missouri National Guard’s Head- 
quarters and Headquarters Company, 3rd Bat- 
talion, 135th Theater Aviation Battalion, of 
Lebanon, MO. | want to commend them for 
their selfless service and sacrifice over the 
past year of their deployment to Joint Base 
Balad, Iraq, in support of Operation New 
Dawn. 

They were tasked with providing 24-hour-a- 
day command and control, supervision, staff 
planning, personnel service and logistical sup- 
port to all units attached to the theater aviation 
battalion. The unit used fixed-wing aircraft to 
provide services to a forward deployed avia- 
tion. This allowed for the air movement of 
cargo, personnel, and dignitaries from the 
United States, NATO, and Iraq. 

The section of returning Soldiers is com- 
manded by Capt. Seth Everett, who lives in 
St. Louis, MO. Other members of the unit live 
in Lebanon, Eldon, Versailles, Linn Creek, 
Mountain Grove, Dixon, Liberal, Dexter, Halls- 
ville, and Jefferson City. The unit was pre- 
viously deployed to Balad in 2005. 

Without soldiers like those in the 3—135th, 
we would not enjoy the freedoms we have 
today, and | am eternally grateful for their 
service. It is only fitting that they return home 
safely to their families and loved ones. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, | ask all my col- 
leagues to join me in welcoming home the 
members of the 3-135th, and thanking them 
for their continued sacrifice as members of the 
Armed Forces. 


Ee 


HONORING MS. BRIDGETTE DIXON 
THURMAN 


HON. HENRY С. “HANK” JOHNSON, JR. 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | 
submit the following Proclamation: 

Whereas, in the Fourth Congressional Dis- 
trict of Georgia, there are many individuals 
who are called to contribute to the needs of 
our community through leadership and serv- 
ice; and 

Whereas, Ms. Bridgette Dixon Thurman has 
given of herself as an educator of Dunaire El- 
ementary, a daughter, a mother and friend; 
and 

Whereas, Ms. Thurman has been chosen as 
this year’s Teacher of the Year, representing 
Dunaire Elementary school; and 

Whereas, this phenomenal woman has 
shared her time and talents for the betterment 
of our community and our Nation through her 
tireless works, motivational speeches and 
words of wisdom; and 
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Whereas, Ms. Thurman is a_ virtuous 
woman, a courageous woman and a fearless 
leader who has shared with the world her vi- 
sion and passion to help ensure that our fu- 
ture, our children, receive an education that is 
relevant for today, but also for the future; and 

Whereas, the U.S. Representative of the 
Fourth District of Georgia has set aside this 
day to honor and recognize Ms. Bridgette 
Dixon Thurman for her leadership and service 
for our District; 

Now Therefore, I, HENRY С. “HANK” JOHN- 
SON, JR. do hereby proclaim March 23, 2011 
as Ms. Bridgette Dixon Thurman Day in the 
4th Congressional District. Proclaimed, this 
23rd day of March, 2011. 


EE 


52ND ANNIVERSARY OF THE TI- 
BETAN NATIONAL UPRISING DAY 


HON. TAMMY BALDWIN 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, March 10 
marked the 52nd anniversary of the Tibetan 
uprising against the People’s Republic of 
China, during which His Holiness the Dalai 
Lama fled into exile. On that day, there was a 
small commemoration on Library Mall in Madi- 
son with Wisconsin’s Tibetan-American com- 
munity, which my staff was honored to attend. 
While the commemoration serves as a painful 
but important reminder of China’s prolonged 
efforts to outlaw dissent, restrict free expres- 
sion, and violently occupy Tibet, it also serves 
as a symbol of our sustained vigilance, contin- 
ued determination, and enduring hope that Ti- 
betans everywhere will soon be free to live in 
peace with their land and culture intact. 

On this anniversary, | offer support and con- 
viction to the thousands of Tibetans living in 
exile and the thousands more who have cho- 
sen to stand beside them in the struggle. for 
freedom. | support the Middle-Way Approach 
proposed by His Holiness the Dalai Lama to 
honor the dignity of both Tibetan and Chinese 
people and to promote a respectful solution. | 
strongly believe that the United States has a 
responsibility to stand up for human rights and 
the rule of law, and | support efforts to ad- 
dress the plight of Tibetans. 

The Dalai Lama issued a statement on 
March 10, as he does every year, which rep- 
resents a “state of the union” speech for Ti- 
betans. This years statement was news- 
worthy, in that the Dalai Lama announced that 
he intends to hand over the last vestiges of 
his governmental responsibilities to the elected 
leadership of the Tibetan Government in exile, 
while remaining a committed advocate for the 
Tibet cause. At a time when despots around 
the world cling to power as their people yearn 
for democracy, the Dalai Lama’s willful ceding 
of power is a tribute to his vision to fulfill the 
aspirations of the Tibetan people and should 
inspire others around the world. 

| insert the Dalai Lama’s March 10, 2011, 
statement into the RECORD. 

STATEMENT OF HIS HOLINESS THE DALAI LAMA 
ON THE 52ND ANNIVERSARY OF THE TIBETAN 
NATIONAL UPRISING DAY, MARCH 9, 2011 
Today marks the 52nd anniversary of the 

Tibetan people’s peaceful uprising of 1959 


March 16, 2011 


against Communist China’s repression in the 
Tibetan capital Lhasa, and the third anni- 
versary of the non-violent demonstrations 
that took place across Tibet in 2008. On this 
occasion, I would like to pay tribute to and 
pray for those brave men and women who 
sacrificed their lives for the just cause of 
Tibet. I express my solidarity with those 
who continue to suffer repression and pray 
for the well-being of all sentient beings. 

For more than sixty years, Tibetans, de- 
spite being deprived of freedom and living in 
fear and insecurity, have been able to main- 
tain their unique Tibetan identity and cul- 
tural values, More consequentially, succes- 
sive new generations, who have no experi- 
ence of free Tibet, have courageously taken 
responsibility in advancing the cause of 
Tibet. This is admirable, for they exemplify 
the strength of Tibetan resilience. 

This Earth belongs to humanity and the 
People’s Republic of China (PRC) belongs to 
its 1.3 billion citizens, who have the right to 
know the truth about the state of affairs in 
their country and the world at large. If citi- 
zens are fully informed, they have the ability 
to distinguish right from wrong. Censorship 
and the restriction of information violate 
basic human decency. For instance, China’s 
leaders consider the communist ideology and 
its policies to be correct. If this were so, 
these policies should be made public with 
confidence and open to scrutiny. 

China, with the world’s largest population, 
is an emerging world power and I admire the 
economic development it has made. It also 
has huge potential to contribute to human 
progress and world peace. But to do that, 
China must earn the international commu- 
nity’s respect and trust. In order to earn 
such respect China’s leaders must develop 
greater transparency, their actions cor- 
responding to their words. To ensure this, 
freedom of expression and freedom of the 
press are essential. Similarly, transparency 
in governance can help check corruption. In 
recent years, China has seen an increasing 
number of intellectuals calling for political 
reform and greater openness. Premier Wen 
Jiabao has also expressed support for these 
concerns. These are significant indications 
and I welcome them. 

The PRC is a country comprising many na- 
tionalities, enriched by a diversity of lan- 
guages and cultures. Protection of the lan- 
guage and culture of each nationality is a 
policy of the PRC, which is clearly spelt out 
in its constitution. Tibetan is the only lan- 
guage to preserve the entire range of the 
Buddha’s teachings, including the texts on 
logic and theories of knowledge (episte- 
mology), which we inherited from India’s 
Nalanda University. This is a system of 
knowledge governed by reason and logic that 
has the potential to contribute to the peace 
and happiness of all beings. Therefore, the 
policy of undermining such a culture, in- 
stead of protecting and developing it, will in 
the long run amount to the destruction of 
humanity’s common heritage. 

The Chinese government frequently states 
that stability and development in Tibet is 
the foundation for its long-term well-being. 
However, the authorities still station large 
numbers of troops all across Tibet, increas- 
ing restrictions on the Tibetan people. Tibet- 
ans live in constant fear and anxiety. More 
recently, many Tibetan intellectuals, public 
figures and environmentalists have been 
punished for articulating the Tibetan peo- 
ple’s basic aspirations. They have been im- 
prisoned allegedly for ‘‘subverting state 
power” when actually they have been giving 
voice to the Tibetan identity and cultural 
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heritage. Such repressive measures under- 
mine unity and stability. Likewise, in China, 
lawyers defending people’s rights, inde- 
pendent writers and human rights activists 
have been arrested. I strongly urge the Chi- 
nese leaders to review these developments 
and release these prisoners of conscience 
forthwith. 

The Chinese government claims there is no 
problem in Tibet other than the personal 
privileges and status of the Dalai Lama. The 
reality is that the ongoing oppression of the 
Tibetan people has provoked widespread, 
deep resentment against current official 
policies. People from all walks of life fre- 
quently express their discontentment. That 
there is a problem in Tibet is reflected in the 
Chinese authorities’ failure to trust Tibetans 
or win their loyalty. Instead, the Tibetan 
people live under constant suspicion and sur- 
veillance. Chinese and foreign visitors to 
Tibet corroborate this grim reality. 

Therefore, just as we were able to send 
fact-finding delegations to Tibet in the late 
1970s and early 1980s from among Tibetans in 
exile, we propose similar visits again. At the 
same time we would encourage the sending 
of representatives of independent inter- 
national bodies, including parliamentarians. 
If they were to find that Tibetans in Tibet 
are happy, we would readily accept it. 

The spirit of realism that prevailed under 
Mao’s leadership in the early 1950s led China 
to sign the 17-point agreement with Tibet. A 
similar spirit of realism prevailed once more 
during Hu Yaobang’s time in the early 1980s. 
If there had been a continuation of such real- 
ism the Tibetan issue, as well as several 
other problems, could easily have been 
solved. Unfortunately, conservative views 
derailed these policies. The result is that 
after, more than six decades, the problem 
has become more intractable. 

The Tibetan Plateau is the source of the 
major rivers of Asia. Because it has the larg- 
est concentration of glaciers apart from the 
two Poles, it is considered to be the Third 
Pole. Environmental degradation in Tibet 
will have a detrimental impact on large 
parts of Asia, particularly on China and the 
Indian subcontinent. Both the central and 
local governments, as well as the Chinese 
public, should realise the degradation of the 
Tibetan environment and develop sustain- 
able measures to safeguard it. I appeal to 
China to take into account the survival of 
people affected by what happens environ- 
mentally on the Tibetan Plateau. 

In our efforts to solve the issue of Tibet, 
we have consistently pursued the mutually 
beneficial Middle-Way Approach, which 
seeks genuine autonomy for the Tibetan peo- 
ple within the PRC. In our talks with offi- 
cials of the Chinese government’s United 
Front Work Department we have clearly ex- 
plained in detail the Tibetan people’s hopes 
and aspirations. The lack of any positive re- 
sponse to our reasonable proposals makes us 
wonder whether these were fully and accu- 
rately conveyed to the higher authorities. 

Since ancient times, Tibetan and Chinese 
peoples have lived as neighbours. It would be 
a mistake if our unresolved differences were 
to affect this age-old friendship. Special ef- 
forts are being made to promote good rela- 
tions between Tibetans and Chinese living 
abroad and I am happy that this has contrib- 
uted to better understanding and friendship 
between us. Tibetans inside Tibet should also 
cultivate good relations with our Chinese 
brothers and sisters. 

In recent weeks we have witnessed remark- 
able non-violent struggles for freedom and 
democracy in various parts of North Africa 
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and elsewhere. I am a firm believer in non- 
violence and people-power and these events 
have shown once again that determined non- 
violent action can indeed bring about posi- 
tive change. We must all hope that these in- 
spiring changes lead to genuine freedom, 
happiness and prosperity for the peoples in 
these countries. 

One of the aspirations I have cherished 
since childhood is the reform of Tibet’s polit- 
ical and social structure, and in the few 
years when I held effective power in Tibet, I 
managed to make some fundamental 
changes. Although I was unable to take this 
further in Tibet, I have made every effort to 
do so since we came into exile. Today, within 
the framework of the Charter for Tibetans in 
Exile, the Kalon Tripa, the political leader- 
ship, and the people’s representatives are di- 
rectly elected by the people. We have been 
able to implement democracy in exile that is 
in keep with the standards of an open soci- 
ety. 

As early as the 1960s, I have repeatedly 
stressed that Tibetans need a leader, elected 
freely by the Tibetan people, to whom I can 
devolve power. Now, we have clearly reached 
the time to put this into effect. During the 
forthcoming eleventh session of the four- 
teenth Tibetan Parliament in Exile, which 
begins on 14th March, I will formally propose 
that the necessary amendments be made to 
the Charter for Tibetans in Exile, reflecting 
my decision to devolve my formal authority 
to the elected leader. 

Since I made my intention clear I have re- 
ceived repeated and earnest requests both 
from within Tibet and outside, to continue 
to provide political leadership. My desire to 
devolve authority has nothing to do with a 
wish to shirk responsibility. It is to benefit 
Tibetans in the long run. It is not because I 
feel disheartened. Tibetans have placed such 
faith and trust in me that as one among 
them I am committed to playing my part in 
the just cause of Tibet. I trust that gradually 
people will come to understand my inten- 
tion, will support my decision and accord- 
ingly let it take effect. 

I would like to take this opportunity to re- 
member the kindness of the leaders of var- 
ious nations that cherish justice, members of 
parliaments, intellectuals and Tibet Support 
Groups, who have been steadfast in their 
support for the Tibetan people. In particular, 
we will always remember the kindness and 
consistent support of the people and Govern- 
ment of India and State Governments for 
generously helping Tibetans preserve and 
promote their religion and culture and en- 
suring the welfare of Tibetans in exile. To all 
of them I offer my heartfelt gratitude. 

With my prayers for the welfare and happi- 
ness of all sentient beings. 

10 March 2011 

Dharamsala 


ee 


TAIWAN’S EXCLUSION FROM THE 
UNITED NATIONS FRAMEWORK 


CONVENTION ОМ CLIMATE 
CHANGE 
HON. SHELLEY BERKLEY 
OF NEVADA 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 16, 2011 
Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
call my colleagues’ attention to the continued 
exclusion of the Republic of China (Taiwan) 
from the United Nations Framework Conven- 
tion on Climate Change (UNFCCC). 


4239 


As we have witnessed far too often, Taiwan 
is vulnerable to the impacts of climate change, 
having the natural environment of а sub- 
tropical island. In 2009, Taiwan was dev- 
astated by Typhoon Morakot. In just two days, 
a total of 2,500 mm of rain fell in Central and 
Southern Taiwan, the heaviest rain in over 50 
years. Floods and landslides caused severe 
loss of life and property. Extreme weather 
events such as these, coupled with rising sea 
levels caused by global warming, are endan- 
gering Taiwan’s environment and survival. 

The fact that Taiwan is unable to use the re- 
sources of the UNFCCC seriously cripples 
Taiwan’s efforts to meet the challenges posed 
by global warming and climate change. For 
the welfare of Taiwan’s 23 million residents, it 
urgently needs to be included in the disaster 
early warning system, to have access to real- 
time information and to be part of climate 
change adaptation mechanisms. 

This unjust exclusion not only hurts Taiwan, 
but it also hurts the global community, since 
Taiwan has a great deal to contribute to global 
environmental efforts. For nearly four decades, 
Taiwan has been developing a robust legal 
framework for environmental protection, begin- 
ning with the Water Pollution Control Act in 
1974 and most recently in June 2009, with a 
law advancing the development of renewable 
energy. Taiwan’s Environmental Protection 
Agency has implemented measures to reduce 
greenhouse gas emission and has invited 
international agencies every year since 1993 
to verify the volumes of Taiwan’s production, 
import and export of ozone-depleting sub- 
stances. Taiwan is also at the forefront of de- 
veloping solar power, alternative fuels, and 
wind power, reducing vehicular emissions, im- 
proving air quality and managing solid waste. 

Taiwan needs to be included in the 
UNFCCC and the world needs to include Tai- 
wan. | urge my colleagues to support Taiwan’s 
inclusion in the UNFCCC and | yield back the 
balance of my time. 


EE 


A TRIBUTE TO WISCONSIN’S 
FABULOUS 14: “THEY STOOD UP” 


HON. GWEN MOORE 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
proudly recognize Wisconsin’s Fabulous 14. 
These 14 Wisconsin State senators took a 
stand on behalf of the people in order to pre- 
vent legislation that would strip State public 
workers of most of their collective bargaining 
rights and sell off government power plants 
without bids. This legislation would also grant 
extraordinary powers to an unelected govern- 
ment official appointed by the Governor, who 
has been a staunch opponent of medical as- 
sistance his entire political career, to make 
drastic changes to Wisconsin’s successful 
Badger Care, Family Planning programs, and 
Senior Care Programs. 

These 14 courageous men and women, at 
great sacrifice to themselves and their fami- 
lies, fled to Illinois, to the land of Lincoln. In 
fact, these 14 Wisconsin Democratic Senators 
now share something in common with former 
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Republican President, Abraham Lincoln. The 
then State Senator Lincoln left the Illinois 
Statehouse to prevent a quorum from being 
reached to hold a crucial vote in 1840. Lincoln 
reportedly opened a window and escaped 
from the second floor of the building. One 
newspaper joked that Lincoln’s “long legs” 
prevented him from being injured as he left. 

During the senators’ absence, the people of 
Wisconsin were given an opportunity to review 
the Budget Repair Bill and the Budget Bill and 
thoroughly scrutinize its contents of the Gov- 
ernor’s proposals. The bill will affect every cit- 
izen in Wisconsin, and for many middle class 
and vulnerable Wisconsinites; it will be dev- 
astating. 

Governor Walker and Republicans in the 
State Legislature worked around the 14 sen- 
ators’ protest to prevent a quorum and the bill 
was signed into law on Friday, March 11, 
2011. During the past 3 weeks, | have been 
in Madison on several occasions standing in 
solidarity with the people. 

On Saturday, March 12, 2011, along with an 
estimated 100,000 people, | was on hand to 
Welcome Back “the Fabulous 14” who re- 
turned to the State after weeks. | could feel 
the energy, the intensity of the people of Wis- 
consin; teachers, nurses, students, plow driv- 
ers, fire-fighters, prison guards and dozens of 
farmers with their tractors gathered around the 
Capitol square. Mr. Speaker, Wisconsin has 
undergone an historic change; it was evident 
in the faces of Wisconsinites that visibly dis- 
played their resolve and in their shouts of 
thank you. While this battle may be over, the 
war continues. | rise to give a hearty thank 
you to Wisconsin’s Fabulous 14. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. BILL HUIZENGA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | 
was absent from the House floor during rollcall 
vote No. 177 taken on Tuesday, March 15. 
Had | been present, | would have voted “aye.” 


NATIONAL AHEC WEEK 


HON. CATHY McMORRIS RODGERS 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr. Speaker, 
March 14-18 marks National AHEC week. 
The Area Health Education Centers (AHEC) 
program was developed by Congress in 1971 
to recruit, train and retain a health professions 
workforce. Today, 56 AHEC programs with 
more than 235 centers operate in almost 
every state and the District of Columbia. The 
AHEC program addresses the imbalances in 
our healthcare system and inequities in ac- 
cess to and quality of healthcare. Nearly 8,000 
AHEC community based training sites are lo- 
cated in underserved areas including 3,500 in 
designated health professions shortage areas, 
training a workforce committed to serving un- 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


derserved populations. This is accomplished 
by forming academic and community partner- 
ships that link the resources of academic 
health centers with the needs of the commu- 
nities. This unique program has continually ex- 
ceeded HRSA’s performance measure targets 
in terms of the percentage of program partici- 
pants who are underrepresented minorities 
and from disadvantaged backgrounds; the pro- 
portion of participants that train in medically 
underserved communities; and the percentage 
of health professionals entering practice in un- 
derserved areas. 


On this week, we celebrate the goals and 
ideals of the AHEC program as well as its in- 
numerable contributions to the advancement 
of health care in our most underserved com- 
munities. 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF THE STARTUP 
VISA ACT OF 2011 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
introducing a new version of the StartUp Visa 
Act, a bill that would encourage innovation 
and economic growth by permitting immigrant 
entrepreneurs greater access to temporary 
U.S. visas. The bill matches legislation intro- 
duced this week by Senators JOHN KERRY, 
RICHARD LUGAR, and MARK UDALL in the Sen- 
ate. 


What do American household names such 
as Google, eBay and Proctor & Gamble have 
in common? They are all former start-ups 
founded by immigrants. 


Our current visa laws have made it unnec- 
essarily difficult for immigrants to launch new 
companies in the United States. | am reintro- 
ducing the StartUp Visa Act because the eco- 
nomic dynamism of foreign-born talent has al- 
ways been a crucial factor in our country’s 
growth, and we must take steps to enable it to 
continue. By allowing immigrant entrepreneurs 
greater access to American visas, we truly can 
drive American job creation and channel the 
power of innovation. 


This legislation would be an expansion of 
the bill from last Congress, extending the pool 
of eligible immigrants to include holders of H— 
18 visas and entrepreneurs living outside the 
United States with a market presence in the 
country. 


The entrepreneurial spirit is ingrained in our 
country’s history and success. | believe that 
this legislation is a vital component of pro- 
moting our global competitiveness. We must 
ensure a strong foundation for foreign-born, 
highly-skilled talent to create American jobs 
and promote economic prosperity and this bill 
works toward that end. 


March 16, 2011 


HONORING TEXAS SOCIETY, SONS 
OF THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION 


HON. KENNY MARCHANT 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize Texas Society, Sons of the Amer- 
ican Revolution for their patriotism and preser- 
vation of our country’s rich history. Texas So- 
ciety, Sons of the American Revolution mem- 
bers can trace their family heritage to the men 
and women who fought for our nation’s inde- 
pendence. For 115 years, Texas Society, 
Sons of the American Revolution has inspired 
our communities with the principles and prom- 
ises of our nation’s Founding Fathers. 

On February 8, 1896, charter members from 
around Texas formed the Bernardo de Galvez 
Chapter of Texas Society, Sons of the Amer- 
ican Revolution. The founding members se- 
lected The Honorable Ira H. Evans as the first 
state president. In 1897, the first annual meet- 
ing was held with fifteen members. Today the 
organization has grown to incorporate sixty-six 
chapters across Texas and approximately ten 
thousand members. 

Texas Society, Sons of the American Revo- 
lution is actively involved in communities 
around Texas by sponsoring and hosting 
many charitable events such as essay, art, 
and oration contests for high school students. 
Texas Society, Sons of the American Revolu- 
tion recognizes ROTC, JROTC, Eagle Scouts, 
and others for hard work in the community. 
Texas Society, Sons of the American Revolu- 
tion also works closely with disabled veterans 
in homes and hospitals around Texas. The or- 
ganization honors the importance of the Amer- 
ican Revolution through civic events where full 
color guard and revolutionary war uniforms are 
worn to commemorate our nation’s founding. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to recognize 
Texas Society, Sons of the American Revolu- 
tion. | ask all of my distinguished colleagues to 
join me in commending the Texas Society, 
Sons of the American Revolution on its faithful 
service to our communities in Texas. 


EE 


H.R. 1, FULL-YEAR CONTINUING 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011 


HON. BETTY McCOLLUM 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, over the 
past few weeks, hundreds of Minnesotans, as 
well as citizens from across the country, have 
contacted my office about the military’s multi- 
million dollar taxpayer sponsorship of 
NASCAR race cars. Frankly, many of my con- 
stituents and citizens of all political persua- 
sions—Democrats, Republicans, and Tea 
Party activists—are dumbfounded when race 
car drivers receive millions of dollars from the 
Department of Defense while the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives tells the Amer- 
ican people our country is “broke.” 

Last month the House of Representatives 
voted to eliminate funding for homeless vet- 
erans, slash community health centers serving 
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low income families, and pass a fiscal year 
2011 budget that would force 800,000 Ameri- 
cans to lose their jobs. Yet, taxpayer funded 
sponsorship of NASCAR racing teams was 
protected. | find this absurd. 

One of my constituents, a twelve-year-old 
young man named Nickolas of South Saint 
Paul, Minnesota, provided an eloquent rebuttal 
to these appalling priorities. Nickolas wrote my 
office saying: 

Congresswomen Betty McCollum, 

My name is Nickolas, and I am a Boy 
Scout working on my Citizenship in the Na- 
tion Merit Badge. 

I read online that you wrote a bill to stop 
the Pentagon from sponsoring NASCAR race 
teams as a way to advertise. I agree that it 
is absurd that the Pentagon is funding 
NASCAR. We should put the money into 
NASA and jobs for people. NASA is more im- 
portant than NASCAR. 

If the government is going to pay to sup- 
port a race, how about a race to Mars? Amer- 
ica has already sent people to the moon, why 
not Mars? Instead of paying for people to go 
in circles, why not pay for people to go for 
Mars? Humans are explorers. We should go to 
answer questions about the Red Planet and 
the Solar System. In addition, the studies 
done to get to Mars will give us better tech- 
nology here on earth. 

Nickolas understands that scarce taxpayer 
dollars need to be invested in innovation, edu- 
cation, and exploration that will create new op- 
portunities to expand our knowledge of space 
and our economy. | strongly encourage my 
colleagues to take Nickolas’ advice and focus 
on cutting unnecessary government spending, 
like government sponsorship of NASCAR race 
cars while making sound investments in Amer- 
ica’s future. 


EE 


HONORING MEMBERS OF THE 
4175TH CID 


HON. VICKY HARTZLER 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize the safe return of 10 Missouri Na- 
tional Guardsmen from the 4175th Military Po- 
lice Detachment Criminal Investigation Divi- 
sion. 

The soldiers are returning from a nearly 
year-long deployment to Iraq and Afghanistan. 
They were responsible for conducting criminal 
investigations for the Army. The group con- 
sists of Soldiers from Jefferson City, Colum- 
bia, O’Fallon, High Ridge, Hannibal, and St. 
Charles. The unit commander is Chief Warrant 
Officer 2 Timothy Forney, of Hannibal, MO. 

Without Soldiers like those in the 4175th 
CID, we would not enjoy the freedoms we 
have today, and | am eternally grateful for 
their service. It is only fitting that they return 
home safely to their families and loved ones. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, | ask all my col- 
leagues to join me in welcoming home the 
members of the 4175th CID, and thanking 
them for their continued sacrifice as members 
of the Armed Forces. 
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HONORING THE DISABLED AMER- 
ICAN VETERANS CHAPTER 91 OF 
DECATUR 


HON. HENRY C. “HANK” JOHNSON, JR. 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | 
submit the following: 


Whereas, DeKalb County serves as home 
for many Veterans who have served honorably 
in the United States Military; and 


Whereas, the Disabled American Veterans 
Chapter 91 of Decatur is an organization that 
continues to serve those who have rep- 
resented our nation in times of peace and war; 
and 


Whereas, our beloved county, continues to 
rely on the wisdom, leadership and service 
from the Disabled American Veterans to assist 
and build our community; and 

Whereas, this unique organization has given 
of themselves tirelessly and unconditionally to 
preserve integrity and advocate strongly for 
our disabled veterans and their families; and 


Whereas, the Disabled American Veterans 
Chapter 91 continues to serve our county by 
being the sword and shield of those who 
served our country in the United States mili- 
tary; and 

Whereas, the U.S. Representative of the 
Fourth District of Georgia has set aside this 
day to honor and recognize the Disabled 
American Veterans Chapter 91 of Decatur, 
Georgia for their outstanding service to our 
District; 

Now Therefore, 1, HENRY С. “HANK” JOHN- 
SON, JR. do hereby proclaim March 20, 2011 
as Disabled American Veterans Chapter 91 
Day in the 4th Congressional District. 


Proclaimed, this 20th day of March, 2011. 


— 


CONGRATULATIONS GORDY 
FAMILY 


HON. JOE WILSON 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. Speak- 
er, | am happy to congratulate my good friend 
Thomas Gordy and his wife Theresa on the 
birth of their son Trenton Talmadge Gordy. 
Trenton was born on Tuesday, February 15, 
2011, in Manassas, Virginia. He is welcomed 
home by his sister Sarah Gordy. 


Trenton Talmadge Gordy is seven pounds 
and one ounce of pride and joy to his loving 
grandparents, Timmy and Kay Gordy of Mon- 
roe, Louisiana, Toni and Michael LeBlanc of 
Shreveport, Louisiana, and Canoy and Lynn 
Mayo of West Monroe, Louisiana. 


| ат so excited for this new blessing to the 
Gordy family and wish them all the best. 
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HONORING GEOFFREY BREITKOPF 


HON. TIMOTHY H. BISHOP 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with tremendous pride, but overwhelming grief, 
that І take to the floor today to honor one of 
my constituents who was taken from us far 
before his time, Officer Geoffrey Breitkopf. 

When there is danger, there are two types 
of people. There are the majority of people 
who run from it, and then there are those 
brave few who run towards it. Officer Breitkopf 
was one of those brave few. 

He served as a Nassau County Police Offi- 
cer for more than 12 years, the majority of that 
time was spent serving in the elite Bureau of 
Special Operations. Always hard working, Offi- 
cer Breitkopf earned a spot in the BSO in ap- 
proximately half the time it normally takes. He 
was highly decorated for his various acts of 
bravery, including five Command Recognition 
Awards, four Meritorious Police Service 
Awards and one Medal of Commendation. 

Despite having a family and an incredibly 
demanding job, Officer Breitkopf also found 
time to serve his community. He was a mem- 
ber of the Selden Fire Department for the past 
15 years and served in the heavy rescue com- 
pany, which handles search апа rescue, 
house fires and extricating people from cars. 

Tragically, Officer Breitkopf died in the line 
of duty, doing the job he loved so much and 
excelled at so well. My thoughts and prayers 
are with his fellow officers and his family, es- 
pecially his wife, Paula, and their two sons 
Connor and Owen. 

Mr. Speaker, | am honored to represent a 
true hero like Officer Geoffrey Breitkopf and 
ask that we take a moment to reflect on his 
service to Long Island. 


2011 BRAIN AWARENESS WEEK 
HON. TIM RYAN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, today | rise 
to commemorate Brain Awareness Week 
(BAW) and the benefits of this informative 
week in educating students and the general 
public on brain science in my congressional 
district and across the country. Brain Aware- 
ness Week, launched in 1996, brings together 
the Society for Neuroscience, the Dana Alli- 
ance for Brain Initiatives, and 2400 other orga- 
nizations in 76 countries who share a common 
goal of improving public awareness of brain 
and nervous system research. During Brain 
Awareness Week, which is being held March 
14—20, neuroscientists around the globe edu- 
cate K-12 students, senior citizens and the 
public at large on the wonders of the human 
brain. These activates include tours of neuro- 
science laboratories, museum exhibitions, and 
classroom discussions on elements of the 
human brain. This year, in my congressional 
district, high school students will have an op- 
portunity to learn about brain physiology by 
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working with Kent State University’s graduate 
students to dissect a sheep’s brain. This event 
will get these kids excited about the mysteries 
of the mind and the nature of scientific dis- 
covery. Today, in recognition of Brain Aware- 
ness Week, | would like to highlight a serious 
neurological disorder that affects millions of 
Americans—impacting their livelihoods and 
families: Addiction. In fact, 9 percent of Ameri- 
cans—more than 22 million people—abuse 
drugs on a regular basis. 

As co-chair of the Congressional Addiction, 
Treatment and Recovery Caucus, | under- 
stand the urgency of treating addiction and the 
burden this neurological disorder has on lives, 
loved ones, and our economy. According to 
the U.S. Office of National Drug Control, each 
year, more than half a trillion dollars is lost to 
substance abuse in the United States alone. 
These losses are realized across the board— 
in health, criminal, and productivity-related 
areas. That impact totals about $181 billion for 
illicit drugs, $168 billion for tobacco, and $185 
billion for alcohol. Even more worrisome are 
the statistics on drug-induced mortality. The 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
reported that more than 38,000 people in the 
United States died of legal or illegal sub- 
stances in 2006. That figure doesn’t even in- 
clude the 300,000 to 450,000 deaths each 
year attributed to nicotine addiction. As dis- 
turbing as these numbers are, they don’t re- 
flect the unquantifiable impact of drug abuse. 
Drug abuse dissolves families, shreds the so- 
cial fabric in neighborhoods, leads to loss of 
jobs and income, contributes to poor school 
and job performance, and is often a causal 
factor in domestic violence and auto acci- 
dents. 

Mr. Speaker, the consequences of sub- 
stance abuse for children in society are espe- 
cially tragic. Drug-addicted parents often don’t 
properly care for their children, neglecting 
medical and educational needs, and failing to 
provide basic food and shelter. When parents 
fail, the government must step in. These defi- 
cits are ultimately made up for by the tax- 
payer. Although more than 75 percent of illicit 
drug users are employed, these adults are 
more likely to frequently change jobs, be in- 
volved in accidents, be absent, and be less 
productive even when at work. Notably, heavy 
drinkers are absent from work four to eight 
times more often than non-addicts. According 
to the National Institute on Drug Abuse 
(NIDA), drug use changes brain chemistry and 
physiology beyond just the brain’s reward sys- 
tem and includes regions involved in memory, 
learning, impulse control, stress reactivity, and 
more. Repeated drug exposure “resets” these 
circuits toward compulsive behavior so that a 
person’s control over the desire to seek and 
use drugs is compromised, despite dev- 
astating consequences. 

Over the course of the last three decades, 
the scientific and medical communities have 
made amazing strides in the understanding 
and treatment of drug abuse and addiction. 
Combined biological, epidemiological, and so- 
cial science discoveries have given us a de- 
tailed understanding of the risks, mechanisms, 
and consequences of drug abuse and addic- 
tion. Today, the rate of cigarette smoking in 
youth is at its lowest recorded point since 
tracking of teen drug use and attitudes began 
in 1975. 
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Marijuana use has shown a consistent de- 
cline since the mid-1990s, although that trend 
has flattened in recent years; a study released 
last month by NIDA found that daily use of 
marijuana among America’s youth is making a 
bold comeback—surpassing tobacco use. 

Mr. Speaker, recent scientific advances 
have revolutionized our understanding of ad- 
diction as a chronic, relapsing, disease and 
not a moral failure. According to the NIDA sci- 
entists have now identified the specific sites of 
action in the brain where every major drug of 
abuse has its initial effects, including opiates, 
methamphetamine, cocaine, tobacco, and 
marijuana. Brain imaging technology has dem- 
onstrated that addiction is a brain disease by 
delineating profound disruptions in the specific 
brain circuits affected by addiction. In-depth, 
NIH-supported studies of chronic drug expo- 
sure confirmed that by causing abnormal regu- 
lation of key brain receptor, addictive drugs 
modify the strength of connections between 
neurons. The scientific knowledge we have 
accumulated will be used to transform the way 
we treat addiction and how we prevent drug 
abuse and its escalation to addiction. 
Neuroscientists are working to identify the ge- 
netic and environmental factors that put peo- 
ple at risk. For instance, genes account for 
about 50 percent of a person’s risk of becom- 
ing addicted, and environmental factors influ- 
ence the effect of these genes. Progress in 
genetics research will lead to more refined 
prevention and treatment interventions tar- 
geted to individual risk or to modifiable envi- 
ronmental influences. 

Now, it’s time for our policies to catch up 
with the research findings. We have to under- 
stand that addiction is a treatable disease re- 
quiring continuing care and multifaceted ap- 
proaches, like diabetes, or heart and res- 
piratory disease. We have to continue to sup- 
port the research advancements by investing 
in a strong, sustainable research funding plat- 
form for the National Institutes of Health (NIH) 
and the National Science Foundation (NSF) 
that will bring us further in understanding and 
treating drug abuse and addiction. Failure to 
properly address this growing problem will 
only lead to more lives ruined or extinguished 
by drugs, more families broken by abuse, and 
more taxpayer money squandered on ineffec- 
tive programs. 

Mr. Speaker, today | ask my colleagues to 
join me in recognizing Brain Awareness Week, 
which exposes our constituents to the won- 
ders and mysteries of the brain. | also ask that 
you join me in continuing to support basic re- 
search funded through the NIH and NSF that 
provides a foundation for new addiction treat- 
ments and drug abuse prevention methods 
that have an enormous impact on the lives of 
millions of Americans. 


EE 


ROTA CULTURAL AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES STUDY ACT 


HON. GREGORIO КШП CAMACHO 
SABLAN 


OF THE NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. SABLAN. Mr. Speaker, today | am re-in- 
troducing the Rota Cultural and Natural Re- 
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sources Study Act. The bill authorizes the 
Secretary of the Interior to study the suitability 
and feasibility of designating certain areas of 
prehistoric, historic, and natural significance 
on the island of Rota in the Northern Mariana 
Islands as a unit of the National Park System. 


Rota is truly a “jewel,” as the gentlewoman 
from California, Ms. NAPOLITANO, called the is- 
land at last year’s hearing on this same bill. 
National Park Service representatives who 
conducted a reconnaissance survey there in 
2004 reported that Rota has the best-pre- 
served village sites of the ancient Chamorro 
people and that Rota’s native limestone for- 
ests provide habitat to locally and federally 
protected, rare bird species. 


The House of Representatives approved the 
Rota Park study under suspension of the rules 
in July last year. There was no objection or 
controversy. But, unfortunately, the other body 
did not have time on its agenda to act before 
the 111th Congress ended. 


Now, | ask that we quickly restart the proc- 
ess of having the Park Service study the suit- 
ability and feasibility of designating parts of 
Rota for a national park. 


There are time pressures involved. Rota is 
at a crossroads. Major land use changes are 
possible resulting from development by the 
U.S. military on the neighboring island of 
Guam. We have to know which areas on Rota 
can be and need to be protected, so that the 
people of Rota can maintain the important cul- 
tural and natural features of their island while 
at the same time taking advantage of opportu- 
nities for economic development. 


For these reasons the leaders of Rota sup- 
port the study. The Honorable Teresita 
Santos, Rota’s representative in the Northern 
Mariana Islands House of Representatives, 
flew to Washington, DC to speak in support of 
the bill at the hearing by Natural Resources 
Subcommittee on Oceans, Wildlife and Insular 
Affairs last year. 


The Mayor of Rota, the Honorable Melchor 
Mendiola, submitted his letter for the RECORD 
during last year’s consideration of the bill in 
the House. He, too, supported passage. 


Today, | am including another letter of sup- 
port for the study bill. This letter is from the 
Honorable Paul S. Manglona, President of the 
Northern Mariana Islands Senate, who rep- 
resents Rota in the Senate. 


And, of course, the National Park Service 
reconnaissance survey also recommended 
that the cultural and natural resources are 
truly of national significance and that the ap- 
propriate next step is a suitability and feasi- 
bility study. 

The people of Rota have done a tremen- 
dous job over the millennia in protecting the 
treasures of their remarkable island. Let us 
support their efforts. Let us determine whether 
this “jewel” should be considered by Congress 
for inclusion in the National Park System. 


| ask that my colleagues support the Rota 
Cultural and Natural Resources Study Act. 
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THE SENATE, 
NORTHERN MARIANAS COMMONWEALTH 
LEGISLATURE, 
Saipan, MP, March 15, 2011. 
Hon. GREGORIO KILILI CAMACHO SABLAN, 
Delegate, Commonwealth of the Northern Mar- 
iana Islands, Cannon House Office Build- 
ing, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN, I am writing to sup- 
port the Rota Cultural and Natural Re- 
sources Study Act (Act). The Act authorizes 
the Secretary of the Interior to study the 
suitability of designating prehistoric, his- 
toric and limestone forest sites on Rota as a 
unit of the National Park System. 

As testified to by Commonwealth Legis- 
lator Representative Teresita Santos for the 
Subcommittee on Fisheries, Wildlife, 
Oceans, and Insular Affairs, the Island of 
Rota is unique in the Marianas as the only 
primarily inhabited island spared fighting 
during World War II. Consequently, plant 
and animal life was spared the near total de- 
struction similar on Saipan and Tinian. 

Archaeologists describe Rota as having the 
most intact and numerous historic sites of 
any island in the Mariana Archipelago. Rota 
has the best examples in the Marianas of 
Latte houses, the ancient stone houses of the 
Chamorro culture. Four prehistoric sites on 
Rota are included in the Register of Historic 
Places, Monchon Archeological District, 
Taga Latte Stone Quarry, the Dugi Archeo- 
logical Site, and the Chugai Pictograph Cave 
containing examples of ancient Chamorro 
rock art. 

In addition to prehistoric sites, historic 
relics from the Japanese period—on the His- 
toric Register of Historic Places—include 
Kohatsu Kabushiki Kaisha Sugar Mill, Japa- 
nese Coastal Defense Gun and the Japanese 
Hospital. 

Natural resources are prevalent on Rota 
primarily due to its native limestone forests 
that provide habitat for federally endangered 
listed species including the Mariana crow 
and the Rota bridled white-eye birds, in addi- 
tion to two (2) plant species endemic to 
Rota. 

The National Park Service completed a 
preliminary resource assessment regarding 
Rota in 2005, concluding designating Rota as 
part of the national park system appeared to 
be the best way to ensure the long term pro- 
tection of Rota’s pre-historic and historic 
natural and man-made habitat and struc- 
tures. I strongly encourage you, along with 
the Rota Legislative Delegation, to author- 
ize the Secretary of the Interior to study the 
suitability of designating prehistoric, his- 
toric and limestone forest sites on Rota as a 
unit of the National Park System. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL A. MANGLONA, 
Senate President. 


a 


CONGRATULATING MR. RICHARD 
ORNELLAS FOR HIS COMMIT- 
MENT TO THE CLOSE UP WASH- 
INGTON CIVIC EDUCATION PRO- 
GRAM 


HON. MAZIE K. HIRONO 


OF HAWAII 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
congratulate Richard Ornellas, an outstanding 
history and special education teacher at 
Molokai High School in my district. Mr. 
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Ornellas’s students are in Washington this 
week for the Close Up Washington Civic Edu- 
cation Program. The Close Up Foundation is 
presenting Mr. Ornellas with an award for his 
dedication to the program over many years. 

| visited Molokai High School in 2008 for a 
discussion on teacher effectiveness. The 
group’s participants shared their views that an 
effective teacher is one who is experienced, 
“helps you understand,” and “makes it fun.” 
Mr. Ornellas helped organize his Close Up 
students to raise funds for the trip by writing 
fundraising letters and selling plate lunches 
and food at the Molokai Hoe race. His stu- 
dents have even been blogging about their trip 
on the school website! For getting his students 
so excited to learn about our nation’s history 
first-hand, | would definitely call Mr. Ornellas 
an effective teacher. 

Mr. Omellas is a strong supporter of this 
program, which gives students a first-hand ex- 
perience with democracy in our nation’s cap- 
ital. Using the Close Up curriculum—tied to 
state history standards—Mr. Ornellas helps his 
students understand how our democracy 
works and inspires them to become more ac- 
tive in their school and community. 

Over 95 percent of the program’s 500,000 
participants have reported that the program 
helped them better understand their roles as 
citizens. 

| salute Mr. Ornellas for his dedication to 
providing a well-rounded civic education for 
his students. | am presenting him with a flag 
that flew over the U.S. Capitol in his honor. 

Congratulations to Mr. Ornellas and the 
many students he has helped influence over 
the years. 


EE 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 150TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF MT. MORIAH 
BAPTIST CHURCH 


HON. MIKE ROGERS 


OF ALABAMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, | 
would like to pay tribute to a very special oc- 
casion today—the 150th anniversary of the Mt. 
Moriah Baptist Church in Delta, Alabama. 

The first mention of Mt. Moriah Baptist 
Church was on October 21, 1859. Mt. Moriah 
along with eight other churches met and orga- 
nized what was then called the Boiling Springs 
Association. 

According to Baptist Archives, Mt. Moriah 
Baptist Church was established by 1860. The 
First pastor was Hiram J. Hickey, First Deacon 
ordained was John Garrett and First Clerk was 
Eli Frost. 

On May 3, 1890, church minutes state the 
previous conference minutes were destroyed 
by fire and could not be read. On September 
1, 1890, membership consisted of 37 men and 
65 women. Total funds were $2.85, but Amaz- 
ing Grace could still be heard through the 
church doors despite the hardships endured. 

The church has been in three associations 
of the Southern Baptist Conference for a total 
of 150 years. When the Boiling Springs Asso- 
ciation dissolved in October of 1898, after con- 
vening for 39 years, each church was granted 
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a letter to join the Calhoun, Cleburne ог 
Coosa River Association. 

One month later 10 churches met at Ramah 
(now known as Delta Baptist Church) for the 
purpose of forming the Clay Association which 
Mt. Moriah became a part of. Association 
records show the Clay Association was found- 
ed on November 25, 1898. Mt. Moriah was 
recognized as one of two churches that were 
chartered founders of the Clay Association 
and were honored at the association meeting 
for the 100th Anniversary of the Founding of 
the Clay County Baptist Association in 1998. 
When the Clay and Carey Association voted 
to break joint partnership Mt. Moriah became 
part of the Carey Association. 

The present church was erected in 1957. 
Mr. Earnest R. Clarke, Sr. and Mrs. Irene 
Sprayberry Daughterty have been members of 
Mt. Moriah for over 75 years. Since 1957 the 
church has gone through several remodeling 
projects and has added a fellowship hall. 

| congratulate Mt. Moriah Baptist Church on 
their 150th anniversary and wish their con- 
gregation the best. 


NATIONAL AREA HEALTH EDU- 
CATION CENTERS (AHEC) WEEK 


HON. C. W. BILL YOUNG 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
to pay tribute to our nation’s Area Health Edu- 
cation Centers (AHEC) as we commemorate 
National AHEC week. 

As a member of the House Appropriations 
Committee, | have strongly supported the ex- 
pansion of the AHEC program, which was cre- 
ated by Congress in 1971 to recruit, train and 
retain a health professions workforce. Today, 
there are 56 AHEC programs with more than 
235 centers that operate in almost every state 
and the District of Columbia. 

The first Florida AHEC program was started 
in 1985 at NOVA Southeastern University Col- 
lege of Osteopathic Medicine. Florida now has 
5 program offices with 10 area health centers 
working in all 67 of the state’s counties. These 
centers house 600 full-time healthcare profes- 
sionals and provide more than 1.2 million 
hours of care to the people of Florida. They 
also work with over 2,000 medical, dental, 
nursing, and other health professions stu- 
dents. 

The AHEC program addresses the imbal- 
ances in our healthcare system and inequities 
in access to and quality of healthcare. Nearly 
8,000 AHEC community based training sites 
are located in underserved areas, including 
3,500 in designated health professions short- 
age areas, training a workforce committed to 
serving underserved populations. This is ac- 
complished by forming academic and commu- 
nity partnerships that link the resources of 
academic health centers with the needs of the 
communities. 

AHEC has continually exceeded the Health 
Resources Services Administration’s perform- 
ance measure targets in terms of the percent- 
age of program participants who are underrep- 
resented minorities and from disadvantaged 
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backgrounds; the proportion of participants 
that train in medically underserved commu- 
nities; and the percentage of health profes- 
sionals entering practice in underserved areas. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that our col- 
leagues will join us in celebrating the goals 
and ideals of the AHEC program as well as its 
immeasurable contributions to the advance- 
ment of healthcare in our most underserved 
communities. Thank you to all the AHEC pro- 
fessionals for a job well done. 


a 


HONORING MAJOR ROBERT 
CAMINA 


HON. HENRY CUELLAR 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. CUELLAR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the late Major Robert Camina for 
his dedication and contributions to the United 
States Army and the Army Texas National 
Guard. 

Major Camina started his military career on 
November 10, 1939 in San Antonio, Texas. 
He joined with the Mechanized Group Troop 
of the 124th Cavalry of the 56th Cavalry Bri- 
gade. Major Camina originally joined to ride 
horses, but when WWII broke he was given 
overseas orders and his unit became the last 
Cavalry Regiment to be dismounted. During 
his tour in the China-Burma-India Theatre, 
Major Camina served as a M.G. Squad Lead- 
er and fought alongside 1st Lieutenant Jack L. 
Knight, who received the Congressional Medal 
of Honor. For his service in the tour, Major 
Camina received the Bronze Star Medal and 
the Combat Infantry Badge. 

After the war, Major Camina was discharged 
from military service, but rejoined in the Army 
Texas National Guard for 1 year. After Major 
Camina’s military term, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture hired him for the next 5 years to 
aid in their campaign to eradicate Hoof and 
Mouth Disease from Mexico. Later, Major 
Camina returned to Brownsville, Texas and 
joined the A/112th Armored Cavalry Regiment. 
He served in the 112th until the 49th Armored 
Division was activated into Federal Service by 
President Kennedy due to the Berlin Crisis. In 
1966, Major Camina served as a Mess Stew- 
ard for the next 15 years. In 1981, Major 
Camina retired from the Army Texas National 
Guard and was commissioned as a Captain in 
the Texas State Guard. He served as Com- 
pany Commander, 5—3 and 5—4 іп the 304th 
Military Police Battalion in Brownsville, Texas. 
He retired on October 29, 1989—almost 50 
years to the date of his enlistment of the 
Texas National Guard. 

During his time in military service, Major 
Camina was a highly decorated soldier. The 
Major received the Bronze Star, Combat Infan- 
try Badge, Army Commendation Medal, Texas 
Outstanding Medal, Meritorious Service Medal, 
Texas Faithful Service Medal and the Texas 
State Guard Service Medal. He also received 
many awards as a Mess Steward and helped 
his company win the Eisenhower Trophy 
twice. 

Military service runs in his family, as four of 
his brothers also served in military branches. 
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Armando Camina served in the United States 
Army, was considered for up to six Congres- 
sional Medals of Honor, and received a silver 
medal. Tino Camina served in the United 
States Navy and Ernest Camino served in the 
Air Force. Major Camina and his brothers 
fought for the United States and served to pro- 
tect this great nation. 

Mr. Speaker, | am honored to have had the 
time to recognize the dedication, accomplish- 
ments, and commitment of the late Major Rob- 
ert Camina. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE 19TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE KHOJALY TRAG- 
EDY 


HON. TIM HOLDEN 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the Khojaly tragedy that occurred 19 
years ago in Azerbaijan. Over the night from 
February 25th to February 26th, an unprece- 
dented massacre was committed against the 
Azerbaijani people in the town of Khojaly. 

Azerbaijan has been a longtime ally and 
friend of the United States. On Christmas Day 
in 1991, President George H.W. Bush an- 
nounced the recognition of Azerbaijan inde- 
pendence along with other former Soviet Re- 
publics. Azerbaijan has been involved in 
NATO’s Partnership for Peace program and 
has participated in U.S.-led military missions in 
Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq. During this 
time of unrest in the Middle East, the peaceful 
alliance with Azerbaijan is more important than 
ever. 

Mr. Speaker, the tragedy of Khojaly was a 
grim and horrific event and | ask my col- 
leagues to join me in remembering the people 
of Azerbaijan on this tragic anniversary. 


HONORING NEW LIFE CHURCH 
HON. HENRY C. “HANK” JOHNSON, JR. 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | 
submit the following: 

Whereas, New Life Church has been and 
continues to be a beacon of light to our county 
for well over fifteen (15) years; and 

Whereas, Pastor Marlin D. Harris and the 
members of the New Life Church family today 
continue to uplift and inspire those in our 
county and beyond; and 

Whereas, New Life Church has been and 
continues to be a place where citizens are 
touched spiritually, mentally апа physically 
through outreach ministries and community 
partnership to aid in building up the commu- 
nity; and 

Whereas, this remarkable and tenacious 
Church of God has given hope to the hope- 
less, fed the needy and empowered our com- 
munity by preaching the gospel, singing the 
gospel and living the gospel; and 

Whereas, New Life Church has produced 
many spiritual warriors, people of compassion, 
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people of great courage, fearless leaders and 
servants to all, but most of all visionaries who 
have shared not only with their Church, but 
with DeKalb County and the world their pas- 
sion to spread the gospel of Jesus Christ; and 

Whereas, the U.S. Representative of the 
Fourth District of Georgia has set aside this 
day to honor and recognize the New Life 
Church family as they dedicate their new 
Church Sanctuary and for continued leader- 
ship and service to our District; 

Now therefore, 1, HENRY С. “HANK” JOHN- 
SON, JR. do hereby proclaim March 13, 2011 
as New Life Church Day in the 4th Congres- 
sional District. 

Proclaimed, this 13th day of March, 2011. 


TRIBUTE TO ADRIENNE THOMAS 
HON. STENY H. HOYER 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to Adrienne Thomas, the Deputy 
Archivist of the United States who is retiring 
after 41 years of distinguished service with the 
National Archives and Records Administration 
(NARA). Ms. Thomas began her career of fed- 
eral service straight out of lowa State Univer- 
sity as an archivist trainee in the Office of 
Presidential Libraries. Since then, she has 
held a number of important policy and admin- 
istrative positions. Early in her career, she was 
instrumental in transforming the Archives into 
an institution at the forefront of a revolution in 
public access to records, following the enact- 
ment of the Freedom of Information Act and 
the Privacy Act. During the 1980s, she served 
as the Director of Planning and Analysis and, 
in 1985, she was instrumental in putting in 
place the structure that allowed the Archives 
to operate as a newly created independent 
agency, no longer under the direction of the 
General Services Administration. 

Perhaps her most celebrated contributions 
to this nation are the magnificent public 
spaces where she was intimately involved in 
overseeing construction and renovation during 
her time as NARA’s head of Administration 
and Chief Financial Officer. Her vision has 
shown the world that archives don’t have to be 
dark dusty repositories. This year alone, one 
million people will see her attention to detail 
and love of history when they visit the historic 
National Archives Building in Washington, DC 
to view the Charters of Freedom and other 
American milestone documents, respectfully 
and accessibly displayed following a building 
renovation in 2003. Another place where her 
dedication to excellence for the American peo- 
ple can be seen is just up the road in College 
Park, Maryland, home to NARA’s state-of-the- 
art facility known as “Archives Il,” which 
opened in 1994. Ms. Thomas oversaw Ar- 
chives 11 from concept to ribbon cutting. It 
stands today as the premier archival research 
center in the world—the gold standard—and a 
great source of pride in my congressional dis- 
trict. 

From archivist trainee to Deputy Archivist of 
the United States, Ms. Thomas has mentored 
hundreds of employees and inspired millions 
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of people who visit our National Archives 
buildings across the country. It is truly my 
honor to pay tribute today to Ms. Adrienne 
Thomas, a real “National Treasure” who 
worked for the American people for 41 years. 


Ee 


SAN DIEGO COUNTY REGIONAL 
AIRPORT AUTHORITY AND AIR- 
PORT WORKERS: SOL PRICE 
SPIRIT OF COOPERATION OF THE 
YEAR AWARD 


HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
proclaim that organized labor is often the sole 
force fighting for the rights of not just union 
members, but all workers. 

This was seen this past fall when union 
workers at the airport stood up for the rights 
of all concession, parking and restaurant work- 
ers by bringing forward a worker retention pol- 
icy at the San Diego Regional Airport Author- 
ity. 

Up until then, workers had no job protec- 
tions in the event of new contractors taking 
over business at the airport. If a shop or res- 
taurant lost its lease, every employee working 
there could lose their job. 

Led by Airport Authority chairman Robert 
Gleason, the agency brought workers into the 
search for a solution. Workers were not only 
given a voice in the process, but their opinions 
and concerns were valued as expert testimony 
on the importance of the Airport Authority pro- 
viding a sense of job security for workers with 
as many as 35 years of experience. 

Even when delays in the process occurred, 
it was due to Airport Authority commissioners 
believing that they could accomplish even 
more through their policy. 

By a final vote of 7-to-1, the Airport Author- 
ity eventually passed a worker retention policy 
that will protect airport workers. The vote 
proved that all parties can win when the 
voices of workers are taken into consideration. 

It gives me a great honor Mr. Speaker, that 
in light of their passage of a worker retention 
policy, | join with the Executive Board of the 
San Diego-Imperial Counties Labor Council in 
honoring the San Diego Regional Airport Au- 
thority and Airport Workers with the 2010- 
2011, “Sol Price Spirit of Cooperation Award.” 


EE 


A TRIBUTE TO YOLANDE 
NICHOLSON 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the achievements of Yolande Nich- 
olson. 

Ms. Nicholson has been a member of the 
New York State Bar for more than 20 years. 
She earned her J.D. from Columbia University 
School of Law in 1989. She began her legal 
career practicing as a corporate finance attor- 
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ney in the capital markets group at Cleary, 
Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton, the preeminent 
international law firm. 

As a young lawyer, Ms. Nicholson had the 
opportunity to work with multinational corpora- 
tions, international financial institutions, sov- 
ereign governments and their agencies, as 
well as domestic corporations and financial in- 
stitutions. At Cleary, she developed her craft 
as a securities lawyer. From 1997 to 2003, 
Ms. Nicholson served as Vice President and 
Assistant General Counsel at The Chase Man- 
hattan Bank. In 2003, as an Executive on 
Loan from JPMorgan, she began working with 
Bedford Stuyvesant Restoration Corporation 
(BSRC) in Brooklyn to restructure and reposi- 
tion the corporation’s anchor commercial real 
estate and public housing assets. She subse- 
quently served in the position of Executive 
Vice President and General Counsel at Bed- 
ford Stuyvesant Restoration Corporation. In 
2006, Ms. Nicholson returned to Wall Street 
practice and corporate finance as a senior at- 
torney in the financial products group at 
Clifford Chance, the leading international fi- 
nance law firm. 

On October 1, 2010, Ms. Nicholson 
launched her private practice, as principal of 
Yolande І. Nicholson P.C., specializing іп fore- 
closure prevention, litigation and defense. Ms. 
Nicholson is the author of a White Paper: 
“Proposal to Appropriate Funding Available 
under the Emergency Economic Stabilization 
Act (“EESA”) in Keeping with The Troubled 
Asset Relief Program (“TARP”) to Stabilize 
Hardest-Hit Communities, Support Selected 
Homeowner Families and Achieve Quantifiable 
Returns on Investment for Taxpayers and 
Main Street Communities” (copyright July 
2010). With the White Paper, she lends her 
knowledge and voice to the proposals aimed 
at precluding foreclosure sales against home- 
owners who are hardest hit by high unemploy- 
ment, predatory lending and mortgage fraud. 

Ms. Nicholson was born in Grenada, W.I., 
into an extended family of ever-aspiring par- 
ents, grandparents, aunts and uncles that in- 
cluded notable school principals, teachers, 
nurses, musicians and entrepreneurs. She 
credits her father for teaching her and her sib- 
lings the value of community activism; her 
mother for teaching them the value of commu- 
nity service; and both for serving as daily ex- 
amples of grace and dignity. She aims to con- 
tinue applying her law license, experience and 
practice in a manner that is responsible and 
thoughtful when delivering advice апа rep- 
resentation to clients. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing Yolande Nicholson. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO CHRISTOPHER 
CALOMIRIS 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 16, 2011 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
ask the House of Representatives to join me 
in honoring the life of Christopher Calomiris, 


who is fondly remembered by the residents of 
the District of Columbia and this region for a 
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landmark business, Calomiris Fruits & Vegeta- 
bles at the Eastern Market—a family owned 
and operated business for 62 years. 

As the child of Greek immigrants, Chris- 
topher grew up on Capitol Hill and was 
groomed in his father’s D.C. produce busi- 
ness, which was located in several markets 
before settling at Eastern Market. With Chris- 
topher Calomiris’ gentle and dependable guid- 
ance, Calomiris Fruits & Vegetables thrived 
and continues to offer their signature friendly, 
high-quality customer service with the leader- 
ship of Christophers wife, Maria, and the 
Calomiris children, Tom, Leon, and Joy, all of 
whom helped in this classic generational busi- 
ness. 

Christopher Calomiris’ battle with cancer 
over the last several years did not prevent him 
from working on weekends to continue to sup- 
port the family business. The business that 
Christopher Calomiris built represents the best 
tradition of family-centered, American-made 
business. 

In recognizing his lifetime of hard and pro- 
ductive work and service to the community, | 
ask the House to join me in honoring the life 
and legacy of Christopher Calomiris of 
Calomiris Fruits & Vegetables in Washington, 
DC. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING SKYLINE HIGH 
SCHOOL ON ITS 40TH ANNIVER- 
SARY 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise today to commend Skyline 
High School for 40 years of outstanding serv- 
ice to the Dallas community. Skyline first 
opened on March ist, 1971 as our nation’s 
first magnet school. Since then, thousands of 
students have graced the halls of Skyline, and 
many have gone on to make immense con- 
tributions to the Dallas Metroplex. 

Skyline’s diverse student body has excelled 
academically with students earning nearly $25 
million in scholarships last year. Under the 
leadership of Principal Harold Wright, Skyline 
earned a “higher performing school” rating 
from the National Center for Education Ac- 
countability. The motto of “Unity in Ef- 
fort...Pride in Result” exemplifies the drive and 
achievement of Skyline’s students, teachers 
and administrators. 

Skyline has had many illustrious alumni, in- 
cluding: Dallas City Counsel Member, Pauline 
Medrano; Olympian, Michael Johnson; and 
Bryan Trubey, principle designer and architect 
of the new Dallas Cowboys stadium. These in- 
dividuals continue to utilize their education at 
Skyline to give back to the community. 

Skyline High School was the first of many 
outstanding magnet schools in the Dallas 
area, and helped revolutionize the way we ap- 
proach education. They have shown with the 
proper resources and motivation students can 
and will succeed. | am proud to represent Sky- 
line High School, and look forward to its suc- 
cess in the years ahead. 
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HONORING FIREFIGHTER HOWARD 
CARPENTER 


HON. NAN A.S. HAYWORTH 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Ms. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize Firefighter Howard Carpenter of 
Kent, New York for his steadfast commitment 
and dedication to our community as a forty- 
year active member of the Kent Volunteer Fire 
Department. Firefighter Carpenter is a found- 
ing member of the Kent Fire Department and 
has remained active for the entirety of its ex- 
istence. Firefighters like Mr. Carpenter have a 
crucial role in protecting our homes and fami- 
lies. It is because of committed volunteer fire- 
fighters like Mr. Carpenter that our commu- 
nities have active emergency responders that 
come to our rescue in our times of need. Mr. 
Carpenter has a longstanding history of com- 
mitment to his community and his fellow fire- 
fighters. Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to recog- 
nize Firefighter Howard Carpenter for his 40 
years of outstanding fire service. 


A TRIBUTE TO SHEILA A. DURANT 
HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the achievements of Sheila A. Dur- 
ant. 

Early on, Sheila Durant discovered her life’s 
passion: educating children. She carried this 
passion for over 30 years and continues to do 
so. Sheila was born and raised in New York 
City, as one of five children. At an early age, 
her parents instilled the value of discipline, de- 
termination, and having a dream. Sheila knew 
her calling was to be an educator. Sheila’s 
own education began in the New York City’s 
public school system, a diverse and multicul- 
tural learning environment. She went on to 
enter the CUNY system and earned a Mas- 
ters degree in special education from Hunter 
College. Sheila later received an Administra- 
tive Diploma in School Administration from the 
City College of New York. 

When Sheila Durant became Assistant Prin- 
cipal at P.S. 69, in 2003, the State of New 
York designated the school, “a School in 
Need of Improvement.” Fortunately, she 
worked with a principal who was an out- 
standing educational leader, mentor and col- 
laborative partner. Together, they sought to 
build a “learning” community, dedicated to a 
climate of open communication, sharing, col- 
laboration, and respect. They began reform at 
P.S. 69 by implementing conflict resolution 
platforms for teachers, students, and parents. 
The school is now constantly improving. Since 
2003, Advocates for Children recognized P.S. 
69 as both a school of choice and one of the 
“top 100 schools” in New York City. Today, 
Sheila is the Principal of P.S. 69. Her journey 
from Assistant Principal to Principal gave her 
invaluable insight into making P.S. 69 a suc- 
cessful child-centered educational environ- 
ment. 
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Growing as a leader and a continual learn- 
er, Ms. Durant is involved in a number of other 
organizations. She is a member of the Greater 
Central Baptist Church, New York Academy of 
Public Education, New York Elementary 
School Principal Association, Schools That 
Can, Harvard’s Wide World, CEI-PEA, North 
American Reggio Emilia Alliance, and Asso- 
ciation for Supervision and Curriculum Devel- 
opment. She is also the Executive Board 
member for Council School Consortium and 
serves as a board member of 500 men. 

A guiding principle influenced Sheila’s ca- 
reer: “Good teachers move mountains for their 
students, great teachers show their students 
how to move mountains for themselves.” 
Sheila’s goal is to prepare her students with 
the skill and desire to achieve their dreams. 
Sheila welcomes parents as collaborative part- 
ners seeking to educate their children’s young 
minds and hearts. Together with her dedicated 
staff, she will continue to strive to prepare all 
students for college readiness, as digital learn- 
ers, to compete in a global society. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing Sheila A. Durant. 


EE 


BOB BALGENORTH, STATE BUILD- 
ING & CONSTRUCTION TRADES 
COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA SPIRIT 
OF THE YEAR AWARD 


HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a very dedicated, committed leader of 
the labor movement in our state who deserves 
to be recognized for his many achievements 
and contributions to organized labor. 

Since being awarded the title of “Apprentice 
of the Year” by the International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers Local 441 in 1969, Bob 
Balgenorth has dedicated his life to protecting 
the rights of workers in California’s construc- 
tion industry. 

After being elected business manager/finan- 
cial secretary of his local union and head of 
the Orange County Building Trades Council, 
Balgenorth has spent the past 18 years as 
president of the State Building & Construction 
Trades Council of California, which represents 
the 186 private-sector building trades local 
unions and regional councils that represent 
350,000 men and women employed in the 
state’s construction industry. 

As president of the council, President 
Balgenorth has helped forge a partnership be- 
tween two historically opposed movements: 
the construction industry and environmental- 
ists. While advocating on behalf of construc- 
tion workers throughout the state, he’s also 
served on the boards of environmental organi- 
zations such as the California Apollo Alliance, 
California Unions for Reliable Energy, the Cali- 
fornia League of Conservation Voters, and the 
California Foundation on the Environment and 
the Economy. 

With leaders such as President Balgenorth 
pressing to develop relationships with non-tra- 
ditional allies, the Labor Movement is posi- 
tioned to build a broad coalition of support for 
workers rights. 
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It gives me a great honor Mr. Speaker, be- 
cause of President Balgenorth’s career-long 
commitment to building solidarity between in- 
terests which have traditionally been opposed, 
| join with the Executive Board of the San 
Diego-Imperial Counties Labor Council in hon- 
oring him with the 2010-2011, “Spirit of Soli- 
darity Award.” 


Ss 


TRIBUTE TO BERT RANDOLPH 
SUGAR 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
ask the House of Representatives to join me 
in honoring Bert Randolph Sugar for his con- 
tributions to the boxing profession, as well as 
for his support of youth in the District of Co- 
lumbia at Kids In Trouble, Inc. By serving as 
a member оп the Board of Directors of Kids In 
Trouble, Inc., Mr. Sugar, a native Washing- 
tonian, a graduate of District of Columbia Pub- 
lic Schools, and a boxing historian, has pro- 
vided our youth with special inspiration by his 
achievements. His induction into the Inter- 
national Boxing Hall of Fame in 2005 speaks 
to his special talents, and makes all D.C. resi- 
dents, particularly our children at Kids In Trou- 
ble, Inc., proud. 

Throughout his career, Bert Randolph Sugar 
has honed his skills as a boxing analyst, mak- 
ing frequent appearances on HBO’s pay-per- 
view boxing broadcasts and ESPN. He has 
published dozens of books and articles, and 
has served as an editor of Boxing Illustrated 
and of Ring Magazine. 

Over the years, Kids In Trouble, Inc. has 
grown to serve thousands of D.C. youth, espe- 
cially in the Brightwood neighborhood in 
Northwest D.C. Bert Randolph Sugar has con- 
tributed to our youth at Kids In Trouble, Inc. 
over several decades, and was honored with 
the Kids In Trouble, Inc. 2005 Lifetime 
Achievement Award at the 40th Anniversary 
Toy Drive for needy children in D.C. 

| applaud the contributions Bert Randolph 
Sugar has made to Kids In Trouble, Inc. to 
help improve the lives of minority and under- 
represented youth residing in the District of 
Columbia. Mr. Speaker, | ask the House of 
Representatives to join me in honoring Bert 
Randolph Sugar for his contributions to Kids In 
Trouble, Inc., his commitment to youth in the 
District of Columbia, and particularly for a life- 
time of achievements. 


EE 


A TRIBUTE TO SALEMA DAWSON- 
MARBURY 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize the achievements of Salema Daw- 
son-Marbury. 

Salema grew up in the Hollis neighborhood 
of Queens, New York. She attended Jamaica 
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High School and went on to attain several 
educational degrees: a Bachelor of Science 
degree in Applied Mathematics, from Stony 
Brook University; a Master of Science degree 
in Secondary School Math Education, from 
Lehman College; and a Master of Arts degree 
in Educational Administration, from City Col- 
lege. Salema is married to Done E. Marbury, 
Jr.; has two step-sons, Duwan A. Marbury and 
Done E. Marbury, Ill; and a step-grandson, 
O’mari M. Marbury. 

Salema is the Principal of the P.S. 329 in 
Coney Island, Brooklyn. She began her edu- 
cational career in 1988, as ап intermediate 
school teacher at two schools: 1.5. 1116, in 
the South Bronx; and the Mark Twain Inter- 
mediate School for the Gifted and Talented, in 
Coney Island, Brooklyn. Although her first pas- 
sion is teaching math, she became known for 
developing programs to improve student self- 
esteem, academic prowess and leadership. 

Early in her career, Salema realized that 
most children dream of becoming rich and fa- 
mous in the same manner as their favorite 
sports, television and movie stars. She knew 
this dream would not be a reality for most stu- 
dents. Salema felt that what children really de- 
sired was acknowledgement for their accom- 
plishments and the opportunity to achieve eco- 
nomic power in the process. She became de- 
termined to provide students with the direction 
they needed to achieve recognition and eco- 
nomic success. Salema began her tenure at 
P.S. 329 in 1995, as a teacher in charge of at- 
tendance improvement. She was later ap- 
pointed to Assistant Principal in 1998 and, in 
2008, she became the Principal. She is heav- 
ily involved in the school community. She es- 
tablished several of the schools seminal pro- 
grams, including the school’s Young Entrepre- 
neurship Program and the school’s Performing 
Arts Program. She also writes, co-produces 
and co-directs the school’s annual drama and 
dance productions. 

Salema believes that all children possess a 
unique talent. She encourages her students 
to, “never surrender their dreams,” and strives 
to ensure they acquire the needed confidence 
for achieving their maximum potential. Salema 
is proud of her and her staff's work. Today, 
P.S. 139 is commonly referred to as, “Coney 
Islands Best Kept Secret.” 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing Salema Dawson-Marbury. 


THE TAX FREE TIPS ACT 
HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to help mil- 
lions of working Americans by introducing the 
Tax Free Tip Act. As the title suggests, this 
legislation exempts tips from federal income 
and payroll taxes. Tips often compose a sub- 
stantial portion of the earnings of waiters, wait- 
resses, and other service-sector employees. 
However, unlike regular wages, a service-sec- 
tor employee usually has no guarantee of, or 
legal right to, a tip. Instead, the amount of a 
tip usually depends on how well an employee 
satisfies a client. Since the amount of taxes 
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one pays increases along with the size of the 
tip, taxing tips punishes workers for doing a 
superior job! 

Many service-sector employers are young 
people trying to make money to pay for their 
education, or single parents struggling to pro- 
vide for their children. Oftentimes, these work- 
ers work two jobs in hopes of making a better 
life for themselves and their families. The Tax 
Free Tips Act gives these hard-working Ameri- 
cans an immediate pay raise. People may use 
this pay raise to devote more resources to 
their children’s, or their own, education, or to 
save for a home, retirement, or to start their 
own businesses. 

Helping Americans improve themselves by 
reducing their taxes will make our country 
stronger. | therefore hope all my colleagues 
will join me in cosponsoring the Tax Free Tips 
Act. 


EE 


HONORING STATE 
REPRESENTATIVE JOHN CAREY 


HON. DAN BOREN 


OF OKLAHOMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. BOREN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize a man of determination, conviction 
and _ integrity—State Representative John 
Carey of Durant, Ok. 

Carey, a former member of the Oklahoma 
House of Representatives, served his district 
and state with distinction during the years of 
2002 to 2010. 

John’s legislative work has been devoted to 
improving education, making the state govern- 
ment more efficient and helping the brave men 
and women who have served our nation in the 
military. 

His personal career has also been focused 
on improving the lives of hard-working Okla- 
homa families through economic development, 
business growth and community outreach. 

Representative Carey has been active in 
civic affairs for several years, serving as a 
Gear-Up mentor, a Crisis Control board mem- 
ber, a board member of the Oklahoma State 
University Consumer & Family Services Advi- 
sory Committee, past chairman of the Bryan 
County Junior Livestock Show and as a mem- 
ber of the Southeastern Oklahoma State Uni- 
versity Homecoming Committee. 

It is with great pleasure that | take this op- 
portunity to acknowledge not only his suc- 
cesses in the Oklahoma legislature, but also 
his work as a devoted father and a steadfast 
friend. 

John Carey is the husband of Pam Carey 
and father of G.W., Emma, and Anna Carey. 

The 21st House District of Oklahoma is a 
better place because of the service of my 
friend and colleague, John Carey. 


A TRIBUTE TO MS. VERA WINN 
HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Vera Winn. 
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Vera received a Bachelors of Science de- 
gree in Nutritional Management from SUNY 
Empire State College. She is a New York 
State certified Dietitian-Nutritionist and, for 29 
years, was employed by Nassau County as a 
dietitian. 

Vera is an active member of the Brooklyn 
community. Since 1968, she participated in or- 
ganizations such as the Stuyvesant Heights 
Lions Club and the Brooklyn Club of the Na- 
tional Association of Negro Business and Pro- 
fessional Women’s Clubs (“NANBPWC’”), Inc. 
Vera is widely recognized for her commit- 
ments. Among her list of accolades, she re- 
ceived the Lion Foundation’s highest honor, 
the Melvin Jones Fellow Award; and the 
NANBPWC’s_ highest honor, the Sojourner 
Truth Award. 

Vera is extremely dedicated to the 
NANBPWC and Lions Club, serving both orga- 
nizations in several capacities over the years. 
Vera’s list of positions with the NANBPWC in- 
cludes Third Vice President in charge of Youth 
and Young Adult Clubs, Chairperson of Public 
Relations, and Chairperson of the Bylaws 
Committee. Her list of positions with the Lions 
Club includes Fundraising Chairperson, Chair- 
person for Membership and Retention, and 
Chairperson for the Afternoon of Elegance. 

From 1993 to 2003, Vera served as Public 
Board Member of the University of the State of 
New York’s Education Department. She was 
later reappointed to serve on the peer panel 
as an extended member until September 
2013. Vera received an award of achievement 
and appreciation from the University of the 
State of New York’s Education Department for 
this dedication. The award was signed by 
President Mills and the Commissioner of Edu- 
cation. 

Vera is a member of the American College 
of Counselors and a member of the World 
Changers Church of New York. Vera is the 
wife of the late Franger Winn, Jr.; mother to 
two daughters, Franshone Winn-Amelemah, 
Esq. and Gale Winn Inlaw, Library Media Spe- 
cialist; and mother-in law to Edward 
Amelemah, M.D. She is also grandmother of 
Win Inlaw and David Franger Amelemah. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Ms. Vera Winn. 


EE 


UNITED FOOD & COMMERCIAL 
WORKERS LOCAL 135, LABOR 
UNION OF THE YEAR: 


HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a very dedicated Labor organization that 
has distinguished itself in San Diego County. 

In Labor, we realize that hard-fought vic- 
tories can only be accomplished if we stand 
together to reach a common goal. 

This is especially true when unions come to- 
gether to stand up for issues that don’t directly 
affect their membership. The United Food and 
Commercial Workers Local 135 is an example 
of how all unions can contribute to Labor’s vic- 
tories. 

The blue and yellow of UFCW Local 135 
can be seen at nearly every Labor Council 
event. 
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From precinct walks to rallies and job ac- 
tions, UFCW Local 135 understands that 
Labor must stand up for each other in order 
for it to achieve success. 

In the weeks leading up to June’s primary 
election, at least a dozen UFCW Local 135 
members volunteered for each precinct walk 
and weekly phone banks to protect union jobs 
in construction, an industry in which they have 
no members. 

This was repeated in the fall as UFCW 
Local 135 strongly supported the election of 
Jerry Brown for governor. 

This leadership by example was rewarded 
throughout 2010 as members from other 
unions supported UFCW Local 135’s priority 
issue of requiring large big box retailers to 
prove they don’t have a negative economic 
impact on neighborhoods. 

The desire of other unions to write letters, 
make phone calls and attend community plan- 
ning meetings was a result of the respect won 
by UFCW Local 135 for the solidarity they’ve 
shown other unions. 

For their exemplary display of leadership 
and volunteerism, | join with the San Diego 
and Imperial Counties Labor Council in hon- 
oring United Food and Commercial Workers 
Local 135 as 2011—San Diego and Imperial 
Counties Labor Council’s Union of the Year. 


PRO LIFE 


HON. CANDICE S. MILLER 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to remember and honor notable 
women in America’s history, like Alice Paul 
and Elizabeth Cady Stanton, who fought to ex- 
tend American rights and freedoms to every 
American citizen. These women, who played 
an integral role in extending the right for 
women to vote, held American ideals and 
standards in the highest regard. One of the 
principles that they considered to be sacred is 
the sanctity of life. Not only did America’s 
founding women fight to ensure each and 
every citizen was vested with the unalienable 
rights granted by our Constitution, they also 
fought to preserve the life of every American, 
including the unborn. 

Today, | firmly believe that the right to life 
needs to continue to be protected. As a pro 
life Member of Congress, | have made it a pri- 
ority of mine to fight for the most vulnerable 
members of our society. | have been proud to 
uphold the sanctity of life by supporting legis- 
lation that affirms that life begins at the mo- 
ment of conception, defunds Planned Parent- 
hood and prohibits any federal funding from 
ever being used for abortions. | joined with my 
colleagues to repeal the government takeover 
of healthcare, which would overturn a 30 year 
bipartisan effort banning all federal dollars 
from being used for abortions. 

| will continue to fight to preserve the Amer- 
ica that these women fought for so hard, and 
this includes protecting the right to life for the 
unborn. 
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HONORING FIREFIGHTER DOUGLAS 
CASEY 


HON. NAN A.S. HAYWORTH 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Ms. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to recognize Firefighter Douglas Casey of 
Kent, New York for his steadfast commitment 
and dedication to our community as a forty 
year active member of the Kent Volunteer Fire 
Department. Firefighter Casey is a founding 
member of the Kent Fire Department and has 
remained active for the entirety of its exist- 
ence. Firefighters like Mr. Casey have a cru- 
cial role in protecting our homes and families. 
It is because of committed volunteer fire- 
fighters like Mr. Casey that our communities 
have active emergency responders that come 
to our rescue in our times of need. Mr. Casey 
has a longstanding history of commitment to 
his community and his fellow firefighters. Mr. 
Speaker, it is an honor to recognize Firefighter 
Douglas Casey for his 40 years of outstanding 
fire service. 


ES 


A TRIBUTE TO ANA WALKER- 
GOLDSON 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of the achievements of Ana Walk- 
er-Goldson. 

Ana was born and raised in the Canal Zone 
of the Republic of Panama. She was exposed 
to business at an early age; her grandparents, 
Claude and Louise Walker, were proprietors of 
the McGrath Walker Business School and 
Publishers of the Panama Tribune. Ana holds 
two degrees from Long Island University: a 
B.A. in Business Administration and a M.A. in 
Communication. Over the years, she worked 
in an administrative capacity for several com- 
panies, including Beecher, Peck & Lewis and 
Borden, Inc. 

Ana is a founding member, and former Sen- 
ior Vice President, of the Caribbean American 
Chamber of Commerce & Industry, Inc 
(САССІ). She presently serves as the Director 
of Operations for the Flatbush Caton Market 
on behalf of CACCI. Flatbush Caton Market, 
located in the East Flatbush section of Brook- 
lyn, houses over 45 vendors of diverse ethnic 
backgrounds and several offices. The market 
was envisioned and initiated by former New 
York City Councilmember Una Clarke to re- 
move vendors from the streets. It was officially 
opened in January 2002. Under Ana’s leader- 
ship, the market received the distinguished Vil- 
lage Voice “NYC 2009 Best Ethnic Market 
Award” and is recognized and showcased by 
numerous media outlets. 

Ana is a mentor to many, including Aduke 
Aremu, with whom she partnered to create the 
International Arts Business School. Ana is 
widely recognized for her community dedica- 
tion and youth advocacy. She received numer- 
ous awards from community leaders, including 
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Congresswoman YVETTE CLARK and Brooklyn 
Borough President Marty Markowitz. 

Ana is married to a retired military officer, 
Fernando Goldson. They are proud parents of 
their daughter, Sonja, and equally proud of 
their grandchildren. Ana is truly a people per- 
son. She lives her life by being a blessing to 
those she serves. Ana’s greatest accomplish- 
ment is her daughter, a soft cleft baby and a 
breast cancer survivor. She thanks her moth- 
er, lona Walker, for the gift of life and gives 
God Almighty all the glory for the things He 
has done and will continue to do in her life. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing Ana Walker-Goldson. 


Ee 


RECOGNIZING THE 125TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF TENSION ENVELOPE 
COMPANY 


HON. EMANUEL CLEAVER 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. CLEAVER. Mr. Speaker, | proudly rise 
today in recognition of the 125th Anniversary 
of Tension Envelope Corporation, a pres- 
tigious family-owned business in Missouri's 
Fifth Congressional District, which | ат hon- 
ored to represent. In 1886, the forerunner of 
Tension Envelope opened in Kansas City, 
Missouri, as Berkowitz and Company. Named 
after its founder, William Berkowitz, the com- 
pany specialized in popular advertising nov- 
elties and business stationery. In 1894, the 
company put into operation the first envelope 
machine west of the Mississippi River. 

By 1901, the company began to fully con- 
centrate on envelopes, which were in great 
demand by businesses and organizations. Wil- 
liam Berkowitz’s two sons joined the firm іп 
1907, and the company’s first envelope patent 
was issued in 1909. Sons Walter and E.B. 
Berkowitz assumed management of the com- 
pany as the 1920s approached. Walter soon 
discovered new high-speed envelope folding 
machinery that had been developed in Ger- 
many. The company purchased the North 
American patent and distribution rights and 
brought the equipment into the United States, 
revolutionizing the American envelope indus- 
try. 
Yin 1937, the company acquired another pio- 
neer in the U.S. envelope industry, the Ten- 
sion Envelope Company of Brooklyn, New 
York. In 1944, all of the Berkowitz Envelope 
manufacturing and sales operations were con- 
solidated under the widely recognized name of 
Tension Envelope Corporation. In 1962, Bert 
Berkley, grandson of the company’s founder, 
became President and CEO of Tension. In 
1988, Bill Berkley, great grandson of the 
founder, became President and CEO. 

Today, Tension Envelope Corporation is 
one of the nation’s leading manufacturers of 
envelope products, selling directly to compa- 
nies and organizations across the United 
States. Tension manufactures many of the en- 
velopes you see and handle every day. With 
its headquarters in Kansas City, Missouri, the 
heart of Missouri’s Fifth Congressional District, 
Tension produces over eleven billion enve- 
lopes a year with plants, distribution, and serv- 
ice offices stretching from coast to coast. 
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Not only have Tension’s leaders revolution- 
ized an industry with their ingenuity, they are 
also dedicated philanthropists. Bert Berkley, 
Chairman of Tension, has a long history of 
participation in local, regional, and national 
civic and advisory councils. He even co-au- 
thored a book, Giving Back, on the subject of 
volunteering, sharing with the community, and 
involvement with charitable endeavors. My 
good friend, Richard Berkley, served as Mayor 
of Kansas City, Missouri, for three terms prior 
to my election to that post in 1991. He cur- 
rently serves as Tension’s Secretary and 
Treasurer as well as several area civic advi- 
sory boards. Current President and CEO, Bill 
Berkley, has served on the boards of several 
area nonprofits, businesses, and education or- 
ganizations. 

Considering the tremendous contributions of 
Tension Envelope Corporation to Missouri’s 
Fifth Congressional District and surrounding 
areas, it is an honor and a privilege to recog- 
nize the leaders and employees for their one 
hundred and twenty-five years of excellent 
service to the Kansas City area and beyond. 
Mr. Speaker, please join me in celebrating the 
Berkley Family and expressing our gratitude to 
Tension Envelope Corporation for their incred- 
ible dedication to both their industry and com- 
munity. 


—— с=с 


JIM MAHLER, LABOR LEADER OF 
THE YEAR 


HON. BOB FILNER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a very dedicated committed leader of 
the labor movement who deserves to be rec- 
ognized for his many achievements and con- 
tributions to organized labor. 

The past year was an important one in the 
history of California’s Labor Movement, with 
workers campaigning to restore а pro-labor 
governor for California. 

Tens of thousands of California’s union 
members dedicated 2010 to ensuring that our 
next governor would stand up for the funda- 
mental right of workers to organize. 

In San Diego, American Federation of 
Teachers Local 1931 President Jim Mahler 
answered nearly every call in ensuring that 
collective bargaining rights and worker protec- 
tions remained a priority in California. 

As workers prepared for the March for Cali- 
fornia’s Future, which featured union members 
marching from Bakersfield to Sacramento in a 
call to solve the state’s budget crisis, Mahler 
committed his union to driving its success. 
Several buses full of AFT Local 1931 mem- 
bers and their students left San Diego City 
College at dawn on March 5, bound for Los 
Angeles and Bakersfield, to kick off the his- 
toric march. 

When the Labor Council proposed an ag- 
gressive approach to courting voters’ support 
for Jerry Brown for governor, Mahler and AFT 
Local 1931 committed $100,000 to fund the 
program. He also realized money alone could 
not win the governor’s race, so he organized 
nightly phone banks to support Brown and 
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Proposition 25, the simple majority budget bill. 
His organizing yielded phone bank nights and 
Saturday precinct walks that overflowed with 
student and teacher volunteers. 

For his dedication to keeping California 
worker-friendly, | join with the Executive Board 
of the Labor Council in congratulating Jim 
Mahler as the 2011 Labor Leader of the Year. 


A TRIBUTE TO DENISE SULLIVAN 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, March 16, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Ms. Denise Sullivan. 

Denise Sullivan was born in Jamaica, New 
York, to Albert C. Wiltshire and the late 
Jeannette Morgan-Wiltshire. Denise has three 
wonderful children, Chris, Michael апа 
Danielle. She takes great pride in her public 
school education and understands the impor- 
tance of higher education; Denise graduated 
from Forest Hills High School and New York 
City Technical College (formerly known as 
New York City Community College). 

While Denise pursued a liberal arts cur- 
riculum at New York City Technical College, 
she had career interests in healthcare. Denise 
entered the profession in 1985, as a Registra- 
tion Clerk for the Cumberland Diagnostic & 
Treatment Center. Her exemplary work for this 
company resulted in a promotion to Specialty 
Clinics Supervisor. Denise enrolled in the 
Nurse’s Aide Program at. Medgar Evers Col- 
lege shortly thereafter. 

Upon graduating Medgar Evers College 
Nurse’s Aide Program, and successfully pass- 
ing the Boards, Denise continued her edu- 
cation: She became a Patient Care Associate, 
after attending Woodhull Hospital’s Patient 
Care Associate Program; and received her Li- 
censed Practical Nurse certification from the 
Brooklyn Adult Learning Center. Today, 
Denise works as a Licensed Practical Nurse in 
the Adult Medicine Clinic. 

Denise’s passion for delivering health care 
extends to community service. She partici- 
pated in numerous programs and organized 
events over the years, including Arlington Ter- 
race & 154th Street Stop the Violence; and 
Weekend “Safe Place,” where she mentored 
students and created educational, social and 
sports activities. In addition, she consistently 
participates in the annual Breast Cancer Walk 
with her children, brothers, sisters, nephews 
and nieces. Denise believes that everyone has 
a contribution to make in caring and encour- 
aging family and the community. Denise, with 
her selfless ways, is an example of commit- 
ment, giving so much of her time for a better 
community. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life of Ms. Denise Sul- 
livan. 


EE 
SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 


Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys- 
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
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meetings and hearings of Senate com- 
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit- 
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com- 
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor- 
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
March 17, 2011 may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 


MEETINGS SCHEDULED 
MARCH 29 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine U.S. Euro- 
pean Command and U.S. Strategic 
Command in review of the Defense Au- 
thorization request for fiscal year 2012 
and the Future Years Defense Pro- 
gram; with the possibility of a closed 
session in SVC-217 following the open 
session. 
SD-G50 
2:30 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tion of Suzan D. Johnson Cook, of New 
York, to be Ambassador at Large for 
International Religious Freedom, De- 
partment of State. 
SD-419 
Armed Services 
Readiness and Management Support Sub- 
committee 
To hold hearings to examine Department 
of Defense efficiencies initiatives. 
SR-232A 


MARCH 30 


10 a.m. 
Finance 
To hold hearings to examine how com- 
plexity, uncertainty and other factors 
impact responses to tax incentives. 
SD-215 
10:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold joint hearings to examine the 
legislative presentations from Para- 
lyzed Veterans of America, Air Force 
Sergeants Association, Military Order 
of the Purple Heart, National Associa- 
tion of State Directors of Veterans Af- 
fairs, Wounded Warrior Project, Viet- 
nam Veterans of America, The Retired 
Enlisted Association, American Ex- 
Prisoners of War. 
SD-106 
1 p.m. 
Armed Services 
Personnel Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine the Active, 
Guard, Reserve, and civilian personnel 
programs in review of the Defense Au- 
thorization request for fiscal year 2012 
and the Future Years Defense Pro- 
gram. 
SR-222 
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2:30 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands and Forests Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine the Presi- 
dent’s proposed budget request for fis- 
cal year 2012 for the National Park 
Service. 
SD-366 


MARCH 31 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine the Depart- 
ment of the Army in review of the De- 
fense Authorization request for fiscal 
year 2012 and the Future Years Defense 
Program. 
SD-G50 
2 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
Western Hemisphere, Peace Corps and 
Global Narcotics Affairs Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine counter- 
narcotics and citizen security in the 
Americas. 
SD-419 


APRIL 5 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine U.S. North- 
ern Command and U.S. Southern Com- 
mand in review of the Defense Author- 
ization request for fiscal year 2012 and 

the Future Years Defense Program; 

with the possibility of a closed session 

in SVC-217 following the open session. 
SD-G50 
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2:30 p.m. 
Armed Services 
Airland Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine Army mod- 
ernization in review of the Defense Au- 
thorization Request for fiscal year 2012 
and the Future Years Defense Pro- 
gram. 
SR-232A 


APRIL 6 


10 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 

To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of Allison A. Hickey, of Virginia, 
to be Under Secretary for Benefits and 
Steve L. Muro, of California, to be 
Under Secretary for Memorial Affairs, 
both of the Department of Veterans Af- 

fairs. 
SR-418 


APRIL 7 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
To hold hearings to examine U.S. Trans- 
portation Command and U.S. Africa 
Command in review of the Defense Au- 
thorization request for fiscal year 2012 
and the Future Years Defense Pro- 
gram; with the possibility of a closed 
session in SVC-217 following the open 
session. 
SD-106 
2:15 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina- 
tions of David Bruce Shear, of New 
York, to be Ambassador to the Social- 
ist Republic of Vietnam, and Kurt Wal- 
ter Tong, of Maryland, for the rank of 
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Ambassador during his tenure of serv- 
ice as United States Senior Official for 
the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation 
(APEC) Forum, both of the Department 
of State. 

SD-419 


APRIL 12 


9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine U.S. Pacific 
Command and U.S. Forces Korea in re- 
view of the Defense Authorization re- 
quest for fiscal year 2012 and the Fu- 
ture Years Defense Program; with the 
possibility of a closed session іп SH-219 

following the open session. 
SD-106 


APRIL 14 


10 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold hearings to examine S. 343, to 
amend Title I of PL 99-658 regarding 
the Compact of Free Association be- 
tween the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of Palau, to approve the results of the 
15-year review of the Compact, includ- 
ing the Agreement Between the Gov- 
ernment of the United States of Amer- 
ica and the Government of the Repub- 
lic of Palau Following the Compact of 
Free Association Section 482 Review, 
and to appropriate funds for the pur- 
poses of the amended PL 99-658 for fis- 
cal years ending on or before Sep- 
tember 30, 2024, to carry out the agree- 

ments resulting from that review. 
50-366 


March 17, 2011 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


4251 


SENATE—Thursday, March 17, 2011 


The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable TOM 
UDALL, a Senator from the State of 
New Mexico. 


PRAYER 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
opening prayer will be offered by Rev. 
Thad Austin, Associate Pastor of the 
First Methodist Church in Murfrees- 
boro, TN. 

The guest Chaplain offered the fol- 
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 

O Lord, in whom we find life, bind 
our Nation to You. Make us a people 
devoted to prayer. Tame our wandering 
hearts and help us discover the mean- 
ing of freedom, justice, and mercy. 
Help our people to have the faith to 
seek You and the grace to pray for our 
enemies. 

Lord, this is a solemn and holy day. 
Today, we celebrate a saint of Your 
church. May the virtues that St. Pat- 
rick embodied be instructive to us. For 
despite adversity, Patrick helped oth- 
ers find good news, and his actions 
changed a society. 

May our lawmakers, like Patrick, 
grow in their love for You and their 
service to others. Enable them to see 
beyond the positions that divide this 
body and help them to long after hu- 
mility, piety, and shared purpose. 

Increase our faith, O Lord, and help 
our unbelief. Rouse our spirits and 
make us one Nation under You. 

Eternal Father, Spirit, Word, we 
praise You, the Lord and light of our 
salvation. Hear our prayer, O Lord. 

Amen. 


——— 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The Honorable TOM UDALL led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


ee 


APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, March 17, 2011. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable TOM UDALL, a Senator 


from the State of New Mexico, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 
DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
President pro tempore. 
Mr. UDALL thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 


Ee 


RECOGNITION OF THE 
REPUBLICAN LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republican leader is recog- 
nized. 


EE 


GUEST CHAPLAIN REV. THAD 
AUSTIN 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, it 
was a great honor to have the Reverend 
Thad Austin, of the First United Meth- 
odist Church in Murfreesboro, TN, pro- 
vide the opening prayer this morning. I 
thank him for his wise words. Remem- 
bering the St. Patrick in St. Patrick’s 
Day was a wonderful way to begin the 
session. 

I first met the Reverend Austin at 
his alma mater, Asbury University in 
Wilmore, KY, when I visited there in 
2007. Asbury University’s mission is to 
engage the world and serve the Word 
through public service. Our guest Chap- 
lain today has pursued that mission 
with great success. 

Maybe it is a family calling. The 
Reverend Austin’s grandfather, Dr. Ed- 
ward U. Austin, was an admiral in the 
U.S. Navy who volunteered overseas as 
a medical missionary. His father, Ste- 
phen B. Austin, is a doctor who cares 
for our Nation’s veterans. 

They taught Thad that it was impor- 
tant to serve others—that in a nation 
that so generously provides what many 
in other parts of the world do not 
enjoy, it is important to give back. 

The Reverend Austin has taken that 
advice very much to heart. He is still a 
young man, but he has accomplished a 
great deal. And he is not one to look 
back with pride on where he has been, 
but rather, look forward to all that he 
has left to do. 

The Reverend Austin earned his de- 
grees from Asbury University and the 
Asbury Theological Seminary, and he 
has also studied at Oxford University 
and the Wesley Theological Seminary 
here in the Nation’s Capital. He is the 
pastor of congregational care at the 
First United Methodist Church, as well 
as a commissioned Elder there. 

The Reverend Austin has preached in 
England, South Korea, and Mexico as 
well as in Kentucky, Tennessee, and 
several other States, and provided spir- 
itual guidance and volunteer work in 
Mexico, Guatemala, Kentucky, and 


Tennessee. And while he has clearly 
gone on to do bigger and bolder things, 
let me also note that in 2009 he served 
as an intern in my office. 

ADM Edward Austin, whose grandson 
has just addressed the Senate Chamber, 
is buried at Arlington. Our own Senate 
Chaplain Barry Black, also a Navy ad- 
miral, delivered his interment service. 
And I know Chaplain Black is just as 
pleased to have the Reverend Austin 
here with us today as I am. 

Once again let me say it was a true 
honor to listen to the Reverend Aus- 
tin’s words this morning. I want to 
thank him for taking time from his im- 
portant work to be here. And I thank 
him for his lifetime of service to his 
community and our Nation. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
join Senator MCCONNELL in welcoming 
Reverend Austin from Murfreesboro, 
TN, just down the road from Nashville. 
He formerly worked here, as Senator 
MCCONNELL said. We are delighted he 
has this privilege today to pray at the 
beginning of the Senate, which is some- 
thing that has happened since the be- 
ginning of the Senate, since the very 
first days of the Senate. I thank him 
for taking his time to be here. Wel- 
come. 

Mr. President, will the Chair let me 
know when I have consumed 8 minutes? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Yes. 


EE 
HEALTH CARE 


Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, 
this is St. Patrick’s Day, as Reverend 
Austin mentioned, and we celebrate 
that. We are coming up on another im- 
portant anniversary, and that is the 
anniversary of the enactment of the 
health care law, which the majority re- 
gards as a historic achievement and 
most Republicans regard as a historic 
mistake. 

I want to talk a little bit about that 
law, but there is another anniversary I 
remember very well that came a few 
days before enactment of the health 
care law—the so-called health care 
summit that was held at the Blair 
House. It was a remarkable event. 
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The President of the United States, 
who is highly intelligent and well- 
versed on health care, invited a bunch 
of us down to discuss health care. He 
stayed and we stayed for 6 or 7 hours. 
During that discussion, it was a pretty 
free exchange. I especially remember 
one of them. I had been asked by Sen- 
ator MCCONNELL and Representative 
BOEHNER to represent Republicans in 
presenting our side, and the President’s 
invitation gave us a platform we usu- 
ally don’t have. He has a better plat- 
form than we do most of the time. 


We made our argument that we 
would prefer an approach on health 
care that instead of expanding the 
health care delivery system, which we 
all know costs too much, we should go 
step by step to reduce the cost of 
health care so more people can afford 
to buy insurance. That was the basic 
discussion we had. We got down to 
some facts. I had said that, according 
to the CBO, the President’s plan would 
raise individual premiums and make 
insurance cost more for individuals 
who buy insurance by 10 to 18 percent. 
The President said, after I finished: 


So, Lamar, when you mentioned earlier 
that you said premiums go up—that’s just 
not the case, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office. 


I said: 

Mr. President, if you’re going to contradict 
me, I ought to have a chance to respond. The 
Congressional Budget Office report says that 


premiums will rise in the individual market 
as a result of the Senate bill. 


The President said: 


No, no, no, no—let me—and this is an ex- 
ample of where we’ve got to get our facts 
straight. 


I said: 
That’s my point. 


And it went on from there. I had to 
make a decision at that moment 
whether I should continue to have a 
public disagreement with the Presi- 
dent. I thought I was right, and he 
thought he was right, so I decided it 
would be more appropriate for me not 
to do that in public, to let other Sen- 
ators and Congressmen have their say. 
I exchanged a letter with the President 
that day, and I came to the floor of the 
Senate later that week to make my ar- 
gument on why I believed premiums 
would go up. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
transcript of my exchange with the 
President and that of Senator KYL and 
a couple of Members of Congress and 
the letter I sent to the President that 
day which made my point rather than 
publicly argue with him. My remarks I 
made on the floor of the Senate later 
that day are in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


DISCUSSION ON COST CONTAINMENT AT BIPAR- 
TISAN MEETING ON HEALTH CARE REFORM 


(Blair House, Feb. 25, 2010) 
(ROUGHLY 11 A.M.) 


THE PRESIDENT: For folks who even with 
those lower costs still can’t afford coverage, 
we’d provide some subsidies. But here’s what 
I want to emphasize is that even without the 
subsidies it’s estimated by the Congressional 
Budget Office that the plan we put forward 
would lower the costs in the individual mar- 
ket for the average person who’s just trying 
to buy health insurance and they don’t— 
they’re not lucky enough to work for a big 
company, would lower their costs by between 
14 and 20 percent. 

So, Lamar, when you mentioned earlier 
that you said premiums go up—that’s just 
not the case, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office. 

SENATOR ALEXANDER: Mr. President, if 
you’re going to contradict me, I ought to 
have a chance to—the Congressional Budget 
Office report says that premiums will rise in 
the individual market as a result of the Sen- 
ate bill. 

THE PRESIDENT: No, no, no, no—let me— 
and this is an example of where we’ve got to 
get our facts straight. 

SENATOR ALEXANDER: That’s my point. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, exactly. So let me 
respond to what you just said, Lamar, be- 
cause it’s not factually accurate. Here’s 
what the Congressional Budget Office says. 
The costs for families for the same type of 
coverage as they’re currently receiving 
would go down 14 to 20 percent. What the 
Congressional Budget Office says is, is that 
because now they’ve got a better deal be- 
cause policies are cheaper, they may choose 
to buy better coverage than they have right 
now and that might be 10 to 13 percent more 
expensive than the bad insurance that they 
had previously. But they didn’t say that the 
actual premiums would be going up. What 
they said was they’d be going down by 14 to 
20 percent. And I promise you, I’ve gone 
through this carefully with the Congres- 
sional Budget Office. And ГІ be happy to 
present this to the press and whoever is lis- 
tening, because this is an important issue. 

SENATOR ALEXANDER: Well, may I— 
may I— 

THE PRESIDENT: Let me just finish, 
Lamar. Now, the—what we’ve done is we’ve 
tried to take every single cost containment 
idea that’s out there. Every proposal that 
health care economists say will reduce 
health care costs, we’ve tried to adopt in the 
various proposals. There are some additional 
ideas that Republicans have presented that 
we think are interesting and we also tried to 
include. So, let me give you an example. 

You mentioned the idea of buying across 
state lines, insurance. That’s something that 
I’ve put in my proposal that’s actually in the 
Senate proposal. I think that it shows some 
promise. You mentioned that as—that Mike 
Enzi has previously said, that he’s interested 
in small businesses being able to pool in the 
equivalent of some sort of exchange. So 
that’s where there’s some overlap. 

But I just think it’s very important to un- 
derstand that what we’ve done is to try to 
take every single cost containment idea 
that’s out there and try to adopt it in this 
bill. What Га like to do is to see if we can 
proceed and have a very concrete conversa- 
tion about what are the ideas that you guys 
have that you don’t think are in our bill to 
contain costs. And what I want to do is to 
see if maybe we can adopt some of those or 
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refine what we’ve already done in order to 
further reduce costs. 

SENATOR ALEXANDER: Mr. 
I’ve had my time— 

THE PRESIDENT: And what Га like to do 
also is to make sure that you maybe suggest 
some of the ideas that are currently in the 
bill that you think are good, because, 
Lamar, in your opening introduction, what I 
saw was sort of a—the usual critique of why 
you thought it was bad. But as I said, we’ve 
adopted a lot of the ideas that we’ve heard 
from your side of the aisle. So I hope maybe 
you could say, well, those are the ones that 
we think are good ideas; here are the things 
that we think are bad ideas, as opposed to 
just painting in broad brush. Go ahead. 

SENATOR ALEXANDER: Mr. President, 
let me—let me show some respect for my col- 
leagues here. They’re all here eager to speak, 
all sure they could do a better job than I 
could on any of these points. And what I 
would like to do is get back directly to you 
with why I believe—with respect—you’re 
wrong about the bill. Your bill would in- 
crease premiums, I believe; you say it 
wouldn’t. So rather than argue with you in 
public about it, Га like to put my facts 
down, give them to you. Maybe other col- 
leagues will say that. As far as Mike Enzi’s 
proposal, he is ready to talk about it; others 
are. 

THE PRESIDENT: Good. 

SENATOR ALEXANDER: So I appreciate 
the opportunity that Mitch and John gave 
me to talk. You’ve made some interesting 
points, and why not let other members of 
Congress have a chance to talk. 

THE PRESIDENT: I think it’s a great idea. 
Га like to get this issue settled about wheth- 
er premiums are reduced before we leave 
today, because I’m pretty certain I’m not 
wrong. And you give us the information—and 
we're going to be here all afternoon. I prom- 
ise you we’ll get this settled before the day 
is out. All right. 

Mitch, who would you like to talk about 
cost? 


(REMARKS FROM CONGRESSMAN CAMP—LATER 
IN THE MEETING) 


CONGRESSMAN CAMP: I’m almost done. I 
do want to say on this issue on premiums, 
CBO, in their letter, on page four, does say 
that the estimated average premium per per- 
son for non-group policies would increase by 
10 to 18 percent. 

THE PRESIDENT: This is the discussion 
that I just had to—about Lamar. And— 

CONGRESSMAN CAMP: Yes, they do say 
that. And they do say that the value of the 
benefit is higher, and that is why it goes up. 

THE PRESIDENT: Right. 

CONGRESSMAN CAMP: But the reason 
the value of the benefit is higher is because 
of the mandates contained in the legislation. 
And this is one of our big concerns with a lot 
of the issues that have been raised. Yes, we 
have similarities. But when all of this is 
structured around a government-centered ex- 
change that sets the standard for these poli- 
cies, states can’t get out of these require- 
ments unless they seek a waiver from the 
Secretary. That kind of approach raises 
costs. And so both of your comments were 
correct that costs do go up and it’s because 
they have a richer benefit, but the reason 
it’s richer is because of the mandates con- 
tained in these very large bills. 

(REMARKS FROM SENATOR KYL LATER IN THE 

MEETING) 

SENATOR KYL: Now, let me give you a 
couple of examples. Dave Camp, I think, 
pointed out the answer to the dispute that 


President, 
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you and Lamar Alexander had a moment 
ago, and he was exactly right. Let me quote 
from the Congressional Budget Office let- 
ter—this is from Doug Elmendorf to Evan 
Bayh, November 30th, 2009: “СВО and Joint 
Tax Committee estimate that the average 
premium per person covered, including de- 
pendents for new non-group policies, would 
be about 10 percent to 13 percent higher in 
2016 than the average premium for non-group 
coverage in the same year under current 
law.” Oliver Wyman, a very respected third- 
party group says it’s even more—about 54 
percent; in my state of Arizona, 72 percent 
increase. Why is it so? For a variety of rea- 
sons, but one of which both you and Dave 
Camp agreed on. It is a richer benefit. How 
did it get that way? Because the federal gov- 
ernment would mandate it under your legis- 
lation in the insurance exchanges. And as a 
result, there would be a higher cost. How 
does this happen? 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, Jon. I’m going to 
go to you, Jim, but I—since as has tended to 
happen here, we end up talking about criti- 
cisms of the existing bill as opposed to where 
we might find agreement, I feel obliged just 
to go through a couple of the points that you 
raised. 

Just to go back to the original argument 
that Lamar and I had and we’ve now chased 
around for quite some time. Look, if Pm a 
self-employed person who right now can’t get 
coverage or can only buy the equivalent of 
Acme insurance that I had for my car—so I 
have some sort of high-deductible plan. It’s 
basically not health insurance; it’s house in- 
surance. I’m going to—I’m buying that to 
protect me from some catastrophic situa- 
tion; otherwise, I’m just paying out of pock- 
et. I don’t go to the doctor. I don’t get pre- 
ventive care. There are a whole bunch of 
things I just do without. But if I get hit by 
a truck, maybe I don’t go bankrupt. All 
right, so that’s what I’m purchasing right 
now. 

What the Congressional Budget Office is 
saying is, is that if I now have the oppor- 
tunity to actually buy a decent package in- 
side the exchange that costs me about 10 to 
18 percent more but is actually real insur- 
ance, then there are going to be a bunch of 
people who take advantage of that. So, yes, 
I’m paying 10 to 13 percent more, because in- 
stead of buying an apple, I’m getting an or- 
ange. They’re two different things. 

Now, you can still—you still have an op- 
tion of—no, no, let me finish. The way that 
this bill is structured uses a high-cost pool, 
a catastrophic pool, for people who can’t af- 
ford to buy that better insurance, but overall 
for a basic package—which, by the way, is a 
lot less generous than we give ourselves in 
Congress. So I’m amused when people say, 
let people have this not-so-good plan, let 
them have а high-deductible. But there 
would be a riot in Congress if we suddenly 
said, let’s have Congress have a high-deduct- 
ible plan, because we all think it’s pretty im- 
portant to provide coverage for our families. 
And the federal health insurance program 
has a minimum benefit that all of us take 
advantage of. And I haven’t seen any Repub- 
licans—or Democrats—in Congress suddenly 
say, “You know what, we should have more 
choices and not have to have this minimum 
benefit.” 

So what we’re basically saying is we’re 
going to do the same thing for these other 
folks that we do for ourselves—on the tax- 
payers’ dime, by the way. 

Now, there is a legitimate philosophical 
difference around that, but I think it’s just 
very important for us to remember that say- 
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ing there’s a baseline of coverage that people 
should be able to get if they’re participating 
in this big pool is not some radical idea. And 
it’s an idea that a lot of states—we were 
talking earlier about what states do—a lot of 
states already do it. 
U.S. SENATE, 

Washington, DC, February 25, 2010. 
Hon. BARACK OBAMA, 
President, The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: During today’s dis- 
cussion on health care, you and I disagreed 
about whether the health care bill that 
passed the Senate on a party-line vote on De- 
cember 24 would cause health insurance pre- 
miums to rise even faster than if Congress 
did not act. I believe premiums will rise be- 
cause of independent analysis of the bill: 

On November 30, the non-partisan Congres- 
sional Budget Office (CBO) wrote in a letter 
to Senator Bayh that “СВО and JCT esti- 
mate that the average premium per person 
covered (including dependents) for new 
nongroup policies would be about 10 percent 
to 13 percent higher in 2016 than the average 
premium for nongroup coverage in that same 
year under current law.” 

When you asserted that CBO says pre- 
miums will decline by 14 to 20 percent under 
the Senate bill, you are leaving out an im- 
portant part of CBO’s calculations. These re- 
ductions are overwhelmed by a 27 to 30 per- 
cent increase in premiums due to the man- 
dated coverage requirements in the legisla- 
tion. CBO added those figures together to ar- 
rive at a net increase of 10 to 18 percent—as 
shown in their chart in that same letter. 

In that same letter, CBO wrote, ‘Тһе legis- 
lation would impose several new fees on 
firms in the health sector. New fees would be 
imposed on providers of health insurance and 
on manufacturers and importers of medical 
devices. Both of those fees would be largely 
passed through to consumers in the form of 
higher premiums for private coverage.” 

On December 10, the chief actuary for the 
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Serv- 
ices—who works for your administration— 
concurred with the CBO. In his analysis, the 
actuary said, ‘‘We anticipate such fees would 
generally be passed through to health con- 
sumers in the form of higher drug and device 
prices and higher insurance premiums.” He 
also said, ‘‘The additional demand for health 
services could be difficult to meet initially 
with existing health provider resources and 
could lead to price increases, cost-shifting, 
and/or changes in providers’ willingness to 
treat patients with low-reimbursement 
health coverage.” 

For these reasons, the Senate-passed bill 
will, indeed, cause Americans’ insurance pre- 
mium to rise, which is the opposite of the 
goal I believe we should pursue. 

Sincerely, 
LAMAR ALEXANDER. 


Mr. ALEXANDER. We talk a lot 
about the law of unintended con- 
sequences in dealing with legislation. 
In this case I believe the health care 
law is a situation where we had a lot of 
predictable consequences. Republicans 
were saying, for example, premiums 
are going to rise. In fact, they have. We 
were saying specifically that individual 
premiums will rise. It was predictable 
they would because, in the first place, 
the health care law requires that indi- 
viduals buy a better policy than what 
they buy today. So if they are going to 


4253 


buy a Cadillac instead of a Chevy, it 
will cost more and they will get more 
benefits. 

Second, there are some taxes in the 
health care law, such as with medical 
devices, that are passed on to the con- 
sumer and premiums will go up. 

Third, a lot of people who moved into 
Medicaid are going into a system of 
government health care where the doc- 
tors aren’t properly reimbursed. Many 
of the doctors shift the costs over to 
the people who buy insurance. That is 
called cost shifting. 

For all those reasons, we have seen 
stories regularly in California, Nevada, 
Wisconsin, and Connecticut that indi- 
vidual premiums, over the last year, 
have gone up at least partially due to 
mandates included in the new law. 

Let’s look at some of the other issues 
we talked about during that time. We 
said the bill would raise taxes. In fact, 
it does—$813 billion. As I mentioned, 
the tax on medical devices is passed 
right along to people who buy insur- 
ance, and their costs go up. 

We said it would cut Medicare, and it 
has. Eleven million Medicare Advan- 
tage recipients—about one-fourth of 
everyone who has Medicare—are seeing 
or will see their benefits reduced. 

We said there would be thousands of 
pages of new regulations that would 
hamper small businesses and individ- 
uals as they go about their daily lives. 
We are beginning to see them come. 
The most notorious is that form 1099 
which causes 40 million businesses to 
file a report every time they buy some- 
thing that costs more than $600. We 
hear a lot of talk about repealing that. 
We have tried to repeal it for some 
time, but it is still the law. 

Something that particularly both- 
ered me about the debate were the un- 
funded mandates on State govern- 
ments. We hear about college tuition 
going up in California 30, 40 percent. 
People would be surprised to think 
that the reason may be that the Fed- 
eral Government is imposing more 
health care costs on California, and the 
money that ought to go for the Univer- 
sity of California or the University of 
Tennessee isn’t there. Where does the 
university get the money to Keep its 
excellence? It raises tuition. 

Our former Democratic Governor, 
who just retired, said the health care 
law imposes on Tennessee more than 
$1.1 billion in new costs between 2014 
and 2019. That is an unfunded mandate 
from Washington that will cost the 
people of Tennessee. 

Fewer jobs will be created as a result 
of this law. Someone might say: How 
can you say that? I will give an exam- 
ple. I met with a group of leaders of the 
restaurant industry in America. They 
are CEOs of all the big restaurant com- 
panies. They are the second largest em- 
ployer in America. They hire a lot of 
low-income people. One of them said 
they had been operating their stores 
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with 90 employees on the average, and 
as a result of the health care law, their 
goal was to operate with 70 employees. 
That is fewer jobs. And there were 
many other examples of that around 
the room. 

Even the student loan takeover has 
created a problem because students are 
actually paying more in interest on 
their student loans to help pay for the 
new health care law, which I think a 
lot of students would not appreciate. 

The health care law that was passed 
a year ago, which some believe is a his- 
toric achievement, we believe is a his- 
toric mistake. We believe it would have 
been better and will be better to, in- 
stead of expanding a health care sys- 
tem that costs too much, go step by 
step to reduce its costs so more people 
can afford insurance. We will continue 
to advocate that position. We voted to 
repeal the health care law. We lost that 
vote. But we are continuing to work. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator’s 8 minutes has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. With Senator 
JOHANNS’ leadership and others, we will 
work to repeal the 1099 provision. Sen- 
ator HATCH and others are working to 
give Governors more flexibility in the 
Medicaid Program. And we will con- 
tinue to advocate solutions such as al- 
lowing people to buy insurance across 
State lines. 

Next Wednesday is an important an- 
niversary. Some believe it is a historic 
achievement. We believe it is a historic 
mistake and that there is a better solu- 
tion to health care costs. 

I thank the leader for his courtesy in 
giving me a chance to go ahead. 

I yield the floor. 


a 


RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The majority leader is recog- 
nized. 


EE 
HEALTH CARE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, when I was 
a little boy growing up, we used to 
have chickens, and every morning the 
roosters we had would make the most 
noise, unbelievable noise they would 
make. Maybe those roosters thought 
that when they crowed, the Sun would 
come up, but it had nothing to do with 
that. I have been places where roosters 
do not crow and the Sun still comes up. 

My friend from Tennessee is using 
the rooster analogy and has about as 
much factual foundation as the anal- 
ogy I just gave about the Sun coming 
up when the rooster crows. 

I was at a breakfast this morning. 
One of my friends, a former chief of 
staff to one of the Senators here, said 
to me: Passing the health care bill was 
a miracle in the lives of him and his 
family. Those are his words, not mine. 
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They have a child who developed diabe- 
tes. They could not find insurance for 
that child. Because of the health care 
bill, that child is fully insured now. 
That is what the health care bill is 
about. 

For my friend to complain about the 
health insurance costs going up, a lit- 
tle bit of facts would make a lot of dif- 
ference in that argument. 

The health care bill does not go into 
effect until 2014. Parts of it do, but the 
main impetus of the health care bill to 
cover the 50 million people who have no 
health insurance does not kick in until 
2014. The insurance costs have gone up 
because insurance companies raised 
the premiums, as they always do. One 
of the reasons we did the health care 
bill is to rein in the health care compa- 
nies around the country that are really 
bankrupting our country. 

Let’s talk about what is in effect 
with the health care bill and what will 
be in effect. I did not come here to de- 
bate the health care bill, but when 
something is so without foundation 
and fact, I have to respond. 

People, such as my friend Bob, have 
had miracles in their lives all over 
America during the past year because 
of that health care bill having passed 
because a child under 18 who has a pre- 
existing illness cannot be denied insur- 
ance. Not only does it apply to chil- 
dren, every State in the Union has now 
set up programs for people who have 
long-term disabilities. Now they can- 
not be denied insurance. Not everybody 
gets that. You have to be uninsured for 
6 months and other certain require- 
ments, and it is not as good as for chil- 
dren under age 18, but it is pretty good. 

I will also say this: Hundreds of thou- 
sands of students in college today have 
health insurance because their parents 
have health insurance. That is what we 
did in the law. We raised the bar on 
that so children can stay under their 
parents’ health insurance for longer pe- 
riods of time. 

I am going to do an event next week 
in Nevada where we are going to have 
a number of businesses come together. 
People who employ fewer than 10 peo- 
ple whose average salary is less than 
$25,000 can have health insurance for 
the employees, and they get a 35-per- 
cent deduction in their premiums. That 
is because of the health care bill we 
passed. Mr. President, last year the 
IRS sent notices to 4.4 million small 
businesses in America to let them 
know that they may qualify for re- 
duced premiums. 

The health care bill is a very impor- 
tant bill. It is a milestone in the his- 
tory of this country. We are setting up 
the exchanges now so everyone can 
have the same insurance I have. That 
is what it is all about. Millions of Fed- 
eral employees have not perfect insur- 
ance but good insurance, as I have. My 
insurance is the same that an FBI 
agent has. Our goal is to make sure ev- 
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eryone in America has an opportunity 
to have insurance similar to ours. 

The Presiding Officer may have a dif- 
ferent health care plan than I have be- 
cause every year—we are part of an ex- 
change that we are going to set up for 
the 50 million people who have no 
health insurance. Every year, we get 
quotes from insurance companies, and 
we can buy different insurance. We can 
buy a Cadillac policy or maybe a Ford 
policy. We have a range of insurance 
we can buy. That is what we are trying 
and we have allowed America to have. 
Those exchanges are being set up in 
Nevada and other places around the 
country. 

For people to talk about ObamaCare 
and let’s get rid of it, get rid of it for 
what? Do we want my friend to go back 
to where he cannot get insurance for 
his child from these insurance compa- 
nies whose interest is one thing— 
money, how much money they make? 
We have had to rein in those costs. 

We keep talking about the cost of the 
health care bill. The Congressional 
Budget Office said it will reduce the 
debt of this country by $1.3 trillion. 
That is not some number I made up; it 
is the nonpartisan Congressional Budg- 
et Office. 

I am convinced my friend was right. 
In his family’s life, it was a miracle 
this past year because they had the 
ability to get insurance for their sick 
child. 


EE 
SCHEDULE 


Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
any leader remarks, there will be a pe- 
riod for the transaction of morning 
business until 10:30 this morning, with 
Senators permitted to speak for up to 
10 minutes each. The Republicans will 
control the first half and the majority 
will control the final half. 

At 10:30 a.m., the Senate will resume 
consideration of S. 498, which is the 
small business jobs bill. We have been 
working through amendments on that 
legislation. Virtually every one of the 
amendments is not germane to the bill. 
That is OK. We are in the Senate, and 
that is how things work here. We have 
had scores of amendments filed. I am 
not going to file cloture on this bill 
today. We will work through the 
amendments, and maybe we can get a 
finite list of amendments when we 
come back. I hope we do not have to 
file cloture on this bill. As I said, this 
is an extremely important bill. 

Senator LANDRIEU was on a nation- 
wide TV program today, and one of the 
commentaries—who, by the way, is a 
Republican, a former Member of Con- 
gress—said, and I am paraphrasing: 
Why would the Republicans want to 
hold up a jobs bill? 

This is a jobs bill. The small business 
matter now before the Senate is a jobs 
bill, just as we did with the patent bill, 
just as we did with the FAA bill. It is 
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a jobs bill. We should move on. We 
should have the amendments focused 
on how to improve a jobs bill and not 
do all this other extraneous stuff that 
virtually, without exception, has noth- 
ing to do with this bill. 

At 12 noon, the Senate will proceed 
to consideration of H.J. Res. 48, the 3- 
week continuing resolution. There will 
be up to 3 hours of debate on that mat- 
ter prior to a vote on passage of the 
joint resolution. 

Following the CR, there will be 2 
minutes of debate prior to a vote on 
the confirmation of Calendar No. 11, 
the nomination of Amy Berman Jack- 
son, of the District of Columbia, to be 
U.S. District Judge for the District of 
Columbia. 

We are going to have a briefing this 
afternoon for Senators at 2 o’clock 
dealing with the situation in the Mid- 
dle East. That will be a classified brief- 
ing. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the time used by my friend— 
he is my friend; I have the greatest re- 
spect for Senator ALEXANDER; he is a 
true gentleman—that the time he used 
in his speech be deducted from the Re- 
publican’s time in morning business 
this morning. They have the first run 
at morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


EE 


RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Republican leader is recog- 
nized. 


EE 
HEALTH CARE 


Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
next week does indeed mark the 1-year 
anniversary since the Democratic 
health care bill was signed into law. We 
all recall the debate quite well. It was 
the most partisan of debates. The only 
bipartisan moment was in the House 
when there was bipartisan opposition 
to the new health care bill. In the Sen- 
ate, it was a strictly partisan vote—60 
Democrats voted for it, 40 Republicans 
voted against it. If a single Democrat— 
even one—had changed their vote on 
that Christmas Eve, we would not be 
looking at the 1-year anniversary of 
the Democratic health care bill. This 
morning, I would like to look back on 
what we learned during that year. 

Shortly before the final vote, then- 
Speaker PELOSI famously said that the 
Democrats had to pass the bill so they 
could find out what was in it—away, as 
she put it, from the “fog of con- 
troversy.’’ Now that the fog has lifted, 
the question arises, What do we know 
now that we did not know then? 

We now know that those who prom- 
ised us that ‘‘if you like your plan, you 
can keep it’’ were dead wrong. The 
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Obama administration has already ad- 
mitted that at least 7 million seniors 
will now lose their Medicare Advantage 
plans. And one of the administration’s 
own top health care analysts recently 
admitted that this oft-repeated pledge 
was ‘‘not true in all cases.” 

We all knew the bill created strong 
incentives for businesses to drop or 
change employees’ health care plans, 
the ones they get through their jobs. 
Now that the bill is passed, the White 
House admits it too. One recent study 
suggests that as many as 35 million 
American workers could see their em- 
ployer-based health insurance plans 
dropped in this way. The administra- 
tion’s promises on this point, which 
were echoed by Capitol Hill Democrats, 
such as Speaker PELOSI, turned out to 
be hollow. Today, even the administra- 
tion itself predicts more than half of 
all American workers will see their 
current employer-sponsored health 
care plans change within a couple of 
years’ time. 

Shortly after the health care bill be- 
came law, the Department of Labor ac- 
knowledged all of that. Small busi- 
nesses would be most affected, it said, 
with as many as 80 percent expected to 
have to change their coverage to com- 
ply with the new law. For all remain- 
ing businesses, the administration now 
estimates that somewhere between 39 
and 69 percent will be forced to change 
their plans to comply with costly and 
burdensome new dictates from health 
care bureaucrats in Washington. 

What happened to the reassuring pre- 
dictions that everybody’s plans would 
stay the same? It turned out to be non- 
sense—utter nonsense. 

Americans have every reason to be 
outraged, not only by the bill itself but 
also by the rhetoric that was used to 
sell it. Far from being reassured of all 
the bill’s merits, Americans feel be- 
trayed. Check the record. I doubt that 
one Democrat who voted for this bill 
told their constituents they would see 
a change in their plans. Yet here we 
are a year later and they just expect 
people to accept it. Democrats knew 
exactly what Americans wanted to 
hear, and that is what they told them. 
Perhaps the biggest deception of all 
was the claim that people could keep 
the plans they have. 

OK, what else do we know about the 
bill? At a time when nearly 14 million 
Americans are looking for work, we 
know this bill only increases costs and 
burdens on employers and small busi- 
nesses, making it even harder for them 
to keep current workers on board or to 
hire new ones. According to the inde- 
pendent Congressional Budget Office, 
the health care bill will result in the 
loss of more than 800,000 jobs over the 
next 10 years. What is more, 200 econo- 
mists and experts, including two 
former CBO Directors, have said that 
the law’s ‘“‘expensive mandates and 
penalties . . . create major barriers to 
stronger job growth.” 
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Another chief selling point of the bill 
is the promise that it would lower 
costs. Yet now we hear estimates from 
one of the administration’s top actu- 
aries that it will increase costs by $311 
billion. And the CBO now estimates it 
will increase Federal health care 
spending by nearly $% trillion over the 
next decade. 

What about the cost to individuals 
and families? Well, according to the 
same independent analyst at the CBO, 
once fully implemented, the bill is ex- 
pected to cause premiums on family 
policies to increase an average of $2,100 
a year. So $311 billion more in cost to 
the government; $2,100 a year more in 
cost to the average family. 

Meanwhile, other new rules are mak- 
ing it difficult for families to secure 
child-only plans. The fact that families 
in 19 States no longer have access to 
these once-common plans is just one of 
the harmful, unintended consequences 
Americans are stuck with now that the 
“fog of controversy” has lifted. 

Taken all together, these broken 
promises illustrate why so many Amer- 
icans continue to support a full—a 
full—repeal, which the new Repub- 
lican-led House has passed, followed by 
commonsense reforms that will actu- 
ally lower costs, improve care, and pro- 
tect jobs. 

The fog of controversy may have lift- 
ed, but contrary to the confident pre- 
dictions of some, the contents of the 
health care bill are even worse than 
anyone expected. One year later, it 
looks even worse than it did then, and 
that is saying something. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Arizona is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that morning business be 
for 1 hour and that the time be equally 
divided. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 


Ee 


RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 


—— к 


MORNING BUSINESS 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business for 51 minutes, with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time equally di- 
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with Repub- 
licans controlling the first half, the 
majority controlling the final half, and 
the time consumed by the Senator 
from Tennessee deducted from the Re- 
publican time. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, would the 
Chair acknowledge that the 51 minutes 
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now is the time of 1 hour, equally di- 
vided, minus the time of Senator ALEX- 
ANDER; is that correct? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. That is correct. 


EE 
HEALTH CARE 


Mr. KYL. Mr. President, as three of 
my colleagues have already noted this 
morning, President Obama’s health 
care law turns 1 next week, and in my 
view it hasn’t been aging very well. 

On the eve of its 1-year anniversary, 
I too would like to review a few key de- 
velopments related to the law and its 
implementation and note that, at least 
to me, it is very clear this bill has not 
become more popular with Americans 
but decreasingly popular. 

Let us go back to March 23, 2010, just 
about 1 year ago. That is when the 
President signed this health care bill 
into law. Later, that very day, 18 
States filed a lawsuit against it in a 
Florida Federal court. Another 13 
States have joined the suit since. In ad- 
dition, Virginia filed its own separate 
lawsuit on the day of enactment. 

May 11, 2010. The nonpartisan Con- 
gressional Budget Office revised up- 
ward its cost estimate of ObamaCare. 
According to the CBO, ObamaCare will 
cost $115 million more than originally 
estimated, pushing the cost of the pro- 
gram to over $1 trillion. 

June 2010. With public opinion still 
decidedly against the law, a poll at 
that time found that 58 percent of 
Americans supported repeal. The De- 
partment of Health and Human Serv- 
ices launched a public relations cam- 
paign to try to change people’s minds. 
Many seniors received a pamphlet from 
HHS Secretary Kathleen Sebelius that 
made claims such as: 

Your guaranteed Medicare benefits won’t 
change—whether you get them through 
original Medicare or a Medicare Advantage 
plan. 

But, of course, the pamphlet failed to 
mention the fact that the law cuts 
Medicare Advantage plans by $202 bil- 
lion over 10 years, meaning higher pre- 
miums, less benefits, and fewer plan 
choices for seniors. The CBO estimates 
that the extra benefits currently pro- 
vided by Medicare Advantage plans 
will be cut in half. 

July 11, 2010. President Obama used a 
recess appointment to name Donald 
Berwick as Administrator of the Cen- 
ters for Medicare and Medicaid Serv- 
ices, an agency that will play a critical 
role іп the implementation of 
ObamaCare. The President used this 
procedure in an attempt to bypass the 
regular confirmation process before the 
Senate had held a hearing or voted on 
the nominee. The recess appointment 
allows Dr. Berwick to run the Centers 
for Medicare and Medicaid Services 
through the end of this year. 

A hearing would have given Senators 
the opportunity to question Dr. Ber- 
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wick about his very controversial 
views, including his espousal of health 
care rationing. He has, for example, 
praised the British national health 
care system, which routinely denies 
and rations care, as ‘‘extremely effec- 
tive” and ‘‘conscientious.”’ 

On September 24, 2010, the Depart- 
ment of Health and Human Services 
issued its first waiver of ObamaCare 
provisions dealing with the limited 
benefit or mini-med plans. Since then, 
a total of 1,040 waivers have been 
granted, many to the administration’s 
favored political constituencies. It 
seems as though they like the law as 
long as it doesn’t apply to them. 

December 13, 2010. A Federal district 
court judge in Virginia ruled that the 
law’s mandate that individuals pur- 
chase government-approved health in- 
surance is unconstitutional. 

January 19 of this year. The House of 
Representatives voted 245 to 189 to re- 
peal ObamaCare. 

January 25, 2011. My Governor, Jan 
Brewer of Arizona, asked Secretary 
Sebelius to waive the maintenance-of- 
effort provision in the health care law. 
That is the provision that forces an un- 
funded Medicaid mandate on States by 
denying them the flexibility, the full 
ability to manage their own Medicaid 
Programs to fit their own budgets and 
their own unique Medicaid populations. 
This is a huge problem because Ari- 
zona, along with most other States, is 
experiencing a dire budget crisis. 

January 26, 2011. Medicare Chief Ac- 
tuary Richard Foster testified before 
the House Budget Committee. He ac- 
knowledged to the committee that 
President Obama’s promise that Amer- 
icans will get to keep their coverage if 
they like it is ‘‘not true in all cases.” 

January 31, 2011. Judge Roger Vinson, 
a Federal district court judge in Flor- 
ida, ruled that the individual mandate 
in the law is unconstitutional and he 
invalidated the entire law. He con- 
cluded the law’s requirement to buy in- 
surance or pay a fee: 

. is outside Congress’ Commerce Clause 
power, and it cannot be otherwise authorized 
by an assertion of power under the Necessary 
and Proper Clause. It is not constitutional. 

He also writes: 

It is difficult to imagine that a nation 
which began, at least in part, as the result of 
opposition to a British mandate giving the 
East India Company a monopoly and impos- 
ing a nominal tax on all tea sold in America, 
would have set out to create a government 
with the power to force people to buy the tea 
in the first place. Surely this is not what the 
Founding Fathers could have intended. 

On February 2 of this year, on the 
Senate vote to repeal the law, it failed 
on a party-line vote, 47 to 51. So the 
Senate did not follow the path of the 
House of Representatives to repeal 
ObamaCare. 

On February 14, Valentines Day, the 
IRS submitted to Congress its fiscal 
year 2012 budget request. The health 
care bill is mentioned by the IRS more 
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than 250 times. The IRS will have to 
hire thousands of new workers to im- 
plement the many new tax provisions. 
As the request noted, the health care 
law: 

... presents a major challenge for the 
IRS. It represents the largest set of tax law 
changes in 20 years, with more than 40 provi- 
sions to amend the tax laws. 

Just to remind my colleagues and 
our constituents throughout this coun- 
try, the health care law has more than 
40 provisions, the largest set of tax law 
changes in 20 years. 

February 22 of this year. A Clinton- 
appointed Federal judge ruled that 
ObamaCare is constitutional because 
the Constitution somehow permits the 
Federal Government to regulate what 
the court called ‘‘mental activity.” 

So much for keeping your thoughts 
to yourself. 

On March 8, 2011, at the request of 
the Obama administration, a Federal 
judge in Florida, the Federal judge who 
had previously ruled that ObamaCare 
is unconstitutional, clarified his ruling 
and noted his continuing concern with 
the fact that if the law is upheld, he 
says, ‘‘Congress could, indeed, mandate 
that everyone buy broccoli.”’ 

I think the first President Bush 
would have a real problem with that 
mandate. 

March 14, 2011, just 3 days ago. The 
latest Rasmussen poll shows that sup- 
port for repeal of the health care law 
has reached its highest level since May 
of 2010, with 62 percent of likely voters 
now favoring repeal. 

That is what we should do. These de- 
velopments highlight just some of the 
reasons why the bill is so unpopular 
and so deeply flawed that the American 
people agree it should be repealed and 
it should be replaced with more sen- 
sible ideas. 

The debate on the health care law 
will no doubt continue throughout this 
year, especially now that two Federal 
courts have already ruled it is uncon- 
stitutional. It would be best if we could 
stay the law until the Supreme Court 
rules on its constitutionality. States 
and businesses could save a great deal 
of money, and insurance companies 
wouldn’t have to raise their rates. We 
will have a chance, I hope, to vote on 
such a proposal. 

Some things age well with time—not 
ObamaCare. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I rise 
also to speak to the issue of the health 
care reform bill, which my colleague 
from Arizona has pointed out is now 
seeing its l-year anniversary. I think it 
is good to put in perspective the issues 
most Americans care about. 

As I travel my State of South Dakota 
and elsewhere in this country, I hear 
repeatedly what most Americans think 
we ought to be focused on right now in 
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Washington, DC; that is, the economy, 
job creation, spending, and debt. They 
believe those are the issues that are 
most important. I think the public 
opinion polls reflect that. If we look at 
any public opinion poll today, gen- 
erally, they are in that order: It will be 
jobs, the economy, spending, and debt. 

As I look at what this health care 
bill has done—and use the metric of 
jobs and the economy and spending and 
debt and look at it on the 1-year anni- 
versary—I think we would have to say 
this has been a major failure in terms 
of speaking to or addressing the issues 
the American people care the most 
about. 

On the issue of jobs and the economy, 
there were lots of statements made 
about this when it was passed; that it 
was going to create lots of jobs. The 
former Speaker of the House, NANCY 
PELOSI, said, in its life, the health care 
bill will create 4 million jobs; 400,000 
jobs almost immediately. Yet we have 
the CBO Director recently testifying 
that the new law will reduce employ- 
ment over the next decade by 800,000 
jobs. 

So we have a piece of legislation that 
is going to, according to the CBO, cost 
us jobs in the economy. Couple that 
with the fact that it will raise taxes, 
and raise taxes dramatically on the 
economy, by $% trillion in the first 10 
years, $1 trillion dollars when it is 
fully implemented, and we see that 
businesses will pass those costs on to 
the people in this country who buy 
things—consumers—and, obviously, it 
leads to higher costs for a lot of these 
items. 

It leads to higher health care costs 
because most of those taxes were im- 
posed upon health insurance compa- 
nies, on pharmaceutical companies and 
on medical device manufacturers and 
many of those costs are being passed 
on. One would have to argue very hard 
to suggest that any kind of a tax in- 
crease is going to create more jobs. In 
fact, historically, it is very clear that 
any time we raise taxes, it actually 
costs the economy jobs. 

So we have the CBO Director talking 
about the loss of jobs, we have the fact 
that we have some massive tax in- 
creases in this legislation that will 
cost us jobs, and we also drive up the 
cost of doing business in this country 
because we are increasing the cost of 
health care for a lot of small businesses 
that are trying to provide coverage to 
their employees. 

What we have seen consistently is an 
argument from the other side that this 
was going to drive down the cost of 
health care. Yet, again, the facts tell 
an entirely different story. 

There was a statement made by the 
President: Reform will lower the cost 
of health care for our families, our 
businesses, and our government. Again, 
the Chief Actuary at the Centers for 
Medicare and Medicaid Services esti- 
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mates the law will increase costs by 
$311 billion in the first 10 years alone, 
over and above normal inflation. CBO, 
the Congressional Budget Office, esti- 
mates the new law will increase health 
care spending by the Federal Govern- 
ment by $464 billion over the next dec- 
ade. CBO estimates when it is fully im- 
plemented, the law will increase insur- 
ance premiums on a family policy by 
an average of $2,100 per year—increased 
costs of health insurance for employers 
and employees, which is going to cost 
the economy jobs. It drives up the cost 
of doing business in this country. All 
these factors in this health care legis- 
lation contribute to a loss of jobs be- 
cause they make it more expensive for 
small businesses in this country. 

If you use the metric of job creation 
and how this legislation impacts the 
economy, I think you would have to de- 
scribe it as a major failure. The Amer- 
ican people determine what is impor- 
tant. They have decided, and rightly 
so, when you have as high unemploy- 
ment as we have in this country today, 
job creation should be the No. 1 pri- 
ority of their policymakers in Wash- 
ington, DC. In fact, we should be look- 
ing at policies that will be conducive to 
job creation, not policies that will in- 
hibit job creation. The massive health 
care law that was passed last year will 
have exactly the opposite effect we 
should be striving for when it comes to 
jobs. We ought to be looking for poli- 
cies that will create jobs. This actually 
will cost the economy jobs. You have 
the metric of job creation. If you meas- 
ure the health care bill against that a 
year later, I think you would have to 
say it was a complete failure. 

The issues I mentioned that also bear 
on what is important to Americans 
today, spending and debt—how does 
health care legislation stack up 
against those criteria? First, with re- 
gard to spending, we all know by now 
that when it is fully implemented this 
new health care legislation will cost 
$2.6 trillion, a $2.6 trillion expansion of 
government—literally the largest ex- 
pansion of the Federal Government in 
the last half century. You would have 
to go back to the 1960s to find a time 
that you see the government expand at 
the rate we have seen in the last 2 
years alone, and that is reflected in the 
debt and deficit figures over the last 2 
years. 

Since President Obama took office, 
the debt in this country has grown by 
over $3 trillion. In fact, if the budget he 
presented is implemented, that total 
debt will double by the end of the next 
decade. If you take a $14 trillion gross 
debt, almost $14 trillion—which is 
where it is today—if the President’s 
budget is implemented you would see 
that debt double over the course of the 
next decade to over $26 trillion. 

You have massive amounts of bor- 
rowing, massive amounts of debt, mas- 
sive amounts of new spending and tax 
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increases, all of which create an envi- 
ronment in which it is going to be very 
difficult for our economy and for the 
job creators to create jobs. But you 
have grown significantly the size of 
government. 

How about the issue, as I said earlier, 
of debt? We talk a lot about the $14 
trillion gross debt we have today. We 
have a lot of research out there that 
suggests when you are carrying that 
kind of debt load, if you sustain it over 
any amount of time it is going to cost 
you a significant amount of economic 
growth. In fact, there is a good body of 
research out there that suggests when 
you have a gross debt-to-GDP ratio of 
90 percent or higher, which is where we 
are today, it costs you about 1 percent 
a year. 

The President’s former economic ad- 
visor, Christina Romer, said anytime 
you lose a percentage point of eco- 
nomic growth it costs you a million 
jobs. If we are losing, because of this 
high level of debt, a percentage point 
of economic growth every year, we are 
losing a million jobs every year as a re- 
sult of that as well. 

How does the whole health care de- 
bate bear on this issue of debt in the 
long term? I think it is important, 
again, to point out that many of the 
things that were put into this bill, that 
were designed to be used as offsets to 
pay for the bill, end up in the outyears 
adding massively to the deficit. I will 
use a good example of that, the CLASS 
Act, a new long-term care entitlement 
program which was put into this bill. 
At the time it was being debated it was 
actually described by the chairman of 
the Budget Committee, the Democratic 
chairman, as a Ponzi scheme of the 
highest order, something Bernie Madoff 
would be proud of. That is how the 
CLASS Act was described. That par- 
ticular act, and its creation, was used 
as a $70 billion offset to pay for the new 
massive health care entitlement pro- 
gram. 

What is going to happen, and we are 
finding out now more and more about 
this, is that particular program, al- 
though it generates some revenue in 
the early years, runs huge deficits 
when you get into the outyears because 
of the way the program is structured, 
because of adverse selection. Because 
of the way the program was designed in 
the first place you start adding mas- 
sively to deficits in the outyears. Sec- 
retary Sebelius, at the Department of 
Health and Human Services, admitted 
to me in answer to a question at the 
Senate Finance Committee, that the 


CLASS Act program is “totally 
unsustainable.” 
During yesterday’s Finance Com- 


mittee hearing I asked the question 
about whether there was actuarial 
modeling done prior to the law’s pas- 
sage so that Democrats and Health and 
Human Services would have known 
how bad this program is, and she would 
not respond to or answer that question. 
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I asked Chairman CONRAD, the chair- 
man of the Senate Budget Committee, 
for a hearing to look at these actuarial 
models that Health and Human Serv- 
ices has developed to analyze the 
CLASS Act. Why has she come to the 
conclusion that it is totally 
unsustainable when many of us knew 
that in advance? In fact, that is what 
CBO, the Congressional Budget Office, 
was saying in advance. 

We have created these new entitle- 
ment programs that are going to lead 
massively to higher deficits and more 
debt well into the future, the CLASS 
Act being one example of that. I sug- 
gest as well that when you create a $2.6 
trillion new entitlement program, if 
history is any indication, that would 
dramatically understate what the true 
costs are. We have seen that histori- 
cally, that whatever the estimates are 
about some of these new government 
programs, they are significantly less 
than what was estimated when they 
were created in the first place. 

I would argue on the issue of how the 
new health care bill on its first anni- 
versary impacts the issue of debt, we 
are not going to know probably for 
some time but I think we can get a 
pretty clear idea that this is going to 
lead to much higher deficits and much 
higher debt in the outyears because of 
the statement the Congressional Budg- 
et Office and the CMS Actuary and 
even now the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services are saying with regard 
to programs such as the CLASS Act— 
which was created under this bill. 

I think the other reason you are 
going to see the debt and deficit ex- 
plode is because of the gimmicks that 
were used by the Democrats to finance 
the health care bill. I mentioned the 
CLASS Act was one of those, but there 
were a number of other gimmicks that 
were used as well. There was the Medi- 
care payroll tax increases, the Medi- 
care cuts that are supposed to occur 
under this to pay for the new health 
care entitlement program. It was also 
indicated at that time they were going 
to extend the lifespan of Medicare. Es- 
sentially, what happened is the same 
revenues were spent twice; they were 
double counted. In other words, there 
was new revenue going to come into 
the Medicare trust fund because of in- 
creased payroll taxes and because of 
the reductions in spending in those 
Medicare accounts that allegedly 
would create a credit for the Medicare 
trust fund. Unfortunately, all those 
new revenues are going to be used to fi- 
nance this new health care entitlement 
program. 

Somewhere down the road, when the 
time comes to pay the bills of Medi- 
care, you are going to have to borrow 
money to do that because of the way 
these gimmicks were used and the way 
the double counting was used, not only 
to credit the Medicare trust fund but 
also to use it as an offset for the new 
health care entitlement program. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


If you look at the actual numbers it 
is somewhere on the order of $400 bil- 
lion that was double counted in the 
Medicare trust fund and about $30 bil- 
lion, I believe, was the number on the 
Social Security trust fund. For these 
gimmicks, the chickens are going to 
come home to roost at some point in 
the future and it is going to lead to sig- 
nificantly larger deficits and a much 
higher debt than we are looking at 
today, than what was contemplated 
when the legislation was passed in the 
first place. 

Whether it is the gimmicks that were 
used, whether it is these new entitle- 
ment programs such as the CLASS Act, 
whether it is the actual cost—even es- 
timated cost of $2.6 trillion in new ex- 
pansion of government, whether it is 
the loss of jobs associated with the 
higher taxes, the higher health care 
premiums in this legislation, if you are 
going to evaluate it based upon the 
issues that are most important to the 
American people—and that is the econ- 
omy, jobs, spending, and debt—on the 
first anniversary of this health care re- 
form legislation, this has been already 
a huge failure by any objective meas- 
urement. My guess is before this is all 
said and done we are going to continue 
to see more and more of our employers 
having to drop their coverage, perhaps 
pay the penalty rather than continue 
to provide coverage for their employ- 
ees, and push them into the govern- 
ment program. 

I think you are going to see more and 
more government control, more and 
more influence and intervention of the 
Federal Government, more and more 
cost to taxpayers, and higher and high- 
er health care costs for small busi- 
nesses and for families and for individ- 
uals in this country. On the first year 
anniversary of this legislation, I think 
the best thing Congress could do would 
be to repeal it and start over with com- 
monsense health care reforms that will 
actually reduce the cost of health care, 
that will be fiscally responsible, that 
will not break the bank, and that will 
help get us on a path where we can cre- 
ate jobs and get the economy growing 
again rather than inhibiting that. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, we are 
in morning business? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. We are. 

Mr. DURBIN. The Democratic side is 
now recognized? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. They are. 

Mr. DURBIN. How much time is re- 
maining? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. There is 25 minutes 47 seconds. 


EE 
INTERCHANGE FEES 


Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I usually 
do not get up in the morning and race 
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to read the editorial page of the Wall 
Street Journal. It is not part of my 
morning routine. I do not agree with 
them on most of the positions they 
have taken and I have found many 
times the statements they make are 
sometimes grossly inaccurate. This 
morning was no exception. 

They printed an editorial on the 
issue of interchange fees on debit 
cards. They had some critical things to 
say, which is their right, and my re- 
sponsibility as an elected official to ab- 
sorb. I know folks on Wall Street and 
their friends in the press are not happy 
with the interchange reform which 
Congress passed last year. They are 
certainly entitled to their opinion, but 
they are not entitled to their own al- 
ternative reality. When I read this Wall 
Street Journal editorial this morning, 
I felt as though I had entered into some 
fact-free twilight zone. 

Swipe fee reform is an important 
issue. So the people who are following 
this debate understand what we are 
talking about; each time you use a 
credit card or a debit card to pay for 
something—a meal at a restaurant, 
groceries, pharmaceuticals, a donation 
to a charity, buying gas for your car— 
each time you do there is a fee that is 
charged to the merchant. That fee is 
charged by both the bank issuing the 
card and the underlying credit card 
company. It is called an interchange 
fee. 

And it is a fee that is imposed on 
businesses large and small all across 
America literally without negotiation. 
It is a fee that is dictated because 
there is little or no competition. 

The Wall Street Journal probably 
prides itself on being the protector or 
defender of the free market system. 
There is no free market system when it 
comes to interchange fees. If you want 
to accept a Visa or MasterCard from a 
certain bank, you will pay a certain 
interchange fee every time a card is 
used at your establishment. What I 
learned in a hearing on this subject 
years ago is that there is virtually no 
negotiation in establishing these fees. 
And merchants came to me. The first 
who came to me was not a major re- 
tailer but a buddy of mine in Quincy, 
IL, named Rich Niemann. Rich 
Niemann is a very conservative man 
who probably reads the Wall Street 
Journal every day, but he has done 
quite well for himself and his family 
and his company by opening up food 
stores all over the Midwest. 

Rich is a roll-up-your-sleeves, grass- 
roots businessman. He said to me: Sen- 
ator DURBIN, these credit card compa- 
nies and their banks are killing us. The 
interchange fees bear no relationship 
to the actual cost of the transaction. 

He said: You know, if somebody pays 
for groceries with a check, it clears the 
bank for pennies regardless of whether 
the check is for $10 or $100. If they use 
a debit card, which is a plastic check 
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drawing directly out of their account 
to pay, it ends up we pay an inter- 
change fee which is substantially high- 
er; and there is nothing we can say 
about it. 

The Wall Street Journal, the de- 
fender of the free market system, the 
defender of competition, has to ac- 
knowledge the reality that there is no 
competition when it comes to these du- 
opolies, Visa and MasterCard, and 
when you consider that merchants 
have no voice or little voice in estab- 
lishing what their fee is going to be 
when it is charged. 

So we came to the floor of the Senate 
and said we need to have interchange 
fee reform. The measure passed, the 
amendment passed, by a margin of 64 
votes—17 Republicans, 47 Democrats— 
and then was accepted in conference 
and became part of the law, the Dodd- 
Frank Wall Street reform. 

What it said was this: The Federal 
Reserve would analyze the current 
state of the market and establish what 
a reasonable and proportional inter- 
change fee would be, what is fair. Since 
there is no competition under the cur- 
rent system, let’s at least establish 
what is fair. Let’s not let Visa, 
MasterCard, and the banks fix prices 
for lack of competition. 

You know what the early analysis 
showed? The average interchange fee 
was in the range of 40 cents per trans- 
action. The actual cost? The actual 
cost? Closer to 10 cents, maybe even 
less. They were charging three to four 
times as much over the cost of actually 
clearing the transaction to merchants 
and retailers across America, which, of 
course, diminishes their profitability, 
diminishes their ability to expand their 
small businesses and large alike and is 
passed on to the consumer. 

Now, you would think even the Wall 
Street Journal, this bastion of conserv- 
atism and defender of the free market, 
would acknowledge the obvious. The 
obvious is, small businesses and large 
businesses alike are being overcharged 
across America by credit card compa- 
nies and banks without restraint. That 
is not a free market that is imposing a 
cost. 

What is it worth in terms of inter- 
change fees, which they refer to kind of 
dismissively as small and not to be 
concerned about? What is it worth to 
the credit card industry and the major 
banks in America every month? It is 
worth $1.3 billion in interchange fees 
collected on debit cards—$1.3 billion. 

So let’s do the math for a minute. It 
is over $15 billion а year—$15 billion a 
year—which the Wall Street Journal 
wants to protect as a handout to the 
biggest banks and credit card compa- 
nies in America. Well, be my guest, 
Wall Street Journal, but do not stand 
up and say you are defending busi- 
nesses across America because busi- 
nesses, large and small, are sick and 
tired of the noncompetitive, opaque 
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system that currently exists they are 
paying for. 

My amendment does not create price 
fixing. It places reasonable limits on 
price fixing that is already present in 
the interchange system. If you look at 
any bank’s Web site, see if you can find 
how much that bank charges mer- 
chants in interchange fees. You will 
not find anything. There is no disclo- 
sure. 

Why? Because for years the banks let 
Visa and MasterCard fix the inter- 
change rates that each bank receives 
when its card is swiped. This means 
banks do not have to compete with one 
another on the fees they receive from 
merchants. They all receive the same 
fees no matter how much any par- 
ticular bank actually spends to process 
a transaction or prevent fraud. 

The current interchange system, the 
one that needs to be reformed, is a 
price-fixing scheme. Period. My amend- 
ment simply says if big banks are 
going to let the Visa and MasterCard 
duopoly fix fees on their behalf, the 
Federal Reserve should regulate those 
fees so they are reasonable. If a bank 
wants to charge its own fees to reflect 
the cost it bears, so be it. My amend- 
ment does not regulate that. As long as 
those fees are transparent and competi- 
tive, I am fine with them. But when 
the banks all get together, when they 
conspire to let Visa and MasterCard fix 
fees for them, that is when my amend- 
ment steps in. That is what offends the 
Wall Street Journal, the defender of 
America’s free markets. 

We know big banks today receive far 
more in interchange than it costs them 
to do debit transactions. They use this 
excess interchange subsidy for things 
such as ads and reward programs and 
executive bonuses and, certainly, for 
profits. That is what they do. 

The effect of my amendment will be 
to squeeze the fat out of the inter- 
change system. Big banks will still be 
able to use interchange to pay for rea- 
sonable processing costs, but they will 
not be able to use this interchange 
scheme to take excess fees out of the 
pockets of merchants and their cus- 
tomers. 

Well, you might ask, is this the case 
in every country? The answer is, no. In 
other countries that use Visa and 
MasterCard, something interesting has 
occurred. Do you know what the inter- 
change fee is on debit card transactions 
in Canada? Zero. No fee. Do you know 
what it is in Europe? It is a tiny frac- 
tion of what it is in the United States. 
So for Visa and MasterCard and the 
banks that issue these cards to argue 
that even reducing interchange fees 
will cripple them, will force them to 
raise fees, will cancel services they al- 
ready offer, is to belie the reality that 
in many places in the world, unlike 
America, they are not overcharging 
merchants. They have reasonable 
interchange fees; in some places, no 
interchange fees. 
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Let’s look at the Wall Street Jour- 
nal’s claim that because of swipe fee 
reform, we ‘‘will soon be paying for 
check-writing privileges.” Well, this is 
an old song. We have heard it before. 

It is surprising the Wall Street Jour- 
nal would repeat this argument to say 
that interchange reform will cause peo- 
ple to start paying for their checking 
accounts. I would urge them to read 
back issues of their own newspaper. 
Let’s go back to the November 12, 2008, 
Wall Street Journal article entitled, 
“Banks Boost Customer Fees to Record 
Highs.” Well, this was long before the 
Durbin amendment. They were already 
raising fees, and they will continue to 
raise fees. That is why some of the 
banks enjoy huge profit margins and 
bonuses, dramatic bonuses, for the ex- 
ecutives who work there. 

They might read the opening line of 
that article which said: 

Banks are responding to the troubled econ- 
omy by jacking up fees on their checking ac- 
counts to record amounts. 

I am quoting the Wall Street Jour- 
nal. They were already raising fees on 
customers long before this debate 
began. Another line in the same article 
says: 

The average costs of checking-account 
fees, including ATM surcharges, bounced- 
check fees and monthly service fees, have hit 
record highs. 

That was 2008, long before our debate 
on the Senate floor. If the Wall Street 
Journal’s writers cannot be bothered to 
even read their own newspaper, I urge 
them to read what the Bank of Amer- 
ica’s spokeswoman, Anne Pace, told 
the Associated Press on October 19, 
2010. She said: 

Customers never had free checking ac- 
counts. They always paid for it in other 
ways, sometimes with penalty fees. 

Again, this is a spokesman for the in- 
dustry being brutally honest about free 
checking. 

It astonishes me how many people 
simply repeat the banking industry’s 
talking points without ever doing any 
fact checking. Banks always say if any- 
body tries to regulate them, it will lead 
to higher consumer fees and checking 
fees; and reporters print it like it is the 
gospel. 

Hasn’t anyone ever realized that 
threatening higher consumer fees is a 
great strategy to scare away any ef- 
forts at reform? It is a great tactic be- 
cause it is all speculation. We cannot 
prove or disprove for sure what is going 
to happen in the future. 

What we can do is look at past expe- 
rience and use it as a guide. For exam- 
ple, we know from the last few years 
that banks and credit card companies 
have constantly tried to raise fees both 
on consumers and merchants as high as 
the market would allow them to go de- 
spite the recession. We also know from 
experience that competitive markets, 
which the Wall Street Journal should 
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honor before they honor these duopo- 
lies involved in price fixing—competi- 
tive markets overseen by reasonable 
regulation are the best way to keep 
fees and prices at an appropriate level. 

Unfortunately, we also know the cur- 
rent interchange system is an unregu- 
lated, uncompetitive market. That is 
why we see fees that are hidden, non- 
negotiable, and many times higher 
than what a competitive market would 
produce. 

Let’s talk about the Wall Street 
Journal’s views on how swipe fee re- 
form will impact consumers. I do not 
know that the Wall Street Journal 
would be viewed by many, if any, as a 
great proconsumer publication. This 
morning they wanted to wear that 
mantle. They say it is a “hoax” that 
reform is proconsumer; then, ‘‘as usual, 
the little guy is going to get tram- 
pled.” 

How frequently have you turned to 
the Wall Street Journal to find out 
who is going to stand up for the little 
guy in America? Almost never in my 
case and, certainly, they have this 
wrong. 

Some might say it is great the Wall 
Street Journal now appears to care 
about consumers. Of course, I would 
feel better about it if I had not read 
yesterday’s editorial in the Journal. 
That is one where they said they would 
like to see Congress kill the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau. 

This is a series. There is a recurring 
theme. The theme is consumers are 
going to lose, and merchants are going 
to lose, and small business is going to 
lose if this defender of the market, the 
Wall Street Journal, has its way. 

Here is the reality. Consumers right 
now are already paying for the inter- 
change system. In November 2009 the 
GAO said, under the current system, 
“merchants pass on their increasing 
card acceptance costs to the cus- 
tomers.” The Consumer Federation of 
America, which supports reform and 
opposes the repeal that is now under- 
way, does care about consumers. That 
is why they exist. Here is what they 
said in a letter this week: 

The current interchange system is uncom- 
petitive, non-transparent and harmful to 
consumers. It is simply unjust to require less 
affluent Americans who do not participate in 
or benefit from the payment card or banking 
system to pay for excessive debit inter- 
change fees that are passed through to the 
cost of goods and services. 

That quote is from the Consumer 
Federation of America. U.S. PIRG, 
Public Citizen, and the Hispanic Insti- 
tute submitted testimony last month 
where they said: 

The current swipe fee market is broken 
and all consumers pay more for less because 
of escalating swipe fees. 

They also said: 

Sixteen countries and the European Union 
regulate swipe fees and their experience 
demonstrates that regulation benefits con- 
sumers in lower fees and lower costs of 
goods. 
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Make no mistake, what is at stake 
here—what is at stake here with the ef- 
fort to repeal or delay the implementa- 
tion of this reform on behalf of busi- 
nesses, large and small, across Amer- 
ica—what is at stake here is a handout 
to the largest banks in America and 
the credit card companies of more than 
$15 billion a year. 

A bailout was not enough for these 
big banks. Now they want a handout, 
and the Wall Street Journal is standing 
by the sidelines applauding that no- 
tion. These defenders of free enterprise 
cannot wait to construct a system 
where the largest banks on Wall Street 
and the credit card giants can take 
more money out of our economy from 
small businesses and consumers alike. 
That is their idea of free enterprise; it 
is not mine. 

The Wall Street Journal accuses me 
of pushing for swipe reform as a “зор 
to Wal-Mart, Home Depot and other 
giant retailers.” 

Well, make no mistake. Every mer- 
chant, every business accepting debit 
cards is going to be affected by this re- 
form, large and small. And the facts 
tell us that everyone who accepts debit 
cards will benefit from swipe fee re- 
form, not just big merchants but small 
businesses, universities, health care 
providers, charities, government agen- 
cies, as well as many others, conven- 
ience stores—the list goes on. 

I ordered a study 2 years ago and held 
a hearing last year in my appropria- 
tions subcommittee on how much the 
Federal Government pays in inter- 
change fees with our taxpayer dollars. 
The total was $116 million a year. 
Those who are supporting the repeal or 
delay of this reform are imposing addi- 
tional debt on a government already 
deep in debt. Where will those debts be 
incurred? From the biggest banks on 
Wall Street and the biggest credit card 
companies, by and large. 

I tried to reform the government 
interchange rate on my appropriations 
bill last year but could not get it 
through. I will be back. 

I have been at this interchange re- 
form effort for a number of years now. 
I got into it because of a hearing held 
by then-Republican Senator Arlen 
Specter. Before that hearing, I did not 
know or even understand this issue. 
After it, I decided something had to be 
done. I would not be doing this if it was 
just for the big box companies. I would 
not be fighting so hard for reform if it 
was not good for small businesses and 
certainly for consumers and the Amer- 
ican economy. 

I hope the Wall Street Journal is also 
aware that card companies such as 
Visa charge higher interchange fees to 
small business than to big businesses. 
How do you like that for competition? 
Small businesses get it the worst under 
the current system. Wouldn’t it be nice 
if the Wall Street Journal stood for 
small business once in a while? Go look 
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at Visa’s Web site, at their interchange 
rates for retail debit. You will see right 
now the biggest retailers have to pay 
an interchange fee of 0.62 percent plus 
13 cents a transaction, while the small- 
est retailers pay 0.95 percent plus 20 
cents a transaction. 

Dollar for dollar, interchange reform 
will help small businesses more than 
big ones. That is the reality of this re- 
form. 

I do not expect to ever be endorsed by 
the Wall Street Journal. I do not even 
know if they make endorsements, and I 
have not even asked. But I am going to 
insist they stick with the facts. I know 
the Wall Street Journal is not going to 
stray very far from Wall Street banks, 
which bear the same basic name, as 
well as the credit card companies that 
are a duopoly in this American econ- 
omy. Iam going to continue this battle 
for Main Street, not Wall Street. 

I urge my colleagues who are being 
inundated—literally inundated—by 
banking lobbyists right now seeking to 
stop this reform; that when they go 
home, steer away from the big banks. 
Go to the small businesses that accept 
credit cards and debit cards. Go to any 
one of them and ask them whether 
they think this is an important reform 
for the future of their small business, 
their employees, and for the local econ- 
omy. I think they are going to hear the 
other side of the story. Some of these 
small businesses cannot afford the lob- 
byists who are prowling the halls of 
Washington today, but they deserve 
our attention as much as, if not more 
than, the big banks on Wall Street and 
the card companies. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 


ee 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to yield back any 
remaining morning business time, 
which I think is under 3 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


SBIR/STTR REAUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 2011 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of S. 
493, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 493) to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for other 
purposes. 
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Pending: 

McConnell amendment No. 183, to prohibit 
the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency from promulgating any 
regulation concerning, taking action relat- 
ing to or taking into consideration the emis- 
sion of a greenhouse gas to address climate 
change. 

Vitter amendment No. 178, to require the 
Federal Government to sell off unused Fed- 
eral real property. 

Inhofe (for Johanns) amendment No. 161, to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
repeal the expansion of information report- 
ing requirements to payments made to cor- 
porations, payments for property and other 
gross proceeds, and rental property expense 
payments. 

Cornyn amendment No. 186, to establish a 
bipartisan commission for the purpose of im- 
proving oversight and eliminating wasteful 
government spending. 

Paul amendment No. 199, to cut 
$200,000,000,000 in spending in fiscal year 2011. 

Sanders amendment No. 207, to establish a 
point of order against any efforts to reduce 
benefits paid to Social Security recipients, 
raise the retirement age or create private re- 
tirement accounts under title II of the Social 
Security Act. 

Hutchison amendment No. 197, to delay the 
implementation of the health reform law in 
the United States until there is final resolu- 
tion in pending lawsuits. 

Coburn amendment No. 184, to provide a 
list of programs administered by every Fed- 
eral department and agency. 

Pryor amendment No. 229, to establish the 
Patriot Express Loan Program under which 
the Small Business Administration may 
make loans to members of the military com- 
munity wanting to start or expand small 
business concerns. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Louisiana. 

AMENDMENT NO. 244 TO AMENDMENT NO. 183 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I call 
for regular order now with respect to 
the McConnell amendment, which is 
the pending amendment on our bill, 
amendment No. 183, and send a second- 
degree amendment to the desk. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The McConnell amendment is 
now pending. 

The clerk will report the second-de- 
gree amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Louisiana [Ms. LAN- 
DRIEU] proposes an amendment numbered 244 
to amendment No. 183. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

At the end, insert the following: 

The provisions of this title shall become 
effective 5 days after enactment. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Thank you, Mr. 
President. That now puts us in order to 
continue the discussion of our very im- 
portant bill that Senator SNOWE and I 
have been managing this week on the 
floor. I appreciate all the Members’ co- 
operation, particularly the members of 
the Small Business Committee who 
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voted this bill out 17 to 1, because they 
know, both Republicans and Demo- 
crats, the importance of reauthorizing 
this vital program—one of the Federal 
programs that works, one of the Fed- 
eral programs that helps to create pri- 
vate sector jobs, one of the Federal 
programs that gives the taxpayer a 
great return on their investment. 

One of the gentlemen who testified 
before our committee last week said 
for every $1 invested in this program, 
the taxpayers get a return of $107. That 
is a pretty good return on investment. 

I see two of my colleagues. Senator 
CARDIN is a member of our committee 
and a very valued member of our com- 
mittee, I may say. He would like to 
speak for 5 or 10 minutes about an 
amendment he thinks is important 
that we potentially could get included 
in our bill. I see Senator COATS from 
Indiana, who is here to speak on the 
McConnell amendment. I think we do 
not have a consent, but we will kind of 
go back and forth as Members come 
and continue to talk about some im- 
portant aspects of the bill. 

I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Maryland is 
recognized. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, first, let 
me thank Senator LANDRIEU for her ex- 
traordinary leadership in bringing this 
bill to the floor. This is a critically im- 
portant bill for our economy. It helps 
small businesses. It helps the economic 
engine of America. It helps with inno- 
vation with small businesses. 

We already know small businesses 
will be where most of the job growth 
will take place. We know that. We also 
know small businesses are where most 
of the innovation will take place. When 
we look at patents that are filed, there 
are more from the small businesses per 
employee than we see from large com- 
panies. But in order to help small busi- 
nesses be able to be innovative, the 
SBIR Program is critically important. 

I congratulate Senator LANDRIEU for 
bringing this bill forward. It has re- 
ceived strong bipartisan support within 
the Small Business Committee. It pro- 
vides the resources where small compa- 
nies can take risks and innovate for 
America’s future. It extends the pro- 
gram for 8 years, giving predictability 
to companies and investors, so they 
can go out and do what is best for this 
country, extending the program to 
2019. 

It increases the allocations available 
for the small business community over 
time from 2.5 percent to 3.5 percent. It 
increases the individual size of the 
grants from $100,000 to $150,000 in phase 
I and in phase II from $750,000 to $1 mil- 
lion. It does one other thing that is 
critically important. It allows small 
businesses to bring in venture capital- 
ists and still be able to qualify for an 
SBIR loan. 

For all these reasons, I strongly sup- 
port the efforts of Senator LANDRIEU 
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and Senator SNOWE and would encour- 
age my colleagues to support the legis- 
lation that has been brought forward. 

But I come to the floor, and I am 
going to ask consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside, but first let 
me explain the amendment I would 
like to offer. It is an amendment that 
would continue a policy that was start- 
ed in 2009 to allow small businesses the 
opportunity to be able to get surety 
bonds to be able to compete on govern- 
ment procurement in the construction 
industry. 

Current law requires that for all Fed- 
eral and State construction projects— 
Federal and State construction 
projects—exceeding $100,000, the com- 
pany must provide a surety bond. Con- 
gress established the Surety Bond 
Guarantee Program more than 30 years 
ago because they knew it was difficult 
for small businesses to be able to get a 
surety bond. The limit had been $2 mil- 
lion under that program. So we as- 
sisted small companies in being able to 
get surety bonds of up to $2 million 
until 2009. 

As part of the Recovery Act, I offered 
an amendment with Senator LANDRIEU 
and Senator SNOWE—this was a bipar- 
tisan amendment; as a matter of fact, 
I do not know of any objections to the 
amendment—that increased the 
amount from $2 million to $5 million 
and gave the Administrator the au- 
thority to guarantee bonds of up to $10 
million to permit small companies to 
be able to compete with large construc- 
tion companies for procurement work. 

What is so difficult? Well, you talk to 
a small business owner, and they will 
tell you what they have to go through 
with their bankers in order to get any 
type of financing. Then, if they try to 
get a surety bond, it is the same assets 
that the surety bond company wants 
them to guarantee in order to get the 
surety bond, putting them in a catch-22 
situation, where they cannot get the 
surety bond and financing. They have 
to choose between one or the other. 
That is the reason why we established 
the Surety Bond Guarantee Program 30 
years ago. 

The higher limit had been in place 
from 2009 to 2010. The SBA had esti- 
mated they would issue $147 million in 
bonds in support of projects over $2 
million. In March of 2010, the SBA Per- 
formance Report indicated that more 
than $360 million in bonds was actually 
issued. It has been an unquestioned 
success—the higher limits. 

One other point: There have been ab- 
solutely no losses under the surety 
bond program, zero. That is why the 
Congressional Budget Office has given 
us an informal estimate that this 
amendment would have no direct im- 
pact on spending or revenue. This is a 
no-cost amendment that is strongly 
supported by the small business com- 
munity because they know it is criti- 
cally important for them to be able to 
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compete fairly on construction con- 
tracts. It has bipartisan support. 

What the amendment does is extend 
the limits we put in law in 2009 that ex- 
pired at the end of 2010. That is the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I do want to make a 
unanimous consent request, but I un- 
derstand we are under an agreement 
now that we cannot ask that. I am get- 
ting word from my chairman. But let 
me go on record to say I would request 
that there be an opportunity for this 
amendment to be offered or included. I 
do not believe it is controversial. It 
does not cost, as I said, any expendi- 
tures. It is very important for the 
small business community. It has bi- 
partisan support, and I hope I will be 
given the opportunity to be able to 
offer that amendment. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Louisiana is 
recognized. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank Senator CARDIN for his 
cooperation. He has been so patient. It 
is an important amendment. It is an 
amendment that both Senator SNOWE 
and I support and many other col- 
leagues support it. We hope to get toa 
time, if not this week, as soon as we 
get back, to be able to offer and have 
this amendment pending so it can re- 
ceive the vote I do think it deserves. 

I see the Senator from Indiana, who I 
think wants to speak on a different 
amendment, so I will yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio). The Senator from Indi- 
ana is recognized. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Louisiana for arrang- 
ing the opportunity for me to speak. I 
intended to do this in morning busi- 
ness, but that time was running out, so 
she graciously arranged time for me to 
speak as we took the bill back up. 

AMENDMENT NO. 183 

Mr. President, I wish to speak in sup- 
port of the McConnell amendment that 
would prohibit the EPA, Environ- 
mental Protection Agency, from regu- 
lating greenhouse gas emissions under 
the Clean Air Act. This is nothing 
more than a backdoor energy tax that 
should be the purview of Congress to 
enact or not enact and not the respon- 
sibility or the authority given to the 
EPA. 

The McConnell amendment, which is 
essentially the amendment language 
that was provided by Senator INHOFE 
and Senator VITTER, is patterned after 
the Energy Tax Prevention Act, which 
I have cosponsored, along with a bipar- 
tisan group of nearly 43 Senators. An 
identical bill was passed recently on a 
bipartisan basis by a House committee. 

There is a growing consensus in Con- 
gress and across the country that 
Washington bureaucrats cannot be and 
should not be setting our Nation’s pol- 
icy on climate change. The McConnell 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


amendment would make it clear that it 
is the Congress and not the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency that ought 
to be squarely in the driver’s seat with 
regard to energy and climate policy. 

It has become clear that the adminis- 
tration’s cap-and-trade bill has had no 
chance of passing the Senate—again, 
because of bipartisan opposition. It is 
also clear that the White House has 
then determined they are going to try 
to circumvent the Congress and try to 
push this agenda through rules and 
regulations made by unelected bureau- 
crats. As a result, the EPA has created 
these new greenhouse gas regulations 
that are nothing more than a backdoor 
cap-and-trade regime. So while the ad- 
ministration talks about the need to 
strengthen the economy and put Amer- 
icans back to work, these types of 
harmful rules that are being imposed 
by regulatory agencies—and specifi- 
cally the EPA on climate control in 
this regard—are having just the oppo- 
site effect. 

The reality is that not only in my 
home State of Indiana, which obtains 
more than 90 percent of its electric 
power from coal resources, but in 
States across this country that are 
using fossil fuels currently to generate 
energy, this would have an extraor- 
dinary, detrimental effect on their 
economies and their ability to produce 
the necessary power needed to run 
businesses and heat and cool homes. 

Particularly at a time such as this, it 
is extraordinary that this backdoor ef- 
fort by the EPA is simply throwing a 
major impediment in the way of the 
economic growth we are now starting 
to see after 2 years of a very serious 
downturn. The factories are starting to 
move again. Some are starting to hire. 
The machines are starting to turn. At 
a time such as this, all of a sudden, an 
unelected bureaucracy in this govern- 
ment, supported by the White House, 
simply says: Now is the time to attack 
the climate control issue. We didn’t 
like what Congress did when they 
turned this down, so therefore we will 
take over and do it ourselves. 

I have nothing against looking at 
ways to provide additional sources of 
energy that can help with our climate 
control, whether it is solar, wind, bio- 
thermal, biomass, geothermal, or any 
number of other alternatives. But 
these alternatives need to be cost-ef- 
fective and competitive, and currently 
they are not. 

I had the opportunity to serve in Ger- 
many as Ambassador for 4 years. Dur- 
ing that time, I was able to pay very 
close attention to a mandate that was 
imposed by the German Parliament of 
switching to alternative sources, on a 
mandated basis, to 20 percent of the 
total energy being derived by a certain 
period in time. As a result of that, the 
government provided enormous sub- 
sidies to wind and solar in particular 
and other alternative forms of energy, 
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which was to be financed by those in- 
dustries using fossil fuels to provide 
energy. The results recently announced 
in Germany were that this is not ob- 
tainable, and this came at a consider- 
able cost to consumers and to indus- 
tries of that country. 

Two things happened. No. 1, when the 
government provided massive subsidies 
to move to wind and solar, of course a 
lot of attention went to production of 
those two types of alternative energy 
sources, it wasn’t based on a competi- 
tion. It wasn’t based on what it would 
cost the taxpayer. There was an ex- 
traordinary subsidy that had to be paid 
by the fossil fuel industries—namely, 
coal and oil and natural gas—to sub- 
sidize those sources. 

The problem is, they ended up with a 
distorted economic picture, and ulti- 
mately the cost goes to the taxpayer 
and to the consumer. Basically, the 
fossil fuel industry producing energy 
had to subsidize the alternative forms 
of energy—namely, wind and solar—on 
a 5-to-1 basis, obviously raising prices 
to consumers and to industries using 
energy that was derived through fossil 
fuels. 

The second problem was that the pol- 
itics—which always happens in any sit- 
uation like this—rears its ugly head, so 
every member of every State had to get 
their share of the subsidy. So we see 
windmills all over Germany that are 
not turning because the wind doesn’t 
blow in some sections of the country, 
and we see solar panels being installed 
in places where, in the North in par- 
ticular, the sun doesn’t shine very 
much. So they have an extremely cost- 
ineffective system put in place sub- 
sidized by the taxpayer. 

So as we look forward to alternative 
sources of energy, we have to recognize 
the realities of what we are dealing 
with here, particularly at a time when 
we are in economic distress and just 
trying to move into a better economic 
picture for the future. If we are going 
to impose massive taxes on industries 
that are providing energy to drive our 
factories, run our businesses and heat 
and cool our homes, it is going to add 
significant costs to employment and 
all of those who use that electric en- 
ergy. 

So these are issues that need to be 
debated in this Congress and with the 
American people and in a transparent 
way, rather than addressed by a regu- 
latory agency that has no responsi- 
bility to the taxpayer, no responsi- 
bility to the consumer, and is trying 
not to have any responsibility to the 
congressional authority that governs 
this. 

I have yet to hear of a credible alter- 
native that can fully replace coal for 
electric power generation. Most of our 
States and particularly many of our 
heavy manufacturing States are nearly 
totally dependent on fossil fuels to run 
their businesses. 
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It seems to me that while technology 
can help us in the future move toward 
a position of having some additional 
forms of energy to meet our energy 
needs, today, the reality is we need 
this source of energy to run our econ- 
omy. If only the EPA could recognize 
the reality of this situation, then 
maybe we could reach some common- 
sense agreement on how to move for- 
ward on climate control and other 
issues. Instead, it appears this agency 
is determined to shut down coal plants, 
costing thousands of jobs, weakening 
the economy, and increasing electric 
bills for families who are already 
struggling to make ends meet. The 
EPA’s actions simply are irresponsible 
and exceed their authority. 

So we come back to the essence of 
what the McConnell amendment does. 
It returns the responsibility and au- 
thority for energy and climate policy 
to the elected Members of the Con- 
gress. These are issues that impact 
every American and should not be de- 
termined by unelected Washington bu- 
reaucrats who have made up their 
minds to regulate regardless of the 
consequences. These decisions belong 
to the Congress and not to the EPA. 

We need to pass the McConnell 
amendment. I believe it will achieve bi- 
partisan support because our Nation’s 
energy policy needs to be addressed by 
this body and not the EPA. So I urge 
strong support for the McConnell 
amendment when it comes up for pas- 
sage. 

With that, I yield the floor, and I 
again thank the Senator from Lou- 
isiana for the time that was allocated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio). The senior Senator 
from Maine. 

Ms. МОМЕ. Mr. President, I wish to 
join my colleague, the chair of the 
Small Business Committee, to further 
elaborate on some of the key issues re- 
garding the pending legislation before 
the Senate to reauthorize the Small 
Business Innovation Research and the 
Small Business Technology Transfer 
Programs for 8 years. 

When we consider what the value is 
of both of these programs, what it will 
represent to our Nation’s economy dur- 
ing these perilous economic times is 
indisputable. It certainly will bolster 
economic growth. It certainly will bol- 
ster small businesses and innovation 
and put America at the forefront of 
new technologies, as we have seen with 
the examples of those who have been 
recipients of awards from the SBIR 
Program, most notably Qualcomm 
when they started more than 25 years 
ago with fewer than a dozen employees 
and $1.5 million in awards from SBIR. 
Now they are, as we know, a Fortune 
500 company with more than 17,000 em- 
ployees, just to cite one example. 
There are numerous examples certainly 
in my State and in the chair’s State of 
Louisiana and all across this country, 
and that is the point. 
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This program has an illustrious his- 
tory. I think it is important to note 
how far back this program goes. It was 
really inspired as a result of a White 
House small business conference that 
recommended applying the original 
pilot program at the National Science 
Foundation to a wider range of agen- 
cies. In particular, according to the Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences’ landmark 
study on the SBIR Program, the rec- 
ommendation was grounded in a num- 
ber of facts, including evidence that a 
declining share of Federal research and 
development dollars was going to small 
businesses; difficulty among innovative 
small businesses in raising capital in a 
period of historically high interest 
rates; and research suggesting small 
businesses were at the vanguard of job 
creation, which, as we all know today 
is certainly the truth. 

So the SBIR Program was formally 
established in law back in 1982, and I 
was a Member of the U.S. House of 
Representatives and an original co- 
sponsor of that legislation. The legisla- 
tion set out several goals, including to 
stimulate technological innovation, 
use small businesses to meet R&D 
needs, foster and encourage participa- 
tion by minority and disadvantaged 
small businesses in technological inno- 
vation, and increase private sector 
R&D. 

So all of that has occurred with this 
legislation over that period of time in 
which it has been part of our Nation’s 
laws. That is why it is so important, 
when we reconvene after this recess, to 
make sure we have the opportunity to 
move this legislation along. It is crit- 
ical because we are at a point in time 
in our economy where we need the jobs, 
we need the investments in small busi- 
ness. 

This is not adding additional costs to 
the Federal budget because it is draw- 
ing from the already appropriated 
funds for research and development 
within 11 different Federal agencies 
that would set aside certain amounts 
in both of these programs for small 
businesses. It has broad support among 
a variety of organizations that are also 
crucial because they have been at the 
forefront of benefitting from these pro- 
grams and understand the value of 
these programs and how they will bol- 
ster our economy. 

I am pleased to note that we have or- 
ganizations such as the NFIB, the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, the National 
Small Business Association, the Small 
Business Technology Council, and the 
National Venture Capital Association 
which, in a letter, stated that our leg- 
islation: 

. . . represents a fair compromise to ensure 
that America’s most innovative small busi- 
nesses can once again have access to existing 
government incentives to grow jobs by com- 
mercializing new discoveries. 

Furthermore, groups that have long 
been at odds with these small business 


4263 


groups on SBIR reauthorization are 
now solidly behind the legislation. This 
is because we worked over the last 2 
years during the course of drafting this 
legislation for reauthorization and 
built a compromise and a consensus on 
the definition of venture capital and 
who can participate in the program. 
There had been a ruling within the 
Small Business Administration that 
said it had to be individuals, which ex- 
cluded a number of different venture 
capital backed firms from being able to 
participate. So we developed a con- 
sensus across the political aisle—with 
broad support—that ultimately 
brought additional organizations on in 
support of this reauthorization. 

Most notable is the Biotechnology 
Industry Organization—again, talking 
about bringing drug therapies to mar- 
ket that take 10 to 15 years. They re- 
quire millions and millions of dollars 
to develop a drug therapy and bring it 
to market, and the research and devel- 
opment and ultimately to commer- 
cialize that drug therapy treatment 
certainly is very costly. So to have the 
added benefit of venture capital invest- 
ments from research and development 
funds that are already provided within 
the Federal agency is a long-term ben- 
efit for our country. 

In its letter, the Biotechnology In- 
dustry Organization notes: 

[t]his bill represents a balanced approach 
to ensure that America’s most innovative 
small businesses can access existing incen- 
tives to grow jobs by commercializing new 
discoveries. 

The group also says it represents a 
compromise to ensure that America’s 
small businesses remain at the fore- 
front of global innovation. It also 
states that SBIR helps small bio- 
technology companies continue lines of 
medical research that might otherwise 
go unfunded. It will help to increase ac- 
cess to early-stage capital, which is a 
critical source of funding if we are to 
develop the therapies that are so im- 
portant to advancing our medical sys- 
tems in this country and our health 
care. It bolsters economic growth, job 
creation, breakthrough drug treat- 
ments, and therapies for patients, and 
it also increases America’s competi- 
tiveness in the global economy. 

That is exactly the intent of this pro- 
gram that was created in 1982, and that 
certainly underscores the value of this 
program аз stated by the Bio- 
technology Industry Organization. I 
am confident this legislation rep- 
resents an unprecedented compromise 
that will give us the necessary momen- 
tum to get this reauthorization over 
the finish line once and for all. This is 
a welcome change, after 10 temporary 
short-term extensions over the past 214 
years. I think the legacy of this pro- 
gram is making significant contribu- 
tions to America’s economy, and to the 
well-being of small businesses, the en- 
gine that drives America’s economy. 
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We depend on small businesses to cre- 
ate most of the jobs in America. We 
need to facilitate that, given the high 
unemployment rate—when we have had 
21 consecutive months of an unemploy- 
ment rate at or above 9 percent. That 
is the longest stretch in our Nation’s 
history. 

These two programs collectively and 
individually will contribute signifi- 
cantly to the growth of small busi- 
nesses and job creation in this country. 
That is why there is a broad array of 
organizations that are supporting this 
legislation, because it is a testament to 
its history of success. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio). The Senator from Lou- 
isiana is recognized. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I see 
we have several colleagues on the floor, 
and there is another coming down to 
speak on an amendment. I thank Sen- 
ator SNOWE for her explanation of some 
of the compromises and changes and 
modifications the two of us worked on 
with our committee members over the 
last 6 years to bring a bill to the floor 
that has bipartisan support. I thank 
her. 

One telling chart I want to put up be- 
fore yielding to the Senator from 
Vermont, who wants to speak on an 
amendment, is very interesting. It 
talks about job creation and the impor- 
tance of this program. One report that 
looked into this program between 1985 
and 1995 said that SBIR-awarded firms 
added an average five times as many 
employees as comparable firms that 
did not receive SBIR funding. 

Again, this is the Federal Govern- 
ment’s largest program. Amazingly, it 
doesn’t cost the Federal Government 
any more money because it is research 
and development dollars that are al- 
ready set aside for the purpose of re- 
search and development. It makes sure 
that small businesses have access to 
these dollars. 

When we do provide that kind of ac- 
cess, which this bill does, these grants 
and contracts go to companies that not 
only produce great technology but hire 
workers. I wanted to put that into the 
RECORD. I have other things to put into 
the RECORD as well. 

I see Senator SANDERS, the Senator 
from Vermont, on the floor. 

At this point, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Vermont is recognized. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, it was 
my intention to offer a modification of 
the amendment I offered yesterday on 
Social Security. Given the parliamen- 
tary situation right now, I can’t do 
that. I intend to do that as soon as I 
can. 

Mr. President, the original Social Se- 
curity protection amendment that I in- 
troduced earlier would have prevented 
Congress from cutting Social Security 
benefits, raising the retirement age or 
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privatizing Social Security without the 
affirmative vote of two-thirds of the 
Senate and the House. 

I introduced this amendment because 
I strongly believe that Congress should 
not be able to cut the hard-earned So- 
cial Security benefits of current or fu- 
ture eligible recipients without a 
super-majority vote in both the Senate 
and the House, and I continue to hold 
those views. 

I have heard from some of my col- 
leagues—colleagues who strongly sup- 
port protecting Social Security—that 
adopting this amendment would have 
the effect of changing the rules of the 
Senate and establishing new prece- 
dents. While I do not share those views, 
I have listened to my colleagues’ con- 
cerns and worked with the majority 
leader to modify this amendment. 

As a result, Majority Leader REID is 
a cosponsor of this modified amend- 
ment. There is not one Senator or 
Member of the House who is more com- 
mitted to protecting Social Security 
than Majority Leader REID and I thank 
him for his leadership on this issue. 

The Sanders-Reid amendment ex- 
presses the Sense of the Senate that, as 
part of any legislation to reduce the 
Federal deficit, Social Security bene- 
fits for current and future beneficiaries 
should not be cut and that Social Secu- 
rity should not be privatized. 

The Sanders-Reid amendment makes 
it clear that Social Security has never 
contributed one dime to the Federal 
budget deficit or the national debt. 

The Sanders-Reid amendment makes 
it clear that Social Security currently 
has a $2.6 trillion surplus that is pro- 
jected to grow to $4.2 trillion in 2023. 

The Sanders-Reid amendment makes 
it clear that it would be absurd to be 
discussing Social Security within the 
context of deficit reduction. 

Let me repeat what I said yesterday. 
Social Security has not contributed 
one nickel to our deficit, and it makes 
no sense to conflate the serious prob- 
lems of our deficit and national debt 
with Social Security. That is not an 
accurate projection of reality. 

As I think we all know, in 1983, So- 
cial Security did face a crisis. Within a 
6-month period of that point, it would 
not have been able to pay out benefits 
it owed to eligible Americans. Today, 
Social Security can pay out all bene- 
fits owed to all Americans who are eli- 
gible for the program for the next 26 
years. 

I will speak more about this issue. I 
wanted to inform my colleagues that 
we intend to modify the amendment we 
have offered. We will do that when the 
parliamentary situation allows us to 
do that. 

I thank the Senator from Louisiana 
for allowing me to say a few words. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Nevada is recognized. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I want 
to talk for a while on the Hutchison 
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amendment which says that, while the 
health care reform bill President 
Obama and the majority passed last 
year is going through the courts, any 
related provisions would be put on hold 
until the courts decide whether the law 
is constitutional. 

This is an important amendment be- 
cause States and private companies are 
being forced to spend a lot of money 
putting programs into place that may 
not have to be put into place if this bill 
is indeed struck down as unconstitu- 
tional. During the health care debate 
last year, I raised a constitutional 
point of order against the individual 
mandate because, frankly, I believe 
strongly that it is unconstitutional. A 
few of the courts around the country 
have agreed with me and ruled that it 
is unconstitutional. Unfortunately, 
that constitutional point of order was 
voted down along party lines. There is 
still a very good possibility—and I am 
hoping the courts will see it this way— 
that this bill will be struck down as 
unconstitutional because there are no 
“severability clauses” in the legisla- 
tion. In other words, if one part is 
found unconstitutional, the entire bill 
is unconstitutional. 

The individual mandate is the place 
most people are focusing on. If that is 
struck down as unconstitutional, the 
whole bill will come down. Yet States, 
with all of the programs and exchanges 
they have to set up, will literally be 
spending hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars trying to comply with a law that 
may be unconstitutional. We should 
not have them go through that. We 
should actually have an expedited pro- 
cedure to go through the courts and 
put everything else on hold so we can 
determine whether this law is constitu- 
tional. 

Let me talk a little bit about some of 
the problems we are seeing with the 
health care bill. First of all, we know it 
is raising premiums. It was promised 
that the average premium in the 
United States would go down by about 
$2,500 per year. 

I will give you one quick anecdote I 
heard yesterday. I was on the phone 
with one of Nevada’s largest employ- 
ers, Steve Wynn, of Wynn Resorts. He 
is known to be probably the most 
union-friendly, the most employee- 
friendly employer in the State of Ne- 
vada. He has been for years. His em- 
ployees love him. He pays well and of- 
fers good benefits. He told me yester- 
day they did a study from 2005 to 2010 
of their health care costs. They in- 
creased, on average, about 8 percent a 
year. This year, he said that, specifi- 
cally because of this health care bill, 
their increase was 12 percent. That is a 
50-percent increase in the rate of 
growth of their health care costs. 

What did that mean to the average 
employee who works for Wynn Resorts? 
Wynn Resorts shouldered a lot of the 
costs, but the economy in Nevada is 
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pretty tough right now. It is tough on 
employers, so they passed some of 
those costs to the employees. It means 
an additional cost of $900 a year to the 
average employee who works for Wynn 
Resorts. This is a story I have heard re- 
peated across Nevada over and over 
again. 

Two-thirds of our economy is driven 
by consumer spending. If you take $900 
out of the pockets of the average em- 
ployee in my State—and I am sure that 
is being repeated across the country— 
that is less money people have to spend 
to encourage economic growth. 

We know that this bill was over 2,000 
pages. Very few people, if any, have 
read it. If they did read it, I can guar- 
antee you that almost no one under- 
stood it, even the people who wrote it. 
This bill now has over 6,000 pages of 
regulations which, once again, are in- 
credibly complex. Unless you are a 
large company that has experts and 
lawyers who can search through this 
law to figure out what it means to you, 
it is very difficult to understand. 

There was over $500 billion taken out 
of Medicare. It wasn’t taken to shore 
up Medicare; it was actually taken out 
to create a brand new entitlement pro- 
gram. This health reform law takes 
$500 billion out of Medicare and puts it 
toward a new entitlement program in- 
stead of shoring up Medicare and mak- 
ing Medicare a better system. 

There were also hundreds of billions 
of dollars in higher taxes in this bill. 
Sure, the majority passed it. They said 
it was just the health insurance compa- 
nies they were going to tax, and just 
medical devices were going to be taxed. 
There were 11 new taxes in this health 
care bill, which is one of the reasons I 
opposed it. 

Here is a real-life example of what 
those taxes mean to patients and those 
developing future cures. One company 
produces an extraordinary device for 
people who have uncontrollable sei- 
zures—epilepsy is a common name for 
that condition. One of the treatments 
developed by this company to treat epi- 
lepsy is an electronic device that helps 
reprogram the brain. It is implanted in 
the brain: instead of a pacemaker for 
the heart, it is like a pacemaker for 
the brain. It is an expensive device, 
which costs over $20,000. The company 
that makes this device puts most of 
the money they make back into re- 
search and development so they can 
make better devices. Because of this 
new tax, they are not going to have 
nearly the same resources to put back 
into R&D to develop better products 
and help more patients in the future. If 
we had not had this device in the first 
place, many people who have com- 
pletely uncontrollable seizures would 
not have had this help. With this de- 
vice, over half of those people are actu- 
ally able to control their seizures. No 
other medication works for them. Half 
of them are able to control their sei- 
zures because of this device. 
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These are the types of things in this 
bill that are doing damage to our 
health care system, which is by all ac- 
counts the finest health care system in 
the world. The biggest problem with 
this health care bill is that it didn’t go 
after the No. 1 problem we have in 
health care: the cost. Health care is too 
expensive in the United States. Even 
though it is of the finest quality, it is 
too expensive. We should strike down 
this bill as unconstitutional, or repeal 
it. Then, we should start with a health 
care reform bill that goes after the 
true problem in health care, and that is 
the cost. 

What can we do about the cost of 
health care? We should absolutely do 
something that many States are al- 
ready doing; the State of Texas is a 
good example of where it has been suc- 
cessful. We should change our medical 
liability laws, to rein in out-of-control 
trial lawyers across the country who 
are driving up all our health care costs. 
We know doctors prescribe all kinds of 
unnecessary tests just to cover them- 
selves in case of a lawsuit. 

When good medical liability reform 
bills are put into place, the true vic- 
tims of medical malpractice actually 
get compensation because there are not 
as many frivolous lawsuits clogging up 
the courts. The other thing that hap- 
pens is the cost of medical liability in- 
surance and the cost to our health care 
system goes down. 

The Congressional Budget Office re- 
ported that there would be approxi- 
mately $70 billion to $80 billion in sav- 
ings over the next 10 years if we en- 
acted medical liability reform. I think 
that estimate is very low, but the num- 
ber is not insignificant. 

There are many other things we can 
do to create a health care reform bill 
that brings down costs. First of all, we 
need to put the patient back at the 
center of the health care universe. 
Today we have what is called a third- 
party payer system. The person receiv- 
ing the care is not the person paying 
for the care. We need to put the person 
who is receiving care back with, what 
is known as, skin in the game. Then, 
they will start talking with their doc- 
tor and their doctor will talk with 
them. This can be done through health 
savings accounts. 

Health savings accounts combine a 
high-deductible policy with a health 
savings account that either an individ- 
ual’s employer contributes to or the in- 
dividual contributes to, and the indi- 
vidual actually negotiates with their 
doctors. The beautiful part about that 
is that they do not have to worry about 
a gatekeeper. Anybody who belongs to 
an HMO knows they have to go to a 
gatekeeper before getting to a spe- 
cialist. If it is your money, you can go 
to any doctor you want, and the doctor 
has to be accountable to you because it 
is your money. 

If we had over 300 million people in 
the United States shopping for health 
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care, then market forces would drive 
down the cost of care and bring up the 
quality. Unfortunately, the govern- 
ment already controls most health care 
in the United States. The government 
pays almost 60 percent of total bills. 
When we add it all up, about 60 percent 
of the bills are paid for by the Govern- 
ment of the United States. The govern- 
ment already controls health care. 
That is the reason we continue to see 
costs in health care skyrocketing over 
many years, until recently when the 
costs are going up even faster. 

This health care reform bill that 
passed last year—some people call it 
ObamaCare—is actually making the 
situation worse, not better, for the 
health care system in the United 
States. 

I believe strongly that the Hutchison 
amendment, which would freeze any 
implementation of the health care bill 
until it is decided in the courts wheth- 
er it is constitutional, is a vital amend- 
ment. It will make sure that States 
and private sector companies do not 
waste a lot of money complying with a 
bill that might be struck down as un- 
constitutional. This is money we can- 
not get back. Once it is spent, it is 
gone. We cannot get that money back. 

We already know how many States 
are struggling with their budgets right 
now. We see what is happening in Wis- 
consin, Ohio, and my State of Nevada. 
It is happening all over the country. 
We need to put this bill on hold until 
we know whether it is going to be ruled 
constitutional. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen- 
ior Senator from Colorado is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I rise to speak on a matter that 
is a real concern to me and many in 
this body but, most importantly, to the 
citizens of this country. It has to do 
with efforts to climb out of this long 
recession. There are still pockets of the 
United States—the Presiding Officer’s 
home State, my State—that feel as if 
we have not made any progress. When 
I talk with business owners in my 
State, I know they are still weathering 
the storm, looking to invest in a down 
economy, and they want to start hiring 
again. That is why I am glad we are, 
once again, debating a small business 
bill and that I have a chance to re- 
introduce the bipartisan Small Busi- 
ness Lending Enhancement Act as an 
amendment. 

I have to say, this is a little like 
“Groundhog Day.” I am looking at my 
friend from the State of Louisiana. In 
October of last year, a report by the 
New York Federal Reserve said three- 
quarters of small businesses looking 
for credit last summer were turned 
down or received only some of the fi- 
nancing they requested. 

In this report from the Federal Re- 
serve, they stated: ‘‘Reports from 
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small-business owners of a credit gap 
have been both vocal and frequent.”’ 

We in Congress have decided to act 
on and try to extend additional credit 
to small businesses because more cred- 
it means additional growth and, there- 
fore, increased job creation. 

Unfortunately—I should say ‘‘fortu- 
nately” we created a $30 billion lending 
fund for banks. The unfortunate part of 
that is we did not simultaneously allow 
credit unions to do more. Since that 
time, banks have been reducing credit 
availability. Even after receiving $30 
billion of taxpayers’ money in last 
year’s Small Business Jobs Act, banks 
still are not meeting demands for small 
business loans. 

I am still very committed to taking 
the commonsense step to allow credit 
unions to increase the amount of 
money they can lend to small busi- 
nesses. I, once again, introduced the 
Small Business Lending Enhancement 
Act, which would open additional cred- 
it to small businesses without costing 
taxpayers a dime. Let me say this 
again—without spending a dime of tax- 
payer money. 

We have to acknowledge credit 
unions know the small businesses in 
their communities that need loans to 
expand and hire. The credit unions 
have money to lend to those busi- 
nesses. Right now, Federal law limits 
the amount of small business loans a 
credit union can extend to 12 percent of 
their assets. Nearly 350 credit unions, 
accounting for approximately 60 per- 
cent of all business loans subject to the 
12 percent cap, are facing their cap and 
will have to dramatically slow their 
business lending. 

It is hard for me to believe the gov- 
ernment is telling these financial insti- 
tutions they cannot help create jobs in 
their local communities. That is why 
my amendment would double the 
amount of money credit unions can 
offer small businesses. 

We all know these small business 
owners. I wish to touch on two stories. 
I was particularly compelled by a small 
businesswoman in Colorado by the 
name of Stacy Hamon. She is a small 
business owner in Thornton, CO. She 
started her own business, lst Street 
Salon. She initially went to a bank for 
a loan and was turned down because 
credit was in short supply. To make 
her dream of owning her small business 
come true, she went to her credit 
union, and they gave her the loan she 
needed through a second mortgage on 
her home. 

The success story of Stacy unfolds in 
pretty dramatic and wonderful ways. 
When I visited her, she had plenty of 
business and even hired more workers. 
These are real American jobs and a 
shining example of economic expansion 
that would not have been possible if it 
were not for a credit union stepping up 
and offering her a loan. 

Another Coloradan, Lisa Herman of 
Broomfield, e-mailed me her success 
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story of securing a credit union loan to 
expand her business. She is co-owner of 
Happy Cakes Bakeshop in Denver’s 
Highland Square neighborhood. She 
has been in business since 2007. Despite 
the troubled economy, her business 
blossomed. Her revenues were up 27 
percent by the summer of 2009. She is 
booking 20 weddings a month and had 
to expand her retail operations and 
move into a new shop. 

Same story: When she wanted to se- 
cure a loan through a traditional bank, 
it did not happen. It did not pan out. 
But a local credit union was able to 
provide her with a loan for her to grow 
her business. That meant more busi- 
ness and more jobs for her community. 
That is the American way. 

Banks and credit unions are competi- 
tors. They do not always get along. But 
this is not about them. This is about 
small business. For perspective, credit 
unions today only represent 4.5 percent 
of all business loans at depository in- 
stitutions. If we take this common- 
sense step I am proposing and double 
small business lending by credit 
unions, it would still leave 91 percent 
of the small business market to bank- 
ing institutions. Again, this is a smart, 
no-cost way of increasing lending with- 
out drastically changing the composi- 
tion of the small business lending mar- 
ket. 

Since some of my colleagues I know 
have been visited by folks who do not 
want credit unions to lend more to 
small businesses, I wish to make one 
thing clear. Credit unions have been 
making small business loans since 
their inception in the early 1900s. That 
is 100-plus years ago. It was not until 
1998 that there were any limits whatso- 
ever on what they could loan. That 
means, for 90 years, credit unions were 
free to help small businesses in their 
communities without the Federal Gov- 
ernment necessarily getting in the 
way. That meant uninhibited small 
business support, growth, and job cre- 
ation. But right now, the Federal law, 
whether initially intentioned, is keep- 
ing these jobs from Americans who are 
out searching for work. 

It is estimated that the average cred- 
it union small business loan is approxi- 
mately $220,000 and that each $92,000 in 
additional lending on the part of the 
Nation’s credit unions will create one 
additional job. In the next year, I am 
going to say when we adopt this con- 
cept, credit union business lending 
could increase to over $10 billion, 
which conservatively would create 
100,000 new jobs. All we have to do is in- 
crease the statutory cap on credit 
union business lending. 

I wish to state again for the record: 
These small, simple statutory changes 
would not cost taxpayers a cent, but 
they would dramatically increase the 
capital available to small businesses to 
help make payroll, buy inventory, ex- 
pand, and innovate. 
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Moreover, the proposed statutory 
changes are safe and fully supported by 
the National Credit Union Administra- 
tion, which is the credit union regu- 
lator. They are the product of an agree- 
ment reached last year by the Senate 
Banking Committee and the Treasury 
Department. 

As I begin to close, I wish to note all 
the organizations that support increas- 
ing credit union small business loans: 
Americans for Tax Reform, the Na- 
tional Association of Realtors, the Na- 
tional Small Business Association, the 
National Association of Manufacturers, 
the Heartland Institute, the Competi- 
tive Enterprise Institute, the League of 
United Latin American Citizens, the 
National Cooperative Business Associa- 
tion, National Farmers Union, the 
Hardwood Institute, National Council 
of Textile Organizations, and many 
others. 

I urge my colleagues to do what is 
right and let’s finally fix this unneces- 
sary Federal limit on small business 
loans and support a small, focused, bi- 
partisan amendment to increase job 
growth and support for our local small 
businesses. 

I believe my amendment is at the 
desk. I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending amendment be set aside and 
that the Udall amendment No. 242 be 
called up and I ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Yes, I object, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec- 
tion is heard. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, if I may ask my colleague, 
through the Chair, the nature of the 
objection given that this would be so 
important to expanding business oppor- 
tunities when our economy is in a trou- 
bled state. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen- 
ior Senator from Louisiana is recog- 
nized. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I am happy to report 
and respond through the Chair that a 
Member of the Senate has put a hold 
on parliamentary procedures that 
would allow us to move forward on any 
amendments, the Senator should be 
aware. So we are unable, at this time, 
to have his amendment pending. I am 
personally happy he came down to 
speak on the amendment. There are 
other people who feel strongly about 
that issue as well. I hope the Senator 
understands we are not able to take up 
his amendment at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I know the Senator from Lou- 
isiana has an interest in the possibili- 
ties of this legislation. I also see my 
colleague from Maine, who has gra- 
ciously joined me in cosponsoring this 
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important bill and, as well, under- 
stands the way in which we would trig- 
ger innovation, lending, and job cre- 
ation. I thank her. 

I yield the floor. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. 
might note that Senator JOHNSON’s 
committee has jurisdiction over the 
amendment Senator UDALL spoke 
about. The Banking Committee has the 
jurisdiction, not the Small Business 
Committee, which is one of the con- 
cerns I have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Maine. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I want to 
rise in support of the comments as well 
as the initiative of the Senator from 
Colorado, Senator UDALL, because I 
think this is a critical way to create 
jobs in America—by lifting the member 
business lending cap at credit unions. 
As he indicated, there was a historical 
norm of no cap on small business lend- 
ing—or business lending—that could be 
done by credit unions in this country. I 
am very pleased to join him in this ef- 
fort. Hopefully, we will have the oppor- 
tunity to consider this initiative here 
on the floor. It deserves it. 

At a time when government essen- 
tially has exhausted all of its options 
to create economic growth and jobs, 
this is one demonstrable way in which 
we can create jobs in America and also 
have a massive infusion of capital at no 
cost to the Federal taxpayer, at no cost 
to the Federal Government. 

As the Senator from Colorado indi- 
cated, for 90 years there was no cap. In 
1998 the Congress decided to impose a 
cap of 12.25 percent on business lending 
that could be done by credit unions. We 
want to raise that cap to 25 percent to 
inject more than $10 billion of new cap- 
ital in our Nation’s economy. It could 
create, potentially, as the Senator in- 
dicated, 100,000 new jobs within its first 
year, including some 1,000 jobs in my 
own State. We are a small State— 
Maine. We have 1.3 million people, and 
more than 600,000 Mainers are members 
of credit unions. 

Credit unions play a pivotal role in 
our State and our Nation’s economy. 
They are on the front lines each and 
every day in our small communities, 
serving their members and local busi- 
nesses. One of the greatest handicaps 
and hardships right now for small busi- 
nesses, ав demonstrated by a recent 
survey by the Federal Reserve, is that 
three-quarters of small businesses 
looking for credit last summer were 
turned down and received only some of 
the financing they requested. 

Small businesses are on the front 
lines of our economic recovery. They 
are the innovators and the job cre- 
ators, the driving engine of the Na- 
tion’s growth and prosperity, yet they 
are not getting the access to capital 
that is necessary to create jobs and to 
make the investments in their compa- 
nies and firms that will stabilize the 
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economy. So it is indisputable about 
the value this legislation would rep- 
resent in terms of helping small busi- 
nesses have access to that capital. 

Credit unions have been making busi- 
ness loans since their inception, for 
more than 100 years. They provide the 
essential capital in small communities. 
They understand the importance of 
lending to creditworthy customers, 
they understand the nature of their 
communities, they know their mem- 
bers and can make a difference in so 
many businesses as well as in the local 
communities. We know that in the past 
they have demonstrated responsible 
underwriting practices апа strong 
management. They have money to 
lend—at a time when capital is much 
needed. 

At a time when we are struggling to 
find ways to create jobs, this is one 
sensible solution to that approach. 
Frankly, Iam very disturbed about the 
inability of our economy to create the 
kind of jobs Americans deserve. As I 
said earlier, as of January this year, we 
have experienced 21 consecutive 
months of unemployment at or above 9 
percent, which is the longest stretch in 
the recorded history. The second high- 
est was back in the early 1980s. But if 
you think about the jobs that were cre- 
ated last month—one of only 3 months 
in the last 2 years in which 200,000 jobs 
were created, at that rate it would 
take 8 consecutive years to achieve the 
pre-recession unemployment level of 5 
percent. We would have to create more 
than 300,000 jobs every month over the 
next 2 years to reach a 7-percent unem- 
ployment rate. In the month of Janu- 
ary only 36,000 jobs were created. 

We have a long way to go. While the 
net unemployment rate, as it stands 
today, is 8.9 percent, in all reality—as 
an article indicated yesterday in the 
Washington Post—it is closer to 10.5 
percent because of so many discour- 
aged workers that have left the work- 
force. In this initiative, we have an im- 
portant, effective, responsible way of 
putting money into the communities, 
allowing the credit unions to lend to 
creditworthy customers and busi- 
nesses, the same entities that will help 
drive this economy into recovery. 

We depend on small businesses. They 
are the ones that are going to make it 
happen. That is why I want to com- 
mend the Senator from Colorado for of- 
fering this initiative. It is vitally im- 
portant. I hope we don’t defer the con- 
sideration of this legislation in this 
Congress, that we have the oppor- 
tunity, when we return from this up- 
coming recess, to consider it and to 
vote on it. 

I also wish to give a few other facts 
that I think are important to illustrate 
the value of these loans in the commu- 
nity. The Treasury Department found 
that 25 percent of credit union member 
business loans were made to members 
with household incomes of less than 
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$30,000 and that these loans totaled 18 
percent of the outstanding member 
business lending balances. Another 20 
percent went to households with in- 
comes reported to be $30,000 and $50,000. 
So we are talking about middle-class 
America. We are talking about mom- 
and-pop operations and households 
that otherwise would be denied access 
to credit. We know that. We have heard 
it chapter and verse. I have heard it 
anecdotally from so many businesses in 
my State and across the country. We 
have heard testimony before the com- 
mittee about the inability of so many 
small businesses to gain access to cred- 
it. 

Banks have decreased lending, for all 
practical purposes, to small businesses. 
That is why we have to do everything 
we can to enable these firms to access 
credit and loans that will allow them 
to stay in business and to sustain their 
operations in these very difficult 
times. 

Again, I want to thank the Senator 
from Colorado for offering this initia- 
tive, and hopefully we will have the op- 
portunity to consider it and to vote on 
it because it is one way of stimulating 
job growth. I think that is indisputable 
based on the track record of the pre- 
vious lending that has been done by the 
credit unions. This is one opportunity 
we should be able to have in making 
sure small businesses have access to 
capital that will allow them to con- 
tinue. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senators for their discussion 
of that amendment. I wish, before Sen- 
ator UDALL leaves, to correct one thing 
for the record. 

As the manager of the Small Busi- 
ness Innovation Jobs bill, which the 
Senator was so helpful to us in passing, 
we did ask the credit unions if they 
wanted to be a part of that lending pro- 
gram and they declined to participate. 
So I wanted, for the record, for that to 
be clear. 

I do know—and let me speak for my- 
self—that credit unions serve a valu- 
able role in our Nation today, and we 
want to acknowledge that. But I want 
the Senator from Colorado to know 
that, according to the information I 
have been given, they were asked if 
they wanted to participate in the 
Small Business Lending Fund, and 
they declined. They may change their 
mind later, and we can amend that pro- 
gram later should they so decide. But I 
thank the Senator for his comments. 

I see the Senator from Georgia is on 
the floor, so I will yield my time. I 
think he wants to speak on a different 
amendment, but I think that is the 
purpose of this morning’s discussion. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen- 
ior Senator from Georgia. 
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Mr. ISAKSON. I thank the Senator 
from Louisiana, and I look forward to 
being in New Orleans this weekend, I 
might add. It is a great State and a 
great city. 

Madam President, there is a pending 
amendment by Senator HUTCHISON 
dealing with medical waivers, which 
prompts me to come to the floor for a 
minute and talk about that issue as it 
affects Georgia today, and in particular 
to talk about it in the context of what 
our Governor and legislature are hav- 
ing to deal with right now in terms of 
the mandates of the health care bill 
signed on March 23 of last year by 
President Obama. 

In fact, on the signing of that bill, 
there were a couple of statements 
made, reflecting back on that long de- 
bate, and I want to repeat them right 
now. One was made by Speaker PELOSI, 
saying about a month before the House 
passed the health care bill, that you 
had to pass it to find out what is in it. 
That was a funny statement at the 
time, but it became prophetic as we are 
beginning to discover over and over the 
unintended consequences of the legisla- 
tion on our States and on medicine. 

Secondly, Vice President BIDEN de- 
clared the magnitude of the impact of 
the health care bill. That magnitude is 
turning out to be higher cost, less ben- 
efit, and more regulation on our 
States. 

In particular, I want to bring two 
points up to talk about why this whole 
issue of medical waivers is so impor- 
tant. Our insurance commissioner, 
Ralph Hudgens, has submitted to CMS 
for a waiver on the medical cost-ben- 
efit rule in terms of benefits paid on 
policies, taking it up to 85 percent. 
That mandate in the health care bill is 
going to force not better coverage but 
less coverage by our insurance compa- 
nies in Georgia because they will leave 
when they cannot meet it. 

It is the intention to regulate the 
amount of benefits paid. But the appli- 
cation means companies that can’t 
meet it by the time set in the bill will 
leave the State. So instead, you will 
have less of what was promised rather 
than more. You will have less available 
choice and more people forced to a sin- 
gle-payer system in the government 
operated through an exchange. 

This prompts me to talk about the 
second issue going on in Georgia. Our 
newly elected Governor, Governor Na- 
than Deal, is trying to deal with a 
mandate on setting up the State ex- 
change that will be available to oper- 
ate by 2014, in a period of time where 
the public wants no part of the na- 
tional health care bill and wants to 
wait on a Supreme Court ruling on 
June Vinson’s opinion from Florida. 

I come to the floor to say these med- 
ical waivers are important. States are 
having to ask for them because of the 
impact of the overall health care bill 
that was signed on March 23 of last 
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year. If some relief doesn’t come, we 
are going to have some cataclysmic 
events. One will be the impact on em- 
ployees and small businesses, which is 
what this bill is all about. 

I ran a small business. I had inde- 
pendent contractors for whom under 
ERISA you could not provide health in- 
surance. I tried my best to get this 
Congress and this President to consider 
an associated benefit program approval 
so we could have people, such as those 
in my profession, assemble together 
and form large risk pools so they could 
compete for insurance, the same as 
major companies and States do. That 
was rejected instead for an exchange 
and for a simple system that says 
small businesses must provide health 
insurance to their employees, but if 
they do not provide it, they will pay a 
modest fine that is much less than the 
cost of the insurance. That one state- 
ment and rule alone forces people in 
small business to leave health care 
coverage from an insurance carrier, 
getting it through their employer, and 
instead they are forced to go to a gov- 
ernment exchange where choice is lim- 
ited and mandates are many. 

I want to commend the distinguished 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Small Business Committee for the ef- 
fort they are making on this bill, but 
also commend Senator HUTCHISON on 
the importance of considering the vol- 
ume of these waivers being filed; why 
are they being filed, and are they an 
early warning for what will happen to 
us when this bill goes into effect if we 
don’t take the ObamaCare legislation 
and commit drastic surgery or, better 
yet, start over and build a system that 
works, where we have the private deliv- 
ery of health care and a minimum of 
government interference. 

I thank very much the chairman for 
giving me the time to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). The Senator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator 
from Georgia for coming to the floor to 
participate in the debate. I have a dif- 
ferent view on the amendment he 
spoke on, but we will continue that de- 
bate. In fact, we have been debating 
health care policy in this country for 
the last 2 years. While I appreciate his 
views, I am hoping we get to keep the 
debate very focused and specific, if pos- 
sible. But I understand the amendment 
of Senator HUTCHISON, and the amend- 
ment Senator ISAKSON supports does 
affect small business, so we look for- 
ward to more comments as we go for- 
ward. 

Madam President, as we wait to 
move to the CR—which under unani- 
mous consent I think we are moving to 
in a few moments, so we will be off the 
debate on this bill—I want to submit 
for the RECORD some of the data associ- 
ated with job creation. 

I know Senator SNOWE is very sincere 
in her comments about the lack of job 
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creation in the country, and I want to 
say I agree with everything she has 
said in terms of the rates of unemploy- 
ment being very concerning. That is 
why she and I have spent so much time 
in the committee trying to look at the 
array of bills we have, at least in our 
jurisdiction, and see what we can do to 
help change the outlook. I am very 
proud to say we have, I think, in large 
measure contributed in a positive way. 

But for the record, in terms of job 
numbers, because I don’t think Presi- 
dent Obama and his administration get 
the kind of credit I think they deserve, 
and frankly, the Democratic leadership 
doesn’t get the credit it deserves for 
turning around a desperate situation, I 
am going to submit these numbers for 
the record, but I will also have a chart 
later because I think it is important 
for people to understand. I want to 
throw a few of these numbers out. I am 
sorry I do not have this chart clearly 
reproduced at this point, but I am 
going to give you a couple of numbers. 

In January of 2009, this country lost 
820,000 jobs, in that 1 month. In that 1 
month, we lost more jobs, according to 
this document I am looking at, than 
any month probably in the last 10 or 15 
years. Iam going to go back and check. 

I ask for 1 more minute? I do not see 
Senator INOUYE. I am going to actually 
ask for 2 or 3 more minutes until he 
gets to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. That is the highest 
number of jobs lost in years, and I will 
tell you exactly how many. The point 
is, President Obama was not the Presi- 
dent in 2009, January of 2009; he was 
just sworn in in 2009. He was elected in 
2008. So the job losses of a year before, 
which started February of 2008, which 
was the beginning of the recession, be- 
fore President Obama was sworn in—we 
lost 83,000 jobs; in March, 72,000; in 
April, 185,000; in May, 233,000; in June, 
178,000; in July, 231,000; in August, 
267,000; in September, 434,000; in Octo- 
ber, 509,000; in November, 802,000; in De- 
cember, 619,000; and then in January, 
the month he got sworn in, we lost 
820,000. I understand people have dif- 
ferent views, but to blame a President 
who was not even in office for this re- 
cession is wrong and it is not fair. That 
often happens. It does not happen from 
my ranking member, but it does hap- 
pen from others around here. 

In addition, that terrible loss of jobs 
continued as Wall Street collapsed, fat 
cats ran off with the money, people’s 
Social Security and 401(k)s—not Social 
Security, thank goodness, but 401(k)s 
tanked, public pension funds that peo- 
ple are screaming about, that some- 
thing is wrong with them—yes, a lot is 
wrong with them. The Wall Street 
greed, unparalleled in the history of 
this Nation, sunk so many of our pen- 
sion funds—not necessarily the fault of 
Governors or legislators or employees 


March 17, 2011 


themselves—and there is some under- 
funding opportunity, I would say, 
there. I know something about this. 
But the big culprit was the collapse of 
the market which was started before 
this administration. 

These numbers continue: 500; 300. 
What is happening this year, 2010? It is 
starting to reverse. Yes, ma’am, it is 
starting to reverse—in March, a plus of 
192,000; in April, a plus of 277,000; in 
May, a plus of 458,000; in October, a 
plus of 171,000. I could go on. 

The point is, it is not all gloom and 
doom. There are some things that are 
working. We need to keep working to- 
gether. That is why Senator SNOWE and 
I are on the floor. 

I see Senator INOUYE coming. It is 
time to go to the CR. But we are work- 
ing together the way our committee 
has had a tradition of working to try to 
take a bill here, a bill there, putting 
good programs in place, putting new 
ideas in, thinking outside of the box, 
because we all have to do the best we 
can to get this economy moving again. 

I wanted to say that for the record, 
to submit this data. 

I see the chairman of the Appropria- 
tions Committee, and I believe at this 
time, Madam President, I will yield the 
floor and we can proceed to the next 
order of business. 


--Á——_ 


MAKING FURTHER CONTINUING 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2011 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to the consideration of H.J. Res. 
48, which the clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

A Joint Resolution (H.J. Res. 48) making 
further continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will be 3 
hours of debate equally divided be- 
tween the leaders or their designees. 

The Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 
rise to discuss H.J. Res. 48, a short 
term continuing resolution designed to 
keep the Government open through 
April 8th. If the Senate passes this res- 
olution it will be the sixth short term 
continuing resolution this year. With 
its passage we will be more than half 
way through the fiscal year and still 
operating without a budget. 

H.J. Res. 48 would fund the Govern- 
ment for an additional 3 weeks and 
would reduce the rate of operations for 
the Federal Government by an addi- 
tional $6 billion. If adopted, we would 
be operating the government at a rate 
that is $51 billion below the amount re- 
quested by the administration for fis- 
cal year 2011. 

At this level, our spending on secu- 
rity programs will be $30 billion below 
the president’s request and $21 billion 
lower on domestic spending. I would 
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also point out to my colleagues that 
this is $31 billion below the so-called 
Sessions-McCaskill level which every 
member of the Republican caucus 
voted for last year. 

The aggregate amount in this short 
term CR is the level proposed by the 
President as a compromise with the 
House Republicans and it is the same 
amount that was included in the 
amendment which I offered as an alter- 
native to the House continuing resolu- 
tion last week. 

By agreeing to this level, the Senate 
will be $6 billion lower than current 
spending levels, but no lower than the 
President has recommended. 

While several of my colleagues have 
complained that we simply have not 
cut enough Government spending, most 
of our subcommittee chairmen, and 
many Members of the Democratic cau- 
cus are beginning to think that we 
have already cut too much. 

I believe the disparity in views can be 
partially explained by the information 
described below. 

Recently the Center on Budget and 
Policy Priorities released a report 
which notes that in comparing appro- 
priations funding levels, the appro- 
priate measurement should be ex- 
pressed in inflation-adjusted dollars, 
normally referred to as real growth. 

The Center’s point is that the cost of 
Government operations increases each 
year by inflation. One cannot ignore 
the fact that if the price of goods and 
services rise by 1, 2 or 10 percent, the 
Federal Government’s cost in providing 
those goods and services also increases 
by this rate. 

When we fail to consider the effect of 
inflation on Federal discretionary pro- 
grams in viewing spending rates, we 
are not accurately reflecting what it 
costs to run the Government. If utility 
prices are increasing by 5 percent, and 
if we don’t budget the extra amount, 
we are forced to cut other programs to 
pay for the fact of life increase in our 
utility bills. 

Longevity increases paid to civil 
servants and military pay raises are 
also fact of life increases that we can- 
not ignore. These bills have to be paid 
even if we aren’t budgeting for their in- 
creased cost. 

And. if we aren’t basing our funding 
decisions on real costs, adjusted by in- 
flation, we are in fact forcing Govern- 
ment to cut the services it provides 
even when it receives the same funding 
level as in the previous year. This isn’t 
a political talking point; it is a mathe- 
matical fact. 

The report from the Center on Budg- 
et and Policy Priorities measures the 
impact of inflation on the cost of Gov- 
ernment. By its calculation using the 
CBO baseline, real spending approved 
for fiscal year 2011 to date is $34 billion 
lower than what was provided in fiscal 
year 2010, a cut of $18 billion in real se- 
curity spending and $16 billion in do- 
mestic spending. 
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With this amendment we will be cut- 
ting domestic spending by another $6 
billion in nominal terms, but more 
than that in inflation adjusted dollars. 

Democrats have been chastised for 
only cutting $10 billion from fiscal year 
2010 levels. 

I would note that even in that com- 
parison, which fails to take into ac- 
count many fact of life increases, we 
should all understand that domestic 
spending is being cut by more than $14 
billion, while security spending is slat- 
ed to increase. 

Furthermore we are now halfway 
through the fiscal year. Agencies have 
spent on average 50 percent of their 
funds. Each dollar we reduce at this 
time has the effect of doubling the cut 
made in programs for the rest of the 
year. 

Our subcommittee chairmen recog- 
nize the difficulties that this level of 
spending will create for the programs 
they oversee. Accordingly, many of my 
colleagues on the Appropriations Com- 
mittee are saying enough is enough, 
while those who are not as familiar 
with the details of budgeting complain 
that we should be able to cut spending 
more. 

I ask the Senate to consider one 
more measurement. For domestic dis- 
cretionary spending the total available 
for the whole year after the passage of 
this bill will be $400 billion. In FY 2010 
we had $413.6 billion for these purposes. 
For nearly the entire first half of this 
year we were spending funds at a rate 
of nearly $410 billion. 

Since the year is halfway over, ap- 
proximately half of the $140 billion—or 
$205 billion—has already been allo- 
cated. In general, that means we will 
only have approximately $195 billion to 
cover the cost of operations for all of 
our domestic agencies for the rest of 
the year. 

This rate of spending for the rest of 
this fiscal year is $23.6 billion below 
the rate we spent last year. And when 
we compound this, recognizing that in- 
flation has increased the cost of oper- 
ations for domestic programs by $16 
billion a year according to the center 
on budget and policy priorities, we see 
that effectively for the remainder of 
the year we will be asking our agencies 
to operate at a rate which is $39.6 bil- 
lion below what we gave them for the 
same level of goods and services that 
we supported last year. In real terms 
even under this short term CR, we will 
be requiring our agencies to absorb 
more than a 9 percent reduction in 
spending compared to a year ago. 

Agreeing to a cut of this size this 
late in the fiscal year will be chal- 
lenging for our agencies to manage. I 
believe our subcommittee Chairmen 
recognize this reality and it is why 
most of them are concerned that the 
level of cut that we are agreeing to is 
already deeper than is prudent. 

Finally, I want to point out to every- 
one who is listening exactly where we 


4270 


are, and what we are really talking 
about in trying to conclude our nego- 
tiations on spending for this fiscal 
year. Those who talk about $3.7 trillion 
in spending and billions in unneeded 
funds are not dealing with the reality 
of this continuing resolution. 

What the decision comes down to is 
this. After this resolution passes, our 
domestic agencies will have approxi- 
mately $195 billion to meet all their 
needs through the end of the year. 

This covers the salaries of people who 
monitor our food supplies, of our air 
traffic controllers who keep U.S. air- 
space safe, of our customs officials and 
U.S. Marshalls who monitor our bor- 
ders. It includes the cost of all of our 
programs to support education from 
kindergarten through college, of those 
who ensure that our social security 
benefits are paid, and of thousands of 
other activities. 

We have reduced their funding effec- 
tively by 10 percent. 

How much more of this $195 billion 
which accounts for only about 5 per- 
cent of the $3.7 trillion budget; how 
much more of this spending can we 
really afford to cut before we are re- 
quired to lay off food inspectors and 
shut down meat plants? 

How much more can we cut before we 
have no funds to pay employees to 
monitor our borders and ports? How 
much more before we have to cancel 
the construction of dams, bridges, 
highways, levees, sewers, and transit 
projects and throw thousands of pri- 
vate sector workers onto the street? 

It should not be forgotten that when 
we force either civil servants or private 
sector workers out of their jobs, they 
both add to the unemployment rolls. 
They will not be paying taxes any 
longer, but they will tax already 
stretched social services. Surely we can 
agree cutting jobs, whether public or 
private, is not the right approach to as- 
sist our slowly rebounding economy. 

This is not a question of how much 
we can or should save from a $3.7 tril- 
lion budget, but a question of how 
much more our colleagues think we 
should cut from the $195 billion we 
have left to pay for our domestic agen- 
cies when we will be effectively asking 
the agencies to cut another 10 percent 
in spending over the next 6 months. 

In the coming days as we try to re- 
solve our differences on domestic 
spending for the rest of this fiscal year 
I hope my colleagues will keep these 
points in mind. 

Having said that, I intend to support 
this CR because it will provide the 
funding level that the White House has 
endorsed, and because if it fails we 
would likely have to shut down the 
Government. That would be unaccept- 
able. 

I encourage all my colleagues, those 
who think we have cut too much and 
those who do not, to support this 3 
week extension to allow our colleagues 
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additional time to try and reach an 
overall compromise on discretionary 
spending for the rest of the fiscal year. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the time in quorum calls 
be allocated on both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INOUYE. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
speak as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

HEALTH CARE 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi- 
dent, you remember a year ago, before 
we passed the health care bill, every- 
body testified that Medicare was set to 
go into bankruptcy in 7 years? Do you 
remember back then, just a year ago, 
Medicare paid doctors when seniors got 
sick, and Medicare was focused on the 
quantity of care instead of the quality 
of care? Back then Medicare paid hos- 
pitals more if a patient got an infec- 
tion that could have been avoided in 
the hospital, and they paid hospitals 
less if they avoided that infection in 
the first place because Medicare, what- 
ever the cost was, paid it. And do you 
remember back then that doctors 
would perform the same test over and 
over for the same patient because they 
had not been encouraged in a law to 
work together and to share results? 
That is why a year ago we passed the 
Health Care Reform Act. Now that act 
extends the life of Medicare by 12 more 
years until at least the year 2029. 

Now, because of a change in that law, 
Medicare does not just care for people 
when they get sick, it is a more com- 
prehensive health care system. Now 
the senior citizens receive an annual 
wellness visit. As part of the new Medi- 
care law they can receive screenings 
and tips on how to manage or prevent 
conditions such as if they have diabe- 
tes or high blood pressure, and they do 
not have to wait until they get sick. In 
my State of Florida that is a lot of sen- 
ior citizens. That is 3.2 million senior 
citizens. 

Another thing this health reform law 
does is increase payments to hospitals 
for providing higher quality care. It 
gives hospitals the incentives to pre- 
vent avoidable illnesses, and the law 
improves the quality by increasing the 
number of primary care physicians. 

In my opening statement I said hos- 
pitals were paid more if people got an 
infection in the hospital. We are now 
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going to pay the hospital less. We are 
going to give the hospital an incentive 
not to have that kind of hospital that 
increases infections while the patient 
is there. Now doctors, under the new 
law, can track the patient care. They 
can make sure patients are seeing the 
right specialists, and they can help spe- 
cialists avoid repeating the tests and 
the procedures. 

There is a part that is just being im- 
plemented now in the health care bill 
called the accountable care organiza- 
tion. Combined with that will be elec- 
tronic records. So, instead, the Medi- 
care beneficiary, the senior citizen 
going to this specialist, this specialist, 
this specialist, and this specialist, and 
all of them getting Medicare fee for 
service, now they are going to be under 
the umbrella of an accountable care or- 
ganization that may be in the private 
sector. It may be part of Medicare Ad- 
vantage, in an insurance company that 
is managing the care for the Medicare 
recipient. 

Whatever it is, it is going to inte- 
grate with electronic records, with the 
enhancement of primary care physi- 
cians, so that all of that duplication is 
not done and so that everybody is talk- 
ing to everybody through the elec- 
tronic records. So these doctors now 
are going to be able to keep track of 
patient care, to see the right special- 
ists, and to help the specialists avoid 
repeating the tests. 

Now, you remember a year ago when 
senior citizens had to pay a lot for 
their senior citizen prescriptions under 
Medicare? That meant that sometimes 
our seniors did not get the treatment 
they wanted because they could not af- 
ford it. Remember back then that 
Medicare covered the first $2,800 worth 
of prescription drugs, but then they did 
not get any Medicare coverage for 
drugs until they had exceeded $6,300. 

If they did not have the money and 
were a senior citizen, I will tell you 
what was happening in that $3,000-to- 
$4,000 gap. The senior citizens, as some 
of the senior citizens in my State and 
in your State, Madam President, were 
doing without, or they were cutting 
their prescription drugs in half, or they 
were, unfortunately, making the choice 
between food or their medicine, some- 
thing that in America, in the 215% cen- 
tury, you cannot believe is going on. 
But, in fact, it was and, unfortunately, 
it still is. 

It is about to go out because we are 
now covering that gap that is known as 
the doughnut hole in the new health 
care reform bill. So this bill that was 
passed a year ago is closing the gap in 
that coverage, and in my State alone, 
that means that 235,000 Florida seniors 
received a check this year of $250 that 
helped cover the cost of those prescrip- 
tions in that last year of 2010. This 
year, in 2011, under the new law, the 
seniors who hit that gap called the 
doughnut hole are going to receive a 
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discount of 50 percent off the cost of 
their prescriptions. 

The gap under this new law is going 
to be entirely eliminated by the year 
2020. It is going to be gradually phased 
in. 

One year ago, a lot of folks talked 
about the effect of health reform on 
Medicare Advantage. Remember that? 
Remember all that criticism about how 
Medicare Advantage was going to go 
down and how it was going to get cut? 
When we started proposing some real 
improvements to Medicare Advantage, 
a lot of the opponents were saying it 
was going to kill the program. They 
said it was going to cut those benefits, 
and it scared a lot of our senior citi- 
zens. 

The truth was, the insurance compa- 
nies that provided Medicare called 
Medicare Advantage had a cushy extra 
14 percent over Medicare prescription 
direct benefits. Medicare fee for service 
plus 14 percent is what the insurance 
companies were getting. Those insur- 
ance companies pocketed much of that 
government extra spending, and we 
were not, under the old law, holding 
those insurance companies accountable 
for enough on quality. 

As a result of that health care reform 
bill, today that program is stronger 
than ever. Remember how they said it 
was going to get whacked and it was 
going to cause the seniors to go way 
down? 

I can tell you, in my State, enroll- 
ment is up 6 percent in Medicare Ad- 
vantage, and the premiums are down in 
Florida by 9.6 percent on Medicare Ad- 
vantage. The new health care reform 
bill allows us to push back against the 
insurance companies that wanted to 
charge too much for Medicare Advan- 
tage. Just in my State, we were able to 
save Florida seniors $4 million in the 
form of extra health benefits or re- 
duced out-of-pocket costs for their 
Medicare coverage. 

Under the new law, we are going to 
be able to reward Medicare Advantage 
plans: Medicare insurance companies— 
we are going to be able to reward those 
that provide the quality plans, the 
high-quality care. 

Remember back 1 year ago what was 
happening on waste, fraud, and abuse 
in Medicare? The standards to prevent 
that waste, fraud, and abuse in Medi- 
care were certainly not tough enough. 
How many times did we pick up the 
newspaper and we read about this guy 
had fleeced Medicare by opening a 
storefront that was a fake storefront 
and they started billing Medicare right 
and left and Medicare was paying it. As 
a result, the criminals were able to rip 
off Federal health care programs. A lot 
of that was because there was not an 
adequate enough review. 

This new law has enforcement offi- 
cials with new tools to prevent fraud 
before it occurs. This Senator had a 
part, a little bitty part, in that. The 
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law gives States money to conduct 
background checks on long-term care 
providers and to educate seniors on 
fraud prevention, to educate them 
about those people who prey on our 
senior citizens and take advantage of 
them. My State has received in excess 
of $3 million thus far in order to pro- 
vide that education on fraud preven- 
tion. 

Because of the changes in this health 
care reform bill, Medicare is now 
stronger than ever. As it is being im- 
plemented over the course of the next 
several years, it did not take effect all 
at once. There is a lot of implementa- 
tion in each year over about the next 4 
years. As it does, Medicare is going to 
be stronger than ever. We certainly 
need to continue to protect and 
strengthen Medicare for all of our sen- 
iors. 

On the occasion of 1 year ago, when 
this new law on health care reform be- 
came law—it is so complicated and 
there are mistakes in it and we will 
correct those mistakes over time. That 
is the good part about this being imple- 
mented over the next several years; 
that where there is a mistake, it can be 
corrected. If this goes all the way up to 
the U.S. Supreme Court, which I expect 
it will, and if the Court declares a part 
of it as unconstitutional, that does not 
mean the Court is going to strike down 
the whole law. But there are plenty of 
opportunities, where there need to be 
corrections as it is being implemented, 
that we can do that. 

But I wished to come to the floor and 
point out some of these reforms that 
have already strengthened the Medi- 
care Program, as well as providing a 
more favorable environment in which 
to receive health care coverage, par- 
ticularly for America’s senior citizens. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANCHIN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak for a moment on the con- 
tinuing resolution and then speak on 
something else. It should not matter 
which political party we belong to. It is 
not right for any elected official to use 
the budget process to squander our eco- 
nomic potential and undermine our 
economic competitiveness. I see far too 
many people doing that in this debate. 

I also see we are looking in a small 
window of the budget—something like 
one-sixth of the budget is where all the 
cuts are—confining the discussion to 
that, without looking at a millionaire’s 
tax, without looking at closing loop- 
holes. 
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We know, the Presiding Officer 
knows, if a company in Wheeling, WV, 
right across the river, or in St. 
Clairsville, OH, shuts down and moves 
to Mexico or China, they can actually 
deduct the cost of that move and that 
shutdown. That makes no sense. We 
need to close those tax loopholes. We 
need to look at the entire budget as we 
make these cuts. 

Yesterday, I was on the phone with 
the majority leader talking to Ohio 
and Nevada media and also with John 
Paul Hill, an Ohio veteran who, after 
being discharged from the Army, was 
left homeless and turned to drug abuse. 

With the help of a Housing-Urban De- 
velopment-Veterans Affairs Supportive 
Housing—called HUD-VASH—Grant 
Program, he has an apartment. His life 
is on track. He is enrolled in college at 
Cuyahoga Community College in 
northern Ohio and he is on track to 
graduate and will be very employable. 

Those are the kinds of cuts Repub- 
licans have made to maternal health 
care programs, to Head Start, to pro- 
grams such as this for homeless vets. It 
is unconscionable that is the approach 
they have taken instead of much more 
serious long-term deficit reduction. 

We also know from what JOHN 
McCAIN’s chief economic adviser said 
that the Republican budget that came 
out of the House would result in 700,000 
lost jobs this year because of their ap- 
proach, and that is clearly not good, as 
this economic recovery has begun—not 
fast enough in West Virginia or Ohio or 
anywhere else in this country, but it 
has begun. So we do not want to under- 
cut that. 

(The further remarks of Mr. BROWN of 
Ohio are printed in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield the floor, 
and I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
BENNET and I have up to 10 minutes for 
a colloquy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, 
Senator BENNET and I have just an- 
nounced an effort that I think most 
teachers, most principals, and many 
parents will want to be a part of. We 
are going to look at the education sys- 
tem in Tennessee and in Colorado—two 
of the more progressive States in edu- 
cation—to see if there are too many 
tests and too many regulations. We 
want to make sure the tests we have 
are good tests and the regulations we 
have are reasonable regulations, and 
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any minute we can save from an 
unneeded test or an unnecessary regu- 
lation is a minute a teacher can spend 
devoted to teaching. 

So we have done two things. First, we 
are introducing today legislation that 
we hope will be a part of the new Ele- 
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
when it is passed that will have the 
Education Secretary set up a task 
force that will do something we don’t 
usually do in government, which is 
subtract instead of add government—in 
other words, to continuously ask 
teachers, principals, and others what 
tests, what regulations are unneces- 
sary so we can get rid of them. 

Second, we are going to start right 
away to do this in Colorado and Ten- 
nessee. We have talked to our Gov- 
ernors—Governor Hickenlooper and 
Governor Halsam—and we are going to 
put together a task force of educators 
in our State and ask them to say to us: 
What regulations are unnecessary? 
What tests are unnecessary? 

When I was Governor, I used to say to 
the Education Secretary, who was then 
Bill Bennett: There are too many Fed- 
eral regulations. He would say to me: I 
bet you have more State regulations 
than Federal regulations. And he was 
right. 

When I was Education Secretary, I 
had many teachers and others say to 
me: We can’t do this, we can’t do that 
because of the Federal regulation, 
when, in fact, there was no such Fed- 
eral regulation. What often happens is 
that the confusion between what the 
Federal Government requires and what 
the State government requires creates 
inordinate confusion in the classroom, 
and teachers feel all tied up. 

So we are going to start right away 
to do this. We are both very excited 
about this. We think this should give 
teachers and others in the classroom 
an opportunity to do their jobs. One 
day less on an unneeded test might 
mean one more day teaching a child 
U.S. history, which would suit me fine. 

I wish to congratulate Senator BEN- 
NET for his contribution to the debate, 
his ideas. His ideas come from his expe- 
rience as an extraordinarily successful 
superintendent of the Denver Public 
School System. So we are taking his 
more recent experience and my own 
background, putting them together 
with our teachers and principals, and 
we look forward to reporting to our 
colleagues what we find, as well as to 
Secretary Duncan, who will be a full 
partner with us in this. We hope this is 
part of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act when it is enacted in a 
bipartisan way. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator ALEXANDER for his leadership 
over so many years on education issues 
confronting this country and making 
sure every child in America has the op- 
portunity to fulfill their full potential. 
I thank him also for his work on this 
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bipartisan effort to do something very 
unusual for government and also for 
public education, which is actually to 
begin an inquiry about not what the 
next rule or regulation should be but 
whether there are rules and regulations 
that are now obsolete or whether our 
State regulations and Federal regula- 
tions are actually not accounting for 
each other in any way other than to 
overburden the people who are actually 
teaching our kids and our kids them- 
selves. 


I used to spend a lot of time when I 
was superintendent of Denver public 
schools wondering why everybody in 
Washington was so mean to our teach- 
ers and to our kids. Now that I have 
been here for a couple years, I know 
the people here are not mean. But this 
Senate floor is a very long way from 
the classrooms of this country—the 
classrooms in Tennessee and the class- 
rooms in Colorado. We have to remem- 
ber what the effects of everything we 
do are on that moment when a teacher 
is in her classroom with 20, 30 kids and 
trying to do her best to make sure they 
move forward. 


This is an opportunity to not show up 
with the answers but to ask questions 
of our teachers and principals and 
moms and dads and see what we can 
take away. I have learned something 
since I have been here, which is that an 
awful lot of the burden we are placing 
on people in schools and classrooms 
and the way in which State and Fed- 
eral regulations interact with each 
other—if we can reduce that burden 
while at the same time elevating our 
accountability system, improve our ac- 
countability system, make sure we are 
holding everybody accountable for de- 
livering the outcomes from our kids, 
that not only will we get better results 
but we are going to find that there is a 
lot more time in the schoolday and the 
school year for kids to have well- 
rounded education all across America. 


I thank our former Education Sec- 
retary for his work, and I thank our 
current Education Secretary, Arne 
Duncan, for working with us on this 
initiative. I am so looking forward to 
having a conversation with people, 
where we are saying: What can we take 
away, rather than: What are we going 
to impose on you now? 


Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD a memorandum on the 
Colorado-Tennessee working group on 
effective regulation and assessment 
systems for public education, which 
outlines the roles Senator BENNET, my- 
self, Secretary Duncan, along with 
Governor Haslam of Tennessee and 
Governor Hickenlooper of Colorado, 
will have. 


There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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CO-TN WORKING GROUP ON EFFECTIVE REGU- 
LATION AND ASSESSMENT SYSTEMS FOR PUB- 
LIC EDUCATION 


The structure of the working group will be 
as follows: 

Co-Chairs: Sen. Michael Bennet, Sen. 
Lamar Alexander, Secretary Arne Duncan, 
Governor Bill Haslam, Governor John 
Hickenlooper. 

Charge: 

(1) Examine Federal, State, and local regu- 
lations governing public schools in Colorado 
and Tennessee. 

a. Differentiate between financial, pro- 
grammatic, general education, special edu- 
cation, and civil rights requirements. 

b. Identify which governmental entity re- 
quires each regulation. 

c. Measure cost of compliance in terms of 
funds spent on compliance and time in hours 
and personnel. 

d. Identify duplicative, redundant, or un- 
necessary regulations at each governmental 
level. 

e. Investigate how Federal, State, and 
local interpretations of laws and regulations 
create additional or unnecessary burden and 
are used as rationale (or cover) for imposing 
requirements that are not actually man- 
dated by law. 

(2) Examine Federal, State, and local as- 
sessment systems for public elementary, 
middle, and high schools. 

a. Determine purpose and intent and 
length of each assessment (e.g., measuring 
student achievement, teacher effectiveness, 
system accountability). 

b. Determine frequency, length, and sched- 
uling and measure impact on length of time 
in hours and days spent on testing. 

c. Identify duplication in the current sys- 
tem and opportunities to streamline the ac- 
countability system. 

d. Examine whether current assessments 
are returned with sufficient speed and qual- 
ity to inform instruction, student grading, 
and teacher effectiveness. 

e. Examine reporting practices of test re- 
sults and the degree to which they are re- 
turned in a timely manner with sufficient 
quality to be useful to parents, teachers and 
principals, and students to inform and im- 
prove their work, including targeting in- 
struction to student needs, grading student 
work, and evaluating teacher and principal 
effectiveness. 

f. Analyze the ability of quality assess- 
ments to measure whether a student is pre- 
pared to graduate from high school and pur- 
sue college or a career without the need for 
academic remediation. 

g. Examine what factors most contribute 
to quality assessments and the extent to 
which high-quality assessments can advance 
student learning. 

h. Assess the technology infrastructure for 
next generation assessments. 

i. Identify opportunities to improve assess- 
ment practices to better promote parent, 
teacher and principal, and student under- 
standing of progress toward college and ca- 
reer readiness and public understanding of 
school performance and educational produc- 
tivity. 

(3) Prepare a report analyzing findings and 
make recommendations for local, State, and 
Federal policy makers including: 

a. State legislators 

b. Chief State School Officers 

c. State Federal Programs Director 

d. Superintendents 

e. Principals 

f. Teachers 

g. Assessment Experts 


March 17, 2011 


h. Educator Effectiveness Experts 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, one 
more time, the bottom line of this pro- 
posal by Senator BENNET and myself is 
that every minute a teacher spends on 
an unneeded test or regulation is a 
minute the teacher cannot devote to 
teaching a child. What we are asking 
the teachers of Tennessee and Colorado 
to do for us is to identify the rules and 
regulations we need and the rules and 
regulations we can get rid of. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I will 
add one more example to this from my 
experience in Denver. We complied 
with No Child Left Behind in the Den- 
ver public schools. But there was some- 
thing that didn’t make sense to me and 
to our teachers and our families, which 
is that we thought we were asking and 
answering a completely irrelevant 
question when it came to account- 
ability, which was: How did this year’s 
fourth graders do compared to last 
year’s fourth graders? 

The accountability system in the 
United States is based upon that. What 
our teachers told me is: MICHAEL, it is 
irrelevant because they are not the 
same kids. 

They are right. So we moved to a sys- 
tem that asked the question: How did 
this group of fifth graders do compared 
to when they were fourth graders and 
third graders, compared to what every 
other child in Colorado with a statis- 
tically similar test history did as well. 
All of a sudden, we began to see places 
that were driving growth for kids but 
that were completely unrecognized by 
the Federal law. We saw other places 
where kids were achieving at high lev- 
els but were falling behind during the 
course of the year. 

There is a lot of wisdom in this coun- 
try about how to move our kids for- 
ward. What we have to do is tear down 
some of the barriers that are in the 
way of those good ideas. It took me a 
long time to get that performance sys- 
tem signed off on both at the State and 
Federal levels. The State of Colorado 
has a growth model, and we are talking 
about growth models all over the coun- 
try as a result of the work we did in 
Colorado and the good work that has 
been done in other States as well. 

Sometimes people ask: Why is it so 
hard to scale quality in public edu- 
cation? If we can, in some small way, 
tear down some of the unintended bar- 
riers to that scaling of quality edu- 
cation, I think our kids will be better 
for it. 

Again, I thank the Senator from Ten- 
nessee for signing up on this initiative. 
I look forward to learning what is 
working well and what is not working 
so well in our respective States and 
watching this spread across the United 
States. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Chair 
also. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we 
will soon be voting on a continuing res- 
olution to continue funding the U.S. 
Government for 3 weeks. I believe that 
will reduce spending over that 3-week 
period by $2 billion a week, which is far 
less than the debt we are incurring in 
each of those weeks, but it is signifi- 
cant progress. Add it to the $4 billion 
we did in the previous 2-week CR. 

I will support this continuing resolu- 
tion. It keeps us on track to achieve a 
$61-billion reduction in Federal spend- 
ing this fiscal year, which ends Sep- 
tember 30. It is important we take ac- 
tion. It is a matter that is important 
financially to American business inter- 
ests and foreign business interests that 
may be thinking of investing in the 
United States and people who might 
buy our huge number of Treasury bills 
that we sell each week and are pur- 
chased by people all over the world. 
They want to know if we have our 
house in order, if this is a safe place to 
invest their money. 

We need to do something now. When 
our majority leader, Senator REID, pro- 
posed not $61 billion but that we reduce 
spending only $4 billion throughout the 
rest of this fiscal year, I said then and 
believe now that is only a product of 
being in the Washington bubble. We are 
in denial of the reality of the crisis we 
face. I do not want to talk down the 
American economy. I believe’ the 
American worker is willing to work, is 
competitive, but we cannot burden 
that worker with excessive debt. 

How does that happen? I am ranking 
Republican on the Budget Committee. 
We have heard testimony from Drs. 
Rogoff and Reinhart, who have written 
a book called ‘‘This Time is Different.” 
Their study of nations that have got- 
ten into trouble financially and have 
had debt crises over the last 20 years 
shows a consistent pattern of problems. 

One of the things they concluded is 
that when a nation’s debt reaches 90 
percent GDP, the economic growth in 
that country slows down. The median 
was 1 percent, but the average was 
more than 1 percent. Some countries 
had more than а 1-percent drop іп 
growth. Japan has a higher debt than 
we do, I think the highest in the world. 
They have an interesting way they 
have been able to finance it, but they 
have had no growth for quite a long 
time. It is consistent with the Rogoff- 
Reinhart study. 

Does that apply to us? We are about 
95 percent now. Our debt is surging. By 
the end of this fiscal year, the numbers 
are that our debt will be 100 percent of 
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GDP, well above the figure. One might 
ask: What does 1 percent growth mean? 
If we are looking for growth of 2 or 3 
percent, 1 percent is half our growth. 

What does it mean in other terms? 
Experts have said that a 1-percent re- 
duction in growth amounts to 1 million 
jobs lost. 

I believe we are beginning to feel a 
negative pull on our bounce back from 
this recession as a result of growing 
debt right now, not years down the 
road as some people have been saying 
and predicting; that we are going to 
have a debt crisis down the road. I hate 
to say it. 

Erskine Bowles, President Clinton’s 
Chief of Staff, was appointed by the 
President to cochair the debt commis- 
sion with Senator Alan Simpson. They 
testified before our committee last 
week, and this is what they said about 
the nature of the crisis we face. They 
spent weeks studying the numbers, 
hearing from experts all over the 
world, about our debt situation. They 
reported that we have to take action 
now. 

In a joint statement they presented 
to the committee, they said this is the 
most predictable financial crisis this 
Nation has ever faced. In other words, 
they said if we do not change course, it 
will be the most predictable crisis we 
have faced. 

Senator CONRAD, our Democratic 
chairman, who is very concerned about 
these issues, asked them when. Mr. 
Bowles, who himself is a successful fi- 
nancial businessman and financier, 
said about 2 years. Senator Simpson 
contributed to the discussion and said: 
I think a year. 

I hope we do not have some sort of 
debt crisis in a year. The fact that has 
even been discussed should be a cause 
for alarm. Let me say, in January, 
Alan Greenspan said we could have a 
debt crisis in 2 to 3 years. Moody’s has 
discussed downgrading our debt. They 
have warned they might downgrade our 
debt in less than 2 years. We need to 
take action now. That is the deal. That 
is the matter. 

We had some fine new Members elect- 
ed to the House and the Senate last 
Fall. The American people believed 
those they elected would come to 
Washington and help us get off this 
course of wild spending. I believe the 
American people get it. They are not in 
a bubble. They know we cannot con- 
tinue this way. They are prepared to 
take some action, and we need to do it. 
If we fail to take action that is notice- 
able and significant, it would send the 
wrong message around the world. They 
would say: Even with this election 
change that occurred in Washington, 
you are still not changing your course. 

I urged the President before the 
State of the Union Adderss to talk 
straight to the American people about 
the threat we face, and he did not do 
so. The first 37 minutes of his speech 
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was about new investments he called 
on us to make. Investments, of course, 
is new spending. He never once took a 
few moments to explain to us the kinds 
of things Mr. Erskine Bowles said or 
Mr. Alan Greenspan said about how we 
are on an unsustainable course. He 
never even acknowledged we are on an 
unsustainable course. He never warned 
us that we are going to have to tighten 
our belts, just as Governors are doing, 
as mayors are doing all over America. 
When we do not have money, we do not 
have money. If we do not have money, 
we have to change course. 

I was disappointed, as were some of 
our Democratic colleagues, that we 
have not had the kind of national dia- 
log and ask the American people to re- 
ceive somewhat less from the Federal 
Government than they have been. 

Why do we have to do it? Because we 
are facing a crisis in good leadership, 
which means the leader has to tell the 
people what the threat is, what the 
danger is, and how we are going to get 
out of it. 

I truly believe one of the highest du- 
ties of any Member of Congress or any 
leader in America is to protect the 
American people from foreseeable dan- 
gers. As Erskine Bowles said, this is 
the most predictable crisis we have 
ever faced. It is heading to a bad end— 
hopefully, not as soon as they warned 
us it could happen so we will have time 
to get off this course. That is impor- 
tant. 

The President said in his State of the 
Union Address that we will be living 
within our means. He did a radio ad- 
dress after he submitted his budget, 
and he said: We are going to be living 
within our means. My budget puts us 
on a track to prosperity. We are going 
to continue to invest, and we will be 
living within our means and paying 
down the debt. 

Mr. Jack Lew, the Director of the Of- 
fice of Management and Budget, says 
we are going to be living within our 
means and paying down our debt. Basi- 
cally, they are saying: Don’t worry. 
You guys are getting all hyped up. We 
can still invest. We can still spend. 
Don’t worry about it. 

What do the facts say? We do not 
need political talk; we need a fact- 
based budget. We need fact-based dis- 
cussions. The facts are we are not 
going to be paying down our debt in 10 
years under the President’s budget. We 
are not going to be living within our 
means. 

What is the situation? His own budg- 
et is four volumes. In that plan it calls 
for spending levels that increase the 
total gross debt of the United States 
from $13 trillion to $26 trillion. Under 
that plan, the lowest single annual def- 
icit that occurs is over $600 billion. The 
highest deficit President Bush ever had 
was 450. That was too high. The lowest 
he is projecting in his own numbers is 
600. 
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Even more troubling, in years 7, 8, 9 
and 10 of his budget the deficits are 
going up. It is almost $900 billion in the 
10th year. How could they say that? 
How could the President look the 
American people in the eye and say my 
budget is going to cause us to live 
within our means? How could Mr. Lew 
say that? 

I examined Mr. Lew in the Budget 
Committee. I asked Mr. Lew, the low- 
est deficit you are going to have is $600 
billion. How is that living within our 
means? He said: Well, there is some- 
thing called a primary deficit. I said: 
What? He said: The primary deficit. I 
asked: Well, what is that? He said: 
Well, you don’t count interest. 

You don’t count interest. When a 
family living in tight times today is 
trying to squeeze their budget, do they 
not count their interest on their credit 
card or their mortgage payment? How 
can they say they are balancing the 
budget, living within our means and 
not count interest that we pay on the 
debt? All of the money we borrow we 
have to pay interest on. We pay inter- 
est on $14 trillion. If it doubles to 26, 
we will pay interest on that. Last year, 
our interest payment for the United 
States of America was about $208 bil- 
lion in interest payments alone. 

Under the President’s budget, the in- 
terest payment in the 10th year is $844 
billion, according to his numbers. This 
is the fastest growing item in the en- 
tire budget. They assume an interest 
rate at 3.5 percent. I don’t think and 
most experts do not believe that is 
going to remain so low. This is histori- 
cally very low. Historically, we average 
about 6 percent on our debt. So if it 
went from 3 percent to 6 or 7 percent, 
instead of $840 billion I guess it would 
be $1.9 trillion in interest payments. 
And that could happen if we don’t get 
off this unsustainable path we are on. 

I am frustrated about this. People 
say: Well, this CR business is only dis- 
cretionary spending. It is only a small 
part of the overall budget. You 
shouldn’t even attempt to fool with it. 
You are wasting your time. No, no, no. 
We are going to have to take every 
part of the budget and see what we can 
do to contain the growth in spending, 
or even reduce spending, to eliminate 
some spending that is totally worthless 
because we get no real benefit from it. 
We need to make our government more 
productive, lean, and efficient. We can 
do that. 

We cannot continue on this course. 
The House of Representatives has 
passed a proposal, a continuing resolu- 
tion, that would reduce spending 
through the rest of the fiscal year a 
total of $61 billion. We should accept 
that. That is not too much. It is prob- 
ably not enough, but it is enough to 
count. 

For example, it is a $61 billion reduc- 
tion in baseline U.S. spending. If you 
reduce the baseline, even if next year 
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you start going up 1 percent, that 1 
percent will be on a baseline that is $61 
billion lower. We have calculated the 
numbers, and over 10 years, that $61 
billion, plus the interest you don’t 
have to pay, will save the United 
States Treasury $860 billion. That is a 
good step. That does make a difference. 
People who deny it makes a difference 
are wrong. It is not going to savage 
anybody, unless some of these pro- 
grams aren’t working, and then they 
ought to be zeroed out. So I want to 
make that point clear. 

How much is the discretionary spend- 
ing—the money we spend here on edu- 
cation, on highways, on things of that 
nature—defense? Discretionary non- 
defense is about 12 percent of the budg- 
et; 60 percent or so is in Social Secu- 
rity and Medicare, and they are grow- 
ing at an unsustainable rate. We need 
to take steps now to save Social Secu- 
rity, to put Social Security on a path 
so our seniors can rely on it and our 
young people can have confidence that 
when they become senior citizens, they 
can rely on it also. It is not that dif- 
ficult to do. 

This has been talked about by edi- 
torial boards around the country, by 
experts and economists and professors 
and Congressmen and Senators for 
years. But the crisis is getting more 
real and acute now. Yet what did the 
President do? He said not one word 
about that in his State of the Union or 
his budget. His budget doesn’t do any- 
thing about any of the entitlements. 
You can’t cut discretionary spending 
and you can’t cut entitlement spend- 
ing. In effect, they are saying nothing 
is to be challenged. I know that is not 
a rational approach to the crisis we are 
in today. 

We have to work together. We have 
Senators together right now—Demo- 
cratic and Republican—who are trying 
to figure out a way to make some al- 
terations in the trajectory of our debt 
in America and to put us on a sound 
path. Democrats and Republicans are 
meeting—Senator WARNER, Senator 
CHAMBLISS, I think Senator MANCHIN 
and others are talking. They want to 
see us do something historic. I think 
we need to. But on the Budget Com- 
mittee, Budget Director Lew said the 
President wasn’t for any change. He 
took the view that Social Security 
doesn’t have a problem; nothing is 
going to happen until 2037. Well, what 
happens then? It falls off a cliff, and 
that is assuming you count this paper 
that is supposed to be backing it up. 
But the money has been spent. We need 
to get Social Security on a sound 
course, and we can do it. 

We have to work on Medicare, which 
is even more problematic and more 
dangerous. We need to get it on a sound 
course. We need to get our heads to- 
gether on discretionary spending and 
contain our growth in discretionary 
spending, all of which is possible to do. 
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All of that is possible to do. We have 
the opportunity to put our country on 
a road to prosperity and growth. We 
will need to do some things such as re- 
forming our tax laws to more fairly 
raise revenue in a way that allows 
more growth to occur, because we need 
to have growth. We have to create jobs. 
We need to redo our energy policy and 
produce more American energy and 
hold the cost of energy down, not drive 
up the cost of gasoline and electricity 
on the American people. 

Momentum, I think, is on the side of 
this. When Majority Leader REID of- 
fered his pittance of a reduction—a $4 
billion reduction—10 Democratic Sen- 
ators defected. They didn’t vote for it 
because they didn’t think it reduced 
spending enough. We had three Repub- 
licans who didn’t support the $61 bil- 
lion. They thought it ought to go lower 
than that. So the momentum out there 
is to go further than we are going. 

The American people get it. Our ex- 
pert testimony from witnesses tells us 
that. We have seen Bill Gross, of the 
PIMCO Bond Fund, the largest fund in 
the world, say they are not buying any 
more U.S. Treasuries, basically calling 
on the United States to reduce our 
debt. He didn’t have confidence in it. 
We need to get busy and do some 
things. It is going to have to be done in 
a bipartisan way, there is no doubt 
about it. 

There are two choices, І believe, 
truly. One is a tougher road, but it is 
the road to prosperity. It can return us 
to the kind of leadership role in the 
world we need to be in. The other road 
is the road to decline. Nothing comes 
from nothing. Nothing ever could, 
Julie Andrews sang. There is no free 
lunch. Debts have to be paid. Interest 
has to be paid on debts. This is reality. 
We don’t live in a fantasy world. The 
time to stand and be counted is now. 

This $61 billion reduction in spending 
through the last 6% or so months of 
this fiscal year is a statement. It is ac- 
tual, it is real, it will reduce the total 
indebtedness of the United States by 
$860 billion over 10 years. We could do 
more, but Congress being what it is, 
slowly coming around to the challenge, 
we are not ready probably to do more. 
But we need to do $61 billion. We do not 
need a compromise halfway, some $30 
billion reduction in spending. I do be- 
lieve that would show weakness on our 
part—a lack of resolve—which would 
not be a good signal for our fragile 
economy today. 

We need to meet the test, to face the 
defining challenge of our time, and 
that is spending. It is the dominant 
issue facing America today, no doubt 
about it. It dwarfs every other issue. I 
wish it weren’t so. When I came, in 
1997, I guess we were still fighting over 
spending then, trying to contain spend- 
ing, but by 1998 and 1999 we were in sur- 
plus. We balanced the budget. They 
started in 1994 and made some tough 
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decisions. It is going to be harder this 
time. The hole is deeper, the demo- 
graphics and the systemic threats to 
our financial order are greater than it 
was, there is no doubt about it. But we 
can do it. 

I think it is our time to fulfill our 
duty—our duty to our Nation and to 
the American people to preserve Amer- 
ica’s heritage. We are standing at a 
time in this country where we have to 
make a choice. Let’s make this choice. 
Let’s do this 3-week extension, take it 
down $6 billion more over that 3 weeks, 
and then let’s come back and do $61 bil- 
lion and celebrate the first real step in 
decades to contain growth and spend- 
ing. Let’s promise this is the begin- 
ning. Let’s promise that we are going 
to review all our spending, and we are 
going to do it in an honest, aboveboard 
way, fact based, not politics, not 
smoke and mirrors, or fantasy budgets, 
but real numbers facing real threats. 

If we do that, I think the American 
people will be supportive. They were 
supportive in the last election. I be- 
lieve they will be supportive again. 

I thank the Chair for his leadership 
on these issues in the Senate. I think 
there is growing consensus here that 
progress must be made. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Мг. 
CARDIN.) Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I wanted to 
say a few words in support of the con- 
tinuing resolution that the House of 
Representatives passed that we are 
going to be voting on here in another 
hour or so. It is H.J. Res. 48. 

This is the second short-term funding 
extension to prevent a government 
shutdown while our congressional lead- 
ers are negotiating to try to reach an 
agreement on a long-term plan to keep 
our government working through the 
end of this fiscal year ending in Sep- 
tember. The short- and long-term con- 
tinuing resolutions under discussion 
are leftover work from 2010 to finish 
the job of funding the government, as I 
said, through the end of this fiscal 
year. 

Notably, the spending cuts that have 
been achieved so far are really the first 
meaningful spending cuts the Congress 
has passed since the Deficit Reduction 
Act which was enacted in February 
2006. 

The House-passed 3-week CR or con- 
tinuing resolution, which runs until 
April 8, includes $6 billion in spending 
cuts, which will keep the Congress on 
track to implement the overall $61 bil- 
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lion in spending reductions which are 
included in the long-term CR. Enact- 
ment of this short-term measure would 
mean that in just 5 weeks we will have 
cut $10 billion from this year’s spend- 
ing, and because of the adjustment in 
the baseline, that means that over a 10- 
year period of time, we will have saved 
the taxpayers $140 billion. Even in 
Washington, DC, that is real money. 

The cuts in H.J. Res. 48 include fund- 
ing rescissions, reductions, and pro- 
gram terminations. It also eliminates 
earmarked accounts within the Agri- 
culture, Commerce-Justice-Science, Fi- 
nancial Services, General Government, 
and Interior Subcommittee jurisdic- 
tions. It reduces or terminates 25 pro- 
grams, for a savings of $3.5 billion, and 
eliminates $2.6 billion in earmarked ac- 
count funding—all in all, a pretty good 
day’s work. While we could argue the 
spending cuts are not large relative to 
the overall budget, as I said before, 
they will amount to $140 billion in sav- 
ings over 10 years. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
ability to cut funding—something we 
do not often have the opportunity to 
do. Why do we need to do this? Well, we 
all know that, first of all, we have a 
gross Federal debt exceeding $14 tril- 
lion. In fact, we are piling up debt at 
such a fast rate, that soon, the admin- 
istration says—and the administration 
has—the President has asked us to in- 
crease the debt ceiling of the United 
States because of the amount of debt 
we keep adding to that that exists. 

Obviously, we are living beyond our 
means. We have to borrow $4 billion a 
day. Another way to look as it is that 
for every dollar we spend here, we have 
to borrow 42 cents of that from some- 
body else. About half of that borrowing 
occurs from foreign nations. If you 
want to look at how the debt relates to 
the American citizens, it is equal to 
$45,500 per American or, if you want to 
relate it just to those who pay taxes, it 
is $127,000 for every taxpayer in the 
United States. That is how big our debt 
is. 

That money has to be paid back. This 
is not something that just is out there 
in the ether somewhere; our creditors 
will want to be paid back when the 
bonds we have issued become due. It is 
either going to be us here in Congress 
and the President deciding how to reor- 
der our priorities so we get our fiscal 
house in order or eventually the bond- 
holders are going to do it for us by de- 
manding far higher interest rates in 
order to buy our debt. 

It is not just a fiscal problem, it is a 
national security problem. The Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Mike 
Mullen, has made the point: ‘І believe 
that our debt is the greatest threat to 
our national security.” 

Now, why does he say that? Well, 
there are two basic reasons why. If we 
do not have the economic capability of 
funding all of the national security re- 
quirements we have, we no longer are 
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the world’s leading power, able to 
project our authority throughout the 
world, our ability to help others as well 
as defend ourselves. 

Second, when we get into hock with 
other countries, become their debtors, 
our ability to influence their decisions 
in the world is diminished. It is very 
hard for us to go to the Chinese, who 
hold a couple trillion dollars of our 
debt—I think it is a figure roughly in 
that neighborhood—and say: We de- 
mand that you support us in the United 
Nations Security Council to impose 
sanctions on Iran. It is pretty easy for 
them to say: Oh, really? How about 
that debt you owe us? How about if you 
pay a little higher interest rate on that 
money? 

Well, of course, paying a higher in- 
terest rate would devastate both our 
Federal budget and our economy. So it 
impacts our ability to influence others 
around the world, thereby also influ- 
encing our national security. 

Finally, there is the impact of the 
cuts we are making today, when we 
pass this legislation, on job creation in 
our country. There is a direct relation- 
ship between government spending on 
the one hand—going into debt—and job 
creation on the other. It is one of the 
reasons we have the high unemploy- 
ment we have today. In fact, if you 
look at a chart, there is an absolute di- 
rect correlation between the unem- 
ployment in our country and the def- 
icit spending and debt in our country. 
That is why we have to get that lower. 
When we reduce the amount of debt 
and we spend less, which is what this 
legislation will do, we can leave the 
money in the private sector, enabling 
private businesses to invest that 
money, including in jobs, thereby not 
only hiring more people but helping 
our economy to grow. 

In his work, Stanford economist 
John Taylor has shown this direct cor- 
relation between these spending cuts 
and increased employment. He recently 
released an analysis, and it is titled 
“Why a Credible Budget Strategy Will 
Reduce Unemployment and Increase 
Economic Growth.” That is the title. It 
concluded that the spending cuts in 
H.R. 1, which is the underlying con- 
tinuing resolution in the House, ‘‘will 
increase economic growth and employ- 
ment as the federal government begins 
to put its fiscal house in order and en- 
courage job-producing private sector 
investment.” He is, by the way, among 
150 top economists in the United States 
who signed a statement arguing for a 
change in direction and immediate ac- 
tion ‘‘to begin to slow government 
spending, reduce uncertainty, and sup- 
port the creation of new private sector 
jobs.” 

We can begin that process by adopt- 
ing the legislation that is before us 
here in another hour or so. It will, as I 
said, cut an additional $6 billion, so 
that the total in this last month and 1 
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week will be $10 billion in spending 
cuts that will, over a 10-year period of 
time, save the taxpayers $140 billion— 
all in all, a good day’s work. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
legislation. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New York is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak about the current debate over 
the current Federal budget. On Tues- 
day, a very telling and very troubling 
vote was held in the House of Rep- 
resentatives. In order to pass the 3- 
week continuing resolution needed to 
avert a government shutdown, which 
we are considering here in the Senate 
today, Speaker BOEHNER was forced to 
rely on votes from House Democrats. 

He had to do so because conservative 
Republicans abandoned their party 
leadership in droves. They fumed that 
the measure lacked special interest 
add-ons dealing with ideological issues 
such as abortion, net neutrality, and 
global warming. 

In all, 54 conservative Republicans 
rejected the measure—even though it 
was necessary to avert a shutdown, 
even though their own leadership nego- 
tiated the proposal, and even though it 
included $6 billion in additional cuts to 
domestic discretionary spending. This 
is a bad omen. 

Last week, the Senate held two test 
votes: one on H.R. 1 and one on a 
Democratic alternative. We knew that 
neither proposal would have the votes 
to pass and, sure enough, both went 
down. 

The purpose of those votes was to 
make it clear that both sides’ opening 
bids in this debate were nonstarters 
and thus pave the way for a serious and 
good-faith compromise. But, unfortu- 
nately, an intense ideological tail con- 
tinues to wag the dog over in the House 
of Representatives. 

Speaker BOEHNER had hoped after 
H.R. 1 failed in the Senate, it would 
convince his conservatives of the need 
to compromise. Instead, those conserv- 
atives have only dug their heels in fur- 
ther, and that is no way to improve our 
Nation’s fiscal footing. 

Speaker BOEHNER has said in no un- 
certain terms that he wants to avoid a 
shutdown, and I believe him. He is a 
good, honest man. The problem is, a 
large percentage of those in his party 
think “compromise” is a four-letter 
word. 

I do not envy the position the Speak- 
er is in, but he is going to have to 
make a choice. This is not a yellow 


March 17, 2011 


wood in Robert Frost’s poem, but there 
are two divergent roads, and, sorry, 
Speaker BOEHNER cannot travel both. 
He can cater to the tea party element 
and, as Congressman MIKE PENCE has 
suggested, ‘‘pick a fight” that will in- 
evitably cause a shutdown on April 8— 
that is one path—or he can abandon 
the tea party in these negotiations and 
forge a consensus among more mod- 
erate Republicans and a group of 
Democrats. I think we all know which 
road he should choose. 

Speaker BOEHNER would not have 
been able to pass this short-term meas- 
ure without Democratic votes, and he 
will not be able to pass a long-term one 
without Democratic votes either. 

Throughout this debate, Democrats 
have repeatedly shown a willingness to 
negotiate, a willingness to meet Repub- 
licans somewhere in the middle, and 
yet the rank and file of the House GOP 
has been utterly unrelenting. They 
have wrapped their arms around the 
discredited, reckless approach ad- 
vanced by H.R. 1, and they will not let 
go. In fact, they just Keep squeezing 
harder. 

Worse, the last few days have taught 
us that spending cuts alone will not 
bring a compromise. 

The new demand from the far right is 
that we go along with all their extra- 
neous riders. These riders don’t belong 
on a budget bill, but they were 
shoehorned into H.R. 1 anyway. Now 
the hard-liners want them in the final 
deal. 

This is why a compromise has been 
so hard to come by in the budget. It is 
because Republicans want more than 
spending cuts; they want to impose 
their entire social agenda on the back 
of a must-pass budget. 

Those on the right are entitled to 
their policy positions, but there is a 
time and a place to debate these issues, 
and this ain’t it. If this debate were 
only about spending cuts we probably 
would come to an agreement before 
long, but we will have a hard time com- 
ing to an agreement if those on the 
hard right treat the budget as an op- 
portunity to enact a far-ranging agen- 
da. 

Many Republicans in the House rec- 
ognize the unreasonableness of the 
hard-liners, to their credit. STEVE 
LATOURETTE of Ohio said passing the 3- 
week stopgap was ‘‘exactly what people 
expect us to do—find cuts and continue 
to talk.” 

MICHAEL GRIMM, a very bright fresh- 
man from my home State of New York, 
said the tea party lawmakers were 
making ‘‘a big mistake.” 

This is proof positive there are rea- 
sonable Republicans in the House, in- 
cluding some reasonable freshmen such 
as Mr. GRIMM who, along with a group 
of Democrats, can provide Speaker 
BOEHNER with the way around the tea 
party. In order to avoid a dead end on 
these budget talks, Speaker BOEHNER 
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should abandon the tea party and work 
to forge a bipartisan consensus. It is 
the only way out of this bind. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on March 
2, we voted on a short-term continuing 
resolution. We vote today on another. I 
opposed the earlier measure, and for 
the same reasons, I oppose this one as 
well. 

First, this legislation makes unjusti- 
fied cuts in important Federal pro- 
grams. These cuts will affect the safety 
and well-being of Americans who al- 
ready have suffered through the worst 
recession since the Great Depression, 
and who still are waiting for a robust 
economic recovery to lift their for- 
tunes. 

The cuts in this bill include a more 
than 15-percent reduction in important 
agricultural research programs that 
help our farmers fight threats such as 
plant diseases and invasive species. 
And they include a reduction of $200 
million—almost 25 percent—in funding 
for community-oriented policing 
grants that help local law enforcement 
agencies afford the equipment they 
need to keep our communities safe. 

Second, while this legislation will do 
real damage to important programs, it 
will have little effect on its professed 
target: the Federal budget deficit. Fo- 
cusing solely on cuts in nondefense dis- 
cretionary spending, as this and pre- 
vious continuing resolutions have 
done, cannot solve our budget prob- 
lems, because those programs make up 
less than 15 percent of our budget. 

Lastly, this legislation makes not 
even a gesture toward what must be an 
essential part of any deficit-reduction 
strategy: revenue improvements 
through the closing of tax loopholes 
and a rollback of the unjustified tax 
cuts for the wealthiest Americans that 
occurred under President Bush. 

I will repeat what I have said before: 
We cannot seriously dent the Federal 
budget deficit unless we address reve- 
nues as well as spending. This is a mat- 
ter of simple arithmetic. Hacking away 
at a narrow slice of the budget cannot 
significantly reduce our deficit. But it 
can do significant damage to our Na- 
tion’s safety and security and to the 
welfare of American families. Passing 
legislation that does such damage is an 
error; passing it while failing to ad- 
dress unjustified tax cuts and loopholes 
that benefit the wealthy adds insult to 
injury. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I want to 
take a few moments to discuss a press- 
ing matter. 

In a few hours, the Senate will take 
up another short-term continuing reso- 
lution to fund the government for fis- 
cal year 2011. Earlier this month, I 
voted no on another short-term CR. 
From my perspective, the spending re- 
ductions provided in that bill were a 
start, but they sent a bad sign. 
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Washington needs to make clear, to 
citizens and to the markets, that it is 
serious about restoring the fiscal integ- 
rity of the United States. Don’t get me 
wrong, any spending reductions are 
good spending reductions. But by get- 
ting into the habit of passing con- 
tinuing resolutions rather than long- 
term funding bills with significant re- 
ductions in government spending, Con- 
gress and the White House send the sig- 
nal that real spending restraint is im- 
possible. The spending reductions in 
the last CR were a start, but they sim- 
ply did not go far enough to bring fis- 
cal sanity back to Washington. Unfor- 
tunately, in this opening volley in the 
debate over spending—to borrow from 
the former coach of the Arizona Car- 
dinals, Denny Green—Democrats have 
shown that they are what we thought 
they were. 

The rest of the world heard voters 
loud and clear last fall. Voters want 
spending restraint from Washington. 
Republicans told voters that Demo- 
crats could not be trusted on spending. 
And Democrats are still making our 
case. 

One of my Democratic colleagues in 
the Senate has said that with respect 
to fiscal year 2011 spending reductions, 
I think we have pushed this to the 
limit. Last week, Democrats drew their 
line in the sand, and according to the 
Congressional Budget Office, they re- 
fused to reduce spending by any more 
than $4.7 billion. So in an appropria- 
tions bill that would spend over $1 tril- 
lion, Democrats could not find any 
more than $4.7 billion in reductions. 
The most they could come up with is a 
spending reduction of one-half of one 
percent? If Democrats consider these 
pathetic spending reductions pushing it 
to the limit, I would hate to see them 
really slacking off. In the Democrats’ 
world, you are only truly stingy if you 
fail to increase spending. But failing to 
increase spending is not reducing 
spending, and we need to be reducing 
spending. American families are doing 
it at home, and we need to be doing it 
here. Pushed it to the limit? Give me a 
break. 

There is no better time than right 
now to get serious about reducing 
spending. First, with each short-term 
CR that passes, it becomes less likely 
that we will get the full $61 billion in 
spending reductions that Americans 
want to see Congress adopt. Second, I 
am not going to sign onto the Demo- 
crats’ strategy of short-term CRs that 
will jeopardize our national defense. 
We cannot be funding national defense 
in little 2- and 3-week blips. And third, 
we need to make it clear that discre- 
tionary spending matters. Democrats 
are fond of saying that the problem 
with our budget deficits is not discre- 
tionary spending. Well, it might not be 
the entire problem but it is a big part 
of the problem. 

Democrats suggest that discre- 
tionary spending is a sideshow. The 
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real money is in entitlements. Let me 
make one point here. Democrats today 
say they want to focus on entitle- 
ments, but you can bet the farm that 
today’s budget-minded Democrats will 
start bludgeoning Republicans for any 
effort, no matter how modest, to get 
entitlement spending under control. 
The writer Andrew Ferguson got it 
right when he called these Democrats 
tough-choosers. They always talk 
about making the tough choices to get 
our spending under control, but the 
minute Republicans attempt to address 
deficits and debt, these same Demo- 
crats hammer Republicans for the cold- 
heartedness. 

Getting at entitlement spending re- 
quires bipartisan leadership and Presi- 
dential leadership. Yet the President, 
who has enough time to go on national 
television and fill out his NCAA brack- 
et, is only committed to a serious con- 
versation about entitlements. We need 
more than a conversation; we need 
leadership. But leadership on spending 
is wanting among Washington Demo- 
crats. 

In the end, these Democratic tough- 
choosers won’t stand strong on discre- 
tionary spending or entitlement spend- 
ing. So let’s focus on discretionary 
spending. It is a problem, and it is 
what the American people sent us here 
to address. Nondefense discretionary 
spending has grown by 24 percent over 
the last couple of years. This needs to 
be rolled back significantly. People in 
Utah understand that returning us to 
2008 spending levels is the responsible 
thing to do. 

When Democrats tell you that discre- 
tionary spending does not matter, 
think of a person who needs to go on a 
diet. The person weighs 300 pounds and 
needs to radically change his lifestyle 
in order to get in shape. When a Demo- 
crat says that we don’t need to worry 
about discretionary spending, it is like 
an overweight person saying there is 
no need to worry about the half-pint of 
cookie dough ice cream he eats every 
day because he has cut out his daily 
large pizza. If you want to lose weight, 
you can’t have either. And if you want 
to reduce spending, you need to address 
all of it. 

The fact is, we are up to our eyeballs 
in deficits and debt. For the third con- 
secutive year, we will have a deficit of 
over $1 trillion. We blew $1 trillion on 
the stimulus and followed that up with 
a $2.6 trillion health care bill that we 
could not afford. 

I appreciate the efforts of my Repub- 
lican colleagues, both in the House and 
the Senate, as they try to reach an 
agreement on a spending bill that 
should have become law last year. But 
Democrats, who controlled the White 
House and both Houses of Congress, 
shirked their responsibilities. And now 
they are digging in, trying their best to 
thwart the will of the American people 
and hold the line on the spending that 
Democratic special interests demand. 
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Here is a basic question that should 
inform this debate. What do you do 
when you are spending more money 
than you make? Even a second grade 
student could tell you that you stop 
spending money. Democrats’ subser- 
vience to the spending status quo 
would not pass a second grade math 
class. But do they really mean to say 
that they can’t find anything to cut? 
For some, every new crisis—real or 
imagined—seems to demand a solution 
that only government can provide. But 
how often do we really look back with 
a critical eye and evaluate the effec- 
tiveness of all of these new government 
programs? I am afraid not nearly 
enough. 

Thanks to the work of my colleague 
from Oklahoma, Dr. COBURN, the GAO 
recently identified possibly hundreds of 
billions of wasteful and redundant gov- 
ernment spending. Government is lit- 
tered with programs that can be re- 
duced or eliminated. To that end, along 
with my colleague from Colorado, Sen- 
ator UDALL, I have introduced legisla- 
tion that would create an anti-appro- 
priations committee specifically de- 
signed to ferret out and cut govern- 
ment waste. And, of course, the ulti- 
mate fix for all of this spending is the 
balanced budget amendment, which I 
have introduced with my colleague 
Senator CORNYN, and is cosponsored by 
31 of our colleagues. With a balanced 
budget amendment and with serious ef- 
forts by Congress, we can reduce spend- 
ing in Washington, and we can restore 
constitutional limits on the size and 
reach of the Federal Government. This 
is no longer an ideological issue. Demo- 
crats might not know that yet. But 
spending is now an issue that tran- 
scends partisan allegiances. 

Washington’s reckless spending has 
now become a serious enough issue 
that financial markets are paying at- 
tention. Just last week, the world’s 
largest bond investor divested all of its 
holdings in U.S. Treasuries. This is 
hardly a vote of confidence in the in- 
tegrity of our Nation’s finances. Yet 
what is the Democrats’ solution? Let’s 
reduce spending by $4.5 billion. To bor- 
row from my friend and colleague from 
Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY, this is a spit 
in the ocean. 

Congress needs to send a signal to 
the world that it is serious about tak- 
ing on government spending. Unfortu- 
nately, Democrats remain intent on 
being unserious. I will not play these 
games with our Nation’s fiscal integ- 
rity. I look forward to a meaningful de- 
bate over a long-term fiscal year 2011 
spending bill. In the meantime, I will 
not be supporting the CR when it 
comes up later today. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today the 
Senate will vote on the sixth con- 
tinuing resolution of the fiscal year. 
While this is not a record for Congress, 
it is certainly a number far higher than 
is appropriate for responsibly funding 
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the government. I want to take a 
minute to explain how we got to this 
point. 

Last December the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee prepared an omnibus 
spending bill to fund the government 
for fiscal year 2011. The omnibus was 
not a perfect bill, but it was based on 
hundreds of hours of hearings, com- 
mittee meetings and bipartisan nego- 
tiations. Members of both parties had 
input into the process and content of 
the bill. So it was perplexing that in 
the waning hours of the 111th Congress 
our friends on the other side of the 
aisle walked away from this bill. Be- 
cause any action in the Senate is now 
subject to the approval of а super- 
majority we were unable to pass the 
omnibus and instead passed a con- 
tinuing resolution to fund the govern- 
ment through the beginning of March. 

I fully understand concerns about 
using an omnibus as a method for 
budgeting; it is far from a perfect 
mechanism. But the alternative is to 
operate the way we have for the last 6 
months, stringing along stop-gap meas- 
ures that undermine Federal programs 
and agencies. The impact of uncertain 
budgeting is felt at the State and local 
levels as well. I hear on a daily basis 
from Vermonters about Head Start 
programs that are considering layoffs, 
college students concerned whether 
they will have to take out more loans 
if Pell grants are cut, and hundreds of 
others worried about the future of 
home heating, housing and basic safety 
net programs for many who are strug- 
gling mightily right now. 

It is critical that rather than mud- 
dling along with more short-term con- 
tinuing resolutions that we pass a re- 
sponsible budget plan for the remain- 
der of the year. The current 3-week CR 
under consideration is an example of 
how this process does not serve us well. 
Halfway through the fiscal year we are 
debating significant cuts to infrastruc- 
ture funding like Save America’s 
Treasures, the Public Television Fa- 
cilities Program and to efforts that 
provide basic services such as rural 
housing assistance to Vermonters. 

Iam extremely disappointed with the 
elimination of the Save America’s 
Treasures program. It has preserved 
hundreds of historic landmarks 
throughout the country, a number of 
which are iconic Vermont structures, 
valuable parts of my State’s identity. 
Another cut that is disappointing is 
the elimination of funding in fiscal 
year 2011 for the International Fund for 
Ireland. It is an unfortunate twist that 
on St. Patrick’s Day, Congress is 
poised to pull the plug on this program 
of assistance for the most economi- 
cally depressed communities of North- 
ern Ireland. 

These are not abstract cuts. The 
elimination and reduction of this fund- 
ing will have a measurable and nega- 
tive impact on job creation and the 
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daily lives of Americans. While I be- 
lieve these cuts are misguided, I will 
reluctantly support the continuing res- 
olution. I do not make this decision 
lightly or with any enthusiasm. Unfor- 
tunately this bill is the only option 
available to keep the government run- 
ning and prevent a shutdown. A shut- 
down would cause severe hardship for 
countless people, and the President and 
Congress must use this time to find an 
acceptable compromise to fund the 
government through the remainder of 
the year. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
in reluctant support of another short- 
term CR because I am absolutely 
against a government shutdown. 

But enough is enough. We are 6 
months into the fiscal year and no 
closer to having a budget than the day 
we started. The American people want 
a budget that is frugal, on their side 
and brings stability to their lives. Both 
parties must come together and agree 
to sensible budget cuts for remainder 
of this year. But cuts are not a strat- 
egy to reduce the deficit. Cuts are a 
tool, not a strategy. We must also 
tackle the items that are responsible 
for adding to our deficit. 

We cannot continue a cycle of cut- 
ting $2 billion every 2 weeks. That is no 
way to govern. Even though many of 
the cuts in the new CR are cuts that I 
agree with, short-term CRs are a gov- 
ernment shutdown by proxy. I don’t 
want a government shutdown. I am 
fighting to prevent it. But we cannot 
fund the government with two to three 
week payments. It is bad for Federal 
workers, contractors, families and the 
economy. 

Senate Democrats have initiated 
cuts. First we cut $41 billion from the 
President’s budget request. Then we of- 
fered to cut another $10 billion for a 
total of $51 billion in cuts. But our 
offer was rejected. Republicans want to 
cut $100 billion. We met them halfway. 
But that wasn’t good enough. Whether 
we cut $100 billion at once or several 
billion at a time in short term CRs, 
this is not a strategy to reduce the def- 
icit and will hurt middle class families. 

I am for cuts. The biggest cut I want 
to make is to the unemployment rate. 
Last week, I voted for Chairman 
INOUYE’s package with $51 billion in 
cuts. And in my own CJS bill, I have 
agreed to cut agency overhead by 10 
percent, and cut agency party funds by 
25 percent. 

I am for making cuts to programs 
that middle class families don’t depend 
on for their survival. Let’s end lavish 
subsidies for oil and gas companies to 
save $4 billion each year before we cut 
Head Start and Child Care by $1 billion. 
Let’s stop the tax breaks for corpora- 
tions that send jobs overseas to save $5 
billion before we cut afterschool pro- 
grams by $100 million. Let’s stop sub- 
sidizing big agribusiness to save an- 
other $5 billion a year before we cut 
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Pell grants for middle class kids by 
more than $600. And let’s end the war 
and bring our troops home which costs 
$1.1 billion a week in Iraq and $2.5 bil- 
lion a week in Afghanistan before we 
ask our military men and women and 
their families to sacrifice any more for 
our country. 

The uncertainty of these short-term 
CRs is bad for workers and contractors. 
One-hundred thirty-thousand Federal 
employees and tens of thousands more 
contractors live and work in Maryland. 
These are some of the most dedicated, 
hardworking people in our Nation. 
They make sure the food we eat is safe, 
find cures for the most devastating dis- 
eases, and make sure seniors get their 
checks every month. At Goddard Space 
Flight Center in Prince George’s Coun- 
ty there are 9,100 employees 3,400 civil 
servants and 5,700 contractors leading 
the world in green science initiatives. 
Of these 9,100 workers, 65 percent are 
scientists, engineers and technicians 
taking us into the next century with 
research on the Earth and its climate 
and leading missions to learn about the 
Sun, Moon, Mercury and Saturn. 

Maryland’s Federal employees win 
Nobel Prizes. Dr. Bill Phillips of the 
National Institute of Standards and 
Technology in Gaithersburg shared the 
1997 Physics Nobel Prize for develop- 
ment of methods to cool and trap 
atoms with laser light, making it pos- 
sible for us to study atoms with un- 
precedented precision. Secretary of En- 
ergy Steven Chu was one of his co-win- 
ners. Dr. Martin Rodbell of NIH shared 
the 1994 Nobel Prize in Medicine for his 
discovery of G-proteins and the prin- 
ciples of signal transduction in cellular 
communication. Dr. John C. Mather of 
NASA Goddard shared the 2006 Nobel in 
Physics for a discovery that has en- 
abled precise measurements of the first 
moments of the universe. Whether they 
have won a Nobel Prize or provide the 
petri dishes or support services for this 
important work, these are hard work- 
ing federal employees and contractors 
who are duty and mission driven. 

In Prince George’s County, I heard 
from a small business owner who does 
contract business with the govern- 
ment. Over the years she has grown her 
business with help from the Small 
Business Administration. Her company 
graduated from the SBA’s 8(a) business 
development program, which was cre- 
ated to help small and disadvantaged 
companies compete. By taking advan- 
tage of the resources offered like men- 
toring, business counseling, training, 
financial assistance and technical as- 
sistance she grew to a $43 million busi- 
ness based in Maryland with divisions 
in other states. She’s a success story. 
She asked me, ‘‘What should we do if 
the government shuts down?” She’s 
afraid that the gains she’s made could 
all be lost in a shutdown. At a time 
when we are seeing signs of economic 
recovery Congress should be nurturing 
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this trend with predictable, stable 
funding for small business owners, not 
destroying it. 

I support Federal employees and con- 
tractors. I support the mission of our 
government agencies and I support pro- 
viding the money needed to carry out 
their mandates. But I don’t support a 
government shutdown. 

I support cuts. But cuts are not a 
strategy to reduce the deficit. Cuts are 
a tool, but they are not the only tool. 
We need a more thoughtful approach. 
We need a real strategy. 

I will vote for today’s CR but we can- 
not continue to pass short-term spend- 
ing bills. Both sides must come to 
agree on a long-term budget for re- 
mainder of fiscal year. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today I 
will vote in favor of the continuing res- 
olution to keep our government and all 
its essential services open and oper- 
ating for the next 3 weeks. I am sup- 
porting another short-term extension 
for the last time. I am only supporting 
this legislation today because I have 
been guaranteed by the leadership on 
both sides of the aisle that this will be 
the last time we will be forced into 
adopting a short-term fix to our budget 
problems and because the only other 
option would be to shut down the oper- 
ations of the government. 

I believe a government shutdown is 
in no ones interests but I remain deep- 
ly disappointed in the political process 
that has put us in this untenable posi- 
tion. A 3-week extension that merely 
defers tough decisions on funding for 
the fiscal year that started almost 6 
months ago is hardly progress. The 
American people deserve better than a 
stalled process which delays important 
decisions of how we can reduce our 
Federal budget deficit while maintain- 
ing our important investments in in- 
frastructure, research, education, tech- 
nology, and clean energy which will re- 
sult in new jobs and will bolster our 
long-term competitiveness. 

The American people deserve a seri- 
ous dialogue within the Congress about 
our fiscal situation, discretionary 
spending, entitlements, and revenues. 
We need to work towards a long-term 
solution to reduce both our current 
budget deficit and our staggering debt. 
We will need to reduce federal spending 
and make appropriate changes to our 
entitlement programs to meet the fis- 
cal challenges facing our country. To 
do this appropriately, everything—rev- 
enue, tax reform, spending and entitle- 
ments—needs to be on the table. 

The question now is what are the 
tough decisions we are going to make 
today? What are the issues we are 
going to wrestle with together at a mo- 
ment of enormous challenge? This 
process cannot be done in 3 weeks, but 
it should have already begun—and it 
needs to begin today. The American 
people deserve no less. 
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IMPACTS OF CUTS TO THE NATIONAL OCEANIC 
AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, at my 
request, the National Oceanic and At- 
mospheric Administration has provided 
information on the potential impact of 
a fiscal year 2011 continuing resolution 
on the agency’s long-term ability to ef- 
fectively carry out its mission. In par- 
ticular, they highlight potential im- 
pacts to their ability to provide accu- 
rate and timely weather and hazard 
forecasts and what the economic im- 
pacts may be on a State-by-State basis. 
I ask unanimous consent that their re- 
sponse be printed in the RECORD so that 
we may have a more informed debate. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN INOUYE: Thank you for 
meeting with me on Monday, March 7, 2011, 
and for your letter regarding the level of 
funding for National Oceanic and Atmos- 
pheric Administration included in the pro- 
posed FY 2011 Continuing Resolutions. En- 
closed are answers to your questions on the 
Joint Polar Satellite System (JPSS) and 
state-by-state data on NOAA funding. 

I appreciate your interest in our polar sat- 
ellite system, which is of vital importance to 
the Nation. NOAA provided the best informa- 
tion possible in the rapid time frame that 
the current debate demands. If we may be of 
further assistance to focus on more specific 
information or examples, please do not hesi- 
tate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 
JANE LUBCHENCO. PH.D., 
Under Secretary of Commerce for 
Oceans and Atmosphere. 

What impacts would the CR have on 
NOAA’s ability to continue development of 
the Joint Polar Satellite System (JPSS), and 
if it is not adequately funded this year, how 
would that affect funding needs in future 
years? 

The FY 2011 President’s Budget Request in- 
cluded $1.06 billion to maintain continuity of 
earth observations with the next generation 
of polar satellite, NOAA’s JPSS. To ensure 
data continuity, the Administration had sub- 
mitted an anomaly request for $528 million. 

Because of insufficient funding, and the 
uncertainty caused by the temporary con- 
tinuing resolutions this year, the launch 
date for JPSS-1 has already slipped to March 
2016, a delay of at least 14 months and the 
costs of the program have risen. Continued 
inadequate funding will cause further 
delays—on an approximate day-for-day slip— 
and further cost growth. Thus, if JPSS fund- 
ing were kept at the CR level for the entire 
FY 2011, the launch date for JPSS-1 will slip 
to no earlier than September 2016. 

An analysis done by the Aerospace Cor- 
poration demonstrates that even small slips 
to the launch schedule for JPSS-1 in 2016 
yields large increases in the likelihood that 
a gap in satellite coverage will occur. This is 
because NASA’s NPOESS Preparatory 
Project (NPP) that will launch later this 
year as a temporary replacement will have 
reached its end-of-life and the probability it 
will survive another day or month decreases 
dramatically. Thus, additional funding in FY 
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2011 of $528 million will allow for a launch in 
the March 2016 timeframe vice September 
2016 timeframe and decrease the probability 
of a gap in coverage from 90 percent to 35 
percent. Additionally, in order to maintain a 
March 2016 launch date, full funding of JPSS 
will be required in FY 2012 of $1.07 billion. 

At the CR level, NOAA can only support 
about half the JPSS workforce planned. 
Funding uncertainty also precluded hiring 
the approximately 700 additional contrac- 
tors, nationwide, required for the program. 
As a result, NOAA has focused its develop- 
ment efforts on the delivery of those pro- 
gram elements that will support the launch 
of the NPP satellite this fall, which will pro- 
vide data for NOAA operational weather 
forecasts after the failure of NOAA’s current 
operational polar-orbiting satellite. The in- 
ability to support the necessary workforce 
requires us to focus the resources we have on 
the NPP mission and forces us to delay work 
on the JPSS spacecraft and instruments re- 
sulting in a delay of at least 14 months to 
the date JPSS needs to be available to 
launch. The planned launch has now slipped 
from 2015 to 2016. Given this schedule slip 
and the amount of time needed to calibrate 
a new satellite before it can generate useful 
data for weather and climate needs, it is 
highly likely that JPSS will not be oper- 
ational in time to ensure data continuity 
with NPP. We estimate a 90% likelihood of a 
“data кар” in 2017, which would result in а 
degradation of forecast accuracy that is fur- 
ther discussed in the next response. A lack of 
funding in FY 2011 will also increase the 
total life-cycle cost of the system as develop- 
ment efforts are stretched, opportunities to 
capture purchasing and production effi- 
ciencies are lost, contract management ex- 
penses increase, and the compounding im- 
pact of inflation as the program is delayed. 
Experience suggests that without additional 
funding in FY 2011 the total life-cycle cost of 
the program could grow by approximately 
$1.6 to $2.6 billion. 

What kind of impacts do you foresee for 
weather forecasting capability if JPSS is not 
adequately funded, and what would be the ef- 
fects on the safety of U.S. citizens? 

What economic impacts would you expect 
if the U.S. were to lose the observations ex- 
pected from the JPSS program? 

During the gap period, NOAA will have to 
rely on international partners for non-opti- 
mal data to support our weather prediction 
models, resulting in a degradation of fore- 
cast accuracy by 1 to 2 days. Higher con- 
fidence forecasts would only extend out 5 
days instead of 7 days as they do currently. 
This degradation would cause the National 
Weather Service to suffer a loss of decades’ 
worth of continual improvements in forecast 
ability. The economic and security con- 
sequences to the Nation would be severe: 

$100 to $200 million per year to the aviation 
industry from reduced volcanic ash moni- 
toring. 

$6—$8 billion lost annually due to reduced 
accuracy of drought forecasts impacting the 
agriculture, transportation, recreation and 
tourism, forestry, and energy sectors. 

Alaska, due to its high northern latitude 
and remoteness is only serviced by our polar 
satellites. During a gap the State would lose 
almost all of its weather forecasting for 
aviation as well as for the economically vital 
maritime, oil and gas industries. The esti- 
mated average expected annual losses to 
container shipping (lost containers and dam- 
age to vessels) in the absence of good infor- 
mation about extratropical storm conditions 
is on the order of $250 million/year in the 
North Pacific. 
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Less accurate long range forecasts of se- 
vere weather will adversely impact emer- 
gency response and evacuation planning for 
major storms and events. Every excess mile 
unnecessarily evacuated during a coastal 
storm or hurricane costs an estimated $1 
million and disrupts thousands of lives. 

The degradation of 2-10 day long-term fore- 
casts, which are imperative for troop deploy- 
ments and planning operations. Within the 
military, these data and products allow mili- 
tary planners and tactical users to focus on 
anticipating and exploiting atmospheric and 
space environmental conditions. For exam- 
ple, Air Force Weather Agency requires ac- 
curate wind and temperature forecasts for 
any decision to launch an aircraft that will 
need midflight refueling or for weapons de- 
ployment. 

In 2010, 295 lives in the U.S. alone were 
saved thanks to the satellites picking up res- 
cue beacons. NOAA’s polar satellites carry 
the search and rescue antennas that receive 
these signals. During a gap in coverage the 
emergency response times would increase or 
rescue signals may be missed, significantly 
increasing the jeopardy of those in distress. 

Recognizing the troubled history of the 
National Polar-orbiting Operational Envi- 
ronmental Satellite System (NPOESS), do 
NOAA and NASA now have the right acquisi- 
tion and management mechanisms in place 
for the program to succeed? 

The NPOESS Program attempted to reduce 
duplication of efforts and reduce costs by 
combining common requirements of the civil 
and defense satellite programs. However, 
after a decade of continued program cost 
growth and schedule delays, an Independent 
Review Team found that the tri-agency man- 
agement structure was ineffective and there 
were divergent program priorities for civil 
and defense needs. In February 2010 the 
White House announced a restructuring of 
the program. The current JPSS program rep- 
licates the successful NOAA-NASA partner- 
ship with NOAA as the responsible agency 
for operating this critical national resource 
to support weather warnings and forecasts 
and monitor climate and NASA acting as 
NOAA’ s satellite acquisition agent. Over the 
last four decades, this partnership has suc- 
cessfully developed, built, launched and op- 
erated over 60 weather satellites. 

Do you believe that NOAA’s Earth Science 
mission can be completed by other Govern- 
ment agencies, like NASA? Is there duplica- 
tion in the U.S. Government’s Earth Science 
missions? 

For over forty years, NOAA and NASA 
Earth observation missions have operated to 
complement and not duplicate each other’s 
efforts. NASA and NOAA have fundamen- 
tally different missions, meeting the needs 
of different user communities. NASA focuses 
on new science and discovery; NOAA focuses 
on reliable and stable long-term monitoring 
of the environment to protect life, property 
and commerce. Ensuring the continuity of 
weather data from our satellites is funda- 
mental to NOAA’s mission; it has histori- 
cally not been fundamental to NASA’s mis- 
sion. The structure of the U.S. civil space 
programs results in complementary pro- 
grams, located within the agencies that have 
clear authority, accountability, and respon- 
sibility for budgetary, policy, and user re- 
quirement decisions. 

Time and again, Congress and Presidents 
(including the 2010 National Space Policy, 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/na- 
tional space policy 6-28-10.pdf) reaf- 
firm the need to maintain funding of the ci- 
vilian meteorological satellite program in a 
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manner that extracts the core capabilities 
from NASA and NOAA to execute continued 
US advancement of space-based Earth obser- 
vations that protect life, property and eco- 
nomic competitiveness. In a 2009 report, 
after an in-depth analysis of NASA’s Earth 
Science projects related to climate and 
weather research, the Government Account- 
ability Office (GAO) confirmed that there 
was no duplication of effort with other fed- 
eral agencies. 

Can you provide information on NOAA’s 
economic impact on a state-by-state basis? 

I have attached a breakdown of the 
amount of money NOAA provided to each 
state through grants and contracts in FY 
2010 for your review. 

I appreciate your interest in this issue of 
vital importance to the nation, and provided 
the best information we can in the rapid 
time frame that the current debate demands. 
If we may be of further assistance to focus 
on more specific information or examples, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the vote on the 
continuing resolution start at 2:45. The 
time will run as if it started at 3 
o’clock. There are some problems with 
a few Senators, so I ask consent that 
the vote start at 2:45. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I further 
ask that the time until 2:45 be divided 
equally between the Democrats and Re- 
publicans. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR). Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I 
suggest we proceed to the vote on the 
joint resolution. 

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 48) 
was ordered to a third reading and was 
read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint 
resolution having been read the third 
time, the question is, Shall the joint 
resolution pass? 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 87, 
nays 13, as follows: 


[Rollcall Vote No. 44 Leg.] 


YEAS—87 
Akaka Baucus Blumenthal 
Alexander Begich Blunt 
Ayotte Bennet Boozman 
Barrasso Bingaman Boxer 
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Brown (MA) Hoeven Murkowski 
Brown (OH) Hutchison Nelson (NE) 
Burr Inouye Nelson (FL) 
Cantwell Isakson Portman 
Cardin Johanns Pryor 
Carper Johnson (SD) Reed 
Casey Johnson (WI) Reid 
Chambliss Kerry Roberts 
Coats Kirk Schumer 
Coburn Klobuchar Sessions 
Cochran Kohl Shaheen 
Collins Kyl Shelby 
Conrad Landrieu Snowe 
Coons Lautenberg Stabenow 
Corker Leahy Tester 
Cornyn Lieberman Thune 
Durbin Lugar Toomey 
Enzi Manchin Udall (CO) 
Feinstein McCain Udall (NM) 
Franken McCaskill Vitter 
Gillibrand McConnell Warner 
Graham Menendez Webb 
Grassley Merkley Whitehouse 
Hagan Mikulski Wicker 
Harkin Moran Wyden 
NAYS—13 

Crapo Lee Rockefeller 
DeMint Levin Rubio 
Ensign Murray Sanders 
Hatch Paul 
Inhofe Risch 

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 48) 


was passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo- 
tion to reconsider is considered made 
and laid upon the table. 


-Á 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


NOMINATION OF AMY BERMAN 
JACKSON TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nomination, which the 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read the nomination of 
Amy Berman Jackson, of the District 
of Columbia, to be United States Dis- 
trict Judge for the District of Colum- 
bia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma- 
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, 
yield back all time on this matter. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the leader with- 
hold? 

Mr. REID. The chairman is here. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 
thank the majority leader for sched- 
uling this confirmation vote today. I 
have been talking about this nomina- 
tion since last year. Amy Jackson is 
one of four nominees to the vacancies 
that have plagued the District Court 
for the District of Columbia, this Na- 
tion’s Capital, for some time. This is 
another of the nominations that 
could—and in my view should—have 
been considered and confirmed last 
year. Instead, it was one of two nomi- 
nations to that court unnecessarily re- 
turned to the President without final 
Senate action, despite the nominee’s 
qualifications and the needs of the 
American people to have judges avail- 
able to hear cases in the Federal 


we 
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courts. The President has had to re- 
nominate Ms. Jackson, the Senate Ju- 
diciary Committee has had to recon- 
sider her and now, finally, the Senate 
is being allowed to consider her. 

I have spoken about the vacancies in 
the District of Columbia on numerous 
occasions, including during the last 2 
weeks. I have noted the criticism from 
Chief Judge Lamberth of the U.S. Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Colum- 
bia. Chief Judge Lamberth wrote to 
Senate leaders last November urging 
action by the Senate to fill the vacan- 
cies that exist on the District Court for 
the District of Columbia. We could and 
should have acted before adjourning 
last year in response to his request. All 
four nominations were reported unani- 
mously by the Judiciary Committee 
last year. They were needlessly de- 
layed. 

When the Senate was allowed to con- 
sider and confirm Judge Boasberg on 
Monday, I, again, raised the question of 
the refusal on the other side of the 
aisle to proceed to consider the Jack- 
son nomination. Ms. Jackson’s nomina- 
tion was reported without opposition 
by the Judiciary Committee last year 
and, again, earlier this year. Ms. Jack- 
son is a former assistant U.S. attorney 
with outstanding credentials and expe- 
rience who the Standing Committee on 
the Federal Judiciary of the American 
Bar Association gave its highest peer 
review rating of ‘‘well qualified.” Rep- 
resentative NORTON has called her one 
of the top practitioners in one of the 
District’s top law firms and given her a 
strong endorsement. I expect this will 
be another of the nominations that has 
been needlessly delayed and then con- 
firmed unanimously or nearly so. 

In addition to the Jackson nomina- 
tion, there remain 10 additional judi- 
cial nominees awaiting final Senate 
consideration after having been re- 
viewed by the Judiciary Committee. 
Also reported from the Judiciary Com- 
mittee and before the Senate are nomi- 
nees to fill two judicial emergency va- 
cancies in New York, a judicial emer- 
gency vacancy on the Second Circuit, 
two judicial emergency vacancies in 
California and vacancies on the Fed- 
eral and D.C. Circuit, in Oregon, and 
two vacancies in Virginia. 

Federal judicial vacancies around the 
country still number too many and 
they have persisted for too long. That 
is why Chief Justice Roberts, Attorney 
General Holder, White House Counsel 
Bob Bauer and many others—including 
the President of the United States— 
have spoken out and urged the Senate 
to act. 

Nearly one out of every nine Federal 
judgeships remains vacant. This puts 
at serious risk the ability of all Ameri- 
cans to have a fair hearing in court. 
The real price being paid for these un- 
necessary delays is that the judges 
that remain are overburdened and the 
American people who depend on them 
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are being denied hearings and justice in 
a timely fashion. 

When Chief Judge Lamberth wrote to 
Senator REID and Senator MCCONNELL 
last November, he noted that Senate 
action to fill the vacancies in DC was 
needed so that ‘‘the citizens of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the Federal Gov- 
ernment and other litigants” who rely 
on the Court could receive “the high 
quality of justice they deserve.” The 
Chief Judge wrote about the ‘‘severe 
impact” these judicial vacancies were 
having and observed that the ‘‘chal- 
lenging caseload’’ of the Court ‘‘in- 
cludes many involving national secu- 
rity issues, as well as other issues of 
national significance.” I ask unani- 
mous consent that a copy of the Chief 
Judge’s letter be printed in the RECORD 
at the end of my statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. LEAHY. Regrettably, the 
progress we made during the first 2 
years of the Bush administration has 
not been duplicated, and the progress 
we made over the 8 years from 2001 to 
2009 to reduce judicial vacancies from 
110 to a low of 34 was reversed. The va- 
cancy rate we reduced from 10 percent 
at the end of President Clinton’s term 
to less than four percent in 2008 has 
now risen back to over 10 percent. In 
contrast to the sharp reduction in va- 
cancies we made during President 
Bush’s first 2 years when the Demo- 
cratically controlled Senate confirmed 
100 of his judicial nominations, only 60 
of President Obama’s judicial nomina- 
tions were allowed to be considered and 
confirmed during his first 2 years. We 
have not kept up with the rate of attri- 
tion, let alone brought the vacancies 
down significantly. 

By now, judicial vacancies should 
have been cut in half, but they have 
not been. Unlike in the first 2 years of 
President Bush’s first term when with 
a Democratic majority the Senate re- 
duced vacancies from 110 to 60, judicial 
vacancies topped 90 in August 2009 and 
have remained above that level ever 
since. After tonight’s confirmation, 
they will still number 95, putting at 
risk the ability of Americans to have a 
fair hearing in Court. 

The Senate must do better. The Na- 
tion cannot afford further delays by 
the Senate in taking action on the 
nominations pending before it. Judicial 
vacancies on courts throughout the 
country hinder the Federal judiciary’s 
ability to fulfill its constitutional role. 
They create a backlog of cases that 
prevents people from having their day 
in court. This is unacceptable. 

We can consider and confirm this 
President’s nominations to the Federal 
bench in a timely manner. President 
Obama has worked with Democratic 
and Republican home state Senators to 
identify superbly qualified, consensus 
nominations. The nominations on the 
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Executive Calendar should not be con- 
troversial. They all have the support of 
their home State Senators, Repub- 
licans and Democrats. All have a 
strong commitment to the rule of law 
and a demonstrated faithfulness to the 
Constitution. 

During President Bush’s first term, 
his first four tumultuous years in of- 
fice, we proceeded to confirm 205 of his 
judicial nominations. We confirmed 100 
of those during the 17 months I was 
chairman during President Bush’s first 
2 years in office and by this date in 
President Bush’s third year had con- 
firmed 110. So far in President Obama’s 
third year in office, the Senate has 
only been allowed to consider 73 of his 
Federal circuit апа district court 
nominees. We remain well short of the 
benchmark we set during the Bush ad- 
ministration. When we approach it we 
can reduce vacancies from the histori- 
cally high levels at which they have re- 
mained throughout these first three 
years of the Obama administration to 
the historically low level we reached 
toward the end of the Bush administra- 
tion. 

I have thanked the ranking Repub- 
lican on the Judiciary Committee, Sen- 
ator GRASSLEY, for his cooperation this 
year. I was pleased to see him taking 
credit for what he called ‘‘our rapid 
pace.” I was encouraged by his com- 
mitment to ‘‘continue to move con- 
sensus nominees through the confirma- 
tion process.” My friend from Iowa is 
fond of pointing to the vacancies for 
which there are not nominees. Of 
course, some of that is attributable to 
a lack of cooperation by certain home 
state Senators with the White House. 
Nonetheless, I agree with the Senator 
from Iowa that we can do little about 
confirming nominations we do not have 
before us. What we can do is proceed 
expeditiously with the qualified nomi- 
nations the President has sent to the 
Senate. 

In that regard, I would temper my 
friend’s extolling our achievements 
this year by observing that every judge 
confirmed so far this year could and 
should have been confirmed last year. 
Every one of them was unanimously re- 
ported last year and would have been 
confirmed had Republicans not ob- 
jected and created a new rule of ob- 
struction after midterm elections. We 
have long had the ‘‘Thurmond гше” to 
describe how Senator Thurmond shut 
down the confirmation process in ad- 
vance of the 1980 presidential election. 
Last year’s shutdown was something 
new. I cannot remember a time when 
so many consensus nominees were left 
without Senate action at the midterm 
point of a Presidency. That new level 
of obstruction has contributed to our 
being so far behind and judicial vacan- 
cies having been perpetuated at so high 
a level for too long. 

I thank Chief Judge Lamberth for his 
efforts on behalf of his Court, on behalf 
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of the people of the District of Colum- 
bia, and on behalf of our justice sys- 
tem. The American justice system is 
not some discretionary luxury. It 
serves an essential function in our de- 
mocracy. I thank all the women and 
men who work every day in our courts 
to guarantee justice for the American 
people. 

Iam glad that Amy Jackson’s wait is 
finally over and congratulate her and 
her family on her confirmation. 

EXHIBIT 1 


U.S. DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, DC, November 4, 2010. 
Re Judicial Vacancies—United States Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Columbia. 


Hon. HARRY REID, 

Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 

Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR REID AND SENATOR MCCON- 
NELL: On behalf of the judges of the United 
States District Court for the District of Co- 
lumbia, I request that the Senate act soon to 
fill the vacancies that exist at our Court. 

Of our 15 authorized judgeships, we cur- 
rently have four vacancies. One has been va- 
cant since January 2007. With the additional 
vacancy that will result from Judge Ricardo 
M. Urbina’s assumption of senior status, ef- 
fective January 31, 2011, this Court faces the 
prospect of having only 10 of its 15 author- 
ized judgeships filled. The severe impact of 
this situation already is being felt and will 
only increase over time. The challenging 
caseload that our Court regularly handles in- 
cludes many involving national security 
issues, as well as other issues of national sig- 
nificance. A large number of these complex, 
high-profile cases demand significant time 
and attention from each of our judges. 

Without a complement of new judges, it is 
difficult to foresee how our remaining active 
judges will be able to keep up with the heavy 
volume of cases that faces us. A 33 percent 
vacancy ratio is quite extraordinary. 

Two nominees (Beryl Howell and Robert 
Wilkins) have been reported out of the Sen- 
ate Judiciary Committee and await floor 
votes; two nominees (James Boasberg and 
Amy Jackson) have had their hearings and 
hopefully will soon be reported out of Com- 
mittee. 

We hope the Senate will act quickly to fill 
this Court’s vacancies so the citizens of the 
District of Columbia and the Federal Gov- 
ernment and other litigants who appear be- 
fore us continue to enjoy the high quality of 
justice they deserve. 

Sincerely, 


The Capitol, 


The Capitol, 


ROYCE C. LAMBERTH, 
Chief Judge. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
today we vote on our 18th judicial 
nominee in just 29 legislative days. In 
this session of the Senate, we have con- 
firmed more judicial nominees than in 
the same time period for any of the 
previous four Presidents. 

I like to keep my colleagues up-to- 
date with our cooperation and progress 
on judicial nominees. We continue to 
process nominees at a fast pace in com- 
mittee. We held our fourth nomina- 
tions hearing yesterday and have heard 
from 17 judicial nominees this year. 
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The Judiciary Committee met this 
morning and reported an additional 
district court nominee. We have now 
reported 23 nominees, nearly 40 percent 
of the 58 judicial nominations made by 
President Obama this year. The com- 
mittee has taken some step forward on 
55 percent of the judicial nominees. We 
have delivered on our promise to move 
consensus nominees. 

Even with our fast pace, the current 
vacancy rate remains high. But with 94 
vacancies in the Federal courts, the 
President has only put forward 44 
nominees for those vacancies. That is 
50 vacancies without a nominee. For 
seats designated judicial emergencies, 
57 percent of those vacancies have no 
nominee. 

As I have said in the past, the burden 
is on the President to nominate con- 
sensus individuals for current vacan- 
cies. Yet, for the second time, Presi- 
dent Obama has sent up a nomination 
to a seat which is not vacant. I think 
we can all agree the Senate’s time and 
resources are valuable. My priority 
continues to be carefully reviewing 
nominations for vacancies which re- 
quire our immediate attention. 

Today we vote on Amy Berman Jack- 
son, nominated to be a U.S. district 
judge for the District of Columbia. Ms. 
Jackson is not the first nominee to be 
considered for this vacancy. Michael 
O’Neill, who served as chief counsel 
and staff director to then-Chairman 
Specter, was nominated by President 
Bush to fill this seat in June of 2008. He 
waited for more than 18 months for a 
hearing and a vote—neither of which 
he received. His nomination was re- 
turned to the President in January 
2009. I am disappointed the Senate did 
not give Mr. O’Neill the courtesy Ms. 
Jackson is receiving today. 

Ms. Jackson received her A.B., cum 
laude, from Harvard College and her 
J.D. from Harvard Law School, cum 
laude. Upon graduation from law 
school, she served as a law clerk to the 
Honorable Harrison L. Winter of the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth 
Circuit. 

Ms. Jackson served as an assistant 
U.S. attorney before moving into pri- 
vate practice. She has focused on 
white-collar crime, plaintiffs’ work in- 
volving multidistrict litigation and 
civil matters. The ABA Standing Com- 
mittee on the Federal Judiciary has 
unanimously rated her as ‘‘well quali- 
fied.” 

I congratulate the nominee and wish 
her well in her public service as a U.S. 
district judge. 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield back any time I 
have remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec- 
ond. 
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The question is, Will the Senate ad- 
vise and consent to the nomination of 
Amy Berman Jackson, of the District 
of Columbia, to be U.S. District Judge 
for the District of Columbia? 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) 
is necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mex- 
ico (Mr. UDALL) would vote “yea.” 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) and the Sen- 
ator from Nevada (Mr. ENSIGN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN- 
NET). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 45 Ex.] 


97, 


YEAS—97 

Akaka Franken Moran 
Alexander Gillibrand Murkowski 
Ayotte Graham Murray 
Barrasso Grassley Nelson (NE) 
Baucus Hagan Nelson (FL) 
Begich Harkin Paul 
Bennet Hatch Portman 
Bingaman Hoeven 
Blumenthal Hutchison ae 
Blunt Inouye Reid 
Boozman Isakson Risch 
Boxer Johanns 
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Roberts 
Brown (OH) Johnson (WI) Rockefeller 
Burr Kerry Rubio 
Cantwell Kirk Sanders 
Cardin Klobuchar Schumer 
Carper Kohl Sessions 
Casey Kyl Shaheen 
Chambliss Landrieu Shelby 
Coats Lautenberg Snowe 
Coburn Leahy Stabenow 
Cochran Lee Tester 
Collins Levin Thune 
Conrad Lieberman Toomey 
Coons Lugar 
Corker Manchin POR 
Cornyn McCain Wainer 
Crapo McCaskill Webb 
DeMint McConnell Е 
Durbin Menendez Whitehouse 
Enzi Merkley Wicker 
Feinstein Mikulski Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 
Ensign Inhofe Udall (NM) 


The nomination was confirmed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the motion to re- 
consider is considered made and laid 
upon the table. The President will be 
immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 

Í м 
LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re- 
sume legislative session. 

The Senator from Massachusetts. 


EE 
MORNING BUSINESS 


Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent the 
Senate proceed to a period of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak up to 10 minutes each. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


SBIR/STTR 


Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, I rise in support, strong sup- 
port of the SBIR bill. As many of you 
know, the SBIR bill and the STTR Pro- 
grams provide vital resources to small 
businesses, not only in Massachusetts 
but throughout the country. This reau- 
thorization is incredibly important to 
not only businesses in my State but 
businesses in everybody’s State. 

This compromise bill has been under 
development and negotiation long be- 
fore I got here. I applaud Senators LAN- 
DRIEU and SNOWE, our chair and rank- 
ing member on the Small Business 
Committee, for their persistence in 
pushing this bill through. As a matter 
of fact, I have two amendments that 
are in the bill that is before us now. I 
will be offering, not today but in the 
near future, an amendment which I am 
about to talk about. 

As a small business owner myself for 
many years, and a longstanding mem- 
ber of many Chambers of Commerce, I 
believe the Massachusetts small busi- 
nesses and businesses throughout this 
country are the economic engine that 
will help get us out of this economic 
slowdown we are in. They have the po- 
tential to grow, to expand and hire, un- 
like many businesses throughout the 
country. Massachusetts is widely re- 
garded as the center for innovation in 
biotechnology. We are a small State 
but we have received the most SBIR 
awards, only after California. That 
goes to show how important our State 
is when it comes to creating small 
businesses. The success of the SBIR 
Program serves as a reminder that gov- 
ernment can play a role in the business 
community. But it also needs to know 
when to step out of the way and allow 
businesses to grow and actually create 
jobs. 

I want to speak about an amendment 
I filed, amendment No. 212. It is based 
on б. 164, the Withholding Tax Relief 
Act of 2011, which enjoys bipartisan 
support and is critically needed now. 
The ranking member of the Small 
Business Committee, Senator SNOWE, is 
a cosponsor. I am looking forward to 
getting many other cosponsors and 
working very closely with the chair on 
this timely piece of legislation. 

We need once and for all to repeal an 
onerous and costly unfunded mandate 
that directly affects businesses, not 
only in my State but throughout the 
country. This is a jobs amendment, 
plain and simple. It would repeal part 
of our Tax Code that absolutely prom- 
ises to kill jobs, jobs that these young 
people up here could someday have. If 
we do not act soon, section 3042(t) 
would require, beginning January 12, 
Federal, State, and local governments 
to withhold 3 percent of nearly all con- 
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tract payments made to private compa- 
nies as well as Medicare payments, 
farm payments, and certain grants. It 
is an arbitrary tax and it is nearly im- 
possible to actually implement it. It is 
one of the things we have done that 
makes absolutely no sense. It has been 
delayed many times. 

The Government Withholding Relief 
Coalition, a coalition of more than 100 
members encompassing a cross section 
of America, has estimated the com- 
bined total 5-year cost to the State and 
Federal Government of implementing 
this legislation could be as high as $75 
billion. 

That makes a lot of sense? That $75 
billion is coming out of those coffers at 
a time we can least afford it, and it is 
estimated only to bring in about $7 bil- 
lion over that same time period. It 
makes absolutely no sense. It is ab- 
surd. Any tax that costs more to imple- 
ment than it actually brings in makes 
no sense at all. I hope with your leader- 
ship and many other Senators’ leader- 
ship on this issue we can attack these 
bad laws that are about to click in. It 
should be repealed immediately. As a 
matter of fact, last week I received a 
letter from Massachusetts State Sec- 
retary of Finance Jay Gonzalez, warn- 
ing Congress of the inevitable threat to 
small businesses’ ability to survive in 
this tough economic climate if we 
allow the continuation of what I con- 
sider a stealth tax. We cannot discuss 
the health of small businesses on the 
floor without acknowledging that these 
very same small businesses we aim to 
help with the SBIR Program, the bill 
before us now, will be suffocated by 
this 3-percent withholding tax. For 
some businesses it may be the entire 
net profit of what they make per year. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
letter from Secretary Gonzales printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHU- 
SETTS, EXECUTIVE OFFICE FOR AD- 
MINISTRATION AND FINANCE, 

Boston, MA, March 11, 2011. 
Hon. МАХ BAUCUS, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate, 

Washington, DC. 

HON. ORRIN G. HATCH, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Finance, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 

Hon. DAVE CAMP, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

Hon. SANDER LEVIN, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Ways and 


Means, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, DC. 
CHAIRMAN BAUCUS, RANKING MEMBER 


HATCH, CHAIRMAN CAMP, AND RANKING MEM- 
BER LEVIN: As Secretary for the Executive 
Office of Administration and Finance for the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, I am writ- 
ing to express my strong support for legisla- 
tion to repeal Section 511 of the Tax Increase 
Prevention and Reconciliation Act (TIPRA) 
of 2006. Section 511 amends the Internal Rev- 
enue Code by adding a provision mandating 
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that government entities with greater than 
$100 million in annual spending withhold 
three percent on payments made for most 
goods and services, including Medicare pay- 
ments and certain grants. That three percent 
is allocated toward the vendor’s tax liability. 
S. 89 and S. 164, currently pending in the 
Senate, and H.R. 674, currently pending in 
the House, would eliminate Section 511. 

As a state finance official, I strongly sup- 
port enhanced transparency and tax compli- 
ance; however, I am very concerned about 
the impact of Section 511 on the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts’ accounting and 
procurement systems. Specifically, compli- 
ance with Section 511 will require that the 
Commonwealth devote personnel and other 
resources to overseeing collection and remit- 
tance of the fees, thus causing administra- 
tive and financial burdens. The Common- 
wealth and its municipalities likely will face 
increased costs to purchase affected goods 
and services, as vendors can be expected to 
raise prices to recoup their own added costs 
or simply refrain from doing business with 
government purchasers. The negative impact 
of Section 511 may be particularly acute for 
women and minority owned businesses as 
well as small businesses, since it will affect 
cash flow, their ability to raise capital and 
to pay subcontractors. 

I strongly encourage you to support repeal 
of Section 511 and to visit the Government 
Withholding Relief Coalition’s website at 
www.withholdingrelief.com to see the number 
of government associations and businesses 
that support abolishing this mandate. 

Sincerely, 
JAY GONZALEZ, 
Secretary. 

Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. The 
Department of Defense alone has esti- 
mated this provision will cost about $17 
billion to comply with over the first 5 
years. Unfortunately, there are many 
other provisions and reasons why this 
provision should be repealed as soon as 
possible. At a time when State and 
local governments are under extreme 
fiscal and financial stress, why? I don’t 
get it. Why would we actually start to 
put in and enforce another unfunded, 
costly mandate on them to recover 
minimal funds for the Federal Treas- 
ury? This is a question of the Federal 
Government seeking more funds to pay 
its bills. Only in Washington—and I 
have been here a little over a year, 
very similar to what the Presiding Offi- 
cer has—only in Washington can they 
try to convey that something like this 
is good when they actually spend $10 of 
everybody’s money, nearly, to recoup a 
dollar. It makes absolutely no sense to 
me at all. 

Many businesses that contract with 
the government will simply pass this 
provision on, aS we know, back to the 
government in the form of higher bids 
on contracts. So having a bid on a con- 
tract here, when this particular tax is 
implemented—it is going to be here 
and is ultimately going to cost every 
single one of us more money to do the 
same thing. 

I listen to the administration, I lis- 
ten to all the political pundits, I listen 
to everybody talk about the fact that 
we need to get our fiscal and financial 
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house in order. We are in trouble fis- 
cally. This country, if we do not do 
something quickly, is going to be in 
deep trouble. Here we are. We have an 
unfunded mandate, something that is 
going to add to the cost of doing busi- 
ness, and here we are. Are we going to 
take it up and vote on it? I hope we do. 
I am looking forward to the bipartisan 
leadership from the Presiding Officer 
and others on this very important 
issue. 

Many businesses that contract with 
the government, as I said, will merely 
pass this on. It will crush them and re- 
strict a critical cashflow and discour- 
age them from participating in govern- 
ment contracts. They will go other 
places. 

Members of the construction indus- 
try are also worried that the provision 
will tax away all of their anticipated 
profit on government contracts, hence 
diminishing competition and actually 
raising costs to the government at a 
time we cannot afford it. 

This provision passed in 2005, long be- 
fore we got here—but we, as the new 
breed of Senators, recognize we need to 
get our house in order. There is a rea- 
son the implementation of this has 
been delayed over and over. Everyone 
knows it can never go into effect. We 
will be back on the floor later this ses- 
sion, because we need to repeal this 
tax. We can do it in the next weeks. I 
appreciate the effort of the majority 
leader to now include us in the amend- 
ment process so we can actually be 
part of the process and come up with 
new ideas, from new people, to look at 
things in a different way and actually 
solve problems. That is what this 
amendment offers. I plan to offer it. I 
welcome everybody’s support. 

Before I conclude, I want to wish ev- 
erybody a happy St. Patrick’s Day and 
I appreciate your listening. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
NATIONAL AGRICULTURE WEEK 


Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize an industry that has 
helped shape our country since the 
days of our Founding Fathers. 

This industry is part of the very fab- 
ric of my home State of Nebraska and 
of many States. It drives our economy, 
fosters ingenuity, and preserves the 
value of a handshake in our society. I 
am speaking about agriculture, an in- 
dustry near and dear to this farm boy’s 
heart. 
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What better time to celebrate the re- 
markable advances in agriculture than 
National Ag Week. 

It is not because of my roots on a 
farm, nor my time as Secretary of Ag- 
riculture that I am inspired to speak 
today. It is because of the remarkable 
men and women who rise before the 
sun each morning to feed the world. 
They provide safe, abundant, and af- 
fordable food, fiber, and fuel. They are 
stewards of our natural resources and 
drivers of innovation. 

More than 2 million farmers and 
ranchers contribute more than $300 bil- 
lion to the U.S. economy each year. In 
Nebraska alone, agriculture contrib- 
utes over $15 billion to the State’s 
economy. Our leading commodities in- 
clude: cattle, corn, soybeans, hogs, 
wheat, dairy products, and the list goes 
on and on. 

It is estimated that each American 
farmer feeds more than 144 people, a 
dramatic increase from just 25 people 
per farmer in the 1960s. And, as our 
population and the global population 
continue to grow, demand for our food, 
fiber, and fuel products is growing, not 
just at home but around the globe. In 
fact, USDA projects that agriculture 
exports will set a new record, exceeding 
$135 billion this year. 

It is estimated that every dollar in 
agriculture exports generates $1.36 in 
additional economic activities, includ- 
ing transportation, warehousing, and 
financing. 

Nebraska’s $4.8 billion in agricultural 
exports last year generates an addi- 
tional $6.5 billion in economic activity. 
Now that is a big deal, particularly 
during these struggling economic 
times. 

However, the demands facing our Na- 
tion’s farmers and ranchers are 
daunting. 

We should ensure the government is 
not adding unnecessary regulatory and 
paperwork burdens to their load. 

Instead, we must empower our Na- 
tion’s farmers and ranchers to continue 
to be among the most competitive, pro- 
ductive, and efficient in the world. 

We should be actively promoting U.S. 
agriculture by enhancing renewable 
fuels; ensuring regulations are trans- 
parent and science-based; and creating 
international opportunities through 
enhanced trade agreements. 

This last one should be easy, but this 
administration has made it difficult. 

Congress has been waiting on the 
President to submit three free trade 
agreements, Colombia, Panama, and 
Korea for more than 2 years now. 

It is estimated that this cumulative 
delay has cost almost $2.5 billion in 
lost agriculture exports per year. 

And while we have been hobbled on 
the sidelines, our competitors, includ- 
ing, Canada, Brazil, Argentina, and the 
EU, have been full speed ahead on trade 
agreements that put U.S. agriculture 
at a disadvantage. 
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Instead of a maintaining market 
share and a preference for Nebraska 
grown wheat, corn, and beef, con- 
sumers in Colombia, Panama, and 
Korea could turn to our competitors. 

That is because their trade agree- 
ments have lowered tariffs while ours 
collect dust on a White House shelf. 

And once market share is lost by the 
United States, it is difficult to regain. 

I have talked to colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle who understand this 
reality. 

In fact, the chairman of the com- 
mittee that oversees trade could not 
have been more clear in recent com- 
ments. Senator Max Baucus said: 

“The Time Is Here. The Time Is Now. 
We’re Losing Market Share Hand Over 
Fist.” 

I could not agree more. 

Yet, more than 2 years into their 
term, the administration still has 
failed to send us these pending trade 
agreements for approval. 

Our Nation’s farmers, ranchers and 
many American workers are asking for 
them. 

They know that new orders will be 
placed and business will flow from the 
agreements. 

New jobs will be created. 

Instead of spending hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars to try to create jobs, 
how about we sign agreements that 
will do it for us? 

Approving trade agreements in- 
creases spending: zero. Not one penny. 
Congress simply says, “ауе.” 

Perhaps that simply makes too much 
sense for Washington. 

The bottom line is that increased 
trade is one of many opportunities that 
will help to ensure a bright future for 
American agriculture. 

There are many reasons to be opti- 
mistic. 

One need only consider the breath- 
taking advances in productivity. 

I have long said that our farmers and 
ranchers can compete with anyone in 
the world on a level playing field. 

It is nothing short of phenomenal 
that average corn yields are now 160 
bushels per each acre of land compared 
to only 53 bushels just 50 years ago. 

Frankly, it is difficult to keep pace 
with the new technologies trans- 
forming agriculture. 

Consider this. Thanks to bio- 
technology and improved farming prac- 
tices, last year, American farmers 
nearly doubled their soybean produc- 
tion from 1980 levels, with just a 10 per- 
cent increase in total acres planted. 

And did you know, some farmers now 
use satellite and GPS technology to 
apply water and fertilizer where and 
when it has the greatest benefit to 
crops. 

American agriculture truly is a re- 
markable success story. 

It is true that we have big challenges 
ahead for agriculture. I say bring them 
on. 
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Our producers have faced down every 
challenge set before them and I am 
confident nothing will stand in the 
way. 

That is, assuming the Federal Gov- 
ernment does not wrap so much red- 
tape around them as to suffocate their 
ingenuity. 

There simply is no more resilient 
bunch than farmers and ranchers. 

How many Americans would be will- 
ing to work hard often 7 days a week, 
only to leave any profit in the hands of 
Mother Nature? 

Only those who recognize that living 
close to the land comes with its own 
rewards, and feeding the world is a 
higher calling. 

I would suggest that agriculture is 
the very foundation of our country’s 
rich heritage. Our Founders clearly un- 
derstood and appreciated the impor- 
tance of agriculture. 

George Washington once said he 
knew of ‘‘no pursuit in which more real 
and important services can be rendered 
to any country than by improving its 
agriculture.. ..” 

Thomas Jefferson noted that ‘‘Agri- 
culture ... is our wisest pursuit, be- 
cause it will in the end contribute most 
to real wealth, good morals and happi- 
ness.” 

National Ag Week is a good time to 
reflect on the rich agricultural history 
of this great Nation. It is a time to cel- 
ebrate the exciting scientific advances 
and new opportunities. 

One thing all my colleagues should 
be able to agree on: We owe our Na- 
tion’s farmers and ranchers a sincere 
thank-you. Every time we go to the 
grocery store, we are reminded how lit- 
tle of our disposable income we spend 
in this great Nation because of the 
good work of our farmers and ranchers. 
We compare better in our country than 
just about any country in the world. 

So we are grateful today for their 
good work. We say thank you to them 
for the food, fiber, and fuel that keeps 
our Nation strong. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
would like to speak for about 10 min- 
utes. I know Senator BINGAMAN is on 
the floor, and maybe other Members 
are coming to the floor to talk on 
other subjects. 


EE 


REAUTHORIZATION OF THE SBIR 
AND STTR PROGRAMS 


Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
guess we are technically still talking 
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about our reauthorization of the SBIR 
and STTR Programs. Senator SNOWE 
and I have been working through the 
week to manage this bill on the floor, 
and I wish to again say how pleased I 
am with the progress we made this 
week. I know we have had about three 
or four votes on amendments, and 
there are others that are pending, but 
we have made progress. I truly appre- 
ciate the cooperation of all the Mem- 
bers. 

This is a very important program. We 
have struggled, as I have said, for 6 
years to get this program reauthorized. 
While everybody is running around 
fussing about programs that do not 
work, it is important for us to focus on 
those programs that do work, particu- 
larly those programs that work to cre- 
ate private sector jobs. 

It is important for us to stay focused 
on reducing and, hopefully, eliminating 
our Federal debt and reducing annual 
deficits. That is going to be done when 
we do a couple of things all at one 
time. It is not going to be done by 
standing on the sidelines, slashing and 
burning discretionary domestic spend- 
ing only, particularly some of the best 
programs in America. It is going to be 
done by thoughtful cuts and elimi- 
nations of some programs that don’t 
work, some thoughtful eliminations 
and cuts to the Defense budget. It is 
going to be done by raising revenues 
where appropriate to close some of the 
gaps and taking back some of the ex- 
cessive grants to high-end taxpayers, 
particularly those making over $1 mil- 
lion a year, in the view of this Senator. 
It is going to take some investments 
that can actually save taxpayer money 
in the long run, and cutting some man- 
datory programs. 

We know—and I think it is becoming 
very clear to the American people—as 
this debate over the House CR and the 
debate over deficits and debt goes on, 
people are understanding this better 
and better. So one of the reasons I am 
personally happy to be on the floor this 
week is because I know the bill I am 
supporting and offering here to the 
Senate—hopefully getting to the House 
and then eventually to the President’s 
desk—will create private sector jobs 
and close this deficit gap and begin to 
chip away, in a substantial way, at the 
debt. We need to grow our economy. 

I have a chart I will put up in just a 
minute, but before I do that, I wish to 
show again a specific example of a pro- 
gram I am talking about so people will 
be very clear. Projects such as this 
were won by iRobot. This is just one 
example of the hundreds and thousands 
of small businesses that received either 
a contract or an award through this 
very important program. 

DOD has the largest—over $1 bil- 
lion—portion of their research and de- 
velopment budget. Prior to this pro- 
gram, almost 100 percent of that money 
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went to big businesses or to univer- 
sities and big businesses. Small busi- 
nesses were summarily overlooked. Re- 
gardless of whether they had good 
technology, they really weren’t let in 
the front door. This program we are 
talking about reauthorizing for 8 years 
creates that door and opens it for the 
small businesses in Louisiana, in Colo- 
rado, in New Mexico, in New York, and 
that is why we are going to fight hard 
for this program, to get it reauthorized 
and to the President’s desk. 

Let me give one example. The DOD 
needed more reliable, cost-effective 
robotic devices for going into caves, 
checking and diffusing IEDs. 

I don’t think I have to explain to 
anyone listening or any Member of this 
Senate the challenges our soldiers face 
in Afghanistan. I have been to Afghani- 
stan. I have not been in caves in Af- 
ghanistan, but I have visited our troops 
there. I have heard their stories. I have 
seen pictures and read enough books to 
know the frightening thousands of 
miles of caves and crevices our soldiers 
are having to go into to hunt down 
Osama bin Laden, who still has not 
been found and captured, and to pro- 
tect our forces overseas. 

We have been in some ways as a na- 
tion kind of caught off guard about the 
terrorist attacks and military strate- 
gies using explosive devices. I guess we 
knew this could be a tactic, but, hon- 
estly, we did not have what we needed 
to protect our troops to win the bat- 
tles. 

So this program steps up and says: 
OK, this is what we need. Let’s go out 
and see who has the best technology. 
Instead of spending billions and bil- 
lions and millions and millions of dol- 
lars giving a contract to a big company 
and getting them to go through all the 
rigmarole to develop it—it is kind of an 
off-the-shelf technology almost, except 
that we develop the idea and give a 
small business the opportunity. 

Unlike large businesses, these small 
firms approach the project unencum- 
bered by past research and approaches. 
They start with a clean slate. They 
often have innovative approaches that 
would be challenged by conventional 
large businesses. They often attract re- 
searchers fresh out of a university, 
such as iRobot, which started with two 
MIT students and their professors. 
Ideas that started just off the MIT 
campus have turned into a company 
with a market cap of now $400 million, 
with strong military and private sector 
sales. 

My colleagues have probably heard of 
the private sector spinoff of the mili- 
tary robot, the Roomba, a product that 
vacuums while one is at work and has 
now sold over 5 million units in the 
United States. This is a different prod- 
uct than the IED robot I will speak 
about in a minute, but it is an example 
of one of these programs. 

When our forces needed to go into 
caves and find IEDs, there was some 
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technology that was developed in order 
to do that. The Navy has many exam- 
ples. The Army has many examples. I 
am encouraged to see these out- 
standing opportunities. 

This was in Bedford, MA. This is the 
iRobot I mentioned. I will get the chart 
for the IED explosive in just a moment. 
This is an example of some of the 
projects that have been funded. This is 
not just good for our soldiers, but obvi- 
ously this company then became a 
company that went on to sell other 
products in the conventional market 
and created jobs along the way. 

I know Senator BINGAMAN wants to 
speak on energy, and I am going to 
yield the floor and then come back 
later and put a few more things into 
the RECORD before this week ends so 
that when we come back in a couple of 
weeks, we will have built the strongest 
record possible for a vote as soon as 
possible on a program that works, that 
is cost-effective, that really creates 
some new technologies that help our 
soldiers overseas and help us vacuum 
our floors here at home and create 
American jobs in the process and help 
us to close this deficit and debt gap. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania. 


EE 


BUDGET PROCESS 


Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to share a couple of thoughts on the 
budget process that is underway and 
where we are with the continuing reso- 
lution we voted on this afternoon. 

First, with respect to the CR, that 
was a tough vote for me. It was a tough 
vote because this is no way to run the 
government. We are here now dealing 
with business that should have been 
done last year. Unfortunately, last 
year the Senate didn’t get its work 
done, didn’t even do a budget, didn’t go 
through the normal appropriations 
process. They started kicking the 
spending can down the road last year, 
and we are still in the midst of that. I 
am not sure how many continuing res- 
olutions we have had at this point— 
three, four, five, six; I am losing 
track—but this last one for this next 3 
weeks, frankly, is the last one I will 
vote for. This one I could support be- 
cause it does sustain the lower level of 
spending as passed by the House. There 
are some tough cuts in that bill, but it 
is very necessary that we get serious 
about getting our spending under con- 
trol. This is a small step in that direc- 
tion. 

I really want to urge my colleagues 
to bring an end to these 2-week, 3- 
week, short-term CRs. It is just kick- 
ing the can down the road. Let’s re- 
solve this. Let’s get a funding measure 
in place that will fund the government 
for the remainder of this fiscal year 
and be done with it. We have serious 
work to do. We have a budget resolu- 
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tion we need to govern the spending 
that will occur for next year. We have 
process reform that we badly need. 
There is an awful lot that needs to be 
addressed, and this really just needs to 
get done. So I hope we will do that 
soon. 

As we discuss the level of spending 
we are going to have in this CR that 
will continue from when the current 
one ends—hopefully, there will be just 
one more that will take us through the 
remainder of this fiscal year—it is very 
important that we get that level of 
spending down to at least the level 
that was passed in the House, and I 
want to talk about why. 

I have looked at some of the indi- 
vidual cuts, and they are tough. They 
are going to make things difficult in 
many cases. But it is very necessary 
that we do this for the sake of begin- 
ning to restore some sense of fiscal 
sanity to get us on a sustainable tra- 
jectory. 

One of the arguments I have heard 
from some of my friends on the other 
side of the aisle who have real concerns 
and objections in some cases to adopt- 
ing a spending measure that does re- 
duce spending—I would argue modestly 
over all—is that this will cost jobs; 
that if the government doesn’t spend 
more than what is contemplated in the 
House-passed continuing resolution, we 
will lose jobs; that if we cut govern- 
ment spending, we will have lower em- 
ployment. I am here to suggest that is 
exactly backward. That is precisely 
wrong. In fact, it is the exact opposite. 

At the point we are now, the more 
the government spends, the fewer jobs 
we will have. And the sooner and the 
more quickly we bring this government 
into some sense of fiscal stability, the 
more employment we are going to have 
and the more job creation we are going 
to have. I think for many people that is 
common sense, but it is not universally 
accepted here. I understand that. But 
consider this: If all we needed to do was 
have the government spend more 
money to create jobs, then recessions 
would always be a trivial matter be- 
cause we would just crank up some 
government spending and everybody 
would be back to work and we would be 
fine. But we know that doesn’t work. It 
has never worked. If that is what 
worked, frankly, the economy would be 
booming right now. 

We have been spending on a scale we 
have never even contemplated before. 
As a percentage of GDP, deficit spend- 
ing, total spending, by any measure— 
the spending is at a record high, and 
yet unemployment is persistently 
much, much higher than we had hoped 
it would be, much higher than it typi- 
cally is at this stage in what should be 
an economic recovery. 

It isn’t just this experience we can 
look at. We can look around the world. 
Countries that have lived beyond their 
means and where the government occu- 
pies a big segment of the economy and 


March 17, 2011 


spends a great deal, those are not the 
more successful economies. In fact, 
those are the least successful econo- 
mies. They have persistently high un- 
employment, low economic growth, low 
job creation, and a low standard of liv- 
ing. I think this is all widely recog- 
nized but not entirely so here in Wash- 
ington. 

Of course, it is true that the govern- 
ment can always create a job. The gov- 
ernment can have a program that in- 
structs someone to go out and hire 
someone, give that person a wage and, 
bingo, they have created a job. Govern- 
ment can always do that. Of course, 
the problem is that in the process, the 
government destroys jobs in the pri- 
vate sector. That is because the money 
that is necessary to create that govern- 
ment job has to come from somewhere, 
and it always comes from the private 
sector unnecessarily. 

When the money comes from out of 
the private sector and goes to the gov- 
ernment for the government to create 
a job, that does several things. First of 
all, the government tends to allocate 
resources much less efficiently than 
free men and women do in the vol- 
untary exchanges of the marketplace, 
so you get politically motivated alloca- 
tion of resources rather than market- 
oriented allocation, and this is widely 
acknowledged to lead to lower invest- 
ment returns, less efficient investment, 
and therefore less job creation. 

This isn’t just theory. There is plenty 
of empirical data on this issue. I wish 
to observe for my colleagues and talk 
about one particular chart that I think 
is a very helpful illustration because 
this kind of goes to the heart of my 
point. My point is that the job creation 
we desperately need right now is only 
going to come from the private sector. 
The sustainable jobs that lead to solid 
economic growth, permanent jobs, 
wealth creation, and real opportunity 
are going to come from the private sec- 
tor, and that is driven by private in- 
vestment. The more government 
spends, the more it crowds out private 
investment and precludes the very en- 
gine of economic growth and job cre- 
ation we need. 

The chart behind me is a great illus- 
tration of this. It is provided by John 
Taylor, a very well regarded economist 
whose work is highly respected and 
widely circulated. In this chart, Mr. 
Taylor illustrates that the unemploy- 
ment rate is inversely related to pri- 
vate investment. 

So when the private sector is making 
investments—and this can be invest- 
ments in new business or in capital, 
but when private money is being put to 
work by business, as the percentage of 
the economy, the amount of this in- 
vestment declines as a percentage of 
our economy, we see the unemploy- 
ment rate go up. 

When we see private investment 
growing, as it did for a sustained period 
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from the early 1990s until the early 
part of this decade, we see the steady 
upward trend, and it was driving down 
the unemployment rate. It is clear that 
as this line goes down—the private in- 
vestment line—the unemployment rate 
goes up. When it turns around and pri- 
vate investment as a percentage of our 
economy grows, the unemployment 
rate declines—not just for this period— 
and you can see the trend continues. 

Again, we have another period after 
about 2000 of declining private invest- 
ments as a percentage of GDP and a 
rising unemployment rate. Now that 
we have seen in recent years a long, 
pretty precipitous decline in private 
investment as a percentage of our 
economy, we see this huge increase in 
the unemployment rate. 

These lines—at a quick glance, you 
can see it—are almost a mirror image 
of each other. This is a great illustra- 
tion of a simple and well-known fact: It 
is private investment that drives job 
growth. 

When the government gets too big, as 
ours is today, and when it spends too 
much money, as this one does, and 
when the deficit gets too big, it crowds 
out and precludes the private invest- 
ment that drives job growth. That is 
why it is so important that we get 
spending under control. That is why it 
is so important that we pass a con- 
tinuing resolution that will fund the 
government for the rest of the year, at 
the lowest possible level we can reach 
an agreement on, because lower spend- 
ing is going to drive job growth. 

There are several other aspects to 
this fact that lower spending will lead 
to greater job growth. Everybody 
knows that higher government spend- 
ing eventually leads to higher taxes. 
We are at this point now where we have 
this huge shortfall in the revenue rel- 
ative to the amount of money that is 
being spent. So any potential investor 
wonders, how much are taxes going to 
go up? When will they go up? Are they 
going to go up on me, or on my invest- 
ment, or on my labor? 

These are the uncertainties we in 
Washington have introduced into the 
economy. But everybody who is con- 
templating an investment has to wres- 
tle with this question. Uncertainty is 
the enemy of private investment and 
job growth. 

The other possibility is that instead 
of a tax increase, maybe there will be a 
debt crisis. We are borrowing money on 
such a huge scale, it is not at all clear 
that we can continue that. I guarantee 
we cannot continue this indefinitely. I 
don’t know how much longer it can 
continue. That is a very dangerous 
thing to flirt with—ever higher levels 
of debt and the expectation that lend- 
ers will lend us money when there are 
such large percentages of our economy. 

There is another variable in the mix, 
and that is the danger that the central 
bank, the monetary authority, will de- 
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cide maybe the easiest way out of this 
mess is to print money. 

This is a road that has been gone 
down many times before in many parts 
of the world. It always leads to a dis- 
aster. Monetizing the debt is the way 
many governments have chosen to deal 
with excessive spending. I am very wor- 
ried now about the policy of the Fed, 
and QE2 is the policy by which they are 
currently monetizing more than half of 
the deficit we are running this year. 
That is a dangerous policy. Combine 
that with the beginnings of this fiscal 
imbalance and imprudent policy, to- 
gether with this very accommodative 
monetary policy, and this is a very 
dangerous mix. 

What we can do in the short run, and 
what we ought to be doing right now, is 
addressing the spending problem that 
is at the heart of all of it. It is driving 
this. In my view, that starts with the 
continuing resolution that will fund 
the government for the remainder of 
this year. We passed one that will fund 
the government for the next 3 weeks, 
but I wish it had been for the remain- 
der of the year. We have no time to 
waste; we have to get this resolved and 
we have to move on to a budget that 
brings our spending and revenue into 
balance, without raising taxes and ru- 
ining economic growth. 

This should be the big priority for 
this body. I hope when we get back 
from this recess, this is what we will be 
working on—the spending measure to 
close out this fiscal year, a budget that 
will put us back on a sustainable path, 
and progrowth policies that will lead to 
the job creation we need. 

With that, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR). The Senator from New Mexico 
is recognized. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for 15 
minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


et 
OIL AND GASOLINE PRICES 


Mr. BINGAMAN. I want to take a few 
minutes to discuss high oil and gaso- 
line prices. I think when we get home 
to our respective States this next 
week, we are going to find that many 
of the people we represent are under- 
standably concerned about the rising 
price of gasoline at the pump. They 
have good reason to be concerned. 

Senator MURKOWSKI and I hosted a 
Senate-wide briefing on Tuesday after- 
noon with three top oil industry ana- 
lysts. We had Dr. Richard Newell, the 
head of the Energy Information Admin- 
istration; Mr. Bob McNally, who was 
part of the Bush administration’s 
White House team on energy markets; 
Mr. Frank Verastro, who is the head of 
the Energy and National Security Pro- 
gram at the Center for Strategic and 
International Studies. They gave us 
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their insights and explanations as to 
what is causing the rise in the price of 
gasoline at the pump. 

Let me go through four charts to try 
to summarize what they told us at that 
briefing. I think it is very useful infor- 
mation for my colleagues, and anybody 
else who is interested in the subject. 

This first chart is labeled ‘‘Gasoline 
Prices Reflect the Cost of Crude Oil.” A 
fundamental truth, which they all sub- 
scribe to, is that the primary driver of 
the price of gasoline at the pump is in 
fact the price of crude oil on world 
markets. This chart demonstrates 
that. It shows the price trends since 
2005 for gasoline; that is the yellow line 
on the chart. It shows the price of 
crude oil; that is the green line. While 
some past gasoline price spikes can be 
attributed to phasing out the additive 
MTBE, for the last 3 years gasoline 
price movements have tracked global 
crude oil prices. So the idea that our 
gasoline prices are high today because 
of some particular action the Obama 
administration has taken is not sup- 
ported by the facts. 

The reasons for the current crude oil 
price increase are equally straight- 
forward. In listening to each of the an- 
alysts highlight the factors he thought 
were important in explaining why 
crude oil prices are at the levels we 
have not seen since 2008, I was struck 
by two explanations advanced in many 
of the political speeches in Washington 
and around the country about oil and 
gas prices. Frankly, the conclusions, or 
the allegations, or the arguments made 
in those political speeches did not com- 
port with what the analysts told us. 

First, none of the experts who talked 
to us highlighted the administration’s 
permitting process in the Gulf of Mex- 
ico as being a significant factor in de- 
termining world oil markets. I asked 
Dr. Newell whether the current pace of 
permitting had any implication for the 
Energy Information Administration’s 
short-term forecast. His answer was re- 
freshingly direct; he said, ‘‘No.’’ I will 
point out that neither of his co-panel- 
ists disagreed with that conclusion. 

Second, any anticipated Environ- 
mental Protection Agency regulation 
of greenhouse gas emissions at refin- 
eries was not included in any of the 
presentations as a driver behind the 
current increase in prices. In fact, 
more broadly, neither the EPA nor any 
kind of U.S. regulations were discussed 
as important to understanding world 
oil prices. I know some of my col- 
leagues remain concerned that we have 
not built a new refinery in the United 
States since the 1970s. I assure them 
that the data suggests that their con- 
cerns are not well-founded at this par- 
ticular point. Demand for refined prod- 
ucts is believed to have peaked in the 
United States. At the moment, 17 per- 
cent of our existing refining capacity 
in this country stands idle, and that is 
not because of environmental regula- 
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tions; it is because demand for refined 
products has come down. In my opin- 
ion, it doesn’t make a lot of sense to be 
debating whether we need new refin- 
eries, when we are not using the capac- 
ity we already have in existing refin- 
eries. 

Having explored those factors that 
are not influencing oil price move- 
ments, let me discuss factors that are 
contributing to increased oil and gaso- 
line prices. 

The bulk of the discussion at this 
briefing we had on Tuesday about high 
oil prices was about what is going on in 
the Middle East and North Africa. This 
chart depicts what happened to the 
price of oil. This says ‘‘U.S. Oil Prices, 
January through March 2011.” From 
the beginning of this year, until the 
current time, I think it is obvious that 
the major force driving oil prices is the 
instability we have seen in the Middle 
East and North Africa. 

When the world’s key oil-producing 
and exporting region—which is the 
Middle East and North Africa—is un- 
stable, world oil markets are also un- 
stable. 

When political unrest threatens 
major chokepoints in the world oil 
transit routes, world oil markets react 
as they have. 

When a member of OPEC, the Organi- 
zation of Petroleum Exporting Coun- 
tries, stops exporting oil, which has 
virtually occurred in the case of Libya, 
world oil markets react. 

Also, when there are fears that a 
nearby neighbor, and a close ally of 
Saudi Arabia, home of the world’s larg- 
est oil production capacity, begins to 
have political upheavals, that raises 
tensions in world oil markets as well. 

So as you can see from this chart, oil 
prices are very sensitive to these kinds 
of developments. Oil prices went up as 
regime change was realized in Egypt, 
amid concerns about access to the Suez 
Canal. Prices quickly came down again 
as it looked increasingly unlikely that 
traffic through the canal would be dis- 
rupted. 

Then Libya became the first major 
oil-exporting country to be affected by 
the wave of popular uprisings spreading 
throughout the Middle East and North 
Africa, and oil prices reacted imme- 
diately, indicating market concerns 
that the situation might get worse be- 
fore it got better. It, indeed, has wors- 
ened. We have virtually all Libyan oil 
exports terminated or stopped or sus- 
pended. Sanctions against Qadhafi’s 
government, combined with chaos on 
the ground in Libya, have driven 
Libya’s exports to near zero. There is 
little hope for improvement, so far, in 
the near future. 

We are just beginning to face a po- 
tential further escalation of tensions in 
the region. On Monday, of course, 
Saudi Arabia sent troops across the 
causeway onto the island neighbor 
Bahrain. This adds to world tension. 


March 17, 2011 


World oil markets have reacted to 
this tension with expectations—and I 
am avoiding using the more politically 
loaded term ‘‘speculation,’’ although I 
do believe that word is appropriate— 
that the situation is at risk of getting 
worse before it gets better. 

Into this uncertain environment, we 
now have a new source of even greater 
uncertainty. The earthquake that has 
plagued the island nation of Japan, the 
ensuing tsunami, and the nuclear dis- 
aster that struck Japan—all of that 
has introduced the possibility that the 
world’s third largest economy might be 
consuming less oil in the near future 
than was earlier assumed. 

Worldwide markets have again re- 
acted, this time by falling to under $100 
per barrel as we try to better under- 
stand the size and the scope of the dis- 
aster our Japanese friends and allies 
are facing. 

What can Congress do to help ease 
the burden of high prices for U.S. con- 
sumers when oil prices are determined 
mostly outside our borders, as I think 
they clearly have been? 

A realistic, responsible answer has to 
be focused on becoming less vulnerable 
to oil price changes over the medium 
and the long term. By doing so, we be- 
come less vulnerable by using less oil. 

I believe increased oil production can 
play a significant role in world oil mar- 
kets. The United States has fairly mod- 
est resources compared to much of the 
world. Our base of proven reserves is 
small. Many people have observed that 
the United States has less than 2 per- 
cent of the world’s proven reserves. 

Despite what economists and ana- 
lysts agree is a relatively modest re- 
source oil base, the oil and gas indus- 
try in the United States has led the 
world in developing state-of-the-art 
technology for exploration and produc- 
tion. Our companies are continuing to 
get more oil out of the ground and into 
world oil markets than any of us could 
have believed was possible. To use a 
boxing metaphor, we are punching 
above our weight in oil and gas produc- 
tion thanks to the technology lead our 
companies have developed. 

According to the Energy Information 
Administration, oil production in 
North Dakota has risen by 150 percent 
since 2005. That is all from the Bakken 
shale formation. This is due to the ad- 
vent and application of new drilling 
technology. It is a success story that 
we all can celebrate. 

Let me talk about this third chart. 
Oil production is up strongly across the 
United States in the last few years. 
This chart demonstrates that current 
increases in oil production are a sig- 
nificant change from what we have 
seen in the last several decades. We 
have not had to repeal any environ- 
mental laws to achieve this or change 
the protections that apply on public 
lands. 

Let’s not forget that even with U.S. 
production strongly increasing oil 
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prices have also been increasing. While 
domestic oil production plays an im- 
portant role in ensuring the energy se- 
curity of the country, its contribution 
to the world oil balance is just not suf- 
ficient to bring global oil prices down. 
It is, therefore, not a complete answer 
to the high oil and gas prices that tax 
our consumers and threaten our coun- 
try’s economic health. 

This leads me to conclude that the 
key to reducing our vulnerability to 
world oil prices and volatility is for us 
to find ways to use less oil. We need to 
diversify our sources of transportation 
fuel. We need to set ourselves on the 
right path, as we did when we passed 
the Energy Independence and Security 
Act of 2007. That law required us to 
make our vehicles more efficient and 
to shift toward relying more on renew- 
able fuel. 

This final chart shows the Energy In- 
formation Administration’s long-term 
forecasts for U.S. dependence on im- 
ported oil as predicted prior to the pas- 
sage of that 2007 bill, and what they 
now predict it is after the passage and 
implementation of that bill. 

There are two main features of this 
graph that I think are noteworthy. 
First, prior to the enactment of this 
bill in 2007, the Energy Information Ad- 
ministration had been predicting that 
U.S. reliance on imported oil would 
continue to increase. In large part, be- 
cause of the biofuels and the fuel effi- 
ciency policies that we included in that 
act, the latest forecast shows our reli- 
ance on imported oil probably peaked, 
in fact, in 2005, and is now going down 
and is expected to continue going down 
for the rest of this forecast period, 
which is out to year 2035. 

Second, the amount of oil we now 
will not need to import from today to 
2035—that is, the oil that we will be 
able to save because of the Energy 
Independence and Security Act we 
passed in 2007—amounts to about 26 bil- 
lion barrels. That compares to the pre- 
vious forecast. 

What I am saying is, the difference 
between the blue line, which is the ear- 
lier projection, and the red line, when 
we take that out to 2035, the total oil 
involved there is 26 billion barrels. This 
amount is greater than the total U.S. 
proven oil reserves, which are esti- 
mated at 23 billion barrels. I hope we 
can all agree this has been a significant 
success. 

How do we continue on this path to- 
ward reducing our oil dependence? I 
will conclude by highlighting three 
areas, three key goals I hope we can 
focus on in the Senate in the coming 
weeks. 

First, we need to enable further ex- 
pansion of our renewable fuel industry, 
which is currently facing infrastruc- 
ture and financing constraints. 

Second, we need to move forward the 
timeline for market penetration by 
electric vehicles. 
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Finally, third, we need to make sure 
we use natural gas vehicles in as many 
applications as makes sense based on 
that technology. 

Every barrel of oil we displace from 
the transportation sector and we, 
therefore, do not need to consume in 
the United States makes our economy 
stronger—not to mention our personal 
pocketbooks—and less vulnerable to 
the volatility of the current market- 
place. 

We need to keep drilling. We are good 
at that. It is helpful to have more sup- 
plies on the world market. I am not ar- 
guing against that. But at the same 
time, we need to recognize that the 
long-term solution to this challenge is 
to move away from such great depend- 
ence on oil. This is a strategic vision 
President George W. Bush, who pre- 
viously had worked in the oil industry, 
clearly articulated in his 2006 State of 
the Union Address. We subsequently 
proved in Congress, in 2007, the year 
after that State of the Union Address, 
that we have the ability to make sig- 
nificant changes in our energy con- 
sumption and that it is possible to mo- 
bilize a bipartisan consensus to do so. 

The bipartisan path we laid out in 
the Energy Independence and Security 
Act in 2007 is the right approach. As 
part of whatever bipartisan approach 
we take to energy in the weeks and 
months ahead, we need to continue 
moving in this same direction. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRANKEN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


a 


THE PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PENSION 
CRISIS 


Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak on a matter of great importance 
to the economic health of State and 
local governments. I am talking about 
dangerously underfunded employee 
pensions. 

We hear about this problem every 
day in States such as Illinois, Cali- 
fornia, New Jersey, and many others. It 
is a multitrillion-dollar problem. Let 
me repeat that. The underfunding of 
these pensions runs into the trillions of 
dollars. Not billions, trillions. 

How did this happen? There are two 
primary causes. First, governments 
have promised too much money in life- 
time pensions; and, second, govern- 
ments have not set aside enough 
money to pay for those pensions. The 
shortfall between the money that has 
been promised and the money set aside 
is called underfunding, but that is just 
a sterile accounting term that means 
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we don’t have enough money to pay the 
bills. Where I come from, that is called 
being broke. It is bad enough when you 
go broke because you have been irre- 
sponsible with your own money. Yet it 
is a tragedy when governments go 
broke being irresponsible with tax- 
payer money. 

That is what I fear we are watching 
as this public pension crisis unfolds. 
There have been many studies in re- 
cent years of our public pension crisis. 
There is no question about whether 
this crisis exists. The only question is 
the magnitude of the crisis. 

One prominent study by scholars at 
the Kellogg School of Business at 
Northwestern University estimates 
that public pension plans are under- 
funded by over $3 trillion. That is a lot 
of money. An analyst at the Brookings 
Institute says public pensions are $2.5 
trillion in the red. A study published 
last month found that all by itself, 
California has a $240 billion pension 
shortfall. You heard that right. Cali- 
fornia alone has a pension debt of $%4 
trillion. Some have estimated that Illi- 
nois is in even worse financial shape. 

If the States and localities do not act 
aggressively to address these short- 
falls, then the question will not be 
whether the States will become insol- 
vent but when? Regardless of whose 
numbers and which study gets the clos- 
est to the mark, there is no denying 
that public employee pensions face a 
multitrillion-dollar shortfall in the ag- 
gregate. 

Though none will deny this shortfall. 
Some will seek to shift the blame and 
shirk responsibility for this crisis. I 
want to nip in the bud one of the argu- 
ments of those interests who would 
prefer to ignore this crisis. They will 
argue this is not a problem of too many 
pension promises and the underfunding 
of those promises. They will try to di- 
vert attention from the fact that pub- 
lic employee pensions have too often 
not been funded on a sound basis. In- 
stead, they will say the pension fund- 
ing problem is owing to the 2008 eco- 
nomic crisis and the big businesses 
that, they say, caused it. This is way 
off the mark. But don’t trust me, trust 
the numbers. This pension shortfall ex- 
isted before the recession, and an at- 
tempt to lay blame at the feet of Wall 
Street or big business or some other 
group is just plain blame shifting. 

One aspect of the problem is that 
governments have been slow—and pub- 
lic employees have been resistant—to 
transitioning to the types of retire- 
ment plans that private sector workers 
have been living with for years. The 
rest of the world has moved toward 
401(k)-style plans, called defined con- 
tribution plans. In these plans, costs 
are lower and more predictable. They 
fit well with an increasingly mobile 
and dynamic workforce. Yet govern- 
ments have remained wedded to expen- 
sive, traditional pension plans for far 
too long. 
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These old-style traditional pension 
plans—defined benefit plans—owe a 
monthly payment for life to each em- 
ployee regardless of how much money 
the government has set aside, regard- 
less of how well the pension assets have 
been invested, and regardless of wheth- 
er the ratio of active workers to retir- 
ees has remained stable. For most pri- 
vate companies these plans proved sim- 
ply unsustainable, and over time they 
moved toward more flexible retirement 
plans for employees. Yet as usual, gov- 
ernment is slow. It is slow to innovate 
and slow to adapt. 

So even though these defined benefit 
plans had the potential to cause enor- 
mous financial problems for govern- 
ments, governments stuck with them. 
Private companies learned long ago 
that traditional pension plans are too 
expensive for most businesses. 

In 1985, 80 percent of medium and 
large private companies had a tradi- 
tional pension plan. Today, just 30 per- 
cent have a traditional plan. By con- 
trast, 84 percent of State and local gov- 
ernment workers are covered by high- 
cost traditional pension plans. And 
government is not just any employer. 
Governments only exist because of tax- 
payers. 

Ultimately, taxpayers are the em- 
ployers of government employees. Yet 
these governments are living in the 
past, playing irresponsibly with tax- 
payer money, and leaving taxpayers to 
foot the bill for too many lifetime pen- 
sion promises. 

So why do these lifetime pension 
guarantees continue? There are many 
reasons, but at the top of the list is the 
unique character of government as an 
employer. Private employers moved 
away from traditional pensions to 
more affordable 401(k)-style plans be- 
cause they can’t stay in business if 
they ignore economic reality. Yet gov- 
ernments have kept their unaffordable 
traditional plans, often because public 
employee unions use taxpayer-funded 
union dues to elect State and local 
politicians and then ask the same poli- 
ticians they just elected for costly pen- 
sion deals at taxpayer expense. 

When a union bargains with a private 
employer, employer and employee have 
an interest in the business continuing 
as a viable enterprise. If the benefits 
are costly and uncontrollable, the busi- 
ness goes under and everyone is out of 
a job. 

But where are the interests in a ne- 
gotiation between a public employee 
union and the person they just helped 
to elect to office? Where are those in- 
terests? Union bosses are sitting across 
the table from the Governor of the 
State—the Governor they just helped 
to elect with millions in campaign con- 
tributions—and they ask him for a 
costly, guaranteed lifetime retirement 
package, often with little or no cost- 
sharing by the public employee. What 
is a politician going to say? Sorry, but 
І can’t help you? I doubt it. 
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I want to read something from the 
Wall Street Journal. On October 22, 
2010, just prior to the last election, the 
Journal carried a story about the role 
the American Federation of State, 
County and Municipal Employees, or 
AFSCMEH, was playing in that election. 
According to the journal: 

The American Federation of State, County 
and Municipal Employees is now the biggest 
outside spender of the 2010 elections. The 1.6 
million-member AFSCME is spending a total 
of $87.5 million on the elections after tapping 
into a $16 million emergency account to help 
fortify the Democrats’ hold on Congress. 
Last week, AFSCME dug deeper, taking out 
a $2 million loan to fund its push. The group 
is spending money on television advertise- 
ments, phone calls, campaign mailings and 
other political efforts. ‘‘We’re the big dog,” 
said Larry Scanlon, the head of AFSCME’s 
political operations. ‘‘But we don’t like to 
brag.” 

“We are the big dog.” That about 
sums it up. And when the big dog 
barks, it expects the people it helped 
elect to jump. Why do you think they 
are spending all this money? Because 
public employee unions care about 
global warming? 

Richard Trumka, the head of the 
AFL-CIO, a man I respect, has said he 
talks with the White House every day 
and visits a couple times a week. Why 
do people think he is doing that? Play- 
ing pick-up basketball with the Presi- 
dent? He is talking about how to ben- 
efit his unions, and lately that means 
public employee unions. 

There were some recent reports sug- 
gesting that Organizing for America—a 
Democratic National Committee 
project designed to reelect President 
Obama—was helping to foment the pro- 
tests in Wisconsin. These unions are 
spending big-time money to elect poli- 
ticians because they know the politi- 
cians will deliver big-time benefits. 
But the chickens are coming home to 
roost. As we are seeing in State after 
State, the markets have something to 
say about these collusive relationships 
and the benefits they secure. The cred- 
it-rating agencies have announced they 
will begin factoring unfunded pension 
obligations into the calculations they 
use to rate the creditworthiness of 
States. This is significant because the 
total value of State bond debt is esti- 
mated to be around $1 billion, while 
pension debt is at least two or three 
times that amount. 

State credit ratings reveal another 
aspect of the State budget crisis. The 
five States that prohibit collective bar- 
gaining of retirement benefits have 
Moody’s highest credit rating. Cali- 
fornia and Illinois, which allow collec- 
tive bargaining of retirement benefits 
for public employees, have the lowest 
credit rating among the 50 States. The 
next four lowest States also allow col- 
lective bargaining. 

Illinois is in the worst shape of all, 
with less than 40 percent of the funds 
needed to pay its public employee pen- 
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sions. The Illinois situation is so dire 
that for the last 2 years the State has 
had to borrow money just to make its 
pension contribution. This year Illinois 
had to pay a 2-percent higher interest 
rate just to borrow money to con- 
tribute to its pension program. Now, 
this is madness, and it cannot go on 
forever. 

Thirty years ago the Federal Govern- 
ment moved away from an expensive 
traditional pension plan and set up a 
basic pension plan in combination with 
а 401(k)-style defined contribution 
plan. The system has worked well so 
far, although at some point we might 
need to reform Federal pensions too. 
Some forward-looking States have 
begun moving to 401(k)-style plans. 

In my own home State of Utah the 
traditional pension plan is being re- 
placed. New employees are being given 
a choice between a 401(k)-style plan 
and a hybrid plan with a combination 
of traditional and 401(k)-style features. 

Last year Governor Chris Christie in 
New Jersey added a 401(k) plan for a 
portion of the New Jersey workforce. 
In Kansas, Governor Sam Brownback 
and the Kansas Legislature are study- 
ing the possibility of converting their 
pension system into a 401(k)-style plan. 
In Wisconsin, Governor Scott Walker 
has asked that the State study the fea- 
sibility of establishing a 401(k)-style 
plan. 

There are many potential solutions 
to the public pension crisis, and all of 
them should receive consideration. We 
should be encouraging these coura- 
geous Governors on rather than demon- 
izing them and demagoguing this issue. 
I, for one, would like to congratulate 
the Governor of Wisconsin for his bold 
stand on the issue of public employee 
benefits. The victory he secured last 
week is significant. He stood respon- 
sibly for the long-term interests of his 
State rather than doing the easy thing 
and caving under the pressure of union- 
organized protests and the childish and 
disrespectful resistance of Democratic 
lawmakers who chose to flee the States 
rather than engage in this debate. 

Governor Walker understands our 
greatest enemy is delay. The director 
of the Pew Center on the States has 
said that while these problems are sig- 
nificant, they can be solved if we act 
now. If we wait, the crisis will become 
unmanageable. 

Mr. President, it is my intention as 
ranking member of the Finance Com- 
mittee to find a way to address the 
public pension crises if State and local 
governments don’t step up to the plate. 
I am under no illusions this will be an 
easy task. The problem is both large 
and complex. There are many potential 
solutions that must be studied, and 
some will not be pleasant. 

Some of my colleagues in the Senate 
have a proposal to address the problem, 
and I will be working with them as 
well. I do not have all of the answers 
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yet, and I have not settled on what I 
believe are the best solutions. But we 
are working hard and talking to the ex- 
perts about the best way to proceed. 

I am sure of one thing, however, and 
I want to be 100 percent clear about 
this. There will be no Federal bailout 
of any State or local government. Let 
me just repeat that. No Federal bail- 
out. 

Just last month, after Illinois sold 
its high-interest bonds, the Governor 
indicated that he plans to ask for a 
Federal guarantee. Well, Governor, you 
can save your breath. The answer is, 
no. 

We cannot ask taxpayers and the rest 
of the country to pay for underfunded 
pensions in Illinois, California, or any 
other State that made promises it 
clearly cannot keep. To do so would be 
more than unfair; it would be immoral. 
A Federal bailout cannot happen, and 
it will not happen. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
IRAN’S HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSERS 


Mr. KIRK. Mr. President, I rise today 
to speak about the deteriorating 
human rights situation in Iran. 

We understand that Esfandiar Rahim 
Mashaei—Iranian President Mahmoud 
Ahmadinejad’s Chief of Staff will be ar- 
riving in the United States as early as 
tomorrow. 

Mr. Mashaei is a close friend and 
trusted adviser of President 
Ahmadinejad. Their kinship began in 
1982 when President Ahmadinejad was 
governor of Khoy in West Azerbaijan 
and the Intelligence Ministry ap- 
pointed Mr. Mashaei to the security 
team in the Kurdistan region next 
door. Since then, Mr. Mashaei has been 
a member of Ahmadinejad’s inner cir- 
cle. 

The world knows of President 
Ahmadinejad’s public incitement 
against Jews and Israel—most infa- 
mously with his pledge to wipe Israel 
off the map. But the world may not 
know the virulent anti-Israel and anti- 
Semitic views of his trusted adviser. 

In 2008, Mr. Mashaei told Sudanese 
President Omar Hassan Ahmad al- 
Bashir: 

The corrupt and criminal Zionist regime is 
harming not only the Arab and Islamic 
world, but humanity in its entirety ... in 
order to save humanity from its different 
crises, there is no other way other than the 
limiting of Zionist influence on human soci- 
ety, because the root and origin of most of 
the world’s current crises are related to Zi- 
onism. 
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Shortly after the discredited Iranian 
Presidential election in June 2009, Mr. 
Mashaei was appointed Presidential 
Chief of Staff—after a very brief and 
unsuccessful attempt to serve as the 
first Vice President of Iran. 

Since then, the persecution and re- 
pression in Iran has steadily increased. 
Thousands of peaceful protesters, dis- 
sidents and activists have been de- 
tained. 

Let there be no doubt, Mr. Mashei, 
like his President, is directly respon- 
sible for human rights abuses in Iran. 
He should not be granted a visa to 
enter the United States and he, like his 
President, should be designated under 
U.S. law as a human rights abuser in 
Iran. 

Mr. Mashaei’s visit will come just 4 
days after the United Nations Sec- 
retary-General released an interim re- 
port on the human rights in Iran. 

The report states: 

The human rights situation in Iran has 
been marked by an intensified crackdown on 
human rights defenders, woman’s rights ac- 
tivists, journalists and government oppo- 
nents. 

Concerns about torture, arbitrary deten- 
tions and unfair trials continue to be raised 
by UN human rights mechanisms. 

Additionally: 

Discrimination persisted against minority 
groups, in some cases amounting to persecu- 
tion. 

A worrying trend is the increased number 
of cases in which political prisoners are ac- 
cused of Mohareb—or enmity against God— 
offences which carry the death penalty. 

At least 22 people charged with 
Mohareb have been executed since Jan- 
uary 2010. 

Journalists, bloggers, human rights 
defenders and lawyers continue to be 
arrested or subjected to travel bans. 
Blogs and Web sites are restricted and 
now more than 10 national dailies have 
been shut down for refusing to toe the 
official line. 

Concern remains over a lack of due 
process rights and the failure to re- 
spect the rights of detainees. 

Particularly, ‘‘concerns were ех- 
pressed at routine practice for incom- 
municado detention, use of torture and 
ill-treatment in detention, use of soli- 
tary confinement and of individuals 
without charges.” 

Finally, ‘‘concerns were expressed in 
public about people sentenced to death 
often do not have access to legal rep- 
resentation and their families and law- 
yers are not even informed of the exe- 
cution.”’ 

The report continues to detail the 
Iranian persecution of religious mi- 
norities, especially the Baha’i. The re- 
port notes concern for six members of 
the Baha’i community arrested by offi- 
cials from the Intelligence Ministry in 
the months of June and July 2010—and 
the seven Baha’i community leaders re- 
cently sentenced to 10 years in prison. 

Regarding Iran’s persecution of its 
Kurdish minority, the report notes: 
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Members of the Kurdish community have 
continued to be executed on various national 
security-related charges including Mohareb. 
At least nine Kurdish political prisoners, in- 
cluding Jafar Kazemi, Mohammad Ali Haj 
Aghaei, and Ali Saremi were executed since 
January 2010, and several others remain at 
risk of execution. 


And regarding Iran’s persecution of 
Christians, we read: 


Reports also continued to be received 
about Christians, in particular converts, 
being subjected to arbitrary arrest and har- 
assment. 


The Secretary-General’s report fol- 
lows others by our own State Depart- 
ment and human rights groups like 
Amnesty International and Human 
Rights Watch. 

While we expect the State Depart- 
ment to release its 2010 country human 
rights reports on March 25, these are a 
few highlights from the 2009 report on 
Iran. 


Security forces were implicated in custo- 
dial deaths and the killings of election pro- 
testers and committed other acts of politi- 
cally motivated violence, including torture, 
beatings, and rape. 

oR Ж 

The government administered severe offi- 
cially sanctioned punishments, including 
death by stoning, amputation, and flogging. 

жол 

Authorities responded to all the dem- 
onstrations with raids on opposition activ- 
ists’ offices. 

ХЖ Ж 

Some prison facilities, including Evin Pris- 
on in Tehran, were notorious for cruel and 
prolonged torture of political opponents of 
the government. Authorities also maintained 
“unofficial” secret prisons and detention 
centers outside the national prison system 
where abuse reportedly occurred. The gov- 
ernment reportedly used white torture—pro- 
longed solitary confinement with extreme 
sensory deprivation—especially on political 
prisoners, often in detention centers outside 
the control of prison authorities, including 
Section 209 of Evin Prison. 

ХЖ Ж 

The government threatened, harassed, and 
arrested individuals who posted comments 
critical of the government on the Internet; 
in some cases it reportedly confiscated their 
passports or arrested their family members. 


Amnesty’s 2010 report on human 
rights in Iran starts with the following 
summary: 


An intensified clampdown on political pro- 
test preceded and, particularly, followed the 
presidential election in June, whose outcome 
was widely disputed, deepening the long- 
standing patterns of repression. The security 
forces, notably the paramilitary Basij, used 
excessive force against demonstrators; doz- 
ens of people were killed or fatally injured. 
The authorities suppressed freedom of ex- 
pression to an unprecedented level, blocking 
mobile and terrestrial phone networks and 
Internet communications. Well over 5,000 
people had been detained by the end of the 
year. Many were tortured, including some 
who were alleged to have been raped in de- 
tention, or otherwise ill-treated. Some died 
from their injuries. Dozens were then pros- 
ecuted in grossly unfair mass ‘show trials.’ 
Most were sentenced to prison terms but at 


least six were sentenced to death. 
ХЖ Ж 
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The election-related violations occurred 
against a background of severe repression, 
which persisted throughout 2009 and whose 
victims included members of ethnic and reli- 
gious minorities, students, human rights de- 
fenders and advocates of political reform. 
Women continued to face severe discrimina- 
tion under the law and in practice, and wom- 
en’s rights campaigners were harassed, ar- 
rested and imprisoned. Torture and other ill- 
treatment of detainees remained rife and at 
least 12 people died in custody. Detainees 
were systematically denied access to law- 
yers, medical care and their families, and 
many faced unfair trials. 

In its 2011 World Report chapter on 
Iran, Human Rights Watch writes: 

Iran’s human rights crisis deepened as the 
government sought to consolidate its power 
following 2009’s disputed presidential elec- 
tion. Public demonstrations waned after se- 
curity forces used live ammunition to sup- 
press protesters in late 2009, resulting in the 
death of at least seven protesters and, I 
would add, we all remember Neda, who was 
killed online. Authorities announced that se- 
curity forces had arrested more than 6,000 in- 
dividuals after June 2009. Hundreds—includ- 
ing lawyers, rights defenders, journalists, 
civil society activists, and opposition lead- 
ers—remain in detention without charge. 
Since the election crackdown last year, well 
over a thousand people have fled Iran to seek 
asylum in neighboring countries. Interroga- 
tors used torture to extract confessions, on 
which the judiciary relied on to sentence 
people to long prison terms and even death. 
Restrictions on freedom of expression and as- 
sociation, as well as religious and gender- 
based discrimination, continued unabated. 

The report continued: 

Authorities systematically used torture to 
coerce confessions. Student activist 
Abdullah Momeni wrote to Supreme Leader 
Ayatollah Seyed Ali Khamenei in September 
describing the torture he suffered at the 
hands of jailers. At this writing no high-level 
official has been prosecuted for the torture, 
ill-treatment, and deaths of three detainees 
held at Kahrizak detention center after June 
2009. 

We cannot allow these violations to 
go unnoticed. Nor can we continue to 
turn a blind eye to the countless pris- 
oners of conscience fighting for basic 
human dignity in this brutal dictator- 
ship. 

It is time we take a stand for people 
like Nasrin Sotoudeh, detained for her 
work as a human rights lawyer, wom- 
en’s rights activist, and defender of 
children who face capital charges; 
Hossein Ronaghi-Maleki, detained for 
his work as a blogger and human rights 
activist. He has been refused medical 
treatment for kidney failure; and 
Fariba Kamalabadi, Jamaloddin 
Khanjani, Afif Naeimi, Saied Rezaie, 
Behrouz Tavakkoli, Vahid Tizfahm, 
Mahvash Sabet—all detained for their 
leadership in the Baha’i community. 

As of today, the precise whereabouts 
of opposition leaders Mehdi Karroubi 
and Mir Hossein Mousavi, and their re- 
spective wives Fatemeh Karroubi and 
Zahra Rahnavard, remain unknown fol- 
lowing their arrest and detention in 
February. Meanwhile, according to 
international human rights organiza- 
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tions, the whereabouts of hundreds of 
Iranians, including journalists and po- 
litical activists, arrested just before 
the February 14 opposition protests re- 
main unknown. 

To each of them, I echo President 
Reagan’s words: “I came here to give 
you strength, but it is you who have 
strengthened me.”’ 

As we approach the Iranian New Year 
celebration of Nowruz, it is time for 
the President to demonstrate this ad- 
ministration’s commitment to the Ira- 
nian people’s struggle for human 
rights. 

We know that Iranian President 
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, Iranian Presi- 
dential Chief of Staff Esfandiar Rahim 
Mashaei and other senior Iranian gov- 
ernment officials are directly respon- 
sible for and complicit in ordering, 
controlling, or otherwise directing the 
commission of serious human rights 
abuses against the people of Iran on or 
after June 12, 2009. 

Pursuant to Executive Order 13553 
and the Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, 
Accountability, and Divestment Act of 
2010, the President should designate 
these individuals as human rights 
abusers and reaffirm our core Amer- 
ican values: freedom, democracy and 
human rights. 

I would just end by quoting from sec- 
tion 105 of the Comprehensive Iran 
Sanctions Accountability and Divest- 
ment Act of 2010, signed by the Presi- 
dent into law last year. It requires that 
the executive branch produce a list of 
persons who аге responsible’ or 
complicit in certain rights abuses. It 
says: 

Not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the President shall 
submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees a list of persons who are officials 
of the Government of Iran or persons acting 
on behalf of that Government (including 
members of paramilitary organizations such 
as Ansar-e-Hezbollah and Basij-e 
Mostaz’afin), that the President determines, 
based on credible evidence, are responsible 
for or complicit in, or responsible for order- 
ing, controlling, or otherwise directing, the 
commission of serious human rights abuses 
against citizens of Iran or their family mem- 
bers on or after June 12, 2009, regardless of 
whether such abuses occurred in Iran. 

Clearly this official about to arrive 
in the United States meets the stand- 
ard under section 105 of CISADA, and 
the U.S. administration should des- 
ignate him as an abuser of human 
rights. He should not be admitted 
entry into the United States. 

We should call it the way we see it, 
which is, this is one of the most dan- 
gerous human rights-abusing officials 
that we know of. Comprehensive data 
now exists from Human Rights Watch, 
from Amnesty International, even from 
the United Nations on what this man 
has directed. He should not be given a 
visa, and he should be so listed under 
U.S. law. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


IRAN SANCTIONS ACT 


Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak on an issue I feel I have spent a 
lot of time talking about in recent 
years but without much effect on ei- 
ther of the last two administrations. 
This is the issue of the Iran Sanctions 
Act. Congress has worked in a bipar- 
tisan way to strengthen and expand the 
Iran Sanctions Act, but in spite of our 
repeated efforts, the administration 
has not been willing to use the tools 
the Congress has given them. 

In my mind—and I am sure in the 
minds of a great many of my col- 
leagues—nothing would be more desta- 
bilizing to the Mideast region and to 
Middle Eastern regional security or 
global security than Iran’s develop- 
ment of a nuclear weapon. I will not 
spend a lot of time talking about why 
that is because I doubt there is any 
Member of this body who is not aware 
of how dangerous this situation is or 
could be, which is why it is even more 
frustrating that we have not been able 
to get the administration to push a 
more robust set of sanctions using the 
sanctions policy and the sanctions 
tools we have given them. 

During the 15 years between the time 
the Iran and Libya Sanctions Act was 
passed, in 1996, and last year, no mean- 
ingful application of these sanctions 
was ever adopted. From 1996 until last 
year, no meaningful application has 
ever been adopted. 

In 2006, I worked closely with the 
Bush administration to pass а bill 
known as the Iran Freedom Support 
Act, to improve the menu in the 
choices of sanctions available to that 
administration and future administra- 
tions. Under that bill, Congress codi- 
fied some of the executive actions 
President Clinton and President Bush 
appropriately took and ensured that 
these tools became more permanent. 

Last year, alarmed again at the ad- 
ministration’s disinterest in using the 
sanctions available to it, Congress 
again acted to tighten our sanctions 
policy. The Congress sunsetted the 
State Department’s period of investiga- 
tory review to ensure that once an in- 
vestigation is launched, it has to be 
concluded. It is now up to the Obama 
administration to pursue a vigorous 
sanctions policy that sends the mes- 
sage to Iran that: You are isolated in 
the world and the world will not tol- 
erate this nuclear program. 

On March 26, 2009, I sent a letter to 
Secretary Clinton asking for clarifica- 
tion on why the administration had not 
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fully implemented sanctions against 
Iran. I had sent a similar letter to Sec- 
retary Rice in 2007, suggesting—in fact, 
stating—that the Bush administration 
was similarly delinquent in its enforce- 
ment efforts. We have given them the 
tools, but, simply, these administra- 
tions, in both cases, have not used 
those tools. 

Fortunately, we now see the first in- 
dications that we are beginning to head 
in the right direction. Last fall, the 
State Department announced sanctions 
against Naftiran, a Swiss subsidiary of 
the National Iranian Oil Company. In 
an appearance before the Senate I was 
at with Secretary Clinton a few days 
ago, I was positive about my sense that 
this was a big step in the right direc- 
tion but really only one step. Since the 
Iran Sanctions Act, this is the first 
time ever the act has been used. I am 
pleased it has been used, but, remem- 
ber, it is the first time ever it has been 
used. 

This action—to make it even more 
important that it is being used and 
frustrating that it hasn’t been used—by 
the State Department had an imme- 
diate effect, as I and many others have 
been suggesting it would since the pas- 
sage of these tools to the administra- 
tion. Within days of the State Depart- 
ment’s actions against Naftiran, and 
according to news reports at the time, 
European firms such as Royal Dutch 
Shell, Total, Statoil, and Italy ENI an- 
nounced they would pull operations out 
of Iran’s energy sector—exactly the 
kind of impact the Congress had hoped 
this would have. 

On September 29, 2010, Deputy Sec- 
retary Steinberg announced the State 
Department’s initiation of investiga- 
tions into international firms that had 
not yet committed to exit Iran’s petro- 
leum sector. While the full list of these 
firms remains classified, publicly avail- 
able reports suggest that list includes 
at least a dozen firms, many of which 
are Chinese, including the Chinese Na- 
tional Offshore Oil Company, Chinese 
National Petroleum Company, and 
Unipec. Other firms come from Ger- 
many, from Turkey, and from Ven- 
ezuela. The list also includes the Indus- 
trial Bank of China, the China Con- 
struction Bank, the Agricultural Bank 
of China, and the Bank of China, which 
are reportedly providing financial serv- 
ices to Iranian interests in violation of 
the Comprehensive Iran Sanctions Act. 

Under the law that now governs our 
sanctions policy, the State Department 
has 6 months to complete these inves- 
tigations before announcing whether 
these entities will face sanctions. 
These notifications are due by March 
29 of this year. I am very hopeful the 
State Department report sends the 
right message on March 29. It has been 
a long time for those of us who have 
advocated that this kind of action 
would produce the right kind of re- 
sults. 
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U.S. sanctions policy should com- 
plement the international sanctions ef- 
fort underway at the U.N. and other 
international venues. There is no rea- 
son we can’t pursue a strategic sanc- 
tions policy that ensures companies op- 
erating in the United States or affili- 
ated with U.S. entities don’t invest in 
Iran’s energy sector. It is time we dem- 
onstrated that we are serious about 
this before it is too late. 

We have now taken the first step in 
the right direction. It has produced ex- 
actly the results we had hoped those 
steps would take. I and others anx- 
iously await the report that will come 
out between now and March 29 to see 
what the next steps are, and then we 
will be looking carefully to see what 
the reaction to those actions is. I hope 
we continue to show we are serious, 
that sanctions will only work if the na- 
tions involved—and particularly the 
United States—follow their own poli- 
cies and use their own tools. 

I note the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 
NATURAL RESOURCE POTENTIAL 


Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I have come to the floor this evening to 
discuss America’s tremendous natural 
resource potential and to again high- 
light the fact that if we choose to, we 
can absolutely produce more of our en- 
ergy to meet more of our Nation’s 
needs. I also wish to address an argu- 
ment that is often made in opposition 
to new domestic production, because I 
believe each and every Member of this 
Chamber needs to know the facts and 
the consequences of our current ap- 
proach. 

Without a doubt, understanding how 
much energy we have is at the very 
foundation of an energy policy. The 
Presiding Officer sits on the Energy 
Committee with me and we talk about 
our Nation’s energy policy. When we 
talk about an all-of-the above, bal- 
anced energy portfolio, it is important 
to understand what it is we have. For 
resources such as wind and solar, it is 
pretty easy. They are renewable, so 
theoretically we should never run out. 
But for conventional resources, which 
make up about 83 percent of the energy 
America consumes, it is a different 
story. Oil and natural gas and coal 
aren’t located on the surface of the 
Earth, so we don’t exactly know what 
it is we have and where we have it. We 
have to look around for it. 

Finding and quantifying our re- 
sources is a tough enough task. Adding 
to the complexity is litany of technical 
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terms used to describe them. There are 
proved reserves, probable reserves, pos- 
sible reserves, unproved reserves, and 
our demonstrated reserve base. Then 
we move into the resources which are 
different from the reserves, and that 
list includes eight more categories, and 
every one of them means something 
different. I would imagine most people 
don’t have a great understanding of 
these terms, and by and large I suppose 
that is fine, unless you happen to be a 
Member of the Senate, because we are 
tasked with helping to formulate our 
Nation’s energy policy. We need to 
know the details and the distinctions. 

Before we make critical decisions 
that affect the price and the source of 
our energy supply, it is our responsi- 
bility to know what our experts think 
we actually have in this country. To 
help gain a better understanding of our 
Nation’s energy base, Senator INHOFE 
of Oklahoma and I requested a report 
from the Congressional Research Serv- 
ice. The report was first released back 
in October of 2009, and then in Novem- 
ber the CRS experts updated that re- 
port. It is entitled “U.S. Fossil Fuel 
Resources: Terminology Reporting and 
Summary.” Fascinating, I am sure. It 
actually is fascinating, and it should be 
required reading for each and every 
Member of the Senate. 

Education is not the only reason we 
released this report, though. We also 
hope it will help to set the record 
straight. Too many of the facts pre- 
sented here, particularly about energy, 
are based upon foregone conclusions. In 
some people’s minds, we are supposedly 
running out of oil—well, because we 
have always been running out of oil. So 
at our request, CRS also surveyed ex- 
isting government estimates to deter- 
mine exactly how much conventional 
energy we think we might have. 

I think most would find the results 
surprising. The truth is, our experts 
don’t believe we are on the verge of 
running out of oil, out of natural gas, 
or of coal. Far from it. 

According to the government’s own 
estimates, the United States actually 
has the largest fossil fuel endowment 
in the world. To repeat, we have the 
largest fossil fuel endowment in the 
world—larger than Russia, far larger 
than countries such as Saudi Arabia 
and China. Within our own endowment 
is an incredible source of oil—an esti- 
mated 163 billion barrels of technically 
recoverable resources—again, going 
back to that terminology. There are 
163 billion barrels of technically recov- 
erable resources, which would be 
enough to maintain current production 
for more than 60 years. 

We have huge volumes of natural gas, 
potentially more than 2,000 trillion 
cubic feet, which would last 90 years at 
today’s rate of consumption. Our coal 
resources are truly unrivaled, and at 
264 billion short tons, our supply will 
last more than 200 years. 
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I will put up a chart here and speak 
to what we are looking at in terms of 
proven reserves and recoverable re- 
sources, when we are talking about oil. 

Back to the CRS report. They found 
that we have a tremendous range of 
subeconomic resources that are not yet 
commercialized, including an esti- 
mated 100 billion barrels of heavy oil, 
more than 800 billion barrels of oil 
shale, and up to 320,000 trillion cubic 
feet of methane hydrates. For oil shale, 
that is over 100 years’ worth of conven- 
tional oil. For methane hydrates, that 
would be an amazing 14,000 years’ 
worth of natural gas, if we endeavor to 
find ways to produce it. 

Looking at the chart—I am throwing 
out a lot of numbers and years. It is 
kind of tough to get your arms around 
all of this. But if you look to the share 
of proven reserves only, within our 
country—that 28 billion barrels of oil, 
17 percent—it leaves out the rest of 
America’s recoverable oil, or 135 billion 
barrels. 83 percent of what is estimated 
that we have within this country are 
resources and are, for all intents and 
purposes, off limits to us. So the share 
of proven reserves that we are talking 
about—the 17 percent—versus the 83 
percent of recoverable oil which is off 
limits to us. 

The numbers in the CRS report are 
our best experts’ best estimates on how 
much we have out there—how much 
oil, natural gas, coal, and unconven- 
tional fossil fuels lie within the United 
States. These numbers can be obtained 
by anybody who works in Congress, 
anybody who is capable of navigating 
to my Web site, or you can go to Sen- 
ator INHOFE’s Web site. I do hope Mem- 
bers in the Chamber will make good 
use of it. 

Not only does this report provide ob- 
jective figures for the Senate to use, it 
also casts serious doubt on many of the 
false arguments made against new do- 
mestic production. So I think it is im- 
portant to recognize again what it is 
that we have. This is not any classified 
secret. 

I want to give a couple specifics here, 
if I might. When you hear about some 
of the language or the statements that 
are made and are accepted as fact, 
there is a claim heard regularly on the 
Senate floor—and I heard it used by 
the President last week—that the 
United States has just 2 percent of the 
world’s oil reserves but consumes 25 
percent of the world’s oil. Well, that 
line is designed to make the audience 
think that the United States is both 
running out of oil and also using it at 
an unsustainable rate. The truth is 
that government officials have claimed 
that in the United States we have been 
running out of oil since about 1919, but 
we are still the world’s third largest 
producer, behind Russia and Saudi Ara- 
bia. But we are well ahead of everybody 
else. 

If you think back to the categories I 
named earlier—and I am talking about 
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the different categories of reserves and 
resources—you can see why simply re- 
ferring to proven reserves is misleading 
because those account for only a very 
small sliver of our total oil. So to clas- 
sify a barrel of oil as a reserve, you lit- 
erally have to drill and prove that it is 
there. By definition, that excludes all 
the lands that have never been ex- 
plored, so that is the big chunk of the 
pie on the chart here. It excludes a 
huge range of places where we believe 
there is oil, and in the end, it dramati- 
cally underestimates our Nation’s oil 
resources. 

Consider this: The proven oil reserves 
of the United States—the share of 
proven reserves, the 17 percent—have 
never exceeded 40 billion barrels. But 
over the past 110 years that the United 
States has been producing, we have 
managed to produce nearly 200 billion 
barrels of oil. On the books, we say 
there is only 40 billion barrels, but we 
have been producing nearly 200 billion 
barrels of oil over the pass century. 
That alone should cast doubt on the 
words of so many. 

Arguing that we have just 2 percent 
of the world’s oil is like arguing that 
only your checking account, but not 
your much larger savings account, 
counts toward your net worth. I will 
only count what is in my checking ac- 
count, not what is in my savings ac- 
count. But in reality, I have all of this; 
I have the whole combination. The re- 
ality is that if you have money in both 
accounts, neither provides a complete 
picture by itself. Oil is much the same 
way. 

Between 2008 and 2009, our reserves 
actually rose by more than 8 percent, 
even as we produced about 2 billion 
barrels of oil, and that was made pos- 
sible by our substantial resource base. 
So why claim that America is running 
out of oil when that is not the case? 

The easiest explanation is that it is 
an attempt to turn perception into re- 
ality. If Americans can be convinced 
that we have no oil, we will stop de- 
manding that our government allow 
access to it. Instead of running out of 
oil, we will simply stop producing it. In 
some people’s minds, regardless of the 
economic consequences, the end result 
will be the same. 

The reason I am so encouraged by the 
CRS resource report and I am encour- 
aging other Members to review it, and 
the reason I am so disappointed by con- 
tinued claims that America has nearly 
exhausted its resources, is that an un- 
derstanding of our true energy poten- 
tial helps point the way to a viable na- 
tional policy. Instead of locking up our 
lands, we need to open them up and 
streamline access, streamline permit- 
ting, and bring more of our own re- 
sources to market. Doing so will not 
only allow us to increase domestic pro- 
duction but also decrease domestic 
consumption. These steps are not mu- 
tually exclusive. Given our energy and 
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our fiscal challenges, they are actually 
dependent upon one another. Let me 
put it into context a different way. 

For years, Alaska’s congressional 
delegation has sought to allow 2,000 
acres of the nonwilderness portion of 
ANWR to be opened to development. 
Usually, when we talk about ANWR, we 
talk about how much new oil produc- 
tion could result, probably somewhere 
between 800,000 and 1 million barrels a 
day—truly, that would help us out at 
this time. But left out of that con- 
versation are the tremendous revenues 
that would accrue to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. According to CRS, those rev- 
enues would reach more than $150 bil- 
lion. I will repeat the number because 
we are looking for dollars. It would 
reach $150 billion at today’s oil prices. 
If we use those revenues wisely, we 
could make great and serious progress 
on deficit reduction and investment in 
new technology. 

Now, there is a bill from the Michi- 
gan delegation that would increase in- 
centives for electric vehicles by an es- 
timated $19 billion. It is a great idea, 
but the reason the bill will not go any- 
where is that there is no way to pay for 
it right now. 

Think about what would happen if we 
brought ANWR into the conversation. 
We could fully fund incentives to put 
not just a couple million but upward of 
20 million electric vehicles on the road. 
We could help create an entire industry 
even as we fully protect our most valu- 
able resource, which is the American 
taxpayer. 

At the end of the day, our decision to 
produce more of our own oil would be 
matched by a tremendous reduction in 
our oil consumption, thanks to the ad- 
vanced vehicles we deploy from the 
revenues from oil production. But by 
holding back production, we hold back 
progress. 

For far too long, I believe the 
antiproduction arguments have pre- 
vented Congress from developing a co- 
herent energy policy. We see them 
again today. They say, ‘‘oh, it’s the 
speculators?” or “oh, the producers 
aren’t using the lands they have al- 
ready leased, that’s all.” But today, we 
are also seeing the consequences of 
those arguments: higher gasoline 
prices, a weaker economy, and a loss of 
international standing. 

The longer our Nation waits to de- 
velop its resources, the longer we wait 
to create new jobs, to improve our en- 
ergy security, to pay down the debt, 
and to invest in next-generation tech- 
nologies. The longer we decide it is ac- 
ceptable to import oil instead of pro- 
ducing our own, the longer we will con- 
tinue to export our wealth, export our 
jobs, and give the benefits of produc- 
tion to other nations. 

I think CRS’s new report on Amer- 
ica’s true energy potential should be an 
eye-opener to us. I intend to circulate 
a copy to every Senate office. I ask my 
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colleagues to look through this report 
and understand what it means for our 
energy policy and then join me to 
make sure this Congress takes advan- 
tage of the opportunity it presents. 


EE 
CONGRATULATING JOHN BAKER 


Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 
I have a short statement recognizing 
the phenomenal historical win of the 
Iditarod race. John Baker is an Inupiaq 
Alaska Native and is the first Alaskan 
Native to win the Iditarod in 35 years, 
and it has been around for 39 years. He 
made it to Nome on the thousand mile- 
plus Iditarod Trail in record time: 8 
days, 19 hours, 46 minutes, and 39 sec- 
onds on the trail, which is the fastest 
time in the Iditarod history. We are ex- 
ceptionally proud of John Baker. 

I had an opportunity to be with John 
Baker and his phenomenal dog team as 
they were preparing to leave from An- 
chorage 2 weeks ago, and John said, 
“Its my time, LISA.” He has been in 
the top 10 for 11 tries now, and we are 
exceptionally proud of him, but not 
only proud of John Baker and his ap- 
proach to the care of his dogs and his 
team, but we are proud of the canine 
athletes. He has a couple lead dogs, 
Velvet and Snicker, that are pretty in- 
credible. 

Mr. REID. If my friend will yield, I 
got a call from one of the secretaries, 
so why don’t you give your statement. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I thank the lead- 
er. I will share it with you, and I appre- 
ciate the indulgence. 

Again, I speak on behalf of not only 
John Baker as a great athlete but his 
canine athletes. When the mushers 
leave out of the start in Willow, they 
leave with about 16 dogs on the team. 
These are remarkable animals that 
love nothing more than to be on the 
trail and to be mushing. His team dem- 
onstrated a resolve and a commitment 
and a dedication to not only their 
musher, Mr. Baker, but to what the 
whole sport of dog mushing is all 
about. For those who follow the 
Iditarod Trail, you know this is not for 
the weak. This is over exceptionally 
rugged terrain, oftentimes in excep- 
tionally rugged circumstances where 
you have Arctic winds howling down 
off the coast, blizzards that provide for 
whiteouts, going down passes that 
cause encounters that flip you over and 
break sleds and break bones. It is not 
for the timid. 

But Alaska brings out some excep- 
tional individuals. There were 62 teams 
that mushed from Willow to Nome this 
year. They are still out there on the 
trail as we speak. We wish those who 
are still coming in well along the way. 
We had some accidents, but there is 
never an Iditarod when we do not seem 
to have Mother Nature intervening in 
one way or another. The good news for 
us is that those who have had a hap- 
penstance, whether it was a broken col- 
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larbone or a happenstance with a knife, 
those men are doing fine and the dogs, 
again, are coming in and doing fine. 

Again, Madam President, I am 
thrilled to congratulate Alaskan dog 
musher John Baker and his exceptional 
team of dogs, who carried him across 
the Iditarod finish line for a first place 
finish in Nome, AK, at 9:46 a.m. Tues- 
day morning. The Iditarod is not for 
the faint of heart—the trail is made up 
of some of the harshest terrain in 
North America spanning over 1,000 
miles of rugged mountains, frozen tun- 
dra, and dense forests. Baker and his 
team made history yesterday beating 
every Iditarod record after racing eight 
days, 19 hours, 46 minutes, and 39 sec- 
onds on the trail—the fastest time in 
Iditarod 39-year history by 3 hours. 

John Baker is a hometown hero in 
Kotzebue, a small northwest Alaskan 
community that rests roughly 33 miles 
north of the Arctic Circle on the 
Chukchi Sea. Yup'ik drumbeats and 
seal calls welcomed John, an Inupiaq 
Alaska Native and the first Alaska Na- 
tive Iditarod champion in 35 years, as 
he and his team raced into Nome yes- 
terday. 

The Iditarod is the world’s longest 
dog sled race. It requires mushers to 
have tenacity and a sort of fearless 
courage, but even those qualities will 
not make a winning team. Extraor- 
dinary leadership is just as essential of 
the lead dogs who must guide their 
team through the toughest of condi- 
tions for days on end. Together, man 
and dog are pitted against nature and 
the raw elements of the Last Frontier. 
John Baker’s team of canines is truly 
the cream of the crop. 

I have had the pleasure of meeting 
his lead dogs Snicker and Velvet. To- 
gether, Snicker and Velvet guided the 
Baker team across frozen lakes and 
tundra, through freezing temperatures, 
winds, and snow. Although yesterday 
was the first time Snicker and Velvet 
have been draped in flowers and adora- 
tion at the finish line in Nome—this is 
not their first run at the Iditarod. 
Baker has run the Iditarod 15 times be- 
fore and amazingly garnered 11 top 10 
Iditarod finishes. This was their year— 
and Alaskans are celebrating with 
them across the State. John and his 
team have trained for this, they have 
fought for this, and they have made 
history. 

I am proud to congratulate the Baker 
team on this extraordinary victory and 
I send my best wishes to John and his 
family today as they celebrate this 
well-deserved victory in Alaska’s great 
race. 

Mr. REID. Will my friend yield for a 
question? 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Yes. 

Mr. REID. They had a great piece on 
public radio before the race started—it 
was very good—as to why the race 
takes place. I want to find out if what 
I understood from that radio piece is 
valid. 
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Wherever the race winds up, there 
was a place badly in need of some kind 
of serum because there was an illness 
there, diphtheria. I do not really re- 
member. They had no way of getting 
the medicine there. Some person de- 
cided what they could not do with ma- 
chines they could do with dogs. They 
took the medicine and saved all these 
lives. Is that valid? 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. The majority 
leader watched that report well— 

Mr. REID. I listened to it. It was on 
the radio. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. The Senator lis- 
tened to it well. He heard it right. It 
was an outbreak of diphtheria in Nome. 
There was no way to get the diphtheria 
serum to the residents of Nome. It was 
a true and honest scare in the middle 
of the winter. The concern was that if 
they were to take it through a regular 
route during the winter months, it 
would not get there in time to save the 
residents of Nome. 

The airfields were not sufficient. 
They could not travel by air because 
we did not have the airfields back in 
the twenties. It was a team of dogs 
that did a relay across the State. They 
delivered the serum in time and saved 
the town. 

This race has been resurrected, if you 
will, to commemorate the Great Serum 
Race to Nome, as it is called, to com- 
memorate the delivery of the serum, an 
act that would save that community. 
It is quite a remarkable story in our 
State’s history. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I hesi- 
tate saying this because I will probably 
get in trouble, but this is a good reason 
why the House vote was bad today to 
disband public radio. 

It was such a wonderful piece. I did 
not know that. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I, too, will take 
an opportunity to plug public radio be- 
cause the majority leader heard the 
piece on NPR, but in my home State 
and in many of the villages we are 
talking about where these teams will 
go through on their way to Nome, it 
truly is the public broadcast system 
that is their means of communication. 

Mr. REID. I heard Ted Stevens talk 
about this in the past. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mukluk Telegraph 
is what he would call it. It was a way 
to convey birthday greetings to people 
in the next village. It was a way to say: 
I made it back from hunting camp safe- 
ly. It is a way of communication. Peo- 
ple do not often recognize that in many 
parts of our State, and certainly along 
parts of where these teams are trav- 
eling right now, we do not have a level 
of communication that we see in Wash- 
ington, DC, or in most parts of the 
country. 

That is our plug for public radio. I 
appreciate that bit. 

Mr. REID. The only radio station I 
can get in the daytime in Searchlight 
is public radio. 
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Ms. MURKOWSKI. There you have it. 

Madam President, I appreciate the 
indulgence of the majority leader. 
Again I send my warmest well wishes 
to John Baker and his team. I will be 
greeting the mushers in Nome on Sun- 
day at the mushers banquet, and I 
can’t wait. 

I thank you for the time you have 
given me. I yield the floor. 


EE л —— 


TRADE AGENDA 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi- 
dent, we were considering, earlier this 
morning, when I was presiding—and 
through much of the morning—the 
Small Business Innovative Research 
bill. Senator LANDRIEU and Senator 
SNOWE are leading very well on that 
issue. 

I would like to speak for a moment 
about another important issue for 
small businesses and workers every- 
where; that is, our Nation’s trade and 
globalization agenda. 

As my colleagues are aware, the Gen- 
eralized System of Preferences, the so- 
called GSP, the Andean Trade Pref- 
erences for Colombia and Ecuador, and 
the 2009 reforms to the Trade Adjust- 
ment Assistance Program all expired in 
mid-February. 

I do not think too many people are 
happy about that. I am certainly not. I 
have offered amendments with Senator 
CASEY and requested unanimous con- 
sent to pass both the Andean Trade 
Preferences and the Trade Adjustment 
Assistance, but my Republican col- 
leagues objected. 

Others, such as Senator MCCAIN, re- 
quested a unanimous consent on only 
the Andean Trade Preferences, and I 
have objected. I have objected because 
we cannot turn our back on American 
workers who lose their jobs through no 
fault of their own, only to, then, help 
workers in other countries. 

Since Congress made reforms to the 
Trade Adjustment Assistance Program 
in 2009—trade adjustment assistance 
has been with us since the Kennedy ad- 
ministration. It clearly works. When 
workers lose their job through no fault 
of their own, they get some assistance 
from the government to go back to 
school to get retrained so they can be 
productive workers again. Again, they 
lost their jobs through no doing of 
their own. 

But since Congress made the reforms 
in 2009, 170,000 additional trade-im- 
pacted workers became eligible for 
training under the TAA for Workers 
Program. So if somebody loses their 
job because of a trade agreement we 
pass in this institution—trade agree- 
ments that I think were wrongheaded: 
NAFTA, CAFTA, PNTR with China, 
other kinds of trade agreements with 
Australia and Jordan and Panama and 
Peru—when workers lose their job be- 
cause of these agreements, we at least 
owe it to them to help them with trade 
adjustment assistance. 
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But since this program expired last 
month, we have shut out service work- 
ers, we have shut out manufacturing 
workers who lost their jobs to coun- 
tries we do not have a free-trade agree- 
ment with. So we do not actually have 
a free-trade agreement with China or 
India. We did something called PNTR 
with China. 

So if a worker in Dayton or Toledo or 
Findlay or Zanesville loses their job 
because of a trade agreement to China 
or India, they are out of luck. They do 
not get TAA. How awful is that? They 
worked at a plant, where that plant 
moved because of trade being moved to 
China, but they do not get any kind of 
assistance. It was not their fault. 

It should not work that way. 

In addition, improvements to the 
Health Coverage Tax Credit Program 
also expired. HCTC helps trade-affected 
workers purchase private health cov- 
erage to replace the employer-spon- 
sored coverage they lost. Again, they 
lost their job because of a trade agree- 
ment. They cannot afford health insur- 
ance because they do not have much 
money and they get some tax credit 
from the government to help them be 
able to afford this health care. It has 
helped thousands of workers manage 
hospital costs, medication, and nec- 
essary doctor visits. Without it, not 
only do Americans lose their jobs, but 
they are at risk of losing their health 
insurance. They generally cannot af- 
ford their health insurance, which also 
may lead them more likely to lose 
their home and suffer from foreclosure. 

TAA—trade adjustment assistance— 
and HCTC—health coverage tax cred- 
it—have both expired. They must be re- 
newed regardless of whether this Con- 
gress considers or passes any new trade 
agreement. 

Ambassador Kirk, the U.S. Trade 
Representative, will soon be submit- 
ting the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agree- 
ment to Congress. I have expressed my 
concerns about this agreement. I am 
concerned it will be a step backward 
for American manufacturing, espe- 
cially in the auto industry. I am con- 
cerned that low-wage Asian nations 
will use Korea as a platform to export 
auto parts and steel—duty free—to the 
United States. They will come in from 
some country to Korea—maybe China, 
maybe India, maybe somewhere else— 
through Korea and then get access to 
U.S. markets duty free. 

These are serious concerns. This is 
not theory. This is based on what has 
happened since passing other free-trade 
agreements. Every time we pass a free- 
trade agreement, the supporters of it 
say there are going to be more Amer- 
ican jobs and we are going to close the 
trade deficit. It never does. It is always 
false manufacturing jobs. In northern 
West Virginia and in much of my 
State, we have seen that inflicted on 
families day after day after day, and it 
means a larger trade deficit. 
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At least we will have the time to de- 
bate and consider the Korean trade 
agreement. Unfortunately, several of 
my colleagues across the aisle don’t 
even want to consider the Korean trade 
agreement unless it is packaged with 
the Colombia and Panama trade agree- 
ments. So on top of not extending 
trade adjustments, on top of not ex- 
tending the health care tax credit, our 
Republican colleagues want to move on 
all three leftover Bush trade agree- 
ments: Korea and Colombia and Pan- 
ama. These trade deals will not be win- 
ners for American workers. We know 
our exports increase with free-trade 
agreements. We also know our imports 
increase to a larger degree. 

The first President Bush said that 
when we have a trade surplus or deficit 
of $1 billion, it translates into 13,000 
jobs. So a $1 billion trade deficit is 
13,000 lost jobs. A $1 billion trade sur- 
plus is 13,000 increased jobs. That is 
President Bush’s numbers. We can just 
do the math. 

We have trade deficits of hundreds of 
billions of dollars in this country, and 
when production jobs move offshore, 
innovation is not far behind. All of us, 
including the Presiding Officer, have 
gone through manufacturing plants, 
and what we see there are workers and 
engineers trying to figure out how to 
innovate and how to increase produc- 
tivity, how to make production more 
efficient and less expensive. 

If we innovate in this country and in- 
vent in this country and then we send 
those jobs overseas for production, we 
begin to lose the innovative edge be- 
cause over there, whether it is Mexico 
or China or India or Japan or anywhere 
else, when the production is done, then 
the innovation is also done on the shop 
floor. So while we brag about being the 
most inventive, innovative people on 
Earth—which ме are—the future 
doesn’t necessarily work that way as 
we outsource so many of these jobs. 

We have seen how these free-trade 
agreements give incentives to move 
production overseas, and instead of 
taking away those incentives, instead 
of giving incentives to American com- 
panies to manufacture over here, we do 
the opposite by passing the Korean 
Free Trade Agreement or Peru or 
NAFTA or CAFTA or any of those. 

Peru’s President Garcia spoke to the 
U.S. Chamber of Congress before sign- 
ing the Peru Free Trade Agreement. He 
said: ‘‘Come and open your factories in 
my country so we can sell your own 
products back to the United States.” 
Come sell your own products back to 
the United States. How is that good for 
American workers? How is that good 
for innovation? How is that good for 
American manufacturing? How is that 
good for American middle-class com- 
munities? It has become a business 
plan for far too many companies in this 
country. Think about, in the broad 
sweep of history, how often this has 
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happened, where the business plan for a 
U.S. company is, they invent some- 
thing here, then produce it in China, 
thousands and thousands of miles 
away, and then it is shipped back to 
the United States, back to the home 
country. That is the business model for 
far too many companies. If they were 
to set up in China and sell into China 
and east Asia, that would be one thing. 
But company after company after 
American company has gone abroad, 
done the production there, sold it back 
into the United States, so it is not pro- 
viding the work for American workers 
that it should. 

Again, my colleagues are holding 
people who need retraining and adjust- 
ment hostage to another trade agree- 
ment. So they are saying: If you don’t 
pass Colombia and Panama and Korea, 
then we are not going to extend trade 
adjustment assistance, we are not 
going to extend the health coverage 
tax credit. 

Free trade’s biggest supporters put so 
much stock into these free-trade agree- 
ments and they do so ignoring the ele- 
phant in the room, and I am talking 
about our relationship with China. 
Congress approved China PNTR more 
than 10 years ago. We know what has 
happened. We have had literally $% bil- 
lion a day in trade deficits with China. 
That means we buy $500 million a day 
more in products from China than we 
sell to China. That is what a trade def- 
icit of $% billion a day means—that we 
actually are buying $500 million every 
single day more from China than we 
are selling to China. That is not a long- 
term sign of prosperity. That is not a 
long-term indicator of the strength- 
ening of the middle class. 

Until we figure out where we are 
going on trade and put a halt to these 
trade agreements and look at what we 
need to do instead, we are going to con- 
tinue to see the shrinking of the mid- 
dle class. 

Last week, an appeals court of the 
World Trade Organization made a hor- 
rendous decision in favor of China 
against our trade remedy laws. The 
WTO has again overreached beyond 
WTO laws and rules against our anti- 
dumping and countervailing duty laws. 
These laws have been the only way to 
protect ourselves and protect our econ- 
omy and protect our communities and 
protect our workers and protect our 
small businesses. One of the last tools 
we have to defend against unfair trade 
law are these trade remedy laws, and 
the WTO, with a bunch of bureaucratic 
trade lawyers, is taking them away. 
The WTO risks its own legitimacy with 
a ruling like this one. 

I urge the Obama administration to 
respond aggressively to this decision. I 
urge my colleagues to step back from 
this stalled trade agenda—step back 
from Korea, Panama, and Colombia. I 
urge my colleagues to examine instead 
what is in the best interests of Amer- 
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ican workers and businesses. We can 
find a balanced trade agenda that 
makes sense for our businesses, makes 
sense for our workers, and makes sense 
for our communities. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO RICHARD JAY 
CORMAN 


Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
I rise to recognize a good friend of 
mine, a very special Kentuckian who I 
and many others can look up to, Mr. 
Richard Jay Corman of Nicholasville, 
KY. Mr. Corman is a successful busi- 
nessman, a self-made man who started 
what is today a multimillion-dollar 
company. He is also living with can- 
cer—and I do mean living, as for sev- 
eral years now he has continued to 
make the most of each day despite this 
disease, and he has become an inspira- 
tion for many. 

Richard grew up on a farm that did 
not get indoor plumbing until he was 
in the fourth grade. Now he is the head 
of the R.J. Corman Railroad Group, a 
construction and railroad operation 
company he founded when he was 18 
years old. When Hurricane Katrina 
struck in 2005, the Corman Railroad 
Group was there, repairing the rail- 
ways that had been damaged in dan- 
gerous conditions, and Richard was the 
one leading the operation. He is known 
for his intensity, his determination, 
and his indefatigable energy. 

Richard has so much energy he has 
barely slowed down even after being di- 
agnosed with multiple myeloma nearly 
10 years ago. Without treatment, he 
was told he may have only a year to 
live. He survives thanks to a fantastic 
medical team, and Richard himself is 
funding medical research that is not 
only keeping him alive but will benefit 
untold others. And Richard is still 
working and running marathons. 

I am proud to call Richard Jay 
Corman a friend and I think his life 
story holds lessons and inspiration for 
others. I read an article in Fortune 
magazine recently that was a fas- 
cinating look at Richard’s life and 
work. I ask unanimous consent that 
the full article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


[From Fortune, Mar. 7, 2011] 
THE BALLAD OF RICHARD JAY CORMAN 
(By Carol Loomis, senior editor-at-large) 


Richard Jay Corman is hardly a household 
name. But this entrepreneur, a son of Ken- 
tucky, has made himself a force in the rail- 
road industry, where in up-from-nothing 
fashion he has created a thriving, highly re- 
spected company. Called R.J. Corman Rail- 
road Group, it’s a construction and operating 
enterprise that takes in around $300 million 
a year. Rick Corman, 55, is its sole owner. 
Earnings? He will say only that it’s ‘‘incred- 
ibly profitable.” But we’ll make an informed 
estimate: This business, after taxes, has in 
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more than one recent year earned $50 million 
in profits. 

A Kentucky friend of mine, impressed by 
Corman and aware also that he was facing 
some complex estate-planning problems, sug- 
gested he’d make a good story. You couldn’t 
say the idea was a natural for us: Corman’s 
financial feats, while first-class, don’t ex- 
actly put him in the Fortune 500 league. 
Still, Corman seemed worth a trip, so last 
fall I went to see him in his home state. And 
well before we finished talking, I realized 
that he just might be—apologies here to the 
Reader’s Digest, which popularized this 
title—the Most Unforgettable Character I’ve 
Ever Met in my more than a half-century at 
Fortune. That may seem surprising given 
that I’ve come to know more than a few 
standout CEOs over the years. But the em- 
phasis here is on the word ‘‘character.’’ In 
the way he operates—and faces the world— 
Rick Corman is truly larger than life. 

And that’s not just in business. Corman 
has also led a kind of soap opera existence, 
whose chapters he began describing to me in 
his twangy Southern drawl, and with a star- 
tling lack of inhibition, within minutes of 
our starting to talk. We were at his head- 
quarters in the Lexington, Ky., suburb of 
Nicholasville, in a small conference room ad- 
joining a cafeteria. He made sure I sat where 
I could look through a glass wall down to a 
hangar in which there were parked two pri- 
vate jets and a helicopter, all of them bright 
red (more on that later). At that moment, I 
was too obtuse to grasp how unusual those 
aircraft were. I mean, really, how many red 
planes have you seen? 

Asking a journalist’s throwaway kind of 
question, I said that driving to Nicholasville 
I had noticed a sign that said REELECT 
KEVIN CORMAN FOR SHERIFF, and was he 
related? “No,” said Rick, ‘риф if I get into 
trouble, he will be.” And those were the first 
of many laughs that I got from the very 
funny and quick Rick Corman, who laughs 
along at high decibels and loves it. 

Hours later, Corman ended our talk with a 
plan for getting me back on the road. Stand- 
ing in his red baseball cap and red-and-white 
corporate jacket outside his red-trimmed 
glass offices, he told me to drive behind him 
as he led me to a locked back gate and a 
shortcut to Lexington. The ride unrolled a 
pristine scene of success. Ignoring a profu- 
sion of red 25-mph signs he himself had or- 
dered installed, Corman raced at twice that 
speed for more than three miles through 
2,000 acres of manicured rolling fields, past 
red sheds and red work-barns and red bridges 
and small, shapely roadside maples coopera- 
tively turned, of course, red. In the left sky, 
a pilot in still another red Corman helicopter 
was practicing powerless emergency landings 
on a road. There were two snapshots in 
white: the three farmhouse rooms that 
Corman grew up in (and that got indoor 
plumbing when he was in the fourth grade) 
and the large frame house, featuring half-oc- 
tagon windows at the end of recently built 
wings, that he lives in now. 

And as the back gate opened and I started 
to wave thanks, Corman unfolded his gangly 
6-foot-3 frame from his Lincoln Navigator 
SUV, came to my right window, and said, ‘‘I 
just had to add one more thing: I would not 
be alive today if it weren’t for Kathy Mar- 
tin.” 

So, yes, there is a dark side to this tale. 
Kathleen Martin, a gastroenterologist, is 
Corman’s Lexington doctor. He has an incur- 
able form of cancer: multiple myeloma, 
which attacks the plasma cells in bone mar- 
row and destroys bones. The disease killed 
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Wal-Mart (WMT) founder Sam Walton, 
quickly, in 1992. But Corman was diagnosed 
nearly 10 years ago, when he was only 45. 
With the aid of two bone marrow trans- 
plants, the determined ministrations of both 
Dr. Martin and Harvard’s Dana-Farber Can- 
cer Institute, and the strong will that al- 
lowed him to build a major business from 
scratch, Corman has survived. 

You can read about it on his company’s 
website, where Dr. Martin conveys the latest 
medical news about Corman. Last July, fol- 
lowing a period of remission for him, she 
posted a new report saying that unfortu- 
nately a small amount of recurrent cancer 
had been detected in his bone and that he 
would therefore undergo new doses of radi- 
ation and intensified chemotherapy. 

Then, in October, the doctor triumphantly 
posted ‘‘good news.” A PET scan had found 
Corman’s myeloma to have again gone into 
remission. ‘‘We remain hopeful,” Dr. Martin 
added, ‘‘that new therapies will become 
available to treat any future relapses.” 

Since R.J. Corman, the company, has no 
shareholders to ponder this information, 
Martin’s reports inform and reassure the 
company’s employees and customers—and 
even a board of directors—who know Rick 
Corman to be the soul of the company. True, 
he ostensibly retired about 14 years ago 
when he suffered his third divorce and took 
over shared custody of his three youngest 
children, then 6, 8, and 10. His description of 
life as an idled, single father is that every 
day he took the kids to the playground and 
sat there and cried. And that was before he 
knew he had cancer. 

Reports of his ‘‘retirement”’ are, in any 
case, highly exaggerated. When his storm- 
team unit won a large and hugely difficult 
Hurricane Katrina railway-repair job in 2005, 
he was on site, leading the work, which pro- 
duced revenues of more than $100 million. 
“He knows everything that’s going on,” says 
W.W. “Half”? Halfhill, a close friend. And 
Corman circulates within the company’s of- 
fices, and even its cafeteria, like a boss— 
“Tell the cook not to fix so much catfish at 
a time, because it gets cold,’’ he ordered as 
our interview turned into lunch. Says a vet- 
eran Corman employee, Dickie Dillon: ‘‘He’s 
the motivator.” 

Now, deeply aware of the doomsday clock, 
Rick Corman has the untimely job of plan- 
ning his company’s future. Private equity 
firms circle, some no doubt figuring they 
might sell off pieces of the company. But out 
of loyalty to his 900 employees, Corman re- 
fuses to sell. 

Instead, he considers alternatives, a sub- 
ject that inevitably leads to the soap opera 
part of his life. His two oldest children, a 
daughter and son who bear his name but 
were born to a woman he never married, do 
not seem slated to run the business. The 
three others—the ones he once took to the 
playground—are still young, only in their 
twenties. On the other hand, he has a highly 
competent staff, headed by a talented presi- 
dent with whom Corman communicates with 
ease: She’s 49-year-old Tammie Taylor, dark- 
haired and attractive—and Corman has lived 
with her for nine years. 

Corman has a Kentucky expression for al- 
most every situation, including his death. 
That would be no big deal for the company, 
he says: “Опе monkey don’t stop no show.” 
But in reality, for the Corman empire, that’s 
as flawed in logic as in grammar. 

Corman came from a farm family, which 
included a grandfather who did odd jobs 
hauling goods and took Rick in as a 25% 
partner when he was only 11. A few years 
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later, high school utterly bored him. He got 
married in September of his senior year and, 
when she didn’t turn out to be pregnant after 
all, they got divorced. Totally impatient 
with schooling, Corman missed 105 days out 
of a scheduled 175 during the 1973 school year 
but managed to graduate. 

Having devoted his days playing hooky to 
learning the excavation trade from an uncle, 
Rick rented a backhoe and a dump truck and 
set out to do whatever jobs he could pick up. 
The dump truck was red, and that became 
his color. “You can’t be good if you don’t 
look good,” he says. 

He edged into railroad work, rebuilding 
crossings and driving grueling distances to 
wherever the job was, sometimes sleeping in 
his truck and regularly braving terrible 
weather. ‘‘Railroads don’t care—well, they 
really can’t care—what the weather’s like 
when something needs fixing,’ he says. 
Workers who couldn’t take the punishment 
left. Corman kept making himself the model 
for doing things right. A ‘‘go-getter’’ by the 
description of many, including even himself, 
he steadily picked up construction jobs and 
gained a reputation for fast, expert service. 
It also helped that most people simply liked 
him, sensing his innate intelligence, quickly 
learning that he was totally honest, enjoying 
his openness and humor and boisterous, 
cackling laugh. 

In business, Corman was opportunistic. A 
Columbus company to which the rail indus- 
try outsourced some of its derailment busi- 
ness quit the city, and Corman was asked by 
railroad friends to step into the void. He did, 
accepting the need to acquire heavy, expen- 
sive equipment—machines that will lift a de- 
railed car, for example, so that the rails be- 
neath it can be repaired or replaced. That 
naturally led to ‘‘crisis’’ work. ‘‘He’s kind of 
like an oilfield firefighter,” says Matt Rose, 
CEO of Burlington Northern Santa Fe, of his 
friend Corman. “Не’ѕ the Red Adair of the 
railroad industry.” But Corman also has a 
hand in more prosaic businesses, such as sell- 
ing rails and ties to railroads. In effect, he 
takes on inventory costs they’d just as soon 
not bear. 

By 1984, when Corman was paying 24% in- 
terest to finance new trucks, he sought help 
from Luther Deaton, a lending officer at 
Lexington’s Central Bank & Trust. Deaton, 
now president of the bank, recalls that ‘‘a 
very self-confident and happy-go-lucky” 
Corman, then just short of 30, arrived for 
their first meeting wearing boots, khaki 
pants, and a big belt buckle flashing his ini- 
tials, and with no financial statements in 
hand. “I just couldn’t get comfortable with 
him,” Deaton remembers. 

Deaton stayed skeptical until Corman got 
him to visit a couple of work sites—‘‘to see 
what we do.” On his first visit, to a sprawl- 
ing Baltimore & Ohio wreck, Deaton saw 
shiny red trucks and bulldozers and watched 
Rick work atop a railroad car, rigging cables 
to start pulling derailed cars out of a tunnel. 
Next, on a deathly hot August day, Deaton 
drove to see a stretch of railroad being re- 
built. Deaton found Rick pulling up spikes so 
that track could be re-laid, while sweat 
poured out of the top of his work boots. Ex- 
plaining to Deaton that he couldn’t right 
then talk to him, Corman said that if he got 
the job finished by midnight, he would get a 
bonus and in turn be able to pay bonuses to 
his workers—those remaining, because sev- 
eral had quit during the day owing to the 
harsh conditions. 

Deaton went home, comfortable, and says 
he told the president of the bank, ‘‘Look, 
we've got to help this guy. He knows how to 


March 17, 2011 


get it done. He’s free to go be a great suc- 
cess,” and the boss said, “Бо it.” The next 
day, a Saturday, Deaton found Corman sit- 
ting in the engine he used for an office, with 
blisters on his feet visibly oozing. Deaton cut 
his interest costs on the trucks to 14% and 
offered him a $500,000 credit line. ‘‘We’ve 
never looked back since then,” says Deaton. 
“He’s a banker’s dream.” Translation, ac- 
cording to Deaton: Corman is a brilliant 
businessman who borrows frequently, but is 
conservative and always good for his debt. 

Corman’s improved financial position 
helped set him up for his biggest oppor- 
tunity, which materialized when the passage 
of the deregulating Staggers Rail Act of 1980 
caused the industry to gradually reshape 
itself. Many railroads sold off their ‘‘short 
lines,” usually meaning rail lines of 100 
miles or less. These were like baubles to the 
trunk lines, but they were nice baubles, 
being monopolies (as is the case with almost 
all railroads), except for competition from 
trucks. 

Corman got in this game when a Seaboard 
System executive who took to Rick said, 
“Г going to sell you a railroad.” And that’s 
how it happened that Corman, in 1987, paid 
$300,000 for a 20-mile line in Kentucky, the 
first of eight short lines, covering about 620 
miles, he picked up. Naturally, the engines 
on these lines are red. On the profit side, 
though, the short lines began to deliver very 
black profits, becoming Rick’s biggest mon- 
eymakers. 

Then came the cancer. It revealed itself in 
the spring of 2001 in Amsterdam, where 
Corman, generous to others all his life, had 
taken a group of friends and relatives to see 
the blooming of the tulips. He was running 
in a park one day, when another runner 
passed him doing 5!42-minute miles. Corman 
immediately tried to match the pace. Within 
minutes he was brought to his knees by ex- 
cruciating pain in his back. 

Managing to get home to Kentucky, he got 
two doctors on the case. One, his family in- 
ternist, Terrance Furlow, ordered a blood 
test and a bone biopsy that strongly indi- 
cated multiple myeloma. The other doctor 
was Kathleen Martin, a tall, striking blond 
whom Corman had dated until they had re- 
cently broken up in a friendly way. Corman 
knew the woman he calls ‘‘Kathy-leen’’ to be 
a dedicated patient advocate. ‘‘There’s no 
dam big enough if she’s the beaver,” he says, 
speaking Kentucky. He wanted her at his 
side as he dealt with his illness, and that’s 
where she has been for nearly 10 years. 

Dr. Furlow sent the two of them to the 
Mayo Clinic for a bone marrow biopsy and a 
confirming diagnosis. There, Dr. Stephen 
Ansell, a hematologist, told Rick soberly, 
“It is myeloma. It’s not curable, but it’s 
treatable.” 

Rick said: ‘‘Well, there are worse cancers 
than this, right?” Neither Ansell nor Martin 
spoke. “It seemed like a year passed,” 
Corman recalls, ‘‘until finally both came up 
with pancreatic cancer.” He said at least it 
was good to know there was a worse one. But 
by that time he was breaking up with laugh- 
ter at their halting answer—and so were the 
doctors. “It’s a gift of Rick’s,’”’ says Martin. 
“Не gets people to laughing no matter 
what.” 

Dr. Ansell said that without treatment 
Rick might have a year to live. Rick in- 
stantly became a fan of treatment. Dr. 
Ansell allowed that a bone marrow trans- 
plant, which he suggested be done at Mayo, 
would reset the clock and possibly give Rick 
three years. The doctor added that Rick 
should focus on spending his money and en- 
joying life. “The message,” says Rick, “was 
that my life was going to be short.” 


March 17, 2011 


After that meeting, Corman and Martin, in 
effect, shopped for time, hoping to find a spe- 
cialist who might visualize a better out- 
come. At the University of Arkansas for 
Medical Sciences, a center of myeloma re- 
search, doctors said the right treatment 
could give Corman seven years. And then he 
and Martin went to Boston’s Dana-Farber, 
whose myeloma chief, Dr. Kenneth Ander- 
son, looked down at Corman’s file and said: 
“Т see you’re 45, Rick. I’m surprised that 
you’d be satisfied dying at age 52. If you 
come here, we will do everything possible to 
see that you grow old gracefully and die of 
something other than multiple myeloma.” 

And thus was struck a memorable bargain, 
for both sides. Against terrible odds, Corman 
has survived; Dana-Farber has received mil- 
lions for the R.J. Corman Multiple Myeloma 
Research Fund, most of the money contrib- 
uted by Rick, some by friends of his. He told 
Dr. Anderson at the outset: ‘‘Every year you 
Keep me alive, Santa Claus will visit уой.” 
Corman proceeded to deliver Dana-Farber at 
least $250,000 each December, usually in 
packs of $100 bills (though he has stopped the 
cash deliveries because of security concerns) 
that he ostentatiously plunks down before 
his doctor, Paul Richardson, and other staff 
members. And Rick would say, ‘‘Don’t forget 
that this won’t be coming if I die.” 

Dr. Richardson, 48 and internationally 
known for his work on multiple myeloma, 
has done his part by cycling new and im- 
proved drugs (some developed at Dana- 
Farber) into the oral and intravenous ‘‘cock- 
tail” that Corman takes. Dr. Richardson 
says he and Dr. Anderson have ‘‘kind of 
taken this disease by the scruff of the neck 
and given it a damn good shake.” 

Richardson’s affection for his patient has 
in the interim grown so deep that he never 
runs out of praise for him. He watched Rick 
give $12,000 to a cancer patient he didn’t 
know for a transplant that might otherwise 
have not been performed. Every week Rick 
funds a group luncheon for Dana-Farber’s 
doctors, picking up the check because the in- 
stitute’s rules won’t let it pay. “Rick is a 
profoundly good тап,” says Richardson, 
finding him a remarkable mixture of ‘‘hum- 
bleness and—I don’t say this lightly—great- 
ness.” 

Richardson does not talk, meanwhile, of a 
cure because there isn’t one. Richardson 
says, ‘‘I hope—well, actually I pray—that he 
can have another five to 10 years.” Rick, not 
much into religion, says simply of his pros- 
pects, “If you make it to tomorrow, you’ve 
done good.” 

All of Corman’s doctors agree that he has 
come this far by keeping himself remarkably 
fit. In 2002, five months after his first bone 
marrow transplant, Corman ran the Boston 
Marathon to aid a cancer fundraiser. He still 
runs five kilometers almost every day, but 
his illness has caused his pace to slow, from 
maybe 19 minutes for the distance to 27. The 
drugs he takes also have intermittently 
caused him intense, neuropathic leg pain, 
which he sometimes can ease only by ele- 
vating his legs above his heart. He often does 
that in deep La-Z-Boy recliners at home, in 
a space once called the living room and now 
christened the ‘‘cancer room.”’ 

The discovery of his illness brought about 
large changes in both Rick’s business and 
personal life. Dr. Richardson asked to see 
Rick frequently in Boston, which raised the 
threat of commercial flights exposing him to 
germs. No problem: Rick (a pilot himself) 
constructed a city-airport-size 5,600-foot run- 
way on his property. For transportation, he 
bought two planes for $12 million, a Chal- 
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lenger and a Learjet, naturally decking them 
out in his color. That move was automatic, 
even though a dark paint like red increases 
operating costs—absorbing heat, for exam- 
ple, and making the plane more difficult to 
cool. That’s a reason, folks, you do not see 
many red planes. 

Though turning his grounds into an air- 
field kept Rick busy, he wasn’t spared peri- 
ods of great sadness and despair about his ill- 
ness. On one 2001 Friday night several 
months after it flared, with his young kids 
away at their mother’s, he phoned Tammie 
Taylor, then the chief of one of his com- 
pany’s divisions. Finding her at the office, he 
asked her to come the short distance to his 
house. ‘һу?’ she asked. “Is anything 
wrong?” ‘‘Please just come,” he answered. 
When she got there, he says, he was ‘“‘sitting 
there bawling.” To her anxious question, he 
said simply, “I'm scared.” Things moved on 
after that in quite a remarkable way: Taylor 
stayed that night, and she’s been there ever 
since. 

As а manager, Taylor wins Rick’s ultimate 
accolade: ‘“‘She’s a go-getter’’ (a description 
that, were it in a thesaurus, would be in the 
vicinity of ‘‘industrious’’). But she is the 
first to say that the secret of R.J. Corman’s 
success is, simply, Rick. She spends her 
days, in fact, trying to hire people who will 
bring his kind of ‘‘passion and pride” to their 
work. 

And what is to happen when Rick—this 
inspirer and motivator—is not there to keep 
that culture going? The legal answer is that 
a trust will take over ownership of the com- 
pany. It will exist for a near-unimaginable 
200 years and is likely to have Dana-Farber 
as its ultimate beneficiary. A handful of 
trustees will run it—people that Rick knows 
well and indeed trusts—and they will be paid 
handsomely, probably dividing one-fifth of 
the company’s pretax profits. That would be 
big money. But Rick expects the trustees 
(who could include some of his children) to 
devote all their might to preserving and 
building the company. And if they do that, 
the price will seem cheap to him. All the 
while, Rick says, Tammie Taylor and her 
staff will run the company and can be ex- 
pected to do it very well. 

He does not rule out the possibility that 
eventually one or more of his children will 
move into management, though at the mo- 
ment the three oldest have careers that are 
not headed in that direction. Amy, 38, is a 
marketing analyst at a Lexington uniform 
company, Galls; Richard Jay, 30, is an asso- 
ciate dean at Lenoir Community College in 
North Carolina; Jay Richard, 24, drives a 
tractor-trailer for R.J. Corman. The other 
two children are Ashley, 22 (called by her 
first name, Shawna, by everybody but Rick), 
and April, 21. Both, Rick thinks, might have 
the ‘‘capacity’’ for running a business. Each, 
though, has entertained the thought of be- 
coming a doctor. Ashley is currently a clin- 
ical research coordinator at Dana-Farber and 
a student of her father’s disease. April is a 
junior at Transylvania University in Lex- 
ington. 

Dale Hawk, formerly a CSX (CSX) execu- 
tive and today an R.J. Corman director, says 
Rick’s kids will undoubtedly have to earn 
their way into management if that’s where 
they’d like to be. Right now, he says, the 
company is well established and will endure 
if Rick dies. But he also acknowledges that 
it will miss Rick’s flair and the personal re- 
lationships that he has in the railroad indus- 
try. ‘Тһе company will go on,” he says, ‘роб 
it will never be the same without Rick.” 

After my long Nicholasville interview with 
Rick, I saw him three times more. In Novem- 
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ber, I traveled with him and Dr. Martin to 
Dana-Farber. AS we waited in a corridor, 
every doctor who passed greeted the two 
warmly. One doctor, a Kentuckian himself, 
joked with Rick about the next bone marrow 
transplant he might need, saying it would 
undoubtedly be easy to find a donor of cells 
“because we know that all Kentuckians are 
related.” (‘‘Oooh, be careful,” said Rick. 
“Mrs. Loomis, here—she’s from the ргеѕѕ.’’) 

I next saw Corman twice in New York City. 
On a Monday he unexpectedly dropped by my 
office to introduce me to the University of 
Kentucky’s famous basketball coach, John 
Calipari. The two men had flown to New 
York for the day to shop at Brioni, the 
upscale tailoring establishment that makes 
Rick’s flamboyant, double-vent red sports 
jackets. I thanked Calipari for a favor he’d 
done me. There had been a time, early on, 
when Rick thought he might not cooperate 
with this article. But friends had talked him 
into it, among them Calipari, who argued, 
“Somebody reading it might be inspired.” 

In my other New York visit with Rick, he 
came to breakfast at my office cafeteria in 
December so I could do a little wind-up re- 
porting. Heads turned to marvel at his jack- 
et as we stood waiting for our bacon and 
eggs. He was in Manhattan to take 130 people 
to the Radio City Christmas show and then 
to dinner at Del Frisco’s, an expensive res- 
taurant nearby. 

On that Friday morning he had the look of 
invincibility that appears to have character- 
ized him all his life, but that sometimes, as 
you’ve read, is stripped away by sadness. 
Even so, Rick Corman had made it to that 
December day and to the others that passed 
before this story closed some weeks later. 
He’d ‘‘done good,” by his way of reckoning. 
You can’t help but feel that he will keep on 
beating the odds. And, when his luck runs 
out, the word will go up on the company 
website, and the world will have lost some of 
its style. 


EEE 


TIBET 


Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I rise today to express my continuing 
concern about the current situation in 
Tibet. 

Before I do so, I would like to bring 
to the attention of my colleagues a re- 
cent statement made by His Holiness 
the Dalai Lama on his political future. 

In his March 10 statement marking 
the 52nd anniversary of the Tibetan up- 
rising, His Holiness announced his in- 
tention to propose amendments to the 
Charter for Tibetans in Exile, handing 
over his formal authority to an elected 
leader. 

Let me read a portion of his message 
to the Fourteenth Assembly of the Ti- 
betan People’s Deputies: 

The essence of a democratic system is, in 
short, the assumption of political responsi- 
bility by elected leaders for the popular 
good. In order for our process of democra- 
tization to be complete, the time has come 
for me to devolve my formal authority to 
such an elected leadership. 

I applaud His Holiness for this deci- 
sion and I stand ready to do my part to 
help the Tibetan community in exile 
transition to a new political structure. 

I take great comfort in the knowl- 
edge that His Holiness will continue 
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his role as spiritual leader to the Ti- 
betan people and will work tirelessly to 
preserve the Tibetan culture both in- 
side and outside of Tibet. 

I also support His Holiness’ call for 
fact-finding delegations to Tibet, in- 
cluding representatives of inter- 
national parliamentarians, to see for 
themselves the current situation on 
the ground. 

As His Holiness pointed out, similar 
delegations visited Tibet in the late 
1970s and early 1980s and I strongly en- 
courage China to allow them again. 

I believe such delegations could in- 
crease awareness about the challenges 
facing Tibetans and Tibetan culture 
and enhance dialogue and cooperation 
with China on finding mutually bene- 
ficial solutions. 

Indeed, as a friend of His Holiness 
and as a friend of all Tibetan people, I 
remain deeply concerned about the sit- 
uation in Tibet. 

In 2008, a wave of violence swept 
across Tibet which was met with vio- 
lence by the Chinese government. 

Reports out of Tibet continue to 
paint a picture of the suppression the 
Tibetan culture and people are con- 
fronted with. 

And despite nine rounds of talks be- 
tween the United Front Work Depart- 
ment of the Communist Party of China 
and envoys of His Holiness the Dalai 
Lama, a comprehensive solution to the 
Tibetan issue remains out of reach. 

As a friend of China and the Dalai 
Lama, I am saddened to see the situa- 
tion in Tibet further deteriorate. 

The Dalai Lama has been trying to 
engage the Chinese leadership for more 
than 50 years. 

In the 1990s, I carried three letters to 
President Jiang Zemin from the Dalai 
Lama requesting a face-to-face meet- 
ing. 

In my view, the Dalai Lama’s con- 
cerns are driven by the fact that the 
Chinese Government continues to sup- 
press the Tibetan way of life. 

Yet he has made it clear that he does 
not support independence for Tibet, but 
rather meaningful cultural and reli- 
gious autonomy for the Tibetan people 
within the People’s Republic of China. 

This can only come about through 
meaningful dialogue and negotiation, 
not actions that would undermine Ti- 
betan culture. 

As such, I urge the administration to 
support fact-finding delegations to 
Tibet and work with our friends and al- 
lies in the international community to 
call on the Chinese Government to 
begin a substantive dialogue with the 
Dalai Lama on national reconciliation, 
respect for the Tibetan culture, and 
meaningful autonomy for Tibet. 

I have been blessed to call the Dalai 
Lama a friend for more than 30 years. 
I first met him during a trip to India 
and Nepal in the fall of 1978. 

During that trip I invited His Holi- 
ness to visit San Francisco—where I 
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was mayor at the time—and he accept- 
ed. In September 1979, I was delighted 
to welcome the Dalai Lama to San 
Francisco to receive his first public 
recognition in the United States. 

During our many conversations, His 
Holiness often reiterates that, at its 
core, Buddhism espouses reaching out 
to help others, particularly the less 
fortunate. And it encourages us all to 
be more kind and compassionate. 

His teachings truly cross all reli- 
gions, cultures, and ethnic lines. 

Over the decades, his principled be- 
liefs have never wavered, yet his teach- 
ings have become more expansive. His 
message of peace and understanding 
has never been more relevant than it is 
today. 

In the midst of war and bloodshed, 
the Dalai Lama has been a champion 
for peace and nonviolence. In his quiet 
but undeniably firm manner, he chal- 
lenges all of us to look beyond conflict 
and harmful rhetoric to seek positive 
change by embracing dialogue, co- 
operation, and negotiated solutions. 

In the face of hatred and intolerance, 
he has faith in love, compassion, and 
respect. 

He reminds people from all corners of 
the globe to move beyond our ethnic, 
religious, and racial divisions and em- 
brace our common humanity. He en- 
courages us to believe in something 
bigger than ourselves and work to- 
gether for a better future. 

He sets a wonderful example for all of 
us, and I am proud to call him friend. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting the Dalai Lama in working 
toward a humanitarian solution to the 
problems plaguing Tibet and the Ti- 
betan people. 


Ee 


IRISH-AMERICAN HERITAGE 
MONTH 


Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, 
today I applaud the President in de- 
claring March 2011 Irish-American Her- 
itage Month, and I speak in celebration 
of the rich Irish history, culture, and 
customs still alive today in the hearts 
and minds of Irish Americans every- 
where. 

The association of our two nations 
began early in our country’s history. 
Irish immigrants arrived in the early 
colonial days as indentured servants, 
which was often the only affordable 
method of passage to the “New World.” 
Close to a quarter of a million Irish im- 
migrated during the colonial era, and 
many of them to Maryland. Upon their 
arrival, they set immediately upon the 
heady things of the time: independ- 
ence, and the building of a nation. Irish 
immigrants took up their new national 
identity with fervor, especially in 
Maryland, and helped to found lasting 
institutions. Charles Carroll, his fam- 
ily descendants from the O Cearbhaill 
lords of Hile, was a member of the sec- 
ond Continental Congress and signed 
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the Declaration of Independence. His 
cousin, John Carroll, born in Upper 
Marlboro, was elected the first bishop 
of Baltimore, and was elevated to the 
first Archbishop of the United States 
when Pope Pius VII made Baltimore 
the first American Catholic arch- 
diocese. James Calhoun, of Irish de- 
scent, was the first mayor of Baltimore 
City, and held a commission with the 
Baltimore militia. 


From these auspicious beginnings, 
those reporting Irish ancestry in Mary- 
land have today grown to over 700,000, 
according to the 2006 American Com- 
munity Survey. These sons and daugh- 
ters of Eire did not grow without tribu- 
lation. As famine and hunger gripped 
the Emerald Isle, nearly 3.5 million 
Irish immigrants fled to America be- 
tween 1820 and 1880, engendering dis- 
criminatory reactions that оеп 
strayed into violence. Signs of ‘‘No 
Irish Need Apply” appeared in business 
windows, and young Irishmen were 
often drummed into service on the 
quayside to fight for the Union Army. 
Indeed, in my own home town of Balti- 
more, the mayoral elections of 1856, 
1857 and 1858 were marred by violence, 
political intimidation and well-founded 
accusations of ballot-box stuffing, fo- 
mented by nativist political organiza- 
tions, such as the Know-Nothing Party. 


Irish Americans pushed past these 
shortsighted prejudices, time and 
again, and put their shoulders to the 
wheel of industry in America. They 
helped settle and farm the breadbasket 
of America, they took up arms in the 
defense of freedom and liberty, and 
they helped build an ever strength- 
ening bond with the island nation of 
Ireland. They built strong communities 
around the values of hard work, perse- 
verance, faith, and a shared remem- 
brance of an ancestral home across the 
sea. Irish Americans have ever under- 
stood that great joy is only earned 
with great hardship, and our 35th 
President, John Fitzgerald Kennedy, 
showed this ethic. In service to our 
country, he faced down the threat of 
worldwide nuclear annihilation, and 
pushed our Nation to do the impos- 
sible: to claim the Moon as the prov- 
ince of man. Irish Americans proudly 
continue this tradition of service, and 
serve at every level of public office, in- 
cluding in the Governor’s Mansion in 
Annapolis, MD, where Maryland’s fa- 
vorite Irish-American son, Governor 
Martin O’Malley, resides. 


The millions of Irish that immi- 
grated to the United States, escaping 
hunger and religious persecution, chas- 
ing the elusive American dream, for- 
ever knitted Ireland and America to- 
gether. It is right that we honor this 
bond, and take this occasion to reflect 
on the deeply inlaid threads of Amer- 
ican history and tradition that sound, 
look, feel, and are distinctly Irish. 
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HOUSE HEARINGS ON MUSLIM 
AMERICANS 


Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
rise today about an issue of grave con- 
cern to me. All of us agree that Amer- 
ica must be vigilant to stop violent ex- 
tremists and terrorists who want to at- 
tack our Nation. We must do every- 
thing possible to fight terrorism and 
keep our country safe and free. 

But as we have seen, the House of 
Representatives recently held a hear- 
ing on the ‘‘Extent of Radicalization in 
the American Muslim Community and 
that Community’s Response,” tar- 
geting only Muslim Americans. This 
approach is the wrong way to fight ter- 
rorism. 

History has shown us that terrorists 
can come from anywhere, from any 
country or from any faith. We sadly 
know this from the tragedy in Okla- 
homa City. Focusing only on one group 
is not only un-American, it also ig- 
nores real threats from homegrown ter- 
rorists. Unfortunately, there are ex- 
tremists in every religion. We know 
that the terrorists who attacked us on 
September 11, 2001, had perverted the 
message of Islam just as people have 
perverted other faiths at times 
throughout history to justify violent 
acts. 

America is home to millions of hard- 
working, patriotic Muslim Americans 
who stand with us in the fight against 
terrorism. Muslim Americans died in 
the attack on September 11, 2001, and 
Muslim-American firefighters and po- 
lice officers, who rushed into the tow- 
ers to save people while putting their 
own lives at risk, were rightly called 
heroes. 

I am proud to represent the great 
State of Michigan where we benefit 
every day from the hard work and dedi- 
cation of Muslim leaders in business, 
medicine, education, science and many 
other professions. America was founded 
on the premise that all of its citizens 
are free to practice their religion open- 
ly, without government interference. 
We are a country founded on the prin- 
ciples of equality and liberty. 

I urge my colleagues to continue to 
forcefully fight terrorism while re- 
specting the values that our country 
was built upon. 


EE 


REMEMBERING LIEUTENANT JAY 
FREDERICK SIMPSON 


Mr. TESTER. Madam President, I 
rise today in honor of a man who gave 
his life serving the United States of 
America in World War II. 

LT Jay Frederick Simpson was a 
pilot with the ‘‘Mighty Eighth” Air 
Force of the U.S. Army Air Corps. 

On January 9, 1944, Lieutenant Simp- 
son’s mission was to test fly a Thun- 
derbolt P-47 over Moreton, England. 
But something went wrong. His plane 
caught fire and flipped over in the air. 
As the P-47 hurtled to the ground, wit- 
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nesses say Lieutenant Simpson man- 
aged to guide it away from nearby 
homes, avoiding certain casualties. In- 
stead that P-47 crashed in a nearby 
field, killing the 27-year-old pilot. 

Today, LT Jay Simpson is still cele- 
brated as a hero in England. In fact, 
you can find a memorial to him in that 
grassy field. 

But for three generations following 
Lieutenant Simpson’s death, his her- 
oism was overlooked by his own coun- 
try. Until a year and a half ago. That 
is when a young man in Billings, MT, 
started doing some research. With help 
from his father and his grandfather, 14- 
year-old James Simpson discovered 
that his great-grandfather Jay never 
received the recognition he earned as a 
fallen American hero. 

Young Jim Simpson wrote me a let- 
ter, saying proper recognition of his 
great-grandfather’s service and sac- 
rifice would bring about much needed 
closure for his family. 

Indeed, honoring our heroes brings 
about much needed closure for all 
Americans. On behalf of a grateful na- 
tion, it is my tremendous honor to 
present LT Jay Simpson’s medals to 
his great-grandson. 

To Jim and all the Simpson family: 
Let these medals be family treasures 
that remind you—and all of us—that 
this Nation will never forget Jay’s her- 
oism. And we will never forget all 
Americans—known or unknown, cele- 
brated or overlooked—who paid the ul- 
timate price in service to the United 
States. 

It is said that Lieutenant Simpson 
was a member of the Greatest Genera- 
tion. But thanks to people like young 
Jim Simpson, I am reminded that there 
is greatness in all generations. 

Thank you, Jim, for your hard work 
in allowing us to honor your great- 
grandfather. God bless you and your 
family. 


EE 
REMEMBERING FRANK BUCKLES 


Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi- 
dent, I was honored to participate in 
the events at Arlington National Ceme- 
tery to pay tribute to Frank Woodruff 
Buckles, the last surviving American 
World War I veteran and the represent- 
ative of the lost generation of our 
‘“Doughboys.’’ It was a moving after- 
noon standing with so many on the 
knoll and seeing Frank Buckles buried 
in section 34, in sight of General 
Pershing’s grave and among many 
other World War I veterans. I also 
thought about the American flags at 
half mast in our embassies in the coun- 
tries of our World War I allies. 

Honestly though, the way I want to 
remember Frank Buckles is in his 
study, surrounded by books and telling 
amazing stories about the adventures 
of his life. Frank Buckles’ rich and 
colorful life is now part of our national 
history, our national consciousness and 
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our national effort to pay tribute to 
the men and women who died in the 
most significant wars of the last cen- 
tury. 

Frank’s effort to join the Army was a 
deliberate commitment to join mili- 
tary service and he was eager to get to 
Europe. He loved the Army and his 
service in World War I as an ambulance 
driver which exposed him to some of 
the worst horrors of that conflict. 

After his military service, Frank 
Buckles continued his efforts to engage 
the world. His life, a long sweeping arc 
across the last century, included an ex- 
citing and varied life where he traveled 
the world, working abroad and experi- 
encing things that most of us can only 
read about. As if he hadn’t endured 
enough suffering in the First World 
War, he would later spend 3 years as a 
civilian POW in World War II. 

When his days of being an active par- 
ticipant in two World Wars ended, he 
eventually settled into a quiet exist- 
ence in Charles Town where his trac- 
tor, his farm, as well as his friends and 
family were enough to sustain him. 

As I got to know him, I learned that 
his deep appreciation for books and 
culture was an important part of who 
he was. He spoke multiple languages, 
enjoyed talking about culture more 
than he did war, and was thoughtful 
and interested to the end. 

To most of us though, Frank in the 
end amounted to so much more than 
just a man who had lived a life that 
was as interesting as it was unpredict- 
able. 

Frank became a symbol for the en- 
tire war for the nearly 4.5 million U.S. 
soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines 
who defeated the Central Powers in the 
first Great War. 

As the last living connection to the 
First World War, his importance in our 
collective psyche grew with each pass- 
ing year. He seemed impossibly stub- 
born and tough and his long and won- 
derful life made him all the more spe- 
cial. 

Towards the end of his life, more and 
more people understood just how privi- 
leged we all were to keep company 
with the last surviving Doughboy. 

He was a link to a long ago war, not 
forgotten but so far in the past that 
the pictures that we think of when we 
conjure up images are all grainy and 
tattered. 

It made it all the more amazing that 
Frank was the only man who could 
honestly look any of us in the eye and 
say ‘‘this is what the war was like.” 

More than 116,000 Americans died in 
World War I. Frank was an adamant 
proponent of remembering these heroes 
by establishing a National World War I 
Memorial on the National Mall. 

I agree and support him on that ef- 
fort which is why I am the proud spon- 
sor of the bipartisan bill to truly honor 
our World War I veterans. The bill 
would create a commission to plan for 
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the upcoming centennial, and it would 
rededicate the DC memorial as the DC 
and National World War I memorial. It 
would also dedicate the National World 
War I Museum and Memorial in Kansas 
City, MO. I agree with Frank Buckles 
on the importance of remembering our 
veterans and want to say again here 
today: Iam more determined than ever 
to make this happen and will not give 
up until we get that bill passed. 

Finally, I want to extend my sym- 
pathies again to Frank’s daughter, 
Susannah Buckles Flanagan. She has 
lovingly looked after Frank and helped 
make sure his last years were lived 
with dignity and care. 

Frank, you will be missed. 


EE 


REMEMBERING CESAR ESTRADA 
CHAVEZ 


Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam 
President, I rise today to recognize the 
life and achievements of César Estrada 
Chavez, a man who led our nation in 
the struggle for civil rights and whose 
efforts helped create a better future for 
all Americans. 

On March 31, 2011, we will celebrate 
César Chavez Day to remember his cou- 
rageous fight for justice and the les- 
sons he taught us about the power peo- 
ple have when they join together to 
face the challenges before them. 

Colorado’s Hispanic community 
heard that message loud and clear dur- 
ing the days of the civil rights move- 
ment. Our State was an important 
stage for engaging Mexican-Americans 
in that time. Not only did Chavez-led 
efforts bring better living and working 
conditions to farm workers of all back- 
grounds in Colorado, from the Eastern 
Plains to the San Luis Valley and the 
Western Slope, but this movement also 
ignited service veterans, students and 
community leaders in Colorado to 
champion a cause that promoted equal- 
ity, justice and empowerment. Leaders 
like Colorado’s own Rodolfo ‘‘Corky”’ 
Gonzales, who as a young student la- 
bored in the beet fields and later be- 
came a respected poet and leader in the 
civil rights movement, joined an effort 
to speak for those who felt they had no 
voice and empowered those who felt 
helpless. Gonzales found strength in 
youth empowerment, and he dedicated 
his life to helping Hispanic youth in 
Colorado and the Southwest realize 
their value in their communities. The 
legacy of these leaders can be seen 
today in the many organizations that 
grew from this movement and which 
continue to inspire youth and veterans 
of all backgrounds to develop their tal- 
ents and skills for a brighter future. 

Our Western heritage is richer for the 
hard fought contributions of Rodolfo 
Gonzalez, César Chavez and others. 
These figures drew on their determina- 
tion and hard work to cultivate a more 
informed youth and sow the seeds of 
civil justice in the West. Chavez em- 
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bodied an unparalleled commitment to 
millions who worked the land to pro- 
vide for their families and for a grow- 
ing country. With his father unable to 
work, Chavez himself labored in the 
fields to support his family and provide 
a better life for them. He worked under 
poor conditions and earned low wages, 
facing the same struggles as so many 
migrant workers. Chavez’s story serves 
as a testament to a community search- 
ing for justice. It was his resolute lead- 
ership that brought national attention 
to the unacceptable working conditions 
and unfair pay faced by farm workers 
in the West and across America. 

Through nonviolent protest, Chavez 
mobilized and improved the lives of 
millions, and he is a role model for 
Coloradans, and all Americans. This 
March, communities throughout Colo- 
rado will once again come together to 
honor his legacy and the continued 
fight for justice. Today, I am proud to 
rise on behalf of Coloradans, to honor 
those continuing his work and to ac- 
knowledge Chavez and the vision cap- 
tured in his own uniting words, ‘‘We 
have seen the future, and the future is 
ours.” 


—— 


TRIBUTE TO STEVEN J. GOOLS 


Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
rise today on behalf of myself and Sen- 
ator LEVIN to pay tribute to Stephen J. 
Gools, a tireless champion of causes 
important to senior citizens and an 
agent of positive social change 
throughout his long and distinguished 
career. Indeed, there are many across 
Michigan that have benefited greatly 
from his many efforts over the years. 

Since March 2000, Steve has served as 
director of the AARP Michigan State 
Office in Lansing, leading a team of 11 
staff and serving more than 1.4 million 
AARP members in the Great Lakes 
State. Under his leadership, AARP 
Michigan has been enormously success- 
ful in protecting consumers, cham- 
pioning the rights of those over the age 
of 50 in communities across our State 
and helping AARP members live their 
lives to the fullest. His innovative vol- 
unteer training and development con- 
ferences have served as the gold stand- 
ard for State management within 
AARP. 

Prior to joining AARP, Steve served 
as communications director for the 
Michigan Democratic Party and held 
senior management positions with 
Michigan candidates. Steve worked for 
me аз my communications director and 
played an instrumental role in electing 
me to Congress. In addition, he worked 
for the bipartisan Northeast-Midwest 
Congressional Coalition and the U.S. 
House Budget Committee Task Force 
on Community and Natural Resources. 

Throughout his professional career, 
Steve has been a role model and shin- 
ing example of leadership, intellectual 
curiosity, courage and determination. 
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He always met his responsibilities with 
warmth, humor, and infectious enthu- 
siasm. 

To honor his work and leadership, 
AARP has announced the establish- 
ment of the Stephen J. Gools Award for 
Social Change. The annual award will 
recognize a Michigan individual or or- 
ganization that demonstrates out- 
standing achievement in improving the 
lives of the 50+ population in our State. 

It is most fitting that the award will 
bear the name of a man who has cham- 
pioned the causes of justice, compas- 
sion, and equality throughout his life. 
The award will encourage and recog- 
nize those who seek to follow in his 
footsteps. 

We are grateful to him, his wife Kim- 
berly, and his family for the work he 
has done for the people of Michigan and 
our country. He has had a lasting im- 
pact on the lives of many, and we 
honor his dedicated service. 


EEE 
TRIBUTE TO JOHN RHYNO 


Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. 
Madam President, I rise today to rec- 
ognize John Rhyno of North Attleboro, 
MA. John is a community leader with 
an innate sense of right and wrong and 
the courage to put it into action. 

Some people decide they should help 
those in need. Some people do it as 
part of a company or religious group’s 
volunteer day. Then there are the quiet 
heroes and unsung patriots like John, 
for whom helping others is simply part 
of who they are. 

I met John during my first campaign 
for Massachusetts State Senate in 2003. 
He is the son of a World War II veteran, 
John Sr., who returned from the war to 
work as a jeweler, when that industry 
still had a commanding presence in the 
Attleboros. In addition to working long 
hours herself, John’s mother was de- 
voted to caring for her husband and 
their only son. The values John learned 
at home were reinforced in his commu- 
nity through the YMCA, Boy Scouts, 
church, and school sports. 

As a boy, John did yard work, shov- 
eled snow, fixed cars and did other odd 
jobs, contributing much of the money 
he earned to his parents to help make 
ends meet. His wife Sherry tells the 
story of a Christmas when a young 
John Rhyno surprised his parents by 
purchasing a tank full of heating oil 
from W.H. Riley & Co., a practice he 
continued over the years. Even though 
it was for his own home, the experience 
planted the seed within John that 
those closest to those in need know 
best how to help them through tight 
times. I will talk more about this in a 
moment. 

At a young age, John demonstrated 
that doing what is right often requires 
as much courage and toughness as it 
does compassion. He would regularly 
stand up to bullies, even when they 
were picking on kids he hardly knew. 
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John was also a talented athlete and 
excelled on North Attleboro High 
School’s football field and in other var- 
sity sports. As an adult, John coached 
local Catholic Youth Organization bas- 
ketball teams. 

After graduating from NAHS, he 
took night classes at Wentworth Insti- 
tute and Fisher College, earning col- 
lege degrees in automotive technology 
and business while working full-time 
managing the repair garage, motor 
pool, and snow removal for a local 
manufacturing plant. A devoted em- 
ployee, John quickly assumed a good 
deal of responsibility. After more than 
a decade on the job, new management 
took over. One day, his new boss called 
him into his office and told John that 
to save money, John would have to lay 
off a subordinate. He refused. Taken 
aback, his boss explained in not-so-sub- 
tle terms the finer points of insubor- 
dination and its consequences. John 
got the message and did the only thing 
that seemed right to him. He quit, sav- 
ing his subordinates job. 

Within a few weeks, John and a 
friend hung a shingle at 675 East Wash- 
ington Street in North Attleboro. Thir- 
ty years later, “John & Ed’s Garage” 
remains a successful local business. 

John Rhyno saw local public office as 
an opportunity to advocate for his 
friends and neighbors. He won his first 
race for North Attleboro Selectman in 
2000. John and Sherry use the term ‘‘of- 
fice” very broadly. Open office hours 
take place at the couple’s home, where 
they encourage constituents to share 
their concern and ideas for making 
their community a better place to live, 
learn, work and play. 

During the unusually hot summer of 
2005, many local seniors on fixed in- 
comes expressed concern over how they 
would afford the rising energy costs. 
John recalled how he was able to help 
his own parents decades earlier with 
much needed home heating oil and to- 
gether with Sherry, a professional art- 
ist who retired from UMass Boston 
after 30 years in senior management, 
founded Neighbors Helping Neighbors. 
In the 6 years since they started the 
501(с)(3) community assistance fund, it 
has raised and donated over $100,000 by 
and for the people of North Attleboro 
to help pay for home heating or just 
make ends meet until they get their 
feet on the ground. One hundred per- 
cent of all donations go directly to 
those in need through a voucher sys- 
tem—no red tape, bureaucracy, delays, 
overhead or excuses. There’s no better 
proof than Neighbors Helping Neigh- 
bors that those closest to a problem 
are often in the best position to devise 
solutions. 

The Rhynos still open their home for 
office hours, though local residents 
also know they can always just drop by 
John & Ed’s Garage when they have 
got a concern. About to begin his 
twelfth year on the town’s Board of Se- 
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lectmen, John is known as an acces- 
sible commonsense problem solver who 
always seeks citizen input, often tak- 
ing out newspaper surveys to gauge 
local opinion. 

Residents are so accustomed to his 
sincerity it seems only his closest 
friends can tell when he is joking. One 
Easter Sunday, John and Sherry drove 
to inspect a local family’s historic 
stone wall that the town had slated for 
removal. With the homeowner at a 
town board meeting on the issue a few 
weeks later, John decided to have a lit- 
tle fun. Doing his best to keep a 
straight face, John passionately told 
colleagues and residents of how as a 
роу visiting the town’s historic 
Woodcock Garrison House, he heard 
the story of how townspeople stood on 
a stone wall with buckets of water for 
Paul Revere’s horse on his historic 
midnight ride. John expected that his 
obvious tall tale would bring a few 
much needed laughs to the otherwise 
dry meeting. Instead, the board bought 
it hook, line and sinker and gave unan- 
imous consent to save the wall. 

On March 21, 2011, John Rhyno will 
receive the North Attleboro/Plainville 
Rotary Club’s top honors: the Distin- 
guished Service Award for Outstanding 
Citizen for his lifetime of advocacy for 
his community. I join them in hon- 
oring John and extend my own heart- 
felt thanks for his friendship counsel 
and his selfless dedication to his com- 
munity. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 


TRIBUTE TO TOM COURTNEY 


e Mr. CRAPO. Madam President, today 
I join my colleague Senator JIM RISCH 
as well as our colleague from the U.S. 
House of Representatives, Congressman 
MIKE SIMPSON, to recognize and pay 
tribute to the exceptional leadership 
and dedication of a great Idaho public 
servant, Mr. Tom Courtney, city man- 
ager of Twin Falls, ID. Tom has served 
the citizens of Twin Falls with distinc- 
tion for almost 34 years. Initially hired 
as assistant city manager in 1977, he 
was promoted to city manager in 1980 
where he continues to serve until his 
upcoming retirement on March 31, 2011. 
During Tom’s tenure, the city saw tre- 
mendous growth and expansion as it 
transited from a predominantly agri- 
culture-based economy to a manufac- 
turing-based economy. Foreseeing 
these changes, Tom was instrumental 
in restructuring city government roles 
and functions to better serve the indi- 
vidual and the greater good of the com- 
munity. Originally from California, 
Tom received his master’s and bachelor 
degree from Utah State University and 
briefly worked for the city of Tracey, 
CA, and Stockton, CA, before coming 
to Idaho. 

Tom’s management and leadership 
style closely reflects the motto of the 
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city of Twin Falls: ‘‘People serving 
People.” Tom has proven his leadership 
through his philosophy and actions. As 
a 40-year member of the International 
City/County Managers Association he 
has mentored many young leaders. 
Tom embodies the philosophy of serv- 
ant leadership: Truly effective leaders 
go one step further and focus on service 
to those in their own organization, en- 
suring they are prepared, confident and 
empowered to reach their goals. These 
leaders create caring communities 
characterized by collaboration, trust 
and teamwork. Through his leadership, 
the city of Twin Falls has been man- 
aged with fiscal responsibility and an 
unwavering sense of ethics and integ- 
rity. 

Tom’s commitment to the city 
should not be overshadowed by his love 
and dedication to his wife Mary and 
three children, Mike, Amy and Ryan, 
and six grandchildren, Mathew, Court- 
ney, Hailey, Jack, Nathan and Quinn. 
While very much engaged in his fam- 
ily’s lives and activities, Tom’s retire- 
ment will give Mary and him more op- 
portunities to be full-time grand- 
parents. 

It is hard to live in Idaho for so many 
years and not develop a passion for its 
beauty and outdoors. True to his com- 
mitment to enjoy life to its fullest ex- 
tent, Tom is an avid backpacker and 
fisherman. We hope he is planning on 
many more days of hiking in the Saw- 
tooth Mountains and fishing for 
steelhead in the Salmon River. Besides 
a dedicated outdoor enthusiast, Tom is 
a devoted runner who has completed 
numerous marathons in Idaho and 
throughout the West. His dedication to 
running provided the opportunity to 
achieve a personal highlight, serving as 
a torch bearer for the 2002 Salt Lake 
City Olympic Winter Games. 

It is with great pride and admiration 
that I, Senator RISCH, and Congress- 
man SIMPSON thank Tom Courtney for 
his unselfish service and dedication to 
the city of Twin Falls and the great 
State of Idaho. We wish him a happy 
and productive retirement.e 


——— = 


TRIBUTE TO GENERAL STEVEN R. 
DOOHEN 


e Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
Madam President, today I pay tribute 
to MG Steven R. Doohen, who will be 
retiring at the end of the month as ad- 
jutant general for the South Dakota 
National Guard. 

General Doohen joined the South Da- 
kota Air National Guard in January 
1971, later receiving his commission 
from the Academy of Military Sciences 
at McGhee Tyson, TN. He graduated 
from the University of Sioux Falls in 
1987 with a bachelor of arts in organiza- 
tional behavior management. Over the 
course of his distinguished 40-year ca- 
reer, General Doohen has become high- 
ly decorated and amassed more than 
4,500 hours of tactical flight time. 
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General Doohen was appointed adju- 
tant general of the South Dakota Na- 
tional Guard on September 16, 2007, by 
then-Governor M. Michael Rounds. In 
this role, General Doohen oversees 4,400 
Air and Army National Guard citizen 
soldiers and airmen, in addition to 950 
Federal and State employees. General 
Doohen has also served in the Gov- 
ernor’s cabinet as the Secretary of 
Military and Veteran Affairs. 

South Dakota’s Army National 
Guard ranks No. 2 in the Nation in re- 
cruiting and retention of soldiers, 
largely due to General Doohen’s drive 
and eagerness to serve our State. The 
South Dakota Army and Air National 
Guard have always produced and pro- 
vided highly skilled, professional, and 
dedicated citizen soldiers and airmen. 
Their skills and expertise have com- 
plemented our Nation’s military ef- 
forts, both overseas and on the home- 
front, and assisted South Dakota’s ef- 
forts when fighting natural disasters. 
Another result of producing such great 
soldiers and airmen has been the ongo- 
ing development of great leaders for 
both the Army and Air National Guard, 
and that has been reflected in the ex- 
pert oversight and leadership of Gen- 
eral Doohen. 

Under General Doohen’s leadership, 
the South Dakota Army National 
Guard has deployed over 3,000 soldiers 
in support of military operations in the 
Middle East. General Doohen and I 
share a commitment to the family 
members of our military and know how 
deployments impact the entire family. 
He ensures that mobilizations, as well 
as welcome-home ceremonies, are the 
best possible, bringing the Governor, 
congressional delegation, and commu- 
nity members together to honor our 
National Guard. General Doohen also 
makes sure all soldiers and airmen 
have access to the best chaplains and 
family readiness professionals. His 
leadership in these areas has meant a 
lot to the men and women of our Na- 
tional Guard and their families. 

In addition to the contributions Gen- 
eral Doohen has made to the State of 
South Dakota, his wife Gloria has also 
played a vital role in supporting our 
service men and women and their fami- 
lies. She has spearheaded efforts to 
send thousands of care packages to de- 
ployed South Dakotans over the past 
decade and led efforts to recognize and 
honor the greatest sacrifice of our 
South Dakota men and women through 
the Fallen Heroes Banner project. I 
thank her for her advocacy and work 
alongside General Doohen. 

I commend General Doohen for the 
work and many years of service he has 
given the State of South Dakota and 
our Nation. General Doohen clearly 
cares deeply about each member of the 
South Dakota National Guard, and it 
shows in his every action. His dedi- 
cated service to our grateful Nation 
will not be forgotten.e 
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TRIBUTE TO MARY JO MAY 


e Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
Madam President, today I wish to pub- 
licly commend Mary Jo May of Kyle, 
SD, on her impressive research and 
dedication to the preservation of Na- 
tive American service members’ his- 
tory. 

Mary Jo May, a student at Black 
Hills State University, was a proud 
participant in the prestigious Wash- 
ington Internship for Native Students, 
WINS, program. While in Washington, 
DC, Mary Jo worked at the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs to preserve 
the great history of Native American 
service members through detailed re- 
search and analysis. She conducted re- 
search at the Library of Congress, the 
National Archives, the Women’s Memo- 
rial Archives, and many other muse- 
ums. 

Through her research, the VA pro- 
duced an exhibit detailing the stories 
and groundbreaking actions of several 
Native American service women, in- 
cluding the challenges and hardships 
the women overcame to achieve great- 
ness in their military careers. Mary 
Jo’s exhibit was selected for display at 
the Women’s Memorial at Arlington 
National Cemetery and soon will be 
displayed at the Smithsonian Insti- 
tute’s National Museum of the Amer- 
ican Indian. 

Mary Jo was awarded the Gates Mil- 
lennium Scholarship for her academic 
achievement, community involvement, 
and leadership ability. Mary Jo’s goal 
is to bring her exhibit and research to 
South Dakota and have it be displayed 
at the VA Black Hills Health Care Sys- 
tem in Hot Springs and Sturgis. She 
hopes to someday share her passion for 
learning as a teacher. 

It is with great honor that I share 
her impressive accomplishments with 
my colleagues. Mary Jo’s commitment 
to her history embodies what is great 
about South Dakota. I am proud to rec- 
ognize her, and I look forward to seeing 
what else this remarkable young 
woman accomplishes. 


Ee 


TRIBUTE TO SARA ELTON 


e Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
Madam President, today I recognize 
Sara Elton, director of the Black Hills 
National Cemetery at Sturgis, SD. 
Sara has served as director of the 
Black Hills facility for 3 years and has 
recently been named the chief of oper- 
ations for Memorial Service Network 
III in Denver, CO, for the National 
Cemetery Administration. 

Ms. Elton’s Federal service career 
spans 12 years, and I have been most 
impressed with her work and leader- 
ship at the Black Hills National Ceme- 
tery. She has provided oversight for 
numerous changes at the facility, and 
she and her staff have provided great 
service to veterans and their families 
as well as South Dakota veterans orga- 
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nizations. She has initiated many op- 
portunities to recognize veterans, in- 
cluding the traditional Memorial Day 
and Four Chaplains Services. She also 
oversaw the Unaccompanied Veterans 
Memorial Service, in which veterans 
with no surviving family members are 
honored in a special service. 

Sara’s greatest efforts have been 
overseeing the daily tasks of maintain- 
ing the grounds and gravesites of the 
thousands of veterans and family mem- 
bers interred at the Black Hills Na- 
tional Cemetery, as well as counseling 
family members in times of grief and 
working to facilitate the burials of vet- 
erans when issues arise with discharge 
and eligibility. She has approached her 
public service with a high degree of 
professionalism, dedication, and com- 
mitment to our Nation’s veterans. I ap- 
plaud her for her service and wish her 
well in her new endeavors.e 


EE 
TRIBUTE TO INDIA ADERHOLD 


e Mr. THUNE. Madam President, today 
I recognize India Aderhold, an intern in 
my Aberdeen, SD, office, for all of the 
hard work she has done for me, my 
staff, and the State of South Dakota 
over the past several months. 

India is a native of Bath, SD. Cur- 
rently, she is taking classes from 
Thomas Edison State College, where 
she is pursuing a major in English. She 
is a very hard worker who has been 
dedicated to getting the most out of 
her internship experience. 

I would like to extend my sincere 
thanks and appreciation to India for all 
of the fine work she has done and wish 
her continued success in the years to 
come.@ 


EE 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mrs. Neiman, one of his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro- 
ceedings.) 


u 


MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 


At 12:05 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 861. An act to rescind the third round 
of funding for the Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program and to terminate the program. 
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ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

At 4:12 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled joint resolution: 

H.J. Res. 48. Joint resolution making fur- 
ther continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 


The enrolled joint resolution was 
subsequently signed by the President 
pro tempore (Mr. INOUYE). 

At 6:11 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1076. An act to prohibit Federal fund- 
ing of National Public Radio and the use of 
Federal funds to acquire radio content. 


--—— 


MEASURES REFERRED 


The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 


H.R. 861. An act to rescind the third round 
of funding for the Neighborhood Stabiliza- 
tion Program and to terminate the program; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

H.R. 1076. An act to prohibit Federal fund- 
ing of National Public Radio and the use of 
Federal funds to acquire radio content; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 


a 


EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 


The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc- 
uments, and were referred as indicated: 


ЕС-916. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Office of Policy, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Dichlormid; Pes- 
ticide Tolerances” (FRL No. 8866-2) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-917. A communication from the Legal 
Information Assistant, Office of Thrift Su- 
pervision, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Personal Transactions in Se- 
curities; Interim Rule” (RIN1550-AC16) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 15, 2011; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-918. A communication from the Legal 
Information Assistant, Office of Thrift Su- 
pervision, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Personal Transactions in Se- 
curities; Final Rule”? (RIN1550-AC16) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 15, 2011; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-919. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Adviser, Community Development Fi- 
nancial Institutions Fund, Department of 
the Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Capital Magnet 
Fund” (RIN1559-AA00) received in the Office 
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of the President of the Senate on March 16, 
2011; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-920. A communication from the Asso- 
ciate General Counsel for Legislation and 
Regulations, Office of Housing, Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Emergency Homeowners’ Loan 
Program—Interim Rule” (RIN2502-AI97) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 16, 2011; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-921. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a six-month periodic report on 
the national emergency with respect to 
blocking the property of certain persons con- 
tributing to the conflict in Somalia that was 
declared in Executive Order 13536 of April 12, 
2010; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

ЕС-922. A communication from the Execu- 
tive Director, Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Annual Update 
of Filing Fees” (RIN1902-AE27) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

ЕС-923. A communication from the Chair 
of the Medicaid and CHIP Payment Access 
Commission, transmitting the commission’s 
“Report to Congress on Medicaid and CHIP”’; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

ЕС-924. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of Health and Human Services, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
“Determining Medical Necessity and Appro- 
priateness of Care for Medicare Long Term 
Care Hospitals’; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

ЕС-925. A communication from the Senior 
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi- 
tion Policy, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Regulation; Federal Acquisition Circular 
2005-50; Introduction” (FAC 2005-50) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 16, 2011; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

ЕС-926. A communication from the Senior 
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi- 
tion Policy, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Regulation; Federal Acquisition Circular 
2005-50; Small Entity Compliance Guide” 
(FAC 2005-50) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

ЕС-927. A communication from the Senior 
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi- 
tion Policy, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Regulation; Federal Acquisition Circular 
2005-50; Technical Amendments” (FAC 2005- 
50) received in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on March 16, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

ЕС-928. A communication from the Senior 
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi- 
tion Policy, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Regulation; Compensation for Personal Serv- 
ices” ((RIN9000-AL54) (FAC 2005-50)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 16, 2011; to the Committee on 
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Homeland Security and Governmental Af- 
fairs. 

ЕС-929. A communication from the Senior 
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi- 
tion Policy, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Regulation; Trade Agreements Thresholds” 
((RIN9000-AL57) (FAC 2005-50)) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

ЕС-930. A communication from the Senior 
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi- 
tion Policy, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Regulation; Use of Commercial Services 
Item Authority” ((RIN9000-AL44) (FAC 2005- 
50)) received in the Office of the President of 
the Senate on March 16, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern- 
mental Affairs. 

ЕС-931. A communication from the Senior 
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi- 
tion Policy, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Regulation; Socioeconomic Program Parity” 
((RIN9000-AL88) (FAC 2005-50)) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

ЕС-932. A communication from the Senior 
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi- 
tion Policy, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Regulation; Additional Requirements for 
Market Research’? ((RIN9000-AL50) (FAC 
2005-50)) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs. 

ЕС-933. A communication from the Senior 
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi- 
tion Policy, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Regulation; Justification and Approval of 
Sole-Source 8(a) Contracts” ((RIN9000—AL55) 
(FAC 2005-50)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

ЕС-934. A communication from the Senior 
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi- 
tion Policy, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Regulation; Requirements for Acquisitions 
Pursuant to Multiple-Award Contracts” 
((RIN9000—AL93)(FAC 2005-50)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Home- 
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

ЕС-935. A communication from the Senior 
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi- 
tion Policy, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Regulation; Proper Use and Management of 
Cost-Reimbursement Contracts”? ((RIN9000- 
AL78) (FAC 2005-50)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on March 16, 
2011; to the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

ЕС-936. A communication from the Senior 
Procurement Executive, Office of Acquisi- 
tion Policy, General Services Administra- 
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Acquisition 
Regulation; Disclosure and Consistency of 
Cost Accounting Practices for Contracts 
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Awarded to Foreign Concerns” ((RIN9000- 
AL58) (FAC 2005-50)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on March 16, 
2011; to the Committee on Homeland Secu- 
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

ЕС-937. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act, 
the certification of a proposed manufac- 
turing license agreement for the export of 
defense articles, to include technical data, 
and defense services to Japan for the manu- 
facture and support of the KD2R-5 Aerial 
Target System Program in the amount of 
$100,000,000 or more; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

ЕС-938. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act, 
the certification of a proposed amendment to 
a technical assistance agreement for the ex- 
port of defense articles, to include technical 
data, and defense services for the support of 
the AVDS-1790 Engine Improvement Pro- 
gram and depot level maintenance training 
for the HMPT 500 Transmissions currently 
installed in Ministry of Defense of Israel 
combat vehicles in the amount of $50,000,000 
or more; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

ЕС-939. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to pro- 
posed amendments to Parts 123 and 126 of the 
International Traffic in Arms Regulations 
(ITAR); to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

ЕС-940. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, U.S. Department of State, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, a report certifying for 
fiscal year 2011 that no United Nations agen- 
cy or United Nations affiliated agency grants 
any official status, accreditation, or recogni- 
tion to any organization which promotes and 
condones ог seeks the legalization of 
pedophilia, or which includes as a subsidiary 
or member any such organization; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

ЕС-941. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report by the Office of the 
Global AIDS Coordinator relative to the 
Partnership Framework signed with the 
Government of Zambia; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EC-942. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report by the Office of the 
Global AIDS Coordinator relative to the 
Partnership Framework signed with the 
Government of Namibia; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

EC-943. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report by the Office of the 
Global AIDS Coordinator relative to the 
Partnership Framework signed with the 
Government of Botswana; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

EC-944. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report by the Office of the 
Global AIDS Coordinator relative to the 
Partnership Framework signed with the 
Government of the Republic of South Africa; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
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EC-945. A communication from the Chief 
Human Capital Officer, Corporation for Na- 
tional and Community Service, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to a 
vacancy in the position of Inspector General 
of the Corporation for National and Commu- 
nity Service, received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

EC-946. A communication from the Deputy 
Director of Regulations and Policy Manage- 
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Secondary Direct Food Addi- 
tives Permitted in Food for Human Con- 
sumption” (Docket No. FDA-2010—-F-0200) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 16, 2011; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

ЕС-947. A communication from the Deputy 
Director of Regulations and Policy Manage- 
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled “Amendments to General 
Regulations of the Food and Drug Adminis- 
tration; Confirmation of Effective Date” 
(RIN0910-AG55) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

ЕС-948. A communication from the Chief of 
the Border Security Regulations Branch, 
Customs and Border Protection, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Clarification of Countries and Geographic 
Areas Eligible for Participation in the 
Guam-Commonwealth of the Northern Mar- 
jana Islands Visa Waiver Program” 
(RIN1651-AA81) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ЕС-949. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Safety Zone; Ice Conditions for the Balti- 
more Captain of Port Zone” ((RIN1625-A А00) 
(Docket No. USCG—2010-1136)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-950. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Safety Zone; Allegheny River, Pittsburgh, 
РА” ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG- 
2010-1082)) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

ЕС-951. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Safety Zone; 28rd Annual North American 
International Auto Show, Detroit River, De- 
troit, MI” ((RIN1625-AA87) (Docket No. 
USCG—2010-1133)) received іп the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-952. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Safety Zone; Columbia River, The Dalles 
Lock and Dam” ((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. 
USCG-—2010-1109)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to 
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the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

ЕС-953. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Drawbridge Operation Regulations; New 
Jersey Intracoastal Waterway, Manasquan 
River” ((RIN1625-AA09) (Docket No. CGD05— 
05-079)) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

ЕС-954. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Safety Zone; Atlantic Ocean Five Miles 
South of Boca Chica, FL” ((RIN1625-A А87) 
(Docket No. COTP Key West 06-029)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-955. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Safety Zone; Underwater Hazard, Graves- 
end Bay, Brooklyn, NY” ((RIN1625-AA00) 
(Docket No. USCG—2010-1126)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-956. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Safety Zone; 500 yards North and South, 
bank to bank, of position 29 48.77’N 091 
33.02%, Charenton Drainage and Navigation 
Canal, St. Mary Parish, LA” ((RIN1625-AA00) 
(Docket No. USCG-—2010-1120)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-957. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Safety Zone; Beaufort River/Atlantic Intra- 
coastal Waterway, Beaufort, SC” ((RIN1625- 
AA00) (Docket No. USCG—2010-0995)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-958. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Safety Zone; Lake Mead Intake Construc- 
tion, Lake Mead, Boulder City, NV” 
((RIN1625-AA00) (Docket No. USCG—2010- 
1112)) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

ЕС-959. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Safety Zone; San Diego Parade of Lights 
Fireworks, San Diego, CA” ((RIN1625-AA00) 
(Docket No. USCG-—2010-1011)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-960. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Drawbridge Operation Regulation; Mis- 
sissippi River, Iowa and Illinois” ((RIN1625- 
AA09) (Docket No. CGD08-06-001)) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
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March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-961. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Large Passenger Vessel Crew Require- 
ments” ((RIN1625-AB16) (Docket No. USCG- 
2007-27761)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

ЕС-962. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘No- 
tice of Arrival on the Outer Continental 
Shelf” ((RIN1625-AB28) (Docket No. USCG- 
2008-1088)) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

ЕС-963. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Regulated Navigation Area; Reporting Re- 
quirements for Barges Loaded with Certain 
Dangerous Cargoes, Inland Rivers, Eighth 
Coast Guard District; Stay” (C(RIN1625-AA11) 
(Docket No. USCG—2010-1115)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-964. A communication from the Attor- 
ney Advisor, U.S. Coast Guard, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Traffic Separation Schemes: In the Ap- 
proaches to Portland, ME; in the Approaches 
to Boston, MA; in the Approaches to Narra- 
gansett Bay, RI and Buzzards Bay, MA; in 
the Approaches to Chesapeake Bay, VA, and 
in the Approaches to the Cape Fear River, 
МО” ((RIN1625-AB55) (Docket No. USCG- 
2010-0718)) received in the Office of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

ЕС-965. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, 
and South Atlantic; Coastal Migratory Pe- 
lagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and 
South Atlantic; Closure” (RIN0648-XA245) re- 
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 16, 2011; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-966. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Sablefish Managed Under the In- 
dividual Fishing Quota Program” (RIN0648- 
XA256) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

ЕС-967. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 610 in 
the Gulf of Alaska” (RIN0648-X A237) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-968. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
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ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Atka Mackerel in the Bering Sea 
and Aleutian Islands Management Area’’ 
(RIN0648-XA252) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

ЕС-969. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 620 in 
the Gulf of Alaska” (RIN0648—X A257) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-970. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 630 in 
the Gulf of Alaska” (RIN0648—-XA258) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-971. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions; Fish- 
eries Off West Coast States; Pacific Coast 
Groundfish Fishery; Inseason Adjustments 
to Fishery Management Measures” (RIN0648- 
BA57) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor- 
tation. 

EC-972. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Ha- 
waii Bottomfish and Seamount Groundfish 
Fisheries; Fishery Closure” (RIN0648-XA174) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on March 16, 2011; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-973. A communication from the Deputy 
Assistant Administrator for Regulatory Pro- 
grams, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands; 
Final 2011 and 2012 Harvest Specifications for 
Groundfish” (RIN0648-XZ90) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on 
March 16, 2011; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

ЕС-974. A communication from the Deputy 
Assistant Administrator for Regulatory Pro- 
grams, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De- 
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Gulf of Alaska; Final 2011 and 
2012 Harvest Specifications for Groundfish” 
(RIN0648-XZ89) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-975. A communication from the Sec- 
retary of the Commission, Bureau of Con- 
sumer Protection, Federal Trade Commis- 
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re- 
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Disclosures Regard- 
ing Energy Consumption and Water Use of 
Certain Home Appliances and Other Prod- 
ucts Required Under the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act (Appliance Labeling 
Rule)” (RIN3084-AB15) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on March 11, 
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2011; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-976. A communication from the Vice 
President, Government Affairs and Cor- 
porate Communications, National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation, Amtrak, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
Amtrak’s Executive Level 1 salary for 2010; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC-977. A communication from the Admin- 
istrator of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a report entitled “2011 National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA) Strategic Plan’’; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-978. A communication from the Direc- 
tor of Operational Test and Evaluation, Of- 
fice of the Secretary of Defense, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the Operational Test 
and Evaluation’s fiscal year 2010 annual re- 
port; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

ЕС-979. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Office of Fossil Energy, 
Department of Energy, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, a report entitled ‘“‘Fiscal Year 
2009 Methane Hydrate Program Report to 
Congress”; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

ЕС-980. A communication from the Chief of 
the Publications and Regulations Branch, In- 
ternal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Disclosure of Re- 
turn Information in Connection with Written 
Contracts Among the IRS, Whistleblowers, 
and Legal Representatives of Whistle- 
blowers” (RIN1545-BG73) received in the Of- 
fice of the President of the Senate on March 
16, 2011; to the Committee on Finance. 

ЕС-981. A communication from the Deputy 
Director of Regulations and Policy Manage- 
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Temperature-Indicating De- 
vices; Thermally Processed Low-Acid Foods 
Packaged in Hermetically Sealed Con- 
tainers’’ ((21 CFR Part 113)(Docket No. FDA- 
2007-N-0265)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on March 16, 2011; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

ЕС-982. A communication from the Deputy 
Director of Regulations and Policy Manage- 
ment Staff, Food and Drug Administration, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘New Animal Drugs for Minor 
Use and Minor Species; Confirmation of Ef- 
fective Date” ((21 CFR Part 516)(Docket No. 
FDA-2010-N-0534)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on March 16, 
2011; to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

ЕС-983. A communication from the Assist- 
ant Attorney General, Office of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of Justice, transmit- 
ting, pursuant to law, the fourth quarter of 
fiscal year 2010 quarterly report of the De- 
partment of Justice’s Office of Privacy and 
Civil Liberties; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

ЕС-984. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act, 
the certification of a proposed manufac- 
turing license agreement for the export of 
defense articles, to include technical data, 
and defense services to the Commonwealth 
of Australia for the manufacture, assembly, 
testing, qualification, maintenance and re- 
pair of military aiming lasers, infrared 


4308 


illuminators, and associated military elec- 
tronics; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 


-Á 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN, from the Select Com- 
mittee on Intelligence: 

Special Report entitled ‘‘Report of the Se- 
lect Committee on Intelligence, United 
States Senate, Covering the Period January 
3, 2009, to January 4, 2011” (Rept. No. 112-3). 

By Mr. BINGAMAN, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources: 

Special Report entitled ‘‘History, Jurisdic- 
tion, and a Summary of Activities of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
during the 111th Congress.” (Rept. No. 112-4). 

By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with amendments: 

S. 193. A bill to extend the sunset of cer- 
tain provisions of the USA PATRIOT Act, 
and for other purposes. 


——— ас 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. ROCKEFELLER for the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

Kathryn D. Sullivan, of Ohio, to be an As- 
sistant Secretary of Commerce. 

Frances M.D. Gulland, of California, to be 
a Member of the Marine Mammal Commis- 
sion for a term expiring May 18, 2012. 

Ann D. Begeman, of Virginia, to be a Mem- 
ber of the Surface Transportation Board for 
a term expiring December 31, 2015. 

Mario Cordero, of California, to be a Fed- 
eral Maritime Commissioner for the term ex- 
piring June 30, 2014. 

Philip E. Coyle, III, of California, to be an 
Associate Director of the Office of Science 
and Technology Policy. 

Rebecca F. Dye, of North Carolina, to be a 
Federal Maritime Commissioner for the term 
expiring June 30, 2015. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin- 
istration nominations beginning with Joshua 
J. Slater and ending with Patrick M. 
Sweeney III, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on February 2, 2011. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin- 
istration nominations beginning with Aaron 
D. Maggied and ending with Michael S. 
Silagi, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on February 2, 2011. 

Coast Guard nomination of Rear Adm. 
Brian M. Salerno, to be Vice Admiral. 

Coast Guard nomination of Vice Adm. 
John P. Currier, to be Vice Admiral. 

Coast Guard nomination of Vice Adm. Rob- 
ert C. Parker, to be Vice Admiral. 

Coast Guard nomination of Vice Adm. 
Manson K. Brown, to be Vice Admiral. 

Coast Guard nomination of Phillip F. 
Brooking, to be Captain. 

Coast Guard nominations beginning with 
Ivan R. Meneses and ending with William A. 
Schulz, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on February 8, 2011. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin- 
istration nominations beginning with Brian 
J. Adornato and ending with Eric G. 
Younkin, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres- 
sional Record on March 2, 2011. 
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin- 
istration nomination of Zachary P. Cress, to 
be Lieutenant (junior grade). 

By Mr. LEAHY for the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Edward Milton Chen, of California, to be 
United States District Judge for the North- 
ern District of California. 

James Michael Cole, of the District of Co- 
lumbia, to be Deputy Attorney General, to 
which position he was appointed during the 
last recess of the Senate. 


(Nominations without an asterisk 
were reported with the recommenda- 
tion that they be confirmed.) 


eS 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


The following bills and joint resolu- 
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con- 
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. BAR- 
RASSO, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. JOHNSON of South Da- 
kota, Mr. BEGICH, and Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 604. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for the cov- 
erage of marriage and family therapist serv- 
ices and mental health counselor services 
under part B of the Medicare program, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. HATCH, Ms. KLO- 
BUCHAR, Mr. MANCHIN, Mrs. HAGAN, 
and Mr. WHITEHOUSE): 

S. 605. A bill to amend the Controlled Sub- 
stances Act to place synthetic drugs in 
Schedule I; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. BROWN 
of Massachusetts, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. FRANKEN): 

S. 606. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to improve the pri- 
ority review voucher incentive program re- 
lating to tropical and rare pediatric diseases; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr. 
MERKLEY): 

S. 607. A bill to designate certain land in 
the State of Oregon as wilderness, to provide 
for the exchange of certain Federal land and 
non-Federal land, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and 
Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 608. A bill to provide limitations on mar- 
itime liens on fishing licenses and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr. 
JOHANNS): 

S. 609. A bill to provide for the establish- 
ment of a committee to assess the effects of 
certain Federal regulatory mandates; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. INHOFE: 

S. 610. A bill to provide for the conveyance 
of approximately 140 acres of land in the 
Ouachita National Forest in Oklahoma to 
the Indian Nations Council, Inc., of the Boy 
Scouts of America, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Mr. 
WARNER): 

S. 611. A bill to provide greater technical 
resources to FCC Commissioners; to the 
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Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 
By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Mr. 
MERKLEY): 


S. 612. A bill to amend the Energy Policy 
and Confirmation Act to require the Sec- 
retary of Energy to develop and implement a 
strategic petroleum demand response plan to 
reduce the consumption of petroleum prod- 
ucts by the Federal Government; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Ms. MI- 
KULSKI, and Mr. SANDERS): 

S. 613. A bill to amend the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act to permit a pre- 
vailing party in an action or proceeding 
brought to enforce the Act to be awarded ex- 
pert witness fees and certain other expenses; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN): 

S. 614. A bill to require the Attorney Gen- 
eral to consult with appropriate officials 
within the executive branch prior to making 
the decision to try an unprivileged enemy 
belligerent in Federal Court; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VITTER: 

S. 615. A bill to improve the accountability 
and transparency in infrastructure spending 
by requiring a life-cycle cost analysis of 
major infrastructure projects, providing the 
flexibility to use alternate infrastructure 
type bidding procedures to reduce project 
costs, and requiring the use of design stand- 
ards to improve efficiency and save taxpayer 
dollars; to the Committee on Homeland Se- 
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Ms. MI- 
KULSKI, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. CANT- 
WELL, and Mr. Coons): 

S. 616. A bill to amend the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 in order to 
support the community schools model; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. EN- 
SIGN): 

S. 617. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey certain Federal land 
to Elko County, Nevada, and to take land 
into trust for the Te-moak Tribe of Western 
Shoshone Indians of Nevada, and or other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, 
MCCAIN, and Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 618. A bill to promote the strengthening 
of the private sector in Egypt and Tunisia; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico: 

S. 619. A bill to assist in the coordination 

among science, technology, engineering, and 


Mr. 


mathematics efforts in the States, to 
strengthen the capacity of elementary 
schools, middle schools, and secondary 


schools to prepare students in science, tech- 
nology, engineering, and mathematics, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 
By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and 
Mr. MENENDEZ): 

S. 620. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Education to make grants to support fire 
safety education programs on college cam- 
puses; to the Committee on Health, Edu- 
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: 

S. 621. A bill to amend the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 to pro- 
vide for use of excess funds available under 
that Act to provide for certain benefits, and 
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for other purposes; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources. 
By Mr. BENNET (for himself and Mr. 
ALEXANDER): 

S. 622. A bill to establish the Commission 
on Effective Regulation and Assessment Sys- 
tems for Public Schools; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. KOHL: 

S. 623. A bill to amend chapter 111 of title 
28, United States Code, relating to protective 
orders, sealing of cases, disclosures of dis- 
covery information in civil actions, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ: 

S. 624. A bill to authorize the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development to trans- 
form neighborhoods of extreme poverty into 
sustainable, mixed-income neighborhoods 
with access to economic opportunities, by re- 
vitalizing severely distressed housing, and 
investing and leveraging investments in 
well-functioning services, educational oppor- 
tunities, public assets, public transportation, 
and improved access to jobs; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af- 
fairs. 

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and 
Mr. ALEXANDER): 

S. 625. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to incorporate regional trans- 
portation planning organizations into state- 
wide transportation planning, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself, Mr. 
VITTER, Mr. CARPER, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. INOUYE, Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mrs. 
MURRAY): 

S. 626. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the shipping in- 
vestment withdrawal rules in section 955 and 
to provide an incentive to reinvest foreign 
shipping earnings in the United States; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. Cor- 
NYN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. 
TESTER): 

S. 627. A bill to establish the Commission 
on Freedom of Information Act Processing 
Delays; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and 
Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 628. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey a railroad right of 
way between North Pole, Alaska, and Delta 
Junction, Alaska, to the Alaska Railroad 
Corporation; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself, Mr. 
BEGICH, Mr. BINGAMAN, Ms. CANT- 
WELL, Mr. CRAPO, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
RISCH, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. 
WYDEN): 

S. 629. A bill to improve hydropower, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Natural Resources. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and 
Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 630. A bill to promote marine and 
hydrokinetic renewable energy research and 
development, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and 
Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 631. A bill to extend certain Federal ben- 
efits and income tax provisions to energy 
generated by hydropower resources; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mrs. HAGAN, and Mr. 
BURR): 
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S. 682. A bill to amend the Magnuson-Ste- 
vens Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act to extend the authorized period for re- 
building of certain overfished fisheries, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Ms. LAN- 
DRIEU, Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts, 
Mr. MERKLEY, and Mr. ENZI): 

S. 683. A bill to prevent fraud in small busi- 
ness contracting, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Small Business and Entre- 


preneurship. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and Mr. 
LAUTENBERG): 


S. 634. A bill to ensure that the courts of 
the United States may provide an impartial 
forum for claims brought by United States 
citizens and others against any railroad or- 
ganized as a separate legal entity, arising 
from the deportation of United States citi- 
zens and others to Nazi concentration camps 
on trains owned or operated by such rail- 
road, and by the heirs and survivors of such 
persons; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEE (for himself and Mr. 
McCAIN): 

S. 635. A bill to direct the Secretary of the 
Interior to sell certain Federal lands in Ari- 
zona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nebraska, 
Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, and Wy- 
oming, previously identified as suitable for 
disposal, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself and 
Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. 636. A bill to provide the Quileute Indian 
Tribe Tsunami and Flood Protection, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and 
Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 637. A bill to establish a program to pro- 
vide guarantees for debt issued by or on be- 
half of State catastrophe insurance programs 
to assist in the financial recovery from 
earthquakes, earthquake-induced landslides, 
volcanic eruptions, and tsunamis; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
KYL, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. 
BOXER, and Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 638. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to provide for com- 
pensation to States incarcerating undocu- 
mented aliens charged with a felony or two 
or more misdemeanors; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
KYL, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. 
BOXER, and Mrs. HUTCHISON): 

S. 639. A bill to authorize to be appro- 
priated $950,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 2012 through 2015 to carry out the 
State Criminal Alien Assistance Program; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself and Mr. 
CARPER): 

S. 640. A bill to underscore the importance 
of international nuclear safety cooperation 
for operating power reactors, encouraging 
the efforts of the Convention on Nuclear 
Safety, supporting progress in improving nu- 
clear safety, and enhancing the public avail- 
ability of nuclear safety information; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 


By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
CORKER, Mr. REID, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. 
LEAHY): 
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S. 641. A bill to provide 100,000,000 people 
with first-time access to safe drinking water 
and sanitation on a sustainable basis within 
six years by improving the capacity of the 
United States Government to fully imple- 
ment the Senator Paul Simon Water for the 
Poor Act of 2005; to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

By Mr. LEAHY: 

S. 642. A bill to permanently reauthorize 
the EB-5 Regional Center Program; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. STABENOW (for herself and 
Ms. SNOWE): 

S. 643. A bill to amend title XIX of the So- 
cial Security Act to direct Medicaid EHR in- 
centive payments to federally qualified 
health centers and rural health clinics; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BURR (for himself, Mr. COBURN, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. McCaIN, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Wisconsin, Mr. CORNYN, 
Mr. THUNE, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. KYL, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. LEE, and 
Mr. TOOMEY): 

S. 644. A bill to amend subchapter II of 
chapter 84 of title 5, United States Code, to 
prohibit coverage for annuity purposes for 
any individual hired as a Federal employee 
after 2012; to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. BROWN of 
Ohio, Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
and Mrs. GILLIBRAND): 

S. 645. A bill to amend the National Child 
Protection Act of 1993 to establish a perma- 
nent background check system; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN): 

S. 646. A bill to reauthorize Federal nat- 
ural hazards reduction programs, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 

S. 647. A bill to authorize the conveyance 
of mineral rights by the Secretary of the In- 
terior in the State of Montana, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND: 

S. 648. A bill to require the Commissioner 
of Social Security to revise the medical and 
evaluation criteria for determining dis- 
ability in a person diagnosed with Hunting- 
ton’s Disease and to waive the 24-month 
waiting period for Medicare eligibility for in- 
dividuals disabled by Huntington’s Disease; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND: 

S. 649. A bill to expand the research and 
awareness activities of the National Insti- 
tute of Arthritis and Musculoskeletal and 
Skin Diseases and the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention with respect to 
scleroderma , and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. ENSIGN: 

S. 650. A bill to require greater trans- 
parency concerning the criteria used to 
grant waivers to the job-killing health care 
law and to ensure that applications for such 
waivers are treated in a fair and consistent 
manner, irrespective of the applicant’s polit- 
ical contributions or association with a labor 
union, a health plan provided for under a col- 
lective bargaining agreement, or another or- 
ganized labor group; to the Committee on Fi- 
nance. 

By Mrs. HAGAN (for herself and Mr. 
BURR): 

S. 651. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey the McKinney Lake 
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National Fish Hatchery to the State of 
North Carolina, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 


By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. WARNER, and Mr. 
GRAHAM): 


S. 652. A bill to facilitate efficient invest- 
ments and financing of infrastructure 
projects and new job creation through the es- 
tablishment of an American Infrastructure 
Financing Authority, to provide for an ex- 
tension of the exemption from the alter- 
native minimum tax treatment for certain 
tax-exempt bonds, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 


———— 


SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 


The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SAND- 
ERS, and Mr. MENENDEZ): 

S. Res. 104. A resolution designating Sep- 
tember 2011 as ‘‘Campus Fire Safety Month’’; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. LIE- 
BERMAN, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. CARDIN, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. KYL, 
Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, Mr. KIRK, and Mr. LAUTEN- 
BERG): 

S. Res. 105. A resolution to condemn the 
December 19, 2010, elections in Belarus, and 
to call for the immediate release of all polit- 
ical prisoners and for new elections that 
meet international standards; considered and 
agreed to. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, and Mrs. MURRAY): 

S. Res. 106. A resolution recognizing the 
100th anniversary of the Triangle Shirtwaist 
Company fire in New York City on March 25, 
1911, and designating the week of March 21, 
2011, through March 25, 2011, as the ‘100th 
Anniversary of the Triangle Shirtwaist Fac- 
tory Fire Remembrance Week’’; considered 
and agreed to. 

By Mr. WICKER (for himself and Mr. 
PRYOR): 

S. Res. 107. A resolution designating April 
4, 2011, as ‘‘National Association of Junior 
Auxiliaries Day”; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. LUGAR: 

S. Res. 108. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate on the importance of 
strengthening investment relations between 
the United States and Brazil; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 


Ee 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


8.9 
At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 9, a bill to reform America’s polit- 
ical system and eliminate gridlock 
that blocks progress. 
8. 28 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. BENNET) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 28, a bill to amend the Commu- 
nications Act of 1934 to provide public 
safety providers an additional 10 mega- 
hertz of spectrum to support a na- 
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tional, interoperable wireless 
broadband network and authorize the 
Federal Communications Commission 
to hold incentive auctions to provide 
funding to support such a network, and 
for other purposes. 
S. 211 
At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. JOHANNS), the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. HATCH), the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. PORTMAN), the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. BURR), the Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN) and the 
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SHELBY) 
were added as cosponsors of б. 211, a 
bill to provide for a biennial budget 
process and a biennial appropriations 
process and to enhance oversight and 
performance of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 
8. 260 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the names of the Senator from Illi- 
nois (Mr. DURBIN) and the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) were added as co- 
sponsors of б. 260, a bill to amend title 
10, United States Code, to repeal the 
requirement for reduction of survivor 
annuities under the Survivor Benefit 
Plan by veterans’ dependency and in- 
demnity compensation. 
8. 296 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 296, a bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to pro- 
vide the Food and Drug Administration 
with improved capacity to prevent 
drug shortages. 
8. 300 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 300, a bill to prevent abuse of Gov- 
ernment charge cards. 
8. 328 
At the request of Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
the name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 328, a bill to amend title VII 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 to clarify that 
countervailing duties may be imposed 
to address subsidies relating to fun- 
damentally undervalued currency of 
any foreign country. 
8. 358 
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. BROWN), the Senator from 
Wisconsin (Mr. JOHNSON) and the Sen- 
ator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO) were 
added as cosponsors of б. 358, a bill to 
codify and modify regulatory require- 
ments of Federal agencies. 
8. 366 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
the name of the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. NELSON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 366, a bill to require disclosure to 
the Securities and Exchange Commis- 
sion of certain sanctionable activities, 
and for other purposes. 
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S. 369 
At the request of Mr. ENZI, the name 
of the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. 
BARRASSO) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 369, a bill to award posthumously a 
Congressional Gold Medal to Giuseppe 
Garibaldi, and to Recognize the Repub- 
lic of Italy on the 150th Anniversary of 
its Unification. 
S. 382 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the name of the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 382, a bill to amend 
the National Forest Ski Area Permit 
Act of 1986 to clarify the authority of 
the Secretary of Agriculture regarding 
additional recreational uses of Na- 
tional Forest System land that is sub- 
ject to ski area permits, and for other 
permits. 
S. 392 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico, the name of the Senator from 
Colorado (Mr. UDALL) was added as a 
cosponsor of б. 392, a bill to support 
and encourage the health and well- 
being of elementary school and sec- 
ondary school students by enhancing 
school physical education and health 
education. 
8. 393 
At the request of Mr. REED, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN), the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) 
and the Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
LEAHY) were added as cosponsors of S. 
393, a bill to aid and support pediatric 
involvement in reading and education. 
8. 394 
At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name 
of the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 394, a bill to amend the Sherman 
Act to make oil-producing and export- 
ing cartels illegal. 
S. 414 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
б. 414, a bill to protect girls in devel- 
oping countries through the prevention 
of child marriage, and for other pur- 
poses. 
8. 418 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
418, a bill to award a Congressional 
Gold Medal to the World War II mem- 
bers of the Civil Air Patrol. 
8. 425 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the name of the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) was added as 
a cosponsor of б. 425, a bill to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to pro- 
vide for the establishment of perma- 
nent national surveillance systems for 
multiple sclerosis, Parkinson’s disease, 
and other neurological diseases and 
disorders. 
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8. 431 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 481, a bill to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to mint coins in com- 
memoration of the 225th anniversary of 
the establishment of the Nation’s first 
Federal law enforcement agency, the 
United States Marshals Service. 
S. 466 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the name of the Senator from Flor- 
ida (Mr. RUBIO) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 466, a bill to provide for the 
restoration of legal rights for claim- 
ants under holocaust-era insurance 
policies. 
8. 474 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
б. 474, a bill to reform the regulatory 
process to ensure that small businesses 
are free to compete and to create jobs, 
and for other purposes. 
S. 486 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia (Mrs. BOXER) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 486, a bill to amend the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to en- 
hance protections for members of the 
uniformed services relating to mort- 
gages, mortgage foreclosure, and evic- 
tion, and for other purposes. 
8. 491 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 
names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) and the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 491, a bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to recog- 
nize the service in the reserve compo- 
nents of the Armed Forces of certain 
persons by honoring them with status 
as veterans under law, and for other 
purposes. 
S. 504 
At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) and the Senator from Wy- 
oming (Mr. BARRASSO) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 504, a bill to preserve 
and protect the free choice of indi- 
vidual employees to form, join, or as- 
sist labor organizations, or to refrain 
from such activities. 
S. 509 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the name of the Senator from Ha- 
waii (Mr. INOUYE) was added as a со- 
sponsor of S. 509, a bill to amend the 
Federal Credit Union Act, to advance 
the ability of credit unions to promote 
small business growth and economic 
development opportunities, and for 
other purposes. 
S. 520 
At the request of Mr. COBURN, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. KYL) and the Senator from Ari- 
zona (Mr. MCCAIN) were added as co- 
sponsors of S. 520, a bill to repeal the 
Volumetric Ethanol Excise Tax Credit. 
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S. 534 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
534, a bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide a reduced 
rate of excise tax on beer produced do- 
mestically by certain small producers. 
S. 570 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN), the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM) and the Senator 
from Utah (Mr. HATCH) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 570, a bill to prohibit 
the Department of Justice from track- 
ing and cataloguing the purchases of 
multiple rifles and shotguns. 
S. 575 
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
names of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. Baucus) and the Senator from Ha- 
waii (Mr. AKAKA) were added as cospon- 
sors of S. 575, a bill to study the mar- 
ket and appropriate regulatory struc- 
ture for electronic debit card trans- 
actions, and for other purposes. 
S. 598 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 598, a bill to repeal the De- 
fense of Marriage Act and ensure re- 
spect for State regulation of marriage. 
8. 600 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) and the Senator from 
California (Mrs. BOXER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 600, a bill to promote 
the diligent development of Federal oil 
and gas leases, and for other purposes. 
8. 603 
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor- 
ida, the name of the Senator from Flor- 
ida (Mr. RUBIO) was added as a cospon- 
sor of S. 603, a bill to modify the prohi- 
bition on recognition by United States 
courts of certain rights relating to cer- 
tain marks, trade names, or commer- 
cial names. 
S. CON. RES. 4 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co- 
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 4, a concurrent 
resolution expressing the sense of Con- 
gress that an appropriate site on Chap- 
lains Hill in Arlington National Ceme- 
tery should be provided for a memorial 
marker to honor the memory of the 
Jewish chaplains who died while on ac- 
tive duty in the Armed Forces of the 
United States. 
S. RES. 20 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 20, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the United 
States should immediately approve the 
United States-Korea Free Trade Agree- 
ment, the United States-Colombia 
Trade Promotion Agreement, and the 
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United States-Panama Trade Pro- 
motion Agreement. 
S. RES. 87 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, the name of the Senator 
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. Res. 87, a resolu- 
tion designating the year of 2012 as the 
“International Year of Cooperatives’’. 
AMENDMENT NO. 231 
At the request of Mr. PAUL, the 
names of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina (Mr. DEMINT) and the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. JOHANNS) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
231 intended to be proposed to S. 493, a 
bill to reauthorize and improve the 
SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 234 
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 234 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 493, a bill to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 241 
At the request of Mr. RISCH, the 
names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) and the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. ENSIGN) were added as cosponsors 
of amendment No. 241 intended to be 
proposed to S. 493, a bill to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 242 
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo- 
rado, the names of the Senator from 
Maine (Ms. SNOWE) and the Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. FRANKEN) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
242 intended to be proposed to S. 493, a 
bill to reauthorize and improve the 
SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 243 
At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
WARNER) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 243 intended to be pro- 
posed to S. 498, a bill to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes. 


EE 


STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 


By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. 
BARRASSO, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Mr. BEGICH, and 
Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 604. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
the coverage of marriage and family 
therapist services and mental health 
counselor services under part B of the 
Medicare program, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President. I am 
honored to join my colleague from Wy- 
oming, Senator JOHN BARRASSO, in in- 
troducing a bill essential to enhancing 
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the delivery of mental health services 
to our senior citizens, The Seniors 
Mental Health Access Improvement 
Act of 2011. We are pleased to be joined 
by Sens. SHERROD BROWN, INOUYE, TIM 
JOHNSON, BEGICH, and DURBIN in this 
effort. 

Currently, there are limitations on 
the types of mental health practi- 
tioners who may be reimbursed for 
services in the Medicare program. Our 
legislation permits mental health 
counselors and marriage and family 
therapists to bill Medicare for their 
services, and it pays them at the rate 
of clinical social workers. With this 
legislation, seniors will have more op- 
portunities as part of their Medicare 
benefit to access professional mental 
health counseling assistance. 

Throughout the United States there 
are approximately 77 million older 
adults living in 3,000 so-called ‘‘mental 
health profession shortage areas.” 
Moreover, 50 percent of rural counties 
have no practicing psychiatrists or 
psychologists. Seniors living in these 
areas will be the primary beneficiaries 
of our efforts. 

Mental health counselors and mar- 
riage and family therapists are often 
the only mental health providers in 
some communities, and yet presently 
they are not recognized within the 
Medicare program appropriately. These 
therapists have equivalent or greater 
training, education and practice rights 
as some existing provider groups that 
can bill for their services through 
Medicare. 

Additionally, other government 
agencies, including The National 
Health Service Corp, the Veteran’s Ad- 
ministration and TRICARE, already 
recognize these mental health profes- 
sionals and reimburse for their serv- 
ices. We need to utilize the skills of 
these providers and ensure that seniors 
have access to them. These profes- 
sionals play a critical role in the deliv- 
ery of our nation’s mental health care. 

In Oregon, the passage of this legisla- 
tion will focus the talents of over 2,000 
additional, qualified providers on the 
mental health issues of one of our most 
vulnerable populations. This represents 
a common sense approach to relieving 
a persistent and chronic healthcare 
workforce shortage. 

I would also like to take a moment 
to recognize the contributions of one of 
our former colleagues in the Senate 
who led our efforts in the last Congress 
to pass similar legislation. Sen. 
Blanche Lincoln was a strong advocate 
for health policies that benefited sen- 
iors and those in rural areas. This bill 
is a testament to her decade long com- 
mitment to these issues and her un- 
flagging support for those in need of 
mental health care in underserved 
areas. 

Finally, I commend our mental 
health professionals nationwide, for 
their dedicated work and efforts, and I 
encourage passage of this legislation. 
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Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I am 
honored to join my colleague from Or- 
egon, Senator RON WYDEN, to introduce 
the Seniors Mental Health Access Im- 
provement Act. For over a decade, Sen- 
ator WYDEN has been a strong voice ad- 
vocating for rural specific health care 
policies here in the United States Sen- 
ate. Iam proud to join him as we fight 
to ensure Medicare patients living in 
rural and frontier states have access to 
and choice of mental health profes- 
sionals. 

The Seniors Mental Health Access 
Improvement Act would permit Mar- 
riage and Family Therapists and Li- 
censed Professional Counselors to bill 
Medicare directly for services. These 
providers would receive 75 percent of 
the psychiatrist and psychologist rate 
for the same services. I want my col- 
leagues to know that this legislation 
does not expand covered Medicare serv- 
ices. It would simply give Medicare pa- 
tients living in isolated, frontier States 
like Wyoming more mental health pro- 
vider choices. 

Today, approximately 75 percent of 
the over 3,000 nationally designated 
Mental Health Professional Shortage 
Areas are located in rural areas. Over 
half of all rural counties have no men- 
tal health services of any kind. Fron- 
tier counties have even more drastic 
numbers as 95 percent do not have a 
psychiatrist, 68 percent do not have a 
psychologist and 78 percent do not have 
a social worker. 

Virtually all of Wyoming is des- 
ignated a mental health professional 
shortage area. Wyoming has approxi- 
mately 215 psychologists, 37 psychia- 
trists and 418 clinical social workers 
for a total of 670 Medicare eligible men- 
tal health providers. Enactment of the 
Seniors Mental Health Access Improve- 
ment Act would almost double the 
number of mental health providers 
available to treat seniors in my State— 
with the addition of 659 licensed profes- 
sional counselors and 83 marriage and 
family therapists currently licensed to 
practice. 

Medicare patients in Wyoming are 
often forced to travel long distances to 
see mental health providers currently 
recognized by the Medicare program. 
To make matters worse, rural and fron- 
tier communities have extreme dif- 
ficulty recruiting and retaining pro- 
viders, especially mental health pro- 
viders. In many small towns, a Li- 
censed Professional Counselor or a 
Marriage and Family Therapist is the 
only mental health care provider in the 
area. Medicare law—as it exists 
today—only compounds the situation 
because psychiatrists, clinical psy- 
chologists, clinical social workers, and 
clinical nurse specialists are the only 
providers able to bill Medicare for men- 
tal health services. 

It is time the Medicare program rec- 
ognized the qualifications of Licensed 
Professional Counselors and Marriage 


March 17, 2011 


and Family Therapists. They play a 
critical role in the Nation’s mental 
health care delivery system. These pro- 
viders go through rigorous training, 
similar to the curriculum of a masters 
level social worker, and yet are ex- 
cluded from the Medicare program. 

I believe this bill is critically impor- 
tant to the health and well-being of our 
nation’s seniors, and I strongly urge all 
my colleagues to become a cosponsor. 


By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. HATCH, Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR, Mr. MANCHIN, Mrs. 
HAGAN, and Mr. WHITEHOUSE): 

S. 605. A bill to amend the Controlled 
Substances Act to place synthetic 
drugs in Schedule I; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, all 
too often we learn of new and emerging 
drug threats to our communities that 
often have a huge negative impact on 
our youth. When these drug threats 
emerge it is crucial that we unite to 
halt the spread of the problem before it 
consumes families and communities. 

Today we are confronted with new 
and very dangerous substances pack- 
aged as innocent products. Specifi- 
cally, more and more kids are able to 
go online or to the nearest novelty 
store at the local shopping mall and 
purchase incense laced with compounds 
that seriously alter the mind. These 
products are commonly referred to as 
“К2”ог “Spice” among other names. 
Although these products contain a 
label that states that the product is 
not for human consumption, kids and 
drug users are smoking these products 
in order to obtain a ‘‘legal high.” 

It is believed that these products 
emerged on the scene beginning about 4 
or 5 years ago and their use spread 
quickly throughout Europe. According 
to a study conducted by the European 
Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction, 
most of the chemical compounds found 
in “К2” are not reported on the label. 
This study concluded that the com- 
pounds are not listed because there is a 
deliberate marketing strategy to rep- 
resent this product as a natural sub- 
stance. 

However, these products are any- 
thing but natural. Most of the chem- 
ical compounds the Drug Enforcement 
Administration has identified within 
K2 products were invented by Dr. John 
W. Huffman of Clemson University in 
the 1990’s for research purposes. These 
compounds were never intended to be 
used for any other purpose than re- 
search. Dr. Huffman developed these 
compounds to further understand 
endocannabinoid receptors in the body. 
They were only tested on mice and 
never tested on humans. No long term 
effects of their use are currently 
known. 

AS more and more people are experi- 
menting with K2 it is becoming com- 
pletely evident that their use is any- 
thing but safe. The American Associa- 
tion of Poison Control Centers reports 
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significant increases in the amount of 
calls concerning these products. There 
were only 13 calls related to K2 use re- 
ported for 2009, but there were over 
1,000 calls concerning K2 use in 2010. 
Common effects reported by emergency 
room doctors include: increased agita- 
tion, elevated heart rate and blood 
pressure, hallucinations, and seizures. 
Effects from the highs from these syn- 
thetic drugs are reported to last as few 
as several hours and as long as one 
week. Dr. Huffman stated that since so 
little research has been conducted on 
these compounds that using any one of 
them would be like, ‘‘playing Russian 
roulette.” 

In fact, Dr. Anthony Scalzo, a pro- 
fessor of emergency medicine at St. 
Louis University, reports that the com- 
pounds are significantly more potent 
than the active ingredients of mari- 
juana. Dr. Scalzo states that what is 
troubling is the fact that the amount 
of compounds varies from product to 
product so no one can be sure exactly 
the amount of the drug they are put- 
ting in their body. Dr. Scalzo states 
that this can lead to significant prob- 
lems such as altering of mind, addic- 
tion, injury, and even death. 

According to various news articles 
across the nation, K2 can cause serious 
erratic and criminal behavior. In 
Mooresville, Indiana police arrested a 
group of teens after they were con- 
nected to a string of burglaries while 
high on K2. Another case in Honolulu, 
Hawaii shows police arrested a 23-year- 
old man after he tried to throw his 
girlfriend off an 11th floor balcony 
after smoking K2. A 14-year-old boy in 
Missouri nearly threw himself out of a 
5th story window after smoking K2. 
Once the teen got over his high he de- 
nied having any suicidal intentions. 
Doctors believe he was hallucinating at 
the time of this incident. 

K2 use is also causing serious health 
problems and increased visits to the 
emergency room. A Louisiana teen said 
he became very ill after trying K2. The 
teen said he experienced numbness 
starting at his feet and traveling to his 
head. He was nauseous, light-headed 
and was having hallucinations. This 
teen stated that K2 is being passed 
around at school and that many people 
were trying it without fear, assuming 
it was safe because it was legal. A 21- 
year-old man, from Greenfield, Indiana 
repeatedly stabbed himself in the neck 
while hallucinating on K2. 

Regrettably, K2 use also has deadly 
consequences. On June 6, 2010, David 
Rozga, a recent 18-year-old Indianola, 
Iowa high school graduate smoked a 
package of K2 along with his friends 
before going to a concert thinking it 
was harmless fun. According to his par- 
ents, David and his friends purchased 
this product at a mall in Des Moines 
after hearing about it from some col- 
lege students who were home for the 
summer. After smoking this product, 
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David’s friends reported that David be- 
came highly agitated and terrified. 
When he got home, he found a family 
shotgun and committed suicide ap- 
proximately 90 minutes after smoking 
K2. The Indianola police believe David 
was under the influence of K2 at the 
time of his death. David’s parents and 
many in the community who knew 
David were completely shocked and 
saddened by this event. David was 
looking forward to starting his college 
career at the University of Northern 
Iowa in the fall. As a result, the Iowa 
Pharmacy Board placed an emergency 
ban on K2 products in Iowa beginning 
on July 21, 2010. A permanent ban is 
currently being considered in the legis- 
lature. 

David’s tragic death may have been 
the first case in the United States of 
synthetic drug use leading to some- 
one’s death, but sadly it was only the 
beginning. A month after David’s trag- 
ic death, police report that a 28-year- 
old Middletown, Indiana mother of two 
passed away after smoking a lethal 
dose of K2. This woman’s godson re- 
ported that anyone could get K2 easily 
because it can be sold to anybody at 
any price at any time. This last Au- 
gust, a recent 19-year-old Lake High- 
lands High School graduate in Dallas, 
TX, passed away after smoking K2. The 
medical examiner confirmed that this 
boy had K2 in his system at the time of 
his death. Even more disturbing is the 
involvement of synthetic drugs in a re- 
cent school shooting that occurred in 
Omaha, Nebraska in January of 2011. 
Robert Butler, Jr. shot and killed him- 
self and Dr. Vicki Kaspar, the assistant 
principal at the school. Doctors have 
confirmed that Robert Butler had K2 in 
his system at the time of the shooting. 

These incidents throughout the coun- 
try give me great concern that syn- 
thetic drug use, especially K2 use, is a 
dangerous and growing problem. Many 
states, including Iowa, have acted to 
ban the sale and possession of the 
chemical compounds found in these 
products. Many more states, counties 
and communities throughout the coun- 
try have proposed bans or are in the 
process of banning these products. The 
DEA has administratively scheduled 
five chemicals found in K2. However, 
this ban will only last for one year 
with an option to extend the ban for an 
additional 6 months. There is no guar- 
antee that the chemicals will be per- 
manently banned in the timeframe al- 
lowed. 

It is time to stop the use and traf- 
ficking of these products before more 
tragedies occur. This is why I am 
pleased that my colleague, Senator 
FEINSTEIN, is joining me in introducing 
the David Mitchell Rozga Act. Al- 
though David Rozga is one victim of 
many from these terrible drugs, his 
tragic death highlights the damaging 
nature of these substances and the 
great loss that they incur to our soci- 
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ety. This legislation will take the 
chemicals the DEA has identified with- 
in K2 products and places them as 
Schedule I narcotics with other deadly 
drugs like meth and cocaine. The legis- 
lation will also amend the Controlled 
Substances Act, doubling the time- 
frame the Drug Enforcement Adminis- 
tration and the Department of Health 
and Human Services have to emer- 
gency schedule substances from 18 
months to 36 months. This will allow 
for dangerous substances to be quickly 
removed from the market while being 
studied for permanent scheduling. I am 
grateful that the Community Anti- 
Drug Coalitions of America, a group 
that represents more than 5,000 local 
community anti-drug coalitions 
throughout the nation, is endorsing 
this legislation to ban these dangerous 
synthetic drugs from our society. 

It is clear that the sale and use of 
synthetic drugs is a growing problem. 
People believe, like David Rozga be- 
lieved, these products are safe because 
they can buy them online or at the 
nearest shopping mall. We need to do a 
better job at educating the public and 
our communities about the dangers 
these products present and nip this 
problem in the bud before it grows and 
leads to more tragedy. I urge my col- 
leagues to join us in supporting this 
important legislation. 


By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and 
Mr. MERKLEY): 

S. 607. A bill to designate certain 
land in the State of Oregon as wilder- 
ness, to provide for the exchange of 
certain Federal land and non-Federal 
land and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural 
Recources. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, today I 
rise to introduce Wilderness legislation 
to protect two of Oregon’s natural 
treasures. This bill is a reintroduction 
of legislation that I introduced in the 
last Congress and I am pleased that 
Senator MERKLEY is again joining me 
in cosponsoring this legislation. Sig- 
nificant progress was made in the last 
Congress in moving the bill towards 
passage, but unfortunately it failed to 
get passed before the Congress ended. 
The legislation I introduce today re- 
flects the work I undertook with the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com- 
mittee and the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement to prepare the bill for markup 
in the Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee. 

The Cathedral Rock and Horse Heav- 
en Wilderness Act of 2011 will do more 
than simply protect these areas. It will 
also help Oregon’s economy, because 
visitors from all over the world come 
to my State to experience first-hand 
the unique scenic beauty of place like 
the lands preserved by this bill. 

This legislation will consolidate what 
is currently a splintered ownership of 
land in this area and protect 17,340 
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acres of new Wilderness along the 
Lower John Day River. This is even 
more Wilderness than originally in the 
legislation I introduced in the last Con- 
gress. Thanks to an additional land ex- 
change it was possible to add addi- 
tional lands to the Wilderness proposal. 
The fractured land ownership in this 
area makes it difficult for visitors to 
fully appreciate these areas when they 
hike, fish or hunt there because of the 
scattered and misunderstood lines of 
private and public ownership. This bill 
will solve that problem and make these 
lands more inviting to visitors while 
giving the landowners more contiguous 
property to call home. 

The area in question is stunning. The 
Cathedral Rock and Horse Heaven Wil- 
derness proposals encompass dramatic 
basalt cliffs and rolling hills of juniper, 
sagebrush and native grasses. These 
new areas build on the desert Spring 
Basin Wilderness that was established 
last Congress as a result of legislation 
I introduced, and are located directly 
across the John Day River from Spring 
Basin. 

With 500 miles of undammed waters, 
the John Day River is the second-long- 
est free-flowing river in the conti- 
nental United States and is a place 
that is cherished by Oregonians. The 
Lower John Day Wild and Scenic River 
offers world-class opportunities for 
outdoor recreation as well as crucial 
wildlife habitat for elk, mule deer, big- 
horn sheep and native fish such as 
salmon and steelhead trout. Through 
land consolidation between public and 
private landowners, this bill will allow 
for better management and easier pub- 
lic access for this important natural 
treasure. With the current fragmenta- 
tion of public and private land owner- 
ship in the area, river campsites are 
limited. Many Federal lands among 
them can’t be reached by the hikers, 
campers and other outdoors 
recreationists who could most appre- 
ciate them. With the equal-value land 
exchanges included in this bill, public 
lands would be consolidated into two 
new Wilderness areas. This would en- 
hance public safety, improve land man- 
agement, and increase public access 
and recreational opportunities. This 
solution will create an incredible, new 
heritage for public lands recreationists 
who are an important factor in keeping 
Oregon’s economy healthy and thriv- 
ing. 

Rafters of the John Day River can at- 
test to the need for more campsites and 
public access to the Cathedral Rock 
area. Backcountry hunters will be able 
to scan the hillsides for elk, deer and 
game-birds without having to worry 
about accidentally trespassing on 
someone’s private land. Anglers will be 
able to access nearly 5 miles of the 
John Day River that today are only 
reachable from privately owned lands. 
Likewise, such a solution ensures that 
local landowners can manage their 
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lands effectively without 
across unwitting trespassers. 

One good example of the value of 
these land swaps is Young Life’s Wash- 
ington Family Ranch. This Ranch is 
home to a Christian youth camp that 
welcomes over 20,000 kids to the lower 
John Day area each year. This bill sets 
out private and public land boundaries 
that on the ground and these bound- 
aries create a safer area for campers on 
the Ranch; this serves the children who 
visit the area well and ensures the con- 
tinued viability of the Ranch, which, in 
turn, provides big economic dividends 
to the local community. 

The Cathedral Rock and Horse Heav- 
en Wilderness proposal is described as 
‘“‘win-win-win’’ by many stakeholders— 
nearly 5 miles of new river access for 
the public and protected land for out- 
door enthusiasts; better management 
for private landowners and public agen- 
cies; and important habitat protections 
for sensitive and endangered species. 
This proposal is an example of the posi- 
tive solutions that can result when 
varied, bipartisan interests in a com- 
munity come together to craft solu- 
tions that will work for everyone. All 
three of the counties involved in this 
legislation, Wheeler, Wasco and Jeffer- 
son, have endorsed this proposal as 
well as a number of user and recreation 
groups. I especially want to thank the 
Oregon Natural Desert Association, 
Young Life and Forrest Reinhardt, and 
Matt Smith for their role in developing 
this collaborative solution that will 
benefit all Oregonians. 

Oregon’s wildlands play an increas- 
ingly important role in the economic 
development of our state, especially in 
traditionally rural areas east of the 
Cascades. Visitors come from thou- 
sands of miles away to hike, fish, raft 
and hunt in Oregon’s desert Wilderness. 
Beyond tourism, the rich quality of life 
and the diverse natural amenities that 
we enjoy as Oregonians are key to at- 
tracting new businesses to Oregon. The 
Cathedral Rock and Horse Heaven Wil- 
derness areas will help make sure that 
this rural area will enjoy the benefits 
that permanently connecting these dis- 
parate pieces of natural landscape will 
bring for generations to come. 


running 


By Mr. INHOFE: 

S. 610. A bill to provide for the con- 
veyance of approximately 140 acres of 
land in the Ouachita National Forest 
in Oklahoma to the Indian Nations 
Council, Inc., of the Boy Scouts of 
America, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to bring to the Senate’s atten- 
tion H.R. 473. This is the HALE Scouts 
Act, and the House author is Congress- 
man DAN BOREN, D-Okla. I am an- 
nouncing today introduction of a com- 
panion measure in the Senate, and I 
look forward to working towards its 
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enactment into law in the 112th Con- 
gress. 


This bill authorizes the U.S. Forest 
Service to sell, at fair-market value, 
140 acres of land in Southeast Okla- 
homa to an Oklahoma Boy Scouts 
group, the Indian Nations Council of 
Boy Scouts, which has a camp site ad- 
jacent to this land. This campsite hosts 
6,500 campers every year and urgently 
needs the new expansion. 


In the 110th Congress, this same bill 
passed the House by a vote of 370-2 in 
the form of H.R. 2675. The bill gained 
even more support in the 111th Con- 
gress passing through the House by a 
vote of 388-0 as H.R. 310. CBO has writ- 
ten that it has no cost, and the U.S. 
Forest Service testified before the rel- 
evant House subcommittee that it does 
not oppose the bill. Much work has 
gone into this bill to get it to this 
point, including hearings and House 
floor consideration. Senate passage 
represents final action necessary for its 
completion. 


By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and 
Mr. WARNER): 


б. 611. A bill to provide greater tech- 
nical resources to FCC Commissioners; 
to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 


Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today, along with Senator WARNER, to 
reintroduce legislation that provides 
greater technical resources to the Com- 
missioners of the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission. Such resources are 
essential to making sound regulatory 
decisions and being a more effective 
technical agency—especially in this 
era of rapid innovation in the indus- 
tries under the Commission’s jurisdic- 
tion. 


Specifically, the FCC Technical Ex- 
pertise Capacity Heightening or ‘‘FCC 
TECH” Act would allow Commis- 
ѕіопегѕ’’ to appoint a staff member—an 
electrical engineer or computer sci- 
entist—to provide in-depth technical 
consultation, and commission a study 
by the National Academy of Sciences 
on the technical policy decision-mak- 
ing process and the availability of 
technical personnel at FCC. The study 
would include an examination of the 
FCC’s technical policy decision-mak- 
ing, current technical personnel staff- 
ing levels, and agency recruiting and 
hiring processes of technical staff and 
engineers, and make specific rec- 
ommendations to improve these areas. 


Over the past several years, I have 
shared the concerns voiced by the tech- 
nical community and even some Com- 
missioners themselves about the lack 
of technical resources and expertise at 
the FCC. Such concern is warranted. In 
1948, the FCC had 720 engineers on 
staff; today, it has fewer than 270—an 
astonishing 63 percent reduction—even 
though the FCC now must face more 
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technical issues concerning the Inter- 
net, advanced wireless communica- 
tions, commercial cable & satellite in- 
dustries, and broadband. It should be 
noted that engineering staff currently 
only accounts for a dismally low 14 per- 
cent of the FCC’s workforce—in 1948 
that figure was more than 50 percent. 

A December 2009 report by the Gov- 
ernment Accountability Office (GAO- 
10-79) provides additional evidence of 
the need for this legislation. The GAO 
concluded that ‘‘weaknesses in FCC’s 
processes for collecting and using in- 
formation also raise concerns regard- 
ing the transparency and informed na- 
ture of FCC’s decision-making proc- 
ess.” Furthermore, the report found 
the “FCC faces challenges in ensuring 
it has the expertise needed to adapt to 
a changing market place.”’ 

So in a time when citizens are de- 
manding more effective and efficient 
government and zero government 
waste, taking such steps as prescribed 
by this legislation will ensure the FCC 
is adequately equipped legally and 
technically to properly craft policy. It 
should be noted this legislation does 
not require new staff—it just makes 
better use of them. In addition, stream- 
lining FCC processes and rulemakings 
will make sure the Commission keeps 
pace with the dynamics of the industry 
it oversees, which is important in order 
for U.S. companies to continue to be 
competitive in this global economy. 

In a letter I wrote to Chairman 
Genachowski last year, I highlighted 
several outstanding spectrum pro- 
ceedings that I urged the Commission 
to conclude. The proceedings I men- 
tioned had a common characteristic 
that concerned me—all of them had 
been open for three years or longer, 
and another related proceeding had 
been pending for well over a decade. 
This regulatory delay and uncertainty 
due to the Commission’s inaction ad- 
versely affects American businesses, 
which request technical waivers or file 
petitions to better compete domesti- 
cally and internationally, and sup- 
presses innovation and the jobs associ- 
ated with it. We must make sure the 
Commission is a catalyst to innovation 
and jobs, not an inhibitor. 

Even the general public is aware of 
the significant technical deficit that 
exists at the Commission and the im- 
portance of increasing its technical ap- 
titude—one of the top public rec- 
ommendations on the FCC’s reform 
website, reboot.fcc.gov, is to ‘‘require 
at least one FCC Commissioner to be 
an engineer.” 

This Administration has stressed the 
importance of innovation being a vital 
component in our economic recovery, 
so allowing a shortage of technical 
staff to exist at an agency responsible 
for regulating very technical industries 
that will be the main drivers for inno- 
vation is counterintuitive. The Presi- 
dent has also placed a major emphasis 
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on science, technology, engineering, 
and mathematics, STEM, education in 
order to enhance our nation’s competi- 
tiveness and economic wellbeing in the 
global economy yet, engineers only 
constitute 14 percent of the FCC’s 
workforce and, it is my understanding, 
there is only one engineer in a senior 
management role at the Commission 
today—the government’s technical ex- 
pert agency. 

This legislation enhances technical 
resources at the FCC so it will be bet- 
ter equipped and more agile to address 
the ever-changing technical landscape 
from a regulatory perspective. If it 
isn’t, our nation’s technical leadership 
in this area will continue to erode and 
it will be even more difficult to lay the 
proper policy foundation necessary to 
meet future telecommunications needs. 
It is also an essential component to 
execute the FCC’s recently released 
National Broadband Plan, which in- 
cludes several technically complex ini- 
tiatives. 

Last Congress, several technical or- 
ganizations expressed support for the 
legislation—the Institute of Electrical 
and Electronics Engineers, Society of 
Broadcast Engineers, Association for 
Computing Machinery, and the Asso- 
ciation of Federal Communications 
Consulting Engineers. Also, prominent 
individuals in this field, such as Vint 
Cerf, and former Senior FCC Technical 
Officials Dale Hatfield, Dave Farber, 
and Robert Powers support the legisla- 
tion. 

In the past, Chairman Genachowski 
has stated ‘‘the country expects the 
FCC to be an expert agency.” Being an 
expert agency starts with having the 
technical expertise to comprehensively 
understand and examine the issues 
that are within its jurisdiction and 
also acting on those issues in a timely 
manner. If it doesn’t, our nation’s tech- 
nical leadership in telecommunications 
could continue to erode due to regu- 
latory bottlenecks that are created at 
the Commission from unresolved pro- 
ceedings and petitions. Removing the 
bottlenecks that exist through stream- 
lining processes and removing bureauc- 
racy will reduce government expenses 
and waste over the long term. 

This bill takes steps toward properly 
addressing glaring technical defi- 
ciencies at the Commission, which left 
unaddressed could continue to hamper 
American innovation and competitive- 
ness. This is absolutely critical given 
how rapidly technologies are changing 
and the implications that regulation 
could have on the underlying technical 
catalysts of innovation. That is why I 
sincerely hope that my colleagues join 
Senator WARNER and me in supporting 
this critical legislation. 


By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and 

Mr. MERKLEY): 
S. 612. A bill to amend the Energy 
Policy and Confirmation Act to require 
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the Secretary of Energy to develop and 
implement a strategic petroleum de- 
mand response plan to reduce the con- 
sumption of petroleum products by the 
Federal Government; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise to 
introduce legislation with Senator 
MERKLEY that will provide the Presi- 
dent of the United States with emer- 
gency powers to aggressively reduce 
the Federal Government’s demand for 
energy. 

The Strategic Petroleum Demand Re- 
sponse Act will be an additional tool to 
address rapidly rising energy prices by 
reducing our country’s demand for oil. 
The political instability in the Middle 
East reminds us that this region, which 
holds the largest reserves of oil in the 
world, has had profound implications 
on our country’s economy by dramati- 
cally affecting the price of oil. Al- 
though the attention has been on po- 
tential supply disruption, our country 
also consumes nearly 17 million barrels 
of oil per day and through aggressive 
measures the Federal Government can 
lead our country in reducing its energy 
bill, curtailing its consumption of oil, 
and reducing the price of oil for con- 
sumers. 

AS we encounter these price spikes, 
some have called for a release of oil 
from our country’s strategic petroleum 
reserve. The fact is prior to releasing 
our country’s strategic reserves we 
must develop policies that prioritize 
the Federal Government’s consumption 
of these critical oil supplies. The Fed- 
eral Government can reduce non- 
emergency travel, reduce congestion on 
the roads by providing flexible work 
hours, decrease the use of oil in heat- 
ing and cooling buildings, and work 
with local and state governments to 
cut consumption as well. We must de- 
velop a strategic petroleum strategy 
that reflects the fact that prices are 
dictated by both supply and demand 
and the Strategic Petroleum Demand 
Response Act will address the demand 
side of the equation. 

Since the start of the year the price 
for West Texas Intermediate has in- 
creased by 16 percent and the week of 
February 28 encountered the second 
highest net increase in gasoline prices 
in our country’s history. While I 
strongly believe that we need to de- 
velop specific long-term strategies that 
build on the success of fuel economy 
standards and reduce our consumption 
of oil, this legislation will allow the 
President to take immediate and deci- 
sive action to address any energy crisis 
through both supply and demand. 


By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, and Mr. SANDERS): 

б. 618. A bill to amend the Individ- 
uals with Disabilities Education Act to 
permit a prevailing party in an action 
or proceeding brought to enforce the 
Act to be awarded expert witness fees 
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and certain other expenses; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, ensuring 
that all students, regardless of back- 
ground or ability, receive an education 
that gives them the opportunity to live 
a successful and fulfilling life has al- 
ways been a major focus of my career 
in public service. To achieve this goal, 
I have fought especially hard for stu- 
dents with disabilities to have access 
to the general education curriculum 
and the services and supports they 
need to succeed, and to safeguard their 
rights under the Individuals with Dis- 
abilities Education Act, IDEA. That is 
why I am pleased to introduce the 
IDEA Fairness Restoration Act, which 
my colleague Rep. VAN HOLLEN will 
also be introducing in the House today. 
This critical legislation will remove 
the financial barrier that families, es- 
pecially low- and middle-income fami- 
lies, face as they pursue their chil- 
dren’s rights to the free, appropriate 
public education they deserve and are 
entitled to under the Fourteenth 
Amendment. 

When Congress originally passed 
IDEA, we recognized the vital impor- 
tance of parent and school collabora- 
tion in special education and required 
they jointly develop an Individualized 
Education Plan, IEP, to identify goals 
to promote the academic achievement 
of students with disabilities. In gen- 
eral, this partnership has served stu- 
dents well. There are, however, times 
when schools have not fulfilled their 
responsibilities to provide an appro- 
priate education. In these cases, IDEA 
provides parents the right to challenge 
the schools through mediation and due 
process. To make their argument, fam- 
ilies often need access to expert wit- 
nesses who can assess the student’s 
needs and testify about whether the 
current IEP meets those needs. These 
expert witnesses are a resource that 
many families cannot afford, but with- 
out access to them, families may be 
unable to make their case. 

When Congress amended IDEA in 
1986, it recognized the financial bar- 
riers that parents face in pursuing due 
process to resolve disagreements with 
their school and specified in the Con- 
ference Committee Report that when 
the court finds in favor of the parents 
a judge could award attorney’s fees, in- 
cluding ‘‘reasonable expenses and fees 
of expert witnesses and the reasonable 
costs of any test or evaluation which is 
found to be necessary for the prepara- 
tion of the parent or guardian’s сазе.” 
For years, parents who prevailed in ju- 
dicial proceedings were awarded these 
fees, as Congress intended. But in 2006, 
the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Ar- 
lington Central School District v. Mur- 
phy that courts could no longer award 
these fees because Congress made its 
intention explicit in the Conference 
Report rather than in statute. As a re- 
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sult, many parents are discouraged and 
even prevented from pursuing meri- 
torious cases to secure the rights of 
their children. Low- and middle-income 
families are particularly hard hit. 

This IDEA Fairness Restoration Act 
clarifies Congress’ express intent that 
parents should recover expert witness 
fees, as they currently can do with at- 
torneys’ fees, if they prove that the 
school system has wrongfully denied 
their child an appropriate education as 
defined by IDEA. By including ‘‘reason- 
able expenses and fees of expert wit- 
nesses and the reasonable costs of any 
test or evaluation which is found to be 
necessary for the preparation of the 
parent or guardian’s case” and reestab- 
lishing the right of judges to award 
such fees to parents who prevail in 
IDEA cases, as Congress intended, this 
legislation will level the playing field 
and restore the ability of low- and mid- 
dle-income parents to be effective ad- 
vocates for their children’s educational 
needs. 

This legislation is an essential step 
for protecting the rights of students 
with disabilities and ensuring that all 
families, regardless of their financial 
resources, can advocate for and protect 
their children’s rights through due 
process. 


By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and 
Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 614. A bill to require the Attorney 
General to consult with appropriate of- 
ficials within the executive branch 
prior to making the decision to try an 
unprivileged enemy belligerent in Fed- 
eral Court; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce with Senator LIE- 
BERMAN the Securing Terrorist Intel- 
ligence Act. Last Congress, the Senate 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs Committee heard testimony 
from the three top U.S. intelligence of- 
ficials about the errors the Federal 
Government made in handling the un- 
successful 2009 Christmas Day terrorist 
plot. We dodged a bullet that day when 
Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, a Nige- 
rian-born terrorist, failed to detonate a 
bomb on Northwest flight 253 in the 
skies above Detroit. 

While critical information was not 
shared prior to Abdulmatallab board- 
ing that plane, a significant error also 
was committed by U.S. officials after 
that foreign terrorist had already been 
detained in Detroit, an error that may 
well have prevented the collection of 
valuable intelligence about future ter- 
rorist threats to our country. The error 
became clear during my questioning of 
the top intelligence officials at the 
committee’s hearing held in response 
to this failed attack. 

I was stunned to learn that the deci- 
sion had been made to place this cap- 
tured terrorist into the U.S. civilian 
criminal court system after just 50 


March 17, 2011 


minutes of interrogation—and without 
any consultation with the Director of 
National Intelligence, the Director of 
the National Counterterrorism Center, 
or the Secretary Homeland Security. 
That decision was critical. The deter- 
mination to charge Abdulmutallab in 
civilian court likely foreclosed the col- 
lection of additional intelligence infor- 
mation. We know that the interroga- 
tion of captured terrorists can provide 
critical intelligence and save American 
lives, but our civil justice system, as 
opposed to the military detention and 
tribunal system established by Con- 
gress and the President, encourages 
terrorists to ‘‘lawyer up” and to stop 
answering questions. 

Indeed, that was what happened in 
the case of Abdulmutallab. He had pro- 
vided some valuable information to law 
enforcement officials immediately 
after his capture, and we likely would 
have obtained more information if we 
had treated this foreign terrorist as an 
enemy belligerent and had placed him 
in the military tribunal system. Unfor- 
tunately, once he was read his Miranda 
rights and given a lawyer at our ex- 
pense, he was advised to cease answer- 
ing questions, and that is exactly what 
he did. 

That poor decision-making may well 
have prevented us from finding out 
more of the plot’s organizers, planners, 
financiers, logistics support, and other 
key players. In addition, we may have 
found out more about future plots orig- 
inating in Yemen targeting American 
citizens—possibly even the thwarted 
October 2010 printer cartridge attacks. 
Good intelligence is critical to our 
ability to stop terrorist plots before 
they are executed. We know that law- 
ful interrogations of terrorist suspects 
can provide valuable intelligence. De- 
ciding to charge Abdulmutallab in the 
civilian criminal system without even 
consulting three of our nation’s top in- 
telligence officials simply defies com- 
mon sense. 

It has been over a year since the ar- 
rest, and we are all very thankful that 
there has not been a successful ter- 
rorist attack in America since then. 
We all know, however, the threat per- 
sists. That is why we must redouble 
our efforts and ensure that when the 
next terrorist is captured, proper ac- 
tion is taken so we do not miss another 
opportunity to gain valuable intel- 
ligence that could save American lives. 

To correct this failure and to ensure 
that our nation’s senior intelligence of- 
ficials are consulted before making the 
decision to try future foreign terrorists 
in civilian court, I am reintroducing a 
bill that would require this crucial con- 
sultation. I am very pleased to be 
joined by the Chairman of the Home- 
land Security Committee, Senator LIE- 
BERMAN, who has been such a leader in 
this area. 

Specifically, our bill would require 
the Attorney General to consult with 
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the Director of National Intelligence, 
the Director of the National Counter- 
terrorism Center, the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, and the Secretary 
of Defense before initiating a custodial 
interrogation of foreign terrorists or 
filing civilian criminal charges against 
them. These officials are in the best po- 
sition to know what other threats the 
United States is facing from terrorists 
and to assess the need to gather more 
intelligence on those threats. 

If there is a disagreement among the 
Attorney General and these intel- 
ligence officials regarding the appro- 
priate approach to the detention and 
interrogation of foreign terrorists, 
then the bill would require the Presi- 
dent to resolve the disagreement. Only 
the President would be permitted to di- 
rect the initiation of civilian law en- 
forcement actions—balancing his con- 
stitutional responsibilities as Com- 
mander in Chief and as the nation’s 
chief law enforcement officer. 

To be clear, this legislation would 
not deprive the President of any inves- 
tigative or prosecutorial tool. It would 
not preclude a decision to charge a for- 
eign terrorist in our military tribunal 
system or in our civilian criminal jus- 
tice system. It would simply require 
that the Attorney General coordinate 
and consult with our top intelligence 
officials before making a decision that 
could foreclose the collection of crit- 
ical additional intelligence informa- 
tion. 

This consultation requirement is not 
unprecedented. Section 811 of the Coun- 
terintelligence and Security Enhance- 
ments Act of 1994 requires the Director 
of the FBI and the head of a depart- 
ment or agency with a potential spy in 
its ranks to consult and periodically 
reassess any decision to leave the sus- 
pected spy in place so that additional 
intelligence can be gathered on his ac- 
tivities. 

As the Senate Intelligence Com- 
mittee noted in its report on the legis- 
lation that added the espionage con- 
sultation requirement: 

While prosecutorial discretion ultimately 
rests with the Department of Justice offi- 
cials, it stands to reason that in cases de- 
signed to protect our national security—such 
as espionage and terrorism cases—prosecu- 
tors should ensure that they do not make de- 
cisions that, in fact, end up harming the na- 
tional security. 

The committee got it right. The com- 
mittee went on to explain: 

[T]he determination of whether to leave a 
subject in place should be retained by the 
host agency. 

The history of the espionage con- 
sultation requirement is eerily remi- 
niscent of the lack of consultation that 
occurred in the case of Abdulmutallab. 
In espionage cases, Congress has al- 
ready recognized that when valuable 
intelligence is at stake, our national 
security should trump decisions based 
solely on prosecutorial equities. This 
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requirement must be extended to the 
most significant security threat facing 
our Nation—terrorism. 

I encourage the Senate to act quickly 
on this important legislation. The 
changes proposed are modest. They 
make common sense. But the con- 
sequences of a failure to act could be a 
matter of life and death. 


By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
ENSIGN): 

S. 617. A bill to require the Secretary 
of the Interior to convey certain Fed- 
eral land to Elko County, Nevada, and 
to take land into trust for the Te-moak 
Tribe of Western Shoshone Indians of 
Nevada, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
to reintroduce the Elko Motocross and 
Tribal Conveyance Act of 2011. This bill 
would transfer two small parcels of 
public land to Elko County and the 
Elko Indian Colony and provide an im- 
portant economic development oppor- 
tunity to the people of Elko County. 

In my home State of Nevada, the 
Federal Government manages more 
than 87 percent of the land—more than 
61 million acres in all. As a result, our 
communities come to their congres- 
sional delegation for help remedying 
problems that are often handled on the 
state or local level in other parts of the 
country. 

The first part of our legislation 
would convey approximately 300 acres 
of public land managed by the Bureau 
of Land Management’s, BLM, Elko 
Field Office to Elko County. This pro- 
posal is strongly supported by the local 
community as a way to provide for a 
variety of motorized recreational op- 
portunities for both residents and visi- 
tors of Elko. Off-highway vehicles are a 
popular form of recreation throughout 
Nevada and our citizens enthusiasti- 
cally support safe and sustainable mo- 
torized outdoor activities. 

This legislation will help Elko Coun- 
ty develop a centralized, multipurpose 
recreational facility on the western 
edge of the City of Elko with easy ac- 
cess to Interstate 80. The new park will 
draw OHV enthusiasts from across 
northeastern Nevada and beyond, pro- 
viding a much needed economic boost 
to local businesses. Beyond the conven- 
ient location, economic benefits, and 
potential for diverse recreational op- 
portunities at the proposed Elko 
Motocross Park site, this new facility 
will serve as a place for people to learn 
responsible use and enjoyment of these 
recreational vehicles. 

Title two of our bill would direct the 
Secretary of the Interior to expand the 
Elko Indian Colony by taking approxi- 
mately 373 acres of land into trust for 
the Elko Band to address their compel- 
ling need for additional land. The Elko 
Band is one of four constituent bands 
that make up the Te-Moak Tribe of 
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Western Shoshone Indians of Nevada. 
Each Band has a separate reservation 
or colony in northeastern Nevada. 

While the Elko Band’s population has 

steadily grown, their land base has re- 

mained the same for over 75 years. 

The Elko Indian Colony has always 
been a thriving part of the greater 
Elko community. When Elko was es- 
tablished as a railroad town in 1868, 
Shoshone families lived nearby, work- 
ing on the railroad as well as in the 
nearby mines and on local ranches. De- 
spite government efforts to relocate 
the Elko Band in the late nineteenth 
century, these families persevered and 
remained in the Elko area. In 1918, 
President Woodrow Wilson created the 
Elko Indian Colony when he reserved 
160 acres for the Shoshone Indians near 
Elko by executive order. 

While more than half of the Te- 
Moak’s Tribe’s enrolled members con- 
tinue to live and work in Elko, it is the 
unfortunate truth that over 350 tribal 
members must live outside of the col- 
ony. The Elko Colony has one of the 
smallest land bases of the four con- 
stituent bands and it lacks adequate 
land for housing and community devel- 
opment. Our legislation would address 
this need by making land available for 
residential development and for tradi- 
tional uses, such as ceremonial gath- 
erings, hunting and plant collecting. 

It is always encouraging when com- 
munities come together to support 
projects like these and we are grateful 
for their collective work on this effort. 
This bill is vital to the growing com- 
munities we serve. We look forward to 
working with Chairman BINGAMAN, 
Ranking Member MURKOWSKI and the 
other distinguished members of the 
Senate Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee to move this bill through 
their process. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 617 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the “Elko Motocross and Tribal Conveyance 
Act”. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con- 
tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

Sec. 2. Definition of Secretary. 

TITLE I—ELKO MOTOCROSS LAND 

CONVEYANCE 

. 101. Definitions. 

. 102. Conveyance of land to county. 

TITLE II—ELKO INDIAN COLONY 

EXPANSION 

. 201. Definitions. 

. 202. Land to be held in trust for the Te- 
moak Tribe of Western Sho- 
shone Indians of Nevada. 

. 203. Authorization of appropriations. 
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SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF SECRETARY. 

In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means 
the Secretary of the Interior, acting through 
the Bureau of Land Management. 

TITLE I—ELKO MOTOCROSS LAND 
CONVEYANCE 
SEC. 101. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) Ciry.—The term ‘‘city’’ means the city 
of Elko, Nevada. 

(2) COUNTY.—The term ‘‘county’’ means the 
county of Elko, Nevada. 

(3) MAP.—The term “map” means the map 
entitled ‘‘Elko Motocross Park” and dated 
January 9, 2010. 

SEC. 102. CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO COUNTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—AS soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of this Act, sub- 
ject to valid existing rights and the provi- 
sions of this section, the Secretary shall con- 
vey to the county, without consideration, all 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in and to the land described in subsection 
(b). 
(b) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) consists of ap- 
proximately 275 acres of land managed by 
the Bureau of Land Management, Elko Dis- 
trict, Nevada, as generally depicted on the 
map as “Еко Motocross Park”. 

(c) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—AS soon as practicable 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall finalize the legal description 
of the parcel to be conveyed under this sec- 
tion. 

(2) MINOR ERRORS.—The Secretary may cor- 
rect any minor error in— 

(A) the map; or 

(B) the legal description. 

(3) AVAILABILITY.—The map and legal de- 
scription shall be on file and available for 
public inspection in the appropriate offices 
of the Bureau of Land Management. 

(d) USE OF CONVEYED LAND.—The land con- 
veyed under this section shall be used only 
as a motocross, bicycle, off-highway vehicle, 
or stock car racing area, or for any other 
public purpose consistent with uses allowed 
under the Act of June 14, 1926 (commonly 
known as the ‘‘Recreation and Public Pur- 
poses Act”), (43 U.S.C. 869 et seq.). 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE CosTs.—The Secretary 
shall require the county to pay all survey 
costs and other administrative costs nec- 
essary for the preparation and completion of 
any patents for, and transfers of title to, the 
land described in subsection (b). 

(f) REVERSION.—If the land conveyed under 
this section ceases to be used for a public 
purpose in accordance with subsection (d), 
the land shall, at the discretion of the Sec- 
retary, revert to the United States. 

TITLE II—ELKO INDIAN COLONY 
EXPANSION 
SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 

(1) MAPp.—The term “map” means the map 
entitled ‘‘Te-moak Tribal Land Expansion”, 
dated September 30, 2008, and on file and 
available for public inspection in the appro- 
priate offices of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment. 

(2) TRIBE.—The term “Tribe” means the 
Te-moak Tribe of Western Shoshone Indians 
of Nevada, which is a federally recognized In- 
dian tribe. 

SEC. 202. LAND TO BE HELD IN TRUST FOR THE 
TE-MOAK TRIBE OF WESTERN SHO- 
SHONE INDIANS OF NEVADA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to valid existing 
rights, all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in and to the land described in 
subsection (b)— 
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(1) shall be held in trust by the United 
States for the benefit and use of the Tribe; 
and 

(2) shall be part of the reservation of the 
Tribe. 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land re- 
ferred to in subsection (a) consists of ap- 
proximately 373 acres of land administered 
by the Bureau of Land Management, as gen- 
erally depicted on the map as “Lands to be 
Held in Trust”. 

(c) SURVEY.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary shall complete a survey of the bound- 
ary lines to establish the boundaries of the 
land taken into trust under subsection (a). 

(а) CONDITIONS.— 

(1) GAMING.—Land taken into trust under 
subsection (a) shall not be eligible, or consid- 
ered to have been taken into trust, for class 
II gaming or class III gaming (as those terms 
are defined in section 4 of the Indian Gaming 
Regulatory Act (25 U.S.C. 2703)). 

(2) USE OF TRUST LAND.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Tribe shall use the 
land taken into trust under subsection (a) 
only for— 

(i) traditional and customary uses; 

(ii) stewardship conservation for the ben- 
efit of the Tribe; or 

(iii) residential or recreational develop- 
ment. 

(B) OTHER USES.—If the Tribe uses any por- 
tion of the land taken into trust under sub- 
section (a) for a purpose other than a pur- 
pose described in subparagraph (A), the Tribe 
shall pay to the Secretary an amount that is 
equal to the fair market value of the portion 
of the land, as determined by an appraisal. 

(C) USE OF FUNDS.—Any amounts received 
by the Secretary under subparagraph (B) 
shall be— 

(i) deposited in the Federal Land Disposal 
Account established by section 206(a) of the 
Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act 
(43 U.S.C. 2305(a)); and 

(ii) used in accordance with that Act. 

(3) THINNING; LANDSCAPE RESTORATION.— 
With respect to the land taken into trust 
under subsection (a), the Secretary, in con- 
sultation and coordination with the Tribe, 
may carry out any fuels reduction and other 
landscape restoration activities on the land 
that is beneficial to the Tribe and the Bu- 
reau of Land Management. 

SEC. 203. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
title. 


By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico: 

S. 619. A bill to assist in the coordi- 
nation among science, technology, en- 
gineering, and mathematics efforts in 
the States, to strengthen the capacity 
of elementary schools, middle schools, 
and secondary schools to prepare stu- 
dents in science, technology, engineer- 
ing, and mathematics, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, who will develop a computer 
small enough to fit into our eye- 
glasses? Who will build the first fully- 
automated, completely sustainable 
house or hospital? Which country will 
successfully test time travel? 

I hope that it will be the United 
States, but I am not confident. When 
we compare the science, technology, 
engineering and math, or STEM, suc- 
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cess of students globally, we are not in 
the lead. 

The President, Congress and our 
business community all agree that we 
must do better in order to compete and 
excel in STEM fields globally. If we are 
going to remain competitive, we must 
develop and retain high-quality math 
and science teachers. We must provide 
those teachers with strong professional 
development so they can develop high- 
er-order thinking in their students. We 
must encourage higher education lead- 
ers to strengthen K-8 teacher edu- 
cation programs to provide a deeper 
understanding of the content knowl- 
edge necessary to teach math and 
science. We must engage students ear- 
lier about possible careers in STEM 
fields. 

Our economic growth and our na- 
tional security depend on a workforce 
skilled in STEM fields. The demand for 
scientists and engineers is expected to 
increase at four times the rate of other 
occupations. But our students just 
aren’t performing well enough in math 
and science, and too few of them are 
pursuing careers in these technical 
fields. 

The biggest problems we face as a 
global society—including problems 
with food and water supply, safe hous- 
ing, economic prosperity and energy ef- 
ficiency—require excellence in STEM 
fields. But students are entering our 
high schools without a strong founda- 
tion in STEM. And colleges are not suf- 
ficiently preparing a diverse group of 
STEM graduates to excel in graduate 
school and STEM careers. 

According to the National Center for 
Education Statistics, about one-third 
of fourth graders and one-fifth of 
eighth graders cannot perform basic 
math computations. And U.S. high 
school seniors recently tested below 
the international average for 21 coun- 
tries in mathematics and science. For 
example, only 34 percent of fourth 
graders, 30 percent of eighth graders, 
and 21 percent of 12th graders test 
“proficient” in science on the national 
assessment of educational progress, or 
NAEP. We must invest in our teachers, 
students and leaders to surpass stu- 
dents in the major European and Asian 
countries that we currently lag behind. 

That is why today I am introducing 
the STEM Act, or STEM Support for 
Teachers in Education and Mentoring 
Act, will help us accomplish this goal. 

The STEM Act would identify best 
teaching practices. It would strengthen 
networks of teachers, colleges and 
businesses for STEM collaboration. It 
would create meaningful opportunities 
for teacher training and mentoring. 
The STEM Act also would establish a 
planning grant program for states to 
identify STEM skills needed by the 
workforce, and develop effective State 
STEM networks for communication 
and collaboration among businesses, 
schools teachers and administrators, 
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institutions of higher education, and 
nonprofit organizations. 

Middle school is an important time 
in a student’s career to be inspired by 
STEM possibilities. Our middle and 
high school teachers want more profes- 
sional development to spark this inter- 
est. To give teachers and schools the 
tools they need to encourage and pre- 
pare students for STEM careers, the 
STEM Act would create training pro- 
grams using best practice models of 
STEM master teachers, and provide 
summer institutes for current teachers 
and administrators to strengthen 
teacher effectiveness. 

There are programs in my home state 
of New Mexico that are piloting some 
of these initiatives. These efforts dem- 
onstrate how to increase teacher effec- 
tiveness to help students learn STEM 
subjects, and create opportunities for 
students to be inspired to pursue a 
STEM field. 

The Institute for Math and Science 
Education, IMSE, and the STEM Out- 
reach Center at New Mexico State Uni- 
versity help coordinate Pre K-20 STEM 
education efforts across the state and 
region. Faculty and staff in the College 
of Education created a network of 
mathematicians, scientists, edu- 
cational researchers, and business and 
community leaders to facilitate re- 
search and outreach grants. 

MC2—Mathematically Connected 
Communities is building a statewide 
learning community of mathematics 
educators, mathematicians, and public 
school leaders. MC? offers summer 
mathematics academies to provide 
teachers with in-depth study of mathe- 
matics. It provides continuous profes- 
sional development during the school 
year, helps create school district lead- 
ership teams, and develops web-based 
math resources. There is a similar pro- 
gram for science, called Scientifically 
Connected Communities, SC2. 

The Southern New Mexico Science, 
Engineering, Math and Aerospace 
Academy, SNM SEMAA, is a NASA- 
sponsored, after-school program for K- 
12 that helps students who are tradi- 
tionally under-represented іп the 
Science, Engineering, Math, Aerospace, 
and Technology, SEMAT, fields. 
SEMAA engages students and their 
parents in inquiry-based learning and 
research through innovative, hands-on 
experience with new technologies. 

The Chemical Olympics organizes 
competitions in chemistry experimen- 
tation to increase interest in chem- 
istry and the other sciences among sec- 
ondary school students. 

NASA Summer of Innovation is a col- 
laboration between the New Mexico 
Space Grant Consortium and STEM 
Outreach Center to prepare educators 
from across my state to coordinate a 
month-long summer camp in their 
hometowns that are designed to intro- 
duce students to inquiry-based science. 

Innovate-Educate encourages states 
to develop statewide networks that 
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help create relationships and programs 
to advance STEM policies and best 
practices, aligned with industry needs. 

As a Nation, we cannot afford to lag 
behind other countries in preparing our 
students to succeed in science, tech- 
nology, engineering and math. I hope 
my colleagues will join me in sup- 
porting these STEM initiatives, and 
preparing our teachers and students to 
take us into the future. 


By Mr. KOHL: 

S. 623. A bill to amend chapter 111 of 
title 28, United States Code, relating to 
protective orders, sealing of cases, dis- 
closures of discovery information in 
civil actions, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today with Senator GRAHAM to intro- 
duce the Sunshine in Litigation Act of 
2011, a bill that will curb the ongoing 
abuse of secrecy orders in Federal 
courts. The result of this abuse, which 
often comes in the form of sealed set- 
tlement agreements, is to keep impor- 
tant health and safety information hid- 
den from the public. As we recognize 
Sunshine Week, this bipartisan, com- 
monsense measure is an important step 
to improving transparency in our 
courthouses by requiring judges to con- 
sider public health and safety before 
permitting secrecy agreements. 

This problem of court secrecy has 
been occurring for decades, and most 
often arises in product liability cases. 
Typically, an individual brings a cause 
of action against a manufacturer for an 
injury or death that has resulted from 
a defect in one of its products. The in- 
jured party often faces a large corpora- 
tion that can spend a virtually unlim- 
ited amount of money defending the 
lawsuit, prolonging the time it takes 
to reach resolution. Facing a formi- 
dable opponent and mounting medical 
bills, a plaintiff often has no choice but 
to settle the litigation. In exchange for 
the award he or she was seeking, the 
victim is forced to agree to a provision 
that prohibits him or her from reveal- 
ing information disclosed during the 
litigation. 

Plaintiffs get a respectable award, 
and the defendant is able to keep dam- 
aging information from getting out. 
But the American public incurs the 
loss because they remain unaware of 
critical public health and safety infor- 
mation that could potentially save 
lives. 

This concern about excessive secrecy 
is warranted by the long history of to- 
bacco companies, automobile manufac- 
turers, pharmaceutical companies, 
medical device manufacturers, and oth- 
ers settling with victims and using the 
legal system to hide information 
which, if it became public, could pro- 
tect the American people from future 
health and safety harms. Surely, there 
are appropriate uses for such orders, 
like protecting trade secrets and other 
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truly confidential company informa- 
tion, as well as personal identifying 
and classified information. This legis- 
lation makes sure such information is 
protected. But, protective orders are 
certainly not supposed to be used for 
the sole purpose of hiding damaging in- 
formation from the public, to protect a 
company’s reputation or profit margin. 

One of the most famous cases of 
abuse of secrecy orders involved 
Bridgestone/Firestone tires. From 1992 
to 2000, tread separations of various 
Bridgestone and Firestone tires caused 
accidents across the country, many re- 
sulting in serious injuries and even fa- 
talities. Instead of owning up to their 
mistakes and acting responsibly, 
Bridgestone/Firestone quietly settled 
dozens of lawsuits, most of which in- 
cluded secrecy agreements. It wasn’t 
until 1999, when a Houston public tele- 
vision station broke the story, that the 
company acknowledged its wrongdoing 
and recalled 6.5 million tires. By then, 
it was too late. More than 250 people 
had died and more than 800 were in- 
jured as a result of the defective tires. 

If the story ended there, and the 
Bridgestone/Firestone cases were just 
an aberration, one might argue that 
there is no urgent need for legislation. 
But, unfortunately, the list of abuses 
goes on. There is the case of General 
Motors. Although an internal memo 
demonstrated that GM was aware of 
the risk of fire deaths from crashes of 
pickup trucks with ‘‘side saddle” fuel 
tanks, an estimated 750 people were 
killed in fires involving trucks with 
these fuel tanks. When victims sued, 
GM disclosed documents only under 
protective orders, and settled these 
cases on the condition that the infor- 
mation in these documents remained 
secret. This type of fuel tank was in- 
stalled for 15 years before being discon- 
tinued. 

More recently, the world’s largest 
automaker, Toyota, has faced a bar- 
rage of litigation relating to its recall 
of over 8 million cars due to sudden un- 
intended acceleration problems, caus- 
ing more than eighty deaths. After 
years of lawsuits, Congressional over- 
sight hearings, and Toyota’s efforts to 
keep settlements and product informa- 
tion secret, a California Federal judge 
finally made public thousands of pre- 
viously sealed documents, noting that 
“the business of this litigation should 
be in the public domain.” Had a judge 
been required to weigh the public’s in- 
terest in health and safety, as this leg- 
islation would require, perhaps we 
would have known more about the 
risks sooner and some of those lives 
could have been saved. Until we put the 
public interest on par with the inter- 
ests of private litigants, public health 
and safety will remain at risk. 

This very issue is currently before a 
Federal judge in Orlando, FL. There, 
the court is faced with deciding wheth- 
er AstraZeneca can keep under seal 
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clinical studies about the harmful side 


effects of an antipsychotic drug, 
Seroquel. Plaintiffs’ lawyers and 
Bloomberg News sued to force 


AstraZeneca to make public documents 
discovered in dismissed lawsuits. In 
2009, the court unsealed some of the 
documents at question, but denied re- 
quests to release AstraZeneca’s sub- 
missions to foreign regulators and 
sales representatives’ notes on doctors’ 
meetings. Despite a recent $68.5 million 
settlement, continued efforts to unseal 
crucial documents proved unsuccessful. 
This is exactly the sort of case where 
we need judges to consider public 
health and safety when deciding wheth- 
er to allow a secrecy order. 

We are mindful of the risks to public 
health and safety that court secrecy 
orders can pose in the wake of last 
year’s horrific BP oil spill in the Gulf 
of Mexico. As the parties continue to 
fight over crucial documents, injured 
parties continue to accept secret set- 
tlements. We can only hope that infor- 
mation vital to public health and safe- 
ty, which could protect against the 
next disaster, is not being shielded 
from us as well. 

The examples go on and on. At a 2007 
hearing before the Senate Judiciary 
Committee Subcommittee on Anti- 
trust, Competition Policy and Con- 
sumer Rights, Johnny Bradley Jr. de- 
scribed his tragic personal story that 
demonstrates the implications of court 
endorsed secrecy. In 2002, Mr. Bradley’s 
wife was killed in a rollover accident 
allegedly caused by tread separation in 
his Cooper tires. While litigating the 
case, his attorney uncovered docu- 
mented evidence of Cooper tire design 
defects. Through aggressive litigation 
of protective orders and confidential 
settlements in cases prior to the Brad- 
leys’ accident, Cooper had managed to 
keep the design defect documents con- 
fidential. Prior to the end of Mr. Brad- 
ley’s trial, Cooper Tires settled with 
him on the condition that almost all 
litigation documents would be kept 
confidential under a broad protective 
order. With no access to documented 
evidence of design defects, consumers 
continue to remain in the dark about 
this life-threatening defect. 

In 2005, the drug company Eli Lilly 
settled 8,000 cases related to harmful 
side effects of its drug Zyprexa. All of 
those settlements required plaintiffs to 
agree ‘поб to communicate, publish or 
cause to be published ... any state- 
ment concerning the specific 
events, facts or circumstances giving 
rise to [their] claims.” In those cases, 
the plaintiffs uncovered documents 
which showed that, through its own re- 
search, Lilly knew about the harmful 
side effects as early as 1999. While the 
plaintiffs kept quiet, Lilly continued 
to sell Zyprexa and generated $4.2 bil- 
lion in sales in 2005. More than a year 
later, information about the case was 
leaked to the New York Times and an- 
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other 18,000 cases settled. Had the first 
settlement not included а secrecy 
agreement, consumers would have been 
able to make informed choices and 
avoid the harmful side effects, includ- 
ing enormous weight gain, dangerously 
elevated blood sugar levels, and diabe- 
tes. 


There are no records kept of the 
number of confidentiality orders ac- 
cepted by State or Federal courts. 
However, anecdotal evidence suggests 
that court secrecy and confidential set- 
tlements are prevalent. Beyond 
Bridgestone/Firestone, General Motors, 
Toyota, Seroquel, BP, Cooper Tire, and 
Zyprexa, secrecy agreements have also 
had real life consequences by allowing 
Dalkon Shield, Bjork-Shiley heart 
valves, and numerous other dangerous 
products and drugs to remain in the 
market. And those are only the ones 
we know about. 


While some judges have already 
begun to move in the right direction by 
giving serious weight to public health 
and safety, we still have a long way to 
go. The Sunshine in Litigation Act is a 
modest proposal that would require 
Federal judges to perform a simple bal- 
ancing test to ensure that in any pro- 
posed secrecy order in a case pleading 
facts relevant to public health and 
safety, the defendant’s interest in se- 
crecy truly outweighs the public inter- 
est in information related to public 
health and safety. 


Specifically, prior to making any 
portion of a case confidential or sealed, 
a judge would have to determine—by 
making a particularized finding of 
fact—that doing so would not restrict 
the disclosure of information relevant 
to public health and safety. Moreover, 
all courts, both Federal and State, 
would be prohibited from issuing pro- 
tective orders that prevent disclosure 
to relevant regulatory agencies. 


This legislation does not prohibit se- 
crecy agreements across the board, and 
it does not place an undue burden on 
judges or on our courts. It simply 
states that where the public interest in 
disclosure outweighs legitimate inter- 
ests in secrecy, courts should not 
shield important health and safety in- 
formation from the public. Since last 
Congress, we have made changes to 
make absolutely clear that this would 
apply only to those cases with facts 
relevant to public health and safety, 
and to ensure that there is no undue 
burden on judges or our courts. The 
time to focus some sunshine on public 
hazards to prevent future harm is now. 


I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
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S. 623 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Sunshine in 
Litigation Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. RESTRICTIONS ON PROTECTIVE ORDERS 
AND SEALING OF CASES AND SET- 
TLEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 111 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 


“$ 1660. Restrictions on protective orders and 
sealing of cases and settlements 


“(a)(1) In any civil action in which the 
pleadings state facts that are relevant to the 
protection of public health or safety, a court 
shall not enter, by stipulation or otherwise, 
an order otherwise authorized under rule 
26(c) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 
restricting the disclosure of information ob- 
tained through discovery, an order approving 
a settlement agreement that would restrict 
the disclosure of such information, or an 
order restricting access to court records un- 
less in connection with such order the court 
has first made independent findings of fact 
that— 

“(A) such order would not restrict the dis- 
closure of information which is relevant to 
the protection of public health or safety; or 

“(В)(1) the public interest in the disclosure 
of past, present, or potential health or safety 
hazards is outweighed by a specific and sub- 
stantial interest in maintaining the con- 
fidentiality of the information or records in 
question; and 

“(11) the requested order is no broader than 
necessary to protect the confidentiality in- 
terest asserted. 

(02) No order entered as a result of the op- 
eration paragraph (1), other than an order 
approving a settlement agreement, may con- 
tinue in effect after the entry of final judg- 
ment, unless at the time of, or after, such 
entry the court makes a separate finding of 
fact that the requirements of paragraph (1) 
continue to be met. 

(3) The party who is the proponent for the 
entry of an order, as provided under this sec- 
tion, shall have the burden of proof in ob- 
taining such an order. 

(4) This section shall apply even if an 
order under paragraph (1) is requested— 

(А) by motion pursuant to rule 26(c) of 
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure; or 

‘(B) by application pursuant to the stipu- 
lation of the parties. 

“(5)(А) The provisions of this section shall 
not constitute grounds for the withholding 
of information in discovery that is otherwise 
discoverable under rule 26 of the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure. 

“(В) A court shall not approve any party’s 
stipulation or request to stipulate to an 
order that would violate this section. 

“(b)(1) In any civil action in which the 
pleadings state facts that are relevant to the 
protection of public health or safety, a court 
shall not approve or enforce any provision of 
an agreement between or among parties, or 
approve or enforce an order entered as a re- 
sult of the operation of subsection (a)(1), to 
the extent that such provision or such order 
prohibits or otherwise restricts a party from 
disclosing any information relevant to such 
civil action to any Federal or State agency 
with authority to enforce laws regulating an 
activity relating to such information. 

“(2) Any such information disclosed to a 
Federal or State agency shall be confidential 
to the extent provided by law. 
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“(¢)(1) Subject to paragraph (2), a court 
shall not enforce any provision of a settle- 
ment agreement described under subsection 
(а)(1) between or among parties that pro- 
hibits 1 or more parties from— 

“(A) disclosing the fact that such settle- 
ment was reached or the terms of such set- 
tlement, other than the amount of money 
paid; or 

“(В) discussing a civil action, or evidence 
produced in the civil action, that involves 
matters relevant to the protection of public 
health or safety. 

(2) Paragraph (1) applies unless the court 
has made independent findings of fact that— 

(А) the public interest in the disclosure of 
past, present, or potential public health or 
safety hazards is outweighed by a specific 
and substantial interest in maintaining the 
confidentiality of the information or records 
in question; and 

“(В) the requested order is no broader than 
necessary to protect the confidentiality in- 
terest asserted. 

(а) When weighing the interest in main- 
taining confidentiality under this section, 
there shall be a rebuttable presumption that 
the interest in protecting personally identi- 
fiable information relating to financial, 
health or other similar information of an in- 
dividual outweighs the public interest in dis- 
closure. 

“(e) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to permit, require, or authorize the 
disclosure of classified information (as de- 
fined under section 1 of the Classified Infor- 
mation Procedures Act (18 U.S.C. App.)).’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND- 
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 111 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended by 
adding after the item relating to section 1659 
the following: 

‘1660. Restrictions on protective orders and 
sealing of cases and settle- 
ments.’’. 

SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act shall— 

(1) take effect 30 days after the date of en- 
actment of this Act; and 

(2) apply only to orders entered in civil ac- 
tions or agreements entered into on or after 
such date. 


By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself, 
Mr. VITTER, Mr. CARPER, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. INOUYE, Ms. LAN- 
DRIEU, and Mrs. MURRAY): 

б. 626. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the ship- 
ping investment withdrawal rules in 
section 955 and to provide an incentive 
to reinvest foreign shipping earnings in 
the United States; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my colleagues Sen- 
ators VITTER, CARPER, COCHRAN, 
INOUYE, LANDRIEU, and MURRAY to in- 
troduce the American Shipping Rein- 
vestment Act of 2011. This legislation 
will build on work Congress started in 
2004 to strengthen the U.S. merchant 
marine, create needed jobs in U.S. ship 
building, and stimulate economic ac- 
tivity in our maritime sector. 

Since our Nation’s founding, the 
maritime sector has been integral to 
U.S. national security and economic 
security. American companies own and 
operate both U.S. flag ships and a sig- 
nificant number of vessels under inter- 
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national registries. The U.S. flag fleets 
of these companies generally are built 
in the United States and are manned 
with U.S. seafarers. These U.S. flag 
fleets support not only the shipbuilding 
industrial base in this country and the 
pool of qualified seafarers, but they 
also create the shipping assets that are 
needed for military sealift in time of 
war or national emergency. 

Most people understand commercial 
shipping and understand that we main- 
tain a fleet of ships for military pur- 
poses. What may not be as well known 
is that the international ships of some 
American-owned companies are part of 
what is called the effective U.S.-con- 
trolled fleet, EUSC fleet. The EUSC is 
the fleet of merchant vessels registered 
in certain foreign nations that are 
available for requisition, use, or char- 
ter by the U.S. Government in the 
event of war or national emergency. 

For example, U.S. flag commercial 
vessels and their American crews 
transported the majority of the cargo, 
more than 25 million measurement 
tons of cargo, in support of Operations 
Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom 
during the period of 2002-2008. 

What people also may not know is 
that the EUSC fleet has been in decline 
for the past quarter century, largely 
because of U.S. tax policy. Following 
enactment of certain 1986 tax law 
changes, there was a precipitous de- 
cline in American-owned international 
shipping assets. To remain competi- 
tive, many American-owned shipping 
companies either became foreign com- 
panies or simply divested themselves of 
their foreign assets. 

A 2002 study commissioned by the 
Department of Defense and performed 
by professors at the Massachusetts In- 
stitute of Technology found that the 
EUSC fleet dropped by 38 percent in 
terms of numbers of ships and nearly 55 
percent in terms of deadweight tonnage 
between 1986 and 2000. Perhaps more 
importantly, these declines have been 
largely experienced in militarily-useful 
vessel types. For example, the results 
of a 2002 DOD study found that if the 
EUSC fleet continues its present de- 
cline, DOD’s ability to support U.S. 
military tanker requirements will di- 
minish over time. 

Fortunately, Congress recognized 
this problem in 2004 and addressed it by 
enacting the tonnage tax regime as 
part of the American Jobs Creation 
Act. Our legislation today builds on 
that policy by correcting an oversight 
in the 2004 act that has continued to 
stymie the ability of U.S. shipbuilding 
companies to invest in new ships in the 
United States. 

We have very strong economic and 
national security reasons to support 
U.S. owned shipowning companies and 
to maintain a vibrant maritime indus- 
try in this country. We also have to 
continue to support needed changes in 
our tax code so that we provide opera- 
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tors of U.S. flag vessels in inter- 
national trade the opportunity to be 
competitive with their tax-advantaged 
foreign competitors. 

Notwithstanding the significant com- 
petitive disadvantages between 1986 
and 2004 for American companies oper- 
ating international ships, there con- 
tinues to be several U.S. owned ship- 
ping companies with foreign oper- 
ations, and our legislation is directed 
at helping them sustain and grow their 
U.S. flag fleets and to maintain their 
EUSC fleets. This bill will help these 
companies make needed investment in 
the U.S. economy, and create jobs іп a 
way that also will enhance national se- 
curity. 

Specifically, the American Shipping 
Reinvestment Act of 2011 would repeal 
an outdated section of the Internal 
Revenue Code and allow U.S. shipping 
companies with foreign income earned 
prior to 1986 to reinvest it into the U.S. 
for the purpose of growing their U.S. 
flag operations. 

Congress first included foreign ship- 
ping income in Subpart F in 1975, 
which meant that all shipping income 
was taxable at the full U.S. corporate 
tax rate no matter whether it was in- 
vested abroad or in the United States. 
However, a temporary rule, applicable 
to foreign shipping income earned from 
1975 to 1986, continued to allow for de- 
ferral in cases where this income was 
reinvested in qualifying shipping ac- 
tivities. Section 955 of the Internal 
Revenue Code provided that this in- 
come would be included in gross in- 
come, i.e., taxed, immediately under 
Subpart F in the event of any net de- 
crease in qualified shipping invest- 
ments. 

The American Jobs Creation Act of 
2004 restored for shipping income the 
normal tax rule under which non-Sub- 
part F income of foreign subsidiaries is 
not taxed by the United States until it 
is repatriated, generally as a dividend. 
In restoring the potential for deferral 
for certain shipping income, Congress 
in 2004 returned the treatment of ship- 
ping income to where it was prior to 
1975. 

Unfortunately, Congress did not ad- 
dress the rules under IRC Section 955 
that apply to income earned between 
1975 and 1986, thus creating a situation 
that this income is permanently 
stranded offshore. Our bill would repeal 
IRC Section 955 and will allow these 
stranded assets to be reinvested in the 
United States under the favorable tax 
terms that were in effect for other 
companies and industries in 2004. Spe- 
cifically, the legislation provides a 
one-time opportunity for American- 
owned shipping companies to bring for- 
eign source income back into the 
United States at a discounted tax rate 
for the purpose of expanding and grow- 
ing our domestic maritime industry. 
Without the commonsense change in 
our legislation, these old, stranded as- 
sets will never return to the United 
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States and never be subject to U.S. tax- 
ation. 

The bill is guaranteed to create jobs 
for American workers with the funds 
being brought back into the U.S. econ- 
omy—on the ships, in the shipyards 
building the ships, and in supporting 
businesses. The bill contains a provi- 
sion that would recapture any tax ben- 
efits if a shipping company reduces its 
full-time U.S. employment levels. 

This bill also would enhance U.S. na- 
tional security interests by supporting 
shipyards that are vital to our defense 
industrial base, by enabling new U.S. 
flag tanker capacity to transport our 
Nation’s energy products, and by pro- 
viding DOD with critical assets—man- 
power and ships—necessary to help sus- 
tain military sealift. 

The bill is strongly supported by 
maritime labor, shipyards, and ship 
owners and operators and can provide a 
boost to the U.S. maritime industry at 
a time when the U.S. is struggling to 
find its economic footing. The jobs cre- 
ated by this legislation are well-pay- 
ing, long-term jobs in a crucial sector 
of our Nation’s economy. I urge my 
colleagues to join me and my other 
original cosponsors in supporting this 
bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 626 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘American 
Shipping Reinvestment Act of 2011”. 

SEC. 2. REPEAL OF QUALIFIED SHIPPING INVEST- 
MENT WITHDRAWAL RULES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 955 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to with- 
drawal of previously excluded subpart F in- 
come from qualified investment) is hereby 
repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) Section 951(a)(1)(A) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 is amended by adding 
“апа” at the end of clause (i) and by striking 
clause (iii). 

(2) Section 951(a)(1)(A)Gi) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘, and” at the end and 
inserting ‘“, except that in applying this 
clause amounts invested in less developed 
country corporations described in section 
955(c)(2) (as so in effect) shall not be treated 
as investments in less developed countries.’’. 

(3) Section 951(a)(3) of such Code (relating 
to the limitation on pro rata share of pre- 
viously excluded subpart F income with- 
drawn from investment) is hereby repealed. 

(4) Section 964(b) of such Code is amended 
by striking ‘‘, 955,”. 

(5) The table of sections for subpart F of 
part III of subchapter N of chapter 1 of such 
Code is amended by striking the item relat- 
ing to section 955. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years of controlled foreign corporations end- 
ing on or after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, and to taxable years of United 
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States shareholders in which or with which 

such taxable years of controlled foreign cor- 

porations end. 

SEC. 3. ONE-TIME TEMPORARY DIVIDENDS RE- 
CEIVED DEDUCTION FOR PRE- 
VIOUSLY UNTAXED FOREIGN BASE 
COMPANY SHIPPING INCOME. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a corpora- 
tion which is a United States shareholder 
and for which an election under this section 
is made for the taxable year, for purposes of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, there 
shall be allowed as a deduction in computing 
taxable income under section 63 of such Code 
an amount equal to 85 percent of the cash 
distributions which are received during such 
taxable year by such shareholder from con- 
trolled foreign corporations to the extent 
that the distributions are attributable to in- 
come— 

(1) which was derived by the controlled for- 
eign corporation in taxable years beginning 
before January 1, 2005, and 

(2) which would, without regard to the year 
earned, be described in section 954(f) of such 
Code (as in effect before the enactment of 
the American Jobs Creation Act of 2004). 

(b) INDIRECT DIVIDENDS.—A rule similar to 
the rule of section 965(a)(2) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 shall apply, determined 
by treating cash distributions which are so 
attributable as cash dividends. 

(c) LIMITATION.—The amount of dividends 
taken into account under this section shall 
not exceed the amount permitted to be taken 
into account under paragraphs (1), (8) (deter- 
mined by substituting ‘‘December 31, 2008” 
for “Осборег 3, 2004’’), and (4) of section 
965(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, 
determined as if such paragraphs applied to 
this section. 

(d) TAXPAYER ELECTION AND DESIGNATION.— 
For purposes of subsection (a), a taxpayer 
may, on its return for the taxable year to 
which this section applies— 

(1) elect to apply paragraph (3) of section 
959(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
before paragraphs (1) and (2) thereof, and 

(2) designate the extent, if any, to which a 
cash distribution reduces a controlled for- 
eign corporation’s earnings and profits at- 
tributable to— 

(A) foreign base company shipping income 
(determined under section 954(f) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 as in effect before 
the enactment of the American Jobs Cre- 
ation Act of 2004), or 

(B) other earnings and profits. 

(е) ELECTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The taxpayer may elect to 
apply this section to— 

(A) the taxpayer’s last taxable year which 
begins before the date of the enactment of 
this Act, or 

(B) the taxpayer’s first taxable year which 
begins during the 1-year period beginning on 
such date. 

(2) TIMING OF ELECTION AND ONE-TIME ELEC- 
TION.—Such election may be made for a tax- 
able year— 

(A) only if made on or before the due date 
(including extensions) for filing the return of 
tax for such taxable year, and 

(B) only if no election has been made under 
this section or section 965 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to the 
same distribution for any other taxable year 
of the taxpayer. 

(£) REDUCTION IN BENEFITS FOR FAILURE TO 
MAINTAIN EMPLOYMENT LEVELS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If, during the period con- 
sisting of the calendar month in which the 
taxpayer first receives a distribution de- 
scribed in subsection (a) and the succeeding 
23 calendar months, the taxpayer does not 
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maintain an average employment level at 
least equal to the taxpayer’s prior average 
employment, an additional amount equal to 
$25,000 multiplied by the number of employ- 
ees by which the taxpayer’s average employ- 
ment level during such period falls below the 
prior average employment (but not exceed- 
ing the aggregate amount allowed as a de- 
duction pursuant to subsection (a)) shall be 
taken into account as income by the tax- 
payer during the taxable year that includes 
the final day of such period. 

(2) PRIOR AVERAGE EMPLOYMENT.—For pur- 
poses of this paragraph, the taxpayer’s 
“prior average employment”’ shall be the av- 
erage number of full time equivalent em- 
ployees of the taxpayer during the period 
consisting of the 24 calendar months imme- 
diately preceding the calendar month in 
which the taxpayer first receives a distribu- 
tion described in subsection (a). 

(8) AGGREGATION RULES.—In determining 
the taxpayer’s average employment level 
and prior average employment, all domestic 
members of a controlled group (as defined in 
section 264(e)(5)(B) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986) shall be treated as a single tax- 
payer. 

(g) SPECIAL RULES.—Rules similar to the 
rules of subsections (d) and (e) and para- 
graphs (3), (4), and (5) of subsection (c) of sec- 
tion 965 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
shall apply for purposes of this section. 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
apply to taxable years ending on or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 


By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
CORNYN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and 
Mr. TESTER): 

б. 627. A bill to establish the Com- 
mission on Freedom of Information Act 
Processing Delays; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this 
week, the Nation commemorates Sun- 
shine Week, a time to educate the pub- 
lic about the importance of open gov- 
ernment. In recognition of Sunshine 
Week 2011, I am pleased to join with 
Senator CORNYN to reintroduce the 
Faster FOIA Act of 2011, a bill to im- 
prove the implementation of the Free- 
dom of Information Act, FOIA. 

Senator CORNYN and I first intro- 
duced this bill in 2005 to address the 
growing problem of excessive FOIA 
delays within our Federal agencies. We 
reintroduced this bill in 2010, and the 
Senate unanimously passed it last 
year. This bill is the most recent prod- 
uct of our bipartisan work to help rein- 
vigorate FOIA. 

This bill will establish a bipartisan 
commission to examine the root causes 
of agency FOIA delays and to rec- 
ommend to the Congress and the Presi- 
dent steps to help eliminate FOIA 
backlogs. 

While the Obama administration has 
made significant progress in improving 
the FOIA process, large backlogs re- 
main a major roadblock to public ac- 
cess to information. A report released 
earlier this week by the National Secu- 
rity Archive found that only about half 
of the Federal agencies surveyed have 
taken concrete steps to update their 
FOIA policies in light of these reforms. 
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In addition, twelve of the agencies sur- 
veyed by the National Security Ar- 
chive had pending FOIA requests that 
were more than 6 years old, according 
to the report. 

Senator CORNYN and I believe that 
these delays are simply unacceptable. 
And that is why we are introducing 
this bill. 

The commission created by the Fast- 
er FOIA Act will make key rec- 
ommendations to Congress and the 
President for reducing impediments to 
the efficient processing of FOIA re- 
quests. The commission will also study 
why Federal agencies are more and 
more relying on FOIA exemptions to 
withhold information from the public. 
In addition, the commission will exam- 
ine whether the current system for 
charging fees and granting fee waivers 
under FOIA should be modified. The 
commission will be made up of govern- 
ment and non-governmental represent- 
atives with a broad range of experience 
related to handling FOIA requests. 

Thomas Jefferson once wisely ob- 
served that ‘‘information is the cur- 
rency of democracy.” I share this view. 
Indeed, we need look no further than 
the unfolding and historic events in the 
Middle East and North Africa for evi- 
dence of the truth of these words. The 
Faster FOIA Act will help ensure the 
dissemination of government informa- 
tion to the American people, so that 
our democracy remains vibrant and 
free. 

I have said many times that open 
government is neither a Democratic 
issue, nor a Republican issue it is truly 
an American value and virtue that we 
all must uphold. As we celebrate Sun- 
shine Week, it is in this bipartisan 
spirit that I join Americans from 
across the Nation in celebrating an 
open and transparent government. I 
thank Senator CORNYN for his work on 
this bill and for his leadership on this 
issue. I also thank Senator WHITEHOUSE 
who has cosponsored this bill. I urge all 
Senators to support the Faster FOIA 
Act. 


By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself 
and Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 628. A bill to authorize the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to convey a rail- 
road right of way between North Pole, 
Alaska, and Delta Junction, Alaska, to 
the Alaska Railroad Corporation; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation that 
really has been 97 years in the making, 
legislation to authorize the land con- 
veyances needed to permit the Alaska 
Railroad to be extended another 80 
miles southeastward. 

On March 12, 1914, Congress origi- 
nally approved the Alaska Railroad Or- 
ganic Act that authorized the con- 
struction of up to 1,000 miles of main- 
line track in Alaska, an effort to tie 
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coastal Alaska with the Interior of my 
State. During the past century 470 
miles of mainline track has been built 
tying Seward, Whittier and Anchorage 
located on either Prince William Sound 
or Cook Inlet with Fairbanks and 
Hielson Air Force base that is located 
just south of Fairbanks in the Interior 
of Alaska. Since 1923 when the current 
mainline track was finished being in- 
stalled, there has been a dream by 
many to extend the railroad further, 
perhaps all the way to the Canadian 
border 270 miles away so the railroad 
could eventually be tied into North 
America’s trans-continental rail net- 
work. 

Today, joined by my colleague, Sen- 
ator MARK BEGICH of Alaska, I intro- 
duce legislation to only authorize the 
land conveyances from the Federal 
Government to permit the railroad to 
reach Delta Junction, Alaska. 

The reasons for the extension are 
many. 

One reason is that the Department of 
Defense has large military training 
areas south of the Tanana River be- 
tween Fairbanks and Delta Junction— 
some of the best areas for joint Army 
and Air Force training in the nation. 
Access to the Joint Pacific Area Range 
Complex, JPARC, is currently limited 
to ice roads in winter, but a railroad 
extension would permit vehicles to 
travel by low-cost rail to a staging 
area for joint military exercises that 
could be built immediately south of 
the river, reducing the time and cost of 
military exercises and permitting year- 
round training to occur more readily. 

Delta Junction, the home of Ft. 
Greely, is also the site of an anti-mis- 
sile defense installation that could also 
benefit from access to rail transpor- 
tation. 

Rail service to the area also would 
permit existing agricultural, mining 
and petrochemical industries to obtain 
supplies, reducing wear and tear on the 
Richardson Highway, currently the 
only means of access to the region. It 
would improve the economics for sev- 
eral mining deposits located along the 
80-mile rail extension right of way, and 
should the railroad ever be extended 
further toward the border, it would 
open more than a dozen other known 
mineralized areas to potential eco- 
nomic development. A railroad would 
provide safer all-weather transpor- 
tation than highways given Alaska’s 
severe winter weather driving condi- 
tions. 

Planning for such a rail extension 
has been underway for a number of 
years. In January 2010 the Surface 
Transportation Board approved the En- 
vironmental Impact Statement for the 
rail extension. That means that a route 
already has been identified. This means 
that the estimate that this extension 
will require only roughly 950 acres of 
land to be purchased/conveyed to the 
railroad is a firm requirement based on 
an approved rail route and corridor. 
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The bill I introduce requires the rail- 
road to pay the full appraised value for 
the land—an appraisal performed by an 
appraiser mutually acceptable to the 
Secretary of the Interior and the rail- 
road—unless the government accepts 
railroad replacement property in lieu 
of cash payment. It requires the rail- 
road to pay all surveying costs of the 
land transfer—surveying the largest 
likely cost of any land conveyance by 
the Federal Government. The bill mod- 
els the transfer on the 1982 legislation 
that conveyed the railroad from Fed- 
eral ownership to the State-based Alas- 
ka Railroad Corp., since there are now 
nearly 30 years of precedent and prac- 
tice that should make the land convey- 
ance issues involved in a rail extension 
clearer and easier to resolve. 

This bill since it allows the secretary 
only to clear a right of way corridor 
does not impact the lone controversy 
that I am aware of involving the exten- 
sion. That is the exact location of a 
bridge needed for the rail line to cross 
the Tanana River near Salcha. It is 
certainly my hope that the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers early this spring 
will follow the route approved in Janu- 
ary 2010 and locate the bridge near 
Salcha, where it was cleared to go by 
the Surface Transportation Board after 
a four-year environmental review of 
the project. But whether the Corps ap- 
proves the route, or whether EPA 
presses its concerns about the bridge, 
the bill will still be needed to authorize 
the right-of-way corridor over what- 
ever final route wins approval. 

For a host of reasons, it makes sense 
for the Alaska Railroad to be per- 
mitted to advance this extension, the 
first major extension of the railroad’s 
track bed in Alaska since lines were 
run to Whittier during World War II in 
1943. My hope is that this bill will re- 
ceive a thoughtful review by the Sen- 
ate Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee and be approved by Con- 
gress during the 112th Congress. 


By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself, 
Mr. BEGICH, Mr. BINGAMAN, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Mr. CRAPO, Mrs. 
MuRRAY, Mr. RISCH, Mr. WHITE- 
HOUSE, and Mr. WYDEN): 

б. 629. A bill to improve hydropower, 
and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce three pieces of 
legislation aimed at increasing the pro- 
duction of our hardest working renew- 
able resource, one that often gets over- 
looked in the clean energy debate—hy- 
dropower. The first bill I would like to 
introduce today is the Hydropower Im- 
provement Act of 2011, cosponsored by 
my colleagues Senators BINGAMAN, 
RISCH, CANTWELL, CRAPO, WYDEN, MUR- 
RAY, BEGICH, and WHITEHOUSE, true hy- 
dropower advocates. The Hydropower 
Improvement Act of 2011 seeks to sub- 
stantially increase the capacity and 
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generation of our clean, renewable hy- 
dropower resources that will improve 
environmental quality and support 
local job creation and economic invest- 
ment across the Nation. 

There is no question that hydropower 
is, and must continue to be, part of our 
energy solution. It is the largest source 
of renewable electricity in the United 
States. The 100,000 megawatts of hydro- 
electric capacity we now have today 
provide about seven percent of the Na- 
tion’s electricity needs. Hydro-electric 
generation is carbon-free baseload 
power that allows us to avoid approxi- 
mately 200 million metric ton of carbon 
emissions each year. Hydropower is 
clean, efficient, and inexpensive. Yet, 
despite its tremendous benefits I am 
constantly amazed at how some under- 
value this important resource. 

Perhaps it is because conventional 
wisdom dismisses our Nation’s hydro- 
power capacity as tapped out. That is 
simply not the case. If anything, hy- 
dropower is really an under-developed 
resource—something we certainly un- 
derstand in my home State of Alaska 
where hydro already supplies 24 per- 
cent of the State’s electricity needs 
and over 200 promising sites for further 
hydropower development have been 
identified. There is great potential for 
additional hydropower development in 
every state, not just Alaska. 

According to the Obama administra- 
tion, conventional hydropower facili- 
ties have the capacity to generate an 
additional 75,000 megawatts of power— 
a staggering amount of clean, inexpen- 
sive power. Now that doesn’t seem pos- 
sible until you realize that only three 
percent of the country’s 80,000 existing 
dams are even electrified. Significant 
amounts of new capacity—anywhere 
between 20,000 and 60,000 megawatts— 
can be derived from simple efficiency 
improvements or capacity additions at 
existing facilities. Additional hydro- 
power can be captured in existing man- 
made conduits and hydroelectric 
pumped storage projects can help reli- 
ably integrate other renewable re- 
sources that are intermittent, such as 
wind, onto our grid. 

The Hydropower Improvement Act of 
2011 seeks to substantially increase our 
Nation’s hydropower capacity in an ef- 
fort to expand clean power generation 
and create domestic jobs. The legisla- 
tion establishes a competitive grants 
program and directs the Energy De- 
partment to produce and implement a 
plan for the research, development and 
demonstration of increased hydropower 
capacity. The bill provides the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission with 
the authority to extend preliminary 
permit terms; to work with federal re- 
source agencies and stakeholders to 
make the review process for conduit 
and small hydropower projects more ef- 
ficient; and to explore a possible two- 
year licensing process for hydropower 
development at non-powered dams and 
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closed loop pumped storage projects. 
The act also calls for studies on the re- 
source development at Bureau of Rec- 
lamation facilities and in conduit 
projects, as well as on suitable pumped 
storage locations. Importantly, by uti- 
lizing existing authorizations, the bill 
does not represent new funding. 

It is my hope that as the Senate con- 
siders our Nation’s long-term energy 
policy, we can finally recognize the im- 
portant contribution the renewable re- 
source of hydropower makes, and will 
continue to make, to our clean energy 
goals. This legislation is supported by 
the National Hydropower Association, 
the American Public Power Associa- 
tion, the Family Farm Alliance, the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association, the Edison Electric Insti- 
tute, and the National Water Resources 
Association. I ask my colleagues to 
join me in supporting the Hydropower 
Improvement Act of 2011 to promote 
the further development of our most 
cost-effective, clean energy option. 


By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself 
and Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 630. A bill to promote marine and 
hydrokinetic renewable energy re- 
search and development, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise to introduce legislation that is de- 
signed to speed up the development of 
renewable ocean energy—wave, current 
and tidal energy—across the nation 
and also in my home State of Alaska. 
The Hydrokinetic Renewable Energy 
Promotion Act of 2011 is cosponsored 
by my colleague from Alaska, Senator 
BEGICH. 

Since 2004 I have had a strong inter- 
est in working to promote the research 
and development of marine 
hydrokinetic energy—the effort to 
produce electricity from waves, current 
and tidal energy—all of which is indi- 
rectly driven by the sun. With 70 per- 
cent of our planet covered with water, 
marine hydrokinetic energy has the po- 
tential to be a major source of the 
world’s clean, non-carbon emitting 
power in the future. 

The Electric Power Research Insti- 
tute has estimated that our Nation’s 
ocean resources could generate 252 mil- 
lion megawatt hours of electricity—63 
percent of our entire electricity gen- 
eration—if ocean energy gained the 
same financial and research incentives 
currently enjoyed by other forms of re- 
newable energy. 

In the 2005 Energy Policy Act, we 
started the process of leveling the play- 
ing field. In that bill, Congress author- 
ized Federal research and included 
ocean energy in both the federal renew- 
able energy purchase requirements and 
the federal production incentives. In 
the 2007 Energy Independence and Se- 
curity Act, we authorized ocean energy 
research and demonstration centers. In 
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2008, we finally qualified ocean energy 
to receive a renewable energy Produc- 
tion Tax Credit, although unfortu- 
nately at a lower rate than some other 
renewable energy resources receive. 

The Hydrokinetic Renewable Energy 
Promotion Act of 2011, along with a re- 
lated tax measure that I will discuss 
next, seeks to increase the industry’s 
growth through additional federal aid. 
Specifically, the bill authorizes the De- 
partment of Energy to expand its re- 
search and development efforts on ma- 
rine hydrokinetic energy via advanced 
engineering and integration systems. It 
further authorizes the Department to 
transfer environmental data through- 
out the industry in order to expedite 
environmental assessments and dem- 
onstration project approvals. The legis- 
lation calls for the creation of three 
testing facilities to be developed by 
states, universities, or non-profit enti- 
ties to test marine hydrokinetic tech- 
nology. 

Importantly, the legislation directs 
the development of a Federal Marine- 
Based Energy Device Verification pro- 
gram. Through this program, the gov- 
ernment will be able to certify the per- 
formance of new marine technologies 
in order to reduce market risks for 
utilities purchasing power from new 
devices. The bill also authorizes the 
Federal government to set up an adapt- 
ive management program and a fund to 
help pay for the regulatory permitting 
and development of new marine tech- 
nologies. This program should help 
demonstration projects to win permit- 
ting approvals. 

This bill further amends Section 803 
from the Energy Independence and Se- 
curity Act. This was a provision I had 
authored in that 2007 energy bill to cre- 
ate a renewable energy deployment 
grants program for all forms of renew- 
able energy. That program has never 
been funded because it has been inac- 
curately perceived as an Alaska-only 
program. The amendments make clear 
that the renewable energy grants pro- 
gram is national in scope and is avail- 
able to assist projects in high-cost 
areas, where power costs exceed 125 
percent of the national average. 

The Hydrokinetic Renewable Energy 
Promotion Act of 2011 is very similar 
to marine and hydrokinetic provisions 
that won the approval of the Senate 
Energy and Natural Resources Com- 
mittee last Congress and were included 
in S. 1462, the American Clean Energy 
Leadership Act. This bill, however, is 
far less expensive, authorizing up to 
$225 million in aid over 3 years to jump 
start marine hydrokinetic power—sub- 
stantially less than the $3.25 billion au- 
thorized by the original legislation. 
Moreover, the spending authorized in 
this legislation is offset via the re- 
programming of previously un-utilized 
Congressional authorizations. 

Coming from Alaska where there are 
more than 80 large communities lo- 
cated along the State’s 34,000 miles of 
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coastline and major river systems, it is 
clear that perfecting marine energy 
could be of immense benefit to the Na- 
tion. It simply makes good sense to 
harness the power of the sun, wind, 
waves, and river and ocean currents to 
make electricity. When the fuel is free, 
it’s obviously economic to harness its 
power. 

This legislation is designed to aid de- 
velopment nationally, but also in Alas- 
ka where several companies already 
have proposed test projects in the 
Yukon and Tanana Rivers and in Cook 
Inlet, along with Kachemak Bay and 
Inside Passage waters. Projects are 
under consideration at Eagle, Galena, 
Ruby, Tanana, in addition to near An- 
chorage, with others being considered 
near Homer and in Southeast. 

This bill would allow the marine in- 
dustry to be on a level playing field 
with other renewables such as wind, 
solar and geothermal power, all of 
which have received large budget in- 
creases in the President’s fiscal year 
2012 budget proposal. It would truly 
help the industry prove whether the 
technology can achieve the technical 
success and the economies of scale 
needed for it to become a major compo- 
nent of the nation’s energy mix. I hope 
that Congress will give real consider- 
ation to the Hydrokinetic Renewable 
Energy Promotion Act of 2011, as well 
as the other bills that I am introducing 
today to aid hydroelectric development 
throughout the country. 


By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself 
and Mr. BEGICH): 

S. 631. A bill to extend certain Fed- 
eral benefits and income tax provisions 
to energy generated by hydropower re- 
sources; to the Committee on Finance. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise to introduce the Hydropower Re- 
newable Energy Development Act of 
2011, legislation to extend certain bene- 
fits and income tax provisions to en- 
ergy generated by hydropower re- 
sources. This legislation is co-spon- 
sored by my colleague from Alaska, 
Senator BEGICH. 

We have an incredible amount of hy- 
dropower potential in my home State 
of Alaska. To date, we have almost 50 
hydropower projects—in a range of 
sizes from the 126 megawatt Bradley 
Lake project to the 7 kilowatt Walsh 
Creek project—that produce about 24 
percent of the State’s electricity needs. 
Alaska is proof that the hydropower re- 
source is not tapped out—not even 
close. Currently, there are 32 addi- 
tional hydropower projects, just in 
Southeast, that are either under con- 
struction or on the drawing boards. 
Statewide there are another 200 areas 
that have been identified as promising 
sites for lake taps, run of river, pumped 
storage and even new hydroelectric res- 
ervoirs. With the proper financing, we 
could keep a dozen hydro construction 
companies fully employed in the State 
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for a decade or even longer. That is 
just in Alaska. There are tremendous 
opportunities in each and every State 
to further develop this clean energy al- 
ternative. 

Hydropower, by definition, is a re- 
newable resource. It produces no car- 
bon emissions and through rainfall and 
melting snowpacks it is able to be re- 
plenished. Yet there are some who 
would deny this important classifica- 
tion to the hydropower resource. The 
Hydropower Renewable Energy Devel- 
opment Act of 2011 directs that the 
generation of hydroelectric power be 
treated as a ‘‘renewable’”’ resource for 
purposes of any Federal program or 
standard. This reclassification of hy- 
droelectric generation should help to 
incent the further production of this 
important and often undervalued re- 
source. 

Next, the bill provides parity treat- 
ment for hydropower resources in the 
Production Tax Credit, PTC. Cur- 
rently, companies that generate wind, 
solar, geothermal, and closed-loop bio- 
mass systems are eligible for the PTC 
which provides a 2.1 cent per kilowatt- 
hour, kWh, benefit for the first 10 years 
of a renewable energy facility’s oper- 
ation. Other technologies, such as in- 
cremental hydropower, certain genera- 
tion at non-powered facilities, and 
wave and tidal receive a lesser value 
tax credit of 1.1 cent per kWh. The Hy- 
dropower Renewable Energy Develop- 
ment Act of 2011 eliminates the distinc- 
tion between the two categories so that 
all qualified hydropower resources re- 
ceive the full PTC credit. The bill fur- 
ther expands upon the types of hydro- 
power resources that can qualify for 
the PTC, allowing new hydro genera- 
tion, small hydropower under 50 
megawatts, lake taps, and pumped 
storage facilities to qualify as well. 

The Hydropower Renewable Energy 
Development Act of 2011 also carries 
this expanded qualification of hydro- 
power to the Clean Renewable Energy 
Bonds, CREBS, program. 

Because non-profits like rural elec- 
tric cooperatives and public power pro- 
viders are not eligible for the PTC due 
to their tax-exempt status, CREBS was 
created to encourage these entities to 
undertake renewable energy develop- 
ment as well. This program has been 
wildly popular and has been oversub- 
scribed since its inception. There are 
endless possibilities for increased hy- 
dropower production by electric co- 
operatives and public power providers 
and they should be given the proper fi- 
nancial incentive to do so. 

Finally, the bill provides for a 5-year 
accelerated depreciation period for 
equipment which produces electricity 
from marine and hydrokinetic energy, 
as well as conventional hydropower re- 
sources. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
hydropower tax legislation. The fur- 
ther development of this untapped re- 
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newable resource will help us meet our 
clean energy goals through the genera- 
tion of carbon-free, baseload power. At 
a time of record unemployment, the 
addition of hydropower capacity 
throughout the nation will lead to hun- 
dreds of thousands of good paying, do- 
mestic jobs. 


By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. BROWN of Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. MERKLEY, and Mr. 
ENZI): 

S. 633. A bill to prevent fraud in 
small business contracting, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Small Business and Entrepreneurship. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce bipartisan legisla- 
tion along with Senators LANDRIEU, 
MERKLEY, BROWN of Massachusetts, 
and ENZI, titled the Small Business 
Contracting Fraud Prevention Act of 
2011. 

In the past year, the Government Ac- 
countability Office, GAO, has identi- 
fied vulnerabilities and abuses in vir- 
tually all of the SBA’s contracting pro- 
grams, including the 8(a) Business De- 
velopment Program, the Historically 
Underutilized Business Zone, 
HUBZone, program, and the Service- 
Disabled Veteran-Owned small busi- 
ness, SDVOSB, program. Our legisla- 
tion attempts to remedy the spate of 
illegitimate firms siphoning away con- 
tracts from the rightful businesses try- 
ing to compete within the SBA’s con- 
tracting programs. 

As Ranking Member of the Senate 
Committee on Small Business and En- 
trepreneurship, I take very seriously 
our responsibility of vigorous over- 
sight. That is why, last December, Sen- 
ator LANDRIEU and I sent a letter to 
the SBA highlighting the recent press 
headlines and GAO reports of fraud and 
abuse that have plagued the Agency’s 
contracting programs. That letter stat- 
ed unequivocally that our Committee’s 
first priority this Congress is ensuring 
that ALL of the SBA’s contracting pro- 
grams are running efficiently, effec- 
tively, and free of exploitation. Adopt- 
ing this critical small business legisla- 
tion is an effective first step at ensur- 
ing all small businesses are competing 
fairly and honestly within the Federal 
marketplace. 

As recently as Saturday March 12, 
the Washington Post, as part of an on- 
going investigation, published an arti- 
cle titled, “DC insiders can reap for- 
tunes from federal programs for small 
businesses.” This article states ‘‘Gov- 
ernment officials were not monitoring 
contracts for compliance with rules.” 
The report exposes a glaring deficiency 
in contract oversight. Moreover, an 
SBA spokesperson is quoted as saying 
the SBA “long ago transferred that au- 
thority to the Pentagon and other 
agencies.” This hands-off attitude is 
unacceptable, and as I told the SBA 
Deputy Administrator at a recent 
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Small Business Committee hearing, 
the ultimate authority for monitoring 
fraud lies with the SBA. 

This legislation contains rec- 
ommendations both from the SBA In- 
spector General and the GAO for com- 
bating these reports of fraud and ad- 
dresses vulnerabilities in the Service- 
Disabled Veteran-Owned small business 
program, the HUBZone program, and 
the 8(a) program. Additionally, the bill 
will work to change the culture at SBA 
to make the process of suspensions and 
debarments more transparent. 

In order to effectively execute the 
small business contracting programs, 
the SBA needs a comprehensive frame- 
work to provide effective certification, 
continued surveillance and monitoring, 
and robust enforcement throughout the 
SBA’s contracting portfolio. This bill 
aims to increase criminal prosecutions 
as well as suspension and debarments 
for businesses found to have attained 
contracts through fraudulent means, 
and requires the SBA to submit a re- 
port to Congress annually detailing the 
specific data on all suspensions, 
debarments, and cases referred to the 
Department of Justice for criminal 
prosecutions. 

To that end, the SBIR bill we are 
now debating on the Senate floor, in- 
cludes stringent oversight and fraud 
prevention measures, requiring Inspec- 
tors General of participating Federal 
agencies to establish fraud detection 
measures, coordinate fraud-related in- 
formation sharing between agencies, 
and provide fraud prevention related 
education and training to agencies ad- 
ministering the programs, among other 
initiatives. 

As a senior member of the Senate 
Commerce Committee, I worked with 
the Chairman, Senator ROCKEFELLER, 
in developing this language following a 
2009 committee investigation and hear- 
ing on the subject of fraud in the SBIR 
program. My amendment goes even fur- 
ther and provides the SBA more strin- 
gent oversight capacity across all the 
SBA contracting programs. It is SBA’s 
duty to utilize every fraud prevention 
measure at its disposal and this amend- 
ment puts the tools in place to punish 
the bad actors that have infiltrated the 
SBA contracting programs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 633 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Small Busi- 
ness Contracting Fraud Prevention Act of 
2011”. 

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act— 

(1) the term ‘‘8(a) program” means the pro- 
gram under section 8(a) of the Small Busi- 
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 687(a)); 
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(2) the terms “Administration” and ‘‘Ad- 
ministrator’’? mean the Small Business Ad- 
ministration and the Administrator thereof, 
respectively; 

(3) the terms ‘‘HUBZone’”’ and ‘‘HUBZone 
small business concern’ and ‘‘HUBZone 
map” have the meanings given those terms 
in section 3(p) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 632(p)), as amended by this Act; and 

(4) the term ‘‘recertification’’ means a de- 
termination by the Administrator that a 
business concern that was previously deter- 
mined to be a qualified HUBZone small busi- 
ness concern is a qualified HUBZone small 
business concern under section 3(р)(5) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(р)(5)). 

SEC. 3. FRAUD DETERRENCE AT THE SMALL 
BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION. 

Section 16 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 645) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d)— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘Whoever’’ and all that fol- 
lows through ‘‘oneself or another” and in- 
serting the following: ‘‘A person shall be sub- 
ject to the penalties and remedies described 
in paragraph (2) if the person misrepresents 
the status of any concern or person as a 
small business concern, a qualified HUBZone 
small business concern, a small business con- 
cern owned and controlled by socially and 
economically disadvantaged individuals, a 
small business concern owned and controlled 
by women, or a small business concern 
owned and controlled by service-disabled 
veterans, in order to obtain for any person’’; 

(ii) by amending subparagraph (A) to read 
as follows: 

“(А) prime contract, subcontract, grant, or 
cooperative agreement to be awarded under 
subsection (a) or (m) of section 8, or section 
9, 15, 31, or 36;”’; 

(iii) by striking subparagraph (В); 

(iv) by redesignating subparagraphs (C) and 
(D) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respec- 
tively; and 

(v) in subparagraph (C), as so redesignated, 
by striking ‘‘, shall be” and all that follows 
and inserting a period; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 

(i) by redesignating subparagraphs (C) and 
(D) as subparagraphs (D) and (E), respec- 
tively; and 

(ii) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following: 

“(С) be subject to the civil remedies under 
subchapter III of chapter 37 of title 31, 
United States Code (commonly known as the 
‘False Claims Act’);’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(3)(А) In the case of a violation of para- 
graph (1)(A), (g), or (h), for purposes of a pro- 
ceeding described in subparagraph (A) or (C) 
of paragraph (2), the amount of the loss to 
the Federal Government or the damages sus- 
tained by the Federal Government, as appli- 
cable, shall be an amount equal to the 
amount that the Federal Government paid to 
the person that received a contract, grant, or 
cooperative agreement described in para- 
graph (1)(A), (g), or (h), respectively. 

“(В) In the case of a violation of subpara- 
graph (B) or (C) of paragraph (1), for the pur- 
pose of a proceeding described in subpara- 
graph (A) or (C) of paragraph (2), the amount 
of the loss to the Federal Government or the 
damages sustained by the Federal Govern- 
ment, as applicable, shall be an amount 
equal to the portion of any payment by the 
Federal Government under a prime contract 
that was used for a subcontract described in 
subparagraph (B) or (C) of paragraph (1), re- 
spectively. 
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“(С) In a proceeding described in subpara- 
graph (A) or (B), no credit shall be applied 
against any loss or damages to the Federal 
Government for the fair market value of the 
property or services provided to the Federal 
Government.”’; 

(2) by striking subsection (e) and inserting 
the following: 

(е) Any representation of the status of 
any concern or person as a small business 
concern, a HUBZone small business concern, 
a small business concern owned and con- 
trolled by socially and economically dis- 
advantaged individuals, a small business 
concern owned and controlled by women, or 
a small business concern owned and con- 
trolled by service-disabled veterans, in order 
to obtain any prime contract, subcontract, 
grant, or cooperative agreement described in 
subsection (d)(1) shall be made in writing or 
through the Online Representations and Cer- 
tifications Application process required 
under section 4.1201 of the Federal Acquisi- 
tion Regulation, or any successor thereto.’’; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

“(g) A person shall be subject to the pen- 
alties and remedies described in subsection 
(d)(2) if the person misrepresents the status 
of any concern or person as a small business 
concern, a qualified HUBZone small business 
concern, a small business concern owned and 
controlled by socially and economically dis- 
advantaged individuals, a small business 
concern owned and controlled by women, or 
a small business concern owned and con- 
trolled by service-disabled veterans— 

“(1) in order to allow any person to partici- 
pate in any program of the Administration; 
or 

“(2) in relation to a protest of a contract 
award or proposed contract award made 
under regulations issued by the Administra- 
tion. 

“()(1) A person that submits a request for 
payment on a contract or subcontract that is 
awarded under subsection (a) or (m) of sec- 
tion 8, or section 9, 15, 31, or 36, shall be 
deemed to have submitted a certification 
that the person complied with regulations 
issued by the Administration governing the 
percentage of work that the person is re- 
quired to perform on the contract or sub- 
contract, unless the person states, in writ- 
ing, that the person did not comply with the 
regulations. 

(2) A person shall be subject to the pen- 
alties and remedies described in subsection 
(d)(2) if the person— 

“(A) uses the services of a business other 
than the business awarded the contract or 
subcontract to perform a greater percentage 
of work under a contract than is permitted 
by regulations issued by the Administration; 
or 

(В) willfully participates іп a scheme to 
circumvent regulations issued by the Admin- 
istration governing the percentage of work 
that a contractor is required to perform on a 
contract.’’. 

SEC. 4. VETERANS INTEGRITY IN CONTRACTING. 

(a) DEFINITION.—Section 3(q)(1) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 682(q)(1)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘means a veteran” and 
all that follows and inserting the following: 
‘“means— 

“(A) a veteran with a service-connected 
disability rated by the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs as zero percent or more disabling; or 

“(B) a former member of the Armed Forces 
who is retired, separated, or placed on the 
temporary disability retired list for physical 
disability under chapter 61 of title 10, United 
States Сойе.”. 
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(b) VETERANS CONTRACTING.—Section 4 of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 633) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

(0) VETERAN STATUS.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A business concern seek- 
ing status as a small business concern owned 
and controlled by service-disabled veterans 
shall— 

“(A) submit an annual certification indi- 
cating that the business concern is a small 
business concern owned and controlled by 
service-disabled veterans by means of the 
Online Representations and Certifications 
Application process required under section 
4.1201 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation, 
or any successor thereto; and 

“(В) register with— 

“(i) the Central Contractor Registration 
database maintained under subpart 4.11 of 
the Federal Acquisition Regulation, or any 
successor thereto; and 

“(11) the VetBiz database of the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, or any successor 
thereto. 

(2) VERIFICATION OF STATUS.— 

“(A) VETERANS AFFAIRS.—The Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs shall determine whether a 
business concern registered with the VetBiz 
database of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, or any successor thereto, аз a small 
business concern owned and controlled by 
veterans or a small business concern owned 
and controlled by service-disabled veterans 
is owned and controlled by a veteran or a 
service-disabled veteran, as the case may be. 

‘(B) FEDERAL AGENCIES GENERALLY.—The 
head of each Federal agency shall— 

“(i) for a sole source contract awarded to a 
small business concern owned and controlled 
by service-disabled veterans or a contract 
awarded with competition restricted to 
small business concerns owned and con- 
trolled by service-disabled veterans under 
section 36, determine whether a business 
concern submitting a proposal for the con- 
tract is a small business concern owned and 
controlled by service-disabled veterans; and 

“(ii) use the VetBiz database of the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, or any successor 
thereto, in determining whether a business 
concern is a small business concern owned 
and controlled by service-disabled veterans. 

(8) DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION.—If the 
Administrator determines that a business 
concern knowingly and willfully misrepre- 
sented that the business concern is a small 
business concern owned and controlled by 
service-disabled veterans, the Administrator 
may debar or suspend the business concern 
from contracting with the United States.’’. 

(c) INTEGRATION OF DATABASES.—Not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Administrator for Federal Pro- 
curement Policy and the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs shall ensure that data is shared 
on an ongoing basis between the VetBiz 
database of the Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs and the Central Contractor Registra- 
tion database maintained under subpart 4.11 
of the Federal Acquisition Regulation. 

SEC. 5. SECTION 8(a) PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS. 

(a) REVIEW OF EFFECTIVENESS.—Section 
8(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
637(a)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

(22) Not later than 3 years after the date 
of enactment of this paragraph, and every 3 
years thereafter, the Comptroller General of 
the United States shall— 

“(A) conduct an evaluation of the effec- 
tiveness of the program under this sub- 
section, including an examination of— 

“(i) the number and size of contracts ap- 
plied for, as compared to the number re- 
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ceived by, small business concerns after suc- 
cessfully completing the program; 

“Gi) the percentage of small business con- 
cerns that continue to operate during the 3- 
year period beginning on the date on which 
the small business concerns successfully 
complete the program; 

“(iii) whether the business of small busi- 
ness concerns increases during the 3-year pe- 
riod beginning on the date on which the 
small business concerns successfully com- 
plete the program; and 

“(1у) the number of training sessions of- 
fered under the program; and 

“(В) submit to the Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Senate 
and the Committee on Small Business of the 
House of Representatives a report regarding 
each evaluation under subparagraph (А).”. 

(b) OTHER IMPROVEMENTS.—In order to im- 
prove the 8(a) program, the Administrator 
shall— 

(1) not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, begin to— 

(A) evaluate the feasibility of— 

(1) using additional third-party data 
sources; 

(11) making unannounced visits of sites 
that are selected randomly or using risk- 
based criteria; 

(iii) using fraud detection tools, including 
data-mining techniques; and 

(iv) conducting financial and analytical 
training for the business opportunity spe- 
cialists of the Administration; 

(B) evaluate the feasibility and advis- 
ability of amending regulations applicable 
the 8(a) program to require that calculations 
of the adjusted net worth or total assets of 
an individual include assets held by the 
spouse of the individual; and 

(C) develop a more consistent enforcement 
strategy that includes the suspension or de- 
barment of contractors that knowingly 
make misrepresentations in order to qualify 
for the 8(a) program; and 

(2) not later than 1 year after the date on 
which the Comptroller General submits the 
report under section 8(a)(22)(B) of the Small 
Business Act, as added by subsection (c), 
issue, in final form, proposed regulations of 
the Administration that— 

(A) determine the economic disadvantage 
of a participant in the 8(a) program based on 
the income and asset levels of the partici- 
pant at the time of application and annual 
recertification for the 8(a) program; and 

(B) limit the ability of a small business 
concern to participate in the 8(a) program if 
an immediate family member of an owner of 
the small business concern is, or has been, a 
participant in the 8(a) program, in the same 
industry. 

SEC. 6. HUBZONE IMPROVEMENTS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to reform and improve the HUBZone pro- 
gram of the Administration. 

(0) IN  GENERAL.—The 
shall— 

(1) ensure the HUBZone map is— 

(A) accurate and up-to-date; and 

(B) revised as new data is made available 
to maintain the accuracy and currency of 
the HUBZone map; 

(2) implement policies for ensuring that 
only HUBZone small business concerns de- 
termined to be qualified under section 3(p)(5) 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(p)(5)) 
are participating in the HUBZone program, 
including through the appropriate use of 
technology to control costs and maximize, 
among other benefits, uniformity, complete- 
ness, simplicity, and efficiency; 

(3) submit to the Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Senate 


Administrator 
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and the Committee on Small Business of the 
House of Representatives a report regarding 
any application to be designated as a 
HUBZone small business concern or for re- 
certification for which the Administrator 
has not made a determination as of the date 
that is 60 days after the date on which the 
application was submitted or initiated, 
which shall include a plan and timetable for 
ensuring the timely processing of the appli- 
cations; and 

(4) develop measures and implement plans 
to assess the effectiveness of the HUBZone 
program that— 

(A) require the identification of a baseline 
point in time to allow the assessment of eco- 
nomic development under the HUBZone pro- 
gram, including creating additional jobs; and 

(B) take into account— 

(i) the economic characteristics of the 
HUBZone; and 

(ii) contracts being counted under multiple 
socioeconomic subcategories. 

(с) EMPLOYMENT PERCENTAGE.—Section 3(p) 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(p)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by adding at the end 
the following: 

“(E) EMPLOYMENT PERCENTAGE DURING IN- 
TERIM PERIOD.— 

“(i) DEFINITION.—In this subparagraph, the 
term ‘interim period’ means the period be- 
ginning on the date on which the Adminis- 
trator determines that a HUBZone small 
business concern is qualified under subpara- 
graph (A) and ending on the day before the 
date on which a contract under the HUBZone 
program for which the HUBZone small busi- 
ness concern submits a bid is awarded. 

“(ii) INTERIM PERIOD.—During the interim 
period, the Administrator may not deter- 
mine that the HUBZone small business is not 
qualified under subparagraph (A) based on a 
failure to meet the applicable employment 
percentage under subparagraph (А)(1)(1), un- 
less the HUBZone small business concern— 

“(Т) has not attempted to maintain the ap- 
plicable employment percentage under sub- 
paragraph (А)(1)(1); or 

(П) does not meet the applicable employ- 
ment percentage— 

“(aa) on the date on which the HUBZone 
small business concern submits a bid for a 
contract under the HUBZone program; or 

“(bb) on the date on which the HUBZone 
small business concern is awarded a contract 
under the HUBZone program.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 

(8) HUBZONE PROGRAM.—The term 
‘HUBZone program’ means the program es- 
tablished under section 31. 

“(9) HUBZONE MAP.—The term ‘HUBZone 
map’ means the map used by the Administra- 
tion to identify HUBZones.”’. 

(а) REDESIGNATED AREAS.—Section 
3(р)(4)(С)(1) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 632(р)(4)(С)(1)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(i) 3 years after the first date on which 
the Administrator publishes a HUBZone map 
that is based on the results from the 2010 de- 
cennial census; or’’. 

SEC. 7. ANNUAL REPORT ON SUSPENSION, DE- 
BARMENT, AND PROSECUTION. 

The Administrator shall submit an annual 
report to the Committee on Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship of the Senate and the 
Committee on Small Business of the House 
of Representatives that contains— 

(1) the number of debarments from partici- 
pation in programs of the Administration 
issued by the Administrator during the 1- 
year period preceding the date of the report, 
including— 
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(A) the number of debarments that were 
based on a conviction; and 

(B) the number of debarments that were 
fact-based and did not involve a conviction; 

(2) the number of suspensions from partici- 
pation in programs of the Administration 
issued by the Administrator during the 1- 
year period preceding the date of the report, 
including— 

(A) the number of suspensions issued that 
were based upon indictments; and 

(B) the number of suspensions issued that 
were fact-based and did not involve an in- 
dictment; 

(3) the number of suspension and 
debarments issued by the Administrator dur- 
ing the 1-уеаг period preceding the date of 
the report that were based upon referrals 
from offices of the Administration, other 
than the Office of Inspector General; 

(4) the number of suspension and 
debarments issued by the Administrator dur- 
ing the 1-уеаг period preceding the date of 
the report based upon referrals from the Of- 
fice of Inspector General; and 

(5) the number of persons that the Admin- 
istrator declined to debar or suspend after a 
referral described in paragraph (8), and the 
reason for each such decision. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself 
and Mrs. BOXER): 

S. 687. A bill to establish a program 
to provide guarantees for debt issued 
by or on behalf of State catastrophe in- 
surance programs to assist in the fi- 
nancial recovery from earthquakes, 
earthquake-induced landslides, vol- 
canic eruptions, and tsunamis; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce the Earthquake 
Insurance Affordability Act. This bill 
makes important changes that will in- 
crease availability and reduce cost of 
catastrophic insurance for homeowners 
in California and other earthquake- 
prone Sstates. 

The tragedy and devastation of the 
recent 9.0 earthquake in Japan was a 
real wakeup call for many of us. You 
see, the people of Japan are keenly 
aware of the risks of earthquakes. 
Every year, thousands of people par- 
ticipate in earthquake drills, and their 
building codes are the most advanced 
in the world. Japanese seismologists 
have the most sophisticated tech- 
nology and monitoring systems. But 
all of this did little to protect them 
from an earthquake of this magnitude. 

The people of California and much of 
the West Coast face a similar risk. The 
United States Geological Survey pre- 
dicts a 99.7 percent chance that a mag- 
nitude 6.7 earthquake will strike in 
California in the next 30 years. The 
agency also predicts a 46 percent 
chance that a magnitude 7.5 percent or 
higher earthquake will strike Cali- 
fornia in the next 30 years. 

The 2008 ShakeOut Scenario con- 
ducted by the US Geological Survey 
and FEMA modeled a 7.8 earthquake on 
the southern San Andres Fault. 
Though that quake was only 1/10th the 
size of the recent event in Honshu, 
Japan, FEMA estimated that a 7.8 
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earthquake in Los Angeles would re- 
sult in 2,000 deaths and an economic 
loss of $213.3 billion. 

The simple fact is that we cannot 
prevent earthquakes, so we must be 
prepared in the event one does occur. 
That is the only way we will be able to 
respond and recover quickly. 

That is why I am introducing the 
Earthquake Insurance Affordability 
Act. This legislation allows non-profit 
state-run disaster insurance programs 
to receive federal guarantees if they 
need access to credit in the aftermath 
of a catastrophic disaster. Access to 
credit is critical in the immediate 
aftermath of disasters because the 
market will likely be disrupted and 
private institutions will be reluctant 
to lend the large sums necessary to fa- 
cilitate a quick and meaningful recov- 
ery. 

This Federal guarantee will be lim- 
ited. The Secretary of Treasury must 
certify that recipients of each of the 
loan guarantee are able to repay debts 
within a reasonable timeframe. More- 
over, my legislation ensures that the 
cost of the program is born by state 
programs, not the federal taxpayer. 
The Congressional Budget Office has 
estimated that my bill comes at no 
cost to the taxpayer. 

But this legislation is about more 
than just access to credit—it will guar- 
antee homeowners have access to af- 
fordable earthquake insurance cov- 
erage. This means homeowners will be 
able to quickly rebuild in the after- 
math of an earthquake. 

This legislation is necessary because 
most homeowner insurance policies do 
not cover earthquakes. In California, 
for instance, most homeowner insur- 
ance policies cover fire damage but not 
damage caused by earthquakes. 

As a result, homeowners are often 
put in the position of either having to 
purchase expensive supplemental in- 
surance or leaving their homes unin- 
sured against these risks. 

In order to help promote coverage for 
these risks, many states and the Fed- 
eral Government have set up supple- 
mental insurance programs that offer 
this coverage at affordable rates. 

At the Federal level, the National 
Flood Insurance Program offers flood 
insurance to residents living in flood 
plains where private insurance is un- 
available or too expensive. 

Similar State-level programs exist in 
California, Florida, Texas, and other 
states to help residents protect their 
homes against catastrophic disasters. 
In my state, The California Earth- 
quake Authority, CEA, was set up after 
the devastating 1994 Northridge earth- 
quake to make earthquake insurance 
more affordable. 

Unfortunately, many of these pro- 
grams are not fully utilized. The Cali- 
fornia Earthquake Authority insures 70 
percent of homeowners who purchase 
earthquake insurance in my state, but 
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only 770,000 homeowners in California 
opted to buy such insurance. That 
means only 12 percent of Californians 
will be covered up if an earthquake 
hits. 

The reason for such low use in that 
premiums and deductibles remain too 
high for the average consumer. A pol- 
icy covering a $400,000 home and $60,000 
of its contents costs an additional 
$1,105 per year, and that’s on top of 
normal homeowners insurance. Even 
worse, with such high deductibles, pol- 
icyholders must suffer near total col- 
lapse before they receive any payout. 
For most, this just isn’t a good deal. 

The reason for high-cost, high-de- 
ductible policies is that the CEA is 
forced to spend nearly $200 million each 
year to purchase reinsurance. This en- 
sures that in the event of a major ca- 
tastrophe, the CEA will still be able to 
pay out all of its claims. It is good pol- 
icy for the CEA to incur this expense, 
and I commend their responsible busi- 
ness practices. 

However, since 1994 the California 
Earthquake Authority has paid $2.5 bil- 
lion in reinsurance premiums and only 
received back $250,000 in claims. It 
doesn’t take a savvy businessman to 
see this isn’t a good investment. But 
with minimal changes to federal law, 
the CEA and other state-run insurance 
programs can drastically reduce the 
need for expensive reinsurance and sub- 
stantially decrease the cost of their 
products. 

The Earthquake Insurance Afford- 
ability Act makes these changes, al- 
lowing programs like the California 
Earthquake Authority to access suffi- 
cient capital following a disaster. 

Let me be clear: this is not a bailout 
or a handout for states. The California 
Earthquake Authority is independent 
from the state and financially stable. 

This bill would increase insurance 
coverage in California and the rest of 
the country and help consumers deal 
with losses that will occur when the 
next major disaster strikes. 

Over the first 5 years this legislation 
is in effect, nearly half a billion dollars 
in reinsurance costs would be saved 
and passed along to consumers. 

The California Earthquake Authority 
could cut premiums by 30 percent or 
deductibles by 50 percent. 

This could result in at least 700,000 
new California homeowners purchasing 
earthquake insurance. 

Following major disasters, the fed- 
eral government spends millions of dol- 
lars, and often billions, cleaning up the 
mess. 

Katrina cost FEMA $7.2 billion. 

The Northridge earthquake 
FEMA $7 billion. 

Hurricane Andrew cost FEMA $1.8 
billion. 

By enacting the Earthquake Insur- 
ance Affordability Act and increasing 
the number of individuals with insur- 
ance, the cost of disaster recovery to 


cost 


March 17, 2011 


the Federal Government could be sub- 
stantially lower. 

This is because FEMA cannot make 
payments to individuals who have in- 
surance coverage. Therefore, every 
family that purchases earthquake in- 
surance as a result of this bill, is one 
less family that FEMA may have to 
support when disaster strikes. 

The bottom line is this: the next big 
earthquake is coming and we are not 
prepared for it. Families need to make 
sure they have earthquake prepared- 
ness plans, and homeowners need to 
evaluate the best ways to protect their 
homes. Structures need to be strength- 
ened and all new buildings must be 
built to the highest standards. The 
Federal Government must also do its 
part, to help facilitate this prepared- 
ness. 

The Earthquake Insurance Afford- 
ability Act will make great strides to 
help our country prepare for a major 
earthquake, and it does so without bur- 
dening the federal taxpayer. I urge my 
colleagues to quickly adopt this crit- 
ical piece of legislation and help us 
better prepare for tragedy. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, 


Mr. KYL, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mrs. BOXER, and Mrs. 
HUTCHISON): 


S. 638. A bill to amend the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act to provide for 
compensation to States incarcerating 
undocumented aliens charged with a 
felony or two or more misdemeanors; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today Senator KYL and I are intro- 
ducing two bills that will assist with 
alleviating the costs of illegal immi- 
gration for State and local govern- 
ments—the SCAAP Reauthorization 
Act and the SCAAP Reimbursement 
Protection Act of 2011. 

We are joined by Senators MCCAIN, 
SCHUMER, BOXER, and HUTCHISON. 

Immigration is a federal responsi- 
bility, as is securing the Nation’s bor- 
ders. When the Federal Government 
fails to prevent illegal immigration, as 
it has for some time now, it needs to 
take responsibility for the con- 
sequences of this failure. 

However, the burden of incarcerating 
illegal aliens who commit crimes in 
our country has fallen largely to the 
States, and it weighs heavily on them, 
especially during this time of economic 
uncertainty. Last year, the State of 
California spent an estimated $1 billion 
to incarcerate criminal aliens. 

Understanding the expenses that 
States and localities bear, Congress en- 
acted the State Criminal Alien Assist- 
ance Program, SCAAP, in 1994 as part 
of the Violent Crime Control Act. The 
program was designed to help reim- 
burse States and local governments for 
the costs of incarcerating criminal 
aliens, and was last reauthorized in 
2006 as part of a Department of Justice 
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Reauthorization bill. The SCAAP Re- 
authorization bill that I am intro- 
ducing today will reauthorize the pro- 
gram for an additional four years, until 
fiscal year 2015. 

The second bill that we are intro- 
ducing today is necessary to fix a 
switch in interpretation by the Justice 
Department. 

Prior to 2003, the Department of Jus- 
tice interpreted the SCAAP statute to 
include reimbursement to States and 
localities for incarcerating undocu- 
mented criminal aliens who have been 
accused or convicted of State and local 
offenses, and have been incarcerated 
for a minimum of 72 hours. However, in 
2003, DOJ changed its interpretation, 
and began limiting reimbursement to 
the amount States and localities spend 
incarcerating convicted criminal aliens 
for at least 4 consecutive days. 

Reimbursing States and localities 
only for the costs when a criminal 
alien is convicted and incarcerated for 
4 consecutive days significantly under- 
mines the goal of SCAAP that States 
and localities should not bear the bur- 
den of a broken Federal immigration 
system. The actual costs of this failed 
Federal system begin when these aliens 
are charged with a crime, transported, 
and incarcerated for any length of 
time. 

This narrow interpretation by the 
Justice Department is even more dev- 
astating because СААР is consist- 
ently under-funded. The President’s fis- 
cal year 2012 budget request for SCAAP 
represents a 59 percent reduction below 
the fiscal year 2010 level and is far 
short of meeting the actual reimburse- 
ment costs of most States. As a result, 
SCAAP only reimburses States for a 
fraction of the costs of incarcerating 
criminal aliens. In 2009, Los Angeles 
County alone spent $116.6 million to 
house undocumented felons and re- 
ceived only $15.4 million in reimburse- 
ment payments. 

The SCAAP Reimbursement Protec- 
tion Act of 2011 will fix this problem by 
making it clear that States can be re- 
imbursed for the full costs of incarcer- 
ating aliens who are either charged 
with or convicted of a felony or two 
misdemeanors. 

When the Federal Government does 
not reimburse States and local govern- 
ments for the costs of incarcerating 
criminal aliens, it is at the expense of 
local services and law enforcement. 
American communities simply cannot 
afford to shoulder the weight of our im- 
migration policies. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 638 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘SCAAP Re- 
imbursement Protection Act of 2011”. 
SEC. 2. ASSISTANCE FOR STATES INCARCER- 
ATING UNDOCUMENTED ALIENS 
CHARGED WITH CERTAIN CRIMES. 
Section 241(1)(3)(А) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1231(1)(3)(А)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘charged with or” be- 
fore ‘‘convicted’’. 


By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, 


Mr. KYL, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mrs. BOXER, and Mrs. 
HUTCHISON): 


S. 639. A bill to authorize to be appro- 
priated $950,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 2012 through 2015 to carry out the 
State Criminal Alien Assistance Pro- 
gram; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the text of 
the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

б. 689 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘SCAAP Re- 
authorization Act’’. 

SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF AP- 
PROPRIATIONS FOR THE STATE 


CRIMINAL ALIEN ASSISTANCE PRO- 
GRAM. 

Subparagraph (C) of section 241(1)(5) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1231(1)(5)) is amended by striking ‘‘2011.’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2015.”’. 


By Mr. AKAKA (for himself and 
Mr. CARPER): 

S. 640. A bill to underscore the impor- 
tance of international nuclear safety 
cooperation for operating power reac- 
tors, encouraging the efforts of the 
Convention on Nuclear Safety, sup- 
porting progress in improving nuclear 
safety, and enhancing the pubic avail- 
ability of nuclear safety information; 
to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Furthering 
International Nuclear Safety Act of 
2011 to enhance the implementation of 
the Convention on Nuclear Safety by 
taking a more systematic approach to 
improving civilian nuclear power safe- 
ty. This legislation is cosponsored by 
Senator CARPER, and Representative 
FORTENBERRY is introducing a House 
companion bill. 

The still unfolding nuclear emer- 
gency in Japan serves as a powerful re- 
minder that the United States as a Na- 
tion, and as an influential member of 
the international community, must 
continually seek methods to enhance 
the safety posture of nuclear facilities 
worldwide. 

This year, April 26 will provide us 
with another sobering reminder: the 
26th anniversary of the Chernobyl dis- 
aster in Ukraine. The Chernobyl dis- 
aster was the worst nuclear power acci- 
dent in history and made clear the 
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need for international nuclear safety 
norms. According to a report commis- 
sioned by United Nations agencies, mil- 
lions of people were exposed to high 
doses of radiation, and approximately 
350,000 people were displaced from their 
homes. The countries most directly af- 
fected by the disaster suffered esti- 
mated economic damages on the order 
of hundreds of billions of dollars, while 
thousands of square miles of agricul- 
tural and forest lands were removed 
from service. 

In the aftermath of this accident, 
over 50 countries, led by the United 
States, worked together to develop the 
Convention on Nuclear Safety. This 
convention was formally established in 
1994, and the United States joined in 
1999. Through the cooperative nature of 
the convention, which relies on peer-re- 
viewed national reports and the shar- 
ing of best practices, countries that are 
party to the treaty work to improve 
their nuclear safety. 

Although civilian nuclear power pro- 
grams have become safer since 
Chernobyl, the unfolding disaster in 
Japan makes clear that we must not 
become complacent. In future months, 
Japan and the international commu- 
nity will assess the damage and how to 
prevent its recurrence. This bill will 
provide a stronger framework for 
United States engagement in that 
process. 

Currently, there are nearly 450 civil- 
jan nuclear power reactors operating in 
31 countries around the world, and at 
least 65 more are under construction. 
Countries such as Jordan, the United 
Arab Emirates, Thailand, and Vietnam 
have started or expressed interest in ci- 
vilian nuclear power programs. The 
global expansion of nuclear power 
should be accompanied by greater at- 
tention to nuclear safety. 

Last year, the Government Account- 
ability Office, GAO, completed a review 
of the Convention on Nuclear Safety in 
which GAO obtained the views of 40 
parties to the Convention while care- 
fully protecting individual respondent 
information. GAO found that the Con- 
vention has been very successful in im- 
proving nuclear safety but made rec- 
ommendations to the United States 
Government that would enhance the 
Convention’s effectiveness. 

The bill I am introducing today will 
implement GAO’s recommendations 
and additional steps to improve nu- 
clear safety worldwide. This bill urges 
the United States delegate to the Con- 
vention to take certain actions to en- 
hance international nuclear safety. 
This includes the United States advo- 
cating that parties to the Convention 
more systematically assess their own 
progress through the broader use of 
performance metrics. Additionally, to 
increase access to information about 
nuclear safety, the delegate to the Con- 
vention will encourage parties to post 
their annual reports and answers to 
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questions from other parties on the 
International Atomic Energy Agency’s, 
IAEA, public website. IAEA will be en- 
couraged to offer additional support, 
such as providing additional technical 
support; assistance as needed for par- 
ties’ national reports; and support for 
Convention meetings, including lan- 
guage translation services. Further, 
the United States delegate will encour- 
age all countries that have or are con- 
sidering establishing a civilian nuclear 
power program to join the Convention. 
Finally, this bill calls for the Sec- 
retary of State to lead the development 
of a United States Government stra- 
tegic plan for international nuclear 
safety cooperation for operating nu- 
clear power reactors and to report on 
progress made in implementing this 
bill. 

International nuclear safety deserves 
our Nation’s ongoing attention. Аз we 
continue to support Japan’s efforts to 
prevent further deterioration at the 
damaged nuclear facilities, and as we 
approach the 25th anniversary of the 
Chernobyl disaster, we should be mind- 
ful that the use and expansion of nu- 
clear power needs to be combined with 
supreme vigilance and concern for safe- 
ty. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 640 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Furthering 
International Nuclear Safety Act of 2011”. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are as follows: 

(1) To recognize the paramount importance 
of international nuclear safety cooperation 
for operating power reactors. 

(2) To further the efforts of the Convention 
on Nuclear Safety as a vital international 
forum on nuclear safety. 

(3) To support progress in improving nu- 
clear safety for countries that currently 
have or are considering the development of a 
civilian nuclear power program. 

(4) To enhance the public availability of 
nuclear safety information. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 

(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’? means— 

(A) the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate; 

(B) the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works of the Senate; 

(C) the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate; 

(D) the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives; 

(E) the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce of the House of Representatives; and 

(F) the Committee on Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform of the House of Representa- 
tives. 
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(2) CONVENTION.—The term ‘‘Convention’’ 
means the Convention on Nuclear Safety, 
done at Vienna September 20, 1994, and rati- 
fied by the United States April 11, 1999. 

(3) MEETING.—The term ‘‘meeting’’ means 
a meeting as described under Article 20, 21, 
or 23 of the Convention. 

(4) NATIONAL REPORT.—The term ‘‘national 
report”? means a report as described under 
Article 5 of the Convention. 

(5) PARTY.—The term ‘‘party’’ means а na- 
tion that has formally joined the Convention 
through ratification or other means. 

(6) SUMMARY REPORT.—The term “summary 
report”? means a report as described under 
Article 25 of the Convention. 


SEC. 4. UNITED STATES EFFORTS TO FURTHER 
INTERNATIONAL NUCLEAR SAFETY. 


The President shall instruct the United 
States official serving as the delegate to the 
meetings of the Convention on Nuclear Safe- 
ty pursuant to Article 24 of the Convention 
to use the voice, vote, and influence of the 
United States, while recognizing that these 
efforts by parties are voluntary, to encour- 
age, where appropriate— 

(1) parties to more systematically assess 
where and how they have made progress in 
improving safety, including where applicable 
through the incorporation of performance 
metric tools; 

(2) parties to increase the number of na- 
tional reports they make available to the 
public by posting them to a publicly avail- 
able Internet Web site of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA); 

(3) parties to expand public dissemination 
of written answers to questions raised by 
other parties about national reports by post- 
ing the information to a publicly available 
Internet Web site of the IAEA; 

(4) the IAEA to further its support of the 
Convention, upon request by a party and 
where funding is available, by— 

(A) providing assistance to parties pre- 
paring national reports; 

(B) providing additional assistance to help 
prepare for and support meetings, including 
language translation services; and 

(C) providing additional technical support 
to improve the safety of civilian nuclear 
power programs; and 

(5) all countries that currently have or are 
considering the establishment of a civilian 
nuclear power program to formally join the 
Convention. 


SEC. 5. STRATEGIC PLAN. 


Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State, in cooperation with the heads of other 
relevant United States Government agen- 
cies, shall submit to the appropriate congres- 
sional committees the United States Govern- 
ment’s strategic plan and prioritized goals 
for international nuclear safety cooperation 
for operating power reactors. 


SEC. 6. REPORTS. 


(a) REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION OF STRA- 
TEGIC PLAN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the issuance of each of the first two 
summary reports of the Convention issued 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of State, in cooperation with 
the heads of other relevant United States 
Government agencies, shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re- 
port that— 

(A) describes the status of implementing 
the strategic plan and achieving the goals 
set forth in section 5; and 
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(B) enumerates the most significant con- 
cerns of the United States Government re- 
garding worldwide nuclear safety and de- 
scribes the extent to which the strategic 
plan addresses these concerns. 

(2) FORM.—The report required under para- 
graph (1) shall be submitted in unclassified 
form, but may contain a classified annex. 

(b) REPORT ON UNITED STATES EFFORTS TO 
FURTHER INTERNATIONAL NUCLEAR SAFETY.— 
Not later than 180 days after the issuance of 
each of the first two summary reports of the 
Convention issued after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, the United States offi- 
cial serving as the delegate to the meetings 
of the Convention shall submit to the appro- 
priate congressional committees a report 
providing the status of achieving the actions 
set forth in section 4. 


By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
CORKER, Mr. REID, Mr. ROB- 
ERTS, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. ISAKSON, 
Mr. LEAHY): 

S. 641. A bill to provide 100,000,000 
people with first-time access to safe 
drinking water and sanitation on a sus- 
tainable basis within six years by im- 
proving the capacity of the United 
States Government to fully implement 
the Senator Paul Simon Water for the 
Poor Act of 2005; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, on 
March 22, countries around the world 
will celebrate World Water Day—a day 
to mark the progress we have made 
protecting this most important re- 
source and to reflect on the many chal- 
lenges we still face in providing clean, 
safe water to the world’s poor. 

In 2005, Congress in a bipartisan ef- 
fort, passed the Senator Paul Simon 
Water for the Poor Act to establish 
American leadership on this issue. The 
bill had the support of then-Majority 
Leader Bill Frist and then-Congress- 
man Henry Hyde in the House. Presi- 
dent George W. Bush signed the bill 
into law. 

The bill was appropriately named 
after my predecessor in the Senate, 
Paul Simon, who was years ahead of 
many others recognizing the impor- 
tance of water. 

This act has already done a great 
deal to help bring clean water and sani- 
tation to the world’s poor. But we can 
do more. 

That is why today Senators CORKER, 
REID, ROBERTS, CARDIN, ISAKSON, 
LEAHY, and I are reintroducing the 
Senator Paul Simon Water for the 
World Act. This bill would improve the 
original Water for the Poor Act—by 
strengthening America’s ability to pro- 
vide clean water and sanitation to 100 
million of the world’s poor within six 
years of enactment. 

Tragically, today nearly 1 billion 
people still lack access to safe drinking 
water, and more than 2 billion still 
lack basic sanitation. Lack of access to 
stable supplies of water is reaching 
critical proportions, particularly for 
agricultural purposes. And the problem 
will only worsen with rapid urbaniza- 
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tion worldwide. Experts suggest that 
another 1.2 billion people will lack ac- 
cess to clean water and sanitation 
within 20 years. 

The overall economic loss in Africa 
alone due to lack of access to safe 
water and basic sanitation is estimated 
at $28.4 billion a year. In many poor na- 
tions, women and girls walk 2 or 3 
hours or more each way, every day, to 
collect water that is often dirty and 
unsafe. 

The United Nations estimates that 
women and girls in sub-Saharan Africa 
spend a total of 40 billion working 
hours each year collecting water. That 
is equivalent to all of the hours worked 
in France in a year. Clearly, the world 
needs to do more to help with such a 
basic human need. 

Last year, the Senate passed the 
Water for the World Act with 33 co- 
sponsors representing the broad polit- 
ical spectrum of the Senate. You see, 
American leadership in providing the 
world’s poor with this most basic of 
human needs has always been bipar- 
tisan in the past—and it should be 
today. 

As we celebrate World Water Day 
next week, let’s renew our commit- 
ment to making sure the world’s poor 
have access to water and sanitation 
need by sending this critical piece of 
legislation to the President’s desk. 

The Water for the World Act is not 
an effort to create vast new programs, 
but rather to focus our foreign assist- 
ance on a comprehensive, strategic se- 
ries of investments related to water 
and sanitation. These are simple, com- 
mon-sense steps that will make a real 
difference in people’s lives. 

Our legislation would make the 
United States a leader in trying to 
meet Millennium Development Goals 
for drinking water and sanitation, 
which is to reduce by half the propor- 
tion of people without safe water and 
sanitation by 2015. The bill targets aid 
to areas with the greatest need and 
helps build the capacity of poor nations 
to meet their own water and sanitation 
challenges. 

The Water for the World Act also 
supports research of clean water tech- 
nologies and regional partnerships to 
find solutions to shared water chal- 
lenges. The bill provides technical as- 
sistance—best practices, credit au- 
thorities, and training—to help coun- 
tries expand access to clean water and 
sanitation. Our development experts 
will design the assistance based on 
local needs. 

The bill also would strengthen the 
capacity of USAID and the State De- 
partment to implement development 
assistance efforts related to water and 
ramp up U.S. developmental and diplo- 
matic leadership. 

And lastly, the bill includes a 25 per- 
cent cost share for these water and 
sanitation programs—requiring USAID 
to partner with universities, philan- 
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thropies, and other donors in meeting 
the key goals. 

USAID’s sustained commitment to 
addressing water and sanitation issues 
has been invaluable in combating pov- 
erty and disease worldwide. In fact, 
USAID recently announced the posi- 
tion of a Senior Water Coordinator, 
Chris Holmes, whom I had the pleasure 
of meeting this week. I applaud USAID 
Administrator Shah for taking this im- 
portant step that will save lives. 

Not only is helping people access 
clean water and sanitation the right 
thing to do, it is the smart thing to do. 
For example, research shows that for 
every dollar put into clean water and 
sanitation, $8 in returns are gained in 
health, education and economic pro- 
ductivity. 

Water scarcity can also be a source of 
conflict and economic calamity. With- 
out reliable supplies of water, farmers 
struggle to grow crops, and areas once 
abundant with water are slowly becom- 
ing barren. Quite simply, no other 
issue is more important to human 
health, peace and security than access 
to sustainable supplies of water. 

Helping other nations is in our na- 
tional interest. Some say that now is 
not the time to invest in poor nations 
half a world away, when our economy 
is in crisis and so many Americans are 
hurting. That view is understandable. 
Recovering from this recession and re- 
building our economy for the long term 
must be, and is, our government’s top 
priority. 

But investing in clean water for the 
world is a smart strategy that will 
make our foreign assistance dollars 
achieve more—something we need in 
these hard economic times. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 641 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Senator 
Paul Simon Water for the World Act of 2011”. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 

(1) The Senator Paul Simon Water for the 
Poor Act of 2005 (Public Law 109-121)— 

(A) makes access to safe water and sanita- 
tion for developing countries a specific pol- 
icy objective of United States foreign assist- 
ance programs; 

(B) requires the Secretary of State to— 

(i) develop a strategy to elevate the role of 
water and sanitation policy; and 

(ii) improve the effectiveness of United 
States assistance programs undertaken in 
support of that strategy; 

(C) codifies Target 10 of the United Nations 
Millennium Development Goals; and 

(D) seeks to reduce by half between 1990 
(the baseline year) and 2015— 

(i) the proportion of people who are unable 
to reach or afford safe drinking water; and 
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(ii) the proportion of people without access 
to basic sanitation. 

(2) On December 20, 2006, the United Na- 
tions General Assembly, in GA Resolution 61/ 
192, declared 2008 as the International Year 
of Sanitation, in recognition of the impact of 
sanitation on public health, poverty reduc- 
tion, economic and social development, and 
the environment. 

(3) On August 1, 2008, Congress passed H. 
Con. Res. 318, which— 

(A) supports the goals and ideals of the 
International Year of Sanitation; and 

(B) recognizes the importance of sanitation 
on public health, poverty reduction, eco- 
nomic and social development, and the envi- 
ronment. 

(4) While progress is being made on safe 
water and sanitation efforts— 

(A) more than 884,000,000 people throughout 
the world lack access to safe drinking water; 
and 

(B) 2 of every 5 people in the world do not 
have access to basic sanitation services. 

(5) The health consequences of unsafe 
drinking water and poor sanitation are sig- 
nificant, accounting for— 

(A) nearly 10 percent of the global burden 
of disease; and 

(B) more than 2,000,000 deaths each year. 

(6) Water scarcity has negative con- 
sequences for agricultural productivity and 
food security for the 1,200,000,000 people who, 
as of 2010, suffer from chronic hunger and se- 
riously threatens the ability of the world to 
more than double food production to meet 
the demands of a projected population of 
9,000,000,000 people by 2050. 

(7) According to the November 2008 report 
entitled, ‘‘Global Trends 2025: A Transformed 
World”, the National Intelligence Council 
expects rapid urbanization and future popu- 
lation growth to exacerbate already limited 
access to water, particularly in agriculture- 
based economies. 

(8) According to the 2005 Millennium Eco- 
system Assessment, commissioned by the 
United Nations, more than % of the world 
population relies on freshwater that is either 
polluted or excessively withdrawn. 

(9) The impact of water scarcity on conflict 
and instability is evident in many parts of 
the world, including the Darfur region of 
Sudan, where demand for water resources 
has contributed to armed conflict between 
nomadic ethnic groups and local farming 
communities. 

(10) In order to further the United States 
contribution to safe water and sanitation ef- 
forts, it is necessary to— 

(A) expand foreign assistance capacity to 
address the challenges described in this sec- 
tion; and 

(B) represent issues related to water and 
sanitation at the highest levels of United 
States foreign assistance and diplomatic de- 
liberations, including those related to issues 
of global health, food security, the environ- 
ment, global warming, and maternal and 
child mortality. 

SEC. 3. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the United 
States should help undertake a global effort 
to bring sustainable access to clean water 
and sanitation to poor people throughout the 
world. 

SEC. 4. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is— 

(1) to enable first-time access to safe water 
and sanitation, on a sustainable basis, for 
100,000,000 people in high priority countries 
(as designated under section 6(f) of the Sen- 
ator Paul Simon Water for the Poor Act of 
2005 (22 U.S.C. 2152h note) within 6 years of 
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the date of enactment of this Act through di- 
rect funding, development activities, and 
partnerships; and 

(2) to enhance the capacity of the United 
States Government to fully implement the 
Senator Paul Simon Water for the Poor Act 
of 2005 (Public Law 109-121). 

SEC. 5. DEVELOPING UNITED STATES GOVERN- 
MENT CAPACITY. 

Section 185 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2152h) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

(е) SENIOR ADVISOR FOR WATER.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—To carry out the pur- 
poses of subsection (a), the Administrator of 
the United States Agency for International 
Development shall designate a senior advisor 
to coordinate and conduct the activities de- 
scribed in this section and the Senator Paul 
Simon Water for the Poor Act of 2005 (Public 
Law 109-121). The Advisor shall report di- 
rectly to the Administrator and be known as 
the ‘Senior Advisor for Water’. The initial 
Senior Advisor for Water shall be the indi- 
vidual serving as the USAID Global Water 
Coordinator as of the date of the enactment 
of the Senator Paul Simon Water for the 
World Act of 2010. 

‘“(2) DUTIES.—The Advisor shall— 

“(А) implement this section and the Sen- 
ator Paul Simon Water for the Poor Act of 
2005 (Public Law 109-121); 

“(В) develop and oversee implementation 
in high priority countries of country-specific 
water strategies and expertise, in coordina- 
tion with appropriate United States Agency 
for International Development Mission Di- 
rectors, to enable the goal of providing 
100,000,000 additional people with sustainable 
access to safe water and sanitation through 
direct funding, development activities, and 
partnerships within 6 years of the date of the 
enactment of the Senator Paul Simon Water 
for the World Act of 2011; and 

“(С) place primary emphasis on providing 
safe, affordable, and sustainable drinking 
water, sanitation, and hygiene in a manner 
that— 

“(1) is consistent with sound water re- 
source management principles; and 

“Gi) utilizes such approaches as direct 
service provision, capacity building, institu- 
tional strengthening, regulatory reform, and 
partnership collaboration; and 

“(D) integrate water strategies with coun- 
try-specific or regional food security strate- 
gies. 

“(8) CAPACITY.—The Advisor shall be des- 
ignated appropriate staff and may utilize 
interagency details or partnerships with uni- 
versities, civil society, and the private sec- 
tor, as needed, to strengthen implementation 
capacity. 

“(4) FUNDING SOURCES.—The Advisor shall 
ensure that at least 25 percent of the overall 
funding necessary to meet the global goal set 
forth under paragraph (2)(B) is provided by 
non-Federal sources, including foreign gov- 
ernments, international institutions, and 
through partnerships with universities, civil 
society, and the private sector, including pri- 
vate and corporate foundations. 

“(f) SPECIAL COORDINATOR FOR INTER- 
NATIONAL WATER.— 

“(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—To increase the ca- 
pacity of the Department of State to address 
international issues regarding safe water, 
sanitation, integrated river basin manage- 
ment, and other international water pro- 
grams, the Secretary of State shall establish 
a Special Coordinator for International 
Water (referred to in this subsection as the 
‘Special Coordinator’), who shall report to 
the Under Secretary for Democracy and 
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Global Affairs. The initial Special Coordi- 
nator shall be the individual serving as Spe- 
cial Coordinator for Water Resources as of 
the date of the enactment of the Senator 
Paul Simon Water for the World Act of 2011. 

(02) DuTIES.—The Special Coordinator 
shall— 

(А) oversee and coordinate the diplomatic 
policy of the United States Government with 
respect to global freshwater issues, including 
interagency coordination related to— 

“(i) sustainable access to safe drinking 
water, sanitation, and hygiene; 

“(ii) integrated river basin and watershed 
management; 

“(iii) global food security; 

“(iv) transboundary conflict; 

(у) agricultural and urban productivity of 
water resources; 

(уі) disaster recovery, response, and re- 
building, 

‘““(vii) pollution mitigation; and 

“(viii) adaptation to hydrologic change due 
to climate variability; and 

“(В) ensure that international freshwater 
issues are represented— 

“(i) within the United States Government; 
and 

“(ii) in key diplomatic, development, and 
scientific efforts with other nations and mul- 
tilateral organizations. 

(3) SUPPORT STAFF.—The Special Coordi- 
nator shall be designated appropriate staff to 
support the duties described in paragraph 
(2).”. 

SEC. 6. SAFE WATER, SANITATION, AND HYGIENE 
STRATEGY. 

Section 6 of the Senator Paul Simon Water 
for the Poor Act of 2005 (22 U.S.C. 2152h note) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by adding at the end 
the following: “Тһе Special Coordinator for 
International Water established under sec- 
tion 185(f) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2152h(f)) shall take actions to 
ensure that the safe water and sanitation 
strategy is integrated into any review or de- 
velopment of a Federal strategy for global 
development, global health, or global food 
security that sets forth or establishes the 
United States mission for global develop- 
ment, guidelines for assistance programs, 
and how development policy will be coordi- 
nated with policies governing trade, immi- 
gration, and other relevant international 
issues.’’; 

(2) in subsection (c), by adding at the end 
the following: ‘‘In developing the program 
activities needed to implement the strategy, 
the Secretary shall consider the results of 
the assessment described in subsection 
(e)(9).”; and 

(3) in subsection (e)— 

(A) in paragraph (5), by striking “апа” at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 

“(7) an assessment of all United States 
Government foreign assistance allocated to 
the drinking water and sanitation sector 
during the 3 previous fiscal years, across all 
United States Government agencies and pro- 
grams, including an assessment of the extent 
to which the United States Government’s ef- 
forts are reaching and supporting the goal of 
enabling first-time access to safe water and 
sanitation on а sustainable basis for 
100,000,000 people in high priority countries; 

(8) recommendations on what the United 
States Government would need to do to 
achieve and support the goals referred to in 
paragraph (7), in support of the United Na- 
tion’s Millennium Development Goal on ac- 
cess to safe drinking water; and 
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(9) an assessment of best practices for mo- 
bilizing and leveraging the financial and 
technical capacity of business, governments, 
nongovernmental organizations, and civil so- 
ciety in forming public-private partnerships 
that measurably increase access to safe, af- 
fordable, drinking water and sanitation.’’. 
SEC. 7. DEVELOPING LOCAL CAPACITY. 

The Senator Paul Simon Water for the 
Poor Act of 2005 (Public Law 109-121) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating sections 9, 10, and 11 as 
sections 10, 11, and 12, respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after section 8 the fol- 
lowing: 

“SEC. 9. WATER AND SANITATION INSTITUTIONAL 
CAPACITY-BUILDING PROGRAM. 

(а) ESTABLISHMENT.— 

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State 
and the Administrator of the United States 
Agency for International Development (re- 
ferred to in this section as the ‘Secretary’ 
and the ‘Administrator’, respectively), in 
consultation with host country institutions, 
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven- 
tion, the Department of Agriculture, and 
other agencies, as appropriate, shall estab- 
lish, in coordination with mission directors 
in high priority countries, a program to 
build the capacity of host country institu- 
tions and officials responsible for water and 
sanitation in countries that receive assist- 
ance under section 135 of the Foreign Assist- 
ance Act of 1961, including training at appro- 
priate levels, to— 

(А) provide affordable, equitable, and sus- 
tainable access to safe drinking water and 
sanitation; 

“(В) educate the populations of such coun- 
tries about the dangers of unsafe drinking 
water and lack of proper sanitation; and 

“(C) encourage behavior change to reduce 
individuals’ risk of disease from unsafe 
drinking water and lack of proper sanitation 
and hygiene. 

“(2) EXPANSION.—The Secretary and the 
Administrator may establish the program 
described in this section in additional coun- 
tries if the receipt of such capacity building 
would be beneficial for promoting access to 
safe drinking water and sanitation, with due 
consideration given to good governance. 

‘(3) CAPACITY.—The Secretary and the Ad- 
ministrator— 

“(A) should designate appropriate staff 
with relevant expertise to carry out the 
strategy developed under section 6; and 

“(В) may utilize, as needed, interagency 
details or partnerships with universities, 
civil society, and the private sector to 
strengthen implementation capacity. 

“(b) DESIGNATION.—The United States 
Agency for International Development Mis- 
sion Director for each country receiving a 
‘high priority’ designation under section 6(f) 
and for each region containing a country re- 
ceiving such designation shall report annu- 
ally to Congress on the status of— 

“(1) designating safe drinking water and 
sanitation as a strategic objective; 

“(2) integrating the water strategy into a 
food security strategy; 

(3) assigning an employee of the United 
States Agency for International Develop- 
ment as in-country water and sanitation 
manager to coordinate the in-country imple- 
mentation of this Act and section 185 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2152h) with host country officials at various 
levels of government responsible for water 
and sanitation, the Department of State, and 
other relevant United States Government 
agencies; and 

“(4) coordinating with the Development 
Credit Authority and the Global Develop- 
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ment Alliance to further the purposes of this 
Act.’’. 
SEC. 8. OTHER ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED. 

In addition to the requirements of section 
185(c) of the Foreign Assistance Act (22 
U.S.C. 2152h(c)) the Administrator should— 

(1) foster global cooperation on research 
and technology development, including re- 
gional partnerships among water experts to 
address safe drinking water, sanitation, 
water resource management, and other 
water-related issues; 

(2) establish regional and cross-border co- 
operative activities between scientists and 
specialists that work to share technologies 
and best practices, mitigate shared water 
challenges, foster international cooperation, 
and defuse cross-border tensions; 

(3) provide grants through the United 
States Agency for International Develop- 
ment to foster the development, dissemina- 
tion, and increased and consistent use of low 
cost and sustainable technologies, such as 
household water treatment, hand washing 
stations, and latrines, for providing safe 
drinking water, sanitation, and hygiene that 
are suitable for use in high priority coun- 
tries, particularly in places with limited re- 
sources and infrastructure; 

(4) in collaboration with the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, Department 
of Agriculture, the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency, the National Oceanic and At- 
mospheric Administration, and other agen- 
cies, as appropriate, conduct formative and 
operational research and monitor and evalu- 
ate the effectiveness of programs that pro- 
vide safe drinking water and sanitation; and 

(5) integrate efforts to promote safe drink- 
ing water, sanitation and hygiene with exist- 
ing foreign assistance programs, as appro- 
priate, including activities focused on food 
security, HIV/AIDS, malaria, tuberculosis, 
maternal and child health, food security, and 
nutritional support. 

SEC. 9. MONITORING AND EVALUATION. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that— 

(1) achieving United States foreign policy 
objectives requires the consistent and sys- 
tematic evaluation of the impact of United 
States foreign assistance programs and anal- 
ysis on what programs work and why, when, 
and where they work; 

(2) the design of assistance programs and 
projects should include the collection of rel- 
evant baseline data required to measure out- 
comes and impacts; 

(8) the design of assistance programs and 
projects should reflect the knowledge gained 
from evaluation and analysis; 

(4) a culture and practice of high quality 
evaluation should be revitalized at agencies 
managing foreign assistance programs, 
which requires that the concepts of evalua- 
tion and analysis are used to inform policy 
and programmatic decisions, including the 
training of aid professionals in evaluation 
design and implementation; 

(5) the effective and efficient use of funds 
cannot be achieved without an under- 
standing of how lessons learned are applica- 
ble in various environments and under simi- 
lar or different conditions; and 

(6) project evaluations should be used as 
sources of data when running broader anal- 
yses of development outcomes and impacts. 

(b) COORDINATION AND INTEGRATION.—To 
the extent possible, the Administrator shall 
coordinate and integrate evaluation of 
United States water programs with the 
learning, evaluation, and analysis efforts of 
the United States Agency for International 
Development aimed at measuring develop- 
ment impact. 
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SEC. 10. UPDATED REPORT REGARDING WATER 
FOR PEACE AND SECURITY. 

Section 11(b) of the Senator Paul Simon 
Water for the Poor Act of 2005, as redesig- 
nated by section 7, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: ‘‘The report submitted 
under this subsection shall include an assess- 
ment of current and likely future political 
tensions over water sources and multidisci- 
plinary assessment of the expected impacts 
of changes to water supplies and agricultural 
productivity ір 10, 25, and 50 years.’’. 

SEC. 11. COMPTROLLER GENERAL REPORT ON 
EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY 
OF UNITED STATES EFFORTS TO 
PROVIDE SAFE WATER AND SANITA- 
TION FOR DEVELOPING COUNTRIES. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall submit to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions of the Senate a report on the effective- 
ness and efficiency of United States efforts 
to provide safe water and sanitation for de- 
veloping countries. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—In preparing the report re- 
quired by subsection (a), the Comptroller 
General shall, at a minimum— 

(1) identify all programs (and respective 
Federal agencies) in the Federal Government 
that perform the mission of providing safe 
water and sanitation for developing coun- 


tries, including capacity-building, profes- 
sional exchanges, and other related pro- 
grams; 


(2) list the actual costs for the implemen- 
tation, operation, and support of the indi- 
vidual programs; 

(3) assess the effectiveness of these pro- 
grams in meeting their goals; 

(4) assess the efficiency of these programs 
compared to each other and to programs to 
provide similar aid performed by nongovern- 
mental organizations and other govern- 
ments, and identify best practices from this 
assessment; 

(5) identify and assess programs that are 
duplicative of each other or of efforts by 
nongovernmental organizations and other 
governments; 

(6) assess whether appropriate oversight of 
these programs is being conducted by Fed- 
eral agencies, especially in the programs in 
which Federal agencies are utilizing contrac- 
tors instead of government employees to per- 
form this mission; and 

(7) make such recommendations as the 
Comptroller General considers appropriate. 


By Mr. LEAHY: 

S. 642. A bill to permanently reau- 
thorize the EB-E Regional Center Pro- 
gram; to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the Creating American 
Jobs Through Foreign Capital Invest- 
ment Act. This bill does one simple 
thing: It makes the EB-5 regional cen- 
ter program permanent. The EB-5 Re- 
gional Center Program has been highly 
successful since its inception in 1992, 
but it has always lacked the security of 
assured continuity. Extending the pro- 
gram by a few years at a time hampers 
the growth of the program and creates 
a disincentive for immigrant investors 
to bring their capital investments to 
the United States. EB-5 regional center 
programs have drawn jobs and millions 
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of investment dollars to struggling 
communities and regions of our coun- 
try. We can expand these job-creating 
programs and allow new regional cen- 
ters to compete for investments with 
quality projects—if the EB-5 authoriza- 
tion is made permanent in law. 

The State of Vermont and Vermont 
entrepreneurs recognized the potential 
of this program early on, and Vermont 
gained regional center status in 1997. 
Our State and the Vermont entre- 
preneurs who took advantage of the re- 
gional center planned their projects 
with great care. As a result, both the 
State and our entrepreneurs have suc- 
cessfully attracted investors and cre- 
ated jobs. Other states have taken note 
of Vermont’s success, and today there 
are now about 185 designated regional 
center programs across the country, 
which are creating jobs in States like 
Alabama, Arizona, California, Florida, 
Iowa, and New York, to name just a 
few. 

A regional center program is an eco- 
nomic engine for the state or region in 
which it is located. In a small state 
like Vermont, the economic activity 
generated by EB-5 projects at resorts 
like Jay Peak and Sugarbush has cre- 
ated direct jobs in those communities. 
Some of those jobs are for the con- 
struction and expansion phase, and 
others are for long-term employees of 
the resorts. These resort expansions 
bring more tourists to Vermont to 
enjoy skiing and summertime activi- 
ties. Then there are the multiplier ef- 
fects of these projects. Our visitors 
spend money while skiing and touring 
Vermont, supporting other Vermont 
businesses with every purchase they 
make. The economic activity is not 
limited to tourism, and there are other 
innovative projects in the pipeline in 
Vermont—projects like biotechnology; 
water purification; and manufacturing. 
Because the entire State of Vermont is 
a designated regional center, there is 
great potential for diversity both in 
terms of projects and geographic loca- 
tion. 

The Regional Center program at- 
tracts foreign investors seeking legal 
permanent residency and a chance to 
invest in the American economy. In- 
vestors must pledge a minimum of 
$500,000 to a project within a Regional 
Center, and they independently apply 
for ЕВ-5 visas. If approved by U.S. Citi- 
zenship and Immigration, USCIS, for- 
eign investors are granted conditional 
2-year green cards. After 2 years, these 
investors must provide proof that they 
have created at least 10 jobs as a result 
of their investments, and that they 
have met additional investment re- 
quirements set by USCIS. 

The Federal Government authorizes 
approximately 388,000 green cards each 
year. Out of that number, only 10,000 
annually are reserved for the ЕВ-5 pro- 
gram. The vast majority of the green 
cards issued by our Government are 
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family-based and available to anyone 
who meets the admissibility criteria, 
irrespective of personal wealth. It is 
true that this program requires a sig- 
nificant up-front investment from a 
prospective immigrant, but that does 
not disadvantage others who wish to 
become permanent residents. Most im- 
portantly, that investment directly 
benefits American communities and 
workers at no cost to American tax- 
payers. Similar programs have long 
yielded extraordinary economic bene- 
fits for the people of Canada, Australia 
and other countries. 


There is virtually no substantive op- 
position to the EB-5 program. Most 
elected officials will agree that cre- 
ating jobs and capital investment is a 
good, bipartisan goal. 


The bill I introduce today makes the 
program permanent, but I am also 
working on a broader package of im- 
provements to the EB-5 program to 
modernize it and ensure it operates ef- 
ficiently, and as Congress intended. We 
must make sure that the immigration 
agency has the tools it needs to keep 
the program free from fraud and abuse. 
We must offer stakeholders an efficient 
process with fair standards so that 
they have confidence in the program. I 
am developing legislation in consulta- 
tion with stakeholders and agency offi- 
cials to make changes that will bring 
about lasting improvements for every- 
one involved. 


The EB-5 regional center program is 
one small corner of our overall immi- 
gration system—and it is one that gen- 
erates tangible, ongoing economic ben- 
efits for Americans in the form of jobs 
and capital investment in local com- 
munities. It is an American success 
story, and we can build on its success 
with a continuing charter, with careful 
cultivation, and with appropriate over- 
sight. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 


There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 


S. 642 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 


SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 


This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Creating 
American Jobs Through Foreign Capital In- 
vestment Act’’. 


SEC. 2. PERMANENT REAUTHORIZATION OF EB-5 
REGIONAL CENTER PROGRAM. 


Section 610 of the Departments of Com- 
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1993 (8 
U.S.C. 1153 note) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘pilot’’? each place such 
term appears; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘until 
September 30, 2012”. 
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 


SENATE RESOLUTION 104—DESIG- 
NATING SEPTEMBER 2011 AS 
“CAMPUS FIRE SAFETY MONTH” 


Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SANDERS, and 
Mr. MENENDEZ) submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committtee on the Judiciary: 


S. RES. 104 


Whereas, each year, States across the Na- 
tion formally designate September as Cam- 
pus Fire Safety Month; 

Whereas, since January 2000, at least 143 
people, including students, parents, and chil- 
dren have died in campus-related fires; 

Whereas 85 percent of those deaths oc- 
curred in off-campus residences; 

Whereas a majority of college students in 
the United States live in off-campus resi- 
dences; 

Whereas a number of fatal fires have oc- 
curred in buildings in which the fire safety 
systems had been compromised or disabled 
by the occupants; 

Whereas automatic fire alarm systems pro- 
vide the early warning of a fire that is nec- 
essary for occupants and the fire department 
to take appropriate action; 

Whereas automatic fire sprinkler systems 
are a highly effective method of controlling 
or extinguishing a fire in its early stages, 
protecting the lives of the building’s occu- 
pants; 

Whereas many college students live in off- 
campus residences, fraternity and sorority 
housing, and residence halls that are not 
adequately protected with automatic fire 
sprinkler systems and automatic fire alarm 
systems; 

Whereas fire safety education is an effec- 
tive method of reducing the occurrence of 
fires and reducing the resulting loss of life 
and property damage; 

Whereas college students do not routinely 
receive effective fire safety education during 
their time in college; 

Whereas it is vital to educate young people 
in the United States about the importance of 
fire safety to help ensure fire-safe behavior 
by young people during their college years 
and beyond; and 

Whereas, by developing a generation of 
fire-safe adults, future loss of life from fires 
may be significantly reduced: Now, there- 
fore, be it 


Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates September 2011 as ‘‘Campus 
Fire Safety Month’’; and 

(2) encourages administrators of institu- 
tions of higher education and municipalities 
across the country— 

(A) to provide educational programs to all 
students during September and throughout 
the school year; 

(B) to evaluate the level of fire safety 
being provided in both on- and off-campus 
student housing; and 

(C) to ensure fire-safe living environments 
through fire safety education, installation of 
fire suppression and detection systems, and 
the development and enforcement of applica- 
ble codes relating to fire safety. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 105—TO CON- 
DEMN THE DECEMBER 19, 2010, 
ELECTIONS IN BELARUS, AND TO 
CALL FOR THE IMMEDIATE RE- 
LEASE OF ALL POLITICAL PRIS- 
ONERS AND FOR NEW ELEC- 
TIONS THAT MEET INTER- 
NATIONAL STANDARDS 


Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. LIE- 
BERMAN, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. CARDIN, Mrs. 
SHAHEEN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. KYL, Mr. 
BARRASSO, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. 
KIRK, and Mr. LAUTENBERG) submitted 
the following resolution; which was 
considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 105 


Whereas the people of Belarus have lived 
under the brutal dictatorship of Alexander 
Lukashenko for almost 2 decades; 

Whereas, under Mr. Lukashenko’s rule, 
Belarus—which is known as ‘ће last dicta- 
torship of Europe’’—has defied the post-So- 
viet democratic transformation that swept 
eastern and central Europe by maintaining 
an abhorrent human and political rights 
record and denying its citizens fundamental 
freedoms; 

Whereas, according to the United States 
Department of State 2009 Human Rights 
Country Report on Belarus, elections in 
Belarus are consistently unfair and undemo- 
cratic; politically motivated arrests and de- 
tentions are ongoing; Belarus’ judiciary is 
not independent; beatings, poor treatment, 
and disease are widespread in prisons in 
Belarus, where detainees lack access to food, 
proper clothing, and medical treatment; and 
the Government of Belarus has severely and 
systematically restricted basic freedoms of 
press, speech, assembly, association, and re- 
ligion; 

Whereas Mr. Lukashenko had an oppor- 
tunity to move Belarus closer to the commu- 
nity of democracies by holding free and fair 
presidential elections on December 19, 2010, 
and allowing for multiple opposition can- 
didates to run for president; 

Whereas the Lukashenko regime squan- 
dered this opportunity for the people of 
Belarus by orchestrating a fraudulent elec- 
tion that failed to meet minimal inter- 
national standards; 

Whereas, following the elections, the 
Lukashenko regime arrested 5 of the 6 oppo- 
sition presidential candidates, severely beat- 
ing one candidate, Uladzimir Niakliayeu, 
and arbitrarily beating many of the thou- 
sands of Belarusians who were peacefully 
protesting the stolen election in the largest 
public demonstration the country had seen 
in over 5 years; 

Whereas, during the course of election day 
and its aftermath, Lukashenko’s security 
forces, the State Security Agency (KGB), de- 
tained or arrested over 600 additional people, 
including journalists, civil society represent- 
atives, political activists, and ordinary 
Belarusians who were peacefully seeking to 
exercise their fundamental human rights to 
free assembly and expression; 

Whereas the Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe’s Election Observa- 
tion Mission, which monitored the election 
in Belarus, issued a statement of preliminary 
findings and conclusions on December 20, 
2010, that criticized the election’s campaign 
environment as ‘“‘characterized by the lack of 
a level-playing field’? and reported that 
international observers assessed the vote 
count as ‘“‘non-transparent’’ and ‘раа or very 
bad in almost half of all observed polling sta- 
tions”; 
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Whereas, according to Organization for Se- 
curity and Cooperation in Europe observers, 
prominent international websites, including 
Gmail and Hotmail, and Belarusian websites 
including Charter97.org, euroradio.by, 
gazetaby.com, and zapraudu.info were ren- 
dered inaccessible on election day; 

Whereas, on February 22, 2011, the Organi- 
zation for Security and Cooperation in Eu- 
rope stated in its final report on the Decem- 


ber 19, 2010, election that the final vote 
count was ‘‘flawed and lacked trans- 
parency”’; 


Whereas Department of State spokesperson 
Philip J. Crowley said on December 20, 2010, 
“We cannot consider the election results as 
legitimate.’’; 

Whereas, on December 20, 2010, the Obama 
Administration called for the release of all 
detained presidential candidates and 
protestors arrested around the election and 
strongly condemned the violence used by the 
Lukashenko regime to ‘‘undermine the 
democratic process”; 

Whereas on December 23, 2010, Secretary of 
State Hillary Clinton and European Union 
High Representative for Foreign Affairs and 
Security Policy Catherine Ashton strongly 
condemned the Lukashenko regime’s dis- 
proportionate use of violence and called for 
“the immediate release of the presidential 
candidates and the over 600 demonstrators 
who have been taken into custody in the 
wake of the presidential elections in 
Belarus’’; 

Whereas the heads of the foreign affairs 
committees of the German and Polish par- 
liaments issued a joint statement on Decem- 
ber 31, 2010, stating that the presidential 
election in Belarus showed ‘‘a complete lack 
of respect for European values and stand- 
ards”: 

Whereas, on January 20, 2011, the European 
Parliament adopted a resolution that con- 
demns the December 19, 2010, elections in 
Belarus and their violent aftermath; de- 
mands the immediate and unconditional re- 
lease of political prisoners; and calls for 
‘new elections to be held” in Belarus under 
“free and democratic conditions” and ‘‘ac- 
cording to OSCE standards”; 

Whereas, on December 31, 2010, the Govern- 
ment of Belarus refused to extend the man- 
date of the Organization for Security and Co- 
operation in Europe office in Minsk, thereby 
shuttering the democratic institution build- 
ing efforts of the Organization for Security 
and Cooperation in Europe in Belarus; 

Whereas, on January 4, 2011, Department of 
State spokesperson Philip J. Crowley and 
Darren Ennis, Spokesperson for European 
Union High Representative Catherine Ash- 
ton, issued a joint statement expressing re- 
gret over the closure of the Organization for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe Office in 
Belarus and calling on authorities in Belarus 
“to fulfill their commitments to the OSCE 
by reforming the election process and pro- 
viding greater respect for human rights”; 

Whereas the Belarusian KGB continues to 
detain at least 32 political opposition leaders 
and activists associated with the December 
19, 2010, elections who face dubious charges 
that carry prison sentences up to 15 years; 

Whereas, on February 28, 2011, Ales 
Mikhalevich, a presidential candidate who 
was arrested following the December 19, 2010, 
elections and released on January 19, 2011, 
issued a statement detailing the abuse and 
torture that he endured during his 2-month 
detention by the Belarusian KGB, in viola- 
tion of existing Belarusian laws as well as 
international agreements, including the Con- 
vention against Torture and Other Cruel, In- 


4335 


human or Degrading Treatment or Punish- 
ment, done at New York December 10, 1984, 
to which Belarus has been a signatory since 
December 1985; 

Whereas families of presidential candidates 
and political opposition leaders and their 
lawyers face continued harassment and in- 
timidation by Lukashenko’s KGB, including 
repeated interrogations, raids, pressure, and 
threats of dismissal from places of employ- 
ment and schools; 

Whereas the detained presidential can- 
didates and political opposition leaders are 
being denied regular access to family, law- 
yers, medical treatment, and open legal pro- 
ceedings; 

Whereas authorities in Belarus continue to 
carry out searches and seizures across the 
country, including the offices and homes of 
journalists, political activists, civil society 
representatives, former presidential can- 
didates and their advisers, and ordinary 
Belarusians with tenuous connections to 
members of the political opposition; 

Whereas, according to the Stockholm 
International Peace Research Institute, an 
internationally reputable source on global 
arms trade, the Lukashenko regime deliv- 
ered a shipment of military equipment to the 
Qaddafi regime in Libya in February 2011, 
just before Qaddafi prepared to initiate the 
widely condemned bloody crackdown under- 
taken against the people of Libya; 

Whereas, on January 31, 2011, the United 
States and the European Union imposed tar- 
geted travel and financial sanctions on an 
expanded list of officials of the Government 
of Belarus, including Alexander Lukashenko 
and those helping prop up his regime; 

Whereas, on January 31, 2011, the United 
States Government also restricted economic 
transactions with Lakokraska OAO and 
Polotsk Steklovolokno OAO, 2 subsidiaries 
of Belarus’s largest state-owned petroleum 
and chemical conglomerate, Belneftekhim; 

Whereas, on February 2, 2011, the United 
States Government pledged to supplement 
its democracy assistance to Belarus by 
$4,000,000 in fiscal year 2011; 

Whereas, on March 2, 2011, Lukashenko’s 
regime sentenced 3 of the political detainees, 
Alyaksandr Atroshchankau, Zmitster Novik, 
and Alyaksandr Malchanau, to between 3 and 
4 years in a top-security prison; 

Whereas on March 4, 2011, Department of 
State Spokesman P.J. Crowley said, ‘‘The 
United States remains gravely concerned 
over the continuing post-election crackdown 
by the Government of Belarus on civil soci- 
ety, independent media, and the political op- 
position. Through its ongoing detentions, 
trials, and harsh prison sentences, the gov- 
ernment is creating new political prisoners. 
We urge the unconditional release of those 
detained in the crackdown without trials, 
and the creation of space for the free expres- 
sion of political views, the development of 
civil society, and the ability of citizens to 
expand their contact with open societies.’’; 
and 

Whereas Congress passed the Belarus De- 
mocracy Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-347) and 
the Belarus Democracy Reauthorization Act 
of 2006 (Public Law 109-480) as expressions of 
support consistent with these aims: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) condemns the December 19, 2010, elec- 
tion in Belarus as illegitimate, fraudulent, 
and not representative of the will or the as- 
pirations of the voters in Belarus, and joins 
the European Parliament in calling for new 
elections to be held in Belarus that meet 
international standards; 
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(2) condemns the beating, arrest, fining, 
and imprisonment of presidential candidates, 
opposition leaders, and activists by Alex- 
ander Lukashenko’s KGB in the wake of the 
December 19, 2010, election; 

(3) condemns the Lukashenko regime’s sys- 
tematic efforts to prevent freedom of expres- 
sion and association in Belarus, including its 
efforts to censor the Internet and stifle free- 
dom of the press; 

(4) stands in solidarity with the people of 
Belarus, those political prisoners being un- 
justly detained, and those who continue to 
fight for peaceful democratic change and 
their fundamental human rights in Belarus; 

(5) applauds the pledges of the United 
States Government and the European Union 
to impose targeted sanctions, including visa 
bans and asset freezes, on Belarusian offi- 
cials and their associates responsible for the 
recent crackdown and human rights abuses 
against the people of Belarus; 

(6) applauds the decisions of the United 
States Government, the European Union, 
and other democratic allies to expand assist- 
ance to civil society in Belarus; 

(7) calls on the Lukashenko regime— 

(A) to immediately and unconditionally re- 
lease all political prisoners in Belarus who 
were arrested in association with the Decem- 
ber 19, 2010, election, including 3 presidential 
candidates, Andrei Sannikov, Nikolai 
Statkevich, and Uladzimir Nyaklyaeu, who 
are still in prison or under house arrest; 

(B) to immediately cease the harassment 
of the families, friends, and lawyers of polit- 
ical prisoners in Belarus; 

(C) to authorize the extension of the man- 
date of the Organization for Security and Co- 
operation in Europe Office in Belarus; 

(D) to hold new presidential and par- 
liamentary elections in Belarus that are 
free, fair, inclusive, and meet international 
standards; and 

(E) to meet its international obligations 
and cease any illegal efforts related to the 
provision of arms to rogue regimes; 

(8) urges the President and the Secretary 
of State— 

(A) to continue to closely coordinate 
United States and European Union policies 
towards Belarus; 

(B) to resume direct technical and mate- 
rial support to the opposition and civil soci- 
ety in Belarus, including political parties, 
civic groups, and independent media outlets; 

(C) to ensure that the United States list in- 
cludes any other officials of the Government 
of Belarus responsible for the crackdown fol- 
lowing the December 19, 2010, election in 
Belarus, associated human rights abuses, and 
the continued detention, prosecution, and 
mistreatment of all political prisoners, and 
to impose targeted sanctions on those indi- 
viduals and their family members where 
warranted; and 

(D) to identify any other entities that en- 
rich Mr. Lukashenko and his regime at the 
expense of the people of Belarus and prohibit 
business with and freeze the assets of such 
entities; 

(9) urges the European Union— 

(A) to join the United States in prohibiting 
business with, and freezing the assets of, the 
Belarusian state-owned oil and petrochemi- 
cals company Belneftekhim and its subsidi- 
aries Lakokraska ОАО and Polotsk 
Steklovolokno OAO, as well as other entities 
that enrich Mr. Lukashenko and his regime 
at the expense of the people of Belarus; 

(B) to cut all European projects linked to 
the authorities in Belarus responsible for the 
crackdown and associated human rights 
abuses and to exclude officials of the Govern- 
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ment of Belarus from meetings under the Eu- 
ropean Union’s Eastern Partnership policy— 
including the planned European Union sum- 
mit with post-Soviet countries scheduled to 
take place in Budapest in May 2011—but to 
ensure that this suspension not apply to non- 
governmental and civil society organizations 
in Belarus; 

(C) to ensure that the European Union list 
includes any other officials of the Govern- 
ment of Belarus responsible for the crack- 
down following the December 19, 2010, elec- 
tion in Belarus, associated human rights 
abuses, and the continued detention, pros- 
ecution, and mistreatment of political pris- 
oners, and to impose targeted sanctions on 
those officials and their family members 
where warranted; and 

(D) to increase support to the opposition 
and civil society in Belarus, including polit- 
ical parties, civic groups, and independent 
media outlets; 

(10) calls on other members of the inter- 
national community, including Russia, to 
take similar targeted actions against the 
leaders of the Government of Belarus; 

(11) calls on the Government of Lithuania, 
as chair of the Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe for 2011, to make the 
reestablishment of the Organization for Se- 
curity and Cooperation in Europe Office in 
Belarus one of its chief priorities for its ten- 
ure; and 

(12) calls on the International Ice Hockey 
Federation to suspend its 2014 International 
World Ice Hockey championship to be hosted 
in Minsk, Belarus until all political pris- 
oners in Belarus are released. 


EE 


SENATE RESOLUTION 106—RECOG- 
NIZING THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF THE TRIANGLE SHIRTWAIST 
COMPANY FIRE IN NEW YORK 
CITY ON MARCH 25, 1911, AND 
DESIGNATING THE WEEK OF 
MARCH 21, 2011, THROUGH MARCH 
25, 2011, AS THE ‘100TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE TRIANGLE SHIRT- 
WAIST FACTORY FIRE REMEM- 
BRANCE WEEK” 


Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, and Mrs. MURRAY) submitted 
the following resolution; which was 
considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 106 


Whereas the Triangle Shirtwaist Company 
fire was the deadliest industrial disaster in 
the City of New York’s history and resulted 
in the 4th greatest loss of life from an indus- 
trial accident in the history of the United 
States, claiming the lives of 146 garment 
workers, many of whom were young immi- 
grants; 

Whereas this human catastrophe exposed 
the need to strengthen labor laws, fire regu- 
lations, and health and safety protections for 
workers; 

Whereas the Triangle Shirtwaist Company 
fire helped spur the growth of the modern- 
day organized labor movement, particularly 
the International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ 
Union, which continued to fight for better 
conditions for sweatshop workers; 

Whereas from the ashes of this horrific 
event emerged the modern celebration of 
International Women’s Day, and the death of 
129 women workers in the Triangle Shirt- 
waist Company fire demonstrated the need 
for workers’ rights and women’s rights; 

Whereas more than 5,000 workers lose their 
lives each year on the job, and protecting the 
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health and safety of workers continues to be 
a critical issue in the United States today; 
and 

Whereas national events will be held to re- 
member the victims of the Triangle Shirt- 
waist Company fire, and to educate citizens 
about the important role this tragic event 
played in the history of the United States: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate designates the 
week of March 21, 2011 through March 25, 2011 
as the ‘100th Anniversary of the Triangle 
Shirtwaist Factory Fire Remembrance 
Week”. 


ee 


SENATE RESOLUTION 107—DESIG- 
NATING APRIL 4, 2011, AS “NA- 
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR 
AUXILIARIES DAY” 


Mr. WICKER (for himself and Mr. 
PRYOR) submitted the following resolu- 
tion; which was considered and agreed 
to: 
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Whereas the National Association of Jun- 
ior Auxiliaries and the members of the Na- 
tional Association of Junior Auxiliaries pro- 
vide valuable service and leadership opportu- 
nities for women who wish to take an active 
role in their communities; 

Whereas the mission of the National Asso- 
ciation of Junior Auxiliaries is to encourage 
member chapters to render charitable serv- 
ices that— 

(1) are beneficial to the general public; and 

(2) place a particular emphasis on pro- 
viding for the needs of children; and 

Whereas since the founding of the National 
Association of Junior Auxiliaries in 1941, the 
organization has provided strength and in- 
spiration to women who want to effect posi- 
tive change in their communities: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates April 4, 2011, as ‘‘National 
Association of Junior Auxiliaries рау”; 

(2) recognizes the great contributions made 
by members of the National Association of 
Junior Auxiliaries to their communities and 
to the people of the United States; and 

(3) especially commends the work of the 
members of the National Association of Jun- 
ior Auxiliaries to better the lives of children 
in the United States. 


—— 


SENATE RESOLUTION 108—ЕХ- 
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE ON THE IMPORTANCE 
OF STRENGTHENING INVEST- 
MENT RELATIONS BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES AND BRAZIL 


Mr. LUGAR submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. REs. 108 

Whereas President Barack Obama is set to 
visit Brazil on March 19 and 20, 2011, during 
a 5 day trip which will include stops in Chile 
(March 21), and El Salvador (March 22); 

Whereas the United States and Brazil 
enjoy longstanding economic relations sus- 
tained by trade and investment; 

Whereas investment in and by Brazil pro- 
motes economic growth, generates greater 
wealth and employment, strengthens the 
manufacturing and services sectors, and en- 
hances research, technology, and produc- 
tivity in the United States and Brazil; 
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Whereas the United States is the largest 
direct investor abroad, with total world-wide 
investments of $3,508,000,000,000 in 2009; 

Whereas the United States has historically 
been the largest direct investor in Brazil, in- 
vesting a total of $56,692,000,000 in 2009; 

Whereas the sound economic policy of the 
Government of Brazil was given an invest- 
ment-grade rating by the 3 major investment 
rating agencies in 2009; 

Whereas the United States is the largest 
recipient of direct investment in the world, 
with total foreign direct investments of 
$2,320,000,000,000 in 2009; 

Whereas the United States received direct 
investment from Brazil, including a total of 
$1,400,000,000 in 2007 and a reduction of that 
amount by $647,000,000 in 2009; 

Whereas Brazil is the only country with a 
gross national product of тоге than 
$1,000,000,000,000 with which the United 
States does not have a bilateral tax treaty; 

Whereas Brazil is the 4th largest investor 
in United States Treasury securities, which 
are important to the health of the United 
States economy; 

Whereas Brazil ranked 7th among other 
countries in the number of corporations list- 
ed on the New York Stock Exchange in 2009, 
with 35 corporations listed; 

Whereas a bilateral tax treaty between the 
United States and Brazil would enhance the 
partnerships between investors in the United 
States and Brazil and benefit small- and me- 
dium-sized enterprises in both the United 
States and Brazil; 

Whereas a bilateral tax treaty between 
Brazil and the United States would promote 
a greater flow of investment between Brazil 
and the United States by creating the cer- 
tainty that comes with a commitment to re- 
duce taxation and eliminate double taxation; 

Whereas the Brazil-United States Business 
Council and the United States-Brazil CHO 
Forum have worked to advance a bilateral 
tax treaty between the United States and 
Brazil; 

Whereas the Senate intends to closely 
monitor the progress on treaty negotiations 
and hold a periodic dialogue with officers of 
the Department of the Treasury; and 

Whereas the United States and Brazil will 
greatly benefit from deeper political and eco- 
nomic relations: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) the United States Government and the 
Government of Brazil should continue to de- 
velop their relationship; and 

(2) during the President’s March 19 and 20, 
2011, visit to Brazil, he should propose to his 
Brazilian counterpart that the United States 
and Brazil begin negotiations for a bilateral 
tax treaty that— 

(A) is consistent with the existing tax trea- 
ty practices of the United States Govern- 
ment; and 

(B) reflects modern, internationally recog- 
nized tax policy principles. 


a с _ 
AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 
SA 244. Ms. LANDRIEU proposed an 


amendment to amendment SA 183 proposed 
by Mr. MCCONNELL to the bill S. 493, to reau- 
thorize and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes. 

SA 245. Mr. KIRK (for himself and Mr. VIT- 
TER) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 498, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 246. Mr. HATCH (for himself and Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado) submitted an amend- 
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ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 247. Mr. HATCH submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 248. Ms. COLLINS submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill S. 493, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 249. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Ms. 
COLLINS, and Mr. WEBB) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 498, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 


EE 
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 


SA 244. Ms. LANDRIEU proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 183 pro- 
posed by Mr. MCCONNELL to the bill S. 
493, to reauthorize and improve the 
SBIR and STTR programs, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

At the end, insert the following: 

The provisions of this title shall become 
effective 5 days after enactment. 


SA 245. Mr. KIRK (for himself and 
Mr. VITTER) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 498, to reauthorize and improve 
the SBIR and ТТЕ programs, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end, add the following: 


TITLE VI—REDUCING THE PAPERWORK 
BURDEN ON SMALL BUSINESSES 
SEC. 601. REDUCTION OF REGULATORY BURDEN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, act- 
ing through the Chief Counsel for Advocacy 
of the Administration, may provide such 
support as may be necessary to a Federal 
agency or department during the rulemaking 
process to ensure that a small business con- 
cern is not required to expend more than a 
total of 200 man-hours annually on applica- 
tions, filings, petitions, or other paperwork 
submitted the Federal agency or depart- 
ment. 

(b) COMMONLY REQUIRED INFORMATION 
ForRM.—The Administrator shall establish a 
form on the public Internet website of the 
Administrator that a small business concern 
may use to provide to the Administrator in- 
formation that the Administrator deter- 
mines to be frequently required as part of 
any application, filing, petition, or other pa- 
perwork described in subsection (a). The Ad- 
ministrator may use information provided 
by a small business concern using the form 
established under this subsection to assist 
the small business concern in the expedited 
completion of an application, filing, petition, 
or other paperwork described in subsection 
(a). 

(c) GAO REPORT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct a study of 
each regulation of each Federal agency or 
department to determine the burden that the 
regulation imposes on small business con- 
cerns. 

(2) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.—The Comp- 
troller General shall submit a report on the 
study conducted under paragraph (1) to the 
Administrator not later 270 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(d) SBA RECOMMENDATIONS.—Not later 
than 180 days after receiving the report 
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under subsection (c)(2), the Administrator 
shall publish and maintain on the public 
Internet website of the Administrator rec- 
ommendations on how to reduce the burden 
each regulation of each Federal agency or 
department imposes on small business con- 
cerns. 

(е) REDUCTION OF PAPERWORK.—In carrying 
out any program under the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.) or the Small Busi- 
ness Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 661 et 
seq.), the Administrator, acting through the 
Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Adminis- 
tration, shall take any actions the Adminis- 
trator determines appropriate to reduce the 
amount of paperwork (including any applica- 
tion, filing, or petition) that a small business 
concern may be required to complete by any 
Federal department or agency. Such actions 
shall include providing for the replacement 
of paperwork requirements with electronic 
or telephone filing requirements or reporting 
requirements. 

SEC. 602. SUSPENSION OF FINES FOR FIRST-TIME 
PAPERWORK VIOLATIONS BY SMALL 
BUSINESS CONCERNS. 

Section 3506 of title 44, United States Code 
(commonly referred to as the ‘‘Paperwork 
Reduction Act’’), is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

“(j)(1) In this subsection, the term ‘small 
business concern’ has the meaning given 
that term under section 3 of the Small Busi- 
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 682). 

(2) In the case of a first-time violation by 
а small business concern of a requirement re- 
garding the collection of information by an 
agency, the head of the agency may not im- 
pose a civil fine on the small business con- 
cern unless the head of the agency deter- 
mines that— 

(А) the violation has the potential to 
cause serious harm to the public interest; 

‘(B) failure to impose a civil fine would 
impede or interfere with the detection of 
criminal activity; 

“(С) the violation is a violation of an inter- 
nal revenue law or a law concerning the as- 
sessment or collection of any tax, debt, rev- 
enue, or receipt; 

“(D) the small business concern did not 
correct the violation on or before the date 
that is 180 days after the date on which the 
small business concern received notification 
of the violation in writing from the agency; 
or 

(Е) except as provided in paragraph (3), 
the violation presents a danger to the public 
health or safety. 

“*(3)(A) If the head of an agency determines 
under paragraph (2)(E) that a violation pre- 
sents a danger to the public health or safety, 
the head of the agency may determine not to 
impose a civil fine on the small business con- 
cern if the small business concern corrects 
the violation not later than 24 hours after re- 
ceipt by the small business concern of notifi- 
cation of the violation in writing. 

“(В) In determining whether to allow a 
small business concern 24 hours to correct a 
violation under subparagraph (A), the head 
of an agency shall take into account all the 
facts and circumstances regarding the viola- 
tion, including— 

“(i) the nature and seriousness of the vio- 
lation, including whether the violation is 
technical or inadvertent or involves willful 
or criminal conduct; 

“(11) whether the small business concern 
has made a good faith effort to comply with 
applicable laws and to remedy the violation 
within the shortest practicable period of 
time; and 

“(iii) whether the small business concern 
has obtained a significant economic benefit 
from the violation. 
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“(С) If the head of an agency imposes a 
civil fine on a small business concern for a 
violation that presents a danger to the pub- 
lic health or safety and does not allow the 
small business concern 24 hours to correct 
the violation under subparagraph (A), the 
head of the agency shall notify Congress re- 
garding the determination not later than 60 
days after the date on which the agency im- 
poses the civil fine. 

(4) For purposes of determining whether a 
violation by a small business concern of a re- 
quirement regarding collection of informa- 
tion is a first time violation, the head of an 
agency may not take into account a viola- 
tion of a requirement regarding collection of 
information by another agency.’’. 


SA 246. Mr. HATCH (for himself and 
Mr. UDALL of Colorado) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 


At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
TITLE —COMMITTEE TO REDUCE 


GOVERNMENT WASTE 
SEC. 01. ESTABLISHMENT. 

There shall be a Senate committee known 
as the Committee to Reduce Government 
Waste (referred to in this title as the ‘‘Com- 
mittee’’). 

SEC. 02. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) COMPOSITION.—The Committee shall be 
composed of 12 members as follows: 

(1) Four members from the Committee on 
Finance, 2 selected by the majority leader 
and 2 selected by the minority leader. 

(2) Four members from the Committee on 
Appropriations, 2 selected by the majority 
leader and 2 selected by the minority leader. 

(3) Four members from the Committee on 
the Budget, 2 selected by the majority leader 
and 2 selected by the minority leader. 

(b) TENURE OF OFFICE.— 

(1) PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT.—Members 
shall be appointed for a period of not to ex- 
ceed 6 years. 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—No person shall continue 
to serve as a member of the Committee after 
the person has ceased to be a member of the 
Committee from which the member was cho- 
sen. 

(c) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the Com- 
mittee shall not affect its powers, but shall 
be filled in the same manner as the original 
appointment. 

(d) CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN.—The 
Committee shall select a Chairman and Vice 
Chairman from among its members. 

(e) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of 
the Committee shall constitute a quorum, 
but a lesser number of members may hold 
hearings. The powers conferred upon them 
by section 4 may be exercised by a majority 
vote. 

SEC. 03. DUTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Committee shall 
have the following duties: 

(1) Stuby.—The Committee shall— 

(A) research, review, and study Federal 
programs that are underperforming or non- 
essential; and 

(B) determine which Federal programs 
should be modified or eliminated. 

(2) RECOMMEND.—The Committee shall de- 
velop recommendations to the Senate for ac- 
tion designed to modify or eliminate under- 
performing or nonessential Federal pro- 
grams. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


(3) REPORT AND LEGISLATION.—The Com- 
mittee shall submit to the Senate— 

(A) at least once a year, reports includ- 
ing— 

(i) a detailed statement of the findings and 
conclusions of the Committee; and 

(11) a list of underperforming or non- 
essential Federal programs; and 

(B) such legislation and administrative ac- 
tions as it considers appropriate. 

(b) CONSIDERATION OF LEGISLATION.—Any 
legislation submitted to the Senate by the 
Committee shall be considered under the 
provisions of section 310 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 641). 

SEC. 04. POWERS. 

(a) HEARINGS.—The Committee or, at its 
direction, any subcommittee or member of 
the Committee, may, for the purpose of car- 
rying out the provisions of section 03— 

(1) sit and act, at any time, during the ses- 
sions, recesses, and adjourned periods of Con- 
gress; 

(2) require as the Committee considers nec- 
essary, by subpoena or otherwise, the attend- 
ance of witnesses and the production of 
books, papers, and documents; 

(8) administer oaths and take testimony; 
and 

(4) procure necessary printing and binding. 

(b) WITNESS ALLOWANCES AND FEES.—The 
provisions of section 1821 of title 28, United 
States Code, shall apply to witnesses re- 
quested to appear at any hearing of the Com- 
mittee. The per diem and mileage allowances 
for witnesses shall be paid from funds avail- 
able to pay the expenses of the Committee. 

(с) EXPENDITURES.—The Committee, or any 
subcommittee thereof, is authorized to make 
such expenditures as it deems advisable. 

SEC. 05. APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION OF 
STAFF. 

Except as otherwise provided by law, the 
Committee shall have power to appoint and 
fix the compensation of the Chief of Staff of 
the Committee and such experts and clerical, 
stenographic, and other assistants as іб 
deems advisable. 

SEC. 06. PAYMENT OF EXPENSES. 

The expenses of the Committee shall be 

paid from the contingent fund of the Senate. 


SA 247. Mr. HATCH submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. . MAXIMUM PURCHASE LIMIT UNDER 
THE SMALL BUSINESS LENDING 
FUND PROGRAM; TRANSFER ОЕ 
FUNDS. 

(a) MAXIMUM PURCHASE LIMIT.—Section 
4103(а)(2) of the Small Business Jobs Act of 
2010 (12 U.S.C. 4741 note) is amended by strik- 
ing ‘*$30,000,000,000’’ and inserting 
“*$20,000,000,000"’. 

(b) TRANSFER OF AMOUNTS IN FUND.—Sec- 
tion 4108 of the Small Business Jobs Act of 
2010 (12 U.S.C. 4741 note) is amended by add- 
ing at the end the following: 

“(c) TRANSFER OF AMOUNTS.—On the date 
of enactment of the SBIR/STTR Reauthor- 
ization Act of 2011, the Secretary shall trans- 
fer $10,000,000,000 from the Fund to the gen- 
eral fund of the Treasury for reduction of the 
public debt.’’. 


SA 248. Ms COLLINS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 493, to reauthorize 
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and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 

SEC. REFERENCES. 

Except as expressly provided otherwise, 
any reference to “this Act” contained in di- 
vision A of this Act shall be treated as refer- 
ring only to the provisions of that division. 

DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2011 

The following sums are appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, for the fiscal year ending Sep- 
tember 30, 2011, for military functions ad- 
ministered by the Department of Defense 
and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ- 
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Army on active duty, (except 
members of reserve components provided for 
elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets; for 
members of the Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps; and for payments pursuant to section 
156 of Public Law 97-877, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$41,042,653,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 

For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ- 
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Navy on active duty (except 
members of the Reserve provided for else- 
where), midshipmen, and aviation cadets; for 
members of the Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps; and for payments pursuant to section 
156 of Public Law 97-877, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$25,912,449,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 

For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ- 
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Marine Corps on active duty 
(except members of the Reserve provided for 
elsewhere); and for payments pursuant to 
section 156 of Public Law 97-877, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 402 note), and to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$13,210,161,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ- 
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Air Force on active duty (ex- 
cept members of reserve components pro- 
vided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation ca- 
dets; for members of the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps; and for payments pursuant 
to section 156 of Public Law 97-877, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 402 note), and to the De- 
partment of Defense Military Retirement 
Fund, $27,105,755,000. 
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RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Army Reserve on active 
duty under sections 10211, 10302, and 3038 of 
title 10, United States Code, or while serving 
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title 
10, United States Code, in connection with 
performing duty specified in section 12310(a) 
of title 10, United States Code, or while un- 
dergoing reserve training, or while per- 
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili- 
tary Retirement Fund, $4,333,165,000. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty 
under section 10211 of title 10, United States 
Code, or while serving on active duty under 
section 12301(d) of title 10, United States 
Code, in connection with performing duty 
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, or while undergoing reserve 
training, or while performing drills or equiv- 
alent duty, and expenses authorized by sec- 
tion 16131 of title 10, United States Code; and 
for payments to the Department of Defense 
Military Retirement Fund, $1,940,191,000. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Marine Corps Reserve on ac- 
tive duty under section 10211 of title 10, 
United States Code, or while serving on ac- 
tive duty under section 12301(d) of title 10, 
United States Code, in connection with per- 
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, or while under- 
going reserve training, or while performing 
drills or equivalent duty, and for members of 
the Marine Corps platoon leaders class, and 
expenses authorized by section 16131 of title 
10, United States Code; and for payments to 
the Department of Defense Military Retire- 
ment Fund, $612,191,000. 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Air Force Reserve on active 
duty under sections 10211, 10305, and 8038 of 
title 10, United States Code, or while serving 
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title 
10, United States Code, in connection with 
performing duty specified in section 12310(a) 
of title 10, United States Code, or while un- 
dergoing reserve training, or while per- 
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili- 
tary Retirement Fund, $1,650,797,000. 
NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Army National Guard while 
on duty under section 10211, 10302, or 12402 of 
title 10 or section 708 of title 32, United 
States Code, or while serving on duty under 
section 12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of 
title 32, United States Code, in connection 
with performing duty specified in section 
12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, or 
while undergoing training, or while per- 
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili- 
tary Retirement Fund, $7,511,296,000. 
NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 


For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
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personnel of the Air National Guard on duty 
under section 10211, 10305, or 12402 of title 10 
or section 708 of title 32, United States Code, 
or while serving on duty under section 
12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of title 32, 
United States Code, in connection with per- 
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, or while under- 
going training, or while performing drills or 
equivalent duty or other duty, and expenses 
authorized by section 16131 of title 10, United 
States Code; and for payments to the Depart- 
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$3,060,098,000. 
TITLE II 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Army, as authorized by law; and not 
to exceed $12,478,000 can be used for emer- 
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex- 
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Army, and payments may 
be made on his certificate of necessity for 
confidential military purposes, 
$33,306,117,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, as author- 
ized by law; and not to exceed $14,804,000 can 
be used for emergencies and extraordinary 
expenses, to be expended on the approval or 
authority of the Secretary of the Navy, and 
payments may be made on his certificate of 
necessity for confidential military purposes, 
$37,809,239,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Marine Corps, as authorized by law, 
$5,539,740,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Air Force, as authorized by law; and 
not to exceed $7,699,000 can be used for emer- 
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex- 
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Air Force, and payments 
may be made on his certificate of necessity 
for confidential military purposes, 
$36,062,989,000. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of activities and agencies of the Department 
of Defense (other than the military depart- 
ments), ав authorized by law, $30,210,810,000: 
Provided, That not more than $50,000,000 may 
be used for the Combatant Commander Ini- 
tiative Fund authorized under section 166a of 
title 10, United States Code: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $36,000,000 can be used for 
emergencies and extraordinary expenses, to 
be expended on the approval or authority of 
the Secretary of Defense, and payments may 
be made on his certificate of necessity for 
confidential military purposes: Provided fur- 
ther, That of the funds provided under this 
heading, not less than $31,659,000 shall be 
made available for the Procurement Tech- 
nical Assistance Cooperative Agreement 
Program, of which not less than $3,600,000 
shall be available for centers defined in 10 
U.S.C. 2411(1)(0): Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available by this Act may be used to plan or 
implement the consolidation of a budget or 
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appropriations liaison office of the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, the office of the 
Secretary of a military department, or the 
service headquarters of one of the Armed 
Forces into a legislative affairs or legislative 
liaison office: Provided further, That 
$8,251,000, to remain available until ex- 
pended, is available only for expenses relat- 
ing to certain classified activities, and may 
be transferred as necessary by the Secretary 
of Defense to operation and maintenance ap- 
propriations or research, development, test 
and evaluation appropriations, to be merged 
with and to be available for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans- 
ferred: Provided further, That any ceiling on 
the investment item unit cost of items that 
may be purchased with operation and main- 
tenance funds shall not apply to the funds 
described in the preceding proviso: Provided 
further, That the transfer authority provided 
under this heading is in addition to any 
other transfer authority provided elsewhere 
in this Act. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
RESERVE 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair 
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; travel and transportation; 
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of 
services, supplies, and equipment; and com- 
munications, $2,840,427,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Navy Reserve; repair 
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; travel and transportation; 
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of 
services, supplies, and equipment; and com- 
munications, $1,344,264,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 
RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Marine Corps Reserve; 
repair of facilities and equipment; hire of 
passenger motor vehicles; travel and trans- 
portation; care of the dead; recruiting; pro- 
curement of services, supplies, and equip- 
ment; and communications, $275,484,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte- 
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Air Force Reserve; re- 
pair of facilities and equipment; hire of pas- 
senger motor vehicles; travel and transpor- 
tation; care of the dead; recruiting; procure- 
ment of services, supplies, and equipment; 
and communications, $3,291,027,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 

For expenses of training, organizing, and 
administering the Army National Guard, in- 
cluding medical and hospital treatment and 
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals; 
maintenance, operation, and repairs to 
structures and facilities; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; personnel services in the Na- 
tional Guard Bureau; travel expenses (other 
than mileage), as authorized by law for 
Army personnel on active duty, for Army 
National Guard division, regimental, and 
battalion commanders while inspecting units 
in compliance with National Guard Bureau 
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regulations when specifically authorized by 
the Chief, National Guard Bureau; supplying 
and equipping the Army National Guard as 
authorized by law; and expenses of repair, 
modification, maintenance, and issue of sup- 
plies and equipment (including aircraft), 
$6,454,624,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 
GUARD 

For expenses of training, organizing, and 
administering the Air National Guard, in- 
cluding medical and hospital treatment and 
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals; 
maintenance, operation, and repairs to 
structures and facilities; transportation of 
things, hire of passenger motor vehicles; sup- 
plying and equipping the Air National 
Guard, as authorized by law; expenses for re- 
pair, modification, maintenance, and issue of 
supplies and equipment, including those fur- 
nished from stocks under the control of 
agencies of the Department of Defense; trav- 
el expenses (other than mileage) on the same 
basis as authorized by law for Air National 
Guard personnel on active Federal duty, for 
Air National Guard commanders while in- 
specting units in compliance with National 
Guard Bureau regulations when specifically 
authorized by the Chief, National Guard Bu- 
reau, $5,963,839,000. 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE 

ARMED FORCES 


For salaries and expenses necessary for the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
Armed Forces, $14,068,000, of which not to ex- 
ceed $5,000 may be used for official represen- 
tation purposes. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, ARMY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the Department of the Army, 
$464,581,000, to remain available until trans- 
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res- 
toration, reduction and recycling of haz- 
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Army, 
or for similar purposes, transfer the funds 
made available by this appropriation to 
other appropriations made available to the 
Department of the Army, to be merged with 
and to be available for the same purposes 
and for the same time period as the appro- 
priations to which transferred: Provided fur- 
ther, That upon a determination that all or 
part of the funds transferred from this appro- 
priation are not necessary for the purposes 
provided herein, such amounts may be trans- 
ferred back to this appropriation: Provided 
further, That the transfer authority provided 
under this heading is in addition to any 
other transfer authority provided elsewhere 
in this Act. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, NAVY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of the Navy, 
$304,867,000, to remain available until trans- 
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Navy shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res- 
toration, reduction and recycling of haz- 
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Navy, or 
for similar purposes, transfer the funds made 
available by this appropriation to other ap- 
propriations made available to the Depart- 
ment of the Navy, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same purposes and for 
the same time period as the appropriations 
to which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
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not necessary for the purposes provided here- 
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head- 
ing is in addition to any other transfer au- 
thority provided elsewhere in this Act. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, AIR FORCE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of the Air Force, 
$502,653,000, to remain available until trans- 
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Air Force shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res- 
toration, reduction and recycling of haz- 
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Air 
Force, or for similar purposes, transfer the 
funds made available by this appropriation 
to other appropriations made available to 
the Department of the Air Force, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes and for the same time period as the 
appropriations to which transferred: Provided 
further, That upon a determination that all 
or part of the funds transferred from this ap- 
propriation are not necessary for the pur- 
poses provided herein, such amounts may be 
transferred back to this appropriation: Pro- 
vided further, That the transfer authority 
provided under this heading is in addition to 
any other transfer authority provided else- 
where in this Act. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of Defense, $10,744,000, 
to remain available until transferred: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of Defense shall, 
upon determining that such funds are re- 
quired for environmental restoration, reduc- 
tion and recycling of hazardous waste, re- 
moval of unsafe buildings and debris of the 
Department of Defense, or for similar pur- 
poses, transfer the funds made available by 
this appropriation to other appropriations 
made available to the Department of De- 
fense, to be merged with and to be available 
for the same purposes and for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans- 
ferred: Provided further, That upon a deter- 
mination that all or part of the funds trans- 
ferred from this appropriation are not nec- 
essary for the purposes provided herein, such 
amounts may be transferred back to this ap- 
propriation: Provided further, That the trans- 
fer authority provided under this heading is 
in addition to any other transfer authority 
provided elsewhere in this Act. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, FORMERLY 

USED DEFENSE SITES 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of the Army, 
$316,546,000, to remain available until trans- 
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res- 
toration, reduction and recycling of haz- 
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris at sites formerly used by the De- 
partment of Defense, transfer the funds made 
available by this appropriation to other ap- 
propriations made available to the Depart- 
ment of the Army, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same purposes and for 
the same time period as the appropriations 
to which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here- 
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head- 
ing is in addition to any other transfer au- 
thority provided elsewhere in this Act. 
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OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND 
CIVIC AID 


For expenses relating to the Overseas Hu- 
manitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid pro- 
grams of the Department of Defense (con- 
sisting of the programs provided under sec- 
tions 401, 402, 404, 407, 2557, and 2561 of title 
10, United States Code), $108,032,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2012. 


COOPERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION ACCOUNT 


For assistance to the republics of the 
former Soviet Union and, with appropriate 
authorization by the Department of Defense 
and Department of State, to countries out- 
side of the former Soviet Union, including 
assistance provided by contract or by grants, 
for facilitating the elimination and the safe 
and secure transportation and storage of nu- 
clear, chemical and other weapons; for estab- 
lishing programs to prevent the proliferation 
of weapons, weapons components, and weap- 
on-related technology and expertise; for pro- 
grams relating to the training and support of 
defense and military personnel for demili- 
tarization and protection of weapons, weap- 
ons components and weapons technology and 
expertise, and for defense and military con- 
tacts, $522,512,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2018: Provided, That of the 
amounts provided under this heading, not 
less than $13,500,000 shall be available only to 
support the dismantling and disposal of nu- 
clear submarines, submarine reactor compo- 
nents, and security enhancements for trans- 
port and storage of nuclear warheads in the 
Russian Far East and North. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ACQUISITION 
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT FUND 


For the Department of Defense Acquisition 
Workforce Development Fund, $217,561,000. 


TITLE III 
PROCUREMENT 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, modification, and modernization of air- 
craft, equipment, including ordnance, ground 
handling equipment, spare parts, and acces- 
sories therefor; specialized equipment and 
training devices; expansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $5,752,291,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2013. 


MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, modification, and modernization of 
missiles, equipment, including ordnance, 
ground handling equipment, spare parts, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,570,108,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2013. 


March 17, 2011 


PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of weapons and 
tracked combat vehicles, equipment, includ- 
ing ordnance, spare parts, and accessories 
therefor; specialized equipment and training 
devices; expansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary there- 
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such 
lands and interests therein, may be acquired, 
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to 
approval of title; and procurement and in- 
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma- 
chine tools in public and private plants; re- 
serve plant and Government and contractor- 
owned equipment layaway; and other ex- 
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes, 
$1,461,086,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2013. 


PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili- 
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,847,066,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2013. 


OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of vehicles, including 
tactical, support, and non-tracked combat 
vehicles; the purchase of passenger motor ve- 
hicles for replacement only; communications 
and electronic equipment; other support 
equipment; spare parts, ordnance, and acces- 
sories therefor; specialized equipment and 
training devices; expansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $8,145,665,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2013: Pro- 
vided, That of the funds made available in 
this paragraph, $15,000,000 shall be made 
available to procure equipment, not other- 
wise provided for, and may be transferred to 
other procurement accounts available to the 
Department of the Army, and that funds so 
transferred shall be available for the same 
purposes and the same time period as the ac- 
count to which transferred. 


AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 


For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, modification, and modernization of air- 
craft, equipment, including ordnance, spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; specialized 
equipment; expansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary there- 
for, and such lands and interests therein, 
may be acquired, and construction pros- 
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and 
procurement and installation of equipment, 
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appliances, and machine tools in public and 
private plants; reserve plant and Govern- 
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay- 
away, $16,665,868,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2013. 
WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, modification, and modernization of 
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, and re- 
lated support equipment including spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; expansion of 
public and private plants, including the land 
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter- 
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc- 
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title; and procurement and installation of 
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in 
public and private plants; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip- 
ment layaway, $3,221,957,000, to remain avail- 
able for obligation until September 30, 2013. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND 

MARINE CORPS 

For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili- 
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $790,527,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2013. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

For expenses necessary for the construc- 
tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels as 
authorized by law, including armor and ar- 
mament thereof, plant equipment, appli- 
ances, and machine tools and installation 
thereof in public and private plants; reserve 
plant and Government and contractor-owned 
equipment layaway; procurement of critical, 
long lead time components and designs for 
vessels to be constructed or converted in the 
future; and expansion of public and private 
plants, including land necessary therefor, 
and such lands and interests therein, may be 
acquired, and construction prosecuted there- 
on prior to approval of title, as follows: 


Carrier Replacement Program, 
$1,731,256,000. 
Carrier Replacement Program (AP), 


$908,313,000. 

NSSN, $3,441,452,000. 

NSSN (AP), $1,691,236,000. 

CVN Refueling, $1,255,799,000. 

CVN Refuelings (AP), $408,037,000. 

DDG~—1000 Program, $186,312,000. 

DDG-—51 Destroyer, $2,922,190,000. 

DDG-51 Destroyer (AP), $47,984,000. 

Littoral Combat Ship, $1,230,984,000. 

Littoral Combat Ship (AP), $190,351,000. 

LHA-R, $942,837,000. 

Joint High Speed Vessel, $180,703,000. 

Oceanographic Ships, $88,561,000. 

LCAC Service Life Extension Program, 
$83,035,000. 

Service Craft, $13,770,000. 

For outfitting, post delivery, conversions, 
and first destination transportation, 
$306,640,000. 

In all: $15,724,520,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2015: Pro- 
vided, That additional obligations may be in- 
curred after September 30, 2015, for engineer- 
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ing services, tests, evaluations, and other 
such budgeted work that must be performed 
in the final stage of ship construction: Pro- 
vided further, That none of the funds provided 
under this heading for the construction or 
conversion of any naval vessel to be con- 
structed in shipyards in the United States 
shall be expended in foreign facilities for the 
construction of major components of such 
vessel: Provided further, That none of the 
funds provided under this heading shall be 
used for the construction of any naval vessel 
in foreign shipyards. 


OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For procurement, production, and mod- 
ernization of support equipment and mate- 
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord- 
nance (except ordnance for new aircraft, new 
ships, and ships authorized for conversion); 
the purchase of passenger motor vehicles for 
replacement only, and the purchase of seven 
vehicles required for physical security of 
personnel, notwithstanding price limitations 
applicable to passenger vehicles but not to 
exceed $250,000 per vehicle; expansion of pub- 
lic and private plants, including the land 
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter- 
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc- 
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title; and procurement and installation of 
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in 
public and private plants; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip- 
ment layaway, $5,804,963,000, to remain avail- 
able for obligation until September 30, 2013: 
Provided, That of the funds made available in 
this paragraph, $15,000,000 shall be made 
available to procure equipment, not other- 
wise provided for, and may be transferred to 
other procurement accounts available to the 
Department of the Navy, and that funds so 
transferred shall be available for the same 
purposes and the same time period as the ac- 
count to which transferred. 


PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 


For expenses necessary for the procure- 
ment, manufacture, and modification of mis- 
siles, armament, military equipment, spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; plant equip- 
ment, appliances, and machine tools, and in- 
stallation thereof in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; vehi- 
cles for the Marine Corps, including the pur- 
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only; and expansion of public and 
private plants, including land necessary 
therefor, and such lands and interests there- 
in, may be acquired, and construction pros- 
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title, 
$1,236,436,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2013. 


AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 


For construction, procurement, and modi- 
fication of aircraft and equipment, including 
armor and armament, specialized ground 
handling equipment, and training devices, 
spare parts, and accessories therefor; special- 
ized equipment; expansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, Government-owned equipment 
and installation thereof in such plants, erec- 
tion of structures, and acquisition of land, 
for the foregoing purposes, and such lands 
and interests therein, may be acquired, and 
construction prosecuted thereon prior to ap- 
proval of title; reserve plant and Govern- 
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay- 
away; and other expenses necessary for the 
foregoing purposes including rents and trans- 
portation of things, $14,971,267,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
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2013: Provided, That none of the funds pro- 
vided in this Act for modification of C-17 air- 
craft, Global Hawk Unmanned Aerial Vehicle 
and F-22 aircraft may be obligated until all 
C-17, Global Hawk and F-22 contracts funded 
with prior year ‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Air 
Force” appropriated funds are definitized un- 
less the Secretary of the Air Force certifies 
in writing to the congressional defense com- 
mittees that each such obligation is nec- 
essary to meet the needs of a warfighting re- 
quirement or prevents increased costs to the 
taxpayer, and provides the reasons for failing 
to definitize the prior year contracts along 
with the prospective contract definitization 
schedule: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary of the Air Force shall expand the cur- 
rent HH-60 Operational Loss Replacement 
program to meet the approved HH-60 Recapi- 
talization program requirements. 
MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, and modi- 
fication of missiles, spacecraft, rockets, and 
related equipment, including spare parts and 
accessories therefor, ground handling equip- 
ment, and training devices; expansion of pub- 
lic and private plants, Government-owned 
equipment and installation thereof in such 
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi- 
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip- 
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary 
for the foregoing purposes including rents 
and transportation of things, $5,424,764,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep- 
tember 30, 2013. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, produc- 
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili- 
ties, authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac- 
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $731,487,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2013. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For procurement and modification of 
equipment (including ground guidance and 
electronic control equipment, and ground 
electronic and communication equipment), 
and supplies, materials, and spare parts 
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur- 
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only, and the purchase of two ve- 
hicles required for physical security of per- 
sonnel, notwithstanding price limitations 
applicable to passenger vehicles but not to 
exceed $250,000 per vehicle; lease of passenger 
motor vehicles; and expansion of public and 
private plants, Government-owned equip- 
ment and installation thereof in such plants, 
erection of structures, and acquisition of 
land, for the foregoing purposes, and such 
lands and interests therein, may be acquired, 
and construction prosecuted thereon, prior 
to approval of title; reserve plant and Gov- 
ernment and contractor-owned equipment 
layaway, $17,568,091,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2013: Pro- 
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vided, That of the funds made available in 
this paragraph, $15,000,000 shall be made 
available to procure equipment, not other- 
wise provided for, and may be transferred to 
other procurement accounts available to the 
Department of the Air Force, and that funds 
so transferred shall be available for the same 
purposes and the same time period as the ac- 
count to which transferred. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses of activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments) necessary for procure- 
ment, production, and modification of equip- 
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts 
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur- 
chase of passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only; expansion of public and pri- 
vate plants, equipment, and installation 
thereof in such plants, erection of struc- 
tures, and acquisition of land for the fore- 
going purposes, and such lands and interests 
therein, may be acquired, and construction 
prosecuted thereon prior to approval of title; 
reserve plant and Government and con- 
tractor-owned equipment layaway, 
$4,199,041,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2018: Provided, That 
of the funds made available in this para- 
graph, $15,000,000 shall be made available to 
procure equipment, not otherwise provided 
for, and may be transferred to other procure- 
ment accounts available to the Department 
of Defense, and that funds so transferred 
shall be available for the same purposes and 
the same time period as the account to 
which transferred. 

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES 

For activities by the Department of De- 
fense pursuant to sections 108, 301, 302, and 
303 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 
U.S.C. App. 2078, 2091, 2092, and 2093), 
$34,346,000, to remain available until ex- 


pended. 
TITLE IV 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 
For expenses necessary for basic and ap- 
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re- 
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili- 
ties and equipment, $9,710,998,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2012. 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 
For expenses necessary for basic and ap- 
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re- 
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili- 
ties and equipment, $17,961,303,000 (reduced 
by $225,000,000), to remain available for obli- 
gation until September 30, 2012: Provided, 
That funds appropriated in this paragraph 
which are available for the У-22 may be used 
to meet unique operational requirements of 
the Special Operations Forces: Provided fur- 
ther, That funds appropriated in this para- 
graph shall be available for the Cobra Judy 
program. 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 
For expenses necessary for basic and ap- 
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re- 
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili- 
ties and equipment, $26,742,405,000 (reduced 
by $225,000,000), to remain available for obli- 
gation until September 30, 2012. 
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 


For expenses of activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments), necessary for basic 
and applied scientific research, development, 
test and evaluation; advanced research 
projects as may be designated and deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Defense, pursuant 
to law; maintenance, rehabilitation, lease, 
and operation of facilities and equipment, 
$20,797,412,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2012: Provided, That 
of the funds made available in this para- 
graph, $3,200,000 shall only be available for 
program management and oversight of inno- 
vative research and development. 

OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION, 
DEFENSE 


For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the independent activities of 
the Director, Operational Test and Evalua- 
tion, in the direction and supervision of 
operational test and evaluation, including 
initial operational test and evaluation which 
is conducted prior to, and in support of, pro- 
duction decisions; joint operational testing 
and evaluation; and administrative expenses 
in connection therewith, $194,910,000, to re- 
main available for obligation until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012. 

TITLE V 
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 
DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS 


For the Defense Working Capital Funds, 
$1,434,536,000. 


NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND 


For National Defense Sealift Fund pro- 
grams, projects, and activities, and for ex- 
penses of the National Defense Reserve 
Fleet, as established by section 11 of the 
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 1744), and for the necessary expenses to 
maintain and preserve a U.S.-flag merchant 
fleet to serve the national security needs of 
the United States, $1,474,866,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That 
none of the funds provided in this paragraph 
shall be used to award a new contract that 
provides for the acquisition of any of the fol- 
lowing major components unless such com- 
ponents are manufactured in the United 


States: auxiliary equipment, including 
pumps, for all shipboard services; propulsion 
system components (engines, reduction 


gears, and propellers); shipboard cranes; and 
spreaders for shipboard cranes: Provided fur- 
ther, That the exercise of an option in a con- 
tract awarded through the obligation of pre- 
viously appropriated funds shall not be con- 
sidered to be the award of a new contract: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of the 
military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive the restrictions in 
the first proviso on a case-by-case basis by 
certifying in writing to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate that adequate domestic 
supplies are not available to meet Depart- 
ment of Defense requirements on a timely 
basis and that such an acquisition must be 
made in order to acquire capability for na- 
tional security purposes. 
TITLE VI 


OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
PROGRAMS 
DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
for medical and health care programs of the 


Department of Defense as authorized by law, 
$31,382,198,000; of which $29,671,764,000 shall be 
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for operation and maintenance, of which not 
to exceed 1 percent shall remain available 
until September 30, 2012, and of which up to 
$16,212,121,000 may be available for contracts 
entered into under the TRICARE program; of 
which $534,921,000, to remain available for ob- 
ligation until September 30, 2018, shall be for 
procurement; and of which $1,175,513,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012, shall be for research, devel- 
opment, test and evaluation: Provided, That, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
of the amount made available under this 
heading for research, development, test and 
evaluation, not less than $10,000,000 shall be 
available for HIV prevention educational ac- 
tivities undertaken in connection with 
United States military training, exercises, 
and humanitarian assistance activities con- 
ducted primarily in African nations. 
CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS 
DESTRUCTION, DEFENSE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the destruction of the United 
States stockpile of lethal chemical agents 
and munitions, to include construction of fa- 
cilities, in accordance with the provisions of 
section 1412 of the Department of Defense 
Authorization Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C. 1521), and 
for the destruction of other chemical warfare 
materials that are not in the chemical weap- 
оп stockpile, $1,467,307,000, of which 
$1,067,364,000 shall be for operation and main- 
tenance, of which no less than $111,178,000, 
shall be for the Chemical Stockpile Emer- 
gency Preparedness Program, consisting of 
$35,130,000 for activities on military installa- 
tions and $76,048,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2012, to assist State and 
local governments; $7,132,000 shall be for pro- 
curement, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2013; and $392,811,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2012, shall be 
for research, development, test and evalua- 
tion, of which $385,868,000 shall only be for 
the Assembled Chemical Weapons Alter- 
natives (ACWA) program. 

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG 
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For drug interdiction and counter-drug ac- 
tivities of the Department of Defense, for 
transfer to appropriations available to the 
Department of Defense for military per- 
sonnel of the reserve components serving 
under the provisions of title 10 and title 32, 
United States Code; for operation and main- 
tenance; for procurement; and for research, 
development, test and evaluation, 
$1,156,957,000: Provided, That the funds appro- 
priated under this heading shall be available 
for obligation for the same time period and 
for the same purpose as the appropriation to 
which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here- 
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head- 
ing is in addition to any other transfer au- 
thority contained elsewhere in this Act. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For expenses and activities of the Office of 
the Inspector General in carrying out the 
provisions of the Inspector General Act of 
1978, as amended, $306,794,000, of which 
$305,794,000 shall be for operation and main- 
tenance, of which not to exceed $700,000 is 
available for emergencies and extraordinary 
expenses to be expended on the approval or 
authority of the Inspector General, and pay- 
ments may be made on the Inspector Gen- 
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eral’s certificate of necessity for confidential 
military purposes; and of which $1,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2013, 
shall be for procurement. 
TITLE VII 
RELATED AGENCIES 
CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY RETIREMENT 
AND DISABILITY SYSTEM FUND 
For payment to the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability System 
Fund, to maintain the proper funding level 
for continuing the operation of the Central 
Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis- 
ability System, $292,000,000. 
INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT 
ACCOUNT 


For necessary expenses of the Intelligence 
Community Management Account, 
$649,732,000. 

TITLE VIII 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 8001. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall be used for pub- 
licity or propaganda purposes not authorized 
by the Congress. 

Sec. 8002. During the current fiscal year, 
provisions of law prohibiting the payment of 
compensation to, or employment of, any per- 
son not a citizen of the United States shall 
not apply to personnel of the Department of 
Defense: Provided, That salary increases 
granted to direct and indirect hire foreign 
national employees of the Department of De- 
fense funded by this Act shall not be at a 
rate in excess of the percentage increase au- 
thorized by law for civilian employees of the 
Department of Defense whose pay is com- 
puted under the provisions of section 5332 of 
title 5, United States Code, or at a rate in ex- 
cess of the percentage increase provided by 
the appropriate host nation to its own em- 
ployees, whichever is higher: Provided fur- 
ther, That, in the case of a host nation that 
does not provide salary increases on an an- 
nual basis, any increase granted by that na- 
tion shall be annualized for the purpose of 
applying the preceding proviso: Provided fur- 
ther, That this section shall not apply to De- 
partment of Defense foreign service national 
employees serving at United States diplo- 
matic missions whose pay is set by the De- 
partment of State under the Foreign Service 
Act of 1980: Provided further, That the limita- 
tions of this provision shall not apply to for- 
eign national employees of the Department 
of Defense in the Republic of Turkey. 

SEC. 8003. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall remain available 
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year, 
unless expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 8004. No more than 20 percent of the 
appropriations in this Act which are limited 
for obligation during the current fiscal year 
shall be obligated during the last 2 months of 
the fiscal year: Provided, That this section 
shall not apply to obligations for support of 
active duty training of reserve components 
or summer camp training of the Reserve Of- 
ficers’ Training Corps. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

бес. 8005. Upon determination by the Sec- 
retary of Defense that such action is nec- 
essary in the national interest, he may, with 
the approval of the Office of Management 
and Budget, transfer not to exceed 
$4,000,000,000 of working capital funds of the 
Department of Defense or funds made avail- 
able in this Act to the Department of De- 
fense for military functions (except military 
construction) between such appropriations 
or funds or any subdivision thereof, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
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purposes, and for the same time period, as 
the appropriation or fund to which trans- 
ferred: Provided, That such authority to 
transfer may not be used unless for higher 
priority items, based on unforeseen military 
requirements, than those for which origi- 
nally appropriated and in no case where the 
item for which funds are requested has been 
denied by the Congress: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of Defense shall notify 
the Congress promptly of all transfers made 
pursuant to this authority or any other au- 
thority in this Act: Provided further, That no 
part of the funds in this Act shall be avail- 
able to prepare or present a request to the 
Committees on Appropriations for re- 
programming of funds, unless for higher pri- 
ority items, based on unforeseen military re- 
quirements, than those for which originally 
appropriated and in no case where the item 
for which reprogramming is requested has 
been denied by the Congress: Provided fur- 
ther, That а request for multiple 
reprogrammings of funds using authority 
provided in this section shall be made prior 
to June 30, 2011: Provided further, That trans- 
fers among military personnel appropria- 
tions shall not be taken into account for pur- 
poses of the limitation on the amount of 
funds that may be transferred under this sec- 
tion. 

SEC. 8006. (a) With regard to the list of spe- 
cific programs, projects, and activities (and 
the dollar amounts and adjustments to budg- 
et activities corresponding to such programs, 
projects, and activities) contained in the ta- 
bles titled ‘‘Explanation of Project Level Ad- 
justments”’ in the explanatory statement re- 
garding this Act, the obligation and expendi- 
ture of amounts appropriated or otherwise 
made available in this Act for those pro- 
grams, projects, and activities for which the 
amounts appropriated exceed the amounts 
requested are hereby required by law to be 
carried out in the manner provided by such 
tables to the same extent as if the tables 
were included in the text of this Act. 

(b) Amounts specified in the referenced ta- 
bles described in subsection (a) shall not be 
treated as subdivisions of appropriations for 
purposes of section 8005 of this Act: Provided, 
That section 8005 shall apply when transfers 
of the amounts described in subsection (a) 
occur between appropriation accounts. 

SEC. 8007. (a) Not later than 60 days after 
enactment of this Act, the Department of 
Defense shall submit a report to the congres- 
sional defense committees to establish the 
baseline for application of reprogramming 
and transfer authorities for fiscal year 2011: 
Provided, That the report shall include— 

(1) a table for each appropriation with a 
separate column to display the President’s 
budget request, adjustments made by Con- 
gress, adjustments due to enacted rescis- 
sions, if appropriate, and the fiscal year en- 
acted level; 

(2) a delineation in the table for each ap- 
propriation both by budget activity and pro- 
gram, project, and activity as detailed in the 
Budget Appendix; and 

(3) an identification of items of special 
congressional interest. 

(b) Notwithstanding section 8005 of this 
Act, none of the funds provided in this Act 
shall be available for reprogramming or 
transfer until the report identified in sub- 
section (a) is submitted to the congressional 
defense committees, unless the Secretary of 
Defense certifies in writing to the congres- 
sional defense committees that such re- 
programming or transfer is necessary as an 
emergency requirement. 

SEC. 8008. The Secretaries of the Air Force 
and the Army are authorized, using funds 
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available under the headings ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Air Force” and ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army’’, to complete facility 
conversions and phased repair projects which 
may include upgrades and additions to Alas- 
kan range infrastructure and training areas, 
and improved access to these ranges. 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8009. During the current fiscal year, 
cash balances in working capital funds of the 
Department of Defense established pursuant 
to section 2208 of title 10, United States 
Code, may be maintained in only such 
amounts as are necessary at any time for 
cash disbursements to be made from such 
funds: Provided, That transfers may be made 
between such funds: Provided further, That 
transfers may be made between working cap- 
ital funds and the ‘‘Foreign Currency Fluc- 
tuations, Defense” appropriation and the 
“Operation and Maintenance” appropriation 
accounts in such amounts as may be deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Defense, with the 
approval of the Office of Management and 
Budget, except that such transfers may not 
be made unless the Secretary of Defense has 
notified the Congress of the proposed trans- 
fer. Except in amounts equal to the amounts 
appropriated to working capital funds in this 
Act, no obligations may be made against a 
working capital fund to procure or increase 
the value of war reserve material inventory, 
unless the Secretary of Defense has notified 
the Congress prior to any such obligation. 

SEC. 8010. Funds appropriated by this Act 
may not be used to initiate a special access 
program without prior notification 30 cal- 
endar days in advance to the congressional 
defense committees. 

Src. 8011. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available to initiate: (1) a 
multiyear contract that employs economic 
order quantity procurement in excess of 
$20,000,000 in any one year of the contract or 
that includes an unfunded contingent liabil- 
ity in excess of $20,000,000; or (2) a contract 
for advance procurement leading to a 
multiyear contract that employs economic 
order quantity procurement in excess of 
$20,000,000 in any one year, unless the con- 
gressional defense committees have been no- 
tified at least 30 days in advance of the pro- 
posed contract award: Provided, That no part 
of any appropriation contained in this Act 
shall be available to initiate a multiyear 
contract for which the economic order quan- 
tity advance procurement is not funded at 
least to the limits of the Government’s li- 
ability: Provided further, That no part of any 
appropriation contained in this Act shall be 
available to initiate multiyear procurement 
contracts for any systems or component 
thereof if the value of the multiyear con- 
tract would exceed $500,000,000 unless specifi- 
cally provided in this Act: Provided further, 
That no multiyear procurement contract can 
be terminated without 10-day prior notifica- 
tion to the congressional defense commit- 
tees: Provided further, That the execution of 
multiyear authority shall require the use of 
a present value analysis to determine lowest 
cost compared to an annual procurement: 
Provided further, That none of the funds pro- 
vided in this Act may be used for a 
multiyear contract executed after the date 
of the enactment of this Act unless in the 
case of any such contract— 

(1) the Secretary of Defense has submitted 
to Congress a budget request for full funding 
of units to be procured through the contract 
and, in the case of a contract for procure- 
ment of aircraft, that includes, for any air- 
craft unit to be procured through the con- 
tract for which procurement funds are re- 
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quested in that budget request for produc- 
tion beyond advance procurement activities 
in the fiscal year covered by the budget, full 
funding of procurement of such unit in that 
fiscal year; 

(2) cancellation provisions in the contract 
do not include consideration of recurring 
manufacturing costs of the contractor asso- 
ciated with the production of unfunded units 
to be delivered under the contract; 

(8) the contract provides that payments to 
the contractor under the contract shall not 
be made in advance of incurred costs on 
funded units; and 

(4) the contract does not provide for a price 
adjustment based on a failure to award a fol- 
low-on contract. 

Funds appropriated in title III of this Act 
may be used for a multiyear procurement 
contract as follows: 

Navy MH-60R/S Helicopter Systems. 

SEC. 8012. Within the funds appropriated 
for the operation and maintenance of the 
Armed Forces, funds are hereby appropriated 
pursuant to section 401 of title 10, United 
States Code, for humanitarian and civic as- 
sistance costs under chapter 20 of title 10, 
United States Code. Such funds may also be 
obligated for humanitarian and civic assist- 
ance costs incidental to authorized oper- 
ations and pursuant to authority granted in 
section 401 of chapter 20 of title 10, United 
States Code, and these obligations shall be 
reported as required by section 401(d) of title 
10, United States Code: Provided, That funds 
available for operation and maintenance 
shall be available for providing humani- 
tarian and similar assistance by using Civic 
Action Teams in the Trust Territories of the 
Pacific Islands and freely associated states 
of Micronesia, pursuant to the Compact of 
Free Association as authorized by Public 
Law 99-239: Provided further, That upon a de- 
termination by the Secretary of the Army 
that such action is beneficial for graduate 
medical education programs conducted at 
Army medical facilities located in Hawaii, 
the Secretary of the Army may authorize 
the provision of medical services at such fa- 
cilities and transportation to such facilities, 
on a nonreimbursable basis, for civilian pa- 
tients from American Samoa, the Common- 
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the 
Marshall Islands, the Federated States of Mi- 
cronesia, Palau, and Guam. 

бес. 8013. (a) During fiscal year 2011, the ci- 
vilian personnel of the Department of De- 
fense may not be managed on the basis of 
any end-strength, and the management of 
such personnel during that fiscal year shall 
not be subject to any constraint or limita- 
tion (known as an end-strength) on the num- 
ber of such personnel who may be employed 
on the last day of such fiscal year. 

(b) The fiscal year 2012 budget request for 
the Department of Defense as well as all jus- 
tification material and other documentation 
supporting the fiscal year 2012 Department of 
Defense budget request shall be prepared and 
submitted to the Congress as if subsections 
(a) and (b) of this provision were effective 
with regard to fiscal year 2012. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued to apply to military (civilian) techni- 
cians. 

SEC. 8014. None of the funds made available 
by this Act shall be used in any way, directly 
or indirectly, to influence congressional ac- 
tion on any legislation or appropriation mat- 
ters pending before the Congress. 

SEC. 8015. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available for the basic 
pay and allowances of any member of the 
Army participating as a full-time student 
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and receiving benefits paid by the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs from the Department of 
Defense Education Benefits Fund when time 
spent as a full-time student is credited to- 
ward completion of a service commitment: 
Provided, That this section shall not apply to 
those members who have reenlisted with this 
option prior to October 1, 1987: Provided fur- 
ther, That this section applies only to active 
components of the Army. 

SEC. 8016. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated by this Act shall be available to con- 
vert to contractor performance an activity 
or function of the Department of Defense 
that, on or after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, is performed by Department of De- 
fense civilian employees unless— 

(1) the conversion is based on the result of 
a public-private competition that includes a 
most efficient and cost effective organiza- 
tion plan developed by such activity or func- 
tion; 

(2) the Competitive Sourcing Official deter- 
mines that, over all performance periods 
stated in the solicitation of offers for per- 
formance of the activity or function, the 
cost of performance of the activity or func- 
tion by a contractor would be less costly to 
the Department of Defense by an amount 
that equals or exceeds the lesser of— 

(A) 10 percent of the most efficient organi- 
zation’s personnel-related costs for perform- 
ance of that activity or function by Federal 
employees; or 

(B) $10,000,000; and 

(3) the contractor does not receive an ad- 
vantage for a proposal that would reduce 
costs for the Department of Defense by— 

(A) not making an employer-sponsored 
health insurance plan available to the work- 
ers who are to be employed in the perform- 
ance of that activity or function under the 
contract; or 

(B) offering to such workers an employer- 
sponsored health benefits plan that requires 
the employer to contribute less towards the 
premium or subscription share than the 
amount that is paid by the Department of 
Defense for health benefits for civilian em- 
ployees under chapter 89 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b)(1) The Department of Defense, without 
regard to subsection (a) of this section or 
subsection (a), (b), or (c) of section 2461 of 
title 10, United States Code, and notwith- 
standing any administrative regulation, re- 
quirement, or policy to the contrary shall 
have full authority to enter into a contract 
for the performance of any commercial or in- 
dustrial type function of the Department of 
Defense that— 

(A) is included on the procurement list es- 
tablished pursuant to section 2 of the Javits- 
Wagner-O’Day Act (section 8503 of title 41, 
United States Code); 

(B) is planned to be converted to perform- 
ance by a qualified nonprofit agency for the 
blind or by a qualified nonprofit agency for 
other severely handicapped individuals in ac- 
cordance with that Act; or 

(C) is planned to be converted to perform- 
ance by a qualified firm under at least 51 per- 
cent ownership by an Indian tribe, as defined 
in section 4(e) of the Indian Self-Determina- 
tion and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450b(e)), or a Native Hawaiian Organization, 
as defined in section 8(a)(15) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 687(a)(15)). 

(2) This section shall not apply to depot 
contracts or contracts for depot mainte- 
nance as provided in sections 2469 and 2474 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

(c) The conversion of any activity or func- 
tion of the Department of Defense under the 


March 17, 2011 


authority provided by this section shall be 
credited toward any competitive or out- 
sourcing goal, target, or measurement that 
may be established by statute, regulation, or 
policy and is deemed to be awarded under the 
authority of, and in compliance with, sub- 
section (h) of section 2304 of title 10, United 
States Code, for the competition or out- 
sourcing of commercial activities. 
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8017. Funds appropriated in title III of 
this Act for the Department of Defense Pilot 
Mentor-Protege Program may be transferred 
to any other appropriation contained in this 
Act solely for the purpose of implementing a 
Mentor-Protege Program developmental as- 
sistance agreement pursuant to section 831 
of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101-510; 10 
U.S.C. 2302 note), as amended, under the au- 
thority of this provision or any other trans- 
fer authority contained in this Act. 

SEC. 8018. None of the funds in this Act 
may be available for the purchase by the De- 
partment of Defense (and its departments 
and agencies) of welded shipboard anchor and 
mooring chain 4 inches in diameter and 
under unless the anchor and mooring chain 
are manufactured in the United States from 
components which are substantially manu- 
factured in the United States: Provided, That 
for the purpose of this section, the term 
“manufactured’’ shall include cutting, heat 
treating, quality control, testing of chain 
and welding (including the forging and shot 
blasting process): Provided further, That for 
the purpose of this section substantially all 
of the components of anchor and mooring 
chain shall be considered to be produced or 
manufactured in the United States if the ag- 
gregate cost of the components produced or 
manufactured in the United States exceeds 
the aggregate cost of the components pro- 
duced or manufactured outside the United 
States: Provided further, That when adequate 
domestic supplies are not available to meet 
Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis, the Secretary of the service re- 
sponsible for the procurement may waive 
this restriction on a case-by-case basis by 
certifying in writing to the Committees on 
Appropriations that such an acquisition 
must be made in order to acquire capability 
for national security purposes. 

SEC. 8019. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense may be used to 
demilitarize or dispose of М-1 Carbines, М-1 
Garand rifles, M-14 rifles, .22 caliber rifles, 
.30 caliber rifles, or М-1911 pistols, ог to de- 
militarize or destroy small arms ammuni- 
tion or ammunition components that are not 
otherwise prohibited from commercial sale 
under Federal law, unless the small arms 
ammunition or ammunition components are 
certified by the Secretary of the Army or 
designee as unserviceable or unsafe for fur- 
ther use. 

Src. 8020. No more than $500,000 of the 
funds appropriated or made available in this 
Act shall be used during a single fiscal year 
for any single relocation of an organization, 
unit, activity or function of the Department 
of Defense into or within the National Cap- 
ital Region: Provided, That the Secretary of 
Defense may waive this restriction on a case- 
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the 
congressional defense committees that such 
a relocation is required in the best interest 
of the Government. 

SEC. 8021. In addition to the funds provided 
elsewhere in this Act, $15,000,000 is appro- 
priated only for incentive payments author- 
ized by section 504 of the Indian Financing 
Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1544): Provided, That a 
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prime contractor or a subcontractor at any 
tier that makes a subcontract award to any 
subcontractor or supplier as defined in sec- 
tion 1544 of title 25, United States Code, or a 
small business owned and controlled by an 
individual or individuals defined under sec- 
tion 4221(9) of title 25, United States Code, 
shall be considered a contractor for the pur- 
poses of being allowed additional compensa- 
tion under section 504 of the Indian Financ- 
ing Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1544) whenever the 
prime contract or subcontract amount is 
over $500,000 and involves the expenditure of 
funds appropriated by an Act making Appro- 
priations for the Department of Defense with 
respect to any fiscal year: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding section 430 of title 41, 
United States Code, this section shall be ap- 
plicable to any Department of Defense acqui- 
sition of supplies or services, including any 
contract and any subcontract at any tier for 
acquisition of commercial items produced or 
manufactured, in whole or in part by any 
subcontractor or supplier defined in section 
1544 of title 25, United States Code, or a 
small business owned and controlled by an 
individual or individuals defined under sec- 
tion 4221(9) of title 25, United States Code. 

SEC. 8022. Funds appropriated by this Act 
for the Defense Media Activity shall not be 
used for any national or international polit- 
ical or psychological activities. 

SEC. 8023. During the current fiscal year, 
the Department of Defense is authorized to 
incur obligations of not to exceed $350,000,000 
for purposes specified in section 2350j(c) of 
title 10, United States Code, in anticipation 
of receipt of contributions, only from the 
Government of Kuwait, under that section: 
Provided, That upon receipt, such contribu- 
tions from the Government of Kuwait shall 
be credited to the appropriations or fund 
which incurred such obligations. 

SEC. 8024. (a) Of the funds made available 
in this Act, not less than $30,374,000 shall be 
available for the Civil Air Patrol Corpora- 
tion, of which— 

(1) $27,048,000 shall be available from ‘‘Op- 
eration and Maintenance, Air Force” to sup- 
port Civil Air Patrol Corporation operation 
and maintenance, readiness, counterdrug ac- 
tivities, and drug demand reduction activi- 
ties involving youth programs; 

(2) $2,424,000 shall be available from ‘‘Air- 
craft Procurement, Air Force”; and 

(8) $902,000 shall be available from ‘‘Other 
Procurement, Air Force’’ for vehicle pro- 
curement. 

(b) The Secretary of the Air Force should 
waive reimbursement for any funds used by 
the Civil Air Patrol for counter-drug activi- 
ties in support of Federal, State, and local 
government agencies. 

бес. 8025. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated in this Act are available to establish 
a new Department of Defense (department) 
federally funded research and development 
center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or as 
a separate entity administrated by an orga- 
nization managing another FFRDC, or as a 
nonprofit membership corporation con- 
sisting of a consortium of other FFRDCs and 
other nonprofit entities. 

(b) No member of a Board of Directors, 
Trustees, Overseers, Advisory Group, Special 
Issues Panel, Visiting Committee, or any 
similar entity of a defense FFRDC, and no 
paid consultant to any defense FFRDC, ex- 
cept when acting in a technical advisory ca- 
pacity, may be compensated for his or her 
services as a member of such entity, or as a 
paid consultant by more than one FFRDC in 
a fiscal year: Provided, That a member of any 
such entity referred to previously in this 
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subsection shall be allowed travel expenses 
and per diem as authorized under the Federal 
Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in 
the performance of membership duties. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, none of the funds available to the de- 
partment from any source during fiscal year 
2011 may be used by a defense FFRDC, 
through a fee or other payment mechanism, 
for construction of new buildings, for pay- 
ment of cost sharing for projects funded by 
Government grants, for absorption of con- 
tract overruns, or for certain charitable con- 
tributions, not to include employee partici- 
pation in community service and/or develop- 
ment. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the funds available to the department 
during fiscal year 2011, not more than 5,750 
staff years of technical effort (staff years) 
may be funded for defense FFRDCs: Provided, 
That of the specific amount referred to pre- 
viously in this subsection, not more than 
1,125 staff years may be funded for the de- 
fense studies and analysis FFRDCs: Provided 
further, That this subsection shall not apply 
to staff years funded in the National Intel- 
ligence Program (NIP) and the Military In- 
telligence Program (MIP). 

(e) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the 
submission of the department’s fiscal year 
2012 budget request, submit a report pre- 
senting the specific amounts of staff years of 
technical effort to be allocated for each de- 
fense FF RDC during that fiscal year and the 
associated budget estimates. 

(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the total amount appropriated in 
this Act for FFRDCs is hereby reduced by 
$125,000,000. 

SEC. 8026. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act shall be used to 
procure carbon, alloy or armor steel plate for 
use in any Government-owned facility or 
property under the control of the Depart- 
ment of Defense which were not melted and 
rolled in the United States or Canada: Pro- 
vided, That these procurement restrictions 
shall apply to any and all Federal Supply 
Class 9515, American Society of Testing and 
Materials (ASTM) or American Iron and 
Steel Institute (AISI) specifications of car- 
bon, alloy or armor steel plate: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Secretary of the military de- 
partment responsible for the procurement 
may waive this restriction on a case-by-case 
basis by certifying in writing to the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Senate that adequate 
domestic supplies are not available to meet 
Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis and that such an acquisition 
must be made in order to acquire capability 
for national security purposes: Provided fur- 
ther, That these restrictions shall not apply 
to contracts which are in being as of the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 8027. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term ‘‘congressional defense committees” 
means the Armed Services Committee of the 
House of Representatives, the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee of the Senate, the Sub- 
committee on Defense of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate, and the Sub- 
committee on Defense of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa- 
tives. 

SEC. 8028. During the current fiscal year, 
the Department of Defense may acquire the 
modification, depot maintenance and repair 
of aircraft, vehicles and vessels as well as the 
production of components and other Defense- 
related articles, through competition be- 
tween Department of Defense depot mainte- 
nance activities and private firms: Provided, 
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That the Senior Acquisition Executive of the 
military department or Defense Agency con- 
cerned, with power of delegation, shall cer- 
tify that successful bids include comparable 
estimates of all direct and indirect costs for 
both public and private bids: Provided further, 
That Office of Management and Budget Cir- 
cular A-76 shall not apply to competitions 
conducted under this section. 

SEc. 8029. (a)(1) If the Secretary of Defense, 
after consultation with the United States 
Trade Representative, determines that a for- 
eign country which is party to an agreement 
described in paragraph (2) has violated the 
terms of the agreement by discriminating 
against certain types of products produced in 
the United States that are covered by the 
agreement, the Secretary of Defense shall re- 
scind the Secretary’s blanket waiver of the 
Buy American Act with respect to such 
types of products produced in that foreign 
country. 

(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph 
(1) is any reciprocal defense procurement 
memorandum of understanding, between the 
United States and a foreign country pursu- 
ant to which the Secretary of Defense has 
prospectively waived the Buy American Act 
for certain products in that country. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Congress a report on the amount of 
Department of Defense purchases from for- 
eign entities in fiscal year 2011. Such report 
shall separately indicate the dollar value of 
items for which the Buy American Act was 
waived pursuant to any agreement described 
in subsection (a)(2), the Trade Agreement 
Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), or any 
international agreement to which the United 
States is a party. 

(c) For purposes of this section, the term 
“Buy American Act’? means chapter 83 of 
title 41, United States Code. 

SEC. 8030. During the current fiscal year, 
amounts contained in the Department of De- 
fense Overseas Military Facility Investment 
Recovery Account established by section 
2921(c)(1) of the National Defense Authoriza- 
tion Act of 1991 (Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 
2687 note) shall be available until expended 
for the payments specified by section 
2921(c)(2) of that Act. 

SEC. 8031. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of the Air 
Force may convey at no cost to the Air 
Force, without consideration, to Indian 
tribes located in the States of Nevada, Idaho, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, Or- 
egon, Minnesota, and Washington 
relocatable military housing units located at 
Grand Forks Air Force Base, Malmstrom Air 
Force Base, Mountain Home Air Force Base, 
Ellsworth Air Force Base, and Minot Air 
Force Base that are excess to the needs of 
the Air Force. 

(b) The Secretary of the Air Force shall 
convey, at no cost to the Air Force, military 
housing units under subsection (a) in accord- 
ance with the request for such units that are 
submitted to the Secretary by the Operation 
Walking Shield Program on behalf of Indian 
tribes located in the States of Nevada, Idaho, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, Or- 
egon, Minnesota, and Washington. Any such 
conveyance shall be subject to the condition 
that the housing units shall be removed 
within a reasonable period of time, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary. 

(c) The Operation Walking Shield Program 
shall resolve any conflicts among requests of 
Indian tribes for housing units under sub- 
section (a) before submitting requests to the 
Secretary of the Air Force under subsection 
(b). 
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(d) In this section, the term ‘‘Indian tribe” 
means any recognized Indian tribe included 
on the current list published by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior under section 104 of the 
Federally Recognized Indian Tribe Act of 
1994 (Public Law 103-454; 108 Stat. 4792; 25 
U.S.C. 479a-1). 

бес. 8032. During the current fiscal year, 
appropriations which are available to the De- 
partment of Defense for operation and main- 
tenance may be used to purchase items hav- 
ing an investment item unit cost of not more 
than $250,000. 

бес. 8033. (a) During the current fiscal 
year, none of the appropriations or funds 
available to the Department of Defense 
Working Capital Funds shall be used for the 
purchase of an investment item for the pur- 
pose of acquiring a new inventory item for 
sale or anticipated sale during the current 
fiscal year or a subsequent fiscal year to cus- 
tomers of the Department of Defense Work- 
ing Capital Funds if such an item would not 
have been chargeable to the Department of 
Defense Business Operations Fund during fis- 
cal year 1994 and if the purchase of such an 
investment item would be chargeable during 
the current fiscal year to appropriations 
made to the Department of Defense for pro- 
curement. 

(b) The fiscal year 2012 budget request for 
the Department of Defense as well as all jus- 
tification material and other documentation 
supporting the fiscal year 2012 Department of 
Defense budget shall be prepared and sub- 
mitted to the Congress on the basis that any 
equipment which was classified as an end 
item and funded in a procurement appropria- 
tion contained in this Act shall be budgeted 
for in a proposed fiscal year 2012 procure- 
ment appropriation and not in the supply 
management business area or any other area 
or category of the Department of Defense 
Working Capital Funds. 

SEC. 8034. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act for programs of the Central In- 
telligence Agency shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year, ex- 
cept for funds appropriated for the Reserve 
for Contingencies, which shall remain avail- 
able until September 30, 2012: Provided, That 
funds appropriated, transferred, or otherwise 
credited to the Central Intelligence Agency 
Central Services Working Capital Fund dur- 
ing this or any prior or subsequent fiscal 
year shall remain available until expended: 
Provided further, That any funds appropriated 
or transferred to the Central Intelligence 
Agency for advanced research and develop- 
ment acquisition, for agent operations, and 
for covert action programs authorized by the 
President under section 503 of the National 
Security Act of 1947, as amended, shall re- 
main available until September 30, 2012. 

бес. 8035. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, funds made available in this 
Act for the Defense Intelligence Agency may 
be used for the design, development, and de- 
ployment of General Defense Intelligence 
Program intelligence communications and 
intelligence information systems for the 
Services, the Unified and Specified Com- 
mands, and the component commands. 

SEC. 8036. Of the funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense under the heading 
“Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide’’, not less than $12,000,000 shall be made 
available only for the mitigation of environ- 
mental impacts, including training and tech- 
nical assistance to tribes, related adminis- 
trative support, the gathering of informa- 
tion, documenting of environmental damage, 
and developing a system for prioritization of 
mitigation and cost to complete estimates 
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for mitigation, on Indian lands resulting 
from Department of Defense activities. 

SEC. 8037. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated in this Act may be expended by an 
entity of the Department of Defense unless 
the entity, in expending the funds, complies 
with the Buy American Act. For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘‘Buy American 
Act’? means chapter 83 of title 41, United 
States Code. 

(b) If the Secretary of Defense determines 
that a person has been convicted of inten- 
tionally affixing a label bearing a ‘‘Made in 
America” inscription to any product sold in 
or shipped to the United States that is not 
made in America, the Secretary shall deter- 
mine, in accordance with section 2410f of 
title 10, United States Code, whether the per- 
son should be debarred from contracting 
with the Department of Defense. 

(c) In the case of any equipment or prod- 
ucts purchased with appropriations provided 
under this Act, it is the sense of the Congress 
that any entity of the Department of De- 
fense, in expending the appropriation, pur- 
chase only American-made equipment and 
products, provided that American-made 
equipment and products are cost-competi- 
tive, quality competitive, and available in a 
timely fashion. 

SEC. 8038. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available for a contract 
for studies, analysis, or consulting services 
entered into without competition on the 
basis of an unsolicited proposal unless the 
head of the activity responsible for the pro- 
curement determines— 

(1) as a result of thorough technical eval- 
uation, only one source is found fully quali- 
fied to perform the proposed work; 

(2) the purpose of the contract is to explore 
an unsolicited proposal which offers signifi- 
cant scientific or technological promise, rep- 
resents the product of original thinking, and 
was submitted in confidence by one source; 
or 

(3) the purpose of the contract is to take 
advantage of unique and significant indus- 
trial accomplishment by a specific concern, 
or to insure that a new product or idea of a 
specific concern is given financial support: 
Provided, That this limitation shall not 
apply to contracts in an amount of less than 
$25,000, contracts related to improvements of 
equipment that is in development or produc- 
tion, or contracts as to which a civilian offi- 
cial of the Department of Defense, who has 
been confirmed by the Senate, determines 
that the award of such contract is in the in- 
terest of the national defense. 

SEC. 8039. (a) Except as provided in sub- 
sections (b) and (c), none of the funds made 
available by this Act may be used— 

(1) to establish a field operating agency; or 

(2) to pay the basic pay of a member of the 
Armed Forces or civilian employee of the de- 
partment who is transferred or reassigned 
from a headquarters activity if the member 
or employee’s place of duty remains at the 
location of that headquarters. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense or Secretary 
of a military department may waive the lim- 
itations in subsection (a), on a case-by-case 
basis, if the Secretary determines, and cer- 
tifies to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and Senate 
that the granting of the waiver will reduce 
the personnel requirements or the financial 
requirements of the department. 

(c) This section does not apply to— 

(1) field operating agencies funded within 
the National Intelligence Program; 

(2) an Army field operating agency estab- 
lished to eliminate, mitigate, or counter the 
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effects of improvised explosive devices, and, 
as determined by the Secretary of the Army, 
other similar threats; or 

(3) an Army field operating agency estab- 
lished to improve the effectiveness and effi- 
ciencies of biometric activities and to inte- 
grate common biometric technologies 
throughout the Department of Defense. 

SEC. 8040. The Secretary of Defense, not- 
withstanding any other provision of law, act- 
ing through the Office of Economic Adjust- 
ment of the Department of Defense, may use 
funds made available in this Act under the 
heading ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, De- 
fense-Wide”’ to make grants and supplement 
other Federal funds in accordance with the 
guidance provided in the explanatory state- 
ment regarding this Act. 

(RESCISSIONS) 

SEC. 8041. Of the funds appropriated in De- 
partment of Defense Appropriations Acts, 
the following funds are hereby rescinded 
from the following accounts and programs in 
the specified amounts: 

“Procurement of Weapons and Tracked 


Combat Vehicles, Army, 2009/2011”, 
$86,300,000. 
“Other Procurement, Army, 2009/2011”, 
$147,600,000. 
“Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 2009/2011”, 


$26,100,000. 

“Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 
2011”, $116,900,000. 

“Aircraft Procurement, Army, 2010/2012”, 
$14,000,000. 

“Procurement of Weapons and Tracked 


2009/ 


Combat Vehicles, Army, 2010/2012”’, 
$36,000,000. 

“Missile Procurement, Army, 2010/2012”, 
$9,171,000. 

“Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 2010/2012”, 


$184,847,000. 

“Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and 
Marine Corps, 2010/2012’’, $11,576,000. 

Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con- 
version, Navy, 2010/2014’’: DDG-—51 Destroyer, 
$22,000,000. 

“Other 
$9,042,000. 

“Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 
2012”, $151,300,000. 

“Other Procurement, Air Force, 2010/2012”, 
$36,600,000. 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Army, 2010/2011”, $53,500,000. 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Air Force, 2010/2011”, $198,600,000. 

“Research, Development, Test and Evalua- 
tion, Defense-Wide, 2010/2011’’, $10,000,000. 

SEC. 8042. None of the funds available in 
this Act may be used to reduce the author- 
ized positions for military (civilian) techni- 
cians of the Army National Guard, Air Na- 
tional Guard, Army Reserve and Air Force 
Reserve for the purpose of applying any ad- 
ministratively imposed civilian personnel 
ceiling, freeze, or reduction on military (ci- 
vilian) technicians, unless such reductions 
are a direct result of a reduction in military 
force structure. 

SEC. 8043. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available in this Act may 
be obligated or expended for assistance to 
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
unless specifically appropriated for that pur- 
pose. 

SEC. 8044. Funds appropriated in this Act 
for operation and maintenance of the Mili- 
tary Departments, Combatant Commands 
and Defense Agencies shall be available for 
reimbursement of pay, allowances and other 
expenses which would otherwise be incurred 
against appropriations for the National 
Guard and Reserve when members of the Na- 


Procurement, Navy, 2010/2012”, 


2010/ 
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tional Guard and Reserve provide intel- 
ligence or counterintelligence support to 
Combatant Commands, Defense Agencies and 
Joint Intelligence Activities, including the 
activities and programs included within the 
National Intelligence Program and the Mili- 
tary Intelligence Program: Provided, That 
nothing in this section authorizes deviation 
from established Reserve and National Guard 
personnel and training procedures. 

Sec. 8045. During the current fiscal year, 
none of the funds appropriated in this Act 
may be used to reduce the civilian medical 
and medical support personnel assigned to 
military treatment facilities below the Sep- 
tember 30, 2003, level: Provided, That the 
Service Surgeons General may waive this 
section by certifying to the congressional de- 
fense committees that the beneficiary popu- 
lation is declining in some catchment areas 
and civilian strength reductions may be con- 
sistent with responsible resource steward- 
ship and capitation-based budgeting. 

SEC. 8046. (a) None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense for any fiscal 
year for drug interdiction or counter-drug 
activities may be transferred to any other 
department or agency of the United States 
except as specifically provided in an appro- 
priations law. 

(b) None of the funds available to the Cen- 
tral Intelligence Agency for any fiscal year 
for drug interdiction and counter-drug ac- 
tivities may be transferred to any other de- 
partment or agency of the United States ex- 
cept as specifically provided in an appropria- 
tions law. 

SEC. 8047. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be used for the procurement 
of ball and roller bearings other than those 
produced by a domestic source and of domes- 
tic origin: Provided, That the Secretary of 
the military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive this restriction on a 
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate, 
that adequate domestic supplies are not 
available to meet Department of Defense re- 
quirements on a timely basis and that such 
an acquisition must be made in order to ac- 
quire capability for national security pur- 
poses: Provided further, That this restriction 
shall not apply to the purchase of ‘‘commer- 
cial items’’, as defined by section 4(12) of the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act, 
except that the restriction shall apply to 
ball or roller bearings purchased as end 
items. 

SEC. 8048. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used to purchase any supercomputer 
which is not manufactured in the United 
States, unless the Secretary of Defense cer- 
tifies to the congressional defense commit- 
tees that such an acquisition must be made 
in order to acquire capability for national se- 
curity purposes that is not available from 
United States manufacturers. 

SEC. 8049. None of the funds made available 
in this or any other Act may be used to pay 
the salary of any officer or employee of the 
Department of Defense who approves or im- 
plements the transfer of administrative re- 
sponsibilities or budgetary resources of any 
program, project, or activity financed by 
this Act to the jurisdiction of another Fed- 
eral agency not financed by this Act without 
the express authorization of Congress: Pro- 
vided, That this limitation shall not apply to 
transfers of funds expressly provided for in 
Defense Appropriations Acts, or provisions of 
Acts providing supplemental appropriations 
for the Department of Defense. 

SEC. 8050. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, none of the funds available 
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to the Department of Defense for the current 
fiscal year may be obligated or expended to 
transfer to another nation or an inter- 
national organization any defense articles or 
services (other than intelligence services) for 
use in the activities described in subsection 
(b) unless the congressional defense commit- 
tees, the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives, and the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
are notified 15 days in advance of such trans- 
fer. 

(b) This section applies to— 

(1) any international peacekeeping or 
peace-enforcement operation under the au- 
thority of chapter VI or chapter VII of the 
United Nations Charter under the authority 
of a United Nations Security Council resolu- 
tion; and 

(2) any other international peacekeeping, 
peace-enforcement, or humanitarian assist- 
ance operation. 

(c) A notice under subsection (a) shall in- 
clude the following: 

(1) A description of the equipment, sup- 
plies, or services to be transferred. 

(2) A statement of the value of the equip- 
ment, supplies, or services to be transferred. 

(3) In the case of a proposed transfer of 
equipment or supplies— 

(A) a statement of whether the inventory 
requirements of all elements of the Armed 
Forces (including the reserve components) 
for the type of equipment or supplies to be 
transferred have been met; and 

(B) a statement of whether the items pro- 
posed to be transferred will have to be re- 
placed and, if so, how the President proposes 
to provide funds for such replacement. 

SEC. 8051. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense under this Act 
shall be obligated or expended to pay a con- 
tractor under a contract with the Depart- 
ment of Defense for costs of any amount paid 
by the contractor to an employee when— 

(1) such costs are for a bonus or otherwise 
in excess of the normal salary paid by the 
contractor to the employee; and 

(2) such bonus is part of restructuring costs 
associated with a business combination. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8052. During the current fiscal year, 
no more than $30,000,000 of appropriations 
made in this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide” may 
be transferred to appropriations available for 
the pay of military personnel, to be merged 
with, and to be available for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans- 
ferred, to be used in support of such per- 
sonnel in connection with support and serv- 
ices for eligible organizations and activities 
outside the Department of Defense pursuant 
to section 2012 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

SEC. 8053. During the current fiscal year, in 
the case of an appropriation account of the 
Department of Defense for which the period 
of availability for obligation has expired or 
which has closed under the provisions of sec- 
tion 1552 of title 31, United States Code, and 
which has a negative unliquidated or unex- 
pended balance, an obligation or an adjust- 
ment of an obligation may be charged to any 
current appropriation account for the same 
purpose as the expired or closed account if— 

(1) the obligation would have been properly 
chargeable (except as to amount) to the ex- 
pired or closed account before the end of the 
period of availability or closing of that ac- 
count; 

(2) the obligation is not otherwise properly 
chargeable to any current appropriation ac- 
count of the Department of Defense; and 
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(3) in the case of an expired account, the 
obligation is not chargeable to a current ap- 
propriation of the Department of Defense 
under the provisions of section 1405(b)(8) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1991, Public Law 101-510, as 
amended (31 U.S.C. 1551 note): Provided, That 
in the case of an expired account, if subse- 
quent review or investigation discloses that 
there was not in fact a negative unliquidated 
or unexpended balance in the account, any 
charge to a current account under the au- 
thority of this section shall be reversed and 
recorded against the expired account: Pro- 
vided further, That the total amount charged 
to a current appropriation under this section 
may not exceed an amount equal to 1 percent 
of the total appropriation for that account. 

SEC. 8054. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau may permit the use of equip- 
ment of the National Guard Distance Learn- 
ing Project by any person or entity on a 
space-available, reimbursable basis. The 
Chief of the National Guard Bureau shall es- 
tablish the amount of reimbursement for 
such use on a case-by-case basis. 

(b) Amounts collected under subsection (a) 
shall be credited to funds available for the 
National Guard Distance Learning Project 
and be available to defray the costs associ- 
ated with the use of equipment of the project 
under that subsection. Such funds shall be 
available for such purposes without fiscal 
year limitation. 

SEC. 8055. Using funds made available by 
this Act or any other Act, the Secretary of 
the Air Force, pursuant to a determination 
under section 2690 of title 10, United States 
Code, may implement cost-effective agree- 
ments for required heating facility mod- 
ernization in the Kaiserslautern Military 
Community in the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many: Provided, That in the City of 
Kaiserslautern and at the Rhine Ordnance 
Barracks area, such agreements will include 
the use of United States anthracite as the 
base load energy for municipal district heat 
to the United States Defense installations: 
Provided further, That at Landstuhl Army 
Regional Medical Center and Ramstein Air 
Base, furnished heat may be obtained from 
private, regional or municipal services, if 
provisions are included for the consideration 
of United States coal as an energy source. 

SEC. 8056. None of the funds appropriated in 
title IV of this Act may be used to procure 
end-items for delivery to military forces for 
operational training, operational use or in- 
ventory requirements: Provided, That this re- 
striction does not apply to end-items used in 
development, prototyping, and test activi- 
ties preceding and leading to acceptance for 
operational use: Provided further, That this 
restriction does not apply to programs fund- 
ed within the National Intelligence Program: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De- 
fense may waive this restriction on a case- 
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate that it is 
in the national security interest to do so. 

SEC. 8057. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to approve or license 
the sale of the F-22A advanced tactical fight- 
er to any foreign government: Provided, That 
the Department of Defense may conduct or 
participate in studies, research, design and 
other activities to define and develop a fu- 
ture export version of the F-22A that pro- 
tects classified and sensitive information, 
technologies and U.S. warfighting capabili- 
ties. 

SEC. 8058. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
may, on a case-by-case basis, waive with re- 
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spect to a foreign country each limitation on 
the procurement of defense items from for- 
eign sources provided in law if the Secretary 
determines that the application of the limi- 
tation with respect to that country would in- 
validate cooperative programs entered into 
between the Department of Defense and the 
foreign country, or would invalidate recip- 
rocal trade agreements for the procurement 
of defense items entered into under section 
2531 of title 10, United States Code, and the 
country does not discriminate against the 
same or similar defense items produced in 
the United States for that country. 

(b) Subsection (a) applies with respect to— 

(1) contracts and subcontracts entered into 
on or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act; and 

(2) options for the procurement of items 
that are exercised after such date under con- 
tracts that are entered into before such date 
if the option prices are adjusted for any rea- 
son other than the application of a waiver 
granted under subsection (a). 

(c) Subsection (a) does not apply to a limi- 
tation regarding construction of public ves- 
sels, ball and roller bearings, food, and cloth- 
ing or textile materials as defined by section 
11 (chapters 50-65) of the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule and products classified under head- 
ings 4010, 4202, 4203, 6401 through 6406, 6505, 
7019, 7218 through 17229, 7304.41 through 
7304.49, 7306.40, 7502 through 7508, 8105, 8108, 
8109, 8211, 8215, and 9404. 

SEC. 8059. (a) None of the funds made avail- 
able by this Act may be used to support any 
training program involving a unit of the se- 
curity forces or police of a foreign country if 
the Secretary of Defense has received cred- 
ible information from the Department of 
State that the unit has committed a gross 
violation of human rights, unless all nec- 
essary corrective steps have been taken. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense, in consulta- 
tion with the Secretary of State, shall en- 
sure that prior to a decision to conduct any 
training program referred to in subsection 
(a), full consideration is given to all credible 
information available to the Department of 
State relating to human rights violations by 
foreign security forces. 

(c) The Secretary of Defense, after con- 
sultation with the Secretary of State, may 
waive the prohibition in subsection (a) if he 
determines that such waiver is required by 
extraordinary circumstances. 

(d) Not more than 15 days after the exer- 
cise of any waiver under subsection (c), the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit a report to 
the congressional defense committees de- 
scribing the extraordinary circumstances, 
the purpose and duration of the training pro- 
gram, the United States forces and the for- 
eign security forces involved in the training 
program, and the information relating to 
human rights violations that necessitates 
the waiver. 

SEC. 8060. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act to the Depart- 
ment of the Navy shall be used to develop, 
lease or procure the T-AKE class of ships un- 
less the main propulsion diesel engines and 
propulsors are manufactured in the United 
States by a domestically operated entity: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may 
waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis 
by certifying in writing to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House of Represent- 
atives and the Senate that adequate domes- 
tic supplies are not available to meet De- 
partment of Defense requirements on a time- 
ly basis and that such an acquisition must be 
made in order to acquire capability for na- 
tional security purposes or there exists a sig- 
nificant cost or quality difference. 


March 17, 2011 


SEC. 8061. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this or other 
Department of Defense Appropriations Acts 
may be obligated or expended for the purpose 
of performing repairs or maintenance to 
military family housing units of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, including areas in such 
military family housing units that may be 
used for the purpose of conducting official 
Department of Defense business. 

SEC. 8062. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, funds appropriated in this Act 
under the heading ‘‘Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide”’ for any 
new start advanced concept technology dem- 
onstration project or joint capability dem- 
onstration project may only be obligated 30 
days after a report, including a description 
of the project, the planned acquisition and 
transition strategy and its estimated annual 
and total cost, has been provided in writing 
to the congressional defense committees: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may 
waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis 
by certifying to the congressional defense 
committees that it is in the national inter- 
est to do so. 

SEC. 8063. The Secretary of Defense shall 
provide a classified quarterly report begin- 
ning 30 days after enactment of this Act, to 
the House and Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittees, Subcommittees on Defense on cer- 
tain matters as directed in the classified 
annex accompanying this Act. 

SEC. 8064. During the current fiscal year, 
none of the funds available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense may be used to provide sup- 
port to another department or agency of the 
United States if such department or agency 
is more than 90 days in arrears in making 
payment to the Department of Defense for 
goods or services previously provided to such 
department or agency on a reimbursable 
basis: Provided, That this restriction shall 
not apply if the department is authorized by 
law to provide support to such department or 
agency on a nonreimbursable basis, and is 
providing the requested support pursuant to 
such authority: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of Defense may waive this restric- 
tion on a case-by-case basis by certifying in 
writing to the Committees on Appropria- 
tions of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate that it is in the national security 
interest to do so. 

SEC. 8065. Notwithstanding section 12310(b) 
of title 10, United States Code, a Reserve 
who is a member of the National Guard serv- 
ing on full-time National Guard duty under 
section 502(f) of title 32, United States Code, 
may perform duties in support of the ground- 
based elements of the National Ballistic Mis- 
sile Defense System. 

SEC. 8066. None of the funds provided in 
this Act may be used to transfer to any non- 
governmental entity ammunition held by 
the Department of Defense that has a center- 
fire cartridge and a United States military 
nomenclature designation of ‘‘armor pene- 
trator’, ‘‘armor piercing (AP)’’, “armor 
piercing incendiary (API)’’, or ‘‘armor-pierc- 
ing incendiary tracer (API-T)’’, except to an 
entity performing demilitarization services 
for the Department of Defense under a con- 
tract that requires the entity to dem- 
onstrate to the satisfaction of the Depart- 
ment of Defense that armor piercing projec- 
tiles are either: (1) rendered incapable of 
reuse by the demilitarization process; or (2) 
used to manufacture ammunition pursuant 
to a contract with the Department of De- 
fense or the manufacture of ammunition for 
export pursuant to a License for Permanent 
Export of Unclassified Military Articles 
issued by the Department of State. 
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SEC. 8067. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau, or his designee, may waive 
payment of all or part of the consideration 
that otherwise would be required under sec- 
tion 2667 of title 10, United States Code, in 
the case of a lease of personal property for a 
period not in excess of 1 year to any organi- 
zation specified in section 508(d) of title 32, 
United States Code, or any other youth, so- 
cial, or fraternal nonprofit organization as 
may be approved by the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau, or his designee, on a case-by- 
case basis. 

SEC. 8068. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be used for the support of 
any nonappropriated funds activity of the 
Department of Defense that procures malt 
beverages and wine with nonappropriated 
funds for resale (including such alcoholic 
beverages sold by the drink) on a military 
installation located in the United States un- 
less such malt beverages and wine are pro- 
cured within that State, or in the case of the 
District of Columbia, within the District of 
Columbia, in which the military installation 
is located: Provided, That in a case in which 
the military installation is located in more 
than one State, purchases may be made in 
any State in which the installation is lo- 
cated: Provided further, That such local pro- 
curement requirements for malt beverages 
and wine shall apply to all alcoholic bev- 
erages only for military installations in 
States which are not contiguous with an- 
other State: Provided further, That alcoholic 
beverages other than wine and malt bev- 
erages, in contiguous States and the District 
of Columbia shall be procured from the most 
competitive source, price and other factors 
considered. 

SEC. 8069. Funds available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense for the Global Positioning 
System during the current fiscal year, and 
hereafter, may be used to fund civil require- 
ments associated with the satellite and 
ground control segments of such system’s 
modernization program. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8070. Of the amounts appropriated in 
this Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army”, $147,258,300 shall re- 
main available until expended: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of Defense is authorized 
to transfer such funds to other activities of 
the Federal Government: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of Defense is authorized 
to enter into and carry out contracts for the 
acquisition of real property, construction, 
personal services, and operations related to 
projects carrying out the purposes of this 
section: Provided further, That contracts en- 
tered into under the authority of this section 
may provide for such indemnification as the 
Secretary determines to be necessary: Pro- 
vided further, That projects authorized by 
this section shall comply with applicable 
Federal, State, and local law to the max- 
imum extent consistent with the national se- 
curity, as determined by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

SEC. 8071. Section 8106 of the Department 
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1997 (titles I 
through VIII of the matter under subsection 
101(b) of Public Law 104-208; 110 Stat. 3009- 
111; 10 U.S.C. 113 note) shall continue in ef- 
fect to apply to disbursements that are made 
by the Department of Defense in fiscal year 
2011. 

SEC. 8072. In addition to amounts provided 
elsewhere in this Act, $4,000,000 is hereby ap- 
propriated to the Department of Defense, to 
remain available for obligation until ex- 
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pended: Provided, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, these funds shall be 
available only for a grant to the Fisher 
House Foundation, Inc., only for the con- 
struction and furnishing of additional Fisher 
Houses to meet the needs of military family 
members when confronted with the illness or 
hospitalization of an eligible military bene- 
ficiary. 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8073. Of the amounts appropriated in 
this Act under the headings ‘‘Procurement, 
Defense-Wide’’ and ‘‘Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide’’, 
$415,115,000 shall be for the Israeli Coopera- 
tive Programs: Provided, That of this 
amount, $205,000,000 shall be for the Sec- 
retary of Defense to provide to the Govern- 
ment of Israel for the procurement of the 
Iron Dome defense system to counter short- 
range rocket threats, $84,722,000 shall be for 
the Short Range Ballistic Missile Defense 
(SRBMD) program, including cruise missile 
defense research and development under the 
SRBMD program, $58,966,000 shall be avail- 
able for an upper-tier component to the 
Israeli Missile Defense Architecture, and 
$66,427,000 shall be for the Arrow System Im- 
provement Program including development 
of a long range, ground and airborne, detec- 
tion suite, of which $12,000,000 shall be for 
producing Arrow missile components in the 
United States and Arrow missile components 
in Israel to meet Israel’s defense require- 
ments, consistent with each nation’s laws, 
regulations and procedures: Provided further, 
That funds made available under this provi- 
sion for production of missiles and missile 
components may be transferred to appropria- 
tions available for the procurement of weap- 
ons and equipment, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same time period and the 
same purposes as the appropriation to which 
transferred: Provided further, That the trans- 
fer authority provided under this provision is 
in addition to any other transfer authority 
contained in this Act. 

SEC. 8074. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense may be obligated 
to modify command and control relation- 
ships to give Fleet Forces Command admin- 
istrative and operational control of U.S. 
Navy forces assigned to the Pacific fleet: 
Provided, That the command and control re- 
lationships which existed on October 1, 2004, 
shall remain in force unless changes are spe- 
cifically authorized in a subsequent Act. 

бес. 8075. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law or regulation, the Secretary of 
Defense may exercise the provisions of sec- 
tion 7403(g) of title 38, United States Code, 
for occupations listed in section 7403(a)(2) of 
title 38, United States Code, as well as the 
following: 

Pharmacists, Audiologists, Psychologists, 
Social Workers, Othotists/Prosthetists, Oc- 
cupational Therapists, Physical Therapists, 
Rehabilitation Therapists, Respiratory 
Therapists, Speech Pathologists, Dietitian/ 
Nutritionists, Industrial Hygienists, Psy- 
chology Technicians, Social Service Assist- 
ants, Practical Nurses, Nursing Assistants, 
and Dental Hygienists: 

(A) The requirements of section 
7403(2)(1)(А) of title 38, United States Code, 
shall apply. 

(B) The limitations of section 7403(g)(1)(B) 
of title 38, United States Code, shall not 
apply. 

SEC. 8076. Funds appropriated by this Act, 
or made available by the transfer of funds in 
this Act, for intelligence activities are 
deemed to be specifically authorized by the 
Congress for purposes of section 504 of the 
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National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414) 
during fiscal year 2011 until the enactment of 
the Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2011. 

Src. 8077. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available for obligation or 
expenditure through a reprogramming of 
funds that creates or initiates a new pro- 


gram, project, or activity unless such pro- 
gram, project, or activity must be under- 
taken immediately in the interest of na- 


tional security and only after written prior 
notification to the congressional defense 
committees. 

SEC. 8078. The budget of the President for 
fiscal year 2012 submitted to the Congress 
pursuant to section 1105 of title 31, United 
States Code, shall include separate budget 
justification documents for costs of United 
States Armed Forces’ participation in con- 
tingency operations for the Military Per- 
sonnel accounts, the Operation and Mainte- 
nance accounts, and the Procurement ac- 
counts: Provided, That these documents shall 
include a description of the funding re- 
quested for each contingency operation, for 
each military service, to include all Active 
and Reserve components, and for each appro- 
priations account: Provided further, That 
these documents shall include estimated 
costs for each element of expense or object 
class, a reconciliation of increases and de- 
creases for each contingency operation, and 
programmatic data including, but not lim- 
ited to, troop strength for each Active and 
Reserve component, and estimates of the 
major weapons systems deployed in support 
of each contingency: Provided further, That 
these documents shall include budget exhib- 
its OP-5 and OP-82 (as defined in the Depart- 
ment of Defense Financial Management Reg- 
ulation) for all contingency operations for 
the budget year and the two preceding fiscal 
years. 

Src. 8079. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used for research, development, test, 
evaluation, procurement or deployment of 
nuclear armed interceptors of a missile de- 
fense system. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Src. 8080. In addition to the amounts ap- 
propriated or otherwise made available else- 
where in this Act, $65,200,000 is hereby appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of Defense shall 
make grants in the amounts specified as fol- 
lows: $20,000,000 to the United Service Orga- 
nizations; $24,000,000 to the Red Cross; 
$1,200,000 to the Special Olympics; and 
$20,000,000 to the Youth Mentoring Grants 
Program: Provided further, That funds avail- 
able in this section for the Youth Mentoring 
Grants Program may be available for trans- 
fer to the Department of Justice Youth Men- 
toring Grants Program. 

SEC. 8081. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act shall be used to 
reduce or disestablish the operation of the 
53rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron of 
the Air Force Reserve, if such action would 
reduce the WC-130 Weather Reconnaissance 
mission below the levels funded in this Act: 
Provided, That the Air Force shall allow the 
53га Weather Reconnaissance Squadron to 
perform other missions in support of na- 
tional defense requirements during the non- 
hurricane season. 

SEC. 8082. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available for integration of 
foreign intelligence information unless the 
information has been lawfully collected and 
processed during the conduct of authorized 
foreign intelligence activities: Provided, That 
information pertaining to United States per- 
sons shall only be handled in accordance 
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with protections provided in the Fourth 
Amendment of the United States Constitu- 
tion as implemented through Executive 
Order No. 12333. 

SEC. 8083. (a) At the time members of re- 
serve components of the Armed Forces are 
called or ordered to active duty under sec- 
tion 12302(a) of title 10, United States Code, 
each member shall be notified in writing of 
the expected period during which the mem- 
ber will be mobilized. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the requirements of subsection (a) in any 
case in which the Secretary determines that 
it is necessary to do so to respond to a na- 
tional security emergency or to meet dire 
operational requirements of the Armed 
Forces. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8084. The Secretary of Defense may 
transfer funds from any available Depart- 
ment of the Navy appropriation to any avail- 
able Navy ship construction appropriation 
for the purpose of liquidating necessary 
changes resulting from inflation, market 
fluctuations, or rate adjustments for any 
ship construction program appropriated in 
law: Provided, That the Secretary may trans- 
fer not to exceed $100,000,000 under the au- 
thority provided by this section: Provided 
further, That the Secretary may not transfer 
any funds until 30 days after the proposed 
transfer has been reported to the Commit- 
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the Senate, unless a re- 
sponse from the Committees is received 
sooner: Provided further, That any funds 
transferred pursuant to this section shall re- 
tain the same period of availability as when 
originally appropriated: Provided further, 
That the transfer authority provided by this 
section is in addition to any other transfer 
authority contained elsewhere in this Act. 

SEC. 8085. For purposes of section 7108 of 
title 41, United States Code, any subdivision 
of appropriations made under the heading 
“Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy” that is 
not closed at the time reimbursement is 
made shall be available to reimburse the 
Judgment Fund and shall be considered for 
the same purposes as any subdivision under 
the heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, 
Navy” appropriations in the current fiscal 
year or any prior fiscal year. 

SEC. 8086. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated by this Act may be used to transfer 
research and development, acquisition, or 
other program authority relating to current 
tactical unmanned aerial vehicles (TUAVs) 
from the Army. 

(b) The Army shall retain responsibility 
for and operational control of the MQ-1C 
Sky Warrior Unmanned Aerial Vehicle 
(UAV) in order to support the Secretary of 
Defense in matters relating to the employ- 
ment of unmanned aerial vehicles. 

SEC. 8087. Of the funds provided in this Act, 
$7,080,000 shall be available for the oper- 
ations and development of training and tech- 
nology for the Joint Interagency Training 
and Education Center and the affiliated Cen- 
ter for National Response at the Memorial 
Tunnel and for providing homeland defense/ 
security and traditional warfighting training 
to the Department of Defense, other Federal 
agencies, and State and local first responder 
personnel at the Joint Interagency Training 
and Education Center. 

SEC. 8088. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law or regulation, during the cur- 
rent fiscal year and hereafter, the Secretary 
of Defense may adjust wage rates for civilian 
employees hired for certain health care occu- 
pations as authorized for the Secretary of 
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Veterans Affairs by section 7455 of title 38, 
United States Code. 

SEC. 8089. Up to $15,000,000 of the funds ap- 
propriated under the heading ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Navy” may be made available 
for the Asia Pacific Regional Initiative Pro- 
gram for the purpose of enabling the Pacific 
Command to execute Theater Security Co- 
operation activities such as humanitarian 
assistance, and payment of incremental and 
personnel costs of training and exercising 
with foreign security forces: Provided, That 
funds made available for this purpose may be 
used, notwithstanding any other funding au- 
thorities for humanitarian assistance, secu- 
rity assistance or combined exercise ex- 
penses: Provided further, That funds may not 
be obligated to provide assistance to any for- 
eign country that is otherwise prohibited 
from receiving such type of assistance under 
any other provision of law. 

SEC. 8090. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act for programs of the Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence shall re- 
main available for obligation beyond the 
current fiscal year, except for funds appro- 
priated for research and technology, which 
shall remain available until September 30, 
2012. 

SEC. 8091. For purposes of section 1553(b) of 
title 31, United States Code, any subdivision 
of appropriations made in this Act under the 
heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, 
Navy” shall be considered to be for the same 
purpose as any subdivision under the heading 
“Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy” appro- 
priations in any prior fiscal year, and the 1 
percent limitation shall apply to the total 
amount of the appropriation. 

SEC. 8092. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, not more than 35 percent of 
funds provided in this Act for environmental 
remediation may be obligated under indefi- 
nite delivery/indefinite quantity contracts 
with a total contract value of $130,000,000 or 
higher. 

SEC. 8093. The Director of National Intel- 
ligence shall include the budget exhibits 
identified in paragraphs (1) and (2) as de- 
scribed in the Department of Defense Finan- 
cial Management Regulation with the con- 
gressional budget justification books: 

(1) For procurement programs requesting 
more than $20,000,000 in any fiscal year, the 
P-1, Procurement Program; P-5, Cost Anal- 
ysis; P-5a, Procurement History and Plan- 
ning; P-21, Production Schedule; and Р-40, 
Budget Item Justification. 

(2) For research, development, test and 
evaluation projects requesting more than 
$10,000,000 in any fiscal year, the R-1, RDT&E 
Program; R-2, RDT&E Budget Item Jus- 
tification; R-8, RDT&E Project Cost Anal- 
ysis; and R-4, RDT&E Program Schedule 
Profile. 

SEC. 8094. The Secretary of Defense shall 
create a major force program category for 
space for each future-years defense program 
of the Department of Defense submitted to 
Congress under section 221 of title 10, United 
States Code, during fiscal year 2011. The Sec- 
retary of Defense shall designate an official 
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense to 
provide overall supervision of the prepara- 
tion and justification of program rec- 
ommendations and budget proposals to be in- 
cluded in such major force program cat- 
egory. 

бес. 8095. (a) Not later than 60 days after 
enactment of this Act, the Office of the Di- 
rector of National Intelligence shall submit 
a report to the congressional intelligence 
committees to establish the baseline for ap- 
plication of reprogramming and transfer au- 
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thorities for fiscal year 2011: Provided, That 
the report shall include— 

(1) a table for each appropriation with a 
separate column to display the President’s 
budget request, adjustments made by Con- 
gress, adjustments due to enacted rescis- 
sions, if appropriate, and the fiscal year en- 
acted level; 

(2) a delineation in the table for each ap- 
propriation by Expenditure Center and 
project; and 

(3) an identification of items of special 
congressional interest. 

(b) None of the funds provided for the Na- 
tional Intelligence Program in this Act shall 
be available for reprogramming or transfer 
until the report identified in subsection (a) is 
submitted to the congressional intelligence 
committees, unless the Director of National 
Intelligence certifies in writing to the con- 
gressional intelligence committees that such 
reprogramming or transfer is necessary as an 
emergency requirement. 

SEC. 8096. The Director of National Intel- 
ligence shall submit to Congress each year, 
at or about the time that the President’s 
budget is submitted to Congress that year 
under section 1105(a) of title 31, United 
States Code, a future-years intelligence pro- 
gram (including associated annexes) reflect- 
ing the estimated expenditures and proposed 
appropriations included in that budget. Any 
such future-years intelligence program shall 
cover the fiscal year with respect to which 
the budget is submitted and at least the four 
succeeding fiscal years. 

SEC. 8097. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term ‘‘congressional intelligence commit- 
tees” means the Permanent Select Com- 
mittee on Intelligence of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, the Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence of the Senate, the Subcommittee on 
Defense of the Committee on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives, and the 
Subcommittee on Defense of the Committee 
on Appropriations of the Senate. 

SEC. 8098. The Department of Defense shall 
continue to report incremental contingency 
operations costs for Operation New Dawn 
and Operation Enduring Freedom on a 
monthly basis in the Cost of War Execution 
Report as prescribed in the Department of 
Defense Financial Management Regulation 
Department of Defense Instruction 7000.14, 
Volume 12, Chapter 23 ‘‘Contingency Oper- 
ations’’, Annex 1, dated September 2005. 

SEC. 8099. The amounts appropriated in 
title II of this Act are hereby reduced by 
$783,000,000 to reflect excess cash balances in 
Department of Defense Working Capital 
Funds, as follows: (1) From ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army”, $700,000,000; and (2) 
From ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide”, $83,000,000. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


SEC. 8100. During the current fiscal year, 
not to exceed $11,000,000 from each of the ap- 
propriations made in title II of this Act for 
“Operation and Maintenance, Army”, ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Navy’’, and ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Air Force” may be 
transferred by the military department con- 
cerned to its central fund established for 
Fisher Houses and Suites pursuant to section 
2493(d) of title 10, United States Code. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8101. Of the funds appropriated in the 
Intelligence Community Management Ac- 
count for the Program Manager for the In- 
formation Sharing Environment, $24,000,000 
is available for transfer by the Director of 
National Intelligence to other departments 
and agencies for purposes of Government- 
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wide information sharing activities: Pro- 
vided, That funds transferred under this pro- 
vision are to be merged with and available 
for the same purposes and time period as the 
appropriation to which transferred: Provided 
further, That the Office of Management and 
Budget must approve any transfers made 
under this provision. 

SEC. 8102. Funds appropriated by this Act 
for operation and maintenance may be avail- 
able for the purpose of making remittances 
to the Defense Acquisition Workforce Devel- 
opment Fund in accordance with the require- 
ments of section 1705 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

SEC. 8103. (а) Any agency receiving funds 
made available in this Act, shall, subject to 
subsections (b) and (c), post on the public 
website of that agency any report required 
to be submitted by the Congress in this or 
any other Act, upon the determination by 
the head of the agency that it shall serve the 
national interest. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to a re- 
port if— 

(1) the public posting of the report com- 
promises national security; or 

(2) the report contains proprietary infor- 
mation. 

(c) The head of the agency posting such re- 
port shall do so only after such report has 
been made available to the requesting Com- 
mittee or Committees of Congress for no less 
than 45 days. 

SEC. 8104. (a) None of the funds appro- 
priated or otherwise made available by this 
Act may be expended for any Federal con- 
tract for an amount in excess of $1,000,000 un- 
less the contractor agrees not to— 

(1) enter into any agreement with any of 
its employees or independent contractors 
that requires, as a condition of employment, 
that the employee or independent contractor 
agree to resolve through arbitration any 
claim under title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 or any tort related to or arising out 
of sexual assault or harassment, including 
assault and battery, intentional infliction of 
emotional distress, false imprisonment, or 
negligent hiring, supervision, or retention; 
or 

(2) take any action to enforce any provi- 
sion of an existing agreement with an em- 
ployee or independent contractor that man- 
dates that the employee or independent con- 
tractor resolve through arbitration any 
claim under title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 or any tort related to or arising out 
of sexual assault or harassment, including 
assault and battery, intentional infliction of 
emotional distress, false imprisonment, or 
negligent hiring, supervision, or retention. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated or oth- 
erwise made available by this Act may be ex- 
pended for any Federal contract unless the 
contractor certifies that it requires each 
covered subcontractor to agree not to enter 
into, and not to take any action to enforce 
any provision of, any agreement as described 
in paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a), 
with respect to any employee or independent 
contractor performing work related to such 
subcontract. For purposes of this subsection, 
a ‘“‘covered subcontractor” is an entity that 
has a subcontract in excess of $1,000,000 on a 
contract subject to subsection (a). 

(c) The prohibitions in this section do not 
apply with respect to a contractor’s or sub- 
contractor’s agreements with employees or 
independent contractors that may not be en- 
forced in a court of the United States. 

(d) The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the application of subsection (a) or (b) to a 
particular contractor or subcontractor for 
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the purposes of a particular contract or sub- 
contract if the Secretary or the Deputy Sec- 
retary personally determines that the waiver 
is necessary to avoid harm to national secu- 
rity interests of the United States, and that 
the term of the contract or subcontract is 
not longer than necessary to avoid such 
harm. The determination shall set forth with 
specificity the grounds for the waiver and for 
the contract or subcontract term selected, 
and shall state any alternatives considered 
in lieu of a waiver and the reasons each such 
alternative would not avoid harm to na- 
tional security interests of the United 
States. The Secretary of Defense shall trans- 
mit to Congress, and simultaneously make 
public, any determination under this sub- 
section not less than 15 business days before 
the contract or subcontract addressed in the 
determination may be awarded. 

(e) By March 1, 2011, or within 60 days after 
enactment of this Act, whichever is later, 
the Government Accountability Office shall 
submit a report to the Congress evaluating 
the effect that the requirements of this sec- 
tion have had on national security, including 
recommendations, if any, for changes to 
these requirements. 

SEC. 8105. (a) PROHIBITION ON CONVERSION 
OF FUNCTIONS PERFORMED BY FEDERAL EM- 
PLOYEES TO CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE.— 
None of the funds appropriated by this Act or 
otherwise available to the Department of De- 
fense may be used to begin or announce the 
competition to award to a contractor or con- 
vert to performance by a contractor any 
functions performed by Federal employees 
pursuant to a study conducted under Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
А76. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition іп sub- 
section (a) shall not apply to the award of a 
function to a contractor or the conversion of 
a function to performance by a contractor 
pursuant to a study conducted under Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular 
A-76 once all reporting and certifications re- 
quired by section 325 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Pub- 
lic Law 111-84) have been satisfactorily com- 
pleted. 

бес. 8106. (а)(1) No National Intelligence 
Program funds appropriated in this Act may 
be used for a mission critical or mission es- 
sential business management information 
technology system that is not registered 
with the Director of National Intelligence. A 
system shall be considered to be registered 
with that officer upon the furnishing notice 
of the system, together with such informa- 
tion concerning the system as the Director 
of the Business Transformation Office may 
prescribe. 

(2) During the current fiscal year no funds 
may be obligated or expended for a financial 
management automated information system, 
a mixed information system supporting fi- 
nancial and non-financial systems, or a busi- 
ness system improvement of more than 
$3,000,000, within the Intelligence Commu- 
nity without the approval of the Business 
Transformation Office, and the designated 
Intelligence Community functional lead ele- 
ment. 

(b) The Director of the Business Trans- 
formation Office shall provide the congres- 
sional intelligence committees a semi-an- 
nual report of approvals under paragraph (1) 
no later than March 30 and September 30 of 
each year. The report shall include the re- 
sults of the Business Transformation Invest- 
ment Review Board’s semi-annual activities, 
and each report shall certify that the fol- 
lowing steps have been taken for systems ap- 
proved under paragraph (1): 
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(1) Business process reengineering. 

(2) An analysis of alternatives and an eco- 
nomic analysis that includes a calculation of 
the return on investment. 

(3) Assurance the system is compatible 
with the enterprise-wide business architec- 
ture. 

(4) Performance measures. 

(5) An information assurance strategy con- 
sistent with the Chief Information Officer of 
the Intelligence Community. 

(c) This section shall not apply to any pro- 
grammatic or analytic systems or pro- 
grammatic or analytic system improve- 
ments. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8107. Of the funds appropriated in this 
Act for the Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence, $50,000,000, may be transferred 
to appropriations available to the Central In- 
telligence Agency, the National Security 
Agency, and the National Geospatial Intel- 
ligence Agency, the Defense Intelligence 
Agency and the National Reconnaissance Of- 
fice for the Business Transformation Trans- 
fer Funds, to be merged with and to be avail- 
able for the same time period and the same 
purposes as the appropriation to which 
transferred: Provided, That the transfer au- 
thority provided under this provision is in 
addition to any other transfer authority con- 
tained in this Act. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8108. In addition to funds made avail- 
able elsewhere in this Act, there is hereby 
appropriated $538,875,000, to remain available 
until transferred: Provided, That these funds 
are appropriated to the ‘‘Tanker Replace- 
ment Transfer Fund’’ (referred to as ‘‘the 
Fund” elsewhere in this section): Provided 
further, That the Secretary of the Air Force 
may transfer amounts in the Fund to ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Air Force”, ‘‘Air- 
craft Procurement, Air Force’’, and ‘‘Re- 
search, Development, Test and Evaluation, 
Air Force’’, only for the purposes of pro- 
ceeding with a tanker acquisition program: 
Provided further, That funds transferred shall 
be merged with and be available for the same 
purposes and for the same time period as the 
appropriations or fund to which transferred: 
Provided further, That this transfer authority 
is in addition to any other transfer authority 
available to the Department of Defense: Pro- 
vided further, That the Secretary of the Air 
Force shall, not fewer than 15 days prior to 
making transfers using funds provided in 
this section, notify the congressional defense 
committees in writing of the details of any 
such transfer: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary shall submit a report no later than 30 
days after the end of each fiscal quarter to 
the congressional defense committees sum- 
marizing the details of the transfer of funds 
from this appropriation. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Src. 8109. From within the funds appro- 
priated for operation and maintenance for 
the Defense Health Program in this Act, up 
to $132,200,000, shall be available for transfer 
to the Joint Department of Defense-Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Facility 
Demonstration Fund in accordance with the 
provisions of section 1704 of the National De- 
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010, 
Public Law 111-84: Provided, That for pur- 
poses of section 1704(b), the facility oper- 
ations funded are operations of the inte- 
grated Captain James A. Lovell Federal 
Health Care Center, consisting of the North 
Chicago Veterans Affairs Medical Center, the 
Navy Ambulatory Care Center, and sup- 
porting facilities designated as a combined 
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Federal medical facility as described by sec- 
tion 706 of Public Law 110-417: Provided fur- 
ther, That additional funds may be trans- 
ferred from funds appropriated for operation 
and maintenance for the Defense Health Pro- 
gram to the Joint Department of Defense- 
Department of Veterans Affairs Medical Fa- 
cility Demonstration Fund upon written no- 
tification by the Secretary of Defense to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate. 

SEC. 8110. (a) Of the amounts made avail- 
able in this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper- 
ation and Maintenance, Navy’’, not less than 
$2,000,000, shall be made available for 
leveraging the Army’s Contractor Manpower 
Reporting Application, modified as appro- 
priate for Service-specific requirements, for 
documenting the number of full-time con- 
tractor employees (or its equivalent) pursu- 
ant to United States Code title 10, section 
2330a(c) and meeting the requirements of 
United States Code title 10, section 2330a(e) 
and United States Code title 10, section 235. 

(b) Of the amounts made available in this 
Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and Main- 
tenance, Air Force’’, not less than $2,000,000 
shall be made available for leveraging the 
Army’s Contractor Manpower Reporting Ap- 
plication, modified as appropriate for Serv- 
ice-specific requirements, for documenting 
the number of full-time contractor employ- 
ees (or its equivalent) pursuant to United 
States Code title 10 section 2330a(c) and 
meeting the requirements of United States 
Code title 10, section 2330a(e) and United 
States Code title 10, section 235. 

(c) The Secretaries of the Army, Navy, Air 
Force, and the Directors of the Defense 
Agencies and Field Activities (in coordina- 
tion with the appropriate Principal Staff As- 
sistant), in coordination with the Under Sec- 
retary of Defense for Personnel and Readi- 
ness, shall report to the congressional de- 
fense committees within 60 days of enact- 
ment of this Act their plan for documenting 
the number of full-time contractor employ- 
ees (or its equivalent), as required by United 
States Code title 10, section 2330a. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEc. 8111. In addition to amounts provided 
elsewhere in this Act, there is appropriated 
$250,000,000, for an additional amount for 
“Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide’’, to be available until expended: Pro- 
vided, That such funds shall only be available 
to the Secretary of Defense, acting through 
the Office of Economic Adjustment of the 
Department of Defense, or for transfer to the 
Secretary of Education, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to make grants, con- 
clude cooperative agreements, or supplement 
other Federal funds to construct, renovate, 
repair, or expand elementary and secondary 
public schools on military installations in 
order to address capacity or facility condi- 
tion deficiencies at such schools: Provided 
further, That in making such funds available, 
the Office of Economic Adjustment or the 
Secretary of Education shall give priority 
consideration to those military installations 
with schools having the most serious capac- 
ity or facility condition deficiencies as de- 
termined by the Secretary of Defense. 

SEC. 8112. In addition to amounts provided 
elsewhere in this Act, there is appropriated 
$300,000,000, for an additional amount for 
“Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide’’, to remain available until expended. 
Such funds may be available for the Office of 
Economic Adjustment, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for transportation in- 
frastructure improvements associated with 
medical facilities related to recommenda- 
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tions of the Defense Base Closure and Re- 
alignment Commission. 

SEC. 8113. Section 310(b) of the Supple- 
mental Appropriations Act, 2009 (Public Law 
111-82; 123 Stat. 1871) is amended by striking 
“1 year” both places it appears and inserting 
“2 years”. 

SEC. 8114. The Office of the Director of Na- 
tional Intelligence shall not employ more 
Senior Executive employees than are speci- 
fied in the classified annex: Provided, That 
not later than 90 days after enactment of 
this Act, the Director of National Intel- 
ligence shall certify that the Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence selects in- 
dividuals for Senior Executive positions in a 
manner consistent with statutes, regula- 
tions, and the requirements of other Federal 
agencies in making such appointments and 
will submit its policies and procedures re- 
lated to the appointment of personnel to 
Senior Executive positions to the congres- 
sional intelligence oversight committees. 

SEC. 8115. For all major defense acquisition 
programs for which the Department of De- 
fense plans to proceed to source selection 
during the current fiscal year, the Secretary 
of Defense shall perform an assessment of 
the winning bidder to determine whether or 
not the proposed costs are realistic and rea- 
sonable with respect to proposed develop- 
ment and production costs. The Secretary of 
Defense shall provide a report of these as- 
sessments, to specifically include whether 
any cost assessments determined that such 
proposed costs were unreasonable or unreal- 
istic, to the congressional defense commit- 
tees not later than 60 days after enactment 
of this Act and on a quarterly basis there- 
after. 

SEC. 8116. (a) The Deputy Under Secretary 
of Defense for Installations and Environ- 
ment, in collaboration with the Secretary of 
Energy, shall conduct energy security pilot 
projects at facilities of the Department of 
Defense. 

(b) In addition to the amounts provided 
elsewhere in this Act, $20,000,000, is appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense for 
“Operation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide” 
for energy security pilot projects under sub- 
section (a). 

SEC. 8117. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may 
be obligated or expended to pay a retired 
general or flag officer to serve as a senior 
mentor advising the Department of Defense 
unless such retired officer files a Standard 
Form 278 (or successor form concerning pub- 
lic financial disclosure under part 2634 of 
title 5, Code of Federal Regulations) to the 
Office of Government Ethics. 

SEC. 8118. Not later than 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec- 
retary of Defense, the Chief of the Air Force 
Reserve, and the Director of the National 
Guard Bureau, in collaboration with the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of 
the Interior, shall submit to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House and Senate, 
the House Committee on Agriculture, the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition 
and Forestry, the House Committee on Nat- 
ural Resources, and the Senate Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources a report of 
firefighting aviation assets. The report re- 
quired under this section shall include each 
of the following: 

(1) A description of the programming de- 
tails necessary to obtain an appropriate mix 
of fixed wing and rotor wing firefighting as- 
sets needed to produce an effective aviation 
resource base to support the wildland fire 
management program into the future. Such 
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programming details shall include the acqui- 
sition and contracting needs of the mix of 
aviation resources fleet, including the acqui- 
sition of up to 24 C-130Js equipped with the 
Mobile Airborne Fire Fighting System II (in 
this section referred to as ‘‘MAFFS’’), to be 
acquired over several fiscal years starting in 
fiscal year 2012. 

(2) The costs associated with acquisition 
and contracting of the aviation assets de- 
scribed in paragraph (1). 

(3) A description of the costs of the oper- 
ation, maintenance, and sustainment of a 
fixed and rotor wing aviation fleet, including 
а C-130J/MAFFS II in an Air National Guard 
tactical airlift unit construct of 4, 6, or 8 С- 
130Js per unit starting in fiscal year 2012, 
projected out through fiscal year 2020. Such 
description shall include the projected costs 
associated with each of the following 
through fiscal year 2020: 

(A) Crew ratio based on 4, 6, or 8 C-130J Air 
National Guard unit construct and require- 
ment for full-time equivalent crews. 

(B) Associated maintenance and other sup- 
port personnel and requirement for full-time 
equivalent positions. 

(C) Yearly flying hour model and the cost 
for use of a fixed and rotor wing aviation 
fleet, including C-130J in its MAFFS capac- 
ity supporting the United States Forest 
Service. 

(D) Yearly flying hour model and cost for 
use of a C-130J in its capacity supporting Air 
National Guard tactical airlift training. 

(E) Any other costs required to conduct 
both the airlift and firefighting missions, in- 
cluding the Air National Guard unit con- 
struct for C-130Js. 

(4) Proposed program management, utiliza- 
tion, and cost share arrangements for the 
aircraft described in paragraph (1) for pri- 
mary support of the Forest Service and sec- 
ondary support, on an as available basis, for 
the Department of Defense, together with 
any proposed statutory language needed to 
authorize and effectuate the same. 

(5) An integrated plan for the Forest Serv- 
ice and the Department of the Interior 
wildland fire management programs to oper- 
ate the fire fighting air tanker assets re- 
ferred to in this section. 

SEC. 8119. The explanatory statement re- 
garding this Act, printed in the House of 
Representatives section of the Congressional 
Record on or about February 16, 2011, by the 
Chairman of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions of the House, shall have the same effect 
with respect to the allocation of funds and 
implementation of this Act as if it were a 
Report of the Committee on Appropriations. 

TITLE IX 
OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Army”, $11,468,033,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Navy”, $1,308,719,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
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Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Marine Corps’’, $732,920,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Personnel, Air Force’’, $2,060,442,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Army”, $268,031,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Navy’’, $48,912,000: Provided, That 
each amount in this paragraph is designated 
as being for contingency operations directly 
related to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Marine Corps’’, $45,437,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Air Force’’, $27,002,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘National 
Guard Personnel, Army”, $853,022,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘National 
Guard Personnel, Air Force’’, $16,860,000: Pro- 
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vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army”, $60,587,102,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Navy”, $8,970,724,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Marine Согрѕ”, 
$4,008,022,000: Provided, That each amount іп 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Air Force’’, $12,989,643,000: 
Provided, That each amount in this para- 
graph is designated as being for contingency 
operations directly related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, 
$9,276,990,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this section is designated as being for contin- 
gency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010: Provided further, That of the 
funds provided under this heading: 

(1) Not to exceed $12,500,000 for the Com- 
batant Commander Initiative Fund, to be 
used in support of Operation New Dawn and 
Operation Enduring Freedom. 

(2) Not to exceed $1,600,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, for payments to re- 
imburse key cooperating nations for 
logistical, military, and other support, in- 
cluding access provided to United States 
military operations in support of Operation 
New Dawn and Operation Enduring Freedom, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law: 
Provided, That such reimbursement pay- 
ments may be made in such amounts as the 
Secretary of Defense, with the concurrence 
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of the Secretary of State, and in consulta- 
tion with the Director of the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget, may determine, in his 
discretion, based on documentation deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Defense to ade- 
quately account for the support provided, 
and such determination is final and conclu- 
sive upon the accounting officers of the 
United States, and 15 days following notifi- 
cation to the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees: Provided further, That the require- 
ment to provide notification shall not apply 
with respect to a reimbursement for access 
based on an international agreement: Pro- 
vided further, That these funds may be used 
for the purpose of providing specialized 
training and procuring supplies and special- 
ized equipment and providing such supplies 
and loaning such equipment on a non-reim- 
bursable basis to coalition forces supporting 
United States military operations in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, and 15 days following noti- 
fication to the appropriate congressional 
committees: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary of Defense shall provide quarterly re- 
ports to the congressional defense commit- 
tees on the use of funds provided in this 
paragraph. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 


RESERVE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army Reserve”, 


$206,784,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(а) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Navy Reserve’’, $93,559,000: 
Provided, That each amount in this para- 
graph is designated as being for contingency 
operations directly related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

RESERVE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve’’, 
$29,685,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of б. Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

RESERVE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Air Force Reserve”, 
$203,807,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(а) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 

and Maintenance, Army National Guard’’, 
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$497,849,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(а) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 

GUARD 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Air National Guard”, 
$417,983,000: Provided, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(а) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 

AFGHANISTAN INFRASTRUCTURE FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

There is hereby established in the Treas- 
ury of the United States the ‘‘Afghanistan 
Infrastructure Fund’’. For the ‘‘Afghanistan 
Infrastructure Fund’’, $400,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2012: Provided, 
That such sums shall be available for infra- 
structure projects in Afghanistan, notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, which 
shall be undertaken by the Secretary of 
State, unless the Secretary of State and the 
Secretary of Defense jointly decide that a 
specific project will be undertaken by the 
Department of Defense: Provided further, 
That the infrastructure referred to in the 
preceding proviso is in support of the coun- 
terinsurgency strategy, requiring funding for 
facility and infrastructure projects, includ- 
ing, but not limited to, water, power, and 
transportation projects and related mainte- 
nance and sustainment costs: Provided fur- 
ther, That the authority to undertake such 
infrastructure projects is in addition to any 
other authority to provide assistance to for- 
eign nations: Provided further, That any 
projects funded by this appropriation shall 
be jointly formulated and concurred in by 
the Secretary of State and Secretary of De- 
fense: Provided further, That funds may be 
transferred to the Department of State for 
purposes of undertaking projects, which 
funds shall be considered to be economic as- 
sistance under the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 for purposes of making available the ad- 
ministrative authorities contained in that 
Act: Provided further, That the transfer au- 
thority in the preceding proviso is in addi- 
tion to any other authority available to the 
Department of Defense to transfer funds: 
Provided further, That any unexpended funds 
transferred to the Secretary of State under 
this authority shall be returned to the Af- 
ghanistan Infrastructure Fund if the Sec- 
retary of State, in coordination with the 
Secretary of Defense, determines that the 
project cannot be implemented for any rea- 
son, or that the project no longer supports 
the counterinsurgency strategy in Afghani- 
stan: Provided further, That any funds re- 
turned to the Secretary of Defense under the 
previous proviso shall be available for use 
under this appropriation and shall be treated 
in the same manner as funds not transferred 
to the Secretary of State: Provided further, 
That contributions of funds for the purposes 
provided herein to the Secretary of State in 
accordance with section 635(d) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act from any person, foreign gov- 
ernment, or international organization may 
be credited to this Fund, to remain available 
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until expended, and used for such purposes: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De- 
fense shall, not fewer than 15 days prior to 
making transfers to or from, or obligations 
from the Fund, notify the appropriate com- 
mittees of Congress in writing of the details 
of any such transfer: Provided further, That 
the ‘‘appropriate committees of Congress” 
are the Committees on Armed Services, For- 
eign Relations and Appropriations of the 
Senate and the Committees on Armed Serv- 
ices, Foreign Affairs and Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives: Provided fur- 
ther, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


AFGHANISTAN SECURITY FORCES FUND 


For the ‘Afghanistan Security Forces 
Fund’’, $11,619,283,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2012: Provided, That such 
funds shall be available to the Secretary of 
Defense, notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of law, for the purpose of allowing the 
Commander, Combined Security Transition 
Command—Afghanistan, or the Secretary’s 
designee, to provide assistance, with the con- 
currence of the Secretary of State, to the se- 
curity forces of Afghanistan, including the 
provision of equipment, supplies, services, 
training, facility and infrastructure repair, 
renovation, and construction, and funding: 
Provided further, That the authority to pro- 
vide assistance under this heading is in addi- 
tion to any other authority to provide assist- 
ance to foreign nations: Provided further, 
That up to $15,000,000 of these funds may be 
available for coalition police trainer life sup- 
port costs: Provided further, That contribu- 
tions of funds for the purposes provided here- 
in from any person, foreign government, or 
international organization may be credited 
to this Fund and used for such purposes: Pro- 
vided further, That the Secretary of Defense 
shall notify the congressional defense com- 
mittees in writing upon the receipt and upon 
the obligation of any contribution, delin- 
eating the sources and amounts of the funds 
received and the specific use of such con- 
tributions: Provided further, That the Sec- 
retary of Defense shall, not fewer than 15 
days prior to obligating from this appropria- 
tion account, notify the congressional de- 
fense committees in writing of the details of 
any such obligation: Provided further, That 
the Secretary of Defense shall notify the 
congressional defense committees of any 
proposed new projects or transfer of funds 
between budget sub-activity groups in excess 
of $20,000,000: Provided further, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


TRAQ SECURITY FORCES FUND 


For the “Iraq Security Forces Fund’’, 
$2,000,000,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012: Provided, That such funds 
shall be available to the Secretary of De- 
fense, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, for the purpose of allowing the Com- 
mander, United States Forces-Iraq, or the 
Secretary’s designee, to provide assistance, 
with the concurrence of the Secretary of 
State, to the security forces of Iraq, includ- 
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ing the provision of equipment, supplies, 
services, training, facility and infrastructure 
repair, and renovation: Provided further, That 
the authority to provide assistance under 
this heading is in addition to any other au- 
thority to provide assistance to foreign na- 
tions: Provided further, That contributions of 
funds for the purposes provided herein from 
any person, foreign government, or inter- 
national organization may be credited to 
this Fund and used for such purposes: Pro- 
vided further, That the Secretary shall notify 
the congressional defense committees in 
writing upon the receipt and upon the obli- 
gation of any contribution, delineating the 
sources and amounts of the funds received 
and the specific use of such contributions: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of De- 
fense shall, not fewer than 15 days prior to 
obligating from this appropriation account, 
notify the congressional defense committees 
in writing of the details of any such obliga- 
tion: Provided further, That the Secretary of 
Defense shall notify the congressional de- 
fense committees of any proposed new 
projects or transfer of funds between budget 
sub-activity groups in excess of $20,000,000: 
Provided further, That each amount in this 
paragraph is designated as being for contin- 
gency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 
PROCUREMENT 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 


For an additional amount for ‘Aircraft 
Procurement, Army’’, $2,222,638,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2018: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Missile Pro- 
curement, Army”, $3438,828,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2018: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 

COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehi- 
cles, Army”, $896,996,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2013: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment of Ammunition, Army”, $369,885,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2013: 
Provided, That each amount in this para- 
graph is designated as being for contingency 
operations directly related to the global war 
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on terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘Other Pro- 
curement, Army”, $6,423,832,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘Aircraft 
Procurement, Navy’’, $774,549,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Weapons 
Procurement, Navy”, $90,502,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2018: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND 
MARINE CORPS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment of Ammunition, Navy and Marine 
Corps’’, $558,024,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2013: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘“‘Other Pro- 
curement, Navy”, $316,835,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment, Marine Corps’’, $1,589,119,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2018: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘Aircraft 
Procurement, Air Force’’, $1,499,934,000, to 
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remain available until September 30, 2013: 
Provided, That each amount in this para- 
graph is designated as being for contingency 
operations directly related to the global war 
on terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Missile Pro- 
curement, Air Force’’, $56,621,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2013: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment of Ammunition, Air Force’’, 
$292,959,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2013: Provided, That each amount 
in this paragraph is designated as being for 
contingency operations directly related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec- 
tion 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 18 (111th Con- 
gress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2010. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro- 
curement, Air Force’’, $2,868,593,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2013: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Procure- 
ment, Defense-Wide’’, $1,072,779,000, to re- 
main available until September 30, 2013: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 

For procurement of aircraft, missiles, 
tracked combat vehicles, ammunition, other 
weapons and other procurement for the re- 
serve components of the Armed Forces, 
$850,000,000, to remain available for obliga- 
tion until September 30, 2013, of which 
$250,000,000 shall be available only for the 
Army National Guard: Provided, That the 
Chiefs of National Guard and Reserve compo- 
nents shall, not later than 30 days after the 
enactment of this Act, individually submit 
to the congressional defense committees the 
modernization priority assessment for their 
respective National Guard or Reserve compo- 
nent: Provided further, That each amount in 
this paragraph is designated as being for con- 
tingency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 
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MINE RESISTANT AMBUSH PROTECTED VEHICLE 
FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Mine Resistant Ambush Protected 
Vehicle Fund, $3,415,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until September 30, 2012: Provided, That 
such funds shall be available to the Sec- 
retary of Defense, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, to procure, sustain, trans- 
port, and field Mine Resistant Ambush Pro- 
tected vehicles: Provided further, That the 
Secretary shall transfer such funds only to 
appropriations made available in this or any 
other Act for operation and maintenance; 
procurement; research, development, test 
and evaluation; and defense working capital 
funds to accomplish the purpose provided 
herein: Provided further, That such trans- 
ferred funds shall be merged with and be 
available for the same purposes and the same 
time period as the appropriation to which 
transferred: Provided further, That this trans- 
fer authority is in addition to any other 
transfer authority available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense: Provided further, That the 
Secretary shall, not fewer than 10 days prior 
to making transfers from this appropriation, 
notify the congressional defense committees 
in writing of the details of any such transfer: 
Provided further, That each amount in this 
paragraph is designated as being for contin- 
gency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(с)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Army”, 
$143,234,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012: Provided, That each amount 
in this paragraph is designated as being for 
contingency operations directly related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec- 
tion 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Con- 
gress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2010. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy”, 
$104,781,000, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2012: Provided, That each amount 
in this paragraph is designated as being for 
contingency operations directly related to 
the global war on terrorism pursuant to sec- 
tion 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 18 (111th Con- 
gress), the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 2010. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Air 
Force’’, $484,382,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2012: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense- 
Wide’’, $222,616,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2012: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 
DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense 
Working Capital Funds’’, $485,384,000: Pro- 
vided, That each amount in this paragraph is 
designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
PROGRAMS 


DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense 
Health Program”, $1,422,092,000, of which 
$1,398,092,000 shall be for operation and main- 
tenance, to remain available until Sep- 
tember 30, 2011, and of which $24,000,000 shall 
be for research, development, test and eval- 
uation, to remain available until September 
30, 2012: Provided, That each amount in this 
paragraph is designated as being for contin- 
gency operations directly related to the 
global war on terrorism pursuant to section 
3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
403(а) of S. Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis- 
cal year 2010. 


DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG 
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE 


For an additional amount for ‘‘Drug Inter- 
diction and Counter-Drug Activities, De- 
fense’’, $440,510,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2012: Provided, That each 
amount in this paragraph is designated as 
being for contingency operations directly re- 
lated to the global war on terrorism pursu- 
ant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 5 (112th Con- 
gress) and as an emergency requirement pur- 
suant to section 403(a) of S. Con. Res. 13 
(111th Congress), the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 


JOINT IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE DEFEAT 
FUND 


(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


For the ‘‘Joint Improvised Explosive De- 
vice Defeat Fund’’, $2,793,768,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2018: Provided, 
That such funds shall be available to the 
Secretary of Defense, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for the purpose of al- 
lowing the Director of the Joint Improvised 
Explosive Device Defeat Organization to in- 
vestigate, develop and provide equipment, 
supplies, services, training, facilities, per- 
sonnel and funds to assist United States 
forces in the defeat of improvised explosive 
devices: Provided further, That the Secretary 
of Defense may transfer funds provided here- 
in to appropriations for military personnel; 
operation and maintenance; procurement; 
research, development, test and evaluation; 
and defense working capital funds to accom- 
plish the purpose provided herein: Provided 
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further, That this transfer authority is in ad- 
dition to any other transfer authority avail- 
able to the Department of Defense: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of Defense shall, 
not fewer than 15 days prior to making 
transfers from this appropriation, notify the 
congressional defense committees in writing 
of the details of any such transfer: Provided 
further, That each amount in this paragraph 
is designated as being for contingency oper- 
ations directly related to the global war on 
terrorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. 
Res. 5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 18 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 


For an additional amount for the ‘‘Office of 
the Inspector General’’, $10,529,000: Provided, 
That each amount in this paragraph is des- 
ignated as being for contingency operations 
directly related to the global war on ter- 
rorism pursuant to section 3(c)(2) of H. Res. 
5 (112th Congress) and as an emergency re- 
quirement pursuant to section 403(a) of S. 
Con. Res. 13 (111th Congress), the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2010. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS TITLE 
бес. 9001. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, funds made available in this 
title are in addition to amounts appropriated 
or otherwise made available for the Depart- 
ment of Defense for fiscal year 2011. 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 


SEC. 9002. Upon the determination of the 
Secretary of Defense that such action is nec- 
essary in the national interest, the Sec- 
retary may, with the approval of the Office 
of Management and Budget, transfer up to 
$4,000,000,000 between the appropriations or 
funds made available to the Department of 
Defense in this title: Provided, That the Sec- 
retary shall notify the Congress promptly of 
each transfer made pursuant to the author- 
ity in this section: Provided further, That the 
authority provided in this section is in addi- 
tion to any other transfer authority avail- 
able to the Department of Defense and is 
subject to the same terms and conditions as 
the authority provided in the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 2011. 

SEC. 9003. Supervision and administration 
costs associated with a construction project 
funded with appropriations available for op- 
eration and maintenance or the ‘‘Afghani- 
stan Security Forces Fund” provided in this 
Act and executed in direct support of over- 
seas contingency operations in Afghanistan, 
may be obligated at the time a construction 
contract is awarded: Provided, That for the 
purpose of this section, supervision and ad- 
ministration costs include all in-house Gov- 
ernment costs. 

SEC. 9004. From funds made available in 
this title, the Secretary of Defense may pur- 
chase for use by military and civilian em- 
ployees of the Department of Defense in Iraq 
and Afghanistan: (a) passenger motor vehi- 
cles up to a limit of $75,000 per vehicle; and 
(b) heavy and light armored vehicles for the 
physical security of personnel or for force 
protection purposes up to a limit of $250,000 
per vehicle, notwithstanding price or other 
limitations applicable to the purchase of 
passenger carrying vehicles. 

SEC. 9005. Not to exceed $500,000,000 of the 
amount appropriated in this title under the 
heading “Operation and Maintenance, 
Army” may be used, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to fund the Com- 
mander’s Emergency Response Program 
(CERP), for the purpose of enabling military 
commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan to re- 
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spond to urgent, small scale, humanitarian 
relief and reconstruction requirements with- 
in their areas of responsibility: Provided, 
That projects (including any ancillary or re- 
lated elements in connection with such 
project) executed under this authority shall 
not exceed $20,000,000: Provided further, That 
not later than 45 days after the end of each 
fiscal year quarter, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees a report regarding the source of 
funds and the allocation and use of funds 
during that quarter that were made avail- 
able pursuant to the authority provided in 
this section or under any other provision of 
law for the purposes described herein: Pro- 
vided further, That, not later than 30 days 
after the end of each month, the Army shall 
submit to the congressional defense commit- 
tees monthly commitment, obligation, and 
expenditure data for the Commander’s Emer- 
gency Response Program in Iraq and Afghan- 
istan: Provided further, That not less than 15 
days before making funds available pursuant 
to the authority provided in this section or 
under any other provision of law for the pur- 
poses described herein for a project with a 
total anticipated cost for completion of 
$5,000,000 or more, the Secretary shall submit 
to the congressional defense committees a 
written notice containing each of the fol- 
lowing: 

(1) The location, nature and purpose of the 
proposed project, including how the project 
is intended to advance the military cam- 
paign plan for the country in which it is to 
be carried out. 

(2) The budget, implementation timeline 
with milestones, and completion date for the 
proposed project, including any other CERP 
funding that has been or is anticipated to be 
contributed to the completion of the project. 

(3) A plan for the sustainment of the pro- 
posed project, including the agreement with 
either the host nation, a non-Department of 
Defense agency of the United States Govern- 
ment or a third party contributor to finance 
the sustainment of the activities and main- 
tenance of any equipment or facilities to be 
provided through the proposed project. 

Src. 9006. Funds available to the Depart- 
ment of Defense for operation and mainte- 
nance may be used, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to provide supplies, 
services, transportation, including airlift 
and sealift, and other logistical support to 
coalition forces supporting military and sta- 
bility operations in Iraq and Afghanistan: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense shall 
provide quarterly reports to the congres- 
sional defense committees regarding support 
provided under this section. 

Src. 9007. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this or any 
other Act shall be obligated or expended by 
the United States Government for a purpose 
as follows: 

(1) To establish any military installation 
or base for the purpose of providing for the 
permanent stationing of United States 
Armed Forces in Iraq. 

(2) To exercise United States control over 
any oil resource of Iraq. 

(3) To establish any military installation 
or base for the purpose of providing for the 
permanent stationing of United States 
Armed Forces in Afghanistan. 

SEC. 9008. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used in contravention of 
the following laws enacted or regulations 
promulgated to implement the United Na- 
tions Convention Against Torture and Other 
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or 
Punishment (done at New York on December 
10, 1984): 
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(1) Section 2340A of title 18, United States 
Code. 

(2) Section 2242 of the Foreign Affairs Re- 
form and Restructuring Act of 1998 (division 
G of Public Law 105-277; 112 Stat. 2681-822; 8 
U.S.C. 1231 note) and regulations prescribed 
thereto, including regulations under part 208 
of title 8, Code of Federal Regulations, and 
part 95 of title 22, Code of Federal Regula- 
tions. 

(3) Sections 1002 and 1003 of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations to Address Hurricanes in the 
Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic Influenza Act, 
2006 (Public Law 109-148). 

SEC. 9009. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees not later than 45 days after the 
end of each fiscal quarter a report on the 
proposed use of all funds appropriated by 
this or any prior Act under each of the head- 
ings Iraq Security Forces Fund, Afghanistan 
Security Forces Fund, Afghanistan Infra- 
structure Fund, and Pakistan Counterinsur- 
gency Fund on a project-by-project basis, for 
which the obligation of funds is anticipated 
during the 3-month period from such date, 
including estimates for the accounts referred 
to in this section of the costs required to 
complete each such project. 

(b) The report required by this subsection 
shall include the following: 

(1) The use of all funds on a project-by- 
project basis for which funds appropriated 
under the headings referred to in subsection 
(a) were obligated prior to the submission of 
the report, including estimates for the ac- 
counts referred to in subsection (a) of the 
costs to complete each project. 

(2) The use of all funds on a project-by- 
project basis for which funds were appro- 
priated under the headings referred to in 
subsection (a) in prior appropriations Acts, 
or for which funds were made available by 
transfer, reprogramming, or allocation from 
other headings in prior appropriations Acts, 
including estimates for the accounts referred 
to in subsection (a) of the costs to complete 
each project. 

(3) An estimated total cost to train and 
equip the Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan 
security forces, disaggregated by major pro- 
gram and sub-elements by force, arrayed by 
fiscal year. 

Src. 9010. Funds made available in this 
title to the Department of Defense for oper- 
ation and maintenance may be used to pur- 
chase items having an investment unit cost 
of not more than $250,000: Provided, That, 
upon determination by the Secretary of De- 
fense that such action is necessary to meet 
the operational requirements of a Com- 
mander of a Combatant Command engaged 
in contingency operations overseas, such 
funds may be used to purchase items having 
an investment item unit cost of not more 
than $500,000. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 9011. Of the funds appropriated by this 
Act for the Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence, $3,375,000 is available, as speci- 
fied in the classified annex, for transfer to 
other departments and agencies of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

SEc. 9012. (a) The Task Force for Business 
and Stability Operations in Afghanistan 
may, subject to the direction and control of 
the Secretary of Defense and with the con- 
currence of the Secretary of State, carry out 
projects in fiscal year 2011 to assist the com- 
mander of the United States Central Com- 
mand in developing a link between United 
States military operations in Afghanistan 
under Operation Enduring Freedom and the 
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economic elements of United States national 
power in order to reduce violence, enhance 
stability, and restore economic normalcy in 
Afghanistan through strategic business and 
economic opportunities. 

(b) The projects carried out under para- 
graph (a) may include projects that facili- 
tate private investment, industrial develop- 
ment, banking and financial system develop- 
ment, agricultural diversification and revi- 
talization, and energy development in and 
with respect to Afghanistan. 

(c) The Secretary may use up to $150,000,000 
of the funds available for overseas contin- 
gency operations in ‘“‘Operation and Mainte- 
nance, Army” for additional activities to 
carry out projects under paragraph (a). 

SEC. 9013. (a) Not more than 85 percent of 
the funds provided in this title for Operation 
and Maintenance may be available for obli- 
gation or expenditure until the date on 
which the Secretary of Defense submits the 
report under subsection (b). 

(b) Not later than 120 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to the congressional de- 
fense committees a report on contractor em- 
ployees in the United States Central Com- 
mand, including— 

(1) the number of employees of a con- 
tractor awarded a contract by the Depart- 
ment of Defense (including subcontractor 
employees) who are employed at the time of 
the report in the area of operations of the 
United States Central Command, including a 
list of the number of such employees in each 
of Iraq, Afghanistan, and all other areas of 
operations of the United States Central Com- 
mand; and 

(2) for each fiscal year quarter beginning 
on the date of the report and ending on Sep- 
tember 30, 2012— 

(A) the number of such employees planned 
by the Secretary to be employed during each 
such period in each of Iraq, Afghanistan, and 
all other areas of operations of the United 
States Central Command; and 

(B) an explanation of how the number of 
such employees listed under subparagraph 
(A) relates to the planned number of mili- 
tary personnel in such locations. 

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Depart- 
ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 2011”. 


SA 249. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, 
Ms. COLLINS, and Mr. WEBB) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 498, to reauthorize 
and improve the SBIR and STTR pro- 
grams, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol- 
lows: 

At the end of title V, insert the following: 
SEC. 504. ETHANOL ELIGIBLE FOR BLENDER IN- 

COME TAX AND FUEL EXCISE TAX 
CREDITS. 

(a) INCOME TAX CREDIT.—Section 40(h) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

“(4) ETHANOL ELIGIBLE FOR CREDIT.—In the 
case of any sale or use for any period after 
June 30, 2011, this subsection shall apply only 
to ethanol which qualifies as an advanced 
biofuel (as defined in section 211(0)(1)(B) of 
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7545(0)(1)(B))).’’. 

(b) EXCISE TAX CREDIT.—Section 6426(b) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para- 
graph: 

“(7) ETHANOL ELIGIBLE FOR CREDIT.—In the 
case of any sale, use, or removal for any pe- 
riod after June 30, 2011, no credit shall be de- 
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termined under this subsection with respect 
to an alcohol fuel mixture in which any of 
the alcohol consists of ethanol unless the 
ethanol qualifies as an advanced biofuel (as 
defined in section 211(0)(1)(В) of the Clean 
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7545(0)(1)(В))).”. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to any sale, 
use, or removal for any period after June 30, 
2011. 

SEC. 505. ETHANOL TARIFF-TAX PARITY. 

Not later than 30 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, and semiannually 
thereafter, the President shall reduce the 
temporary duty imposed on ethanol under 
subheading 9901.00.50 of the Harmonized Tar- 
iff Schedule of the United States by an 
amount equal to the reduction in any Fed- 
eral income or excise tax credit under sec- 
tion 40(h), 6426(b), or 6427(e)(1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 and take any other ac- 
tion necessary to ensure that the combined 
temporary duty imposed on ethanol under 
such subheading 9901.00.50 and any other 
duty imposed under the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule of the United States is equal to, or 
lower than, any Federal income or excise tax 
credit applicable to ethanol under the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986. 


EEE 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services be author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 17, 2011, at 9:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 

AFFAIRS 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 17, 2011, at 10 a.m. to conduct a 
hearing entitled ‘“‘TARP Oversight: 
Evaluating Returns on Taxpayer In- 
vestments.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Natural Re- 
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on March 17, 
2011, at 9:30 a.m., in room 366 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations be author- 
ized to meet during the sessions of the 
Senate on March 17, 2011, at 10 a.m., to 
hold a hearing entitled ‘‘Popular 
Uprisings in the Middle East: The im- 
plications for U.S. Policy.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet, 
during the session of the Senate, to 
conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Health In- 
surance Exchanges and Ongoing State 

Implementation of the Patient Protec- 

tion and Affordable Care Act? on 

March 17, 2011, at 10 a.m., in 430 Dirk- 

sen Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov- 
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on March 17, 2011, 3:15 p.m. to conduct 

a hearing entitled ‘‘Catastrophic Pre- 

paredness: How Ready Is FEMA for the 

Next Big Disaster?’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen- 
ate, on March 17, 2011, at 10 a.m., in 

SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Office 

Building, to conduct an executive busi- 

ness meeting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AT HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON DISASTER RECOVERY 

AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Ad Hoc 

Subcommittee on Disaster Recovery 

and Intergovernmental Affairs of the 

Committee on Homeland Security and 

Governmental Affairs be authorized to 

meet during the session of the Senate 

on March 17, 2011, at 10 a.m. to conduct 

a hearing entitled ‘‘Preventing Improp- 

erly Paid Federal Assistance in the 

Aftermath of Disasters.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 

Committee on Intelligence be author- 

ized to meet during the session of the 

Senate on March 17, 2011 at 2:30 p.m. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CLEAN AIR AND NUCLEAR 
SAFETY AND SUBCOMMITTEE ON GREEN JOBS 
AND THE NEW ECONOMY 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub- 

committee on Clean Air and Nuclear 

Safety and the Subcommittee on Green 

Jobs and the New Economy of the Com- 

mittee on Environment and Public 

Works be authorized to meet during 

the session of the Senate on March 17, 

2011, at 10 a.m. іп SD-406. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON READINESS AND 
MANAGEMENT SUPPORT 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Readiness and Manage- 
ment Support of the Committee on 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 17, 2011, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND SPACE 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub- 
committee on Science and Space of the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 17, 2011, at 10:30 a.m. in room 253 
of the Russell Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Ea 


PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 


Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Jelena 
McWilliams, a detailee with the Small 
Business Committee, be granted the 
privilege of the floor during consider- 
ation of this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


Ee 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 


Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to executive session to con- 
sider Calendar No. 48; that the nomina- 
tion be confirmed, the motion to recon- 
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table, with no intervening action 
or debate; that no further motions be 
in order to the nomination; that any 
statements relating to the nomination 
be printed in the RECORD; that the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action; and that the Sen- 
ate then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nomination considered and con- 
firmed is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Michael Vickers, of Virginia, to be Under 

Secretary of Defense for Intelligence. 


ES 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 


the previous order, the Senate will now 
return to legislative session. 


Ee 


UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE- 
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that on Monday, 

March 28, at 4:30 p.m., the Senate pro- 

ceed to executive session to consider 
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Calendar No. 40; that there be 1 hour 
for debate equally divided in the usual 
form; that upon the use or yielding 
back of time, the Senate proceed to 
vote, without intervening action or de- 
bate, on Calendar No. 40; that the mo- 
tion to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table; that no further 
motions be in order; that any state- 
ments relating to the nomination be 
printed in the RECORD; that the Presi- 
dent be immediately notified of the 
Senate’s action; and that the Senate 
then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE 190TH ANNIVER- 
SARY OF THE INDEPENDENCE OF 
GREECE 


Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Foreign 
Relations Committee be discharged 
from further consideration of б. Res. 51 
and the Senate proceed to its consider- 
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report the resolution by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 51) recognizing the 
190th anniversary of the independence of 
Greece and celebrating Greek and American 
democracy. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be agreed to, the 
preamble be agreed to, the motions to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, with 
no intervening action or debate, and 
any statements relating to the resolu- 
tion be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 51) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. REs. 51 

Whereas the ancient Greeks developed the 
concept of democracy, in which the supreme 
power to govern was vested in the people; 

Whereas the Founding Fathers of the 
United States, many of whom read Greek po- 
litical philosophy in the original Greek, 
drew heavily on the political experience and 
philosophy of ancient Greece in forming our 
representative democracy; 

Whereas Greek Commander in Chief Petros 
Mavromichalis, a founder of the modern 
Greek state, said to the citizens of the 
United States in 1821 that ‘‘it is in your land 
that liberty has fixed her abode and... in 
imitating you, we shall imitate our ances- 
tors and be thought worthy of them if we 
succeed in resembling уой”; 

Whereas the Greek national anthem, the 
“Hymn to Liberty”, includes the words, 
“Most heartily was gladdened George Wash- 
ington’s brave land’’; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
generously offered humanitarian assistance 
to the Greek people during their struggle for 
independence; 


March 17, 2011 


Whereas Greece played a major role in the 
World War II struggle to protect freedom and 
democracy through such bravery as was 
shown in the historic Battle of Crete, which 
provided the Axis land war with its first 
major setback, setting off a chain of events 
that significantly affected the outcome of 
World War II; 

Whereas hundreds of thousands of Greek 
civilians were killed in Greece during World 
War II in defense of the values of the Allies; 

Whereas, throughout the 20th century, 
Greece was one of a few countries that allied 
with the United States in every major inter- 
national conflict; 

Whereas Greece is a strategic partner and 
ally of the United States in bringing polit- 
ical stability and economic development to 
the volatile Balkan region, having invested 
more than $20,000,000,000 in the countries of 
the region, thereby helping to create more 
than 200,000 new jobs, and having contributed 
more than $750,000,000 in development aid for 
the region; 

Whereas Greece actively participates in 
peacekeeping and peace-building operations 
conducted by international organizations in- 
cluding the United Nations, the North Atlan- 
tic Treaty Organization, the European 
Union, and the Organization for Security and 
Co-operation in Europe; 

Whereas Greece received worldwide praise 
for its extraordinary handling during the 
2004 Olympic Games of more than 14,000 ath- 
letes and more than 2,000,000 spectators and 
journalists, a feat Greece handled efficiently, 
securely, and with hospitality; 

Whereas Greece, located in a region where 
Christianity meets Islam and Judaism, 
maintains excellent relations with Muslim 
nations and Israel; 

Whereas the Government of Greece has 
taken important steps in recent years to fur- 
ther cross-cultural understanding and rap- 
prochement with Turkey, as seen by Prime 
Minister of Greece George Papandreou’s trip 
to Turkey, just days after being elected and 
the Prime Minister of Turkey Recep Tayyip 
Erdogan’s visit to Greece in May 2010, during 
which Greece and Turkey established a Joint 
Ministerial Council, made up of 10 ministers 
from each country, to discuss tangible ways 
to enhance cooperation in various fields of 
interest; 

Whereas Greece and the United States are 
at the forefront of the effort for freedom, de- 
mocracy, peace, stability, and human rights; 

Whereas those and similar ideals have 
forged a close bond between Greece and the 
United States; and 

Whereas it is proper and desirable for the 
United States to celebrate March 25, 2011, 
Greek Independence Day, with the Greek 
people and to reaffirm the democratic prin- 
ciples from which these two great nations 
were born: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) extends warm congratulations and best 
wishes to the people of Greece as they cele- 
brate the 190th anniversary of the independ- 
ence of Greece; 

(2) expresses support for the principles of 
democratic governance to which the people 
of Greece are committed; and 

(3) notes the important role that Greece 
has played in the wider European region and 
in the community of nations since gaining 
its independence 190 years ago. 


EE 
CONDEMNING THE ELECTIONS IN 
BELARUS 


Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we proceed to 
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the immediate consideration of S. Res. 
105. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 105) to condemn the 
December 19, 2010, elections in Belarus, and 
to call for the immediate release of all polit- 
ical prisoners and for new elections that 
meet international standards. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, 
much of the world’s recent attention 
has understandably been on the Middle 
East—and of course this week on the 
terrible situation with one of Amer- 
ica’s closest allies—Japan. I under- 
stand that USAID has sent disaster re- 
lief teams to help in the earthquake 
and tsunami devastated cities and that 
the U.S. aircraft carrier USS Ronald 
Reagan is off the coast to help with re- 
lief operations. 

Events there are truly heartbreaking 
and we stand in solidarity with our 
Japanese friends during this time of 
continued crisis and rebuilding. 

Amid these major global events I 
want to make sure we don’t lose sight 
of the continuing political repression 
in the last dictatorship of Europe— 
Belarus. 

You see, despite the transformations 
that swept through eastern and central 
Europe following the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, Belarus remains stuck in 
time under the tyranny of Alexander 
Lukashenko, who has ruled the coun- 
try with an iron fist for most of the 
last two decades. 

Lukashenko’s security forces that 
help prop up his illegitimate regime 
are actually still called the KGB—and 
they have the same despicable tactics 
as the old Soviet KGB. 

Under Lukashenko’s regime, those 
who dare to speak up against the gov- 
ernment or attempt to participate in 
any semblance of democratic activity 
find themselves arrested, beaten, or 
worse. 

In December, six of the seven can- 
didates who chose to run against 
Lukashenko were arrested on election 
day when protesting the sham electoral 
process. Some were beaten and one, 
Vladimir Nekliaev, was even yanked 
out of a hospital and taken for interro- 
gation by Lukashenko’s KGB hench- 
men. 

Over 600 other protesters were also 
arrested. 

I had the opportunity to visit Belarus 
some weeks after the election and meet 
with the family members of these 
brave candidates and activists and I 
must tell you, it was a very moving ex- 
perience. 

I want to tell you about Milana 
Mikhalevich a 34-year-old mother of 
two, whose husband Ales was a Presi- 
dential candidate. 

She told me of her harassment by 
Belarusian officials since her husband’s 
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arrest; how they denied her access to 
see him or even exchange letters. Any 
attorneys brave enough to defend him 
faced disbarment or criminal charges. 

As she described this Lukashenka 
nightmare, Milana’s 14-month-old 
daughter Alena scrambled around her 
feet—her father held somewhere in a 
Lukashenka KGB nightmare. 

Just a few weeks ago Ales was finally 
released from detention. He promptly 
issued a statement detailing the abuse 
and torture that he endured in his 2- 
month KGB detention, including being 
beaten, stripped naked, and hung by 
his hands. 

He said that following his torture he 
was forced to sign a document in which 
he pledged to cooperate, noting ‘‘after 
my joints crunched I did all they want- 
ed.” 

Madam President, can anyone believe 
this kind of barbarism is still hap- 
pening in Europe? 

At the end of January, following re- 
peated condemnations of the December 
election and demands for the release of 
all political prisoners, the United 
States and the European Union im- 
posed targeted travel and financial 
sanctions on Lukashenko and his group 
of enablers. 

Tragically, since then, Lukashenko’s 
KGB has continued daily raids on the 
homes and offices of those suspected of 
ties to the democratic opposition, 
human rights organizations, or inde- 
pendent media. 

Lukashenko has ignored election 
monitor reports questioning the credi- 
bility of the election and international 
demands to release all political pris- 
oners. He has pulled his country even 
further into isolation and made it the 
subject of international scorn. 

Following the old Soviet playbook, 
his government has tried to blame out- 
side forces and other countries—every- 
one but Lukashenko himself—for the 
shameful political mess he has created. 

You may have read his very trou- 
bling interview recently in the Wash- 
ington Post in which he brazenly 
claimed ‘‘We told you clearly that 
there is no less democracy in Belarus 
than there is in the United States” and 
that despite the international con- 
demnation and sanctions, he would 
order the same arrests and repression 
on election night all over again given 
the chance. 

Just last week his government for- 
mally sentenced a number of protesters 
to terms of between 3-4 years in a high 
security prison. Others still face trials 
and possible 15 year sentences. 

That is why last week, Senators LIE- 
BERMAN, MCCAIN, CARDIN, SHAHEEN, 
GRAHAM, KYL, BARRASSO, MARK UDALL, 
KIRK, LAUTENBERG and I submitted a 
Senate resolution on Belarus that, 
among other things: 

Condemns the December election as 
illegitimate and fraudulent and calls 
for new elections that are genuinely 
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democratic; calls for the immediate re- 
lease of all political prisoners in 
Belarus and an end to the harassment 
of their families and lawyers; and urges 
the U.S. and the EU to expand the list 
of Belarussian officials and their fami- 
lies responsible for maintaining 
Lukashenko’s rein of tyranny to be 
subject to travel and asset sanctions. 

The resolution also calls on the 
International Ice Hockey Federation to 
suspend its 2014 International World 
Ice Hockey championship to be hosted 
in Minsk, Belarus until all political 
prisoners are released. 

No such distinguished international 
sport championship should be awarded 
to Lukashenko’s dictatorship while po- 
litical prisoners are rotting away and 
being tortured in his secret KGB pris- 
ons. 

Madam President, the people of 
Belarus only want the same basic free- 
doms that so many of us take for 
granted—and that so many are pro- 
testing for in the Middle East—the 
freedom to choose one’s own govern- 
ment, to be free from indiscriminate 
arrest and torture, and to speak and 
debate issues freely within a demo- 
cratic process. 

We in the Senate owe the Belarusian 
people nothing less than to stand in 
solidarity with them as they continue 
their struggle. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be agreed to, the 
preamble be agreed to, the motions to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, with 
no intervening action or debate, and 
any statements related to the resolu- 
tion be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 105 

Whereas the people of Belarus have lived 
under the brutal dictatorship of Alexander 
Lukashenko for almost 2 decades; 

Whereas, under Mr. Lukashenko’s rule, 
Belarus—which is known as ‘‘the last dicta- 
torship of Europe’’—has defied the post-So- 
viet democratic transformation that swept 
eastern and central Europe by maintaining 
an abhorrent human and political rights 
record and denying its citizens fundamental 
freedoms; 

Whereas, according to the United States 
Department of State 2009 Human Rights 
Country Report on Belarus, elections in 
Belarus are consistently unfair and undemo- 
cratic; politically motivated arrests and de- 
tentions are ongoing; Belarus’ judiciary is 
not independent; beatings, poor treatment, 
and disease are widespread in prisons in 
Belarus, where detainees lack access to food, 
proper clothing, and medical treatment; and 
the Government of Belarus has severely and 
systematically restricted basic freedoms of 
press, speech, assembly, association, and re- 
ligion; 

Whereas Mr. Lukashenko had an oppor- 
tunity to move Belarus closer to the commu- 
nity of democracies by holding free and fair 
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presidential elections on December 19, 2010, 
and allowing for multiple opposition can- 
didates to run for president; 

Whereas the Lukashenko regime squan- 
dered this opportunity for the people of 
Belarus by orchestrating a fraudulent elec- 
tion that failed to meet minimal inter- 
national standards; 

Whereas, following the elections, the 
Lukashenko regime arrested 5 of the 6 oppo- 
sition presidential candidates, severely beat- 
ing one candidate, Uladzimir Niakliayeu, 
and arbitrarily beating many of the thou- 
sands of Belarusians who were peacefully 
protesting the stolen election in the largest 
public demonstration the country had seen 
in over 5 years; 

Whereas, during the course of election day 
and its aftermath, Lukashenko’s security 
forces, the State Security Agency (KGB), de- 
tained or arrested over 600 additional people, 
including journalists, civil society represent- 
atives, political activists, and ordinary 
Belarusians who were peacefully seeking to 
exercise their fundamental human rights to 
free assembly and expression; 

Whereas the Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe’s Election Observa- 
tion Mission, which monitored the election 
in Belarus, issued a statement of preliminary 
findings and conclusions on December 20, 
2010, that criticized the election’s campaign 
environment as ‘‘characterized by the lack of 
а level-playing field? and reported that 
international observers assessed the vote 
count as ‘‘non-transparent’”’ and ‘раа or very 
bad in almost half of all observed polling sta- 
tions”; 

Whereas, according to Organization for Se- 
curity and Cooperation in Europe observers, 
prominent international websites, including 
Gmail and Hotmail, and Belarusian websites 
including Charter97.org, euroradio.by, 
gazetaby.com, and zapraudu.info were ren- 
dered inaccessible on election day; 

Whereas, on February 22, 2011, the Organi- 
zation for Security and Cooperation in Eu- 
rope stated in its final report on the Decem- 


ber 19, 2010, election that the final vote 
count was ‘‘flawed and lacked trans- 
parency”’; 


Whereas Department of State spokesperson 
Philip J. Crowley said on December 20, 2010, 
“We cannot consider the election results as 
legitimate.’’; 

Whereas, on December 20, 2010, the Obama 
Administration called for the release of all 
detained presidential candidates and 
protestors arrested around the election and 
strongly condemned the violence used by the 
Lukashenko regime to ‘‘undermine the 
democratic process”; 

Whereas on December 23, 2010, Secretary of 
State Hillary Clinton and European Union 
High Representative for Foreign Affairs and 
Security Policy Catherine Ashton strongly 
condemned the Lukashenko regime’s dis- 
proportionate use of violence and called for 
“the immediate release of the presidential 
candidates and the over 600 demonstrators 
who have been taken into custody in the 
wake of the presidential elections in 
Belarus’’; 

Whereas the heads of the foreign affairs 
committees of the German and Polish par- 
liaments issued a joint statement on Decem- 
ber 31, 2010, stating that the presidential 
election in Belarus showed ‘‘a complete lack 
of respect for European values and stand- 
ards’’; 

Whereas, on January 20, 2011, the European 
Parliament adopted a resolution that con- 
demns the December 19, 2010, elections in 
Belarus and their violent aftermath; de- 
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mands the immediate and unconditional re- 
lease of political prisoners; and calls for 
“new elections to be held” in Belarus under 
“free and democratic conditions”? and ‘‘ac- 
cording to OSCE standards’’; 

Whereas, on December 31, 2010, the Govern- 
ment of Belarus refused to extend the man- 
date of the Organization for Security and Co- 
operation in Europe office in Minsk, thereby 
shuttering the democratic institution build- 
ing efforts of the Organization for Security 
and Cooperation in Europe in Belarus; 

Whereas, on January 4, 2011, Department of 
State spokesperson Philip J. Crowley and 
Darren Ennis, Spokesperson for European 
Union High Representative Catherine Ash- 
ton, issued a joint statement expressing re- 
gret over the closure of the Organization for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe Office in 
Belarus and calling on authorities in Belarus 
“to fulfill their commitments to the OSCE 
by reforming the election process and pro- 
viding greater respect for human rights”; 

Whereas the Belarusian KGB continues to 
detain at least 32 political opposition leaders 
and activists associated with the December 
19, 2010, elections who face dubious charges 
that carry prison sentences up to 15 years; 

Whereas, on February 28, 2011, Ales 
Mikhalevich, a presidential candidate who 
was arrested following the December 19, 2010, 
elections and released on January 19, 2011, 
issued a statement detailing the abuse and 
torture that he endured during his 2-month 
detention by the Belarusian KGB, in viola- 
tion of existing Belarusian laws as well as 
international agreements, including the Con- 
vention against Torture and Other Cruel, In- 
human or Degrading Treatment or Punish- 
ment, done at New York December 10, 1984, 
to which Belarus has been a signatory since 
December 1985; 

Whereas families of presidential candidates 
and political opposition leaders and their 
lawyers face continued harassment and in- 
timidation by Lukashenko’s KGB, including 
repeated interrogations, raids, pressure, and 
threats of dismissal from places of employ- 
ment and schools; 

Whereas the detained presidential can- 
didates and political opposition leaders are 
being denied regular access to family, law- 
yers, medical treatment, and open legal pro- 
ceedings; 

Whereas authorities in Belarus continue to 
carry out searches and seizures across the 
country, including the offices and homes of 
journalists, political activists, civil society 
representatives, former presidential can- 
didates and their advisers, and ordinary 
Belarusians with tenuous connections to 
members of the political opposition; 

Whereas, according to the Stockholm 
International Peace Research Institute, an 
internationally reputable source on global 
arms trade, the Lukashenko regime deliv- 
ered a shipment of military equipment to the 
Qaddafi regime in Libya in February 2011, 
just before Qaddafi prepared to initiate the 
widely condemned bloody crackdown under- 
taken against the people of Libya; 

Whereas, on January 31, 2011, the United 
States and the European Union imposed tar- 
geted travel and financial sanctions on an 
expanded list of officials of the Government 
of Belarus, including Alexander Lukashenko 
and those helping prop up his regime; 

Whereas, on January 31, 2011, the United 
States Government also restricted economic 
transactions with Lakokraska OAO and 
Polotsk Steklovolokno OAO, 2 subsidiaries 
of Belarus’s largest state-owned petroleum 
and chemical conglomerate, Belneftekhim; 

Whereas, on February 2, 2011, the United 
States Government pledged to supplement 
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its democracy assistance to Belarus by 
$4,000,000 in fiscal year 2011; 

Whereas, on March 2, 2011, Lukashenko’s 
regime sentenced 3 of the political detainees, 
Alyaksandr Atroshchankau, Zmitster Novik, 
and Alyaksandr Malchanau, to between 3 and 
4 years in a top-security prison; 

Whereas on March 4, 2011, Department of 
State Spokesman P.J. Crowley said, ‘‘The 
United States remains gravely concerned 
over the continuing post-election crackdown 
by the Government of Belarus on civil soci- 
ety, independent media, and the political op- 
position. Through its ongoing detentions, 
trials, and harsh prison sentences, the gov- 
ernment is creating new political prisoners. 
We urge the unconditional release of those 
detained in the crackdown without trials, 
and the creation of space for the free expres- 
sion of political views, the development of 
civil society, and the ability of citizens to 
expand their contact with open societies.’’; 
and 

Whereas Congress passed the Belarus De- 
mocracy Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-347) and 
the Belarus Democracy Reauthorization Act 
of 2006 (Public Law 109-480) as expressions of 
support consistent with these aims: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) condemns the December 19, 2010, elec- 
tion in Belarus as illegitimate, fraudulent, 
and not representative of the will or the as- 
pirations of the voters in Belarus, and joins 
the European Parliament in calling for new 
elections to be held in Belarus that meet 
international standards; 

(2) condemns the beating, arrest, fining, 
and imprisonment of presidential candidates, 
opposition leaders, and activists by Alex- 
ander Lukashenko’s KGB in the wake of the 
December 19, 2010, election; 

(3) condemns the Lukashenko regime’s sys- 
tematic efforts to prevent freedom of expres- 
sion and association in Belarus, including its 
efforts to censor the Internet and stifle free- 
dom of the press; 

(4) stands in solidarity with the people of 
Belarus, those political prisoners being un- 
justly detained, and those who continue to 
fight for peaceful democratic change and 
their fundamental human rights in Belarus; 

(5) applauds the pledges of the United 
States Government and the European Union 
to impose targeted sanctions, including visa 
bans and asset freezes, on Belarusian offi- 
cials and their associates responsible for the 
recent crackdown and human rights abuses 
against the people of Belarus; 

(6) applauds the decisions of the United 
States Government, the European Union, 
and other democratic allies to expand assist- 
ance to civil society in Belarus; 

(7) calls on the Lukashenko regime— 

(A) to immediately and unconditionally re- 
lease all political prisoners in Belarus who 
were arrested in association with the Decem- 
ber 19, 2010, election, including 3 presidential 
candidates, Andrei Sannikov, Nikolai 
Statkevich, and Uladzimir Nyaklyaeu, who 
are still in prison or under house arrest; 

(B) to immediately cease the harassment 
of the families, friends, and lawyers of polit- 
ical prisoners in Belarus; 

(C) to authorize the extension of the man- 
date of the Organization for Security and Co- 
operation in Europe Office in Belarus; 

(D) to hold new presidential and par- 
liamentary elections in Belarus that are 
free, fair, inclusive, and meet international 
standards; and 

(E) to meet its international obligations 
and cease any illegal efforts related to the 
provision of arms to rogue regimes; 
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(8) urges the President and the Secretary 
of State— 

(A) to continue to closely coordinate 
United States and European Union policies 
towards Belarus; 

(B) to resume direct technical and mate- 
rial support to the opposition and civil soci- 
ety in Belarus, including political parties, 
civic groups, and independent media outlets; 

(C) to ensure that the United States list in- 
cludes any other officials of the Government 
of Belarus responsible for the crackdown fol- 
lowing the December 19, 2010, election in 
Belarus, associated human rights abuses, and 
the continued detention, prosecution, and 
mistreatment of all political prisoners, and 
to impose targeted sanctions on those indi- 
viduals and their family members where 
warranted; and 

(D) to identify any other entities that en- 
rich Mr. Lukashenko and his regime at the 
expense of the people of Belarus and prohibit 
business with and freeze the assets of such 
entities; 

(9) urges the European Union— 

(A) to join the United States in prohibiting 
business with, and freezing the assets of, the 
Belarusian state-owned oil and petrochemi- 
cals company Belneftekhim and its subsidi- 
aries Lakokraska ОАО апа Polotsk 
Steklovolokno OAO, as well as other entities 
that enrich Mr. Lukashenko and his regime 
at the expense of the people of Belarus; 

(B) to cut all European projects linked to 
the authorities in Belarus responsible for the 
crackdown and associated human rights 
abuses and to exclude officials of the Govern- 
ment of Belarus from meetings under the Eu- 
ropean Union’s Eastern Partnership policy— 
including the planned European Union sum- 
mit with post-Soviet countries scheduled to 
take place in Budapest in May 2011—but to 
ensure that this suspension not apply to non- 
governmental and civil society organizations 
in Belarus; 

(C) to ensure that the European Union list 
includes any other officials of the Govern- 
ment of Belarus responsible for the crack- 
down following the December 19, 2010, elec- 
tion in Belarus, associated human rights 
abuses, and the continued detention, pros- 
ecution, and mistreatment of political pris- 
oners, and to impose targeted sanctions on 
those officials and their family members 
where warranted; and 

(D) to increase support to the opposition 
and civil society in Belarus, including polit- 
ical parties, civic groups, and independent 
media outlets; 

(10) calls on other members of the inter- 
national community, including Russia, to 
take similar targeted actions against the 
leaders of the Government of Belarus; 

(11) calls on the Government of Lithuania, 
as chair of the Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe for 2011, to make the 
reestablishment of the Organization for Se- 
curity and Cooperation in Europe Office in 
Belarus one of its chief priorities for its ten- 
ure; and 

(12) calls on the International Ice Hockey 
Federation to suspend its 2014 International 
World Ice Hockey championship to be hosted 
in Minsk, Belarus until all political pris- 
oners in Belarus are released. 


EEE 


100TH ANNIVERSARY OF TRIANGLE 
SHIRTWAIST COMPANY FIRE 


Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider- 
ation of S. Res. 106. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 106) recognizing the 
100th anniversary of the Triangle Shirtwaist 
Company fire in New York City on March 25, 
1911 and designating the week of March 21, 
2011 through March 25, 2011 as the ‘‘100th An- 
niversary of the Triangle Shirtwaist Factory 
Fire Remembrance Week.” 


There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be agreed to, the 
preamble be agreed to, the motions to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, with 
no intervening action or debate, and 
any statements relating to the resolu- 
tion be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 106 


Whereas the Triangle Shirtwaist Company 
fire was the deadliest industrial disaster in 
the City of New York’s history and resulted 
in the 4th greatest loss of life from an indus- 
trial accident in the history of the United 
States, claiming the lives of 146 garment 
workers, many of whom were young immi- 
grants; 

Whereas this human catastrophe exposed 
the need to strengthen labor laws, fire regu- 
lations, and health and safety protections for 
workers; 

Whereas the Triangle Shirtwaist Company 
fire helped spur the growth of the modern- 
day organized labor movement, particularly 
the International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ 
Union, which continued to fight for better 
conditions for sweatshop workers; 

Whereas from the ashes of this horrific 
event emerged the modern celebration of 
International Women’s Day, and the death of 
129 women workers in the Triangle Shirt- 
waist Company fire demonstrated the need 
for workers’ rights and women’s rights; 

Whereas more than 5,000 workers lose their 
lives each year on the job, and protecting the 
health and safety of workers continues to be 
a critical issue in the United States today; 
and 

Whereas national events will be held to re- 
member the victims of the Triangle Shirt- 
waist Company fire, and to educate citizens 
about the important role this tragic event 
played in the history of the United States: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate designates the 
week of March 21, 2011 through March 25, 2011 
as the ‘100th Anniversary of the Triangle 
Shirtwaist Factory Fire Remembrance 
Week”. 
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
JUNIOR AUXILIARIES DAY 


Mr. REID. Madam President, I now 
ask we proceed to S. Res. 107. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 107) designating April 
4, 2011, as ‘‘National Association of Junior 
Auxiliaries Day.” 
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There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the resolution be agreed to, the pre- 
amble be agreed to, and the motions to 
reconsider be laid on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

S. RES. 107 

Whereas the National Association of Jun- 
ior Auxiliaries and the members of the Na- 
tional Association of Junior Auxiliaries pro- 
vide valuable service and leadership opportu- 
nities for women who wish to take an active 
role in their communities; 

Whereas the mission of the National Asso- 
ciation of Junior Auxiliaries is to encourage 
member chapters to render charitable serv- 
ices that— 

(1) are beneficial to the general public; and 

(2) place a particular emphasis on pro- 
viding for the needs of children; and 

Whereas since the founding of the National 
Association of Junior Auxiliaries in 1941, the 
organization has provided strength and in- 
spiration to women who want to effect posi- 
tive change in their communities: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 

(1) designates April 4, 2011, as ‘‘National 
Association of Junior Auxiliaries рау”; 

(2) recognizes the great contributions made 
by members of the National Association of 
Junior Auxiliaries to their communities and 
to the people of the United States; and 

(3) especially commends the work of the 
members of the National Association of Jun- 
ior Auxiliaries to better the lives of children 
in the United States. 


EE 


PROVIDING FOR A CONDITIONAL 
ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES AND A 
CONDITIONAL RECESS OR AD- 
JOURNMENT OF THE SENATE 


Mr. REID. I now ask unanimous con- 
sent we proceed to H. Con. Res. 30. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu- 
tion by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 30) 
providing for a conditional adjournment of 
the House of Representatives and a condi- 
tional recess or adjournment of the Senate. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the concurrent resolution be agreed to, 
the motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table, with no intervening action or de- 
bate, and any statements be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 30) was considered and agreed to, 
as follows: 


107) was 


H. Con. RES. 30 


Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That when the House ad- 
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journs on the legislative day of Thursday, 
March 17, 2011, Friday, March 18, 2011, or Sat- 
urday, March 19, 2011, on a motion offered 
pursuant to this concurrent resolution by its 
Majority Leader or his designee, it stand ad- 
journed until 2 p.m. on Tuesday, March 29, 
2011, or until the time of any reassembly pur- 
suant to section 2 of this concurrent resolu- 
tion, whichever occurs first; and that when 
the Senate recesses or adjourns on any day 
from Thursday, March 17, 2011, through Fri- 
day, March 25, 2011, on a motion offered pur- 
suant to this concurrent resolution by its 
Majority Leader or his designee, it stand re- 
cessed or adjourned until noon on Monday, 
March 28, 2011, or such other time on that 
day as may be specified in the motion to re- 
cess or adjourn, or until the time of any re- 
assembly pursuant to section 2 of this con- 
current resolution, whichever occurs first. 

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the 
Majority Leader of the Senate, or their re- 
spective designees, acting jointly after con- 
sultation with the Minority Leader of the 
House and the Minority Leader of the Sen- 
ate, shall notify the Members of the House 
and the Senate, respectively, to reassemble 
at such place and time as they may des- 
ignate if, in their opinion, the public interest 
shall warrant it. 


EE 


SIGNING AUTHORITY 


Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that during the adjournment of the 
Senate, the majority leader, Senator 
ROCKEFELLER, and Senator WEBB be au- 
thorized to sign duly enrolled bills or 
joint resolutions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


APPOINTMENT AUTHORITY 


Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that notwith- 
standing the upcoming recess or ad- 
journment of the Senate, the President 
of the Senate, the President pro tem- 
pore and majority and minority leaders 
be authorized to make appointments to 
commissions, committees, boards, con- 
ferences or interparliamentary con- 
ferences authorized by law, by concur- 
rent action of the two Houses or by 
order of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EE 


ORDERS FOR MONDAY, MARCH 28, 
2011 


Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it ad- 
journ under the provisions of H. Con. 
Res. 30 until 2 p.m. on Monday, March 
28; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day, and following any leader re- 
marks, there be a period of morning 
business until 3 p.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each; further, following morn- 
ing business, that the Senate resume 
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consideration of S. 493, the small busi- 
ness jobs bill; and finally, at 4:30 p.m., 
the Senate proceed to executive session 
to consider the nomination of Mae 
D’Agostino to be U.S. District Judge 
for the Northern District of New York, 
as provided under a previous order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROGRAM 


Mr. REID. Madam President, for the 
information of Senators, at 5:30 p.m. 
Monday when we return, there will be 
a vote on the confirmation of the 
D’ Agostino nomination. 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
MARCH 28, 2011, AT 2 P.M. 


Mr. REID. Madam President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent 
that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:40 p.m., adjourned until Monday, 
March 28, 2011, at 2 p.m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 


TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


RICHARD C. HOWORTH, OF MISSISSIPPI, TO BE A MEM- 
BER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE TENNESSEE 
VALLEY AUTHORITY FOR A TERM EXPIRING MAY 18, 2015, 
VICE HOWARD A. THRAILKILL, TERM EXPIRED. 


NATIONAL BOARD FOR EDUCATION SCIENCES 


ANTHONY BRYK, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE NATIONAL BOARD 
FOR EDUCATION SCIENCES FOR A TERM EXPIRING NO- 
VEMBER 28, 2015. (REAPPOINTMENT) 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


LISA O. MONACO, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE AN ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, VICE DAVID S. 
KRIS, RESIGNED. 


ELECTION ASSISTANCE COMMISSION 


MYRNA PEREZ, OF TEXAS, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
ELECTION ASSISTANCE COMMISSION FOR THE REMAIN- 
DER OF THE TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 12, 2011, VICE 
ROSEMARY E. RODRIGUEZ. 

MYRNA PEREZ, OF TEXAS, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
ELECTION ASSISTANCE COMMISSION FOR A TERM EXPIR- 
ING DECEMBER 12, 2015. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

GINEEN MARIA BRESSO, OF FLORIDA, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE ELECTION ASSISTANCE COMMISSION FOR A 
TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 12, 2013. (REAPPOINTMENT) 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate March 17, 2011: 
THE JUDICIARY 


AMY BERMAN JACKSON, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA, TO BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


MICHAEL VICKERS, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE UNDER SEC- 
RETARY OF DEFENSE FOR INTELLIGENCE. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES’ COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE- 
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, March 17, 2011 


The House met at 9 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- 
pore (Mr. POE of Texas). 


EE 


DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- 
fore the House the following commu- 
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 17, 2011. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable TED POE to 

act as Speaker pro tempore on this day. 
JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


Ee 


PRAYER 


The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Lord, may this celebration of the 
feast of St. Patrick give all people 
smiling eyes and grateful hearts. 

Knowing that all work is sacred in 
Your sight, and well aware that work 
in government is very difficult in to- 
day’s world, we pray that the following 
Celtic adage may be realized in all who 
work here in the Congress of these 
United States. 
May you see in what you do, the 
beauty of your own soul. 
May the sacredness of your work 
bring healing, light and renewal to 
those who work with you and those 
who see and receive your work. 
May your work never weary you. 
May every dawn find you alert, ap- 
proaching the new day with dreams, 
possibilities and promises. 
May every evening find you gracious 
and fulfilled. 

And may every good work, wrapped 
in prayer, calm, console and renew you. 

Amen. 


EEE 


THE JOURNAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- 
nal stands approved. 


a 


PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BARROW) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BARROW led the Pledge of Alle- 
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub- 


lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 


— 


ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to five requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO PRIVATE FIRST 
CLASS ANDREW HARPER 


(Mr. MCKINLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, this 
past week, West Virginia experienced a 
tremendous loss. Private First Class 
Andrew Harper from Maidsville, West 
Virginia, died from injuries he sus- 
tained while serving in Afghanistan. He 
represented America with the utmost 
pride and dignity. 

A graduate from University High 
School in Morgantown, Private Harper 
was stationed in Kandahar province 
when he sustained his fatal injuries 
during a noncombat incident. 

The admiration our community felt 
for this 19-year-old man and his service 
are immense. So many are shocked by 
the news of Andrew’s passing. This 
brave young man was so very prom- 
ising. There is no question that Andrew 
left a great legacy and his memory 
should be honored. 

My wife, Mary, and I, as well as all 
West Virginians, will keep Private Har- 
per, his family, his friends and his en- 
tire unit, the 3rd Squadron, 2nd 
Stryker Cavalry Regiment, in our 
thoughts and prayers. 


EE 


COMMEMORATING THE 46TH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF BLOODY SUNDAY 


(Mr. BARROW asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to commemorate the 46th anni- 
versary of Bloody Sunday and to recog- 
nize the courage of my colleague, Con- 
gressman JOHN LEWIS, and the many 
other heroes of the civil rights move- 
ment. 

A couple of weeks ago, I was privi- 
leged to retrace the footsteps of his- 
tory with JOHN LEWIS and walk across 
the Edmund Pettus Bridge in Selma, 
Alabama. There, nearly 50 years ago, 
some 600 demonstrators marched to 
take a stand for African American vot- 
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ing rights. On the bridge, they were 
savagely attacked by State and local 
lawmen to prohibit their crossing. 
Journalists captured those brutal at- 
tacks, sparking outrage that led to the 
passage of the Voting Rights Act of 
1965. 

Congressman LEWIS recently re- 
turned to the Edmund Pettus Bridge. 
Again he was met by a large group of 
police—this time as an honor guard. 

We have come a long way in the last 
50 years, and we still have a long way 
to go to ensure equality and justice for 
all. But we never could have come as 
far as we have without the courage and 
the devotion of countless men and 
women just like JOHN LEWIS. 


EE 


VOTE “МО” ON TROOP WITH- 
DRAWAL FROM AFGHANISTAN 


(Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
in my nearly 27 years in the United 
States Air Force, I learned that one of 
the most critical elements necessary to 
overcome a determined enemy is the 
element of surprise. Based on my expe- 
rience and the proven battle-tested his- 
tory of the many successful conflicts 
that our Nation has endured over the 
years, I must stand in opposition to 
House Concurrent Resolution 28. 

Surprise is a tactical element best 
determined by field commanders based 
on battlefield conditions. As such, deci- 
sions on troop movements should be 
made by commanders in the field, not 
politicians in Washington. Should this 
bill pass, we give up the element of sur- 
prise, we break the trust and relation- 
ship we have built with the Afghan 
people and our allies, and the sacrifice 
of our young men and women in uni- 
form would be meaningless if we sim- 
ply walk away. 

General Petraeus said, ‘‘The Taliban 
and al Qaeda obviously would trumpet 
this as a victory, as a success. Needless 
to say, it would completely undermine 
everything that our troopers have 
fought so much for and sacrificed so 
much for.” 

I urge my colleagues to vote “по.” 


EE 


GIVE HEALTH CARE REFORM A 
CHANCE TO WORK 


(Mr. BUTTERFIELD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1 
year ago, President Obama signed the 
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historic Affordable Care Act into law. 
Since that time, we have seen an all- 
out assault by the special interests and 
health insurance companies. 

Americans are tired of this debate. 
They are tired of the misinformation. 
Congress must stand up for the middle 
class. We must protect families. We 
must stop companies from arbitrarily 
canceling coverage after patients be- 
come sick, prevent children from being 
denied coverage due to preexisting con- 
ditions, and never again let insurance 
companies place lifetime limits on 
health coverage. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s give the reform a 
chance to work. Reject the special in- 
terests and extreme rhetoric. Make 
sure every American family is pro- 
tected when it comes to health care. 


ee 


DISCIPLINED SPENDING BY 
CONGRESS 


(Mr. CHAFFETZ asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Speaker, the 
United States Congress is the only 
place that I know of that we talk about 
trillions of dollars, trillion with a “Т.” 

How much is $1 trillion? It is a num- 
ber so large it is hard to get your arms 
around it. But if you were to spend $1 
million a day, $1 million every day, it 
would take you almost 3,000 years to 
get to $1 trillion. 

This Nation right now is more than 
$14 trillion in debt. The country is 
going to spend more than $3.5 trillion 
over 12 months. More than $220 billion 
was added to our debt just last month. 

Somehow, some way, this govern- 
ment has got to recognize that we are 
going to have to do more with less; 
that the proper role of government 
does not allow us to unilaterally use 
this, the voting card of the United 
States Congress, as the biggest credit 
card that has ever faced this planet. We 
have to do more with less. We have to 
be disciplined. 


EE 


CUTS TO RESEARCH AND DEVEL- 
OPMENT AND STEM EDUCATION 


(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I come to the floor 
today to talk about a crisis that our 
country is facing. We all know that our 
Nation’s future strength is directly de- 
pendent upon our commitment to a ro- 
bust science agenda. The cuts to our 
Nation’s science programs in the CR 
threaten to set our Nation back even 
as we continue to look forward to our 
future. 

An investment in science is about en- 
suring our Nation’s memories are hon- 
ored, by investing in dreams that are 
yet even brighter. As an author of the 
first bipartisan America COMPETES 
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Act, we responded to many top aca- 
demic, corporate and business leaders 
who knew that investments in STEM 
education is what will ensure that our 
Nation’s future science and engineering 
leaders will never need to leave our 
shores in order to obtain a world-class 
education. 

December 2010 was one of our finest 
hours when, as a Congress, we returned 
to our triumphant moment of passing 
the comprehensive, bipartisan America 
COMPETES Reauthorization Act, to 
provide our Nation with a roadmap for 
investing in our global economic com- 
petitiveness and our future growth. 

Mr. Speaker, our country cannot afford to go 
backwards by giving up on science and inno- 
vation. 

An investment in science is about ensuring 
America’s memories are honored by investing 
in dreams that are even brighter. 

We all have a responsibility to preserve this 
vision in order to help rebuild our economy. 


—— се 
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UNAFFORDABLE HEALTH CARE 
ACT 


(Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle continue to 
refer to the so-called health care re- 
form bill as the Affordable Health Care 
Act. There are a lot of questions 1 year 
after passage. But one question has 
been answered. It is not the Affordable 
Medical Care Act. It is the 
Unaffordable Medical Care Act. 

Why do I say that? Well, HHS has de- 
cided to give over 1,000 waivers to busi- 
nesses, to unions, and now even to 
States because they find they can’t af- 
ford what is required in the bill. Sec- 
ondly, I haven’t met a single con- 
stituent whose health care cost by way 
of their insurance policies or programs 
has gone down. They have all gone up 
as a direct result of the bill passed on 
this floor and signed by the President. 

So let’s at least have some truth in 
labeling. It is not the Affordable 
Health Care Act. It is increasingly be- 
coming the Unaffordable Health Care 
Act. 


EE 
WE WILL NOT GO BACK 


(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Friday, March 
25, marks the 100th anniversary of the 
Triangle Shirtwaist Factory fire. The 
deaths of 146 workers—mostly young 
women—were avoidable. If the owners 
of the factory had not locked the doors 
to the stairwells and exits, if they had 
installed a stable fire escape or put in 
sprinklers, many of those lives would 
not have been painfully and tragically 
lost. 
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The International Ladies Garment 
Workers Union didn’t just mourn the 
victims—they organized. Their activ- 
ism resulted in the passage of major 
worker protections—not just new fire- 
safety laws but laws against the 7-day 
work weeks and child labor. The Tri- 
angle tragedy helped expand the right 
to union representation—a voice at 
work. 

One hundred years later, we confront 
a coordinated effort to roll back those 
hard-fought gains. Just as the Triangle 
fire spurred people into action, the 
anti-working family agenda of Wis- 
consin Governor Scott Walker has mo- 
bilized millions. The message is clear: 
We will not go back. 


EE 
THE NATIONAL DEBT 


(Mr. FATTAH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. FATTAH. Let me wish everyone 
а happy St. Patty’s Day. 

It is unfortunate that we have so 
much effort here in the House to recite 
the problem rather than to focus on so- 
lutions. We hear this discussion about 
our national debt. We have these paltry 
efforts. We cut $6 billion on the same 
day that the debt went up $72 billion. 
We have a proposal by the majority to 
address the debt by cutting 112 percent 
out of a small corner of the budget, 
doing serious damage to our Nation’s 
efforts in education and science and in- 
novation. 

I would hope that we would think for 
a minute about what we could actually 
do to take America’s exceptional past 
and create a real roadmap for our Na- 
tion’s future, ensuring it on a fiscal 
footing that will be stronger. 

I have introduced this morning H.R. 
1125. It is a proposal to address the Na- 
tion’s debt and create a debt-free 
America. I invite the House to debate 
on it. 


EE 


PROVIDING FOR THE EXPENSES 

OF CERTAIN COMMITTEES OF 
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA- 
TIVES IN THE 112TH CONGRESS 


Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I call up House 
Resolution 147 and ask unanimous con- 
sent for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

The text of the resolution is as fol- 
lows: 

H. REs. 147 

Resolved, 

SECTION 1. COMMITTEE EXPENSES FOR THE ONE 
HUNDRED TWELFTH CONGRESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the One 
Hundred Twelfth Congress, there shall be 
paid out of the applicable accounts of the 


March 17, 2011 


House of Representatives, in accordance with 
this primary expense resolution, not more 
than the amount specified in subsection (b) 
for the expenses (including the expenses of 
all staff salaries) of each committee named 
in such subsection. 

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com- 
mittees and amounts referred to in sub- 
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture, 
$12,235,047; Committee on Armed Services, 
$15,050,528; Committee оп the Budget, 
$12,066,370; Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, $16,692,508; Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, $22,409,582; Committee on 
Ethics, $5,868,311; Committee on Financial 
Services, $17,399,282; Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, $17,904,940; Committee on Homeland 
Security, $16,887,448; Committee on House 
Administration, $10,516,013; Permanent Se- 
lect Committee on Intelligence, $10,307,500; 
Committee on the Judiciary, $16,802,812; 
Committee on Natural Resources, $15,739,532; 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform, $21,226,108; Committee on Rules, 
$6,783,970; Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, $18,346,273; Committee on Small 
Business, $6,874,000; Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure, $19,830,446; Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, $7,285,256; and 
Committee on Ways and Means, $19,602,731. 
SEC. 2. FIRST SESSION LIMITATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided 
for in section 1 for each committee named in 
subsection (b), not more than the amount 
specified in such subsection shall be avail- 
able for expenses incurred during the period 
beginning at noon on January 3, 2011, and 
ending immediately before noon on January 
3, 2012. 

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com- 
mittees and amounts referred to in sub- 
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture, 
$6,189,494; Committee on Armed Services, 
$7,525,264; Committee on the Budget, 
$6,033,185; Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, $8,346,254; Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, $10,980,940; Committee on 
Ethics, $2,824,535; Committee on Financial 
Services, $8,441,264; Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, $8,952,470; Committee on Homeland 
Security, $8,443,724; Committee on House Ad- 
ministration, $4,949,176; Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence, $5,153,750; Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, $8,401,406; Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources, $7,869,766; Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form, $10,613,054; Committee оп Rules, 
$3,391,985; Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, $6,685,637; Committee on Small 
Business, $3,214,891; Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure, $9,915,223; Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, $3,602,745; and 
Committee on Ways and Means, $9,801,365. 
SEC. 3. SECOND SESSION LIMITATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided 
for in section 1 for each committee named in 
subsection (b), not more than the amount 
specified in such subsection shall be avail- 
able for expenses incurred during the period 
beginning at noon on January 3, 2012, and 
ending immediately before noon on January 
3, 2013. 

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com- 
mittees and amounts referred to in sub- 
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture, 
$6,045,553; Committee on Armed Services, 
$7,525,264; Committee on the Budget, 
$6,033,185; Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, $8,346,254; Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, $11,428,642; Committee on 
Ethics, $3,043,776; Committee on Financial 
Services, $8,958,018; Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, $8,952,470; Committee on Homeland 
Security, $8,443,724; Committee on House Ad- 
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ministration, $5,566,837; Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence, $5,153,750; Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, $8,401,406; Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources, $7,869,766; Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form, $10,613,054; Committee on Rules, 
$3,391,985; Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology, $6,660,637; Committee on Small 
Business, $3,659,109; Committee on Transpor- 
tation and Infrastructure, $9,915,223; Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, $3,682,512; and 
Committee on Ways and Means, $9,801,366. 

(c) REVIEW OF USE OF FUNDS IN FIRST SES- 
SION.—None of the amounts provided for in 
section 1 for a committee named in sub- 
section (b) may be available for expenses of 
the committee after March 15, 2012, unless 
the chair or ranking minority member of the 
committee appears and presents testimony 
at a hearing of the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration held prior to such date to re- 
view the committee’s use of the amounts 
provided for in section 1 during the first ses- 
sion of the One Hundred Twelfth Congress 
and to determine whether the amount speci- 
fied in subsection (b) with respect to the 
committee should be updated on the basis of 
the review. 

SEC. 4. VOUCHERS. 

Payments under this resolution shall be 
made on vouchers authorized by the com- 
mittee involved, signed by the chairman of 
such committee, and approved in the manner 
directed by the Committee on House Admin- 
istration. 

SEC. 5. REGULATIONS. 

Amounts made available under this resolu- 
tion shall be expended in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Committee on 
House Administration. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1076, PROHIBITING FED- 
ERAL FUNDING OF NATIONAL 
PUBLIC RADIO 


Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 174 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Н. RES. 174 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 1076) to prohibit Fed- 
eral funding of National Public Radio and 
the use of Federal funds to acquire radio con- 
tent. All points of order against consider- 
ation of the bill are waived. The bill shall be 
considered as read. All points of order 
against provisions in the bill are waived. The 
previous question shall be considered as or- 
dered on the bill to final passage without in- 
tervening motion except: (1) one hour of de- 
bate equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce; and (2) 
one motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Florida is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. NUGENT. For the purpose of de- 
bate only, I yield the customary 30 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER). During consid- 
eration of this resolution, all time 
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yielded is for the purpose of debate 
only. 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NUGENT. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 174 
provides for a closed rule for consider- 
ation of H.R. 1076. The rule provides for 
ample debate on this bill and gives 
Members of both the minority and the 
majority an opportunity to participate 
in the debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of this rule and the underlying bill. 
H.R. 1076 prohibits direct funding to 
NPR—National Public Radio. In fiscal 
year 2010, NPR received over $5 million 
in direct Federal funding from the Cor- 
poration for Public Broadcasting, the 
Department of Education, the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, and the National 
Endowment for the Arts. Moreover, 
hundreds of public radio stations re- 
ceived direct radio grants in the 
amount of $67 million. Radio stations 
can use these grants for whatever they 
want. It’s unrestricted. Often, stations 
use these funds to pay dues to NPR and 
pay fees for NPR programing. Accord- 
ing to NPR’s Web site, they are “ап 
independent, self-supporting media or- 
ganization.’’ However, they also admit 
their revenue ‘‘comes primarily from 
fees paid by their member stations.” In 
fact, membership dues and station pro- 
graming fees account for 36 percent of 
NPR funding. 

In H.R. 1, we started the process of 
letting NPR operate on its own, with- 
out taxpayer involvement, by 
defunding it for the remainder of fiscal 
year 2011. However, H.R. 1 only ad- 
dressed appropriated funds for the rest 
of the current fiscal year. The bill we 
have before us today addresses the au- 
thorized use of funds not just for the 
rest of fiscal year 2011, but going for- 
ward. 

Under this bill, NPR will continue to 
provide its programming. They just 
can’t use taxpayer dollars to subsidize 
it. Moreover, our goal on H.R. 1076 is 
that there won’t be a need for this 
funding going forward. This is some- 
thing the Appropriations Committee 
can factor into their funding decisions 
for fiscal year 2012 and the future. Let 
me stress again, this bill does not fully 
defund NPR. 
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What this bill does do is start 
weaning NPR off of Federal dollars. 
Local radio stations are still allowed to 
pay membership dues, and they can 
still buy NPR programs. They just 
can’t use your and my hard-earned tax 
dollars to pay for them. 
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Instead, the grants that these local 
stations get will be used for local 
needs. They can create more original 
programming about issues happening 
in their areas that are important to 
their communities. They can pay for 
their staffs and even hire more local 
producers and hosts for their new pro- 
grams. 

The Federal Government’s addiction 
to spending has driven us to our cur- 
rent $14 trillion debt. We need to 
refocus on what our core mission is. We 
should not be using tax dollars that 
American citizens worked hard to earn 
for something that could be paid for 
privately. 

Once again, Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this rule and the underlying 
legislation, and I encourage my col- 
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’’? on the rule and 
“yes” on the underlying bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank my friend 
from Florida for yielding me the cus- 
tomary time, and I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill yesterday was 
brought to the Rules Committee as an 
emergency meeting. Now, what would 
be an emergency in the United States? 
The cost of the war? The damage of the 
war? Unemployment figures? The def- 
icit? Home foreclosure? The tragedy in 
Japan? A no-fly zone over Libya? 

No. The emergency is that they want 
to destroy National Public Radio. 

This is the latest in a long string of 
misplaced priorities by the Republican 
Party. It does nothing to fix the long- 
term fiscal condition. It doesn’t create 
a single job. In fact, it will lose some. 
The Congressional Budget Office has 
determined that the legislation does 
absolutely zero to reduce the deficit. 

When so many Americans want our 
representatives to create jobs to re- 
sponsibly reduce the deficit and to 
bring our sons and daughters home 
from the battlefields overseas, why are 
we wasting valuable floor time on an 
ideological battle that does nothing to 
achieve any of those goals? 

Because the bill is a political stunt, 
it is being rushed through Congress 
under draconian rules. Violating their 
own promises of transparency, the Re- 
publican majority held no hearings, no 
committee action of any kind, listened 
to no expert testimony, and provided 
no chance for the American people to 
weigh in. Just by saying it is an emer- 
gency, apparently, in many minds, it 
does become one. By not providing a 
true 72 hours and because the bill, 
itself, omitted the fact that the bill 
would lay over to allow all Members to 
review the legislation, they violated 
the spirit of the transparency they 
promised the American people just 5 
months ago. 

My colleagues on the other side know 
that they must pass this legislation 
quickly before the American people, at 
the rate of 69 percent, are allowed to 
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speak and tell their representatives 
something they don’t want to hear, for 
the American people, unlike the far 
right-wing, know that NPR is not an 
ideological news outlet and that NPR 
radio bases its reporting on fact, which 
is really an anomaly today in the 
United States. 

NPR doesn’t try to blur the line be- 
tween opinion, fact, and political agen- 
da. Instead, it takes the time and 
spends the money to do in-depth re- 
porting across the country and around 
the globe and to go where no other 
news organization will go. Unlike com- 
mercial news outlets that are driven by 
the need to garner ratings and sell 
commercial advertising, National Pub- 
lic Radio concerns itself, first and fore- 
most, with informing the Nation on the 
complex issues that face our country. 

In stark contrast to the bare bones 
and often sensationalist reporting 
found elsewhere, National Public Radio 
operates 17 foreign bureaus. In fact, it 
is one of the few news outlets to main- 
tain a full-time bureau in Afghanistan, 
reporting from the front lines of a 
largely forgotten war. It is also in the 
process of opening a bureau in Turkey 
in order to report firsthand on the 
democratic uprisings throughout the 
Middle East. 

In the United States, it has cor- 
respondents spread out from Texas to 
Oregon, telling the stories not covered 
by the cable news pundits that we see 
on TV every day. In rural America in 
particular, NPR can often be the only, 
best source of news. Defunding NPR 
will cut off this valuable source of news 
from the southern tier of western New 
York to the plains of the upper Mid- 
west, and will put rural communities 
at a major disadvantage in the infor- 
mation age. 

It is because of their valuable and 
unique reporting that Americans are 
increasingly turning to NPR in order 
to learn about our ever-changing 
world. In fact, despite the challenges 
facing the news media, a new report by 
the Pew Foundation has shown that 
NPR is strong and is growing more 
popular every day. According to the re- 
port, NPR’s audience has grown to 27.2 
million weekly listeners. This is a 58 
percent increase since the year 2000. In 
addition, the Web site is a premier on- 
line news destination, garnering 15.7 
million visitors a month, which is an 
increase of more than 5 million people 
over the course of a single year—and 
are those people really going to be 
angry. 

I’ve been a proud supporter of NPR 
my whole life in public service. While 
serving in the New York State Legisla- 
ture, I fought for the launch of news 
programming on my local public radio 
station, WXXI. From that humble be- 
ginning over 30 years ago, I find myself 
standing on the floor of the House of 
Representatives, fighting for NPR 
again today. 
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I stand here because, quite simply, 
facts matter. This Nation wasn’t built 
because we huffed and puffed and 
wished it were so. We didn’t become a 
global leader by bloviating on 24-hour 
cable news, and we aren’t solving the 
fundamental issues that face our Na- 
tion by passing this politically driven 
legislation to appease the far right. 

Our Nation was built and will be re- 
built by the quiet efforts of millions of 
Americans across the country who will 
never make it on cable news and who 
will never appear on national tele- 
vision. It is these very Americans 
whom NPR dedicates its resources to 
finding, to covering, and to sharing the 
world with. Their stories aren’t simple, 
and their efforts don’t sell advertising 
space, but their stories matter. NPR’s 
work to find the stories that matter is 
the in-depth intelligent reporting that 
I fight for today. 

No matter what I say, some will still 
believe that NPR isn’t worth funding 
because they want it to be true. Some 
will find it in their interests to scare 
Americans into believing in an NPR 
straw man, while others will take com- 
fort in watching the straw man fall. 

Yet, deep in our hearts, all of us 
know that governing through fear and 
divisive legislation is not a responsible 
way to move this country forward. It is 
certainly no replacement for creating 
jobs. With millions of Americans who 
are unemployed and struggling to live, 
we can’t waste another minute on the 
House floor without debating a bill 
that will put some Americans back to 
work. We should not waste another 
minute ignoring the needs of millions 
of Americans while playing cheap po- 
litical games. 

Yesterday, I asked, Why only Na- 
tional Public Radio? Why not tele- 
vision? I think I know the answer to 
that. 

A few years ago, that was tried. The 
House of Representatives actually tried 
to kill Big Bird, to destroy Elmo, and 
to get rid of Bert and Ernie, but it 
didn’t work. I think they didn’t want 
to try that one yet again. 

The backers of this bill said to me 
yesterday that taxpayers shouldn’t 
have to fund with their hard-earned 
money what they don’t believe in. 
Well, that’s an interesting theory, but 
democracies don’t operate that way. If 
they could, my husband and I and two- 
thirds of the people in America would 
gladly be excused from paying the $8 
billion a month that we pay for a war 
which we profoundly do not believe in. 
We simply must stop this nonsense. It 
makes us look ridiculous in the eyes of 
the world. 

National Public Radio is something 
that you could turn off if you don’t 
want to hear it, but for the millions of 
Americans who depend on it, this just 
cannot be done. For this reason, I urge 
my colleagues to vote “по” on the rule 
and ‘‘no’’ on the underlying bill. 
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I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. CHAFFETZ). 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. I appreciate the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I rise in support of this rule. I think 
the American people deserve an oppor- 
tunity to have their Representatives 
vote on the funding of NPR. 

Now, let’s also make sure we keep 
this in context because really what 
this is ultimately going to do is talk 
about the funding of less than 5 percent 
of NPR. It’s not as if this is going to go 
off the radio right away. I’m not here 
to debate the content or make some 
editorial comment about their edi- 
torial comment, but we have to deal 
with the fiscal reality of this country. 

Every time we turn around, nobody 
wants to cut anything. We’re going to 
have to figure out in this country how 
to do more with less. The reality is 
we’re $14 trillion in debt. We pay more 
than $600 million a day on interest on 
that debt. We can’t be all things to all 
people. We have to understand the 
proper role of government. 

Every time we make a decision about 
spending, what we’re talking about is, 
should we go into somebody’s pocket, 
pull money out, and give it to some- 
body else? And in the case of our Fed- 
eral Government now, we’re also doing 
that, but we’re also borrowing the 
money. We’re borrowing the money. 

And so in the case of NPR, which has 
been wildly successful, as the gentle- 
woman properly accounted for, Mr. 
Speaker—their listenership is rising— 
which gives a lot of us the belief that, 
really, they should be moving towards 
a model where they can sustain them- 
selves through their donations and 
other funding mechanisms rather than 
relying upon the taxpayers to fund 
them, because we don’t have any 
money. We’re broke. 

And so I’m proud of the fact that 
early in this Republican control of the 
House of Representatives that we’re 
going to bring this up for a vote, let 
the will of this body take its course, 
and I urge my colleagues to vote “yes” 
on the rule so we can have that oppor- 
tunity to vote. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), a 
member of the Rules Committee. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the ranking member for the 
time, and I rise in strong opposition to 
this closed rule and to the underlying 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the process in this 
House is awful. On this bill, H.R. 1076, 
there were no hearings at all; and to 
top it off, we had an emergency Rules 
Committee called last night for consid- 
eration, an emergency. Do you think it 
was about jobs? Do you think it was 
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about health care? No, it was about de- 
funding NPR. That’s what this new ma- 
jority thinks is an emergency, not jobs, 
not the economy, but defunding the 
National Public Radio. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1076 is a horrible 
idea, and I hope everybody in this 
Chamber realizes that this bill doesn’t 
cut $1, not one dime, not one penny 
from the Federal deficit. 

We all know what’s going on here. 
The reason this bill is before us is that 
a discredited, right-wing activist re- 
cently made a selectively edited, mis- 
leading, 11-minute video of a 2-hour 
conversation. The target of his little 
sting was a fund-raising executive at 
NPR who no longer works there. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN from the Energy and 
Commerce Committee made it clear in 
the Rules Committee last night that 
their justification for this bill is that 
the American people should not be 
forced to subsidize content with which 
they might not agree. Well, that’s a 
lousy way to make decisions, in my 
view; but if my Republican friends in- 
sist on going down this road, Mr. 
Speaker, then we should be fair and 
balanced in the way we do it. 

Over the past several years, it has be- 
come clear that the Fox News channel 
is widely biased. They continue to em- 
ploy a talk show host who called Presi- 
dent Obama a racist. They continue to 
employ several prospective Republican 
Presidential candidates as ‘‘analysts,’’ 
giving them hours and hours of free air 
time, and their parent company has do- 
nated millions and millions of dollars 
to GOP-linked groups. 

Yesterday, I offered an amendment in 
the Rules Committee to prohibit Fed- 
eral funds, taxpayer dollars from being 
used for advertising on the partisan po- 
litical platform of Fox News. If my 
friends on the other aisle want to strip 
funding from NPR because they believe 
wrongly, in my view, that NPR is bi- 
ased, then we should be given the same 
opportunity. Unfortunately, my 
amendment was defeated on a party- 
line vote. Again, this is a closed rule. 
So much for the open process that we 
were promised. 

I also offered an amendment to deter- 
mine how and where hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars are spent on television 
advertising, not particularly con- 
troversial. According to a Rand study, 
the Department of Defense alone spent 
over $600 million in taxpayer money 
advertising in 2007, and I believe we 
should figure out whether that spend- 
ing is a good use of taxpayer dollars. 
That amendment was also blocked on a 
party-line vote. Again, this is a big fat 
closed rule that we’re dealing with 
here. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill was rushed to 
the House floor again without a single 
hearing, without a single markup. So 
much for regular order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, over 
the last few days, my office has been 
flooded with calls from constituents 
urging me to reject this bill and to con- 
tinue to support programming on Na- 
tional Public Radio. 

My friends talk about the will of the 
American people. The will of the Amer- 
ican people want us to reject what you 
are doing here today, and that’s ex- 
actly what I will do today. I urge my 
colleagues to reject this closed rule 
and vote “по” on the underlying bill. 

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN). 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. Thank you very much. 

I was actually not going to speak on 
this rule until I heard the ranking 
member of the Rules Committee speak, 
and she made our point so eloquently I 
wanted to underscore it. I couldn’t be- 
lieve that she suggested that there was 
somehow a parity between national de- 
fense and NPR. She said, if we’re going 
to come here and talk about de-funding 
NPR, then why shouldn’t she get a shot 
at denying the Defense Department $8 
billion or whatever it is. 

That’s the point we’re trying to 
make. We have a huge deficit, $228 bil- 
lion in 1 month. In fact, it was the 
shortest month of the year, which just 
happened to be the total deficit for, I 
think, the entire year of 2007. You 
know, I don’t know, I heard people on 
the other side of the aisle criticizing 
President Bush for deficits. He’s a 
piker compared to what we’re seeing 
right now in the White House. 

But the point is, how do we do any- 
thing here on the floor with respect to 
trying to bring spending under control 
if, as the gentlelady from New York 
suggests, we should treat equally the 
question of national defense and NPR? 
That’s what the American people are 
rejecting. They’re saying to you, why 
don’t you establish priorities the way 
we establish priorities. And to come to 
the floor and suggest that somehow 
NPR is contained in the Constitution, 
as is the subject of national defense, I 
think is, frankly, ludicrous. 

So I hope the American people are 
listening. This is a debate on the rule 
to allow the bill to be brought to the 
floor. The gentlelady from New York 
has done a very good job of crystal- 
lizing the issue. If you don’t believe we 
ought to set priorities, if you believe 
NPR is as important to this Nation as 
national defense, then reject the rule 
and reject the bill because the gentle- 
lady is correct. If they’re of equal 
weight, this is unfair because we are 
talking about NPR. We’re not talking 
about somehow gutting national de- 
fense. 

But if you believe that somehow na- 
tional defense has a slightly higher pri- 
ority in the Constitution and in our 
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constitutional governmental structure 
than does NPR, then you would reject 
the gentlelady’s suggestion and say we 
came here to try and change things. We 
came here to try and somehow balance 
our books at some point in time in the 
future, but the way to do that is to es- 
tablish priorities. 

If we, in fact, believe that saving 
NPR or giving NPR Federal funding is 
the same as funding our troops, then 
all is lost, all is lost; but I frankly was 
surprised to hear the comparison of us 
debating on money to keep our troops 
in the war zone versus NPR. That is 
the best example I have seen on the 
floor, perhaps the most honest example 
I’ve seen on floor, of the difference of 
the two parties and the difference in, I 
think, what the American people want 
us to do and what some in the leader- 
ship on the Democratic side want us to 
do. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. NUGENT. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali- 
fornia. I thank the gentleman for yield- 
ing. 

I am, aS many are, going home hope- 
fully this afternoon and will have town 
halls when I’m home, and maybe I will 
ask the question at my town halls: Do 
you believe that funding NPR is of the 
same importance or moment as funding 
our troops in the war zone? I believe 
that I will have an overwhelming re- 
sponse by the people of my district who 
suggest what we are doing with this 
rule is to allow us to deal with those 
kinds of issues, setting priorities that 
they sent us to Washington to do. 
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So I again thank the gentleman for 
his time. I thank the gentlelady for ex- 
plicating the difference between the 
two parties’ approaches on this and un- 
derstanding the sense of priorities that 
either exist or don’t exist on this floor. 

For me, I will easily say that even 
though it may be a tough decision, I 
would vote to take Federal funding 
away from NPR in order to try to bal- 
ance our books in the future and do 
what is necessary to defend this coun- 
try and those other things that are 
contained in the Constitution. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I am going to 
yield myself 30 seconds to tell my col- 
league from California to calm himself. 
He doesn’t have to worry. We are not 
equating war and NPR. What I had said 
was that the basis of this bill today 
was that people should not have to pay 
for what they don’t believe in. If that’s 
going to be the way the majority is 
going to run this House, then 66 per- 
cent of Americans would like to not 
pay for the war. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS). 

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank my friend for 
yielding. 
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Mr. Speaker, for at least 15 million 
Americans, this is another day without 
a job, and tomorrow will be another 
Friday without a paycheck. What are 
we doing? 

After 11 consecutive weeks of this 
majority producing not a word, not a 
bill, not one idea about how to create 
jobs, what we’re doing this morning is 
debating whether or not to defund and 
get rid of National Public Radio. Now, 
the excuse that we’ve heard is that, 
well, this will save money. A prelimi- 
nary estimate from the Congressional 
Budget Office says this will save zero. 
So what we are doing is spending the 
time of the country on whether to 
defund National Public Radio. 

Here is what we should do instead: 
With gasoline prices approaching $4 a 
gallon at the pump, why don’t we can- 
cel out $40 billion in giveaways to the 
oil industry. Why don’t we take most 
of that money and use it to reduce the 
deficit, and why don’t we take some of 
that money and use it to put Ameri- 
cans back to work, building clean 
water systems, schools, roads, research 
facilities, and other things that we 
need? Why aren’t we debating that bill? 
Now, Members of Congress can say 
they disagree with that bill. They 
could amend it. They could vote for it 
or against it. Why don’t we debate that 
bill instead of whether or not to pull 
the plug on National Public Radio? 

Eleven weeks, not one idea on jobs, 
not one word of debate on jobs, and 
abandonment of the issue Americans 
care most about. I am hopeful that the 
leader on our side of the Rules Com- 
mittee will give us a chance to vote on 
a real bill to create jobs for the Amer- 
ican people. 

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Vermont (Mr. 
WELCH). 

Mr. WELCH. I thank the gentlelady. 

There are really two questions that 
this bill raises. The first: Is this a way 
to deal with the serious problem we 
have in this country, which is the def- 
icit? And the answer is: It isn’t. 

I salute the Republicans in this Con- 
gress for focusing attention on the 
need to restore fiscal balance. You are 
right. But the plan you are pursuing to 
receive it is dead wrong. You cannot, 
by cutting 12 percent of the budget, the 
non-defense discretionary budget, 
achieve the fiscal balance that we 
need. And why you have a plan where 
you attack Vermont Public Radio, 
where you attack Planned Parenthood, 
where you attack home heating assist- 
ance, but you leave exempt tax expend- 
itures for oil companies, a swollen Pen- 
tagon budget, that means that this is 
not going to succeed. Even if we wiped 
out the entire non-defense discre- 
tionary budget, we would still have a 
deficit of $1 trillion. So, serious budget 
cutters have a serious plan that puts 
everything on the table. 
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Secondly, why have a proposal that 
destroys institutions? Vermont Public 
Radio is the link between 251 towns, 
cities, and villages in the State of 
Vermont. Farmers listen to it in their 
barns. Parents listen to it on their way 
to bringing their kids to school. People 
at work listen to it for the weather re- 
ports, and it welds together the polit- 
ical discussion in the State of Vermont 
which is vibrant, which is varied, 
which has people with different points 
of view having a common reference 
point. Public radio is an institution 
that allows democracy to thrive. 

And why do we have to have a budget 
plan that, A, by it’s design, will fail; 
and, B, by its application and imple- 
mentation, will destroy institutions 
that democracy depends on? Vermont 
Public Radio is an essential institution 
to all of the people in the State of 
Vermont: Republicans, Democrats, and 
Independents. We need to preserve it. 

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to my 
good friend, the chairman of the Rules 
Committee, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. DREIER). 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
begin by extending congratulations to 
my very good friend, the gentleman 
from Spring Hill, a former sheriff, Mr. 
NUGENT, for his maiden voyage in man- 
aging this rule. He has done a superb 
job in taking on this issue. 

Let me say at the outset, having lis- 
tened to the debate from my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle, every sin- 
gle thing that we have been doing on 
the floor of the House of Representa- 
tives is focused on job creation and 
economic growth. Virtually everything 
that we have done is focused on job cre- 
ation and economic growth. 

Now, some say, Why is it you are 
talking about National Public Radio 
now? What does that have to do with 
creating jobs? Well, the fact of the 
matter is, if we don’t take on the $14 
trillion national debt that we have in 
this country and the $1.6 trillion an- 
nual deficits that we have as far as the 
eye can see, we are not going to be im- 
plementing pro-growth economic poli- 
cies. 

Now, my friends on the other side of 
the aisle might argue that bringing 
about some kind of reduction in fund- 
ing for National Public Radio will cost 
jobs. The disparity is that my friends 
on the other side of the aisle tend to 
focus on government-created jobs, and 
we want to focus on what it is the 
American people desperately want and 
need, which is long-term, good private 
sector jobs. And so everything that we 
do to try to reduce the size and scope 
and reach of government is focused on 
getting, as my friend from Vermont 
has just said, getting our fiscal house 
in order so that we can create jobs. 

Yesterday up in the Rules Com- 
mittee, my California colleague Ms. 
EsHoo referred to National Public 
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Radio as a ‘‘national treasure.” Now, 
Mr. Speaker, I happen to be a fan of 
National Public Radio. I think that the 
term ‘‘national treasure” may just ре a 
little bit of a stretch. I have been proud 
to support three local stations, two in 
Los Angeles, KPCC and KCRW; here in 
Washington, D.C., WAMU. I have been 
proud to participate in pledge drives 
for all these stations. I have done it for 
public television. I believe in voluntary 
contributions. 

Now, yesterday Ms. ESHOO said that 
every American pays 77 cents for the 
benefit of National Public Radio. And 
while I am a proud listener of National 
Public Radio, I will say that I reckon 
that there are probably half the Amer- 
ican people—that’s just a wild guess on 
my part—maybe half the American 
people who have never even heard of, 
much less even listened to, National 
Public Radio. And the notion of taking 
77 cents from them for National Public 
Radio is, to me, anathema to the whole 
concept of what it is that we are trying 
to do as a Nation. 

Now, my friend from Rochester, the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
committee, the former chairman of the 
Rules Committee, referred to National 
Public Radio as—and this is not the 
exact word that was used—but sort of a 
paragon of virtue. Rather than 
bloviating on cable television, we have 
this great, great model of National 
Public Radio up there, something to 
which we can all bow and listen to as 
the one truth before us. 
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Well, with all due respect, Mr. Speak- 
er, I’ve got to say that I’ve heard some 
inaccurate things on National Public 
Radio before, not just things with 
which I disagree, but there have been 
inaccuracies. And so, with all of the 
choices out there, I believe that Na- 
tional Public Radio should be one of 
them; but they are only one of the 
choices that people have. 

And since National Public Radio and 
the Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting came into existence, we all 
know that we’ve experienced this ex- 
plosion of information from all kinds 
of sources. 

So that’s why, Mr. Speaker, while 
this measure doesn’t obliterate funding 
for National Public Radio, what it does 
is it puts us, as my friend from Spring 
Hill has said so well, on a glide path to- 
wards recognizing that since National 
Public Radio receives a very small 
amount of its funding that they utilize 
totally from the Federal Government, 
this puts them on a glide path towards 
something that I believe will dramati- 
cally enhance the quality of coverage 
and the credibility of National Public 
Radio, and that is to have voluntary 
support. 

And I will say right here that when 
we are successful, when we are success- 
ful at weaning National Public Radio 
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and the Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting away from compulsory tax- 
payer dollars used to fund them, I per- 
sonally will increase my level of con- 
tributions, my level of contributions to 
those local stations and to other as- 
pects. 

We need to look at ways in which 
this shortfall that will exist is ad- 
dressed, and I believe that we can do 
that. 

And I have to say that, procedurally, 
it’s very interesting to listen to people 
talk about the characterization of this 
rule that has come down before us. It’s 
simply because less than 48 hours was 
provided for the announcement of sim- 
ply the Rules Committee meeting, not 
the fact that we’re here on the floor. 
And my distinguished friend from 
Rochester had, on nearly 70 occasions, 
when she was chairman of the Rules 
Committee, including the several sce- 
nic river studies that were put into 
place, and other legislation like that 
called emergency meetings of the 
House Rules Committee. And so I think 
that to characterize this procedure as 
it’s been is not quite as appropriate as 
it should be. 

And the fact is, Mr. Speaker, I wish 
this could have been handled a little 
differently. We all know that we passed 
H.R. 1 as it is, that, in fact, does defund 
the Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting. But this measure, in and of 
itself, focuses on a problem that is out 
there. It needs to be addressed. And I 
urge my colleagues to support this rule 
and to support the underlying legisla- 
tion. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
DAVIS). 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, all I can say is our office is being 
flooded by calls from people who are 
saying, I thought you all were working 
on creating jobs for the American peo- 
ple, on making sure that working class 
families can support their families. 
And, instead, we’re de-funding Federal 
funding of National Public Radio. And 
that seems like just a terrible distrac- 
tion to the calls that we’re getting. 

For many people in the San Diego re- 
gion, we have KPBS radio, it’s an NPR 
station; and it’s a way to connect peo- 
ple to local community issues and 
world events. Where else can you find 
that kind of in-depth reporting? I don’t 
think we can point to other stations 
that do that. 

So I’m not up here just to defend 
NPR, but my colleague said it’s not a 
treasure. Well, to a lot of people that 
participate, yes, they will continue to 
fund it with their own dollars. But 
there is a consistency, there is a con- 
tinuity, there is an expectation that 
this is something that is important to 
our communities. And it would endan- 
ger over 9,000 jobs at local radio sta- 
tions if this funding goes away. 
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Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from the 
great State of Georgia (Mr. WOODALL). 

Mr. WOODALL. I thank my good 
friend from Florida for yielding, and 
I’m pleased to serve beside him on the 
Rules Committee. 

And I went to work on the Rules 
Committee because of my enthusiasm 
about openness in this process. One of 
the very first things we learned during 
freshman orientation was that we have 
a leadership team that is committed to 
openness the likes of which this Con- 
gress hasn’t seen in decades, decades. 

I didn’t plan to come down and speak 
this morning, but I’m sitting back in 
my office, and I’m listening to the 
characterization of what’s happening 
down here today, and it caused me to 
think about my 65 days here in Con- 
gress so far. 

You know, the process was more open 
and involved more debate on the repeal 
of health care than it did the imple- 
mentation of health care. I happen to 
have brought down the NPR bill today. 

Now, I’m here in strong support of 
the rule that’s bringing this bill to the 
floor, and I hope folks will vote their 
conscience on the underlying bill. 
That’s what we all came here to do, 
and I hope that happens. 

One, two, three, four, five, six, 
seven—seven pages here today that 
we’ve asked Members to read and di- 
gest in 3 days. Seven pages. Now, I 
wasn’t here in the last Congress when 
thousand-page bills rolled through this 
body under the same closed process and 
the same closed length of time. 

But I can tell you this: my constitu- 
ents sent me to read seven pages, and 
Гуе read them; and I’ll be voting my 
conscience on the underlying bill. But, 
folks, we are involved in a process here 
that we need to be applauding, not con- 
demning. We’re involved in a process 
here that we need to be nurturing, not 
undercutting. 

Have you seen the debate on the floor 
of the House over the last 2 months? 
Have you experienced the back-and- 
forth on the floor of the House in the 
last 2 months, and do you feel the dif- 
ference? Because I do. I absolutely do. 
I don’t just feel it; I hear it when I go 
back home. 

We are in the people’s House. The 
chain across the front steps—must be a 
photo op going on out there this morn- 
ing. The chain was down. It just felt 
different walking in this morning be- 
cause you could just walk up the steps 
free. 

Folks, the chains have come down in 
this House. The chains have come down 
in the House, and we’re free to engage 
in this debate, and that’s what we’re 
doing. Right here today we’re engaged 
in this debate. 

Should we have extensive committee 
hearings on absolutely everything that 
comes to the floor? I believe we should. 
Should we have an open process for ab- 
solutely everything that comes to the 
floor? I think that’s a laudable goal. 
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Do we have constraints that require 
the rules of the House, because there 
are 435 of us. It’s not like that well-or- 
dered body across the Hall where they 
only have 100 Members and they get 
along so well together. We’ve got 435 
folks with lots of passion and lots of 
opinion, and we need some structure to 
make that happen. 

But this leadership team, with this 
Congress, both on the left and on the 
right, has created the most open proc- 
ess with the most extensive amend- 
ment process, with the most full debate 
process that this body has seen in 
years. And I thank the leadership team 
for doing that. And I rise in strong sup- 
port of the rule. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

Mr. KUCINICH. We need to go back 
to basic principles here. In 1934, when 
the Federal Communications Act was 
passed, people were given broadcast 11- 
censes to serve in the public interest, 
convenience, and necessity. The public 
owns the airwaves. 

In a country that wasn’t run by cor- 
porations, we wouldn’t be having this 
debate because the public has the in- 
herent right to ownership of the air- 
waves. Theoretically, it should all be 
public radio, but it’s not. There’s just a 
small segment now of the airwaves 
we’re talking about here. And this bill 
would stop that from being funded. 

It is absolutely unimaginable that 
Members of Congress are not aware of 
the history of how broadcast radio and 
TV came into being. This isn’t about 
private ownership of the airwaves. This 
is about a basic public right; and if you 
take that right away, what you’ve done 
is totally capitulate to corporations in 
America. 

Protect NPR. 
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Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3% minutes to the gentleman from Col- 
orado (Mr. LAMBORN). 

Mr. LAMBORN. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
this rule, H. Res. 174, and the under- 
lying bill, my legislation, H.R. 1076, to 
prohibit Federal funding of National 
Public Radio and the use of Federal 
funds to acquire radio content. It is 
time for American citizens to stop 
funding an organization that can stand 
on its own feet. 

Long before any of the recent news 
stories on videos or the Juan Williams 
fiasco, I sponsored legislation in Con- 
gress to pull the plug on taxpayer fund- 
ing for NPR. I enjoy some programs on 
NPR, but I have long believed that it 
can stand on its own. 

The point at issue is not the quality 
or content of programming on NPR. 
The point is not the degree to which 
Americans support the arts, radio, 
news, and educational programs. The 
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point today is whether government 
programs and services that can be 
funded privately or that are otherwise 
available in the private sector should 
receive taxpayer funding. 

Apart from constitutional concerns, 
as a country we no longer have this 
luxury anymore. With the national 
debt over $13 trillion, the government 
simply can’t continue to fund non- 
essential services. 

Let me add that no one can really 
argue that these programs will dis- 
appear if Americans are no longer 
forced to subsidize them with Federal 
tax dollars. NPR can survive on its 
own. 

This 
things: 

One, it will prohibit direct funding of 
NPR. It now receives money from the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting, 
the Department of Education and Com- 
merce, and the NEA, among others. 

Two, it prohibits the use of Federal 
funds provided to the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting for the payment of 
dues by local radio stations to NPR. 

And, three, it prohibits the use of 
Federal funds provided through Cor- 
poration for Public Broadcasting for 
acquiring or producing programming. 

Now, local stations could use Federal 
funds from the corporation for their 
operating expenses, but they would 
have to produce their content or ac- 
quire it with non-Federal funds. 

Unemployment is now about 9 per- 
cent. When we get Federal spending 
under control, the economy will be 
stronger and there will be more jobs. 
That is why we are doing this. 

NPR reports that only 2 percent of 
its funding comes from the Federal 
Government; however, that is only half 
the story. NPR local radio stations di- 
rectly received congressionally appro- 
priated funds that reached $64 million 
in 2010 alone. Plus, local stations di- 
rectly receive grants from other Fed- 
eral sources such as the National En- 
dowment for the Arts. NPR stations 
then use these taxpayer dollars on li- 
censing fees for NPR programming 
which goes back to the headquarters in 
Washington. Taking this indirect fund- 
ing into account, Federal funds now 
make up, I would say, closer to 20 per- 
cent of their annual budget. 

But let me be clear. This measure 
will not prohibit local stations from re- 
ceiving any funding. It will just not 
allow them to use taxpayer dollars to 
pay NPR programming and pay NPR 
dues. They can do it without Federal 
dollars by embracing the private sec- 
tor. I want NPR to grow on its own. I 
want to see it thrive. Just remove the 
taxpayer from the equation. 

I thank the Rules Committee for this 
resolution. I urge my colleagues to 
vote “уез” on the rule and to vote 
“yes” on the underlying bill. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 
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Мг. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the 
gentlewoman’s courtesy and her advo- 
cacy here. 

I just finished listening to my friend 
from Colorado, and he gets it half 
right. First of all, it is ironic that the 
new Republican majority, having been 
touted on the floor for its openness, 
did, in fact, rush this to the floor with- 
out the 72-hour notice, not any sub- 
stantive committee work. If it had 
been subjected to careful committee 
analysis, the flaws in the argument 
would have been revealed. 

It is not going to save a single penny 
of taxpayer dollars, not one, even in 
the unlikely event that this legislation 
passed through Congress, which 1% 
won’t. It won’t defund NPR. NPR will 
exist. And those of us who are in Cleve- 
land or New York or Los Angeles or 
Washington, D.C., will be able to enjoy 
it, although it will be diminished a lit- 
tle bit. But what it do is hammer small 
rural American stations, small town 
and rural America, where it is more ex- 
pensive to broadcast and where they 
rely on this funding to be able to pur- 
chase the programs. 

It would not just hammer NPR, but 
it would deny them the ability to use 
the funds for that subversive show 
“Prairie Home Companion,” for ‘‘This 
American Life,” for the car guys. It 
would prohibit them from purchasing 
locally produced content from other 
public broadcasting stations. 

This is lunacy. It unravels a carefully 
crafted partnership that has delivered 
year after year. It is why the American 
public strongly supports this invest- 
ment, less than one-half cent per day 
per American. In fact, 78 percent of the 
American public want it maintained or 
increased. And, most interestingly, 
that same bipartisan poll showed that 
two-thirds of American Republicans 
support keeping the funding or increas- 
ing it. 

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR- 
KEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. This bill would wipe 
“Car Talk” off the road. It would wipe 
“Lake Woebegone’”’ right off the map. 
It would close down ‘‘Marketplace,”’ 
and tell “Wait Wait ... Don’t Tell 
Ме!” to take a hike. 

GOP used to stand for ‘“‘Grand Old 
Party.” Now it stands for ‘‘Gut Our 
Programs.” 

This bill prohibits public radio sta- 
tions from using Federal funds to buy 
these programs and others produced by 
National Public Radio or its competi- 
tors. As a result, this bill would silence 
public radio stations across the coun- 
try, depriving listeners of the news and 
information they depend on. 

Public radio stations can just raise 
the money from private donors, some 
say. Not likely. Local public radio sta- 
tions need signature NPR programs 
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like ‘‘Morning Edition” and “АП 
Things Considered”? to attract audi- 
ences. By drawing listeners to local 
stations, these programs and others 
generate strong financial support from 
the local listening area. Without these 
prominent NPR programs, local sta- 
tions won’t be able to attract the audi- 
ence and sufficient fundraising base to 
keep running. 

Every month, more than 170 million 
Americans turn to their local public 
broadcasting stations for free high- 
quality programs that focus on the 
issues most important to them. This 
bill would pull the plug. It would snuff 
out stations from coast to coast, many 
in rural areas where the public radio 
station is the primary source of news 
and information. This makes no sense. 
Public radio is widely supported by 
large majorities of Americans regard- 
less of party affiliation. It is increas- 
ingly relied upon while fewer Ameri- 
cans watch broadcast TV and read 
newspapers. 

This bill was rushed to the floor 
without a single hearing, completely 
bypassing the committee process. It is 
unwise, ill-conceived. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

Mr. NUGENT. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. POLIS). 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op- 
position today to this bill. 

Today, Republicans are trying to 
modify the funding structure of Na- 
tional Public Radio, one of the most 
widely used, universally supported, and 
efficient journalistic institutions in 
the country. The problem, Mr. Speak- 
er, is that no one can figure out what 
my Republican colleagues are trying to 
accomplish and what they are trying to 
do with this trivial and misguided leg- 
islation. Why are we wasting our time 
on this? Instead of creating jobs, in- 
stead of cutting spending, here we are 
changing the funding structure for 
something that fundamentally works. 

Mr. Speaker, America is $14.2 trillion 
in debt. Yet instead of working with 
Democrats to come to an agreement on 
reducing our expenditures and getting 
the economy going, Republicans have 
decided to use their taxpayer-funded 
time on symbolic legislation that 
doesn’t address America’s fiscal situa- 
tion, doesn’t save money, and, most 
importantly, won’t create a single job. 

Mr. Speaker, this is very transparent 
what is happening here. This bill is a 
response to a far right agenda based on 
a manipulative ‘‘got you” video propa- 
gated by conservative activists. 
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Don’t the American people know 
where this Republican policy agenda 
comes from? I believe they do. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a distrac- 
tion, not a serious piece of legislation. 
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The Republican Caucus can’t get them- 
selves to agree on anything substan- 
tial, so instead they’re bringing this 
frivolous measure that doesn’t save 
any money or create jobs before us. 

I urge a “по” vote. 

Mr. NUGENT. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY). 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Happy 
St. Patrick’s Day. 

Mr. Speaker, today we debate the 
rule on whether or not to fund National 
Public Radio. This is an ideologically 
driven attempt at defunding a revered 
American institution, and the reason is 
because you don’t like its content. You 
can’t stand balanced, objective news. 
So let’s defund it. 

Regardless of whether one supports 
NPR or not—and I do—we can all be 
clear this bill does not do one thing: It 
does not create jobs. We have been here 
for 11 weeks, Mr. Speaker, and the Re- 
publican majority has yet to bring a 
single jobs bill to the floor of the 
House. That’s why I introduced the 
Build America Bonds Now to Create 
Jobs Act, legislation to extend the suc- 
cessful Build America Bonds program— 
a jobs bill. Creating jobs grows the 
economy, encourages American inno- 
vation and positions us to remain the 
global economic leader. During the last 
2 years, $4.4 billion from the Recovery 
Act leveraged $181 billion to construct 
and repair schools, bridges and roads in 
more than 2,270 projects in every State 
in the Union. 

According to Moody’s Analytics chief 
economist and Senator MCCAIN’s 2008 
Presidential adviser, infrastructure in- 
vestments in the Recovery Act resulted 
in 8 million additional or preserved 
jobs between 2009 and 2010. By extend- 
ing the Build America Bonds program, 
we can do even more. 

I ask my colleagues, turn away from 
this ideologically driven debate on Na- 
tional Public Radio and let’s get down 
to basics. Let’s pass a jobs bill. Let’s 
defeat this rule and give ourselves an 
opportunity to address the underlying 
issue of the American economy. 

I thank my colleague from New York 
for yielding. 

Mr. NUGENT. I continue to reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Good 
morning to the ‘‘fend for yourself” bill. 
That’s the message of my friends on 
the other side of the aisle—with short- 
term CRs, $61 billion in reckless and lu- 
dicrous cuts that don’t make sense on 
20 percent of the budget which is dis- 
cretionary funding. 

But NPR. This morning, I listened to 
NPR, as I usually do, and someone who 
designates themselves as a Republican 
called in and said, “I'm through. I’m a 
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registered Republican, but I’m leaning 
Democrat. I’ve been listening to NPR 
for most of my life.” 

Biased? No. Unbiased. NPR is a voice 
of reason. Federal funding frivolous? 
No. Federal funding allows the objec- 
tivity. And no one can account for the 
fact that we believe in the First 
Amendment, but yet we want to defund 
NPR. 

NPR, National Public Radio, speaks 
the truth on all of our cases. It pro- 
vides the American people far and wide 
an opportunity to hear a fair and bal- 
anced presentation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, let 
me yield the gentlelady an additional 
30 seconds. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Thank 
you very much. 

The resolution speaks nothing of fact 
why do you desire to cut NPR. Why do 
you want to put the burden of a budget 
or a CR on the NPR? The real issue is 
that no matter how much they keep 
doing, no one on the other side wants 
to address the cause of the issue of the 
deficit or the debt, that we have to bal- 
ance, we have to bring in a number of 
issues that we have to address. 

We can’t scapegoat. I refuse to scape- 
goat the National Public Radio, a rea- 
soned and responsible voice for the peo- 
ple, no matter who you are. It is a ri- 
diculous legislation. In my District, 
KPFT and KTSU are great public com- 
municators for many of the poor in my 
district—don’t shut them down! I ask 
my colleagues to vote against it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from New York has 3 min- 
utes remaining. The gentleman from 
Florida has 7 minutes. 

Mr. NUGENT. My inquiry is to the 
gentlewoman from New York, do you 
have any more speakers? 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I do not. May I in- 
quire if you have more? 

Mr. NUGENT. I do not. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I am prepared to 
close. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
New York. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank you very 
much, Mr. Speaker. 

We have had a vigorous debate here 
this morning, just as we had in the 
Rules Committee. A lot was said, I 
guess, because it needed to be said. A 
lot was said, I think, that we could 
argue with. 

One is that we are doing this because 
it puts us on the road to deficit reduc- 
tion. It is clear to everybody who 
reads, or maybe who listens to good 
programming, that this bill has no ef- 
fect whatsoever on the deficit and 
saves no money. Not a dime. This is 
purely an ideological bill so that our 
Members can go home and brag about 
what they have done to public radio. 

I want to talk a moment about 
what’s in a New York Times editorial 
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this morning. This bill is, says the 
Times, ‘Тһе latest example of House 
Republicans pursuing a longstanding 
ideological goal in the false name of 
fiscal prudence.”’ 

The Times says, ‘‘This is not a seri- 
ous bill. It will never survive the Sen- 
ate or a Presidential veto.” 

And further, ‘‘Cutting off that flow 
would have no effect on the deficit, but 
it would allow certain House Members 
to pretend for the folks back home that 
they struck a blow for liberty.” 

I really don’t understand this. I know 
that the present chair of the Rules 
Committee this morning said that all 
the legislation that we have done this 
term has been on job creation. I don’t 
believe there’s enough evidence to con- 
vict on that, Mr. Speaker. 

This, again, will cause jobs to be lost 
and does nothing for the deficit. I don’t 
care what you want to say about it and 
how you want to dress it up, those are 
the absolute facts. 

In a few moments, I will be calling 
for a vote on the previous question. Mr. 
Speaker, if we defeat that previous 
question, I want to do a real jobs bill 
here. Iam going to offer an amendment 
to the rule to provide that immediately 
after the House adopts the rule, it will 
bring up H.R. 11, the Build America 
Bonds To Create Jobs Now Act. 

This bill will spur job creation here 
at home by extending through 2012 the 
successful Build America Bonds pro- 
gram to help State and local govern- 
ments finance the rebuilding of Amer- 
ican schools, hospitals, water systems 
and transit projects at significantly 
lower costs. It has been calculated that 
every $1 billion in Federal funds will 
create 34,800 jobs and $6.2 billion in eco- 
nomic activity. I ask you, Mr. Speaker, 
weigh that against taking the little bit 
of money away from National Public 
Radio. 

Build America Bonds аге broadly 
supported by American business, the 
construction industry, and State and 
local governments. At a time of fiscal 
restraint, they are a good deal for the 
American taxpayer, wisely using small 
public investments to leverage signifi- 
cant private funds to rebuild America 
and create jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert the text of the amend- 
ment in the RECORD along with extra- 
neous material immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I urge my col- 
leagues to vote “по” and defeat the 
previous question so that we can de- 
bate and pass jobs legislation today, 
and I urge a “по” vote on the rule and 
the underlying bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. NUGENT. I yield myself the bal- 
ance of my time. 
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Mr. Speaker, I just want to bring to 
your attention that the public watch- 
ing this today on C-SPAN does not re- 
ceive a single Federal dollar in regards 
to the operation of C-SPAN. 

We’re not closing down local radio 
stations. We’re actually giving them 
the ability to liberate themselves from 
Federal dollars. 

My good friends on the other side of 
the aisle continue to refuse to 
prioritize about what’s important for 
America. They continue on a path of 
just spend, because all programs are in- 
herently good. 

While you’ve heard a lot of us like 
NPR in regard to certain programming, 
there’s others that we do not. Mr. 
Speaker, I was reminded the other day 
of a quote by Thomas Jefferson: 

“To compel a man to furnish con- 
tributions of money for the propaga- 
tion of opinions which he disbelieves 
and abhors is sinful and tyrannical.” 

With that in mind, I can’t in good 
conscience support continuing to fund 
NPR with tax dollars. 
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A large number of Americans fun- 
damentally disagree with the content 
and mission of NPR. Moreover, this is 
a program that can be privately fund- 
ed. NPR’s own officials said they don’t 
need Federal dollars to continue. 

We are not trying to harm NPR. We 
are actually trying to liberate them 
from Federal tax dollars. We need to 
get back to the core mission of the 
Federal Government. As much as any 
of us here, including myself, may enjoy 
programs like “Саг Talk” and ‘‘Wait, 
Wait, Don’t Tell Ме,” you can’t tell me 
that that is a core mission of the Fed- 
eral Government. Our good friends in 
the same sentence talked about war, 
national defense, and NPR. They don’t 
equate. The Constitution is clear about 
our requirement to protect the Amer- 
ican people. 

H.R. 1076 is a return to the normal 
procedure of the House. Authorizing 
committees provide us with bills that 
set out the priorities for the House and 
the Appropriations Committee funds 
based on authorizations. 

With H.R. 1076, we let the Appropria- 
tions Committee know that National 
Public Radio doesn’t need Federal tax 
dollars anymore. Local stations can 
create their own programs. They can 
reorganize their financing so that 
grant money they might use for mem- 
bership and programming fees can go 
elsewhere, and they can do private 
fund-raising they need for the dues and 
programming from NPR. 

The material previously referred to 
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 174 OFFERED BY 

Ms. SLAUGHTER OF NEW YORK 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol- 
lowing new sections: 

SEC. 2. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
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cause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider- 
ation of the bill (H.R. 11) to amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend the Build 
America Bonds program. The first reading of 
the bill shall be dispensed with. All points of 
order against consideration of the bill are 
waived. The bill shall be considered as read. 
General debate shall be confined to the bill 
and shall not exceed one hour equally di- 
vided and controlled by the Majority Leader 
and Minority Leader or their respective des- 
ignees. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. All points of order against pro- 
visions in the bill are waived. At the conclu- 
sion of consideration of the bill for amend- 
ment the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in- 
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso- 
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla- 
tive day the House shall, immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
bill. 

SEC. 3. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of the bill speci- 
fied in section 2 of this resolution. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by the Republican Minority on mul- 
tiple occasions throughout the 110th and 
111th Congresses.) 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or- 
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de- 
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives (VI, 308-811), de- 
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘а motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.” To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be- 
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de- 
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition”’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of- 
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph ©. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
“The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz- 
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.” 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution ... [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im- 
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what 
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they have always said. Listen to the Repub- 
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: “А1- 
though it is generally not possible to amend 
the rule because the majority Member con- 
trolling the time will not yield for the pur- 
pose of offering an amendment, the same re- 
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre- 
vious question on the rule. . . When the mo- 
tion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre- 
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend- 
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.”’ 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
“Amending Special Rules” states: “а refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend- 
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec- 
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re- 
jection of the motion for the previous ques- 
tion on a resolution reported from the Com- 
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem- 
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de- 
bate thereon.”’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli- 
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major- 
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter- 
native views the opportunity to offer an al- 
ternative plan. 


Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res- 
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for any electronic vote on the 
question of adoption of the resolution, 
if ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 233, nays 
179, not voting 20, as follows: 

[Roll No. 189] 


YEAS—233 
Adams Black Capito 
Aderholt Bonner Cassidy 
Akin Bono Mack Chabot 
Alexander Boustany Chaffetz 
Amash Brady (TX) Coble 
Austria Brooks Coffman (CO) 
Bachmann Broun (GA) Cole 
Bachus Buchanan Conaway 
Barletta Bucshon Cravaack 
Bartlett Buerkle Crawford 
Barton (TX) Burgess Crenshaw 
Bass (NH) Burton (IN) Davis (KY) 
Benishek Calvert Denham 
Berg Camp Dent 
Biggert Campbell DesJarlais 
Bilbray Canseco Diaz-Balart 
Bishop (UT) Cantor Dold 


Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 

Gibbs 

Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 

Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Kelly 

King (IA) 


Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 


King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 


NAYS—179 


Clyburn 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Gonzalez 
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Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 

Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
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Lee (CA) Pascrell Scott, David 
Levin Pastor (AZ) Serrano 
Lewis (GA) Pelosi Sewell 
Lipinski Perlmutter Sherman 
Loebsack Peters Sires 
Lofgren, Zoe Peterson Slaughter 
Lowey Pingree (ME) Smith (WA) 
Lujan Polis Н 
Lynch Price (NC) Sate 
Markey Quigley baka 
Matheson Rahall Thompson (CA) 
Matsui Rangel Thompson (MS) 
McCarthy (NY) Reyes Tierney 
McCollum Richardson Tonko 
McDermott Richmond Towns 
McGovern Ross (AR) Tsongas 
McIntyre Rothman (NJ) Van Hollen 
McNerney Roybal-Allard Velazquez 
Meeks Ruppersberger Visclosky 
Michaud Rush Walz (MN) 
Miller (NC) Ryan (OH) Waters 
Miller, George Sanchez, Linda Watt 
Moore A Waxman 
Moran Sanchez, Loretta Weiner 
Murphy (CT) Sarbanes Welch 
Napolitano Schakowsky Wilson (FL) 
Neal Schiff Woolsey 
Olver Schrader 
Wu 
Owens Schwartz 
Pallone Scott (VA) Yarmuth 
NOT VOTING—20 
Bilirakis Engel Nadler 
Blackburn Garamendi Payne 
Carney Giffords Rooney 
Carter Hinojosa Stark 
Clarke (NY) Jordan Wasserman 
Cohen Labrador Schultz 
Culberson Maloney Young (AK) 
1046 

Ms. ESHOO and Mr. GEORGE MIL- 
LER of California changed their vote 
from “yea” to “пау.” 

Mr. AKIN changed his vote from 


“nay” to “yea.” 

So the previous question was ordered. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 

Mr. CARNEY. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
189, had | been present, | would have voted 
“no.” 

POINT OF ORDER 


Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a 
point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his point of order. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the consideration of this bill because 
it violates rule XXI, clause 11, which 
requires a 72-hour layover of the bill 
and for it to be electronically noticed 
in order for it to be considered by this 
House. This bill did not lay over for 72 
hours. It was noticed at 1:42 p.m. on 
Tuesday; therefore, it has to wait until 
1:42 on Friday to be in compliance with 
the rules of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point 
of order against consideration of H.R. 
1076 is not timely until such time as 
the bill is called up. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRES 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, point of 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, as you 
know, we are about to consider the 
rule. Members, if they are to vote on 
and understand it, need to know that 
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they are waiving the rule. This is the 
statement of the Speaker of the House: 

“Т will not bring a bill to the floor 
that hasn’t been posted online for at 
least 72 hours.” 

Would the Speaker please clarify for 
the body that the 72-hour rule is either 
being waived or does not exist. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The pe- 
riod of time on which the rule is predi- 
cated is not a number of hours but, 
rather, a number of days, specifically 
calendar days other than weekends or 
holidays when the House is not in ses- 
sion. For the sake of brevity, the Chair 
will call these ‘‘working days.” 

Under clause 11 of rule XXI, an unre- 
ported measure may not be considered 
until the third working day on which it 
has been available to Members. 

For example, a measure that was 
publicly available in electronic form in 
consonance with clause 3 of rule XXIX 
as of Tuesday, March 15, 2011, would 
qualify on or after Thursday, March 17, 
2011. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, further 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state his inquiry. 

Mr. WEINER. For the clarity of the 
House, did this bill age for 72 hours, 
“yes” or “по’’? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair does not enter findings on ques- 
tions not actually presented. 

Without objection, 5-minute voting 
will continue. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
question is on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 


Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 
5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 236, noes 181, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 190] 


The 


AYES—236 
Adams Brooks Culberson 
Aderholt Broun (GA) Davis (KY) 
Akin Buchanan Denham 
Alexander Bucshon Dent 
Amash Buerkle DesJarlais 
Austria Burgess Diaz-Balart 
Bachmann Burton (IN) Dold 
Bachus Calvert Dreier 
Barletta Camp Duffy 
Bartlett Campbell Duncan (SC) 
Barton (TX) Canseco Duncan (TN) 
Bass (NH) Cantor Ellmers 
Benishek Capito Emerson 
Berg Carter Farenthold 
Biggert Cassidy Fincher 
Bilbray Chabot Fitzpatrick 
Bilirakis Chaffetz Flake 
Bishop (UT) Coble Fleischmann 
Black Coffman (CO) Fleming 
Blackburn Cole Flores 
Bonner Conaway Forbes 
Bono Mack Cravaack Fortenberry 
Boustany Crawford Foxx 
Brady (TX) Crenshaw Franks (AZ) 


Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 

Gibbs 

Gibson 

Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 

Granger 

Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 

Guinta 

Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 

Harper 

Harris 

Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 

Heck 

Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hur 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lance 

Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 


Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 


Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
Е. 
Маск 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 


NOES—181 


Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Fudge 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holden 
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Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
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Meeks Rangel Slaughter 
Michaud Reyes Smith (WA) 
Miller (NC) Richardson Speier 
Miller, George Richmond Stark 
Moore Ross (AR) Sutton 
Moran Rothman (NJ) Thompson (CA) 
Murphy (CT) Roybal-Allard Thompson (MS) 
Napolitano Ruppersberger Tierney 
Neal Rush Tonko 
Olver Ryan (OH) Towns 
Owens Sanchez, Linda Tsongas 
Pallone т: Уап НоПеп 
Pascrell Sanchez, Loretta Velazquez 
Pastor (AZ) Sarbanes Visclosky 
Payne Schakowsky Walz (MN) 
Pelosi Schiff Waters 
Perlmutter Schrader Watt 
Peters Schwartz Waxman 
Peterson Scott (VA) Weiner 
Pingree (ME) Scott, David Welch 
Polis Serrano Wilson (FL) 
Price (NC) Sewell Woolsey 
Quigley Sherman Wu 
Rahall Sires Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—15 
Clarke (NY) Hinojosa Schock 
Cohen Jordan Wasserman 
Engel Labrador Schultz 
Garamendi Maloney Young (AK) 
Giffords Nadler 
Gutierrez Rooney 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


Ee 


AFGHANISTAN WAR POWERS 
RESOLUTION 


Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to the order of the House of 
March 16, 2011, I call up the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 28) directing 
the President, pursuant to section 5(c) 
of the War Powers Resolution, to re- 
move the United States Armed Forces 
from Afghanistan, and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the con- 
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WOMACK). Pursuant to the order of the 
House of Wednesday, March 16, 2011, 
the concurrent resolution is considered 
read. 

The text of the concurrent resolution 
is as follows: 

H. Con. RES. 28 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), 

SECTION 1. REMOVAL OF UNITED STATES ARMED 
FORCES FROM AFGHANISTAN. 

Pursuant to section 5(c) of the War Powers 
Resolution (50 U.S.C. 1544(c)), Congress di- 
rects the President to remove the United 
States Armed Forces from Afghanistan— 

(1) by no later than the end of the period of 
30 days beginning on the day on which this 
concurrent resolution is adopted; or 

(2) if the President determines that it is 
not safe to remove the United States Armed 
Forces before the end of that period, by no 
later than December 31, 2011, or such earlier 
date as the President determines that the 
Armed Forces can safely be removed. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The con- 
current resolution shall be debatable 
for 2 hours, with 1 hour controlled by 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCI- 
NICH) or his designee and 1 hour equally 
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divided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. JONES) be al- 
lowed to control half of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. JONES) will control half 
the time allocated to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Florida. 


1100 


Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to this resolution, as it would un- 
dermine the efforts of our military and 
our international partners in Afghani- 
stan and would gravely harm our Na- 
tion’s security. 

Insanity has been described as doing 
the same thing over and over again and 
expecting different results. Three thou- 
sand people died on September 11 be- 
cause we walked away once from Af- 
ghanistan, thinking that it didn’t mat- 
ter who controlled that country. We 
were wrong then. Let us not make the 
same mistake twice. Completing our 
mission in Afghanistan is essential to 
keeping our homeland safe. 

As Under Secretary of Defense 
Michele Flournoy stated in testimony 
to the Senate Armed Services Com- 
mittee earlier this week, “The threat 
to our national security and the secu- 
rity of our friends and allies that ema- 
nates from the borderland of Afghani- 
stan and Pakistan is not hypothetical. 
There is simply no other place in the 
world that contains such a concentra- 
tion of al Qaeda senior leaders and 
operational commanders. To allow 
these hostile organizations to flourish 
in this region is to put the security of 
the United States and our friends and 
allies at grave risk.” 

To quit the area before we have rout- 
ed out the terrorists would not only 
hand al Qaeda a propaganda victory of 
immeasurable value, it would cede 
them a sanctuary from which they 
could mount fresh strikes at the west 
with virtual immunity. To withdraw 
from Afghanistan at this point, before 
we finish the job, is to pave the way for 
the next 9/11. Therefore, the question 
that we must consider is, Can we afford 
to abandon our mission in Afghani- 
stan? General David Petraeus, com- 
mander, International Security Assist- 
ance Force, ISAF, commander, U.S. 
Forces Afghanistan, stated, “І can un- 
derstand the frustration. We have been 
at this for 10 years. We have spent an 
enormous amount of money. We have 
sustained very tough losses and dif- 
ficult, life-changing wounds. But I 
think it is important to remember why 
we are there.” 
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This is about our vital national secu- 
rity interests, Mr. Speaker. It is about 
doing what is necessary to ensure that 
al Qaeda and other extremists cannot 
reestablish safe havens such as the 
ones they had in Afghanistan when the 
9/11 attacks were planned against our 
Nation and our people. The enemy, in- 
deed, is on the run. It is demoralized 
and divided. Let us not give up now. 

Let us not betray the sacrifices of 
our men and women serving in harm’s 
way, and they ask for nothing in re- 
turn, except our full support. Dedicated 
servants such as my stepson Douglas 
and daughter-in-law Lindsay, who 
served in Iraq—and Lindsay also served 
in Afghanistan. Dedicated servants 
such as Matt Zweig and Greg McCarthy 
of our Foreign Affairs Committee ma- 
jority staff, who just returned from 
serving a year in Kandahar and Kabul. 
And we thank them for their service. 
Let us follow the lead of our wounded 
warriors who, after long and arduous 
recoveries, volunteer to return to the 
battlefield to finish their mission. I 
urge our colleagues to oppose this dan- 
gerous resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield myself 2 min- 
utes. 

In the next 2 hours, we are going to 
demonstrate that the American people 
oppose this war by a margin of two to 
one. I will enter into the RECORD this 
Washington Post poll that was pub- 
lished on March 15 which says that 
nearly two-thirds of Americans say the 
war isn’t worth fighting. 

In the next 2 hours, we are going to 
demonstrate that we are spending $100 
billion per year on this war. There are 
those who are saying the war could last 
at least another 10 years. Are we will- 
ing to spend another $1 trillion on a 
war that doesn’t have any exit plan, for 
which there is no timeframe to get out, 
no endgame, where we haven’t defined 
our mission? The question is not 
whether we can afford to leave. The 
question is, can we afford to stay? And 
I submit we cannot afford to stay. 

In the next 2 hours, we are going to 
demonstrate that the counterintel- 
ligence strategy of General Petraeus is 
an abysmal failure, and it needs to be 
called as such. So I want to conclude 
this part of my presentation with an 
article by Thomas Friedman in The 
New York Times, which says, ‘‘What 
are we doing spending $110 billion this 
year supporting corrupt and unpopular 
regimes in Afghanistan and Pakistan 
that are almost identical to the gov- 
ernments we are applauding the Arab 
people for overthrowing?” 

[From The Washington Post, Mar. 15, 2011] 

POLL: NEARLY TWO-THIRDS OF AMERICANS 

Say AFGHAN WAR ISN’T WORTH FIGHTING 

(By Scott Wilson and Jon Cohen) 

Nearly two-thirds of Americans now say 
the war in Afghanistan is no longer worth 
fighting, the highest proportion yet opposed 
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to the conflict, according to a new Wash- 
ington Post-ABC News poll. 

The finding signals a growing challenge for 
President Obama as he decides how quickly 
to pull U.S. forces from the country begin- 
ning this summer. After nearly a decade of 
conflict, political opposition to the battle 
breaks sharply along partisan lines, with 
only 19 percent of Democratic respondents 
and half of Republicans surveyed saying the 
war continues to be worth fighting. 

Nearly three-quarters of Americans say 
Obama should withdraw a ‘‘substantial num- 
ber” of combat troops from Afghanistan this 
summer, the deadline he set to begin pulling 
out some forces. Only 39 percent of respond- 
ents, however, say they expect him to with- 
draw large numbers. 

The Post-ABC News poll results come as 
Gen. David H. Petraeus, the U.S. commander 
in Afghanistan, prepares to testify before 
Congress on Tuesday about the course of the 
war. He is expected to face tough questioning 
about a conflict that is increasingly unpopu- 
lar among a broad cross section of Ameri- 
cans. 

Petraeus will tell Congress that ‘‘things 
are progressing very well,” Pentagon spokes- 
man Geoff Morrell said Monday. But because 
of battlefield gains made by U.S. and coali- 
tion forces since last year, Morrell told 
MSNBC, ‘‘it’s going to be heavy and inten- 
sive in terms of fighting” once the winter 
cold passes. 

The poll began asking only in 2007 whether 
the Afghan war is worth fighting, but sup- 
port has almost certainly never been as low 
as it is in the most recent survey. 

The growing opposition presents Obama 
with a difficult political challenge ahead of 
his 2012 reelection effort, especially in his 
pursuit of independent voters. 

Since Democrats took a beating in last 
year’s midterm elections, Obama has ap- 
pealed to independents with a middle-of-the- 
road approach to George W. Bush-era tax 
cuts and budget negotiations with Repub- 
lican leaders on Capitol Hill. He called a 
news conference last week to express concern 
about rising gasoline prices, an economically 
pressing issue for many independent voters. 

But his approach to the Afghan war has 
not won over the independents or liberal 
Democrats who propelled his campaign two 
years ago, and the most recent Post-ABC 
News poll reinforces the importance of Re- 
publicans as the chief constituency sup- 
porting his strategy. The results suggest 
that the war will be an awkward issue for the 
president as he looks for ways to end it. 
Nearly 1,500 U.S. troops have died since the 
fighting began in 2001. 

During his 2008 campaign, Obama promised 
to withdraw American forces from the Iraq 
war, which he opposed, and devote more re- 
sources to the flagging effort in Afghanistan, 
which he has called an essential front in 
combating Islamist terrorism targeting the 
United States. 

After a months-long strategy review in the 
fall of 2009, he announced the deployment of 
an additional 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghani- 
stan—taking the total to more than 100,000— 
and a July 2011 deadline for the start of their 
withdrawal. 

The number of respondents to the Post- 
ABC News poll who say the war is not worth 
fighting has risen from 44 percent in late 2009 
to 64 percent in the survey conducted last 
week. 

Two-thirds of independents hold that posi- 
tion, according to the poll, and nearly 80 per- 
cent said Obama should withdraw a ‘“‘sub- 
stantial number” of troops from Afghanistan 
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this summer. Barely more than a quarter of 
independents say the war is worth its costs, 
and for the first time a majority feel 
“strongly” that it is not. 

Obama, who met with Petraeus on Monday 
at the White House, has said he will deter- 
mine the pace of the withdrawal by assessing 
conditions on the ground. 

At the same time, U.S. and NATO forces 
have come under sharp criticism from the 
Afghan government. Over the weekend, after 
a NATO bombing killed nine children, Af- 
ghan President Hamid Karzai demanded that 
international troops ‘‘stop their operations 
in our land,’’ a more pointed call than pre- 
vious ones he has made following such dead- 
ly NATO mistakes. 

The telephone poll was conducted March 10 
to 13 among a random national sample of 
1,005 adults. Results from the full poll have a 
margin of sampling error of plus or minus 3.5 
percentage points. 

The survey also asked respondents to as- 
sess Obama’s performance in managing the 
political changes sweeping across the Middle 
East and North Africa. Overall, 45 percent of 
respondents approve of his handling of the 
situation, and 44 percent disapprove. 

In Libya, where Moammar Gaddafi is bat- 
tling а rebel force seeking to end his 41-year 
rule, Obama is under increasing pressure to 
implement a no-fly zone over the country to 
prevent the Libyan leader from taking back 
lost territory and to protect civilians from 
government reprisals. 

Nearly six in 10 Americans say they would 
support U.S. participation in a no-fly zone 
over Libya, the poll found, despite recent 
warnings from Defense Secretary Robert M. 
Gates that doing so would be a ‘‘major oper- 
ation.” 

But the survey found that American sup- 
port dips under 50 percent when it comes to 
unilateral U.S. action, as Democrats and 
independents peel away. 

When told that such a mission would entail 
U.S. warplanes bombing Libyan antiaircraft 
positions and ‘‘continuous patrols,” about a 
quarter of those initially advocating U.S. 
participation turn into opponents. 

After a meeting Monday with Danish 
Prime Minister Lars Loekke Rasmussen, 
Obama said, ‘‘We will be continuing to co- 
ordinate closely both through NATO as well 
as the United Nations and other inter- 
national fora to look at every single option 
that’s available to us in bringing about a 
better outcome for the Libyan people.” 

In general, Americans do not think that 
the changes in the Middle East and North Af- 
rica will prove beneficial to U.S. economic 
and security interests. 

More than seven in 10 respondents said 
demonstrators are interested in building new 
governments, although not necessarily 
democratic ones. Almost half of those sur- 
veyed view the turmoil as undermining the 
United States’ ability to fight terrorist 
groups in the region. 


[From the New York Times, March 6, 2011] 
THE $110 BILLION QUESTION 
(By Thomas L. Friedman) 

When one looks across the Arab world 
today at the stunning spontaneous democ- 
racy uprisings, it is impossible to not ask: 
What are we doing spending $110 billion this 
year supporting corrupt and unpopular re- 
gimes in Afghanistan and Pakistan that are 
almost identical to the governments we’re 
applauding the Arab people for over- 
throwing? 

Ever since 9/11, the West has hoped for a 
war of ideas within the Muslim world that 
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would feature an internal challenge to the 
violent radical Islamic ideology of Osama 
bin Laden and Al Qaeda. That contest, 
though, never really materialized because 
the regimes we counted on to promote it 
found violent Muslim extremism a conven- 
ient foil, so they allowed it to persist. More- 
over, these corrupt, crony capitalist Arab re- 
gimes were hardly the ideal carriers for an 
alternative to bin Ladenism. To the con- 
trary, it was their abusive behavior and vi- 
cious suffocation of any kind of independent 
moderate centrist parties that fueled the ex- 
tremism even more. 

Now the people themselves have taken 
down those regimes in Egypt and Tunisia, 
and they’re rattling the ones in Libya, 
Yemen, Bahrain, Oman and Iran. They are 
not doing it for us, or to answer bin Laden. 
They are doing it by themselves for them- 
selves—because they want their freedom and 
to control their own destinies. But in doing 
so they have created a hugely powerful, mod- 
ernizing challenge to bin Ladenism, which is 
why Al Qaeda today is tongue-tied. It’s a 
beautiful thing to watch. 

Al Qaeda’s answer to modern-day autoc- 
racy was its version of the seventh-century 
Caliphate. But the people—from Tunisia to 
Yemen—have come up with their own answer 
to violent extremism and the abusive re- 
gimes we’ve been propping up. It’s called de- 
mocracy. They have a long way to go to lock 
it in. It may yet be hijacked by religious 
forces. But, for now, it is clear that the ma- 
jority wants to build a future in the 21st cen- 
tury, not the seventh. 

In other words, the Arab peoples have done 
for free, on their own and for their own rea- 
sons, everything that we were paying their 
regimes to do in the ‘‘war on terrorism” but 
they never did. 

And that brings me back to Afghanistan 
and Pakistan. Last October, Transparency 
International rated the regime of President 
Hamid Karzai in Afghanistan as the second 
most corrupt in the world after Somalia’s. 
That is the Afghan regime we will spend 
more than $110 billion in 2011 to support. 

And tell me that Pakistan’s intelligence 
service, ISI, which dominates Pakistani poli- 
tics, isn’t the twin of Hosni Mubarak’s secu- 
rity service. Pakistan’s military leaders play 
the same game Mubarak played with us for 
years. First, they whisper in our ears: ‘‘Psst, 
without us, the radical Islamists will rule. 
So we may not be perfect, but we’re the only 
thing standing in the way of the devil.” In 
reality, though, they are nurturing the devil. 
The ISI is long alleged to have been fostering 
anti-Indian radical Muslim groups and mas- 
terminding the Afghan Taliban. 

Apart from radical Islam, the other pretext 
the Pakistani military uses for its inordi- 
nate grip on power is the external enemy. 
Just as Arab regimes used the conflict with 
Israel for years to keep their people dis- 
tracted and to justify huge military budgets, 
Pakistan’s ISI tells itself, the Pakistani peo- 
ple and us that it can’t stop sponsoring prox- 
ies in Afghanistan because of the ‘‘threat’’ 
from India. 

Here’s a secret: India is not going to invade 
Pakistan. It is an utterly bogus argument. 
India wants to focus on its own development, 
not owning Pakistan’s problems. India has 
the second-largest Muslim population on the 
planet, more even than Pakistan. And while 
Indian Muslims are not without their eco- 
nomic and political grievances, they are, on 
the whole, integrated into India’s democracy 
because it is a democracy. There are no In- 
dian Muslims in Guantanamo Bay. 

Finally, you did not need to dig very far in 
Egypt or Jordan to hear that one reason for 
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the rebellion in Egypt and protests in Jordan 
was the in-your-face corruption and crony 
capitalism that everyone in the public knew 
about. 

That same kind of pillaging of assets—nat- 
ural resources, development aid, the meager 
savings of a million Kabul Bank depositors 
and crony contracts—has fueled a similar 
anger against the regime in Afghanistan and 
undermined our nation-building efforts 
there. 

The truth is we can’t do much to consoli- 
date the democracy movements in Egypt and 
Tunisia. They’ll have to make it work them- 
selves. But we could do what we can, which 
is divert some of the $110 billion we’re lav- 
ishing on the Afghan regime and the Paki- 
stani Army and use it for debt relief, schools 
and scholarships to U.S. universities for 
young Egyptians and Tunisians who had the 
courage to take down the very kind of re- 
gimes we’re still holding up in Kabul and 
Islamabad. 

I know we can’t just walk out of Afghani- 
stan and Pakistan; there are good people, 
too, in both places. But our involvement in 
these two countries—150,000 troops to con- 
front Al Qaeda—is totally out of proportion 
today with our interests and out of all sync 
with our values. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH), 
the ranking member of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to this 
resolution, and I do so as one who does 
firmly believe that we need to, as soon 
as we responsibly can, end our military 
engagement in Afghanistan. The cost is 
very real. 

I represent Joint Base Lewis- 
McChord, which includes Fort Lewis 
Army Base, and we have lost many sol- 
diers in Afghanistan. The families un- 
derstand the cost. We need to wind 
down this war as quickly and as re- 
sponsibly as we can. Unfortunately, 
this resolution does not give us the op- 
portunity to do that. And we have clear 
national security interests in Afghani- 
stan. 

While I may agree with many of the 
statements about the troubles and 
challenges that we face in that region, 
the one thing that you will hear today 
that I cannot agree with is the idea 
that we have no national security in- 
terests in Afghanistan and Pakistan, or 
that we somehow do not have a clear 
mission. We have a clear mission. We 
do not want the Taliban and their al 
Qaeda allies back in charge of Afghani- 
stan or any significant part of Afghani- 
stan from which they could plot at- 
tacks against us, as they are still try- 
ing to do in the parts of Pakistan that 
they are in. 

We need to get an Afghanistan Gov- 
ernment that can stand up, and they 
are going to need our help to get there. 
Now there are many who have argued— 
апа I am sure some on both sides of the 
aisle would be sympathetic with the 
notion that we need to reduce our com- 
mitment there—that a full-scale coun- 
terinsurgency effort, or 100,000 U.S. 
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troops and 150,000 NATO and U.S. 
troops combined, is too much. Let’s go 
with a much lighter footprint. Many 
have advocated that. Focuses on coun- 
terterrorism, focuses on going after the 
terrorists, and allows the Afghans to 
take the lead on everything else. And 
there is a plausible argument for that. 
This resolution does not allow that. 

I want the Members of this Chamber 
to understand this resolution requires 
complete withdrawal of all U.S. forces 
by the end of this year. And I can tell 
you, as the ranking member on the 
Armed Services Committee, that is not 
in the national security interest of this 
country. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BERMAN. I yield the gentleman 
1 additional minute. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. We may 
have a legitimate debate about what 
our presence should be, how we should 
change it, but the notion that we can 
simply walk away from this problem, 
as Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN pointed out, is 
simply not true. And it is a problem 
that, believe me, I, as much as anyone 
in this body, would love to be able to 
walk away from. It is an enormous 
challenge. And what Mr. Friedman has 
to say about the governments of Af- 
ghanistan and Pakistan is spot on. But 
the problem is, we can’t simply walk 
away from them and let them fall be- 
cause of the national security implica- 
tions that that has for us right here at 
home, given what the Taliban and al 
Qaeda would plan. I am all in favor of 
a more reasonable plan for how we go 
forward in Afghanistan, but simply 
heading for the hills and leaving is not 
a responsible plan. It’s not even really 
a plan for how to deal with the very 
difficult challenges that we face in 
that region, and I urge this body to op- 
pose this resolution. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
KUCINICH) for yielding me half of his 
time, and I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 
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Mr. Speaker, we are debating how 
long we are going to be in Afghanistan. 
Recently, Secretary Gates testified be- 
fore the Armed Services Committee, 
which I serve on, and said that he 
thought by 2014 we could start substan- 
tial reduction in our troop strength in 
Afghanistan, 2014, that it might be 2015, 
2016. 

That’s why this debate and this reso- 
lution is so important, not important 
for those of us in the House, but impor- 
tant for our military and the American 
people. 

And Mr. KUCINICH did make reference 
to The Washington Post-ABC poll that 
was taken a couple of days ago that 
said 73 percent of the American people 
said it’s time, this year, to bring our 
troops home. 
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In addition, I would like to share a 
quote from the leader of Afghanistan, 
Mr. Karzai. He’s our man in Afghani- 
stan. All right, now, he’s our man. This 
was his quote З days ago: “I request 
that NATO and America should stop 
these operations on our soil,” Karzai 
said. ‘‘This war is not on our soil. If 
this war is against terror, then this 
war is not here. Terror is not here.” 

The number of al Qaeda and their 
presence in Afghanistan is about 20 or 
30. Most of them are in Pakistan. I 
would agree with that. But this debate 
is critical. 

Before I reserve the balance of my 
time, I want to share very quickly a 
letter from a retired colonel who’s a 
marine that lives in my district: “Т am 
writing this letter to express my con- 
cern over the current Afghanistan war. 
I am a retired marine officer with 31- 
plus years of active duty. I retired in 
2004 due to service limitations, or I am 
sure I would have been on my third or 
fourth deployment by now to a war 
that has gone on too long.” 

And ГІ go to the bottom of this: “It 
makes no sense if we’re there 4 years or 
40. The results will be the same.”’ 

And he closed his letter this way: 
“This war is costing the United States 
billions of dollars a month to wage, and 
we still continue to get more young 
Americans killed. The Afghan war has 
no end state for us. 

“Т urge you to make contact with all 
the current and newly elected men and 
women in Congress and ask them to 
end this war and bring our young men 
and women home. If any of my com- 
ments will assist in this effort, you are 
welcome to use them and my name. 

“Respectfully, Dennis G. Adams, 
Lieutenant Colonel retired, United 
States Marine Corps.” 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
WOOLSEY). 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
absolute support of the resolution of- 
fered by the gentleman from Ohio. 

The war in Afghanistan, almost 10 
years old, has been an utter failure in 
every possible way. It hasn’t elimi- 
nated the terrorist threat. It hasn’t de- 
stroyed the Taliban. It hasn’t advanced 
national security objectives. It hasn’t 
promoted a vibrant democracy in Af- 
ghanistan. It hasn’t done any of the 
things it was supposed to do. 

And General Petraeus’ testimony 
this week didn’t inspire much con- 
fidence either. He continues to offer 
the same vague reassurances about 
progress we’ve supposedly made, while 
being sure to say that challenges re- 
main so he can continue justifying a 
substantial troop presence in Afghani- 
stan. But I’m not reassured in the 
least. And much more importantly, the 
American people aren’t reassured. 

After 9% years, after seeing 1,500 of 
their fellow citizens killed, after writ- 
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ing a check to the tune of $386 billion, 
they’ve had enough. They are angry, 
they are frustrated, as well they should 
be. 

A new poll shows that nearly two- 
thirds of Americans, 64 percent, think 
the war isn’t worth fighting. This is 
one of the least popular things our gov- 
ernment is doing, and yet it’s just 
about the only one Republicans don’t 
want to cut. 

I think it’s about time the people’s 
House listened to the people on the 
issue of war and peace and life and 
death. We need to negotiate, and we 
need to sign the Status of Forces 
Agreement, SOFA, with Afghanistan. 

We need to move quickly toward the 
massive redeployment in July, as the 
President promised more than a year 
ago. In the name of moral decency, fis- 
cal sanity and constitutional integrity, 
it’s time to bring our troops home. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
before I yield to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MCKEON), the chairman 
of the House Armed Services Com- 
mittee, it is important to underscore, 
as the Under Secretary of Defense 
Michele Flournoy has, that to with- 
draw from Afghanistan at this time, 
before we finish the job, is to pave the 
way for the next 9/11. 

She and other U.S. and allied offi- 
cials note that we need look no further 
than the example of Ahmad Siddiqui, a 
36-year-old German of Afghan origin 
who U.S. interrogators talked to, and 
he revealed Osama bin Laden was plan- 
ning an attack on Europe. Without our 
boots on the ground in Afghanistan the 
plot against Europe might never have 
been uncovered. Without our boots on 
the ground, we will not be able to stop 
the next wave of attacks against our 
homeland, our citizens, our families, 
and ourselves. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCKEON), the esteemed chairman of 
the House Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with my colleagues from the Foreign 
Services Committee, Foreign Affairs 
Committee, and my colleagues from 
the Armed Services Committee in op- 
position to this resolution. This resolu- 
tion would undermine the efforts of our 
military commanders and troops as 
they work side by side with their Af- 
ghan and coalition partners. 

Yesterday, in his testimony before 
the House Armed Services Committee, 
General Petraeus, commander of the 
U.S. and allied forces in Afghanistan, 
described significant progress made by 
our troops and Afghan forces. But 
while the United States is on track to 
accomplish our objectives by 2014, the 
general also warned that this hard- 
fought progress is fragile and revers- 
ible; and he urged that continued sup- 
port from this Congress for our mission 
in Afghanistan is vital to success. 
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When asked specifically how our 
troops and enemies would view the res- 
olution before us today, General 
Petraeus stated: The Taliban and al 
Qaeda obviously would trumpet this as 
a victory. Needless to say, it would 
completely undermine everything our 
troopers have fought so much and sac- 
rificed so much for. 

Mr. Speaker, when the President au- 
thorized a surge of 30,000 additional 
troops, he reminded us of why we are in 
Afghanistan. It’s the epicenter of 
where al Qaeda planned and launched 
the 9/11 attacks against innocent 
Americans. It remains vital to the na- 
tional security of this country to pro- 
hibit the Taliban from once again pro- 
viding sanctuary to al Qaeda leaders. 

Moreover, withdrawing before com- 
pleting our mission would reinforce ex- 
tremist propaganda that Americans are 
weak and unreliable allies and could 
facilitate extremist recruiting and fu- 
ture attacks. 

Like most Republicans, I supported 
the President’s decision to surge in Af- 
ghanistan. I believe that with addi- 
tional forces, combined with giving 
General Petraeus the time, space and 
resources he needs, we can win this 
conflict. 

During a visit last week with our 
troops in Afghanistan, Secretary Gates 
observed the closer you get to this 
fight, the better it looks. Having just 
returned myself from Afghanistan a 
few weeks ago, I couldn’t agree more. 

Our delegation to Afghanistan met 
with senior military commanders and 
diplomats, talked to airmen at 
Bagram, marines in Helmand and sol- 
diers in Kandahar. It was clear to our 
delegation that our forces have made 
significant gains and have reversed the 
Taliban’s momentum. 
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Our forces and their Afghan partners 
have cleared enemy strongholds, swept 
up significant weapons caches, and 
given more Afghans the confidence to 
defy the Taliban. We have made consid- 
erable progress in growing and profes- 
sionalizing Afghanistan’s army and po- 
lice so these forces are more capable 
and reliable partners to our own 
troops. 

As significant as our troops’ achieve- 
ments in the fields are, they can easily 
be undone by poor decisions made here 
in Washington. Today’s debate is not 
being conducted in a vacuum. Our 
troops are listening. Our allies are lis- 
tening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. MCKEON. The Taliban and al 
Qaeda are also listening. And, finally, 
the Afghan people are listening. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to send a clear 
message to the Afghan people and gov- 
ernment, our coalition partners, our 


The 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


military men and women that this 
Congress will stand firm in our com- 
mitment to free us from the problems 
that the Taliban created for us on 9/11. 
We will not have this sanctuary ever 
happen again. 

I urge my colleagues to vote “по” on 
this resolution. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in opposition to the resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the third debate 
we have had pursuant to a war powers 
resolution in the last year. 

I completely agree with the gen- 
tleman from Ohio that as we are mov- 
ing into the 10th year of this conflict, 
it is critical—not just nice, it is really 
critical for the House to have an open 
and honest debate on the merits of our 
ongoing military operations in Afghan- 
istan, and that debate should be out- 
side of the context of a defense spend- 
ing bill. 

But what I also do is take strong 
issue with the invocation of section 
5(c) of the War Powers Act as the basis 
for this debate. If we are here to re- 
spect the law and the procedures, you 
have to remember that it is that sec- 
tion which authorizes a privileged reso- 
lution, like the one we have before us 
today, to require the withdrawal of 
U.S. Forces when they are engaged in 
hostilities and Congress has not au- 
thorized the use of military force. 

There may be aspects of our oper- 
ations around the world that people 
can claim under section 5(c) have not 
been authorized. No one can make a 
contention that what we are now doing 
in Afghanistan was not authorized by 
the Congress. There can be no doubt 
this military action in Afghanistan 
was authorized. It was authorized in 
2001, soon after 9/11. 

But let’s set aside the procedure and 
the specific dictates of the statute. I do 
think and share my concerns, well ar- 
ticulated by the ranking member of the 
House Armed Services Committee, that 
it is not responsible to demand a com- 
plete withdrawal of our troops from Af- 
ghanistan by the end of the year with- 
out regard to the consequence of our 
withdrawal, without regard to the situ- 
ation on the ground, including efforts 
to promote economic development and 
expand the rule of law, and without 
any measurement of whether the cur- 
rent strategy is indeed working. 

I am very sensitive to the arguments 
posed by the gentleman from Ohio. The 
cost of human life due to the war and 
the heavy costs incurred by our coun- 
try at a time of great economic hard- 
ship should give any Member of Con- 
gress pause. 

I am also keenly aware of the con- 
cerns regarding our overall U.S. strat- 
egy in Afghanistan. It remains to be 
seen whether а counterinsurgency 
strategy will succeed there and, equal- 
ly important, whether the Afghans are 
taking sufficient responsibility for this 
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war. I am troubled that the war very 
much remains an American-led effort 
and that the U.S. presence has created 
a culture of dependency in Afghani- 
stan. 

Notwithstanding all that, I won’t 
support a call for a full withdrawal 
until we give the President’s strategy 
additional time, at least through the 
spring, to show results or, without a re- 
sponsible withdrawal strategy, to en- 
sure gains made thus far will not be 
lost. 

A number of positive developments 
make me unwilling to throw in the 
towel just yet. For example, as noted 
by General Petraeus in testimony yes- 
terday, coalition forces have been mak- 
ing some progress against Taliban 
forces in southern Afghanistan. In ad- 
dition, the training of Afghan security 
forces has exceeded targets, and we are 
inching slowly toward the point at 
which they may be able to secure their 
own borders. 

A final plea to my colleagues, and 
that is to some of my colleagues who 
are joining me in opposing this resolu- 
tion. Iam sure we are not going to suc- 
ceed in Afghanistan unless our civilian 
efforts are fully resourced. When I 
traveled to Afghanistan last April, I 
was encouraged to see our military 
forces, diplomats, and development ex- 
perts working closely together in the 
field. 

General Petraeus couldn’t have been 
more clear in his testimony: We are 
setting ourselves up for failure if we 
fully fund the clear part of the Presi- 
dent’s counterinsurgency strategy, the 
part carried out by the military, but 
shortchange the hold-and-build por- 
tions of the strategy, like economic de- 
velopment and building good govern- 
ance. These are the keys to lasting suc- 
cess in Afghanistan. These are the keys 
to a successful counterinsurgency 
strategy. And when we meet those 
tests and do those works, we may be 
able to create the environment that 
will allow our troops to return home. 

For all these reasons, I oppose the 
resolution. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, we will be 
debating this probably in 2015 or 2016. If 
I am not here, somebody else will be, 
because that is how long we are going 
to be there. 

This general that served in the Ma- 
rine Corps that has advised me for 11 
months, back in November I asked: 
“What do you think about 4 more 
years?”’ 

I am just going to read part of his 
email: 

“T do not believe that 40 more years 
would guarantee victory, whatever 
that is; so 4 will do nothing. The war is 
costing money and lives, all in short 
supply.” 

I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN). 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of this 
resolution. 
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First, I want to thank the gentleman 
from North Carolina for yielding me 
this time. And I want to pay tribute to 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. JONES), who is one of the kindest, 
most sincere, and most courageous 
Members that we have in this body. 

I voted, Mr. Speaker, for this war, 
but I sure didn’t vote for a 10-year war 
or a forever or a permanent or an end- 
less war. 

There is nothing fiscally conserv- 
ative about this war, and I think con- 
servatives should be the people most 
horrified by this war. 

Alfred Regnery, the publisher of the 
Conservative American Spectator mag- 
azine, wrote last October: ‘‘Afghani- 
stan has little strategic value, and the 
war is one of choice rather than neces- 
sity.” And he added that it has been a 
“wasteful and frustrating decade.”’ 

The worst thing about Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan is all the young people who 
have been killed. But it is also very 
sad, Mr. Speaker, that we have spent 
hundreds of billions of dollars—in fact, 
some estimates are $2 trillion or $3 tril- 
lion now in indirect costs—to carry on 
these two very unnecessary wars. 

Our Constitution does not give us the 
authority to run another country, and 
that is basically what we have been 
doing. We have been doing more nation 
building and more civilian functions 
than anything else, and we have been 
turning the Department of Defense, at 
least in Iraq and Afghanistan, into the 
Department of Foreign Aid. 

I had a conservative Republican 
elected official from my district in my 
office this past Monday. His son is in 
Afghanistan in the Army, and he said 
he asked his son recently what we were 
accomplishing there, and he said his 
son said, ‘‘Dad, we’re accomplishing 
nothing.” 

We seem to be making the same mis- 
takes in our policies toward Afghani- 
stan that we made in Iraq. Even Gen- 
eral Petraeus has said some time ago 
that we should never forget that Af- 
ghanistan has been known as the 
“graveyard of empires.” 

George C. Wilson, a military col- 
umnist for the Congress Daily, wrote a 
few months ago: ‘Тһе American mili- 
tary’s mission to pacify the 40,000 tiny 
villages in Afghanistan will look like 
mission impossible, especially if our 
bombings keep killing Afghan civilians 
and infuriating the ones who survive.” 

The Center for Defense Information 
said late last year we have now spent 
$439.8 billion on war and war-related 
costs in Afghanistan, and $1.63 trillion 
so far on the war and war-related costs 
in Iraq. As I said a moment ago, these 
figures should astound fiscal conserv- 
atives. 

Georgie Anne Geyer, a syndicated 
columnist, wrote a few years ago: 
“Critics of the war have said since the 
beginning of the conflict that Ameri- 
cans, still strangely complacent about 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


overseas wars being waged by minori- 
ties in their name, will inevitably 
come to a point where they will see 
they have to have a government that 
provides services at home or one that 
seeks empire across the globe.”’ 

I just finished, Mr. Speaker, a few 
weeks ago doing field hearings around 
the country in relation to the transpor- 
tation and highway bill. These were 
done in Oklahoma, Arkansas, West Vir- 
ginia, and west Tennessee—very con- 
servative districts. And in each of 
those places, I said that it’s time that 
we stop spending hundreds of billions 
on these unnecessary foreign wars and 
stop rebuilding in Iraq and Afghanistan 
and start rebuilding the United States 
of America. 
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In each of those conservative dis- 
tricts, the people erupted into ap- 
plause. Only 31 percent of the Amer- 
ican people, according to the latest 
ABC/Newsweek poll that just came out, 
think this war is still worth it. 

William Е. Buckley, the conservative 
icon, wrote a few years ago that he 
supported the war in Iraq and then he 
became disillusioned by it, and he 
wrote these words: 

“A respect for the power of the 
United States is engendered by our suc- 
cess in engagements in which we take 
part.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. JONES. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. William 
Buckley said: 

“A point is reached when tenacity 
conveys steadfastness of purpose but 
misapplication of pride.” 

President Karzai last year told ABC 
News he wanted us to stay there an- 
other 15 or 20 more years. That’s be- 
cause he wants our money. This war is 
more about money and power. Every 
gigantic bureaucracy always wants 
more money, but this war has gone too 
far and too long, and I support this res- 
olution. 


The 


GENERAL LEAVE 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re- 
marks and include extraneous material 
on House Concurrent Resolution 28. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. With that, Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT), the 
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Sub- 
committee on the Middle East and 
South Asia. 

Mr. CHABOT. Thank you, Madam 
Chair, and thank you for your steadfast 
commitment to the men and women 
who gallantly serve our country on the 
battlefield. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the resolution. First, let me get one ar- 
gument out of the way. I’ve heard be- 
fore some of my colleagues who sup- 
port an American retreat from Afghan- 
istan describe this effort as a fiscal 
matter. I would respond to that argu- 
ment by simply stating that it’s not a 
question of whether we can afford to 
fund a military presence in Afghani- 
stan, its a matter of whether we can 
afford not to, particularly at this 
point. 

I think my colleagues know that Pm 
very uncomfortable spending taxpayer 
dollars without a solid justification, 
and I would match my fiscal conserv- 
ative credentials with anybody in this 
body. But when it comes to national 
security and when it comes to the care 
and protection of our troops in harm’s 
way, we must not be, to use a phrase 
that you often hear on this floor, penny 
wise and pound foolish. 

Further, a premature withdrawal of 
American troops from the Afghan the- 
ater would send a terrible message to 
both our friends and also to our adver- 
saries. To our allies in the war on ter- 
rorism whom we would leave essen- 
tially twisting in the wind, to those 47 
other nations that have joined the coa- 
lition in Afghanistan, we would essen- 
tially be saying, ‘‘Good luck. You’re on 
your own.” Not exactly what they had 
in mind when they joined us in this 
fight. 

And, of course, to al Qaeda and to the 
Taliban, whom we would embolden by 
adopting this ill-advised resolution, we 
would be providing, once again, the 
sanctuary which they enjoyed in Af- 
ghanistan before our Armed Forces re- 
versed their momentum. 

I don’t often find myself in agree- 
ment with President Obama’s policies, 
but I did agree with him when he said 
a little more than a year ago, “I am 
convinced that our security is at risk 
in Afghanistan and Pakistan. This is 
the epicenter of violent extremism 
practiced by al Qaeda. It is from here 
that we were attacked on 9/11, and it is 
here that new attacks are being plotted 
as I speak.” That was President 
Obama. 

I also agree with General Petraeus 
who said last week that ‘‘our core ob- 
jective in Afghanistan, needless to say, 
is to ensure that the country does not 
become a sanctuary once again for al 
Qaeda, the way it was prior to 9/11.” 

I know memories fade with time, but 
it’s been not quite 10 years since 3,000 
lives were lost on American soil—in 
New York, in Pennsylvania, and just 
minutes from here down the street at 
the Pentagon. Let’s not forget what al 
Qaeda did then and let’s keep working 
to prevent it from happening again. 
Let’s not quit until the job is done. 

Vote “по” on this resolution. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I would like to insert 
into the RECORD a report from the 
United Nations that says that 2010 was 
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the worst year for civilian casualties in 
Afghanistan with nearly 3,000 civilians 
killed. 


AFGHANISTAN—ANNUAL REPORT ON PROTEC- 
TION OF CIVILIANS IN ARMED CONFLICT 2010 


Kabul, Afghanistan, March 2011 
Executive Summary 


The human cost of the armed conflict in 
Afghanistan grew in 2010. The Afghanistan 
Independent Human Rights Commission and 
UNAMA Human Rights recorded 2,777 civil- 
ian deaths in 2010, an increase of 15 per cent 
compared to 2009. Over the past four years, 
8,832 civilians have been killed in the con- 
flict, with civilian deaths increasing each 
year. The worsening human impact of the 
conflict reinforces the urgent need for par- 
ties to the conflict to do more to protect Af- 
ghan civilians, who, in 2010, were killed and 
injured in their homes and communities in 
even greater numbers. UNAMA Human 
Rights and the Afghanistan Independent 
Human Rights Commission urge the Anti- 
Government Elements and Pro-Government 
Forces to strengthen civilian protection and 
fully comply legal obligations to minimize 
civilian casualties. 

CIVILIAN DEATHS 


Of the total number of 2,777 civilians killed 
in 2010, 2,080 deaths (75 per cent of total civil- 
ian deaths) were attributed to Anti-Govern- 
ment Elements, up 28 per cent from 2009. Sui- 
cide attacks and improvised explosive de- 
vices (IEDs) caused the most civilian deaths, 
totaling 1,141 deaths (55 per cent of civilian 
deaths attributed to Anti-Government Ele- 
ments). The most alarming trend in 2010 was 
the huge number of civilians assassinated by 
Anti-Government Elements. Four hundred 
and sixty two civilians were assassinated 
representing an increase of more than 105 per 
cent compared to 2009. Half of all civilian as- 
sassinations occurred in southern Afghani- 
stan. Helmand province saw a 588 per cent in- 
crease in the number of civilians assas- 
sinated by Anti-Government Elements and 
Kandahar province experienced a 248 per cent 
increase compared to 2009. 

Afghan national security and international 
military forces (Pro-Government Forces) 
were linked to 440 deaths or 16 per cent of 
total civilian deaths, a reduction of 26 per 
cent from 2009. Aerial attacks claimed the 
largest percentage of civilian deaths caused 
by Pro-Government Forces in 2010, causing 
171 deaths (39 per cent of the total number of 
civilian deaths attributed to Pro-Govern- 
ment Forces). Notably, there was a 52 per 
cent decline in civilian deaths from air at- 
tacks compared to 2009. Nine per cent of ci- 
vilian deaths in 2010 could not be attributed 
to any party to the conflict. 

I would like to put into the RECORD a 
report from the Afghanistan Rights 
Monitor relating to the number of ci- 
vilians killed and wounded and dis- 
placed. 

ARM ANNUAL REPORT 
CIVILIAN CASUALTIES OF WAR 
JANUARY—DECEMBER 2010 
Kabul, Afghanistan, February 2011 
Executive Summary 

Over nine years after the internationally- 
celebrated demise of the repressive Taliban 
regime in Afghanistan, civilian Afghans in- 
creasingly suffer from the armed violence 
and rights violations committed by various 
internal and external armed actors. More or- 
dinary Afghans were killed and injured in 
2010 than a year before. And while US offi- 
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cials dubbed Afghanistan as their longest 
foreign war, Afghans suffered it for 32 years 
relentlessly. 

Almost everything related to the war 
surged in 2010: the combined numbers of Af- 
ghan and foreign forces surpassed 350,000; se- 
curity incidents mounted to over 100 per 
week; more fighters from all warring side 
were killed; and the number of civilian peo- 
ple killed, wounded and displaced hit record 
levels. 

Collecting information about every secu- 
rity incident and verifying the often con- 
flicting reports about their impacts on civil- 
ian people were extremely difficult and 
risky. The war was as heatedly fought 
through propaganda and misinformation as 
it was in the battlefields thus making inde- 
pendent and impartial war reporting tricky 
and complex. 

Despite all the challenges, we spared no ef- 
forts in gathering genuine information, facts 
and figures about the impacts of war on ci- 
vilian communities. Our resources were lim- 
ited and we lacked the luxury of strategic/ 
political support from one or another side of 
the conflict because we stood by our profes- 
sional integrity. We, however, managed to 
use our indigenous knowledge and delved 
into a wealth of local information available 
in the conflict-affected villages in order to 
seek more reliable facts about the war. 

From 1 January to 31 December 2010, at 
least 2,421 civilian Afghans were killed and 
over 3,270 were injured in conflict-related se- 
curity incidents across Afghanistan. This 
means everyday 6-7 noncombatants were 
killed and 8-9 were wounded in the war. 

ARM does not claim that these numbers— 
although collected and verified to the best of 
our efforts—are comprehensive and perfect. 
Actual numbers of the civilian victims of 
war in 2010 could be higher than what we 
gathered and present in this report. 

Unsurprisingly, about 63 percent of the re- 
ported civilian deaths and 70 percent of the 
injuries were attributed to the Armed Oppo- 
sition Groups (AOGs) (Taliban, Hezb-e-Islami 
and the Haqqani Group); 21 percent of deaths 
(512 individuals) and 22 percent of injuries 
(655) were attributed to US/NATO forces; and 
12 percent of deaths (278 individuals) and 7 
percent (239) injuries were caused by pro-gov- 
ernment Afghan troops and their allied local 
militia forces. 

In addition to civilian casualties, hundreds 
of thousands of people were affected in var- 
ious ways by the intensified armed violence 
in Afghanistan in 2010. Tens of thousands of 
people were forced out of their homes or de- 
prived of healthcare and education services 
and livelihood opportunities due to the con- 
tinuation of war in their home areas. 

In November 2010, ARM was the first orga- 
nization to voice concerns about the destruc- 
tion of hundreds of houses, pomegranate 
trees and orchards in several districts in 
Kandahar Province by US-led forces as part 
of their counterinsurgency operations. In 
January 2011, an Afghan Government delega- 
tion reported the damage costs at over 
US$100 million. In compensation, US/NATO 
forces have doled out less than $2 million. 

Improvised Explosive Devices (IEDs) are 
widely considered as the most lethal tools 
which killed over 690 civilians in 2010. How- 
ever, as you will read in this report, there is 
virtually no information about the use of 
cluster munitions by US/NATO forces. De- 
spite Afghanistan’s accession to the inter- 
national Anti-Cluster Bomb Treaty in 2008, 
the US military has allegedly maintained 
stockpiles of cluster munitions in Afghani- 
stan. 
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A second key issue highlighted in this re- 
port is the emergence of the irregular armed 
groups in parts of Afghanistan which are 
backed by the Afghan Government and its 
foreign allies. These groups have been de- 
plored as criminal and predatory by many 
Afghans and have already been accused of se- 
vere human rights violations such as child 
recruitment and sexual abuse. 


I would like to put into the RECORD a 
report from the Congressional Re- 
search Service that the war in Afghani- 
stan has cost over $454 billion to date. 

INTRODUCTION: WAR FUNDING TO DATE 

Since the terrorist attacks of September 
11, 2001, the United States has initiated three 
military operations: Operation Enduring 
Freedom (OEF) covering primarily Afghani- 
stan and other small Global War on Terror 
(GWOT) operations ranging from the Phil- 
ippines to Djibouti that began immediately 
after the 9/11 attacks and continues; Oper- 
ation Noble Eagle (ONE) providing enhanced 
security for U.S. military bases and other 
homeland security that was launched in re- 
sponse to the attacks and continues at a 
modest level; and Operation Iraqi Freedom 
(OIF) that began in the fall of 2002 with the 
buildup of troops for the March 2003 invasion 
of Iraq, continued with counter-insurgency 
and stability operations, and is slated to be 
renamed Operation New Dawn as U.S. troops 
focus on an advisory and assistance role. 

In the ninth year of operations since the 9/ 
11 attacks while troops are being withdrawn 
in Iraq and increased in Afghanistan, the 
cost of war continues to be a major issue in- 
cluding the total amount appropriated, the 
amount for each operation, average monthly 
spending rates, and the scope and duration of 
future costs. Information on costs is useful 
to Congress to assess the FY2010 Supple- 
mental for war costs for the Department of 
Defense (DOD) and State/USAID, FY2011 war 
requests, conduct oversight of past war 
costs, and consider the longer-term costs im- 
plications of the buildup of troops in Afghan- 
istan and potential problems in the with- 
drawal of U.S. troops from Iraq. This report 
analyzes war funding for the Defense Depart- 
ment and tracks funding for USAID and VA 
Medical funding. 

TOTAL WAR FUNDING BY OPERATION 

Based on DOD estimates and budget sub- 
missions, the cumulative total for funds ap- 
propriated from the 9/11 attacks through the 
FY2010 Supplemental Appropriations Acts 
for DOD, State/USAID and VA for medical 
costs for the wars in Iraq, Afghanistan and 
enhanced security is $1,121 billion including: 
$751 billion for Iraq; $336 billion for Afghani- 
stan; $29 billion for enhanced security; and $6 
billion unallocated. 

Of this total, 67% is for Iraq, 30% for Af- 
ghanistan, 3% for enhanced security and 1/2% 
unallocated. Almost all of the funding for 
Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) is for Af- 
ghanistan. 

This total includes funding provided in 
H.R. 4899/P.L. 111-212, the FY2010 Supple- 
mental Appropriations Act enacted July 29, 
2010. 

Some 94% of this funding goes to the De- 
partment of Defense (DOD) to cover pri- 
marily incremental war-related costs, that 
is, costs that are in addition to DOD’s nor- 
mal peacetime activities. These costs in- 
clude: military personnel funds to provide 
special pay for deployed personnel such as 
hostile fire or separation pay and to cover 
the additional cost of activating reservists, 
as well pay for expanding the Army and Ma- 
rine Corps to reduce stress on troops; Oper- 
ation and Maintenance (O&M) funds to 
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transport troops and their equipment to Iraq 
and Afghanistan, conduct military oper- 
ations, provide in-country support at bases, 
and repairing war-worn equipment; Procure- 
ment funding to cover buying new weapons 
systems to replace war losses, and upgrade 
equipment, pay modernization costs associ- 
ated with expanding and changing the struc- 
ture of the size of the Army and Marine 
Corps; Research, Development, Test & Eval- 
uation costs to develop more effective ways 
to combat war threats such as roadside 
bombs; Working Capital Funds to cover ex- 
panding the size of inventories of spare parts 
and fuel to provide wartime support; and 
Military construction primarily to construct 
facilities in bases in Iraq or Afghanistan or 
neighboring countries. 

In addition, the Administration initiated 
several programs specifically targeted at 
problems that developed in the Afghan and 
Iraq wars: Coalition support to cover the 
logistical costs of allies, primarily Pakistan, 
conducting counter-terror operations in sup- 
port of U.S. efforts; Commanders Emergency 
Response Program (CERP) providing funds 
to individual commanders for small recon- 
struction projects and to pay local militias 
in Iraq and Afghanistan to counter insurgent 
or Taliban groups; Afghan Security Forces 
Fund and the Iraq Security Forces Fund to 
pay the cost of training, equipping and ex- 
panding the size of the Afghan and Iraqi ar- 
mies and police forces; and Joint Improvised 
Explosive Device (IEDs) Defeat Fund to de- 
velop, buy, and deploy new devices to im- 
prove force protection for soldiers against 
roadside bombs or IEDs. 


I would like to put into the RECORD 
an article by Nobel prize-winning econ- 
omist Joseph Stiglitz and Linda Bilmes 
in the Washington Post that says there 
is no question the Iraq war added sub- 
stantially to the Federal debt. 

[From the Times, Feb. 23, 2008] 


THE THREE TRILLION DOLLAR WAR—THE COST 
OF THE IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN CONFLICTS 
HAVE GROWN TO STAGGERING PROPORTIONS 


(By Joseph Stiglitz and Linda Bilmes) 


The Bush Administration was wrong about 
the benefits of the war and it was wrong 
about the costs of the war. The president and 
his advisers expected a quick, inexpensive 
conflict. Instead, we have a war that is cost- 
ing more than anyone could have imagined. 

The cost of direct US military operations— 
not even including long-term costs such as 
taking care of wounded veterans—already 
exceeds the cost of the 12-year war in Viet- 
nam and is more than double the cost of the 
Korean War. 

And, even in the best case scenario, these 
costs are projected to be almost ten times 
the cost of the first Gulf War, almost a third 
more than the cost of the Vietnam War, and 
twice that of the First World War. The only 
war in our history which cost more was the 
Second World War, when 16.3 million U.S. 
troops fought in a campaign lasting four 
years, at a total cost (in 2007 dollars, after 
adjusting for inflation) of about $5 trillion 
(that’s $5 million million, or £2.5 million mil- 
lion). With virtually the entire armed forces 
committed to fighting the Germans and Jap- 
anese, the cost per troop (in today’s dollars) 
was less than $100,000 in 2007 dollars. By con- 
trast, the Iraq war is costing upward of 
$400,000 per troop. 

Most Americans have yet to feel these 
costs. The price in blood has been paid by 
our voluntary military and by hired contrac- 
tors. The price in treasure has, in a sense, 
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been financed entirely by borrowing. Taxes 
have not been raised to pay for it—in fact, 
taxes on the rich have actually fallen. Def- 
icit spending gives the illusion that the laws 
of economics can be repealed, that we can 
have both guns and butter. But of course the 
laws are not repealed. The costs of the war 
are real even if they have been deferred, pos- 
sibly to another generation. 

Background 

American voters must choose: more bene- 
fits or more defence; $3 trillion budget leaves 
little for Bush to bank on; MoD forced to cut 
budget by £1.5bn; they’re running our tanks 
on empty. 

On the eve of war, there were discussions 
of the likely costs. Larry Lindsey, President 
Bush’s economic adviser and head of the Na- 
tional Economic Council, suggested that 
they might reach $200 billion. But this esti- 
mate was dismissed as ‘‘baloney’’ by the 
Defence Secretary, Donald Rumsfeld. His 
deputy, Paul Wolfowitz, suggested that post- 
war reconstruction could pay for itself 
through increased oil revenues. Mitch Dan- 
iels, the Office of Management and Budget 
director, and Secretary Rumsfeld estimated 
the costs in the range of $50 to $60 billion, a 
portion of which they believed would be fi- 
nanced by other countries. (Adjusting for in- 
flation, in 2007 dollars, they were projecting 
costs of between $57 and $69 billion.) The 
tone of the entire administration was cava- 
lier, as if the sums involved were minimal. 

Even Lindsey, after noting that the war 
could cost $200 billion, went on to say: ‘‘The 
successful prosecution of the war would be 
good for the economy.” In ә retrospect, 
Lindsey grossly underestimated both the 
costs of the war itself and the costs to the 
economy. Assuming that Congress approves 
the rest of the $200 billion war supplemental 
requested for fiscal year 2008, as this book 
goes to press Congress will have appropriated 
a total of over $845 billion for military oper- 
ations, reconstruction, embassy costs, en- 
hanced security at US bases, and foreign aid 
programmes in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

As the fifth year of the war draws to a 
close, operating costs (spending on the war 
itself, what you might call “running ex- 
penses’’) for 2008 are projected to exceed $12.5 
billion a month for Iraq alone, up from $4.4 
billion in 2003, and with Afghanistan the 
total is $16 billion a month. Sixteen billion 
dollars is equal to the annual budget of the 
United Nations, or of all but 13 of the US 
states. Even so, it does not include the $500 
billion we already spend per year on the reg- 
ular expenses of the Defence Department. 
Nor does it include other hidden expendi- 
tures, such as intelligence gathering, or 
funds mixed in with the budgets of other de- 
partments. 

Because there are so many costs that the 
Administration does not count, the total 
cost of the war is higher than the official 
number. For example, government officials 
frequently talk about the lives of our sol- 
diers as priceless. But from a cost perspec- 
tive, these ‘‘priceless’”’ lives show up on the 
Pentagon ledger simply as _ $500,000—the 
amount paid out to survivors in death bene- 
fits and life insurance. After the war began, 
these were increased from $12,240 to $100,000 
(death benefit) and from $250,000 to $400,000 
(life insurance). Even these increased 
amounts are a fraction of what the survivors 
might have received had these individuals 
lost their lives in a senseless automobile ac- 
cident. In areas such as health and safety 
regulation, the US Government values a life 
of a young man at the peak of his future 
earnings capacity in excess of $7 million—far 
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greater than the amount that the military 
pays in death benefits. Using this figure, the 
cost of the nearly 4,000 American troops 
killed in Iraq adds up to some $28 billion. 

The costs to society are obviously far larg- 
er than the numbers that show up on the 
government’s budget. Another example of 
hidden costs is the understating of U.S. mili- 
tary casualties. The Defense Department’s 
casualty statistics focus on casualties that 
result from hostile (combat) action—as de- 
termined by the military. Yet if a soldier is 
injured or dies in a night-time vehicle acci- 
dent, this is officially dubbed ‘‘noncombat 
related’’—even though it may be too unsafe 
for soldiers to travel during daytime. 

In fact, the Pentagon keeps two sets of 
books. The first is the official casualty list 
posted on the DOD Web site. The second, 
hard-to-find, set of data is available only on 
a different website and can be obtained under 
the Freedom of Information Act. This data 
shows that the total number of soldiers who 
have been wounded, injured, or suffered from 
disease is double the number wounded in 
combat. Some will argue that a percentage 
of these noncombat injuries might have hap- 
pened even if the soldiers were not in Iraq. 
Our new research shows that the majority of 
these injuries and illnesses can be tied di- 
rectly to service in the war. 

From the unhealthy brew of emergency 
funding, multiple sets of books, and chronic 
underestimates of the resources required to 
prosecute the war, we have attempted to 
identify how much we have been spending— 
and how much we will, in the end, likely 
have to spend. The figure we arrive at is 
more than $3 trillion. Our calculations are 
based on conservative assumptions. They are 
conceptually simple, even if occasionally 
technically complicated. A $3 trillion figure 
for the total cost strikes us as judicious, and 
probably errs on the low side. Needless to 
say, this number represents the cost only to 
the United States. It does not reflect the 
enormous cost to the rest of the world, or to 
Iraq. 

From the beginning, the United Kingdom 
has played a pivotal role—strategic, mili- 
tary, and political—in the Iraq conflict. Mili- 
tarily, the UK contributed 46,000 troops, 10 
per cent of the total. Unsurprisingly, then, 
the British experience in Iraq has paralleled 
that of America: rising casualties, increasing 
operating costs, poor transparency over 
where the money is going, overstretched 
military resources, and scandals over the 
squalid conditions and inadequate medical 
care for some severely wounded veterans. 

Before the war, Gordon Brown set aside £ 1 
billion for war spending. As of late 2007, the 
UK had spent an estimated £ 7 billion in di- 
rect operating expenditures in Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan (76 per cent of it in Iraq). This in- 
cludes money from a supplemental ‘‘special 
reserve’’, plus additional spending from the 
Ministry of Defense. 

The special reserve comes on top of the 
UK’s regular defense budget. The British sys- 
tem is particularly opaque: funds from the 
special reserve are ‘“‘drawn down’’ ру the 
Ministry of Defense when required, without 
specific approval by Parliament. As a result, 
British citizens have little clarity about how 
much is actually being spent. 

In addition, the social costs in the UK are 
similar to those in the U.S.—families who 
leave jobs to care for wounded soldiers, and 
diminished quality of life for those thou- 
sands left with disabilities. 

By the same token, there are macro- 
economic costs to the UK as there have been 
to America, though the long-term costs may 
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be less, for two reasons. First, Britain did 
not have the same policy of fiscal profligacy; 
and second, until 2005, the United Kingdom 
was a net oil exporter. 

We have assumed that British forces in 
Iraq are reduced to 2,500 this year and re- 
main at that level until 2010. We expect that 
British forces in Afghanistan will increase 
slightly, from 7,000 to 8,000 in 2008, and re- 
main stable for three years. The House of 
Commons Defense Committee has recently 
found that despite the cut in troop levels, 
Iraq war costs will increase by 2 per cent this 
year and personnel costs will decrease by 
only 5 per cent. Meanwhile, the cost of mili- 
tary operations in Afghanistan is due to rise 
by 39 per cent. The estimates in our model 
may be significantly too low if these pat- 
terns continue. 

Based on assumptions set out in our book, 
the budgetary cost to the UK of the wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan through 2010 will total 
more than £ 18 billion. If we include the so- 
cial costs, the total impact on the UK will 
exceed £ 20 billion. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, Mr. BARNEY 
FRANK. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, first, any suggestion that this 
is any way disrespectful of the sacrifice 
of our troops is nonsense. Saying that 
we do not want brave Americans to 
continue in a very difficult situation in 
which they are at a great disadvantage 
and that in fact we would like to bring 
them home is no criticism of them at 
all, and nothing undermines their abil- 
ity to be there. There is a policy deci- 
sion as to whether they should be 
there. 

Now my friend from Washington and 
my friend from California have said, 
well, this isn’t the right forum 
parliamentarily, and my friend from 
Washington said, yes, we should have a 
change in strategy but not this way. 
But this is all we’ve got. 

Right now, the Members have a 
choice, and that’s the way this place is 
now being run: Hither you vote for this 
resolution or you vote it down and you 
give an implicit and, in some cases, ex- 
plicit approval to the administration 
to stay there indefinitely. General 
Petraeus said the other day he sees us 
jointly there with the Afghans well 
after 2014. 

Now, yes, there is some gain we could 
get in deterring terrorism there, al- 
though the notion that if we stop ter- 
rorism in Afghanistan, that’s going to 
be the end of it when there are unfortu- 
nately other places in the world—So- 
malia, Sudan, Yemen, elsewhere. We 
can’t plug every hole in the world. And 
in fact this is an effort that, having 
been tried for 10 years, has not, unfor- 
tunately, looked to me like it’s going 
to succeed. 

We’re told, well, but this was impor- 
tant because we deterred an attack on 
Europe. But where are the Europeans? 
The thing that most astounded me 
today was when my friend from Ohio 
(Mr. CHABOT) said, well, what about our 
47 coalition partners? What about 
them? They’re sitting this one out. 
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They’re pulling out. This is a virtually 
unilateral American action with a cou- 
ple of flags that we fly for a few other 
countries. Some of them did have peo- 
ple there and they’ve suffered casual- 
ties, but they’re all withdrawing, leav- 
ing us alone. 

And then let’s talk about the cost of 
this war. The gentleman from Ohio 
said it’s not a fiscal issue. Of course it 
is. This war costs us well over $100 bil- 
lion a year. You will see Americans die 
from a lack of police and fire and pub- 
lic safety here if you continue to fund 
this futile war. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

I am grateful that we are having this 
debate from both sides, those that 
want to stay there for another 4 or 5 
years versus those of us who would like 
to bring our troops home. I want to put 
a face on this debate if I may, Mr. 
Speaker. 

This young man’s name is Tyler Jor- 
dan from Cincinnati, Ohio. He is at- 
tending his father’s funeral. He was a 
gunnery sergeant, Phillip Jordan, who 
was killed for this country. The 6-year- 
old little boy, you can’t see his eyes, 
but they hurt. They’re pained. 

How many more Tyler Jordans are 
going to be waiting for their daddy or 
mom to come home to be buried if we 
stay there 4, 5, 6, or 7 more years? And 
that is what has been indicated by the 
leadership of the military and this ad- 
ministration. 
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How many more moms and dads and 
wives and husbands are going to be at 
Dover Air Force Base to receive the re- 
mains of their loved ones? That is why 
this debate is so important, and why 
we need to have a date and a time to 
start bringing them home. 

My last poster: this absolutely hand- 
some couple. The marine went out with 
PTSD. His beautiful wife, Katie, and 
his little boy. Last year at Camp 
Lejeune, McHugh Boulevard, he pulls 
his car over in the middle of the day, 
and he shoots himself in the head and 
kills himself. 

How many more Tom Bagosys will 
commit suicide? How many Tyler Jor- 
dans will not have their daddies com- 
ing home? How many moms and dads, 
wives and husbands will be at Dover to 
see those in a flag-draped coffin? 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. CHAFFETZ). 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Speaker, I am 
going to be voting in favor of this reso- 
lution. 

The United States military is the 
greatest fighting force on the face of 
the planet. I could not be more proud 
of our troops who have served our 
country with such valor and such 
vigor. 

This is the longest war in the history 
of the United States of America. And 
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let there be no mistake, the global war 
on terror is real. It is very real. 

I reject the notion that polls should 
matter in any way, shape, or form in 
this debate. That is not how the United 
States operates. This is not how we de- 
cide whether or not we go to war or we 
bring our troops home. 

I reject the notion that bringing our 
troops home at some point, which I 
consider to be victory, is somehow a 
pathway or paving a pathway to an- 
other 9/11. I think that is offensive, and 
I think it is inaccurate. 

Now, in many ways we have had suc- 
cess over the course of the years. Let’s 
understand that according to the Na- 
tional Intelligence Estimate, which has 
been printed in many newspapers, that 
the Taliban poses no clear and present 
danger to the current Afghan Govern- 
ment, nor do they pose a danger to the 
United States of America. Further, we 
have had our CIA Director state that 
there are less than 50 al-Qaeda in the 
entire boundaries of Afghanistan. 

I believe it should be the policy of 
the United States of America that if we 
send our troops to war, we go with ev- 
erything we have. We do not hold back. 
A politically correct war is a lost war, 
and at the present time we are playing 
politics. We aren’t going with every- 
thing we have. If we are serious about 
doing it, Mr. President, you go with ev- 
erything. And until this President at- 
tends more funerals than he does 
rounds of golf, this person will be high- 
ly offended. 

We have to define the mission. The 
President of the United States has 
failed to define success in Afghanistan. 
We are participating in the business of 
nation building, and I reject that. We 
are propping up a government that is 
fundamentally corrupt, and we all 
know it. It will not get us to where we 
want to go. 

We must redefine the rules of engage- 
ment. Even when I was in Afghanistan 
visiting with General Petraeus, he ad- 
mitted that we are using smaller cal- 
iber rounds. Again, we are trying to be 
more politically correct instead of ac- 
tually protecting American lives. 

Let me also say again that terrorism 
is a global threat. We must use our 
forces around the world when there is a 
direct threat on the United States of 
America. That is not confined to just 
the boundaries of Afghanistan. It is 
happening globally, and it is real. We 
have to deal with the threats in Iran 
and not take our eye off the ball. 

Finally, I would say that our na- 
tional debt is a clear and present dan- 
ger to the United States of America, 
and we must pay attention to that. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair notes a disturbance in the gal- 
lery in contravention of the law and 
rules of the House. The Sergeant-at- 
Arms will remove those persons re- 
sponsible for the disturbance and re- 
store order to the gallery. 
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The gentleman may continue. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Speaker, before 
I continue, may I inquire as to how 
much time I have left? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman has 15 seconds remaining. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. May I ask the gen- 
tleman to yield me an additional 15 
seconds? 

Mr. JONES. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Мг. CHAFFETZ. Aaron Nemelka, 
Carlos Aragon, Nigel Olsen, Matthew 
Wagstaff: Since I have been in office, 
these are the gentlemen who have lost 
their lives in Afghanistan. I honor 
them. I thank them. And as I have 
talked to each of their parents, they 
want those rules of engagement 
changed, and they want to end this war 
in Afghanistan, with victory. With vic- 
tory. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. THORN- 
BERRY), the chairman of the Armed 
Services Subcommittee on Emerging 
Threats and Capabilities. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. I thank the gen- 
tlelady for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, this week General 
Petraeus testified before Congress, and 
the essence of his testimony was that 
we are just now getting the necessary 
assets in place to make a difference in 
Afghanistan; that our troops and coali- 
tion partners are making a significant 
difference; that the progress is fragile 
and reversible; but that it is essential 
that we keep it up because vital na- 
tional interests are at stake. 

I fear that as time has passed over 
the last 10 years and so many other 
events come and go in our Nation’s life, 
that it is all too easy to forget that 
this country was attacked on 9/11 and 
that 3,000 Americans lost their lives. 
And we could come to the floor and 
hold up their pictures and the pictures 
of their children, of those who were 
killed on that day by terrorists, the at- 
tacks that were launched from Afghan- 
istan, that were planned in Afghani- 
stan and directed from Afghanistan. 

This Congress at the time voted vir- 
tually unanimously that we would take 
military action to go make sure that 
Afghanistan would no longer be used as 
a launching pad for attacks against us 
and that from Afghanistan, people 
would no longer come here to kill 
Americans. That is the reason we are 
still there today, and that is the pur- 
pose of our military actions there 
today. 

It is true that we may have a hard 
time plugging all the holes that could 
develop somewhere in the world where 
terrorist groups could squirt out to, 
but it is also true, in my view, that if 
we don’t plug this hole, if we don’t ful- 
fill the mission that we have set out to 
fulfill in Afghanistan, we are going to 
have more holes all over the world de- 
veloping, because people will know 
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that we are not serious about doing 
what we say, and our security will be 
severely affected if that happens. 

There have clearly been ups and 
downs in our military efforts there, 
just as there were in Iraq. But I believe 
that from General Petraeus on down, 
we have our best. They deserve our 
support to fulfill the mission the coun- 
try has given them. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I in- 
clude for the RECORD a report from the 
Afghanistan Study Group that says 
that the current U.S. military effort is 
helping to fuel the very insurgency we 
are attempting to defeat. 

SUMMARY 


At nine years and counting, the U.S. war in 
Afghanistan is the longest in our history, 
surpassing even the Vietnam War, and it will 
shortly surpass the Soviet Union’s own ex- 
tended military campaign there. With the 
surge, it will cost the U.S. taxpayers nearly 
$100 billion per year, a sum roughly seven 
times larger than Afghanistan’s annual gross 
national product (GNP) of $14 billion and 
greater than the total annual cost of the new 
U.S. health insurance program. Thousands of 
American and allied personnel have been 
killed or gravely wounded. 

The U.S. interests at stake in Afghanistan 
do not warrant this level of sacrifice. Presi- 
dent Obama justified expanding our commit- 
ment by saying the goal was eradicating Al 
Qaeda. Yet Al Qaeda is no longer a signifi- 
cant presence in Afghanistan, and there are 
only some 400 hard-core Al Qaeda members 
remaining in the entire Af/Pak theater, most 
of them hiding in Pakistan’s northwest prov- 
inces. 

America’s armed forces have fought brave- 
ly and well, and their dedication is unques- 
tioned. But we should not ask them to make 
sacrifices unnecessary to our core national 
interests, particularly when doing so threat- 
ens long-term needs and priorities both at 
home and abroad. 

Instead of toppling terrorists, America’s 
Afghan war has become an ambitious and 
fruitless effort at ‘‘nation-building.’’ We are 
mired in a civil war in Afghanistan and are 
struggling to establish an effective central 
government in a country that has long been 
fragmented and decentralized. 

No matter how desirable this objective 
might be in the abstract, it is not essential 
to U.S. security and it is not a goal for which 
the U.S. military is well suited. There is no 
clear definition of what would comprise 
“success” in this endeavor. Creating a uni- 
fied Afghan state would require committing 
many more American lives and hundreds of 
billions of additional U.S. dollars for many 
years to come. 

As the WikiLeaks war diary comprised of 
more than 91,000 secret reports on the Af- 
ghanistan War makes clear, any sense of 
American and allied progress in the conflict 
has been undermined by revelations that 
many more civilian deaths have occurred 
than have been officially acknowledged as 
the result of U.S. and allied strike accidents. 
The Pakistan Inter-Services Intelligence 
continued to provide logistics and financial 
support to the Afghan Taliban even as U.S. 
soldiers were fighting these units. It is clear 
that Karzai government affiliates and ap- 
pointees in rural Afghanistan have often 
proven to be more corrupt and ruthless than 
the Taliban. 

Prospects for success are dim. As former 
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger recently 
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warned, ‘‘Afghanistan has never been paci- 
fied by foreign forces.” The 2010 spring offen- 
sive in Marjah was inconclusive, and a sup- 
posedly ‘‘decisive’’ summer offensive in 
Kandahar has been delayed and the expecta- 
tions downgraded. U.S. and allied casualties 
reached an all-time high in July, and several 
NATO allies have announced plans to with- 
draw their own forces. 

The conflict in Afghanistan is commonly 
perceived as a struggle between the Karzai 
government and an insurgent Taliban move- 
ment, allied with international terrorists, 
that is seeking to overthrow that govern- 
ment. In fact, the conflict is a civil war 
about power-sharing with lines of contention 
that are 1) partly ethnic, chiefly, but not ex- 
clusively, between Pashtuns who dominate 
the south and other ethnicities such as 
Tajiks and Uzbeks who are more prevalent in 
the north, 2) partly rural vs. urban, particu- 
larly within the Pashtun community, and 8) 
partly sectarian. 

The Afghanistan conflict also includes the 
influence of surrounding nations with a de- 
sire to advance their own interests—includ- 
ing India, Pakistan, Iran, Saudi Arabia and 
others. And with the U.S. intervention in 
force, the conflict includes resistance to 
what is seen as foreign military occupation. 

Resolving the conflict in Afghanistan has 
primarily to do with resolving the distribu- 
tion of power among these factions and be- 
tween the central government and the prov- 
inces, and with appropriately decentralizing 
authority. 

Negotiated resolution of these conflicts 
will reduce the influence of extremists more 
readily than military action will. The 
Taliban itself is not a unified movement but 
instead a label that is applied to many 
armed groups and individuals that are only 
loosely aligned and do not necessarily have a 
fondness for the fundamentalist ideology of 
the most prominent Taliban leaders. 

The Study Group believes the war in Af- 
ghanistan has reached a critical crossroads. 
Our current path promises to have limited 
impact on the civil war while taking more 
American lives and contributing to sky- 
rocketing taxpayer debt. We conclude that a 
fundamentally new direction is needed, one 
that recognizes the United States’ legitimate 
interests in Central Asia and is fashioned to 
advance them. Far from admitting ‘‘defeat,’’ 
the new way forward acknowledges the 
manifold limitations of a military solution 
in a region where our interests lie in polit- 
ical stability. Our recommended policy shifts 
our resources to focus on U.S. foreign policy 
strengths in concert with the international 
community to promote reconciliation among 
the warring parties, advance economic devel- 
opment, and encourage region-wide diplo- 
matic engagement. 

We base these conclusions on the following 
key points raised in the Study Group’s re- 
search and discussions: 

The United States has only two vital inter- 
ests in the Af/Pak region: 1) preventing Af- 
ghanistan from being a ‘‘safe haven” from 
which Al Qaeda or other extremists can or- 
ganize more effective attacks on the U.S. 
homeland; and 2) ensuring that Pakistan’s 
nuclear arsenal does not fall into hostile 
hands. 

Protecting our interests does not require a 
U.S. military victory over the Taliban. A 
Taliban takeover is unlikely even if the 
United States reduces its military commit- 
ment. The Taliban is a rural insurgency 
rooted primarily in Afghanistan’s Pashtun 
population, and succeeded due in some part 
to the disenfranchisement of rural Pashtuns. 


4384 


The Taliban’s seizure of power in the 1990s 
was due to an unusual set of circumstances 
that no longer exist and are unlikely to be 
repeated. 

There is no significant Al Qaeda presence 
in Afghanistan today, and the risk of a new 
“safe haven” there under more ‘‘friendly”’ 
Taliban rule is overstated. Should an Al 
Qaeda cell regroup in Afghanistan, the U.S. 
would have residual military capability in 
the region sufficient to track and destroy it. 

Al Qaeda sympathizers are now present in 
many locations globally, and defeating the 
Taliban will have little effect on Al Qaeda’s 
global reach. The ongoing threat from Al 
Qaeda is better met via specific counter-ter- 
rorism measures, a reduced U.S. military 
“footprint” in the Islamic world, and diplo- 
matic efforts to improve America’s overall 
image and undermine international support 
for militant extremism. 

Given our present economic cir- 
cumstances, reducing the staggering costs of 
the Afghan war is an urgent priority. Main- 
taining the long-term health of the U.S. 
economy is just as important to American 
strength and security as protecting U.S. soil 
from enemy (including terrorist) attacks. 

The continuation of an ambitious U.S. 
military campaign in Afghanistan will likely 
work against U.S. interests. A large U.S. 
presence fosters local (especially Pashtun) 
resentment and aids Taliban recruiting. It 
also fosters dependence on the part of our Af- 
ghan partners and encourages closer co- 
operation among a disparate array of ex- 
tremist groups in Afghanistan and Pakistan 
alike. 

Past efforts to centralize power in Afghani- 
stan have provoked the same sort of local re- 
sistance that is convulsing Afghanistan 
today. There is ample evidence that this ef- 
fort will join others in a long line of failed 
incursions. 

Although the United States should support 
democratic rule, human rights and economic 
development, its capacity to mold other so- 
cieties is inherently limited. The costs of 
trying should be weighed against our need to 
counter global terrorist threats directly, re- 
duce America’s $1.4 trillion budget deficit, 
repair eroding U.S. infrastructure, and other 
critical national purposes. Our support of 
these issues will be better achieved as part of 
a coordinated international group with 
which expenses and burdens can be shared. 

The bottom line is clear: Our vital inter- 
ests in Afghanistan are limited and military 
victory is not the key to achieving them. 

On the contrary, waging a lengthy coun- 
terinsurgency war in Afghanistan may well 
do more to aid Taliban recruiting than to 
dismantle the group, help spread conflict fur- 
ther into Pakistan, unify radical groups that 
might otherwise be quarreling amongst 
themselves, threaten the long-term health of 
the U.S. economy, and prevent the U.S. gov- 
ernment from turning its full attention to 
other pressing problems. 

The more promising path for the U.S. in 
the Af/Pak region would reverse the recent 
escalation and move away from a counter- 
insurgency effort that is neither necessary 
nor likely to succeed. Instead, the U.S. 
should: 

1. Emphasize power-sharing and political 
inclusion. The U.S. should fast-track a peace 
process designed to decentralize power with- 
in Afghanistan and encourage a power-shar- 
ing balance among the principal parties. 

2. Downsize and eventually end military 
operations in southern Afghanistan, and re- 
duce the U.S. military footprint. The U.S. 
should draw down its military presence, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


which radicalizes many Pashtuns and is an 
important aid to Taliban recruitment. 

3. Focus security efforts on Al Qaeda and 
Domestic Security. Special forces, intel- 
ligence assets, and other U.S. capabilities 
should continue to seek out and target 
known Al Qaeda cells in the region. They can 
be ready to go after Al Qaeda should they at- 
tempt to relocate elsewhere or build new 
training facilities. In addition, part of the 
savings from our drawdown should be reallo- 
cated to bolster U.S. domestic security ef- 
forts and to track nuclear weapons globally. 

4. Encourage economic development. Be- 
cause destitute states can become incubators 
for terrorism, drug and human trafficking, 
and other illicit activities, efforts at rec- 
onciliation should be paired with an inter- 
nationally-led effort to develop Afghani- 
stan’s economy. 

5. Engage regional and global stakeholders 
in a diplomatic effort designed to guarantee 
Afghan neutrality and foster regional sta- 
bility. Despite their considerable differences, 
neighboring states such as India, Pakistan, 
China, Iran and Saudi Arabia share a com- 
mon interest in preventing Afghanistan from 
being dominated by any single power or 
being a permanently failed state that ex- 
ports instability to others. 

We believe this strategy will best serve the 
interests of women in Afghanistan as well. 
The worst thing for women is for Afghani- 
stan to remain paralyzed in a civil war in 
which there evolves no organically rooted 
support for their social advancement. 

The remainder of this report elaborates the 
logic behind these recommendations. It be- 
gins by summarizing U.S. vital interests, in- 
cluding our limited interests in Afghanistan 
itself and in the region more broadly. It then 
considers why the current strategy is failing 
and why the situation is unlikely to improve 
even under a new commander. The final sec- 
tion outlines “А New Way Forward” and ex- 
plains how a radically different approach can 
achieve core U.S. goals at an acceptable cost. 

AMERICA’S INTERESTS 


The central goal of U.S. foreign and de- 
fense policy is to ensure the safety and pros- 
perity of the American people. In practical 
terms, this means deterring or thwarting di- 
rect attacks on the U.S. homeland, while at 
the same time maintaining the long-term 
health of the U.S. economy. A sound econ- 
omy is the foundation of all national power, 
and it is critical to our ability to shape the 
global order and preserve our core values and 
independence over the long-term. The United 
States must therefore avoid an open-ended 
commitment in Afghanistan, especially 
when the costs of military engagement ex- 
ceed the likely benefits. 

What Is at Stake in Afghanistan? 

The United States has only two vital stra- 
tegic interests in Afghanistan. Its first stra- 
tegic interest is to reduce the threat of suc- 
cessful terrorist attacks against the United 
States. In operational terms, the goal is to 
prevent Afghanistan from again becoming a 
“safe haven” that could significantly en- 
hance Al Qaeda’s ability to organize and con- 
duct attacks on the United States. 

The United States drove Al Qaeda out of 
Afghanistan in 2002, and Al Qaeda’s presence 
in Afghanistan is now negligible. Al Qaeda’s 
remaining founders are believed to be in hid- 
ing in northwest Pakistan, though affiliated 
cells are now active in Somalia, Yemen, and 
several other countries. These developments 
suggest that even a successful counterinsur- 
gency campaign in Afghanistan would have 
only a limited effect on Al Qaeda’s ability to 
conduct terrorist attacks against the United 
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States and its allies. To the extent that our 
presence facilitates jihadi recruitment and 
draws resources away from focused counter- 
terror efforts, it may even be counter- 
productive. 

The second vital U.S. interest is to keep 
the conflict in Afghanistan from sowing in- 
stability elsewhere in Central Asia. Such dis- 
cord might one day threaten the stability of 
the Pakistani state and the security of Paki- 
stan’s nuclear arsenal. If the Pakistani gov- 
ernment were to fall to radical extremists, 
or if terrorists were able to steal or seize ei- 
ther a weapon or sufficient nuclear material, 
then the danger of a nuclear terrorist inci- 
dent would increase significantly. It is there- 
fore important that our strategy in Afghani- 
stan avoids making the situation in Paki- 
stan worse. 

Fortunately, the danger of a radical take- 
over of the Pakistani government is small. 
Islamist extremism in Pakistan is con- 
centrated within the tribal areas in its 
northwest frontier, and largely confined to 
its Pashtun minority (which comprises about 
15 percent of the population). The Pakistani 
army is primarily Punjabi (roughly 44 per- 
cent of the population) and remains loyal. At 
present, therefore, this second strategic in- 
terest is not seriously threatened. 

Beyond these vital strategic interests, the 
United States also favors democratic rule, 
human rights, and economic development. 
These goals are consistent with traditional 
U.S. values and reflect a longstanding belief 
that democracy and the rule of law are pref- 
erable to authoritarianism. The U.S. believes 
that stable and prosperous democracies are 
less likely to threaten their neighbors or to 
challenge core U.S. interests. Helping the Af- 
ghan people rebuild after decades of war is 
also appealing on purely moral grounds. 

Yet these latter goals, however worthy in 
themselves, do not justify a costly and open- 
ended commitment to war in Afghanistan. 
Afghanistan remains one of the poorest 
countries in the world and is of little intrin- 
sic strategic value to the United States. (Re- 
cent reports of sizeable mineral resources do 
not alter this basic reality.) Afghan society 
is divided into several distinct ethnic groups 
with a long history of conflict, it lacks 
strong democratic traditions, and there is a 
deeply rooted suspicion of foreign inter- 
ference. 

It follows that a strategy for Afghanistan 
must rest on a clear-eyed assessment of U.S. 
interests and a realistic appraisal of what 
outside help can and cannot accomplish. It 
must also take care to ensure that specific 
policy actions do not undermine the vital in- 
terests identified above. The current U.S. 
strategy has lost sight of these consider- 
ations, which is why our war effort there is 
faltering. 


Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD an article by Amanda Terkel of 
the Huffington Post that says that 
military commanders expect the 
United States to have a significant 
presence in Afghanistan for another 8 
to 10 years, this according to a Member 
of Congress who was there. 


[From huffingtonpost.com, Mar. 10, 2011] 


COMMANDERS EXPECT A ‘SIGNIFICANT’ U.S. 
PRESENCE IN AFGHANISTAN FOR 8 TO 10 
MORE YEARS: DEM REP 


(By Amanda Terkel) 


WASHINGTON.—Military commanders ex- 
pect the United States to have a ‘‘significant 
presence” in Afghanistan for another eight 
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to 10 years, according to a member of Con- 
gress who just returned from a trip to the re- 
gion and has introduced legislation calling 
for a full accounting of the costs of the war. 

Rep. Bruce Braley (D-Iowa) spent his con- 
gressional four-day weekend on a fact-find- 
ing trip to Afghanistan, meeting with Gen. 
David Petraeus, Amb. Karl Еікепреггу and 
members of the Iowa National Guard. In an 
interview with The Huffington Post on 
Wednesday, Braley said that while there has 
clearly been some significant progress, chal- 
lenges will remain even after 2014, when com- 
bat operations are supposed to end. 

“It was very clear that under the best-case 
scenario, there will be some significant U.S. 
presence, according to them, for the next 
eight to 10 years,” Braley said, adding that 
he expected that presence to include both 
military and civilian personnel. ‘“‘That in- 
cludes a very clear commitment that the 
drawdown will begin on schedule in July, and 
that the targeted date of being out with 
most combat forces by 2014 will be met. They 
continue to maintain that they are on pace 
to maintain those objectives.” 

The key transition benchmark, Braley 
said, will be the readiness of local law en- 
forcement to assume principal responsibility 
of what are now largely U.S. security oper- 
ations. “І think that the whole point is to 
transition the burden of maintaining secu- 
rity to the Afghan army and Afghan police, 
but there would be an obviously advisory 
role, they anticipate, for the U.S. military 
for the foreseeable future,” he said. ‘The big 
question right now is when they start draw- 
ing down in July, where they’re going to do 
that and the size of the redeployment.” 

Pentagon spokespersons told The Huff- 
ington Post that the Defense Department is 
not ready to discuss specific timelines at 
this point, and so far, no U.S. military or 
NATO official has publicly cited the time 
frame mentioned by Braley. 

On Monday, Defense Secretary Robert 
Gates, who was also in Afghanistan to meet 
with Afghan President Hamid Karzai, said 
that both countries agree U.S. involvement 
should continue beyond 2014, although he 
didn’t specify at what levels or for how long. 

“I would say that if the Afghan people and 
the Afghan government are interested in an 
ongoing security relationship and some sort 
of an ongoing security presence—with the 
permission of the Afghan government—the 
United States, I think, is open to the possi- 
bility of having some presence here in terms 
of training and assistance, perhaps making 
use of facilities made available to us by the 
Afghan government for those purposes,” said 
Gates. ‘‘We have no interest in permanent 
bases, but if the Afghans want us here, we 
are certainly prepared to contemplate that,” 

While in Afghanistan, Gates also said that 
there were unlikely to be U.S. withdrawals 
in July from the hard-fought areas of the 
south—Helmand and Kandahar provinces. 
But he added, ‘‘While no decisions on num- 
bers have been made, in my view, we will be 
well-positioned to begin drawing down some 
U.S. and coalition forces this July, even as 
we redeploy others to different areas of the 
country.” 

Braley said that one of the most profound 
comments made by Petraeus during their 
meeting was that there wasn’t the ‘right 
combination at play” in Afghanistan until 
the fall of last year, which accounts for the 
slow pace of progress. Incidentally, Petraeus 
took command in Afghanistan from ousted 
Gen. Stanley McChrystal in June. 

“One of the significant challenges that you 
face is dealing with a sovereign state that 
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was sovereign in name only, which was a 
comment that Ambassador Hikenberry 
made,” said Braley. ‘‘You’ve got a country 
with a high illiteracy rate, so that when Af- 
ghan army and police are trained, they are 
also being taught to read and basic math 
skills. It’s a very long-term project to get 
Afghanistan to the point where it can sus- 
tain itself economically. That doesn’t even 
take into account the activities that are 
going on in Pakistan, which have enormous 
implications in Afghanistan.” 

On Wednesday, Braley, a member of the 
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, in- 
troduced the True Cost of War Act, which 
would require the president and pertinent 
cabinet members to submit a written report 
to Congress on the long-term human and fi- 
nancial costs of the war in Iraq and Afghani- 
stan through 2020. 

Braley said this legislation has been a pri- 
ority of his since he came to Congress in 
2006, in large part because of the toll the Iraq 
war was taking on the country. 

“The whole point of my legislation is that 
the American people—especially at a time 
when Republicans have been pushing all 
these budget cuts—are entitled to know 
what the true costs are, because the young 
men and women coming back with these in- 
juries certainly have a clear understanding 
of what they are,” he said. 

Braley added that on his trip, he brought 
up this issue at nearly every single briefing 
he attended, recounting the experiences he 
had just before his trip visiting wounded sol- 
diers and their families who had been treated 
at the National Naval Medical Center in Be- 
thesda, Md. and the Walter Reed Army Med- 
ical Center in D.C. 

“I wanted them to realize that in a single 
congressional district in Iowa, the implica- 
tions of this war were enormous,” said 
Braley. ‘‘I have to tell you that I was very 
impressed by how moved the people I shared 
those experiences with were. They tend to 
get caught up in talking policies, numbers 
and long-term objectives, and I think they 
appreciated the fact that I brought it down 
to a very real, human level.” 

On Monday, Rasmussen released a poll 
finding that for the first time, a majority of 
Americans want U.S. troops withdrawn from 
Afghanistan within one year. 


I include for the RECORD a statement 
relating to a challenging of the claims 
of progress in Afghanistan that I issued 
2 days ago. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Today, many of us are 
hearing from General Petraeus that ‘‘signifi- 
cant” progress is being made in Afghanistan. 
We have heard it before. Military and civil- 
ian leaders have, for years, told lawmakers 
and the public that they were making 
“progress” in Afghanistan. For instance: 

In a speech to a joint session of Congress in 
2004, President Karzai said, “You [Ameri- 
cans] came to Afghanistan to defeat ter- 
rorism, and we Afghans welcomed and em- 
braced you for the liberation of our country. 

. . This road, this journey is one of success 
and victory.” 

In a joint press conference with President 
Karzai after that speech, President Bush 
said, “Today we witness the rebirth of a vi- 
brant Afghan culture. Music fills the mar- 
ketplaces and people are free to come to- 
gether to celebrate in open... . Years of war 
and tyranny have eroded Afghanistan’s econ- 
omy and infrastructure, yet a revival is 
under way.” 

At another joint press conference with 
President Karzai in March of 2006, President 
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Bush said, ‘‘We are impressed by the progress 
that your country is making, Mr. President 
[Karzai], a lot of it has to do with your lead- 
ership.” 

In February of 2007, Lt. Gen. Karl 
Eikenberry told National Public Radio that 
Afghanistan was ‘‘on the steady path, right 
now... to, І believe, success.” 

In April 2008, President Bush told news re- 
porters, “Т think we’re making good progress 
in Afghanistan.” 

October 2008, General McKiernan, Com- 
mander of NATO forces in Afghanistan, told 
the press ‘‘We are not losing in Afghani- 
stan.” In May 2009, he was replaced by Gen- 
eral McChrystal. 

October 2008, President Bush said Afghani- 
stan is ‘‘a situation where there’s been 
progress and there are difficulties.” 

November 2009, President Obama, visiting 
troops in Afghanistan, reportedly said, ‘‘Be- 
cause of the progress we’re making, we look 
forward to a new phase next year, the begin- 
ning of the transition to Afghan responsi- 
bility.” 

December 2009, General Stanley 
McChrystal, the top commander, predicted 
that the U.S. troop buildup in Afghanistan 
will make “significant progress” in turning 
back the Taliban and securing the country 
by the coming summer. “Ву next summer I 
expect there to be significant progress that 
is evident to пз,” McChrystal said in con- 
gressional testimony. 

In January 2010, General McChrystal was 
asked by Diane Sawyer, ‘‘Have you turned 
the tide?” McChrystal answered, “I believe 
we are doing that now.” 

In May 2010, General McChrystal told Con- 
gress that he saw ‘“‘progress” in Afghanistan. 

In May 2010, President Obama told the 
press that ‘‘we’ve begun to reverse the mo- 
mentum” in Afghanistan. 

In June 2010, Secretary Gates told a Con- 
gressional committee that we are ‘‘making 
headway” in Afghanistan. In June 2010, Gen- 
eral McChrystal was replaced by General 
Petraeus. 

In August 2010, General Petraeus said, 
“there’s progress being made” in Afghani- 
stan. 

In February 2011, General Petraeus said, 
“We have achieved what we set out to 
achieve in 2010” which was to reverse the in- 
surgency momentum, solidify our accom- 
plishments, and build on successes. ‘‘We took 
away safe havens and the infrastructure that 
goes with it.” 

The President has requested another $113.4 
billion to continue the war in Afghanistan in 
FY12. That sum will be on top of $454.7 bil- 
lion already spent (and borrowed) on the war 
to date. On Thursday, March 17, 2011, Con- 
gress will have the opportunity to consider 
whether all of this ‘‘progress’’ has been 
worth the money. It is time for Congress to 
exercise fiscal responsibility and to assume 
its Constitutional responsibilities and end 
the war in Afghanistan. Vote YES on H. Con. 
Res. 28 and direct the President to end this 
war by the end of the year. 

Sincerely, 
DENNIS J. KUCINICH, 
Member of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CoN- 
YERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
senior member of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee on the floor with me, the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN). I 
don’t see any other members here. But 
this is an important matter for the Ju- 
diciary Committee in that article I, 
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section 8, says only Congress has the 
right to declare war. 

Obviously, we haven’t declared war 
in a very, very long time, so I think 
that we have to find out what is the 
constitutional basis that we are oper- 
ating under in—well, I will skip Iraq. 
We all know that was based on false in- 
formation promulgated from the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 
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But, now, getting to Afghanistan, we 
find that we have a resolution dating 
back to September 14, 2001, a use of 
force resolution. But that has expired, 
by any rational investigation of it. It 
was designed to respond to the 9/11 ter- 
rorist attack and to fight al Qaeda. But 
today we’re in Afghanistan on a long- 
term effort at rebuilding the nation. 
Nation building is unrelated to that 
original resolution. And now we’re in 
Afghanistan and an unlawful incursion 
into Pakistan. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Мг. CONYERS. So now we’re in Paki- 
stan and the CIA is operating covert 
combat activities there, and those are 
unlawful. We’re violating the UN Char- 
ter, which we are supposed to be a lead- 
er in. And so the Obama administra- 
tion is carrying on the same military 
operations of its predecessor. 

Mr. BERMAN. May I inquire how 
much time is remaining on the time al- 
lotted to me? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California has 22 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to ask unanimous consent that 8 
of those 22 minutes be yielded to the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON), 
who is now controlling the time for the 
majority on the committee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) will 
control 8 minutes. 

Mr. BERMAN. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

I just want to take a couple of min- 
utes to talk about one point. That part 
of the majority party that is urging 
the same position I am on this resolu- 
tion, which is а ‘‘no’’ vote, has made 
the argument a number of times that 
when you’re dealing with fundamental 
issues of national security, you spend 
money, even under difficult times, a 
point that I have no disagreement 
with. And they argue the issue of what 
the alternatives will be and the poten- 
tial for providing new safe havens for 
terrorists or more safe havens for ter- 
rorists or a return of Afghanistan as a 
safe haven for terrorists if we pass this 
resolution, and I don’t disagree with 
that point. 
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What I find upsetting about the ma- 
jority’s position is their denial of the 
fundamental point. They quote General 
Petraeus for every position that they 
find philosophically and factually sat- 
isfying and ignore General Petraeus 
and Secretary Gates on the funda- 
mental concept of how we hope to 
change the course of what is happening 
in Afghanistan. Because if we don’t 
change it, then we have to come and 
address the fundamental question of 
what we’re doing there through a coun- 
terinsurgency strategy. 

So we talk about clear and hold and 
build. And it is the military’s job to 
clear and, for a time, to hold, but build 
is fundamentally a civilian program. 
General Petraeus over and over again 
has said this conflict in Afghanistan 
cannot be won unless we strengthen 
the governance of a very flawed gov- 
ernment in Afghanistan, unless we pro- 
vide economic opportunities for that 
society to progress and win the hearts 
and minds of the people of Afghanistan 
to the cause for which we are fighting. 

It’s also a view of Afghanistan as if 
it’s isolated from the rest of the world. 
I can go through countries around the 
world—failed states, nearly failing 
states, terrible problems—which are 
certainly becoming safe harbors for 
terrorism. 

So when the same party that makes 
a strong case for our national security 
interests here at the same time passes 
legislation which slashes every aspect 
of efforts to strengthen governance and 
development assistance and to provide 
the kinds of opportunities that serve 
our national security interests, I find 
it a strange kind of logic and a flaw in 
their approach to this. 

I understand the economic hardships 
we have. If one wanted to look at the 
foreign assistance budget and take spe- 
cific things that aren’t working and 
get rid of them, I understand that, and 
if one wanted to make proportional 
cuts in the foreign assistance budget. 
But to come with the argument of, 
“We’re broke; we’ve got to cut spend- 
ing,” and then disproportionately focus 
on that aspect of our national security 
strategy which will do a tremendous 
amount and will be fundamental to any 
effort to stop them from being safe har- 
bors for terrorism, and that is to mas- 
sively slash disproportionately foreign 
assistance, it’s a terrible mistake. It 
terribly undermines the national secu- 
rity strategy that we’re trying to 
achieve through our operations and our 
presence and the money we’re spending 
in Afghanistan. It’s not thinking, I 
think, as clearly as needs to be 
thought. And I urge those in the major- 
ity to think again about how much the 
cuts that we need to make should be 
coming from that part of the budget 
that constitutes 1 percent of the Fed- 
eral budget. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from California, I have great 
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respect for him in many, many ways. 
We talk about we’ve got to enhance the 
governance of Afghanistan. Well, this 
is President Karzai’s quote from March 
12, 2001. I have read it before, but I 
want to submit it for the RECORD: 

“T request that NATO and America 
should stop these operations on our 
soil,” Karzai said. ‘‘This war is not on 
our soil. If this war is against terror, 
then this war is not here. Terror is not 
here.” 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. GRIF- 
FIN), the vice chair of the Foreign Af- 
fairs Subcommittee on Europe and 
Eurasia, and an Iraq war veteran who 
continues to serve aS a major in the 
U.S. Army Reserves. 

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. I rise 
today in opposition to H. Con. Res. 28 
because it would undermine our na- 
tional security and our ability to keep 
us safe right here at home. I under- 
stand that many Americans are frus- 
trated with the length of this war. I 
also understand the American people 
have demanded the U.S. Government 
get its fiscal house in order. I know we 
cannot afford to fund this war indefi- 
nitely. But some think that cutting 
and running immediately from Afghan- 
istan is the solution. That’s simply not 
an option. 

This is a reckless resolution. We’ve 
made progress in Afghanistan, and we 
cannot afford to abandon that progress 
by immediately withdrawing our 
troops. What we must do, however, is 
demand that our military and civilian 
leaders set clear and definable goals for 
our military efforts in Afghanistan. We 
also must listen to our military com- 
manders who are there on the ground 
day in and day out. 

General Petraeus has testified to our 
military’s substantial progress in im- 
peding the Taliban’s influence and in- 
creasing the number of Afghan security 
forces. He cautioned, however, that 
this recent success is fragile and re- 
versible. 

We must allow our troops to remain 
in Afghanistan to defeat the Taliban 
and al Qaeda so that we can keep 
Americans safe here. We must continue 
to train and support local security 
forces because this will bring about the 
safe and successful full transition of 
the country’s security to the Afghan 
people. 
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To withdraw now, to withdraw imme- 
diately, would be to forfeit that 
progress and allow the Taliban and 
other extremists to regain their foot- 
ing in Afghanistan. 

We must honor the men and women 
of our Armed Forces, who have fought 
so hard. We must honor the men and 
women of the international armed 
forces, who have fought so hard. We 
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must honor the men and women of the 
Afghan forces, who have fought hard to 
defend their own country. They have 
sacrificed so much, and we cannot 
abandon them now. Most importantly, 
it is not in our national interest to do 
so. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank Mr. BERMAN for 
giving us 8 minutes of his time, and I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. KUCINICH. May I ask, Mr. 
Speaker, how much time each group 
has remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from Florida controls 22 
minutes; the gentleman from Ohio con- 
trols 22 minutes; the gentleman from 
California controls 9% minutes; and 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
controls 16 minutes. 

Mr. KUCINICH. 
minute. 

Mr. Speaker, Members of this House 
are talking about cutting $100 billion 
from the budget. Well, we can trim the 
Federal budget of more than $100 bil- 
lion in out-of-control spending. 

Members have been very concerned 
about out-of-control spending. They 
are calling for a reduction in the Fed- 
eral budget. Cutting spending on the 
war in Afghanistan would solve their 
concerns. Spending on the war is great- 
er than the minimum amount of Fed- 
eral spending certain Members believe 
must be cut from the budget for fiscal 
responsibility. 

In the fiscal year 2012 budget request, 
the President has requested $113.4 bil- 
lion to continue the war. In fact, con- 
gressional appropriations of over $100 
billion for the Afghanistan war has 
been the rule in recent years; and as 
we’ve seen, there is talk of extending 
this war for another 10 years. $1 tril- 
lion, perhaps? 

Spending on the Afghanistan war has 
increased much faster than overall gov- 
ernment spending in recent years. Con- 
sider a comparison of the average an- 
nual rates of growth of government 
spending versus the Afghanistan war 
spending from 2008 through 2011. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield myself 10 
more seconds. 

Overall government spending has in- 
creased 9 percent from 2008 through 
2011, but Afghanistan war spending has 
increased 25 percent. If you want to 
save $100 billion, then vote for this res- 
olution. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. FILNER). 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. KUCINICH, I thank 
you for your courage in bringing this 
debate to the floor. It’s like the 600- 
pound elephant in the Nation. This war 
has gone on and on—and we never dis- 
cuss it. 

I want to applaud the courage of Mr. 
JONES from North Carolina. He has 
taken more than a lot of grief from his 
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own party, and he has stood up to that 
with courage that is admirable. 

I want to look at this debate, my col- 
leagues, from the point of view of 
former chairman of the Veterans’ Af- 
fairs Committee, a position in which I 
was honored to serve. 

Mr. KUCINICH, I think you underesti- 
mate the cost of this war. I’ve never 
seen you so conservative. 

I had a hearing last year before the 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee in which 
Nobel Prize-winning economist Joseph 
Stigleitz testified. He said these wars 
in Iraq and Afghanistan will be $5 tril- 
lion to $7 trillion wars over their whole 
course. Let us not forget—and that’s 
not calculated in your costs. Mr. KUCI- 
NicH—the veterans, those who have 
served in this war with great courage, 
with great professionalism. Treating 
these veterans costs hundreds of bil- 
lions of dollars more, and we’re not 
considering that when we talk about 
ending this war. 

We’ve been told that there have been 
about 45,000 casualties in these two 
wars in the last 10 years. Then why 
have almost 1 million people shown up 
at the Veterans Administration hos- 
pitals for war-related injuries? One 
million. This is not a rounding error. 
This is a deliberate attempt to mis- 
guide us on the cost of this war. This 
war is costing, in addition to what the 
budget says, hundreds of billions more 
for treating our veterans. We must cal- 
culate that into the cost of this war. 

When you guys say, ‘‘deficit and 
debt,” we are going to say, ‘‘Afghani- 
stan.” 

In recent weeks, we have heard much from 
our Republican colleagues about out-of-control 
Federal spending. They want to cut $100 bil- 
lion from our budget. 

If my friends are serious about cutting the 
budget, they should vote for H. Con. Res. 28. 

Since 2001, our Nation has wasted $1.121 
trillion on the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
We are spending $5.4 billion a month in Iraq 
and $5.7 billion a month in Afghanistan. This 
is a waste of our national resources and tax- 
payer funding! 

For FY2012, the President has requested 
$113.4 billion to continue the war in Afghani- 
stan. 

Between 2008 through 2011, overall govern- 
ment spending went up 9 percent annually. 
But this is nothing compared to the 25 percent 
annual increase in spending in Afghanistan. 

Furthermore, spending on the Afghanistan 
war is rising at an accelerating rate. Over just 
three years (2010, 2011, and 2012), we will 
spend 45 percent more on the war in Afghani- 
stan than we did in the preceding 8 years! 

There is no better example of out-of-control 
Federal spending. 

If Congress is really serious about being fis- 
cally responsible and about cutting the Federal 
budget by three figures, then cutting spending 
on the out-of-control, hundred billion dollar a 
year war in Afghanistan must be a serious 
consideration. 

Today, we have an opportunity to do just 
that! A Yes vote will cut the 2012 budget by 
at least $113.4 billion. 
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If you are serious about reducing the deficit, 
then vote “yes” on H. Con. Res. 28! 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Мг. ROHRABACHER). 

Мг. ROHRABACHER. Here’s someone 
who says ‘“‘billions of dollars” and ‘‘Af- 
ghanistan”’ both. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
resolution and in support of our mili- 
tary personnel who are putting their 
lives in jeopardy in Afghanistan. They 
are doing their duty for us, for which 
every American should be eternally 
grateful. Now we must do our duty to 
them. If our military is engaged in a 
dangerous mission that we believe can- 
not be successful and but for face-sav- 
ing we are keeping them there, we are 
doing a disservice to our defenders and 
to our Nation. 

The people of Afghanistan are as cou- 
rageous and independent as any on 
Earth. They are indomitable and un- 
conquerable—a lesson invaders have 
learned the hard way for centuries. The 
liberation of Afghanistan from the 
Taliban was accomplished, not by a 
massive influx of American troops, but 
instead by fighters of the Northern Al- 
liance militia and the air support that 
we provided them. It was a tremendous 
success. 

When they were doing the fighting, it 
was a success. When we try to do the 
fighting all over the world, we lose. We 
cannot be a Nation that occupies the 
rest of the world. We cannot be a coun- 
try that sends its troops all over the 
world to handle every problem. 

After the great success of elimi- 
nating the Taliban from Afghanistan, 
our foreign policy bureaucracy, not our 
troops, set in place a government 
structure totally inconsistent with the 
village and tribal culture of the Afghan 
people. That information is no surprise 
to anybody. Most of us understand 
that. 

They have a tribal culture there in 
Afghanistan and a village system. That 
is what works for them. Our State De- 
partment has tried to foist upon them 
a centralized system in which they 
don’t even elect their provincial gov- 
ernors. After being liberated from the 
Taliban by Afghans, our troops are now 
there to force the Afghan people to ac- 
cept an overly centralized and corrupt 
system which was put in place by our 
State Department bureaucracy. 

I’m sorry, it won’t work. It will not 
work. Any attempt to subjugate these 
people and to force them to acquiesce 
to our vision of Afghanistan will fail. 
We all understand that. If we are hon- 
est with ourselves, we know that that 
tactic won’t succeed. To keep our 
troops over there any longer is sinful. 
It is a disservice to our country, and it 
is also sinful to those young men who 
are willing to give their legs and their 
lives for us. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. JONES. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. It is now up to 
us in Congress to stand up for those 
Americans in uniform who will be 
needlessly giving their lives to accom- 
plish a mission that cannot be accom- 
plished. If it can’t be done, we should 
not be sending them over there. 

The most responsible course of action 
is to, as quickly as possible, get our 
people out of this predicament, not to 
dig us in deeper and not to wait until 
this bloody quagmire kills even more 
Americans and we have to leave with- 
out success. If we can’t win, we should 
pull out now. 

Mr. JONES. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 3 minutes to a gen- 
tleman who knows a lot about the 
threats that are facing our Nation, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. RoG- 
ERS), the chairman of the House Per- 
manent Select Committee on Intel- 
ligence. 


The 
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Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, there is a lot of power and 
emotion in this debate today, and Pm 
glad for that. There should be. 

I recall the first time I had the 
chance to get to Afghanistan in late 
2003. I met a woman there who had 
been trained as a doctor in the United 
States. She went to practice medicine 
in her home country of Afghanistan. 
When the Taliban took over, they 
stripped her of her medical duties. 
They sent her home. She was impris- 
oned in her own home for 6 years. I met 
her at a children’s hospital, and in the 
days of the first conflict, she stripped 
off her burka, she walked 10 miles to 
the town to show up to provide medical 
care for the first time to these children 
as a woman in Afghanistan. With tears 
in her eyes she said, Thank you. These 
children have no chance. Afghanistan 
has no future. 

And we saw the soccer field where 
they took people down and summarily 
executed them for violations that they 
deemed to be executable offenses under 
no law of their own, the burned buses 
where the modern conveniences were 
burned to get them out of the system 
when the Taliban took over to apply 
sharia law. And none of that would 
matter from the pain and the loss if 
you’ve attended one of these fine sol- 
dier’s funerals; it is an emotional 
thing, and there is pain, and hurt, and 
sorrow, and something lost in all of us. 

So none of those other things would 
be alone a reason to send our soldiers 
to risk their lives in defense of this 
country, but because of the things I 
talked about, because they have im- 
prisoned women in Afghanistan, be- 
cause of the things that they’ve done 
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to the people there, it created hate and 
ignorance and brutality, and al Qaeda 
saw an advantage, and they took it. 
They established there a safe haven 
where they recruited, where they fi- 
nanced, where they planned, where 
they armed themselves, where they re- 
cruited people around the world from 
other countries to come to train, and 
they sent some of them to the United 
States of America to slaughter 3,000 
people. 

And if you want to talk about money, 
the trillion-plus dollars that 9/11 has 
cost us just in economic loss, that’s 
why we’re there. We should not forget 
the mission today and why they risk 
their lives. If you want to talk about 
the State Department policies, I’m all 
in. Га love to have that debate. If you 
want to talk about rules of engage- 
ment, I’m in, that’s a place, let’s do it, 
let’s have that debate. 

But if you want to tell the enemy 
today—and by the way, for the first 
time, we’ve got information that their 
commanders are saying we don’t want 
to go fight. The spring offensive is 
being planned now, right now. Our sol- 
diers are preparing for battle right 
now. This may be that last great battle 
in Afghanistan on behalf of our soldiers 
to eliminate the major components of 
the Taliban taking over their country. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. So if that 
woman doctor who trained here, taking 
care of kids, who cried for help and 
support doesn’t move you, and maybe 
it shouldn’t; for the pain of that fu- 
neral, that loss, that soldier who gave 
it all for this country doesn’t move; 
then what ought to move you is the 
fact that these folks are gearing up and 
hoping and praying that we give up and 
we pull these troops out before the mis- 
sion is done. 

We all want them home. We want 
them home with no safe haven and a 
way that we can continue to put pres- 
sure on al Qaeda and its supporting af- 
filiates. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I would like to in- 
clude in the RECORD an article on 
AlterNet by Tom Engelhardt which dis- 
cusses the open-ended nature of the Af- 
ghanistan war. 

How To SCHEDULE A WAR: THE INCREDIBLE 

SHRINKING WITHDRAWAL DATE 
(By Tom Engelhardt) 

Going, going, gone! You can almost hear 
the announcer’s voice throbbing with excite- 
ment, only we’re not talking about home 
runs here, but about the disappearing date 
on which, for the United States and its mili- 
tary, the Afghan War will officially end. 

Practically speaking, the answer to when 
it will be over is: just this side of never. If 
you take the word of our Afghan War com- 
mander, the secretary of defense, and top of- 
ficials of the Obama administration and 
NATO, we’re not leaving any time soon. As 
with any clever time traveler, every date 
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that’s set always contains a verbal escape 
hatch into the future. 

In my 1950s childhood, there was a cheesy 
df thrilling) sci-fi flick, The Incredible 
Shrinking Man, about a fellow who passed 
through a radioactive cloud in the Pacific 
Ocean and soon noticed that his suits were 
too big for him. Next thing you knew, he was 
living in a doll house, holding off his pet cat, 
and fighting an ordinary spider transformed 
into a monster. Finally, he disappeared en- 
tirely leaving behind only a sonorous voice 
to tell us that he had entered a universe 
where “е unbelievably small and the unbe- 
lievably vast eventually meet, like the clos- 
ing of a gigantic circle.” 

In recent weeks, without a radioactive 
cloud in sight, the date for serious 
drawdowns of American troops in Afghani- 
stan has followed a similar path toward the 
vanishing point and is now threatening to 
disappear ‘‘over the horizon” (a place where, 
we are regularly told, American troops will 
lurk once they have finally handed their du- 
ties over to the Afghan forces they are train- 
ing). 

If you remember, back in December 2009 
President Obama spoke of July 2011 as a firm 
date to ‘‘begin the transfer of our forces out 
of Afghanistan,” the moment assumedly 
when the beginning of the end of the war 
would come into sight. In July of this year, 
Afghan President Hamid Karzai spoke of 2014 
as the date when Afghan security forces 
‘will be responsible for all military and law 
enforcement operations throughout our 
country.” 

Administration officials, anxious about the 
effect that 2011 date was having on an Amer- 
ican public grown weary of an unpopular war 
and on an enemy waiting for us to depart, 
grabbed Karzai’s date and ran with it (leav- 
ing many of his caveats about the war the 
Americans were fighting, particularly his de- 
sire to reduce the American presence, in the 
dust). Now, 2014 is hyped as the new 2011. 

It has, in fact, been widely reported that 
Obama officials have been working in con- 
cert to ‘‘play down” the president’s 2011 date, 
while refocusing attention on 2014. In recent 
weeks, top administration officials have 
been little short of voluble on the subject. 
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates (‘‘We’re 
not getting out. We’re talking about prob- 
ably a years-long process.’’), Secretary of 
State Hillary Clinton, and Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs Admiral Mike Mullen, attending 
a security conference in Australia, all ‘‘cited 
2014 . . . as the key date for handing over the 
defense of Afghanistan to the Afghans them- 
selves.” The New York Times headlined its 
report on the suddenly prominent change in 
timing this way: “0.5. Tweaks Message on 
Troops in Afghanistan.” 

Quite a tweak. Added Times reporter 
Elisabeth Bumiller: ‘‘The message shift is ef- 
fectively a victory for the military, which 
has long said the July 2011 deadline under- 
mined its mission by making Afghans reluc- 
tant to work with troops perceived to be 
leaving shortly.” 

INFLECTION POINTS AND ASPIRATIONAL GOALS 

Barely had 2014 risen into the headlines, 
however, before that date, too, began to be 
chipped away. As a start, it turned out that 
American planners weren’t talking about 
just any old day in 2014, but its last one. As 
Lieutenant General William Caldwell, head 
of the NATO training program for Afghan se- 
curity forces, put it while holding a Q&A 
with a group of bloggers, ‘‘They’re talking 
about December 31st, 2014. It’s the end of De- 
cember in 2014... that [Afghan] President 
Karzai has said they want Afghan security 
forces in the lead.” 


March 17, 2011 


Nor, officials rushed to say, was anyone 
talking about 2014 as a date for all American 
troops to head for the exits, just ‘‘combat 
troops’’—and maybe not even all of them. 
Possibly tens of thousands of trainers and 
other so-called non-combat forces would stay 
on to help with the ‘‘transition process.” 
This follows the Iraq pattern where 50,000 
American troops remain after the departure 
of U.S. ‘‘combat’’ forces to great media fan- 
fare. Richard Holbrooke, Obama’s Special 
Representative for Afghanistan and Paki- 
stan, was typical in calling for ‘‘the substan- 
tial combat forces [to] be phased out at the 
end of 2014, four years from now.” (Note the 
usual verbal escape hatch, in this case ‘‘sub- 
stantial,” lurking in his statement.) 

Last Saturday, behind ‘‘closed doors” at a 
NATO summit in Lisbon, Portugal, Afghan 
War commander General David Petraeus pre- 
sented European leaders with a ‘‘phased four- 
year plan” to “wind down American and al- 
lied fighting in Afghanistan.” Not surpris- 
ingly, it had the end of 2014 in its sights and 
the president quickly confirmed that ‘‘tran- 
sition” date, even while opening plenty of 
post-2014 wiggle room. By then, as he de- 
scribed it, ‘‘our footprint’? would only be 
“significantly reduced.” (He also claimed 
that, post-2014, the U.S. would be maintain- 
ing a “counterterrorism capability” in Af- 
ghanistan—and Iraq—for which ‘platforms 
to ... execute ... counterterrorism oper- 
ations,” assumedly bases, would be needed.) 

Meanwhile, unnamed ‘senior U.S. offi- 
cials”? in Lisbon were clearly buttonholing 
reporters to ‘‘cast doubt on whether the 
United States, the dominant power in the 28- 
nation alliance, would end its own combat 
mission before 2015.” As always, the usual 
qualifying phrases were profusely in evi- 
dence. 

Throughout these weeks, the ‘‘tweaking’’— 
that is, the further chipping away at 2014 as 
a hard and fast date for anything—only con- 
tinued. Mark Sedwill, NATO’s civilian coun- 
terpart to U.S. commander General David 
Petraeus, insisted that 2014 was nothing 
more than “ап inflection point” in an ever 
more drawn-out drawdown process. That 
process, he insisted, would likely extend to 
‘2015 and beyond,” which, of course, put 2016 
officially into play. And keep in mind that 
this is only for combat troops, not those as- 
signed to ‘‘train and support”? or keep “а 
strategic over watch” on Afghan forces. 

On the eve of NATO’s Lisbon meeting, Pen- 
tagon spokesman Geoff Morrell, waxing near 
poetic, declared 2014 nothing more than an 
“aspirational goal,” rather than an actual 
deadline. As the conference began, NATO’s 
Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen 
insisted that the alliance would be com- 
mitted in Afghanistan ‘‘as long as it takes.” 
And new British Chief of the Defense Staff 
General Sir David Richards suggested that, 
given the difficulty of ever defeating the 
Taliban (or al-Qaeda) militarily, NATO 
should be preparing plans to maintain a role 
for its troops for the next 30 to 40 years. 

WAR EXTENDER 


Here, then, is a brief history of American 
time in Afghanistan. After all, this isn’t our 
first Afghan War, but our second. The first, 
the CIA’s anti-Soviet jihad (in which the 
Agency funded a number of the fundamen- 
talist extremists we’re now fighting in the 
second), lasted a decade, from 1980 until 1989 
when the Soviets withdrew in defeat. 

In October 2001, in the wake of the 9/11 at- 
tacks, the Bush administration launched 
America’s second Afghan War, taking Kabul 
that November as the Taliban dissolved. The 
power of the American military to achieve 
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quick and total victory seemed undeniable, 
even after Osama bin Laden slipped out of 
Tora Bora that December and escaped into 
Pakistan’s tribal borderlands. 

However, it evidently never crossed the 
minds of President Bush’s top officials to 
simply declare victory and get out. Instead, 
as the U.S. would do in Iraq after the inva- 
sion of 2003, the Pentagon started building a 
new infrastructure of military bases (in this 
case, on the ruins of the old Soviet base in- 
frastructure). At the same time, the former 
Cold Warriors in Washington let their 
dreams about pushing the former commies of 
the former Soviet Union out of the former 
soviet socialist republics of Central Asia, 
places where, everyone knew, you could just 
about swim in black gold and run geopoliti- 
cally wild. 

Then, when the invasion of Iraq was 
launched in March 2003, Afghanistan, still a 
“war” (if barely) was forgotten, while the 
Taliban returned to the field, built up their 
strength, and launched an insurgency that 
has only gained momentum to this moment. 
In 2008, before leaving office, George W. Bush 
bumped his favorite general, Iraq surge com- 
mander Petraeus, upstairs to become the 
head of the Central Command which oversees 
America’s war zones in the Greater Middle 
East, including Afghanistan. 

Already the guru of counterinsurgency 
(known familiarly as COIN), Petraeus had, in 
2006, overseen the production of the mili- 
tary’s new war-fighting bible, a how-to man- 
ual dusted off from the Vietnam era’s failed 
version of COIN and made new and magical 
again. In June 2010, eight and a half years 
into our Second Afghan War, at President 
Obama’s request, Petraeus took over as Af- 
ghan War commander. It was clear then that 
time was short—with an administration re- 
view of Afghan war strategy coming up at 
year’s end and results needed quickly. The 
American war was also in terrible shape. 

In the new COIN-ish U.S. Army, however, 
it is a dogma of almost biblical faith that 
counterinsurgencies don’t produce quick re- 
sults; that, to be successful, they must be 
pursued for years on end. As Petraeus put it 
back in 2007 when talking about Iraq, 
“TT]ypically, I think historically, counter- 
insurgency operations have gone at least 
nine or 10 years.” Recently, in an interview 
with Martha Raddatz of ABC News, he made 
a nod toward exactly the same timeframe for 
Afghanistan, one accepted as bedrock knowl- 
edge in the world of the COINistas. 

What this meant was that, whether as 
CENTCOM commander or Afghan War com- 
mander, Petraeus was looking for two poten- 
tially contradictory results at the same 
time. Somehow, he needed to wrest those 
nine to 10 years of war-fighting from a presi- 
dent looking for a tighter schedule and, in a 
war going terribly sour, he needed almost in- 
stant evidence of ‘‘progress’’ that would fit 
the president’s coming December ‘‘review”’ 
of the war and might pacify unhappy publics 
in the U.S. and Europe. 

Now let’s do the math. At the moment, de- 
pending on how you care to count, we are in 
the 10th year of our second Afghan War or 
the 20th year of war interruptus. Since June 
2009, Petraeus and various helpers have 
stretched the schedule to 2014 for (most) 
American combat troops and at least 2015 or 
2016 for the rest. If you were to start count- 
ing from the president’s December surge ad- 
dress, that’s potentially seven more years. In 
other words, we’re now talking about either 
a 15-year war or an on-and-off again quarter- 
century one. All evidence shows that the 
Pentagon’s war planners would like to ex- 
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tend those already vague dates even further 
into the future. 


ON TICKING CLOCKS IN WASHINGTON AND KABUL 


Up to now, only one of General Petraeus’s 
two campaigns has been under discussion 
here: the other one, fought out these last 
years not in Afghanistan, but in Washington 
and NATO capitals, over how to schedule a 
war. Think of it as the war for a free hand in 
determining how long the Afghan War is to 
be fought. 

It has been run from General Petraeus’s 
headquarters in Kabul, the giant five-sided 
military headquarters on the Potomac pre- 
sided over by Secretary of Defense Gates, 
and various think-tanks filled with Amer- 
ica’s militarized intelligentsia scattered 
around Washington—and it has proven a 
classically successful ‘‘clear, hold, build’’ 
counterinsurgency operation. Pacification in 
Washington and a number of European cap- 
itals has occurred with remarkably few cas- 
ualties. (Former Afghan war commander 
General Stanley McChrystal, axed by the 
president for insubordination, has been the 
exception, not the rule.) 

Slowly but decisively, Petraeus and com- 
pany constricted President Obama’s war- 
planning choices to two options: more and 
yet more. In late 2009, the president agreed 
to that second surge of troops (the first had 
been announced that March), not to speak of 
CIA agents, drones, private contractors, and 
State Department and other civilian govern- 
ment employees. In his December ‘‘surge’’ 
address at West Point (for the nation but 
visibly to the military), Obama had the te- 
merity as commander-in-chief to name a spe- 
cific, soon-to-arrive date—July 2011—for be- 
ginning a serious troop drawdown. It was 
then that the COIN campaign in Washington 
ramped up into high gear with the goal of 
driving the prospective end of the war back 
by years. 

It took bare hours after the president’s ad- 
dress for administration officials to begin 
leaking to media sources that his drawdown 
would be ‘‘conditions based’’—a phrase guar- 
anteed to suck the meaning out of any dead- 
line. (The president had indeed acknowl- 
edged in his address that his administration 
would take into account ‘“‘conditions on the 
ground.’’) Soon, the Secretary of Defense and 
others took to the airwaves in a months-long 
campaign emphasizing that drawdown in Af- 
ghanistan didn’t really mean drawdown, that 
leaving by no means meant leaving, and that 
the future was endlessly open to interpreta- 
tion. 

With the ratification in Lisbon of that 2014 
date “апа beyond,” the political clocks—an 
image General Petraeus loves—in Wash- 
ington, European capitals, and American 
Kabul are now ticking more or less in uni- 
son. 

Two other ‘‘clocks’’ are, however, ticking 
more like bombs. If counterinsurgency is a 
hearts and minds campaign, then the other 
target of General Petraeus’s first COIN cam- 
paign has been the restive hearts and minds 
of the American and European publics. Last 
year a Dutch government fell over popular 
opposition to Afghanistan and, even as 
NATO met last weekend, thousands of 
antiwar protestors marched in London and 
Lisbon. Europeans generally want out and 
their governments know it, but (as has been 
true since 1945) the continent’s leaders have 
no idea how to say “по” to Washington. In 
the U.S., too, the Afghan war grows ever 
more unpopular, and while it was forgotten 
during the election season, no politician 
should count on that phenomenon lasting 
forever. 
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And then, of course, there’s the literal 
ticking bomb, the actual war in Afghanistan. 
In that campaign, despite a drumbeat of 
American/NATO publicity about ‘‘progress,”’ 
the news has been grim indeed. American 
and NATO casualties have been higher this 
year than at any other moment in the war; 
the Taliban seems if anything more en- 
trenched in more parts of the country; the 
Afghan public, ever more puzzled and less 
happy with foreign troops and contractors 
traipsing across the land; and Hamid Karzai, 
the president of the country, sensing a situa- 
tion gone truly sour, has been regularly 
challenging the way General Petraeus is 
fighting the war in his country. (The nerve!) 

No less unsettling, General Petraeus him- 
self has seemed unnerved. He was declared 
“irked” by Karzai’s comments and was said 
to have warned Afghan officials that their 
president’s criticism might be making his 
“own position ‘untenable,’’’ which was taken 
as a resignation threat. Meanwhile, the 
COIN-meister was in the process of imposing 
a new battle plan on Afghanistan that leaves 
counterinsurgency (at least as usually de- 
scribed) in a roadside ditch. No more is the 
byword ‘‘protect the people,” or ‘‘clear, hold, 
build’; now, it’s smash, kill, destroy. The 
war commander has loosed American fire- 
power in a major way in the Taliban strong- 
holds of southern Afghanistan. 

Early this year, then-commander 
McChrystal had significantly cut back on 
U.S. air strikes as a COIN-ish measure meant 
to lessen civilian casualties. No longer. In a 
striking reversal, air power has been called 
in—and in a big way. In October, U.S. planes 
launched missiles or bombs on 1,000 separate 
Afghan missions, numbers seldom seen since 
the 2001 invasion. The Army has similarly 
loosed its massively powerful High Mobility 
Artillery Rocket System in the area around 
the southern city of Kandahar. Civilian 
deaths are rising rapidly. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

We keep coming back to 9/11. We’re 
near the eighth anniversary of the in- 
vasion of Iraq, which had nothing to do 
with 9/11, and which was predicated on 
a lie, no weapons of mass destruction. 
The war in Afghanistan is based on a 
misreading of history. The Soviet 
Union understood that at hard cost. 
The occupation is fueling an insur- 
gency. 

Now, Jeremy Scahill in the Nation 
points out that Taliban leaders have 
said they’ve seen a swelling in Taliban 
ranks since 9/11 in part attributed to 
the widely held perception that the 
Karzai government is corrupt and ille- 
gitimate, and that Afghans, primarily 
ethnic Pashtuns, want foreign occupa- 
tion forces out. They’re only fighting 
to make foreigners leave Afghanistan. 
Occupation fuels insurgency. That is 
an ironclad fact. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LEE). 

Ms. LEE of California. Thank you 
very much. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of this resolution, of which I’m 
proud to be an original cosponsor, and 
га like to thank Representative KUCI- 
NICH for his work on this resolution and 
also mainly for his continued and 
passioned defense of congressional war 
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powers authority. Also, I, too, want to 
commend Congressman JONES for his 
leadership on this issue and so many 
other issues. 

This resolution is simple and 
straightforward. It directs the Presi- 
dent to end the near decade-long war in 
Afghanistan and to redeploy United 
States Armed Forces from Afghanistan 
by the end of this year. Al Qaeda is not 
in Afghanistan, and Osama bin Laden 
still has not been found. This resolu- 
tion comes at a time when a growing 
number of Members of Congress, mili- 
tary and foreign policy experts, and, in 
particular, the American people, are 
calling for an immediate end to this 
war. Enough is enough. 

Let me just say something. First of 
all, we’ve heard that polls are showing 
that nearly three-quarters of the 
American public favors action to speed 
up U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan. 
Yes, the Congress authorized the use of 
force in 2001, which I voted against be- 
cause it gave the President, any Presi- 
dent, a blank check to use force, any- 
time, anyplace, anywhere in the world 
for any period of time. It was not a dec- 
laration of war, yet this has been the 
longest war in American history, the 
longest war in American history. 

As the daughter of a 25-year Army of- 
ficer who served in two wars, let me sa- 
lute our troops, let me honor our 
troops and just say our servicemen and 
-women have performed with incredible 
courage and commitment in Afghani- 
stan. But they have been put in an im- 
possible situation. It’s time to bring 
them home. There is no military solu- 
tion in Afghanistan. 

As we fight here in Congress to pro- 
tect investments in education, health 
care, public health and safety, the war 
in Afghanistan will cost more than $100 
billion in 2011 alone. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield the gentle- 
woman an additional 30 seconds. 

Ms. LEE of California. No one can 
deny that the increasing costs of the 
war in Afghanistan are constraining 
our efforts to invest in job creation and 
jump-start the economy. 

Yesterday, I joined а bipartisan 
group of 80 Members of Congress in 
sending a letter to President Obama 
calling for a significant and sizeable re- 
duction in United States troop levels in 
Afghanistan no later than July of this 
year. 

This debate that we’re having today 
here should have occurred in 2001 when 
Congress authorized this blank check. 
It was barely debated. It was barely de- 
bated, and the rush to war has created 
not less anger towards the United 
States but more hostilities, and it’s 
not in our national security nor eco- 
nomic interests to continue. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I want to point out 
that for those Members who are con- 
cerned about the finances of this gov- 
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ernment, U.S. debt soared from $6.4 
trillion in March 2003 to $10 trillion. 

Joseph Stiglitz, Nobel Prize winner 
economist, and his associate, Linda 
Bilmes, pointed out that at least a 
quarter of that increase is directly at- 
tributable to the war in Iraq. AS a re- 
sult of two costly wars, funded by debt, 
our fiscal house was in abysmal shape 
even before the financial crisis, and 
those fiscal woes compounded the 
downturn. The global financial crisis 
was due at least in part—this is a 
quote—to the war. 
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Now they continue. The Iraq war 
didn’t just contribute to the severity of 
the fiscal crisis, though it kept us from 
responding to it effectively. So, my 
friends, finance is a national security 
issue. If we are broke, we can’t defend 
ourselves. 

I yield 1% minutes to the gentleman 
from Vermont (Mr. WELCH). 

Mr. WELCH. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues on the 
other side, America does have a na- 
tional security interest in protecting 
American citizens from terrorist at- 
tack. But the question before us is this: 
Is that national security interest being 
served by 10 years of nation building in 
the third most corrupt country in the 
entire world? Is our national security 
interest being served by sending 100,000 
troops and $454 billion in taxpayer 
money to a country where there are 50 
members of al Qaeda? Is it a winning 
and likely successful strategy when al 
Qaeda simply moves where we aren’t? 
They move out of Afghanistan into 
Pakistan, to Sudan, to wherever they 
can find a safe haven. 

Does it make sense to ask our sol- 
diers and our taxpayers to sacrifice 
when our Afghan partner is so pro- 
foundly corrupt? And I mean world- 
class corrupt: $3 billion in pallets of 
cash moved out of the Kabul airport to 
safe havens for warlords; an Afghan 
Vice President who flies to Dubai with 
$52 million in walking-around money; 
when the U.S.-backed Afghan major 
crimes unit tries to get Karzai to act 
on corruption and Karzai gets his 
buddy out of jail. Yes, we have a na- 
tional security interest in protecting 
America from attack, but this is a los- 
ing strategy. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield 1» minutes to 
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ). 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of this resolution. 

After 10 long years, $336 billion spent, 
1,500 American lives lost, and thou- 
sands maimed, it is time to bring our 
troops home. Our servicemen and 
-women and their coalition allies have 
performed valiantly. The United States 
has done everything possible to provide 
opportunity for the Afghanistan people 
and the chance for a democratic gov- 
ernment there to mature and take 
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hold. Afghanistan must now take re- 
sponsibility for its own destiny. 

The fact of the matter is this: If now 
is not the time to leave, then when? Af- 
ghanistan has become the longest war 
in U.S. history, with a price tag of $100 
billion a year. At a time when we are 
contemplating cutting services for sen- 
iors, educational programs for chil- 
dren, and tuition assistance for work- 
ing college students, that money could 
be spent more wisely elsewhere. 

Mr. Speaker, too much of our coun- 
try’s treasure has gone toward this 
war. But more importantly, the cost in 
human life, American and Afghan, has 
been enormous. As the world’s greatest 
democracy, what kind of message does 
this war send to other nations? Do as 
we say, not as we do? 

It is time to make our actions reflect 
our words. Get out of Afghanistan now. 
Mr. KUCINICH. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BERMAN. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, at the 
present time, I would like to yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PAUL). 

Mr. PAUL. I thank the gentleman. 

The question we are facing today is, 
should we leave Afghanistan? I think 
the answer is very clear, and it’s not 
complicated. Of course we should, as 
soon as we can. This suggests that we 
can leave by the end of the year. If we 
don’t, we’ll be there for another dec- 
ade, would be my prediction. 

The American people are now with 
us. A group of us here in the Congress, 
a bipartisan group, for nearly a decade 
have been talking about this, arguing 
not to expand the war, not to be over 
there, not to be in nation building. And 
the American people didn’t pay much 
attention. Now they are. The large ma- 
jority of the American people now say 
it’s time to get out of Afghanistan. It’s 
a fruitless venture. Too much has been 
lost. The chance of winning, since we 
don’t even know what we are going to 
win, doesn’t exist. So they are tired of 
it. Financially, there’s a good reason to 
come home as well. 

Some argue we have to be there be- 
cause if we leave under these cir- 
cumstances we’ll lose face; it will look 
embarrassing to leave. So how many 
more men and women have to die, how 
many more dollars have to be spent to 
save face? That is one of the worst ar- 
guments possible. 

We are not there under legal condi- 
tions. This is a war. Who says it isn’t a 
war? Everybody talks about the Af- 
ghan war. Was the war declared? Of 
course not. It wasn’t declared. There 
was a resolution passed that said that 
the President at that time, under the 
emergency of 9/11, could go and deal 
with al Qaeda, those who brought upon 
the 9/11 bombings. But al Qaeda is not 
there anymore. So we are fighting the 
Taliban. 
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The Taliban used to be our allies at 
one time when the Soviets were there. 
The Taliban’s main goal is to keep the 
foreign occupation out. They want for- 
eigners out of their country. They are 
not al Qaeda. Yet most Americans— 
maybe less so now. But the argument 
here on the floor is we have got to go 
after al Qaeda. This is not a war 
against al Qaeda. If anything, it gives 
the incentive for al Qaeda to grow in 
numbers rather than dealing with 
them. 

The money issue, we are talking 
about a lot of money. How much do we 
spend a year? Probably about $130 bil- 
lion, up to $1 trillion now in this past 
decade. 

Later on in the day, we are going to 
have two votes. We are going to have a 
vote on doing something sensible, mak- 
ing sense out of our foreign policy, 
bringing our troops home and saving 
hundreds of billions of dollars. Then we 
also will have a vote against NPR, to 
cut the funding of NPR. There is a seri- 
ous question about whether that will 
even cut one penny. But at least the 
fiscal conservatives are going to be 
overwhelmingly in support of slashing 
NPR, and then go home and brag about 
how they are such great fiscal conserv- 
atives. And the very most they might 
save is $10 million, and that’s their 
claim to fame for slashing the budget. 
At the same time, they won’t consider 
for a minute cutting a real significant 
amount of money. 

All empires end for fiscal reasons be- 
cause they spread themselves too far 
around the world, and that’s what we 
are facing. We are in the midst of a 
military conflict that is contributing 
to this inevitable crisis and it’s finan- 
cial. And you would think there would 
be a message there. 

How did the Soviets come down? By 
doing the very same thing that we’re 
doing: perpetual occupation of a coun- 
try. 

We don’t need to be occupying Af- 
ghanistan or any other country. We 
don’t even need to be considering going 
into Libya or anywhere else. Fortu- 
nately, I guess for those of us who 
would like to see less of this killing, we 
will have to quit because we won’t be 
able to afford it. 

The process that we are going 
through is following the War Powers 
Resolution. This is a proper procedure. 
It calls attention to how we slip into 
these wars. 

I have always claimed that it’s the 
way we get into the wars that is the 
problem. If we would be precise and 
only go to war with a declaration of 
war, with the people behind us, know- 
ing who the enemy is, and fight, win, 
and get it over with, that would be 
more legitimate. They don’t do it now 
because the American people wouldn’t 
support it. Nobody is going to declare 
war against Afghanistan or Iraq or 
Libya. 


4391 


We now have been so careless for the 
past 50 or 60 years that, as a Congress 
and especially as a House, we have 
reneged on our responsibilities. We 
have avoided our prerogatives of saying 
that we have the control. We have con- 
trol of the purse. We have control of 
when we are supposed to go to war. Yet 
the wars continue. They never stop. 
And we are going to be completely 
brought down to our knees. 

We can’t change Afghanistan. The 
people who are bragging about these 
changes, even if you could, you are not 
supposed to. You don’t have the moral 
authority. You don’t have the constitu- 
tional authority. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. JONES. I yield the gentleman 30 
additional seconds. 

Mr. PAUL. So I would say, the soon- 
er, the better, we can come home. This 
process says come home. Under the 
law, it says you should start bringing 
troops home within 30 days. This al- 
lows up to the end of the year after 
this would be passed. But this needs to 
be done. A message needs to be sent. 
And some day we have to wake up and 
say, if you are a fiscal conservative, 
you ought to look at the waste. 


1230 


This is military Keynesianism to be- 
lieve that we should do this forever. So 
I would say this is the day to be on 
record and vote for this resolution. 

Mr. JONES. I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
am so honored to yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HUNTER), a member of the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee and a distinguished 
combat veteran who has served our 
country honorably in Iraq and Afghani- 
stan with the United States Marine 
Corps. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, first, I 
was in the Marine Corps. I did two 
tours in Iraq and one in Afghanistan. I 
didn’t do anything exceptional; but if 
anybody else has served in Afghani- 
stan, I will yield to you right now. If 
anybody in this Congress who has 
served in a military capacity in these 
wars in Afghanistan, Г11 be happy to 
yield to you. 

You might have taken a few trips 
over, and you can tell stories about the 
families that are impacted who you 
know. You can talk about people who 
you know that have been impacted. 
You can talk about those marines and 
soldiers and sailors and airmen that we 
see injured at Bethesda and Walter 
Reed; but if you want to quote some- 
body, you can quote me. I’m in 223 Can- 
non. 

If you want to talk to a family that’s 
been impacted by three deployments, 
two of my kids, all of them 10 or 
under—I have three—two of them have 
been through three deployments. One 
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child, my youngest daughter, has been 
through one deployment, the Afghan 
deployment in 2007. 

If you want to talk to somebody, feel 
free to talk to my family because they 
understand what it’s like. What they 
also understand is the reason that 
we’re there. 


Less than 2 percent of America’s pop- 
ulation serves. The burden from Af- 
ghanistan is on their shoulders. It’s on 
my family’s shoulders. They know 
what’s at stake. That’s why they basi- 
cally allowed me to do it. They allowed 
me to go to Iraq and Afghanistan be- 
cause of the number one reason that 
we’re there, the number one reason. 
And it’s not to nation-build. It’s to 
make sure that radicalized Muslims 
stop killing Americans. It’s to stop 
them from destroying this country. 


They want to murder us. Every sin- 
gle person in this room, every Amer- 
ican, radicalized Muslims want to mur- 
der. That’s why we have men and 
women over there right now fighting. 
That’s it. There’s no other reason for 
it. 

Nation building is a thing we have to 
do there on the side to get the people, 
the Afghan people, on our side. But 
what we’re doing right now is we’re 
taking out the enemy. 

And we have to trust General 
Petraeus. We have to trust President 
Obama, in this case, that they know 
what’s going on. He’s the Commander 
in Chief, not us. We are not the com- 
manders in chief. There’s one of them, 
and it’s the other side’s President. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. HUNTER. If you want to quote 
somebody who’s been there, feel free to 
quote me. If you want to talk about it, 
feel free to come to my office. And if 
you want to hold up pictures of fami- 
lies, hold up pictures of mine because 
they’ve been impacted by it. 

But I thank the gentleman from Ohio 
for bringing up this debate because 
what has happened is our side has cut 
defense by $16 billion in H.R. 1. If we’re 
not going to support our troops while 
we’re fighting, this type of resolution 
might need a look at later. I don’t 
think now is the right time. 

I oppose the resolution. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK). АП Members are re- 
minded that remarks in debate should 
be addressed to the Chair and through 
the Chair and not to each other. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I would like to insert 
into the RECORD a recent report from 
The Washington Post that says that 
we’ve seen the steepest increase in lost 
limbs among soldiers and marines oc- 
curring in the last 4 months. 


The 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


[From the Washington Post, Mar. 9, 2011] 


REPORT REVEALS STEEP INCREASE IN WAR 
AMPUTATIONS LAST FALL 
(By David Brown) 

The majority of American soldiers under- 
going amputation for war wounds last fall 
lost more than one limb, according to data 
presented Tuesday to the Defense Health 
Board, a committee of experts that advises 
the Defense Department on medical matters. 

Military officials had previously released 
data showing that amputations, and espe- 
cially multiple-limb losses, increased last 
year. The information presented to the 20- 
member board is the first evidence that the 
steepest increase occurred over the last four 
months of the year. 

In September 2010, about two-thirds of all 
war-theater amputation operations involved 
a single limb (usually a leg) and one-third 
two or more limbs. The split was roughly 50- 
50 in October and November. In December, 
only one-quarter of amputation surgery in- 
volved only one limb; three-quarters in- 
volved the loss of two or more limbs. 

The Marines, who make up 20 percent of 
the forces in Iraq and Afghanistan, were es- 
pecially hard hit. Of the 66 wounded severely 
enough to be evacuated overseas in October, 
one-third lost a limb. 

In the first seven years of the Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan wars, about 6 percent of seriously 
wounded soldiers underwent amputation. 

Wounds to the genitals and lower urinary 
tract—known as genitourinary injuries—ac- 
counted for 11 percent of wounds over the 
last seven months of 2010, up from 4 percent 
in the previous 17 months, according to data 
presented by John B. Holcomb, a trauma sur- 
geon and retired Army colonel. 

The constellation of  leg-and-genital 
wounds are in large part the consequence of 
stepping on improvised explosive devices— 
homemade mines—and are known as ‘‘dis- 
mounted IED injuries.”’ 

The data were assembled by Holcomb and 
two physicians at Landstuhl Regional Med- 
ical Center in Germany, where all seriously 
injured soldiers are taken on their way back 
to the United States. 

The steep increase in both the rate and 
number of amputations clearly disturbed 
both Holcomb and members of the board, 
which met at a Hilton hotel near Dulles 
International Airport. 

Holcomb, who spent two weeks at 
Landstuhl in December and is a former head 
of the U.S. Army Institute of Surgical Re- 
search, said he had heard of ‘‘unwritten 
pacts among young Marines that if they get 
their legs and genitals blown off they won’t 
put tourniquets on but will let each other die 
on the battlefield.” 

Richard H. Carmona, who was U.S. surgeon 
general from 2002 to 2006 and is now on the 
board, said the information was ‘‘very dis- 
turbing.”’ 

He said it has made him ask: ‘‘What is the 
endgame here? Is the sacrifice we are asking 
of our young men and women worth the po- 
tential return? I have questions about that 
now.”’ 

Carmona, 61, served as an Army medic in 
Vietnam before going to college and medical 
school. He has a son who is an Army ser- 
geant and is serving in Iraq. 

Jay A. Johannigman, an Air Force colonel 
who has served multiple deployments as a 
trauma surgeon, said his stint at the mili- 
tary hospital at Bagram Airfield in Afghani- 
stan last fall ‘‘was different” both personally 
and medically. 

“Хе see the enormous price our young men 
and women are paying. It should not be for 
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naught,” he said. He didn’t want to elabo- 
rate. 

Why amputation-requiring injuries in- 
creased so much in recent months isn’t en- 
tirely understood. It is partly a function of 
tactics that emphasize more foot patrols in 
rural areas. Some people have speculated the 
mines may be constructed specifically to 
cause the devastating wounds. 

“Do the Marines know? Probably,” said 
Frank Butler, a doctor and retired Navy cap- 
tain who has spearheaded improvements in 
battlefield first aid over the last decade. 
“But they’re not releasing a thing. And they 
shouldn’t.’’ 


I would also like to insert into the 
RECORD a report from the “American 
Conservative” which says that late last 
year IED deaths among our own sol- 
diers were up, not down. 

[From The American Conservative, Mar. 10, 
2011] 
How’s THAT POPULATION-CENTRIC COIN 
GOING? 
(Posted by Kelley Vlahos) 

If the success or failure of the Afghan mili- 
tary ‘‘surge’’ rests on whether the U.S. can 
bring down the level of violence and protect 
the civilian population from the Taliban—a 
metric that the now fading COINdinistas had 
once insisted could be achieved with the 
right strategy—then two new statistics to 
emerge this week don’t bode well for the 
prospects of the nearly 2-year-old counter- 
insurgency operation in Afghanistan. 

First, more of our soldiers today are com- 
ing home this year with amputations than in 
the previous year, according reports coming 
out of the Defense Health Board this week. 
According to The Washington Post, which 
was apparently the only mainstream news 
outlet to cover the board’s meeting in North- 
ern Virginia on Tuesday, the steepest in- 
crease in lost limbs among soldiers and Ma- 
rines occurred in the last four months. 

The Marines, who make up 20 percent of 
the forces in Iraq and Afghanistan, were es- 
pecially hard hit. Of the 66 wounded severely 
enough to be evacuated overseas in October, 
one-third lost a limb. 

In the first seven years of the Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan wars, about 6 percent of seriously 
wounded soldiers underwent amputation. 

Wounds to the genitals and lower urinary 
tract—known as genitourinary injuries—ac- 
counted for 11 percent of wounds over the 
last seven months of 2010, up from 4 percent 
in the previous 17 months, according to data 
presented by John B. Holcomb, a trauma sur- 
geon and retired Army colonel. 

The constellation of leg-and-genital 
wounds are in large part the consequence of 
stepping on improvised explosive devices— 
homemade mines—and are known as ‘“‘dis- 
mounted IED injuries.” 

The data regarding the increased amputa- 
tions were already reported in Friday’s 
WaPo, but apparently the fact they spiked in 
the last few months only came out in the 
meeting. Who knows if that point would’ve 
ever seen the light of day if a reporter hadn’t 
been there. A source close to the board told 
me that media rarely show up to cover the 
DHB, which is a pity, because its members, 
which include both civilian and retired mili- 
tary doctors and scientists, probably know 
more about the ‘іе picture” regarding the 
health and welfare of our troops in the bat- 
tlefield than anyone else and tend to talk 
candidly among themselves about conditions 
there. 

The data was presented Tuesday by John 
B. Holcomb, a trauma surgeon and retired 
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Army colonel. As a former head of the U.S. 
Army Institute of Surgical Research, he said 
he had heard of ‘‘unwritten pacts among 
young Marines that if they get their legs and 
genitals blown off they won’t put tour- 
niquets on but will let each other die on the 
battlefield.” 

New DHB member Richard Carmona, a 
former U.S. Surgeon General under Bush, ap- 
parently didn’t get the memo about Keeping 
his emotional responses in check. The Viet- 
nam veteran called the new statistics “very 
disturbing,” and then asked, ‘‘What is the 
endgame here? Is the sacrifice we are asking 
of our young men and women worth the po- 
tential return? I have questions about that 
now.” 

He should definitely have questions, con- 
sidering that Gen. David Petraeus, Lt. Gen. 
William ‘“‘svengali” Caldwell and others have 
been all over the press in recent weeks talk- 
ing about how promising it looks in Afghani- 
stan the Taliban’s ‘‘halted momentum,” and 
all that. 

Meanwhile, the other big news today is 
that civilian deaths in Afghanistan are up, 
too. 

According to a new U.N. report, civilian 
deaths as a result of war violence rose 15 per- 
cent from the year before in Afghanistan 
(some of the highest levels since the war 
began in 2001). More than two-thirds of those 
deaths—2,777—were caused by insurgents (up 
28 percent) and 440 were caused by Afghan 
Army/NATO forces (down 25 percent*). While 
the Taliban is responsible for most civilian 
deaths, the U.S. has made ‘‘protecting the 
population” a major strategic goal for win- 
ning over the Afghan people, legitimizing 
the Karzai government and draining the 
Taliban of its authority. Instead, it’s been 
publicly blamed and repudiated by Afghans 
for a number of civilian bombing deaths, the 
most recent being nine Afghan boys killed 
“by accident” in a U.S. air strike in Kunar 
province. 

This week, President Karzai, rejected an 
apology from Petraeus for the killings, and 
later accepted another attempt at apology 
from Sec. Def. Bob Gates. It didn’t help that 
Petraeus’ apology came a week after he sug- 
gested that the young victims of another 
NATO attack in Kunar had gotten their burn 
marks not from the strike, but from their 
parents, who might have hurt the kids them- 
selves in disciplinary actions. It didn’t go 
over so well, especially since Afghan au- 
thorities say 65 people were killed, many of 
them women and children. NATO has now 
admitted that some civilians may have been 
hurt, but insists the operation had targeted 
insurgents. 

Again, my mind goes back to the 
COINdinistas, many of whom remain delu- 
sional about the direction of the war, and 
others who might be furiously back-peddling 
or remolding themselves as we speak. In 
June 2009, Triage: The Next Twelve Months 
in Afghanistan and Pakistan, was published 
by the pro-COIN Center for a New American 
Security (CNAS). In it, fellow Andrew Exum, 
CNAS CEO Nathaniel Fick, David Kilcullen 
and Ahmed Humayun wrote this (emphasis 
mine): 

“To be sure, violence will rise in Afghani- 
stan over the next year—no matter what the 
United States and its allies do. What mat- 
ters, though, is who is dying. And here a par- 
ticular lesson may be directly imported from 
the U.S. experience in Iraq. In 2007, during 
the Baghdad security operations commonly 
referred to as ‘һе surge,” U.S. casualties 
actually increased sharply. What U.S. plan- 
ners were looking for, however, was not a 
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drop in U.S. casualties—or even a drop in 
Iraqi security force casualties but a drop in 
Iraqi civilian casualties. In the same way, 
U.S. and allied operations in Afghanistan 
must be focused on protecting the population 
even at the expense of allied casualties.’’. 

Afghan civilian casualties, whether at the 
hands of the coalition, the Taliban, or the Af- 
ghan government, will be the most telling meas- 
ure of progress. 

Well, violence is up, and deaths among 
NATO and its allies are up. And so are civil- 
ian casualties. 

Meanwhile, while the CNAS team said in 
June 2009 that NATO/Afghan soldier deaths 
were expected to rise, they also claimed that 
another metric of success would be an even- 
tual flattening of IED (Improvised Explosive 
Devices) incidents. 

Another indicator of cooperation (with 
local Afghans) is the number of roadside 
bombs (improvised explosive devices, or 
IEDs) that are found and cleared versus ex- 
ploded. IED numbers have risen sharply in 
Afghanistan since 2006 (though numbers are 
still low, and IEDs still unsophisticated, 
compared to Iraq). The coalition should ex- 
pect an increase in numbers again this year. 
However, a rise in the proportion of IEDs 
being found and defused (especially when dis- 
covered thanks to tips from the local popu- 
lation) indicates that locals have a good 
working relationship with local military 
units a sign of progress. 

Despite all his spin to the contrary, 
Petraeus cannot hide the fact that late last 
year, IED deaths among our own soldiers 
were up, not down. A chart issued within its 
own November progress report to Congress 
last November shows that, and it shows that 
the found and cleared IEDs had not risen 
above the attacks in most areas of the coun- 
try. 

Plus, metric or no metric, the recent data 
indicating serious injuries of U.S. soldiers 
this late in the game—while every other as- 
sessment outside the military bubble says 
the Taliban are making more gains not 
less—should leave any thinking person at 
this point to question, ‘‘is it really worth 
it?” 

Not sure what it will take before the 
COINdinistas admit events on the ground are 
falling short of their own metrics. Sounds 
like a good follow-up to ‘‘Triage,’’ but will 
anyone there have the guts to write it? 

I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Texas, Representative JACKSON 
LEE. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I re- 
spect my President, our President. 

I thank the previous speaker for his 
service. I thank all of the United 
States military, at home and abroad, 
for their brave and courageous service. 

I beg to differ. The Constitution indi- 
cates that the Congress can declare 
war, which has not been so declared. I 
would make the argument that we 
have shed our blood in Afghanistan, 
and my hat is off to those families who 
have lost their loved ones, and cer- 
tainly those who fight on the front 
lines today. 

I believe it is important for Congress 
to be engaged in this effort because 
this is the people’s House. А few 
months ago, a year ago, I may not have 
supported this move. But here we are 
again, facing the same obstacles. 

This amendment or resolution says 
within 30 days, but up to December 31, 
if necessary. 
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It is time now to push the Kabul gov- 
ernment to be able to negotiate and en- 
gage. It is time to use smart power. It 
is time to let girls go to school, let 
leaders lead, and for our combat troops 
and others to come home. 

It is time to recognize that our re- 
sources are needed around the world. 
Libya is in need. 

But it is time for us to end with Af- 
ghanistan and to push them to be a 
sovereign nation, and to work with 
them on diplomacy and to be able to 
save lives. 

I support this resolution. I wish that 
it would pass now. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
LEWIS). 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today in strong opposition to the 
longest running war in our Nation’s 
history. I want to thank my friend and 
colleague from Ohio for introducing 
this resolution. 

War is not the answer. It is not the 
way to peace. We must root out the 
causes of hate and violence. 

Gandhi once said: ‘‘Power is of two 
kinds. One is obtained by the fear of 
punishment, and the other by acts of 
love. Power based on love is a thousand 
times more effective and permanent 
than the one derived from the fear of 
punishment.”’ 

Our path to peace in Afghanistan is 
not through war; it is not through vio- 
lence. Enough is enough. The time is 
long overdue. 

We are spending billions of dollars a 
week. Not another nickel, not another 
dime, not another dollar, not another 
hour, not another day, not another 
week. We must end this war and end it 
now. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
the resolution. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
POLIS). 

Mr. POLIS. I thank the gentleman 
from Ohio for bringing forth this im- 
portant resolution and finally bringing 
to the floor of the House the discussion 
about the war in Afghanistan. 

Wrong war, wrong time, wrong place. 
Intelligence estimates are that there 
are under 50 al Qaeda operatives in Af- 
ghanistan. With the current cost of the 
war effort, we’re spending between $1.5 
billion and $2 billion per al Qaeda oper- 
ative. 

There is a very real terrorist threat 
to our country that comes from the 
loosely knit al Qaeda terrorist net- 
work, but that threat does not emanate 
from Afghanistan. It does not emanate 
from any one particular nation-state. 
It is a stateless menace. They go wher- 
ever they’re able to thrive on the lack 
of order. 

To effectively combat this menace, 
we need targeted special operations, we 
need aggressive intelligence gathering, 
and we need to make sure that we com- 
bat this menace wherever they are 
with the appropriate resources. 
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Being bogged down, occupying one 
particular nation-state is a waste of re- 
sources and not the best way to keep 
the American people safe. 

I strongly support this resolution. 
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Mr. KUCINICH. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BERMAN. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Мг. ROHRABACHER). 

Мг. ROHRABACHER. I rise in sup- 
port of the resolution, and again with 
great respect and concern for those 
great people who we are sending over- 
seas to defend us. If we don’t think 
they can succeed, it is incumbent upon 
us to bring them home as soon as pos- 
sible. 

I was not in the United States mili- 
tary in Afghanistan, but I did partici- 
pate in a battle in Afghanistan when 
the Russians were there. I went in with 
the Mujahideen unit and fought in the 
Battle of Jalalabad in 1988. I got to 
know these people of Afghanistan. For- 
eign troops will never conquer the peo- 
ple of Afghanistan. 

And, yes, radicalized Islams did mur- 
der Americans on 9/11. By the way, 
most of them were Saudis. Most all of 
them who hijacked the planes were 
Saudis. And Saudi Arabia still has the 
radical Islamic tenets that we are talk- 
ing about that supposedly brought us 
into this battle. 

We will not succeed if we are plan- 
ning to force the Afghan people to ac- 
cept the centralized government that 
our State Department has foisted upon 
them. All we are going to do is lose 
more people. All we are going to do is 
have more wounded people and more of 
our military sent over there, because 
that is what they are telling us is the 
method of getting out. To get out, we 
have to have Karzai accepted. 

We have foisted on them the most 
centralized system of government that 
would never have even worked here, be- 
cause we believe that local people 
should run the police and should elect 
their own local officials. If we don’t be- 
lieve that that system will work, and 
that is our plan, we should get our peo- 
ple out of there before more of them 
are killed and maimed. 

Yes, we do respect DUNCAN HUNTER 
and all those people who have served. 
That is the reason, that is what moti- 
vates me. 

Here we have WALTER JONES, who 
represents the Marine Corps down at 
Camp Lejeune. If they thought that 
they were defending our country and 
were going to save our lives, all of 
them would give their lives for us. But 
they are not on that mission. They are 
on that mission to get the Afghan peo- 
ple and coerce them into accepting a 
corrupt central government, and that 
won’t work. It didn’t work when I was 
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there fighting the Russians. It won’t 
work now. 

Mr. JONES. I continue to reserve my 
time. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
with all due respect to the gentleman 
from California, I would not compare a 
staff delegation trip to the valiant 
forces of our armed services who are 
fighting overseas. 

Iam pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. COFF- 
MAN), a member of the Armed Services 
Committee, a combat veteran of the 
first gulf war, who served again in Iraq 
5 years ago with the United States Ma- 
rine Corps. 

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. I thank 
the gentlewoman from Florida, and I 
thank the gentleman from Ohio for 
bringing this resolution forward, and I 
reluctantly rise in opposition to it. 

I volunteered to serve in Iraq not be- 
cause I believed that invading, paci- 
fying, and administering the country 
was the right course of action, but I be- 
lieved that once we had made the com- 
mitment that we had to follow it 
through and bring it to a reasonable 
and just conclusion. 

In Afghanistan, I think that what 
this Nation first did was great: That we 
were attacked on 9/11. The Taliban con- 
trolled much of the country and gave 
safe harbor to al Qaeda, and we gave 
air, logistical, and advisory support to 
the anti-Taliban forces in the country 
and they pushed the Taliban out. 

We made a wrong turn after that, by 
forcing the victors on the ground aside 
instead of using our leverage to have 
them reach out to the Pashtun ele- 
ments of the country, and we super- 
imposed a political process on them 
that doesn’t fit the political culture of 
the country, a government that is 
mired in corruption and has little ca- 
pacity to govern outside of Kabul. I be- 
lieve it is wrong to use conventional 
forces against an irregular force that 
make our military vulnerable to asym- 
metric capability. But we have secu- 
rity interests in Afghanistan that we 
must accept. 

We need to make sure that the 
Taliban doesn’t take over the country 
where it becomes a permissive environ- 
ment, where they can use that to de- 
stabilize Afghanistan, to assist the 
Taliban on the other side of the Durand 
Line. We need some base of operations 
in Afghanistan to be able to strike al 
Qaeda targets in the federally adminis- 
tered tribal areas of Afghanistan. I be- 
lieve that we can do it with a lighter 
footprint. I think we ought to be fo- 
cused on supporting factions within 
this region that share our strategic in- 
terests. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado. I thank 
the gentlewoman from Florida. 


The 
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We have strategic interests in Af- 
ghanistan. It would be wrong, it would 
be irresponsible at this time to expedi- 
tiously withdraw all of our forces from 
Afghanistan, again, without recog- 
nizing our strategic interests there. 

Although I differ on the strategy 
that we are using right now, I recog- 
nize the security interests of the 
United States that are vital for us to 
maintain not only peace and stability 
in the region but also at home. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. CONAWAY), a member of the 
Armed Services, Intelligence, Agri- 
culture, and Ethics Committees. 

Mr. CONAWAY. I thank the gentle- 
woman. 

We have to get this right. I rise in op- 
position to this motion. I use that 
phrase, it comes from David Petraeus’ 
testimony in the last 2 days in front of 
the House Armed Services Committee. 

He tells a poignant story about a 
black day in Iraq when he was com- 
mander of the 10156 in which two heli- 
copters collided midair and 17 troops 
were killed. Really, one of his darkest 
days. And in the emotions of all of that 
and the trauma and the fight to move 
forward, a young PFC came up to this 
two-star general, which is pretty odd, 
and he said: General, I know of 17 rea- 
sons why we have to get this right. 

That analogy can be spread across all 
of the lives lost, all of the grievous in- 
juries that we have suffered in this war 
over the last 10 years in Afghanistan. 
We have to get this right. And this 
emotion that they have brought for- 
ward is not remotely going to get it 
right. Whatever your position is, this is 
not the right thing to do. We should 
not do this. 

These conversations have con- 
sequences. They are heard around the 
world. And while the other side, the 
folks who will vote for this, the folks 
who brought this forward have a right 
to do this and, in their mind, perhaps 
an obligation to do this, to have this 
conversation, these conversations af- 
fect the men and women in the fight. 
And for us to stand here over and over 
to tell them that they cannot win, that 
they cannot make this happen, is irre- 
sponsible on our part. 

David Petraeus is the man who 
knows more about what is going on on 
the ground in Afghanistan today than 
anybody walking the face of the Earth. 
And, Mr. Speaker, in all deference to 
the fellows who served 20 years ago 
there in whatever capacity, that was 20 
years ago. Today, David Petraeus says 
the strategy is correct. We have got 
the inputs correct. We are moving for- 
ward, and we can make the cir- 
cumstances to get the end results that 
we want in which the Afghan people 
are in charge of Afghanistan and re- 
sponsible for Afghanistan security. 

This resolution is incorrect. It will 
not get it right, and I strongly urge a 
“по” vote on this resolution. 
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Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas, Judge POE, vice chair of the 
Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Over- 
sight and Investigation. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I thank the gentle- 
woman for yielding. 

War is expensive; and it should not be 
measured in the cost of money, which 
has been, really, the discussion today. I 
have the greatest respect for Mr. JONES 
and Mr. ROHRABACHER and you, too, 
Mr. KUCINICH, but this is an important 
issue before us. 

Today, аз we are here in the House of 
Representatives, Mark Wells is being 
buried. He was killed on March 5, rep- 
resenting us in Afghanistan. He had 
been to Iraq. And, yes, he is of Irish 
heritage, so his family decided, ‘‘We 
want to have his service on St. Pat- 
rick’s Day.” 

I talked to his father, Burl, earlier 
this week. And Burl is proud of his 
son’s service, and he is proud of Amer- 
ica’s service in Afghanistan. And Burl 
told me, he said: ‘‘Congressman POE, it 
is my fear that there are dark days 
ahead for America because we may not 
choose to persevere.” 

And what I believe he meant by that 
was that his son and others who have 
died for this country, died for that con- 
cept of freedom, people that live after 
them, our soldiers that are over there, 
and we who make decisions, may not 
persevere and finish this war. 

War is hard. It is expensive. And 
America never quits, and America 
should never quit in this war. 

Our enemies in Iraq and Afghanistan 
have always had the policy and philos- 
ophy: America will get weary. Ameri- 
cans will quit. They don’t have the 
stomach for it. 
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We need to send a message to them 
and the rest of the world and to our 
troops that are on the front lines in Af- 
ghanistan today that we support them 
and we will not get weary, we will not 
quit, we will not give in or give up just 
because this war has been long and 
hard. 

And that’s just the way it is. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I would like to put 
into the RECORD an article from the 
National Interest which states that 
many U.S. and western troops cannot 
leave their bases without encountering 
IEDs or more coordinated attacks from 
insurgents. 

[From The National Interest, Mar. 9, 2011] 

PULLING A FAST ONE IN AFGHANISTAN 
(By Christopher A. Preble) 

I have just returned from a discussion of 
U.S. strategy in Afghanistan and Pakistan 
hosted by the Foundation for the Defense of 
Democracies. The meeting of 25 or so jour- 
nalists, think tankers, and current and 
former government officials featured intro- 
ductory remarks by Gilles Dorronsoro, vis- 
iting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment, 
and FDD’s Bill Roggio. FDD President, Cliff 
May, moderated the session. The meeting 
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was officially on the record, but I’m relying 
solely on my hand-written notes, so I won’t 
quote the other attendees directly. 

I would characterize the general mood as 
grim. A few attendees pointed to the killing 
of a number of Taliban figures in both Af- 
ghanistan and Pakistan, and reports of 
progress in Marja and the rest of Helmand 
province as evidence of progress. These 
gains, one speaker maintained, were sustain- 
able and would not necessarily slip in the 
event that U.S. forces are directed where 
elsewhere. 

Dorronsoro disputed these assertions. He 
judged that the situation today is worse than 
it was a year ago, before the surge of 30,000 
additional troops. The killing of individual 
Taliban leaders, or foot-soldiers, was also ac- 
companied by the inadvertent killing of in- 
nocent bystanders, including most recent 
nine children. So there is always the danger 
that even targeted strikes based on timely, 
credible intelligence, will over the long term 
replace one dead Talib with two or four or 
eight of his sons, brothers, cousins, and 
tribesman. How many people have said ‘‘We 
can’t kill our way to victory’’? 

For Dorronsoro, the crucial metric is secu- 
rity, no number of bad guys and suspected 
bad guys killed. And, given that he can’t 
drive to places that he freely visited two or 
three years ago, he judges that security in 
the country has gotten worse, not better. 
Many U.S. and Western troops cannot leave 
their bases without encountering IEDs or 
more coordinated attacks from insurgents. 
U.S. and NATO forces don’t control terri- 
tory, and there is little reason to think that 
they can. Effective counterinsurgencies 
(COIN) are waged by a credible local partner, 
a government that commands the respect 
and authority of its citizens. That obviously 
doesn’t exist in Afghanistan. The Afghan mi- 
litia, supposedly the key to long-term suc- 
cess, is completely ineffective. 

Secretary Gates asserted on Monday that 
the draw down of U.S. troops would begin as 
scheduled this July, although, as the Wash- 
ington Post’s Greg Jaffe writes, ‘һе cau- 
tioned that any reductions in U.S. forces 
would likely be small and that a significant 
U.S. force will remain in combat for the rest 
of 2011.” NATO remains committed to 2014 as 
the date to hand over security to the Afghan 
government. Whether the United States re- 
tains a long-term presence in the country is 
the subject of much speculation. 

For the people from FDD, it shouldn’t be. 
Roggio stressed that the problem with U.S. 
strategy is that Americans were looking for 
an exit, when we should be making a long- 
term commitment to Afghanistan. May con- 
curred. When I asked them to clarify how 
long term, both demurred (Roggio said ‘‘a 
decade or more” but didn’t elaborate). I also 
inquired about the resources that would be 
required to constitute ‘‘commitment’’. Given 
that we have over 100,000 troops on the 
ground, and that we will spend over $100 bil- 
lion in Afghanistan in this year alone, how 
much more of a commitment would they find 
acceptable? Again, no definitive answer. 

Roggio did claim, however, that a long- 
term commitment would increase the pros- 
pect of turning the Pakistanis. This is the 
crucial other piece in the puzzle. Nearly ev- 
eryone in the meeting agreed that the un- 
willingness of the Pakistanis to cooperate 
with the United States had allowed a safe 
haven to be created in North Waziristan and 
elsewhere along the AfPak border. Most in 
the meeting admitted that Pakistan’s inter- 
ests in Afghanistan did not always align 
with our own. None had an answer for deci- 
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sively changing this calculus, but some 
agreed with Roggio that evidence of progress 
in Afghanistan—combined with a credible 
commitment on the part of the U.S. to re- 
main for the long-haul—would convince the 
Pakistanis to side with the Americans. 

If you’re reading carefully, you can see a 
circular logic here, brilliantly encapsulated 
by Dorronsoro. I paraphrase: We cannot win 
Afghanistan without turning Pakistan, but 
we cannot turn the Pakistanis without warn- 
ing in Afghanistan. It is no wonder that one 
attendee declared herself growing increas- 
ingly depressed as the meeting wore on. 


I would like to insert into the 
RECORD an article from Cato-at-Lib- 
erty’s Web site entitled America’s 
Aimless Absurdity in Afghanistan. 


AMERICA’S ‘AIMLESS ABSURDITY’ IN 
AFGHANISTAN 


(Posted By Malou Innocent On March 7, 2011) 


Rasmussen reports that 52% of Americans 
want U.S. troops home from Afghanistan 
within a year, up from 48% last fall. Of 
course, polls are ephemeral snapshots of pub- 
lic opinion that can fluctuate with the pre- 
vailing political winds; nonetheless, it does 
appear that more Americans are slowly com- 
ing to realize the ‘‘aimless absurdity” of our 
nation-building project in Central Asia. 

Earlier today, former Republican senator 
Judd Gregg of New Hampshire said on 
MSNBC’s “Morning Joe”: “I don’t think we 
can afford Afghanistan much longer.” He 
continued: ‘The simple fact is that it’s cost- 
ing us. Good people are losing their lives 
there, and we’re losing huge amounts of re- 
sources еге. . . . So I think we should have 
a timeframe for getting out of Afghanistan, 
and it should be shorter rather than longer.” 

Gregg is absolutely right. It is well past 
time to bring this long war to a swift end. 
Yet Gregg’s comments also reflect a growing 
bipartisan realization that prolonging our 
land war in Asia is weakening our country 
militarily and economically. 

To politicians of any stripe, the costs on 
paper of staying in Afghanistan are jarring. 
Pentagon officials told the House Defense 
Appropriations Subcommittee that it costs 
an average of $400 per gallon of fuel for the 
aircraft and combat vehicles operating in 
land-locked Afghanistan. The U.S. Agency 
for International Development has spent 
more than $7.8 billion on Afghanistan recon- 
struction since 2001, including building and 
refurbishing 680 schools and training thou- 
sands of civil servants. Walter Pincus, of The 
Washington Post, reported that the Army 
Corps of Engineers spent $4 billion last year 
on 720 miles of roads to transport troops in 
and around the war-ravaged country. It will 
spend another $4 to $6 billion this year, for 
250 more miles. 

War should no longer be a left-right issue. 
It’s a question of scarce resources and lim- 
iting the power of government. Opposition to 
the war in Afghanistan can no longer be 
swept under the carpet or dismissed as an 
issue owned by peaceniks and pacifists, espe- 
cially when our men and women in uniform 
are being deployed to prop up a regime Wash- 
ington doesn’t trust, for goals our president 
can’t define. 


I would like to put into the RECORD 
an article from Truthdig posted on 
AlterNet entitled Afghanistan: Ob- 
scenely Well-Funded but Largely Un- 
successful War Rages on Out of Sight 
of the American Public. 
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[From AlterNet, Nov. 18, 2010] 
AFGHANISTAN: OBSCENELY WELL-FUNDED, BUT 
LARGELY UNSUCCESSFUL WAR RAGES ON 
OUT OF SIGHT OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC 
(By Juan Cole) 

Not only is it unclear that the U.S. and 
NATO are winning their war in Afghanistan, 
the lack of support for their effort by the Af- 
ghanistan president himself has driven the 
American commander to the brink of res- 
ignation. In response to complaints from his 
constituents, Afghanistan’s mercurial Presi- 
dent Hamid Karzai called Sunday for Amer- 
ican troops to scale back their military oper- 
ations. The supposed ally of the U.S., who 
only last spring petulantly threatened to 
join the Taliban, astonished Washington 
with this new outburst, which prompted a 
warning from Gen. David Petraeus that the 
president was making Petraeus’ position 
“untenable,” which some speculated might 
be a threat to resign. 

During the past two months, the U.S. mili- 
tary has fought a major campaign in the en- 
virons of the southern Pashtun city of 
Kandahar, launching night raids and at- 
tempting to push insurgents out of the or- 
chards and farms to the east of the metropo- 
lis. Many local farmers were displaced, los- 
ing their crops in the midst of the violence, 
and forced to become day laborers in the 
slums of Kandahar. Presumably these 
Pashtun clans who found themselves in the 
crossfire between the Taliban and the U.S. 
put pressure on Karzai to call a halt to the 
operation. 

That there has been heavy fighting in Af- 
ghanistan this fall would come as a surprise 
to most Americans, who have seen little 
news on their televisions about the war. Var- 
ious websites noted that 10 NATO troops 
were killed this past Saturday and Sunday 
alone, five of them in a single battle, but it 
was hardly front page news, and got little or 
no television coverage. 

The midterm campaign circus took the 
focus off of foreign affairs in favor of witches 
in Newark and eyes of Newt in Georgia. Dis- 
tant Kandahar was reduced to an invisible 
battle in an unseen war, largely unreported 
in America’s mass media, as though it were 
irrelevant to the big campaign issues—of 
deficits and spending, of taxes and public 
welfare. Since it was President Obama’s of- 
fensive, Democrats could not run against it. 
Since it is billed as key to U.S. security, Re- 
publicans were not interested in running 
against it. Kandahar, city of pomegranates 
and car bombs, of poppies and government 
cartels, lacked a partisan implication, and so 
no one spoke of it. 

In fact, the war is costing on the order of 
$7 billion a month, a sum that is still being 
borrowed and adding nearly $100 billion a 
year to the already-burgeoning national 
debt. Yet in all the talk in all the campaigns 
in the hustings about the dangers of the fed- 
eral budget deficit, hardly any candidates 
fingered the war as economically 
unsustainable. 

The American public cannot have a debate 
on the war if it is not even mentioned in pub- 
lic. The extreme invisibility of the Afghani- 
stan war is apparent from a Lexis Nexis 
search I did for “Kandahar” (again, the site 
of a major military campaign) for the period 
from Oct. 15 to Nov. 15. I got only a few 
dozen hits, from all American news sources 
(National Public Radio was among the few 
media outlets that devoted substantial 
airtime to the campaign). 

The campaign in the outskirts of Kandahar 
had been modeled on last winter’s attack on 
the farming area of Marjah in Helmand Prov- 
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ince. Marjah was a demonstration project, 
intended to show that the U.S., NATO and 
Afghanistan security forces could ‘‘take, 
clear, hold and build.” 

Petraeus’ counterinsurgency doctrine de- 
pends on taking territory away from the in- 
surgents, clearing it of guerrillas, holding it 
for the medium term to keep the Taliban 
from returning and to reassure local leaders 
that they need not fear reprisals for ‘‘col- 
laborating,’’ and then building up services 
and security for the long term to ensure that 
the insurgents can never again return and 
dominate the area. But all these months 
later, the insurgents still have not been 
cleared from Marjah, which is a site of fre- 
quent gun fights between over-stretched Ma- 
rines and Taliban. 

There is no early prospect of Afghan army 
troops holding the area, or of building effec- 
tive institutions in the face of constant snip- 
ing and bombing. Marjah is only 18 square 
miles. Afghanistan is more than 251,000 
square miles. If Marjah is the model for the 
campaign in the outskirts of Kandahar, then 
the latter will be a long, hard slog. Kandahar 
is even more complicated, since the labyrin- 
thine alleyways of the city and its hundreds 
of thousands of inhabitants offer insurgents 
new sorts of cover when they are displaced 
there from the countryside. 

Counterinsurgency requires an Afghan 
partner, but all along the spectrum of Af- 
ghan institutions, the U.S. and NATO are 
seeking in vain for the “government in a 
бох” once promised by Gen. Stanley 
McChrystal. The people in the key provinces 
of Helmand and Kandahar are largely hostile 
to U.S. and NATO troops, seeing them as dis- 
respecting their traditions and as offering no 
protection from violence. They see cooper- 
ating with the U.S. as collaboration and 
want Mullah Omar of the Taliban to join the 
government. 

Although the U.S. and NATO have spent 
$27 billion on training Afghan troops, only 12 
percent of them can operate independently. 
Karzai and his circle are extremely corrupt, 
taking millions in cash payments from Iran 
and looting a major bank for unsecured 
loans, allowing the purchase of opulent villas 
in fashionable Dubai. It is no wonder that 
Petraeus is at the end of his rope. The only 
question is why the Obama administration is 
not, and how long it will hold to the myth of 
counterinsurgency. 

I would like to put into the RECORD 
an article published on AlterNet titled 
Totally Occupied: 700 Military Bases 
Spread Across Afghanistan, by Nick 
Turse at TomDispatch.com. 

[From AlterNet, Posted on February 10, 2010, 
Printed on March 17, 2011] 
TOTALLY OCCUPIED: 700 MILITARY BASES 
SPREAD ACROSS AFGHANISTAN 
(By Nick Turse, Tomdispatch.com) 

In the nineteenth century, it was a fort 
used by British forces. In the twentieth cen- 
tury, Soviet troops moved into the crum- 
bling facilities. In December 2009, at this site 
in the Shinwar district of Afghanistan’s 
Nangarhar Province, U.S. troops joined 
members of the Afghan National Army in 
preparing the way for the next round of for- 
eign occupation. On its grounds, a new mili- 
tary base is expected to rise, one of hundreds 
of camps and outposts scattered across the 
country. 

Nearly a decade after the Bush administra- 
tion launched its invasion of Afghanistan, 
TomDispatch offers the first actual count of 
American, NATO, and other coalition bases 
there, as well as facilities used by the Af- 
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ghan security forces. Such bases range from 
relatively small sites like Shinwar to mega- 
bases that resemble small American towns. 
Today, according to official sources, approxi- 
mately 700 bases of every size dot the Afghan 
countryside, and more, like the one in 
Shinwar, are under construction or soon will 
be as part of a base-building boom that 
began last year. 

Existing in the shadows, rarely reported on 
and little talked about, this base-building 
program is nonetheless staggering in size 
and scope, and heavily dependent on supplies 
imported from abroad, which means that it 
is also extraordinarily expensive. It has 
added significantly to the already long se- 
cret list of Pentagon property overseas and 
raises questions about just how long, after 
the planned beginning of a drawdown of 
American forces in 2011, the U.S. will still be 
garrisoning Afghanistan. 

400 FOREIGN BASES IN AFGHANISTAN 


Colonel Wayne Shanks, a spokesman for 
the U.S.-led International Security Assist- 
ance Force (ISAF), tells TomDispatch that 
there are, at present, nearly 400 U.S. and coa- 
lition bases in Afghanistan, including camps, 
forward operating bases, and combat out- 
posts. In addition, there are at least 300 Af- 
ghan National Army (ANA) and Afghan Na- 
tional Police (ANP) bases, most of them 
built, maintained, or supported by the U.S. A 
small number of the coalition sites are 
mega-bases like Kandahar Airfield, which 
boasts one of the busiest runways in the 
world, and Bagram Air Base, a former Soviet 
facility that received a makeover, complete 
with Burger King and Popeyes outlets, and 
now serves more than 20,000 U.S. troops, in 
addition to thousands of coalition forces and 
civilian contractors. 

In fact, Kandahar, which housed 9,000 coa- 
lition troops as recently as 2007, is expected 
to have a population of as many as 35,000 
troops by the time President Obama’s surge 
is complete, according to Colonel Kevin Wil- 
son who oversees building efforts in the 
southern half of Afghanistan for the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers. On the other hand, 
the Shinwar site, according to Sgt. Tracy J. 
Smith of the U.S. 48th Infantry Brigade 
Combat Team, will be a small forward oper- 
ating base (FOB) that will host both Afghan 
troops and foreign forces. 

Last fall, it was reported that more than 
$200 million in construction projects—from 
barracks to cargo storage facilities—were 
planned for or in-progress at Bagram. Sub- 
stantial construction funds have also been 
set aside by the U.S. Air Force to upgrade its 
air power capacity at Kandahar. For exam- 
ple, $65 million has been allocated to build 
additional apron space (where aircraft can be 
parked, serviced, and loaded or unloaded) to 
accommodate more close-air support for sol- 
diers in the field and a greater intelligence, 
surveillance, and reconnaissance capability. 
Another $61 million has also been earmarked 
for the construction of a cargo helicopter 
apron and a tactical airlift apron there. 

Kandahar is just one of many sites cur- 
rently being upgraded. Exact figures on the 
number of facilities being enlarged, im- 
proved, or hardened are unavailable but, ac- 
cording a spokesman for ISAF, the military 
plans to expand several more bases to accom- 
modate the increase of troops as part of Af- 
ghan War commander Stanley McChrystal’s 
surge strategy. In addition, at least 12 more 
bases are slated to be built to help handle 
the 30,000 extra American troops and thou- 
sands of NATO forces beginning to arrive in 
the country. 

“Currently we have over $3 billion worth of 
work going on in Afghanistan,” says Colonel 
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Wilson, ‘‘and probably by the summer, when 
the dust settles from all the uplift, we’ll 
have about $1.3 billion to $1.4 billion worth of 
that [in the South].’’ By comparison, be- 
tween 2002 and 2008, the Army Corps of Engi- 
neers spent more than $4.5 billion on con- 
struction projects, most of it base-building, 
in Afghanistan. 

At the site of the future FOB in Shinwar, 
more than 185 private construction contrac- 
tors attended what was termed an ‘‘Afghan- 
Coalition contractors rodeo.” According to 
Lieutenant Fernando Roach, a contracting 
officer with the U.S. Army’s Task Force 
Mountain Warrior, the event was designed 
“to give potential contractors a 
walkthrough of the area so they’ll have a 
solid overview of the scope of work.” The 
construction firms then bid on three sepa- 
rate projects: the renovation of the more 
than 30-year old Soviet facilities, the build- 
ing of new living quarters for Afghan and co- 
alition forces, and the construction of a two- 
kilometer wall for the base. 

In the weeks since the “rodeo,” the U.S. 
Army has announced additional plans to up- 
grade facilities at other forward operating 
bases. At FOB Airborne, located near Kane- 
Ezzat in Wardak Province, for instance, the 
Army intends to put in reinforced concrete 
bunkers and blast protection barriers as well 
as lay concrete foundations for Re-Locatable 
Buildings (prefabricated, trailer-like struc- 
tures used for living and working quarters). 
Similar work is also scheduled for FOB 
Altimur, an Army camp in Logar Province. 

THE AFGHAN BASE BOOM 


Recently, the U.S. Army Corps of Engi- 
neers, Afghanistan District-Kabul, an- 
nounced that it would be seeking bids on 
“site assessments” for Afghan National Se- 
curity Forces District Headquarters Facili- 
ties nationwide. The precise number of Af- 
ghan bases scattered throughout the country 
is unclear. 

When asked by TomDispatch, Colonel 
Radmanish of the Afghan Ministry of De- 
fense would state only that major bases were 
located in Kabul, Pakteya, Kandahar, Herat, 
and Mazar-e-Sharif, and that ANA units op- 
erate all across Afghanistan. Recent U.S. 
Army contracts for maintenance services 
provided to Afghan army and police bases, 
however, suggest that there are no fewer 
than 300 such facilities that are, according to 
an ISAF spokesman, not counted among the 
coalition base inventory. 

As opposed to America’s fast-food-fran- 
chise-filled bases, Afghan ones are often de- 
cidedly more rustic affairs. The police head- 
quarters in Khost Farang District, Baghlan 
Province, is a good example. According to a 
detailed site assessment conducted by a local 
contractor for the Army Corps of Engineers 
and the Afghan government, the district 
headquarters consists of mud and stone 
buildings surrounded by a mud wall. The site 
even lacks a deep well for water. A trench 
fed by a nearby spring is the only convenient 
water source. 

The U.S. bases that most resemble austere 
Afghan facilities are combat outposts, also 
known as COPs. Environmental Specialist 
Michael Bell of the Army Corps of Engineers, 
Afghanistan Engineer District-South’s Real 
Estate Division, recently described the fa- 
cilities and life on such a base as he and his 
co-worker, Realty Specialist Damian Sala- 
zar, saw it in late 2009: 

“COP Sangar is a compound sur- 
rounded by mud and straw walls. Tents with 
cots supplied the sleeping quarters ... A 
medical, pharmacy and command post tent 
occupied the center of the COP, complete 
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with a few computers with internet access 
and three primitive operating tables. Show- 
ers had just been installed with hot [water] 

. . only available from 8 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 
2p.m.to4p.m.... 

“An MWR [Morale, Welfare and Recre- 
ation] tent was erected on Thanksgiving Day 
with an operating television; however, the 
tent was rarely used due to the cold. Most of 
the troops used a tent with gym equipment 
for recreation... A cook trailer provided a 
hot simple breakfast and supper. Lunch was 
MREs [meals ready to eat]. Nights were 
pitch black with no outside lighting from the 
base or the city.” 

WHAT MAKES A BASE? 

According to an official site assessment, 
future construction at the Khost Farang Dis- 
trict police headquarters will make use of 
sand, gravel, and stone, all available on the 
spot. Additionally, cement, steel, bricks, 
lime, and gypsum have been located for pur- 
chase in Pol-e Khomri City, about 85 miles 
away. 

Constructing a base for American troops, 
however, is another matter. For the far less 
modest American needs of American troops, 
builders rely heavily on goods imported over 
extremely long, difficult to traverse, and 
sometimes embattled supply lines, all of 
which adds up to an extraordinarily costly 
affair. ‘‘Our business runs on materials,” 
Lieutenant General Robert Van Antwerp, 
commander of the Army Corps of Engineers, 
told an audience at a town hall meeting in 
Afghanistan in December 2009. “You have to 
bring in the lumber, you have to bring in the 
steel, you have to bring in the containers 
and all that. Transport isn’t easy in this 
country—number one, the roads themselves, 
number two, coming through other countries 
to get here—there are just huge challenges 
in getting the materials here.” 

To facilitate U.S. base construction 
projects, а new ‘‘virtual storefront’’—an on- 
line shopping portal—has been launched by 
the Pentagon’s Defense Logistics Agency 
(DLA). The Maintenance, Repair and Oper- 
ations Uzbekistan Virtual Storefront website 
and a defense contractor-owned and operated 
brick-and-mortar warehouse facility that 
supports it aim to provide regionally-pro- 
duced construction materials to speed surge- 
accelerated building efforts. 

From a facility located in Termez, Uzbek- 
istan, cement, concrete, fencing, roofing, 
rope, sand, steel, gutters, pipe, and other 
construction material manufactured in 
countries like Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and 
Turkmenistan can be rushed to nearby Af- 
ghanistan to accelerate base-building efforts. 
“Having the products closer to the fight will 
make it easier for warfighters by reducing 
logistics response and delivery time,” says 
Chet Evanitsky, the DLA’s construction and 
equipment supply chain division chief. 

AMERICA’S SHADOWY BASE WORLD 

The Pentagon’s most recent inventory of 
bases lists a total of 716 overseas sites. These 
include facilities owned and leased all across 
the Middle East as well as a significant pres- 
ence in Europe and Asia, especially Japan 
and South Korea. Perhaps even more notable 
than the Pentagon’s impressive public for- 
eign property portfolio are the many sites 
left off the official inventory. While bases in 
the Persian Gulf countries of Bahrain, Ku- 
wait, Oman, and the United Arab Emirates 
are all listed, one conspicuously absent site 
is Al-Udeid Air Base, a billion-dollar facility 
in nearby Qatar, where the U.S. Air Force se- 
cretly oversees its on-going unmanned drone 
wars. 
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The count also does not include any sites 
in Iraq where, as of August 2009, there were 
still nearly 300 American bases and outposts. 
Similarly, U.S. bases in Afghanistan—a sig- 
nificant percentage of the 400 foreign sites 
scattered across the country—are noticeably 
absent from the Pentagon inventory. 

Counting the remaining bases in Iraq—as 
many as 50 are slated to be operating after 
President Barack Obama’s August 31, 2010, 
deadline to remove all U.S. “combat troops” 
from the country—and those in Afghanistan, 
as well as black sites like Al-Udeid, the total 
number of U.S. bases overseas now must sig- 
nificantly exceed 1,000. Just exactly how 
many U.S. military bases (and allied facili- 
ties used by U.S. forces) are scattered across 
the globe may never be publicly known. 
What we do know—from the experience of 
bases in Germany, Italy, Japan, and South 
Korea—is that, once built, they have a tend- 
ency toward permanency that a cessation of 
hostilities, or even outright peace, has a way 
of not altering. 

After nearly a decade of war, close to 700 
U.S., allied, and Afghan military bases dot 
Afghanistan. Until now, however, they have 
existed as black sites known to few Ameri- 
cans outside the Pentagon. It remains to be 
seen, a decade into the future, how many of 
these sites will still be occupied by U.S. and 
allied troops and whose flag will be planted 
on the ever-shifting British-Soviet-U.S./Af- 
ghan site at Shinwar. 

General Petraeus and others in the 
administration continue their PR cam- 
paign. Overwhelming evidence is prov- 
ing their upbeat assessments of our 
strategy is false. A recent article by 
the Los Angeles Times cited a report 
released by the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee and the British Parliament that 
concluded that ‘‘despite the optimistic 
appraisals we heard from some mili- 
tary and official sources, the security 
situation across Afghanistan as a 
whole is deteriorating. Counterinsur- 
gency efforts in the south and east 
have allowed the Taliban to expand its 
presence and control in other pre- 
viously relatively stable areas in Af- 
ghanistan.”’ 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from New York, Mr. 
CHARLES RANGEL. 

Mr. RANGEL. This afternoon some- 
time, I will reintroduce my bill calling 
for a mandatory draft, making certain 
that every young person has an oppor- 
tunity one way or the other to serve 
this great nation of ours, whether 
we’re talking about in our schools, our 
hospitals, or just to provide some pub- 
lic service. 

But the main part of this bill is that 
the President, when he asked us to de- 
clare war, or however we get involved 
in these things with loss of lives, we’re 
going to have these people that come 
to the well and explain how we have to 
get involved, we have to fight, we can’t 
give up, to see whether or not if their 
kids and grandchildren were mandated 
that they would have to go into these 
areas and put themselves in harm’s 
way, how soon it will be before we take 
another look at this. 

Let me congratulate the gentleman 
from Ohio for allowing our priests, our 
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rabbis, our ministers to recognize that 
we’re talking about human lives being 
lost because of our concern about oil in 
this part of the world. It hasn’t got a 
darn thing to do with our national se- 
curity. I just hope and pray that one 
day we would be able to say we know 
we made a mistake and withdraw from 
this type of thing now and for the fu- 
ture of this great country. 

Thank you for this opportunity. 

Mr. BERMAN. I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. BART- 
LETT), the chairman of the Armed 
Services Subcommittee on Tactical Air 
and Land Forces. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you very 
much for yielding. 

If our only reason for being in Af- 
ghanistan was to deny sanctuary to al 
Qaeda, I probably would have asked 
time from the gentleman from Ohio 
and be speaking from the other side, 
because when we are successful in Af- 
ghanistan, that will not have denied 
sanctuary to al Qaeda because they 
will simply go over into Pakistan. If 
not there, they’ll go to Yemen and So- 
malia. If we leave Afghanistan now or 
if we leave Afghanistan before victory 
in Afghanistan, we will have sent a 
message to the world that their sus- 
picions are really true, that all you 
have to do to the United States is 
make it tough for them and they will 
pull out. We did it in Beirut. We did it 
in Somalia. It is absolutely essential 
that we win here, or our credibility is 
gone forever as a major player in geo- 
political things in the world. 

A second good reason for staying in 
Afghanistan is that if we can have a 
fledgling democracy there, that will 
send a very powerful message to the 
Middle East from which most of the 
world’s oil comes. There is a lot of up- 
heaval there, and a stable democracy 
in Afghanistan would be enormously 
important. 

Beyond denying sanctuary to al 
Qaeda, there are very good reasons for 
staying in Afghanistan until we have 
victory. Our young people there are 
doing an incredible job. I just came 
from there a bit over a week ago. We 
can succeed there, and I think we must 
succeed for the two reasons I men- 
tioned. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
am honored to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIB- 
SON), a member of the Armed Services 
Committee and a decorated combat 
veteran who ended his 24-year military 
career as a colonel in the United States 
Army. 

Mr. GIBSON. I thank the lady. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi- 
tion to the resolution. I served in Iraq 
when it was hard and unpopular, and I 
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thank God that I live in a country that 
had the intestinal fortitude to see it 
through. 

This year, we’re going to complete 
our objectives in Iraq, and the remain- 
ing 48,000 troops that are there are 
going to come home. There’s going to 
be a small contingent, about 150 or so, 
that are going to move underneath the 
Embassy, but we will have completed 
our objectives and Iraq will be stable 
and friendly. 

Now, Afghanistan is different from 
Iraq, but our approach should be simi- 
lar. The surge has accomplished its pri- 
mary aim, to seize the initiative from 
the Taliban. But now we need to finish 
the job of building out the institution, 
the security and the civil institutions. 

I’m recently back from Afghanistan, 
and I had an opportunity to meet the 
leadership there. I feel confident we’ve 
got the right plan going forward. And I 
support the President’s plan, the Presi- 
dent’s plan to begin withdrawal this 
year and to complete combat oper- 
ations by 2014, because I believe this 
plan will stabilize Afghanistan and 
help protect our cherished way of life, 
preventing al Qaeda from regaining 
sanctuary. 

Now going forward, I think we need 
to learn from these experiences. Some 
comments were made here earlier 
about us, whether or not we’re a Re- 
public or an empire. I share those con- 
cerns and those sentiments. We’re a 
Republic, and we need to learn from 
these experiences. But we need to see 
this through. We need to stand with 
our Commander in Chief. We need to 
stand with our troops. Complete this 
task. 

And then finally let me say that I 
join all today on both sides of the aisle 
who honor our service men and women 
who have fell in the line of battle. We 
pray for their souls. We pray for their 
families. We remember those wounded 
in battle, those who bear physical 
scars. Those who bear no physical scars 
who are emotionally scarred, we pray 
for them. We honor them. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. GIBSON. And let me say this: 
That going forward, that this body, 
whether it be this issue or any issue, 
that this body and that this country 
shall be worthy of the sacrifices of our 
service men and women. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
PALAZZO), a member of the Armed 
Services Committee and a Marine vet- 
eran of the first gulf war who continues 
to serve with the Army National 
Guard. 

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Speaker, the res- 
olution proposed by my colleague from 
Ohio does a disservice to the men and 
women who have courageously de- 
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fended our country from our enemies in 
Afghanistan. This past weekend I had 
the distinct pleasure and honor of wel- 
coming home the 287th Engineering 
Company, commonly referred to as 
Sappers, based in Lucedale, Mis- 
sissippi. They have the most dangerous 
mission in Afghanistan. They were the 
ones that cleared routes so that our 
men and women in uniform could have 
safe passage. They’re the ones that 
rooted out the IEDs and the roadside 
bombs. And I’m happy to say they 
came back 100 percent, with one 
wounded warrior, but they did their 
mission. 

While they were obviously overjoyed 
to see their loved ones again, the sol- 
diers I spoke with were good to go with 
that mission and what they had accom- 
plished. They fully understand that 
there are those who want to indiscrimi- 
nately kill and maim Americans and 
we would rather take the fight to them 
overseas and abroad instead of having 
them come to our backyard, to our 
schools and our playgrounds. 
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Just yesterday, I had the chance to 
speak personally with General 


Petraeus after his testimony before the 
House Armed Services Committee. 
Again, as a Marine veteran of the Per- 
sian Gulf war and currently serving in 
the Mississippi National Guard, I know 
firsthand what good military com- 
mands look like, and General Petraeus 
is a great leader, a professional soldier, 
and someone whose opinion I respect 
very much. 

Based on this resolution, his quote 
was, ‘Тһе Taliban and al Qaeda obvi- 
ously would trumpet this as a victory, 
as a success. Needless to say, it would 
completely undermine everything that 
our troopers have fought and sacrificed 
so much for.” 

Mr. Speaker, Congress’ constitu- 
tional responsibility is to ensure that 
the courageous men and women in our 
armed services have the tools and 
equipment and training to do their job 
and come home safely to their family. 
Our warfighters don’t need armchair 
generals in this Congress arbitrarily 
dictating terms that will cause irrep- 
arable harm to them and to the na- 
tional security of this country. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
resolution. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire how much time is remaining 
for each individual. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) has 
53%4 minutes remaining; the gentle- 
woman from Florida (Ms. Ros- 
LEHTINEN) has 34% minutes remaining; 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
BERMAN) has 9⁄2 minutes remaining; 
and the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. JONES) has 5 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 
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Mr. Speaker, spending on the Afghan- 
istan war is rising at an accelerating 
rate. Over just 3 years, in a period of 3 
years—2010, 2011, and 2012—we will 
spend 45 percent more on the war in Af- 
ghanistan than we did in the preceding 
8 years, $336.9 billion versus $231.2 bil- 
lion. This is an example of out-of-con- 
trol Federal spending. 

If Congress is serious about being fis- 
cally responsible and about cutting the 
Federal budget by three figures, then 
cutting spending on the out-of-control 
$100 billion-a-year war in Afghanistan 
must be a serious consideration. This 
legislation, House Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 28, gives those who are concerned 
about the costs of this war an oppor- 
tunity finally to have a choice. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
seeks recognition? 

The Chair will recognize Members for 
closing speeches in the reverse order of 
opening. That is, the gentleman from 
North Carolina, the gentleman from 
California, the gentleman from Ohio, 
and finally the gentlewoman from 
Florida. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman will state it. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Is it the province of 
the Chair to determine that closing 
statements are in order? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Recogni- 
tion is in the discretion of the Chair. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Further parliamen- 
tary inquiry. Does the Chair have the 
right to determine that closing state- 
ments are the order of business here? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is the 
custom of the House for the Chair to 
recognize Members in the reverse order 
of their opening statements to make 
their closing statements. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Further parliamen- 
tary inquiry. Does the Chair have the 
ability to direct individual Members 
that they are to give their closing 
statements? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A Mem- 
ber may yield his last amount of time 
to another Member at his discretion. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONES. I yield myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, first I would like to say 
to every Member that has been on the 
floor that served in our military, thank 
you and God bless you, as I say all the 
time to those who are overseas for this 
country. 

Because I did not serve, I sought out 
a Marine general that every Marine 
that spoke on the floor today, if I said 
his name—but I don’t have permis- 
sion—they would salute him. They 
know him. 

Let me share with you what this Ma- 
rine general said to me back in Novem- 
ber when I told him I read an article in 
The New York Times that an Army 
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colonel was saying, Oh, the training of 
Afghans is going so well. So I emailed 
him. This is a six-point response, and I 
am going to read three very quickly: 

“Continued belief that we can train 
the Afghan army to be effective in the 
time we have is nonsense. The vast ma- 
jority cannot even read. They are peo- 
ple from the villages hooked on drugs, 
illiterate, and undisciplined. The South 
Vietnamese soldiers were much better 
trained, and they could not stem the 
tide.” 

He further states, “What is the end 
state we are looking to achieve? What 
are the measures of effectiveness? 
What is our exit strategy? Same old 
questions, no answers.” 

He closed by saying this: “What do 
we say to the mother and father, the 
wife, of the last Marine killed to sup- 
port a corrupt government and a cor- 
rupt leader in a war that cannot be 
won?” 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, if 
I could ask my good friend the gen- 
tleman from California if he would 
yield 2 minutes of his time to me. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to ask unanimous consent to yield 
2 minutes of my remaining time to my 
chairman, the gentlewoman from Flor- 
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from Florida may control 
that time. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
how much would I have, then, to close? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from Florida has 5% minutes 
remaining. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
seeks recognition? 

Seeing none, we will proceed with the 
closing statements in the reverse order 
of the opening statements. 

First, the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, how much 
time do I have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from North Carolina has 3% 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. JONES. I yield the balance of my 
time to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
KUCINICH). 

Mr. KUCINICH. The 2001 authoriza- 
tion of military force and the justifica- 
tion for our continued military pres- 
ence in Afghanistan is that the Taliban 
in the past provided a safe haven for al 
Qaeda or could do so again in the fu- 
ture. General Petraeus has already ad- 
mitted that al Qaeda has little or no 
presence in Afghanistan. Al Qaeda is an 
international organization, and, yes, 
they are a threat to America. The 
Taliban is only a threat to us as long 
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as we continue our military occupation 
in Afghanistan. 

After more than 9 years of military 
occupation of Afghanistan, can we real- 
ly continue to claim to be acting in 
self-defense? The premise that the 
presence of our troops on the ground 
keeps us safer at home has been repudi- 
ated by recent terrorist attacks on the 
United States, all done by people other 
than Afghans outraged at continuing 
U.S. military occupation of predomi- 
nantly Muslim countries. That is not 
to justify what they do, but it is to 
clarify the condition that we have in 
Afghanistan. 

For how long are we going to con- 
tinue to dedicate hundreds of billions 
of dollars and thousands of lives before 
we realize we can’t win Afghanistan 
militarily? 

At the end of the year, the adminis- 
tration and U.S. military leaders were 
touting peace talks to end the war with 
high-level Taliban leaders. These 
Taliban leaders turned out to be fake. 

A November 2010 article in The New 
York Times detailed joint U.S. and Af- 
ghan negotiations with Mullah Akhtar 
Muhammad Mansour, a man the U.S. 
claimed was one of the most senior 
commanders in the Taliban. According 
to the New York Times, ‘‘the episode 
underscores the uncertain and even bi- 
zarre nature of the atmosphere in 
which Afghan and American leaders 
search for ways to bring the American- 
led war to an end. The leaders of the 
Taliban are believed to be hiding in 
Pakistan, possibly with assistance of 
the Pakistani government, which re- 
ceives billions of dollars in U.S. aid.” 

How can we claim that a cornerstone 
of our counterinsurgency strategy is to 
take out Taliban strongholds across 
the country while at the same time 
conducting negotiations with the 
Taliban in an effort to end the war? 

This episode further underlies the 
significant weakness in our strategy. 
We think we can separate the Taliban 
from the rest the Afghan population. 
Our counterinsurgency strategy fails 
to recognize a basic principle: Occupa- 


tions fuel insurgencies. Occupations 
fuel insurgencies. Occupations fuel 
insurgencies. 


The Taliban is a local resistance 
movement that is part and parcel of 
the indigenous population. 


1310 


We lost the Vietnam war because we 
failed to win the hearts and minds of 
the local population. Without pro- 
viding them with a competent govern- 
ment that provided them with basic se- 
curity and a decent living, we’re com- 
mitting the same mistake in Afghani- 
stan. 

News reports indicate the Taliban is 
regaining momentum. The increase in 
civilian casualties due to higher levels 
of violence by insurgents further un- 
dermines the assurances of progress. AS 
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we send more troops into the country 
and kill innocent civilians with errant 
air strikes, the Taliban gains more sup- 
port as resistors of foreign occupation. 
If we accept the premise that we can 
never leave Afghanistan until the 
Taliban is eradicated, we’ll be there 
forever. 

I would like to insert into the 
RECORD an article from The Nation, 
“America’s Failed War in Afghani- 
stan—No Policy Change Is Going to Af- 
fect the Outcome.” That’s by Jeremy 
Scahill. 

[From The Nation, Mar. 17, 2011] 
AMERICA’S FAILED WAR IN AFGHANISTAN—NO 
POLICY CHANGE IS GOING ТО AFFECT THE 
OUTCOME 
(By Jeremy Scahill) 

At the end of the NATO summit in Lisbon, 
Portugal this weekend, the leadership of the 
Afghan Taliban issued a statement charac- 
terizing the alliance’s adoption of a loose 
timeline for a 2014 end to combat operations 
as ‘“‘good news” for Afghans and “а sign of 
failure for the American government.” At 
the summit, President Barack Obama said 
that 2011 will begin ‘‘a transition to full Af- 
ghan lead’’ in security operations, while the 
Taliban declared: ‘‘In the past nine years, 
the invaders could not establish any system 
of governance in Kabul and they will never 
be able to do so in future.” 

While Obama claimed that the U.S. and its 
allies are ‘‘breaking the Taliban’s momen- 
tum,” the reality on the ground tells a dif- 
ferent story. Despite increased Special Oper- 
ations Forces raids and, under Gen. David 
Petraeus, a return to regular U.S.-led air- 
strikes, the insurgency in Afghanistan is 
spreading and growing stronger. “Ву killing 
Taliban leaders the war will not come to an 
end,” said the Taliban’s former foreign min- 
ister, Wakil Ahmad Muttawakil, in an inter- 
view at his home in Kabul. ‘‘On the contrary, 
things get worse which will give birth to 
more leaders.”’ 

Former and current Taliban leaders say 
that they have seen a swelling in the Taliban 
ranks since 9-11. In part, they say, this can 
be attributed to a widely held perception 
that the Karzai government is corrupt and 
illegitimate and that Afghans—primarily 
ethnic Pashtuns—want foreign occupation 
forces out. “We are only fighting to make 
foreigners leave Afghanistan,” a new Taliban 
commander in Kunduz told me during my re- 
cent trip to the country. ‘‘We don’t want to 
fight after the withdrawal of foreigners, but 
as long as there are foreigners, we won’t talk 
to Karzai.” 

“The Americans have very sophisticated 
technology, but the problem here in Afghani- 
stan is they are confronting ideology. I think 
ideology is stronger than technology,” says 
Abdul Salam Zaeef, a former senior member 
of Mullah Mohammed Omar’s government. 
“Tf I am a Taliban and I’m killed, I’m mar- 
tyred, then I’m successful. There are no re- 
grets for the Taliban. It’s very difficult to 
defeat this kind of idea.” 

But it is not simply a matter of ideology 
versus technology. The Taliban is not one 
unified body. The Afghan insurgency is 
fueled by fighters with a wide variety of mo- 
tivations. Some are the dedicated jihadists 
of which Zaeef speaks, but others are fight- 
ing to defend their land or are seeking re- 
venge for the killing of family members by 
NATO or Afghan forces. While al Qaeda has 
been almost entirely expelled from Afghani- 
stan, the insurgency still counts a small 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


number of non-Afghans among its ranks. 
Bolstering the Taliban’s recruitment efforts 
is the perception in Afghanistan that the 
Taliban pays better than NATO or the Af- 
ghan army or police. 

The hard reality U.S. officials don’t want 
to discuss is this: the cultural and religious 
values of much of the Pashtun population— 
which comprises 25-40 percent of the coun- 
try—more closely align with those of the 
Taliban than they do with Afghan govern- 
ment or U.S./NATO forces. The Taliban oper- 
ate a shadow government in large swaths of 
the Pashtun areas of the country, complete 
with governors and a court system. In rural 
areas, land and property disputes are re- 
solved through the Taliban system rather 
than the Afghan government, which is wide- 
ly distrusted. ‘‘The objectives and goal of the 
American troops in Afghanistan are not 
clear to the people and therefore Afghans 
call the Americans ‘invaders,’’’ says 
Muttawakil. ‘‘Democracy is a very new phe- 
nomenon in Afghanistan and most people 
don’t know the meaning of democracy. And 
now corruption, thieves and fakes have de- 
famed democracy. Democracy can’t be im- 
posed because people will never adopt any 
value by force.” 

The U.S. strategy of attempting to force 
the Taliban to surrender or engage in nego- 
tiations rests almost exclusively on at- 
tempts to decapitate the Taliban leadership. 
While Taliban leaders acknowledge that 
commanders are regularly killed, they say 
the targeted killings are producing more 
radical leaders who are far less likely to ne- 
gotiate than the older school Taliban leaders 
who served in the government of Mullah Mo- 
hammed Omar. “If today Mullah Omar was 
captured or killed, the fighting will go on,”’ 
says Zaeef, adding: ‘‘It will be worse for ev- 
eryone if the [current] Taliban leadership 
disappears.” 

In October, there were a flurry of media re- 
ports that senior Taliban leaders were nego- 
tiating with the Karzai government and that 
U.S. forces were helping to insure safe pas- 
sage for the Taliban leaders to come to 
Kabul. The Taliban passionately refuted 
those reports, saying they were propaganda 
aimed at dividing the insurgency. Last week 
the Taliban appeared vindicated on this 
point as Karzai spoke in markedly modest 
terms on the issue. He told The Washington 
Post that three months ago he had met with 
one ог two ‘‘very high” level Taliban leaders. 
He characterized the meeting as ‘һе ex- 
change of desires for peace,” saying the 
Taliban ‘‘feel the same as we do here—that 
too many people are suffering for no reason.” 

Update: [On Tuesday, The New York Times 
reported that NATO and the Afghan govern- 
ment have held a series of ‘‘secret’’ peace ne- 
gotiations with a man who posed as a senior 
Taliban leader, Mullah Akhtar Muhammad 
Mansour. A Western diplomat involved in 
the discussions told the Times, ‘је gave 
him a lot of money.” It is unclear who, if 
anyone, the impostor was working for, 
though the Times speculated that he could 
have been deployed by Pakistan’s ISI spy 
agency or by the Taliban itself. ‘‘The 
Taliban are cleverer than the Americans and 
our own intelligence service,” said a senior 
Afghan official who is familiar with the case. 
“They are playing games.” Last month, the 
White House asked the Times to withhold 
Mansour’s name ‘тот an article about the 
peace talks, expressing concern that the 
talks would be  jeopardized—and Mr. 
Mansour’s life put at risk—if his involve- 
ment were publicized. The Times agreed to 
withhold Mr. Mansour’s name,” according to 
the paper. 
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This incident is significant on a number of 
levels. If true, it underscores the ineffective 
and inaccurate nature of U.S., NATO and Af- 
ghan government intelligence. It also con- 
firms what Taliban leaders have stated pub- 
licly and to The Nation, namely that it has 
not negotiated with the Afghan government 
or NATO and that it will not negotiate un- 
less foreign troops leave Afghanistan. The 
fake Mullah Mansour, according to the 
Times, ‘‘did not demand, as the Taliban have 
in the past, a withdrawal of foreign forces or 
a Taliban share of the government.”’ 

In October, a U.S. official said that reports 
in U.S. media outlets of senior Taliban nego- 
tiating are propaganda aimed at sowing dis- 
sent among the Taliban leadership. ‘‘This is 
a psychological operation, plain and simple,”’ 
the official with firsthand knowledge of the 
Afghan government’s strategies told the 
McClatchy news service. ‘‘Exaggerating the 
significance of it is an effort to sow distrust 
within the insurgency.” 

Today on MSNBC, Pentagon spokesperson 
Geoff Morrell continued to insist that U.S. 
and NATO forces have facilitated safe pas- 
sage for Taliban leaders for reconciliation 
meetings in Kabul. The Taliban maintain 
there have been no meetings. 

The Taliban impostor incident also calls 
into question scores of deadly night raids 
that have resulted in the deaths of innocent 
Afghans. Several survivors of night raids re- 
cently told The Nation that they believed 
they were victims of bad intelligence pro- 
vided by other Afghans for money or to set- 
tle personal grudges. 

Contrary to the rhetoric emanating from 
NATO and Washington, the Taliban are not 
on the ropes and, from their perspective, 
would gain nothing from negotiating with 
the U.S. or NATO. As far as they are con- 
cerned, time is on their side. ‘Тһе bottom 
line for [NATO and the U.S.] is to imme- 
diately implement what they would ulti- 
mately have to implement. . . after colossal 
casualties,” stated the Taliban declaration 
after the recent NATO summit. ‘‘They 
should not postpone withdrawal of their 
forces.”’ 

Depending on who you ask, the fact that 
Gen. Petraeus has brought back the use of 
heavy U.S. airstrikes and is increasing night 
raids and other direct actions by Special Op- 
erations Forces could be seen as a sign of ei- 
ther fierce determination to wipe out ‘‘the 
enemy” or of desperation to prove the U.S. 
and its allies are ‘‘winning.’’ Over the past 
three months, NATO claims that Special Op- 
erations Forces’ night raids have resulted in 
more than 360 ‘“‘insurgent leaders”? being 
killed or captured along with 960 ‘‘lower- 
level” leaders and the capture of more than 
2400 ‘‘lower-level”’ fighters. In July, Special 
Operations Forces averaged 5 raids a night. 
Now, according to NATO, they are con- 
ducting an average of 17. Secretary of State 
Hillary Clinton called the raids ‘‘intel- 
ligence-driven precision operations against 
high value insurgents and their networks,” 
adding, ‘“‘There is no question that they are 
having a significant impact on the insurgent 
leadership.”’ 

The raids undoubtedly have produced 
scores of successful kill or capture oper- 
ations, but serious questions abound over the 
NATO definitions of Taliban commanders, 
sub-commanders and foot soldiers. Most sig- 
nificantly, the raids consistently result in 
the killing of innocent civilians, a fact that 
is problematic for NATO and the Karzai gov- 
ernment. “А lot of times, yeah, the right 
guys would get targeted and the right guys 
would get killed,’ says Matthew Hoh a 
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former senior State Department official in 
Afghanistan who resigned in 2009 in protest 
of U.S. war strategy. ‘‘Plenty of other times, 
the wrong people would get killed. 

Sometimes it would be innocent families.” 
Hoh, who was the senior U.S. civilian in 
Zabul province, a Taliban stronghold, de- 
scribes night raids as “а really risky, really 
violent operation,” saying that when Special 
Operations Forces conduct them, ‘‘We might 
get that one guy we’re looking for or we 
might kill a bunch of innocent people and 
now make ten more Taliban out of them.”’ 

Hoh describes the current use of U.S. Spe- 
cial Operations Forces in Afghanistan as a 
“tremendous waste of resources,” saying, 
“They are the best strike forces the world’s 
ever known. They’re very well trained, very 
well equipped, have a tremendous amount of 
support, and we’ve got them in Afghanistan 
chasing after mid-level Taliban leaders who 
are not threatening the United States, who 
are only fighting us really because we’re in 
their valley.” 

In an interview with The Washington Post 
in mid-November, President Karzai called for 
an end to the night raids. “Т don’t like it in 
any manner and the Afghan people don’t like 
these raids іп any manner,” Karzai said. “We 
don’t like raids in our homes. This is a prob- 
lem between us and I hope this ends as soon 
as possible. ... Terrorism is not invading 
Afghan homes and fighting terrorism is not 
being intrusive in the daily Afghan life.” 

Karzai’s comments angered the Obama ad- 
ministration. At the NATO summit, Presi- 
dent Obama acknowledged that civilian 
deaths have sparked ‘‘real tensions” with the 
Karzai government, but reserved the right to 
continue US raids. ‘‘[Karzai’s] got to under- 
stand that I’ve got a bunch of young men and 
women ... who are in a foreign country 
being shot at and having to traverse terrain 
filled with IEDs, and they need to protect 
themselves,” Obama said. “So if we’re set- 
ting things up where they’re just sitting 
ducks for the Taliban, that’s not an accept- 
able answer either.” Republican Senator 
Lindsey Graham blasted Karzai’s statement 
calling for an end to night raids, saying, ‘‘it 
would be a disaster for the Petraeus strat- 
egy.” 

Along with Afghan government corruption, 
including a cabal of war lords, drug dealers 
and war criminals in key positions, the so- 
called Petraeus strategy of ratcheting up air 
strikes and expanding night raids is itself de- 
livering substantial blows to the stated U.S. 
counterinsurgency strategy and the much- 
discussed battle for hearts and minds. The 
raids and airstrikes are premiere recruiting 
points for the Taliban and, unlike Sen. Gra- 
ham and the Obama administration, Karzai 
seems to get that. In the bigger picture, the 
U.S. appears to be trying to kill its way to a 
passable definition of a success or even vic- 
tory. This strategy puts a premium on the 
number of kills and captures of anyone who 
can loosely be defined as an insurgent and 
completely sidelines the blowback these op- 
erations cause. ‘‘We found ourselves in this 
Special Operations form of attrition war- 
fare,” says Hoh, ‘‘which is kind of like an 
oxymoron, because Special Operations are 
not supposed to be in attrition warfare. But 
we’ve found ourselves in that in Afghani- 
stan” 


I would like to put into the RECORD 
an article from Aljazeera.net, which 
points out that for all practical pur- 
poses, Washington has given up on its 
counterinsurgency strategy. 
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[From Aljazeera.net, Mar. 7, 2011] 
FAILING IN AFGHANISTAN SUCCESSFULLY—DE- 

SPITE HUNDREDS OF BILLIONS OF DOLLARS 

AND THOUSANDS OF TROOPS, THE U.S. IS UN- 

ABLE TO CONCLUDE ITS LONGEST WAR 

(By Marwan Bishara) 

While we have been fixated on successive 
Arab breakthroughs and victories against 
tyranny and extremism, Washington is fail- 
ing miserably but discreetly in Afghanistan. 

The American media’s one-obsession-at-a- 
time coverage of global affairs might have 
put the spotlight on President Obama’s slow 
and poor reaction to the breathtaking devel- 
opments starting in Tunisia and Egypt. But 
they spared him embarrassing questions 
about continued escalation and deaths in Af- 
ghanistan. 

In spite of its international coalition, mul- 
tiple strategies, hundreds of billions of dol- 
lars, and a surge of tens of thousands of 
troops, the U.S. is unable to conclude its 
longest war yet or at least reverse its trend. 

Recent ‘‘reports’’ from the war front have 
been of two kinds. Some official or analyt- 
ical in nature and heavily circulated in 
Washington portray a war going terribly 
well. On the other hand, hard news from the 
ground tell a story of U.S. fatigue, back- 
tracking and tactical withdrawals or re- 
deployments which do not bode well for de- 
feating the Taliban or forcing them to the 
negotiations’ table. 

For example, while the U.S. military’s de- 
cision to withdraw from the Pech valley was 
justified on tactical need to redeploy troops 
for the task of ‘‘protecting the population”, 
keen observers saw it as a humiliating re- 
treat from what the Pentagon previously 
called a very strategic position and sac- 
rificed some hundred soldiers defending it. 

Likewise, strategic analysts close to the 
administration speak triumphantly of U.S. 
surge and hi-tech firepower inflicting ter- 
rible cost on the Taliban, killing many in- 
surgents and driving many more from their 
sanctuaries. 

But news from the war front show the 
Taliban unrelenting, mounting counter- 
attacks and escalating the war especially in 
areas where the U.S. has ‘‘surged’’ its troops. 
And while the majority of the 400 Afghan dis- 
tricts are ‘‘calmer’’, they remain mostly out 
of Kabul’s control. 


What success? 


Those with relatively long memories recall 
the then defence secretary Donald Rums- 
feld’s claims that most of Afghanistan was 
secure in early 2003 and that American forces 
had changed their strategy from major com- 
bat operations to stabilisation and recon- 
struction project. 

But the Taliban continued to carry daily 
attacks on government buildings, U.S. posi- 
tions and international organisations. Two 
years later, the U.S. was to suffer the worst 
and deadliest year since the war began. 

Today’s war pundits are in the same state 
of denial. For all practical purpose, Wash- 
ington has given up on its counterinsurgency 
(COIN) strategy devised under McChrystal 
and Petreaus. 

Instead, it is pursuing a heavy handed and 
terribly destructive crackdown that includes 
special operations, assassinations, mass 
demolitions, air and night raids etc. that 
have led to anything but winning the coun- 
try, let alone its hearts and minds. 

The killing of nine Afghan children last 
week—all under the age of 12—by U.S. attack 
helicopters has once again put the spotlight 
on the U.S. military’s new aggressive meth- 
ods. 
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The results are so devastating for the con- 
duct of the war and to Washington’s clients, 
that President Karzai not only distanced 
himself from the U.S. methods, but also pub- 
licly rejected Washington’s apology for the 
killings. 

Nor is the recruitment and training of the 
Afghan forces going well. Indeed, many seem 
to give up on the idea that Afghan security 
forces could take matters into their hands if 
the U.S. withdraws in the foreseeable future. 

Worse, U.S. strategic co-operation with 
Pakistan—the central pillar of Obama’s 
PakAf strategy—has cooled after the arrest 
of a CIA contractor for the killing of two 
Pakistanis even though he presumably en- 
joys diplomatic immunity. 

Reportedly, it has also led to a ‘‘break- 
down” in co-ordination between the two 
countries intelligence agencies, the CIA and 
the ISI. 

But the incident is merely a symptom of a 
bigger problem between the two countries. A 
reluctant partner, the Pakistani establish- 
ment and its military are unhappy with U.S. 
strategy which they reckon could destabilise 
their country and strengthen Afghanistan 
and India at their expense. 

That has not deterred Washington from of- 
fering ideas and money to repair the damage. 
However, it has become clear that unlike in 
recent years, future improvement in their bi- 
lateral relations will most probably come as 
a result of the U.S. edging closer to Paki- 
stan’s position, not the opposite. 

All of which makes one wonder why cer- 
tain Washington circles are rushing to ad- 
vance the ‘‘success story”. 

Running out of options 

The Afghan government’s incapability to 
take on the tasks of governing or securing 
the country beyond the capital, and the inca- 
pacity of the Obama administration to break 
the Taliban’s momentum does not bode well 
for an early conclusion of the war. 

To their credit some of Obama’s war and 
surge supporters realise that there is no 
military solution for Afghanistan. Clearly, 
their claims of battlefield successes help jus- 
tify the rush to talk to the Taliban. 

But it is not yet clear whether the presum- 
ably ongoing exploratory secret negotiations 
with the Taliban are serious at all, or will 
lead to comprehensive negotiations and 
eventually a lasting deal. The last ‘‘Taliban 
commander” Washington dialogued with in 
the fall turned out to be an impostor—a 
shopkeeper from Quetta! 

If the Taliban does eventually accept to sit 
down with Obama or Karzai envoys, the U.S. 
needs to explain why it fought for 10 years 
only to help the group back to power. 

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has 
begun the humiliating backtracking last 
month: ‘‘Now, I know that reconciling with 
an adversary that can be as brutal as the 
Taliban sounds distasteful, even unimagi- 
nable. And diplomacy would be easy if we 
only had to talk to our friends. But that is 
not how one makes peace.” 

Facing up to the reality 

The mere fact that the world’s mightiest 
superpower cannot win over the poorly 
armed Taliban after a long decade of fight- 
ing, means it has already failed strategi- 
cally, regardless of the final outcome. 

The escalation of violence and wasting bil- 
lions more cannot change that. It is history. 
The quicker the Obama administration 
recognises its misfortunes, minimises its 
losses and convenes a regional conference 
over the future of Afghanistan under UN aus- 
pices, the easier it will be to evacuate with- 
out humiliation. 
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Whether the U.S. eventually loses the war 
and declares victory; negotiates a settlement 
and withdraw its troops, remains to be seen. 
What is incontestable is that when you fight 
the week for too long, you also become weak. 

All of which explains the rather blunt com- 
ments made in a speech at the end of Feb- 
ruary, by U.S. Defence Secretary Robert 
Gates when he said “©... any future defense 
secretary who advises the president to again 
send a big American land army into Asia or 
into the Middle East or Africa should ‘have 
his head examined,’ as General MacArthur so 
delicately put it.” 

Amen. 


I would like to insert into the 
RECORD, from AlterNet, an article by 
Derrick Crowe and Robert Greenwald 
posted on February 6, 2011, titled 
Damning New Report Shows U.S. 
Strategy is Blocking Chance for Peace 
in Afghanistan. 

[From AlterNet, Feb. 6, 2011] 
DAMNING NEW REPORT SHOWS U.S. STRATEGY 

Is BLOCKING CHANCE FOR PEACE IN AFGHANI- 

STAN 

(By Derrick Crowe and Robert Greenwald) 
See: http:/jwww.alternet.org/story/149815/ 

The new report from NYU’s Center for 
International Cooperation is a damning de- 
scription of the U.S. policies in Afghanistan 
since 2001, and a warning that the escalated 
military strategy blocks the road to peace 
while making the Taliban more dangerous. 

Separating the Taliban from al-Qaeda: The 
Core of Success in Afghanistan is the latest 
in a continuous string of statements from 
Afghanistan experts that the U.S. war poli- 
cies that were launched a year ago aren’t 
making us safer and aren’t worth the sub- 
stantial costs: $1 million per U.S. troop in 
Afghanistan per year, for a total of more 
than $375.5 billion wasted so far. The report 
is written by Alex Strick van Linschoten and 
Felix Kuehn, Kandahar-based researchers 
who’ve spent more than four years research- 
ing the Taliban and the recent history of 
southern Afghanistan. 

I would like to place into the RECORD 
an article from ABC News titled Af- 
ghan Security the Worst in a Decade, 
according to the U.N. 

ABC NEWS—AFGHAN SECURITY THE WORST IN 
A DECADE: UN 

The security situation in Afghanistan has 
worsened to its lowest point since the top- 
pling of the Taliban a decade ago and at- 
tacks on aid workers are at unprecedented 
levels, a United Nations envoy said. 

Robert Watkins, the outgoing UN deputy 
special representative of the Secretary Gen- 
eral for Afghanistan, says from a humani- 
tarian perspective, security ‘‘is on every- 
one’s minds’’. 

“It is fair to say that security in the coun- 
try is at its lowest point since the departure 
of the Talibans,” he said. 

Mr Watkins says before last year’s surge in 
NATO military forces, the insurgency was 
centred in the south and south-east of the 
country. 

“Since the surge of NATO forces last year, 
we have seen the insurgency move to parts of 
the country where we’ve never seen before,” 
he said. 

““We’ve now confronted with security prob- 
lems that we’d never dream that we’d have. 

“While NATO is claiming that it has 
turned the corner. . . we still see these very 
difficult security problems.” 

UN relief agencies now have regular access 
to just 30 per cent of the country. Access is 
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mixed for another 30 per cent while there is 
hardly any access to the remaining 40 per 
cent. 

Mr Watkins says a key issue is the 
“conflation of political, military, develop- 
mental and humanitarian aid’’. 

‘Because of the way aid is dispersed in Af- 
ghanistan . . . it has contributed to percep- 
tion in parts of the Afghan population that 
somehow humanitarian work is lumped into 
this political and military effort,’’ he said. 

“We have to emphasise that we recognise 
that there has to be separation and we have 
to be very careful to try to address this per- 
ception.” 

But he pointed out that a positive develop- 
ment was that the international and Afghan 
military have publicly acknowledged that 
some kind of negotiated settlement was nec- 
essary to end the instability. 

“[This year] can be a crucial year if there 
is a breakthrough in finding some kind of 
reconciliation efforts,” he said. 

The Taliban, a hardline Islamist move- 
ment, was forced from power in late 2001 
after a US invasion launched in the wake of 
the September 11 attacks on New York and 
Washington. 


I would like to place into the RECORD 
an article from The New York Times 
discussing the counterintelligence 
strategy titled U.S. Pulling Back in Af- 
ghan Valley it Called Vital to War. 

[From The New York Times, Feb. 24, 2011] 

U.S. PULLING BACK IN AFGHAN VALLEY IT 

CALLED VITAL TO WAR 
(By C. J. Chivers, Alissa J. Rubin and Wesley 
Morgan) 

KABUL, AFGHANISTAN.—After years of 
fighting for control of a prominent valley in 
the rugged mountains of eastern Afghani- 
stan, the United States military has begun 
to pull back most of its forces from ground 
it once insisted was central to the campaign 
against the Taliban and Al Qaeda. 

The withdrawal from the Pech Valley, a re- 
mote region in Kunar Province, formally 
began on Feb. 15. The military projects that 
it will last about two months, part of a shift 
of Western forces to the province’s more pop- 
ulated areas. Afghan units will remain in the 
valley, a test of their military readiness. 

While American officials say the with- 
drawal matches the latest counterinsurgency 
doctrine’s emphasis on protecting Afghan ci- 
vilians, Afghan officials worry that the shift 
of troops amounts to an abandonment of ter- 
ritory where multiple insurgent groups are 
well established, an area that Afghans fear 
they may not be ready to defend on their 
own. 

And it is an emotional issue for American 
troops, who fear that their service and sac- 
rifices could be squandered. At least 103 
American soldiers have died in or near the 
valley’s maze of steep gullies and soaring 
peaks, according to a count by The New 
York Times, and many times more have been 
wounded, often severely. 

Military officials say they are sensitive to 
those perceptions. ‘‘People say, ‘You аге 
coming out of the Pech’; I prefer to look at 
it as realigning to provide better security for 
the Afghan people,” said Maj. Gen. John F. 
Campbell, the commander for eastern Af- 
ghanistan. “I don’t want the impression 
we’re abandoning the Pech.” 

The reorganization, which follows the com- 
plete Afghan and American withdrawals 
from isolated outposts in nearby Nuristan 
Province and the Korangal Valley, runs the 
risk of providing the Taliban with an oppor- 
tunity to claim success and raises questions 
about the latest strategy guiding the war. 
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American officials say their logic is simple 
and compelling: the valley consumed re- 
sources disproportionate with its impor- 
tance; those forces could be deployed in 
other areas; and there are not enough troops 
to win decisively in the Pech Valley in any 
case. 

“If you continue to stay with the status 
quo, where will you be a year from now?” 
General Campbell said. “I would tell you 
that there are places where we’ll continue to 
build up security and it leads to development 
and better governance, but there are some 
areas that are not ready for that, and I’ve 
got to use the forces where they can do the 
most good.” 

President Obama’s Afghan troop buildup is 
now fully in place, and the United States 
military has its largest-ever contingent in 
Afghanistan. Mr. Obama’s reinforced cam- 
paign has switched focus to operations in Af- 
ghanistan’s south, and to building up Afghan 
security forces. 

The previous strategy emphasized denying 
sanctuaries to insurgents, blocking infiltra- 
tion routes from Pakistan and trying to 
fight away from populated areas, where 
NATO’s superior firepower could be massed, 
in theory, with less risk to civilians. The 
Pech Valley effort was once a cornerstone of 
this thinking. 

The new plan stands as a clear, if unstated, 
repudiation of earlier decisions. When Gen. 
Stanley A. McChrystal, the former NATO 
commander, overhauled the Afghan strategy 
two years ago, his staff designated 80 ‘‘key 
terrain districts’ to concentrate on. The 
Pech Valley was not one of them. 

Ultimately, the decision to withdraw re- 
flected a stark—and controversial—internal 
assessment by the military that it would 
have been better served by not having en- 
tered the high valley in the first place. 

“What we figured out is that people in the 
Pech really aren’t anti-U.S. or anti-any- 
thing; they just want to be left alone,” said 
one American military official familiar with 
the decision. ‘‘Our presence is what’s desta- 
bilizing this area.” 

Gen. Mohammed Zaman Mamozai, a 
former commander of the region’s Afghan 
Border Police, agreed with some of this as- 
sessment. He said that residents of the Pech 
Valley bristled at the American presence but 
might tolerate Afghan units. ‘‘Many times 
they promised us that if we could tell the 
Americans to pull out of the area, they 
wouldn’t fight the Afghan forces,” he said. 

It is impossible to know whether such 
pledges will hold. Some veterans worry that 
the withdrawal will create an ideal sanc- 
tuary for insurgent activity—an area under 
titular government influence where fighters 
or terrorists will shelter or prepare attacks 
elsewhere. 

While it is possible that the insurgents will 
concentrate in the mountain valleys, Gen- 
eral Campbell said his goal was to arrange 
forces to keep insurgents from Kabul, the 
country’s capital. 

“There are thousands of isolated moun- 
tainous valleys throughout Afghanistan, and 
we cannot be in all of them,” he said. 

The American military plans to withdraw 
from most of the four principal American po- 
sitions in the valley. For security reasons, 
General Campbell declined to discuss which 
might retain an American presence, and ex- 
actly how the Americans would operate with 
Afghans in the area in the future. 

As the pullback begins, the switch in 
thinking has fueled worries among those who 
say the United States is ceding some of Af- 
ghanistan’s most difficult terrain to the in- 
surgency and putting residents who have 
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supported the government at risk of retalia- 
tion. 

“There is no house in the area that does 
not have a government employee in it,” said 
Col. Gul Rahman, the Afghan police chief in 
the Manogai District, where the Americans’ 
largest base in the valley, Forward Oper- 
ating Base Blessing, is located. ‘‘Some work 
with the Afghan National Army, some work 
with the Afghan National Police, or they are 
a teacher or governmental employee. I think 
it is not wise to ignore and leave behind all 
these people, with the danger posed to their 
lives.” 

Some Afghan military officials have also 
expressed pointed misgivings about the pros- 
pects for Afghan units left behind. 

“According to my experience in the mili- 
tary and knowledge of the area, it’s abso- 
lutely impractical for the Afghan National 
Army to protect the area without the Ameri- 
cans,” said Major Turab, the former second- 
in-command of an Afghan battalion in the 
valley, who like many Afghans uses only one 
name. ‘‘It will be a suicidal mission.”’ 

The pullback has international implica- 
tions as well. Senior Pakistani commanders 
have complained since last summer that as 
American troops withdraw from Kunar Prov- 
ince, fighters and some commanders from 
the Haqqani network and other militant 
groups have crossed into Afghanistan from 
Pakistan to create a “reverse safe haven” 
from which to carry out attacks against 
Pakistani troops in the tribal areas. 

The Taliban and other Afghan insurgent 
groups are all but certain to label the with- 
drawal a victory in the Pech Valley, where 
they could point to the Soviet Army’s with- 
drawal from the same area in 1988. Many Af- 
ghans remember that withdrawal as a sym- 
bolic moment when the Kremlin’s military 
campaign began to visibly fall apart. 

Within six months, the Soviet-backed Af- 
ghan Army of the time ceded the territory to 
mujahedeen groups, according to Afghan 
military officials. 

The unease, both with the historical prece- 
dent and with the price paid in American 
blood in the valley, has ignited a sometimes 
painful debate among Americans veterans 
and active-duty troops. The Pech Valley had 
long been a hub of American military oper- 
ations in Kunar and Nuristan Provinces. 

American forces first came to the valley in 
force in 2003, following the trail of Gulbuddin 
Hekmatyar, the leader of the Hezb-i-Islami 
group, who, like other prominent insurgent 
leaders, has been said at different times to 
hide in Kunar. They did not find him, though 
Hezb-i-Islami is active in the valley. 

Since then, one American infantry bat- 
talion after another has fought there, trying 
to establish security in villages while weath- 
ering roadside bombs and often vicious 
fights. 

Along with other slotlike canyons that the 
United States has already largely aban- 
doned—including the Korangal Valley, the 
Waygal Valley (where the battle of Wanat 
was fought in 2008), the Shuryak Valley and 
the Nuristan River corridor (where Combat 
Outpost Keating was nearly overrun in 
2009)—the Pech Valley was a region rivaled 
only by Helmand Province as the deadliest 
Afghan acreage for American troops. 

On one operation alone in 2005, 19 service 
members, including 11 members of the Navy 
Seals, died. 

As the years passed and the toll rose, the 
area assumed for many soldiers a status as 
hallowed ground. “Т can think of very few 
places over the past 10 years with as high 
and as sustained a level of violence,” said 
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Col. James W. Bierman, who commanded a 
Marine battalion in the area in 2006 and 
helped establish the American presence in 
the Korangal Valley. 

In the months after American units left 
the Korangal last year, insurgent attacks 
from that valley into the Pech Valley in- 
creased sharply, prompting the current 
American battalion in the area, First Bat- 
talion, 327th Infantry, and Special Oper- 
ations units to carry out raids into places 
that American troops once patrolled regu- 
larly. 

Last August, an infantry company raided 
the village of Omar, which the American 
military said had become a base for attacks 
into the Pech Valley, but which earlier units 
had viewed as mostly calm. Another Amer- 
ican operation last November, in the nearby 
Watapor Valley, led to fighting that left 
seven American soldiers dead. 

This article has been revised to reflect the 
following correction: 

Correction: February 24, 2011 

An earlier version of this article referred 
incorrectly to a pullback of American forces 
in eastern Afghanistan. It is a pullback from 
remote territory within Kunar Province, not 
from the province as a whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN) 
has 74% minutes remaining. 

Mr. BERMAN. I simply would very 
quickly make the case that the resolu- 
tion should be voted against for several 
reasons. Initially, because it improp- 
erly invokes a provision of the War 
Powers Act that’s inapplicable. This 
war was authorized by the U.S. Con- 
gress. Secondly, the manner in which it 
would force withdrawal is irresponsible 
and I don’t think is the right way to do 
it. And, thirdly, that I am not pre- 
pared, from this point of view, to say 
that failure is in any way inevitable, 
and that we should not at this time 
make the judgment to pull the plug out 
from what we are doing in Afghanistan. 

I would urge a “по” vote on the reso- 
lution. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) has 
54% minutes remaining. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Thank you, 
Speaker. 

We’ve stated over and over in this de- 
bate the cost of this war in this budget 
alone will be over $113 billion—$113 bil- 
lion. There are Members who have 
come to this floor trying to whack a 
billion dollars in spending here and 
there. This is $113 billion. You want to 
cut out waste, let’s get out of Afghani- 
stan. 

Keep in mind that when you go to the 
Pentagon, and some of our Members 
have, and have gone to Afghanistan, 
there’s an open-ended war going on 
here. There’s no end in sight. I’ve sub- 
mitted for the RECORD articles with re- 
spect to that. Hear this: We’re going to 
be there through at least 2020. And 
that’s going to cost us an extra, at 
least an extra trillion dollars. 

Where are we going to get that 
money? Are we going to cut Social Se- 
curity for that? Are we going to cut 
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health care and cut funds for edu- 
cation? Are we going to cut more funds 
for home heating aid? 

Where are we going to get this 
money? Are we ready to give up our en- 
tire domestic agenda so that we can 
continue on the path of a war to prop 
up a corrupt regime whose friends are 
building villas in Dubai, presumably 
with money that comes through the 
United States that’s shipped out in 
planes out of the Kabul airport? 

We have to start standing up for 
America here. 

I appreciate and respect every Mem- 
ber of this Congress who served in the 
military. We honor them, just as I 
honor the members of my own family; 
my father, Frank, who was a World 
War II veteran; my brother Frank, who 
was a Vietnam veteran; my brother 
Gary, a Vietnam-era veteran; my sister 
Beth Ann, an Army veteran. I come 
from a family that appreciates service 
to our country. 

But how are we serving our troops by 
letting them in a situation that is ab- 
solutely impossible, whether it’s great- 
er numbers of them returning home 
with injuries from IEDs. How are we 
serving our troops by telling them 
we’re going to keep extending the pe- 
riod of the war? Who’s speaking up 
truly for our troops here? Is it General 
Petraeus, who says, Well, we’ll just 
keep the war going and maybe— 
maybe—we’ll send 2,000 troops out of 
Afghanistan or redirect them by 2014. 
He doesn’t get to make the choice. 
That choice must be made by the Con- 
gress of the United States. 

It’s time that we started to stand up 
for the Constitution of the United 
States, which, last I checked, in Arti- 
cle I, section 8 provides that Congress 
has to make the decision whether or 
not to send our troops into war. We 
have not the right to give that over to 
a President, over to a general, or any- 
body else. It’s our prerogative inside 
this Congress. 

In 2001, Mr. Speaker, I joined with 
Members of this House in voting for 
the authorization of military force fol- 
lowing the terrorist attacks on 9/11. I 
don’t take a backseat to anyone in 
standing up to defend this country. But 
as the United States continues in what 
is now the longest war in our history, 
it has become clear that the authoriza- 
tion for military force is being used as 
a carte blanche for circumventing Con- 
gress’ role as a coequal branch of gov- 
ernment. 

I want you to hear this. We’re a co- 
equal branch of government. We’re not 
lap dogs for the President. We’re not 
servants of generals. We are a coequal 
branch of government expressing the 
sovereign will of the American people. 

It has become clear this administra- 
tion, just as the last administration, is 
willing to commit us to an endless war 
and an endless stream of money, just a 
year after a commitment of an addi- 
tional 30,000 troops to Afghanistan and 
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continued assurances of ‘‘progress.’’ 
They have been walking that dog down 
the road for the last 7 years. Progress. 

My legislation invokes the War Pow- 
ers Resolution of 1973, and if enacted, 
would require this President to with- 
draw U.S. Armed Forces out of Afghan- 
istan by December 31, 2011. 

Regardless of your support or opposi- 
tion to the war in Afghanistan, this de- 
bate has been a critical opportunity to 
evaluate the human and the economic 
cost as this Congress works to address 
our country’s dire financial straits. 
Those of us that supported the with- 
drawal may not agree on a timeline, 
but an increasing number of us agree 
it’s time to think and rethink our cur- 
rent national security strategy. And 
we have to know the costs are great. 
We can’t get away from the costs of 
this war. 

Nobel Prize-winning economist Joe 
Stiglitz and Linda Bilmes, his asso- 
ciate, wrote a book about the Iraq war. 
They projected then a minimum of $3 
trillion in costs. 

I would like to include in the 
RECORD, Mr. Speaker, a statement that 
I made over 8 years ago at the begin- 
ning of the Iraq war, where I pointed 
out there was nothing—no reason why 
we should be going to war in Iraq be- 
cause there was no proof that Iraq had 
weapons of mass destruction. 

I mention that in terms of this de- 
bate because we’re at the confluence of 
the events—the anniversary of the Iraq 
war; the confluence of the funding of 
the war in Afghanistan. We’ve got to 
get out of Afghanistan. We’ve got to 
get out of Iraq. We’ve got to start tak- 
ing care of things here at home. 

ANALYSIS OF JOINT RESOLUTION ON IRAQ BY 

DENNIS J. KUCINICH 

WASHINGTON, Oct 2, 2002.—Whereas in 1990 
in response to Iraq’s war of aggression 
against and illegal occupation of Kuwait, the 
United States forged a coalition of nations 
to liberate Kuwait and its people in order to 
defend the national security of the United 
States and enforce United Nations Security 
Council resolutions relating to Iraq; 

KEY ISSUE: In the Persian Gulf war there 
was an international coalition. World sup- 
port was for protecting Kuwait. There is no 
world support for invading Iraq. 

Whereas after the liberation of Kuwait in 
1991, Iraq entered into a United Nations 
sponsored cease-fire agreement pursuant to 
which Iraq unequivocally agreed, among 
other things, to eliminate its nuclear, bio- 
logical, and chemical weapons programs and 
the means to deliver and develop them, and 
to end its support for international ter- 
rorism; 

Whereas the efforts of international weap- 
ons inspectors, United States intelligence 
agencies, and Iraqi defectors led to the dis- 
covery that Iraq had large stockpiles of 
chemical weapons and a large scale biologi- 
cal weapons program, and that Iraq had an 
advanced nuclear weapons development pro- 
gram that was much closer to producing a 
nuclear weapon than intelligence reporting 
had previously indicated; 

KEY ISSUE: UN inspection teams identi- 
fied and destroyed nearly all such weapons. 
A lead inspector, Scott Ritter, said that he 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


believes that nearly all other weapons not 
found were destroyed in the Gulf War. Fur- 
thermore, according to a published report in 
the Washington Post, the Central Intel- 
ligence Agency has no up to date accurate 
report on Iraq’s WMD capabilities. 

Whereas Iraq, in direct and flagrant viola- 
tion of the cease-fire, attempted to thwart 
the efforts of weapons inspectors to identify 
and destroy Iraq’s weapons of mass destruc- 
tion stockpiles and development capabilities, 
which finally resulted in the withdrawal of 
inspectors from Iraq on October 31, 1998; 

KEY ISSUES: Iraqi deceptions always 
failed. The inspectors always figured out 
what Iraq was doing. It was the United 
States that withdrew from the inspections in 
1998. And the United States then launched a 
cruise missile attack against Iraq 48 hours 
after the inspectors left. In advanced of a 
military strike, the US continues to thward 
(the Administration’s word) weapons inspec- 
tions. 

Whereas in 1998 Congress concluded that 
Iraq’s continuing weapons of mass destruc- 
tion programs threatened vital United 
States interests and international peace and 
security, declared Iraq to be in ‘‘material 
and unacceptable breach of its international 
obligations” and urged the President “Чо 
take appropriate action, in accordance with 
the Constitution and relevant laws of the 
United States, to bring Iraq into compliance 
with its international obligations” (Public 
Law 105-235); 

Whereas Iraq both poses a continuing 
threat to the national security of the United 
States and international peace and security 
in the Persian Gulf region and remains in 
material and unacceptable breach of its 
international obligations by, among other 
things, continuing to possess and develop a 
significant chemical and biological weapons 
capability, actively seeking a nuclear weap- 
ons capability, and supporting and harboring 
terrorist organizations; 

KEY ISSUES: There is no proof that Iraq 
represents an imminent or immediate threat 
to the United States. A “continuing” threat 
does not constitute a sufficient cause for 
war. The Administration has refused to pro- 
vide the Congress with credible intelligence 
that proves that Iraq is a serious threat to 
the United States and is continuing to pos- 
sess and develop chemical and biological and 
nuclear weapons. Furthermore there is no 
credible intelligence connecting Iraq to Al 
Qaida and 9/11. 

Whereas Iraq persists in violating resolu- 
tions of the United Nations Security Council 
by continuing to engage in brutal repression 
of its civilian population thereby threat- 
ening international peace and security in the 
region, by refusing to release, repatriate, or 
account for non-Iraqi citizens wrongfully de- 
tained by Iraq, including an American serv- 
iceman, and by failing to return property 
wrongfully seized by Iraq from Kuwait; 

KEY ISSUE: This language is so broad that 
it would allow the President to order an at- 
tack against Iraq even when there is no ma- 
terial threat to the United States. Since this 
resolution authorizes the use of force for all 
Iraq related violations of the UN Security 
Council directives, and since the resolution 
cites Iraq’s imprisonment of non-Iraqi pris- 
oners, this resolution would authorize the 
President to attack Iraq in order to liberate 
Kuwaiti citizens who may or may not be in 
Iraqi prisons, even if Iraq met compliance 
with all requests to destroy any weapons of 
mass destruction. Though in 2002 at the Arab 
Summit, Iraq and Kuwait agreed to bilateral 
negotiations to work out all claims relating 
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to stolen property and prisoners of war. This 
use-of-force resolution enables the President 
to commit U.S.046 troops to recover Kuwaiti 
property. 

Whereas the current Iraqi regime has dem- 
onstrated its capability and willingness to 
use weapons of mass destruction against 
other nations and its own people; 

Whereas the current Iraqi regime has dem- 
onstrated its continuing hostility toward, 
and willingness to attack, the United States, 
including by attempting in 1993 to assas- 
sinate former President Bush and by firing 
on many thousands of occasions on United 
States and Coalition Armed Forces engaged 
in enforcing the resolutions of the United 
Nations Security Council; 

KEY ISSUE: The Iraqi regime has never 
attacked nor does it have the capability to 
attack the United States. The “по Пу” zone 
was not the result of a UN Security Council 
directive. It was illegally imposed by the 
United States, Great Britain and France and 
is not specifically sanctioned by any Secu- 
rity Council resolution. 

Whereas members of al Qaida, an organiza- 
tion bearing responsibility for attacks on the 
United States, its citizens, and interests, in- 
cluding the attacks that occurred on Sep- 
tember 11, 2001, are Known to be in Iraq; 

KEY ISSUE: There is no credible intel- 
ligence that connects Iraq to the events of 9/ 
11 or to participation in those events by as- 
sisting Al Qaida. 

Whereas Iraq continues to aid and harbor 
other international terrorist organizations, 
including organizations that threaten the 
lives and safety of American citizens; 

KEY ISSUE: Any connection between Iraq 
support of terrorist groups in Middle East, is 
an argument for focusing great resources on 
resolving the conflict between Israel and the 
Palestinians. It is not sufficient reason for 
the U.S. to launch a unilateral preemptive 
strike against Iraq. 

Whereas the attacks on the United States 
of September 11, 2001 underscored the gravity 
of the threat posed by the acquisition of 
weapons of mass destruction by inter- 
national terrorist organizations; 

KEY ISSUE: There is no connection be- 
tween Iraq and the events of 9/11. 

Whereas Iraq’s demonstrated capability 
and willingness to use weapons of mass de- 
struction, the risk that the current Iraqi re- 
gime will either employ those weapons to 
launch a surprise attack against the United 
States or its Armed Forces or provide them 
to international terrorists who would do so, 
and the extreme magnitude of harm that 
would result to the United States and its 
citizens from such an attack, combine to jus- 
tify action by the United States to defend 
itself; 

KEY ISSUE: There is no credible evidence 
that Iraq possesses weapons of mass destruc- 
tion. If Iraq has successfully concealed the 
production of such weapons since 1998, there 
is no credible evidence that Iraq has the ca- 
pability to reach the United States with 
such weapons. In the 1991 Gulf War, Iraq had 
a demonstrated capability of biological and 
chemical weapons, but did not have the will- 
ingness to use them against the United 
States Armed Forces. Congress has not been 
provided with any credible information, 
which proves that Iraq has provided inter- 
national terrorists with weapons of mass de- 
struction. 

Whereas United Nations Security Council 
Resolution 678 authorizes the use of all nec- 
essary means to enforce United Nations Se- 
curity Council Resolution 660 and subsequent 
relevant resolutions and to compel Iraq to 
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cease certain activities that threaten inter- 
national peace and security, including the 
development of weapons of mass destruction 
and refusal or obstruction of United Nations 
weapons inspections in violation of United 
Nations Security Council Resolution 687, re- 
pression of its civilian population in viola- 
tion of United Nations Security Council Res- 
olution 688, and threatening its neighbors or 
United Nations operations in Iraq in viola- 
tion of United Nations Security Council Res- 
olution 949; 

KEY ISSUE: The UN Charter forbids all 
member nations, including the United 
States, from unilaterally enforcing UN reso- 
lutions. 

Whereas Congress in the Authorization for 
Use of Military Force Against Iraq Resolu- 
tion (Public Law 102-1) has authorized the 
President “Чо use United States Armed 
Forces pursuant to United Nations Security 
Council Resolution 678 (1990) in order to 
achieve implementation of Security Council 
Resolutions 660, 661, 662, 664, 665, 666, 667, 669, 
670, 674, апа 677”; 

KEY ISSUE: The UN Charter forbids all 
member nations, including the United 
States, from unilaterally enforcing UN reso- 
lutions with military force. 

Whereas in December 1991, Congress ex- 
pressed its sense that it ‘‘supports the use of 
all necessary means to achieve the goals of 
United Nations Security Council Resolution 
687 as being consistent with the Authoriza- 
tion of Use of Military Force Against Iraq 
Resolution (Public Law 102-1),’’ that Iraq’s 
repression of its civilian population violates 
United Nations Security Council Resolution 
688 and ‘‘constitutes a continuing threat to 
the peace, security, and stability of the Per- 
sian Gulf region,’’ and that Congress, ‘‘sup- 
ports the use of all necessary means to 
achieve the goals of United Nations Security 
Council Resolution 688”; 

KEY ISSUE: This clause demonstrates the 
proper chronology of the international proc- 
ess, and contrasts the current march to war. 
In 1991, the UN Security Council passed a 
resolution asking for enforcement of its reso- 
lution. Member countries authorized their 
troops to participate in a UN-led coalition to 
enforce the UN resolutions. Now the Presi- 
dent is asking Congress to authorize a uni- 
lateral first strike before the UN Security 
Council had asked its member states to en- 
force UN resolutions. 

Whereas the Iraq Liberation Act (Public 
Law 105-838) expressed the sense of Congress 
that it should be the policy of the United 
States to support efforts to remove from 
power the current Iraqi regime and promote 
the emergence of a democratic government 
to replace that regime; 

KEY ISSUE: This ‘‘Sense of Congress” res- 
olution was not binding. Furthermore, while 
Congress supported democratic means of re- 
moving Saddam Hussein it clearly did not 
endorse the use of force contemplated in this 
resolution, nor did it endorse assassination 
as a policy. 

Whereas on September 12, 2002, President 
Bush committed the United States to ‘‘work 
with the United Nations Security Council to 
meet our common challenge” posed by Iraq 
and to ‘‘work for the necessary resolutions,” 
while also making clear that ‘‘the Security 
Council resolutions will be enforced, and the 
just demands of peace and security will be 
met, or action will be unavoidable”; 

Whereas the United States is determined 
to prosecute the war on terrorism and Iraq’s 
ongoing support for international terrorist 
groups combined with its development of 
weapons of mass destruction in direct viola- 
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tion of its obligations under the 1991 cease- 
fire and other United Nations Security Coun- 
cil resolutions make clear that it is in the 
national security interests of the United 
States and in furtherance of the war on ter- 
rorism that all relevant United Nations Se- 
curity Council resolutions be enforced, in- 
cluding through the use of force if necessary; 

KEY ISSUE: Unilateral action against Iraq 
will cost the United States the support of 
the world community, adversely affecting 
the war on terrorism. No credible intel- 
ligence exists which connects Iraq to the 
events of 9/11 or to those terrorists who per- 
petrated 9/11. Under international law, the 
United States does not have the authority to 
unilaterally order military action to enforce 
UN Security Council resolutions. 

Whereas Congress has taken steps to pur- 
sue vigorously the war on terrorism through 
the provision of authorities and funding re- 
quested by the President to take the nec- 
essary actions against international terror- 
ists and terrorist organizations, including 
those nations, organizations or persons who 
planned, authorized, committed or aided the 
terrorist attacks that occurred on Sep- 
tember 11, 2001 or harbored such persons or 
organizations; 

KEY ISSUE: The Administration has not 
provided Congress with any proof that Iraq is 
in any way connected to the events of 9/11. 

Whereas the President and Congress are 
determined to continue to take all appro- 
priate actions against international terror- 
ists and terrorist organizations, including 
those nations, organizations or persons who 
planned, authorized, committed or aided the 
terrorist attacks that occurred on Sep- 
tember 11, 2001, or harbored such persons or 
organizations; 

KEY ISSUE: The Administration has not 
provided Congress with any proof that Iraq is 
in any way connected to the events of 9/11. 
Furthermore, there is no credible evidence 
that Iraq has harbored those who were re- 
sponsible for planning, authorizing or com- 
mitting the attacks of 9/11. 

Whereas the President has authority under 
the Constitution to take action in order to 
deter and prevent acts of international ter- 
rorism against the United States, as Con- 
gress recognized in the joint resolution on 
Authorization for Use of Military Force 
(Public Law 107-40); and 

KEY ISSUE: This resolution was specific 
to 9/11. It was limited to a response to 9/11. 

Whereas it is in the national security of 
the United States to restore international 
peace and security to the Persian Gulf re- 
gion; 

KEY ISSUE: If by the ‘‘national security 
interests” of the United States, the Adminis- 
tration means oil, it ought to communicate 
such to the Congress. A unilateral attack on 
Iraq by the United States will cause insta- 
bility and chaos in the region and sow the 
seeds of future conflicts all over the world. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from Florida has 52 minutes 
remaining. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

I am pleased and honored to yield the 
balance of my time to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. MCCOTTER), a 
member of the Financial Services Com- 
mittee, a former member of our For- 
eign Affairs Committee. I would like to 
remind my good friend that we still 
have a GOP vacancy in our committee 
and we need freedom and democracy 
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believers like the gentleman from 
Michigan; seniority retained. 

Mr. McCOTTER. I thank the gentle- 
lady. I thank her for her kind words 
and her attempt to draft me. 

In this age of hope and peril, today 
we all assemble with earnestness and 
sincerity to discuss matters of liberty 
and tyranny, matters of life and death. 
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What we see in Afghanistan is a 
counterinsurgency operation being led 
by the United States. It is the most dif- 
ficult and painful type of military op- 
eration to witness because it does in- 
volve working with the population, 
winning hearts and minds, and helping 
to build the institutions of democracy 
and liberty at the community and na- 
tional levels, which have been non- 
existent for decades. 

Yet because the cause is difficult, it 
does not mean we can turn away from 
it, because the Afghan people cannot 
turn away from it. 

In 2006, I was fortunate to be on a 
CODEL with many of my colleagues, 
and we had the opportunity to meet 
women who were serving in the Afghan 
National Assembly. Despite the dif- 
ficulties in translation, it was very 
clear that they wanted to accomplish 
two things: they wanted to serve the 
Afghan people, who had entrusted them 
with their positions; and they wanted 
to honor the men and women of the 
United States military, who had risked 
and given so much for them to have 
that opportunity. 

As I said, I deeply appreciate the sin- 
cerity and earnestness of this debate 
today because, in this instance, clear- 
ly, it is not one based upon partisan di- 
vision, but one based upon the dictates 
of conscience. I think it is very impor- 
tant that we look into this situation 
and see that it is not simply the United 
States that is involved here and that it 
is not simply a question of leaving 
without consequence. If we leave now, 
if we back this resolution, there will be 
consequences to the female Afghan Na- 
tional Assembly parliamentarians, who 
are trying to build freedom within that 
country. 

In my discussion with those brave 
women, they brought up how difficult 
it was for them: how hard it would be 
to build a sustainable democracy; to 
build an economy; to build, in many 
ways, what we here take for granted. 

I said to them that it was very im- 
portant to remember that the United 
States, itself, was not always a great 
national power and a beacon of hope 
and freedom and that in our darkest 
days after the Revolution there were 
many who thought this free Republic 
would fail, and there were enemies who 
sought its destruction. Yet, at the 
founding time, the people of the United 
States and their leaders were able to 
take this Nation’s democracy and turn 
it into one that not only secured free- 
dom for itself but one that expanded it 
to others. 
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I said that it was within the Halls of 
the United States Congress, within the 
Halls of our institution, that you could 
see the pictures of the Founders, like 
Jefferson and Madison, hanging from 
the walls, which remind us of what we 
have endured, what we enjoy, and what 
we must return. 

I told the Afghan National Assembly 
women that one day their daughters 
and granddaughters would look up and 
see on the walls their portraits hanging 
in a free Afghanistan that was allied 
with the Free World against terrorism 
and that was a beacon, itself, to those 
who were oppressed—because they will 
be free, because we will honor our duty 
not to seek miserly to hold our own 
freedom for ourselves, and because we 
will follow what Lincoln said: 

In seeking to extend freedom to the 
enslaved, we ensure freedom for our- 
selves. 

We will continue to stand with the 
Afghan people. We will continue to 
honor the commitment to the solemn 
word of the United States as she gave 
to that country; and one day, we will 
look back, and we will be proud of the 
votes we cast today. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, we have now 
been in Afghanistan for 113 months, ten 
months longer than the war in Vietnam. The 
war in Afghanistan is now the longest conflict 
in United States history. 

Here at home, Americans are out of work, 
teachers are facing budget cuts, police depart- 
ments are overstretched, and yet the Presi- 
dent and much of Congress continue to cling 
to the notion that if given more time and more 
precious taxpayer dollars borrowed from China 
we will finally—after a decade of war—gain 
the edge to “finish the job” in Afghanistan. 

Mr. Speaker, | don’t buy it. There is no com- 
prehensive political outcome in sight. There is 
no decisive military outcome that will allow us 
to declare “victory.” There is no meaningful 
government outside of Kabul, the Afghani se- 
curity forces are in disarray, and there is un- 
believable corruption throughout the Karzai 
government, police, and security forces. 

Despite these realities, the U.S. taxpayer is 
being asked to foot a $100 billion bill per 
year—again, all borrowed money that future 
generations will have to pay back with inter- 
est—to continue a failed strategy in Afghani- 
stan. | continue to be extremely concerned 
that the Afghanistan war has drawn the U.S. 
into a black hole not completely unlike Viet- 
nam, where we propped up a corrupt govern- 
ment that had no relationship to the rest of the 
country. Recent events in North Africa and 
throughout the Middle East have shown us the 
consequences of similar policies. 

Mr. Speaker, | strongly support our troops. 
They have fought heroically and done every- 
thing we have asked of them. We should 
honor those who have served and sacrificed 
for their country. But we are not honoring 
those who have served and those who con- 
tinue to serve by supporting a war without 
clear objectives, a clear exit strategy, and 
without any substantial hope for a “military vic- 
tory.” 

Сїеапу an orderly withdrawal can not be ac- 
complished in 9 months. But supporting H. 
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Con. Res. 28 provides an opportunity to send 
a message to the President that the current 
strategy and cost of the war in Afghanistan 
are unsustainable. We need a clear exit strat- 
egy. We need a less expensive, less troop in- 
tensive policy that could bring about a much 
better result in Afghanistan. We need to 
prioritize the needs here at home instead of 
spending treasure and blood on a seemingly 
open-ended war in Afghanistan. | urge my col- 
leagues to join me in supporting H. Con. Res. 
28. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, today the House 
has a chance to make a judgment about the 
wisdom of continuing our combat role in Af- 
ghanistan. In 2009, | came to the floor of the 
House and declared that | would give the 
President at least a year to show that his ap- 
proach could work. For those who choose to 
actually look at the facts and the results to 
date, the conclusion is clear: it is time—past 
time—for us to leave Afghanistan. 

Time and again, our military forces would 
take out one of their field commanders, and 
every time several more rise to take their 
place. This is the nature of insurgency, it is 
the nature of the problem that confronts us, 
and it is not a problem that will be resolved by 
the continuous, endless use of military force. 
The number of insurgent attacks is at an all- 
time high. The corruption and dysfunctionality 
of the Afghan government has become leg- 
endary. And the cost of this conflict—both in 
killed and wounded, including the long-term 
care costs for the hundreds of thousands of 
veterans of this war—continue to rise. | voted 
for this resolution today in order to show that 
| am no longer willing to allow our military and 
our nation to bear the endless, deadly burden 
of a war without end that is moving neither our 
country nor theirs closer to safety and secu- 
rity. | hope the President takes note and works 
with us to bring our troops home. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, Secretary Gates 
recently stated that we could be in Afghani- 
stan past the 2014 deadline for complete troop 
withdrawal. Meanwhile, more than 60 percent 
of Americans oppose this war, with more than 
70 percent of people believing that we should 
withdraw a substantial number of U.S. troops 
from Afghanistan this summer. 

This is the longest war in U.S. history and 
all we have to show for it is a higher deficit 
and more debt. 

We already spend the most of any country 
in the world on defense. The next closest de- 
fense-spending country is China—and we 
spend seven times what they do. 

Defense spending currently constitutes 
about 60 percent of our discretionary spend- 
ing. And it has increased 86 percent since 
1998, becoming more entrenched than any 
entitlement program. As we’re talking about 
cutting important programs that working fami- 
lies depend on, we should not continue to 
throw money down an endless hole in Afghan- 
istan. 

| recently conducted a survey in my district 
inquiring about constituents’ priorities and dis- 
covered that getting out of Afghanistan was 
second only to job creation. They also agree 
that one of the best ways to reduce the deficit 
is through extensive defense spending cuts. 

Republicans keep expressing the absolute 
necessity in cutting $100 billion from the budg- 
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et over the next five years. Pulling out of Af- 
ghanistan would, all by itself, save us over 
$100 billion in the upcoming budget. 

It is time for Congress to reassert its Con- 
stitutional war powers authority and set a time 
line for complete withdrawal of our troops from 
Afghanistan. 

| am proud to support this resolution by 
Representatives KUCINICH and JONES that 
gives Congress, and therefore the American 
people, the power to decide whether America 
enters into or continues a war. 

| urge my colleagues to follow the will of the 
American people and support this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support of H. 
Con. Res. 28, a resolution that directs the 
President, pursuant to the War Powers Reso- 
lution, to remove our troops from Afghanistan 
no later than December 31st, 2011. 

Secretary Gates recently stated that we 
could be in Afghanistan past the 2014 dead- 
line for complete troop withdrawal. Meanwhile, 
more than 60 percent of Americans oppose 
the war, with more than 70 percent of people 
believing that we should withdraw most troops 
from Afghanistan this summer. | recently con- 
ducted a survey in my district inquiring about 
constituents’ priorities and discovered that get- 
ting out of Afghanistan was second only to job 
creation. They also agree that one of the best 
ways to reduce the deficit is through extensive 
defense spending cuts. 

This is the longest war in U.S. history and 
all we have to show for it is a higher deficit 
and more debt. Yet Republicans, who con- 
tinue to tout the merits of a balanced budget, 
refuse to consider ending this expensive war, 
let alone consider modest defense-spending 
cuts. 

Defense spending currently constitutes al- 
most 60 percent of our discretionary spending. 
As we are forced to consider cutting important 
programs that working families depend on, we 
should not continue to throw money down an 
endless hole in Afghanistan. Republicans con- 
tinue to express the absolute necessity in cut- 
ting $100 billion from the budget over the next 
five years. Pulling out of Afghanistan would, all 
by itself, save us over $100 billion in the up- 
coming budget. 

The Majority is not listening to the American 
people. The American people want us out of 
Afghanistan and they want a solid plan to im- 
prove the economy and create jobs, neither of 
which the Republicans deem worthy enough 
to address. 

| am proud to be an original cosponsor of 
this resolution proposed by Representatives 
KUCINICH and JONES that gives Congress, and 
therefore the American people, the Power to 
decide whether America enters into or con- 
tinues a war. | urge my colleagues to follow 
the will of the people and support this resolu- 
tion. 

Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, | 
am writing to urge my support to bring our 
troops our home. The recent debate on re- 
moving the United States Armed Forces from 
Afghanistan has been the topic of many dis- 
cussions and now is the time to take action. 
This devastating war has continued on for 
nearly a decade and it has taken the lives of 
more than 1,400 Americans and cost tax- 
payers over $366 billion. 

The war in Afghanistan is not worth fighting. 
We need to end this national humiliation and 
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redirect war funding. The scope of our interest 
in Afghanistan has been exceeded and it is 
time to bring this war to a successful conclu- 
sion. While we have achieved hard-earned 
milestones, the situation in Afghanistan has 
deteriorated and the threat to our national se- 
curity remains unaffected. 

We can no longer fight this war. We have to 
leave it up to the Afghan people to determine 
their own fate and future. | ask my colleagues 
to join me in taking a stand to bring our troops 
home. Our economy is at stake, the precious 
lives of our troops and their families hang in 
the balance and the integrity of the United 
States has been severely jeopardized. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, my 
colleagues, we’re debating the wrong resolu- 
tion here today. 

We should be debating a resolution that 
honors the continuing sacrifice, service, the 
courage and the steadfastness of our men 
and women іп uniform—all volunteers—as 
they work to carry out their missions in the 
global war on terror. And their families back at 
home. 

These warriors serve today in Afghanistan, 
and yes, in Iraq. 

Both are active war zones where there are 
no “front lines” and every deployed service- 
member lays his or her life on the line every 
day. 

And they have made significant progress. 
General Petreaus told our Defense Sub- 
committee this morning that “The momentum 
of the Taliban has been halted in much of the 
country and reversed in some important 
areas.” 

The Afghan Security Forces are growing in 
number and capability. 

And the day when we turn all operations 
over to the Afghans gets closer and closer. 

None of this has been easy. 

Progress has been made through hard fight- 
ing and considerable sacrifice of so many 
Americans and our allies. 

There have been tough losses along the 
way. And there have been setbacks as well as 
successes. 

But instead of debating a resolution that 
honors the sacrifice of our brave warfighters, 
we are considering a measure that seeks to 
“turn off the lights and slam the door as we 
withdraw.” 

Well, we’ve been down this road before. 

Two decades ago we celebrated alongside 
our Afghan allies as the invading Russian mili- 
tary rolled back into the USSR in defeat. 

And when the celebration ended, we walked 
away—we did not follow-up with the nec- 
essary investments in diplomacy and develop- 
ment assistance, turning our back on Afghani- 
stan and Pakistan. 

Had we not done that in the early 1990s, we 
would have better secured our own country’s 
future, as well as peace and stability in the re- 
gion. 

Instead of intensifying our humanitarian ef- 
forts to help the Afghans meet their postwar 
challenges, we simply walked away—leaving a 
destroyed country that lacked roads, schools, 
and any plan or hope for rebuilding. 

Into this void marched the Taliban and al- 
Qaeda. My Colleagues, as they say, “the rest 
is history” for the Afghans and for all Ameri- 
cans: 
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Horrors perpetrated on Afghan men, women 
and children; 

A curtain of oppression which denied half 
the population—women—any rights and dig- 
nity; 

Closed schools. Destroyed cultural institu- 
tions and national treasures; 

A modern-day Dark Ages; 

Mr. Speaker, the resolution we debate today 
would have us repeat that sad and dangerous 
saga. 

Г urge defeat of the resolution. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of the Kucinich resolution directing the Presi- 
dent to remove United States Armed Forces 
from Afghanistan. 

It is time to bring U.S. involvement in the 
war in Afghanistan to an end and to bring our 
troops home. The war effort in Afghanistan is 
no longer serving its purpose of enhancing the 
security of the United States, which should be 
our goal. 

We were attacked on 9/11 by al Qaeda. Al 
Qaeda had bases in Afghanistan. It made 
sense to go in and destroy those bases. And 
we did. We have every right, we have every 
duty to destroy bases which are being used to 
plot against the United States. But the CIA 
tells us that there are now fewer than 100 al 
Qaeda personnel in all of the country of Af- 
ghanistan. 

It is past time to admit that our legitimate 
purpose in Afghanistan—to destroy al Qaeda 
bases—has long since been accomplished. 
But it is a fool’s errand to try to remake a 
country that nobody since Genghis Khan has 
managed to conquer. What makes us think, 
what arrogance gives us the right to assume 
that we can succeed where the Mongols, the 
British, the Soviets failed? No government in 
Afghanistan, no government in Kabul, has 
ever been able to make its writ run in the en- 
tire country. 

Why have we undertaken to invent a gov- 
ernment that is not supported by the majority 
of the people, a government that is corrupt, 
and try to impose it on this country? Afghani- 
stan is in the middle of what is at this point a 
35-year civil war. We have no business inter- 
vening in that civil war, we have no ability to 
win it for one side or the other, and we have 
no necessity to win it for one side or the other. 
This whole idea of counterinsurgency, that we 
are going to persuade the people who are left 
alive after our firepower is applied to love the 
government that we like is absurd. 

It will take tens of years, hundreds and hun- 
dreds of billions of dollars, tens of thousands 
of American lives, if it can be done at all, and 
we don’t need to do it. It’s their country. If they 
want to have a civil war, we can’t stop them. 
We can’t choose the rulers that they have, we 
don’t have to like the rulers that they have, 
and we don’t have to like their choices. It’s not 
up to us. 

At this point we must recognize that rebuild- 
ing Afghanistan is both beyond our ability and 
beyond our mandate to prevent terrorists from 
attacking the United States. And if it be said 
that there are terrorists operating in Afghani- 
stan, that may be, but it is also true of Yemen, 
Somalia and many other countries. We do not 
need to invade and conquer and occupy all 
those countries, and Afghanistan provides no 
greater necessity or justification for military op- 
erations. 
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We are throwing $100 billion a year—plus 
countless lives—down a drainpipe, for no use- 
ful purpose at all—and with very little discus- 
sion of our purposes and of whether our policy 
matches our purposes. 

To continue so bad a policy at so high a 
cost is simply unconscionable. It is unjustifi- 
able to sacrifice more money and more lives 
this way. | urge my colleagues to join me in 
voting to bring the U.S. involvement in the war 
in Afghanistan to a close. 

Now, | want to say a word about supporting 
the troops. | believe it is more supportive of 
the troops to bring them home from a war that 
they should not be fighting than it is to give 
them weapons to fight an unnecessary war in 
which some of them, unfortunately, will lose 
their lives. 

So | say support our troops. Bring them 
home. Support the country. Stop fighting 
where it no longer makes sense. 

Vote for this resolution. Let’s bring our 
troops home. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise to support H. Con. Res. 
28, a resolution requiring the removal of all 
United States Armed Forces from Afghanistan. 
| believe it is time to bring the United States 
Military’s involvement in Afghanistan to a 
close. 

Since the beginning of the Afghanistan War, 
the United States and Coalition Forces have 
lost 2,347 service men and women. Tens of 
thousands have suffered from other disabilities 
or psychological harm. With thousands of 
Texas Guardsmen currently serving in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, | will never forget their brav- 
ery in fighting for the freedoms, liberties, aid 
human dignity of the Afghanistan people. 

Our nation’s economic and national security 
interests are not served by a policy of an 
open-ended war in Afghanistan. 

Mr. Speaker, our soldiers have fought for 
us, now it’s time for us to fight for them. | en- 
courage my colleagues to support this resolu- 
tion and help bring our soldiers home. 

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, while | support 
the intent of this bill, | rise in reluctant opposi- 
tion to H. Con. Res. 28, legislation introduced 
by Congressman KUCINICH directing the Presi- 
dent to remove U.S. Armed Forces from Af- 
ghanistan within 30 days. 

| agree with Congressman KUCINICH that we 
must have an exit strategy and a concrete 
plan to withdraw troops from Afghanistan. 
However, | voted against this resolution when 
it came up for a vote last year because | be- 
lieved that withdrawing all troops 30 days after 
enactment of the bill was unrealistic. 

Yesterday, along with a large number of my 
like-minded colleagues in the House, | sent a 
letter to President Obama urging him to pre- 
pare for a significant and sizeable drawdown 
of troops from Afghanistan that begins this 
July. | ask for permission to include this letter 
for the RECORD. 

Last December, the Obama Administration 
concluded in its review of the war in Afghani- 
stan that we will be ready to begin a respon- 
sible drawdown in July 2011. This week, Gen- 
eral Petraeus testified before Congress that he 
would keep our military and counterinsurgency 
gains in mind as he begins to provide rec- 
ommendations to the President on com- 
mencing our military drawdown in July. 
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We have now entered the tenth year that 
American troops have been in Afghanistan, 
the longest war in U.S. history. Ап over- 
whelming majority of the American people—in- 
cluding an increasing number of Members of 
Congress—supports a safe and significant re- 
deployment of U.S troops from Afghanistan 
soon. 


There is no question that we need to end 
our mission in Afghanistan. | will carefully re- 
view the Obama Administration’s assessment 
of the war effort, including plans for a draw- 
down, in the coming months. Insufficient 
progress in withdrawing U.S. troops by July 
2011 will compel me to support a resolution 
like this in the future. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, March 16, 2011. 
Hon. BARACK OBAMA, 
President of the United States, 
The White House, Washington, DC. 


DEAR MR. PRESIDENT, We write to you to: 
express our utmost support for your planned 
drawdown of the U.S. military presence in 
Afghanistan beginning no later than July of 
this year. We, the undersigned members of 
Congress, believe the forthcoming reduction 
in U.S. troop levels in Afghanistan must be 
significant and sizeable, and executed in an 
orderly fashion. 


Our nation’s economic and national secu- 
rity interests are not served by a policy of 
open-ended war in Afghanistan. At a time of 
severe economic distress, the war in Afghani- 
stan is costing the United States more than 
$100 billion per year, excluding the long-term 
costs of care for returning military 
servicemembers. At the same time, military 
and intelligence officials agree that Al 
Qaeda’s presence in Afghanistan is dimin- 
ished and that there will not be a military 
solution to resolve the current situation. It 
is simply unsustainable for our nation to 
maintain a costly, military-first strategy in 
Afghanistan. 


A significant redeployment of U.S. troops 
from Afghanistan beginning in July 2011 will 
send a clear signal that the United States 
does not seek a permanent presence in Af- 
ghanistan. This transition will provide in- 
centive for internal stakeholders to improve 
upon the political status quo, reduce corrup- 
tion, and take meaningful steps toward the 
establishment of an effective, trustworthy, 
and inclusive governance structure. A mean- 
ingful start to withdrawal will also empower 
U.S. diplomatic engagement with regional 
and global stakeholders who share a common 
interest in the long-term stability of Afghan- 
istan. 


The majority of the American people over- 
whelmingly support a rapid shift toward 
withdrawal in Afghanistan. In fact, a Gallup 
Poll released on February 2, 2011 indicated 
that 72% of Americans favor action this year 
to “speed up the withdrawal of troops from 
Afghanistan.” Let us be clear. The redeploy- 
ment of a minimal number of U.S. troops 
from Afghanistan in July will not meet the 
expectations of Congress or the American 
people. 


Mr. President, as you work to finally bring 
an end to the war in Iraq by the end of this 
year, we must commit ourselves to ensuring 
that our nation’s military engagement in Af- 
ghanistan does not become the status quo. It 
is time to focus on securing a future of eco- 
nomic opportunity and prosperity for the 
American people and move swiftly to end 
America’s longest war in Afghanistan. 
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Mr. President, we look forward to working 
with you to make that goal a reality. 
Sincerely, 

Joe Baca; Tammy Baldwin; Karen Bass; 
Lois Capps; Michael E. Capuano; André 
Carson; Yvette D. Clarke; Steve Cohen; 
John Conyers, Jr.; Jerry F. Costello; 
Elijah E. Cummings; Danny K. Davis 
(IL); Peter A. DeFazio; Rosa L. 
DeLauro; Theodore E. Deutch; John J. 
Duncan, Jr. (TN); Donna F. Edwards; 
Keith Ellison; Sam Farr; Bob Filner; 
Barney Frank; Marcia L. Fudge; John 
Garamendi; Ratl M. Grijalva; Luis V. 
Gutierrez; Alcee L. Hastings; Maurice 
D. Hinchey; Mazie K. Hirono; Rush D. 
Holt; Michael M. Honda; Jesse L. Jack- 
son, Jr.; Sheila Jackson Lee; Eddie 
Bernice Johnson; Hank Johnson, Jr.; 
Timothy V. Johnson; Walter B. Jones; 
Barbara Lee; John B. Larson; John 
Lewis; Zoe Lofgren; Ben Ray Lujan; 
Carolyn B. Maloney; Edward J. Mar- 
key; Doris O. Matsui; Jim McDermott; 
James Р. McGovern; Michael Н. 
Michaud; George Miller; Gwen Moore; 
James P. Moran; Christopher S. Mur- 
phy; Grace Napolitano; Eleanor Holmes 
Norton; John W. Olver; Bill Pascrell, 
Jr.; Ron Paul; Donald M. Payne; 
Chellie Pingree; Jared Polis; David E. 
Price; Mike Quigley; Rep, Charles B. 
Rangel; Laura Richardson; Lucille 
Roybal-Allard; Linda T. Sanchez; Lo- 
retta Sanchez; Janice D. Schakowsky; 
Bobby Scott; José E. Serrano; Albio 


Sires; Louise McIntosh Slaughter; 
Jackie Speier; Pete Stark; Mike 
Thompson (CA); John F. Tierney; 


Edolphus Towns; Niki Tsongas; Maxine 
Waters; Anthony D. Weiner; Peter 
Welch; Lynn C. Woolsey, Members of 
Congress. 

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, | rise to support 
this resolution with great reluctance. 

| have had many great conversations and 
discussions with the sponsor of this resolution 
since coming to Congress about the issues of 
war and peace and justice. He even came to 
my district last year to join me in a town hall 
on the war in Afghanistan. He’s been a great 
leader on this issue and a great friend. 

| agree with the gentleman about the need 
to bring our troops home from Afghanistan as 
soon as possible. Recently, | joined a number 
of my colleagues in writing to the President to 
make clear our belief that the troop with- 
drawals from Afghanistan should be “substan- 
tial, significant, and orderly.” The gentleman 
from Ohio did not join that letter although as 
| said, | know he shares the same goals of all 
those who signed it. 

A few weeks ago, | voted for an amendment 
to H.R. 1 that would limit funding for the war 
in Afghanistan to $10 billion, with the hope 
that those funds would be used by the De- 
fense Department to plan and implement a 
timetable for the safe and expeditious with- 
drawal of our troops. 

| want an end to these wars. One of the cri- 
teria that | have used for supporting those ef- 
forts and similar efforts in the past by a num- 
ber of my colleagues is that we have to allow 
our military planners to implement that with- 
drawal in a way that is safe, orderly and re- 
sponsible. 

| doubt that the 30 day-withdrawal deadline 
in this bill meets that criteria. The bill itself rec- 
ognizes that by giving the President the option 
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to delay that withdrawal through the end of the 
year. 

Although | am eager to withdraw, | am beset 
with a nagging question: how practical is it to 
move 100,000 troops and the associated 
equipment out of a country half way around 
the world in 30 days in an orderly, safe, and 
responsible fashion? 

| support getting our troops out of Afghani- 
stan. But we have to do so wisely. We can’t 
waive a magic wand today and they are gone 
tomorrow or dismiss concerns about their 
safety. That is why on the issue of how that 
withdrawal is conducted, | have always sup- 
ported legislation that defers that question to 
our military planners. 

Again, even the letter that was sent to the 
President recently by a number of my col- 
leagues, such as BARBARA LEE and JIM 
MCGOVERN, who like myself opposed the es- 
calation of this war and want all of our troops 
home soon, does not dictate size or set a 
timetable for those withdrawals after July 
2011. 

That letter however did make clear that “a 
significant redeployment from Afghanistan be- 
ginning in July 2011 will send a clear signal 
that the United States does not seek a perma- 
nent presence in Afghanistan.” 

Even though July does not begin for over 
100 days from now, sending that letter in 
March allows the military to have plenty of 
time to plan for a sizeable withdrawal. 

This was the same gist of several bills by 
Mr. MCGOVERN last year that asked the mili- 
tary to give us their withdrawal plan by a cer- 
tain date, including any reasons for why a re- 
deployment might be delayed, rather than hav- 
ing Congress mandate that date. 

Again, | support this resolution reluctantly 
because it sends an important signal to the Af- 
ghanistan government and its people that the 
U.S. is not intent on an endless occupation 
and that after ten years in America’s longest 
war in history, we cannot morally or financially 
continue to afford this war. To the extent this 
resolution does that, | am in full support. How- 
ever, again, my concerns remain about its 
method. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, once again 
we are debating this issue. And once again | 
will vote in support of ending our involvement 
in Afghanistan. 

Our ongoing commitment in Afghanistan has 
proved exceedingly difficult and costly—and at 
a time when we сап ill-afford the $100 billion 
a year to sustain it. After years of war, the 
economic and military costs are straining our 
servicemembers, their families, and the coun- 
try—they are simply too high. 

President Obama increased our commit- 
ment there while also defining a goal of with- 
drawal. But our increased efforts have not 
yielded enough progress. 

| have joined with my colleagues in sending 
a letter, led by Rep. BARBARA LEE, to the 
President supporting his planned drawdown of 
the U.S. military presence in Afghanistan be- 
ginning no later than July of this year. 

It is time to bring this war to a responsible 
end. 

Our brave men and women in uniform have 
fought well and continue to deserve our full 
support and commitment to return them home 
safely to their families and loved ones. They 
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have fought with honor, at great cost, in the 
face of great challenges. | am humbled by 
their sacrifice. 

While | support the President and our mili- 
tary leadership, | believe we must send a 
message that the U.S. cannot sustain further 
commitments in Afghanistan. 

| believe the resolution before us today 
sends that message, and that is why | support 
it. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
strong support of swift U.S. troop withdrawal 
from Afghanistan. This decade-long war is 
costing our country tens of hundreds of lives 
and hundreds of billions of dollars. In 2010 
alone, nearly 500 brave American men and 
women lost their lives, which is 63% more 
than the 2009 death toll. And as | speak, our 
government, which has vowed to reduce the 
deficit, has sent millions more overseas for a 
war with no foreseeable end. From 2008 to 
2011, overall government spending has in- 
creased by 9%, while funding for the war in 
Afghanistan has increased by a startling 25%. 
As many of my colleagues demand $100 bil- 
lion budget cuts, they need look no further 
than our reckless war spending. For the good 
of our troops and the health of our economy, 
this war must end. 

And this viewpoint is shared across the na- 
tion. According to a recent Washington Post 
poll, nearly two-thirds of the American people 
support an immediate withdrawal from Afghan- 
istan. Mr. Speaker, our job in this chamber is 
to represent our constituents, and they have 
spoken loud and clear. The American people 
are fed up with a war that has done little to 
improve our national security or bolster our 
international standing. Furthermore, after near- 
ly ten years of fighting, it is crystal clear that 
the problem in Afghanistan cannot be solved 
by military means alone. Stabilization and re- 
construction, governance, and peace-building 
activities can help to stabilize states, promote 
rule of law, and bring enduring peace at a sliv- 
er of the cost we pay for troops on the ground. 

Make no mistake about it: | firmly support 
our men and women in uniform. For this rea- 
son, we must bring them home from a battle- 
front with no real hope of military victory. | 
thank my colleague, Mr. KUCINICH from Ohio, 
for re-introducing this Resolution. | was proud 
to cosponsor it in the last Congress, and | will 
firmly offer my support today in hopes that we 
can finally end this war. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
because the return home of our U.S. military 
in the absence of a declaration of war by this 
Congress is long overdue. Members of this 
House must support H. Con. Res. 28, and 
help reverse the course of the unconstitutional 
Afghan war. 

First, the war in Afghanistan is unconstitu- 
tional. 

Article 1, Section 8, clause 11 of the Con- 
stitution grants Congress—not the President— 
the power to declare war. Once that declara- 
tion is made by the Congress, the President 
can conduct war. 

The Constitution is clear and there is no de- 
bate over the fact that the Constitution never 
intended any shared decision making in de- 
claring a state of war. Such a shared decision 
making was rejected originally by the Framers. 
Thus, without a declaration of war, the Presi- 
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dent’s continued use of force to continue a 
war in Afghanistan is unconstitutional. 

James Madison, one of the key architects of 
the Constitution on separation of powers, said 
that “this requirement for Congress to be able 
to declare war is one of the most important 
provisions of the Constitution.” However, ten 
years after the conflict began in Afghanistan, 
we still have no such declaration. This signifi- 
cant authority granted to Congress is why | 
rise today in support of the gentleman from 
Ohio’s resolution. 

Congress cannot hand over to the President 
our exclusive power to declare war. Without a 
declaration of war, the President’s use of mili- 
tary force in Afghanistan is unconstitutional. 

The seminal case of Youngstown Sheet & 
Tube Co. v. Sawyer rejected the President's 
claim that he had authority as Commander-in- 
Chief to unilaterally seize steel production 
plants. Justice Douglas’ concurring opinion 
contained an important recognition of the im- 
portance of separation of powers during war: 

“All executive powers—from the reign of an- 
cient kings to the rule of modern dictators— 
has the outward appearance of efficiency. 
Legislative power, by contrast, is slower to ex- 
ercise . . . We therefore cannot decide this 
case by determining which branch of govern- 
ment can deal most expeditiously with the 
present crisis. The answer must depend on 
the allocation of powers under the Constitu- 
tion.” 

No one in this Congress argues that the 
military must diminish their role їп fighting 
against attacks on the United States. How- 
ever, if the armed conflict is not defensive, the 
federal constitution has, unmistakenly provided 
that the Congress shall have power to declare 
war. 

This war has continued for almost 10 years 
and it is time to call it to a stop until Congress 
declares a clear objective to engage the na- 
tion in war. The Framers granted Congress 
the authority to make the decision to go to war 
because Congress could best assess whether 
the country was behind a war, which is a key 
element to any victory. 

Therefore, we must remember our constitu- 
tional duty to represent the voice of the Amer- 
ican people. The cost of war comes at the ex- 
pense of their lives, their sons, and their 
daughters. 

Second, the war in Afghanistan exceeds the 
scope of the authorization of the AUFMA reso- 
lution. 

The authorization for Use of Military Force 
(AUMF), is not a general anti-terrorism bill. 
The resolution never gave the President per- 
petual authority to use military force after 9/11 
to any acts or plans of terrorism. Instead, the 
AUMF resolution reads: 

“The President is authorized to use all nec- 
essary and appropriate force against those na- 
tions, organizations, or persons he determines 
planned, authorized, committed, or aided the 
terrorist attacks that occurred on September 
11, 2001, or harbored such organizations or 
persons, in order to prevent any future act of 
international terrorism against the United 
States by such nations, organizations, or per- 
sons.” 

The AUMF cannot be used as a cover for 
a full-blown war, which is what has occurred 
in Afghanistan. We are now almost 10 years 
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into a full-blown war under the claim that the 
AUMF continues to authorize this war cannot 
be upheld. For this claim to be upheld, Con- 
gress must then declare war. 

The United States cannot engage in na- 
tional building type activities that are not con- 
nected to the scope of the authorization under 
the AUMF. Should Congress determine that 
the military needs more or less authority than 
it has been given under the AUMF, we will act 
accordingly. 

Thirdly, the armed unmanned drones in 
Pakistan are unlawful. 

Another concern is that the Afghanistan ac- 
tion has paved the way for unauthorized mili- 
tary actions in neighboring Pakistan, including 
the use of military drones. 

The military continues to use armed un- 
manned drones operated by the CIA and con- 
ducts exercises on the ground in order to tar- 
get Al Qaeda and the Taliban and additional 
terrorist groups. How can the administration 
pursue the use of drones without abandoning 
America’s hallmark commitment to civil lib- 
erties? 

The use of drones has placed the United 
States military in a bad light internationally for 
the killings of innocent people from the use of 
drones. The New America Foundation, report- 
edly, estimates that between 867 and 1,281 
deaths from drone strikes, with 277 to 435 
being noncombatants that have died since 
2004. 

The use of drones by the United States has 
been called “one of Washington’s worst-kept 
secrets.” American drones may well have at- 
tacked jihadist groups not connected to the 
supporters and members Al Qaeda or the 
Taliban. This combat can not be justified 
under the AUMF authorization because the at- 
tacks exceed the scope the authorization. 

Our actions may well be increasing the rush 
of Pakistan jihadist gaining greater influence in 
combat in Pakistan. Increased military pres- 
ence in Afghanistan has inflamed anti-Amer- 
ican resentment in the region. Pakistan, re- 
portedly, also has hundreds of nuclear weap- 
ons. Our troops may be in more danger be- 
cause of the effects of compromised U.S. ef- 
forts in the region and the greater Middle East. 

Expansion of executive war power beyond 
the AUMF is precisely the kind of momentous 
decision making the Framers conferred upon 
the Congress. We must put a stop to this war 
in Afghanistan or else it will send a message 
to the world that our Executive Branch may 
pick and choose wherever they want to send 
troops or to start a war. 

The United States military is in a dozen dif- 
ferent locations all over the world engaged in 
combat. Even now, our military is fighting in 
Libya, yet there has been no authorization or 
declaration from this Congress nor has there 
been any meaningful consultation with Con- 
gress. 

The burden caused by the decision to ex- 
pand military activities into Pakistan exceeds 
the scope of the AUMF. Congress must sup- 
port H. Con. Res. 28 in order keep this Coun- 
try dedicated to the way the Framers of the 
Constitution structured our nation on how to 
commit to armed conflict. 

Finally, the military action appears to violate 
international legal norms. 

H. Con. Res. 28 will place the United States 
in a better position in light of our international 
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obligations under the U.N. Charter. None of 
the mandates from the two resolutions passed 
in the wake of the tragedy on 9/11 decided 
that any state should engage in war. 

Instead, for example, Resolution 1373 di- 
rects member states to root out terrorism 
through means that affect the financing, har- 
boring, investigating, and collaborating of ter- 
rorist groups while Resolution 1268 strongly 
condemned the attacks on 9/11 and called for 
international cooperation to find the perpetra- 
tors of 9/11. 

Without a clear objective or credibility that 
the United States is acting in self defense, our 
country may be violating our obligation as a 
member state in the U.N. to refrain from acts 
of aggression that are unauthorized by the 
Charter. 

The use of drones and military operations 
by the CIA also conflicts with both article 51 
and article 2. Combat for the purposes of arti- 
cle 51 only authorizes the right of the use of 
military force if the force is in self-defense in 
the event an armed attack occurs. Article 2 of 
the Charter also prohibits the use or threat- 
ened use of force against another state. 

Article 51 does not grant the right of bomb- 
ing, unmanned armed drones, nor does it de- 
scribe armed force as self-defense. Unfortu- 
nately we have engaged in such force and ac- 
cepted the risks associated with the use of 
such force. The U.S. must comply with our ob- 
ligations under these Articles. 

The attacks on the United States on 9/11 
were horrific. However, the horror we experi- 
enced on that tragic day does not provide any 
legal justification to use deadly force against 
people believed to be hiding in regions 
throughout Afghanistan. There is no justifica- 
tion for the Afghan war to be transformed into 
an authorization to use force anywhere we 
think terrorism exists. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | appre- 
ciate the sentiment behind this resolution. 
American and other NATO forces have been 
in Afghanistan for 10 years. That is a long 
haul and at times it seems that we are making 
little progress in achieving our objective. Like 
many Americans, | have serious questions 
about our strategy in Afghanistan. That being 
said, | oppose this resolution for three rea- 
sons. 

First, the foundational argument of this reso- 
lution is simply wrong. Section 5(c) of the War 
Powers Act, the provision referenced in this 
resolution, states that Congress may, by con- 
current resolution, require the President to re- 
deploy troops out of the line of fire if the Presi- 
dent had never received congressional author- 
ization for the deployment. But the Congress 
did authorized military operations in Afghani- 
stan in 2001. Consequently, there is no sound 
legal basis for this resolution. 

Second, the Secretary of Defense has indi- 
cated that an ill-timed and precipitous draw- 
down of forces could threaten the progress 
and the sacrifices we have made in Afghani- 
stan. A withdrawal of troops in 9 months, as 
this resolution requires, could create a total 
power vacuum and be a recipe for anarchy in 
Afghanistan. The likely result could be a 
bloodbath with a high probability that al Qaeda 
will once again establish itself in Afghanistan. 

Third, the President has announced that the 
United States will begin to redeploy its forces 
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in Afghanistan this Summer. Last week, Gen- 
eral Petraeus indicated that the redeployment 
would begin as planned. The goal is to stead- 
ily, but responsibly, withdraw U.S. and NATO 
forces as we accelerate the training of the Af- 
ghan National Security Forces. | will closely 
monitor the progress of that effort in order to 
ensure that we follow through as planned. 

Our decision to forcibly remove the Taliban 
regime in 2001 was the right one. The Taliban 
regime had allowed Afghanistan to become a 
safe haven for al Qaeda and a launching pad 
for the September 11, 2001 attacks on the 
United States. The United Nations, the Atlantic 
Alliance and the entire international community 
agreed that the U.S. response was appro- 
priate and justified. 

Although that decision was justified, serious 
questions remain about the best way forward 
in Afghanistan. | oppose this resolution. | will 
review similar future resolutions with a fresh 
eye based on the consideration of the situa- 
tion in Afghanistan. We must see greater evi- 
dence that the Afghan National Security 
Forces are steadily assuming greater respon- 
sibility. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support 
of H. Con. Res. 28, which would require the 
removal of all U.S. forces from Afghanistan by 
December 31, 2011. 

Last Congress, | voted to give the President 
a year to plan for an orderly withdrawal from 
Afghanistan. | also voted to defund military op- 
erations except for the minimum needed to 
safely withdraw. | am disappointed that those 
measures failed, but | am even more dis- 
appointed that the administration has not yet 
acted decisively to chart a clear course to 
bring our troops home. 

We are spending billions of dollars a month 
to prop up a corrupt Afghan government that 
has not proven capable to the challenges of 
governance. Flawed elections, rampant brib- 
ery, blatant nepotism, banking abuses, and a 
lack of accountability have crippled the best 
efforts of the international community to estab- 
lish rule of law. After nearly a decade of con- 
flict, it is time to step back, reevaluate, and 
correct our course. 

Thanks to the efforts and sacrifices made by 
our troops and coalition partners, we have 
seen successes in the fight against terrorism 
in Afghanistan. CIA Director Leon Panetta has 
estimated that the number of al Qaeda 
operatives remaining in Afghanistan has sub- 
stantially diminished. We should not minimize 
the gains our troops have made. But we must 
recognize that when open-ended nation build- 
ing eclipses our original military objectives, we 
commit our blood and treasure to an uncer- 
tain, costly, and unconstrained course. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a perfect bill. But | 
believe it is the best way to send a clear mes- 
sage. | applaud President Obama for dis- 
engaging us from Iraq. Now it is time to do the 
same from Afghanistan. Let’s do what it takes 
to bring our troops home. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
Wednesday, March 16, 2011, the pre- 
vious question is ordered. 

The question is on the concurrent 
resolution. 
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The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro- 
ceedings on this question will be post- 
poned. 


EE 


PROHIBITING FEDERAL FUNDING 
OF NATIONAL PUBLIC RADIO 


Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, pur- 
suant to House Resolution 174, I call up 
the bill (H.R. 1076) to prohibit Federal 
funding of National Public Radio and 
the use of Federal funds to acquire 
radio content, and ask for its imme- 
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to House Resolution 174, the bill is 
considered read. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 1076 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. PROHIBITION ON FEDERAL FUNDING 
OF NATIONAL PUBLIC RADIO AND 
RADIO CONTENT ACQUISITION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—No Federal funds may be 
made available— 

(1) to an organization that is incorporated 
as of the date of the enactment of this Act 
for each of the purposes described in sub- 
section (c), or to any successor organization; 

(2) for payment of dues to an organization 
described in paragraph (1); or 

(3) for the acquisition of radio programs 
(including programs to be distributed or dis- 
seminated over the Internet) by or for the 
use of a radio broadcast station that is a 
public broadcast station (as defined in sec- 
tion 397(6) of the Communications Act of 1934 
(47 U.S.C. 397(6))). 

(b) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.— 

(1) OTHER PURPOSES.—Paragraphs (2) and 
(3) of subsection (a) shall not be construed to 
prohibit the making available of Federal 
funds to any entity, including an entity that 
engages in the payment described in such 
paragraph (2) or the acquisition described in 
such paragraph (3), for purposes other than 
such payment or acquisition. 

(2) RADIO CONTENT ACQUISITION BY BROAD- 
CASTING BOARD OF GOVERNORS OR DEFENSE 
MEDIA ACTIVITY.—Subsection (a)(8) shall not 
be construed to apply to the acquisition of 
radio programs by the Broadcasting Board of 
Governors or the Defense Media Activity. 

(c) PURPOSES DESCRIBED.—The purposes de- 
scribed in this subsection are the following: 

(1) To propose, plan and develop, to ac- 
quire, purchase and lease, to prepare, 
produce and record, and to distribute, license 
and otherwise make available radio pro- 
grams to be broadcast over noncommercial 
educational radio broadcast stations, net- 
works and systems. 

(2) To engage in research study activities 
with respect to noncommercial educational 
radio programming and broadcasting. 

(3) To lease, purchase, acquire and own, to 
order, have, use and contract for, and to oth- 
erwise obtain, arrange for and provide tech- 
nical equipment and facilities for the pro- 
duction, recording and distribution of radio 
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programs for broadcast over noncommercial 
educational radio stations, networks and 
systems. 

(4) To establish and maintain one or more 
service or services for the production, dupli- 
cation, promotion and circulation of radio 
programs on tape, cassettes, records or any 
other means or mechanism suitable for non- 
commercial educational transmission and 
broadcast thereof. 

(5) To cooperate and participate with for- 
eign broadcasting systems and networks in 
all aspects of international radio program- 
ming and broadcasting. 

(6) To develop, prepare and publish infor- 
mation, data, reports and other materials in 
support of or relating to noncommercial edu- 
cational radio programming and broad- 
casting. 

(7) To otherwise forward and advance the 
development, production, distribution and 
use of noncommercial educational radio pro- 
grams, materials and services, and to assist 
and support noncommercial educational 
radio broadcasting pursuant to the Public 
Broadcasting Act of 1967, as it may from 
time to time be amended. 

(d) FEDERAL FUNDS DEFINED.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In this section, the term 
“Federal funds’? means, with respect to re- 
ceipt by a non-Federal entity from the Fed- 
eral Government, the following: 

(A) Grants. 

(B) Loans. 

(C) Property. 

(D) Cooperative agreements. 

(E) Direct appropriations. 

(2) GRANTS OR SUBGRANTS FROM NON-FED- 
ERAL ENTITY.—Such term also includes 
grants or subgrants from Federal funds made 
available to a non-Federal entity. 

(е) CHANGES TO FUNDING FORMULA.—Sec- 
tion 396(k)(3)(A) of the Communications Act 
of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 396(k)(3)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘fiscal year” 
and all that follows and inserting ‘‘fiscal 
year, such amounts shall be available for dis- 
tribution among the licensees and permit- 
tees of public radio stations pursuant to 
paragraph (6)(B).’’; and 

(2) in clause (v)(II), by striking ‘‘clause 
(1101) and (1П)”” and inserting ‘‘clause (iii)’’. 

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 396 
of the Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 
396) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (g)(2)— 

(A) in the matter before clause (i) of sub- 
paragraph (В), by inserting ‘‘(except for the 
acquisition of radio programs)” after ‘‘public 
telecommunications services’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘(ex- 
cept for the acquisition of radio programs)” 
after ‘‘public telecommunications services”; 

(2) in subsection (k)— 

(A) in the lst sentence of paragraph 
(8)08)(1)— 

G) by striking 
(А)(1їі)(ТІ)’”; and 

(11) by striking “ог radio’’; 

(B) in the 3rd sentence of paragraph (6)(B), 
by striking ‘‘paragraph (3)(А)(111)(0) and in- 
serting ‘‘paragraph (3)(A)(iii)’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (7)— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(iii)(1)”’ 
“(ii)”; and 

(11) by inserting ‘‘(except for the acquisi- 
tion of radio programming)’’ before the pe- 
riod at the end; and 

(3) in subsection (1)(4)— 

(A) in the matter before clause (i) of sub- 
paragraph (B), by striking *(11і)(П)” and in- 
serting ‘‘(iii)”’; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘sub- 
section (к)(3)(А)(111)(П1)” and inserting ‘‘sub- 
section (k)(8)(A)(iii)’’; and 
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(С) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘“‘sub- 
section (k)(8)(A) (ii)(III) or (111)(П)’ and in- 
serting ‘‘subsection (k)(8)(A)(ii)(II) or sub- 
section (k)(8)(A)(iii)’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK- 
BURN) and the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN) each will control 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes 
woman from Tennessee. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask that all Members be given 5 legis- 
lative days within which to revise and 
extend their remarks on the legislation 
and to insert extraneous material on 
the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
woman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 1076, a bill to get the Federal 
Government—and Federal taxpayers— 
out of the business of buying radio pro- 
gramming they do not agree with. This 
is a bill that is long overdue. Regard- 
less of what you think of NPR, its pro- 
gramming or statements by its man- 
agement, the time has come to cut the 
umbilical cord from the taxpayer sup- 
port that has become as predictable as 
an entitlement program. 

Much has changed, Mr. Speaker, in 
the media landscape since the Corpora- 
tion for Public Broadcasting was cre- 
ated in 1967, followed by its creation of 
National Public Radio in 1970. Today, 
we have multiple listening choices. 
There is analog radio, digital radio, 
satellite radio, streaming radio over 
the Internet, and podcasts—both com- 
mercial and the self-published variety. 
Choice and available content are not 
the problem. If you want to find some 
content, the only question is where you 
will find it. 

In these challenging economic times, 
committing the taxpayer to fund and 
support particular content, including 
content he or she may never listen to, 
highlights this absurd anachronism of 
the past. It is time to move forward 
and to let National Public Radio spread 
its wings and support itself. 

This legislation does several impor- 
tant things. It prohibits the direct Fed- 
eral funding of National Public Radio; 
and more importantly, it ensures that 
American taxpayers will not be funding 
through their tax dollars radio pro- 
gramming from NPR or other outlets 
with which they may not agree. 

It is also important to recognize that 
this bill does not do a few things. It 
does not defund public radio stations. I 
want to repeat that, Mr. Speaker, be- 
cause I think it is such an important 
point. It does not defund public radio 
stations. They still may use Federal 
funding to operate their stations or to 
produce their own programming. Pub- 
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lic radio stations may also continue to 
purchase programming from NPR or 
other sources, just not with Federal 
taxpayer dollars. Also, this bill has no 
impact—I want to repeat that—no im- 
pact on public television. 

The added benefit of this legislation 
is that it ensures that, if taxpayer dol- 
lars are necessary and given to local 
stations, the money will not be used to 
purchase generic national program- 
ming but, instead, can be used to 
produce local content that actually 
will meet the needs of the communities 
in which these are located. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 


1330 


Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

I rise in strong opposition to H.R. 
1076. This bill will cripple National 
Public Radio, public radio stations, and 
programming that is vital to over 27 
million Americans. We are now voting 
to deny the public access to one of our 
Nation’s most credible sources of news 
coverage. CBO has scored this bill. It 
does not save a penny. This means that 
this legislation does not serve any fis- 
cal purpose, but it does serve an ugly 
ideological one. 

This legislation is not about reform- 
ing NPR. It is about punishing NPR. 
We’ve held no hearings on this bill. It 
didn’t get referred to the committee 
for consideration. It’s being handled as 
if it were an emergency. We don’t even 
know all the facts, but that’s appar- 
ently no impediment. 

For decades, decisions on Federal 
support for public broadcasting have 
been made 2 years in advance to insu- 
late public broadcasting from politi- 
cally motivated interference. This bill 
removes that buffer. NPR is now ex- 
posed to the full force of the political 
winds that blow through the House of 
Representatives. That means the inde- 
pendence and objectivity that public 
broadcasting has tried so hard to up- 
hold is now subject, clearly, to polit- 
ical interference. 

For those who complain that they 
don’t want content to be one way or 
the other on the political spectrum, to 
be honest and fair, the right-wing Re- 
publicans are trying to impose their 
view of what NPR should be saying in 
the content of their programming. 
They will say that’s not the case; but, 
Mr. Speaker, that is the case. 

There is no reason for this bill. It is 
vindictive, it is mean-spirited, it is 
going to hit the smallest stations in 
rural areas particularly hard. Public 
radio is indispensable for access to 
news that’s hard to get, especially 
where broadband service is limited. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the gentlewoman from the 
State of California (Ms. ESHOO), the 
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ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Telecommunications, be allowed to 
control the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, at 
this time, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN), 
the author of the legislation. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you, Madam 
BLACKBURN, for your great work that 
you do on the committee. 

I introduced H.R. 1076 because the 
Federal Government can no longer af- 
ford to fund programs that are fully ca- 
pable of standing on their own. This is 
not about the ideology of NPR execu- 
tives or the content that NPR pro- 
duces; but whether, in this age of tril- 
lion-dollar annual deficits, taxpayers 
should subsidize a nonessential entity. 

Plain and simple, this bill accom- 
plishes three things. First, it prohibits 
public radio stations from using Fed- 
eral funds to purchase programming. 
Current Federal law requires that 
about 26 percent of Federal grants to 
public radio stations be used for the 
production or acquisition of program- 
ming. Many stations use these re- 
stricted grants to purchase program- 
ming from NPR. These programming 
fees are the largest single source of 
NPR revenue at $56 million in fiscal 
year 10. 

Second, H.R. 1076 prohibits stations 
from using Federal funds to pay NPR 
dues: in fiscal year 10, over 400 member 
stations paid a total of $2.8 million in 
dues to NPR. 

Third, my bill prohibits direct Fed- 
eral fundings of National Public Radio. 
For fiscal year ’10, NPR received over 
$5 million in direct funding from the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting, 
Departments of Education and Com- 
merce, and the National Endowment 
for the Arts. These three sources of 
revenues I just described totaled about 
$64 million in fiscal year ’10. 

Local public radio stations would not 
be able to use Federal tax dollars under 
this bill to purchase content, whether 
it’s from NPR or any other vendor. 
However, under this bill, a station 
could use other dollars for the payment 
of NPR dues or the acquisition of pro- 
gramming. Should this bill become 
law, the prohibition of funds would 
take effect immediately. 

But the real issue today is the proper 
role of the Federal Government with 
National Public Radio and whether 
government programs and services that 
can be funded privately should receive 
taxpayer dollars. We live in an age of 
digital radio, computerized digital 
streaming, commercial all-news radio, 
and radio talk shows, many of which 
are also streamed on the Internet or 
over satellite radio; and these provide 
sources of news and opinion without 
Federal taxpayer dollars. NPR should 
do the same. 
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With the national debt over $13 tril- 
lion, the government should simply not 
continue to fund nonessential services, 
and this bill is just one step. 

Long before any firings, videos, and 
executive comments at NPR, I spon- 
sored legislation in Congress to pull 
the plug on taxpayer funding for the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting, 
NPR’s parent company, as well as NPR. 
Last year, many of you will remember 
this issue came up as a YouCut item, 
and we voted in support of de-funding. 

Last month, this House passed H.R. 1. 
Within that bill, the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting’s unobligated 
funds for fiscal year 11 would be re- 
scinded. When you couple H.R. 1 with 
this bill, H.R. 1076, we end up with tax- 
payers having to subsidize National 
Public Radio. 

I’m a strong believer in the free mar- 
ket. Га like to see NPR rework its 
business model and begin to compete 
for all of its income. NPR already re- 
ceives a huge amount of funding from 
private individuals and organizations 
through donations and sponsorships. 
NPR can and should be entirely sup- 
ported with private sources. 

In my own State of Colorado, Colo- 
rado Public Radio received in fiscal 
year °10 only 6 percent of its funding 
from the Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting. Now, according to this bill, 
Colorado Public Radio is still per- 
mitted to apply for and receive Federal 
grants through the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting, but they cannot 
use Federal money for the NPR dues or 
purchasing of content. They could use 
the other 94 percent of their money to 
purchase program content. Will this 
potentially require them to review and 
reprioritize where money is spent? I’m 
sure it will. But will it kill its pro- 
gramming? No way. 

According to NPR, Federal funding 
to supplement operations amounts to 
less than 2 percent of its annual budg- 
et. Some have said this Congress 
should not bother with such a small 
amount of money. Only in Washington 
would anyone say $64 million is not 
worth saving. You have to start some- 
where if you’re truly serious about get- 
ting our fiscal house in order. If Con- 
gress cannot make difficult decisions 
in the small areas, how can we even 
begin to tackle entitlements or other 
major programs? 

If we look at the sting video that has 
received so much attention, Ron 
Shuler admits that NPR would be bet- 
ter off without Federal funding. There 
is no need for further debate. NPR does 
not need taxpayer dollars. We can save 
a program, or we can save our country. 
Americans want Washington to get se- 
rious about ending our overspending. If 
we can do that, the economy will get 
better, and we will have less unemploy- 
ment and more jobs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 
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Mrs. BLACKBURN. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. LAMBORN. To wrap up, like 
many Americans, I enjoy much of 
NPR’s programming; but let it live on 
its own. It can do that simply by 
changing its business model. Just take 
the taxpayer out of the equation. 

Ms. ESHOO. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in fierce op- 
position to this bill which is going to 
adversely affect more than 34 million 
National Public Radio listeners 
through 900 local stations across our 
entire country. 

My Republican colleagues have de- 
clared an emergency to rush this bill to 
the floor without any hearings whatso- 
ever to examine the proposal. I think 
that’s a bad way to do business. 
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We have many emergencies to deal 
with in our country, but attacking and 
crippling NPR is hardly an emergency. 
And it does it in a very sneaky back- 
door way. What the bill does is it cuts 
off the use of all Federal funding to 
NPR by preventing any grants to it. It 
prevents any support to NPR by the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting, 
and it prevents support to NPR pro- 
gramming from public radio stations 
across the country. In other words, it 
cripples it, it hobbles it, which is really 
what the majority is seeking to do. 

This proposal is not going to do any- 
thing about reducing the deficit. The 
CBO has weighed in. It doesn’t cut any 
Federal spending. In fact, the bill 
doesn’t produce one penny in savings. 
What’s very clear is what it does do, 
and it’s really purposeful. And that is 
to hobble NPR, threatening 9,000 jobs 
at stations across the country. Why? I 
think the motivations behind this ef- 
fort are quite clear: They are rooted in 
an ideological view about what NPR 
broadcasts, and it capitalizes on recent 
headlines involving Ron Schiller and 
Juan Williams. This attack on NPR 
strikes at the core of a wide array of 
NPR programming that Americans 
enjoy every single day, all week long 
across the country, from ‘‘The Diane 
Rehm Show” to ‘‘Morning Edition” 
and two of my favorites, “Саг Talk” 
and ‘‘World of Opera.” I acknowledge 
that our Nation faces threats, but ‘‘Car 
Talk” is hardly one of them, and nei- 
ther is “Diane Rehm.” Silencing what 
some disagree with—make no mistake 
about it—is a threat to our democracy. 
A great democracy does not silence 
voices. We want many voices to the 
many. 

NPR programming reaches more 
than 900 independently owned and oper- 
ated stations across the country, from 
San Francisco’s KQED, the most lis- 
tened to public radio station in the 
country with more than 740,000 lis- 
teners each week, to small rural sta- 
tions like that of the chairman of the 
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subcommittee, KCUW in Pendleton, Or- 
egon. These stations provide an impor- 
tant public service to the local commu- 
nity, and people trust it, and they 
enjoy it. They want it. They like it. 
This is national programming with 
local listenership. 

And NPR’s listenership has in- 
creased, unlike other stations, by 172 
percent over the last 10 years. A recent 
national survey found—and that’s why 
I think this is an ill-begotten proposal 
by the majority. You say you listen to 
the American people. I think you have 
to take the plugs out of your ears. A 
recent national survey found that al- 
most 70 percent of all voters across the 
entire political spectrum oppose termi- 
nating the funding for public broad- 
casting, including 56 percent of Repub- 
licans in the country. 

So I think it’s time to stand up for 
NPR. I think that this is a phony emer- 
gency measure, and I don’t think NPR 
deserves to be treated this way. I urge 
my colleagues to vote to preserve real- 
ly what I think is a national treasure. 
It provides in very tough times very 
clear and important news and informa- 
tion to instruct our country and lis- 
teners in local communities around our 
Nation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the majority leader, 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CAN- 
TOR). 

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentlelady. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s really be honest 
and talk about what this bill is about. 
This bill is about making sure that we 
are spending taxpayer dollars the way 
that the people that earned them 
would spend them. And we saw, as the 
gentlelady from California indicated, 
on video executives at NPR saying that 
they don’t need taxpayer dollars. So 
that’s number one. That’s out there. 
That was demonstrated for all of Amer- 
ica to see. We are also in the process of 
making sure that Washington begins to 
do what every American family and 
small businessperson is having to do 
right now. It’s called tightening the 
belt. It’s called trying to learn how to 
do more with less. And inherently, 
what that means is, we have got to 
start prioritizing the things that are 
important to the American people. 

The problem is, we have seen NPR 
programming and its programming 
often veer far from what most Ameri- 
cans would like to see as far as the ex- 
penditure of their taxpayer dollars. 
That’s the bottom line. Nobody is on a 
rampage. Nobody is trying to say that 
we don’t like NPR for NPR’s sake. We 
have seen how they spend their money. 
So that’s why we are saying, it’s time 
to prioritize. It’s time to reflect the 
common sense of the American people. 
And that’s why the bill takes the form 
that it does. It says that we have got 
to, number one, listen to the execu- 
tives at NPR who say that they don’t 
need taxpayer funding. 
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Well, listen, we are all about looking 
for ways to cut right now and save on 
both sides of the aisle. We ought to 
take that advice for what it is. But we 
also know that NPR takes its funding 
and benefits from taxpayer dollars 
through the payments of local stations 
across the country. So what we are 
saying by this bill, those stations are 
not going to be starved from Corpora- 
tion for Public Broadcasting grants, 
unlike the lady indicated. What they 
are going to be told is, You are not 
going to be using those taxpayer dol- 
lars for programming because we have 
seen how NPR has used that funding 
and the kind of programming that has 
been involved. 

We are trying to find commonality. 
Our country is made up of much diver- 
sity with people of a lot of differing 
opinions. Why should we allow tax- 
payer dollars to be used to advocate 
one ideology? Why should we? We 
shouldn’t. We should insist that our 
taxpayer dollars are prioritized, and 
the people’s interests of this country 
are honored. That’s why I urge my col- 
leagues to support this bill. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to our dis- 
tinguished colleague from our beau- 
tiful State of California, Congress- 
woman DORIS MATSUI. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
opposition to H.R. 1076. I can’t believe 
what I am hearing from the other side 
of the aisle. It’s not a lefty-type orga- 
nization. This bill would prohibit pub- 
lic radio stations from using Federal 
funds to buy popular programs like 
“Morning Edition,” “АП Things Con- 
sidered,” and “This American Life.” 
Mr. Speaker, this would be a huge dis- 
ruption to our Nation’s public radio 
system, economy, and most impor- 
tantly, the intellectual content and 
news that so many Americans rely 
upon. 

According to a recent study, NPR’s 
overall audience grew last year to over 
27 million weekly listeners, up 60 per- 
cent overall since 2000. And this is 
when most other media outlets are 
struggling. 

And as a former board chair of Sac- 
ramento’s local PBS TV station, I can 
attest to the value that national public 
broadcasting programming offers to 
my constituents. Mr. Speaker, thou- 
sands of my constituents rely on local 
NPR stations to get their news, and 
this is a very diverse group. In fact, 
since this bill was introduced, I have 
received a significant number of calls 
from them voicing very strong support 
for NPR and very, very strong opposi- 
tion to this legislation. One of my con- 
stituents told me that listening to 
NPR makes him a more informed, more 
engaged citizen. 

Moreover, this bill will not produce 
any savings for the taxpayer and will 
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not reduce the deficit. For my con- 
stituents, its a simple equation of 
value for money. 
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And also, this is about jobs. We need 
to talk about jobs. Public radio sta- 
tions employ over 9,000 workers across 
the country, including 40 in Sac- 
ramento. Mr. Speaker, these are jobs 
we cannot lose. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this harmful legislation. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, at 
this point I would like to yield 2 min- 
utes to one of our new freshman Mem- 
bers, the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. CRAWFORD), who is a broadcaster 
and brings that expertise to this Cham- 
ber. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of H.R. 1076. 

As a broadcaster, I understand the 
importance of the free marketplace, 
the freedom to express yourself, but to 
do it on your own merit. 

I brought an idea to the marketplace 
to develop a radio news network, start- 
ed with four stations, and within 4 
years was able to grow that to 50 sta- 
tions serving five States. I did not ask 
for one thin dime from the Federal 
Government. 

I think freedom to succeed in this 
country has to exist also with the free- 
dom to fail. We have an open market- 
place. We have an opportunity to sell 
advertising around the ideas that we 
express on the radio. 

I’m a success story in using the open 
marketplace, the freedom to succeed. 
But it also comes with the freedom to 
fail. And earlier in the year, or last 
year, rather, I started a radio station, 
a small venture. I populated that staff 
with folks that were on unemployment; 
so I know what it means to create jobs. 

And certainly this is not about fur- 
ther burdening our taxpayer with sup- 
port of an industry that is perfectly ca- 
pable of supporting itself. 

Ms. ESHOO. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. WEI- 
NER). 

Mr. WEINER. Crisis averted, ladies 
and gentlemen. What a relief. What a 
relief. Pm glad we got the economy 
back going. I’m glad we’ve secured our 
nuclear power plants. I’m so glad that 
Americans are back to work. 

We finally found out our problem. We 
discovered a target that we can all 
agree upon. It’s these guys. This is the 
problem. It’s Click and Clack, the Tap- 
pet brothers. We’re finally getting rid 
of them. Thank God we solved this 
problem for the country. 

Now, let’s look at the record here. 
For one, they talk in that Boston ac- 
cent. ‘‘Cah”’ talk. It’s a “car.” I need to 
call Congressman CAPUANO whenever 
they’re on the air. 


Secondly, they talk about master 
cylinders and slave cylinders. It’s 
kinky. I am glad my Republican 
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friends are finally getting to the bot- 
tom of this. 

And then with all the giggling and 
snorting that they do every weekend 
on their show, it’s got to be some kind 
of a code. They’re clearly talking to 
the Russians or the Chinese or some- 
thing with all that giggling and snort- 
ing. 

It is fine. I’m so relieved that we had 
this emergency session, that we waived 
the rules of the House that require 72 
hours so we finally get these guys off 
my radio. Click and Clack, the Tappet 
brothers on “Саг Talk.” I know it. Be- 
cause these guys, clearly they’re polit- 
ical. Well, I don’t know if they’re polit- 
ical. They make no sense about most of 
what they say. 

But you know what? I’m glad we’re 
finally not going to have to listen to 
them. I’m glad the Republican Party fi- 
nally said enough of Click and Clack, 
the Tappet brothers. That clearly was 
what the American people said in cam- 
paign 2010. Clearly it’s in their con- 
tract with America or something; 
right? Get rid of Click and Clack? 

It’s about time, I have to say, be- 
cause the last thing we want is inform- 
ative solutions to how we fix our cars 
and the Car Talk Puzzler. And think 
about all the people we’re finally going 
to put out of work, you know, their 
Customer Care Rep, Heywood 
Yabuzzoff—I’ll tell you how to spell 
this later, I say to the stenographer— 
and the Director of Ethics, Youlyin 
Sack, all of these guys that finally are 
going to be taken off the public pay- 
roll. 

The Republican Party, no one can 
say they’re not in touch. They get it. 
They understand where the American 
people are. The American people are 
not concerned about jobs or the econ- 
omy or what’s going on around the 
world. They’re staring at their radio 
saying, Get rid of Click and Clack. Fi- 
nally my Republican friends are doing 
it. 

Kudos to you. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind all persons in the 
gallery that they are here as guests of 
the House, and that any manifestation 
of approval or disapproval of the pro- 
ceedings is in violation of the rules of 
the House. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
now like to yield 2 minutes to a highly 
respected member of the Energy and 
Commerce Committee and the Tele- 
communications and Internet Sub- 
committee, the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania, Mr. MIKE DOYLE. 

And Happy St. Patrick’s Day. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, today the 
House Republicans want to eliminate 
funding for NPR, some because they 
think the government shouldn’t oper- 
ate a news service and some because 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


they think the reporting is biased. I be- 
lieve they’re wrong on both counts. 

Public radio plays an important role 
in our communities as a source of news 
and entertainment. My colleagues 
should consider the studies that show 
that NPR listeners are more aware of 
indisputable facts than viewers and lis- 
teners of most other news sources. 

Opponents of NPR hold up a video hit 
piece to show that NPR is biased. Even 
Glenn Beck’s Web site, The Blaze, ex- 
plains that the video is neither fair nor 
balanced, how it’s basically a lie. 

And my colleagues should consider 
the fact that many NPR programs have 
nothing to do with news or politics. 
Where’s the bias in ‘‘Car Talk’’? There 
might be a bias against Pintos or Pac- 
ers, but not a political bias. Where’s 
the political bias in music broadcasts? 
There might be a bias against Pro- 
kofiev, but not a political bias. 

Even so, if this bill were simply to 
defund NPR’s direct public contribu- 
tion, then at least it would only impact 
the organization with the alleged polit- 
ical bias, which is, again, based on a 
lie. But this bill goes further. It hurts 
local public radio stations and tens of 
millions of listeners from across the 
country. 

If this bill is enacted, communities 
across the country will be denied pro- 
gramming that their residents want. 
Whatever happened to the philosophy 
that more choice is better? 

My colleagues, this is bad public pol- 
icy. This is a terrible bill. This is a ter- 
rible waste of our time, and I urge my 
colleagues to reject it. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to clear up what I think are prob- 
ably a couple of misunderstandings 
that my colleagues have across the 
aisle. 

One of the things I think it’s impor- 
tant for everyone in this Chamber to 
realize, and I know some want to make 
fun of the fact that we’re here talking 
about $100 million, $92 million, $67 mil- 
lion, different funding that goes in and 
through NPR. Mr. Speaker, every sin- 
gle penny that comes from the tax- 
payer is important. And every single 
penny that we appropriate comes from 
those taxpayers, and we are charged 
with being good stewards of that 
money. Changing the structure in 
which NPR does their business, as Mr. 
LAMBORN said, looking at that business 
model, this is a step that we can take 
to save those taxpayer dollars. This is 
a step that is going to change that 
business model and free NPR. 

Now, contrary to what some across 
the aisle are saying, this doesn’t take 
NPR off the air. What this does is to 
say, NPR, you’ve got to get out of the 
taxpayers’ pocket, because the tax- 
payer is not going to allow those tax- 
payer dollars to be spent to pay those 
NPR dues and to buy that NPR pro- 
gramming. 

Now, another misconception that 
seems to be out there is about jobs and 
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saying that programming is going to be 
denied because these stations won’t be 
able to use taxpayer money to acquire 
some of this government NPR pro- 
gramming. Let me tell you, what we’re 
doing is empowering these local radio 
stations, and I hope, Mr. Speaker, that 
our colleagues understand this. 
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We are turning to these local affili- 
ates and saying, look, there are still 
going to be grants out there. You can 
create your own programming. 

This is a great jobs program for these 
local radio stations. This is telling 
them you don’t have to buy program- 
ming you don’t want and that your lis- 
teners really don’t want to listen to. 

We are saying, get creative. Get that 
American spirit to work just as Mr. 
CRAWFORD was talking about. Find a 
niche in your marketplace and create a 
program. 

Do you want to talk about the jobs 
that are created? Every time that you 
create a new radio show, you have got 
a writer, an editor, a producer, a direc- 
tor, a sound engineer, a sound tech, a 
systems engineer. You have got post- 
production work to take place. You 
have got a host. You have got a call 
screener, you have got a board oper- 
ator, you have got a research assistant 
working with that writer and working 
with that editor. You have got a sales 
and marketing team working. You 
have got advertisers that are looking; 
now, of course NPR calls them spon- 
sors. You have affiliate relations teams 
that are working. And you also have 
attorneys that are working on the in- 
tellectual property to make certain 
that they protect that content. 

So I would just encourage my col- 
leagues across the aisle here to remem- 
ber, this is about freeing up those local 
radio stations. It is about getting NPR 
out of the taxpayer pocket. It is mak- 
ing certain that we are good stewards 
of the taxpayer money. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. ESHOO. I would just like to add 
something here, and that is that one of 
the mantras of our friends on the other 
side of the aisle was ‘‘read the bill.” 

If the gentlewoman from Tennessee 
would read the bill, she would know 
that there is not one dime, not one 
cent that is saved in this bill. And 
what this bill does is you can talk all 
you want about NPR and how much 
you love it, but what you are doing is 
killing off the local stations from being 
able to have the money to buy NPR’s 
programming. So you are hurting local 
broadcasting. 

I now would like to yield 2 minutes 
to the distinguished woman from the 
Santa Barbara, California area, a val- 
ued member of the committee, Con- 
gresswoman LOIS CAPPS. 

Mrs. CAPPS. I thank the ranking 
member of the committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion to this effort to defund public 
radio. 
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Right now, millions of Americans 
tune in to NPR stations across the 
country for one reason, the consistency 
of the high quality of its programming. 
In a world awash by often ill-informed 
and sensationalist cable news and ever 
louder voices, public broadcasting pro- 
vides thoughtful, even-handed analysis 
of the issues of the day. And they do it 
every day. The bill before us seeks to 
end that. It is nothing more than an ef- 
fort to cripple NPR by crippling our 
local public radio stations. 

The bill would decimate local NPR 
stations by restricting their ability to 
choose programming best suited to 
their community. 

In my district, NPR stations like 
KCLU, KCRW, and KCBX provide valu- 
able international and domestic news. 
They bring “АП Things Considered,” 
“Morning Edition,’ and “Саг Talk” 
into our cars and our living rooms. But 
these stations also cover local news, 
concerts, local and school events. They 
produce shows like “Ears on the Arts,” 
“Community Calendar,” and ‘‘From 
Ballet to Broadway.” The bill throws 
all that out the window. 

NPR reports and media coverage are 
consistently even-handed, driven by a 
high standard of journalistic ethics. 
They are not politically biased. NPR 
lets the stories do the talking, not the 
commentators. And apparently the 
public, the tax-paying public, likes 
that. 

According to the Pew Project for Ex- 
cellence in Journalism, in the last year 
the television networks’ audience 
slipped 3.5 percent, newspapers were 
down 5 percent, radio fell 6 percent, 
magazines were down almost 9 percent. 
NPR, up 3 percent. Since 2000, NPR’s 
audience is up 58 percent. In the last 
year, it’s Web site, npr.org, drew an av- 
erage of 15.7 million unique monthly 
visitors, up more than 5 million visi- 
tors. 

This is a reflection of the quality of 
its programs and its dedication to its 
mission. Public broadcasting helps edu- 
cate our society, celebrates the arts, 
education, respectful debate, and civil 
discourse. NPR and the 900-plus local 
stations are valuable resources for our 
country. 

I urge my colleagues to stand up for 


public broadcasting and oppose this 
legislation. 
Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, 


since the previous speaker talked a lit- 
tle bit about NPR and its listening au- 
dience, I would like to make certain 
that the RECORD reflects a little bit 
about that listening audience. 

We know that more men than women 
listen to NPR, except for the classical 
music, which is 48 percent female. Baby 
boomers are a big part of their audi- 
ence. 

We also know that NPR, according to 
their Web site, says that their audience 
is extraordinarily well educated. Near- 
ly 65 percent of all listeners have a 
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bachelor’s degree, compared to only a 
quarter of the U.S. population. 

We also know that they are wealthy 
listeners, Mr. Speaker. NPR households 
tend to be more affluent than other 
households as a result of their edu- 
cational attainment. The median 
household income of an NPR news lis- 
tener is about $86,000, compared to the 
national average of about $55,000. 

We also know that when it comes to 
geography, more than 99 percent of the 
U.S. population has access to at least 
one NPR station. And then, when it 
comes to employment, the majority of 
NPR listeners, 63 percent, are em- 
ployed full time. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I repeat the 
point. The object of this today is to get 
NPR out of the taxpayers’ pockets. It 
is time for us to do this. It is time for 
this structure to be changed. It is time 
for us to be good stewards and save the 
money of the American taxpayer. This 
is another step toward that goal. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 
2 minutes to Congresswoman TAMMY 
BALDWIN from Wisconsin, a highly val- 
ued member of the committee. 

Ms. BALDWIN. I thank the gentle- 
woman. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
opposition to this bill which prohibits 
Federal funding of National Public 
Radio and the use of Federal funds to 
acquire radio content. 

I am incredibly disappointed in my 
Republican colleagues for this needless 
attempt to cripple NPR and threaten 
thousands of jobs in the public broad- 
casting community. Without so much 
as a Single hearing on this subject, this 
bill dissolves a vital public radio sys- 
tem depended upon by millions of 
Americans across the country. 

Twenty-seven million Americans lis- 
ten to NPR each week, and back home 
in Wisconsin nearly 450,000 people lis- 
ten to Wisconsin Public Radio weekly 
over three statewide networks. In addi- 
tion, 2.3 million visitors visited the 
Wisconsin Public Radio Web site in 
2010. 

Those who listen to Wisconsin Public 
Radio know how much there is to love. 
Wisconsin Public Radio provides over 9 
hours each weekday of interactive 
radio programming, engaging Wis- 
consin residents and experts from 
around the world in public policy, cul- 
ture, arts, and educational discussions. 
And because Wisconsin is largely a 
rural State, our citizens rely on over- 
the-air broadcasting more than almost 
any other State. This means that Wis- 
consin audiences significantly rely on 
public radio. 

Not only would this horrible bill, 
rushed before us today, cripple local 
radio stations and programming that 
we enjoy in Wisconsin; it severely 
harms listeners’ access to national 
shows, like ‘‘Morning Edition,” “АП 
Things Considered,” ‘‘This American 
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Life,” “A Prairie Home Companion,” 
and one of my personal favorites, 
‘“Whad’ya Know,” among many others. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republican major- 
ity is clearly not interested in creating 
jobs or dealing seriously with this def- 
icit. Despite all of the talk, we are here 
today considering legislation that at- 
tacks public radio. I strongly oppose 
this bill, and I strongly urge all of my 
colleagues to do so, too. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, at 
this time I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa (Mr. KING). 
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Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen- 
tlelady from Tennessee for yielding 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I come to the floor to 
rise in support of this bill. The Federal 
Government has a few constitutional 
duties, and we seem to have taken on a 
lot of Federal responsibilities. As time 
goes on, every time we see a need, we 
think we have to tap into the tax- 
payers and create another government 
function. But this is not one of those 
functions that is an enumerated power 
of the United States Congress. It is not 
something that we are compelled to do. 
It is something that is discretionary. 
We are into operations at a time of 
austerity, a time when we see what’s 
happened as a prelude to the American 
economy, if we just look over to Eu- 
rope, in places like, oh, Portugal, Ire- 
land, Italy, Greece, Spain, for example. 
That’s the direction we’re heading with 
our economy. And as we see this discre- 
tionary spending grow along with our 
entitlements grow and our economy 
contract, we also need to take a look 
at these items that are at our discre- 
tion as to whether or not to fund. 

I think that the image that we have 
seen on the videos tells us something 
about the internal culture of NPR. If 
you haven’t seen the videos, or if 
you’ve just seen the little text in there, 
that doesn’t give you the real sense of 
what was going on in that conversation 
with Mr. Schiller at that table for 2 
hours that day. If you look at the 
whole video, you’ll see, the cast of the 
character and the content reflected, 
the culture of NPR; in the same way, 
in my view, that the videos of ACORN 
reflected accurately the actual inter- 
nal culture of ACORN. We shut off the 
funding to ACORN for that reason. Of 
all the data that we’ve put out on 
ACORN, you couldn’t be convinced to 
shut off the funding until you saw the 
reality of the video. 

Then we looked into Planned Parent- 
hood, and of all the data that was 
brought out here to the floor of the 
House, Mr. Speaker—and I compliment 
MIKE PENCE for doing so and all of 
those who stood with him and for life— 
still, the American people didn’t under- 
stand the real culture of Planned Par- 
enthood until they saw the video. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
time of the gentleman has expired. 


The 
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Mrs. BLACKBURN. I yield the gen- 
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen- 
tlelady. 

Of all the data that we’ve seen, we 
still had not absorbed the real culture 
of NPR, until we saw the video of that 
dinner, those 2 hours that day. 

So I stand in support of this act and 
this resolution, and I believe it’s time 
for us to draw a bright line in our budg- 
et and cut this funding. I will be voting 
to adopt the cutting of the funding, as 
will my colleagues. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, may I in- 
quire how much time we have left on 
each side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from California has 18 min- 
utes remaining. The gentlewoman from 
Tennessee has 11 minutes remaining. 

Ms. ESHOO. Thank you. 

I now would like to yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
Congressman ED MARKEY, whom I 
think possesses the broadest and the 
deepest knowledge about telecommuni- 
cations in the Congress. 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentle- 
lady. 

Mr. Speaker, in an era when Edwar- 
dian drama is the only way to charac- 
terize the way in which cable news 
deals with the public affairs of our 
country, there is an oasis of real news 
that begins with Morning Edition, goes 
right through the day to All Things 
Considered, which focuses on that most 
unusual of all subjects, hard news, that 
the American people can use to make 
judgments about the affairs of our 
country and the affairs of the world. It 
is an oasis of information that is sup- 
plemented, yes, by Lake Wobegone, On 
Point, other programs that raise the 
cultural level but serve as a place 
where people, 170 million Americans, 
can go to get real information. 

Now what is this debate all about? 
Well, it’s really about an ancient ani- 
mosity which the Republican Party has 
had to the very creation of NPR, 
through Newt Gingrich, through the 
early years of the 21st century, right 
up to today where it’s on a list of 
grievances which they have about this 
ability of NPR to provide this news and 
information. That’s what the debate’s 
about. You don’t have to be Dick Tracy 
to figure out what this debate is all 
about. They have right from the very 
beginning of the creation of this net- 
work wanted to destroy it. 

I think that they are going to run 
into a razor blade sharp edge reaction 
from the American public as they find 
that, in place of Morning Edition and 
Car Talk and All Things Considered, 
they want to move to radio silence, and 
when the American people find out 
about that, they are going to be out- 
raged. 

I would vote “по” and urge strongly 
a “по” vote for all Members of this 
body. 
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Mrs. BLACKBURN. I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to address one 
thing. This is not an ancient animos- 
ity. I don’t think I’m quite that old. 
And I don’t think you have to be Dick 
Tracy to figure out what this debate is 
about. This debate is about saving tax- 
payer money. We do not have a revenue 
problem in this town. We have a spend- 
ing problem in this town. The Federal 
Government does not have the money 
to fund these programs. We are bor- 
rowing 42 cents of every single dollar 
that we spend. We have to get the 
spending under control. We have to cre- 
ate an environment where the Amer- 
ican people can get back to work. And 
we’re talking about funding for NPR. 

I just gave the demographics. It is a 
wealthy, educated listening audience. 
If people want this programming, Mr. 
Speaker, they’re going to be willing to 
pay for it. But the American taxpayer 
has said, get NPR out of our pocket. 

I pulled the sponsors for NPR, and I 
think my colleagues would be inter- 
ested in this. When you go to the NPR 
Web site and you start pulling the 
sponsors, they don’t sell advertising, 
but they do have many sponsors. They 
have some sponsors that land in the $1 
million plus category. And then they 
list sponsors all the way down to $5,999. 
This is how wealthy the sponsorship 
base and the subscribership base is for 
them. It is time for us to remove the 
Federal support system that they have 
relied on. They have told us they do 
not need the money. We need to cut the 
umbilical cord. We need to let NPR see 
what they can do on their own. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the dean of the House of 
Representatives, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL). 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
California for her yielding me this 
time, and I commend her for her oppo- 
sition to this outrageous piece of legis- 
lation. 

I rise in strenuous opposition to H.R. 
1076, visited upon us without any atten- 
tion to regular order, hastened to the 
floor in defiance of the commitments 
of the Speaker, and without any hear- 
ings or consideration by the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce. No 
opportunity for the public to speak or 
to be heard on what we’re doing. 

The majority continues to force 
Members of this body to waste time 
and energy of the House, a critical 
asset of this Nation, on political witch- 
hunts with respect to health care and 
the environment. Now we find that 
we’re adding public broadcasting to 
this list. 

Public broadcasting is a national 
treasure. It provides us impartial, hon- 
est coverage of facts and news. It pro- 
vides information not available else- 
where. And, yes, it sheds a little bit of 
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culture on our people, something which 
probably my Republican colleagues 
find offensive. It has done so at very 
low cost to the public, with huge con- 
tributions from the people for the sup- 
port of this. 

This legislation is going to prohibit 
local stations like Michigan Radio in 
Ann Arbor, and in your own districts 
and in your States, from using money 
from the Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting to acquire or produce any pub- 
lic radio programs. As regards process, 
we are completely evading the proc- 
esses and the commitments that are to 
be found in the rules and the pro- 
nouncements of the leadership on the 
other side. And we are finding that the 
history of this, which goes back to the 
1934 Communications Act in the Com- 
merce Committee, has been grossly dis- 
regarded. 

So much for regular order. And so 
much for transparency that the major- 
ity made such a big fuss about at the 
beginning of this year. What’s next? 
Are we going to amend the Endangered 
Species Act on the floor to declare an 
open season on Big Bird? Or upon pro- 
grams which educate our kids or which 
contribute to the advancement of our 
society? 

I urge my colleagues to oppose H.R. 
1076. It’s a bad bill. 
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Mrs. BLACKBURN. I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. ESHOO. I am pleased to yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER), who is the chair- 
man of the House Caucus on Public 
Broadcasting. 

Мг. BLUMENAUER. I thank the gen- 
tlelady. 

I want to make five basic points. 

Number one, there are no savings to 
the taxpayer in this bill. It simply 
passes on higher costs and fewer 
choices to local stations. 

Second, it is not going to stop NPR, 
which will go on in New York and Los 
Angeles and even Portland, Oregon. 
What it will cripple is what happens in 
smaller local stations around the coun- 
try who rely on NPR and other public 
broadcasting entities for their content. 

My good friend from Tennessee just 
went through all the steps that are 
necessary to produce local content. 
That is complex and it is expensive. 
That is why they voluntarily buy 
“Morning Edition” or ‘‘Prairie Home 
Companion” or “Саг Talk.” 

NPR never said it didn’t need the 
money. They are relying on a discred- 
ited video that was exposed by Glenn 
Beck’s Web site, of all places. Our 
friends should talk to the thousands of 
volunteers at home who rely upon pub- 
lic broadcasting resources to provide 
the content that Americans love. 

Reject this travesty. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, in 
response to this statement that there 
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are no savings, may I point my col- 
leagues to a CRS report on the Cor- 
poration for Public Broadcasting, Fed- 
eral funding and issues, and I will be 
happy to submit this for the RECORD. 

Reading from it: ‘‘NPR, Incorporated, 
which oversees the NPR system, states 
that annually NPR receives direct 
funding in the range of $1.5 million to 
$3 million from three Federal agencies 
and the Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting. Those are the National Endow- 
ment for the Arts, the CPB, the De- 
partment of Commerce’s National 
Telecommunications and Information 
Administration, and the Department of 
Education.” 

Now, Mr. Speaker, what we are say- 
ing is you can’t do that anymore. This 
is one of the steps that we have to take 
in order to straighten out this budg- 
eting process. Our country does not 
have the money to spend on this. NPR 
does not need the money. They will not 
be able to get these grants. We will 
save those dollars. 

The American taxpayer has said, Get 
your fiscal house in order. This is a 
step in that process. I know they don’t 
like it, but, you know what? This is 
something we can do. This is some- 
thing we will do. This is something the 
American people want to make certain 
that we do so that we get this Nation 
back on a firm fiscal and sound fiscal 
policy. 

The day has come that the out-of- 
control Federal spending has to stop. A 
good place to start is by taking NPR 
out of the taxpayer’s pocket. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Rhode 
Island (Mr. CICILLINE). 

Mr. CICILLINE. I thank the gentle- 
lady from California. 

I rise in strong opposition to H.R. 
1076 to defund National Public Radio. 
Overwhelmingly, my Rhode Island con- 
stituents agree, this legislation is no 
more than an ideological attack on 
public broadcasting masquerading as a 
fiscal issue. That is because Federal 
funding accounts for less than three- 
thousandths of one percent of the an- 
nual Federal budget. In addition to 
that, the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office says this legislation will 
not reduce the deficit by a single 
penny. 

Without as much as a hearing, this 
legislation undermines public broad- 
casting, a system that 34 million Amer- 
icans turn to weekly and in which 
Americans across the political spec- 
trum place high trust. 

These funding restrictions will dev- 
astate the economy of public radio. It 
will harm local stations. It will inhibit 
their ability to attract audiences, de- 
velop stable local revenue bases, and, 
most importantly, their ability to con- 
tinue to produce local programming. 
Public broadcasting gives voice to the 
smallest and most diverse communities 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


in our country. I know firsthand the 
high quality broadcasting the NPR pro- 
vides in Rhode Island and all across 
this country. 

It would also endanger 9,000 jobs at 
local public radio stations and commu- 
nities across the country. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this assault on the free exchange of 
ideas and instead support a democracy 
that continues to listen carefully to its 
people. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY), 
who is one of the great advocates of 
public broadcasting in the Congress. 

Mrs. LOWEY. I thank the gentlelady. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi- 
tion. 170 million Americans use public 
media for vital news. Sixty-one percent 
of voters who support deficit reduction 
also support funding for public broad- 
casting. Yet the assault on public 
broadcasting continues, when jobs and 
the economy should be our top pri- 
ority. 

This outrageous bill would prohibit 
public radio stations from using Fed- 
eral funds to acquire any radio pro- 
gramming from any outside source. 
That means that your local stations 
may not be able to air quality pro- 


gramming. 

We were not sent here to silence 
“Prairie Home Companion,’ “Саг 
Talk” and ‘‘Morning Edition.” Let’s 


stop trying to put Diane Rehm out of 
work and focus on putting more Ameri- 
cans back to work. 

Reject this bill. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I continue to re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to yield 1 minute to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. LARSON), the chairman of the 
House Democratic Caucus. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentlelady. I wish 
her a happy St. Patrick’s Day. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a pattern here. 
Americans are seeing through what 
amounts to an ideological purge. 

In Wisconsin, under the guise of deal- 
ing with the deficit, they are taking 
away collective bargaining rights. 

In Washington, under the guise of 
dealing with the deficit, they are cut- 
ting Planned Parenthood and taking 
away women’s rights. 

Under the guise of dealing with the 
deficit, they are planning to privatize 
Social Security and voucher Medicare, 
as if they had anything to do with 
causing the deficit and the problem we 
are in. 

And under the guise of saving tax- 
payers’ dollars, what they are doing is 
silencing NPR, not because it saves 
money, but because it is not on the 
same ideological frequency of the ex- 
treme right. 


4417 


Mrs. BLACKBURN. I continue to re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY). 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, when is 
the majority going to try to solve a 
real problem? The reaction to unem- 
ployment is ‘‘so be it.” The reaction to 
an immoral Afghanistan policy is a big 
shrug. But a modest investment in edu- 
cational, commercial-free program- 
ming, now, that is a national crisis. I 
guess they figure if they can’t catch 
bin Laden, they might as well go after 
“А Prairie Home Companion.” 

Public broadcasting, Mr. Speaker, 
performs a vital function in a democ- 
racy. It is also twice as popular as the 
Afghanistan war, and it supports 21,000 
jobs. That is 21,000 jobs more than the 
Republican agenda would create. 

Vote against H.R. 1076. 
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Mrs. BLACKBURN. I reserve the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT). 

Mr. DOGGETT. While Republicans 
insist today that NPR is a four-letter 
word, the real attack is on KUT and 
similar public radio across America. 
Two hundred fifty thousand Texans 
rely upon KUT’s in-depth radio news 
scrutiny of the Texas legislature and 
local government. The only ‘‘bias’’ of 
those who begin with Morning Edition 
is a bias for truth. My constituents 
tune in to KUT because they want fact- 
based, not faux-based, not FOX-based 
coverage. 

Like their continued assault on PBS, 
these Republicans just can’t tell the 
difference between Big Government 
and Big Bird. While they pander to 
Wall Street, they continue to want to 
terminate support of Sesame Street. 
“All Things Considered,” their attack 
really has nothing to do with balancing 
the budget. It is an ideological crusade 
against balanced news and educational 
programing. Cutting access to the 
power of knowledge decreases our abil- 
ity to hold our government account- 
able. Don’t weaken our democracy by 
weakening this vital source of reality- 
based journalism. 

Don’t cut KUT. Public radio serves 
the public interest. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, at 
this time I yield 1 minute to one of our 


freshman Members, the gentleman 
from the Florida Panhandle (Mr. 
SOUTHERLAND). 


Mr. SOUTHERLAND. We talk about 
Big Bird and that sounds wonderful. We 
had a couple of Big Birds in my family. 
We have four small children, and they 
love Big Bird. 

But I will tell you this: When the 
CEO of Sesame Street is compensated 
$956,000 in 2008 compensation, that’s 
over double what the leader of the free 
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world makes. Think about that: 
$956,000, when, in the same year, Ses- 
ame Street received $211 million in toy 
and consumer product sales. 

So to stand here and say that we 
have the luxury at this incredibly crit- 
ical crisis moment in our deficit strug- 
gles that we have the luxury of making 
sure that PBS can pay Mrs. Kerger 
$632,000 in salary, and that the Corpora- 
tion for Public Broadcasting can pay 
its President and CEO $300,000 apiece, I 
mean, really. Are we serious? Are we 
serious? 

We can do better. We must do better. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from California has 3 min- 
utes remaining. The gentlewoman from 
Tennessee has 6 minutes remaining. 

Ms. ESHOO. At this time I would 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman, the 
great Irishman from Virginia (Mr. 
MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, National 
Public Radio has the strongest intel- 
lectual, artistic, and informational in- 
depth content of any radio network in 
this country because its content is not 
compromised by corporate ownership. I 
love it. But I won’t lose it. 

It’s the rural stations that depend on 
NPR for half their budget. They can’t 
afford to lose this national asset, nor 
can the 36 million people who rely on 
emergency alerts from NPR in times of 
crisis. The commercial market won’t 
do that because there’s no profit in it. 
Nor can the visually and hearing-im- 
paired afford to lose the technology 
NPR developed. 

This has nothing to do with the def- 
icit. It’s an infinitesimal fraction of 
our national debt. It jeopardizes 9,000 
jobs, and it distracts us from solving 
the real problems that this Nation 
faces while trying to destroy one of the 
primary sources of an enlightened elec- 
torate. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
think that this is one of those things 
that’s kind of what’s wrong around 
here. Everybody says, Don’t do this, 
don’t do this; that’s not much money, 
that’s not much money. Mr. Speaker, 
it all adds up. And the American people 
have had it with the Federal Govern- 
ment spending money they do not 
have. 

With that I yield 1 minute to a won- 
derful new Member who has joined us, 
the gentlewoman from Dunn, North 
Carolina (Mrs. ELLMERS). 

Mrs. ELLMERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of this legislation. 

Let us be clear: This legislation 
would simply prohibit direct Federal 
funds—taxpayer money—from being 
made available to National Public 
Radio, or as we know it, NPR, and 
would prohibit public radio stations 
from using Federal funds to pay for 
their NPR dues. The bill would prohibit 
public radio stations from using Fed- 
eral funds for the production or acqui- 
sition of programing. 
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I want to be very clear: I am in sup- 
port of the arts. However, I do not be- 
lieve that NPR has the right to public 
funds from our hard-earned taxpayer 
dollars when they receive plenty of 
funding from private sources. These 
prohibitions would not affect a local 
radio station’s ability to use Federal 
funding for their operations or for the 
reduction of their own programing. 
NPR already receives direct Federal 
funding through the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting, Department of 
Education, Department of Commerce, 
and the National Endowment for the 
Arts. They also get a considerable 
amount of money from local radio sta- 
tions. Why do they need more? 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to inquire how much time we have 
remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from California has 2 min- 
utes remaining. The gentlewoman from 
Tennessee has 4% minutes remaining. 

Ms. ESHOO. I yield 1 minute to the 
brilliant, brilliant gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. HOLT). 

Mr. HOLT. I thank the gentlelady. 

Mr. Speaker, NPR provides news and 
cultural enrichment—yes, enrich- 
ment—that adds value to the lives of 
millions of Americans. It reaches into 
all parts of our country, even into that 
fact-free universe where the other side 
seems to be living, saying that factual 
information is somehow a liberal bias. 

We talk about the need for a well-in- 
formed public. Just this morning, we 
had a reminder of the benefits that 
NPR brings to America. Today, there 
was a news report on the slow progress 
the U.S. Army is making towards see- 
ing that wounded soldiers get the Pur- 
ple Hearts they deserve. General 
Chiarelli, the Army’s second in com- 
mand, remarked in this story that it 
was previous reporting by NPR that 
was removing the confusion and the 
misunderstanding that had prevented 
the serving soldiers from getting the 
Purple Heart recognition. This is good 
reporting. The other side seems to 
think that this is, that this is, this is— 
wait, wait, don’t tell me—biased re- 
porting. 

We need NPR. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from California has 1 minute 
remaining. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield my remaining 1 minute 
to the gentlewoman from New York 
(Mrs. MALONEY). 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, a 
study conducted by the Center for 
International and Security Studies 
found that those who said they re- 
ceived most of their news from NPR 
were only about one-fourth as likely to 
hold a demonstrably false belief about 
important issues relating to the Iraq 
war as those who primarily consumed 
news from our colleagues’ favorite 
news channel. A similar study con- 
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ducted last year on mainly economic 
issues produced similar results. Those 
who primarily listened to NPR were 
considerably less likely to hold demon- 
strably false beliefs. 

So now our colleagues across the 
aisle want to pull the plug on NPR, one 
of the most accurate sources of demon- 
strably true news and information. Our 
colleagues want to fire the messenger. 
This is not a move to create jobs or 
save money. This is a move to save face 
at the expense of truth. And I believe 
that such a move comes at a price that 
we simply cannot afford to pay. 

This country needs NPR. Vote 
against the Republican bill. 
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Mrs. BLACKBURN. I yield myself the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I do think our col- 
leagues across the aisle are missing the 
point on this. We are responsible for 
making certain that this fiscal house 
gets in order. This is just another of 
those steps. This bill is not about tak- 
ing NPR off the air. There is nothing 
here that says you will take NPR off 
the air. 

What it simply says is, if you are an 
affiliate station and if you want to pay 
NPR dues, you can’t use taxpayer dol- 
lars. If you want to buy NPR program- 
ming, you cannot use taxpayer dollars 
for that. The taxpayers want NPR out 
of their pockets. Now, there is plenty 
of popular programming out there, and 
if listeners want to hear that, we are 
not trying to disenfranchise those lis- 
teners. Indeed, if listeners like the 
NPR they have, they can keep it. What 
we're saying is that they need to raise 
the money for this. 

We went through the demographics 
for NPR: college-educated; 63 percent 
have full-time jobs; the average house- 
hold income is upwards of $86,000 a 
year. They have a list of sponsors who 
give over $1 million a year to NPR. 
NPR, itself, has said it does not need 
our taxpayer funding. So this is a place 
that we can save some money. 

Now, to those who say it is a job-kill- 
ing program, may I remind you, indeed, 
to develop local programming, I articu- 
lated 17 different positions that are at- 
tached to creating even one radio show. 
Unlike some of my colleagues, Mr. 
Speaker, I fully believe there are tal- 
ented people—talented writers and edi- 
tors and programmers—all across this 
great Nation who would love to have a 
platform for the great ideas and the 
content they would like to create. 

I want to encourage all of my col- 
leagues to take a step in the right di- 
rection in getting our fiscal house in 
order. The time has come for us to claw 
back this money. The time has come 
for us to send a message. We need to 
get NPR out of the taxpayers’ pockets. 
I encourage a “уез” vote on H.R. 1076. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to not 
only support National Public Radio, but to 
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speak against a bill that is a top example of 
thoughtless political pandering. 

The consequences of this legislation are 
much broader than simply defunding NPR, 
which provides thoughtful news broadcasts 
and well-known programs that are listened to 
by my constituents and over 27 million people 
nationwide. This bill will cause all locally 
owned public broadcasting stations across our 
country to lose key funding. Yes, this is a job 
killing bill brought forth by my Republican col- 
leagues. 

The Republican leadership wants the public 
to think that they’re working hard to cut spend- 
ing and that this legislation will help taxpayers. 
Let’s call them out on what they’re really 
doing: putting jobs at risk so that they can ap- 
peal to right-wing voters. This is not just petti- 
ness—it’s pure hypocrisy and goes against ev- 
erything that my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle supposedly stand for. Does this bill 
save a great deal of money? No—it doesn’t do 
a thing to reduce the deficit. Does this bill cre- 
ate jobs? Absolutely not—in fact, it does the 
opposite. And what happened to the Repub- 
lican commitment to transparency? This bill 
has not been available for 72 hours, breaking 
the Republican leadership’s pledge to allow 
three days for the public to read legislation, 
and several germane amendments have been 
rejected. 

This bill sacrifices jobs and well-loved pro- 
grams to score political points. It is a waste of 
this Congress’s time and the legislators behind 
it should be ashamed of themselves. | am 
happy to work with my colleagues toward real 
deficit reduction and job creation strategies. 
Until that happens, | urge Members to vote no 
against this harmful and tactless legislation. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, | rise in strong opposition to H.R. 
1076, a Republican bill to prohibit federal 
funding for National Public Radio. 

Congress has been in session this year for 
nearly three months, and what have the Amer- 
ican people gotten? 

The House voted to repeal new patients’ 
rights and benefits and to strengthen the rights 
of insurance companies. 

The House voted to cut funds for education 
and Pell Grants at a time when we need to 
build up, not tear down, our educational and 
economic competitiveness. 

The House voted to eliminate funds for 
Planned Parenthood, a highly regarded source 
for medical and health information and serv- 
ices for women. 

The House voted to take away the rights of 
workers to contest workplace abuses by their 
employers, weaken the reporting system for 
workplace safety violations, and lower the 
wages of construction workers on federal con- 
tracts. 

And now, today, the House is voting to Kill 
the small amount of federal funding for Na- 
tional Public Radio, an important and unbiased 
source of news for tens of millions of Ameri- 
cans across the country. 

Not one bill so far to create jobs. Not one 
bill so far to invest in America. Not one bill 
that makes it clear America will be ready to 
compete in the global economy and win the 
race to produce the best college graduates in 
the world. 

Instead, the American people are being fed 
a steady diet of right-wing ideological attacks 
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on our rights, on our values, and on middle 
class economic opportunities. American fami- 
lies are desperate for work, but they are get- 
ting nothing but a cold shoulder from the 
House of Representatives under this new 
leadership. 

The attack on NPR, just like the attack on 
Planned Parenthood, or on Head Start, and on 
workers’ rights and safety, has nothing to do 
with reducing the deficit and the debt. It is 
nothing more than a partisan political agenda 
that is out of step with, and very dangerous to, 
the American people. 

The attack on NPR is outrageous and it 
should be rejected. The American people ben- 
efit greatly having this source of news that is 
free from the influence and demands of cor- 
porations and that consistently delivers top 
quality, in-depth, and breaking news оп for- 
eign affairs, science and technology, politics, 
the arts, and business. 

If this leadership is so concerned with the 
deficit, why hasn't it called up legislation to re- 
duce tens of billions of dollars in taxpayer sub- 
sidies to major oil companies, companies with 
record profits quarter after quarter and no 
need for subsidies to carry out their work? 

Why hasn't this leadership called up legisla- 
tion to reduce some of the billions of dollars in 
Pentagon waste documented year after year? 

And why was this leadership’s first major 
action in the House a bill that would increase 
the deficit over the next ten years by more 
than $210 billion by repealing our historic 
health care law? 

Why? Because their rhetoric about deficit 
reduction is just a cover for a divisive political 
agenda that they hope will help them in the 
next election. 

| strongly support eliminating wasteful gov- 
ernment spending, and | have a long and doc- 
umented track record of deficit reduction. 
Whether it was my successful effort to in- 
crease student loan aid by reducing taxpayer 
support to private lenders, or passing the 
health care reform law, or through my early 
support for Pay-As-You-Go budgeting, | have 
always made this a priority. 

| know how hard it is to make tough choices 
about saving taxpayer money and being fis- 
cally responsible. 

| know it is not hard for politicians to cut 
Head Start, but it’s really hard on low-income 
mothers trying to educate their children. And | 
know it is not hard to cut the small amount of 
federal funding for NPR, but it is really hard on 
the millions of Americans who hunger for infor- 
mation from a wide variety of sources. 

МІ tell you what’s hard to cut. It is really 
hard to cut land subsidies to multi-national 
mining companies, or royalty subsidies to oil 
companies, or water and price subsidies to 
major agricultural corporations. | know, be- 
cause | have fought to make those cuts. And 
corporations fight back, hard. 

So, Mr. Speaker, again | rise in opposition 
to this bill that will not reduce our deficit but 
will reduce the level of information Americans 
have about really complex and important 
issues facing our country. And I rise in opposi- 
tion to the past three months of partisan, ideo- 
logical and political attacks on the basic rights, 
values and services that are so important to 
our country. 

And | urge my colleagues to reject this bill. 
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Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
opposition to H.R. 1076, which would prohibit 
federal funding of National Public Radio, and 
| urge my colleagues to vote against this mis- 
guided bill. National Public Radio (NPR) pro- 
vides an essential public service to our nation 
at a minimal cost to taxpayers. In Rhode Is- 
land, WRNI utilizes federal funds to provide 
local coverage of news events with local re- 
porters. Without these funds, which account 
for nearly 8 percent of their annual budget, 
WNRI would lose its ability to bring local infor- 
mation to local communities, from the breaking 
news of the day to upcoming arts and cultural 
events. 

This bill will not reduce our deficit by one 
penny and it will not save or create any jobs. 
In fact, some have estimated that 9,000 jobs 
will be lost due to the elimination of federal 
funding for NPR. In a time of unprecedented 
global events, from natural disasters to citizen 
uprisings to dramatic economic upheaval, we 
must ensure that people have access to accu- 
rate information, not limit it even more. Once 
again, | urge my colleagues to put politics 
aside and oppose this bill to eliminate federal 
funding for NPR. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong opposition 
to H.R. 1076, a bill to Prohibit Federal funding 
of National Public Radio and the use of Fed- 
eral funds to acquire radio content. 

NPR is a congressionally chartered non- 
profit organization that provides independent 
and non-partisan news and education to ap- 
proximately 27 million Americans each week. 

This is a politically motivated bill that would 
hurt over 900 local radio stations across 
America that rely on NPR for fact based news 
content and the millions of Americans who lis- 
ten to NPR for their daily news. 

NPR enjoys very strong support from the 
American public as nearly 70 percent voiced 
their opposition to eliminating funding for pub- 
lic broadcasting according to recent polling. 

Constituents in my home of Dallas, Texas 
have contacted my office by the hundreds; 
making phone calls, sending emails and faxes 
to express how important NPR is to them. 

This bill will do nothing to create jobs or im- 
prove our economy. In fact, the non-partisan 
Congressional Budget Office has stated that 
this bill would produce zero savings to the tax- 
payer, and do nothing to reduce the deficit. 

Families with low incomes, families living in 
rural areas, and minorities would be especially 
hurt by this legislation. 

Smaller radio stations in rural America rely 
on NPR more than large cities for radio con- 
tent so they would be more greatly impaired 
by the bill’s prohibition against using federal 
funding to local radio stations to pay for any 
content from any source, depriving them of 
hours of programming every day. 

At a time when our national news is driven 
more and more by commercial interests and 
obsession with viewing ratings, it's more im- 
portant than ever for Americans to have an 
objective and unbiased source of news and 
national commentary that is based on facts 
and reporting. 

| also object to the process that the Repub- 
lican Leadership has brought this bill under 
consideration today. The Republican Leader- 
ship have reversed themselves on their own 
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promise to for every bill to undergo 72 hours 
of review. 

The American people have not heard a sin- 
gle hearing on this bill nor have they heard a 
single minute of testimony from any expert wit- 
ness on the merits of this bill. 

Not only was this bill rushed to floor of the 
House without sufficient review and scrutiny 
by the public, but the Republican Leadership 
has brought this bill to the floor that prohibits 
any opportunity for any other Representative 
in this House to offer a single amendment to 
improve it. 

This is not the way to run the people’s 
House. This legislation is pure political pos- 
turing and is distraction from what we should 
be doing today, which is working to create 
jobs and improve our economy. 

| urge all of my colleagues to stand with me 
today in voting “no” on this bill. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, today | rise in 
strong disapproval of H.R. 1076, which would 
prohibit federal funds to National Public Radio. 
The proposal today is a draconian attempt to 
kill public radio to millions of listeners across 
our nation who depend and cherish this es- 
sential service. 

The bill would significantly impede NPR’s 
local station in Detroit, WDET 101.9 to con- 
tinue its public service. Over 150,000 listeners 
in southeast Michigan, northwest Ohio and our 
neighbors in Canada would be deprived of 
such great shows such as The Diane Rehm 
Show, Jazz Profiles hosted by my friend 
Nancy Wilson and many other news and cul- 
tural programs. Furthermore, WDET and other 
NPR stations are one of the few radio pro- 
viders of local news. The station carries many 
diverse perspectives that strengthen the social 
fabric for Detroiters. 

Media consolidation, for a variety of rea- 
sons, has resulted in a less progressive, less 
diverse, and a narrower set of viewpoints. For 
years, public radio has successfully been able 
to provide Americans with cutting edge, so- 
phisticated, and culturally relevant news that 
otherwise would not be able to enjoy this 
much needed public service. 

Today’s bill jeopardizes public radio’s ability 
to operate at an optimal level, and could result 
in a dramatic decrease in Americans’ access 
to this vital medium. It is a shame that our na- 
tion’s children and young people may not have 
the ability to listen to classical music, opera, 
and other intellectually stimulating broadcast 
that are vitally important to the intellectual and 
cultural of our future Americans. In short, to- 
day’s vote is a needless attack on one of 
America’s cherished institutions—public radio. 
| urge my colleagues to look at other ways to 
balance our Nation’s budget that do not in- 
clude cuts to education and culture. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, here the 
Republicans go again. | guess no one in this 
country, as they envision it, should ever have 
a different point of view than theirs. Liberty 
cannot be just an empty word. It certainly is 
not to us Democrats. We opposed the elimi- 
nation of National Public Radio last year and 
| oppose it today. 

Thinking and discerning people like to get 
their information from different sources and 
different points of view and then make their 
own decisions. That is what NPR provides. 

The American people are smart and do not 
want to be spoon fed propaganda and brain- 
washed by any one ideology or political party. 
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And they support Public Broadcasting—Re- 
publicans, Democrats and Independents alike. 
When asked, more than two-thirds oppose the 
elimination of federal funding for public broad- 
casting as this bill would do. 

This bill has nothing to do with reducing the 
deficit. It is an ideological battle—all about 
never supporting and always wanting to get rid 
of public radio and public TV. Republicans are 
showing again that they are out of touch with 
the American people. 

This attempt to shut down free radio is mis- 
guided and based on deliberately distorted in- 
formation. 

Taking funding away from national Public 
Radio would hurt local stations, small sta- 
tions—many even in Republican districts— 
which depend on NPR programming to survive 
so that they can carry local news, events and 
programming and even provide the opportunity 
for any of us to speak to the public. 

Colleagues, let’s vote for Democracy. Vote 
“no” on this bill 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, had | been 
able to vote on H.R. 1076, legislation that 
would decimate public radio in America, | 
would have voted “no.” 

National Public Radio (NPR) is one of 
America’s most vital and trusted news 
sources, utilized by 27 million Americans each 
week. Taking away federal assistance for pub- 
lic radio would hurt 900 public radio stations, 
especially smaller stations in rural America 
that lack a sizable donor base. 

Access to popular and informative news 
programming, including All Things Considered, 
Morning Edition, Forum, On Point, and This 
American Life, would be jeopardized in smaller 
markets. Broadly available access to inform- 
ative and objective news in America would be 
compromised. 

My office has received many calls and let- 
ters from residents throughout the 10th Con- 
gressional District, urging Congress to pre- 
serve NPR’s budget. My constituents under- 
stand that public broadcasting is a critical and 
cost-effective American investment, and | 
stand with them. 

H.R. 1076 harms our economy and Amer- 
ican competitiveness. The Congressional 
Budget Office has determined that this legisla- 
tion will have zero impact on the budget and 
the deficit, but it will likely destroy 9,000 jobs. 
Our support of public broadcasting is a tre- 
mendous bargain for the American people. At 
a time of increasing competition in the global 
economy, America’s future prosperity depends 
on a knowledgeable workforce, and our robust 
democracy depends on a well-informed citi- 
zenry. 

H.R. 1076 takes away vital information from 
the American people, and that is why | am 
deeply opposed to this pointless and destruc- 
tive bill. 

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong 
opposition to H.R. 1076, which prohibits fed- 
eral funding for National Public Radio (NPR) 
and radio content acquisition. 

According to a preliminary estimate from 
Congressional Budget Office, this bill will 
produce no savings for the taxpayers and will 
not reduce the deficit. This is an ideologically 
driven piece of legislation that does nothing to 
reduce our deficit. 

Each week, 27.2 million Americans nation- 
wide turn to NPR to find the kind of news, 
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music programs, and interesting entertainment 
they can’t get elsewhere. NPR offers quality 
in-depth reporting, insightful commentary, and 
an on-air forum that allows a wide range of 
voices to be heard. With political rhetoric and 
ideological name-calling filling cable news pro- 
grams, NPR’s news coverage has become an 
essential source for people looking for the 
facts. This is why 8 out of 10 voters oppose 
cutting federal funding for public broadcasting. 

In my district, Hawaii Public Radio (HPR) 
engages its island listeners through countless 
events statewide. These include the Hawaii 
Book and Musical Festival as well as a series 
of pre-performance lectures at the Hawaii 
Opera Theatre. HPR also embraces Native 
Hawaiian culture with its daily Hawaiian lan- 
guage newsbreak and the “Hawaiian Word of 
the Day” feature. 

With the program Aloha Shorts, HPR pro- 
motes local poets and actors. HPR has even 
given our children an opportunity to be heard 
by a national audience having young musi- 
cians featured in the sold out From the Top 
performances, which received national broad- 
cast. With over 400 volunteers and audiences 
on all islands, HPR shares the diversity of Ha- 
waii with communities across the country. 

Hawaii Public Radio is not just a radio sta- 
tion—it’s an essential part of our island com- 
munity and deserves federal support. 

| urge my colleagues to recognize the im- 
portance of NPR in people’s daily lives and 
vote against this bill. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. The legislation оп the 
floor today, a bill to defund National Public 
Radio, is another example of a Republican- 
Tea Party agenda which kills jobs and im- 
poses an extremist right-wing ideological 
agenda on the American people. This bill and 
debate is about titillating right wing passions 
and silencing public broadcasting—nothing 
more. It is time for listeners of public radio, 
viewers of public television, and all citizens 
who value non-commercial broadcasting to 
make their voices heard or some valuable 
radio stations and important programming will 
disappear. 

In my state, Minnesota Public Radio is a 
treasured source of information and an impor- 
tant employer. The effects of this legislation 
would hurt National Public Radio, hurt Min- 
nesota Public Radio, and Minnesotans who 
value this critical public media resource. Cur- 
rently, public broadcasting in Minnesota re- 
ceives over $4.2 million in federal grants, and 
that funding is at risk as a result of this bill. 

This ill-conceived and mean-spirited attack 

on an important non-profit employer would 
mean hundreds of lost jobs in Minnesota and 
the silencing of important public broadcasting 
content currently heard by tens of millions of 
Americans every week. Again, this is not sur- 
prising coming from a Republican-Tea Party 
majority that has already passed legislation 
that would eliminate nearly a million American 
jobs. 
While Democrats are fighting to strengthen 
the economy and create jobs, the Republican- 
Tea Party is pursuing an agenda that kills 
jobs, busts unions, and rewards big corpora- 
tions with taxpayer handouts. This extreme 
agenda is an affront to the American people 
and seriously diminishes the ability for bipar- 
tisan solutions to our nation’s most serious 
challenges. 
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The bill is on the floor today in large part 
because of the exploits of a Republican opera- 
tive who doubles as a muckraking dirty trick- 
ster. This faux-journalist lied to a National 
Public Radio executive to secure a meeting 
and then pieced together a deceptively-edited 
video of a secretly taped meeting. One media 
expert called the media sabotage of NPR by 
James O'Keefe, “. . . unethical. It’s pretty 
scummy.” 

Mr. James O’Keefe, the Republican opera- 
tive who deceived NPR, is most famous for 
being arrested and convicted of attempting to 
infiltrate the office of a Democratic U.S. Sen- 
ator while impersonating a telephone repair- 
man in an attempt to eavesdrop on calls be- 
tween constituents and congressional staff. 
Now Mr. O’Keefe’s criminal and unethical be- 
havior is being used by the Republican-Tea 
Party majority in the U.S. House to pass a law 
to defund NPR. 

| guess today’s legislation could be called 
an example of yellow policy-making based 
upon yellow journalism—except for the fact 
that any reference to journalism even in its 
most pejorative form in association with Mr. 
O'Keefe is a discredit to journalism. 

Mr. O’Keefe is in better company with Re- 
publicans such as former President Richard 
Nixon and former House Majority Leader Tom 
DeLay in their efforts to embrace criminal be- 
havior in the pursuit of political advantage. 

The millions and millions of Americans who 
seek unbiased news, information, educational, 
and cultural programming should not be sur- 
prised that the Republican-Tea Party Con- 
gress and their corporate sponsors want to 
eliminate funding for National Public Radio. 
This legislation is not about deficit reduction 
because this bill fails to reduce the federal 
budget deficit by even $1 according to the 
Congressional Budget Office, but it is about 
advancing a right-wing political agenda at 
NPR’s expense. 

This week, the Republican-Tea Party held 
an emergency meeting about so-called ur- 
gently needed legislation. 

What was the emergency? Were we finally 
going to consider a jobs bill? No. 

The “emergency” declared was to prohibit 
federal funding to go to NPR. 

This bill will prevent all public radio stations 
from using federal funds to purchase any pro- 
gramming from any source. The Republican- 
Tea Party majority wants to take control away 
from our local stations, like Minnesota Public 
Radio. It means that local stations, across the 
country, will not be able to use these funds to 
get programming from two of the largest public 
radio organizations in the country—American 
Public Media and Public Radio International— 
both located in Minnesota. That means sta- 
tions could not use the funds to purchase pro- 
grams like the beloved “A Prairie Home Com- 
panion” and “This American Life”. 

Why have the Republicans brought this bill 
to the floor without as much as a single 
minute of consideration in a hearing or in 
committee? 

This NPR “emergency” is not to help strug- 
gling families and debate a badly-needed jobs 
bill right before we leave on a week-long 
recess. 

It is to consider legislation that will weaken 
our community. That will cost jobs in Min- 
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nesota. And all the Republican-Tea Partiers 
will vote for it based on the antics of a Repub- 
lican operative who makes a living from lying. 

| would urge Members of the U.S. House 
and all Americans who value journalistic integ- 
rity and valuable public media outlets, like 
Minnesota Public Radio, to fight against a very 
bad bill and the harm it would cause to our 
communities. 

Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to strongly oppose H.R. 1076, the 
bill to stop federal funding for National Public 
Radio (NPR). The bill bars making federal 
funds available for: NPR; payments of dues to 
NPR; and the acquisition of any radio pro- 
gramming by or for the use of a public radio 
station. 

Earlier this week the Republican led House 
passed a three week CR that contained $50 
million in cuts for NPR’s parent organization, 
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting. The 
new House majority is looking to cut all federal 
funding of public radio and television stations. 

Mr. Speaker, without federal funding, many 
public radio and TV stations, especially in rural 
and small communities would go off air. Pro- 
hibiting local stations from using federal funds 
to acquire or produce local/national program- 
ming will interfere with the operating independ- 
ence fundamental to the American’s public 
radio system. 

Barring public radio stations from using fed- 
eral funds to acquire public radio programming 
would be a huge disruption to the economic 
model used by public radio stations to serve 
audiences and to develop local programming, 
including local/regional news. 

If this measure were to pass, New York 
Public Radio’s own station WNYC’s national 
morning news program, The Takeaway, with 
an audience of younger and more diverse lis- 
teners, will be in serious jeopardy. New York 
Public Radio produces more than 150 original 
hours of programming each week, including a 
broad range of daily news, talk and cultural 
and classical music programming. New York 
Public Radio has two million weekly listeners 
in NYC metropolitan region and 3 million lis- 
teners across the country. 

After 11 weeks with no jobs legislation, the 
Republican Majority is bringing up this bill that 
does not create jobs or reduce the deficit. | 
urge my colleagues to reject this legislation. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, while the media 
may focus on NPR, the federal dollars being 
targeted by this awful bill now go directly to 
local public radio stations, not to NPR. 

The federal dollars received make up a 
small percentage of the budget for larger sta- 
tions, but these dollars represent a significant 
percentage of budgets for local public radio 
stations, like KAZU and KUSP in my district. 
I's important to note that stations are then 
able to leverage those federal grants into mil- 
lions of dollars in donations from listeners, cor- 
porate supporters and foundations. That’s the 
definition of a good federal investment. 

Those federal grants enable our local public 
radio stations to do in-depth stories on local 
issues important to our region—our world fa- 
mous tourism events like the AT&T Pebble 
Beach golf tournament, the Monterey Jazz 
and Pops festivals, our multi-billion dollar agri- 
culture industry or the budget crisis in Cali- 
fornia. 
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Unlike commercial media, local public radio 
employees have only one concern—to serve 
their audience. Public broadcasting gives 
voices to the smallest and most diverse com- 
munities in our country that are overlooked by 
commercial broadcast radio. These are the 
voices that will be lost if H.R. 1076 is enacted. 

H.R. 1076 is an ideological attack on public 
broadcasting masquerading as a fiscal issue. 

Without so much as a single hearing on a 
subject that affects 34 million Americans 
weekly who depend on public broadcasting for 
their commercial-free news and more, this leg- 
islation dismantles fifty years of quality public 
broadcasting and thousands of jobs because 
of a political bias. 

| hope my colleagues will consider the im- 
pact that any cuts or elimination of the ability 
to buy NPR programming would have on insti- 
tutions in your district. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise to urge my colleagues to vote against 
H.R. 1076 which would prohibit federal funding 
for NPR and the use of federal funds to ac- 
quire radio content. 

Today’s Republican attempts to defund NPR 
will affect stations all across the country. In my 
district alone, KTSU and KPFT will have to 
cope with the aftermath of the Republican pro- 
posal. These two stations serve predominately 
poor, minority populations in my district, and 
the House Republicans are attempting to 
eliminate their opportunity to provide National 
Public Radio to their listeners. If this bill were 
to become law, radio stations in my district 
would no longer qualify to receive over 
$743,000 in Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting grants, and prohibiting the use of 
these funds to purchase popular NPR pro- 
gramming will make it difficult for stations to 
attract local listeners and raise funds for the 
production of local content and station oper- 
ations. Hundreds of stations rely on public 
broadcasting funding as a major source of 
funding, especially rural and minority stations. 

Some people in my district exclusively listen 
to these stations. These two stations in Hous- 
ton and hundreds across the country do not 
have the money to compete with big corporate 
stations, and they cannot compete with con- 
servative talk shows because they do not 
spew out biased, partisan, uncomplimentary, 
critical messages. They are just reporting the 
news and bringing it from all over the world. 

Further, | think it is shameless that once 
again the Republicans have violated their so 
called promises of transparent government by 
refusing to allow this bill to go through normal 
committee processes. There have been no 
hearings or expert testimony for Members to 
review. There has опу been politically 
charged rhetoric and lies about the impact of 
public radio. 

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, | simply cannot 
believe we are focusing on this right now. At 
a time when millions are out of work, people 
are looking for jobs, and trying to get back on 
their feet, why is this body focused on NPR, 
of all things? Is this really the best we can do? 

For a minute, let’s put aside the fact that na- 
tional public radio is a part of our tradition as 
a country and provides quality programming to 
millions of listeners in urban, suburban and 
rural America. Let’s put aside for a minute that 
funding for NPR is but a drop in the bucket 
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compared to the giveaways and budget bust- 
ing tax breaks Republicans support for Big Oil 
companies. 

Here we are, eleven weeks into a new Con- 
gress—still putting politics over policy. Make 
no mistake about it, cuts to NPR will not solve 
our budget crisis and it will not create jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, we can and we must do bet- 
ter. This body should be focusing on jobs. 
Plain and simple. Instead we are focused on 
defunding NPR. | urge a no vote. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise to 
voice my strong opposition to HR 1076, a bill 
to eliminate federal funding for NPR and pro- 
hibit local public radio stations from using fed- 
eral funds to acquire programming content. 

Mr. Speaker, National Public Radio provides 
27 million Americans with access to high-qual- 
ity, non-commercial programming every week. 
In many cases, NPR’s network of 900 local 
public radio stations is the only way Ameri- 
cans can access this kind of news and infor- 
mation. For that reason, public opinion polls 
routinely show large majorities of American in 
support of federal funding for NPR—and that 
breadth of support is consistently strong 
across the political spectrum. 

So what are we doing here today? Creating 
jobs? Exactly the opposite. Enactment of this 
bill would endanger 9,000 jobs at local public 
radio stations in communities across the coun- 
try. Reducing the deficit? Hardly. CBO says 
this bill produces no savings. Honoring the 
majority's commitment to 72 hours notice and 
transparent governance? Mr. Speaker, this bill 
was introduced on Tuesday and is now being 
rushed to the floor 48 hours later without a 
single hearing. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not the people’s busi- 
ness, and it is no way to run this House. It 
won't create a single job. It doesn’t reduce the 
deficit. The American people haven’t asked for 
it, and they don’t want it. 

Г urge a “no” vote. 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
express the voices of the hundreds of people 
flooding my offices with calls and emails to 
plead for us to do the right thing and vote 
down this misguided legislation. 

H.R. 1076 would cripple the public radio 
system in this country that currently provides 
vital news and information to over 27 million 
Americans each week. 

| would first like to set the record straight— 
this bill will not save a single taxpayer dollar. 
Not one. And it will not reduce our federal def- 
icit by one dime. Not one. 

My colleague from Colorado and his leader- 
ship have tried to portray this bill as a savings 
to taxpayers—and with all due respect, that is 
simply untrue. 

This bill is no more than a punitive measure 
reflecting an extreme agenda. 

It would devastate 900 public radio stations 
across the country unfairly targeting smaller 
stations in rural and regional areas where 
there are fewer news outlets and where 
broadband is insufficient. 

The bill threatens almost 9,000 jobs in the 
broadcasting community and, frankly is an un- 
warranted attack on the content of public 
radio. 

And the ultimate agenda of my Republican 
colleagues is laid bare when one considers 
that the Leadership rushed this bill through, ig- 
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noring promises to take legislation through 
regular order, and in short, breaking all their 
own professed rules to get this legislation to 
the Floor. 

Mr. Speaker, we’ve now been in session for 
11 weeks, and the Republican leadership has 
not yet introduced a single bill to create jobs. 

They’ve instead focused on advancing an 
extreme agenda that does nothing to get 
Americans back to work. 

And today, rather than coming together to 
create jobs for the American people and ad- 
dress the fiscal situation squarely before us, 
we are spending our time debating and voting 
on a bill that is nothing more than social com- 
mentary in action to impugn one of our na- 
tion’s most vital news sources. 

When we began our session, we all proudly 
read from the Constitution, and in that process 
were reminded of our core values as a nation 
and a government. 

One of those values is reflected in the First 
Amendment which supports the ability of 
Americans to access news and information 
through a free press. 

Sadly Mr. Speaker, this bill would ultimately 
limit vital news coverage millions of Americans 
so desperately need. 

So | urge my colleagues to vote “по” on this 
damaging and unwarranted bill. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, today, 
on March 17, 2011, the House will consider 
H.R. 1076, to prohibit Federal funding of Na- 
tional Public Radio and the use of Federal 
funds to acquire radio content. Unfortunately, 
| have a prior commitment that will prevent me 
from taking this vote. However, | feel strongly 
about this issue and | wanted to make those 
feelings known. 

According to people that | have met with at 
the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB), 
a public radio or broadcasting station is con- 
sidered critically dependent on federal funding 
if thirty percent or more of its funding comes 
from federal funding. There are twenty-six Na- 
tional Public Radio (NPR) stations in Alaska 
and nearly half of them are critically depend- 
ent on federal funding. These stations serve 
cities, like KUAC in Fairbanks and KSKA in 
Anchorage. They serve salmon runs, like 
KDLL in Kenai and KDLG in Dillingham. The 
even serve places that are seemingly at the 
end the world, like KHUB on St. Paul Island 
and KBRW in Barrow. In many cases, these 
radio stations are the ONLY broadcast signal 
that many Alaskans get. To deny them access 
to basic news, early childhood education pro- 
gramming, and even emergency alerts, merely 
to serve a political agenda, is irresponsible. 

| must, first and foremost, consider what is 
best for Alaska. When 11 NPR stations in 
Alaska would have to close their doors to the 
public if this bill becomes law, | must stand up 
for all Alaskans. As Alaska’s lone voice in the 
House of Representatives for the last four 
decades, | am proud to support NPR. 

Mr. BRALEY of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today in opposition to H.R. 1076, a bill to pro- 
hibit federal funding of National Public Radio 
and the use of federal funds to acquire radio 
content. Our constituents sent us to Congress 
to address the economy and jobs, and to date 
we’ve only considered legislation to cut jobs 
and cut investment in our local communities. 
CBO projects this bill will have $0 impact on 
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the deficit, and this bill represents nothing 
more than an attack on news and program- 
ming that is valuable to 34 million Americans, 
and a further attack on American jobs. 

National Public Radio programming provides 
a breath of “Fresh Air’ in a toxic media envi- 
ronment, and this bill would threaten the ability 
of lowa Public Radio in my home state to con- 
tinue to provide access to that content. By 
prohibiting funding use on national program- 
ming, lowa Public Radio expects to see a re- 
duction in corporate underwriting and other 
fundraising, fundamentally impacting their abil- 
ity to operate. 

I’m proud to be a long time listener of lowa 
Public Radio. This lowa treasure provides ac- 
cess to valuable national content like Morning 
Edition, All Things Considered, Prairie Home 
Companion and Car Talk, and local program- 
ming like The Exchange covering current 
events and news from across the political 
spectrum, and programs that highlight the arts 
in lowa communities like Orchestra lowa in 
Cedar Falls. This bill would jeopardize this val- 
uable source of non-partisan news and enter- 
tainment to fulfill a political vendetta. 

“All Things Considered,” Mr. Speaker, we 
need to address the deficit, but this bill does 
nothing to solve our problems. The CBO 
projects this bill will save the taxpayers noth- 
ing, and threatens 9,000 jobs across the coun- 
try. | know National Public Radio is a constant 
companion in my home, just as it is across the 
nation, and | have heard loud and clear from 
my constituents, do not cut funding for NPR. 

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
speak out against efforts to cut federal funding 
for public broadcasting. 

Republicans already tried to kill Big Bird in 
H.R. 1, but since the American People won't 
let Big Bird die, here we go again. 

This time, NPR has been singled out as 
their target. 

H.R. 1076 is a reckless bill that would de- 
fend NPR and prohibit public radio stations 
from using federal funds to acquire any radio 
programming from any source. 

It would endanger 9,000 jobs at local public 
radio stations in communities across the coun- 
try. 

Yi would cripple stations like WOJB-FM, a 
community radio in Hayward, Wisconsin that 
uses CPB money for about 40% of its budget. 

Without good quality national programs, 
local stations would lose their ability to attract 
the audience that they need to develop local 
used for local/regional news. 

Why is Public Broadcasting a worthy na- 
tional interest? 

Demand for quality national and inter- 
national news has never been higher, and the 
American people are best served when they 
are informed with current events. 

At the same time, commercial news rooms 
are shrinking, reporting staff is downsizing, 
and even the size of newspapers are fractions 
of what they used to be. 

Then you look at how the listening base for 
public radio has actually increased. You sim- 
ply cannot argue that NPR is irrelevant when 
it draws in 34 million listeners a week. 

It’s still in the public interest to support the 
arts and education. 

More than 2/3rds of voters oppose the elimi- 
nation of public broadcasting, and the Amer- 
ican people are smart enough to know how 
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this bill is nothing but a piecemeal attack to- 
wards a larger agenda. 

| would suggest to my Republican col- 
leagues that we focus on creating jobs, and 
not on cutting quality news and education to 
millions of Americans. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise in opposition to H.R. 1076. 

Without so much as a single hearing, the 
legislation being debated today would dis- 
mantle a public radio system depended upon 
by 34 million Americans weekly, many of 
whom are from rural America. 

In fact, in many rural areas of our country 
like the one | represent, public broadcasters 
are among the few journalists still around who 
actually deliver local news to residents. 

One needs to look no further than last 
week’s massive earthquake in Japan and the 
resulting tsunami that devastated communities 
on the west coast to understand how impor- 
tant public broadcasting is in these rural 
areas. 

A small community in my district, Crescent 
City, California was hit the hardest. Eight foot 
waves of water destroyed the city’s harbor, 
caused over $36 million dollars in damage, 
and took the life of an individual who was 
swept into the sea. 

When the tsunami warnings were first 
issued, KHSU public radio, the most-listened- 
to station on the North Coast of California, 
broadcast essential information to the people 
of Crescent City and the surrounding areas. 

KHSU was on the air with tsunami warnings 
by 6 a.m. local time—telling residents to evac- 
uate the low coastal areas, announcing school 
closings, and letting people know where emer- 
gency shelters were located in both Humboldt 
and Del Norte counties. 

KHSU kept up with this information until the 
warning was lifted later in the afternoon. 

This critically important local coverage was 
coupled with breaking news from NPR about 
the earthquake in Japan, the tsunami warning 
for the entire west coast, and the science and 
analysis behind this event and how it can af- 
fect us—immediately and in the long run. 

If H.R. 1076 is passed into law, KHSU 
would be prohibited from using CPB funds to 
acquire this necessary programming in the fu- 
ture, even though it was critically important 
during this local emergency. 

There is no doubt that public radio’s ability 
to effectively serve rural America will be per- 
manently impaired if this legislation is signed 
into law. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to pro- 
tect this critically important resource and vote 
against H.R. 1076. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 174, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Ms. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

motion to recommit at the desk. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentlewoman opposed to the bill? 

Ms. SUTTON. I am opposed to the 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom- 
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ms. Sutton moves to recommit the bill, 
H.R. 1076, to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce with instructions to report the 
same back to the House forthwith with the 
following amendment: 

Page 2, after line 24, insert the following: 

(3) AMBER ALERTS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, nothing in this 
Act shall limit the eligibility of an organiza- 
tion described in subsection (a)(1) or an enti- 
ty that makes a payment described in sub- 
section (a)(2) to receive Federal funds to 
broadcast or otherwise disseminate alerts 
issued by the AMBER Alert communications 
network regarding abducted children. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes in sup- 
port of her motion. 

Ms. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker and my 
colleagues, there are many times when 
we come to this floor and engage in 
heated debate, and we have heard some 
heated debate on the bill before us; but 
in this moment, Mr. Speaker, my 
amendment offers us the opportunity 
to come together and to do something 
extraordinarily important, and that is 
to protect our children. 

I happen to oppose the underlying 
bill, but regardless of how one feels 
about the underlying legislation, this 
amendment is something upon which 
we can all agree. Nothing is more pre- 
cious, more valuable than our children, 
and when a child goes missing in a 
community, no one asks whether he or 
she is a Republican or a Democrat. We 
simply ask: How can we help find the 
child and return him safely home? 
When the unthinkable happens, we all 
seek in common purpose to do all that 
we can to ensure a successful outcome, 
and it is in pursuit of that successful 
outcome that this amendment is of- 
fered today. 

This amendment will ensure that, 
when a child goes missing, every re- 
source available to find that child and 
to return him or her to safety will be 
utilized, including NPR’s satellite. We 
all know that, when a child is ab- 
ducted, a rapid and coordinated re- 
sponse can make a life-and-death dif- 
ference. This amendment will make 
sure that we do not undermine the 
AMBER Alert System that has been ef- 
fectively used to recover missing chil- 
dren. 

The AMBER Alert System was cre- 
ated after Amber Hagerman, a 9-year- 
old girl from Arlington, Texas, was ab- 
ducted while riding her bicycle and 
then was brutally murdered in 1996. Her 
kidnapping and murder still remain un- 
solved. Amber’s tragic story led to a 
partnership between broadcasters and 
police to develop an early warning sys- 
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tem to help find abducted children. 
Named in Amber’s memory, it stands 
for ‘‘America’s Missing: Broadcasting 
Emergency Response.” The AMBER 
Alert program began as a local effort in 
Texas, and it has since grown into a 
successful national program, saving 
hundreds of lives of children. 

Today, all 50 States, the District of 
Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. 
Virgin Islands have AMBER Alert 
plans. The AMBER Alert program in- 
stantly galvanizes the entire commu- 
nity to assist in the search for and in 
the safe recovery of an abducted child. 
Since its inception, the AMBER Alert 
has helped to find and successfully re- 
cover 538 children nationwide. 

Mr. Speaker, we go to great lengths 
to protect our children from sexual 
predators and abductors—and right- 
fully so. We talk to them about Кеер- 
ing themselves safe. We teach them 
how to recognize and how to avoid dan- 
gerous situations, and we talk to them 
about making smart decisions. Today, 
we have the chance to make a decision 
to ensure that, regardless of how we 
feel about the underlying bill, we will 
not undermine the effectiveness of our 
AMBER Alert network system. 

NPR is designated as a disseminator 
of AMBER Alerts via arrangements 
with the Department of Justice and the 
National Center for Missing and Ex- 
ploited Children. The deployment of 
next-generation emergency alert sys- 
tems is in progress, and NPR is posi- 
tioned to play a vital, necessary role 
with its satellite-based capabilities. 

Recklessly eliminating funding crit- 
ical to the effective functioning of the 
AMBER Alert System would be a trag- 
ic mistake. Children of every age, gen- 
der and race are vulnerable to child ab- 
duction, and when it happens, time is 
the enemy. Communities must mobi- 
lize quickly. 

The widespread use of the AMBER 
Alert network is the Nation’s most 
powerful tool for bringing abducted 
children home. AMBER Alerts also 
serve as deterrents to those who would 
prey upon our children. AMBER Alert 
cases demonstrate that some perpetra- 
tors release the abducted children after 
hearing the AMBER Alerts on the 
radio or seeing them on television. 

In my hometown of Copley, Ohio, a 1- 
year-old little girl was taken by her fa- 
ther after a domestic fight grew vio- 
lent. The father, known to have a drug 
problem, took the young girl from her 
home and drove erratically off with her 
in a car. An AMBER Alert was issued, 
and because of the continued press cov- 
erage, the man made the decision to re- 
turn his daughter. Thankfully, she was 
brought to safety. 

Let’s be clear. The passage of this 
amendment will not prevent the pas- 
sage of the underlying bill. If the 
amendment is adopted, it will be incor- 
porated into the bill, and the bill will 
be immediately voted upon. So, though 
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we may disagree on the bill, today we 
have the opportunity to speak with one 
voice to protect our children. It is up 
to us. I urge everyone to vote ‘‘yes’’ on 
this final amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 
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Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to claim the time in opposition to 
the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tlewoman from Tennessee is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
think we all agree that this Nation’s 
children, our children and our grand- 
children are an incredibly important 
part of our lives and protecting those 
children, protecting their future. 

We all agree that it is important that 
we put this Nation on a firm fiscal 
footing. Now, while we all heartily sup- 
port the AMBER Alert program, we 
also know there is nothing in the H.R. 
1076 that would prohibit the AMBER 
Alert program. What we also know is 
that this is a procedural move by the 
minority to try to derail the funding to 
NPR. 

As I said, as we talked about the bill, 
it is imperative that we be good stew- 
ards of the taxpayers’ money, that we 
get this fiscal house in order. It is time 
to get NPR out of the taxpayers’ pock- 
et. The underlying bill does that. 

I encourage a ‘‘no’’ vote on the mo- 
tion to recommit. I encourage an 
“ауе” vote on H.R. 1076. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or- 
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Ms. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- 
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on the motion to 
recommit H.R. 1076 will be followed by 
56-minute votes on passage of H.R. 1076, 
if ordered; and adoption of House Con- 
current Resolution 28. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 184, nays 
235, not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 191] 


YEAS—184 
Ackerman Bishop (NY) Carnahan 
Altmire Blumenauer Carney 
Andrews Boren Carson (IN) 
Baca Boswell Castor (FL) 
Baldwin Brady (PA) Chandler 
Barrow Braley (ТА) Chu 
Bass (CA) Brown (FL) Cicilline 
Becerra Butterfield Clarke (MI) 
Berkley Capps Clarke (NY) 
Berman Capuano Clay 
Bishop (GA) Cardoza Cleaver 


Clyburn 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 


Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Amash 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Benishek 
Berg 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 


Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 

Kind 

Kissell 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lujan 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moran 
Murphy (CT) 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Olver 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Price (NC) 


NAYS—235 


Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Cravaack 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 


Quigley 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Ross (AR) 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanchez, Linda 
Т; 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stark 
Sutton 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 


Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 

Hanna 
Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 

Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Kelly 

King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lance 

Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
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Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 


Cohen 

Fudge 
Garamendi 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
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Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pence 

Petri 

Pitts 
Platts 

Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 


Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 

Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


NOT VOTING—13 


Gohmert 
Hinojosa 
Jordan 
Labrador 
Moore 
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Nadler 
Wasserman 
Schultz 
Young (AK) 


Messrs. DESJARLAIS and JOHNSON 
of Illinois changed their vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 

Mrs. McCARTHY of New York 
changed her vote from “nay” to “yea.” 

So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 


Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—ayes 228, noes 192, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 11, as 
follows: 


This 


[Roll No. 192] 


AYES—228 
Adams Bilirakis Calvert 
Aderholt Bishop (UT) Camp 
Akin Black Campbell 
Alexander Blackburn Canseco 
Austria Bonner Cantor 
Bachmann Bono Mack Capito 
Bachus Boustany Carter 
Barletta Brady (TX) Cassidy 
Bartlett Brooks Chabot 
Barton (TX) Broun (GA) Chaffetz 
Bass (NH) Buchanan Coble 
Benishek Bucshon Coffman (CO) 
Berg Buerkle Cole 
Biggert Burgess Conaway 
Bilbray Burton (IN) Cravaack 
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Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Dreier 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 

Gibbs 

Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hall 

Harper 

Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 

Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herrera Beutler 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurt 

Issa 

Jenkins 


Ackerman 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass (CA) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (ТА) 
Brown (FL) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Castor (FL) 
Chandler 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clarke (MI) 
Clarke (NY) 


2011 


Johnson (IL) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Lankford 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 


NOES—192 


Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Critz 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Duffy 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
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Quayle 
Reed 
Rehberg 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rigell 
Rivera 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross (FL) 
Royce 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Scalise 
Schilling 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott (SC) 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stearns 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walsh (IL) 
Webster 
West 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Yoder 
Young (FL) 
Young (IN) 


Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gibson 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Hastings (FL) 
Heinrich 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kildee 
Kind 


Kissell Olver Scott (VA) 
Kucinich Owens Scott, David 
Langevin Pallone Serrano 
Larsen (WA) Pascrell Sewell 
Larson (CT) Pastor (AZ) Sherman 
LaTourette Payne Shuler 
Lee (CA) Pelosi Sires 
Levin Perlmutter Slaughter 
Lewis (GA) Peters Smith (WA) 
Lipinski Peterson Speier 
тора Бо (ME) Stark 
ofgren, Zoe olis Sutton 
Lowey Price (NC) Thompson (CA) 
Lujan Quigley Thompson (MS) 
Lynch Rahall Tiberi 
їрегі 
Maloney Rangel Tierney 
Markey Reichert 
Matheson Reyes Tonko 
А н Towns 
Matsui Richardson 
McCarthy (NY) Richmond Tsongas 
McCollum Ross (AR) Van Hollen 
McDermott Rothman (NJ) Velazquez 
McGovern Roybal-Allard Visclosky 
McIntyre Ruppersberger Walz (MN) 
McNerney Rush Waters 
Meeks Ryan (OH) Watt 
Michaud Sanchez, Linda Waxman 
Miller (NC) T. Weiner 
Miller, George Sanchez, Loretta Welch 
Moore Sarbanes Wilson (FL) 
Moran Schakowsky Woodall 
Murphy (CT) Schiff Woolsey 
Napolitano Schrader Wu 
Neal Schwartz Yarmuth 
ANSWERED ‘“‘PRESENT’’—1 
Amash 
NOT VOTING—11 
Cohen Hinojosa Pence 
Fudge Jordan Wasserman 
Garamendi Labrador Schultz 
Giffords Nadler Young (AK) 
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So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


ES 


AFGHANISTAN WAR POWERS 
RESOLUTION 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un- 
finished business is the vote on adop- 
tion of the concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 28) directing the President, 
pursuant to section 5(c) of the War 
Powers Resolution, to remove the 
United States Armed Forces from Af- 
ghanistan, on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the con- 
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the concurrent resolu- 
tion. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- 
vice, and there were—yeas 93, nays 321, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 17, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 193] 


YEAS—93 
Baldwin Cleaver Edwards 
Bass (CA) Coble Ellison 
Campbell Conyers Eshoo 
Capuano Costello Farr 
Chaffetz Crowley Filner 
Chu Davis (IL) Frank (MA) 
Cicilline DeFazio Grijalva 
Clarke (MI) DeGette Gutierrez 
Clarke (NY) Doyle Hastings (FL) 
Clay Duncan (TN) Hinchey 


Holt 
Honda 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson Lee 
(TX) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Keating 
Kucinich 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Michaud 


Ackerman 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Austria 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bass (NH) 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Berg 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (FL) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Buerkle 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canseco 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Clyburn 
Coffman (CO) 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cravaack 
Crawford 


Miller, George 
Moore 

Moran 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Olver 

Pallone 

Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 

Payne 

Pingree (ME) 
Polis 

Quigley 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Richmond 
Rohrabacher 
Rush 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Schakowsky 


NAYS—21 


Crenshaw 
Critz 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (KY) 
DeLauro 
Denham 
Dent 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Dreier 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Emerson 
Engel 
Farenthold 
Fattah 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flake 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guinta 
Guthrie 

Hal 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Heck 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
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Serrano 
Shuler 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Stark 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Woolsey 
Yarmuth 


Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hirono 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurt 
Israel 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kissell 
Kline 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Landry 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 
E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marino 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 
Rodgers 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
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Miller (NC) Rivera Simpson 
Mulvaney Roby Sires 
Murphy (CT) Roe (TN) Smith (NE) 
Murphy (PA) Rogers (AL) Smith (NJ) 
Myrick Rogers (KY) Smith (TX) 
Neugebauer Rogers (MI) Smith (WA) 
Noem Rooney Southerland 
Nugent Ros-Lehtinen Stearns 
Nunes Roskam Stivers 
Nunnelee Ross (AR) Stutzman 
Olson Ross (FL) Sutton 
Owens Rothman (NJ) Terry 
Palazzo Roybal-Allard Thompson (PA) 
Pascrell Royce Thornberry 
Paulsen Runyan Tiberi 
Pearce Ruppersberger Tipton 
Pelosi Ryan (OH) Turner 
Perlmutter Ryan (WI) Upton 
Peters Sarbanes 
А Van Hollen 

Peterson Scalise Walber 
Petri Schiff Е 
Pitts Schilling Walden: 
Platts Schmidt Walsh AL) 
Poe (TX) Schock Walz (MN) 
Pompeo Schrader Webster 
Posey Schwartz West 
Price (GA) Schweikert Westmoreland 
Price (NC) Scott (SC) Whitfield 
Quayle Scott (VA) Wilson (SC) 
Rahall Scott, Austin Wittman 
Reed Scott, David Wolf 
Rehberg Sensenbrenner Womack 
Reichert Sessions Woodal 
Renacci Sewell Wu 
Reyes Sherman Yoder 
Ribble Shimkus Young (FL) 
Rigell Shuster Young (IN) 

ANSWERED “‘PRESENT’’—1 

Amash 
NOT VOTING—17 
Baca Hinojosa Pence 
Cohen Jordan Rokita 
Dold Labrador Sullivan 
Fudge Marchant Wasserman 
Garamendi Miller, Gary Schultz 
Giffords Nadler Young (AK) 
1530 
So the concurrent resolution was not 

agreed to. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated against: 

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 193, 
Had | been present, | would have voted “no.” 


Ee 


COMMEMORATING BRAIN 
AWARENESS WEEK 


(Mr. RUNYAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. RUNYAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to commemorate Brain Aware- 
ness Week and to highlight the 
progress scientists are making to bet- 
ter understand the brain and brain- 
based illnesses that impact millions of 
Americans. Such illnesses include mul- 
tiple sclerosis, autism and a disease 
that affects my family personally, Alz- 
heimer’s disease. 

During Brain Awareness Week, sci- 
entists work to educate students and 
the public about the work that they do 
to unravel the mysteries of the brain 
and how their work can result in treat- 
ments for many brain-related illnesses. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that dur- 
ing this upcoming constituent work- 
week, I will join students from Shaw- 
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nee High School in Medford Township, 
New Jersey, as they recognize Brain 
Awareness Week during their sixth an- 
nual Brain Day. I applaud the students 
at Shawnee High School, along with 
scientists engaged in this important 
work. Their hard work is key to find- 
ing future treatments that we need 
desperately. 


———— 


SUPPORTING A NO-FLY ZONE 
OVER LIBYA 


(Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, while we are here in the 
United States, and I am privileged and 
honored that we are comforted by our 
flag, our values, and the fact that we 
can live in peace and security, Mr. 
Speaker, there are those who are fight- 
ing for freedom all over the world, but 
in this instance in the Mideast, and 
they are dying as we speak. 

We had the uprising in Egypt and 
Yemen and Bahrain. Bahrain is moving 
people out of the streets. But then you 
move to Libya and people are dying. 

Today I stood with a mother who 
lives in the United States, and her Lib- 
yan American son, who was born here, 
is lost in Libya. At first she thought he 
was dead, but she is looking to see 
whether or not there is news that he 
was only wounded. Even so, he was not 
in battle. He was providing food to 
those who needed the food, and yet he 
was brought down. 

It is important that we not enter a 
war, but that we create with our allies 
a no-fly zone. Otherwise, Qaddafi is 
going to slaughter the people of Libya. 
Where is our heart? Where is our com- 
passion? 

As we seek to bring our heroic sol- 
diers home from Afghanistan who have 
fought for peace and freedom, let us 
not forget those who stand unarmed al- 
most in their civilian clothes fighting 
against tyranny. We must have a no-fly 
zone. We cannot tolerate the slaughter. 
We must stand for peace. 


— е ——— 


NEW YORK TIMES JOURNALISTS 
DISAPPEAR 


(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, it 
has been said that the first casualty of 
war is the truth. In war, the way infor- 
mation reaches the people is through 
the messengers of truth, a free and 
independent press. 

One way to hide the truth in 
Qaddafi’s war is for the dictator to pro- 
hibit the media from finding out the 
facts, from finding out the truth. So it 
should come as no surprise that four 
New York Times journalists covering 
the war have disappeared in Libya, pre- 
sumably captured by Omar’s troops. 
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They are Anthony Shadid, Stephen 
Farrell, Tyler Hicks, and Lynsey 
Addario, all veteran journalists and 
photographers that have covered other 
world conflicts. 

More than 300 other journalists have 
been attacked during the recent tur- 
moil in the region, and four have been 
killed. Last year, 57 journalists were 
murdered worldwide. 

Journalists are the eyes and ears for 
the world, so when they are assaulted, 
kidnapped, harassed, censured, or mur- 
dered by dictators, those actions are a 
direct attack on truth and human free- 
dom. 

And that’s just the way it is. 


EE 


CALLING FOR A NO-FLY ZONE IN 
LIBYA 


(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re- 
marks.) 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to call for a no-fly zone in Libya. 
I don’t think that the United States 
should do it ourselves, but I think in 
conjunction with our European allies, 
the European Union, and the Arab 
League, we should do it. The Arab 
League called for a no-fly zone, so it 
certainly would not be interpreted as if 
we were doing something unilaterally. 

But I would like to take it one step 
further. We have been selling to our 
Arab allies multiple planes and weap- 
ons for years and years and years, and 
I certainly think if there is a no-fly 
zone, the Arab nations which called on 
us to support a no-fly zone ought to 
participate with us in terms of making 
sure that no-fly zone is sustainable. 

We cannot sit by and allow Qaddafi 
to kill more and more innocent people 
in a bloodbath, to use the power, air 
power, of his force to massacre civil- 
ijans. We cannot allow that. 

So I think the time is now. We can’t 
keep waiting, because if we wait, it will 
be too long and the bloodbath will have 
already occurred. I think the time for 
action is now. Let’s do it in conjunc- 
tion with the EU and the Arab League. 


EE 
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SUPPORTING PUBLIC RADIO 


(Mr. CLARKE of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CLARKE of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I’m standing here opposing 
the action taken by this House today 
and urging the Senate to allow the val- 
ued listeners of Metro Detroit’s WDET 
to hear the best quality national pro- 
graming, and here’s why. What happens 
around the world impacts the quality 
of life of people living in Metro De- 
troit. The valiant listeners of Detroit’s 
WDET deserve to hear this news and 
this programing. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has agreed to without 
amendment a joint resolution and a 
concurrent resolution of the House of 
the following titles: 

H.J. Res. 48. Joint resolution making fur- 
ther continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 

H. Con. Res. 27. Concurrent resolution pro- 
viding for the acceptance of a statue of Ger- 
ald R. Ford from the people of Michigan for 
placement in the United States Capitol. 


EE 
END THE WAR IN IRAQ 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCKINLEY). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the minority leader. 

Mr. KUCINICH. March 20, 2008, 8 
years ago, the United States launched 
a full-scale attack on Iraq. Many of us 
remember watching the images of 
shock and awe as violence was wreaked 
against the people of Iraq and, in par- 
ticular, the city of Baghdad. That mo- 
ment at which America arrived to ex- 
press its military might had ante- 
cedents that we should study this 
evening. 

I want to review, Mr. Speaker, the 
climate that was created for this Con- 
gress that caused this Congress to 
make a decision back in October of 2002 
to go to war against Iraq—a war that 
was executed beginning March 20, 2003. 

It was 9 years ago to this date that 
Vice President Cheney said the fol- 
lowing of Iraq: ‘‘We know they have bi- 
ological and chemical weapons.” That 
was March 17, 2002. 

On March 19, 2002, Vice President 
Cheney said: ‘‘And we know they are 
pursuing nuclear weapons.”’ 

On March 24, 2002, Vice President 
Cheney said of Saddam Hussein: ‘‘He is 
actively pursuing nuclear weapons at 
this time.” 

Later, on May 19, 2002: “We know he’s 
got chemicals and biological and we 
know he’s working on nuclear.” That 
was Vice President Cheney on ‘‘Meet 
the Press.” 

August 26, 2002, speaking to the 
VFW’s convention, Vice President Che- 
ney said: “Simply stated, there is no 
doubt that Saddam Hussein now has 
weapons of mass destruction. There is 
no doubt that he is amassing them to 
use against our friends, against our al- 
lies, and against us.”’ 

September 8, 2002, again, on NBC’s 
“Meet the Press,” Vice President Che- 
ney said this: “Ваѕеа on intelligence 
that’s becoming available, some of it 
has been made public, more of it hope- 
fully will be, that he has indeed’’—he’s 
speaking of Saddam Hussein—‘‘he has 
indeed stepped up his capacity to 
produce and deliver biological weapons; 
that he has reconstituted his nuclear 
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program to develop a nuclear weapon; 
that there are efforts underway inside 
Iraq to significantly expand his capa- 
bility.” 

On September 8, 2002, on “Meet the 
Press,” Vice President Cheney went on 
to say of Hussein: “Не is in fact ac- 
tively and aggressively seeking to ac- 
quire nuclear weapons.” 

March 16, 2003, a few days before the 
attack: “Апа we believe he has in fact 
reconstituted nuclear weapons.” 

I mention this, Mr. Speaker, because, 
for those Members who were not in the 
House of Representatives at the time of 
the October debate and at the time 
that the attack commenced and for 
those who are just citizens watching 
these events unfold, there was created 
in this country a climate of belief, a 
certainty, as to the grave peril which 
Saddam Hussein of Iraq was alleged to 
represent. That was the Vice President. 

Now, the President, in various ap- 
pearances and statements and in the 
legislation he presented to this Con- 
gress, the President made the following 
material representations with respect 
to Iraq. He said that Iraq was con- 
tinuing to possess and develop a sig- 
nificant chemical and biological weap- 
ons capability. He said that Iraq was 
actively seeking a nuclear weapons ca- 
pability; that Iraq was continuing to 
threaten the national security inter- 
ests of the United States and inter- 
national peace and security; that Iraq 
had demonstrated a willingness to at- 
tack the United States; that members 
of al Qaeda, an international organiza- 
tion bearing responsibility for attacks 
on the United States, its citizens, and 
interests, including the attacks that 
occurred on September 11, 2001, are 
known to be in Iraq. That attacks on 
the United States of September 11, 
2001, underscored the gravity of the 
threat that Iraq will transfer weapons 
of mass destruction to international 
terrorist organizations. 

President George W. Bush rep- 
resented to this Congress that Iraq will 
either employ those weapons to launch 
a surprise attack against the United 
States or its Armed Forces or provide 
them through international terrorists 
who would do so; that an extreme mag- 
nitude of harm would result to the 
United States and its citizens from 
such an attack; and that the aforemen- 
tioned threats justified action by the 
United States to defend itself. 

Mr. Speaker, we have an obligation 
as a Nation to defend ourselves. To pro- 
vide for common defense is one of the 
foundational principles of this country 
in the preamble to our Constitution. 
Those who are charged with the re- 
sponsibility of guiding the affairs of 
our Nation, the President and the Vice 
President—in this case, President 
Bush, Vice President Cheney—had a re- 
sponsibility to be totally clear and 
honest with the American people. It is 
to their shame that they were neither 
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honest nor candid with the American 
people and with this Congress. 

Here we are on the eighth anniver- 
sary of the attack on Iraq. And I think, 
Mr. Speaker, it would be instructive 
for this Congress to have the oppor- 
tunity to review what it is we were 
told in early October of 2002, when we 
voted as a Congress to authorize the 
President to take action against Iraq, 
action which commenced 8 years ago. 
Listen to some of these claims that 
were made. I will state the claims that 
were made and then I will rebut them. 
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We were told that, in 1990, in re- 
sponse to Iraq’s war of aggression 
against an illegal occupation of Ku- 
wait, the United States forged a coali- 
tion of nations to liberate Kuwait and 
its people in order to defend the na- 
tional security of the United States 
and enforce United Nations Security 
Council resolutions relating to Iraq. 

Mr. Speaker, the thing that was said 
then at that time in response: I pointed 
out that, in the Persian Gulf War, 
there was an international coalition. 
World support was for protecting Ku- 
wait. There was no world support for 
invading Iraq. 

The resolution that President Bush 
submitted to this Congress which re- 
sulted in the invasion of Iraq 8 years 
ago said: Whereas, after the liberation 
of Kuwait in 1991, Iraq entered into a 
United Nations-sponsored cease fire 
agreement, pursuant to which Iraq un- 
equivocally agreed, among other 
things, to eliminate its nuclear, bio- 
logical, chemical weapons programs 
and the means to deliver and develop 
them and to end its support for inter- 
national terrorism; 

Whereas, the efforts of international 
weapons inspectors, United States in- 
telligence agencies, and Iraqi defectors 
led to the discovery that Iraq had large 
stockpiles of chemical weapons and a 
large-scale biological weapons program 
and that Iraq had an advanced nuclear 
weapons development program that 
was much closer to producing a nuclear 
weapon than intelligence previously 
had indicated. 

In advance of any attack, to answer 
what the President was saying, I point- 
ed out more than 8 years ago: U.N. in- 
spection teams identified and de- 
stroyed nearly all such weapons that 
President Bush referred to in his reso- 
lution. A lead inspector, Scott Ritter, 
said that he believes that nearly all 
other weapons not found were de- 
stroyed in the gulf war. Furthermore, 
according to a published report in The 
Washington Post, the Central Intel- 
ligence Agency had no up-to-date accu- 
rate report on Iraq’s WMD capabilities. 

The President said: Whereas, Iraq, in 
direct and flagrant violation of the 
cease fire, attempted to thwart the ef- 
forts of weapons inspectors, to identify 
and destroy Iraq’s weapons of mass de- 
struction stockpiles and development 
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capabilities, which finally resulted in 
the withdrawal of inspectors from Iraq 
on October 31, 1998. 

I pointed out back then, more than 8 
years ago, that Iraqi deceptions always 
failed. Inspectors always figured out 
what Iraq was doing. It was the United 
States that withdrew from the inspec- 
tions in 1998. The United States then 
launched a cruise missile attack 
against Iraq 48 hours after the inspec- 
tors left. In advance of a military 
strike, the U.S. continued to thwart 
the weapons inspections. 

President Bush went on to tell this 
Congress: Whereas, in 1998, Congress 
concluded that Iraq’s continuing weap- 
ons of mass destruction program 
threatened vital U.S. interests and 
international peace and security. It de- 
clared Iraq to be in ‘‘material and un- 
acceptable breach of its international 
obligations,” and urged the President 
to take appropriate action in accord- 
ance with the Constitution and rel- 
evant laws of the United States to 
bring Iraq into compliance with inter- 
national obligations. 

The President went on to assert to 
this Congress: Whereas, Iraq both pos- 
sesses a continuing threat to the na- 
tional security of the United States 
and international peace and security in 
the Persian Gulf, and remains in mate- 
rial and unacceptable breach of inter- 
national obligations by, among other 
things, continuing to possess and de- 
velop a significant chemical and bio- 
logical weapons capability, actively 
seeking a nuclear weapons capability, 
and supporting and harboring terror- 
ists. 

It was pointed out back then, Mr. 
Speaker, that there was absolutely no 
proof that Iraq represented an imme- 
diate or imminent threat to the United 
States. A continuing threat does not 
constitute a sufficient cause for war. 
The administration refused to provide 
Congress with credible intelligence 
that proved that Iraq was a serious 
threat to the United States and was 
continuing to possess and develop 
chemical and biological nuclear weap- 
ons; and there was no credible intel- 
ligence connecting Iraq to al Qaeda in 
9/11. Iraq didn’t have anything to do 
with 9/11. Iraq had nothing to do with 
al Qaeda’s role in 9/11. 

The President went on to assert to 
this Congress in the resolution which 
was a call to war against Iraq that Iraq 
persists in violating resolutions of the 
United Nations Security Council by 
continuing to engage in the brutal re- 
pression of its civilian population, 
thereby threatening international 
peace and security in the region by re- 
fusing to release, repatriate or account 
for non-Iraqi citizens wrongfully de- 
tained by Iraq, including an American 
serviceman, and by failing to return 
property wrongfully seized by Iraq 
from Kuwait. 

It was said at the time that the lan- 
guage of this resolution was so broad 
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that it would allow the President to at- 
tack Iraq even when there was no ma- 
terial threat to the United States. The 
resolution authorized the use of force 
for all Iraq-related violations of U.N. 
Security Council directives, and the 
resolution cited Iraq’s imprisonment of 
non-Iraqi prisoners. 

This resolution would have author- 
ized the President to attack Iraq in 
order to liberate Kuwaiti citizens who 
may or may not have been in Iraqi 
prisons even if Iraq had met compli- 
ance with all requests to destroy the 
alleged weapons of mass destruction; 
though, in 2002, at the Arab summit, 
Iraq and Kuwait agreed to bilateral ne- 
gotiations to work out all claims relat- 
ing to stolen property and prisoners of 
war. 

So this use of force resolution en- 
abled President Bush to commit U.S. 
troops to recover Kuwaiti property. 

The President told this Congress: The 
current Iraqi regime had demonstrated 
its capability and willingness to use 
weapons of mass destruction against 
other nations and its own people; that 
the Iraqi regime had demonstrated its 
continuing hostility toward and will- 
ingness to attack the United States, 
including by attempting in 1993 to as- 
sassinate former President Bush; and 
by firing on many thousands of occa- 
sions on United States and Coalition 
Armed Forces engaged in enforcing a 
resolution of the United Nations Secu- 
rity Council. 

It was pointed out back then, prior to 
Congress passing the resolution to au- 
thorize an attack on Iraq, that the 
Iraqi regime had never attacked nor 
does it have the capability to attack 
the United States. They couldn’t at- 
tack us. The no-fly zone was not the re- 
sult of a U.N. Security Council direc- 
tive. It was illegally imposed by the 
United States, Great Britain, and 
France and not specifically sanctioned 
by any Security Council resolution. 

The President went on to say: Mem- 
bers of al Qaeda, an organization bear- 
ing responsibility for attack on the 
United States, its citizens and inter- 
ests, including the attacks that oc- 
curred on 9/11, are known to be in Iraq. 

But back in October of 2002, when we 
were having the debate on President 
Bush’s war resolution, there was no 
credible intelligence that connected 
Iraq to the events of 9/11 or to the par- 
ticipation in those events by assisting 
al Qaeda. 

The President told Congress back in 
2002: Iraq continues to aid and harbor 
other international terrorist organiza- 
tions, including organizations that 
threaten the lives and safety of Amer- 
ican citizens. 

It was pointed out back then, in re- 
sponse to President Bush’s assertions, 
that any connection between the Iraq 
support of terrorist groups in the Mid- 
dle East is an argument and was an ar- 
gument then for focusing great re- 
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sources on resolving the conflict be- 
tween Israel and the Palestinians. It 
was not sufficient reason for the U.S. 
to launch a unilateral preemptive 
strike against Iraq. 

The President went on to say that 
the attacks on the United States of 
September 11, 2001, underscored the 
gravity of the threat posed by the ac- 
quisition of weapons of mass destruc- 
tion by international terrorist organi- 
zations. 

It was pointed out again that there 
was no connection between Iraq and 
the events of 9/11. Yet think about this: 
there was a consistent effort to try to 
link Iraq to 9/11 and to al Qaeda’s role 
in 9/11, but there was no connection. 
The President kept on insisting there 
was, as did the Vice President. 
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The President went on to say that 
Iraq demonstrated capability and will- 
ingness to use weapons of mass de- 
struction, the risk that the Iraq regime 
would either employ those weapons to 
launch a surprise attack against the 
United States or its Armed Forces, or 
provide them to international terror- 
ists who would do so. The extreme 
magnitude of harm that would result 
in the United States and its citizens 
from such an attack combined to jus- 
tify action by the United States to de- 
fend itself. 

The picture that was painted for the 
American people, for the Congress at 
that time was that we had no choice 
but to get ready to attack Iraq; and 
yet, back then, prior to Congress vot- 
ing on a resolution to authorize use of 
military force against Iraq, an attack 
having occurred 8 years ago, on March 
20, 2003, we knew back then that there 
was no credible evidence that Iraq pos- 
sessed weapons of mass destruction. 
There was no credible evidence that 
Iraq had the capability to reach the 
United States with such weapons. 

In the 1991 gulf war, Iraq had a dem- 
onstrated capability of biological and 
chemical weapons, but didn’t have the 
willingness to use them against the 
U.S. Armed Forces. Congress was not 
provided with any credible information 
which proved that Iraq had provided 
international terrorists with weapons 
of mass destruction. 

President Bush went on to assert 
that the United States could unilater- 
ally enforce U.N. resolutions and that 
we could do so with military force. He 
went on to assert a chronology of 
international process; and when you 
look at where we are today, $3 trillion, 
according to Joseph Stiglitz and Linda 
Bilmes, will be the minimum cost of 
this war. 

One has to ask, what was going on in 
this Congress at the time? When we 
were told by the President of the 
United States and by the Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States that Iraq had 
weapons of mass destruction, it had the 
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intention and capability of attacking 
the United States, the implication was 
that Iraq worked with al Qaeda to 
bring about 9/11. That’s what they led 
this Congress to believe. That’s what 
they led the American people to be- 
lieve. 

But you know what, Mr. Speaker, 
way back then I didn’t buy a word of it, 
and there are other Members of Con- 
gress who didn’t buy a word of it ei- 
ther. We know that there was no proof. 
We knew that there was no proof of- 
fered by the administration at that 
time that would give us a cause to go 
to war against Iraq, but we executed 
the war against Iraq. This is a great 
tragedy upon the Iraqi people and upon 
the people of our Nation, too. 

We executed the war against Iraq 
that, according to Joseph Stiglitz, ex- 
trapolating from a study that was done 
by the Lancet organization, as many as 
1 million innocent Iraqi people have 
died in that war. I want everyone here 
to wrap their thinking around this 
statement. Joseph Stiglitz in his book, 
“The Three Trillion Dollar War,” 
wrote it with his associate Linda 
Bilmes, citing the Lancet report on ci- 
vilian casualties in Iraq, extrapolated 
from that report and the figure that 
comes up is approximately 1 million in- 
nocent civilians lost their lives as a re- 
sult of the United States’ attack upon, 
and occupation of, Iraq. 

People will criticize the Lancet 
study; and they will say, well, you 
know, that can’t be true. But what 
they did was they looked at how many 
excess deaths occurred during that pe- 
riod, and they did a very comprehen- 
sive study; and they were able to come 
to this determination that these were 
all deaths that should not have oc- 
curred or they attributed them to the 
war. A million people. Why? Because 
this Congress was told that Iraq had 
weapons of mass destruction and was 
going to use them against the United 
States of America. 

Could I ask how much time is left, 
Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman has approximately 35 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. KUCINICH. So I was saying, Mr. 
Speaker, over 1 million innocent Iraqis 
died pursuant to the bloodshed and 
chaos that occurred during the Iraq 
war. How can anyone in public life who 
understands that not come into public 
forums and demand justice? 

This Nation was led to war based on 
lies. The U.S. has already lost 4,439 of 
our brave men and women. We’ve had 
over 33,000 troops wounded. There are 
casualties on all sides here. And cer- 
tainly some of the nations who closed 
ranks with the Bush administration, 
their sons and daughters also suffered 
as well. 

It’s hard to believe, though, that we 
could have known all that we knew in 
advance of passing the legislation and 
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it was passed anyway; know all that we 
knew in advance of passing the legisla- 
tion, the legislation’s passed, and we go 
to war anyway; know all that we know 
today back then and still be in Iraq 
today, March 17, 2011. And I quoted to 
you at the beginning of this from Vice 
President Cheney 9 years ago. The 
Iraqis are still paying a price and so 
are the American people. 

I’m going to say something on this 
floor, Mr. Speaker, that seldom gets 
discussed here, and that is, that I sin- 
cerely believe that President Bush, 
Vice President Cheney, Secretary 
Rumsfeld and others should be held ac- 
countable under international law for 
waging a war against people who had 
no quarrel with the United States of 
America at all. 
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There have to be international laws 
that have to be followed by U.S. offi- 
cials, and, in fact, there are: the Gene- 
va Convention, the U.N. Charter. There 
are express prohibitions against waging 
aggressive war. 

It doesn’t matter what this Congress 
blesses because of what we were told. 
The President, the Vice President, and 
the Secretary of Defense, they all knew 
better. They are all trying to cover 
their tracks right now with various 
books and PR tours, but they knew 
better. They put the lives of our young 
men and women on the line for a lie. 
They put the lives of 1 million and 
more Iraqi people on the line for a lie. 
They put over $3 trillion of our pre- 
cious resources here on the line for a 
lie. 

I challenge anyone in this Congress 
to prove me wrong on any of this, be- 
cause it is impossible to prove to the 
contrary the statements that I have 
made today about assertions that were 
made to this Congress, to the American 
people for a cause of war against Iraq, 
and they were all lies. 

And now, Mr. Speaker, we are about 
to begin another year of occupation of 
Iraq. There is no question that occupa- 
tion fuels insurgencies. There is no 
question that we are likely to be in 
Iraq for some time to come. Just in the 
last 24 hours, it was reported that 
while the U.S. troops who are there at 
this moment, 50,000 troops, are sup- 
posed to leave at the end of the year, 
there are problems with the negotia- 
tions, that Mr. Maliki, his government, 
is stalled on appointing ministers, that 
the U.S. wants a contingency force of 
10,000 to remain, that the State Depart- 
ment is increasing contractor presence 
of 17,000 at the cost of $2.5 billion. We 
are not going to be done with this war 
for God knows how long. 

We know the war in Iraq is being 
privatized. We know that all these pri- 
vate firms that are lining up to provide 
security in Iraq will be there for some 
time. As a matter of fact, it’s in their 
interest to keep the environment un- 
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stable because they will keep making 
money. 

So this handoff to the State Depart- 
ment occurs with much skepticism. 
But at this very moment, Mr. Speaker, 
it’s not clear that we are truly going to 
be leaving Iraq. I mean, you are either 
in or you are out. You can’t be in and 
out at the same time. You can’t talk 
about going and you still have 10,000 
troops there or 50,000 troops there. We 
are told that it’s the end of combat op- 
erations. Well, some of the insurgents 
aren’t getting that message, because 
they are still attacking our troops. 

There have been 4,439 U.S. casualties, 
approximately 33,000 wounded. I have 
been to a number of funerals of young 
people who believed in this country, 
who loved this country, who saw serv- 
ice to this country as the highest pur- 
pose of their lives. I remember all of 
them, but there is one in particular 
that I want to share with you. It was a 
young man who, when he died in com- 
bat, his mother was notified that he 
would at last be made a U.S. citizen. 

I grew up at a time when we were 
dealing with the Vietnam War. And 
years ago, before I got into politics, I 
was a copyboy at a newspaper in Cleve- 
land called The Plain Dealer. My job at 
The Plain Dealer, among the things I 
had to do, I had to go out on what they 
called art runs to pick up pictures of 
young men, primarily, who were killed 
in Vietnam. I remember driving the 
company’s car up to a house. And, Mr. 
Speaker, all these houses after a while, 
they look the same. The houses were 
wooden clapboard houses that needed a 
little bit of paint, and the front door 
was flapping a little bit in the breeze. 
There wasn’t a latch on it. When you 
walked up the steps, the steps would 
creek, and you would see faded white 
curtains in the window with a shade 
pulled down and a blue star in the win- 
dow, signifying that they had someone 
who served. 

When I knocked on the door, people 
would invite me into their house, and I 
would sit on a worn sofa, a threadbare 
rug. At that time, they would have a 
picture of the President of the United 
States, often a picture of President 
Kennedy, who, by then, had been de- 
ceased, and a picture of Christ, you 
know, around the TV. I would sit down 
on their sofa, and they would go over 
the pictures. Then I would take one of 
those pictures to the newspaper so they 
could print it the next day to announce 
that this young person had been killed. 

And I remember how incredible it 
was to be there at that moment when 
the family was in such incredible 
agony and grief and to get the feeling 
of their loss, just to feel it. Even think- 
ing about it right now, I can feel it. 

I went out and picked up so many 
pictures over the course of a year or so, 
just while I was doing that job; and it 
was just the same thing over and over 
again, people talking about how proud 


4430 


they were of their young person who 
served and wanting everyone to know 
how much they loved the country and 
how much they loved service. 

Those memories stay with me. I 
mean, all of us who had friends who 
fought in Vietnam and didn’t come 
back. They included people who I 
played baseball with, people who I just 
used to pal around with. And when you 
know people who get killed in war, it 
becomes personal. When you have fam- 
ily members who are out there and are 
exposed to that environment, it’s very 
personal. 

So here I am in the United States 
Congress. Here we are, 2011. And I 
think back to those times, and I think, 
you know, if we’re sending these young 
men and women to put themselves in 
harm’s way, we had better be right. We 
cannot afford not just to not make a 
mistake, but there cannot be any de- 
ception involved in things like that. 

So, you see, when I talk about the 
importance of holding people account- 
able for the deceptions, I come from a 
place of great sadness about the trag- 
edy of war generally, but the com- 
pounded tragedy of war specifically 
when it is based on something that is 
really not true. 


1620 


Whether those of us in Congress 
voted for the war or not, we all have 
grave concerns for the safety of our 
troops. But there’s a sense in which the 
troops themselves become hostage to 
the war. We had so many moments 
where we were told that we should vote 
to continue to fund the wars to support 
the troops. 

Now, Iraq, March 20, 2011, the eighth 
anniversary. Afghanistan, already the 
longest war in our history, more than 
10 years. How can we afford the lost 
lives anymore? How can we afford the 
deaths of innocent civilians? How can 
we afford the trillions upon trillions of 
dollars? 

There’s a point at which we have to 
ask ourselves some fundamental ques- 
tions. If we didn’t go to war to make 
America safer, why did we go to war 
against Iraq? I maintained then and I 
maintain now that oil certainly had 
something to do with it. 

We have to ask ourselves, why are we 
still in Iraq? Why are we still in Af- 
ghanistan? Why are we continuing in- 
cursions along the Pakistani border? 
Why are we still debating whether to 
become involved militarily in Libya? 
Don’t we, as Americans, get to the 
point where we just say maybe it’s 
time we started taking care of things 
at home first? 

Fifteen million Americans out of 
work. Think of how many jobs you 
could create with trillions of dollars. 
Fifty million Americans still don’t 
have health care. Over 10 million 
Americans have lost their homes. So 
many Americans go to bed hungry. So 
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many Americans can’t afford to send 
their kids to decent schools. So much 
of our public education system is fail- 
ing because they don’t have enough re- 
sources. 

And yet, we are spending trillions of 
dollars now on wars, one war based on 
lies, the other one based on a funda- 
mental misreading of history. I mean, 
who in history has conquered Afghani- 
stan? Well, maybe somebody can go 
back to Genghis Khan’s time and an- 
swer that question, but you can’t an- 
swer it in this century or the last cen- 
tury. 

Now, the House just had 2 hours of 
debate today on the issue of Afghani- 
stan and the war powers resolution. I’m 
pleased to see that more voted in favor 
of withdrawal this year than voted last 
year. It’s a good sign, particularly 
since about two-thirds of the American 
people favor getting out of Afghanistan 
in the near future. 

I mean, it’s easy to understand why 
the American people feel that way. The 
American people have to be feeling, 
how can we afford these wars? How can 
we afford to spend $1 million a year to 
equip a soldier in Afghanistan, or Iraq 
for that matter? Don’t we have things 
to take care of here at home? 

Mr. Speaker, I look at our cities, and 
all across this Nation, we have cities 
that are falling apart. Our infrastruc- 
ture’s falling apart. It’s fair to say that 
we have trillions of dollars in infra- 
structure needs that are unmet. 
They’re not being met because we’re 
being told, well, we don’t have enough 
money. As a matter of fact, some 
States are using the deficit to be able 
to crush workers’ rights. 

But we know that when it comes to 
these wars, these wars are contributing 
to the deficit. In one way or another, 
we end up borrowing money to keep 
these wars going. How can these wars 
be more important than everything 
else in America? 

We know right now that occupations 
fuel insurgency in Afghanistan. Our 
presence there has caused the Taliban 
to become stronger. Our actions there 
help ensure the Taliban will have even 
more support. 

General Petraeus himself, with re- 
spect to Afghanistan said, well, al 
Qaeda doesn’t have much of a presence 
anymore. What are we doing there? 
How can we Keep affording the kind of 
money that we’re spending there? 

The American people are saying it 
loud and clear. They want out. 

But what I wanted to do this evening, 
though, is to bring us back to the time 
that Congress was faced with the deci- 
sion about going to war against Iraq; 
that we were told things by Vice Presi- 
dent Cheney, we were told things by 
President Bush. 

Now they want to blame it on some 
character called Curveball. Look, when 
I was growing up if somebody was 
throwing you a curveball you knew 
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what that meant. It meant that it 
wasn’t coming at you straight. It was 
coming like this, okay? 

It was almost somebody in the CIA 
was telegraphing to all of us, hey, this 
guy’s a curveball. Be very careful 
about this pitch that he’s making. 

But anyhow, this character, 
Curveball, when it comes to WMDs, he 
said he made it all up. He said that he 
had a problem with the Saddam re- 
gime. He wanted to get rid of them, 
and he had the chance. 

Now, there are those who would say, 
well, see, it was this guy. He said this. 
We were fooled. Right. Yeah. No. Those 
who were charged with the responsi- 
bility of taking this country into war 
against Iraq, they weren’t fooled. They 
cooked the books with respect to the 
intelligence. They had the intelligence 
shaped to fit their preconceived designs 
to go to war. For them to try to main- 
tain they were fooled would be an in- 
teresting defense. 

The former head of the CIA in Eu- 
rope, Tyler Drumheller, wasn’t fooled. 
He warned against the reliability of 
Curveball. But the administration at 
that time, the Bush administration, of- 
fered no alternatives to the Congress. 

So instead of accepting the truth 
that Iraq didn’t possess WMDs, the 
Bush administration decided to pick 
and choose their facts in order to sell a 
war to the American people, at a cost 
of trillions of dollars. 

When I think of the road that we 
have gone down, when I think, Mr. 
Speaker, that someone in the Bush ad- 
ministration, way back when we were 
about to attack Iraq, announced that 
he thought the Iraq war would cost $100 
billion, Larry Lindsey, he was fired for 
that. One hundred billion. Imagine 
now, this war’s going to cost 30 times 
that, if not 50 times it, when you look 
at the long-term effect of caring, for 
the rest of their lives, for the soldiers 
who come back maimed. 
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Let’s bring it back. On March 20, 2003, 
the United States Armed Forces at the 
direction of President George W. Bush 
commenced a very vigorous and violent 
attack upon the nation of Iraq and its 
people. That was the beginning of the 
Iraq war, and it was the beginning of 
the United States assault on and subse- 
quent occupation of Iraq. And he did it 
because this Congress approved of it; 
and this Congress approved of it be- 
cause we were told that Iraq had weap- 
ons of mass destruction, that Iraq had 
the intention and capability of hurting 
the United States, and Iraq had some- 
thing to do with 9/11 and al Qaeda’s role 
in 9/11. Mr. Speaker, all false. 

Now, the Bible says you shall know 
the truth, and the truth shall set you 
free. We are taught that truth crushed 
to the ground will rise again. We are 
waiting to be freed from the lies that 
took us into war, but we cannot be free 
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until we have a reconciliation with the 
people of Iraq. And we can’t do that 
until we have truth. America is going 
to have to go through that period. We 
will never recover from 9/11 if we con- 
tinue to move down the rabbit holes of 
war that were based on lies or based on 
a misreading of history and a 
misapplication of power. 

So where do we go from here? Well, 
we have to get ready to leave Iraq and 
we have to get ready to leave Afghani- 
stan, and we have to stop bombing the 
borders along Pakistan. And we have 
to start working with the international 
community on matters of security. 
And if we need to continue to track 
down anyone who is associated with 
mass violence against the people of our 
country or any other country, that 
should be a matter of international po- 
lice action. 

And we must stop the policies of 
interventionism. We must stop the 
reach for empire. It is destroying our 
Nation. It is destroying us morally, 
and it is destroying our capacity to be 
able to meet the needs of the American 
people for jobs, for housing, for health 
care, for education, for retirement se- 
curity. We have to challenge the under- 
lying premise about war being inevi- 
table. Because as soon as people start 
beating the drums of war, there is an 
entire marching band and Shouter So- 
ciety at the Pentagon and their people 
in the contracting business who are 
ready to try to make a case for war at 
any time and any place. We have to 
begin to critically analyze the men- 
tality that issues forth that causes us 
to put so much of our resources on the 
line. 

General Eisenhower warned about it. 
He served as President of this United 
States two terms, and he recognized in 
his valedictory that we should beware 
of the military-industrial complex, we 
have to be careful about what we are 
being told and the motivation of those 
from outside this Congress who are 
telling us certain stories about why we 
should go to war. It is time for us to 
try to come into resonance with our 
power to achieve diplomacy. 

I am not naive about the world, but I 
also understand that if we do not try to 
exercise our capacity to relate to peo- 
ple in other places, people who may 
have different ideologies, different reli- 
gions, different colors, creeds; if we do 
not try to pursue that, then we are des- 
tined to have more wars. But if we pur- 
sue what President Franklin Roosevelt 
called the science of human relations, 
then we have the possibility that we 
can move toward making peace, not 
war, inevitable. 

It is that type of thinking that led 
me to bring forward a proposal to cre- 
ate а Cabinet-level Department of 
Peace. I know there are people who 
say, “Оһ, peace. Right. Okay, DENNIS. 
We got it. You want peace. Next.” And 
they try to project peace as imprac- 
tical. 
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Mr. Speaker, you want us to talk im- 
practical? How about a war based on 
lies that cost this country over $3 tril- 
lion? That is impractical. How about a 
war that cost the lives of over 1 million 
innocent Iraqi civilians, a war that 
cost the lives of thousands upon thou- 
sands of our troops, and tens of thou- 
sands of our troops injured? That’s im- 
practical. 

We need to summon our capacity and 
our capabilities to be able to take this 
Nation in a new direction that does not 
include a quest or reach for empire; 
that pulls back its military resources 
which are spread all around the world 
to the cost of tens of billions of dollars 
annually, and we need to start coming 
home, create peace at home. Let’s look 
at gun violence in our society. Let’s go 
to domestic violence, spousal abuse, 
child abuse, violence in the schools, 
gang violence, racial violence, violence 
against gays. 

If we started to focus on addressing 
violence in our society, the causal na- 
ture of it, not just the symptoms of it, 
not just the effects of it, we may put 
ourselves on a path where we could in 
our Nation create what many years ago 
people called a New Jerusalem, a shin- 
ing city on a hill, the potential to be 
able to have all of our material con- 
cerns met, and be able to have peace. 

Frankly, I don’t know any other way 
that we can do it except working to- 
wards peace. But we have to build 
structures of peace in our own Nation, 
in our own neighborhoods. That is what 
legislation to create a Department of 
Peace is about, not creating a new bu- 
reaucracy. 

Think about it. If we spend more 
than $1 trillion every year for wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan and the Pentagon 
budget all combined, wouldn’t you 
think we ought to have a few bucks 
available to talk about how we can cre- 
ate a more peaceful society so we don’t 
doom future generations to continue to 
support these endless wars? 

We have to start redefining who we 
are аз a people, and this is as good a 
time as any to begin to do it. We are on 
the eighth anniversary of the initiation 
of the war against Iraq, March 20, 2011. 

In the last hour, Mr. Speaker, I have 
sought to create a review of the record 
of what was said at the time to bring 
about the war, how the President and 
the Vice President at that time did not 
tell the truth to the American people, 
did not tell the truth to Congress; how 
the consequences have been extraor- 
dinary for the people of Iraq, for the 
people of the United States; how many 
innocent civilians died; how we have to 
find a way to reconcile with the people 
of Iraq, how we will have to find a way 
to reconcile at some point with the 
people in Afghanistan the innocents 
who have died. How we have to recog- 
nize that there are some things in the 
world that are beyond our control, that 
we can’t tell other people what kind of 
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political system they should have. We 
cannot try to redesign the world ac- 
cording to what our idea of a democ- 
racy is. 

Wouldn’t it be nice if here in the 
United States we actually focused on 
creating the fullness of the democratic 
process, which we were assured would 
have the chance to unfold with the 
independence of the United States and 
with the creation of our Constitution? 

Mr. Speaker, I intend to keep bring- 
ing forth the truth of what happened 
that resulted in the United States 
being taken into war against Iraq 
based on lies, and I intend to keep 
bringing forward alternatives so that 
we can not just get out of Iraq and Af- 
ghanistan, but stop this reach for 
power abroad which comes at the ex- 
pense of our vital needs at home. 


EE 
1640 
AMERICAN ENERGY POLICY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FLEISCHMANN). Under the Speaker’s an- 
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) 
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des- 
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I wish every one of my colleagues 
and everybody in America would listen 
to this Special Order tonight, not be- 
cause I want the attention, but I just 
think there are some facts that the 
American people ought to know and 
my colleagues ought to know about our 
dependence on energy from other parts 
of the world. 

It really bothers me that we continue 
to depend so much on our adversaries 
or people that aren’t our friends rather 
than we do on ourselves. We could be 
energy independent within a relatively 
short period of time, and I am talking 
about 5 to 10 years, if we just did cer- 
tain things. So tonight what I want to 
do is I want to point out to my col- 
leagues and anybody else that might be 
paying attention where the energy is in 
America, what it is, and how difficult 
it would be to extract it. 

Now, right now, people that are pay- 
ing attention in their offices know that 
we are paying $3.60 or more for a gallon 
of gasoline. Diesel fuel is over $4 a gal- 
lon. And my chief of staff went to the 
grocery store the other day, and he 
told me he bought two tomatoes and it 
cost $5. He bought one avocado and it 
cost $3. 

People are telling me there is no in- 
flation. That is baloney. The cost of 
food is going up. The cost of gasoline is 
going up. The cost of everything is 
going up, and in large part it is going 
up because the cost of energy is rising 
very, very rapidly. And it need not be 
that way. 

I talked to a fellow the other day 
that came in to see me about new tech- 
nologies, and he told me if we devel- 
oped our coal shale, converted it into 
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oil, we could lower the price per barrel 
of oil from $105 a barrel to $30 a barrel. 
Do you know what that would do to the 
price of gasoline if we were to do that? 
It would lower the price of gasoline 
from $3.60 down to about $1.40 or $1.30 a 
gallon. And what do you think that 
would do to the economy and what 
would that do to lowering the prices of 
goods and services that we go all the 
way across the country in dealing 
with? Yet we are not doing anything. 

So I want to read tonight a little bit 
about where we are, what we could do, 
and what we can accomplish if we just 
start paying attention to what is here 
in the United States. 

The old adage goes that those who 
don’t learn from history are going to 
make the same mistakes over and over 
again. And apart from creating what 
we call the Strategic Petroleum Re- 
serve in this country, we haven’t done 
anything over the last 30 years to be- 
come energy independent. 

Now, the Strategic Petroleum Re- 
serve is a reserve we set up so that if 
we have an emergency, we will have 
some oil in the ground that we could 
use for energy purposes. And it goes for 
maybe 90 days, but 90 days is not a very 
long time, and we could exhaust that 
in a very short period of time if we 
don’t move toward energy independ- 
ence. 

Right now on the northern tier of Af- 
rica, everybody that is paying atten- 
tion knows we have got problems in 
Libya. We have problems in Egypt, 
problems in Tunisia, problems all 
along the Persian Gulf coast, Bahrain 
and the other countries, and we have 
got Iran there; and there is a real pos- 
sibility that we could see a terrible 
problem occur there in the future 
which would minimize our ability to 
get oil from that part of the world. 

We get over 30 percent of our energy 
from countries in that region and other 
places in the world where people don’t 
like us very much. And if that place 
goes up in smoke, the cost of energy, 
the cost of gasoline, the cost of every- 
thing that we have is going to sky- 
rocket. So we have to do something 
about that. 

In 1972, we imported 28 percent of our 
oil and energy from outside this coun- 
try. Do you know what it is today? It 
is 62 percent. So we said we are going 
to be energy independent. It was 28 per- 
cent in the seventies. We said we were 
going to be energy independent. A lot 
of people remember the long gas lines 
when OPEC tried to do us in. They re- 
member people carrying gas cans to get 
5 gallons of gas to get to work. They 
remember all that. But we didn’t do 
anything but create the Strategic Pe- 
troleum Reserve, which is only a 90-day 
supply. 

So we imported 26 percent or there- 
abouts in the seventies, and today, in- 
stead of being energy independent, we 
are importing 62 percent. We are more 
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dependent on Saudi Arabia, Venezuela 
and other parts of the world now than 
we were then by more than double, 
more than double our dependency on 
foreign oil. 

So today oil has gone up to over $105 
a barrel. It may be down a little bit 
now. We are paying in many parts of 
the country close to $4 for gasoline and 
over $4 a gallon for diesel fuel, which 
transports our goods апа services 
across this country. 

Oil is the lifeblood of this country. It 
supplies more than 40 percent of our 
energy needs and 99 percent of the fuel 
that we use in our cars and trucks. 
They talk about the new Volt auto- 
mobile, electric car, that that is going 
to solve our problems. They talk about 
windmills that are going to solve our 
problems. They talk about nuclear en- 
ergy, which is very problematic right 
now. They talk about all these other 
things, including solar energy. But all 
of that combined will not put a dent, 
not even a dent, in our energy needs. 
And as we know right now, 99 percent 
of the fuel that we need for our cars 
and trucks comes from oil, and our cur- 
rent energy demand is about 21.5 mil- 
lion barrels a day. 

What a lot of people don’t realize is 
for every one penny that it costs more 
for gasoline, it increases the cost to 
consumers by $4 million a day. So 
every time you go to the gas pump and 
you see the gas price has gone up a 
penny or a nickel or 10 cents, for each 
penny it is a $4 million hit on our econ- 
omy each and every day. 

Now, there are a lot of things I want 
to talk about, but I won’t have time to 
get into all of them tonight. But the 
thing that is very disconcerting to me 
is that we have the energy that we 
need right here. 

For instance, if you look at this 
chart, this is the oil production in this 
country. If we use the recoverable oil 
we have, the natural gas we have and 
the coal resources that we have, that is 
equivalent to 1.3 trillion barrels of oil, 
1.3 trillion. Now, when you realize we 
are using only about, what, 21 million 
barrels of oil a day, you can see we 
would have an almost inexhaustible 
supply of oil if we just used the re- 
sources that we have. 

Let me just give you some examples. 
In the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, 
we have about 10.4 billion barrels of oil, 
more than double the proven reserves 
of the entire State of Texas and almost 
half of the total crude reserves in the 
U.S., which is 22 billion barrels of oil. 
That is in ANWR alone, almost half of 
what we need. If we drilled in ANWR, 
we could increase our reserves by near- 
ly 50 percent in that one area. 

President Clinton vetoed the ANWR 
energy production in 1995, and the 
United States could be today getting 
almost 1.5 million barrels of oil a day if 
we did that. But instead of moving to- 
ward energy independence, we continue 
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to talk about it, but we don’t do any- 
thing about it. 

Currently, the President of the 
United States will not allow us to get 
new permits to drill offshore in the 
Gulf of Mexico or off the continental 
shelf or in ANWR or anyplace else. We 
just aren’t drilling, so we continue to 
import oil. 

Now, a lot of people don’t realize 
this, but we spill more oil from the oil 
tankers that bring oil from Saudi Ara- 
bia and Venezuela, we spill more oil 
each and every day than the oil that 
was spilled from that horrible tragedy 
that took place in the Gulf of Mexico. 
And yet we continue to import with 
these tankers, and we say it is an envi- 
ronmental problem because look at 
what happened in the Gulf of Mexico. 
That is an excuse to not drill in this 
country, because we are wasting en- 
ergy by not getting it right here. And, 
as I said before, we are spilling more 
out of those tankers than we had in the 
Gulf of Mexico tragedy. 

So we ought to be drilling. And we 
could do it in an environmentally safe 
way if the government of the United 
States and our regulators made sure 
they watched these oil wells. The tech- 
nology is there. 

Now, as I said before, we have 1.8 tril- 
lion barrels of oil and as much as 8 tril- 
lion barrels of oil if we use the deposits 
that we have in oil shale. Maybe I 
haven’t said that yet, but we do have. 

Now, listen to this. I had a fellow 
come in to me the other day, and I may 
have mentioned it to some of the peo- 
ple earlier, and I sometimes get mixed 
up because we have covered this thing 
before, but he told me if we drilled here 
and used oil shale, we could reduce the 
cost of oil dramatically, dramatically, 
as much as 60 or 70 percent, and it 
would reduce overall costs of energy 
dramatically to our houses, our cars 
and our trucks which bring goods and 
services and food all across this coun- 
try. 

Currently, the United States pro- 
duces roughly 30 trillion cubic feet of 
natural gas every year, 30 trillion feet 
of natural gas every year. If we went 
after the Marcellus shale formation 
where they have 500 trillion cubic feet 
of natural gas, we could more than 
double our domestic production of nat- 
ural gas almost immediately, and we 
could use that natural gas to move our 
trucks. 

I had some of the leaders in the nat- 
ural gas industry come to see me not 
too long ago, and they told me if we 
just converted our 18-wheelers that 
transport goods and services across 
this country and food, if we just con- 
verted those to natural gas, we could 
cut our dependency on foreign oil by 50 
percent. 


1650 


Just that one thing. Yet we’re not 
drilling for that natural gas because 
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the administration will not give the 
permits and move to utilize those re- 
sources that we have. 

The Obama administration, for what- 
ever reason, I don’t know if it’s inten- 
tional or just because of ignorance, 
they’re not using our resources and not 
exploring for our resources. It makes 
me wonder sometimes if the environ- 
mental extremists in this country 
don’t want us to go back to horse and 
buggy and using wood to heat our 
houses. They wouldn’t want wood to be 
used to heat our houses because obvi- 
ously they’re concerned about things 
like the spotted owl. 

But the fact of the matter is we in 
this country could reduce our cost of 
living, could reduce our dependency on 
foreign oil. All we have to do is use our 
resources, but we need the administra- 
tion to do what is necessary. And at a 
time when the world is on the precipice 
of some major wars, we need to move 
toward energy independence. If the 
Persian Gulf goes up in smoke, it’s 
going to be disastrous for this econ- 
omy. If Venezuela and President Cha- 
vez down there, who’s a Communist 
dictator, if he decides not to let us 
have the oil that we’ve been buying 
from him, it will be tragic for this 
country. 

And he’s working with Tehran. They 
have flights going back once every 
week—back and forth—and they're 
working together for things other than 
the good of the United States of Amer- 
ica. And so we’re dependent on people 
that don’t like us, would like to see our 
free enterprise system and the free- 
doms we enjoy dissipate into nothing, 
and we’re continuing to depend on 
them for foreign energy. 

The President has said it’s a real 
danger to drill in the Gulf of Mexico; 
we want to protect the environment. 
Yet we just sent $1 billion down to 
Brazil so they could drill offshore. Now 
think about that. We’re concerned 
about the environment, and yet we’re 
sending billions of our taxpayers’ dol- 
lars to a country like Brazil so they 
can do deepwater exploration for oil. It 
makes absolutely no sense whatsoever. 

The administration—just to let peo- 
ple know what is going on in their of- 
fices—the administration canceled 177 
onshore drilling leases in Utah just 
weeks after taking office. So we had 77 
onshore, in the Continental United 
States, drilling leases in Utah that 
were going to be used to bring oil to 
the surface—and natural gas—and they 
stopped those weeks after they took of- 
fice. And they later re-offered only 17 
of them. So we lost 60 potential areas 
of oil and gas. 

The administration has consistently 
delayed oil and shale development 
leases. The administration has repeat- 
edly blocked development, as I said be- 
fore, in places like the ANWR. And I’ve 
been up to Alaska. People talk about 
how it’s going to hurt the environment 
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up there and the bears and all the 
other animals. The ANWR is way out 
in the boondocks. It’s not going to hurt 
a thing. People don’t realize Alaska is 
34% times the size of Texas. There’s 
only 500,000 people up there. There’s 
tremendous oil and other natural gas 
resources up there, and we can’t drill 
for them because of environmental 
concerns. It makes absolutely no sense. 
No sense whatsoever. 

America’s reliance on oil and natural 
gas is going to continue for decades to 
come. There’s no question about it. 
When the administration says we have 
to transition to other forms of en- 
ergy—nuclear and solar and wind and 
hydro ways of getting energy—that’s 
great. All of us want to do that. We all 
want a clean environment, but in the 
meantime we have to rely on fossil 
fuels because we’re not going to be able 
to get where they want us to be by re- 
lying on these other sources of energy 
for at least 10, 15, 20 years. 

So what are we supposed to do in the 
meantime? I don’t think we should 
continue to depend on foreign sources 
of energy. America’s reliance on nat- 
ural gas, as I said, is going to continue 
for decades to come; and trying to ig- 
nore that reality by arguing that it 
takes time for new fields to come on- 
line is simply passing the buck to the 
next generation. 

If we responded to the widespread 
outcry to drill 3 years ago, the last 
time oil and gasoline prices were over 
$3.50 a gallon, we would be that much 
closer to having additional supplies of 
domestic energy. But we aren’t. We’re 
importing 62 percent of our energy, and 
just a couple of decades ago it was only 
26 or 28 percent. 

Expanding America’s energy produc- 
tion will lower prices, create new jobs, 
reduce our dependence on foreign oil, 
and strengthen our national security 
and raise revenue to help tackle our 
historic $14 trillion in national debt. 

One of the things that I hope all 
young people in this country will real- 
ize and all the seniors will realize is 
that we’re passing on to that young 
generation $14 trillion in debt. The 
debt has increased in the last 3 years 
by $4 trillion. From the beginning of 
the Republic to the last 3 or 4 years, we 
didn’t come close to that kind of spend- 
ing. Yet we increased the debt in 3 
years by $4 trillion. ObamaCare is 
going to add a great deal more to that, 
in addition to rationing health care 
and all the other things that people 
have heard about. 

But the thing that concerns me the 
most is the standard of living that we 
have today and what we’re passing on 
to the future generations. By not be- 
coming energy independent, by running 
up these huge debts because we’re com- 
ing up with these new programs that 
we can’t afford, by creating a bigger 
bureaucracy in Washington, including 
15,000 new IRS agents to implement the 
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rules and regulations of things like 
ObamaCare, all those things are going 
to add to the debt and the quality of 
life that I’ve had and my parents had is 
going to deteriorate. 

I’m afraid we will pass on to our chil- 
dren and our grandchildren higher 
taxes, higher inflation, a lower stand- 
ard of living because we’re living way 
beyond our means today. Natural gas 
and coal shale and oil are ways that we 
can cut our dependence on foreign oil 
and reduce that dependency on govern- 
ment and lower the cost that we’re in- 
curring as far as our national debt is 
concerned. 

I don’t know what we have to do to 
convince the administration. Some- 
times I wonder if it’s because they’re 
not aware of the future, they’re not 
aware of what is going on, or maybe 
they’re just doing it on purpose be- 
cause the President believes in more 
government control over various parts 
of our society. 

One-sixth of our society is health 
care; and that’s been nationalized by 
the ObamaCare plan, which we’re try- 
ing to repeal because that will create 
long lines to get to see a doctor and so- 
cialized medicine. That’s all a result of 
more government control and more 
government spending and more na- 
tional debt. 

Can you imagine what it would be 
like if we came back in 50 years—and I 
probably won’t be around then; I’m 
sure I won’t—but we come back in 50 
years and there’s some young person 
struggling to get along and they say, 
Why in the world did our fathers and 
grandfathers leave this kind of a soci- 
ety for us? They lived so much better. 
The cost of living was lower. The cost 
of energy was lower. The cost of health 
care was lower. Everything was lower. 
They lived so much better than us. 
Why didn’t they do something to make 
sure we had that quality of life? And 
the answer is simply: we’re not doing 
it. We’re opening up the government 
credit card, we’re charging all this 
money, we're depending on other 
sources of energy from other countries, 
and the credit card just keeps gath- 
ering steam and gathering more debt 
and gathering more debt and gathering 
more debt. 

If my colleagues in their offices are 
paying attention right now and they 
said to their wives, We overspent last 
month by $5,000; what are we going to 
do, their wives and the wives of the 
people that might be paying attention 
would say, We’ve got to cut back on 
spending. We’ve got to budget our 
money. We can’t live like this. We’ll go 
bankrupt. And I tell you right now, 
America is in the same situation. We 
will go bankrupt. In fact, we are bank- 
rupt, but we’re printing money as fast 
as we can to keep from declaring bank- 
ruptcy. 

They talk about Social Security 
being insolvent in 15 or 20 years. If you 
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go into the vaults and look at Social 
Security receipts, it’s all a bunch of 
paper. They’ve used that money for 
other purposes. We’re robbing Peter to 
pay Paul for Medicare and Social Secu- 
rity as we live today. So we just add to 
the debt and add to the liability that 
we leave to the future generations. 

So if I were talking to the President 
tonight, Mr. Speaker, I would say: Mr. 
President, if you love this country as 
much as we love this country, then 
take steps to do what’s necessary to 
cut spending, to do away with a lot of 
these wasteful programs that aren’t ac- 
complishing anything, to make sure 
that we come up with a health care 
plan that does not create a dependency 
on government but on the private sec- 
tor by doing tort reform and coming up 
with savings accounts that people can 
deduct from their taxes so that they 
can pay for a lot of their own health 
care needs. There’s a whole bunch of 
things we can do without socialized 
medicine. 

So I would say: Mr. President, let’s 
look at the other avenues. Let’s re- 
evaluate ObamaCare and come up with 
a solution that’s not going to put this 
country in red ink ad infinitum. And I 
would say, These new programs you’re 
talking about are the programs that 
we’ve tried for years and years that 
have been nothing but a drain on tax- 
payers’ dollars but haven’t improved 
anything. 

Let me give you one example. I hate 
to digress from this energy issue, but I 
think it’s important that we talk 
about this. If you look at the grade lev- 
els in our schools and high schools and 
our colleges across this country, you 
will find that the last 20 years, the 
grade levels have not gotten better. 
The quality of education has not got- 
ten better. 
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If you look at the chart and see how 
much we’re spending through the De- 
partment of Education at the Federal 
level, you’ll find that we’re spending 
billions and billions and billions of dol- 
lars, and they’re not accomplishing a 
thing except for paying a lot of bureau- 
crats’ salaries and sending money back 
to some of the unions that feel like 
they need that money to take care of 
their union members, and those union 
members continue to support people 
who want to keep that gravy train 
going. 

So there are things we can do. We 
could say let’s leave education where it 
belongs, at the State and local levels, 
which is where it has always been, in- 
stead of spending all this money at the 
local level. Do away with the Depart- 
ment of Education. We could do that 
and save hundreds of billions of dollars, 
and that money could be passed on to 
debt reduction and to lower our de- 
pendence on the future generations of 
this country. 
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га like to just end tonight, Mr. 
Speaker, by saying that, if you look at 
these charts, you’ll see, first of all, we 
have—it’s unbelievable—trillions and 
trillions of cubic feet of natural gas in 
the United States. All these pink 
spaces here show where shale gas is in 
the lower 48 States, and it doesn’t even 
include Alaska. Those trillions of cubic 
feet of natural gas could be brought 
out of the ground and used to take care 
of our energy needs to a very large de- 
gree. 

As a matter of fact—and let’s put 
that chart up here—as to the coal shale 
that we have, they estimate that the 
amount of coal shale we have in this 
country would create 1.8 to 8 trillion 
barrels of oil—1.8 to 8 trillion barrels of 
oil—right here in this country and that 
it would immediately reduce our de- 
pendency on foreign oil. If you think 
that the Saudis and the others 
wouldn’t lower their prices per barrel 
very quickly if they thought we were 
producing that, you’re just not paying 
attention, because if they saw that we 
were becoming energy independent, 
they would want to keep their market 
share, and they would lower their 
prices as quickly as possible. 

Then you talk about coal, itself. We 
have tremendous resources of coal— 
584.5 billion tons. Our reserves in coal 
at these blue places that you see on the 
map are 4 trillion tons of coal. Now, 
they say that that will hurt the envi- 
ronment. Well, we’ve got to make sure 
that we protect the environment, and 
that we’ve got scrubbers on the gener- 
ating plants and all kinds of things 
that do protect the environment, but 
even if we had an environmental prob- 
lem, we would still work to clean that 
up. 

Even if we had that, do we still want 
to be dependent for our existence, for 
the defense of this Nation, for the econ- 
omy of this Nation on foreign sources 
of energy like Saudi Arabia and Ven- 
ezuela and others that don’t like us 
and would love to see us go down? Go 
under? 

We need to use our resources, and the 
President is succumbing to pressure 
from radical environmentalists and 
others to not drill for these resources— 
natural gas, coal shale—that can be 
converted into oil, oil that we have on- 
shore and offshore, and coal, itself. 

It is time that we realize that we can 
be energy independent. The future of 
America can be great. We can see this 
city, as Ronald Reagan said, in 20, 30, 
40, 50 years as a shining city on a hill 
if we move toward energy independ- 
ence. That one thing alone would help 
solve our economic problems. It’s a de- 
fense issue as well as a national eco- 
nomic issue. 

So, like I said, if I were talking to 
the President tonight—and I presume, 
from time to time, the White House 
does watch what we’re doing on the 
floor—I would say: Mr. President, if 


March 17, 2011 


you love this country—and I believe 
you do—I would start doing what’s nec- 
essary to move toward energy inde- 
pendence. You will be revered as a 
great President if you do that, and 
you'll probably get reelected. But if we 
continue with this huge deficit spend- 
ing that, in large part, is caused by our 
dependence on foreign energy, then you 
run the risk of being a one-term Presi- 
dent. 

So I think the President, being a pa- 
triotic citizen as I believe and hope he 
is, will take to heart what we’re talk- 
ing about in this body and become as 
close as possible to energy independ- 
ence within the next 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10 
years. If he would do this, his legacy 
that will be left behind will be some- 
thing that we’ll all be proud of. 

If we don’t do that, and if I were 
talking to the President, I would say: 
Your legacy will not be very bright, 
Mr. President. I don’t think any Presi- 
dent wants to leave behind for history 
that kind of a legacy. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I will just 
say that I hope that everybody has paid 
attention to this tonight, and I will be 
back on the floor to talk about this in 
the future. 

Mr. Speaker, I am told we have an- 
other colleague who wants to come 
over, so I’m not going to do my imita- 
tion of Al Jolson or tap dance, but I 
guess I could talk about the deficit a 
little longer. 

All right. Well, let’s give you some 
facts and figures while my colleague is 
on his way over here. I was going to 
save this for my next Special Order, 
but we’ll cover it right now. 

The total demand for coal reached 
1.12 billion tons in 2008. Over half of our 
electricity is generated from coal, so 
you can imagine, if we don’t do what’s 
necessary to get coal out of the ground, 
we’re going to become more dependent 
on foreign sources of energy. 

Nine out of every 10 tons of coal 
mined every year in the U.S. is used for 
domestic electricity. So, when they 
tell you we can’t use coal anymore be- 
cause of environmental concerns, well, 
what are we going to do?—because 9 
out of every 10 tons of coal is used for 
electric generation. 

Each person in this country and ev- 
erybody who is paying attention uses 
3.7 tons of coal a year. So what are we 
going to do without it if we don’t have 
it? Coal is the most affordable source 
of power fuel per million Btus histori- 
cally, averaging less than a quarter of 
the price of gas and oil. There are ap- 
proximately 600 coal-generating facili- 
ties generating 1.4 generating units in 
manufacturing utilities across this 
country, according to the U.S. Energy 
Information. Coal accounts for 32 per- 
cent of U.S. total energy and 23 percent 
of total energy consumption. 

Now, that’s all I want to talk about 
as to coal, but it’s important that we 
realize that we are dependent on that 
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source of energy and that we need to 
continue to use it until we come up 
with an alternative that’s going to 
work and will be with us. Solar and 
wind and the other sources will replace 
that over time, but we are still going 
to need oil, coal, and gas for at least 10 
or 15 or 20 years at the levels or at 
more than the levels that we’re using 
today. 

May I inquire of the time remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MEEHAN). The gentleman has 32 min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I can talk 
about anything, I guess, but I don’t 
want to bore my colleagues back in 
their offices or bore anybody else who’s 
paying attention to this other than to 
say these charts that we have here are 
things that everybody ought to be fa- 
miliar with, and I will be happy to 
make these available to my colleagues. 

It shows that we have plenty of oil, 
coal, natural gas, and coal shale to 
take care of our energy needs within 
the next decade if we’d just get on with 
it. 

I am told everybody has gone home. 
Everybody is going back to their dis- 
tricts. It’s kind of interesting that 
these issues that we’re talking about 
here tonight are so important, and yet 
people are going back to their districts 
to talk to their constituents. I wish I 
had been able to talk to them before 
they left and give them copies of all 
these illustrations so that they could 
go to their town meetings and show the 
people of this country that we do have 
the energy we need to be independent. 
I will try to do that next week, the 
next time we have a recess and they go 
back to their districts for their town 
meetings. 
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For those who are wondering why I’m 
standing down here, the rules of the 
House are that when we adjourn at 
night we have what’s called Special Or- 
ders, and when we have Special Orders, 
each side gets 1 hour, and I’m taking 
the leadership hour on the Republican 
side. Each side gets 1 hour to discuss 
issues of relevance to the American 
people and to their colleagues. And 
then after that, each side gets a half an 
hour, and we go back and forth like 
that until we’ve used up 4 hours of 
time. 

So my colleague, Mr. GOHMERT, who 
is on his way over here right now, is 
going to use, I presume, part of our 
first half-hour when he gets here, and I 
imagine LOUIE is going to be talking 
about constitutional law because he 
was a judge, and he will also be talking 
about the national debt and the legacy 
we’re leaving behind for our kids. And 
so when LOUIE gets here, after I hit him 
in the nose for not being here on time, 
I will turn it over to him and let him 
talk about these issues. 

What are you laughing at? We have 
the staff up here, and I think they’re 
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getting a little giggly since we’re here 
not talking about anything of rel- 
evance. Where is LOUIE? Coming from 
the Moon? I mean, we’ve got the press 
up there that’s being entertained. Oh, 
it’s St. Patrick’s Day. You don’t think 
he’s been having a little green libation, 
do you? 

I guess I should digress and talk 
about some of the other issues facing 
this country. There are so many. But I 
don’t want to get started on that and 
then have LOUIE come in and have to 
stop my discussion right in the middle 
of our talk. You need to write about 
this in the papers, folks. 

Well, there’s a new movie out. You 
know, last night they had an Irish 
American function here in the Capitol, 
and they had some of those Irish danc- 
ers that were extraordinary. And I was 
watching television this morning, and 
they had Michael Flatley on, who’s got 
a new movie that’s coming out today 
about the Irish dancers, and I would 
urge all of my friends and neighbors to 
go see that movie if they like Irish 
dancing. 

Folks, I want you to know that 
Judge LOUIE GOHMERT, with his green 
tie, has just arrived, and LOUIE, what 
are you going to talk about tonight? 

Mr. GOHMERT. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman yielding. We’re going to talk 
some about the CR. We’re going to talk 
about government spending and what 
we ought to be doing. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, there 
you have it, folks. I was very psychic. 
I told you he would be talking about 
government spending and how we can 
get control of this budget. 

And so with that, Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 


ee 


CUT FOREIGN AID TO 
UNFRIENDLY NATIONS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 30 min- 
utes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
grateful to my dear friend DAN BURTON. 
He is a patriotic American. He stands 
for what he believes in. And if we had 
a lot more DAN BURTONS in Wash- 
ington, the country would be that 
much better off. So we’re grateful to 
him and his service. 

It is an honor to serve in this body. 
It’s been rather frustrating lately, and 
one of the things I wanted to mention 
was that another good friend, former 
fellow judge as I was, a district judge— 
I lost credibility as far as some of the 
district judges believed when I became 
chief justice of the Court of Appeals— 
but my friend TED POE from Houston is 
pushing a bill that I’m sure glad to co- 
sponsor with him. I’m glad he’s doing 
it. It goes a bit hand-in-hand with a 
bill that I’ve been pushing ever since 
I’ve been here. 
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But Congressman POE’s bill would 
allow an up-or-down vote on all the dif- 
ferent countries that we provide for- 
eign assistance. It’s a good idea. I 
mean, for all of the years that I’ve been 
here in each Congress, three times we 
have filed a U.N. voting accountability 
bill, and my friend TED POE has been 
on that bill cosponsoring with us, and 
I’m glad to support his bill. 

My bill simply says any country that 
votes against us more than half the 
time gets no foreign assistance the fol- 
lowing year. We know there’s some- 
times when there are emergencies, 
there are things we need to do, and so 
there’s an exception for that in the 
event of an international emergency, 
but otherwise, we’re not going to tell 
foreign countries how they vote in the 
U.N., but you can tell a lot about who 
is your friend and who isn’t by who 
stands with you during difficult times 
and on difficult issues, and you’re able 
to discern who has the same moral be- 
liefs as you do. 

For example, there are countries 
where sharia law is the rule of the 
land, and life does not have the value 
that we in America believe that God 
gave life to have. So it’s okay. In fact, 
you can find your way to paradise, 
some believe, and not all Muslims be- 
lieve this, but there are those who be- 
lieve that you can find your way to 
paradise and differing number of vir- 
gins waiting for you if you die while 
you’re killing infidels, people that 
don’t believe in the same things you 
do. Well, that’s fine, but if you believe 
in torturing, killing, taking a life, tak- 
ing innocent lives for nothing, or just 
because of someone’s religious beliefs, 
then we should not be financing that. 

It’s deeply troubling to see that in 
Egypt, one account said that Presi- 
dent—or king, whatever you want to 
call him—Mubarak had $70 billion in 
the bank. Another account said he had 
$7 billion in the account. Hither way, 
can’t help but wonder if that couldn’t 
be a whole lot of U.S. taxpayer dollars 
back when we weren’t having to borrow 
to give away money like we are now. 
We were giving $2 billion or so a year, 
and it wouldn’t be surprising if most of 
that money were United States dollars 
that had been given to Egypt. 
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On the other hand, we know that 
there are despots, there are dictators, 
there are corrupt leaders of countries 
around the world who believe that it’s 
fine to even force women to have abor- 
tions. As my friend and I both believe, 
abortion is wrong. It is wrong. It is 
taking innocent life. Yet, we are just 
handing money out around the world 
hand over fist, and people taking inno- 
cent lives, the unborn of others. 

We know that there was about to be 
a hanging of a man who converted from 
Islam to Christianity over in Afghani- 
stan, and we’re still just pouring 
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money into Karzai’s regime. There are 
issues about him and his brother, 
whether or not there is corruption 
there, and we’re just pouring money in 
there that we don’t have. And we’re 
having to pay, 40, 42 cents in interest of 
every $1 on loans because we don’t have 
the money to do that. 

In any event, my friend CHRIS SMITH 
is here, and I would be happy to yield 
to him. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
my very good friend and colleague for 
yielding. 

I do raise my voice today, and I join 
my friend from Texas and others in a 
bit of a celebration—although it needs 
to be a cautious celebration because 
the tyranny on the island of Cuba con- 
tinues unabated for so many others. 
But Nobel Peace Prize nominee Dr. 
Oscar Biscet of Cuba, one of the brav- 
est and brightest human rights defend- 
ers on Earth, was released on March 12 
from a wretched Cuban prison where he 
had endured 8 years of torture with pe- 
riods of solitary confinement for his 
exemplary human rights work. It was 
Dr. Biscet’s second long-term, totally 
unjustified incarceration by Cuba, by 
Castro, totaling almost 12 years in 
prison. According to his wife, Elsa 
Morejon, he was arrested at least 27 pe- 
riods and jailed for short periods of 
time between 1998 and 1999 alone, yet 
he persisted and has an indomitable 
will that continues to this day. Dr. 
Biscet’s release and that of other pris- 
oners of conscience was negotiated and 
announced by Cardinal Jaime Ortega, 
archbishop of Havana. 

Yesterday, I had the high honor and 
the privilege to speak by phone with 
Dr. Biscet who is still in Cuba. And I 
conveyed my and, I would say, our col- 
lective respect, admiration, and abid- 
ing concern for his welfare and well- 
being as well as that of his wife. He 
said during the conversation that she 
was pleasantly shocked and very happy 
to finally have him home. I let him 
know that he and his amazing work 
was never and will never be forgotten. 

Awarded the U.S. Medal of Freedom 
by President George W. Bush, Dr. 
Biscet suffered the depravity of Cas- 
tro’s infamous gulag in order to bring 
the rule of just law, respect for human 
rights, and a robust democracy to 
Cuba. 

In our phone conversation, he abso- 
lutely insisted that freedom will and 
must be procured only through peace- 
ful means, and of course that work is 
far from finished. He said that faith in 
God was paramount and that ‘‘prayer is 
of utmost importance.’’ He is truly a 
man of God. 

Dr. Biscet, an OB/GYN, told me that 
the truth about what Castro has done 
to his people and continues to do must 
reach—these are his words—the truth 
must reach the Cuban people, and he 
singled out Radio Marti as a valuable 
means to that end. 
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“Were you tortured?” I asked him. 
He said last night, “Yes, yes.” And his 
multiple serious health conditions that 
must now be addressed obviously are 
testimony to the cruel and severe mis- 
treatment that he suffered. He told me 
that in prison, he had to eat putrified 
food and rice that was laced with 
worms. He endured solitary confine- 
ment with a mentally ill person, sur- 
vived a dungeon with a knife-throwing 
criminal, and withstood burns all over 
his body from the prison’s kitchen ex- 
haust pipe that emptied into his cell. 
The Cuban Government even at- 
tempted to take him for shock therapy 
at a mental institution in order to rid 
him of his passion for human rights. 
None of it worked. And by the grace of 
God, he has persevered with unparal- 
leled bravery. 

Freedom House has ranked Cuba as 
one of the least free countries in the 
world. The only country which ranked 
lower on the freedom scale than Cuba 
was the nightmare gulag of North 
Korea. Yet in an insane paradox, the 
Cuban tyrants remain romantic heroes 
for many in the United States, includ- 
ing some Members of this Congress who 
in 2009 visited Cuba and gushed with 
admiration for the dictators Fidel and 
Raul Castro, showing no compassion 
for the pain their courting and their 
enabling of Castro gave to all those 
suffering under his dictatorship. 

Castro has not succeeded in crushing 
the spirit of Dr. Biscet. That same spir- 
it and vision animates the so-called la- 
dies in white, Las Damas de Blanco, 
the wives and relatives of imprisoned 
political dissidents like Dr. Biscet who 
attend mass each week and march 
through the streets dressed in white to 
symbolize peaceful dissent. Cuban po- 
lice have detained and beaten these 
women for their peaceful protest. 

And lest anyone construe Dr. Biscet’s 
release as the harbinger of immediate 
peace and respect for human rights in 
Cuba, consider this: Yesterday Am- 
nesty International published an alert 
that noted that ‘‘the repression of 
Cuban dissidents persists despite the 
releases.” I will put the entire state- 
ment in. But they point out that nu- 
merous, numerous activists, new activ- 
ists, men and women who are speaking 
out for human rights are now being 
rounded up, put under house arrest, 
and some held in detention. 

They pointed out that on February 
23, on the 1-year anniversary of a great 
man named Tamayo’s death, according 
to the Cuban Commission on Human 
Rights, the authorities placed over 50 
people under house arrest before free- 
ing them hours later. And the presi- 
dent of the Cuban Youth Movement for 
Democracy was arrested after orga- 
nizing an activist meeting. Where? In- 
side his own home. And he now has 
been arrested. 

Dr. Biscet hopefully will receive the 
Nobel Peace Prize. As my friend and 


March 17, 2011 


colleague knows, we have really or- 
chestrated an effort all over the 
world—parliamentarians were gladly 
writing in letters, including the Prime 
Minister of Hungary, asking the distin- 
guished body that gives out the Peace 
Prize to consider Dr. Biscet and hope- 
fully the other Cuban dissidents for 
that prize. Liu Xiaobo got it last year. 
He couldn’t travel. They put the Peace 
Prize on the empty chair. Dr. Biscet is 
out of prison, and it would be a great 
lifting of spirits and hopes for the peo- 
ple of Cuba for that Peace Prize com- 
mittee to award him. 

REPRESSION OF CUBAN DISSIDENTS PERSISTS 

DESPITE RELEASES 


The Cuban authorities are continuing to 
stifle freedom of expression on the island in 
spite of the much-publicised recent wave of 
releases of prominent dissidents, Amnesty 
International warned ahead of the eighth an- 
niversary of a crackdown on activists. 

Hundreds of pro-democracy activists have 
suffered harassment, intimidation and arbi- 
trary arrest in recent weeks as the Cuban 
government employs new tactics to stamp 
out dissent. 

Of 75 activists arrested in a crackdown 
around 18 March 2003, only three remain in 
jail after 50 releases since last June, with 
most of the freed activists currently exiled 
in Spain. Amnesty International has called 
for the remaining prisoners to be released 
immediately and unconditionally. 

“The release of those detained in the 2003 
crackdown is a hugely positive step but it 
tells only one side of the story facing Cuban 
human rights activists,’’ said Gerardo Ducos, 
Cuba researcher at Amnesty International. 

“Those living on the island are still being 
targeted for their work, especially through 
short-term detentions, while repressive laws 
give the Cuban authorities a free rein to pun- 
ish anyone who criticises them.” 

“Meanwhile, three of the prisoners de- 
tained eight years ago still languish in pris- 
on and must be freed immediately.” 

In one recent crackdown the authorities 
detained over one hundred people in one day 
in a pre-emptive strike designed to stop ac- 
tivists marking the death of activist Orlando 
Zapata Tamayo, who died following a pro- 
longed hunger strike while in detention. 

On 23 February, the one-year anniversary 
of Tamayo’s death, according to the Cuban 
Commission of Human Rights and National 
Reconciliation, the authorities placed over 
50 people under house arrest before freeing 
them hours later. 

Activist Néstor Rodriguez Lobaina, was re- 
cently named a prisoner of conscience by 
Amnesty International after being detained 
without trial for over three months. 

The president of the Cuban Youth Move- 
ment for Democracy was arrested after orga- 
nizing an activists’ meeting inside his own 
home. 

“Cubans are still at the mercy of draco- 
nian laws that class activism as a crime and 
anyone who dares to criticise the authorities 
is at risk of detention,’’ said Gerardo Ducos. 

“In addition to releasing long-term pris- 
oners of conscience, to properly realize free- 
dom of expression the Cuban government 
also has to change its laws.”’ 

Seventy-five people were jailed in a mas- 
sive crackdown against the dissident move- 
ment around 18 March 2003 for the peaceful 
exercise of their right to freedom of expres- 
sion. Most of them were charged with crimes 
including ‘‘acts against the independence of 
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the state’’ because they allegedly received 
funds and/or materials from US-based NGOs 
financed by the US government. 

They were sentenced to between six and 28 
years in prison after speedy and unfair trials 
for engaging in activities the authorities 
perceived as subversive and damaging to 
Cuba. 

These activities included publishing arti- 
cles or giving interviews to US-funded 
media, communicating with international 
human rights organizations and having con- 
tact with entities or individuals viewed to be 
hostile to Cuba. 

Mr. GOHMERT. I certainly thank my 
friend from New Jersey. CHRIS SMITH, 
you are a leader. You are a man of con- 
viction who cares deeply about those 
who have suffered for no good reason 
and standing for freedom. You are a 
true patriot, and it’s an honor to serve 
with you as a friend here. 

I don’t know if you were aware; but 
in the discussion about all the foreign 
aid to countries who do not have the 
same abiding love and desire for free- 
dom for all people and the same value 
of human life, I didn’t know if my 
friend was aware of the fact that in 
2008—I don’t have the 2009 and 2010 
numbers in front of me—but for 2008, 
this country, the United States, pro- 
vided $45,330,000 in aid to Cuba. And 
you can’t help but wonder over the 
years, like with Dr. Biscet, how much 
American money might have ever been 
used to help restrain heroes of this 
whole Earth that should have been 
praised and appreciated. Yet we’re giv- 
ing money to brutal dictators who 
treat the best that humanity has to 
offer in this manner. 

Does the gentleman have 
thoughts? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The gen- 
tleman from Texas makes an excellent 
point. When you provide foreign aid, 
when you provide economic lifelines to 
dictatorships, it enables them to con- 
tinue their repression. Years ago, we 
took a very principled stance against 
South Africa because of that abomina- 
tion known as apartheid. And when the 
world united and said, No more, it did 
lead to an end to that racist regime. 

Now Cuba, for some reason—and 
China would fall into this category as 
well. But Cuba, to keep on point, has 
had trade with Canada and with the 
European countries and the European 
Union, and there’s been no matricula- 
tion from dictatorship to democracy at 
all. If anything, Cuba has gotten worse 
in many cases, clearly underscoring 
that when a brutal dictatorship is 
given the money and wherewithal, they 
will continue their repressive ways. 
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I believe, and I asked Dr. Biscet this 
last night, about lifting the travel ban 
and lifting the trade embargo, which 
are two things that the Obama admin- 
istration is seeking to do. And he said 
don’t do it unless there are 
conditionalities, human rights, democ- 
racy, free and fair elections. Otherwise, 


some 
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the secret police, the neighborhood 
block committees, and those who re- 
press every person in Cuba who, espe- 
cially those who articulate the vision 
of freedom and democracy and human 
rights, are given additional power. 

Hard currency, as Dr. Biscet said on 
the phone, the Cuban Government runs 
everything. So when you lift the trade 
embargo, when you have people trav- 
eling to Cuba bringing hard currency, 
you throw a lifeline. Better condition 
it, all of it, to human rights conditions. 

Again, had it worked, if that was the 
answer, as he said in the conversation 
last night, having a travel ability from 
Canada, and trade, and from the Euro- 
pean countries, we would have seen a 
change towards democracy. It has not 
happened. It has gotten worse. 

I appreciate you bringing up that 
very good point. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Well, thank you. 

And what an anomaly to have a 
country that believes in freedom and 
liberty and human life and human 
value, and yet at the same time we de- 
mean it—whether it’s giving money to 
entities that take unborn lives or 
whether it’s giving money to brutal 
dictators who certainly don’t believe in 
freedom of religion but are willing to 
take the lives of people because of 
their religion or who repressively say, 
We told you you could have one child, 
so we’re going to kill your other chil- 
dren. 

It is just a mind-boggling thing, as 
Bo Pilgrim used to say. I’m sure he 
still does. But it’s mind-boggling. How 
do we think that we’re helping the 
world when we give massive amounts 
of money to people that are the very 
antithesis of the things that Americans 
have given their last full measure of 
devotion to preserve and protect? 

I yield to my friend. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. You know, 
the date we lost China, in my opinion, 
was May 26, 1994. On that date, Presi- 
dent Bill Clinton completely severed 
and de-linked human rights with Most 
Favored Nation status, after getting 
accolades when he linked it a year be- 
fore. He said, unless there’s significant 
progress in human rights, we’re going 
to condition our trading relationship, 
and we will only look at performance. 
He shredded his Executive order. We 
had the votes to take away MFN that 
year, which dissipated over time. 

I met with the human rights groups. 
I even went to China and realized that 
we were talking out of both sides of our 
mouth, like Janus, the Roman god, 
saying two things, you know, like some 
in diplomatic circles often do. And the 
foreign ministry in Beijing told me, 
We’re getting Most Favored Nation 
status. We don’t care what you think 
about human rights. 

Fast forward to just a few weeks ago 
when Hu Jintao, the unelected Presi- 
dent of China, visited with President 
Obama; not a single public statement 
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on human rights. It was so bad that 
when there was a press conference with 
Hu Jintao and President Obama at the 
White House, the President defended 
Hu, President Hu. When asked about 
human rights by an Associated Press 
reporter, President Obama said, ‘‘Well, 
they have a different culture and they 
have a different political system.”’ 

That was an outrageous statement 
that undermines all of the peace and 
freedom loving people of China, tens of 
thousands of whom are in the laogai or 
the gulag system suffering for peace 
and human rights and religious free- 
dom. And it’s as if to say somehow the 
Chinese people don’t get it or they 
don’t understand human rights. They 
sure do, and they want it. Ask Wei 
Jingsheng, Harry Wu, Chai Ling and all 
the great human rights defenders, 
many of whom have spent years in the 
gulag system. 

It was so bad that The Washington 
Post did an editorial, and it said, Presi- 
dent Obama defends Hu, Hu Jintao, on 
rights, and took the President, right- 
fully so, you know, a very liberal news- 
paper, The Washington Post, to task 
for being so silent. 

Here it is, President Obama, 2009 
Nobel Peace Prize Winner, Liu Xiaobo, 
2010 Nobel Peace Prize winner, and the 
man who put him in prison, Hu Jintao, 
and they’re at a State dinner, first at a 
press conference, all kinds of other 
meetings, and not a single word about 
Liu Xiaobo. He should have said, Mr. 
President, Release the dissidents. He 
did no such thing, kept it all to himself 
even if he had those thoughts. 

And in China, because I went on Peo- 
ple’s Daily because I read it often. I 
read it the next day. Filled with acco- 
lades from the American President for 
a dictator. It demoralizes people in the 
laogai, just like people in this Cham- 
ber, just like the President I believe is 
demoralizing those suffering in the 
gulags all over the world, including in 
Cuba. 

So the gentleman is absolutely right. 
We need to be very serious and use— 
what if it were I or my wife or my fam- 
ily that were suffering this? Would we 
just then look askance and embrace 
these dictators? I don’t think so. I 
would hope not. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. GOHMERT. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman’s insights. But, unfortunately, 
based on our modern history in this 
country, the indications are if you 
were being tortured and held in prison, 
it doesn’t appear that this government 
would do anything different than what 
we’ve been doing. 

And the point that you make is so 
important. We’ve heard it from those 
who suffer and have suffered in gulags, 
who have been later released, and when 
we hear whether it was those held in 
Poland or in the Russian gulags or Chi- 
nese or Cuban, for example, when Ron- 
ald Reagan said this is an evil empire, 
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what we’ve heard in the more recent 
years is that gave us hope. Somebody 
was willing to stand up and call it what 
it was. And at the time, that kept them 
going. 

And our colleague here in the House, 
SAM JOHNSON, when he was a POW for 
7 years in North Vietnam, being tor- 
tured daily, one of the most difficult 
things to endure was the information 
that our country did not care. 

Now, it’s heartbreaking to think 
about our friends who were suffering in 
horrible prison conditions, and we 
gave—not only gave the impression we 
didn’t care, we had people running 
around blaming those very people for 
their own troubles when all they were 
trying to do was keep horrible, repres- 
sive regimes from taking over and kill- 
ing millions, as they did when we left. 

And so one of the great attributes of 
Reagan was he called things like he 
saw them, and it gave hope to the 
world. 

And I don’t know if my friend from 
New Jersey has heard me mention this, 
but last year, around Easter, I was in 
West Africa and met with some of the 
West Africans who were Christians. 
And the oldest said he wanted to make 
sure that I knew that they were so ex- 
cited when we elected an African 
American president, that that was 
thrilling to them, until they began to 
see that his policies were weakening 
America. And this elderly, wonderful, 
wise gentleman, with others younger, 
all in agreement, said, You have got to 
make sure people in Washington under- 
stand. If you keep becoming weaker, 
we lose hope in this life. We know 
where our hope is in the next life. But 
as far as our hope for having a peaceful 
life in this world, it will be gone when 
you become too weak. Please tell your 
friends in Washington, do not let 
America grow any weaker. 

And here we overspend. We give mon- 
ies to countries who hate us, who hate 
the things we stand for, who hate the 
fact that we believe in freedom, be- 
cause they believe freedom leads to de- 
bauchery, and so they believe you 
should have some dictator, caliphate, 
somebody that tells you everything 
you can do and what you can’t do be- 
cause freedom, they believe, corrupts; 
whereas, we know in our hearts, it’s in 
our Constitution, it’s in our Declara- 
tion of Independence, God gave us free- 
dom to make choices. 
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And it is one of the greatest things 
that America has done that I think has 
helped cause this Nation to be blessed. 
We have stood for those freedoms. Not 
just for America. There is no country 
in the history of the world that has 
ever given treasure and life of that 
country’s people to get freedom for 
other countries and other people of 
whom we ask nothing in return. That 
is unheard of in the history of the 
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world, and yet this Nation has done it 
over and over. We have done it to help 
protect Muslims and give them free- 
dom of choice, Christians, Buddhists. It 
did not matter. It was all about human 
rights, human dignity, and human free- 
dom. And we see that slipping away 
every time we prop up some brutal dic- 
tator, every time we look the other 
way and pat cruel, evil people on the 
back and say, ‘‘Oh, we’re so proud of 
you; were glad to be your friend,” 
when those like who have been re- 
pressed by Cuba say, ‘‘Please, do not 
give more credibility to the oppres- 
sors.” 

I yield to my friend for any final 
thoughts. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Well, I 
think you just made an articulate de- 
fense of why a consistent, transparent 
human rights, pro-freedom, pro-democ- 
racy foreign policy is absolutely essen- 
tial if we want a world that is free of 
tyranny. 

Pope John Paul II once said: If you 
want peace, work for justice. Then he 
said: If you want justice, work on be- 
half of the disenfranchised, unborn 
child, which I feel is a very good con- 
nection of human rights from womb to 
tomb. 

But you made an excellent point 
about Ronald Reagan. Yesterday, 
Natan Sharansky, the great dissident— 
and FRANK WOLF and I actually got 
into the prison camp, Perm Camp 35, 
where he spent so many horrible days 
and nights in the ShiZO, which was the 
punishment cell. We were there in the 
late eighties right after he got out. 
And you remember, he didn’t just walk 
in a straight line when the KGB said 
you walk right across. He did a zigzag, 
his ultimate final act of defiance to the 
KGB. 

But he said just what you brought 
out, Judge GOHMERT, and that was that 
when Ronald Reagan talked about the 
Evil Empire, he said it again yester- 
day, they knew that we got it, that 
there was hope. And it gave him hope. 
It gave the other political dissidents 
hope. Jewish, Christian, whatever their 
denomination or religious belief, they 
said America understands the inherent 
failure of communism, the militant 
atheism which it represents, as Sol- 
zhenitsyn said it in his books, and he 
had hope. 

Wei Jingsheng correspondingly, who 
is the father of the democracy war 
movement in China, a great leader, he 
told me when they let him out to get 
Olympics 2000—not the one they just 
had, Olympics 2000, and the Olympic 
committee didn’t give it to them be- 
cause they were such violators of 
human rights. Unfortunately, they 
capitulated some years later. He said, 
“When you kowtow, when you enable, 
when you pander to dictatorship, in- 
cluding the Chinese dictatorship, espe- 
cially the Chinese dictatorship, they 
beat us more in prison. But when you 
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are tough, transparent, you look the 
dictator in the eye and say we are not 
kidding; we want these people released, 
they beat us less.” That is from a man 
who spent 20 years in the Chinese 
laogai. Harry Wu and all the others 
have said the exact same thing. 

So when President Obama kowtowed 
for the better part of a week in front of 
Hu Jintao, it was, in my opinion, a 
shameless exercise of lack of commit- 
ment to human rights and they beat 
the dissidents more because, ‘‘They 
will tell us, America has abandoned 
уой.” 

Thankfully, in a bipartisan way—be- 
cause when Hu Jintao came right here 
on Capitol Hill, it was our Speaker, 
Speaker BOEHNER, who raised human 
rights and raised the inherent violation 
of human rights in the one child per 
couple policy, the missing girls, 100 
million missing girls in China, the re- 
sult of a one child per couple policy 
where brothers and sisters are illegal. 
And over the course of 30 years, since 
1979, when that horrific policy, the 
worst crime against women ever, went 
into effect, they have systematically 
exterminated the girl child, and now 
many of them are not here even as 
young women. 

Forty million men won’t be able to 
find wives by 2020 in China because 
women have been forcibly aborted as 
part of this one child per couple policy. 
It’s a huge gender disparity, which 
raises problems about potential war. 
There is a book called ‘‘The Barren 
Branches” that talks about this rest- 
less male population that can’t ever 
get married because women are not 
there. It is also a magnet for human 
trafficking. 

Our President should have stood 
boldly, I say diplomatically. FRANK 
WOLF and I met with Li Peng when he 
was Premier. We had a list of political 
prisoners. We talked about the one 
child per couple policy. We talked 
about religious freedom. We looked 
him right in the eye. Almost no one 
ever does that. You will do it. I will do 
it. Our President should do it. Presi- 
dent Bush did it. He raised religious 
freedom robustly with the Chinese 
Government on his trips. Mrs. Clinton 
on her first trip to Beijing said, I am 
not going to let human rights, quote, 
interfere with global climate change 
issues and the issue of debt. 

So it really is a very serious aban- 
donment of the people who need it 
most, who will be the next Lech Walesa 
or Harry Wu or Wei Jingsheng. You 
bring up an excellent point, and I 
thank you for your leadership on 
human rights and the peace agenda, 
which is really the freedom agenda. 

Mr. GOHMERT. It is certainly an 
honor to serve with you. And I don’t 
know if you are aware, our friend TED 
POE, our colleague, has a bill that is 
trying to force all foreign aid to come 
to a vote country by country. That 
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would give us the chance to discuss 
these very things on each country, on 
whether or not we should give them as- 
sistance. Isn’t that wonderful? So I 
look forward to that in the time to 
come. 

Mr. Speaker, we appreciate the time 
to discuss this very important issue, 
and especially now that money is so 
critically needed and that we should 
not be wasting it to help those who re- 
press others. 


— 


IT IS TIME FOR THE SENATE TO 
ACT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan- 
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi (Mr. NUNNELEE) is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Mr. Speaker, it is 
time for the United States Senate to 
act. The Democrats in the United 
States Senate, the Democrat leader- 
ship in the United States Senate, have 
failed the American people. 

Last year when the Democrats con- 
trolled the House of Representatives, 
the Senate, and the White House, their 
leadership failed to adopt a budget. In 
fact, for the first time since adopting 
the Budget Act of 1974, the House of 
Representatives failed to pass a budget. 
NANCY PELOSI and HARRY REID left our 
country in a mess. Today, we are oper- 
ating without a long-term spending 
plan. It must stop. 

Earlier this year, a new majority 
came in to the House of Representa- 
tives; and under the leadership of JOHN 
BOEHNER, this new majority adopted a 
long-term spending plan that would 
outline the priorities of our govern- 
ment through September 30 of this 
year. 

In this very Chamber, we stayed up 
late at night for four nights in a row. 
We debated and we hammered out a 
long-term spending plan. That plan in- 
cluded the largest cut in spending in 
American history. 
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We defunded Planned Parenthood, we 
defunded NPR, we defunded 
ObamaCare. We placed significant re- 
straints on regulatory agencies that 
have gone out of control, such as the 
EPA. And then the bill moved down to 
the Senate, and the Senate has failed 
to act. 

Since then, in order to give them 
more time, we have granted two budget 
extensions, one for 2 weeks and then 
earlier this week we extended it for 3 
more weeks. But included in those 
budget extensions were $10 billion 
worth of spending cuts. While we have 
offered those temporary extensions, 
the permanent plan that has passed 
this Chamber still languishes in the 
Senate. The leadership of that body has 
not passed our spending plan, or, for 
that matter, any spending plan. 
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We are waiting. But, more impor- 
tantly, the American people are wait- 
ing. We cannot negotiate with silence. 
If they don’t like our spending plan, 
then let them put forth one of their 
own. But it is time for the Senate to 
act. These temporary extensions are no 
way to run a business, and they are 
certainly no way to run a country. 

Earlier this week our negotiators 
asked for 3 more weeks. Since we have 
only been in office for a little over 10 
weeks, I thought it was wise to grant 
that extension and I voted for it. 

Here the House has been doing the 
work of the American people. We have 
passed H.R. 2, the bill that repeals 
ObamaCare. We have defunded 
ObamaCare in its entirety, including 
the $105 billion of preapproved spend- 
ing; and we are moving forward. In 
fact, I don’t think we should stop until 
ObamaCare is completely defunded. 
The House is working on legislation 
that will eliminate permanently that 
mandatory slush fund, and I hope we 
will vote on that in the upcoming 
weeks. But it is time for the Senate to 
act. 

America wants real spending reform 
so that we can give businesses large 
and small the confidence they need, the 
predictability they need, and they can 
go out and be about the business of cre- 
ating jobs that will grow our economy. 
It is time for the White House and the 
Senate to listen. House Republicans 
can only do so much. We only have 
control of one-half of one-third of the 
government, so we cannot act by our- 
selves. It is past time for the Senate to 
act. 

Over the next 3 weeks we will be 
waiting, and we will be watching, to 
negotiate a long-term solution that 
will get us out of this mess that they 
left us in when they concluded last 
year. 


EE 


CONDITIONAL ADJOURNMENT TO 
FRIDAY, MARCH 18, 2011 


Мг. NUNNELEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today on a motion of- 
fered pursuant to this order, it adjourn 
to meet at 10 a.m. on Friday, March 18, 
2011, unless it sooner has received a 
message from the Senate transmitting 
its concurrence in House Concurrent 
Resolution 30, in which case the House 
shall stand adjourned pursuant to that 
concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 


EEE 
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House, 
reported and found truly enrolled a bill 
of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 
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H.J. Res. 48. Joint Resolution making fur- 
ther continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2011, and for other purposes. 


EE 
ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. NUNNELEE. Mr. Speaker, pursu- 
ant to the order of the House of today, 
I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 55 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Friday, March 
18, 2011, at 10 a.m., unless it sooner has 
received a message from the Senate 
transmitting its adoption of House 
Concurrent Resolution 30, in which 
case the House shall stand adjourned 
pursuant to that concurrent resolution. 


EE 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


903. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De- 
partment’s report entitled, ‘‘2010 Packers 
and Stockyards Program Annuual Report”, 
pursuant to the Packers and Stockyards Act 
of 1921, as amended; to the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. 

904. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting a re- 
port of a violation of the Anti-deficiency Act 
in an account of the Department of Veterans 
Affairs, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1351; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

905. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting the De- 
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac- 
quisition Regulation Supplement; Preserva- 
tion of Tooling for Major Defense Acquisi- 
tion Programs (DFARS Case 2008-D042) (RIN: 
0750-AG45) received February 28, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

906. A letter from the Under Secretary, De- 
partment of Defense, transmitting a report 
that the Department is taking essential 
steps to award a Joint Service Multi-Year 
Procurement (MYP) contract; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

907. A letter from the Executive Director 
and Designated Federal Officer, Military 
Leadership Diversity Commission, transmit- 
ting a report entitled From Representation 
to Inclusion: Diversity Leadership for the 
21st-Century Military; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

908. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De- 
partment of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes 
in Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket 
ID: FEMA-2010-0003] [Internal Agency Docket 
No.: ЕЕМА-В-1148] received March 2, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services. 

909. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De- 
partment of Homeland Security, transmit- 
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes 
in Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket 
ID: FEMA-2010-0003] received February 24, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

910. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Notice of Availability of the 
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Proposed Models for Plant-specific Adoption 


of Technical Specifications Task Force 
(TSTF) Traveler TSTF-423, Revision 1, 
“Technical Specifications End States, 


NEDC-32988-A’’, for Boiling Water Reactor 
Plants Using the Consolidated Line Item Im- 
provement Process [NRC-2009-0403] received 
February 23, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

911. A letter from the Chairman, Com- 
modity Futures Trading Commission, trans- 
mitting the Commission’s Strategic Plan for 
fiscal years 2011 through 2015; to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form. 

912. A letter from the Inspector General, 
Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
transmitting the 2010 Consumer Product 
Safety Commission Improvement Act Report 
to Congress; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

913. A letter from the Secretary, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, transmitting Annual 
Operating Plan for Colorado River System 
Reservoirs for 2011, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1552(b); to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources. 

914. A letter from the Acting Director, Of- 
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na- 
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra- 
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of 
Mexico, and South Atlantic; Coastal Migra- 
tory Pelagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico 
and South Atlantic [Docket No.: 001005218- 
0369-02] (RIN: 0648-XA195) received March 4, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

915. A letter from the Director, Adminis- 
trative Office of the United States Courts, 
transmitting sixth annual report on crime 
victims’ rights; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

916. A letter from the Director, Adminis- 
trative Office of the United States Courts, 
transmitting the granting of the application 
for a one-year extension of the District of 
Arizona’s declaration of a judicial emer- 
gency; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

917. A letter from the Director, Adminis- 
trative Office of the United States Courts, 
transmitting the Office’s report entitled, 
“Report of the Proceedings of the Judicial 
Conference of the United States’? for the 
September 2010 session; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

918. A letter from the Director, Regula- 
tions Policy and Management, Office of the 
General Counsel, Department of Vererans Af- 
fairs, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Copayments for Medications After 
June 30, 2010 (RIN: 2900-AN65) received Feb- 
ruary 18, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

919. A letter from the Director, Regula- 
tions Policy and Management, Office of the 
General Counsel, Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Updating Fire Safety Standards (RIN: 
2900-AN57) received February 18, 2011, pursu- 
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

920. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Industry Director’s Directive #3 on Super 
Completed Contract Method (LB&I Control 
No.: LB&I-4-1010-029) received March 2, 2011, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

921. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
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Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— 10 Tax Sheltered Annunity Contracts 
(Rev. Rul. 2011-7) received March 2, 2011, pur- 
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

922. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Determination of Issue Price in the Case 
of Certain Debt Instruments Issued for Prop- 
erty (Rev. Rul. 2011-6) received February 23, 
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 


i_n л ———— 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. SMITH (TX): Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H.R. 3. A bill to prohibit taxpayer fund- 
ed abortions and to provide for conscience 
protections, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 112-88 Pt. 1). Ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. SMITH (TX): Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H.R. 5. A bill to improve patient access 
to health care services and provide improved 
medical care by reducing the excessive bur- 
den the liability system places on the health 
care delivery system; with an amendment 
(Rept. 112-39 Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. ISSA: Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. H.R. 471. A bill to reau- 
thorize the DC opportunity scholarship pro- 
gram, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 112-36). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. ISSA: Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. H.R. 899. A bill to 
amend title 41, United States Code, to extend 
the sunset date for certain protests of task 
and delivery order contracts (Rept. 112-37). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 


Ee 


REPORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. UPTON: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 358. A bill to amend the Pa- 
tient Protection and Affordable Care Act to 
modify special rules relating to coverage of 
abortion services under such Act; with an 
amendment, (Rept. 112-40 Pt. 1); referred to 
the Committee on Ways and Means for a pe- 
riod ending not later than April 15, 2011, for 
consideration of such provisions of the bill 
and amendment as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of that committee pursuant to clause 
1(t), rule X. 


—— е ——_ 


TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED 
BILL PURSUANT TO RULE XII 


Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the 
following actions were taken by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 3. Referral to the Committees on En- 
ergy and Commerce and Ways and Means ex- 
tended for a period ending not later than 
April 7, 2011. 

H.R. 5. Referral to the Committee on En- 
ergy and Commerce extended for a period 
ending not later than May 18, 2011. 
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re- 
ferred, as follows: 


By Mr. CUMMINGS (for himself, Mr. 
Towns, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. TIERNEY, 
Mr. LYNCH, Mr. COOPER, Mr. CON- 
NOLLY of Virginia, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, 
Mr. WELCH, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. MUR- 
PHY of Connecticut, and Ms. SPEIER): 

H.R. 1144. A bill to increase the trans- 
parency of the Federal Government, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. REICHERT (for himself, Mr. 
MATHESON, Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of 
California, and Mr. GARY G. MILLER 
of California): 

H.R. 1145. A bill to provide construction, 
architectural, and engineering entities with 
qualified immunity from liability for neg- 
ligence when providing services or equip- 
ment on a volunteer basis in response to a 
declared emergency or disaster; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1146. A bill to end membership of the 
United States in the United Nations; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. NUNES (for himself and Ms. 
BERKLEY): 

H.R. 1147. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for 
certain payments made to reduce debt on 
commercial real property; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WALZ of Minnesota (for himself 
and Ms. SLAUGHTER): 

H.R. 1148. A bill to prohibit commodities 
and securities trading based on nonpublic in- 
formation relating to Congress, to require 
additional reporting by Members and em- 
ployees of Congress of securities trans- 
actions, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Financial Services, and in addi- 
tion to the Committees on Agriculture, 
House Administration, the Judiciary, and 
Ethics, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself, Mr. INS- 
LEE, Mrs. BONO MACK, Mrs. DAVIS of 
California, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. DREIER, 
Mr. CARNAHAN, and Mr. BARTLETT): 

H.R. 1149. A bill to amend the Clean Air 
Act to include algae-based biofuel in the re- 
newable fuel program and amend the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to include algae- 
based biofuel in the cellulosic biofuel pro- 
ducer credit; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and in addition to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. GOSAR: 

H.R. 1150. A bill to restore the application 
of the Federal antitrust laws to the business 
of health insurance to protect competition 
and consumers; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts: 

H.R. 1151. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to make risk-based assess- 
ments on financial companies to recoup the 
amount of assistance made available for un- 
employed homeowners under the Emergency 
Mortgage Relief Program and for States and 
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communities under the Neighborhood Sta- 
bilization Program; to the Committee on Fi- 
nancial Services. 

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself and Mr. 
STARK): 

H.R. 1152. A bill to require all persons in 
the United States between the ages of 18 and 
25 to perform national service, either as a 
member of the uniformed services or in civil- 
ian service in furtherance of the national de- 
fense and homeland security, to authorize 
the induction of persons in the uniformed 
services during wartime to meet end- 
strength requirements of the uniformed serv- 
ices, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. MCKEON, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, 
Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. DANIEL E. LUN- 
GREN of California, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. 
Gowby, Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas, Мг. 
Ross of Florida, and Mr. COBLE): 

H.R. 1153. A bill to provide for consultation 
by the Department of Justice with other rel- 
evant Government agencies before deter- 
mining to prosecute certain terrorism of- 
fenses in United States district court, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CARTER (for himself, Mrs. 
BACHMANN, Mr. BACHUS, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. CHAFFETZ, 
Mr. CULBERSON, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. GRIMM, 
Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. FLORES, Mr. 
HUIZENGA of Michigan, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
KISSELL, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. MCCAUL, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. Mica, Mrs. MIL- 
LER of Michigan, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 
PENCE, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. ROE of Ten- 
nessee, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
WESTMORELAND, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. CHABOT, and 
Mr. STIVERS): 

H.R. 1154. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to prevent the Secretary of Vet- 
erans Affairs from prohibiting the use of 
service dogs on Department of Veterans Af- 
fairs property; to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. PETERS (for himself, Mr. 
GARDNER, Mr. WELCH, Mr. CARNEY, 
and Mr. POLIS): 

H.R. 1155. A bill to establish procedures for 
the expedited consideration by Congress of 
the recommendations set forth in the Termi- 
nations, Reductions, and Savings report pre- 
pared by the Office of Management and 
Budget; to the Committee on the Budget, 
and in addition to the Committee on Rules, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider- 
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. DENT: 

H.R. 1156. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act with respect to a coun- 
try that denies or unreasonably delays ac- 
cepting the country’s nationals upon the re- 
quest of the Secretary of Homeland Security; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. REHBERG: 

H.R. 1157. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Army to conduct levee system evalua- 
tions and certifications on receipt of re- 
quests from non-Federal interests; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. REHBERG: 

H.R. 1158. A bill to authorize the convey- 
ance of mineral rights by the Secretary of 
the Interior in the State of Montana, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 
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By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (for 
himself, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. 
BURGESS, Mr. OLSON, Mr. BARTON of 
Texas, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. CARSON 
of Indiana, Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, and Mrs. BLACK): 

H.R. 1159. A bill to repeal certain provi- 
sions of the Patient Protection and Afford- 
able Care Act relating to the limitation on 
the Medicare exception to the prohibition on 
certain physician referrals for hospitals and 
to transparency reports and reporting of 
physician ownership or investment interests; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. KISSELL (for himself, Mr. 
JONES, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. MCcIN- 
TYRE, Mr. SHULER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. 
PRICE of North Carolina, Mrs. 
MYRICK, Mrs. ELLMERS, and Mr. MIL- 
LER of North Carolina): 

H.R. 1160. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey the McKinney Lake 
National Fish Hatchery to the State of 
North Carolina, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ (for himself, Mr. 
BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. COBLE, Mr. CON- 
YERS, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. 
GARY G. MILLER of California, Mr. 
Ross of Florida, and Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ): 

H.R. 1161. A bill to reaffirm state-based al- 
cohol regulation, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DICKS: 

H.R. 1162. A bill to provide the Quileute In- 
dian Tribe Tsunami and Flood Protection, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY (for herself, Ms. 
BALDWIN, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. 
KAPTUR, and Ms. SUTTON): 

H.R. 1168. A bill to provide Federal con- 
tracting preferences for, and a reduction in 
the rate of income tax imposed on, Patriot 
corporations, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi- 
tion to the Committee on Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. KING of New York (for himself, 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 
BROUN of Georgia, Mr. GERLACH, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. BARTLETT, and Mr. 
FORBES): 

H.R. 1164. A bill to amend title 4, United 
States Code, to declare English as the offi- 
cial language of the Government of the 
United States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce, 
and in addition to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas (for 
herself, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. THOMPSON of 
Mississippi, and Mr. DAVIS of Illi- 
nois): 

H.R. 1165. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to establish an Ombudsman Of- 
fice within the Transportation Security Ad- 
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ministration for the purpose of enhancing 
transportation security by providing con- 
fidential, informal, and neutral assistance to 
address work-place related problems of 
Transportation Security Administration em- 
ployees, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Homeland Security. 

By Mr. ISSA (for himself, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. JONES, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. RIVERA, Mr. 
ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mr. 
PIERLUISI, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. DEUTCH, and 
Ms. WILSON of Florida): 

H.R. 1166. A bill to modify the prohibition 
on recognition by United States courts of 
certain rights relating to certain marks, 
trade names, or commercial names; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JORDAN (for himself, Mr. 
SCOTT of South Carolina, Mr. GAR- 
RETT, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
GOHMERT, and Mr. CHAFFETZ): 

H.R. 1167. A bill to provide information on 
total spending on means-tested welfare pro- 
grams, to provide additional work require- 
ments, and to provide an overall spending 
limit on means-tested welfare programs; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in 
addition to the Committees on the Budget, 
Rules, Agriculture, and Energy and Com- 
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. RIGELL (for himself, Mr. 
CoBLE, Mr. РО8ЕҮ, and Mr. RIBBLE): 

H.R. 1168. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide that matching con- 
tributions to the Thrift Savings Fund for 
Members of Congress be made contingent on 
Congress completing action on a concurrent 
resolution on the budget, for the fiscal year 
involved, which reduces the deficit, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on House 
Administration, and in addition to the Com- 
mittee on Oversight and Government Re- 
form, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: 

H.R. 1169. A bill to amend titles 5, 10, and 
32, United States Code, to eliminate inequi- 
ties in the treatment of National Guard 
technicians, to reduce the eligibility age for 
retirement for non-Regular service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services, and in addition to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. BACA (for himself and Mr. CUL- 
BERSON): 

H.R. 1170. A bill to amend titles 10 and 14, 
United States Code, to provide for the use of 
gold in the metal content of the Medal of 
Honor; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. FARR (for himself, Mr. YOUNG 
of Alaska, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, and 
Mr. PIERLUISI): 

H.R. 1171. A bill to reauthorize and amend 
the Marine Debris Research, Prevention, and 
Reduction Act; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure, and in addition 
to the Committee on Natural Resources, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic- 
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. BERKLEY: 

H.R. 1172. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide an increased 
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payment for chest radiography (x-ray) serv- 
ices that use Computer Aided Detection 
technology for the purpose of early detection 
of lung cancer; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 
By Mr. BOUSTANY (for himself, Mr. 
GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. LIPINSKI, 
Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 


THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mrs. 
BLACKBURN, Mr. AKIN, and Mr. 
ROYCE): 


H.R. 1173. A bill to repeal the CLASS pro- 
gram; to the Committee on Energy and Com- 
merce, and in addition to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. KING of 
New York, and Mr. PERLMUTTER): 

H.R. 1174. A bill to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to provide for the licensing of 
Internet gambling activities by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, to provide for con- 
sumer protections on the Internet, to enforce 
the tax code, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Financial Services, and in ad- 
dition to the Committees on the Judiciary, 
and Energy and Commerce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. CARDOZA (for himself, Mr. 
Costa, Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsyl- 
vania, and Mr. CRITZ): 

H.R. 1175. A bill to establish an Oleoresin 
Capsicum Spray Pilot Program in the Bu- 
reau of Prisons, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COURTNEY (for himself, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, and Ms. DELAURO): 

H.R. 1176. A bill to amend the Specialty 
Crops Competitiveness Act of 2004 to include 
farmed shellfish as specialty crops; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CRITZ: 

H.R. 1177. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide for tax preferred 
savings accounts for individuals under age 
26, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FORTENBERRY (for himself, 
Mr. LOBIONDO, and Mr. KISSELL): 

H.R. 1178. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to extend military commissary 
and exchange store privileges to veterans 
with a compensable service-connected dis- 
ability and to their dependents; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. FORTENBERRY (for himself, 
Mr. BOREN, Mrs. MCMoRRIS RODGERS, 
Mr. SCALISE, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. CON- 
AWAY, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. WALBERG, 
and Mr. LIPINSKI): 

H.R. 1179. A bill to amend the Patient Pro- 
tection and Affordable Care Act to protect 
rights of conscience with regard to require- 
ments for coverage of specific items and 
services; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. GARDNER (for himself, 
PAUL, Mr. PITTS, Mr. PEARCE, 
Mr. COFFMAN of Colorado): 

H.R. 1180. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to establish small business 
start-up savings accounts; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
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By Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas (for him- 
self and Mr. CRITZ): 

H.R. 1181. A bill to amend title 11 of the 
United States Code to include firearms in 
the types of property allowable under the al- 
ternative provision for exempting property 
from the estate; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. HENSARLING (for himself and 
Mr. BACHUS): 

H.R. 1182. A bill to establish a term certain 
for the conservatorships of Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac, to provide conditions for con- 
tinued operation of such enterprises, and to 
provide for the wind down of such operations 
and the dissolution of such enterprises; to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. HERGER (for himself and Mr. 
MATHESON): 

H.R. 1183. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit the use of interstate 
commerce for suicide promotion; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ISSA (for himself and Mr. 
WALSH of Illinois): 

H.R. 1184. A bill to require greater trans- 
parency concerning the criteria used to 
grant waivers to the job-killing health care 
law and to ensure that applications for such 
waivers are treated in a fair and consistent 
manner, irrespective of the applicant’s polit- 
ical contributions or association with a labor 
union, a health plan provided for under a col- 
lective bargaining agreement, or another or- 
ganized labor group; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. ISSA (for himself and Mr. 
WALSH of Illinois): 

H.R. 1185. A bill to delay the implementa- 
tion of the health reform law in the United 
States until there is final resolution in pend- 
ing lawsuits; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com- 
mittees on Ways and Means, Education and 
the Workforce, House Administration, the 
Judiciary, Natural Resources, Appropria- 
tions, and Rules, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas: 

H.R. 1186. A bill to repeal changes made by 
health care reform laws to the Medicare ex- 
ception to the prohibition on certain physi- 
cian referrals for hospitals; to the Com- 
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad- 
dition to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider- 
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois (for 
himself and Mr. INSLEE): 

H.R. 1187. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to direct Medicaid EHR 
incentive payments to federally qualified 
health centers and rural health clinics; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. LANCE (for himself, Mr. BLU- 
MENAUER, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Ms. WOOLSEY, and 
Mr. HANNA): 

H.R. 1188. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to terminate incentives for 
alcohol fuels; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. LATTA (for himself, 
MCKINLEY, and Mr. LATOURETTE): 

H.R. 1189. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to assist mu- 
nicipalities that would experience a signifi- 
cant hardship raising the revenue necessary 
to finance projects and activities for the con- 
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struction of wastewater treatment works, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia (for himself 
and Mr. PLATTS): 

H.R. 1190. A bill to amend the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1986 to provide that a deduction 
equal to fair market value shall be allowed 
for charitable contributions of literary, mu- 
sical, artistic, or scholarly compositions cre- 
ated by the donor; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. STARK, and 
Mr. HOLT): 

H.R. 1191. A bill to affirm the religious 
freedom of taxpayers who are conscien- 
tiously opposed to participation in war, to 
provide that the income, estate, or gift tax 
payments of such taxpayers be used for non- 
military purposes, to create the Religious 
Freedom Peace Tax Fund to receive such tax 
payments, to improve revenue collection, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. LUMMIS (for herself and Mr. 
Wu): 

H.R. 1192. A bill to extend the current roy- 
alty rate for soda ash; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Ms. 
Ros-LEHTINEN, Mr. NADLER, Mr. 
DEUTCH, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HIN- 
CHEY, Mr. WEST, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, and Mr. VAN HOLLEN): 

H.R. 1193. A bill to ensure that the courts 
of the United States may provide an impar- 
tial forum for claims brought by United 
States citizens and others against any rail- 
road organized as a separate legal entity, 
arising from the deportation of United 
States citizens and others to Nazi concentra- 
tion camps on trains owned or operated by 
such railroad, and by the heirs and survivors 
of such persons, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and in addi- 
tion to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider- 
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself and 
Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky): 

H.R. 1194. A bill to renew the authority of 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
to approve demonstration projects designed 
to test innovative strategies in State child 
welfare programs; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and in addition to the Committee 
on the Budget, for a period to be subse- 
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS (for 
herself, Mr. Ross of Arkansas, and 
Mr. MCINTYRE): 

H.R. 1195. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for the partici- 
pation of optometrists in the National 
Health Service Corps scholarship and loan 
repayment programs, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California 
(for himself, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
MARCHANT, and Mrs. MYRICK): 

H.R. 1196. A bill to remove the incentives 
and loopholes that encourage illegal aliens 
to come to the United States to live and 
work, provide additional resources to local 
law enforcement and Federal border and im- 
migration officers, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and in addi- 
tion to the Committees on Oversight and 
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Government Reform, Education and the 
Workforce, House Administration, Financial 
Services, Homeland Security, Ways and 
Means, Natural Resources, and Agriculture, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider- 
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju- 
risdiction of the committee concerned. 
By Ms. NORTON: 

H.R. 1197. A bill to direct the Mayor of the 
District of Columbia to establish a District 
of Columbia National Guard Educational As- 
sistance Program to encourage the enlist- 
ment and retention of persons in the District 
of Columbia National Guard by providing fi- 
nancial assistance to enable members of the 
National Guard of the District of Columbia 
to attend undergraduate, vocational, or tech- 
nical courses; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

By Ms. NORTON: 

H.R. 1198. A bill to extend to the Mayor of 
the District of Columbia the same authority 
over the National Guard of the District of 
Columbia as the Governors of the several 
States exercise over the National Guard of 
those States with respect to administration 
of the National Guard and its use to respond 
to natural disasters and other civil disturb- 
ances, while ensuring that the President re- 
tains control of the National Guard of the 
District of Columbia to respond to homeland 
defense emergencies; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform, and in 
addition to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices, for a period to be subsequently deter- 
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con- 
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. PASCRELL (for himself, Mr. 
KING of New York, Mr. HOLT, Ms. 
BALDWIN, and Mr. PRICE of North 
Carolina): 

H.R. 1199. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Education to make grants to support fire 
safety education programs on college cam- 
puses; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Mr. MCDERMOTT: 

H.R. 1200. A bill to provide for health care 
for every American and to control the cost 
and enhance the quality of the health care 
system; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, and in addition to the Commit- 
tees on Ways and Means, Oversight and Gov- 
ernment Reform, Armed Services, and Edu- 
cation and the Workforce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi- 
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1201. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide for the establishment 
of a precious metals investment option in 
the Thrift Savings Fund; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. PEARCE (for himself, Mr. MIL- 
LER of Florida, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah, Mr. GINGREY of Geor- 
gia, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. BURTON of In- 
diana, Mr. GOHMERT, and Mr. FRANKS 
of Arizona): 

H.R. 1202. A bill to restart jobs in the tim- 
ber industry by providing for the protection 
of the Mexican Spotted Owl in sanctuaries; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, and in ad- 
dition to the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources, for a period to be subsequently de- 
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with- 
in the jurisdiction of the committee con- 
cerned. 

By Mr. PIERLUISI (for himself, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, 
Ms. BORDALLO, and Mr. SABLAN): 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


H.R. 1203. A bill to amend title 17, United 
States Code, to include the United States 
territories in the application of certain stat- 
utory copyright licenses related to low 
power television stations; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. POLIS (for himself, Mr. HIN- 
CHEY, Mr. HOLT, Mr. CONNOLLY of Vir- 
ginia, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. QUIGLEY, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. STARK, and Mr. 
HONDA): 

H.R. 1204. A bill to amend the Clean Air 
Act to eliminate the exemption for aggrega- 
tion of emissions from oil and gas develop- 
ment sources, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. QUIGLEY (for himself and Mr. 
CUMMINGS): 

H.R. 1205. A bill to amend title 40, United 
States Code, to enhance authorities with re- 
gard to the disposal of real property, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Over- 
sight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan (for him- 
self, Mr. BARROW, Mr. WALSH of Illi- 
nois, Mr. BURGESS, Mr. AUSTRIA, Mr. 
ROKITA, Mr. BOREN, Mr. CARTER, Mr. 
НЕСК, Mr. Ross of Arkansas, Mr. 
STIVERS, Mrs. MCMoRRIS RODGERS, 
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. ROSKAM, and Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK): 

H.R. 1206. A bill to amend title XXVII of 
the Public Health Service Act to preserve 
consumer and employer access to licensed 
independent insurance producers; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. SABLAN (for himself, Mr. CAR- 
SON of Indiana, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. DAVID ScoTT of 
Georgia, Ms. HIRONO, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. KIL- 
DEE, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mrs. 
CAPPS, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, Mr. BOREN, Mr. AL GREEN of 
Texas, and Mr. PIERLUISI): 

H.R. 1207. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to establish and operate a vis- 
itor facility to fulfill the purposes of the 
Marianas Trench Marine National Monu- 
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself and 
Mr. SESSIONS): 

H.R. 1208. A bill to amend the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act to permit a 
prevailing party in an action or proceeding 
brought to enforce the Act to be awarded ex- 
pert witness fees and certain other expenses; 
to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

By Ms. WATERS (for herself, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. GUTIER- 
REZ, Mr. COHEN, and Mr. PIERLUISI): 

H.R. 1209. A bill to reform the housing 
choice voucher program under section 8 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 

H.R. 1210. A bill to provide limitations on 
maritime liens on fishing permits, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans- 
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. ENGEL (for himself, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Ms. LEE of California, Ms. 
JACKSON LEE of Texas, Mrs. MALO- 
NEY, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. TOWNS): 

H. Res. 176. A resolution commending the 
progress made by anti-tuberculosis pro- 
grams; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
and in addition to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, for a period to be subse- 
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quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. GRIMM: 

H. Res. 177. A resolution expressing support 
for internal rebuilding, resettlement, and 
reconciliation within Sri Lanka that are 
necessary to ensure a lasting peace; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HECK: 

H. Res. 178. A resolution amending the 
Rules of the House of Representatives to re- 
quire a committee report on a bill or joint 
resolution to include a statement of whether 
the legislation creates any duplicative pro- 
grams; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr. 
BILIRAKIS, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. GRIMM, 
Ms. TSONGAS, and Mr. SARBANES): 

H. Res. 179. A resolution recognizing and 
appreciating the historical significance and 
the heroic human endeavor and sacrifice of 
the people of Crete during World War II and 
commending the PanCretan Association of 
America; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr. 
BILIRAKIS, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. GRIMM, 
Ms. TSONGAS, and Ms. BERKLEY): 

H. Res. 180. A resolution urging Turkey to 
respect the rights and religious freedoms of 
the Ecumenical Patriarchate; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Ms. MOORE (for herself, Mrs. 
MYRICK, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. 
RUSH, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. BRADY of 
Pennsylvania, Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Ms. BASS of California, and 
Mr. BACA): 

H. Res. 181. A resolution honoring the 
memory of Christina-Taylor Green by en- 
couraging schools to teach civic education 
and civil discourse in public schools; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr. PAS- 
CRELL, Mr. KING of New York, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. ACKER- 
MAN, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. 
MEEKS, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. TONKO, Mr. 
OWENS, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. SIRES, Ms. WOOLSEY, 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER 
of California, Mr. OLVER, Ms. WILSON 
of Florida, and Mr. LEWIS of Georgia): 

H. Res. 182. A resolution recognizing the 
historical significance of the Triangle Fire 
in the struggle to improve worker safety 
standards and protections on the 100th anni- 
versary of the fire; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and the Workforce. 

By Mr. SABLAN (for himself, Mr. 
PIERLUISI, Mr. Wu, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. MOORE, 
Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. GEORGE MILLER 
of California, Mr. FILNER, and Mr. 
BOREN): 

Н. Res. 183. A resolution recognizing Com- 
pany E, 100th Battalion, 442d Infantry Regi- 
ment of the United States Army and the sac- 
rifice of the soldiers of Company E and their 
families in support of the United States; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia (for herself, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Ms. CLARKE of New York, 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. LOEBSACK, 
Ms. MOORE, Mr. PIERLUISI, Ms. SUT- 
TON, Mr. COURTNEY, and Ms. BALD- 
WIN): 
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H. Res. 184. A resolution expressing support 
for designation of a ‘‘Welcome Home Viet- 
nam Veterans Day’’; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 


EE 


CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 


Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa- 
tives, the following statements are sub- 
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu- 
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 


By Mr. CUMMINGS: 

H.R. 1144. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con- 
stitution of the United States grants the 
Congress the power to enact this law. 

By Mr. REICHERT: 

H.R. 1145. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 8, of section 8, of article I of the 
Constitution, which states that the United 
States Congress shall have power ‘‘To regu- 
late Commerce with foreign Nations, and 
among the several States, and with the In- 
dian Tribes.” 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1146. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. NUNES: 

H.R. 1147. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1 of section 8 of article I of the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

By Mr. WALZ of Minnesota: 

H.R. 1148. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to Sections 5 
and 8 of Article I of the United States Con- 
stitution. 

By Mr. BILBRAY: 

H.R. 1149. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defense 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

By Mr. GOSAR: 

H.R. 1150. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. ‘‘The Con- 
gress shall have Power * * * To regulate 
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among 
the several States, and with the Indian 
Tribes.” Further, pursuant to the Supreme 
Court ruling in United States v. South-East- 
ern Underwriters Association, 322 U.S. 533, 
552-538 (U.S. 1944), insurance is constitu- 
tionally subject to Congressional regulation. 
As set forth by the Court: 

Our basic responsibility in interpreting the 
Commerce Clause is to make certain that 
the power to govern intercourse among the 
states remains where the Constitution 
placed it. That power, as held by this Court 
from the beginning, is vested in the Con- 
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gress, available to be exercised for the na- 
tional welfare as Congress shall deem nec- 
essary. No commercial enterprise of any 
kind which conducts its activities across 
state lines has been held to be wholly beyond 
the regulatory power of Congress under the 
Commerce Clause. We cannot make an ex- 
ception of the business of insurance. 

Speaking directly on the power of Congress 

to regulate insurance, or to exempt the in- 
surance industry from monopolistic prac- 
tices under the Sherman Act, the Court ex- 
plained: 
Whether competition is a good thing for the 
insurance business is not for us to consider. 
Having power to enact the Sherman Act, 
Congress did so; if exceptions are to be writ- 
ten into the Act, they must come from the 
Congress, not this Court. 

United States v. South-Eastern Under- 
writers Association, 322 U.S. 533, 561 (U.S. 
1944). This bill eliminates the exemption cre- 
ated by Congress, under powers expressly 
enumerated in the Constitution. As for the 
proscription on class action suits based on 
antitrust legal theories against insurers, the 
Constitution does not guarantee the right to 
a class action lawsuit. Rather, individuals 
are simply guaranteed an individual jury 
trial under the Seventh Amendment. There 
is no collective right to a civil legal remedy. 
This act preserves private rights of action 
brought by aggrieved individuals and there- 
fore comports with the Seventh Amendment 
and maintains enforcement of the public 
goals by the appropriate public entities, the 
states or the federal government. 

That the Interstate Commerce Clause has 

been construed to grant Congress the power 
to regulate unfair or anticompetitive busi- 
ness practices that harm interstate com- 
merce, was recently commented upon by the 
U.S. Supreme Court in Gonzales v. Raich, 545 
U.S. 1 (2005): 
The Commerce Clause emerged as the Fram- 
ers’ response to the central problem giving 
rise to the Constitution itself: the absence of 
any federal commerce power under the Arti- 
cles of Confederation. For the first century 
of our history, the primary use of the Clause 
was to preclude the kind of discriminatory 
state legislation that had once been permis- 
sible. Then, in response to rapid industrial 
development and an increasingly inter- 
dependent national economy, Congress ‘‘ush- 
ered in a new era of federal regulation under 
the commerce power,” beginning with the 
enactment of the Interstate Commerce Act 
in 1887 and the Sherman Antitrust Act in 
1890. 

Gonzales v. Raich, 545 U.S. 1 (2005). Finally, 
this Bill respects the Tenth Amendment and 
preserves the rights of each state to estab- 
lish and enforce their own anti-trust or un- 
fair competition statutes, and it narrowly 
construes the Interstate Commerce Clause to 
actions that involve actual commerce, a 
product that is purchased and sold, adminis- 
tered and utilized across state lines, and has 
a clear effect on national commerce. In this 
manner, this Act would satisfy even Justice 
Thomas’ concurring view of the Interstate 
Commerce Clause, set forth in United States 
v. Lopez, 514 U.S. 549, 586-87 (1995), that the 
Commerce Clause empowers Congress only 
to regulate the buying and selling of goods 
and services trafficked across state lines. 
Modern class action lawsuits typically seek 
out class members from multiple jurisdic- 
tions, advertise nationwide, and predominate 
interstate issues to such a degree courts of 
multi-district jurisdiction are sometimes ap- 
pointed. In this regard, class action lawsuits 
also engage in commerce across state lines 
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and have been subjected to Congressional 
regulation, including the Class Action Fair- 
ness Act of 2005. 

The Interstate Commerce Clause does not, 
as some have suggested, contain federal pow- 
ers that аге ‘‘unlimited’’ and indeed, the 
original application of this clause was quite 
narrow, as most aptly described in Federalist 
No. 42. In that tract, James Madison explains 
that the purpose undergirding the regulation 
of commerce among the States was to pre- 
vent each state from imposing taxes, duties 
or tariffs on goods from another state that 
would in effect limit trade among the states 
and create animus that ‘‘would nourish un- 
ceasing animosities, and not improbably ter- 
minate in serious interruptions of the public 
tranquility.’’ We follow here today, however, 
an accepted and long standing interpretation 
of the Commerce Clause that is not broad in 
that it regulates actual commerce involved 
between or transacted across state lines. 

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts: 

H.R. 1151. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 (the Com- 
merce Clause). 

By Mr. RANGEL: 

H.R. 1152. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Congress is given the power under the Con- 
stitution “To raise and support Armies,” 
“To provide and maintain a Navy,” and “То 
make Rules for the Government and Regula- 
tion of the land and naval Forces.” Art. I, §8, 
cls. 12-14. See also: Rostker v. Goldberg, 453 
U.S. 57 (1981). 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 

H.R. 1153. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The authority to enact this bill is derived 
from, but may not be limited to, Article I, 
Section 8, Clauses 1 and 8 and the Fifth 
Amendment of the United States Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. CARTER: 

H.R. 1154. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under the Fourteenth 
Amendment, Section 1 of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. PETERS: 

H.R. 1155. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 5, Clause 2. 

Article I, Section 9, Clause 7. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1. 

By Mr. DENT: 

H.R. 1156. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. REHBERG: 

H.R. 1157. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 2 of Section 3 of Article IV of the 
Constitution: ‘‘The Congress shall have 
Power to dispose of and make all needful 
Rules and Regulations respecting the Terri- 
tory or other Property belonging to the 
United States; and nothing in this Constitu- 
tion shall be so construed as to Prejudice 
any Claims of the United States, or of any 
particular State.” 

The specific Constitutional Authority 
cited here is not intended and should not be 
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construed to be exclusive of any other gen- 
eral or specific Constitutional Authority 
that is otherwise applicable. 

By Mr. REHBERG: 

H.R. 1158. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 2 of Section 3 of Article IV of the 
Constitution: ‘‘The Congress shall have 
Power to dispose of and make all needful 
Rules and Regulations respecting the Terri- 
tory or other Property belonging to the 
United States; and nothing in this Constitu- 
tion shall be so construed as to Prejudice 
any Claims of the United States, or of any 
particular State.” 

The specific Constitutional Authority 
cited here is not intended and should not be 
construed to be exclusive of any other gen- 
eral or specific Constitutional Authority 
that is otherwise applicable. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: 

H.R. 1159. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. To regulate 
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among 
the several States, and with the Indian 
Tribes. 

By Mr. KISSELL: 

H.R. 1160. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2. The Con- 
gress shall have Power to dispose of and 
make all needful Rules and Regulations re- 
specting the Territory or other Property be- 
longing to the United States; and nothing in 
this Constitution shall be so construed as to 
Prejudice any Claims of the United States, 
or of any particular State. 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ: 

H.R. 1161. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This law is enacted pursuant to Article I, 
Section 8, Clauses 1 and 3, and the 10th and 
2156 Amendments to the U.S. Constitution. 

By Mr. DICKS: 

H.R. 1162. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8. 

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY: 

H.R. 1163. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. The Congress 
shall have Power—To regulate Commerce 
with foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with the Indian Tribes. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1. The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

By Mr. KING of New York: 

H.R. 1164. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 4. The Congress 
shall have Power to establish a uniform Rule 
of Naturalization, and uniform Laws on the 
subject of Bankruptcies throughout the 
United States. 

By Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas: 

H.R. 1165. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Commerce Clause of the Constitution. 

By Mr. ISSA: 

H.R. 1166. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the U.S. 
Constitution. 

By Mr. JORDAN: 

H.R. 1167. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The bill makes specific changes to existing 
law in a manner that returns power to the 
States and to the people, in accordance with 
Amendment X of the United States Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. RIGELL: 

H.R. 1168. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Amendment I, Section 6, Clause 1 of the 
United States Constitution. ‘‘All Senators 
and Representatives shall receive a Com- 
pensation for their Services to be 
ascertained by Law, and paid out of the 
Treasury of the United States.” 

By Mr. ANDREWS: 

H.R. 1169. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con- 
stitution (Clauses 12, 13, 14, 16, and 18), which 
grants Congress the power to raise and sup- 
port an Army; to provide and maintain a 
Navy; to make rules for the government and 
regulation of the land and naval forces; to 
provide for organizing, arming, and dis- 
ciplining the militia; and to make all laws 
necessary and proper for carrying out the 
foregoing powers, and any other constitu- 
tional authority appropriate and relevant to 
the provisions of this bill. 

By Mr. BACA: 

H.R. 1170. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the United States 
Constitution, Clauses 12, 18, 14, 16, and 18. 

By Mr. FARR: 

H.R. 1171. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 8 of Article I of the Constitution. 

By Ms. BERKLEY: 

Н.В. 1172. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1. 

By Mr. BOUSTANY: 

H.R. 1173. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 7. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 

H.R. 1174. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 2 of Section 3 of Article IV of the 
Constitution of the United States. 

By Mr. CARDOZA: 

H.R. 1175. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to its authority under 
Clause 9 of Section 8 of Article I and Section 
1 of Article III of the Constitution to create 
and regulate Federal Courts. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 

H.R. 1176. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The Constitutional authority for this legis- 
lation can be found in Article I, Clause 8, 
Section 18, that grants Congress the power to 
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make all laws necessary and proper for car- 
rying out the powers vested by Congress in 
the Constitution of the United States or in 
any department or officer thereof. 

By Mr. CRITZ: 

H.R. 1177. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8. 

By Mr. FORTENBERRY: 

H.R. 1178. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. FORTENBERRY: 

H.R. 1179. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. GARDNER: 

H.R. 1180. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1, Section 8 of Article I of the 
United States Constitution which reads: 

“The Congress shall have Power to lay and 
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts, and Excises, 
to pay the Debts, and provide for the com- 
mon Defense and General Welfare of the 
United States; but all Duties and Imposts 
and Excises shall be uniform throughout the 
United States.” 

By Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas: 

H.R. 1181. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I Section 8 Clause 4 (Bankruptcy 
Clause). 

Article I Section 8 Clause 18 (Necessary 
and Proper Clause). 

By Mr. HENSARLING: 

H.R. 1182. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Under Article I, Section 9, Clause 7 of the 
United States Constitution, which states: 
“Мо Money shall be drawn from the Treas- 
ury, but in Consequence of Appropriations 
made ру Law...” 

By Mr. HERGER: 

H.R. 1183. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. 

By Mr. ISSA: 

H.R. 1184. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 the Commerce Clause. 

By Mr. ISSA: 

H.R. 1185. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 the Commerce Clause. 

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas: 

H.R. 1186. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

“The constitutional authority of Congress 
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti- 
cle I, section 8 of the United States Constitu- 
tion, specifically clause 1 (relating to pro- 
viding for the general welfare of the United 
States) and clause 18 (relating to the power 
to make all laws necessary and proper for 
carrying out the powers vested in Congress), 
and Article IV, section 3, clause 2 (relating 
to the power of Congress to dispose of and 
make all needful rules and regulations re- 
specting the territory or other property be- 
longing to the United States).”’ 

By Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois: 

H.R. 1187. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

According to clause 7 of Section 9 of Arti- 
cle I of the Constitution, Congress has the 
authority to control the expenditures of the 
federal government. 

By Mr. LANCE: 

H.R. 1188. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defense 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

By Mr. LATTA: 

H.R. 1189. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. The Congress 
shall have Power to . regulate Com- 
merce with foreign Nations, and among the 
several States, and with the Indian Tribes. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia: 

H.R. 1190. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the powers 
granted to Congress under Article I of the 
United States Constitution and its subse- 
quent amendments, and as further clarified 
and interpreted by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia: 

H.R. 1191. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to the powers 
granted to Congress under Article I of the 
United States Constitution and its subse- 
quent amendments, and as further clarified 
and interpreted by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

By Mrs. LUMMIS: 

H.R. 1192. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article IV, Section 3. The Congress shall 
have power to dispose of and make all need- 
ful rules and regulations respecting the ter- 
ritory or other property belonging to the 
United States; and nothing in this Constitu- 
tion shall be so construed as to prejudice any 
claims of the United States, or of any par- 
ticular state. 

By Mrs. MALONEY: 

H.R. 1193. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3, which reads: 
“To regulate Commerce with foreign Na- 
tions, and among the several States, and 
with Indian Tribes.” 

By Mr. MCDERMOTT: 

H.R. 1194. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution 
that grants Congress the authority, ‘‘To 
make all Laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into Execution the for- 
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by 
this Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Offi- 
cer thereof.” 

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS: 

H.R. 1195. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The bill is enacted pursuant to the power 
granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 3 to regulate Commerce among the 
several States. 
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By Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali- 
fornia: 

H.R. 1196. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Section 5 of Amendment XIV to the Con- 
stitution. 

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution. 

By Ms. NORTON: 

H.R. 1197. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clauses 12, 18, 14, 16, 17, and 18 of Section 
8 of Article I of the Constitution. 

By Ms. NORTON: 

H.R. 1198. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 17 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. PASCRELL: 

H.R. 1199. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. MCDERMOTT: 

H.R. 1200. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 1, Section 8 of Article I of the 
United States Constitution, and Clause 8, 
Section 8 of Article I of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. PAUL: 

H.R. 1201. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This legislation is authorized by Article I, 
Section 8 of the Constitution: ‘‘To make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow- 
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con- 
stitution in the Government of the United 
States, or in any Department or Officer 
thereof.” 

This includes the ability to hire staff to as- 
sist in the execution of the foregoing powers 
and to define the salaries and benefits of 
those staff. 

By Mr. PEARCE: 

H.R. 1202. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article 4, Section 3, Clause 2 of the Con- 
stitution of the United States grants Con- 
gress the power to enact this law. 

By Mr. PIERLUISI: 

H.R. 1203. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

The constitutional authority on which this 
bill rests is the power of the Congress to 
enact copyright law, as enumerated in Arti- 
cle I, Section 8, Clause 8 of the United States 
Constitution, and to regulate commerce 
among the several states, as enumerated in 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. POLIS: 

H.R. 1204. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
Constitution. 

By Mr. QUIGLEY: 

H.R. 1205. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2. The Con- 
gress shall have Power to dispose of and 
make all needful Rules and Regulations re- 
specting the Territory or other Property be- 
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longing to the United States; and nothing in 
this Constitution shall be so construed as to 
Prejudice any Claims of the United States, 
or of any particular State. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan: 

H.R. 1206. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress 
shall have Power to lay and collect Taxes, 
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni- 
form throughout the United States. 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con- 
stitution, which states ‘То make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car- 
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu- 
tion in the Government of the United States 
or in any Department or Officer thereof.” 

By Mr. SABLAN: 

H.R. 1207. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Under Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 and Ar- 
ticle IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the Constitu- 
tion. 

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN: 

H.R. 1208. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

This bill is enacted pursuant to Clause 1 
and Clause 18 of Section 8 of Article I of the 
United States Constitution. 

By Ms. WATERS: 

H.R. 1209. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause I of the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 

H.R. 1210. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis- 
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3. 


EE 


ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 


Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu- 
tions as follows: 

H.R. 21: Mr. MANZULLO. 

H.R. 91: Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. GIBBS, Mrs. 
ADAMS, and Mrs. CAPITO. 

H.R. 110: Mr. LOEBSACK and Mr. DOYLE. 

H.R. 121: Mr. MCCOTTER. 

H.R. 140: Mr. SCHWEIKERT and Mr. FORTEN- 
BERRY. 

H.R. 156: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. 

H.R. 178: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. MAN- 
ZULLO, and Mr. RAHALL. 

H.R. 191: Ms. DEGETTE. 

H.R. 192: Mr. OLVER. 

H.R. 198: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. GRIJALVA, and 
Mr. COBLE. 

H.R. 210: Mr. FILNER, Mr. STARK, Mr. HIN- 
CHEY, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, and Ms. 
ZOE LOFGREN of California. 

H.R. 219: Mr. CHABOT. 

H.R. 258: Mr. SARBANES. 

H.R. 276: Mr. MORAN. 

H.R. 308: Ms. BAss of California. 

H.R. 321: Mr. FARR. 

H.R. 333: Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. CHANDLER, 
Mr. MCKINLEY, and Mr. CARDOZA. 

H.R. 374: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. GUTHRIE, and Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 396: Mr. WEST. 

H.R. 401: Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 402: Ms. LINDA Т. SANCHEZ of Cali- 
fornia and Mr. GRIJALVA. 
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H.R. 412: Mr. CARTER. 

H.R. 481: Mr. RIGELL. 

H.R. 436: Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas and Mrs. 
DAVIS of California. 

H.R. 450: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. 

H.R. 452: Mr. FITZPATRICK. 

H.R. 455: Mr. BACHUS. 

H.R. 456: Mr. KISSELL. 

H.R. 457: Mr. POMPEO. 

H.R. 459: Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 
MICHAUD, and Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. 


H.R. 462: Mr. HURT and Mr. WOODALL. 

H.R. 470: Mr. GOSAR and Mrs. BONO MACK. 
H.R. 471: Mr. LATTA. 

H.R. 515: Mr. MARINO. 

H.R. 529: Ms. TSONGAS. 

H.R. 589: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 

H.R. 546: Mr. HANNA, Mr. BASS of New 


Hampshire, Mrs. CAPPS, and Mr. HALL. 

H.R. 591: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 601: Mr. CICILLINE and Mr. VAN HOL- 
LEN. 

H.R. 602: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia and Mr. 
ENGEL. 

H.R. 603: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia and Mr. 
ENGEL. 

H.R. 604: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia and Mr. 
ENGEL. 

H.R. 605: Mrs. EMERSON. 

H.R. 616: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 

H.R. 620: Mr. CANSECO, Mr. GARY G. MILLER 
of California, and Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. 

H.R. 639: Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. MILLER of 
North Carolina, Ms. TSONGAS, and Mr. YAR- 
MUTH. 

H.R. 640: Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana. 

H.R. 642: Mr. GOODLATTE and 
FITZPATRICK. 

H.R. 653: 
GARAMENDI. 

H.R. 661: Mr. RAHALL. 

H.R. 667: Mr. POLIS. 

H.R. 673: Mr. BOREN. 

H.R. 674: Mr. BuCSHON, Mrs. MCMORRIS 
RODGERS, Mr. CALVERT, and Mr. BOSWELL. 

H.R. 712: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. 
PETERS, and Ms. PINGREE of Maine. 


Mr. 


Ms. ScHAKOWSKY and Mr. 


H.R. 721: Mr. KLINE. 

H.R. 729: Mrs. MALONEY and Mr. WELCH. 

H.R. 733: Mr. MCKINLEY, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. LYNCH, and Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H.R. 735: Mr. LANDRY and Mr. PLATTS. 

H.R. 748: Mr. GOODLATTE. 

H.R. 756: Mr. LATOURETTE. 

H.R. 763: Mr. DUFFY and Mr. BONNER. 

H.R. 765: Mr. TIPTON. 

H.R. 773: Ms. HIRONO. 

H.R. 787: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. LANDRY, and Mr. 
POSEY. 

H.R. 822: Mr. CRITZ, Mr. NUGENT, and Mr. 
POMPEO. 

H.R. 826: Mrs. MYRICK. 


H.R. 835: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. JONES, Mrs. MALO- 
NEY, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. PETRI, Ms. SCHA- 
KOWSKY, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SMITH of New Jer- 
sey, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. KING of New York, and 
Mr. CRITZ. 

H.R. 853: Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 854: Mr. POLIS, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. 
CALVERT, Mr. BONNER, Mr. HOLDEN, and Ms. 
TSONGAS. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


H.R. 868: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 

H.R. 871: Mr. CICILLINE. 

H.R. 872: Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. 
BOREN, Mr. SHULER, Mr. SIRES, Mr. TIBERI, 
Mr. LATOURETTE, and Mr. AUSTRIA. 

H.R. 881: Mr. BILBRAY and Mr. WESTMORE- 
LAND. 

H.R. 892: Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. 

H.R. 893: Mr. RUNYAN and Mr. CRENSHAW. 

H.R. 894: Ms. МООВЕ, Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. FARR, and Ms. PINGREE of Maine. 

H.R. 895: Mr. OLVER. 

H.R. 900: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 

H.R. 903: Mr. SIMPSON and Mr. HUNTER. 

H.R. 906: Ms. BAss of California, Mr. GRI- 
JALVA, Mr. YARMUTH, and Mr. JACKSON of Il- 
linois. 

H.R. 910: Mr. POSEY and Mr. FLAKE. 

H.R. 920: Mr. GIBBS, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. MILLER of 
Florida, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, and Mr. 
GINGREY of Georgia. 

H.R. 925: Ms. HIRONO. 

H.R. 929: Ms. HIRONO. 

H.R. 987: Mr. ROKITA, Mr. LAMBORN, Ms. 
Foxx, and Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 

H.R. 938: Ms. МООВЕ, Ms. JACKSON LEE of 
Texas, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. CLAY, and Mr. FIL- 
NER. 

H.R. 942: Mr. RAHALL. 

H.R. 960: Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. GRIFFITH of 
Virginia, and Mr. MCKINLEY. 

H.R. 968: Mr. ScHock, Mr. HUNTER, Mrs. 
Rosy, and Mr. PLATTS. 

H.R. 984: Mr. STIVERS and Mr. BASS of New 
Hampshire. 

H.R. 993: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. 
BROUN of Georgia, and Mr. BURTON of Indi- 
ana. 

H.R. 998: Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. 

H.R. 1000: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 

H.R. 1006: Mr. CHAFFETZ. 

H.R. 1022: Ms. WILSON of Florida, Ms. NOR- 
TON, and Mr. ELLISON. 

H.R. 1032: Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. AKIN, and Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah. 

H.R. 1041: Mr. TIBERI, Mr. WILSON of South 
Carolina, Mr. HARPER, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. LANGEVIN, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. 
RusH, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
SHULER, Mr. BARROW, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, 
Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. 
CRITZ, Mr. AUSTRIA, Mr. KISSELL, and Mr. 
BARTLETT. 

H.R. 1051: Mr. REICHERT. 

H.R. 1055: Mr. BUCSHON. 

H.R. 1057: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, 
HIRONO, and Mr. FILNER. 

H.R. 1058: Mr. POSEY, Mr. DUNCAN of Ten- 
nessee, Mr. ROYCE, and Mr. THOMPSON of Mis- 
sissippi. 

H.R. 1065: Mr. TERRY, Mr. McCCOTTER, Mr. 
KELLY, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. WEST- 
MORELAND, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. RIGELL, Mr. ISSA, 
Mrs. McMorRRIS RODGERS, Mr. CAMP, Mr. ROE 
of Tennessee, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. 
РОЅЕҮ, Mr. FORBES, Mr. LATTA, and Mr. 
LATOURETTE. 

H.R. 1070: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. 

H.R. 1075: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona and Mr. 
COLE. 


Ms. 
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H.R. 1077: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 

H.R. 1080: Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 1081: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, 
BONNER, Mr. LANDRY, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, 
RAHALL, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. 
CUELLAR, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. Foxx, and Mr. 
LUJAN. 

H.R. 1082: Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. STIVERS, 
Mr. BACHUS. 

H.R. 1084: Mr. SMITH of Washington and Mr. 
CLEAVER. 

H.R. 1086: Mr. KISSELL. 

H.R. 1089: Mr. GRIJALVA. 

H.R. 1090: Mr. DEUTCH and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 1093: Mr. POSEY, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, 
Mrs. LUMMIS, and Mr. BUCHANAN. 

H.R. 1106: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. CARNAHAN, and Ms. HIRONO. 

H.R. 1111: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. Ross of Flor- 
ida, and Mr. MCCLINTOCK. 

H.R. 1113: Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Ms. SCHA- 
KOWSKY, Mr. RUSH, Mr. FILNER, Ms. WILSON 
of Florida, and Mr. GUTIERREZ. 

H.R. 1118: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 

H.R. 1119: Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. 

H.R. 1121: Mr. HURT and Mr. MCCOTTER. 

H.R. 1122: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. BROWN of 
Florida, and Ms. WILSON of Florida. 

H.R. 1128: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 

H.R. 1142: Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. 

H.J. Res. 1: Mr. HELLER. 

H. Con. Res. 21: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New 
York, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. WALBERG, 
Mrs. ELLMERS, Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. CRAWFORD, 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. 
FITZPATRICK, Mr. SULLIVAN, and Mr. RAHALL. 

H. Con. Res. 25: Mr. LUCAS, and Mr. CAs- 
SIDY. 

H. Res. 44: Mr. LATTA and Mrs. ADAMS. 

H. Res. 77: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. RI- 
VERA, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. CICILLINE, 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. PIERLUISI, 


and 


Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. 
MANZULLO, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. SIRES, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. BUCHANAN, 


Ms. JENKINS, Mr. NUNES, Mr. BILBRAY, and 
Ms. BERKLEY. 

H. Res. 86: Mr. GOODLATTE. 

H. Res. 98: Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. BUCSHON, 
Mr. Ross of Florida, and Mr. ROGERS of 
Michigan. 

H. Res. 106: Mr. FORBES. 

H. Res. 111: Mr. PETERSON, Mr. PAULSEN, 
Ms. Foxx, Mr. MANZULLO, and Mr. TOWNS. 

H. Res. 180: Mr. SIRES. 

H. Res. 187: Mr. FARR, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
McCNERNEY, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. 
CALVERT, Ms. SEWELL, and Mr. BOREN. 

H. Res. 142: Mr. POLIS. 

Н. Res. 163: Mr. GRIJALVA, and Ms. HIRONO. 

H. Res. 165: Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New 
York, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. BERMAN, 
and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 

H. Res. 172: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. 
COSTA, Ms. SCHAKOWSKy, Mr. TIPTON, Ms. 
BERKLEY, Mr. SIRES, Mr. KEATING, Ms. WIL- 
SON of Florida, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
and Mr. PAYNE. 

H. Res. 173: Mr. JONES. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


TO RECOGNIZE THE ASIAN AMER- 
ICAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
AND CONGRATULATE THE 2011 
HONOREES 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, it 
is my great honor to recognize the Asian 
American Chamber of Commerce and to con- 
gratulate this year’s Gala awardees. These 
awards recognize local businesses that have 
demonstrated an extraordinary commitment to 
the community. 

The Asian American Chamber of Commerce 
is a resource for local businesses looking to 
connect with one another and the community 
of Northern Virginia. The accomplishments of 
this chamber reflects the many contributions 
Asian Americans have made to our community 
and the growing prominence of Asian Ameri- 
cans in civic, social, and political life of our re- 
gion. 

It gives me great pleasure to recognize the 
following awardees: 

Asian Business Excellence Award: Base 
Technologies 

Lifetime Achievement Award: Master Jhoon 
Rhee—Pioneer of U.S. Tae Kwon Do 

Non-Profit of the Year: New Tang Dynasty 
Television 

Public Service Award: Rosemary Lauer— 
Devotion to Children 

Member/Volunteer of 
Chatman—Prudential 

Small Business of the Year: Allegra Print & 
Imaging of Fairfax 

Corporate Partner of the Year: Verizon, 
State Farm, CitiBank 

Government Agency of the Year: Fairfax 
County Office of Public Private Partnerships 

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to join me 
їп recognizing their accomplishments and 
thanking these individuals and organizations 
for their work in the community. The efforts 
and leadership of these honorees have been 
a great benefit to our community and truly 
merit our highest praise. | also would like to 
thank the Asian American Chamber of Com- 
merce for its tireless efforts to promote the 
highest caliber of business and social involve- 
ment from area businesses and owners. 


the Year: Cindy 


HONORING MR. BRUCE A. HOLM 
HON. BRIAN HIGGINS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, | would like to 
take this time today to honor the life and 
achievements of Bruce A. Holm, an inter- 


nationally known biomedical researcher and 
crucial advocate in the effort to develop high- 
tech research at the University of Buffalo and 
throughout the region of Western New York. 

Bruce dedicated his sharp intellect and spirit 
of entrepreneurship toward the improvement 
of research in the field of life sciences. During 
his time as executive director of UB’s New 
York State Center of Excellence їп 
Bioinformatics and Life Sciences, he was in- 
strumental in the growth of the region’s bio- 
technology industry as he skillfully attracted 
researchers and companies from around the 
world to collaborate at the Center. 

Bruce was also a pioneering researcher in 
the biology of lung development and therapies 
for acute lung disease. Among his many other 
significant accomplishments, Bruce’s collabo- 
ration with UB colleague Edmund Egan re- 
sulted in the development of a drug that has 
lowered the mortality rate of premature infants. 

Known to his colleagues and students as an 
exceptional researcher and teacher, Bruce of- 
fered immeasurable contributions to the schol- 
arly community at the University of Buffalo and 
the Western New York region. His passing is 
a tragic loss to his family, friends, and col- 
leagues, and although his legacy will endure 
for years to come, today we mourn the loss of 
his brilliant life cut short. | ask you to stand 
with me in this moment as we honor the life 
of Bruce Holm and offer our condolences to 
his colleagues, friends, and family. 


ES 


HONORING MS. JANET M. 
BEDROSIAN FOR 38 YEARS OF 
SERVICE AT THE BUREAU OF 
LAND MANAGEMENT 


HON. MIKE THOMPSON 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today in recognition of the distinguished 
public service career of Ms. Janet M. 
Bedrosian. Ms. Bedrosian has honorably 
served the U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
for nearly 38 years and will retire on April 2, 
2011. 

Ms. Bedrosian was born in Tennessee and 
moved to Grass Valley, California, as ап in- 
fant, where she grew up in California’s Mother 
Lode country and graduated from Nevada 
Union High School as class valedictorian. 

Ms. Bedrosian attended the University of 
Nevada-Reno, where she earned dual de- 
grees іп journalism апа English. Ms. 
Bedrosian, currently the Deputy State Director, 
External Affairs at the BLM’s California State 
Office, began her BLM career in 1973 at the 
Nevada State Office as its first public affairs 
staff member. She also worked in the Wash- 
ington, D.C. office as Assistant Public Affairs 
Chief before returning to California to work in 


the state office as a public affairs specialist 
and congressional liaison. Ms. Bedrosian 
worked with California’s 54-member Wash- 
ington delegation, more than 120 full-time 
members of California’s State legislature, and 
key State and local governments and their 
staffs. During this time, she built a robust and 
comprehensive congressional апа legislative 
program that remains unequalled in the BLM’s 
history. Her understanding of government 
processes and her ability to develop strong re- 
lationships have been crucial to many of the 
BLM’s and Department of the Interiors suc- 
cesses, particularly in California. 

Issues for which Ms. Bedrosian played a 
key role include the coordination between 
elected officials, the Department of the Inte- 
rior, the National Park Service, and the BLM 
that resulted in passage of the California 
Desert Protection Act—the largest piece of wil- 
derness legislation in the contiguous United 
States ever to come before Congress. 

Ms. Bedrosian is well respected for her 
knowledge of land management and her ability 
to handle complex issues. Due to these at- 
tributes, a former BLM Director called upon 
her to act as the BLM’s Chief of Staff in 2007. 

For her dedication, expertise, and service, 
Ms. Bedrosian has been honored with the two 
highest awards from the Department of the In- 
terior—the Meritorious Service Award in 2007 
and the Department’s highest civilian honor, 
the Distinguished Service Award, presented to 
her in 2010. According to the Interior Depart- 
ment, “Recipients of the Distinguished Service 
Award must have demonstrated extremely sig- 
nificant long-term contributions to Depart- 
mental programs and missions.” These 
awards are signed by the Secretary of the In- 
terior and have been presented since 1948. 
Ms. Bedrosian is recognized nationally as an 
expert, a leader, and among the best External 
Affairs managers the BLM has ever had. 

Outside the workplace, Ms. Bedrosian en- 
joys politics, travel, and making cookies. But 
mostly, she enjoys her family: husband Tod, 
son Sean, and daughter Kate; and her three 
sisters, brother, and father, all of whom live in 
the Sacramento area. 

Ms. Bedrosian’s nearly four-decade career 
in public service deserves the highesi appre- 
ciation and commendation. | ask that my col- 
leagues join me in congratulating Ms. Janet 
Bedrosian on a successful career and in wish- 
ing her happiness in her retirement. 


HONORING MR. RALPH C. LORIGO 
HON. BRIAN HIGGINS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Ralph C. Lorigo and his many years of 
dedicated service to Western New York. 
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Ralph was born on July 17th, 1947 to Ralph 
E. and Caroline (Juliano) Lorigo. He attended 
St. Lucy’s School on Swan St. through the 
age of 12 and went on to West Seneca High 
School after his family moved to West Seneca 
in 1960. Upon graduation from high school, 
Ralph earned his undergraduate degree from 
the University of Buffalo. He would go on to 
attend the University of Buffalo Law School, 
earning his juris doctorate degree in May of 
1973. 

Ralph’s interest in politics, which was cer- 
tainly passed on to him from his mother Caro- 
line, began in 1981 when he decided to run 
for Town Justice in West Seneca. Though his 
first bid was unsuccessful, Ralph went on to 
serve as a member of the Town Committee, 
then Town Chairman, and eventually as an 
Executive Board Member. In 1990, Ralph be- 
came the Erie County Conservative Vice- 
Chairman and in 1993 was a candidate for the 
New York State Supreme Court in a narrowly 
unsuccessful election campaign. Finally іп 
1995, Ralph became the Erie County Con- 
servative Chairman and continues his work in 
that position to this day. 

In addition to his political career, Ralph is 
also a dedicated member of the West Seneca 
Lions Club. He helped start a West Seneca 
Youth Court in 1984, has taught in the West 
Seneca Continuing Education program since 
the 1970’s, sat on the West Seneca Con- 
tinuing Education Board for several years, and 
has been involved in many other community 
programs. 

Ralph is married to the former Deborah 
Caruana and has three adult children: son Mi- 
chael (wife Devonie), son Joe (wife Jean), and 
daughter Jaime. Ralph and Deborah also have 
three grandchildren, Adrianna, Alana, and 
Alexa. 

On a personal note, Mr. Speaker, let me 
say that | have had the high privilege of know- 
ing Ralph Lorigo for more than 25 years. As 
an attorney and political leader, Ralph’s career 
has been one of intense dedication to those 
whom he has represented. But as a husband, 
father and community leader, Ralph’s true pri- 
orities—family, faith and community—have 
never failed to stand out. | ask my colleagues 
to join me in honoring Ralph C. Lorigo for his 
many years of tireless service on behalf of the 
Western New York community. 


—— 


HONORING THE 150TH YEAR OF 
ITALIAN UNIFICATION 


HON. PATRICK J. TIBERI 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that Congressman BILL PASCRELL 
and | rise on behalf of the Italian American 
Delegation to honor the 150th year of Italian 
Unification. 

On March 17th, 2011 the Republic of Italy 
celebrates their 150th year of unification 
throughout Italy and across the United States 
with a series of activities turning 2011 into an 
“Italian Year.” 

150 years ago the Risorgimento gave birth 
to modern Italy, preserving the ideals of west- 
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ern civilization: the protection of the rights, 
freedoms, and liberty of individuals. 

Much of what we are as Americans and 
what we believe in has roots in Italy. As long 
time allies, we share a unique partnership in 
the arts, sciences and politics. Our friendship 
is strengthened through our common values 
and historical ties. It has been shaped through 
the ideas and contributions of great figures 
like Andrea Palladio and Thomas Jefferson, 
Benjamin Franklin and Gaetano Filangieri, 
Giuseppe Garibaldi and Abraham Lincoln. 

As co-chairs of the Italian-American delega- 
tion, we are proud to represent millions of 
Americans who like ourselves, are of Italian 
descent. Our ancestors have brought proud 
traditions of service with them to the United 
States. We still share those values today and 
with assistance from many Italian-American 
community organizations we continue to pass 
these traditions onto future generations. 

As President Kennedy stated during the 
Centennial celebration of Italian Unification, 
“We have the old and the new bound together 
and inextricably linked, Italy and the United 
States, past, present and we believe, future.” 

We proudly recognize and celebrate this 
150th anniversary of Italian Unification and the 
continued friendship between the United 
States and Italy. 


Se 


A WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH 
TRIBUTE TO SHIRLEY CHISHOLM 


HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, during our cele- 
bration of Women’s History Month, | would like 
to take an opportunity to honor the late Honor- 
able Shirley Anita Chisholm. She was a trail- 
blazer and an inspiration for many people 
across the country, including myself. 

Shirley Anita Chisholm was born on Novem- 
ber 30, 1924, in Brooklyn, NY to immigrant 
parents. She was an alumna of Girls High 
School, and earned her B.A. from Brooklyn 
College in 1946. In 1952, she went on to earn 
her M.A. from Columbia University in elemen- 
tary education. During her time in school she 
became interested in and became a proud 
member of Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, Inc., 
and the NAACP. 

Prior to her political career, she was an edu- 
cator—a nursery school teacher from her col- 
lege graduation in 1946 until 1953. From 1953 
to 1959, she served as the director of Ham- 
ilton-Madison Child Care Center, and from 
1959 to 1964 she was an educational consult- 
ant for the Division of Day Care in New York 
City. 

Shirley Chisholm’s political career began 
when she ran for the New York State Legisla- 
ture in 1964. She proudly served there for four 
years. In 1968, she won election to the United 
States House of Representatives, becoming 
the first African-American woman elected to 
Congress. Congresswoman Chisholm was re- 
elected six times, and retired in 1983. During 
her tenure, she was a founding member of the 
Congressional Black Caucus, and was an im- 
portant advocate for women, children, and 
inner city residents. 
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Her distinguished career was marked by 
challenging barriers. Shirley said: “I want to be 
remembered as a woman who fought for 
change in the twentieth century.” We remem- 
ber her today as a powerful force for change, 
an advocate for the most vulnerable in society, 
and an inspiration for many. On January 25, 
1972, she became the first major-party black 
candidate for President of the United States of 
America and the first woman to run for the 
Democratic presidential nomination. 

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing the life and accomplish- 
ments of Shirley Chisholm on the occasion of 
Women’s History Month. 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF THE NATIONAL 
GUARD TECHNICIAN EQUITY ACT 


HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
introduce much-needed legislation to benefit 
one of the most deserving groups of workers 
in our nation. The National Guard Technician 
Equity Act will go a long way toward correcting 
many wrongs in several outdated laws that 
harm the men and women who serve our 
country. 

National Guard dual-status technicians are a 
unique group of workers. They are civilian em- 
ployees of the National Guard in all 50 states 
and each territory. However, as a condition of 
their civilian position, they also must serve in 
either the Air or Army National Guard. These 
men and women serve the National Guard in 
a variety of capacities, from helicopter, air- 
plane, and tank mechanics to clerical and sup- 
port workers. National Guard technicians also 
serve their country on the military side of their 
jobs—during deployments to Iraq and Afghani- 
stan, and on state active duty in events such 
as Hurricane Katrina, forest fires, and floods. 

The primary law that covers National Guard 
dual-status technicians is the Technician Act 
of 1968. Because of many outdated and unfair 
provisions in this law, technicians receive the 
worst of both worlds—on the civilian and mili- 
tary side of their jobs. My legislation, the Na- 
tional Guard Technician Equity Act, will correct 
these injustices. 

First, the Technician Act requires that if a 
technician is no longer fit for military duty, then 
that person must be fired from their technician 
position, even if they are fully capable of per- 
forming their civilian duties. In a time in our 
nation with record unemployment, we should 
not be losing experienced, expert employees 
like this. My legislation would allow technicians 
the option of remaining in their civilian position 
if they have 20 years of creditable service as 
a dual-status technician. This not only will re- 
tain some of our best and brightest, but also 
will clear the way for other National Guard 
members to advance in the military ranks. 

Second, the Technician Act bars technicians 
from having the same appeal rights as most 
other federal employees—including their coun- 
terparts in other Defense Department posi- 
tions. Federal employees covered by a collec- 
tive bargaining agreement have the right to file 
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a grievance in the event of an adverse action 
(typically a long suspension or termination of 
their employment), and then proceed to arbi- 
tration; otherwise, they have the right to file a 
case with the Merit Systems Protection Board, 
a neutral federal agency. While technicians 
can file a grievance, they can only appeal to 
the Adjutant General in their state, not to any 
neutral third-party. My legislation will allow Na- 
tional Guard technicians the same right to ap- 
peal their case to a neutral party that most 
other federal workers have. 

Third, most National Guard members are 
able to enroll in the TRICARE Reserve Select 
program, a key health benefit. However, de- 
spite the requirement that National Guard 
dual-status technicians must join the Air or 
Army National Guard, they are ineligible for 
TRICARE or TRICARE Reserve Select. In- 
stead, technicians can only participate in the 
FEHBP program. FEHBP plans are generally 
significantly more expensive than TRICARE 
Reserve Select. My legislation takes the com- 
mon-sense step of studying the feasibility of 
including National Guard technicians in the 
TRICARE or TRICARE Reserve Select pro- 
grams. 

Fourth, National Guard technicians also re- 
ceive the worst of both worlds—military and ci- 
villan—when it comes to retirement. The FY 
2000 National Defense Authorization Act in- 
cluded a provision to provide technicians who 
started work after 1996 to have “special cat- 
egory” civilian retirement. This means that 
they can retire somewhat earlier than most 
other federal workers, due to the dangerous 
nature of their jobs. However, technicians who 
were already working for the National Guard 
on or before 1996 were exempted from this 
improved retirement. My legislation will ensure 
all National Guard technicians—regardless of 
when they started work—will have the same 
retirement. Further, although active duty mem- 
bers of the military can retire after 20 years of 
service at any age, National Guard members, 
including technicians, must wait to retire until 
they are 60 years old for full military retire- 
ment. A provision in the FY 08 NDAA allows 
National Guard members to retire 3 months 
early for every year of service, but that provi- 
sion does not go far enough. Since techni- 
cians can be fired from their civilian position if 
they cannot meet their military requirements, 
many of them depend on their civilian and 
military retirement if this occurs. Therefore, my 
legislation will ensure їесһпісіапѕ—апа all 
other members of the National Guard—receive 
a fairer military retirement by reducing the age 
of normal military retirement from age 60 to 
age 55. 

Finally, my legislation corrects other injus- 
tices that harm technicians and treat them dif- 
ferently than their civilian and/or military coun- 
terparts. They include: requiring the federal 
government to pay FEHBP premiums during 
Emergency State Active Duty; doubling the 
amount of military leave for all federal employ- 
ees in the National Guard; giving technicians 
the same right during a reduction in force that 
other federal workers have; giving technicians 
the same access to enlistment and re-enlist- 
ment bonuses and student loan repayment 
benefits that other National Guard members 
receive; and the right to receive overtime pay 
for overtime worked. 
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National Guard dual-status technicians have 
waited 43 years for Congress to correct these 
inequities and injustices. | hope my colleagues 
will join me in supporting this important legisla- 
tion that benefits the brave men and women 
who so proudly serve our nation. 


— 


TO CONGRATULATE STEVE P. CHOI 
ON BEING NAMED THE 36TH 
PRESIDENT OF THE KOREAN 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF THE 
WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN 
AREA 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, as 
the incoming co-chair of the Congressional 
Caucus on Korea, it is my great honor to con- 
gratulate Steve P. Choi on being named the 
36th President of the Korean American Asso- 
ciation of the Washington Metropolitan Area. 

My community, the 11th Congressional Dis- 
trict of Virginia, is enriched by its great diver- 
sity. More than 1 in 4 residents are foreign 
born and 40% are minorities. Asian-Ameri- 
cans, particularly Korean-Americans, comprise 
the largest ethnic population. The National 
Capital Region is home to more than 80,000 
Korean-Americans making this area the third 
largest Korean community in the United 
States. Fairfax County, which | represent, has 
a sister-city relationship with the Songpa-gu 
district of Seoul, Korea. 

The Korean-American community contrib- 
utes immeasurably to the Northern Virginia re- 
gion. A large percent of businesses in the 
area are owned and operated by Korean- 
Americans, who provide a robust variety of 
jobs, goods, and services to local residents. 
The strong character and work ethic displayed 
in the Korean-American community are con- 
sistent with that of so many immigrant groups 
who have come before. Education is highly re- 
garded and sought after, and honesty, integrity 
and dignity are values that are instilled at a 
young age and continue to develop throughout 
life. 

The Korean American Association of the 
Washington Metropolitan Area plays a critical 
role in providing information, opportunities, 
and services to local Korean-Americans. 
Throughout my career, first as a district Super- 
visor, then as Chairman of the Fairfax County 
Board of Supervisors and now as the U.S. 
Congressman representing this district, | have 
worked closely with the Korean American As- 
sociation of the Washington Metropolitan Area 
as well as other Korean-American groups to 
ensure that the needs of the community are 
addressed and that its voices are heard. | look 
forward to working with Mr. Choi as he begins 
his term as president of this esteemed organi- 
zation so that together we can continue the 
progress toward achieving of our common 
goals. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in congratulating Steve P. Choi on being 
named the 36th President of the Korean 
American Association of the Washington Met- 
ropolitan Area and in wishing him continued 
SUCCESS. 


March 17, 2011 


A TRIBUTE TO JOAN FAUVRE, 
29TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 
WOMAN OF THE YEAR—2011 


HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Joan Fauvre of Pasadena, California. 
Every year in March, in recognition of Wom- 
en’s History Month, we pay special tribute to 
the accomplishments made by our nation’s 
most distinguished women. 


Joan grew up in Louisiana and received her 
B.A. from the University of Louisiana, Lafay- 
ette and her M.A. from Pacific Oaks College. 
Her commitment to children and education be- 
came evident early, when she taught third 
grade in the Los Angeles Unified School Dis- 
trict in 1976, prior to beginning a family. 


In the 1980’s, Joan joined the Pasadena 
Educational Foundation (PEF). Established in 
1971, PEF is a nonprofit organization that is 
committed to developing partnerships and re- 
sources to enhance educational programs in 
the Pasadena Unified School District (PUSD). 
The Foundation has been incredibly success- 
ful, especially due to Joan’s professional lead- 
ership and skills as a fundraiser and commu- 
nity builder. In 1985, Joan served on the 
Board of Directors, where she proved to be a 
valuable asset to the Foundation. In 1990, she 
co-chaired a planning committee, which aimed 
at expanding PEF’s fundraising efforts. In 
1994, she completed her tenure as a board 
member, and accepted the position of Execu- 
tive Director. As a testament to the Founda- 
tion’s success and Joan’s able guidance, PEF 
has taken on some of the critically important 
district-wide activities that had been cut from 
the PUSD budget. For instance, the Founda- 
tion now runs a Summer Enrichment Program 
at five PUSD campuses that provides learning 
opportunities for over 1000 students. Further- 
more, thanks to Joan’s efforts and the commu- 
nity support that she built, all PUSD middle 
schools have a Robotics Program. 


Joan is also a dedicated volunteer, who has 
committed endless hours of service to a vari- 
ety of organizations, including the Pasadena- 
Foothill Valley YWCA, the Junior League of 
Pasadena, and Polytechnic Parents Group, 
among others. She was also an active partici- 
pant on the Partners in Education Advisory 
Board, and was on the Board of Trustees of 
Pacific Oaks College and Children’s School for 
eight years. 


Upon her retirement from PEF in 2010, 
Joan remains a vibrant member of the com- 
munity. Currently, she serves on the Board of 
Trustees of the Pasadena Child Health Foun- 
dation and on the Board of Directors of the 
California Consortium of Education Founda- 
tions. She and her husband John have three 
children and two grandchildren. 


| ask all Members to join me in honoring a 
remarkable woman of California’s 29th Con- 
gressional District, Joan Fauvre, for her ex- 
ceptional service to the community. 


March 17, 2011 


HONORING CAMDEN COUNTY 
FREEHOLDER RILETTA CREAM, 
RESPECTED EDUCATOR AND AD- 
MIRED CIVIC LEADER OF THE 
SOUTH JERSEY COMMUNITY 


HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Freeholder Riletta Cream for her con- 
tributions to New Jersey as an educator and 
as a Camden County Freeholder. 

A native of Camden City, Freeholder Cream 
has devoted her life to improving Camden 
County. Freeholder Cream began her career 
in education, rising from teacher to principal 
during her 37 years in Camden County 
Schools. Since 1994 she has also worked as 
an adjunct professor at Rowan and Rutgers 
Universities instructing student teachers. On 
January 3, 1991, the Riletta Twyne Cream 
Family School opened its doors to the next 
generation of Camden’s children. 

In 1994, Riletta Cream was appointed to the 
Camden County Board of Chosen 
Freeholders, and was re-elected three times. 
In her capacity as Freeholder, she served as 
a liaison to the Departments of Buildings and 
Operations and Education. She also worked to 
restore the Camden City Council Chambers, 
implement the construction of two new librar- 
ies, and install computers in every classroom 
in the city. 

Working as an Educator and Freeholder of 
Camden County, Riletta was a steadfast pub- 
lic servant. After announcing her retirement, 
Riletta said that her time in service has been 
a joy. Speaking as a former Freeholder, | 
share in her joy and commend her for her ac- 
complishments. Mr. Speaker, | am proud that 
Freeholder Cream has served Camden as a 
passionate civic leader and am confident that 
her service will continue to set an example for 
all citizens of New Jersey. 


ee 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 25TH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF ACCESS SAC- 
RAMENTO 


HON. DORIS 0. MATSUI 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
recognition of Access Sacramento, Sac- 
ramento’s public access station, as they cele- 
brate the station’s 25th anniversary. It is a 
great pleasure to recognize the station’s dedi- 
cation to giving a voice to individuals, events 
and opinions that are often not seen on tele- 
vision. As Access Sacramento’s supporters 
gather to celebrate this milestone, | ask all my 
colleagues to join me in honoring their leader- 
ship in community reporting. 

The Sacramento area was one of the last 
urban areas to be wired for cable television, 
and it was not until December 1983 that public 
access television came to Sacramento. Known 
then as Sacramento Cable, the station devel- 
oped a system that would provide funding, 
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channel space, and equipment for a wide vari- 
ety of local programming. These resources 
were divided among a number of organiza- 
tions, one of which was Access Sacramento. 

Over the last 25 years, Access Sacramento 
has overcome each challenge it has faced, 
and has adapted to meet the demand of a 
growing and ethnically diverse community. 
The station has earned an international rep- 
utation for success and has welcomed visitors 
from Europe, Africa, and Asia to see how the 
organization operates. Furthermore, Access 
Sacramento has been recognized for their 
quality programs, receiving many awards, in- 
cluding the prestigious “Best Public Access 
Television in the Nation”, which it has won 
twice. 

Access Sacramento’s success, however, is 
not simply measured in awards, but in their 
ability to provide viewers with an opportunity 
to hear and see important ideas and thoughts 
that often cannot be found on television. The 
organization prides itself on the thousands of 
unique and locally produced programs that are 
seen and made available through the station 
each year. As of this year, their annual budget 
has grown to exceed $650,000 with a staff of 
ten individuals and over 750 volunteers. The 
station reaches 265,000 Sacramento residents 
and distributes more than 5,000 videos annu- 
ally. It is clear that Access Sacramento is 
making a difference one voice at a time. 

Mr. Speaker, | am honored to pay tribute to 
Access Sacramento, and their continuous 
commitment to providing the Sacramento com- 
munity with access to information that they 
would not have received from other media out- 
lets. The past 25 years have been tremen- 
dously successful and | am sure they will con- 
tinue to enjoy success in the future. While Ac- 
cess Sacramento’s staff, supporters, and lis- 
teners gather together to celebrate the organi- 
zation’s 25th anniversary, | ask all my col- 
leagues to join me in honoring their out- 
standing work in providing the community with 
local television and radio programming. 


EEE 


THE TRIANGLE SHIRTWAIST FIRE: 
HIGHLIGHTING THE NEED FOR 
WORKERS’ RIGHTS 


HON. JANICE D. SCHAKOWSKY 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, Friday, 
March 25th, marks the 100th anniversary of 
the Triangle Shirtwaist factory fire. 

The tragedy of the Triangle fire is not just 
the deaths of 146 workers—mostly young 
women in their teens and early twenties—but 
the fact that those deaths were avoidable. If 
the owners of the factory hadn’t locked the 
doors to the stairwells and exits, if they had in- 
stalled a stable fire escape or put in sprinklers, 
many of those lives would not have been pain- 
fully and tragically lost. If the owners of the 
factory hadn’t fought long and hard against 
their employees’ right to join a union of their 
choice, those workers might not have been 
locked in and prevented from fleeing the fire, 
as the owners were able to do themselves. 

The depictions of the tragedy by eye- 
witnesses are difficult to read. The fire broke 
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out on the Saturday afternoon, at the end of 
the workday. Survivor Yetta Lubitz said that 
the warning and the fire arrived at the same 
time. Within three minutes, the only unlocked 
exit was blocked and the fire escape soon 
twisted and collapsed from the heat. Within 30 
minutes, 146 lives were lost, including sixty- 
two people who died by jumping or falling from 
the ninth floor. 

The International Ladies Garments Workers, 
the National Women’s Trade Union League, 
and other unions didn’t just mourn the vic- 
tims—they organized. The day after the fire, 
15,000 shirtwaist workers demonstrated іп 
support for a 52-hour week and a 20 percent 
pay raise. On Sunday, thousands gathered at 
the Metropolitan Opera House and passed a 
resolution calling for a Bureau of Fire Preven- 
tion and a permanent citizens’ committee to 
push for labor reforms. Soon after, Governor 
Al Smith acted to create the Factory Inves- 
tigating Commission, chaired by Robert Wag- 
ner, who would become a U.S. Senator and 
the sponsor of the National Labor Relations 
Act. One of its key investigator staffers was 
Frances Perkins, who became Secretary of 
Labor, 

The impetus for reform came from the work- 
ers themselves. Their activism resulted in the 
passage of major worker protections not just 
new fire safety laws but laws against 7-day 
work weeks and child labor. The Triangle trag- 
edy resulted in more workers having the right 
to union representation, collective bargaining 
rights, and a voice at work. 

In 1961, on the 50th anniversary of the Tri- 
angle fire, ILGWU President David Dubinsky 
attended the memorial service and said, “We 
want a fitting memorial to the martyrs we 
honor today. No better one can be found than 
to increase the respect for and the safety of 
workers.” 

100 years later, those words continue to 
ring true. Today, we confront a coordinated ef- 
fort to roll back the hard fought gains that 
were won not just because of the horrific na- 
ture of the tragedy that occurred but because 
of the organizing power of unions, workers 
and their supporters. Just as the Triangle Fire 
spurred people into action, the anti-working 
family agenda of Wisconsin Governor Scott 
Walker has mobilized millions. The message 
is clear: we will not go back to the days when 
workers had no voice, no dignity and no safe- 
ty. We will not go back. 


EE 


TO RECOGNIZE THE 21ST ANNUAL 
FAIRFAX COUNTY FOOTBALL 
HALL OF FAME HONOREES 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize the Fairfax County 
Youth Football League and to celebrate the 
21st Anniversary of the Fairfax County Foot- 
ball Hall of Fame. 

The importance of youth sports cannot be 
overstated. Participation in organized sports 
teaches our youth many lessons that will 
serve them well throughout life. These invalu- 
able lessons include sportsmanship, team- 
work, honesty, a sense of belonging, and 
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maybe most importantly, the work ethic in- 
stilled by striving for success and working to 
achieve a common goal. Organized youth 
sports also contributes to our society, studies 
have shown a correlation between participa- 
tion in sporting activities and doing well in 
school. Some studies indicate that reduction in 
gang activity can be partially attributed to re- 
focusing at-risk youth into organized, super- 
vised activities such as youth sports. 

| applaud the Fairfax County Youth Football 
League for the opportunities that they provide 
to all of our children to succeed and be a part 
of a team. | also congratulate the following 
students, coaches and community leaders 
who are being recognized at the 21st Annual 
Fairfax County Football Hall of Fame: 

Fairfax County Football Hall of Fame 2011 
Inductees: Will Montgomery (NFL Washington 
Redskins, Virginia Polytechnic University, Cen- 
treville High School, Southwestern Youth As- 
sociation), Bill Yoast (Hammond High School, 
T. C. Williams High School), George Casey 
(Vienna Youth Incorporated). 

Football Official of the Year—Youth Sports: 
Arnold Palmer (Fairfax County Football Offi- 
cials Association). 

Karl Davey Community Achievement Award: 
Betty Powell (Fairfax County Youth Football 
League). 

Tom Davis Meritorious Service Award: Lee 
Ann Pender (Director, Office of Administrative 
Services, Fairfax County Public Schools). 

Gene Nelson Commissioner of the Year 
Award: William Barry Thompson, Ill (Fairfax 
Police Youth Club). 

FCFHF Awards—$1,500 Scholarships: Lisa 
Kinston (West Potomac High School- 
Cheerleading), Andrew Weidinger (Lake Brad- 
dock High School—-Football), Scotty Nicoll 
(Westfield High School—Football), John “JP” 
Theodorakos (Herndon High School—Football). 

High School Players of the Year: Marcus 
Harris (Stone Bridge High School), Anthony 
Taylor (Washington-Lee High School), Michael 
Nebrich (Lake Braddock High School), Jared 
Velasquez (Robinson High School), Kevin 
Hogan (Gonzaga High School), Dominique 
Terrell (At Гагде-Оѕроигт High School). 

High School Coaches of the Year: Mickey 
Thompson (Division V-Stone Bridge High 
School), Mark Cox (Division VI-Battlefield 
High School). 

Youth Players of the Year—Youth Sports: 
Kyle Hamrock (Braddock Road Youth Club), 
Jelani Shakir (Ft. Belvoir Youth Football), 
Zachary Braskamp (Reston Youth Football), 
Kyle Phox (Springfield Youth Club), Guy 
Myers (Manassas Youth Football), Brandon 
Lessard (McLean Youth Football), Garrett 
Snedeker (Chantilly Youth Association), Ben- 
jamin Davenport (Lee-Franconia Football), 
Devon Patterson (Gainesville/Haymarket Foot- 
ball), Jack Caldwell (Braddock Road Youth 
Club), David Im (Herndon Optimist Club), 
Glenn Rushing (Ft. Hunt Youth Football), 
Sean Fitzgerald (Vienna Youth Inc.), Christian 
Abenes (Ft. Belvoir Youth Football), Nick 
Donlon (Southwestern Youth Association), 
Hayden Burke (South County Athletic Associa- 
tion). 

Coaches of the Year—Youth Sports: David 
Curtis (Alexandria Youth Football), Todd 
Casey (Vienna Youth Inc.), James Passmore 
(Herndon Optimist Club), Mike Anderson (Fair- 
fax Police Youth Club). 
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Cheerleaders of the Year: KC Buckley (Vi- 
enna Youth Inc.), Annie Cowman (Vienna 
Youth Inc.), Tristen Davenport (Gainesville/ 
Haymarket Football), Meghan Henry (Herndon 
Optimist Club), Kathleen Winkert (Dulles 
South Youth Sports). 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in congratulating the Fairfax County Youth 
Football League as well as those students, 
coaches and community leaders who are 
being honored at this 2011 Hall of Fame cele- 
bration. 


ES 


A TRIBUTE TO MARO KECHICHIAN 
29TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 
WOMAN OF THE YEAR—2011 


HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
Honor of Women’s History Month. Each year, 
we pay special tribute to the accomplishments 
made by our nation’s most distinguished 
women during the month of March. 

Today, | rise to commend Maro Kechichian 
of Burbank, whose tireless efforts have bene- 
еа her community and beyond. Ms. 
Kechichian was born and raised in Lebanon, 
where she received her early education and 
simultaneously became an active member of 
the Zavarian Student Association. With a pas- 
sion for learning, Maro pursued a higher edu- 
cation, and received a Bachelors Degree in 
Armenian Literature from St. Joseph University 
in Beirut, Lebanon. Prior to moving to the 
United States, Maro taught at Aksor 
Kassardjian, an Armenian school in a pre- 
dominantly Armenian suburb of Beirut. She 
proved to be a valuable asset to the school, 
and was promoted to Director—a position she 
held for eight years. 

Maro immigrated to the United States in 
1984 and joined Homenetmen’s Los Angeles 
Chapter, where she is an active member. She 
has served as а board member of 
Homenetmen Western Regional Executive 
Committee as a secretary for six terms. As a 
professional, she is a trusted team member 
who helps organize regional and international 
events, including the renowned annual 
Navasartian Games of Southern California. 

Ms. Kechichian is a dedicated participant in 
all her endeavors and she brings a dynamic 
energy to all her activities. Maro has been 
elected as a Regional Executive member for 
Homenetmen numerous times. Her expertise 
with issues related to Homenetmen leads her 
to take frequent part in its Central meetings. 
These meetings take place every four years, 
and allow Homenetmen leaders from around 
the world to gather and plan upcoming nation- 
wide activities. It is also noteworthy that Maro 
was a reporter for Asbarez Armenian Daily 
Newspaper for 20 years, and covered news 
from Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh. 

In 1990, Maro was appointed to a special 
project aimed at establishing a Homenetmen 
region in Armenia. She stayed in Armenia for 
three months and was solely committed to this 
effort. Ever since then, Maro not only con- 
tinues supporting the region she visited, but 
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also extends a helping hand to Nagorno- 
Karabakh. 

Currently, Maro serves as an Executive 
Secretary at the Armenian Relief Society, 
ARS, of the Western Region, and is an advi- 
sor for Homenetmen’s Los Angeles Chapter. 
She is also an active volunteer, and spends 
numerous hours helping Armenian Relief Soci- 
ety’s Araz chapter and various fundraising 
committees. 

| ask all Members to join me in honoring a 
remarkable woman of the 29th Congressional 
District, Maro Kechichian, for her exceptional 
service to the community. 
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IN HONOR OF 2011 BRAIN 
AWARENESS WEEK 


HON. RUSS CARNAHAN 


OF MISSOURI 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to commemorate Brain Awareness Week and 
the benefits of this informative week in edu- 
cating students on brain science in my con- 
gressional district and across the country. Dur- 
ing Brain Awareness Week, which is held 
March 14—20, neuroscientists around the 
globe educate K-12 students, senior citizens 
and the public at large on the wonders of the 
human brain. These activities include tours of 
neuroscience laboratories, museum exhibitions 
and classroom discussions on the elements of 
the human brain. 

In my congressional district, neuroscientists 
at Washington University recognized Brain 
Awareness Week during their annual 
NeuroDay on March 5. Nearly 5,000 of my 
constituents walked through the St. Louis 
Science Center to learn about brain research 
and treatments in the area. The daylong event 
included exhibits called Hands-on Human 
Brains, The Buzz about the Electric Dish, Spy- 
ing Tips from Horseshoe Crabs, The Teenage 
Brain on Prism Goggles, and The 6th Sense. 

Today, in recognition of Brain Awareness 
Week, | would like to highlight a devastating 
neurological condition that affects millions of 
Americans: Multiple Sclerosis, MS. As a co- 
chair of the Congressional Multiple Sclerosis 
caucus, | understand firsthand how this dev- 
astating and chronic disease can rob people 
of their ability to walk, talk, or even tie their 
shoes. Today, MS is the most common central 
nervous system disease among young adults 
after epilepsy and is a lifetime ailment of un- 
known origin that affects more than 400,000 
Americans. MS is diagnosed mainly in individ- 
uals between the ages of 20 and 50, with 2 of 
3 cases occurring in women. Although a 
cause has yet to be found, MS is thought to 
be an autoimmune disease in which the 
body’s natural defenses react against the 
myelin and nerve fibers in the central nervous 
system as though they were foreign tissue. 

Mr. Speaker, both genetic апа environ- 
mental factors are probably involved in the 
cause. Previous studies had suggested that 
MS susceptibility peaked before the age of 15; 
more recent, larger studies suggest that there 
is no exact age cutoff. Thanks to research 
conducted through the National Institutes of 
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Health, NIH, and the National Science Foun- 
dation—our premier scientific enterprises— 
which continue to provide hope to the 50 mil- 
lion Americans who suffer from neurological 
disorders annually. For example, the NIH is 
leading the way to promising new treatments 
for MS. One NIH-funded study showed that 
so-called “progenitor” cells in the brain might 
be used to help regenerate areas of the brain 
that have lost myelin. 

| urge my colleagues to join me in recog- 
nizing Brain Awareness Week and the con- 
tributions that scientists who study the brain 
and nervous system are making to under- 
standing more about the onset of MS and the 
innovation of potential treatments that can 
more effectively ease the pain and suffering of 
individuals who grapple with this crippling ill- 
ness during the prime of their lives. 


EE 


CONGRATULATING PARKVIEW 
HIGH SCHOOL AND SIMPSON EL- 
EMENTARY SCHOOL 


HON. ROB WOODALL 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, | proudly con- 
gratulate two schools from ту district, 
Parkview High School and Simpson Elemen- 
tary School, for having earned the prestigious 
2011 Georgia School of Excellence Award. 

The Georgia School of Excellence award is 
an annual honor awarded by the Georgia 
School Superintendent to the schools showing 
the greatest improvement or highest achieve- 
ment across the state. Parkview High School 
and Simpson Elementary, both in Gwinnett 
County, tied as the 7th District school showing 
the highest achievement as measured by 
being in the top ten percent in reading and 
mathematics assessment scores. Each of the 
schools will receive a grant from Georgia Nat- 
ural Gas. 

| am extremely proud of the work being 
done at both of these schools and want to rec- 
ognize Principal David Smith of Parkview High 
School and Principal Bron Gayna Schmit of 
Simpson Elementary School and their hard- 
working faculty and staff for their excellence in 
providing each and every student with a supe- 
rior education and enabling each student to 
meet his or her full potential. 

These two schools are in the Gwinnett 
County School District, a national leader in 
education and winner of the 2010 Broad Prize 
for Public Education, an award a competitive, 
nationwide award given to one school district 
each year that exemplifies superior overall stu- 
dent and administrative performance. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF BOY SCOUT 
TROOP 1818 AND CUB SCOUT 
PACK 1818 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize Pack 1818 and Troop 
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1818, the Jewish Cub Scout Pack and Boy 
Scout Troop that are based in my neighbor- 
hood in Mantua in Fairfax. Cub Scout Pack 
1818 now boasts 34 boys ranging from Grade 
1 to Grade 5. Chartered by the Olam Tikvah 
Men’s Club since 2000, Pack 1818 provides 
an opportunity for these boys to take in a vari- 
ety of sports, crafts, and outdoor activities, like 
hiking and camping. 

This year, Tiger Cubs include: Jacob Boyett, 
Elijah Fischer, Benjamin Golden, Ап 
Pearlstein, Nathan Rothberg, Isaac Saiger, 
and Matthew Wurmser. Wolf Cubs include 
Jacob Book, Nathan Chernys, Ben Engler, 
Daniel Fertel, Alex Frame, Zach Grossman, 
Sebastian Jones, Aidan Jupiter, Jacob 
Hemmerdinger, Rueben Hemmerdinger, Sol- 
omon Hutchins, Ben Neifeld, and Zachary 
Shmargal-Ellison. Bear Cubs include Mitchell 
Akawie, Samuel Goldberg, Jared Johnson, Mi- 
chael Krasovsky, llan Nabatkhorian, Lars 
Rosen, and Jacob Ruizick. First year Webelos 
include Solomon Jones while second year 
Webelos include Joshua Ackerman, Kenny 
Book, David Chernys, Daniel Dorlester, Jordan 
Lamar, and Aaron Shurberg. 


| am especially pleased to note that these 
last six boys—the second year Webelos—will 
transition to Boy Scouts during a ceremony 
this evening. Each of those boys has earned 
the Arrow of Light award. 


After they become Boy Scouts, the number 
of Boys in Troop 1818 will equal 18, which in 
Jewish tradition corresponds to Life. Troop 
1818, which is only three years old, has 
emerged as an important force for so many 
boys’ lives. Troop 1818 provides opportunities 
to build lifelong skills and values, and make 
lasting friendships through weekly activities 
and a variety of outdoor programs. The boys 
have a chance to earn merit badges in such 
diverse areas as engineering, camping, 
orienteering, nuclear science, and first aid. 
This past year, boys from Troop 1818 got to 
learn CPR, build and sleep in a snow igloo, 
and attend the 100th anniversary National 
Jamboree with Scouts from around the coun- 
try and world. 


Troop 1818 currently includes Benjy Acker- 
man, Max Chernys, Jamie Frame, Josh Hone, 
Casey Lamar, Ezra Lapidus, Levi Meerovich, 
Josh Rutzick, Sam Rutzick, Ezra Postelnek, 
Yosef Postelnek, and Zach Watts. These boys 
have made significant accomplishments over 
the past year—earning merit badges and mul- 
tiple rank advancements—which they will re- 
ceive at their semi-annual Court of Honor this 
weekend. 


Finally, Га like to also recognize Robert 
Book, who founded Troop 1818 and currently 
serves as Committee Chair for Pack 1818. An 
Eagle Scout himself, Robert is being recog- 
nized this weekend for his accomplishments 
by being presented with the Shofar Award. 


Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to rise 
and join me in congratulating these scouts and 
also in thanking the troop leaders, parents and 
families for their dedication to our youth. 
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A TRIBUTE TO ANITA MARTIN, 
29TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 
WOMAN OF THE YEAR—2011 


HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of Women’s History Month. Each year, 
we pay special tribute to the accomplishments 
made by our nation’s most distinguished 
women during the month of March. 


| stand today to pay tribute to Anita Martin 
of Altadena, who for many years, has spent 
an extraordinary amount of time and energy 
helping our nation’s veterans. Every other 
week, Anita and her husband of 23 years, 
Walter, volunteer at the VA Greater Los Ange- 
les Healthcare System’s West LA Domiciliary. 
They assist veterans with the necessary pa- 
perwork for benefits claims, advocate for their 
health care, help them find shelter, lend a 
hand to homeless veterans, and act as liai- 
sons with veterans’ families and the VA Great- 
er Los Angeles Healthcare System. In addi- 
tion, the Martins raise funds, have donated 
clothing, computers, a washer and dryer for 
women veterans, arranged for a bank to pro- 
vide direct deposit for the veterans at the 
West LA Domiciliary, and visit veterans on a 
regular basis. 

Anita is active in several military service or- 
ganizations. She is currently President of the 
Ladies’ Auxiliary of the Military Order of the 
Purple Heart, Unit 1898, Junior Vice President 
of the Department of California’s Ladies Auxil- 
iary Military Order of the Purple Heart, and 
Senior Vice President of the American Legion 
Auxiliary, Unit 280 in Pasadena. In addition to 
Anita’s contributions to veterans, she has vol- 
unteered extensively in Altadena for years with 
such organizations as the Altadena Sheriff's 
Station, where she ran their program for 
abused women, the Altadena Old Fashion 
Days Parade, Christmas Tree Lane Associa- 
tion, and Franklin Elementary and Eliot Middle 
Schools. Along with her husband, Ms. Martin 
formed a Neighborhood Watch Program in 
their Altadena neighborhood, provided guid- 
ance to others in forming their own Neighbor- 
hood Watch Programs, and for their leader- 
ship the Martins received the Governor's 
Award for Best Crime Prevention in 1992 from 
then-Governor Deukmejian. 


Anita and Walters business, Martin’s Fa- 
mous Louisiana Sausages (formerly Martin’s 
BBQ) has donated food for years to organiza- 
tions such as Sacred Heart Church, various 
homeless shelters, the American Legion, the 
Altadena Sheriff's Station, and the USO. Most 
recently, Anita and Walter organized a pro- 
gram where several economically challenged 
senior citizens received gift cards and 
shopped for food at a local grocery store, with 
the assistance of JROTC students. 

| ask all Members to join me today in hon- 
oring an outstanding woman of California’s 
29th Congressional District, Anita Martin, for 
her service to the community and especially to 
our nation’s veterans. 
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HONORING GEORGE E. NORCROSS, 
II AND HIS COMMITMENT TO 
COOPER UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 


HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor George E. Norcross, Ill for his service 
to Cooper University Hospital and the health 
care community of South Jersey. 

Mr. Norcross, Chairman of the Board of 
Trustees of the Cooper Health System, was 
named the “2011 Healthcare System Trustee 
of the Year” by the New Jersey Hospital Asso- 
ciation. 

A member of the Board of Trustees of the 
Cooper Health System since 1990, and Chair- 
man since 2006, Mr. Norcross has brought 
significant improvements to the South Jersey 
health care community. Among his accom- 
plishments are the expansion of the South 
Jersey and Camden Health Sciences Campus 
and the establishment of the Cooper Medical 
School of Rowan University, which plans to 
open its doors in 2012. 

Through his strong leadership and dedica- 
tion to Cooper University Hospital, Mr. Nor- 
cross has helped influence development of the 
surrounding neighborhoods, including new and 
revitalized housing, the establishment of three 
parks and aesthetic improvements to streets 
and landscaping. 

In addition to his work on the Board of 
Trustees of Cooper University Hospital, Mr. 
Norcross serves as Chairman of the Annual 
Cooper Norcross Run the Bridge, a 10k race 
that supports the Larc School in New Jersey, 
a school for children with disabilities. 

Mr. Speaker, | congratulate Mr. Norcross on 
his receipt of the “2011 Healthcare System 
Trustee of the Year” award and thank him for 
the service he has provided to Cooper Univer- 
sity Hospital and the residents of South Jer- 
sey. 


HONORING DARRYL VANDERVORT 
HON. RANDY HULTGREN 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. HULTGREN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
to honor the accomplishments of Darryl 
Vandervort of Dixon, Illinois. Darryl has served 
as President and CEO of Katherine Shaw 
Bethea Hospital in Dixon, Illinois since 1989. 
During his tenure, Darryl oversaw significant 
organizational growth, including five major 
hospital additions, the opening of seven sat- 
ellite locations, and the formation of the 65- 
physician KSB Medical Group. KSB Hospital 
employed 394 people when Darryl was named 
CEO in 1989; it’s now the largest employer in 
Lee County, with 1,112 employees. Darryl’s 
focus has always been to provide the best 
possible medical treatment and patient experi- 
ence. His contributions at KSB Hospital have 
improved the local quality of life and strength- 
ened the local economy. 

Darryl has also been a true community lead- 
er. Darryl was recognized for his exemplary 
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commitment to community service when he 
was named Citizen of the Year in 1996 by the 
Dixon Area Chamber of Commerce and Indus- 
try. Darryl’s contribution to the Sauk Valley 
area is a permanent reminder of his commu- 
nity spirit, vision, and hard work. 

As Darryl Vandervort concludes his 28-year 
tenure at KSB Hospital, the people of the 14th 
Congressional district recognize his distin- 
guished career and wish him a happy and 
healthy retirement. 
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CONGRATULATIONS TO MR. BOB 
MORGAN 


HON. LOU BARLETTA 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, today | rise to 
honor and acknowledge Mr. Bob Morgan, this 
year’s recipient of the Greater Wilkes-Barre 
Friendly Sons of St. Patrick’s Man of the Year 
Award. 

Mr. Morgan was born in Carbondale, PA. 
He graduated from Wyoming Valley West High 
School and King’s College. Bob is currently 
employed as a Financial Advisor, Assistant 
Vice President with PNC Investments where 
he specializes in providing advice on asset/li- 
ability management, retirement and wealth 
transfer needs for clients of the Kingston and 
Edwardsville branch offices of PNC. Bob and 
his wife, Marcella, have two children. 

Bob is currently beginning his 13th term as 
the Treasurer for the Greater Wilkes-Barre 
Friendly Sons of St. Patrick. Bob has also 
served as President of the Society, on the 
Awards Committee, and on the Planning Com- 
mittee for the Friendly Sons Annual Golf Tour- 
nament. Bob is a Past President, Vice Presi- 
dent, and member of the Board of Trustees of 
the Wyoming Valley Serra Club. He is also a 
member of the St. Conrad’s Young Men’s So- 
ciety, Plymouth Council 984 Knights of Colum- 
bus, and Bishop Hafey Assembly Fourth De- 
gree Knights of Columbus. Bob currently 
serves as an officer of the Holy Redeemer 
Football Parents Club, and he and his wife, 
Marcella, served as Chairpersons of the 
March of Dimes Signature Chefs Auction in 
2007 and 2008. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Morgan has dedicated 
himself to serving our community. His avid vol- 
unteerism has helped many of his neighbors, 
and his continued mission to stand up for his 
fellow citizens should be admired. Mr. Speak- 
er, today, | ask my colleagues to join me in 
congratulating Mr. Bob Morgan on receiving 
this years Greater Wilkes-Barre Friendly 
Son’s of St. Patrick’s Man of the Year Award. 
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RECOGNIZING MARCIA CARR AS 
THE 2011 OKALOOSA COUNTY 
EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT PRO- 
FESSIONAL OF THE YEAR 


HON. JEFF MILLER 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to recognize Mrs. Marcia Carr as the 
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2011 Okaloosa County Educational Support 
Professional of the Year. | am honored to rec- 
ognize her achievements and her dedication 
to the students and teachers of Northwest 
Florida. 

Mrs. Carr has spent twenty years in the 
Okaloosa County School District, including 
seventeen years at Riverside Elementary 
School in Crestview, Florida, where she is the 
Media Specialist. While Mrs. Carr is respon- 
sible for organizing and managing the Media 
Center, her contributions at Riverside Elemen- 
tary go far beyond her duties in the Media 
Center. 

Each morning Mrs. Carr braves the ele- 
ments to supervise the safety of students who 
walk and ride their bikes to school. Mrs. Carr's 
day does not end when school lets out. She 
helps to coordinate the after school tutoring 
program, providing snacks and taking attend- 
ance. When the tutoring is finished, Mrs. Carr 
manages the transportation for each student. 
She knows exactly how each student is sup- 
posed to get home, and she rides the bus 
route twice a week to make sure that every 
student arrives home safely. 

Marcia Carr goes above and beyond the call 
of duty. In her role as the Media Specialist, 
she is the consummate professional. Her com- 
mitment to serving the students of Riverside 
Elementary is evidenced by the hours she 
puts in before and after school. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the United States 
Congress, | am privileged to recognize Marcia 
Carr as the Okaloosa County Educational 
Support Professional of the Year. Her passion 
for the students of Riverside Elementary is 
laudable and her dedication to her profession 
is exemplary. My wife Vicki joins me in con- 
gratulating Mrs. Carr, and we wish her all the 
best. 
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STATEMENT ON BILL TO APPROVE 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS DE- 
SIGNED TO TEST INNOVATIVE 
STRATEGIES IN STATE CHILD 
WELFARE PROGRAMS 


HON. JIM McDERMOTT 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, today, | re- 
introduced legislation that would allow the De- 
partment of Health and Human Services to 
grant State waivers from certain Federal re- 
quirements under the foster care and adoption 
programs, so States can test innovative strate- 
gies to serve children better. Representative 
GEOFF Davis (R-KY) is an original cosponsor 
of the bill. The legislation is identical to the bill 
| introduced in September 2010, which passed 
the House last fall by voice vote. Child welfare 
waivers will allow interested States to test 
interventions that help children and families, 
but they are only a first step toward the com- 
prehensive child welfare financing reform that 
began with the Fostering Connections Act of 
2008. Additional resources and improvements 
are needed to ensure we provide critical serv- 
ices to all children and families at risk. 

| look forward to working with my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle to achieve this im- 
portant goal. 
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IN MEMORY OF CLARISSA MAE 
ROGERS WALKER 


HON. KEITH ELLISON 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, it is with deep 
sadness that | rise today to mourn the pas- 
sage of my dear friend and fellow Minnesotan, 
Clarissa Mae Rogers Walker. Driven by a de- 
sire to change the world for the better, Ms. 
Walker spent her life serving many in need in 
the Twin Cities community. 

Clarissa Walker began working as an oper- 
ating room technician at the University of Min- 
nesota Hospital. A few years later, Clarissa 
began working for Sabathani Community Cen- 
ter in 1968. It was at Sabathani that she dis- 
covered her passion for social work and she 
moved up the ladder in the organization be- 
cause of her dedication and drive. She began 
as a youth supervisor, moving up the ranks to 
become a counselor, assistant director, acting 
executive director, and finally agency director 
of the Center. 

Ms. Walker strengthened the Sabathani 
community by becoming involved in organiza- 
tions geared towards helping the disadvan- 
taged. For example: Ms. Walker created and 
led tax preparation programs which led to 
thousands of low-income residents receiving 
millions of dollars in tax refunds. This pro- 
gram, like so many others she influenced in 
her community, is still operational today. Ms. 
Walker was an active volunteer and board 
member on a number of national and local or- 
ganizations devoted to social services for low 
income families. 

Ms. Walker proved that one person can truly 
make a difference in a world where small 
deeds and individual strength can be over- 
looked and underestimated. Clarissa serves 
as an inspiration to all of us and has shown 
us that one person’s determination to help 
those in need can truly change the world and 
the way we live in it. Her spirit of gracious for- 
titude will be remembered in Minnesota, and | 
ask that we draw on her strength and strug- 
gles in the work that we do for the American 
people at large. 
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IN HONOR OF PRIVATE FIRST 
CLASS ANDREW HARPER 


HON. DAVID B. McKINLEY 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Speaker, this past 
week, all of West Virginia experienced a tre- 
mendous loss. 19-year-old Private First Class 
Andrew Harper died from injuries he sustained 
while serving our country in Afghanistan. It 
deeply saddens me to see anyone hurt while 
serving our country, let alone lose their life 
such as Private First Class Harper did. An- 
drew was a dedicated hero who defended our 
country with the utmost dignity and | am proud 
to call him a West Virginian. 

Andrew, a graduate from University High 
School, was stationed in Kandahar province 
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when he sustained his fatal injuries during a 
non-combat incident. This brave young man 
enrolled in the Army to protect our freedom 
and our country’s fundamental beliefs. The 
true heroes of our time will be these brave 
men and women who have stood up for Amer- 
ica and defended our freedom. 

This young man who was from Maidsville, 
West Virginia served our country with pride 
and dignity. He represented our community in 
that same manner. The admiration our com- 
munity felt for this young man and his service 
are immense. Andrew's passing has left so 
many shocked and distraught. This brave 
young man’s life was so very promising. There 
is no question that Andrew left a great legacy 
and his memory should be honored. 

Andrew serves as a great example of the 
American spirit. My thoughts and prayers are 
with Andrew’s mother, Deanna Wells of Mid- 
dleburg, Florida, his father, Steven Harper of 
Maidsville, West Virginia, his extended family, 
friends, and his entire unit, the 3rd Squadron, 
2nd Stryker Cavalry Regiment as they con- 
tinue to protect our freedom in Afghanistan. 


AMERICAN HEALTH SECURITY ACT 


HON. JIM McDERMOTT 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, | believe 
that there should be a family doctor for every 
American family. That shouldn’t be hard in the 
richest country in the world, but it’s not a re- 
ality for too many Americans. There is nothing 
worse than having to worry about how you are 
going to pay for something that you absolutely 
need like health care. 

That is why for the past century, leaders 
from Teddy Roosevelt, Richard Nixon, Lyndon 
Johnson, Bill Clinton to President Obama have 
tried to advance varying forms of comprehen- 
sive health care reform. At every opportunity 
conservatives have warned that ensuring com- 
prehensive care would be the end of freedom 
and usher in a new era of socialism. Despite 
this alarmism, Medicare passed in 1965 and 
thank God for that. Seniors and others such 
as people suffering from diseases like End 
Stage Renal Disease have a low cost way of 
accessing high quality of care. 

With the passage of the Affordable Care Act 
(ACA) last year, the promise of more access 
and fairer rules are being realized for all 
Americans. We have more to do, though. 
There has been a lot of attention made to- 
wards the supposed lack of flexibility in the 
ACA. States argue, correctly in my view, that 
they are in the best position to evaluate and 
address the specific needs of their commu- 
nities. The ACA gives states a great deal of 
flexibility, but some states believe they can 
build on it to do even more to expand access, 
lower costs and raise the quality of health 
care. For example, in Vermont, there is a 
grassroots movement that has swept into the 
State House to move the State of Vermont to- 
wards a single payer system. 

The people in Vermont are fed up with in- 
surance companies and want more progress. 
They think it’s ridiculous and shameful for in- 
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surance companies to post their highest profit 
margins ever this year while also charging 
higher premiums to consumers. 

The American Health Security Act | am in- 
troducing today would give states the ability to 
increase quality and get control of costs by 
taking out the profiteering middle-man—insur- 
ance companies—and letting doctors focus on 
what they do best: treat patients. | believe this 
bill builds on the ACA by offering states an ex- 
cellent option in moving our country towards a 
health care system that finally puts the patient 
first. 


TYLER MARTINEZ TRIBUTE 


HON. SCOTT R. TIPTON 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Tyler Martinez of Alamosa, Colo- 
rado. Mr. Martinez earned the Youth of the 
Year award at the Boys and Girls Club of the 
San Luis Valley for the second year in a row. 

It is rare to find a youth like Mr. Martinez 
who is so involved in helping less fortunate 
kids. The Alamosa High Junior lends his effort 
and time to the Boys and Girls Club, though. 
The fact that he was selected for the honor 
two consecutive years is a testament to his 
dedication. As a student and player on the 
Alamosa High basketball team, it is even more 
impressive that Mr. Martinez finds so much 
time to volunteer. 

Mr. Martinez will once again enter the state- 
wide competition for Colorado Youth of the 
Year. He joins many deserving honorees 
across the state and will certainly be a serious 
contender. Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to rec- 
ognize Tyler Martinez, today, and | have no 
doubt this young man will continue to be a 
leader in his community. 


HAPPY ST. PATRICK’S DAY 


HON. CAROLYN McCARTHY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr Speaker, 
Happy St. Patrick’s Day! Originally a religious 
holiday, today St. Patrick’s Day is largely an 
international celebration of Irish culture. | urge 
my colleagues and fellow Americans to em- 
brace this day. Today, one in four Americans 
traces at least part of their ancestry to Ireland. 
lrish-Americans have provided the backbone 
of our workforce, enlivened our art and cul- 
ture, defended our country, and served in this 
Congress and as President of the United 
States. Great Irish-Americans such as Eugene 
O’Neill and F. Scott Fitzgerald transformed 
American literature, innovators like Henry Ford 
helped revolutionize American transportation, 
and who can forget Presidents like Andrew 
Jackson, John Fitzgerald Kennedy, and Ron- 
ald Reagan, each Irish-American alike. Irish- 
Americans continue to contribute to our nation 
as they ably serve in their communities in nu- 
merous capacities. It is for all of these reasons 
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that | support the designation of March as 
Irish-American Heritage Month and encourage 
Americans to celebrate Irish-American herit- 
age. I’m proud to stand today with my col- 
leagues, those lucky enough to be Irish-Amer- 
ican, as well as those who aren’t, and honor 
this group that has been so important to our 
nation on this St. Patrick’s Day. 


Ee 


INTRODUCING THE THRIFT SAV- 
INGS FUND IMPROVEMENT ACT 


HON. RON PAUL 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to introduce 
the Thrift Savings Fund Improvement Act. This 
legislation expands the investment options 
available to congressional and other federal 
employees by creating a precious metals in- 
vestment fund in the Thrift Savings Plan 
(TSP). Adding a precious metals fund to the 
TSP will enhance the plan’s ability to offer 
congressional employees a wide range of in- 
vestment options that can provide financial se- 
curity even during difficult economic condi- 
tions. 

The Thrift Savings Plan is one of the most 
important benefits offered to Congressional 
employees. A strong TSP can obviously play 
a key role in attracting and retaining talented 
individuals to serve in the legislative branch. 
Adding a precious metals option will strength- 
en the TSP. In the last year, the price of gold 
rose by over 23 percent and silver by over 94 
percent, while the Dow Jones and S&P 500 
each only rose by around 8.5 percent. 

Recent gains aside, precious metals have a 
number of features that make them a sound 
part of a prudent investment strategy. In par- 
ticular, inflation does not erode the value of 
precious metals is not eroded over time. Thus, 
precious metals can serve as a valuable “in- 
flation hedge.” Precious metals also maintain, 
or even increase, their value during times of 
stock market instability, such as what the 
country is currently experiencing. Thus, invest- 
ments in precious metals can help ensure that 
an investment portfolio maintains its value dur- 
ing times of economic instability. 

Federal employees could greatly benefit 
from the protection against inflation and eco- 
nomic downturns provided by prudent invest- 
ments in precious metals. | therefore once 
again urge my colleagues to cosponsor the 
Thrift Savings Fund Improvement Act. 


ES 


HONORING SERGEANT 
KRISTOPHER JAMES GOULD 


HON. DALE E. KILDEE 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to the memory of Sergeant 
Kristopher James Gould of Frankenlust Town- 
ship in Michigan. Kristopher paid the ultimate 
price in service to his country on February 27, 
2011 in Afghanistan. 
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Sergeant Gould joined the Michigan Army 
National Guard in 2003. He served in Iraq 
from 2005 to 2006. He joined the US Army in 
2007 and was serving his second tour of duty 
in Afghanistan when his unit was struck by an 
improvised explosive device. Kristopher was 
assigned to the B Company, 2nd _ Infantry 
Regiment, 1st Infantry Division, Fort Knox, 
Kentucky. He was a 2004 graduate of Valley 
Lutheran High School and his funeral was 
held at Bethlehem Lutheran Church on Satur- 
day, March 12th. 

James and Ann Gould, Kristopher’s parents, 
would like to thank the Casualty Assistance 
Officer, Sergeant Angelina Saldana, of the 
Michigan Army National Guard for her assist- 
ance during this time. She escorted them to 
Dover Air Force Base, and coordinated the 
military honors with the church. Mr. and Mrs. 
Gould were touched by her compassion and 
her support of the family during this time. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask the House of Represent- 
atives to stand with me in a moment of silence 
and remember the life of Kristopher James 
Gould and the service he rendered to our 
country. His sacrifice for the United States of 
America cannot be measured, and we owe 
him our thanks and gratitude. Please join me 
in offering prayers and condolences to his par- 
ents, sister and family for their loss. 


STEPHEN F. MESTAS TRIBUTE 
HON. SCOTT R. TIPTON 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Chief Warrant Officer Stephen F. 
Mestas of Pueblo, Colorado. Officer Mestas is 
a helicopter combat pilot who just finished his 
second tour of duty in Afghanistan, and his 
fifth tour overall. His return is a reminder of 
the sacrifice our soldiers and their families 
make to ensure our freedoms. 

Officer Mestas and his unit, Alpha Troop 2- 
17 Cavalry, were recently deployed into some 
of the most dangerous territory in the world. 
They put their lives in danger every day so 
that we may live safely and freely in America. 
The fact that officer Mestas has been de- 
ployed five times in that pursuit is both hum- 
bling and inspiring. We are truly indebted to 
these brave men. 

| also feel profound respect for the wives, 
children, parents and siblings of our American 
soldiers. They are put through incredible dif- 
ficulties and we owe them the same gratitude. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor to recognize Ste- 
phen Mestas, today. He and his family keep 
this country strong, along with all of the other 
men and women we charge with protecting 
the United States of America. 


EE 


RECOGNIZING THE CONTRIBU- 
TIONS OF OUR DAILY BREAD 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize Our Daily Bread, and 
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to congratulate them on their 26 years of serv- 
ice in the Northern Virginia community. 

Our Daily Bread is a volunteer-based orga- 
nization dedicated to providing critical services 
to families and individuals suffering from finan- 
cial hardship. Through robust community sup- 
port from local faith-based groups, community 
organizations, local businesses, schools and 
universities, Our Daily Bread has grown to 
provide food, financial literacy education and 
assistance, school supplies, and holiday cheer 
to thousands of people in our area. 

Our Daily Bread’s mission is to identify and 
address the unmet fundamental needs of Fair- 
fax area residents, and to empower the com- 
munity to help our neighbors maintain self-suf- 
ficiency. This mission of sustainability and self- 
sufficiency evolved from humble beginnings. 
Our Daily Bread was founded in 1984 as a 
temporary homeless shelter that rotated 
among several area churches. When Fairfax 
County opened a county-run shelter in the 
Reston area, Our Daily Bread refocused its 
energies on feeding the homeless and opened 
a soup kitchen to serve those most in need. 
Recognizing the difficulties faced by those pa- 
trons unable to benefit from this service, Our 
Daily Bread again reinvented itself first by de- 
livering sandwiches made by volunteers and 
later to delivering supplemental groceries di- 
rectly to homeless families who were living in 
motels along Route 50 in Fairfax. 

Our Daily Bread has a history of being dy- 
namic in the face of changing demographics. 
Beginning in the 1990’s and largely fueled by 
the high cost of rental housing, a new urgent 
need emerged. Families who were not home- 
less, families in which one or both parents 
were often juggling multiple jobs, were finding 
themselves unable to meet their basic needs 
and were just one crisis away from homeless- 
ness. Our Daily Bread rose to meet this chal- 
lenge and began a program offering emer- 
gency financial assistance in the form of a 
modest one time grant of up to $350.00. More 
recently, Our Daily Bread expanded their serv- 
ices to provide financial mentoring, a back to 
school program and holiday meals and gifts. It 
is a testament to talent and commitment of the 
volunteers, staff, and supporters who make 
Our Daily Bread’s what it is today; an organi- 
zation with the foresight and readiness to take 
on new problems, while continuing to deliver 
on core initiatives. 

Today, Our Daily Bread provides critical 
services to the elderly, the working poor, the 
disabled and the homeless in the Fairfax area. 
In 2010, Our Daily Bread provided food assist- 
ance to 425 families, an 18% increase from 
the previous year. In addition, 333 families 
benefited from financial assistance and over 
385 families took part in financial literacy train- 
ing and mentoring, a 73% increase over last 
year. 4,584 families were served by the holi- 
day program, and 337 children received sup- 
plies for school. Over half of those assisted by 
our Daily Bread’s program were children. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in paying tribute to Our Daily Bread for 
their commitment to the community. | would 
also to express my sincere gratitude to the 
volunteers and staff who contribute their time 
and energy and also to the Fairfax area busi- 
ness community for the support they provide 
to this worthwhile cause. 
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A TRIBUTE TO MAUREEN WALSH, 
29TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 
WOMAN OF THE YEAR—2011 


HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of Women’s History Month. Each year, 
we pay special tribute to the accomplishments 
made by our nation’s most distinguished 
women during the month of March. 


Today | pay tribute to Maureen Walsh of 
Glendale. Along with a successful career in 
marketing and press relations, from which she 
is now retired, Maureen has always found time 
in her life to volunteer. A native New Yorker, 
when she moved to Glendale in 1988, she be- 
came active on the Women’s Committee of 
the Glendale Symphony Orchestra, where she 
worked on a program that brought music to 
students in Glendale schools. 


For the last several years, Maureen has 
been enthusiastically involved with the Cabrini 
Literary Guild in Glendale. The Cabrini Literary 
Guild is a philanthropic organization organized 
in 1943, whose mission is to raise funds to 
support various charities in the Glendale area, 
such as Loaves & Fishes, YWCA of Glendale, 
literacy programs, as well as to promote a 
Writing Award Program with the high schools 
in the Catholic Diocese of Los Angeles. A 
member since 1994 and a board member 
since 1995, Maureen has held the offices of 
Membership Chair, Writing Awards Chair, Sec- 
retary, Treasurer and President. Currently she 
is First Vice President in charge of programs 
at the association’s monthly meetings and is a 
participant in the Guild’s annual fundraisers. 


Maureen joined Providence Saint Joseph 
Medical Center’s Guild in 1999 and went on 
their board shortly afterward. The Guild’s mis- 
sion is to financially support the Medical Cen- 
ter with its fundraising by making annual 
pledges—profits from the Gift Gallery and the 
Guild’s annual benefits help make it possible 
for the Guild to provide these monetary 
pledges. Maureen has served as First Vice 
President and Press Chairman of the Guild, 
and has acted as Chair or Co-Chair of the an- 
nual fundraising events, and is currently in- 
volved in the operations of the Gift Gallery. 


One of Ms. Walsh’s most rewarding activi- 
ties at the Medical Center is her participation 
in the Pets with Purpose program. She ac- 
companies her poodle/bichon mix dog, Beau, 
a participant for nearly five years, as he 
“makes his rounds” visiting patients in the 
medical center two Saturdays a month. 
Maureen is delighted to have the opportunity 
to help impact the patients’ lives and to see 
the happiness that Beau’s visits bring. 


| ask all Members to join me today in hon- 
oring an outstanding woman of California’s 
29th Congressional District, Maureen Walsh, 
for her service to the community. 
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TRIBUTE TO NATHANIEL 
PETERSON 


HON. JAMES E. CLYBURN 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a South Carolinian who works 
every day to make his community a better 
place for all its residents. Nathaniel Peterson 
is a well-respected community leader in the 
Myrtle Beach area and is especially effective 
as Worshipful Master of Silver Star Lodge No. 
333. | believe Mr. Peterson is deserving of our 
appreciation. 

Nathaniel Peterson was born and raised in 
New York City. He studied at the State Univer- 
sity of New York at Buffalo. He worked for 
nearly a decade with New York City Human 
Resources Administration/EVR as a Fraud In- 
vestigator before relocating to North Myrtle 
Beach. He currently serves as а financial 
counselor at Grand Strand Regional Medical 
Center/Hospital Corporation of America, a po- 
sition that reflects his dedication to helping 
others. 

When he came to North Myrtle Beach in 
2003, Mr. Peterson saw opportunities to be of 
benefit to the community. He immediately 
joined Silver Star Lodge No. 333, and within 
four years was elected Worshipful Master. 
During his three and half years as the Lodge’s 
leader, Mr. Peterson has organized various 
events which provide assistance, as well as, 
recognize individual achievements within the 
community. 

His giving spirit has prompted Mr. Peterson 
to sponsor a holiday toy drive and initiate out- 
reach programs for families in need. He con- 
tinues to sponsor the Lodge’s annual food 
drive. He is also responsible for developing 
the “The 100 Men in Black Unity Service.” 
This program honors men of all creeds regard- 
less of lodge affiliation. 

Mr. Peterson believes in giving back to his 
community, and looks for opportunities to 
honor others who are doing good works. He 
has recognized clergy, senior citizens, widows/ 
widowers, teachers, and government officials 
within the community for their commendable 
services. 

He is also passionate about providing op- 
portunities to young people. In addition to rec- 
ognizing students for their outstanding aca- 
demic achievement, Mr. Peterson began an 
annual scholarship program in 2009. Each 
year, the scholarship program assists a grad- 
uating high school student achieve his or her 
dream of going to college. 

Wherever there is a need in the community, 
Mr. Peterson helps to find a way to address it. 
He recently encouraged members of his Ma- 
sonic lodge to join him in restoring the home 
of an elderly woman and her disabled son in 
the Popular community. He is also a sponsor 
of the March of Dimes and the Paul Chester 
Children’s Hope Foundation. 

Besides his tremendous work with the Silver 
Star Lodge No. 333, Mr. Peterson is also affili- 
ated with the Holy Royal Arch Masons (Harry 
T. Ross Chapter No. 54); John 0’ Floyd Con- 
sistory No. 189; A.E.A.O.N.M.S.  Shriner 
Kaaba No. 89; Member of the Order of the 
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Eastern Star Moonlight Chapter No. 168; 
Knights of Pythagoras Youth Organization JT. 
Chestnut Council No. 46; and Kappa Alpha 
Psi Fraternity, Inc. (Conway/Myrtle Beach 
Alumni). 

Mr. Peterson and his wife, Erica, are the 
proud parents of five beautiful children, which 
include two sets of twins; Brittany and Briana, 
21, Brandon, 16, and Jared and Jordan, 12. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask you and our colleagues 
to join me in applauding the community serv- 
ice of Nathaniel Peterson. To all who know 
him, Mr. Peterson is an encouraging, inspiring, 
and persistent individual who works tirelessly 
to improve the quality of life for others. His 
leadership is a guiding light in the Myrtle 
Beach community. 


EE 


JAMES VASQUEZ AND CHRIS 
WEAVER TRIBUTE 


HON. SCOTT R. TIPTON 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize James Vasquez and Chris Weaver 
for their accomplishments at Pueblo Commu- 
nity College. Both were awarded Rising Star 
Awards, which are given to students dem- 
onstrating leadership and academic excel- 
lence. 

Mr. Vasquez is president of the Pueblo 
Community College associated student gov- 
ernment, and participates in a number of other 
extracurricular activities. Most notably, he led 
the school’s Thanksgiving food drive, which 
helped 206 students in need. During that se- 
mester he also maintained a 3.2 GPA as a 
single parent. 

Mr. Weaver also held an exemplary GPA 
and served as vice-president of the associated 
student government, under Mr. Vasquez. He 
also represents the school government at the 
State Student Advisory Council and was 
named the board’s legislative liaison to the 
Colorado Commission on Higher Education. 

Mr. Speaker, | ат proud to recognize 
James Vasquez and Chris Weaver for their 
accomplishments in higher education. There is 
no doubt they will continue to be leaders in 
their communities. 


EE 


HONORING THE LIFE OF ALFRED 
EMIL KLINGENFUS 


HON. GEOFF DAVIS 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, on 
March 10, 2011, Alfred “АІ” Klingenfus of 
Crestwood, Kentucky passed away after a life- 
time of humbly serving the people of Oldham 
County. 

Mr. Klingenfus was born in 1918 in Crest- 
wood, and graduated from Crestwood High 
School. 

In addition to being a lifelong dairy farmer, 
he served for decades on the Oldham County 
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 
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Service Committee and the Oldham County 
Zoning Appeals Board. He also played a key 
role in establishing the Oldham County Water 
District. 

In 2008, Mr. Klingenfus was named one of 
the county’s “Living Treasures” by the Oldham 
Era newspaper and the Oldham County His- 
torical Society. 

He was the loving husband of his wife, Etta, 
for more than sixty-six years, the father of five 
sons, the grandfather of eleven, and the great- 
grandfather of twelve. 

Our thoughts and prayers are with Al’s ex- 
tended family and his many friends as they 
mourn his loss and celebrate his life. 


EE 
IN RECOGNITION OF U.S. ARMY 
MAJOR GENERAL (RETIRED) 


ROBERT С. GASKILL AND U.S. 
MARINE CORPS MASTER GUN- 
NERY SERGEANT (RETIRED) 
JOHN W. JONES JR. 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize the Prince William 
County Chapter of the National Association for 
the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) 
and its 2011 “Salute to Veterans” Freedom 
Fund Banquet. U.S. Army Major General (Re- 
tired) Robert C. Gaskill and U.S. Marine Corps 
Master Gunnery Sergeant (Retired) John W. 
Jones г. will receive special recognition at the 
banquet for their service to our nation. 

The NAACP was established in 1909 to 
eliminate racial prejudice and remove barriers 
of racial discrimination that prevent equal op- 
portunity for all members of society. The 
Prince William County Chapter seeks to imple- 
ment outreach initiatives, educational pro- 
grams and victim services that address issues 
of discrimination in the local community. The 
local chapter hosts an annual Freedom Fund 
Banquet to raise funds to support the chap- 
ters activities. This year, the program will 
honor veterans of the United States armed 
forces. 

It is my honor to join the Prince William 
County Chapter of the NAACP in giving spe- 
cial recognition to two veterans and residents 
of Prince William County, Major General 
Gaskill and Master Gunnery Sergeant Jones. 

General Gaskill was born in Yonkers, N.Y., 
on April 12, 1931, to John and Armania 
Gaskill. The Gaskill family later moved to Ar- 
lington, VA. General Gaskill completed Re- 
serve Officer Training as a Distinguished Mili- 
tary Graduate, and received a bachelor of 
science in business administration from How- 
ard University in 1952. He was commissioned 
into one of the last all-black battalions in the 
United States Army. General Gaskill had a 
distinguished and decorated career in the 
Army before his retirement in 1981, to which 
he credits the support of his late wife Erotida 
Gaskill. General Gaskill is a Life Member of 
the NAACP, member of Unity in the Commu- 
nity, and an elder at his church. 

Sergeant Jones was born in Memphis, 
Tenn., on September 3, 1930, to Mattie and 
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John W. Jones, Sr. Sergeant Jones’ mother 
passed away when he was nine, and he was 
raised by Laura Belle Jones, his father’s sec- 
ond wife. In 1956, Sergeant Jones joined the 
United States Marine Corps. While in the Ma- 
rine Corps, Sergeant Jones went to night 
school to complete his high school degree and 
enrolled in college courses. His service in the 
Corps included tours in the 1958 Lebanon Cri- 
sis and the Vietnam War. Sergeant Jones is 
married to the former Anne Тапкіпѕ of 
Quantico. He is active in the NAACP and vol- 
unteers in his church, First Mount Zion Baptist 
Church, where he serves as Deacon Emeritus 
and sings in the choir. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in recognizing the Prince William County 
Chapter of the National Association for the Ad- 
vancement of Colored People and its 2011 
“Salute to Veterans” Freedom Fund Banquet. 
| extend my personal appreciation to Major 
General U.S.A. (Retired) Robert C. Gaskill and 
Master Gunnery Sergeant U.S.M.C. (Retired) 
John W. Jones, Jr. for their service and sac- 
rifice on behalf of our country. 


EDI SHELDON TRIBUTE 


HON. SCOTT R. TIPTON 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Edi Sheldon of Walsenburg, Colo- 
rado. Ms. Sheldon worked for several years in 
the Huerfano County Chamber of Commerce 
and Economic Development Committee before 
serving as mayor of Walsenburg. 

Ms. Sheldon grew up in the small town of 
Walsenburg before moving to Alamosa with 
her husband, Frank. In Alamosa, she worked 
on the local newspaper that her husband pub- 
lished. After his death, she spent a number of 
years publishing her own magazine in Denver. 

She eventually returned to Walsenburg and 
became very active in the local government. 
She worked as the secretary for the Huerfano 
County Chamber of Commerce. Ms. Sheldon 
also sat on the local hospital board for two 
years. In 2005 she won her mayoral bid in the 
small town, and worked tirelessly advancing 
Walsenburg’s economic interests and the 
prominence of her city. The commitment she 
had to building her community through public 
service is inspiring. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to recognize 
Edi Sheldon today. Her public service was ex- 
emplary and her presence can still be felt in 
the community. 
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A TRIBUTE TO EMILY MAYORGA, 
29TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 
WOMAN OF THE YEAR—2011 


HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
Honor of Women’s History Month. Each year, 
we pay special tribute to the accomplishments 
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made by our nation’s most distinguished 
women during the month of March. 

| stand today to pay tribute to Emily 
Mayorga of Alhambra. A successful career 
woman, Emily has also always been a superb 
and selfless volunteer. From a very young 
age, Emily wanted to make a positive impact 
in her community. As a teenager, she volun- 
teered at her Catholic church, and assisted 
her mother in numerous important projects. At 
the age of twelve, Emily began teaching Sun- 
day school at the church. By age 14, she had 
launched a program designed to teach adults 
in the church to read and write. 

Emily was also committed to receiving a 
higher education. Upon graduating from high 
school, she attended California State Univer- 
sity, Los Angeles, where she graduated with a 
Bachelor of Science in Business Administra- 
tion. She continued her education at the Uni- 
versity of Phoenix in Pasadena, and received 
a master’s degree in Organizational Manage- 
ment. 

Ms. Mayorga’s career took shape at an 
early age. Her perseverance led her to attain 
various positions at the West San Gabriel Val- 
ley YMCA. What began as a summer job soon 
escalated into Emily holding the title of Asso- 
ciate General Director. After spending over 
two decades at the YMCA, she was hired as 
the Manager of Volunteers at the American 
Red Cross. Three years later, she was pro- 
moted to Human Resources Director. After 
working for the American Red Cross for four 
years, Emily was hired to work for the U.S. 
Department of Commerce/U.S. Census Bu- 
reau for one year as Assistant Manager for 
Recruiting. Ms. Mayorga supervised nearly 
twenty full-time employees, where her team 
recruited and tested over nine thousand indi- 
viduals in the San Gabriel Valley for the 2010 
Census. 

Emily's accomplishments іп the community 
are many. Ms. Mayorga joined the Soroptimist 
Club of Alhambra-San Gabriel-San Marino 
over a decade ago, and has served as Presi- 
dent twice. From 1995 to 2000, Emily served 
as a spokesperson for the San Gabriel Valley 
United Way, and became a Board Member of 
the Alhambra Educational Foundation from 
2004 to 2007. Currently, Emily serves as a 
delegate for the Soroptimist Club and as an 
Auxiliary Board Member for the Alhambra Re- 
tirement Community. Moreover, she is also a 
tireless volunteer for the Tzu-Chi Foundation 
and the Alhambra Public Library. 

| ask all members to join me today in hon- 
oring an outstanding woman of California’s 
29th Congressional District, Emily Mayorga, 
for her exceptional service to the community. 


EE 


A TRIBUTE TO SERGEANT 
RICHARD “DICK” SULLIVAN, USMC 


HON. DUNCAN HUNTER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a fellow United States Marine, 
Mr. Richard “Dick” Sullivan, who died at the 
age of 79 on Thursday, February 3, 2011, 
from complications of lung cancer. Mr. Sullivan 
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was part of a generation of Marines that, still 
to this day, all Marines continue to uphold as 
some of the greatest ever to wear a uniform 
and call themselves leathernecks. 

Mr. Sullivan grew up in Colorado Springs, 
CO, and enlisted in the Marine Corps at 17 
years of age. Sergeant Sullivan bravely served 
his country as a machine gunner in the Ko- 
rean War, alongside the other Marines of ist 
Marine Division, 3rd Battalion, 5th Marine 
Regiment, George Company. With George 
Company, Sergeant Sullivan fought in Seoul, 
Inchon, and the historic Battle of Chosin Res- 
ervoir—where Marines faced incredible odds 
and demonstrated amazing tenacity and grit 
against a formidable enemy. 

Just like many of the Marines that survived 
the Chosin Reservoir campaign, Mr. Sullivan 
considers those 17 days of fighting as the 
most important days of his service to the na- 
tion. In the period between November 27th 
and December 13, 1950, the United National 
troops, which were nicknamed the Chosin Few 
under the command of Major General Edward 
Almond, were surrounded by as many as 
100,000 Chinese troops. 

Fighting in extremely cold temperatures that 
reached —35 degrees below Fahrenheit, Ser- 
geant Sullivan engaged the enemy on frozen 
ground and persevered frostbite, limited sup- 
plies and weapon malfunctions. The military 
historian Patrick K. O’Donnell highlights the 
valor of George Company in his book “Give 
Me Tomorrow,” by detailing how a small group 
of Marines, against all odds, made five sepa- 
rate stands against enemy units despite being 
severely outnumbered. 

During a critical point in combat, George 
Company put together a task force to break 
through to Haguaru-ri. George Company went 
down an 11-mile stretch of road, which be- 
came a shooting gallery. The Chinese had the 
high ground and started peppering vehicles 
with machine guns, bazookas and mortars. 
Many of their 150 vehicles were destroyed 
and over half the company was either cap- 
tured or killed. 

Mr. Donnell states in his book that if the 
task force would not have taken the initiative 
to advance their position to Haguaru-ri, then 
the 1st Marine Division would not have been 
able to consolidate at Chosin Reservoir. There 
is a good chance the United States would 
have lost the Korean War. 

Thanks to George Company, the 1st Marine 
Division did consolidate their forces and man- 
aged to decimate 10 Chinese infantry divisions 
in its fighting withdrawal eastward to the North 
Korean port of Hungnam. The fighting with- 
drawal of the 1st Marine Division from the 
Chosin Reservoir is considered one of the 
greatest moments in the history of the Navy, 
the Marine Corps and the British Royal Ma- 
rines. 

Mr. Sullivan was honorably discharged from 
the United States Marine Corps on August 1, 
1952. 

Over the next four decades, Mr. Sullivan 
worked for Ronson Hydraulic Units and Sar- 
gent Aerospace. After retirement, Mr. Sullivan 
was very active in Arizona’s Leisure World. He 
renewed his love of golf playing at Heron 
Lakes with the men’s club on Mondays, the 
Donut League on Wednesdays, with friends 
on Thursdays at the Nine Hole, and always 
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played on Saturdays. In the final year of his 
life, chemotherapy treatments never kept him 
from indulging in his favorite sport of golf. 
Even while he served on Leisure World’s Ar- 
chitectural Committee for a number of years, 
his heart was always with other Marines who 
lived in Leisure World. He was instrumental in 
keeping the celebration of the United States 
Marine Corps birthday on November 10th by 
being involved with an annual dinner, a wel- 
come back party in September and a 
barbeque at the close of the season in April. 

Although he only spent four years in the 
Marine Corps, his mind and body were always 
with the United States Marines. He was proud 
of the fact that wherever he went, he would al- 
ways meet up with another Marine, giving and 
receiving the recognizable hello of those who 
served in the Corps. He is survived by his 
wife, Sydele E. Milgrim and his sons Rick Sul- 
livan of Mesa, AZ and Stuart Sullivan of 
Redmond, WA. 

Mr. Sullivan is truly an inspiration, embody- 
ing the honor and tradition of the Marine 
Corps and its motto of Semper Fidelis. And | 
ask that my colleagues join me in paying trib- 
ute to such a fine American, who we all owe 
a debt of gratitude. 


EE 


ANNA MAE RAEL-LINDSAY 
TRIBUTE 


HON. SCOTT R. TIPTON 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, it is important for 
me to stand in tribute and praise the ongoing 
educational career of Anna Mae Rael-Lindsay. 
Mrs. Rael-Lindsay continues to enlighten and 
enrich the lives of others through her relent- 
less dedication to her students, Trinidad State 
Junior College, and southern Colorado. 

Anna Mae Rael-Lindsay was born and 
raised in the San Luis Valley, and her large 
tightly knit family put a premium on education 
and hard work. After graduating from Adams 
State College, Mrs. Rael-Lindsay started in 
Rocky Ford Public Schools, and never looked 
back from there. Never losing sight of her 
roots, it was not long before Mrs. Rael-Lindsay 
was back in the San Luis Valley, teaching at 
the Trinidad State Junior College’s Alamosa 
Campus. Anna Mae Real-Lindsay is now the 
director of the learning resource center at 
TSJC’s Alamosa Campus, which specializes in 
adult basic education, general education de- 
velopment tests, and English as a second lan- 
guage classes. This allows her the chance to 
stress the importance of a complete education 
to countless students who might not otherwise 
understand all the opportunities that a degree 
provides. For her decades of hard work, Anna 
Mae Rael-Lindsay has rightfully earned the 
honor of Trinidad State’s Employee of the 
Year. 

Mr. Speaker, Mrs. Rael-Lindsay is an inspi- 
rational educator who has dedicated her pro- 
fessional life to improving the lives of those 
around her, and the livelihood of her commu- 
nity. It has been an honor to rise in tribute to 
the scholarly career of Anna Mae Rael-Lind- 
say. 
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HONORING DR. ELNORA HAMB, DR. 
BARBARA SHAW, DR. JAMESINA 
EVANS 


HON. DONNA M. CHRISTENSEN 


OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, | would 
like to recognize the work and legacy of three 
phenomenal women for their service to the or- 
ganizations that they serve and their efforts to 
eliminate health disparities in their commu- 
nities. Dr. Elnora Hamb, International Presi- 
dent of the Women’s Missionary Council, The 
Christian Methodist Episcopal Church (CME); 
Dr. Barbara Shaw, International President of 
the Women’s Home and Overseas Missionary 
Society, The African Methodist Episcopal Zion 
Church (AMEZ); and Dr. Jamesina Evans, 
International President, Women’s Missionary 
Society, The African Methodist Episcopal 
Church (AME) simultaneously served in their 
respective roles for eight years and collectively 
served over seven million members world- 
wide—including members in the U.S. Virgin Is- 
lands. 

These women and their respective organiza- 
tions serve as examples of how community 
champions are helping our country to achieve 
health equity. Seeing the deleterious effect of 
health conditions such as HIV and cervical 
cancer on their congregants, these women 
took unprecedented action to help eliminate 
health disparities in their community. As a re- 
sult of the transformative leadership of these 
women, each organization entered into an in- 
novative partnership with the Balm in Gilead, 
Inc. to address the health concerns of black 
women, focusing attention on issues dis- 
proportionately impacting the community, and 
developing the organizational capacity of each 
denomination to utilize its existing structures to 
deliver HIV services and other programs ad- 
dressing health disparities that have long dis- 
proportionately affected African American 
communities. This partnership represents the 
first time that any black church denomination 
has partnered with a national technical assist- 
ance organization to implement and deliver 
public health strategies to the African Amer- 
ican community. 

The leadership of these phenomenal women 
has resulted in thousands of women and men 
receiving education and interventions in areas 
of HIV/AIDS, cervical cancer, and other health 
disparities. For example, each Missionary So- 
ciety has established an office of a National 
Health Director whose purpose is to coordi- 
nate health promotion and disease prevention 
throughout the denomination. Further each 
Missionary Society has utilized their informa- 
tion organs to distribute critical information on 
HIV, cervical cancer, and other health issues 
which has reached readers worldwide. Addi- 
tionally, each Missionary Society offers HIV 
testing and workshops on-site at their annual 
leadership trainings and many of their affiliated 
local churches offer HIV testing as a regular 
activity nationwide. As a result, the visionary 
leadership of these women undoubtedly has 
saved thousands of lives through these health 
interventions. 

Finally, it does not escape me that | am 
honoring these three great women during 
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Women’s History Month whose theme, “Our 
History is Our Strength,” pays tribute to the 
millions of women who helped create a better 
world for the times in which they lived as well 
as for future generations. These women are 
continuing the tradition of the great women 
who came before them by standing up and 
taking action to address one of the pressing 
issues of our day and to improve the health of 
African Americans today and in the future. Un- 
fortunately, many of the women who are de- 
serving of recognition remain un-named and 
unknown. We cannot let the same occur to 
these three trailblazing women. Thus, it is my 
honor on behalf of the women of this body, 
the Congressional Black Caucus and the en- 
tire Congress of the United States to recog- 
nize the tremendous work and leadership of 
Dr. Elnora Hamb, Dr. Barbara Shaw and Dr. 
Jamesina Evans and thank them for their self- 
less service to their congregants and their 
transformative work to eliminate health dispari- 
ties in the African American community. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. MICHAEL E. CAPUANO 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Мг. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, | missed a 
vote on Monday and | wish to state for the 
RECORD how | would have voted had | been 
present: 

Rollcall No. 175—“yes.” 

Rollcall No. 176—“yes.” 


ED SAJBEL TRIBUTE 
HON. SCOTT R. TIPTON 


OF COLORADO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
recognize Ed Sajbel of Pueblo, Colorado. Mr. 
Sajbel is an integral part of Pueblo’s art com- 
munity and will showcase his work in an “in- 
trospective Retrospective” display this spring. 
Though the display is a testament to Mr. 
Sajbel’s artistic abilities, his greatest success 
has been nurturing a strong artistic community 
in Pueblo and the aspiring artists of the area. 

From an early age, Mr. Sajbel loved to 
draw, a hobby that quickly earned him rec- 
ognition. After a brief furlough in the U.S. 
Coast Guard, he returned to Pueblo to attend 
Pueblo Community College. He eventually 
transferred to the University of Northern Colo- 
rado to become a teacher, which allowed him 
to pursue his career in art while also guiding 
youngsters with a similar passion. Mr. Sajbel 
went on to teach at Colorado State University- 
Pueblo for over thirty years. His success can 
be measured by the exponential growth of 
Pueblo’s artistic community. 

Mr. Sajbel did not limit his guidance only to 
the classroom. He created and served on a 
number of boards and councils in Pueblo 
meant to foster the growth of the arts, includ- 
ing the Colorado Arts and Humanities Council. 
He also developed grants for artists in the 
area and put on shows featuring their work. 
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Mr. Speaker, the impact that Ed Sajbel has 
had on the arts in his community is profound 
and it is an honor to recognize him today. 
There is no doubt that he will continue to in- 
spire young artists while he pursues his own 
creative passion. 


ES 


IN RECOGNITION OF THE 21ST AN- 
NUAL MARTIN LUTHER KING 
YOUTH ORATORICAL CONTEST 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize the 21st Annual Martin 
Luther King Youth Oratorical Contest hosted 
by the Prince William Alumnae Chapter of 
Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, Inc. and its Edu- 
cation Foundation. 

Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. left an indelible 
mark on the way Americans engage in civil 
dialogue. Despite the violence perpetrated 
against the Civil Rights Movement, Dr. King 
responded with oratory and nonviolent resist- 
ance to condemn the injustice of social in- 
equality. His legacy is one of tolerance and 
steadfast commitment to principled and peace- 
ful communication. 

The MLK Youth Oratorical contestants pay 
tribute to Dr. King’s legacy with their ability to 
exercise the strength of the spoken word. This 
is a skill inseparable from their character and 
will serve them well as they tackle leadership 
opportunities and build personal relationships. 

| congratulate and applaud the following 
contestants of the 21st Annual Martin Luther 
King Youth Oratorical Contest: 

MIDDLE SCHOOL CONTESTANTS 

Hannah Wied—Pennington School 

Jacob Gonzalez—Parkside Middle School 

Јамиаппа McAllister—Stonewall Middle 
School 


HIGH SCHOOL CONTESTANTS 

Seth Opoku-Yeboah—Osbourn Park High 
School 

Alice Gyamfi—C.D. Hylton High School 

Attiqah Syeda—Gar-Field High School 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in commending Delta Sigma Theta Soror- 
ity, Inc. for recognizing the benefit that Dr. 
King’s teachings bring to the development of 
our youth. We lay the foundations of a more 
tolerant society when we nurture the ability to 
engage and communicate with one another in 
a way that respects our common humanity. 


—— 


A TRIBUTE TO NANETTE FISH, 
29TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 
WOMAN OF THE YEAR—2011 


HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of Women’s History Month. Each year, 
we pay special tribute to the accomplishments 
made by our nation’s most distinguished 
women during the month of March. 


March 17, 2011 


Today | pay tribute to Nanette Fish of Tem- 
ple City, an extraordinary woman of Califor- 
nia’s 29th congressional district. A 26-year 
Temple City resident, Nanette’s passion for 
volunteerism is evident in the countless orga- 
nizations to which she has donated her time 
and energy and she has made the city of 
Temple City a better place to live. 

Nanette began volunteering with Temple 
City’s schools in the early 1990s, when her 
children were young. She served on the Exec- 
utive Boards of the local PTAs, the Temple 
City Youth Football Board, the Temple City 
High School Ramrodders Football Executive 
Board, and the Temple City American Little 
League Board. In addition, Ms. Fish was a 
“Team Mom” for Temple City Youth Cheer, 
AYSO Soccer, Junior Varsity Girls Basketball, 
Junior Girls Softball and Youth Football, 
served as Chairperson and Member of the 
Cloverly Elementary School Site Council, vol- 
unteered for 5 years on the High School Grad 
Nite Committee, and was a Western Associa- 
tion of Schools and Colleges’ Parent/Commu- 
nity Committee member for Temple City High 
School. In 2010, she received the Temple City 
Unified School District's Temple City High 
School VIP Volunteer Award. 

Currently, Ms. Fish, employed as the Tem- 
ple City Camellia Festival Director, finds time 
to volunteer for several organizations including 
the Pasadena Tournament of Roses Associa- 
tion, Saint Luke Catholic Church and the Tem- 
ple City Chamber of Commerce, where she 
serves on the Miss Temple City Pageant 
Committee, and the chambers Golf Tour- 
nament Committee. In 2009 and 2010 she re- 
ceived the chambers Community Service 
Award. In addition, Nanette is a Temple City 
Parks and Recreation Commissioner and en- 
joys participating in various fundraising walks 
for cancer awareness. 

Nanette and her husband, Kevin, have been 
married for 26 years and have 2 children, 
Cameron and Lainie. 

| ask all Members to join me today in hon- 
oring an outstanding woman of my district, Na- 
nette Fish, for her selfless service to the com- 
munity. 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA NATIONAL GUARD 
HOME RULE ACT 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, today, | intro- 
duce a bill that would give the mayor of the 
District of Columbia authority over deploying 
the D.C. National Guard, after consultation 
with the Commanding General of the D.C. Na- 
tional Guard, with the President retaining final 
authority. In local emergencies, including nat- 
ural disasters and civil disturbances unrelated 
to national or homeland security, the mayor of 
the District of Columbia should have the same 
authority that governors exercise over the Na- 
tional Guard in their states. Each governor, as 
head of state, has the authority to mobilize the 
National Guard to protect his or her state, just 
as local militia did historically. The National 
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Guards in the 50 states operate under dual 
federal and local jurisdiction. Yet only the 
President and the Commanding General of the 
D.C. National Guard currently have the author- 
ity to deploy the D.C. National Guard for local 
and national purposes, respectively. Today, 
the most likely need for the D.C. National 
Guard here would be for natural disasters and 
to restore order in the wake of civil disturb- 
ances. The mayor, who knows the city better 
than any federal official and who works closely 
with federal security officials, should be able to 
call on the D.C. National Guard for local nat- 
ural disasters and civil disturbances, after con- 
sultation with the Commanding General of the 
D.C. National Guard. The President should be 
focused on national matters, including home- 
land security, not local D.C. matters. Home- 
land security authority, with respect to the 
D.C. National Guard, would remain the sole 
province of the President, along with the 
power to nationalize the D.C. National Guard 
at will. It does no harm to give the mayor this 
authority for civil disturbances and natural dis- 
asters. However, it could do significant harm 
to leave the mayor powerless to act quickly. If 
it makes sense that governors would have 
control over the mobilization and deployment 
of their National Guard, it makes equal sense 
for the mayor of the District of Columbia, with 
a population the size of a small state, to have 
the same authority. 

The mayor of the District of Columbia, as 
head of state, should have the authority to de- 
ploy the D.C. National Guard in instances that 
do not rise to the level of homeland defense 
activities. My bill requires that the mayor only 
deploy the D.C. National Guard after consulta- 
tion with the Commanding General of the D.C. 
National Guard. The bill is another important 
step toward completing the transfer of full self- 
government powers to the District of Colum- 
bia. Congress itself began with the passage of 
the Home Rule Act of 1973, when it delegated 
most of its authority to the District of Colum- 
bia. The bill follows that model. 

| urge my colleagues to support the bill. 


ee 


HONORING AND RECOGNIZING THE 
HEROES OF THE BATTLE OF 
CRETE 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
reintroducing legislation to honor and recog- 
nize the heroes of the Battle of Crete and 
commend the PanCretan Association of Amer- 
ica for preserving and promoting the history of 
Crete and its people. 

During the Battle of Crete in May 1941, Al- 
lied forces and the people of Crete joined to- 
gether to fight against an advancing Nazi 
army. Although unsuccessful in defeating the 
Nazi invaders, this coalition of forces inflicted 
enormous casualities to the airborne Nazi as- 
sault, resulting in more than 3,700 German 
troops killed and the destruction of multiple 
transport aircraft. In addition to these losses, 
the Allied forces were able to hold off the Nazi 
victory long enough to ensure that the German 
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army would face a harsh and destructive win- 
ter as it proceeded to Russia. 


This resolution observes the memory of the 
brave men and women who perished and hon- 
ors the living that fought in the Battle of Crete. 


EE 


TRIBUTE TO THE NOVI WILDCATS 


HON. THADDEUS G. McCOTTER 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, today | rise 
to acknowledge the Division 1 State Champion 
Ice Hockey team from Novi High School. On 
March 12, 2011 the Novi Wildcats won the 
first state championship in the team’s 13 year 
history with a 4—0 shutout over the Orchard 
Lake St. Mary’s Eaglets. 


Following a successful regular season in the 
Central Division of the Kensington Conference 
in the Kensington Lakes Athletic Association 
the Wildcats claimed both the division and 
conference titles before narrowly dropping the 
KLAA crown to the Lakes Conference cham- 
pion, Howell by a slim 4—3 margin. 


Novis first pre-regional game, played at 
Plymouth’s Compuware Arena, produced a 6— 
0 win against South Lyon and paved the way 
to play long time rival Detroit Catholic Central 
in their 2nd pre-regional matchup. The Wild- 
cats squeaked by the Shamrocks in a hard 
fought contest, winning 4—3. Moving on to re- 
gional competition the Wildcats savored the 
chance to avenge the earlier loss KLAA nem- 
esis Howell. This time Novi iced the High- 
landers 3—0, happy to let Howell have the 
KLAA trophy as the Wildcats pursued the big- 
ger prize. 

Head Coach Todd Krygier’s skaters ad- 
vanced to quarterfinal action at Perani Arena 
in Flint. This matchup pitted brother against 
brother as Todd Krygier’s Wildcats decimated 
younger brother Bryan Krygier’s Clarkston 
Wolves, 9-1. Coach Krygier along with Assist- 
ant Coaches Jim Lewis and Travis Malott 
brought the Green and White back to 
Compuware to face off against Lake Orion in 
the semi-final round. The Wildcats didn’t allow 
the Dragons a goal and came away with a 3- 
0 win. 


Advancing to the championship, Novi met 
the storied Orchard Lake St. Mary’s on the ice 
for the first time ever. The Wildcats convinc- 
ingly rose to their final challenge and soared 
to a 4-0 victory raising the Division 1 trophy 
in triumph. 

Mr. Speaker, with a regular season record 
of 24—5-1, the Wildcats carried an astounding 
171 goals while giving up only 61 and a play- 
off run of 6—0 with 29 Goals compared to 4 for 
their opponents, the 2011 Novi Wildcats de- 
serve to be recognized for their determination, 
achievement and spirit and | am very proud of 
their effort. | ask my colleagues to join me in 
congratulating the Wildcats for obtaining this 
spectacular title and honoring their devotion to 
our community and country. 
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TRIBUTE TO THE PEOPLE OF THE 
CITY OF CHAMBERSBURG, PENN- 
SYLVANIA 


HON. BILL SHUSTER 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor the people of the City of Chambersburg, 
Pennsylvania. They well deserve recognition 
for their generous and humane extension of a 
helping hand to their sister city, Gotemba, 
Japan. 

Our thoughts and prayers go out to all those 
in Japan who are coping with the aftermath of 
a truly tragic disaster. We stand in support of 
our friends and allies in Japan who are doing 
everything they can to recover from the dev- 
astating earthquake and tsunami. 

In my district, the Mayor of Chambersburg, 
Pennsylvania, Pete Lagiovane, announced this 
week that his city will offer assistance to their 
sister city in the wake of the earthquake and 
tsunami that has devastated Japan. While for- 
tunately the people of Gotemba were not as 
severely impacted as those in the northeast 
part of Japan, they are dealing with heavy 
hearts for their friends, families, and country- 
men as well as serious disruptions to their 
power supply and transportation system. 

Mayor Lagiovane has offered assistance in 
a joint effort to assist Gotemba in providing re- 
lief to the victims of the earthquake and tsu- 
nami. He put forward the idea of starting a 
local relief fund with the proceeds going to 
Gotemba to disburse as they see fit. 

Chambersburg and Gotemba have been sis- 
ter cities for 50 years. Their relationship start- 
ed when a Japanese student at Penn Hall and 
Wilson College returned home after World 
War Il. The student wanted to maintain a bond 
with Chambersburg, so she and her son came 
back and conducted several meetings with the 
city council and established a sister city rela- 
tionship in 1960. The two cities have ex- 
changed visits every 5 years since then. 

The spirit of sisterhood and love between 
these two cities—separated by thousands of 
miles and a vast ocean—encapsulate the atti- 
tude we should all have toward our fellow 
man. | commend Chambersburg for their self- 
less attitude and generosity. 


ES 


WISHING THE UW MEN’S BASKET- 
BALL TEAM THE BEST OF LUCK 


HON. JIM McDERMOTT 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, today is St. 
Patrick’s Day—a day that is universally associ- 
ated with good luck. Calling on my Irish herit- 
age, | would like to convey continued good 
luck to the University of Washington men’s 
basketball team. This past weekend they won 
the Рас-10 Championship and tomorrow they 
seek to continue their run in the NCAA tour- 
nament when they open against the University 
of Georgia. 

Good luck and go Dawgs. 
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HONORING NATIONAL EXCHANGE 
CLUB 100TH ANNIVERSARY 


HON. JEB HENSARLING 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, today | 
recognize the outstanding service The Na- 
tional Exchange Club provides the citizens of 
Dallas County, Texas. 

The National Exchange Club, a service or- 
ganization with 700 clubs and approximately 
22,000 members throughout the United States 
and Puerto Rico will celebrate its 100th anni- 
versary on March 27, 2011. For 100 years, its 
volunteer efforts have supported the needs of 
the country and of local communities, making 
it the country’s oldest American service orga- 
nization operating exclusively in this country. 

| would like to specifically recognize the 
clubs in the Fifth Congressional District of 
Texas—Garland Noon Exchange, Mesquite 
Noon Exchange, Rowlett Noon Exchange, and 
Lake Highlands Exchange. Members of these 
clubs give countless hours to the prevention of 
child abuse, youth projects, and other commu- 
nity service projects. Exchange Club members 
also promote the American spirit through their 
core values of family, community, and nation. 

This organization provides ап invaluable 
service to those in the community who truly 
need assistance. Over the years, thousands of 
individuals and families have been blessed by 
the men and women of the Exchange Clubs. 

1 am pleased today to recognize the Ex- 
change Clubs for their contributions to Dallas 
County. To all the men and women who give 
of their time and efforts so generously, on be- 
half of all the constituents of the Fifth District, 
| would like to extend our most sincere grati- 
tude. 


IN HONOR OF JIM MANNASSERO 


HON. SAM FARR 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, | come to the 
House floor today to raise a glass of scotch in 
memory of Jim Mannassero, who died late last 
year following a brief illness. Jim was a giant 
among giants in the Salinas Valley’s $4 billion 
produce industry. He was involved for dec- 
ades in vegetable production at all levels and 
was admired as a true leader by colleagues 
and competitors alike. So while you may have 
never heard of Jim Manassero, | can guar- 
antee that every member of Congress has 
eaten something that Jim helped to grow. 

Those fortunate enough to know Jim will re- 
member his gravely voice—a voice that he 
never hesitated to use to tell it as he saw it. 
Jim was always free with his opinions and ob- 
servations, but he never let those opinions 
stray from his own deep knowledge and wis- 
dom. When Jim spoke, you always knew that 
there was thought behind his words, even if 
those words came with a kick in the pants. He 
never left you in doubt about where you stood 
with him. But Jim’s leadership and authority 
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didn’t come from being loud or pushy, it came 
from unfailing honesty and deep integrity. So 
while you may not have agreed with Jim, you 
always trusted him. Jim’s friends will also re- 
member his sense of style, with one pant leg 
tucked into his boot and accessorized when- 
ever he could with a glass of scotch. 

Jim worked for D’Arrigo Bros. of California 
for thirty two years, serving as Vice President 
of California Operations for the last 25. He 
was a member of Class | of the prestigious 
California Ag Leadership Program. He was the 
current Chairman of the Monterey County Ag- 
riculture Advisory Group which counsels the 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors on 
issues facing the agricultural industry. He was 
a founding member, and past President, of the 
Salinas River Coalition, where he worked with 
other Salinas Valley land owners to reduce the 
flood risk to Salinas Valley Communities and 
the surrounding farmland. Since 1979, Jim 
served as a member of the California Lettuce 
Research Board, serving as the organization’s 
Chairman from 1997 to 1999. Jim served as 
Chairman of the Board of the Grower-Shipper 
Association in 1985—1986. Just last year he 
was the recipient of the Association’s highest 
honor, the E.E. “Gene” Harden Award for Life- 
time Achievement in Central Coast Agriculture. 
The additional boards, commissions, organiza- 
tions and committees on which Jim served are 
too numerous to mention but, it is enough to 
say that Jim did the work of a dozen people. 
The United States is a better place for Jim’s 
efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, Jim leaves behind his wife, 
Ginny, his two children, Victoria and Paul, and 
one grandson, Julian. | know that | speak for 
the whole House in extending to them and to 
Jims friends and colleagues our deepest con- 
dolences. 


EE 


HONORING SHEVCHENKO AND 
ALDRIDGE 


HON. MARCY KAPTUR 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, March is a 
month when Ukrainians worldwide pay tribute 
to Taras Shevchenko, whose monument here 
in Washington, D.C. bears testament to his 
prescient writings, prophetic visions for human 
dignity, and aspirations for the worth of each 
individual. It is with deepest respect for his life 
after purchase out of serfdom, and that of his 
friend Ira Aldridge, purchased out of slavery; 
that the very idea of liberty took flame out of 
the repressive conditions of their forbears. 
Their lives deserve recognition and revelation, 
decade after decade, so the world remembers 
and honors those whose paths cleared the 
way for our own. 

[From the U.S.-Ukraine Foundation Update, 

Mar. 8, 2011] 

HONORING A FRIENDSHIP BONDED IN DEFENSE 
oF HUMAN RIGHTS FROM ST. PETERSBURG, 
RUSSIA TO WASHINGTON, DC 

(By Robert A. McConnell) 

While February is Black History Month, a 
month when attention is given specifically 
to the contribution of Afro-Americans to our 
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country, our society, and culture, March is 
the month that Ukrainians worldwide honor 
Taras Shevchenko. For Ukrainian-Ameri- 
cans, both months are a time of reflection on 
avery special and unique friendship between 
one of Ukraine’s greatest historical figures, 
Taras Shevchenko, and a famously talented 
black American, Ira Aldridge. 

Although both men died in the 1860s, one in 
Russia and the other in Poland, and though 
both are little known to the general public 
in America, both of their images are present 
in the capital city of the United States. A 
mere two and a half miles apart here in 
Washington DC stand monuments to Taras 
Shevchenko and to Ira Aldridge. The first 
was born a Ukrainian serf who was purchased 
out of bondage in order for his immense tal- 
ents to blossom; the second was born a Negro 
in New York who, because of the color of his 
skin, had to leave his country to find the full 
glory of his God-given talent. 

At the corner of 22nd and P streets in 
Northwest Washington stands the figure of 
Taras Shevchenko, a monument to the man, 
his writing, his profound commentaries on 
human dignity, pleas of help for the plight of 
the downtrodden and his aspirations for his 
country, struggling under tsarist repression. 
Engraved in the granite is his hope for 
Ukraine: ‘‘When shall we get our Wash- 
ington, to promulgate his new and righteous 
law?” On the other side of the city stands 
The Ira Aldridge Theatre on the Howard Uni- 
versity campus, constructed in memory of a 
great thespian talent and as a symbol of 
challenges overcome, paths revealed for 
other talents to follow. 

Portraits of both men hang in that theater, 
portraits painted by Taras Shevchenko and 
donated to Howard University in 1967 from 
the archives of the Ukrainian Academy of 
Arts and Sciences in the United States. 

Born a serf in Ukraine, Shevchenko was 
destined for a lifetime of servitude. Yet when 
his owner left Ukraine for St. Petersburg, 
Russia, he took the young Shevchenko 
along. In St. Petersburg, Shevchenko’s artis- 
tic talents were revealed. In 1838, the city’s 
artistic circles succeeded in raising 2,500 ru- 
bles to purchase Shevchenko’s freedom. Once 
free, he became a student at the Imperial 
Academy of Arts and his artwork and poetic 
writing flourished. His poems glorified 
Ukraine and demanded freedom and justice 
for all oppressed nations and classes of peo- 
ple. 

Shevchenko returned to Ukraine in 1845 to 
find great injustices. His poems criticized 
the tsarist regime and chided the aristoc- 
racy’s oppression of the peasants. For these 
expressions, he was arrested and deported 
from Ukraine to exile in a remote part of 
Asian Russia, incarcerated in a military 
penal facility and, by the decree of the Tsar, 
denied writing and drawing materials. De- 
spite the Tsar’s orders and the incarcer- 
ations terrible cost to his health, 
Shevchenko secretly composed some of his 
most powerful works while imprisoned and 
in political exile. Moreover, at the same 
time, Shevchenko’s Ukrainian and Russian 
friends, including Count and Countess 
Fyodor Tolstoy, worked to secure his free- 
dom again. Finally, ten years after his ar- 
rest, Shevchenko was released. Forbidden to 
return to Ukraine, he returned to St. Peters- 
burg, where he soon met the American Ira 
Aldridge. 

Although Aldridge had been born in New 
York, as his immense talents became appar- 
ent, he found his opportunities limited due 
to the significant discrimination against 
blacks. He chose to emigrate to England in 
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1824 and began acting in small London thea- 
tres. Receiving notice and praise, he was 
soon performing in England’s finest theatres 
and began to tour outside London. By 1852, 
Aldridge, the first black to act in white roles 
in Shakespeare’s plays, left for his first Eu- 
ropean tour. Receiving acclaim everywhere 
he traveled, he returned to London a 
theatric hero. 


In 1858, Aldridge accepted an invitation 
from the Russian Imperial Theatre to per- 
form in St. Petersburg. Shevchenko attended 
the opening performance and the two men 
were introduced. 


There are numerous letters and notes com- 
menting upon their meeting and friendship. 
One of Tolstoy’s daughters, Katherine, 
served as an early translator between Al- 
dridge and Shevchenko and wrote about the 
experience and their friendship. Shevchenko 
attended Aldridge’s performances. Aldridge 
visited Shevchenko’s studio and posed for 
the artist. They visited one another often 
and spent time in the same social circles, 
one that included many artists, performers, 
intellectuals. 


Their friendship was unique since they had 
in common not only the creativity of their 
personalities and their love of the arts, but 
their shared experiences of social oppression 
and their dreams of a better future for their 
people. Though free, famous, with powerful 
friends, living in the world of Russian aris- 
tocracy, neither seemed able to forget his 
past, the plight of his people. 


Those who wrote about their friendship 
noted that they often sang together. Al- 
dridge greatly appreciated the sorrowful and 
melodic Ukrainian songs that captured the 
unfortunate plight of the people of Ukraine. 
Shevchenko, in turn, loved the songs of the 
Negro South, no doubt to great extent for 
the same reasons. 


When Aldridge returned to England, he 
took with him a portrait of Shevchenko by a 
Russian artist. Aldridge returned to Russia 
several years later but by then Shevchenko 
had passed away. Between 1861 and 1866, Al- 
dridge made several tours of the tsarist em- 
pire including three trips to Ukraine, to 
Shevchenko’s homeland, trips that had been 
denied to the great poet, artist, and patriot. 
Ira Aldridge never returned to the United 
States, however, he did live to know of Presi- 
dent Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation 
and the end of the Civil War. 


Both of these men, historic giants in their 
artistic fields and in their messages about 
the struggles of mankind for dignity and the 
perseverance of individuals, died on foreign 
soil far from their homelands. Aldridge’s 
body remains in Poland. Eventually, 
Shevchenko’s body was returned to Ukraine 
from Russia. Their unique friendship re- 
mains a story for the ages; it is fitting that 
among the monuments to their lives and 
contributions there are the two in Wash- 
ington, DC, just two and a half miles apart. 
A friendship that brought them together 
thousands of miles from here, eventually 
finds them in the capital of Aldridge’s native 
land, respected and honored, with 
Shevchenko’s question still unanswered: 
when will Ukraine get its “new and right- 
eous law?” 
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE RECIPI- 
ENTS OF THE 2011 DALE CITY 
CIVIC ASSOCIATION COMMUNITY 
AWARDS 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize the recipients of the 
2011 Dale City Civic Association Community 
Awards. 

The Dale City Civic Association was found- 
ed in 1967. Citizens formed the organization 
to give a voice to community initiatives and 
collective action in Dale City. Today, the orga- 
nization’s purpose is to represent the interests 
of the residents of Dale City in a manner that 
benefits the entire community. Members do 
this with robust beautification efforts, land use 
advocacy and volunteer responses to commu- 
nity needs. 

The Association hosts an annual awards 
banquet to honor individuals and organizations 
that show an exceptional devotion to their 
community and public service. It is my honor 
to enter into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the 
names of the recipients of the 2011 Dale City 
Civic Association Community Awards: 


High School Teacher of the Year: Major Wil- 
liam Brannen. 

Middle School Teacher of the Year: Amy 
Crotty. 

Elementary School Teacher of the Year: 
Terri Faulkner. 

John D. Jenkins Youth Citizen of the Year: 
Alexis Simpson. 

Youth Environmental 
Scholarship: Shaila Bills. 

Kathie Feeney Nurse of the Year: Gail D. 
Russell. 

Prince William County Police Department, 
Police Officer of the Year: Officer Dave 
Endrizzi. 

Dale City Volunteer Fire Department, Officer 
of the Year: Captain Linda Wortham. 

Dale City Volunteer Fire Department, Emer- 
gency Medical Service Provider of the Year: 
Sergeant. Dennis Oden. 

Dale City Volunteer Fire Department, Fire- 
fighter of the Year: Firefighter Tinashe Banda. 

Dale City Volunteer Fire Department, Cadet 
of the Year: Michael Cajayon. 

Prince William County Department of Fire 
and Rescue, Emergency Medical Service Pro- 
vider of the Year: Lieutenant Chris Eddy. 

Prince William County Department of Fire 
and Rescue, Firefighter of the Year: Techni- 
cian | Andrew Marsh. 

Deputy Sheriff of the Year: Deputy Timothy 
Angels, Master Deputy Wayland Thompson. 

Catherine Spellane Citizen of the Year: 
Susan Canfield. 

Kathleen K. Seefeldt Community Service 
Award: Timothy J. Rupert. 

Ernestine S. Jenkins Lifetime Volunteer 
Award: Lillian Garland. 

Business of the Year: DEP Copying and 
Printing Center. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in commending the winners of the 2011 
Dale City Civic Association Community 
Awards for their dedication to building and 
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maintaining a healthy community. Each recipi- 
ent has made an impact on Dale City, and 
with these awards we hope to show them that 
their contributions have not gone unnoticed. 


EE 


A TRIBUTE TO DR. ANA MARIA 
GRACE, 29TH CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT WOMAN OF THE 
YEAR—2011 


HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of Women’s History Month. Each year, 
we pay special tribute to the accomplishments 
made by our nation’s most distinguished 
women during the month of March. 

Today, | pay tribute to Dr. Ana Maria Grace 
of South Pasadena. As a physician, Dr. Grace 
has dedicated her career to helping individuals 
and patients in need, in addition to assisting 
them in attaining a better understanding of 
various medical conditions. 

Dr. Grace discovered her passion for help- 
ing others at an early age. Upon receiving a 
Bachelor of Science in biochemistry from Cali- 
fornia State University, Fullerton, she went on 
to attend medical school at the University of 
Wisconsin. Ana completed her residency at 
the University of Southern California and the 
University of Arizona. 

Currently, Dr. Grace is an attending physi- 
cian at two locations. She works in the Cecilia 
Gonzalez De La Hoya Cancer Center at White 
Memorial Medical Center, WMMC, and at the 
Radiation Oncology Services at Albert C. Mak, 
M.D., Inc. In addition to being a dedicated 
physician, Апа simultaneously has various 
roles within her profession. She is currently a 
member of the WMMC Cancer Committee, 
serving as the committee’s chairperson since 
2008, and Director of WMMC’s Cancer Cen- 
ter. 

Dr. Grace’s primary focus has been senior 
citizens and the Spanish speaking population. 
As a committee member of WMMC’s Senior 
Center, Dr. Grace has helped with setting out- 
reach and service goals which have included 
making presentations to senior citizens regard- 
ing cancer awareness, screening and preven- 
tion. With her Spanish speaking skills, Dr. 
Grace has also been able to communicate 
medical information about common malig- 
nancies to the public, with the ultimate goal of 
reducing the risk for cancer and emphasizing 
early diagnosis. On Spanish news stations 
such as Univision, Telemundo, and Azteca Dr. 
Grace has discussed various topics such as 
cancer awareness, and the effects of second- 
hand smoking. 

The list of Dr. Grace’s public presentations 
is impressive. Since 2005, in addition to ap- 
pearing on television interviews, Ana has lec- 
tured at nursing homes and at health fairs 
where she has spoken about lung cancer, 
breast cancer, and colon cancer awareness 
and prevention. Dr. Grace also holds profes- 
sional society memberships with the Los An- 
geles Radiological Society, American Medical 
Association, and Glendale Adventist Medical 
Center Cancer Committee, among others. 
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| ask all Members to join me today in hon- 
oring an extraordinary woman of California’s 
29th Congressional District, Dr. Ana Maria 
Grace, for her exceptional service to the com- 
munity. 


2011 BRAIN AWARENESS WEEK 
HON. JON RUNYAN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. RUNYAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
commemorate Brain Awareness Week (BAW) 
and the benefits of this informative week in 
educating students on brain science in my 
congressional district and across the country. 
Brain Awareness Week, launched in 1996, 
brings together the Society for Neuroscience, 
the Dana Alliance for Brain Initiatives and 
2400 other organizations in 76 countries which 
share a common goal of improving public 
awareness of brain and nervous system re- 
search. 

During Brain Awareness Week, which is 
being held March 14—20, neuroscientists 
around the world educate K-12 students, sen- 
ior citizens and the public at large on the won- 
ders of the human brain. These activities in- 
clude tours of neuroscience laboratories, mu- 
seum exhibitions and classroom discussions 
on elements of the human brain. In my con- 
gressional district, Shawnee High School in 
Medford Township will recognize Brain Aware- 
ness Week during their 6th annual Brain Day 
on March 24. High school students enrolled in 
the psychology course will be displaying inter- 
active exhibits and explaining functions of the 
brain to their community. Today, in recognition 
of Brain Awareness Week, | would like to 
highlight a devastating neurological condition 
that affects millions of Americans: Alzheimer’s 
disease. 

As a former board member of the Delaware 
Valley Alzheimer’s Association, | know first- 
hand the burden Alzheimer’s disease places 
on families in my congressional district, our 
healthcare system and our local and national 
economies. Alzheimer’s disease is not only an 
emerging problem in the United States, but 
around the globe. As the world population 
grows and life expectancies rise, the number 
of people suffering from age-related neuro- 
logical diseases like Alzheimer’s may sky- 
rocket. According to the National Institutes of 
Health, experts suggest that between 2.6 mil- 
lion and 5.1 million Americans 65 years and 
older may suffer from the disease, with annual 
treatment costs estimated to exceed $100 bil- 
lion. However, research is paving the way to 
promising new treatments, providing hope for 
millions. 

With age as the biggest risk factor for Alz- 
heimer’s disease, health officials estimate that 
due to the aging of the population, its preva- 
lence could triple by 2050 if progress is not 
made. These forecasts make unraveling the 
mystery of Alzheimer’s disease all the more 
important. While scientific research has 
brought us a long way, we still have a long 
way to go. Every day, neuroscientists are 
working to better understand and to treat this 
debilitating and terrible disease. 
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Mr. Speaker, is Alzheimer’s disease pre- 
ventable? Neuroscientists are not sure. But 
because it typically strikes later in life, they 
recognize that even delaying disease onset by 
several years would greatly limit the harmful 
effects of its reach. Achieving this goal will re- 
quire the efforts of a global community of sci- 
entists and clinicians, sensitive to both similar- 
ities and unique needs of patients around the 
world. For this reason, | ask my colleagues to 
join me in recognizing Brain Awareness Week 
and the outstanding contributions the field of 
neuroscience is making to uncover the mys- 
teries of brain-based diseases such as Alz- 
heimer’s disease. 


EE 


VIRGINIA DESIGNATES ANNUAL 
“CANCER PREVENTION DAY” 


HON. FRANK К. WOLF 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to call 
to my colleagues’ attention recent action in the 
Virginia General Assembly to designate Feb- 
ruary 4, 2011, and in each succeeding year, 
as “Cancer Prevention Day” in Virginia. 

The Virginia Senate joint resolution intro- 
duced by Senator Jill Holtzman Vogel, who 
represents many constituents from the 10th 
congressional district, reads: 

“Whereas, cancer is the leading cause of 
death around the world; and 

“Whereas, during the 10-year period from 
1995 to 2004, the rate of new cancer cases in 
Virginia increased by 10 percent; and 

“Whereas, the most common cancers in 
Virginia—prostate, lung, and colorectal for 
men and breast, lung, and colorectal for 
women—are also among the most prevent- 
able; and 

“Whereas, the 2008-2012 Virginia Cancer 
Plan developed by the Virginia Cancer Plan 
Action Coalition contains specific goals and 
strategies related to prevention in the hopes 
of reducing the rates of cancer in Virginians; 
Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Senate, the House of Dele- 
gates concurring, that the General Assembly 
designate February 4, in 2011 and in each suc- 
ceeding year, aS Cancer Prevention Day in 
Virginia.” 

| applaud Senator Vogel for her efforts to 
raise awareness in the Commonwealth on the 
fight against cancer, and also salute our mu- 
tual constituent Bill Couzens of Middleburg, 
founder and president of the nonprofit Next 
Generation Choices Foundation and the Less 
Cancer Campaign, who worked with Senator 
Vogel in the effort to secure passage of the 
resolution in the state legislature. As she 
noted, “The more energy and resources that 
we direct toward awareness, education and 
prevention, the more lives we save.” 
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QUILEUTE TRIBE TSUNAMI 
PROTECTION ACT 


HON. NORMAN D. DICKS 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, today | am intro- 
ducing the Quileute Tribe Tsunami Protection 
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Act. This legislation will provide Park Service 
land to the Quileute Tribe to enable the re-lo- 
cation of many facilities outside the tsunami 
zone. The tragic events in Japan that we have 
sadly witnessed over the last week illustrate 
the need for this legislation. 

The threat of tsunamis is a harsh reality that 
the Quileutes face every day. The Tribe lives 
on a one-square mile reservation along the 
Pacific coast of the Olympic Peninsula іп 
Washington State. It is a spectacularly beau- 
tiful place. Many of you, or at least your chil- 
dren or grandchildren, recognize the Quileute 
Tribe from the Twilight series of novels and 
movies. 

But there is nothing romantic about the tsu- 
nami threat. Much of the Tribe’s infrastructure, 
including a day care center, the elder center, 
government offices and Quileute Tribal mem- 
bers’, homes are in the direct path of a poten- 
tial tsunami. In addition, the Tribe faces a 
nearly annual flood threat from the Quillayute 
River. 

The purpose of this legislation is to help the 
Quileutes move their people and buildings to 
safer land. The Olympic National Park would 
transfer land that is out of the tsunami zone to 
the Tribe for the development of new infra- 
structure. 

The legislation also settles a long-standing 
dispute between the Olympic National Park 
and the Tribe over the northern boundary of 
the Reservation. The resolution of this dispute 
benefits the Tribe, the Park Service and the 
general public. The bill also guarantees ac- 
cess for the public to some of the most beau- 
tiful Washington State beaches, and will des- 
ignate as wilderness thousands of acres cur- 
rently in the Olympic National Park. 

| want to thank the Quileute Tribe, National 
Park Service Director Jon Jarvis and Olympic 
National Park Superintendent Karen Gustin for 
their hard work over many years to resolve 
this dispute and provide safer land for the 
Tribe. 

| ask my colleagues to consider the present 
danger to the Quileute Tribe and to support 
this bill. 
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IN HONOR OF ARMY CORPORAL 
LOREN MILES BUFFALO 


HON. MIKE ROSS 


OF ARKANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. ROSS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor a true American hero who died 
in service to this great country. On March 9, 
2011, U.S. Army Corporal Loren Miles Buffalo 
was killed in Kandahar Province, Afghanistan, 
in support of Operation Enduring Freedom. 
According to initial reports, Cpl. Buffalo died of 
injuries sustained when an improvised explo- 
sive device detonated near his dismounted pa- 
trol. 

Cpl. Loren Buffalo, 20, of Mountain Pine, Ar- 
kansas, was assigned to B Troop, 1st Squad- 
ron, 75th Cavalry Regiment, 101st Airborne 
Division, Fort Campbell, Kentucky. His mother 
resides in Ward, Arkansas, and his father re- 
sides in Mountain Pine, Arkansas. 

Cpl. Buffalo joined the Army in May 2009. 
He had a passion for learning and for music 
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and was always willing to help those around 
him. From playing his guitar to organizing the 
delivering of presents for the Salvation Army, 
Cpl. Buffalo left a lasting impact on everyone 
he met. As a dedicated soldier and as a great 
American, he made this nation a better and 
safer place to call home. He will be deeply 
missed by all who knew him. 


When we think of inspiring leaders and 
American patriots, each of us should look to 
the too short life of Cpl. Buffalo for guidance. 
He risked everything to defend freedom and 
serve this nation and we will always be grate- 
ful for his selfless sacrifice. My thoughts and 
prayers go out to his parents and the rest of 
his family and friends during this very difficult 
time. 


Today, | ask all Members of Congress to 
join me as we honor the life and legacy of 
Army Corporal Loren Miles Buffalo, as well as 
each man and woman in our Armed Forces, 
and all of those in harm’s way supporting their 
efforts, who give the ultimate sacrifice in serv- 
ice to this great country. We owe them our 
eternal gratitude. 
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THE HOME AFFORDABLE MODI- 
FICATION PROGRAM TERMI- 
NATION ACT 


HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to H.R. 839, 
the Home Affordable Modification Program 
Termination Act. 


The Home Affordable Modification Program 
is designed to help struggling homeowners 
avoid foreclosure by providing homeowners 
with financially responsible and affordable 
loans. 


The program provides incentives to loan in- 
vestors and servicers in consideration for the 
loan modifications, and incentives for home- 
owners to continue to make on-time pay- 
ments. 


At the end of January, there were 539,493 
homeowners with permanent Home Affordable 
Modification Program loan modifications. 


New permanent Home Affordable Modifica- 
tion Program modifications have averaged 
around 29,000 per month over the last six 
months of 2010. 


This program saves homeowners on aver- 
age 527 dollars per month. 


If this bill is passed it would deny modifica- 
tion loans to more than a half million home- 
owners at risk of foreclosure. 

| encourage my colleagues to stand up for 
homeownership in your districts and vote 
against this irresponsible bill. 
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A TRIBUTE TO DR. SUSAN С. 
PARKS, 29TH CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT WOMAN OF THE 
YEAR—2011 


HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of Women’s History Month. Each year, 
we pay special tribute to the accomplishments 
made by our nation’s most distinguished 
women during the month of March. 


Today, | pay tribute to Dr. Susan C. Parks. 
As an educator and current Superintendent of 
the San Gabriel Unified School District, Susan 
has assisted in educating hundreds of stu- 
dents in the 29th Congressional District. A na- 
tive Angelino, she spent her early years in Los 
Angeles City schools, where she proved her- 
self to be a quick learner. Early on, Susan re- 
alized that many people held inherent beliefs 
that girls could not accomplish certain feats 
simply because they were girls. Determined to 
prove them wrong, Susan applied herself 
throughout high school and, as a result, re- 
ceived numerous scholarship offers. There- 
after, Dr. Parks decided to attend the Univer- 
sity of Southern California (USC), where she 
was named a Trustee Scholar. 


At USC, Susan Parks witnessed the strug- 
gle of the civil rights movement, encouraging 
her desire to promote peace throughout the 
world. After the Watts riots, Susan volunteered 
to help a pre-school recover and found that 
she had the potential to change the world by 
teaching young children. After graduating from 
USC Magna Cum Laude, she began teaching 
in Los Angeles where she strived to one day 
become a principal and eventually super- 
intendent. She became the principal at Walnut 
Grove Elementary School and, after the pas- 
sage of Proposition 13, she provided leader- 
ship to begin Hollow Hills Elementary School, 
a magnet school that achieved tremendous 
success. Her experience proved invaluable as 
she went on to hold positions as a Deputy Su- 
perintendent in Simi Valley, the Super- 
intendent of Schools in the Baldwin Park Uni- 
fied School District, and, in 2006, as the Su- 
perintendent of the San Gabriel Unified School 
District. 


Today, Dr. Parks continues to work tire- 
lessly for the students in San Gabriel schools 
and has taken large steps to give students in 
the 29th Congressional District the same op- 
portunities for a superb education that she has 
enjoyed. She and her husband, Gary Parks, 
have three children and six grandchildren. 


| ask all Members to join me today in hon- 
oring an outstanding woman of California’s 
29th Congressional District, Dr. Susan C. 
Parks, for her service to the community and to 
our nation’s children. 
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IN RECOGNITION OF THE PRINCE 
WILLIAM MINISTERIAL ASSOCIA- 
TION’S COMMUNITY APPRECIA- 
TION AWARDS 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to recognize the recipients of the 
Prince William Ministerial Association’s Com- 
munity Appreciation Awards. 

The Prince William Ministerial Association 
brings together church communities across 
ethnic, social and sectarian boundaries to cel- 
ebrate their common faith and promote fellow- 
ship and action in the Prince William commu- 
nity. In keeping with that mission, the Associa- 
tion is awarding the First Annual Community 
Appreciation Awards to individuals who have 
made significant contributions to the areas of 
education, public safety and community activ- 
ism in Prince William County. 

It is my honor to enter into the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD the names and accomplish- 
ments of the recipients of the Prince William 
Ministerial Association’s Community Apprecia- 
tion Awards. 

Police Officer of the Year: Master Police Of- 
ficer John Lavely (Ret.) served 24 years in the 
Prince William County Police Department, in- 
cluding 13 years as a School Resource Offi- 
cer. 

Edward Kelly Teacher of the Year: Paulette 
Jones has taught at Gar-Field High School for 
20 years and has dedicated her time to cre- 
ating and sustaining a program that helps stu- 
dents perform community-based service 
projects and engage in self esteem-building 
activities. 

Sheriff's Deputy of the Year: Deputy Thom- 
as C. “T.C.” Williams is being recognized for 
his service to the citizens of Prince William 
County and his ability to set a positive exam- 
ple for the community’s troubled youth. 

Firefighter of the Year: Deputy David Wood 
has served as a volunteer firefighter in Prince 
William County since April 26, 1976, and is an 
active member of the Coles District Volunteer 
Fire Department in his current capacity as 
Deputy Fire Chief. 

Community Volunteer of the Year: Ernestine 
S. Jenkins is a dedicated community activist. 
She serves as the 1st Vice President of the 
Dale City Civic Association, Chairman of the 
Dale City 4th of July Parade Committee, Edu- 
cation Co-Chairman of the Bel Air Woman’s 
Club; life member and Past President of VFW 
Post 1503 Ladies Auxiliary; charter member of 
Disabled American Veterans Chapter 48; Sun 
Shine Chairman of the Dale City Volunteer 
Fire Department; life member of American Le- 
gion Post 364 Ladies Auxiliary; Vice Chairman 
for Project Mend-A-House; and a member of 
the Finance Committee for Bethel United 
Methodist Church. 

Vernon Williams, Jr. Young Person of the 
Year: Steven Blakely is a senior at Osbourn 
Park High School and captain of his school’s 
swim team. Mr. Blakely created the “Foster 
Care Children’s Gift Fund” to help the Depart- 
ment of Social Services purchase Christmas 
presents for foster children. During the past 
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four years, the program has raised $55,000 to 
help children in our community. 


Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in commending the recipients of the Prince 
William Ministerial Associations Community 
Appreciation Awards. | extend my personal 
appreciation to the recipients for their contribu- 
tions to effect positive change in our commu- 
nity. 


EE 


INTRODUCTION OF BIPARTISAN 
LEGISLATION TO GRANT HOLO- 
CAUST RAIL VICTIMS JUSTICE 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
reintroducing bipartisan legislation along with 
my colleagues Representatives ILEANA ROS- 
LEHTINEN, JERROLD NADLER, TED DEUTCH, LUIS 
GUTIERREZ, MAURICE HINCHEY, ALLEN WEST, 
GARY ACKERMAN, ELIJAH CUMMINGS, CHRIS 
VAN HOLLEN, and DEBBIE WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ that will finally grant holocaust rail 
victims justice in their lifetimes. 


During World War Il, more than 75,000 
Jews and other “undesirables” were trans- 
ported from France to Nazi death camps 
aboard trains operated by the Societé 
Nationale des Chemins de fer Francais 
(“SNCF”). Among those transported to death 
camps on SNCF trains were American airmen 
shot down over France. SNCF operated the 
trains as a commercial venture and were paid 
per head, per kilometer to deliver thousands to 
their ultimate deaths. 


In the 66 years since the end of World War 
1, SNCF has never made restitution ог repara- 
tions to its victims, and recently went so far as 
to tell a member of the California Assembly 
that “SNCF will never pay the survivors any- 
thing” and that the company “would rather not 
do business in California” than pay repara- 
tions. 


Hundreds of known survivors and family 
members of those who have perished live in 
the United States today—although the number 
of living survivors is rapidly growing smaller— 
and litigation seeking to hold SNCF account- 
able for its actions during World War II has 
been ongoing for over ten years. SNCF has 
unfortunately thus far succeeded in cloaking 
itself in the veil of foreign sovereign immunity 
and thus evaded jurisdiction in United States 
courts. 


This legislation would simply preclude, in 
this one limited instance, the defense of for- 
eign sovereign immunity from being raised. As 
the facts make clear, this is not the type of sit- 
uation foreign sovereign immunity was in- 
tended to cover. 


| urge my colleagues to cosponsor this leg- 
islation that would finally hold SNCF account- 
able for its wartime actions and provide sur- 
vivors with what is likely their last opportunity 
for justice in their lifetimes. 
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TO HONOR JOHN M. GILLIS, RE- 
CIPIENT OF THE HENRY W. 
BOSWORTH, JR. MEMORIAL CITI- 
ZENSHIP AWARD 


HON. WILLIAM R. KEATING 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor a distinguished and revered public serv- 
ant of Quincy, Massachusetts, Mr. John M. 
Gillis. John has served as a Norfolk County 
commissioner since 1992, but has been an 
active member of the Massachusetts commu- 
nity for many decades. 

A lifelong resident of the Quincy area, John 
attended Adams Elementary School, Quincy 
Point Junior High School, and Quincy High 
School. Motivated by service to his country, he 
enlisted in the Marines during World War Il 
and fought bravely in the Battle of Saipan. 
John then enrolled at Northeastern University 
and received his accounting degree in 1953. 

John’s exemplary background in public serv- 
ice spans from his dedication as a Quincy fire- 
fighter stationed at Central Headquarters fol- 
lowing World War II to his post as City Clerk 
in Quincy. Of his nearly four decades as clerk, 
John asserts they were his best in city govern- 
ment because he was able to champion the 
“little guy.” 

In recognition of his commitment to the 
common good, John will be the honored re- 
cipient of the Henry W. Bosworth Jr. Memorial 
Citizenship Award— aptly named in memory 
of Quincy Sun founder Henry Bosworth, 
John’s long-time friend—on March 27th. | ex- 
tend to John my most heartfelt congratula- 
tions, and | urge my constituents and all 
Americans to follow his example of service 
and leadership. 


Ee 


HONORING TOM BRYSON 
HON. DALE E. KILDEE 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, | ask the House 
of Representatives to join me in congratulating 
Tom Bryson upon his retirement as President 
and CEO of WJRT-TV. Tom retired on Feb- 
ruary 28th with over 25 years of service. 

After graduating from the University of Mis- 
souri’s School of Journalism, Tom worked with 
Group W Radio in Washington, DC covering 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.’s “1 Have a Dream” 
speech. Over the years he has worked for var- 
ious stations throughout the United States be- 
fore accepting a position at WJRT-TV and 
has called it home for the past 25 years. Tom 
has accepted several leadership roles within 
the Michigan broadcasting industry including 
President of the MAB Board of Directors, and 
Chairman of the MAB Foundation. He was in- 
ducted into the Michigan’ Broadcasting Hall of 
Fame in 2007 and received the 2010 Lifetime 
Achievement Award from the Michigan Asso- 
ciation of Broadcasters. 

Communities served by WJRT are better 
because of his dedicated service. He has pro- 
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vided guidance and direction to several orga- 
nizations including: United Way of Genesee 
County, the Food Bank of Eastern Michigan, 
the School of Health Professions and Studies 
for the University of Michigan-Flint, Goodwill 
Industries of Mid-Michigan, Genesys Charity 
Classic, Kiwanis Club of Flint, the Flint Salva- 
tion Army, the Flint Area Chamber of Com- 
merce, the Genesee Focus Council, and the 
Genesee County Convention and Visitors Bu- 
reau. Tom and his wife, Mary, have three 
daughters and four grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker, | would like to congratulate 
Tom Bryson and wish him a happy retirement. 
He has been a great influence on Flint and on 
me personally. | am a better person because 
of Tom Bryson. | wish him the best in the fu- 
ture and thank him for his service to our com- 
munity. 


HONORING WES LEONARD 


HON. BILL HUIZENGA 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to honor Wes Leonard, the 
Fennville Blackhawks Basketball Team, and 
the entire community who came together in 
the aftermath of tragedy that has been fol- 
lowed by our entire nation. 

The Blackhawks finished their season this 
Monday, capturing a Class C District Cham- 
pionship trophy before their season ended 
with a 23-1 record. 

But theirs was no ordinary run for a high 
school state basketball title. 

Their star player, Wes Leonard, collapsed 
and tragically passed away after scoring the 
game-winning basket for his team on March 3, 
the final game of the regular season. 

With that basket, Wes Leonard led his team 
to a perfect winning record during his junior 
year. According to all who knew him, this 16- 
year-old student exhibited the character, dis- 
cipline, and affability that made him both re- 
spected and loved within the Fennville Com- 
munity. His school superintendent described 
him as “the quintessential all-American kid.” 
While attending Wes’s family visitation, | was 
struck by how many members of rival school 
teams in their letter jackets came to pay their 
respects to Wes, the team he led, and his 
family. More than 1,500 people attended his 
funeral service at Christ Memorial Church in 
Holland. These facts are sure testaments to 
what this young man meant to the Fennville 
community. 

In a massive outpouring of support from his 
community and even people across the nation 
and world, fans came out in record numbers 
to cheer on the Blackhawks, who played their 
first District playoff game on March 7, just 
three days after Wes’s death. Even in this 
chamber, as | wore this orange ribbon in 
Wes’s memory and in support of the team, 
colleagues and strangers who asked about its 
meaning knew the story of Wes and the 
Blackhawks and asked me to pass along con- 
dolences and encouragement. 
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Sellout crowds packed the Hope College 
DeVos Fieldhouse to witness the team’s play- 
off games in person, and scores more fol- 
lowed along online and saw highlights on such 
programs as SportsCenter on ESPN. 

The Blackhawks played оп honorably 
through it all, and | want to congratulate them 
on an outstanding, admirable, and courageous 
finish to their season. The true mark of char- 
acter is how one responds to adversity. These 
young men have shown unbelievable char- 
acter. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask this House to join me in 
honoring this team and commending all who 
rallied around them. | would like to express 
condolences on behalf of myself and the peo- 
ple of the 2nd District to the family, friends 
and teammates of Wes Leonard. And | would 
like to honor this young man for his leadership 
that was an inspiration to all who knew him. 


—— чс 


A TRIBUTE TO CAROL NAOMI 


TANITA, 29TH CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT WOMAN OF THE 
YEAR—2011 


HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in 
honor of Women’s History Month. Each year, 
we pay special tribute to the accomplishments 
made by our nation’s most distinguished 
women during the month of March. 

Today, | stand to laud the tireless efforts of 
Carol Naomi Tanita of Monterey Park. Born in 
the Boyle Heights region of Los Angeles, 
Carol grew up committed to her education. 
Upon graduating high school with honors, she 
attended the University of Southern California, 
where she attained her bachelor’s and mas- 
ters degrees in the field of education, and 
earned her specialist credential in bilingual 
cross-cultural education in Japanese. 

Carol has maintained an active spirit for all 
her passions in life, and continues to be in- 
volved with the community as a tireless volun- 
teer and parent. She served as a member of 
the PTA of Brightwood and Repetto Elemen- 
tary Schools for 12 years, and received nu- 
merous awards, including the title of Parent of 
the Year at Repetto Elementary School for her 
exemplary service. 

In 2007, Ms. Tanita was presented with the 
Community Service Award by the Alhambra 
Educational Foundation. Her continuous ef- 
forts were always appreciated, as she repeat- 
edly received the Honorary Service Award and 
Continuing Service Award at Mark Keppel 
High School. Upon the graduation of her chil- 
dren, Carol continued to be active with the 
PTSA and the Mark Keppel Alliance. As a re- 
sult of her unwavering commitment, she was 
awarded the Golden Oak—the highest award 
the California PTA gives for outstanding serv- 
ice to schools and communities. During 20 
years of committed service, Carol has sur- 
passed 9,000 volunteer hours. 

Ms. Tanita also serves the community be- 
yond the realm of education. For two years, 
she served on the F.A.C.E.S.’s Board at Pa- 
cific Clinics and the Family Advisory Council at 
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the Eastern Los Angeles Regional Center, 
which serves individuals with developmental 
disabilities. Currently, Carol dedicates her time 
to Parents In Community Inclusion (PICI), a 
group which mentors families and educators in 
creating an inclusive community for special 
needs individuals. 

Carol served as a parent volunteer for the 
Boy Scouts of America as well, when her son 
Nicholas enrolled as a Cub Scout. Over the 
years, she served as the Parent Committee 
Chair, Treasurer, and now is the District Fi- 
nance Chair for the Mission Amigos District of 
the San Gabriel Valley Council Boy Scouts of 
America, which serves the cities of Monterey 
Park, Alhambra, San Gabriel, Rosemead, El 
Monte and South El Monte. 

| ask all Members to join me today in hon- 
oring an outstanding woman of California’s 
29th Congressional District, Carol Naomi 
Tanita, for her outstanding service to the com- 
munity. 


ES 


TO HONOR AND CELEBRATE THE 
LIFE OF BRIGADIER GENERAL 
ALVIN D. UNGERLEIDER 


HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | 
rise today to honor and celebrate the life of a 
true American hero, Brigadier General (RETD) 
Alvin D. Ungerleider who recently passed 
away at the age of 89. 

General Ungerleider honorably served our 
country in uniform for 36 years, beginning 
when he was drafted in November, 1942. He 
received his commission and was assigned to 
the 115th Regiment, 29th Infantry Division of 
the National Guard. On D-Day, June 6, 1944, 
at the age of 22, then Lieutenant Ungerleider 
led 50 men into battle on the beaches of 
Omaha. 

The Invasion of Normandy changed the 
course of World War 11 and of history. During 
the intense fighting in the opening days of the 
Normandy invasion, Lt. Ungerleider was 
wounded twice. He reluctantly left the battle- 
field for only two weeks to recover from his 
wounds, and then returned to continue fighting 
throughout France and into Germany. He led 
his men through minefields and joined the bat- 
tles to free the town of St. Laurent-sur-Mer 
and the city of Brest from Nazi occupation. 

Nearly one year later, during the spring of 
1945, Lt. Ungerleider received orders to cap- 
ture part of an industrial complex and liberate 
Dora-Mittelobau, a slave labor concentration 
camp that was a subcamp of Nordhausen 
prison. In April, 1945, after taking heavy fire 
from the Nazi soldiers guarding the prison, Lt. 
Ungerleider and his men liberated the camp. 
Years later, General Ungerleider said that al- 
though he had become battle hardened, noth- 
ing had prepared him for what he encountered 
at Nordhausen. To quote General Ungerleider, 
“We thought we had entered the gates of 
hell.” 

At Nordhausen, he and his men freed ap- 
proximately 300 prisoners, most of whom he 
described as “living skeletons.” He and his 
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men shared the small amount of food that 
they had with the prisoners. Lt. Ungerleider 
then led them in reciting Kaddish, the Jewish 
prayer for the dead. Only then did the pris- 
oners accept that the horror of the Nazi death 
camp had ended. 

General Ungerleider continued serving our 
country in the United States Army for several 
more decades, in times of both war and 
peace. He commanded an armored tank unit 
during the Korean War and a Tactical Unit 
during the war in Vietnam, where he spent his 
free time working with a Vietnamese orphan- 
age. Later in his military career, he com- 
manded the Aberdeen Proving Grounds and 
eventually retired in 1978. 

In recognition of his distinguished military 
service, General Ungerleider received three 
Legion of Merit awards, the Four Chaplains 
Award, 2 Bronze Stars for bravery and meri- 
torious service, and a Purple Heart. While 
commanding at Aberdeen, he established 
Equal Opportunity programs, and he was rec- 
ognized by the Secretary of the Army and the 
NAACP for these innovations. The Brigadier 
General also received decorations from the 
Korean and Vietnamese governments, and he 
is one of only 99 Americans to be awarded 
the French Legion of Honor for his role in D- 
Day and the eventual liberation of France. 

On June 6, 1994, in commemoration of the 
50th Anniversary of D-Day, General 
Ungerleider was selected to escort President 
Clinton at the American Cemetery at 
Colleville-sur-Mer in Normandy France. There 
he walked alongside the President and to- 
gether they laid a wreath to honor all who 
fought and died to liberate Europe. 

As committed as General Ungerleider was 
to serving our country, he was equally com- 
mitted to his family, Jewish faith, and commu- 
nity. He was a loving and devoted husband to 
Ruth Golden Ungerleider for more than 66 
years, a dedicated father to Neil, Ilene and 
Daniel, and a doting grandfather to his grand- 
children. In 1955 while still on active duty sta- 
tioned in Monterrey, CA, he started that city’s 
very first Jewish Sunday School. He worked 
with the Jewish Welfare Board to find new 
homes in America and Palestine for displaced 
Jews. The National Holocaust Museum recog- 
nizes the 29th Infantry as Liberators due to 
the efforts of General Ungerleider and the 
men he led in Europe. 

He was also active in his temple, Olam 
Tikvah, and served for 8 years as an adminis- 
trator, helping to build the membership of the 
temple and increase its involvement in the 
community. 

| would like to personally thank Mr. Bruce 
Waxman, an officer of Vietnam Veterans of 
America Chapter 227 and a member of Con- 
gregation Olam Tikvah, for bringing the ex- 
traordinary contributions of General 
Ungerleider to my attention. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that my colleagues join 
me in honoring the life of Brigadier General 
Alvin D. Ungerleider and in expressing our 
deepest condolences to his family and friends. 
Often we hear a person described as a hero, 
but rarely does that moniker fit as well as it 
does in this case. General Ungerleider dedi- 
cated his life to serving his country, his family, 
his faith, and his community. He rightfully 
earned the appreciation and respect of all 
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Americans for his lifetime of honorable service 
to our nation, as well as the gratitude of many 
others around the globe who owe their lives 
and their quality of life to this true American 
hero. 


a 


RAISING AWARENESS ABOUT 
BLOOD THINNERS AND POTEN- 
TIAL RISKS TO PATIENTS 


HON. BEN CHANDLER 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in memory of a constituent of mine, Shannon 
Elizabeth Mudd from Mt. Sterling, Kentucky, 
who died due to complications from treatment 
she received by medical personnel who were 
not aware of an underlying medical condition 
and the use of blood thinners. Shannon was 
17 years old and today would have been her 
19th birthday. Mr. Speaker, this tragedy 
should prompt us to look more closely at pro- 
tecting people who use anti-coagulant drugs to 
treat blood clots and deep vein thrombosis 
(DVT). It is my hope that more awareness and 
better labeling might help prevent what hap- 
pened to Shannon from happening to other 
patients on anti-coagulant drugs. 

Shannon was diagnosed on September 4, 
2009 with neuroendocrine carcinoma, a rare 
form of cancer, and was beginning to respond 
well to new treatments when a visit to her doc- 
tor revealed she had deep vein thrombosis 
(DVT), or a blood clot, in her chest. Rather 
than put Shannon through an invasive proce- 
dure, her doctor instead prescribed an anti-co- 
agulant drug used to treat DVT. Like any anti- 
coagulant drug, the medication included a 
warning that there was a risk of severe bleed- 
ing associated with it. However, the medica- 
tion warning did not alert her to the risk asso- 
ciated with internal bleeding that could be- 
come life threatening if a minor injury were left 
untreated. 

When Shannon received some encouraging 
news about her cancer prognosis, she went to 
lunch with her father to celebrate. While at the 
restaurant, Shannon fell and hit her head. Be- 
cause her father was not informed of the dan- 
ger of internal bleeding associated with the 
drug Shannon had been taking, paramedics 
were not made aware of her history with the 
anti-clotting medication. Since it appeared it 
was a minor injury, Shannon was not taken to 
the hospital. Later that day, Shannon com- 
plained of dizziness and exhibited signs of a 
stroke. Her father called 911 and Shannon 
was flown to the University of Kentucky Med- 
ical Center where emergency physicians 
began treating her for massive brain hem- 
orrhaging. By this time, little could be done for 
Shannon and she slipped into a coma. Shan- 
non passed away almost a month later and 
just 5 weeks shy of her 18th birthday. 

In memory of her daughter, Shannon’s 
mother, Angela Visone Mudd, took up the 
cause of educating the public about the risk of 
traumatic brain injury associated with anti-co- 
agulant drugs and minor head injury. Ms. 
Mudd developed bands for patients taking 
these medications to wear, communicating the 
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risk of internal or external bleeding to medical 
personnel in the event of an accident. 

Shannon was taken from her family much 
too soon. | applaud Shannon’s mother and her 
many supporters for their courage and efforts 
to help other families avoid the same tragic 
set of circumstances that ultimately led to 
Shannon’s death a year ago. Mr. Speaker, it 
is my hope that through sharing Shannon’s 
story, more tragedies like this can be pre- 
vented and more lives saved. 


EE 


SPOKANE VALLEY REMEMBERS 
BOB McCASLIN 


HON. CATHY McMORRIS RODGERS 


OF WASHINGTON 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr. Speaker, 
| rise today in remembrance of my friend Bob 
McCaslin, an outstanding leader for the Spo- 
kane Valley, who sadly passed away on 
March 13. Bob was one of my colleagues in 
the Washington State Legislature—a place 
where he proudly served for thirty years—and 
| can personally testify that he was one of our 
most well-liked, well-respected members. He 
will be dearly missed. 

A U.S. Navy veteran of World War II, Bob 
McCaslin graduated from Washington State 
University, worked for Kaiser Aluminum and 
later owned a real estate firm. He was first 
elected to the State Senate in 1980 and was 
re-elected easily every four years, sometimes 
with only token opposition. While there, he op- 
posed most tax increases and supported most 
efforts to shrink state government. 

He also earned a reputation for being “the 
master of a well-timed story or joke,” as Sen- 
ate Minority Leader Mike Hewitt recently told 
our local newspaper, the Spokane Spokes- 
man-Review. “Bob was always the one who, 
when things were going badly in caucus, could 
get things calmed down. He’d tell a little 
story.” 

At the start of this year’s session, Bob was 
the longest serving Republican State Senator. 
However, Bob resigned his seat in January 
due to ill health. He continued serving, how- 
ever, as a Spokane Valley city councilman. 
News of his passing was greeted with sad- 
ness by the Spokane Valley community and 
also by his many friends in Olympia and 
throughout Washington State—regardless of 
party. 

Bob McCaslin was a great leader and his 
passing is a great loss for Eastern Wash- 
ington. | ask my colleagues to join me in hon- 
oring Bob’s memory and to keep his family in 
their thoughts and prayers. 


THE MARINE DEBRIS ACT REAU- 
THORIZATION AMENDMENTS OF 
2011 


HON. MADELEINE Z. BORDALLO 


OF GUAM 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today 
in strong support of the bipartisan the Marine 
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Debris Act Reauthorization Amendments of 
2011 which was introduced earlier today by 
my friend and colleague Congressman SAM 
FARR, from California. | sponsored similar leg- 
islation in the 111th Congress and | commend 
Congressman FARR for recognizing the impor- 
tance of this legislation and his efforts toward 
its reintroduction. 

Marine debris comes in many forms and 
from many sources, each posing as a threat to 
birds, fish and other wildlife, while also affect- 
ing navigational safety, and polluting our 
beaches. Once passed, this legislation will 
serve to reduce the adverse impacts marine 
debris has on our marine ecosystem, the 
economy, and public safety. NOAA’s existing 
Marine Debris Program supports important 
projects throughout the country, including 
beach cleanups, derelict fishing gear location 
and removal, and educational campaigns. Of- 
tentimes these projects will enlist the assist- 
ance of out-of-season fishermen and other 
members of coastal communities. The pro- 
gram helps to locate and track marine debris 
to avoid threats to navigational safety. This re- 
authorizing language would serve to stream- 
line these programs by avoiding any overlaps 
or conflicts with other federal agencies. 

NOAA’s Marine Debris Program directly 
benefits the environment and the economy of 
coastal communities throughout the nation. 
Our fisheries, recreation, and tourism indus- 
tries are dependent on clean beaches and 
healthy marine ecosystems. 

Guam would greatly benefit from the pas- 
sage of the Marine Debris Reauthorization as 
it would give states and local communities the 
additional tools we need to effectively protect 
our marine environments and wildlife. Again, | 
would like to thank Representative FARR for in- 
troducing this legislation, as well as Rep. DON 
YOUNG, Rep. DANA ROHRABACHER, Rep. 
DONNA CHRISTENSEN, and Rep. PEDRO 
PIERLUISI for joining me as original cospon- 
sors. | encourage my colleagues to support 
this important piece of legislation. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. STEVE COHEN 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, | was detained 
from voting on Wednesday, March 16, 2011. If 
present, | would have voted “yea” on the fol- 
lowing rollcall votes: rollcall 183, rollcall 184, 
rollcall 185, rollcall 186, and rollcall 187. 

| would have voted “nay” on the following 
rollcall vote: rollcall 188. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
HON. BARBARA LEE 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, March 17, 2011 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, today | 
missed rollcall vote number 175 on H.R. 793, 
and rollcall vote number 176 on agreeing to H. 
Con. Res. 27. Had | been present, | would 
have voted “aye” on both votes. 
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IN HONOR OF GREG DAVIS, СЕО 
OF DAVIS BROADCASTING, INC. 


HON. SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR. 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, | rise 
today to honor a great organization and two 
friends of long-standing, Greg and Cheryl 
Davis. Davis Broadcasting began Twenty-Five 
years ago with a vision and determination to 
make the world a better place to live. But, to 
understand where Davis Broadcasting is 
today, you have to understand the man behind 
the vision. 

Greg Davis was born in Fort Smith, Arkan- 
sas. He received his Bachelor of Arts Degree 
in Biology from Lane College in Jackson, Ten- 
nessee, and went on to faithfully serve in the 
United States Army. He later furthered his 
education and received his Masters Degree 
from Eastern Michigan University. 

The scripture says in proverbs that: “Trust 
the lord with all your hear heart, and lean not 
on your own understanding; In all your ways 
acknowledge him and he shall direct your 
path.” Greg Davis has always kept God in the 
forefront of his life. God directed his path to 
find a life partner who stood with him in his 
life’s work. And that in turn led to birth of his 
three children: Geniece, Michelle, and Greg, 
Jr. 

God also directed his path from a Commu- 
nity School Director in Michigan to a 37-year 
career in T.V. and Radio Broadcasting. He 
began his career in broadcasting, spending 12 
years in marketing and sales management. 
His television career took him from Flint Michi- 
gan to Chicago, New York, Los Angeles, San 
Francisco, and Detroit; concluded in Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio as General Sales Manager of 
Multimedia Broadcasting. 

He started Davis Broadcasting, Inc. in June 
of 1986 by acquiring radio stations in Colum- 
bus and Augusta, Georgia. Most people would 
have been happy with these two stations, but 
Mr. Davis wanted to expand his presence in 
radio by reaching diverse audiences all across 
the country. He went on to purchase stations 
in Macon, Georgia, Columbus, Georgia, At- 
lanta, Georgia and Charlotte, North Carolina. 
In 2000, he sold the radio stations in Charlotte 
and Augusta to expand his operations in the 
Columbus community that he has grown to 
love. 

His radio stations touch the lives of all peo- 
ple from all walks of life. The different music 
genres that his stations encompass include 
urban contemporary, gospel contemporary, 
music focused on the Hispanic population and 
sports. His station WFXE-—FM, better known to 
all of us as Foxie 105 has remained as the 
number one Arbitron rated radio station in the 
Columbus media market for 24 of the 25 years 
it has existed. 

Finally, Greg and Cheryl Davis and Davis 
Broadcasting have given back to their commu- 
nity with service on numerous community 
boards. The Company also puts on annual 
events such as the Family Day in the Parks 
and the Needy Children’s Christmas party, 
which provides three to four thousand needy 
children with a gift at Christmas. They truly un- 
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derstand the words of Shirley Chisholm when 
she said that, “Service is the rent that we pay 
for the space that we occupy here on this 
earth.” 

Mr. Speaker it gives me great pleasure to 
stand before you to honor the legacy of Greg 
and Cheryl Davis and the 25-year legacy of 
Davis Broadcasting—a legacy that endures, 
and whose best days are yet to come. 


—— 


HONORING REV. DR. HENRY 
THOMAS SIMMONS 


HON. GREGORY W. MEEKS 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. MEEKS. Mr Speaker, | rise today to 
honor and recognize a respected leader in my 
community, Rev. Dr. Henry Thomas Simmons, 
who is celebrating twenty years of dedicated 
service to the St. Albans Congregational 
Church in my district. 

Since March 1, 1991. Dr. Simmons has 
served as Senior Minister of the St. Albans 
Congregational Church in St. Albans, New 
York. Under his visionary leadership the con- 
gregation has grown from 400 to 1,200 active 
members who share mutual labors sponsoring 
just over fifty ministries for congregants and 
the community. In addition to his role as an or- 
dained minister, Dr. Simmons has played an 
important continuous role as a father, hus- 
band, and grandfather. Dr. Simmons continues 
to serve as an advocate for his community by 
committing to serving his members within the 
church as well as the wider St. Albans com- 
munity, which encompasses a variety of 
Queens’ diverse population. 

Dr. Simmons began his public service as an 
ordained minister of the gospel as Associate 
Minister with the Peoples Congregational 
United Church of Christ in Washington, DC, 
from 1973-1977. In August 1977 he was 
called to serve as Senior Minister of the 
Mayflower Congregational Church in Detroit, 
Michigan. After six years of leading that con- 
gregations’ renewal as a vital urban church, 
Dr. Simmons was elected in 1983 as Sec- 
retary for Racial, Ethnic, and Minority Church 
Development for the United Church Board for 
Homeland Ministries in New York City. For 
eight years he assumed primary staff leader- 
ship for the denomination’s evangelism efforts 
in new and urban church renewal for African 
American, Latino, American Indian, and Pacific 
Islander-Asian American churches before 
moving to Queens, NY. 

Dr. Simmons has served as Chair of the 
Board of Directors of the United Church of 
Christ Justice and Witness Ministries; Chair of 
the United Church of Christ Search Committee 
for General Minister and President; and Presi- 
dent of the Southeast Queens Clergy for Com- 
munity. Empowerment, Inc, now known as 
Clergy United for Community Empowerment. 
Among the awards and honors Dr. Simmons 
has received are citations for outstanding min- 
isterial leadership from the Michigan State 
Legislature, the Detroit city Council, the New 
York City Council, and honorary Doctor of Di- 
vinity degrees for contributions to racial and 
social justice from the Ursinus College and 
Huston-Tillotson College. 
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Through his leadership, Dr. Simmons con- 
tinues to represent wisdom and strength for 
the entire congregation of St. Albans Con- 
gregational Church. | am sure Dr. Simmons 
has faced many joys and challenges during 
his twenty year tenure at St. Albans Con- 
gregational Church, and | wish him continued 
success throughout the remainder of his time 
there. | applaud Dr. Simmons for all he has 
accomplished and for his unrelenting commit- 
ment to God, his family, public service, and 
the community of St. Albans. 


EE 


HONORING CESAR CHAVEZ’S 
BIRTHDAY 


HON. MARTIN HEINRICH 


OF NEW MEXICO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
pay tribute to a true American hero and a re- 
markable public servant, Cesar Chavez. Cha- 
vez is revered by people across our nation as 
a humble activist who led a monumental fight 
to improve labor conditions for migrant farm 
workers. His nonviolent crusade for social 
change was inspired by the hardship and in- 
justices that he witnessed growing up as a 
farm worker. As a result of that upbringing, he 
led a movement to achieve fair wages, worker 
protections, human rights and human dignity 
among the most underrepresented in our soci- 
ety. He was awarded the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom for those efforts, and today, almost 
two decades after his passing, he continues to 
inspire young people to dedicate their own 
lives in service to others. In his words, “the 
end of all education should surely be service 
to others.” His impact is timeless and cannot 
be understated. On behalf of my constituents 
in New Mexico’s First Congressional District, | 
am proud to honor him before my colleagues 
in Congress. 


CELEBRATING NOWRUZ 


HON. MICHAEL M. HONDA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
commemorate Nowruz, the traditional Iranian 
New Year, and take the opportunity to cele- 
brate Iranian Americans’ contributions to 
America. | wish Iranian Americans and the 
people of Iran a prosperous new year. 

Nowruz originated in ancient Persia, and 
dates back more than 3,000 years. Nowruz 
means a “New Day” which occurs on the 
vernal equinox and celebrates the arrival of 
spring. It symbolizes a time of renewal and 
community, and it harkens the departure from 
the trials and tribulations of the previous year 
and brings hope for the New Year. 

Nowruz is celebrated by nearly 300 million 
Iranians and other peoples all over the world, 
including in the United States, Iran, and other 
countries in Central Asia, South Asia, 
Caucasus, Crimea, and Balkan Regions. It is 
also celebrated by more than 1 million Iranian 
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Americans of all backgrounds, including those 
with Muslim, Jewish, Christian, Baha’i, Zoro- 
astrian, and non-religious backgrounds. 

Nowruz embodies the tradition that each in- 
dividuals thinking, speaking, and conduct 
should always be virtuous, and the ideal of 
compassion for our fellow human beings re- 
gardless of ethnicity or religion, and symbol- 
izes a time of renewal and community. 

In 539 B.C., Cyrus the Great established 
one of the earliest charters on human rights, 
which abolished slavery and allowed for free- 
dom of religion, and this marker in Iranian his- 
tory has had significant impact on the respect 
for human rights that Iranian Americans carry 
today. 

Iranian Americans continue to make con- 
tributions in all sectors of American public life, 
including government, military, and law en- 
forcement officials, who proudly serve to up- 
hold the Constitution of the United States and 
to protect all people in the United States. 

The United States is a melting pot of 
ethnicities and religion and Nowruz contributes 
to the richness of American culture and is con- 
sistent with our founding principles of peace 
and prosperity for all. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION 


HON. BARBARA LEE 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, today | 
missed rollcall vote No. 181 on H. Res. 170. 
Had | been present, | would have voted “no” 
on this vote. 


EE 
CONGRATULATING TIFFANY 
FLYNN ON HER 25TH ANNIVER- 
SARY 


HON. DALE E. KILDEE 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
celebrate the 25th anniversary of my District 
Chief of Staff, Tiffany Flynn. Twenty five years 
ago today, | hired Tiffany as a receptionist in 
my Flint office. Tiffany, who grew up іп 
Lapeer, Michigan and graduated from Lapeer 
West High School, worked her way up in my 
district office to eventually become my District 
Chief of Staff. She now oversees my district 
staff and manages my offices in Flint, Sagi- 
naw, and Bay City. 

Tiffany is a reliable and focused manager. 
She has been instrumental in helping foster 
growth and revitalization throughout my dis- 
trict. Tiffany played a critical role in ensuring 
that the Flint Main Post Office Processing and 
Distribution Center and the Social Security Ad- 
ministration office remained downtown. She 
also played a leading role in the redevelop- 
ment of downtown Flint. Tiffany has not only 
been a great asset to my office, but also to 
the people of mid-Michigan. 

Even after her workday is done, Tiffany con- 
tinues to give back to her community by par- 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS, Vol. 157, Pt. 3 


ticipating in a number of local activities and 
charities. Tiffany has been a member of the 
Rotary Board of Directors and is now presi- 
dent-elect of the Rotary Club of Flint. She 
works with the United Way and Muscular Dys- 
trophy Association and supports the Boys & 
Girls Club of Greater Flint and the YWCA. Tif- 
fany is also active in Women in Leadership, 
the League of Women Voters and in 2008 she 
received the ATHENA award by the Women’s 
Business Council of the Genesee Regional 
Chamber of Commerce for mentoring and in- 
spiring young women. 

Today, | want to thank Tiffany for her years 
of service, hard work and dedication to my of- 
fice and to the people of mid-Michigan. 
Throughout the years, she has made a signifi- 
cant impact on my office and the lives of my 
constituents. | have been very fortunate to 
have had Tiffany on my staff for the last 25 
years. 


CELEBRATING OUR LOCAL HEROES 
HON. FRANK К. WOLF 


OF VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, it is my honor to 
salute the Dulles Regional Chamber of Com- 
merce and the fine people being recognized at 
its annual awards gala, So Proudly We Hail— 
Celebrating Our Local Heroes. 

The Dulles Regional Chamber is located in 
one of the top technology corridors in the na- 
tion and is the largest chamber in Fairfax 
County. Each year it recognizes first respond- 
ers in the region who have gone above and 
beyond the call of duty. 

This year’s honorees are Capt. Kathleen 
Stanley with Fairfax County’s International 
Urban Search and Rescue and the late Sgt. 
Phillip Farley with the Herndon Police Depart- 
ment. 

Capt. Stanley has served the citizens of 
Fairfax County for nearly 20 years, most re- 
cently in Battalion 401 which serves the Res- 
ton/Herndon area of Fairfax County. In 2010, 
she deployed with the county’s Urban Search 
and Rescue team to Haiti, where she served 
for the entire deployment as a medical spe- 
cialist, often administering care to patients 
critically injured in the earthquake. 

Sgt. Farley is being recognized for his con- 
tributions from 2001 to 2010 to the Herndon 
Police Department. Because of his efforts, the 
Herndon Police Department is one of the first 
law enforcement agencies in northern Virginia 
to implement a seamless transition in its elec- 
tronic records management, computer aided 
dispatch and mobile computer terminals to en- 
able effective communication and records 
management solutions. Sgt. Farley also was 
instrumental in the research and testing of the 
department's transition from revolvers to auto- 
matic weapons. In addition, he introduced sce- 
nario-based training to coincide with annual 
range training. 

In addition to recognizing local first respond- 
ers, the chamber invited and saluted seven 
service men for their contributions to our coun- 
try. They are: Chief Warrant Officer 5 Bradley 
Garfield, U.S. Marine Corps; 1st Sgt Michael 
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Barrett, U.S. Marine Corps; Gunnery Sgt. 
Alain Frederique, U.S. Marine Corps; Gunnery 
Sgt. Josue Magana, U.S. Marine Corps; Staff 
Sgt. Hugh Davis, U.S. Army Reserve, retired; 
Technical Sgt. Christopher Frost, U.S. Air 
Force, and Sgt. John Eubanks, U.S. Marine 
Corps. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in recognizing 
the accomplishments of these honorees. We 
owe them all our thanks. 


EEE 


TRIBUTE TO MASTER SERGEANT 
DAN CALDARALE 


HON. JON RUNYAN 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. RUNYAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to 
honor Master Sergeant Dan Caldarale and 
recognize his safe return home on Sunday, 
March 20, 2011 from his tour in the Middle 
East. 

Dan began his career in the Army National 
Guard in the summer of 1981 at basic training 
in Ft. Benning, Georgia. During his 30 years of 
service to our country, he served as both ac- 
tive duty and Army Reserve. Currently, Dan is 
an Inspector General Investigator with the 
Army National Guard. 

In addition to his career as a Master Ser- 
geant, Dan has served as a local patrolman 
and crash investigator for over 16 years. He 
graduated from the Police Academy in 1995 
and has served as a member of the North 
Hanover Township Police Department since 
May of 2007. Through both his national and 
local positions, it is clear that public service is 
a top priority in Dan’s life and one that he val- 
ues deeply. 

Today | join Dan’s friends and family, and 
most notably his wife Erica, a former Army 
National Guard Soldier of 13 years, and their 
sons, Matthew and Ryan, in welcoming home 
this great American hero. The United States of 
America is truly a safer place because of 
Dan’s dedicated and honorable service. 

Mr. Speaker, | ask that you and our col- 
leagues join me in recognizing Master Ser- 
geant Dan Caldarale and offering our sin- 
cerest appreciation for his successful tour of 
duty and his safe return home. 


— 


TRIBUTE TO DIVISION 1 ICE HOCK- 
EY COACH OF THE YEAR, TODD 
KRYGIER 


HON. THADDEUS G. McCOTTER 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Speaker, today | rise 
to acknowledge the Michigan High School Ath- 
letic Associations Division 1 Ice Hockey 
Coach of the Year, Todd Krygier. A native of 
Chicago Heights, Illinois and resident of Novi, 
Michigan, Coach Krygier led his Novi High 
School skaters to their first state championship 
in the team’s 13 year history. 

As a left winger with the University of Con- 
necticut, Todd Krygier was selected to the 
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1987 NCAA East Second All-American Team 
after scoring 48 points in 28 games for the 
Huskies. He was drafted by Hartford in the 
1988 Supplemental Draft and played parts of 
two seasons with the Whalers before being 
traded to the Washington Capitals in 1991 and 
then to the Mighty Ducks of Anaheim in 1994. 
Having been reacquired by the Capitals during 
the 1995-96 season, Coach Todd Krygier 
brings the unique perspective of having closed 
out his 543 game NHL career by playing in 
the 1998 Stanley Cup Finals. Krygier went on 
to play two seasons with the Orlando Solar 
Bears of the IHL before retiring in 2000. 

This season Coach Krygier and the Wildcats 
reached the pinnacle by dethroning perennial 
contender Orchard Lake St. Mary’s, 39-24, 
earning their first state championship. Todd 
Krygier led his team to a 30—5—1 record in- 
cluding a 6—0 playoff run that saw the Wild- 
cats score 29 goals to their opponents’ total of 
4. Five of Coach Krygier’s players were se- 
lected to All State teams, four First Team and 
one Second Team, while another player was 
selected for Honorable Mention. 

It is worth mentioning Coach Todd Krygier 
also earned family honors this year by leading 
his Novi Wildcats to a 9-1 win over younger 
brother, Bryan Krygier’s Clarkston Wolves іп 
the state quarterfinals; also, Bryan Krygier’s 
assistant coach is their father, Roman Krygier. 

Mr. Speaker, after earning his first state 
championship and being selected as the 
Michigan High School Athletic Association’s 
2010 Division 1 Ice Hockey Coach of the 
Year, Todd Krygier deserves to be recognized 
for his dedication to the young men of Novi 
High School. In recognition of his effort and 
the honor bestowed upon him, | ask my col- 
leagues to join me in congratulating Novi 
Hockey Coach Todd Krygier, his wife Kim and 
their children Brock, Natalie, Grace, Cole and 
Christian on Todd’s accolades and in honoring 
his devotion to our community and country. 


ee 


URGING TURKEY TO RESPECT THE 
RIGHTS AND RELIGIOUS FREE- 
DOMS OF THE ECUMENICAL PA- 
TRIARCHATE 


HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, today | am 
reintroducing legislation urging Turkey to re- 
spect the rights and religious freedoms of the 
Ecumenical Patriarchate. 

In 1993 the European Union defined the 
membership criteria for accession to the Euro- 
pean Union at the Copenhagen European 
Council, obligating candidate countries to have 
achieved certain levels of reform, including 
stability of institutions guaranteeing democ- 
racy, the rule of law, and human rights, and 
respect for and protection of minorities. Tur- 
key, which began accession negotiations with 
the EU on October 3, 2005, has failed to rec- 
ognize the Ecumenical Patriarchate’s inter- 
national status as the spiritual home of the 
world’s oldest and second largest Christian 
Church including more than 300 million Ortho- 
dox Christians worldwide. Moreover, the Gov- 
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ernment of Turkey has limited to Turkish na- 
tionals the candidates available to the Holy 
Synod of the Greek Orthodox Church for se- 
lection as the Ecumenical Patriarchate and 
reneged on its agreement to reopen the Theo- 
logical School at Halki, thus impeding training 
for the Orthodox clergy in Turkey. 

This resolution calls on Turkey to respect 
the rights and religious freedoms of the Ecu- 
menical Patriarchate by granting it the right to 
train clergy of all nationalities, not just Turkish 
nationals, and respecting the human rights 
and property rights of the Ecumenical Patri- 
archate. Additionally, the resolution encour- 
ages Turkey to continue the achievement of 
processes and programs to modernize and 
democratize its own society and prove that it 
is ready to meet the criteria set forth by the 
Copenhagen European Council prior to its ac- 
cession into the EU. 


——— 


INTRODUCTION OF THE MAJOR 
GENERAL DAVID F. WHERLEY, 
JR., DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA NA- 
TIONAL GUARD RETENTION AND 
COLLEGE ACCESS ACT 


HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 


OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, today | intro- 
duce a bill, the Major General David F. 
Wherley, Jr., District of Columbia National 
Guard Retention and College Access Act, 
NGRCA, to permanently authorize funding for 
a program that provides grants for higher edu- 
cation tuition to members of the D.C. National 
Guard. The NGRCA authorizes an education 
incentive program, recommended by the late 
Major General David F. Wherley, Jr., and his 
successor, Major General Errol Schwartz, who 
suggested that education grants would be 
useful in stemming the troublesome loss of 
members of the D.C. Guard to other units, in 
part because surrounding states offer such 
educational benefits to their Guards. | am 
grateful that the Appropriations Committee has 
provided funds in some years, most recently in 
2010. Authorizing funding is necessary to en- 
sure that D.C. National Guard members re- 
ceive the same treatment and benefits as 
other National Guard members, especially 
those in states which provide the higher edu- 
cation benefits we seek for D.C. National 
Guard members. The Guard for the Nation’s 
Capital has a severely limited ability to com- 
pete for the pool of regional residents, who 
find membership in the Maryland and Virginia 
Guards more beneficial. A competitive tuition 
assistance program for the D.C. National 
Guard will provide significant incentives and 
leverage to help counteract declining enroll- 
ment and level the field of competition. The 
D.C. National Guard is a federal instrument 
that is not under the control of the mayor of 
the District of Columbia, which we are trying to 
change for local emergencies. The federal 
government supports most other D.C. National 
Guard functions and should support this small 
benefit as well. 

The small education incentives in my bill 
would not only encourage high-quality recruits, 


4471 


but would have the important benefit of help- 
ing the D.C. National Guard to maintain the 
force necessary to protect the federal pres- 
ence, including Members of Congress and the 
Supreme Court, and visitors if a terrorist attack 
should occur. | am pleased to introduce the 
bill based on the advice of Guard personnel, 
who best know what is necessary. 

It is especially important for the D.C. Na- 
tional Guard to be able to attract the best sol- 
diers, given the unique mission it has to pro- 
tect the federal presence here, in addition to 
D.C. residents. This responsibility distin- 
guishes the D.C. National Guard from all other 
National Guards. The D.C. National Guard is 
specially trained to meet its unique mission. 

| urge my colleagues to support the bill. 


CONGRATULATING JAN GONG 
HON. CAROLYN McCARTHY 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, March 17, 2011 


Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, | rise today to recognize my constituent 
Jan Gong and congratulate her as she is 
named a finalist in the Intel Science Talent 
Search 2011. The Intel Science Talent Search 
is America’s most prestigious science competi- 
tion for high school seniors. Jan is one of only 
40 finalists nationwide. 

Jan’s project, “The Effect of High Glucose 
Levels On Morphine Signaling in Mytilus 
Edulis: Novel Implications for the Treatment of 
Obesity and Diabetes,” studied the addictive 
nature of sugar by using blue mussel as an 
animal model and found that high levels of 
glucose can regulate morphine receptors and 
cause morphine release, suggesting that 
sugar can be addictive. She also found that 
high levels of glucose can greatly increase the 
release of nitric oxide (NO), whose metabo- 
lites can contribute to vascular damage, but 
that naloxone, which counteracts the effects of 
morphine, and L-NAME, a NO synthase inhib- 
itor, can block the effect of glucose on NO re- 
lease. 

As a student at Garden City High School, 
Jan has participated in numerous science re- 
search programs including, Columbia Univer- 
sity Science Honors Program, Johns Hopkins 
Center for Talented Youth (CTY), Research 
Science Institute and Intel Science Talent 
Search. In addition, Jan has perfect SAT 
score, is first in her class of 275 at Garden 
City High School where she is captain of both 
the math team and the varsity fencing team, 
president of the Latin Honors Society, and 
principal cellist in the chamber orchestra. She 
has been recognized by the National Honor 
Society, American Chemistry Society, and 
Latin Honors Society and is a National Merit 
Scholarship Semifinalist. 

As a senior member of the Education and 
Workforce Committee, | am truly impressed by 
Jan’s accomplishments. | am pleased to see 
that Jan values not only her education, but 
also service and volunteerism within her com- 
munity. In her spare time, Jan volunteers at 
the Winthrop University Hospital, arranges 
concerts at nursing homes and helps her fel- 
low students as a peer tutor. Jan also ex- 
presses a deep affinity for the arts as an ac- 
complished cellist. She has performed as the 
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Principal Cellist with the Metropolitan Youth participation with the New York State Scho- and commend her dedication to education and 
Concert Orchestra and has received perfect lastic Music Association. _ Ий science. 
scores for five consecutive years during her Mr. Speaker, it is with pride and admiration 

that | offer my congratulations to Jan Gong 


